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ITPUPOOA SIBJIEHVISI
B TPAHCHEHEHTAJIM3ME KAHTA:
CEMAHTUKO-KOTHUTUBHBIVI AHAJIV3

C.JI. Kampeuxo'

Konyenm s6aenus 6 pamxax pasiuvenus «sbieHue vs. 6euyb
cama no cebe» — KpaeyeoAbHbLll KOHYenm 045 MpaHcyeH0eHNalb-
ot ¢hunocogpuu Kanwma. O0naxo koHyenmyatvHbil cmanmyc abae-
Hus y Kauma npedcmabasemcs mue 60 MHo20M HeonpedeseHHbIM, C
uem c6asam, Ha Motl 63240, boavuoll pasbpoc 6 unmepnpemayuax
MPAHCYeHOeHMAALHO20 U0eAAU3MA, NAPAOUMALLHbIM NPUMEPOM
Komopozo Bvicmynaem coBpementoe npomubocmosnue meopuil
«06yx 00sexmob» vs. «0Byx acnexmob». Ipedsaeaemuiii MHOU Koe-
HUMUBHO-CeMaHmMuYeckuil 100X00 K UHMepnpemayui Kax KaH-
mobckoeo mpancyendenmaiusma 600duje, max u KaHmoBbekoi KoH-
yenyuu A64eHus 6 uacmuocmu 1036o4sem YymouHums Memagpu3u-
Heckuil U OHMoAoUYeckuil cmamyc aéaenus. 5 noxasvibato, umo
8 memacgpusuneckom naame cneyugpuxa ABaeHus 3a0aemcs Mmpam-
ClyeHOeHmalsHol mpuaoti «npedmem — Abierue — npedcmabie-
Hue», 8 pamxax Komopoi AéaeHue, ¢ 00HOTL CHIOPOHBL, OTMAUHAETICS
Kkak om Bewyu camoti no cebe (6ne Hac), max u om npedcmabienus
(6 mac), a c dpyeott — B kauecmbe npedmema SMNUPUUECKO20 CO-
sepyanus onocpedyem obvexmubHuviil npedmen u eeo cydvexmubHoe
npedcmabaenue. Tem camvim 66edenue koHyenma abaenus nosbo-
Aaem pewiums nocmabaennyio Kanmom cemanmuueckyto npobae-
my coomBemcembBus npedcmabaenus npeomeny. BoiacHaemes max-
JKke, umo 6 onmo02uteckoM naare abaenue Goicnynaem He kak 00-
exm, a AU kax obo3xaverue odvexma (B 235), umo ne nozbossem
onmonoeusupobame abienue 6 xauecmbe ghusuueckoeo obdvexma
u/uau omuouienus. Bmecme ¢ mem A6aenue He moxoecmbenHo u
npedcmabaenuio, nockoAvky Bvicmynaenm npedmenom (codepianu-
em) npedcmabaenus. Ipubiexas Kk anaiusy kanmobcekoeo KoHyen-
ma A6aeHusa «cemanmuyeckuii mpeyeosvHux» I. @peee, s 0bocHo-
BviBaro mesuc, c0eaacHo KOMOPOMY CMbICAOM SABaeHus Bvicmynaem
MpancyeH0eHmalvHylii npeoment, a eeo 3HavenueM — Beuyp cama
1o cebe.

KatoueBuvte caoba: mpancyendenmaiusm, mpancyeroeH-
manvHas pegpaexcus, Abaenue, meopus 06yx acnexmob, meopus
ABaawueeocs, a08epbarvias meopus 60CnpuAmMLA, CeMAHMUKA.

1. MeTtadm3mka ABIeHMST:
KaHTOBCKasl ceMaHTHYecKasi MpobsieMa cOOTBETCTBYSI

st TpaHcrienieHTasIbHON prvwtocodpmm Kanra kpa-
€YTOJIBbHBIM SIBJISIETCS pasyIndeHue Beujetl camux no cebe m
AbBaenuil, 63 KOTOPOTO HeNTb3s BOUTU B KaHTOBCKYIO (-

* TocymapcTBeHHBIVI aKa/IeMUYeCKUVI YHUBEPCUTET F'yMaHWTap-
aeix HaykK (TAYTH), 119049, Mocksa, MapoHoBcKui iep., f. 26.
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THE NATURE OF APPEARANCE
IN KANT’S TRANSCENDENTALISM:
A SEMANTICO-COGNITIVE ANALYSIS

S.L. Katrechko!

The concept of appearance within the framework of the
transcendental distinction between “appearance” and “thing in
itself” is the cornerstone of Kant’s transcendental philosophy.
However, its conceptual status seems largely uncertain. This
uncertainty is the reason for a wide range of interpretations of
Kant’s transcendental idealism. A paradigmatic example is the
contemporary confrontation between the “two objects” theory
and the “two aspects” theory. In this paper, I develop a seman-
tico-cognitive approach to Kant’s transcendentalism in general
as well as to his conception of appearance in particular. Its use
makes it possible to clarify both the metaphysical and ontological
status of appearance. I show that, from the metaphysical point of
view, the specificity of appearance is given by the transcendental
triad “object (thing in itself) — appearance — representation.”
Within this triad, on the one hand, appearance differs from both
thing in itself (external to us) and the representation (within us).
On the other hand, appearance as an object of empirical intuition
mediates the objective thing and its subjective representation.
The introduction of the concept of appearance allows Kant to
solve the semantic problem of the conformity of the representa-
tion to the object. In this case, appearance is not an object, but
just a designation of the object (KrV, B 235). Thus, appearance
cannot be understood ontologically as a physical object or a re-
lation. At the same time, an appearance is not identical to its
representation, since the former is an object or content of the
latter. Applying G. Frege’s “semantic triangle” to the analysis
of Kant’s concept of appearance, I show that the transcendental
object functions as the sense (Sinn) of the appearance and that
the empirical thing in itself is its reference (Bedeutung).

Keywords: transcendentalism, transcendental reflection,
appearance, the theory of two aspects, the theory of appearing,
the adverbial theory of perception, semantics.

1. The Metaphysics of Appearance:
Kant’s Semantic Problem of Conformity

The cornerstone of transcendental philosophy is
the distinction between thing in itself and appearance.
It is impossible to enter into Kant’s philosophical sys-
tem without accepting this distinction (a paraphrase
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mocodmro (mapadpas Makcumbl D. fIkobn?). Touree, crie-
mydrKa KaHTOBCKOTO WMieaM3Ma 3aaercs (TpaHCLeH-
IIeHTaJIbHOW) TPUAIIOV «1pedMern (Bellb caMa 110 cebe; Ding
an sich) — abaenue (peaMert ombita; Erscheinung) — npeo-
cmabaenue (Vorstellung)» v TOCTyTUPYeMBIM B HeW JIBOVI-
HBIM pasJIueHneM AbieHus Kak OT Beuju camotl no cebe, Tak
U OT npedcmabienus. B Tpuase 3a cyeT BKIIIOYEHUS B Hee
HOBOTO KOHIIeNTa — AB/eH1s — IMPOVCXOOUT TpaHcdop-
Maryst Kitaccudeckoro st Hosoro Bpemenu pasiiideHst
(mmampr) «npeomem [0Obext] — npedcmabaenue [cyobexT]»>.

3ametum, 9To B cBoeM mmckMe K M. T'eprty (21.02.1772),
rge KaHT BrepBble SKCIDITMIIMpPYeT 3aMblcenl cBoent «Kpu-
TUKI» B BUJIE CeMAHMUUECKOL npobiembl coomBencmbus, oH
ellle WCIIOJIb3yeT KiIaccuuecKyo muamy: «[Ipomymbisast
TEOPeTNUeCKyIo JacTh [cBoert dritocodum]... mocTaBmt
Ireper;, coOOVI BOIIPOC: Ha YeM OCHOBBLIBAETCSI OTHOIIIEHVIE
TOrO, YTO MBI Ha3bIBaeM IIpeJCTaB/leHreM B Hac (in uns
Vorstellung), x mpenmety (Gegenstand)?» (AA 10, S. 129 —
130; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 487). A X TpaHCLIeH/IeHTaJIbHO TPW-
ane Kaur oOpartraeTcs ye 1o3Ke, KOIZIa OH HaXOOUT pe-
IIIeHVe 3TOM Hp06J'IEMBI, IIOCKOJIBKY BBOZIVIMBIVI IM HOBBIVI
KOHIIENT A6/eHUs BBICTYIIAeT «KIFOYOM» K pPaspeleHIIo
«BCeVl TaHbl MeTapU3MKM»: VIMEHHO Af/eHile OIIOCPerTy-
eT (B Ka4ecTBe «CpelHero TepMIHa») OTHOIIEHVE MeXIY
npedmemom (BHe Hac) 1 npedcmabaenuem (B Hac).

B srom Tpuame KaHTOBCKOe sf/ieHiie, KOTOpOe Haxo-
TUTCS MEXITYy OOBeKTVBHBIM 1pedMenioM Vi Cy ObeKTUBHBIM
npedcmabaeHueM, vIMeeT IIPOMEXyTOUHbIT cTaryc. OnHa-
KO ero MeTadum3mM4ecKuyl M OHTOJIOTMYECKMIT CTaTycChbl'
HY>KIAIOTCSL B YTOUHEHW, IIOCKOJIbKY caM KaHT He maer
4YeTKOro (OIHO3HAYHOIO) OTBETa Ha 3TOT BOIPOC, a B Ha-

2 B coent makcume . SIkoOv roBopuT 0 Belljax caMux 110 cebe,
KoTOpble abduImpyIoT Hac: «...0e3 3Tom IpennockUIKu [addn-
LIMPOBaHWs] 51 He MOTY BOWTH B [KaHTOBCKYIO] cucreMmy...» (SIKo-
6w, 2006, c. 203), HO Beujp cama no cebe BBopmTcsa KaHTOoM B pam-
Kax ero pasjIn4eHns «Belllb camMa 110 cebe Vs. sBJIeHe», [I03TOMY
KOMITJIEMEHTAPHBIVI KOHIIENIT A6/1eH1A He MeHee BakKeH JIJIsI KaH-
TOBCKOT'O TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaI3Ma.

* ObparmM BHVMMaHMe Ha To, uTo B «Kpurnke» KaHT mcross-
3yeT jBa TepMMHa — «00BeKT» (das Objekt) n «mpenmer» (der
Gegenstand), koTopsle B IPUHIIVIIE MMEIOT HECKOJIBKO pa3HbIe
CMBICI/IOBBIE 3HaueHws1. ['oBops B 00IrieM, 00sekn — 3TO TO, YTO
IIPOTMBOCTOUT CyOBEKTY (B TOM VIV IHOM OTHOLIIEHWM), TO €CTh
O0BEKT — 3TO InucmeMoi02uteckoe Heuno B paMKax IIPOTUBOIIO-
CTaBJIEHNS «OOBEKT VS. CyObeKT». A npeoment — 3TO ceMaHmuye-
ckoe Heumo, TO eCTb npedmen npedcmabienus B paMKax IIPOTUBO-
TIOCTaBJIeHVIS «TIpeIMET Vs. TipefcTapiiere» (A 108 —109). Bme-
CTe C TeM OOIIVIM CMBICJIOBBIM TI0JIEM [IJIsl «O0beKTa» U «IIpefIMe-
Ta» SABJISIETCS TO, YTO OHM YKA3bIBAIOT Ha 00sekmubHoe B IIPOTUBO-
Bec cybsexmubHoMYy, TIOSTOMY HEPEIKO 3TV TePMWHBI VICIIONIb3Y-
1o1cst KaHTOM CMHOHMMITYHO.

* Tlon memacgpusuueckum CTaTycoM s, OIMPasCh Ha KaHTOBCKOE
mmceMo K ['eprly, TTOHMMa0 OOBEKTMBHEI (007IaCTh «IIperMe-
TOB») WM CyOBeKTMBHBIN (00/1aCTh «IIperiCTaBIeHNI») CTaTyC
TOVI VIVl IHOVI CYIITHOCTY, B JTAHHOM CJIy4ae — KaHTOBCKOTO $B-
siervst. Iopt onmosoeuneckum cTaTycoMm st IOHMMAIO OTBET Ha BO-
IIPOC O «TOM, YTO €CTh» 3Ta CYIIIHOCTD (HAIIpVMep, Belllb VIV OT-
HOIIIeHVe) B paMKaX TOVI VIV MHOV MeTadv31decKovi 00J1acTl.

of Jacobi’s maxim).? More precisely, the specificity of
Kant’s idealism consists in the conceptual triad “object*
(Gegenstand; or thing in itself, Ding an sich)® — appear-
ance (Erscheinung) — representation (Vorstellung)” and
the double distinction it postulates between appearance
and thing in itself, on the one hand, and, on the oth-
er hand, between appearance and representation. In the
“transcendental” triad, due to the inclusion of a new
concept — that of appearance — in it, a transformation
of the “object* — representation” opposition (metaphysi-
cal dyad), classical for the Modern age, takes place.

Let us note that Kant still uses the classical dyad
in his February 21, 1772 letter to M. Hertz, in which he
describes the main task of transcendental philosophy
for the first time as a solution of the following semantic
problem of conformity (correspondence): “As I thought
through the theoretical part [of my system], [...] I asked
myself this question: What is the ground of the relation
of that in us which we call ‘representation’ to the ob-
ject* (Gegenstand)?” (Br, AA 10, pp. 129-130; Kant, 2009,
p- 312). Kant will refer to the triad only later, in the Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason. The introduced concept of appear-
ance is key to solving the semantic problem, because
appearance mediates (as the middle term) the object and
the representation.

In this triad, Kant’s concept of appearance has an
intermediate status since it is located between objec-
tive things and subjective representations. However, the
conceptual — metaphysical and ontological — status*

2 F. Jacobi is here talking about the fact that the thing in itself
affects our sensibility: “without this presupposition [of affec-
tion by the thing in itself] I could not enter into the [i.e., Kant’s]
system, and with this presupposition I could not remain there.”
But the concept of thing in itself is introduced by Kant in the
framework of the opposition “thing in itself vs. appearance”
(Jacobi, 1787, p. 304).

* In English, there is only one term, namely “object’, with which
it is impossible to express the difference between Gegenstand
and Objekt. Here and in what follows, I use the term “object®
as an analogue of the German term Gegenstand, in contrast to
the term “object.” Generally speaking, Kant uses the word “ob-
ject’ (Objekt) in the first Critique to refer to an epistemological
“something” that is opposed to the subject in one way or anoth-
er (distinction “object vs. subject”; cf.: “ An object, however, is
that in the concept of which the manifold of a given intuition is
united” (KrV, B 137; Kant, 1998, p. 249), and an ‘object* (Gegen-
stand) is a semantic (or “intentional”) something, the object of
representation in the framework of the distinction “object* (Ge-
genstand) vs. representation (Vorstellung),” cf.: “All representa-
tions, as representations, have their object* (Gegenstand)” (KrV,
A 108; Kant, 1998, p. 233). At the same time, the general se-
mantic core for the words ‘object” and “object™ is that they de-
note something objective as opposed to something subjective.
Therefore, these terms are often used by Kant as synonymous.
¢ By metaphysical status, I understand, relying Kant’s letter to
Hertz, an objective (area of ‘objects’) or subjective (area of ‘re-
presentations’) status of any entity, e.g., Kant’s appearance. By
ontological status, I understand the answer to the question of
“what is” this entity (e.g., thing or relation) within a particular
metaphysical field.
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CTosiIllee BpeMsi CYIIeCTByeT HEeCKOJIBKO PasJIMYIHBIX VH-
TepIIpeTalnii KAHTOBCKOV (prytocodpumm, pasjmyuaromixXcs
IpeXxje BCero B TpaKTOBKe KOHIIEITa SIBJIEHVI, U B Iep-
BYIO OdYepe/b KOHKYPMPYIOIINe JIPyT C APyroM Teopuu
«[IByX OOBEKTOB/MMPOB» M «IBYX acIeKTOB»: B II€PBO
73 HUX A6/eHue B KadecTBe MEHTaJIbHOTO IIPeCTaBIeHs
u Bewyp cama no cebe TIOHMMAIOTC KakK Ba PasHBIX OHTO-
JIOTVIYeCKVIX 00beKTa, IIpVHaIJIeXKaIIVIX, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
ZIByM PasHBIM MMPaM, a BO BTOPOVI — KOHIIEIITHI Beuju ca-
Mot no cebe V1 ABaeHUs paccMaTPVBAIOTCS JIUIIIB KaK «IBe
CTOPOHEI [acIieKTa]», WK «IBOgKasl TOUKa 3peHvsh» (B XIX
npumM.; Kant, 19946, c. 25) — 4uyBcTBeHHas U paccygou-
Hasl — paccMOTpPEHVIs OIHOTO ¥ TOTO JKe IIpeIMeTa.

