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CTATBU

OMAOCOONMA KAHTA

VK 1(091)

KAHT O bbITUW V1 BPEMEHU,
A TAKXKXE O MBIIIVTEHVW U BBITUN.
CAMOIIO3HAHME ITOCPEOCTBOM
CAMOADDPNLVNPOBAHWMII

P. Duckam?

B xapmesuarncxon mpaduyuu obcyxoeHus cmpyx-
Mypbl MUKPOCYKO0eHUA «S] Mblcato» Kanmobekas mouka
3penus sacayxxubaem uckaouumessHo2o Bnumanus. I1oo
uouomamuueckum 3a2041068kom «camoagpgpuyupobariie»
Kanm ocywecmbasiem Muxkpoanaius 3mozao CyxoeHis,
BHocA yHukarvHbLl BKAa0 8 nposcHeHUue eOUHUYHO20 CAY-
4as CAMONO3HAHUSA: MO CAYUAT, B KOMOPOM MbLCAAUUTL
cybrvexm 1) paccmampuBaem axm cysxoeHus «5 mvicawo»,
npuoabas 3momy axmy ocodyio A02uHecKyio, Kameaopu-
AAbHY10 (hopMmy; 2) nocmueaen UHMYyumubHo 3mom akm
6 memnopaivhoil ¢hopme 10cae006amesbHo20 UCHOAb-
s06anus «fl...» Kak cybvekma u «...MblCAIO» KAK 1npeou-
kama; 3) 6 mo e camoe Bpems omoxoecmbasiem cebs ¢
Ccy0BeKOM, A02UUECKU CHIPYKIMYPUPYIOULUM 10T AK,
a markxe ¢ cybveKkmom, UHMYyUmubHo NnoCmu2aruum
nocaedoBamenvto cyuecmByroujuii cybsekin 31moeo akma
cyxxoenus, u 4) npusnaem cebs moxoecmbentvim 6 smux
08yx pasautHbLX KOHUMUBHBIX poasx. VImenHo ¢ nomo-
uvio maxoeo anaiusa Kawm noxasviBaem, umo snamen-
MLl AKIM MUKPOCYIKOEHUA «S MbICAT0» UMEeN CAOKHY1O,
XOmsA U napaoueMamudeckyo noocmpykmypy kaxoo2o
ueq0Beueckoeo cybsexma, npusnaroujeeo cboe mosxoecmbo
Kax molcaauje2o / BuiHocaue2o cyxoenue u cyujecmbyio-
ujeeo Bo Bpemenu npu ocyujecmbrernu MoiuiseHus / Bol-
HeceMUs CYsKOeHUA.

KatoueBvie caoBa: xapmesuarckas —mpaduyus,
Kanm, camonosnanue, camocosHanue, A02uHeckas crpyx-
mypa, memnopasvHas cmpykmypa, ueioBeueckoe cyuje-
cmBobanue, Xaiidezeep

! Tayuze-ButreHOeprckmit  yHUBepcUTeT MM. MapTiHa
JTrorepa.

06108, I'epmanms, Faywie (3are), DMwib-AbnepXaIbaeH-
mrrpacce, 26-27.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 02.05.2020 r.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-3-1

© Duckar P., 2020

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

KANT UBER SEIN UND ZEIT
UND DENKEN UND SEIN.
SELBSTERKENNTNIS DURCH
SELBSTAFFEKTION

R. Enskat'

In the Cartesian tradition of discussing the struc-
ture of the micro-judgement “I think” Kant's treatment
deserves extraordinary attention. Under the idiomatic
heading of self-affection he delivers a micro-analysis of
this judgment, contributing in a unique way to the clar-
ification of a singular case of self-knowledge: In this case
the thinking subject 1. thematises the act of judging “I
think” by conferring on this act the specific logical, cate-
gorical form, 2. intuits this act under the temporal form

”

of successively using “I ...” as subject and ... think”
as predicate, 3. identifies him-/herself — at the same
time — with the subject logically structuring this act
as well as with the subject intuiting the successively
existing subject of this judging act, and 4. recognises
him-/herself as identical in these two different cognitive
roles. By this very analysis Kant shows that the emi-
nent micro-judgement-act “I think” has the complex,
though paradigmatic substructure of each human sub-
ject recognising his/her identity as thinking / judging
and temporally existing while thinking / judging.

Keywords: Cartesian tradition, Kant, self-knowledge,
self-affection, logical structure, temporal structure, human
existence, Heidegger

! Martin Luther University Halle-Wittenberg.

26-27 Emil-Abderhalden-Straie, Halle (Saale), 06108,
Germany.

Received: 02.05.2020.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-3-1

© Enskat R., 2020
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P. DHckat

B cootBetcTBMM € 3a5100keHHOM [leKapToM Tpa-
AuLert HoBoeBpomericKom dustocodpum camoco-
3HaHMS M CaMOIIO3HAHMS lleHTpasibHasl VICKYC-
Cus BBICTpaMBaeTCsd BOKPYT JIOTMYECKOWM CTPYyK-
TYPBl VI KOTHUTVIBHOV POJIVI MUKPOCYKAeHMs «S1
MBICITIO». B paMKax 3TOVI TpaauIINM KaHTOBCKIN
aHa/M3 caMoadpPUIMPOBaHMS COCTaB/IseT VIC-
KJIFOUMTEIBHO 0CcO0BbIVt cityuart. braromapst mas-
HOMY aHaJIM3y B IEPBbIV 1 MOCJIeTHUI pa3 Kak
ObI CTaHOBATCS BUIHBI BCe CIIeKTpasIbHble IIBeTa
CBeTa, BXOINe B CTPYKTYpPy CaMOCO3HaHWUS U
CaMOIIO3HaHMI, KOTOPbIe BOOOIIe MOT'YT OBITH BBI-
sBJIEHBI, eCJIi OCHOBBIBAaTbCSd Ha 3TOM MUKPOCY-
JKIEHVI.

Brieppeie  KanT paccMmarpuBaer Temy camo-
MIO3HaHMSI IIOCPENCTBOM camoadppuIIMpoBaHs
JIVIIIb BO BTOpOM m3aHnm repsont «Kpntnkm». [To
CJIy4alo HeKOTOPBIX Pa3bsACHSIONIVIX KOMMeHTapy-
eB K Teopu¥ BHyTpeHHero uyBcTBa (B 66 —69; Kanr,
2006a, c. 127—131) oH 0OBsAcHSET aKT camoaddu-
LMPOBaHMS «CIIOCOOOM, KaKMM AyIia adpduumpy-
eT camoe cebsI cBoer COOCTBEHHOV! eI TeJIbBHOCTBIO,
a VIMEHHO IIojlaTaHMeM CBOMIX IIpefCTaBJIeHMN,
cTasio OBITH, [eTasi 3TO Yepe3 camoe cedsi; 3HaUMT,
110 cBoert popMe [3T0] BHyTpeHHee uyBcTBO (B 67—
68; Kant, 20063, c. 129), ubst «dopma... orpeziesisiet
B IIpeJICTaBJIEHNN O BpeMeHM CIIOc00, KaK/M MHO-
roo0OpasHoOe cocpeioToumBaeTcs B Ayiie» (B 68—
69; KanT, 2006a, c. 131), a MMeHHO Uepe3 «OTHO-
IIeHus rocsiefoBaTestbHOCTI> (B 67; Kant, 2006a,
c. 129). Mbo «mom mpercTaBiIeHMs CJIeAYIOT OPyT
3a IPYroM», M «MbI CO3HaeM VX KaK CMeHSIOIIVie-
Csl BO BpeMeHU, T.e. coIylacHO popMe BHYTpeHHe-
ro uyscTBa» (A 37 / B 54 Anm.; Kanr, 20060, c. 73
npumed.; KanaT, 20064, c. 115 mprmew.).

2 Cu. 00 aTOM B psifie pabot HaumHas ¢ XveTrKKY (Hintikka,
1962) u 3akarnumsag Kemmveprmmarom (Kemmerling, 1987).
* Briepele 310 BepHO 3ameTwl Kitayc Pamx (Reich, 1948,
S. 23—39); cp., B cBOIO OYepenb, C COBpeMEeHHBIMM IIpell-
IIOCBUIKAMM $I3BIKOBOTO aHaim3a y Tobuaca Posederpia
(Rosefeldt, 2000). 3HaueHe 3TOro aHaIM3A [JIS BCEVI KaH-
TOBCKOVI TeopeTmdecKoi rutocodpmm packpeiBaeT Xaii-
Hep Kitemme (Klemme, 1996).

In der von Descartes erdffneten Tradition der
neuzeitlichen Philosophie des Selbstbewufdt-
seins und der Selbsterkenntnis, ranken sich zen-
trale Erorterungen um das logische Format und
die kognitive Rolle des Mikro-Urteils Ich denke.?
In dieser Tradition bilden Kants Analysen der
Selbstaffektion einen aufSerordentlichen Son-
derfall® In ihrem Licht werden zum ersten und
zum letzten Mal gleichsam alle Spektralfarben
des Lichts sichtbar, die zur Struktur des Selbst-
bewufstseins und der Selbsterkenntnis gehoren,
die tiberhaupt am Leitfaden dieses Mikro-Ur-
teils gekldrt werden konnen.

Zum ersten Mal behandelt Kant das The-
ma der Selbsterkenntnis durch Selbstaffektion
erst in der zweiten Auflage der ersten Kritik. Bei
Gelegenheit einiger kldrender Bemerkungen
zur Theorie des inneren Sinns (B 66-69) erldu-
tert er den Akt der Selbstaffektion ,als die Art,
wie das Gemiit durch eigene Tatigkeit, ndmlich
dieses Setzen seiner Vorstellung, mithin durch
sich selbst affiziert wird, d.i. ein innerer Sinn
seiner Form nach” (B 67-68), dessen ,Form aber
[.] die Art, wie das Mannigfaltige im Gemiite
beisammen ist, in der Vorstellung der Zeit be-
stimmt” (B 68-69), namlich durch ,Verhiltnisse
des Nacheinander-[...]seins” (B 67). Denn , mei-
ne Vorstellungen folgen einander” und ,wir
sind uns ihrer, als in der Zeitfolge, d.i. nach der
Form des inneren Sinnes, bewufit” (A 37 / B 54
Anm.).

Auf diese von ihm offensichtlich fiir ungenti-
gend gehaltene Thematisierung der Selbstaffek-
tion auf knapp zwei Druckseiten kommt Kant

2 Vgl. zuerst Hintikka (1962) und zuletzt Kemmerling
(1987).

% Das hat zuerst Klaus Reich (11932, s. 1948, bes. S. 23-39)
richtig gesehen; vgl. neuerdings, allerdings mit anderen,
sprachanalytischen Voraussetzungen Tobias Rosefeldt
(2000). Tragweiten fiir Kants ganze Theoretische Philo-
sophie erortert Heiner Klemme (1996).



K nannomy paccMmoTpenuro camoaduipo-
BaHMs B 00ObeMe JBYX IledaTHBIX CTPaHNII, KaKo-
Boit KaHT, ouyeBMHO, cyesl HeIOCTaTOUYHBIM, OH
110/TpOOHO BO3BpalllaeTcs BO BTOPOVt yacT § 24 1 B
§ 25 «I'paHcHieHAHTAIBHON JIeAyKIINUN...» BO BTO-
poM n3ganHumu nepsovt «KpuTnkm». Ero 11em1s 3gecs,
KaK OH IIUIIET, «pa3bICHUTD OAVH IapajioKC, KO-
TOPBIV JO/DKEH TOpasuTh KaXXJOro IIpu M3JIoxe-
HUY HOpMBI BHyTpeHHero uyscTBa» (B 152; Kanr,
2006a, c. 227). TToaToMy OH CHOBa 3ajiaeT KJItoue-
BOW BOIPOC — «KaK Mbl adpduimpyeMcst Hamu
camumu v3HYTpU»* (B 156; KanT, 2006a, c. 231), To
ecThb B Kakou popme.

B cepbe3HoM 11 0OCHOBaTeIbHOM KaHTOBEIIeHU,
KOTOpOe HauyHaeTCsl JIIIb B ITOC/IeHeN YeTBep-
v XIX B., 1O cCMX IOp IIpaKTU4ecKy He IIpeorioie-
HBI TPYJHOCTY PacCMOTPEeHMS 1 TOJIKOBaHMSI 3TO-
ro Borpoca Kantom. B mapOyprckort jexumm mop
HasBaHMeM «@DeHOMeHOIorYecKasi WMHTepIIpe-
Tauys KaHToBckom “KpuTukm umcroro pasyma’,
IIpOYMTaHHOV B 3MMHeM ceMmecTpe 1927/28 rr.,
MapTia Xargerrep 3aMeTw1, 9YTo IIpoOiIeMy ca-
MoadppuimpoBaHmst KaHT «B mTore maxke He 1o-
CTaBWI JOJDKHBIM oOpasom» (Heidegger, 1977,
S. 396). Crycrsa miectprecaT set Kiayc [ro3mHT
B cTaThe 1718 «BeHCKoro exxerogHmka 1o durio-
copum» oTMeTw1, «uTO XOTs KaHT, BeposATHO, 1
yCcMOTpeJI 371ech IIpobsieMy, HO He pasperni [ee]»
(Dtising, 1987, S. 103) — TeM camBIM IIpefIioara-
eTcs, uTo pwiocodpckas mpodiieMa, 3acyXuBa-
IOIITas 3TOr0 MMEHM, BOOOIIe KOrma-indo crrocoo-
Ha 00pecTu pellleHMe, a He TOJIBKO HOJIyYUTh — B
JIydIlleM cjIydae — pajibHerillee pasbsiCHeHVe U
Oraromapsi TAKOMY pas3bsICHEHMIO ellle OOJIBIIyIO
r1youny. VI criycTs elile yeTBepTh BeKa apreHTIH-
CKMVI 3KCTIepT B 00JIaCTV KAHTOBEIeH s V1 JIay pear
MexyHaponHor KanTosckon mpemum 2011 r. Ma-
pro Kanmu B cOopHUKe cTarer, M3gaHHOM [InT-
MapoM XarizileMaHOM, OOBsIBIJI O CBOeM oDpariie-
HUM K 3TOV TeMe KaK O CMeJIoM perieHnn: «Mal,
BEPOSATHO, MOXKeM OTBKUTBCS pas3BedaTh IIyTh K
BO3MOXHOMY periteHmio» (Caimi, 2002, S. 98).

*ITepeBon yTOUYHEH C I1eJIbI0 O0JIee SICHOV IEMOHCTpalin
MBICJIV aBTOpa cTaTbi. — [Ipumeu. nep.

R. Enskat

ausfiihrlich im zweiten Teil des § 24 und im § 25
der B-Deduktion zuriick. Sein Ziel ist hier, wie er
schreibt, , das Paradoxe, was jedermann bei der
Exposition des inneren Sinns [...] auffallen muf3-
te, verstandlich zu machen” (B 152). Er stellt da-
her noch einmal die Schliisselfrage, ,wie wir in-
nerlich von uns selbst affiziert werden” (B 156),
also in welcher Form.

In der ernsthaften und griindlichen
Kant-Forschung, die erst im letzten Viertel des
19. Jahrhunderts beginnt, sind die Schwierig-
keiten von Kants Thematisierung und Erorte-
rung dieser Frage bis heute nicht anndhernd
tiberwunden worden. In seiner Marburger
Vorlesung vom Wintersemester 1927/28 unter
dem Titel ,Phdnomenologische Interpretation
von Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft” bemerkt
Martin Heidegger (1977, S. 396), Kant habe das
Problem der Selbstaffektion ,am Ende noch
nicht einmal zureichend gestellt”. Und in ei-
nem Beitrag fiir das Wiener Jahrbuch fiir Philoso-
phie bemerkt Klaus Diising (1987, S. 103) — also
immerhin noch sechzig Jahre spdter —, ,dafd
Kant hier zwar wohl ein Problem gesehen, aber
nicht gelost hat”
ein philosophisches Problem, das diesen Na-
men verdient, iiberhaupt jemals einer Losung
fahig ist und nicht auch im giinstigsten Fall nur
einer weiteren Klarung und durch eine solche
weitere Kldarung einer weiteren Problemvertie-
fung. Und ein viertel Jahrhundert spater kiin-
digt der argentinische Kant-Experte und Trager
des Kant-Preises 2011 Mario Caimi (2002, S. 98)
seine Auseinandersetzung mit dem Thema in

— immer vorausgesetzt, dafs

einem von Dietmar Heidemann edierten Sam-
melband als den beherzten Entschlufd an, daf3
,wir es wohl wagen [diirfen], den Weg zu einer
moglichen Losung zu erkunden.”

Nun gibt es zwar ernstzunehmende Griinde,
in jeder Auseinandersetzung mit einem philoso-
phischen Problem ein Wagnis zu sehen — ein-
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Tenepb, mpaBra, ecTb cepbe3Hble OCHOBaHVIS
BUJIETH B JIIOOOM CITOpe OTHOCUTEIIBHO (prtocod-
CKOVI ITpOOJIEMBI OITpeie/IeHHBIVI PUCK — JIaKe He
roBops 00 yKe YIOMSHYTOV CKeIITIYEeCKOV Oro-
BOPKe O TOM, CIIOCOOHBI JI (PryIocOpCKme IIpo-
Or1eMBbl, 3aciTy>KMBalOIVie 3TOr0 MMeHU, BOOOIle
VIMETH PeIeHVIe, TO €CTh YeTKUM W SICHBIV Pe3yITb-
TaT, KOTOPBIVI MOXHO «IIPVHECTU nomoi»’. Ecim
JKe CUMTATh PUCK COBEPIIIEHHO OOBIKHOBEHHOI U,
CIlefoBaTesIbHO, aO0COJIIOTHO JIMIIIEHHOW [paMa-
TM3Ma OCHOBHOV 4epTOu JI00oro rsrocodpckoro
TPyHda, MIMesi B BUIIy PUCK OoJiee 1IM MeHee [1ajle-
KO MAYIIero ycrexa vin Heygauu, TO s B 9TOM CO-
BCEM JIVIIIEHHOM JpaMbl CMBICIIE PUCKHY pPa3bsc-
HUTB C TIO3UIIMV aHaJIV3a CyXXIeHns (popMy caMo-
IIO3HaHMS IIOCPeICTBOM caMoadpPUIIPOBaHM.

II

Ho kaxme xe cyxmeHus v ¢pOpMbI CYXIeHU
B paMKaX KaHTOBCKOV Teopuu camoadpduiimposa-
HMs BOOOIIe MOT'YT OBbITh IPVUHSATHEL B pacueT [1JIs
METOIIOJIOTMYeCKO YCTAaHOBKM aHasIm3a CyXie-
Hum? Ilpexe Bcero KaHT faeT nepsyio BaKHYIO
VIHCTPYKIIMIO He TIOCPEeICTBOM ITO[IBePHYBIIIErOCs
TepMUHA camoaguyupobarie, a depes I1arojib-
Hble POPMBI, HanpuMep 0vimb agguyupobartvim
yepes camoe cebs (B 68; Kant, 2006a, c. 131), n B
IIepBYyI0 odeperb — Kak Mbl appuyupyemcs Hamu
camumu usnympu (B 156; Kant, 2006a, c. 231). He
TOJIBKO OYeBMJIHO, HO IIpeXkjie BCero ypesBblyari-
HO Ba’kKHO, UTO 3TO BbIpa’keHVe B KaHTOBCKOVI Te-
opun, copMyIMpoBaHHOe OT IepBOro JIMIia BO
MHOXecmBerHoM dvcIie, CIOCOOHO ITPOJIEMOHCTPY-
pOBaTh BCIO CBOIO 3HAUYMMOCTH TOJIBKO B IpaMMaT-
ueckovt popMe IepBOro JInIa e0uHcmBerHHo2o avic-
7a: KaK A agpuyupyoce camum codboi UsHYmpu.
Vb0 obopoTsl Bpome camum coboil — W, KOHeU-
HO XXe, HAMU CAMUMU — IIPeJICTaBJIsAIoT cobou

> ABTOp IIpMBOANUT 37ech Ieprdpas IBYX CTPOK 13 Tpa-
regum «®aycr» V.B.Térte: «CIIOKOMHO MBI JIOMOW Te-
Tpamb HeceM: // Torop He BBIpYyOWUT, UTO IIMCAHO IIEPOM»
(gactb 1, cuena 4; nep. ¢ seMm. H.A. Xoogkosckoro). —
Ipumeu. nep.

mal ganz abgesehen von dem schon erwahn-
ten skeptischen Vorbehalt, ob philosophische
Probleme, die diesen Namen verdienen, iiber-
haupt einer Losung fahig sind, also eines Resul-
tats, wie man es ,Schwarz-auf-Weifs nach Hau-
se tragen konnte’. Wenn man es jedoch fiir einen
ganz normalen und daher auch ganz undrama-
tischen Grundzug jeder philosophischen Arbeit
hélt, Wagnisse einzugehen — namlich das Ri-
siko des mehr oder weniger weitgehenden Ge-
lingens oder Mifilingens —, gehe ich in diesem
ganz undramatischen Sinne das Wagnis ein,
eine urteilsanalytische Kldrung der Form der
Selbsterkenntnis durch Selbstaffektion ins Auge
zu fassen.

II

Doch welche Urteile und Urteilsformen kom-
men innerhalb von Kants Theorie der Selbstaf-
fektion fiir die methodische Einstellung einer
Urteilsanalyse tiberhaupt in Frage? Zunéchst
einmal gibt Kant eine erste wichtige Orientie-
rungshilfe nicht durch den wohlfeilen Termi-
nus Selbstaffektion, sondern durch Verbalformen
wie z.B. durch sich selbst affiziert werden (B 68),
und vor allem wie wir innerlich von uns selbst af-
fiziert werden (B 156). Es liegt nicht nur auf der
Hand, sondern ist vor allem der Sache nach
auflerordentlich wichtig, dafs diese in der Ers-
ten Person Plural formulierten Wendung inner-
halb von Kants Theorie erst in der Grammatik
der Ersten Person Singular ihre ganze Bedeut-
samkeit zeigen kann: wie ich innerlich von mir
selbst affiziert werde. Denn Wendungen wie von
mir selbst — aber nattirlich auch von uns selbst —
sind die charakteristischen sprachlich-gram-
matischen Ausdrucksformen dessen, was Kant
vor allem im Licht des § 15 der B-Deduktion mit
Hilfe des abstrakten Terminus Spontaneitit zu
charakterisieren pflegt. Der Akt der Selbstaf-
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XapaKTepHble S3bIKOBBIE I'paMMaTruidecKye ¢op-
MBI, BBIpaXkaromye To, uro KaHT crpemurcst oxa-
paKTepu3oBaTh B IIepBYIO ouepenb B csere § 15
B-«/lemyKim» ¢ IOMOIITBIO aOCTPAKTHOTO TePMMU-
Ha «CIIOHTaHHOCTb». AKT camoaddumpoBaHms,
KaK HEeOITHOKpaTHO mogdepkuBaeT KaHT, mpexe
BCETO B JJOBOJIBHO JIJIMHHOV CHOCKE B KOHIIe CTpa-
Hubl B 157 (KanT, 20064, c. 233 ipumMet.), SBiiseT-
Cs CLIOHTAHHBIM aKTOM CYOBEKTa, OCYIIIeCTBIISIO-
IT[ero, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3TOT aKT.

B aToT MOMeHT 11e51ec000pa3zHO Oosiee MOIPOO-
HO OXapaKTepy30BaTh IapaioKc, KOTopblt KaHT B
HavaJjle CBOero OTCTYIUIeHUs OT TeMbl B § 24 vic-
T10JIb3yeT B KadecTBe II0BOJIA, YTOOBI ellle pas3 je-
TaJIbHO paccMOTpeTh TeMy camoaddpuiposa-
HWSI, OIVIAABIBAsCh Ha MMHMATIOPHYIO TEOPUIO
BHYTpeHHero uyscTBa. KaHT 0OBsICHSET BO3HMK-
HOBeHMe ITapaJJOKCaJIbHOVI CUTyallUM TeM, 4YTo,
ecsIi ObI 3a HeVl OCTajIoCh IIOCIIeTHee CJIOBO, «Mbl
TIOJDKHBI OBLIIV OBL.. OTHOCUTBCS ITacCMBHO K Ca-
MMM ceOe», 11 100ABIISET, UTO «3TO KaXKeTCs IIPO-
TuBopeunsbIM» (B 153; KanT, 20064, c. 227). Takum
o0Opa3oM, K cofep’KaHMIO 3TOro IlapaoKca OTHO-
CUTCSI TaK>Ke T10 KpavtHe: Mepe 610uM0octs IPOTH-
Bopeunsi. Ho B 4eM MMEeHHO COCTOUT 3TO KaXylile-
ecsi IIPOTMBOpeUre 1 KaK MOKHO OCBOOOIUTHCS OT
STOVI BUAMMOCT?

B cooTBeTcTBUMM € paHee cOOpaHHBIMM IIperl-
IIOCBIIKaMM JaTh OTBETHI Ha 00a BOIIpoca OTHOCK-
TesibHO IpocTo. CyObekT camoadpdmipoBaHMs
OCYIIIECTBJISIET 3TOT aKT, C OJHOV CTOPOHBI, CTIOH-
TaHHO, TO €CThb CaMOJIesiTe/IbHO, KaK HEeOTHOKpaT-
HO Tlepedpasupyer Kant. Ho yxe ynomsiHyTbIe
Ir71arojibHble (POPMBI, HalIpUMep B IPeIOKEeHNUN
Kax Mol appuyupyemca Hamu Camumy usHympu, u
Ipexae BCero kak A aggpuyupyiocy camum coboi
usHympu, copMyIMpOoBaHbl B IPaMMaTIYeCKOM
dopme maccuBHOrO 3aJiora. BelpaxkeHns Hamu ca-
MUMU VI camuMm co00il, HaIIPOTUB, XapaKTepU3yIOT
cyOBbeKT akTa camoadPuIMpoBaHS SBHO B POV
CIIOHTAHHO [EVICTBYIOIIEro CyObeKTa, Torga Kak
TaKie BbIpaskeHusl, KaK Mbl apuyupyemca i s
appuyupyocs, XapaKTepusytoT CyOBeKT, a MIMeH-

R. Enskat

fektion ist, wie Kant vor allem in der lingeren
Fufinote zum Ende von B 157 mehrmals betont,
ein spontaner Akt des Subjekts, das diesen Akt
jeweils austibt.

An diesem Punkt ist es zweckmifiig, genau-
er auf das Paradoxe einzugehen, das Kant am
Anfang seiner Digression im § 24 zum Anlass
nimmt, das Thema der Selbstaffektion im Riick-
blick auf die Miniatur-Theorie des inneren Sinns
noch einmal ausfiihrlich zu behandeln. Kant
erklart das Entstehen dieser Paradoxie damit,
dass, wenn sie das letzte Wort behalten wiir-
de, ,wir uns gegen uns selbst leidend verhalten
miifiten,” und fiigt hinzu, ,was widersprechend
zu sein scheint” (B 153). Zum Inhalt dieser Pa-
radoxie gehort also sogar zumindest der Schein
eines Widerspruchs. Doch worin genau besteht
dieser scheinbare Widerspruch und wie kann
sein Schein aufgelost werden?

Die beiden Antworten fallen unter den bisher
gesammelten Voraussetzungen relativ einfach
aus. Das Subjekt der Selbstaffektion tibt diesen
Akt einerseits spontan aus, also selbsttatig, wie
Kant auch immer wieder paraphrasiert. Doch
die schon in Erinnerung gerufenen Verbalfor-
men wie z. B. wie wir innerlich von uns selbst affi-
ziert werden und vor allem wie ich innerlich von
mir selbst affiziert werde sind im grammatika-
lischen Passiv formuliert. Wendungen wie von
uns selbst bzw. von mir selbst charakterisieren
das Subjekt des Akts dagegen offensichtlich in
der Rolle eines spontan tdtigen Subjekts, Wen-
dungen wie wir werden affiziert bzw. ich wer-
de affiziert charakterisieren das Subjekt — und
zwar dasselbe Subjekt — offensichtlich in der
Rolle von so etwas wie einem passiven Objekt.
Es liegt auf der Hand, daf} diese Charakterisie-
rungen den Eindruck erwecken, dafs ein selbst-
tatiges Subjekt und ein passives, also, wie Kant
selbst bemerkt, leidendes Objekt in paradoxer,
wenn nicht sogar in unvertraglicher oder wi-
derspriichlicher Form gleichwohl miteinander

11
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HO mom e camblil CyOBeKT, SBHO B POJIM Yero-To
Bpojie TacCMBHOro oObekTa. OueBUIHO, UTO 3TU
XapaKTepUICTUKM CO3Jal0OT BIledaTIieHue, OyaTo
camMoIedTeIbHBIN cy61)eKT Y IIaCCVIBHBIV, TO €CTh,
Kak oTMeuaer caMm KaHT, cmpadarouuii® oObekrt
OTOXIECTBJISAIOTCS IPYT C IPYroM B IapagoKcalb-
HOVI, eCJIV He CKa3aTh HellpreMJIeMOV1, IIPOTUBOpe-
umBom popme. MoxeT ObITh, HapaioKcaIbHasd VN
IIPOTMBOpeUBasl KaXMMOCTb TOXIECTBa caMozle-
ATeJILHOTrO CyOBeKTa 1 IIacCMBHOTO OOBEeKTa BHY-
IIIleHa rpamMMaTideckort (popmort Toro, 9to cop-
MYJIVPOBAHO B ITaCCMBHOM 3aJIore, KOrja TOBOPUT-
sl A appuyupyocy VI Mul apuyupyemca?

Cam KaHT cTpemwicsi paspeluThb IlapaioK-
CaJIBHYIO BUOVIMOCTH 3TOVI HeIpueMJIeMOCTV Ha
IIePBBIX CTPaHUIIaX «AHTPOIIOJIOI MY C IIparMaTy-
4ecKOV TOUKM 3peHus»: «3aech sl IpefcTaBideT-
Cs1 HaM [IBOVICTBEHHBIM (4TO OBLIIO OBI ITPOTUBOpE-
unem): 1. S Kak cybvexm MBIIUIEHNS. .. O3HAYaI0-
IIee YMCTYIO anmnepuentuo... 2. I Kak o0sexmn...
BHyTpeHHero uyBcTBa» (AA 07, S. 134 Anm.; KaHr,
19944, c. 150 mprmedy.). OH paspeliiaeT 3TO KaXKyIIle-
ecsi IIPOTMBOpeUNe Tak: «S] uestoBeka IBOVICTBEHHO
1o popMe (110 criocoOy IpesicTaB/IeHst), HO He 110
Matepuu (110 cofepxxanmio)» (Tam »xe). Ho nouemy
3TO TOJIBKO IIePBBIV IIar Ha MYTU K pa3peleHnIo
Trapajiokca 1 KaXyIlerocsi poTuBOpeunsi?

I11

KaHT caM fai ocHOBHBIE yKa3aHVs, OTChUIAO-
e K popMaM CyXkjIeHMsl, OT KOTOPbIX 3aBUCUT
dopma camoadpdpunmposanms. Peur mper mpe-
XKJle BCero 0 MHOT'OUVC/IEHHBIX CChIKaX Ha CIIOH-
TaHHOCTB aKTa camoadpduIpoBaHus, TO eCTh Ha
CIIOHTaHHOCTB, C KOTOPOW 3TOT aKT OCYILeCTBIIS-
eTcs cyobekToM. Kpome Toro, peun mjer o yet-
KOM yKa3aHUW Ha TO, YTO JAHHBINI CyOBEeKT —
3TO CyOBeKT MbiuLIeH s, NIV CYOBeKT annepuyen-
yuu. Takmm obpasom, sicHO, 9TO akT camoaddu-

¢ 3pech mcrosb3yercst mpudactie «leidend» («maccums-
HO, CTpajaTeIbHO») W3 IIPUBENEHHOW BBIIEe ILINTATHI
(«MBI TOTDKHBL OBUIN OBL... OTHOCUTBCS IIACCHBHO K CaMVIM
cebe») (B 153; Kanr, 2006a, c. 227). — IIpumeu. nep.

identifiziert werden. Ist der paradoxe bzw. wi-
derspriichliche Anschein der Identitdt eines
selbsttdtigen Subjekts und eines passiven Ob-
jekts womoglich auf die grammatische Sugges-
tion zurtickzufithren, dafs im grammatischen
Passiv formuliert wird, wenn gesagt wird, ich
werde affiziert bzw. wir werden affiziert?

Kant selbst hat den paradoxen Schein dieser
Unvertraglichkeit in einem ersten Schritt in der
Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht aufzulo-
sen gesucht: ,Hier scheint uns das Ich doppelt
zu sein (welches widersprechend wire): 1) Das
Ich, als Subjekt des Denkens [...], welches die rei-
ne Apperzeption bedeutet [..] 2) Das Ich als das
Objekt [...] des inneren Sinns” (Anth, AA 07, S. 134
Anm.). Er 16st diesen scheinbaren Widerspruch
so auf: ,das Ich des Menschen ist zwar der Form
(der Vorstellungsart) nach, aber nicht der Mate-
rie (dem Inhalt) nach zwiefach” (ibid.). Doch wa-
rum ist dies nur ein erster Schritt auf dem Weg
zur Auflosung der Paradoxie und des scheinba-
ren Widerspruchs?

ITI

Kant hat selbst die wichtigsten Fingerzeige
gegeben, die auf die Urteilsformen verweisen,
von denen die Form der Selbstaffektion ab-
hangt. Es handelt sich zundchst um die mehr-
fachen Hinweise auf die Spontaneitdt des Akts
der Selbstaffektion, also auf die Spontaneitit,
mit der dieser Akt von einem Subjekt ausgetibt
wird. Sodann handelt es sich um seine deutli-
chen Hinweise darauf, dafs dieses Subjekt das
Subjekt des Denkens bzw. das Subjekt der Ap-
perzeption ist. Damit ist klar, dafi der Akt der
Selbstaffektion die Form des Urteils Ich denke
hat. Kant hat zundchst geschwankt, ob dieses
Ich denke , der Begriff, oder, wenn man lieber
will, das Urteil” (A 341 / B 399) sei. Allerdings
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LIVPOBaHM VIMeeT POpPMY CYXKIEeHMs « MblCA10».
KanT cHauasia Kosiebasics, SIBISIETCS JIM 9TO «f
MbICAI0» «TIOHSATVEM WJIV, eCJIM YTOIHO, CyX[e-
HrieM» (A 341; Kanrt, 200606, c. 431; B 399; Kanr,
2006a, c. 511). Bo BcsxoM cilydae, TOJIBKO BO BTO-
poM m3paHum «KpnTnkm» HaumHasi ¢ § 15 3Ta KoH-
CTPYKIMS — TOT IleYasIbHO M3BECTHBIVI «BBICIIIV
IIYHKT, C KOTOPBIM CJIeflyeT CBsI3bIBaTh BCe YIIO-
TpelOileHMne paccyKa, Jla’ke BCIO JIOTMIKY ¥ BCle]l
3a Hell BCIO TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHYI0 PrITocoduio»
(B 133 Anm.; KanT, 20064, c. 205 npumeu.). OgHa-
KO TOJIBKO B 1790-x rr. KaHT Hamesn spesyro xapak-
TEPUCTUKY 3TOrO CaMOro CJIOKHOTro ciydast: «J]o-
TMYEeCKU aKT f MbicAt0... eCTh cyXnaeHue (iudici-
um)... DTO JIOrMIecKnil akT 1o dopme Oe3 comep-
KaHus..» (AA 22, S.95).

DrTa XapaKTepucTuKa OJaromgapsi VCKYCHOMY
VICTIOIIB30BAaHUIO PasINums MeX1y opMor 1 co-
IepkaHreM oOpalllaeT BHMMaHMe Ha HeCKOJIb-
KO 3aIlyTaHHOe (popMaIbHOe MHOXKeJIaHVe: MOXKHO
7, KaK ToBOopuUT KaHT B OITHOM XOpPOIIIO M3BeCT-
HOM MecTe, sICHO yBuzeTh (cM.: A 69; Kant, 20060,
c. 111 / B 94; KanT, 20064, c. 159) pasinndne Mexay
dopMoTt 3TOrO Cy>XKAeHMs 1 ero OTCYTCTBYIOIIVM
conmepkaHmeM. [1JIs HETIOATrOTOBIIEHHOro B (pop-
MaJIbHOM OTHOIIIEHW YMTaTe IS MOXKeT IOKa3aTh-
Cs1 HEMHOTO CTPAHHBIM BOITPOC O HETIOCPEeICTBEeH-
HOM IIpeJiCTaB/IeHV He[OCTAOIIero, TO eCTh KaK
ObI OTCyTCTBYIOIIErO, coflepkaHms. Ho coBpemen-
Hasl popmasibHas JIOTMKAa ¥ ee pa3HOOOpasHble
BCIIOMOTaTe/IbHBIe  OVICHUIUIVMHBL  BbIpaboTaym
MHOXXECTBO, IO CyTH, IIPOCTBIX (POPMaIbHBIX ITPU-
€MOB, C IIOMOITIBIO KOTOPBIX TaKOe BO3MOXXHO CpaB-
HUTeJIbHO JierkKo. OnmH 13 3Tux opMaIbHbIX
IIpVIeMOB BBeJIa TaK HasblBaeMasl ICTeMIdecKast
soruka. OHa IIpeACTaBIIsieT IPeJIOKeHMs, C 10-
MOITIBIO KOTOPBIX JIFOIM CYAAT O CBOMIX 3HaHMSAX,
MHEHMX, YOeXIeHMIX M APYTX KOTHUTUBHBIX
CTPYKTypax B OOBIUHBIX I'PaMMaTMUeCKMX KOH-
CTPYKIMSX C COIO30M «UTO»: «5| 3HAIO, UTO p», «s
TIoj1aralo, 4To p», «s yoexzeH, uTo p» 1 T.IL. Cpasy
CTAHOBWTCSI OUEBMIHBIM, UTO aHAJIOTMYHBIM 00-
pa3oM BbIpakeHMe «..., 410 p» COeVICTBYeT Herlo-
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ist dieses Gebilde erst in der zweiten Auflage
ab dem § 15 der bertihmt-bertichtigte ,hochs-
te Punkt, an dem man allen Verstandesge-
brauch, selbst die ganze Logik, und, nach ihr,
die Transzendental-Philosophie heften muf3”
(B 133 Anm.). Doch erst in den 1790er Jahren
hat Kant zu der ausgereiften Charakterisie-
rung dieses hochsten Punkts gefunden: ,Der
logische Akt Ich denke [..] ist ein Urteil (iudici-
um) [...]. Es ist ein logischer Akt der Form nach
ohne Inhalt [...]” (OP, AA 22, S. 95).

Diese Charakterisierung macht durch eine
kunstvolle Zuhilfenahme der Unterscheidung
zwischen Form und Inhalt auf ein etwas ver-
tracktes formales Desiderat aufmerksam: Ob es
moglich ist, den Unterschied zwischen der Form
dieses Urteils und seinem fehlenden Inhalt, wie
Kant an einer prominenten Stelle sagt, vor Au-
gen zu stellen (vgl. A 69 / B 94y also direkt zu re-
prasentieren. Fiir formal ungetibte Ohren mag
es ein wenig verriickt klingen, nach der direkten
Représentation eines fehlenden, also gleichsam
abwesenden Inhalts zu fragen. Doch die moder-
ne Formale Logik und ihre diversen Hilfsdis-
ziplinen haben eine Vielzahl von an sich einfa-
chen formalen Kunstgriffen entwickelt, mit de-
ren Hilfe so etwas vergleichsweise leicht mog-
lich ist. Einen dieser formalen Kunstgriffe hat
die sog. Epistemische Logik eingefiihrt. Sie re-
préasentiert Sdtze, mit denen Personen {iber ihr
Wissen, ihre Meinungen, ihre Uberzeugungen
und tiber andere ihrer kognitiven Formate ur-
teilen, in einer alltdglichen dass-Satz-Gramma-
tik: ,Ich weifs, dass-p’ ,ich meine, dass-p’, ,ich
bin tiberzeugt, dass-p’ u.4. Es liegt sofort auf
der Hand, daf$ die Wendung ..., dass-p analog zu
dem Kunstgriff verhilft, in der Form Ich denke,
dass-p den fehlenden Inhalt dieses Urteils als



P. DHckat

CpefICTBEHHOVI TeMaTu3auu B popMe «f Mbicato,
410 p» He[IOCTAIOIIero cofep KaHus 3TOro CyKie-
HVISI IMEHHO KAk HeJIOCTaroIero’. OTo cyXaeHve
He VIMeeT COIep’KaHMs IOCTOJIBKY, IIOCKOJIBKY B
3aBepIIeHHON popMe CYXAeHUs « MblcAlo, Umo
p» VIMEHHO COCTaBJISIIOIIAS «..., U110 P», C TIOMOIIIBIO
KOTOPOVI KOHKpEeTHOe coflepKaHue Cy XKIeHMs Ha-
MedaeTcs JINIIb B a0CTpakTHOM (popMe, OCTaeTcs
Kak ObI nycmoi. Takym 06pazoM, MOXXHO JTOBOJITBHO
JIETKO abCTparmpoBarbCs OT JIF0OOTO IIPOV3BOIIb-
HOTO COZepXKaHMs CY’KIAeHWs, HO OHOBPEMEHHO
pesyiIbTaT 3TOM abCcTpaKIUM HerocpeiCTBeHHO
TeMaTusupyercs Orarogaps popMaIbHOMY IIprie-
MY «..., 41110 p». B TO Xe BpeMs 3TO CyX/eHVe VMe-
eT BIIOJIHe OITpeJle/IeHHYIO JIOrMUecKyio ¢popMy B
cMBbIcsIe (POpM CyKIIeHMS TPaaIIVIOHHOV JIOTIKY,
cucTeMaTHuYecKn paccMoTpeHHBIX KanToMm, 160
OHO 00pa30BaHO CYOBEKTOM «f..», (PyHKIIVIOHW-
PYIOLINM COIVIACHO (POpMe KaTeropmdecKoro Cy-
KIEeHNs, I TaKUM Xe 00pa3oM (PyHKIMOHMPYIO-
IIVIM TIPEIVKATOM «...MblCAIO, UHIO P>.

OpnHaxo yxe B IIepBOV pefaKiuy Iapasioris-
Ma, TO eCThb y>ke TOIrZla OTMEUeHHOTO CUJIJIOTUCTH-
YeCcKOro OIIMOOYHOIro CyXXAeHMs CyOcTaHIIVO-
HaJIBHOVI OHTOJIOI MV AYIIIV, OH [IaJI HECKOJIBKO VIC-
KJTFOUMTEIIBHO BaKHBIX ITOSICHEHUT K 3TOMY «JIO-
TMYeCKOMY aKTy S MblCATO».

BoT HeKOTOpBle M3 STMX BaXHBIX IOSICHE-
HWVI, KOTOpBble CJIefyeT YUYMUThIBATh, UYTOOBI yKa-
3aTh IIAry, C IIOMOIIBIO KOTOPBIX B aHaJIMTH4e-
CKOM TIOJIXOfIe K CY>KIIeHWMIO MOXKHO J0OpaThbCs 10
nposicHeHMs opmel caMoadpdpuiimpobanms. Ha
IIepBOM 3Tarle II0JIe3HO mosgcHeHMe KaHTa o ToM,
YTO MBIIUIEHNE Sl — «TOJIBKO JIormdecKasi (PyHK-
ums» (B 428; KanT, 20064, c. 519). Ha BTOpoM 3Tarte
KanT nposgcum 31y pyHKImro: «fl, KaK MBICIS-

7 Taxxe n Bombdranr Kapsn obparaer BHMMaHMe Ha
KparHIOl HeoOXOIVMMOCThb ITPOITO3MIIMOHAIBHOIO JI0-
IIOJIHEHMSI K MMKPOCY KIeHWIO, KOTIa VICIOIb3yeT dop-
My «f Mblcato, umo...» IS XapaKTePUCTUKU (OPMEI
«OLIEHKI IIyTeM CY>XIeHWIT», KOTOPOV HeoOXOIMMO BOC-
II0JIb30BAThCsl C IIOMOIIBIO YVCTOVI M IIepBOHAYaIIbHOV
arIepleIny IOCPeICTBOM «aKTa CIIOHTaHHOCTW», YTO-
Obl clerams «mow IpencrasiteHus» moumu (Carl, 2008,
p- 41). O6o Bcent obmactn mpobiem cm.: (Enskat, 2015,
S. 85—152).
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fehlenden direkt zu thematisieren.* Dieses Ur-
teil hat insofern keinen Inhalt, als in der vervoll-
standigten Urteilsform Ich denke, dass-p, gerade
die Komponente ..., dass-p gleichsam leer bleibt,
mit deren Hilfe ein konkreter Urteils-Inhalt le-
diglich in abstrakter Form angedeutet wird. Es
wird auf diese Weise also ganz einfach von je-
dem beliebigen Urteilsinhalt abstrahiert, aber
gleichzeitig wird das Ergebnis dieser Abstrakti-
on durch den formalen Kunstgriff des ..., dass-p
dennoch direkt thematisiert. Gleichwohl hat es
im Sinne der von Kant systematisch bertick-
sichtigten Urteilsformen der traditionellen Lo-
gik eine wohlbestimmte logische Form. Denn es
wird von dem kategorisch fungierenden Subjekt
Ich ... und von dem ebenso kategorisch fungie-
renden Pradikat ... denke, dass-p gebildet.

Doch schon in der ersten Fassung des Para-
logismus — also des schon apostrophierten syl-
logistischen Fehlschlusses der Substanz-Ontolo-
gie der Seele — hat er mehrere aufierordentlich
wichtige Erldauterungen zu diesem ,logischen
Akt Ich denke” gegeben.

Hier sind einige von diesen wichtigen Erldu-
terungen zu bertiicksichtigen, um die Schritte
zu prasentieren, durch die man in den urteils-
analytischen Ansatz zur Kldarung der Form der
Selbstaffektion finden kann. Im ersten Schritt
ist Kants Erlduterung niitzlich, dass das Denken
des Ich ,blofs die logische Funktion [ist]” (B 428).
Kant hat diese Funktion in einem zweiten Schritt
geklart: ,Ich, als ein denkend Wesen, bin das ab-
solute Subjekt aller meiner moglichen Urteile”
(A 348) — also: Kein Urteil, das ich als mein Ur-

* Auf diese wichtige propositionale Erginzungsbediirf-
tigkeit des Mikro-Urteils macht auch Wolfgang Carl
(2008, p. 41) aufmerksam, wenn er die Form ,I think
that...” benutzt, um die Form des ,assessment by judge-
ments” zu charakterisieren, die mit Hilfe der reinen und
urspriinglichen Apperzeption durch , acts of spontaneity”
in Anspruch genommen werden mufs, um ,,my represen-
taions”, zu den meinen zu machen. Zu dem ganzen Pro-
blemfeld vgl. Enskat (2015, bes. S. 85-152).



Ilee CyIIeCTBO, COCTABIISAIO abcoatommbill clybvexm
BCeX CBOMIX BO3MOXHBIX CyXIeHmin» (A 348; KaHr,
20060, c. 441), To eCcTh HUKAKOe CYyXX[eHVe, KOTOpoe
sl MOT'Y CUMTAaTh CBOVIM CY’KIIeHVeM, He BO3MOXKHO,
ecJIV He s KaK MBICJIsIIee CYIIecTBO SBJISIOCh ero
abCcoTIOTHBIM CyObeKTOM. BbITh aOCOTIOTHBIM, Kak
M3BECTHO, B paMKaX KaHTOBCKOI'O $I3bIKa O3HaYa-
eT TO )Xe caMoe, UTO ObITb Oe3yc/IOBHBIM. A OBITH
Ge3ycI0BHBIM OyKBaJIbHO 1 Ha COBPEMEHHOM $I3bl-
Ke O3HavaeT He 3aBMCeTh HM OT KaKOro IPyToro yc-
joBus. B paMKkax sormdeckovt KoHernmy Kaxra
3Ta 0e3ycJIOBHOCTBb VIMeeT TO ke 3HaueHMe, YTo U
A02udeckas CHOHmMAHHOCHb, TIOTOMY YTO peJlaTh
YTO-TO B CIIOHTAHHOV (pOpMe — IIprYeM U Ha Co-
BPEMEHHOM $i3bIKe — 3HAuWT /ejIaTh 3TO BHE 3a-
BVICMIMOCTY OT KaKoro-imoo yciosus. Takum obpa-
30M, 3aMedyaHne KaHTa MOXXHO niepedppasmpoBarhb
B CITelpaecKOoM 15t JIOTVIKM CMBICTTe Tak: “f] Kak
MBICTISIIIee CYIIeCTBO SIBJISIOCh CHOHMAHHbIM CyOb-
€KTOM BCeX CBOVIX BO3MOXKHBIX CY>KIEHUIL .

TeM caMbIM CHOBa SIBHO ITPOBOLIVIPYeTCs CIlefTy-
IOIIMVI BOIIPOC: B KaKou ke popMe yoaenics MHe
KaK MBICJISIIEMY ¥ BOCIIPMHUMAIOIIEMY CyIIle-
CTBY OBITH CIIOHTAHHBIM CYOBEKTOM BCEX CBOWX
BO3MOXHBIX cyxaeHnn? Orser KaHTta cHOBa He-
IIByCMBICJIEH, 1 CHOBa OOHapy>XuBaeTcs B IJIaBe O
HapasiormsMe: «Bo Bcex cyXaeHMsIX s Bcerga eCMb
onpedessouyutl CyOBEKT TOTO OTHOIIEHMsI, KOTO-
poe coctasisieT cyxaeHue» (B 407; Kant, 2006a,
c. 519). Takum obpasom, KaHT gBHO yTOUHHeT: JI0-
rmdeckast CIOHTAaHHOCTB MBICIISAIIETO CyObeKTa
IIPOSIBJISETCS B aKTe, IIOCPECTBOM KOTOPOT'O MBIC-
JIAIINY CyOBEeKT B CIIOHTAaHHOM (pOopMe «Bcergar»
olperieTisieT OTHOIIEHVe, cocmabiawuee CyXKie-
HIe, TO eCTb BOOOIIe POpMUPYeT ero kak clyxoe-
Hue. be3 cBOero akTa, CIIOHTAHHO OITpeIesIsIoIe-
rO TaKOe OTHOIIIeHVe BHYTPU CYXXIeHMs, CyObeKT,
IIPOV3BOIAIIIN CYy K/IeHVie, BOOOIIle He MOT OblI IT0-
JIy9UTb YTO-TO Bpofie cykeHns. Takum obpaszom,
6 amom — U moAvko 6 IMOM — A02UHECKOM ONIHO-
uleHU U OH SIBJISIeTCS CIIOHTAHHBIM CyOBeKTOM.

DTy JIOTMYecKyI0 CIIOHTaHHOCTb, CTOJIb BbI/a-
IoIIMcs obpasoM paspabortannyio Kanrtom, He
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R. Enskat

teil auffassen kann, ist moglich, wenn nicht ich
als denkendes Wesen sein absolutes Subjekt bin.
Absolut zu sein, bedeutet im Rahmen von Kants
Sprechweise bekanntlich dasselbe wie, unbe-
dingt zu sein. Und unbedingt zu sein, bedeutet
nun einmal wortlich auch im heutigen Sprachge-
brauch, von keiner weiteren Bedingung abhan-
gig zu sein. Im Rahmen von Kants Logik-Kon-
zeption bedeutet diese Unbedingtheit dassel-
be wie logische Spontaneitit. Denn in spontaner
Form etwas zu tun, bedeutet — und zwar auch
im heutigen Sprachgebrauch —, es ohne Ab-
héngigkeit von irgendeiner Bedingung zu tun.
Kants Bemerkung kann also im Logik-spezifi-
schen Sinne so paraphrasiert werden: ,Ich als ein
denkend Wesen bin das spontane Subjekt aller
meiner moglichen Urteile.

Damit wird aber offensichtlich wieder nur
die am néchsten liegende Frage provoziert: In
welcher Form gelingt es denn mir als denken-
dem bzw. apperzipierendem Wesen, das spon-
tane Subjekt aller meiner moglichen Urteile
zu sein? Kants Antwort ist wieder unmissver-
standlich — immer noch im Paralogismus-Ka-
pitel: ,In allen Urteilen bin ich nur immer das
bestimmende Subjekt desjenigen Verhiltnis-
ses, welches das Urteil ausmacht” (B 407). Da-
mit stellt Kant offensichtlich klar: Die logische
Spontaneitdt des denkenden Subjekts zeigt sich
in dem Akt, durch den das denkende Subjekt
in spontaner Form ,nur immer’ das Verhéltnis
bestimmt, das das Urteil ausmacht, es also iiber-
haupt erst als Urteil préagt. Ohne seinen ein sol-
ches urteilsinternes Verhiltnis spontan bestim-
menden Akt konnte das urteilende Subjekt gar
nicht so etwas wie ein Urteil gewinnen. Es ist
also in dieser — und nur in dieser — logischen Hin-
sicht ein spontanes Subjekt.

Diese von Kant so prominent herausgearbei-
tete logische Spontaneitdt ist von nicht zu un-
terschatzender Tragweite fiir das sachliche Ver-
stindnis sowohl der Form des Urteilsakts Ich
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cJlelyeT HeloolleHMBaTh Il (paKTMUYecKoro Iio-
HMMaHM KaK (POPMBI aKTa CYXKIEHMS «S MblCA10%,
Tak 1 dpopmbl camoadpdpuimposanms. YToOb! 3a0-
CTPWTBH B3IJISAI] Ha 3TOV 3HAUYMMOCT, I1ejlecooOpas-
HO ellle pa3 0OpaTUTbCA K paHee IIUTUPOBAHHON
KaHTOBCKOVI 3peJIoV XapaKTepUCTUKe «f MblCA0»
1790-x rr.: «JIormueckum axT 4 MblCA10... ABIISITCS
cyxpaeHueM (iudicium)... DTO JIOTMYECKUN aKT II0
dopme..» K kakoMy ocoboMy THUITy CyXIeHMs OT-
HOCUTCS CyKaeHve «f MblcA10»?

KanT B «IIposieromenax...» He TOJILKO BITepBbIe
BbIpaboTasl popMasIbHBIV aHaINU3 Cy>XKIeHWUI BOC-
npusTig 1 onbiTa. OH TakXke BeIpaboTasr popmy
COBCEM [IPYToro TuIla CYXXJIeHWUM. Yke B IIepBOM
BapyaHTe aHa/IM3a IapaJorusMa OH KaK-TO MW-
MOXOJIOM YTIOMVMHAET «IIpeIuKaTel BHYTpPEeHHero
uyBcTBa» (A 359; KanT, 20060, c. 453) n nioscHsieT
VX Ha IpyMepe «MBIIUIeHNs U IIpefcTaBIeHNs»
(Tam xe). Ho e B «IIporreromeHax...» oH 00b-
SICHSIET JIOCTaTOYHO TOYHO JIOTMYECKUTI CTaTyC U
JIOTMYecKy1o (PyHKIIMIO 3TOro THUIIa IpefyKara:
«..BCe IIpeAVKaThl BHYTPEHHero 4YyBCTBa OTHO-
csTCs K 4 Kak cyObeKTy, KOTOPBITL He Mosxer ObITh
MBICJIMM J1ajlee Kak ITpedyKaT KaKoro-yimbdo apy-
roro cyonekra» (AA 04, S. 334; KanT, 19948, c. 95).
B nexiium o metadmsuke L1, KoTropas, BepodT-
HO, OTHOCUTCH K 3TaIly OTKPBITUSA U pa3paboTKM
HapasiormsMa 1 JlaTupoBaHa D. AIKecCoM MeX1y
1778 v 1783 rr., KaHT BeIpakaeTcs elrie Oosiee KOH-
KpeTHO: «fI ecTb 00ujuil cydoekm Bcex MpeanKaToB,
BCEero MBIIJIEHMS, BCeX HEVICTBUVI, BCEX BO3MOXK-
HBIX CYXX[EeHWV, KOTOpble MBI MOXeM IIpOu3Be-
CTM OT cebd KaK OT MBIC/IAIIIEro cylrecTsa. S Mory
CKasaTb TOJIBKO: Sl ecTs, I MbIcimio, S mevicTByro»
(AA 281, S. 266). Tem cambim KaHT xapakTepusyeT
dopMy cyXIeHU-BHYTpeHHero-4yBCcTBa U B TO
JKe BpeMs ITOAYEePKMBAET CaMBbIV BAXXHBIVI B CBOEN
TeOPpUM IIPUIMEp CY>KIIeHMs 3TOro THIa — CyXKe-
HVIe-BHY TPEHHEr0-9yBCTBa « MbLCATO.

Panee oTMeueHHas 3Ha4MMOCTh pa3pabOTaH-
Homt KaHTOM JIOTMYecKoVI CIIOHTAaHHOCTM BBIHO-
CAIIETo CyXIeHue CyOBbeKTa ITpOosBIIsieTCd Cpemy
IIPOYero B CJIeAyFoIIeM ITyHKTe: IIOCPeICTBOM JIO-
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denke wie der Form der Selbstaffektion. Um die
Sicht auf diese Tragweite zu schérfen, geht man
zweckmafsiigerweise noch einmal auf Kants vor-
hin zitierte ausgereifte Charakterisierung des Ich
denke aus den 1790er Jahren ein: ,Der logische
Akt Ich denke [..] ist ein Urteil (iudicium) |[...]. Es ist
ein logischer Akt der Form nach [..].” Zu was fiir
einem besonderen Typ von Urteil gehort das Ur-
teil Ich denke?

Kant hat in den Prolegomena nicht nur zum
ersten Mal die formale Analyse der Wahrneh-
mungs- und der Erfahrungsurteile ausgearbei-
tet. Er hat auch die Form eines ganz anderen Ur-
teilstyps ausgearbeitet. Schon in der ersten Fas-
sung der Paralogismus-Analyse erwdhnt er ein-
mal im Vorbeigehen ,die Pradikate des inne-
ren Sinns” (A 359) und exemplifiziert sie durch
,Denken und Vorstellen” (ibid.). Doch erst in den
Prolegomena erldutert er hinreichend genau den
logischen Status und die logische Funktion die-
ses Pradikat-Typs: ,[...] alle Pradikate des inneren
Sinnes beziehen sich auf das Ich als Subjekt, und
dieses kann nicht weiter als Pradikat irgendeines
anderen Subjekts gedacht werden” (Prol, AA 04,
S. 334). In der Metaphysik-Vorlesung L, die ver-
mutlich aus der Phase der Entdeckung und Aus-
arbeitung des Paralogismus stammt und von
Erich Adickes auf die Jahre zwischen 1778 und
1783 datiert worden ist, wird Kant noch konke-
ter: ,Das Ich ist das allgemeine Subject aller Pradi-
cate, alles Denkens, aller Handlungen, aller mog-
lichen Urtheile, die wir von uns als einem den-
kenden Wesen fillen konnen. Ich kann nur sa-
gen: Ich bin, Ich denke, Ich handele” (V-Met-L1/
Pilitz, AA 281, S. 266). Damit hat Kant die Form
der Urteile-des-inneren-Sinns charakterisiert
und gleichzeitig das innerhalb seiner Theorie
wichtigste Beispiel eines Urteils dieses Typs her-
ausgestrichen — das Urteil-des-inneren-Sinns
Ich denke.

Die vorhin betonte Tragweite der von Kant
herausgearbeiteten logischen Spontaneitdt des
urteilenden Subjekts zeigt sich u.a. an diesem



I'MYeCKOVI CIIOHTaHHOCTY, C KOTOPOW, KaK IINIIeT
KanT, 51 ecTb aOCOTIOTHBIVI CYOBEKT BCeX MOVIX BO3-
MOYKHBIX CY>KIIE€HWUTI, 5 SIBJISIOCh CYOBEKTOM TaKxkKe
CYXXIeHW-BHY TPEHHEr0-9yBCTBa « MblCAI0».

IV

VI3 cobpaHHBIX [I0 CVIX TIOP IPEAIIOCHIIOK BbI-
TeKaeT, uTo B popMe camoadpuiipoBaHms yua-
CTBYeT BO BCAIKOM CJTy4ae ¥ I10 KpariHeit Mepe ¢op-
Ma CyXX[IeHWs-BHYTPeHHero-uyBCcTBa «f MbiCAI0».
ITpu 3TOM, pasymMeeTcs, ellle He JaHa IIOJIHAs Xa-
pakTepucTiKa 3Tom popMbl. VHave dopma akTa
camoaddurmpoBanms BooOIlle He OTIMYAIACh
ObI OT aKTa ammepreniuy, nbo 3TOT aKT amrep-
LMY gBJIsieTcs TeM, popMa 4ero II0JIHOCTBIO
OpUCYTCTByeT B (popMe CyXIeHWsA-BHyTpeHHe-
ro-gyBcTBa «f mbvica10». I103TOMY IIOKa MOXXHO TO-
BOPUTB TOJIBKO O TOM, UTO popMa Cy>KIIeHWsA-BHY-
TPeHHero-4yBCTBa «f MblcA10» npuvacmua dpopme
camoadpPpurimposanmsa. V1 ocHoBHOM dopmaiib-
HBIVI XapaKTep Aake 3TOro Cy>X[IeHWs IIpU TaKoM
YCJIOBUM COCTaBJIsIeT CIIOHTAaHHOCTD. To, 94TO MeX-
71y TeM Bce ellle COBepllIeHHO HeoIlperie/ieHHO, —
310 popMa crenpuaecku agppexmubrozo Kom-
noneHTa. [ IpegBapnTesIbHO MOXKHO, VICTIONB3YsI CO-
BepIIeHHO 0e300MIHBI Tapadpa3, cKa3aTh JINIIIb
0 TOM, UTO CyObeKT MBIIIJIeHV s IIOCPeICTBOM aKTa
MBIIUIeHVS B popMe cyxaeHUs « mbicaio» ad-
dummpyeT camoro cebs, TO eCTh CIIOHTAaHHO OCY-
IIIeCTBJIeT BO3MEVICTBIE 10 OTHOIIEHUIO K cele.
KanT cdopmynuposan cTpykTypy 3Toro adpdex-
Ta, a VIMEHHO CTPYKTYpy pe3yJibTaTa akTa camo-
adppurmposaHmd, IO CIyYaro Jake IIOYTH IIPO-
CTBIM PaboumM SI3BIKOM: «S1, Cly0sekm, meraro camo-
ro cebst 00sekmom» (AA 22, S. 93). OmHako 3a 3TON
npocTont pabouert popMyIMPOBKON CTOUT Oosiee
TOHKasl ¥ CJIOKHas CTPYKTypa, COCTaBJIAIOIIas
cobcTBeHHO mpenmert § 24 —25.

Ha crpanmnie B 155 KanT maer mpexe Bcero
IOHSATB, YTO CTOUT IIpu OoJIee BHMMATEJIbHOM pac-
CMOTpeHUM 3a IIPOCTOV pabouert pOpMyINpPOB-
KOVI: «s1 KaK... MbLCAAWUIL CYOBEKT 1no3Haw (KypcuB

R. Enskat

Punkt: Durch die logische Spontaneitat, mit der,
wie Kant schreibt, ich das absolute Subjekt aller
mir moglichen Urteile bin, bin ich das Subjekt
auch des Urteils-des-inneren-Sinns Ich denke.

IV

Aus den bisher gesammelten Vorausset-
zungen hat sich ergeben, dafs an der Form der
Selbstaffektion jedenfalls und mindestens die
Form des Urteils-des-inneren-Sinns Ich denke be-
teiligt ist. Damit ist selbstverstdandlich noch kei-
ne vollstandige Charakterisierung dieser Form
gegeben. Andernfalls wiirde sich die Form des
Akts der Selbstaffektion ja gar nicht vom Akt der
Apperzeption unterscheiden. Denn dieser Akt
der Apperzeption ist es, dessen Form vollstdn-
dig in der Form des Urteils-des-inneren-Sinns
Ich denke prasent ist. Man kann daher vorldu-
fig nur davon sprechen, dafi die Form des Ur-
teils-des-inneren-Sinns Ich denke an der Form
der Selbstaffektion beteiligt ist. Und den wichtigs-
ten formalen Charakter auch dieses Urteils bil-
det unter dieser Voraussetzung die Spontanei-
tdat. Was indessen noch génzlich unbestimmt ist,
ist die Form der spezifisch affektiven Komponen-
te. Man kann vorldufig lediglich in einer ganz
harmlosen Paraphrase davon sprechen, dafs das
Subjekt des Denkens durch den Akt des Den-
kens in der Form des Urteils Ich denke sich selbst
affiziert, also spontan einen Affekt auf sich aus-
tibt. Kant hat das Format dieses Affekts, also das
Format des Resultats des Akts der Selbstaffek-
tion gelegentlich sogar in einer fast handwerk-
lich-robusten Sprache formuliert: ,Ich, das Sub-
ject, mache mich selbst zum Object” (OF, AA 22,
S. 93). Doch hinter dieser handwerklich-robusten
Formulierung steckt eine subtilere und komple-
xere Struktur. Diese Struktur bildet das eigentli-
che Thema der §§ 24-25.

