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CTATEA

OMAOCODN KAHTA

YOK 1(091):165.323

MPAKTUYECKUM IVTATOHVI3M KAHTA
M. Baym'

B yenmpe obcyxoenus — peyenyus gpusocogpuu [Lramo-
Ha, 8 wacmuocmu eeo meopuu udeil, 6 kaHmMobckoil MOpAALHOU
¢uaocogpuu, smuxe u yuernuu o npae. Cam Kanm cuuman cebs
nocaedobamenem naamonusma 66udy moeo, umo e2o boanobasu
AHMUIMNUPULECKUE NPUHYUNDL Hea0Beveckoeo noBedeH s, X0
eeo cobcmbBernnas Bepcus npakmu1ecko2o payUoHAAUIMA SHAUU-
MeAbHO OMAUHAENICA O NAAMOHOBCKOM. Do omHocumcs u K
Kanmobcexoil koHyenyuu c6obodvt u npab uesobexa. Hauboavuiee
Bausnue na mopassHylo pusrocogpuro Kanma, coearacro yuenuio o
08yx mupax, oxasaru nonamus mundus sensibilis # mundus
intelligibilis, komopuste 6ocxodsam we x camomy Ilramony, a « eb-
peiickomy naamonuxy Puiony Azexcandpuiickomy. Kanm nepe-
OCMBICAUA MO0 YHeHue, NPUHAB YMonocmuaaeMvlilt Mup kax Mo-
PAAbHbLL MUp, cOCmOAuUil U3 cB0000HbIX pasyMHbIX Cyboeximob,
KOmopble 004KHbL MPAHCEHOpMUPOBaNs SMRUPULECKUTL MUp te-
A08eueckoeo obujecmba u ucmopuu 6 coombBemcmbuu ¢ HopmMamu
U CmMaHoapmamu MopassHuix 3axoHoB. ITpeonosaearocs, umo smo
0ydem npoepamma pedpopmuL Mopaiu 6 mupe A00ei npUMeHU-
MeAbHO U K UHOUBUOYANLHOI MOPAAU, U K KOCMONOAUMUYECKOT
3a0aye NOCHIpoeH1A MeXOYHAPOOH020 NOpsA0Ka npaBoBulx UHCMU-
mymo8. Ilpaxmuueckuil niamonusm Kanma mpebyem cosdamo
MopassHbill MupoBoil nopsdok uepes Hesobedeckue nOCHYNKU,
OuKImyemble YUCTbIM NPAKIMUHECKUM PA3YMOM.

KatouebBvie croBa: uoeu, yennocms, pecnybauia, Mopaty-
Hble 3aK0Hbl, cobepuiencmbo, HuCHIblil NpaKmudeckuii pasym,
YMONOCIUACMbLI MUP.

BBegenne

Yxe B 1935 1. Kiayc Parix oOparwst BHMMaHMe Ha TO,
YTO 3TMKa ObliIa IlepBovt 00s1acThIo, B KoTopor KaHT vic-
TBITAJT BIVIAHME IUIaTOHOBCKOM dustocodpum (Reich,
2001a, S. 120)%. Bemp B gucceprarim 1770 r. «O dopme 1
IPVHITAIIAX YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVMHVIMAEMOTO W VHTeJI-
mmrubdesnbHOro Mupa» KaHT yrnoMmHaeT Teopuio et

! Topub yausepcurer Bymmeprass, 42119, I'epmanmns, Bym-
nepraiib, ['ayccrmrpacce, 1. 20.

Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuto: 25.06.2019 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-4-1

© baym M., 2019.

2 Cwm. Takxe apyryio pabory K. Parixa (Reich, 20016).

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

KANTS PRAKTISCHER PLATONISMUS
M. Baum'

At the centre of discussion lies the reception of Plato’s phi-
losophy, particularly his theory of ldeas, in Kant’s moral phi-
losophy, his ethics and his doctrine of right. Kant saw himself
as a follower of Platonism insofar as its anti-empiricist prin-
ciples of human conduct are concerned, although his own ver-
sion of practical rationalism differs considerably from Plato’s.
This is also true of Kant's conception of freedom and of human
rights. The greatest impact on Kant’s moral philosophy is due
to the doctrine of the two worlds, the mundus sensibilis and
the mundus intelligibilis, which did not originate in Plato
himself, but in the Jewish Platonist Philo of Alexandria. Kant
reinterpreted this doctrine by taking the intelligible world as
a moral world consisting of free rational agents who ought to
transform the empirical world of human society and history
according to the norms and standards of moral laws. This was
meant to be a programme for a moral reform of the human
world, both with regard to individual morality and to the cos-
mopolitical task of the establishment of an international order
of legal institutions. Kant’s practical Platonism insists on the
creation of a moral world order through human actions that
take their lead from pure practical reason.

Keywords: ideas, virtue, republic, moral laws, perfec-
tion, pure practical reason, intelligible world.

Einleitung

Schon 1935 hat Klaus Reich (1935, S. 120) darauf
aufmerksam gemacht, dass die Ethik der urspriing-
liche Gegenstand der ,Beeinflussung” Kants durch
die platonische Philosophie war.? Denn in der Dis-
sertation von 1770 De mundi sensibilis atque intelligi-
bilis... beruft sich Kant auf Platons Ideenlehre und
seine Idee der Republik als Beispiel fiir einen mora-
lischen Begriff, der nur durch den reinen Verstand
selbst erkannt werden konne und der das bezeich-

! University of Wuppertal, Gaufistrafse 20, Wuppertal, 42119,
Germany.

Received: 25.06.2019.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-4-1

© Baum M., 2019.

2 Siehe auch: Reich, 1964.

KanmoBcxuii cooprux. 2019. T. 38, Ne4. C. 7 —33.
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M. Baym

[T1aToHa, a Tak)Ke TPaKTYeT ero MAel0 pecIty oKy Kak
HpUMep TaKOro MOpPAJIBPHOIO IIOHSTUS, KOTOpOe MO-
JKeT pacIio3HaTh TOJIBKO caM YVICTBIVI PacCyHOK U KOTO-
poe 0bO3HaYaeT TO, YTO CETOIIHS Ha3bIBAIOT «MZIeaioM.
C Tex mop MopaipHas dwtocodus y Kanrta mpunan-
JIeXUT MeTau3lKe, a OH — IIePBBIV Y eIMHCTBEHHBIV
pmrocod, KOTOPBINT TIOCTaBIII IIPAaKTUMYECKYIO «MeTa-
pM3MKY HpaBOB» HapaBHE C TEOPETIIECKON «MeTadm-
3UKOVI IpUponb. Yke B 1776 —1778 rt. KaHT nesnaer 3a-
MeTKy B cBOeM pabodeM 3K3eMIUIsgspe KHUIM baymrap-
TeHa «Hawama mepBowt mpakTmdeckom utocodm»
(Baumgarten, 1760): «[Irtator. Mopaiib, ocHOBaHHasI Ha
vIiee, a He Ha CKJIOHHOCTSX Win ombite» (AA 19, S. 177,
Ne 6842). HecmoTpst Ha pasnuuusi B IOHATUN UHEU Y
ITrraTora n KaHTa, KOTOpBIe TIOCTIETHNI OCO3HaBasl, OH
VI TIO3/THEe YTBEPXKIall, UTO TeOPVs MV B OTHOIIIEHW
HPVHLVIIOB HPAaBCTBEHHOCTV], 3aKOHOATeJIbCTBA 11 pe-
JIMTUM — 3TO «COBEPIIIEHHO ocobas 3aciryra» [Dmaro-
Ha (B 375; Kant, 2006, c. 485), mpmBOIs B KadecTse JI0-
Kas3aTeJIbCTBa UMCTYIO mpero podpormeremn. «[liaron
HaxoOwI VeV IIpeMYyIIIeCTBEHHO BO BCeM IIPaKTV-
geckom», — oTMedaeT Kanr (B 371; Kaurt, 2006, c. 479).
Taxmm obpasom, Kak B 3TVKe, TaK U B YIEHWUN O IIpaBe
I1aton myist Hero ToT prytocod, aHTUAMIIUPU3MY KO-
TOPOro HY>KHO cjieoBaTh. V1 y KanTa 3T0 nposiBiisieTcs
B TOM, YTO OH CTPOWUT CBOIO MOpaJIbHYIO prytocodpriio Ha
paroHasvi3Me, B KOTOPOM YVCTBIV IIPaKTVIYeCKII pas-
VM BBICTYyTIaeT 3aKOHOJIATeIIEM [IJTS TIOBEeH IS JIIOMIENT 11
U151 MaKCVM VX BOJIV. TOJIBKO STVIMV UVICTO palliOHaIb-
HBIMU V1 IOTOMY (POpMasTbHBIMY MOPaJIbHBIMI 3aKOHa-
MM OIIpefierIsieTcs, KaKoBO BOJIeHVe — I00poe m 37I0€,
KaKOB IIOCTYIIOK — IIPaBbIVI MJIV HeIIpaBbliL. B aToM, He-
COMHEHHO, COCTOUT ero omIin4ue oT IT1aToHa, HO BMme-
CTe C TeM B HEeIIPUATU SMIIVpr3Ma B Mopaiv KaHT Bu-
muT cebs mocrreioBaTesieM I laToHa: «B OTHOIIEHMIL. ..
HPaBCTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB OITBIT (VBBI!) €CTh ICTOYHVIK BU-
IOVIMOCTY, ¥, YCTaHaBJIMBasl 3aKOHBI TOT'O, UTO 5 00/1KeH
Oesaamy, ObLIO OBI B BBICIIIEVI CTEIIEHV IIPENOCYIUTeIIb-
HBIM JXeJIaHVe 3a/IMCTBOBATh VX W3 TOTO, UTO 0e1aemcs,
VIV orpaHm4MBaThes oaTuM» (B 375; Kanr, 2006, c. 485).

VITax, paspelB MeXIy TeM, 4TO s [IOJDKEH IeJlaTh
COIVIACHO HpaBCTBEHHBIM 3aKOHAM, M TeM, KaK & IIO-
CTyHaro B AEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY, MEXIy AOIDKHBIM 7 CY-
VM — 3TOT paspelB KaHT BUIMUT IIpeyrajaHHBIM B
Teopum vpen [171aToHa 11 B ee COIOCTaBIIEHNV BEUHBIX,
HeM3MeHHBIX IIPo00pa30B ¢ BO3HMKAIOIIVMM ¥ IIPexo-
TSAIIVIMY, TTIOCTOSTHHO MEHSIOIIVIMUCS OTPaKeHVISIMIAL.
ITpn aTrom KaHT He nipeTeH/yeT Ha HeKoe OoJlee IIpa-
BIJIBHOE IIPOYTEeHIe TeOPUM VIelt, HeXKeJIu M3BEeCTHBIe
emy (Brucker, 1742; Cudworth, 1733) u mIoxo coBme-
CTVIMBIe JIMOO IPyT APYTY BOOOIIEe IIPOTHBOpeYariye
TpakToBKI. Kak ke cjlemyeT MOHMMATL TEOPUIO MIIEN
ITirarona?

ne, was man heutzutage ein ,Ideal” nenne. Seitdem
gehort die Moralphilosophie fiir Kant zur Meta-
physik, und er ist der erste und einzige Philosoph,
der der theoretischen ,Metaphysik der Natur” eine
praktische ,Metaphysik der Sitten” an die Seite ge-
stellt hat. Noch 1776—1778 notiert sich Kant in sei-
nem Handexemplar von Baumgartens Initia Philo-
sophiae practicae primae (1760): ,Plato: Moral aus der
Idee, nicht den Neigungen oder den Erfahrungen ge-
méafB” (Refl 6842, AA 19, S. 177). Trotz der Unterschie-
de zwischen Platons und Kants Begriff der Idee, de-
ren er sich bewusst war, hat Kant auch spéter daran
festgehalten, dass Platon durch seine Ideenlehre hin-
sichtlich der Prinzipien der Sittlichkeit, der Gesetzge-
bung und der Religion ,ein ganz eigenttimliches Ver-
dienst” (KrV, B 375) habe, wofiir er jetzt auch die rei-
ne Idee der Tugend als Beleg anfiihrt. , Plato fand sei-
ne Ideen vorziiglich in allem was praktisch ist”, sagt
Kant (KrV, B 371). Also sowohl in der Ethik als auch
in der Rechtslehre ist Platon fiir ihn ein Philosoph,
dem in seinem Antiempirismus nachzufolgen ist,
was bei Kant dadurch geschieht, dass er seine Moral-
philosophie auf einen Rationalismus griindet, in dem
die reine praktische Vernunft die Gesetzgeberin fiir
das Handeln der Menschen und die Maximen ihres
Willens ist. Erst durch diese rein rationalen und da-
rum formalen moralischen Gesetze wird bestimm-
bar, welches Wollen gut oder bése und welches Han-
deln recht oder unrecht ist. Darin liegt gewiss eine
Differenz zu Platon, aber in der Verwerfung des Em-
pirismus in der Moral sieht Kant sich gleichwohl in
der Nachfolge Platons: ,In Ansehung der sittlichen
Gesetze [...] ist Erfahrung (leider!) die Mutter des
Scheins, und es ist hochst verwerflich, die Gesetze
tiber das, was ich tun soll, von demjenigen herzuneh-
men, oder dadurch einschrianken zu wollen, was ge-
tan wird” (KrV, B 375).

Die Kluft zwischen dem, was ich nach sittlichen
Gesetzen tun soll, und dem, wie ich wirklich handele,
zwischen Sollen und Sein, sieht Kant also in Platons
Ideenlehre und ihrem Verhiltnis von ewigen, unver-
dnderlichen Urbildern zu entstehenden und verge-
henden, in stdndiger Verdnderung begriffenen Ab-
bildern vorweggenommen. Dabei beansprucht Kant
nicht, eine bessere Lesart dieser Ideenlehre zu liefern
als die ihm aus Brucker (1742) und Cudworth und
Mosheim (1733) bekannten und miteinander nicht,
oder nur schwer zu vereinbarenden Lesarten. Wie ist
also Platons Lehre von den Ideen zu verstehen?

,,Plato bediente sich des Ausdrucks Idee so, dass
man wohl sieht, er habe darunter etwas verstan-



«[Tramon TI07IB30BaAJICS TEPMUHOM u0es Tak, UTO,
OYeBMJIHO, MO pa3yMeBasl II0f], HM HEeUTO He TOJIBKO
HUMKOI/a He 3a/IMCTByeMOe€ 13 YyBCTB, HO, IIOCKOJIBKY B
OIBITE HET HUYEro COBHAIAIOIIEro C MAesIMU, Take JIa-
JIeKO IIpeBOCXOfidIliee MOHATUS paccy/aKa, KOTOPBIMU
3aHmMMasics Apucrorens» (B 370; Kanrt, 2006, c. 477—
479). VImsiMu citoBamy, KaHT moHVIMaeT 1107 myiestMm
IIrtaroHa TIOHATHMA pasyMa, IpeIMeThl KOTOPBIX He
TIaHBI B OITBITE, & TOJIBKO MOT'YT MBICTIUTBCS. OYeBIIHO,
YTO 3[eCh MMEETCS TOJIPKO YacTUYHOE COOTBETCTBVIE
MeXJIy TeM, YTO O3HauaeT CJIOBO «uies» Ay Ilmaro-
Ha v Jy1g KanTa. KaHT NoHMMaeT 3To, IIOCKOJIBKY J10-
Oasyisger: «Y [IaToHa maen cyTh IpooOpassl caMuX Be-
men» (B 370; Kart, 2006, c. 479), a 3aTeM nepeuncirs-
€T HEKOTOpPble OCOOEHHOCTM SIKOOBI IJIATOHOBCKOW Te-
opuu MeV M Teopuy npunoMmHaHME. Ho Borrpoc 06
VICTOPVUYECKOV ¥ (PVIJIOTIOTMUeCKOVI VICTUHHOCTI 3TO-
ro y4eHNs, a TaKXXe O TOM, KTO U3 MHTepIIPeTaTopoB
BepHO ITOHsI ero, KaHT cunTaeT HecyIecTBeHHBIM. «51
He cOOMparochk 3aHMMATBCS 371eCh VCCIIeNOBAHEM JIV-
Teparyphl, YTOOBI YCTAHOBUTD TOYHBIVI CMBICTT TEPMU-
Ha udes y 3Toro ejmkoro dguiocoda» (B 370; Kanr,
2006, c. 479). TakuMm obpaszom, 3Ta repMeHeBTIIeCKas
pobsieMa MOXeT OBITh pa3periMO VIV Hepa3per-
MOVI — 37IeCb 00 9TOM peun He WJIET.

3aMeuy TOJIBKO: HET HIJIEro HeOOBIYHOIO B TOM,
9TO 1 B OOBIIEHHOVI peul, VI B COYMHEHNSX, KOITla MbI
CpaBHVBaeM MBIC/IVI, BBICKa3bIBaeMble aBTOPOM O CBO-
€M TIpe/IMeTe, MbI TIOHVMaeM €To JIyYIlle, UeM OH caM
ce0s1, ecyT OH HEeTOCTATOYHO TOYHO OITPENIeIvII CBOe
IIOHSITIE U M3-3a 9TOTO VIHOTa TOBOPWIT MIIV [aKe JTy-
MaJl B IIPOTMBOPEYUNN CO CBOMMM COOCTBEHHBIMU 3a-
mbiciiamu (B 370; Kant, 2006, c. 479).

Teopusa ngen

WrTak, ecsyit BO3MOXKHO HOHATH [171aTOHa Kak aBTo-
pa JIydllle, 4eM OH caM cebsl TIOHMMaJI, 1 obecrieunTh
Oorlee TI0JTHOIIEHHOEe OOOCHOBaHVIE €r0 IOHSTIAM, YeM
OH CaM [aJI M B CBOMX AMajiorax, — B TaKOM CiIydae
TakKke BO3MOXKHO Uepe3 CaMOCTOSATEeIbHOe IIpVMeHe-
HVe pasyMa OTBhICKaTh IIpaBOMepPHOe B eI0 Cy>XKAeHMIX
¥ OTJIMYUTE €ro OT TOTO, B YeM MBI JO/DKHBEI OT Hero
OTKJIOHWUTBCA. B aTom obrmactu KanT B cBOIO Ouepens
npungepxmsaeTcs Toro, uto Kiayc Parix nHassan «Mak-
cuMo TpaxgannHa Myupa». CortacHo KanTy, ecTh

...0DSI3aHHOCTD yBa)KeHMS K UeJIOBEKY JIaKe B JIO-
TMYeCKOM yIIOTpebsieHnM ero pasyma; He IIOPHUIIATh
JIONyII[eHHbIe Pa3yMOM OIMOKM KaK OecCMBICIIMITY,
Hejlerioe CyXIeH!e 1 T.IL., a Ha00OPOT, MCXOAUTH 13
TOTO, UTO B 3TOM [HeJIeIIoM] CYy>KIAeHNI BCe JKe [JOJDKHO
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den, was nicht allein niemals von den Sinnen ent-
lehnt wird, sondern welches sogar die Begriffe des
Verstandes [...] weit tibersteigt, indem in der Erfah-
rung niemals etwas damit Kongruierendes angetrof-
fen wird” (KrV, B 370). Kant versteht also unter pla-
tonischen Ideen Vernunftbegriffe, deren Gegenstan-
de nicht erfahrbar, sondern nur denkbar sind. Es ist
offensichtlich, dass hier blof8 eine partielle Uberein-
stimmung besteht, zwischen dem, was der Ausdruck
,Idee” fiir Platon und fiir Kant bedeutet. Kant ist sich
dessen bewusst, denn er fligt hinzu: ,Die Ideen sind
bei ihm Urbilder der Dinge selbst” (KrV, B 370), und
er zdhlt einige Sonderbarkeiten der angeblich Plato-
nischen Ideen- und Anamnesislehre auf. Aber die
historische und philologische Wahrheit tiber diese
Lehre und die Frage, welcher von den vielen Inter-
preten sie richtig verstanden habe, erkldrt Kant fiir
irrelevant. ,Ich will mich hier in keine literarische
Untersuchung einlassen, um den Sinn auszumachen,
den der erhabene Philosoph mit seinem Ausdrucke
[ Idee’] verband” (KrV, B 370). Dieses hermeneutische
Problem mag also 16sbar oder unlosbar sein, darum
geht es nicht.

Ich merke nur an, dass es gar nichts Ungewohn-
liches sei, sowohl im gemeinen Gespriche, als in
Schriften, durch die Vergleichung der Gedanken,
welche ein Verfasser tiber seinen Gegenstand dufsert,
ihn sogar besser zu verstehen, als er sich selbst ver-
stand, indem er seinen Begriff nicht genugsam be-
stimmte, und dadurch bisweilen seiner eigenen Ab-
sicht entgegen redete, oder auch dachte (KrV, B 370).

Die Ideenlehre

Wenn es also moglich ist, den Verfasser Platon
besser zu verstehen, als er sich selbst verstand und
seinen Begriffen eine vollstindigere Bestimmung zu
verschaffen, als er selbst ihnen in seinen Dialogen
gegeben hat, so ist es uns auch mdoglich, durch den
eigenen Vernunftgebrauch das Berechtigte an sei-
nen Auflerungen herauszufinden und es von dem zu
unterscheiden, worin wir von ihm abweichen miis-
sen. Kant folgt auch hier dem, was Klaus Reich seine
,Weltbiirgermaxime” genannt hat. Nach Kant gibt es

eine Pflicht der Achtung fiir den Menschen selbst
im logischen Gebrauch seiner Vernunft: die Fehltrit-
te derselben nicht unter dem Namen der Ungereimt-
heit, des abgeschmackten Urtheils u. dg. zu riigen,
sondern vielmehr vorauszusetzen, dass in demsel-
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OBITh HEUTO WCTMHHOE, M OTBICKMBATH TaKOBOE; IIPW
3TOM, OOHAKO, pacKpblBaThb M OOMAaHUYMBYIO BUIV-
MOCTb... M, OOBSICHSSA TaKMM 00pa3oM BO3MOXKHOCTH
3a0JIy>KIeHNS, COXPaHUTD BCe JKe 3a YeJIOBEKOM JIOJDK-
HOe yBaXXeHIe K ero paccyaky (AA 06, S. 463; Kawnr,
2018, c. 205—207).

Ucnonp3osanve [TiraroHoMm Teopun men fjist 000-
CHOBaAHMS MaTEMaTIYeCKOro no3HaHms KaHT koMMeH-
TUPYeT CIIenyIommM obpasoM: «B aTom oTHOIEHNN 5
He MOT'y CJIefIOBaTh 3a HMM, TOYHO TaK ke KaK He MOI'y
COITIACUTBCS C er0 MUCTMYECKOV AeAyKITVevt STUX Ment
VI C IIpeyBeJINYeHMSIMY, KOTOPbIE IIPVBEJIN €ro KakK Obl
K TMIIOCTasuMpoBaHMIO maer» (B 371 Anm.; Kanrt, 2006,
c. 479 cn.). HecmoTpd Ha 3TO AucTaHIIMpoBaHMe, KaHT
VICKaJI B IUIATOHOBCKOVI TEOPUV MAEV «HEYTO WCTVIH-
HOe» ¥ HalIleJI ero.

ITaToH SICHO BWIesI, YTO HaIlla CIOCOOHOCTDH II10-
3HaHMA OLIyIIaeT ropasio Oosliee BBICOKYIO IIOTped-
HOCTB, YeM [cHauasia] pa3buparts sBjieHVs 110 OyKBaM
COIVIACHO CMHTETIYEeCKOMY eIVMHCTBY, YTOOBI [[I0TOM]
OBITH B COCTOSIHWMI IIPOYMUTATh B HMX [cI0Ba] OIbITa;
OH BWJI€JI, YTO HAIIl Pa3yM eCTeCTBEHHO BOCIIapseT B
o0J1acTh TIO3HAHWIT TaK HaJeKO, YTO HU OOMH IIpem-
MeT, KOTOPBIVI MOXeT ObITh [aH OIBITOM, HUKOIIA
He CMOXET COBIACThb C 3TVIMV MTO3HAHWSIMM, U TeM He
MeHee OHM OOJIa[alOT peayIbHOCTBHIO VI BOBCE HE CYTh
orHM stk xumepst (B 371; Kart, 2006, c. 479).

«boree BpIcokast moTpeOHOCTE» HaIIe CIOCOOHO-
CTV IO3HaHMS 1 BOCTIapeHie Halllero pasyMa B 00/1acTh
IIO3HAHWTI, 3aXOslIlee «TaK daJeko» B 00JIacTh Hpe-
METOB, JAHHBIX B OIIBITE, OTHOCATCS K OIBITY O3HAHWIS
KaK K 4eMy-TO CpaBHWUTeJIbHO Hy3IIeMy. VIx ImpeameTs
OrpaHMYEeHBI TeM, YTO CJTydaliHBIM 00pa3oM JOCTYITHO
4YeJIOBeKy /U1l TIO3HAHMS, — YYBCTBEHHBIMIU SIBJICHU-
syvn. Ho pasymHOe mosHaHMe, BBIXOISIIee 3a IIpere-
JIBI SMIVPUYIECKN ITO3HABaeMBIX ITPEIMETOB, IOJDKHO
VIMETB «CBOIO peaIbHOCTB» U He OBITh XVIMepPOoI, — Kak
MBI JTajiee YBUAVIM, OHO VIMeeT IpaKTI4ecKylo peab-
HOCTb. B KauecTBe TakMX HeIO3HaBaeMBIX OOBEKTOB,
KOTOpBIE He OTHOCATCS K SBJIEHVSIM, HO IIpVHa/JIeXaT,
HOXKaJIy¥1, K IIpeaMeTaM pa3yMHOI'O TIO3HaHMs, YKa3bl-
BaIOTCS MIeW A0OpormeTesn, pecIyOIvKy, desloBede-
CTBa U apXMTEKTOHMYeCKOro Mupomnopsiaka. K sromy
M3 TPaHCIIeHAEHTaJIBHOM 3CTETVKM MOXXHO OBITIO OBI
ellle MpMbaBUTh MpaBo, HOCKOIBKY KaHT 3asB1seT, uTo
«IIpaBO BOBCE He MOXET SIBJIAThCS, €ero IIOHATIE COfep-
JKITCSL B pacCyiKe U IIpeICTaBiIseT (MOpasIbHOe) CBOVI-
CTBO IIOCTYIIKOB, ITPVCYIIlee MM caMuM 110 cebe» (B 61;
KasrT, 2006, c. 121), HO 0H, BepPOSITHO, HE CMOT HalTU Y
ITrraToHa mI€0, COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO 3TOMY IIOHSITUIO.
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ben doch etwas Wahres sein miisse, und dieses he-
rauszusuchen; dabei aber auch zugleich den betriig-
lichen Schein [...] aufzudecken und so, indem man
die Moglichkeit zu irren erkldrt, ihm noch die Ach-
tung fiir seinen Verstand zu erhalten (MS TL, AA 06,
S. 463).

So merkt Kant tiber Platons Gebrauch seiner Ide-
enlehre zur Begriindung mathematischer Erkenntnis
an: ,Hierin kann ich ihm nun nicht folgen, so wenig
als in der mystischen Deduktion dieser Ideen, oder
den Ubertreibungen, dadurch er sie gleichsam hy-
postasierte” (KrV, B 371 Anm.). Trotz dieser Distan-
zierung hat Kant in Platons Ideenlehre ,etwas Wah-
res” gesucht und gefunden.

Plato bemerkte sehr wohl, dass unsere Erkennt-
nifSkraft ein weit hoheres Bediirfnis fiihle, als blof3
Erscheinungen nach synthetischer Einheit [zu] buch-
stabieren, um sie als Erfahrung lesen zu konnen, und
dass unsere Vernunft natiirlicherweise sich zu Er-
kenntnissen aufschwinge, die viel weiter gehen, als
dass irgend ein Gegenstand, den Erfahrung geben
kann, jemals mit ihnen kongruieren koénne, die aber
nichts desto weniger ihre Realitédt haben und keines-
wegs blofie Hirngespinste sind (KrV, B 371).

Das ,hohere Bediirfnis” unserer Erkenntnis-
kraft und das Sichaufschwingen unserer Vernunft
zu Erkenntnissen, ,die viel weiter gehen” als Er-
fahrungsgegenstinde reichen, beziehen sich beide
auf die Erfahrungserkenntnis als auf etwas ver-
gleichsweise Niederes. Ihre Gegenstidnde sind einge-
schrankt auf das fiir den Menschen kontingenter-
weise Erfahrbare, die Erscheinungen der Sinne. Die
tiber die empirisch erkennbaren Gegenstiande hin-
ausgehenden Vernunfterkenntnisse sollen gleich-
wohl ,ihre Realitdt” haben und keine Hirngespinste
sein, sie haben, wie sich zeigen wird, praktischen Rea-
litat. Als solche nicht erfahrbaren Gegenstande, die
keine Erscheinungen sind, wohl aber Gegenstande
der Vernunfterkenntnis, werden genannt: die Ideen
der Tugend, der Republik, der Menschheit und der
architektonischen Weltordnung. Man konnte aus der
transzendentalen Asthetik noch das Recht hinzufii-
gen, denn Kant sagt dort: ,das Recht kann gar nicht
erscheinen, sondern sein Begriff liegt im Verstande,
und stellt eine Beschaffenheit (die moralische) der
Handlungen vor, die ihnen an sich selbst zukommt”
(KrV, B 61), aber Kant hat wohl bei Platon keine ihm
entsprechende Idee finden konnen. Jedenfalls gilt fiir



Kak 0bl TO HM OBUIO, OCTaJIBHBIE MIEW XapaKTepu3y-
IOTCS TeM, O YeM MBI yKe 3HaeM ciiemyroree: «[ maTton
HaXOoAWJI MIeV MperMYIIeCTBeHHO BO BCeM IIpaKTude-
CKOM, T. €. B TOM, YTO OCHOBBIBaeTCs Ha cBOOOIe, KOTO-
pasd B CBOIO odepeqpb IOAUMHEHA MO3HAHWAM, COCTaB-
JIAIONIVM WICTUHHBIN IIPOAYKT pasyma» (B 371; Kanr,
2006, c. 479). DT 11I03HAHMS, COOTBETCTBEHHO, SBJISIOT-
Csl TPaKTUYECKVIMY pa3yMHBIMV TIO3HaHWMSMM HpaB-
CTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB, KOTOPBIM HOIUMHSETCS IIpUMeHe-
HIe Yesiopedeckon cBobonbl. Ho y Iltatona He HavTn
9KBMBaJIEHTa HU [IJIS1 CBOOOJIBI, HY [IJIS1 HPaBCTBEHHBIX
3aKOHOB. 37IeCh HauMHaeT cKas3bIBaThcs KanToBa dwto-
JIOrMYecKu-McTopudeckasi MHAMQPepeHTHOCTb.

Wnes, mpyu KOTOpOVI eltle MOXXHO abcTparmpoBaTh-
Csl OT CBOOOMBI M HPaBCTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB, — 3TO IIpe-
XJIe Bcero umest JodoporneTenm. BeposTHo, oy «1103Ha-
HUAMY, COCTaBJISIONIVMY VICTVHHBIV IPOAYKT pasy-
Ma», TIoffpasyMeBaeTcs uaes godpomeren. Bo BcsikoM
arydae ¢ ItaToHOM cilefiyeT COTJIaCUTBCS B CII€IyIO-
meM: «KTo XxoTes uepriath MOHSATMS JOOpomeTen n3
OITBITA... TOT IIPEBPATUII OBI JOOPOIETEIb B KaKyIO-TO
V3MEHUMBYIO B 3aBUCHUMOCTM OT BpeMeHW M 0OCTOs-
TeJIBCTB, He IOAUMHEHHYI0 HUKaKVM IIpaBuiIaM, IBYycC-
MBICTIEHHYI0 HereriocTh» (B 371; Kanrt, 2006, c. 479—
481). 3rmech, OXaJIy 1, YMECTHO BCIIOMHUTD adpVHCKO-
ro crparera ApwucTuaa, KOTOPBIVI HOCWII ITpO3BUIIE
CrpaBeyIVBBIVI, VI PUIMCKIE TepourdecKye oOpasbl
y Huuepona n Cenekn. B «Jlekumsix mo paryoHaib-
HOTVI TeoJIormm» (KOHCHeKT baymbaxa) KauT onmpaercs
Ha TpakToBKy IliaTonosovt naen nodpopgerenn y Pyc-
co: «MopaJInCT HpecTaBIIseT JOOpOIeTeNIb B MJIee; Jie-
TOIIVICEL] TIOKa3bIBaeT, KaK JIIOIV o0Jlafain e B JIev-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTY; 3) MO3T VIV JpaMaTypr m3obpaxaer
TOJIBKO TO, KaK OHa IIPOSIBJISETCS, TOJIBKO apparence’»
(AA 28, S. 1274). O mpumepax HoOpoOIeTeIIV, IOy YeH-
HBIX U3 ICTOPUM ¥, 3HAYNT, 13 orbITa, KaHT BbICKa3bI-
BaeTcs B BUAMMOM cortacum ¢ [ImaTonom:

Mexxy TeM BCSIKWV 3HAeT: KOTja eMy KOro-HmOy/ib
[PeCTaBISIOT KaK obpaser; mo0poperesin, TO IO~
JIMHHK, C KOTOPBIM OH CpaBHMBaeT MHVMBIV 00pasers
VI eVIHCTBEHHO 10 KOTOPOMY OH €ro OLIeHWBAaeT, OH
BCerya HaXONUT TOJIBKO B CBOEVI COOCTBEHHOVI TOJIOBe.
DTOT HOWIMHHIK M eCTh Wjiest Jo0poreTeny, B OTHO-
IHIeHM1I1 KOTOPOVI BCe BO3MOJXHBIE HpeHMeTBI OIIbITa
CJIyXaT, IIpaB/ia, IprMepaMu (I0Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM TOTO,
qTo TPE6OBaHVIH, Hpe,[['bHBHHeMBIe IIOHATVAMM pa3y—
Ma, JTI0 M3BECTHOVI CTeIIeHV VICIIOJIHMMBI), HO BOBCE He
npoobpasamm (B 371 —372; Kant, 2006, c. 481).

TaxmmM obpa3zoM, MBI TIOITy9aeM ITIOJTHOE ITpeiCTaB-
sieHve TioHMMaHMg KaHTOM IDIaTOHOBCKOW WIEW JI0-

3 Buertanit 065k (p.). — Ipumeu. nep.
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die iibrigen Ideen das, was wir schon wissen: ,Plato
fand seine Ideen vorziiglich in allem was praktisch
ist, d.h. auf Freiheit beruht, welche ihrerseits unter
Erkenntnissen steht, die ein eigentiimliches Produkt
der Vernunft sind” (KrV, B 371). Diese Erkenntnisse
sind dementsprechend praktische Vernunfterken-
ntnisse der sittlichen Gesetze, unter denen der Ge-
brauch der menschlichen Freiheit steht. Aber weder
fur die Freiheit noch fiir die sittlichen Gesetze ldsst
sich bei Platon ein passendes Gegenstiick finden.
Hier beginnt sich Kants philologisch-historische In-
differenz auszuzahlen.

Da ist zunichst die Idee der Tugend, bei der wir
noch von Freiheit und sittlichen Gesetzen abstrahie-
ren konnen. Vielleicht ist mit ,,Erkenntnissen [...], die
ein eigentiimliches Produkt der Vernunft sind” hier
die Idee der Tugend gemeint. Jedenfalls ist Platon
darin zuzustimmen: ,Wer die Begriffe der Tugend
aus Erfahrung schopfen wollte, [...] der wiirde aus
der Tugend ein nach Zeit und Umstidnden wandel-
bares, zu keiner Regel brauchbares zweideutiges Un-
ding machen” (KrV, B 371). Vielleicht ist hier an den
Athener Strategen Aristeides zu denken, der den Bei-
namen ,der Gerechte” trug, oder an die rémischen
Heldengestalten bei Cicero und Seneca. In den Vor-
lesungen tiber Rationaltheologie (Baumbach) beruft sich
Kant auf Rousseaus Auffassung von Platons Idee
der Tugend: ,der Moralist stelle die Tugend in der
Idee vor; der Geschichtsschreiber stellt sie, wie sie
wirklich Menschen besessen haben, vor; 3) der Dich-
ter oder Theaterschreiber stellt blofd vor, wie sie er-
scheint, blofs die apparence” (V-Th/Baumbach, AA 28,
S. 1274). Uber die aus der Geschichte und damit aus
der Erfahrung gewonnenen Muster der Tugend heifst
es dann bei Kant in vermeintlicher Ubereinstim-
mung mit Platon:

Dagegen wird ein jeder inne, dass, wenn ihm
jemand als Muster der Tugend vorgestellt wird, er
doch immer das wahre Original blof8 in seinem ei-
genen Kopfe habe, womit er dieses angebliche Mus-
ter vergleicht, und es blofs danach schitzt. Dieses ist
aber die Idee der Tugend, in Ansehung deren alle
moglichen Gegenstdnde der Erfahrung zwar als Bei-
spiele, (Beweise der Tunlichkeit desjenigen im ge-
wissen Grade, was der Begriff der Vernunft heischt,)
aber nicht als Urbilder Dienste thun (KrV, B 371-372).

Damit haben wir Kants Verstindnis der Platoni-
schen Idee der Tugend, soweit etwas Wahres an die-
ser Konzeption zu finden ist, erreicht: sie ist ein Ver-
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OporeTes, HACKOJIBKO B 3TOM KOHULENIIMM MOXXHO
HalTV HEeYTO JIOCTOBEPHOE: 3Ta Ve — pa3syMHoOe IIo-
HsTVe B CO3HaHWMM YeJIoBeKa, 110 KOTOPOVl MOXKHO OIle-
HUTH 00pasel] MOpaJIbHOTO COBEpIIeHCTBa desloBede-
CKOTO TIOBEIEHMS VI B KOTOPOV MOXXHO IIOYEPITHYTb
MacmTab 118 ero mM3MepeHMs, KOTrZla B IIOBEIEHMN
IOCTUTHYTa OIpere/leHHasl CTelleHb COBEpIIeHCTBa,
TpaKTyeMasi KaK OoJIbIllee MJIV MeHblllee ITprOIIvIKe-
HMe K 3ToMy maximum perfectionis. I iiaToHOBCKas mpest
moOpomeTesy, TakuM oOpa3oM, — 3TO Measl pa3yMa,
nonobHo LluriepoHoBy maeasny oparopa (Orator: 7—10;
Mapxk Tymmmin Liytiepon, 1994, c. 333 —334), kotopomy
KaK pa3 He JIOCTaeT peasIbHOCTV, HO 3TO BOBCe He JieJIa-
€T ero «JIVIIIb XVIMEPOV» — y Hero eCThb IIpaKTuydecKast
PpeasIbHOCTh, IOCKOJIBKY OH CIIY>KUT IIPVIMEPOM [IJIst
HoZlpakaHMs B KOHKPETHBIX IOCTYIIKaX. DTO CTaHO-
BUTCS IIOHATHBIM 13 Toro, uto KaHT mmmreT o gobpo-
JeTen KaK «[IOHATUM pasyMa»: OH «HCIIpaliBaeT,
TO eCcTb TpeOyeT OIIpereJIeHHOTO OTHOIIEHS, KOTOpoe
TaK VIV MHade «B OIpeIesIeHHOV CTEIIeHW» «IIeJIeco-
00pa3sHO» — BBIMIOJTHMMO, HACKOJIBKO MOYXKHO CYIWUTH
00 3TOM 1o McTOprYeckuM npumepam. IIpakTideckas
HEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTb 3TOrO IOHSTVS COCTOUT B MCXOIS-
II[eM OT Hero TpeboBaHMN pa3yMHOI0 IOHSTHS Jo0po-
HeTet — HeBa)XHO, B OOJIBIIIENT MJIV MEHBIIIeVI CTelle-
HV OHO IIOJJTaeTCsI VICIIOITHEHMIO.
Kamurt, 3ammmmias I TraroHa, HosicHsIeT:

To obGcTosATENBCTBO, UTO YeIoBeK HMKOrIa He Oy-
TIeT TIOCTYTIaTh a/IeKBaTHO TOMY, UTO COfIEpXXUT B cebe
qycTas nges JoOpoaeTes, BOBce He JOKa3bIBaeT, Oyi-
TO B CAMOVI 3TOVI MBICJIV €CTb YTO-TO XMMeEPUYeCKoe.
B camoM 1ierte, HeCMOTpSI Ha 9TO, BCSIKOE CY>K[I€HME O
MOPAJIbHOVI IIEHHOCTH VIV €€ OTCYTCTBUV BO3MOXKHO
TOJIBKO ITPY IOCPEJICTBE 3TOV MAen; CTasio ObITh, OHa
He0oOXOIVMO JIEXWUT B OCHOBE BCIKOTO IPVOIIVDKEHS
K MOPaJIbHOMY COBEpIIIEHCTBY, Ha KaKoM OBl oT/ase-
HVV OT HETO HYI Jep>KasIi Hac 3aJI0)KeHHBIE B UeJIOBe-
YeCKOVI IIPUPOJIe M HeOlIpeIesIMble II0 CBOEVI CTelle-
Hu npensrcrsus (B 372; Kant, 2006, c. 481).

DTO O3HauaeT, UTO, XOTsl pasyMHas wuies AoOpore-
TEJIVI VI CITY>XKUT 00sA3aTelIbHbIM principium dijudicationis*
TIJI5I OLIeHKM CTelIeHV ITPMOIVDKeH IS K HeVl 9eJTOBeuecKo-
O IOBEe/IeHVIs, OHa, OYEBMIIHO, caMa 110 cebe He MOXeT
rapaHTUPOBATh HOCTVDKeHWe perfectio moralis®. CrereHb
npuOIIVDKeHMs OOJIbIlle 3aBUCUT OT He ITOfIaloIIerics
aIIpVIOPHOMY OITpeeIeHNIO CUJIBI IIPEeTISITCTBIS IS
STOV afleKBaTHOV peasv3aliuii, KOTOpoe IOPOXKIAeTCst
ueM-TI00 «B YesIoBeYecKoVt IIpuposie». I IprmedarestsHO,

* TIpuHIINII OIIeHKM IIOCTYTIKa (11at.). — [Ipumen. nep.
® MopasIbHOe COBEpIIeHCTBO (11aT.). — IIpumey. nep.
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nunftbegriff im Kopf eines Menschen, nach dem als
Muster der moralischen Vollkommenheit menschli-
ches Handeln beurteilt und an dem als Mafistab es
gemessen werden kann, sofern es einen gewissen
Grad der Vollkommenheit erreicht hat, der als mehr
oder minder grofie Anndherung an dieses maximum
perfectionis zu gelten hat. Die platonische Idee der Tu-
gend ist also ein Ideal der Vernunft, wie es Ciceros
Ideal des Redners (Cicero, 1988, S. 21-31, Orato: 7-10)
ist, dem die Wirklichkeit gerade abgeht, das aber dar-
um nicht ein ,blofSes Hirngespinst” ist, sondern prak-
tische Realitdt hat, indem es als Vorbild der Nachah-
mung im wirklichen Handeln dient. Das wird dar-
an erkennbar, dass Kant von der Tugend als ,Begriff
der Vernunft” sagt, er ,heische” also fordere ein be-
stimmtes Verhalten, das jedenfalls ,im gewissen Gra-
de” ,tunlich” also ausfiihrbar sei, wie man an den
historischen Beispielen sehen kénne. In der von ihm
ausgehenden Forderung des Vernunftbegriffes der
Tugend, mag sie auch nur zu einem mehr oder min-
der grofien Grade erfiillt werden, besteht die prakti-
sche Realitit dieses Begriffs.
Kant fahrt in seiner Verteidigung Platons fort:

Dass niemals ein Mensch demjenigen addquat
handeln werde, was die reine Idee der Tugend ent-
hélt, beweist gar nicht etwas Chimaérisches in die-
sem Gedanken. Denn es ist gleichwohl alles Urteil,
iiber den moralischen Wert oder Unwert, nur ver-
mittelst dieser Idee moglich; mithin liegt sie jeder
Anndherung zur moralischen Vollkommenheit not-
wendig zum Grunde, soweit auch die ihrem Grade
nach nicht zu bestimmenden Hindernisse in der
menschlichen Natur uns davon entfernt halten mo-
gen (KrV, B 372).

Das bedeutet, dass die Vernunftidee der Tugend
zwar ein unentbehrliches principium dijudicationis
fiir die Beurteilung des Grades der Anndherung an
sie durch menschliches Handeln ist, dass sie aber of-
fenbar nicht selbst die Erreichung der perfectio mo-
ralis garantieren kann. Der Grad der Anndherung
ist vielmehr abhéngig vom a priori unbestimmbaren
Grad des Hindernisses dieser addquaten Realisie-
rung durch etwas ,in der menschlichen Natur”. Es
ist bemerkenswert, dass Kant nicht, wie die Aufkli-
rer Wolff und Hume, die menschliche Natur, die nur
empirisch erkannt werden kann, zum Ausgangs-
punkt seiner Moralphilosophie macht, sondern in
ihr Hindernisse der Verwirklichung der morali-
schen Vollkommenbheit lokalisiert. Die reine Idee der



uTo KaHT, B ommirame ot rrpocseTuTesiert Bobda 11 FOMa,
He JIeJIaeT YeJIoBeuecKyIo POy, KOTOPYIO MOXKHO II0-
3HATh TOJIBKO SMITMPIYECKV, MICXOTHBIM ITyHKTOM CBO-
el MopaJIbHOVI (pvTocodpmvs, HO JIOKaJIM3yeT B Hell IIpe-
TISITCTBVASL [IJTS BOILJIOIIEHISI MOPaJIbHOIO COBEPITIEHCTBA.
Unicrast nyies 100poyeTes vt OTHOCUTCS K YMCTOMY ITpak-
TIUECKOMY pasyMy, a He K deJIoBeuecKovl IIpupoyie B 1ie-
jioM. B aTom KanT coramaercd ¢ IIiiaToHoMm.

«[LramonoBckan pecnybauka BONUIA B TIOCIIOBUILY
KaK SKOOBI pasUTeIbHBIV IIPUMeP HecOBITOYHOrO CO-
BEpIIIEHCTBa, BO3MOKHOIO TOJIBKO B yMe IOCYXKero
MmeicuTerts» (B 372; Kant, 2006, c. 481). ITonrsepxe-
Hue ToMy Haxonutea y I.d. Meriepa B «VI3Bjieuenn n3
ydeHMs 0 pasyme» (1752), koropoe KaHT mosoxmi B oc-
HOBY CBOVIX JIEKITVV IIO JIOI'VIKE. B koHIIe 3TOVI KHUTM
CTyHeHTaM peKOMeHJIyeTcs «codeTaTh C y4ueOom exxe-
ITHEBHBIVI OITBIT, OOpallie e ¢ 0JIaropoIHBIMM JTIOIBMU
VI VICTIOJIb30BaHVe caMVX Belllel, O KOTOPBIX Pa3MBbIIII-
JISIOT yUeHble; 1a0bl He XXIUTh KaK KHVDKHBIV YepBb U3
KJIaCCHOVI KOMHAaTBI ¥ He BBIIyMBIBaTh IJIATOHOBCKMX
pecrryormmk» (Meier, 1752, S. 155, § 563). Takoro poma
BYJIBIapHBIVI aHTUIUIATOHM3M BCTpedasIcss HepeaKo, U
OPOVI OH OTHOCUJICS KO Beelt Teopum mpent IliaToHa.
Hassanue nomysisipHovt KHUr MeHpesibcoHa «Def1oH,
mwin O Geccmeptun aymm» (1767) — mapadpas ma-
ToHOBCKOTO «DemoHa» B Tpex pasropopax. Cam MeH-
TIeJTbCOH MVIITIET O CBOeM couMHeHMM ciiepyroree: «[lo
npumMepy InaToHa g mpegocrasusr COKpaTy M3JI0KUTh
y4eHMKaM B €ro II0CIIe[THIe Yackl apI'yMeHTHI B II0JIb-
3y OeccMmepTums uestoBedeckort ayiv» (Mendelssohn,
1979, S. 8). I1paBia, OH «IIOIBITAJICH ITPENCTABUTH Me-
TadpmzMgecKre JoKasaTeIbCTBa Ha MaHep, IPUHSATHIN
B Hallle BpeMsi... BriocsiencTsmm s cuerr HeoOXOIMMBIM
1esimkoM otoitu ot I TiaroHa. Ero mokasaresibcTBa He-
MaTepuaIbHOCTY TYIIV BBITTIAISAT, II0 MEHBIIIETI Mepe
171 HacC, CTOJIb TIOBEPXHOCTHBIMM VI IIPUYYIJIVBBIMIY,
UTO efiBa JIM 3ac/IyKMBAIOT CepPbe3HOro OIIpoBepke-
HUs» (TaM Xe). DTo 03HauvaeT, uTo MeHIeTbCOH TOTHO-
CTBIO NVMMHIPOBAJI TO, Ha YeM OCHOBaHBI IVIATOHOB-
CKMIe JTOKa3aTesIbCTBa: TeOPUIO Ve V1 TeOPUIO IIPUATIO-
mmHaHMA. B mmceme Tomacy AGOGTY B mtoste 1766 1. oH
coo0rraeT 0 Havasie paboTHI HaJl 3ayMaHHBIM COUM-
HeHMeM: «5] prckyo n3oopasuTte Moero Cokpara Jievo-
HunmuaHueM... K romy e yxe Ilnaron m3zo0paswit ero
mmdaroperirieM, ¥ KTO 3HaeT, He BBITPaeT JIV OH B
MOe€VI BepCU, TIOCKOJIBKY Bepcms IlimaTona — oueBum-
HO IPOUTpHIIIHAZ. Bbl He ToBepuTe, Kakyio yIepO-
HYIO MeTapVM3MKy eMy IIPUIIMCHIBaeT ChIH ApPVCTOHa»
(Mendelssohn, 2013, S. 55). Takum o6pasom, MeHnperb-
COH TI0J1aTaJI CBOUM J0JITOM 0cBOOommTh cBoero Cokpa-
Ta OT «yIepOHoN MeTadm3ukm» [ IraTona.
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Tugend gehort zur reinen praktischen Vernunft des
Menschen, nicht zur menschlichen Natur im Gan-
zen. Darin sieht sich Kant in Ubereinstimmung mit
Platon.

,Die platonische Republik ist, als ein vermeintlich
auffallendes Beispiel von ertrdumter Vollkommen-
heit, die nur im Gehirn des miifsigen Denkers ihren
Sitz haben kann, zum Sprichwort geworden” (KrV,
B372). Ein Beleg dafiir findet sich in Meiers Auszug aus
der Vernunftlehre (1752), den Kant seinen Logik-Vor-
lesungen zugrundelegte. Dort wird dem Studenten
am Ende des Buches empfohlen, ,mit dem Studiren
die tdgliche Erfahrung, den Umgang mit der ehrba-
ren Welt und den Gebrauch der Dinge selbst, iiber
die man gelehrt meditirt, [zu] zu verkniipfen; damit
man nicht als ein gelehrter Wurm vom Schulstau-
be lebe, und platonische Republiken ertrdume” (Mei-
er, 1752, S. 155, § 563). Diese Art von vulgdrem Anti-
platonismus ist nicht vereinzelt, und er erstreckt sich
zuweilen auf die ganze Ideenlehre Platons. Mendels-
sohns vielgelesenes Buch Phédon oder iiber die Unsterb-
lichkeit der Seele (1767) ist eine Paraphrase von Platons
Phaidon in drei Gesprachen. Mendelssohn selbst sagt
tiber die Schrift: ,Nach dem Beyspiel des Plato, habe
ich den Sokrates in seinen letzten Stunden die Griin-
de fiir die Unsterblichkeit der menschlichen Seele
seinen Schiilern vortragen lassen” (Mendelssohn,
1979, S. 8). Allerdings habe er ,nur die metaphysi-
schen Beweisthiimer nach dem Geschmack unserer
Zeiten einzurichten gesucht [...] In der Folge sahe ich
mich genocthiget, den Plato vollig zu verlassen. Sei-
ne Beweise fiir die Immaterialitdt der Seele scheinen,
uns wenigstens, so seichte und grillenhaft, dass sie
kaum eine ernsthafte Widerlegung verdienen” (ibid.)
Das heifit, dass Mendelssohn dasjenige, worauf die
Platonischen Beweise beruhen, die Ideen- und die
Anamnesislehre, vollig eliminiert hat. In einem Brief
an Thomas Abbt (Juli 1766), berichtet er iiber die Ar-
beit an seinem in Entstehung begriffenen Werk: ,Ich
laufe Gefahr, meinen Sokrates vielleicht zum Leibni-
zianer zu machen. [...] Zudem hat ihn ja schon Plato
zum Pythagorder gemacht, und wer weifs, ob er bei
mir nicht gewinnet, da er beim Plato doch wirklich
verloren hat. Sie sollten nicht glauben, was fiir elen-
de Metaphysik ihm der Sohn des Ariston andich-
tet” (Mendelssohn, 2013, S. 55). Mendelssohn glaub-
te also, dass er seinen Sokrates von Platons ,elender
Metaphysik” befreien miisse.

Allerdings gibt es in der deutschen Aufklirung
auch Gegenbeispiele in Gestalt von Verteidigungen



M. Baym

CiiefryeT oTMeTITB, 9TO B HeMeITkoM ITpocsemmernm
€CTh 11 KOHTPIIPUIMEpPBL B CMBIC/Ie 3aIUTHI IJIaTOHOB-
CKOTO Y4YeHMsl O TOCYHapCTBe, U BaKHeWINas U3 HUX,
noxainyw, y Xpucruata Borbda, ¢ koropsim KaHT BBI-
paXkaeT yMBUTEJILHO BBICOKYIO CTelleHb coryiacus. Bo
BTOpov YacTn «PasyMHBIX MbIciIent o bore...» (1740)
Borned oTcramBa cobcTBeHHOe ydueHMe O COBepIleH-
CTBE, B TOM YVCJIe Ha «IIPVIMepe IOV TVIKI»:

ITaramona B 11€710M OOBMHSIIOT B TOM, YTO OH M300pa-
3WJI HOJIUTIYECKYIO OOITHOCTh HACTOJIBKO COBEPIIIeH-
HOVI, KAKOBOVI OHA HE MOXXeT ObITb y JIIOfIevi, ¥l UMEIOT
OOBIKHOBEHMEe II03TOMY TroBOpuUTh 00 ideas Platonicas,
VIV TUTATOHOBCKMX Tpe3ax, WIN IUIaTOHOBCKUX IIPU-
4ygax, Korja KaKue-TO Belllyl MBICJIATCS TaKUM oOpa-
30M, YTO B CTOJIb COBEPIIIEHHOM BU/I€ OHV HEIIOCTVIKI-
MBI BO3MOXHO, HEKOTOpBle OYyAyT CUMTaTh B UMCiIe
3TUX Bellleyl TaKylo HOJIUTUKY, B KOTOPOVl B OCHOBY
TMOJIMTUYECKOVE OOIIHOCTU KJTafleTcs ee HanOosIbIee
coseprrerctso (Wolff, 1740, S. 104).

Borbd, Takmm oOpasoM, xejlaeT oOpaTUTh BHUMA-
HVe Ha TO, YTO B OTHOIIEHWV KPUTWKM CBOETO yUeHUS
O COBEPIIIEHCTBE OH HAXOAWUTCS B TOM JKe TIOJIOKEHMIN,
uro [TnaToH. A caMm OH BBICTyIaeT 3a TaKylO ITOJIUTU-
Ky, KOTOpas IIpVHMMaeT B KadecTBe 11eJIV YeJIOBeUecKO-
IO ITOBEJIEHIS B O0IIeCcTBe IVIaTOHOBCKYIO MJIEI0 PeCITy-
OrvKw, TO ecTb maximum perfectionis ocierHet. BepHo,
YTO «JIIOIW 3JI0YIIOTPeOIISIOT CBOelt CBODOION, coBep-
I1as 3JI0€SIHVSL, VI HUKOI/ia He YHACTCs IOCTUYb TOTO,
4TOOBI 3TO 3JI0yNOTpeldsieHe TIOIHOCTBIO MpeKpaTi-
siock. Ho 13 3TOT0 11asiee ciiemyeT TOJIBKO TO, UTO COBEP-
IIIEHCTBO MTOJIUTIYECKON OOITHOCTY HUKOIda He OyzeT
IJOCTUTHYTO B TOVI CTEIIeH, B KaKOV OHO BO3MOYKHO; U
HUYYTh He CJIeIyeT, 9YTO Pajiyi STOV CTEIIeHU He CTOUT
npuKiIagsBaTh yevmm» (Wolff, 1740, S. 105—106).

Wrak, HamBbICIIIas BO3MOXHAS CTEIIEHb COBEPIIIEH-
cTBa pecrtyonmkm HeocyIectsuma. Ho ator maximum
perfectionis Bce >Xe CIIOCOOeH OIpenesIsATh IOIUTIYe-
CKOe TIOBefleHVe TOCYIapCTBEHHOro mesdTesisd. «Bemb
YMHBIVI IIPaBUTeNTb JOJDKEH ITOCTOSHHO VMIMeTh Ieper]
IJIa3aMM [BBICIITYIO CTETIeHb COBEPIIIEHCTBA] 11, HAaCKOIIb-
KO 3TO 3aBVCUT OT HETO, IIpyIaraTh Bce yCUIINS K TOMY,
4TOOBI IPUOIM3UTBECA K HEMY HACTOJIIBKO OJIM3KO, Ha-
CKOJIBKO 3TO BoOoOIIe Bo3MoxHO» (Wolff, 1740, S. 106).
Xotst Boribd He yriorpe0isieT CJI0OBO «wjieail», HeJlb-
351 He IIPU3HaTh: TO, YTO BCEr/a JI0JDKEH VIMETh Ieper]
IJIa3aMV «yYMHBIVI IIPaBUTEIIb», — 3TO VIMEHHO TO, YTO
KanT, ciemys 3a Bortbdpom, HasBast meaioM peciryOm-
K1, KOTOPBIVI OH B CBOEVI JIMCCePTAIIVM TIOITBITasICS 000-
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der platonischen Staatslehre, die wichtigste darun-
ter diirfte die von Christian Wolff sein, mit dem sich
Kant in einem erstaunlich hohen Grade von Uberein-
stimmung befindet. In seinen Verniinftigen Gedanken
von Gott etc. Anderer Theil (1740) verteidigte er seine
eigene Vollkommenheitslehre auch an einem , Exem-
pel von der Politick™:

Man beschuldiget insgemein den Platonem, er
habe das gemeine Wesen auf solche vollkommene
Art angegeben, wie es unter den Menschen nicht
konne stattfinden, und pfleget daher ideas Platoni-
cas, oder platonische Traume, oder auch platonische
Grillen zu nennen, wenn man sich von einer Sache
solche Gedanken machet, dass man sie in einem
solchen vollkommenen Grade nicht erreichen kann.
Vielleicht werden einige hierunter diejenige Poli-
tick rechnen, wo man im gemeinen Wesen die grof3-
te Vollkommenheit desselben zum Grunde setzet
(Wolff, 1740, S. 104).

Wolff will also darauf aufmerksam machen, dass
er sich beztiglich der Kritik an seiner Vollkommen-
heitslehre in derselben Lage befindet wie Platon. Und
er bekennt sich zu einer Politik, die dem menschli-
chen Handeln in der Gesellschaft die Platonische
Idee einer Republik, d. h. deren maximum perfectio-
nis als Zweck zugrundelegt. Zwar ist es wahr, dass
~die Menschen ihre Freyheit missbrauchen zum Bo-
sen, und es nimmermehr dahin zu bringen ist, dass
dieser Missbrauch gantz nachbleiben sollte. Aber
hieraus folgt weiter nichts, als dass man die Voll-
kommenheit des gemeinen Wesens niemahls in dem
Grade erreichet, wie sie moglich ist; nicht aber, dass
man sich um diesen Grad nicht zu bekiimmern habe”
(Wolff, 1740, S. 105-106).

Der grofitmogliche Grad der Vollkommenheit
einer Republik ist also nicht realisierbar. Aber die-
ses maximum perfectionis kann dennoch das politi-
sche Handeln des Staatsmanns bestimmen. ,,Denn
ein kluger Regent muss ihn [sc. den grofitmoglichen
Grad der Vollkommenheit einer Republik] stets vor
Augen haben, und, soviel an ihm ist, alle Vorsorge
davor tragen, wie man ihm so nahe kommen maoge,
als sich immer will tun lassen” (Wolff, 1740, S. 106).
Obwohl Wolff das Wort , Ideal” nicht verwendet, ist
doch nicht zu leugnen, dass das, was ein , kluger Re-
gent” stets vor Augen haben muss, genau das ist, was
Kant nach Wolff das Ideal einer Republik genannt
hat, als die er in der Dissertation die Platonische , idea
reipublicae” (MSI, AA 02, S. 396) verstanden wissen



3HAYNTB KaK IUIATOHOBCKYIO “idea reipublicae” (AA 02,
S. 396; Kant, 19941, c. 290). Bomed, TakmM obpasom,
IIPEBOCXUTIII TOT apryMeHT, KoTopeii KaHT B «Kpn-
TMKe YVICTOrO pasyMa» HpVMeHsieT IpoTus bpykepa.

bpyxep camTaeT CMeITHBIM yTBep KaeHVe UIoco-
da, 9To rocyrapp He MOXET YIIPaBJISITh XOPOIIIO, eCIIN
OH He TIpuYacTeH vessM. Mexjy Tem GbITO ObI TOpas-
710 JIydIlle TIPOCIIEINTE 3Ty MBICTh BHUMATe/TbHee U
OCBETUTH ee HOBBIMU VICCIIEIOBAaHMSMU (TaM, TTIe Be-
JmMKuU prtocod ocTaBul Hac 6e3 cBOMX yKaszaHW),
a He OTMAaXHYTbCS OT Hee KaK OT OeCroJIe3HOV IIOf
JKaJTKVIM VI BPETHBIM ITPeJTOTOM — YTO OHa HeoCyIIle-
creuma (B 373 —374; Kanrt, 2006, c. 481).

HoBoe ycmime, mocpencTBoM KOTOPOrO MOXKHO
BBICBETUTH ITPaBUJIBHOCTD IJIATOHOBCKOWM Weu Irocy-
JapcTBa 1 00HAPYKMTh TO, YTO B HeVl MCTUHHO, 3aKJII0-
uaetcs 115t KanTa, ogesniHo, B ocHOBHOV MBIcn «O0
o01ecTBeHHOM T1oroBope» Pycco. Terrepp KanT 016pa-
CBIBaeT MCTOPWYECKUV MPOTOTUII, IJIATOHOBCKOE IIO-
HsTHe politeia, M 3aMeHseT ero YMCTBIM pa3yMHBIM I10-
HATVIeM KOHCTUTYIINW, KaKOW ee mpefcTasi Pycco:

rOCYZLapCTBeHHbIVI CTPOVI, OCHOBAHHBIVI Ha HAU-
boavuient weaoBeueckoil cobode coriracHO 3aKoHaM, Os1a-
rogaps KOTOpBeIM ¢60000a kax0020 cobmecmuma co c6odo-
dott Beex ocmasvHblx (S He TOBOPIO O BeJIMJarieM Osia-
JKEHCTBe, TaK KaK OHO JIOJDKHO SIBUTBCSI CAMO COOOM),
eCTb BO BCSIKOM CJIydae HeoOxommmas mjesi, KOTOPYIO
crremyeT OpaThb 3a OCHOBY IIPV COCTaBJIEHWUN He TOJIb-
KO IIEpBOrO IPOeKTa KOHCTUTYLIMV TOCyIapCcTBa, HO
VI BCAKOTO OT/IeJIbHOTO 3aKOHa; IIPY 3TOM HY>KHO IIpe-
JKJIe BCEro OTBJIEUbCSI OT MIMEOIIVXCS IIPEISITCTBUN,
KOTOpBIe, OBITH MOXKET, BOBCe He BBITEKAIOT Hen30ex-
HO W3 4YeJIOBEeYeCKOVI IIPVIPOMBL, a BO3HMKAIOT CKOpee
M3-3a IIpeHeOpeXXeHMsT K VICTVHHBIM WIIesM IIpU CO-
crapJieHnM 3akoHOB (B 373 —374; Kanrt, 2006, c. 481).

HauBeiciliee coBepIIIeHCTBO (maximum perfectionis),
JIe)xaliee B OCHOBE TaKOro TOCYAapCTBEHHOIO CTPOsI, —
3TO COBEPIIEHCTBO «HAVOOJIBIIIEV YeJIOBEUeCKOV CBODO-
bl COIJIacHO 3akoHaM». Y KaHTa oHO o3HadaeT He YTO
VIHOE, KaK YCTPOVICTBO, €MHCTBEHHO I11eJIbI0 KOTOPOro
SBJISIeTCS. IIPABO JIIONIEVT 1 KOTOpOoe TapaHTUPYeT, YTO B
00IIIecTBe MOXKET COCYIIeCTBOBATh «CBOOOMIA KayKIOTO...
co cBOOOJION BCEX OCTAJIBHBIX». DTa Wiesd YCTPOEHHOrO
TaKMM 00pa30M IIpaBoOBOro rocyzapcrsa — To, uTo KanT
MOr Obl Ha3BaTh «HEOOXOMVMMOVL VIeei», Vaeer YMCTo-
TO IPaKTUYeCKOro pasyMa, He IIpMHMMAas BO BHUMaHMe
dakr momganmsa B «locymapcrse» Ilmatoma o6 sTom.

© B pycckoM mepeBofie — «es TocyaapcTsa». — IIpumey. nep.
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wollte. Wolff hat also vorweggenommen, was Kant
in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft gegen Brucker ein-
wendet.

Brucker findet es ldcherlich, dass der Philosoph
behauptete, niemals wiirde ein Fiirst wohl regieren,
wenn er nicht der Ideen teilhaftig wire. Allein man
wiirde besser tun, diesem Gedanken mehr nachzu-
gehen, und ihn (wo der vortreffliche Mann uns ohne
Hilfe ldsst) durch neue Bemithung ins Licht zu stel-
len, als ihn, unter dem sehr elenden und schadlichen
Vorwande der Untunlichkeit, als unniitz beiseite zu
setzen (KrV, B 373-374).

Die neue Bemiihung, durch die die Richtigkeit
der Platonischen Staatsidee ins Licht gestellt und
das, was Wahres an ihr ist, herausgefunden werden
kann, ist offenbar fiir Kant der Grundgedanke des
Rousseauschen Contrat social. Er schiebt also den his-
torischen Vorgénger, die Politeia Platons, beiseite und
ersetzt ihn durch den reinen Vernunftbegriff einer
Staatsverfassung, wie sie Rousseau entwickelt hat:

Eine Verfassung von der grdfiten menschlichen
Freiheit nach Gesetzen, welche machen, dass jedes
Freiheit mit der anderen ihrer zusammen bestehen kann,
(nicht von der grofiten Gliickseligkeit, denn diese
wird schon von selbst folgen) ist doch wenigstens
eine notwendige Idee, die man nicht blofs im ersten
Entwurfe einer Staatsverfassung, sondern auch bei
allen Gesetzen zum Grunde legen muss, und wobei
man anfdnglich von den gegenwiértigen Hindernis-
sen abstrahieren muss, die vielleicht nicht sowohl
aus der menschlichen Natur unvermeidlich entsprin-
gen mogen, als vielmehr aus der Vernachldssigung
der echten Ideen bei der Gesetzgebung (KrV, B 373).

Das maximum perfectionis, das einer solchen
Staatsverfassung zugrundeliegt, ist das ,der grof3-
ten menschlichen Freiheit nach Gesetzen”, was bei
Kant nichts anderes bedeutet, als eine Verfassung
die das Recht der Menschen zum alleinigen Zweck
hat und die garantiert, dass ,jedes Freiheit mit der
anderen ihrer” in der Gesellschaft zusammen be-
stehen kann. Diese Idee des so verfassten Rechts-
staates ist es, die Kant , eine notwendige Idee”, nam-
lich der reinen praktischen Vernunft, nennen kann,
ohne sich fiir den historischen Tatbestand zu inter-
essieren, dass davon in Platons Politeia keine Rede ist.
Denn auch hier kann man Platon besser verstehen,
als er sich selbst verstanden hat, wenn er von der Idee
der Gerechtigkeit als dem Prinzip seiner Republik
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3neck ToXe BO3MOXHO MHOHATH [l1aToHa sydrie, yem
OH caM ce0s1 ITOHVIMaJ1, KOT/ia paccyskziai ob mjee crpa-
BEUIVIBOCTY KaK O IIPUHIINIIE [IJISL €r0 pecryOsImK.
B ckobkax KaHT ferraeT BeIIazs IpoOTUB 11€J1M1 TOCyAap-
cTBa B ToHMMaHMUM Bosibda 1 ApyTmx ImpocBeTuTesel,
a VIMEHHO IIPOTVB IIeJIV «BeJIYanIero O1axkeHcTBa»
rpaxngaH, kKotopoe 1o KaHTy BO3HMKaeT «caMoO CO-
©ov1», ecyIV yCTPOVICTBO UeJIOBEYECKOTrO OOIIIecTBa Opw-
eHTUPOBaHO Ha ITpasa jirofen. Vifes rocygapcrseHHO-
rO yCTPOVICTBa, OCHOBAaHHOI'O Ha ITpaBe, TaK e, KaK
nnen IlaToHa «Bo BceM ITpaKTUYeCKOM», JIOJKHA CTO-
SITh, €CJIVI VICTIONIb30BaTh BBIpakeHMe Borbda, «reper
IJIa3aMy» 3aKOHOHATeIIs IIpY JIF00OV VICTOPUMYEeCKN
KOHKPETHOV ¥ IIO3UTMBHOV pa3paboTKe KOHCTUTY-
OV, ¥ TOYHO TaK JKe 3Ty VeI CJIeyeT KJIacTh B OC-
HOBY «BCeX OT[EJIbHBIX 3aKOHOB», KOTOPBIe TOJILKO BO3-
MOXKHBI B ITOfJ0OHOM rocymapcTse. IIpensiTcTBuis, KoTo-
pble CTOAT Ha MyTU TaKOI'O 3aKOHOIATeIIbLCTBA, IIPOBO-
IAMMOTO COIVIACHO Wfiee IIPaBOBOTrO YCTPOVICTBa ObIIle-
CTBa, — 3TO TaKMe, «KOTOpPble, ObITH MOXET, BOBCE He
BBITEKAIOT HEM30€KHO M3 YeJIOBEYECKOV IIPVPOIIbL»,
KaK IIPenITCTBIS K JOOpOIeTesn 11 K ee 3aKOHOaTe Th-
CTBY, HO, HaIIPOTWB, CO3aHbl CAMVIMU JIIOI MM, TO €CThb
HPeIsATCTBIS, BOSHUKAIOIIMEe M3 CaMOVI IIOJIUTVKY, U3
«IIpeHeOpeXKeHNs K MCTVMHHBIM VIesIM IIPV COCTaBJIe-
HUM 3aKOHOB» — K M/IesIM CBOOOIBI 1 IIpaBa.

Hasiee KaHT roToBUTCSI HAHECTV OTBETHBIV yJiap I10
KpuTuke bpykepa v Opyrux cTOpOHHUKOB MOpaJIbHO-
dwtocodckoro smnmpusMa B afgpec ITnatona, a Takxke
BBICTYIIaeT IIPOTUB yIIpeKa B CMeXOTBOPHOCTM IIJIaTO-
HOBCKOVI TEOPUW WAEVI:

...HeJIb3sl HaWTM HW4Yero Oosiee BPEIHOIO 1 Me-
Hee IOCTOVHOTO (umtocodpa, YeM HeBeXXeCTBEeHHbIe
CCBUIKVI Ha MHVMOIIPOTMBOPEYAIINII OIIBIT, KOTOPO-
ro BOBce 1 He ObUIo Obl, ecim Obl 3aKOHOATEeIbHBIe
yupexaeHns ObUIN CO3aHbl B CBOEe BpeM:s COIVIACHO
uzesiM, a He coo0pa3HO IrpyOBIM IIOHSATHSIM, KOTOPbIe
paspyimwiv Bce OJ1arvie HaMepeHMs MMEeHHO II0TOMY,
uTO OBUIN 3aMMCTBOBaHBI 113 omblta (B 373; Kart, 2006,
c. 481 —483).

ITpoBepuTh 3TO yTBEepXK/IeHVEe SMIIMPUYECKN HEeBO3-
MOXKHO, IIOCKOJIBKY B WMCTOPWYECKOM OIIbITe He ObLIO
HU OJHOT'O FOCY/1apCTBa, OCHOBAHHOIO B COOTBETCTBUM
C YNMCTBIMM MesIMU pasyma, HO KaHT Bce Xe yBepeH
B CBOEVI IIpaBoOTe, KOTOpas, B CBOIO Ouepe[b, He OCHO-
BbIBAeTCsI Ha VICTOPMYECKOM OITBITE, VI apTyMeHTUpPyeT
TeM CII0COOOM, KOTOPBIVI IOpa3nTe/IbHO IIOXOK Ha TO,
YTO MBI BCTpedaeM y XpucTuaHa Bornbda:

sprach. In Klammern hat Kant einen Seitenhieb ge-
gen Wolffs und anderer Aufkldrer Staatszweck hin-
zugefiigt, den Zweck der ,grofiten Gliickseligkeit”
der Staatsbiirger, die nach Kant ,von selbst” aus ei-
ner am Recht der Menschen orientierten Verfassung
der menschlichen Gesellschaft resultiert. Die Idee ei-
ner auf das Recht gegriindeten Staatsverfassung hat,
wie Platons Ideen ,in allem was praktisch ist”, bei je-
der historischen und positiven Verfassungsgesetzge-
bung den Gesetzgebern ,vor Augen” zu stehen, um
mit Christian Wolff zu reden, und ebenso muss man
sie ,bei allen Gesetzen”, die in einem solchen Staat
gegeben werden mogen, ,zum Grunde legen”. Die
jeweiligen Hindernisse, die einer solchen nach der
Idee der rechtlichen Verfassung einer Gesellschaft
zustande zubringenden Gesetzgebung entgegenste-
hen, sind solche, , die vielleicht nicht sowohl aus der
menschlichen Natur unvermeidlich entspringen mo-
gen”, wie die Hindernisse der Tugend und ihrer Ge-
setzgebung, sondern solche, die die Menschen selbst
geschaffen haben, sie sind also Hindernisse, die einer
Politik entspringen, die aus der ,Vernachldssigung
der echten Ideen bei der Gesetzgebung” resultieren,
ndmlich denen der Freiheit und des Rechts.

Dann holt Kant zu einem Gegenschlag gegen
Bruckers und anderer moralphilosophischer Empi-
risten Kritik an Platon und den Vorwurf der Lécher-
lichkeit seiner Ideenlehre aus:

[...] nichts kann Schidlicheres und eines Philoso-
phen Unwiirdigeres gefunden werden, als die po-
belhafte Berufung auf die vorgeblich widerstreiten-
de Erfahrung, die doch gar nicht existieren wiirde,
wenn jene Anstalten [zur Gesetzgebung] zu rechter
Zeit nach den Ideen getroffen wiirden, und an deren
Statt nicht rohe Begriffe, eben darum, weil sie aus der
Erfahrung geschopft worden, alle gute Absicht verei-
telt hatten (KrV, B 373).

Da es in der historischen Wirklichkeit niemals
einen auf reine Vernunftsideen gegriindeten Staat
gegeben hat, ist eine solche Behauptung nicht em-
pirisch tiberpriifbar, aber Kant ist seiner Sache, die
sich ihrerseits nicht auf historische Erfahrung beruft,
dennoch sicher und argumentiert auf eine Weise, die
dem, was wir bei Christian Wolff gelesen haben, ver-
bliiffend dhnlich sieht:
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XoTS 3TOr0 COBEPIIEHHOrO CTPOs (3aKOHOATeIb-
cTBa M IIpaBiieHns. — M.B.), BOSMOXXHO, HMKOT/Ia 1 He
Oyner, TeM He MeHee CJIeflyeT CUMUTATh IIPaBVJIBHOM
VIZIe10, KOTOpas BBICTABJISET TOT Maximum B KauecTse
poobpasa, 4TOOBI, PYKOBOACTBYSACH M, IIOCTEIIEeH-
HO TIpUOIVDKaTh 3aKOHOCOOOpa3sHOe oOIecTBeHHOe
YCTPOVICTBO K BO3MOXKHO OOJIBIIIEMY COBEpPIIIEHCTBY.
B camom J1es1e, KakoBa Ta BBICIIIAsl CTyIleHb, Ha KOTO-
POVI YeJI0BEeUeCTBO BBIHYKIIEHO OyIleT OCTaHOBWUTHCS,
", CJIefloBaTeIbHO, KaK BeJIVKa Ta IIPOIIacTh, KOTOpas
HeoOXOIMMO [I0JDKHA OCTaThC MEXKILY VJIeev 1 ee OCy-
IIleCTBJIeHVeM, — 3TOTO HMKTO He MOXKeT 1 He JI0JDKeH
OIIpenerIaTh, TaK KaK 37[eChb BCe 3aBMUCUT OT CBOOOZIBL,
KOTOpasi MOXeT IIepelllarHyTh Yepe3 BCAKYIO JaHHYIO
rpanauty (B 374; Kant, 2006, c. 483).

OuesnyiHo, uto KaHT 3/1€ch BeleT peub O KOHCTUTY-
LMV, 3aKOHOJIATeJILCTBE VI FOCY/IapCTBE B TIOHSTSIX CBO-
ent aucceptanyu 1770 T., B KOTOPBIX OH OCMBICIIVII TIIa-
TOHOBCKYIO MZIEI0 KaK perfectio moralis vi maximum perfec-
tionis KOHKpeTHOM Belllu B cBoeM pore. Ecin yxe Tor-
I1a iepeBor, «iyIen» [11aToHa TeM TepMITHOM, KOTOPBIM
cerofHsi o0O3HavaeTcs «yeasl», yKasblBaJl Ha TO, UTO
Ka#nT xerrar ToHMMaTh IO, «ijIeev» He TO, UTO IIpedbl-
BaeT BEUHBIM VI HEM3MEHHBIM, HO YMCTOEe IIOHSTHE de-
JIOBEYECKOTO pasyMa, TO Takxe 1 B «KpuTuKe dmcToro
pasyMa» B 1781 I. IUIaTOHOBCKMIL «IIpoo0pas» (exemplar)
O3HAYaeT JIsI Hero obOpaser] /IS 4eI0BeYeCKOM IIpak-
TUKM, K KOTOPOMY TIOCJIEIHSS JOJDKHA ITprOIIvKaTh-
Csl IMEHHO Orarofiaps IpaKTVKe HOgpakaHVs MiealTy.
ITpn 3TOM HEIOCTVIKMMOCTD Wleasla IIPeIIIoChUIaeTCs
peayM3yIoIelt ero MpakTHKoN. «Bo3MOXXHO Ooribliee
COBEPIIIEHCTBO» «3aKOHOCOOOPa3HOro OOIIeCTBEHHOIO
YCTPOVICTBa» OCTAHETCS HaBEUHO OTHEJIeHHBIM OO0JIb-
IIeVT VIV MEHBILEV IIPOITacThI0 MEXIY «UIeen» U ee
«BOIUIOIIeHVEeM». TOT, KTO crioco0eH 00ecrieunTsb MIpu-
OvDKeHMe K 1fiee VI TeM CaMBIM IIOCTeTIeHHOe yMeHb-
IIIeHVe «[IPOIACTI», — 3TO B JAHHOM CJTy4ae He OTHelIb-
HBIVI YeJIOBEK, a «4eJIOBeUeCTBO», VI €ro KOJUIEKTVIBHAS
npakTuKa (3meck KaHTt pacxommres ¢ Ilnarorom 1 co-
ryaceH ¢ Pycco) orpenernsiercs csobonont. Yxe B 1770 .
paccMaTpvBaTh HEYTO IIPAKTIYECKIM O3HAYAJIO «MBbI I10-
jlaraeM, UTO HEeYTO [OJDKHO OBITh IO CryIaM cBOOOe»
(«practice [aliquid spectamus] si ea, quae ipsi per libertatem
inesse debebant, dispicimus»’; AA 02, S. 396; Kant, 19%4r,
c. 290). Takum 0Opa3oM, BOITIOIIEHE «3aKOHOCOOOpas-
HOTO OOIIIeCTBEHHOIO YCTPOVICTBa», KOTOpOe obecrievn-
BaeT MaKCHMYM CBOOOJIBI BO B3aIMOOTHOIIIEHWISX ITVIX
JIIOTIEV! B OOITIECTBE, CAMO MOXKET OBITB JIOCTUTHYTO CBO-
6omo11, m 00 3TONt cBOOOIme KaHT roBopuT, 4To oHa crio-

7 ... IIpaKTUYeCK [paccMaTpuBaeM MbI HEYTO| — ecim pasOupa-
€M TO, UTO B HEeM JIOJDKHO OBUIO ObI OBITH (JI1aT.).

M. Baum

Ob nun gleich das letztere [sc. die ,vollkomme-
ne Anordnung” von Gesetzgebung und Regierung
in einem Staat] niemals zustande kommen mag, so
ist die Idee doch ganz richtig, welche dieses Maxi-
mum zum Urbilde aufstellt, um nach demselben die
gesetzliche Verfassung der Menschen der moglich
grofiten Vollkommenheit immer nidher zu bringen.
Denn welches der hochste Grad sein mag, bei wel-
chem die Menschheit stehen bleiben miisse, und wie
grof$ die Kluft, die zwischen der Idee und ihrer Aus-
fiihrung notwendig tibrig bleibt, sein moge, das kann
und soll niemand bestimmen, eben darum, weil es
Freiheit ist, welche jede angegebene Grenze tiberstei-
gen kann (KrV, B 374).

Es ist untibersehbar, dass Kant hier in den Begrif-
fen seiner Dissertation von 1770, in denen er sich die
platonische Idee als perfectio moralis und als das je-
weilige maximum perfectionis einer Sache in ihrer Art
zurechtgelegt hatte, von Verfassung, Gesetzgebung
und Staat spricht. Hatte dort schon die Ubersetzung
der ,Idee” Platons durch das, was heutzutage ,Ideal”
genannt wird, darauf hingewiesen, dass er darunter
nicht ein ewig und unverdnderlich Existierendes ver-
standen wissen wollte, sondern einen reinen Begriff
der menschlichen Vernunft, so gilt ihm auch hier in
der Kritik der reinen Vernunft von 1781 das Platonische
,Urbild” (exemplar) als ein Vorbild fiir die menschli-
che Praxis, dem sie sich eben durch diese Praxis an-
néhern soll. Dabei wird die Unerreichbarkeit des Ide-
als durch die es realisierende Praxis vorausgesetzt.
Die ,moglich grofste Vollkommenheit” einer ,ge-
setzlichen Verfassung der Menschen” wird immer
durch eine grofiere oder kleinere ,Kluft” zwischen
der ,Idee” und ihrer ,Ausfiihrung” getrennt bleiben.
Derjenige, der die Anndherung an die Idee und da-
mit die graduelle Verringerung der ,Kluft” bewir-
ken kann, ist hier nicht der einzelne Mensch, son-
dern die ,,Menschheit”, und ihre kollektive Praxis ist,
anders als bei Platon aber wie bei Rousseau, durch
Freiheit bestimmt. Schon 1770 hief3, etwas praktisch
betrachten, ,wenn wir erwagen, was es vermoge der
Freiheit sein soll” (practice autem [aliquid spectamus —
M. B, si ea, quae ipsi per libertatem inesse debebant, dispi-
cimus) (MSI, AA 02, S. 396 Anm.; Kant, 1958, S. 28-29
Anm.). Die Verwirklichung einer ,gesetzlichen Ver-
fassung der Menschen”, die ein Maximum von Frei-
heit im wechselseitigen Handeln dieser Menschen in
der Gesellschaft sichert, ist also selbst durch Freiheit
herbeizufiihren, und von dieser Freiheit sagt Kant,
dass sie ,jede angegebene Grenze iibersteigen”, d. h.
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coOHa «IIepelIarHyThb 4epe3 BCIKYIO JTaHHYIO I'PaHU-
IIy», TO €CTh TPAHCIIEHIVPOBaTh JII000e paHee JOCTUI-
HyTOe HaJIM4HOe cocTosiHre. TakvM oOpasoM, Korma
KanT rosopur o I11aToHe, 4TO TOT CBOM MJIEN «IIpEVIMY-
IIEeCTBEHHO», HO He VICKITFOUMTEIIHFHO, HAXOOVII BO BCEM
IIPaKTIYeCKOM, TO €CTh OCHOBAaHHOM Ha cBoOoze (B 371;
Kanrt, 2006, c. 479), To 3TO 03Ha4UaeT — «B TOVI OOIACTH,
IJle YeJIOBEYeCKMIT pa3yM OOHapYy>KMBaeT WCTVHHYIO
Kay3aJIbHOCTb VI I7Ie VeV CTAHOBSITCS IeVICTBYIOMIVIMIL
HpUYVHAMY (IOCTYIIKOB 1 X OOBEKTOB), T.€. B 00/IacTI
HpascTBeHHOCT» (B 374; Kant, 2006, c. 483).

Ilnaron B paseuTum pnrocodpmn Kanra

DTN 271eMEHTBI «MOpaIil U3 VIEeN» C BOCXBaJIEHW-
em [TimaToHa, Ka>kIbIvI 113 KOTOPBIX MIMeeT IIeJIbIO TIOKa-
3aTh He3aMEeHVIMOCTb YVICTBIX VI HE3aBUCVMBIX OT OITbI-
Ta NOHATWV pasyMa B KOHIlenmyy OymyIier MeTadu-
3MKV HPaBOB, B TOVI JKe CTelleHW, KOHEeUHO, JI0Ka3hIBaloT,
uyro B 1781 r. KaHT eltie He IipuIIies K TOV KPUTIYECKON
dpmtococbr Mopasi, Kakov oHa IipefcraeT B «OcHO-
BOIIOJIOXKeHUM K MeTadpmsuke HpaBos» (1785). Emte oT-
CYTCTBYeT He TOJIbKO BepXOBHBIVI IIPVHIINII HpaBCTBEeH-
HOCTM, KacalOIINIICs BOJIVI U ee MaKCVM, HO ¥ BCeoO-
IV IPVIHIINII IIpaBa M IPUHITNII JOOpoaeTeny B TOM
BUZle, B KOTOPOM OHU OmMcaHbl B «MeTtadnsuke Hpa-
BoB» (1797). Baxxuee 1o, uto B 1781 1. KaHT faeT Takyto
popMyIIMPOBKY MOpaIBHBIX 3aKOHOB, KOTOpast He TOJIb-
KO He COOTBETCTBYET ero Io3Muyy HaumHasd ¢ 1785 . i
HIO3/THee, HO M IIPSIMO IIPOTMBOPEUNT eit. XOTs yKe V1 To-
Bopurcs (A 800 / B 828; Kant, 2006, c. 1005—1007), uto
«IIPaKTI4IeCcKoe eCTh BCe TO, YTO BOSMOXKHO Orraromapst
cBobormie», TO ecTh 110007 cBOOOME, OyIb TO cBOOOIHOE
ITOBEJIEHVIE «IJISI JIOCTVIKEHVIS 11eJ1eV, TaHHBIX HaM Uy B-
CTBEHHOCTBIO» T10 ITparMaTIYecK/IM 3aKOHaM, UTO «CJIe-
ZIOBaTeJIbHO, He MOXET JOCTaBUTE... YMCTBIX 3aKOHOB,
OIIperesIsieMbIX COBEPIIIEHHO A prioti», VI MHOe YIIo-
TpebsIeHVe CBOOOIBI TI0 APYITIM, MOPaJIBHBIM 3aKOHAM.
Ho permrarormm MOMEHTOM CTaHOBUTCS OIperiesieHVie
3TVIX MOPAJIBHBIX 3aKOHOB: «YIICTBIe Xe IIpaKTIIecKye
3aKOHBI, I1eJIb KOTOPBIX [IA€TCSI Pa3yMOM COBEPIIEHHO 4
priori ¥ KOTOpBIe IIPeIIMChIBAIOTCS He SMIIMPIYecKN
00YCIIOBIIEHHO, a 0e3yCII0BHO, ObUIN OBI ITPOITYKTOM Y¥-
cToro pasyma. Ho TakoBble CyTh MOpasIbHBIE 3aKOHBL
CTajIo OBITH, TOJIBKO 3TV 3aKOHBI OTHOCSTCS K IIPaKTH-
UeCcKOMY YIIOTpeOsIeHIIO 9rcToro pasyma» (Tam ke).

MoyxHO morIaraTh, 4TO 37ech MeT pedb O MOpaslb-
HBIX 3aKOHaX KaK KaTeropr4ecKmx nMieparsax. Ho te
He TOJIBKO He «3MIIVPIYIecKyI 00y CIIOBIIEHbI», HO U VIMe-
0T CVJIY He3aBUCVIMO OT BCSKOM IIeJIV IIOCTYIIKa KaK Ma-
Tepuy IPOV3B0JIa. DTO KITIOUeBOVI MOMEHT CYJIBHO KpPU-
TUKYeMOro KaHTOBCKOrO (popMarim3Ma B MOPasIbHON

18

jeden bisher erreichten Ist-Zustand transzendieren
kann. Wenn Kant also von Platon sagt, dass er sei-
ne Ideen ,vorziiglich”, aber nicht ausschliefslich, in al-
lem was praktisch ist, fand, d. i. auf Freiheit beruht
(KrV, B 371), so heifit das ,in demjenigen, wobei die
menschliche Vernunft wahrhafte Kausalitdt zeigt
und wo Ideen wirkende Ursachen (der Handlungen
und ihrer Gegenstinde) werden, namlich im Sittli-
chen” (KrV, B 374).

Platon in der Entwicklung Kants

Nun sind diese Bruchstiicke einer ,,Moral aus der
Idee” im Gefolge Platons, die alle dazu dienen, die
Unentbehrlichkeit von reinen und erfahrungsfreien
Vernunftbegriffen bei der Konzeption einer kiinfti-
gen Metaphysik der Sitten darzutun, nattirlich eben-
so viele Beweisstiicke dafiir, dass Kant 1781 noch
nicht die kritische Moralphilosophie erreicht hat,
wie sie seit der Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten
(1785) vorliegt. Nicht nur hat er noch kein sich auf
das Wollen und seine Maximen beziehendes obers-
tes Prinzip der Sittlichkeit, sondern auch kein allge-
meines Rechtsgesetz und kein Tugendprinzip, wie sie
sich in der Metaphysik der Sitten (1797) finden. Wich-
tiger ist, dass Kant 1781 eine Auffassung von morali-
schen Gesetzen vertritt, die nicht nur nicht mit seiner
Position von 1785ff. iibereinstimmt, sondern ihr ge-
radezu widerspricht. Zwar heifit es schon jetzt (KrV,
A 800 / B 828): ,Praktisch ist alles, was durch Frei-
heit moglich ist”, ndmlich irgendeine Freiheit, sei sie
die ,freien Verhaltens, zur Erreichung der uns von
den Sinnen empfohlenen Zwecke” unter pragmati-
schen Gesetzen, die ,,also keine reinen Gesetze, vol-
lig a priori bestimmt” sind, oder eines anderen Ge-
brauchs der Freiheit unter anderen, den moralischen
Gesetzen. Entscheidend ist aber die Definition dieser
moralischen Gesetze: ,Dagegen wiirden reine prakti-
sche Gesetze, deren Zweck durch die Vernunft vollig
a priori gegeben ist, und die nicht empirisch bedingt,
sondern schlechthin gebieten, Produkte der reinen
Vernunft sein. Dergleichen aber sind die moralischen
Gesetze, mithin gehoren diese allein zum praktischen
Gebrauche der reinen Vernunft” (KrV, A 800 / B 828).

Man konnte meinen, hier sei von moralischen
Gesetzen als kategorischen Imperativen die Rede.
Aber diese sind nicht nur nicht ,empirisch bedingt”,
sondern sie gelten unabhingig von jedem Zwecke
des Handelns als der Materie der Willkiir. Das ist die
Pointe des vielgescholtenen Kantischen Formalismus
in der Moralphilosophie. Aber hier, 1781, werden mo-



dwocodpmm. Ho 3mecy, B 1781 1., MOpasyibHBIe 3aKOHBI
oIIpee/IsAIoTCs VIMEHHO TI0 X 1eJIy, KOTOPYIO OHU He
TOJIBKO VIMEIOT, HO 7 BEJIST OCYIIecTBUTE. TakmM obpa-
30M, 5TO MIMEHHO 3aKOHBI, «11eJIb KOTOPBIX JIaeTcs pasy-
MOM COBEpIIIEHHO 4 Priori», VI 3TO IIpyIMeYaTeIbHbIM 00-
pa3oM COOTBETCTBYeT KOHKYPCHOMY coumHeHMio Kan-
Ta 1764 1. «VccirepoBaHye OTYETIIMBOCTY IIPUHIINUIIOB
ecTecTBeHHOV Teoslormm u Mopaimm» (AA 02, S. 298—
299; Kant, 199406, c. 163 —164). Pamxu1 3TOVI CTaTHV HE I10-
3BOJISIOT IIPOCIIENNTD Pa3BUTVIE KaHTOBCKOM TUKW OT
TIOKPUTIYECKOT0 K KPUTMUECKOMY IIEepUOLy, IIO3TOMY
s YKaXKy TOJIBKO JIBe 0COOeHHOCTM n3JioxkeHss KanTom
BBICIIIETO HPaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHa B paspeste «O0 mea-
Jle BBICIIIETro Oslara Kak 00 OIpeJIeIsIoieM OCHOBaHN
KOHEYHOV I1eJIV UrcToro pasyma» (A 804 / B 832; Kanr,
2006, c. 1001). Tam cka3aHO O TOM «yIIOTpebIIeHMM Pasy-
Ma, 6e3 KOTOpOTro MBI CaMVI CUMTaJIVI Okl cebsi HeZIOCTOVI-
HBIMI pa3yMa», a IMEHHO O er0 MOpaJIbHOM IIpVIMeHe-
HIM, KOTOPOEe «IIeJIIKOM OCHOBBIBAaeTCS Ha Vijiee BBIC-
rero Grara» (A 816 / B 844; Kant, 2006, c. 1025). U ato
O3Ha4aeT, YTO BBICIINT HpaBCTBeHHBIV 3aKOH, KOTOPBIV
B OOIIIeM CMBIC/Ie OTBedYaeT Ha BOIPOC «HTo s IoipkeH
nernate?» (A 805 / B 833; Kant, 2006, c. 1011), dpopmy-
JINPYyeTcsi, COOTBETCTBEHHO, TaK: «[leslav To, Oi1aromapst
YeMy Thl CTAaHOBUIIIBCS IOCTOVIHBIM TOTO, YTOOBI OBITH
cqacTymBeIM» (A 808—809 / B 836—837, Kant, 2006,
c. 1015), TO ecTh TO, ITOCPEICTBOM UETO THI MOXEIIIb 10-
CTUYb IIPEANVICAHHO YVCTBIM Pa3yMOM I1eJIV BBICITIErO
Gr1ara, HACKOJIBKO 3TO 3aBUCUT OT Tebsi. DTO oIpeiesieH-
HO He COOTBETCTBYeT HPaBCTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY KpUTIUe-
cKkovt 3TVKY KaHTa, HO HeOXVIaHHBIM 00pa3oM BBISIB-
JIseT KOHTEKCT, B KOTOPOM cCJleflyeT BOCIIPUHMMATE Te
cceuikm Kanra Ha [latona B «Kpurnke umcroro pasy-
Ma», KOTOpPbIe s IIpoaHaJIN3pOBaJL

W3 sToro He cienyeT, YTO B KPUTUYECKON 3TVIKE
Kanra orcbuikm x ITiaTony craHOBATCS HEBO3MOXKHBI-
MM UJIN TepsIIOT cMBICTL. axke B mozgHeM «Crope da-
KyssreToB» (1798) BcTpeuaeM crrenyroriee:

Vest KOHCTUTYIVN, OTBEYAIOIIIell eCTeCTBeHHOMY
JeJI0BEeUeCKOMY IIpaBy, a WMEHHO: 4TOOBI Te, KTO
IIOOUMHSETCS 3aKOHY, BMeCTe C TeM y4acTBOBaJIU B
3aKOHOJIATEJIbCTBE — 3Ta UJes JIEXUT B OCHOBE BCEX
rocyapcTBeHHBIX POpM, a OOIIHOCTD, MBICIIVIMAS CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO 3TOVI Mlee B UMCTHIX IIOHATHUSAX pasyMa
¥ IpeCcTaBiIIoas IUTATOHOBCKIIL udeas (respublica
noumenon), — He IIyCTas XyMepa, HO BeUHasi HOpMa
Trpak[IaHCKOV KOHCTUTYIIMM, dyXaast BoviHe (AA 07,
S.89—90; Kant, 1999, c. 214).