Csoe 1IepBOe BEIpakeHWe TeOpUsl «IBYX OOBEKTOB/
MHMPOB» HaXOAWUT B TETTMHreHCKom perensum X. Depe-
pa — VIL.T. l'apse Ha xanToBckyto «Kpuruky», Hareua-
taHHOM B «Gottingische Anzeigen von gelehrten Sachen»
ot 19 suBaps 1782 1. B Teopum «1ByX 00BEKTOB/MUPOB»
TpaHcLeHAeHTam3M KaHTa KoHIIenTyalbHO cOvpkaeTcs
¢ dpeHomeHam3MoM bepxim. OcHoBaHVEM [JIs1 3TOTO BbI-
CTyIlaeT TPaKTOBKa SIBJIEHVS KaK MEHTaJIbHOTI'O IIPeJICTaB-
JIeHVsl, KOTOpasi VMMeeT TeKCTOJIOIMYEeCKYIO IOIIepKKY
B Tekcrax KanTa®. [Josiroe Bpemsi, BIUIOTB 10 CEepeIVHbI
XX B., maHHasg MHTepIIpeTanys ObUIa TOCIIOICTBYIOLIETL.
VlHTepmpeTanins «IByX acIIeKTOB» CBOe pelllaiolliee pas-
BUTVIE TIOJTyYaeT B TIepByIo odepetb B padoTax I'. Dmmico-
Ha (Allison, 1983), KOTOPBIVI BO MHOTOM OIMPAJICS Ha TEK-
croytormyeckmit agayms . IIpaycca (Prauss, 1974). I1pu
3TOM paHee O CIIPaBeIUIMBOCTY TEOPUN «IBYX ACIIEKTOB»
mvicast psif, MelcamTennent, HaunHasg ¢ VI.T. @uxre, I'. TTpu-
uvappaa, M. Xavimerrepa 1 Ap. DKCIUIMIIUTHOE BbIpakeHvie
Teopusl «/IByX acIleKTOB» I10JIydaeT IIpeXJie BCero B Ipe-
nycrioBun Ko 2-my msgaamio «Kpurmxm» (B XVII—XIX,
B XIX mmpmmeu., B XXVII), 4ro sBisieTcss omHUM U3 BaX-
HBIX apTYMEHTOB B ee II0JIb3Y, XOTs ee TeKCTOJIOTYecKast
rnonzepXKa ecTb M B Tekcre «Kpurtnkm»®. [JocratouHo
OJIHO3HAYHO B IOJIb3y TEOPUM «IBYX acreKToB» KaHT ro-
BOPUT U B CBOeT! o3aHert pykormcu «Opus Postumum»’.
ITpoTmBOCTOSIHVIE 3TVIX TEOPUTI OBUIO SKCIUIMIIMPOBAHO B
Hauvaste 1980-x rr. (Ameriks, 1982), a HanOosree aKTMBHBIM
ero cropoHHMKOM BbIcTyIvwi I'. Divivicon (Allison, 2004)°.

5 Cm.: A 101, A 104, A 109, A 113, B 164, A 190 / B 236,
A 191 / B 236, A 250, A 369, A 372, A 373, A 375, A 377, A 383,
A 386, A 390, A391, A490 / B518, A 492 / B 520, A 493 / B521,
A 494 / B 523, A 498 / B 527, A 507 / B 535, A 563 / B 591,
A 193 / B 821, a tacxe A 36 —37, A 37 ipum., A 125, A 126 —127,
A 374—375 mpvm., A 379—380, A 491. Cm. Takke ¢pparMeHTHI
m3 KaHTOoBCKMX «[Tporreromen» (Kant, 19946, c. 43, 44, 49, 63, 65,
79,103, 104).

¢ Cm.: A38—39 / B55—56, A42 / B59, A 247 / B 303, A 490 —
491 / B 518—519, a Takxe A 45 / B 62, B 164 u mp.

7 Cm.: AA 22,S.26, 31, 33, 34, 43, 44, 414 v fip.

8 O coBpeMeHHOM BUIEHWN 3TOT0 IIpOTUBOCTOsIHMS cM.: (Rohlf,
2010).

S.L. Katrechko

of appearance needs to be clarified, since Kant himself
does not give a clear answer to this question, and at
present there are several interpretations, differing pri-
marily in the definition of the concept of appearance.
These are the competing (alternative) theories of “two
objects/worlds” and “two aspects”: in the first of them,
appearance and thing in itself are understood as two dif-
ferent ontological objects, belonging to different worlds,
while in the second theory, the concepts of thing in itself
and appearance are considered only as the “two differ-
ent sides” — sensible and reasonable — or “twofold
standpoint” (KrV, B XVIII footnote; Kant, 1998, p. 111)
of the same object.’ The first early interpretation of “two
objects/worlds” has been presented in the first review
of the Critique — the so-called Gottingen review by
Ch. Garve (1742—1798) and J. G. Feder (1740—1821).
This interpretation identifies appearance and representa-
tion (shifting appearance to the right and “gluing” it to
representation), thereby opposing the objective world of
things and the subjective world of mental representa-
tions and bringing Kant’s transcendentalism closer to
Berkeley’s phenomenalism.® For a long time, until the
middle of the 20* century, this interpretation was do-
minant. The later “two-aspects” (or “double aspect”)
interpretation was developed primarily in the works of
H. Allison (1983), which largely relied upon linguistic
analysis (Prauss, 1974). At the same time, some thinkers,
in particular, J. G. Fichte, H. Prichard, M. Heidegger,
and others, have written about the validity of the theory
of “two aspects.” This theory gets its explicit expression,
first of all, in the preface to the second edition of the Cri-
tigue (KrV, B XVIII-XIX, B XIX footnote, B XXVII), which
is one of the main arguments in favour of it. Textual
support for it is also to be found in the Critique.” Kant
writes quite clearly in favour of this reading in his late
Opus Postumum.® The confrontation of these theories
was explained in the early 1980s by K. Ameriks (1982),
and the most active supporter of the “two-aspect” theo-
ry was H. Allison (2004).°

5 See also: “[T]he critique has not erred in teaching that the ob-
ject should be taken in a twofold meaning, namely as appear-
ance or as thing in itself” (KrV, B XXVII; Kant, 198, p. 115).

¢ There are grounds for such “gluing,” as in the first Critique,
where Kant repeatedly states that appearances are our re-
presentations or “representations in us.” Many passages sup-
port such identification of appearance and representation.
See, e.g., KrV, A 101, A 104, A 109, A 113, B 164, A 190 / B 236,
A 191 / B 236, A 250, A 369, A 372, A 373, A 375, A 377, A 383,
A 386, A390. A391, A490 / B518, A492 / B520, A493 / B521,
A 494 / B 523, A 498 / B 527, A 507 / B 535, A 563 / B 591,
A 193 / B 821; see also A 36—37 footnote, A 125, A 126 —127,
A 374—375 footnote, A 379—380, A 491, and Proleg AA 04,
p. 288, 289, 292, 305, 307, 319, 341, 342.

7 See KrV, A 38—39 / B55—56, A 42 / B 59, A 247 / B 303,
A 490—491 / B518—519, see also A 45 / B 62, B 164, etc.

8 See AA 22, p. 26,31, 33, 34, 43, 44, 414, 415, and others.

° About this opposition see more: Rohlf, 2010.

33



C.JI. Karpeuko

V1 xoT4 B HacTosiIee BpeMs IPajyC 3TOrO IIPOTHBO-
CTOSIHMSA CHVDKaetTcs: Hanpumep, P. Yoikep yrBepkmaer,
YTO 3TV TPAKTOBKI — BCETO JIMIIL MeTadpopbl, a He KOH-
LenTyaJbHO IIpoTusomosioxHele Teopun (Walker, 2010),
a HeKOTOpble COBpeMeHHbIe VccilefloBaTesIN IIpeylaraioT
ITOZIXOJTBI K OOBEIVHEHMIO 3TUX MHTEePIIpeTauir’, — TeM
He MeHee 3TO IIPOTUBOCTOsIHIE OIIpefiesisieT COBpeMeHHbIe
ZebaTel 10 TpaHCleHIeHTalbHOMY MeaymsMy (Schult-
ing, 2011). Ero cyTb cocTonT B pasHOm — 006exmubHot v
cybvexmubroil — TPaKTOBKe sBJICHMSI: B IIEPBOM CJIyJae siB-
JIeHVe TPaKTyeTcs cybsekmubHo Kak HEKOTOpoe MeHTalIb-
Hoe npedcmabieniie, a BO BTOPOM — 006exmuBHo KaK OFVH
W3 acnexmof PacCMOTPEHMS PealbHO CyIIeCTBYIOIIETO
npedmema, virvi Betyyu camoti 1o cebe.

OOGparnMcs K aHaJIM3y 3TOVI TpUALbl C Iieibio OoJiee
TOYHOV SKCIUIMKAIMM MeTar31ueckoro craryca KaHTOB-
CKOTO A6/enus B €ero OTIIMYMM KaK OT Beuju camoil no cebe,
TaK VI OT npedcmabaeHus.

Bo-niepsrix, KanT otimruaer séaenue ot beuju camoil no
cebe I KpUTUKYyeT IIPeIIecTBYIONIYI0 MeTadU3NKy 3a ee
HavVIBHBIVI peajiv3M, He ITPOBOMSIINI TPaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HOTO pas/vums MeXmy Bewjpio camoil no cebe Vi HaHHBIM
HaM B OIIbITe ee Af1eHueM. 3aMeTrM PV 3TOM, YTO OIIpe-
TleJIeHHOe TOXIIeCTBO Af1enus v Beuyu camoil no cebe 1osa-
raeTcs ¥l TeOpUeN «/IBYX acIIeKTOB», OCHOBOVI JIJ1s1 KOTOPOWA
BBICTYITAIOT ITACCAKV CJIEMTYFOIIIETO TUTIA: «00UH U MO JKe
npedmem (kypcus Movt. — C.K.) Mor ObI paccMaTpuBaThCs
€ 1By X pa3mnyHbIX cTopoH» (B XIX mpumeu.; KanT, 19946,
c. 25), To ecTh Kak siBJIeHIe 1 KaK Belllb cama I10 cebe:

«npegMeT = fABNEeHUe —
(Belwb cama no cebe)

npepcrasrieHue»

Cxema 1

Bo-BTOpBIX, He MeHee Ba’KHBIM SBJISETCS TaKXe pas-
Jdve MexXmay AbaeHuem W npedcmabaeruem, MO0 TOJIBKO
obsexmubupobarnuiil CTaTyC A64eHUsA, €To OTIINYE OT CyOb-
eKTVBHOTO npedcnabenis. TapaHTUPYeT 00vekmubHbill Xa-
paKTep HaIlero 3HaHWSA, WIV 006eKmMuBHYI0 3HAUUMOCHTL
aIlpMOPHBIX IPUHIIUIIOB, Y IIO3TOMY OIIMOKOV ObUIO OBI
OTOXIeCTBIIeHNIE («CKJIeMBaHVe» MeXIy cobom B TpaHC-
LIeH/IEHTAIBHOVI TPUaJie, VUIU IIIKaJIe) AB1eH1A VI npedchab-
/en1is, KaK 3TO TIPOVICXOMIUT B TPaVIIVIOHHOV MHTepIIpe-
TallN «[IBYX MUPOB/ 0O BEKTOB», BCJIELICTBIE Yero 1 obpa-
3yIOTCS [IBa MMpa: peaIbHBIV MVIpP BellleVl caMyX 110 ceOe 11
dpeHOMEHATBHBIVI MUP SIBJIIEHUIL

«npepmeTr — fBNEeHUe =
(Bewws cama no cebe)

npeapctaBrieHUue»

Cxema 2

° Cpenut Hux cM. paborer K. Mapmaiwia (Marshall, 2013),
M. OGepcra (Oberst, 2015), H. IIranra (Stang, 2017), x Gosee
IIOPOOHOMY 0OCY>K/I€HIMIO KOTOPBIX 51 00palllych HVDKe.

The intensity of this confrontation is now decreas-
ing. R. Walker, for instance, argues that these theories
are not clearly articulated and mutually exclusive alter-
natives, but mere metaphors (Walker, 2010). Although
the confrontation’s intensity is diminishing, a number of
contemporary Kant scholars are proposing versions of
the synthesis of these theories." It is this opposition that
determines the modern understanding of transcendental
idealism (Schulting, 2011). The essence of this confronta-
tion is the different — objective or subjective — interpre-
tation of the Kantian concept of appearance. In the first
case, appearance is treated subjectively, as some mental
datum, or representation. In the second, it is considered
objectively, as one of the aspects from which may be ob-
served an actual and really existing thing (thing in itself).

Let us now return to the analysis of the transcen-
dental triad and try to grasp the conceptual status of
appearance more accurately in its essential difference
from both thing in itself and representation.

Firstly, while distinguishing appearance from thing
in itself, Kant criticised the old metaphysics for its naive
realism, which did not consider this distinction. How-
ever, a similar merging of the two concepts is charac-
teristic of the theory of “two aspects,” the strong ver-
sions of which contain an indication of the numerical
identity of appearance and thing in itself. At the same
time, the weak versions of the “two aspects” theory
also imply a certain identity of appearance and thing
in itself, because they are based on Kant’s claim that
“the same objects can be considered from two different
sides” (KrV, B XIX footnote; Kant, 1998, p. 111), i.e., as
appearance or as thing in itself.

object* (Gegenstand) = appearance — representation
(thing-in-itself)
Schema 1

Secondly, the difference between appearance and
representation is equally important, for only the “objec-
tified” status of appearance," its difference from a men-
tal representation, guarantees the objective nature of our
knowledge, or the objective value of a priori principles
and, therefore, it would be a mistake to identify (“glue”
together within the transcendental triad, or spectrum)
appearance and representation, as in the traditional in-
terpretation of the “two worlds/objects,” as a result
of which two worlds are formed — the real world of
things in themselves and the phenomenal world of ap-
pearances:

1 Among them are such works as Marshall, 2013; Oberst, 2015;
Stang, 2017, to the analysis of which I turn below.

1 For my arguments in favour of the objectivity of appearances,
see: Katrechko, 2018a.
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Tem cambiM cirefryer m3berarb KpamHOCTEeVI OTOX/IeCT-
BIIEHVIST A6/1eHUA KaK C BeIlbIO caMoll 1o cebe, Tak U € npeo-
cmabBeniem, 9TO TIpeBpaIiaeT TpaHCIleHIeHTaTbHYTO TPU-
ajy obpartHo B Auany. s Ooslee TOYHOV SKCIUIMKAIINN
KOHIIeNTYaJIbHOTO CTaTyca KaHTOBCKOTO SBJIEHVIS HY>KHO
IIPUHATH BO BHUMaHMe CJIeylolee.