Auf B 155 gibt Kant zundchst zu verstehen,
was bei genauerem Hinsehen hinter der hand-
werklich-robusten Formulierung steckt: ,Ich, als
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Movt. — P.D) cebs xak moicaumbiil 0ObekT» (B 155;
Kant, 20064, c. 231). Takum obpasom, IpeBpariie-
Hue cebd B 00BEeKT, BO BCAKOM CiIydae, CTPOro Iie-
peruieTeHo C ycIeXoM KOTHUTWMBHOIO aKTa, aKTa
HEKOero ITO3HaHMS, a IMEHHO — CaMOIIO3HAHWL.
DTO TpebyeT pas3bsCHEHNs, IIOTOMY YTO IIOHSTIE
MIO3HaHVA B paMKax TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOV aHaJIV-
TUKV OOBIYHO IIPVBSI3aHO K CTAHIAPTHOMY YCIIO-
BUIO — K VICIIOJTb30BAHWIO TOVI VIJTV VIHOV KaTero-
PUM B IOJIb3y OOBEKTVBHO 3HAUYMMOIO MO3HAHMSL.
ITosTomy KaHT B 11eJI51X COOTBETCTBEHHO HEOOXO-
AVIMOTO pasTpaHVMYeHMs IIOIYepKIBaeT:
TIO3HAHWS OMAUYHO20 OMm MeHs ob0wvexma (Kyp-
cuB Mot. — P.D) [ HyXnarocs]... (... KaTeropmm)»
(B 158; Kanr, 20064, c. 233). Takmm obpasom, KanT
B pacCMaTpyBaeMOM HaMW MeCTe SIBHO VICTIOJIb3yeT
Oortee ci1aboe, He CBSI3aHHOE C KaTerOPVSIMY IIOHS-
THe TIO3HaHWS, IOTOMY YTO ITO3HaHVe COOCTBEH-
HoOro cyOpekTa OaHaIbHO He 00OpasyeT IO3HaHWMS
KaKoro-Jmobo oObekTa, OTIMYHOro OT MeHs. Ho
TaK KaK OUTUpyeMasi MbIcIb KaHTa oTHOCHTCS K
cyOBeKTy aKTa CyXXHeHMs «f MblcA10», TO VI Ha He
IIPOCTOM paboueM si3bIKe MOXKHO CKa3aTh, UTO Jie-
JlaeT MBICIISIINIL CyOBEKT, KOrja OH IIpeBparia-
eT ceOs1 B OOBEKT, — OH memamusupyem ceds kak
MBICJISIIINVE CYOBEKT, M TOJIBKO B TOV Mepe, B Ka-
KOVI OH paccMaTpuBaeT ceOst KaK MBICIISAIIN CyOb-
€KT, OH Oesaem ceOs oObekTOM. TakmM oOpasoMm,
«J1elaTh» 3[1eCh 03HAuAem He UTO MHOE, KaK «Te-
MaTV3MpPOBaTh». I — 3TO B KOHKPETHO COBEPIIEH-
HOM CY XKIEHW « MblCA10» TEMATIUECKIIT OOBEKT,
MBIIIIJIEHVe — TeMaTudecKasl [1esiTeJIbBHOCTb 3TO-
ro TeMaTu4eckoro oowvekTa. TemaTmsupys cebst 1
CBOIO MBICTIUTEIIBHYIO JIeSITEJIBHOCTD ITOCPEICTBOM
CYXKHeHMST «f MblCA10», MBICIISIIINTL CYOBEKT I0-
3HaeT cebs KaK TeMaTWM3VpOBaHHOE VIM CaMVM B
Ipolriecce MbIIIUIeHV MbIciIsee f1. JIniib Tojrpko
B cI10co0e Takovt TeMaTu3aliuy Meicsisitee 51 desa-
em cedst noMblLcAeHHbIM MBICTISIIVIM I, TO eCTh TeM
51, KOTOpOe MBICJIUTCSA VIM CaMWUM KaK MBICIISIIIee.
Ecim KanT Ha crpanmiie B 155 (KanT, 20064, c. 231)
dopmyupyer, uto S kax mvicaAuwuil cydsexm no-
3Hat0 cebs KaK MblCAUMDBLI 00eKn1, TO YKa3aHHOe

<« JIIIS

[...] denkend Subjekt, erkenne mich selbst als ge-
dachtes Objekt” (B 155; Hvh. z. T. v. Vf.). Das Sich-
selbst-zum-Objekt-machen ist also jedenfalls
strikt verflochten mit einem kogitiven Akterfolg,
dem einer Erkenntnis, und zwar der Selbster-
kenntnis. Das ist deswegen erlduterungsbedtirf-
tig, weil der Begriff der Erkenntnis im Rahmen
der Transzendentalen Analytik normalerweise
an eine Standardbedingung gebunden ist — an
den Gebrauch der einen oder anderen Katego-
rie zugunsten einer objektiv giiltigen Erkennt-
nis. Deswegen betont Kant aus Griinden einer
entsprechend nétigen Abgrenzung: ,[...] zum Er-
kenntnisse eines von mir verschiedenen Objekts [be-
darf ich] [..] ([..] der Kategorie)” (B 158; Hvh. v.
V1). Kant macht an unserer Stelle also offenkun-
dig von einem schwicheren, nicht kategorien-ge-
bundenen Erkenntnisbegriffs Gebrauch, weil
eine Erkenntnis des eigenen Subjekts trivialer-
weise keine Erkenntnis eines von mir verschie-
denen Objekts bildet. Da die zitierte Uberlegung
Kants aber jedenfalls auf das Subjekt des Urteils-
akts Ich denke rekurriert, 1a3t sich auch in einer
nicht-handwerklich-robusten Sprache sagen, was
das denkende Subjekt tut, wenn es sich selbst
zum Objekt macht — es thematisiert sich als den-
kendes Subjekt, und nur insofern es sich als den-
kendes thematisiert, macht es sich zum Objekt.
~Machen” bedeutet hier also gar nichts anderes
als ,thematisieren”. Das Ich ist im ausdriicklich
vollzogenen Urteil Ich denke das thematische Ob-
jekt, das Denken die thematische Tatigkeit die-
ses thematischen Objekts. Indem das denkende
Subjekt sich und seine denkende Tétigkeit durch
das Urteil Ich denke thematisiert, erkennt es sich
als das von ihm denkend thematisierte denken-
de Ich. Erst und nur im Medium dieser The-
matisierung macht das denkende Ich sich selbst
zum gedachten denkenden Ich, also zu dem Ich,
das von ihm selbst als denkendes gedacht wird.
Wenn Kant B 155 formuliert, daf3 Ich als denken-
des Subjekt mich selbst als gedachtes Objekt erkenne,
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371ech TI03HaHVe SIBHO VIMeeT coflepKaHvie HeKOero
TOXJlecTBa: S no3Har, 4mo A Kax MulcAAuULL cyoo-
exm mosxoecm@en cebe Kax nomvicieHHoMY 8 npoyec-
ce MbluileHUs, — CilefoBaTesIbHO, OOpasyeT Bblia-
FOILTUVICSI CITyYant CaMOIIO3HaHMA®.

\"

Tenrepr B moJie 3peHMs HomagaeT yxe 3aKiIio-
YUTeIbHBIN Haccak KaHTa, IOCBSIeHHBIV aHa-
JIN3Y CY>KIeHWs M CITy Kalll pa3bsacHeHUIo dhop-
MBI camoadppurmposanms. Peus maer o cyxmae-
HUM-BHYTPEHHEeIr0-4yBCTBa, IIOCPeICTBOM KOTO-
poro KaHT B TemaruueckoMm § 25 dpopmysmpyer
BTOpOe CyOBeKTMBHOe TOXAECTBO: «..J, KoTopoe
MBICJINT, OT/INYaeTcs OT 5I, KoTopoe caMo cebs co-
3epyaem... VI TeM He MeHee COBIIaJIaeT C HuM, Oy-
oydu 00HuM u mem xe cyobextom» (B 155, KaT,
2006a, c. 231; xkypcus mon. — P. D). 3gech Takxke
oueByHa opMasIbHasl CTPYKTypa, TeMaTu3Mpy-
emasi KaHTOM: cyOBeKT MBIITUIeHNS KaK CyOBeKT
TOX/IeCTBeHeH CyOBeKTy co3epliaHmsi, HO OH OCY-
IIIeCTBIISIET [IBe Pa3JIMYHble KOTHUTMBHBIE (PyHK-
LW — MBIIUIEHVS ¥ CO3epliaHMs, TIOCPEeICTBOM
KOTOPBIX OH IIPUIIVCBEIBaeT cebe 1Ba KOTHUTVBHO
Ppa3IMYHBIX Xapakmepa oObeKTa — MBICJIIVIMOTO U
co3epriaeMoro oObeKTa.

CyXIeHne-BHY TPEHHETO-9yBCTBa, 3HadMMOe,
KOT/Ja XOTST BO3/IAaTh JJOJDKHOE POJIV caMOCO3epIia-
HMsA, KOTOpasi 371eCh TeMaTu3MpyeTcs, IMeeT IIpo-
cTyI0 POopMYy «fl, IOCKOIIBKY MBICITIO, CYujecmByio»
(B 420; KanT, 2006a, c. 535; kypcus Mom. — P.D).
KanT xoMMeHTHpyeT 3TO 3K3MCTeHIIMaIbHOe CY-
XJIeHVe-BHY TPeHHero-4yBCTBa, OT4acTu Iieped-
pasupys, OT4aCTV TeOpeTUYeCKN OOBIACHSS: «..s
CYIIECTBYIO KaK WHTeJUIUTeHINs [yMOIIOCTUTa-
IOIINTI CYOBEKT], cO3HAlOIIasl TOJIBKO CBOIO CIIO-
COOHOCTB CBSI3BIBAHMSI, HO B OTHOIIIEHWUI MHOI'O-

8 OueBnpHO, YTO IPOOIIEMBI TOXIECTBA, KOTOpsle KaHT
3[eCh 3aTParMBaeT, PyKOBOACTBYSICH MMKPOCYXXIEHVEM
«s1 MBICJTIO», COCTaBJISIOT OTIIPABHYO TOUKY ITPEXK/Ie BCEro
st Duixre, Kora oH yOenmnTesIbHO TeMaTn3npyeT SI-Tox-
IIeCTBO, HO He Ipuberaer K PyKOBOJISIIIIEVI ITOMOLII TOTO
MVIKPOCYXKIeHVIS.

R. Enskat

dann hat die hier angedeutete Erkenntnis offen-
sichtlich den Inhalt einer Identitit: Ich erkenne,
dass ich als denkendes Subjekt identisch mit mir als
denkend Gedachtem bin — bildet also den eminen-
ten Fall der Selbsterkenntis.’

\"

Damit kommt aber auch schon der abschlie-
ende urteilsanalytische Beitrag Kants zur Kla-
rung der Form der Selbstaffektion in den Blick.
Es handelt sich um das Urteil-des-inneren-Sinns,
durch das Kant im thematischen § 25 eine zweite
subjektive Identitdt formuliert: ,[..] das Ich, der
ich denke, [bin] von dem Ich, das sich selbst an-
schaut, unterschieden, [..] und doch mit diesem
letzteren als dasselbe Subjekt einerlei” (B 155; Hvh.
v. VL.). Auch hier liegt die formale Struktur, die
Kant thematisiert, auf der Hand: Das Subjekt
des Denkens ist als Subjekt identisch mit dem
Subjekt der Anschauung, aber es iibt zwei ver-
schiedene kognitive Funktionen aus — die des
Denkens und die des Anschauens —, durch die
es sich selbst zwei kognitiv verschiedene Ob-
jekt-Charaktere zuschreibt — die des gedachten
und des angeschauten Objekts.

Das Urteil-des-inneren-Sinns, das wichtig ist,
wenn man der Rolle der Selbstanschauung ge-
recht werden mochte, die hier thematisiert wird,
hat die einfache Form ,Ich existiere denkend”
(B 420; Hvh. v. Vf). Kant hat dieses Existenz-
urteil-des-inneren-Sinns teils paraphrasierend
und teils theoretisch erlduternd kommentiert:
4[] ich existiere als Intelligenz, die sich ledig-
lich ihres Verbindungsvermogens bewufst ist, in
Ansehung des Mannigfaltigen aber, das sie ver-
binden soll, einer einschrankenden Bedingung,

° Es liegt auf der Hand, dass die Identitidtsprobleme,
die Kant hier am Leitfaden des Mikro-Urteils Ich denke
erortert, den Ausgangspunkt vor allem fiir Fichtes ein-
dringliche Thematisierungen der Ich-Identitét bilden —
allerdings ohne Zuhilfenahme des Leitfadens dieses
Mikro-Urteils.
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o0pa3HOro, KOTOpoe OHa JIOJDKHA CBSI3bIBATh, OHA
HoYMHeHa OrpaHMYMBalOIIeMy YCIIOBUIO,
3bIBAEMOMY BHYTPEHHIUM UYyBCTBOM ¥ COCTOSIIIIe-
My B TOM, UYTOOBI 3Ty CB$I3b CieJIaTh cO3epllaeMOovt
TOJIBKO COIJIaCHO BpPEeMEeHHBIM OTHOIIEHUSM...»
(B 158—-159; KanT, 2006a, c. 233—235). Taknm 00-
pasoM, cyujecmbobanie KaK MbICIIIIee CYIIeCTBO
€CTh TO, 9YTO MOXET OBbITh C/eJTaHO CO3epIaeMbIM
TOJIBKO COITIACHO BpeMeHHBIM OTHOILIEHVISIM.

Iocsie 3TOro KaHTOBCKOIO OOBSICHEHMS VI KOM-
MeHTUpOBaHMd TpebyeTcss JIMIIb OFHO-eIMH-
CTBEHHO€e OOBSICHEHVIE VI TEOPETIIeCKOoe KOMMEH-
TUPOBaHMe POJIV 3TOrO CO3epliaeMOro TeMIIopasIb-
HOro akTopa B CYIIIECTBOBAHMM MBICIISIIETO
Cy6’beKTa, YTOOBI OTMETUTL TOT CAMBIV Ba’KHBIN
IIyHKT, B KOTOPOM CXOAATCS BCe HUTWU KaHTOB-
CKOV KOHIlemnmu caMoadduiimpoanms, cdop-
MYJIMPOBAHHON C MO3UINM aHaIM3a CYXXIeHWUL:
«...B COBOKYITHO€ B35iTOe BpeMsl, KOrjia s OCO3Halo
ce0s1, s CO3HAKO 9TO BpeMs KaK ITpuHajieXxxaree K
enMHCTBY Moero S» (A 362; Kanr, 20060, c. 457). B
MapOy prcKovi JIEKIINM TI0 JIOTVIKe, IIPOYMTaHHO B
JleTHeM ceMecTpe 1926 r.,, Xanmerrep 3aga arope-
TUYECKUV BOIIPOC, KOTOPBIV IIOKa3aTeIeH B 3TOM
KOHTEKCTe, TIOCKOJIbBKY KOCBEHHO OOpalliaeT BHU-
MaHVe Ha JIBa 2JIeMeHTa B Teopu cyXaeHun Kan-
Ta, KOTOPBIX ellle He XBaTaeT, YTOObI pa3o0paThcs B
3TOVI alIOPUIL: «BOITPOC... O CBSA3M S MBICITIO U Bpe-
MeHn» (Heidegger, 1976, S. 344). On maxe dop-
MyJIMpyeT aJjIbTepPHATUBHBIN BOIIPOC: «SIBjIsgeTcs
TV BpeMs MofLycoM Sl MBICITIO Myv I MBICITIO eCTh
Momyc BpemeHu?» (Ibid., S. 346). AnopeTrmaeckim
3TOT BOIIPOC siBJIgeTcs IIOTOMY, YTO Xawjerrep He
npuberaeT HM K KaKMUM CPeICTBaM, C IIOMOIIIBIO
KOTOPBIX MOXKHO OBLIIO OBI HAITV BBIXOL M3 3TOM
dopMaIIbHOVI TOJIOBOJIOMKIA.

OTm cpeacTBa npepocrasiger cam Kant. On-
HVM U3 HUX SIBJIsIeTCs BaKHOe pabouee orrpererie-
HUe HOHATUS CyXXOeHMs B IJIMHHOM «[ Ipemiciio-
BUM» K «MeTadn3nuecKM HadalaM eCTeCTBO3Ha-
Hus». Kak yreepkaer KanT, «cTporo onpesierneH-
Hasi epVHUINS ClYKOeHUA» BKIIIOUaeT B ceds To,
YTO CyXIeHue sBiiseTcs «akTom» (AA 04, S. 475
Anm.; Kant, 19946, c. 258 npumed.), a crrenoBa-

Ha-

die sie den inneren Sinn nennt, unterworfen [ist],
jene Verbindung nur nach Zeitverhiltnissen an-
schaulich [zu] machen” (B 158-159). Es ist also
die Existenz als denkendes Wesen, was nur nach
Zeitverhdltnissen anschaulich gemacht werden
kann.

Man benétigt nach dieser Erlauterung und
Kommentierung Kants nur noch eine einzige Er-
lduterung und theoretische Kommentierung der
Rolle dieses anschaulichen Zeitfaktors der Exis-
tenz des denkenden Subjekts um den springen-
den Punkt markieren zu kénnen, in dem alle Fa-
den von Kants urteilsanalytischer Konzeption
der Selbstaffektion zusammenfinden: ,[..] in der
ganzen Zeit, darin ich mir meiner bewufst bin,
bin ich mir dieser Zeit, als zur Einheit meines
Selbst gehorig, bewufst” (A 362). In seiner Mar-
burger Vorlesung iiber Logik vom Sommerse-
mester 1926 hat Heidegger eine aporetische Fra-
ge gestellt, die in diesem Zusammenhang auf-
schlussreich ist, weil sie indirekt auf die zwei
Elemente in Kants Urteilstheorie aufmerksam
macht, die noch fehlen, um aus dieser Aporie
herauszufinden, , die Frage [..] nach dem Zusam-
menhang von Ich denke und Zeit” (Heidegger,
1976, S. 344). Er formuliert sogar eine Alternativ-
frage: ,Ist die Zeit ein Modus des Ich denke oder
das Ich denke ein Modus der Zeit?” (ibid., S. 346).
Aporetisch ist diese Frage, weil Heidegger auf
keine Mittel zurtickgreift, mit deren Hilfe man
einen Ausweg aus diesem formalen Vexierspiel
finden konnte.

Diese Mittel stellt Kant selbst bereit. Bei dem
einen Mittel handelt es sich um die wichtige
Arbeitsdefinition des Urteilsbegriffs in der lan-
gen ,Vorrede” zu den Metaphysischen Anfangs-
griinden der Naturwissenschaft. Die ,genau be-
stimmte Definition eines Urteils” schlief3t ein,
wie er sagt, dafs ein Urteil eine ,Handlung”
(MAN, AA 04, S. 475 Anm.) ist, also ein Akt des
Urteilens, ein Urteilsakt. Diese Arbeitsdefini-
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TeJILHO, AKNOM IIpolecca CyXIIeHWsl, aKTOM CYy-
XJIeHus1. DTo pabodee orrperiesieHVie HEOOXOIIMO
VIMETB B BUJLY [IJISI ITPaBVUILHOV OLIEHKV 3Ha4VIMO-
CTV BTOPOrO CpefICTBa, KoTopoe KaHT riepxuT Ha-
rOTOBe, YTOOBI pa3o0paThCs B arlopmm OT Xarier-
repOBCKOro oopMaIbHOIO BOITPOCa-TrOJI0BOJIOMKI:
«Mtak, B KaXXIOM CYXXIAeHUM CyOBbeKTMBHO eCThb
BpeMeHHas I10C/IefIoBaTeIIbHOCTE» (AA 20, S. 369),
100 «MBI CO3HAeM VIX [HaIII IIpeCTaBIIeH s KaK
CMeHSIIOIIVecs: BO BpeMeHM, T.e. COIJIacCHO dhopme
BHyTpeHHero uyscTBa» (A 37 / B 54 Anm.; KaHnr,
20064, c. 115 mpumeu.; Kanut, 200606, c. 73 mpumew.),
KakK, HaIpuMep, IIpeJcTaB/ieHus o S v 0 MblIIe-
HUW B M3BECTHOM CYXIIeHUW-BHYTPeHHero-4ys-
cTBa «f Mbicato». II03TOMY B KOHKpETHOM CiIydae
KaHTOBCKOMY CJIO)KHOMY CY KIeHWIO-BHYTpeHHe-
Tro-4yBCTBa O CO3€pIlaeéMOM MBICJIAINEM W CyIIe-
CTByIOIIeM Sl SIBHO MOXXKHO ITPUJIATh CJIeTyOLLyIO
dopmy: S xax muicaawuil cydsekm moxoecmben
nocaedobamenvHo co3epyaemMomy MHOK MbLCAAULEMY
u cywecmbByrouemy cyovexmy. ITO B 11€JIOM, I10-BU-
nvMoMy, B Teopum KaHTa o3HadaeT: Ka>k[IbIV MbIC-
JISIIUVIVI I BBIHOCSIIUVL CY>KIEHS cy61>e1<T 0CO3-
HaeT CBoe CyIlleCTBOBaHIe B TedeHue Oosree v
MeHee KOPOTKOIO Iepuofa WCHOIb30BaHMsA VM
IIpe/ICTaBIeHN B IIpoliecce MbIIUIeHMS U op-
MVPOBaHMs CYXXICHWIA.

Taxvm obGpasoM, KaHTOBCKOe oIperiesieHie JIo-
IMYecKOV ¥ TeMIIOpaJIbHOV (POPMBI CaMOIIO3Ha-
HVISL IIOCPEACTBOM caMoaddPpUIIMPOBaHS MOXKHO
CYMMWMPOBATh B IIATU CJIEAYIOMIVIX Te3/cax:

1. «fI Mbica10» €CTh caM aKT MBICJISIIETO ITpoLiec-
ca Cy>K[IeHUsl.

2. KaxapIii aKT MBICIIAIIETO IIporecca CysxKye-
HUs SIBJISIeTCS aKTOM CIIOHTaHHOI'O OCHOBaHUS
JIOTYecKoVt POPMBbI COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO aKTa Cy-
KIeHUS.

3. KaxapIvi ClIOHTaHHO MBICJISAIINVL V1 BBIHOCS-
UV Cy>K[IeHVe CyOBeKT CyIecTByeT II0 KpaviHer
Mepe TaK IO0JITO, CKOJIBKO HeOoOXOmMMO IIJIsd OCy-
IIIeCTBJIeHVISI er0 aKTa CY KIeHWs.

4. JTevicTBue, CBA3aHHOE C BBIHECEHVEM CyXJle-
HsI, KOTOpOe OCYIIeCTBIISIeT MBICIIAIIIVV Y BBIHO-
CAIINL CyKeHVe cyObeKT, oOpasyeT caMyfo 3Jie-
MeHTapHYI0 OCHOBHYIO (POpMY CyIIleCTBOBaHUS
TaKOro CyObeKTa.

R. Enskat

tion muss man im Ohr haben, wenn man die
Bedeutsamkeit des zweiten Mittels angemes-
sen einschitzen mochte, das Kant bereit hilt,
um aus der Aporie von Heideggers formaler
Vexier-Frage herauszufinden: ,Nun ist in jedem
Urteil subjectiv eine Zeitfolge” (Loser Blitter,
AA 20, S. 369). Denn ,wir sind uns [unserer
Vorstellungen], als in der Zeitfolge, d.i. nach
der Form des inneren Sinnes, bewufst” (A 37 /
B 54 Anm.), z. B. der Vorstellungen vom Ich und
vom Denken in dem eminenten Urteil-des-in-
neren-Sinns Ich denke. Im konkreten Fall kann
man Kants komplexes Urteil-des-inneren-Sinns
tiber das angeschaute denkend-existierende Ich
daher offensichtlich auch in die folgende Form
bringen: Ich als denkendes Subjekt bin identisch mit
dem sukzessiv von mir angeschauten denkend-exis-
tierenden Subjekt. Denn allgemein gilt offen-
bar in Kants Theorie: Jedes denkend-urteilen-
de Subjekt ist sich seiner Existenz wahrend der
mehr oder weniger kurzen Zeitspanne seines
jeweiligen denkend-urteilsférmigen Gebrauchs
von Vorstellungen bewufst.

Kants Bestimmung der logischen und der
zeitlichen Form der Selbsterkenntnis durch
Selbstaffektion ldsst sich daher in fiinf Thesen so
zusammenfassen:

1. Das Ich denke ist selbst ein Akt denkenden
Urteilens.

2. Jeder Akt denkenden Urteilens ist ein Akt
spontaner Stiftung der logischen Form des je-
weiligen Urteilsakts.

3. Jedes spontan denkend-urteilende Subjekt
existiert mindestens so lange, wie es fiir die Aus-
tibung seines Urteilsakts notig ist.

4. Das urteilende Handeln eines denkend-ur-
teilenden Subjekts bildet
Grundform der Existenz eines solchen Subjekts.

5. Die Zeit des denkend-urteilenden Handelns
bildet den Grundmodus der Existenz eines den-
kend-urteilenden Subjekts.

die elementarste
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5. Bpems nevicTBUS MBIIUIEHVS VI BbIHECEHIS
CyXIIeHMsl obpa3yeT OCHOBHOVI MOIYC CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHWS MBICIIAIIETO ¥ BBIHOCAIIETO CYXKIEHVe
cyObeKTa.

Ha s13pIke XamerrepoBCKMX KOHTPACTMBHBIX
TeM Ovimus u Bpemenu, a TakxXe MoluiieHus U Obl-
Mus MOXHO IIO3TOMY IIPeIJIOKWUTDH CIIeyIoIie
dopMyIMpoBKI’: Obiriie MBICJISIIETO VI BBIHOCS-
IIIETO CYXeHMe CyObeKTa M3Ha4aIbHO OCYIIIeCT-
BJISIETCSI BO BpemeHu, a Mblii1eH1e BBIHOCSIIIETO CY-
KeHMe CyObeKTa ecTh M3HadasibHas popma 0bi-
mus Takoro cyonekTa’.
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In der Sprache von Heideggers Kontrast-The-
men Sein und Zeit und Denken und Sein kann
man daher auch so formulieren:® Das Sein des
denkend-urteilenden Subjekts vollzieht sich ur-
spriinglich in der Zeit, und: Das Denken des ur-
teilenden Subjekts ist die urspriingliche Form
des Seins eines solchen Subjekts.”
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IIPOBJIEMA COOTHOIILIEHMSI
ATIIEPLEITLIVIVI, CAMOCO3HAHWISI
V1 COSHAHMSI B KPUTUYECKOV
®UIIOCOPUN M. KAHTA

U.E. Andpuano8'

Kanm He Oaem uemkux u AcHuX onpedeseHut an-
nepuyentyuu, CO3HAHUA, CAMOCO3HAHUA U HNoBceMecHHO
ucnoAv3yem 3mu c106a kax CUHOHUMDL, U3-3a 4eeo Bo3-
Hukaem npobiema cOOMHOUEHUS IMUX CNOCOOHOCHIET.
Baxxnocmu amoti npobaemvl onpedeasienics KoAOCCAAbHOU
3HAUUMOCTIBIO KAXKOOTL U3 YKASAHHBIX chocobHocmeil, 6
HenocpedcmBernotl cBasu c xomopbuimu Kanmom gpop-
Mmyaupylomes kawouebvle 3a0a4u MpaHcyeHOeHMAaLbHOT
¢usocogpuu. B nepByro ouepeds 3mo obHapyxeHue kame-
eopuil paccyoxa u 0okazameabcmbo npabomepHOCHIU UX
UCNOAB30BAHUSA, UIMO YCAOKHACT PA3HUYA Mex0Yy U30a-
Husamu «Kpumuku vucmoeo pasyma», Kacarwoujascs xax
apeymenmayuu 6 pasdese 0 0eOyKyul Kameeopuil, max
u nonumanusa Kanmom annepyenyuu. IToamomy abmop
nvimaemcs BulACHUML Yemkoe HA3HAHeHUe Kaxoou u3
YKA3AHHBIX cnOcoOHOCmell, 4 makxe YCMAHOBUMb UX
omHoutenus opye ¢ opyeom. [lis amoeo on anarusupyem
(PYHKYUOHANLHBIE POAU CO3HAHUA, CAMOCOSHAHUS U aN-
nepyenyuu 6 peutenuu 21abnuix 3a0au nepbou «Kpumu-
ku». Ilokasano, umo cosHanue Abasemcs pegpiexcubHoi
no3HaBamevHoll cnocobHoCbIo, Komopas omkpuvibaem
docrmyn x npedcmabaenusm 6 wawieil oyuie, no3bossem
UX paiuuams, a makxe npubrocums 6 Hux eounHcmebo.
Camocosmanue Bvicmynaem cnocobom pyHkyuoHupoba-
HUS CO3HAHUSA, KOMOpbll daem Bo3MOXKHOCHIL UCCAe00-
Bamv mpu 00vexma cosHanus: Grympennue u BHeunue
npedcmabaenus 6 cybsekme, cunmemuueckyio oesament-
Hocmb paccyoka u Hawly oyuly. Annepyenyus s615emcs
AAMUHCKUM auasoeom nousmus Selbstbewufitsein u
Hanpabaena Ha uccaedoBanue eourcmba Hawux npeo-
cmabaenuii. Tax kax Kawm pasiuuaem muoxecmbo Bu-
008 edurcmba, umeiomcs, coombBemcmbento, U pasHole
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THE PROBLEM OF THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN APPERCEPTION,
SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS
AND CONSCIOUSNESS
IN KANT’S CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY

LE. Andriianoo!

Kant does not provide clear-cut definitions of ap-
perception, consciousness, and self-consciousness and
everywhere uses these terms as synonyms, which cre-
ates the problem of the relationship between these fac-
ulties. The importance of this problem stems from the
colossal significance of each of the above-mentioned
faculties which are intimately connected with Kant’s
formulation of the key tasks of transcendental philoso-
phy. The prime task is to discover the categories of un-
derstanding and to prove the legitimacy of their use,
a task that is further complicated by the difference be-
tween the editions of the Critique of Pure Reason in
terms of the argumentation in the section on the deduc-
tion of categories and Kant’s concept of apperception.
Accordingly, the author seeks to clarify the purpose of
each of the above-mentioned faculties and to establish
their inter-relationship. To this end the author analyses
the functional roles of consciousness, self-consciousness
and apperception in solving the main tasks of the first
Critique. It turns out that consciousness is a reflexive
cognitive capacity which provides access to represen-
tations in our soul and allows us to distinguish them
and to connect them. Self-consciousness is the mode of
the functioning of consciousness which makes it possi-
ble to study three objects of consciousness: internal and
external representations of the subject, the synthetic
activity of understanding and our soul. Apperception
is the Latin synonym of the concept of Selbstbewufst-
sein and is aimed at studying the unity of our represen-
tations. Because Kant distinguishes multiple kinds of
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HaumeHoBanus annepyenyuu. Vcenosvsobanue Kanmom
nouamus Apperzeption 8 kauecmBe anaioea camoco-
3HaAHUA 00yca064eH0 mem, 4mo o paspabamovlBaem KoH-
yenyuio cosHanus 6 pamxax sefnbHuye-601bpUAHCKOT
mpaouyuu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: Kanm, paccydox, cosnanue, an-
nepyentyus, caMoCO3HAHUe, MPAHCYEeHOeHMAAbHAA (U-
Aocopus

BBenenmne

Kaxmm obpa3oM COOTHOCSTCS KITIOYEBbIE LIS
KpuTndeckont dustocodpmm KaHrta mnosHaBaTeTh-
HbIe CITOCOOHOCTL: aIllleplielivis, CO3HaHMe 1 ca-
MocosHaHue? C OfgHOV CTOPOHBI, 3TW IOHSATWA
UTpaloT BaKHEWIIYIO Pojib B TPaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HoM dprtocodpum B 11eJI0M, a C IPyront — cTpaja-
IOT OT HeflocTaTKa sICHOCTH. [lociiemHss ocoben-
HOCTb ITPOSIBJISIETCS JINOO B IIepeKpPeCcTHBIX Aedn-
HUIMAX, KOT7la alIleplielliys, CO3HaHMe 1 caMo-
CO3HaHVe OIIpeeJIAIOTCs IPyT Yepes Apyra, JI1bo
B aMOMBaJIEHTHBIX KOHTEKCTaX, M3 KOTOPBIX CIle-
IOyIOT pasHble 3HaueHMs JaHHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVL.
ITposicHro 00e cuTyary Ha IIprMepax.

B §16 paspena o memykumm Kateropuit («O0
VI3HAYaJIbHO-CIHTETMYEeCKOM €[IVHCTBEe arlep-
tenummn») KanT gaer msBecTHyI0 0OpMCOBKY MO-
HATUS alllleprentmi: «51 Ha3plBaro ero (OTHOIIe-
HVle MeXAy MHOroodpasveM B CO3epLIaHUM U «s
MBICTIO». — M.A) uucmoil annepyenyuei... Bedb
OHO €CTb... CAMOCO3HaHMe. .. EAyHCTBO ero s Hasb-
BalO TaKXe MpPaHCYeHOeHMAAbHbIM eIVIHCTBOM Ca-
Moco3HaHMsL...» (B 132; KaxT, 20060, c. 203), TO ecTb
KaHT scHO yKasblBaeT Ha TO, YTO aIIlepLENIIIO
cJlefryeT MOHMMATh Kak camoco3HaHme. Ho fastee,
OykBaJIbHO BO BTOpOM ab3alle TOro e maparpada,
MBI BCTpeJaeM ITacCa’k, B KOTOPOM aIlIepIIeTIIIvs
paccMarpmBaeTcs KakK CO3HaHMeE U JaXke KaK pac-
cynok. PaccmoTprM 3TOT dpparmenT: «/ITaK, Imiib
Or1aromapst TOMy, YTO 51 MOT'Y CBsi3aTh MHOT0OOpas-
HOe JITaHHBIX IIPeICTaBIEHUII B 00HOM CO3HAHUU,
VIMeeTCsI BOSMOXKHOCTH TOT'O, YTOOBI S ITPeCTaBIIsIT
cebe moxdecmBo cO3HAHUA B CAMUX IMUX npedcmab-

I.E. Andriianov

unity, there are different names for apperception. Kant
uses the concept of Apperzeption as a synonym of
self-consciousness because his concept of consciousness
follows the Leibniz-Wolffian tradition.

Keywords: Kant, understanding, consciousness,
apperception, self-consciousness, transcendental phi-
losophy

Introduction

What is the inter-relationship between the
cognitive faculties that are key to Kant’s criti-
cal philosophy: apperception, consciousness
and self-consciousness? On the one hand, these
concepts play a crucial role in transcendental
philosophy as a whole and on the other hand
they are wanting in clarity. The latter feature is
particularly manifest in cross-definitions when
apperception, consciousness and self-con-
sciousness are defined via one another, or in
ambivalent contexts from which various mean-
ings of these faculties emerge. Let me give ex-
amples of the each of the two situations.

In § 16 of the section on the deduction of
categories (“On the original-synthetic unity of
apperception”) Kant offers his well-known ex-
planation of the concept of apperception: “I
call it [i.e. the relation between the manifold
of intuition and ‘I think” — I.A.] the pure ap-
perception, [...] since it is [...] self-conscious-
ness [...]. I also call its unity the transcendental
unity of self-consciousness [...]» (KrV, B 132;
Kant, 1998, pp. 246-247), i.e. Kant clearly indi-
cates that apperception should be understood
as self-consciousness. But further down, in fact
in the second paragraph of the same section,
we encounter a passage in which apperception
is seen as consciousness and even understand-
ing. Let us have a closer look at this fragment:
“Therefore it is only because I can combine a
manifold of given representations in one con-
sciousness that it is possible for me to repre-
sent the identity of the consciousness in these

25
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AeHUAX; VHBIMU CJIOBAMWV, AHAAUMUUECKOE €IH-
CTBO aIIeprHeniny BO3MOXKHO, TOJIBKO eCIV IIperl-
MOJIOKUTDE HaJjIuyie HEeKOTOPOIO CUHMemuuecko-
eo enyHCTBa anneprenuni» (B 133; Kant, 20060,
c. 205). BamMaresTbHO IIpoaHaIM31pOBaB JaHHBIN
dparMeHT, MOXXHO ITPEITIONOXUTH TOXKIECTBO all-
TIepLIeTIIIY VI CO3HaHMS, Bellb KaHT IIpsiMo CBS3BI-
BaeT, BO-TIEPBBIX, «TOXIECTBO CO3HAHMS» W «aHa-
JINTUYECKOe eIMHCTBO alllleplLeNIIni», a BO-BTO-
PBIX, CBSA3b «IIpefCcTaBJIeHVI B OIJHOM CO3HAaHUW» U
«CYHTEeTUYEeCKoe eIVMHCTBO amreprentym». HaH-
HOe cooDOpakeHVe HeOIHOKPATHO IIOKperuIseT-
Csl IO Mepe UTeHMsI pasfiesia O TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HOVI JeayKLIMV KaTerOpurL Mpbr1 BCTpeYaeM OYeHb
CXOXKVie, BO3MOYKHO [Ia’kKe TOXKIIeCTBEHHBIE, ITOHSI-
TUS: «eIVHCTBO CO3HAHWS» W «€IVHCTBO arlrep-
eI, «CUHTEeTMYECKOe eIVIHCTBO CO3HAHIS»
Y «CUHTeTVYecKoe eIMHCTBO ammeprentm». He
oIIpoBepraeT Hallle pacCy KJeHVe ¥ IepBoe M3fa-
Hue «Kpurtuku urcroro pasyma». Tam KanT yeTko
orpeiesigeT alIleplellio yepe3 cCo3HaHe: «2TO
YCTOe, M3HAUAJIbHOE, HEM3MEHHOe CO3HAHWe S
X094y Ha3BaTb MIPAHCYEHOEHMAALHOU annepyenyi-
eti» (A 107; Kant, 2006a, c. 157). OgHako, eciv 00-
paTuUTh BHMMaHe Ha M3BeCTHBIVI KOMMeHTapuii, B
KoTopoM KaHT mposicHsIeT paccMOTpeHHBIV HaMU
panee maccax (B 133; Kant, 20066, c. 205), Bo3HI-
KaeT nyTaHuia. Pusiocod IPUXOANUT K BechMa He-
TPUBUAJIBHOMY 3aKJIIOUEHUIO: «..CHMHTeTUYecKoe
€IVIHCTBO allllepleNiy eCTh BBICIINUM MYHKT, C
KOTOPBIM CJIe[lyeT CBs3bIBaTh BCe yIIOTpeOsieHve
paccyzKa, Jake BCIO JIOTMKY M BCJIell 3a HeVl TpaHC-
LleHJleHTaIbHYyI0 driocoduio; Gostee Toro, 3Ta
CII0COOHOCTB 1 ecTh caM paccyaok» (B 134 Anm.,;
KanT, 20060, c. 205 mpumed.). KaHT, Kak MBI BU-
IVIM, OTOXJIECTBIISZET CUHTETUYECKOe eIMHCTBO
amrepLeniuy 1 CIIOCOOHOCTh MBIIIUIEHNS, ellle
Goriblrie 0OOCTpsId Hallly IIpoOIeMy.

ITomoGHEble, ecstt He Oorlee cepbe3HBIE, CIIOXK-
HOCTW Hac Xy T IIpU aHaJIu3e «CO3HaHMs» U «Ca-
MOCO3HaHMs». Bo-TIepBBIX, MBI HUTTIe He OOHapy-
JKMM OIHO3HAUHBIX M YETKMX OIlpefiesIeHuI pac-
CMaTpUBaeMBbIX ITOHSTUI. Bo-BTOpBIX, COBceM He
SICHO, KaK COOTHOCSTCSI CO3HAHME ¥ CaMOCO3Ha-
Hye. OueHb JIeTKO HaMTH CJIydan X CMHOHVMMY-

26

representations itself, i.e. the analytical unity of
apperception is only possible under the pre-
supposition of some synthetic one” (KrV, B 133;
Kant, 1998, p. 247). An attentive analysis of this
fragment suggests an identity of apperception
and consciousness, for Kant directly connects,
first, “identity of the consciousness” and “ana-
lytical unity of apperception”, and second, the
combination of “representations in one con-
sciousness” and “synthetic unity of appercep-
tion”. This judgment is repeatedly confirmed
as we read the section on the transcendental
deduction of categories. We come across very
similar, perhaps even identical concepts: “unity
of consciousness” and “unity of apperception”,
“synthetic unity of consciousness” and “syn-
thetic unity of apperception”. This argument is
not even refuted by the first edition of the Cri-
tiqgue of Pure Reason. In it, Kant defines apper-
ception through consciousness: “This pure,
original, unchanging consciousness I will now
name transcendental apperception” (KrV, A 107;
Kant, 1998, p. 232). However, confusion ensues
if we pay attention to the well-known comment
in which Kant explains the above passage (KrV,
B 133; Kant, 1998, p. 247). The philosopher
comes to a non-trivial conclusion: “[...] the syn-
thetic unity of apperception is the highest point
to which one must affix all use of the under-
standing, even the whole of logic and, after it,
transcendental philosophy; indeed this faculty
is the understanding itself” (KrV, B 134n; Kant,
1998, p. 247n). We see that Kant identifies syn-
thetic unity of apperception and the faculty of
thinking, thus compounding our problem.

No less serious complexities are in store for
us when we come to analysing “conscious-
ness” and “self-consciousness”. First, we do not
find any unambiguous and clear definitions of
the concepts. Second, the relationship between
consciousness and self-consciousness is any-
thing but clear. Instances of the terms being



HOTO VICTIOJIB30BaHMs. PaccMOTpMM IS IIpmMe-
pa cJleyIoIInIl OTPhIBOK M3 pasesia O AedyKIINm
KaTeropuit: «..0HM (MHOrooOpa3Hble IIpeCTaB-
JIeHUs cozepliaHms. — V.A.) JOIDKHBI MeTh BO3-
MOXHOCTB OBITH CBA30HHbIMU B OIHOM CO3HAHWVI,
TaK Kak 0e3 3TOV CBA3M 4Yepe3 HUX HUYTO HeJIb-
39 MBICJIUTH VUIM TI03HATh, IIOTOMY YTO B TaKOM
cJIydae JTaHHBIe IIpericTaBIeHNs He MMesIn Obl 00-
IIIero aKTa arlrepLer: A4 MblCAI0 VI B CVITY 3TO-
o He CBI3BIBAJIVICH ObI B OJJHOM CAMOCO3HAHWVI»
(B 137, KanT, 20060, c. 209). JauHbI1 (pparMeHT
CO BCell OYEBMIHOCTBIO JAEMOHCTPUPYET TOXIe-
CTBO «OITHOTO CO3HAHWS» WM «OIHOrO0 CaMOCO3Ha-
Hus». HemasioBaskeH u ipyrovt MomeHT. Ha cTpa-
HuIlaX «KpUTHMKM 91CTOro pasyma» MBI BCTpeda-
eM OueHb OJIM3KIe K «CaMOCO3HAHVIO» IOHSTVIL:
«CTIOCOOHOCTH Oco3HaHMA cebsi» («das Vermogen
sich bewust zu werden», B 68; Kaxt, 20060, c. 131),
«0CO3HaHMe caMoro cebsi» («das Bewufitsein sein-
er selbst», B 158; KanT, 20060, c. 233), «mxpencras-
seHne 000 MHe» («die Vorstellung meiner selbst»,
A 371; Kanr, 2006a, c. 467) v 1p. MOXXHO JI11 OTOX-
IIeCTBJISITh IIpVIBE[IeHHbIe ITOHSATMS C CaMOCO3Ha-
HueM? B-TpeTbux — m 3T0, oXKaIyVi, caMasi 3aIty-
TaHHag IIpo0iieMa, — KaHT mcronp3yeT IIOHsATHe
«CaMOCO3HaHVIe» B pasHBIX 3HAUEHMSAX?, KOTOPbIE
HEIIPOCTO BBISBUTD M COOTHECTU HAPYT C IPyTOM.
Camoco3HaHMe BBICTYIIA€T Y HEro KaK OCO3HaHe
aIpropHOro paccyrouHoro cuHaTesa (B 134; Kanr,
200606, c. 205), kak oco3HaHMe cebs, Harero S
(B 405; KanT, 20060, c. 517) 1 Kak 0co3HaHMe IIpef-
crasiieHU Bo MHe (A 370; KanT, 20064, c. 465).
Vtak, ipuBefieHHBle (DparMeHTHl KaHTOBCKMX
TEKCTOB SICHO ITOKa3bIBAIOT,
Hy KaHTOM MOHATUI «alllepLeLs», «CaMOCO-
3HaHMe» VI «CO3HaHWMe» VIMEIOTCS CYIIleCTBEHHbIe
CIJIOXKHOCTW®, BBIPa’KaIoIIVecss B OTCYTCTBUM YeT-
KOCTW, OITHO3HAYHOCTVI M I10CJIeI0BaTeIHHOCTA.

4YTO B WCIIOJIB30Ba-

2 O pasHBIX 3HAUEHMSIX IIOHSTUS «CaMOCO3HaHUE» B
TpaHcHeHneHTaIbHOM prutocodprm V. KarTa em.: (Zoller,
2015a, S. 2070).

* TepmuHosornueckre ciaoxHocT y KauTa ormeuaror
mHorme mccaemosaterm: K. Amepuke (Ameriks, 2000a,
p. 238), . bpyxk (Brook, 1994, p. 46), A.H. Kpyrnos (Kpy-
7108, 2005, c. 290) u 1p.
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used synonymously can readily be found. Let
us consider, for example, the following passage
from the section on the deduction of categories:
“[...] they must be capable of being combined
in one consciousness; for without that nothing
could be thought or cognised through them,
since the given representations would not have
in common the act of apperception, I think,
and thereby would not be grasped together in
a self-consciousness” (KrV, B 137; Kant, 1998,
p. 249). In this fragment “one consciousness”
and “a self-consciousness” are clearly identical.
Another important consideration is that in the
Critique of Pure Reason we encounter concepts
that are very close to “self-consciousness”: “fac-
ulty for becoming conscious of oneself” (KrV,
B 68; Kant, 1998, p. 189), “consciousness of
oneself” (KrV, B 158; Kant, 1998, p. 260), “the
representation of my Self” (KrV, A 371; Kant,
1998, p. 427), etc. Are these concepts identical
to self-consciousness? Third — and this is per-
haps the knottiest problem — Kant uses the
term “self-consciousness” in various mean-
ings® which are difficult to isolate and compare.
Self-consciousness may refer to the conscious-
ness of the synthesis of the understanding a
priori (KrV, B 134; Kant, 1998, p. 247), as con-
sciousness of oneself (KrV, B 405; Kant, 1998,
p- 260) and consciousness of representations
within me (KrV, A 370; Kant, 1998, p. 427).

The above fragments of Kant's texts clear-
ly reveal serious problems in Kant’s use of the
terms “apperception,” “self-consciousness” and
“consciousness”,? i.e. a lack of clarity, univocity
and consistency.

To solve the problem stated in the title of
this article, the following questions need to be

2 On the different meanings of the concept of self-con-
sciousness in Kant's transcendental philosophy see
G. Zoller (2015a, p. 2070).

* Many scholars have noted terminological problems
with Kant: K. Ameriks (2000a, p. 238), A. Brook (1994,
p- 46), A.N. Krouglov (2005, p. 290) and others.
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YroObl pemmTh IIpodsieMy, cdopMysIpoBaH-
HYIO B Ha3BaHMM CTaTbV, HY>)KHO HalTV OTBETHI
Ha crremytorive Borpockr (1) Yro ciremyer moHm-
MaTh IIOfl, «aIlllepIeriyer», «CaMOCO3HaHVIeM»
U «CO3HaHMeM»? (2) SIBIstoTcs JIM HOHSTUS «all-
riepienims» (1 ee BOSMOXKHbBIE BEPCUNL: «3MIIVPU-
yecKasl alllepreris», «JucTasi arlleprerys»
U «TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOe e[IMHCTBO arlleplier-
LIAV») M «CAMOCO3HaHVIEe» (11 ero BEPCUIL «3IMIIV-
pUYecKoe CaMOCO3HAHME», «dICTOe CaMOCO3Ha-
HUe» VIV «TPaHCLeH/IeHTaJIbHOe eIMHCTBO Ca-
MOCO3HAHWMS1») TOX/IECTBEHHBIMM II0 CMBICTTYy? B
cJlydae TOJIOKUTEIBHOIO OTBeTa Ha ITOCIIeTHUN
BOIIPOC HEOOXOAMMO OOBSCHUTH VCIIOIb30BaHVe
KanTomMm pasHbix TepMuHOB (Apperzeption n Selb-
stbewufStsein) miist 0603HaAYEHVISI OHOV CITOCOOHO-
ctu. ITpoTMBONOIOKHBIN BBIBOJ, TaKXe HOTpeOy-
eT pasbsicHeHUs1. Ecyiu HoHATHS 0003HavaoT pas-
Hoe, TToyeMy KaHT 1criosip3yeT «armeprientiyo» 1
«CaMOCO3HaHMe» KaK CMHOHMMBI? AHaJIOTVYHbIE
TPYIHOCTM KaCarOTCs Map «alllepLeIs» 1 «CO-
3HaHVe», «CO3HAHMe» 1 «caMoco3HaHMe». (3) Bep-
HO JIV TIpeJIIIoJIoKeHe O TOX/IeCTBe «arleplier-
IU» (M ee COOTBETCTBYIOMIVX BePCUIL: «3MIIVPU-
YECKOVI arllepLerui», «JUCTOV alllleprierIii»
U «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO eIMHCTBa arleplier-
LIVIV») VI «CO3HAHMS» (I €ro BepCUiL: «dMIIMpuYe-
CKOT'O CO3HAHWSI», «9VMCTOrO CO3HAHMS» U «TPAHC-
LIeHJIeHTaJIbHOIO CO3HaHMs»)? (4) Il HakoHell, Kak
COOTHOCSITCSI CO3HAHMVE VI CAMOCO3HaHMe, a TaKXkKe
vIx MogudrKaumm?

ITomxoapl M MeTOObI VCC/IeIOBAHM A

B miccrremoBaTesibCcKoVL JITEpPaType MOXKHO 00-
Hapy>XWUTb TPW JIVHWUM aHa/Iu3a yKa3aHHBIX BO-
IIPOCOB: IIPOOIIEMHO-TeHeTNYeCKyI0, KOHTEKCTY-
aJIbHO-VICTOPUYECKYIO ¥ ITpoOJIeMHO-aHaIUTH-
uveckyto. [lepBast McxonouT M3 M3ydeHMs VICTOKOB
Ipo0sIeM KaHTOBCKOV prytocodmyt 1 OCHOBaHM
VX pelreHus. B Harrem ciryyae mmpo0iieMa COOTHO-
ITIEH VIS aITIePLIeITI, CAMOCO3HAHMS VI CO3HAHWS
SIBJISIETCS KITIOUOM K PeIlleHIO IIeHTPaJIbHOV ITPO-
O71eMbI Bcevl KaHTOBCKOM pvtocopum — AemyK-
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answered: (1) What should be understood by
“apperception”, “self-consciousness” and “con-
sciousness”? (2) Are the terms “apperception”
(and its possible versions: “empirical appercep-
tion”, “pure apperception” and “transcendental
unity of apperception”) and “self-conscious-
ness” (and its versions: “empirical self-con-
sciousness”, “pure self-consciousness” or
“transcendental unity of self-consciousness”)
identical in meaning? In case of an affirmative
answer to the last question it is necessary to
explain Kant’s use of different terms (“Apper-
zeption” and “Selbstbewufitsein”) to denote one
and the same faculty. The opposite conclusion
would also call for a clarification. If the terms
have different meanings why does Kant use
“apperception” and “self-consciousness” as
synonyms? Similar difficulties arise with regard
to the pairs “apperception” and “conscious-
ness”, “consciousness” and “self-conscious-
ness”. (3) Is the assumption of the identity of
“apperception” (and its variants: “empirical
apperception”, “pure apperception” and “tran-
scendental apperception”) and “consciousness”
(and its variants: “empirical consciousness”,
“pure consciousness” and “transcendental
consciousness”) true? (4) And finally, what is
the relationship between consciousness and
self-consciousness and their modifications?

Approaches to and Methods of Research

The literature reveals three lines of research
into the above issues: problem-genetic, contex-
tual-historical and problem-analytical. The first
proceeds from the study of the sources of the
problems of Kant’s philosophy and grounds for
their solution. In our case the problem of the
relationship between apperception, self-con-
sciousness and consciousness is the key to
the solution of the central problem of Kant's
philosophy, i.e. the deduction of categories.
Because Kant devoted a whole decade to de-



1y Kareropui. [Tockoribky paspaboTke 11 ocMBbIC-
JIleHnIo 3Tovi KoHnennmy KaHT mocBaTml mesoe
JlecsATUIeTe, BO3HMKaeT eCTeCTBeHHOe CTpeMJle-
HUe, BO-TIEPBbIX, TIOHATh T'€He3VC ITpo0JIeMbl fie-
IyKIIUM Kateropuit B TBopuectse KanTa, BO-BTO-
PBIX, OOHapPYXUTh MCTOKM ee perneHus. Vccie-
mosaren paccMarpusaemort yHUM (B.B. Bacu-
nweB, I1. Tanep, K. Cepk-XaHcceH 1 [1p.), Kak IIpa-
BIJIO, COCPEIOTOYMBAOTCS Ha aHaJIn3e PyKOIIVC-
Horo Hacjenus KaHrta, ocobeHHO cepuu 3ame-
TOK 1774—1775 rT. n3 «[1yicOyprckoro Haciems»
(AA17,S. 643 —674; Kanr, 2000, c. 39—56). VimenHO
37ech BIIepBble ITOFBIISIeTCs KJIIOYEeBOVI 2JIeMeHT B
peleHny IeAyKIUM KaTeropui — IOHATHe all-
nepreniyu. o storo KanT He mpITajics pemmThb
3a71a4y KPUTUKIM depe3 eIVMHCTBO Halero fI, kxo-
TOpOe MOXXHO OOHApyXMTb B aIlleplLeninm (CM.:
Bacuibes, 2010, c. 333; Guyer, 1987, p. 31—-32; Ser-
ck-Hanssen, 2008, p. 141).
KonTekcryanpHO-MICTOpUYecKas JIMHWUSA aHa-
JM3a IIpefjlaraeT He MeHee OOOCHOBaHHBIN IIO-
JIIOC MccIleioBaHMs. MHOrouncieHHbIe IIpescTa-
BuTen 3toro B3misda (B.B. Bacwiwes, B.A. XKyu-
k0B, @. Bynnepmux, I11. XecOproren-Bassrep 1 11p.)
OTMeYalOT BaXKHEVIITYI0 POiIb PryIocoOPCKIX Avic-
KyCCUVI TOro BpeMeHU o cosHaHun. HecmoTps Ha
PEeBOJTIOIVIOHHOCTD V1 HOBM3HY HEKOTOPBIX paspa-
6oTtok KaHTa, cilemyeT mipmsHaTh, YTO paccMaTpu-
BaeMble VM ITpo0JIeMBbl ¥ pellleHNs He BO3HUKIIN
B P1II0cOPCKO-MCTOPUYECKOM BaKyyMe. DTO 0Co-
OGeHHO KacaeTcsl ero MMIUIMIIMTHBIX 1 Majlopaspa-
OGOoTaHHBIX B3IVISIZIOB OTHOCUTEIIBHO IIOHSTU all-
neprLeniuy, cosHaHus 1 caMocosHaHus. Ciero-
BaTeJIbHO, eCTh Pe30H KaK B MCCIIe[IOBaHUM KOH-
TekcTa, B KoropoM B XVIII B. popmmposanices dpu-
JI0COPCKO-TICHXOJIOrMYecKye KOHIIeMIINY, TaK U B
obHapy>keHMM pelierniiyy KantoM pazpaboTok ero
kosuter. C 3ToVi TOUKM 3peHms Hepa3paOoTaHHOCTh
€ro TeOpUM CO3HAHMS BIIOJIHE MOXET OOBACHATH-
Cs1 TeM, UTO OH pacCMaTpuBaJl TpaAUIVIOHHOe yue-
HVe O CO3HAHMUM, KaKMM OOHAPYXXWJI €r0 B BOJIb-
dmaHCKO cucTeMe, JTOCTAaTOYHBIM ¥ COBMECTU-
MBIM CO CBOVIMM KPUTUYECKVMW PacCy KIeHUsMM
(Wunderlich, 2005, S. 1; Bacwiwes, 2005, c. 240).
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veloping and thinking about this concept the
natural impulse is, first, to understand the gen-
esis of the problem of the deduction of cate-
gories in Kant’s work, and second, to find the
sources of its solution. Those who pursue this
line (Vadim V. Vasilyev, Paul Guyer, Camilla
Serck-Hanssen and others), usually focus on
Kant’s manuscripts, especially the series of
1774—1775 notes from Duisburg Nachlafi (Refl
4672-4684, AA 17, pp. 643-674; Kant, 2005,
pp- 153-257). It is there that the key element in
the solution of the problem of deduction of cat-
egories — the concept of apperception — first
appears. Previously, Kant did not attempt to
solve the tasks of the Critique through the unity
of our Self, which is found in apperception (cf.
Vasilyev, 2010, p. 333; Guyer, 1987, pp. 31-32;
Serck-Hanssen, 2008, p. 141).

The case for the contextual-historical line
of analysis is no less valid. The numerous rep-
resentatives of this trend (Vadim V. Vasilyev,
Vladimir A. Zhuchkov, Falk Wunderlich,
Stefan Hefibriiggen-Walter and others) note
the very important role philosophical debates
about consciousness played at the time. Al-
though some of Kant’s ideas were revolu-
tionary and novel, one has to admit that the
problems he considers and the solutions he
offers did not arise in a philosophical-histori-
cal vacuum. This applies especially to his im-
plicit and not sufficiently elucidated views
concerning the concepts of apperception, con-
sciousness and self-consciousness. Therefore,
there is a reason both to study the context in
which philosophical-psychological concepts
were formed in the eighteenth century and to
look at Kant’s reception of the ideas of his col-
leagues. From that point of view the fact that
his theory of consciousness is undeveloped
may well be a sign that he considered the tra-
ditional teaching on consciousness that he
found in the Wolffian system to be sufficient
and compatible with his critical reasoning (cf.
Wunderlich, 2005, p. 1; Vasilyev, 2005, p. 240).
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ITpobrieMHO-aHaIMTIUECKAsT JIVHWS HallpaB-
JIeHa Ha KOHKpeTHBbIe ITpo0JIeMbl KaHTOBCKOM bvi-
s1ocopum 11 X BO3MOXKHOe pellleHre B pycjle aHa-
JIATUYECKON Tpaguiyiu. B aToM cMbicite paboTta
IT. Crpocona «T'he Bounds of Sense» (Strawson,
1966) sBiIsieTcsA, Oe3ycIIOBHO, KJIIOUEBOW 1 OTIIpaB-
Hov. OHa He TOJIBKO BBI3BaJIa VIHTEpEC aHAJIUTU-
KOB K KaHTOBCKOM (pvyiocodpryi, HO ¥ HO3BOJINIIA,
BO-TIEPBBIX, [I0-HOBOMY B3IJISIHYTh Ha CTapble IIPo-
Or1eMBI 71, BO-BTOPBIX, IIPVBHECTV aHAJIVTIUECKIT
MeToy B vcciefoparme Kanra. Ho ects 1 ciopHast
CTOpPOHA JAaHHOV CTpaTernit: padoThl aHAIUTVIKOB
ropovi ocoBpeMeHMBaT KaHTa, BEIpBIBas €ro pe-
IIeHMs U3 TPaauImy PrIocodCKov ICHXOIOr N
XVIII B. OTHOCKTENIBPHO Halllero IpefMeTa B aHa-
JINTVYEeCKOM KaHTMAHCTBE MOYXXHO BBIIETIUTDH [IBE
TPYIIBL VICC/IeoBaTeselt: YCIIOBHBIX SMITVPUKOB
(I'T. Crpocon, I1. l'anzep, C.T. Ilayasu1), KOoTOpBIE OT-
CTaMBAIOT SMIIMPUYECKYI0 TPaKTOBKY arlIeprier-
LMV, CAMOCO3HAHWMS ¥ CO3HAHWMS, W WIIeaIViCTOB
(I Drwmcon, K. Amepuke, IT. Kutuep 1 1p.), BbICTY-
TAOIINIX 33 COXPpaHeHVe 1 000CHOBaHe TPAHCIIEH-
JeHTaJIBHOTO B3[JIS1/Ia Ha yKa3aHHbIe CIIOCOOHOCTL.

Tpu mvHMM aHaM3a MMEIOT CBOVI CVUIBHBIE U
CJ1adble CTOPOHBI, HO MX OOIIMM SIIPOM BO MHO-
roM sBJIsieTcs IIpo0JIeMHOe paccMOTpeHVe puto-
codmm Kanra. [eHeTrraeckmit momgxon CTpeMIUTCS
SKCITUIVIPOBATh 1 PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTh VICXOIHBIE
vHTYynUy KaHTta B perieHmn mpodieM ero du-
nocodprm. KoHTeKCTyaTbHBIV TIOIXONT aHAIV3UPY-
eT CBs13b pelrreHN T KaHTa ¢ BO33peHMSIMI €T0 Bpe-
MeHn. HakoHel1, aHasiMTaecKas Tpaaniiys Hello-
CPeACTBEHHO IIpeiyiaraeT IIpOOJIeMHO-apryMeH-
TaTVIBHOE PacCMOTpeHVe KaHTOBCKOVI (PVIIOCO-
. Ha ctpanmitax «KpuTuKm 9mcToro pasyma»
cam KaHT He ycTaeT HanoMMHATH HaM, 4TO IIPU
paboTe Haz STUM COYMHEHVEM VICXOOUT M3 KOH-
KpeTHBIX IIpobrteM (B 7, B 22, B 438, B 491 u np),
nesent (B 539, B 635, B 677 u op.) n 3agau (B 692,
B 698, B 792 u np.). CirenoBaTesibHO, HaVUIY YIIVIM
criocoboM pelrreHVsE cPOPMYJIMPOBAHHBIX BBIIIIE
BOIIPOCOB OyzeT Mx IpobJieMHOe pacCMOTpPeHMe,
Tpebyrolliee OIIpeNie/INTh 11eJIb U IJIaBHbIe 3a1a4n
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The problem-analytical line of research is
concerned with specific problems of Kant’s phi-
losophy and their possible solution in accor-
dance with the analytical tradition. From that
point of view Peter Strawson’s The Bounds of
Sense (1966) is undoubtedly the key reference
point. It did not only attract analytical inter-
est to Kant’s philosophy, but made it possible,
tirst, to look at old problems in a new way and
second, to introduce the analytical method
into Kant studies. One aspect of this strate-
gy is, however, debatable: analysts sometimes
modernise Kant, plucking his solutions out of
the philosophical psychology tradition of the
eighteenth century. In view of our subject, two
groups of researchers can be identified in an-
alytical Kantianism: those who, for want of a
better word, can be called empiricists (Peter
Strawson, Paul Guyer, C. Thomas Powell), and
who accordingly espouse an empirical treat-
ment of apperception, self-consciousness and
consciousness, and the idealists (Henry Allison,
Karl Ameriks, Patricia Kitcher and others), who
seek to preserve and ground the transcendental
view of these faculties.

The three lines of analysis each have their
strengths and weaknesses, but their common
nucleus is in many ways the problem-orient-
ed study of Kant’s philosophy. The genet-
ic approach seeks to explicate and reconstruct
Kant’s initial intuitions in solving the problems
of his philosophy. The contextual approach
analyses the connection of Kant’s solutions
with the prevailing views of his time. Finally,
the analytical tradition offers directly a prob-
lem-argumentative analysis of Kantian philos-
ophy. In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant himself
never tires of reminding us that in his work he
proceeds from concrete problems (B 7, B 22,
B 438, B 491 among others), goals (B 539, B 635,
B 677 among others) and tasks (B 692, B 698,
B 792 among others). Consequently, the best
way to solve the questions formulated above



niepsovt «KpuUTukm», a 3aTeM 1 (PyHKIMOHAIBHOE
3HauYeHVe ammepreniy, CO3HaHWs ¥ CaMOCO3Ha-
HUS [1J1 peayiu3aliyyl TUX LeJIn U 3a1ad’.