IIpaBna, TO, 4TO TYT HasbIBaeTCs IIJIATOHOBCKUIM
MIeas oM rocydapcTsa, Ommsko K Hemobnmomy [la-
TOHOM AWHCKOMY TOCYy[apCTBy C €Tro IeMOKpaTy-

M. Baum

ralische Gesetze gerade durch ihren Zweck definiert,
den sie nicht nur haben, sondern auch zu realisieren
gebieten, sie sind ndmlich Gesetze, ,deren Zweck
durch die Vernunft vollig a priori gegeben ist”, in be-
merkenswerter Ubereinstimmung mit Kants Preis-
schrift von 1764, der Untersuchung tiber die Deutlichkeit
der Grundsitze der natiirlichen Theologie und der Moral
(UD, AA 02, S. 298-299). Es ist hier nicht der Ort, die
Entwicklung der Kantischen Ethik von ihrer vorkri-
tischen zu ihrer kritischen Gestalt zu untersuchen,
deshalb verweise ich nur auf zwei Besonderheiten
der Kantischen Darstellung des obersten Sittengeset-
zes im Abschnitt ,,Von dem Ideal des hochsten Guts,
als einem Bestimmungsgrunde des letzten Zwecks
der reinen Vernunft” (KrV, A 804 / B 832). Hier heifst
es von ,demjenigen Vernunftgebrauch, ohne wel-
chen wir uns selbst der Vernunft unwiirdig halten
wiirden, ndmlich dem moralischen”, dass er , durch-
aus auf der Idee des hochsten Guts beruht” (KrV,
A 816 / B 844). Und das bedeutet, dass das oberste Sit-
tengesetz, das auf allgemeine Weise die Frage ,Was
soll ich tun?” (KrV, A 805 / B 833) beantwortet, ent-
sprechend lautet: , Tue das, wodurch du wiirdig wirst
gliicklich zu sein” (KrV, A 808-809 / B 836-837), d. h.
das, wodurch du den durch die reine Vernunft gebo-
tenen Zweck des hochsten Gutes, soweit es von dir
abhingt, erreichen kannst. Das ist gewiss nicht das
Sittengesetz der kritischen Ethik Kants, aber es er-
hellt schlagartig den Zusammenhang, in dem Kants
Bezugnahmen auf Platon in der Kritik der reinen Ver-
nunft, die ich analysiert habe, zu lesen sind.

Das heifst nicht, dass die Berufung auf Platon in
Kants kritischer Ethik nicht mehr moglich wire oder
jeden Sinn verlore. So heift es ja noch im spaten Streit
der Fakultiten (1798):

Die Idee einer mit dem natiirlichen Rechte der
Menschen zusammenstimmenden Constitution:
dass namlich die dem Gesetz Gehorchenden auch
zugleich, vereinigt, gesetzgebend sein sollen, liegt
bei allen Staatsformen zum Grunde, und das ge-
meine Wesen, welches, ihr gemédfd durch reine Ver-
nunftsbegriffe gedacht, ein platonisches Ideal heifst
(respublica noumenon), ist nicht ein leeres Hirnge-
spinst, sondern die ewige Norm fiir alle buirgerliche
Verfassung iiberhaupt und entfernt allen Krieg (SF,
AA 07, S. 89-90).

Was hier platonisches Ideal eines Staates genannt
wird, ist allenfalls mit dem von Platon bekdmpften
Athenischen Staat, mit seiner demokratischen Ver-
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YEeCKMM YCTPOVICTBOM, ¥ «IUIATOHOBCKOV» 37€Ch MOX-
HO Has3BaTh TOJIPKO WMIEI0 «BEYHOVW HOPMbI». [loxa-
JIy¥7, B MOpalIM KPUTWYECKOrO IIeprofa CJIiefIoBajIo
ObI TI0-HOBOMY OIIpeleInTh CMBICTI «VAen» B PopMy-
JINPOBKE «MOpajlb, OCHOBaHHAsS Ha Vijlee», KaK VI II0-
HSITVE «COBEPIIEHCTBO», YTOOBI OHVM COOTBETCTBOBAIIN
dopmarmsmy stovt mopasnu. Ho 3To oTferibHas TeMma.
51 xe mastee oOpalllych K OHOMY acIleKTy IIpaKTide-
ckoro raronnsma Kanra. Kak v ccblyIki Ha Teopuio
vgen ITaToHa, 3TOT acIleKT IIPOHM3BIBAET U IOKPU-
TUYEeCKyI0, ¥ KPUTHUYecKylo Teopuio Mopasm KanTa.
Oto yueHue o mundus sensibilis v mundus intelligibilis®
B €ro 3Ha4YeHMM I NpakTmdeckon dpriocodprm Kan-
Ta. DTO y4ueHMe He IpVUHAIIEXNUT caMoMy [liaTony,
KanT HUTMIE B cCBOVIX COUMHEHMSIX He IIPUIIVCHIBaJI €T0
caMoMy TpedeckoMy dprtocody, Tak Kak OH ObLI XOpo-
ITI0 OCBeTIOMJTeH 110 paboTam Moransa Slkoba bpykepa
(Brucker, 1742), a Taxxe Panbda Kygsopra u Vioranna
Jlopentia Mocxanma (Cudworth, 1733) o dpopmuposa-
HWUM IUIATOHM3Ma B PYIMCKOVI MIMIIEpUM, B YaCTHOCTU
y ®wioHa AJlekcaHIpUIICKOro B ero Tpyze «O TBope-
HUY MUpa». DTO yUeHVe TeCHEVIIM o0pa3oM CBs3a-
HO C APYIVIM IICEBIOIIIATOHOBCKMM YUeHVeM, KOTOpoe
Kant, npasga, canran ydeHueMm camoro IlnaroHa, a
VIMEHHO C ydeHreM ob mpesix Kak MbIC/Igx bora. 3yech
s He Oyy YIIIyOJISITECS B 3Ty TeMY, IIOCKOJIBKY yoKe 10-
CTaTOYHO MHOTO OOpaIascs K Hell B Apyrux padboTax.

Yuenne o gByx Mupax

Briepple yueHMe O ABYX MMpax YIIOMMUHAETCS B
«['pesax myxosumaia» (1766), B TOVI MPOHWYECKON TIO-
nemuke Kanra co CpemeHOOproM, KoTopasi OHOBpe-
MeHHO HaIlpaBjleHa HpoTus dwtocodpum JlerOHuM-
1a — Bomneda u ee «rpes Metadpmsukm». KaHT Takxke
VHTepIpeTupopasl JlentOHMIIeBO pasinyeHMe Iap-
CTBa IIPUPOEI 1 HapcTBa Oraromary (Jlentbrmt, 1982a,
c. 428, § 87; Jlembrm, 19820, c. 411, § 15) B myxe Oepy-
IT[ero VCTOKM B IVIaTOHM3Me yueHms o mundus sensibilis
v mundus intelligibilis. B aTom on citenyeT Bonbdy m ba-
yMrapTeHy, KOTOpble B CBOIO O4Yepelb VCIIOIb30BaJIV
3TO TPaAWMIIVOHHOE yd4eHVe, HO CII0COOOM, KOTOPBIV
Kant nopgsepr xecrkon kputuke. Tak, Bonbd B coun-
Henvmn «EcrectBerHas Teostorus. Yacte 1» mucai ciie-

8 «YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVMHVMAEMBIVI MUP» VI «YMOIIOCTUTaeMbIVT MIP»
(71aT.). B HOBeVIIIIEM pyccKOM IiepeBope «KpuTuki umcToro pasyMa»
(KanT, 2006) BBIpaXkeHVEM «yYMOIIOCTUTAEMBIVI MVUP» II€PEBOIUTCS
HeMeIIKoe cJ10BO « Verstandeswelt». VI3penxa KauT yriorpedisieT Takxe
HeMeLIKIV JIATVHN3M — BbIpakeHue «infelligible Welt», KoTopoe Tak-
JKe O3HAYaeT «yMOITOCTUTIaeMBIVi MVIP» 1 TIEPEBOIAUTCS Ha PYCCKIUTL
B «KpuTike uncToro pasyma» Kak «yMOIIOCTUTaeMbIV [VIHTeIUIUI-
GenpHbI] Mup», a B «OCHOBOIIOIOXKEHMN K MeTadusiKe HPaBOB»
(KanTt, 19976) xax «mHTeIUIATMOEIbHBI». [lajlee HEMEIKOe CII0BO
«intelligibel» B crTydae OTCyTCTBUS OITyOIMKOBaHHEIX TTI€PEBOIOB Ha
PYCCKWMIT SA3bIK ITEPEBOINTCS KaK «yMOITOCTUTaeMblvi». — [Ipumeu. nep.

fassung, vergleichbar, und ,Platonisch” ist hier nur
der Gedanke der ,ewigen Norm”. So miisste der Sinn
von ,ldee” in der Formulierung ,Moral aus der Idee”
in einer kritischen Moral wohl neu bestimmt wer-
den, ebenso wie der Begriff der ,Vollkommenbheit”,
um dem Formalismus dieser Moral zu entsprechen.
Das wiire ein anderes Thema. Ich wende mich im fol-
genden einem Aspekt von Kants praktischen Pla-
tonismus zu, der ebenso wie die Bezugnahmen auf
Platons Ideenlehre die vorkritische und die kritische
Moraltheorie Kants durchzieht. Es ist die Lehre vom
mundus sensibilis und mundus intelligibilis in ih-
rer Rolle fiir die praktische Philosophie Kants. Die-
se Lehre ist nicht Platons eigene Lehre, und Kant hat
sie auch an keiner Stelle seiner Schriften Platon selbst
zugeschrieben, da er durch Brucker (1742) und Cud-
worth und Mosheim (1733) umfassend tiber ihre Ent-
stehung im kaiserzeitlichen Platonismus, ndmlich
bei Philon von Alexandrien, in dessen Werk De opi-
ficio mundi, unterrichtet war. Sie ist aufs engste ver-
bunden mit einer anderen pseudo-platonischen Leh-
re, die Kant allerdings fiir Platons eigene Lehre ge-
halten hat, ndmlich der von den Ideen als Gedanken
Gottes. Da ich andernorts schon mehrfach von die-
sem Thema gehandelt habe, gehe ich hier nicht wei-
ter darauf ein.

Die Zweiweltenlehre

Die erste Bezugnahme auf diese Zweiweltenleh-
re findet sich in den Trdumen eines Geistersehers (1766),
Kants ironischer Auseinandersetzung mit Sweden-
borg, die zugleich gegen die Leibniz-Wolffische Phi-
losophie und ihre , Traume der Metaphysik” gerich-
tet ist. Kant hat auch die Leibnizsche Unterscheidung
des Reichs der Natur vom Reich der Gnaden (Leib-
niz, 1720, S. 149, § 87, Leibniz, 1714, S. 171, § 15) nach
der aus dem Platonismus stammenden Lehre vom
mundus sensibilis und intelligibilis interpretiert. Er
folgt dabei Wolff und Baumgarten, die sich ihrerseits
dieses traditionellen Lehrstiicks bedient hatten, aber
in einer Weise, die von Kant heftig getadelt wird. So
heifit es in Wolffs Theologia naturalis. Pars Prior: ,Der
mundus intelligibilis ist ein Aggregat einfacher Sub-
stanzen (aggregatum substantiarum simplicium) [...].
Aber der mundus sensibilis ist die Gesamtheit der
Phénomene (complexus phaenomenorum), die aus den
einfachen Dingen als ihrer Quelle hervorgehen (pro-
manantium)” (Wolff, 1739, S. 176, § 203). Daraus ergibt
sich, dass die Sinnenwelt, die auch mundus adspecta-
bilis genannt wird, aus Korpern als ihren Teilen zu-
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nytomee: «Mundus intelligibilis ecTb arperaTr IIpOCTBIX
cyOcranmm (agQregatum substantiarum simplicium)...
Ho Mup 4yBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHVIMAEMBIV €CTh COBOKYII-
HOCTb (peHOMeHOB (complexus phaenomenorumn), KoTo-
PpBle IIPOVICXOIAT 13 IPOCTBIX Belllerl KaK VX MCTOYHU-
Ka (promanantium) (Wolff, 1739, S. 176, § 203).

Orcroma cieyer, 4TO 4yBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHIIMae-
MBIV MUP, KOTOPBIVI TakKXe MMeHyeTcs mundus adspect-
abilis, B KauecTBe CBOVIX COCTABHBIX YaCTeV MIMeeT BelIlu
(Ibid.). Kpome TOro, aT0 O3Ha4aeT, YTO CO3EpPLIAEMBIV
HaM¥ (PVU3IYeCKII MUp, IIO CYTW, — CBOEro Pofa arpe-
raT IIPOCTBIX CyOCTaHIINII, KOTOPBIVI, OJTHAKO, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky HOpeaMeT YyBCTB ITpeficTaeT MCKa’keHHBIM (corfuse
percipitur), eCTb BCero JIVIIb MUp sIBJIeHU (phaenomeno-
rum), B TO BpeMsl KaK IOMIVHHBII MUP — 3TO MUP
ymoniocturaembrn  (Ibid). CoorBercrBenHo, Borbd
YTBEPXKIAET, UTO Vifles YMOIIOCTUIaeMOro MIpa CyIie-
cTByeT B bore, B TO BpeMsi Kak B HAC — TOJIBKO V/Ies Uy B-
creenHoro mupa (Wolff, 1739, S. 84—85, § 105), mpryem
3TO JIBe pas3JIVUHbIe MieV OfTHOTO ¥ Toro e Mupa. Crora
JKe OTHOCWTCSI TO, UYTO bayMrapTeH, KoTopeIi K J1enOHm-
11y TIpMMBIKaeT TecHee, YeM K Boirbdy, yTBepxmaeT 00
oborix Mupax B ceoert «MeTadmsrike»:

bor scHemmM obpasoM mpercTaisieT cebe Bce
BO3MOYKHBIE MUPBL. 3HAYMNT. .. VI 3TOT [I€VICTBUTEIIbHBIVI
MUp. Mup, KOTOPBINI IpeACTaB/IseTCsl UyBCTBEHHBIM
oOpasoM, 3T0 4yBcTBeHHBI MUp (mundus sensibilis
(adspectabilis)), ecyin >xe MUp IO3HaETCs OTUETIIVIBO,
TO 5TO MMp yMorocturaeMbmt (mundus intelligibilis).
bor mosHaeT 3TOT [eVICTBUTEIIBHBIN] YMOIIOCTUTae-
MBIVI MUp sgcHermmM oOpa3oM. To ecTb OH ITO3HaeT
BCe MOHA/IBI 3TOTO MVpa, BCe JIyIIN B HEM CaMbIM OT-
4eTIIMBEIM 00pasoM (Baumgarten, 1750, S. 311, § 869)°.

KitroueBbIM 1 371eCh SIBIISETCS TO, UTO B OTHOIIEHW
mundus sensibilis vi mundus intelligibilis peus vizeT 00 omHOM
VI TOM >Ke JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOM MVpe, KaK y Boibda. KanT B
csoent aucceptauym 1770 r. kputukyer Bosibda 3a mcka-
JKeHVie BBIPOCIIIero 13 IUIaTOHM3Ma YUeHVI O IByX MUpax:

Ho g omacatock, uTo 3HamMeHWUTHII Boawgh, mpm-
3HaBasl TOJIBKO JIOTMYecKoe pasiidane MeX/y [ITo3Ha-
HMeM] 4yBCTBEHHBIM ¥ PacCydOYHBIM, K BeJIMKOMY
yiepOy mrt dpvtocodpmys, OBITH MOXKET, COBepIIeH-
HO IIpefiajl 3a0BeHNI0 OTMeHHBIN 00bIYalt JPeBHOCT
paccyXnate o npupode gheromerob v HoymeHob v, OTBpa-
TUB yMBI OT MICCIIe0BaHA VX, HAITPaBJIsI VX YacToO Ha
paccMOTpeHVe MeJIKMX JIOTMYecKmX Borpocos (AA 02,
S. 395, § 7; Kanr, 1994, c. 289).

Tem He Menee B «I'pe3ax..» Kanr cirenryer baymrap-
TeHy B TOM, YTO OH Ha3bIBaeT HasleJIeHHBIE Pa3yMOM

 Cp.: (Baumgarten, 2011, S. 465).
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sammengesetzt ist (ibid.). Das bedeutet auch, dass die
von uns anschaubare Korperwelt im Grunde eine Art
Aggregat einfacher Substanzen ist, die allerdings,
da der Gegenstand der Sinne verworren vorgestellt
wird (confuse percipitur), nur eine Welt von Erschei-
nungen (phaenomenorum) ist, wiahrend die Verstan-
deswelt die wahre Welt ist (ibid.). Entsprechend sagt
Wolff, dass in Gott eine Idee der intelligiblen Welt,
wiahrend in uns nur eine Idee der sensiblen Welt exis-
tiert (Wolff, 1739, S. 84-85, § 105), die gleichwohl nur
verschiedene Ideen von derselben Welt sind. Dem
entspricht auch, was Baumgarten, der sich Leibniz
enger anschliefSt als Wolff, in seiner Metaphysica tiber
die beiden Welten sagt:

Gott stellt sich alle moglichen Welten auf die
deutlichste Weise vor. Also [...] auch diese wirkliche
Welt. Die Welt, sofern sie sinnlich vorgestellt wird,
ist Sinnenwelt (mundus sensibilis (adspectabilis)), so-
fern sie deutlich erkannt wird, ist sie Verstandeswelt
(mundus intelligibilis). Gott erkennt diese [wirkliche]
Verstandeswelt auf die deutlichste Weise. Also er-
kennt er alle Monaden dieser Welt, alle Seelen in ihr
auf die deutlichste Weise (Baumgarten, 1750, S. 311,
§ 869. Ubersetzung von mir — M. B.?).

Entscheidend ist auch hier, dass es sich beim
mundus sensibilis und intelligibilis, wie bei Wolff, um
dieselbe wirkliche Welt handelt. Kant tadelt deshalb
Wolff wegen seiner Verfidlschung der aus dem Plato-
nismus stammenden Zweiweltenlehre in seiner Dis-
sertation von 1770:

Ich flirchte aber, dass der bertihmte Wolff mittels
dieses Unterschiedes zwischen sinnenhaften und
den intellektuellen Erkenntnissen, der ihm nur ein
logischer Unterschied ist, jene bertihmte Erérterung
des Altertums tber die Natur der Phinomena und
Noumena zum grofSen Schaden der Philosophie viel-
leicht ganz in Vergessenheit gebracht und die Geis-
ter von deren Erforschung sehr oft nur auf logische
Kleinigkeiten abgelenkt hat (MSI, AA 02, S. 395, § 7;
Kant, 1958, S. 27).

Gleichwohl folgt Kant in den Triumen Baumgar-
ten darin, dass er die mit Verstand begabten Sub-
stanzen in der Welt Geister (spiritus), Intelligenzen
und Personen (intelligentiae, personae) (Baumgarten,
1783, S. 185, § 402; vgl. Baumgarten, 2011, S. 216-217)
und eine aus ihnen bestehende Welt eine Geister-

® Vgl. Baumgarten, 2011, S. 465.
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cyOcTaHIMM B MUpe AyXaMU (spiritus), VIHTeIUINTeHIIV-
saMu U niepcoHam (intelligentiae, personae) (Baumgarten,
1783, S. 185, § 402; Baumgarten, 2011, S. 216—217), a co-
CTOSIINUM M3 HUX MUP MWUPOM Oyx0B (mundus pneu-
maticus, intellectualis, moralis), v TIprpaBHMBaeT MX K
JleviOnmmeBy 1tapcTBy Ornaromaru (Baumgarten, 1783,
S. 185, § 403; Baumgarten, 2011, S. 218—219), B TO Bpe-
Ms Kak JIenOHMIIEBO 11apcTBO IpUposl (regnum natu-
rae) obo3HauaeTcs, Kak u y baymrapreHa, MupoM Be-
ment (mundus corporeus) VIV MaTepUaIbHBIM MUPOM
(mundus materialis) (Baumgarten, 1783, S. 201-202,
§ 434; Baumgarten, 2011, S. 232—233). Tak miposiBiiseTcst
VICTOpMYeCcKUII KOHTeKCT paccyxaeHnn Kanra o Cse-
ZleHOopre M ero AByX MUpax, KOTOPbIe OH MPOHYIECKM
cBs3bIBaeT ¢ pvtocodmeri Jlentbamira — Bosbda m ko-
TOpBIe OH 00O3Ha4YaeT B TepMMHax baymrapreHa.

Hyxosupnenne Ceenenbopra, mo KaHty, ocHOBaHO
Ha «MeTadm3mueckon rumorese» (AA 02, S. 341; Kanr,
1994a, c. 230). CorracHo en

YerroBevecKkas AylIla... JOJDKHA YK€ B 3TOW XKWU3-
HI paccMaTpPMBaThCS KakK OJHOBPEMEHHO CBSI3aHHas C
ZIBYMSI MPAMU, 1, TIOCKOJIBKY OHa, CBSI3aHHAsI C TEJIOM,
oOpas3syeT eVHCTBO, OHa $ICHO UyBCTBYeT OIVH TOJIb-
KO MaTepuaIbHBII MUP, TOIda KaK B KadecTBe 4acTy
MMpa OyXOB OHA BOCIIPMHWMAET M cOOOIaeT APyrim
YVCTBIE BO3JIEVICTBUSI HEMaTepUaIbHbIX cyIecTs. OT-
CIOfIa CJIeIyeT, YTO, KaK TOJIbKO CBSI3b JIYIIN C TEJIOM
HIpeKparaeTcst, OCTAETCs OLHO JIMIIIb IIPUCYIIIee eVl 00-
IIeHe C Iy XOBHBIMU CYIIeCTBAMIL, KOTOPOe V1 JOJDKHO
O0OHApPYXUTBCS Tellepb Iiepe, ee CO3HAHVEM C HaryIsl-
Ho sicHocThIo (AA 02, S. 332; Kant, 19944, c. 221).

INomparkaresibHOe Mconb3oBaHMe JleriOHMIIEBa T10-
HSTVS MOHA[IbI II03BOJISieT IIPUMEHNTD 3Ty MeTadm3u-
UeCKyI0 TUIOTe3y B PeKOHCTPYKIIVM VCIIOIb30BAHHOIO
Bormbdpom n baymrapreHom yueHms o6 ymonocTurae-
MOM MUpe:

Tak Kak 3T HemarepuajbHBIE CYIIeCTBa CyTb
CaMOCTOsITe/TbHbIe Hadvasla, a, CTajo ObITh, CyOcTaH-
o — caMu Io cebe CyIIeCTBYOIIE CYIITHOCTH, TO
BBIBOJ], K KOTOPOMY MBI Cpasy HpUXOauM, Oymer Ta-
KOB: Oy/1y 4 HEITOCPENCTBEHHO COEIMHEHbI MEX/TY CO-
6011, OHWM, OBITE MOJXET, B COCTOSIHII 00pa30BaTh OTHO
BEJIVIKOE LIieJIoe, KOTOpOe MOYKHO Has3BaTh HeMaTepu-
anbHBIM MuUpoM (mundus intelligibilis) (AA 02, S. 329;
Kanr, 19%4a, c. 218).

Ha tor MomenT KaHT, ckenTuyeckum SMIVPUK,
OOBACHAIOMNIL TPe3bl AyXOBU/Ila Uepe3 Irpe3bl MeTa-
pm3MKM, ycMaTpuBail B MeTadU3MUIecKoV TUIIOTe3e O
MUpe yXOB HeuTo obIliee ¢ BO3HVMKIIINM Ha II04Be IUIa-
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welt (mundus pneumaticus, intellectualis, moralis) nennt
und sie mit Leibniz’ Reich der Gnaden gleichsetzt
(Baumgarten, 1783, S. 185, § 403; vgl. Baumgarten,
2011, S. 218-219), wahrend dessen Reich der Natur (reg-
num naturae) mit Baumgarten als Korperwelt (mundus
corporeus) bzw. als materielle Welt (mundus materialis)
(Baumgarten, 1783, S. 201-202, § 434; vgl. Baumgarten,
2011, S. 232-233) bezeichnet wird. Das bezeichnet den
historischen Kontext von Kants Beschéftigung mit
Swedenborg und seinen zwei Welten, die er ironisch
mit der Leibniz-Wolffischen Philosophie in Bezie-
hung setzt und in den Begriffen Baumgartens expli-
ziert.

Swedenborgs Geisterseherei beruht auf einer
~metaphysischen Hypothese” (TG, AA 02, S. 341).
Nach ihr

wiirde [...] die menschliche Seele [...] schon in
dem gegenwartigen Leben als verkntipft mit zwei
Welten zugleich miissen angesehen werden, von
welchen sie, sofern sie zur personlichen Einheit mit
einem Korper verbunden ist, die materielle allein
klar empfindet, dagegen als ein Glied der Geisterwelt
die reinen Einfliisse immaterieller Naturen empfangt
und ertheilt, so dass, sobald jene Verbindung auf-
gehort hat, die Gemeinschaft, darin sie jederzeit mit
geistigen Naturen steht, allein tibrig bleibt und sich
ihrem Bewusstsein zum klaren Anschauen ertffnen
misste (TG, AA 02, S. 332).

In parodistischer Aufnahme des Leibnizschen
Monadenbegriffs ldsst sich diese metaphysische Hy-
pothese auch zur Rekonstruktion des von Wolff und
Baumgarten verwendeten Lehrstiicks der Verstan-
deswelt verwenden: ,Da diese immaterielle Wesen
selbstthatige Principien sind, mithin Substanzen und
fiir sich bestehende Naturen, so ist diejenige Folge,
auf die man zunéchst gerit, diese: dass sie unter ein-
ander, unmittelbar vereinigt, vielleicht ein grofies
Ganze ausmachen mogen, welches man die imma-
terielle Welt (mundus intelligibilis) nennen kann” (TG,
AA 02, S. 329). Fiir den damaligen skeptischen Em-
piristen Kant, der die Traume eines Geistersehers
durch Traume der Metaphysik erldutert, hat die me-
taphysische Hypothese einer Geisterwelt etwas Ge-
meinsames mit dem aus der Geschichte des Plato-
nismus stammenden mundus intelligibilis: es fehlt
ihnen die Fundierung in den Data der Erfahrung.
Etwa zehn Jahre spater notiert Kant in seinem Hand-
exemplar von Baumgartens Metaphysica: ,,Worauf
die Scheinbarkeit einer metaphysischen Hypothese



TOHM3Ma KOHIerIToM mundus intelligibilis: vim 06ovum He-
TIOCTaeT OIOPbI Ha JaHHBIe onbiTa. CIycTsS IIprMepHO
necaTh jieT KaHT 3ammcait B cBoeM paboueM 9K3eMITIs-
pe «Metadwmsukn» baymraprena: «Ha wem ocHOBaHO
BITeUaTJIeHe JTOCTOBEPHOCTV MeTapr3ndecKom IMIIo-
te3bl (CBenenbopra). Ha muvmon intuitu intellectuali 1o
aHaJIOI MM C YyBCTBeHHOM [MHTymImen]» (AA 18, S. 65,
Ne 5026). 3nech mposiBigercs yxke KaHT kpuTndaeckoro
riepuona. B «Kpurnke dncroro pasyma» Iof, 3arosos-
KOM «[IMICHIMIDINHA YMCTOrO pasyMa B OTHOIIEHW T'U-
TI0Te3» BEJIETCS pedb O IIPABOMEPHOM IIPVIMEHEH T
TI0Te3 IPOTMB «IOTMaTMUeCKOro CAMOMHEHSI ITPOTVB-
HuKa» (A 781 / B 809: Kant, 2006, c. 983), 11151 KOTOPBIX
OH IIPMBOLAUT IIPVIMEPHI, OUeHb IIOXOXKVEe Ha TUIIOTe3y
CpeneHOOpra. 3aTeM OH IIPUXOONT K BEIBOAY: «T0, 0 ueM
YUCTBIVI Pa3yM CYyOWUT acCepTOPUYECKV, VIV JIOJDKHO
OBITH HEOOXOIMMBIM (KaK BCe, YTO ITO3HAETCS Pa3syMoM),
VJIVI OHO €CTh IIOJTHOEe HUYTO... YIIOMSHYThIE JKe TMIT0-
Te3BI CYTh JIVIIB ITpo0IeMaTIrdecKie Cy KIeHs, KOTO-
Ppble TI0 KpaiiHell Mepe He MOT'YT ObITh OIPOBEPTHYTHI,
XOTs1, KOHEYHO, OHV TaKKe HI9eM He MOTYT OBbITh U [10-
KasaHb (A 781 / B 809; KanT, 2006, c. 985). Bee aT0 Ka-
CaeTCs TEOPETMYECKOTo YIIOTpedsIeH s pa3yMa B MeTa-
dusvke. MuIp 1y XOB, SIBJISIOIINVICS TIPEIMETOM Ty XOB-
HOTO co3epriaHus, Kotopoe KaHT Mor Obl Ha3Barh intu-
itus intellectualis, MBICTTUTCS KaK CYIIECTBYIOIINUTI 1 JIe-
KaIllMVI B OCHOBE YyBCTBEHHO IT03HABAEMOI'0 MVIpPa.

B xoncnexrte nexkummm Kanrta mo wmertadmsuke
CepenmHbl CeMUIECSThIX TOMOB, KOTOPHIN BIIEPBBIE
ObU1 onyOnmkoBaH 'enprxom JTrogsurom Ilémrnem,
CKa3aHO CJIefyIolee:

Msicne  Chedendopea... odeHbp BosBblIleHHa. OH
yTBEpXXIAeT: MUP yXOB 00pasyeT 0coOBI peaTbHBIV
yHUBEpCYM; 3T0 mundus intelligibilis, KoTOpbIV cIenyeT
omm4aTh oT mundus sensibilis. OH 3asBIsieT: Bce Ty X0B-
HBIE CYIITHOCTY HaXOATCA BO B3aVIMOCBS3U JIPYT C IPY-
rOM; OIIHAKO OOIITHOCTB ¥ CBSI3b IyXOB He ITPVBS3aHbI
K HOPSOKY (U3IMYecKnX Tel; 30ech OyXu He ObIBaloT
0JIM3KO YWV TajIeKo APYT OT ApyTa, 34eCh MeXITy HUMI
IIyXOBHasl CBsI3b. /I HallM AyIIN B KauecTBe IyXOB 00-
PpasyroT Mexiry coOovI OOIIHOCTD 1 CBSI3b, M JIaXKe yXKe
3/1eCh, B IIOCEOCTOPOHHEM MVIPe; TOJIBKO MbI HE BUIVM
ce0s1 B 3TOM OOIIHOCTW, IIOCKOJIBKY ellle obiamaem
YyBCTBEHHBIM co3epliaHmeM. <...> Ecym e rpanmiia
YYBCTBEHHOI'O CO3€PLIAHIS OfHAXK/IbI [IPEOJI0JIeBAeTCSL,
TO MBI BUIVM ce0sl B 9TOVI AyXOBHOVI OOIIIHOCTYL, I 3TO
VIHOVI MUP; OJHAKO 9TO He IPYyTVie BelllN, a Te Ke CaMble,
TOJIBKO IO-MHOMY co3epriaeMsble (AA 28, S. 298 —299).

Ms! MOXXeM He IPUHVMAaTh BO BHMMAaHMe BOIIPOC
0 TOM, HacKosibko caM CBerreHOOpPr ObUI ObI corytaceH
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(Swedenborg) beruht. Auf einem vermeintlichen in-
tuitu intellectuali nach der Analogie des sinnlichen”
(Refl 5026, AA 18, S. 65). Hier kiindigt sich der Kriti-
ker Kant an. In der Kritik der reinen Vernunft handelt
er unter dem Titel ,Die Disziplin der reinen Vernunft
in Ansehung der Hypothesen” vom berechtigten Ge-
brauch von Hypothesen gegen ,den dogmatischen
Eigendiinkel des Gegners” (KrV, A 781 / B 809), fiir
die er Beispiele gibt, die der Hypothese Swedenborgs
sehr dhnlich sind. Dann kommt er zu dem Ergeb-
nis: ,Was reine Vernunft assertorisch urteilt, muss
(wie alles, was Vernunft erkennt,) notwendig sein,
oder es ist gar nichts. [...] Die gedachten Hypothesen
aber sind nur problematische Urteile, die wenigstens
nicht widerlegt, obgleich freilich durch nichts bewie-
sen werden konnen” (KrV, A 781 / B 809). Das alles
betrifft den theoretischen Gebrauch der Vernunft in
der Metaphysik. Die Geisterwelt, die Gegenstand ei-
nes geistigen Anschauens ist, das Kant intuitus intel-
lectualis nennen kann, wird als existierend gedacht
und als eine der sinnlich erfahrbaren Welt zugrun-
deliegende.

In einer zuerst von Politz abgedruckten Nach-
schrift einer Metaphysikvorlesung Kants aus der
Mitte der siebziger Jahre heifst es:

Der Gedanke des Swedenborg ist [...] sehr erha-
ben. Er sagt: die Geisterwelt macht ein besonderes
reales Universum aus; dieses ist der mundus intelligi-
bilis, der von diesem mundo sensibili muss unterschie-
den werden. Er sagt: alle geistigen Naturen stehen
mit einander in Verbindung; nur die Gemeinschaft
und Verbindung der Geister ist nicht an die Bedin-
gung der Korper gebunden; da wird nicht ein Geist
dem andern weit oder nahe seyn, sondern es ist eine
geistige Verbindung. Nun stehen unsere Seelen mit
einander als Geister in dieser Verbindung und Ge-
meinschaft, und zwar schon hier in dieser Welt; nur
sehen wir uns nicht in dieser Gemeinschaft, weil wir
noch eine sinnliche Anschauung haben. [...] Wenn
nun das Hindernis der sinnlichen Anschauung auf
einmal aufgehoben wird; so sehen wir uns in dieser
geistigen Gemeinschaft, und dies ist die andere Welt;
nun sind dieses nicht andere Dinge, sondern diesel-
ben, die wir aber anders anschauen (V-Met-L1/Pilitz,
AA 28, S. 298-299).

Wir kénnen davon absehen, ob Swedenborg mit
Kants Lesart seiner Lehre einverstanden wire. Ent-
scheidend fiir Kant ist, dass Swedenborg die ande-
re Welt nicht als kiinftige, postmortale Welt versteht
und dass sie nur aus Geistern besteht, denen in unse-
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€ TpakToBKoV cBoero yueHus Kanrom. s nocerte-
ro BaKHO To, uTo CBerieHOOpr ITOHMMaeT MHOVI MUP He
KakK 6y;[ymvn71, IIOCTMOPAJILHBIVI MVIP, @ KaK COCTOSIIIVTL
TOJIBKO "3 ,[LyXOB, KOTOpre B HallleMm LIYBCTBeHHOM MVIpe
COOTBETCTBYIOT AyIam jiofernt. Ho y aTon criekysisaTms-
HOVI MeUTaTeJILHOCTI €CTh CBOVI IIPAKTVYeCKIVI CMBICIL:

Eciii ecTb Ha cBeTe XOTs ObI OIVH YeCTHBIV UesIo-
BEK, Ybsl BOJISI OJlarOHaMepeHHa, KOTOPBIVI CTapaeTcs
BBIIOJIHSATH IIPaBiIla HPaBCTBEHHOCT; TO BOT OH YXKe
B 3TOM MMpe HaXOAWTCS B OOITHOCTM CO BCEMV UecCT-
HBIMM ¥ OJlaroHaMepeHHBIMM IyIlaMiu, Oy[db OHU B
Mupym v B ApaBuin, TOJIBKO OH ellle He BUIUT ceOs
B 9TOM COOOIIIeCTBe, IIOKyZa OH He OCBOOOIMTCS OT
4yBCTBEHHOTO cosepiianmd (AA 28, S. 299).

Taxum obpasom, xora KaHT, KoTOpBI IIprobpet
BOCBMUTOMHBIV TPyA, CBemeHOOpra «Arcana coelestia»
(«Hebecurpre Tanub») (Swedenborg, 1749—1756), ore-
HWI €ro KaK BOCEMb TOMOB, «HAITOJIHEHHBIX BCSIKOV
yerryxom»” (AA 02, S. 360; KanT, 1994a, c. 251), Bce xe
OH OTHEIVJI B HEM, B COOTBETCTBUIM CO CBOEVI BCeMUP-
HO-TPa’kKIaHCKOVI MaKCVMOV, VICTMHHOE OT JIOXKHOTI'O
VIV HeOOOCHOBAaHHOTO. DTO OTHOCUTCS M K JaHHOM
Bepcuy ydeHMs o apyx mupax. Tak, KaaT yXe B mo-
KPWUTWYECKNTT TIePVOLT IO XBaTWII VI TI0-CBOEMY MCTOJI-
KOBaJl ydeHMe IUIaToHMKa PwioHa AJleKcaHIpuii-
ckoro o mundus sensibilis v mundus intelligibilis (kos-
mos aisthetos v noetos), i HUKOITIa He OTKa3bIBaJICS OT
Hero. On, B oTmmane ot Bonbda 1 baymraprena, mmo-
HMMaJI ero KaK yueHVe O [ByX MMpax, a He Kak yde-
HVIe O IBYX acIlleKTaxX OIHOTro ¥ Toro >xe Mupa. Ho ero
mundus intelligibilis cOCTOUT He 13 TIJIATOHOBCKMX VN
VIV MBICJIENT bora Kak apxmTeKTopa M IpafoCTpOuTe-
711 MUpa, KaK y PuioHa, 1 He n3 JleriOHMIIEBBIX IIPO-
CTBIX CyOCTaHIMIT VIV MOHA/, XOTs «MOHAIIOIOr1Io»
JlenbamIta KaHT OxapakTepr3oBas Kak «caMo 1o cebe
IIpaBUIIBHOE 1AA10H0BCKoe TIOHSTVIE O MVIPE, TIOCKOIIb-
Ky MUp, paccMaTpyBaeMbIll He KaK IIpefIMeT UyBCTB, a
KaK BeIIlb caMa IT0 cebe, eCcThb JINIIb IIpeIMeT pacCyaKa,
JIeXXallNVi, OHAKO, B OCHOBE YyBCTBEHHBIX SIBJICHVIVI»
(AA 04, S. 507, KarT, 19948, c. 298). 3necy KauT nipmmm-
cast JlentOHMITY cBOe cODCTBEHHOE pasjiMueHVie Bellei
caMmMX II0 ce0e 1 SIBJIeHMV, YTOOBI IIOJIOXKUTEIBHO Bbl-
ZlelTUTh ero Ha poHe Bonbda n baymraprena. Kak n y
CseneHbopra, KOTOPBIVI, HACKOIIBKO MHE V3BEeCTHO, HY-
KOI7Ia He VICITOJIb30BaJI BhIpakeHme mundus intelligibilis,
YMOIIOCTUTaeMBINT MUp, corytacHo KaHTy, coctout 13
VIHTeJUIUT€HLIVIVI VI TIePCOH, VIV IIeJIeVl caMuX IO ceDe;

0 TTogpoGree o Ceenenbopre cM. kuury @. IItenress (Stengel,
2011); o xputnke KamTom muctmmmsma cM. kaury C. ITamM-
ksucra (Palmquist, 2019).
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rer Sinnenwelt die Seelen der Menschen entsprechen.
Aber diese spekulative Traumerei hat ihren prakti-
schen Sinn:

Wenn nun ein Mensch in der Welt rechtschaffen
gewesen ist, dessen Wille ein wohlgesinnter Wille ist,
der sich befleifliget, die Regel der Sittlichkeit auszu-
iiben; der ist schon in dieser Welt in Gemeinschaft
mit allen rechtschaffenen und gutgesinnten Seelen,
sie mogen in Indien oder in Arabien seyn, nur sieht
er sich noch nicht in dieser Gemeinschaft, bis er
von der sinnlichen Anschauung befreiet seyn wird
(V-Met-L1/Politz, AA 28, S. 299).

Obwohl also Kant, der sich Swedenborgs achtban-
diges Hauptwerk Arcana coelestia (Swedenborg, 1749—
1756) gekauft hatte, es als ,,acht Quartbande voll Un-
sinn” (TG, AA 02, S. 360) qualifiziert hat,* so hat er ge-
miéf seiner Weltbiirgermaxime auch hier das Wahre
vom Falschen oder Unbegriindeten geschieden. Das
gilt auch fiir diese Version der Zweiweltenlehre. Die
Lehre des Platonikers Philon von Alexandrien vom
mundus sensibilis und intelligibilis (kosmos aisthetos und
noetos) hat Kant also schon in seiner vorkritischen
Zeit aufgegriffen und in seinem Sinne gedeutet, aber
er hat sie niemals aufgegeben. Er hat sie als Lehre
von zwei Welten verstanden, und nicht als Lehre von
zwei Aspekten derselben Welt, wie Wolff und Baum-
garten. Aber sein mundus intelligibilis besteht nicht
aus Platonischen Ideen oder den Gedanken Gottes
als des Architekten und Stddtebauers der Welt, wie
bei Philon, auch nicht aus Leibnizischen einfachen
Substanzen oder Monaden, obwohl er dessen Mona-
dologie als einen von Leibniz ausgefiihrten ,an sich
richtige[n] platonische[n] Begriff von der Welt” auf-
fasste, ,sofern sie gar nicht als Gegenstand der Sin-
ne, sondern als Ding an sich selbst betrachtet, blof3
ein Gegenstand des Verstandes ist, der aber doch den
Erscheinungen der Sinne zum Grunde liegt” (MAN,
AA 04, S.507). Hier hat Kant Leibniz seine eigene Un-
terscheidung von Dingen an sich und Erscheinung
untergeschoben, um ihn von Wolff und Baumgarten
vorteilhaft abzuheben. Wie bei Swedenborg, der sich
meines Wissens niemals des Ausdrucks mundus in-
telligibilis bediente, besteht Kants Verstandeswelt aus
Intelligenzen, Personen oder Zwecken an sich selbst,
sie ist, wie er mit Baumgarten, aber in einem ganz an-
deren Sinne als dieser, sagt, ein mundus moralis, und
er ist eine nur denkbare, als wirklich theoretisch un-

* Mehr zu Swedenborg siehe: Stengel, 2011. Zu Kants
Mystizismus-Kritik siehe: Palmquist, 2019.



3TOT MUPp, KaK OH 3asiBJIsfeT Bcilel 3a baymrapTeHoM,
OfIHaKO COBCEM B JIPYTOM CMBICITE, €CTh MUP MOPAAbHbLI
(mundus moralis) v TOJIBKO MBICJIMMBIVI, HO KaK HEYTO
TIEVICTBUTEJIBHOE 3TOT MUP TeOpeTIdecKy Hello3HaBa-
eM, IIpUYeM 3TO pa3jIideHre MBIIIICHS 1 ITO3HaAHV
He BCTpedaeTcs HY Y OHOTO M3 aBTOPOB, KOTOPBIE 0
KagTa paccyxmanm 00 3Tux AByX MUpax.

Yxe B 1769 1., TO eCTh KO BpeMeHM CO3IaHMs AMccep-
Ttauyn «O dopme 1 mpuHLMIIAX...» KaHT nimier B 3a-
MeTKax: «Mwup mundus vere intelligibilis" — 310 MOpasIb-
HBIT Mup. ITpuHINIIEI ero (POpMBI MMEIOT CHITy J17Is
Ka’KZIOro... HO 3TOT mundus intelligibilis siBisteTcs 00b-
€KTOM He co3epliaHms, HO pediiexcum» (AA 17, S. 418,
Ne 4108). A mpumepHO rop, crycts KaaT yTouHgeT:

ITosnanue ObiBaeT JIMOO UYBCTBEHHBIM, JIMOO MH-
TEJUIEKTyaIbHBIM; OOBEKTBI — JIM0O UyBCTBEHHBIMI,
mmbo ymorocTuraeMbiMi. Ham He MoxeT OBITH maH
HVKAKOW JPYTOVl MUpP, KPOMe UyBCTBEHHOTO; CJIEMIO-
BaTeJIbHO, BCIKMN mundus physicus (materialiter) —sen-
sibilis'?, v Torpko Mundus moralis (formaliter) — intelli-
Qibilis®. TloaToMy, Tak Kak cBOOO/Ia — 3TO €IMHCTBEH-
HOe, 9TO JIaeTCs A prioti, B 3TOV ITAHHOCTW 4 priori OHa
VI COCTOUT; IPaBIwIO CBOOOIEBI 4 priori B Mupe BooOIIe
cocrasiteT formam mundi intelligibilis'. .. mundus intelli-
gibilis xak IIpesIMeT co3epIiaHusl — 3TO rojiasi (Heolrpe-
ZleJIEHHAs) jies; HO KaK IIpeMeT IIPAKTIYeCcKOro OT-
HOILIeHVSI HAIIIeV MHTEeJUITMTeHIIVIN K VIHTEIUIMTeHIIVISIM
Mupa Boobitie 1 K bory Kak ero mpakTidecKort IIepBo-
CYIITHOCTV — 3TO JIEVICTBUTEITBHOE TIOHSITYIE VI OTIperie-
nterHas vpes: Civitas dei’ (AA 17,S. 515—516, Ne 4349).

DTU 3aMeTKM, KOTOpPbIe, COITIacHO AJIMKeCy, JaTupy-
FOTCSI Ha9aJIOM CEeMMJIECSTBIX TOHIOB, ke cofepyKar oc-
HOBHBIE ITyHKTBI OoJIee ITO3IHEN STUKM Y MOPaIbHON
teostornm KaHta, rmogpobHOe paccMOTpeHMe KOTOPBIX
BBIXOIIUT 3a PaMKV JaHHOV CTaThI. S JINIIIb OTMeuy Te-
31C O TOM, UTO NOAJIMHHBIN mundus intelligibilis — 3T0
MOpaAbHbLIL MVIP, CTIEIOBATEIIbHO, OH He SIBJISIeTCS Ipef-
MeTOM TeOPeTIIeCcKOro IO3HAHMS, HO TOJIBKO IIpeaMe-
TOM MBIIIIJIEHNS], TO €CTh TOJIBKO TI0 CBOeVt popme. DTo
CIIefTyeT M3 TOro, YTO (popMa MOPaJIBHOTO MMpa, OIIpe-
mierisieMast a priori, — 3To dpopMa cBoOO/BL, a He popma
Belller], KOTOpble yXe CyllecTBytoT. OfHa TOJIBKO 3Ta
cBoboria /TaHa a priori BBULY TOT0, KaK MOXKHO ITPeZIIIo-
JIOKUTB, YTO MBI ee MO)KeM Oco3HaTb a priori. To, uTo
OHa VIMEHHO ¥ COCTOUT «B 3TOVI HAHHOCTU a4 priori»,

' Tlo-HacTosIIeMy YMOIIOCTUraeMblit (J1aT.). — [Ipumeu. nep.

2 Mup dusmdaeckinit (MaTepuaIbHBI) — YyBCTBEHHEBIN (JIaT.). —
Ipumeu. nep.

¥ MopasibHblVi  ((POPMaIBHBIV)) MUP — WHTE/UIUIMOeIbHBIN
(mar.) — Ipumeu. nep.

1 @opmy mHTEIIMIOETIBHOTO MUpa (J1at.) — ITpumeu. nep.

5 T'pan boxxui (nmat.) — ITpumen. nep.
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erkennbare Welt, wobei diese Unterscheidung von
Denken und Erkennen bei keinem der Autoren, der
vor Kant von diesen zwei Welten sprach, anzutref-
fen ist.

Schon um 1769, also zur Zeit der Entstehung der
Dissertation De mundi sensibilis... notiert sich Kant:
,Der mundus vere intelligibilis ist mundus moralis. Die
Principien von deren Form gelten vor iedermann [...]
aber dieser mundus intelligibilis ist kein Objekt der An-
schauung, sondern der Reflexion” (Refl 4108, AA 17,
S. 418). Und etwa ein Jahr spiter prézisiert Kant:

Die Erkenntnis ist entweder sensitiv oder intel-
lectual; die obiecten entweder sensibel oder intelli-
gibel. Es kan uns keine andere Welt als die sensible
gegeben werden; also ist jeder mundus physicus (mate-
rialiter) sensibilis, nur der Mundus moralis (formaliter)
ist intelligibilis. Darum, weil die freyheit das einzige
ist, was a priori gegeben wird und in diesem Geben
a priori besteht; die Regel der freyheit a priori in einer
Welt tiiberhaupt macht formam mundi intelligibilis aus.
[...] Der mundus intelligibilis als ein Gegenstand der
Anschauung ist eine blofSe (unbestimmte) Idee; aber
als Gegenstand der praktischen Verhaltnis unserer
intelligentz zu intelligentzen der Welt tiberhaupt
und Gott als dem practischen Urwesen derselben ist
er ein wahrer Begrif und bestimmte idee: Civitas dei
(Refl 4349, AA 17, S. 515-516).

Diese Reflexionen, die nach Adickes aus dem An-
fang der Siebzigerjahre stammen, enthalten Grund-
ztige der spdteren Ethik und Moraltheologie Kants,
auf die ich hier nicht eingehen kann. Ich halte nur
fest, dass der wahre mundus intelligibilis der mundus
moralis ist, er also kein Gegenstand theoretischer Er-
kenntnis ist, sondern nur des Denkens, und zwar nur
seiner Form nach. Das folgt daraus, dass die a prio-
ri bestimmenbare Form der moralischen Welt eine
Form der Freiheit ist, und nicht eine Form schon exis-
tierender Gegenstande. Allein diese Freiheit ist a prio-
ri gegeben, vermutlich weil wir uns ihrer in uns a pri-
ori bewusst werden koénnen. Dass sie sogar ,in die-
sem Geben a priori” besteht, bedeutet wohl, dass sie
unmittelbar in der Selbstanschauung des Ich mitge-
geben ist. Die Regel a priori dieser Freiheit, also das
Sittengesetz, die fiir ,eine Welt iiberhaupt”, also fiir
die Sinnenwelt und die Verstandeswelt, gilt, ist zu-
gleich die Form der Verstandeswelt als einer morali-
schen Welt. Die so bestimmte Verstandeswelt ist also
nichts Bestehendes, sondern ein ,Gegenstand” des
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O3HavaeT, IToXKaJIy¥1, YTO OHa HeIloCpe/ICTBeHHO BKJIIO-
4JeHa B caMOBoOCIIpusATHe 1. ATpropHOe IpaBuIo 3TOV
CBOOOIIBI, TO €CTh MOPaIBHBIV 3aKOH, MIMEIOIINT CVITY
«IIJIsI MUPa BOODIIIe», TO eCTh ISl 49YBCTBEHHOTO 11 YMO-
IIOCTUTaeMOro MMpa, SIBJISIeTCs B TO e BpeMsi (popMort
YMOIIOCTMIaeMOro Mypa Kak MopajibHoro Mupa. Ompe-
HeJIsieMBIVT TaKVM 00pa3oM YMOIIOCTUTaeMBIV MYIP, CJTe-
JI0BaTeJIbHO, — 3TO He HeuUTO CYIIeCTBYIOIee, a «IIpe/l-
MeT» MBIIIJIeH N, KOTOpOe OIlpefieisieT IIOCTYIIKY, B3a-
VIMHOe ITpaKTHUYecKoe OTHOIIIeHVe pa3yMHBIX CYIIIeCTB
MeXxJ1y cobovi B Mupe BOOOIIe, KOTOPBIVI yCTaHOBJIEH
Borom Kak «IIpaKTH4ecKot IIepBOCyITHOCTBIO», TO eCTh
3aKOHOJIaTesIeM JIJIs 3TUX ITOCTYIIKOB. Takos pariyo-
HaJIbHBIV cMbIc «['pajta Boxxbero» ABrycruHa, a Takxke
«Cité de Dieu» JlentOHMIIa, y KOTOPOro OH YK€ BBICTY-
IaeT KakK «MUP HPaBCTBEHHBIV B MIPe eCTeCTBeHHOM»
(JTevibrr, 1982a, c. 428, § 86). Haxorer:, TeM xe Bpeme-
HeM naTtupyetcd [y KanTa] 3ameTka Ne 4254:

YMomocTraemet Mup — TOT, IIOHSATVE O KOTO-
PpOM MMeeT CIIILy OIS KaXKAOro MIpPa; COOTBETCTBEHHO,
OH MMeeT He u3MyIecKre 3aKOHBI, HO 3aKOHBI 00beK-
TMBHBIE VI MOp&IbHELE... TakmM o0pa3oM, yMOIIOCTH-
raeMbIi MUP — 3TO MOPAJIbHBIVI MUP ¥ 3aKOHBI €r0o
JIeVICTBYIOT B JIFOOOM MMpe KaK OOBbeKTVBHBIE 3aKOHBI
coseprreHcTBa. .. Mundus intelligibilis — sTo Mup pas-
YMHBIX CYIIIECTB C TOUYKM 3peHns OOBeKTMBHBIX 3aK0-
HoB ftobpomerer (AA 17, S. 483 —484).

Dta KaHTOBCKas TpakToBKa duioHoBa mundus intel-
ligibilis (cm.: Philo Alexandrinus, 1967)" u3 Hadasa ce-
MUZIECATBIX FOIIOB, KOTOPYIO He HaliT! B ero jyccepTa-
LMV, HAIIVICAHHOV IIPMIMEPHO B TO JXe BpeMsl, B CBOVIX
IJIaBHBIX YepTax COXpaHMIach Mo3IHee.

Tax, B «Kpurtuxe uncroro pasyma» (1781) unraem:

Mup, coobpa3sHbINL cO BceMit HpaBCTBEHHBIMIL 3aKO-
Ham¥1 (KaKvM OH Mosen OBITh coryiacHO c6obode pasyM-
HBIX CYIIECTB M KaKVM eMY Ha0/exuii ObITh COTJIaCHO
HeOOXOOVIMBIM 3aKOHaM HpafcmbenHocmit), i Ha3bIBaro
MOpPAJIbHBIM MHUPOM. DTOT MUP MBICJIUTCS TOJIBKO Kak
YMOITOCTUTaeMBIVI [MHTeIUTUIMOeIbHBIV|, TAK KaK B HEM
MBI OTBJIEKAeMCsI OT BCeX yCIIOBAVA (LieJIeVt) V1 JaKe OT BCex
HIPEIISITCTBINL [T Mopas (cy1aboCTh WIM TIOPOYHOCTh
uertoBedeckon rprpozpl) (B 836; Kant, 2006, c. 1015).

YMomnocTuraeMeIt MUpP, MBICJIUMBIY, TaKUM 00pa-
30M, KaK MUP MOpaJIbHBIVI, BOBCE He CyIIeCTBYeT B Ie-

16 «I'pan Boxuin» (dp.) B «Monamosornn» Jlenbuuia. — Ipu-
Meu. nep.

7 B pyccKOM TIepeBofie: «yMOIIOCTUTaeMbIt Mup» (Do Ajrek-
carpurickuit, 2000, c. 54). — IIpumeu. nep.
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Denkens, der das Handeln bestimmt, das wechselsei-
tige praktische Verhiltnis von Vernunftwesen unter-
einander in einer Welt tiberhaupt, die durch Gott als
,dem practischen Urwesen”, also als Gesetzgeber fiir
dieses Handeln bestimmt ist. Das ist der verniinftige
Sinn von Augustins Civitas Dei und Leibnizens Cité de
dieu, die schon bei tihm ,,un monde Moral, dans le monde
naturel” ist (Leibniz, 1720, S. 149, § 86). Aus derselben
Zeit stammt schliefllich die ,, Reflexion 4254

Die intelligible Welt ist: deren Begriff vor jede
Welt gilt; folglich enthilt sie nicht physische Geset-
ze, sondern obiective und moralische. [...] Die Ver-
standeswelt ist also die moralische, und die Gesetze
derselben gelten vor jede Welt als obiective Geset-
ze der Vollkommenheit. [...] Mundus intelligibilis
ist die Welt verntinftiger Wesen, betrachtet nach
obiectiven Gesetzen der Freyheit (Refl 4254, AA 17,
S. 483-484).

Diese kantische Deutung des Philonischen mun-
dus intelligibilis (vgl. Philo, 1967) aus dem Beginn der
siebziger Jahre, die aus seiner etwa gleichzeitigen
Dissertation nicht zu entnehmen ist, hat sich in ihren
Grundziigen erhalten.

So lesen wir in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft (1781):

Ich nenne die Welt, sofern sie allen sittlichen Ge-
setzen gemifl wire (wie sie es denn, nach der Frei-
heit der verniinftigen Wesen sein kann, und nach den
notwendigen Gesetzen der Sittlichkeit, sein soll), eine
moralische Welt. Diese wird sofern blofs als intelli-
gible Welt gedacht, weil darin von allen Bedingun-
gen (Zwecken) und selbst von allen Hindernissen
der Moralitdt in derselben (Schwéche oder Unlauter-
keit der menschlichen Natur) abstrahiert wird (KrV,
A 808 / B 836).

Die so als moralische Welt gedachte intelligible
Welt existiert also nicht, sondern sie soll und kann
sein durch die Freiheit verniinftiger Wesen unter
Gesetzen der Sittlichkeit, was immer das hier (1781)
bedeuten mag. ,Sofern ist sie also eine blofie, aber
doch praktische Idee, die wirklich ihren Einfluss auf
die Sinnenwelt haben kann und soll, um sie dieser
Idee so viel als moglich geméfs zu machen” (ibid.).
Das kann man praktischen Platonismus nennen,
auch wenn die ,notwendigen Gesetze der Sittlich-



CTBUTEJIBHOCTY, HO OH JIOJDKEH M MOXKET CYIIIeCTBOBATh
IIOCPENCTBOM CBOOOIBI pasyMHBIX CYIIECTB II0 3aKO-
HaM HPaBCTBEHHOCTVI, YTO ObI 9TO HM 3HAYWIO 3/1eCh
(8 1781 r.). «IlocTONIBKY OH €CTh, CJIeA0BATEITBHO, TOIIBKO
VIIesi, OHAKO IIpaKTIYecKasi vjies, KoTopas [IeVICTBU-
TeJIBHO MOXKET U JIOJDKHA VIMETD BIIVISTHIE Ha YyBCTBEH-
HO BOCIIPVMHMMAaEMBbIVI MUP, YTOOBI CJ1eJ1aTh ero 110 BO3-
MOXHOCTM cooOpasHbIM uziee» (Tam ke). DT0 MOXHO
Has3BaTh IIPaKTIYeCKMM IUIATOHM3MOM, JIaXKe eCIIV «He-
00XO/IMIMBbIE 3aKOHBI HPaBCTBEHHOCTI» €l1le He OKOHYa-
TeJIPHO CPOPMYIIVIPOBAHBI B CBOEM KPUTIUUECKOM BUIE.
Kaxk 6b1 TO HV OBIIO, YMOIIOCTMTAaEMBIVI MUP CIIEIyeT He
paccMarpuBarh, a BOIUIOIIATE B UyBCTBEHHOM MMPE, a
VIMEHHO — B MOPaJIbHOM MUpe JIIOfIel KaK Pa3yMHBIX
CYIIeCTB, ecJIVI abCTParupoBaTbCs OT «CJ1abOCTV VTN
IIOPOYHOCTI» VX YeJIOBEUECKOVI IIPUPOLIEL

[TosToMy mmess MOpaJIbHOTO MUpa obJafaeT 00b-
€KTMBHOVI peaIbHOCTBIO He [B TOM CMBICITe], KaK eciIv
OBl OHa OTHOCWIACH K IIpeIMeTy MHTeJUINIIOeIbHO-
ro (sic! — M.B.) cozepranmus (IIOTOOHBIX IIPEIMETOB
MBI BOOOIIIe He MOXKEM MBICIIUTB), a [B TOM], YTO OHa
OTHOCUTCSI K 4yBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHMMAaeMOMY MUDY,
HO KaK K IIpeIMeTy YMCTOIO pa3yMa B ero IIpaKTide-
CKOM YIIOTpeOJIeHMM I KaK K corpus mysticum pasyM-
HBIX CyIIIeCTB B HeM, IIOCKOJIbKY MX CBOOOIHOe IIpo-
V3BOJIEHNE IIPU MOPaJIbHBIX 3aKOHaX B cebe oOirazmaeT
MOJIHBIM CUCTEMATUUYeCKVM eIMHCTBOM KaK C CaMUM
cobort, Tak 1 co cBobomort Besskoro apyroro (B 836;
Kamur, 2006, c. 1015).

TaxviM oOpasom, TOT corpus mysticum JIOAeV Kak pas-
YMHBIX CyIIIeCTB, KOTOPOTO cjleflyeT JOCTMYb B [IO3HaBa-
€MOM UYyBCTBEHHOM MWMpe IIOCPeICTBOM YesI0BedecKou
npaxTiky (KaHT 3TvM IoHSATHMEM HaMeKaeT Ha MUp Iy-
xoB CeezleHOOpra, XoTsl OHO BCTpevaercs 1 'y baymrap-
TeHa (Baumgarten, 1750, S. 295, § 742; Baumgarten, 2011,
S. 399)), — aTo cmcTeMa cBODOOII COIIaCHO MOPaJTBHBIM
3aKOHaM, a IMEeHHO B3alIMHasl COrJIaCOBAaHHOCTB BCeX MX
CBOOOIHBIX ITPOM3BOJIEHNTI IO 3TMYECKVM 3aKOHaM U
B3alIMHasl COIJIaCOBAHHOCTB BCEX VX BHEIIHUX YIIOTpe-
Os1eHM1VI CBOOOIIBI IT0 ITPaBOBBIM 3aKOHAM.

IIpakTHdyecKoe BOIIOIIEHWME VMIET1

B 1781 r. KanTt, oueBmaHO, ertie He ByIesI BO3MOXHO-
CTM pa3BepHYTb 3Ty MOPaJIbHYIO CHCTEMY CBOOOIBI He-
3aBUCVIMO OT BCeVl MOpaJIbHOV Teosloruu. B ero mocsemy-
OIIMX TPYAaXx IO IPaKTMYecKou Ppryiocodt 3Ta CUTY-
arus MeHseTcs. Ho yueHMe o ABYX MUpax MO-TIpeXxHe-
My HaxoAuT B HMX pa3sHooOpa3Hoe mpymMeHeHMe. B «Oc-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHUY K MeTadpu3mKe HpaBos» (1785) pasmm-
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keit” noch nicht ihre kritische Vollendung erreicht
haben. Jedenfalls soll die Verstandeswelt nicht be-
trachtet, sondern in der Sinnenwelt realisiert wer-
den, ndmlich in einer moralischen Welt von Men-
schen, als Vernunftswesen, wenn man von der
,Schwiche oder Unlauterkeit” ihrer menschlichen
Natur abstrahiert.

Die Idee einer moralischen Welt hat daher objek-
tive Realitét, nicht als wenn sie auf einen Gegenstand
einer intelligiblen [sic!] Anschauung ginge (derglei-
chen wir uns gar nicht denken konnen), sondern auf
die Sinnenwelt, aber als einen Gegenstand der rei-
nen Vernunft in ihrem praktischen Gebrauche, und
ein corpus mysticum der verniinftigen Wesen in ihr,
sofern deren freie Willkiir unter moralischen Ge-
setzen sowohl mit sich selbst, als mit jedes anderen
Freiheit durchgéngige systematische Einheit an sich
hat (KrV, A 808 / B 836).

Das in der erfahrbaren Sinnenwelt durch
menschliche Praxis zu errichtende Corpus Mysticum
von Menschen als Vernunftwesen, das eine Anspie-
lung auf Swedenborgs Geisterwelt enthilt, aber auch
in Baumgarten (Baumgarten, 1750, S. 295, § 742; vgl.
Baumgarten, 2011, S. 399) genannt wird, ist also ein
System der Freiheiten unter moralischen Gesetzen,
ndmlich der Zusammenstimmung aller ihrer freien
Willkiiren unter ethischen und der Zusammenstim-
mung alles ihres dufieren Freiheitsgebrauchs unter
Rechtsgesetzen.

Das Praktischwerden der Ideen

Kant hat sich offenbar 1781 noch nicht in der
Lage gesehen, dieses moralische System der Frei-
heit unabhingig von aller Moraltheologie zu entfal-
ten. Das dndert sich in seinen danach geschriebenen
Werken zur praktischen Philosophie. Aber auch sie
machen vielfdltigen Gebrauch von der Zweiwelten-
lehre. In der Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten
(1785) wird die Unterscheidung von Sinnenwelt und
Verstandeswelt eingefiihrt, um die kritische Frage
zu beantworten, wie ist ein kategorischer Impera-
tiv moglich? Dabei wird vorausgesetzt, dass dieser
fragliche Imperativ sich als ein Prinzip der Autono-
mie des Willens erwiesen hat, insofern dieses mora-
lische Gesetz ,nichts mehr oder weniger als gerade
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YeHIe YyBCTBEHHOIO MIpa M YMOIIOCTUTaeMOro Mupa
BBOZIMTCSI [I7II TOTO, UTOOBI IATh OTBET Ha KPUTUYECKUT
BOIIPOC: KaK BO3MOXXeH KaTeropmdecKuil VIMIIepaTuB?
I'pu 3TOM TIperIIoaraeTcsl, YTo STOT UMITEPATUB SIBIIS-
eTCsl JOKa3aHHBIM MPUHIIVUIIOM aBTOHOMUM BOJIY, ITO-
CKOJIbKY MOPaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH «IIPEIIVCEIBAeT He Oorree
He MeHee, KaK IMEHHO 3Ty aBToHOMMIO» (AA 04, S. 440;
Kanrt, 19976, c. 205), mpyHINIT KOTOPOVI IIPeANVIChIBAeT
«He COBepIIIaTh BEIOOPA MHAaYe, YeM TaK, YTOOBI MaKCH-
MBI Halllero BbIOOpa IIPUBXOIVIIV B TO K€ BpeMs B Hallle
BOJIEHVE KaK BceoOmmmt 3akoH» (AA 04, S. 440; Kawnr,
19976, c. 205). DTo 03HAUAET, UTO S IOJDKEH JKeJlaTh TOTO,
yTOOBI CO CBOEV MAKCMMOV CTaTh 3aKOHOIAaTesIeM IS
Moevt cOOCTBEHHOVI BOJIV W IJIsI BOJIV BCEX APYIMX pas-
YMHBIX cyIriecTB. [TocKoipKy 3TO mpakTudeckoe ImpaBu-
JI0 SIBJISIeTCS He TOJIBKO KaTerOpUIecKMM UMIIEPATUBOM,
HO 7 CMHTeTIYeCKMM IIPAKTUIeCKIM TIOTIOKEHVeM, KO-
TOpOe HEeINKOM A priori TOJDKHO MMEeTDb CUITY JIJISL BCexX
CyOBeKTOB, HajleJIeHHBIX YVCTBIM IIPaKTIYeCK/M pas-
yMoOM, TO 1pobiieMa, n3BecTHas 13 «KpuUTHUKIM 4mCTOrO
pasyMa»: KaK JOKa3aTh TaKOe CHMHTETIIecKoe TIOJIOXKe-
HUe a priori? — BCTaeT TakXke M B OTHOIIEHUN MOpaJlb-
HOTO 3aKoHa. [IOCKO/IBKY TOTBKO ITO3UTVBHOE TIOHATVIE
cBOOOIBI BOJIM Pa3yMHOIO CYIIIECTBa MOYKHO COIIOCTa-
BUTDH C €r0 aBTOHOMMEVI, B CBs3U ¢ yeM KaHT mmocTaBumI
PUTOPVYECKITI BOIIPOC: «A deM ke IIPYIIM MOXeET OBITh
cBoOOIa BOJIV, €C/IM He aBTOHOMMEV, T.e. CBOVICTBOM
BOJIV OBITH caMom IJIst ceOst 3akoHOM?» (AA 04, S. 446;
KagT, 19976, c. 223), mOoCcTOIIBKY BO3HMKAET ITyTaIOIINTL
BOIIPOC, He OblyIa JI cBOOOIA BOJIV ITPEIIIOC/IaHa TOIIb-
KO Pajivi TOro, 4TOOBI 113 Hee BbIBECTV IIPVHIINII aBTOHO-
MWW BOJIY, a 3 HEr0 — MOpPaJIbHBIN 3aK0H? Bemp «cBo-
Ooma M coOCTBEeHHOE 3aKOHOIATEILCTBO BOJIM, VI TO, W
ZIpyToe CyTh aBTOHOMISI, CJIefIoBaTeIbHO, ITOHSATHS B3a-
nmo3aMeHsgeMble» (AA 04, S. 450; KanT, 19976, c. 233).
Taxmm obpa3zom, 9TOOBI JOKA3aTh, YTO MOPAIBHBIN 3a-
KOH VIMeeT CUJLy 4 priori, Hy>KHO IIPOJIeMOHCTPUPOBaTh,
YTO IOHSITVIE CBOOOIBI BOJIV OOBEKTVBHO 3HAYVIMO He-
3aBUCHMO OT CBOeV (PYHKIIMM IT0 OOOCHOBaHWMIO MO-
pasibHOro 3aKkoHa. Ilockoribky, orHaKo, aTa cBoDOOoa B
JyBCTBEHHOM MUpe aOCOTIOTHO HEBO3MOXKHA, TaK KakK
BCE eCTeCTBEHHBIE COOBITVIS, BKITIOUAS IBVIKEHVISI BOJIN,
HIOAUVIHAIOTCS. 3aKOHY TeTepPOHOMMM M TaKMM oOpa-
30M CTAHOBSATCS HEOOXOIVIMBIMY BBUY JPYIMX IIpei-
IIIECTBYIOIIVIX COOBITMI, TO CBODOIA, €CIIM M BO3MOXKHA
BOOOIIIe, BO3MOXKHA TOJIBKO B YMOIIOCTUTaeMOM MIIpPe.
Wrax, Hatry cBoOomy, KOTOPYIO MBI JIO CUX IIOP TOJIBKO
IIpeiosiaraiy, MOXKHO IIOATBEPANTD, TOJIBKO JOKa3aB,
YTO MBI IIPUHA/JIEXVIM MIUPY YMOIIOCTUTAEMOMY.
INpenmonaraemoe TIpM 5TOM B CBOIO OUeperb pasiin-
4YeHVe UyBCTBEHHOI'O ¥ yMOIIOCTUTAaeMOIr'0 MUPOB BBO-
IIATCS He TOJIBKO IIOCPENICTBOM (PVITOCOCKIIX apryMeH-
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diese Autonomie gebiete” (GMS, AA 04, S. 440), de-
ren Prinzip lautet, ,nicht anders zu wahlen als so,
dass die Maximen seiner Wahl in demselben Wollen
zugleich als allgemeines Gesetz mit begriffen seien”
(ibid.). Ich soll also so wollen, dass ich durch meine
Maxime Selbstgesetzgeber fiir mein eigenes Wollen
und das aller anderen Vernunftwesen sein konnte.
Da diese praktische Regel nicht nur ein kategori-
scher Imperativ ist, sondern auch ein synthetischer
praktischer Satz, der vollig a priori fiir alle Subjek-
te, sofern sie reine praktische Vernunft haben, gelten
miisste, so stellt sich das aus der Kritik der reinen Ver-
nunft bekannte Problem: wie ist ein solcher syntheti-
scher Satz a priori zu beweisen? auch fiir das morali-
sche Gesetz. Da nun der positive Begriff der Freiheit
des Willens eines Vernunftwesens mit seiner Auto-
nomie gleichgesetzt wurde, indem Kant die rhetori-
sche Frage stellte: ,was kann denn wohl die Freiheit
des Willens sonst sein als Autonomie, d. i. die Eigen-
schaft des Willens sich selbst ein Gesetz zu sein?”
(GMS, AA 04, S. 446), so ergibt sich die bange Frage,
ob wir die Freiheit des Willens nicht deshalb voraus-
gesetzt haben, um daraus das Prinzip der Autono-
mie des Willens und damit das moralische Gesetz zu
gewinnen. Denn , Freiheit und eigene Gesetzgebung
des Willens sind beides Autonomie, mithin Wechsel-
begriffe” (GMS, AA 04, S. 450). Um also das morali-
sche Gesetz als a priori giiltig zu erweisen, miissten
wir den Begriff der Freiheit des Willens unabhingig
von seiner Fundierungsfunktion fiir das moralische
Gesetz als objektiv giiltig sichern. Da diese Freiheit
aber in der Sinnenwelt gar nicht moglich ist, weil
alle nattirlichen Ereignisse, einschlieslich des Wol-
lens, unter dem Gesetz der Heteronomie stehen und
also durch vorhergehende andere Ereignisse not-
wendig gemacht werden, so ist Freiheit, wenn tiber-
haupt, nur in einer Verstandeswelt moglich. Also ist
unsere von uns bisher nur vorausgesetzte Freiheit,
nur zu sichern, indem wir beweisen, dass wir zur
Verstandeswelt gehoren.

Die dabei ihrerseits vorausgesetzte Unterschei-
dung von Sinnen- und Verstandeswelt wird nun
nicht durch philosophische Argumente, wie in der
transzendentalen Asthetik der Kritik der reinen Ver-
nunft, oder Berufung auf Autoritdten der Metaphy-
sikgeschichte eingefiihrt, sondern durch Appell an
eine Alltagserfahrung des Common sense. ,Es ist



TOB, KaK B TPaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIBHOM 3CTeTnKe B «KpnTinke
YCTOTO PasyMa», IV OTCBUIKM K aBTOPUTETaM B CTO-
pry MeTadpm3MKM, HO depe3 oOpalrieHvie K OObIIeHHO-
My OIIBITY 3[IPaBOroO CMBICTIa. YTOOBI 3aMEeTUTBH 3TO, «He
TpebyeTcs HMKAKOro YTOHYEHHOI'O pa3MBIITUIEHS, HO
TIOCTATOYHO JIa’ke CaMOro OOBIMHOTO paccyaka» (AA 04,
S. 450—451; Kant, 19976, c. 235). 13 sToro HabsrofeHms
JIOJDKHO CJIeIOBaTh «CaMO CODOW», «UTO 3a SIBJICHVISIMU
MBI AOJDKHBI AOIYCTUTH U IIPUHSATH eIlle HeuTO Ipy-
ro€, UYTO He eCTh SIBJIEHVIE, IMEHHO, BEIIIV CaMVI 110 cebe»
(AA 04, S. 451; KanT, 19976, c. 235). VTaK, MBI OO
K VICKOMOMY pasJIMyYeHNIO; «DTO IOJDKHO IIPVBECTY HAC
K OTIMYEHMIO, XOTS U TPyOOMY, 4yBCTBEHHOI'O MMpa OT
Mupa ymoriocturaemoro» (AA 04, S. 451; Kant, 19976,
c. 237). CamMbI?1 OOBIYHBIN PACcCYAOK TaKXke IIejTaeT 3TO
pasideHve ¥ B OTHOIIEHNV CaMOro cedsl, IIOTOMY YTO
U B caMOM cebe OH depe3 BHYTpPEHHee UyBCTBO MOXET
T10OPaTBCS TOJIBKO JI0 SIBJIEHNVI CBOEVI BHY TPEHHEVI IIpV-
POZIBI, TIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPBIX OH «JIOJDKEH HPUHSITH»
HEYTO, «JIeXalllee B OCHOBE» CBOETO COOCTBEHHOIO CyOb-
eKTa, a MMEHHO, «cBoe $I, KaKoBO OHO caMo IO cebe»
(Tam xe). Tak cambIvi OOmIMII pacCyIOK CyOBeKTa IT0-
CPencTBOM IIPOCTOrO PasMBIIIUIEHNSI O CBOVIX BHY TPEH-
HVIX OIIYIIEHMSX IPVUXOOUT K TOMY, 9YTOOBI OTHOCUTB
cebsl oT4acTy «K uybcmbeHHoMy Mupy, B OTHOIIEHWUN
JKe K TOMY, YTO B HEM MOXXET OBbITh YMCTOV JesITeIbHO-
CTBIO... — K Mupy unmessexmyassromy» (AA 04, S. 451;
Kanrt, 19976, c. 237), TO €CTh K yMOIIOCTMITaeMOMY MUPY.

Taxmm obpasom, mpVHAIIEKHOCTb K YMOITOCTUTae-
MOMY MVIPY BBIBOIVITCS M3 «9VICTOVI CTIOHTAHHOCTV» €r0
Pa3syMHOW JIeSITEJIBHOCTY, KOTOPYIO OH oco3HaeT. Co-
[JIACHO 3TOMY, Pa3syMHOE CYIIECTBO KaK MHTEeJUINIeH-
LIS SIBJISIETCS YaCThi0 YMOIIOCTUIAeMOrO MIpa, B KOTO-
POM [IEVICTBYIOT 3aKOHBI YMCTOrO pasyMa 3TOro CyIile-
CTBa, a KaK IIpeaMeT CBOEro BHEIITHETo I BHY TPeHHEro
YyBCTBa OHO — OCs3a€MOe CYILECTBO, TIOTUMHEHHOE 3a-
KOHaM IIPVPOLIBL, TO €CTh FeTepOHOMMM. TeM caMbIM MBI
Oe3 nonajiaHms B KPyT 1 0e3 MCIIoIb30BaHMS B3arMo3a-
MeHsIeMbIX TIOHSTUV TIOJTy YVIV OCHOBaHVe [JIs1 OTBeTa
Ha VICXOIHBIVI BOIIPOC: KAK BO3MOXKEH KaTerOpMYeCKMIL
VIMIIEpATVB B Ka9eCTBe CHMHTETIUECKOTO ITPaKTIIeCKO-
ro nosnoxxeHms a priori? Iloromy uto (1) ueroBeKk Kak
«IIpVHAJIIEXallee K MHTeIUINTIOeIIBHOMY MUPY CYIIie-
CTBO» MOXKeT MBICJINTB Ce0sl TOJIIBKO «00paliiasch K vyee
cBODOJIBI», TaK KaK «HE3aBVCVMMOCTH OT OIIPEJIeIISIOIIX
NPUYMH YyBCTBEHHOIO MWMpa» ecTb cBoboma (IIpas-
71a, 9TO HeraTVBHOe ITOHsTIe cBoOomel) (AA 04, S. 452;
KanTt, 19976, c. 241). (2) «C nyeert >ke cBOOOLIBI Hepa3pbIB-
HO CBSI3QHO IIOHSTUE ABMOHOMUU» — 3TO IIO3UTVIBHOE
IIOHSTIE CBOOOIIBI, KOTOPOE J1ake ObUIO OTOXKIECTBIIE-
Ho ¢ moHsTHeM aBToHOMUM (Tam xe). (3) C mondTHEM
ABTOHOMMUV HEPA3PBIBHO CBSI3aH «BCEOOITMI ITPVHIINIIL
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eine Bemerkung, welche anzustellen eben kein sub-
tiles Nachdenken erfordert wird, sondern von der
man annehmen kann, dass sie wohl der gemeinste
Verstand [...] machen mag [...]” (GMS, AA 04, S. 450-
451). Aus dieser ,Bemerkung” soll ,von selbst” fol-
gen, ,dass man hinter den Erscheinungen doch et-
was anderes, was nicht Erscheinung ist, namlich
die Dinge an sich, einrdiumen und annehmen miis-
se” (GMS, AA 04, S. 451). Damit sind wir bei der ge-
suchten Unterscheidung angelangt. ,Dieses muss
eine, obzwar rohe Unterscheidung einer Sinnenwelt
von der Verstandeswelt abgeben [...]” (ibid.)). Die-
se Unterscheidung macht der gemeinste Verstand
auch hinsichtlich seiner selbst. Denn auch von sich
selbst kann er durch den inneren Sinn nur zur ,Er-
scheinung seiner [inneren] Natur” gelangen, tiber
die hinaus er etwas seinem eigenen Subjekt ,zum
Grunde liegendes” annehmen muss, ndamlich ,sein
Ich, so wie es an sich selbst beschaffen sein mag”
(ibid.). So gelangt der gemeinste Verstand des Sub-
jekts durch blofles Nachdenken tiber seine inneren
Wahrnehmungen dazu, sich einerseits ,zur Sinnen-
welt, in Ansehung dessen aber, was in ihm reine
Thatigkeit sein mag [...] sich zur intellectuellen Welt”
(ibid.) zu zdhlen, also zur Verstandeswelt.

Die Zugehorigkeit zur Verstandeswelt wird also
aus der ,reinen Spontanitidt” seiner Vernunfttatig-
keit, deren er sich bewusst ist, erschlossen. Das ver-
niinftige Wesen ist demnach als Intelligenz ein Mit-
glied der Verstandeswelt unter Gesetzen seiner rei-
nen Vernunft und als Gegenstand seines dufieren
und inneren Sinns ein unter Naturgesetzen, also
der Heteronomie, stehendes Sinnenwesen. Damit
haben wir zirkelfrei und ohne Verwendung von
Wechselbegriffen die Grundlage fiir die Beantwor-
tung der Ausgangsfrage geschaffen: wie ist ein ka-
tegorischer Imperativ als synthetischer praktischer
Satz a priori moglich? Denn (1) kann der Mensch
sich als ein ,zur intelligiblen Welt gehoriges We-
sen” nur ,als unter der Idee der Freiheit denken”
denn ,Unabhidngigkeit von den bestimmenden Ur-
sachen der Sinnenwelt” (GMS, AA 04, S. 452) ist
Freiheit — allerdings war das der negative Begriff
der Freiheit. (2) ,Mit der Idee der Freiheit ist nun
der Begriff der Autonomie unzertrennlich verbun-
den” (ibid) — das war der positive Begriff der Frei-
heit, der sogar mit dem der Autonomie identifiziert
wurde. (3) Mit dem Begriff der Autonomie aber ist
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HPaBCTBEHHOCTV», KOTOPBIVI caM V1 ObLI IIPVHIIVIIOM aB-
TOHOMVV, O[IHAKO B BHJIe KaTeropr4ecKoro vMIepary-
Ba (Tam xe).

Wrak, mer y memm. OcTaeTcs TOIBKO BCIIOMHUTD O
TOM, UTO g KaK MHTEJJINTeHIVs 3a0/[HO IIPUHAJIJIEXY
CO CBOETI BOjIeTl K YMOIIOCTUTAaeMOMY MUPY, — ¥ C 3TUM
s MOTY 3aKJIIOUVTE:

...TaK KaK YMONoCHu2aeMblil MUp cooepxui ocHobanue
uyBembernozo mupa, caedoBamevto, ocHOBaHUe maKxe U
20 3aK0H0B VI, TaKMM 00pa3oM, B OTHOIIEHWN K MOeV
BOJIe (MpMHA/IJIeXXaler BCeresio K yMOIIOCTUTaeMOMY
MUPY) SIBJIAETCS HEeTIOCPeICTBEHHO 3aKOHO/IaTeTbCTBY -
IOIIVIM 1, CJIeJ0BaTelIbHO, KaK TaKoV (3aKOHOIATeIbHO
OTIpeIeIIIoNINI Moo Boimto. — M.B.) u TojokeH OBITh
MBICTTVIM, TO 5 JTOJDKeH OyTy Ipu3HaTh ce0s B KauecTse
VIHTeJUIUTeHIIVIV, XOTs C JIPYTOVI CTOPOHBI 51 U IIPUHA/I-
JIeXXy 9yBCTBEHHOMY MUPY, TIOUYMHEHHBIM TeM He Me-
Hee 3aKOHY I1epBOr0 MUPpA... U, Cle[0BaTeIbHO, IO/~
UMHEHHBIM (3aKOHY. — M.b.) aBTOHOMMM BOJIVI; TAKMM
obpasomM, s ToIDkeH Oy/ly paccMaTpuUBaTh 3aKOHBI YMO-
MOCTMIaeMOro MUpa KakK MMIIepaTUBEL [JIsl MEHsL, a CO-
IJIaCHBIE C 3TUM IPVHLIUIIOM JeVCTBUsL — KaK 00d3aH-
Hocty (AA 04, S. 453 —454; Kanr, 19970, c. 243 —245).

TaxvM oOpa3oM, 3HaUMMOCTh KaTerOpMIecKoro M-
reparyBa KaK CMHTETUYECKOro IIPaKTU4YeCcKOro I10JI0-
JKeHMsI a priori JoKa3aHa /1151 JII000ro pa3yMHOIO CyIIie-
cTBa. B xauectBe paswsicHeHMs KaHT mobasiser: «Mo-
PpasibHOe JOIKeHCTBOBAHMeE eCTh, CJIeJI0oBaTeIbHO, CO0-
CTBEHHOe HeoOXOIMMOe BOJIeHVe ero KaK WiIeHa yYMO-
IIOCTMTAeMOr0 MUpa ¥ TOJIBKO ITOCTOJIIBKY MBICIIVITCS
VMM KaK JOJDKEHCTBOBaHNE, ITOCKOJIBKY OH (UejIOBeK,
Zla’ke caMbIVl OTBSIBJIEHHBIN 37Iodern. — M.B.) B To Xe
BpeMsI paccMaTpmBaeT ceOsl KaK WieHa YyBCTBEHHOIO
Mupa» (AA 04, S. 455; Kant, 19976, c. 248 —249).

DTa TpuBMaJM3alVs Y4YeHUsd O JIByX MUpax, WC-
TIOJTB30BaHIE er0 KaK BCIIOMOTaTeJIBHOTO CPeJICTBa Je-
AYKUWM IPUHIIAIA HPaBCTBEHHOCTU AaXke JJId «ca-
MOTO OOBIYHOIO PacCy/iKa» ¥ ISl «OThSIBJIEHHOI'O 3JI0-
Jlest», — TOW JedyKIMy, KOTopasi OCHOBaHa Ha MBICIIU
0 JII00OM TTPOV3BOJIFHO BO3MOKHOM V3MEHEHUV TOUKM
3peHNs MeXAy 3TUMU MUpaMy, — 3TO OHpefesieHHO
He nociegHee cjioBo Kanra B aToM Teme. IlogTeepxie-
HMe 3TOMY HOSIBJIsIeTCsl O4eHb CKOpo, ke B «KpuTuke
MPaKTIYIeCcKOro pasyMan:

MopapHBITL. .. 3aKOH JTaeT HaM eCITi U He HA0exdy,
To (pakT, Oe3ycIIOBHO HEOOBSCHMMEBIN 13 KaKMX ObI
TO HV OBUIO JAHHBIX YyBCTBEHHO BOCIPVHVMAEeMOIO
Mupa 1 u3 Beerl cdepbl yroTpebsieHs Halllero Teo-
peTudecKkoro pasyma; 3TOT paKT yKas3blBaeT HaM Ha
YVICTBIVI YMOIIOCTUTaeMBIVI MUp, Oosiee TOTo, 1040~
meAbHO onpedeAseln STOT MUP W IO3BOJISET HAM HEYTO
II03HATh O HEM, a MEeHHO HeKum 3akoH (AA 05, S. 43;
Kant, 19973, c. 377).
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~das allgemeine Princip der Sittlichkeit” (ibid.) un-
zertrennlich verbunden, das ja selbst das Prinzip
der Autonomie war — allerdings in Gestalt eines
kategorischen Imperativs.

Damit sind wir am Ziel. Ich brauche mich nur auf
den Standpunkt zu stellen, dass ich als Intelligenz
mitsamt meinem Willen zur Verstandeswelt gehore,
so kann ich schliefien:

[...] weil [...] die Verstandeswelt den Grund der
Sinnenwelt, mithin auch der Gesetze derselben enthiilt,
also in Ansehung meines Willens (der ganz zur
Verstandeswelt gehort) unmittelbar gesetzgebend
ist und also auch als solche [sc. als meinen Willen
gesetzlich bestimmende] gedacht werden muss, so
werde ich mich als Intelligenz, obgleich einerseits
wie ein zur Sinnenwelt gehoriges Wesen, dennoch
dem Gesetze der ersteren [...] und also [dem Ge-
setze] der Autonomie des Willens unterworfen er-
kennen, folglich die Gesetze der Verstandeswelt fiir
mich als Imperativen und die diesem Princip ge-
maflen Handlungen als Pflichten ansehen miissen
(GMS, AA 04, S. 453-454).

Damit ist die Giiltigkeit des kategorischen Impe-
rativs als eines synthetisch praktischen Satzes a priori
fiir jedes Vernunftwesen bewiesen. Zur Erlduterung
figt Kant hinzu: ,,Das moralische Sollen ist also ei-
genes nothwendiges Wollen als Gliedes einer intelli-
giblen Welt und wird nur sofern von ihm als Sollen
gedacht, als er [sc. der Mensch, auch der &rgste Bose-
wicht] sich zugleich wie ein Glied der Sinnenwelt be-
trachtet” (GMS, AA 04, S. 455).

Diese Trivialisierung und Instrumentalisierung
der Zweiweltenlehre zu einem Hilfsmittel der De-
duktion des Prinzips der Sittlichkeit auch fiir den
,gemeinsten Verstand” und fiir den ,&drgsten Bose-
wicht”, die auf dem Gedanken eines jedermann be-
liebig maoglichen Standpunktwechsels zwischen die-
sen Welten beruht, ist gewiss nicht Kants letztes Wort
in dieser Sache. Das zeigt sich sogleich in der Kritik
der praktischen Vernunft. Nach ihr ,giebt das morali-
sche Gesetz, wenngleich keine Aussicht, dennoch ein
schlechterdings aus allen Datis der Sinnenwelt und
dem ganzen Umfange unseres theoretischen Ver-
nunftgebrauchs unerklarliches Factum an die Hand,
das auf eine reine Verstandeswelt Anzeige giebt, ja
diese sogar positiv bestimmt und uns etwas von ihr,
namlich ein Gesetz, erkennen ldsst” (KpV, AA 05,
S. 43). Das jetzt zum ,unerklédrlichen Faktum” erkléar-



OObsBIIEHHBINT 371eCh «HEOOBSCHMMBIM  (PaKTOM»
" HefIey [ PYyeMbIVI MOPaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH, TaKVM o6pa—
30M, ABJIAETCs, KaK U B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWML...», 3aKO-
HOM YJCTOTO yMorocTuraemMoro mupa. OpgHako y Mo-
PaJIBHOTO 3aKOHA ITOSIBJIeTCS HoBast (PyHKINA. «DTOT
3aKOH IOJDKEH HaTh YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPUHMMAEMOMY
MUPY Kak uybcmbennoi npupode (4TO KacaeTcs pasyM-
HBIX CyIecTB) OpMy YMOIIOCTMIaeMOro Mupa, T.e.
cbepxuybembernnoi npupolsl, He HAaHOCH yiepba Mexa-
HWM3MY YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIpMHVMaeMoro Mupa» (AA 05,
S. 43; Kanr, 1997a, c. 377—379). PasymHBIe cyIlecTBa B
JyBCTBEHHOM MUpE, TO €CTh B TOM UVCIIe JIIOA I VX
IIOCTYIIKY, JIOJDKHBI ITOCPEACTBOM CJIeOBAaHMS MO-
paJIbHOMY 3aKOHY oOpecTy hopMy, KOTOPYIO yKe 1mMe-
€T CBEepPXUYYBCTBEHHAasl IIPMpOfa B YMOIIOCTMUIaeMOM
Mupe. Eciii >ke Terepp JOITYCTUTD, UTO Te 3aKOHBI, II0
KOTOPBIM CYIIECTBYIOT pa3yMHBIe CyIIlecTBa CBEpX4yB-
CTBEHHOVI IIPUPOLEBL, «OTHOCITCS K A61MOHOMUY IUCTO-
TO pasyMa» M YTO «TaK KaK 3aKOHEI, IT0 KOTOPBIM OBbI-
TVie BellleVl 3aBVCUT OT IIO3HaHWMs, CyTh 3aKOHBI ITpaK-
TUYEeCKIe, TO CBEpXUyBCTBEHHAasl IIPUPOa, HaCKOJIb-
KO MBI MOXeM COCTaBUThH ceDe IIOHATHE O HeV, eCTb
He 4TO MHOe, KaK npupodd, noouuHeHHas aBmoHoMuu
wucmoe0 npakmuueckoeo pasyma» (AA 05, S. 43; Kawnr,
1997a, c. 379). DTo cHOBa cOoOTBETCTBYeT «OCHOBOIIO-
JIOXKEHWUIO...», TIpaBMa, 371ech pedb aeT 00 aBTOHOMMUNU
He BOJINM, a YMCTOrO IIPaKTMYeCKOro pasyma. lako-
Ba «HaJIeX1a», KOTOPYIO MBI MOXXeM OOpecTVI IIoCper-
CTBOM MOPJIBHOIO 3aKOHAa B YMOIIOCTMUTaeMOM MUPE,
COCTOSIIIIEM M3 YMUCTBIX MHTeJUIUTeHIuiL. VI3 sToro Oy-
JeT CeJIaH CJIeAYIOLINVI BBIBOI;: «...3aKOH 9TOV aBTOHO-
MWV €CTb MOPAJIbHBIN 3aKOH, KOTOPBIV, CJIefIOBaTe b
HO, eCTh OCHOBHOVI 3aKOH CBEpPXUYBCTBEHHOW IIPVpPO-
OB ¥ 9WMCTOrO YMOIIOCTMIAeMOIo MUpa, Iofodue Ko-
TOPOTO JIOJDKHO CYIIIeCTBOBaTh B UyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPH-
HVIMaeMOM MMpe, HO TaK, YTOOBI B TO JXe BpeMsI He Ha-
HOCUTB yIriepOa 3akoHaM aToro mupa» (AA 05, S. 43;
KanT, 1997a, c. 379). Takum obpa3oM, MOpasIbHBIM 3a-
KOHOM IIepeJl YeJIOBEYeCKOVI ITPAKTMKOW ITOCTaB/IeHa
00s13aHHOCTE He TOJIBKO IIO OIIpeeJIeHHOMY IIOBerle-
HVIO, HO IO IIPV/IAHMIO IIOCTYIIKaM BCeX Pa3yMHEBIX Cy-
IIIeCTB B UYBCTBEHHOM MUpe TaKou (pOopMBl, KOTOpas
ObuTa GBI «TOHOOVEM» cTIOCODa CyIecTBOBaHVISA M II0-
BeJleHNs MHTEeJUINTeHINI B YMOIIOCTUTaeMOM MWpe.
Ho KaHT et elle fmasielile B VCIIO/Ib30BaHW IIOHS-
TV, OepyILINX Ha4asIo B MICTOpUM IulaToHM3Ma: «[lep-
BYIO TIPMPOLY MOXKHO HasBaThb npoodpasuoil (natura ar-
chetypa), KOTOPYIO MBI IIO3HAEM TOJIBKO B pa3yMe, a BTO-
PYI0 (4yBCTBEHHYIO IIPUPOLY II0CTIe IIPVIIaHIs eyl Tpe-
Oyemornt popmbl. — M.B.), Tak Kak OHa COIEPXKIT B cebe
BO3MOKHOE [EVICTBME VIeV IEePBOV KaK OIIPeIesIso-
IT1[ero OCHOBaHMs BOJIV, — cooOpasoBaHHOV (natura ec-
typa)» (AA 05, S. 43; Kanr, 19974, c. 379).
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te und nicht deduzierbare moralische Gesetz ist also,
wie in der Grundlegung, auch ein Gesetz der reinen
Verstandeswelt. Neu ist aber die Funktion des mora-
lischen Gesetzes. , Dieses Gesetz soll der Sinnenwelt,
als einer sinnlichen Natur, (was die verniinftigen We-
sen betrifft) die Form einer Verstandeswelt, d.i. einer
tibersinnlichen Natur, verschaffen, ohne doch jener ih-
rem Mechanism Abbruch zu thun” (KpV, AA 05, S. 43).
Die verniinftigen Wesen in der Sinnenwelt, also auch
die Menschen und ihr Handeln, sollen also durch die
Befolgung des moralischen Gesetzes in eine Form ge-
bracht werden, die die iibersinnliche Natur der Ver-
standeswelt schon hat. Nimmt man nun an, dass die
Gesetze, unter denen die verniinftigen Wesen der
iibersinnlichen Natur existieren, ,,zur Autonomie der
reinen Vernunft gehoren” und dass ,die Gesetze,
nach welchen das Daseyn der Dinge vom Erkennt-
nis abhédngt, praktisch sind: so ist die tibersinnliche
Natur, soweit wir uns einen Begriff von ihr machen
konnen, nichts anders als eine Natur unter der Autono-
mie der reinen praktischen Vernunft” (ibid.). Auch hier
gibt es Ubereinstimmung mit der Grundlegunyg, aller-
dings ist die Autonomie nicht mehr eine des Willens,
sondern eine der reinen praktischen Vernunft. Soviel
iiber die , Aussicht”, die wir durch das moralische
Gesetz in die Verstandeswelt, die aus lauter Intelli-
genzen besteht, erhalten konnen. Daraus wird jetzt
die Konsequenz gezogen. ,Das Gesetz dieser Auto-
nomie aber ist das moralische Gesetz, welches also
das Grundgesetz einer tibersinnlichen Natur und ei-
ner reinen Verstandeswelt ist, deren Gegenbild in der
Sinnenwelt, aber doch zugleich ohne Abbruch der
Gesetze derselben existieren soll” (ibid.). Die mensch-
liche Praxis ist also durch das moralische Gesetz
nicht nur zu bestimmten Handlungen verpflichtet,
sondern zu einer Formgebung der Handlungen aller
verniinftigen Wesen in der Sinnenwelt, die das ,Ge-
genbild” der Existenz- und Handlungsweise der In-
telligenzen in der Verstandeswelt ist. Aber Kant geht
noch weiter im Gebrauche von aus der Geschichte
des Platonismus stammenden Begriffen. ,Man konn-
te jene [sc. tibersinnliche Natur] die urbildliche (natu-
ra archetypa), die wir blof8 in der Vernunft erkennen,
diese [sc. die sinnliche Natur nach der Formgebung]
aber, weil sie die mogliche Wirkung der Idee der ers-
teren als Bestimmungsgrund des Willens enthdlt, die
nachgebildete (natura ectypa) nennen” (ibid.).