MpI He TTOJDKHEI 3a0BIBaTh, UTO TI0f, A61eHuem KaHT
IIOHMMaeT He KaK/e-TO MeHTaJIbHbIe CYIIIHOCTY, a TO, YTO
B JIOKPUTIYECKOV MBICIVI pacCMaTPVBaJIOCh KaK peaTbHO
CyLIecTByIoIIMe Bel. MapKupoBKy B KadecTse A61eH1ll
dusmdgeckrie 0OBeKTHI (YKe KaK ITPeIMeTHI OIIBITa) IIPU-
o0peTaroT JIMIIb B XOIe MpaHCyeHOeHMaAbHOoU peqhaexcuu
HaIIero «crocoba MO3HaHVS», OHAKO 3TO HE OTMEHSET
PpeaJIbHOTO cTaTyca CyIIeCTBOBAHMS SIBJISIOIIVIXCA HaM B
omnbITe Bement. [ToaToMy pu oTBeTe Ha BOIIPOC O CTaTyce
SIBJIEHVVI HeoOXOAMMO TIPUMHMMATE BO BHVMaHMe MX 006-
exmuBupoBarnuiil Xxapakrep'®, KOTOPBIVI COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
KaHTOBCKMeE SIBJIeHNS KaK IIPeIMeThI OIbITa HaXOIATCs He
B yMe, a B IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOM MVIpe.

Te3nc 00 0OBEKTMBHOV IIPUPO]Ie SIBJIEHVST HATJISTHO
IIpOSICHSIET aHAJIOTMS TeJlecKolta, Bocxosias K I'. dpe-
re''. TommycTvmM, MBI paccMaTpuBaeM JIyHy mpwm moMorin
terteckorta. Camy JIyHy (Kak ImpefiMeT) MOYKHO COOTHECTH
¢ Beuyvio camoil no cebe, ee MEHTAIILHBIN 00pa3 B HaIlIEM CO-
3HaHUU — C ee npedcmabaeruem. CIrpocuM cedsi: KaKOB OH-
TOJIOTMYECKWII CTaTyC m3o0paxeHys (apeHvs) JIyHer Ha
ymHse Testeckona? IToHaTHO, 9TO 3TO He peasibHas JIyHa
cama 110 ceOe (BeIlb cama II0 cebe), HO 3TO 1 He ee CyObek-
TUBHBIV (MEHTaJILHEIV) 00pa3 B HallleM CO3HaHWM, TO eCTh
«IIpefcTaBlIeHIe B Hac». Abaenue (n3obpakenue) J1yHsl B
TeJIeCKOIIe VIMeeT 00sekiuBHO-1pedMenIHblll CTATyC, XOTS U
OT/I¥aeTcs OT OOBEeKTMBHOTO CTaTyca peasTbHO CYIIIeCcTBY-
rorent JIyHeI Kak cryTHMKa 3emn. Hammvr opraHe! uyBcTs
IIPeCTaBIIII0OT co00M ITOOOHbIe YCTPOICTBA «BBOIA VIH-
dopmarmm» (Falkenstein, 1991), Ha «okpaHe» KOTOPBIX
KOHCTUTYUPYIOTCS  00vekmubHvie (0ObeKTUBUPOBAHHEIE)
SIBJICHVISI [IPEMETOB 2.,

10 Mowu apryMeHTbI B II0JIb3y OOBEKTMBMPOBAHHOCTH (OOBEK-
TBHOCTU) Absenuil cM.: (KaTpeuko, 2017a).

B cBoeit pabore «CMbIcit 1 3HaYeHMe» I'. dpere ncronb3yer
aHaJIOTMIO TeJIecKoIla /IS ITOSICHEHWs CBOero Te3nca 00 oObex-
TUBHOCTVI BBOIVIMOTO MM KOHIIEIITa «CMBICII» («CMBICITBI» He CY-
IIIeCTBYIOT B HallleVl FOJIOBe, Kak oOpasbl — Ha ceTyaTKe Halllero
rimaza) (Dpere, 1997, c. 29). 3mech g MCIIONMB3YI0 aHAIIOTTIO TeJTe-
CKOIIa IS IPYTUX IIeJIeVl, a UMEHHO JIJIsl WIIIOCTpaIm 00sek-
mubHoCm KaHTOBCKOTO f6/eHus. B TOM e caMOM CMBICITe 00b-
eKTUBHBIMY — (PU3NYECKMMM, a He MEHTaJIbHBIMU (CyObeKTMB-
HBIMW) — SBJISIOTCA ApyTie M300paxensi («o0paspl») ImpeamMe-
TOB, HaIlpMMep B 3epKajle win poToarapare, TeJleBU3MOHHbIE
«KapTWHKW» 1 T. I1., XOTS C CEMaHTWYeCKOV TOUKI 3peHIsl 3TO He
caMU Bellly, a JIMIIIb VX 3HaKM (CM. HVDKe).

2. Metadpopa TeyrecKorra MOXKeT OBITh JIOTIOJTHEHa aHaJoroM
MeTadOphl «OUKOB € ToyObMM cTexiamu» b. Paccerta (Paccer,
1987, c. 190). Ecyirr 6p1 mH3a Tesleckora ObUTa OKpariieHa B CH-
HWUM I1IBeT, TO M300paxeHne JIyHbI Ha JIMH3e TejlecKoIa TOXe
ObU10 OBI CHHWM (resp. IPOCTPaHCTBEHHEIM), HO CUHeBa (resp.
MPOCTPaHCTBEHHbIe XapaKTePUCTUKI) XapaKTepu3yeT He caMy
JIyny (Berb camy 110 cebe), a JIMIIIb ee SBJIeHIe, KAKOBBIM BBICTY-
I1aeT «TeJIeCKOIIHbIV» 00pas3 JIyHbI.

S.L. Katrechko

object* (Gegenstand) — appearance = representation
(thing-in-itself)
Schema 2

Thus, it is necessary to avoid the extremes of iden-
tifying appearances with both thing in itself and re-
presentation, which turns the transcendental triad back
into a metaphysical dyad. And, in order to more accu-
rately explain the conceptual status of the Kantian ap-
pearance, one should take into account the following.

We should not forget that under the concept of
appearance, in the Critique Kant understands not some
mental entities, but what in pre-critical thought were
considered actually existing objects. Physical objects
are marked as appearances only in transcendental reflec-
tion (analysis) of our “mode of cognition,” or within
the transcendental perspective. But this does not cancel
the actual status of the existence of objects in experi-
ence (within the empirical perspective). Therefore, it
is necessary to take into account the objectified nature
of Kant’s concept of appearance, which is that, as an
object of experience, it does not exist in the mind, but
rather in the spatiotemporal world.

The analogy of the telescope, which goes back to
G. Frege, clearly illustrates the thesis of the objective
nature of appearance.”” Suppose that we observe the
moon by means of a telescope. The moon itself has an
objective status, which corresponds to Kant’s thing in
itself. The mental image of the moon in our conscious-
ness is already subjective. It can thus be associated with
Kant’s representation. Let us then ask the following
question: what is the ontological status of the image of
the moon in the telescope (that can be associated with
Kant’s appearance), which is between the objective (real)
moon itself and its subjective (mental) image in our
consciousness? It is clear that the image of the moon
in the telescope is neither the real (objective) moon in
itself (thing in itself), nor a mental (subjective) image in
our consciousness, i.e., Kant’s “representation in us.”
Our answer is that this telescope-appearance (the moon’s
image in the telescope) has a specific intermediate on-
tological status, a quasi-objective status, although it
differs from the objective status of the real moon in
itself. Our sense organs are similar devices of “input

2 Frege uses the telescope analogy to explain his thesis of the
objectivity of “sense” (“sense” does not exist in our mind as, for
example, mental images) in his work Uber Sinn und Bedeutung
(Frege, 1948, p. 213). Here I use this analogy for other purposes,
namely, to illustrate the objectivity of Kant’s appearance. In the
same sense, objective — physical, rather than mental (subjec-
tive) — appearances are other “images” of objects, as, for exam-
ple, in a mirror or camera, or movie “pictures,” etc. Although
from the semantic point of view, all these are not objects, but
only signs of objects (see below).
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C.JI. Karpeuko

ITpn sToMm KanT x0T5 11 pasimrdaet sbenue v Beuyb camy
10 cebe, HO He pacCMaTpPUBaeT VX B OTPBIBE IIPYT OT IpyTa,
a AbaeHue — KaK CaMOCTOSITEIIBHYIO CyILIHOCTh. KaHTOB-
CKOe ABjeHue — 3TO JIVIIIb siBJIEHWE (A6441014e20c HaM)
IIpeaMeTa, VIV amhupureckoil Beuju camoil no cede (B 306),
ITOCKOJIBKY SIBJIEHVIE KaK TAKOBOE, TO €CTh B KAYeCTBe 11016
ko npedcmabaenus, «[He] cymectByer Oe3 Toro, 4rd depes
Hero sisieTcs» (B XXVI—XXVIL; Kanr, 19946, c. 29), To
ectb Oe3 Bery camort 110 ceGe. Tem cambv KaHT passiBaer
He (peHOMEHAJIVICTCKYIO meoputo Abrenuil (appearance the-
ory), a peasMCTIYIecKyTo meoputo Abaawujeeocs (appearing
theory)®, B paMKax KOTOpOV TepMUH A6/eH1e BBICTYIIAeT
COKpaIIeHHOV (POPMOVI TaKVX BBIPKEHN, KaK «SBJISIO-
IIUVICS TIPEIIMET» VIV «IIPeJIMeT, KaK OH HaM SIBJISIeTCs» 4.

Bmecre ¢ TeM, KOI[1a MBI TOBOPVIM, UTO s61eH1e eCTb 1ma
Jke BeIIlb, UTO U Beujp cama no cebe, B3sITast B MOJIyCe CBOEVI
TIaHHOCTM (SIBJIEHHOCTM), TO 3TO He O3HadaeT (B CIIIy ca-
Moro (pakTa HaMUMs ABAeHUTl), ITO AbeHUe eCTb Mon ke
CaMBbIVI IIpeMeT, YTO Belllb caMa II0 cebe, TO eCTb, UTO A6-
AeHie Vi Beuyb cama 1o cebe UVICIIEHHO TOXIeCTBEHHBbI/ VIIeH-
TUYHBL APYT APYTY: «MbI OTIIMIaeM IIPeaMeT Kak fbierue
OT TOTO >XKe IpefIMeTa KaK 00beKTa camoeo no cebe» (B 69;
Kanr, 19946, c. 85)".

5 Tax, ecym y Hac ectb pororpadpuisi gesiopeka (B KauecTse ero
5641e1151), TO B COOTBETCTBUVI C TEOPWEV SIBJIEHWV IIPeIMeTOM IT0-
3HaHM OyzeT BbICTyIIaTh poTorpads, To ecTb npedcmabaerie,
a 1o meopuu ABAAWee0cs TIPeIMETOM TIO3HaHMs OyJeT BBICTY-
naTh Abasiouutics Ha ¢oTo yes0bek, TO eCTh npedment IpenCTaB-
srervst (eM.: Xayaiwt, 2008, c. 11 mpumewu.).

4 Briepeble 0 meopuu ABaswoujecocs ctait ropoputs I. I[Tpraapn
(Prichard, 1909, p. 74). [To3xe 3Ta Teopus ObUla passBuTa B pa-
6orax P. Yusomma (Chisholm, 1950) 1 gp. (oHa cooTHOCMMa C
a06epbavHotl TeOpuert BOCIIPUSTVS; CM. Hipke). OTMeTHM Tak-
xe, uto ecyiu C. bapkep (Barker, 1967) nmpoTuBormocrasiisier s13b1-
Ky gBjleHVs v sesmomerocst y Kanara, To M. O6epcer (Oberst,
2015) roBopuT 00 11X BO3MOXKHOVI cOBMeIeHHocTr. OCHOBaHVIEM
IUIS TOTO BBICTYIIAET TO, YTO HEMELKMVI (KaHTOBCKIIT) TEPMUH
«Erscheinung» mcnonb3syercst it o0o3HayeHMsI Kak ITporiecca
(axTa) sBJI€HVIS BeI, TaK M pe3yJibTaTa 3TOrO IIpoljecca — cob-
CTBEHHO $IBJIEHVIsI, VI B 3aBVICKIMOCTI OT KOHTEKCTa MOXeT ObITh
riepeBefieH VI KaK TepyHIu 6101 eecs,, i/ Vv KaK CyIIeCcTBU-
TestbHOe ABsenue. TlomoOHas 1BYCMBICJIEHHOCTD TepMIHA «sIBJIe-
HVe» eCTb I B PYCCKOM $3bIKe, [IJIS ITPOSICHEH NS KOTOPOW MOXK-
HO ObU10 OBI IPOIIECCYa/IbHOCTD SBJIEHMSI (PUKCUPOBaTh, HAIIPY-
Mep, C ITOMOIIBIO TEPMWHOB Ho-A6/eHue VT faxke npo-sbienue:
Belllb cama 110 cebe nosbasemcs v nposabasem cebs B SABJICHUN.
3aMeTVM TakKe, YTO aMOMBaJIEHTHOCTD IIPUCYIIA ¥ KaHTOBCKO-
My TepMUHY «IIpezictasiieHue» (Vorstellung) (cm. Hioke cH. 18).
5 Korga KanT ropopur, uro s261eHue ecTb mom e camvlil TIpe-
MeT, 9T0 Bewys cama no cebe (cm. B XVII mpumeu., B 69 u nip.),
OH MCIIOJIB3yeT TepMuH «derselbe» u ero mpomssopsbie. OnHa-
KO 3TO He O3Ha4aeT IIOJIHYIO VIeHTUYHOCTD SBJICHVIS 1 Beln
caMovi 110 cebe B CMBICIIE IIPVHLIVIIA HO0X0eCba HepasiuduMblx
Jlentorvmia: a = B =, VPx(P(a) = P(B)). Kakue-To csovicTsa siBe-
HISL VI CAMOVI BEIIIVT MOTYT pa3INdaThCs, HallpyMep IIpOCTpaH-
CTBEHHO-BpeMeHHble XapaKTepVCTVKN SBJIeHNs He IpuHajjIe-
Kart Beujur camotl 1o cebe, XOTS VI CBOVICTBA BEIIVI TAKXKe MOTYT pas-
ym4aThes (M3MEHSThCA) B pasHble MOMEHTBI BpeMeH!. 3aMeTnM
B 3TOW CBsI31, UTO Korfa A. Byz oOcykmaeT MaeHTIIHOCTE A6/1e-
Hua v Beugu camoii no cebe (Wood, 2005, p. 62—76), oH onmpaet-

of information” generating objective appearances (see
Falkenstein, 1991)."

However, although Kant distinguishes appearance
and thing in itself, he does not consider them separately
(in isolation) from each other, and he does not consider
appearance to be an independent entity. Kant’s appear-
ance is only the appearance of an object appearing to
us, or an empirical thing in itself (B 306), because there
is no appearance in itself, i.e., only as representation,
“without anything that appears” (KrV, B XXVI-XXVII;
Kant, 1998, p. 115), i.e., without a thing in itself. Thus,
Kant’s transcendentalism appears to be, not a theory
of phenomenal appearance, but a realistic theory of ap-
pearing,' within which the Kantian term “appearance’ is
the abbreviated form of such expressions as ‘appearing
objects” or ‘objects as they appear’.”

At the same time, when we say that appearance
is the same as thing in itself taken in the mode of its
appearing, it does not mean (because of the very fact
of the existence of appearance) that appearance and
thing in itself are one and the same object, that they are
numerically identical to each other, since the “object as
appearance is to be distinguished from itself as object
in itself” (KrV, B 69; Kant, 1998, p. 190).1¢

% This can be supplemented by B. Russell’s metaphor of
“coloured glasses” (Russell, p. 130): the moon’s image in the
telescope is not the moon itself, and if the telescope’s lens is
painted blue (resp. spatial), the perceived objects will be blue
(resp. spatial), although this is characteristic not of the object it-
self, but of its appearance.