BHuMaresibHOe IpouTeHMe ITPeIuCIOBUN K
000MM M3[IaHMAM ¥ BBeIeHUs ITO3BOJISIOT YeTKO
SKCIUIMLIVPOBATh IJIaBHBIV 3aMbICesT COUMHEHMI:
«[1esto TOVt KPUTMKM YMCTOTrO CIIEKYJISTUBHOIO
pasyMa COCTOWUT B IOIBITKE M3MEHWUTH ITPeXHUN
MeTOf], VICCJIe/IoBaHMs B MeTadpu3MKe, a VIMEHHO
COBEpPLINThL B HeVl IIOJIHYIO PeBOJIIOLIVIO, CIIelys
IIpVIMepy TeOMeTPOB M eCTeCTBOVICIIBITaTesIelt. JTa
KPUTHMKa eCTb TpakTaT o Metoze...» (B XXIL; Kanr,
20060, c. 25). To ectpb yeavto «Kpumuku uucmozo
pasyma» Abasemca paspabomxa memooa uccaedo-
Banus nosnabamesvHblx cnocobHocmeu yeaobexa, B
0cobeHHOCTN pasyMa, 1 e20 npumererue. C yue-
TOM YCIIEIITHOV PeBOJIIOINUM B CIIOCOOe MBIIlTe-
HsI, KOTOPYIO COBEpPIIVIIV TeOMeTPhI U eCTeCTBO-
vcnbITaTe iy, KanTa MHTepecyroT alpropHbIe Oc-
HOBaHVISI HAIIIVX TIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTETA.
VIMeHHO OHVM — HPWHIINIIBI, IIpaBujIa ¥ OCHOBO-
II0JIOXKEeHMs 4 priori — POPMUPYIOT, O IIPeIIo-
noxeHMIo dusocoda’, Hall ombIT. [laHHOe yTOU-
HeHVe KOHKpeTM3MpyeT yKasaHHYIO Iiejib. Peub
teriepp nonieT (1) o paspaboTke MeTonma mcciTe-
IOBaHMS aIlIPVMOPHBIX ITO3HABATEJIBHBIX CIIOCO0-
HocTeVl, (2) 0 ero mHpyMeHeHUN C 11eJIbI0 BbISBIIe-
HVs allpYOPHBIX HPUHIINAIIOB, IIPaBUJI I OCHOBO-
TIOJIOKEHMV Halllero IO3HaHMs 1, HaKoHell, (3) o
IIpoBepKe 3aKOHHOIO MCIIOIb30BaHM TaHHbBIX OC-
HOoBaHMIL. B ciydae ycnexa sto nossonur Kanry
B Oy/yIIleM IIOCTPOUTD 3aBepIIeHHYIO drtocod-
CKYIO CHCTeMy pasyMa: MeTadpu3uKy IIpUpOIbl 1
Hpasos (B XLIIL; KaxT, 20060, c. 47).

* Cxoxmit 1onxoy, ncciteopanms rpepiaraer 1. Kur-
gep. C ee TOYKM 3peHWMs, KOHIENIVIO alllleprerim
HeJIb3s paccMaTpyBaTh KaK OTIeIbHOE, pa3paboTaHHOe 1
npunmceiBaeMoe ToipKo Kanty yuenne. Ckopee, B3N
HEeMEILIKOTO MBICJIVITEIIS Ha CO3HAHVe, CaMOCO3HAHVIe 1 all-
TepUenInio clelyeT OIpeaesiTh KOHTeKCTyasIbHO, B 3a-
BIUICVIMOCTV OT KOHKPeTHBIX 3a7a4 1 aprymeHnTos (Kitcher,
2015, S. 281).

> ViMmeercs B BUIy WM3BeCTHOe IpemnrosioxeHne Kanra o
TOM, 4TO OOJIee yCIIeIIHOe pellleHie 3a1ad MeTadu3Ku
BO3MOXKHO, €CJIMI COBEPIINTH KOIEPHMKAHCKYIO PEeBOJIIO-
LVIIO B MBIIUTEHUL: «...MBI 4 priori II03HaeM B BeIllax TOJIKO
TO, uTO camm B HuX Biioxwm» (B XVIIL; Kanxt, 20060, c. 19).
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is the problem-oriented approach which re-
quires identification of the goal and main tasks
of the first Critique, and then the functional sig-
nificance of apperception, consciousness and
self-consciousness for accomplishing these
goals and tasks.*

An attentive reading of the “Prefaces” to
both editions and of the “Introduction” leaves
no doubts as to the main conception of the
work: “Now the concern of this critique of pure
speculative reason consists in that attempt to
transform the accepted procedure of meta-
physics, undertaking an entire revolution ac-
cording to the example of the geometers and
natural scientists. It is a treatise on the method
[...]” (KrV, B XXII; Kant, 1998, p. 113). That is,
the aim of the “Critique of Pure Reason” is to de-
velop a method of studying man’s cognitive facul-
ties, especially reason, and its use. Considering
the revolution in the mode of thought accom-
plished by geometers and natural scientists
Kant is interested in a priori grounds of our cog-
nitive faculties. Kant believes that it is a prio-
ri rules, principles and foundations that shape
our experience.” This clarification specifies the
indicated goal. It is (1) development of a meth-
od of studying a priori cognitive faculties, (2) its
application to reveal a priori principles, rules
and foundations of our cognition and finally
(3) verifying the legitimacy of the use of these
foundations. If successful, this would enable
Kant to build a complete philosophical system
of reason: the metaphysics of nature and mores
(KrV, B XLIII; Kant, 1998, p. 123).

* Patricia Kitcher suggests a similar research approach.
From her point of view, the concept of apperception
cannot be considered as a separate doctrine developed
by and attributed only to Kant. Rather, Kant’s view of
consciousness, self-consciousness and apperception
should be defined contextually, depending on specific
tasks and arguments (Kitcher, 2015, p. 281).

> The reference is to Kant's famous suggestion that
metaphysical tasks can be more successfully accom-
plished through a Copernican revolution in thought:
“[...] we can cognize of things a priori only what we our-
selves have put into them [...]” (KrV, B XVIIL; Kant,
1998, p. 111).
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Peanmszanus 3asBJIeHHBIX IIOAIeJIeNl OCY-
mecTsisgercs KaHToM uepe3s KOHKpeTHBIe 3ajia-
un. Cpeny X MHOXeCTBa Ba>KHO BBIIEJIUTD TP
0buyr0, Haubosee MpyoHYyI0°® VI NCUX0A02UHECKYTO.
IlepBast sBiseTcda KIJIIOUEBOW 3ajaderi BTOPOW
HOJIIIeNIV ¥ VIMeeT M3BeCTHYI0 (POPMYIIMPOBKY:
«Kax Bo3moxHbL cunmemuveckue Cysk0eHus a prio-
ri?» Bropasd TakXXe OTHOCUTCH K 3a7ladaM BTOPOU
HIOJIIIeNIN M pacCMaTpuBaeTCs, 10 CJI0BaM CaMOro
Kanrta, B camoM ciioxxHOM pasperie «Kputukm» —
«O menyKImm 4uCThIX MOHATUN paccyaka». OHa
VIMeeT He MeHee V3BeCTHYI0 (POpMYyJIMPOBKY: Ka-
KM 00pa30oM YiCThIe MIOHSATHS paccygKa «MOTYT
OTHOCUTBCSA K 00beKTaM, BOBCe He I10JIy4YaeMbIM
13 Kakoro-Huoyap oneita?» (B 117; KanT, 20060,
c. 185—-187) — u mpentionaraeT arrpuopHOe I0-
Ka3aTeJIbCTBO BCeobIIero 1 HeoOXOIVIMOTO COOT-
BeTCTBUSI MeX/y BCeMM KaTeropusiMu U Ipef-
MeTtamut. [lcuxosoeuueckas 3ajada OTHOCUTCS K
TpeTbe HO1IesIV Y KPUTUYeCK) pacCMaTpyBaeT
BO3MOXXHOCTH ITO3HAHMS HAaC caMMX KaK CyObek-
TOB IIO3HaHM:. B KaHTMaHCKOM Tpaguuum 3TOT
BOITPOC MCCIIeyeTcsl BMecTe ¢ ITpo0JIeMovt COCTO-
ATeJIbHOCTY IICVIXO0JIOr MM KaK HayKI.

14 perieHns 3Tux Tpex 3agad OyayT MCIIONb-
30BaHbI OHATNS aNllepleriiy, CAMOCO3HaHWS 1
CO3HAHWs, YTO IIO3BOJIUT BBISIBUTH U ITPOACHUTH
dyHKUMM 3TUX HOHATHU, a CJIe[IOBaTeIbHO, 1 MX
3HaueHMe. CBom (PYHKIIMOHAIBHO-IIPOOIEMHBIN
aHaJIN3 g HA4YHY C PacCMOTPeHNs POJIV CO3HaHWS
B perrieHnM 3afad «KpuTHKI 91CTOro pasyMa, 3a-
TeM oOpalllych K M3yUeHUIO POJIV CAMOCO3HAHWS
VI aIlreplemnimn.

® DT MMeHOBaHUSA He SBJISIOTCS OOIIEYIIOTpeduTeITh-
HBIMU ¥ JTAHBI aBTOPOM CTaThV Ha OCHOBaHMI KOHTEKCTa,
em.: B 19 («VI. Obwasa 3a0aua yucmoeo pasyma») u A XVI
(«51 He 3HAIO APYIVIX MCCIIeJOBAHWII, KOTOPEIE It 000-
CHOBaHMS CIIOCOOHOCTY, Ha3bIBaeMOVI HaMM PacCyIaKOM,
VI BMeCTe C TeM JUT YCTaHOBJIeHVIS TIPaBWJl U TPaHWMIT ee
yrorpebsieHvs ObuIv OBl BasKHee, YeM Te, 4TO ITPOBeIeHEI
MHOVI BO BTOPO¥I ITaBe “TpaHcIieHIeHTaIbHOV aHa ITH-
k1’ 11071, 3ar71aBvieM “ [leqyKITyist 9vICTBIX IIOHSATVVE pacCy -
ka”. IlycTe oHM M cTOWIVI MHe HamOOJIBIIIETO TPya...»
(Kasrt, 20064, c. 19)).
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Kant seeks to implement the stated subgoals
through concrete tasks. Among the many tasks
three must be singled out: the general, the most
difficult® and the psychological. The first is the key
task of the second subgoal and is famously for-
mulated as “How are synthetic judgments a priori
possible?” The second one also refers to the sec-
ond subgoal and is examined in what Kant him-
self considers to be the most complicated section
of the Critiqgue, “Transcendental Deduction of
the Pure Concepts of the Understanding”. The
most difficult task is equally famous — how pure
concepts of the understanding “can be related to
objects that they do not derive from any expe-
rience” (KrV, B 117; Kant, 1998, p. 220) — and
presupposes a priori proof of universal and nec-
essary correspondence between all the catego-
ries and objects. The psychological task, part of
the third subgoal, critically examines the possi-
bility of cognising ourselves as subjects of cogni-
tion. In the Kantian tradition the issue is studied
along with the problem of the validity of psy-
chology as a science.

To solve these tasks, I propose to use the
concepts of apperception, self-consciousness
and consciousness, which will make it possible
to reveal and clarify the functions, and hence
the meaning, of these concepts. I shall start my
functional-problem analysis with a look at the
role of consciousness in solving the tasks of
the Critique of Pure Reason before turning to the
study of the role of self-consciousness and ap-
perception.

¢ These designations are not in general use and have
been invented by the author on the basis of context. See:
B 19 (“VI. The general problema of pure reason”) and
A XVI (“I am acquainted with no investigations more
important for getting to the bottom of that faculty we
call the understanding, and at the same time for the de-
termination of the rules and boundaries of its use, than
those I have undertaken in the second chapter of the
Transcendental Analytic, under the title Deduction of the
Pure Concepts of the Understanding; they are also the in-
vestigations that have cost me the most [...] effort” —
Kant, 1998, p. 103).



Posib cO3HaAHMA B pelIeHUN 3a1a4
«Kputukm uncroro pasyma»

ITovick peltieHMsI MHTEpeCyIOIIMX Hac 3agad
IIpefroyiaraeT Io3HaBaTeIbHbIE ITPOIeCChl, KOTO-
pble HeBO3MOXHBI Oe3 yuacTus cosHaHus. KanT
IIPsIMO 00 3TOM IIUIIIET BO MHOT'MIX MeCTaX, Hallpu-
Mep B HepBoM u3gaHuM: «Bce coseprianms cyTb
IS HaC HUYTO M HWCKOJIBKO He KacaloTcd Hac,
ecJIi OHM He MOTYT ObITh BOCHPWHSTHI B CO3Ha-
Hun...» (A 116; Kant, 2006a, c. 167). DTo mpocToe,
Ha TIEPBBIVI B3IVISA/, TIOJIOKEHVE BMeCTe C KOIep-
HVKAHCKOV MOJIEJIBIO MBIITIJIEHVIS ITPUBOANUT K He-
TPVIBMAJIBHBIM CJIEZICTBUSIM.

ITep6Boe: okasbIBaeTcs], UTO aOCOITFOTHO BCe HAIIIN
3HaHMS OrpaHMYEeHbl MUPOM IIpercTaBiieHu. B
obomx m3manmsx nepsont «Kputukm» 1 B «l[Ipo-
JIeTOMEHax...» KaHT HOCTOSHHO HalloMMHaeT 00
3TOM umTareto. Takoe BHMMaHVe K 3TOMY BOIIPO-
Cy HecJIy4allHO, Bellb pasjIMdeHue IIpericTaBIle-
HI (0 Belax) M Belley caMux 110 cebe IT03BOJIsSIeT
KanTy noreHnmaspbHO pelmnTh [IBe BaKHeVIve
Ipo0JIeMBL: C OHOW CTOPOHBI, 00OOCHOBaTh BO3-
MOYXHOCTh Hay4HOIo (BCeoOIlero 1 HeoOXomMo-
T0) ITO3HAHMS, a C APYTONl — COXPAHUTDH YeJIOBEKY
cBobomy. Ecrii HeoOXommMMocTh BO3MOXKHA TOJIBKO
B MUIpe IIpefiCTaB/IeHVIVi, MBI BIIOJIHE MOXXeM 00JIa-
ZIaTh CBOOOIOV B MVIpe BelIlert caMuX I10 ceOe.

Bmopoe: m100ble mpenMeThl MO3HAHUS — KakK
BHYTpeHHIe, TaK 11 BHEIIIHVe — CJIeAyeT paccMa-
TpVBaTh TOJIBKO KaK COBOKYITHOCTH ITpeJCTaBJle-
HVVI, KOTOPBIe MBI KaK/M-TO 00pa3oM IOJTydmIv,
ynopsnouvuin u ceazaim. Ilo sagymke Kanra, Ta-
KOe TIOHVIMaHVie ITpoliecca oIy YeHs 3HaHWU OT-
KpPBIBaeT BO3MOXKHOCTD [IJISI IX KPUTMUYIECKOV IIPO-
BepKkIL. B camoMm ferte, eciiit Kakoe-T100 ITpercTaB-
JIeHVe O IIpeaMeTe M O cebe caMOM BO3HVIKaeT
Y3 HEIpaBWIBHOIO IIPVIMEHEeHNs II03HaBaTeIb-
HBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVI, ero Hy>KHO IIpM3HaTh HeoOb-
eKTMBHBIM 1 0TOpocTh. OIHAKO IPOIYKTMBHOE
Ha TIepBBIVI B3IJISA, IIOJIOKEeHVe 00epHYIIOCh I
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM crcTeMbl KaHTa 1 mmpobrte-
Mamn. [lepBas cBg3aHa C IO3HaHMEM BHEITHMX
IIPeIMETOB: €CIIVI OHW SIBJISIOTCS IS HaC TOJIb-
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The Role of Consciousness in the Solution
of the Tasks of the Critique of Pure Reason

The search for the solution of the tasks that
concern us here presupposes cognitive process-
es that are impossible without bringing in con-
sciousness. Kant expressly states this in many
places, e.g. in the first edition: “All intuitions
are nothing for us and do not in the least con-
cern us if they cannot be taken up into con-
sciousness [...]” (KrV, A 116; Kant, 1998, p. 237).
This seemingly simple proposition, coupled
with the Copernican model of thought leads to
non-trivial consequences.

First, it turns out that all of our knowledge
is limited to the world of representations. Kant
constantly reminds us of this in both editions
of the first Critique and in the Prolegomena. Such
attention to the issue is not accidental, because
the distinction between representations (of
things) and the things themselves enables Kant
to potentially solve two highly important prob-
lems: on the one hand, to ground the possibility
of scientific (universal and necessary) cogni-
tion, and on the other hand, to preserve man’s
freedom. While necessity is possible only in the
world of representations we can feel free in the
world of things in themselves.

Second, any objects of cognition, both inter-
nal and external, should be seen only as a total-
ity of representations which we have somehow
obtained, ordered and combined. Kant believed
that such understanding of the process of ob-
taining knowledge paved the way for their crit-
ical verification. Indeed, if a representation
of an object or of oneself arises from an incor-
rect application of cognitive faculties, it should
be cast aside as non-objective. However, what
appears to be a helpful proposition presented
Kant’s transcendental system with some prob-
lems. The first one has to do with the cogni-
tion of external objects: if they are, for us, only
representations determined by the subjective
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KO TIIpefICTaBJIeHMSIMM, KOTOpBIe OIIpeesIsioTCs
CyOBeKTMBHBIMY (pOpMaMM ITO3HAHWS, MBI MOXKEM
MOTEeHIIaJIbHO YCOMHUTBCS B CyIIeCTBOBaHUM
peansHOrO MMpa. OOBMHEHVEe KpUTHUUYECKo -
socodmm B OepxiTmaHCKoM meansme’ KauT cum-
TaJI abCcy pIHBIM®, HO TeM He MeHee cIieJIajl HeKOTO-
phble IpaBKy BO BTOpoM m3gaHum «Kpurnkim». Ha-
prMep, 700aBWI B pasziesl, OCBSIIEHHbIV OCHO-
BOIIOJIOXKEHMSIM paccyziKa, pparMeHT 00 oIrpoBep-
xennmn npeamsma (B 275, Kant, 20060, c. 369).
Bropas mpo0Orema KacaeTcs rmo3HaHMs ceOs. B Ha-
4JasIbHBIN epuroy, paboTel Hax «Kputnukorn» KaHT
cYMTal BO3MOKHBIM IIO3HaHMe Hallleyl Ty Kak
BeIIV CaMoVi 110 ce0e’, HO TIOTOM M3MEHWI CBOIO
ro3umio. C TOUKM 3peHns HEKOTOPBIX VICCIIeIO0-
BaTesieVl, KapaMHAJIBHBIV IIePeCMOTP B3IJISIIOB Ha
npvpony Sl ycroXHWI M Jaxe cieslajl HeBO3-
MoOXHBIM 1 KaHTa memgykimio xareropunt (Ba-
cubeB, 1998, c. 132).

Tpemve: cynuTh O Halllell IIO3HaBaTeJILHON Jie-
ATEeJIBHOCTY MOXKHO TOJIBKO B CBeTe IIOJIy4YeHMWs
Y OpraHmsaumny npepcrasjieHni. TeKcTbl repBot
«Kpnutnkm», «[IporeromeHos..» 1 «AHTpPOIOJIO-
TU...» TIOATBEPXKIAIOT 3TOT Te3uc. KaHT, 3HakoMs
JyTaresiert ¢ IO3HaBaTeJIbHBIMI CITOCOOHOCTSIMA,
BCerja WCIIOIb3yeT IIOHSTHe «IIpeiCTaBJIeHVie»
(Vorstellung) m uwacto — «cmocob mpepcTasiie-
Hus» (Vorstellungsart) v «crocobHOCTH mper-
craieHus»’. OH IOCTYJIMpPyeT HEOOXOMMMYIO

7 O BO3HUMKHOBEHMI KaHTO-OepKINaHCKOIO BOIIPOCA CM.:
(Bacwtbesa, 2009).

8 Cporo mosmimio 10 3ToMy Bompocy KaHT HasbBai
TPaHCILIEHIEHTAIEHBIM VIeIN3MOM ¥ SMIIMPUIECKIM
peaymsmoM (A 369 —370; Kart, 2006a, c. 465), To ecTb IIpH-
3HaBaJI CyIIeCTBOBaHMe MaTepuy, HO IIPUIIMCHIBaJI (Pop-
MaM II03HaHWS MeasibHyo pupony (B 66; Kaut, 20060,
c. 129). ITpu 3TOM HEVICTBUTEIBHOCTb BHEIIHETOo MMpa
B nlepBoM m3gaHmny KaHT mokaseiBasl uepe3 pakT HeIlo-
CPeIICTBEHHOTO CO3HaHWMS YyBCTBEHHBIX JaHHBIX (A 371;
Kagr, 2006a, c. 467).

? Hampumep, B pykommcsx cepenuabt 1770-x rr. Kaxr
CJIENYIOIIM 00pa3soM OIlpeliessul aIlllepLenio: «ATl-
IIePLIEIIIINS eCTh BOCIIPUATIE ce0s caMOro KaK MBICIIAIIIe-
ro cyowekTa BooOrte» (AA 17, S. 647; Kanr, 2000, c. 42).

10 JTaHHOe ITOHATHME IIPECTaBIIIeT CODOV IepeBoy, pas-
HBIX HeMeITKOS3bIYHBIX TepMMHOB: Vorstellungsfahigkeit
(B 34), Vorstellungsvermogen (B 129), Vorstellungskraft
(B 130). OHo, Ha MOV B3IUISifl, CMHOHVMWYHO WHTEpe-
CyIOIMVM Hac TOHSTMSAM Apperzeption, Bewufstsein u
Selbstbewufstsein.

forms of cognition, we may potentially put in
question the existence of the real world. Kant
considered the accusation of Berkeleyan ide-
alism” which some levelled at critical philoso-
phy to be absurd,® nevertheless he made some
emendations to the second edition of the Cri-
tiqgue. For example, he added a fragment about
the refutation of idealism to the section devot-
ed to the foundations of understanding (KrV,
B 275; Kant, 1998, p. 326). The second problem
has to do with cognition of the self. At the ini-
tial stage of his work on the Critique Kant be-
lieved it was possible to cognise our soul as a
thing in itself,” but he later changed his stance.
Some researchers feel that a drastic revision of
views on the nature of the Self made the deduc-
tion of categories difficult or even impossible
for Kant (Vasilyev, 1998, p. 132).

Third, we can judge about our cognitive ac-
tivity only in the light of obtaining and or-
ganising representations. The texts of the first
Critique, Prolegomena and Anthropology bear out
this thesis. Kant, in acquainting the reader with
cognitive faculties, always uses the term “rep-
resentation” (Vorstellung) and frequently “way
of representing” / “kind of representation” /
“species of representation” (Vorstellungsart) or
“faculty of representation”.’® He postulates a
necessary link between consciousness and cog-

7 On the origin of the Kant-Berkeley issue see Vasilye-
va (2009).

8 Kant described his position on the issue as transcen-
dental idealism and empirical realism (KrV, A 369-370;
Kant, 1998, pp. 426-427), i.e. he recognised the existence
of matter but ascribed an ideal nature to the forms of
cognition (KrV, B 66; Kant, 1998, p. 188). As for the re-
ality of the external world, Kant proved it through the
fact of immediate consciousness of sensible data (KrV,
A 371; Kant, 1998, p. 427).

? For example, in the 1770s manuscripts he defined ap-
perception as “the perception of oneself as a thinking
subject in general” (Refl 4674, AA 17, p. 647; Kant, 2005,
p. 160).

1 This concept is a translation of various German
terms: Vorstellungsfihigkeit (B 34), Vorstellungsvermo-
gen (B 129), Vorstellungskraft (B 130). In my opinion, it is
synonymous with the concepts that interest us here: Ap-
perzeption, BewufStsein and SelbstbewufStsein.
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CBSI3b MeX/y CO3HaHMeM U IT03HaHVeM (CM., HaIlp.:
B 137—138; KanT, 200606, c. 209) 1 orpaHn4msaeT
rocslefIHee MVIPOM IIpefiCTaB/IeHN («...JI0O3HaHMe
€CTh IIeJIOCTHOCTEH COMNOCTABMMBIX ¥ CBSI3aHHBIX
MeX[1y cobor mperictasiieHnm» (A 97; Kant, 2006a,
c. 145)). DTo o3HavaerT, uTo Bce 3amaum «KpuTnxm»
pelIaioTcss Ha ypOBHE OCO3HAHHBIX (CO3HATeIb-
HBIX) IIpEeJICTaB/IEHNII Yepe3 VX aHaIn3.
BaykHeVIIImM 11aroM Ha 3TOM ITy TV OKa3bIBaeT-
csl o pobHast KilaccuVIKaysl JOCTYIHBIX IS
Hac IIpezicTasiieHn, Kotopyto KauT Oynmer paspa-
OarbIBaTh Ha ITPOTSDKEHUM BCEX CBOMIX KPUTUIUe-
CKMX mccrenoBadmil. Ee HeoOXommMocTh BhITEKa-
€T 113 BCEro BBIIIeCKa3aHHOIO VI CBOIMUTCS K JIBYM
KJTIOYEBBIM ITyHKTaM. Bo-TIepBBIX, CO3HaTeIbHBIE
IIpefICTaBJIeHs IOJDKHBL JIN0O cofepXaTh B cebe
pe3yJIbTaThl AesITeJIBHOCTY TI03HABATeIIbHBIX CIIO-
cobHOCTe1, MO0 OTpa’kaTh VX HEIOCPEICTBEeH-
HYIO aKTMBHOCTb. [loTeHIIMasIbHO 3TO [JaeT BO3-
MOYXHOCTD [IJIs1 OOHaApPy>KeHMsI VICTOYHIMKOB aIlpy-
opHoro cuHTe3a (06was 3amada «Kputnkm»). Tax
KakK AyIra obragaet, ¢ mosumuy KaHrta, MHOXe-
CTBOM aIIPVIOPHBIX II03HABATeIbHBIX CITOCOOHO-
cTeit!, MX cileflyeT pasfesTh U OTHAENISATh APYT OT
npyra. OcobeHHO BaXkHO IIOCTIe[THee, BeIlb CMellle-
HVe VICTOYHVMKOB TI03HaHWUs — pedb UIET O UyB-
CTBEHHOCTV VI pacCyAgKe — IIPUBOOWUT K MHOXe-
CTBYy OIIMOOK, HampuMep K «Memapusuieckou
owubke noocmanobru» (AA 02, S. 412; Kant, 19940,
c. 311) mnm «amdpubonmmm pedIIeKTUBHBIX IIOHS-
> (B 326; KanT, 20060, c. 427). Bo-BTOpBIX, MHO-
T'Vie IIpeJICTaBIIeH Vs 13-3a VIX He3aKOHHOTO ITPOVIC-
XOXIIEHWS HYKIAIOTCS B KPUTIUECKOV IIPOBEPKe.
Omna ocymiectsisteTcst KaHTOM OITSITB XXe yepes co-
PTUPOBKY ¥ aHaIN3 IIPEeIICTaBIeHNIT (1CUX04102U-

11 KaHT cunTall, 4TO B [OyIlle YejloBeKa HaXOLMUTCS He-

CKOJIBKO OT/eJIbHBIX 1 He CBOAVIMEIX JIPYT K APYTy IIO3Ha-
BaTeJIbHBIX criocoOHocTert. CKakeM, B IIEPBOM M3IaHNN
«Kpurnkn» KaHT oTMeuan 4yBCTBEHHOCTB, BOOOpaKe-
Hue n annepuentyio (A 115; Kanr, 2006a, c. 167). Asb-
TepHATWBHAs TOYKa 3peHns IpuHaiexaita Xp. Boisdy,
CYMTaBIIIEMY, YTO BCe ITO3HaBaTeJIbHbIe CIIOCOOHOCTM C-
XOMISAT M3 OHOV IIO3HaBaTeILHOW CVWIbI — CIIOCOOHOCTM
npencrasitenns (Wolff, 1725, S. 468). ITogpoOHoe niccrte-
IIoBaHVE O KOJIMUecTBe criocobHocrert aymm y Kanra n
Bosbdra cm.: (HefSbriiggen-Walter, 2004).
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nition (see, for example, B 137-138; Kant, 1998,
p. 249) limiting the latter to the world of rep-
resentations (“[...] cognition [...] is a whole of
compared and connected representations” —
KrV, A 97; Kant, 1998, p. 228). This means that
all the tasks of the Critique are solved at the lev-
el of conscious representations through their
analysis.

An important step down this road is the
detailed classification of accessible represen-
tations Kant would develop in the course of
all his critical investigations. The need for it
stems from all that has been said above and
boils down to two key points. First, conscious
representations must either contain the results
of the use of cognitive faculties or reflect their
immediate activities. Potentially, this makes it
possible to discover the sources of a priori syn-
thesis (general task of the Critique). Because the
soul, in Kant’s opinion, has multiple' a prio-
ri cognitive faculties, they should be distin-
guished and separated from one another. The
latter is particularly important because confu-
sion of the sources of cognition — sensibility
and understanding — is fraught with many
mistakes, for example the “metaphysical falla-
cy of subreption” (MSI, AA 02, p. 412; Kant,
1992, p. 408) or “the amphiboly of the con-
cepts of reflection” (KrV, A 269 / B 325; Kant,
1998, p. 371). Second, many representations,
owing to their illegitimate origin, need to be
critically verified. Kant accomplishes this,
again, by sorting and analysing representa-
tions (the psychological and other tasks of the
“Transcendental Dialectic”). We must, accord-

11 Kant believed that the human soul had several sep-
arate cognitive faculties that were not reducible to one
another. For example, in the first edition of the Critique
Kant notes sensibility, imagination and apperception
(KrV, A 115; Kant, 1998, p. 236). Christian Wolff held an
alternative view. He thought that all the cognitive fac-
ulties sprang from one cognitive power, the representa-
tion faculty (Wolff, 1725, p. 468). Hefsbriiggen-Walter
(2004) provides a detailed enquiry into the number of
faculties of the soul recognised by Kant.
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yeckas VI IpyTvie 3amaun «IpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHON
IVaJIeKTVKI»). MBI BEIHY>KIIeHbI Beiier 3a KanToM
BBIIEJINTh M KJIaccUPUIIMPOBaTh KIIIOYeBble 11
JaHHOI'O MCCIIeloBaHMs IIpeJICTaBJIeHisl, KOTOpble
SBHO WJIV CKPBITO BcTpeuaroresa B «Kpurtnke um-
CTOrO pasyMa»:

— IO JIOCTYIy CyOBeKTa K ITpelICTaBIIeHVISIM:
CO3HAame 1bHble (<<$[CHbIe», «HesdACHBbIe» U ,Z[p.) u bec-
CO3HAMeAbHblE (<TEMHBIE»);

— 10 criocoly mpesicTaBiieHus: uybcmbernole
(coseprianme) 1 paccydouHbvie, VUIVI VHTEUIEKTY-
aJIbHble (ITOHSTMSI);

— IO POV B NO3HAHWW: IIPeIOCTaBJIAIONIVIe
corlep>KaTesIbHBIV MaTepuall (Mamepus) i OpraHu-
3yfomue ero (popma);

— TI0 IIpeJIMeTy IO3HaHMs (TO eCTh 110 TOMY, Ha
YTO HaIIpaBJIeHO ITO3HaHWe): BHYymperHe 11 BHeuiHue;

— 10 crocoly MoydeHus HOBOTO ITpeJicTaBlIe-
HVIS: AHAAUMUYeCKUe VI CUHmemueckue;

— TI0 VICTOYHWKY TIO3HAHWS: ANOCHIEPUOPHDbIE W
anpuopHole.

ITposicHIO KOPOTKO AaHHYIO KJIacCUUKAIINIO.
Ilox, remuBIMU TIpefIcTaBleHMAMY KaHT moHVIMa-
eT cdepy UyBCTBEHHBIX CO3€pIIaHMUI M OIIylile-
HUVI, KOTOpble Mbl He OCO3HaeM, XOTsl ¥ MOXKeM C
YBEPEHHOCTHIO 3aKJII0YaTh, uTO 1X nMeeM (AA 07,
S. 135; KanT, 19%4a, c. 151). B nx HemsMepumoMm
MHOXeCTBe CO3HaHUe BbICBeuyBaeT OYeHb MaJlylo
JIOJIIO IIPe/iCTaBIIeHTI, KOTOpBIe MBI Ha3bIBaeM CO-
3HATeJIbHBIMM, WJIV JIOCTYIHBIMM I Hac. OHU
MOT'YT OBITH pa3HOVI CTeTleHV VMHTeHCUBHOCTI: OT
[CHBIX 11 OTYETJIVIBBIX JI0 TIOUTY He OCO3HaBaeMbIX.
ViccrenoBaHye HaXOISAIIMIXCS B HaIIIeV Ty 1ile 0CO3-
HaHHBIX IIpefcTaBieHn (6aromapsd JoiaroMy m
IIPOHMIIATeJIBHOMY HaOJIIOIeHNIo, BHMMAaHMIIO,
pedpriekcumt 1 paccyxaeHuaM) 1o3posiger Kanrty
BBIZIEJTTH VX O0JIBITIOE pasHooOpasme. Oco3HaHe
TOr0, KaK/M 00pa3oM MbI HEeIIOCPeICTBEHHO TI0JTy-
yaeM (BOCITPMHIMMaeM) ITpeJicTaBjIeHNs O IIpefiMe-
Tax, KaHT Ha3bIBaeT 4yBCTBEHHOCTHIO, KaKM 00-
Pa3oM OCMBICIIsieM VX (CBsI3bIBaeéM MHOXECTBO Uy B-
CTBEHHBIX IIpefICTaBIeHUN B OJHO) — PacCyIKOM.
[Tpn 5TOM B [I€ATeIPHOCTY TI03HABATEIbHBIX CIIO-
cobHOCTeV! BayKHO OTJIMYATh TO, YTO OHU [IOCTaB-
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ing to Kant, identify and classify the represen-
tations that are key for this investigation and
that are explicitly or implicitly present in the
Critique of Pure Reason:

— According to the subject’s access to rep-
resentations: conscious (“clear”, “unclear”, etc.)
and unconscious (“dark”);

— According to way of representation: sensi-
ble representations (intuition) and representations
in the understanding, or intellectual representa-
tions (concepts);

— According to their role in cognition: pro-
viding content (matter) and organising it (form);

— According to the object of cognition (what
cognition is directed to): internal and external;

— According to the way of obtaining a new
representation: analytic and synthetic;

— According to the source of cognition: a
posterior and a priori.

I will briefly explain this classification. By
“dark representations” Kant means the sphere
of sensible intuitions and sensations we are
not conscious of, though we can confident-
ly say that we have them (Anth, AA 07, S. 135;
Kant, 2007, p. 246). Of their untold multitude
consciousness shines the light only on a tiny
portion of representations which we call “con-
scious”, or “accessible to us”. They may vary
in intensity: from clear and distinct to almost
unconscious. The study of conscious repre-
sentations in our soul (through prolonged
and penetrating observation, attention, reflec-
tion and reasoning) enables Kant to isolate a
great variety of them. Kant uses the term “sen-
sibility” to refer to the consciousness of how
we directly obtain (perceive) representations
of objects and understanding to refer to the
way we understand them (unify a multitude
of sensible intuitions into one). In the activity
of cognitive faculties it is important to distin-
guish what they convey — the empirical ma-
terial (matter) — from what they add — order,



JIAIOT — SMIMPUYECKUI MaTepuall (MaTepuio),
OT TOTO, YTO OHM J00aBJIAIOT OT celsi — yTIopsi-
JIOUYeHHOCTb, CMHTe3, eAnHCTBO (popmy). Ilepsrle
IIPeZICTaBIIEHST VICXOISIT OT OOBEKTOB IIO3HAHMIS,
BTOpBle — OT CyOBekToB. COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIpe]l-
CTaBJIeHVs], CBsI3aHHEBIE C CYOBEKTOM U €TO aKTVIB-
HOCTBIO, CJIeflyeT Ha3blBaThb BHYTPEHHVIMI, C IIO-
3HAHVEM OTJIMYHBIX OT HaC 00OBEKTOB — BHEIITHI-
Mu. HoBble IipeficTaBIieHst MBI MOXKEM IIOJTy4aTh
AHAJIVTUYECKV, eCJIV BBISIBIISIEM VIX B CTapbIX de-
pe3 pas3jio)keHMe Ha YacTV, VIV CUMHTETUYeCcKw,
KOT/Ja OHU SBJISIIOTCSI pe3yJIbTaTOM COeIVIHEeHMs C
HoBbIMU. CHHTe3 IIpeficTaBIeHN OCYIIeCTBIIseT-
cs1 7100 Ha OCHOBAHMY OIIbITa (AIIOCTEPVIOPHBIE),
mmbo Oraromaps He3aBUCHMBIM OT BCSIKMX UYB-
CTBEHHBIX JAHHBIX ITO3HABATE/IbHBIM CIIOCOOHO-
CTSIM (aIIpUIOPHBIE).

AHarm3  TIpemyIOKeHHOWM  KJIaccuduKalmm
IIpeICTaBJIEHUTI ITO3BOJISIET CPOPMYIIPOBATh He-
CKOJIBKO Ba)KHBIX BBIBOIOB O CO3HaHMM. Bo-Tiep-
BBIX, OHO IIPeIOCTaB/IseT IOCTYIl K IIpeficTaBJle-
HMgIM, 0e3 uero Mbul He MOIJIV Obl MMeTh 3HaHW
0 cebe 1 0 Mupe. Bo-BTOpBIX, CO3HaHWMe II03BOJIS-
€T pasInyaTh M OTINYATh? OCO3HAHHBIE IIPEel-
CTaBJIeHVs IPYT OT IpyTa, XOTh 3TO U TpebyeT, 1o
crmoBam KaHTa, IIpOHMIIATETBHOCTY ¥ BpeMeHIA.
B-TpeTBnx, cpeny OCO3HAaHHBIX IIPeNCTaBIIEH
MOYKHO OOHapY>KITb He TOJIBKO YYBCTBEHHBIV Ma-
Tepyajl OTHOCUTEIIFHO OOBEKTOB IIO3HAHWS, HO U
camu popmsbl ntosHaHMA. [lon nocnenamy Kanr
IIOHMMaeT CII0CO0 OpraHM3aMyl  OTHOMIEHWI
MeX/1ly IIpeficTaBJIeHMAMI. DTOT CIIOCOO0 MOXeT
OBITh UyBCTBEHHBIM, KOITIa MBI IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO
KOOPOVHMpPYeM U TeMIIOpaJIbHO YIOpPsiAodYMBaeM
SMIIMpUYecKNe JaHHBbIe, I PacCydOYHBIM, KOria
MBI MIX CBS3bIBaeM, CO3[aBas IieJioe IIpefiCTaBiIe-
Hue. KanTa cpenyu atux popM MHTepecyIoT, Kak

12 CrouT 3aMeTNUTh, YTO HaHHAS (PYHKLWSA CO3HAHW CO-
OTBETCTBYET BOJIb(VAHCKOW Tpaauimn. B csoert «Me-
tadpmsuke» Xp. Bonbd paccMaTpmBaeT cosHaHMe Kak
CITOCOOHOCTE  Pa3IMdaTh MpefMeTsl: «TakmM obpaszoMm,
MBI OOHapy>KMBaeM, YTO MBI TOIZja OCO3HaeM Belly, KOT/ia
MBI OT/IM4YaeM VX Opyr oT apyra» («Wir finden demnach,
daf$ wir uns alsdenn der Dinge bewust sind, wenn wir sie
von einander unterscheiden», Wolff, 1725, S. 454, § 729).
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synthesis and unity (form). The former type
of representation proceeds from the objects of
cognition and the latter from the subjects. Ac-
cordingly, consciousness of representations
connected with the subject and its activity
should be called “internal” and those connect-
ed with the cognition of objects that are dif-
ferent from us, “external”. We can obtain new
representations analytically if we extract them
from the old ones, divide them into parts, or
synthetically if they are combined with new
ones. Synthesis of representations is effected
either on the basis of experience (a posteriori) or
thanks to cognitive faculties independent from
any sensible data (a priori).

The analysis of the above classification of
representations suggests several important
conclusions about consciousness. First, it pro-
vides access to representations, without which
we would be unable to have knowledge about
ourselves and the world. Second, consciousness
makes it possible to identify and distinguish'?
conscious representations from one another al-
though this, as Kant notes, requires penetration
and time. Third, conscious representations may
contain not only sensible material concerning
the objects of cognition, but also the forms of
cognition. By the latter, Kant understands the
way of organising the relations between rep-
resentations. This way may be sensible, when
we coordinate and temporally order empirical
data, and intellectual, when we connect them to
create a whole representation. Of these forms
Kant is interested, as I have mentioned, in a pri-
ori-synthetic types of links. I will show below
how they are discovered through conscious-

2 It is worth noting that this function of consciousness
corresponds to the Wolffian tradition. In his Metaphys-
ics Christian Wolff (1725, p. 454, § 729) considers con-
sciousness as the ability to distinguish objects: “Thus
we discover that we are conscious of things when we
distinguish them from one another” (cf. “Wir finden dem-
nach, daf wir uns alsdenn der Dinge bewust sind, wenn wir
sie von einander unterscheiden”).
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s yXKe OTMedasl, allpYOPHO-CUHTETIYECKVIEe BUIIbI
ces3ert. KakmM o0pa3oM BO3MOXXHO MX OTKPBITVIE
uepe3 CO3HaHNe, s MOKAXY Jayiee. B-deTBepThIX,
CO3HaHMeE ITOTEHIIMAIBPHO ITO3BOJISIET HAIIPaBUTH
doKyc To3HaHMS Ha Hac caMuX («<BHYTpeHHee Co-
3HaHMe», B 294; Kant, 20060, c. 390). B aToM ci1ydae
00BEKTOM HalIllero CO3HaHMS OyayT BHYTpPeHHUVE
IIpeJICTaBIIEH L.

Y cosHaHMs ecTh ellle OgHA OuYeHb BaXKHas
yHKIOMI — CcrOCOOHOCTH BHOCUTH €OVIHCTBO B
pasposHeHHBble IipencraBieHns. OmHAKO pasro-
BOP O Hevl, UTOOBI 1130eKaTh TePMIHOJIOT MTYeCKOV
Iy TAaHWUIIBL, JIyYIlle HA4MHATh II0CJIe TOTO, KaK MbI
IIPOSICHMM COOTHOIIIEHVIE CO3HAHWS 1 CAMOCO3Ha-
Hyst. TakviM 00pa3oM, MOXKHO ClieJIaTh CJIIYIOIIIVe
BBIBOZBL 1. Peasmm3ariyist 1ienmt iepovt «KpuTmki,
pellleHne ee 3a/1a4 1 MPoOIeM OCYIIeCTBIISIOTCS
uepes VCCIIeIOBaHe VI aHaIN3 JIeSITeJTBHOCT CO-
3HaHMS U ero copepxanms. 2. CosHaHMe obraa-
€T OYeHb BaXXHBIMY (PYHKIIVISIMVL: OTKPBIBAET JI0-
CTYII K IIpeJICTaBJIeHVsIM B Halllell IyIIle, II03BO-
JISIET X, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, pasjinyaTh M WMCCIIe-
JI0BaTh, a C APYrovi — BHOCUTH B HVX €IVHCTBO.
Kanra cpemm Gorpirioro pasHooOpasisi OCO3HaH-
HBIX IIpeCTaBIeHNII MHTEPeCyIoT IIpeXxie Bce-
rO alpUOPHO-CUHTETNYECKIe OTHOIIIEHMS MeX-
Iy TIpe/ICTaBIIEHMSIMY, TO €CTh (POPMBI IIO3HAHASL.
Ho 151 TOrO, 9TOOBI BBISIBUTB V1 ITPOJIEMOHCTPUPO-
BaTh IIPAaBOMEPHOCTD VICITONIB30BaHMS 3TUX (PopM
IIO3HAHMS, CJIelyeT Pa3o0paThCs C HOHSATIEM «Ca-
MOCO3HAHIE»,

Posp caMoco3sHaHMSA
B pelleHuM 3aga4d nepson «Kpmurmnkm»

OOGHapyXnTh sICHOe 1 YeTKOe 3HadyeHVe IIOHs-
TUS «CaMOCO3HAHVE» B KPUTIYecKovt cortococpum
KanTa He Tak mpocTO. DT CIIOXKHOCTY S YK€ OT-
MeuaJl: OTCYyTCTBMe IeVHULINY, CUHOHVMWYHOE
VICTIOJIb30BaHVe Hapsy C CO3HAaHWeM W aIlep-
LerIyieVi, BBIIOJIHeHVe pasHbIX dyHKmin Kpo-
Me TOro, JJaHHBIVI TEPMWH, 10 CPaBHEHWIO C JBY-
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ness. Fourth, consciousness potentially makes
it possible to focus cognition on ourselves (“in-
ternal consciousness” — KrV, B 294; Kant, 1998,
p- 337). In this case internal representations are
the object of our consciousness.

Consciousness has yet another very impor-
tant function: the ability to unify disparate
representations. However, to avoid terminolog-
ical confusion it makes sense to start the con-
versation about this function after clarifying
the relationship between consciousness and
self-consciousness. Thus we arrive at the fol-
lowing conclusions: 1) The goals and tasks of
the first Critique are accomplished through in-
vestigation and analysis of the activity and
content of consciousness. 2) Consciousness per-
forms very important functions: it provides ac-
cess to representations in our soul, making it
possible, on the one hand, to distinguish and
investigate them and, on the other hand, to
unify them. In the diversity of conscious rep-
resentations Kant is interested above all in
a priori-synthetic relationships between rep-
resentations, i.e. in the forms of cognition. But
in order to reveal and demonstrate the validi-
ty of the use of these forms of cognition, we
should first sort out the concept of “self-con-
sciousness”.

The Role of Self-Consciousness
in Accomplishing the Tasks
of the First Critique

It is not particularly easy to tease out a clear-
cut meaning of “self-consciousness” in Kant’s
critical philosophy. I have already indicated
these difficulties: lack of definition, synony-
mous use along with consciousness and apper-
ception, and performance of different functions.
Besides, Kant uses the term infrequently by
comparison with the other two terms.” Still,

13 The term occurs 15 times in the first edition of the Cri-
tigue and 22 times in the second.



Ms ApYyruMMM, vcrosb3yeTcs KanTom HeuacTo®.
PaspenmTh oTMeueHHBIe CJIOKHOCTV TeM He Me-
Hee BO3MOXHO. Ecim MBI mpoaHaimsupyeMm Bce
KOHTEKCTBI, B KOTOpbIX KaHT 1icriornb3yeT nmoHsiTve
CaMOCO3HaHM, Mbl OOHapyXXMM y Hero Tpu yxe
yIIOMSIHYyThle (DYHKIIMW: OCO3HaHMe ITpeJiCTaBIIe-
Hum Bo MHe (A 370; KanT, 2006a, c. 465), oco3Ha-
HVe aIllpyOPHOrO pacCyIO4HOro cuHTesa (A 112;
Kanr, 20063, c. 163) 1 ocosnanme cebs (B 405; Kanr,
20060, c. 517). HeTpyaHO 3aMeTUTb, UTO BBISBIIEH-
Hble (YHKLIMM CaMOCO3HaHM:A KaKMM-TO obpa-
30M CBSI3AaHBI C JESTEIIBHOCTBIO CO3HAHMS, a TaK-
Xe C oﬁmeﬁ, mpyanoa U NCUX0402uueckon 3amada-
Mu «KpUTHKI», TO3TOMY VX Ba’KHO MCCIIe[IOBaTh
VI IPOSICHUTb.

(@) Camocosnarue kak ocosHanue npedcmabireruil
6o mue. HemiocpencTBeHHO B 3TOM 3HaueHM KaHT
paccMaTpuBaeT IOHATHE «CaMOCO3HaHUe» B Iiep-
BOoM m3maHum «KpuTukm», B paMKax 4eTBepTOro
napasiormsMa. Keass gokasaTb COBMECTVIMOCTD
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOIO Meaan3Ma ¥ SMIIMpuye-
CKOro peasvsMa, KéHUrcoeprckmui dpniocod He-
CKOJIBKO pa3 CChUIAeTCs Ha JIeITeIIbHOCTb CAaMOCO-
3HAHI:

...B CBETe HAIIleTO YUYeHVIs... MOXKHO, CChIIasiCh
Ha CBUIIETEILCTBO OIHOTO JIUIIL HAIlero CaMo-
CO3HaHMS, IIPU3HATD VI TEM CaMbIM OOBSIBUTB J10-
Ka3aHHBIM OBITME MaTepuy, KakK ¥ ObITre MeHS
CaMoOro KaK MBICIIAINEro CyIlecTBa. B camom
Ierie, 51 Bellb OCO3HAIO CBOW IIPeICTaBIIeHIs, CITe-
IIOBaTEJIbHO, STU IIPeICTaBIeHNs CYIIeCTBYIOT;
CYIIECTBYIO U s caM, obOrajarommi umMu. <...>
CiienoBaTesIbHO, BHEIIHVE BeIIV CYIIeCTBYIOT
TOYHO TaK Xe, KaK s, ¥ O TOM W JIPyTrOM HeIlo-
CPEeICTBEHHO CBUJIETEIIbCTBYeT MOe CaMOCO3Ha-
HIte... (A 370—371; Kanr, 20064, c. 465, 467).

Paccyxnenme KanTa MOXHO pPeKOHCTpPyMpO-
BaTh CJIeIyIoIM oOpa3oM. BHeltHMe mpegMeTsl
SIBJISIFOTCSI TOJIBKO IIPEICTaB/IeHVISIMIL 1 HaXOIsIT-
C4dB Cy61>e1<Te, KOTOPBIVI VIX BOCIIPVHIIMAET. O pen-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTY Hallero Sl v mpeameTax BHeIIIHe-

B B mepsoM m3maanm «KpuUTukm» TepMuH BCTpedaeTcs
15 pas, Bo BTOpoMm — 22.

I.E. Andriianov

the difficulties are not insurmountable. If we
analyse all the contexts in which Kant uses the
concept of self-consciousness we find the three
above-mentioned functions: consciousness of
representations in me (KrV, A 370; Kant, 1998,
p. 427), consciousness of the synthesis of under-
standing a priori (KrV, A 112; Kant, 1998, p. 235)
and consciousness of self (KrV, B 405; Kant,
1998, p. 415). It is not hard to see that these
functions of self-consciousness are somehow
connected with the activity of consciousness as
well as with the general, difficult and psychologi-
cal tasks of the Critiqgue, which makes it impor-
tant to investigate and clarify them.

(a) Self-consciousness as consciousness of repre-
sentations within me. Kant directly considers the
concept of self-consciousness in this meaning in
the first edition of the Critique in the framework
of the fourth paralogism. Wishing to prove the
compatibility of transcendental idealism and
empirical realism Kant refers to the activity of
self-consciousness several times:

Thus our doctrine removes all reservations
about assuming the existence of matter based
on the testimony of our mere self-conscious-
ness, and it declares this to be proved in the
same way as the existence of myself as a think-
ing being. For I am indeed conscious to myself
of my representations; thus these exist, and
I myself, who has these representations. [...]
Thus external things exist as well as my self,
and indeed both exist on the immediate testi-
mony of my self-consciousness [...] (KrV, A 370-
371; Kant, 1998, p. 427).

This piece of Kant’s reasoning can be re-
constructed in the following way: External ob-
jects are mere representations and are within
the subject that perceives them. Our self-con-
sciousness testifies to the reality of our Self and
the objects of the external world. Our self-con-
sciousness is also considered — which is very
important for my study — to be consciousness
of our representations of the world and our-
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TO OIIBITAa CBUIETEIbCTBYET Hallle CaMOCO3HAHE.
OHO TakXe paccMaTpPMBaeTCs, YTO OUEHBb BaXKHO
IUISL MOETO VICCIIEIOBAaHMS, KaK CO3HaHMe HaIIX
TpeJicTaBIeHn i 0 Mupe 1 o cebe. CrienoBaTesIbHO,
ecyn 710007 OOBEKT ITO3HAHMS SIBJISETCS TOJIBKO
COBOKYITHOCTBIO ITPEACTaBJIEHMUVI VI HaXOOWTCS B
Hac, TO CO3HaHMe, OTKpPBIBAOIIlee JIOCTYII K STUM
IIpeJICTaBJIEHSIM, I CAMOCO3HaHIE, aKIIeHTUPYIO-
IIlee BHMMAaHVIE JINIIb Ha VX CyOBeKTMBHOM pac-
ITOJIOKEH W, €CTh OJIHA ¥ Ta K€ CLIOCOOHOCTb.

TakuM oOpa3om, MOXXHO CO BCeVl OYEBUIHO-
CTBIO CIIeJIaTh BBIBOZ O pedIeKTMBHOM IOHVIMa-
Hun KantoMm cosHanmsi. OHO ecTh OCO3HaHVE
IIpeJICTaBJIeHNI BHYTPV Hac, WIN (B TOM YVCIIe)
camocosHaHme. O0BeKThl pedIeKTMBHOIO CO3Ha-
HVS B 3aBUCVIMOCTY OT HallpaBJIEHVSI BHUMAHWS,
KaK OBIJIO MHOVI OTMEYeHO B paszielle, IIOCBSIIeH-
HOM CO3HAHMIO, MOT'yT OBITH pasHBIMI. B cooTBeT-
CTBUM C BBISIBJIEHHBIMM 3a/1auamu riepsont «Kpu-
TUKW» HaC JI0JDKHBI MHTEPecoBaTh, KOHEUHO, TPU
BIZIa IIPeACTaBJIEHVIL: YyYBCTBEHHBIE U PacCyI0U-
Hble (HOPMBI TIO3HAHMS, Hale 51 U arprOpPHBIN
cuHTe3. B oTOM pasfesie ocTaeTcs OCBETUTh, Ka-
KM oOpa3oM KaHT oTkpsIBaeT ¢ moMomipio ped-
JIEKTVIBHOTO CO3HAHVISI / CaMOCO3HAHNS Uy BCTBEH-
HBIe 1 PacCyI0uHble (POPMBI TIO3HAHMISL.

B dyHKUMOHMPOBaHMM YYBCTBEHHOCTM Kak
crynieHu niosHaHus KanT oOparrjaer Harte BHMMa-
HVe Ha JIBe OCOOEHHOCTV OpraHM3aIN TAHHBIX.
Bo-11epBbIX, MBI CITOCOOHBI KaKVM-TO 00pa3oM pas-
JIYaTh BHYTPEHHVE VI BHEITHVE IIpelICTaBIIeHS
B HaIlleM CO3HaHMM / caMOCO3HAaHMMN. Bo-BTOPBIX,
5TV IBa TWIIA ITPEICTABIICHNV IMEIOT CBOVI CIIELIV-
drueckne uepThl. BHelHMe mpencTaBIeHNs 10~
3BOJISIIOT IIOJIyYaTh OYePTAHNS, BeJIVMUNHY IIpel-
METOB, a TaKXe VIX PacIIOJIOKeHIe OTHOCUTEIb-
HO JIpYT Apyra. BHyTpeHHMe yKa3bIBalOT Ha VIHOV
TUII OTHOIIEHWV MEX/Y IIpelICTaBIeHVSIMIL I10-
CJIeIOBATEIIbHOCTD, OIHOBPEMEHHOCTh W ITOCTO-
stcTBO. CIleioBaTelIbHO, MBI 00J1a/1aeM IIPOCTpaH-
CTBEHHBIM ¥ TEMIIOPAJIBHBIM CITOCO0AMV KOOPIV-
Hanuu mpefcTasiieHnit. [IockoIbKy TOJIBKO depes
HVIX BO3MOXKHO CO3€pIIaHVie BHEIITHVIX VI BHYTPeH-

selves. Thus, if any object of cognition is mere-
ly a totality of representations and is within us,
then consciousness, which gives access to these
representations, and self-consciousness, which
focuses only on their subjective position, is one
and the same faculty.

Thus one can safely conclude that Kant’s in-
terpretation of consciousness is reflexive. Con-
sciousness is awareness of representations
within us, or also self-consciousness. The ob-
jects of reflexive consciousness may vary de-
pending on the direction of attention, as I have
mentioned in the section devoted to conscious-
ness. In accordance with the tasks of the first
Critique, we should be interested of course in
three types of representations: sensible and in-
tellectual forms of cognition, our Self and a prio-
ri synthesis. In this section it remains to discuss
how Kant discovers sensible and intellectual
forms of cognition through reflexive conscious-
ness / self-consciousness.

As regards the functioning of sensibility as
a stage of cognition, Kant draws attention to
two features of the organisation of data. First,
we are capable of of distinguishing in some
way internal and external representations in
our consciousness / self-consciousness. Sec-
ond, these two types of representation have
their specific features. External representa-
tions provide the outline, the size of objects
and their position relative to each other. Inter-
nal ones point to a different type of relations
between representations: sequence, simultanei-
ty and constancy. Thus, we possess spatial and
temporal methods of coordinating representa-
tions. Because it is only through them that ex-
ternal and internal phenomena can be intuited
and geometry and algebra can be explained,
one can conclude that they have an a priori
character.

We encounter similar logic in discovering
intellectual forms of cognition (concepts). First,
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HVIX SIBJIEHWVI, a TaKXXe OObsICHEHVIE TeOMETPUN U
asireOpbl, MOXXHO cJIeJIaTh BBIBOII, UTO OHM oOJIa/ia-
IOT aIlIPVIOPHBIM XapaKTepPOM.

B obGnapy>xeHun paccygodHbix ¢opM II03Ha-
HUS (IOHSTUM) MBI YBUOVM CXOXYIO JIOTMKY.
Bo-niepBbix, KanT oT™MedaeT mpupoay vHTe IJIeK-
TyaJIbHBIX ITpeAcTaByieHni. OHM MMeIOT OoIocpe-
JOBAaHHBIVI, CIIOHTAaHHBIVI M VHTErpPaTUBHBIVI Xa-
pakTep. Ecii uyBcTBeHHBIe ITpeJicTaBjleHNs I1ac-
CMBHO ¥ HeIIOCPEeAICTBEHHO IIPeOCTaB/IAIOT HaM
IIpeaMeT (Yepes OLIYIIeHNs), TO pacCyI0UHble OT-
JIMYalOTCs caMOJeATe/IbHOCTBIO U BCerja Halpas-
JIeHBl JIVIIb Ha ApyTue mpenacrasieHns. VIHTerpa-
IIMIOHHAs IIPUPOJIa pacCyI0UHbBIX IIpecTaBIeHn
COCTOUT B TOM, UTO BCe ITOHAT U CYXXJIeHWs, Je-
pe3 KOTOpble MBICJIUT PacCyAOK, OCHOBaHBI Ha
dynkumax enuHcerBa. Tlog HuMu KanT nonmma-
eT eIMHCTBO JesATeJIbHOCTM, IIOCPeCTBOM KOTO-
POV pa3JIuHBble IIpeJICcTaBIeHVs [IOABOIATCS IO,
ongHo oOrriee mpencrasiedve (B 93; Kant, 20060,
c. 157). Takum oOpa3oM, Bce pacCyZOuHBIe IIpef-
CTaBJIeHWs SBJISIOTCS CIIOHTAaHHBIMM (PYHKITNS-
MU eAVHCTBa, KOTOPbIe COIPOBOXAAIOT 1 OIIpefie-
JIEHHBIM 00pa30M CBA3bIBAIOT APYTHe IIpeicTaBIe-
HM B OIIHO oO11ee.

Bo-Bropeix, KanT HemMHOro yTouHseT Kjaccu-
duKamMoo pacCcydOYHBbIX IHpefcTapileHuin. Tax
KaK OHV MMEeIOT OIIOCpeJOBaHHBIV XapaKTep, BO3-
MOKHBI pasIM4Hble BapMaHThI VX OTHOILIEHMS K
cosepraHmio. Kak MMHMMYM MOXHO BBIAEJIUTH
dopmaIbHBIe pacCydouYHble IIpefcTaBlIeHMUs W
npernMeTHble. [lepBble OTBJIEKarOTCSA OT BCAKO-
r'O OTHOIIIEHMS K OOBeKTy ITO3HAHMS W SIBJISIOTCS
TV (POpPMaIbHBIMMU U, CJIeZIOBaTesIbHO, allpyop-
HBIMM JIOTMYecKuMy PyHKUMsMI. BTopele, Ha-
IIPOTWB, HaIpaBJleHbl Ha IIpefMeT IO3HaHWA U
VIMEIOT oIpefesieHHoe cofepxkaHue. [lorrydaercs
cIlenyrolas KylaccuduKaliys MHTeIUIeKTyaIbHbIX
dyHKLIMI eIMHCTBa:

— TIO COfepXKaHWIO: IMNUPUYeCcKUe VI HUCble;

— IO CTIOCOOY MOJTyYeHsl HOBOTO IIpeJiCcTaBIIe-
HUSE AHAAUNUYeCKUe VI CUHINemMUuecKue;

— II0 HAIIPaBJIEHHOCTY Ha OOBEKT ITO3HAHIS:
hopmasvHble VI npeomMemHble.
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Kant notes the nature of intellectual represen-
tations. They have a mediated, spontaneous
and integrative character. Whereas sensible
representations present the object to us pas-
sively and immediately (through sensations)
intellectual ones are active and are always
directed only to other representations. The
integrative nature of representations in the un-
derstanding lies in the fact that all the concepts
and judgments through which the understand-
ing thinks are based on the functions of unity.
By these Kant means unity of activity through
which various representations are correlat-
ed with a single common representation (KrV,
B 93; Kant, 1998, p. 205). Thus, all the represen-
tations in the understanding are spontaneous
functions of unity which accompany and in a
certain way link other representations into a
single whole.

Second, Kant slightly modifies the classifica-
tion of the representations in the understand-
ing. Because they have a mediated character
their relationship to intuition may vary. At a
minimum, we can identify formal representa-
tions and object representations. The former ab-
stract themselves from any relationship to the
object of cognition and are merely formal and
consequently a priori logical functions. The lat-
ter, on the contrary, are directed towards the
object of cognition and have a certain content.
We arrive at the following classification of the
intellectual functions of unity:

— According to content: empirical and pure;

— According to the way of obtaining a new
representation: analytic and synthetic;

— According to being directed to the object
of cognition: formal and object-directed.
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UricTble CHHTeTHYeCKMe IIpeIMeTHBbIe IIOHS-
st KaHT HasbiBaeT KateropmsiMu (B 128; Kawr,
20066, c. 199). Vix xiroueBoe OT/IMUMe OT JIOrvve-
CKMX (POPM COCTOUT B TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOM CO-
nepxxanuu (B 105; Kant, 20060, c. 171).

B-tperbux, Kaut Haxogut B dpopMaibHOM yII0-
TpebieHnM paccyaKa Bce JIorndeckne (PyHKIUNI
e[IVHCTBa, COCTaBjIsgeT VX IOJIHYIO Kilaccudrka-
LIVIIO, & 3aTeM OTOXXIECTBIISIET C KaTeropmsMu (Me-
Tacpmsmdeckas menykums). Iocnegauii mar Kanr
OOBSICHSIET TEM, UTO PACCyIOK COBEPIIIEHHO Vcuep-
IbIBaeTCs JIOTMYecKuMY PyHKIMSAMMY, a ero CIIo-
cobHOCTH BriontHe m3Mepsiercs umu (B 105 Kanr,
20060, c. 173). TakuM oOpasoM, Yepe3 aHaINU3 MH-
TeJUIeKTYyasIbHbIX IIpeiCTaBJIeHn! B CO3HaHUM /
camocosHaHMM KaHT oOHapyXuBaeT Bce JIBeHall-
LIaTh KaTeroOpuil paccyKa.

(b) Camocosnanue xax anpuopHoe 0cCO3HAHUE
edurcmba u cunmesa. Kak MbI BBISICHVMIIV, KaTero-
PUV IMEIOT alIPVIOPHBIV XapaKTep M IIOTeHIIaIb-
HO BBICTYIIAIOT PacCyOYHBIMM CIIOCODaMM Opra-
HM3aIlV 9yBCTBEHHBIX TaHHBIX. Ho ecTh 111y Hac
OCHOBaHMSL [JIsI IIOC/IEHErO IIOJIOKEHVSI — Belb
IIpeIMeThI OIbITa MOT'YT ABJISATHCS HaM Oe3 Heob-
XOAVMOIO OTHOIIeHUs K (PYHKIIMSAM paccyjka?
BosHukaeT mpoOiieMa 00BEKTMBHOCTH MCIIOIB30-
BaHM: Kareropun (A 90; Kanr, 2006a, c. 135; B 122;
Kanrt, 20060, c. 189), vy, KaK MBI ee 0003HAYMIIV,
Haubosee mpyoHaa 3agada «Kpurnkn». HaromHro,
ee CyTb CBOIUTCA K HeOOXOIVIMOCTH JI0Ka3aTh, YTO
BCe KaTerOpu JI0JDKHBI BBICTYIIaTh BCEOOIIVIMU 11
HeOOXOAMMBIMM yCJIOBUSMM IIO3HAHMS IIpeaMe-
TOB. B IIpoTMBHOM Cily4ae MbI JOJDKHBI IIPU3HATH
npemgMeTHble (PYHKIMM pPaccyliKa BBIMBICIIOM W
oTOpocuThb Mx. KaHT npecTaBul iBe Bepcum pe-
IIIeHVIs 5TOV 33JIa4Ml — B IIePBOM VI BO BTOPOM W3-
maHMN. B 000mX BapraHTax cO3HaHMe, CAMOCO3Ha-
HYe ¥ alleplLenis UIrpaioT KIIIOUeBYIO POJIb.
OnHaxo BBIABUTE sCHOe PyHKIIMOHAJIBHOE 3Have-
HUe 3TUX CIIOCOOHOCTeV B OenyKIIVV KaTeropui
OITATH ke HelpocTo. Oco0eHHO 3TO KacaeTcs arl-
neprentum. [JoctaTouHO oOpaTUTh BHMMaHVeE Ha
MHOroo0Opasve ee BuIoB. KaHT BbIessieT nepBo-
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Kant calls pure synthetic concepts categories
(KrV, B 128; Kant, 1998, p. 226). Their key dif-
ference from logical forms consists in their
transcendental content (KrV, B 105; Kant, 1998,
p. 211).