Kant fiihrt diesen Gedanken noch einen Schritt
weiter, indem er den aus dem Hellenismus stammen-
den Begriff des hochsten Gutes einfiihrt, jetzt in der
Bedeutung des hochsten abgeleiteten Gutes als der
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KaHT pasBuBaer 3Ty IIeITOYKYy MBICIIEVT JJaJIbIIIe, KOT-
Ila BBOAWMT IIOHSITME BBICIIEro Ojiara, IOSIBUBIIICECS B
SII0XY JUIMHI3MA, VICIIONIB3YS €r0 B 3HAYeHW BBICIIIErO
IIPOM3BOIHOrO Or1ara Kak jrydrrero mvipa (AA 05, S. 125;
Kanrt, 19973, c. 627): «B camoM ferte, MOpaJIbHBIN 3aKOH,
COIJIaCHO WJiee, JEVICTBUTEIIBHO IIEPEHOCUT Hac B IIpU-
pormy, B KOTOPOVI UMCTBIVI pa3yM, ey Obl OH ObUT Ha-
TIeJIeH COOTBETCTBYIOIIEV eMy (PU3MUeCcKOV CIIOCOOHO-
CTBIO, TTIOPOAVII OBI BBICIIIee OJ1aro, 11 OOy KIIaeT Hallry
BOJIIO AaTk popMy [3Toro Oriara] 4yBCTBEHHO BOCIIPU-
HVMaeMOMY MMUPY KaK COBOKYIIHOCTV PasyMHBIX Cy-
mecT» (AA 05, S. 43; Kant, 19976, c. 379). Pesynsrarom
3TOro HpuaaHus GOpMbl, KOTOPOe KacaeTcsl COBOKYII-
HOCTV pa3yMHBIX CYIIECTB B UYBCTBEHHOM MIpe, ObUIO
Ob1 BbICIIIee OJ1aro B CMbIC/IE MOPAJIbHOTO MIPOIIOPSiI-
Ka JIJIs JIFOZIEVI, TO €CTh YHMBEPCATILHON I0PVIYIeCKON
VI STMYECKOV OOIITHOCTY T10 MOpaJIbHBIM 3aKoHaM. KaHT
HnpsiMonymIHoO gobapister: «CaMble IIpOCThIe HabIIone-
HUS HaJi caMMM CODOVI TIOJITBEPXK/IAIOT, YTO 3Ta WIes
TIEVICTBUTEIILHO CITY KT [IJTS OIIpeieTIeH IV Halllerl BOJIN
Kak ObI oOpasmom» (AA 05, S. 43; Kart, 19976, c. 381).
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besten Welt (KpV, AA 05, S. 125). ,Denn in der That
versetzt uns das moralische Gesetz der Idee nach in
eine Natur, in welcher reine Vernunft, wenn sie mit
dem ihr angemessenen physischen Vermogen beglei-
tet wire, das hochste Gut hervorbringen wiirde, und
bestimmt unseren Willen, die Form [der Verstandes-
welt] der Sinnenwelt, als einem ganzen verniinftiger
Wesen, zu ertheilen” (KpV, AA 05, S. 43). Das Resul-
tat dieser Formerteilung, die sich auf das Ganze der
verniinftigen Wesen in der Sinnenwelt bezieht, wire
dann das hochste Gut im Sinne einer moralischen
Weltordnung unter Menschen, also eines universa-
len juridischen und ethischen Gemeinwesens unter
moralischen Gesetzen. Kant fiigt treuherzig hinzu:
,Dass diese Idee wirklich unseren Willensbestim-
mungen gleichsam als Vorzeichnung zum Muster lie-
ge, bestitigt die gemeinste Aufmerksamkeit auf sich
selbst” (KpV, AA 05, S. 43).
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YAK 1(091):17

O POJI1 YMOHACTPOEHWSI (GESINNUNG)
B OTUKE "1 ®NJIOCODPUM PEJIUTIV KAHTA

YACTbD 2
A.H. Kpyeao8'

Ha ocHoBe usyuenus ucmokoB kanmoBckoeo mepmuHa
Gesinnung u 0030pa npobaem eeo nepeboda HA AHAUTLCKUTL
A3blK, npedcmabaeHnvix 6 nepboil uacmu cmamsl, UCcAeOyIom-
ca me HoBayuu, komopule npubrocames Kanmom 6 ucmoaxo-
Banue oanroeo nonamus 6 xkpumuueckutl nepuod. B «Kpumu-
Ke npakmuueckoeo pasyma» k maxoBuim omuocames bonpocs.
ABnrenHocmu  ymonacmpoenus 8 uyBembenno Bocnpuruma-
eMOM Mupe, Memoda YcmanobAeHUus U KYAsIMYpsl UCHUHHO
MOPAABHO0 YMOHACHPOCHUA, 4 MAKKe NpobAeMa HeusMeH-
Hocmu ymoxacmpoenus 6 npoepecce x 006py. B «Peaueuu 6
npedeAax moAbko pasyma» HoBbIMU 0KA3bIBAIOMCA me3tickl 00
YMoHacmpoenuu kak GHympertem cybvekmubHom npunyune
makcum, o 00bpodemenru xax cBudemervcmbe HAAUUUA YMOHA-
cmpoerus, 0 nocnynke kax A6AeHUU YMOHACIPOEHUSA, O HENo-
CHIUKUMOCHIU YMOHACPOCHUA U €20 HOYMeHAAbHOM, cBepx-
yyBembennom xapaxmepe, 0 6pokOeHHOCIU YMOHACHIPOEHU S
6 cmvicae eeo obpemenus He Bo Bpemenu, a umenno 6 gpopme
npunamus c60600HbIM npousboseriiem, 0 eOUHUHHOCHIL YMO-
HACHPOCHUA U e20 HedeAUMOCTU HA nepuoosl, o peboaroyuu 6
YMoOHACHIpoeH U 6 om.AuvLe 01 peghopMbl IMNUPULECKO20 Xa-
paxmepa, o co30anuu HoBoeo uesoBexa 6 omauvue om Bemxoeo
Kax pesyavmame peBoaroyuu 6 ymoHacmpoeHuu, o cbasu peBo-
A10UU 8 yMoHacmpoeruu ¢ «obpauyeruem» u Gmopuim poxkoe-
Huem. [locae obcysxOeHus npobaemvl pasiuvenus 6 nepebodax
kanmobekux mepmunof Gesinnung u Denkungsart, a max-
ke 0030pa Beex umeroujuxca Bapuarmob nepeboda kanmoBckozo
nousmus Gesinnung Ha pycckuil A3vix (Cmpemierue, HAKAOH-
Hocmb, Hameperue, 000podermean, 006podemesHocy, ybexoe-
Hue, uybcmbBoBanue, 00pa3 muvicaell, MblCAlU, HACHIpOeHUe, HA-
CIMpOEHHOCHb U YMOHACTpoeHUe) aBmop npuxooum x Gui6o0y
0 moMm, umo 04a pycckux nepeBo0ob KaHmobckux couuHeHul
Kpumuueckoeo nepuoda ayuuie fcezo no0xXo0um yHuGUyUpo-
Bannwitl Bapuanm «ymoHacmpoeHue».

KaroueBuie cro8a: Gesinnung, Denkungsart, ucmopus
nonamui, pyccxue nepebodst Kanma, «Kpumuka npaxmuve-
cko020 pasyma», «Peaueus 6 npedesax moavko pasymar.
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ON THE ROLE OF GESINNUNG
IN KANT’S ETHICS AND PHILOSOPHY
OF RELIGION

PART II

A.N. Krouglov'

The sources of Kant’s term Gesinnung and a review of
the problems of its translation into English were presented in
the first part of this article; the second part examines the novel
features that Kant brings to the interpretation of this concept
in the critical period. In the Critique of Practical Reason
these include the questions of manifestation of Gesinnung
in the world, apprehended through the senses, the method of
establishing and the culture of truly moral Gesinnung, as
well as the problem of the immutability of Gesinnung in the
progress towards the good. The new theses that appear in Re-
ligion within the Bounds of Bare Reason are Gesinnung
as the internal subjective principle of maxims, on virtue as
evidence of the presence of Gesinnung, on act as a manifes-
tation of Gesinnung, on the unintelligibility of Gesinnung
in its noumenal, suprasensible character, on the innateness of
Gesinnung in the sense that it exists not in time, but in the
form of its acceptance by free expression of the will, on the
singleness of Gesinnung and its indivisibility into periods, on
revolution in Gesinnung as distinct from empirical reform,
on the creation of the new human being as distinct from the
ancient one as a result of the revolution of Gesinnung, on the
link between the revolution in Gesinnung and “conversion”
or second birth. After discussing the problem of distinguish-
ing the terms Gesinnung and Denkungsart in translation
as well as a review of all the existing variants of translating
Kant’s concept of Gesinnung into Russian (aspiration, incli-
nation, intention, virtue, virtuousness, conviction, attitude,
mode of thinking, thoughts, mood, disposition and umonas-
troenie), the author comes to the conclusion that the uniform
variant umonastroenie is best suited for Russian transla-
tions of Kant’s works.

Keywords: Gesinnung, Denkungsart, conceptual his-
tory, Kant’s Russian translations, Critique of Practical Rea-
son, Religion within the Bounds of Bare Reason.
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3HadeHMe yMOHacTpoeHms st 3Tuku KanTa
«KpnTuka nmpakTuvaeckoro pasyma»

Yxe B pycckux mepesofax «OCHOBONOIOXEHUS K
MeTaM3VIKe HPaBOB» MBI BCTPeUaeM CaMble Pa3HbIe
BapMAaHTBI JIJIs1 KAHTOBCKOTO TTOHATUS Gesinnung, XoTs
7 [IOBOJIBHO TIOCJIeZIOBATeIbHO IIpMMeHsieMble. B mep-
BOM IlepeBozie SIkoBa AHnpeesnda PyGana (ox. 1760 —
rocsie 1807) B xauecTBe cooTBeTcTBUA 111 Gesinnung
BBIOpAHO ycTapeBlllee HbIHe «dyBcTBOBaHMe» (KaHT,
1803, c. 36, 51, 61, 109, 110), XOpPOIIIO COOTBETCTBYIO-
IIlee, OJIHAaKO, OoJlee TIO3THEMY CMHOHAJIBHOMY IIepe-
Bopty bubrmm. Ilepeson J1.[1.B. mon penakiment Benn-
aMmmHa Muxaruiosraa XsocTtosa (1868—1920) 1912 r. Bo
Bcex CJIydasix IMociefoBaTeslbHO neperiaeT Gesinnung
Kak «HacTpoeHme» (Kant, 1912, c. 26, 33, 39, 64). My
IOCJIe/IOBATEIEHOCTE MOJKHO OOHApPYXXWUTh M B M3/a-
Hum 1965 1. o, pepaxumert Bastentnna ®epavHanmgo-
Braa Acmyca (1894—1975): Bo Bcex ciTydasix VMCIIOIB3Y-
eTcs ToHsATHe «yOexneHme» (Kanut, 19658, c. 243, 250,
255, 277, 278). DTOT ke BapMaHT BOCIIPOM3BOANT B CBO-
eM m3ganum 1994 r. 1 Apcennin Binagyumuposny I'ysibr-
ra (1921—1996) (Kamnt, 19946, c. 177, 184, 189, 212, 213).
B mocitemHeM nepeBorie KaHTOBCKOTO «OCHOBOITOJIOXKe-
Hu4...» niof, pemakituert D.1O. Comnosresa 1 A.K. Cyna-
KOBa B JIBYsI3bIYHOM coOpaHmm counHeHmm KanTa Bce
HEeMHOTOUVICJIEHHBIe, OTHAKO KITIOUeBBIe [JIsI ITPOVI3Be-
IIeHVIs B IIeJIOM ITaccak, B KoTopbeix KaHT obparmaeTcs
K noHsTuio Gesinnung, IojIy4aloT [Ba BapraHTa Iiepe-
Bofla: «HacTpoeHme» (AA 04, S. 406; Kant, 19976, c. 99,
117) n «ymoHacTpoeHme» (AA 04, S. 416, 435; Kawnr,
19976, c. 129, 189). Ho xak e obcTonT peso B «Kpurm-
Ke IIPaKTIYeCcKOro pasyMa», ¢ KOTOPOW ¥ HauMHaeTCs
HOIJIHHAY Kapbepa JaHHOIO KAaHTOBCKOTO TTOHSTVIS?

B nepesome Hwxoras Marseesnua CokorioBa
(1860—1908) mist Gesinnung IoYTH BCeTda — TaM, IZe
3TO TIOHSTME He CJIMBAETCS C IPYTMM KaHTOBCKUM IIO-
HatueM Denkungsart, — vCTIONB3yeTcsl «HaCTpOeHVe»
(AA 05, S. 114, 115, 116; KanrT, 1897, c. 137, 139). B mn3ma-
HWU 11071, peakimet Acmyca B oTimane oT «OCHOBO-
TTOJIOKEHMST K MeTau3iKe HPaBOB» OOHaApPY XMBaeTCs
IIOMMMO «yOeXXaeHvIs» ellte 1 «00pa3 MeIciter» (AA 05,
S. 114, 115; Kanr, 1965a, c. 446, 447, 448). I'ynipra, Kak U
B csry4ae ¢ «OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHVIEM...», BOCIIPOVM3BOAUT B
1994 r. BapuanTe M3gaHMd Acmyca (AA 05, S. 114, 115;
Kanr, 19944, c. 510-511, 511, 512). Yro Xe KacaeTcs 13-
nanms ComnoseeBa 1 CyJlakoBa, TO B HEM CO3HaTeJILHO

2IlyOnmkanms TiepBovt 4acTu wmccirenosanms: Kpyeao6 A.H.
O pomm ymonacrpoenusi (Gesinnung) B aTuke m dvtocodpum
peymrvn Kanra. Yacrs 1 // Kanroscknit cooprmk. 2019. T. 38,
Ne 3. C. 32—55.
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Significance of Gesinnung for Kant’s Ethics:?
Critique of Practical Reason

In the early Russian translations of the Ground-
work of the Metaphysics of Morals we encounter di-
verse, although consistently used, variants for Kant’s
concept of Gesinnung. The first translation by Yakov
Ruban (circa 1760 — after 1807) conveys Gesinnung
by the term “chuvstvovanie” (“attitude”) (Kant, 1803,
pp- 36, 51, 61, 109, 110), a word which is now obso-
lete but accords well with the synodal translation of
the Bible. The 1912 translation edited by Veniamin
Khvostov (1868 —1920) consistently uses “mood” for
Gesinnung (Kant, 1912, pp. 26, 33, 39, 64). A differ-
ent kind of consistency is displayed in the 1965 pub-
lication edited by Valentin Asmus (1894 —1975): it
invariably uses the term “conviction” (Kant, 1965c,
pp- 243, 250, 255, 277, 278). This variant is repro-
duced by Arseniy Gulyga (1921 —1996) in his 1994
edition (Kant, 1994b, pp. 177, 184, 189, 212, 213).
The latest translation of Kant's Groundwork edited
by Erich Solovyov and Andrey Sudakov in a bilin-
gual collection of Kant’s works uses two variants,
“mood” (GMS, AA 04, p. 406; Kant, 1997b, pp. 99,
117) and “umonastroenie” (GMS, AA 04, pp. 416, 435;
Kant, 1997b, pp. 129, 189) for the few, but crucial
passages containing the term Gesinnung. But what of
the Critique of Practical Reason with which the real ca-
reer of this Kantian concept begins?

Nikolai Sokolov (1860—1908) nearly always
translates Gesinnung as “mood” except when this
concept merges with another Kantian notion, Den-
kungsart (KpV, AA 05, pp. 114, 115, 116; Kant, 1897,
pp- 137, 139). The publication edited by Asmus, un-
like the Groundwork, has “mode of thinking” along
with “conviction” (KpV, AA 05, pp. 114, 115; Kant,
1965a, pp. 446, 447, 448). In 1994 Gulyga, as in the
case of the Groundwork, reproduces the variants of
the Asmus edition (KpV, AA 05, pp. 114, 115; Kant,
1994a, pp. 510-511, 511, 512). As for the Solovyov
and Sudakov edition, it deliberately avoids uni-
formity in translating Kant’s concept of Gesinnung,
using various terms depending on the situation. Al-
though “mood” is used more frequently than oth-
er terms (KpV, AA 05, pp. 115, 116; Kant, 1997a,
pp. 597, 599 etc.), one also encounters “disposi-
tion” (KpV, AA 05, p. 72n, 116; Kant, 1997a, p. 465n,

2This study is a sequel to the article: Krouglov, A.N., 2019.
On the Role of Gesinnung in Kant’s Ethics and Philosophy of
Religion. Part I. Kantian Journal, 38(3), pp. 32-55. http://dx.
doi:10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-2.



A.H. Kpyrnos

OCYIIIeCTBJIeH OTKa3 OT OHOrO-e[IMHCTBEHHOIO Tep-
MWMHa IS Tlepefady Ha PYCCKOM KaHTOBCKOTO ITOHS-
s Gesinnung, a CUTyaTUBHO NPUMEHSIOTCS pasHble
TEPMWHBL XOTS JOMUHVIPYeT «HacTpoeHMe» (AA 05,
S. 115, 116; KanT, 1997a, c. 597, 599 u np.), BcTpevaroTcst
TaKXXe «HaCTpoeHHOCTH» (AA 05,S.72 Anm., 116; Ka#aT,
1997a, c. 465 mpum., 599), «ybexxnenne» (AA 05, S. 73;
Kanr, 1997a, c. 469), «Hamepenme» (AA 05, S. 82, 144;
Kanr, 19973, c. 497, 683), «cTrpemizerue» (AA 05, S. 143;
Kanr, 19973, c. 679), «0bpas mblcten» (AA 05, S. 83, 114,
155 Anm.; Kant, 1997a, c. 501, 595, 709 mipmm.) 11 «MBbIc-
> (AA 05, S. 140; Kanr, 1997a, c. 671)°.

Eciim BHMMaTeIBHO IIOCMOTpeTh Ha TekcT «Kpwu-
TUKM IIPaKTMYeCKOro pasyMa», M300VITYIOIIN Tep-
MuHoM Gesinnung, v 3ajarb cebe BoOIpoc: jodaBiIser
JIM VI IPOsICHsIeT uTo-1TnO0 Bropas «Kpuruka» KanTa
1o cpaBHeHMIO ¢ «OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHNEM. ..», B KOTOPOM
3TOT TepPMUH yIIOTpeOJIeH BCero JIMIIb IIeCTh pa3, TO
oTBeT Oy/ieT CKOpee HeraTVBHBII — OCOOEHHO eciIn K
«OCHOBOMOJIOKEHMUIO. ..» ITPUCOBOKYIIUTD JIEKIIUM 10
€CTeCTBeHHOMY IIpaBy.

Wrak, ecyim oTTasKmBaTbcst OT «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HWSL...», TO, BO-TIEPBBIX, IePUOOMYecKoe Ho0aBiIeHVie
IIpeAMKaTa MOPaJIBHOCTM ¥ YWMCTOTHI K YMOHACTPO-
€HUIO MOAYepKIBaeT, YTO OHO MOXeT OBITh M He MO-
pasIbHBIM, a Jaxe Hamportms®. Bo-sropseix, KanT Ha-
OPAMYIO OTOXIECTBJIIeT YMOHACTPOeHMe ¥ MaKCUMY
BONM, ciiefyss B 3ToM «MeTadumsuke» A.I. baymrap-
TeHa. B-Tpersnx, monm mobpomerensio KaHT moHMMa-
eT HpaBCTBEHHO J100poe yMOHacTpoeHMe. B-ueTsep-
TBIX, CYIITHOCTHO HOOPBIM B AEVICTBUM IIO KaTeropwu-
YeCKOMY VMIIepaTVBY SIBJIsSeTCS IMeHHO YMOHacTpoe-
HVIe, a He pe3yJIbTaT IIocTynKa. B «EcTecTBeHHOM IIpa-
Be Dertepabeni» K 3TOMy [100aBiIseTCs ellle HeCKOJIb-
KO YepT: B-IIATHIX, IIPOTMUBOIOCTABIISIOTCS SIBJIeHHOe /
BHeIITHee 11 BHyTpeHHee YMOHACTPOeHMsI — VI COBECTb,
Y COBECTJIIBOCTH OTHOCSATCS TOJIBKO K IIOCJIeITHEMY.
B-mrecTrIX, mpoTMBOIIOCTaBJIeHVe IIOCTYIKOB Ha OC-
HOBe YMOHACTPOEHWV M IIOCTYIKOB 0e3 OITIAnKM Ha
YMOHACTPOeHNs JISKUT B OCHOBe ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIIe-
HVS STVKM VI IIpaBa, YTO BO MHOT'OM II€peOCMBICIIVIBA-
€T CXOIHOe ITPOTUBOIIOCTaBJIeH e PeJIUT MW Y FOCYAap-
ctBa y M. Menpenbscona.

Ha stom done «KpnTmka mpakTrdeckoro pasyma»
JIUIITB TIOBTOPSieT M pa3BMBaeT 3TV Te3nchl. Jarie Bce-
ro KaHT 1o ymosryaHmio ToBOpuUT 0 MOpasIbHOM (HpaB-

*B pmanHHOM Crydae KoHTeKcTy KaHTa Gostee Bcero 6iIm3ok
®. [MIvwrep B « IMKKOITOMMUHL.

* O posi yMOHACTpOeH Vs JIJIsi KOPEHSIIerocs: B IIPUpojie Yesio-
Beka 371a cM.: (Konhardt, 1988). O mobpom u 3710M yMOHacTpoe-
Hym cM. Tacke: (Hake, 2003, S. 35—37).

599), “conviction” (KpV, AA 05, p. 73; Kant, 1997a,
p- 469), “intention” (KpV, AA 05, pp. 82, 144; Kant,
1997a, pp. 497, 683), “aspiration” (KpV, AA 05,
p- 143; Kant, 1997a, p. 679), “mode of thinking”
(KpV, AA 05, pp. 83, 114, 155n; Kant, 1997a, pp. 501,
595, 709n) and “thoughts” (KpV, AA 05, p. 140; Kant,
1997a, p. 671).3

If one reads attentively the text of the Critique
of Practical Reason, in which the term Gesinnung
abounds, and asks the question, does Kant’s second
Critique add or clarify anything by comparison with
the Groundwork, in which this term is used only six
times? — the answer must be negative, especially if
lectures on natural law are added to the Groundwork.

I proceed from the Groundwork. First, the oc-
casional addition of the predicate of morality and
purity to Gesinnung stresses that it may or may
not be moral.* Second, Kant explicitly identifies
Gesinnung and the maxim of the will following
A.G. Baumgarten’s Metaphysica. Third, by virtue
Kant means morally kind Gesinnung. Fourth, it is Ge-
sinnung and not the result of an act that is essentially
kind in accordance with the categorical imperative.
Kant’s Feyerabend Lectures on Natural Law adds sev-
eral features: fifth, the manifest/external Gesinnung
is opposed to the inner one with conscience, con-
scientiousness referring only to the latter. Sixth, the
juxtaposition of actions based on Gesinnung and ac-
tions that do not look back to Gesinnung underlies
the juxtaposition of ethics and right, which in many
ways reinterprets a similar juxtaposition of religion
and state by Moses Mendelssohn.

Against this background the Critique of Practi-
cal Reason merely elaborates and repeats these the-
ses. More often than not, by default, he speaks about
moral Gesinnung (mode of thinking, conviction,
mood), without specifying what he has in mind. Nor
does he explain amoral Gesinnung. As in the Ground-
work, in the Critique of Practical Reason Gesinnung is
linked with maxims, albeit less evidently so: while
in 1785 he plainly identifies the two concepts, in
1788 he speaks of Gesinnung of maxims (KpV, AA 05,
p- 84; Kant, 1996a, pp. 207-208), of Gesinnung intro-
duced into maxims (KpV, AA 05, p. 86; Kant, 1996a,
p- 209): “[...] whether the action was also done (sub-
jectively) for the sake of the moral law, so that it has

® In this case F. Schiller in “The Piccolomini” comes closest to
Kant’s context.

* On the role of Gesinnung in the evil inherent in human na-
ture see Konhardt (1988, pp. 397-416). On kind and evil Gesin-
nung see also Hake (2003, pp. 35-37).
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CTBEHHOM) YMOHacTpoeHMM (0Opase MbICIIeN, yOoex ie-
HIY, HACTPOEHU), He YTOUHSIA [Iajlee, O 4YeM MMEeHHO
et peus. He mposicHsgeT oH 1 HeMOpaIbHOE yMOHa-
crpoenne. Kak n B «OcHoBononoxeHun...», B «Kpu-
THUKe IPaKTUYECKOrO pasyMa» yMOHacTpOeHVe VBs-
3bIBaeTCs ¢ MaKCVMaMM, XOTs 11 MeHee O4eBUIHO: ecIIn
B 1785 T. MeJI0 MecTO TIpsIMOe OTOX[EeCTBJIeHWe, TO
B 1788 1. peun MeT 00 YyMOHaCTPOEHMUN MaKCUM (CM.:
AA 05, S. 84), 06 ymoHacTpoeHMNM, BHOCMMOM B MakK-
cuMel (cm.: AA 05, S. 86): «...coBepIrieH JIM TIOCTYTIOK
TakXe (CyOBEKTMBHO) padu MOpaibH020 3aKOHA VI, CJie-
JloBaTeJIbHO, MMeeT JIV OH IO CBOeVl MaKCuMe He TOJIb-
KO HPaBCTBEHHYIO MPaBWIBHOCTD KaK IeVICTBYe, HO U
HpPaBCTBEHHYIO IIeHHOCTh KaK HacTpoeHme?» (AA 05,
S.159; Kanr, 19974, c. 723).

IlockorbKy pedb MIeT He IPOCTO O MaKCHMax, a O
MaKcrMax Boi, B «KpuTrke IIpaKTIYecKoro pasyMa»
IIPOCTyTaeT 1 3TOT acHekT: KaHT ropoput o ymcroTe
YMOHaCTpOeHU (Kak MakcyM) Bomu (cM.: AA 05, S. 84),
0 MOpaJIbHOM HacTpoeHun Boiu (cm.:. AA 05, S. 113),
KOTOpasi «<HeOOXOIVIMO CBsI3aHA C CO3HAHWEM OIlpere-
JIeHVISL BOJIVL HenocpedcmbBenno saxonom» (AA 05, S. 116;
Kanrt, 1997a, c. 601). Qg nomyepkmBaHMs H00poe-
TeJIBHOIO yMOHacTpoeHUs B «KpuTnke mmpakTinduecko-
TO pasyMa» ITOSIBJISIETCS Jlake HOBBI TepMuH Tugend-
gesinnung, «H0OpoaeTeTbHOe YMOHacTpoeHme» (AA (5,
S. 114, mepeson mon. — A.K). HoOpomerens Kant
VICTOJIKOBBIBA€T B TOM UWMCJIe KaK MOpaJIbHOe YMOHa-
cTpoenme «8 bopvoe» (AA 05, S. 84; Kant, 19974, c. 505),
Y TI0 BCEVI BUIMMOCTW pedb MIEeT 0 Oopwbe, MIM CIIo-
pe co ckitoHHOCTAMU (cM.: AA 05, S. 147; KanT, 1997a,
c. 691). B monmmaHnM 100posieTe KaKk HPaBCTBEH-
Horo moOporo ymoHacTpoeHmus KaHT Termepp B 60ib-
eV CTeIleHM TIOMYepKMBaeT 3aKOHOCOOOPAs3HBIN Xa-
pakTep: «...J100poreTesns, T.e. 3aKOHOCOOOpasHasl Ha-
CTPOEHHOCTb M3 YBaxenus K 3akoHy» (AA 05, S. 127;
Kanr, 1997a, c. 635). CooTBeTCTBME YMOHACTPOEHMS C
MOPaJIBHBIM 3aKOHOM (cM.: AA 05, S. 122; KanT, 1997a,
c. 617) KaaT dukcupyer 1 6e3 ynommuHaHMs J0Opome-
Temn. VICTMHHO HpaBCTBEHHOE YMOHACTpPOEHVIe COCTO-
UT B IIPSMOV IIPEIaHHOCTY 3aKOoHY (cM.: AA 05, S. 147;
KanTt, 1997a, c. 693);, 11IeHHOCTB >Ke yMOHaCTPOeHMs,
«HOAHOCHIbI0 COOTBETCTBYIOIIIETO MOPAJIBHOMY 3aKO-
Hy, OeckoHedHa...» (AA 05, S. 128; Kanut, 19974, c. 635).
INogyepkmBaHVe IEHHOCTV YMOHACTPOEHIs, a He IIPO-
cTo mocTynkos (cMm.: AA 05, S. 71; Kanr, 1997a, c. 463),
KaK 2TO MMeJI0 MeCcTO M B «OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHWIL. ..»,
odopmirstercs B «KpuTiKe 4mcTOro pasyma» B TepMu-
HOJIOTMH, OTCYTCTBOBaBIIIelt B 1785 T.: jlerajibHOCTD I10-
CTYTIKOB 11 MOPaJIBHOCTb yMOHacTpoeHUM (cMm.: AA 05,
S. 151; Kanrt, 1997a, c. 697).
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not only moral correctness as a deed but also moral
worth as a disposition by its maxim” (KpV, AA 05,
p- 159; Kant, 1996a, p. 267).

Because he speaks not simply of maxims but of
maxims of the will, this aspect is also revealed in the
Critique of Practical Reason. Kant speaks of the purity
of dispositions (as maxims) of the will (KpV, AA 05,
p- 84; Kant, 1996a, p. 208), of moral disposition of the
will (KpV, AA 05, p. 113; Kant, 1996a, p. 231), which
“is necessarily connected with consciousness of the
determination of the will directly by the law” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 116; Kant, 1996a, p. 233). To stress virtuous
Gesinnung, the Critique of Practical Reason even intro-
duces a new term, Tugendgesinnung, “virtuous dis-
position” (KpV, AA 05, p. 114; Kant, 1996a, p. 232).
Kant interprets virtue, among other things, as moral
Gesinnung “in conflict” (KpV, AA 05, p. 84; Kant,
19964, p. 208), apparently referring to the struggle or
dispute with inclinations (KpV, AA 05, p. 147; Kant,
1996a, p. 258). In interpreting virtue as moral, kind
Gesinnung Kant now tends to stress more the law-
ful character: “[...] virtue, that is, a disposition con-
formed with law from respect for law” (KpV, AA 05,
p- 127; Kant, 1996a, p. 243). Kant speaks of the cor-
respondence of Gesinnung to the moral law (KpV,
AA 05, p. 122; Kant, 1996a, p. 238) without men-
tioning virtue. Truly moral Gesinnung consists in di-
rect abidance by the law (KpV, AA 05, p. 147; Kant,
19964, p. 258); the value of Gesinnung, “completely
conforming with the moral law is infinite [...]” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 128; Kant, 1996a, p. 243). In the Critique of
Pure Reason Kant’s emphasis on the value of Gesin-
nung, and not simply of actions (KpV, AA 05, p. 71;
Kant, 1996a, p. 197), as was also the case in Ground-
work, is reflected in terminology that was absent in
1785: legality of actions and morality of dispositions
(KpV, AA 05, p. 151; Kant, 19964, p. 261).

Other features that clearly appear only in the
Critique of Practical Reason, are perhaps the contrast-
ing of moral good according to the letter and the
spirit, the second variant being precisely a case of
moral Gesinnung (KpV, AA 05, p. 72n; Kant, 1996a,
p- 198n). But while this has more to do with rhetoric,
in three other cases topics are touched upon that
form a transition of sorts to Religion within the
Bounds of Bare Reason. First, Kant deals with the top-
ic of the appearance of the disposition® in the world

> Kant here seems practically to equate Gesinnung and char-
acter. In other contexts, however, he clearly separates moral
Gesinnung and moral character (cf.: KpV, AA 05, p. 157; Kant,
1996a, pp. 265-266).
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K ToMYy, 4TO OTUETIINBO HOSBIISETCS TOJIBKO B «Kpu-
TMKe IIPAKTUYeCKOro pasyMa», MOXXHO OTHECTH, IIO-
JKaJIy¥i, IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBJIEHVIE MOPAJIBHO JOOPOro 1o
OykBe U II0 JIyXy, IIpV KOTOPOM BTOPOVI BapMaHT OKa-
3bIBAeTCS KakK pa3 cJIy4aeM MOpPaIbHOIO YMOHAcCTpoe-
Hug (M. AA 05, S. 72 Anm.; KanT, 1997a, c. 465 tiprm.).
Ho ecyin TyT BCe ke peub mzeT OOJIbIIIE O PUTOPUKE,
TO B TPeX JIPYTMX CIIydasix 3aTparvBaloTCs YKe TeMBI,
CITy)Kalliyie OIperie/IeHHBIM IlepexonoM K «Permrum B
IIpefiesiax OJJHOTO TOJIBKO pasyMa». Bo-repBbix, KaHT
3arparvBaeT TeMY SBJIEHWMS YMOHAcTPOEHUS® B UyB-
CTBEHHO BOocCHprHMMaeMoM Mmupe (cMm.: AA 05, S. 99;
KanT, 1997a, c. 549) — mpexxzie TeMaTVKa KaHTOBCKOIO
TPpaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIBHOTO VjleaI3Ma IIPVIMEHVTEIIBHO K
YMOHACTPOEHUIO KaK-IM00 3HAYMMO He IIPOSIBIISIIaCh.
Bo-Bropslx, KaHT 3aTparuBaer mmpobsieMy Hen3MeHHO-
CTV YMOHACTPOEHMS B IIporpecce K 1o0py (cm.: AA 05,
S. 123 Anm.; Kant, 1997a, c. 621 npwm.). B-Tpersux,
B YYEHWI O METOIe YVCTOrO IIPaKTMYeCKOro pasy-
Ma KEéHMrcOeprckmm procod CTaBUT BOIIPOC O «Me-
TOfIe YCTaHOBJIEHWMS M KYJIBTYpe VMICTMHHO MOPaJIbHO-
ro obpasa Mbicier» (AA 05, S. 153; Kaut, 1997a, c. 703).
B sToM mocrremHeM citydae, TIOXKaiTy¥l, MOXKHO ake
CKa3aTk, YTO MeXAy «KpuTHKOV ITpaKTI4YecKoro pasy-
Ma» 1 «Pesuruen B mpezesiax OfHOIO TOJIBKO pa3yMa»
IIpoJIeraeT HeKOTOpast IIPOIIacTb.

Ho npexpe ueM mepenTy K TPaKTaTy O PeIVTUM,
s 3aTPOHY ABe TEKCTOJIOIMYecKye CIOKHOCTU pPas3HoO-
IIIEPCTHOIO CUTYaTMBHOTO IepeBOjia KaHTOBCKOIO II0-
matust Gesinnung B «KpuTHKe IPaKTUYeCKOro pasy-
Ma». MHOTOKpaTHO IIpVIMEHSIEMBIN 311eCh ISl TIEPEBO-
ma 0bopoT «obpa3s MBICIIEN» CTABUT IIE€pert HaMy IIPo-
OrleMy pasimaeHMs ABYX KaHTOBCKMX TepMMHOB: Ge-
sinnung v Denkungsart, a oHM TOPOV IIPOM3HOCITCS
KanToM Ha ogHOM AbIxaHMM®. 3acTaBiIsieT CIOThIKAThb-
Cs1 B HeKOTOPBIX KOHTEKCTax TakKe BBIOpaHHBIT ACMY-
com m ['ymeirovt n BpemeHamu coxpansieMmbii CoroBbe-
BBIM BapMaHT «yOexueHue»". B ToM dmciie 11 1o3ToMy
MHe IIpeficTaBiIsgeTcs Ooslee yIaduHBIM BapMaHT «yMO-
HacTpoeHwe», MO0 OH He COBHaaeT C APYTUMM TePMU-
HaM¥ 13 OIM3KOr0 IOHSTUITHOTO PSAia, KOTOPBIV MMe-
erca y KanTa g ciosa Gesinnung.

®KaHT 37ech, IOXOXe, IMPaKTUYEeCKU OTOX/IECTBIISeT yMOHa-
crpoeHre ¢ xapakrepoM. OfHAKO B MHBIX KOHTEKCTaX OH OT-
YeT/INBO Pasfe/sieT MOpaIbHOe YMOHACTPOEHME 11 MOPAJIbHBIN
xapakrep (cMm.: AA 05, S. 157; Kanr, 1997a, c. 715).

® «... eine solche Gesinnung und Denkungsart» («... Takoe Ha-
CTpO€HMe M Takom oOpa3 MBICIV» B JIBYS3bIMHOM W3IaHWI)
(AA 05, S.116; Kanr, 1997a, c. 599).

7 «Die Uberzeugung von der Unwandelbarkeit seiner Gesinnungen
im Fortschritte zum Guten...» («YOeXxyeHne B HeM3MEHHOCTI
CBOEVI HAaCTPOEHHOCTVI B ITporpecce K I00poMy ...» B By I3bIIHOM
vsnanum) (AA 05, S. 123 Anm.; Kant, 19974, c. 621 ipum.).
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apprehended by the senses (KpV, AA 05, p. 99; Kant,
19964, p. 219), the topic of Kant’s transcendental ide-
alism with reference to Gesinnung was not previous-
ly mentioned in any significant way. Second, Kant
touches on the problem of the immutability of Gesin-
nung in the progress towards the good (KpV, AA 05,
p- 123n; Kant, 1996a, p. 239n). Third, in the teaching
on the method of pure practical reason Kant raises
the question of “the method of founding and culti-
vating genuine moral dispositions” (KpV, AA 05,
p- 153; Kant, 1996a, p. 262). In the latter case one
might say that there is a certain gap between the Cri-
tique of Practical Reason and Religion within the Bounds
of Bare Reason.

However, before I pass on to the treatise on
religion I would like to mention two textologi-
cal difficulties stemming from disparate contextu-
al translations of Kant’s concept Gesinnung in the
Critique of Practical Reason. The multiple use of the
translation “mode of thinking” confronts us with the
problem of distinguishing two Kant’s terms: Gesin-
nung and Denkungsart, which Kant sometimes utters
in the same breath.® The variant “conviction” cho-
sen by Asmus and Gulyga and sometimes retained
by Solovyov also makes one stumble.” It is partly
due to this that I think “umonastroenie” is a more fe-
licitous term because it does not coincide with other
terms from the same semantic field that Kant uses
for Gesinnung.

Besides, it has to be noted that this transla-
tion has long, though not invariably, been used in
Russian editions of Hegel.® I believe the choice of
this variant by Sudakov in the Groundwork, and
by Ludmila Kryshtop in Kant’'s Feyerabend Lec-
tures on Natural Law is justified. Another reason
that prompts the use of this notion is that in Ge-
sinnung Kant actualises not only the intellectual
but in some ways the sensible component, which

¢ “[...] eine solche Gesinnung und Denkungsart” (cf. “[...] such a
disposition and cast of mind [...]”) (KpV, AA 05, p. 116; Kant,
1996a, p. 233).

7 “Die  Uberzeugung wvon der Unwandelbarkeit seiner
Gesinnungen im Fortschritte zum Guten [...]” (cf. “ Conviction of
the immutability of one’s disposition in progress toward the
good seems [...]”) (KpV, AA 05, p. 123n; Kant, 1996a, p. 239n).
8 For examples cf. Hegel 2009, pp. 211-212, § 268; Hegel,
1990, p. 292; Hegel, 1986, p. 251, § 32; pp. 251-252, § 33; p. 252,
§ 34; Hegel, 1971, p. 55. In § 32 of Philosophical Propedeutics
the concept Gesinnung is translated as “umonastroenie”, also,
however as “mode of thinking”. The concept is translated as
“mode of thinking” in some other works of Hegel (cf. Hegel,
1992, p. 495, § 515; Hegel, 1977, p. 340; Hegel, 1989, p. 348;
Hegel, 1959, p. 252).



Kpome Toro, cTouT OTMETUTB, YTO IIOHOOHBIN IIe-
peBoJI, yXe IpOdO/DKUTeSIbHOe BpeMsd — IIyCThb U He
BO BCeX CJIydasgxX — VCIIOJIBb3YeTCs B PYCCKMX M3IaHU-
sx Tereszs®. Betbop mimeHHO 3TOro Bapmanrta Cymako-
BbIM B «OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHUM K MeTadpusnKe HpaBoB», a
J1.2. Kpprrron B «EcrecTBeHHOM 11paBe dDerviepabeH;i»
MHe Ka’keTcsi onpasgaHHeM. Elrie ogHa mpuanHa o6pa-
TUTBCS IMEHHO K 9TOMY IIOHSTUIO COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
KanT B c1yuae Gesinnung akTyaausupyeT He TOJIBKO
VHTeJUIeKTYasIbHYI0, HO, HEKOTOPBIM 0Opa3oM, 1 4yB-
CTBEHHYIO COCTaBJISAIONIYI0. DTO MOHATHO KaK U3 IIpe/l-
BICTOPUY Hapeumns gesinnet B OMOIIeVICKIIX IIepeBoaX,
Tak U n3 npunuceiBauus Gesinnung 1 Xp.A. Kpysuewm,
1 MeH/e1bcOHOM He [Iyllle B cMBbICTIe Seele, a AyIie B
cMpicite Gemiit, a TOC/IeNHsASA KakK pa3 oobeMyieT B cebe
VI YMCTBeHHYIO, ¥ YyBCTBeHHYIO, ¥ BOJIEBYIO COCTaBJIs-
toryie. B aTom cMblciie Gesinnung HarloMHaeT HeKOTO-
pele TumuHble A1 KaHTa moHSATMS-TMOpuabl, mpu-
3BaHHBIe I1epeOpPOCUTh MOCTBI MEXIy HeITPOXOHVIMEI-
MU cpepam, KaK, HallpuMep, yBakeHre B IIpaKTude-
cxomt dpvtocodmm MM cxeMa KakK TpaHCIIeHIeHTalb-
HOe BpeMeHHOe oIlpefie/leHVie B TeopeTuyecKor u-
socodpum. V1 ecsi B HaCTpOeHMM VIV HaCTPOEHHOCTHU
IpeBaIpyeT HeHYy>XKHas IICUXOJIOrMyecKasl COCTaBIIs-
IoITasl, Ha KOTOPYIO JKaJIyIoTCsl ITPOTUBHMKY aHITIN-
CKOro attitude, HO PV 3TOM BCe K€ IIOIUYEepPKVBAETCS
HeKWV 9yBCTBEHHBIV VJIM, BbIpakasiCh COBPeMeHHBIM
S3BIKOM, SMOLIMOHAJIBHBIV IUIaH, TO B YMOHACTPOeHWN
BCe 3TO OOBEIVIHEHO C MHTeJIIeKTyaIbHo cpeport. K
BO3MOKHBIM HeJIocTaTKaM TaKOro BapyaHTa MOYKHO OT-
HeCTW I103JHeCOBETCKIII KOHTEKCT, B KOTOPOM ITOHSITIe
YMOHACTPOeHMsI OBUIO HECKOJIBKO 3aTePTO ero IprMe-
HeHVeM K PasJIMYHBIM IOJIMTUYECKUM -M3MaM, IOf-
pasyMeBaBIINM K TOMY ke HedTO KOJIJIeKTMBHOe, a He
VHIVBUyaJIbHOe, KaK 3TO MMeeT MecTo y Kanra. Of1-
HaKo ceyJac ¥ 3TOT KOHTEKCT y ke CTaJI ICTOPVeTL.

Eciint xe, He obpaliiast BHMMaHVe Ha COBpeMeHHOe
repesioBoe aHIJIOA3bIUHOe KaHTOBe[leHWe, OTKPBITh
citosapu He XXI B, a korna XVIII — wagana XIX B. n
OLIEHUTB BO3MOXXHBIE PyCCKMe ITepeBOJIbI C 3TOV TOUKM
3peHvs, TO MBIl OOHApy>XMM, YTO IO CpaBHEHMIO C ce-
penunot XVIII B. x 1798 r. Gesinnung y>ke cTajyo cTaH-
JIapTHBIM CJIOBapHBIM CJIOBOM. B crioBape liBaHa AH-
npeesuya lermva (1759—1821) 1801 r., To ecTh B M3a-

8 B xauectBe npumepos cm.: (Hegel, 2009, S. 211—-212, § 268;
Terens, 1990, c. 292; Hegel, 1986, S. 251, § 32; S. 251—252, § 33;
S. 252, § 34; I'erertw, 1971, c. 55). ITpaBna, B § 32 «®mmocod ko
rporiesieBTUKM» Gesinnung IepeBoIUTCS M KaK «yMOHacTpoe-
HMe», 1 KaK «00pa3 Mblcsiert». Kak «o0pa3 MbICiier» 3TO IOHS-
Tve TeperaHo U B psae Apyrux pabor I'eress (cm.: Hegel, 1992,
S. 495, § 515; TI'erers, 1977, c. 340; Hegel, 1989, S. 348; I'eress,
1959, c. 252).
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is clear both from the pre-history of the adverb ge-
sinnet in biblical translations and from the fact that
both C.A. Crusius and Mendelssohn ascribe Gesin-
nung not to the soul in the sense of Seele, but to the
soul in the sense of Gemiit, the latter comprising in-
tellect, senses and will. In that sense Gesinnung re-
sembles some hybrid concept characteristic of Kant,
called upon to build bridges between impenetrable
spheres such as: respect in practical philosophy or
scheme as a transcendental, temporal definition in
theoretical philosophy. While “mood” or “dispo-
sition” has an unnecessary psychological connota-
tion which the opponents of the English “attitude”
complain about, umonastroenie, still stressing a sen-
sible or emotional level (to use modern terminolo-
gy), combines all this with the intellectual sphere.
Perhaps a shortcoming of this variant is the late So-
viet context in which the concept of Gesinnung was
somewhat overused to refer to various -isms which,
among other things, imply something collective and
not individual as with Kant. Today though this con-
text has become history.

However, if we ignore advanced modern
English-language studies and open not twen-
ty-first-century dictionaries but those of the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth century we will find
that, compared with the middle of the nineteenth
century, by 1798 Gesinnung had become a standard
dictionary entry. The 1801 dictionary by Ivan Geim
(in German: Heym, 1759—1821), i.e. a dictionary
published in Kant’s lifetime, unequivocally defines
the verb gesinnen as “to cerebrate” and “to think”
and not “to feel”. Besides, it connotes intention, de-
sign and disposition. For Gesinnung only two vari-
ants are proposed: “opinion” and “thought” (Heym,
1801, p. 430). Another dictionary published at the
time of the Metaphysics of Morals has this interpre-
tation of the adverb gesinnet: “to be disposed” and
“to have the spirit,” of which the Church Slavonic
equivalent is “to mind”. Gesinnung is understood
as “disposition” and “intention” (Gesellschaft von
Gelehrten, 1798, p. 679). These dictionaries of Kant's
time demonstrate several important features. First,
we clearly see in them precisely the intellectual and
not the sensible connotation of Gesinnung (“to cere-
brate”, “to think”, “thoughts”). Second, the Church
Slavonic equivalent, mentioned above with refer-
ence to Bible translations, “to mind”, confirms its
intellectual interpretation. Third, the word carries
the connotations of intention, design as well as dis-
position. As for “opinion”, it is totally unsuited for
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HWW, BBIIIIENIIEM elrle Ipy Xu3Hu KaHTa, 11715 m1aroia
gesinnen COBEPIIIEHHO HEIBYCMBICJIEHHO yKa3blBaeTCs
3Ha4YeHVe «MBICTIUTB» U «IIyMaTh», a He «dyBCTBOBATH».
Kpowme Toro, 3mecs IpUCyTCTBYIOT ellle U 3Ha9eHWsI Ha-
MepeHMsl, YMBICIIa ¥ pacIioyIokeHs. B orHomenmm xe
Gesinnung mpepyIaraeTcs TOJIBKO JIBa BapuaHTa: «MHe-
Hue» M «MbIcIb» (CI1oBaph HEMEIKO-POCCUTICKUT U
poccuricko-Hemertkuit, 1801, ct. 430). B mpyrom cio-
Bape BpeMeH «MeTadv3mKy HpaBoOB» Hapedme gesit-
net TOIKyeTCs TaK: «OBITh PACIIOIIOKEHHBIM» W «IMeThb
IoyX» dYeMy B IIepKOBHOCJIABSHCKOM COOTBETCTBYET
«MYIpCTBOBaTh». Gesinnung ke MOHMMaeTcs KaK «pac-
rosiokeHve» 1 «HamepeHnme» (Vollstandiges Deutsch-
Russisches Lexicon, 1798, S. 679). D1t cioBapu KaH-
TOBCKOTO BpeMeHW IeMOHCTPUPYIOT HaM HeCKOIBKO
BaKHBIX HIOAHCOB. BO-ITepBBIX, MBI SICHO BUAMM B HVIX
VIMEHHO VHTEJUIEKTYaIbHYIO, a He YyBCTBEHHYIO CO-
CTaBJIsAIoNTyI0 ToHATHS Gesinnung («MBICIIUTE», «Ty-
MaTb», «MBICJIV»). Bo-BTOPBIX, COBEpIIIEHHO YeTKO yKa-
3bIBA€TCSI VI €ro IepKOBHOCJIABAHCKMV OSKBUBaJIEHT,
0 KOTOPOM paHee yXe ITIa pedb Ha IIpuUMepax Iiepe-
BOIIOB bubrmmi, — «MympcTBoBaTh», M OH CHOBa IIOM-
TBEPXKJaeT 3TO WHTEIUIEKTYaIICTCKOe TOJIKOBAHIIE.
B-TpeTr1X, B JaHHOM CJIOBe IIPOCTYIIaeT 1 TeMa HaMe-
PpeHIs, yMBICTIa, a TaKXKe pacrioiokeHns. YTo ke Kaca-
eTcs «MHEHWS1», TO OHO COBEPIIIeHHO He IIOIXOMNT [IJIs
KaHTOBCKMX TEKCTOB. Bo3Bpariasick K yMOHaCTPOEHIIO,
HOAYepKHY, YTO OHO JAOBOJIBHO CHOCHO OTpa’kaeT 3Ty
VIHTEJUIEKTyaJIbHYIO COCTaBJISIONIYIO, He VICKJIIodast
PV 3TOM ¥ 4yBCTBEHHO-3MOIIVIOHAJIEHYTO.

3Ha4yeHMe YMOHACTPOEHM s
11 pmnocodpun pennrumn Kamra:
«Penurusa B mpegesiax OHOIO TOJIBKO pa3yMa»

Ha pycckoM si3pIKe mMeeTcs 1Ba IOJIHBIX M3HaHs
«Pemmuirun B ripefiesiax OfHOIO TOJIBLKO pasyMa» — B IIe-
pesore Coxososa (1908 r.), KOTOPBIT B KAHTOBCKOM CO-
Opanmmu countHenmt I'ymbirm (1994 1.) OblT oTpemakTm-
posaH AjtekcaHgpoM Bukroposnuem MiixarniioBbiM
(1938—1995). Kpome Toro, meppast 4acTb TpakTara —
«O0 M3HaYaJIEHO 3JI0M B YeJIOBEYECKOVI IPUpore» —
Obuta Ha ocHoBe Ilepesoma CokosioBa oITyOiIMKOBaHa
B COBETCKOM IINeCTUTOMHUMKe KaHTa Iof, pemaxiivent
Acmyca (1965 r). COKOJIOB VICITONIB30BaJI IIPeVMYyIiie-
CTBEHHO [1Ba BapMaHTa I nepesona Gesinnung: «o0-
pa3 meiciten» (AA 06, S. 32, 35, 37; Kanr, 1908, c. 29, 34,
36) 1 «HacTpoernue» (AA 06, S. 14, 38; Kant, 1908, c. 14,
37). B pemakiinm AcMmyca BapraHTOB 4y Thb OOJIBIIIE: «O0-
pas3 Meicien» (AA 06, S. 30, 35; Kant, 19656, c. 32, 37),
«HamepeHme» (AA 06, S. 37, 38; Kaur, 19656, c. 40, 41),
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Kant’s texts. Going back to Gesinnung, let me stress
that it adequately reflects the intellectual component
without excluding the sensible and emotional one.

The Significance of Gesinnung for Kant’s
Philosophy of Religion:
Religion within the Bounds of Bare Reason

There are two complete Russian editions of Re-
ligion within the Bounds of Bare Reason, translated by
Sokolov (1908), edited in Gulyga’s Kant collection
(1994) by Alexander Mikhailov (1938 —1995). In ad-
dition, the first part of the treatise, “On the Radical
Evil in Human Nature”, was published on the basis
of Sokolov’s translation in the Soviet six-volume col-
lected works of Kant and edited by Asmus (1965).
Sokolov used mainly two variants of translation of
Gesinnung: “mode of thinking” (RGV, AA 06, pp. 32,
35, 37; Kant, 1908, pp. 29, 34, 36; Kant, 2009, pp. 35,
39, 41) and “mood” (RGV, AA 06, pp. 14, 38; Kant,
1908, pp. 14, 37; Kant, 2009, pp. 13, 41). The Asmus
edition has slightly more variants: “mode of think-
ing” (RGV, AA 06, pp. 30, 35; Kant, 1965b, pp. 32,
37; Kant, 2009, pp. 33, 39), “intention” (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 37, 38; Kant, 1965b, pp. 40, 41; Kant, 2009, pp. 41,
42), “conviction” (RGV, AA 06, p. 14; Kant, 1965b,
p- 19; Kant, 2009, p. 13). The Mikhailov edition adds
still more variants: “mode of thinking” (Kant, 199%4c,
pp- 23, 25), “conviction” (Kant, 1994c, pp. 17, 38, 39),
“intention” (Kant, 1994c, p. 39), “disposition” (Kant,
199%4c, p. 185), “umonastroenie” (Kant, 1994c, p. 191,
219), “thoughts” (Kant, 1994c, p. 217). Thus, the
translation of Kant’s concept Gesinnung turns out
to be as situational® as in the the Critique of Practical
Reason edited by Solovyov. True, the translation of
the treatise on religion adds nothing new to the vari-
ants of translation of pre-critical works, the Meta-
physics of Morals and the Critique of Practical Reason.
Already in Crusius one can notice a convergence of
Gesinnung and Gedenkensart. In Kant’s Religion with-

® However, a noticeable degree of consistency is observed
in some parts: thus in section C, “Difficulties Opposing the
Reality of This Idea, and Their Solution” (Piece 2), Gesinnung
is almost everywhere translated into Russian as “mode of
thinking”, whereas in “General Comment” (Piece 4) mainly
as “conviction”. In another Slavic language — Polish — in
a translation of Religion within the Bounds of Bare Reason by
Alexander Bobko (cf. Kant, 2011) a uniform variant has been
chosen: “usposobienie”, which means on the one hand a mood
or disposition and on the other hand temper or character. The
same term is used in Polish to translate Weber’s expression
Gesinnungsethik.



«ybexnenme» (AA 06, S. 14; Kanr, 19656, c. 19). B pe-
Iaxm Xe MrixariyioBa BapraHTOB IIpM0aBIIIOCE: «00-
pa3 Mpicienn» (Kant, 19948, c. 23, 25), «yOexxmeHme»
(Kanr, 19948, c. 17, 38, 39), «<aamepenme» (Kant, 19948,
c. 39), «<mactpoeHHOCTH» (KauT, 19948, c. 185), «yMoHa-
crpoerme» (Kanrt, 19948, c. 191, 219), «mbicm» (KaeT,
19948, c. 217) — TeM caMBIM IIepeBOJI, KAHTOBCKOTO IT0-
HaATUA Gesinnung oKasbIBaeTcs 3/1eCh TaKVM JKe CUTYya-
TUBHBIM’, KaK U B «KpuUTI1Ke IIpaKTI4ecKoro pasyma»
nop, pemaxumert CornosbeBa. IlpaBra, mo cpaBHeHMIO
C y’Ke 3HaKOMBIMI BapVaHTaMM IIepeBofa IO IOKpU-
TUYeCKUM cOuMHeHMsM, «OCHOBOIIOJIIOKEHNIO K MeTa-
dske HpaBoB» 11 «KpuUTMKe IPaKTUIeCKOTo pasyMa»
HWYEeT0 HOBOTO B IIepeBOfaX TpaKTaTa O peJINIvN He
nobasuIock. Yxe y Kpysus 6bu10 3aMeTHO cOmvoKeHME
Gesinnung v Gedenkensart. Y Kanra e B «Perurvm B
IIpefiesax OIHOTO TOJIBKO pasyMa» BCTpedaeTcs Iapa
Gesinnung v Denkungsart. OcobeHHO B pemakiiuy Mu-
XaryIoBa MeXIy HUMV CTePJIVICh IIPAKTIYECKN BCSKIIe
pasymanst; 6osiee TOToO, OHM MHOT/IA KaK OyITO BCTAIOT
Ha MecTo ApYT Apyra.

[Tpobiiema 3Ta 11 BIIpaBAy cepbe3Hasi, IIOCKOIBKY Y
KanTa B camoMm ferle HaylM4Ha TEHAEHITNS K CVIHOHVI-
MWV 3TUX OBy X HoHATH . OTHAKO MeXIy HVMU B psifie
CJly4aeB MOMKHO ITPOBECTM JIOBOJIBHO IIPVMHIIMIIVIAIIb-
Hble pa3mans. Bo-mepsrix, B monaTmu Denkungsart Het
SIBHOW BOJIEBOV COCTaBJIAIOIIEN, a B Gesirmung OHa Me-
eT MecTO. Bo-BTOpPEIX, eciiit B «OCHOBOITOTIOXKEHUTA...» TI B
«KpuTHnke mpakTiueckoro pasyma» nongatue Gesinnung
Hepernko o0beaNHsIIO B cebe KaK UyBCTBEHHOE, TaK M
VHTEJUIeKTyaJIbHOe, TO TIoHATMe Denkungsart oTHO-
CUTCS VICKJTIOUMTENIBHO K cpepe MHTeIIeKTyaIbHOTO.
B-Tpetbux, B «Permirum B Irpeziesax OfHOrO TOJIBKO pas-
yMa» rioHsATHe Gesinnung v BoBce HepelKo OKasbIBaeTcs
OTHECEHHBIM K CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOMY, MHTeUINIOeIIb-
HOMY, B CBOVIX IJIyOVHaX Hello3HaBaeMOMY, B TO BpeMs
Kak 1oHgTre Denkungsart Kak HedTO MHTEIIIEKTYaslb-
HOe HaIIpaBJIeHO Bce ke, corytacHO «KpuTuike 4mcToro
pasyMa», Ha 9yBCTBEHHOCTb. HakoHerll, B-ueTBepTBIX,
nHorga moHsTue Denkungsart iprobpetaer y KanTa

 BripodyeM, B paMKax HEKOTOPBIX Pas/IeJIoB COXPAHSETCs 3a-
MeTHasl II0CIIe[IOBaTeIbHOCTD: TaK, B pasperne «TpymHocTM B
OTHOIIIEHVV PeaJIbHOCTV TOVI WJIEW M MX paspeleHve» (4. 2)
Gesinnung mouTyI Be3[ie IePEBOANTCS KaK «00pa3 MBICTIET», B TO
BpeMsi Kak B «O0I1ieM 3aMeYaHi O CpeICTBe CHMUCKaHWs Oyraro-
natv» (4. 4) — IpenMyIecTBeHHO Kak «yOexeHme». B mpyrom
CJIaBSIHCKOM $I3bIKe — IIOJIbCKOM — B IepeBojie «Pemrum B ripe-
JleJIax OJHOrO TOJIBKO pasyma» Asiekcarmpom bobOko (cm.: Kant,
2011) BeIOpaH eqVHBIN BapUaHT IlepeBoyia «usposobienie», ozHa-
YaroIINIL, C OFHOV CTOPOHBI, HACTPOEHMWeE U pacIIoJIOXKeHNe, a C
IPYTOIl CTOPOHBI, TEMIIEPaMeHT, HPaB, XapaKTep. DTOT e Tep-
MMH VCIIOJIB3YeTCs B IIOJICKOM SI3bIKE U IS IIepeBOfia BbIpake-
Hus M. Bebepa Gesinnungsethik.
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in the Bounds of Bare Reason these concepts Gesinnung
and Denkungsart make a pair. In Mikhailov’s edition
especially, practically all the differences are erased;
moreover, the terms are sometimes interchangeable.
It is indeed a serious problem because Kant does in-
deed tend to treat the two concepts as synonyms.
And yet in a number of cases fundamental differ-
ences can be found. First, the concept of Denkungsart
has no clear connotation of the will, while Gesinnung
does have it. Second, while in the Groundwork and in
the Critique of Practical Reason the concept of Gesin-
nung often combined the sensible and the intellec-
tual, the concept of Denkungsart pertains exclusively
to the intellectual sphere. Third, in Religion within
the Bounds of Bare Reason the concept of Gesinnung
not infrequently refers to the suprasensible, intelli-
gible and not comprehensible deep down whereas
the concept of Denkungsart as something intellectual
still gravitates, according to the Critique of Pure Rea-
son, to sensibility. Fourthly and finally, sometimes
the concept of Denkungsart in Kant acquires a spe-
cific meaning of the mode or method of interpreta-
tion, reasoning,'® which obviously does not suit the
term Gesinnung. Having said that, in some key parts
of the treatise on religion Kant treats these two con-
cepts almost as synonyms, and that includes Kant’s
reflections on the revolution of Gesinnung.

Before I pass on to the novel features the con-
cept of Gesinnung acquires in Kant’s treatise on re-
ligion I would like to recap the features of the term
known from his previous ethical works. The fea-
tures that are important for Kant include the close
inner connection between Gesinnung and maxim,
Gesinnung and virtue, the link between Gesinnung
and action, the struggle of Gesinnung against incli-
nations, the link of Gesinnung with character, the
role of Gesinnung in the progress towards the good,
the problem of nurturing Gesinnung, and finally, the
distinction between the phenomenon and the thing
in itself when discussing Gesinnung. On the other
hand, when discussing Gesinnung in Religion with-
in the Bounds of Bare Reason the opposition of ethics
and law as well as the link between Gesinnung and
moral law," and not just duty, recede into the back-
ground. Even so, what seem to be features of Gesin-
nung that occur in Kant’s previous works acquire a
new character.

10°A vivid example is Kant’ distinction between latitudinarians
and rigorists (RGV, AA 06, p. 22; Kant, 2009, pp. 22-23).
1 For a rare example ¢f. RGV, AA 06, p. 66; Kant, 2009, p. 73.
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crenYecKm CMBICII CITIOco0a 1TV METOJIA VICTOJIKO-
BaHS, VIHTEPIIPETAIINY, PAcCyXKIeHns', 9To SBHO He
nogxonuT A1 TepmuHa Gesinnung. Bce 3To He oTMeHs-
eT TOro (pakTa, 9YTO B HEKOTOPBIX KITIOUEBBIX pasziertax
TpaKTaTa O peJIIuM 3T 1Ba moHsATus y Kanra cOmm-
JKQFOTCSI ITIOUTV 10 CMHOHVIMVAVL, BKJTFOUAST VI KAHTOBCKVIE
pasmyMbs o peBororiiy B Gesinnung.

[Mpexzie yeM ¢ nieperiy K TeM HOBAIMSM, KOTOpPbIe
obpetaer moHsATHEe Gesinnung B TpakraTe KaHTa 0 pe-
JIUTUVI, OTMeYY YK€ M3BECTHBIE TI0 ITPEIbIIYIINM ero
STUYEeCKNM TIPOVM3BEIeHNSIM XapaKTePVCTUKM JaHHO-
ro tepmmHa. i1 KanTa coxpaHsioT BaXXHOCTb TecHas
BHYTPEHHSIS CBS3b MeX/Ty YMOHACTPOEeHMEM 1 MaKCU-
MOVI, YMOHACTPOEHVeM U J0OPOIeTeITbIO, B3aIMOCBSI3b
MeXIy YMOHACTPOEHWEM ¥ IOCTYIIKOM, Oopbba yMo-
HACTPOEHMS CO CKJIOHHOCTSIMMY, CBSI3b YMOHACTPOEHMS
C XapaKTepoM, poJIb yMOHACTPOeHNs B IIporpecce K JI0-
Opy, mpolilema BOCIIMTaHMS YMOHACTPOEHMs, HaKo-
Hell, pasJIideHye IIpy 0OCYy>XKAeHUN yMOHACTPOEHVIS
siBJIeHns U Belu B ceOe. C gpyrout cTopoHsl, B «Pemn-
MU B IIpelieriaX OIHOTO TOJIBKO pasyMa» IIpU 00Cyk-
TeHUV YMOHACTPOeHVIsI Ha BTOPOVI IVIaH YXOAUT IIpO-
TMBOIIOCTaBJIEHVIe STVKM U IIpaBa, a TakXe TeMa CBs-
3¥ YMOHACTPOEHMS C MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM', a He TIpo-
cTto nosirom. TeM He MeHee nake, Ka3asioch ObL, O0ILIie ¢
HPeABIIYITMI TPaKTaTaMy XapaKTePUCTMKI YMOHa-
cTpoeHMs obpeTatoT B counHeHmn KaHra o permmrnn
HOBBIE YePTHI.

Bo-1iepBbIX, yMOHAcTpOeHMe IIOHVMMAeTCs Tellepb
He IIPOCTO KaK MAaKCMMa, VI TeM Oojlee He KaK HEUTO
BHOC/IMO€E B MaKCHMY: YMOHACTpPOeHVe IIpe/ICTaBIIseT
cobort ocHoBaHMe (cM.: AA 06, S. 21; KanT, 19948, c. 20),
BHYTPEHHUI CyOBeKTVBHBIV IIPUHIMIT MaKCUM (CM.:
AA 06, S. 22 Anm., 37; KanT, 19948, c. 22 nopum,, 38),
repBoe CyOBEKTMBHOe OCHOBaHMeE HIPUHSTIS MaKCVM
(cm.: AA 06, S. 25, KanT, 19948, c. 25), mpaBuio evi-
crBuit (cM.: AA 06, S. 66; Kanr, 19948, c. 66). Camut pas-
HOOOpa3HBble MaKCUMBI HYXXIAIOTCS B HEKOeM IIPWH-
LIVITIe MJIVI OCHOBAHWM, B KadecTBe KOTOPOTO VI BBICTY-
ITaeT YMOHACTPOeHVEe — BEPOSTHO, B OTOM CJIydae 1
caMo OKasbIBaloIlleecs: YaCTHBIM CJIydaeM 0cobov Mak-
CVUIMBI, WJIVI MaKCVIMBI MaKCM. Bo-BTOpPBIX, MMetoIIasi-
Cs1 B3aVIMOCBSI3b € JJOOPOJIeTesIbIO M ITOCTYIIKOM OOpeTa-
eT HecKOJIBKO MHYIo Ipupony. OTHBIHe moOpomeTestb
KaK YMOHACTpPOeHE, IMeIoIas TBEPAYIO OCHOBY U Ha-
IIpaBJIeHHAas Ha TO, YTOOBI TOYHO VICTIOITHSITH CBOVA JTOJIT

10 HarIsiqHbI IpUMep — KaHTOBCKOE pasIMdeHne JIaTUTYIN-
Hapwues u puropucTos (cm.: AA 06, S. 22; KanT, 19948, c. 22).
1 Penxwit mpumep cM.: (AA 06, S. 66; KarT, 19948, c. 68).
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First, Gesinnung is now understood not only as a
maxim or something introduced into the maxim: Ge-
sinnung is the foundation (RGV, AA 06, p. 21; Kant,
2009, p. 21), the inner subjective principle of maxims
(RGV, AA 06, p. 22n, 37; Kant, 2009, p. 23n, 37), the
first subjective reason for espousing maxims (RGV,
AA 06, p. 25; Kant, 2009, p. 26), the rule of actions
(RGV, AA 06, p. 66; Kant, 2009, p. 74). The diverse
maxims themselves need some principle or ground-
ing, which is provided by Gesinnung, which in this
case probably turns out to be a particular case of a
special maxim, or a maxim of maxims. Second, the
existing interdependence between virtue and action
acquires a somewhat different nature. Henceforth
virtue, like Gesinnung, having a solid foundation
and aiming at precisely fulfilling its duty (RGV,
AA 06, p. 23n; Kant, 2009, p. 23n), itself attests to the
existence of Gesinnung. Moreover, only virtue can
demonstrate Gesinnung in all its glory (RGV, AA 06,
p- 35; Kant, 2009, p. 39). But if we consider virtue
outside the performance of an action, not as some-
thing manifest, it is hard to judge about its presence,
which is why one cannot assess Gesinnung simply
as a virtue, but also on the basis of acts as phenom-
ena (RGV, AA 06, p. 70n; Kant, 2009 p. 80n), and in
general we know about our Gesinnung and do not
measure it directly but only by actions (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 75-76; Kant, 2009, pp. 84-86). Thus, the question
here is not what has genuine moral value — Gesin-
nung or the action — but the fact that we have no
other source for assessing Gesinnung except an indi-
rect one in the shape of performed acts. Of course,
all this is only possible because now Gesinnung itself
is something unintelligible. And now it is time to
pass on to Kant’s innovations in his treatise Religion
within the Bounds of Bare Reason.

Kant persistently stresses that the underlying
subjective foundation of adopting maxims is un-
knowable (RGV, AA 06, p. 21n; Kant, 2009, p. 21n):
we are incapable of penetrating into “the depths”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 70), “the inner-
most element” (RGV, AA 06, p. 169; Kant, 2009,
p. 186)'? of Gesinnung (RGV, AA 06, p. 71; Kant,
2009, p. 81). Thus Gesinnung becomes a noumen,
and Gesinnung is from the beginning examined in
the framework of the opposition between virtus nou-
menon and virtus phaenomenon (RGV, AA 06, p. 14;
Kant, 2009, pp. 13-14). Gesinnung is not simply some-
thing intellectual (RGV, AA 06, p. 170n; Kant, 2009,

12 Cf. Friedrich Schiller “The Piccolomini”.



(em.: AA 06, S. 23 Anm.; KanT, 19948, c. 23 npum.), cama
CBUJIETEIBCTBYET O HAJIMYMV YMOHACTpOoeHms. bosee
TOTO, JIVIIIBL JOOPOIeTe b 1 MOXKET IIPOIEMOHCTPUPO-
BaThb YMOHACTPO€EHVIE BO BCEVl €ro Kpace ¥ Cwile (CM.:
AA 06, S. 35, KanT, 19948, c. 35). Ho ecitu MBI paccma-
TpvBaeM J10OpozIeTeIIb BHE COBEPIIIEH NS TIOCTYIIKa, He
KaK ABJIEHHYIO, HaM TPYAHO CYANTE O ee HaJIWYIN, IT0-
ceMy 00 YMOHACTPOEHMI MOXKHO CY/IUTB He IIPOCTO 110
oOpozeTey, a TOIIBKO 10 ITOCTYIIKaM Kak SIBJICHVSIM
(cm.: AA 06, S. 70 Anm.; KanuT, 19948, c. 73 mpum.), 11 BO-
o0rrie MBI 3HaeM O HallleM YMOHACTPOEHWN W M3Mepsi-
€M ero He HeIIOCPeICTBeHHO, HO JIIIIB II0 AejTaM (CM.:
AA 06, S. 75—76; Kant, 19948, c. 79). Takum obpasom,
371eCh BOIIPOC BOBCe He B TOM, UTO 0oOJIafjaeT IOMINH-
HOVI MOPaJIbHOV LIEHHOCTBHIO — yMOHACTPOEHVe VI
IIOCTYTIOK, a B TOM, YTO JIJIs Cy>KIeHMs 00 yMOHacTpoe-
HWM y Hac HeT VIHOTO MCTOYHMKA, KpOMe JINIITh KOCBeH-
HOTO B BUJIe COBEPIIIEHHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB. Pasymeercs, Bce
3TO BO3MOXKHO JIVIIIb IIOTOMY, UTO TeIlepb CaMO YMOHa-
CTpPOEHME eCcTh HeuUTO Helto3HaBaeMoe. V] cerryac camoe
BpeMsI IepeliTy K KaHTOBCKVM HOBAIlMSIM B TpaKTare
«Perrus B rpeeax OHOIO TOIBKO pasyMa».

KanT HacTOMY1BO OTUEPKMBAET, UTO TIEPBOE CYOh-
eKTVBHOEe OCHOBaHMe IIPUHSTIS MOPaIbHBIX MaKCUM
HertocTvoKMMO (cM.: AA 06, S. 21 Anm.; Kant, 19948,
c. 20 mpum.): B «xiryoumbe (AA 06, S. 63; KanT, 19948,
C. 64), B «COKpOBEHHeIIIYIO CyITHOCcTh» (AA 06, S. 169;
Kant, 19948, c. 182)"? yMOHACTpOEHMS MBI IIPOHMKHY Th
He cr1ocoOHbI (cM.: AA 06, S. 71; KanTt, 19948, c. 74).
Tem caMbBIM yMOHACTpOeHWe IIpeBpalllaeTcs B HOY-
MeH, a pacCMOTpeHVe YMOHACTPOEeHM: C CaMOro Hada-
JIa TIPOVICXOIIUT B paMKaX IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEHS Virtus
noumenon n virtus phaenomenon (AA 06, S. 14; Kawnr,
19948, c. 17). YMoHacTpoeHMe eCcTh He IIPOCTO HeYTO
uHTeIUTeKTyarbHOe (cM.: AA 06, S. 170 Anm.; Kanr,
19948, c. 183), a HOCUT CBepXUyBCTBEHHBINI XapaKTep
(cm.: AA 06, S. 67; KanT, 19948, c. 68) 1 MBICJINTCS B Ka-
JecTBe TOrO, 9TO OOOCHOBAHO CBEPXUYBCTBEHHO (CM.:
AA 06, S. 75 Anm.; KanT, 19948, c. 78 npum.). [Ipasna,
IaXke B 3TOM CBEPXYYBCTBEHHOM UeJI0BeuecKoe yMOHa-
CTpOeHMe BBICTyIIaeT JIMIIb B KadecTBe TOrO, IIepBO-
oOpasoMm s vero siBistetcs Gesinnung bora (AA 06,
S. 61—62; Kant, 19948, c. 61—62).

3pechk cpasy e IOSBJISETCS IIpo0iieMa BO3HWIK-
HOBEHVISI, OOpeTeHs], IIPOVMCXOXKIEHVSI YMOHACTpoe-
HVS Y 4esIoBeKa, TeM Oojlee yUUTBIBas, UTO OH HeceT
3a 3TO OTBETCTBEHHOCTh. KaHT IIperyiaraeT JOBOJIBHO
MTapaIoKCcaJIbHOe pellieHle 3TOVT Ipo0ieMbl. XOTs OH

2 Cp. ¢ «IIukkonomuam» [nnepa.
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p. 188n), but it has a suprasensible character (RGV,
AA 06, p. 67; Kant, 2009, p. 75) and is conceived of
as something that is grounded suprasensibly (RGV,
AA 06, p. 75n; Kant, 2009, p. 84). True, even in
suprasensibility the human Gesinnung is merely that
of which God’s Gesinnung is the forerunner (RGV,
AA 06, pp. 61-62; Kant, 2009, pp. 67-69).

This immediately throws up the question of the
emergence, acquisition and origin of man’s Gesin-
nung, all the more so because man is responsible
for it. Kant’s solution of the problem sounds rather
paradoxical. Although he declares that Gesinnung is
an inborn attitude, all it means is that its “procure-
ment” has not occurred in time — herein lies its “in-
nate characteristic” (RGV, AA 06, p. 25; Kant, 2009,
p- 26). “Outside time” means, in turn, in the sphere
of noumen and the suprasensible in the shape of ac-
cepting Gesinnung through a free expression of will
(ibid.).”® Because it has to do with something out-
side time, Kant probably believes there are grounds
for maintaining that Gesinnung aimed at the appli-
cation of freedom is one (ibid.), and as something
suprasensible is not divisible into periods (RGV,
AA 06, p. 70n; Kant, 1994c, p. 73n). From this it is
clear why the problem of acquiring Gesinnung is
not the overriding question of culture and peda-
gogy. This brings Kant to his impressive innovation,
viz. the question of the revolution of Gesinnung. He
contrasts the reform of empirical character (RGV,
AA 06, p. 47; Kant, 1994c, p. 49) — and man himself
creates character (RGV, AA 06, p. 21; Kant, 1994c,
p- 21)* — with the change in man’s heart (RGV,
AA 06, p. 47; Kant, 199%4c, p. 50):

[...] someone should become a human being
who is not merely legally but morally good
(pleasing to God), i.e., virtuous in terms of [virtue’s]
intelligible character (virtus noumenon) — who,
when he cognizes something as a duty, requires no
other incentive beyond this presentation of duty
itself — this cannot be brought about, so long as the
foundation of the maxims remains impure, through
gradual reform, but must be brought about through
a revolution in the attitude in the human being (a
transition to the maxim of the attitude’s holiness);
and he can become a new human being only through

¥ Manfred Kiihn (2007, p. 428) stresses in this connection that
this is not about our own individual choice, but about the fact
that Gesinnung is a property of the fallen human race.

4 On some problems of the connection between Gesinnung
and character as well as possible interpretations of the revolu-
tion of Gesinnung cf. Bloser, 2014, pp. 109-112.
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VI 3asIBJISIeT, YTO YMOHACTPOEHVE OKa3bIBAETCS HEKMM
BPOX/IEHHBIM 00pPa3oM MBICIIEV], 3TO O3HauaeT JIMIIb
TO, UTO ero IprobpeTeHVe CBePIIVIIOCH He BO BpeMe-
HU — B 9TOM ¥ COCTOUT €O «BPOXKIEHHOCTb» (AA 06,
S. 25; Kanr, 19948, c. 25). «He Bo BpeMeHM» 03HauaeT, B
CBOIO Ouepenb, — B cpepe HOyMeHaIbHOI'O, CBEpX4YB-
CTBEHHOTO B (popMe HEKOero IIPMHSTUS yMOHACTPO-
eHMs cBOOOIHBIM ITpon3sposieHmneM (cM.: AA 06, S. 25;
KanT, 19948, c. 25)°. I1ockoJIbKy pedb MJIET O YeM-TO
BHeBpeMeHHOM, KaHT, BEposSTHO, cumTaeT BIIOJIHe 000-
CHOBaHHBIM YTBepXXIeHMe O TOM, UTO YMOHAacTpoe-
HMe, HallpaBJIeHHOe Ha IIpVIMeHeHIe CBOOOIBI BOOO-
11e, ogHo (AA 06, S. 25; KanT, 19948, c. 25), 1 KaK HEYTO
CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOE OHO He [IeJINTCS Ha IIepPUOmbl (CM.:
AA 06, S. 70 Anm.; KauT, 19948, c. 73 mpum.). OTcrona
CTaHOBUTCS IIOHSATHO, IIOYEMY Tellepb IIpodiieMa oOpe-
TEHVSI YMOHACTPOEHMS He SIBJISIETCS IIPEVIMYITIeCTBEH-
HBIM BOILIPOCOM KYJIBTYPbI WJIV IEJarorukiu. B stom
csa3y KaHT puxoguT K cBoell BHYIIUTEJIbHOV HOBa-
LY, a UMEHHO K BOIIPOCY O PEBOIIOIIUY YMOHACTPOe-
=y OH IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISET pedpOPMY IMIIVPUUECKO-
ro xapakTepa (cMm.: AA 06, S. 47; KanT, 19948, c. 49) — a
JeJyIoBeK caM co3aeT xapakrep (cM.: AA 06, S. 21; Kanr,
19948, c. 21)* — M3MeHeHMIO B cepllle yYesioBeKa (CM.:
AA 06, S. 47, Kanr, 19948, c. 50):

...TO, YTO KTO-HUOYIIb CTAHOBUTCS HEe TOJIBKO IIO
3aKOHY, HO VI MOPaJIbHO JOOPBIM (OOrOyrofgHbeIM) Ye-
JIOBEKOM, T. €. T0OpOIeTeIbHBIM 110 YMOIIOCTUTaeMOTO
xapakrepy (virtus noumenon), KOTOPBIVI €CJIV OH YTO-
TO IIPV3HAET [I0JIFOM, OOJIBIIIE yoKe He Hy XKIaeTcs HUl B
KaKMX APYIVX MOTUBAX, KPOMe 3TOTO IIPeCTaBIeH s
0 caMOM JI0JITe, He MOXeT OBbITh BBI3BAHO ITOCTETIeH-
HOV pedpOpMOTI, TTOKa OCHOBaHVE MaKCVUM OCTaeTcs
HEUNCTBIM; a JJOJDKHO OBITh BBI3BAHO PEBOJIIOLIVIEV B
YMOHACTPOEeHII JeJIoBeKa (depes3 IIepexorl K MaKCMe
€r0 CBSITOCTH); ¥ HOBBIM YeJIOBEKOM OH MOXXET CTaTh
TOJIBKO Yepe3 HeKoe BO3POK/IeHNe, KaK Obl uepes HO-
Boe TBOpeHMe (VH 3:5 [...]) 1 M3MeHeHMe B ceprrie
(AA 06, S. 47; Kant, 19948, c. 50).

B Mandpen, KioH B 3TO CBSI3M IIOUYEPKMBAET, YTO Peub MIET
He 0 HeKOeM VMH/IVBU/IyaJIbHOM BbIOOpEe Hac CaMIX, a O TOM, YTO
YMOHACTpOeHVe eCTh CBOVICTBO ITa/jIIIero UesIoBeYecKoro poa
(em.: Kiihn, 2007, S. 428).

O HeKOTOpBIX IIpOOsIEMax CBSI3V PEBOJIIOLVM B YMOHACTPOe-
HWW C XapaKTePOM, a TaKXXe BO3MOXKHBIX VMCTOJIKOBAaHVISIX PEBO-
JTOTVVI B yMOHacTpoeHmn (cM.: Bloser, 2014, S. 109 —112).

> Tlepeson wcmpasiieH 1o opurmHairy. VH 3:5: «/ucyc orse-
4YaJI: ICTMHHO, MCTVMHHO TOBOPIO Tebe, ecin KTO He POIUTCS OT
Bosibl 1 [lyxa, He MoxeT Bovitn B LlapcTue Boxme» (cuHomasb-
e nepeson). Cp. B «[Ipepnourenun» Ilwwuiepa B nepesose
E. Orxkuama: «Ceppue cBoe ITOOEIVBIINY — TepOoVl, BOCXBaJIEHbs
JIOCTOVIHBI; / Ho nobGenmBmmmit cBoviM cepriieM — JOCTOVIHEN
xpastbl» (IIvmep, 1955, c. 217).
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a kind of rebirth, as if through a new creation (John
3:5 [...]) and a change of heart (RGV, AA 06, p. 47;
Kant, 2009, pp. 53-54)."

Proceeding implicitly from the “you can, there-
fore you must” logic Kant declares that in spite of
the faulty foundation of his maxims man accom-
plishes this revolution himself making himself a
kind man:

[...] the revolution is necessary for the way of
thinking (Denkungsart) but the gradual reform for
the way of sensing (Sinnesart) (which opposes the
former way with obstacles); and hence [each] must
also be possible for the human being. That is, if
through a single immutable decision the human be-
ing reverses the supreme basis of his maxims where-
by he was an evil human being (and thereby puts
on a new human being) then he is, to this extent, in
terms of the principle and the way of thinking (Den-
kungsart), a subject receptive to the good; but he is a
good human being only in continual acting and be-
coming, i.e., he can hope that with such purity in the
principle that he has adopted as the supreme max-
im of his power of choice; and with the stability of
this principle, he finds himself on the good (though
narrow) path of constant progress from the bad to the
better (RGV, AA 06, pp. 47-48; Kant, 2009, pp. 54-55).

This change looks differently in the eyes of God
and in the eyes of man; for God, who is capable of
penetrating into “the intelligible basis of the heart
(i.e., of all maxims of the power of choice)” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 48; Kant, 2009, p. 55), this infinite prog-
ress is an accomplished unity, which is why the
change can rightly be called a revolution; however,
for man in time the struggle against sensibility is in-
finitely prolonged and turns out to be a gradual re-
form. Nevertheless, Kant now speaks not so much
about culture and discipline as about revolution:
moral education must begin with the main thing —
correction of the mode of thought, the assertion of
character — and not with the consequences, i.e the
change of mores (ibid.).

® Cf. The Holy Bible, John 3:5: “Jesus answered, ‘Verily, verily
I say unto thee, unless a man be born of water and of the Spirit,
he cannot enter into the Kingdom of God’.” Cf. F. Schiller
“Preference”: “To triumph over the heart is great; I honour such
bravery. But I // think more of him who triumphs through
his heart” (Schiller, 1796 cited in Coleridge, 2002, [p. 353],
entr. 3131). (Cf. “Der Vorzug”: “Uber das Herz zu siegen, ist grofs,
ich verehre den Tapfern, // Aber wer durch sein Herz sieget, er gilt
mir doch mehr” (Schiller, 1962, p. 310)).



HesBHO oOTTasIKMBasCh OT JIOTMKM «TBI MOXKEIIlb,
VI60 ThI JOJIDKeH», KaHT 3asdBJIdAeT, 4UTo, HeCMOTpSI Ha
VICHOpLIEHHOCTb B OCHOBaHWMM CBOMX MaKCVM, YeJIOBEK
COOCTBEHHBIMI CWJIAMM COBEpIIIaeT 3Ty PEeBOJIIOLIMIO,
Testast ceOst TOOPBIM UeJIOBEKOM:

...peBoIIIOIVIST HeoOxommma It obpasa MbICTIent
(Denkungsart), a pyis obpasa uyscTB (Sinnesart) (koTo-
PBIVI TIPETISITCTBY €T e11) HeoOXo MMa ITOCTeTleHHast pe-
dopMa, 11 TTOTOMY OHVI BO3MOXKHBI TS YeJloBeKa. DTO
3HAYWT: eCIIM BBICIIIee OCHOBAHVIE CBOMIX MaKCHM, M3-3a
KOTOPOTO OH OBIT 37TBIM UeJIOBEKOM, OH HUCITpOBEpTa-
€T OIIHMM-€[IVHCTBEHHBIM TBEPIbIM pelleHreM (1 de-
pes3 3To obsTeKaeTcst B HOBOTO YesIoBeKa), TO B 3TOM CITy-
4ae OH IT0 IPMHIIMITY 1 o0pa3y Mbiciient (Denkungsart)
€cTh CyOBEKT, BOCTPUVMUMBEIN K JI0OPY, HO HOOPHIT
4YeJIOBeK OH TOJIBKO B OeCIIpepBIBHOVI JIeSTeIBbHOCTV
VI CO3M/TAaHWM, T. €. OH MOXeT HaflesThCsl, 9TO MPY Ta-
KOVI YVCTOTe IIPUHIIVIIA, KOTOPBIVI OH B35UT 3a BBICITIYIO
MaKCVMYy CBOErO IIPOVM3BOJIEHNS, M IPU TBEPHOCTH
TOTO IIPUHIINIIA OH HAXOIUTCS Ha JOOPOM (XOTS M y3-
KOM) Iy TV IOCTOSIHHOTO 061keHus Bneped OT IUIOXOTO K
nyumreMy (AA 06, S. 47 —48; KanT, 19948, c. 50).

Dra rlepeMeHa BBIIJISANT ITO-pa3sHOMY B IJIazax bora
7 B T71a3ax YeJioBeKa: [Tt bora, crtocobHOro IpoHMKaTh
B «MHTeJUIMIMOeJIbHOe OCHOBaHMe ceprlia (Bcex Mak-
cuM T1pomsBorteHs)» (AA 06, S. 48; KanT, 19948, c. 51),
3TOT OeCKOHEUHBIVI IIPOTrPecc eCcTh HeKoe CBePIIVIBIIIe-
€ecsl e[IVIHCTBO, B CBS3M C YeM M3MEHEHe BIIpaBe Ha3bl-
BaTbhCS PEBOJIIOIIMEN], OJTHAKO IIJTS UeJIoBeKa BO BpeMe-
HY 6opp0a ¢ TyBCTBEHHOCTHIO HOCUT OeCKOHEYHO 1071
TV XapaKTep ¥ OKa3bIBaeTCs ITOCTEIIEHHO pedop-
mont. Tem He meHee KaHT Terlepb roBOpUT He CTOJIBKO
0 KYJIBType M JVCLIMIUINHE, CKOJIBKO MIMEHHO O PeBO-
JIIOLIVVE: MOpaJIbHOE BOCIHWTAHME IIOJDKHO HadMHAaTb-
CSI C TJIaBHOTO — C WCTIpaBJIeHMsI oOpasa MBICTIEV, C
YTBEPXK/IEHMS XapaKTepa, a He CO CIJIEJICTBUIT — C W3-
MeHeHM1 HpaBoB (cM.: AA 06, S. 48; KaxT, 19948, c. 51).

PeBomronyist B yMOHACTPOEHUI IIPVUBOLAUT K TBOpe-
HVIO HOBOI'O UeJIOBeKa, IIpoTuBoIiocTasisieMoro Kan-
TOM BETXOMY 4YeJIOBEKY, VI STOT HOBBIVI UeJIOBEK paccMa-
TPMBAETCS VM JIBOVICTBEHHO: KaK «MHTEJUINIMOeIIbHOe
cymectBo» (AA 06, S. 74; Kaut, 19948, c. 77) B cBoeM
mpeobpa’keHHOM YMOHACTPOEHMM V1 KaK Bee TO e -
3MYeCKOe CYIIIECTBO, IOfIeXalliee MOPaJIbHOMY CYAy U
HaKa3aHWIO B CMBIC/Ie BETXOTO YeJIOBEKa 3a ero IOCTYTI-
KV VI YMOHACTPO€eHVIe 10 CBEPILVBIIEVICS PEBOILIOLIVINL.
Crpamanmst xe 1 Oefbl BETXOIO UeJIoBeKa VICTOJIKOBbI-
BarOTCs KEHUTCOeprckmM prtocodpoM Kak ITOBOTT K TIC-
IIBITAHIO U YIIPA’KHEHWIO JJ15 ITPeoOpakeHHOTro YMO-
HaCTPOEHM HOBOTO JesioBeka (cM.: AA 06, S. 75 Anm.;
Kanr, 19948, c. 78 mpum.).
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The revolution in Gesinnung leads to the creation
of a new man whom Kant contrasts with the an-
cient man, the new man having a dual nature: as “an
intelligible being” (RGV, AA 06, p. 74; Kant, 2009,
p- 83) in his transformed Gesinnung and as still a
physical being subject to moral judgement and pun-
ishment in the sense of the ancient man for his acts
and Gesinnung before the revolution. Meanwhile
Kant interprets the trials and tribulations of the an-
cient man as a pretext for the trial and exercise of
the new man’s transformed Gesinnung (RGV, AA 06,
p- 75n; Kant, 2009, p. 84n).

But how exactly does the transition from the evil
to the virtuous Gesinnung happen? Does the above-
said mean that there can only be one revolution and
that it is irreversible? And that after it takes place
only the degree of approximation to good in the
earthly life in the process of reformation may dif-
fer substantially from person to person even with
a kind Gesinnung? Considering Kant’s thesis on ne-
science of Gesinnung and its suprasensible character,
these questions are particularly difficult to answer
and if an answer is at all possible it would most like-
ly be apophatic, i.e. proceeding from the lack of time
in the intelligible. Thus Kant maintains: “[...] the
transformation of the evil human being’s attitude
into that of a good human being must be posited in
the change, in conformity with the moral law, of the
supreme inner basis for the adoption of all his max-
ims, insofar as this new basis (the new heart) is now
itself unchangeable” (RGV, AA 06, p. 51; Kant, 2009,
p- 58). In this connection what comes to the fore is
the theme of the constancy of the new Gesinnung
of progress towards the good (RGV, AA 06, pp. 14,
67; Kant, 2009, pp. 13-14, 75), while good Gesinnung
brings confidence in its stable and durable charac-
ter (RGV, AA 06, pp. 70-71; Kant, 2009, p. 79). Kant
uses the term Sinnesinderung to describe “[...] An
exit from evil and an entry into the good, the put-
ting off of the old human being and the putting on
of the new one,” when “the subject dies unto sin
(hence also unto all inclinations insofar as they mis-
lead us into sin) in order to live unto justice” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 74; Kant, 2009, pp. 82-83). To the best of
my knowledge Kant uses this term only in Reli-
gion within the Bounds of Bare Reason (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 166, 173, 174, 183, 188, 196n), interpreting it as
the putting on of the new man and a second birth
(RGV, AA 06, p. 196n; Kant, 2009, p. 217n).