4 According to R. Howell, if we take a photography of a person
(as his representation), then according to the appearance-theory,
the photo itself is the object of our cognition here, and accord-
ing to the appearing-theory, the appearing here person, i.e., an
appearance of this person, is the object (or object*) of cognition
(see Howell, 2008, p. 11, footnote).

5 The distinction between “appearance theory” and “appear-
ing theory” was made for the first time by H. Prichard (1909,
p. 74). The appearing theory was developed in the works of
R. Chisholm (1950) and others (see also the adverbial interpre-
tation of Kant based on the adverbial theory of perception; see be-
low). Whereas S. Barker (1967) opposes the Kantian terminolo-
gy of appearance and appearing, M. Oberst (2015) writes about
their possible consistency. The reason for this is that the Ger-
man (Kantian) term/noun Erscheinung (resp. verb erscheinen)
denotes both the process (act) of the thing’s appearance and
the result of this process — appearance itself and, depending
on the context, can be translated both as the verb ‘to appear” or
the gerund (verbal noun) “appearing’ (it is the basis for appear-
ing theory) and as a noun “appearance’ (is the basis for appear-
ance theory) (Oberst, 2015, pp. 58, 72-73). This ambiguity of the
term ‘appearance’ exists in the Russian language, too, for the
removal of which it would be possible to fix the processuality
of the word “appearance’ with the help of the terms ‘emersion’ or
even ‘manifestation’: the thing in itself emerges or manifests itself
in appearance (compare with the ambiguity of Kant’s term ‘re-
presentation’; see below footnote 18).

16 When Kant says that an appearance is the same thing as a
thing in itself (see B XVIII footnote, B 69, etc.), he uses the Ger-
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Bocronp3yemcst aHastorvent 3epkaia (B pasBuTie aHa-
jorvm Testeckora). Ecrm aéaenue — 210 oOpas mpemMera
(HampumMep, cTola) B 3epKajle, TO B 3epKajle IIPecTaB-
JIEH 11011 JKe CAMbLIl CTOJI, KOTOPBIV SIBJISIETCS IIPooOpasoM
(= Bempo camoiz 1o cebe) croma. Ho «3epkabHBII» cTON
(= siBJIeHMe CTOJIA) He WIEHTWYEeH pPeasIbHO CYIIeCTBYFO-
IIeMy CTOITy (= Berru camort 1o cebe). [TosTomy xoTs s6-
/eHue VI CBSI3aHO C Beuyblo camoli 1o cebe V1 SIBIISIETCST TOVL JKe
CaMOVI Bellblo, HO AfjeHue UMCTIEHHO He TOXIEeCTBEHHO
Bewju camoti no cebe, 3TO pasHbIe 00veKMbI'C.

TeMm He MeHee CBS3b («CBA3aHHOCTb») MEXITY AB4eHUEM
" Beuyvio camoil no cebe IMeeT MeCTo:

«Belb caMa no cebe — sBneHue — npepcrtaBrieHue»

Cxema 3

Bmecre ¢ TeM B «Kputuke» KanT Hepenko nosmimo-
HUpPYeT sb/eHue KaK «IIpefiCTaB/IeHye B Hac»'. B pamkax
3epKaIbHOV aHAJIOTUN A6leHue — HarpuMep, odbpas cro-
Jla — VIMeeT TOT JKe CTaTyC, YTO U OTpaXkeHUe B 3epKaJle.
OpHaxo Ipw 5TOM s6/eHue He TOXIEeCTBEHHO npedcimabie-
HUI0, @ KaK «HEOIIPeJIeJIEHHBIN npeoMert SMITPUYECKOTO
cosepranus (vaTYyMINM)» (B 34; Kant, 19946, c. 63) sas-
JISIeTCS JIVIIB 1pedMerniom (codepiariieM) TIpenCcTaBIIeHs 'S,
OroxpecTsiieHme npedcmabienus I ero npeomena BBICTY-
IaeT CJIENICTBMEM HESBHOIO METOHMMMUYECKOTO ITepeHO-

Csl Ha IPVHINIT omHocumenvton udenmuunocmu P. Tvaa (Geach,
1973), a K. Maprmasur (Marshall, 2013) pasigaet tepmuHel «the
same» (= 1mo sxe camoe; «cr1abast MIeHTIIHOCTE») 11 «the identical»
(= moxxcoecmBertulil; «CVUTbHAS VIIEHTUIHOCTD ).

16 KanT mcrionesyer B «KpuTuke» LesIblii psj, «IIpeIMeTHbBIX»
TEepMIHOB, KOTOPBIe, Hapsly C OOIIMM CMBICJIOBBIM SIIPOM
(«IIpeIMeTHOCTD»), IMEIOT OTJINYAOIIIVIECS CMBICIIOBbIE OTTEHKN
v/vm 3HadeHMs: «o0bekT» (das Objekt), «pemmer» (der Ge-
genstand), «semp» (das Ding), «serp cama mo cebe» (Ding an
sich selbst) u gp. Borpocy 0 TOYHOV 3KCIUIMKALIV KaK CXOZ-
CTBa, TaK M CMBICJIOBBIX PasIMUMIl STUX «IIPEIMETHBIX» KaH-
TOBCKMX KOHIIEIITOB IIOCBSIIIIEHBI CIIelMasIbHble MCCIeIOBAHS
(cm., Hamp.: Palmquist, 1986; Buchdahl, 1992; KaTpeuko, 201706).
Bbliile st BBeJI pasiiuiie MeXIy «IIPeIMETOM» U «OOBEKTOM».
31eck e s pasiinyai «Belllb» U «00beKT» (cp.: Stang, 2017).
Eciu Beuyp — 5TO HeKasl aBTOHOMHAsI JaHHOCTH caMma Io cebe,
TO 00BeKIN — 3TO BElllb B paMKaX ee IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIIeH S CyOb-
€KTy, TO €CTb TO, UTO IIPOTMBOCTOUT CyOBEKTY B TOM VIV MHOM
OTHOITIEHNN («00BEeKT VS. cyobekT»). Cp.: «Obvexmn ecTb TO, B TI0-
HSITUN 4ero 006eduHeHo MHOrooOpasHoOe, OXBaThIBaeMOe JaHHBIM
coseprianvem» (B 137; Kant, 19946, c. 130). CooTBeTcTBEHHO,
OfHa M Ta e feujb MOKET OTHOCUTBCS K CyOBeKTy pas/InIHbIM
0bpasom, kak pasHble 006eK1bL: HaIIpUIMep, KpyTylasi BeIllb MOXeT
MIPECTaBIIITCS U KaK kpye (caMa Belllb), 1 KaK 244UNC (SIBJIeHIe
Berrn). Cp. pasimraene 00xecmbeHHoil v 4es0Beteckoil TOUeK 3pe-
HWS B TPAKTOBKe 1By X aciiekTos X. PobuHcona (Robinson, 1994).
7 CcpUIKM Ha PparMeHThl, TIOATBEPIKIAIOIINE «TOXKIECTBO» SIB-
JIEHVIS VI TIPEeJICTaBIIeHs], IIPVBEIEHBI B CH. 5.

8 3ameTnM, YTO pasyiMyeHue npedcmabierue vs. npeomein npeo-
cmabaenus (SIBJIEHNME) COOTHOCUMO C BBEIEHHBIM paHee pasjiide-
HVIEM MeXy TeOPWert A6/eH1s Vi TeOPWeNT A6/51014e20Cs: TeOPVIs
ABAA1014€20CA T1 €CTDb aKLIEHTVPOBAHYIe 1peoMerna IIPeICTaBIeHIsL.

S.L. Katrechko

Let us supplement the analogy of the telescope with
that of the mirror. If appearance is the image of a thing,
for example, the image of a table in a mirror, then the
same empirical table is presented, which is the prototype
(= thing in itself) of the mirror-table. But the mirror-ta-
ble (= appearance of the table) is numerically different
from the actual table. Therefore, although the appear-
ance is connected with the thing in itself, and although
they are the same thing, the appearance is nevertheless
not numerically identical to the thing in itself, they are
different objects.'” The relation between appearance and
thing in itself can thus be represented as follows:

object®* — appearance — representation
(thing-in-itself) Schema 3

At the same time, in the Critigue Kant often de-
scribes appearance as a representation within us (see
footnote 6). Appearance, e.g., the image of a table, has
the same status as a reflection in a mirror. However, in
this case the appearance is not identical with the rep-
resentation, but with the “undetermined object of an
empirical intuition” (KrV, B 34; Kant, 1998, p. 135); it is

man term derselbe and its derivatives. However, this does not
mean the complete (numerical) identity of appearance and
thing in itself in the sense of Leibniz’s principle of the identity of
indiscernibles: a = 3 =, VPx(P(a) = P(B)). Some characteristics of
the appearance and the thing itself can be different. For exam-
ple, the spatiotemporal characteristics of an appearance are not
the characteristics of the thing itself, although the properties of
the thing itself can also change at different points in time. We
note in this connection that when A. Wood discusses the iden-
tity of an appearance and things in themselves (Wood, 2005,
pp. 62-76), he relies on R. Geach’s relative identity (Geach, 1973),
and K. Marshall (2013) distinguishes between the term/notion
“the same” (the same as “weak identity”) and “the identical”
(identical as “strong identity”).

7 Kant uses a number of objective terms: thing (Ding), thing
(Ding an sich), object (Objekt), object* (Gegenstand), which, along
with the general semantic core (“objectness”), have differ-
ent semantic nuances. Some special researches were devoted
to this problem (see, for example, Palmquist, 1986; Buchdahl,
1992; Katrechko, 2017). Above, I have introduced the distinc-
tion between ‘object’ (Objekt) and ‘object* (Gegenstand). Here,
I distinguish between a thing and an object (cf. Stang, 2017). If a
thing is an autonomous entity (something), then an object (Ob-
jekt) is the thing within its opposition (or relation) to the sub-
ject, i.e., the object (something), which opposes the subject in
one way or another (distinction ‘object vs. subject’). Cf.: “An
object, however, is that in the concept of which the manifold of
a given intuition is united” (B 137; Kant, 1998, p. 249). Accord-
ingly, the same thing can refer to the subject in different ways,
as different objects. For example, a round thing can be repre-
sented both as a circle (or thing in itself) and as an ellipse (or ap-
pearance). Compare this with the adverbial theory of perception,
or with the distinction between divine and human perspectives in
H. Robinson’s interpretation of two aspects (Robinson, 1994).
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ca, KOI7ia ye/10e Ha3bIBaOT II0 MIMEHV ero YacTy (B HallleM
Cilydae, MIMeHYysl, Kak 9To u mesaet KaHt, npedcmabaenue
II0 MMEHM ero IIpeIMeTa KaK ero 9acTV, TO eCTh SBJIEHVI).
Hanipumep, npedcmabaenie o ctosie (Te «CTOJ» SIBIISIETCS
IIpeIMeTOM IIpeNICTaB/IeHsl) MBI MOXKeM Ha3BaTh «CTO-
JIOM», TO €CTb MMeHeM ero IpefiMeTa, VIIN gBJIeHWs, —
co3[aBas TeM CaMbIM JIOKHOe BIledaT/ieHye O (IIOJIHOM)
TOXIECTBe AbAeHUA U npedcmabrenus’®.

TeM He MeHee CBs13b («CBSI3HOCTB») MEXITY SIBJICHVIEM U
IpeficTaB/IeHNeM TakKe VIMeeT MecCTo:

«Belb cama no cebe — sABneHue — npeacraereHue»

Cxema 4

Ecmt xe coBmecTnTh IIpeIOKeHHbIe BbIIIEe CXEMbI
CBS3HOCTN SBJIEHVI C ITPEIMETOM U ITpe/ICTaB/IeHMeM:

«npegMer — fBIeHUe —
(BeLwpb cama no cebe)

npeacrasneHue»

Cxema 5

TO MOXKHO IIOJIYYWUTh PeIeHe OCHOBOIIOJIArafomer M
TPaHCIeHIeHTaTEHOV MeTadpU3MKM CEMaHTUIeCKOVI TTPO-
©71eMBI COOTBETCTBUS, VT CBOEOOPAsHYIO MIpAHCYeHOeH-
maivHyo dedykyuio (0OOCHOBAHME), OCHOBOVI VIS KOTOPOVI
BBICTYIIAeT TEe3UC O NpeOMenIHOM XapaKTepe HallnX IIper-
crapyieHVTY. AGpriC 3TOVI AemyKImy TakoB. [Tpedcmabienue
CToja (HarrpmMep, ero obpas), TpeMeTOM KOTOPOTO BBI-
CTyTIaeT s6/eHue «CTOI», COOTHOCUTCS — B CVUTY TOTO, UTO
Abaenue eCTb AbAeHUe CINOAA, TO €CTh IIPEIMETOM SIBJIEHVIS
BBICTYTIAeT SIBJISIOIINUVICS CTOM (TEOPUS SIBJISIOIIErocs)) —

1 C yueToM BBEIEHHOTO PasJINyeHs MeXILy npedcmabieniiem i
npedmemom npedcmabeniiss MOXXHO TOBOPUTH TakXKe O JIBYX CMbIC-
J1ax (resp. CJIOBOYIIOTpeOsIeHMM) KaHTOBCKOTO KOHIIeNTa ITpei-
CTaBJIEHVS: O «npocnio npedcmabienuu» (pencrasienve-1, vm
penpesenmayus; blofie Vorstellung) vi «npedcmabaenuu ueeo-1mo», TO
€CTb IIpeZiCTaBIeHNV B TeHUTVBe (IIpericTaBjleHne-2, VWi npe-
senmayus). Tem cambiv KanT mcnosnbs3yeT TepMiuH «IIpefcTasiie-
He» Takke aMOVMBajIeHTHO (Cp. ¢ aMOVBaJIeHTHOCTBIO TepMIHA
«siBJIeHve» (CM. cH. 13 BbIIIIe)): KaK «0ObeKTMBHYIO» IIpe3eHTa-
LIVIIO M/ VIV KaK «CyOBeKTUBHYIO» peripe3eHTaruio (Cp. ¢ «00b-
€KTUBHBIM IIpeJICTaB/IeHeM» 1 «CyOBEeKTUBHBIM IIpeJICTaBIIe-
HueMm» 13 ¢parmenTta B 207 —208). CooTBeTCTBEHHO, KaHTOB-
CKOe sIBJIeHVIe MOXKET OBITb OTOX/IECTBIICHO C npeseHmayuetl, i
IpeJicTaB/ieHNeM-2, a He IpezcrasieHneM-1. ITogpobuee 06
stoM cm.: (Karpeuxo, 2017a).