Third, Kant finds in the formal use of un-
derstanding all the logical functions of uni-
ty, completes their total classification and then
identifies them with categories (metaphysical
deduction). Kant justifies the last step by stat-
ing that the understanding is completely cov-
ered by logical functions which totally measure
its faculty (KrV, B 105; Kant, 1998, p. 212). Thus
Kant identifies all the twelve categories of the
understanding through an analysis of intellec-
tual representations in consciousness/self-con-
sciousness.

(b) Self-consciousness as a priori consciousness of
unity and synthesis. We have seen that categories
have an a priori character and are potentially in-
tellectual ways of organising sensible data. But
do we have grounds for the latter proposition?
After all, the objects of experience may be pre-
sented to us without necessarily being related to
the functions of understanding. Thus the prob-
lem of objectivity in the use of categories (KrV,
A 90 / B 122; Kant, 1998, p. 222) arises, or, as
we have referred to it, the most difficult task of
the Critique. It will be recalled that it is about
the need to prove that all the categories must be
universal and necessary conditions for the cog-
nition of objects. Failing that, we have to recog-
nise that object functions of understanding are
imagined and to cast them aside. Kant presents
two versions of solving this task in the first and
second editions respectively. In both cases con-
sciousness, self-consciousness and apperception
play the key role. However, identifying the ex-
act functional meaning of these faculties in the
deduction of categories is also a challenge. This
is particularly true of apperception. Suffice it to
look at the diversity of its types. Kant identifies



Ha4aJIbHYIO, YMCTYIO, SMIIMPUYECKYIO, TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTaJIPHYI0, aHAJINTUYECKYIO, CUHTETIYeCKYIo,
HeoOXOIVIMYI0, OOBEKTUBHYIO U PyTVie BB all-
e pIIeIINL.

71t Toro uToOBI pasoOpaTbcsl B JaHHBIX BU-
Jlax amnmneprenimm 1 ee pojin B IeqyKimu, PyHK-
MOHAJIBHOIO aHaIn3a HeIocTaTouHo. VICIop30-
BaHMe KaHTOM JIaTMHCKOTO TepMMHa BBIHYX/Ia-
eT Hac cJeslaTh HeOOJIbIIIoe MCTOPUKO-prIocod-
CKOe OTCTYIUIeHVe. Ba)KHO MOHATH, IOYeMy VI [T
vero KaHT pervut mcionp3oBaTh B CBOEM VICCITe-
ZIOBaHMUM CO3MaHHBIN JleriOHMIIEM TepMUH «arl-
neprieriims». ONVH 13 OTBETOB MBI MOYKEM C JIeT-
KOCTBIO OOHapyXuTh Ha cTpaHmIax «Kpurukm»
(B 403; KanT, 20060, c. 515), rae dpopMympyroTcs
IIBa VIHTepecHBIX Te3ruca. Bo-riepsbrx, KaHnT oTme-
YJaeT, UTO BCe VICIIOJIb3yeMble JIATVIHCKVE TePMVIHEI
yIOTpeOISAIOTCS B3aMeH pPaBHO3HAYHBIX HeMell-
KVIX. BO-BTOpPBIX, [JIs JIydIllero IIOHVMMaHMS TeK-
cra «Kputukm» KaHT mpenriouernr He cosfgaBaThb
HOBble TEPMIHBI, a VICIIO/Ib30BaTh VIMEIOIIeCs U
co crapeiM ynorpebienuveM. CiremoBaresIbHO, all-
meprentiys OOJDKHA paccMaTpUBaThCS HaMU B
JIEVIOHMIIMAHCKOM CMBIC/Ie™ 1 MMeTh HeMeLKMII
a"astor. Ecyim mpoaHammsmMpoBaTh HEMHOTOUVIC-
JIeHHBbIe KOHTEKCTBI, B KOTOpbIX JlenbHMII yro-
TpebiIsieT TePMUH «allllepLernys», a Takxke VC-
cIlefioBaTesIbCcKyIo JmTeparypy (Maviopos, 1973,
c. 184; Wunderlich, 2005, S. 11), moxxHO OOHapy-

4 Ha 3TOT cueT B McCIIeIOBaTeJIbCKO JIUTEpaType eCTh
IIBe IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIE TOYKM 3peHns. OmHVM aBTOPbI
AT KaHTa IpeeMHMKOM 1 HOCiIeioBaTeleM Tpaji-
un JleviOuvia 1 Bosibda (Rosefeldt, 2000, S. 213; Brook,
1994, p. 59; Mamarnos, 2005, c. 58), npyrmue, HaoOOPOT,
HOBaTOpOM W Jaxe pesosrormorepom (Guyer, 1987,
p- 32; Ameriks, 20000, p. XII). 5I cKJIOHSIOCH K IIEPBOV
Touke 3peHUs. Bo-mepsbix, KanT Hurge xHe paer ompe-
JIeJIeHVs amIepIeriny, TOJIbPKO ee HEeKOTOPBIX BUIOB.
CiiemtoBaTesIbHO, OH IIpefliojiaraeT, YTO YWTaTeIN 3Ha-
0T JaHHOe MoHsTHe. Ho 3T0 BO3MOXXHO JmIb IIpu 00-
IIEeYIOTPeONTeIbHOM 3Ha4eHWN TepMMHA. Bo-BTOPBIX,
KaHT HaMepeHHO WCIIOJIb3yeT cTapble TEPMWUHEL B MIX C-
XOITHOM 3Ha4eHWN. B-TpeThuix, mcciiemoBaresi cripases-
JIMBO OTMEeYalOT MHOXKeCTBO IapasUlesierl B IOHUMAaHUM
CO3HaHWM:, CaMOCO3HaHMs U anmeprieniumu y JlerOnmiia,
Bossdpa 1 Kanra. OHM KkacaroTcsi, HarpyuMep, KOHIIeIl-
OV SICHOCTVI ¥ OTYeT/IMBOCTY HaIlMX IIpefiCTaBIeHM
VIV TIOHVIMaHVISI CO3HAHVS Yepe3 pasjIdeHie JaHHBIX.

I.E. Andriianov

initial, pure, empirical, transcendental, analytic,
synthetic, necessary, objective and other types
of apperception.

Functional analysis is not sufficient to sort
out these types of apperception and its role in
deduction. Kant’s use of the Latin term merits
a short historical-philosophical digression. It
is important to understand why and for what
purpose Kant decided to use the term “apper-
ception”, introduced by Leibniz in his investi-
gation. One answer can be easily found in the
pages of the Critique (KrV, B 403n; Kant, 1998,
p- 413n), where two interesting theses are for-
mulated. First, Kant notes that he uses all the
Latin terms in place of synonymous German
ones. Second, to make the text of the Critique
more understandable Kant chose not to create
new terms but to use existing terms in their
old meanings. Thus we should perceive “ap-
perception” in the Leibnizian sense' and have
a German analogue. If we analyse the few
texts in which Leibniz uses the term “apper-
ception” and the research literature (Mayorov,
1973, p. 184; Wunderlich, 2005, p. 11), we find
two meanings of the term. “Apperception” is
understood as becoming conscious of the sub-
ject’s unconscious states, for example, percep-
tion (Leibniz, 1989b, p. 637), or as becoming
conscious of one’s internal cognitive activi-
ty (Leibniz, 1989a, p. 549). In the former case

4 In the literature one finds two opposite points of
view on that score. Some researchers see Kant as an heir
and successor of the Leibniz-Wolff tradition (Rosefeldt,
2000, p. 213; Brook, 1994, p. 59; Izmailov, 2005, p. 58),
while others, on the contrary, see him as an innovator,
even as a revolutionary (Guyer, 1987, p. 32; Ameriks,
2000Db, p. XII). Iincline to the former view. First, Kant no-
where gives a definition of apperception, only of some
of its types. Thus he assumes that the readers know this
concept. But that is only possible if the term is in com-
mon use. Second, Kant deliberately uses old terms in
their original meanings. Third, scholars rightly note nu-
merous parallels in the interpretation of consciousness,
self-consciousness and apperception by Leibniz, Wolff
and Kant. They have to do, for example, with the con-
cepts of clarity and distinctness of our representations
or understanding consciousness by distinguishing data.
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XUTB Y JAaHHOTO TepMMHa [IBa 3HaYeHms. Arrep-
LIeTIIIsI IIOHMMAaeTC s VJIV KaK OCO3HAHVie HeoCo3-
HaHHBIX COCTOSHUM CyObeKTa, HampuMmep Iep-
nertmn (JlenGrmr, 1982, c. 406), mm Kak oco3Ha-
HVie CBOeV BHY TpeHHEeN IT03HaBaTeJIbHOVI IesITeITb-
HocTu (JIeviOHmi, 1984, c. 373). KaHT He mcrosnb3y-
eT TEPMUH «allllepleniys» B IIepBOM 3HaueHW,
TaK KaK IepIIeNIIns yKe paccMaTpyBaeTCs M Kak
cosHaresTpHOe ITpercTasiieHe (B 376; Kant, 20060,
c. 485), a ynorpe0isieT ero BO BTOPOM CMBICTIE, HO B
cBete perrteHns 3anad «Kpurtnkm». B «degyxumm
KaTeropmit» 00OMX WM3IaHWUM arleprenins pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcs KaK CIIOCOOHOCTH, KOTOpasl IIO3BO-
JI1eT OCO3HATh KJII0UeBOe alIpMoOpHOe YCIJIOBYe BO3-
MOYXHOTO OITBbITa"® — eOMHCTBO co3HaHmA (A 94;
Kant, 2006a, c. 143; B 131; Kant, 20060, c. 201).
Yepes ero ananms KaaT mu Oymer ocyliecTBIIsSTh
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBO BCEOOIEro M HeOOXOOMMOro VIC-
I10JIb30BaHM KaTerOpuiL.

Ho uto Takoe emmHCTBO co3HaHMS? 371eCh MBI
OITSATh CTJIKMBAEMCsI C TPYJHOCTSIMM, TaK KaK aB-
Top «KpuUTHKIM» WMCHOIB3yeT MHOXEeCTBO BUIOB
€IVHCTBAa, He OTHEIISAS U He TIPOSICHSS VX B I0CTa-
TouHOM Mepe. C MOelT TOUKM 3peHMs, MOXKHO BbI-
IeJINTh CIIeAyIolIyie OCHOBHBIE BUIBI €IVHCTBA
CO3HAHVISL:

— II0 HaXOXIEeHWIO: BHYympenHee VI BHeuiHee;

— IO BUIY CBSI3U: cYyOvexkmubroe (accolyaTmB-
Hoe) 1 00vexmubHoe;

— IO BUIY eOWMHCTBA: HyMepuueckoe (IVCIIeH-
Hoe) 1 kauecmbBenHoe;

— TI0 PO B TIO3HAHUL: MPAHCYeHOeHMAAbHOE,
anaiumuyeckoe, CUHmMemu1ecKoe.

Ilog, BHYTpeHHUM eOVHCTBOM CO3HaHMSA IIO-
HVMaeTCsl eIVHCTBO CyObeKTa (TO ecThb Hac ca-
MIX), TTOJT BHEIITHMM, COOTBETCTBEHHO, — OOBeKTa
(Bcero Toro, 4To MBI IIO3HaeM BHe Hac). Ecyii cBsA3b
MeX]1y ITPeNICTaBJIeHNSIM VIMeeT BCeOOIIVVL 11 He-

15 T. 1lémwrep mpeyiaraeT aHaJIOTMYHOe ITOHVIMAHVE all-
nepriermy. C ero TOYKM 3peHus, CyOBeKTUBHO IIpO-
apjIsgeMas alllleplielivis, WMeIoIas BMecTe C TeM
TOXX/IeCTBEHHBIV 1 MHTepCyObeKTUBHLIN XapaKTep, HeoO-
XOJIIMa JUTS BBISIBIIEHUSI OOBeKTUBHBIX MeXaHU3MOB TIO-
3HaHwms (Zoller, 20156, S. 145).

Kant does not use the term “apperception”
because he already considers “perception” to
be conscious representation (KrV, B 376; Kant,
1998, p. 398). He uses apperception in the sec-
ond meaning, but he does so with a view to
solving the tasks of the Critique. In the “De-
duction of Categories” in both editions the
term refers to the faculty that enables us to
become conscious of the key a priori condi-
tion of possible experience,” i.e. the unity of
consciousness (KrV, A 94 / B 127; Kant, 1998,
p- 225; KrV, B 131; Kant, 1998, p. 246). Kant
would use it to prove the universal and neces-
sary use of categories.

But what is the unity of consciousness? Here
we are again facing difficulties because the au-
thor of the Critique refers to many types of uni-
ty without sufficiently isolating and elucidating
them. In my opinion, the following main types
of the unity of consciousness can be identified:

— According to location: internal and external
unity;

— According to the type of connection: sub-
jective (associative) and objective unity;

— According to the type of unity: numerical
and qualitative unity;

— According to the role in cognition: tran-
scendental, analytic, synthetic.

By “internal unity” of consciousness I mean
the unity of the subject (i.e. ourselves), by “ex-
ternal unity”, accordingly, the unity of the ob-
ject (all that we cognise outside ourselves). If
the connection between representations is uni-
versal and necessary, it forms an objective uni-
ty,'¢ if it is associative and accidental, it forms
a subjective unity. “Qualitative unity” refers to

15 Giinter Zoller offers a similar understanding of ap-
perception. In his view, subjective apperception, which
is both identical and intersubjective in nature, is neces-
sary for identifying objective mechanisms of cognition
(zoller, 2015, p. 145).

16 Objective unity can also be mathematical (unity of
the objects of intuition) and dynamic (unity of coexis-
tence of the objects of intuition with regard to one an-
other) (KrV, B 110; Kant, 1998, p. 215).
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OOXOIMMBIVI XapaKTep, OHa OOpa3yeT OObeKTUB-
HOe eIMHCTBO', eciIM acCOUVATVBHBIV, CITydar-
HBII — cyOBekTuBHOe. KaduecTBeHHOe eIMHCTBO
OTHOCUTCS K 00beKTaM U ITpeJIIosiaraeT eIHCTBO
COYeTaHVISI VI COIVIACOBAHMS JJAHHBIX OTHOCUTEIIb-
HO MX HO3HaHMS. VIHBIMU cjI0BaM, OOBbEKTOM SIB-
JISIeTCS TO, UTO He 3aBVICUT OT CyOBeKTa 1 ITO3Ha-
eTcs BceMu ofHaKoBo. HyMmepraeckoe eyiHCTBO
CO3HaHMI, HAIIPOTVB, OTHOCUTCS TOJIBKO K CyOh-
eKTy ¥ COCTOUT B BO3MOXXHOCTV OCO3HAHWMS YVC-
JIEHHOI'O TOX/IeCTBa HAC CaMMX B OTHOIIIEHW BCeX
npezacTasieHuyt. Korma Mbl OPUMBHOCKMM  eOMH-
CTBO B IIpOIlecC ITO3HAHS, OHO VIMeeT CUHTeTIUe-
CKMVI XapaKTep; KOrfa MbI OCO3HaeM ITpVBHeCEeH-
HOe paHee eINHCTBO, OHO, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 00JIa-
JlaeT aHajMTI4Yeckon npupopon. Hakownerr, ecin
€IMHCTBO CO3HAHMS IIO3BOJISIeT OCO3HATH aIlpu-
OpHBIe YCIIOBYS ITO3HAHVIS, OHO CUMTAeTCs TpaHC-
HEeHTeHTa/IbHBIM.

[TposicHMM B OOIIMX YepTax poiIb IIpeICTaB-
JIEHHBIX €IVTHCTB CO3HAHWS B peIeHnN Hauboee
mpyonou 3amaun «KpuTuki». Mel y>ke BBIICHWUIIV,
YTO MO3HaHVeE IIPeIMeTOB IIperosiaraeT oIy yJe-
HVle MHOXKeCTBa JaHHBIX U MX OIpeieJIeHHYIO Op-
ragmsario. Tak ke Halll [IOBCeIHEBHBIV OIIBIT I10-
KasbIBaeT HaM, YTO BOKPYT Hac eCTh OIHU U Te e
OOBEKTHI ¥ OTHOIIIeHMSI MeXy HUMU (KauecTBeH-
HOe eIMHCTBO 00bekToB). C KaHTOBCKOW TOUKM
3peHMs, 3TO O3HaYaeT JIVIIb OTHO: MBI IIPUBHOCUIM
B OTM IIpeJCTaBIIeHNs BceoOlriee 11 HeoOXomyMoe
CUHTEeTMYeCKoe ennHCTBO. Ho uTo mo3BosisseT Ham
3TO fernaTh?! EOMHCTBO CO3HAHMS ¥ KaTerOpwL.
JJ1s1 mokasaTesibcTBa 3Toro Tesvica KaHT BbIcTpan-
BaeT OIIpeie/IeHHYIO LIeTIOYKY paccykaeHun. Baa-
yajie OH OOpalllaeT Hallle BHMaHVie Ha TO, UTO MBI
CIIOCOOHBI B IIpoLIecce TIO3HAHMS OCO3HABATh CBOE
TOX/IeCTBO OTHOCUTEJIBHO IPYTVIX IIpeICTaB/IeHNII
(HyMeprUuecKoe eOVMHCTBO YMCTOM W3HadaIbHOM
arrreprienImy). DTO TIOJIOKeHVe SBIISeTCST aHaIV-
TUYECKVIM (QHJIMTIYECKOe eIVHCTBO alllepliert-

16 O0BEeKTMBHOE EOVHCTBO MOXET OBbITh TakXe Mare-
MaTUYeCKMM (EVIHCTBO IIPEIMETOB CO3EPLIaHMs) W V-
HaMI4eCcKMM (€IMHCTBO COCYIIECTBOBAHNS IIPEIMETOB
cosepliaHMsl 110 OTHOIIeHMIO IpyT K apyry) (B 110; Kanr,
20066, c. 177).
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objects and presupposes a unity of combination
and concord of data in terms of their cognition.
In other words, the object is what does not de-
pend on the subject and is universally under-
stood in the same way. “Numerical unity” of
consciousness, on the contrary, refers only to
the subject and consists in the capacity to be-
come conscious of numerical identity of our-
selves with regard to all the representations.
When we introduce unity in the cognition pro-
cess it has a synthetic character; when we be-
come conscious of unity introduced earlier, it
possesses an analytical character. Finally, if uni-
ty of consciousness makes it possible to become
conscious of a priori conditions of cognition, it
is considered to be transcendental.

Let us sketch out the role of the above uni-
ties of consciousness in solving the most difficult
task of the Critigue. We have already estab-
lished that the cognition of objects involves
obtaining a multitude of data and a certain or-
ganisation of the data. Our daily experience
also shows us that we are surrounded by the
same objects and the relations between them
(qualitative unity of objects). From Kant’s point
of view this means only one thing: we are in-
troducing these representations into a univer-
sal and necessary unity. What enables us to do
so? The unity of consciousness and categories.
To prove this thesis Kant presents a chain of
reasoning. First he draws our attention to the
fact that we are able, in the process of cogni-
tion, to be conscious of our identity with re-
gard to other representations (numerical unity
of pure initial apperception). This thesis is an-
alytic (analytic unity of apperception) and ena-
bles us to reveal the a priori ground of cognition
(transcendental unity of apperception). It lies
in the fact that if we are conscious of a multi-
tude of representations in one consciousness
they must be interconnected in the framework
of one apperception (synthetic unity of apper-
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LIVM) ¥ TIO3BOJISIET BBISBUTBH aIIPVIOPHOE OCHOBa-
HVe TIO03HaHMS (TpaHCIeH[IeHTaJIbHOe €IVIHCTBO
armeprerniyy). OHO COCTOUT B TOM, YTO, €CJIV MBI
OCO3HaeM MHOXKeCTBO IIPeJICTaBJIeHUTI B OTHOM CO-
3HaHMW, OHM JIOJDKHBI OBITH CBS3aHBI MEXY CO-
0ol B paMKax OIHOV alllepHeniny (CMHTEeTV-
UecKoe eIVHCTBO arreprerty). OObeniHeHVe
HIpeJICTaBIIEHVII MOXET ObITh CITyJaltHbIM, CyObek-
TUBHBIM (3MIIVIPUYECKOe eIVHCTBO alllIePLIeTIIIVIV)
VI OOBEKTMBHBIM (OOBEKTVMBHOE €IVHCTBO all-
neprenimy). B mepBoMm ciiydae eIVHCTBO 3alaeT-
Cs1 SMITVIPUUECKVIMY YCIIOBUSIMYL, BO BTOPOM — Ka-
teropusiMi. CrieioBaTeIbHO, VIMEHHO KaTeropuu
IIPVIBHOCST OOBEKTVIBHOE €IVHCTBO B ITPEICTaB-
JIeHs 11 HeOOXOIVIMBIM 00pa3oM OpraHmU3yIoT MX,
Jler1ast BO3MOXKHBIM ITO3HaHVE OOBEKTa.

Wrak, anmepreniins ucrosb3yercs KaHntom B
JIeVIOHUITMAaHCKOM CMBICJIe ¥ ODO3Ha4aeT HaIlly
CIIOCOOHOCTH B IIpOllecce IIO3HAHMS CO3HABATH
€IMHCTBO CO3HaHMS. TaK KakK eIMHCTBO OT/INYa-
eTcst OopIIMM pasHooOpasmeM, KaHT mcronb3y-
€T COOTBETCTBYIOIVIe HalMMeHOBaHW arlIleplier-
. AHaJIOrOM JIATVHCKOIO TepMuHa Apperzep-
tion BBICTyIIaeT HeMelLlKoe cJIoBO SelbstbewuStsein.

(¢) Camocosnanue kak oco3nanue ceds. [laHHOe
3HaueHVe ITOHSATUS «CaMOCO3HaHVEe» MBI MOXeM
BCTPETUTH IIPV PacCMOTPEHMM BOIIpOCa O BO3-
MOYKHOCTY HO3HaHM4 cebs, TO eCTb CyObeKTa vin
aymm. Eciiv mpoBonwTh Hapasuiesis ¢ IO3HAHU-
eM BHEIITHVIX 00BbeKTOB, Mbl OOHaPY KVM 3[1eCh KaK
CXOITHBIe YepThl, TaK ¥ 0COOEHHOCTN. Bo-TiepBhIX,
HaM HeIOCTYIIHBI BeIly caMy 1o cebe, M TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV CyOBeKT He SIBJISeTCs MCKIIIoue-
HyieM. HecMOTpst Ha TO 9TO B IOKPUTUYECKUT TIe-
puor, KaHT cumTal BO3SMOXHBIM MHTEJIJIEKTyaIb-
Hoe co3epliaHMe, Ha cTpaHuLax «KpuTukm» ero
TTO3UIIVST OJTHO3HAYHA: MBI HE VIMEeM 1 He MOXXeM
VIMeTh HMKAKOrO 3HaHMS O pealbHOM CyObek-
Te (A 350; KanT, 2006a, c. 443; B 404; KanT, 20060,
c. 517). Bo-BTOpPBIX, B IIO3HAHMM KaK BHEIITHX O0Bb-
€KTOB, TaK ¥ caMMX ce0s MBI JOJDKHBI COOTIONATh
KJIIOUeBOe ITPaBUJI0 KpUTHUYecKom dnstocodpumt:
COXPAHSATH pasjIndvie MeXAy 4yBCTBEHHOCTBHIO 1
paccyakoM. VIHBIMM CJTOBaM¥M, CaMOCO3HaHMe pac-
I1ajlaeTcsl Ha 4YyBCTBeHHOe U paccyiodHoe (B 155;
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ception). Unification of representations may be
accidental, subjective (empirical unity of apper-
ception) or objective (objective unity of apper-
ception). In the former case unity is imposed
by empirical conditions and in the latter case
by categories. Consequently, it is categories
that introduce objective unity into representa-
tions and organise them in the necessary way
to make cognition of the object possible.

Thus, Kant uses “apperception” in the Leib-
nizian sense to refer to our ability, in the pro-
cess of cognition, to be aware of the unity of
consciousness. Because unity is very diverse,
Kant uses corresponding names of appercep-
tion. An analogue of the Latin term Apperzep-
tion is the German word SelbstbewufStsein.

(c) Self-consciousness as consciousness of
oneself. We may encounter this meaning of
“self-consciousness” when considering the pos-
sibility of cognising oneself, that is, the subject
or the soul. To draw a parallel with the cog-
nition of external objects, we find here both
similarities and distinctions. First, things in
themselves are inaccessible, the transcenden-
tal subject not being an exception. Although in
the pre-critical period Kant believed intellec-
tual intuition to be possible, his position in the
Critique is unambiguous: we do not have and
cannot have any knowledge of the real subject
(KrV, A 346 / B 404; Kant, 1998, p. 414; KrV,
A 350, Kant, 1998, p. 417). Second, as in cognis-
ing external objects, in cognising ourselves we
must comply with the key rule of critical phi-
losophy: to preserve the distinction between
sensibility and understanding. In other words,
self-consciousness splits into sensible and in-
tellectual (KrV, B 155; Kant, 1998, p. 258; Anth,
AA 07, p. 134; Kant, 2007, p. 246), therefore
everything we can learn about our soul must be
learned through the organising activity of these
cognitive faculties. Third, Kant distinguishes
“self-cognition” (Selbsterkenntnis / Erkenntnis



Kaut, 20060, c. 231, AA 07, S. 134; Kaut, 1994a,
c. 150), moaToMy Bcé, 4TO MBI MOXXeM y3HaTh O Ha-
IIIeV1 J1yIIe, TOJDKHO OCYIIeCTBIIAThCS Yepe3 opra-
HU3YIOIIYIO JIeATeJIbHOCTb 3TUX II03HaBaTeIbHbIX
criocobHocTevt. B-Tpetsnx, KanT pasgesser camo-
nosHaHme (Selbsterkenntnis / Erkenntnis seiner
selbst) 1 camocosnanme (Selbstbewufitsein) (B 158;
KanTt, 20060, c. 233), oTmMeuas orpaHMYeHHOCTb
VIV Jayke HEBO3MOXKHOCTD IIepBoro. Tak Kak mep-
Bble [IB€ OCOOEHHOCTM B OIlpeieJIeHHOV CTelleH!
ObUII pacCMOTPEHBI BBIIIe, HAM OCTAeTCs KOPOTKO
VICCIIeNIOBATH TTOC/IeHIO. Ee MoxxHO mepedpopmy-
JIMPOBATh B BUJIE JIBYX BOIIPOCOB: II0OYEMY MBI CTIO-
COOHBI ce0s Oco3HaBaTh, HO He II03HaBaTh? M UTO
OCO3HaeT Hallla JTyIIia O caMov cebe?

HauHy c 4yBCTBEHHOrO CaMOCO3HaHWM, VI
BHyTpeHHero uyscTBa. Ilog HuM KanT nonmma-
eT co3epliaHMe HaIMX BHYTPEHHMX COCTOSHWV
m Hac cammx (B 49; KanT, 20066, c. 109). @opmors,
IIOCPENICTBOM KOTOPOVI [aeTcsl M yIopsifounBaeT-
csl BHyTpeHHe 4yBCTBO, sABjIsieTcs Bpems. Ciierno-
BaTeJIbHO, CAMOCO3€epIIaHie BO3MOXXHO TOJIBKO KaK
OCO3HaHMe JIyIIOV CBOVIX BHYTPEHHVIX UyBCTBEH-
HBIX IIPeCTaBIEHUN TPV MX TEMIOpPaJIbHOM Op-
raamsanym. Kak oHo ocymecrsigercsa? KanT or-
MeyaeT, YTO 371eCh HaJINIIO Tapagokc. OH coCcTOUT
B TOM, YTO UyBCTBEHHOE CaMOCO3HaHVIe VIMeeT Ofl-
HOBPEeMEeHHO ITaCCVBHBIN M aKTVBHBIN XapaKTep,
TaK KaK peayimsyeTcsi depe3 camoadpuiimposa-
Hute. [TposicaIo 3TOT MOMeHT. Tak Kak HaMm HeJlo-
CTYIITHO HeIloCpe/ICTBeHHOe CO3HaHMe caMux cedsi,
TO eIVMHCTBeHHBIM WMCTOYHWKOM 3HAHWUWM O cebe
gBJIsieTCs BHyTpeHHee BocrpusaTvie. OHO, B CBOIO
ouepeslb, BO3MOXXHO IIpM ABYX YCJIOBUSAX: €CJIN
YyBCTBEHHOCTD IIOCTaBJIIET HaM MHOTr0OOpa3Hoe
0 HaC CaMMX ¥ eCJI MBI MOYKEM ero OCO3HaTh'® (To

17 [Nauus g camocosHaHus KaaT oOo3HadaeT pasHbI-
MV TEPMMUHAMU: «CO3HAHVIE CXBAaThIBAHS», «BHYTPEHHee
YYBCTBO», «3MITMPMUECKas allllepLeNysl», «CaMOCo3ep-
LIAHVIe».

18 C mosummm Kanrta, MBI He MOXXeM OCO3HAaTb MHOIO-
oOpasHoe, ec/Ii OHO He CBSI3aHHO ¥ He IIO[IBEIEeHO 01
€IVHCTBO alllepHenuit. B mpoTnsHOM ciIydae Bce Oymer
HaXOOUTHCA B XaOTMYECKOM CMeIIIeHMI [0 TaKOVl CTerle-
HVI, YTO MBI He CMOXKEM OIIpeIe/INTh HY OJHOrO O0beKTa.
Taxvm 06pasom, BeICTpamBaeTcs Cleqyomas II0c/IefoBa-
TEJIBHOCTb. MBI cO3HaeM OOBEKTBHI, eCiIi pasiiiMyaeM WX.
Ho 4to0sbl pasimuaTh JaHHBIE, MCXOHMAIIE OT O0OBEKTOB,
OHVI JTOJDKHBI OBITB CBSI3aHBI 11 00beIVIHEHbI B paMKax Ofl-
Horo co3HaHms (cM.: Bacwiwes, 2010, c. 351).
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seiner selbst) and “self-consciousness” (Selbst-
bewufitsein) (KrV, B 158; Kant, 1998, p. 260),
noting that the former is limited and even im-
possible. The first two features having been dis-
cussed earlier, it remains to take a look at the
last one. It can be reformulated in the shape of
two questions: Why are we able to be conscious
of but not to cognise ourselves? What does our
soul know about itself?

Let us start with sensible self-conscious-
ness,'” or the inner feeling. Kant interprets it as
intuition of our inner states and ourselves (KrV,
B 49; Kant, 1998, p. 180). The form through
which the inner feeling is given and ordered is
time. Consequently, self-intuition is only possi-
ble as intuition by the soul of its inner sensible
representations organised in time. How is this
done? Kant notes a paradox. Sensible self-con-
sciousness is simultaneously passive and active
as it is realised through self-intuition. Let us
clarify this point. Since immediate conscious-
ness of ourselves is inaccessible to us, the only
source of knowledge about the self is inner per-
ception. The latter, in turn, is possible on two
conditions: if sensibility carries diverse infor-
mation about ourselves and if we can be con-
scious of it'® (i.e. survey, gather and connect
data in one representation). In the former case
we have intuition of sensibility of a passive
subject on the part of a transcendental subject
and in the latter case on the part of understand-
ing. Thus, we are able to intuit ourselves only
as a phenomenon and only through self-intu-
ition (KrV, B 156; Kant, 1998, p. 259). Here we

7 Kant uses various terms to denote this type of
self-consciousness: “apprehension”, “inner sense”,
“empirical apperception”, “self-intuition”.

8 From Kant’s point of view we cannot comprehend
the manifold if it is not connected with and subordinat-
ed to the unity of apperception. Otherwise everything
would be intermixed so chaotically as to make it im-
possible to determine a single object. The following se-
quence thus forms itself: We are conscious of objects if
we distinguish them. But to be distinguished data em-
anating from objects must be connected and unified
within one consciousness (cf. Vasilyev, 2010, p. 351).
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ecTb 0003peTh, coOpaTh M CBsI3aTh JTaHHbBIE BMe-
CTe B OJJHOM IIpeJicTaBiieHUM). B mepsoM ciiydae
MBI OyzieM mMeTh aduipoBaHie 4yBCTBEHHO-
CTV ITaCCUBHOI'O CYOBbEeKTa CO CTOPOHBI TPaHCIIEH-
JleHTaJIbHOTO CyObeKkTa, BO BTOPOM — CO CTOPO-
HBI paccyaka. CreroBaTeIbHO, MBI CITOCOOHBI CO-
3epath cebs TOJIBKO KaK SIBJIEHVIE VI TOJIBKO Yepes
camoaddpurmposanme (B 156; Kant, 20060, c. 231).
3mech IIpociIeXyBaeTcs apasllesib ¢ BOCIIPUATH-
€M BHEIIHVX 00bEeKTOB, OTHAKO OHA ITPOSIBIISIEeTCS
He BO BceM. BpeMsi Kak equHCTBeHHas (popMa BHY-
TPpeHHero co3epliaHus He I03BOJIsgeT O0OHaPyXUThb
B HaCc HEYTO HeW3MeHHOe VI COXpaHSIoIeecs, a
TOJIBKO cMeHY orpenesieHnit (A 381; Kanrt, 2006a,
c. 477). Takum 0Opa3oM, HaM HeIOCTYITHO arpu-
OpHOe CHTeTIYecKoe Io3HaHe aymm. Kak roso-
put KaHT, 3T0 mprMeuaTesibHOe pasiimdye MexX1y
BHYTPEHHVM YYBCTBOM VI BHEIITHVIM.

Hawm ocTtaeTcs pa3o0paTbcsi ¢ pacCyJOYHBIM ca-
MOCO3HaHMeM, VI umcTov amnnepiiemniyent. Kak
ObUIO TIOKA3aHO BBIIE, YNCTYIO allllepIIeriiio’’
KaHT paccmarpmBaeT Kak allproOpHOe OCO3HaHVe
IYIIIOV CBOEro HyMepudecKoro efHcTBa. Ho urto
oHo o3HauaeT? C peHOMEHAJILHOV TOUKM 3peHMs,
pedr maeT O BOSMOXXHOCTM CO3HaHMS / CaMoCo-
3HaHMS cebs B KadecTBe OOIIero cyObekTa Bcex
BO3MOXHBIX ITpeficTasiieHnit (A 350; Kant, 2006a,
c. 441; B 132; Kawnrt, 20060, c. 203). VIMeHHO ero MBI
VIMeHyeM «S», «sI MBICIIIO» MM « ecMb». Ho mH-
TepecHee 11 BakHee (DYHKIIVIOHAIBHBIVI B3ITISAI Ha
IJaHHBIV BOIIPOC, TaK KaK OH oOpalllaeT Hallle BHI-
MaHMe Ha TO, Kak oOpa3yeTcsl TOXIeCTBO UMCTOM
anmeprieniym. B odomx m3parmsax KauTt HaunHa-
eT cBoe OOBsICHEeHVIe C Y Ke M3BeCTHOI'O HaM Te3yca:
TOXX[IECTBO HAIIero $1 BO3MOYKHO JIVIIIIb TPV OCO3-
HaHUM AYIION HeoOXOAMMOro eIVMHCTBA CUHTe-
3a COIVIACHO TIOHSTMSAM, TO ecThb IrpasuiaM (A 108;
A 112; B 134; B 135). Ho mouemy cuHTe3MpyIOmIIas
HesiTeJIBHOCTD paccyfika oOpasyeT HyMepuyeckoe
€IVHCTBO YVICTOV ammeprienumn? Bumgnmo, ms-
3a TOro, YTO CMHTEe3 OCO3HAeTCs HaMM KaK HeKoe
enuHoe nevictsre MbluieHM: (A 108; Kaxt, 2006a,
c. 159; B 153; Kant, 20060, c. 227), vy TOXIeCTBO

9 B mepsom m3manvy KaHT Tak orpernesisieT 4nCTyIO arl-
IIePLIEIIVIO: «...JIOJIHOE TOXIECTBO CaMOro ceOst IIpuL Beex
BO3MOXXHBIX ITpeyicTaBiieHmsix» (A 116; Kanr, 2006a, c. 167).

can see a parallel with the perception of ex-
ternal objects; however, it is not manifested in
everything. Time as the only form of inner in-
tuition does not permit us to discover in our-
selves something immutable and lasting, but
only a change of definitions (KrV, A 381; Kant,
1998, p. 432). Thus, a priori synthetic cognition
of the soul is inaccessible to us. As Kant notes,
this is a remarkable difference between inner
and external feeling.

It remains to look at self-consciousness in
the understanding or pure apperception. As in-
dicated above, Kant sees pure apperception’ as
the soul’s consciousness of its numerical unity.
But what does it mean? From the phenomenal
point of view this has to do with the possibility
of consciousness/ self-consciousness of oneself
as a general subject of all possible represen-
tations (KrV, A 350; Kant, 1998, p. 416; KrV,
B 132; Kant, 1998, p. 247). We refer to it as “1”
(“I think”, “I am”). But a functional view of the
issue is more interesting and important because
it draws our attention to the way identity of
pure apperception is formed. In both editions
Kant starts his exposition with the familiar the-
sis: the identity of Self is only possible when the
soul is aware of the necessary unity of synthe-
sis according to concepts, that is, rules (A 108,
A 112, B 134, B 135). But why does synthesis-
ing activity of the understanding form numer-
ical unity with pure apperception? Apparently
because we perceive synthesis as a single act of
thinking (KrV, A 108; Kant, 1998, p. 233; KrV,
B 153; Kant, 1998, p. 257), or as identity of the
functions of synthesis (KrV, A 108; Kant, 1998,
p- 233). However, this statement also calls for
elucidation. What does the given unity of the
activity of the understanding consist in? It is
the common form of cognitive activity of ob-
jects (A 129, A 363, A 382, B 404, B 406), in oth-
er words, one and the same method by which

9 In the first edition Kant thus defines pure appercep-
tion: “[...] the thoroughgoing identity of oneself in all pos-
sible representations [...]” (KrV, A 116; Kant, 1998, p. 237).
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dyuxumn cuHTtesa (A 108; Kant, 2006a, c. 157).
Ho m sTa MbIc/Ib TpebyeT mosicHeHMs. B uem co-
CTOUT JIJaHHOe eIVHCTBO [1eATeIbHOCTU pacCy-
Ka? D10 — eamHas popMa MO3HaBaTeJIbHON [es-
TeIbHOCTY TIpemeToB (A 129; A 363; A 382; B 404;
B 406), aEBIMYM CJIOBAaMM, OIVIH ¥ TOT e CIIOCOO,
KaK/IM MHOroo0pasHOe B UyBCTBEHHBIX ITpeJICTaB-
JIEHUSAX OTHOCUTCA K OHOMY cosHaHMio. Crieno-
BaTeJIbHO, YMCTYIO alllleplelINIo HyKHO paccMa-
TpVBaTh He KaK CO3HaHVe ce0sl, a KaK OCO3HaHVe
CIIOHTaHHOV ¥ 3aKOHOCOOOPA3HOV HAesSTeTbHOCTI
paccyika, KOTOpasi TOXIECTBEHHBIM CIIOCOOOM
CBSI3bIBA€T M IIPUIAET eIMHCTBO BCEM IIpeJICTaB-
nervsiM®, Takoe mOHMMAaHMe IIOJTHOCTBIO CHUIMa-
eT BOITPOC O TOXIeCTBe allllepLerini 1 paccyaKa,
3asBiieHHOM KaHTOM BO BTOpOoM m3maHum «Kpu-
tukm» (B 134 Anm.; KanT, 20060, c. 205 mpumeu.).

He BBI3BIBaeT CJIOKHOCTM U ITpo0sieMa caMoIIo-
3HaHM. 118 oIy YeHs allpUOPHBIX CUHTeTHYe-
CKMX 3HAHWW O JIyllle HeJOCTaTOYHO OCO3HaHMs
B UVCTOV aIIlepLeNini ee TOXIeCTBeHHO [es-
TestbHOCTV. Ilo3HaHME KakK BHEIIHWMX OOBEKTOB,
TaK 1 caMoro ceds mpefrionaraeT He TOIIBKO 0CO3-
HaHHOe MBIIIJIEHVe, HO ¥ co3epliaHyie MHOroo0-
pasHoro, 4epe3 KoTopoe gaeTcs o0beKT. Eciit Mbl
HapylIllaeM 3TO IIpaBMJIO M TeM CaMBbIM TMIIOCTa-
3UpyeM e[ITHCTBO MBIIIIJIeHVS], TI0TyYaloTCs JIOXK-
Hble MeTapM3MYecKM YMO3aK/IIOUeHUsI O Iylile
(mapasIormsmel).

VTak, oTHOCUTEILHO CO3HaHM cedst MBI 0DJ1a-
JlaeM NIByMd BUIaMU IIpefCTaBIeHUN: BHYTpPeH-
HVM 9YBCTBOM VI YMCTOVI allllePLEIIIIEV. Hecmo-
Tps Ha To uTo KaHT Ha3bIBaeT 1Xx caMOCO3HaHMEeM
(w1 aneprieryeri), 3To pasHble 1 He CBOfVIMble
IOPpyT K OpYyTy BUABL B mlepBoM cilydae MBI CO3Ha-
eM, KaK CyOBeKT sIBjIsieTcss HaM, BO BTOPOM — Kak
OH OTHVIM ¥ TeM )Ke 00pa3oM (TO eCTh TOXKIIeCTBEeH-

% Takoe IOHVMMaHVE KAHTOBCKOVI alllIePLEIIIVI MOXKHO
oOHapyxuthb yxe y duxre. DTOT e B3IJLAM, pasHeIsSioT
1 MHOI'Me coBpeMeHHbIe nccrrenoparer: K. Cepk-XaHc-
ceH (Serck-Hanssen, 2008, p. 148), K. Amepuxc (Ameriks,
2000a, p. 241), I'. Drommcon (Allison, 1983, p. 144), IT. Kur-
uep (Kitcher, 2015, p. 281) u gp. Takum oGpasom, ari-
IepLIeNIs SBJIIeTCS He CO3HaHMeM celsl, a CO3HaHMeM
YCIIOBUV, KOTOPBIE IIO3BOJISIOT CO3HABAaTh BHYTPEeHHIE U
BHerltHVEe 00bekThI (Cobortesa, 2018, c. 137).
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sense manifold relates to one consciousness.
Thus, pure apperception should be interpret-
ed not as consciousness of oneself, but as con-
sciousness of spontaneous and law-governed
activity of the understanding which, by an
identical method, links and confers unity on
all representations.?” This interpretation elim-
inates the question of identity of apperception
and understanding stated by Kant in the sec-
ond edition of the Critiqgue (KrV, B 134n; Kant,
1998, p. 247n).

The problem of self-cognition also pre-
sents no challenges. To obtain a priori synthetic
knowledge about the soul it is not enough to be
conscious in pure apperception of its identical
activity. Cognition of external objects as well as
of the self implies not only conscious thinking,
but intuition of the manifold through which the
object is given. If we break this rule and thus
hypostasise the unity of thinking we get meta-
physically false judgments about the soul (par-
alogisms).

Thus, we have two types of representations
concerning consciousness of ourselves — inner
feeling and pure apperception. Although Kant
refers to them as self-consciousness (or apper-
ception) these are different and not coexten-
sive types. In the former case we are conscious
of how the subject is presented to us and in the
latter case of how, by one and the same method
(i.e. identically) it intellectually organises rep-
resentations. Thus, we have before us totally
different objects of consciousness: the soul and
its intellectual activity. It is only by a stretch
that we can refer to the latter as “I”.

2 We find this interpretation of Kant’s apperception al-
ready in Fichte. This view is shared by many modern
scholars: C. Serck-Hanssen (2008, p. 148), K. Ameriks
(2000a, p. 241), H. Allison (1983, p. 144), P. Kitcher
(2015, p. 281) and others. Apperception, then, is not con-
sciousness of oneself, but consciousness of the condition
which permits being conscious of inner and external ob-
jects (Soboleva, 2018, p. 137).
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HO) pacCy/I04HO opraHm3yeT Iipefcrasienus. [lo-
JIy4aeTcs], 4TO Ilepes] HaMl COBEpIIeHHO pasHble
00BEKTHI OCO3HAHWSL: AyIIIa U ee pacCydodHas e-
ATeTbHOCTh. HasbiBaTh TIOCIIEMHIOD «fI» MOYKHO
TOJIBKO YCJIOBHO.

3ak/1roueHve

15 paspeltieHns BoIrpoca o ToM, KakuM obpa-
30M COOTHOCSITCS aIlIlepleliys, CO3HaHVe Y CAMO-
COo3HaHMe, ObIJI0 HeOOXOIVIMO, BO-TIEPBBIX, SKCILIVI-
LIMpOBaTh Ha3HaueHVe KaXI0M 13 3TUX CIIOCOOHO-
CTeV ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, YCTAHOBUTb YETKUW U SICHBIN
XapaKTep MX OTHOIIEHWUV OpPYr K Apyry. Tekcro-
JIOTMYECKUVI aHAJIN3 OIIPeesIeHNI 1 KOHTEKCTOB
VICTIONIb30BaHMSI TIOHSATUI CO3HAHMs, CaMOCO3Ha-
HMs M allepHeniuy He JaeT Hy)KHbBIX pe3yJibTa-
TOB, Oos1ee Toro — 3amyThiBaeT. [IprunHa mpocra:
KanT He mcnionb3yeT paccmaTpyiBaeMble TTOHSTVAS
OIHO3HAYHO ¥ IIocjlefoBaTesibHO. IloaTomy crio-
coboM peltteHNs ABYX BOSHMKIINX 3a/a4 ObUI BbI-
OpaH yHKIIMOHAIBHO-TIpOOIeMHEIVI MeTor. Ero
CYTb CBOOWUTCA K BBIACHEHUIO (PYHKIIVMOHAJIBHOM
oIV CO3HAHMs, CAMOCO3HAaHMA U alllleplenimn
B pellleHn KJTIoueBbIX I1pobiieM nepsovt «Kputn-
Ku». [o mToram ero npriMeHeHMs MOXXHO c/ieJIaTh
CJIeyrollyie BBIBOIBL.

(1) CosHaHme siBisgeTcs: pedrIeKCMBHOM ITO3Ha-
BaTeJIbHOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO, KOTOpasi BBITIOJTHS-
eT TPy BaXHble PyHKINUN: OTKPBIBAeT JOCTYI K
Ipe7icTaBIeHNsIM B Hallleyl jyIile, IO3BOJIsSeT WX
pasiinyarh, a TakXe IIPYBHOCUTD B HYUX €[IVTHCTBO,
00beVHsS B OITHO IIpeficTaBIIeHIe.

(2) CamocosHaHVIe BBICTYIIaeT CIIocoboM (pyHK-
LIVMIOHVPOBAaHMS CO3HAHMS: IIO3BOJISIET WCCIIEIIO-
BaTh IIpeJCTaBJIeHNs], Haxoidllyecs B Halleu
gymie. B aToM cMplciie camoco3sHaHMe IIOJIHO-
CTBIO COBIaJIaeT ¢ cosHaHMeM. OIHaKO KJIFOUeBbl-
MM O0BeKTaMM, B OTHOLIeHMY KoTopbix KaHT mc-
TIOJIB3YeT CIIOCOOHOCTH CaMOCO3HaHWMS (MJIM, CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO, CO3HaHWs), SIBJISIOTCS CUHTeTIYe-
CKOe e[IVIHCTBO IpesicTaBieHnyt 1 ayma. To ectsb
caMoco3HaHVe (MJIV CO3HaHMe) IO3BOJIsieT CO3Ha-
BaTh HaC caMMX M HaIlly TI03HaBaTeIbHYIO [es-
TeJIbHOCTb.
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Conclusion

To solve the question of how appercep-
tion, consciousness and self-consciousness re-
late to one another it was necessary, first, to
explicate the purpose of each of these faculties
and second, to establish a clear-cut character
of their inter-relationship. Textological analy-
sis of definitions and contexts of the use of the
terms “consciousness”, “self-consciousness”
and “apperception” is futile, and indeed con-
fusing. The reason for this is simple: Kant does
not use these concepts univocally or consistent-
ly. Therefore, I chose the functional-problem
method to accomplish the two tasks that have
cropped up. It basically seeks to clarify the func-
tional role of consciousness, self-consciousness
and apperception in solving the key problems
in the first edition of the Critique. The use of this
method yielded the following conclusions.

1. Consciousness is a reflective cognitive fac-
ulty which performs three important functions:
it gives access to representations in our soul, al-
lows us to distinguish them and to introduce
unity by combining them into one representa-
tion.

2. Self-consciousness is a method of the
functioning of consciousness: it makes it pos-
sible to investigate the representations that
reside in our soul. In that sense self-conscious-
ness is coextensive with consciousness. But
the key objects with regard to which Kant
uses the faculty of self-consciousness (or, ac-
cordingly, consciousness) are synthetic uni-
ty of representations and soul. In other words,
self-consciousness (or consciousness) makes it
possible to be conscious of ourselves and of our
cognitive activity.

3. Apperception, in turn, is a sort of self-con-
sciousness. Its distinctive feature is that it focus-
es on becoming conscious of and investigating
the unity of our representations. Because Kant
distinguishes many types of unity, there are dif-
ferent names for apperception. The key types are



(3) Anmeprieniivisi, B CBOIO OYeperp, SIBIISETCS
BIIIOM caMoco3HaHMs. E€ ocobeHHOCTH cocTOUT B
TOM, YTO OHa (POKYCHpPYeTCsl Ha OCO3HaHUM U VC-
CJIeZIOBAaHMM €IVHCTBA HaIIVX IIpeCTaBIIeHNU.
Tak kak KaHT pasniyaeT MHOXeCTBO BUIOB eV IH-
CTBa, VIMEIOTCS, COOTBETCTBEHHO, pa3Hble HavMe-
HOBaHMs anreprerym. K KirrogeBsIM BiIaM OT-
HOCSTCS alIepreniiys CIIOHTaHHOV aKTMBHOCTY
paccyzika 1 amnrepleniins BHy TpeHHero 4yBCTBa.
HecmoTps Ha TO 4TO 00a BapmaHTa CaMOCO3HAHS
KaHT MMeHyeT OHVM TEPMVHOM W CBS3BIBAET C
OITperie/IeHHBIM BUIOM €IVHCTBA, OHV OTHOCST-
Csl K COBEpIIEHHO pa3sHBIM OOBEKTaM CO3HaHMS.
B niepsoM citydae peub maeT 00 OCO3HAHWV eIV H-
CTBa CMHTETWYeCKOV JIeATeJIbHOCTI paccyiika, TO
€CTb IIPaBWJI, IOCPEICTBOM KOTOPBIX MBIIIIIEHVIE
CBSI3bIBAET ¥ TIOIBOIANT IO €VHCTBO MHOXECTBO
percTasiieHnit. Bo BTopoM — o cyObekTuBHOM
Y TEMIIOpaIbHO OPraHM30BaHHOM €[IVIHCTBE BHY-
TPeHHero 4yBCTBa, TO eCTh TOr0, KaK AyIla HaM
SIBJISI€TCSL.

@
Apperzeption B KadecTBe aHasIora IIOHSATUIO «Ca-
Moco3HaHMe» (Selbstbewufitsein) oObscHseTCS
ucTopuKo-durocodpckon crenydukon. Hessu-

Vcnonw3oBanme KaHTOM TIOHSATUS

pasd Ha HOBU3HY ¥ PEeBOJIIOLIMIOHHOCTbL HEKOTO-
PBIX KPUTMUYECKMX II0JIOKEeHU, KEHUTCOepreKmm
durtocod paspabareiBaeT cOOCTBEHHBIE KOHIIETI-
LMV CO3HAHMS VI CAMOCO3HAHMS B paMKax Jieno-
HUIIe-BOJIb(PMAaHCKOV TPagULIUA.
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apperception of the spontaneous activity of the
understanding and apperception of the inner
feeling. Although Kant uses the same term for
both types of self-consciousness and identifies
them with a particular type of unity, they belong
to totally different objects of consciousness. In
the former case we speak about consciousness of
the unity of the synthetic activity of understand-
ing, i.e. rules whereby thinking links and impos-
es unity on a multitude of representations. In the
latter case we speak about subjective a temporal-
ly organised unity of the inner feeling, that is, of
how the soul presents itself to us.

4. Kant’s use of the term Apperzeption as a
synonym of self-consciousness is due to histori-
cal-philosophical reasons. In spite of the novelty
and revolutionary character of some of his crit-
ical propositions, Kant develops his concepts of
“consciousness” and “self-consciousness” in the
framework of the Leibniz-Wolffian tradition.
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HEOKAHTUAHCTBO
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DOUNIJIOCODPU A PEJINTUN
KOI'EHA M1 HATOPIIA:
CIIOP O T PAHUILIE PASYMA

B.H. Beao8'

Qunocopus peaueuu y I'epmana Koeena u Ilayas
Hamopna, ocroBameneti u eaaBuvix npedcmabumeneti
Mapbypeckoii wixoasl Heokanmuancméa, npedcmabasem
coboil BaxkHyto u 00HOBpeMeHHO CHOPHYI0 HACHTb UX (PUA0-
copexux cucmem. Hucxyccus Boxpye npobaem peaveuu
Hauasacey Grympu Mapbypeckoil wikoavl u He npexpauya-
emcs cpedu uccaedobamenetl Mot wiKoAbL 00 CUX NOP.
ObsscHsaemcs amo mem, umo «Bempaubarue» pusocogp-
CKO20 OCMbLCACHUS (heHOMeHA pesueutl 6 KAacCuueckyio
mpuady cucmemsl gpusocogpuu, mo ecmv ogopmaerue
911020 heromena 6 NOHAMUAX A02UKU, NOCTYAAIMAX SMU-
KU U NPUHYUNAX ICIMeMUKU, KOCHYA0Ch CAMUX OCHOBaHUI
amoil cucmemsl. Onupascs 6 ocHoBHom Ha uepHoBule 3a-
nucu u nepenucky Koeena u Hamopna, s npoBoxy mbicab
0 M0M, U0, HECMOMPA HA BHYmMperHue U 00CMAamouHo
cepbestble pasHOAACUA 110 NPodAEMAM pesu2ul U ee Me-
cma 6 ¢purocogpckux nocmpoenusx, Koeen u Hamopn,
Bo-nepboix, He NOKUHYAU NOUBY Kpumuuecko2o Uoeasus-
Mma, 00 koHya ocmabasce BepHvimu cboetl hui0cogpcront
wkoae, u, 6o-6mopeix, credobaru npunyuny 63aumHo2o
yBaxenus, coxparsis npogeccuonarbryto u Heiobeueckyio
cumnamuto opye « opyey. Kpome moeo, s obocroBvibaio
cboe ymbepsxdenue 0 pasAUMHOM NOHUMAHUU MapoOype-
CKUMU Heokanmuanyamu c6oeobpasus peaueuu 6 cucme-
Mme ¢pusocogpuu. Cneyugpuka 3moeo pasiuvus oaem 6o3-
MOXKHOCIb He npocmo Becmu peds 0 epanuye pasyma u
PAYUOHAABHOCIIU, HO CAMY MY epanuyy coeiams 00sem-
HOT, HANOAHUB ee CMbLCA0BbIM co0epKanueM U pacuiupub
maxum 0bpasom cepepy Kpumuteckoeo udeasusma. B xooe
Ouckyccuu no npobsemam peaveuu Ilayre Hamopn 6osee
akmyaivto u pasbeprymo, a 'epman Kozen, ckopee, auuib
NOMEHYUAIBHO 3aABUAU O NPOEKMAX Cepbe3Holl Mparc-
hopmayuu pusocogpuu, Komopuvie OHU NONbLIMAAUCH pe-
asusoBams 6 cBoux no30Hux padbomax.

KaroueBvie croBa: purocopus pesueuu, mapoype-
ckoe Heokanmuarncmbo, epanuya pasyma, yybcmebo, kpu-
muyeckut U0eaLusm, Cucmema puiocopuu
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NEO-KANTIANISM

COHEN AND NATORP’S
PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION:
THE ARGUMENT
ABOUT THE BOUNDARY OF REASON

V.N. Belov!

The philosophy of religion as presented by Hermann
Cohen and Paul Natorp, the founders and main repre-
sentatives of the Marburg School of Neo-Kantianism, is
an important and at the same time controversial part of
their philosophical systems. The discussion around the
problems of religion began within the Marburg School
and still continues among those who study that School.
The reason for this is that “fitting” philosophical think-
ing about the phenomenon of religion into the classical
triad of any system of philosophy, i.e. effectively formu-
lating that phenomenon in logical concepts, ethical pos-
tulates and aesthetic principles touched the very founda-
tions of that system. Drawing mainly on the rough notes
and correspondence of Cohen and Natorp I argue that, in
spite of internal and quite important differences over the
problems of religion and its place in philosophical con-
structions, Cohen and Natorp, first, retained their com-
mitment to critical idealism and remained loyal to their
philosophical school to the end and, second, followed the
principle of mutual respect, preserving their profession-
al and human sympathy for each other. Besides, I sub-
stantiate my assertion that Marburg Neo-Kantians had
different concepts of the special place of religion in the
system of philosophy. The specific nature of this differ-
ence warrants the discussion not only of the boundary of
reason and rationality but adds new dimensions to that
boundary, filling it with content and thus broadening
the very sphere of critical idealism. In the course of the
discussion of the problems of religion, Paul Natorp (in
a more immediate and extended fashion) and Hermann
Cohen (largely potentially) stake a claim to projects for
the serious transformation of philosophy which they
tried to implement in their later works.

Keywords: philosophy of religion, Marburg
Neo-Kantianism, boundary of reason, feeling, critical
idealism, system of philosophy
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BBemenmne

O xonnenmsx dpntocodprn penurnmu lepmana
Korena u ITaya Haropria B oTzesibHOCTI yoke He-
MaJIo HaIlVCaHO B VCCIIeIOBAHMSIX, TIOCBAIIIEHHBIX
KakK B I1eJIoM pvI0COPCKMM crcTeMaM 3TUX JABYX
npezcTaBuTesiert MapOyprckom KOkl HeOKaH-
TMAHCTBA, TaK ¥ KOHKPETHOMY aHaJIM3y VX IOf-
XOHOB K pniI0cOPCKOMY OCMBICIIEHIO peHOMeHa
permrun?®. TlosToMy IIaBHast 1eIb MoeVt paboTBI
COCTOUT B BbISIBJIEHUI OCHOBHBIX WeV W CIIely-
dukm kpuTrdeckmx nosuimy Korena n Hatopra
B UX IIOJIeMMKe BOKPYI OCMBICJIEHWS CYIITHOCTU
penurmm.

Hecomuenno, Koren n Hatopr Oputnt camocTo-
ATeJIbHBIMMY VI OPUTVMHAJIBHBIMU MBICJIUTEISIMMA,
OTKpPBIBaBIIVIMI HOBBIE IIyTV TpPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
Hom dpvtocodpum. ITput Beelt MIKoIBHOCTY MX PU-
JI0COPCKMX TTPUCTPACTUN OHUM MMeJI COOCTBeH-
Hble, YaCTO OT/IMYHBIe APYT OT Apyra IO3WIIUN
110 MHOTVIM BOITpOCaAM TeOpUM IO3HaHMs, STUKM,
3CTeTMKM M IICUIXOJIOTMM — ¥, KaK IOKa3bIBaIOT
COXpPaHMBIIIVIECS B apXVBaX MaTepuaslbl, OIryosm-
KOBaHHBIe B AByXToMHUKe X. Xosblixas (Holzhey,
1986), akTMBHO MOJIEMU3MPOBAIN APYT C IPYTOM.
OpHako — v 3TO OCHOBHasI T'MITOTe3a JIaHHOM pa-
00TBI — MMEHHO CIIOp O CYIIHOCTW PeIUTUM, O
BO3MOXKHOCTSIX ¥ HEOOXOAVMMOCTYM BKJIIOUUTH OC-
MBICJIeHVIe PeJIUTUN B cucTeMy dvtocodum IIpu-
BeJI X K pasMBIIIUIEHVM O IpaHUlle pasyMa, ee
criennduYecKmx cBovicTBax 1 oobeme. 51 0bocHO-
BBIBAIO MIEI0 O TOM, UYTO B IIepBYIO Odepeb B3a-
mMHas Kputnka Korenom 1 Haropriom paspaba-
ThIBaeMBIX VMMM KOHLEMIN priocodpumt pem-
rmm criocoOcTBoBasia POPMUPOBAHMIO OCHOBHBIX
TIOJIOXKEeHMV VX PrII0cOPCKMX CHCTeM B IO3[IHYe
rogel: y Korena — B «Pesurum pasyma 13 McTou-
HuKoB mynansma» (Cohen, 1919), y Hatopma —
npexzae Bcero B «PmIocodckom crucTeMaTuKe»
(Natorp, 1958). CiiemyeT ykasaTbk U Ha TO, UTO $IB-

2 Cwm., "anp.: (benos, 2015a, 20156, 2018a, 20186, 20188,
2019; Omurpuesa, 2008; IToma, 2012; Adelmann, 2010;
Lohmann, 1995; Holzhey, 1986; Jegelka, 1992; Saltzman,
1981).
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Introduction

The concepts of the philosophy of religion
of Hermann Cohen and Paul Natorp have each
been thoroughly discussed in the studies devot-
ed to the philosophical systems in general of
the two representatives of the Marburg School
of Neo-Kantianism and to the concrete analysis
of their approaches to philosophical conception
of the phenomenon of religion.? Therefore, the
chief aim of my study is to identify the main
ideas and the distinctive features of the po-
sitions of Cohen and Natorp in their polemic
around the essence of religion.

Cohen and Natorp were undoubtedly in-
dependent and original thinkers who charted
new courses for transcendental philosophy and
who, for all their adherence to the School in
their philosophical leanings, had their own fre-
quently very different positions on many issues
of the theory of cognition, ethics, aesthetics and
psychology. As attested by surviving archival
materials published in Holzhey’s two volumes
(Holzhey, 1986), they were engaged in an ac-
tive polemic with each other. However — and
this is the main hypothesis of my paper — it
was the argument about the essence of reli-
gion, the possibilities and necessity of includ-
ing the understanding of religion in the system
of philosophy that prompted them to reflect on
the boundary of reason, its specific properties
and its volume. I argue that it was Cohen and
Natorp’s mutual criticism of their respective
concepts of the philosophy of religion that con-
tributed to their formulation of the main pro-
visions of their philosophical systems in their
later years, e.g. Cohen in his Religion of Reason
Out of the Sources of Judaism (1972, first pub-
lished in German 1919), and Natorp, above all
in The Systematics of Philosophy (Philosophische

2 See, for example, Belov (2015a, 2015b, 2018a, 2018b,
2018¢, 2019), Dmitrieva (2008), Poma (1997), Adelmann
(2010), Lohmann (1995), Holzhey (1986), Jegelka (1992),
Saltzman (1981).
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HBIM 00pa30M ITepeoCMBIC/IVBaeT IIOHATYIE TPaHV-
bl pasyma toieko Ilayse Haropr, a I'epman Ko-
TeH K 3TOV IIpo0JIeMe HaIIpsAMYIO He oOpalraeTcs.
Onnako paspabareiBaemble KoreHom wmpjen emu-
HOI'o 1 eMHCTBeHHoro bora, koppesnsamnumu bora n
JeJIoBeKa, ey BIIOJIHe paljyiOHaJIbHBIe, VICKIIIO-
Jaronye BCIKYI MUCTUKY M MWUOJIOrMIO, a Tak-
JKe ero paccyXaeHus O TeOJIOTMYeCKMX BOIIpocax
Teopenuss, OTkposeHms1, cesatoMm Jlyxe, Mmeccum,
GeccmepTum 1 BockpeltieHny, KOTOpble OH B CH-
CTEMHOM BUJIE€ HPEIJIOXKIII B CBOEN IIOCJIeTHEVI,
IIOCMEepPTHO W3[aHHOM pabote «Peymurusi pasy-
Ma...», MO)KHO CUMTaTh peakliyer Ha 3Ty IIpobiie-
My ¥ IIepeOCMBbICJIeHVIeM KaHTOBCKOI'O ITOHSTVS
IpaHNUIIBI pasyMa’.

Hpyrovt rumoTesoi, KOTOPYIO s 0OOCHOBBIBAIO
B CBOEM VICCJIeZIOBAHWM, SIBJISIETCSI MBICJIb O TOM,
YTO IJIABHBIM BOIOPa3fiesioM IO3UILMY MapOypx-
1IeB 110 BOIIpOCaM PeJIUTUN IIOCITYXKMjIa TeMa Je-
JIOBeKa KaK VHAVBWLYaIbHOTO CyIecTBa, peaim-
3YIOIIEro KOHTAKT C OKPY KaOIIVIM €ro MVUPOM U
o0J1aaroIiero BHy TPeHHVIMY HeTIOBTOPVIMBIMU 1
He CBOIVIMBIMI HI K YeMy BHeIITHeMY XapaKTepu-
CTUIKaMM.