In Kant’s time probably the most authoritative
author on the issue of Sinnesinderung was Siegmund



A.H. Kpyrnos

Ho kakmMM KOHKpPETHO CIIOCOOOM OCYIIeCTBIIseT-
Cs1 3TOT IIPOIIecC IIepexofa OT IIOPOYHOIO0 YMOHACTPO-
eHMs K JobponopsmouHomy? O3HadaeT JIV CKa3aHHOe
BBIIIIE, UTO PEBOJIIOLIVS MOXKET OBITh TOJIBKO OffHA 1 OHa
HeoOpatmma? VI 4To mocsle ee CBepIIeHMs JIVIIIEL CTe-
IIeHb PUOIIVDKeHNS K JOOPY B 3€MHOV KMU3HU MOXKET
B IIporiecce pedOpMMUpPOBaHMS CYIIeCTBEHHO OTIIN-
4aThCs Y TOTO VIV VIHOTO YeJIoBeKa [Iaske IIpy IoOpoM
yMOHAcTpoeHMM? YUnThIBasi KAHTOBCKUV Te3VIC O He-
II03HaBaeMOCTV YMOHACTPOeHWs, er0 CBePXUyBCTBEH-
HOM XapaKTepe, OTBeUaTh Ha 3TM BOIIPOCHL OCOOEHHO
TPYIIHO, a €CJIV ¥ BO3MOXKHO, TO, CKOpee, JIMIIIb artoda-
TUYECKN, TO €CTh OTTAJIKMBAsICh OT OTCYTCTBSI BpeMe-
HU B MHTeUmMIrmbensHoM. Tak, KaHT yTBepKaaeT: «...
IIpeBpallieHe yMOHACTPOEHS 37I0T0 YeJIoBeKa B YMO-
HacTpoeHMe J0Oporo dejioBeKa 3aKJII09aeTcs B M3Me-
HEHWV BBICIIIETO BHYTPEHHET0 OCHOBAHMS IIPUHSTIS
BCEX €r0 MaKCMM COOOpa3sHO C HPaBCTBEHHBIM 3aKO-
HOM, ITIOCKOJIBKY 3TO HOBOe OCHOBaHVe (HOBOe cepiilie)
Tellepb caMo Hem3MeHHO» (AA 06, S. 51; KanT, 19948,
c. 54). B aTom cBA3M Ha IEPBBIVI IUIAH Y HETO BBIXOAT
TeMa IIOCTOSHCTBa 3TOr0 HOBOI'O YMOHACTPOeHVS IIPO-
IOBVDKeHU:S K Ao0py (cm.: AA 06, S. 14, 67; KanT, 19948,
c. 17, 69), n camo Oraroe yMOHaCTpOeHVIe ITPUBHOCUT
ZioBepue K ero IMpoYHOCTM 1 ycronumsocTu (AA 06,
S. 70—71; Kanrt, 19948, c. 72—73). «VIcxop, 13 371a 1 BCTY-
IUTeHMe B 10OpO, COBJIeUeHe BETXOrO UejioBeKa 1 00-
JledeHVie B HOBOTO», IIPU KOTOPOM «CyOBEKT yMMpaeT
IUIS Tpexa (CJIeloBaTelIbHO, VI IIJIS BCeX CKIJIOHHOCTEVL,
ITIOCKOJIBKY OHW Ha 3TO COOJIa3HSIOT), YTOOBI XWUTD TI0
CIIpaBeJIMBOCTI», KaHT oIMchIBaeT IIpyi IOMOIIIN Tep-
MuHa Sinnesinderung (AA 06, S. 74; Kant, 19948, c. 77).
DTO MOHSATME OH YIIOTpPeOIIsieT, HaCKOJIBKO 5 MOTY CY-
OWUTh, JTUIIb B «Peyiurvm B IIperesiax OXHOTO TOJIb-
Ko pasyma» (cMm.: AA 06, S. 166, 173, 174, 183, 188, 196
Anm.), ToHMMas ero Kak odJiegeHve B HOBOIO YeJIoBe-
Ka 1 BTOpoe poxyeHme (cMm.: AA 06, S. 196 Anm.; Ka#nT,
19948, c. 215 npum.).

BeposTHo, omHMM 113 Hanboslee aBTOPUTETHBIX aB-
TOpOB B Bompoce Sinnesinderung Bo BpemeHa KanTa
ObUI cTaprmy OpaT M3BecTHOro MeTadpu3mKa, SUrMyH,
SIko6 baymrapren (1706—1757). B «[logpobHOM m3710-
JKEHWM TEOJIOTMYECKOVT MOPaJIV» OH ITOCBAIIAET JaXke
rnaBy «Von der Sinnesdnderung oder Bekehrung»
aTont TeMe (Baumgarten, 1767, S. 314—373). Cam KanT
o0bsicHs1 Bekehrung, vy HeKoe MopasibHOe JI10o pe-
JIUTVIO3HOE VICIIpaBJIeHe, B OT/IYVe OT IIPOCTO YIIyd-
IIeHMs CJIemy oM obpasom: «Yiryumrenme (Beflerung)
VIMeeTCs, eCJIVi XUBYT VHaue; oopateHue (Bekehrung)
XKe, ecI 00JIaaloT IIPOYHBIM OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHEM 1
IIPOYHBIM OCHOBaHMEM HUKOITIA He XXWUTb MHade, Kpo-
Me Kak jJo0pozieTenibHO» (AA 28, S. 1576). 1 311ech cHOBa
BIIHBI TOUKV [IepecevueHVIss KAHTOBCKMX PaCCy KIeH
C IMETU3MOM BpeMeH ero I0HOCTL.
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Jacob Baumgarten (1706—1757), the brother of a
well-known metaphysician. In Ausfiihrlicher Vortrag
der theologischen Moral he devotes a whole chapter,
“Von der Sinnesdnderung oder Bekehrung”, to this
topic (Baumgarten, 1767, pp. 314-373). Kant himself
explained Bekehrung, or a moral or religious con-
version, unlike mere improvement, in the following
way: “Improvement (Beflferung) is when people live
differently; conversion (Bekehrung) is when they have
a determination and a solid foundation for never liv-
ing in any other than a virtuous way”* (V-Mo/Mron,
AA 27, p. 1576). Here again we see a convergence of
Kant’s reflections with the pietism of his youth.

Kant’s treatise on religion has new terms com-
pared with his previous ethical writings. They are
Herzensgesinnung' (RGV, AA 06, pp. 115, 159, 184)
and Religionsgesinnung (RGV, AA 06, pp. 147, 170n,
182, 201). Religious Gesinnung is a subjective supra-
sensible principle of morality within us inherent in
the unknowable property of freedom (RGV, AA 06,
p- 170n; Kant, 2009, p. 187n). The religion of reason
developed by Kant presupposes a morally good Ge-
sinnung (RGV, AA 06, p. 116; Kant, 2009, p. 128), the
service of the heart in Gesinnung aimed at obser-
vance of commandments (RGV, AA 06, p. 192; Kant,
2009, p. 213). Kant’s interpretation of prayer as the
animation of Gesinnung (RGV, AA 06, p. 195n; Kant,
2009, p. 216n), as the awakening of Gesinnung in the
soul (Gemiit) (RGV, AA 06, p. 193; Kant, 2009, p. 214)
is also unusual. The true spirit of prayer, according
to Kant, is “a heartfelt wish to be pleasing to God in
all our doing and refraining, i.e. the attitude, accom-
panying all our actions, of pursuing these as if they
were done in the service of God [...]” (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 194-195; Kant, 2009, p. 216). A renewed ritual of
communion may be a means of animating within
the church community “the moral attitude of broth-
erly love as which this community is conceived”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 200; Kant, 2009, p. 220).

Conclusion

Speaking about the late Metaphysics of Morals
(1797 —1798), in my opinion, Kant added nothing
new to the concept of Gesinnung. Some specificities
may include direct identification of morality with

16 “Beflerung ist, wenn man anders lebt, Bekehrung aber ist, wenn
man den festen Grundsatz und die sichre Grundlage hat, daf8 man
niemahls anders als tugendhaft leben werde.”

7 In these cases the proposed variant of Russian translation —
“umonastroenie” — is particularly problematic.



B tpaxTare KanTa 0 pesmmrnm 1o cpaBHEHMIO C IIpe-
IOBITYIIMMM STUYECKMMM ITPOVM3BEIEHVSIMU TI0SIBIISI-
IOTCS VI HOBblE TepMUHBL — Herzensgesinnung' (AA 06,
S. 115, 159, 184) u Religionsgesinnung (AA 06, S. 147, 170
Anm., 182, 201). PermmrmosHoe yMoOHacTpoeHMe ecThb
CYyOBEKTMBHBIVI CBEPXUYBCTBEHHBIVI ITPUHIIAI MO-
PaIbHOCTYVI B HAC, 3aJI0KEHHBIVI B HEITOCTVIKVIMOM CBOVI-
cTBe cBOOOmBI (cM.: AA 06, S. 170 Anm.; KarT, 19948,
c. 183 mpum.). PaspabarsiBaemas KarToM permmrus pas-
yMa IIpefiriosiaraeT B KadecTBe HeoOXOIVIMOTO MOpaJIb-
HO 1o0poe yMoHacTpoeHnwe (cMm.: AA 06, S. 116; Kanr,
19948, c. 123), city>xeHne cepalia B yMOHACTPOEHMM, Ha-
IIpaBJIeHHOM Ha coOstofieHme 3aroBeert (cMm.: AA 06,
S. 192; Kanr, 19948, c. 210). HeoObruna Takke KaHTOB-
CKasl VIHTepIIpeTallVisl MOJIUTBBI KaK OXXVIBJIEHVS YMO-
HacTpoeHMs (cM.: AA 06, S. 195 Anm.; KanaTt, 19948,
c. 213 mpum.), KaK IIpoOyXXaeHre YMOHaCTPOeHUs B
nytre (Gemdit) (cm.: AA 06, S. 193; KanT, 19948, c. 211).
INopTMHHBI TyX MOIUTBH eCTh, Ho KaHTy, «cepmeu-
HOe JXeJIaHVe CTaTh YTOAHBIM bory Bo BceM HallieM mo-
BEIeHUVI, T. €. COITPOBOX/TAIOITee BCe HAIII JIeVICTBIAS
YMOHACTpOeHMe COBepIaTh IIOCTIeTHMe KaK HeYTO
rpovicxopsitiee Ha cryxbe bory...» (AA 06, S. 194—195;
KanT, 19948, c. 213)". Heknit ke 0OHOBIIEHHBIVT 00psizT
MIpUYaIIeHsI MOXKET BBICTYIIUTB CPEICTBOM OXKIBIIE-
HVSL LIEPKOBHOW OOIIMHBI «IUISl IIPENCTaBIISIEMOrO B
3TOM O0Opa3e HPaBCTBEHHOIO YMOHACTPOEHMs Opart-
ckovt Jro0BI» (AA 06, S. 200; Kant, 19948, c. 219).

3aKkJ/IroueHme

Ecyim roBoputh 0 mosnHer «MeTadwsvike HpaBOB»
(1797—1798), To, Ha MOVI B3IJISIA, B 3TOM IIPOM3BEIEHIIN
B OTHONIIEHWN TIOHATMSA yMoOHacTpoeHms Kant
yke He pobaBwi1 Hudero Hosoro. K HeKoTOpeM
OCOOEHHOCTSIM MOKHO OTHECTW, IOXaIyV, IIpsSMBble
OTOX/IECTBJIEHVSI MOPaJIbHOCTMI C YMOHAcCTpPOeHVEM,
IIPOTMBOIIOCTaBIIsieMble JierayibHocT (cm.: AA 06,S.392,
393; Kant, 2019, c. 51, 53), ToikoBaHMe moOpomerenn
KaK OCHOBAaHHOIO B YIIPOYEHHOM YMOHAaCTPOEHUN
COBITAJIEHV BOJIVI CO BCIKMM J0JIroM (cM.: AA 06, S. 395;
Kanr, 2019, c. 57), a Tak>xe JTaTMHCKNUI SKBUBAJIEHT ani-
mus st Gesinnung (AA 06, S. 477; Kanr, 2019, c. 233; cp.
AA19,S. 235, Refl. 7050).

IlogBomst HEKOTOPBIE MTOTM, CIleflyeT CKas3aTbh: TOT
daxT, 9TO mepeBon KaHTOBCKOro TepmmHa Gesinnung
BBI3BIBAeT 3aTPyIHEHNS] y MHOTMX IIepPeBOMYMKOB Ha

16 B oTHX CJIydasix IpeyIoXKeHHbIVI BapUaHT IIepeBoia — «yMO-
HaCcTpOeHIe» — CTaHOBUTCS OCOOEHHO IMPOOIeMaTITIHbIM.
17 TlepeBoy1 VCIIpaByIeH 10 OPUIMHAILY.
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Gesinnung contrasted with legality (MS, AA 06,
p- 392, 393; Kant, 1996b, p. 522, 523), the interpre-
tation of virtue as based on coincidence of the will
with any duty based on strengthened Gesinnung
(MS, AA 06, p. 395; Kant, 1996b, p. 525), as well as
the Latin equivalent of animus for Gesinnung (MS,
AA 06, p. 477; Kant, 1996b, p. 591; cf. Refl 7050,
AA 19, p. 235; Kant, 2005, p. 458).

The following can be said by way of a summing
up: the fact that the translation of Kant's term Ge-
sinnung challenges many translators in various Eu-
ropean languages has serious causes connected with
pre-Kantian history as well as with Kant’s attempts
to express too much through this term. Owing to
biblical connotations but particularly to Kant’s con-
temporaries such as A.G. Baumgarten, Crusius and
Mendelssohn, this concept gradually acquired var-
ious philosophical and theological meanings which
provided a kind of foundation for Kant. Kant him-
self substantially transformed this concept in the
critical period such that his ethical works and the
treatise on religion constitute phases in understand-
ing the term Gesinnung. It was Kant who decisively
turned this specific word into a pivotal concept of
German philosophical language, although today it
bears an imprint of post-Kantian history. Still it re-
mains underestimated in the framework of Kant’s
practical philosophy, in spite of the fact that it distils
Kantian differentiation of ethics and law, the link
between ethics and religion as well as many distinc-
tive features of Kant’s moral philosophy. A certain
chaos in translation, reigning in Russian editions of
Kant, is due to the chronology of their publication
as well as the complexities of Kant’s language and
Kant’s philosophy. Even so, in spite of some prob-
lems with the choice of this variant for Religion with-
in the Bounds of Bare Reason, 1 believe that Russian
translations on the whole would gain if umonastro-
enie were adopted as the standard Russian transla-
tion of the Kantian concept in his critical works.
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A.H. Kpyrnos

PpasHble eBpOIIeVICKIe I3bIKM, VIMeeT cepbe3Hble OCHOBa-
HVSI, CBS3aHHBIE KaK C JOKaHTOBCKOV IIPEIbICTOPVIEVI,
TaK M C HoneITKamMy KaHTa BbIpasuTh CIIMIIIKOM MHO-
roe IIpy IIOMOIINM JTaHHOTO TepMMHa. B cuty Onmbrrert-
CKMX KOHHOTAIIUTI, a Takke OJ1arofapsi B IepByIo oue-
penb TaKMM KaHTOBCKMM coBpeMeHHMKaM, Kak A.I. ba-
ymrapTeH, Kpysuit 1 MeniebcoH, 3TO HOHATHE IIO-
CTeIleHHO 00pOCII0 pasHOOOPasHBIMY (PMIIOCOPCKIMMU
VI TEOJIOTMYeCKVMV CMBICJITaMV, BBICTYHVMBIIVIMM [JIs
KanTa B KauecTse Hekoelt ocHoBbl. Cam KanT cyme-
CTBEHHO TpaHCcOPMUPOBAII 3TO TIOHSATIE B KPUTIUe-
CKUW TIepriofl, TaK YTO ero STuYecKue Ipou3Be/leHs
Y TpaKTaT O PeJIVITMM COCTaBJISIOT HeKue ABe ¢asbl B
noHnmMManuu tepmuHa Gesinnung. ViMenno Kant pe-
IIAIONIMM 00pa3oM IIpeBpaTwl 3TO cIelndmrdeckoe
CJIOBO B 3HAKOBOeE [1JI1 HEMEIIKOTo (prTocoPCKOro sI3bI-
Ka IIOHSITHE, XOTS HbIHE OHO U HeceT Ha ceOe cIIelipl B
TOM U¥iCIIe TIOCJIeKaHTOBCKOM UcTopui. TeM He MeHee B
paMKax camovt IpakTudeckon puocodprm Kanra oHo
OCTaeTCs MO-TIpeXXKHeMy HeJ00IIeHeHO, HeCMOTPs Ha TO
YTO B HEeM BBIKPVCTaJUIM30BaJIVICh KaHTOBCKIE pasjn-
4V OTUKW U IIPaBa, CBSA3b STVIKV U PEJIVTV, a TaKxKe
MHOTI'Vie CBOeoOpa3Hble YepThbl KAHTOBCKOV MOPaJIbHOM
dprocodmrt. HekoTopsIvt Xaoc ¢ TiepeBoIoM, IAPSIIIT
B pyccKkux m3faHusax KanTa, o0bscHseTCs KaK 0o
XPOHOJIOTMEN MX BBIXOZA, TaK M CJIOKHOCTSIMW CaMOTO
KaHTOBCKOTO sI3bIKa ¥ KaHTOBCKOM prstocodprm. OnHa-
KO, HeCMOTP:I Ha Psifi, IIpo0yIeM ¢ BBIOOPOM JaHHOTO Ba-
praHTa 1711 «Pemurum B rpeesiax OHOTO TOIIBKO pas-
yMa», MHe ITPeJICTaBIISIeTCs], YTO PYCCKIe TIepeBOJIbI BCe
JKe B IIeJI0M BEIMT'paiv Obl, eciIvt ObI CTAaHOAPTHBIM Ile-
PeBOIOM JJIsL TOr0 KaHTOBCKOI'O ITOHSATS B KpUTHYe-
CKVIX IIPOM3BEIEeHMIX CTajlo OBl PycCKOe «yMOHaCTpO-
eHue».
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

YAOK 1(091):111

OAPBMHWM3M KAK HEJOCTAIOIITEE 3BEHO
KPUTUUYECKOW ®VMJIOCOPVU KAHTA

U.K. Karunun'

S ucxoxy u3 npednosoKeHus, 4mo npuuuHoil mpyoHo-
cmeti 8 usaoxenuu cboeeo samwvicaa Kanwmom u, coomBem-
cmbenno, no0cnyoOHOU NPUHUHOT KPUMUHYECK020 OMHOUieHUS
1 AMOMY 3AMbICAY CO CTMOPOHBL MHOUX ¢hur0cogpob HoBeitueeo
Bpemenu a6asa10ce omcymembBue 6 eeo pacnopsxenuu Heobxo-
Oumoeo meopemuueckozo 36exa, ¢ 66ederuem Komopoeo Bcs eeo
cucmema noayuasa Ovl 0o4ee HadexHoe HayuHoe 0bocHoBaHe.
Takum 36eHom mHe Budumcs 0apBurusm, 0alouyutl nookpene-
Hue xatouebomy, Ho 6 mo sxe Bpems He 000CHOBAHHOMY Me3ucy
«Kpumuxu vucmoeo pasyma» — me3sucy o cyujecmbobanuu
cunmemuveckux cyxoenutl anpuopu. Cunmes dapbunusma c
Kpumuueckoi gpuaocogpuets mpebyen, 00HaKo, cyujectnbernHo
nepecmpotiku nocie0Hetl, max Kax HeKkomopble ee kAouebvie Mo-
Mmenmul 8 HoBom cBeme oxaszblbatomcs caabbimMu U mpedyom ne-
pecmompa uau daxe nepebopomob. IlepBuiti nepeBopom, uccae-
doBannuiil 6 cmantve, nepeonpedesaent UCIOUHUK HPOUCX0HOe-
HUS Kame2opuil, KOmopblil menepb 00HapyxKubaemcs He «cbep-
xy», ede e2o uckas Kanm, mo ecmv He 6 102utieckux pynkuyusx,
coeaacno memagpusuneckoi 0e0yKyuu, u He 6 camocosHaHui,
KaK 31Mo 0eKAApUpYemcs mpancyeHoeHmaibHoll oedykyuet, a
«CHU3Y», B uncmunkmax, ecau paccmampubams ewsu 6 360-
AOYUOHHOM U3MepeHuu. Bmopotl nepebopom neperocum cbo-
000y Boau, naxodsauyioca y Kanma 6 oonotl onmosoeuueckoi
Kop3uHe ¢ Bewyamu camumu no cebe, «66epx», Ha Opyeott Smax
nupamuob. OHMoA02Uil, b.4a200aps 3amere 0Yyasusma Ha NApa-
AU3M, NOCKOALKY OYAAUSM CAUUKOM Y30K, Umobbl Bmecmums
8 cebe Bce aBmoHOMHbIE KOMNOHEHINbL KPUMUUECKOU hUA0CO-
¢uu. Taxum obpasom, oyx u cboboda Haxodsm cebe Hoboe Me-
c1mo, omoesvHoe oM cehepul husuneckoil npupoosl; kamezopus
npucnocobaenus 00escHAem, kax B03moxHo cocyuecmbobarivie
PpasHblX 0HMOAORUT; Npobaema 0BYx uxmMepnpemayuil mpanc-
yeHOeHmaAbHOoe0 udedasusma (0ByxmupHas vs. 06yxacnexmuas)
Haxooum cBoe peuterue 6 ux NpUMUpeHu.
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Tapmman, mpancyendenmarvhas guiocogpus, 3604101U0H-
HASL ANUCTEMOA0RUS, KAIMe20pUU, CUHIMEemMuU4eckoe cyxoeHue
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

DARWINISM AS THE MISSING LINK
IN KANT’S CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY

LK. Kalinin'

I proceed from the hypothesis that the difficulties in
Kant’s presentation of his plan and, accordingly, the implic-
it reason for the critical attitude to this plan on the part of
many contemporary philosophers stem from the fact that he
had no theoretical link at his disposal which would offer a
more solid scientific grounding for his entire system. I be-
lieve that Darwinism is such a link which bolsters the central
but ungrounded thesis of the Critique of Pure Reason on
the existence of a priori synthetic judgments. The synthe-
sis of Darwinism and critical philosophy dictates, however,
a substantial restructuring of the latter since some of its key
elements prove to be weak in the light of modern studies
and need to be revised or even reversed. The first reversal
explored in this article determines the origin of the catego-
ries which are now revealed not “from the top down” where
Kant sought them, i.e. not in logical functions in accordance
with metaphysical deduction and not in self-consciousness as
transcendental deduction claims, but “from the bottom up”
if one considers things in the evolutionary dimension, i.e. in
the instincts. The second reversal shifts the freedom of will
which Kant placed in the same ontological basket with things
in themselves at “the top,” to another level of the pyramid of
ontologies, by changing dualism to pluralism because dual-
ism is too narrow to accommodate all the autonomous com-
ponents of critical philosophy. Thus spirit and freedom find
a new place separate from the sphere of physical nature; the
category of adaptation explains how different ontologies can
coexist; while the problem of two interpretations of transcen-
dental idealism (two-world vs. two-aspect interpretation)
finds a solution through their reconciliation.

Keywords: Kant, Konrad Lorenz, Nicolai Hartmann,
transcendental philosophy, evolutionary epistemology,
categories, synthetic judgment a priori, adaptation.
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BBenenmue

OmuvM 13 dpyHAAMEHTaIBHBIX PasINYni, pasie-
JIAIOMIMX 3allafgHyo dwIocodnio Ha [Ba jlareps —
KOHTVMHEHTAJIBHYIO VI aHAJIMTUYECKYIO, — CITYKUT VX
OTHOIIIeHMe K HayKe: B TO BpeMsl KaK IlepBas AVCTaH-
LMpyeTcs OT Hee, Haxofsd CBOV MHTepecC B MCCileoBa-
HVM CMBICJIOB, & He IIPUYVH COOBITNIL, BTOpasi, Ha000-
POT, cTapaeTcs CTepeThb C Hel BCsKMe IpaHmIbl. Kpn-
TUgecKas prtocodpra KaHTa B paMKax 3TOV OIIIO3V-
LV, 0COOEHHO YUUTBIBas OPUIIMAIBHBIV Pa3phblB poO-
JOHa4YaIbHMKOB aHAIMTUYeCKOV TPaauIiM C HUM, He
HaxoAuT cebe CTPOro orpeziesIieHHOIO MecTa: XoTs de-
HOMEHOJIOTMYecKye M 3TUYecKye TeMbl M KOHTEKCTBI
TpeOyIOT BKJIIOUeHNsI ee B OVIH JIareph C SK3VCTeHIIV-
aIM3MOM V1 (PeHOMEHOJIOT eV, HO TI0 KPUTEPUIO YHIY-
TOXKEHWS TPaHNUI] MeXIy ritocodmert, HayKov 1 JIo-
I'MKOV ee IIPVHITNIIBI COBHAIAiOT C MO3UTUBUCTCKVIMM
ybexmennsavu I. @pere, b. Paccena v P. Kapnara.
INosTOMy MOXXHO IIPeIIONIOKNUTE, 9T0 KaHT ObLyI OBI rO-
TOB IIPVHATH M acCCMMMIIVPOBATh naeu [lapsuHa, oKa-
JKVICh OHU B €T0 pacopspkeHv. Ho mapBrHM3M 3HAUUT
nma dpwnocodrm KarTa ropasgo 6osibiire, 4eM IIpocTo
HOBBIVI IYHKT CBSI3M C HayKovL. /lejio B TOM, 4TO mjeun
KanTa MOXXHO paccMaTpuBaTh B POJIV «MOCTa» MEX[Ty
IOBYMsl 00O3HaUeHHBIMM JIarepsiMi, eCJIVl XapaKTepu-
30BaTh aHAJIMTUYECKYIO TPaOMIINIO KaK yBJIeKaloIIy-
Iocsl mpu4MHaMy B yilepd cmbiciaM. Crapasich Hari-
TU CIIOCOO COBMeIIeHNs HBIOTOHOBCKOTO (bM3IUecKo-
rO JleTepMMHIM3Ma, OT KOTOPOIo HeJIb3sl OBIJIO IIPOCTO
TaK OTMaxHYTbCs, CO CBODOZIOV BOIIM — «OIPaHWYNUTh
pasyM, 9ToOBI 0cBOOOIUTE MecTO Bepe» (B XXX; KanT,
2006, c. 33), oH, KaxeTcs, omepeniI cBoe Bpems. Kax
vmen [lapsyHa MOITIM OBI IIOMOYb €My Ha 3TOM TPYZ-
HOM ITyTV OOBeIVHEHVS Hay4YHOTO 3HAHWUS C IIeHHO-
CTAMM, 51 TIOIIBITAkOCh BBISICHUTE B JAHHOM CTaThe.

Ha uro s Mory onmpatrbcsl B CBoeM MCCiIeJoBaHUM?
CuHTe3 SIMCTEMOJIOTMM C SBOJIIOIVIOHHOV Teopuern
cTasl (PyHOAMEHTOM [JISI Pa3BUTMS SBOJIIOIVIOHHON
SMVICTEMOJIOT MV, M3BECTHON YMTaTesIlo IIpeXkie Bce-
ro mio paboram K. Ilormepa (Ilommep, 1983). Crenyer
YTOYHUTB, OFHAKO, YTO JaHHas AVCHVIIINHA 0 pas-
HerisgeTcs BHYTpu ceOsi Ha iBe BeTBY, 1 [lommep passu-
BaJl OfJHY M3 HUX — 3BOJIIOLMOHHYIO SIMCTEMOJIOI VIO
TEOpWV, 3aHMMAIONIYIOCS BOIIPOCOM POCTa IIpeXre
BCEro SMIIMPUYECKNX 3HAHUI. Borrpocom ke pa3ssu-
TVsI KOTHUTMBHOTO allliapaTa, vwin, B TepmmHax Kan-
Ta, allPVOPHOIo 3HaHWs, 3aHMMAaeTCs Apyrasi BeTBb —
3BOJIIOIIMOHHAs SIMCcTeMosIorns MexaHnsmos (Gontier,
2019; Bradie, Harms, 2016). IMeHHO B OTHOITIEHU TIO-
ctepHert KaHT MoXeT cumTaThCs IIpefTedert, XOTs. ero

Introduction

One of the fundamental differences that divides
Western philosophy into two camps — the conti-
nental and the analytical — is their attitude to sci-
ence: while the former distances itself from science
focusing attention on the study of meanings rather
than the causes of events, the latter, on the contra-
ry, seeks to erase all boundaries between the two.
Within the framework of that juxtaposition, Kant’s
critical philosophy, especially since the fathers of
the analytical tradition have officially broken with
Kant, does not find a strictly determined place. Phe-
nomenological and ethical themes and contexts re-
quire that it be included in the same camp with
existentialism and phenomenology, but in terms of
destroying the boundaries between philosophy, sci-
ence and logic its principles coincide with the posi-
tivist convictions of Gottlob Frege, Bertrand Russell
or Rudolf Carnap. It is possible therefore that Kant
would have been prepared to accept and assimilate
Darwin’s ideas if he had had them at his disposal.
However, Darwinism means much more for Kant’s
philosophy than simply another link with science.
Kant’s ideas can be seen as a “bridge” between the
two above-mentioned camps if the analytical tra-
dition is characterised as a tradition that is attract-
ed by causes at the expense of meanings. Seeking
to combine Newton’s physical determinism, which
could not just be brushed aside, with freedom of
will — “to deny knowledge in order to make room for
faith” (B XXX; Kant, 1998, p. 117), he seems to have
been ahead of his time. In this article I will try to ex-
plain how Darwin’s ideas could have helped him on
this difficult path of marrying scientific knowledge
to values.

What starting-point can I give to my inves-
tigation? The synthesis of epistemology and the
evolutionary theory provided the foundation for
the development of evolutionary epistemology,
known to the reader above all from the works of
Karl Popper (1994). It has to be stressed, however,
that this discipline is subdivided into two branch-
es of which Popper developed one, the evolution-
ary epistemology of theories, dealing with the issue
of growth above all of empirical knowledge. The
issue of the development of the cognitive appara-
tus or, in Kant’s terminology, a priori knowledge, is
the province of the other branch, the evolutionary
epistemology of mechanisms (Gontier, 2019; Bradie
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ydeHVe ObIIO ellie JIVIIEHO 3BOJIIOVIOHHOV COCTaBIIA-
fomtent. VinTepriperarnyis yuennsi KanTa B ceeTe apBu-
HM3Ma [I0 CMX IIOp He IpwMBJIeKajla OOJIbIIOro ¢uro-
codpcKoro MHTepeca ¥ MMeJIa MeCTO B OCHOBHOM BHY-
TPpU 3TOVI BTOPOVI BETBV 3BOJIIOIIMOHHOV SIIVICTEMO-
jorvim. §1 OyImy OTTaJIKMBaThCS OT PEBOJIIOLIVIOHHEBIX B
3ToM HampasyieHvn pabot K. JlopeHIia, yanTsiBasi I10-
sunmn I. orwmvepa® 1 K. Cvura. OgHako BHUMaHVe
3TUIX aBTOPOB, 3a McKIoueHmeM JlopeHrtia, Obi1o orpa-
HITYeHO BayKHOV, HO Y3KOVI 30HOV IIpO0JIeMaTVIK ITPO-
VICXOXTIeHMs Kareroputi. VIx obmmit pesymbsraTr cpas-
HeHWs JIByX Y4YeHWUV BbIpakaeTcsl B yOeXkmeHwum, co-
[JIaCHO KOTOPOMY JIapBMHM3M «IIpeoyjosieBaeT» (Smith,
1991, p. 35, 47) KaHTOBCKYIO TEOPUIO alIPVOPHOTO 3Ha-
Hys. [1o MoeMy Xe MHEHMIO, TapBVHW3M MOAM(UIIN-
pyeT dpmtocodpmro KaHTa, oMorast BOITIOTUTH B paM-
Kax Oosiee Oe3yKOPM3HEHHOV C HayYHOV TOUKM 3PEeHVIS
CYICTEMBI TIOFICITYTHYIO UIEI0 «MOCTa» MeXAy IpUau-
HaMlM ¥ CMBICJIaMV, OCTPOaKTyaJIbHYIO [IJIS JII000ro
BUI/Ia OHTOJIOI VI9eCKOTO yasIn3Ma.

MoyXHO BBIAETTUTD [IBa Pa3HBIX, XOTS M B3aIMOCBSI-
3aHHBIX THIIa Tyaym3Ma y KaHTa: MomaIbHBI 11 OHTO-
morvgeckuvi. [lepBevt M3 HUX apTUKYIUPYeTCS B OI-
TIO3UIINM MOJIaJIbBHOMY MOHW3MY aHaJIMTUYeCcKoV Tpa-
IV, OCHOBAHHOMY Ha YOeXXIIeHMM, UTO CYILeCTBY-
IOT TOJIBKO JIOTMYeCKVIe VIV CBOAVIMBIE K HVIM IIOCpe]I-
CTBOM COIEpPKaTeIbHOIrO aHaJI3a IOHATUI aHaJIUTV-
dJecKkme HeoOxommMble MCTUHBL COOTBETCTBEHHO, MO-
TaJTbHBIVL TyaJni3M IIpefriosiaraeT, YTO CYIIeCTBYIOT
TaKXXe CHHTETUYecKue IIOJIOKEeHWs, KOTOpble MOTYT
OBITH HEOOXOIVIMBIMIU ¥, CJIE0BATEIILHO, alPVIOPHBIMI
uctvHaMmu (Hanna, 2008, p. 164)°. KanTy He ymaiocsk
7I0Ka3aTh MOIAJIBHBIV JIyaIV3M C TOVI CTeTIeHbIo yoerm-
TeJIBHOCTY, KOTOpasl OKa3ajlach ObI JJOCTaTOYHOW IS
ero ofmoOpeHs OOIBITMHCTBOM (prstocodoB. MHeH1Ie,
yTo «KaHT B [IeVICTBUTEILHOCTY He MIMeeT SICHOW U 00-
ITeVT KOHIIEMIIMY CUMHTETINYEeCKOTo arpriopy BooOIe»
(Strawson, 1966, p. 43) pacripocTpaHeHO HaCTOJIBKO, UTO
naxe B pamKkax TeMbl «KaHT v [JapBua» pasgaroTcs erre
Gorree >xecTkme, ueM y 1. CTpocoHa, OI1eHKM: «...MBI MO-
JKeM JIETKO BUIETh CeTOIHS, UTO Mes “CMHTeTMYeCKOrO
arpropn’, Kak II0I03peBaloch C caMOro Havasla, ecThb
IIPOCTO Iy TaHMIIA B TosioBe» (Smith, 1991, p. 40).

Yro KacaeTcs BTOpOro pora [iyajansMa — OHTOJIO-
TMYeCcKOTo, iyaIn3Ma IpeJICTaBIeHN I 1 Bellell CaMux

2 Ero ocHoBHble e v Oubimorpadmns paboT mpeJicTaBIeHbI
B KHure Pasbda Xaprmana: (Hartmann, 2017).

* «MopasmbHBEIM» TaKOVI Ayasiv3M Has3BaH, OUeBMJIHO, ITOTOMY,
YTO HEOOXOVIMOCTB SIBJISIETCS KaTeropueri MOaIbHOVL JIOTVIKIL.
boslee KOPPEKTHBIM, HO MeHee 0JIaro3By4HbIM Ha3BaHMEM ObLT
ObI «/TyasI3M HeOOXOIMIMOCTET».
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and Harms, 2016). It is with regard to the latter that
Kant can be seen as a forerunner although his doc-
trine still lacked the evolutionary component. Up
to the present the interpretation of Kant’s teaching
in the light of Darwinism has attracted scant philo-
sophical interest and has occurred mainly within
this second branch of evolutionary epistemology. I
will proceed from the revolutionary works of Kon-
rad Lorenz taking due account of the positions of
Gerhard Vollmer? and Christopher Smith. How-
ever, these authors, with the exception of Lorenz,
concentrated on an important but narrow body of
problems: the origin of categories. The shared result
of their comparison of the two teachings is summed
up in the conviction that Darwinism “overtook”
(Smith, 1991, p. 35, 47) the Kantian theory of a prio-
ri knowledge. In my opinion, however, Darwinism
modifies Kant’s philosophy by helping to convey
within the framework of a more rigorous scientific
system the underlying idea of a “bridge” between
causes and meanings, which is vital for any kind of
ontological dualism.

One can identify two different, albeit intercon-
nected, types of dualism in Kant: the modal and the
ontological. The former is articulated through op-
position to modal monism of the analytical tradi-
tion, based on the conviction that there exist only
logical truths or the necessary analytical truths re-
ducible to them through semantic analysis of con-
cepts. Accordingly, modal dualism presupposes
that there also exist synthetic propositions which
may be necessary and therefore a priori truths
(Hanna, 2008, p. 164).> Kant failed to prove modal
dualism convincingly enough to be approved by
the majority of philosophers. The opinion that
“Kant really has no clear and general conception of
the synthetic a priori at all” (Strawson, 1966, p. 43) is
so widespread that even harsher assessments than
Strawson’s can be encountered in the framework of
the topic “Kant and Darwin: “[...] we may easily see
nowadays that the idea of the ‘synthetic a priori’ is,
as was suspected from the first, merely a muddle”
(Smith, 1991, p. 40).

As for the second kind of dualism i.e. ontolog-
ical or the dualism of representations and things

2 His main ideas and bibliography of his works are contained
in the book by Ralph Hartmann (2017).

® Such dualism has been probably called “modal” because
necessity is a category of modal logic. A more correct but less
sonorous name would be, in my opinion, “dualism of neces-
sities”.
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o cebe, TO cyleyeMbIl U3 Hee PafdMKaJIbHBIV arHO-
CTULIV3M OKa3bIBaeTCsl OCHOBHOVI IIPUYWHOV IIpey-
OexrieHNs OOJIBIIMHCTBA (PUII0CODOB MPOTUB TpaH-
clleH/eHTaJIbHOM ustocodpum B 1eioM. Ho Kakosbl
ansTepHaTUBB? Kiaccuaeckum dpyHgaMeHTaIN3M, KO-
TOPOMY 3TOT Iya/IM3M IIPOTMBOCTOUT, OIMpPaeTcs Ha
ofHy OpMY 3aBUCHMOCTY, JIeJIAfOIyI0 BO3MOXKHBIM
€IVTHCTBO JIIO0OV TeOPeTMYeCcKOV CUCTEMBI, — JIOTV-
YeCcKyIo, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPOVI BCe 3HAHVE JIOTDK-
HO BBIBOIMTECS 13 HEKOETO «(pyHIaMeHTa» JelyKTVB-
HBIM yTeM. Y KaHTa errie He ObIsT0 TIOf, pyKOVI TPyTOM
IOCTaTOYHO OTYeKaHEeHHOM (POPMEBI 3aBUCVIMOCTVI OH-
TOJIOTVIYEeCKY PA3HBIX CYIITHOCTEV IPYT OT IPyTa, KOTO-
PYIO MOXXHO OBLIO OBI IPOTVMBOIIOCTABUTE (PyHIaMeH-
TaIM3My, — TOVI (POPMBI, Ha KOTOpov OyZeT ocHOBaHa
BITOCJIEZICTBIIVI TEOPVIsI €CTeCTBEHHOrO 0TOOpa 1 3aTeM
3BOJTIOLVIOHHAS AMVMCTEMOJIONVsS M KoTopyio [lapsua
HasBaJI IPUCIIOco0sIeHeM. VIMEeHHO ¢ TOMOIIIBIO 3TOM
opMBI CBsI31, OlIeHeHHOV Ha (P1I0COPCKOM yPOBHE,
MOryT OBITB, Ha MOV B3IVISI, YCIIEITHO OOOCHOBaHBI
KaK OHTOJIOTMYECKNVI, TaK ¥ MOOAJIbHBIVL TyaJIvi3M.

MoxxHo cka3aTh, 9T0 X0Ts1 KaHT fektaprposail cBOo
«OIHY-eIMHCTBEHHYIO 3a7a4uy» B popMe BOIIpoca: «kax
BosmoxkHbl cunmemuveckue cyxoenus a priori?» (B 19;
KanT, 2006, c. 72—73) v mocTponsI Ha AOIYIIEHW Ta-
KVX CYXJIeHUM BCIO CBOIO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHYyIo bu-
stocodriio, OH He CMOT yOeanTeIbHO OTBETUTH Ha IIO-
CTaBJICHHBIVI BOIIPOC, TeM CaMbIM OCTaBWB CBOIO CVICTe-
My 0e3 mipouHoro dpyHmaaMenTa. [lostomy, ecru dputo-
copCKIT OCMBICTIEHHBIVI TAPBVHM3M CMOXET JIaTh VICKO-
MBIVI OTBET, MBI BIIpaBe CUMTaTh ero HeJJOCTaIOIIVIM 3Be-
HOM TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHO duytocodpmm. A e OH K
TOMY Ke OTBETUT Ha BOIIPOC O IIPVPOJIe eIMHCTBa pas-
HBIX CTOPOH Pa3HBIX AyaI3MOB BO Beex Tpex «KpuTu-
Kax» KaHTa, MBI BITpaBe CaMTaTh €ro HeJIOCTAOIIVIM 3Be-
HOM Bcent KpuTmdeckon dprtocodprn. CooTBeTCTBEHHO
3TVIM ABYM 3a/ladaM — 0OOCHOBaHMIO KaK MOJIaJIbHOIO,
TaK ¥ OHTOJIOTMYECKOro Ayasu3Ma (B JaHHOM CITydae
He KOHKPETHOTO, a abCTpaKTHOI0) — MOsI CTaThs OyrieT
COCTOSATD M3 [IBYX YacTevl. B mepBor1 (ueThIpe HepBbIX I1a-
parpadpa) s IoKaXy, KaK peBOJIIOLVS, ITpOVI3BeNeHHas
HapsuHoM, IepeBopaumBaeT IOPSIOK ITPOMCXOXKIe-
HVISL KaTeTOPN, OIIpoBeprasi TeM caMbIM MeTadom3irde-
CKYIO JedyKLWIO U CTPYKTYPHBIVI IOPSIOK TPaHCLIeH-
JeHTaJIbHOV Aedy Ky KaTteropuit KaHra. DToT BbIBOT,
He HOB B TeMe cpasHeHus Kanra ¢ Japsuaom. Ho go
CMX TIOp He 00palliajioch JOJDKHOTO BHUMAHMS Ha TO,
YTO 3Ta JKe PeBOJIIOIN OOOCHOBBIBAET MOHAIBHBIV TY-
aJIn3M, IIpefoCTaBIIsAs 0COOYIO, HAPBMHVICTCKYIO MHTeP-
IpeTalnio Mjee allprOPHOro CUHTe3a.

in themselves — the radical agnosticism that flows
from this is the main cause of the prejudice of the
majority of philosophers against transcendental
philosophy in general. But what are the alterna-
tives? Classical fundamentalism, which this dual-
ism opposes, relies on one form of dependence that
makes the unity of any theoretical system possi-
ble — the logical one in accordance with which all
knowledge must be deduced from a certain “foun-
dation”. Kant did not yet have to hand a sufficiently
clear-cut form of interdependence between onto-
logically different entities that could be opposed to
fundamentalism, the form which would later pro-
vide the basis for the theory of natural selection
and then evolutionary epistemology which Darwin
called adaptation. It is with the help of this form of
connection, assessed at the philosophical level, that
in my opinion both the ontological and the modal
dualism can be grounded.

One may argue that although Kant enunci-
ated his “single problem” in the form of the ques-
tion “How are synthetic judgments a priori possible?”
(B 19; Kant, 1998, p. 146) and used such judgments
to scaffold his transcendental philosophy, he could
not convincingly answer this question, thus leaving
his system without a solid foundation. Therefore if
philosophically significant Darwinism can provide
the required answer, we have reason to consider it
to be the missing link of transcendental philosophy.
And if it also answers the question of the nature of
the unity of different aspects of different dualisms in
all three of Kant’s Critigues, we have reason to con-
sider it to be the missing link of his entire critical
philosophy. In accordance with these two tasks —
justification both of the modal and ontological du-
alism (abstract and not concrete in this case) — my
article will consist of two parts. In the first part (the
first four sections) 1 will show how the revolution
carried out by Darwin overturns the order of the or-
igin of categories, thus refuting Kant’s metaphysical
deduction and structural order of transcendental de-
duction of categories. This conclusion is not new in
the task of comparing Kant and Darwin. However,
up until now not enough attention has been paid to
the fact that the same revolution justifies modal du-
alism, presenting a special (Darwinist) interpreta-
tion of the idea of synthesis a priori.

54



Bropyto uacTk cTaThi (IBa IIOCTIeHVX IHaparpada)
s TIOCBSIIILY BOIIPOCY O TOM, KaKMM 0Opa3oM oIpeme-
JleHHOe (PrITocOCKOe pacIIMpeHVe JapBUHM3Ma MO-
XeT CITy>XUTh OOOCHOBaHMEM He TOJIBKO MOIIaJIbHOTO,
HO 1 oHTOJIOrMYeckoro ayanmsma KanTa. Takum pac-
IIpeHreM MOXHO cumuTaTh Mommdukanyio Jlopen-
1IeM B 3BOJIIOLVIOHHOM J1yXe (prIocodcKovt crcTeMbl
Hwukomnas I'aprMmaHa, poxpcrBenHon cucreMe Kanra B
cujly cBoero orpuiianus MoHusMa. Cucrema I'aprma-
Ha — JlopeHIia momoraet, BO-IIepBBIX, YTOUHUTH OH-
TOJIOTMYECKYIO cpepy [efiCTBMS allpMOPHOTO CUHTe-
3a, TI0CTaBMUB OoJlee Mmupokue, yeMm y Kanra, rpanu-
LIBI €T0 ITPYMEHVMOCTY, BO-BTOPBIX, SKCIIUIPOBATh
drtocodckoe 3HaUEHVE TOHATVS ITPYUCIIOCOOIIEHIIS W,
B-TPETBUX, PEIINUTb OCTPYIO B Cpelle KOMMEHTaTOpPOB
KanTa mpobriieMy mHTepripeTarinm (IBa Mupa vs. ABa
acIieKTa) ero TpaHCIeH/IeHTasIbHOTO MjeasIi3Ma.

ITo crommam JlopeHI1a: IpOMCXOXK/IeHVe KaTeropui

Kanrosckmin IyaJsivi3M ITPe/ICTaBIEH W 1 BEILIEVI Ca-
MMx 1o cebe, 0cCOOEHHO ecyIM ero MOHMMAJIV B I1apa-
ZIMTMe JIBYX MUPOB, BMeCTe C ero HeOOXOIVIMBIM CJIefl-
CTBUEM — yTBep>KIeHVeM O Hello3HaBaeMOCTV ITOCIIe]I-
HWX — BBI3BIBAJI Y NOCJIENYIOIIVIX ITOKOJIEHNIT (PrIo-
codpos ycrorrumBoe HenpuaTue. Haunnas ¢ @uxre Bes
HeMeIIKas MaeanncTrdeckas purocodis, iepeHMast
y KanTa 1 Harpy»ast coOCTBEHHBIM CMBICJIOM €TO0 V-
aJIeKTVKY, BBIKMIIbIBAJIa 3a OOpPT KOHIIENT BeIlew ca-
MUX 110 cebe KaK IIPOTVBOPEUVBBIN VI VI3JIVIITHUM 3J1e-
MmeHT. C.H. BysrakoB, OTKpBITBIVI 11 SHEPIMIUHBIV afiBO-
kar [lesmara, kputukys KaHTa 3a TO, 9TO «MeXy
CyOBEKTOM 1 O0BEKTOM BO3BUIJIACH, Ka3ajo0Ch, HEBI-
IIvIMasi, HO HelIpOHMIIaeMasi CTEKJISTHHAsI CTeHa», BbIpa-
JKaJl PeIMMOCTb «pa3OuUTh 3Ty CTEKIITHHYIO CTEHY U
JINIIB TaKMM ITyTeM IPOpBaThcsi K OOBeKTMBHO JIevi-
cTBUTeIbHOCTI» (Bymrakos, 1990, c. 51). oBopst 0bpas-
Ho, riocsze KaHTa Bee KpymHBIe drmstocodnl pasOmBan
IIOCTPOEHHYIO MM CTeHY ¥ BMecTe C Hell — ero jya-
JIM3M, CJIefys TOMY CaMOMY CTpeMJIEHUIO paspyIIalo-
IIIET0 BCe TPaHMIIBI CIIEKYIIATMBHOIO pasyMa K cosfia-
HUIO 3aBepIIIeHHOV MeTadpu319ecKoVl CUCTeMBI, KOTO-
poe 11 OBIJIO IIpeIMeToM KaHTOBCKOV KPUTHUKIL. B 3Toi
TeMe pasBUTHE MMPOBOV (prsIocodmm BepHYIIOCh Ha
JIOKaHTOBCKMW yposeHb. Ho HeoOxomumo yunThIBaTh
PV 3TOM ¥ IIPUYMHY TaKOro HeraTMBHOrO st Kan-
Ta VCX0/1a, 3aKJII0YeHHYIO, He B IIOCIIE[THIOI0 OYepeb, B
HIPVHINIINAIPHOM arHOCTUIIM3Me TpaHCIeHIeHTalIb-
HOT'O VIeaIn3Ma.

DTy mpobiieMy 3j1eTaHTHO PeIINl, OCTaBasiCh
Ha OyaJVICTMYeCKMX TO3MLMAX, BBIAAIOMINIICS Owo-
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The second part of the article (the two last sec-
tions) are devoted to answering the question, how
can some philosophical extension of Darwinism
provide justification not only for Kant’s modal but
also ontological dualism. Such an extension is argu-
ably provided by Lorenz in the evolutionary spirit
of Nicolai Hartmann’s philosophical system which
is akin to Kant’s system in that it rejects monism.
The Hartmann-Lorenz system helps, first, to formu-
late more precisely the ontological sphere to which
synthesis a priori is applicable by marking broader
boundaries of its application than Kant’s, secondly,
to explicate the philosophical meaning of the con-
cept of adaptation and thirdly, to solve the problem
of interpretation (two-worlds vs. two-aspects) of his
transcendental idealism which exercises commenta-
tors of Kant.

In the Wake of Lorenz: the Origin of Categories

Kant’s dualism of representations and things
in themselves, especially as understood in the
two-worlds paradigm, together with its necessary
consequence — the assertion that the latter are un-
knowable — was flatly rejected by the following
generations of philosophers. Beginning with Fichte
the entire German idealistic philosophy, borrow-
ing from Kant and investing his dialectics with its
own meaning, jettisoned the concept of things in
themselves as contradictory and redundant. Sergey
N. Bulgakov (1990, p. 51), an avowed and ener-
getic advocate of Schelling, criticising Kant for
“erecting what would seem to be an invisible yet
impenetrable glass wall between subject and object,”
expressed his determination “to smash this glass
wall as this is the only way to reach objective real-
ity.” Figuratively speaking, after Kant all the major
philosophers “smashed” the wall he had built and
in the process smashed his dualism in line with the
desire of speculative reason that destroys all borders
to create a complete metaphysical system, which
was the target of Kant’s critique. Within this area
the development of world philosophy reverted to
the pre-Kantian level. But one has to take into ac-
count the cause of such a negative outcome for Kant
which is, not least, the fundamental agnosticism of
transcendental idealism.

This problem was elegantly solved without
abandoning the dualist position by the outstanding
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sior-ssoriononucT Konpay Jlopentr B ceoem Habpo-
CKe JTapBMHUCTCKOV MHTepIIpeTali KaHTOBCKOV Te-
opuw T03HaHMs, omyonmkosaHHoM B 1941 r. (Jlopemis,
2000), erre 10 OCHOBHEBEIX padOT, IIPVHECIIVIX eMY W3-
BeCTHOCTD. [lo3mHee B cBoert KHUTe «OB0OpOTHAS CTO-
poHa 3epkasia» (1973 1.) oH Oosee TIOIpPOOHO aHaIM3N-
PYeT CTPYKTYPY M 3BOJIIOLINIO KOTHUTVBHOIO allliapa-
Ta 4YesloBeKa, OTMEXKEBBIBASICh, OJTHAKO, y>K€ OT TpaHC-
neHOeHTapHOrO MaeammsMa Kawura (Jlopewr, 1998,
c. 249—252) v TIpOTMBOIIOCTABIIAS €My IMIIOTeTIde-
CKUVI peayi3M — KOHIIEIINIO, CPOPMYIIMPOBAHHYIO
SBOJIIOIMOHHBIM anvicTemosiorom . KammGertom. -
ITOTETMYECKUTI pealn3M IIOCIIEHETO OJIM30K «KPUTU-
yeckoMy peasmsMy» K. Ilommepa u mpefcrasiigeT co-
0OVI KOHIIETIIINIO PeaTbHOCTM KaK ITOCTOSTHHO Bepu-
dpummpyemornt runoresst (Campbell, 1959, p. 156) B Tom
CMBICJIe, UTO MBI He MMeeM ¥ He MOXXeM VIMEeTb TaKMX
HaJIeXXHBIX OCHOBaHWII 3HAHWS, KOTOPbIE YIOBJIETBO-
puii Obl pyHIaMeHTaIMCTOB. JIOpeHI] B I'MIOTeTU-
YeCKOM peasIn3Me ycMaTpuBaeT, KpOMe BCEro Ipodye-
TO, TO, UYTO «KAaTeropum 11 (POPMBI CO3ePIIaHMS UeJI0Be-
YeCcKOro II03HaBaTeJIFHOIO allllapaTa IIPeICTaB/IsSIOTCS
YeM-TO OYeBVIHBIM 00pa3oM BOZHUIKIIIMM B XOJIe 3BO-
mmonyy ¥ “riogxopsamymM” K yCJIOBUSIM BHECYOBEKTVIB-
HOI'0 MIMpa — aHAJIOTMYHBIM 00Pa30M ¥ 110 aHAJIOI Y-
HBIM [TPUYMHAM, KaK JIOLIaMHOE KOIIBITO “TIomXoanT”
K TIOBEPXHOCTW CTEIM VUIM IUIaBHMK PBHIOBI K BOIE»
(JTopesrs, 1998, c. 276 —277) — Te3uc, BIepBble OTYET-
JIVBO apTUKYJIMPOBaHHBIN UM eltie B 1941 1.

XOTSI TPaKTOBKM T'MIIOTETMYECKOrO peasim3Ma He-
CKOJIBKO PAaCXOJISTCS Y ABYX YIIOMSIHY TBIX aBTOPOB, 3Ta
KOHIIEIIIIVS TeEM He MeHee B CBOeM OOLIeM sijipe OTIN-
4JaeTcsl OT TPaHCIEHIEHTAIBHOIO VieaIn3Ma IBYMs
OCHOBHBIMI UepTaMM. Bo-TIepBbIX, KaK CIIpaBeJIBO
yKasblBaeT JIopeHII, allpMOpHBIM arIlapar II03HaHWS
MOYKET OBITB TOJIBKO B OTHOIIEHWVI MHIVIBIIOB, TO €CTh
B OHTOI€HETMYECKOM acIleKTe. B oTHoIIeHMM ke uesto-
BeKa KakK BUJia, TO €CTh B (PVJIOT€HETYECKOM acIIeKTe,
C YYeTOM BCeX eTo IIPeXXHIX 3BOJTIOIVIOHHBIX CTYIIeHe
pasBUTHS, OH — ucmopuvecku B03HUKuiUI MeXaHV3M
(JTopesrr, 1998, c. 251—252). VI, BO-BTOpPBIX, KaK CJIef-
CTBVE IIEPBOT'0, 3BOJIIOIIVIOHHBIE SITMCTEMOJIOIVI OTKIIO-
HSIIOT KaHTOBCKOE yOeXXIIeH e, UTO Mbl He MOXKEM HlUte-
20 CKasaThb 0 popMe Belllei caMmX IIo cebe, TTOCKOIIBKY
ecJIv1 ObI MBI ITPEACTABIISUIN MX B COBEPIIIEHHO JIOXKHOM
CBeTe, TO Y Ke HalllVi JasieKvie IIpeIKN Ha JII0OOM ydacT-
Ke BCeVl SBOJTIOIIVIOHHOV eIV He CMOIIV ObI BEDKUTH
(Jlopent, 1998, c. 254). [ToaTOoMy, XOTS MBI HEe MOXEM
C TaKOVI )K€ YBEPEHHOCTHIO, KAKYI0 HaM BHYIIIAIOT JIO-
rYecKyie VICTVHBL, YTBEPXKIIaTh, UTO, HAIIPUMEp, IIPo-
CTPAHCTBO, KOTOpPOe MBI BOCIIPMHMMAEM, TaKOBO Ha
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evolutionary biologist Konrad Lorenz in his sketch
of the Darwinist interpretation of the Kantian theo-
ry of cognition published in 1941 (cf. Lorenz, 2009),
i.e. before the major works that made him famous.
Later, in his book Behind the Mirror (1973), he analy-
ses in more detail the structure and evolution of
man’s cognitive apparatus while distancing him-
self from Kant’s transcendental idealism (Lorenz,
1977, pp. 7-10) and contrasting it with hypothetical
realism, a concept formulated by evolutionary epis-
temologist Donald Campbell. The hypothetical re-
alism of the latter is close to Karl Popper’s “critical
realism” and conceives of reality as a constantly ver-
ified hypothesis (Campbell, 1959, p. 156) in the sense
that we do not have and cannot have foundations
of knowledge reliable enough to satisfy the funda-
mentalists. Lorenz (1977, p. 37) finds in hypothet-
ical realism, among other things, the fact that “the
categories and modes of perception of man’s cogni-
tive apparatus are the natural products of phyloge-
ny and thus adapted to the parameters of external
reality in the same way, and for the same reasons, as
the horse’s hooves are adapted to the prairie, or the
fish’s fins to the water” — the thesis he first clearly
articulated back in 1941.

Although the two above-mentioned authors di-
verge somewhat in their treatment of hypothetical
realism this concept nevertheless in its common core
differs from transcendental idealism in two main
features. First, as Lorenz rightly points out, the cog-
nitive apparatus can only be a priori with regard to
individuals, i.e. in the ontogenetic aspect. With re-
gard to man as a species, i.e. from the phylogenetic
angle, bearing in mind all its previous evolutionary
stages of development, it is a mechanism that evolved
historically (Lorenz, 1977, pp. 9-10). And secondly, as
a consequence of the first, evolutionary epistemolo-
gists reject Kant’s conviction that we can say nothing
about the form of things in themselves. If we per-
ceived them in a totally false light even our distant
ancestors could not have survived at any stage of
the evolutionary path (Lorenz, 1977, p. 12). There-
fore if we cannot say with the same confidence that
logical truths would have us believe that, for exam-
ple, space which we perceive is actually as we per-
ceive it, and indeed classical physics after Einstein
denies this, we can rely on our idea of space if not in
the relativity theory, at least in our practical activi-
ties. In the light of the theory of natural selection we



caMoM [ieJle, Ja M KylaccudecKas pusMKa Iocsie DViH-
IITEeVHA 3TO OTPUIIAET, HO MOXXeM Ha/JleXXHO OIupaThb-
Csl Ha Hallle IIpe/CcTaB/IeHne IIPOCTPaHCTBa ecyIii He B
TEOPUM OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTY, TO IO KparnHer Mepe B Ha-
IIeyl HpaKTWYecKoy AesdTelIbHOCTI. B cBeTe Teopun
€CTEeCTBEHHOI'0 0TOOPa MBI MOXKEM OBITb YBEPEHBI, YTO
HalIllM allpyOpHbIe POPMBI TIO3HAHWS NPUOAUSUNEALHO
COOTBETCTBYIOT CTPYKTYpaM HOYMeHaIbHOI'O MIUpa.

Ho pacxoxieHust cOBpeMeHHOW 3BOJIIOLIVIOHHOV
srcTeMostorvm ¢ KaHToM — 3TO «CeMerHbBIN CIIop», a
4TOOBI apTUKYJIMPOBATh CBOIO ITO3UIINIO B (PyH/IAMEH-
TaJIbHOM Pa3sMeXXeBaHWI C aHaJIMTU4YecKon driocodpu-
€1 TI0 BOIIPOCY O CYIIECTBOBAHMM aIlPMOPHBIX CHMHTE-
TUYECKVIX CY)KIEHVIVI, I BEIHYXKIEH COXPAHATH TepMVI-
Hosiormio Kanra. Kak Oymer mokasaHo HUKe, KOHIIEII-
LIVIS1 TTPYCIIOCOOIIEHTIS C IIOMOIITBIO €CTECTBEHHOT0 OTO0-
pa, orpoBeprasi B AeTajIsiX, HOATBEPXXIaeT 1 yCujIviBaeT
MOMAJIBHEIN Myarm3M KaHTa B mpuHITNITE, CTIOCOOCTBYS
PasBUTHIO M yCWIEHUIO (prIocodCcKovl MO3UITNIM TIO-
CJIEITHErO B KOHTEKCTE CIIopa ¢ aHaJIUMTIYECKOVI IITKOJIOVA.

CBoert BOJIIOLIMIOHHOM TPaKTOBKOVI HopeHu CMT-
YaeT PUTropv3M KaHTOBCKOVI VIXOTOMWUM BEIEN CaMIX
1o ceOe M TIpeACTaBIeHNTI, OHOBPEMEHHO He «pa3ou-
Basl CTEKOJI» ¥ He OTKa3bIBasICh OT IIPVUHIIVIIIVMAIILHO-
ro myasmvsMa. «MocT» Hajl 3UsBIIeN paHee IIPOIIacThIo
MeXX/1y ABYMSI OHTOJIOI MTYeCKMMI MpaMVI ObLT HaviJleH
B IIPVHITNIIE IIPUCTIOCOOITEH S B 5BOITIOIIOHHO 3HaAYN-
MOM MacInTabe prsioreHesa CTpyKTypa KOTHUTVBHOTO
arrrapara IOCTeIleHHO IIPUTHpaIach M IIpucIiocaldv-
BaJIach K CTPYKType 0OBbEKTUBHOIO MIpa B TOVI )Ke Mepe
V1 HaIIpaBJIeHVM, KaK KOHKpeTHOe coflepKaHvie 3HaHW
TIOZpacTaroIIero pebeHKa IIOCTEIIeHHO Bce Oorlee afiek-
BaTHO OTpakaeT HOJIOXKeHVIE [1eJ1 B peayIbHOCTV Ha IIpOo-
TSDKEHVU €TI0 B3POCIIEHVIS VI KU3H B 1I€JIOM.

51 661 moronHWIT aprymeHTanyio Jloperiia o6 3Bo-
JIFOLV alIPUOPHOIO 3HAHMSI YMECTHOV B [TAaHHOM CITy-
Yae aHaJIOT' VeV C «BOJIIOLIVIEV» KOMITBIOTEPOB, KOTOPYIO
caM OH, YYWMTbIBasi BpeMs €ro TBOPYECTBa, IIPOBECTU
ellle He MO coflepKaHe’ KeCTKOTO AVCKa KOMITBIOTepa
CTOUT B TOM >X€ OTHOIIEHVN K «MITKOMY» IIPOrpaMM-
HOMY obecriedeHMIO ¥ K BBOAHBIM JaHHBIM, B KaKOM
BPOX/IEHHBIVI allllapaT TIO3HAHMS YesloBeKa, obecrieun-
BaeMbIV €ro TeHeTUYeCKMM KOIOM, CTOUT K HayKam u
OITBITY, IIPMOOPETaeEMBbIM VM B TeueHvie XI3H!. V1 Tou-
HO TaK X, KaK eMKOCTb, CTPYKTypa M Ka4eCTBO TeXHVI-
YeCKOI'O COOEePXKaHVIA KeCTKMX AVICKOB M3MEHSIIVICh OT
OJIHOI'O IIOKOJIEHVSI KOMIIBIOTEPOB K IPpyroMy Ha IIpo-
TSDKEHU IeCATVIIeTU, allpYOPHBIVI, TeHeTUYeCK! 3a-

* KaHT MoT ObI CKa3aTbh «MpaHcyeH0eHmaibHoe COlepIKaHie», 9TO
3HAYNT «allPUOPHBIE (DOPMBL».
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can be sure that our a priori forms of cognition ap-
proximately correspond to the structures of the nou-
menal world.

However, the divergence between modern evo-
lutionary epistemology and Kant being merely “a
family quarrel” I had to preserve Kant’s terminolo-
gy to articulate my position in the face of the more
significant opposition to analytic philosophy on the
issue of the existence of a priori synthetic judgments.
As will be shown below, the concept of adaptation
through natural selection, while rejecting Kant’s du-
alism over details, confirms and reinforces it in prin-
ciple, thus developing and reinforcing the latter’s
philosophical position with regard to the dispute
with the analytical school.

Lorenz’s evolutionary interpretation mitigates
the rigorism of the Kantian dichotomy of things in
themselves and representations while not “smash-
ing the glass” and not renouncing dualism in princi-
ple. “The bridge” over the previously gaping ravine
between the two ontological worlds was found in
the shape of the adaptation principle. On the scale of
phylogenesis that is significant from the evolution-
ary point of view, the structure of the cognitive ap-
paratus was gradually fitted into and adapted to the
structure of the objective world to the same degree
and in the same direction as the concrete content
of a growing child’s knowledge reflects the state
of affairs in reality in an ever more accurate way
throughout the period of his growth and throughout
life in general.

I would complement Lorenz’s argumentation of
the evolution of a priori knowledge by what I believe
to be an apposite analogy with the evolution of com-
puters which he himself of course could not have
drawn, considering the time when he lived: the con-
tent* of their hardware is in the same relationship
to the software and to input data as man’s inborn
cognition apparatus, ensured by his genetic code, is
to sciences and the experience acquired during his
lifetime. Just as the capacity, structure and quality of
the technical content of the hardware has changed
from one generation of computers to another over
the decades, the a priori and genetically given cogni-
tive apparatus of man and his forerunners improved

* Kant might have said “transcendental content”, which means
“a priori forms”.



N.K. Kanuuun

IJaHHBIVI KOTHUTVBHBIV arlllapaT JyeIoBeKa Vi ero IIpej-
IIECTBEHHVKOB COBEPIIEHCTBOBAJICS Ha ITPOTSKEHUN
MVUIJIVIOHOB JIET VIX 3BOJIIOIIVIOHHOI'O PasBUTVIA. TToaTo-
MYy allpMOPHOCTH KaTeropraabHOTO arlrapaTa YejioBeka
OTHOCWTEJIbHA B TOVI JK€ Mepe, B KaKOV V1 aIlpMOPHOCTh
cofiepKaHMs JKeCTKOTO [IVICKa KOMITBIOTEPOB.

Kateropumu cybcTaHIIMM M IPUYMHHOCTH

PaccMoTpyM Terepb, KaK KaTeropyyt CyOCTaHLIVV 1
IPUYVHHOCTY, Hanboslee 4acTo yIIoMyHaeMble CaMM
KaHTOM, IOJIy4YaloT HOBYIO MHTepIIpETALNIO B CBETe
COBpEMeHHOVI OVOJIOT N 1 TICVIXOJIOTMATL.

B cBoert «Kputnke» KaHT micrionb3yeT, He 0COOEHHO
pasmgasi, IBa pasHBIX TI0 CTeleHV abCTPaKTHOCTM Ba-
pviaHTa IOHATVS CyOCTaHIINY, KOTOPBIe MOYKHO OXapak-
TepV30BaTh KaK OTHOCUTEIIBHBIV ¥ aOCOTIOTHBIN (CM.:
Allison, 2004, p. 242). AbBcomoTHOe IOHVMMaHVe Cy0-
CTaHIUM — Kak cyOcTpata fcex BOSMOXKHBIX SIBJICHVIT —
IOMMHVIpYeT B IIaparpade, CIIeInaIbHO IIOCBSIIEeH-
HOM aHasm3y 3Ton Kateropum (B 224—232; Kanr, 2006,
¢. 311—-321). OueBMIHO, YTO TaKoe IIOHMMAaHVe HeIb3s
HasBaTb alIPUMOPHOVT POPMOVI TIO3HAHSL, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO
ABJIIeTCs pesysIbTaToM drstocodekort pedprrekcut. [py-
roe Xe TIOHVIMaHVIe, BEIpakeHHOe, HallprMep, BO dopar-
MeHTax B 149, 186, 288, 289, 300 n 322 (Kant, 2006, c. 223,
267,385, 399, 423), oka3bIBaeTCs B CBETE YIIOMSIHY TOV (Pr-
s10codpCcKOv pedprieKCHy OTHOCUTEIIBHBIM, TaK KaK opra-
HM3yeT KapTUHY He MMpa B I1eJI0M, a OT/IeIbHBIX 00b-
€KTOB, 00JIa/IaOIIVX TIOCTOSTHCTBOM JIVIITh Ha IIPOTSIKe-
HWI OIIpeeIeHHOro Ieprosia BpeMeHn. Tem He MeHee
VIMEHHO TaKoe IIOHVMMaHVIe TIOJTHOCTHIO OTBevaeT IIpel-
CTaBJIEHMIO 00 amproOpHOM popMe VT KOTHUTVBHOM
MexaHM3Me KaK crnocobe II03HaHNs, a He pe3yJibrare JIo-
rmudgeckoro pasMblnuleHus. [Toxoxe, uro KauT Brioxmt
B y)Ke M3BeCTHOe CO BpeMeH ApIICTOTeIIs IIOHTIe CyO0-
CTAaHIIUV B €T0 aOCOJTIOTHOVI BepCUM HOBOE, TPAaHCIIeH-
ZleHTaJIbHOe, 3HaueHle, TIOATOTOBJIEHHOe KOHIIeTIIIVIeNt
MoHap, J]ertbamIIa — CcyOCcTaHIIMI BO MHOXKECTBEHHOM
uyciie. VinTepripeTnpy« nosunyio KaHra, m3okeHHYyO
B YKa3aHHBIX BbIIIIe (pparMeHTax, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, UTO
pyHKIMS KaTeropmy CyOCTaHIIUM 3aKJTIOYeHa B BBITION-
HeHVM TaKOVI JKe POJIV B OTHOITIEHMM CO3epIIaHM, Ka-
KYIO JIOTMYeCKUTI CYOBeKT B aHaINTITIECKOM CY>KIeHM
BBITIOJTHSIET B OTHOITIEHWY IIPeVKaTa, — POJIV «KOHTeVI-
Hepa», 1 KaHT He ycTaeT mog4epKmBarb, YTO CyOCTaH-
LIV1sT BO3MOYKHA TOJIBKO KaK TaKOV JIOTMYECKMUL CyOBEKT,
HO HIKOITIa KaK IIpeayKar. JIpyrimu ciioBaMm, eyt Mbl
IIOZICTaBMM TIOJT KaKOVI-TO (pparMeHT MHOIOOOpa3HOro B
CO3eplLIaHMV, VIMEIOIIETroCsl y Hac B HaJIMYWM, KaTero-
puto cyOcTaHIMM, TaK YTO 3TO MHOrOOOpasHOe CTaHO-
BUTCS €e «IIPeIMKaTOM», TO IOJTyYVMM 3MIIVPUYECKITL
00beKT. VI 3Ty oreparyio BBIIIOJIHSET Halll KOTHUTVB-
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over millions of years of their evolution. Therefore
the a priori character of man’s cognitive apparatus is
relative to the same extent as the a priori character of
the content of the computer hardware.

Categories of Substance and Causality

Let us now consider how the categories of sub-
stance and causality, which are most frequently
mentioned by Kant himself, are reinterpreted in the
light of modern biology and psychology.

In his Critique Kant uses, without particular-
ly attempting to distinguish them, two concepts of
substance that are abstract to different degrees and
can be characterised as relative and absolute re-
spectively (cf. Allison, 2004, p. 242). The absolute
concept of substance — as the substratum of all pos-
sible phenomena — informs the section specially
devoted to the analysis of this category (B 224-232;
Kant, 1998, pp. 299-304). Obviously, this interpreta-
tion cannot be called an a priori form of cognition
because it is a result of philosophical reflection. An-
other interpretation, expressed for example, in frag-
ments B 149, 186, 288, 289, 300 and 322, turns out,
in the light of the above-mentioned philosophical
reflection, to be relative because it organises not
the picture of the world as a whole but of individ-
ual objects which are constant only over a certain
period of time. Nevertheless, this understanding
fully accords with the idea of a priori form or cog-
nitive mechanism as a mode of cognition and not as
a result of logical reflection. It looks as if Kant in-
vested the concept of substance, known since the
times of Aristotle in its absolute version, with a
new, transcendental meaning prepared by Leibniz’s
concept of monads, substances in the plural. Inter-
preting Kant’s position set forth in the above frag-
ments one can say that the function of the category
of substance consists in fulfilling the same role with
regard to intuition as the logical subject in an ana-
lytical judgment performs with regard to the predi-
cate, the role of “container,” and Kant never tires of
stressing that substance is possible only as a logical
subject and never as a predicate. In other words, if
we put the category of substance under some frag-
ments of the manifold of intuition that we have so
that manifold becomes its “predicate” we will get
an empirical object. This operation is performed by
our cognitive apparatus without our conscious will.



HBIVI allllapaT Oe3 HaIllerl CO3HaTeJIbHOV Boym. 51 Oyrmy
VIMETb B BULY JIVIIIIB 3TO IIOC/Ie[THee ITIOHVMAaHVe KaTero-
pym cyOcTaHIMN B IIpesIaraeMoy MHOVI MHTepIIpeTa-
LIV €€ B CBeTe JIapBMHM3Ma. 3aMeuy, YTO CyOCTaHIINS B
a0COJTFOTHOM 3HAYeHMI He CIIOCOOHA J1aTh HaM HUKaKO-
TO SMIIMPIIECKOro 00BeKTa, KaKas ObI Macca MHOTOO0-
Pa3HOro B CO3epLIaHMM JIJIS ITOrO HU VCIIOJIb30Baslach,
1, 3HAYNT, KaTEropueyt B CTPOTrOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA He SIB-
nistetcst. Ckopee, 9TO JIVIITB CTHOHVIM KOCMOJIOT TIeCKOT
VIZIeV, TIJTOA, «9VICTOTO pa3yMa, IIpOoaHaIM3UPOBaHHBIN
KaHTOM B «AHTMHOMMSIX YMCTOTO pasyMa».

CoBpemeHHas IICMXOJIOTMS Pa3sBUTUS BBISCHWIIA,
YUTO pasIndaTh OOBEKTHI 1, C JPYToVl CTOPOHBI, y3Ha-
BaTh y’Ke 3HAKOMBIVI OOBEKT, TO eCThb IIOJIb30BaThCs, B
tepmmHax KanTta, kareropwmernt cyOcraHImm, pebeHOK
HauMHaeT ¢ aTn Mecanes (Maddy, 2007, p. 247). Ile-
HeJsiora M3y JT0BOJIBHO MOAPOOHO M3JIaraeT MCTO-
PMIO BOITPOCA M JIeTaIN SKCIIEPVMEHTOB IICVIXOJIOr0B C
MJIa/IeHIIaMI, OCHOBBIBAsICh Ha OOIIMPHOV JIUTepaTy-
pe. VI3 ee omvicaHMsI CTAHOBUTCST OYEBMIHBIM, UTO KOT-
HUTVIBHBIVI MEXaHI3M, UMeHYyeMbli1 y KaHTa KaTeropu-
ert cyOcTaHIIMY, COBpeMeHHasl HayKa Ha3blBaeT «00b-
extoM Criesike»®, xoTs HU caMa Manmu, Hi1, TeM Oosiee,
TICVIXOJIOTVI IIPSIMO He IIPOBOMISIT TAKOTO OTOXIECTBIIe-
Hys. JIs TICMXO0JIOroB KpUTEPUEM IOSIBJIIEHWS B pas-
BIBAIOITEMCSI aTlllapare TI03HaHWS IeTeVl CIIOCOOHOCTI
CUMTATh VCYE3HYBIINV M3 MO 3peHNs 00BeKT IIpo-
TIOJDKAIOIIVIM CBOE CyIIIeCTBOBaHWe CITyKiMJjla VX peak-
UM YAMBIIEHWS IIpY OOHApy)KeHWM, UTO IIpeIMeTa,
VICYEe3HYBIIIETO 3a 3KPAaHOM B XOfle 9KCIIepVIMeHTa, TaM
HeT (HeT, KOHe4YHO, Oslarofapsi He 3aMe9YeHHOMY VIMU
oOMaHy CO CTOPOHBI KCIIEPYMEHTATOPOB).

OueBnIIHO, YTO 3Ta CIIOCOOHOCTD (= KaTeropus) Io-
SIBJISIETCSI B amlIlapaTe ITO3HAHWMS COITIACHO T'eHeTude-
CKM 3aJJaHHOMY I'padmKy passutus. 1o aTmx xe 1op
pebeHOK BUINUT MJIM OIIyIIaeT MUP KaK KaJIelI0CKO-
IMYIecKyIo gepety OecCMBICTIEHHBIX TIOKa [IJIsI HEeTO SIB-
JIEHWVI, Y €T0 OILIYIIEeHNs «JIOBSTCS» TOJIBKO MHCTUH-
KTaMW, KOT/ia, HalIpyMep, OH pearnpyeT IUIaveM Ha He-
KOMOPTHBIE YCIIOBVSL.

INepeBenst paccMOTpeHVIEe STOTO BOIIPOCa C OHTOre-
HETMYECKOT0 B PVITOTeHETMYECKUT PAKY PC, MBI MOXKEM
OBbITH YBEPEHBI B TOM, YTO BCE BBICIINIE XMBOTHBIE —
IITUIIBI VI MJIEKOIMTAIOIIE — O0JIaaroT STOVI KaTero-
pviert, a TakXKe MMeeM OCHOBaHMS ITPEITONIOKUTh, YTO
Y HUBIINX )KVBOTHBIX, KaK 1 Y MJIaIeHIIEeB JI0 IISTI Me-
CsilieB, ee HeT. Harrpumep, HaceKOMBIe, BITOJTHE BEPOSIT-
HO, 0OxofsATCs Oe3 Hee, pearnpysi He Ha KaTeropmalb-
HO 0(pOpMIIEHHBIE OOBEKTBHI, a JIMIIIb Ha CO3ePLIaHMs, C
IIOMOIIIBIO MHCTVHKTA.

° o vMeHM y4eHOVI, BIlepBble IOAPOOHO OIMCaBIIIeV 3Ty KOT-
HUTVBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTD KaK BPOXKIEHHYIO.
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I will be referring only to this, the last understand-
ing of the category of substance in my proposed in-
terpretation of it in the light of Darwinism. I have
to note in this connection that substance in its abso-
lute meaning is incapable of producing any empiri-
cal object, whatever mass of the observed manifold
is used for the purpose, and hence is not a category
in the strict sense of the word. Rather, it is a syno-
nym of the cosmological idea, a fruit of “pure rea-
son” analysed by Kant in “The Antinomy of Pure
Reason”.

Modern developmental psychology has found
that a child begins to distinguish objects and, on
the other hand, to recognise a familiar object, i.e.
use what Kant calls the category of substance, from
the time it is five months old (Maddy, 2007, p. 247).
Penelope Maddy, making use of a vast literature,
fills in the background and the details of psycholo-
gists” experiments with babies. From her description
it becomes clear that the cognitive mechanism that
Kant refers to as the category of substance modern
science calls “Spelke-object”,® though neither Maddy
nor psychologists expressly equate them. For psy-
chologists, the sign that the child’s developing cog-
nitive apparatus acquires the ability to consider that
an object that has disappeared from its field of vi-
sion continues its existence was their reaction of
surprise when discovering that the object that had
disappeared behind the screen during the course of
the experiment was not there (it did not notice its re-
moval by the experimenter).

Obviously, this ability (= category) appears in
the cognitive apparatus in accordance with the ge-
netically given schedule of development. Until that
moment the child sees or perceives the world as a
kaleidoscopic string of as yet meaningless phe-
nomena and its perceptions are “captured” only by
instincts when, for example, the child reacts to dis-
comfort by crying.

Shifting the angle from the ontogenetic to the
phylogenetic, we can be sure that all the higher ani-
mals — birds and mammals — possess this category
and we can suppose that lower animals, as well as
babies until they are five months old, do not have it.
For example, insects apparently manage without it,
reacting not to objects categorised but only to intui-
tions through instinct.

® Named after the scientist who first provided a detailed de-
scription of this cognitive ability as being inborn.
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PaccMoTpuM Temeph HOpyryio anpuopHyo dop-
My HaIllero pacCylKa — IPUYMHHOCTD. Tak Kak Kant
CYMTal ee TIePBBIM IPUMEPOM CHUHTETMUYECKOIo CY-
xpenns anpuopu (B 13; Kanr, 2006, c. 65), BbIsicHeHMe
ee BO3MOKHOCTM ITOMOXKeT ITPOJIUTh CBET Ha IPUPOIY
BCeX MOIOOHBIX cyxeHni. OnsATh-TaKy, C TOYKM 3pe-
HMsI COBPEMEeHHOVI HayKV MBI MOYKeM ITPeIIIONIOKUTE,
49TO, BO-TIEPBBIX, B KOHTEKCTE SBOJIIOIMV KaTeTOPVIs
IIPUYMHHOCTY B KOTHUTVIBHOM allliapare IIPOVICXOINT
13 Oe3ycIIoBHOTO pedpiieKca B ITOBEIEHYECKOM KOJIEK-
ce (Jlopenrr, 1998, c. 254, 330—333). IToaToMy, ecitt MBI
HavimeM OOBbSICHeHVe I VIMIIEPATMBHOCTVI, C KaKOWm
(PYHKIIMOHMPYIOT B TIOBEIEHN XVBOTHBIX pedIIeKChI,
TO MBI CJIeJIaeM XOTs ObI ITar B OOBSICHEHMIM BO3MOX-
HOCTU U CMHTEeTUYeCKUX Cy>XXIIeHWU arpropn. Bo-To-
PBIX, IPUYMHHOCTD, KaK OUYeBVIHO ¥ APyTUe KaTero-
pvY, 3aKpemnIack B KOTHUTVBHOM allllapare, 0 00-
pasity pedpiiekcos, Oaromaps Bce TOMY JKe eCTeCTBeH-
HOMY OTOOPY: MOXKHO ITPEIIIIONIOKNTD, YTO MHAVBULIBL,
oOJajiarole €ero, IMOJIydYaIii SBOJIIOIIVIOHHOE IIpen-
MYIIIECTBO B OOpb0e 3a XXW3HB, a SMIOMPUUIECKOe 3Ha-
HVIe OKPY’KaIOIIero M1pa, OU9eBW/IHO, JaBasIo €ro — II0
CpaBHEHMIO C TeMV, KTO 9TOVI KaTeropuiert He obsIamart.

HeoOxomymMocTh-2, Kak s 0003HaTy arrpropHO-CIH-
TETUYECKYI0 HEOOXOIVMOCTb B IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTD
aHaJIMTUYECKO HeoDXoamMocT-1, MoxeT ObITh 00b-
sICHeHa cJlemylommM oOpasoM. YUro KacaeTcs Oesyc-
JIOBHBIX pedIeKCoB, TeHeTndecKasl IIporpaMMa IIVK-
TyeT BO BCeX CJIydasxX HeOOXOIVIMOCTH OIperesieH-
HOW peakIMM Ha ompefesleHHBIN cTuMyJl. Ilpemrio-
JIOKVMM, YTO TOJILKO B 60 % JKM3HEHHBIX CJIydaes IIpa-
B0 «Ecmmt A, TO B» OrarompmsTHO 1S BBDKMBAHS
Y pa3sMHOXeHMs ocoOm. XoTs B ocTaiibHbIX 40 % city-
4JaeB 0cOOb C TaKOVl KOMaHJION B CBOEM Te€HOTUIIe Oy-
zeT TMOHYTB, TEM He MeHee I'eH C 3TUM IIpaBWiIoM Oy-
JIeT IIOCTEIIeHHO PACIIPOCTPAHSITHCSA. A BMeCTe ¢ 3TUM
eCTeCTBeHHBIVI 0OTOOp OyzeT IpeomosieBaTh caMa Heo0-
XOIMMOCTB-2 KaK TakoBasd. Harre 3HaHMe, uTO ycrienn-
HBIVI T€H JlaeT He aOCOJIFOTHBIN YCIIeX, a TOJIBKO OTHO-
CUTEeJIbHBIN, — BHeIITHee ¥ IIPUMEHVIMO K TIOMYJISIIUI
ocober1 OITHOro BUIa WJIV K HEKOM peIrpe3eHTaTBHOMN
BeIOOpKe. OTIeIBHBIV JKe OpraHV3M OCYIIEeCTBIISeT re-
HeTUYecKylo KOMaHJly B peXume a0coAi0mHo20 Iof-
uyHeHMs. TOJIBKO B 9TOM CMBICJIE MOYKHO TOBOPUTB 00
aITpMOPHON HEOOXOIMMOCTY CMHTETUECKIX TTOJIOXKe-
Huit. HeobxonomMocTs-2 BMEHeHa HaM €CTeCTBeHHBIM
orbopom. IlocTaBe HarmM JajieKre IIPeIKN ee TIof, CO-
MHEeHVe, eciIvi ObI TMIIOTEeTMYECKI OHM MOIJIV 3TO CiIe-
JIaTh, — W Hac Obl CerojIHs He CyIecTBoBasio. Vmrepa-
TUBHOCTB, TAKMM 00pa3oM, BMEHSETCS CMHTETIYECKIM
aITPVIOPHBIM CBSI35IM VI3BHE, VI IIPOVICTEKAeT He 13 OCHO-
BaHVIA, KaK B HeoOxommmMocT-1, a 13 criefcrsus. I'py6o

Let us consider another a priori form of our un-
derstanding, causality. Since Kant considered it to
be the first example of synthetic a priori judgment
(B 13; Kant, 1998, p. 131), the clarification of its pos-
sibility may throw light on the nature of all similar
judgments. Again, from the point of view of mod-
ern science we can assume that, first, in the context
of evolution the category of causality in the cogni-
tive apparatus originates from the unconditioned
reflex in the behavioural code (Lorenz, 1977, p. 12,
97-100). Thus, if we find an explanation for the im-
perative way in which reflexes function in the be-
haviour of animals, we will make at least a step
forward in explaining the possibility of a prio-
ri synthetic judgments as well. Secondly, causali-
ty, as apparently other categories, has been fixed
in the cognitive apparatus in the same way as re-
flexes thanks to natural selection: one can imag-
ine that individuals that possessed this category
gained an evolutionary advantage in the struggle
for survival — and it was apparently provided by
empirical knowledge of the surrounding world —
compared to those who did not.

Necessity-2, as I propose to call the a priori-syn-
thetic necessity as distinct from analytical Necessi-
ty-1, can be explained in the following way. With
regard to unconditioned reflexes, the genetic pro-
gramme in all cases dictates the need for a definite
reaction to a definite stimulus. Let us suppose that
the rule “If A then B” favours the survival and prop-
agation of an animal individual in only 60% of cas-
es. Although the animal with such a command in its
genotype will perish in the remaining 40% of cases,
nevertheless the gene with this rule will gradual-
ly spread. Simultaneously Necessity-2 as such will
overcome natural selection. Our knowledge that a
successful gene produces only relative and not abso-
lute success is external and applies to the population
of animals of one species or some representative
sample. A separate organism carries out the genetic
command in the absolute obedience mode. It is only
in this sense that we can speak of a priori necessity
of synthetic claims. Necessity-2 is imputed to us by
natural selection. Had our distant ancestors called it
into question, if they could have done it hypothet-
ically, we would not exist today. The imperative is
thus imputed to synthetic a priori links from out-
side and stems not from the ground as in Necessi-
ty-1, but from the consequence. To put it crudely,
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TOBOPSI, IIPUHIIVII 3TVX CBSI3€71 OTHOCUTEIIBHO pedprrek-
COB TaKOB: €CJIVI MBI )XVBBI (= CJIEZICTBIE), TO VICXOLS 13
31M020 hakma TaKve-TO ¥ TaKMe-TO JKeCTKMe peryIisp-
HOCTM B IIPOIIIOM ObUIN TIJTsT TOro HeoOxommmel. Ho
4TOOBI MBI MOIJIV CZIeJIaTh TaKOe 3aKJIFOUeH e, MOZaslb-
Hasl CuJjla 3TOrO IIPMHIINIIA JOJDKHA OBITH OIIPOKVIHY-
Ta B IIPOLUIOe U IIPVBS3aHa K TeM CBSI35M yXKe TOrIa.
[lo-BuayMOMY, MIMEHHO TaKOV PO HEOOXOHVMMOCTW,
HEOOXOIMMOCTH «B KPEINT», BMEHsIeTCs pedpriekcam 1
3aMMCTBYETCS 3aTeM IIPUHIIUIIOM IIPUYMHHOCTY, 3a-
KpeIuIsisiCh €CTeCTBEHHBIM 0TOOpoM. B mosiHOM corvia-
CUM C IIPUHITAIIAMY KaHTOBCKOW TPaHCIIEHIeHTaTh-
HOVI JIOTVIKV, OHV OeCCMBICIIEHHBI CaMM 110 cebe 11 1iMe-
IOT 3HauYeHNe TOJIBKO B VX IIPUMEHEHUM K OIIbITY, 00-
Jlee KOHKPETHO B [IAHHOM CJIy4ae — K BBDKVBAHUIO.
XOTst MBI paccMOTpesi He COOCTBEHHO ITPUHIINIT
HNPUYMHHOCTYI — IIpeIMeT KaHTOBCKOTO WCCIIeoBa-
HWS, a, €CJIT MOXKHO TaK BBIPA3UTBCS, €ro Herocpesl-
CTBEHHOTO IIpeIIeCTBeHHNKa — 0e3yCsIoBHEIN ped-
JIeKC, OT KOTOPOTO 3TOT IIPWHIIMII 3a/IMCTBOBaJI CBOIO
MOJIQJIBHYIO CVULY, €CTh BCE OCHOBAHMS CUUTATh, YTO He-
00XOIIMMOCTB-2 MOXKET OBITh BBISBJIEHA Y BBICIIIVIX XKV-
BOTHBIX B €€ KOTHUTMBHOM (2 He IOBEIeHYECKOM, KaK
B ciIy4ae pedpirekcos) mpumMenenmm. Tak, Vsau Iletpo-
Bty [1aBjioB, Kak MBI 3HaeM M3 IIIKOJIBHOIO y4eOHMKa,
OTKPBUI CyIIIeCTBOBaHME YCJIOBHBIX PedIeKCcoB B pe-
3yJIbTaTe SKCIIEPVIMEHTOB C ITOIOIIBITHOV cobaxkori. I'lo-
CJTe OIIpeJiesIeHHOro KOJIMYecTBa ITOBTOPOB, KOI/a IT0-
CJIe 3aKMTaHMS JIAMIIOYKY TIOSIBJIsIach efa, codaka Ha-
JMHaJIa CEKPETMPOBATH JKEJTYIOUHBIV COK TI0CTIE 3aXKM-
raHWs CBeTa 1 J10 rosiByieHms efipl. CIte10BaTesIbHO, CBET
M eIy OHA Ha4VHaIa CBSI3bIBATH B MOHAJIBHOCTI HeoO-
xopymocty. Ho 310 He cobGeTBerHO pedireke, KOTOPBIM
B JIJAHHOM 9KCIIEPVIMEHTE SIBJISIETCH BbIJIeJIeHVie CODAKOM
JKeJIYOYHOIO COKa B OTBET Ha HOBBIN CTUMYJL. CBs3b
CBeTa C €10V MOXKeT ITOHVIMATbCS MMEHHO NPUYUHHOU
CBS3BIO B KOTHUTMBHOM cMbIciie. CrerieHb ee 00OCHO-
BAHHOCTM — Y)K€ COBEPIIIEHHO JIPyTOV BOIIPOC. XOpO-
110, eCyIVI HavjeHHasl CBsI3b JIOTMUYeCKM OOOCHOBaHa,
4uTO TpebyeTcs: ISl PacCyXXIeHWIT JeJlIoBeKa, KOTOPbIN
JIETKO JIOKaXKeT, YTO CBET HE MOXXET OBITH IIPWYVHON
€J1bI, HO eCJIV y XVBOTHBIX OHAa He 0OOCHOBaHa JIOTMye-
CKVI, TO 9TO CBUIETEeJIbCTBYET B II0JIb3Y TOrO, UYTO KaTe-
TOpUM MOT'YT IIPVUMEHSTECS 00 IOSIBJIEHNS JIOIMUeCKO-
TO MBIIUIEHNS. 3HAYNT, 3JleMeHTapHble KOTHUTVIBHBIE
MeXaHV3MBI VCIIOJIb3YIOTCS YoKe BBICIIVIMY JKMBOTHBI-
MW, BCEMU MJIEKOITMTAIOIIVMI M TITUIIAMU. YCIIOBHBIV
pedrtexc B 11eJI0M CMeJI0 MOXKHO Ha3BaTb OTHOV M3 IIep-
BBIX (DOPM 3MIIMIPUYECKOTO 3HAHVIS B 3BOJIIOIIMOHVIPY-
tortert ripupoyie. Ilomuepkry, 3aberast Briepes, 4To I10-
TIOOHBIE (hpaemenmapHbie 3HaHVS He HYXHAIOTCI HU B
€IIVIHCTBE aIlIepIieNIIniL, HYI B allllepLerIny BooOIe.

I.K. Kalinin

the principle of these links with regard to reflexes is
as follows: if we are alive (= consequence), then pro-
ceeding from this fact such and such rigid rules in
the past were necessary for this. But for the possi-
bility of drawing such a conclusion, the modal force
of this principle must be directed to the past and
must have been tied to those links already. Appar-
ently it is such a necessity, a necessity “on credit,”
that is imposed on reflexes and is then borrowed by
the principle of causality, which was fixed by natur-
al selection. In full accordance with the principles of
Kantian transcendental logic, they make no sense in
themselves and only have meaning when applied to
experience. In this case to survival.