% @opmynmpoBKa, a TeM Oostee pertenne KanTom mpobsiemMbl
COOTBETCTBYA yKa3blBaeT Ha TO, YTO OH PasBUBaeT NpuHUHHYI0 Te-
OPWIO BOCIIPUISITVSI, XOTSI VI MICIIOJIb3yeT OOIIeNPUHATEIN peripe-
3eHTaTVICTCKVVI SI3BIK: MBI BOCIIPMHVIMaeM He udeu Bemiert ([e-
KapT, JIOKK), a JIMIIIb UX SBJIeHVs, KOTOpbIe B 00IIIeM cilydae He
30MOpdHBI BelltaM. 3aMeTvM, uTo ecin Ob1 KaHuT OpUI CTOPOH-
HVIKOM TeOPUY pelipe3eHTalNM, TO B 3TOM CJIydae IIpodsieMa co-
OTBETCTBVISI IIPEIMETOB U Pellpe3eHTalil pelliajach Obl TPUBU-
aJIbHO.

only an object* (or content) of representation.'® The iden-
tification of the representation with its object* is the result
of an implicit metonymical transfer, whereby the whole
is named by the name of its part, which Kant does, not
quite accurately calling the representation itself by the
name of its object®, i.e., appearance. For instance, we can
call the representation of a table (where the table is the
object* of this representation) by the name “table’, i.e.,
by the name of its object*, or appearance, thereby pos-
tulating a false thesis about the identity of appearance
and representation.”” Nevertheless, the relation between
appearance and representation exists and can be repre-
sented as follows:

object* — appearance — representation
(thing-in-itself)
Schema 4

If we combine the two schemas suggested above,
we obtain the following;:

object* — appearance —
(thing-in-itself)

representation

Schema 5

This solves the semantic problem of conformity,
which is fundamental to transcendental metaphysics,
or a kind of transcendental deduction, based on the thesis
of the objective-objectual (gegenstindlich) nature of our
representation.” We shall carry out the outline of this
deduction (using our analogy of the mirror). The “mir-
ror” representation of the table, where the appearance

8 Note that the distinction between ‘representation” and ‘ob-
ject of representation (= appearance)’ is consistent with the dis-
tinction introduced earlier between the theory of appearance
and the theory of appearing; the theory of appearing is focused
on the object* of representation.

¥ Taking into account the difference between representation
(Vorstellung) and object* of representation, we can also speak
both of “mere representation” (representation-1; [als] blofie Vor-
stellung) and “representation of something,” i.e., representation
in the genitive sense (presentation, or representation-2). Thus,
Kant uses his term “Vorstellung also ambiguously (compare
with the ambiguity of Kant’s term ‘appearance’; see footnote
16): both as objective-objectual (gegenstindlich) presentation
(representation-1), and/or as a subjective re-presentation (re-
presentation-2). Cf. ‘objective representation” and ‘subjective
representation” from B 207—208. Accordingly, for Kant, ap-
pearance can be equated with presentation-2, but not with re-
presentation-1. For more details on this, see Katrechko, 2018a.
% Kant's formulation and solution of the problem of conform-
ity assume that he accepts not a representational, but a causal
theory of perception: we perceive not ideas (Locke, Descartes),
but only appearances that are different from things.
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C PeasIbHO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIEN feuybio (IIPEeIMEeTOM) — CTOJIOM
Kak Beujpto camoil no cebe. Takvm oOpa3oM, IIOCKOJIBKY BO
BCeX WIeHaX TPaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV TPHUabl peub MeT 00
00HOM U 1OM Jke TIpeIMeTe — CTOJIe, TO VIMeeT MeCTO IIpell-
MeTHas MAEHTUYHOCTh (TOXKIeCTBEHHOCTD) MEeX/Ty coOov
1) npezncrasienus, 2) sipyieHus 1 3) Bely caMoi 110 cebe.
ITpw sToM s6senue (siBJIeHME CTOMA), KOTOPOE CXOIHO IIO
cofiepKaHMIO KaK C CaMOVI BEIbi0, TaK ¥ C HAIIVM IIpel-
CTaBJIeHMEM O HeVl B CO3HAHWV, UTPAET POJIb «CPETHETO
TepMWHa», KOTOPBIV BBICTYIIA€T OCHOBaHVEM VI OIIOCpe-
JlyeT OTHOIIIeHVe MeX/y «KpalH/MI WieHaMV» OTHOIIe-
HUSL — npedmemom (BHe Hac) u npedcmabaetviem (B Hac).

Tem cambiv BBOgMMBIT KanToM B «KpuTrke» KoHIenT
ABieHUA B KadecTBe MeIMyMa MeXIy npedMeniom VI npeo-
cmabeHiiem JIEXNT B OCHOBAHMY PeIeHs ITOCTaBIIEHHOM
VM B IIMicbMe K ['epry KimoueBovt 1yt MeTadpm3MKYL ceMaH-
TVYecKoV IIpo0sIeMbl cooTBeTcTBsL. KaHT Bo3BpariaeTcs K
00Cy>KIeHVIIO 3TOV ITPO0JIeMBI B IIPEIVCIIOBIUN KO BTOPOMY
vsgaHvio «KpuTmky» v1 omvchBaeT 1Ba BO3MOXKHBIX CIIO-
coba ee perrreHmst. Coe perrieHne, KoTopoe KaHT cBsi3biBa-
€T C «M3MeHEeHHbBIM MeToIoM MblrteHus» (B XVIIL; Kanr,
199406, c. 24) B MeTadm3MKe 11 COOTHOCUT C «KOIIepHVKaH-
ckmM niepeBopoTom» (B XXI npumeu.; Kant, 19946, c. 26)%,
OH OIIMCHIBaeT TaK: «Mbl a priori mosHaem B Bemax (Ding-
en) JIUIIb TO, YTO camu B HUX BiIoxwm» (B XVII; Kanr,
19946, c. 24). I[loHATHO, YTO B CJTydae KaHTOBCKOTO CITOCO-
0a perreHVIsI MOXXHO FTOBOPUTH O COOTBETCTBIM IIPEIMETOB
HAaIIIM IIpefICTaB/IeHNsIM, IIOCKOJIbKY IIpeIMeThl yKe He
Oanvl HaM, a 3a0anbl Hamyt. Ho atv Beuju yxe He Bewju camu
1o cebe, a npedmenvl ONviMA, TO €CTb CKOHCTPYVPOBaHHbIe
HaMI U3 SMIIMPUYECKOVI MAmeput Vi allpyuiopHOV hopMol
SIBJICHVISI, OIIOCPeyIOLIlie OTHOIIIeHVIe MEeXY CyObeKTB-
HBIMU 1pedcmabieHuamu 11 CyIIeCTBYIOLIMMI He3aBVICMO
0T yMa OOBeKTVBHBIMM ITpeIMeTaMIA

2. OHTOIOTMYIeCKMVI CTAaTyC SABJICHVA:
BeIlb (CyOcTaHIVIsI) 1/JTM OTHOIIIEHVe

B pesyibrare IpoBeleHHOrO aHaIM3a S CPOPMYIIN-
posait Te3uckr (1) 0 «IIPOMEXYTOYHOM» MeTaU3UIECKOM
cTaTyce KaHTOBCKVX SIBJIEHWVI B paMKax TpaHCIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOV TpMabl «Bemb caMma 110 cede (Ding an sich) —

2 TTpvmepom i Kanra BeICTyTaeT He CTOIbKO eunomesa Ko-
nepHMKa (WIN «KOIePHMUKAHCKMIL IIePeBOPOT»), CKOJILKO 11e0-
pus rpasuTanuy HploToHa, KoTOpas /1oKasbiBaeT rumoresy Ko-
nepumka (cm. B XXII mpum.). HeioToHOBCKas «rpaBuTaIys» Bbl-
CTyIIaeT CYITHOCTBIO, VIV HOyMeHasIbHOVI BeIllbIo caMo 110 cebe
HaOImoraeMbIx siBjieHN. [IprdyeM 310 GoJlee TOUHEBIN HIpUMep
COOTHOIIEeHS AB/eH1s Vi Beujy camoli 1o cebe, YeM KaHTOBCKast M-
OVpydecKast aHaJIoT Vsl «pajiyTa Vs. KaIulu JoXKAs» 13 (pparMeH-
Ta B 63, mockoirbKy rpaBuTanys eCTh HUUTO Ha heHOMeHaJIbHOM
ypoBHe (OHa HEBMAWMMA) VI COBEPIIIEHHO HM Ha YTO HeImoXoXa
(mpumep c rpaBuTarven B. Bepkmerictepa (Werkmeister, 1981)).
DTO TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO pasjIvdavie MeXy AbieHiem Vi Beujpio ca-
MOT 10 cebe SIBIISIETCs], BO3MOXKHO, Oojlee paiyIKaJIbHBIM.
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“table” functions as an object¥, is correlated to the actu-
ally existing thing, the table (as thing in itself), because
the appearance ‘table’ is the appearance of the table, i.e., the
appearing table is the object* of the appearance. Thus,
since in all the elements of our schema (i.e., transcen-
dental triad) we are talking about the same object*: (1)
the table, then there is the objective* identity of the rep-
resentation, (2) the appearance, and (3) the thing in itself,
which underlies the relation between object* and rep-
resentation. In this case, the appearance, i.e., the appear-
ance of the table, which is similar in content both to the
thing in itself and to our mental representation of it,
functions as the “middle term” in the relation between
an object* (external to us) and a representation (within
us).

Thus, the concept of appearance introduced by Kant
as a medium between object* and representation lies at
the basis of the solution of the semantic problem of
conformity introduced in the letter to Hertz (Br, AA 10,
p- 130). Kant returns to the discussion of this problem in
the Preface to the second edition of the Critique, where
he describes two possible ways of solving it. Kant ex-
plains his view as follows: “we can cognize of things
(Dingen) a priori only what we ourselves have put into
them” (KrV, B XVIII; Kant, 1998, p. 111). For him, this
solution is connected to his “Copernican revolution”
(KrV, B XXI footnote; Kant, 1998, p. 112) and to “the
altered method of our way of thinking” (KrV, B XVIIL;
Kant, 1998, p. 111) in metaphysics.”' It is clear that, in
the case of Kant's solution, it is possible to speak of the
conformity of objects* (Gegenstinde) to our representa-
tions, since objects* are no longer given to us, but are
given by us. But these objects* or things (Dinge) are no
longer things in themselves, but only objects of experi-
ence, i.e., constructed through empirical matter and a
priori forms of appearance, mediating representation
and objective mind-independent objects*.

2. The Ontological Status of Appearance:
Thing (Substance) and/or Relation

As a result of this analysis, we may formulate the
theses about (1) the “intermediate” status of Kant’s ap-
pearance as an independent entity within the transcen-

2 For Kant, it is not the Copernican hypothesis (or ‘Copernican
revolution’) that functions as an example, but it is rather New-
ton’s theory of gravity that proves the hypothesis of Coperni-
cus (see KrV, B XXII footnote). Gravity is an entity, or thing in
itself, of the observed appearances. And this is a more reveal-
ing example of the relation of appearance and thing in itself,
than Kant’s analogy “rainbow vs. drops of rain” from B 63, be-
cause gravity is nothing at a phenomenal level (it is invisible)
and does not resemble anything. See, for example, W. H. Werk-
meister (1981). Therefore, the difference between the appear-
ance and the thing in itself is perhaps more radical.
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spienne (Erscheinung) — mpencrasiernmve (Vorstellung)»
” (2) 0 HeOOXOOVIMOCTH yIepKaHMs BBOAVIMOIO B TpHaze
IIBOVIHOTO OT/INMYEHNs AfeHuA KaK OT Betyu camoil no cebe,
TaK ¥ OT npedcmabienus. JInaekTvKa sIBJIEHMS TaKoBa: C
OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, SIBJIEHVE CXOIHO KaK C IIpeIMeTOM, TaK
VI HIpefCcTaBIeHneM, a ¢ APYroil — OHO OTIMYHO KakK OT
00vexmubroeo IIpeIMeTa, Tak ¥ OT cy0sexmubHoeo NpeacTaB-
JIeHVsL. DTVIMU Te3VCaMU OIIPeJIeIIsIeTCsl MeTaU3IeCcK U
cTaTyc AB4eHuA KaK CaMOCTOSITEITBHOVI CYIITHOCTY B KaH-
TOBCKOVI CCTEME.

OnHako BOIIPOC 00 OHTOJIOTMTYECKOM CTaTyce KaHTOB-
CKOTO sIBJIEHMSI ITOKA OCTAEeTCs Heollpe/ieJIeHHbIM. B dact-
HOCTW, JIOKa3aHHOCTh CAMOCINOAMEAbHOCHIY KOHIIETITa SIB-
JIeHNs ellle He O3HaYaeT OHTOJIOTMIECKOVI CaMOCTOSITeITb-
HOCTY (TO €CTh CyOCTaHITMOHAIBHOCTY) CAaMOTO SIBJIeHWIS.
Ecymm st pertieHmst Borrpoca 0 MeTadpu3i4ecKoM CTaTy-
Ce SIBJIEHVISI MBI OIMpPAJIVICh Ha KaHTOBCKOE pasIfMueHVe
«IIpeMeT — IIpelCTaBJIeHMe», TO IS €ro yTOYHEeHVIS
OymeM VICIIONIB30BaTh OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO IIKaly «Bellb/
IpeaMeT — OTHOIIEHVIE».

B HacTosiIIIee BpeMst MOXKHO BBIIEJIATH [1Ba OCHOBHBIX
TI071X0/1a K pelieHuIo JlaHHo mpobiemMsl. ITepsyio (Oosee
MHOTOYVCIIEHHYI0) TPYIIIY VICCIIeOBaTeIeVl COCTaBIISIOT
Te, KTO paccMaTpvBaeT KaHTOBCKOe SIBJIEHIE CyOCTaHIIN-
OHAJIBHO, TO €CTb KaK Beuyb (npedment), TIo aHatormm ¢ pu-
3UYeCKVIM ITPeMETOM (CM. HYpKe, HartpuMep P. JIsHrTOH).
OcHoBanme 115 9TOTO fAaeT caMm KaHT, KoT/1a TOBOPWT O SB-
JIEHVV KaK O 1MaAKoM ke CAMOM 1npedMeirie, ITo T Betiyb cama no
cebe. Bropyto IrpyIy mcciieoBaTelIei COCTaBIIsIOT Te, KTO
CUMTaeT KAaHTOBCKOE SIBJIEHVIE YeM-TO OHIHOCUINeAbHbIM VT
Tlaxe omHoulenuem (CM. Hvpke, HattpuMep [Dx. Bar Koms),
IIOCKOJIBKY, Kak roBoput KaHT, «B siBiIeHMM oOBEKTHI 1
ZlaXke CBOVICTBA, KOTOpPble MBI MM IIPUIIMCHIBAEM, BCETa
paccMaTpMBarOTCSI KaK HEUTO [EVICTBUTEIIBHO JaHHOe, HO
ITOCKOJIBKY 3TV CBOVICTBA 3aBUCSIT TOJIBKO OT criocoba co-
3epuanms cyowvexTa 6 omuowenuu (Kypevis Mot — C. K.) x
HeMy JIaHHOTO IIpeJIMeTa, TO Mbl OTJIMYaeM IIpeIMeT Kak
ABAeHue OT TOTO Xe IpeIMeTa Kak oObeKTa camo2o 1o cebe»
(B 69; Kanr, 19940, c. 85).

Ha omnocumenvrocms sBIeHMs yKa3bIBaeT yke caMo
[IPOTUBOIIOCTaBIIeHMe Abenue vs. Beup cama no cebe, To-
CKOJIBKY ~TEepPMMHOJIOTMYECKV BbIPaXeHNe «CaMo II0
cebe (an sich)» Bo Bpemena KaHTa o3Hauaer, 4TO Takas
Belllb OllpefieIsieTcs «0e3 OTHOIIeHNS K APyrou [Bemu)»
(Oberst, 2015, p. 56), To ecTb KaK aBTOHOMHasI CyIIIHOCTb
caMa 110 cebe, CYIITHOCTb BHE 0MHOUleH1 I, B TO BpeMsI KaK
KaHTOBCKOe SIBJIEHVIE O7MHOCUMIEAbHO VI OTChUIAET eCIV He
K OHTOJIOTMYECKOMY, TO, TIO KpalfHeVl Mepe, K 3TVCTeMO-
JIOTVIeCKOMY OMIHOUIEHUI0 MEXITy OOBeKTOM 1 CyOBeKTOM.
Tewm cambiM BBOAVIMBIE KaHTOM KOHIIENT sIBJIeHMsI Iapa-
IIOKCaJIeH: C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, COITOCTaBIIEH e AB/1eH1LA C Be-

2 bes-omHocumensHblil XapaKTep KaHTOBCKOV Beuju camotl no cebe
IIOJITBEPIK/IA0T, HarpyMep, pparmenTsr B 336, B 339 u mp.

dental triad “thing in itself (Ding an sich) — appearance
(Erscheinung) — representation (Vorstellung)” and (2) the
need to retain in the triad the introduced double dif-
ferentiation of appearance both from thing in itself and
from representation. The dialectics of appearance is as
follows: on the one hand, the appearance itself in some
sense can be considered as similar both to an object*
and a representation and, on the other hand, the ap-
pearance itself is different both from the objective ob-
ject* and its subjective representation. These theses
determine the metaphysical state of appearance as an
independent essence in Kant’s system.