Haxomnerti, TPeThEeN IMIIOTe30V JaHHOM pa60TBI
CTaJIO IIpeAroJIOKeHVe O TOM, YTO MIMeHHO pac-
CY>XJeHMsI O CYIIHOCTV PeJIUTMU B I1eJIOM IIpefl-
JlaraloT BepHble OPMEeHTUPBI IS OIpelesIeHNs
cnenmduky nosuun Korena n Haropna B pam-
Kax e[IMHOM (pr1ocodCKOV IIKOJIBI, OHY W3 KO-
Topbix (Korena) ycjioBHO MOXHO OXapaKTepu3o-
BaTh KaK OOBEKTMBVCTCKO-METOMNYECKYIO, IPY-
ryo (Haroprma) — kak cyOBeKTMBUCTCKO-CVIMBO-
JINYECKYIO.

* Cwm., Hamp.: «[ToHSATHME pa3yMa JOJIDKHO BIIEpBLIe IIPOI3-
BecTn 1oHATHE permrmm» (Cohen, 1919, S. 3); «OTkpoBe-
HVIe eCTb TBOpeHMe pasyMa» (Ibid., S. 84); «Kax TBoperue,
TaK 11 OTKpOBeHVIe BIIepBble IIPUXOIAT K COBEPIICHCTBY
ToIbKO ¢ OTKpOBEHNEM B pasyMe, B JIyXe UeJOBeKa, KO-
TOPBIVI ITO3TOMY COCTABJISIET VX TIPELITOCHUTKY. HerToBex. ..
KaK pa3yMHOe CyIIIecTBO sBJIgeTcsi KoppessitoM bora Ot-
kposenus» (Ibid., S. 92). [laiee B cTaThe 51 He oOpallawoch
K TIOfTIpoOHOMY aHasM3y 3Tovt paboTsl KoreHa m oTcpuIaro
guraTesr K apyruM csouM Iryommkanysam (beros, 2015a,
2018a, 20186).
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Systematik, 1958). It has to be said that only
Paul Natorp explicitly rethinks the concept of
the boundary of reason while Hermann Cohen
does not tackle the problem directly. Howev-
er, Cohen’s ideas of the one and only God, the
correlation between God and a human being,
quite rational ideas that rule out any mysticism
or mythology, as well as his reflections on the
theological aspects of creation, revelation, the
Holy Spirit, the Messiah, immortality and res-
urrection which he systematically set forth in
his last posthumously published book, Religion
of Reason, can be seen as a reaction to this prob-
lem and a re-interpretation of Kant’s concept of
the boundary of reason.?

My second hypothesis in this article is that
the main watershed between the Marburgers’
positions on religious matters was the topic of
the human being as an individual in contact
with the surrounding world and possessing in-
imitable inner characteristics that cannot be re-
duced to anything external.

Finally, the third hypothesis of this work is
the suggestion that it is reasoning on the es-
sence of religion as a whole that offers secure
guidelines for determining the specificities
of the positions of Cohen and Natorp in the
framework of a single philosophical school One
of these positions (Cohen’s) can be tentatively
described as objectivist-methodical and the oth-
er (Natorp’s) as subjectivist-symbolic.

Reason or Feeling: Cohen versus Natorp

At the end of the first decade of the twenti-
eth century an interesting discussion unfolded

® Cf. “The concept of reason has to engender the con-
cept of religion” (Cohen, 1972, p. 3). “Revelation is the
creation of reason” (ibid., p. 72). “Like creation, revelation
too can come to completion with the revelation to rea-
son, to man'’s spirit, which is therefore the presupposi-
tion for it. Man, not the people, and not Moses: man, as
rational being, is the correlate to the God of revelation”
(ibid., p. 79). Elsewhere in this article I skip detailed
analysis of this work of Cohen and refer the reader to
my other publications (Belov, 2015a; 2018a; 2018Db).



Pasym mv 4yBCTBO:
Koren nporus Haropmna

B xonrie 1900-x rr. BHYTpM MapOyprckort mko-
JIbl HEeOKaHTMAHCTBa pas3BepHYslach MHTepecHas
IVICKYCCH 110 BOIIPOCaM PeJIuINN, ee VICTOKOB, ee
cBsi3u ¢ pustocodriert 1 B IIeJIOM C YesIOBeUeCcKO
KYJIBTY POVL. ApXVBHBIE MaTepyasIbl IIPeIOCTaBIIs-
IOT OYeBUIHBIE CBUIETeIbCTBA TOTO, YTO, BO-TIep-
BBIX, 0Da JInjiepa 3TOV HeOKAaHTMAHCKOV IITKOJIBI
BHMMATeJIbHO CJIe[IVUIN 3a HNyOIMKauusMu JIpyr
npyra B obstacTv penurum (OyKBasIbHO pasOupam
X IIOCTpaHN4HO). Bo-BTOpEBIX, chopmysmpoBan-
Hble B 3TMX IyOJIMKAIIMX TO3UIM O CYLIHOCTY
PeJIUIUY BBI3bIBAJIV MEX/IY MX aBTOpaMU cepbes-
Hble pasHoryacus u criopbl. OHAKO cileflyeT yKa-
3aTh ¥ Ha TO, YTO KPUTHMKA JPYT JIpyra 110 BOIIPO-
caM HOHMMAaHMS PeJIUTUN CO CTOPOHBI Kak Kore-
Ha, Tak 1 HaTopna HuKorzia He BBIXOAMIIA 3@ PaM-
KM aKaZleM4ecKOoro, MHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOTO CIlopa:
IVICKyCCHs BejlaCh apr'yMeHTWPOBaHHO, KaXK[IbIV
ee YUaCTHUK ITPOSIBIISTT YBaskeHe K IO3MIIVN OIl-
TIOHEHTa.

Xotest ObI OOpaTUTh BHMMaHMe ellle Ha OAVH
O4YeHb BaXKHBIVI MOMEHT 3To AucKyccun. OHa, Ha
MOV B3IJISi/], COIEPXKUT CBUETeIIbCTBA TOro, YTO U
Koren, n HaTopm B 10CTaTOYHO CIIOKHBIX V1 HEOJI-
HO3HAYHBIX ITpo0sIeMaX, KOTOpBIe BCeT/a Ieperpy-
JKeHbl KOHHOTaTVBHBIMI CMBIC/IaMV, OCTaBaJINCh B
pamMKax KpuUTudecKon dpuiocodms, ObUI BepHBI
cBoeit pry10codpCKOV IITKOIIE U TPaaUIINY KaHTOB-
CKOV TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOM prytocodmit. DTo oco-
0eHHO Ba)XHO IIOYEPKHYTH BBUY TOTO, UTO KaK
pa3 dwiocodms peMruy CTAHOBUTCS TeM KaM-
HeM ITPeTKHOBeHVsl, 13-3a KOTOPOro ITPOVICXOUT
cepresHas TpaHchOpMalls Bcell CCTeMbl puio-
codpum MapOyprckont mikosbsl. V1 ata TpaHcdop-
MalIlysi OKas3bIBaeTCs HaCTOJIIBKO ITyOOKom 1 Cy-
IIIeCTBEHHOVI, YTO JaeT OCHOBaHV HEKOTOPBIM VC-
cJlefioBaTesIsIM CUMTATh TIOCIIeIHWIA TIepYOfT, TBOP-
uvectBa 1 y Korena, n y Haropna (a gyckyccust 1o
BOIIPOCaM peIUTUV 3HaMeHyeT cOOOV IOCTIeTHT
TIIepyIof], TBOpUeCTBa IIePBOro M IIPUTOTOBJIeHMe K
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within the Marburg School of Neo-Kantians on
religion, its sources and its link with philosophy
and human culture as a whole. Firstly, archives
contain clear evidence that both leaders of the
Marburg School closely followed each other’s
publications on religion (literally scrutinising
these publications page-by-page). Secondly,
the positions on the essence of religion that in-
formed these publications sparked serious dif-
ferences and arguments between their authors.
However, it should be noted that in their crit-
icism of each other’s views on religion both
Cohen and Natorp stayed within the frame-
work of academic intellectual debate; state-
ments were well-argued and the participants
showed respect for the opponent’s position.
Another important feature of the debate
should be noted. In my opinion, it shows that
both Cohen and Natorp in their complicat-
ed and controversial discussions, always over-
loaded with connotations, stayed within the
framework of critical philosophy, remaining
loyal to the philosophical school and the tradi-
tion of Kant’s transcendental philosophy. This
needs to be stressed because it was the philoso-
phy of religion that became the stumbling block
over which a serious transformation of the en-
tire philosophical system of the Marburg School
took place. This transformation was so profound
and substantial that it prompted some scholars
to regard the final period in the work of Cohen
and Natorp — the debate on religion marks
the last period in the work of Cohen and antic-
ipates the last period in the work of Natorp —
as a departure from the initial Marburg School
position. Thus Frank Rosenzweig in an extend-
ed “Introduction” to the first volume of Cohen’s
Jiidische Schriften (Jewish Writings) described his
later philosophy as a special period that saw
a radical reappraisal of the Marburg philoso-
pher’s previous ideas: “It was a long journey,
Rosenzweig writes, that led him [i.e. Cohen] to
self-discovery and self-revelation — it was one
and the other simultaneously, indeed the lat-
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HIOCIIeTHEMY IIepuoy B TBOpUYeCTBe BTOPOIO) yiKe
OTXOJIOM OT VX ITepBOHAYJIbHOV IITKOJIBHOVI TIO31-
oy, B wactHocTn, ®@panir PoseHnsenr B passep-
HYTOM BBelleHUM K IiepBoMy Tomy «Pabot 1o my-
mansMy» Korena oxapakTepri3oBasl ero MO3IHIO0
dmtocodnio Kak 0coObIVt Heproz, Ha KOTOPBIN
IIPVIXOIUTCS PaaVKayIbHAs IlepeolleHKa IIperTbl-
OyIIMX et MapOyprckoro duiocoda: «2To ObLT
JOJITUV yTh, — 3aMedaeT PoseHIIBeNI, — KOTO-
pemt mpuBent ero [KoreHa] k camMooOHapy KeHVIIO
¥ CAMOOTKPOBEHMIO — 3TO ObUIO M TO, U gpyroe
OTHOBPEeMEHHO ¥ JaXke BTOpoe OoJiee, UeM IIepBoe,
IIyTh 3aBepIIeHVs VI IyTh IIOBOPOTA, BO3Bpallle-
HuA Ha poauHy» (Rosenzweig, 1924, S. XX). B npy-
rOM MecTe, OlleHMBasi ocsleIHIo padoTy KoreHa,
oIy OJIIMKOBaHHYIO IIOCMEPTHO, a MMeHHO «Perm-
T'MIO pa3yMa...», Po3eHIIBeNT MoguepKmBaeT IIpuH-
LIVIVAIBHYI0 HeOOXOOVIMOCTb «JINTaTh» PaHHVEe
paboTer KoreHa cKkBO3b IIpM3My ero mosmHen du-
stocodpmm: «2DTa KHUTA €CTh CBU/IETEIbCTBO 3TOTO
3aBepIIIeHHOr0 BO3BpallleHNs Ha POAVHY, PaBHO U
ero ripopykt» (Ibid., S. LXIV)™.

* AHaJIOTMIYHOVI TOYKM 3peHMsS MPWUOEPXMBAETCI W
3. Yo (Ucko, 1927). OHako cripaBeyIMBOCTI Pajiyi Cle-
IyeT yKas3aTb Ha TO, YTO OOJIBIIIVIHCTBO MCCIIelOBaTeIIel
TBOpuecTBa Korena 1 ocobeHHO ero dmtocodpnm pemm-
IV He COITIaIIaloTCs ¢ HOIoOHO olleHKoV1 Po3eHIBerira.
Tak, manpumep, A. Iloma 3agsisger: «B mevicTtBurenbHO-
CTV TPV TIepexofie OT 3TUMKM K PeSTUIUM pedb UfeT He
o “cmene” (Ubergang), He o Iepexofe K Ipyromy, HO O
“pacimpenum pobiemsl” n o “pactBopennn”’ ee Io-
CPefCTBOM OTXOHa OT HAyYHOTO MeTOda M HPWHSTUS
BBICITIEVI TIePCIIEKTUBEL PeJIAIIY, KOTOpasi He naeT Bpas-
pe3 ¢ Hay4YHOW 3TUKOV, a... JeJIaeT ee 3aBePIIeHHOV [CM.:
Cohen, 1996, S. 58]. ImeHHO B 3TOM CoCTOWUT “TpUyMd
permrum” [Cohen, 1919, S. 218], nonoHsIONI TPUYMd
STUKM M He IIPOTMBOpEYAllUil eMy: B IIOHVMaHWN VH-
OVMBYAYyyMa KaK pallfOHAJIBHOTO OBITWS, a 3HA4YWUT, Obl-
THsI HPaBCTBEHHOI'O, IIOCKOJIBKY OH MHIMBUIYyasleH, a He
IIPOCTO IIPVYACTEH YeJIOBEYECTBY, a 3SHAYNT, BO BHECEHWIN
ocoboro borarcTa MHAMBYIYYMa B IIPOLIECC peayT3ariii
uesioevecTBa» ([Toma, 2012, c. 267). [1. AnenpmaH 11071a-
raeT, 4TO «XOTS B TedeHMe cBoert Km3HM Koren u He oT-
BETWI Ha OCHOBHOV BOIIPOC 00 OTHOIIIEHWUV PeIATIIL 1
palvoHaIM3Ma, HO BCe )Ke IIOCTaBWI ero cBoeoOpasHbIM
VI HaCTOSTEJIbHBIM OOpa3oM: YTO O3HauaeT AuddepeH-
myanys permruu n gpwiocoduy, ecan Bemyllee IIOHS-
THe pwrocodnn, KOToOpoe IIPOXOOUT Uepe3 BCIO KM3Hb
dwitocoda, a MmeHHO TOHATHE “Vmen”, MMeeT CBOVM
COOCTBEHHBIM COflepKaHMeM Jejla IpodeTndecKoro co-
3HaHMA?» (Adelmann, 2010, S. 249).
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ter more than the former, a journey of comple-
tion and a journey of reversion, a homecoming”*
(Rosenzweig, 1924, p. XX). Elsewhere, assessing
Cohen’s last work published posthumously, Re-
ligion of Reason, Rosenzweig stresses the funda-
mental necessity to “read” Cohen’s early works
through the prism of his later philosophy: “This
book is evidence of the completed return home
as well as its product” (ibid., p. LXIV)®.

Natorp’s later philosophy also elicits a mixed
reaction from scholars, with some pointing out
its pervasive relativism, accusing Natorp of jug-
gling with concepts, and others discerning in it
a penchant for metaphysical mysticism (Jegelka,
1992, pp. 231-235). However, as Norbert Jegelka
rightly points out, “[...] the mistakenly assumed
metaphysics here is a reconstruction of the plan
of critical philosophy under altered conditions;
in it philosophical sensitivity, free from all sys-
temic dogmatism, formulates a critical response

* “Es ist ein langer Weg, der bis zu dieser Selbstentdeckung
und Selbstoffenbarung — es war beides zugleich und mehr
noch das zweite als das erste — fiihrte, ein Weg der Vollend-
ung und ein Weg der Umkehr und der Heimkehr.”

5 “Das Buch ist das Zeichen dieser vollendeten Heimkehr, wie
es ihre Frucht ist.”

¢ This view is shared by S. Ucko (1927). However, it has
to be said for fairness sake that the majority of schol-
ars studying Cohen and especially his philosophy of
religion disagree with Rosenzweig’s opinion. Thus,
for example, Andrea Poma writes: “Actually, the pas-
sage from ethics to religion is not so much a transition
(Ubergang), a passage to something else, but an ‘enlarge-
ment of the problem” and a ‘solution’ to it, by means of
the abandonment of the scientific method and the taking
up of the peculiar, higher perspective of religion, which
is not in contradiction with scientific ethics, but rather
[...] constitutes its complement (cf. Cohen, 1996, p. 58). It
is of this that ‘the triumph of religion” consists [Cohen,
1972, p. 186], being complementary and non-contradic-
tory in respect of that of ethics: when understanding the
individual as a rational, that is, moral being, inasmuch as
he or she is an individual, and not only a participant in hu-
manity, and therefore bringing the individual’s specific
wealth into the process of the realization of humanity”
(Poma, 1997, pp. 213-214). D. Adelmann (2010, p. 249)
believes that “although during his lifetime Cohen failed
to answer the main questions about the relationship be-
tween religion and rationalism, he did raise it in an orig-
inal and compelling way: what does the differentiation
between religion and philosophy mean if the key con-
cept of philosophy that runs through the philosopher’s
whole life, i.e. the concept of the “idea,” has the affairs
of the prophetic consciousness as its own content?”



INospussg dunocodurs Haroprna Takke BbI3BI-
BaeT IIPOTMBOpEeUNBbIe OLIEHKM WccilefoBaTesient:
OIHM yKas3bIBalOT Ha ee CIUIOIIHOV PeJISTUBU3M,
oOBnHsIg HaTopma B urpe ¢ mHOHSTUMSAMMU, OPY-
r'vie 3aMedaroT B HeVl CKJIOHHOCTb K MeTadwsiye-
ckont muctuke (Jegelka, 1992, S. 231—235). OnHa-
KO, KaK CripaBe/inBo 3amedaetr HopGept Verers-
Ka, «OIIMOOYHO Iojlaraemasi 37ech MeTadusuKa
ABJISIETCSl  PEKOHCTPYKLMeN 3aMbIcila KpuUTuJe-
cKov pustocodmnt B APYTUX YCIIOBUSX, B Hell pu-
jocodcKasi 4yBCTBUTE/IBHOCTh 3alledarsieBaeT B
cBoboIe OT JII000r0 CYCTEMHOTO IOrMaTu3Ma Kpu-
TUYeCKUI OTBET Ha BHOBb BCKpbIBaeMble IJT1yOuH-
Hble Borrpockl» (Ibid., S. 235). TTayse HaTopm mpo-
IOJDKaeT CBOIO HavyaTyIo B paboTax IO IICVIXOJIO-
Iy OporpaMMy pacIIMpeHus IpeaMeTa KpUTH-
yecKom ¢ustocodunt 3a cYeT BKIIIOYEHVS B Hero
cyOBeKTMBHOrO. B «@ustocodckornt cucteMaTvike»
OH CTaBUT IIepert cobort q)yHLLaMeHTaHBHeV[LHyIO
3a71a4dy: BBIPA3UTh JIOTMYECKUMI CpefiCTBaMU TO,
YTO MBI Ha3bIBaeM XXM3HBIO".

B nonemuke Korena m Haropra mniposiBuiachk
elre OffHa JleTallb, XapaKTepuU3yrollas X B3aViMO-
IEVICTBVIE B paMKaX €IVIHOW IITKOJIBI: Koren npen-
CTaeT B KauecTBe OTKpbIBaTesIs HOBBIX IIpo0iIeM 1
nyrent B dpustocodpmnt, Haroprr crpemMuTcs HamTu
VIM JIOCTOVIHOEe MecCTO B (pmstocodpckovi cucTeme,
KPUTUYIHO 0OpabaTeiBasi HOBBIE ViZIEV, OLleHVBAS
VX JOCTOMHCTBA, IIpefyiaras Mx yrHopsaodnBaHye
U IIPpOAYKTVMBHOE CaMOCTOsSTeSIbHOe IIpOuYTeHUe,
OTKpBIBasg MX VHHOBAIIVIOHHBIE II€PCIIeKTVBBI U
TBEpHIO OTCeKasl TO, UTO, 10 ero MHEeHWIO, IIPVBO-
IIUT K COMHUTEJIBHBIM pe3yJibTataM. UTo KacaeTcs
cyxnaeHnit KoreHa B OTHOIIIEHMY HOHVMMAaHUS pe-
murvvt HatoprioMm, To ero xputuka agpecoBaHa B
OCHOBHOM BTOpOMY M3aHmio Kuurv Hatopna «Pe-
JIATUS B ITpefiesiax r'ymMmaHHoOCTv» (Natorp, 1908).

1. Koren KpuTHKyeT CBOero KOJUlery 3a mpuia-
HYe peJINTuM TOTAJIbHOTO XapaKTepa, KOTOPBIV,

° HecyryuatHo HeKOTOpBIe WcCiIefioBaTeNV, HarpuMmep
MN.®. JIlomanH, cunTatoT, uro HaToprr Tem cambiM cOim-
KaeTcs ¢ prrtocodprert XX13HY, CTaBIIIer 0COOEHHO TI0Iy-
nspHout mocite Ilepsort Muposort BovHBI (cM.: Lohmann,
1995, S. 147).
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to new and pressing issues [...]"7 (ibid., p. 235).
Natorp continues his programme of extending
the object of critical philosophy by including
the subjective, the work begun in his papers on
psychology. In Philosophische Systematik Natorp
sets himself a formidable task of expressing
what we call “life by logical means”.?

The polemic between Cohen and Natorp re-
veals yet another detail characterising their in-
teraction within the same school: Cohen is a
discoverer of new problems and paths for phi-
losophy and Natorp seeks to find a worthy
place for them in the philosophical system, crit-
ically examining the new ideas, assessing their
merits, offering ways to order them and the pro-
ductive new readings, discovering their innova-
tive potential and firmly cutting out what in his
opinion leads to dubious results. As for Cohen’s
judgements about Natorp’s understanding of
religion, his criticism is mainly directed at the
second edition of Natorp’s book Religion inner-
halb der Grenzen der Humanitit (Religion within
the Limits of Humanity) (Natorp, 1908).

1) Cohen criticises his colleague for giv-
ing religion a total character which, as Cohen
writes conveying Natorp’s idea, covers all
spheres of human activity (science, ethics, art)
and which can only be understood in feeling,
i.e. subjectively. But the totality of human ac-
tivity, according to Cohen, is the subject of psy-
chology, not philosophy:

Hence, religion as feeling and as “the total-
ity of inner experience” (87)° is the totality of
science, ethics and art? And so the totality of

7 “[...] die vermeinte Metaphysik ist Rekonstruktion des Vor-
habens einer kritische Philosophie unter verdindernten Bedi-
ngungen, in ihr prigt philosophische Sensibilitit in Freiheit
von allem Systemdogmatismus eine kritische Antwort auf neu
sich auftuende, weiterdringende Fragen [...].”

8 It is no accident that some scholars, for example,
J.E. Lohmann (1995, p. 147), believe that Natorp thereby
draws closer to the philosophy of life that became par-
ticularly popular after the First World War.

 The numbers in brackets after the quotations or with-
out brackets before the quotations indicate the numbers
of pages in Natorp’s book (Natorp, 1908) analysed by
Cohen and quoted in his notes.
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KaK OH IIoJIaraeT, Iepefasas MbIciib HaTopra, ox-
BaThIBaeT Bce cdepbl YesIoBeYeCKO AesiTeI IbHOCTI
(HayKy, 3TUKY, MCKYCCTBO) U ITOCTVKeHVe KOTOpPO-
rO BO3MOXHO TOJIBKO B UyBCTBE, TO €CTh CyObek-
TBHO. HO TOTaJIbBHOCTB uesIoBeuecKou AesiTesIb-
HOCTH sBJIsteTcs, corslacHo Koreny, mpemmerom
IICVIXOJIOT MM, a He dvtocopmm:

3HaUUT, peJIUIMs KaK YyBCTBO U KaK «TOTaTb-
HOCTb BHYTpPEHHero nepexmpaHms» (87)° — arto
TOTJILHOCTh HayKM, 3TUKM W VMCKyccTBa? 3Ha-
YT, TOTAJIbHOCTD YesioBeKa? = MpefMeT IICHXO-
norun? DTy ToTajlbHOCTh HaTopn npoTusonosa-
raeT TpeM «00ocoOeHusIM» B KadecTBe «CaMo-
yTBepkaeHus» (88) A passe He Bce TpU, 0OcOOeH-
HO BTOpOe U TpeThbe, SABJIAIOTCA CaMOyTBepKie-
HUSAMM 3TO «ayieBHom camoctu»? (Holzhey,

1986, S. 99).

2. KoreH Tax>ke BbIpakaeT CBOe HeJIoyMeHVie 110
MIOBOALY TICMXOJIOIMYeCKOV XapakKTepucTuky Ha-
TOPIIOM PeIVTIMM KaK CTPeMJIeHUM K ITOKOr0: «90
“TpeboBaHne 1TOKOs OT BceX MUPOBBIX 3a00T”! OTO
Bcex? 3HauMT, ¥ OT HayKM M HPaBCTBEHHOCTM?
“TToxont B BeunoMm”! Het, Beunast pabotal» (Ibid.).

3. Koren xareropmyecky OpOTVB IPU3HAHVS
Haroprniom pemnurmosHont Mudosorun. Pedepu-
Pys COOTBETCTBYIOMMIT (pparmMeHT M3 KHMUrm Ha-
TOpIla, OH SMOIIVOHAJIBHO pearvpyeT Ha IIpO-
YMTaHHOe BOCKJIMUIIATEIBHBIMU ¥ BOIIPOCUTEIIb-
HBIMI 3HaKamu: «B Mude mODKHA COXpaHSIThb-
cs “xu3Hp gymm”’! Perurus Oe3 muda goimkHa
Obura Obl m3rHath M bora! <..> Pennrusg, cie-
JIOBaTeJIbHO, B JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY €CTh MM, “BuIT
Muda”! “CorracHo cobcTBeHHOMY onvcaHmio Ko-
reHa”? (98)» — wm BoszpaxaeT: «f cTpeMmIcs onu-
carb MM(OM He UYBCTBO, a IIpayIeMeHT BCSKOIO
CO3HaHM KYJIBTYPBbI, IIpyYeM MMeHHO ero 00oco-
Onenmil» (Ibid.).

4. BMecTo IaHTEMCTMYECKOrO TOX[IeCTBa de-
noseka u bora B xpuctuancrse Koren mpeara-
€T TIOHATVE KOPPeIsSINM B OTHOIIEHUV MEeXIy

¢ 1ndpsl B cKOOKax Imocste ImMTaTh v 0e3 CKOOOK repert
IMTaTOVt 0003HAYAIOT HOMepa cTpaHmI KHurv Haroprra
(Natorp, 1908), anammsupyemont Korerom m mmurmpyeMornt
VIM B CBOVIX KOHCITEKTMBHBIX 3aITMCSIX.

man? = the subject of psychology? Natorp sets
this totality as “self-assertion” in contrast to the
three “individualisations” (88) Are not all three,
especially the second and third ones, self-asser-
tions of “the selfhood of the soul”?'’ (Holzhey,
1986, p. 99).

2) Cohen also questions Natorp’s psycholog-
ical description of religion as a quest for calm:
“90 “The demand for being relieved of all the
world’s troubles.” All of them? Hence of science
and morality? ‘Calm in the eternal.” No, eternal
work!”" (ibid.).

3) Cohen categorically objects to Natorp’s
acceptance of religious mythology. Summaris-
ing the relevant fragment from Natorp’s book,
he reacts emotionally with exclamation and
question marks: “The myth must preserve ‘the
life of the soul!” Religion without myth would
have to banish the name of God! [...] (98) Con-
sequently, religion in reality is a myth, ‘a
kind of myth!” “According to Cohen’s own ac-
count’?” — and he goes on to object: “I have
tried to use a myth to describe not feeling but a
proto-element of any consciousness of culture,
exactly its individualisations!”*? (ibid.).

4) Instead of the pantheistic identity of man
and God in Christianity Cohen proposes the
concept of their conjunction: “109 “Unity with
God.” It is, at the end of the day, Christian pan-
theism which here too establishes feeling as the
primary force of life instead of ethics! [...] 119

10 Also ist die Religion als Gefiihl und als “Totalitit des in-
neren Erlebens’ (87) die Totalitat von Wissenschaft, Ethik und
Kunst? Also die Totalitit des Menschen? = Gegenstand der
Psychologie? Diese Totalitit setzt Natorp den drei ‘Sonderun-
gen’ gegeniiber als ‘Selbstbehauptung’ (88) Und sind nicht
auch alle drei, besonders aber zwei und drei auch Selbstbe-
hauptungen dieses ‘seelischen Selbst’?”

“90 ‘Forderung der Ruhe von allem Welttreiben!” Von Al-
lem? Also auch von Wissenschaft und Sittlichkeit? ‘Ruhe im
Ewigen’! Nein, ewige Arbeit!”

12 “Im Mythos soll sich das 'Leben der Seele” erhalten! Die
Religion ohne Mythos miifte den Namen Gottes verbannen!
[...] (98) Auch sei Religion in der That Mythos, von der Art
des Mythus’! "Nach Cohens eigener Beschreibung’? Ich habe
nicht das Gefiihl mit dem Mythos beschreiben wollen, son-
dern das Vorelement alles Kulturbewuftseins, aber eben sein-
er Sonderungen!”
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Mt «109 “Enurcrso ¢ borom”. D10, B KOHEu-
HOM CYeTe, XPUCTVMAHCKNII ITAHTeN3M, KOTOPBIV 1
371eCh yCTaHaBJIVBaeT YyBCTBO KaK IlepBOHAYAIb-
HYIO CWIy XM3HU Ha MecTto 3Tuku! <..> 119 bor
€CTh JIeVICTBUTEIIPHOCTh, PeasIbHOCTh Oj1ara B ye-
JIOBEUeCKOM MMpe, He “IyIlia Bcex AyIl’ ¥ TOMY
rortobHoe!» (Ibid., S. 100).

Crenyet, ogHaKo, IPMU3HATH M TOT (PAKT, YTO
no3uiysl Haropra 1o oTHomeHuIo K (peHOMeHY
periruy, ee cBoeoOpasuio B pamMKax dniocod-
CKOVI CUCTEMBI, K BO3MOXXHOCTM €ee ITOCTVDKEHVIS
PalVIOHAJIBHBIMY MeTOaMI KPUTUYECKOV (pyIo-
codpmm He ObUTa OAVMHAKOBOVI B TEUEHVIE BCEVI €I
TBOPYECKOV XXV3HV ¥ IIpeTepIieia B ee IO3THUI
IIepyoy 3HaYMTe IbHbIe 3MeHeHMs. OTMedas Kak
HeCOMHEHHY IO ITpeeMCTBeHHOCTB BO B3ryIgaax Ha-
TOpIIa, TaK M VX OUEBUIHYIO SBOJIIOLIVIO, OIVH 13
HeMeITKmx vccenosatestert, V1.d. JTomanH, yKa3sbl-
BaeT, YTO MIMEHHO

..B ODHapyXeHMN OOXEeCTBEHHOTO BO BHY-
TpeHHemIlleM spe uejoBeKa, ero JylleBHON
OCHOBE CYIIeCTByeT ITPeeMCTBEHHOCTb MeXIy
panHen 1 nosgHen gwiocodpuen peymrum Ha-
Topna. Pasimane nposisiisieTcss B BOIpoce O CB-
31 PeJIUTUM C TpaHCleHIeHIelt. XoTs BHavasle
Hatopn orBeprait sty cBs3b, ntosgHunt Haropn
NpU3HAaeT 3a peIuruer «TpaHCLIeHIVPOBaHue»,
HO, KOHeUHO, He «JormMaTudeckoe». Penmrus y
Hero OoJIbllle He COCTOUT B YMCTO CyObeKTUB-
HOVI MHTMMHOCTV 9yBCTBa, HO HaXOOWTCI B OT-
HOIIIeHNW B3aMHOCTM Jymm u bora, Toro Bora,
KOTOPBIVI KaK CBEpXKOHEYHOe 11 aOCOITIOTHOe 0X-
BaThIBaeT 4eJjloBeKa, 3HaeT OH 00 3TOM WM HeT

(Lohmann, 1995, S. 155).

Penurus wiam sTuka:
Haropn nporus Korena

Haropn B cBOMX 4epHOBBIX HAOpOCKaX ¥ MCh-
Max ocTaBujI Oojlee ITpOCTpaHHBbIe 3aMeuaHMs K
aHaJIM3y KoreHOBcKom dwuiocodpum permrum. K
COXXaJIeHWIO, BCe OHM OTHOCSITCS B OCHOBHOM K KO-
reHoBcKoV pabote «[loHsITME perturuut B cuCTe-
Me prtocodpmm», onyOnmkoBaHHou B 1915 1. (cMm.:
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[...] God is reality, the reality of good in the hu-
man world, not “the soul of all souls” and the
like!”® (ibid., p. 100).

One has to admit, however, that Natorp’s
position on the phenomenon of religion, its dis-
tinct character within the philosophical system,
the possibility of understanding it through the
rational methods of critical philosophy was not
immutable throughout his life and changed sig-
nificantly towards its end. The German scholar
Johann Friedrich Lohmann, noting the indu-
bitable continuity in Natorp’s views as well as
their obvious evolution, notes that

[...] in discovering the divine in the human
being’s innermost nucleus, at his soul’s
foundation, there is continuity between
Natorp’s early and later philosophy of religion.
The difference manifests itself over the issue of
the link between religion and transcendence.
Initially Natorp denied the link, but in his late
period he admitteds religion’s “transcendence,”
though of course not of the “dogmatic” kind.
Religion no longer lies in the pure subjective
inwardness of feeling, but stands for the
reciprocity between the soul and God — a
God who as the Supra-Finite and Absolute
encompasses the human being whether or not
he is aware of this'" (Lohmann, 1995, p. 155).

Religion and Ethics: Natorp versus Cohen

In his rough notes and letters Natorp left
more extended remarks concerning Cohen’s phi-
losophy of religion. Unfortunately, they all refer
mainly to Cohen’s work, Der Begriff der Religion

3109 “Einheit mit Gott'. Es ist letztlich der christliche Pan-
theismus, der auch hier das Gefiihl als Urkraft des Lebens an
der Stelle der Ethik setzt! [...] 119 [...] Gott ist Wirklichkeit,
Realitit des Guten in der Menschenwelt, nicht ‘Seele aller
Seele” und dergleichen!”

4 “Gerade im [...] Finden des Géttlichen im innersten Kern
des Menschen, seinem Seelengrund besteht Kontinuitit
zwischen Natorps friiher und spiter Religionsphilosophie. Die
Differenz zeigt sich in der Frage eines Transzendenzbezugs
der Religion. Wiihrend dieser von Natorp zundchst abgelehnt
wurde, gesteht der spite Natorp der Religion durchaus ein al-
lerdings nicht ‘dogmatisches” — “Transzendieren’ zu. Religion
besteht nun nicht mehr in der reinen subjektiven Innerlichkeit
des Gefiihls, sondern sie steht fiir den VWechselbezug von Seele
und Gott — einem Gott, der als das Uberendliche und Abso-
lute den Menschen umgreift, ob dieser darum weifp oder nicht.”
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Cohen, 1996), 11 abcoTfOTHO He 3aTparuBaroT II0-
crlefTHero coumHeHms «Pesirus pasyma 13 MCTOU-
HUKOB WMydan3Ma», Ype3BbIUallHO Ba’KHOTO IS
IIOHVMMaHMs KOTeHOBCKO (pryiocopmm pesTurimm.
OcraeTcs TOJIBKO TaiaTh, I0OYeMY TaK IIPOV3OIIIIO.
Camoe mpocToe 0ObsICHEH e, JIeXalllee, 9TO Hasbl-
BaeTcsl, Ha IIOBEPXHOCTY, COCTOUT B TOM, 4TO «Pe-
murus pasyma..» (1919) nosisusiacek B neuaTu yxe
TIocJIe CMepTH ee aBTopa, 1 Haropm He Buen He-
OOXOIVMMOCTM BBICKA3bIBaTh CBOMI KPUTWYECKVIEe
3aMedaHVs TOMY, KTO He CMOXeT y>ke Ha HUX OT-
BeTuThb. He cOpackiBast co c4eToB 3Ty IIPUYNMHY, 5
BCe JKe TI0JIararo, 9YTo eCTh U Jpyroe o0bsCHEHe.
OHo cTaHeT GoJTee MOHATHBIM IIOCIIE PacCMOTpe-
HVSI OCHOBHBIX CyKaeHMV HaTtopra orHocuTens-
HO PeJINIMO3HO-PMII0codCKIIX Mae ero apyra u
KOJIJIETTA.

V1 BOT ero mepBoe 11 JOCTaTOYHO Cephe3HOe 3a-
MeuaHVie 113 YePHOBBIX 3aMeTOK:

s Korena penurvist CTAaHOBUTCST HEKOV Hay-
KO O 0yxe, KaK, HaIlpuMep, ICTOPWsL, [IJIsi MeHs
JKe OHa ITPOCTUPAaeTCs 3a IIpefesIbl HayKi O Ipy-
pole M O ayxe, OXBaTblBas LieJI0e XXM3HW, I
KOTOpoOro jfobast Hayka O3HadaeT JIUIIIb METOI,.
Peyirus Gosbiire He sijsieTcst MetoroM. Tak fga-
JIEKO «IIaHMeTO[M3M» HeJIb3sl PacIpOCTpPaHsTh.
Permriist eCTh MOJIHBIV TTIOTOK JKM3HM — KOTOPO-
MY MeTOJ], TOJIbKO PyCJIO FOTOBUT, [pesnrus] ecTb
cama BoIciast xu3Hb (Holzhey, 1986, S. 110).

Xotga Haropr 11 mpusHaeT, uto Koren pearupy-
€T Ha ero KPUTUKY ¥ CTapaeTcs 1M30eXKaTh OIlacHO-
CTVI PaCTBOPEHMS PENTVITUN B 3TVKE, ITIOTUePKMBaAsT
ee cBoeoDOpasyie, fertasi akIeHT He IIPOCTO Ha eIy-
HUYHOCTY, HO Ha €JIMHCTBEHHOCTU bora m mHIM-
BULyaJIBHOCTY UeJIoBeKa, OHAKO OH CUUTAaET 3TN
YCWINSL HEIOCTaTOYHBIMM, IIOCKOJIBKY OCTaIOT-
Cs1 BOIIPOCHL, KOTOPbIe OH (POPMYJIMIPYET CIIeLYIO-
M obpasom: «1. Kak onpaBovibaemcsa aTo mputs-
3aHVIe Ha eIVHCTBEHHOCTD V1 VIHAVBUIYaJIBHOCTD,
eCJIVI OHa [pesnruis), OYeBMUIHO, BCe Ke BBIIaa-
eT 13 [psAal JIOrMKY, STUKIM M 3CTeTVKN W JIOJDK-
Ha 0003Ha4aTh MMeHHO oTimdre oT Hux? 2. Kak
OHA BBIPA’KAETCS TICMXOJIOTVYeCK!, eCIM He Kak
uayscTBo?» (Ibid., S. 131). Kputukys Korena 3a He-
JIOCTAaTOYHO paJMKaIbHOe, 10 ero MHeHMIo, 000-
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im System der Philosophie (The Concept of Religion
in the System of Philosophy), published in 1915
(Cohen, 1996), and do not even touch upon his
last work, Religion of Reason, which is exceeding-
ly important for understanding Cohen’s philos-
ophy of religion. One can only guess why this
happened. The simplest and perhaps most plau-
sible explanation is that Religion of Reason (1919)
was published after the author’s death (1918)
and Natorp did not feel the need to make criti-
cal remarks addressed to someone who could
no longer reply to them. While not discounting
that reason I would hazard another explanation.
It will become clearer after we have considered
Natorp’s main ideas concerning the religious and
philosophical ideas of his friend and colleague.

Consider his first and fairly serious remark
found in his rough notes:

For Cohen religion is one of the humanities
like history, for me it reaches beyond the natu-
ral sciences and the humanities embracing the
whole of life, for which all science is merely a
method. Religion is much more than a meth-
od. “Panmethodism” cannot be taken as far as
that. Religion is the full river of life for which
method merely prepares the bed, [religion] is
elevated life itself”® (Holzhey, 1986, p. 110).

Although Natorp admits that Cohen reacts
to his criticism and tries to avoid the danger of
dissolving religion into ethics by stressing its
distinctness, and emphasising not simply the
singularity but uniqueness of God and the hu-
man being’s individuality, he considers these
efforts insufficient because the following ques-
tions remain: “1. How is the claim of uniqueness
and individuality justified since it [i.e. religion]
obviously does not fit into [the ranks of] logic,
ethics and aesthetics and must indicate its differ-
ence from them? — 2. How else is it expressed

15 “Bei Cohen wird Religion eine Geisteswissenschaft wie etwa
Geschichte, bei mir greifgt sie iiber Natur- und Geistes-Wissen-
schaft hinaus, umfaft das Ganze des Lebens, fiir welches alle
Wissenschaft nur Methode bedeutet. Religion ist keine Me-
thode mehr. So weit darf man’Panmethodismus’ nicht treiben.
Religion ist voller Lebensstrom — dem die Methode nur das
Bett gribt, ist erhdhtes Leben selbst.”



cobsieHMe peyMrum oT 3TUKM U joruku, Haropr
o3aza4yvBaeTcs Ipo01eMot IeVHUITNY MHAVBY-
JlyyMa, TO €CThb BbIBe[IeHVsI TOrO IIOHATNS U3 Me-
TOAVYECKNX OITpeleJIeHNII UIeu 11eJ1v, oIrpesiesie-
HMSL €0 CAMOCTOATEJIBHOTO cofiep KaHwsl, OT/INY-
HOTO OT IIPOCTOI'0 METOAMYECKOrO CpeiCTBa JIOr M-
K, 9TVKM WiIn acTeTuKn. Y HaTtopra He Bo3HMKa-
€T COMHEHWsI B TOM, UTO Oe3 IIpuBjIeueH sl JIOTVIKI
1 3TUKM ABCOIIIOTa BECTV pedb O CBOeoOpasnm pe-
ATV GecCMBICIIeHHO:

MBI cKa’keM: 3TVKa, MeTOAVIKA IIPAKTITIeCKO
SMITMPUM, IIPeOI0JIeBaeTCsl — OHA MOXKeT 3HaTh
TOJIBKO OTHOCUTEIbHOTO MHAMBUIYyyMa. Ho ona
MOXET OBITh VICTMHHO IIpeofiojieHa TOJIBKO B
CMBICJIE OCO3HAHMS A0COA0MHOU eIV, 10 OTHO-
IIEHUIO K KOTOPO crmabAujuil 11e1b MHAVBUAYYM
MblcAUMCs aOCOITIOTHBIM — HO TOJIBKO MbLCAUMCA.
Ioepanuunoe noHsATHE... IIpNIOOpPETaET IIO3UTVB-
Hoe 3HaueHMe. [lepBonauaso xe [?] abcomoTHO.
Jlormka — He TeopeTwka, a Bviuiectnosuyas jio-
rMKa — abcoJIfoTHA, 0HA TIOKOUTCS Ha aOCOIIoT-
HoM X, abcomtorHbIX Attbde 1 Omere. Y Korena
OTCYTCTBYET 3TO IIOCJIe[IHee OIIpaBiaHMe, VI II0-
3TOMY He IIPeO[I0JIeHO PacTBOpPeHVe PeIUrmi B
3TMKe — He B cooTBeTcTBMM ¢ AGcomoTroMm (Ibid.,
S.133—-134).

Taxum oOpasom, Hartopn HacramBaer Ha He-
0OXOIMIMOCTY TIPY PACCMOTPEHMM CYIIHOCTU pe-
JIUTUM M MeCTa B Hell YeJIoBeKa BBeCTU TaKue II0-
HATUA, KaK AOCOITIOT ¥ BEUHOCTBb. DTU TTOHATUI
obosHauaroT, coracHo Hatoprry, ToT mpenern, Ko-
TOPBIVI TOIIBKO VI MOYKET HAIIOJTHUTB CMBICJIOM Oec-
KOHEUHOe MHOXXECTBO OT/IeJIbHBIX MOMEHTOB de-
JI0OBeUecKoro ObITys. VIMeHHO BeUHOCTBh, a He Dec-
KOHEUHOCTh paboThl, MMeHHO AOCOJIIOT, a He TU-
moTesa, MeTOox, WJIN 11eJ1b, HeMOCTVKVMAas, KakK ro-
PVI30HT.

210 TO, uTo ['eppManHH’ TOIpasyMeBaeT IO
abcomoTHBIM caMoOyTBep KaeHneM. M g Taxxke.

7 BwerenbMm I'eppmans (1846 —1922) — HeMerkmit JTto-
TEepPaHCKUIT TeoJIor, mpodeccop MapOyprckoro yHU-
Bepcurera. Koren 1 HaTopm wacto B cBOMX YepHOBBIX
3amvcsX ¥ McbMax yIIOMMHaIOT ['eppMaHHa Kak aBTOpU-
TETHOT'O y4eHOro. AHa/IN3 PasJIMIHBIX 3TAIIOB ITOJIEMUKM
mexay Haroprowm, I'eppmarom 1 Korenom crast otiesis-
HOVI TeMOVI MHOI'MX WMCCJIe[OBaHMI, CM., HaIIp.: (Korsch,
1996, S. 56 —60; Poma, 1996, S. 42 —43; Andriaanse, 1998;
Hmvurpuesa, 2008, c. 262 —264).
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psychologically except in feeling?”'® (ibid.,
p. 131). Criticising Cohen for what he believes
to be insufficiently radical separation of religion
from ethics and logic, Natorp looks at the prob-
lem of defining the individual, i.e. deriving this
concept from methodological definitions of the
idea of the goal, defining its independent con-
tent as different from a simple methodological
tool of logic, ethics or aesthetics. Natorp has no
doubt that it makes no sense to speak about the
singularity of religion without bringing in the
logic and ethics of the Absolute.

We shall say: ethics, the methodics of practi-
cal experience, is overcome — it can know only
the relative individual. But it can only be justi-
fiably overcome in the sense of consciousness
of the absolute goal, with regard to which the
individual setting the goal is thought of — but
merely thought of — as absolute. As a borderline
concept [...] it acquires a positive meaning. The
origin is absolute. Logic — not the system of the-
ory but the higher logic is absolute — it aims at
the absolute X, the absolute Alpha and Omega.
Cohen does not have this last justification and
therefore the dissolution of religion into ethics
is not overcome — not as far as the Absolute is
concerned" (ibid., pp. 133-134).

Thus, Natorp presses the need, in consider-
ing the essence of religion and the human be-
ing’s place in it, to introduce the concepts of the
Absolute and eternity. These concepts, he ar-
gues, are the boundary which alone can render

16 1. wie rechtfertigt sich dieser Anspruch der Einzigkeit
und Individualitit, da sie [die Religion] doch eben aus der
Logik Ethik Aesthetik offenbar herausfillt und jene auch eben
den Unterschied von diesen bezeichnen soll? — 2. wie driickt
sie sich psychologisch aus, wenn nicht als Gefiihl?”

17 “Wir sagen: die Ethik],] die Methodik der praktischen Em-
pirie wird uberschritten — diese darf nur das relative Indi-
viduum kennen. Sie kann aber rechtens nur iiberschritten
werden im Sinne der Besinnung auf das absolute Ziel, in Be-
zug auf welches das wohl [?] das Ziel setzende Individuum
absolut gedacht aber nur gedacht wird. Als Grenzbegriff —
der hier aber, anders als in der Theoretik, positive Bedeutung
gewinnen. Der Ursprung ist eben [?] Absolut. Die Logik —
nicht die Theoretik sondern die tibergeordnete Logik ist ab-
solut — sie stellt auf das absolute X[,] das [?] absolute A und
O. Bei Cohen fehlt diese letzte Rechtfertiqung, insofern ist
das Aufgehen der Religion in der Ethik nicht tiberwunden —
nicht dem Absoluten nach.”
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TopKo cTammy elrle He YeTKO pas3JIMUeHbI: Xao-
TUYHOCTH [?] — OTHOIIIeHIe K «T'paHNIIaM 4eJIo-
BEYHOCTI» — BBIBEJIEHVIE 3a IIperielIbl ee [Jerto-
BEYHOCTM|, KOTOpasi He JOJDKHA CTaTh JIOXKHOV
TpaHcHeHleHIen. VimernHo Tak bor Geckoneu-
HO CTaHOBUTCS XVM3HBIO — AYIION — TBOPEHU-
eM, [Tak| miercs HeOO Ha 3emsie. BeunocTb mn
yBeKOBeYeHVe — HO B IIOJIHOTe 0OpaTHOIO COOT-
HeCeHVISI ¢ KaK/IbIM VHIVBVIYJIbHBIM XXI3HEeH-
HBIM MOMeHTOM [?] mpmoOpeTraeT oH [MoMeHT]
ITOJIHYIO IIPUYACTHOCTh BEYHOCTM — TOJIBKO TaK
npeonosesaercs abcrpakuys (Ibid., S. 134).

Metoa mav JKM3Hb:
B UeM cBoeoOpasue peamurumn?

ITponomwkas moremuky ¢ KorenoMm 1o Bompo-
cam peymruy, Haropn HeycTaHHO NOIYepKuBa-
€T CBOe, OTJIMYHOE OT KOI€HOBCKOI'O IIOHVMMAaHe
cBoeoOpasys peJIurmu 1 MHAVBUAYYMa B pesiu-
run. HamOortee CBS3HO M aKIIEHTMPOBAaHHO Ha
IpOoOJIEMHBIX ¥ CIOPHBIX MeCTaX KOT€HOBCKOV
KoHIenumy penuruy Haroprn ocraHasimBaer-
csl B coXpaHmBIIIeMcsl HaOpocke mmceMa K Kore-
Hy, gaTupoBaHHoM 31 nekaOps 1915 r. CosmaeTcs
CTOVIKO€e BIleYaTsIeHVe, YTO IIpeBapuTeIIbHbIe 3a-
MeYJaHsI, KOTOpPble HaXOHASTCS B KOHCITEKTVIBHBIX
3anmcsix Haropra, BIIsIIOTCS KaK pa3 HOATOTOBY-
TeJIBHBIMI MaTepuaaMi K 3TOMY IICbMY. B HeM
Haroprn BosBpalaeTcss K cBoeMy IJIaBHOMY ITyH-
KTy KpUTUKI B ajgpec KoreHa: oH c4mTaeT, 4To y
Korena penmruis He oOpeTaeT HMKaKOV CAMOCTOSI-
TEJIBHOCTY, HO IIOJTHOCTBIO OCTaeTcs B cpepe 3Tu-
KV, TIOCKOJIBKY ¥ a0COJTIOTHBIN Bor ocTaeTcs Toib-
KO IIeJIbIO, U1 YeJIoBeK — TOJIBbKO mpeeit. HaTtopr
nperyaraer KoreHy OTBeTMTh Ha CJIELYIOIINTL,
KaK OH CUMTAeT, «CePhEe3HBIVI BOIIPOC»:

...KaK 9TVKa MOXeT IIPpVHATHb 1 IIOJIHOCTBIO
onpaBAaTh IOHATVE aOCOIOTHOTO VIHAVIBUIYY-
Ma — C ero KoppeJIdiiueri C eIHCTBeHHbIM, [TOY-
Hee,| abCOJIIOTHBIM €IMHCTBEHHBIM borom, —
€CJIM BCe JKe II0 KpaviHel Mepe OIIpaBaaHue pe-
JIATUIV MOXeT OBITh IpesICcTaBIeHo He efo0 caMov,
HO TOJIBKO 3TMKOV (COTTIacHO Barmm mpenroino-
KeHmsIM). Bel oberraere TpaHcCIleHIIeHTaIbHOE,
TO ecTh JIe[JyKTMBHOe, 000CHOBaHMNe, 5 ero He Ha-
xoxy (Holzhey, 1986, S. 444 —445).
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meaning to the infinite multitude of individual
moments of the human being. Precisely eterni-
ty and not infinite work, the Absolute and not
hypothesis, method and goal, which is as unat-
tainable as the horizon.

This is what Herrmann' means by absolute
self-assertion. I think the same. Only the stages
are not yet clearly differentiated: the principle
of chaos [?] — the relation to the “borders of hu-
manity” — going beyond these, which need not
lead to false transcendence. This is how God be-
comes life — soul — creation becomes infinite,
[this is how] heaven on earth is sought out. Eter-
nity and eternalisation — but in the complete-
ness of the re-establishment of the relation with
each individual aspect of life [?] these [the as-
pects] acquire their full share in eternity — only
thus is abstraction overcome!" (ibid., p. 134).

Method and Life:
What Makes Religion Special?

Continuing his polemic on religion with Co-
hen, Natorp never tires of stressing his own
understanding of the special features of reli-
gion and the individual in religion, an under-
standing that is different from Cohen’s. Natorp
dwells in the most cogent way on the prob-
lematic and disputed points of Cohen’s con-
cept of religion in a surviving draft of a letter
to Cohen dated December 31, 1915. One cannot
help feeling that the preliminary notes found in

® Wilhelm Herrmann (1846-1922). Lutheran German
theologian, Professor at Marburg University. Cohen
and Natorp in their rough notes and letters often men-
tion Herrmann as an authoritative scholar. Analysis of
various stages of the polemic between Natorp, Herr-
mann and Cohen forms the subject of numerous stud-
ies. See, for example, Korsch (1996, pp. 56-60), Poma
(1996, pp. 42-43), Andriaanse (1998), Dmitrieva (2008,
Pp. 262-264).

Y “Dies meint Herrmann mit absoluter Selbstbehauptung.
Ebenso auch ich. Nur werden die Stufen noch nicht deutlich aus-
einandergelegt [?] — die Chaotik [?] — die Beziehung auf die
‘Grenzen der Menschheit’ — die Hinausfiihrung iiber diesel,]
die nicht zu falscher Transzendenz werden mufS [?]. Gerade
damit wird Gott Leben — Seele — die Schopfung unendlich],]
der Himmel auf Erden gesucht. Ewigkeit und Verewigung —
aber in der Vollstandigkeit [der] Zuriickbeziehung auf jedes ein-
dividuelle Lebensmoment [?] gewinnt dieses vollen Anteil an
Ewigkeit — damit allein die Abstraktion tiberwunden!”



Haropnt mosiaraet, 4to cBoeoOpasue pesm-
TV MOXXHO ODOCHOBATB, MICIIOIB3YsI KAHTOBCKOE
MOHATMe TpaHUIIbl (1Iperesna) pasyma. OH 3a-
MedYaeT, YTO BOIIPOC O CYIIHOCTU PeJINIUN I0JI-
JKeH pelllaThbCs He B Ipefesiax (fpaHMIlax) pasy-
Ma, HO, CKOpee, IIpV PacCMOTPEHWUM CAMOlU Tpa-
HUIIBI pasyMa. Takmum obpasom, Hatoprr cumraer,
YTO VIMEHHO PEeJIVTHS PacIIpsieT KPUTIYeCKIII
ugeanyus3M Ha caMy TpaHUILy 3TOTO Weayns-
Ma. [Ipyroro myTu ocTaBUTh (DEHOMEH PeJINIIn
B paMKax dutocodpum u B TO Xe BpeMs yTBep-
IUTBb ee cBoeoOpasue 10 OTHOIIEHUIO K MaeaIn-
cTdeckon drtocodunt oH He BuanT: «Ha sToM
OCHOBaHUM $ IIBITAIOCh ITOHSITH, KaKMM 00pa3oM
penurus ABJIsieTCs He npocmo huA0copckum pas-
MBIIIUICHVeM, Memooukot, Ho “xu3Hbo”. JTroboe
KpPUTUYECKOe OCMBICJIEHVe eCTb purocopckoe
onpabdanue pervrnu, HO He cama penmrus. Ho
OHO OIIpaBbIBaeT VIMEHHO PEJINIUIO KaK ITOJTHO-
Ty “xm3Hn”...» (Ibid., S. 445). [lanee Haropm mo-
SICHSIET, KaK B €ro IIOHMMaHWM CBS3aHBI IIOHS-
TV TPAHWUIIBL ¥ XKM3HY, UTO, KaK CJIeIyeT 13 IIpe-
IOBIIYIIEro OTPBIBKA, M JOJDKHO COCTABUTH CBOe-
obpasne penmrmmn:

DTO TO, YTO IOIpa3yMeBalOT IIOJ PeIurU-
eyl B KauecTBe XXU3HU, BeyHoll XV3HU, TO, YTO ¢
paccMaTpuBal KakK MomaibHOCHb, Henocpeo-
cmBennocms (T.e. He npocmo CBI3aHHOCTH IIIar
3a marom OeCKOHEeYHOTO nYmiu, HO OCMBICIIEHVIE
€VHCTBA TOTAJIPHOCTM), 0Oec-KOHEYHOCTH (T.e.
He TIPOCTO OECKOHEYHOCTh ITPOIABVDKEHMS, HO
3a6epuieriie B TIOTPAHMYIHOM Udee aOCOIIIOTA) U1 B
3TOM, HU B KaKOM JPYTOM CMBICJIe — KakK 4yb-

cmbo (Ibid., S. 446).

Taxum ob6pasom, Hatopnm HacTommumso IIbl-
TaeTcsd IOSICHUTBL CBOe OIlpefiesieHue pesIuIun
yepes3 UyBCTBO, 3a 4YTO ero Kpurtukosasl Kores,
VIMEHHO IyTeM ITPOsICHeHWsI TOTO CMbICIa, KOTO-
PBIVI OH BKJIajlbIBajl B HOHsATHe yyBcTBa. Corac-
Ho Haroprty, 3T0 TO UyBCTBO, KOTOpOe yXe He-
IOJIBJIACTHO PMIIOCOPCKOMY OCMBICJIEHMIO, K KO-
TOPOMYy HelpuMeHMMa QwiocodcKas MeTou-

V.N. Belov

Natorp’s jottings are precisely the preparato-
ry notes for that letter. In it Natorp goes back
to the main point of his criticism of Cohen: He
thinks that with Cohen religion does not ac-
quire any independence, remaining entirely in
the domain of ethics insofar as absolute God re-
mains only a goal and the human being only an
idea. Natorp challenges Cohen to answer what
he considers to be “a serious question”:

[...] how can ethics accept and fully justify
the concept of the absolute individual and the
unique with its correlation to the absolute unique
God, since (according to your suppositions) the
justification of religion cannot be effected by it-
self but only on the basis of ethics? You promise
transcendental, that is, deductive justification,
but I do not find it”® (ibid., pp. 444-445).

Natorp holds that the specificity of religion
can be justified using Kant’s concept of the
boundary (limit) of reason. He notes that the
question of the essence of religion should be
solved not within the boundaries (limits) of rea-
son but rather when considering the boundary
of reason itself. Thus Natorp believes that it is
religion that extends critical idealism to include
the actual boundary of this idealism. He does
not see any other way of keeping the phenome-
non of religion in the framework of philosophy
and at the same time asserting its distinctness
from idealist philosophy: “On this basis I try to
understand how religion is not simply philosoph-
ical reflection, methodics, but ‘life’. Critical reflec-
tion is the philosophical justification of religion
but not religion itself. But it does justify reli-
gion as the fullness of ‘life” [...]”* (ibid., p. 445).

20 “[...] wie kann die Ethik den Begriff des absoluten Individu-
ums, und des einzigen — mit seiner Korrelation des absoluten
einzigen Gottes — auch nur gelten lassen, vollends recht-
fertigen — da doch wenigstens die Rechtfertigung der Reli-
gion nicht von ihr selbst sondern nur von der Ethik (Ihren
Voraussetzungen gemdp) erbracht warden konnte. Sie ver-
sprechen eine transzendentale also deduktive Begriindung,
zch finde sie nicht.”

"Auf dieser Grundlage versuche ich nun auch zu verste-
hen wieso Religion doch nicht blof Ehlloso hische Be-
sinnung, Methodik ist [...], sondern ‘Leben’ ]pne kritische
Besinnung ist die phﬂosophlsche Rechtfertigung der Re-
ligion aber ist nicht selbst die Religion. Aber sie rechifertigt
gerade Religion als volles ‘Leben’ [...].”
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Ka, [eJaflasi YyBCTBO CyObeKTMBHBIM MapKe-
POM IIO3HaBaTeJIBHOIO IIpoIiecca, HO TO YYBCTBO,
KOTOpOe II03BOJISIeT BBIXOAUTH Ha caMy T'PaHUILy
3TOro IO3HaBaTeJIbHOrO ITpoliecca M BeCTU pedb
He TOJIBKO O ITO3HaHM, HO U O 11eJIOCTHOVI XKVU3HM.
DTO O4eHb IIpMMedaTesIbHBIVI MOMEHT B TIOHMMa-
HUM pa3sBUTHUA PUII0COPCKON MBICIU II03THEr0o
Haropmia. B ero pabore «®wtocodckasi cumcte-
MaTuKa» (Kypc JIEKLIUV JIETHUX ceMecTpos 1922
u 1923 rr., Briepsble onyOiIMKoBaHHBIN B 1958 T.)
VIMEHHO KOHIIEIIT XM3HW CTaHOBUTCS IeHTpaslb-
HBIM. B HeM MOXXHO 3aMeTUTh OueBUIHbIe ITapasl-
JIeJIVL VI C TyCCepIIeBCKMM KOHIIEIITOM >KM3HEeHHO-
ro Mupa, M ¢ TakKuM PuIocoPCKUM HaIlpabile-
HUeM, Kak durocodus xusHU. MoXHO yTBep-
XJIaTh, YTO TIePeXOIHBIM MOMEHTOM [1JIs 9BOJIIO-
uuy nosuuyny Haropna B mosgHMi mepuios, ero
TBOpPYECTBA CTaJI KaK Pa3 MOMEHT OCMBICTICHVIS
deHOMeHa penurum, 3amiuTa CBOei MO3UIUN B
3TOM BOIIpOCe OT KPUTUKM €ro KoJUIern U apyra
Korena 11, B cBOIO ouepeib, KpUTUUYECKOe OCMBIC-
nerve nosuruy KoreHa B oTHOIIeHMY cBOeoOpa-
31 PeJIUTUN.

K BenmmkoMy cokasieHMIo, B OIy0JIMKOBaHHO
Hepercke HeT pa3BepHyToro orseta Korena Ha
3TN KpUTUdeckue paccyxnenus Haropma. B oT-
BeTHOM ItncbMe Haropny ot 11 saBaps 1916 r. Ko-
reH NUIIeT, YTO TOJIBKO IIpejIiosiaraeT ooayMarhb
MBICJIVI CBOErO KOJIJIeTM W JIpyTra U B Oojlee ITOM-
xopsiiee BpeMs Hammcarb oTeeT (Holzhey, 1986,
S. 447), HO, cKOpee BCero, TaKMM CBOeOOpa3HBIM
OTBETOM CTaJla rociteqHsst pabora Korena «Pesm-
I'is pasyMa M3 MCTOYHMKOB MyAan3Man.

3aKsIrounTeIbHbIe 3aMevYaHMs:
00beM I'paHUIIBI pa3yMa

1. Tlomemudeckue pasMBIIUIEHWS 110 ITOBOLY
denomeHa peurum kak y Korena, rak u y Harop-
I1a CTaJIV PelIaroIVIMI 1171 OIlpefie/IeH1sI OCHOB-
HBIX TOJIOKEHWUTI MX To3Hen dvtocodpnn. DT
Ppa3MBIIIUIEHSI HACTOJIBKO IOBJIVSIIV Ha M3MeHe-
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Natorp then explains how, in his opinion, the
concepts of boundary and life are linked, which,
as follows from the preceding extract, should
constitute the singularity of religion:

This is what is implied in religion as life, eter-
nal life; what I conceive as totality, immediacy
(i.e. not simply the step-by-step demonstration
of the endless path, but the contemplation of the
unity of totality), infinity (i.e. not simply end-
less advance, but completion in the border idea
of the absolute) and as feeling in this sense and
no other? (ibid., p. 446).

Thus, Natorp persists in his attempt to ex-
plain his definition of religion through feeling,
for which Cohen criticised him precisely by elu-
cidating the sense with which he invested the
concept of feeling. According to Natorp, this is
the feeling which already defies philosophical
understanding, philosophical methodics and
makes feeling a subjective marker of the cogni-
tive process, a feeling which makes it possible
to push forward the boundary of this cognitive
process and speak not only about cognition,
but about the whole of life. This is a very nota-
ble element in understanding the development
of philosophical thought in the later Natorp.
The concept of life is central to his work, Phi-
losophische Systematik, a course of lectures held
in the summer of 1922 and 1923 and first pub-
lished in 1958. In it we find obvious parallels
with Husserl’s concept of the lifeworld and the
philosophical trend known as the philosophy of
life. It can safely be said that the turning point
in the evolution of Natorp’s views in the later
period of his career was the moment when he
realised the phenomenon of religion, defended
his position on the issue against criticism of his
colleague and friend Cohen and, in turn, voiced
a critical assessment of Cohen’s position on the
singularity of religion.

2 “Das ist was man mit der Religion als Leben ewiges Le-
ben meint; was ich betrachte als Totalitdt, Unmittelbarkeit
(d.h. nicht bloB[e?] Vermittlung von Schritt zu Schritt des
endlosen Weges, sondern Besinnung auf die Einheit der To-
talitit), Un-endlichkeit (d.h. nicht bloBle?] Endlosigkeit des
Fortgangs, sondern Abschlu in der Grenzidee des Abso-
luten) und in diesem, keinem anderen Sinn Gefiihl.”