Although we have examined not the principle
of causality proper — the subject of investigation
for Kant but, in a manner of speaking, its immedi-
ate forerunner — the unconditioned reflex from
which this principle borrowed its modal force, there
are ample grounds for asserting that Necessity-2
can be found in higher animals in its cognitive (not
behavioural, as in the case of reflexes) application.
Thus Ivan Pavlov, as we know from our school text-
book, discovered the existence of conditioned re-
flexes through his experiments with dogs. After a
certain number of repetitions when food arrived af-
ter a lamp was lit the dog began to secrete gastric
juice after the light was put on even before food
appeared. Consequently, it began to link light and
food in the modality of necessity. But this is not a
reflex proper which in this experiment is the secre-
tion of the gastric juice in response to a new stim-
ulus. The connection between light and food can
only be understood as causal connection in the cog-
nitive sense. The degree to which it is justified is an
entirely different question. It would be gratifying
if the connection found is logically justified; logic
is required for man’s reasoning and he would eas-
ily prove that light cannot be the cause of food. If,
however, it is not justified logically by animals this
shows that categories can be applied before logi-
cal thinking appears. Hence animals, all mammals
and birds, already use elementary cognitive mecha-
nisms. The conditioned reflex as a whole can safely
be considered as one of the early forms of empirical
knowledge in evolving nature. Looking ahead, let
me stress that this fragmentary knowledge does not
require a unity of apperception, nor apperception in
general.
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Vinea agantanyiyi KOCHUTVBHBIX MEXaHW3MOB K pe-
aJIPHOCTY, TIOApasyMeBaeMasi MPUHIIVIIIOM eCTeCTBEH-
HOro oTOopa, BBEIEHHOIO 3BOJIIOIVIOHHBIMM 3IIVICTe-
MOJIOTaMU B TEOPWIO ITO3HAHWMSI, MO3BOJISIET IIPEIIo-
JIOKUTB, YTO IIPUPOMY caMy II0 cebe CTPYKTypupyeT
YTO-TO ITOXOXKee Ha ITPUYMHHOCTD, SIBJISIOIIYIOCS Ka-
TEeropuern Halllero arrapara, — HeKas IPOTOIIPUYIMH-
HOCTbB, CJIOKHOCTH KOTOPOV MBI IIOCTUYb HE B CUJIax
¥ KOTOpasi JOJDKHaA OXBaThIBaTh cODOV KaKMM-TO 00-
pasoM «MHOETEPMUHM3M» KBAaHTOBOVI MEXaHWKM KakK
cBOVL 0cOOBIN City4art. Kareropust ske IpyumHHOCTY 110
CBOEMY IPOVICXOXKIEHWIO SBJISIETCS HE SMIIMPUYECKIM
OTpakeHVEM IIPOTOIPUYMHHOCTY, XOTs VI aJaIlTipo-
BaHa K HeVl, a VICIIOJIb30BaHMEM B HOBOVI POJIU yXKe Cy-
IIIeCTBOBABIIIETO MeXaHM3Ma, OKa3aBILerocs y mpupo-
IbI «II01T, PyKOVI».

K pasnn4eHnro 4yBCTBEHHOCTH M paccyaKa

ObparmmMcst Teriepb K TeMe, obovperHov Jlopen-
LIeM ¥ APYTMMW JapBUHUCTCKMMY MHTepIpeTaTopa-
Mm KaHTa, B KOTOpOVI AapBUHM3M MOATBEepXKIaeT mpa-
BOTY IIOCJIEZTHETO B BOIIPOCE HE3ABVUCUMOCTU HAPYT OT
IOpyTa 9yBCTBEHHOCTV W pacCylKa, HECMOTps Ha TO,
4TO «MBICTIM Oe3 coflep>kaHMs IIyCThI, CO3epLiaHms Oe3
nousTum ciens (B 75; Kant, 2006, c. 139; cMm. Takxe:
B 122—123; KanrT, 2006, c. 192—193). B «[Ipmmeuanum
K aMmdunbomm pedrieKTUBHBIX HOHATUI» KaHT pas-
JIMYVUI VIX C IIOMOIIBIO 0COOOV TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIEHOV
pedpriekcny, IOOBEPrHYB KPUTMKE TEHOEHINM K CTV-
panwuo pasivunn y Jlenbunria u JTokka. Ho 26040y u-
0HHOe 0DOOCHOBaHVIE VX pa3yIn4ns Oorree JOCTYITHO 1S
TIOHVMMaHVS ¥ TeM caMbIM bostee 3¢dpdpexTmsHO. CocTo-
WUT OHO B TOM, YTO PACCYAOK B VICTOPMKO-3BOJTIOITVIOH-
HOM KOHTeKCTe — OoJlee TIO3THUV IIPOITYKT 3BOJIIOLINTL
IO CPaBHEHMIO C UyBCTBEHHOCTHIO. XPeCTOMaTUVIHYIO
ameOy, HaIIpMMep, OTJINYAEeT IIOJTHOE OTCYTCTBUE JTaXKe
HaMeKOB Ha KaKVe-TO 3apOZIbIIIeBble POPMBI paccyiKa.
Opnako oHa sIBHO 001a/iaeT 9yBCTBEHHOCTBIO, C IIOMO-
IIIBI0 KOTOPOVI HaXOAWT CBOIO IUIIY U M30eraer orac-
HocTert. Ho ecitv 4yBCTBEHHOCTB, KaK 3TO BBITEKAET 13
KaHTOBCKMX PacCy>KIeHUV, CIYXUT A TOTO, YTOOBI
JlaBaTh ChIPOV MaTepumall sl IIoc/Ienyomert oopadoT-
K1 €T0 pacCyZIKoM, 0e3 KOTOPOro OHa «cJIeTia», TO JJIs
Yero OHa TeM JXVMBOTHBIM, Y KOTOPBIX paccyaka HeT?
OTtBeT IIpoCT: UyBCTBEHHOCTh BCEX OPTaHM3MOB B XKM-
BOVI IIPUpPOJIe M3HAYaIbHO ObLIa IIpelHa3HadYeHa /I
CHaOXeHMST UHCMUNKIMA, VIV, MHade, TeHeTUIecKou
IporpaMMBbI TIOBelleHMs, MHQOpPMaIIell O BHeITHeN
cpere. Opra"el 4yBCTB TPaHCIMPYIOT MH(POPMAIIIO
Oe3 pasbopa, «cjleno», Ha JATYMKM MHCTVHKTOB, a Te
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The idea of adaptation of cognitive mechanisms
to reality implied in the natural selection principle,
introduced by evolutionary epistemologists into the
theory of cognition, warrants the hypothesis that
nature itself is structured by something that resem-
bles causality, which is a category of our apparatus,
a kind of proto-causality whose complexity we are
unable to comprehend and which must somehow
cover the “indeterminism” of quantum mechanics
of which it is a particular case. The category of cau-
sality in its origin is not an empirical reflection of
proto-causality, although it is adapted to it, but con-
stitutes the use in a new role of an existing mecha-
nism that nature “had handy.”

On Distinguishing Sensibility and Understanding

Let us now turn to the theme which has been
sidestepped by Lorenz and other Darwinist inter-
preters of Kant in which Darwinism confirms the
rightness of the philosopher on the issue of sensi-
bility and understanding being independent of
each other, despite the fact that “Thoughts with-
out content are empty, intuitions without concepts
are blind” (B 75; Kant, 1998, pp. 193-194; c¢f. B 122-
123; Kant, 1998, pp. 222-223). In the “Remark to the
Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection” Kant dis-
tinguished them through transcendental reflec-
tion, criticising the tendency of Leibniz and Locke
to obscure the differences. But an evolutionary jus-
tification of their difference is more readily under-
standable and therefore more effective. It consists
in the fact that understanding in its historical evolu-
tionary context is predated by sensibility. The well-
known amoeba, for example, does not have as much
as a hint of an embryonic form of understanding.
But it clearly has sensibility with the help of which
it finds food and avoids danger. But if sensibility,
as follows from Kant’s reasoning, serves to provide
raw material for subsequent processing by the un-
derstanding, which is “blind” without it, how does
it benefit the animals who have no understanding?
The answer is simple: the sensibility of all organ-
isms in living nature was initially meant to supply
information about the external environment to the
instinct or, put in another way, to the genetic pro-
gramme of behaviour. The sense organs transmit in-



00pabaTkIBalOT 1 CKAHUPYIOT ee, pearnpys 1o ¢popmy-
Jle «CTUMYJI — peaKIlMsi» Ha Te ee (pparMeHTEl, KOTO-
PpBle 3HAUVIMBI 17151 KVM3H. JesIoBeK, Kak JIi000e XKMBOT-
HOe, IIPOJIOJDKaeT pearrpoBaTh Ha BHEITHVE CTUMYJIBI
VHCTVHKTWUBHO, KOIZa IejlaeT 4TO-TO HEeOCO3HAHHO,
HaIIpyIMep VCIIBIThIBaeT 0a30Bble SMOIIVINM, BOCIIPUHI-
Masl BHeEIIHMe COOBITMS, VUIVI BBIIOJIHSET (PU3MOIIO-
rimdeckme pyHKIVm. Paccy/iok mipm 3ToM hapasieds-
HO W C 3aml03[1aHVeM oOpabaThIBaeT HEKOTOpBIE KyCKI
TOVI JKe caMoV1 MH(OpMaImy, KoTopas IlepBoHavaIbHO
ObUIa ITpeTHa3HaueHa Mt 00pabOTKM 110.4bK0 MHCTVH-
kToM. OOpa3HO BeIpaXkasich, pacCyIOK — JIUIIIb 810opoil
3puUTesIb B KMHOTeaTpe; KMHOTeaTp CYIIecTBOBaJI ObI 1
IIponorKasl ObI PYHKIIMOHWPOBATh V1 Oe3 Hero mpu Ha-
JIMYUY TIEPBOTO 3pUTeIIs (= MHCTMHKTA). B HeoOxomy-
MBIX CJIy4asiX PacCyIOK He padpVHMPOBAHHOIO THOCE-
0JIOT9ecKoro cyOobekTa, Kak y KaHTa, a mpakTmdecko-
ro JiedaTeist KOppPeKTUpyeT MHCTUHKTEL, IIPOVU3BOJILHO
TOPMO3S MIX TI0 HeOOXOIMMOCTH (KaK, HallpuMep, IIpu
roxozie K 3yOHOMY Bpady), ¥, eCcJIVl TaKoe IIOBezeHe
BeJIO B IIPOIIUIOM K yCIIeXy, TO TeHbl, OTBETCTBEHHBIE 3a
dopMmpoBaHMe paccyka, Mojaydaan CTUMYJI K pac-
mpocTpaHeHuio. Takmm oOpa3oM, B KOHTEKCTe 3BOJIIO-
I PacCydOK BO3HMK KaK ITOMOITHWK / COIEPHVK
1711 VTHCTMHKTOB (B 3aBUCIMOCTY OT MEPbI COBIIa/IeHIIs
pereHmyI, IIPUMHVIMAEeMbIX PacCyqKOM M MHCTVHKTa-
MM aBTOHOMHO) B ero prHKH,VH/I KOMaHIHOI'O ITyHKTa
TIOBEJIEHMSI OpraHM3Ma, VCIIONIb3Ys JJIs ce0sl yKe Ha-
Jla’kKeHHoe (He 1171 Hero!) 4yBCTBEHHOCTBIO MH(OpMa-
nyoHHoe cHaOxeHMe. 3. Dperir yOenTesIbHO TI0Ka3asl
CBOVIMM VICCIIEZIOBAaHVISIMYL, UTO BJIVITHIE VIHCTVIHKTOB
Ha JesIoBeKa ITpOI0JDKaeT CYIIeCTBOBATE, 1 IIPOOIIEMBI,
HOpOXXaeMble HaI4dyieM pa3HbIX KOMaHIHEBIX ITyH-
KTOB IIOBE€I€HVIA1 Y€JIOBEKa, TOCTaTOYHO aKTyaJIbHBI.
DjeMeHTapHBIMM POpPMaMM pacCcyaKa, eciIv ITOHVI-
MaTb I10]], HUMV HaOOp KaTerOpwuL, IeJIarOIIX BO3MOX-
HBIM OIIBIT, 00JIafafoT yKe BbIcIIVe XnBoTHBIe. Cobaka,
CKOJIb OBbI LIOPOJIMCTOV OHA HY Oblyla, He POXK/IaeTCst yKe
«BOCIWTAHHO», — IS 3TOTO TpebyeTcs ompererieH-
HBIVI IVIKJT TPEHMPOBOK. L1715 ee AVIKVIX COpOIMYeN! Tpe-
HVPOBKV 3aMeHSIIOTCS [aBJleHreM OKpY Kaloleil cpe-
Ipl B pesysibrare B j1000M ciIydae XMBOTHOE PYKOBOZ-
CTBYeTCS B CBOEM IIOBEIIEHMV He TOJIBKO MHCTMHKTaMW,
HO 11 IproOpeTeHHBIM 3HaHMeM. Ho TpeHMpOBaTH, CKa-
XeM, KaKoe-H1Oy/Ib HaceKoMoe VUIM Aake IIpecMbIKa-
Ioreecs yxe GeccMBICJIeHHO B CHJ1y OTCYTCTBMS Y HUX
TpeOyIOmVIXCS [IJT 3TOTO YCIIOBUI — KaTeTrOpPWIAL
ObparnM Teltepb BHUMaHME Ha JIOJITUM CIIOP KOH-
LOernTyarcToB 11 HEKOHIEIITYaJ/IVICTOB I10 IIOBOAY He-
KOHIIENITYyaJIBHOTO COflepkKaHMs 3HaHMs, The obe cTo-
poHbl ccbutarorcs Ha Kanra. Viexons w3 mapBuHNMCT-
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formation indiscriminately, “blindly,” to the meters
of instincts which in turn process and scan it, react-
ing according to the “stimulus-reaction” formula
to the fragments that are relevant to life. Man, like
any animal, continues to react to external stimuli in-
stinctively when he does something unconsciously,
for example, he experiences basic emotions when
perceiving external events or performing physiolog-
ical functions. Meanwhile understanding process-
es in parallel and with a lag some fragments of the
same information initially intended to be processed
only by instinct. Figuratively speaking, understand-
ing is only the second spectator in a cinema; the cin-
ema would exist and continue functioning without
him as long as the first spectator (= instinct) was
present. When necessary the understanding of a
practical agent, who is not a pure epistemological
subject, as with Kant, corrects the instincts, shutting
them out when necessary (for example, when vis-
iting a dentist) and if such behaviour succeeded in
the past then the genes responsible for the evolution
of understanding had a stimulus to spread. Thus, in
the context of evolution understanding appeared as
a helpmate to or rival of instincts (depending on the
degree to which decisions made by understanding
and instincts autonomously coincide) in its function
of command centre of an organism’s behaviour, us-
ing for itself the information supply already estab-
lished (but not for it!). Freud showed convincingly
by his research that man is still influenced by in-
stincts and the problems created by the rivalry of
various command centres of man’s behaviour are
quite troublesome.

Higher animals already have elementary forms
of understanding as a set of categories that make
experience possible. A dog, whatever its pedigree,
is not born “educated.” It requires a cycle of train-
ing. For its kin in the wild, training is replaced by
the pressure of the surrounding environment. As
a result, in any case the animal is guided in its be-
haviour not only by instincts but also by acquired
knowledge. However, it makes no sense to train an
insect or even a reptile because they do not have the
necessary conditions, i.e. categories.

Let us now draw attention to the long-running
dispute between conceptualists and non-concep-
tualists over the non-conceptual content of knowl-
edge in which both sides invoke Kant. Proceeding
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CKOVI TOUKV 3peHsI, MOXKHO CJIeJIaTh BBIBOJI, YTO ITPaBbl
B HeM KOHIIENTYaJIVCTHI, eciIV, KaK Ipu3HaeT mobop-
HUK IIPOTMBOIOJIOXKHON ToukM 3peHms P. Xanna, «ue-
KOHIIETITyaJIbHOe coflepyKaHle — 3TO KOTHUTHBHOE CO-
nepxanue» (Hanna, 2005, p. 251), n o HUM, HEKOH-
LeNTyaJIbHBIM COfep)KaHMeM, IIOHMMAaeTcs TO, YTO
KanT HaspIBasI coseprjaHieM.

AprymMeHTanuss IpoOTUB IO3UIINM XaHHBI MOXeT
ObITh Crremytortiert. VIcxomst M3 KOHLIEIIIUY «IBYX 3pU-
TeJlell B KMHOTeaTpe», YYBCTBEHHOCTh Haps/Iy C TeM,
YTO SBJISIETCS HEOOXOAMMBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM 3MIIVPU-
YeCKOro 3HaHWMs, OCTAeTCsd He3aBUCUMOWM OT ITOHATWUN
B ee paboTe Ha «IIePBOTO 3pUTEIIs» Jake y deloBeKa
BO B3POCJIOM ¥ 37I0POBOM COCTOSIHVINM, He TOBOPS yiKe
0 MJIafIeHIIaX WJIV HUSIIUX >XUBOTHBIX, JIVIIIEHHBIX
«BTOPOro 3puTesisi» Boodire. [Toaromy roBoputs, 4ro
4yBCTBa SABJIAIOTCSA B 9TOM CJIydae colepKaHweM 3Ha-
HUS, WIN «KOTHUTVIBHBIM COAepXKaHVEM», HeBepHO,
Iake HECMOTPsI Ha TO, uTo caM KaHT HasbIBasI co3epria-
HVe TI03HaBaTeJIBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO M IIPUYMCIISUT K
3HaHMAM KaK ITOHATNS, TaK 1 cozepraHmg (B 376 —377;
KanT, 2006, c. 486—487). 3mech 0H MOT MMeTb B BUIY
Co3epHaHMs B CTaTyce KOMIIOHEHTa pe3yJIbTVpYIole-
rO 3HaHMS, HEOOXOIVMO OPOPMIIEHHOTO IIOHATVSIMIAL.
B ipyrom ciiydae OH yTBEpXKIaeT, YTo SIBJIeHMs 0e3 mx
MOAYMHEHNsI PacCy/IKy SIBJISIOT COOOM «xaoTudecKoe
cmerrreHme» (B 123; Kawnrt, 2006, c. 193), uro Bpsm i
MOYKHO Ha3BaTb 3HaHVeM. Cam XaHHa HeSIBHO II0JIb3Y-
eTCs1 TIOMOIITBIO KaTeropul, Kora IpecTaBIIsieT siBjle-
HUS B HPOpMe «MHIVBUIYaJIBHBIX MaTepPUaIbHBIX 00b-
exToB» (Hanna, 2005, p. 282). Cripasenmmso i 3T0?
KaHT mevicTBUTEIPHO VMHOIMA CUMTAII sIBJIEHVIE 00BheK-
TOM, HO — «HeOIIpeeJIeHHbIM OOBEKTOM SMITVpIUe-
ckoro coseprans» (B 34; Kant, 2006, c. 90). [To-moemy,
HeonpedeseH bl OOBEKT HEJIb3sI Ha3BaTh HV VIHIVIBU-
IyaJIbHBIM, HY MaTepyaIbHBIM.

OueBnTHO, YTO TIOTTHOIIEHHBIE SMIIMPIIecKyie 00b-
eKThI He MOT'YT BOCIIPMHVMAThCS CyOBeKToM Oe3 mic-
II0JIb30BAHMS KaTeropmum cyocraHumm. SIBjieHMs 1103-
TOMY — He OOBEKTBI, 10 KpaviHer Mepe He onpedeseH-
Hble OOBEKTEI, TaK KaK OHM eIlle He IOy ImyIn OObeKTI-
BaIM VI He COXPAHSIIOTCS B ITaMSITH OpraHM3Ma I10CiTe
TOro, KaK BBIIIOJTHWMIIN (MJIM TeM Oojlee He BBIIIOIHU-
JIV) CBOIO (PYHKIIMIO CTVIMYJIa MHCTUHKTOB. [ToaToMy
B JIaHHOM cIiope Hanbojiee OJIM3Ka K MCTMHE, TI0-BU/IV-
MOMY, MO3UIV, HasblBaeMass XaHHOV TpeTber ocJla-
Os1eHHOMI BepCuer KOHIIENTYyaIr3Ma, 3allVIIaioert
€/IMTHCTBEHHBIVI Te3VIC, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY «BCe KOTHU-
TMBHBIE CIIOCOOHOCTM IIOJTHOCTBIO JI€TEPMIHPOBaHbI
KOHIIEIITyaJIbHBIMU  criocoOHocTsiMm»  (Hanna, 2005,
p- 250), mm, BBIpaXkasich IIPOITE, UYTO BCE AMITMPUUe-
CKVie 3HaHMS [IeTepPMIHVIPOBAHbI KaTerOPVSIMML.
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from the Darwinist point of view, one can conclude
that the conceptualists are right if, as the advocate
of the opposite view, Robert Hanna (2005, p. 251)
admits, “non-conceptual content is cognitive con-
tent,” and if non-conceptual content is what Kant
called intuition.

The case against Hanna's position may be as fol-
lows. Proceeding from the analogy of “two spec-
tators in a cinema”, sensibility, apart from being a
necessary component of empirical knowledge, re-
mains independent of concepts in its work for the
“ftirst spectator,” even for a grown-up and healthy
adult, to say nothing of infants and lower animals,
who do not have a “second spectator” at all. Thus
it would be wrong to say that feelings are the con-
tent of knowledge or “cognitive content,” even de-
spite the fact that Kant himself referred to intuition
as cognitive ability and included both concepts
and intuition within knowledge (B 376-377; Kant,
1998, pp. 398-399). Here he may have had in mind
intuition as a component of the resulting knowl-
edge which must be formed into concepts. In an-
other place he says that phenomena, which are not
subordinate to understanding, represent “confu-
sion” (B 123; Kant, 1998, p. 221), which can hardly
be called knowledge. Hanna (2005, p. 282) himself
implicitly uses categories when he calls phenomena
“individual material objects”. Is this true? Kant did
sometimes consider appearance to be an object but
“an undetermined object of an empirical intuition”
(B 34; Kant, 1998, p. 172). In my opinion, an unde-
termined object cannot be called either individual or
material.

Obviously, full-fledged empirical objects can-
not be perceived by a subject without using the cat-
egory of substance. Therefore phenomena are not
objects, at least not determined objects because they
have not yet been objectivised and are not stored in
the organism’s memory after they have fulfilled (or
even more so, not fulfilled) their function of stim-
ulating instincts. Therefore in this argument the
position that Hanna (2005, p. 250) calls the third
weakened version of conceptualism is closer to the
truth, as it upholds the sole thesis whereby “all cog-
nitive capacities are fully determined by conceptual
capacities,” or, put more simply, that all empirical
knowledge is determined by categories.



Kpurnka mertadusmaeckon n
TpaHCIEeHIEeHTAIbHOV eIy KU

BeiBemenme KaHTOM KarTeropmit M3 JIOTMYECKVIX
dyHKIMI B MeTapum3MIecKol IeIyKINM BbI3BIBAET,
Cpeny IpoYero, BOIIPOC IIO IIOBOAY Hac/IeloBaHMS Ka-
Teropuert IPUYMHHOCTY MOIAJIBHOV CVJIBL «TUIIOTETH-
YEeCKMX CY)XXIEHW1», [IOCTABJIEHHBIX e/l B COOTBETCTBIE
(B 95; Kanr, 2006, c. 161). I'mmoreTndeckme Cy KmeHMs
KaHT xapakTepn3oBasl KaK «OTHOIIIEHVIE OCHOBAHM K
arrencremio» (B 98; Kant, 2006, c. 165), mopoxmas TeM
caMBIM HeoIIpesieleHHOCTb. C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, eCyIl,
IIpUHMMAas BO BHUMAaHVIE VX I'MIIOTeTYHOCTD, 3TN Cy-
JKJIEHVISI He aHaJIUTITYECKIe, TO BCTaeT BOIIPOC: T/€ B Ta-
Ormmrte sormaeckvx pyHKITUV OCHOBHAS (PYHKIIVIS JIO-
TMKV — JIOTMYecKoe CIlefloBaHwe, VIV JeIyKIVs B JIO-
rYecKoM cMbiciie? Eciiv e, ¢ Ipyrovt CTOPOHBI, IIpu-
HVMMasl BO BHMMaHME VX XapaKTePUCTMKY KaK «OTHO-
IIIeHMST OCHOBAHMI K CJIEJICTBIIO», OHM BCe-TaKM BBIpa-
KafOT OTHOIIIEHVIEe eIy KIIVIVI, VI €CJIVI KaTeTOPVIVL BEIBO-
VMBI M3 IIOCTaBJIEHHBIX MM B COOTBETCTBUE JIOrIYe-
CKMX (DYHKIMV MITV JTasKe TIPECTaBIISIIOT COOOVT «Ty XKe
camyito dpyukmyio» (B 104; KanT, 2006, c. 172), To mouemy
IIPUYMHHOCTD IIPAaBOMEPHO paccMaTpvBaTh Kak IIpe-
eMHMKa VIMEHHO JIOIMYecKoro cijiemosanvs? KaHTt He
OCTaBIWJI OTBeTa Ha 3TOT HAIIPAIIVBAIOIIUTICS BOIIPOC,
a Be[b B HEM 3aKJIIOYeH HPUHIINIIVAIBHBIVI IJISI BCEV
€r0 TPaHCIIEH/IEHTaTbHON (PYIOCOMII CMBICII, TaK KaK
€CJIVI OTHOIIIEHVIE OCHOBAHMII K CJIEICTBIIO, 10 BCEVI BU-
IIVIMOCTM, aHAJIUTIYECKOe®, TO OTHOLIIEHVE TPUYMHHO-
CTV, Ha YeM OH HacTanBaJl, — CMHTeTHUYeCKoe. DJIJIVCOH
OOBSICHWII 3TO TaK, YTO Kay3aJIbHOCTh — «OTHOIIIEHVe
peavioeo (HeXXesIv IPOCTO) JIOTMYECKOTO OCHOBAHMS K
€ro CJIEJICTBUIO», a JIOTMYECKOe CJlefIoBaHMe — «POJIO-
BOe» II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K KaysasbHocTi (Allison, 2004,
p- 151). Ho xak MeI MOXkeM, Bciter 3a KaHToM, pasmmyaars
aHaJIVITIYeCKyie VI CHTeTIYeCKye CYXKIeHsl, eCJIN II0-
CJIefTHVe KaKVMM-TO TaHCTBEHHBIM 00pa3soM ITPOVCXO-
TISIT OT TIEPBBIX WJIV JTaKe, KaK CUMTaeT DIUIVICOH, SIBIIS-
IOTCA VX NOABMOOM? A VIMEHHO TaK BBIJISIAUT IIPOVIC-
XOXIEHVEe KaTeropuy IIPUYMHHOCTY U3 TUIIOTeTIYe-
CKMX cyXaeHnit. Kak coBMeCTUTB 3TO ¢ OrperieseHus-
MV, TAaHHBIMY caMM KaHTOM, corrtacHO KOTOPBIM CIH-
TeTU9ecKyie CyXXIeHNs, B OTINYVe OT aHAIUTIYECKHX,
1100aBIISIOT K CyOBeKTy cyKieHwMs HoBoe 3HaHMe? [log
YIPO3011 OKa3bIBaeTCs MOINAIBHBIV Ayaln3M — Kpae-
YTOJIbHBIVI IIPUHIIUII BCEVI TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO ch[-
nocodum. Pasuble gacti «KpuTHUKM 4MCTOrO pasymMar»
OKas3bIBAIOTCS He COITIACYIOMIVMWICS IPYT C APYroM U

¢ Jlormdeckvie BEICKa3bIBaHMs 00bIMHO, B yacTHOCTH Y. KyartHom,
CUYMTAOTCS TTOAKIIACCOM aHAITUTUYECKIIX BICKA3bIBAHVVL.

65

I.K. Kalinin

Critique of Metaphysical
and Transcendental Deductions

The fact that Kant derives categories from log-
ical functions through metaphysical deduction
prompts, among other things, the question of in-
heritance by the category of causality of the modal
force of “hypothetical judgments” that correlate
with it (B 95; Kant, 1998, p. 206). Kant described hy-
pothetical judgments as a relation “of the ground to
the consequence” (B 98; Kant, 1998, p. 208), thus cre-
ating ambiguity. On the one hand, if, because they
are hypothetical, these judgments are not analytical
then the question arises: where in the table of logi-
cal functions is the main function of logical conse-
quence or deduction in the logical sense? If, on the
other hand, proceeding from their description as a
relation “of the ground to the consequence,” they
do after all express the relation of deduction and
if categories can be derived from the correspond-
ing logical functions or even represent “[t]he same
function” (B 104; Kant, 1998, p. 211), then why can
causality be treated as a successor of logical conse-
quence? Kant has left no answer to thisquestion, and
yet it carries a meaning that is fundamental for his
entire transcendental philosophy since if the relation
of the ground to the consequence appears to be an-
alytical,® then the relation of causality, as he insist-
ed, is synthetic. Allison (2004, p. 151) offered this
explanation: causality is “the relation of a real (rath-
er than a merely) logical ground to its consequent,”
and logical consequence is “generic” with respect to
causality. But how can we, following Kant, distin-
guish analytical and synthetic judgments if the latter
in some arcane and mysterious way originate from
the former or even, as Allison believes, are their
subclass? And yet this is what the derivation of the
category of causality from hypothetical judgments
appears to be. How is this to be squared with the
definitions given by Kant himself whereby synthet-
ic judgments, as distinct from analytical ones, add
new knowledge to the subject of the judgment? This
threatens modal dualism, the cornerstone principle
of all transcendental philosophy. Different parts of
the Critique of Pure Reason, then, do not agree with
one another and cannot but summon the ghost of

¢ Logical judgments are usually considered, for example by
Willard Quine, to be a subclass of analytical judgements.
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HeBOJIbHO BBI3bIBAIOT Ipuspak KyartHa ¢ ero coMHeHMsI-
MM B pas3/INuMOCTV aHJINTIYECKIX VI CUHTeTUYeCKIX
cyxmeHunt BooOre. KaxxeTcs, 9To eqVHCTBEHHOM Ile-
JIBIO MeTapM3MIeCcKOm AeIYKIINY, IIPOOJIEMHOV TaKKe
C IPyTMIX TOUEK 3peHus, aByIsgeTcs XejlaHve KanTa oT-
Me>KeBaTh KaTeropui OT JIFOOBIX POpM UyBCTBEHHOCTH,
TaK VI VHade 00OCHOBAB MX aBTOHOMWIO B OTHOIIIE-
HUM TIOCJIETHVIX. B TeopeTmdecKmx paMKax JapBUHI3-
Ma, KaK MbI yBUE/IV, TakKasi aBTOHOMHOCTb [IeVICTBU-
TEJIBHO TIO/ITBEP)KIAeTCs], HO OHa He TpeOyeT COMHU-
TeJTBHBIX ITOATIOPOK THITa MeTadVI3IecKOV eIy KIIVTL.

DBOJIIOLIMIOHHBIN B3IVISAZ, Ha IIPOMCXOXKEHMe KaTe-
TOPUM BHOCUT CYIIleCTBEHHBIe KOPPEKTMBbI — O Ka-
KOTI CTeTIeH Y, 3TOT BOIIPOC TpebyeT Ooslee IPMCTaIBHO-
rO M3y4YeHUsI — W B TPaHCLIEHIeHTaJIbHYIO Ae/TyKIINIO,
KOTOpasi IIpeicTaBiisieT CODOV IIPeCIIOBYTO TPYIIHOE,
CIJTOXHOE SIAPO «KpUTHUKM 4mcToro pasyma» Kak J1j1s 1Io-
HIMMaHMS ero YnTaTel MY, Tak 1, 110 Ipu3HaHmo Kan-
Ta, 7151 ero pOopMYJIMpPOBaHMS CaMIM aBTOpoM. Bkpat-
Ile, KaTeropmy, 1o MHeHMIO0 KaHTa, HEBO3MOXHEBI Oe3
eVHCTBa TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO allllepIIey, KOTo-
poe, B CBOIO Odepe/b, BEIBOIWUTCS 13 CAMOCO3HAHMS, U3
CO3HAHMS TOTO, UTO BCe MOVI IIPEICTaBIIeHVIS TIPUHA-
ntexxart MHe (B 131—132; KanT, 2006, c. 203). OcHOBaHMS
IS HAIllero BO3paskeHMs IIPOTMB TaKOro pofia reHea-
JIOTIV KaTeTOPUTL COCTOAT B cilenytorieM. KaHT He emn-
HOX/IBI B CBOVMX pabOTax yKasbIBaeT, UTO OTINYME Ue-
JIOBEKA OT KMBOTHBIX COCTOUT B €0 CIIocoOHOCTY 00J1a-
IaTh CaMOCO3HaHMeM’, HaXOIs UyBCTBEHHOCTb WX 00-
IIIeVT CITOCOOHOCTRIO, IIPYIUeM Topas/io Oosiee pasBUTON
y KMBOTHBIX. Ho 0 TOM, 4TO )XMBOTHBIe 00J1aI1a0T KaTe-
ropuamy, KanT ymarunsaet. Takum o6pasom, nostyva-
€TCsl, YTO, eCJIN YCJIOBMEM BO3MOYKHOCTU KaTerOpuil sB-
JISIeTCS CaMOCO3HAHME, TO BO3MOYKHOCTH ITOJIH30BAThCS
HOHSTUSMM — He TOJIBKO KaTeTOPVSIMI, HO U SMIIVPU-
YeCKVIMU OHATVSAMM, 00pa3yeMbIMVI C TIOMOIIIBIO KaTe-
TOpUM, — IPUHAIJIEXWUT TOJIBKO YeJIOBEKY.

Ho >T0 He Tak. BricIve JXMBOTHBIE — MJIEKOIIMTAIO-
IIVe Y IITULBL — SBHO IOJIb3YIOTCS ITIOHATUSAMI B CBOEM
noBefeHMM. VIX JeTeHBIN M3YYaroT OKPY KON X
MWIp ¥ CBOVICTBA BeITlenl paayi IproOpeTeH s OITbITa, KO-
TOPBIM OyIyT TIOJIB30BATHCS B T€UEHIe OCTAaILHON CBO-
et Xu3HI. JKMBOTHBIE CITIOCOOHBI K 00y YeHI0, KOTOPOe
HEBO3MOXXHO 0e3 aIpMOpHO 3aJaHHBIX ITPEIIIOCHIIOK,
0e3 Kareropmvt, HO OJTHOBPEMEHHO JIMITIEHBI CAMOCO3Ha-
HI, B UyeM 5 coraceH ¢ Kantom. CrieffoBaTesibHO, Ipu-
MephbI TI0JIb30BaHVsI KaTeropysIMiU CyOCTaHIIUN ¥ TIPV-
YMHHOCTYI JKMBOTHBIMY (PasTbCUUITMPYIOT HallpaBiie-
HIe «CBepXY BHWM3» TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHON HeyKIIUN
Kanura. KaTeropum He 3aBUCST OT caMOCO3HaHMS, VI MX

7 51 ©6imaromaper M.JI. EBcTirHeeBy 3a IIpeIOCTaBIIeHE €ro 00-
IIVMPHOVI OJI00PKY BbICKasbiBaHMM KaHTa 0 XMBOTHBIX.
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Quine with his doubts as to whether analytical and
synthetic judgments can be distinguished from each
other at all. It seems that the only aim of metaphys-
ical deduction, problematic also from other points
of view, is Kant’s wish to separate categories from
any forms of sensibility by grounding their auton-
omy with respect to the latter in one way or anoth-
er. Within the theoretical framework of Darwinism,
as we have seen, such autonomy is confirmed, but it
does not require dubious props such as metaphysi-
cal deduction.

The evolutionary view of the origin of categories
introduces important corrections — to what extent
is a matter for closer inspection — into transcen-
dental deduction which is the notoriously difficult
and complicated core of the Critigue of Pure Reason
both for readers and, as Kant confesses, for the for-
mulation by the author himself. In a nutshell, cate-
gories, in Kant’s opinion, are impossible without a
unity of transcendental apperception which in turn
is derived from self-consciousness, from the con-
sciousness that all my perceptions belong to me
(B 131-132; Kant, 1998, p. 246). The grounds for our
objection to this kind of genealogy of categories are
as follows: Kant points out more than once in his
works that the difference of man from animals con-
sists in his ability to have self-consciousness;” they
share the capacity of sensibility, which is more de-
veloped in animals. But Kant says nothing about an-
imals having categories. Thus, it appears to be the
case that while self-consciousness is a precondi-
tion of categories the capacity of using concepts —
not only categories but empirical concepts formed
through categories — is possessed only by man.

But that is not the case. Higher animals — mam-
mals and birds — clearly use concepts in their be-
haviour. Their little ones explore the surrounding
world and the properties of objects to gain experi-
ence which they use throughout the rest of their
lives. Animals are capable of learning, which is
impossible without a priori prerequisites, without
categories, but at the same time have no self-con-
sciousness, a statement about which I am in agree-
ment with Kant. Consequently, the examples of
animals using categories of substance and causality
falsify the “from top to bottom” direction of Kant’s

7 1 am grateful to Maxim D. Evstigneyev for providing me
with a copious selection of Kant’s statements on animals.



TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHas JeAyKiud B usjiokeHHon Kan-
TOM (popMe HeBepHa, TaK )Xe KaK OHU He 3aBUCST U OT
JIOrMuecKmx yHKIIT 10 TOVI XKe ITPUYMHe — U3-3a OT-
CYTCTBUS JIOTMTUECKOTO MBIIUIEHNS KaK y XMBOTHBIX,
TaK U Y IATUMeCIYHBIX MJIajleHIIeB, UTO OIIpOBepraer,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, MeTapU3MIeCKYIO JTeTyKIIMIO.

K Takomy ke BBIBOIY, a MMEHHO — «pacCyxie-
Hre “Henykivm” HeHamesxHo», mpuxonat I1. lamep,
Ix. Ban Kiese u P. Xaya/u1, comiacuBInmch, 4To Mo-
CTpOeHVe ee apryMeHTalluM BbIpakaeTcsl B HUCXOX-
IeHUY OT eIVHCTBa aIlepleniinyt K MHOTUMHsIeMO-
My KaTeropmsaM eqVHCTBY OOBEKTOB. Xayasul ompeie-
JIgeT 3TOT Ppe3yJIbTaT KaK «TPeTuil IIyHKT IIporpecca
B cOBpeMeHHOM KaHToBeneHUV» (Howell, 2013, p. 44).
31ech MOXXHO TOJIBKO KOHCTaTHPOBATh, UTO JApBUHU-
CTCKVe MeTOMbI VICCIIeIOBAHMS BOIIPOCa II0 CBOUM pe-
3yJIbTaTaM COBIIAJIV C HEAPBVHVICTCKVIMIL.

Ho eciim camoco3HaHMe B BOIIpOCe IIPOMCXOXKe-
HVS KaTeropuil He MIpaeT KIIIOYEBYIO POJIb, TO YTO
MorJIo 3acTaBuTh KaHTa mymars nHave? HamomHto, oH
Ha4dMHaeT TpaHCIeHAeHTAIbHYIO AedyKIIMIO CJIoBa-
Mt «[J0TDKHO OBITE 803M0XHO, YTOOBI 5 MbICAK COIIPO-
BOXX/IAJIO BCe MOV IIPEJICTaBJIeHNs; B IIPOTVBHOM CIIy-
4Jae BO MHe IIPeCTaBIIsUIOCh ObI HEYTO TaKOe, YTO BO-
BCe HeJib3st Ob110 Ot MBICTTMTE» (B 131—132; KasxT, 2006,
c. 203). DTo Ha epBBIVI B3IIA]] HEOCIIOPVIMOE YTBepIKile-
HIMe OKa3bIBAeTCsI JIETKOBECHBIM B CBETE COBPEMEHHOI
rcvxostornm. O4ueBMIHO, UTO pedpiIeKCMs «sI MBICITIO»
SBJISIETCS. aKTOM MHTPOCTIEKIINY VIV, eCJIV MOXKHO TaK
BBIPA3UTHCS, KOHIIENTyaIn3alivert «BHy TPEHHero 4yB-
CTBa», eCJIM MCHOJb30Bark TepMyuH Kanrta. Ho Gortee
BHVIMATEILHBIVI aHAJIV3 IBY X BUIOB YYBCTB, KOTOPBIMU
onepupyeT KaHT B «T'paHcIieHIeHTaIbHO JIOTUKE», —
BHEIITHETO ¥ BHYTpPeHHero — II03BOJISieT CiellaTh BbI-
BOII, UYTO PacCy[OK ITpeJHa3HaueH IIpeXie BCero It
KOHIIENITyaIu3aIuy GHeuiHe20 9yBCTBa, TO eCTh I
0POPMIIEHTISI 3TOTO YYBCTBA B TIOHATWSAX, [IJI IIOBe-
TIeHVIsI CO3epLIaHMI O] IIOHATHM. BHy TpeHHee ke 4yB-
CTBO ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, €ro KOHIIeNTyajIu3alusg —
9TO JEVICTBUS MHTEJUIEKTa OoJiee BBICOKOV CTYIIEHNI.
He wmorma s crIocoOHOCTh MHTPOCIIEKITUY POAMTHCS
73 HeOOXOIVMIMOCTY HOHVIMATh MOTVIBBI IIOBEIEHVISI CO-
IJIEMEHHVKOB B COOOIIIeCTBaX IIepBOOBITHOIO YeJIoBe-
Ka KaK CpeJICTBO TaKOro IOHMMaHMs (cM.: Smith, 1991,
p- 48 cH.), 03HAMEHOBaB TeM CaMBIM MCTOPUUECKOe CO-
ObITIIe — TIepexor OT XKMBOTHBIX K UestoBeKy? Eciu Tak,
TO OTCIOfIa BIIOJIHE IOITYCTMMa MBICIIb, UYTO Oojlee HM3-
Kasl CTyIIeHb KOHIIEIITyasIi3ally BO3MOXKHA 0e3 OffHO-
BPEMEHHOIO CyIIeCTBOBaHMs 0osiee BBICOKOVI. B Takom
ciTydae cyOBeKT KOHIIENTyasIi3aly IIepBoro poaa He
IIOJDKEH 3HaTh BOOOIe 00 ormeparinsix CBOero paccys-
Ka, TIPOXOSIINIX JIJISI HETO «B TEMHOTE», TO eCTh B Oec-

I.K. Kalinin

transcendental deduction. Categories do not de-
pend on self-consciousness and their transcenden-
tal deduction in the form set forth by Kant is wrong,
just as they do not depend on logical functions for
the same reason, i.e. because animals as well as
five-months-old babies lack logical thinking, which
therefore refutes metaphysical deduction.

The same conclusion, that “the case of ‘Deduc-
tion”” is not tenable, is arrived at by Paul Guyer,
James Van Cleve and Robert Howell, who agree that
its argumentation is expressed in descent from the
unity of apperception to the unity of objects sub-
ordinate to categories. Howell (2013, p. 44) defines
this result as “the third point of progress in modern
Kant studies.” I can only state that Darwinist meth-
ods of studying the issue have produced the same
results as non-Darwinist ones.

However, if self-consciousness does not play the
key role in the issue of the origin of categories what
could have induced Kant to think otherwise? I will
recall that he begins the transcendental deduction
with the words: “The [ think must be able to accom-
pany all my representations; for otherwise some-
thing would be represented in me that could not be
thought at all” (B 131-132; Kant, 1998, p. 246). This
apparently irrefutable claim proves to be untenable
in the perspective of modern psychology. Obvious-
ly, reflection (“I think”) is an act of introspection or,
conceptualisation of the “inner sense”, to use Kant’s
term. A closer look at the two types of senses Kant
refers to in the “Transcendental Logic” — the outer
sense and the inner one — warrants the conclusion
that understanding is intended above all for concep-
tualisation of outer sense, i.e. to formalise this sense
in concepts, to subject intuitions to concepts. Mean-
while the inner sense and, accordingly, its concep-
tualisation are acts of the intellect of a higher level.
Could the capacity of introspection have been born
of the need to understand the motives of the behav-
iour of fellow tribesmen in primitive communities
as a means of such understanding (cf. Smith, 1991,
p- 48), thus marking a historic event — the mor-
phing of animals into man? If this is the case one
may well conclude that a lower level of conceptual-
isation is possible in the absence of a higher one. In
this case the subject of the first kind of conceptuali-
sation is not supposed to know about the operations
of its understanding which happen “in darkness,”
i.e. in the unconscious. Then the transcendental de-
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cosHaresIbHOM. Torma TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHas Ay KLV
KaTeropuyl HMUKaK He MOXeT HadWMHAThCs C IIpemIio-
CBUIKVI O CAMOCO3HAHWM: YCIIOBVIS «BUIAVIMOCTI» OIlepa-
LWV MBIIUIEHWS He JOJDKHBI OBITH IIPVPaBHEHEI K yC-
JIOBMSIM VX CyIrlecTBoBaHMs. KaHT 31eck crasi, mo-su-
AVIMOMY, IIPOCTO YKEPTBOW HEIOCTaTOUYHO PasBUTHIX B
€r0 BpeMs 3HaAHWV O IIPUPOJIe CO3HAHVIS W OTCYTCTBIS
IIpefiCTaBJIEHMTI O Oecco3HaTeTbHOM BOOOIIIE.

OmpoBeprays IpoBosryalieHHbT KaHToM ITyTh
IIPOVICXOXK/IEHVSI KaTeropuii, OIHOBPEMEHHO Clefly-
eT OBITh OCTOPOXXHBIMI, YTOOBI He BIIaCTh B IIPOTHU-
BOIIOJIOKHYIO OIIVOKY, IIOCUMTaB, YTO JaPBUHW3M pe-
abvMTUpyeT MX SMIIMPUYECKYIO AedyKomio. Takas
oIIMOKa MOXKET CJIeZIOBaTh W3 CIIVIIIKOM YIIPOITIeHHO-
ro HOHMMAaHMs HAPBUMHWUCTCKMMM KpuTukamy Kan-
Ta IPOVICXOXKAEHVISE KaTeropuil B (PVJIOreHeTIYeCKOM
acIiekTe KaK ITpOVICXOXIeHWUs a posteriori. Xots Jlo-
PeHII OrpaHMYMIICS HesICHOM opa3ort «PyHKOMS ee
(T.e. opraHmM3anuy opraHos 4yBcTB. — }.K.) 0bOyciios-
nieHa vicropvaeckim» (Jlopemrr, 1998, c. 252), o dorur-
Mep, HallpyMep, CIMTaeT, 9YTO «TeHeTndecKas MHQop-
Manus npuodpemena (kypcus mont. — M.K)... OHa, cite-
IIOBATEJIbHO, (huUL02eHeMUUecKy anocmepuopHa» (IINT.
no: Hartmann, 2017, p. 56). CMUT B aHaJIOTMTYHOM [Ty Xe
BTOPUT €MY: «DBOJIIOLIVIOHVCT. .. IT0JIaraeT, YTO KaTero-
PV Ha caMOM JieJle IIPOVICTEKAOT V13 IIPUPOIEI B IIPO-
Ilecce OpPraHMYECKOV SBOJIIONMN ¥, CJIeOBaTeIBHO,
vMetoT, Boripeku KanTy, “aMmmpiraeckoe” IIpomcxoxk-
meHue» (Smith, 1991, p. 47).

Ilo GomemmoMy cueTy Takas OlleHKa HeBepHa, IIO-
CKOJIBKY KaTeTOpUN 1 B (PYIOreHe3e He IIPOVICXOMST M3
ombITa B cMbIciie Jlokka vyt FOMma, He mmproGpeTaroTcst
KaK y>Ke HeUTO TOTOBO€, a Pa3BUBAIOTCS ITyTEM IeHeT V-
YeCKMX MYTaIUil U NpucnocodeHus ¢ TIOMOIIBIO ecTe-
CTBEHHOTO 0TOOpa. [la 1 KaK TeopeTidecKu KaTeropu,
Jaxe B (OVJIOreHeTYeCKOM acIlekTe, MOI'yT OBITh IIpH-
oOpeTeHBI HaMV aIllOCTEPVOPY, eCIIV JIsL CaMOVl BO3-
MOYKHOCTVI TaKOTO criocoba IIproOpeTeHmMs yKe Heoo-
XO[IVIMBI alIpVIOpHBIE MEXaHWM3MBI, TO eCTh Te JKe KaTe-
ropvm? Ecyii sMmnvipukm, He 03ab0oueHHEBIe VX IIPU3Ha-
HVeM, MOIJIV ObI IIPOUTHOPVPOBATh 3TO 3aMeUaHIIe, TO
sl He BVDKY, KaK 3TO MOIJIV OBI CIeJIaTh 3BOJIIOIVIOHHEIe
3MMCTEMOJIOTM: KaK MOXKHO OBITH ITOCIIeOBAaTeIIbHBIM,
Hpr3HaBasi HeOOXOIVMOCTh aIlpMOPHBIX MeXaHV3MOB
IJIS aroCTePUOPHOTO 3HAHMS B OHTOI€HETMYeCKOM
acIieKTe, OTpHUIIasi 3Ty XKe HeOOXOOMMOCTD IIJIsl SIKOOBI
aTtoCTePVOPHOTO 3HAaHWA B acTieKTe douytoreHesa?

B mrore BrIIIenprBeieHHas apryMeHTalIusl 1103B0-
JISIeT CJIesIaTh BBIBOM, UTO AeAyKIIMs KaTeropyii Hallle-
ro nosHaHMs B cMeIcle KaHTa MOXeT cumMTaThCsi TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV TOJIBKO B OHTOTEHEeTVYEeCKOM acITek-
Te C TOVI CYIIeCTBEHHOW IIOIIPAaBKOW, YTO X MICTOYHVIK
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duction of categories cannot start with the self-con-
sciousness premise: the conditions of “visibility” of
thought operations must not be equated to the con-
ditions of their existence. In the event Kant appar-
ently was the victim of the insufficient knowledge
at that time concerning the nature of consciousness
and he lacked any notion of the unconscious.

Having refuted the path of the origin of cat-
egories proclaimed by Kant, one has to be careful,
however, not to succumb to the opposite mistake
by concluding that Darwinism rehabilitates their
empirical deduction. This mistake may be the re-
sult of a simplistic understanding by Kant’s Dar-
winist critics of the origin of categories from the
phylogenetic aspect and of the origin a posteriori.
Although Lorenz (1977, p. 9) confined himself to a
vague statement “its function [i.e. the function of
the system of sense organs — I.K.] is [...] historical-
ly evolved,” Vollmer (1988 cited in Hartmann, 2017,
p- 56), for example, believes that “this genetic infor-
mation has been acquired [...]. It therefore is a pos-
teriori phylogenetically.” Smith (1991, p. 47n2) echoes
him: “The evolutionary biologist, however, suggests
that the Categories themselves are indeed derived
from nature, during organic evolution, and in con-
sequence indeed have, contradicting Kant, an ‘em-
pirical” origin.”

At the end of the day this assessment is wrong
because categories, even in phylogenesis, do not
arise from experience in the sense of Locke or
Hume; they are not acquired readymade but evolve
through genetic mutation and adaptation by way of
natural selection. And indeed, how can categories
theoretically be obtained, even from the phyloge-
netic angle, a posteriori if the very possibility of such
a path already requires an a priori mechanism, i.e.
the self-same categories? While empiricists, uncon-
cerned with their recognition, might have ignored
this remark, I do not see how the same can be done
by evolutionary epistemologists: how can one be
consistent, recognising the need for a priori mecha-
nisms for a posteriori knowledge in the ontogenetic
sense while rejecting this need for purportedly a pos-
teriori knowledge in the phylogenetic sense?

As a result, the above argument warrants the
conclusion that deduction of the categories of our
cognition in the Kantian sense can be seen as tran-
scendental only in the ontogenetic aspect with the
important correction that their source is not in the



HaXOoMTCs He B CaMOCO3HaHMM, a B reHax. B dustorene-
TWYIECKOM JXe acIleKTe OHa He SIBJISIeTCSI HU TPaHCIeH-
TeHTaJIBHOV, HU sMrvpudeckont. OHa — 3604101 u0H-
Hasl, IBVDKVIMAsI IIPYICTIOCOOIIEHVIEM, VI BBIBOIMT ITPOVAC-
XOX/IeHVie KaTeTOPUI 13 MHCTUHKTOB.

KaTeropvm HpHCHOCOﬁJ’IEHVIH B cucTeMe
OHTOJIOI'MYECKOI'0 IVII0pasIiM3Ma

Terrepr mepevizmem ot mpobsieM MO3HAHMS W M3yda-
IOIIEVT €ro IIPUPOY W CTPYKTYPYy TpaHCLeH IeHTaIIb-
Hovi dvtocopun K Ooslee IMIMPOKOV TeMe, OXBaThIBa-
fortert Bce Tpu «Kputnkm» KanTa, — mpobiieme cBsi3u
B OIHOV CVCTeMe pa3HBIX OHTOJIOrMV. Bermre yxe ro-
BOPWMJIOCH, UTO TIOCIIeTyIOIMe TIOKOIeHMs dniocodos
OTMaXHYJIVICh OT KAHTOBCKOIO JIyajIi3Ma BMeCTe C I10/-
pasyMeBaeMoVi MM ITpO0sIeMOV CBSI3M (PU3IYeCKOro Jie-
TepMMHM3Ma C YeJI0BeUeCcKVIMM IIeHHOCTSIMU 71 CBOOO-
ot Boy. JapBMHM3M MOXKET CBhITPaTh PelIarollyro
POJIb B BO3BpALLeHUN Ayan3Ma U, IIupe, [Iopains-
Ma KaK ero «pacIivpeHs» Ha IepBble TO3UIINUN B CO-
BpeMeHHOV vI0codm MOCPEICTBOM IIpeioCcTaBIIe-
HVS B PyKn $pri1ocopoB KaTeropui IIPUCIIocobIeH s,
OCMBICJIEHHOV Ha pry1ocodpckoM ypoBHe. [11s1 m3jioxe-
HVsL CBOVIX MBICJIEVI IO 3TOMY HOBOMY $I VICIIOJIB3YIO CVI-
cremy H. laprmana, Mmoguduimposannyio Jlopeniiem
B 3BOJIIOLIMIOHHOM Ty Xe. [ToO0UHBIM HO3UTUBHBEIM 3-
dexToM MoeVt peKOHCTPYKLMV CTaHeT pellleHye criopa
COBpeMeHHBIX KOMMeHTaTopoB KaHnTa 1o mosomy Toro,
KaKas M3 MHTepIIpeTaluil ero TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHOrO
ngeanvsMa — JIByXMUPHas VI JIByXaclleKTHasl — $IB-
JISIeTCS BEPHOTA.

Ho npexxpe ueM s mepeviay K M3JI0KeHWMIO CYCTeMBI
laprmana — JlopeHria, 06ocHYIO, ITOUeMy paccMOTpe-
HVe OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOV IIPO0IeMaTuKV KPUTUYECKON
drtocodmnt mpeAIoOUTHUTEIbHEE B PaMKax IIFOPasIn3-
Ma, a He AyajIn3Ma, Kak 3To gesair Kanr.

o, mmopanmaMoM fasiee st Oymy IOHMMAaTh He
IUIIOpasIn3M cyOcTaHOmi B myxe JleriOHmMITa, a mIopa-
JIV3M TTapaJiviTM VJIVI TOYeK 3peHis, IIOJI0OHBIX IO CBO-
et bopMe aHTPONOIEHTPU3MY VIV TeOLleHTPU3MY,
KOTOPBIM HEKOTOPbIe CTOPOHHVIKM By XaCIIeKTHOV VH-
TepripeTanyy TpaHCHeHJeHTaJIbLHOrO Mjlean3Ma yIio-
TIo0IIAIOT (peHOMeHaIbHBINI 11 HOyMeHaJIBHBIVT MVPBI
Kanra. CooTBeTCTBeHHO, «<MUP», VIJIV «OHTOJIOT M, Oy-
IIyT BO MHOT'OM IIOHVMMATbCSI MHOVI B Iy Xe «acIleKTa»®.

ITpobiieMy myasni3Ma B KOHTEKCTE €ro CpaBHEHMS C
IUIIOPaIN3MOM MOXKeT VJIIIOCTPVUPOBATh CJIey IOV
IIMPOKO LIUTUpPyeMblii accak Kanra:

8 B cienyrorem naparpade, oHAKO, «aCIeKTHBIV» ITOIXOL, K

AyaJisMy U IUIIOpaIn3sMy 6yneT peATUBU3IPOBAH.
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self-consciousness but in the genes. Phylogenetical-
ly, however, it is neither transcendental nor empir-
ical. It is evolutionary, driven by adaptation, and it
derives the origin of categories from instincts.

The Category of Adaptation in the System
of Ontological Pluralism

Let us now pass on from the problems of cog-
nition and transcendental philosophy which stud-
ies its nature and structure to a broader topic that
covers all the three Kantian Critiques, viz. the prob-
lem of connecting different ontologies within a sin-
gle system. As noted above, the next generation of
philosophers brushed aside Kantian dualism along
with the problem of the link between physical de-
terminism and human values or the free will they
imply. Darwinism can play the decisive role in
bringing dualism and, more broadly, pluralism as
its “expansion” back to the dominant position in
modern philosophy by providing philosophers with
the category of adaptation understood at the philo-
sophical level. To present my ideas on this matter
I use the system of Nicolai Hartmann, modified by
Lorenz in the evolutionary spirit. A positive side ef-
fect of my reconstruction will be the resolution of
the controversy among modern commentators of
Kant as to which interpretation of Kant’s transcen-
dental idealism — two-world or two-aspect inter-
pretation — is true.

But before I proceed to present the Hartmann-
Lorenz system I would like to explain why it is
preferable to consider the ontological problems of
critical philosophy in the framework of pluralism
rather than dualism, as Kant did.

By pluralism I understand not the pluralism of
substances in the spirit of Leibniz but the plural-
ism of paradigms or points of view, similar in form
to anthropocentrism or theocentrism which propo-
nents of the two-aspect interpretation of transcen-
dental idealism liken to Kant’s phenomenal and
noumenal worlds. Accordingly, in many ways I will
interpret “the world” or “ontology” in the spirit of
“aspect”.?

The problem of dualism in the context of its
comparison with pluralism may be illustrated by the
following widely quoted passage from Kant:

8 In the next section, however, the “aspect” approach to dual-
ism and pluralism will be relativised.
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Ho ecrim xpuTika He 3a0iTy>Kmajach, Haydasl Hac
paccMaTpuBaTh OOBEKT B 060AKOM 3HAUEHUU, & VIMEHHO
KaK sBJIeHNe VWIM KaK Belllb caMy IIo cebe; eciIn JaH-
Has KPUTMKOVI JeTyKIIVS PacCyJOYHBIX [IOHSTU Bep-
Ha 1, CJIeJIOBaTeIIbHO, 3aKOH Kay3aJIbHOCTV OTHOCUTCS
TOJIPKO K BelllaM B IIepBOM 3Ha4eHW, T. €. IIOCKOJIbKY
OHII CYTh IIPEIMETHI OITBITA, MEX/Yy TeM KaK BeIIl BO
BTOPOM 3HA4YeHWN He IMOIYMHEeHbI 3aKOHY IIPUYMH-
HOCTW, — TO, He 0OSCh BIIACTh B IIPOTMBOpEYVIe, OIHY
VI Ty e BOJIIO, B3STYIO B SIBJIEHUM (B HaOJIIOIIaeMbIX
IIOCTYIKAaX), C OAHOV CTOPOHBI, MOXXHO MBICJINTB KaK
HeoOX0ommMMo coo0pasyIoIyIocs ¢ 3aKOHOM IIPUPOLIBI
VI TIOCTOJIBKY He c60600HY10, C PYTOVI XKe CTOPOHBI, KaK
IpVHAIJIEXaIyIo BeI caMovt 10 cebe, cTajio OBITB,
He IIOIYMHEHHYIO 3aKOHY IIPWPOMBL M IIOTOMY Kak
c6oboonyro (B XXVII—XXVIII; Kart, 2006, c. 30 —31).

OBBIYHO 3TOT OTPBIBOK HIPUBOAMTC B 3aLIIUTY IBYX-
acITeKTHOV VHTEepIIpeTalyi TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOIO
vmeanysMa. 5l e xody oOpaTUTh BHMMaHVIe Ha JPyTron
COITYTCTBYIOIINI 3TOV MHTepIperany HioaHc. CBo-
Ooma BoymM, Kak MBI BUAMM, JIOKanmsyercss KaaTom B
MMpe Beller cCaMyX 110 ce0e, TIOHMMaeMBbIX IIPEX]Ie Bee-
ro KaK BHeIIHVe HaM Pr3MgecKye CyIITHOCTH, UYTO Ka-
JKETCsI 10 MEHBIIIeN Mepe CTpaHHBIM. [lyacTidecKkast
MaTpWuIia OKa3bIBAeTCs CIIMIIIKOM Y3KOVI IJISI BCEX OHTO-
Jjioruii, Koropble KaHT xoueT 00BATH B CBOEVI CHICTEME, 1
HEKOTOPble 13 HVX OH BBIHY’K/IEH YKJIa[bIBaTh B OITHO
IIPOKPYCTOBO JIOKe. MOXKeT OBITE, TUTIOPaIVCTIUeCKUT
dpopMmart srydrrre oTBevas ObI €ro 3aMbICITY?

Huwixosart I'apTmaH, kKak ObI 0TBedast Ha 3TOT 3aIIpoc,
BBIZIBVIHYJI MIZIEI0 O YeTBIpeX CJIOAX (CTpaTax) peasbHO-
ctt (em.: Hartmann, 1953), xotopsle JlopeHIT HasbIBaeT
TaK)Ke yPOBHSMM VIHTETpallVV: HEOPraHWYeCKUl, Op-
TaHWYeCKUW, IICUXIYECKII 1 1y XOBHBIV. XapaKTepHOV
17151 IX OTHOLLIEH VS MEXXTy COOOVI SIBJISIETCS CTpOras Ofl-
HOCTOPOHHSISI 3aBVICVIMOCTD: BCE OpraHITYeCKOe OCHOBBI-
BaeTcsl Ha (PU3MYECKMX M XMMUYEeCKMX IIporieccax, HO
He HaoOOpoT. V Tak HasIbille BBEpX II0 MepapXIdecKornt
rimpammyie: «[lepemertiasics OT CJ1041 K CJIOIO Yepes pasie-
JISFOIIIVIE VIX TPaHMUIIBL, MBI KKV pa3 OOHapY KMBaeM
OJTHO VI TO YK€ OTHOITIeHVIe OCHOBAaHHOCTY Ha “Hvisiem”,
00YCJIOBJIEHHOCTY 3TUM “HM3IIMM” 1 B TO JKe BpeMsI ca-
MOCTOSITeTTRHOCTH BBICITIETO B €0 CBOEOOpasmi 1 coo-
CTBEHHOV 3aKOHOMepHOCTI» (Jlopentt, 1998, c. 277).

Hartee Jlopen1i utupyet l'aprmana: «JIerko yemor-
PeTh, YTO B YCTPOVICTBE PeajIbHOrO MVpa CYILeCTByeT
HEKOTOpOe pacciloeHwe; HellpeyOesKIeHHbIN B3IJIAL
IIPOCTO HeM30eXKHO OOHapyXMBaeT ero. Il oHO B caMoM
Ierte OBUIO 3aMedeHO yXe maBHO. Ho mpencrasieHme
O PacCIIOEHHOCTM He MOIJIO OBITh OecITperrsiTCTBEHHO
IIPVHATO II0 TOVI IIPUYMHE, YTO €My BCIOZy IIPOTUBO-
CTOSsUT nocmyaam edurncmba mupa, Gui06unymolil cnexy-
Aamubuvivm muiuisenuem» (Jlopent, 1998, c. 278 —279).
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But if the critique has not erred in teaching
that the object should be taken in a twofold meaning,
namely as appearance or as thing in itself; if its
deduction of the pure concepts of the understanding
is correct, and hence the principle of causality applies
only to things taken in the first sense, namely insofar
as they are objects of experience, while things in the
second meaning are not subject to it; then just the
same will be thought of in the appearance (in visible
actions) as necessarily subject to the law of nature
and to this extent not free, while yet on the other
hand it is thought of as belonging to a thing in itself
as not subject to that law, and hence free (B XXVII-
XXVIIL; Kant, 1998, p. 116).

Usually this passage is invoked to defend the
two-aspect interpretation of transcendental idealism.
However, I would like to draw attention to another
nuance that accompanies such interpretation. As we
see, Kant localises free will in the world of things in
themselves understood primarily as physical entities
external to us — a strange statement, to say the least.
The dualist matrix turns out to be too narrow for all
the ontologies which Kant seeks to embrace in his
system, so that he has to put some of them in the same
Procrustean bed. Perhaps the pluralistic format might
serve his purpose better?

Nicolai Hartmann (1953), as if answering that
question, put forward the idea of four strata of re-
ality which Lorenz also refers to as levels of inte-
gration: inorganic, organic, psychic and spiritual.
A salient characteristic of their interrelationship is
strictly one-way dependence: everything organ-
ic is based on physical and chemical processes, but
not vice versa. And this continues upward through
a hierarchic pyramid: “From stratum to stratum,
passing across the successive divisions, we find
everywhere this principle of dependence on the
stratum below, yet at the same time the autonomy
of the superimposed stratum with its own structures
and its own laws” (Lorenz, 1977, p. 38).

Lorenz then goes on to quote Hartmann (1964
cited in Lorenz, 1977, p. 39): “It is patently obvi-
ous to any unprejudiced observer that the world is
built up by stratifications. This was realised early
on. The only reason why it was not accepted with-
out opposition was because it conflicted with the
premise of speculative philosophy that the world is



XapakTepusyst B 1ieJioM KoHIermuo [aprmana, Jlo-
PEHLI BBIJIETISIET JIBE ee IIPUHIIMITVaIbHBIE YePTHL: C Of1-
HOVI CTOPOHBI, OHa CTPOTrO aHTMPEeTYyKIIVOHUCTCKA:
HEeBO3MOYKHO CMBICII KM3HV BBIPA3UTh B UVICTO (PU3U-
UeCcKMX TepPMUHaX, [IepeXMBaHMS — B TepMUHax Ovo-
JIOTUIY, a pa3yM peayLypoBaTh K IIepeXVBaHVISAM, XOTS
KaKIBbII OOJlee HM3KUI yPOBEHD SBJISETCS YCIIOBVIEM
Gostee Bbicokoro. C gpyrovt cTopoHsl, JlopeHIr BMecTe
¢ TapTMaHOM 3HEPrMYHO KPUTMKYET IIPOTVMBOIIOIOXK-
HYIO KPafHOCTh — pasliesieHVie Mypa Ha JXeCTKMe JIV-
XOTOMWM C IIPOIACTBI0 MEXIy ee CTOpOHaMM, Hallpu-
Mep B aDCOJTFOTHOM ITPOTMBOIIOCTABJIIEHU UeJIOBeKa
kmBOoTHBIM. Kaxk riniet Jlopent,

OIHOCTOPOHHee IIPOHMKHOBEHVE CII0eB VIV YPOB-
HeVl MHTerpauuy IIPUBOAUT K TOMY, Y1M0 K HUM He
NPUMEHUMA POpMa MbitiAeHUS, 0CHOBAHHAS HA B3aUMHO
uckAouawux npomubonosoxxocmsax... B Hukorma He
ecTh He-A, a Bcerma A+B, C ects A+B+C u Tax masiee.
Ho xoTst B Ie7ICTBUTEIbHOCTY HEYMECTHO OAUVHATD
CJION PeasyIbHOTO MUpa IM3BIOHKTMBHBIM ITOHSATVIM,
TaKye IIOHATWUS YTHe3IWINCh OecunciieHHbPIMM Hapa-
MM B HallleM MBIIUIEHWUN... IIPUpoIa U OyX, TeIo U
ZlyIlla, )XMBOTHOE ¥ 4YeJIOBeK, eCTeCTBO VI BOCIIMTaHVIe
(/Topent, 1998, c. 281).

B nesiom Teopws cji0eB HallOMMHaET XOPOLIO W3-
BeCTHBIVI SMepIKeHTus3M, Ho JlopeHIl HacTambaeT
Ha OTJIMYMMU IepBoVl OT BToporo. IlosTomy moHATMIO
SMepIPKeHTHOCTH OH ITpefIounTaeT BBeIeHHOe VM ca-
MVM HOHATHe PyJIBrypalliy, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY HO-
Basl peayIbHOCTh KaKIBINI pa3 CO3MIaeTCs umezpayuei
3JIEMEeHTOB, HacCeJISIFOIIVIX HVDKHYE CJIOV, TaK YTO XOTS
BCe 2JIeMeHThbI HOBOVI PeaIbHOCTYL MOJKHO HalITV HVIKe,
ee caMy — HeT.

Ho ecnut takme HeomHOMepHBIe (DeHOMEHBI, KOTO-
peie Jlopenry BeipakaeT dopmysion «A+B+C», mpen-
CTaBJISAIOT COOOV HpPVMEephl eIMHCTBA Pa3HBIX CJIO-
€B peaJIbHOCTV, TO YeM SIBJISIeTCs CBsI3b MeXIy CJIOs-
Mn? Ecym 3TO Ta XXe camasi IPUYMHHOCTB, KOTOPOV
MBI CBSI3bIBae€M COOBITVSL BHYTPU (PU3MUECKOTO MMpa,
TO IpaB MapKCK3M, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY, KaK M3BeCTHO,
MIpOrpecc OT IPOCTOTrO K CJIOKHOMY JeTepMUHUPOBAH
u HemsbexeH. IapTman 1 Jlopenti, HaobopoT, HacTa-
VBalOT Ha CJIydallHOM XapaKTepe IIOsIBJIeHMs HOBBIX
ypoBHeV HTerpanumn. Jlormdeckoe ciieroBaHue TOXe
JOJKHO OBITH OTBEPIHYTO C IIOPOra, TaK KaK KakIIbIvi
HOBBIVI YPOBEeHb He MOYKeT ITpeJICTaBIIATh COOOI HeUTO
y>kKe Haxofslreecs B IIpeXKHeM, HysIeM. TakuM OTHO-
IIIeHVIeM MOYXKET OBITh TOJIBKO ITpHCIIOcoOIeHe.

ITpuBeny mpuMep OTIWUMS IIPUCIIOCOOJIEHWSI OT
npuumHHOCTH. Tlocsiemuss TpakTyeTcss kak HeoOXo-
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a unity.” Characterising Hartmann’s conception as
a whole, Lorenz singles out two fundamental fea-
tures: on the one hand, it is strictly anti-reduction-
ist: it is impossible to express the meaning of life
in purely physical terms, emotional experiences in
terms of biology and reduce reason to experience,
although every lower level is a precondition of a
higher level. On the other hand, Lorenz, together
with Hartmann, vehemently criticises the other ex-
treme — the division of the world into rigid dichot-
omies with a gap between the sides, for example, in
the absolute opposition of humans and animals. As
Lorenz writes,

[...] the law of contradictory opposites does not
apply to the unilateral penetration of strata of levels
of integration. B is never non-A but always A + B;
Cis A + B + C, etc. Although it is inappropriate to
use mutually exclusive concepts when dealing with
different levels of existence, numerous such pairs of
terms have crept into our thinking [...] — mind and
nature, body and soul, man and animal, etc. (Lorenz,
1977, p. 42).

On the whole, the theory of strata resembles
well-known emergentism, but Lorenz insists that
the former differs from the latter. Therefore he pre-
fers to the concept of emergentism the concept of
fulguration he has himself created, whereby a new
reality is always created through integration of el-
ements inhabiting the lower strata such that, al-
though all the elements of new reality can be found
below, the reality itself cannot.

But if such non-unidimensional phenomena
which Lorenz expresses in the formula “A+B+C”
are examples of the unity of different strata of a
reality what of the connection between the stra-
ta? If it is causality which we use to link the events
within the physical world, then Marxism is right in
asserting that progress from the simple to the com-
plex is determined and inevitable. Hartmann and
Lorenz, on the contrary, insist that the new level
of integration appears by chance. Logical conse-
quence must also be rejected out of hand because
each new level cannot be something that is already
in the former, lower level. Such a relationship can
only be adaptation.

Let us consider an example to see the difference
between adaptation and causality. The latter is in-
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IOVIMOCTB CJlefioBaHMst cOObITH B 3a cobbrTiem A. ITpn-
criocobsieHVIe ke O3HadaeT, UTo 3a coObITeM A B pu-
JIOTeHeTMYeCKOM MacIiiTabe MOT'YT B paBHOVI V1 CJTydari-
HOVI CTeTleHM crlefoBaThk coObITus B, C v D, mpraem
PaBHOBO3MOXKHOVI aJIBT€PHATMBOV B MOXkeT OBITH Jaske
anTu-B. Hanpumep, lapsuH B KauecTBe IIpuMepa JIevl-
CTBMSI €CTECTBEHHOrO OTOOpa OIVCHIBal M3MEHEHWS
B MOpOJIOrMy HaceKOMBIX, IIOMABIINX Ha OKeaHCKe
OCTpOBa: IO, AEVICTBVIEM CVJILHBIX BETPOB, CAYBaOIIIVIX
HaCeKOMBIX B OKeaH, KPbIIbS OIIHOVI VIX YaCTH yBeJINI -
JIVCP, a APYTOV, HA00OPOT, Aerpagnposan. Takum 00-
PpasoM, KTO-TO 13 HVIX CMOT JIyYIlle COIPOTMBIIATHCS Be-
TPY, a KTO-TO IIpefIiodesI He jleTaTh BoobIe: o0e cTpa-
Tervy Benm K ycrexy (Hoxmms, 2010, c. 83). To xe camoe
OTHOCWTCS He TOJIBKO K MOP(OJIOriN, HO VI K IIOBEIeH-
YecKMM IIfTaMaM. TakmmM oOpa3oM, IpucrocobrieH e,
He IPOTMBOpeYa Kay3aJIbHOCTV, ITO3BOJISET MHIIVIBU-
IlaM IIPOSIBJISITH CBODOIY BBIOOpPa, BBICTYIIAIOIIYIO OC-
HOBaHVeM 1 A1 cBobons! Bosn. CBoboma BeIOOpa Kak
B OyKBaJIbHOM, TaK U MeTapOPMIEeCKOM — IS XKMBOT-
HBIX — CMBICJIe BefleT K pasHoobOpasuto. Ho 3Ta xe cBo-
Oorta MoXKeT, Ha000POT, OBITH yCIIOBMEM OfHOODpasms,
KOI/ja pedb MAeT O MOPaJIbHOV OTBETCTBEHHOCT, O Ka-
TETOPUYECKOM mMIlepaTuBe B TepmmHax Kanta. MbI
BUVIM, OIHAKO, YTO OIHOOOpasue IomoOHOro poma
He MOXeT ObITh JeTepMMHMPOBAHO BHEIIHVIMM II0 OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K BOJIe YesloBeKa IpmumHamy. OHO MOXeT
OBITH IIPOYKTOM JINIITE CBOOOIHOrO BeIOOpa. Ha aToM
IyTV MOXKHO HawTu Ooslee 0OOCHOBaHHOe pellleHVie
TpeThent aHTMHOMMY KaHTa, momyckarorieir ogHOBpe-
MEHHO KaK IIPUYMHHOCTD, TaK Y CBOOOY.
PacripocTpaHeHve IeVICTBYIS 3BOJIIOLVIOHHBIX IIPUH-
LIVITIOB Ha 3IMCTEMOJIOTMIO B TAKOM (PrI0cOpCKOM KOH-
TeKCTe BIIOJIHEe OXW[IaeMo. B HOBOM cBeTe Bce Hallle 3Ha-
HMe IIyTeM CHeIM(UIecKoro ecTeCTBEHHOro oTOopa
«IIPUCIIOCAONIMBAETCS» K OOBEKTVBHOW [IEVICTBUTEIIb-
Hoctu. Ilo MHenuro Tlonmepa, Teopun KOHKYpUPYIOT
MeXX[1y cobOov1 HaTlofio0vie OpraHm3MoB B IIPUPOZIE, 1 BbI-
JKIMBaeT Ta, KOTOpasi JIyd4llle OOBICHSeT peasbHOCTD 1,
B IIIIPOKOM CMBICIIe, Oostee ycrientHa. 3HaunT, [lormep
paccMaTpuBall 3HaHVe U IeVICTBUTEIPHOCTh KaK He3a-
BUICMBIe CTPYKTYPHI B Tyxe KaHTa, X0OTsI B oTJIMYme OT
HIOCTIETHETO BT BOSMOXKHOCTb VIX COOTBETCTBIS OiIa-
rofapsi a0anmayuy OIHOV 13 HVIX K PYTOV ITy TeM ITpo0
v vctipassieHns ommbok (Popper, 1994, p. 24, 92)°.
Bortee Toro, 3HaYeHIe TIPUICITIOCOOIIEHIS HE OT paHVI-
4yyBaeTcs OMOJIOrveN W 3MMcTeMosiorver. S CKiIoHeH
B CBSI3ML CO BCEM BBIITIeCKa3aHHBIM Hazle/IUTh IIOHSTVe

9K coxartermio, Ilommep He BO3BeI TeM He MeHee IIPVCIIOCO-
GreHme Ha ypoBeHB (HMII0COPCKOVI KAaTeropui, TIOATBEPKIeHIe
YeMy MBI YBUIVIM 9y Th HVDKE.
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terpreted to mean that event B necessarily follows
event A. Adaptation means that event A phyloge-
netically can equally and fortuitously follow events
B, C or D, with anti-B being as possible an alterna-
tive as B. For example, Darwin cites as an instance
of natural selection changes in the morphology of
insects which find themselves on oceanic islands:
under the impact of strong winds that drive the in-
sects towards the ocean one part of them grew big-
ger wings while the other part saw them diminish
in size. Thus one of these groups was better adapted
to resisting wind and the other preferred not to fly
at all: both strategies were successful (cf. Dawkins,
1999, p. 42). The same applies not only to morphol-
ogy but also to behavioural clichés. Thus adap-
tation, while not contradicting causality, enables
individuals to exercise freedom of choice which is
also the foundation of free will. Freedom of choice,
both in the literal and metaphoric meaning (for an-
imals), leads to diversity. But freedom may, on the
contrary, be a precondition of uniformity when
we speak of moral responsibility and the categori-
cal imperative in Kant’s sense. We see, however,
that this kind of uniformity cannot be determined
by causes that are external to the human will. It
can only be a product of free choice. Following this
path one may arrive at a more grounded solution of
Kant’s third antinomy which allows simultaneously
for causality and freedom.

The spread of the effect of evolutionary princi-
ples to epistemology in the philosophical context
was to be expected. In this new light all our knowl-
edge is “adapted” to objective reality through a spe-
cific kind of natural selection. In Popper’s opinion,
theories compete among themselves like organisms
in nature and the theory that survives is the one that
better explains reality and is, in the broader sense,
more successful. Thus Popper (1994, pp. 24, 92)
considered knowledge and reality to be independ-
ent structures in the Kantian sense although, unlike
the latter, he thought that their correspondence was
possible thanks to the adaptation of one of them to
the other through trial and error.’

Moreover, the significance of adaptation is not
limited to biology and epistemology. In the light of
all the above I am inclined to award to the concept

? Unfortunately Popper, did not elevate adaptation to the lev-
el of a philosophical category, proof of which we shall see be-
low.



IIPUCIIOCOOIIeHIS CTaTyCOM KpaeyToJIbHOTO IIPUHITNIIA
11711 BCeX SMIIMPUYECKMX HaykK, ITpeIMeT KOTOPBIX BbI-
XOWIT 3a IIpefieIbl HeopraHMuecKoy MaTepuIL: ecyIu TO,
UTO COOTBETCTBYeT IIPMUYMHHOCTY B MUpe Bellleil ca-
MUX 110 cebe, — IPOTOIPUYMHHOCTD — JIEVICTBUTEIIb-
HO CTPYKTYpUpyeT (pu3MuecKnii MUp, TO IIPUCIIOCO-
OjleHMe — 3TO TOT HOIOJIHUTEIBHBIV K HeVl BUJ CBs-
311, KOTOPBIVI CTPYKTYpUpyeT OoJiee BEICOKIE 3TaXK! pe-
aJIBHOCTVI V1 CBSI3bIBAET VIX C 0a30BbIM YPOBHEM.
byayun apTukymMpoBaHHBIM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVM
00pa3oM, 3TO IIOHATVE MOXKET IIOMOYb PEeIINTh IIPVH-
LMIVaJIbHbIe HpoOJIeMbl, (PUKCHpyeMble CIIelasm-
CTaMM Jla’ke B CaMOVI SBOJIIOLIIOHHOV SIVCTeMOJIOT M.
Opna M3 HMX, ciIy’kallasg CUMIITOMOM HeIOOLeHKM
3HaUeHNs IIPVCIIOCO0IIeH IS, COCTOUT B MHIVIMOM Heco-
OTBETCTBUN APYT APYTY LiesIeVt pasBUTWs HayKu 1 Ovio-
JIOTM'9eCKOVI 9BOJIIOITNY, YTO IO phIBaeT caM MJeoJIor -
Jeckui (pyH/JaMeHT 3BOJIIOLVIOHHOV SIIVICTeMOJIOT V:

CranpmapTHble TpaOMIVIOHHBIE TOYKM 3peHMs Ha
IIOSIBJIEHVIE VI POCT HAy4YHOTO 3HAHMSA BVIAT HAyKy
KaK IIporpecc, KOTOPBII IIPM COOTBETCTBYIOMIMX YC-
JIOBVISIX PAIVIOHAJIBHOTO 1 CBOOOJTHOTO MICCIIEIOBAHIS
MPOM3BOAUT CYMMY 3HaHWV, HEYKJIOHHO HpubvoKa-
orytocs K uctvHe. CeyTeKIMOHMCTCKIe Moper Ovo-
JIOTMYECKOVI SBOJIIOLIVIV, C IPYTOVi CTOPOHBI, B I1€JI0M
paccMaTpMBalOTCA KaK He IIporpeccuBHEIe... broro-
rydecKasi 3BOJIOLNS IIPOAYLMPYET CKOopee pas3HOoo-
Opasute, ueM CXOXXJIEHVE B OJJHOVI TOUKe. DBOJIFOIOH-
Hasi sricremosiorvs [lormepa meItaeTcs OXBaTUTB 00e
[cTpaTernu], HO memaer atTo ¢ Tpynom. Kornernmyisa Ha-
y4HbIX pepoyronnyt KyHa miprsiiekaria mpeBapuTesib-
HO HapBVHMCTCKYIO MOZeJIb, HO I10ciIe KpuTuku KyHn
oTKasasicg OT Hee... TyJIMUH... Ipe/iCTaBIIsIeT IpuIMe-
yaTe/lbHOe MCKIodyeHue. 110 ero MHEHUIO, ITOHSITVIS
PalVIOHAIIBHOCTYI — HUMCTO «JIOKJIbHBIE», ¥ CaMU
IIOIIBEP>KEHEBI 9BOJIOLVIL. DTO, B CBOIO OUepelb, KaKeT-
cs1, BJIe4eT HeOOXOIVIMOCTh PaCIIpPOIAaThCs C JI000V
«1leJIeHaIlpaB/IeHHOCTBIO» B HAayYHOM VICCIIeIOBaHUN
(Bradie, Harms, 2016).

Orta nipolireMa «pasHBIX IieJIel», OJJHAKO, TTOPOXIIe-
Ha HemopasyMeHMeM U OBbICTPO perraeTcs, ecyiv Mbl T10-
CTaBVM B COOTBETCTBIE VICTUHE B HayKe B KaueCTBe KO-
HEYHOV! 11eJIV ee PasBUTHKS He pasHOoOpasye B IIpUpo-
Tle, 9TO SIBHO OIIMOOYHO, a npucnocobseHue. VIMeHHO
OHO BBICTYyIa€T ABVDKYIIEV IIPUYVIHOV ¥ KOHEYHO 1ie-
JIBIO 3BOJTIIOLIVIY, B TO BpeMs KaK pasHooOpasve — 3TO
JIVIIIB CPeICTBO ee IOCTVDKeHMs. B Taxkoi myicnosmiim
pa3sHOOOpasnio OpraHM3MOB B XXMBOW IIpuUpose Oyjer
COOTBETCTBOBATh B HayKe He VICTMHA, KaK CErOHS ITPV-
HSITO CUUTATh, a aHAJIOTMYHOEe pasHooOpase 3HaHU 1
VX yBeJMuMBaroIiascd cuenvdvkanys. Veruay mnpu
3TOM, OCOOEHHO B paMKaX 3BOJIIOIIMOHHOM 3IMCTEMO-
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of adaptation the status of cornerstone principle for
all the empirical sciences whose subject transcends
the limits of inorganic matter. While proto-causali-
ty, which corresponds to causality in the world of
things in themselves, really structures the physical
world, adaptation is an additional type of connec-
tion that structures higher levels of reality and links
them with the basic level.

Articulated in this way the concept may be in-
strumental in solving fundamental problems which
specialists find even in evolutionary epistemology
itself. One of them, a symptom of underestimation
of the significance of adaptation, consists in an al-
leged discrepancy between the goals of the devel-
opment of science and biological evolution, which
undermines the very ideological foundation of evo-
lutionary epistemology:

Standard traditional accounts of the emergence
and growth of scientific knowledge see science
as a progressive enterprise which, under the
appropriate conditions of rational and free
inquiry, generates a body of knowledge which
progressively converges on the truth. Selectionist
models of biological evolution, on the other hand,
are generally construed to be non-progressive [...].
Rather than generating convergence, biological
evolution produces diversity. Popper’s evolutionary
epistemology attempts to embrace both but does so
uneasily. Kuhn’s “scientific revolutions” account
draws tentatively upon a Darwinian model, but
when criticized, Kuhn retreated [...]. Toulmin [...] is
a noteworthy exception. On his account, concepts
of rationality are purely “local” and are themselves
subject to evolution. This, in turn, seems to entail the
need to abandon any sense of “goal directedness” in
scientific inquiry (Bradie and Harms, 2016).

The problem of “different goals,” howev-
er, stems from a misunderstanding and is readily
solved if we juxtapose to scientific truth as the ul-
timate goal of scientific development not diver-
sity in nature — which is obviously wrong — but
adaptation. It is adaptation that is the driving cause
and ultimate goal of evolution whereas diversity
is merely a means towards achieving it. In this ac-
count it is diversity of knowledge and its growing
specificity which corresponds to diversity of organ-
isms in living nature, not the truth. Meanwhile the
truth, especially in the framework of evolutionary
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JIOT'MV, BIIOJIHE MOXKHO VIHTepPIIPeTHPOBaTh B TepMIHaX
npucriocoorteHms. bosiee TOro, 51 He BUDKY IIPEIIITCTBU,
9TOOBI paccMaTpMBaTh IIPWUCIIOCOOIEHMe B IMTMPOKOM
CMBICTIe CJIOBA KaK I1eJIb He TOJIBKO OVOJIOr1T4ecKovt 3B0-
JIOOWN VT HAyYHOTO 3HaHNMs, HO BOOOIE BCSKOrO
nporpecca. CKa’keM, COLMAJIBHBIVI ITPOrpecc HeMBbIC-
JIiM Oe3 pasBUTH pasHbIX (popM TorreparTHOCTI. Hao-
0opoT, acKaIaLys KOH(IIMKTOB, HAIIpVIMepP B MEXKIyHa-
POITHOM MacITabe, MOXKET IIPUBECTN K VICYe3HOBEHIO
He TOJIBKO ITVBIJIM3AIINIY, HO VI YeJIOBEeUeCTBa B IIeJIOM.

BcriomHMM B 3TOM CBSI3M, 4TO caM JlapBuH cora-
CVJICS C OOHVM W3 CBOVIX KOJIJIET, UTO BhIpakeHWe «Bbl-
JKMBaHME IIPUCIIOCOOJIEHHBIX», BBEIEHHOEe B 000OpOT
I CnercepoM, TO4Hee BbIpakaeT CyThb €ro TeOPWM, He-
KeJI «eCTeCTBeHHBIVI OTOOpP», KOTOPBIM (TOCJIOBHO:
«IIPVIPOAHBIV 0TOOP») IOPOXKIasl HeHY KHBIe MUCTIIHe-
CKMe KOHHOTaIuM, corylacHo KoTopeiM [Ipmpora B Ka-
4JecTBe SIKOOBI HEKOErO PasyMHOI'O CYIIeCTBa IIPOV3BO-
IMT BOJIEBOVI IIeJIeHallpaBJIeHHBIVI OTOOP OpraHV3MOB.
OpHako K TOMy MOMEHTY BBIpakeHVie «eCTeCTBeHHBIN
0TOOpP» CTaJIo y>Ke YCTOSIBIIIMIMCS MeMOM (cM.: JJoKIMH3,
2010, c. 305—306).

Konmnermrist lapTvana — JlopeHtia BummTcst Oortee
YTOHYEHHOVI, YeM B MapKCM3Me, BepCUeV MaTeprains-
Ma, HaXOJISIIIerl TOUKM COITPVKOCHOBEH N C TyaIi3MOM
KanTa B mpusHaHMM OITpeiesIeHHOro pojia aBTOHOMUL
IICVIXMYECKOTO ¥ Pa3yMHOIro, HO He ¢ IyaimsMoM e-
Kapra. Ecm gy exapra u KapTesmaHIleB (paBHO 1
1715l CTOPOHHMKOB pallVIOHaJIBHOV IICKIXOJIOIMM, KakK
oHa npesictasiieHa KanTtom B ero «Kputuke gmcroro
pasyMa») «ayIia, He Oyaydn 1e/IMMOVI 1 COCTOSIIEN 13
KaKMX-I10O0 YacTerl, He MOXKeT IIOrMOHY Th, 1, CJlefloBa-
TeJIPHO, OHa OeccmepTHa» (ApHo, Huxkoss, 1991, c. 311),
To B cucteMe [apTmana — JlopeHria oHa — mIIb OT-
HOCUTEJIBHO CaMOCTOSITe/IbHASI CyOCTaHIVIs, IIPOLyKT
OIIpesieJIeHHOrO CIIoco0a VMHTerpalyuy KOMIIOHEHTOB
Gorlee HM3KOro yPOBHSL. 3HAYNT, eIV He caMa Jy1ia, TO
ee MaTepvaJIbHasi OCHOBA BCe-TaKM JiejiMa. TakuM 00-
pasoM, ¢ IpeKpallleHVeM VHTerpaluu pejleBaHTHBIX
MaTepyasIbHbIX KOMIIOHEHTOB IIpeKpalnaercsi 1 Obl-
TYe Ay, DTO OTYacTU coryiacyercs: ¢ MHeHueM Kan-
Ta, YTO CyOCTaHIVIS IyI — 3TO PeryJIsITUBHAS, a He
KOHCTUTYTMBHAs Mesl. Bce-Takv MHe IIpeficTaBiIseTcs,
uto B «[lapasormsmax umcroro pasyma» KaHt 1brtasics
JOCTUYB ITpaBe[IHBIX 11ejlefl — OIIpOBepKeHMs paliyo-
HaJIBHOW IICVIXOJIOTMI — C IIOMOIIBIO CJIOKHBIX U He-
Oe3yKopM3HEeHHBIX apryMeHTOB. EMy moctaTogHO OBUIO
ObI yKaszaTh Ha CMeIlIeHue PaIliOHaIbHBIMI IICHIXO0JI0-
raMy IByX Pa3HbBIX MOIYCOB CyOCTaHIINV, O KOTOPBIX 5
YIIOMMHaJI BBIIIIE, — OTHOCUTEJIBHOIO, B KadecTBe Ka-
TETOPUM PacCyliKa, ¥ aOCOTIOTHOTO, B KauecTBe TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaIbHO Men pasyMa. B TepmmHax oHTOIIOI -
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epistemology, can well be interpreted in terms of
adaptation. Moreover, I see no obstacle to consider-
ing adaptation in the broad sense to be the goal not
only of biological evolution or scientific knowledge,
but of all progress in general. For example, social
progress is inconceivable without the development
of various forms of tolerance. On the contrary, the
escalation of conflicts, for example on the interna-
tional scale, may lead to the disappearance not only
of civilisation but of the human race as a whole.

It will be recalled in this connection that Darwin
agreed with one of his colleagues that the expres-
sion “survival of the fittest” introduced by Herbert
Spencer, more accurately reflects the essence of his
theory than “natural selection,” which gave rise to
unwelcome mystical connotations whereby Nature
as a kind of intelligent entity purposefully selects or-
ganisms. However, by that time the expression “nat-
ural selection” had already become an established
meme (cf. Dawkins, 1999, pp. 179-180).

The conception of Hartmann-Lorenz appears to
be a more subtle version of materialism than Marx-
ism, a version that has common ground with Kant’s
dualism in recognising a kind of autonomy of the
psychic and the intelligent, but not with Cartesian
dualism. While for Descartes and the Cartesians
(equally for the advocates of rational psychology as
represented by Kant in his Critique of Pure Reason)
“[...] since the soul is in no way divisible or com-
posed of parts, it cannot perish, and consequent-
ly is immortal” (Arnauld and Nicole, 1996, p. 237),
in Hartmann-Lorenz’s system it is just a relative-
ly independent substance, the product of a certain
mode of integration of components at a lower level.
Hence, if not the soul itself then its material substra-
tum is, after all, divisible. Thus, the being of the soul
ceases with the cessation of the integration of rele-
vant material components. This partly agrees with
Kant’s opinion that the substance of the soul is a
regulatory and not a constitutive idea. Even so, I be-
lieve that in “The Paralogisms of Pure Reason” Kant
sought to achieve right goals — refuting ration-
al psychology — with the help of complicated and
somewhat flawed arguments. It would have been
sufficient if he had pointed to the confusion by ra-
tional psychologists of two different modes of sub-
stances that I mentioned above — the relative, as a
category of understanding, and the absolute, as the
transcendental idea of reason. In terms of ontolog-



4ecKoro IUTIopasin3Ma Takoe pasjIndeHne O3HavaeT To,
4TO CyOcTaHINS, (PYHKUVOHVPYIOIIAs Ha HEKOTOPOM
BBICIIIEM YPOBHE, He MOXXeT VIMEeThb aOCOTIOTHBINI MOJIYC
6a30B0ro ypOBHSI.

Pacxofisich ¢ ugean3MoOM, OHTOJIOTMYeCKUT IUTIopa-
JIN3M, C APYTOM CTOPOHBI, He CMBIKAeTCd 1 C MaTepua-
JIM3MOM MOHVCTUYIECKOro TosrKa. OT MapKCHUCTCKOV BEp-
CVIVI MaTepraIi3Ma 3Ty KOHIIEIIINIO OT/ITIaeT yoexxe-
HVIe, 9TO AyIla U, IITNpe, MeabHoe — 3TO He aTpuodyT
MaTepuu, a ee CJIyYaviHbIVI IIPOIYKT, UMEIOIINVI TeM He
MeHee COOCTBEHHBIE 3aKOHBI CBOero mposisjieHus. V B
11eJI0M BCe IBVDKEHe OT IIPOCTOrO K CJIOKHOMY, IMEHY-
eMoe TIPOrpeccoM, — 3TO He OOBEKTMBHAS 3aKOHOMep-
HOCTB, B KOTOPOV JTFOIIV, JIUIIIEHHBIE CBOOOJTEI BOJIV, BBI-
MIOJIHSAIOT POJIVI MapMOHETOK B Y)Ke HaIlMCAHHOV ITbe-
Ce, a Iy Th CJIYYaTHOTO OCYIIIECTBIIEHMSI BOSMOXKHOCTETA.
Ortcrofa crremyeT, 9TO MBI He 3aCTpaxOBaHbI KaKVMV-TO
OOBEKTMBHBIMIM 3aKOHAMWM PasBUTHS OT Aerpafaliuii,
OT CJIy4YalTHOTO YHUYTOXEHUS BCEX CIIOEB PeaTbHOCTY
BbIIIle 0A30BOrO MaTepraIbHOr0. DHEPIMYHBIM ITPOIIa-
TaHIVCTOM HOMOOHBIX VIEN CTasl I Pyrov 3BOJIIOIIVIOH-
"B snuctemorior — Crusen TysMuH, BBeAIINMI 1I0-
HSITVIe SKOJIOTYeCKOV TapaJAnIMbI B Hayke. OH IpoTH-
BOITOCTABJI €€ TOCIIOZICTBYIOIIEV «acTPOHOMMYECKOV»
(merepmmumcTckort) napagurme (Tynmmna, 1984), uro
CO3BYYHO 3all[MIIIaeMOMY MHOVI Te3VICy O pasiesIeHuUN
OHTOJIOTMVI Ha CTPYKTYpUpyeMble IPUYMHHOCTHIO U
IpUCIIocoOIIeHIEM.