However, the problem of the ontological status of
Kant’s appearance remains uncertain and requires a
solution. In particular, the proof of the independence of
the concept of appearance does not entail the ontolog-
ical independence (i.e., substantiality) of appearance
itself. If we relied on the Kantian distinction “object* —
representation” to solve the problem of the metaphys-
ical status of appearance, we use the ontological spec-
trum “object/thing — relation” to solve the problem of
the ontological status of appearance.

There currently are two main contending ap-
proaches to solving this problem. The first, more nu-
merous, group of researchers is that of those who
consider Kant’s appearance as an object/thing (i.e., as
a substance), by analogy with a physical object (see
below, for example, R. Langton). The basis for this is
given by Kant himself (this is emphasised by the ad-
herents of the “two aspects” theory) when he speaks
of appearance as about the same thing as the thing in
itself. The second group of researchers includes those
who consider the Kantian appearance as something
relative (= relative thing), or even as a relation itself (for
such an interpretation, see, for example, J. Van Cleeve).
As Kant writes: “in the appearance the objects indeed
even properties that we attribute to them, are always
regarded as something really given, only insofar as this
property depends only on the kind of intuition of the
subject in the relation of the given object to it then this
object as appearance is to be distinguished from itself
as object in itself” (KrV, B 69; Kant, 1998, p. 190).

The relationality of appearance is indicated by the
very opposition between appearance and thing in itself,
because terminologically the expression “in itself” (an
sich) meant, in Kant’s times, that a thing is determined
“without relation to another [thing]” (Oberst, 2015,
p. 56), i.e., as an indication of an autonomous entity in
itself, an entity beyond all relations,”” while the Kantian
appearance is a result, if not of an ontological, at least
of a cognitive relation between an object and a subject.

2 The non-relational nature of Kant’s thing in itself is con-
firmed by B 336 and B 339.
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Ub10 Camoll 110 cebe TOBOPUT O €T0 NnpedMenHOM XapaKTepe,
C APYTOV CTOPOHEL, npomubonocmabaenue a6ienus v Geuyu
camoil no cebe yKaspIBaeT Ha €To He-TIpeJIMeTHBIV (He-CyO-
CTaHIIMOHAIBHBIN) XapakTep. [IpnyeM Kak JuIs 11epBov,
TaK M [IJIs1 BTOPOV TPAKTOBKI €CTh IIOATBEeP KIArOIIIe TeK-
CToJIOrMYecKye PparMeHTEL.

[Tpucrynas x HalleMy aHaInM3y, oOpaTVM BHMMaHe
IIpeXIIe BCEro Ha TO, UTO CTOPOHHMKM KaK TEOPUN «IBYX
00OBEKTOB», TaK I TEOPUIN «IBYX aCIIEKTOB» B CBOEM 0OJIb-
IIMHCTBE IIPVHMMAIOT (II0 YMOJITIAHWIO) npeOMenHblil 100~
X00 K TPaKTOBKe A6/1eH15: OH TIPSMO TTPOITMCaH B Ha3BaHUM
TEOPUM «IIBYX OOBEKTOB», a TEOPWL «IBYX acIIeKTOB» IO-
BOPUT O TOM, UTO sA6/eHue BBICTYIAeT OPYTMM aclleKTOM
PaccMOTpeHwsI TOTO JKe CaMOro IpeiMeTa, KaKOBbIM IS
Kanra BbIcTymaer fews» cama no cebe. OcHOBaHMEM IS
3TOTO CTAaHOBUTCS Cilefylolee: A6 enue BoauTcsa KaHntoM
ISt PUIKCAIMM TOTO, YTO C IIPEIKPUTUYECKON (IMIIMPU-
YeCKOVT) TOUKM 3peHs ITO3UIIVIOHVPOBAIOCh KaK peaTbHO
CyIIecTByIoIasl Belllpb (TeI0), a B TpaHCIIEHIeHTaTbHON
pedprrexcut BBICTyIIaeT yke Kak AbieHue TIpenMeTa (Teo-
PV SIBJIIIOIIErocs), IOCKOJIBKY TeIlepb «MBI OT/IMYaeM
IpenMeT Kak Af/eHue OT TOTO JKe IpeaMeTa Kak oObeKTa
camoeo no cebe» (B 69; Kanr, 19946, c. 85). A masee Kanr ¢
LIeJIBIO PasJIMUeHNs] npeomennob Kak AbAeHutl Vi IIpeIMEeTOB
Kak Beuyert camux no cebe COOTHOCUT ABAeHUA C npeoMermamu
onvima / wybemb / suanua (B 125—126 u np.»), v npeo-
memamu Bosmoxcrozo onvima (B 148). Kak s yxe ormeuan
BBIIIIE, ISl KAHTOBCKOTO peaylM3Ma BakKeH HpeoMernHblil
(oOpexTMBMpOBaHHBIN) XapakTep sBieHns (Karpeudxo,
2017a), n mosTOMY B paMKax passusaemont Kanrom meo-
puu abasioujecocs sIBIIEHVE OIperersieTcs KaK «HeoIpe-
TIeTTeHHBIVI 1pedMeirt SMITMPIIeCKOTo cosepraams» (B 34;
Kamnr, 19946, c. 63), wwmt unmyuyuu®. B paMxax BBeeHHOM
paHee TpaHCIEHIEHTAILHOV TPUadbl IIOLOOHYIO «Bell-
HYIO» TPaKTOBKY SIBJIEHVS KaK aBTOHOMHOW (CyOcTaHIIN-
OHAJIBHOW) CYIITHOCTV MOYKHO IIPeICTaBUTh TakK:

«npegmetr — | {ABneHue} | — npeacraBneHue»
(BeLwb cama no cebe)

Cxema 6

Opnako Oyzer JiM IpaBOMEpPHBIM JIOTMYecKM obpa-
TUTH BBIpaXkarolllee IIeHTPaIbHBIV TE3VC TPaHCILEHIIEeH-
TaJM3Ma CyXKIeHVe «[3MIMpudecKie] IIpeaMeTsl — 3TO
SBJIEHVSI» B ODCYXKIaeMoe 3[1ecCh Cy>KIeHVie «sBJIeHVe —
3TO mpenmeT»? SBidercs i AfieHue CaMOCTOSTEIIbHBIM,
OHTOJIOTMTYECKM He3aBUCUIMBIM 7pedMernoM € TpPaHCLeH-

# Cwm. taxke HasBaHMs §§22 u 24 B «TpaHclieHIeHTaJIBHO Jle-
TYKIVNL..» 13 2-T0 m3maaus «KpuTukm ancroro pasyma».

% Pycckmit IiepeBoj; TepMuHa «Anschauung» Kak «coseplia-
HUST» He BCerTla yAadeH, ¥ ITO3TOMY s ITepeBOXy 3TO TIOHSTe,
BOCXOJIdAIIee K JIATVMHCKOMY TepPMUHY intuitus, KaKk «MHTYWUIIVS
(cm. B 337), momuepkmBasi TeM caMbIM ITPOITeCCYaIbHBIN XapaK-
Tep MHTYULIVV KaK aKTa CXBaTbIBaHVIS.

S.L. Katrechko

Thus, one can speak of the paradoxical nature of Kant’s
concept of appearance: on the one hand, its comparison
with the thing in itself is about the objective nature of
the appearance and, on the other hand, the opposition
of appearance and of the thing in itself indicates its
non-objective (i.e., subjective) character. And there are
corresponding textual confirmations both for the first
and for the second approach to appearance.

At the beginning of our analysis, we must first of
all pay attention to the fact that the supporters of both
the “two objects” theory and the “two aspects” theory
mostly accept (by default) an object/thing approach to the
interpretation of appearance (it is actually written in
the name of the theory of “two objects”), and the theory
of “two aspects” is based on the fact that appearance is
another aspect of consideration of the same object/thing,
which, for Kant, is a thing in itself.” The reason for this
is that the concept of appearance is introduced by
Kant to indicate what from the pre-critical (empirical)
point of view was considered a really existing object/
thing (= body), but in the transcendental perspective
already appears as the appearance of an object” (theory
of appearing), because now we distinguish “object as
appearance [...] from itself [= the same object] as an
object in itself” (KrV, B 69; Kant, 1998, p. 190). And then
Kant, in order to distinguish objects as appearances from
objects in themselves (things in themselves), connects
appearances to the objects of experience / objects of
senses / objects of cognition (KrV, B 125-127, etc.), or
the objects of possible experience (KrV, B 148).** As
we have already noted above, for Kantian realism,
the objective nature of appearance and the theory of
appearing that he himself developed are important.
He therefore defines appearance as the “undetermined
object of an empirical intuition” (KrV, B 34; Kant, 1998,
p- 172). In the framework of the transcendental triad
introduced earlier, such an objective interpretation of
appearance as an independent substantive entity can
be represented as follows:

object*(Gegenstand) — | {appearance} | — representation
(thing-in-itself)

Schema 6

However, is it logically valid to turn the judgment
that “[empirical] objects are appearances,” which ex-
presses the central thesis of transcendentalism, into
the judgment that we are interested in, namely that

2 Such is the approach of R. Langton (1998), which treats thing
in itself and appearance as one and the same thing, but with a
different — “internal” (for thing in itself) and “external” (for
appearance) — set of properties.

2 See also the titles of §§ 22 and 24 of Kant’s “Transcendental
Deduction...”
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IeHTaJIbHOV TOUKV 3pEeHIS VI KAKOBBL OCHOBAHIS [IJIS 3TO-
ro? OrpuliaTeIbHbIe OTBETHI Ha 3TV 11 ITOL00HbIE BOIIPOCHI
CKJTOHSIOT VICCIIeMIoBaTesieVl K BBIOOPY ApPYyTOV asbTep-
HaTMBBI — K He-CyOCTaHIVIOHIBHO (OTHOCWUTEIIBHOVI)
TPaKTOBKe A64eHUA.

OTHOCUTENIBHOCTD Af/1eHUSA CBS3aHa C €ro IIPOMEXY-
TOYHBIM PacCIIOJIOKEHMEM MeXIly IIpeIMeTOM V1 IIpeJICTaB-
JIEHVIEM: C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, AB/eHuUe — 3TO sSIBJIEHNE TIpel-
MeTa 11 TI03TOMY OHO OIIpefie/leHHBIM 00pa30M OTHOCUTCS
K 00beKTy/mpeMeTy (Beln caMoll I1o cebe), a ¢ Ipyrom
CTOPOHBI, Ab/eHue — 3TO IIpeJCTaBIeHVe O IIpefIMeTe,
II03TOMY OHO MIMeeT OIlpesie/IeHHOe OTHOIIIeHe K Halllei
YyBCTBEHHOCTVI, TO €CThb K CyOBeKTy ITO3HAHVIS.

B psme mect «Kpurnkm», «ITporeromen» m «Opus
Postumum» KaHT moguepKmBaeT 3Ty OBOVICTBEHHYIO OT-
HOCUTEITFHOCTB CBOETO KOHIIerTa sBiteHmst. C OIHOM CTo-
POHBI, «sBJIeHVIe €CTh TO, 9TO BOBCE He HaXOIWUTCS B O0beK-
Te caMOM 110 ceDe, a Bcerma BCTpedaeTcs B €r0 OMHOUIeH U
(xypcws mort. — C. K.) x cyopexTy» (B 70 mprmeu.; Kanr,
19946, c. 86), n «sIBJIeHMS CYLIECTBYIOT He caMu 110 cebe,
a TOJIbKO B omHowenuu (Kypcws Mont. — C. K.) K... cyte-
cTBY [, mmerortiemy uyscTBal» (B 164; Kaxt, 19946, c. 148)%.
C mpyrovt CTOpOHBI, sA64eH1e HeJIb3s MBICJIUTh KaK HeuTO
CaMOCTOSITEJTbHOE VI aBTOHOMHOE, 0e3 ero 0mHOUIeHUST K SB-
JISIOIIeMYy Cs IIpeIMeTY (BeIly caMov 110 ce0e), ITIOCKOIIBKY
«siBJIeHVe [He] cylecTByeT 6e3 TOro, 4To B HeM SIBJISIeTCs»
(B XXVII), 1 «113 IOHSTYS JKe sIBJIEHNS BOOOIIIe eCTeCTBEeH-
HO BBITEKaeT BOT UTO: SIBJIEHWIO JI0JDKHO coomBenicmBobany
(xypcwB Mom. — C. K.) HeuTo... [a] cjI0BO sBIIEHUE YKe
ykasblBaeT Ha orHoureHne (Beziehung) x [sTomy] Heu-
TO»* (A 251 —252; Kanr, 2006, c. 327 —329), a MeHHO — K
TpaHCLeHAeHTaIbHOMY IIpenMery (A 108 —109).

OOpariM B 2TOV CBA3M BHMMaHMEe Ha QparMeHT
B 66—67 13 mobasieHHoro Bo 2-M m3gaamn «Kpurmkm»
npvMedaHns K «TpaHCIIeHOeHTaIBHOV 3CTETVKe», IHe
KaHT mociienoBaTeslbHO TOBOPUT O ABOVICTBEHHOM Xa-
paKkTepe OTHOCUTEIIBHOCTV CBOETO siBjleHMs. CHavyasia OH
IINIIIET, YTO «BCE, YTO B HAILlEM ITO3HAHUV ITPVHAIEXNUT
CO3eplLIaHMIO [TO eCTh OOJIACTV SIBJIEHWV|... COHEPIKUT
OIHM JIIIb oTHOIIeHms» (B 66, Kant, 19940, c. 84; cp.
B 67; Kant, 19946, c. 84: «cosepiiaHue He COIEPXUT HU-
4ero, KpoMe OTHOITIEHU»), a [IOTOM 3aKJIFOYaeT, UTo, T10-
CKOJIBKY «BHeEIITHee YyBCTBO JiaeT HaM JIVIIIb IIpeJicTaBiIe-

» Cp. taxke ¢ §13 «IIposneromen», roe Kanr rosoput o Tom, uTo
Bo3moxcHOCHb SIBTIEHUVI OCHOBBIBaeTcst «Ha omHoutenuy (Verhilt-
nis) (kypcus Mont. — C. K.) HEeKOTOPBIX caMuXx 110 cebe Hem3BeCT-
HBIX Bellleil K 4eMy-TO IIPYrOMY, a MMEHHO K HaIIIeVl 4yBCTBEH-
HOoCcTM» (AA 4, S. 286; KanT, 19948, c. 41; cp. AA 22, S. 43 —44).