HVe PrI0COPCKMX TTO3UIINT [IBY X IJIaBHBIX ITpe/l-
craBuTesert MapOyprcKovt IIIKOJTbL, UTO He yTuXa-
I0T CHIOpbI 00 oTKa3se no3gHMX Korena n Hatopra
OT CBOVMIX HEOKAHTMAHCKIIX KOPHETL.

2. Konnenumn dwuiocodpun penurum Kore-
Ha 11 Hatopria — 3TO siBHBIe TIOIIBITKM pa3BMBaTh
KaHTOBCKYIO TPaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHY 0 prytocodmro,
BeIXOIs1 3a ee mpepesibl. CorstacHo KaHrty, penu-
Ml OPUBOAUT K OrPAaHMYEHMIO KPUTUUECKOTO
MBIIIUTeHVs. MapOyp KITbl He MOIJIV COITIACUTBCS
¢ 3TuM cyXaeHneM Kanta 1 cumrasm, uro Gosee
BbIBEpeHHasl, VICTMHHO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHAs W
KpUTHUYeCcKast MBICJIb CIIOCOOHA K ITOCTVKEHVIO U1
deHOMEHA peTUTUIL.

3. OCHOBHBIM IIOHATVIEM, KOTOpOe 3HaMeHYeT
BO3MOXXHOCTb He OTPbIBaThCs OT CBOMX (prstocod-
CKVMX KOPHeN 1 B TO ke BpeMs I03BOJIseT 3Hauu-
TeJIBHO PacIIVPUTh BO3MOXXHOCTY MIleaInCTiye-
CKOVI KOHIIEIIIIVV, CTAaHOBWUTCS IIOHSATME T'PaHU-
1Bl pasyMa. PaccyxneHns o peiurum — 3To yxe
paccy>XeHus He B IIpefiesiaX IPaHMIIbI pasyMa, a
Ha caMom ero rpaHmie. Tak IIOHMMaeT CBOIO IIO-
surmio cam Hatop, Tak ciieyeT moHMMaTh M Io-
surmio KoreHa, koTopas 3arieyaTiieHa B Ha3BaHUN
€r0 TIOCMePTHO M3IaHHOM padoTsl «Pemurus pa-
3yMa..» (a He «B IIpeJiesiax pa3yMa», Kak y Kanra),
TaK MHTepIIpeTnpyeT Ho3nImio rosnHero Korena
Y OAMH M3 €r0 aBTOPUTETHEeNIINX VICCIIeoBaTe-
nent A. TToma®.

4. OpgHako BOCHpMSATHE TPpaHWUIIBL pasyMa Co
CTOpPOHBI 000mX MapOyprckmx ¢puiocodos pas-

8 B wacTHOCTHM, OOpalrasch K XxapaKTeplUCTHKe cBoeobpa-
3ust permrun B pwtocodpekont cucreMe Korena, A. IToma
yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, YTO KOTe€HOBCKOe IIOHVMaHIe eBpevi-
CKOrO MOHOTeW3Ma B KadecTBe PeJIUIMIM pasyMa ecTb
«pacIIpeHe KpUTNIeCKOro Mieaan3Ma ¢ BBIXOZOM 3a
pamku naeanmsma Hayuaroro» (IToma, 2012, c. 251). U ma-
Jlee elle pa3 IOAYEPKMBaeT CBOIO MbIC/Ib B OTHOLIEHWN
dmmocodprm permurvim Korena: «B cBoem ocobom mriea-
JINCTVYECKOM 3HauYeHUM MOHOTEeM3M JJOJDKeH COXPaHWUThb
PEITUTVIO3HBINT OONVIK, OTIIMYAIOIINT €r0 OT STUKW He TI0
cofiepKaHMIO (UeJIOBeK M ero HpaBCTBeHHOe JIeVICTBUe),
He TI0 MeTOfy (MeTOJ, UYMCTOTHI), HO MCKIIIOUUTEIBHO 10
daxTy mpeoponeHms yoI0suin “HaydHocT”, TO €CTh 1O-
HMMaHMsI 00beKTa MCKIIOUNUTEIIPHO KaK BCeoOIero mo-
HaTvs» (Tam xe, ¢. 253; repeBo;t McIIpaBiieH).

67

V.N. Belov

Very regrettably, the published correspon-
dence does not contain Cohen’s full-scale an-
swer to Natrop’s critical reasoning. In his reply
to Natorp on 11 January 1916 Cohen wrote that
he was only planning to take a closer look at
the thoughts of his colleague and friend and
to write an answer (Holzhey, 1986, p. 447), but
most likely it was his last work, Religion of Rea-
son, that provided a kind of answer.

Concluding Remarks:
the Volume of the Boundary of Reason

1. The polemical reflections of both Cohen
and Natorp were decisive in determining the
main tenets of their later philosophy. These
reflections influenced the change of the philo-
sophical positions of the two main represen-
tatives of the Marburg School so much that
arguments as to whether the later Cohen and
Natorp had renounced their Neo-Kantian roots
continue unabated.

2. Cohen and Natorp’s concepts of the phi-
losophy of religion represent explicit and evi-
dent attempts to develop Kant’s transcendental
philosophy by going beyond its boundaries. Ac-
cording to Kant, religion limits critical think-
ing. The Marburg philosophers could not accept
this Kantian proposition and believed that
more precise, truly transcendental and critical
thought was able to fathom the phenomenon of
religion.

3. The concept of the boundary of reason is
the key concept that makes it possible to signifi-
cantly enhance the potential of idealism without
giving up the philosophical roots. Reasoning
about religion is already reasoning not within
but on the very boundary of reason. This is how
Natorp himself conceives his position, and this
is Cohen’s position as reflected in the title of his
posthumously published work, Religion of Rea-
son out of the Sources of Judaism (and not “within
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ymuno. [ KoreHa rpanmila — 3TO HpoCTpaH-
CTBO IIepeBofia 3JIeMeHTOB TeOJIOrMYecKOro cojiep-
JKaHMs Ha Hay4HBIN PryIocopCKUM SA3bIK, KOrjia
pasyM BOCIIpMHMMaeTcsl B 00)keCTBeHHOM CBeTe B
KayecTBe MHCTPYMeHTa OTKPBITIS O0)KeCTBeHHO
peansHOCTH. Kpome Toro, rpanmiia, cornacHo Ko-
reHy, — 3TO ccpepa orpaBiaHNs IPOrPECCBHOIO
IBVDKEHNS YeJjloBedecTBa B €ro VICTOPUN U 4eslo-
BeKa B ero crpagaHmsax n Oemax’. s Haropra
)Ke TpaHMIIa — 3TO y>Ke BBIXOJ] 3a YMCTO pallyo-
HaJIbHBIe PaMKV MeTOIMYeCKI-KOHIIENITYaIbHOrO
OCMBICJIEHVS Uepe3 BOCIIPUSTIE TIOJTHOTBI KU3HY,
uepes IIpefie/IbHOe YyBCTBO 3TOVI IIOJTHOTHL. VIMeH-
HO B 3TOM 4yBCTBe, coryiacHo HaTopmy, mocturaer-
cst AGcommoT”.

5. Takum obpasom, ecsin KoreH B cBoert ¢pusio-
codpum perUrumM HeyCTaHHO Iof4YepKuBaeT 00b-
eKTVBHBIVI II€HHOCTHBIVI acleKT pernurmnmn'’, To
ero OyivpKammmit Opyr v mocienosaress Hatop
aKIIeHTUpYyeT BHUMaHMe Ha ee ITTyOMHHO-CyODb-
eKTMBHOM OCHOBaHUM. Takoe pasnumne B IIOIXO-
Jax ¥ OlleHKax peIUIUi ABYX BUIHEeNIINX IIpe]l-
cTaBuTesiert MapOyprckovt IIIKOJIBI HEOKaHTU-
aHCTBa COBCeM He CJIy4ariHO: BO MHOIOM OHO 00-
YCJIOBJIGHO pa3jinyyieM JIByX PeIUTVO3HBIX Tpa-
AVIIUIL — MyAan3Ma v IpoTeCTaHTCTBa, Ha KOTO-

? Cu.: «CKOpOHBIN IIyTh €eBpeeB BO BCEMMUPHOT MICTOPUN
€CTb IIPM3HAK PEeJIUIMO3HOI0 IIporpecca, MO0 OH SBJILeT-
Csl ITOKa3aTeIbCTBOM PEJIMIVIO3HOV CWIIBI, KOTOpas MO-
JKET IIPOTMBOCTOSITH BCEM ITIpeCiIe/IOBAHVSIM V1 COOJIa3HaAM.
Hapexma v yBepeHHOCTb, C OIHOV CTOPOHBI, 1, C IPYIroit
CTOPOHBI, CJIa CTPAZIaTh V1 IIEPEHOCUTH CYTh IIPOSIBIIEHIIS
Y CWIBl PEJIMTMO3HOIO IIporpecca, PasBUTHS, KOTOpOe
IIPVHAJIEXNUT PEJIUTUV II0 OTHOIIEHVIIO KO BCeVI ICTOPU-
ugeckovt xm3HN» (Koren, 1910, c. 17).

10 H.A. IMuTpueBa yaadHO, Ha MOV B3IJISI, HasblBaeT
3TO HepalUVMOHAIM3UPYyeMOe «IyBCTBO» B KOHIIEIIINI pe-
ymruv Tio3gHero Haropra «MblIciiblo-ayBeTBOM»  ([IMu-
Tpuesa, 2008, c. 269).

1 Cwm., Hamp.: «/1eJ10 MIOeT 0 TOM, YTOOBI OIIITh YBEepOBaTh
B HPaBCTBEHHOE BO3POJKZIeHIIe, B HpaBCTBEHHOE OyyIriee
uesyioBevecTBa. [lerro maeT o ToM, 9ToObI IIPOTMBOIIOCTA-
BUTB 3Ty Bepy CBOEKOPBICTHBIM CTPEMIIEHIISIM HapOIO0B 1
MaTepuaIM3My COCIIOBUIL. TOJIBKO B COIMAIIBHOVI HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTV M TOJIBKO B KOCMOIIOJIMTUYECKOV YejI0BeY-
HOCTWM YYBCTBYeTCsl AbIXaHMe XMBOTO bora, KoToporo
npopoku WMspaura coenamm borom Mspawstss n borom
Bcero vestopedectBa» (Korew, 1910, c. 18).

reason” as with Kant), and this is how the lat-
er Cohen is interpreted by Andrea Poma, one of
the most authoritative students of his work.”

4. However, the two Marburg philosophers
perceived the boundary of reason in different
ways. For Cohen the boundary was the space
where elements of theological content are trans-
lated into scientific philosophical language when
reason is perceived in a divine light as an in-
strument of discovering divine reality. Further-
more, perception of the boundary, according to
Cohen, is the space of justification of humanity’s
progress in history and of the human being in
his suffering and woes.* In contrast, for Natorp
the boundary signifies egress beyond the pure-
ly rational framework of methodological-con-
ceptual understanding through perception of the
fullness of life, through a supreme feeling of this
fullness. It is through this feeling, according to
Natorp, that the Absolute is fathomed.

5. Thus, while Cohen in his philosophy of re-
ligion constantly stresses the objective value as-

2 In particular, characterising the singularity of re-
ligion in Cohen’s philosophical system, Poma (1997,
p- 199) notes that Cohen’s concept of Jewish monothe-
ism as the religion of reason constitutes an “expansion
of critical idealism beyond scientific idealism.” And
further, he reiterates the same idea with regard to Co-
hen’s philosophy of religion: “In its new specific ide-
alist meaning, monotheism must preserve its religious
physiognomy, which does not distinguish it from ethics
either in its content (man and his moral action) or in its
method (the method of purity), but only in its overcom-
ing the scientific condition, that of consideration of the
object solely as a universal concept” (ibid., p. 201).

# Cf. “The Jews” Road to Calvary in world history is
a sign of religious progress, for it proves the religious
strength that can withstand all persecutions and heart-
less temptations. Hope and confidence, on the one
hand, and the strength to suffer and endure manifest
the strength of religious progress the development for
which religion is responsible with regard to all histori-
cal life” (Cohen, 1910, p. 16) (cf. “ Daher ist der Leidensgang
der Juden in der Weltgeschichte ein Zeichen des religidsen
Fortschritts, weil ein Beweis fiir die religiose Kraft, die allen
Verfolgungen und allen gewissenlosen Verlockungen selbst
zu widerstehen vermag. Die Hoffnung und Zuversicht auf
der einen Seite, und andererseits die Kraft zu dulden und
zu tragen, sind Spuren und Krifte zugleich des religidsen
Fortschritts, der Entwickelung, welche der Religion fiir das
gesamte geschichtliche Leben zusteht”).

» Nina Dmitrieva aptly, in my opinion, calls this
non-rationalisable “feeling” in the later Natorp concept
of religion “thought-feeling” (Dmitrieva, 2008, p. 269).
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pele onvpayck 3tu MbiciauTenu (Koren Ha my-
mavsM Oortee skcruMMTHO, YeM Hatopr Ha 1ipo-
TecTaHTCTBO). CTaBd B IIEHTP CBOMX pPa3MBIIIITe-
HUV O peJIUTUI VHAVBYUAA KaK cyObekTa pesin-
I'MO3HOro NepexuBaHms, Hatopmr Opocaet ympek
Koreny B TOM, 4TO IIOC/IeTHUM B CBOEM ITOHMMa-
HVIV PeJINTV He CMOT JIOKa3aTh CBOeoOpasie pe-
JIUTVO3HOTO MHAVBYMIA B OT/IIMYME OT VMHAVBUIA
aTmdeckoro. Kpome Toro, cyiecTrBeHHO pasindne
00ovx MapOypKIileB B HMOHVMMaHMM VMW TpaHC-
nengeHTHocT bora. g Korena sra TpaHcLeH-
JIEHTHOCTb SIBJISIeTCSl COfOepKaTeJIbHbIM KOHCTM-
TYTUBHBIM MOMEHTOM MOHOTEVCTUYEeCKOro IO-
HaTug bora. bor morpkeH ImocTUraTbes KakK dUTO-
TO abCOIIOTHO TpaHCIIeHJIEHTHOe YesloBeKy. e-
JIOBEK He MOXeT BCTyHnuTbh ¢ boroM B Hemnocpes-
CTBEHHYIO CB$i3b, HO JIUIIIb (POpMUpPYeT OTHOIIIe-
HVIe C IPYTVM 4eJIOBeKOM COIJIacHO Meaily, KOTo-
PBIVL 117151 Hero 1 obo3HauaeT bora: «OTHOIeHMs
MeXX/Iy UeJIOBEKOM U UeJIOBeKOM O0pasyoT HVIK-
HIOIO VIV, IIpaBujIbHee Oy/eT cKas3aTh, BHyTpeH-
HIOIO KOPpeJIAlNMI0 BHYTpU OTHOIeHus bora u
uvesiopeka» (Cohen, 1919, S. 154). B mportusorio-
JIOXHOCTB 3TOMY TpaHCIleHJIeHTHOCTh bora y Ha-
TOpIIa IIPU/IaeT YeJIoBeKy HOBOe abCOIIOTHOe 13-
MepeHMe, B KOTOpOM KpuUTndeckas (PyHKIIMSA Kak
OCHOBHOVI MHCTPYMEHT pa3yMa OKasblBaeTcs He-
IIOCTATOYHOV, a IepBOHaYa/IbHas CyOBEKTMBHAS
YyBCTBEHHOCTD IIpro0peTaeT TaKylo IOJTHOTY ITe-
PpeXMBaHM BCeVl XW3HM, KaKyl0 HU PeryIaTuB-
Hble, HY KOHCTUTYTVBHBIE VeV TPaHCIIeHJIeHT-
Horo bora mposicHUTb y>ke He MOT'YT.

VccaedoBarue noddepxaro us cpedcmé epanma
PODN Ne 18-011-00080a «M. Kanm u usocodpusn
peaueuu 6 Iepmanuu».

Crmcok mureparypsl

beso6 B.H. Penurus B mipeperiax pasyma. K crarbe
Tepmana Korena «DTuueckue M McToprYeckie MOTU-
BbI pesurum» // Judaica Petropolitana. Vccitenosanms
eBpericKov prIocodum 1 MHTeIJIeKTyaIbHBIX Tpaiy-
out mygansma. CII06. ; Vlepycamvm : AKageMust viccrte-
nosaHMsA KyneTypsl, 2015a. Beim. 3. C. 211-218.

69

V.N. Belov

pect of religion® Natorp, his closest friend and
follower, focuses on its underlying subjective
foundation. This difference of approach and as-
sessments of religion by the two most promi-
nent representatives of the Marburg School is
anything but accidental: It is due in many ways
to the difference between the two religious
traditions, Judaism and Protestantism these
thinkers proceeded from (Cohen from Judaism
more explicitly than Natorp from Protestant-
ism). Putting the individual as the subject of the
religious experience at the centre of his reflec-
tions, Natorp reproaches Cohen for failing in
his concept of religion to demonstrate the dif-
ference of the religious individual from the eth-
ical individual. Furthermore, the two Marburg
philosophers differed substantially in their con-
cept of the transcendence of God. For Cohen,
transcendence was a substantive constitutive
aspect of the monotheistic notion of God. God
should be thought of as something absolutely
transcendent with regard to man. The individ-
ual cannot directly connect with God, but only
shapes his/her relations with others according
to the ideal which to him indicates God: “The
relations between man and man form the low-
er or rather the inner correlation within the cor-
relation of God and man” (Cohen, 1972, p. 132).
By contrast, with Natorp the transcendence of
God gives man a new absolute dimension in
which the critical function as the main instru-
ment of reason turns out to be insufficient, and
the initial subjective sensibility acquires a full-

% Cf.”This is about reviving faith in moral renaissance,
a moral future for humankind. This is about using this
faith to counter the selfish aspirations of peoples and
the materialism of social classes. It is only in social mo-
rality and only in cosmopolitan humanity that one feels
the breath of the living God whom the prophets of Is-
rael made the God of Israel and the God of the whole of
mankind” (Cohen, 1910, p. 17) (cf. “Es gilt den Glauben
wiederzugewinnen an die sittliche Wiedergeburt, an die sitt-
liche Zukunft der Menschheit. Es gilt diesen Glauben wieder-
zugewinnen gegeniiber der Selbstsucht der Vilker und dem
Materialismus der Stinde. Nur in sozialer Sittlichkeit und
nur in weltbtirgerlicher Humanitéat atmet der echte leben-
dige Gott, den die Propheten Israels zum Gotte Israels und
zum Gotte der Menschheit gemacht haben”).
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ness of the experience of all life that no regu-
lative or constitutive ideas of the transcendent
God can clarify.

This study was supported by the Russian Foun-
dation for Basic Research (RFBR), project no. 18-
011-00080a “Immanuel Kant and the Philosophy of
Religion in Germany”.
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I. 4. TYPB1UY U C.V. TECCEH
O BOSMO>XHOCTU ®@OPMWPOBAHWMI
COIMAJIPHOI'O EJVIHCTBA

M.IO. 3azupnax’

B nepBuie decamusemus npouiroeo Bexa 6 eBponeti-
CcKOll ¢puaocoghckoil Mbicau YcuauBaromes meHOeHYUU
coyuos0euteckoeo pacuiupenus udeu npaba. C mouku
3penus coyuosoeuy npaba, oHo gpopmupyemcs 6 npoyec-
ce coyuarbHbLx 63aumooeiicmbuil, a He CaHKYUOHUPYencs
eocyoapcmbBom. Ha ocroBe smoi oucyunauns: C.JM. T'ec-
cen u I IT. T'ypBuu 6 1920 — 1930-e ee. chopmupyrom cbou
ydeHus o coyuaisvHom npabe. Ha cmpanuyax xypHaia
«CoBpemennvie 3anucku» guaocogpvt Becmynatom 6 no-
AeMuky opye ¢ opyeom. Hecmompa na npunyunuaisroe
pacxoxdeHue 6 onpedeseHuu cmamyca eocyoapcméa,
00a abmopa cxoxum o0pasom obocHoBuiBarom coyuym
KAK MHOXecmbo Coyuarvhvlx uncmumymoB u odujHo-
cmetl, obecneuubarowux Bvipaxerue AUUHOIL cB0000bL.
IIpu smom npedsaeaemvle MbLCAUMEAAMU COYUANbHDLE
peeaamenmayuu yxe ABasaiomca npaBoBuimu cumyayu-
amu. Teccen u I'ypbuu cuumarom, umo moavko 6 ycao-
Busax makoeo 10pUOUHeCK020 NAPAIUIMA UHOUBUO MO-
JKem MAKCUMAAbHO NoAHO peasusoBams c0600y. OoHako
6 KkoHyenyuu 10puOUHecK020 NAOpAIUIMA B03HUKAEM
npobaema coxpaHeHus COYUAIbHO20 eOuHcmba: nouemy
COYUYM He pacnadaemcs HA MHOXectmBo aBmoHOMHbIX
COYUANbHBIX eOUHUY, KAXOAS U3 KOMOpbIX npediazaen
uHOUBudam cobcmBentuiil npaBonopsa0ok 045 akmyaiusa-
yuu c6o600vi? [1as pewienus 5moii npobaemul hpua0cocpol
ucnoav3ytom xoHyenm obujen 6oau. Obwas Boas — 3mo
uHCmpymenm xoppessyuu c600006. uHoubuda u pasbu-
mus obuecmba u kyavmypol 6 yesom. [lpedmemom cnopa
¢usocopo8 cmanobumca Bonpoc 0 mom, Kak opmupy-
emcs obujas Boaa: 1) 6 npoyecce coyuarvHoi camooped-
nusayuu (F'ypbuu); 2) 6 npoyecce pabomol chepxgpyrxiyu-
OHaAbHOU opeanusayuu — eocyoapcmba (Teccen). Dmu
Bapuanmer obocHobanus obujetl Boau npubodam xk 06ym

! Barrrmvickmv dpefrepatbHBI yHUBEpCuTeT vM. V. KanTa.
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GEORGES GURVITCH AND SERGEY
HESSEN ON THE POSSIBILITY
OF FORMING SOCIAL UNITY

M.Yu. Zagirnyak'

The early decades of the last century saw European
philosophical thought becoming increasingly interested
in the sociological extension of the idea of law. From
the viewpoint of the sociology of law, law is formed in
the process of social interactions and is not sanctioned
by the state. Sergey Hessen and Georges Gurvitch base
their conceptions of social law on the sociology of law in
the 1920s and 1930s. They start a polemic in the pages
of the journal Sovremenniye zapiski (Contemporary
Notes). Although they differ radically in their defini-
tions of the status of the state they concur in defining
society as a set of social institutions and communities
existing as instruments for expressing personal free-
dom. The social regulations they propose are already
legal situations. Hessen and Gurvitch believe that the
individual can fully exercise his/her freedom only in
conditions of such legal pluralism. However, the con-
cept of legal pluralism involves an inherent problem of
preserving social unity: why is it that society does not
fall into a range of autonomous social entities, each of-
fering the individual its own legal order for actualising
freedom? To solve this problem the philosophers use the
concept of “the general will”. General will is an instru-
ment of correlation between individual freedom and
the development of society and culture as a whole. The
object of philosophical dispute is how the general will
is formed: 1) in the process of social self-organisation
according to Gurvitch; 2) in the operation of the supra-
functional organisation (the state) according to Hessen.
The difference in the grounding of the general will leads
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PA3HbIM KOHUENMAM COYuaibHoeo eOunenus: 1) cobop-
Hocmu 6 yuenuu IypBuua; 2) corudaprocmu 6 yuenuu
Teccena. Awnaaus cnopa 08yx mvicaumeneil nosbossem
obpamums BHUMAHUE He MOAbKO HA pasiuvus 6 mpak-
moBie cOUUANbHO20 eOUHEHUS, HO U HA NPUHYUNUANLHBLE
npobaemvl 6 KoHUenyuax coyuaIbHo20 npasa.

KaroueBvie caoba: coyuarvroe npabo, obujecmbo,
uHoubu0, 2ocyoapcmbo, coaudapHoCy, cODOPHOCHTb, He-
oxanmuancmoo

IToctaHOBKa 1Tp006sIeMBbI

HauaJio 1iponioro croseTnss — 3TO BpeMsl «Co-
LIMOJIOTM3alY» IIpaBa KaK OObeKTa wmccirenoBa-
HsL. B Oy pHO pasBuBaloIericst COLVOIIOr ML IIpaBa
deHOMeH ITpaBa paccMaTpuBaeTcsd He KakK crcTeMa
opUITMaITBHBIX VIMIIEPATMBHBIX ITOCTAHOBJIEHWT,
HO KaK pe3yJIbTaT B3aVIMOIeVICTBIS VIHIVIByalb-
HBIX ¥ KOJUIEKTVIBHBIX JIMYHOCTEN B OOIlecTse’.

2 B nepsrle pecatwierrist XX B. OCHOBHAsS Mies COLVIO-
Jiorum Iipasa ObUIa copmmpoBaHa B Tpymax O. Dpiixa.
CorstacHO ev1, IIPaBo IIPOVICXOINT M3 COLMAJIBHBIX OTHO-
LIIEHNVI, KOTOpble CKJIAIbIBAIOTCS B OOIECTBEHHBIX CO-
103ax (Dpymx, 2011, c. 94). Becombiir BKIan B pas3BuUTHe
cormosiornn mpasa BHeciu JI. [Trorm, D. [TopkrenM u
M. BeGep. [Iroru nosarasi, 4To IpaBo o0pasyeTcs B Ipo-
11ecce COIMaJIbHBIX B3aMMOJIEVICTBU, a He TI0 BOJIV TO-
cymapsi; 3TO MHeHMe OH WUIICTPUpPYeT IIPUMEpPOM W3
COLMAJIBHBIX NPAKTMK 3CKMMOCOB, KOTOpble, He 00Ia-
Jasi TOCYIapCTBOM, CO3AIOT COLVaJIbHble perjlaMeH-
Talyy IS OopraHM3anmuy copMecTHOU Xu3HM (Duguit,
1921, p. 21). D. [JropKrevM camTasl, 9TO COIUAAPHOCTh —
3TO COLMaIBHBIN (PAKT, a IIPABO «BOCIIPOM3BOANT OCHOB-
Hble opmbl conmpapHocTr» ([TropkrenM, 1996, c. 75),
VI TIO3TOMY VICCIIEZIOBAHMeE COIMIAAPHOCTY CBSI3aHO C VIC-
CJlemoBaHMeM IIpaBa. PasHble BUIBI cOTMIapHOCTI (MeXa-
HM4ecKasi, opraHM4ecKasi, JOroBOpHas) IO pa3yMeBaroT
pasHble coOLMaIbHO-TIpaBoBble TTocencTsms. CM.: «[leit-
CTBUTEJIbHO, Tellepb HEBO3MOXKHO OCIIap¥BaTh TOTO, UTO
IIPaBO ¥ HPAaBCTBEHHOCTh M3MEHSIOTCSI HE TOJIBKO OT OI-
HOTO COIVaJIbHOTO THIIA K APyTrOMY, HO ¥ IS OJHOTO U
TOTO JXe THUIIa IIPV M3MeHEeHUV YCIOBUI KOJUIEKTMBHO-
ro cymecrsoBaHus» (dropkreviv, 1995, c. 90). M. BeGep,
B CBOIO OdYepenp, IIperylaraeT MHTEPIPETNPOBATh IIPaBO
B IpobreMHOM moiIe coumosoryi. ColnaapbHOe OTHO-
IIIeHNe, coryiacHo Bebepy, — 3To moBelieHMe HeCKOIBKIX
JIOfIeVT, KOTOpOe TI0 CMBICITY B3aVIMHO OPMEHTVPOBAHO U
B3aMMHO HacTpoeHo (Bebep, 2017, c. 362 —363). Counais-
Hble JeVICTBI, oOpasyollne CollMajIbHOe OTHOIIeHMe,
MOTYT OBITh OpVMEHTHpPOBaHbI Ha Iopsnok (Bebep, 2017,
c. 371). IIpaBo Xe, ¢ COLVIOTIOITYECKOVI TOUKM 3PEeHMs, —
3T0 popMa IOPpsifiKa, a TaKXKe YCJIOBUe peayn3allii Co-
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to a difference in the concepts of social unity: 1) sobor-
nost according to Gurvitch and 2) solidarity according
to Hessen. Analysis of the dispute between Gurvitch
and Hessen brings out not only the differences in the
interpretation of social unity but also the fundamental
problems with the conceptions of social law.

Keywords: social law, society, individual, state,
solidarity, sobornost, Neo-Kantianism

Problem Statement

The beginning of the last century saw law as
a research object of sociology. The burgeoning
sociology of law conceives of the phenomenon
of law not as a system of official imperative
rulings but as a result of the interaction of in-
dividual and collective persons in society.?
Thus, the sociology of law focused on the de-

2 In the early decades of the twentieth century the
main idea of the sociology of law was formulated in the
works of Eugen Ehrlich. He held that law derives from
social relations that take shape within social alliances
(cf. Ehrlich, 2017, p. 36-37). A tangible contribution to
the development of the sociology of law was made by
Léon Duguit, Emile Durkheim and Max Weber. Duguit
(cf. 1921, p. 21) thought that the right is formed through
social interaction, not by the will of the sovereign; this
opinion is illustrated by the example of Eskimo social
practices which, without the state, create social regula-
tions for living together. Durkheim (2013, p. 54) believed
that solidarity is a social fact and “law reproduces the
main forms of social solidarity,” which is why the study
of solidarity is connected with the study of law. Differ-
ent types of solidarity (mechanical, organic, contractu-
al) have different socio-legal consequences. Cf. “Indeed
today we can no longer dispute the fact that not only do
law and morality vary from one social type to another,
but they even change within the same type if the condi-
tions of collective existence are modified” (Durkheim,
1982, p. 101). Weber, for his part, proposed to interpret
law in the problem field of sociology. Social relation-
ship, according to Weber, is the behaviour of several
people whose meaning is mutually oriented and mutu-
ally tuned (cf. Weber, 2019, p. 103). Social actions which
form a social relationship may be oriented towards or-
der (cf. ibid., p. 109). Law, from the sociological point of
view, is a form of order and a condition for social action
and a guide for the individuals” social interactions, i.e. a
communicative social instrument with an option of co-
ercion into order (cf. ibid., p. 112).
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TaxviM 06pa3zoM, cormoriors Ipasa aKIeHTPOBa-
Jla BHMMaHVe Ha IPOVCXOXKIEHUM 3TOro ABJIeH
V3 COLMaIbHBIX ITPAaKTUK: COIVaJIbHBIe B3aVIMO-
JeVICTBIA yoKe coflepyKaT OorpaHUYeH s, KOTOpble U
ABJIAIOTCS ITposiBieHVeM IpaBa. [losaTomy sroboe
COolMaJIbHOe B3aVIMOJEVICTB/E ITOPOXIIaeT IIpaBo-
BYIO CUTYyaIIVIO. DTOT IIOXO[, K IIOHVMaHWMIO IIpa-
Ba IIO3BOJIVUI TIOIBEPIHYTh COMHEHWIO BaKHeV-
IV OPUHIIITI TOCYAapCTBEeHHOV IIIKOJIBI IIpaBa,
COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY TOJIBKO TOCYHAapCTBO POpMMU-
pyeT mnpaso. Kpome Toro, IomnsITKM cBg3aTh IIpa-
BO ¢ popMMpOBaHMeM ¥ pa3sBUTVEM MHCTUTYTOB,
OOITHOCTEeV 1 IPYTUX IIPOABIIeHNI KOJIJIEKTMBHO-
ro B O0IlecTBe IIPMBeIIN K IIPOTVBOIOCTAaBIIEHIIIO
COLIMAJIGHOrO IIpaBa IIpaBy VHIVBUIYaTbHOMY,
IIOCKOJIBKY B IIe€PBOM OT/E/IBbHBIV YeJIOBeK M3ydJa-
eTcs B KOHTEeKCTe pa3BUTH COLMaIbHbBIX THCTUTY-
ToB. Kak cripasenymiso sameTi1 XK. Jle Todd, aTo
«CYIMBOJIM3VPOBAJIO J1IJIs BCeX KOHel 3II0XV TereMo-
Hym HAVBUAYyasMa» (Jle Todd, 2013, c. 98).

PaspuTye yueHMI O cOIMaJIBHOM IIpaBe IpuBe-
JIO K TIOSIBJIEHVIO HOBOVI TPaKTOBKM COIMaJIbHBIX
B3amMomercTsui. CoriracHO 3TOM TPaKTOBKe, CO-
IMaJIbHble OpraHM3alyy cjleflyeT paccMaTpuBaTh
B KauecTBe y4aCTHVKOB hOpMMUpPOBaHs ITPaBOIIOo-
psAnKa. [J1aBHBIVI IPUHITNII 3TOTO HaIlpaBJIeHNs B
VI3yUYeHUM IIpaBa COCTOUT B IIPM3HAHUW TOTO, YTO
IIpaBOBble IIpeIIICaHNsl HeoOXOIVMO ITPOVCXO-
IAT U3 COLMaIbHBIX B3aIMOIEVICTBU. YpaBHMBa-
HMe POJIV IIPaBOBOIO OIbITa VI POJIV COLMAIbHO-
rO OIbITa B IIPOVCXOXIIEHWUM IIpaBa 0OOCHOBaJIO
IOpUIVYeCKUN TUIIOpajIi3M — YCTAHOBKY Ha To,
4uTO IIpaBo POpMUpPYyeTCcsi B OOIIecTBe He TOJIBKO
rOCYJIapCTBOM.

B 1920—1930-x rr. ropmanyeckuit IUIIOpaIn3M
nocyxwi ocHoont gy yuenum C.VI Teccena
(1887—1950) u I'[1. I'ypsuua (1894—1965) o coru-
ajIbHOM ITpaBe. Kaxk1ibIvt n3 aTmx IByXx dpnmiocodos
CTaJl 3aMeTHBIM sBJIEHVEeM B Hay4YHOM MWpe pyc-

LVJIBHOTO [IEVICTBUSL U OPVEHTUP YIS COLMAaIbHBIX
B3aVMMOIEVICTBUV MHIMBUIOB, TO €CTb KOMMYHMKATWB-
HBIVI COLVIAJIbHBIVI MHCTPYMEHT, KOTOPBIN o0OJs1aaer ori-
LyeVt IpUHYXIeHNs K IopsaKy (Bebep, 2017, c. 375).
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rivation of law from social practices: social in-
teractions already contain constraints that are
the manifestation of law. Therefore any social
interaction gives rise to a legal situation. This
approach to interpreting law called into ques-
tion the key principle of the state school of law
whereby only the state forms law. Further-
more, attempts to link law with the formation
and development of institutions, communities
and other manifestations of the collective in so-
ciety led to the juxtaposition of social law and
individual law because social law studies the
individual human being in the context of the
development of social institutions. As Jacques
Le Goff (2013, p. 98) rightly noted, this “sym-
bolised for all the end of the era of the hegemo-
ny of individualism.”

The development of the doctrines on social
law produced a new interpretation of social
interactions. According to this interpretation,
social organisations should be viewed as par-
ticipants in the formation of law and order. The
key principle of this trend in the study of law is
that legal prescriptions must arise from social
interactions. The equating of the role of legal
practice and the role of social experience pro-
vided grounds for legal pluralism, the recogni-
tion that the state is not the only shaper of law
in society.

In the 1920s and 1930s legal pluralism
provided the basis for the works of Sergey
I. Hessen (1887-1950) and Georges D. Gurvitch
(1894-1965) on social law. Both philosophers
were prominent in the scientific community of
the ‘Russian abroad’,’ keeping an eye on each

* Gurvitch's conception of social law drew comments
from Boris Vysheslvatsev (1934), Fyodor Stepun (1935,
p. 366), Vladimir Voitinsky (1935, p. 378) and Mark
Vishnyak (1936, p. 350). In his post-war memoir Vishn-
yak (1957, p. 106) dealt with the same aspect of Hessen's
work. Petr Bitcilli made a comparative analysis of Hes-
sen’s conception of ‘rule-of-law socialism” and Semyon
Frank’s social philosophy (Bitcilli, 1927, p. 553) and in a
separate review analysed Gurvitch’s conception of so-
cial law (Bitcilli, 1935). Nikolay Lossky (1935, p. 59) also
paid attention to the original treatment of law in the
philosophical concepts of Hessen and Gurvitch.



CKOTO 3apyOexbsi’, OHU JlepyKasiu B IIoJle 3peHws
PpabOTEI APYT JIpyTa 1 IOJIeMIUYecK BCTPeTIINCh
Ha cTpaHMIIax XypHasia «CoBpeMeHHbIe 3aIIVICKID»,
r7ie oy OIKoBaIvl KPUTUKO-aHAIUTIYeCKe CTa-
TBM O MOJIeJIIX BOIUIOIIEHNs COIMaIbHOIO ITpaBa.
I'ypeua mperncrasml craThio «COOCTBEHHOCTH U
cormanmsM (ITo moBomy cormammcTyeckom KOH-
crpykuym C.V. Teccena)» (I'ypsua, 1929), nocss-
IIIeHHYI0 KPUTVKe MOJIeIN ITPaBOBOIO COIMAsIN3-
Ma Teccena®. TecceH B cTaThe «/Ifes colMaIbHOTO
rpasa» (I'eccen, 1932) oTBeTyT Ha 3aMedaHMS KOJI-
JIETT1 1, B CBOIO Ovepeib, 00paTiI BHMaHVe Ha ero
OIIMOKY B IOHVIMaHMM COLIVIAJIBHOIO pa3BUTMSIL.
ITonemmyeckme craren ITeccena u I'ypBrua —
3TO CTaTbU-MaHM@PECTBI O COIMAIBHOM IIpaBe.
AHanu3 3TOro criopa IHO3BOJISIET aKTyaIu3Mpo-
BaThb BaXHeVIIIe IpPo0JIeMbl TeOpUM COLaIb-
HOTO IIpaBa, ¥ B YaCTHOCTU Hpo0sieMy PyHKIIN-
OHMpOBaHMs 1 passuTHs coinyMa. Kak samedaer
A. Baymmixnii, mbicim T'eccena n I'ypsuda passu-
BaJIVICh CXOXKMM oOpa3oM (Barmrikuivg, 2012, c. 525).
B cBomx yueHmsax duiocodsl mpesioKmIv Moje-
IV Pa3BUTHS 0OIIlecTBa, B KOTOPBIX BCe COITMaIb-
Hble VHCTUTYTHI ¥ OOIIIHOCTY Y4YacTBYIOT B ¢op-
MM pPOBaHMY IIpaBa, IIpefjIarasi COOCTBeHHBIe IIpa-
sortopsimkm (I'ypsuy, 1929, c. 508; Teccen, 1932,
c. 429). I'eccen (T'eccen, 1932, c. 429—430) u I'ypsuu
(T'ypsuy, 1929, c. 515) corytacHbI B TOM, YTO TOCY-
JIapCTBO yTpadBaeT MOHOIIOJIMIO Ha IIPaBOTBOP-

* O KOHIIeNIWUM COIMaIbHOTO IIpaBa ['ypBrua mmicanm
b.I1. Bemmreciasiies (Beimecstasies, 1934), @.A. CrenyH
(Crenyn, 1935, c. 366), B.C. Bonrrmackmm (Bomrrmeckui,
1935, c. 378) n M.B. Bumnsax (Bumasxk, 1936, c. 350). B
IIOCJIEBOEHHOVI KHUI'e BOCIIOMMHAHWUV BuImHsK yremi
BHVIMaHVe 3TOMY JKe aclleKTy HaydHoU paboTsl y I'ecce-
Ha (Bummsx, 1957, c. 106). [1.M. bumwum mpemioxmt
CPaBHUTEIPHBIV aHa/IN3 KOHIIEIIINY IIPaBOBOTO COIIVa-
mm3Ma leccera 1 conmaneroN prtocodpum C.J1. @parka
(bumwom, 1927, c. 553) m B oTHEIIBHOM pereHsun IIpo-
aHIM3MPOBAI ydeHne ['ypBuda O COLMAIBPHOM IIpaBe
(Brrmvomn, 1935). H.O. JTocckmit Takke oOpaTiil BHUMA-
Hye Ha crielinUIHYyI0 TPaKTOBKY ITpaBa B (Pr10coCKimx
koHuermsx ['eccena n I'ypsuua (Jlocckmri, 1935, c. 59).

* Ve B cratbe 1928 1. «CormmansmM m coOOCTBEHHOCTh»
T'ypsua orMmeuaeT mccrenosanme I'ecceHOM B IIMKIIe CTa-
TeV TpaKTOBKM IIpaBa B ruibrensMe ([ypsuy, 1928, c. 372)
¥ 3asBJIgeT O IUIaHax HalicaTh B JAJILHEVIIIIEM OTHesIb-
HYIO CTaThIO, [IOCBSIIEHHYIO KPUTMKE KOHLIEIIIVN IIPaBo-
Boro corpamsMa I'eccena (I'ypsuy, 1928, c. 382).
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other’s work and, on one occasion, engaging in
polemics in the pages of the journal “Sovremen-
niye zapiski” (“Contemporary Notes”) in which
they published their critical-analytical articles
on the models of implementation of social law.
Gurvitch presented the article “Property and
Socialism (on S.I. Hessen’s Socialist Construc-
tion)” (1929), criticising Hessen’s model of legal
socialism.* Hessen responded to his colleague’s
critical remarks with an article “The Idea of So-
cial Law” (1932), pointing out his mistakes in
the interpretation of social development.

The polemical articles of Hessen and
Gurvitch are manifestoes on social law. An
analysis of this dispute brings out the key
problems of the theory of social law, notably
the problem of the functioning and develop-
ment of society. Andrzej Walicki (1989, p. 437)
notes “the trains of thought” of Hessen and
Gurvitch “at that time ran in close parallel.”
The two philosophers offered models of socie-
ty’s development in which all the social insti-
tutions and communities are involved in the
shaping of law offering their own law orders
(Gurvitch, 1929, p. 508; Hessen 1932, p. 429).
Hessen (1932, pp. 429-430) and Gurvitch (1929,
p. 515) agree that the state is losing its monop-
oly of law-making. But the interpretation of the
new role of the state becomes a stumbling block
for the philosophers. So, in the first part of my
article I analyse the differences in their inter-
pretations of the functionality of the state and
note the specificities of their concepts of societal
development.

To explain how law is formed in the context
of legal pluralism it is necessary to build a new
model of social interactions — a complicated
structure of law orders that includes man as a

* Already in his article “Socialism and Property”
Gurvitch (1928, p. 372) notes Hessen’s research on the
treatment of law in Guild Socialism published in a se-
ries of articles and announces plans for a separate article
devoted to the critique of Hessen’s legal socialism con-
cept (ibid., p. 382).
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uvecTBo. Ho TpakToBKa HOBOVI pOJIM roCydapcTBa
CTaHOBUTCS JIsi PrIocodoB KaMHeM ITpeTKHO-
BeHus. [loaToMy B IlepBOVI YacTy CTaThbu 4 IIPOBO-
XKy aHaJIN3 pas3INndni B X TPaKTOBKaxX PyHKIIU-
OHAJILHOCTV TOCYJIapCTBa ¥ BBISBIISIO OCOOEHHO-
CTV VIX KOHLEIILIWII Pa3sBUTWS COLMyMa.

1151 06 bsicHeHMs TOro, KakK popMMpyeTcs Ipa-
BO B KOHIEMNIMM IOPMINYECKOro IIopainsMa,
HY>KHO BBICTPOMTb HOBYIO MOJIeJIb COLMaIbHbIX
B3aVIMOJIEVICTBUVI — CJIOKHYIO CTPYKTYpPY IIpaBo-
MOPSAZIKOB, B KOTOPYIO BKJIIOYeH YeJIoBeK Kak CO-
LVaJIbHBIN CyOBeKT. BosHMKaeT mpoOrema Iie-
JIOCTHOCTW COIIMyMa: IIoYeMy OH He paclia/jaeTcs
Ha MHOXXeCTBO COITMaIbHBIX aBTOHOMHBIX 00pas3o-
BaHWV, KaK/I0e 13 KOTOPBIX ITpejjlaraeT NHIVBY-
JlaM COOCTBEHHBIVI IIPABOIOPSIOK B KadecTBe pe-
IJIaMeHTa COIMaJIbHBIX B3aIMOIeVICTBIVL?

B criope o cotmansHOM I1paBe prstocodsl 000-
CHOBBIBAIOT OOIIIYIO BOJIIO KaK KOHIIeNT, Oaroia-
PsL KOTOPOMY e[IMHCTBO OOIIIeCTBa COXpaHseTCs B
YCJIOBUSIX FOpUIIMYecKoro Iunopamsma. OOmiast
BOJISL — 3TO MHCTPYMEHT MHTerpaliy MHOXeCTBa
IIPaBOIOPSIKOB B €IMIHOe COLVaJIbHOe ITPOCTpaH-
cTBO. P1I10CcOdBI CBA3BIBAIOT OOIIIYIO BOJIIO C IIPO-
11eCCOM COLMAJILHOTO efyHenys. I IpennpuHaThI
BO BTOPOV YacTW CTaTbl aHaIM3 KOHILIENIUM 00-
ment Bonu B ydyeHusx leccena u I'ypsuua 1mmo3so-
JIAT MOHSITH, KaK/M 00pa3oM OHM 0OOCHOBBIBAIOT
coIaIbHOe eMHCTBO.

IlosryyeHHbIe pesysIbTaThl JalOT BO3MOXKHOCTB
B TpeThel YacTy CTaThbyl IIpOaHaIM3MpoBaTh, Kak
B yueHmnsax leccena n I'ypsuya mpescrasiieH cam
IpoIlecc colyaibHoro eguHenus. Criop B XypHa-
sie «CoBpeMeHHBIe 3alllCK/» BCKpBbIBaeT Cepbes-
Hble pacxoxaeHms puaocopos B TpaKTOBKe ajl-
TOPUTMOB COIIMaJIbHOrO efauHenus. Ieccen n I'yp-
B4 0003HaYaIOT MOJIe/ IV COIMAaIbHOIO e/IVIHeHs
KaK coAU0ApHOCIb VI CODOPHOCHI COOTBETCTBEHHO.
PaccmarpuBast coryasibHbIe B3aVIMOIEVICTBUS Kak
VICTOYHVK IIpaBa, OHU aKTyaJIM3UpYIOT comaap-
HOCTb 11 COOOPHOCTE KaK ITpaBoBble MOHATHA. OT-
BeT Ha BOITPOC, KaKMM 00pa3oM OHM TPaKTYyIOTCs
B VIX YUeHMsIX, PaKTUUeCcKV 3KBUBaJIeHTeH OTBeTy
Ha BOITPOC O TOM, KaKye BO3MOXXHOCTU I pop-
MVPOBaHMs COLVAJIBHOTO €AVMHCTBA IIpe/jlaraT
3TN PVYIIOCODBI.
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social subject. Thus the problem of the integri-
ty of society arises: why does it not fall into a
multitude of autonomous social entities, each
offering individuals their own legal order as a
regulation for social interactions?

In their argument about social law the phi-
losophers expound the concept of “the general
will”, owing to which society preserves its uni-
ty in the context of legal pluralism. The general
will is an instrument of intergration of a range
of legal orders in a common social space. The
philosophers associate the general will with
the process of social unification. The analysis of
the concept of the general will by Hessen and
Gurvitch, undertaken in the second part of the
article, shows how they ground social unity.

The results obtained make it possible, in the
third part of the article, to analyse how the pro-
cess of social unity is presented in the concep-
tions of Hessen and Gurvitch. The argument in
the journal “Sovremenniye zapiski” reveals seri-
ous differences between the ways in which the
two philosophers envision the algorithms of so-
cial unity. Hessen and Gurvitch refer to the so-
cial unity models respectively as solidarity and
sobornost. Considering social interactions to be
the source of law they treat solidarity and sobor-
nost as legal concepts. The answer to the ques-
tion, how do the two philosophers understand
solidarity and sobornost, amounts to answering
the question, what opportunities for building
social unity do they envisage.

1. Social Law in the Conceptions
of Gurvitch and Hessen

For Hessen and Gurvitch unimpeded exer-
cise of free will is the key precondition for the
development of culture. However, the absence
of obstacles does not imply arbitrariness: both
Hessen and Gurvitch interpreted freedom as
an opposite of nature, as behaviour that ought



1. CoumasipHOe mpaBo
B yueHusx I'ypsuua mn I'eccena

Hns Teccena m I'ypsuua OecriperaTcTBeHHas
peay3arniysi CBOOOIBI BOJIVL — OIpefIesIstoIiee yc-
JIoBMe pasBUTHs Kyiabsrypel. Ho oTcyTcTsue mipe-
IISITCTBUVI He O3HadaeT JIOMNyIleHMe IIpou3Boia: 1
T'eccen, u I'ypBira 000ocHOBBIBaIV CBOOOITY B IIPOTH-
BOIIOJIOKHOCTD ITpUpOfie Kak JI0JDKHOe IoBeleHve
B IIPOTMBOIIOJIIOKHOCTh HasuHoMYy’. Crreftysi 1071-
Ty, K&XIBIV UeJIoBeK CTAaHOBUTCS CBOOOIHBIM COY-
YaCTHVMKOM TBOPYeCTBa KyJIBTYPHOTO COflepyKaHMsL.
BsammMorericTBrie MHOXeCTBA JIIOIEV, BXOOMIIINX B
COLIYM ¥ AEVICTBYIOIIVX COITIaCHO IIOJITY, BBICTY-
T1aeT, TaKMM 00pa30oM, IJIaBHBIM (PaKTOPOM pa3Bui-
TUS KyJIBTypbl, KoTopy!o leccen n I'ypsud TpakTy-
IOT KaK IIPOIyKT aKTMBHOCTM obmrecTBa’. IlosTo-
My HaJlaXXMBaHME B3aVIMOOEVICTBUIL B COLIIYME W
rofijiep>kaHyie COIMaIbHOTO MOpsiKa — 3TO BaXk-
HeVIIIIVie YCJIOBYS COLVIOKYJIBTY PHOTO pa3BUTHL.

® T'ypsuauT'ecceH popMmpoBav CBOV COLMAITBHO-PWIIO-
codpckmie yOeXIeHs B pycile HEOKaHTMAHCKOV TPAKTOBKM
oOmecTBa B paMKax wIocodun KyJIbTypsl, IIpeacTaB-
JISTIOIIeT cobOVl pasBUTHe aHTUHATYpPaJIMCTIYECKON VIC-
ceroBaTesibckort Irporpammsl V. Kanra. Cm.: (Gurvitch,
1937, p. 87 —88; I'eccen, 1999a, c. 51). CorytacHO 3TOVI TOY-
Ke 3peHNs], eCTeCTBEHHOe IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIETCS HPaB-
CTBEHHOMY, IIPMPOIHBIVI IeETEPMIHI3M — CBOOOIIEe JoJIra.
DTHKa [10JIra 3aK/1a/ibiBaeT PyHAaMeHT 115 alloJIOT My CBO-
Gor1bI UesioBeKa, IMOHMMaeMOV KaK KOHCTUTYpOBaHMe CO-
IVaJIbHOTO OBITVISI Ha HpaBCTBEHHBIX IIpmHOyIax. CM. 00
atoMm: (3utebep, 2016, c. 36 —37; Zilber, 2016, p. 82—83).
Kaxapiin yestoBek, ciIefyIoninil JOJIry, aKTyaIn3upyeTcs
KaK COLVAJIbHBIV CyOBeKT B ero (PyHKINMI paBHOIIPaBHO-
ro coyd4acTHMKa KOHCTpympoBaHWs KyibTypbl. Citemyer
3aMeTUTh, YTO HeMeIIKMI yueHuK Bunnensoanma 2. JTack,
pasBuBas akCUOJIOIVIO 0aeHCKOro HeOKaHTMAaHCTBa, I10-
Jlarajl, 4To >XM3Hb ueJloBeKa OOpeTaeT CMBICII, TOJIBKO
€C/IM OCMBICJIVBAEeTCsl KaK IIPOIecC OCYIeCTBIIeHMs 11eH-
HOCTeVI B VICTOPMYECKOV IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY, B KYJIBType
(Lask, 2003, S. 36 —37). J1.IO. KopHwiaes 3ameuaer, 4To B
pycckon mIocod KOV MBICTIM peleliins HeoKaHTHaH-
CKVIX VeVl BKIIoYaIa B ce0sl B TOM 4ycyle VI KPUTHKY ViIeit
2. JTacka (cm.: Kopawitaes, 2019).

¢ Koppensims KyJIbTypHOTO U COIMAIBHOTO Pa3sBUTMS,
Koropyto npennprHsum 'eccer 11 ['ypsud, mepeHsiTa MMm
13 HEOKaHTMAHCKOV Teopwun KyJIbTYpbl Bunpensbanma
u Puxkepra (cm.: Bunpensbanp, 2007, c. 283; Puxkepr,
1998, c. 99). DTa 0cOOEHHOCTD [1aeT MHE BO3MOXKHOCTb B
JanbpHeyeM IIpu aHaamse yuenuii ['eccena u I'ypsiua
VICTIOJIb30BaTh IIOHSITHE COLMOKYJIBTYPHOIO Pa3sBUTHL.
ITonpoOHee o mpuHIMIIAX 00OCHOBaHMS COLlMyMa B He-
OKaHTMaHCKOM (PIIOocodPum PyccKOro 3apyOexps CM:
(Dmitrieva, 2016, p. 385, 387 —389).
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to be in contrast to what it is.” Answering the
call of duty every person becomes a free par-
ticipant in creating cultural content. Thus, the
interaction of a multitude of people constitut-
ing society and acting in accordance with duty
becomes the key factor in the development of
culture which Hessen and Gurvitch see as the
product of society’s activity.® Establishing inter-
action in society and maintaining social order
are thus major conditions of socio-cultural de-
velopment.

Hessen and Gurvitch base their conceptions
of socio-cultural development on the axiologi-
cal concept of justice. For both of them justice is
the implementation of the extra-historical idea
of justice in historical conditions (Gurvitch,
1932, p. 96; Hessen, 1915, p. 194) embodied
in the criteria of social order. The interpreta-

> Gurvitch and Hessen framed their social and philo-
sophical convictions within the mainstream of Neo-Kan-
tian interpretation of society in the framework of the
philosophy of culture, which represents the develop-
ment of Kant’s anti-naturalist research programme (cf.
Gurvitch, 1937, pp. 87-88; Hessen, 1912, p. 99). This
view opposes the natural to the moral and natural de-
terminism to freedom of duty. The ethics of duty lays
the foundation for the apology for human freedom un-
derstood as arrangement of social being based on moral
principles (cf. Zilber, 2016a, pp. 82-83; 2016b, pp. 36-
37). Every person obeying duty is actualised as a so-
cial subject in his/her function of an equal participant
in constructing culture. It has to be noted that Emil Lask
(1923, pp. 36-37), a German pupil of Wilhelm Windel-
band, developing the axiology of Baden Neo-Kantian-
ism, believed that human life acquires meaning only if it
is understood as the process of materialisation of values
in historical reality, in culture. Leonid Kornilayev notes
that in Russian philosophical thought the reception of
Neo-Kantian ideas included, among other things, cri-
tique of E. Lask’s ideas (cf. Kornilayev, 2019).

¢ The correlation of cultural and social development
undertaken by Hessen and Gurvitch is a borrowing
from the Neo-Kantian theory of culture of Wilhelm
Windelband (1907, p. 396) and Heinrich Rickert (1926,
pp- 95-96). This feature enables me to use the concept
of socio-cultural development when analysing the doc-
trines of Hessen and Gurvitch. For more detail on the
principles of the grounding of society in the Neo-Kan-
tian philosophy of the ‘Russian abroad’ see Dmitrieva
(2016, p. 385, 387-389).
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B ocHOBY cBOVMX y4eHUVI O COIVIOKYJIBTYpPHOM
passutiu Ieccen n I'ypBud KJIagyT akcmoIorde-
CKO€ ITOHSITHE CIIPaBeIBOCTYL. B ioHviMaHm 060-
VIX CIIpaBeJIMBOCTb — 3TO peasv3aliis B MICTOPU-
UeCKMX YCIJIOBVAX BHEVICTOPVIYECKOV! MIeu CIIpaBe]l-
mmsoctu (I'ypsrry, 2004, c. 127; Teccen, 2010, c. 474),
KOTOpasl BOIUIOIIAETCS B KPUTEPVSIX COIMATTBHOTO
ropsizika. TpakToBKa CIIpaBeyIBOCTY 3apMKCHUPO-
BaHa B 3aKOHe, ITpelHa3HaueHHOM /1151 TOTO, YTOOBI
KasK/IBIV uesioBek 1) coBepiiiasr cBOOOIHBIE IIOCTYTI-
K1 11 2) 3HaJI IIpaBiIa B3aVIMOIEVICTBIAS C IPyTMU
JIIOIBMU ¥, CJIEJIOBATEeIIbHO, MOT MAEHTUUIIPO-
BaTh Ce0sI TI0 OTHOIIEHMIO K PA3/IMYHBIM COITVaIb-
HBIM OOIITHOCTSIM ¥ MHCTUTYTaM.

ITperieneHT COMATHEHOTO B3aIMOIEVICTBIS CaM
1o cebe BO3MOXKEH TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, UTO IIPEeIIo-
JlaraeT periaMeHTaIuio. B cooTBeTcTBUM C Comu-
OJIOTMUeCKMM pacIIVipeHVeM Weu IIpaBa periia-
MeHT COIIMaJIbHOTO B3aMIMOEVICTBUS yKe B CUIIY
cennduKky cBoero (yHKIIVOHMPOBAaHMS IIOIY-
4aeT cTaTyc IipaBosoro. Ha ocHoBaHMM Taxkom Kop-
PEKTMPOBKM ITpaBorioHMaHus Teccen n I'ypsua
IPVIXOOSAT K BBIBOY, UTO IIpaBOBbIe perlaMeHTa-
LIVIVI MOTYT CO3aBaThCsl JIFOOBIMY COIIVATBHBIMIL
VIHCTUTYTaMM ¥ cOOOIIecTBamMy, a TroCyIapCcTBo,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, JIVIIIAeTCS MOHOIOIMY Ha IIpa-
BoTBOpuecTBO (I'eccen, 19996, c. 378; I'ypsuy, 1925,
c. 516—517). Ho kak B TakoM ciIy4yae OOBSCHUTH
TOT (PaKT, UTO MHOXKECTBO IIPaBOIOPSIKOB COCY-
IIIeCTBYIOT B YCJIOBMSIX OTHOTO ODIIIeCTBa, a He Co3-
Jal0T MHOXKeCTBO He COOTHOCUMBIX APYT € APYTOM
COIIVAJIBHBIX 00pa3oBaHMIT?

T'eccen n I'ypBuy [1j1s1 periieHMs 3TOro BoIrpoca
IIPVIMEHSIOT KOHIIeNT o0riert Boym. OOImast Boyis
KaK MHCTPYMEHT COLIMaJIbHOTO eIVHEeHVs CBSA3bI-
BaeT CBOOOMY MHIMBUIIA C pa3BUTIEM KYJIBTYPBL.
B ocHOBe criopa ¢r110c0OB JIEXUT pasHOe TIOHV-
MaHUe TOro, Kak popMupyeTcsi ob1Ias BosIsl.

2. Ob6mmas Bosis B yuenun I'ypsuya
0 coIMaJIbHOM MpaBe

CiiemyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO MOHSTHE OOIIet BOIN
I'ypBrd Mcronb3yeT CMHOHMMWYHO HOHSATUIO 00-
mero nHTepeca (I'ypsuu, 2004, c. 78). On npen-
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tion of justice is enshrined in law which com-
mands that every person 1) performs free acts
and 2) knows the rules of interaction with oth-
er people and, consequently, can identify him/
herself with regard to various social communi-
ties and institutions.

The precedent of social interaction per se is
only possible because it presupposes regula-
tion. In accordance with the sociological ex-
tension of the idea of law, regulation of social
integration acquires legal status if only due
to the specific way in which it functions. Pro-
ceeding from this adjustment of the concept
of law, Hessen and Gurvitch come to the con-
clusion that legal regulations may be created
by any social institutions and communities
while the state, accordingly, is stripped of its
law-making monopoly (Hessen, 1999, p. 378;
Gurvitch, 1925, pp. 516-517). If so, how does
one account for the fact that many law orders
coexist within one and the same society in-
stead of creating a multitude of unrelated so-
cial entities?

To answer this question Hessen and Gur-
vitch use the concept of the “general will”. The
general will as an instrument of social unity
links individual freedom with the development
of culture. The disagreement between the two
philosophers stems from their differing views
on how the general will is formed.

2. The General Will in Gurvitch’s
Conception of Social Law

It should be noted that Gurvitch (1932, p. 41)
uses the concept of the general will as a syno-
nym of the concept of general interest. He pro-
poses a revision of the process of formation of
the general will/interest because the algorithm
proposed by Jean-Jacques Rousseau does not
correspond to the principles of social law. In
Gurvitch’s opinion, Rousseau proposes build-
ing a common social legal order through “a



JlaraeT IepecMOTpeTh IIporecc (POpMUpPOBaHMS
ob11iert Boji / MHTepeca B CBs3V C TeM, 4TO OI-
cannabin JK.-XK. Pycco ajiropuTM He cOOTBETCTBY-
eT IIPVHIIUIIAM COlMaIbHOro Ipasa. [lo MHeHMIO
I'ypsraa, Pycco mipenyiaraeT mocTpouUThb eIVHBIN
COIIMaJIBHBIVI ITPABOIOPAJIOK C IIOMOIIBIO «@IVHOV
VI BCEMOTYIIeVl OpraHm3amum» (T.e. TOCydapcTBa),
KOTOpasi IIPEJICTABIISET M OCYILIEeCTBIISeT «00UHA-
Ko0Bbiil It Bcex» ooy nHTepec (I'ypsrrg, 2004,
c. 77). Ho cdopmynmposanHbIt Pycco anropmurm
BBIIBJIEHNs OOIIIeVT BOJIV COIEPXKUT M3bsH: B HEM
He IPVWHMMAIOTCA BO BHMMaHMe OCOOEHHOCTM
KaXkIIOr0 MHAMBUIA, KOTOpPBbIe COCTaBJIAIOT JINY-
HOCTb; IHAVIBUJL, pacCMaTpuBaeTcsl KaK yCpe[IHeH-
HBIVI TIpeJICTaBuTelIb OOIeCTBa, ¥ Ha OCHOBAaHUM
BBIBOJIOB 00 MHTepecax 3TOV abCTPaKTHOV JIMYHO-
CTV POPMUPYIOTCS perjlaMeHTali COLMaIbHOrO
nopska. Takor IIpaBoIOpsJIOK He T103BOJIgeT VH-
AVBUIY peayn30BbIBaTh CBOOOIY BO BCeVl TIOJTHO-
Te, OCTaBJIsAs TOJILKO HeOOJIBIIION JlerajIbHbIN Ty Th
caMOaKTyaIM3alui.

Perrrerrvie Tom1 1Ipo0s1eMbI TpebyeT epeocMbIc-
JIeHVs aJiropuTMa OopMUpOBaHMS OOIIeV BOJIMNL.
g Havana ['ypBudy mpefsiaraer oTKasaTbcs OT
VIHAVBYIyaIM3Ma ¥ KOJUIEKTMBM3Ma B OIIpere-
JIeHUW COLVaJIBHBIX B3avMopiencTsum. VHnusu-
IyaJIvi3M M KOJUIEKTVMBIM3M He JalOT BO3MOXHOCTU
aJleKBaTHO OXapaKTepu30BaTh IIPOLIeCC COLVaIb-
HOTO pasBuTH: 1) MHAMBUITYaIM3M IIPUBOAUT K
COIIMOJIOTMYeCKOMY HOMUHAJIVI3MY U HeJIOOIIeHKe
POJIV KOJIJIEKTMBHBIX 00pa3oBaHMiI B OOIIIeCTBeH-
HoM passutun (Iypsid, 2004, c. 48)%; 2) koryiekTu-

7 Typsud oOpaTwics K aHaIM3y TeOpUNM OOIIeCTBEeHHO-
ro gorosopa Pycco errie B josMurpaHTCKnm repuop,. Taxk,
OoTMeuasi JIOCTOMHCTBA VI HEIOCTaTKM 3TOVI TeOpwW, OH
mmcast: «Pycco He TOJIBKO He SIBJISIeTCS! IIPOIIOBETHVKOM
abcomroTnsMa 1, CJefoBaTeIbHO, OTpUIlaTeJleM HeOThb-
eMJIEMBIX eCTeCTBEHHBIX IIpaB WMHOWBWIA, HO ¥ HAIIpo-
TUB — [BBICTyIIaeT| TOPSYMM ¥ IIOCIIEIOBATEIIBHBIM MX
3aIUTHVKOM, CBSI3aBIIMM, OJHAKO, B OTJIMYVE OT CBOUIX
TIpeTIITIeCTBeHHMKOB, CY/Ib0Y 3TUX ITpaB C TOCYAapPCTBOM»
(T'ypsuy, 1918, c. 21).