Yro Kacaercst Konuenuy Hukosas laptMana, cso-
GozxHOM OT ee MHTepIIpeTariuy JlopeHiieM, B cBoent PyH-
TTaMeHTaJIBPHOV YacTM OHa OTKJIOHSIETCS OT TPaHCIIeH-
meHTarmm3Ma KaHTa m B TepMMHAX IOCIIETHETO IIpef-
CTaBJIsIeT COOOVI ONIVH 113 BAPMAHTOB TPaHCIIeHIeHTaTh-
Horo peanmsMa. CaMbIM HeIlpueMJIeMbIM C KaHTMaH-
CKOVI TOUKM 3peHus rpexoM [apTMaHa sIBJIsIeTCsl OHTO-
morvsanus uM Kareropuit (cm.: Poli, 2017). Coriacto
lapT™Many, KaTeropum — 3TO IIPVHIINIIBL, CTPYKTYpPH-
pyomIve Ovimie BeIelt, 3JIeMEeHTOB KaK HeopraHude-
CKOVI IPUPOMR], TaK U KaXKIOTo IIOCIIeIYIOIIero CJIost
BooO111e. PasHble OHTOJIOrMYeCKYe CJIOM OO beIMHAIOTCA
y Hero He mIpwcrocobeHneM, a oOIIMMM M BceM Ka-
TETOPUSMIL «...IHTerpallysl B €IUMHCTBO OHTOJIOTMYe-
CKMX CTpaT 3VDKIeTcs PyHIaMeHTaIbHO Ha TOM (pak-
Te, UTO 3J7IeMeHTapHble KaTeropmy IIPOHMKAIOT BBEpPX B
00J1acTh 3HAYMTEIIHHO DOJIEe BEICOKOVI CTPYKTYPBI 1 YTO
5TO IPOHVMKHOBEHVIE COITPOBOXKIIAETCS X ITOCTOSTHHO
Monmdmkarmerr» (Hartmann, 1953, p. 73). BospaskeHns
IpOTWB 3TOV mo3umyy [apTMaHa MOTyT OBITH CHSTBI,
ecJIV ero KaTeropuy MOHMMAaTh KaK 3aKOHOIIATeIbCTBO,
crienudpmaecKoe st KaKIOM M3 OHTOJIOTMYECKMX pe-
aJTbHOCTEN: B (PU3MKe — CBOV 3aKOHBI, B OVOJIOTMM —
cson. Ho, ¢ gpyrom cropoHsl, HeT M yOemTeTbHBIX
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ical pluralism such distinction means that the sub-
stance functioning at a higher level cannot have an
absolute mode of the basic level.

Differing from idealism, ontological pluralism,
on the other hand, is not materialism of the monistic
persuasion. The conception differs from the Marxist
version of materialism in that it considers the soul
and, more broadly, the ideal not as an attribute of
matter but its accidental product which, howev-
er, manifests itself according to its own laws. And
on the whole the movement from the simple to the
complex known as progress is not an objective law
under which people deprived of free will are pup-
pets in the already written play, but a path of acci-
dental materialisation of opportunities. From this it
follows that we are not guaranteed by any objective
laws of development against degradation, against
accidental destruction of all the levels of reality
above the basic material level. A vigorous propo-
nent of such ideas was another evolutionary epis-
temologist, Stephen Toulmin, who introduced the
concept of ecological paradigm in science. He op-
posed it to the prevalent “astronomical” (determin-
istic) paradigm (Toulmin, 1972), which coincides
with the thesis defended by me of the division of
ontologies into those structured by causality and
those structured by adaptation.

As for the conception of Hartmann, apart from
its interpretation by Lorenz, it diverges in its fun-
damental part from Kant’s transcendentalism and,
in terms of the latter, is a variant of transcenden-
tal realism. Hartmann’s worst sin from the Kant-
ian point of view is his ontologisation of categories
(cf. Poli, 2017). According to Hartmann, categories
are principles that structure the being of things, ele-
ments both of inorganic nature and every following
stratum in general. He explains the unity of differ-
ent ontological levels not by adaptation but by their
shared categories: “[...] the integration into unity
of the ontological strata rests fundamentally on the
fact that elementary categories penetrate upwards
into the field of far higher structure and that this
penetration involves their continual modification”
(Hartmann, 1953, p. 73). Objections to Hartmann’s
position can be retracted if his categories are under-
stood as legislation peculiar to each ontological re-
ality, physics having its own laws and biology its
own. But on the other hand, there are no convinc-
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KOHTpapryMeHTOB IIPOTVIB €0 MHEeHWs, 9YTO BpeMsi, Ha-
HprMep, MOXeT OBITh OHOV M3 OOBeMHSIONNX BCe
oHrorornu dpopmornt (cm.: Hartmann, 1953, p. 77).

ITpummpeHme NByX MHTEepIIpeTallUil
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJILHOT0 MaeaIn3Ma

[IBe KOHKYpUPpYIOLIVe CEeronHs B KaHTOBEIEHWN
VHTepIIpeTaluni TPaHCIEHIeHTaIbHOTO  Vieasin3-
Ma — JIBYXMMUPHAas WM IIByXacIleKTHasi — OIMHaKO-
BO ODOCHOBaHHO aleJUIMPYIOT K TekcTaMm Kanra. Dii-
JIMCOH yIIoMmHaeT, uTo Ilpudaapn BMeHs1 faxke camo-
My KaHTYy 06e MHTepripeTalinmy, HasblBasg 9TO IIyTaHU-
nent (Allison, 2004, p. 6). Bar KiieBe mosTomy mpmssl-
BaeT cfeslaTh BHIOOp Ha OCHOBe KpuTepus dpuiocod-
ckomt ynossiersoputesibHocTH (Van Cleve, 1999, p. 146),
YTO IIPEJICTABIIAETCS Pa3syMHBIM, XOTS €r0 COOCTBEH-
HBIVI BBIOOP B IIOJIB3y JBYXMMWPHOVI MHTEpPIIpeTalm
HeyOermmTesteH. B mocienHee BpeMsl Kak MTOr Hepas-
PEIIMBIX CIIOPOB CTaJIV HOSIBIISITBCS BEPCUV IIPVIMMU-
penms aByx cropoH. M. O0epcT, B 4aCTHOCTY, He BU-
OUT IIPUYVH, [I0YeMy [Be MHTepIIpeTaluy He MOTyT
OBITH COBMeCTUMEBL PassmiueHie IBjIeHnyl 1 Belllen ca-
Mux 110 cebe nodpasymeBaem pasiaeHVie IBYX acIlek-
TOB IOCJIETHMX Ha TOM OCHOBaHWM, YTO, KaK TOBOPWJI
KanT, sBjIeHMSI HEBO3MOXHBI 0€3 TOro, uTo SIBIISET-
ca (B XXVI=XXVIL; KanT, 2006, c. 29). Co cBoent cTo-
POHBI, KOHIIEIIIVS JABYX aCIIeKTOB nodpasymebaem Cy-
IecTBOBAHVIE IBYyX pa3HbIX IIOJIFOCOB OJJHOTO 113 acIleK-
ToB — oTHomreHns adpdpexrarmu (Oberst, 2015, p. 60—
61). [1Ba acriekTa 11 /1Ba IOJIIOCA (= /1Ba MMpPa) OTHOTO 13
acIIeKTOB, TaKMM 00pa3oM, — 3TO He KOHKY pUpPYIOIIIyie
B3IVISAIZIBI, a J[Ba KOMIIOHEHTa OIHOWV M TOW >Xe, Dojiee
CJIOKHOVI, YeM B 3TVX B3IJIAIAX, KapTUHBL Takou BbI-
BOJI, TI0 MOEMY MHEHWIO, €CJIV 11 He BbIpakeH SKCIUIV-
LWTHO, TO BBITEKaeT 13 pasMelrieHny ObepcTa.

3arpynHeHMe IS MIEV IPUMMUPEHNS BBI3bIBAET
JIVIITb BOIIPOC, TIOYEMY IIPOAYKT addpexrarmm — siB-
JleHVe — JOJDKeH, 110 KaHTy, npuHamexars gpyromy
Mupy. V1 3meck HaM Ha IIOMOIIIb ITPVIXOOWUT TeOPVsi MHO-
rocsroviHovt oHTostormy laptmana — JlopeHria. B tep-
MMHax KoHIenimm dyssryparmm JlopeHiia sSBieHms
TOJDKHBI OBITH IIPOAYKTOM OCOOOTO pofia MHTeT pariimi
Beter caMux 1o cebe. C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, ITePBbIe TIPU-
HaJIJIEXaT K JIPYTOV OHTOJIOTMYECKOV CTpaTe, HeXeIn
HIOCIIeIHIe, TaK KaK Ha Y POBHe Belllell CaMIX ITo cebe He
MOYKET OBITh HVMKAaKVX SIBJIEHW, ¥ TIOTOMY 3[1eCh IIpU-
MEHVM KOHIIEIIT 1By X MUpOB. C Ipyrom — sBJIeHS He
MOTYT CyIIIeCTBOBaTh Oe3 TOro, UTO SABJIsieTCd. DTa Xa-
PpaKTepUCTVIKa SIBJIeHN TIOfTIaaeT IO KOHIIEIIT IBY X
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ing arguments against his opinion that time, for ex-
ample, can be one form that unites all ontologies (cf.
Hartmann, 1953, p. 77).

Reconciling Two Interpretations
of Transcendental Idealism

The two rival interpretations of transcendental
idealism — the two-world and two-aspect — that to-
day prevail in Kant studies are equally justified in
invoking Kant’s texts. Allison (2004, p. 6) notes that
Prichard even attributed to Kant himself both inter-
pretations, describing this as confusion. Van Cleve
(1999, p. 146) therefore urges making the choice on
the basis of the “philosophical satisfaction” criteri-
on, which is reasonable, although his own choice in
favour of the two-world interpretation is unconvinc-
ing. More recently, insoluble arguments spawned
attempts at reconciling the two sides. Michael
Oberst, for example, sees no reason why the two
interpretations cannot be compatible. The distinc-
tion between phenomena and things in themselves
implies the difference of two aspects of the latter on
the grounds that, as Kant said, an appearance is im-
possible without what is appears (B XXVI-XXVII;
Kant, 1998, p. 115). On the other hand, the concept
of two aspects implies the existence of two different
poles of one of the aspects, which is the relation-
ship of affectation (Oberst, 2015, pp. 60-61). Thus
two aspects and two poles (= two worlds) of one of
the aspects are not rival views but two components
of one and the same picture more complicated than
that produced by the two views. This conclusion, in
my opinion, if not explicitly expressed, flows from
Oberst’s reflections.

The stumbling block for the idea of reconcilia-
tion is the question why the product of affectation
(the phenomenon) must, according to Kant, belong
to another world. And there the Hartman-Lorenz
theory of multi-stratum ontology comes to the res-
cue. In terms of Lorenz’s concept of fulguration,
phenomena must be products of a special kind of in-
tegration of things in themselves. On the one hand,
the former belong to a different ontological stratum
than the latter since there can be no phenomena at
the level of things in themselves, which is why the
concept of two worlds can be applied here. On the
other hand, phenomena cannot exist without what
manifests itself. This characteristic of phenomena
tallies with the concept of two aspects. The essence
and spirit of the proposed reconciliation are con-



acriektoB. CyTh U AyX IIpefjlaraeMoro NpUMUpPeHUs
IepeJIaoT BB PUBeIeHHbIe IINTaThI 13 paboTs! JTo-
penta (JIopents, 1998, c. 278 —279, 281), mpemynpexnia-
IolIVie OJJHOBPEMEHHO KaK IMPOTUB paliKaJIbHOIO pe-
IYKIVOHM3MA, TaK M IIPOTUB JOrMaTUUYeCKMX IVXOTO-
MU ecii «B HUKoOrma He ecTh He-A, a Bcerga A+B»,
TO MOXXHO, KOHEUHO, XapaKTepr30BaTk 3TO B ogHOCTO-
PpOHHe KakK He-A, a MOXXHO 1 pelylMpoBaTh ero Tak-
JKe OJTHOCTOPOHHeE K A, OTBJIeKAsICh OT IIPOTMBOIIOJIOX-
HOVI TOUKV 3peHMsI paay KaKOro-TO YacTHOTO TI03HaBa-
TeJIBHOT'O MHTepeca, HO HeJIb3sl a0COIIOTM3POBaTh HIA
OIIHY W3 3TVX HO3ULNI B PVITOCOPCKOM 0000IIIEHMTL.
He TosbKO sIBJIeHMS, HO BCe CYIIHOCTU BTOPOTO U
BBIIIIe OHTOJIOTMYECKMX YPOBHEN MOIYMHEHBl TaKou
JBOVICTBEHHOVI IIPVIPOIE, OTPa’kaeMoVi B pasHbIX MH-
TepripeTaluisix. Belllle 51 yxe ymoMmHasl, 4TO JIylia
cBODOOIIHA OT MaTepPVaJIBHOTO MIUpPa JIVIIIb B OTHOVI CBO-
€1 MIIIOCTacu, B [IPYTOVI SIBJISISICH ITPOIYKTOM CJIOXKHOV
VIHTeTpalliiii MaTepraTbHBIX KOMIIOHEeHTOB. KakmmM-To
HayKaM, HalpuMep TyYMaHWTAapHBIM, YIOOHee VICXO-
IUTh M3 MOHMMaHMS YejloBeKa KaK PasyMHOTO CyIlle-
CTBa 3a IIperesaMy MUpa XMBOTHBIX, IPYIMM — Ta-
KVM, KaK OMOJIOrvis, — HeJIb3sl He CUMTaTh ero, Hao-
OopoT, OMHMM M3 IIpefCcTaBITeeN 3Toro Mupa. Ilpm-
MeHeHVe TOW VIV MHOW MHTepIIpeTaluy ONVCAHUS
aKTOB 3aBMUCUT OT KOHTEKCTA, OT HAIIlero MHTepeca
aKIIeHTMPOBATh JINOO pasyIdre OHTOJIOIMIA B OOIIen
vepapxum 100, Ha00OPOT, X OOIINII KOpeHb: (pak-
THI Pa3sHBIX OHTOJIOTUN — B YAaCTHOCTM, BeIM caMu
110 cebe 11 gBJIEHNST — VIMEIOT OOVH o0 cyOcTpar,
OIIHY MaTepuIO, ITPMHAa/JIeXXa B 3TOV YacTU OJTHOMY U
TOMY k€ MUPY, HO CTPYKTYpUPOBaHbI PasHbIMU Op-
MaMV, KOHCTUTYUPYS C 3TOV CTOPOHBI pa3Hble MUPHIL.
TaxkmM 0Opas3oM, ABe MHTepIIpeTarnyl OTpaXaloT CO-
oot nBe CTOPOHBI, IPVCYIIVE SIBJIEHVIO: OHO, C OHOV
CTOPOHBI, IIpeLICTaBIIsIeT COOOM acIeKT 00beKTa B MIIpe
Belllert camux 110 cebe, pesysibrar adpdupoBaHms u,
C IPYyTov, KOHCTUTYMpPYyeTcs: pOpMaMM UMCTO arIprop-
HOrO XapakTepa, 3aJafolIMI COBePIIIeHHO MHYIO OH-
torroruto. IloaTomy Oymer ommOkow, TaBast OHY WH-
TepIipeTanio TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO VeaIn3Ma, OT-
Beprarb Apyryio. Eciv mByxacrekTHasi MHTepIIpeTa-
Vs IPYTVIMU CJI0BaMV BEIpakaeTcsI KaK OTHOMIUPHas,
TO «MUpP» B JaHHOM CJIyd4ae JJOJDKeH IOHMMAaThCd Kak
onuH 0a306bLil MUP, YTO He VICKJTIOYaeT CyIlleCTBOBaHe
TIOTIOITHUTEIIBHBIX MUPOB €ro MHTepIperanmi. Takas
TPaKTOBKa, Ha MOV B3IVISIA, IPUIAeT TpPaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJILHOMY Mjleasn3My Oorree mryOokoe dpumstocodckoe
3By4aHMe, 4eM B OIHOCTOPOHHVIX TTOIIXOIaX.
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veyed by the above quotations from the work of
Lorenz (1977, pp. 39, 42), which warn simultaneous-
ly against radical reductionism and against dogmat-
ic dichotomies: if “B is never non-A but always A +
B,” then of course one can characterize B one-sid-
edly as non-A, or one can reduce it, also one-sided-
ly, to A, ignoring the opposite point of view for the
sake of a particular cognitive interest, but one can-
not make an absolute of either of these positions in a
philosophical generalisation.

Not only phenomena but all the essences of the
second and higher ontological level reveal such dual
nature reflected in different interpretations. As I
have mentioned above, the soul is free of the mate-
rial world only in one of its aspects while in anoth-
er aspect being the product of complex integration
of material components. Some sciences, for example,
the humanities, are more comfortable in proceed-
ing from the concept of man as an intelligent crea-
ture outside the animal world, while other sciences,
such as biology, cannot but consider man to be one
of the representatives of that world. The applica-
tion of one or the other interpretation of the descrip-
tion of facts depends on the context, on our wish to
stress either the difference of ontologies in the com-
mon hierarchy or, on the contrary, their common
root: the facts of different ontologies — for example,
things in themselves and phenomena — have a com-
mon substratum, the same matter, belonging in this
aspect to the same world but are structured by dif-
ferent forms stating different worlds from that side.
Thus the two interpretations reflect the two sides of
a phenomenon: it is, on the one hand, an aspect of
an object in the world of things in themselves, the
result of Affizierung and, on the other hand, is consti-
tuted by forms of a purely a priori character that dic-
tate a totally different ontology. It would therefore
be a mistake, while giving one interpretation of tran-
scendental idealism to reject another. If the two-as-
pect interpretation, in other words, is expressed as
a one-world interpretation then “the world” in this
case must be understood as one basic world, which
does not rule out the existence of additional worlds
of its interpretations. This treatment, in my opin-
ion, lends transcendental idealism a more profound
philosophical character than one-sided approaches.
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3akjIroueHme

B 3axstrogeHme 1 xoTes1 ObI IIOBTOPUTH TE3VCHL, KOTO-
pble BUISITCS MHe KITIOUEBBIMM B PasBUTUV TEMBI CUH-
Te3a yuenuv Kanra n lapsuHa:

— Wzes alpVMOPHOrO CMHTe3a, BeIpakeHHas Kan-
TOM B Te3WCe O CMHTETMYECKNX CY>KIEHWSIX alpuropu,
sBIIsieTcsl TIIyOoKom priocodpckort MHTywmIIMer, 0e3
KOTOPOV HEBO3MOXKHO TIOCTPOUTH TIOJTHOIIEHHOE TIOHS-
Tre mporpecca. COOTBETCTBEHHO, HEOOXOOMMO Ouep-
TUTb IPaHNLIEI ee IpyMeHeHvIs. CIHTe3 CIIyKIUT OCHO-
BOVI TTOSIBJIEH IS HOBOT'O, YeM OBbI 3TO HOBOE HM ObITO —
3HAHMEM VUIVI HOBOVI OHTOJIOTMYECKOV PeasIbHOCTBIO.
ITosTOoMy ITOHSTME aIIPUOPHOrO CUHTE3A 1ieJiecoo0pas-
HO pacIIVIPWUTB 3a IIpeJiesIbl TOJIBKO CYXKIeHMWT, 3a TIpe-
TIeJTBI TOJIBKO KOTHUTWMBHOI'O allllapaTa, IIOIYHWB 3TO-
My IOHSITUIO ¥ OVMOJIOT IO, HO CJIe[lyeT OCTAaHOBUTHCS B
3TOM pacIIvpeHun Tiepes, 6a30BbIM OHTOJIOIMYECKVIM
YPOBHEM BellleVi caMVIX 10 ceOe, He JIOIyCKasl ero Ty/a;

— Mopja/IbHas CWJIa allpMOPHOIO CHMHTe3a ITPOVIC-
TeKaeT He «CHW3Y», KaK B aHAJIMTUYECKIX CYKIEeHIX,
IIpeAnKaT KOTOPBIX yKe BKJIIOYeH B IIOHSATHE CyObek-
Ta U He IIpefICTaBIsieT cOOOVI HOBOTO 3HAHMS, a «CBEP-
Xy»: B TepMMHaX KoHIermu ¢ysipryparmmm JlopeHiia,
TOJIBKO JIJIsI OCYIIECTBJIEHMSI HOBOVI OHTOJIOIMYECKO
PeasIbHOCTY M TOJIBKO B ee Tapajaurme Heobxoouma
crienudpriyeckast MHTerpalysi KOMIIOHEHTOB 0a30BOv
OHTOJIOI VL. BHY TPV ke IIOCIIeIHeVI TaKasl MHTer paLys
He Heo0x00UMa VI IIOTOMY MOXeT ObITh paspyleHa. Ka-
TeropudecKmi nMmreparns Kanra crremyer noHmMars
B TOM Xe Kirtode. [ToaToMy cuHTeTMUecKas: HeoOXOIu-
MOCTB aKTyaJIbHa TOJIBKO IIJIsI «BEPXHVIX» YPOBHEN pe-
QJIBHOCTY ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, TOJIBKO [IJISI VIX VICCIIeI0-
BaHM:. AHaJMTUYeCcKas IIKoIa prtocodmm, UCKITIo-
Jas ee M3 CBOEro apceHasia, oOpekaeT ceds Ha Jiornye-
CKoe " «(m3IIecKoe» 3aTBOPHMIECTBO, HA HEBO3MOX-
HOCTB ajIeKBaTHO acCUMVUIVIPOBATh B CBOVIX TEPMIHAX
KaK CMBICJIBI U [IEHHOCTY, TaK VI IIPOrPecc B 1IeJIOM;

— TOJIBKO [AyasIv3M VIV, IIVIpe, IUTIOPasIv3M, MOXKeT
OBITE OCHOBOVI Hay4YHO OOOCHOBaHHOW dutocodmm,
ITO3BOJISIIOIIEN TTOCTaBUTB BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOCTW W
HpUpoAe CBSI3MI MEXAY PasHBIMIU OHTOJIOTMYECKH-
MW MUpaMy, MeXIy OpUYrMHaMM M cMbIciaami. Ecian
nyaymsMm KaHTa ocTaBuil 3TOT BOIIPOC OTKPBITBIM, TO
JapBMHM3M JlaeT Ha Hero CBOV OTBET: TaKasl CBS3b BO3-
MOYKHA C TIOMOITIBIO TIpMCTIoco0ieHMs. B cBoro ouepens
IIpYUCIIOCOOTIeHe B KadecTBe pvyTOcOCKI OCMBICTIEH-
HOVI KaTeropuy, Kak HeJI0CTalolee 3BeHO, JIErMTIMU-
PYeT Ayanm3M U ITIOpaIv3M.
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Conclusion

In conclusion I would like to repeat the theses
that I think are key in the development of the syn-
thesis of the teachings of Kant and Darwin:

— The idea of the synthesis a priori expressed
by Kant in his thesis on the synthetic a priori judg-
ments is a profound philosophical intuition without
which it is impossible to form an adequate concept
of progress. Consequently, it is necessary to deter-
mine the boundaries of its applicability. Synthesis is
the basis for the emergence of the new, whether it
is knowledge or a new ontological reality. Therefore
the concept of the synthesis a priori must be expand-
ed beyond mere judgments, beyond mere cognitive
apparatus, subjecting biology to this concept. How-
ever, one should stop short of expanding this to the
basic ontological level, to things in themselves;

— The modal force of the synthesis a priori
comes not “from below,” as in analytical judgments
whose predicate is already included in the concept
of subject and does not represent new knowledge,
but “from the top”; in terms of Lorenz’s fulguration
concept it is only to implement a new ontological re-
ality and only in its paradigm that specific integra-
tion of the components of basic ontology is necessary.
Within the latter such integration is not necessary and
therefore can be disregarded. Kant’s Categorical
Imperative should be understood in this way. The
synthetic necessity is therefore relevant only to the
“higher” levels of reality and consequently only to
their study. The analytical school in philosophy, by
excluding it from its arsenal, dooms itself to logical
and “physical” seclusion as it is unable to adequate-
ly assimilate in its terms either the meanings and
values or progress as a whole;

— Only dualism or, more broadly, pluralism,
can be the basis of a scientifically grounded philos-
ophy that can raise the issue of the possibility and
nature of the link between different ontological
worlds, between causes and meanings. While Kant's
dualism left this question open, Darwinism offers its
own answer: such a link is possible through adapta-
tion. In turn, adaptation as a philosophically mean-
ingful category, as the missing link, justifies dualism
and pluralism.
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HEOKAHTMAHCTBO

YAOK 1(091):111

«I[TIOBOPOT K OHTOJIOT U»
B PYCCKOM HEOKAHTVAHCTBE

B KOHIIE 1910-x — HAYAJIE 1920-x TOJIOB
(JLII. CAJIATOB M H.B. BOJIJIbIPEB)

JLIO. Kopnuaae6'

Ilepuod konya 1910 — nauasa 1920-x ee. xapaxmepusyem-
A nosABaeHueM OHIMOSHOCEOA0SUMECKUX (PUAOCOCKUX poek-
moB 6 Poccuu, urmo 0bL.10 00c106841eH0 Kpumukot U nonsimkamu
npeodoseHs eHoceoa0eusayul gusocogpuu, ymbepoubuieics
BeaedcmBue unmencubrozo pasbumus Heokanmuarcméa u 6au-
Anus gpernomeronoeuu I'yccepas. Ionvimxu nobopoma k onmo-
A02UU NOABAAIOMCA KAK Y PYCCKUX PeAULUOSHBIX hpuaocodob,
mak u pycckux Heokanmuanyeb. 5 odpawaiocs K Maiouccaedo-
Barrvim hua0cogcKuM NPoeKmMam pycckux Heokanmuanyed —
JLII. Canaeoba u H.B. Boadvipeba. Obsedunstowjeii meHoeHyu-
el ux huA0COCKUX KOHYeNnyutl Craio nepeHeceHue eHoceoA0-
euteckux npobaem 6 ommoo02110, crpemaeriie K omosxoecmbe-
HUI0 U COAUKEHUIO 2HOCe0A02UU U OHmoA02UU. OHIMOA0U3AYUA
meopuu NO3HAHUSA OCYuecmbasemca pycckumu gpuiocogpamu
Hepes AHAAU3 CYOBeKMUBHOCIU 1 NOAHOe YCHIPAHeHIe NCUX040-
euteckux Momubob, omepanuenie MpaHcyeHOEHMAAUIMA O
mpancyenoenmusma. lannsie yemanobku nosboasrom Casaeo-
By obocroBamy mpexuacmuylo cmpykmypy no3nanusa (cosHa-
Hue, Gbimue, cosnabanue) u 3agpuxcupobams ocHoBHY0 3a0auy
100AUHHOTL 2HOCEOA02UU, COCTOAULYIO UCKAIOUUIMEALHO B U3YHe-
HUU N03HABAMEAbHO0 OMHOWEeHUA — co3HaBanus, a boadvipe-
By, onupascey Ha pasdeserue pepaexcuu u yybembennocmu, G-
cmpoums yuerue o camopasbepmvibaemocmu Ovimus. Cxoxue
meHOeHy Uy — 1oBopom K OHMOAOUU — HADA0aAUCH 6 mom
ke nepuod u 6 3anaonoeBponetickoi gpusocodpus, 6 mom uuce
u 6 nemeyxom Heokanmuarcmbe. OOHAKO KOHYeNyul pycckux
Heokanmuanyel, npednosaeabuiux noBopom K OHmMOAOUU, Oe-
MOHCHIpUPYIOm 00CMAMOYHY0 CAMOCHIOAMNEAbHOCb, HPUteM
He moavko 6 cuay ocobeHHOCHIel UHMepnpemayuu Kanmos-
CK020 KpUMULUIMA U HeOKAHMUAHCKO20 eHOCe0A0eUIMA, HO U
Geredcmbue Brympennen OUCKYccuu ¢ pycckumu gpuiocogpamu
Opyeux Hanpabaenutl (Hanpumep, ¢ unmyumubucmamu). Ana-
AU3 OHINOSHOCEOA0SUUECKUX NPOEKIOB PYCCKUX HeOKAHMUAH-
ue6 nosboasem cyujecmbenHo 00NOAHUMb KAPMUHY peyentyuu
neoxanmuarcmba 6 Poccuu.

KaroueBvie car08a: neoxanmuancmbo, 0HMO2HOCE0A021UA,
pycckuil uHmyumubusm, udeas-peastism, nosuauue, Ovimue,
MPAHCUeHOeHMANUM.
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NEO-KANTIANISM

“THE TURN TOWARDS ONTOLOGY”
IN RUSSIAN NEO-KANTIANISM
IN THE LATE 1910s AND EARLY 1920s
(LEV SALAGOV AND NIKOLAI BOLDYREV)

L.Yu. Kornilaeo'

The period between the late 1910s and early 1920s saw
the emergence of onto-epistemological philosophical projects
in Russia that was determined by criticism and attempts to
overcome the domination of epistemology in philosophy which
was the result of the intensive development of Neo-Kantian-
ism and the influence of Husserl’s phenomenology. Attempts
to turn towards ontology were made both by Russian reli-
gious philosophers and by Russian Neo-Kantians. I look at the
little-studied philosophical projects of the Russian Neo-Kan-
tians Lev Salagov and Nikolai Boldyrev. Their philosophical
concepts share the tendency to transpose epistemological
problems to ontology, and to identify and bring closer togeth-
er epistemology and ontology. Russian philosophers ontolo-
gise the theory of cognition through the analysis of subjectiv-
ity, the complete elimination of psychological motives and the
separation of transcendentalism from transcendentism. These
principles enable Salagov to ground a three-part structure of
cognition (consciousness, being, committing to conscious-
ness) and to assert that the main task of genuine epistemology
is exclusively the study of the cognitive relationship, commit-
ting to consciousness. They enable Boldyrev, proceeding from
the separation of reflection and sensibility, to build a doctrine
on the self-unfolding of being. Similar tendencies — a turn
towards ontology — were observed in the same period in
West European philosophy, including German Neo-Kantian-
ism. However, the concepts of Russian Neo-Kantians, which
imply a new orientation towards ontology, are fairly indepen-
dent, and not only on account of the original interpretation of
Kantian critical philosophy and Neo-Kantian epistemology,
but also on account of internal discussion with the Russian
philosophers belonging to other movements (for example, in-
tuitivists). The analysis of the onto-epistemological projects
of Russian Neo-Kantians makes important additions to the
picture of the reception of Neo-Kantianism in Russia.

Keywords: Neo-Kantianism, onto-epistemology, Rus-
sian intuitivism, ideal-realism, cognition, being, transcen-
dentalism.
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JL.YO. Koprunaes

BBenenmue

KoHueHTpaimss Ha TeOpeTMKO-IIO3HaBaTeIbHOV
pobsieMaTKe, JOMVHMPYIOIIAs B HEOKaHTMAHCTBE
¥ B paHHel dpeHoMeHosIorny ['yccepris, mpuseria B Ha-
yasie XX B. K aDCOTIOTM3aIIMV THOCEOJIOTMTUECKIX TeH-
ZeHITUM B vtocodpum. PelrteHre OCHOBHBIX PUIIO-
codpckmx 3aad (OHTOJIOTMUYECKMX, STUYECKIX, ICTe-
TUYEeCKVX) CBOOWMIIOCh B KOHEYHOM cCueTe K IIpoOile-
MaM MeToja v rHoceostornn. B xorie 1910-x — Haua-
sie 1920-x rT. B pycckoM pviTocopCKOM HPOCTpaHCTBe
TIOSIBJISIIOTCS. TEKCTBI, B KOTOPBIX IIPOCIIEXMBAETCS TI0-
IIBITKa IIPEeOosIeTh TOTAIBHYIO «THOCEOJIOTM3AlINIo»
drtocodmmt 1 ocBobOIMTE MecTo 11 oHTOIOrMM. OT-
JIMYMUTEIbHOVI Y€PTOVI VI3JIOXKEHHBIX B HVX KOHIIEIIIIVVL
CTaHOBUTCS CMeITleHVie THOCEOJIOI MTYeCKOro IIpobiieMo-
roJjiaraHus B CTOPOHY OHTOJIOTMYECKOIo, a caMy 3TU
KOHIIEMIINYM XapaKTepU3yIOTCs KaK OHTOrHOCEOJIOTM-
yeckme. IToji OHTOrHOCEOJIOrMeT OOBIYHO TIOHVMAOT
yTBepXK[eHMe B3aMOCBs3M, «B3aVIMHOIO oOIIperesie-
HVsI», CUHTe3a OHTOJIOrV M rHoceoormm?. CaMoCTosI-
TeJIbHBIE BapMAaHThI TAKOTO CVIHTE3a MOSIBIISIOTCS KakK B
cperie PyCCKUX PeJIMIMO3HBIX (prytocodoB (HarmpmmMep,
y H.O. Jlocckoro, C.JI1. @panka, C.A. AckoIbI0Ba), Tak
"'y pycckmx HeokaHTuaHIleB. HamOoriee sspkimu ripo-
eKTaMM TI0fI00HOTO pofia CTasIv KOHIIEITM HEOKaHT -
anues JL.I1. Canarosa 1 H.B. Bosbrpesa.

Wnen Casarosa 1 borabIpeBa KpariHe pefKo TIoma-
IlajIv B II0JIe 3peHMs VccilefioBaTerIen’, a 00 VX ITOIBIT-
Kax pa3paboTaTh OHTOIOIMYECKIe KOHIIEIIUY ITpaK-
TUYECKM He M3BeCTHO. [IJIss HeOKaHTMaHCTBa B I1€JI0M
KakK pmI0codpcKOro HarpassieHs, OpUeHTUPOBaHHO-
rO Ha IIpo0JIeMBI HAyYHOTO IO3HAHMS, He XapaKTep-
Ha II0OCTAaHOBKA OHTOJIOrMYecKmX Borpocos?. Tem Gosb-
LIV MHTEpeC BbI3bIBAeT oOpallleHNre IBYX PYCCKMX
HEOKaHTMAHIIeB K 3TMUM BoIrpocaM. UTOOBI pacKpbITh
IPWYMHBI 1IX TIOBOPOTA K OHTOJIOTMYeCKOV ITpobreMa-

2 BO3MOXHBI pas/IMuHBle BapuallM/l B3aWMOBJIVSHUS OHTO-
storviv v THoceostormyt. OOMH 13 BapMaHTOB TUIIOIOTMM OHTO-
rHoceostormit npemioxmwi M.M. ITpoxopos: 1) myanmsm, v
AHTUWHTEPAKIMIOHN3M; 2) PeMyKIIMOH3M B [IBYX €T0 Pa3HOBU/I-
HOCTSX; 3) IuasieKTrdecKast Mozesib B3ammocsssu (IIpoxopos,
2018, c. 32).

* Cm. mpenmciosue n komMmenTapun B.A. Kypensoro k pa6o-
tam (Castaros, 1997a; 19976) n nccitemoanvs H. A. Imutpuesont
(Ammrpwmesa, 2007; 2016; Dmitrieva, 2016).

* Omnrosormdeckne TpaHchOpMayy BOSHMKAIOT B 3PeJIbIX pa-
6otax 3. Jlacka («JIormka dpryrocodpmm v yuaeHme o KaTeropmsix»,
1911) n y mosgnero I1. Haropma («®Pustocodckas cucremMaTiika»,
1958, postum). Ho abcoroTHOE OOJIBIIMHCTBO HEOKAHTHAHIIEB
IIPOMIOLKaIO paboTaTh ¢ TPaAWMIIMIOHHOV TeOPeTMKO-TIO3HaBa-
TeJILHOVI ITPO0JIeMaTHKOVL. B 3TOM oTHOIIeHnN nprMedaTesieH
crmcok prrocodoB («HOBETIIIVIX THOCEOJIOTOB») U MX PaboT B
tekcte Castarosa (Casaros, 1916, c. 121, cu. 1).
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Introduction

Concentration on problems of theory of knowl-
edge that dominated Neo-Kantianism and the early
phenomenology of Husserl led to the over-empha-
sis of epistemological trends in philosophy in the
early twentieth century. The solution of the main
philosophical tasks (ontological, ethical and aes-
thetic) was ultimately reduced to the problems of
method and epistemology. In the late 1910s and ear-
ly 1920s texts appear in Russian philosophy which
reveal an attempt to overcome wholesale “episte-
mologisation” of philosophy to make room for on-
tology. A distinctive feature of the conceptions they
set forth is the shift of the setting of epistemological
problems towards the ontological while these con-
ceptions are described as onto-epistemological. By
onto-epistemology is usually meant the assertion of
interconnection, “mutual definition” or synthesis of
ontology and epistemology.? Independent versions
of such synthesis are proposed both by Russian re-
ligious philosophers (for example, Nikolai Lossky,
Semyon Frank and Sergey Askoldov), and Russian
Neo-Kantians. The most notable projects of this
kind were the conceptions of the Neo-Kantians Lev
Salagov and Nikolai Boldyrev.

The ideas of Salagov and Boldyrev have re-
ceived scant attention from researchers,® and their
attempts to develop ontological concepts are prac-
tically unknown. Neo-Kantianism as a philosophi-
cal trend oriented towards the problems of scientific
cognition is not noted for raising ontological ques-
tions.* All the more interesting are the views on
these matters of these two Russian Neo-Kantians. To
explain the reasons for their turn to the ontological
problems and the features of the conceptions they

2 Several variants of interconnection between ontology and
epistemology are possible. One variant of the typology of on-
to-epistemologies was proposed by M.M. Prokhorov (2018,
p- 32): 1) dualism, or anti-interactionalism, 2) reductionism in
its two varieties and 3) the dialectical model of interconnec-
tion.

® See Vitaly A. Kurennoy’s preface and comments on the
works of Salagov (1997a; 1997b) and the studies by Nina
A. Dmitrieva (2007; 2016a; 2016b).

* Ontological transformations occur in the mature works of
Emil Lask (Die Logik der Philosophie und die Kategorienlehre, 1911)
and later Paul Natorp (Philosophische Systematik, 1958, posthu-
mous). But the absolute majority of Neo-Kantians continued
to work on the traditional problems of theory of knowledge.
In that respect the list of philosophers, the “latest epistemolo-
gists,” and their works in Salagov’s text is revealing (Salagov,
1916, p. 121n1).



THUIKe VI CHeLVPUKY IIPpellJIOKeHHBIX MV KOHIIETIITVTA,
sl COCPEeIOTOYYCh Ha PAaCCMOTPEHMI IBYX TEKCTOB: CTa-
Tu Castarosa «“I'Hoceortormst” — oHTOOrMS» (1916) 11
noxanga bormpipesa «beITHe M 3HAHME, co3epIiaHMe U
pasym», orrybsimkoBaHHOro B 1922 r. [Ipenmyinecrsen-
HO B 3TMX TeKCTax pyccKue priocodrl AeMOHCTPUpPY-
0T BO3MOXKHOCTH OHTOJIOTMYECKVIX TpPaHCOpMaIIvii
HeOKaHTMAaHCKOrO KPUTHIIM3Ma.

JIeB CajtaroB: «THOCEO0JIOTMSA» — OHTOJIOI VS

Jles ITerposnu Casaros® (15.09.1881—?) — pycckmm
dunocod, ponwics B Enmsasetrpane, rae 3aKOHUMIT
KJlaccryecKyto rmMHasuro. B 1905 1. okoHUMII opu-
nyaeckut dpakysisTeT KueBckoro yHMBepcuTeTa ¢ fim-
wIoMoM 1-11 cTelleHM, IPMHMMAJI ydacTue B 3acera-
ausax Ilcuxonormnyeckoro cemmnapa ILV1. YenraHoBa.
B 1904 r. ynocToen 30710TOVI MegaIy yHUBEpCUTeTa 3a
paboty «[Ipobriema npuumunaocT y Kanra n IOwma»,
MIpeIICTaBJIeHHYI0 Ha WCTOPUKO-PvIocodpckoM  da-
kynsrete. C 1906 1. yumcs B lenensbepre y B. Bun-
nenbbanza, rae B 1910 r. sarrrya aucceprariyio «O mo-
HSATUV 3HAYMMOTO B COBpeMeHHO! JIormke» (Casaros,
1997a) v ormyOnmKoBasl peleH3MI0O Ha PYCCKUM IIepe-
BozI, «Jlormueckmx viccnenosaumm» I'yccepns (Caaros,
19976). B 1911 1. 1Ba cemecTpa 11posest B MapOypre, riie
noceriast cemuHapsl I. Korena, I1. Haropra, H. TapT-
maHa. [lo Bo3Bparenun B Poccuro ydacTsoBasl B HOMI-
roTtoBke cOopHMKa cTaTevt, TocssimeHHOoM [ V1. Yerra-
HOBY, Te 1 Obula onyOymkoBaHa crarbhs «“[Hoceosio-
rus’ — onTonorus» (Casaros, 1916). B 1920 rr. Casa-
roB CTaHOBUTCH ITperniofgasaTesieM KocTpomMckoro repa-
rOrM4eckoro yHmBepcuTeTa u wieHoM KocTrpomckoro
dmnocodckoro obrrectsa. O maTbHENIITIEN ero XXM3HY
CBeIeHNsI OTCYTCTBYIOT.

OcnosHom Tesuc ctaTeyt Cajtaroba MoXXHO cpopMy-
JMpOBaTh CIIeAyIONIIM 0Opa3soM: ecsIy IIOHVMATh ITOf,
THOCEOJIOT VeV MICCIIEIOBaHVIE YCITOBUVI ICTVIHHOCTY T10-
3HAHMS®, TO THOCEOJIOT Vsl OKa3bIBAETCS B [IEVICTBUTEIb-

° Buorpadnueckne naHHble o JIbBe CaslaroBe o4eHb OTrpaHU-
4geHHBI. VIHpopmarys, mpuBoayMas B TAaHHOV CTaThke, OIMpa-
ercs Ha ucconenosanns H.A. [Imurpuesont (dmurpuesa, 2007,
c. 156,169, 183) m B.A. Kypennoro (Caaros, 1997a, c. 239 —243).
¢ Takyio POPMYIMPOBKY 3amaui TFHOCEOJIOIMM, II0 MHEHVIIO
CastaroBa, paspgerstor I'yccepiib 1 OOJIBIIMHCTBO HEOKaHTMAH-
ckux dpwriocodpos. OHM Xe ITOKa3aa HeOOXOIVMOCTh OTIpa-
HUYMBATh THOCEOJIOTMIO OT TICVIXOJIOTWV, IIpeIMeT W3ydeHUs
KOTOPBIX — ITO3HaHMe — cosrajaeT. OIHaKO IICUXOJIOr N, 3a-
HUMasICh M3y4JeHVeM TICUXIYeCcKNX MPOoIecCoB MTO3HaHNs, TaeT
TOJILKO €ro CyOBeKTVBHOe 000CHOBaHNe 1 IIOTOMY He CIIocoOHa
PpermTh 3afady, cTosIyio rmeper rHoceostornen (Cararos, 1916,
c. 120—121). He permraer 31y 3amauy u dpeHomeHnosorus I'yccep-
JIs,, B KOTOpo¥, 110 MHeHmto Castarosa, «6opsba ¢ IICuxosorms-
MoM» He ObIIa JIOBeJIeHa 710 KOHIIa.
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propose I will concentrate on two texts: Salagov’s
article “’Epistemology” is Ontology” (1916) and
Boldyrev’s paper “Being and Knowledge, Intui-
tion and Reason” published in 1922. It is largely in
these texts that these Russian philosophers demon-
strate the possibility of ontological transformations
of Neo-Kantian critical philosophy.

Lev Salagov: “Epistemology” is Ontology

Lev P. Salagov® (15.09.1881—7?), Russian
philosopher, was born in Yelizavetgrad (today:
Kropyvnytskyi) where he completed his schooling
at a classical gymnasium. In 1905 he graduated cum
laude from Kiev University’s Law Faculty and took
part in the meetings of Georgy Chelpanov’s Psycho-
logical Seminar. In 1904 he was awarded the Uni-
versity’s gold medal for his work “The Problem of
Causality in Kant and Hume” presented at the his-
torical-philosophical Faculty. From 1906 he studied
in Heidelberg under Wilhelm Windelband where
he defended a dissertation On the Concept of Valid-
ity in Modern Logic (Salagoff, 1910; Salagov, 1997Db)
and published a review of the Russian translation
of Husserl’s Logical Investigations (Salagov, 1997a)
in 1910. In 1911 he spent two semesters in Marburg
where he attended the seminars of Hermann Cohen,
Paul Natorp and Nicolai Hartmann. Upon his re-
turn to Russia he took part in the preparation of a
collection of articles devoted to Chelpanov where
he published his article “’Epistemology” is Ontol-
ogy” (Salagov, 1916). In the 1920s Salagov became
a lecturer at Kostroma Pedagogical University and
a member of the Kostroma Philosophical Society.
There is no information on Salagov’s further life.

The main thesis of Salagov’s work can be for-
mulated as follows: if by epistemology is meant the
study of the conditions of the truth of cognition,®

° Biographical data about Lev Salagov are very scarce. The

information cited in this article is based on the research by Nina
A. Dmitrieva (2007, p. 156, 169, 183) and Vitaly A. Kurennoy
(Salagov, 1997a, pp. 239-243).

¢ This formulation of the task of epistemology, in Salagov’s
opinion, is shared by Husserl and the majority of Neo-Kantian
philosophers. They have also demonstrated the need to
distinguish between epistemology and psychology which have
the same object of study, i.e. cognition. However, psychology,
concerned with the study of the psychic processes of cognition,
provides only its subjective grounding and is therefore unable
to solve the task facing epistemology (Salagov, 1916, pp. 120-
121). Nor is this task solved by Husserl’s phenomenology
in which “the struggle against psychologism,” in Salagov’s
opinion, has not been carried to its end.
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HOCTU «IHOCEOJIOI'MeN», TO eCTh HeITOIJIMHHOM THOoCe-
OJIOT'VieVI, 3a KOTOPOVI Ha [iejle CKPhIBA€TCSI OHTOJIOI S,
IIOCKOJIBKY B XOfle VICCTIeIOBaHWS CTPEMWTCS IIONy-
4UTh «OOBEKTMBHOE COLep>KaHe» IosHaHus . Teopwst
ITO3HAHMS OKAa3bIBAeTCS TeOpuell OBITVS, IIOTOMY UTO
«0OBEKTMBHOE CoflepKaHvie» [IO3HAHVISL, MUP 00BEKTOB
CastaroB OTOX/IECTBIISIET C OBITVEM, CUICTEMY ITOHSITUA,
B KOTOPBIX MBICJIUTCSI OOBEKT, — KaTeropmuu Apucrore-
7151, KaTeropum 1 arpuopHble popMbl KanTa, naen [ 1a-
TOHAa, MOHa/Ib! JTermOHMIIa — O0BABIIIeT HEOOXOMVMMBIM
OCHOBaHWVEM ¥ YCJIOBVEM He IIO3HAHM, a ero IIpeaMe-
Ta / oObekTa m, 3HauUMT, ObITVs. DTOT Te3vc CajlaroB
PacKpbIBaeT € TIOMOIITBIO CIIETYIOIIVIX apT'yMEHTOB.

Yro MBI MMeeM B BULy, KOIJla FOBOPUM OO MCTMH-
HOCTM KaKoro-imbo cyxgenmns? CyxXaeHne MCTMHHO,
ecyIu HaAudecmbyen COOTBETCTBYIOIIee OTHOIIeHVe® B
crcTeMe HIOHSITUVL. DTO OTHOIIEHVE BBIBOIMTCS U3 OC-
HOBHBIX 3aKOHOB CVICTEMBI TIOHSATU V1 IIOTOMY SIBJISIET-
Cs1 2JIEMEHTOM 3TOVI CUCTEMBL. [loKa3aTk, UTo Cy KIIeHe
VICTMHHO, — 3HAUWUT «I10Ka3aTh HAAUUHOCHIb» COOTBET-
CTBYIOIIIErO0 OOBEKTa WMJIM OTHOIIEHMS, «yCTaHOBUTH
daxt ero peasrbHOCTM» (Canaros, 1916, c. 121). O0wvexT
He MOT OBI CyIIIeCTBOBaTh, €CyIV ObI KaTeropsiM He CO-
OTBETCTBOBAJIA TaKas e peaTbHOCTh. OIBIT He CTPYK-
Ty pUpOBaJics ObI COTJIaCHO KaTeroOpyisiM, ey Obl KaTe-
rOpusM He COOTBETCTBOBAJIV OTHOIIIEHNS B MUpe: Ka-
TETOPUN «COODIIAIOT IIPEIMETY €ro IIPeIMETHOCTDH»
(Castaros, 1916, c. 122), cBOVICTBO OBITB IIpEIMETOM’.

K amasormuHoMy BBIBOIY MBI IIpUIEeM, CUMUTaeT
pycckmit ¢pvtocod, eciv pacCMOTPVIM caMO ITOHSITVE
no3HaHus. CajlaroB MCTOJIKOBBIBAeT IIO3HAHVIE B aH-
TUIICVIXOJIOTICTCKOM JTyXe, KPUTVKYSI IIPUCYIITYIO TICH-
xor10rm3My Teopmio oTpaxeHns '’. C TOUKM 3peHMsI Teo-

7 VIMEHHO MO3TOMY CJIOBO «THOCEOJIOIVSi» B Ha3BaHWUM CTaTbi
Casrarosa CTOUT B KaBbIYKaX.

8 Hanpwmep, cyxzeHne, B KOTOPOM YTBEpPXKIAeTcs PaBEHCTBO.
OHO MCTVHHO, eCcJIV MIMeeTCsI OTHOIIIeHVe PaBeHCTBa B CHICTEMe
nousTtuit (Casaros, 1916, c. 121).

? JlaHHasi MBICJIb CO3BYYHA OIMCAHMIO IIO3HAHMS B paboTe
D. Kaccupepa «[losHanue u 1€ICTBUTEILHOCTD»: «[losHaTh co-
Ilep>kaHye — 3HA4YUT IIPEBPATUTh €r0 B O0BEKT, BBIIEIISIS €ro U3
CTa/IMV TOJIBKO JTAHHOCTM ¥ COODIIIasi eMy OIpeJieJIeHHOE JIOT V-
Yyeckoe ITOCTOSIHCTBO M HeOOXOAMMOCTb. Mbl, TakuMm oOpasoM,
II03HaeM He “IpeMeTsl” — 3TO O3HA4asIo Obl, YTO OHV paHbIIle
VI He3aBVICVIMO OIIpeJiesIeHbl 1 JIaHbl KaK IIPeJIMeThl, — a IIpei-
METHO, CO3[1aBasi BHYTPV PaBHOMEPHOI'O T€YeHNs COIePXKaHMIT
oIlbITa OIlpefieJleHHble pasrpaHdeHVs ¥ PUKCUPYs ITOCTOSH-
HbIe 371eMeHTHI 1 cBs3m» (Kaccupep, 1912, c. 392-393).

10 Cayiaros ymoTpeOJseT ycTapeBliiee Ha3BaHWUE «T€OPUS OTO-
OpaxeHnsi», HO peub MIET MMEHHO O TeOpun oTpakeHms. Pyc-
ckuit pwtocod, Ioo0HO IPYrUM HeOKaHTHaHIaM, KPUTHKYeT
IICMIXOJIOTMICTMYECKYIO TEOPUIO OTpakeHsl, COIIACHO KOTOPOV
CO3HaHMe OTpakaeT OOBEKTMBHYIO PeaslbHOCTh IIOCPEe/ICTBOM
«(pYHKIIMOHAJIbHBIX KBasuIIpeaMeTHocTert (0Opas3os)» (Mosua-
HoB, 2011, c. 474).

then epistemology turns out to be, in reality, “epis-
temology”, i.e. non-genuine epistemology which in
fact disguises ontology because it seeks to obtain the
“objective content” of cognition.” The theory of cog-
nition turns out to be the theory of being because
Salagov identifies the “objective content” of cogni-
tion, the world of objects, with being and declares
the system of concepts in which the object is thought
of — the categories of Aristotle, the categories and a
priori forms of Kant, the ideas of Plato and Leibniz’
monads — to be the necessary condition not of cog-
nition, but of its object, hence of being. Salagov ad-
duces the following arguments to prove this thesis.

What do we have in mind when we say that
this or that proposition is true? A judgment is true
if a corresponding relationship® is present in the sys-
tem of concepts. This relationship is derived from
the main laws of the system of concepts and is
therefore an element of that system. To prove that
a proposition is true is to “show the presence” of a
corresponding object or relationship, “to establish
the fact of its reality” (Salagov, 1916, p. 121). The ob-
ject would not exist if the same reality did not cor-
respond to the categories. Experience would not be
structured according to categories if categories did
not correspond to relationships in the world: cate-
gories “confer objectness on the object” (Salagov,
1916, p. 122), the property of being an object.’

The Russian philosopher believes that we would
come to the same conclusion if we consider the ac-
tual concept of cognition. Salagov interprets cogni-
tion in an anti-psychological spirit, criticising the
theory of reflection inherent in psychologism."’ In
terms of the reflection theory, consciousness relates

7 That is why the word “epistemology” in the title of Salagov’s
article is in quotation marks.

8 For example, a proposition asserting equality. It is true if
there is a relationship of equality in the system of concepts
(Salagov, 1916, p. 121).

? This idea chimes with the description of cognition in Ernst
Cassirer’'s work Substance and Function (1953, p. 303), first
published in1910: “To know a content means to make it an object
by raising it out of the mere status of givenness and granting it
a certain logical constancy and necessity. Thus we do not know
‘objects” as if they were already independently determined and
given as objects, but we know objectively, by producing certain
limitations and by fixating certain permanent elements and
connections within the uniform flow of experience.”

10" Salagov, like other Neo-Kantians, criticises the psychological
theory of reflection whereby consciousness reflects objective
reality through “functional quasi-objects (images)” (Molchanov,
2011, p. 474).
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PUM OTpakeHWs CO3HaHMEe OTHOCUTCS K IIPEeIMETY Ue-
pes3 1pericTasiieHe o HeM'. VI3-3a 3TOrO CO3HaHME He-
ITOCPEJICTBEHHO MMeEET JIeJI0 He C CAMMM IIPeIMETOM, a
TOJIBKO ¢ ero Konwert. [lox nosHaumem Casiaros IoHM-
MaeT CO3HaHMe IIpeJIMeTa, a He ero oTpaxxeHue: «[Ipeod-
mem nosnaw, ecau cosnan» (Camaros, 1916, c. 122). Vc-
KJIFOUaeTcsl BCSAKasl OIOCPeNOBAaHHOCTH IIpe/IMeTa ero
KONMsMM B co3HaHuM. Harrpumep, Korzia Mbl Io3HaéM
yTBepXK/IeHe «2+2=4» TO MBI CO3HAEM CaMM YMCIIa U
OTHOIIIEHVIe PaBEHCTBA, a He IIpeJICTaBJIEHVE «0» HUX.
ITosTOoMy TI03HaHME — 3TO He IICVIXMYECKI IIPOLIECE, a
«crrervipryecKoe OTHOIIEHME K IIPEMETY — CO3HAHUE
eeo co3nanuem» (Casaros, 1916, c. 123).

[71 IposicHeHMST coflepKaHWsT OHTOJIOTMV VI TIOf-
muHHOV THOceosioruy Cajiaros IIpeqyiaraeT mpex-
94eMEHIMHYI0 CTPYKTYPY CO3HAHMSL: TO, YTO IIO3HAET 1
PV 5TOM He MOXKEeT ITO3HaBaTbCsl (CO3HAHME); TO, YTO
TTO3HAETCsI, HO He MOXeT I03HaBaTh (ObITHe, IIpemMeT)
¥ OTHOIIIeHMe TTo3HaHM: (co3HaBaHMe) (Caaros, 1916,
c. 124). IlozHaHMe MMeeT MECTO TOTZIA, KOITIa HEUTO CO-
3HaéTCs. A cofepKaHye STOro CO3HaBaHMS — IIpeIMeT.
CaJyrarop cymTaeT OYEBUIHBIM, YTO «THOCEOJIOTVIIO»
(oHTOJIOrMIO) MHTEpeCyeT MMEHHO IIpeIMeT, a He CyOb-
€KT VIV OTHOIIIEHVIe TIO3HAH WS

I'moceostornm Havasza XX B., Takye Kak Teopus OT-
pakeHWsl, OIlepupyoIas KOIVSAMIM, I MMMaHEHTV3M,
YTBEPXKIAIOMINIT HaJTM4Vie IIpeMeTa VICKITFOUYMUTETbHO
B ITO3HAHMV, OMMO0UHBI, 110 MHeHVIO Caslarosa, IMeH-
HO B CWIY TOTO, YTO UTHOPUPYIOT BBIIIEYIIOMSHYTYIO
TPeXYacTHYIO CTPYKTYpPy Io3HaHWMs. Teopms oTpake-
HIS, KaK CKa3aHO BBIIIIE, OCHOBAHA Ha OIIOCPeIOBAHMI
OTHOIIeHMs CyObekTa 1 00bekTa Korvert oobekTa. VM-
MaHeHTHas dvtocodms xe (pexxze seero B. Ilyrre)
CTPEMUTCS COBMECTUTD CYOBEKT 11 OOBEKT, B TO BpeMs
KaK ITO3HaHWe — 3TO BCera OTHOIIIEHVIE, ITPITUEM JIBY X
pasJIM4HBEIX IeMeHTOB. CrlefioBaTeIbHO, CyOBEKT U
00BeKT He MOTYT COBIaaTh. [laske eciiv mmosyarars, 9T0
IpeMeT MMMaHeHTeH IT03HaHWIO, TO He CTOUT 3a0bl-
BaTh, YTO IMMaHEHTHOCTb — 3TO TOXe OTHOIIIeHVE, U
OBbITH UMMaHEHTHBIM — 3HAYMUT OBITH BHE ITO3HAHVIS'Z.,

B paccyxnennsax Caarosa, Kacarolyxcs MecTa Te-
opuv OBITHSI OTHOCUTEITBHO IPYTVIX IVCIIUILIVIH, MOX-
HO BBIJIEJINTD Psif], KITIOYEBBIX XapaKTePVCTK ITOIJIVH-
HOVI OHTOJIOTMW. BO-TIepBBIX, OHTOJIOTMS HUKOITIA He

" Teopms OTpaXkeHVs HeEIIOCPEICTBEHHO CBsi3aHA C Teopuert
COOTBETCTBY, KOTOPYIO aKTVWBHO KPWUTMKOBaIV, HaIIpUMep,
I'. Puxxeprt n 2. Jlack. TTonpoGHee 0 HEOKaHTMAHCKOVI KPUTIMKE
Teopun orpaxenusi cM.: (Kyb6asmria, 2010).

12 CaJraros CIreniaIbHO OTOBApMBAETCs, UTO ero ITIaBHBIVI Te3NC
«“nosHanne” ecTh ObITME» He HY)XHO ITyTaTh C TE3MICOM VMMMa-
HeHTV3Ma. «[lo3HaHMe» (IT03HaHNe B KaBbIUKaX) Ha JieJie He eCTh
ro3HaHue B cobcTBeHHOM cMbIcie (Caaros, 1916, c. 126, cu. 1).
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to the object through the representation of it.!! Thus
consciousness relates directly not to the object itself,
but only to its copy. By consciousness Salagov (1916,
p- 122) means the consciousness of the object and
not its reflection: “the object is known if it is conscious
of’. Any mediation of the object by its copies in con-
sciousness is ruled out. For example, if we cognise
the proposition that 2+2=4, we cognise the numbers
and the relationship of equality, and not the idea
about it. That is why cognition is not a mental pro-
cess but a “specific relation to the object, its compre-
hension by consciousness” (Salagov, 1916, p. 123).

To explicate the content of ontology and genu-
ine epistemology Salagov (1916, p. 124) proposes a
three-element structure of consciousness: that which
cognises and cannot be cognised (consciousness);
that which is cognised but cannot cognise (being,
object) and the relationship of cognition (commit-
ting to consciousness). Cognition occurs when
something is comprehended by consciousness. The
content of the consciousness is the object. Salagov
considers it evident that “epistemology” (ontology)
is interested in the object and not the subject or the
relationship of cognition.

Epistemologies in the early twentieth centu-
ry, such as the reflection theory which deals with
copies, and immanentism, which maintains that the
object exists only in cognition, are erroneous pre-
cisely because they ignore the above-mentioned
three-part structure of consciousness. The reflection
theory, as indicted above, is based on the media-
tion of the relationship between subject and object
by a copy of the object. The immanence philosophy
(above all of Wilhelm Schuppe) seeks to combine
subject and object whereas cognition is always a re-
lationship, and it consists of two different elements.
Consequently, subject and object cannot coincide.
Even if one assumes that the object is immanent to
cognition, one should not forget that immanence is
also a relationship and to be immanent means to be
outside cognition.'

' The reflection theory is directly linked with the theory of
correspondence which was actively criticised, for example,
by Heinrich Rickert and Emil Lask. For more on Neo-Kantian
criticism of the reflection theory see Kubalica (2010).

2 Salagov makes a point of noting that his main thesis
(“cognition” is being) should not be confused with the thesis
of immanentism. “Cognition” (in quotation marks) is actually
not cognition in the proper sense of the word (Salagov, 1916,
p- 126n1).
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COBIAJIAeT C MOIJIMHHOV THOCeosIoruert. B oHTomormm
pedb Bcerza MAeT O IIpeIMeTe, VI Bce OTHOIIEHS, Ta-
KVe KaK OT/INUMe, TOXIECTBO, PaBeHCTBO U Ap., SBIIS-
FOTCS OTHOIIIEHWSMM OBITVISI, KACAIOIIVIMVICS VICKJIIOU V-
TeJIbHO ITpefIMeTa, a He mosHaHMs. [IpeameT j1uiib yKa-
3bIBAET MMO3HAHIIO, KAKVM €ro II03HaBaTh, HO 3TO TO Xe
caMoe, 4TO 1 OTBeT Ha BoIrpoc «Kakos oH ecTs?». B 11oz1-
JIVHHOW Xe THOCeOJIOTMHM pedb MAeT UCKIIIOUMTEIEHO
00 OIHOM €IVMHCTBEHHOM OTHOIIIEHW, a MMEHHO — O
ITO3HaBaTeIbHOM OTHOIIEHUV CyObeKTa K OOBeKTy, 00
OTHOIIIeHNN co3HaBaHMs. [Ipmpomy sToro mosHaBsa-
TeJILHOTO OTHOIIEHUs TOJIBKO ITPe[ICTOUT HPOSICHUTH
VICTVHHOVI THOCEOJIOT VL, HO, C TOUKY 3peHms Catarosa,
y>Ke OdeBVIHa HeOOXOMMMOCTD BBIIeJIeHVISI TAKOI'O OT-
HOIIIeHNs B CTPYKType co3HaHUs. Bo-BTOPBIX, OHTOJIO-
TMsI — 9TO BCeTJIa TeOPWs YMCTOrO OBITHS, Teopwist ObI-
TUHOCTY, IPEIMETHOCT, JIOTVKA OBITMS. BBITHiTHBIE
OTHOIIIEHNS], 3aKOHBI, HOPMBI, COCTABJISIOIINE OOBEKT
VI3yUeHWS OHTOJIOT MY, SIBJISIOTCS «IIPeILyCIIOBVSIMI Ha-
yuHoro npenmera»’® (Castaros, 1916, c. 128). B-rpeTsux,
OHTOJIOT S B OTJIVIYVIV OT TICVIXOJIOT MV M3y 9aeT He IICH-
XUYecKye MpeMeThl, a TICUXNYeCKyIo ITpeIMeTHOCTh,
TO €CTb YCJIOBVIS IIPEIMETa, & IMEHHO — Te OBITUIHBIE
TIOHSITVS VI OTHOIIIEHISI, KOTOPbIe CofepKaTcs B IIper-
MeTe ¥ OMHOBPEMEHHO Ie/Iaf0T ero IIPeIMeTOM.

Kaxkwe cireicTBuSI MMEIOT STY Ve I TOHMMaHS
TeopeTndeckon dpustocodpuru Kanra? Casaros mpepia-
raeT OHTOJIOTM3MPOBaHHOe IIpouTeHMe «KpuTmkm am-
CTOTO pasyMa», IPeICTaB/Isasd KPUTUKY MO3HAHUS KaK
KpUTUKy OblTH. Tak, Borrpoc «Kak BO3MOXXHBI CHHTe-
TUYeCKVe CYXXIEHV 4 priori?» — 3TO BOIIPOC OHTOJIO-
run. [TosToMy TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHAs ITPOdIIeMa 3aKIIIo-
4aeTcs, cortacHo CaJiaroBy, B MCCIIeIOBAaHMII He Hallle-
ro crioco0a ITO3HaHMS ITPEIMETOB, a criocoda mx ObITHS,
TO eCThb BOIIPOC COCTOUT He B TOM, «KaK IT03HABaThb», d B
TOM, «kaxumu mo3HaBaTk» (Castaros, 1916, c. 129). U ka-
Teropuu, ¥ MIPOCTPAHCTBO, U BpeMsi — 3TO He POpMBbI
HaIllero Io3HaHMs, a POPMBI TIO3HABAEMOTO, U «aIIpV-
OPHOCTD... HE THOCEOJIOIMYECKVVI, a OHTOJIOIMYEeCKIMII
MoMmeHT» (Castaros, 1916, c. 126). TpaHciieHIeHTaIbHOE
€IMHCTBO allllepIIeTIINY OTHOCUTCS He K ITO3HAHMIO, a
K npupope, Kak ee ionnMast Kant. ViMeHHO B 3TOM, 110
muenmio CajraroBa, 3aK/II0YAeTCs TIOMJIVMHHBIVT CMBICIT
«KpnTnkn umcroro pasymar. [loaToMmy, Borrpekn camMo-
My KaHTy, MOXXHO yTBepXIaTh, 9TO 1 OH, 1 I I11aToH pe-
LIAIOT OHU U Te >Ke Ipo0sieMbl, KaK Obl PeInTeIbHO
HeMeIKMI pritocod HY BO3pakasl IIPOTUB 3TOrO (CM.:
B 371—372; Kawnr, 2006, c. 479—481): «Tpancyendenma-
AuU3M ecnb oHmoaoeusm» (Camnaros, 1916, c. 130).

3 TIo aHaJIOTMM C TIOHSATVSIMY HPeOMEINHOCHIb T HpeoMeni, MOMEHT
OBITUIIHOCTV — TO, YTO CO3/IaeT yCJIOBYIA OBITUIO OBITH OBITHEM.
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A number of key characteristics of genuine on-
tology emerge from Salagov’s discourse on the place
of the theory of being vis-a-vis other disciplines.
First, ontology never coincides with genuine epis-
temology. Ontology always deals with the object
and all the relationships such as difference, identi-
ty, equality, etc. are relationships of being that per-
tain exclusively to the object and not to cognition.
The object merely indicates to consciousness in what
way it should be cognised, but this is the same as
the answer to the question, “what is it like?” True
epistemology deals exclusively with one relation-
ship, and that is the cognitive relationship of subject
to object, the relationship of committing to con-
sciousness. The nature of this cognitive relationship
has yet to be cleared up by true epistemology, but,
from Salagov’s point of view, the need to single out
such a relationship in the structure of consciousness
is already evident. Secondly, ontology is always a
theory of pure being, a theory of beingness, of thing-
ness, a logic of being. Being relationships, laws,
norms that form the object of ontology, are “pre-
conditions of the scientific object””® (Salagov, 1916,
p- 128). Third, ontology, unlike psychology, studies
not psychic objects, but psychic thingness, i.e. the
conditions of the object, that is, the being concepts
and relationships that are contained in the object
and simultaneously make it an object.

What are the consequences of these ideas for un-
derstanding Kant’s theoretical philosophy? Salagov
proposes an ontologised reading of the Critique of
Pure Reason presenting the critique of cognition as
the critique of being. Thus, the question “how are
synthetic a priori judgments possible?” is a question
of ontology. Therefore the transcendental problem,
according to Salagov (1916, p. 129), consists not in
investigating our method of cognising objects but
in investigating the way of their being, i.e. the ques-
tion is not “how to cognise”, but “what to cognise”.
The categories, space and time are not forms of our
cognition but forms of what is cognised and “a priori
character [...] is not an epistemological but an onto-
logical aspect” (Salagov, 1916, p. 126). The transcen-
dental unity of apperception refers not to cognition,
but to nature as Kant understood it. Herein lies, in
Salagov’s view, the true meaning of the Critigue of
Pure Reason. Thus, contrary to Kant himself, one can
argue that both he and Plato are grappling with the

3 By analogy with the concepts of thingness and object, being-
ness is what creates conditions for being to be being.



B saxirrounresbHON yacTu cratey CajiaroB aHam-
3UPYET CJIEACTBYSL «[I0OBOPOTa K OHTOJIOIMVI» B JIOTIKE,
10CJIe/IOBATEIBHO PacKpbIBasi OCHOBHBIE JIOIMYECKe
MOHATWS: CYXAeHNMe, YMO3aKJIIOYeHVie, JIOTMIeCKI
3aKOH, METO[I.

IlosHanme Bcerga BbIpakeHO B cyxpeHmsax. Co-
IlepKaTeJIbHO CYXKIIeHVe BCerjia IIpesicTaBiIsieT cobom
«OIlpeJIe/IeHHOe OTHOIIIEHVEe KaKoro-mbo ImpernMera
A x xaxomy-mbo B» (Camaros, 1916, c. 130). Casaros
paccMaTrpuBaeT pasHble BUABI CYXXIeHM (00mIie, 9acT-
Hble, yTBepAUTE/IbHBIE, OTPUIIaTeIbHbIE, BOSMOXKHBIE,
TeJIe0JIOr TYeCKYIE) U TIOKA3bIBAET, YTO 3a JIFOOBIM BUIIOM
CYXKJIEHWS CTOUT ObITUITHOE OTHOIIeHNe. PaccMoTpuM,
HaIpumMep, Cy>KIeHVe OTpUIlaHus. B TakoM cyxieHnn
MBI TOBOPVIM O HEKOTOPOM HeOBITI, O TOM, Uero oow-
exTVBHO HeT. CIIeioBaTesIbHO 3TO CyKIeHne — He 0o-
Jlee YeM Hallla MBICIIb, VI OHa JOJDKHA HECTV TOJIBKO II0-
3HaBaTeJIbHBIN XapakTep. CaJiaros IoKa3blBaeT, 9YTO Ta-
Kasl MHTEepIIpeTalys B KOpHe HeBepHaA. 3a OTpULIaHN-
€M Ha JleJle CTOUT OTHOIIeHMe ommmuns. V1 Korga Mbl
yTBepXKIaeM, YTO 9ero-To HeT, TO 3TO 3HAYNUT, YTO OHO
HaXOOWTCA B MHOM (IPOCTPaHCTBEHHOM, BpeMeHHOM,
9K3VCTEHIIMAaIbHOM) OTHOIIIEHNN K TOMY, 9YTO €CTb, TO
ectb HasmmuectByeT (Caaros, 1916, c. 131—132).

Ecyi cyxJieHne — 3TO OTHOIIIEHME, TO YMO3aKIIIO-
YyeHme — 3TO KOMOMHAaIms oTHOIeHM. OT IMOChIJIOK
IIPOVICXOIUT IIepexorl K yMO3aK/IIoueHuIo. Bee mosHa-
HUe JIBVKeTcs yepes Ty cxeMy. OpHako Cajraros cuu-
TaeT, YTO 3Ta CXeMa SBJISeTCsl He II03HaBaTeJIbHOM, a
OHTOJIOTMYECKOVI, TIOTOMY YTO OOJIacTh OBITVIS, [TaH-
HBIE OIIbITa — 3TO He OecrIops/I04HOe Har POMOXKIIEH Ve
Belllel, HO 3aKOHOMEPHOE, CTPOro CBI3aHHOe 1 Oecko-
HEYHO CJIOKHOe IIesioe. IToaToMy HOHSTME YMO3aKIIIO-
YeHMsI — 3TO IIPVHLNII CVICTEMBI, IIPUHITNII OpraHu3a-
LMY 1eT10ro. VI jIormdeckyie 3aKOHBI B CBOIO OYepelb —
3TO He 3aKOHBI MBIIIJIEHNS, HO 3aKOHBI MBICIIMIMOTO, TO
€CTb II03HaBaeMOTrO ITperiMeTa. Bee jrormuecke 3aKOHbBI
CBOJIISITCS K 3aKOHaM CYIIECTBOBAaHMS ITO3HaBaeMOIO
oOpekTa. HamprmMep, 3aKoH HeIpoTMBOpeUMsT MOXKET
TPaKTOBaThCs CIIEMYIONIVIM 00pa3oM: IpeaMeT He Mo-
JKeT CyIIecTBOBaTh, OJTHOBpEMEHHO obsazas u He 00-
nafas Kaknm-mnbo rpmsHakoM (Castaros, 1916, c. 139—
140). TaxuMm ke oOpa3oM TpaHCPOPMUPYETCS M IIOHS-
Tre MeTozia. MeToy — 3To He cr1ocod II03HaHMS, a CIOo-
cob cymiecTBoBaHM: IpeaMera. Tak, HampuMmep, aHa-
JIN3 W CUHTE3 SIBJIAIOTCS TOJIBKO (PUTYpasIbHBIMU BBI-
pakeHMSAMM. 3a aHAJIVM30M CKPBIBAETCS PacCMOTpEHe
CJIOKHOCTV VI MHOTOOOpasysl caMoro IIpeaMeTa, a 3a
CUHTE30M — PacCMOTPeHVIe MOMEHTa, O0beIMHSIONIe-
ro MHOroobpasue. Takum 0Opa3oM, MeTOHOJIOr S OKa-
3bIBAETCS Pas/ie/IoM OHTOJIOT VM.
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same problems, no matter how vehemently the Ger-
man philosopher may have objected to this (cf. KrV,
B 371-372; Kant, 1998, p. 396): “transcendentalism is
ontologism” (Salagov, 1916, p. 130).

In the final part of his article Salagov analyses
the consequences of the “turn towards ontology” in
logic, sequentially considering the main logical con-
cepts: proposition, judgment, logical law, method.

Cognition is always expressed in propositions.
Content-wise, a proposition is always “a certain re-
lationship of some object A to object B” (Salagov,
1916, p. 130). Salagov considers various types of
propositions (general, particular, affirmative, neg-
ative, possible, teleological) and shows that there
is a being relationship behind any kind of propo-
sition. Consider, for example, the proposition of
negation. In such a proposition we speak about a
certain non-being, i.e. about what objectively does
not exist. Consequently, this proposition is no more
than our thought and it must carry only a cognitive
message. Salagov shows that this interpretation is
inherently wrong. In reality the relationship of dif-
ference stands behind the negation. When we claim
that something does not exist, this means that it is
in a different (spatial, temporal, existential) rela-
tionship to what is, i.e. what exists (Salagov, 1916,
pp- 131-132).

If a proposition is a relationship, then the in-
ference is a combination of relationships. A tran-
sition occurs from premises to the inference. All
cognition moves via this scheme. However, Salagov
believes that this scheme is not cognitive but onto-
logical because the domain of being and the data
of experience is not a chaotic jumble of things, but
a law-governed strictly tied-up and infinitely com-
plex whole. Therefore the concept of inference is the
principle of the system, the principle of organisation
of a whole. In turn, logical laws are not the laws of
thought, but the laws of the object that is thought
about, i.e. is cognised. All the logical laws can be re-
duced to the laws of the existence of the object cog-
nised. For example, the law of non-contradiction can
be interpreted in the following way: an object cannot
exist simultaneously possessing and not possessing
a certain property (Salagov, 1916, pp. 139-140). The
concept of method is similarly transformed. Method
is not a method of cognition but a mode of the exist-
ence of the object. Thus, for example, analysis and
synthesis are no more than figurative expressions.
Behind analysis is the examination of the complexity
and diversity of the object itself and behind synthe-
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CastaroB IIPUXOONUT K BBIBOJY, UYTO TPaJUIIMIOHHOE
ydeHVe O TIO3HaHWMM YUYeHMeM O TIO3HaHWMM He SBIs-
etcs. [Ipu 3TOM HeIb3sl TOBOPUTE, UTO yUeHNE O II0-
3HAHUW ITPUHLNIINAIIBHO HeBO3MOXHO. llommiHHas
CHOCEOJIOT S JIOJKHA 3aHVIMATBCS PacKpPbITHEM IIPU-
pOmBl CO3HABaHMSI — IIO3HABATEIFHOIO OTHOITIEHS
cyOobexTa 1 o0bexTa. [Ipraem rHoceonorndeckas mpo-
OrileMa co3HaBaHMS He JOJDKHA ITOAMEHSTBCS OHTOJIO-
T'MY9ecKO ITPpo0sIeMort BO3IEeVICTBI 00bekTa Ha CyOb-
€KT, KaK ObL710 B ITpontoM. I IpearocbuIky KoppeKTHOM
TPaKTOBKM IHOCEOJIOrny, 110 MHeHMto Caslarosa, HaMe-
uvanuck y VL.I. ®uxre, b. bonbuano n 3. I'yccepis (Ca-
taros, 1916, c. 141), TTocyte Yero rHOCEOTIOr ST CTasIa IIo-
HaBJISATBCS «HOCEOJIOrViev». TOIBKO IIOHSIB CYIIIHOCTD
OHTOJIOT MV, MOXKHO BBISIBUTB CIIEIMPUKY U 3a71a41 Ha-
CTOSIIIEV THOCEOJIOTTN, BCIIEZICTBIE UeTO IIPOSICHUTCS
BCs crcTeMa (PYJI0COUN B II€JIOM.

ITprmedarertbHO, uTo CasraroB TOBOPUT O COIMIAP-
HOoCcTM cBoevt mosunymu ¢ uHTynTtususMoM H.O. Jloc-
CKOTO, KOTJIa pevb WIET O HelOCPeNCTBEHHOM OTHO-
IIeHMM CyOBbeKTa Io3HaHM: K 00bekTy (Castaros, 1916,
c. 122123, cu. 1). O"TOrHOCeOOrMS JIOCCKOTO TaKXe
IIpeqroiaraia HOBOPOT K OBITVIIO, HO IPVHITUIIMAIIBHO
HenpriemsieMbIM CaJlaroBy IIpeJICTaBIISIeTCs YTBEPXKIe-
Hte JTocckoro 06 MMMaHEHTHOCTV OBITVISL M TIO3HAHMS,
00 OTOXXIEeCTBJIEHWMM IIO3HAHMS C ero OOBEKTOM (CM.:
Jlocckm, 19916, c. 220). Casyaro He CTOJTBKO TIOJTIEMM-
3upyert c JIocckmM, CKOJIBKO YKa3blBaeT Ha IIPOTUBOpe-
ums B ero KHure «OO0CHOBaHIE MHTYUTHUB3Ma».

Taxvm obpaszom, Canaros B cBoeVl cTaTbe HaMeda-
€T IIyTV COBPEMEHHOV eMy TpaHcOpMalyi THOCEO-
JIOTVIYECKOV! YCTaHOBKM, JJOMMHVPYIOIIEN B HeOKaH-
TraHcTBe 1 peHomenonorvm. I[Iposectn drocodpckm
yOenmnTepHOE 0OOCHOBaHME «ITIOBOPOTA K OHTOJIOT MVI»
O3HAYaJI0 PelINTh HEeHTPAJIBHYIO 3a7ady I'HOCEOJIo-
run Hadaza XX B. 11 mo0ennTh B «6Opbde ¢ IICKXO0JIo-
T'M3MOM», B KOTOPOV HOBOJIBHO YCIIEIITHO yYacTBOBa-
7M1 HeoKaHTMaHIIBI U ['yccepre. Ho anTmmcmxororn-
yeckas JIHMS, 110 MHeHnto Casiarosa, ObUIa IpoBerie-
Ha MMM He [0 KOHIIA, BCJIEACTBYIE Uero (pmiocodckast
MBICJIb TIPUIIJIA K «TOJIOV THOceosormm»'. OpHako
eCJIVI 3Ty JIVHUIO IPOJOJDKUTL, TO CTaHEeT COBepIIeH-
HO OYeBUIIHO, YTO OTCTaMBaeMble HEOKaHTMAHIIAMU 11
dpeHOMEHOIIOTaMM 'HOCEOJIOTMYECKVIE TTOJIOKEHVST Ha

" Hecmotpst Ha To uto Castaros 06U XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM C TeKCTOM
«JTormaecknx mccirenoBaHmn» I'yccepiist 1 Hammcal perieH3Io
Ha MX 1epBbIt pycckuit mepeson (Caaros, 19976), roBoputs 0
KaKOM-TO MCK/IIOUNUTEIBHOM BIIVISIHUM (peHoMeHotornm I'yccep-
711 Ha OHTOJIOTTYecKy¥o KoHIermyio Cajlarosa He IIPUXONUTCS.
DenomeHosorys I'yccepris olieHMBaeTCsl M CKOpee HeraTMBHO
KaK He M3)XMBIIas ncvxosornsm. [TogpoOHee cM. KOMMeHTapuit
B.A. Kypennoro (Casaros, 19976, c. 209, xomm.).
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sis is the examination of what unites this diversity.
Thus, methodology turns out to be a department of
ontology.

Salagov comes to the conclusion that the tradi-
tional doctrine of cognition is not in fact a doctrine
of cognition. This is not to say that a doctrine of cog-
nition is impossible in principle. True epistemology
should deal with revealing the nature of committing
to consciousness, a cognitive relationship between
subject and object. The epistemological problem
of committing to consciousness should not be sup-
planted by the ontological problem of the impact of
the object on the subject as was the case in the past.
The prerequisites of the correct treatment of episte-
mology, in Salagov’s opinion, were tentatively in-
dicated by Fichte, Bolzano and Husserl (Salagov,
1916, p. 141), whereupon epistemology started to be
crowded out by “epistemology.” It is only by under-
standing the essence of ontology that the specificities
and tasks of true epistemology can be revealed to
clear up the entire system of philosophy as a whole.

It is notable that Salagov (1916, pp. 122-123n1)
speaks about the solidarity of his position with Loss-
ky’s intuitivism when it concerns the direct relation-
ship of the subject of cognition to the object. Lossky’s
onto-epistemology also implied a turn towards be-
ing, but Salagov rejects on principle Lossky’s argu-
ment about the immanence of being and cognition,
about the identification of cognition with its object
(cf. Lossky, 1919, pp. 259-260). Salagov does not so
much polemicise with Lossky as point to contradic-
tions in his book The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge.

Thus Salagov in his article charts the way for
contemporary transformation of the epistemological
attitude that dominates Neo-Kantianism and phe-
nomenology. Providing philosophically convincing
grounding for “the turn to ontology” meant solving
the central task of epistemology in the early twen-
tieth century and scoring a victory in “the struggle
against psychologism,” which was waged rather
successfully by Neo-Kantians and Husserl. But,
Salagov believes, they did not follow through their
anti-psychological line, which is why their philo-
sophical thought ended up with “bare epistemolo-
gy”.1* However, if this line is continued, it becomes

4 Despite the fact that Salagov was well acquainted with the
text of Husserl’s Logical Investigations and wrote a review of its
first Russian translation (Salagov, 1997a), it would be wrong
to speak about some exclusive influence of Husserl’s phenom-
enology on Salagov’s ontological concept. Rather, he assesses
Husserl’s phenomenology as negative because it has not lived
down its psychologism. For more detail see Vitaly Kurennoy’s
commentary (Salagov, 1997a, p. 209n).



caMoM fieJle SIBJISIIOTCSL OHTOsIormdeckmnmy (Casiaros,
1916, c. 120—121). «[orbIvi THOCEOIOTM3M» BO3HUK TIO
HIpUYVHE OMIVOOYHOV IIOCTAaHOBKV OBITWS B 3aBUCH-
MOCTB OT IIO3HAHWS, TOIZIa KakK IIpo0JieMbl II03HAHMS,
HaoOOpOT, oIpeesIsAIoTCs mpodieMamyt ObITIS, a ITOM-
JIMHHAas IIpo0iieMa IO3HAHMS CBI3aHA VMCKIIIOUNTEIb-
HO C pacKpbITVIeM ITO3HABaTeJIBHOI'O OTHOIIEHNS — CO-
3HaBaHMSL.

Hukosnan bonaeipes: mo3HaHMe Kak ObITHe

Huxonart Bacmiwvesnu bonpeipes (1882—1929) —
IOpUCT, WIocod WCTOPUM ¥ IIpaBa, BBITYCKHUK
Canukr-IletepOyprckoro yHMBepcuTeTa. B  Tiepmon,
¢ 1907 o 1913 r. ObIBasI B HayYHBIX KOMaHIVPOBKaX B
Esporte. Uinen IlerepOyprckoro duocodckoro obire-
crBa 1 IleTepbyprekoro dprocodckoro codopanms, rep-
BBIVI AeKaH fopuandeckoro dpaxyssrera CapaToBCKO-
ro yHusepcuterta. B 1920-e rr. Boraeipes mmiier csomn
HarOoslee M3BeCTHBIE TPYIBI IO prsrocodmyt MCTOpuUm
«CwmpIcTT cTopum 1 miporpece» (1922), «[Ipasma 6oitb-
teBmtikovt Poccum. Toroc m3 rpobax» (1928 vt 1929).

ObparmmMcst Kk Tekcty pAokitapga H.B. bormgerpesa
«bbpITHIe 11 3HaHMeE, co3epliaHVe M pa3yM», IIPOYMUTaH-
Horo Ha 3aceraHmsax [letepOyprckoro dpurmocodckoro
obrrectsa 17 11 24 amrpertst 1921 . v TIo3Hee Oy OIIMKO-
BaHHOIO B Xy pHasie «MpbIciib» (boraeipes, 1922).

I’aBHas 3ajava JI0KJIafla COCTOsUIa B JIeMOHCTpa-
OUM aKTyaJIbHOCTU KpuTudeckom duitocodpum. Oc-
HOBHBIM KpUTepVieM aKTyaJIbHOCT JIF000ro drrocod-
CKOT0 HaIIpaBJleHVsI DompIpeB cumTaeT MCIIOIb30Ba-
HVIe B TIOCTIEYIOITIe 30XV IIOHSATUIIHOTO S3bIKa 3TO-
TO HaIlpaBJIEHMS 7T TTIOCTAHOBKM M OOCY>KIeHMs HO-
BBIX prtocodpckmx mpobrteM u 3afad. [IpmsHaBsast, 9To
HOBasi a110xa B pryiocodpry HacTynwIa, bombipes Bece
JKe TIBITaeTCs IT0Ka3aTh, YTO KpuTmdecKkas dpriocodmist
ce0s He M3X1JIa, IOTOMY YTO HOBBIE ITPOOJIeMBI YCITeIII-
HO (OpMYyNIMPYIOTCS Ha sA3bIKe KpuTuimsMa. VI xors
paHO WM IO30HO, cunTaeT LoigpipeB, KpUTHUUecKas
dmocodms, kak n T0b0e drtocodpckoe Harrpasie-
HVe, JOJDKHA ObITh M OyZeT IpeoforieHa, IOCKOJIBKY
3TOro TpelyeT pasBuTHe wIocodmit B IIEJIOM, 3TO
IIpeozIojIeHVIe JIOJDKHO COBepIIaThcs He ITyTeM 3alBe-
HWS VIV OTOpackIBaHIS ee MIe, a ITyTeM VX IIOJTHOTO
ycBoeHmsT: «JIuITb JOViAS 110 TOUKY, Ha KOTOPOW OCTa-
HOBIJIACh JaHHas prtocodrist, MOXKeM MBI [IeJIaTh II1ar
3a ee mpenens» (bomaerpes, 1922, c. 13).

5 dutocodum mcropvvt H.B. Bonpipesa TOCBsIeHa CTaThbs
H.A. Omurpueson (Omurpuesa, 2016).
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perfectly clear that the epistemological principles
upheld by Neo-Kantians and phenomenologists are
actually ontological (Salagov, 1916, pp. 120-121).
“Bare epistemologism” arose from the erroneous as-
sumption that being depends on cognition where-
as the problems of cognition, on the contrary, are
determined by the problems of being and the real
problem of cognition has to do exclusively with re-
vealing the cognitive relationship — the committing
to consciousness.

Nikolai Boldyrev: Cognition as Being

Nikolai V. Boldyrev (1882—1929) was a lawyer,
a philosopher of history and law and a graduate of
St. Petersburg University. In the period between
1907 and 1913 he was on research trips in Europe.
He was a member of the Petersburg Philosophical
Society, the Petersburg Philosophical Assembly and
the first Dean of Saratov University’s Law Faculty.
In the 1920s Boldyrev wrote his best known works
on the philosophy of history, The Meaning of History
and Progress (1922), The Truth about Bolshevik Russia.
A Voice from the Coffin (1928 or 1929)."

Let us turn to the text of Boldyrev’s paper “Be-
ing and Knowledge, Intuition and Reason” present-
ed at the meetings of the Petersburg Philosophical
Society on 17 and 24 April 1921 and later published
in the journal “Mys!” [“Thought”] (Boldyrev, 1922).

The main task of the paper was to demonstrate
the relevance of critical philosophy. The main cri-
terion of the relevance of any philosophical trend,
according to Boldyrev, is the use of the conceptu-
al language of this trend in the following epochs
to raise and discuss new philosophical problems
and tasks. Recognising that a new era in philoso-
phy had come, Boldyrev nevertheless tried to show
that critical philosophy had not spent itself because
new problems were successfully formulated in
the language of criticism. That said, sooner or lat-
er, Boldyrev believes, critical philosophy, like any
philosophical current, must be and will be supersed-
ed because this is necessary for the development of
philosophy as a whole. This process must take the
form not of oblivion or the casting away of its ide-
as but of completely assimilating them: “It is only
having reached the tipping point where this philo-
sophy stopped that we can step beyond its limits”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 13).

™ Boldyrev’s philosophy of history is the subject of an article
by Nina A. Dmitrieva (2016b).
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s BorjpipeBa oueBUTHO, YTO COBpeMeHHasl 3a-
Hmada cprtocodpum He MOXeT OBITH cpopMyIMpoBaHa
HMKAaK VHa4de, KpoMe KaK B IUIATOHVICTCKOM KJIIOYe, a
VIMEHHO KaK IT03HaHVe TOIJIMHHOro ObrTys'®. KanToB-
CKUT KPUTUIIA3M TakKe, TI0 MHEHUIO PyCCKOro ¢puio-
codpa, MIMeeT IUIATOHVCTCKYIO TeHmeHIM0Y. HecMoTps
Ha To uTo KaHT B KauecTBe IeHTPaJIGHON IIPOOIIEMBI
dutocodvm yTBeprmiI Ipo0iIeMy MO3HaHVS, HE CTOUT
3a0BIBaTh, UTO «ITIO3HAHVE B CBOEVI IJTyOoJarIeyt OCHO-
Be pacKpbIBaeTcs KaK CyIree OBITIE, 9TO OHTOJIOTYe-
CKasi ITpo0sieMa MOXKeT OBITh YCITEIITHO pellieHa TOJIBKO
Ha Ty TsAX THoceosorum» (bonmprpes, 1922, c. 14). B oT-
simume ot Casiarosa bosblpeB He TOBOPUT O KaKMX-TO
IIOZIMEHaX TIOHATWUII OHTOJIOTMW M THOCEOJIOTWM, He
WIIeT JIJIsi THOCEOJIOTMIM HOBBIX 3ajlad, HO yKasbIBaeT,
YTO pellieHvie OHTOJIOTMYeCKIX 3a7a4 3aKJ/TI0YeHo B ca-
MOVI TeopuM TTO3HaHM:. TakmM o0pa3oM, KOHIIEIIIVIS
Bornpprpesa Bce ke MCXOOWUT M3 THOCeosIorm3Ma. XOTs
OHa ¥ COIepP>KUT ITOBOPOT K OHTOJIOT MM, HO 3TOT IIOBO-
POT OCYIIIeCTBJISeTCS Ha IIOYBEe VMIMEIOIIVIXCS HeOKaH-
TMAHCKOV ¥ (P€HOMEHOJIOI TYeCKOV TeOPT ITO3HAHMS.

I'taBHOM OCcOGeHHOCTHRIO (prtocodmm KaHTa, yHac-
stlenosa"HoOM oT I 11aToHa, siBj1steTcs, corytacHo bosabrpe-
BY, TO, UTO CyIIlee ObITMe pacKpbIBaeTCs VCKITIOUMTEI b
HO B cdepe BOJIM 1 HPaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHa. beITie mipu-
OTKPBIBaeTCsI TOJIBKO TOI7Ia, KOr7la MBI IOXOMIVIM IO CBO-
Oomel BOMIV, O IIpenesioB cyOobeKTnBHOCTINE. VIMeHHO
B COITPMYACTHOCTH CyObeKkTa 1 00beKTa, CyObeKTUBHO-
CTV 1 ObITVA BeIpaykeHa ocHOBHasI mpes Kanra u [ia-
ToHa: «Ecyi cyOBeKT, MBIIUIeHVIe IpUYacTHBI HeoOXo-
VMO U HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHO OBITHIO... TO VI OBITME JaHO
Hen30eXXHO B Mopayce MbIUIeHWMs» (Bommeipes, 1922,
c. 14). Takum obpasom, borgpipes dpukcnpyeT HeoOXo0-
IOVIMYIO CBsI3b CyOBEKTMBHOCT V1 IIO3HAHVIS OBITVS.

OcnoBHast maes obOcyXmgaeMoro AOKJIafia 3aKIIio-
4JaeTcs B IIPOTVMBOIIOCTAaBJIEHNUM pediekcun u 4dyB-
CTBEHHOCTW, 3aHVMAaOIINX ITPOTUBOIOIOKHEIE TI03V-
v B nosHaHuM. Ilop pediexcuent bonmpipes moHM-
MaeT, BUAMMO, paboTy caMOCO3HaHMS («yCMOTpeHVe
cyOpekTMBHOCTI»). [IpomykT pedpriekcmm — TIOHS-
THe, KOTOpOe MOXKeT MMeTh OOJIBIIYIO VIV MEHBIIYIO
CUIIY, MEHSIOMIYIOCs II0 Mepe ociIalieHms pedirek-
cun («3abBeHMsI CyOBEKTMBHOCTI»). Pedriexcmm mpo-
TUBOCTOUT YYBCTBEHHOCTb. 1yBCTBEHHOCTb — 3TO CBO-

16 JTy1s1 HEOKAHTMAHCTBA B 11€JI0OM XapaKTePHO CBeJieHme Prio-
codpun K mwiaronmsmy. Cm., Hanp.: (Lembeck, 1994; Holzhey,
1997).

7 TIpuMeuaTesibHa OJIM30CTH 3TOrO Te3uca bBosgplpeBa ¢
OHTOJIOIMYECKMM ITpouTeHneM «KpuUTHKM 4MCTOro pasyma» y
Cararosa (cm.: Casaros, 1916, c. 130).