% B cBoeM IepeBoOfIe I 3aMEHWWI BEIpaKeHNe «3aKiIfouaeT B cebe
yKaszaHue» BbIpaKeHMeM «yKasblBaeT Ha omnouienue (Bezie-
hung)» ¢ 1iespI0 OITYEepKHYTH 0O03HAUeHHOE 3echk KanToM or11-
HouleHue [pedepeHIN] SBJIEHNS K YeMY-TO, IIPUYeM IIOHSITHO
13 KOHTEKCTa, YTO 9TO OTHOIIIEHVE SIBJIEHNS K «<KOHEYHOMY» pe-
depeHTy (IeHOTaTy), KaKOBEIM, corytacHo pparmeHTy A 108, sB-
JISIETCST MPAHCYEHOCHNAAbHbLIL peoMen.
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“appearances are objects”? Is appearance a self-suffi-
cient, ontologically independent object from the tran-
scendental point of view? And what are the reasons for
this? Negative answers to these and similar questions
lead Kant scholars to choose another alternative — a
non-substantial (relational) interpretation of appear-
ance.

The relationality of appearance is connected with
its intermediate location in the transcendental triad: on
the one hand, appearance is an appearance of an object
and, therefore, it is in a certain way (1) related to the
object of cognition (i.e., thing in itself) and, on the other
hand, appearance is a representation of the object and,
therefore, appearance has a certain (2) relation to our
sensibility, i.e., to the subject of cognition.

In a number of places in the Critique, Prolegomena,
and Opus Postumum, Kant emphasises this dual rela-
tionality of appearance. On the one hand, appearance
“is not to be encountered in the object in itself at all, but
is always to be encountered in its relation [my italics —
S.K.] to the subject” (KrV, B 70 footnote; Kant, 1998,
p-190) and “appearances do not exist in themselves, but
only relative [my italics — S.K.] to the same being, in-
sofar as it has senses” (KrV, B 164; Kant, 1998, p. 263).”
On the other hand, appearance cannot be thought of as
something independent and autonomous, without its
relation to the appearing object (thing in itself), since
there is no “appearance without anything that appears”
(B XXVII) and “it also follows naturally from the con-
cept of an appearance in general that something must
correspond [my italics — S.K.] to it which is not in itself
appearance [...], [and] the word ‘appearance’” must al-
ready indicate a relation (Beziehung) [my italics — S.K.]
to something” (KrV, A 251-252; Kant, 1998, p. 348),*
more precisely, to the transcendental object (see KrV,
A 108-109).

In connection with this, we refer to B 66 —67 from
the second edition, where Kant consistently speaks of
the dual nature of the relativity of appearances. First-
ly, he writes that “everything in our cognition that be-
longs to intuition [i.e., the field of appearances — S.K.]
[...] contains nothing but mere relations [my italics —
S.K.]” (KrV, B 66, Kant, 1998, pp. 188-189; cf. KrV,
B 67; Kant, 1998, p. 189); that “intuition [...] contains
nothing but relations,” and then concludes that “since
nothing is given to us through [...] sense except mere

» Cf. also §13 of Prolegomena, where Kant writes that the pos-
sibility of appearance is based on relation (Verhiltnis) (Proleg,
AA 04, p. 286). See also AA 22, pp. 43-44.

% Here I emphasised the relation of appearance to something,
and it is clear that this is the referential (representational) rela-
tion of appearance to its ultimate denotation, and according to
A 108, transcendental object stands as such.



HISL 00 0MmHouleHU, OHO MOYXKET COfiepKaTh B CBOEM IIpell-
CTaBJIEHWUV TOJIBKO OMIHOUieHue npeoMema K cybsekniy, a He
TO BHYTPeHHee, YTO IPICYyIe 00BEeKTy caMoMy ITo cebe»
(xypcus mont. — C.K.) (B 67; Kant, 19940, c. 84)”. Ecxm
e MBI YCWIVBaeM KOHIIENTYaIbHYIO OTHOCUTEIHHOCTD
KaHTOBCKOTO SIBJIEHVIS ITOCPECTBOM PaIVIKaJIbHOTO Te3M-
ca «Abaenue — 3mo omuouenue (Beziehung, Verhaltnifs)»*,
TO TOra Ab/eH1e B paMKaX TPaHCIeHAeHTaIbHOV TPUabl
MO>KHO TTPEICTaBUTh TaK:

«npepmetr — | {aBneHue} | — npepcraBneHue»

(Bewwb cama no cebe)
Cxema 7

BBeleHHOE MHOVI  OHTOJIOTMYECKOE — pasJiMdeHVe
«BeIIb/ TIpeZIMET — OTHOIIIEHVIe» 3aIaeT TabIVITy BO3MOXK-
HBIX TPAKTOBOK KOHIIEITa sIBJIeHs, IIpydeM IIpY OlleHKe
JIaHHOTO KOHIIeNTa HaJl0 YYUTHIBaTh TakXke OOBEeKTMB-
HyI0 WIN CyOBeKTUBHYIO TPaKTOBKM SIBJI€HNs, ITpeJICTaB-
JIeHHBIE, COOTBETCTBEHHO, TEOPVSAMM «IBYX aclleKTOB» U
«[IByX OOBEKTOB».

ITpn 3TOM HeKOTOpBIe 13 MO3UINIL SABJIAIOTCS JIVIIIH
JIOTMYECKV BO3MOXKHBIMM WM VX HeJIb3d IIPUINCHIBATDH
KaHTOBCKOMY TpaHCLeHAeHTarm3My. Hamprmvep, Kasr
OTPUIIAET MPAHCUEHOCHMAAbHbIL  peaiusM (HOYMeHAAU3M),
TOCTYJIVPYIOIINII HaITdie HOYMEHAJIbHBIX IIPeIMeTOB,
VIV HAUBHbLI peaiusm, He pasiiyaroniin Abienue v Beujb
camy no cebe Vi IIPUIIVICBIBAIOIIINV SIBJIEHVIIO CTATYyC pealb-
HO cy1iecTByIomero npenMera. HecMoTpst Ha pa3HbIL Me-
TadpU3MUECKUVI CTaTyC gBJIeHUsI B 3TMX TPaKTOBKaX, OHU
cooTBeTcTBYIOT ITo3vmyvt Nel Tabrmibl. B kaHTOBCKOI OH-
TOJIOTMM HEBO3MOXKHA TakoKe 1o3uiiyst Ne3 (pesiaTuBiusM),
rockoyibKy KaHT (11 ero coBpeMeHHVIKI) He paccMaTpyBa-
€T BO3MOXKHOCTb PeAAYUOHHOI OHIMOA02UY, TIpeliCTaB/IeH-
HOVI B MICTOPVV MBICJIVI 3HAUMTEIILHO IIO3Ke: HallpyMep, B
«[Toznanvm u gevicrurebHOCTH. [ToHSATIE O CyOCcTaHIIN
n nonsiTre o pynximm» (1910) 2. Kaccupepa v «Jloru-
Ko-pmrtocodpckom Tpakrate» (1914) JI. Burremrmreita®.
KaHTOBCKMIT MUp — 3TO KJIACCHYECKIII MUP BEIIer (CaMmx

¥ Bo ¢dparmenTe B 66 —67 KanT rooput o ABOMHOV OTHOCHU-
TeTTBHOCTY SIBJIEHWIL: 006ekmuBHOl OTHOCUTEIBHOCTM 00IacTu
ABJIEHWUV KaK IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEeHHBIX 01MHOUEHUAX MeX-
Iy TIpefiMeTaMM OIIbITa U cy0sekmuBHoll OTHOCUTEIIBHOCTY SIBJIe-
HWV 110 OTHOLIIEHMIO K CyOBeKkTy. B cBoeM aHasM3e JaHHOTO T1ac-
caxa /Ix. Bar Kitms o60cHOBEIBaeT IIpreMsTeMOCTb JIUIITE BTOPO-
TO BapuaHTa, OH CBS3BIBAET €r0 C CHJUIOTM3MOM-2 1 OTBepraer
cwutormsm-1, cootseTcTByrommm B3rsgam A. M. OnHako
B peuensun Ha kaury Ban Kimsa P. JIsurron (Langton, 2001)
MOYepKMBaeT, YTO CUJUIOTM3M-2 BIIOJIHE COBMECTVM C CWIIIO-
TM3MOM-1, TO €CTb C TeOpMeN IBYX acIIeKTOB. 371ech s CoJvIapeH
¢ P. JIsurTOoH, HOCKOJIBKY 00a MO/IyCa OTHOCUTEIBHOCTY KaHTOB-
CKOTO sIBJIeHVISI B JAHHOM (pparMeHTe He ITPOTUBOCTOSAT, a, CKO-
pee, IOTIOJIHSIOT IPYT JIpyTa.

# B Hacrosiee BpeMs 3Ty IO3MIMIO I10CTIeloBaTeIbHO IIPOBO-
nut [Ix. Barn Kimis (Van Cleve, 1999). ITogpoOree cM. B pasye-
JIe 2 HIIKe.

# Cm.: «Mwup ecTb COBOKYITHOCTB (paKTOB, a He Berrern» (ad. 1.1);
«B aTomapHOM (pakTe 0OBEKTHI COUeTAIOTCs OIIpesie/IeHHBIM 00-
pasom» (ad. 2.031). ITogpobree cm.: (Katrechko, 2008).

S.L. Katrechko

representations of relation, [...] sense can also contain
in its representation only the relation of an object to the
subject [here and before my ifalics — S.K.], and not that
which is internal to the object in itself” (KrV, B 67; Kant,
1998, p. 189).7 If we strengthen the relationality of the
Kantian appearance by means of the radical thesis that
“appearance is a relation (Beziehung, Verhiltniff),”*® then
appearance in the transcendental triad can be represent-
ed as follows.

object* (Gegenstand) — | {... ... .. } | — representation
(thing-in-itself)
Schema 7

The above-mentioned ontological distinction be-
tween “object/thing” and “relation” sets the table of
possible interpretations of Kant’s concept of appear-
ance and entails that in the evaluation of this concept
we shall take into account the objective or subjective
character of its interpretations, represented respective-
ly by the theories of “two aspects” and of “two objects.”

However, some of these positions (for example,
position 1 or 3) are only logically possible and cannot
be attributed to Kant’s transcendentalism. So, Kant de-
nies, for example, transcendental realism (or noumenal-
ism), postulating the presence of noumenal objects, or
naive realism, which does not distinguish appearance
from thing in itself and attribute the status of a real-life
object to appearance. The metaphysical status of ap-
pearance is different in these interpretations, but they
both correspond to position 1 in the table. In Kant’s
ontology, position 3 (i.e., relationalism) is also impossi-
ble, since Kant and his contemporaries do not consider
the possibility of the relational ontology that will lat-
er be developed by E. Cassirer in Substance and Func-
tion (1910) or L. Wittgenstein in Tractatus Logico-Philo-
sophicus (1914).* Although Kant’s philosophy offers

7 Thus, in B 66—67 Kant speaks of the double relativity of ap-
pearances: the objective relativity of the field of appearances as
the space-time relations between objects (obf'ects of experience)
and subjective relativity of appearances in relation to the subject.
In his analysis, Van Cleve justifies the acceptability of only the
second variant (which he connects with his syllogism-2) and re-
jects the first one (corresponding to the views of J.S. Mill). In a re-
view of Van Cleve’s book, R. Langton (2001) emphasises that syl-
logism-2 is fully compatible with syllogism-1, which is consistent
with the theory of two aspects. Here, I agree with Langton, since
both modes of relativity of appearance, indicated in this fragment
by Kant, do not oppose, but, rather, complement each other.

% This position is currently upheld by Van Cleve (1999). For
more details, see below in the section 2.

# Cf. “The world is the totality of facts, not of things” (“Die
Welt ist die Gesamtheit der Tatsachen, nicht der Dinge”) (TLP, 1.1);
“In a state of affairs objects stand in a determinate relation to
one another” (“Im Sachverhalt verhalten sich die Gegenstinde in
bestimmter Art und Weise zueinander”) (TLP, 2.031). For further
details, see Katrechko, 2008.
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110 ce0e), a He OTHOIIEHVI, XOT4 OIIpelleleHHbIe IIPeIIIo-
CBUIKV IUISI PEJISLIMOHHON TpaKTOBKM Mupa y Kanra ects
(cm. B 66 —67; KanT, 19940, c. 84).

Ob6wbextuBHBIT | CyObeKTUBHBIN
SIBJIEHVIE cTaTyC cTaTyc
(Teopust IBYX (Teopms IBYX
acIIeKTOB) 00BEKTOB)
CyOcTaHnys (1) HamBHbI (4) Peromena-
(abcomoTHBINT | peasn3M, TpaHc- |Jm3M: V. Depep —
IIperMeT) nenneaTateHbz | X. apse, IT. Ctpo-
peaymsm COH

Ksasu-ipenmer | (2a) P. JIsurron, | (5) ViHTeHUMOHa-
JIV3M:
OtHOCHUTE B~ P. Axsiia

HBIVI IIpeIMeT

(20) H. IlIraHr,
K. Mapmmast

OtHomreHME (3) PestarmBusm | (6) CyObexTmB-
HO-peJISAIMOHHas
TpaKTOBKa:

JIx. Ban Kimmis

HaureMm ¢ obOcyXmeHMs cOBpeMeHHBIX CyOBeKTUBU-
CTCKMX TPaKTOBOK SIBJIEHVS . BbIllle s OTBepr IO KOH-
LIeNTyaJIbHBIM ~ COOOpakeHMAM (CIIBHYIO)  (heHoMeHa-
Aucmekylo mpakmoBky TpaHcHeHOeHTam3Ma KaHra (oM.
Ne 4 B Tabnmiie), koTopasi paccMaTpUBaeT sIBJIeHVe Kak
MeHTaJTbHBIVI TTpefIMeT, COCTOSAIIUI W3 «MaTepwum» Ha-
VX OIIYIIEHWUTI (CP. C TEOPMEN «IBYX 00beKTOB»). Takoe
(dpeHOMEHAIICTCKOE) TIOHMMAaHMe OBUIO XapaKTepHO, Ha-
HpUMep, IS INPOKO pacpoCcTpaHeHHOV B OpUTaHCKOM
drtocodpm ¢ 1920-x mo 1940-x IT. TeopwM «IyBCTBEHHBIX
IAHHBIX», XOTSI cerdac yxe yiuio B mporwioe’: Kaur e
ABJIsIeTcsl (peHOMeHaJICTOM Tuila bepkin, o uem ropopsT
ero «OmposepxeHns vgeanmsMa» B «Kpuruke» n «Ped-
JIEKCUSIX»2,

Ecimmr ke MBI IpUHMMaeM BO BHVUMaHUE «CyOBeKTUB-

%0 B Hamm 3a7aum 371ech He BXOJIUT IO pOOHBIV aHaJIN3 pas/iid-
HBIX KOHIIENINI (TPaKTOBOK) TpaHCIIEH/IEHTa/IM3Ma, a CKopee
JIMIIB VX KlaccudUKaIys B paMKaX IPeIoKeHHOV TaOIIbL.
3t Kax nmmer T. fInkosumak, «deHOMeHaIMCTCKMe TPaKTOBKM
Kanrta cerraac He B Mozie» (Jankowiak, 2017, p. 205).

%2 Cwm.: (B 274—276; Kanr, 19946, c. 220—221), a Taxxe (AA 18,
S. 603—612 (Refl. 5653), 312—313 (Refl. 5654), 610—623 (Refl.
6311—6316), 643 (Refl. 6323)). IToppoGuee cm.: (Werkmeister,
1977). BmecTe ¢ TeM B HacTosIIlee BpeMsl HEKOTOPBIE MCCIIEN0-
BaTelM PasBMBAIOT TakKXke M «cabble» Bepcvyt heHOMeHasI3-
Ma Oe3 mocTyvpoBaHus A64eHusA B KauecTBe MeHTaJIbHOrO 00b-
eKTa, Wi eHOMeHasM3M 0e3 OepKIMaHCKOro vaeaInsMa (CM.
Haag, 2007; Oberst, 2015; Jankowiak, 2017). Huxe st paccmoTpio
n ¢deHOMeHaVICTCKMe (DojTee TOYHO — WHTEHIMOHAJTbHEIE)
TPaKTOBKM TpaHcleHAeHTam3Ma JIx. Ban Kimmsa 1 P. AkBuibL.
KoHrenTyabHBIVT 0030p PasHEIX TUITOB (DeHOMeHaIV3Ma CM.:
(Stang, 2016).
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grounds for a relational interpretation of the world,
Kant’s world is the world of things themselves, not of
relations (see, for example, KrV, B 66 —67).