8 Henpusarme commornorndeckoro HoMumHammsMa [yp-
BIY COXpaHseT Ha IIPOTSDKeHWUM Bcero TBopdectBa. Cp.
¢ TesucoM m3 Oosiee mosnHero mepuona: «ColiaybHbIe
TPYIIVPOBKM HU B KOEM CJIydae He SBJISIOTCS HEKMM
KOJTMYIECTBOM WUTMI COBOKYTTHOCTBIO TIOXOXWIX JIVAIIL...»
(Gurvitch, 1949, p. 15).
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single and all-powerful organisation”” (i.e. the
state) which represents and pursues a common
interest that is “the same for all”® (Gurvitch,
1932, p. 41).° But Rousseau’s algorithm of re-
vealing the general will has a flaw: it ignores
the features of every individual that constitute
the personality; the individual is seen as an av-
erage representative of society, and the reg-
ulations of the social order are based on the
conclusions concerning this abstract individual.
This legal order does not permit the individual
to exercise freedom in its entirety, leaving only
a narrow legal path for self-actualisation.

To solve this problem it is necessary to re-
think the algorithm of the formation of the gen-
eral will. To begin with, Gurvitch proposes to
renounce individualism and collectivism in the
definition of social interactions. Individualism
and collectivism cannot adequately character-
ise the process of social development: 1) indi-
vidualism leads to sociological nominalism and
underestimation of the role of collective entities
in social development (Gurvitch, 1932, p. 7);"°
2) collectivism leads to sociological universal-
ism and deprives the activity of individuals of
its intrinsic significance in the process of so-
cio-cultural development. The qualitative dif-
ference of the new concept of society lies in its
transpersonalism (ibid., p. 9; cf. Gurvitch, 1924,
p. 407). Transpersonalism focuses not on the

7 “I...] une organisation unique et omnicompétente [...].”

8 “[...] identique chez tous les individus [...].”

? Gurvitch turned to the analysis of Rousseau’s social
contract theory in his pre-emigration period. Thus, not-
ing the merits and demerits of this theory, he wrote:
“Rousseau, far from being a proponent of absolutism
and consequently a denier of the individual’s inalien-
able natural rights is, on the contrary, an ardent and
consistent champion thereof who, however, unlike his
predecessors, linked the fate of these rights with the
state” (Gurvitch, 1918, p. 21).

10" Gurvitch retains his non-acceptance of sociological
nominalism throughout his scholarly career. See the
thesis of his later period: “Social groupings are on no
account a quantity or some collection of similar individ-
uals [...]” (cf. “Les groupements sociaux ne sont nullement
une quantité ou une collection quelconque d’individus simi-
laires [...]”) (Gurvitch, 1949, p. 15).
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BU3M IIPUBOIUT K COIMOJIOTMYeCKOMY YHUBepca-
JIVI3MY V1 JIVIIIAET eI TeJIbHOCTb OT/IeIbHBIX MH/IV-
BUJIOB CAMOCTOSITEIIBHOV 3HAYMMOCTM B ITpoIiecce
COIIMOKYJIBTYPHOTO pas3BuTis. KagecrBeHHOe OT-
JIYvie HOBOI'O IOHVIMAHVISI OOIIecTBa 3aKJIHouaeT-
cs B mpancnepconasusme (Tam xe, c. 50; cp.: I'yp-
By, 1924, c. 407). TpaHciepcoHaM3M aKIeHTUPY-
€T BHVMMAaHVEe He Ha MHIVBMUIE VI He Ha COLIVa/Ib-
HOM O0pa30BaHMM, a Ha VX B3aMIMOAEVICTBUM KaK
YCJIOBUV COIIVIOKYJIBTY PHOI'O pa3sBUTML.

O06mrast Bosts (vumvt o0V MHTEpeC) ¢ TTO3NIINI
TpaHCIIepCOHAIM3Ma — 3TO MHOT'OCJIOXKHOe 00Opa-
30BaHIe, B POPMMPOBAHMUN KOTOPOrO y4YacTByeT
BeCh COIIMYM U KOTOpOe BbIpakaeT MHTepeC COLIV-
yMa Kak efyHoro lestoro. O6miast Bosis BKJIIOUaeT
B ce0sI He TOJIBKO TO, UTO SIBJISIETCSI OOILMM VMHTE-
pecoM 11jIg y4aCTHUMKOB COLIyMa, HO ¥ BCe MHO-
rooOpasvie MHAVBUAYaIbHBIX OT/INYMiL. VIHTepec
MOYKeT CTaTh JIeVICTBUTEILHO OOIIIM, WJIVI, TIO BBI-
paxeHuto I'ypsudya, «BceoOIIIM», B TOM CIIy4ae,
eCIIV TIPY er0 KOHCTPYVPOBAHMM IIPUHVIMAETCS BO
BHMMaHMe He COBOKYITHOCTB OOIIVIX [IJIsI BCeX MH-
TepecoB, a «IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIE MHTepechl, 00be-
AVHEeHHBble 11 ypaBHOBeIlleHHble B pamKax Lleso-
ro» (I'ypsuda 2004, c. 78) B TakoM city4ae JIMYHOCTD
vIeHTUPUIpyeT ceds KaK CBOOOTHOro cowIeHa
cormanbsHoro Leroro (I'ypsiy, 1927, c. 337).

Hawnboree amekBaTHO cdopMMpoBaTh OOIITYIO
BOJIIO BO3MOXKHO, KaK cumTaeT ['ypBud, TOJIBKO B
COIIMYMe, B KOTOPOM IIEVICTBYIOT IIPUHIIUIIBI CO-
LyaIpHOroO IpaBa. MYHKIIMS IIpaBa 3aKJIIOYaeT-
Csl B TOM, YTOOBI KaKIbIVI MHIVBVI, MOT MIOEHTMU-
dunmposarh cebs Kak y4YacTHMKA COIIMAJIBHO-
ro Iemoro (I'ypsuu, 2004, c. 129), ucnionb3ys m1s
9TOr0 MaKCUMMAaJIBHO IIOAXOMISIINIE COIMaIbHBIe
OOIITHOCTM ¥ MHCTUTYTHI. BeIIOITHEHMe 3TOro yc-
JIOBUSI TpebyeT OTMeHbI MOHOIIOIMY FOCYAapcTBa
Ha popMupoBaHmMe Ipasonopsigka. ['ypsud nm-
IIIET, YTO B COLIMAJIBHOM ITpaBe TOCyIapCTBO — 3TO
«VICTOpUYecKV HeoOxommmas popMa peasm3armm
IIpaBa, HM B MaJIeViIlier], OHAKO, CTeIleH) He COo-
BIIa/IAfOIIas C IIPaBOIOPAIKOM Boobrre» (I'ypsmy,
1925, c. 513). IocymapcTBO — 3TO TOJIBKO OIVH M3
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individual, and not on the social entity, but on
their interaction as a precondition of socio-cul-
tural development.

General will (or general interest), from the
transpersonalist point of view, is a composite
entity to whose formation the whole society
contributes and which expresses the interest of
society as a single Whole. The general will in-
cludes not only what is the common interest of
the members of society but the whole diversi-
ty of individual features. Interest may become
truly common, or, to use Gurvitch’s term, uni-
versal,!' if its construction takes into account
not the totality of interests common to all, but
“opposing interests united and balanced in the
framework of the Whole...”"? (Gurvitch, 1932,
p- 42). In this case the individual identifies it-
self as a free co-member of the social Whole
(Gurvitch, 1927, p. 337).

Gurvitch believes that the general will can
best be formed only in a society governed by
the principles of social law. The function of law
is to enable every individual to identify him/
herself as a participant of the social Whole
(Gurvitch, 1932, p. 105), using the social com-
munities and social institutions best suited for
the purpose. If this condition is to be met the
state monopoly of forming the legal order is to
be abolished. Gurvitch (1925, p. 513) writes that
in social law the state is “a historically neces-
sary form of the exercise of the law which is in
no way, however, similar to the legal order in
general.” The state is only one of the many so-
cial institutions forming law and it has no ad-
vantages over the other social institutions."

" Cf. "un ‘universel concret’, un ‘tout” (Gurvitch, 1932,
p- 42).

12 “[...] les intéréts opposés, unis et équilibrés en vue du tout
3 “In short, only an awareness that the concept of so-
cial law is immeasurably broader than the state and in-
cludes the opposing ‘society’ and that there are many
non-state manifestations of social legal regulation, can, I
am convinced, lead us up to the solution of the problem
of legal construction and socialism” (Gurvitch, 1925,
pp. 516-517). Cf. “Only suprafunctional groups neces-
sarily serve the general interest; but never, as we have
seen, do they express themselves in one single organisa-
tion” (Gurvitch, 1941, p. 34).



MHOT'MX (POPMUPYIONINX ITpaBO COIMAJIbHBIX VH-
CTUTYTOB, He OOJaJalomNUIl IperMyIecTBaMu
TIepest OCTaITbHBIMIA’.

Cornacno I'ypsuuy, mobast dpopma cormaibHO-
ro B3alIMOJIEVICTBUSI — 3TO HOPMAaTUBHBIV (PaKT.
HopmamuBnsie haxmovr — 3TO «OIperiesleHHbIe JIeVi-
CTBUTeJIbHBIe (PaKThI COIMAIBLHON JKM3HM, KOTO-
pble Orarofaps CBOeVl CHeIVUUIecKol CTPYKTY-
pe (KoTopasi peasu3yeT allpyOpHBIe MeN U MaTe-
pyayin3yeT BHeBpeMeHHble IIeHHOCTM) CIIOCOOHBI
CITy’)KUTh OCHOBaHWeM, T.e. HellepCOHaJIM30BaH-
HBIM ITPaBOTBOPAIIVIM aBTOPUTETOM, IS OOsI3bI-
Baroliert cwibl Ipasa» (['ypsuy, 2004, c. 59). [Haxe
ecJIM perylaMeHT B3aMMOJIEVICTBIS He 3apuKCupo-
BaH oduIMaaIbHO, TO caM (PaKT COIMAJIBHBIX OT-
HOIIIEHU IIOMYMHSAETCs Olpefie/leHHbIM ITpaBu-
nam. I'ypBud omperiesisieT Bce IIOOOHBIE CIIydan
HepVKCMPOBaHHOTO IIpaBa KakK Heop2axu3ofantoe
npabo (Tam xe, c. 62). CdhopmmposaTk popmMasibHOe
IIpaBo VIMeeT BO3MOXKHOCTH JIIOOOV COIVaIbHBIN
VHCTUTYT ¥ JIf00ast commasibHasg oOmiHocTh (Tam
Xe, c. 67—68). C ocylllecTBIeHNeM COLVaIBHOTO
mpaBa 3pPeKTVBHOCTb COLIVOKYIIBTY PHOTO pa3Bi-
TV 3HAYMTEeIbHO BO3pacTeT: HaBcerja OCTaHeTCs B
IIPOIIIOM 3alla3IbIBaHle 3aKOHOB IT0 OTHOIIEHVIIO
K BO3HMKAIOIIVM CUTYaIIMsIM COLIVaJIbHOTO B3au-
MOJIEVICTBS, KOTOpPble TPeOyIoT perylaMeHTalIIVIL.

Ilo muenuio I'ypsuya, T1aBHas ommbka Iecce-
Ha 3aKJII04aeTcs B TOM, YTO, COXpaHss 3a rocyaap-
CTBOM CBepx(PyHKIIVIOHAJIBHBIV CTaTyC, OH COXpa-
HsieT 11 er0 MOHOIIOJIVIO Ha CO3[IaHVe ¥ pa3BuUTHe
npasoniopsiika (I'ypsuy, 1929, c. 515)"°. Dto nosso-

? «Kopoue roBopsi, TOJIBKO OCO3HaHIE, YTO IIOHATIE CO-
OMaJbHOTO IIpaBa HECOM3MepPMUMO IIMpe rOoCyaapcTBa
M PacIIpoCTpaHseTcss Ha IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIEHHOE eMy
“001recTBO” ¥ UTO CyIIeCTBYeT MHOXECTBO Herocymap-
CTBEHHBIX IIPOSIBJIEHUVI COLVAIBHO-IIPABOBOIO PeryIIv-
POBaHsL, B COCTOSIHVIV, II0 MOeMY YOeXXIeHHO, BIUIOTHYIO
IIOMIBECTM K PeIIeHNIO IIpo0sIeMbl IIPpaBOBOVI KOHCTPYK-
oy u coumamsMa» ([ypsig, 1925, c¢. 516—517). Cp.:
«TospKO CBEPX(YHKIMOHAJIbHBIE TPYIIIBI HEOOXOMIMO
CIIy>KaT o0lIeMy MHTepecy; HO HUKOIA, KaK MBI BUIEIIV,
OHII He BBIpaXaloT ceds B OMHOV-eIMHCTBEHHOV OpraH-
sarm» (Gurvitch, 1941, p. 34).

10 T'ypBud OTMeYaeT, 4TO CBepX(YHKIMOHAIBHBIM MO-
JKeT OBITh TOJIBKO HeIlepCOHMMUIIIPYEMBIV COLIMAaIbHBIN
atemenT (I'ypsuy, 2004, c. 77).

M. Yu. Zagirnyak

According to Gurvitch, any form of so-
cial interaction is a normative fact. Normative
facts are “certain real facts of social life which,
owing to their specific structure (which im-
plements a priori ideas and materialises ex-
tra-temporal values), can be the foundation,
i.e. the non-personalised law-making author-
ity to make law binding”™* (Gurvitch, 1932,
p- 20). Even if the regulation of interaction is
not officially sealed, the very fact of social re-
lations follows certain rules. Gurvitch defines
all such cases of non-formalised law as un-
organised law (ibid., p. 24). Any social institu-
tion and any social community can form a law
(ibid., pp. 30-31). The introduction of social
law makes socio-cultural development much
more effective: the time lag in the adoption of
laws covering new situations of social interac-
tion that require regulation becomes a thing
of the past.

Gurvitch believes (1929, p. 515) that Hes-
sen’s main mistake is that while granting the
state suprafunctional status he also retains its
monopoly of creating and developing legal or-
der.” This gives Gurvitch grounds for com-
paring Hessen with Hegel and accusing the
Russian philosopher of statism (ibid., pp. 515-
516). In Gurvitch’s opinion, there is no justifi-
cation for the exceptional position of the state
with regard to other social institutions and
communities. Coordination of the diverse le-
gal orders does not require the state as a spe-
cial suprafunctional organisation.’® Gurvitch

1 Cf. “[...] certains faits réels de la vie sociale, qui, grice
a leur structure spéciale (qui transsubstantie les idées ap-
rioriques en fait et qui matérialise les valeurs extra-tem-
porelles) [...], peuvent servir de fondement, c’est-a-dire
d’autorité impersonnelle, a la force obligatoire du droit —
‘faits normatifs””

» Gurvitch (1932, p. 42) notes that only a non-personal-
ised social element can be suprafunctional.

16 Elsewhere Gurvitch (1945, pp. 291-292) elaborates
the idea that order is the result of self-organisation of
society.
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nset I'ypsuay cpaBHUTH T'eccena c Teresiem 1 00-
BUHUTD pyccKoro dgpusocoda B ataTmsMe (Tam xe,
c. 515—516). VickimrounTebHOe MOJIOKEeHVe TOCy-
JapcTBa MO OTHOIIEHWIO K JIPYTVM COIMAIbHBIM
VHCTUTYTaM ¥ OOLIHOCTSM, Ha B3mIsah I'ypsuua,
Hu4yeM He obocHopaHo. KoopamHaiiyss MHoOXe-
CTBa ITPaBOIOPSIKOB He TpedyeT rocyapcTBa Kak
CrelyaIbHO  CBepX(PYHKIIMOHAIBHON OpraHu-
sanmm'. JIoxxHas xapakrepricTika IecceHom rocy-
JapcTBa OCHOBaHa, 110 MHeHMIo ['ypBida, Ha goIy-
IIeHNY OJJHOMEPHOCTU W CofiepyKaTesIbHOV COIIO-
CTaBMMOCTV MHTepecoB OT/IeJIbHBIX WHIVBUIOB,
4TO JIeJlaeT BO3MOXKHOV MaTeMaTM4ecKylo oIlepa-
LIVIIO BbIsIBJIeHMs obOmevt oy, TocymapceTso, Oyy-
4yl cBepxPyHKIIMOHAJIBHON OpraHum3aliuert, Ipe-
obpasyeT OOIIyI0 BOIIO B CpemHeapymdMeTide-
CKOe 3HaueHMe, pa3pyliasi ayTeHTUUHYIO UIeHTH-
dukariio MHAMBMIIA KaK COIMAIbHOIO CyObeKTa.
VBauBu He MOXXeT MaKCMMaJIbHO IIOJIHO peasin-
30BaTh COOCTBEHHYIO CBOOOY ¥ BBIHYXXIIEH COOT-
HOCUTB ITpOIlecc peasin3alinii CBOVIX MHTEpPecoB C
APYTMMM VHAVMBUIAMIU OCPEICTBOM OOIITHOCTEN
VI IHCTUTYTOB, KOOPAVMHMPYEMbIX I'OCYIapCTBOM.
ITpaBonopsIK 3TUX OOIIHOCTEV M VIHCTUTYTOB
MOT'yT OBITH BCTPOEHBI B MHOXXECTBO ITPaBOIIOPSII-
KOB, KOOPIVIHMPYEeMBIX IOCy/IapCTBOM, eCJIV OHU
BBITIOJTHAIOT OIIpeieJieHHbIe TOCYAapCTBOM perrla-
MeHTanyn. HasHaueHue Tux perjiaMeHTalum —
He IOIYyCTUTHh KOH(JIVKTOB MeXIy IIPaBOIOpPsi-
KaMW VI COXPaHUTb eaMHCTBO obmiectsa. Ho m3-3a
3TUX perylaMeHTallM [IJIs peasi3alui IpaBoIio-
psAnka TpeOyeTcs IpM3HaHMEe TocydapcTBa. 3Ha-
YT, IIPABONOPSIOK He MOXeT (PYHKIIVIOHVPOBaTh
10 TOCyJapCTBEHHOTO 0f00peHms 1, cjiejoBaTelb-
HO, He MOXeT 0e3 3a/Iep>XKV CJTyKUTb BbIPaskeH IO
HTepecoB MHAVBUAOB. CyIecTByIOmas TaKuM
o0pa3oM cucTeMa IOPUAMYECKOro IUIIopan3Ma
MOXeT He COOTBeTCTBOBaTh MHTepecaM JIMUYHOCTY
U He CII0COOCTBOBaTh BBIPAXKEHMIO €ro CBOOOIIBIL.
A ecriv y MHAMBMIIA HET BO3MOXKHOCTY BBIPA3UTh
CBOIO CBOOO]Ty, OH He MOXXeT MaKCHMaJIbHO apdek-

' B paypHerreM ['ypBud passBuBaeT MO0 O TOM, YTO
HOPsmoK (hopMUPYeTCs B pe3ysIbTaTe CaMOOPraHM3ai
obmectsa (Gurvitch, 1945, p. 291 —292).

82

believes that Hessen’s description of the state
is false because it assumes that the interests
of individuals are unidimensional and com-
parable in terms of content, which makes it
possible to figure out the general will math-
ematically. The state as a suprafunctional or-
ganisation transforms the general will into an
average numerical value, destroying the au-
thentic identification of the individual as a so-
cial subject. Being unable to fully exercise his/
her freedom, the individual has to adjust the
process of pursuing his/her interest with that
of other individuals through state-coordinat-
ed communities and institutions. The legal
orders of these communities and institutions
can be fitted into a multitude of legal orders
coordinated by the state if they comply with
the state regulations. The aim of these regu-
lations is to prevent conflicts between legal
orders and to safeguard society’s unity. How-
ever, for the sake of of these regulations the
state must be recognised in order to imple-
ment the legal order. Hence a legal order can-
not function unless it is approved by the state
and cannot serve to express the interest of in-
dividuals without a time lag. Thus the existing
system of legal pluralism may be at odds with
the interests of the individual and impede the
individual’s expression of freedom. If an indi-
vidual cannot exercise freedom he/she cannot
be fully involved in creating cultural con-
tent. Gurvitch (1929, pp. 515-516) thinks that
Hessen does not offer any instruments to pro-
tect society and the individual from the dan-
ger of totalitarianism on the part of the state as
a suprafunctional organisation.

Gurvitch argues that every person must
have a chance to choose legal orders that may
best help him/her to exercise their freedom.
The number of legal orders to be obeyed can-
not be fixed since the individual chooses as



TUBHO Y4acTBOBaTh B TBOpPUECTBE KYJIBTYPHOIO CO-
nepxanwus. I'ypsud cunraet, yro I'eccen He mpen-
JlaraeT HMUKaKMX MHCTPYMEHTOB IS 3aIllUTHI 00-
IlecTBa ¥ MHAVBIMIA OT YTPO3bl TOTaJIUTap3Ma CO
CTOPOHBI TOCyZapcTBa KakK CBepX(PYHKIIMOHAIb-
Hom opranmsaumm (I'ypsiy, 1929, c. 515—516).

ITo muenuto I'ypsuda, KaxKIpIil dyesoBeK J10JI-
JKeH VIMeTh BO3MOXKHOCTh BBIOMPATh IpaBOIOpPH/I-
K1, KOTOpBble MOTyT IIOMOYb €My PacKpbITh CBOIO
cBoOoy. I TprrueM KosTuecTBO ITPaBOIIOPSIIKOB, KO-
TOPBIM OH HOIUMHSETCs, HeJIb3sl OTHO3HAYHO yCTa-
HOBUTB: IHJIVIBUJL BEIOVIPaeT CTOJIBKO ITPaBOMIOPSI/I-
KOB, CKOJIbKO €My HeOoOXOIIVMO J1JIsI MaKCUMaJIbHO
TIOJTHOVI caMOaKTyaIn3aliuu B cormyme. OcyliecT-
BJIsisE CBOOOJTY BOJIVI, OT/EJIBHBIV UeJIoBeK ITPUBHO-
CUT COOCTBEHHBIN BKJIaj] B popMIUpOBaHe KYilb-
TypHOro cofiepaHus. [ToaToMy ToIbKO opude-
CKMVI IUTIOpaIVi3M MOXKeT 00ecrieunTh MaKCMallb-
HO BO3MOXXHYIO peasIn3aliyio JIMYHOV CBOOOIBI 1,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, CIIOCOOCTBOBATh MaKCHMaJIbHO
3(ppeKTMBHOMY COIVIOKYIJIBETY PHOMY PasBUTUIO.

3. Obmast Bosis B yueHum I'ecceHa
0 COIMaJIbHOM ITpaBe

Orseuas I'ypsuuy, I'eccen 3ameuaeT, uTo B 000-
CHOBaHWMM COLIMAJILHOIO ITpaBa He MOXeT WITU
TeM Xe myTem: «OnpenerteHue rocymapcrsa Iyp-
B/YeM| He TOJIBKO He BepHO, HO 1 Oeccomeprka-
TeJIBHO ¥ He COOTBETCTBYeT TpeboBaHMSAM, KOTO-
pete I'[ypsud] gomwkeH ObUT OB caM IIPeIBSIBIISATD
K ompesiesleHHOMY rocygapctsy» (leccen, 1932,
c. 430). B orsmume ot I'ypsuya, I'eccen He paccma-
TpMBaJI TOCYAAPCTBO KaK TOJIBKO OAVH M3 MHOXe-
CTBa COIVIAJIBHBIX MHCTUTYTOB. [TomobHo Pycco®?,
OH 00OCHOBBIBaeT rOCyIaPCTBO KaK MHCTUTYT, KO-
TOpBIVI POPMUPYET U COXpaHseT ColMasIbHOe Iie-
noe. U Tak xe, Bcitent 3a Pycco, csasbiBaeT popmu-
poBaHMe COITMaIbHOVN 11eJIOCTHOCTY C OOIIel Bo-
nent (T'eccer, 19996, c. 388, 394).

2 Cp. y Pycco: «..kaxOsii u3 wac Oeadem 0bujum
docmosmuem cBoro autHocms U 6cro c6oto Mouyb, cmabs ux 1o
Gvicutee pykoBoocmbo obuseir boau; u mvl 6 Bude opeanusma
npunumaem 6 cBoii cocmab kaxo0ozo uiena 8 kawecmbe wacm,
He omodeaumoni om yeaoeo» (Pycco, 2013, c. 127) n y Tecce-
Ha: «['ocyzrapcTBo. .. Bcerya IMpeJICTaBIIsIo TeJTOKYITHBIV U
€JTVHBIN MHTepec Bcero obiectsa» (l'eccer, 19996, c. 393).
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many legal orders as are necessary to enable
the individual to self-actualise in society. In
exercising free will the individual makes his/
her own contribution to the creation of cultural
content. Thus legal pluralism alone can provide
the greatest exercise of personal freedom and
accordingly contribute to the most effective so-
cio-cultural development.

3. The General Will in Hessen’s
Conception of Social Law

Replying to Gurvitch, Hessen (1932, p. 430)
writes that he cannot follow his path in ground-
ing social law: “Gurvitch’s definition of the
state is not only wrong, but it is meaningless
and does not meet the requirements Gurvitch
would have to present to a definite state.” Un-
like Gurvitch, Hessen did not consider the state
to be just one of a multitude of social institu-
tions. Like Rousseau,'” Hessen justifies the state
as an institution that forms and preserves the
social Whole. Following Rousseau, Hessen
(1999, p. 388, 394) also links the formation of
the social Whole with the general will.

In his series of articles “The Problem of
Rule-of-Law Socialism (the Evolution of Lib-
eralism)” (1924-1927)'® Hessen discussed the
problem of law awareness in European political
philosophy, proposing a view of the evolution
of socialist doctrines as a growing awareness of

17" Cf. Rousseau (2002, p. 164): “Each of us puts in com-
mon his person and all his power under the supreme
direction of the general will; and in return each mem-
ber becomes an indivisible part of the whole” and
Hessen (1999, p. 393): “The state [...] has always repre-
sented the combined and common interest of the whole
society.”

8 This series of articles has been reworked for a sep-
arate publication under the title “Rule-of-Law Society
and Socialism” (cf. Hessen, 1999). However, all the ide-
as of this work had already been published in “Sovre-
menniye zapiski”. Elsewhere I will cite the omnibus 1999
publication.
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B nmxsie craren «[TpobGriema mpaBoBoro corya-
nm3Ma (3Bostrorns ubeparnmsma)» (Ieccen, 1924 —
1927)" T'eccen obcy»xmai mpodreMy ITPaBOIIOHV-
MaHMsI B eBPOIIeVICKOV TMOIUTUYecKon dusioco-
v v TTpeIIoKMII paccMaTpUBaTh SBOJTIOLIVIO CO-
HVaJIMCTUYeCKMX YUeHM KaK IOCTelleHHOe 0CO3-
HaHVe 3Ha4MMOCTU IIpaBa B (popMUpoBaHUU 00-
II[ecTBa 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, B KYJIBTYPHOM pa3BU-
tvn (cM.: 3arupHsk, 2017). ChopmynnpoBaHHYIO
I'eccenom (cm.: Teccen, 1932, c. 424) nuanekTuKy
PasBUTHS IIPaBOIIOHVIMAHVISI MOXKHO ITPEICTaBUTh
CJIeTyIOIIIM 0Opa3oM:

JInGeparmism (Teswic)
CormmarmsM (aHTUTe3NC)

CormaipHOE TIpaBo (CHHTE3)

J171s1 KaXKAovt CTaIvv pa3BUTHS ITpaBa aKTyalb-
HO COOTBETCTBYIOITlee 0OOCHOBaHVE OOIIENT BOJINL.
Ha cragum nmbepanmsma TocyIapcTBO — 3TO
«IIaCCVBHBIV 3PUTEIIb BOVIHBI BCEX IIPOTUB BCEX»
(Teccen, 19996, c. 181), KOTOpBII HE 3aHMMAETCH
BOIIPOCAMM COIMAJIbHON IO TUKM. OOIas Boss
B TaKOM TOCyZapcTBe OCHOBaHa Ha IIPMOpUTETe
CBOOOIBI KaXXIOr0 MHAVBI/IA IIepe]], paBeHCTBOM;
IIPOTMBOOOPCTBO MHOXECTBA VHIVBVIOB COCTaB-
ngeT obrryo Bosto. HampoTus, B cotmanisme co-
LVaJIbHAsT POJIb TOCYIApCTBa M30BITOYHA: CTPEM-
JIeHVie YPaBHATh BO3MOKHOCTY COITMAJTBHOV CaMO-
aKTyaJIM3alyV Tpak/IaH IPUBOANT K Ype3MepPHO
permaMeHTa CBOOOABI M IIpeBparaer oOIe-
CTBO B «Kasapmy» (Tam xe, c. 296—297). A obmras
BOJIS TIPEJICTaBIIsIeT COOOV TOCyJapCTBEHHYIO pe-
aIM3allyio IIPUHIINIIA paBeHCTBa B YIIepO IIpuH-
LVITy CBOOOIBI JIMYHOCTVL: VIMEHHO OOIIasi BOJIS
MO3BOJISIET JOCTUIAaTh COLIVIAJIBHOIO €IMHCTBA.

Pearm3arinst yueHMs O COLVIaIIBHOM ITpaBe JaeT
BO3MOXXHOCTb HavUTY4IIIVIM, IT0 MHeHUIO [ecceHa,
o0pa3oM codeTaTh VHOVBUAYaIBHYIO CBOOOIY

B DrOoT 1MKII cTaTent ObUT IepepaboTaH /IS OTHEIBHOTO
V3IaHMs Hof HasBaHueM «[IpaBoBoe rocymapcTBo 11 COIy-
am3M» (I'eccen, 19996). Ho Bce mmem atont pabots! 'eccer
MIpeyIOoXKWII ellle Ha cTpaHmIiax «CoBpeMeHHBIX 3aIIVICOK».
Hartee 51 Oymy ccpUIaThCA Ha efiHOe m3gaHve 1999 .

the significance of law in forming society and
hence in cultural development (cf. Zagirnyak,
2017). Hessen’s dialectic of the development of
law awareness can be presented in the follow-
ing way (cf. Hessen, 1932, p. 424):

Liberalism (thesis)
Socialism (antithesis)

Social law (synthesis)

Each stage in the development of law is
matched by a corresponding grounding of the
general will. At the liberal stage the state is a
“passive spectator of the war of all against all”
(Hessen, 1999, p. 181) and is not involved in
social policy issues. In such a state the general
will is based on the priority of the freedom of
the individual over equality; the contest among
a multitude of individuals constitutes the gen-
eral will. By contrast, under socialism the social
role of the state is excessive: the wish to level
the opportunities for social self-actualisation of
citizens results in excessive regulation of free-
dom turning society into a “military barrack”
(Hessen, 1999, pp. 296-297). The general will is
state implementation of the principle of equal-
ity at the expense of the principle of personal
freedom: it is the general will that makes it pos-
sible to achieve social unity.

In Hessen’s opinion, the implementation
of the doctrine of social law ensures the best
combination of individual freedom and so-
cial equality.”” The law-making function pass-
es from the state to the social institutions and
communities which produce legal orders and in
their totality form society (cf. Zagirnyak, 2018;
2019). Each legal order offers physical persons

% This chimes with Lossky’s observation (1951, p. 322)
to the effect that Hessen’s conception of social law com-
bines “the valuable aspects of the individualistic struc-
ture of society with the valuable aspects of the socialist
ideal.”
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" colyaibHOe paBeHCTBOY. DYHKIIMS Cco3maHMs
IIpaBa IepexoguT OT TOCyJapCTBa K COLMaIbHbIM
VHCTUTYTaM 1 OOIITHOCTSIM, KOTOPbIe ITPOAYIIVIPY-
IOT IIPaBOIIOPSIKY M1 B CBOEVI COBOKYITHOCTM 0Opa-
3y1oT obmrectso (cm.: 3armpHsk, 2018, 2019). Kax-
IIBIVI ITPABOIIOPSIIOK IIperijiaraeT or3aecKyM JIv-
IIaM IIPVHSATH pPerjlaMeHT COLVIAJIBHBIX B3aVIMO-
TIEVICTBIIVL, CYJISL VIM B3aMeH IIOCPeIHIYECTBO B pe-
ayM3alnm OIperiesieHHbIX MHTepecoB. VIHImBuL
Ke, VICITOJTHSISL ITpaByjIa COIMAIbHOM OOIITHOCTY /
COILVIAJIBHOTO MHCTUTYTA, CTPEMUTCS aKTyasIV3V-
POBaThCS B OIIperiesIeHHOV cdepe e TeTbHOCT U
BBICTPOVTB COLIVIaJIbHBIE B3aVIMOZIEVICTBIS.

Teccen He HaxXOOWT OCHOBAHWII [JIS TOT'O, UTOOBI
pasHble IIpaBOIIOPSAKM camu 110 cebe 1mpeobpaso-
BaJIVICh B COLIMAJILHOE eIMHCTBO, II03BOJIUB KaXKIIO-
MY YeJIOBEKY COOTHOCUTE CBOe TBOPUECTBO C Pa3BU-
THeM KyJIBTYpBI B 1iesiom. TlosTomy Momerts coriu-
aJIBHOTO pa3BUTH ['ypBirida OH Iojiaraer ommvood-
Hov (Teccen, 1932, c. 429—430)". JIraHOCTY IEHTH-
PUIMPYIOT cebs B KayecTBe YUaCTHMKOB 3TUX CO-
LIVIOKYJIBTY PHBIX MHOXXECTB, a He IIpefiCTaBuTesIen
BCero oOlllecTBa B IeJIOM. BosHMKaeT yrposa pas-
IpoOseHMsT oOIIecTBa ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, KYJIb-
Typbl Ha MHOXXECTBO COLIVIOKYJIBTYPHBIX €IVIHALIL.
T'eccen oTMmeuaeT, uto ['ypBiy He posicHsieT PyHK-
IIVIOHAJIBHOCTB FOCY/IaPCTBa, YeM AVICKPEIUTIIPYeT
COOCTBEHHYIO COIMaIBHYIO CyIepcTpyKTypy (Tam
xe, c. 430). DToT dpakT maet [ecceHy ocHOBaHMS CUM-
TaThb ['ypBUdYa «Ipe3MepHBIM JAHHVKOM» CUHIV-
KaymsMa (Tam >xe). YToObI mpeonoseTs oracHOCTh
CoIMaIbHOTO pasmgpolirenms, lecceH IepeocMbIc-
JIVBaeT HazHaueHVe roCyIapcTBa: OHO JOJDKHO OT-
Ka3aThbCsl OT (PYHKIINY ITPAaBOTBOPYECTBA I B CTATY-
Ce KOOpHAMHATOpa BO3BBICUITECS HaIl BCEMM ITPaBO-
niopsikam (Teccen, 19996, c. 394)'°. Do mo3BonT B
YCIIOBYSIX FOPVIIMYECKOro IUTIOpasI3Ma COXPaHUTD
eIIVIHCTBO KaK OOITecTBa, TaK U KyJIbTYPBbL

14 B cBs3M € 9TUIM COBEPIIEHHO CIIPaBeINBO Halirome-
Hute JTocckoro o ToM, uto ['ecceH B yueHNMM O COLIMAIEHOM
IpaBe coueTaeT IIeHHBbIe acleKThl «MHIMUBUILYaJIiCTIde-
CKOVI CTPYKTYPbI OOIIIeCTBa C LIeHHBIMM acIIeKTaMy COLIV-
anmcTmyeckoro mieasia» (JTocckmit, 2011, c. 426).

5 CriemyeT 3aMeTWUTb, YTO Ha 3Ty OCOOEHHOCTH yUeHVs
I'ypsuua oOparrjaiv BHMMaHMe U OpyTIMe VccilenoBare-
7 ero TBopdYecTBa (cM.: I'epriwios, 2005, c. 72; Jle Todd,
2013, c. 101; Anronos, 2014, c. 66).

16 B 11oIbCKMIT IIEpUOLL CBOero TBopdYecTsa ['ecceH mpo-
TIOJDKAJI paccMaTpMBaTh FOCYHAAPCTBO KaK KOOpAMHATOpa
npasonopsiikos (Hessen, 1939, s. 245).
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a regulation of social interactions, promising
mediation in the exercise of certain interests.
In turn, the individual, in complying with the
rules of a social community/social institution
seeks to fulfil him/herself in a certain sphere of
activity and to build social interactions.

Hessen sees no reason why different legal
orders would transform themselves into so-
cial unity to enable each person to correlate
his/her personal creative work to the develop-
ment of culture as a whole. Therefore he con-
siders Gurvitch’s model of social development
to be erroneous (Hessen, 1932, pp. 429-430).%°
Individuals identify themselves as members of
these socio-cultural sets and not as represen-
tatives of the whole society. This threatens to
fragment society and to fragment culture into
a multitude of socio-cultural entities. Hessen
notes that Gurvitch does not explain the func-
tionality of the state, thereby undermining his
social superstructure (ibid., p. 430). This enables
Hessen to consider Gurvitch to be “an exces-
sive tributary” of syndicalism (ibid., p. 430). To
overcome the danger of social fragmentation
Hessen reinterprets the mission of the state; it
must renounce the function of law-making and
stand above all the legal orders as coordinator
(Hessen, 1999, p. 394)?'. This would preserve
the unity of both society and culture in the con-
text of legal pluralism.

The general will of social law is, according
to Hessen, the result of the coordination of a set
of legal orders. Each legal order only has mea-
ning as a sphere for the actualisation of the in-
dividual who is making his/her contribution to
socio-cultural development (ibid.). Hessen de-

2 This feature of Gurvitch’s conception was noted by
other investigators of his work (cf. Gergilov, 2003, p. 72;
Le Goff, 2013, p. 101; Antonov, 2014, p. 66).

2 During the Polish period of his work Hessen (1939,
p. 245) continued to view the state as coordinator of le-
gal orders.
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OOmrast BOJIS COIMAIIBHOIO IIpaBa — 3TO, CO-
rracHo lecceHy, pe3ysibraT KOOpAMHAIIMY MHO-
JKeCTBa IIPaBONOPSIKOB. KakIpIvt n3 HMX VIMeeT
CMBICJI TOJIBKO Kak cdpepa peanmsaniivi MHIVBY-
1a, KOTOPBIVI OCYIIIECTBIISIET CBOVI BKJIa/I B COLIVIO-
KyneTypHoe passutie (Tam xe). leccen xapaxTe-
PpU3yeT COIMyM, B KOTOPOM IIEVICTBYeT COILalb-
HOe ITpaBo, KaK MHOXXECTBO MHCTUTYTOB ¥ OOITHO-
CTeVl, CO3MAIOIINX COOCTBEHHBIE ITPABOIIOPSIIKIAL.
TocymapcTBO TapMOHM3MPYeT OTHOIIEHWS VH/IV-
BUJIOB ¥ COLMasIbHBIX Tpynil / mHCTUTYTOB (Tam
Xe, c. 395) u popmupyeT 00IIyIO BOITIO, OIaromaps
KOTOpOV olecrieunBaeT eaMHCTBO obmiecTsa (Tam
xe, . 399—400). DM 1 00bsICcHsIeTCS CBEpPX(PYHK-
LIVIOHAJIBHBIVI CTaTyC TOCY[IapCTBa: OHO He IIperl-
JIaraeT cOOCTBEHHBIVI ITPABOIIOPSIIOK J1JIST BEIpake-
HM KaKux-JIMbo PyHKIMI MHAMBUIIA, a TOJIBKO
yIOpsiZIoYMBaeT CyIeCcTBYIOIINe IIPaBOIOPSIKI,
npuBons ux B eauHCTBO (leccen, 1932, c. 431). Ot-
Bedas Ha ympek ['ypsuda B sTatmsme, IecceH mo-
SICHSIET, YTO CBepX(PYHKIIVMIOHAJILHOCTh He O3Ha-
4JaeT BCEKOMIIETeHTHOCTb. CBepxdyHKITVOHAIIb-
HOCTb — 3TO TOJIBKO CTaTyC OpraHM3aIyy, Heoo-
XOIVIMBIN [IJISE OOBeKTUBHOM KoopOvHaImm pas-
HBIX IIPaBOIOPSIIKOBY.

ITosunms T'eccena ocHoBaHa Ha yOexmeHUM,
UTO OOIIECTBO HE MOXET CaMOOPraHM30BaThCS U
AOCTMYb eaynHCTBa. [1o3TOMy B cBOEM ydeHUM O
COIIMAJIPHOM IIpaBe OH IIOIIBITAeTCsl OOOCHOBATH
HeoOXOIMMOCTb TOCYHapcTBa IIJis KOpPpessiumn
u3MIUecKyIX JINII, Pa3sBUTMS COLVIAIBHBIX MHCTV-
TYTOB ¥ OOIITHOCTEVI M COLIVIOKYJIBTYPHOIO pasBu-
TVSI B IIEJIOM.

4. ComnpapHocTh I'ecceHa
u cobopHOCcTh ['ypBrua

W T'ecceny, n I'ypBudy, KaK MbI BUeIV, TIOHHI-
Tye oDILer BOJIM II03BOJISIeT II0Ka3aTh, KaKUM 00-
pasoM MHOXeCTBO WHAMBUIIOB, COXpaHss COO-

7 TecceH IPpUBOAUT IIpUMep ¢ demepaIbHBIM rocyaap-
crBoM: «DeflepalIbHOe TOCYIapCTBO TOXe He “Bce MoXKeT”
0e3 comracys TOCyHapCTB-WIEHOB, a B HEM BCe K€ eCTb
BBICIITIVT OpraH, KOTOPOMY NpPWHAUIeXNUT “IIocieqHee
cs10B0” B cirydae KoHQIMKTOB» (Feccen, 1932, c. 431).
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scribes the society in which social law operates
as a set of institutions and communities which
create their own legal orders. The state harmo-
nises the relationships of individuals and social
groups/institutions (ibid., p. 395) and forms the
general will, thanks to which it ensures society’s
unity (ibid., pp. 399-400). This explains the su-
prafunctional status of the state: it does not of-
fer its own legal order to express any functions
of the individual, it merely arranges the existing
legal orders bringing them into unity (Hessen,
1932, p. 431). Responding to Gurvitch’s charge of
statism, Hessen explains that suprafunctionali-
ty does not mean all-competence. Suprafunctio-
nality is just the status of an organisation neces-
sary for the objective coordination of different
legal orders.*

Hessen’s position is based on the conviction
that society cannot self-organise and achieve
unity. Therefore in his conception of social law
he argues that the state is necessary to correla-
te physical persons, develop social institutions
and communities and promote socio-cultural
development as a whole.

4. Hessen’s Solidarity and Gurvitch’s
Sobornost

As we have seen, the concept of the gener-
al will enables both Hessen and Gurvitch to
show how a multitude of individuals, while
preserving their freedom, become elements of
the social whole in spite of the diverse combi-
nations of legal orders each of them obeys. The
general will makes it possible to form unity
which has its own development goals embod-
ied in cultural content, while at the same time
safeguarding the freedom of the individual. It

2 Hessen (1932,p. 431) cites the federal state as an ex-
ample: “The federal state, too, cannot ‘do what it likes’
without the consent of the constituent states, and yet it
has the supreme body which has “the final say” in the
event of conflicts.”



CTBEHHYIO CBOOOMY, ITpeBpalllaeTcsi B 3JIeMEeHTHI
COIIMAJIBHOTO 11eJI0r0, HECMOTps Ha pasjIvMdHbIe
KOMOMHAIINUM TPaBOIOPSAIKOB, KOTOPBIM KaKIbIV
n3 Hux nogumHsercs. OOmnas BOJIsS ITO3BOJISET
dopMupoBaTh €AMHCTBO, 00JIajiaIee cOOCTBEH-
HBIMM LIeJIAMY Pa3BUTISI, KOTOPbIe BOIUIOIIAIOTCS
B KYJIBTYPHOM COfiep>KaHWM, M PV 3TOM COXpa-
HSTB CBOOOIY OTHEJIBHOrO uesioBeKa. VIMeHHO 00-
jasl BOJIs, 110 MHeHMIo oboux dutocodos, ciry-
KUT pean3aliyi MIey CIpaBelIBOCTY, JIeXa-
IeTl B OCHOBe peHOMeHa COLIMaIbHOTO eIMHCTBA.
OpHako pasHOe MOHMMaHMe MMM CTaTyca Iocy-
IapCTBa, YTO MPOSBWIIOCH B TIOJIEMIKe Ha CTPaHU-
11ax «CoBpeMeHHBIX 3aIlVICOK», OOYCJIOBJIVBaeT U
IPUHLMIINAIBHO pa3Hble TPaKTOBKY TeXHOIOI MM
COILMaJIPHOTO eIMHEeHs, KOTOpble HaIlUIV BbIpa-
JKeHVe B IOHATUSIX coaudapHocmu 'y eccena u co-
boprocmu y I'ypeuya.

['ypBud cumTay, 4TO CoIMajIbHOE IIpaBo, W3-
0aBMB OOIIECTBO OT MOHOIIOJINM TOCYHapCcTBa Ha
IIPaBOTBOPYECTBO, CO3[1aJI0 YCIJIOBYSL I COUUAND-
nott unmeepayuu (I'ypsuya, 2004, c. 55). O6mmm nH-
Tepec KaK OCYIIIeCTBJIeHMe eIVIHCTBa BO MHOXe-
CTBEHHOCTM, WJIV «KOHKPETHOIO BCeeIHCTBa»
(Tam xe, c. 77), popMupyeTcs B Irpoliecce B3anMo-
TIEeVICTBUSL COLIMAJIBHBIX MHCTUTYTOB W COILMAJIb-
HBIX OOITHOCTEVI KaK «pa3AutHblX npaBobsix nopso-
K08, komopvie B3aumooepanuuubatom opye opyea 6
cBoetl camocmoamesvHOCMU U HA paBHbLX compyo-
Huuawom mexoy coboi...» (Tam xe, c. 54) s 06o-
3Ha4YeHMs 3TOro Iporiecca ['ypBid BBOOUT ITOHS-
TV UHOpOUHAYUY, TIOHMMaeMoe KaK MHTerparys
coIMaJIbHOro 271eMeHTa B Llerioe, KoTopoe He OT-
HOCUTCSI K CBOMIM 3JIeMeHTaM KaK K CTaTMYHBIM
0e3BOJILHBIM COCTABJILIOIINMM, HO oborarraeT coo-
CTBEHHOe cofiepKaHMe 3a CUeT TOTrO, UTO KaKIbIN
VHOVBY, (37IeMEeHT) ITpOsIBIIgeT CBOOOMLY B TBOP-
yecTBe. B TakoM cilyuyae MHTerpupoBaHHBIe 3JTe-
MeHTHI Llestoro mpercTapiIsioT coOOM eIrHCTBO,
a He MHOXECTBO IPOTVMBOIIOCTABJIEHHBIX Pa3po3-
HeHHBIX cyObekToB (Tam xe). B cBsa3m ¢ atum I'yp-
BIY 3aMedaeT: «[ IpyHImI cBOOOIBI peltaeT IIpo-
Gr11emy 00 oTHomeHVV MeXay LlersiM 1 KaXKIIbIM

M. Yu. Zagirnyak

is the general will, according to both philoso-
phers, that serves to implement the idea of
justice that underpins social unity. However,
their different interpretations of the status of
the state, as manifested in their polemic in the
pages of “Sovremenniye zapiski”, lead to funda-
mentally different interpretations of the tech-
nology of social unity which are expressed in
the concepts of solidarity (Hessen) and sobornost
(Gurvitch).

Gurvitch (1932, p. 15) maintained that social
law, by ridding society of the state’s monopoly
of law-making, created conditions for social in-
tegration. General interest as the manifestation
of unity in plurality or “concrete unity-of-all”*
(ibid., p. 42), is formed in the process of inter-
action of social institutions and social commu-
nities as “different legal orders which mutually
restrict one another in their independence and co-
operate among themselves as equals [...]”* (ibid.,
p- 14). To denote this process Gurvitch intro-
duces the term inordination which means inte-
gration of a social element into the Whole. This
does not relate to its elements as static and will-
less components, but enriches its own content
through each individual (element) expressing
his/her freedom in creativity. In this case, in-
tegrated elements of the Whole are a unity and
not a collection of disparate subjects (ibid.). In
this regard Gurvitch (1927, p. 337) notes: “The
principle of freedom solves the problem of the
relationship between the Whole and each indi-
vidual co-member. It establishes what the dis-
tinctiveness of the co-member should consist in
and outside of which the latter risks losing his/
her personality.” Therefore general interest is
not a static instrument but an ongoing process
of correlation of individual freedom and the de-
velopment of culture.

B “un 'universel concret’.”

% Cf. “[...] différents ordres juridiques se limitant récipro-
quement dans leur indépendance et collaborant sur un pied
d’égalité [...].”
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oTHeIbHBIM cowsleHoM. OH ycTaHaB/IVBaeT, B 4eM
JIOJDKHA 3aKJII0YaThCSl OTAEIBPHOCTh COUJIeHa, BHE
KOTOPOVI 3TOT HOCJIEAHUII PUCKYET HOTEPSTH JINY-
HocTh» (I'ypsua, 1927, c. 337). ITlostomy obmmi
VHTepec — 3TO He CTaTMYeCKWUV MHCTPYMEeHT, a
ITIOCTOSTHHBIVI IIPOIIeCC KOPPeJIsSINi CBOOOIBI MH-
AVIBUA W Pa3sBUTUA KYJIbTYPBbIL.

@opmupoBaHMe 00IIero MHTepeca — 3TO MH-
AMKATOp COLMAJIBHOTO eIVHeHMs, WleaIbHbIM
BOILJIOIIIEHVIEeM KOTOPOTO SBJISieTCsl c000pHOe eV IH-
crBo (I'ypsuy, 1929, c. 514). CobopHOCTb Kak Mexa-
HU3M popMIUpoBaHYsS OObEIVIHEHUT JIIOEV! CITy-
JKUT OCHOBOVI BO3HVMKHOBEHUS M MiepapXMUeCKO
CTPYKTY pU3aLniyi HOpMaTMBHBIX pakToB (I'ypBriy,
2004, c. 55, 60—61). I'ypBuu cumTaeT, YTO MHCTUTY-
TBI ¥ OOITHOCTM 00pa3yIoT Mepapxuio, ¥ HOpMa-
TVBHBIE (PaKTBI OTHAEIIBHBIX COOOIIIECTB ¥ OpraHu-
3alMy KOPPeJIMpYIOT KaK COCTaBJIAIOIIVe MeHee
CIIelMasIM3VPOBaHHBIX MHCTUTYTOB 1 OOIITHOCTET
(I'ypsuy, 2004, c. 79). Vlepapxwmsi coobltiecTs MO
4yIHeHa JIOTVIKe TeOpu MHOXKeCTB: MeHee CIIeliia-
JIV3VIpOBaHHbBle HOPMAaTVBHBIE (PAKTHI BKJIIOYAIOT
B CBOVI cOCTaB OoJtee crieriamsupoBaHHEe. V1 co-
LaIbHOE IIPaBo IIpefiCTaBIsieT COOOM OTKPBITYIO
CHCTeMY, B KOTOPOVI HOpMaTVBHbIe PaKTbI IIOSB-
JISIFOTCS VI MICUe3at0T, CTAHOBATCS OoJlee VI MeHee
CIIeI a3 POBaHHBIMIL.

briaromapst cBoeMy moHsSTHIO coOopHOCTI ['yp-
B4 OOOCHOBBIBaeT, I0YeMy HOpMaTVBHBIe (PaKThl
CHUCTEMAaTM3VUPYIOTCS M YIIOPSIOYMBAIOTCS B eIV-
Hoe corfrasibHoe 11e510e. CoOOpHOCTh — 3TO yCIIO-
Blie KOPPeJISInY Y KOHCOIVIAIINY ITPaBOIIOPSI-
KOB, KOTOpOe He I103B0JIsIeT BO3HMKHYTh ITPOTVBO-
peuraM MeXJly HUMU U, KaK CJIe[ICTBIe, ITofaep-
KMBaeT coruaiibHoe enmHcTBO. CobopHOCTH —
pe3ysIbTaT caMOoOopraHmu3auy counyMa. Burmaak
II0 3TOMY IIOBOAY CIpaBe[lJIBO 3aMeyaeT, 4To
['ypBIY MBICIIUT TOCYyIAPCTBO B 00pase «coOOOpHOT
vgHOCTM» (Bumask, 1925, c. 526).

I'eccen, B omymmume ot ['ypsuya, He cunTasi, 4To
JII000VI TIpeliefIeHT B3aMIMOIEVICTBIS COLIVAIbHBIX
CyOBbeKTOB IpesICTaBIIgeT co0o (PaKT COIVaIBHO-
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The formation of the general interest is an
indicator of social unity of which sobornost is
an ideal embodiment (Gurvitch, 1929, p. 514).
Sobornost” as a mechanism of forming associ-
ations of people is the basis of the emergence
and hierarchic structuring of normative facts
(Gurvitch, 1932, pp. 15-16, 22-23). Gurvitch be-
lieves that institutions and communities form
a hierarchy, and normative facts of individ-
ual communities and organisations correlate
as components of less specialised institutions
and communities (ibid., p. 43). The hierarchy
of communities is governed by the logic of the
theory of sets: less specialised normative facts
include more specialised normative facts. Social
law is an open system in which normative facts
appear and disappear, become more or less
specialised.

Gurvitch uses the concept of sobornost to ex-
plain why normative facts are systematised and
ordered in a single social whole. Sobornost is
the condition of correlation and consolidation
of legal orders which prevents contradictions
between them and preserves social unity. So-
bornost is the result of the self-organisation of
society. Vishniak rightly notes in this connec-
tion that Gurvitch thinks of the state as a sobor-
nost personality” (Vishniak, 1925, p. 526).

Hessen, unlike Gurvitch, does not think that
any precedent of interaction between social
subjects is a fact of social law. Only an associa-
tion of persons expressly organised to achieve a
certain goal acquires legal status (Hessen, 1999,
pp. 402-403).

Hessen brings out two levels of social being;:
1) “the plane of communication” and 2) “the
organised plane”. It is only at the second lev-
el (“the organised plane”) that social interac-
tions are regulated by social law. Hessen sees
the level of organisation as the criterion of the
hierarchy of legal orders from 1) in-depth,

% In his French texts, Gurwitch expresses the concept
“sobornost” with the term “sociability”. See the defini-
tion of sociability in Gurvitch (1932, pp. 141-142).



ro rrpaBa. [ IpaBoBbIM CTaHOBUTCS TOJIBKO €IMHCTBO
JINII, CITeIIMaIbHO OpraHM30BaHHOE IS IOCTVIKe-
Hs Kakov-inoo 1ierm (T'eccer, 19996, c. 402—403).
T'eccen BbIzIeIISIeT /1B Y POBHS COLIMAJIBHOTO OBI-
T 1) «IUIOCKOCTB OOIIeHMs» U 2) «OpraHM30BaH-
HYIO IUIOCKOCTE». TOJIBKO Ha BTOPOM yPOBHE («Op-
raHM30BaHHAas IUIOCKOCTb») COLIMAJIbHbIE B3aMO-
JeVICTBUS perjlaMeHTVPOBaHbI COIMaIbHBIM ITpa-
BoM. [Iprtuem ypoBeHb opranmsarium ['ecceH mper-
CTaBJISIeT KaK KPUTEPUTI [IJISL ViepapXVy IIPaBOIIO-
pankos or (1) m1yOuHHEBEIX, HedopMaIM3yeMbIX
OCHOB >XVM3HU 4epe3 (2) «CIIou COIMaIbHOM Oopra-
HM3aLIMV», TIPaBOIOPSIKY KOTOPBIX OT/IMYAIOTCS
BCEOOIITHOCTBIO VI CTEIIEHBIO IIPUHYANUTEIIBHOCTH,
BCJIEICTBME 4Yero IepexodsaT Opyr B 1pyra, K (3)
BepIIHEe COILVAJIBHOV ViepapXui — TOCYHAapCTBY
(Tam xe, c. 406), KoTOpOe «BOMpaeT B cebst PyHK-
IIVIOHAJIBHYIO aKTMBHOCTH OOIIIeCTBa, CryIas ee B
npaBoBbIx HopMax» (Tam xe, c. 407).
IOpvnygeckmyt TUTIOpanM3M, CyIIeCTBYIOMINI
B paMKax rocyfapcTsa Kak KOOpIVHWUPYIOIIel Op-
raHM3aINy, O03BOJIsIeT, 110 MHeHMIO [ecceHa, mc-
MPaBUTh OMIMOKY B IIOHVIMaHM OOIIIeVt BOJIM KaK
KoHcTaHTHI (Tam xe, c. 200—201). O6mias Botst —
3TO npoyecc popMmUpoBaHNs €IVHCTBa, TpeOyro-
Y KOPPEJISIUY MHOXEeCTBa IIPaBOIOPSIIKOB,
4TOOBI OHV He BCTYIaJIV B KOH(IIMKT APYT C Ipy-
roM. JocymapcTBo sxe oOecrreunBaeT «CcBepXyHK-
IIVIOHaJIbHOE e[IMHCTBO (PYHKITMOHAJIEHO pacyJle-
HeHHoro obmiectBa» (Tam xe, c. 408). CeepxdyHK-
LVOHAJIBPHOCTh O3HAYaeT CIeNVaJbHY0 QyHK-
ILIVIIO TOCYIapCTBa B CO3IaHMM COIMAIbHOTO eJIVH-
crBa (Teccen, 1932, c. 431). IocymapcTBo Kak dop-
MaJIbHBIVI THCTPYMEHT (pOpMUpYeT OOIIIYIO BOJIIO,
Oraromapsi KOTOpOV KaK/IbIVI YeJIOBEK COXpaHS-
€T IIPVHAJIEKHOCTh K PasHBIM IIPaBONOPSIKaAM
(Teccen, 19996, c. 379)® u pu 3TOM IIPOHOIDKAET
VIEeHTUPUIPOBaTh cebs KaK ydYacTHWMKA BCEro
o0IIecTBa ¥ COy4acTHMKA KyJIBTYPHOTIO ComepKa-

8 TlomsiTne «cobopHOCTE» ['ypBUY B CBOMX PpaHILy3CKIX
TeKCTax IepejiaeT CJIOBOM «coInabetbHOCTE». Onpererte-
Hue conmabenpHOCTM cM., Hamp.: (I'ypsuug, 2004, c. 166;
Gurvitch, 1972, p. 141 —142).
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non-formalisable foundations of life through
2) “levels of social organisation” whose legal
orders differ in universality and degree of co-
ercion and therefore shade into one another, to
3) the apex of social hierarchy, the state (ibid.,
p- 406), which “subsumes the functional activ-
ity of society concentrating it in legal norms
[...]” (ibid., p. 407).

Hessen believes that legal pluralism which
exists within the state as a coordinating organ-
isation makes it possible to rectify errors in
understanding the general will as a constant
(ibid., pp. 200-201). The general will is the pro-
cess of the formation of unity that calls for cor-
relation of a set of legal orders to prevent them
from coming into conflict with one another.
The state for its part ensures “suprafunctinal
unity of functionally divided society” (ibid.,
p. 408). Suprafunctionality refers to the spe-
cial function of the state in creating social uni-
ty (Hessen, 1932, p. 431). The state as a formal
instrument forms the general will thanks to
which every person retains affiliation with dif-
ferent legal orders (Hessen, 1999, p. 379)* while
still identifying himself/herself as a member of
the whole society and co-participant in cultur-
al content. Thus the state does not restrict the
freedom of will but creates conditions for the
individual’s identification as a member of the
whole society. Therefore, in Hessen’s opinion,
the state plays the key role in social unity even
when it loses the status of the sole source of law
(Hessen, 1932, p. 430). Maxim Vorobiev (2017,
p. 79) rightly points out that “in determining
the distance between ‘the general will” and the
state Hessen charges the state with the task of
creating a situation in which an active dialogue
between the individual and society is possible
[...].” Only in this situation can an individual

% Cf.”[...] today the personality belongs simultaneous-
ly [...] to various social wholes (‘unions’) which overlap
among themselves and criss-cross in the personality of
one person without belonging entirely to any of them”
(Hessen, 1999, p. 369).
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Hus. TocymapcTBo TeM caMbIM He OrpaHWYVBaeT
cBoOOITy BOJIV, HO CO3aeT YCIIOBMS AJIsl VAEHTU-
dukarm MHAVBMIA KaK YYacTHIMKA BCero olre-
crBa. ITosTomy, mo mueHuio I'ecceHa, B coryaib-
HOM eIVHEHWVI TOCYJapCTBO MI'PaeT OIIpeerIsio-
IITYIO POJIb, JIaKe yTPATVB CTaTyC eIVHCTBEHHOIO
cosmparests npasa (Ieccen, 1932, c. 430). M.B. Bo-
poOBeB CIipaBeyINBO 3aMedaeT, UTo, «OIIpeIesIss
AVCTaHLMIO MexXay “oOrert Bosiert” M rocymap-
cTBOM, lecceH cTaBUT 3amady Iieper MOCIIETHVIM
CO3MIaHMS CUTyallUV, HIPWU KOTOPOV BO3MOXKEH
aKTVBHBIVI IMaJIOr MEXIy JIMYHOCTBIO M OOIe-
cTBOM» (Bopobbes, 2017, c. 79). ToirbKo B TaKOM CITy-
Yae OTHeJILHBIV UYeJIOBEK MOXXET OCMBICIIITH CBOIO
KV3Hb B KOHTEKCTe pa3BUTMS OOIlecTBa 1 KyJIb-
TYPBI 1, KaK CJIeICTBIE, CPOPMIUPOBATH MIPOBO3-
3peHue, TO ecTh, 0 [ecceny, cBsi3aTh JIMYHOE OBI-
Te ¢ ObrTrieM mupa (Feccen, 1935, c. 320)”. bes ro-
cyHapcTBa OOIIeCTBO pacchIIIaeTcsl Ha MHOXECTBO
CaMOCTOSITEJIBHBIX COLIVIAJIBHBIX OOpa3oBaHW, U
VIHVIBYZ, He TI0JTy4YaeT BO3MOXXHOCTY MAeHTdU-
LIMpoBaTh ceds co BceM 00I1IeCTBOM.

st 00o3HaueHMsT MOOEsIVI COLMAIHOIO €/IV-
HeHVs [ecceH mpeiaraeT MCII0Ib30BaTh IIOHSITIIE
COAUOAPHOCIU — <«TIOJIOKUTEIIBHOV B3aVIMO3aB-
CVIMOCTV MH/IVIBUIIOB U MIX B3anmMomeicTus» (I'ec-
cen, 2012, c. 81). CoboprocTk Teccen cunraer He-
YIIAYHBIM IIOHSTVEM IIJIS XapaKTePVCTUKV STOV
MoyenV, IIpr3HaBasi, YTO OHO BBIOPAHO B yUEHUN
I'ypBwda 11y1s TOro, YT00BI aKIIEHTVPOBATh BHVIMA-
HVIe Ha PaBHOBECVIV MH/IVIBY/IA V1 LIeJIOTO B BBICITIEM
cuHTe3e (Teccen, 1932, c. 428). Ha Mot B3Iz, caM
T'ecceH He 1ICTIOIB30BAJT MTOHATVIE COOOPHOCTY ITO-
TOMY, 4TO B yueHUM ['ypBrda OHO TI0/Ipa3yMeBajio
IIpOIIecC cCaMOOpraHm3aIiy o0IIecTBa, B BO3MOX-
HocTb KoTopon leccen He Bepwl [Ima BeIpake-
HVSL YKa3aHHOTO BBIIIe PaBHOBECHS, JOCTUTaeMO-
ro Oyaromapsi rocynapcTsy, lecceH B moroHeHme
K TIOHSITVIO COJIVIJAPHOCTY IIpefijIaral MCIIOIb30-

19 C. HItobpbIa obpaTiit BHMMaHMe Ha TO, 4TO [ecceH
paccMaTpuBaI BOJIIO YesToBeKa KaK ITOTEHITMATbHYIO BO3-
MOXKHOCTH IIOCTyIIaThb CBOOOIHO, TO €CThb y4acTBOBAaTh B
HopMoOTBOpYecTBe (Sztobryn, 1983, s. 203 —204).
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understand his/her life in the context of the de-
velopment of society and culture and thus form
a world view, i.e., according to Hessen (1935a,
p- 320), link one’s personal being with the being
of the world.”” Without the state society breaks
up into a multitude of independent social en-
tities and the individual is unable to identify
him/herself with the whole society.

Hessen proposes the concept of solidarity —
“positive interdependence of individuals and
their interaction” (Hessen, 2012, p. 81) — to
refer to the model of social unity. He does not
consider sobornost to be a felicitous term to de-
note this model. Hessen admits that Gurvitch
chose the term to draw attention to the balance
between the individual and the Whole in the
higher synthesis (Hessen, 1932, p. 428). In my
opinion, Hessen himself did not use the term
sobornost because in Gurvitch’s conception it
implied the process of self-organisation of so-
ciety, something Hessen did not believe in. To
refer to the above-mentioned balance achieved
through the state Hessen proposed, in addition
to the concept of solidarity, the term integra-
tion?, which he defined as “dialectical synthe-
sis of the principles of unity and plurality.”
(Hessen, 1935b, p. 372).