8 Borpipes 311eck OTchUIaeT K «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMIO K MeTadpu-
3uKe HpaBo» KanTta (AA 04; S. 446 —448, Kant, 1997, c. 221 —227).
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Boldyrev takes it for granted that the
present-day task of philosophy cannot be formu-
lated in any way other than the Platonic way, that
is, as cognition of true being.' The Russian philoso-
pher believes that Kantian criticism also leans to-
wards Platonism.”” Although Kant established the
problem of cognition as the central problem of phi-
losophy one should not forget that “[...] cognition
in its underlying basis reveals itself as being, [and]
that the ontological problem can only be successful-
ly solved on the path of epistemology” (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 14). Unlike Salagov, Boldyrev does not
speak about any supplanting of the concepts of on-
tology or epistemology, does not look for new tasks
for epistemology but argues that the solution of on-
tological tasks lies in the actual theory of cognition.
Thus, Boldyrev’s concept does, after all, proceed
from epistemologism; although it contains a turn to-
wards ontology, this turn takes place on the basis of
existing Neo-Kantian and phenomenological theo-
ries of cognition.

The main feature of Kant's philosophy inherit-
ed from Plato is, according to Boldyrev, that being is
manifested exclusively in the sphere of the will and
the moral law. Being is only revealed when we come
to the freedom of will, to the limits of subjectivity."®
The main idea of Kant and Plato is expressed pre-
cisely in the interconnection between subject and
object, subjectivity and being: “If the subject and
thinking are necessarily and directly connected with
being [...] then being is inevitably given in the mode
of thought” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 14). Thus Boldyrev
stresses the necessary connection between subjectiv-
ity and the cognition of being.

The main idea of Boldyrev’s paper consists
in the juxtaposition of reflection and sensibility
which are at opposite poles in cognition. By reflec-
tion Boldyrev apparently understands the work of
self-consciousness (“revealing of subjectivity”). The
product of reflection is the concept which may have
varying power that changes as reflection weakens
(“forgetting of subjectivity”). Reflection is opposed
by sensibility. Sensibility is reflection-free cogni-
tion, total alienation from the concept, fragmenta-

¢ Neo-Kantianism as a whole tends to reduce philosophy
to Platonism. See, for example, Lembeck (1994) and Holzhey
(1997).

7 One notes the closeness of this thesis of Boldyrev to the
ontological reading of the Critiqgue of Pure Reason by Salagov
(1916, p. 130).

8 Boldyrev here refers to Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysic
of Morals (GMS, AA 04, pp. 446-448; Kant, 2011, pp. 121-125).



OomHoe OT pedrieKcy II03HaHME, IIOJIHAS OTUYKIEH-
HOCTB OT TIOHATNS, (PparMeHTaIINsI OIIBITa, «TOUeUHBIN
aroMm3M BriedamieHun» (bommeipes, 1922, c. 15). Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, «3abbIBasi CyOBEKTMBHOCTB», MBI IIOIIa-
naeM B Myp ayBcTBeHHOCTU. C CyOBeKTMBHOCTBIO JKe
(pedpitexcuiert, BbIBElIEHEM TIOHSTHS) CBSI3aHO BCSKOE
dmtocodpcrBoBanHMe.  borgpipeB  IpPOTMBOIIOCTABIIS-
eT pumocodpcTBoBanMe 11 PUITOCOPCKYIO HEBUHHOCTE.
®ntocodpcTBoBaHME — 3TO pedrleKcus M HamdyB-
CTBEHHOCTD, BCSIKOe KOHCTPYVMPOBaHVIe TIOHSTUS SIBJIS-
eTcsi MpoayKToM drtocodcekont pedpirekcum. Harrpo-
TnB, prtocodckasi HEBUHHOCTh — ITOJTHAS OTYY)K/IEH-
HOCTb IIOHSITNS, «HOJIb IIOHSITVIS», UVCTasl 9yBCTBEH-
HocTb. [Ipemernt unicTor 9yBCTBEHHOCT — «HYIUINU-
MpoBaHHOEe MTHOBeHMe» (TaM xe).

BaxxHo orMeTnTh, uTO BONmbIpeB mo-ocobeHHOMY
IIOHVIMaeT YYBCTBEHHBIVI OIBIT. [IJIS HEro 4yBCTBEH-
HBIVI OIIBIT — 3TO He COBOKYITHOCTB OT/IEIbHBIX OIIIy-
mieHni, (OpMUPYIOMIAsCs B HEUTO LieJIoe, B KaKy-
10-T100 JaHHOCTb. HaobopoT, 4yBCTBEHHOCTE — 3TO
BCerza yTpara LeJIoro, «yxom, B MOMeHT». Pedpiekcuis,
B OTJINYME OT YYBCTBEHHOCTV, — 3TO «IIPOIecCyasIv-
3amus Beln», IIorpy>keHe ee B KoHTeKCT (bonsipes,
1922, c. 16—17). Tak, B 0OBIYHOM OIIBITE MBI BCeT/Ia Iyie-
TO IIOCepeVIHe MeX/Ty HyJIeM IIOHS TS U IIOJTHOV TaH-
HOCTBIO OBITHST, MEXLY UVICTOV 9YBCTBEHHOCTBIO V1 BCe-
OXBaTbIBAOIIEVI CyOBeKTUBHOCTEIO. C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI,
MBI He BIIaflaeM B IIOJIHYIO YYBCTBEHHOCTB, TaK KakK
BeIIV, JaHHbIe HaM B OITbITE, BCET/Ia yKe CBA3aHbI ped-
niexcuent. JTrobast TaHHOCTD IIpelrosiaraeT orpeesieH-
HYIO CBSI3aHHOCTB ¥ CyOBEKTMBHYIO KPUTHMKY OIIBITA,
KOTOpBIE He II03BOJIAIOT BCeIesIo IOTPY3UThCA B UyB-
cTBeHHOCTH. C IPYTOVI CTOPOHBI, MUP, JAHHBIV B OITBI-
Te (MUp SBJIEHUVI), He SBJISETCS IOJIVIHHBIM OBITIEM,
a CJIeoBaTeIbHO, He MOXeT OBITh ITOJTHOV JJAHHOCTHIO
ObrTs. Tak orpenerisieTcs: Hallle CPeIVIHHOE TIOJIOXKe-
HVe B OOBIYHOM OITBITE.

Muip, maHHBI B OOBIYHOM OITBITE, MBI ITPVBBIKIIN
CYMTaTh MUPOM 3[IPaBOrO CMBICTIA. B mevicTBuTeIbHO-
CTVI OH SBJISIETCS «CJIOKHBIM W CITyTaHHBIM 0Opaso-
BaHVEM» B CUJIy CBOEVI CPEIVHHOCTI: He YMCTasl UyB-
CTBEHHOCTHh 1 He umncroe mnoHsTue (bommeipes, 1922,
c. 17). Ho xax TOJIbKO IIPMBBIYHON I HaC peasibHO-
CTU KacaeTcs pedrrekcms (a ¢ pedprieKcmyt HadMHAETCS
BCSIKOe (PII0COPCTBOBAHME), TO MUP 3IPaBOrO CMBIC-
71a TpaHcdopMmupyercs. [IpyBEIUHBI MUP OIIBITa VIC-
uesaeT. [Ipn 3TOM «TepsieTcs He PeajIbHOCTD, a ee M-
HVPUYECKOe CTeCHEHE U yMaJleHVe. DKCIIPOIIPUNPY-
foTCs 3KcrIporpuaropst! <...> IToTok cyOBeKTMBHOCTI
CMBIBaeT HeHaZeXXHBIVI MVP OIIBITa 1 Ha ero OypHBIX
BOJTHAX BCIUIBIBAaeT IOIJIVMHHAS PeajTbHOCTh, TIOTO0HO
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tion of experience, “point atomism of impressions”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 15). Thus, “by forgetting subjec-
tivity”, we find ourselves in the world of sensibili-
ty. All kinds of philosophising are connected with
subjectivity (reflection, derivation of concepts).
Boldyrev opposes philosophising and philosoph-
ical innocence. Philosophising is reflection and
suprasensibility, any construction of a concept is
the product of philosophical reflection. By contrast,
philosophical innocence is total alienation of the
concept, “zero of concept”, pure sensibility. The lim-
it of pure sensibility is the “nullified instant” (ibid.).

It is important to note that Boldyrev has a pecu-
liar notion of sensible experience. For him sensible
experience is not a totality of individual perceptions
formed into a whole, into a given. On the contrary,
sensibility always means the loss of a whole, “with-
drawal into the moment.” Reflection, unlike sensi-
bility, is “processualisation of a thing”, immersion
in its context (Boldyrev, 1922, pp. 16-17). Thus, in
ordinary experience we are always somewhere be-
tween zero of concept and total givenness of being,
between pure sensibility and all-embracing subjec-
tivity. On the one hand, we do not fall into total sen-
sibility because the things given in experience are
always already bound by reflection. Any givenness
presupposes a certain connection to and subjective
criticism of experience which prevent us from be-
coming totally immersed in sensibility. On the other
hand, the world given in experience (the world of
phenomena) is not true being and consequently can-
not be the total givenness of being. This defines our
middle position in ordinary experience.

We are used to seeing the world given to us in
ordinary experience as the world of common sense.
In reality it is “a complex and confused entity” ow-
ing to its middle position: not pure sensibility and
not pure concept (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 17). Howev-
er, as soon as reflection touches the habitual reality
(and any philosophising begins with reflection) the
world of common sense is transformed. The habit-
ual world of experience disappears. And “what is
lost is not reality but its empirical abbreviation and
diminution. Expropriators are expropriated! [...]
The flow of subjectivity washes away the unreliable
world of experience and on its billowing waves sur-
faces true reality like a strong ship that triumphs
over deceptive and flowing elements” (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 17). Thus, the beginning of philosophising
always marks emergence from the world of habitual
reality, it is always “trans-".
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IIPOYHOMY KOpalJIro, TOp’KeCTBYIOIIEMY Haj, OOMaH-
qyBO M TeKyden ctuxver» (bommerpes, 1922, c. 17).
Taxum obOpasom, Hagasio prIocodPCTBOBaHMS — 3TO
BCeryia BBIXO M3 MVpa IIPUBBIYHON peasIbHOCTM, OHO
BCera «TpaHC-».

B cBasu ¢ stmm bBonpgeipeB mpormBoriocrasiis-
eT TPaHCIIEHIEHTHOe U TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOe ITOHVI-
MaHue dustocodpun. TpaHcleHneHTHas dviocodms
KOHCTPYMpPYeT HepyIIMMYIO I'PaHUIy MeXIy MUPOM
JaHHBIM VI MUPOM peasIbHBIM. bosibIpeB BEIABIISET a0-
COJTIOTHYIO I OTHOCUTEJIbHYIO TPaHCIIeHIEHTHYIO MO-
IleJTb MUpa ¥ TI0Ka3bIBaeT, 9TO B 00evX MOIeIIsIX MOfI-
JIMHHOE 3HaHVIe OCTaeTCs HEAOCTYITHBIM. AOCOIIOTHAS
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTHasi MoJiesIb (HaIpumMep, j1obast jorMa-
TUYecKasl, C KaHTOBCKOVI TOUKM 3peHMs, MeTadnsiiKa,
pacIpocTpaHsolas AesiTe/IbHOCTb pacCyaKa 3a IIpe-
ZeJIbl BO3MOXKHOI'O OITBITa) CaMOIIPOTVBOpEUMBa, TaK
KaK MeXy MIPOM BellleVl, JaHHBIX B OIBITE, VI MVI-
poM Berent camux II0 cebe BBICTpamBaeTCsl HEpPYIIV-
Masi TpaHWMIIa, MUP Belllerl caMIMX I10 ceOe OKa3bIBaeTCs
COBepIIIeHHO 3aKPbITBIM OT ITO3HaHMs. B oTHOCHTEIIB-
HOVI TpaHCIIeH/IeHTHOV MofiesiV (HaIllpyMep, B MHTY V-
tuBusMe C.JI. @paHKa) MHTYMUITNS CIIVBAETCS C IIpel-
MeTOM IIO3HaHWS, IIpYeM OTBJIeYeHHOe 3HaHe, VI
3HaHMe MOIJIVMHHOIO OBITVS, TakKXe OCTaeTcs HeJlo-
CTYIIHBIM.

B TpancueHzeHTaIM3Me Xe ITPOTHUBOIIOCTaBIIeHe
IBYX MMPOB OTCYTCTBYeT. TpaHcClleHAeHTa/IbHasl MO-
mennb durtocodum IpeAriosaraeT IOCTOSHHOe obpa-
IIeHMe K CyObeKTMBHOCTI — pedpiIeKCUIO, UTO II03BO-
JIeT TpaHCOPMIPOBaTh OOBIIEHHBIVI OIBIT U BBITHU
K IIOJIJIVTHHOMY OBITHIO, K OOBbeKTUBHOCTA.

Taxvm obpasoM, MHTepIIpeTanys TpaHCIeHIeHTa-
JIM3Ma B IIepCreKTBe IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIeH s pedyiek-
CUM VI 9yBCTBEHHOCTM TIOABOIUT bosmpIpesa K ero oc-
HOBHOVI OHTOI'HOCEOJIOTMYECKOV MBICIIN: «...ITOJT JKe3-
JIoM pedrieKCun... CyOBeKTMBHOCTD CTPEMUTETTHHO
IepexonnuT B 00beKTUBHOCTE» (bormeipes, 1922, c. 19).
DTOT Ilepexoj] OCYIeCTBJIseTcs B IIpoliecce pedpiek-
CUM, TO eCThb B IIporiecce (POPMIPOBaHIA ITOHSATISL.

CyObekT 1 00beKT HeJIb3d MBICJIUTD KaK Iapy, Cuu-
TaeT BorgbIpeB, IIOTOMY YTO B [IEVICTBUTEIIEHOCTU B
IIporiecce MO3HAHVISA ITPOVICXOIVT IOIJIOIIEHVIE OJHOTO
ApyruM, Tlepexor] ofHoro B apyroe. CyObekTa m 00B-
€KT OIIMOO0YHO MBICIIST Pa3iesIbHO, IIOCKOJIBKY CMeIIN-
BaIOT Belllb OOBIYHOIO OIIBbITa 1 OOBEKT, ITOSBIISIOII V-
csi B pesynbraTe pedprrexcun. Hawano pedpiiexcum —
HaJaJIo Iepexoia BeIIr B IPyToe COCTOSHIE, TO eCThb
BeIllb OOBIYHOIO OITBbITa CTAHOBUTCS OOBEKTOM, KOrZa
HOSIBIISIETCST CYOBEKT. «/I3MeHY1BOE 11 ITOIBIKHOE 3Ha-
HMe He IIopxaeT BOKPYT HeIIOABVKHOIO ITpeiMeTa, KakK

In this connection Boldyrev contrasts transcen-
dent and transcendental concepts of philosophy.
Transcendent philosophy constructs an impenetra-
ble border between the given world and the real
world. Boldyrev reveals the absolute and relative
transcendent model of the world and shows that
true knowledge remains inaccessible in both mod-
els. The absolute transcendent model (for example,
any metaphysics that is dogmatic from Kant’s point
of view which spreads the activity of reason beyond
possible experience) is self-contradictory, since be-
tween the world of things given in experience and
the world of things in themselves there emerges an
impenetrable border, the world of things in them-
selves turns out to be entirely shut out of cognition.
In the relative transcendent model (for example,
Frank’s intuitivism) intuition merges with the ob-
ject of cognition, and the abstract knowledge, or the
knowledge of true being, also remains inaccessible.

By contrast, in transcendentalism there is no op-
position of two worlds. The transcendental mod-
el of philosophy presupposes constant reference to
subjectivity, reflection, which makes it possible to
transform ordinary experience and attain true being,
objectivity.

Thus, the interpretation of transcendentalism
in the perspective of the opposition of reflection
and sensibility brings Boldyrev to his main on-
to-epistemological idea: “under the wand of reflec-
tion [...] subjectivity rapidly turns into objectivity”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 19). The transition takes place in
the process of reflection, i.e. in the process of the for-
mation of a concept.

The subject and the object cannot be conceived
of as a pair, Boldyrev believes, because in reality
in the process of cognition the one is absorbed into
the other, the one is transformed into the other. The
subject and the object are mistakenly thought of as
separate because the thing in ordinary experience is
confused with the object which emerges as the re-
sult of reflection. The beginning of reflection is the
beginning of the transition of a thing into a different
state, i.e. the thing of ordinary experience becomes
an object when a subject appears. “Changeable and
movable knowledge does not flutter around an im-
mobile object like a butterfly around a flower. When
we pass from the object to its cognition we open up
an infinite perspective, as it were, within the object
[...]” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 19). In this case the concept
serves as being. Therefore true ontology as a doc-
trine of being is only possible as the logic of cogni-
tion, as epistemology, as criticism and reflection.
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Gabouka BOKpyT 11BeTKa. Korma ot mpermera mepexo-
IVM K €ro IO3HaHWIO, MBI KaK Obl BHYTPM IIpeIMeTa
pasBep3aeM OeCKOHEUHYIO IIepCIeKTHBY...» (boimbl-
peB, 1922, c. 19). IloHsATMIE B TAKOM CJIy4Yae BBICTYIIAeT
B KaudecTBe cy1ero Oerrvs. IlosTomMy nonsmvrHast oHTO-
JIOrVIS KaK yUYeHMe O CyIIeM OBITMV BO3MOYKHA TOJIBKO
KaK JIOTMKa ITO3HaHM:, KaK FTHOCeOJIOrs, KaK KpUTUKa
U pedprieKcus.

Heobxonmmo, canTaeTt borpipes, oIyaTs cyiiee
ObITVe, IIOJIy4MBIIIeeCss B pe3yiibrare pedpieKCuui, OT
TPaHCIIEH/IEHTHOT'O ObITIIS, YTBEP>KIaeMOro B MeTadu-
3uke. MeTadmsika IocTpoeHa Ha yCTaHOBJIEHM VI3Ha-
YaJIbHO 3aJJaHHOT'O OBITMS, YTO €CTh IIPUHSTHE VCKO-
MOTO 3a HavizieHHoe. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIN3M ke TOBOPUT
0 OBITVM KaK IIPUHINIIE 3HAHWS, KOTOPBIVI [TPOSIBIISET-
st uepe3 cyObeKTMBHOCTD. «[IitaToHMYecKas jlormka —
3aKOHHas BJIafesiniia ObITVSA, a He TO, 9TO OBIIO yde-
HVKaMV APVCTOTEIISI CpedaKTIPOBAaHO B OCOOBIVI OT-
nenn “mocrte dpusukm”» (bormeipes, 1922, c. 22). Cy0b-
€KTVBHOCTb OJTHOBPEMEHHO pasbeIVHSET U CBS3bIBa-
€T HOyMeHAJIbHBI 1 (peHOMeHaIbHBIT MUPBL. «CyO0b-
€KTMBHOCTb — 3TO JIBEPb, Yepe3 KOTOPYIO ObITHe Kak
ObI BBEIXOIUT 113 cebsl, UTOOBI JIIOOOBHO M3JIUTHCS B CBOE
ZIPyTOe€, T.e. IPOSIBUTBCH, U ABEPD, Yepe3 KOTOPYIO OHO
OITSITH BXOIUT B ceOs1, cobmupaetcs m3 paccesams» (Tam
xe). [TosToMy pasrpaHmYeHVIe JIOTUKI Y MeTapU3VKU
HEKOpPpeKTHO. EIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOW VICTVHHOW
MeTapV3MKOV SIBJISIETCS JIOTMKA, «He JIOTMKa M MeTa-
dmsmKa, a TOIBKO JIOTMKa KaK MCTMHHas MeTadnsmKa,
He II03HaHMe ObITVS, IT03HaHMe ¥ OBITHIE, a ITO3HAHEe
Kak ObITIe, TOJTBKO ITo3HaHMe» (TaM xe). B aToM BeIBOTIE
boripipes odeHb 0/11130K K OcHOBHOM mjtee Casiarosa.

WTak, OHTOIOIMS BO3MOXKHA VICKJIIOUMTEIBHO KaK
Teopus no3HaHMsL. JIoruka 1o3HaHMs pacKpbIBaeT Obl-
THe Kak npuHImIL. OTKa3 Ipu3HaBaTh 3TO MPUBOAUT K
TIOSIBIIEHMIO (PVITOCOPCKMX CHCTEM, B KOTOPBIX TI03Ha-
HVIe TPAKTYETCSI C YUETOM «TIOIIIOPKV» SMITVPIUECKO
peanbHOCTY, MUpa 3apaBoro cMmeiciia (bommaeipes, 1922,
c. 22). Taxnx, HampuMep, Kak maeas-peaymsMm. Kak 13-
BECTHO, HanOOoJIbIIIee Pa3BUTVIE OH HOITYYWII Yy PYCCKMIX
nHtynTusrctos H.O. JTocckoro n C.JI. @panka. B mje-
ajI-peasiv3Me IIOCTYJIVIPYIOTCS [IBa YPOBHS ObITUS —
peastbHOe U MeasTbHOe. PeartbHOe ObITVIE, eciit 0600-
IIIATB, BKJIIOYAET B ce0si KOHKPETHbIE IIPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HO-BpeMeHHBIe Bellll, MHa4ue TOBOPs, SMIIVPUUIECKYIO
peasytbHOCTB. VjieasibHOe ObITVIE — BHEITPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HOe V1 BHeBpeMeHHoOe. [/ICTOUHVIKOM MJ1eaTbHOTO OBITVS
BBICTyIIaeT Brlcmrast myposasi cybcranmmst (Jloccxyar)®

19 Cwm., Hanip.: (JTocckmi, 1991a, c. 471 —480).

L.Yu. Kornilaev

It is necessary, according to Boldyrev, to distin-
guish the existing being resulting from reflection
from transcending being asserted in metaphysics.
Metaphysics is based on establishing the initial-
ly given being which amounts to accepting what
is being searched for as what has been found. By
contrast, transcendentalism speaks of being as the
principle of knowledge manifested through sub-
jectivity. “Platonic logic is the legitimate owner of
being and not what has been edited by Aristotle’s
disciples into a special department ‘after physics’”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 22). Subjectivity simultaneously
disunites and unites the noumenal and phenomenal
worlds. “Subjectivity is the door through which be-
ing emerges, as it were, from within itself in order to
lovingly pour in its other, i.e. manifest itself, and the
door through which it again enters itself is assem-
bled from dispersion” (ibid.). Therefore the separa-
tion of logic and metaphysics is incorrect. The only
possible true metaphysics is logic, “not logic and
metaphysics, but only logic as true metaphysics, not
cognition of being, cognition and being, but cogni-
tion as being, only cognition” (ibid.). In drawing this
conclusion Boldyrev comes very close to Salagov’s
main idea.

Thus, ontology is possible solely as the theory
of cognition. The logic of cognition reveals being as
principle. A refusal to admit this spawns philosoph-
ical systems in which cognition is interpreted tak-
ing into account “the props” of empirical reality, the
world of common sense (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 22). An
example of this is ideal-realism. Ideal-realism was
elaborated most thoroughly by Russian intuitivists
Lossky and Frank. Ideal-realism postulates two lev-
els of being, the real and the ideal. Real being, gen-
erally, includes concrete spatial-temporal things, in
other words, empirical reality. Ideal being is outside
space and time. The source of ideal being is the Su-
preme World-substance (Lossky)" or Absolute Be-
ing (Frank).” This may be why Boldyrev says that
ideal-realism ultimately always leads to spiritual-
ism, i.e. materialisation of the spirit. The result is
not simply spiritualism, but “vulgar spiritism where
the spirit labours in the field of mechanics and
moves objects.” Boldyrev cannot agree with this,

9 See, for example, Lossky (1928, pp. 185-192).

2 See, for example, Frank (1995, pp. 169-174). It is worth not-
ing that Frank was seriously interested in Neo-Kantianism and
later arrived at onto-epistemology through the criticism of that
philosophical trend. For more on ontological transformations
of Frank’s thought see Obolevich (2014).
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vy abcosroTHOe ObITre (PpaHK)®. Bo3MoXHO, 1103TO-
My DBoreipeB roBoput, 4To meas-peayiusM B KOHeU-
HOM cueTe Bcerjia IIPUBOIUT K CIUPUTYaIN3My — Ma-
TepuaM3aliy AyXa. B urore moiydaercs He IIPOCTO
CHVPUTYAJIN3M, a «IIOIMUIBIV CIIMPUTH3M, THE IyX TPY-
OWUTCH Ha IIONpPWINe MeXaHVIKWV, IBUTaeT IIpeaMeThD».
C sty bosipIpeB He MOXET COIIACKUThCS VI HacTauBa-
€T Ha 4MCTOM WleasIn3Me 1, KaK CJIe[ICTBIe, Ha YCTOM
rHOCeOJIormsMe, «0e3 BCAKMX Ionropok» (Bormpipes,
1922, c. 23). B uneas-peasmsMe TOCHOACTBYET TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTHOe TIOHVIMaHVe ObITNS, pasiesIdroliee ero Ha
IBa KaTeropmdecKy HeCOBMECTVMBIX YPOBHs. B xpm-
TIYeCKOV e pryiocodum pedb MAeT O TpaHCIeHeH-
TaJIFHOM TIOHVIMaHUV OBITVS, T/Ie Mzien, KaTeTopu, JIo-
r'YecKyie TIOHSATUS «BbIPACTalOT M3 PeaJIbHOCTI, 00BO-
JIaKMBAIOT ee U 3aKJII0YaroT B ceds» (Tam sxe)?.

BoriplpeB TI0Ka3kIBaeT, YTO OCHOBHASL Mziest KpUTHU-
yeckort prstocodvn — wesk allpuopHOCTY I YMCTO-
TBI — II0CJIE OUMIIIEHVS €€ OT «IICVXOJIOIMUECKOV U Ha-
TYPaIMCTIYECKOTI CKBEPHBD» PACKPBIBAETCS KaK West
Metora (bormeipes, 1922, c. 23). Vnes merona y I. Ko-
reHa HavUTyYIIVIM 00pa3oM JoKa3kIBaeT HelIpOTVBOpe-
YMBOCTh TpaHCIeHIeHTasn3Ma. MeTof siBJIseTcs TOow
vifieelt (a B THOCEOJIOTMYeCKOM CMBICIIe — JIOTYeCKOM
enuHMIeN), Oarogaps KOTOPOW OIIBIT CTaHOBUTCH
ombIToM. «bBITHE — MeTOfI, VI MeTOIL — Wesi», O1aroma-
Ppst KoTopovi OpITHe TaHO B KadecTse ObrTiis (bommpIpes,
1922, c. 24). Meton, — 370 TO, uTo Koren HaspiBaet um-
cThIM MbIIyIeHeM. Kak 4vicToe MBIIIIIeHVIe, eCIIii OHO
YIICTOe, MOXKeT IOPOXKIATh Cylliee ObITVE 13 HUYETo?
s BorgeipeBa 3TOT BOIIpOC MMeeT OoTBeT. Eciiu 1of
MBIIIIJIEHVIEM IIOHVMATh He IICHXMYEeCKMUI IIPoliece, a
Mopyc ObITMS (4MCTOe COCTOsIHVE OBITMS, CBOOOIHOe
OT YyBCTBEHHOCTV), TO peayln3yeTcsi IOJIOKeHNe, CO-
[JIACHO KOTOPOMY «CylIIiee ObITVE TBOPUTCS MBICIIBIO 13
HWYETo, 1 YMCTasi MBICJIb €CTh He YTO MHOe, KaK CyIiee
ObrTre» (Tam xe).

Bomnppipes, kak n Cajlaros, Takxke oOpalrjaeTcs K
aHaJIM3y THOCEOJIOIYeCcKOV KOHIEMNINM VMMaHeHT-
Hont dpwitocopun. OH mpupepXuBaeTcs MMMaHEHT-
HOVI TPaKTOBKM OBITHS, yTBep)KIalOIeVl COBIIafleHVie
ITO3HaHMs 1 ObITHS, cyObekTa 1 oObekTa. «[lo3HaHMe
ecThb OBITVe, VIV €T0 HeOTTOpXKMMasi KBaInduKarsi,
€To CyIIleCTBeHHas XapaKTepuCTuKa, MOLyc». (bormpr-

2 Cwm., Hanp.: (Ddpask, 1995, c. 169 —174). ITprumeuaTesIbHO, 4TO
DpaHK cepbe3HO MHTePeCcoBasICsl HEOKAHTMAHCTBOM U BIIOCIIEN-
CTBUM Yepe3 KPUTHKY 3TOro hvyiocodCKOro TedeHus IIpuIIes K
onrorHoceosiornu. ITompobHee 06 oHTONIOrMYeCKUX TPpaHCHOP-
Marysix Meici Ppanka cm.: (O6osesird, 2014).

2 BoJIgBIpeB IEeMOHCTPUPYET paboTOCIIOCOGHOCTh IHOCEOTIO-
I'vi3Ma TI0 CpaBHEHMIO C Vfleasl-pealn3MOM Ha IIprMepe KOHIIeTI-
v Mbiuierys . Korena (Cohen, 1922).
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insisting on pure idealism and, as a consequence,
on pure epistemologism, “without any props”
(Boldyrev, 1922, p. 23). Ideal-realism is dominated
by the transcendent notion of being that divides it
into two categorically incompatible levels. Critical
philosophy, on the other hand, deals with the tran-
scendental concept of being where ideas, categories
and logical concepts “grow out of reality, envelop it
and include it within themselves (ibid.).*!

Boldyrev shows that the main idea of critical
philosophy — the idea of a priori and purity (after
being cleansed from “psychological and naturalistic
filth” is revealed as the idea of method (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 23). Cohen’s idea of method best proves
the non-contradictory character of transcendental-
ism. Method is the idea (logical unit in the episte-
mological sense) due to which experience becomes
experience. “Being is method and method is idea,”
thanks to which being is given as being (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 24). Method is what Cohen describes as
pure thinking. How can pure thinking, if it is pure,
generate existing being from nothing? Boldyrev has
an answer to this question. If by thinking we under-
stand not the mental process but a mode of being
(pure state of being, free of sensibility), this imple-
ments the proposition whereby “the existing be-
ing is created by thought out of nothing and pure
thought is none other than existing being” (ibid.).

Boldyrev, like Salagov, also turns to the analysis
of the epistemological concept of immanent philoso-
phy. Boldyrev sticks to the immanent interpretation
of being which asserts the coincidence of cognition
and being, subject and object. “Cognition is being,
or an inalienable qualification, its essential char-
acteristic, its mode” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 25). How-
ever, this thesis of immanentism is truly revealed
only when immanentism is opposed to transcenden-
tism. Transcendent being, the being of metaphysics
which posits the initial givenness of being, is pas-
sive; in immanent interpretation being is in a state
of emergence, it is “alive in its inherent problemat-
ic character” (ibid.). Inmanent being “is revealed as
the way, the method” as distinct from the being of
metaphysics which, owing to the final givenness of
being, embodies rather the end of the way of cogni-
tion. Thus being in immanent idealism is marked by
“an inherent problematic character, conscious ten-

2 Boldyrev demonstrates using the example of the concept of
thinking by H. Cohen (1922) that epistemologism works better
than ideal-realism.



pes, 1922, c. 25). OgHaKo JaHHBIV Te31C UMMaHEeHTM3-
Ma II0-HaCTOSIIIEMY PacKpbIBaeTcs TOIBKO B IIPOTHU-
BOIIOCTABJIEHWN VIMMAHEHTM3Ma TPaHCIeHIEHTU3MY.
TpaHcileHmeHTHOE OBITVIE, OBITVIE MeTapM3MKM, ITO-
Jlararolee M3Ha4aJIbHYIO 3aJJaHHOCTh OBITMS, — IIac-
CUBHO; B VIMMAaHEHTHOV TPaKTOBKe OBITVIE HaXOIWT-
Csl B CTAHOBJIEHWUV, OHO <«KWBO B CBOEV BHYTPEHHEN
rpobsiemarnuHocT» (Tam xe). ViMmaHeHTHOe ObITVIE
«pacKpbIBaeTCs Kak IIyTh, METOMI» B OTJINYVIE OT ObITS
MeTadpM3MKI, KOTOPOe CBOeV OKOHYATEeITBFHOV ITaHHO-
CTBIO OBITVISI OJIMIIETBOPSIET CKOpee KOHELT ITy TV ITO3Ha-
Hys. BeITre B MMMaHeHTHOM 1leasn3Me, TakuM oOpa-
30M, XapaKTepn3yeTcsl «<BHY TPeHHeN IIpo0JieMaTayHO-
CTBIO, OCMBICJIEHHBIM HalIpsDKEHVEM, TBOPUECKMM Ha-
gasiom» (Tam >ke). VIMeHHO B MMMaHEHTHOV TPaKTOB-
Ke ObITId, cumTaeT bormeIpes, HaMedaroTCs KOHTYPEI
MIePCOHAJIICTUYHOTO ITOHVMaHMA ObITHS — CyIlee
TIpefiCTaeT B KauecTBe «KMBOTO JIMIia». TakvM obpasoMm,
10 er0 MHEHWIO, KpUTr4ecKast prtocodmist COIepKIUT
BHYTpM cebs TBopsiiiee ObiTre. Clie[ICTBMEM ITPaBIIIb-
HOTO IIpVIMeHeHMs KPUTUIINM3Ma CTAHOBUTCS yCTaHOB-
JIeHVe eVHCTBA OBITVIS M TI03HaHMS, I/ie ObITie Ipu-
oOpeTaeT dopmy sormdeckoit Teopum. «Kpmrummsm
He BOCTOYHAs MHTYWMIIMS, a 3allajiHasl, eBpollericKas
Teopus, XVBas M yTBepXKIIaroltias, Buasinas bora B sp-
KUV TOJIJIEHb OJIarOC/IOBIISIIOIIVIM BCE UeJIOBEYeCKye
merna. Laborare orare®» (Bonpmeipes, 1922, c. 26). Ctout
OTMETWUTb, YTO TaKasl TPAKTOBKa cOJvrkaeT borypipesa
C IIpeICTaBUTEIISIMU VJleasI-peasii3Ma, YCTaHaBIIMBaO-
VMY BHEBPEMEHHON VICTOYHVIK MZI€aJIBHOTO ObITISL.

Kpurnaeckyto dnnocodrio, yTBepKaaIonIyro Kop-
PeJISIITNIO 3HAHMS V1 OBITISL, OOBUMHSIIOT, C OTHOVI CTOPO-
HBI, B CyOBEKTVBIM3aINM THOCEOJIOT N, C APYroil — B
TOTAJIBHOM palMoHaIM3Me JIoruKmn®. B KauecTsBe ayib-
TEPHATVBBL BBICTYIIAIOT PeajiM3M ¥ WHTYWUTUBU3M.
bosizipIpeB  T10CiIeiOBaTeIbHO JIOKA3bIBaeT HECOCTOS-
TeJIBHOCTH STVX OOBMHEHWITL

PearmaMm yTBep)KIaeT CyIIecTBOBaHVE He3aBUCH-
MOT'O OT CyObeKTa OBITIS, YTO B KOHEYHOM CUeTe IIPV-
BOAUT K TEOPUM OTpakeHMs. YIIpeK B CyOBeKTMBU3-
Me THOCEOJIOTMYECKOV KOHIEIIINY KPUTIYecKon hu-
jocodun BBIpACTaeT M3 YIIYIIEHNS OHTOJIOIMYEeCKO-
O KOMIIOHEHTA B HeV: HeIOHVIMAHUS TOTO, TO «IIpPO-
TUBOIIOCTaBJIeHe OBITVISA M TTO3HAHMS €CTh B CYIIIHO-

2 TPpyOWUThCS 3HAYNUT MOJIUTBCA (JIAT.).

# VImeetcs B BU/Ly yKasaHVe Ha TIOJTHOE VICKITIOYEHVIE SMITHPVI-
YeCKOro (IICHIXOJIOIMYECKOro) JIeMeHTa U3 JIOTUKW B KPUTIde-
cKom prmocodpmm.

% Peub MIeT B IEPBYIO O4eperb 00 yKe YIIOMSHYTBIX IIpell-
CTaBUTeJISAX MHTYWTMBU3Ma U Weal-peaysMa — JlocckoMm u
®paHke.
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sion and creative drive” (ibid.). It is the immanent in-
terpretation of being, Boldyrev believes, that has the
outlines of personalist understanding of being, what
exists is presented as a “living person.” Thus, in
Boldyrev’s opinion, critical philosophy contains cre-
ative being within itself. As a consequence, correct
application of criticism establishes the unity of be-
ing and cognition wherein being acquires the form
of a logical theory. “Criticism is not Oriental intu-
ition, but a Western European theory that is alive
and life-asserting, that sees God on a bright day
blessing all human affairs. Laborare orare” (Boldyrev,
1922, p. 26). It has to be noted that such interpreta-
tion brings Boldyrev closer to the representatives of
ideal-realism who consider the source of ideal being
as being outside time.

Critical philosophy which argues in favour of
the correlation of knowledge and being is accused,
on the one hand, of subjectivising epistemology,
and on the other hand, of upholding the total ratio-
nalism of logic.”? Realism and intuitivism are an al-
ternative.” Boldyrev relentlessly proves that these
accusations are false.

Realism posits the existence of being inde-
pendently of the subject, which ultimately leads
to the theory of reflection. The charge of subjectiv-
ism levelled at the epistemological concept of criti-
cal philosophy arises from the fact that it omits the
ontological component: failure to understand that
“the opposition of being and cognition is actually
the opposition of two types of being: transcendent
being and transcendental being, being as thing and
being as personality” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 26). Thus,
in place of living subjectivity immanent to being re-
alism in critical philosophy presupposes subjectivity
confined within being given in experience and hav-
ing no access to being outside this experience.

The charge of total rationalism of logic is simi-
larly eliminated. Correct understanding of ratio-
nalism, the Russian philosopher believes, rules out
any duality, rationalism is monistic: “being, i.e. exis-
tence as a living person” is always within the logical
form of reason. Proposing intuitivism instead of ra-
tionalism ignores the fact that in the process reason
is supplanted by its “pale shadow”, understanding

2 The reference is to the complete exclusion of the empirical
(psychological) element from logic in critical philosophy.

% The reference is first and foremost to the above mentioned
representatives of intuitivism and ideal-realism, Lossky and
Frank.
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CTV IIPOTMBOIIOCTABJIEHNE [IBYX BUIIOB OBITVS: OBITHS
TPaHCIIeHIEHTHOTO 7 OBITMS TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOTO,
ObrTms-Bern 1 OblTMsIMYHOCTM» (Bosmbrpes, 1922,
c. 26). Tax, B3aMeH >XMBOV, MMMaHEHTHOW OBITHUIO,
CyOBEKTMBHOCTV B KpUTHUYeCKOV duiocodum pea-
JIM3M TIpefyIaraeT CyOBbeKTMBHOCTD, 3aMKHYTYIO B ObI-
TV, JAHHOM B OIIBITE, VI JINIIIEHHYIO TOCTYIIa K OBITIIO
3a IIpefiesIaMi 3TOrO OIbITA.

INomo6HEIM ke 00pa3oM ycTpaHseTcs 11 OOBUHEHe
B TOTQJIBHOM pallvoHam3Me JIorvku. [IpasrisHOe 110-
HYIMaHWe paryoHasIi3Ma, CanTaeT PyccKuit dprocod,
VICKJTIOYAeT BCSKYIO 1yaJIbHOCTb, PAIVIOHAJIVI3M MOHI-
CTU4YeH — «ObITHe, T.e. CyIlee KaK JKMBOe JIMIIO» BCer-
7la HaXxommuTcs B jiormdeckovi popme pasyma. Ilperia-
ras B3aMeH pallVIOHaIM3My MHTYWUTWUBU3M, yITyCKafoT
V3 BUJIQ, YTO IIPU TOM IIOJIMEHSIOT Pa3yM €ero «cja-
Gort TeHbo» — paccynkoM (Tam xe)®. VIHTyMBU3M, 11O
MHeHMIO boimpIpeBa, KPUTHKYS palllOHAJIN3M, Ha ca-
MOM [ieJle KPUTHKYeT «pacCyIHUYeCTBO». VIHTynuTu-
BI3M YKasblBaeT Ha VM3bSHBI PacCyIHWYECTBa, Ha €T
IVICKY PCMBHOCTB. BO-TIEpBBIX, pacCyIOK MOXXET BbIBe-
CTVI OIHO W3 IPyTOro, HO He MOXXeT 00OCHOBaTh, II0-
3TOMY AVICKYPCUMBHOCTb — 3TO BCEIJIa 3aBUCHMOCTbD 1
OITOCPEIOBAHHOCTE; BO-BTOPBIX, AVICKY PCUBHBIVI paccy-
IIOK BCeryia aHaIM3UpyeT, ApOoOUT, B pe3ysIbTraTe 4dero
13 00beKTa Io3HaHMs oOpa3yeTcd aMopdHas Macca, B
KOTOPOVI YTPa4eHO BCSKOE €IVIHCTBO; B-TPETHIUX, IIPO-
CTeVIIIIVe 3JIeMEHTHI, KOTOpPble MOSBVIINCH IIOCIIe BO3-
JIEVICTBUS PacCy/iKa Ha eIMHCTBO, HACTOJIBKO OelHbI 1
IIPOCTBI, YTO yTPAaTWIIN BCIKYIO WMHAVBIMIYaIBHOCTD
VI IIOXOXW IPYT Ha apyra. bosgplpes IoKas3bIBaeT, 9To
IJaHHasg KPUTMKa OIIVO0YHO BeIZIaeTCs 3a KPUTUKY pa-
LIVIOHAJIV3MA, B TO BpeMs KaK pedb UIET O «PyLAUMeHTe
pasyma» — paccynxke (bornbrpes 1922, c. 27—28). Bosnee
TOTO, KPUTMKYyeMasi AVUCKY PCUBHOCTD IIPU ee KOPPEKT-
HOVI MHTepIIpeTally IIPUBOAUT TOJIBKO K yKperlle-
HMIO MCTVIHHOIO palVioHaJIN3Ma, canTaeT bosmgerpes.
[TpaBwibHAS AUCKYPCUBHOCTh — 3TO pasyMHas IIVC-
KYPCMBHOCTB, KOTOpas He IIPOCTO [IEJINT, HO VI CIIeIIs-
eT. Hanbortee sipKo 3TO BbIpakeHO B JIOTVIKE CUJLIOT M3~
MOB U akcuoMaruke. CryUIornsM, aKCMOMaTWYeCKM
BBIBOJ] IeYKTVBHBIX TEOPWVI HACKHIIIIAIOT HAYKY Iy XOM
CBSI3aHHOCTW, €IMHCTBA M CUCTEMBIL. AKCOMa, C TOUKI
sperns bosmelpeBa, — He caMoposJlerorasi Oecriion-
HOCTB, He O4eBMTHOCTE B cebe. «OHa IIpamareps, Iiep-
BOpOZIAIIIee, TO, YTO CBSITO I Beero poma» (bommsipes,

» TlogpobHee 0 TpaKTOBKe pasyma B MHTYUTHBV3Me cM.: (JToc-
cxmir, 19916, c. 326—334). O mpoTMBOIIOCTABIIEHMI IVCKYP-
CMBHOCTM VI WIHTYWTMBHOCTM paccyjika y Kanra cm. B riiaBe
«[lormMaTVgecKme PeArTockIKM Teopuy 3HaHMs Kamra» (Jloc-
ckmt, 19916, c. 106 —146.)
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(ibid.)*. Intuitivism, in Boldyrev’s opinion, in criti-
cising rationalism, actually criticises “the focusing
on understanding”. Intuitivism points to the flaws
of the focusing on understanding, its discursive
character. First, understanding can derive one from
the other, but it cannot ground it, therefore discur-
siveness always means dependence and mediation;
second, discursive understanding, always analy-
ses and fragments, as a result of which the object of
cognition turns into an amorphous mass devoid of
any unity; third, the simplest elements which have
emerged after the impact of understanding on uni-
ty are so barren and simple as to have lost all indi-
viduality and have come to resemble one another.
Boldyrev (1922, pp. 27-28) shows that this critique
is mistakenly passed off for critique of rationalism,
whereas it concerns a “rudiment of reason”, the un-
derstanding. Moreover, the criticised discursive-
ness, if correctly interpreted, only strengthens true
rationalism, Boldyrev believes. Correct discursive-
ness is sensible discursiveness which does not sim-
ply divide, but also cements. This is most vividly
manifested in the logic of syllogisms and axiomatics.
Syllogism, axiomatic derivation of deductive theo-
ries invests science with the spirit of connectedness,
unity and system. An axiom, according to Boldyrev,
is not a self-consistent barrenness, not an evidence
in itself. “It is the foremother, the primogenous
which is sacred for the entire tribe” (Boldyrev, 1922,
p- 29). The existence of the uniting principle (criteri-
on) which makes a system what it is, is a necessary
condition of the transcendental method that under-
lies rationalism. The basis of rationalism is the uni-
ty of plurality, “a dismembered whole, a bonding of
interconnected terms” (ibid.). Correctly understood,
intuitivism must investigate the object directly, in all
its unity and completeness, in the wealth of its con-
creteness.

The unity of the object is not easy to achieve, it
must be “achieved through travail in overcoming
plurality” (Boldyrev, 1922, p. 30), which is the task
of the philosopher. Discursive rational knowledge is
acquired through a massive effort and is never full
or final, but “secure possession of a little is better
than impotently claiming everything,” Boldyrev be-
lieves (ibid.).

2 For more on the interpretation of reason in intuitivism see
Lossky (1919, pp. 402-415). For the opposition of discursive
and intuitive aspects of understanding by Kant see the chapter
“The Dogmatic Assumptions of Kant’s Theory of Knowledge”
(Lossky, 1919, pp. 107-158.).



1922, c. 29). Hayim4me CLIEIIISIONIETO IIPUHINIIA (KPW-
Tepusi), KOTOPBI JleJlaeT CYICTeMY CHCTeMOVI, — HeobXo-
ZIVIMOe yCJIOBVIe TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOTO MeToIa, JIeXa-
IIIeTO B OCHOBe paryoHasy3Ma. OcHOBa paIoHasIN3-
Ma — 9TO €IVHCTBO MHOXeCTBEHHOCTY, «PaculeHeH-
HOe IIeJIOe, CBSI3b B3aMMOCBI3aHHBIX TepMMHOB» (Tam
Ke). KoppekTHO 1IOHMMaeMbIT MHTYUTUBU3M I0JDKEH
VICCIIEIOBATh OOBEKT HEIOCPEICTBEHHO, B €IMHCTBE U
IIOJTHOTE, B OOraTcTBe KOHKPETHOCTIA

ITpu 5TOM emVHCTBO OOBEKTa He JTaeTCsI IIPOCTO TaK,
OHO IOJDKHO OBITH «BBICTpa/JaHO Ha IIYTIX IIPeoroie-
HVS MHOXecTBeHHOCTI» (bormerpes, 1922, c. 30), uto
U sgByIseTcs 3aavent priocoda. IMcKypcBHOe pary-
OHaJIbHOe 3HaHMe IIproOpeTaeTcs ¢ OOJIBIINMM TPYAOM
7 BCerzia SIBJISIeTCS. HEITOJIHBIM 1 He3aBepIIeHHBIM, HO
«JIydllle IPOYHO 00JIaiaTh HEMHOIIM, YeM OecCVIBHO
IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha BCé», cumTtaeT bommapipes (Tam xe).

Taxmm obpasom, oHTONIOrMST BoOspIpeBa TIpesicTaB-
JIeT XXWBOE ¥ TBOPYECKOe caMopas3BepThiBaHMe Obl-
Tnst. CyObeKTHBHOCTD pacKpbIBaeTCsl KaK TBOPSIIASICS
00BeKTMBHOCTG. bONabIpeB 3aKiIagbIBaeT B MIEKO VM-
MaHeHTV3Ma, COeIVHSIONIYIO0 TIO3HaHVe 1 ObITIe, Bed-
HYIO IIpo0JIeMaTNYHOCTDb, He3aBePIIeHHOCTD, IVajlek-
TUYHOCTB, YTO COJIVDKAeT ero MHTepIIpeTariio KaH-
TOBCKOV (prstocodpum ¢ reresreBckont dptocodmert ad-
COJIFOTHOTO JTyXa.

3aK/IroueHmne

[Tpobirema B3aIMOOTHOIIIEHNS U B3aMIMOOIIpe/iesie-
HVISI OHTOJIOTMIVI ¥ THOCEOJIOT MV HEOTHOKPATHO BO3PO-
XOanack B mctopun dvtocodpnn. OHTOrHOCEOIOr -
JecKye IMPOEKTHl B PyyIocopmyt Bcerga BO3HMKAIVL B
CBS3M C IIpOBaJIaMU IIOIIBITOK IIOCTPOUTH aBTOHOMHBIE
OHTOJIOI'MY ¥ aBTOHOMHBIe THoceostoru. Ileprion nep-
BovI TpeTy XX B. XapaKTepm3yeTcs HaJndueM o0CTo-
SITEJIBCTB, HEOOXOIVIMBIX I1JIsI TIOSIBJIEHWS TaKMX IIpO-
eKToB. PelleHre OHTOIHOCEOJIOTMYECKON ITPOOIIeMBbl
y PYCCKMX HEOKaHTMAHIIEB COCTOSUIO B IIOIIBITKAX ITI0-
CTaBUTb FHOCEOJIOTMYeCKIie BOIIPOCHI ITyTeM MX TPaHC-
dopmManyy B OHTOIIOI TYeCKIE.

Mexny mybmmkanmsimu cratent Castarosa m bos-
IIbIpeBa MEHBIIIE JIECSTU JIET, M OHU JIOBOJIBHO OJIms3-
KU IPYT IPYyTy B UIEMHOM OoTHOIeHn. Ecii cpaBHM-
BaTh (purtocodpckme xoHIenmy Casrarosa m bormbr-
peBa IO COepP’KaHMIO, TO OKa3bIBAaeTCsl, UYTO y 00omX
IIOBOPOT K OHTOJIOTMV IIPOVICXOOUT Uepe3 CyObeKTHB-
HOCTB. To, UTO cYMTAIOCh CYyOBEKTMBHOCTEIO B «TOJIOM
THOCEOJIOTM3Me», PACKPBIBAETCH MMM KaK OOBEeKTUB-
HOCTb. EciIu 11CI1071630BaTh TUIIOJIOI IO OHTOIHOCEOJIO-
rurt M.M. Ilpoxoposa, To y Cajlarosa Mojiejib BbITJIS-

L.Yu. Kornilaev

Thus, Boldyrev’s ontology is a living and crea-
tive self-unfolding of being. Subjectivity is revealed
as creative objectivity. Boldyrev invests the idea of
immanentism which combines cognition and being
with eternal problematic character, incompleteness,
dialectics, which makes his interpretation of Kantian
philosophy more similar to the Hegelian philosophy
of the absolute spirit.

Conclusion

The problem of the interrelationship and mutu-
al determination of ontology and epistemology has
repeatedly resurfaced in the history of philosophy.
Onto-epistemological projects in philosophy have
always emerged in the wake of failed attempts to
build autonomous ontologies and autonomous epis-
temologies. The first third of the twentieth century
was characterised by circumstances that prompted
the appearance of such projects. Russian Neo-Kan-
tians sought to solve the onto-epistemological prob-
lem by attempting to raise the epistemological
issues by transforming them into ontological ones.

Salagov’s and Boldyrev’s articles were pub-
lished within less than ten years of each other, and
they are fairly close to each other in terms of ideas.
If one compares the philosophical concepts of
Salagov and Boldyrev in terms of content, it turns
out that both of them turn to ontology through sub-
jectivity. They reveal as objective what was consid-
ered to be subjective in “bare epistemologism.” To
use M.M. Prokhorov’s typology of onto-epistemol-
ogies, Salagov’s model looks dualistic: along with
ontology there may exist an independent, true epis-
temology and with Boldyrev the interaction be-
tween ontology and epistemology is more dialectical
in character.

The onto-epistemological projects examined
here undoubtedly could have appeared only as a re-
sult of the reception of Neo-Kantianism in Russia.
Both Salagov and Boldyrev were Russian Neo-Kan-
tians; they studied at Neo-Kantian centres and
assimilated their ideas; their texts are full of enthusi-
astic references to their German teachers. Both Rus-
sian philosophers uphold the relevance and viability
of the philosophy of criticism and transcendentalism
in its Neo-Kantian version, although they are aware
of the need to develop these philosophical sys-
tems and change them, above all, in understanding
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IOUT IYaJIMCTUYHOV — Hapsy C OHTOJIOTVEV MOXKET
CYIIIeCTBOBATh He3aBUCIMasI IIOJIVMHHAs THOCEOJIOT 1,
a 'y boipipeBa B3aMMOzIeVICTBIIE OHTOJIOI N VI THOCEO-
JIOTVIVI HOCUT, CKOPe€e, JIMaJIeKTIYeCKITL XapaKTep.

PaccMoTpeHHBIE OHTOTHOCEOJIOTMYECKIEe TPOEKTHI,
©e3ycII0BHO, MOITI BOSHMKHYTB TOJIBKO B pe3ysIbTare
peuentmy HeokaHTuaHcTBa B Poccunt. VI Casaros, u
Bornaeipes mpuHameXan K 9nciIy PyccKmX HeoKaH-
TMAHIIEB: OHV YYWIVICh B HEOKAHTMAHCKIX IEHTpaXx,
YCBOVUIM VIX WIZIEVI, VIX TEKCTBI IIOJIHBI BOCXMIIEHHBIX
OTCBIJIOK K VX HeMelIKMM yumnressaM. Oba pycckmx -
jlocodpa OTCTAMBAIOT AKTYaJIBHOCTB M JKM3HECIIOCO0-
HOCTb prtocopmy KpUTHIIM3MA U TpaHCIeHIeHTa-
JIM3Ma B HEOKAHTMAHCKOM BapyaHTe, OJHaKO OCO3Ha-
FOT HeOOXOIVIMOCTD PasBUTHUS 3TUX (prytocodpckmx cm-
CTeM, MX MI3MEHeHWs — IIpeX[Ie BCETO B IIOHVMaHMN
HEOKaHTVAaHCKOro THOCeOJIOr3Ma KaK OHTOJIOrM3Ma.
MoxHoO cka3aTk, 4TO B cBomx Tekcrax Casraros 1 bos-
IbIpeB peaylM3yIOT Ha IIOYBE PYCCKOTO HeOKaHTVaH-
CTBa OHTOJIOIMYECKWII ITOBOPOT, KOTOPBIVI CITYCTS He-
CKOJIBKO JIET TIOJIYUMUT IIMPOKOMACIITA0OHOE BOILIONIE-
HMe B TaKMX PrIocodcKmx MpoeKTax, Kak PyHIaMeH-
TajIbHas oHTosorud M. Xaverrepa, Kputndeckas: OH-
tostorvs H. IapTmana, dpeHOMeHOMOr1IUecKasi OHTOJIO-
rust K-IT. Caprpa.

OcobennocTsio oHTOrHOCeoormyt Castarosa u bos-
IIbIpeBa CTaJIo TO, YTO OHV BO3HMKAIOT KaK peaKIIns Ha
KPUTUKY HEOKaHTMaHCTBA PycCKMMM drtocodamm
IPYTVX HaIIpaBJIeHUI — IIPeX/e BCEro MHTYUTUBU3-
Ma, njeasia-peasiisMa, MMMaHEHTM3Ma U p., B KOTO-
PBIX B KOHTEKCTE VX KPUTHUKM HEOKaHTMAHCTBA TaKXe
HalJTIoflaeTcsl CTaHOBJIeHVIe COOCTBEHHBIX OHTOTHOCE-
ortorndecknx ImpoektoB (H.O. Jlocckmrr, C.J1. dpaHK,
C.A. AckombroB).

Pesrommpys, crieftyeT OTMETHUTD, YTO OHTOIHOCEOJIO-
r'YecKyie IIPOeKThl PYCCKMX HEOKAHTMAHIIEB pa3ByBa-
JIVCH TIapaJIyIeJIbHO aHAJIOTMYHBIM IIpoLieccaM, IIpoviC-
XOIMBIIMM B pvstocodpumt mepsont TpeTu XX B. Ha 3a-
Iasie, HO TIPU 3TOM OTIIMYAIVICh CAMOCTOSITEITBHOCTBIO,
O0BEeIVHAS OHTOJOTM3VPOBAHHYIO WMHTEPIIPeTaIIIo
KaHTOBCKOTO KPUTWIIM3Ma, HeOKaHTMAaHCKIUI THOCEO-
JIOTMI3M ¥ Pe3yJIbTaThl BHYTPEeHHeN OVUCKYCCUN C Pyc-
CKVIMV MHTYUTVBVICTAMIA

Wccaedobanue noodepxano us cpedcmb epanma Ilpe-
sudenma PP MK-1075.2019.6 «Mexdy Heokanmuamu-
cmBom u peHomeHo102uUel: npobiema OHIMO2HOCE0A02UU
8 Poccuu u I'epmanuu 8 nauase XX Bexar.

% CJremyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO B HEMEIIKOM HeOKaHTMAHCTBe TIevi-
Hble TpaHcOpMaIyy IPOVICXOAVIIV B CXOXKeM HallpaBJIeHVN.
TenpgeHIIMM K OHTOJIOTM3MPOBAHMIO IHOCEOJIOTMI MOXHO Ha-
ormopats B rto3aHMX padoTax I1. Haroprra n D. JTacka.

Neo-Kantian epistemologism as ontologism?®. It can
be said that in their texts Salagov and Boldyrev ac-
complish, on the soil of Russian Neo-Kantianism, an
ontological turn which several years later would be
implemented on a large scale in such philosophical
projects as the fundamental ontology of Heidegger,
the critical ontology of Hartmann, and the phenom-
enological ontology of Sartre.

A feature of the onto-epistemologies of Salagov
and Boldyrev was that they emerged as a reaction to
the criticism of Neo-Kantianism by Russian philoso-
phers of other currents, particularly such as intui-
tivism, ideal-realism, immanentism, etc. which, in
the context of their critique of Neo-Kantianism, also
produce their own onto-epistemological projects
(Lossky, Frank, Askoldov).

Thus, summing up, it has to be noted that the
onto-epistesmological projects of Russian Neo-Kan-
tians developed in parallel with the analogous pro-
cesses taking place in philosophy in the first third
of the twentieth century in the West, but they
were markedly independent by combining ontolo-
gised interpretation of Kantian critical philosophy,
Neo-Kantian epistemology and the results of the in-
ternal discussion with Russian intuitivists.

The study was supported by the Russian President’s
Grant MK-1075.2019.6 “Between Neo-Kantianism and
Phenomenology: the Problem of Onto-Epistemology in
Russia and Germany in the Early Twentieth Century”.
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VK 1(091)

9TUKA KAHTA B KOHTEKCTE
ITPOCBEIITEHWM

0O0630p XII KaHTOBCKMX UTeHU
(Kammuanarpan, 21—25 anpesns 2019 r.)

H.A. Imumpueba'?, A.C. 3uavbep, B.A. Yaavui,
A.C. KuceaeB, I1.P. BotaodviceBa?

OcBeujero codepixarue 00x1a008 u duckyccuit X1 Kanmob-
CKUX YmeHuil, komopule Obiau opeanusoBarst 6 anpese 2019 e.
HayuHsiM nodpasdeseruem «Axademusn Kanmuana» baimui-
ckoeo ghedeparvrozo ynubepcumema um. Y. Kanma. Tpaduyu-
onno Kanmobckue umenus omauuaicy YHubepcasbHocmsio
memamuxu, oxBamviBasu Bee 001acmu KaHMoBCK020 HACACOUS.
Ha amom pa3 memamuueckum ghokycom xoHgpeperyuu cmaia
npaxmuueckas uAoCopUs, a UMEHHO UCHOPUUECKIe OCHO-
Banus u cobpemennoe 3nauenue smuveckoi muicau Y. Kanma
6 conocmabaenuu ee ¢ OpyeuMu PUAOCOPCKUMY NPOEKIMaMU
snoxu [TpocBeuyerus. [loaxroe BHumarue npu 3mom 6b.40 yoe-
seno peyenyuu smuxu Kawma u IpocBewenus 6 pusocopuu
Poccuu u 3anada. Cneyuaivhvie cexyuu 0viau ombedetivl 00-
cykoeHu1o acnekmob 63aumocBasu npocbemumessckoi Smuku
U ACHemuKy, a makxe MeXOUCYUNAUHAPHBIM 1poDAeMaM HA
cmuike husocodpuu nosumuxu u guiocogpuu 0dpasoBanu,
Bratouas nymu npomubooeticmbus pasiutuHuiM popmam uH-
measexmyaibioeo nopadoujerus. Bosmoxnocmu npumenenus
KAHMOBCKUX IMUUeCKUX NPUHYUNO0B obcyxoaiucs 6 mecHoi
63U ¢ ocmbicaerueM HOBetluiux mendeHyutl paséumus Hayku
u mexHoA0euil. bviio ommeueno, umo unmesrexmyalsHas u
COYUANBHASL KOMMYHUKAMUBHAS cpeda Haieeo BpeMeHu uMeern
Hemao obujeeo ¢ anoxoi IlpocBeujerus, umo deaaem npedao-
OkeHHble 8 my anoxy gpusocodpckue cmpameeut npuUOOHbIMU
044 adanmayuy u pasbumus.

KaroueBuvie caoBa: Kanm, IIpocBewjenue, ucmopuko-gpu-
A0cogpekas peyenyus, 2100a1vHble npodaeMbl coBpemenHoc,
IMUKA HAYKU U MeXHUKU, Yes0Bedeckoe 00CHouncmbo, noaumu-
ueckas payUoHALLHOCb, cOBpeMeHHble 1pobaeMbl 00pasoB8anus.

! MOCKOBCKIII TeJIarorMyecKmyi roCy/1apCTBeHHBIN YHUBEPCH-
tet, 119991, Poccmsi, MockBsa, yi1. Mamnas ITuporosckas, 1. 1,
crp. 1.

2 banrrmiicknit - denepanpHbiin - yHuBepeureT uMm. V. Kanra,
236016, Poccns, Kaymmuvmarpap, yir. Anexcanpa Hesckoro, 1. 14.
Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuto 28.08.2019 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-4-5
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EVENTS

KANT’S ETHICS IN THE CONTEXT
OF ENLIGHTENMENT

Report of the 12 Kant Readings Conference
(Kaliningrad, 21—25 April 2019)

N.A. Dmitrieva,'* A.S. Zilber, V.A. Chaly,
A.S. Kiselev, P.R. Bonadyseva®

This review covers the content of reports and discussions
at the 12" Kant Readings Conference held in April 2019 and
organised by the research unit of the Academia Kantiana of
the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University, Kaliningrad.
Traditionally, Kant Readings have been thematically univer-
sal, embracing all the areas of Kant’s legacy. This time the
conference focused on practical philosophy, i.e. the historical
grounds and modern significance of Kant’s ethical thought as
compared to other philosophical projects of the Enlightenment
era. Due attention was paid to the reception of the ethics of
Kant and the Enlightenment by philosophers in Russia and
the West. Breakout groups discussed aspects of interconnec-
tion between the Enlightenment ethics and esthetics as well
as interdisciplinary problems at the interface of philosophy
of politics and philosophy of education, including ways to
counter various forms of intellectual enslavement. The pos-
sibilities of applying Kant's ethical principles were discussed
in close connection with the interpretation of the latest trends
in the development of science and technology. It was noted
that the intellectual and social communication environment
of today has much in common with that of the Enlightenment
era, which makes the philosophical strategqy proposed during
that era amenable to adaptation and development.

Keywords: Kant, Enlightenment, historical and philo-
sophical reception, global problems, ethics of science and tech-
nology, human dignity, political rationality, contemporary
problems of education.
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H.A. Qmurpuesa, A.C. 3unsbep, B. A. Yansrid u ap.

XII KanToBckme 4urteHws Ipouiv B bDY mmMenu
WM. Karra 21-25 anperrs 2019 1. u cobpann Ha Tpex
IJICHAPHBIX W JIEBATYM CEeKIMOHHBIX 3acefaHusx 0o-
siee 110 yuensix n3 20 crpan’. TeMaTnaeckum LIEHTPOM
KOH(pepeHIINM CcTala IIpaKkTrudeckas dpusocodpns Kan-
Ta 11 MbIciIuTesnent sroxu ITpocsemenms. Ocoboe BHU-
MaHMe OBUIO yJeJIeHO PacCMOTPeHMIO IIOTeHIIuasla
3TuKM 1 oOpasosarestbHOV KoHIlermny KaHTa B cBeTe
HOBeVIIINX KOTHUTUBHBIX 1 PrI0c0dCcKO-aHTPOIIOIIO-
IMYeCcKMX VICCIIeIOBaHMM, YTOUHEHMIO 1 TpaHcdopMa-
LVISIM CMBICJIa KJTIOUEBBIX IIOHSITV KAHTOBCKOV STUKM
u nonmtudeckon gputocopun. B doxyce BHMMaHMS
OKa3aJIMCh OTHOIIIEHMS «KMBOTHOE — YeJIOBEK» U «4e-
JIOBEK — MallliiHa», KOTOpBle BIlepBble ObUIN ITpo0ITe-
MaTM3MpoBaHbl B 310Xy Ilpocsemenms. Ha xpyrimom
croite «[IpocBeleHVe cerogHs: BbI3OBEI VI ePCIIeKTV-
BbI» TIO pe3yJsibTaTaM fAokiaga H.A. [Imumpueboi (Mo-
cxobckuti nedaeoeueckutl 2ocyoapcmbBernuiil yHubep-
cumem, Mock8a; Bbasmuiickuii gedepasvhoiil yHubep-
cumem um. WM. Kanma, Kasununepad) obcyxmarcs m3-
MeHYMBBIVI, HO Ha BCex JdTallax CBoero (pyHKIIMOHM-
poBaHMA NPaKTMKO-OPUEHTVIPOBaHHBIVI CMBICIT ITOHSI-
Tns mpocserieHns B Poccuu ¢ nadasza XVIII B. 1o Ha-
yasia XX B., a TaK’Ke BOCIIPOM3BOJICTBO 3TMX Bapyaliui
cMbIciIa B Hadasle XXI B. B HOBOVI MHTeJUIEKTyaIbHOV
cUTyaluuu 1 OOHOBJIEHHOVI KOMMYHMKATMBHOV Cperie.
[BagiiaTe BTOpOro ampess, B AeHb poxaeHus Kanra,
COCTOSJIOCh TOpXKecTBeHHoe 3acefaHue B Kademgpais-
HOM coOope: TPagWIIVIOHHBIVI OPraHHBIV KOHLIEPT U
OTKPHITHIN foky1aj, A.A. I'yceunoba (Uncmumym guio-
copuu PAH, Mock8a) «KanT Ha Bce BpeMeHa. OO 3TmKe
Kanta B 295-10 TOOOBIIMHY CO JHS €ro poXAeHUs», B
KOTOpOM OBbIJIO 0OOCHOBAaHO HeIIpexofsiliee 3HaueHVie
KaHTOBCKOVI 3TMKM KaK «MHOVBUIYaIbHO OTBEeTCTBEH-
HOTO C110c00a OBITHS HeCOBEPIIIEHHOIO Pa3syMHOIO Cy-
IIlecTBa, KaKOBBIM sIBjIsleTcs uertoek» (I'ycertaos, 2019,
c. 6). TopxkecTBeHHOe 3aceflaHVe 3aBepIINIOCh BO3JIO-
JKeHVeM IIBeTOB K MOTMJIe BeJIMKOro KEHUTcOepKIia.

[lepsoe 1leHapHOe 3acefiaHyie OTKPBII OKJIa/,
M. bayma  (Ynubepcumem Bynnepmaas, ITepmanus).
OOparmBmince K TpaHcopMamuy Tpagunuil IUIa-
TOHM3Ma B MopasibHou dvtocodpum Kanra, M. baym
IIpoaHaIM3MpoBal BhICKas3biBaHM:A o Il1aroHe B Tek-
crax Kanra HaumHas ¢ auccepranym 1770 r. v mokasail,
HackosIbko BakHBIM KaHT Haxommsl seiBefeHve Ilia-
TOHOM MOPaJIbHOVI TEOPUM 13 MJIeN, a He U3 CKJIOHHO-
cTeit v ombITa. JIoKagumk obparns BHMMaHMe Ha

* Marepuamsl KoHdepernym cm.: (XII KadTosckme uTeHms,
2019). BunmeomaTepnaribl KOHepeHI M CM. Ha KaHaste Academia
Kantiana B YouTube: https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=
PLAOR4QMdRX519cwol04vSXdNkAxeKz5Nd

102

The 12" Kant Readings were held at the
Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (IKBFU)
on 21-25 April 2019 with its three plenary and nine
section sessions attended by more than one hun-
dred and ten researchers from twenty countries.?
The thematic focus of the conference was the prac-
tical philosophy of Kant and Enlightenment think-
ers. Particular attention was paid to examining the
potential of Kant’s ethics and educational concept
in the light of the latest cognitive and philosoph-
ical-anthropological studies, to clarification and
transformations of the meaning of the key concepts
of Kant’s ethics and political philosophy. Attention
was focused on the “animal — human” and “man —
machine” interaction which was first addressed in
the Enlightenment era. The roundtable “Enlight-
enment Today: Challenges and Prospects”, devot-
ed to the results of the report by Nina A. Dmitrieva
(Moscow Pedagogical State University / IKBFU,
Kaliningrad, Russia), discussed the changeable, but
at all stages practically-oriented meaning of the con-
cept of Enlightenment in Russia from the early eigh-
teenth until the early twentieth centuries as well as
the reproduction of these shades of meaning in the
early twenty-first century in a new intellectual situ-
ation and a renewed communication environment.
On 22 April, Kant’s birthday, a gala meeting was
held at the Cathedral with a traditional organ con-
cert and a public lecture by Abdusalam A. Guseynov
(Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sciences,
Moscow, Russia) entitled “Kant for All Times. On
Kant’s Ethics on the 295" Anniversary of His Birth-
day” explaining the intransient significance of
Kant's ethics as “an individual and responsible way
of being of the imperfect, rational creature that a hu-
man being is” (Guseynov, 2019, p. 7). The gala ses-
sion reached its highpoint with the laying of flowers
on the grave of the great citizen of Kénigsberg.

The first plenary session opened with the pre-
sentation of Manfred Baum (University of Wuppertal,
Germany). Turning to the transformation of the Pla-
tonic tradition in Kant’s moral philosophy, Manfred
Baum analysed references to Plato in Kant’s texts,
beginning from his dissertation of 1770, in order to
demonstrate the importance Kant attached to the
fact that Plato derived moral theory from an idea
and not from inclinations or experience. The speak-

% Abstracts of the Conference see: Dmitrieva and Chaly, 2019.
Conference video materials are accessible on the Academia
Kantiana channel on YouTube: https://www.youtube.com/
playlist?list=PLdOR4QMdRX519cwo0l04vSXdNkAxeKz5Nd



TO, uTo KaHT IepBEIVI U eMHCTBeHHBIN drtocod, Ko-
TOPBIVI B Tapy ¢ «MeTadm3nKoy IPpUPOIb» ITOCTaBUII
«MeTtadm3nKy HpaBoOB»*.

C. bauun (Muaancxuil ynubepcumem, Mmaaus) mpo-
JIOJDKWIT  TJIeHApHOe 3acefjaHye JIOKJIaoM, B KOTO-
POM TIpesCTaBWII MCCIIefIoBaHVe KOHIIeINTa «OObIIeH-
HOe HpaBCTBEHHOE II03HaHVe pasyMa» M ero 3HaueH s
IJTsT MeToma MopastbHOM (portocodpum KaHTa, a Takxe
pazolpas psAn Hamboslee pacIpOCTpaHEHHBIX HeBep-
HBIX TPaKTOBOK 3TOTO KaHTOBCKOIO KOHIIENTa Hadw-
Has ¢ naTepnperaunu I. Cuppxsuka. Cornacho C. ba-
unny, KaHT Buesn sagady MopassHO dustocodpmn B
TPEHMPOBKE CIIOCOOHOCTN (POPMUPOBATh MOPAJIBHEIE
yOexxmieHMs, OlleHMBaTh, 00CYKIaTh, 0OOCHOBBIBATH VX
11, HaKOHell, pyKOBOJICTBOBaThCsl MMM. KaHT He pasme-
JIsJT MHEHMSI O HaJIMYUM OITpeJieJIeHHOro KopIlyca Mo-
PaJIBHBIX MHTYVLWV, pasfaesiseMbIX BCeMU VI XOTs
ObI MHOTIMY MOPaJIBHBIMY CyObekTamm. Takmm obpa-
30M, MOpasIbHBIN panyoHanvsM KanTa rnpeacraii B 110-
KJIaJle KaK OTJIMYHBIV M OT IIPeIIecTBOBABIINX eMy,
VI OT COBpeMeHHBIX BepCUT IIpVMeHeH s pallioHaIIV-
CTWYECKOTo MeToia B 3THKe. B xofie AyicKyccmy HeKoTo-
pBle CIIyIIaTesI BBIPAsWIIVI COMHEHVe OTHOCUTEIIHHO
3pdexTMBHOCTY ONVICAHHOTO MeTO/iA B IIPeOI0JIeH I
IIPOTVMBOPEUNTI, BOSHMKAIOIINX B MHTYMIINAX 3/ paBo-
rO CMBICJIA, & TaK)Ke OTMETVUIM OOJIBIION TOTeHIIal
MOPaJILHOV MHTY VI, KOTOPBIVI BBISIBIISIeT COBpeMeH-
Hasg 3KCIepuMeHTabHas Quiocodms. OrTsevas Ha
otu 3amedaHus, C. bBaunH ykasasl Ha TO, UTO POJIb MO-
PaJIBHOVI MHTYMULIUM IIPU BCeM 3TOM OCTAaeTCs He BIIOJI-
He $ICHOVI M B IOCJIeTHIE OeCATVIIETVS O Hel BedeTCsa
MHOTI'O JIVICKYCCVIVL

A.H. Kpyeno8 (Poccuiickuti eocyoapcmbenHuiii eyma-
Humaphsil yHubepcumem, Mock6a) pencTaBmI CBOIO
TpakTOBKY moHsTHs Gesinnung B Tekctax KaHTa c yde-
TOM VICTOPWN IIOSIBJIEHVS W YIIOTpeOJIeHMs 3TOro Io-
HSTWS, yOeJIVB 0coboe BHUMAaHVeE CMBICIY U IlepeBo-
Iy HeKOTOpbIx cTrxoB Cparennoro [Inicanms, a Takxe
HEKOTOPBIM 3HaYMMBIM (PYIIOCOPCKIIM TPOV3BeIeHN-
4aM BpeMeH HeMenkoro ITpocselieHns: m10KaHTOBCKOV
snoxu. A.H. Kpyrsios mpenjoXxmI eguHBI BapyaHT
repeBoa 3TOro IOHATUS Ha PYCCKMUIL SI3bIK I KpU-
Tdeckont purocodpum KanTa («yMOHacTpoOeHMe»), BbI-
3BaB JAVCKYCCUIO O BO3MOXKHBIX CMBICJIOBBIX KOHHOTA-
LVSAX TaKoro IepeBofa. BelcKasaHHEBIE CITyIIaTesIsIMu
COMHEeHWs KacasInch XapakTepa aKTVBHOCTV MOpasIb-
HOro cyOBeKTa: He HaMeKaeT JIMI «yMOHaCTpOeHVe»
B CpaBHEHWV, HaIlpuMep, C «yOeXjeHweM» Ha Iiac-

* ComepkaHue JOK/Iaja IIOIPOOHO M3JI0KeHO B cTaThe M. bay-
Ma, OITy OJIVIKOBaHHOVI B TeKyIIleM BhIITycKe «KanToBcKOTO cOOP-
auka» (baym, 2019).
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er stressed that Kant was the first and only philos-
opher to couple the “Metaphysics of Nature” and
“Metaphysics of Morals”.*

Stefano Bacin (University of Milan, Italy) con-
tinued the plenary session with a presentation of
the study of the concept of “common moral cogni-
tion of reason” (gemeinen sittlichen Vernunfterkennt-
nis) and its significance for the method of Kant’s
moral philosophy and analysed some of the more
common misinterpretations of this Kantian con-
cept, beginning from the interpretation by Henry
Sidgwick. According to S. Bacin, Kant saw the task
of moral philosophy as training in the ability to
form moral convictions, to assess, discuss and jus-
tify them and, finally, to be guided by them. Kant
did not share the opinion on the existence of a cer-
tain body of moral intuitions shared by all or at least
by many moral subjects. Thus Kant’s moral ratio-
nalism was presented as being different both from
those preceding it and from contemporary versions
of the application of the rationalist method to ethics.
During the course of the discussion some partici-
pants expressed doubt as to the effectiveness of the
proposed method for overcoming the contradictions
arising in the intuitions of common sense and not-
ed the great potential of moral intuition revealed by
modern experimental philosophy. Responding to
these remarks, S. Bacin pointed out that the role of
moral intuition nevertheless remains rather unclear
and has been the subject of extensive discussion in
recent decades.

Alexey N. Krouglov (Russian State University for
the Humanities, Moscow, Russia) presented his inter-
pretation of the concept of Gesinnung in Kant's texts
reviewing the history of the emergence and use of
this concept and giving particular attention to the
meaning and translation of some verses in the Bible
as well as some significant philosophical works
from the time of the German Enlightenment in the
pre-Kantian era. A.N. Krouglov proposed a single
version for the translation of this concept into Rus-
sian in Kant’s critical philosophy (umonastroyeni-
ye) triggering a discussion of the possible semantic
connotations of such a translation. The doubts ex-
pressed by the participants had to do with the char-
acter of the moral subject’s activity: does not the
term umonastroyeniye compared, for example, with
“conviction” hint at passivity and a lack of inde-

* The content of the report is set forth in detail in M. Baum’s
article published in this issue of the journal (Baum, 2019).
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CMBHOCTb ¥ OTCYTCTBVE CaMOCTOSTEIBHOIO BHIOOpa?
A.H. KpyrJ10B B OTBET HAalIOMHWJI O 3HAUEHUV «yMOHa-
CTpoeHMs» B 3TMKe KaHTa: ITocTyToK /1ajieko He 00si-
3aTeJIbHO JIaKe COBepIIaTh (B 3TOM M CHJIa, 1 C71a00CTh
stuky KaHTa), pesysibTaThl IIOCTyIIKa MOXKHO 3aMe-
HWUTH VIV KOMIIEHCHPOBAaTh YeM-TO JPYIM, B TO Bpe-
Ms KaK caMO YMOHAcCTpOeHVe HITYeM 3aMeHUTH HeJIb34,
OHO CaMoO SIBJISIeTCS MOPaJIbHBIM JIEVICTBVIEM, V1 €T0 OfI-
HOT'O y>Ke BO MHOI'OM JJOCTATOYHO JIJISI [IePBOrO IIara’.
B.E. Cemenob (Mockobckuii eocydapcmbennsiii 10pu-
ouueckuii ynubepcumem um. O.E. Kymaguna, Mock6a)
IIpeCTaBWII B CBOEM [IOKJIafie IJIaBHBbIE OCOOEHHOCTM
TPaHCLHEHIEHTAIBHOVI JeIyKIINI OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHIV
YMCTOro MpakTUJeckoro pasyma B atuke Kanra. 3aja-
Ja 3TOVI AeIyKIIUVI COCTOUT B OOBSICHEHMVI TOTO, KaK/M
o0pa3oM pa3yM MOXeT OIIpeleIATh MaKCHMBI BOJIVL
ITpn obcyxmenun moKIaga ObUIN IIOTHSATHI BOIIPOCHI
0 HEBO3MOXKHOCTM JIOTMYECKOr0 0OOCHOBaHMS CBOOO-
AObl I MOPAJIBHOI'O 3aKOHa, O MOpPaJIbHBIX IEHHOCTAX
¥ YHUBepCaJIbHOCTV MOpPaJIbHOIO 3aKoHa. {oKJIagumK
VI CITyIIIaTesIV COIIACVIINCh B ToM, 4To KaHT momycKat
BO3MOXKHOCTB KaK pallIOHaJIbHOI'O, TaK ¥ TeJIe0JIor -
4yecKoro o0ocHopaHMg Mopasin. Eile omHVM BorrpocoM
CTaJjIo COOTHOIIIeHVIe CBOOOIBI BEIOOPA 11 CBODOIIEI BOJIN
B CBeTe pa3Inyis MOPaJIbHOCTV M JIeTaJIbHOCTHU IIO-
crynxos. [lo muenmro B.E. CemenoBa, cBobora BbIOO-
pa — YacTHBIV CJTy4ait CBOOOIIBI BOJIN, ee IIpOsiBIIeHe.
ITrieHapHBle TOKIIAIUMKN TaKXKe TIPENCTaBVIIV CBOVL
BEpPCIM OCMBICJIEHMSI OCTPBIX COBpEMEHHBIX IIpo0IieM,
o0cy>kfeHme KOTOPBIX He OrpaHWYMBaeTCs paMKaMu
cyrybo drutocodckort Teopumt. [1. Kaatineeavd (Iporun-
eeHckuil yHuBepcumemn, Hudepaarovl) IOCBSITWIIA CBOVL
IOKJIaZl pa3bsCHEHVIIO KAaHTOBCKOI'O 3allpeTa Ha VICIIONb-
30BaHIe KOro-Indo cyrybo B KadecTBe CpercTBa. DTOT
3aIlpeT HallleJI CBOe IIpVIMeHeHVe B OoppOe ¢ pasidg-
HBIMM (pOpMaMM SKCIUIyaTaIlUM JIEIOHEN ¥ ITOCITY KNI
OIIHOVI M3 OCHOB HOKTPVHBI MH(POPMUPOBAHHOIO O-
OPOBOJIBHOIO COrvIacysl B MEOWIVIHCKMX 3TVUKe W IIpa-
Be, OJIHAKO OIIBIT IIOKa3al HeOOXOIVIMOCTh YTOUHEHNIS
sront wnen. Il KisaviHrenpn mnpernaraer cyObeKTHO-
OPVMEHTMPOBAHHBIV IIOIXOI] K IIOHVIMAHVIIO 3TOTO 3a1Ipe-
Ta. YCJIOBMS AOMYCTMMOCTW WCIIOIB30BaHMS MOpasIb-
HBIX CyOBEKTOB 3a/1al0TCs B HEM TaK, YTO IeHTP BHMMa-
HMS CMeIIlaeTcst C COIVIackis MCIIOIb3yeMOro Ha BOITPOC
O TOM, HaCKOJIBKO CaM VICHIOJIb3YIOIINII OPMEeHTUpPYeT
CBOV MaKCVMMBI Ha ITOJTyYeHVe COIVIacsl VICIIONIb3yeMO-
ro. Takum oOpasoM, ToKIamuniia HOTYepKHYIIa aKTB-
HYIO pOJIb MOpPaJIBHOIO CyOBeKTa M ccpopMyIImpoBasia

® TlompoOHee mmo3mIns AOK/IAA4YMKa OTPaXkeHa B €ro CTaThbe
(Kpyrsos, 2019a), Bropast uacTb KOTOPOVI IIyOJIMKYeTCs B TEKY-
1mieM Bhitycke «KanTosckoro coopumka» (Kpyrios, 20196).
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pendent choice? In response A.N. Krouglov recalled
the meaning of Gesinnung in Kant’s ethics: one does
not even need to perform an act (this is a strength as
well as a weakness of Kant's ethics); the results of
an act can be replaced or compensated for by some-
thing else, whereas umonastroyeniye cannot be re-
placed by anything, itself being a moral act and it
alone is in many ways sufficient as a first step.’

Valery E. Semyonov (Kutafin Moscow State Law
University, Moscow) addressed in his presentation
the main features of transcendental deduction of the
principles of pure practical reason in Kant’s ethics.
The task of such deduction is to explain how rea-
son can define the maxims of will. Reactions to the
paper cast doubts upon the possibility of the logi-
cal grounding of freedom and the moral law, and
raised the questions of moral law, moral values
and universality of the moral law. The speaker and
his listeners agreed that Kant allowed for the pos-
sibility both of rational and teleological grounding
of morality. Another question was the relationship
between free choice and free will in the light of the
difference between the morality and legality of acts.
In V.E. Semyonov’s opinion, free choice is a specific
case of free will, its manifestation.

Plenary speakers also presented various
terpretations of burning problems of today whose
discussion is not limited to strictly philosophical
theory. Pauline Kleingeld (University of Groningen, The
Netherlands) devoted her report to explaining Kant’s
ban on the use of any person as a means. The ban
was applied in the struggle against various forms
of exploitation of people and provided one of the
basic principles of the doctrine of informed volun-
tary consent in medical ethics and law. However ex-
perience has revealed the need to clarify this idea.
P. Kleingeld proposed agent-focused account for the
interpretation of this ban. It sets the conditions for
the use of moral subjects in such a way that the fo-
cus is shifted from the consent of the person being
used to the question of the extent to which the user
orients his maxims towards securing the consent of
the person being used. Thus the speaker stressed the
active role of the moral subject and formulated the
problem of enhancing his ethical responsibility. The
questions to the speaker had to do with the applica-
tion of the concept she proposed to labour relations,

in-

5 The speaker’s position is set out in more detail in his arti-
cle (Krouglov, 2019a), of which the second part is published in
this issue (Krouglov, 2019b).



IIpo0JIeMy IIOBBIIIEHVSI €r0 STIYeCKOV OTBETCTBEHHO-
cru. Bompockl K AOKIamumile Kacaanch IpVIMeHeHs
MIPEeIJIOKEHHOTO ef0 KOHIIETITa B TPYIOBBIX W TeHep-
HBIX OTHOIIEHMSX, B BOIIpOCax XM3HM ¥ cMepTi. Ilo-
sunyst KaHTa B oTBeTe Ha 9TV BOIIPOCHI OIpefIesIseTcs,
rio MHeHwo I1. Kitantnrester, cdopMymipoBaHHBIM UM
CBOZIOM 0Os13aHHOCTEVI II0 OTHOLIIEHMIO K caMoMy cele,
KOTOPBIVI, K IIPVIMEpY, He TI03BOJISeT JaTh JOOPOBOIBHOE
coryIacvie Ha HaCMJILCTBEHHOE JIVITIeH Ve ceOst XKM3HA.
C.M. lllean (bocmonckuii koasedx, CILLIA) paccmo-
Tpesta mopaxor nosgHero KaHTa K IOJIMTMKE M WCTO-
pvin 13 y3KO HaIlpaBJIEHHOV, HO MaJIOVM3yYeHHOW Iep-
CHEKTVBBI — IIyTeM aHaJIM3a CHenVUUKN VCIIOIb30-
BaHMA caMyM KaHTOM TepMIMHa «IOJIMTMKa» M BOOO-
111e, ¥ B CMBICITe TIOJIMTUKM Kak McKyccTia. Ilo MHeHmio
C.M. lllem1, normManme KaHTOM TIOIUTUKM BO BTOPOM
CJIydae IIpoJIMBaeT CBeT He TOJIBKO Ha ero IIo3/THee II0-
HSITVIe pecITyOIMKaHM3Ma VI COITy TCTBYIOIIYIO eMy CTpa-
TervIo TIOBOPOTa YeJIOBeUeCKOV VICTOPUN «K JIyYIIIeMy»,
HO 11 Ha TO, KaK M3MeHsJIach POJIb «ITOJIUTVKI» B OOIIIEN
KpuTdeckon cucteme KanTa. doxtagumiia cpokycm-
poBasia BHMMaHMe Ha peHOMeHe pecryOnvKaHv3Ma
ero mHTeprpetary Kanrom B mepuon mo dpamxirys-
CKOVI peBormonuy, rocsze cvepTr Opumprixa Bevikoro
B 1786 1. vt 1oyt BiMstHMEM coObrTmm BOo DpaHtnmy, a 3a-
TeM B nosgHue 1790-e. ITospauin KanT nepeoprieHTHpy-
€TCsI C MeXaHVICTIYeCKOV MHTepIIpeTalyy ToCyaapcTBa
Ha MHTepIIpeTaryIO ero KakK OpraHm3Ma U IIpezjiaraer
rpagypoBaHHYIO I'PpakIaHCKYIO MOJIeJIb, COIJIACHO KO-
TOPOVI «yIIOBJIETBOPEHVE» OT OOIIECTBEHHOI'O YCTPOVI-
CTBa pacrperessieTcs: MeXIy HapolaMy B 3aBUICHMOCTY
OT YPOBHSI PasBUTMS MX «AyXa» VI JOCTVDKVIMO eciIi He
cpasy, To B kKoHeuHoM cyeTe. C.M. [lleju1 ycmaTpuBaeT
VICTOKVI 9TOVI MOJIeJIV B KaHTOBCKOM ITpouTeHmm Pycco 1
TMOTIBITKaX HeMeITKoro dwtocoda permTh 3a1ady IIpy-
MUPEeHVsT MeXIy KOHKYPUPYIOIIVMM IIPUTA3aHVSAMU
Ha CBOOOIY ¥ COBpeMeHHBIM HayIHBIM IIPOIPEeCCOM.
Hoxmam B.A. Yaaoeo (B®@Y um. Y. Kanuma, Karunumn-
epad) ObUI IOCBSIIEH ITPOSCHEHVIO COOTHOIIEHVS I10-
HSATU «9deJIOBeK» U «JeJIoBe4ecTBO» B KOHTeKCTe (huIo-
codpum I'Ipocserienits m B TekcTax camoro KanTa ¢ 06-
ITIeV] 1IeJIbI0 YTOYHWTD TE3VC «JeJI0BeYeCTBO KakK IIejTb»,
MPU3HAHHBIV CETOAHS OHMM U3 IIOCTYJIaTOB I'yMaHU-
CTMUeCcKoro MupoBosspenus. B rekcrax Kanrta B.A. Ya-
JIBIVI OOHAPY)KMBAET YeThIpe OCHOBHBIX CMBICTIA ITOHS-
TS «9eJI0BeYeCTBOY, IBa 113 KOTOPBIX OCOOEHHO BayKHEI
71 TIOCTPOEHVIST KOHIIEIIIV ITPOCBEIIeHIST: SCCeHITN-
AJIMCTCKUVI CMBICII, KOTOPBIVI HAXOOWUT BhIPaskeHVie B I10-
CTYJIMpOBaHUM yYHUBEPCaIbHBIX CBOVICTB Pa3yMHOCTM
I MOPaJIBHOCTY, M II€PCOHAJIVICTCKIMVI, BbIpa>karoIivi-
cs1 B 000CHOBaHMY CBODOITHOV BOJIM ¥ MOPAIbHOM OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTVI JIMYHOCTHU. B TociteHern gacTy JoKIIa-
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gender relations and the questions of life and death.
Kant’s position in answering these questions stems,
according to P. Kleingeld, from the catalogue of
obligations to oneself that he formulated. This cat-
alogue does not, for example, allow voluntary con-
sent to deprivation of one’s life by violence.

Susan Meld Shell (Boston College, USA) consid-
ered the approach of late Kant to politics and histo-
ry from a narrow but little-studied perspective, viz.
through analysis of the specificities of the use of the
term “politics” by Kant himself in general and in the
sense of politics as an art. In S.M. Shell’s opinion,
Kant’s perception of politics in the latter sense sheds
light not only on his later concept of republicanism
and the corresponding strategy for changing human
history “for the better,” but also on the changing
role of “politics” in Kant’s overall critical system.
The speaker focused attention on the phenomenon
of republicanism and its interpretation by Kant un-
der the impact of the events in France during the
Revolution, after the death of Friedrich the Great in
1786 and finally in the late 1790s. Late Kant switch-
es from the mechanistic interpretation of the state
to its interpretation as an organism and proposes a
graduated civil model whereby “satisfaction” from a
social system is distributed among peoples depend-
ing on the level of development of their “spirit” and
is achievable, if not at once, then in the final count.
S.M. Shell saw the sources of this model in Kant’s
reading of Rousseau and his attempts to solve the
problem of reconciling rival claims to freedom and
modern scientific progress.

The report by Vadim A. Chaly (IKBFU, Kalinin-
grad, Russia) was devoted to clarifying the relation-
ship between the concepts of “man” and “mankind”
in the context of Enlightenment philosophy and in
the texts of Kant with the general purpose of clar-
ifying the thesis “mankind as an end”, recognised
today as one of the postulates of the humanistic
worldview. V.A. Chaly found in Kant’s texts four
main meanings of the concept of mankind, two of
which are particularly important for building the
concept of enlightenment. They are the essential-
ist meaning, expressed in the positing of universal
properties of reasonableness and morality and the
personalist meaning, expressed in the grounding of
free will and moral responsibility of the individual.
In the final part of his report V.A. Chaly presented a
critical view of the attempts to stress one of the four
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ma B.A. Yaei mpeIokmI KpUTudeckoe OCMbICIIeHMe
MIOIIBITOK aKIEeHTUPOBaTh TOT VUIVI MHOW M3 YeThIpex
CMBICJIOB KAHTOBCKOI'O IIOHATHUS «dejioBedecTBa» B XX
CTOJIETUI: B COBETCKOM MapKCU3Me, B «TeOPUY CIIpaBe/l-
mmBocTv» [1x. Por3a, a TakKe B HEKOTOPBIX KOHIIETIIIN-
SIX XPUCTMAHCKOI'O M CBETCKOTO IIepCcoHaIM3Ma.

H.A. Henxob (Cogputickuii ynubepcumem, Hoaeapus)
HpesCcTaBUII pe3yJIbTaThl UCCIIeIOBaHs He U3YYeHHO
710 CUX TIOp CBSA3M MeXly AByMs msganmamu «Kpurtu-
KV 9¥CTOTrO pasyMa» ¥ ydacTreM KaHTa B AycKyccmm
0 TpocsereHnn. JJoKIIagumK mpoBesl CpaBHUTEIIbHBIV
aHasm3 ctarby KaHTa 0 IIpocBeleHmy, caTupyaecKomn
cruxotBopHO Gacam VI.O. LgrumsHepa «ObesbsiHa» n
aHOHVIMHOTIO TIVICbMa O IIIaXMaTHOM aBToMare OapoHa
B. o Kemmesniena — 3Tu Tpu npomsBefieHMs IOCIY-
KVWJIVL TIpYIMepaMi STUYeCKMX CIIOPOB O COOTHOIIIeHM M
«UeJyIoBeK — XXMBOTHOe — MarrmHa». 1. A. [leHKoB 00-
paTw1 BHMMaHVe Ha TO, YTO OIPaHMYMBaThLCS M3y YeH -
€M TOJIBKO TeKCTOB camoro KaHTa HeBepHO, TIOCKOJIBKY B
TaKOM CJIy4ae MbI He I10JIy4YaeM IIpeJICTaBJIeHNsI O TOM,
HacKoJIbKO KaHT Kak 3KCIiepT MHTepecoBasicd UaesMu
sroxm [Ipocsertierts v ObUT BKITIOUEH B €€ KOHTEKCT.

OnnH 3 BeIYIIMX IPEeICTaBUTEIEV COBPEMEHHO
aMepVKaHCKOV aHaInTIgecKon dputocodun P. Xanna
(CLIA) B cBOEM [OKIIafIe 3a/gasICs BOIIPOCOM O COOTHO-
IIeHNN OBYyX PalVKaJIbHO Pa3jIMIHBIX CIIOCOOOB BO3-
MOYKHOI'O ITpouTeHMsI TpakTaTa KaHTa o mmpocsereHmm
VI €ro HIpwus3blBa IIOJIB30BAThCSl CBOVIM COOCTBEHHBIM
ymoM. Ilepsbiii criocod, opueHTpoBaHHEIV Ha KanTO-
BBI «Hauasla yUeHWs O IIpaBe», . XaHHa Ha3bIBaeT Heo-
robOcraHCKMM, JIMOepaIbHBIM U TOCYIapCTBEHHIUe-
CKMM, a COOTBEeTCTBYIOIIlee TIOHVIMaH/e TPOCBeIeH s
B II€JIOM VIMEHYET JIauT-BePCHen, IIPMMePOM KOTOPO
cnyxut kHura C. Ilnakepa «IIpocserieHne ceropgHs»
(Pinker, 2018). Bropoiz criocob mpodTeHmd 3a4a10T OpY-
rve sTYecKme counHenms KaHTa, B KOTOPBIX BBICTpa-
MBAIOTCS JOKTPUHBI OeCKOMIIPOMMCCHOV (popMasib-
HOVI "I OPMEHTVPOBAaHHOV Ha aBTOHOMWIO 3TUKM, I10-
CTTOCY/IapCTBEHHOI'0 KOCMOIIOJIUTHU3Ma B y4eHUU O
peymrum, 3ammuTa abCcOIIOTHOV aBTOHOMUM (PUIIOCO-
dum — ¥3 HUX cJleyeT KOHLEIIVS ITPOCBellleH s, ee
XaHHa MMeHyeT paJMKalbHBIM. XaHHa pa3pabaTbiBa-
eT B cBoelt KHure «KaHT, arHOCTUIIU3M U aHapXM3M»
(Hanna, 2018). DTa xoHIeNIIMs HallpaB/IeHa IIPOTUB
JIIO0BIX (POPM MHTEIIIEKTYaIbHOTO TIOPaOOIIeHMs 1
HOJIYepKMBaeT OIaCHOCTh €ro paclpocTpaHeHWs BHY-
Tpu camoro ¢pmtocodckoro dakxysbreTa, KOTopas 3a-
MeTHa CerofHs M KOTOPYyIo He MOr IpeasnaeTs KaHT.
Konrlenmims pagmKaIbHOIO IIPOCBEIIeHNs pa3BuBaeT-
Cs1 TOKJIaJ9MKOM KaK IOIBITKA OCMBICJIUTH OITaCHOCTD
HeoIMOepaIbHOTO CpalllyiBaHMs MWINTAp3Ma, Kall-
TaJla I Macc-Mellyia ¥ HaMeTWUThb IIyTU ITPOTUBOCTOSI-
HMsL 3TOVI OITaCHOCTY CO CTOPOHBI (hrytocodmt.
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meanings of the Kantian concept of “humanity” in
the twentieth century: in Soviet Marxism, in “the
theory of justice” by John Rawls, and several con-
cepts of Christian and secular personalism.

Dimitar A. Denkov (Sofia University “St. Kliment
Ohridski”, Bulgaria) presented the results of research
into the hitherto unstudied link between the two
editions of the Critique of Pure Reason and Kant’s
participation in the discussion of Enlightenment.
The speaker compared Kant’s articles on Enlighten-
ment, the satirical verse fable by Johann Friedrich
Zollner, “Der Affe”, and the anonymous letter about
Wolfgang von Kempelen’s chess-playing automa-
ton. These three works are examples of ethical
arguments on the “man — animal — machine” re-
lationship. D.A. Denkov drew attention to the fact
that it would be wrong to confine oneself exclusive-
ly to the study of Kant’s texts because in this case
we do not get an idea of the extent to which Kant as
an expert was interested in the ideas of Enlighten-
ment and involved in its context.

One of the leading representatives of contem-
porary American analytical philosophy, Robert
Hanna (USA), in his report came to grips with the
question of the relationship between two radical-
ly different methods of reading Kant’s treatise on
enlightenment and his call to use one’s own rea-
son. R. Hanna calls the first method of reading
neo-Hobbsian, liberal and statist, oriented towards
Kant’s “principles of the doctrine of right,” and the
corresponding interpretation of enlightenment as
a whole a light version, as exemplified by the book
by Steven Pinker (2018) Enlightenment Now. Anoth-
er reading is prompted by other ethical works of
Kant which build doctrines of uncompromising for-
mal and autonomously oriented ethics, post-state
cosmopolitanism in the teaching on religion and
the protection of absolute autonomy of philoso-
phy. From this flows the concept of enlightenment
which R. Hanna (2018) calls radical and which he
elaborates in his book Kant, Agnosticism, and Anar-
chism. This concept is directed against any form of
intellectual enslavement and stresses the danger of
its spread within the philosophical faculty which is
relevant today and which Kant could not have fore-
seen. The speaker elaborated the concept of radical
enlightenment as an attempt to interpret the dan-
ger of a neoliberal merger of militarism, capital and
mass-media and to chart the way in which philoso-
phy can oppose this danger.



Cex1voHHBIe 3aceflaHMs KOHPepeHIUM TPOXOIN-
JIVL BO BTOPOVI 1I0JIoBMHe JH:. B cextnm «DTmka Kanra
M ee aKTyaJIbHOCTB» ObUI TeMaTVU3MPOBaH IIVIPOKNIL
KpyT noHsTui 3Tk KaHTa, Takmx Kak JIl000Bb, CBO-
Oor1a, HOCTOMHCTBO, Bepa, MOpasIbHEIe 4yBcTBa. OTKPBI-
Bag cexkuwmio, I1. Punne (Xeavcuucxuii yHuBepcumem,
Qunaanous) mpeacTaswl OorarcTBo 1 pasHooOpasye
colepyKaHMs TIOHATUS «JII000Bb» B coumHeHmsax Kan-
Ta ¥ MoKa3aJjl, KaKyro BaXHocTh KaHT mpuiasas dys-
CTBY JIIOOBU B CBSI3V1 C T€M, UTO 3TWYeCKas XKM3Hb VH-
IVIBUJIOB He OrpaHWYMBaeTcs yBaXeHMeM K Mopaslb-
HoMy 3akoHY. OOcyXIeHMe BOIpoca O POJIM UYBCTB
u ocobeHHo smoumit B 3Tuke KaHTa mpopmorpxmiia
M.3. 3anwe-bopounvon (baipeimcxun yuubepcumenm,
Tepmanus), IOMHSB BOIIPOCKI O HEOOXOAVIMOCTY Iiepe-
OCMBICJIeHMST TPaJUIIIOHHON MHTepIIpeTaluy 3TUKNU
Kanra. Joxiamuniia Iokasasia, YTo B CBeTe HOBBIX pe-
3yJIBTaTOB MccIenoBaHmm «KpuTmkm criocobHoCcTM Cy-
XKIIeHWs» 9yBCTBa IPEJICTAlOT He TOJIBKO KaK Hem30exK-
HOCTB, HO ke KaK yCJIoBVe MopasibHOCTI. M. bpano-
xopcm (Iémmumneenckuil ynubepcumem, lepmanis) Ipo-
aHaJIM3MpPOBajl OCOOEHHOCTY OHSTHS «JOCTOMHCTBO»
y KanTa 1 o6paTiu1 BHMMaHMe Ha Ipo0IeMaTIHOCTh
COBpPEeMeHHBIX IIOMNBITOK IIpVMMeHeHMs 3TOro IIOHS-
st B KaHTOBOM CMBICIIe TP OTKase OT TOW MOpaJlb-
HOVI Teopuy, Ha KOTOPOV OHO IIOCTPOEHO Y puioco-
da. CeoeobpasHoOe peltieHVe 3TOV POOIeMBI IIperlyIo-
Xui1 B cMexxHoM f1okitazie fO. Ilmoavyenbepe (YnuBep-
cumem lassre-Bummendepea, Iepmanus): 9To0bI OTCTO-
AThb TaKyIO IIeHHOCTh, KaK 4ejloBeuecKoe JI0CTOMHCTBO,
He HY>KHO CChIJIaThCs HU Ha CTPOrO MeTadu3mdecKyIo
VIHTepIIpeTall/IO 3TOro IOHATI, HIL Ha YCJIOBHBIV OM-
nupuyeckny akT JIMYHOCTU — IOCTaTOYHO 00pa-
TUTBCS K HaIlleVl CIIOCOOHOCTYI OIpeIeIsiTh cebds ¢ Imo-
MOIIBIO pasyMa. Pazym, KOTOPBIVI IIpU 9TOM MMeeTcsI B
BU/TY, 0OOCHOBaH yMCTBEHHOVI CIIOCOOHOCTBIO deJIoBe-
Ka IMCTaHIMPOBATECS OT CIIyYalIHbIX OOCTOSTEIIECTB U
MOAYMHATECA YHUBEPCaJIBLHOV ITepCIIeKTHBe ITOCTYII-
Ka. KaHT Takylo yMCTBEHHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTPH UesIoBeKa
HasbIBaJI YMCTHIM IPAaKTUYECKVM Pa3yMOM.

DTy TeMy OpoaospKwil Aokitazn B. Kossips: (Bapuab-
cxuil yHubepcumem, Iloavuia): OH oOpaTWI BHUMaHVe
Ha HOMOLIeHTpUYHOCTb 3TukM KaHTa, B KoTOpOvt Ir'yMa-
HV3M OrpaHV4eH TpeboBaHMSAMY MOPaJIBHOTO 3aKOHA I
pacIpocTpaHsieTcsi Ha abCTpaKTHYIO «4eJIOBEYHOCTE»,
HO OTHIO/Ib He Ha MW IPUPOIBI BOOOIIE 11 He Ha MUP
pasHOOOpa3HON YeJIoBeYeCcKoV IIPUPOMbl, UTO Hambo-
Jlee sIPKO BbIPakeHO B OTPUIIaHMM ITpaBa Ha JIOXKb.

M.3. Canmo  (Dedepavnbiii  yHubepcumem  Pu-
0-0e-Kanetipo, Bpasuius) mpemioxwmia HAeTalbHYIO
TPaKTOBKy IIPpo0iIeMbI KpyTa B 0OOCHOBaHMM CBOOOIIBI
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The sections were held in the afternoon. The
section on the ethics of Kant and its relevance ad-
dressed a wide range of concepts in Kant’s ethics
such as love, freedom, dignity, faith and moral feel-
ings. Opening the proceedings, Pdrttyli Rinne (Uni-
versity of Helsinki, Finland) presented the richness
and variety of meanings of the concept of “love”
in Kant’s works and demonstrated the importance
Kant attached to the feeling of love in connection
with the fact that the ethical life of individuals is
not confined to respect for the moral law. The dis-
cussion of the question of the role of feelings and
especially emotions in Kant’s ethics was continued
by Maria E. Zanchet (Bayreuth University, Germany),
who raised the question of the need to reconsid-
er traditional interpretations of Kant’s ethics. The
speaker demonstrated that in the light of the new
results of research into the The Critique of Judgment
feelings are not only inevitable but are a precondi-
tion of morality. Mario Brandhorst (Georg August Uni-
versity Gottingen, Germany) analysed the features of
Kant’s concept of “dignity” and stressed the prob-
lematic character of modern attempts to apply the
concept in the Kantian sense while abandoning the
moral theory on which it is set by Kant. An origi-
nal solution to this problem was proposed in a com-
panion report by Jiirgen Stolzenberg (Martin Luther
University Halle-Wittenberg, Germany): in order to
uphold such a value as human dignity one need not
invoke a strictly metaphysical interpretation of this
concept or a contingent empirical fact of a person. It
is enough to invoke our ability to define ourselves
through reason. The reason referred to is ground-
ed in man’s mental ability to distance himself from
accidental circumstances and to follow the univer-
sal perspective of the act. Kant referred to such men-
tal ability as pure practical reason. The theme was
continued by Wojciech Kozyra (Warsaw University,
Poland): he drew attention to the nomocentricity of
Kant’s ethics in which humanism is limited to the
demands of the moral law and embraces abstract
“humanity,” but not the world of nature in general,
and not the world of diverse human nature as high-
lighted by the rejection of the right to lie.

Marilia Espirito Santo (Federal University of Rio
de Janeiro, Brazil) proposed her detailed interpreta-
tion of the problem of the circle in grounding free-
dom and morality which has not been sufficiently
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VI MOPaJIBHOCTH, KOTOpasi He II0JIydiiIa JIOCTaTOYHOIO
o0BsicHeHMs y camoro KaHTa 11 ocTaeTcst AMCKYCCHOH-
Hovt. A.M. XapumonoBa (Poccutickuil eocyoapcmbennoiil
eymanumapnusitl ynubepcumem, Mock6a) ocBeTvIza cOOT-
HOIIIeHVIe MOPaJILHBIX VI JIOTMYECKVIX KOHHOTAIIVT IT0-
HSATUS «Bepa», 00paTMBIIICh K MAaHYCKpUITY «BeHcKom
JIOTVIKW», VI TIOKa3aJIa, YTO 3TO IIOHATVE II03BOJISeT IIPo-
JIUTH CBET Ha MICTOPUIO POPMIMPOBaHS CAMOI'O ITPOeK-
Ta Kputndeckon dwiocodpnn Kanra. C.JI. Kampeuxo
(Mocxobcxun npaBocaabuoiii uncmumym c. Moanna bo-
eoca06a; TocyoapcmBennviil axademuueckuii yHubepcu-
mem eymanumapHuix Hayx, Mock6a) B cBoeM JOKIIaze
SKCIIINIMPOBAJI KAHTOBCKOE ITOHVMMaHue Te3nca «CBo-
Ooma ecTb OCO3HaHHAS HEOOXOIVIMOCTB», CPaBHWB €ro
¢ TpakTOoBKOV 3TOV MbIc/in y CrimHosbI, Teresiss, Mapk-
ca u DHrenbca. K. basuae (I[luzanckuii ynubepcumem,
Mmaarus) oxapakTrepmsosaia pasIfyuHbIe V3MepeHMs
TeMbI camoro3HaHms B «MeTtadusuke HpaBo» Kan-
Ta ¥ IIOKa3ajla, 94To 3HaHMe ceDsl, CBOMX CIIOCOOHOCTeN
VI IIpefieTIoB BBICTYIIaeT HeOOXOMVIMOVI IIPeIIIOChIIKOV
IJI CaMOCTOATEIbHOIO MBIIIJIeHNs], KOTOpoe MIpaeT
KJIIOUeBYIO POJIb B KaHTOBCKOM KOHIIEIITe IIPOCBellle-
"uda. B.JIL I1a6r08 (Hayuonasvuwil yuubepcumem nu-
wieBuix mexuoaoeui, Kueb, Yxpauna) npemcraBmil CBOXO
HOMBITKY OIIpefesleHNs ¥ 3KCIUIMKAIIMY IIPUHIINIIA
CIIpaBemIMBOCTH, KoTopoMy KaHT B cBOVMX COUMHEHN-
SIX y/esisgeT O9eHb MaJIo BHYMAHWL.

B cexumn «KauT 1 mcropusa stukn IIpocsere-
HWMs1» OBUIV IIOIHATHI BOIIPOCHL O YeJIOBEYECKOV CBO-
Gorie 1 IPVPOIHOV HEOOXOIMMOCTH, O COOTHOIIEHWN
VICTVIHBL U 7100pa, 1130aBIIEHNY OT 3a0JTy KIIEHU U VIC-
apasiieHuy noseneHus. JILA. Kaaunnuxo8 (BQY um.
WM. Kanma, Kaiununepad) mpencTaBmil CBOV B3IVIS/] Ha
yevmst KarTa 1o dpopMimpoBaHIMIO CeKyITapr30BaHHO-
T'O HayYHOT'O MIMPOBO33PeHNs, OCHOBAHHOI'O Ha ITPVH-
IIVIle MaTepraIbHOTO eVHCTBa Mupa. B xome obcyx-
mOeHUs ObUIO cPOPMYIIMPOBAHO HECKOJIBKO ITPMHIIN-
MVaJIbHBIX BOIIPOCOB, B TOM YNCJIe O COOTHOIIEHUN Me-
XaHWMIIM3Ma ¥ TeJleosIorimdeckoro Merona. Ilo MaeHvIIO
IOKJIaJIuMKa, MEXaHVICT9ecKyie MeTOIbI Hay 9HOIO II0-
3HaHWMS UrpafoT y KaHTa MogYMHEHHYIO POJIb (METOIBI
C OrpaHIYeHHOV 00JIaCThIO IIPYMeHeHVst) 110 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K TeJIeoJIOrMYecKuM ¥ abcormoTHO Oecriepcriek-
TUBHBI B 0O'BSICHEHVIV BOSHVIKHOBEHWS 1 Pa3BUTVIS XKI-
BOVI IPUPOBL [lpyTue BOIIPOCH Kacasich COOTHOIIIe-
uua koHnermin Kanra, I'erenng v Ilesmmara B obiia-
¢t 3TUKM 1 purtocodpum mcropum. J1.A. KanmmHHEMKOB
rokasaji mpemmyiectsa KaHTa B IocTpoeHMm ceKyJis-
pr3oBaHHOV (PVIIOCODWIL ICTOPUN M B CO3IAaHWUM 3TH-
K1, B KOTOPOW MOpaJIb UI'PaeT OIIpedesIsoIIy0 POIb
IIpY OlleHKe CIIpaBelJIMBOCTY IIPAaBOBBIX YCTaHOBJIE-

explained by Kant and remains a moot point.
Alyona M. Kharitonova (Russian State University for
the Humanities, Moscow) spoke about the relation-
ship between moral and logical connotations of the
concept of “faith”, invoking the manuscript of the
Vienna Logic to demonstrate that this concept sheds
light on the history of the emergence of Kant’s pro-
ject of critical philosophy. Sergey L. Katrechko (Russ-
ian Orthodox University of St. John the Divine / State
Academic University of the Humanities, Moscow) in
his report expounded Kant’s concept of “freedom
as conscious necessity”, comparing it with the in-
terpretation of this thesis by Spinoza, Hegel, Marx
and Engels. Cassandra Basile (University of Pisa,
Italy) presented various dimensions of the topic of
self-knowledge in Kant’'s Metaphysics of Morals and
demonstrated that knowing oneself, one’s abilities
and limitations is a necessary prerequisite for inde-
pendent thinking which plays the key role in Kant’s
concept of Enlightenment. Valeriy L. Pavlov (Na-
tional University of Food Technologies, Kiev, Ukraine)
presented his attempt to define and explicate the
principle of justice to which Kant devotes very little
attention in his works.

The section “Kant and the History of the
Ethics of Enlightenment” addressed the questions
of human freedom and natural necessity, the re-
lationship between truth and the good, the shed-
ding of misconceptions and correction of behavior.
Leonard A. Kalinnikov (IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia)
spelled out his views on Kant’s efforts to form a
secular scientific worldview based on the principle
of the material unity of the world. In the course of
the discussion several fundamental questions were
formulated, including that of the relationship be-
tween the mechanistic and teleological methods. In
the opinion of L.A. Kalinnikov, mechanistic meth-
ods of scientific cognition in Kant play a subordinate
role (methods with a limited area of application)
in relation to teleological methods and are wholly
unpromising in explaining the emergence and de-
velopment of living nature. Other questions had to
do with the relationship between the concepts of
Kant, Hegel and Schelling in the field of ethics and
the philosophy of history. L.A. Kalinnikov demon-
strated the advantages of Kant in building a secu-
larised philosophy of history and developing an
ethic in which morality plays the determining role
in assessing the justice of legal establishments.
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auit. C.B. JIyeobou (bQY um. W. Kanma, Karununepao)
MIpefCTaBWI WCCIlefIoBaHMe 3TUYeCKVX ITPVHITMIIOB
KanTa B OKpUTIIYecKMT IIepiof], Ha MaTepyasle ero jla-
TUHCKON nyccepTtanum «O6 orHe». M. Pycco (Ynubep-
cumem CasepHo, imaaus) cOrmocTaBmil CeKysIsspr30BaH-
HBIVI aHTPOIIOLeHTPUYHBIVI T'yMaHM3M Hosoro Bpeme-
HM Cc rymaHusMmoM ydeHus KaHrta o moOpomeressix.
J1.D. Kpvuumon (Poccuticxuil yHuBepcumemnm 0pyx0bl Ha-
podob, Mock6a) M3JI0XWIa CBOIO TPAaKTOBKY PasBUTIS
y4eHMs 0 MOpaJIbHOVI Bepe B bora y KanTa 11 1iokasasta
ee CXOJICTBO C ydeHMeM ero copemeHHMKa V1. Ilnane-
nvHra. Tema coOTHOIIEHMSI HPaBCTBEHHOCTU C Pesivi-
rMo3HOM Bepont B bora m OeccmepTme mymn, a Takxke
mpobsieMa IIOCTPOeHMsI aTeMCTIUYeCKO MOpasll B CBs-
31 ¢ aTrkort KaHTa Hamim TpaanIiMoHHO OOITBITION OT-
KJIVIK Y CITyIIIaTesieit IIpy oOCy KaeHMM JoKIa/ia.

K. I'mpubsii-Ilemepcen (Jlondonckasa wixosa 3KOHO-
MUKU U noAumudeckux Hayk, Beaukobpumanus) mpen-
CTaBWJI CpaBHUTEJIbHBIV aHaiu3 nosununt KaHrta u
MeHziesTbcOHa TI0 BOITPOCY O IIpefiesiaX IIPOCBelIeH s
7 CBSI3aHHBIX C 9TMM Ipo0OIeMax 3TWMKW, aHTpPOIIOIO-
vy, dpurtococpum obpasosanms n ucropun. K. Jlonec
(JIonoon, Beauxobpumanus) paccMOTpelIa Iapasijlesii
B ITPOeKTaxX THOCEOJIOIMYecKOV M 3TuU4YecKomn pedop-
Mbl Metadpmsuku y Kanra m Manmvona. T.I. Pymsan-
ueba (beaopycckuii eocydapcmbennwiii yHuBepcumen,
Munck, beaapycs) Tiokasasna, uro l'eresin, momeMmsnpys
¢ KaaTom, crpemmsics o0ocHOBaTh OTCYTCTBYE B 3TOM
MUpe TapMOHUV MeXIy HPaBCTBEHHOCTBIO 1 OJ1aKeH-
crBoM. [Dx. Yoaw (Yuubepcumem Iasse-Bummenbepea,
Iepmanus) vccrenosain pasnmyeHre KaHToM B j1eKIin-
gax 1o 3Tuke 1770-x IT. ABYX BUIOB IPWHIIUIIOB: prin-
cipium diiudicationis, Koroperi KaHT BO3BOIWMII K TEOPI-
M MOPaJIbHOTO UyBCTBa, U principium executionis, BOC-
xopAmmit K Boinbdy m panmoHaamMcTideckov Bepeum
npaxTmyaeckont dutocodpum. C. Apbuo-Dudep (Lyiic-
bypeckuil ynuBepcumem, lepmaniis) MOCBSITUII ITOKJIa
YTOYHEHWIO COOTHOIIEH s KOHIIEIINV CBOOOIBI B (pu-
socodpum Pycco n KanTa, ipefctasis MopanbHYIO -
mocodpmro KanTa Kak IIpofopkeHme 1 pasBUTHe KOH-
TpakTyanusMa Pycco. k. Xoboa (Kamoauueckuii yHu-
Bepcumem J1éBena, beaveus) B cBOeM BBICTYIIJIEHUN pac-
cMoOTpeJl yHoMsiHyToe KaHTOM aHTpoIoorimdeckoe
MpenATCTBIe 1714 mpoekTa IIpocsereniis, a MMeHHO
JIEHOCTH (CKJIOHHOCTH K IIPa3IHOCTM), I PacKpBII CO-
Iep’KaHMe 3TOro peHoMeHa Ha OCHOBE BCEro KOpITy-
ca KaHTOBCKmX coumHeHmm m Jekumn. C.A. Peuwenun
(Vrubepcumem Tapmy, Dcmonus) IpencTaBuil epeoc-
MBICJIeHVIe KPUTUKY OCHOBOIIOJIAraloIIIX MOPasIbHBIX
npuHnynos Kanra @. [IvyuiepoM v mipociier mx
IprMeHeHe, obpaTus ocoboe BHMMaHMe Ha KOHIell-
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Sergey V. Lugovoy (IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia) pre-
sented a study of the ethical principles of Kant in
the pre-critical period based on his Latin disser-
tation On Fire. Marco Russo (University of Salerno,
Italy) in his report compared the secularised an-
thropocentric humanism of the modern period
with the humanism of Kant’s teaching on virtues.
Ludmila E. Kryshtop (Peoples’ Friendship University
of Russia, Moscow, Russia) presented her interpreta-
tion of Kant’s development of the teaching on moral
faith in God and demonstrated its similarity to the
teaching of his contemporary, Johann Spalding. The
correlation between morality and religious faith in
God and the immortality of the soul, as well as the
problem of building an atheistic morality in connec-
tion with Kant’s ethics prompted, as usual, a lively
reaction of the audience when discussing the report.

Cristobal Garibay-Petersen (London School of Eco-
nomics and Political Science, United Kingdom) gave a
comparative analysis of the positions of Kant and
Mendelssohn on the question of the limits of En-
lightenment and the related problems of ethics,
anthropology, the philosophy of education and his-
tory. Christine Lopes (London, United Kingdom) anal-
ysed the parallels in the projects of epistemological
and ethical reform of metaphysics advanced by Kant
and Maimon. Tatiana G. Rumyantseva (Belarusian
State University, Minsk, Belarus) demonstrated that
Hegel in arguing with Kant sought to explain the
absence, in this world, of harmony between moral-
ity and bliss. John Walsh (Martin Luther University
Halle-Wittenberg, Germany) looked at the distinction
drawn by Kant in his 1770s lectures on ethics be-
tween two types of principles: principium diiudi-
cationis, which Kant derived from the theories of
moral feeling and principium executionis, which goes
back to Wolf and the rationalist version of practical
philosophy. Sven-Arvid Ender (University of Duis-
burg-Essen, Germany) devoted his report to clarify-
ing the relationship between the concept of freedom
in the philosophy of Rousseau and Kant, presenting
Kant’s moral philosophy as the continuation and
elaboration of Rousseau’s counter-actualism. Jeremy
Hovda (Catholic University of Leuven, Belgium) in his
report drew attention to the anthropological ob-
stacle to the Enlightenment project pointed out by
Kant, i.e. laziness (proneness to indolence) and ex-
plained the content of this phenomenon on the ba-
sis of the entire body of Kant’s works and lectures.
Semyon A. Reshenin (University of Tartu, Estonia) re-
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LU0 3cTeTndeckoro socnintanus y lnmiepa. P.C. Yu-
cmob (puauas MocxoBckoeo eocydapcmberntnoeo yHubep-
cumema mexuosoeuit u ynpabaenus um. K.I. Pasymob-
ckoeo, Kaaununepad) B cBOeM JOKIIazie OXapaKTepu30-
BaJ1 B3rAabpl M. K. MaMapmamsmim Kak IpogosKaTe-
JIs1 3TMYeckort Tpagunum V. Kanra.

Bxitaz B pasBuTHe TeMaTVKM CeKIIVY BHeCIU U Ha-
uyHalomye ydeHble (ctymeHThl): A.C. Kuceseb6 (BQY
um. M. Kanma, Karununepad) IpoaHaIM3MpOBal OC-
HOBHBIE VHTEPIIpeTalNi IOHATIS «eCTeCTBEHHOe CO-
cTosgHMe» y JIokka, OTMeTHB II0CiIe[IHero Kak OffHOIO
3 OCHOBOIIOJIOXKHVKOB ITPOCBETUTEIILCKOVI MOPaJIbHO-
HOJIUTUYeCKOV (pryIocopuyt 1 aBTOPOB HOBOI'O OITpe-
TleJIeHUsI eCTeCTBeHHOro coctosHms. A.A. Epmoaobuu
(beaopycckuii eocyoapcmbennviil ynubepcumem, Mumck,
beaapycs) conocrasiin xoemoronmtisM Kanra i Oux-
Te, TOKa3aB, UTO CBOe TeopeTmdeckoe OodopMIileHVe
KOCMOIOJIUTU3M Kak siBjleHUe smoxu I[Ipocserienmis
HoJIy4wsI OJiarofapsi IOJIMTUKO-IIPABOBOMY IIPOEKTY
000VIX MBICIIVITETIEA.

Cexmmsa «Pemenmmst atukm Kanta m Ilpocse-
meHnsa B Poccmm m Mmpe» OTKpBUIACh JOKJIAZIOM
B.IO. Ilepoba  (Canxm-Ilemepbypeckuii eocydapcmben-
Hblil YHuBepcument), KOTOPLIVI PacCMOTPesI TPU COBpe-
MeHHBIe pafVKaJIbHO Pas3JIMYHble OLEHKV CYyIBbOBI 7
nepcrekTus mpoekra IIpocsemenns 1 copmympo-
BaJI CBOe BUIeHe BO3MOXHOCTY aKTyasIv3alluy Uaen
KanTa cerogusa. A.B. Maaviume (IlpabocaaBuoiii Chs-
mo-Tuxonobcxuil eymanumapuolii ynubepcumem, Mo-
cx6a) Ha ipuMepe Tekctos CB. VinHOKeHTNS (BOprico-
Ba) IOKa3aJl BiMgHMe KaHTa Ha MpaBOC/IaBHYIO XpU-
crostoruto B Poccym XIX B. B. Hubomapy (Ynubepcumem
Iapux IV Copbonna, @panyusa; Ynubepcumem Bynnep-
maas, Tepmanus) BpICKa3ajia IIPeIIOIIOXKeHe O CXOI-
cTBe KOHIIe1 cBoboe! Beprl d.M. [locToeBckoro n
cBobomb! pasyma y Kaura. B./. Yepeonukob (Karunun-
epad) mpocienyl usMeHeHVe obpasa KaHta B mpoms-
BemeHMsIX AHApes benoro. A.I. [Tyuxapckuil (BDQY um.
M. Kanma, Kasununepad) mpencTaBuil KPUTUYECKOe OC-
MBIC/IEHEe CPaBHUTEJIBHOIO aHasIM3a CUCTeM IIpaKTu-
uveckort ¢pmocodpmm Kanrrta m B.C. ConosreBa, 1ipen-
stoxxeHHoro B.H. bprommHkmHEIM Ha OcHOBe paspa-
OOTaHHOM MM «CHCTEMHOVI MOZEINIV apryMeHTaIlV».
T.H. Pe36vix (IlpaBocaabuviii Céamo-TuxonoBcxuil eyma-
Humapwiil yHubepcumem, Mock6a) paccMoTperia poiTb
pocupusaTus 3Tmdeckux mpent Kanra C.JI. @pankom,
IIPOIIEIITVM IYTh J[yXOBHOVI 3BOJIIOI[MM OT MapKCH3-
Ma k uneanmsmy. B.K. CamoxBaroba (Bcepoccuiickas
akademus Gnewinen mopeobau, Mock6a) ipoaHaM3npo-
Basla MO3UTMBUCTCKYIO 1 (PeHOMEHOJIOIMYeCKyIo Kpu-
TnKy KanToBckowt 3TuKM IT.A. CopokmmbmM. Pycckort

interpreted Schiller’s critique of Kant’s fundamental
moral principles, traced their application and drew
attention to Schiller’s concept of esthetic education.
Roman S. Chistov (K.G. Razumovsky Moscow State
University of Technology and Management, Kaliningrad)
in his report examined the views of Merab Mamar-
dashvili as a successor to Kant’s ethical tradition.
Young scholars (students) made their contribu-
tion to the group’s discussions: Alexander S. Kiselev
(IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia) analysed the main in-
terpretations by Locke of the concept of “the natural
state”, stressing that Locke was one of the found-
ers of the Enlightenment moral-political philosophy
and one of the authors of the new definition of the
natural state. Arseny A. Ermolovich (Belarusian State
University, Minsk, Belarus) compared the cosmo-
politanism of Kant and Fichte, demonstrating that
cosmopolitanism was formulated theoretically as a
phenomenon of the Enlightenment era thanks to the
political and legal project of these two thinkers.

The section “The Reception of Enlighten-
ment and Kant’s Ethics in Russia and the World”
opened with the report by Vadim Yu. Perov (Saint
Petersburg State University, Russia), who looked at
three modern radically differing assessments of the
future prospects of the Enlightenment project and
presented his vision of the modern actualisation of
Kant’s ideas. Artem V. Malyshev (St. Tikhon’s Ortho-
dox University for the Humanities, Moscow, Russia),
using St. Innocent (Borisov) texts, showed Kant’s
influence on Orthodox Christology in Russia in
the nineteenth century. Veronica Cibotaru (Universi-
ty of Paris-Sorbonne, France / Bergische University of
Wuppertal, Germany) suggested that Dostoyevsky’s
concept of freedom of faith and Kant’s freedom
of reason were similar. Valentin I. Cherednikov
(Kaliningrad, Russia) traced the changing image of
Kant in the works of Bely. Anatoly G. Pushkarsky
(IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia) provided a critical in-
terpretation of the comparative analysis of the sys-
tems of practical philosophy of Kant and Vladimir
Solovyov, proposed by Vladimir N. Briushinkin
on the basis of his “systemic model of argumen-
tation.” Tatiana N. Rezvych (St. Tikhon’s Orthodox
University for the Humanities, Moscow, Russia) con-
sidered the role of the perception of Kant’s eth-
ical ideas by Semyon Frank who covered the path
of spiritual evolution from Marxism to idealism.
Varvara K. Samokhvalova (Russian Foreign Trade
Academy, Moscow) analysed the positivist and
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penermimy KanTa ObIIN TOCBSINIEHBI TaKXKe JIOKJIazIbI
yuacTHMKOB Dopyma mosnonsix yueHsix: [.O. Poxun
(BDY um. Y. Kanma, Karununepad) ocBETUII peLIEIIIINIO
@.A. Tonyouackum mmen KanTa o mocTysaTe mpak-
TUYECKOTO pa3syMa — 3TOT CIOXKET IIpeJICTaBIIsgeT OCOo-
ObIT MHTEpeC B KOHTEKCTe OOIIIero HebslaroxesiaTesib-
HOTO OTHOIIeHW: K 3TuKe KaHTa B pycckom penmrios-
Homt pwtocodpun. I1.1. Ymuuxoba (BOY um. V. Kanma,
Kasununepad) paccMoTpesia KpUTHUUYeCKMe 3aMedaHIs
C.JI. ®panka oTHOCHTesIbHO IpescTaBiieHun Kanra
00 ofriecTBe B ero dutocodmm 1 B IaTbHENITEN He-
oKaHTMaHCKoN Tpamnuvn. [1.P. bornadviceba (BDY um.
M. Kanma, Kaaununepad) ipencrasnia aHaJIN3 TIOIIBIT-
kn H.O. Jlocckoro cdopmysmmpoBaTh KaTeropmdecKum
VIMIIepaTuB, BKJIIOYAIOIINUII copepskaTeJIbHOe OIIvica-
HIMe MOpaJI, a He TOJIBKO ee (POPMaTbHBINT KPUTEPUTA.
P.A. Axxae6 (Hacecmanckuii eocyoapcmbennuiil yHubep-
cumem, Maxaukasa) Ha ocHoBe ctarent B.dD. DpHa u
M.M. PyOuHmreriHa o «mwmrapusme» KanTa 1po-
aHaJIU3MPOoBaJl IVICKYCCUIO, pa3BepPHYBIITYIOCS B OTeve-
CTBEHHBIX ITyOmmKamysax 1914—1915 .

OcranpHBIE JOKIIAABI TPETHET CEKITNV KacaICh BO-
IIPOCOB METOHOJIOTUV VIHTEPIIPeTaIlny KaHTOBCKIIX
TEKCTOB M PeleNIni 1aet KeHUrcoeprckoro umsioco-
da 3a npenerramu Poccvm. X. Xatidenpaiix (Ynubepcu-
mem ITaase-Bummenbepea, Iepmanus) ocBeTMII pellen-
VIO KaHTOBCKOTO Y4YeHMs O IIOCTysIaTax Ha pyOexe
XIX—XX BB. mpezncTaBnTesIssMm pryiocodpnyt CpuTya-
TIM3Ma, MaTepuanvsMa 1 HeoKaHTHaHcTBa. A.I. 3a6aiuil
(Amepuxanckuil ynubepcumem KyBeiima, Kyberim) moka-
3as1 BivisiHve KanTa Ha yimbepaibHy 0 Te0sIOr Mo Kepur-
MBI XX B. — HalIpaBpJleHVe, KOTOpoe BO MHOIOM OIipa-
eTcsl Ha KaHTOBCKYIO (PYyIocomIo peTiriy Kak Criocoo
nmemucponormzarumt permrut. A.A. Iuan (Poccuiickuil
eocyoapcmBennviil eymanumapHuiil yuubepcumem, Mo-
cxBa) oxapakTepusoBajia KPUTHKY ITpaKTIdecKon ¢u-
socodpumt  KanTa M. Illestepom, mpomeMOHCTpUpOBaB
ee cwibHble 1 c1abble croponsl. E.M. [lawao6a (KOxc-
Holll hedepasvhuiil YyHubepcumem, Pocmob-na-Iony) BeI-
DIBUHYJIA Te3VC O AMaIeKTMIHOCTY PrIocodcKoro me-
Torga M. dyko u mipericTasiia ero «Vctopnio 6e3ymuis
B KJIACCMUYECKYIO SII0Xy» KaK CBOeoOpasHoOe IIPOHoIIKe-
HVe KaHTOBCKOro IrpoekTa [ Ipocserenmis.

YuactHuk dopyma mononbix yuensix A.C. Luose-
nebcxutl  (Tomckui  eocyoapcmbBernuitl  yHUBepcumenn,
Tomck) mpoaHanmM3MpoBasl MHTepperanyio k. Pos-
30M Kareropwdeckoro mmieparusa KanTa, cdoxycm-
poBaB BHMMAaHIMe Ha IIOHSTUM «CIIPaBeJIMBOCTE» Y
00onx durocodos. [JokIagumK moKasa, 4To cijiabas
CTOPOHAa 3TOV MHTepIIpeTally COCTOUT B ToTepe Poil-
30M YHMBEPCaJIbHOCTY KaHTOBCKVIX TTOJIOKEHUTA.
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phenomenological critique of Kantian ethics by
Pitirim Sorokin. The Russian perception of Kant
was the subject of reports by members of the Fo-
rum of Young Scholars. David O. Rozhin (IKBFU,
Kaliningrad, Russia) examined the perception of
Kant’s postulate of practical reason by Fyodor
Golubinskiy, which is of interest in the context of the
generally cold attitude to Kant's ethics in Russian
religious philosophy. Polina D. Umnikova (IKBFU,
Kaliningrad, Russia) analysed the critical remarks
by Semyon Frank on Kant’s ideas of society in his
philosophy and in the subsequent Neo-Kantian tra-
dition. Polina R. Bonadyseva (IKBFU, Kaliningrad,
Russia) analysed the attempts of Nikolai Lossky to
formulate the categorical imperative to include a
substantive description of morality and not only its
formal criterion. Ruslan A. Akkaev (Dagestan State
University, Makhachkala, Russia), proceeding from
the articles by Vladimir Ern and Moses Rubinstein
on Kant’s “militarism”, reviewed the discussion that
broke out in Russian thought in 1914 —1915.

Other reports at this section dealt with the is-
sues of methodology inthe interpretation of Kant's
texts and his perception outside Russia. Hauke
Heidenreich (Martin Luther University Halle-Wittenberg,
Germany) described the perception of Kant’s teach-
ing on postulates at the turn of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries by representatives of the philos-
ophy of spiritualism, materialism and Neo-Kantian-
ism. Andrei G. Zavaliy (American University of Kuwait,
Kuwait) showed the influence exerted by Kant on
the liberal theology of twentieth century keryg-
ma, a trend largely based on Kant’s philosophy of
religion as a means of de-mythologising religion.
Anna A. Shiyan (Russian State University for the Hu-
manities, Moscow) shed light on the critique of Kant's
practical philosophy by Sheller, showing its strengths
and weaknesses. Ekaterina I. Shashlova (Southern Fed-
eral University, Rostov-on-Don, Russia) put forward the
thesis on the dialectical nature of the philosophical
method of Michel Foucault describing his Madness
and Civilization as a continuation of Kant’s enlighten-
ment project. Alexander S. Cidzenevskiy (Tomsk State
University, Russia), a member of the Forum of Young
Scientists, analysed the interpretation of Kant’s cate-
gorical imperative by John Rawls, focusing attention
on both philosophers” concept of “justice” showing
that a weakness of this interpretation consists in the
fact that Rawls has lost the universality of Kant's
principles.
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OrtnertbHas ceKIlns, IIOCBAIIEHHAs BOIIPOCaM B3a-
VIMOCBSI3V IIPOCBETHUTEIBCKMX 3TUKM M ICTETUKW,
oTKpbUIack AokianoM M.IO. Cabesvebon (Hayuonaas-
Has axademus wayx Yxpauns,, Kueb, Ykpauna), B xoto-
PoM ObuIn PacKpbITbl OCHOBHBIE ITYHKTBI KaHTOBCKOIT
KOHIIEIIINY TeHMaJIbHOCTI: 3TUM HoHsATMeM KaHT
0003HayaII 11 BBICIIINI YPOBEHb MAacTepPCTBA B HayKe U
VICKYCCTBE, I IIPaKTI4eCcKoe BOIUIOIIEeHVe HPaBCTBEH-
Horo 3akoHa. A.H. Kpwoxo8 (Coyuosoeuueckuii uncmu-
mym PAH, Canxm-Ilemepbype) oOpaTwmiicss K BOIIPOCY
0 TOM, CJIEIIyeT JIV 113 CO3ePLIAHMS IIPEKPACHOIO Co3ep-
ITaHMe J00poreTesTbHOrO 1 Haobopot. X. Jlaixo (VHu-
Gepcumem Typxy, Punaan0us) IPeNIOKVII VICIIONb-
30BaTh IOHSATVE IIPYUINYVS B Ka4eCTBe TOUKM COIIPY-
KOCHOBeHM 3TUKM 1 acteTnkn y Karra. M.B. ['paueba
(Canxm-IlemepOypeckuii eocydapcmbennsiii yHubepcu-
mem) TIpeICcTaBIa IOAPOOHBI aHaIM3 cMeXa B pu-
socodmm KaHTa, 1oKasblBasi YAMBUTENIBHBIN IS CO-
BPEMEHHOCTV Te3VIC O TOM, YTO CMeX JIJISI MBICJIUTe-
JI — SBJIEHMe VICKJIFOUMTEIIBHO IICHXOpU3MOoIIornye-
CKOe, He MMelolllee MOpaJIbHOroO m3Mepenus: y Kanra
HeT 3ampeTHbIX TeM Wi cmexa. A.P. Candpy (Tiobun-
eeHcKkutl yHubBepcumem, lepmanus) vicciemoBal PoOiIb
YYBCTB YHOBOJIBCTBIMA M HEYHOBOJIBCTBIA B 3CTETVIKE
u dpurtocodpvm mpuponsl y Kanra. C. @esoir (Yrubep-
cumem ITaBuu, Mimaius) mpencrasmia B JIOKJIajie CpaB-
HWTeJIbHBIVI aHAJIV3 POJIV UYBCTBA OTBPALLEHNS B 9TH-
ke 1 ocretnke Kanrta m MeHpepcoHa, Iokasas, Ka-
Ky 3T1YeCKYIO POJIb HepBBIVI IIPUIINCBhIBaJI 9YBCTBY
orpparienus. M. /. Konyeb (E®@Y um. U. Kanma, Kaiu-
HuHepad) obpaTwics K yrnoMsiHyTeIM y KanTa resmep-
HBIM PasJIM4YMsIM B BOCIIPUSITY IIPEKPACHOT'O V1 BO3BBI-
merHoro. [x. Momma (I'paycxuii yuubepcumem / Ben-
cxutl ynubepcumem, A6cmpus) ocsetvst yuenve Kanra
00 ormpenessroneri, pedyIeKTUPYIOLIeN 1 IIPaKTIde-
ckovt criocodbHocTr cyxxperus. L. Kaunenep (Iémmun-
eeHckutl ynubepcumem, Iepmanis) paccMOTpeTl pasBu-
Tre B3rIsoB KaHTa Ha pojIb XyIOXXeCTBEHHOV JINTe-
paTypsl B MOPJIBHOM BOCIIUTAHUIL Y PAHHErO JIOKPY-
Trueckoro KaHra ripeo0iaiaeT 103U TUBHBIN B3I, Y
IIO3[JHETO — HACTOPOXXEHHOCTb.

PasHocTOpOoHHe ObUIa IIpefcTaBjieHa pereIs
>Tukn KaHTa B HeOKaHTMAaHCTBe — 3Ta CEeKI[MS OT-
KpbUlack gokitafgoM B.H. beaoBa (Poccutickuii yruBep-
cumem Opyx0sl HapodoB, Mockba) o dpwocodpun pe-
yimrum I. KoreHa Kak HOmIbITKe CHMHTe3a KaHTMAaHCTBA
v uymavsMma. 2. Buomep (Benckuii ynubepcumem, Ab-
cmpus) viccienosaia BiavsaHve naet A.A. Jlanre Ha co-
LaJIVCTIYeCKie MHTepIIpeTaly KaTeropudecKoro
mmmeparmsa Kanra. C. [lana (Bencxuil ynuBepcumenm,
Abcmpus) 1poBeNl CpaBHWUTEIBHBIVI aHAINU3 B3IJIS-

Another section devoted to Enlightenment
Ethics and Aesthetics in Correlation, opened with
a presentation by Marin Yu. Savelieva (National Acad-
emy of Sciences of Ukraine, Kiev, Ukraine), which ex-
amined the main points of the Kantian concept of
genius: Kant used this concept to refer both to the
supreme level of mastery in science and the arts
and the practical implementation of the moral law.
Alexei N. Krioukov (Herzen State Pedagogical Univer-
sity, Saint Petersburg) looked at the question wheth-
er the intuition of good follows from the intuition
of beauty or vice versa. Hemmo Laiho (University of
Turku, Finland) proposed using the concept of de-
cency as the point of contact between Kant’s ethics
and esthetics. Maria V. Gracheva (Saint Petersburg
State University) presented a detailed analysis of
laughter in Kant’s philosophy promoting an un-
likely thesis that laughter for Kant is a purely psy-
cho-physiological phenomenon which has no moral
dimension: Kant has no taboo topics for laughter.
Adrian R. Sandru (Eberhard Karls University Tiibingen,
Germany) explores the role of the feelings of pleasure
and displeasure in Kant’s esthetics and philosophy
of nature. Serena Feloj (State University of Pavia, Italy)
presented a comparative analysis of the role of the
feeling of disgust in the ethics and esthetics of Kant
and Mendelssohn showing the ethical role Kant
ascribed to the feeling of disgust. [van D. Koptsev
(IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia) turned to the gender
differences in the beautiful and the sublime men-
tioned by Kant. Giuseppe Motta (University of Graz /
University of Vienna, Austria) dealt with Kant’s teach-
ing on the defining, reflecting and practical capacity
of judgment. Stefan Klingner (Georg August Universi-
ty Géttingen, Germany) considered the development
of Kant’s views on the role of fictional literature
in moral education: early pre-critical Kant takes a
largely positive view while later Kant takes a guard-
ed view.

The Reception of Kant’s Ethics in Neo-Kan-
tianism came in for many-sided discussion. The
section opened with a report by Vladimir N. Belov
(Peoples” Friendship University of Russia, Moscow)
on Hermann Cohen’s philosophy of religion as
an attempt to synthesise Kantianism and Juda-
ism. Elisabeth Widmer (University of Vienna, Austria)
explored the influence of the ideas of Friedrich
Albert Lange on the socialist interpretations of
Kant’s categorical imperative. Stefano Papa (Uni-
versity of Vienna, Austria) compared the views of
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1o Kanra 1 I Korena Ha cooTHoIeHMe pasyMHOCTI
u permmrvm. A.B. [lle6yo8 (Mockobckuil abuayuontbiil
uncmumym, Mock6a) TTpoaHaIM3MpPOBal TOUKY 3pe-
Hus C.J1. PyOuninrerita Ha Bo33penns Korena B KoH-
TeKCTe IIPOo0sIeMbl B3aIMOOTHOLIEHVISI STVIKM W JIOIM-
k. O.10. 36epeba (Baiikarvckuil 2ocydapcmbBenbiil YHu-
Bepcumem, Mpiymck) conocTaBmila KOHIEIINN «IByX
MUPOB» — KYJBTYphl U XusHu — y Il Hatopma u
M.M. baxTrHa 1 nokasasia, B yeM 00a MBICIINTeEIIS BU-
eJIV CrIoCcOOBI OOpeTeHs eMHCTBA STUX [BYX MUPOB.
IT.A. Baadumupo8  (CapamoBexuti  eocydapcmBermulil
yrubepcumem um. H.I. Yepnviuefckoeo) ocBeTUII 0CO-
OeHHOCTV pelLleNIIMI ¥ MHTepIpeTanyy IIpaKTide-
cxom purmocodprm Karra B atmke B.D. Cesemana. 4. [ley
(3aounviii ynubepcumem 6 Xaeetre, [epmanus) mpencra-
BVJI TIOTIXOMBI K PeIlIeHNIO IIpo0IeMBl «IeTepMHAIIN
[IPaKTUYeCKOro», IIOCTABIIEHHOW B 3TUKe OaeHCKo-
ro HeokaHTHaHcTBa. A. [lempac (Cusesckuil yHubepcu-
mem 6 KamoBuyax, IToavuia) TIOKa3ama pasBUTHE IIPO-
cBeTUTeIIbCKOV TMKM KaHTa B 1lee UesI0BEYECKOro
mocromHcTBa y X. Barnepa. IO.B. Ioaybe6a (Cankm-Ile-
mepOypeckuil YyHubepcumem mexHoA02uil ynpabienus u
9KOHOMUKU) IpOCIIenyuIa BimsHMe 3Tk KaHTa Ha 1mo-
HMMaHMe uctopun B. Burgemsbarnom, I. Pukkeprom
u B. Junsreem. M.IO. Saeupnax (bDY um. V. Kanma,
Kaununepad) Ipociie v B COIMaIbHO-PMIIocoCKmxX
B3rsmax M. Bebepa m C.V1. I'eccena mmpopoirkeHme aH-
TUHATY payvicTidecKont javHun 3Tk Kanra. Ydact-
HUK Popyma Monoasix yueHbIX A.A. [oa06un (Poccuil-
ckuil eocydapcmbernuill nedaeoeuneckuil yHubepcumem
um. A.W. Iepyena, Canxm-Ilemepbype) ToKaszas, Kak
>TuKy Kanra mommmamm A. lomenraysp u B. Bun-
Hes1b0aH/I, 1 IPeJITIoIoKIIT BOSMOXKHOCTD CHTE3MPO-
BaTh IPOTVBOIOJIOKHO HaIlpaBJleHHBIE PacCy KIeHVIs
3TVIX aBTOPOB B IIOVMCKAaX peIleHNs aKTyaIbHOW Cerofl-
Hs1 TPOo0JIeMBI CaMOOIIpeie/IeH s JIMIHOCTA.
OrtnenbHas cekumsl ObUIa TOCBAIIEHA COBPEMeH-
HBIM IpoOsieMaM peasnmszanyy npoekTa IIpocsere-
HUs B NMoauTukKe u obpasosanun. JI1.IO. Kopruiaeb
(bDY um. U. Kanma, Kasununepad) mpemyioKXmuI aHa-
JIM3 KaHTOBCKMX Mzler 00 oO0pa3oBaHMM C TOYKM 3pe-
HMSI COBpeMeHHBIX ITpo0sieM: TpaHcdOpMaIys OTHO-
IIeHNS «yIUTeIb — y4eHMK», /IHTepHeT KaK IIpocBe-
TUTEJIbCKasg ¥ aHTUIIPOCBETUTEIIbCKasl Cpera, IIpo-
OrieMa CpefiCTB, Iejlell U KpuUTepues IIporpecca B 00-
pasosanvm. KaHTOBCKas mefrarormaeckasi Teopus C ee
STUYECKMM SIpoM Obljla IIpericTaB/IeHa B 3TOM [IOKJIa-
Ile KaK HeIpexomsInii IyHKT pedepeHInn I Oll-
TUMVICTYeCKOro B3IJIsifla Ha oOpasoBaHme. B moxiame
W.H. I'pugpyoboii (MockoBcxuii nedaeoeuneckuii eocyoap-
cmBennviil ynubepcumem, Mock6a) n I B. Copunon (Mo-
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Kant and Cohen on the correlation between rea-
son and religion. Alexander V. Shevtsov (Moscow
Aviation Institute, Russia) analysed the perception
by Sergey Rubinstein of the views of Cohen in the
context of the problem of the relationship between
ethics and logic. Olga Yu. Zvereva (Baikal State Uni-
versity, Irkutsk, Russin) made a comparative anal-
ysis of the concepts of “two worlds” — culture
and life — by Paul Natorp and Mikhail Bachtin
and revealed how these two philosophers per-
ceived the methods of these two worlds achieving
unity. Pavel A. Viadimirov (Saratov State Universi-
ty, Russia) covered the reception and interpretation
of the practical philosophy of Kant in the ethics of
Vasiliy Sesemann. Jacinto Pdez (University of Hagen,
Germany) presented approaches to the problem of
“determination of the practical” raised in the eth-
ics of Baden Neo-Kantianism. Alicja Pietras (Uni-
versity of Silesia in Katowice, Poland) traced the
development of Kant's Enlightenment ethics in
Wagner’s idea of human dignity. Julia V. Golubeva
(St. Petersburg University of Management Technologies
and Economics, Russia) traced the impact of Kant's
ethics on the perception of history by Windelband,
Rickert and Dilthey. Mikhail Yu. Zagirnyak (IKBFU,
Kaliningrad, Russia) found in the social-philosophi-
cal views of Max Weber and Sergey Hessen the con-
tinuation of the anti-naturalist line in Kant’s ethics.
Alexei A. Golovin (Herzen State Pedagogical Universi-
ty of Russia, St. Petersburg), a member of the Forum
of Young Scientists, showed how Kant’s ethics was
understood by Schopenhauer and Windelband, and
suggested that it was possible to synthesise the op-
posing views of these authors in search of a solution
to the topical modern problem of self-determination
of the individual.

A separate section was devoted to modern
problems of the implementation of the Enlighten-
ment Project in Politics and Education. Leonid Yu.
Kornilaev (IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia) proposed
an analysis of Kant’s ideas on education from the
viewpoint of modern problems: transformation of
the “teacher —pupil” relationship, the Internet as
an enlightenment and anti-enlightenment environ-
ment, the problem of the means, goals and criteria
of progress in education. Kant’s pedagogical theo-
ry with its ethical nucleus was presented in this re-
port as an abiding reference point for an optimistic
view on education. In their report Irina N. Griftsova
(Moscow State Pedagogical University, Moscow,



H.A. Qmurpuesa, A.C. 3unsbep, B. A. Yansrid u ap.

cxoBckutl eocydapcmbennviil ynubepcumem um. M.B. Jlo-
MOoHO0c06a) ObliIa cpopMyIIipoBaHa 11 000CHOBaHa Mlest
0 TOM, YTO HpaBCTBEHHOE BOCIIMTaHVe JIOJDKHO (POKy-
CUpOBaThCs He Ha Ileperiade CUCTeMBI IIeHHOCTe (KOH-
KypUpPYys C eCTeCTBeHHOV collMasin3ainert), a Ha pas-
BUTHUV CITIOCOOHOCTY 0OOCHOBAHHOTO 1 OTBETCTBEHHO-
ro CyXX[JeHMs II0 BOIpOcaM MOPajIbHOIO XapaKTepa.
@. baean (Ynubepcumem Buaaanoba, CLLIA) obparmics
K IIpo0sIeMe MeTapm3MIecKX OCHOBaHUT IIOJUTVUKA Y
KanTa v IIpemIoxmI Bepcuio pa3BUTHs KOMIIJIEKCHO-
ro noHmnMaHms nonutuku. P. [lackyape (I'paycxui yru-
Bepcumem, A6cmpu s) TI0Ka3asa posIb IyOJIMYIHOIO YIIO-
TpeOsIeHMs pasyMa B IIOJIUTHMKE VI er0 HeOOXOAVIMYIO
CBsI3b C CAaMOAVICITUILIVMHYPpOBaHWeM IrpaxyaH, a C. Ba-
mancebep (Ynubepcumem buavkenm, Auxapa, Typyus)
V3JI0XKMIIA CBOIO BEPCUIO Pas/IMUeHNs Y 3HaYeHWs ITy-
Or1MuHOrO M MHAMBUYyaIbHOTO ITpocserienyst. IO. Ho-
Bommax-Ilopeda (Bvicuias wixosa sxkonomuku 6 Bapua-
e, Iloavuia) IpencTaBuila pacCMOTpeHMe KaHTOBCKOV
KOHIIEIIIIWY ITPOCBelleH s C TO3UIINI (PeMMHMCTCKON
KPUTUKM TIaTPprapxaIbHOCTI: TPV TaKOM B3IVId/Ie B3a-
VIMHO YCVJIMBAIOTCS KOHIIEIIIIMV YaCcTHOTO M ITyOsird-
Horo mpuMeHeHMs pasyMma. K. [lane (E6poneiickui yru-
Bepcumem Daencbypea, lepmanus) obpaTniack K TaKo-
My acIieKTy ITpOCBelleHNs, KaK ceKCyaIbHOe BOCIIMTa-
HIe, KOTOpoe He 00CyKAasioch B ITyOJIMYHBIX IVCKYC-
cusx 0 cepeauHbl ITponuioro Beka. K. ITamne nokasa-
JIa, HaCKOJIBKO Ba’KHBIM KaHT cumTas 3TOT acIiekT B
1LIeJIoM, a TaK)ke paBHOIIpaBye VI OIpefieleHHble CBO-
Oompl B aTON cpepe, B yactHOCTI. A.C. 3usvbep (BOY
um. Y. Kanma, Kaisununepad) M3moXmII BEPCUIO PEKOH-
CTPYKIIMM aHTPOIOJIOIMYEeCKOro M3MepeHMs IOIUTH-
yeckom prstocodpum KaHTa Ha OCHOBe ero MopaIbHO
agTponoornm n dpvnocodpun permrun. M.A. MBanob
(MockoBcxuti aBuayuonHblll UHCHUMYNI) PaccMOTperT
IPaHMIIEI KAHTOBCKOV KOHIIEMIINI CBOOOIHOTO MBIIII-
JIEHUSI C Pas3JIMYHbIX THOCEOJIOIMUeCKIIX, COLMaIbHBIX
VI 3CTeTIYeCKMX CTOPOH. Bompoc 06 ymecTHOCTM KOM-
aTMOVIIN3Ma B OTHOIIEHW Y KaHTOBCKOTO paszie/IeHms
pasyMa Ha 9acTHOe ¥ ITyOIMdHOe OTHSTI B CBOEM JI0-
Kiaje yuyacTHUK Popyma Mostobix ydeHsIx I.C. Cuup-
Ho8 (Canxm-Ilemepbypeckutl eocydapcmbennviii ynubep-
cumem). M. Xammep (Tpupcxuii ynubepcumem, Iepma-
Hus) paccMoTpent yueHme KanTa o mpegpaccykax B
KOHTeKCTe aHaJIoruHbix ydaenuit I. Meviepa, M. Men-
merrbcoHa 1 yueHms O. bakona 00 mmomnax.

Cexnnsa «Hayka, TeXHOJIOTMM M 3TWMKa IIpOCBe-
IIeHWs» OTKpbUIach mokanoM [Dx.C. Topoona (YVHu-
Bepcumem Bumobma Beauxoeo, Kayuac, Jluméa) o 1y-
TSAX IpVIMeHeHMs] KaHTOBCKOI'O MOHSATUS «JIMYHOCT»
B «3TVKe MaIllVH» B CBSI3M C BOIIPOCOM O TOM, CTOUT JIN

Russia) and Galina V. Sorina (Lomonosov Moscow
State University, Russia) formulated and ground-
ed the idea that moral education must focus not on
transmitting a system of values (competing with
natural socialisation) but on developing the capac-
ity to form grounded and responsible judgments
on moral issues. Farshid Baghai (Villanova Universi-
ty, USA) turned to the problem of the metaphysi-
cal foundations of politics in Kant and proposed his
version of developing a comprehensive concept of
politics. Roberta Pasquaré (University of Graz, Austria)
showed the role of public employment of reason
in politics and its necessary link to the self-disci-
pline of citizens, while Saniye Vatansever (Bilkent
University, Ankara, Turkey) presented her version
of the distinction and meaning of public and in-
dividual enlightenment. Justyna Nowotniak-Porgba
(Warsaw School of Economics, Poland) considered
Kant’s concept of Enlightenment from the stand-
point of the feminist critique of patriarchy: this
view mutually reinforces the concepts of private
and public use of reason. Carina Pape (University
of Flensburg, Germany) looked at sex education as
an aspect of Enlightenment that was not the sub-
ject of public discussion until the middle of the last
century. Carina Pape showed how important for
Kant this aspect was as a whole as well as equal-
ity and certain freedoms in this sphere in particu-
lar. Andrey S. Zilber (IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia) set
forth his version of the reconstruction of the anthro-
pological dimension of Kant’s political philosophy
on the basis of his moral anthropology and philos-
ophy of religion. Michail A. Ivanov (Moscow Aviation
Institute, Russia) looked at the boundaries of Kant’s
concept of free thinking from various epistemo-
logical, social and esthetic angles. The relevance of
compatibilism with reference to Kant's division of
reason into private and public was addressed by
Grigory S. Smirnov (Saint Petersburg State University,
Russia), a member of the Forum of Young Scientists.
Martin Hammer (University of Trier, Germany) con-
sidered Kant’s teaching on prejudices in the context
of analogous teachings of Georg Friedrich Meier,
Moses Mendelssohn and Francis Bacon’s teaching
on idols.

The section “Science, Technology and En-
lightenment Ethics” opened with the report by
John-Stewart Gordon (Vytautas Magnus University,
Kaunas, Lithuania) on ways of applying the Kan-
tian concept of “personhood” to “machine ethics”
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IIPUIVICBIBATh MHTEJUIEKTYaIbHBIM POOOTaM MOpalb-
Hb cratyc. H.B. lanuesan (Mockobckuil uncmumym
AEKMPOHHOTL MeXHUKU) TTpeficTaBIIa aHa/IN3 KaHTOB-
CKOVI apryMeHTaluM C TOYKM 3peHMs 31CTeMOIorN-
ygeckoro koHcTpyKTuBusMa. O./l. Kypaxuna (Mocko6-
CKUl husuKo-mexHuteckusl UHCIMUMYym) IoKasasa, 4To
Hayka XXI B. mojjonuia K rpaHuilaM peajJbHOCT MUpa
KaK TaKOBOTO, I 3Ta CUTYaIyis BO3BpalllaeT YUeHBIX K
BOIIPOCY O TPaHCIIeH/IEHTaIbHBIX OCHOBAHMSIX OBITVISA
B MVIpe, B TOM 4NCJIe ¥ IIPYMeHMTeIbHO K KaHTOBCKOM
atuke. H.B. 3aiiyeba (Becepoccutickas axademus Gnewren
mopeoBau, MockBa) corocTaBua MOPaIBHBIVI aIllpyo-
pusm KaHta ¢ ero mogepHusanment y 3. I'yccepra m ¢
COBpeMEHHBIMI VICCIIeIOBAHMSIMU  VICTOKOB MOpaJInt
B Onmomnorvm. C.A. Mapmuino6a (Poccutickuti eocyoap-
cmbennviil nedaeoeuneckuti ynubepcumem um. A.W. I'ep-
yena, Canxm-Ilemepbype) M3TI0XKMIa MHTEPIIPETALINIO
testeostoruy KanTa kak npegmera stukn. [.B. [oasan-
cxutt (BOY um. M. Kanma, Karununepad) mokasas, 9To
KaHT 000cHOBaII MOIIEPHWUCTCKM Vifieasl e[V IHOV HOp-
MaTVBHOV pallyIOHaJILHOCTV M IIOCTPOWJI Ha HeM CBOIO
TpakToBKy peHoMeHa Gesymms. B.X. [usvmanob (6QY
um. Y. Kanma, Kasununepad) mpemioxmin (peHoMeHO-
JIOTYEeCKUIT aHaIN3 «HPaBCTBEHHO-3VIETIYECKOVD
rmamsT B pabote KanTa «MbIciv 00 MICTMHHOV OLIeHKe
JKMBBIX CWJL..». YdacTHUIAa DopymMa MOJIOOBIX YUYeHBIX
E.C. T'usopexm (Tomcxuil eocydapcmbennsiii yHubepcu-
merm) IpeJICTaBiIa CBOIO BEPCII0 BO3MOXKHOIO 00OCHO-
BaHs aOOJIMIIVIOHVICTCKON TEOPUW IIpaB XKMBOTHBIX C
ITOMOIIIBI0 HeKOTOPBIX HostoxkeHnt 3Tk Kanra. Cro-
UT OTMETUTH, YTO IOKJIAIbl 3TOV CEKIIUW OTUETIINBO
MIPOIEMOHCTPUPOBAIIVI IEPCIIEKTVBEI KaHTOBCKIIX U B
11eJIOM ITPOCBETUTEITLCKIIX KOHIIeINII 1171 (popMmpo-
BaHWs HOBBIX VM Pa3sBUTHMA CYIIeCTBYIOIINX HaIlpaBJle-
HU B Ppustocopmm.

Eme omHa cexmms Obwta cchopMmpoBaHa st 00-
CYXX[IeHVsI MeTaKOHIIETIIINY paJgMKaJIbHOIO IIPOCBe-
menn. [lo sameiciry P. XanHbI, aBTOpa 3TOV KOHIIEMN-
1MV, KaHTOBCKME Weu IPOCBelleHNs HeoOXOMMMO
pa3BUBaTh C 11eJIbI0 HAMETUTD ITy T ITPOTUBOIEVICTBAS
pasaHBIM PopMaM MHTeJIEKTYaIbHOrO TIopadoItie-
HVISI, 9TOOBI IPeOTBPaTUTh OITAaCHOCTB VIX PacIIpocTpa-
HeHms. Cekuys OTKppUIachk fgokitanoM I1. Kayapx-Jleii-
me (Dedeparvrviil ynubepcumem Munac-Keiipac, bpasu-
AU51), KOTOpasi IToKa3asla B3aMOCBsI3b KaHTOBCKOVI TOY-
KV 3peHVsI Ha HayIHOCTD VI TeHMaIbHOCTh C €r0 KOH-
LIEIITOM MJIeV pasyMa. biInsKie K 9ToV TeMe pasMBIIT-
JIeHMs O 3Ha4eHWMV KaHTOBCKOVI 3CTeTVKM JJIsl IIOHU-
MaHMsI COBPeMeHHOI0 MCKYycCTBa IpezcTasuia B. Qu-
eetipedy (Dedeparvroiii yHubepcumem Munac-Kepaiic,
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in connection with the question whether or not
moral status should be conferred on (artificially)
intelligent non-human robots. Naira V. Danielyan
(National Research University of Electronic Technolo-
gy, Moscow, Russia) presented an analysis of Kant’s
argumentation from the standpoint of epistemo-
logical constructivism. Olga D. Kurakina (Moscow
Institute of Physics and Technology, Russia) showed
in her report that science in the twenty-first cen-
tury was approaching the limits of reality of the
world as such, whereby scientists were thrown
back to the question of the transcendental founda-
tions of being in the world, as well as to Kantian
ethics. Natalya V. Zaitseva (Russian Foreign Trade
Academy, Moscow) compared Kant’s moral aprior-
ism with its modernisation by Husserl and modern
investigations into the sources of morality in biolo-
gy. Svetlana A. Martynova (Herzen State Pedagogical
University of Russia, St. Petersburg, Russia) set forth
her interpretation of Kant’s teleology as the subject
of ethics. Dmitry V. Polianskiy (IKBFU, Kaliningrad,
Russia) demonstrated that Kant substantiated the
modernist ideal of the universal normative rationali-
ty and built his interpretation of the phenomenon of
insanity on that basis. Viadimir K. Gilmanov (IKBFU,
Kaliningrad, Russia) presented his phenomenological
analysis of “moral-eidetic” memory in Kant’s work
Observations on the True Assessment of Living Forces.
Evgenia S. Gizbrekht (Tomsk State University, Russia),
a member of the Forum of Young Scientists, present-
ed her version of a possible grounding of the aboli-
tionist theory of the rights of animals by invoking
some provisions of Kant’s ethics. It has to be noted
that the reports in that section clearly demonstrated
the prospects of Kantian and, more broadly, enlight-
enment concepts for the forming of new and devel-
opment of existing trends in philosophy.

One more section was formed to discuss the
meta-concept of radical enlightenment. Accord-
ing to R. Hanna, the author of this concept, Kant’s
ideas of enlightenment need to be developed in or-
der to find ways to counteract and prevent the dan-
ger of the spread of various forms of intellectual
enslavement. The meeting of the group opened with
the report by Patricia Kauark-Leite (Federal Universi-
ty of Minas Gerais, Brazil), who revealed the inter-
connection between Kant’s views on science and
genius and his concept of the ideas of reason. Re-
flections on a similar topic focused on the signifi-
cance of Kant’s esthetics for understanding modern
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bpasuaus). P. Mep (B®Y um. W. Kanma, Kasununepao)
oOpaTwiIcss K mpobsieMe COBMECTVIMOCTVI KayKyIIevicst
IIpeJIope/ie/IeHHOCTM PpasyMa C Wjeell IIPOCBeleH s
B dustocodpum Kanra. M. bopxec (Dedeparvrviil yHu-
Gepcumem Canma Kamapumnvl, bpasuus) npenjioxmiia
VICIIOJIB30BaTh KaHTOBCKVME KOHIIENIINMY pallViOHaIb-
HOVI peJIUTWN M STIYeCKOV OOIIHOCTY I IIpeoriorie-
HMS KaXXyIerics aHTupenrosHoctn IIpocsemiens.
Ix. O30ae (BauxneBocmounsiii mexnuueckuil yHubep-
cumem, Auxapa, Typyus) npencraBwl aHaJIN3 KPUTH-
ku mpoekTa [Ipocsemenviss @paHKYPTCKOV IITKOIION
" cdopmysmpoBal psj, KOHTpapryMmeHToB. P. Kawuc
(Vnubepcumem I'6unedd-Mepcu, CIIA), onmpasice Ha
pyKommicHoe Hacirenvie KaHTa, IocTapasics OIIpoBep-
THYTB YacTble yIIpeKku B angpec KarTa, KOTOpBIN myicat
00 mcKyccTBe, OyAyum ¢ HUM IIpaKTI4IecK/ He3HaKOM,
¥ TIOKa3aTh 3HaueHe VICKyCCTBa B KOHIIEIITNY IIPOCBe-
menus y Kaura. [I. Xona (3anadno-Kapoaunckuii yru-
Bepcumem, CIIIA) B cBOeM [IOKJIajle TIOCTapaJsiCsi OIIpo-
BepruyTh 00pa3 KaHTa Kak 1130/11pOBaHHOIO OT BHEIII-
Hero Mupa y4eHOro ¥ IIoKa3aTh TO ITTyDOKoe yBake-
HMe, Kakoe KaHT mmTasl 11o oTHOIIeHMIo K pu3iuecKo-
My TpPyay KakK OJHOMY 3 HeOOXOOVMMBIX 2JIeMEHTOB
IOCTVDKEHVS ITO-HACTOSIIEMY ITPOCBEIIEHHOIO COCTO-
auus. b. ['€skan (Ynubepcumem usauHolx uckyccmé um.
Mumapa Cunana, Cmambys, Typyus) BbICKasal mIpe-
II0JIOXKEHEe O TOM, uTo 3asiBiieHve K. Mapkca o 3aBep-
IIEHHOCTV KPUTVKY PeJINTTN, KOTopas A0JIKHA ObITh
HavasioM BCSIKOV KPUTVKM, OTChUIaeT Hac IIpeXkiie Bee-
ro x uaee bora B dpurocodpvm Kaura. A. [Tupnu (Ilko-
Aa nepcnekmubuuix uccaedobanuii um. C6. Aunsi, [Tusa,
Mmaaus) ipencTaBmiI cBoe MCciIeoOBaHVIe OCHOBAHM
colmasbHbIX Ipas y KanTa.

B saximounTenbHOM OWMCKYCCUM OTMEYasioch, UTO
HBIHEIITHYEe COLVaIbHbIe 1 MHTeIJIeKTyasIbHbIe yCIIo-
Bl 00pa3yIoOT HOBYIO TI0 CpaBHeHWMIO ¢ aroxovt [Ipo-
CBeIlleHMsI KOMMYHWKAaTUBHYIO Cpefy, KOTopas BIIVs-
eT ¥ Ha HayKy, ¥ Ha cpeficTBa MacCcoBOVI MHOpMaImm,
¥ Ha CTPYKTYPBI IOBCETHEBHOCTM. YYaCTHUKN JIVICKYC-
CUV COIUIVCH BO MHEHWM, YTO COBpeMeHHas Hay4Hasl
¥ KyJIBTYypHO-3KOHOMMYeCKasl KapTvHa MUpa B TO XKe
BpeMsl BecbMa He3HauWuTeJIbHO OTHa/IniIack OT YCJIo-
um XVIII B., 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OIBIT KOMILIEKCHO-
TO OCMBICJIEHWSI €TO pealnii MOXeT OBITh a/lalTipo-
BaH K COBPEMEHHOCTV 1 BOCTpeOOBaH [1JIs1 BEIPAaOOTKI
CTpaTernit «<HOBOT'O ITPOCBeIeHMs». B xome KoHdepeH-
LIV COCTOSTICS IIPOAYKTUBHEI OOMeH KOHIIETIIIVISIMY,
yTOYHEHVe O3V I TUIIOTe3, HaMeueHa BO3MOXKHasI
VHTeTpalusl pe3ysIbTaToB MCCIIeIOBaHNUI B 00pa3oBa-
TeJIbHBIE VI HayYHBIe ITPOEKTBL

art and were presented by Virginia Figueiredo (Fed-
eral University of Minas Gerais, Brazil). Rudolf Meer
(IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia) turned to the problem
of compatibility of the apparent predetermination
of reason with the idea of Enlightenment in Kant’s
philosophy. Maria Borges (Federal University of Santa
Catarina, Brazil) proposed using Kant’s concepts of
rational religion and ethical community to overcome
the seeming anti-religious character of Enlighten-
ment. Cenk Ozdag (Middle East Technical University,
Ankara, Turkey) presented an analysis of the cri-
tique of the Enlightenment project by the Frankfurt
School and formulated some counter-arguments.
Robert Clewis (Gwynedd Mercy University, USA), pro-
ceeding from Kant’s manuscripts, attempted to re-
fute frequent criticism of what Kant wrote about art
(since he was practically unfamiliar with it) and to
show the significance of art for Kant’s concept of
enlightenment. Daryl L. Hale (Western Carolina Uni-
versity, USA) in his report tried to refute the percep-
tion of Kant as a reclusive scholar and to show the
profound respect Kant had for physical labour as a
necessary element for achieving a truly enlightened
state. Biilent Gozkan (Mimar Sinan Fine Arts Universi-
ty, Istanbul, Turkey) suggested that Marx’s statement
on the completion of the critique of religion, which
must be the beginning of all critique, refers us above
all to the idea of God in Kant’s philosophy. Alberto
Pirni (Sant’Anna School of Advanced Studies, Pisa,
Italy) presented his research into the foundations of
social rights in Kant’s theory.

The closing discussion noted that present-day
social and intellectual conditions offer a commu-
nication environment different from that of the
Enlightenment era, a difference which influences
science, the mass media and the structure of daily
life. The participants in the discussion agreed, how-
ever, that the present-day scientific and cultural-eco-
nomic picture of the world was not far removed
from the conditions in the eighteenth century and,
accordingly, the experience of comprehensive reflec-
tion on its realities can be adapted to modern day
life and can be useful in working out the strategies
of a “new enlightenment”. During the course of the
conference a fruitful exchange of concepts, clarifi-
cation of positions and hypotheses took place and
ideas were put forward concerning a possible inte-
gration of the results of research into education and
science projects.
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Meponpuamue noddepxaro uz cpedcmé POOU, npo-
exm 19-011-20160 (Hayunvie meponpusmus). Kowcpe-
peHyusa u 0annas nydiukayua 0blAu maxke no00epKa-
Hbl U3 cpedcmb cybcuouu, BvideseHHOT HA peaiu3ayuio
IIpoepammor nobviuierus konxypernmocnocobrnocmu QY
umenu M. Kanma.

Cnmcok auTeparypbl

XII Kaumobckue uremwsi. KanTt m stmka Ilpocsermenms:
VICTOpWYECKIe OCHOBAHSI 1 COBpeMeHHOe 3HaueHwe = 12" Kant-
Readings. Kant and the Ethics of Enlightenment : Historical
Roots and Contemporary Relevance : Te3. HOKJI. MeXJyHap.
Hay4. koH®. / pem.-cocT. H.A. [Imurpuresa, B.A. Hamsmr. Kamm-
nunrpaz : Usp-so bOY mm. V. Kanra, 2019.

baym M. TIpaxTtuaeckuin 1wtaTonvsm Kanra // KamTos-
ckmt cooprMK. 2019. T. 38, Ne 4. C. 7-33. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-
2019-4-1.

T'ycennob A.A. KanT Ha Bce BpeMeHa (OO stuke Kanra B 295-
10 TOJIOBIIVHY CO IHS ero poxeHmus) // Borpocst umtocodum.
2019. Ne 7. C. 6—17. doi: 10.31857/5004287440005718-4.

Kpyeno06 A.H. O porm ymoHactpoenus (Gesinnung) B 3Trke
u purocodum permrvv Kanra. Yacres 1 // KanTosckmit coop-
Hyk. 2019a. T. 38, Ne 3. C. 32—55. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-2.

Kpyes08 A.H. O porm ymoHacTpoerms (Gesinnung) B 3Tike 1
drtocodum permirvm Kanra. Yacrs 2 // KarToBCKMIZ COOpHMK.
20196. T. 38, Ne 4. C. 34—50. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-4-2.

Hanna R. Kant, Agnosticism, and Anarchism — A Theolog-
ical-Political Treatise. N.Y. : Nova Science Publishers, 2018.

Pinker S. Enlightenment Now: The Case for Reason, Science,
Humanism, and Progress. N.Y. : Viking Press, 2018.

OO0 aBTOpax

Huna Anamoavebna HmumpueBa, poxtop dno-
codckmx HayK, mpodeccop, MocKoBcKuT Tlefarormde-
CKIVI TOCYyHApCTBEHHBIN yHMBepcuTeT, Mocksa; bar-
TuvicKuy penepanpHeI yHUBepcuTeT nM. V. Kanra,
Kanmunnarpan, Poceust.

E-mail: na.dmitrieva@mpgu.su; NDmitrieva@kan-
tiana.ru

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1092-0321

Amnopeii Cepeeebuu 3uavbep, banruvickuii dee-
pasnbHbI YHUBepcuTeT M. V. Kanra, Kanvnunrpag,
Poccmst.

E-mail: AZilber@kantiana.ru

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8317-4086

Baoum Asexcandpobuu Yaawvii, nokrop duiocod-
CKMX HayK, mpodpeccop, bamruiicknit denepanbHbIN
yHausepcureT uM. V. KanTa.

E-mail: VCHaly@kantiana.ru

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7570-3382

N.A. Dmitrieva, A.S. Zilber, V.A. Chaly et al.

This International conference was supported by the
Russian Foundation for Basic Research (RFBR), project
no. 19-011-20160. The conference and this publication
were also supported by the Russian Academic Excellence
Project at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.

References

Baum, M., 2019. Kants praktischer Platonismus. Kantian
Journal. 38(4), pp. 7-33. http://dx.doi.org/10.5922/0207-6918-
2019-4-1.

Dmitrieva, N.A. and Chaly, V. A, eds. 2019. 12" Kant-Read-
ings. Kant and the Ethics of Enlightenment: Historical Roots and
Contemporary Relevance. Abstracts of the International Confer-
ence. Kaliningrad: Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Universi-
ty Press.

Guseynov, A.A,, 2019. Kant for All Time. On Kant’s Eth-
ics on the 295th Anniversary of His Birth. Voprosy Filosofii, 7,
pp- 6-17. http://dx.doi.org/10.31857/S004287440005718-4.

Krouglov, A.N., 2019a. On the Role of Gesinnung in
Kant’s Ethics and Philosophy of Religion. Part I. Kantian Jour-
nal, 38(3), pp. 32-55. http://dx.doi:10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-2.

Krouglov, A.N., 2019b. On the Role of Gesinnung in Kant’s
Ethics and Philosophy of Religion. Part II. Kantian Journal,
38(4), pp. 34-50. http://dx.doi:10.5922/0207-6918-2019-4-2.

Hanna, R. 2018. Kant, Agnosticism, and Anarchism —
A Theological-Political Treatise. New York: Nova Science Pub-
lishers.

Pinker, S. 2018. Enlightenment Now: The Case for Reason,
Science, Humanism, and Progress. New York: Viking Press.

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov
The authors

Prof. Dr Nina A. Dmitrieva, Immanuel Kant
Baltic Federal University (IKBFU), Kaliningrad;
Moscow Pedagogical State University (MPGU),
Moscow, Russia.

E-mail: NDmitrieva@kantiana.ru; na.dmitrieva@

mpgu.su
ORCID: https:/ /orcid.org/0000-0003-1092-0321

Andrey S. Zilber, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal
University (IKBFU), Kaliningrad, Russia.

E-mail: AZilber@kantiana.ru

ORCID: https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0002-8317-4086

Prof. Dr Vadim A. Chaly, Immanuel Kant Baltic
Federal University (IKBFU), Kaliningrad, Russia.

E-mail: VCHaly@kantiana.ru

ORCID: https:/ /orcid.org/0000-0001-7570-3382

117



H.A. Qmurpuesa, A.C. 3unsbep, B. A. Yansrid u ap.

Auexcandp Cepeeebuu KuceaeB, bantuvickun dejie-
pasibHbI yHUBepcuTeT uM. V. Kanra, Kayimaunrpar,
Poccwsi.

E-mail: AlSKiselev@stud.kantiana.ru

IMoauna Pycaanobna BonaodsviceBa, basrruiickuii dpe-
IOepasibHbI yHUBepcuTeT uM. V. Kanrta, Kanmaunn-
rpaz, Poccus.

E-mail: PBonadyseva@stud.kantiana.ru

71 muTUpoBaHMA:

Imumpueba H.A., 3usvbep A.C., Haaviii B.A., Kucese6 A.C.,
bonaodsiceba I1.P. DOtuka Kanrta B KoHTekcTe IIpocserrre-
must. O630p XII Kanrosckmx urennnt (Kaymmawmurpan, 21—
25 ampers 2019 1) // KanToseknit coopumk. 2019. T. 38, Ne 4.
C. 101-118. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-4-5

118

Alexander S. Kiselev, Immanuel Kant Baltic
Federal University (IKBFU), Kaliningrad, Russia.
E-mail: AlSKiselev@stud.kantiana.ru

Polina R. Bonadyseva, Immanuel Kant Baltic
Federal University (IKBFU), Kaliningrad, Russia.
E-mail: PBonadyseva@stud.kantiana.ru

To cite this article:

Dmitrieva, N.A., Zilber, A.S., Chaly, V.A., Kiselev, A.S.
and Bonadyseva, P.R., 2019. Kant’s Ethics in the Context of
the Enlightenment. Report of the 12" Kant Readings Confe-
rence (Kaliningrad, 21-25 April 2019). Kantian Journal, 38(4),
pp- 101-118. http:/ / dx.d0i:10.5922/0207-6918-2019-4-5



OBBABAEHNA

YETBEPTASA MEXJIYHAPO/JHASA JETHASA
IIKOJIA IIO U3YYEHHNIO HACJIEJIUSA U. KAHTA
«KAHT O HOPMATUBHOCTHU 3AKOHOB:
JIOTUKA, ECTECTBO3HAHHUE, OTUKA»

Axajgemusi Kantuana v 1aboparopms
«KaHTMaHcKas pallMOHaJIbHOCTE» baaTuiickoro
denepanpHOro yausepcurera um. V1. Kanra
00BABIIAIOT 0 IIpoBeneHNN UeTBepTONt
Me>KTyHapOJHOVI JIeTHeVI IIIKOJIbI 10 M3Y4YeHUI0
Haciaeaus Kanra

IleseBasi ayauTopus: CTY[eHTHl OaKajlaBpuaTa cTap-
VX KYPCOB, MarMCTPaHThl, aCIMPaHThl ¥ KaHAUIIATE
HayK, 3allluTHBIINecsd He paHee 2017 1.

Hatsl npoBegenns: 25— 31 asrycra 2020 r.

B cBoert kputiraeckot putocodpmn KanT yTepxia-
€T, UTO LieHTpa/IbHble IIPVHLINIIBL, YIIPaBJISIonie Ha-
IIVIM YMOM, MIMeIOT 0coObIit cTaTyc. OHU He SBIISIOT-
Cs1 HY aHaJIUTUYeCKMMWY, HY alloOCTePUOPHBIMY, a CVH-
TeTUYeCKMMM alpropHbIMU. HoO Kak MBI MOXeM pas-
JIMYUTH BaJIVIHbIe M HeBaJIMHbIe IIPUHIINIILL, VIMe-
fomye 3ToT cratyc? boree Toro, cormacuo Kanry, He-
KOTOpbIE M3 3TUX CUHTETUYECKMX allpUOPHBIX ITPUH-
LIVIIIOB SIBJISIFOTCSI HOPMATWMBHOVI OCHOBOVI [IJISI BaJIVA[-
HOCTV HAIUVX CYXXIIEHWMI O MUpPE, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI,
v Hammx BosleHn — c gpyrovt. Kax Kant o60cHOBbI-
BaeT CBOM JIVICKYCCUMOHHBIE YTBEPXKIEHWMS O CMHTeTU-
YecKVX IPUHIIUIIAX 4 priori — OT IPUHIIUIIOB PacCy-
Ka 0 KaTeropmveckoro vMMIepaTia M IPakIaHCKX
npas B rocygapcTse? 3agada YeTsepTovt JIeTHe IIIKO-
JIBI COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI I3y 9NTB VI OLIEHUTH KaHTOB-
CKYIO MHO3ULIMIO II0 BOIIPOCY HOPMAaTWBHOCTU 3TUX 3a-
KOHOB ¥ ITpyHIMIIOB. CKBO3Has Mjles JIEKITUN U CeMU-
HapOB IIKOJIBI PaCKPbIBACTCA B CJICAYIOMIVIX BOITPOCAX:
(1) xax KaHT foKka3biBaeT (BBIBOOUT) 00s3aTeIIBHOCTS,
VIJIVI BaJTMITHOCTD 3TVIX 3aKOHOB W IIPVHLINIIOB 1 (2) Cy-
IIIeCTBYeT JIV CpeAVHHAas ITO3UIIVS MEeX1y peaI3MOM
VI KOHCTPYKTMBU3MOM B oTHOIIeHMn naen Kanra o ca-
MO3aKOHO/aTe/ILCTBe Halllero pasyMa?

JleTHss mikoria OyfeT IOCBsIIeHa aHaJIM3y OCHOB-
HBIX parMeHTOB 13 IIpomsBereHny KanTta (1 Heko-
TOPBIX JIPYTVIX aBTOPOB), BKJIIOYas, IIOMMMO ITpOYero,
«KpuTtnky gvcroro pasyma», «MeTadnsndeckne 0CHO-
BBbI €CTECTBO3HaHMS», «KpUTMKY IIpaKTUUecKoro pasy-
Ma» M TPaKTaT O «BEYHOM MUPe».

3aHATHS IPOBOISATCS B pasHBIX dopMax: JIeKINY,
ceMMHaphl ¥ ThIOTOPUIL. B pamKax IIKOJIBI TakXe op-
raHu3yeTcsl Hay4dHas KOHQepeHIINs, B XOe KOTOpOvl
YYaCTHUKN IIPEICTaBsAT COOCTBEHHBle Hay4HBIE IIPO-
€KTHI II0 TEME, CBSI3aHHOV C TEMATMKOVI IIIKOJIBL.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

THE FOURTH IMMANUEL KANT
INTERNATIONAL SUMMER SCHOOL
“KANT ON THE NORMATIVITY OF LAWS:
LOGIC, NATURAL SCIENCE, ETHICS”

Academia Kantiana & Kantian Rationality Lab
of the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University
announces the Fourth Immanuel Kant International
Summer School

Target audience: advanced bachelor students, master
students, PhD students, recent postdocs (with PhD
awarded not before 2017).

Dates: 25 — 31 August 2020.

In his critical philosophy Kant argues that the
central principles guiding our mind have a peculiar
status. They are neither analytic nor a posteriori but
rather synthetic a priori. But how can we distinguish
between valid and invalid principles that share that
status? Moreover, according to Kant, some of these
synthetic a priori principles are, on the one hand,
the normative basis for the validity of our judg-
ments about the world and, on the other, our voli-
tions. How does Kant justify his controversial claims
about synthetic principles a priori — from the prin-
ciples of the understanding, to the categorical im-
perative, to civil rights in a state? The task of the
2020 summer school will be to explore and evalu-
ate Kant’s account of the normativity of those laws
and principles. The guiding thread of our lectures
and seminars will be marked by the following relat-
ed questions: (1) how does Kant argue for (deduce)
their binding force or validity, and (2) is there a
middle ground between realism and constructivism
with respect to Kant’s idea of our reason’s self-legis-
lation?

The summer school will focus on the analysis of
central passages from Kant’s works (and a few oth-
ers), including but not limited to the Critique of Pure
Reason, the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Sci-
ence, the Critique of Practical Reason, and his essay on
Perpetual Peace.

The summer school consists of lectures, sem-
inars, and readings. Within the framework of the
summer school there will also be a scientific con-
ference in which participants will give their own
presentations on a research topic related to Kant’s
philosophy, and discuss it with colleagues from dif-
ferent universities of Russia and the world.



O0BsaBICHAS

YdacTHMKM IIKOJIEI OTOMpPAIOTCS Ha KOHKYPCHOM
ocHoBe, He Oojiee 20 uesioBek. YuacTie B paboTe JieT-
Hev1 IIKOJIbI OecrutaTHO. [To Toram yyacTHMKaM BbIa-
eTcs cepTUdMKaT.

HayunbIit pyKoBOaMTe Ib IIKOJIBI — JOKTOP -
socodum, mpodpeccop Koncmanmun Iloasrox (I'epma-
Husl), nupekrop KaHTOBCKOro  mcciiefoBaTesIbcKOro
HeHTpa B MarnHiickoM yHuBepcureTe M. VoranHa I'y-
TeHOepra, BTopon mpezcenarens Kanrosckoro oOre-
crBa I'epmanmmn.

HayuHble accucTeHTHI IIKOJIBL JOKTOp uJio-
codpckmx HayK Baoum Yaneii (Poccuss) — mpodpeccop
VHCTUTYTa T'yMaHWTAapHBIX HAYK, CTapIINi Hay YHBIV
coTpynHUK Akaremny KaHTvaHbI, IJIaBHBIVI Hay YHBIV
corpyaHuK sraboparopun «KaHTraHCKas paryoHaib-
HocTh» BDY vm. V. KanTa, n noxtop duiocodpnm Py-
oonvgh Mep (ABcTpus) — Hay4dHBIVI COTpYAHMK LlenTpa
vcropun Haykn VIHcTuTyTa dntocodpun I'parickoro
yHUBEpCUTeTA.

Paboune s13bIKM IIKOJIBI: aHTJINVICKIIV, PyCCKuL.

TEMATHUYECKAS IPOT'PAMMA JIEKIIUIA
N CEMUHAPOB

JIexums 1. KaHTOBCKOe peBOJIIOIMIOHHOE
000CcHOBaHVIE HOPMATMBHOCTL.

Cemmuap 1. KaHT 0 cHTeTMUeCcKIX CY>KIeHUSIX
a priori.

Jlexumst 2. KaHTOBCKMI TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHBIN
ruITeMopdu3M.
Cemmnap 2. KaHT 0 j1ormyeckort HOpMaTUBHOCT.

JIexkms 3. CaM03aKOHOIATEIIECTBO M 3aKOHBI
IIPVIPOJIBL.

CemmnHap 3. KaHT 0 3aKOHHOCTM eCTeCTBEeHHBIX
3aKOHOB.

Jlexnins 4. CaM03aKOHOIATETBCTBO U1 MOPAJIbHBIT
3aKOH.

Cemmunap 4. Pasimmaernue Homo Phenomenon —
Noumenon v 3aKOHHOCTB IIPaKTUUECKNX 3aKOHOB.

Jlexnmsa 5. KaHT v TpaguIIys eCTeCTBeHHOIO IIpaBa.
CemmHap 5. EcTecTBeHHOe ITpaBO W «BEUHBIVI MUP»
Kanra.

Mecrto mposegenust: . Cemioropek, Kanmmms-
rpazckasi obacts, Poccmst.

E-mail: academia@kantiana.ru

INoxpobryto nadopMalmio cM. Ha cante kant-on-
line.ru
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School participants are selected on a competitive
basis, in toto no more than 20 people. Participation
in the Summer School is free of charge. At the end of
the Summer School the participants will be given a
certificate confirming their participation.

Scientific Supervisor: Prof. Dr Konstantin
Pollok (Germany), Professor of Modern Philoso-
phy and Director of Kant Research Center at the
Johannes-Gutenberg-University of Mainz, Second
Chairman of the Kant-Gesellschaft e.V.

Scientific Assistants: Prof. Dr Vadim A. Chaly
(Russia), Professor of the Institute for the Hu-
manities, Senior Researcher of the Academia Kan-
tiana, Main Reseacher of the Kantian Rationality
Lab at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Universi-
ty, Kaliningrad, and Dr Rudolf Meer (Austria), Re-
searcher of the Center for the History of Science at
the University of Graz.

Working languages: English, Russian.

THEMATIC PROGRAMME
OF LECTURES AND SEMINARS

Lecture 1. Kant’s Revolutionary Account of
Normativity
Seminar 1. Kant on Synthetic Judgments A Priori

Lecture 2. Kant’s Transcendental Hylomorphism
Seminar 2. Kant on Logical Normativity

Lecture 3. Self-Legislation and the Laws of Nature
Seminar 3. Kant on the Lawfulness of Natural Laws

Lecture 4. Self-Legislation and the Moral Law
Seminar 4. The Homo Phenomenon-Noumenon
Distinction and the Lawfulness of Practical Laws

Lecture 5. Kant and the Natural Right Tradition
Seminar 5. Natural Right and Kant’s Perpetual Peace

Location: Svetlogorsk, Kaliningrad region,
Baltic sea.

E-mail: academia@kantiana.ru

More information:

see at httpy/www kant-online.ru/en/



Jlemnasa wixoaa npoBodumca npu gunancobou noo-
depixxe popyma «Ilemepbypeckuii ouasoe», Munucmep-
cmba Hayku u Bvicuieeo 0bpasoBanus Poccutickoti Pede-
payuu (meeazpanm Ne 075-15-2019-1929 «Kanmuarnckas
PAYUOHAALHOCTb U ee nomeHyuas 6 cobpemerHon Hayke,
MeXHOA02UAX U COUUAALHBIX UHCIUMYMAX»), 4 MAaKKe
3a cuem cpedcmé cydcuouu, 6vi0eAeHHOl HA Peasu3ayuo
IIpoepammor nobviuienus konxypernmocnocodbrnocmu bQY
um. V. Kanma.
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Announcements

This Summer School is supported by the Forum “Pe-
tersburger Dialog”, the Ministry of Science and Higher
Education of the Russian Federation (megagrant no. 075-
15-2019-1929 “Kantian Rationality and Its Impact in
Contemporary Science, Technology, and Social Institu-
tions”) and the Russian Academic Excellence Project at
the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.
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