¥ Stawomir Sztobryn (1983, pp. 203-204) drew atten-
tion to the fact that Hessen considered human will to
be a potential opportunity to act freely, i.e. take part in
norm setting.

% Without naming the addressee of his critique
Gurvitch probably refers to these reflections of Hessen
when he writes: “It is impossible to understand the
meaning of the process of integration without bearing
in mind that if it is not to be reducible to the sum of its
members social being does not need to impose itself on
them like an exterior object, like an immovable entity,
a transcendent and higher unity” (Cf. “On ne peut saisir
le sens du procédé d'intégration que si on se rend compte que
I'étre social, pour s’affirmer comme irréductible a la somme
de ses members, n’a pas besoin de se superposer a eux comme
un objet extérieur, comme une entité immuable, comme une
unité transcendante et supérieure [...]” (Gurvitch, 1932,
p- 17). It has to be noted that Gurvitch did not juxtapose
the terms sobornost and solidarity believing them to be
synonymous. Cf. “Sobornost unity leads to organic, sol-
idary equality of all its co-members within a Whole”
(Gurvitch, 1927, p. 331).



BaThb OHATVE VMHTErparmm>’, KOTOpoe OIIperesIsI
KaK «IMaJIeKTUYecKMIl CMHTe3 HadaJl eMHCTBA U
MHOXecTBeHHOCTI» (I'eccen, 19350, c. 372).

BriBoabl

Onupasch Ha HEOKaHTMAHCKYIO aKCHOJIOTHIO,
T'eccen 1 I'ypBuu B cBOMX CoOIMaIbHO-PVIIOCOd-
CKMX YyYeHMsIX OOOCHOBBIBAIOT CBOOOIY WH/IVIBU-
Jla KaK IJIaBHOe YCJIOBMEe KYJIBTYPHOTO M OOIlle-
CTBEHHOTO PasBUTMA. DTO YCJIOBUE fejlaeT IIpo-
OrieMy KoppeyIsiumy MHOVBUOA M OOIlecTsa, MH-
IOVBUIA ¥ KYJIBTYPBI KITIOYEBBIM BOIIPOCOM COLIV-
OKYJIBTYpHOrO passutus. Oba dprsocoda vckaim
TaKyIo (popMyJIy COLIMAIBHOIO PasBUTH, KOTOpas
1103BOJIMIIa OBl KaXKZIOMY MHAMBUAY Oe3 orpaHm-
YeHUTI pealn30BaTh CBOOOILY BOJIM I COXPaHWUTH
caMOMIIeHTUUKAIINIO B KayecTBe yYacTHMKA CO-
LIaJIBHON 11€JIOCTHOCTY VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, COY-
4JacTHVKa (POpPMMPOBAHNIS KYJIBTYPHOTO CofepKa-
Hus. VIMeHHO B ITovickax Takom ¢popmysiel Ieccer
v I'ypBUd BBICTpOWIIVI CBOVI YYEeHMS O COLIMIaIbHOM
rpase. B aTux yueHMsIX OHM IlepecMOTpeIy IPVH-
LIUIIBI peayin3alyi CIIPaBeJINBOCTI — aJIfOPUT-
MBI CO3[IaHMs IIPaBOIIOPSIIKOB 1 (popMUpOBaHMS
COIIMAJIBHOTO eMHCTBA, a TaKKe IIPeyIoKMIIV HO-
BBIVI CITOCOO TFapMOHM3allUV COIMAJIBHOTO ITOPSI-
Ka M JINYHOV cBOOOMBL. Pertierne aTovt 3agaunt du-
710COBI CBsI3aJIVI C HOBOVI POJIBIO TocyIapcTBa. Vx
rojieMuKa O MOJIeJISIX COITVMOKYJIBTYPHOIO pasBu-
TSl TIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO OHM I10-Pa3sHOMY TPaKTYIOT
POJIb TOCy/IapCTBa B COLIMOKYJIBTY PHOM IIpoliecce.

Teccen mpenyiaraeT Mofeslb COIIMYMa, B KOTO-
POV TOCYyIapCTBO UTPaeT OIIpeesIsIoNnlyIo posib B
IIpoliecce colyaabHOro eauHeHus. OHO mocper-

? He HaspIBas afgpecata KpUTHKY, ['ypBUY MMeeT B BUILY,
HO-BVIVIMOMY, IMEHHO 3TV pa3MbIluleHns ['eccena, Kor-
Jla IIMIIeT, YTO «HEeBO3MOXXHO IOHATH CMBICII IIpoliecca
VMHTerpanuy, He YYUTbIBas, 9TO I TOTO, YTOOBI OBITH
He CBOJIMIMBIM K CyMMe CBOMX WIEHOB, colliajibHOe ObITre
BOBCE He [I0JDKHO 3aHVMMAaTh [IOJIOKEeHVIe BHEIITHeIO Vi BbI-
IIIECTOSIIIErO 110 OTHOIIIEHMIO K CBOMM WIieHaM OOBbeKTa,
He JIOJDKHO OBITH HEITOIBVDKHOV CYIIIHOCTBIO, TPAHCIIEeH-
JIeHTHBIM ¥ BBICIIMM efuHCcTBOM» (I'ypsuuy, 2004, c. 56).
Cienyer 3ameTuTh, uTO I'ypBUY He IIPOTMBOIOCTABIII
TEPMUHBI COOOPHOCTb ¥ COJIMIAPHOCTH, IIOjIaras, 49To
oHM cHOHMMMUIHEL CM.: «CoBopHOe equHCTBO TTPUBO-
JIUT K OpraHM4ecKOMy, COJIMJapHOMY PaBeHCTBY BCex
cowIieHoB B Liesiom» (I'ypsiy, 1927, c. 331).
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Conclusions

Proceeding from Neo-Kantian axiology
Hessen and Gurvitch in their socio-philosoph-
ical doctrines consider individual freedom to
be the main condition of cultural and social
development. This condition makes the prob-
lem of the correlation of the individual and
society, the individual and culture central for
socio-cultural development. Both philoso-
phers sought a formula of social development
that would enable each individual to exercise
freedom of the will and to preserve self-iden-
tification as a member of a social entity and ac-
cordingly a co-participant in the formation of
cultural content. It is in quest of such a formu-
la that Hessen and Gurvitch structured their
conceptions of social law. These conceptions
revise the principles of implementation of jus-
tice — the algorithms of creating legal orders
and forming social unity — and propose a new
way of harmonising social order and personal
freedom. The philosophers linked the solution
of these tasks with the new role of the state.
Their polemic about the models of socio-cul-
tural development highlight their different
interpretations of the role of the state in the so-
cio-cultural process.

Hessen proposes a model of society in which
the state plays the key role in the process of so-
cial unity. It uses law to form a unity of people,
communities and institutions. In Hessen’s con-
ception the term solidarity denotes the process
of the creation of a social whole as the sphere of
legality without which society would break up
into a multitude of social entities.

Gurvitch believed that social unity could be
achieved precisely if the state or any other so-
cial entity did not try to coordinate legal orders
but rather took part in forming law along with
other social institutions and communities. The
diversity of social legal orders would structure
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CTBOM ITpaBa (POpPMUpPYeT eIMHCTBO W3 JIIOEV,
olIHOCTEN I MHCTUTYTOB. B yueHvn leccena Tep-
MIHOM COAUOapHOCHb 0DO3HAYAeTCS ITPOIIeCcC CO3-
JaHWs COLVAJIBHOM 11eJIOCTHOCTY KaK cdepsl Jie-
raJIbHOCTY, Oe3 KOTOpOV 00IIeCTBO pacchIaioch
OBl Ha MHOXXECTBO COLIMAJIBHBIX 00Opa30BaHMIL

I'ypBud cumTas, 4To colyaibHOe eIVHCTBO J10-
CTVDKMMO KaK pa3 B TOM CJIydae, ecIy rocyaap-
CTBO WM J1I000e apyroe coryaibHOe oOpa3oBa-
HMe He IbITaeTcsd KOOPAMHMPOBaTh IPaBOIOpPsII-
K1, @ y4acTByeT B (pOpMIMPOBAHMM ITpaBa Hapas-
He C VIHBIMW COITMaJIbHBIMV MHCTUTYTaMU ¥ OOIII-
HOCTSIMI. A MHOroo0Gpasue collyasibHbIX ITpaBo-
MIOPSIZIKOB CaMO CTPYKTYPUPYETCS B COLVAIIBHYIO
1esiocTHOCTE. IloHsATHME cobopHocmu CcTaHOBUTCS
s puitocoda BeIpakeHMeM IIpoliecca caMoop-
raHmsalmm ooIecTsa.

Amnarnms nonemukn Mexay Ieccenom u I'ypsu-
4JeM IIOKas3bIBaeT, 4YTo oba dpriocoda paccMarpu-
BalOT COJIMAAPHOCTb M COOOPHOCTH B pmtocod-
CKO-TIpaBOBOVI IIepCIIeKTVBe, IIpeoOpasys 3Tu Io-
HSTUS B IIpaBOBble KOHIIENTHL VI3yumB Momesib
dopmupoBaHMs conmpapHOCTI / COOOPHOCTH,
I'ypsua u 'eccer TprXOISAT K BBIBOJLY, YTO HY OfIVH
COLVIaJIBHBIVI VHCTUTYT He 00JIa/iaeT IIPUBIIEr V-
SIMVI IIPABOTBOPYECTBA, 1 TeM CaMbIM JIUIIAIOT pe-
JINTUIO M 11ePKOBb pelllaloliero 3HaueHus B Ipo-
Iecce cormaipHOro emyHeHms. Oba dwiocoda
CTPEeMIIINCh OOOCHOBATh HEOOXOMVIMOCTB IIPeod-
pa3oBaHM BCeX COIMAIBHBIX MHCTUTYTOB V1 OOIII-
HOCTeVI B (DYHKIIVOHAJIBHBIE HCTPYMEHTEI CaMo-
aKTyasM3alMy MHAVBKIOB. HesaBucumo ot Toro,
KaKoe TIOHSTVe OHV BBIOVPAIOT ISl OOBSCHEHMS
MOJIe/IVI COLVIAJIBHOTO eIVIHEeHUsS — COOOPHOCTH
VIV COJIUIAPHOCTh, 3Ta MOJEIb JIOJDKHA, TI0 VX
MHEHWIO, 00ecIieurBaTh HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHOe B3avl-
MOJIEVICTBIIE VIHAMBUIA U KYJIBTYPbL Yepe3 CrcTe-
MY MHCTUTYTOB ¥ OOIITHOCTeN cO3/1aTh TaKylo CU-
CTeMY CBsI3VI, YTOOBI Ka)kIIbIVI VIHIVIBI, OCYIIEeCT-
BJIsisE CBOOOITY, OCO3HaBaJI cebsl yuacTHUKOM ¢pop-
MUPOBaHMs KyJIBTYPBL

Cmampsa nodeomobrena 6 pamxax peasusayuu
npoexma POPN Ne 19-011-00927 «Konyenm cobop-
Hocmu 8 gpusocopuu pycckoeo 3apybexwvs: cpabHu-
MeAbHO-UCTHOPUMECKUTL AHAAU3Y.
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itself into a social entity. The philosopher uses
the term sobornost to refer to the process of soci-
ety’s self-organistion.

The analysis of the polemic between Hessen
and Gurvitch shows that both philosophers
look at solidarity and sobornost from the philo-
sophical-legal perspective, turning these con-
cepts into legal concepts. Having studied the
model of the formation of solidarity/sobornost
Gurvitch and Hessen come to the conclusion
that no single social institution has the priv-
ilege of law-making and thereby they deprive
religion and church of their decisive role in the
process of social unity. Both philosophers urge
the need to transform all social institutions and
communities into functional instruments of
self-actualisation of individuals. Whatever con-
cept they chose to explain the model of social
unity — sobornost or solidarity — the model
had to ensure direct interaction between the in-
dividual and culture: using the system of insti-
tutions and communities to create a system of
communication that would allow each individ-
ual to exercise freedom in the consciousness of
taking part in the formation of culture.

This article is supported by Russian Founda-
tion for Basic Research (RFBR), project Ne 19-
011-00927 “The Concept of Conciliarity in the
Philosophy of the Russian Emigration: a Compara-
tive Historical Investigation”.
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YIOK 1(091)

APXUTEKTOHMYECKOE MECTO S3bIKA
B ®MJIOCOPUNN KAHTA

P. Ilackyape'

Pen. Ha xH.: Ehrsam R. Le probléme du langage
chez Kant. Paris : Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin,
2016. 288 p.

B cBoen monorpadwmm o Kanre m mpobGrieme
asbika Padpasiie DpcaMm passuBaeT MpodHO 00O-
CHOBaHHYIO PeKOHCTPYKIIVIO apXUTEKTOHYeCKO-
ro MecTa si3bIKa B dvtocodmm Kanra ¢ momornpo
TOTO, YTO CaM aBTOp Ha3bIBaeT «TeHeTNYeCK/M Te-
sucom». CorlacHO 3TOoMy Tesucy, B dutocodnn
KanTa 0Oe3 ocBoeHMs: JIMHIBUCTUYECKMX KOMIIe-
TeHIIVV HEBO3MOXKHO ITIOJTyYeHVie TeOpeTUYeCcKIX
U IpaKTUYecKuX arpropHbix nosHaHui. Copep-
JKaHVe KHUTY MOXXKHO pas/ie/IuTh Ha Tpy YacTu. B
IIepBOVI YacTy (BBefIeHMe U IepBasi IJlaBa) DpcaM
orpesiesisieT MpeIMeT VCCIIeOBaHMs, IIpeJICTaB-
J1s1s1 CBOVA Te3VIC U BBIBOJIS Ha IIepe/THIM IJIaH KaH-
TOBCKME IIOHATHUS HpUoOpeTeHMs W 3MUTreHe3N-
ca. Bo BTopoit yacTu (co BTOpo¥1 10 IIATYIO IJIaBy)
OH IOIpoOHee ITporoBapmBaeT CBOVI Te3VC, PEKOH-
cTpyupys dyHKIIUM obpallieHns K SI3bIKy B pas-
HBIX IIpMMepax M3 TeOpeTUUYecKoV ¥ ITpaKTuye-
cxomt prtocodpum Kanra. TpeTbs vacTh (mrectast
I71aBa) ITOCBSIIIeHa OMNVCAHWMIO KaHTOBCKMX MBbIC-
JIeVl O TOM, KaK 4JesloBeK — ¥ KaK MHAMBUL, U KaK
BUJ, — IIproOpeTaeT JIMHIBUCTUYECKMe KOMIIe-
TeHIVI.

Bo BBemeHum DpcaMm mpencTasiisgeT CBOV Te-
HeTUYeCKUVI Te3VC, IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISAA €ro TpeM
pacIpocTpaHeHHBIM ITPOYTeHWsIM, KOTOpble OH
HasbIBaeT KPUTWUYECKVMM, OJIarokesiaTesIbHBIM 1
MakcumamcTckuM.  CormacHO  KPpUTWYEeCKOMY
npourtenmio (Voranu 'eopr l'aman n Vioranu ot-
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BOOK REVIEWS

THE ARCHITECTONIC
PLACE OF LANGUAGE
IN KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

R. Pasquaré'

Review: Raphaél Ehrsam, Le probléme du langage
chez Kant. Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin,
2016, 288 pp.

With this monograph on Kant and the prob-
lem of language, Raphaél Ehrsam develops a
well-argued reconstruction of the architecton-
ic place of language in Kant’s philosophy. The
author terms his argument “genetic thesis”. On
Ehrsam’s genetic thesis, in Kant’s philosophy
the mastery of linguistic competences is indis-
pensable to the acquisition of a priori theoreti-
cal and practical cognitions. The material of the
book can be divided into three parts. In the first
part (Introduction and Chapter One), Ehrsam
frames the subject by outlining his thesis and
foregrounding Kant’s notions of acquisition
and epigenesis. In the second part (Chapters
Two — Five), he then articulates his thesis by
reconstructing the functions played by specif-
ic linguistic instances in Kant’s theoretical and
practical philosophy. The third part (Chapter
Six) is devoted to sketching Kant’s thoughts on
how the human being, both as an individual
and a species, acquires linguistic competences.

In the Introduction Ehrsam presents his
genetic thesis by contrasting it with three
wide-spread readings which he calls critical,
benevolent, and maximalist. On the critical
reading (Johann Georg Hamann and Johann
Gottfried Herder), Kant neglects the philosoph-
ical study of language because his commit-
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dpun Tepmep), Kaunr mpenebperaer durocod-
CKVIM MCCIIeIOBaHVIEM s3bIKa 13-3a CBOEVI IIpUBep-
JKEHHOCTV aIlpMOPHOMY XapaKTepy YCJIOBUIL IO-
3HaHWs, IIPUHYXIAOIIEeN ero CKpbIBaTh JIVTHIBU-
CTUYeCKVe, TO eCTb AMIIMPUYecKNe, YCJIOBHMS II0-
sHaHus. CorytacHO OsaroXkesiaTeJIbHOMY IIpOYTe-
HVIO, MBI BCe JKe MOXKeM acCOLMMPOBaTh SA3bIK Kak
npenMeT mccienosaHms ¢ dwiocodpuen Kanra
HeCMOTpsI Ha ero MOJIHYIO HellpeCcTaBIeHHOCTb
B Hevl. MBI MOXeM Jiej1aTh 3TO, SKCIUIUIUPYS TO,
uto Kant octasut mMmmmnuntHbeM (ITntep Crpo-
coH, Xocsen benya), cucremarusupysi TO, 4TO
KaHT ocraBm1 HecucTeMaTH3pOBaHHBIM (XaHHa
Apennr, Muens KosH-AimiMmn), vimi mpyMeHs st
OCHOBOIIOJIaraolIye Te3VChl KaHTOBCKOV ulo-
codpum IS MicCiIeIoBaHMs A3bIKa ¥ KOMMYHMKa-
unu (Buierensm dpon I'ymOombAT, avckypcrBHas
sTMKa). CorylacHO MaKCHMaJIMCTCKOMY IIpoYTe-
nito (Bormbdpam Xorpebe, Viosedp CrmMoH), s3bIK
VI KOMMYHWMKAIIVS BBICTYTIAIOT KJIIOYOM K ITPOEKTY
KpuTuKH B 11es1oM. CorylacHO reHeT4YecKOMY Te-
3ucy Dpcama, s3bIK 1171 KanTa mpericrasiiser co-
Oom He MHMMBIV, HeCUCTeMaTUYeCKUI VI Bce-
OOBeMITIONINTII MHTepeC, HO 3aHMMaeT CBoe JIeTM-
TUMHOE, CUICTeMaT4eckoe ¥ apXUTeKTOHYeCcKoe
MecTo. B mericTBuTesIBHOCTM, OOJIa/iaHMe CIely-
drgeckMIM  JIMHTBUCTUYECKMMIM  KOMITETeHIIV-
SAMV eCTh HeoOXOIMMOe YyCIIOBMe IproOpeTeHs
aTlIPVOPHBIX TEOPETMUECKIX ¥ IIPAKTIYIECKVIX I10-
3HaHUM. B cBeTe 3TOro MbI MOXXeM paccMaTpMBaTh
KaHTOBCKVe BO33peHs Ha IIPUPO/y s3bIKa Kak 3a-
HMMaIOIIVe apXUTEKTOHIYeCKOe MeCTO B ero u-
jocodunt: TaM, Ihe AedyKUus TeopeTUUecKnx U
IIPaKTUYeCKVX TTO3HAHWUI IIPOU3BOOWNTCS a4 priori,
VIX IIpOOpeTeHIe IIPOVICXOAUT SMIIMPUYECK IT0-
CPeIICTBOM sI3BbIKa.

IIposgcrenne toro, uro KaHT mnoHumaer mof,
probpeTeHMeM, ecThb 3a7a4a IIepBOVI IJIaBbl KHI-
ri. YToOrl 060CcHOBaTE CBOM yTBepXKIeHus, 9To (1)
nproOpeTeHe allPUOPHBIX TIO3HAHWTI OIIVIpaeTCs
Ha o0J1a/TaHVe JIMHTBUCTUYeCKIMIY KOMIIeTeHIV-
gAMU, ¥ 9TO (2) 3Ta CBI3b He TOJIBKO COOTBETCTBY-
eT KaHTOBCKOM dustocodpms, HO SIBJISieTCs ee VH-

ment to the a priori character of the conditions
of cognition compels him to conceal the linguis-
tic, i.e. empirical, conditions of cognition. On
the benevolent reading, it is possible to associ-
ate the subject of language with Kant’s philos-
ophy despite the overall absence of the former
in the latter. One can do so by making explic-
it what Kant leaves implicit (Peter Strawson,
Jocelyn Benoist), by systematising what Kant
leaves unsystematic (Hannah Arendt, Micheéle
Cohen-Halimi) or by transferring pivotal tenets
of his philosophy onto the investigation of lan-
guage and communication (Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt, Discourse Ethics). On the maximalist
reading (Wolfram Hogrebe, Josef Simon), lan-
guage and communication are the key to the
critical enterprise as a whole. With his genet-
ic thesis, Ehrsam maintains that in Kant’s phi-
losophy the subject of language, far from being
a spurious, unsystematic or all-encompassing
interest, holds a place which is legitimate, sys-
tematic and architectonic. In fact, the mastery
of specific linguistic competences is the neces-
sary condition of the acquisition of a priori cog-
nitive and practical cognitions. In light of this,
it becomes possible to consider Kant’s thoughts
on language as holding an architectonic place
in his philosophy: whereas the deduction of
cognitive and practical cognitions must be car-
ried out a priori, the acquisition of them occurs
empirically through language.

Clarifying what Kant means by acquisition
is the task of Chapter One. To undergird his
thesis (1) that the acquisition of a priori cogni-
tive and practical cognitions hinges upon the
mastery of linguistic competences and (2) that
this link is not only in keeping with but also
an integral part of Kant’s philosophy, Ehr-
sam needs find in Kant’s philosophy a notion
of acquisition which is both empirical and ca-
pable of preserving the a priori foundation of
theoretical and practical cognition. He argues
that such acquisition is the one which comes to
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TerpajibHOV YacTbIO, 9pcaMy HeoOXOIMMO HamTI
B dwtocodpmm KaHTa Takoe moHsiTHe IIprobpeTe-
HUsI, KOTOpoe ObIIO Obl OJTHOBpEMEHHO 3MIIVPU-
YeCKVM ¥ CIIOCOOHBIM COXPaHUTH allpMOPHOE OC-
HOBaHIe TeOPeTUYeCKMX M IIPaKTIUYeCcKIX IT03Ha-
Hum. OH yTBepXIlaeT, 4To IofobHoe mprodpeTe-
HVe TIOHATUI onvcbiBaeTcs KanTom B § 13 13 pas-
Zlerla O TpaHCLIeHeHTaIbHOV NeOyKLIUM BO 2-M
msgaaum «Kputnkm umcroro pasyma» (B 118—119;
Kant, 2006, c. 187—189). KanT pasinuaeT nemnyk-
uto (Deduktion) vi mproOpetenue (Erwerbung) ka-
Teropuri, OTMeyasi, YTo Iocjle[IHee eCTh IOPOoX]le-
Hue (Erzeugung) v obrnapanue (Besitz). B To Bpems
KaK JIeAyKIIVs HallpapjleHa Ha 000CHOBaHVe BO3-
MOYXHOCTM KaTeropuil U JI0JDKHa ITPOBOAUTBCH A
priori, TipuoOpeTeHNe KaTeropuil ecTb SMIVpPU-
YEeCKMI ITPOLIECC, IO3BOJISIOIIVVI MHOVBVIY IIO-
poxaarh nx u odnagars uMu. [Tockoneky «oOsia-
IaHMe» ODO3HauYaeT IIpaBMJIbHOE VICIIONIb3OBaHVIe
CIIOCOOHOCTeV], a «IIOpOXKIeHVe» — OIBIT, B KOTO-
POM VIHIOMBZ, IIPVIMEHsIeT Ha Jiejle CBOV allpuop-
Hble TTO3HaHM, MOXXHO CKa3aThb, YTO aIllpUOPHBIe
MO3HaHM IIpHoOpeTaroTCsd SMIMpUYecky Oe3 Ka-
KOro-Inb0 Bpera I MX OOOCHOBaHWS a4 priori.
Hanee Dpcam (Ehrsam, 2016, p. 44—48)* obcyxma-
eT KaHTOBCKOe ITIOHSTMe SINUIeHe3lca, COIrJIacHO
KOTOPOMY KOTHUTVBHBIE 1 IIPAaKTUUYeCKye KOM-
IeTeHIIMY PasBUBaIOTCs, TO eCTh IprodpeTaroTcs
4eJIoBeKOM cTajuasibHo. Takum oOpasoM, IoKasas,
YTO ero Te3Nc IIpaBIoNoIo0eH (HeuTo sMIMpuye-
CKO€e MOYKHO Ha3BaTh HEOOXOIVIMBIM YCJIOBUEM 1T
nproOpeTeHNsl allpUOPHBIX II03HaHMIL), Dpcam
JIOJDKeH [I0Ka3aTh ero IPaBWIBHOCTD, TO €CTh UTO
crienyidvdeckast sSMIMpudecKkas Belllb (I3bIK) eCThb
He3aMeHVIMOe CPeIICTBO IProOpeTeHs apuop-
HBIX IT0O3HaHUL. PeKOHCTPyKI1IVs pabOoThI JIMHIBU-
CTUYeCKMX KOMITeTEeHIIUTI B IIpoliecce IIprodpeTe-
HMs KOTHUTUBHBIX Y IPaKTUYeCKMX KOMIIeTeH-
LIV 3aHVIMaeT BTOPYIO YacTb KHUTM (IJIaBbl 2—5).

Bropasi r7aBa mocBAIeHa PEKOHCTPYKIIN
OpUYMH TOro, oyeMy KaHT cumTaet, 4To «43BIK,

2 [larmee B cCBUTKaX Ha KHUTY YKa3bIBAFOTCS TOIBKO CTpa-
HUIIBI B KPYTJIBIX CKOOKax.
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bear in § 13 of the “Transcendental Deduction”
of the B edition of the Critique of Pure Reason
(KrV, B 118-119; Kant, 1998, pp. 220-221). Ac-
cording to Ehrsam, Kant distinguishes between
the deduction (Deduktion) and the acquisition
(Erwerbung) of the categories and specifies the
latter as production (Erzeugung) and possession
(Besitz). Whereas the deduction aims at ground-
ing the possibility of the categories and must be
carried out a priori, the acquisition of the cate-
gories consists in the empirical processes which
enable an individual to produce and possess
them. Since ‘possession” means the proper use
of a faculty and “production” means the experi-
ence through which an individual exercises his
or her use of a priori cognitions, it can be said
that a priori cognitions are acquired empirical-
ly without detriment to their a priori founda-
tion. As a next step, Ehrsam (2016, pp. 44-48;
elsewhere only page-numbers of this work are
indicated in brackets) discusses Kant’s notion
of epigenesis, according to which human cog-
nitive and practical competences develop, i.e.
are acquired, in stages. Thus, after showing that
his thesis is plausible (something empirical can
be said to be the necessary condition for the ac-
quisition of a priori cognitions), Ehrsam has to
show that his thesis is also correct (the specif-
ic empirical thing which is language is an in-
dispensable means to the acquisition of a priori
cognitions). Reconstructing which and how lin-
guistic competences are necessary to develop-
ing cognitive and practical competences will be
the task of the second part of the book (Chap-
ters Two — Five).

Chapter Two is devoted to reconstructing
why Kant holds that “language, more precisely
the use of oral signs, makes possible the emer-
gence of concepts and rationality”? (p. 63). The
problem can be posed in these terms because

2 “[L]e langage, plus particulierement 'usage des signes
oraux, rend possible I’émergence des concepts et de la ratio-
nalité.” All quotes from French are translated by the re-
viewer. All emphases are added by the author.
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a TOYHee, VCIIOIb30BaHMe YCTHBIX 3HAKOB JleJIaeT
BO3MOXXHBIM BO3HVMKHOBEHWe TIOHSTUI ¥ paly-
OHaJIBHOCTW» (p. 63). MBI MOXeM BbIIEJIUTE 3Ty
1po0sieMy, TTOCKOIIBKY caM KaHT B «AHTpoOMosIo-
MM C IIparMaTudecKoy TOUKM 3peHUs» 3asBiIs-
€T, UTO IJIyXOVl OT POXKIeHMs 4eJIOBEeK «He VMeeT
VI He MBICJIUT AeVICTBUTEeIbHBIX HOHSATU» (AA 07,
p- 192; Kanut, 1994, c. 217). Takum oOpaszomM, Tieper
HaMM BCTaeT BOITPOC: KaKye MIMEeHHO CBOVICTBA fle-
JIAIOT «3BYKM PeIIaoIIyM ITOCPeIHVIKOM B BO3HVIK-
HOBEHUM pallVOHaJILHOCTI?..» (p. 84). DpcaM oTBe-
JaeT Ha Hero, KOHCTPyUpys yOenuTe/IbHBIV apry-
MEHT Ha OCHOBAaHWMVI BHVMATEIPHOTO ITPOYTEHVIS
§ 18, 38 1 39 «AnTponosnorun...». CorracHo Dpca-
My, He3BYKOBble SI3bIKM, HallpuMep S3bIK JKeCTOB,
VICTIOJTB3YEeMBIVI TIIYXVIMU OT POXKIIEHUS JIIOIbMU,
IIPeICTaBIIAIOT COOOV OTHEIbHBIV BUI, OOIIero
KJIacca CVIMBOJIMYECKOTO MBIIIIeHs 1 00J1afgaoT
€ro IJIaBHBIM HE0CTaTKOM — OTCYTCTBUEM HOP-
MaTMBHOCTI. TodHee, CHMBOJIMYECKOe MBIIIIJIe-
HVe ecTb JIF000e MBIIIUIeHVe, SMIVIPUYECKI Ipu-
oOpeTeHHOe ITOCPEeICTBOM acCOIIVAIINYI, ITPVBBIY-
KV WIM MMUTaImm. VIMeHHO Tak 0OCTOUT [1esIo C
A3BIKOM JKecTOB, 10331er1, MeTadopamu u T.11. [To-
CKOJIBKY CHMBOJIVYeCKOe MBIIIJIeHVe ITPOM3BOLI-
HO OT OIIbITa, OHO He MOXXeT IIOJHSITHCS 0 YPOB-
Hs1 BCeOOIITHOCTY ¥ HeOOXOIVIMOCTH, JIeXalllx B
OCHOBe HOpMaTuBHOCTH. [loaToMy Jromy, criocod-
HBle VCIIOJIb30BaTh JIMIIIb $3BIK JKECTOB, VIMEIOT
AOCTYII JIVIIb K CUMBOJIMYECKOMY, HeHOpMaTWB-
HOMY MBIIIJIEHMIO ¥ HEeCIIOCOOHBI BbIpaXkaTh 00-
IIYie TIOHSITUS. DTO He 3Ha4MT, YTO «OHU He CIIo-
COOHBI IMETb OIIBIT, CTPYKTY PUPOBAHHBIV B COOT-
BETCTBUM C IIPOCTPAHCTBOM, BpEMEeHeM 11 KaTero-
PVISIMII», HO CKOpee YTO «OHW He 00JIa/fatoT noHA-
MusAMU VI He MOTYT COOTHECTV BbIpa’keHue CBOVX
IpefcTaBieHN ¢ 3akoHaMmm» (p. 87). [IpoTmsornio-
JIOKHOCTB CHMBOJIMYECKOIO MBIIIUIEHMST — [IVIC-
KYpPCMBHOE, TO €CTh TaKOe MBIIIUIeHVe, B KOTOPOM
MIPOV3BOJIbHBIE CIIYXOBble 3HAKM COIIPOBOXKIIAIOT
IIOHATVE, He BBIBOIS €ro M3 OIblTa. lakK, ycTHas
peydb, XOTs TOXe VCIIOJIb3yeT UyBCTBeHHbIe 3HaKM
(mperHa3Ha4YeHHBIe J1J1 BOCIIPUATHUSA 3BYKM), ITe-
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Kant in Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of
View avers that a person deaf from birth lives
“without having and thinking real concepts”
(Anth, AA 07, p. 192; Kant, 2007, p. 300). The
question is thus, What specific properties make
“the auditory medium decisive for the emer-
gence of rationality [...]?”° (p. 84). Ehrsam
answers this question by crafting a sound ar-
gument based on a close reading of §§ 18, 38,
and 39 of Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point
of View. On Ehrsam’s reconstruction, non-au-
ditory languages, such as the sign language of
a person deaf from birth, are a particular case
of the general class of symbolic cognition and
are afflicted by its same capital flaw, i.e. its lack
of normativity. More precisely, symbolic cog-
nition is any cognition empirically derived by
association, habit, or imitation. This is the case
of sign language, poetry, metaphors etc. Since
symbolic cognition is derived from experience,
it cannot ascend to that level of universality
and necessity that makes up normativity. As a
consequence, human beings who are only able
to use sign language have only access to sym-
bolic, non-normative, cognition and are not
able to represent general concepts. This is not
to say that “they are not capable of experience
structured according to space, time and the cat-
egories,” but rather that “they do not possess
concepts and cannot subsume the articulation of
their representations under laws”* (p. 87). The
opposite of symbolic cognition is discursive
cognition, i.e. a cognition in which arbitrary
auditory signs accompany the concept with-
out deriving it from experience. So, the spoken
language has its sense medium as well (audito-
ry signs which are meant to be perceived), but
what it conveys is not a sensible but a concep-

> “Quelles sont donc [les] propriétés |...] des sonorités qui en

font le médium décisif de I"émergence de la rationalité [...]?”

* “[Kant] n’exclut pas [...] que le sourd de naissance [...] pos-
sede une expérience structurée selon 'espace, le temps et les
catégories [...]. Cependant, [...] il ne posseéde pas de concepts
et ne peut soumettre l'articulation de ses représentations a des
lois.”



peraeT Yyepes HMX He UyBCTBEHHOe, a IOHATUW-
Hoe coflepkaHme. Hanbosiee miHTepecHOM YacThIO
IJIaBbl SBJIsIeTCS VMMEHHO paccyXJeHue DpcaMa
0 TOM, KakK pasfesieHre MeXJay HeHOpMaTVBHBI-
MW CMMBOJIMYECKMMM Y1 HOPMaTVBHBIMU IVICKY P-
CUBHBIMU $I3bIKaMV ITPOXOAUT 4Yepe3 camy YyB-
cTBeHHOCTH (p. 89). B memcTBuUTeIBHOCTI BCAKUT
A3bIK — SMIIVMPUYECKNUI, TIOCKOJIBKY COCTOUT W3
3HAKOB, IIPEJICTABIISIONINX COOOV OT/IeJIbHbIE M-
HypuYecKyie BOCIIPUATIS, HO He BCAKUI SI3bIK —
CUMBOJIMUeCKUIL. Pasimume 3aKjIrouaeTcss B TOM,
YTO JIVICKYPCUBHBIE SI3BIKW OIIpesiesIeHbl 4 priori u
JIIITB ITepeIaloTCs SMIVPUYECK, B TO BpeMsl KaK
CUIMBOJIVTYECKVIE SI3bIKV OJTHOBPEMEHHO OITpe]ierle-
HBI U ITepeatoTCs SMIVPUYECKI.

Ilokasas, kak, cormtacHo KanTty, obGramaHwue
CJTyXOBBIMM 3HaKaMW OKa3bIBaeTcsl HeoOXomy-
MBIM IS IIproOpeTeHms] KOTHUTMBHOV KOMITe-
TEeHIMV TIOAYMHEHMs IIpefCTaBjIeHNI 3aKOHaM,
DpcaM MOCBsIIAeT TPeThIO IJIaBy PeKOHCTPYK-
LMY TeHeTndecKom ponm rpammarvkn. Coriac-
HO er'0 Te3NCY, «II0JIb3y4Ch IIpaBiIaMi I'paMMaTy-
KVI CBOETO SA3bIKa», YeJIOBEK «YHUMCA... ynpabaamo
pyHKyuaMy eOuHcmba, Mo ecib CAMUM PACCYOKOM»
(p- 136). Kak v vHOMBMI, He BIaJeOIINUIL CIIyX0-
BBIMV 3HaKaM, CIIOCOOeH CTPYKTYpUpOBaTh CBOV
OIBIT B COOTBETCTBUM C YMCTBIMU (popmMamm, HO
He CII0cOOeH IIOAYMHUTH IIpeCcTaBIeHNs 3aKo-
HaM, TaK ¥ VHIVBU/I, He BJIa[IeOIINi1 TpaBuIaMi
IpaMMaTVKIM CBOETO s3bIKa, CIIOCO0eH popMyIIn-
poBaTh IpaBUJIbHBEIE CYyXX[IeHVs, HO He CIIoOcO0eH
K «IOIOJIHUTEJIBHON pedpyieKcuI Hafl, TpaHCIeH-
IleHTaJIbHBIMY IIPMHOMIIAMM paccyrka» (p. 103),
SIBJISIOIIETVICS HeOTheMJIEMOV YaCThIO OBJIAJIEHUS
CIIOCOOHOCTBIO MBIIIIEHNS. DTO, TIOXKAITy1, caMasi
IIPOTVBOpPEYNBasl YacTh KHUT. ABTOp HaMepeBa-
eTCs TIPOSICHUTD TIOHSITHE «I'PaMMaTUKI MBIIIIe-
Hus» (Grammatik des Denkens), ynommusaaemoe Kan-
TOM B ero «Jleknmsx o Pr1ocodcKov SHIMKIIONe-
IV1», HO IeTaJIbHO 3Ty TeMy He oOcyXaeT. AHa-
JIV3, IPOBeJIEHHBIVI DpcaMoM, OCTaBJIsieT Oe3 OTBe-
Ta BOIIPOC O COOCTBEHHO apXMUTEKTOHYECKOM Me-
cte Toro, yto KaHT Ha3bIBaeT rpaMMaTMKOV MBIITI-
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tual content. The most interesting section of the
chapter is precisely Ehrsam’s account of how
the cleavage between symbolic non-normative
and discursive normative language runs with-
in sensibility itself (p. 89). In fact, all language
is empirical insofar as it consists of signs which
are empirical intuitions, but not all languages
are symbolic. The decisive difference lies in the
fact that discursive languages are determined a
priori and only conveyed empirically, whereas
symbolic languages are both determined and
conveyed empirically.

After showing how, according to Kant, the
mastery of auditory signs is necessary for the
acquisition of the cognitive competence of sub-
suming representations under laws, Ehrsam
devotes Chapter Three to reconstructing the ge-
netic role of grammar. On his thesis, “in master-
ing the grammatical rules of one’s language”,
one “learns [...] to master the functions of unity
which are the understanding itself’> (p. 136). Just
as the individual who does not master audito-
ry signs can still structure his or her experience
according to pure forms but cannot subsume
representations under laws, so the individual
who does not master the grammatical rules of
his or her language can still formulate correct
judgments but cannot perform that “addition-
al reflection on the transcendental principles of
the understanding”® (p. 103) which is an inte-
gral part of one’s mastery of the cognitive fac-
ulty. This is maybe the thorniest chapter of the
book. The author endeavours to elucidate the
concept of “grammar of thought” (Grammatik
des Denkens), which Kant mentions in his Lec-
tures on Philosophical Encyclopedia but does not
to develop in detail. What Ehrsam’s analysis
leaves unresolved is precisely the architectonic

> “En apprenant a maitriser la grammaire d'une langue |[...],
l'individu apprend a maitriser les fonctions de I'unité qui
sont I'entendement méme.”

¢ “[L]a maitrise implicite des regles grammaticales vaut com-
me condition préalable a la réflexion ultérieure sur les princi-
pes transcendantaux de l'entendement.”
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JIeHVsI, KOTOpasi JOJDKHA BKITIOYaTh B cebdsl «orpe-
IleJleHHBIe OOIIMe ImpaBuIa MBIIUIeHMs» (AA 29,
p- 31). DpcaM oTMeUaeT, YTO IePBOVCTOYHVIKI I10-
3BOJISIIOT JIVIIIb CTPOUTH JOTAIIKM, M OCTOPOXKHO
yTBepXKaaeT, 4To KaHT cumTaeT npasisia rpaMma-
TUKV BCEOOITMMM «8 CUAY 11020 haxma, umo Molui-
seHue He cyuwecmByem unave kax 6 caobecroi ghop-
me» (p. 127). [Janee aBTOp HPUXOOUT K BBIBOLY,
UTO KaHTOBCKas I'paMMaTVKa MBIITUIEHUS «/IMeeT
CMBICII B CVJTY CBO€VI CBSI3M C VICCIIeIOBaHVIEM (popM
€IVHCTBA B CYXIEHMSX IIOCPEICTBOM TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTasIbHOM JIorvKm» (p. 135). Ha sty unTep-
IIpeTalyio MOXKHO BO3Pa3UTh, YTO eCIIV eIVTHCTBO
B CY)K/IEHMSIX OIVIpaeTCs OIHOBPEMEHHO U Ha VIC-
I10JIb30BaHVe IpaMMaTHMKY, VI Ha VICIIOIIb30BaHe
TPpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV JIOTVIKVI, TO OCTAeTCs HesC-
HBIM, KaK BO3MOXXHO MCKJIIOUeHMe SI3bIKa U3 YCIIO-
BUTI MBIIIIEHVS VI €70 PacCMOTpPeHMe TOJIBKO Kak
CpencTBa JOCTVDKEHMSI KOTHUTVMBHBIX KOMIIETEH-
umi. pyruMu cjioBamu, eciy, KakK yTBepXKaaeT
KaHTt, MBI MBICIIM CJIOBaMU ¥, KaK OCTOPOXKHO
3aKIr04aeT DpcaM, PYHKIINS eMHCTBA B CyXKile-
HMSAX JOCTUTraeTCsl MOCPeACTBOM OIHOBPEMEHHO
JIVIHTBUCTMYECKMX VI TPaHCIIEHIeHTAJIbHBIX OITe-
panum, To, Kak yTBepxaaeT Bruterensm JIrorTep-
demnpac (Liitterfelds, 2004, S. 155—156), rpamma-
TUYeCKMe YCJIOBUSL BO3MOXHOCTY S3bIKa JIOJKHBI
TaK>ke OBITB ¥ YCIIOBVSIMY BO3MOXKHOCTY OOBEKTOB
a3bika. OmHaKo, OyIIb 3TO TakK, SA3bIK HEIIPeMeHHO
ObUT OBI BEIHY>KIIEH UT'PaTh POJIb HE TOJIBKO B IIPU-
oOpeTeHMM KOTHUTMBHBIX KOMIIETEHIINII, HO U B
HemyKIWM YUCTBIX ITO3HAHWI, KOTOpPbIe ipso facto
repecTtasiy Obl OBITh UMCTBIMIL.

ITpemmeT yeTBepTOVI I71aBbl — KAaHTOBCKME pas-
MBIIIIeHN 00 MCIIO/Ib30BaHMM IIePBOro JINIIA, TO
€CTh O CLIOCOOHOCTVI TOBOPUTD VIV MBICIIUTD «s». B
KauecTBe IIePBOro I1ara JpcaM OIpeerIsieT CIiell-
vdryeckoe eqVHCTBO, [eslaloliee KaHTOBCKOe «s
MBICITIO» BO3MOKHBIM KaK CHMHTETUYeCKOe eIVH-
CTBO amnepreniu. ABTOp BCTaeT Ha CTOpoHy Po-
6epra bpangoma (Brandom, 1994, p. 187), criops ¢
ITntepom Crpoconom (Strawson, 1966, p. 93), ko-

place of what Kant terms grammar of thought
and outlines as containing “certain gener-
al rules of thought”” (PhilEnz, AA 29, p. 31;
transl. R.P.). Ehrsam stresses that the primary
sources only allow for conjectures and cautious-
ly argues that Kant is saying that “grammatical
rules are taken to be universal by virtue of the
fact that thinking does not exist except in the use of
words”® (p. 127). The author then concludes that
Kant’s grammar of thought “principally de-
rives its meaning in relation to the investiga-
tion, through transcendental logic, of the forms
of unity in judgments” (p. 135). It can be ob-
jected to this interpretation that, if the unity in
judgments is due to both a transcendental log-
ical and a grammatical operation, it is not clear
how language can be excluded from the con-
ditions of cognition and only be considered as
serving as a means to cognitive mastery. In oth-
er words: if, as Kant states, it is in words that
we think, and if, as Ehrsam tentatively con-
cludes, the function of unity in judgments is
accomplished through both a linguistic and a
transcendental operation, then, as Wilhelm Liit-
terfelds (2004, pp. 155-156) argues, the gram-
matical conditions of the possibility of language
should also be the conditions of the possibili-
ty of the objects of language. But, if this were
so, then language would have to play a role not
only in the acquisition of cognitive competences
but also in the deduction of pure cognitions,
which would ipso facto cease being pure.

The subject of Chapter Four is Kant’s
thought on the use of the first person, i.e. on the
ability to say or think ‘I’. As a first step, Ehrsam
defines the specific unity which makes Kant’s ‘I
think” possible as synthetic unity of appercep-

7 Cf. “[E]ine Grammatik des Denkens [soll] bestimmte allge-
meine Regeln des Denkens enthalten |[...].”

8 “[LJes regles grammaticales sont tenues pour universelles
en raison du fait que la pensée n’existe que dans 'usa-
ge des mots.”

> “La grammaire philosophique prend principalement son
sens en relation avec l'étude, par la logique transcendantale,
des formes de ['unité dans les jugements.”
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TOPBIVI, KaK OH CUMTAeT, TI0jIarajl CMHTETIYecKoe
€IVHCTBO aIIleplenIIny 3aBUCIIIM OT BO3MOX-
HOCTV IIPUIIVICHIBATh ceOe CBOV COOCTBEHHBIE KOT-
HUTUBHBIe cocTosiHMsA, U ¢ [larpunmen Kuruep
(Kitcher, 1990, p. 122), koTopasi, 110 MHEHUIO Dpca-
Ma, OTOXIECTBJISIET CMHTETUYEeCKOe eIMHCTBO all-
TIePIENIINY C acCOLMAIIVSIMY, OOBEIVIHSIONTMU
collep’kaHye PasINUHBIX KOTHUTWUBHBIX COCTOSI-
HUV cyObekTa. DpcaM yTBepXKIaeT, YTO CMHTeTH-
YecKoe eIVHCTBO allllepIIeNINy CTAaHOBUTCS BO3-
MOXXHBIM B CUJIy «TOro (pakTa, UTO AEVICTBUE CY-
JKIeHWS OTKPBIBaeT HaM, YTO MBI HE MOXKEM VIMeTh
00H0 TIOHATME, He 0Ds1amast MHOXKECTBOM IIOHATUIT
(p- 167). B xadecTBe BTOpPOro IIIara OH IIpercTaB-
JIeT CBOVI Te3¥C, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY «MeCTOVIMe-

“9” oTpakaeT HpellecTByIOIee [CMHTETH-
yecKoe eIVHCTBO allllepIieniin], a cjeoBaTeb-
HO, pa3BMBaeT 0CO3HAHUE STOTO eAVHCTBA VI Halllel
OTBETCTBEHHOCTM 3a HaIllVl MBICJIVI "I ITOCTYIIK»
(p. 170). PasbscH4s1 cBOVI apryMeHT, DpcaM IIpUBO-
IVT [Ba OPUTIMHAIBHBIX I0BOAA. Bo-iepBhIX, O-
CPeICTBOM BHVMATEJIPHOTO ITPOYTEHNS] KaHTOB-
CKMX JIEKITUT TI0 aHTPOIIOJIOI M JTOKPUTIYECKOrO
Y KPUTUYEeCKOTo IeproIoB DpcaM peKOHCTPYUPY-
€T VCIIOJIb3yeMble TEPMUHBI VI Te 3Tallbl, IIPOXOLIs
uepes KoTopble KaHT (a) IpuXOOUT K pa3IM4eHmIo
Pa3HBIX BUIOB €AVHCTBA, CTABIIVIX B ITOTe aHAJIV-
TUYEeCKVM €IVIHCTBOM aIIIIEePIEITIINV, «S MBICITIO»
u «s», U (b) n3beraet, ka3zasiochk Obl, HeM30eXHO-
ro BbIOOpa MeXAy KOCHBIM pallViOHaJIbHBIM JIOT-
MaTM3MOM ¥ He MeHee ITpO0IeMaTUHBIM SMIIV-
PUYECKMM CKEIITUIIM3MOM B KadecTBe OIOPHI I
3TOTO pasyimyueHns. Bo-BTOPBIX, aBTOp OIMpaeTcs
Ha I[1epBoe MPeIIoKeHVe «AHTPOIIOIOI Y C TIpar-
MaTM4YecKoV TOUKM 3peHns». Tam KaHT 3assiiseT:
«To, 9TO UYesIOBEK MOXET MMeTh IIpeiiCTaBIIeHIe
0 cBoeM I, BecKoOHEeUHO BO3BBIIIIAET €ro HaJl, Bce-
MU OPYTUMM CyIlecTBaMM, XMUBYIIVMMI Ha 3eM-
ne» (AA 07, p. 127; KanT, 1994, c. 142). CoryacHo
DpcaMy, ompefessis MeCTO «si» B IIpellCTaBJIeH-
sx, KaHT He yKa3bIBaeT Ha «g MbIcIo». Ho aT0 1”1
He O3HaydaeT, uTo KaHT oTHesigeT PyHKIINIO «si» OT
CIIOCOOHOCTM BBIPaXKaTh «s1» B si3bIke. Harporus,

HUe
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tion. Against both Peter Strawson (1966, p. 93),
read as maintaining that the synthetic unity of
apperception hinges upon the possibility of at-
tributing to oneself one’s own cognitive states,
and Patricia Kitcher (1990, p. 122), read as iden-
tifying the synthetic unity of apperception with
the associations which unite the contents of
the subject’s different cognitive state, the au-
thor sides with Robert Brandom (1994, p. 187)
and states that the synthetic unity of appercep-
tion is made possible by “the fact that we judge
[i.e. by the fact that the] activity of judging re-
veals that we cannot have one concept with-
out having a plurality of them” (p. 167). As
a second step, he then presents his thesis, on
which “the pronoun ‘I’ reflects the [synthetic
unity of apperception] which precedes it, and
thereby develops the consciousness of this uni-
ty and our responsibility toward our thoughts
and actions (p. 170).” In expounding his argu-
ment, Ehrsam provides two particularly origi-
nal accounts. First, by means of a close reading
of Kant’s pre-critical and critical lectures on
anthropology, he reconstructs the terms and
stages of Kant’s struggle with (a) disentan-
gling the kinds of unity which he finally comes
to distinguish as analytical unity of appercep-
tion, ‘I think” and ‘I and (b) avoiding the foun-
dation of any of them on what seemed to be the
inescapable choice between the rock of ration-
al dogmatism and the hard place of empirical
scepticism. Second, the author dwells on the
opening sentence of Anthropology from a Prag-
matic Point of View. There Kant states: “The fact
that the human being can have the ‘I’ in his rep-
resentations raises him infinitely above all oth-
er living beings on earth” (Anth, AA 07, p. 127;
Kant, 2007, p. 239). On Ehrsam’s reading,

10 “Lactivité de juger révele le fait qu’on ne peut avoir un
concept sans en avoir plusieurs.”

" “[L]e pronom ‘je’ réfléchit [I'unité synthétique de I'apper-
ception] qui le précede, et développe ainsi la conscience de
cette unité et notre responsabilite vis-a-vis de nos pensées et
de nos actes.”
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OH yTBepXIIaeT, YTO VMIMEeHHO JIMHIBUCTIYECKas
BO3MOXKHOCTb BbIpaXkaTbh «si» T103BOJIeT CyOBbeKTy
MBICJIUTB «SI MBICITIO», IIPVI 3TOM HeCYyIIeCTBEHHO,
BBIpa’kaeTcs JIM IlepBoe JIUIIO JIEKCUUYecKN (depes
JITYHOE MeCTOVIMEHVe) VWIIV TpaMMaTiiecKn (Je-
pe3 okoHYaHme miaroia). TakuMm obpasom, Kant
yTBepXKJaeT He He3aMeHVIMOCTD SI3bIKOBOT'O BbIpa-
JKeHUs «s», a CKopee (PYHKIIMOHAIBHYIO 3KBVBa-
JIEHTHOCTb €T'0 JIEKCMYECKOTO 1 TPaMMaTIdecKoro
BBIPa’kKeHIsI.

ObOpariasicb K apXUTEeKTOHMUYECKOMY MeCTy
s3bIKa B IIpakTudeckon dputocodpun Kanra, Dp-
caM IOCBSIIaeT IIATYIO IJIaBy IIPOSICHEHWIO IIPU-
unH ycraHasBaeMon Kanrom B «lIpennonarae-
MOM Hauajle 4eJIOBEYeCKOV VCTOPMUI» HeoOXOomu-
MOVI CBSI3U MeXy «eoBopums [sprechen)... T.e. u3e-
sAcHamoeca [reden], a 3HAUUT, I MbLCAUMDb COOTBET-
CTBEHHO B3aVMOCBSI3aHHBIM HOHATHSAM» (AA 08,
p- 110, Kant, 1993, c. 155) 1 «pa3BuUTHEM B UesIo-
BEUECKIX [EesSHMSIX HPABCTBEHHOIO 3JIeMeHTa»
(AA 08, p. 111; KanT, 1993, c. 155). /1151 oTBeTa Dp-
caMm oOparraeTcs He K HpaBCTBEHHOMY Pa3BUTHIO
poria 4erioBe"ecKoro, KOTopoe MbI HaXOIVIM B KaH-
TOBCKOVI (PryI0cOpmI MCTOPUY, a K HpaBCTBEHHO-
My pa3BUTHIO MHAVBW/A, onvcbiBaeMoMy KarnToMm
B nleffarorvike. Ero oCHOBHOVI BOITPOC: B YeM COCTO-
VT He3aMeHVIMBIV BKJIaJl SI3bIKa B Pa3BUTVE MO-
pasIbHBIX KoMmIleTeHIMN vHAMBUAA? Ilo Dpcamy,
peJIeBaHTHYIO B 3TOM KOHTeKCTe (PYHKIIVIO S3bl-
Ka Hy>KHO paccMaTpMBaTh C IBYX CTOPOH: KakK I1ep-
JIOKYTUBHYIO 11 KOMMYHMKaIIMOHHYI0. Ha ypoBHe
MIepJIOKyTUBHOTO aKTa ajpecHas dopMa KaTero-
pryUecKoro mMMIleparvsa, OyAb OHa [IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HO IIpOoM3HeceHa IV JIVIIb [OMBIC/IeHa (ThL J0JI-
JKeH), OIHO3HAYHO HeoOXomuMa I Iepermadnt
IIPEeCKPUIITYBHOIO XapaKTepa MOpPaJIbHOIO 3aKO-
Ha KaK 00s13aHHOCTY B ITPOTVBOIOJIOXKHOCTb J1ecC-
KPUIITUBHOMY XapaKTepy 3aKOHOB IIPVPOIBI KaK
nevicrBuTesibHOcTH (p. 185—191). Ha xomMmyHMKa-
TUBHOM YpOBHe, KaK yTBepXJaeT DpcaMm, olupa-
gCh Ha «DTUYecKoe ydeHue o Metone» «MeTtadu-
3MKV HPaBOB», HEOOXOIVIM [IVajIor MeX/y yduTe-
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Kant’s locating the ‘I’ in the subject’s represen-
tations does not hint at the ‘I think’. Nor does it
imply that Kant is disjoining the function of the
‘I" from the possibility of its linguistic expres-
sion. On the contrary, Kant is averring that it is
precisely the linguistic possibility of expressing
the ‘I’ that enables the subject to reflect the ‘I
think’, but that it is immaterial whether the first
person is expressed by means of a lexical (the
personal pronoun) or a grammatical (a verb’s
ending) mark. Thus, what Kant is averring is
not the dispensability of the linguistic expres-
sion of ‘I’, but rather the functional equivalence
of its lexical and grammatical expression.
Turning to the architectonic place of lan-
guage in Kant’s practical philosophy, Ehrsam
devotes Chapter Five to elucidating why Kant
in Conjectural Beginning of Human History es-
tablishes a necessity link between the ability to
“discourse [sprechen], i.e. speak [reden] accord-
ing to connected words and concepts” (MAM,
AA 08, p. 110; Kant, 2007, p. 164) and “the de-
velopment of what is moral in his doing and re-
fraining” (ibid., p. 111; Kant, 2007, p. 165). The
author’s framework is not the species’ moral
development in Kant’s philosophy of histo-
ry, but the individual’s moral development
in Kant’s pedagogy. His leading question is,
“In what consists the indispensable contribu-
tion of language to the individual’s develop-
ment of moral competence?” Ehrsam’s account
can be read as tackling the relevant function of
language both as perlocution and communica-
tion. On the level of perlocution, he argues that
the — actually uttered or rationally represent-
ed — address form of the categorical impera-
tive (you ought) is indispensable unequivocally
to convey the prescriptive character of the
moral law as obligation as opposed to the de-
scriptive character of natural laws as factuality
(pp- 185-191). As for the level of communica-
tion, Ehrsam especially draws on the “Doctrine
of the Methods of Ethics” of the Metaphysics of



jeM (VHAMBUIIOM, yXKe OBJIaJIeBIIVIM MOpasIbHBI-
MV KOMIIETEHIIVSMM) U YIeHVKOM (MHAVIBUIOM,
elrle He OBJIAZIEBIIINM VIMM). DTOT AMAJIOr IOJDKEH
BeCTV yueHMKa K IIPU3HaAHMIO «CBOEro coOCTBeH-
HOTO pasyMa KaK MCTOYHMKA MOPaIbHOTIO 3aKOHa»
(p. 217), TO eCTb K OTKPBITUIO B3aIMOOTHOIIIEHT
Me>XXIly MOpaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM, YMCTBIM ITpaKTIye-
CKVIM pa3yMOM ¥ aBTOHOMVIETA.

VccnerioBaB sI3bIK KaK CII0co0 IIprmoOpeTeHms,
chaM B IIOCJIEIHEVL, IIIeCTOW IJIaBe o6pamaeTc;1 K
HeMYy KakK K 00beKTy mprobperenmis. Eciim BTopast
4yacThb KHUIM ObUIa HOCBAIleHa PeKOHCTPYKLINUNU
TOTO, UTO JIIOAM IIPVOOPETAIOT IOCPEICTBOM SI3bI-
Ka, TO TpeTbs OepeTcss OOBSICHUTD, KaK OHU IIPU-
oOpeTtatoT si3bIK. COOTBETCTBEHHO, aBTOP PEKOH-
CTpyupyeT, Kak, 1o MHeHMo KaHTa, (a) MHAVBU-
IIbI yUaTcs BJIaZleTh A3bIKoM, (b) s3bIK BO3HMKaeT y
JIofIeVt Kak Bua, (C) A3bIK 3BOJIOIMOHMpPYeT. YTo
KacaeTcsl IIpVoOpeTeHNs s13bIKa MHOVBUIOM, Dp-
caM IIPMBOOMUT AeTaJIbHOE OIVICaHVie KaHTOBCKOTO
OITPOBEP)KeH NS BpPOXKIEHHOCTM sI3bIKa V1 ero apry-
MEeHTOB B IIOJIB3y 3IMreHe3lca, obparasi ocoboe
BHMMaHMe Ha YBepeHHOCTh KaHTa B 00BbscHeHMM
VHAMBVIYaIbHOIO JIVHTBUCTVYECKOTO Pa3BUTIS
IIOCPEICTBOM BKJTIOUEHHOCTV B S3BIKOBOE CO00-
I11ecTBO. B OTHOIIeHNI BOSHMKHOBEHMS S3bIKa Y
JIIOTIeVT KaK BUa aBTOp ITOKasbiBaeT, urto KaHT c
YBEPEHHOCTBIO OTpUIIaeT 1 HaTypaIMCTUYeCKyIO
Teoputo (Mosec MeHnneribcoH 11 ro3mHM [eprep),
" Teopuio OokecTBeHHOro mpowvicxoxnaeHus (Vo-
rauH [lerep 3rocmmibx u panHUn l'epriep), Ho He
3HaeT, KaK IOACTYIUTHCS K 3TOM IIpolsieMe, He
oIVpascCh LIEJIVKOM Ha OTpUIlaHVe APYyruX IOf-
xomoB. Hakorer, 115t oTBeTa Ha BOIrpoc 00 3BOJTO-
LIV SI3BIKOB DpcaM BBIBOIT, OCHOBBIBASICh Ha CO-
uyHeHMsix KaHTa, 1Ba OCHOBHBIX IIPUHITNIIA: JIVIC-
KYPCMBHOI'O MBIIIUIEHN U KyJIBTYpPHOIO oOMeHa.
CoOTBETCTBEHHO, SA3BIKM 3BOJIIOLVIOHVPYIOT, TO
€CTb CTAHOBSITCS Bce Dosiee 1 0ojIee CIOCOOHBIMM
K Ilepefiave MOHATI, 10 Mepe CHVDKEeHWS Y POBHS
CYIMBOJITYHOCTY VI POCTa KOHTAKTOB HOCUTEJIEN C
IIpeICTABUTEIISIMU APYIX KYJIBTYP.

R. Pasquare

Morals to argue for the indispensability of the
dialogue between teacher (an individual whose
moral competence has already developed) and
pupil (an individual whose moral competence
has not yet developed) to guide the latter to the
recognition “of his own reason as the author
of the moral law”*? (p. 217), in other words, to
the discovery of the relation of moral law, pure
practical reason, and autonomy.

After examining language as a means to an
acquisition, in Chapter Six (the last) Ehrsam
examines language as the object of an acquisi-
tion. If the second part of the book was devoted
to reconstructing what human beings acquire
through language, the third tackles how hu-
man beings acquire language. Accordingly, the
author reconstructs how, on Kant’s view, (a)
individuals learn to master a language, (b) lan-
guage emerges within the human species, and
(c) languages evolve. As for how an individu-
al acquires a language, Ehrsam brings into play
a detailed account of Kant’s confutation of in-
natism and his notion of epigenesis and stresses
Kant’s confidence in explaining individual lin-
guistic development through the immersion in
a linguistic community. As for the emergence
of language within the human species, the au-
thor shows that Kant is as confident in refuting
both the naturalistic (Moses Mendelssohn and
the later Herder) and the divine origin theses
(Johann Peter Stifimilch and the young Herder)
as he is puzzled at how to approach the prob-
lem without too strongly relying on conjec-
tures. Finally, as for the subject of the evolution
of languages, Ehrsam subsumes Kant’s relevant
accounts under the two principles of discursive
cognition and cultural exchange. Accordingly,
languages evolve, i.e. become more and more
capable of conveying rational concepts, the less
symbolic they become and the more exchange
their speakers entertain with other cultures.

12 “[L]e dialogue a autant pour fonction [d’aider I’éléve] a af-
firmer sa propre raison comme I"auteur de la loi morale.”

105



P. [Tackyape

B obrmmem u 11estom MoHOTrpadms Padasis Dp-
caMa MOXXeT IT0OXBacTaThCsl YeTKOCTBIO CTPYKTY Pbl
U SICHOCTBIO apryMeHTallyy, a TakKke 3JIeraHTHO-
CTBIO si3bIKa. OHa uIoIOrnMYecK TOYHa, XOpo-
III0 HaIVcaHa M cucTeMaTnyHa. KaHT mokasan
KaK B KOHTEKCTe CBOero BpeMeHl, TakK U B Oostee
HIVPOKOV ONTHKe prytocopmmt paHHEro Momep-
Ha. Bosiee Toro, MoHorpadus mpescrasiser co-
OOVl ITeHHBI BKJIAIO B CIIVICOK JTTepaTyphl, VC-
CJIeyIoIIeVt BOITPOC JIONOJIHEeHMs YMCTOro U pa-
IIMIOHaJILHOIO HeYVCTBIM M SMIVPUYECKIM B pu-
nocodpun Kanra. Xorsa KaHT penkxo paccmarpu-
BaeTCsl B KadyeCcTBe OJHOV M3 KJIIOYeBbIX puryp
B mcTopun prytocodun sA3plka, DpcaM YCIIeIIHO
JIOKa3bIBaeT, UTO OH TOYHO He 00oIlesI 3Ty TeMy
cropoHovi. Eiie BaskHee TO, 4TO DpcaMy yaasioch
MO TBEPAUTH CBOVI Te31C 00 apXMTeKTOHMYECKOM
MecTe s3blKa B TpaHClIeHJIeHTaJIbHOM usIoco-
dpum Kanra.
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Overall, Raphaél Ehrsam’s monograph ex-
hibits a clear structure, lucid arguments, and
an elegant prose. It is philologically accurate,
well-documented, and systematically solid.
Kant is embedded in both his contemporary
context and in the wider framework of mod-
ern philosophy. Furthermore, it is a valuable
contribution to the literature investigating
how, in Kant’s philosophy, the impure and
empirical complements the pure and rational.
Although Kant is not commonly considered
a milestone in the philosophy of language,
Ehrsam succeeds in proving that Kant sure-
ly did not neglect the philosophical study of
language. More importantly, he succeeds in
substantiating his thesis on the architecton-
ic place of language in Kant’s transcendental
philosophy.
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