Objective Subjective
Appearance (two-aspect (two-object
theory) theory)
Substance (1) Naive realism, | (4) phenomenalism:
(absolute transcendental | Ch. Garve —
thing) realism J. Feder,
P. Strawson
Quasi-thing | (2a) R. Langton | (5) Intentionalism:
Relative thing | (2b) N. Stang, R. Aquila
C. Marshall
Relation (3) Relationalism | (6) Subjective-rela-
tional interpreta-
tion:
J. Van Cleve

Let us start the analysis of this table with a con-
temporary subjectivist (phenomenalist) interpretation
of Kant’s concept of appearance.*® For conceptual rea-
sons, we have thus far rejected the “strong” phenom-
enalist interpretation of Kant’s transcendentalism (see
position 4), which considers appearance as a mental
object consisting of the “matter” of our sensations (cf.
the theory of “two objects”). Such understanding of
Kant’s concept was typical, for example, for the British
philosophical theory of “sensory data” of the period
from the 1920s to the 1940s, although it is now a thing
of the past.’' Kant is not a phenomenalist 4 [a Berkeley,
as testifies his “Refutation of Idealism” in the Critigue
and the Reflections.*

If we take into account the subjective relationali-
ty of appearance, i.e., the fact that the appearance is

% My task here does not include a detailed analysis of various
interpretations of Kant’s transcendentalism, but rather only
their classification within the framework of the proposed table.
5t As T. Jankowiak writes, “the phenomenalist interpretations
of Kant are out of fashion now” (Jankowiak, 2017, p. 205).

%2 See KrV, B 274-276; Refl. 5653, AA 18, pp. 603-612; Refl. 5654,
pp. 312-313; Refl. 6311-6316, pp. 610-623, Refl. 6323, p. 643. For
further details, see Werkmeister, 1977. However, nowadays
some Kant scholars have developed weak versions of phenom-
enalism without postulating appearance as a mental object,
or phenomenalism without Berkeleyan idealism (see Haag,
2007; Oberst, 2015; Jankowiak, 2017). Below we consider the
phenomenalist (more precisely, intentional) interpretations of
Kant by J. Van Cleave and R. Aquila. For an overview of the
different types of phenomenalistic interpretations of Kant, see
Stang, 2016.



HYIO» OTHOCUTEJILHOCTD SIBJIEHVIS, VIHBIMI CJIOBaMV, YTO
sBJIeHVIe — 3TO He caM IIpeIMeT, a JIVIIb TOJIBKO 01MHouie-
Hue (penmeta) x cybeexmy (B 67; B 70; B 164), To nomo0-
HYIO PafVIKaJIbHYIO ClY0bekmubHo-pessjlOHHYI0 TPaKTOBKY
apiierns (cM. Ne 6 B Tabimmite) passusaer [Ix. Ban Kims
(Van Cleve, 1999). ITpu 3TOM OH BCe e OCTaBJIsleT MVH-
MaJIbHBIV «IIpeJIMETHBI» OCTaTOK B CBOEVI TPaKTOBKe, T10-
3VILIIOHMPY SIBJIEHNE KaK Supmyaishbii (cynepBenmmoiii®)
npedmert, XOTS V1 IHOAUEPKIBAET, YTO KOHIIENT «BUPTyaslb-
HOro o0beKTa» UrpaeT JIUIIb HOMUHAJIBHYIO POJIb B XOfIe
TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO aHa/Ii3a II03HaHMsl, IOCKOJIBKY,
o Bar KimBy, siBiieHMe-TIpeIMeT ITO3BOIISIET 2060puUiiG CO-
KpallleHHO O A6/eHul Kax axme MO3HAHWS (BOCIIPVISTVA).
Hamnpumep, sBiieHMe kpacHoeo 03Ha4aeT TO, YTO B HaIlleM
aKTe BOCIPUATHS MBI BUMM UTO-TO kAK KpacHoe (Win
KpacHsiM), a He TO, ITO MBI BOCIIPMHMMAEM Y110-110 KPACHOe,
TO eCTh KpacHBIVI TTpeiMeT™,

B cBoeMm aHaym3e CyOBEKTMBVCTCKMX TPAKTOBOK SIB-
nenusi Ban KB BbIziesisieT 11 HofjiepKmBaeT TPaKTOBKY
ABsenus B KadecTBe OPEHTAHOBCKOTO UHHIEHYUOHAABHOZ0
npeomema (cM. Ne 5 B TaOnmite), passBuBaeMyio B paboTax
P. Axswisl (Aquila, 1979)®, xoTst 1 patyer 3a To, uTo Ab.16-
Hile BCe e TOUYHee ITOHVIMATh He npeoMemntbimM (KaK ITOHV-
MaeT AKBWIIa; SIBJIeHVe KaK ITperMeT), a NpouUeccyalbHbiM
oOpas3soM (sIBJIeHIe KaK aKT).

Bcren 3a I'. ITpayccom (Prauss, 1971) P. Axswuta Bbize-
JISieT JiBa TuIla KaHTOBCKMX sIBJIEHUIL: 006exmubHvle (TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHBIE) SBJIEHVS, COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE ITpeMe-
TaM OIIbITa, W cy0sekmubHole (SMITVIPUIIECKIIe) SIBJIEHNIS B
KauecTBe «IIpefIMeTOB CO3HaHNsI» (MEeHTaJIbHBIX 00pa3oB)
(B 235; KarT, 19940, c. 195), wm «deHOMeHOII0TIIecKye
sBieHVs» (Aquila, 1981, p. 16), Moy YeHHBIE TTOCPEIICTBOM
cunmesa cx6amuviBanua IyBCTBEHHOr0 MHOTrooOpasvis. [lasiee
OH COCpeIOTOYMBAEeT aHaJIM3 Ha KaHTOBCKMX CyOBEeKTB-
HBIX (WM «(PEeHOMEHOJIOTMYECKIX») SBJIeHVISIX, COOTHO-
CVIMBIX ¥IM C MHTEHITOHATEHBIMY TIPeIMEeTaMV, TPV 3TOM
OCTaBJIsLst 3a OOPTOM MHTEePeCyIOIINII Hac 3ech BOIIPOC O
cTaTyce (Ipuposie) KAHTOBCKMX OOBEKTUBHBIX SBJICHWUI U
CBSI3M KAHTOBCKIIX SIBJIEHNVI TTEPBOTO I BTOPOTO THUIIA.

B aTo011 CBsA3M CIteyeT oOpaTuTh BHMMaHMe Ha dpar-
MeHT A 108 —109, roe rosopurcs, 9To jodoe npedcmabie-
Hue (resp. A61eHue) He CaMOCTOSTEIIBHO, a CeMaHTIYeCKM
OTHOCHUTEJILHO: OHO IT0JIaraeT CBOVI IIpeIMeT II0CPeIICTBOM
pedepenIaIbHOTO 0mHOuLeHUA. 3aMeTVM, UTO STOT Te3NC

% KoHIenTyaslbHOVI OCHOBOVI y1st Bupmyaivhoeo o0sexma y Bax
Kymsa BrIcTyMaeT cynepBermmuiil 00vexm E. Cocsr (Sosa, 1987).

3 Dro Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIVi 106epbaibias (HapedHast) TpaKTOBKa I10-
3HaHUS (BOCIPUSTIS), KOTOpas PasBUBaeTCs, HallpuMep, B pa-
6ote P. Ynsosnma (Chisholm, 1950) u 1p. OmHy 13 paivKaIbHBIX
ee TPaKTOBOK IIPVMMEHUTEIFHO K KAHTOBCKOMY TPaHCIIeH/IeHTa-
ymm3my Moxxso Hantn y K. Basgaepa (Baldner, 1990): sisiienne —
3TO He npedMen, TO eCTh He 410 Iporiecca BOCIPUATHS, a cnocod
rporiecca BOCHPUATHSL, TO €CTh Kk Mbl BOCIIPVHMMAaEM TOT WJIN
VIHOVI TTpeIMeT (CBOVICTBO).

% Cwm. Taxxke ero jipyrue paborsr: (Aquila, 1981; 2003; 2016).

S.L. Katrechko

not the object itself, but only the relation of the object
to the subject (KrV, B 67, 70, 164), then such a radical
subjective-relational interpretation of the concept of ap-
pearance (see position 6 in the table) has already been
developed by ]. Van Cleve (1999). At the same time,
Van Cleave nevertheless leaves a minimum “objec-
tive” remainder in his relational interpretation of ap-
pearance and positions it as a virtual (supervenient)®
object, although he emphasises that this concept plays
only a nominal role in the transcendental analysis of
cognition, since, according to Van Cleve, the appear-
ance-object allows us to speak briefly about appearance
as an act of perception. The appearance of red, for ex-
ample, entails that in our act of perception we perceive
something as red (or red) and not that we perceive a red
object.**

In his analysis of subjectivist interpretations of
appearance, Van Cleve identifies and supports the in-
tentionalist interpretation of the Kantian appearance
as a Brentanian intentional object (see position 5 in the
table), developed in the works of R. Aquila (1979).* But
he advocates the thesis that appearance should be more
accurately understood not in an “objective” (as Aquila
does; appearance as object), but in a “processual” way
(appearance as act).

Following G. Prauss (1971), R. Aquila distinguishes
two types of Kantian appearance: objective (transcen-
dental) appearance corresponding to the objects of ex-
perience (as bodies) and subjective (empirical) appear-
ance as “objects of consciousness” (KrV, B 235; Kant,
1998, p. 305) or “phenomenological appearances” (Aq-
uila, 1981, p. 16) obtained through the synthesis of the
apprehension of the perception of the sensual manifold.
Aquila further focuses his analysis on Kant’s subjec-
tive, or “phenomenological,” appearance, which he
associates with intentional objects. But he does not in-
vestigate the theme of the status of Kant’s objective ap-
pearance and the relation between the different kinds
of appearance in Kant.

In this regard, let us turn to A108-109, where it
is said that any representation (resp. appearance) is not
absolute, but semantically relative and puts its ob-
ject* through a referential relation. Note that this the-
sis about the intermediate character of appearance-re-

% The conceptual basis for the virtual object of Van Cleve is the
supervenient object of E. Sosa (1987).

% This is the so-called adverbial interpretation of cognition
(perception), which is developed in the work of R. Chisholm
(1950) and others. One of the most radical interpretations of
it, applied to transcendentalism, is developed by K. Baldner.
According to him, the appearance is not the object of the ex-
perience (the what-modus), but the way of our experience (the
how-modus) (see Baldner, 1990, p. 9).

% See also Aquila, 2003; 2013; 2016.
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O MIPOMEXYTOYHOM XapaKTepe SIBIEHUV-TIPeNCTaBIeHNI
SBJISI€TCS] PelIaloNM [IJIsi KPUTKKM JIIOOBIX peHOoMeHa-
JINCTCKMX (B IIMPOKOM CMBIC/I€) TPaKTOBOK KaHTOBCKO-
ro sbsenus. Ho B cvoty aToro mobasi cyOBeKTUBMCTCKAsT
TPaKTOBKa Ab/eHus — OyIb TO TIOHMMaHVe SBJIeHMs KakK
Bupmyarvroeo npeomema (Bam Kims), unmenyuonassroeo
npedmema (P. AKBwIa) M Op. — B IPUHIINIIE HEIIOIHA, TI0-
CKOJTBKY XOTSI VI TIOTIePKVBaET 0MHOCUNEALHOCHTb STBITEHVAS
KaK MeHTaJIbHOIro deHoMeHa/pelipe3eHTallu, ero ot-
HOIIIeHVe K HalllIM OpraHaM 4yBCTB, TO €CTh VHTEHIIVIO-
HaJIbHYTO IPUPOJY SBJI€HNS, HO UTHOPUPYeT OTHOITIeHe
SIBJTEHMSL K Bewju camoti 1o cebe KaK OOBEKTy IIO3HAHUS U
TeM CaMbIM — NPOMEXYMOUHLIL / OMHOCUMEeAbHbLTL CeMAH-
muteckutl CTaTycC A61eHusa B KadecTBe npedmerna MpeacTas-
sieansi. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHa He SKCIUTMIIMPYET TIOJTHYTO
CTPYKTYpPY pedpepeHIaibHOTO OTHOIIIEH NS ITpeficTaBIIe-
HUs (WU SIBJIeHMSI) 110 (PVIHAJIBHOTO IIpeaMeTa, KaKOBbIM,
comtacHo pparmeHTy A 109, BRICTYTIA€T MpancleHOeHmatb-
HblIl 1ipedMen: THTEHITMOHAIIBHOE OTHOIIIEHVE MeX]Iy CO-
3HaHMeM VI VMHTEeHLVOHaIbHBIM IIpeIMEeTOM IIpelicTaBIIe-
HVS SIBIISETCS JIVIITB YacThio Oorlee IIMPOKOTO (TI100asTh-
HOTO) CeMaHTMYeCKoro / pedepeHIMaTbHOTO OTHOIIIE-
HMS MEX]Ty IIpeJicTaBIeHreM CO3HaHMs (KaK 3HaKoOM) U
PpeasIbHBIM IIpeIMeTOM / BelIbio (TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIM
IIpeIMEeTOM V1/ VUTU BEIIIbIO CaMoV 110 cebe).

OOGpaTumMcsi K aHaJIM3y COBPeMEHHBIX OOBeKTVBIUCT-
CKVMX TPaKTOBOK siBJleHVs. OOIIMM TPeHAOM BBICTYIIaeT
37ech TIOHVMMaHWe sBJIeHWs B KadecTse kBasu-npedmema,
PaCITOJIOKEHHOTO B CpeTHeVI YacTV OHTOIOTMIEeCKOV IITKa-
JIBL «IIpeJIMEeT — OTHOIIeHue». IIoHATHO, UTo siBjleHNne Kak
npeomenn onvima He SBJIIETCS IIOJIHOLEHHBIM CyOCTaHIIO-
HaJTbHBIM TIPEIIMETOM CAMUM 1o cebe, UTO TIOApasyMeBaeT
HeOOXOIMMOCTb  pellleHMsl AVaIeKTUYecKol ITpOoOsIeMBI
COOTHOIIeHVs A61eHus v Beuyu camotl no cebe: Kak VX CXOII-
CTBa, TaK M MX pasmanst. B Harmm sagaun 3meck He BXOAWUT
TleTayTbHBIV aHaJIN3 TIOTOOHBIX MHTEPITPETAIINTL SBIIEHIS,
YTO CBSI3aHO B TOM 4YWCIIE VI C TeM, UTO ¢ B IIPUHIINIIE (KakK
TTOKaXy HIDKe) OTBepraro «IIPefIMETHBIV» OHTOJIOTIeCKITT
TTOZTXOTT, K TPAKTOBKe sBJIeHms. TeM He MeHee XOTesToch OB
0003HaYNTh HaMboJIee MHTEepeCHbIe COBpeMeHHBIe TI0fIX0-
IIbl, OTBEYaoIIIyie Ha BOIIPOC 00 OHTOJIOIMTYECKOM CTaTyce
sBJIeHVIs. 31ech, BO-TIEPBBIX, MOXXHO BBIIENTUTH MHTEpPeC-
HyIO JIByXacleKTHyIo (2a) TpakTtoBky P. JIsnrron (Lang-
ton, 1998), xkoTopast paccMaTpuBaeT sbieHue KaK IIpeaMeT
C «BHEIIHVIMW» OMIHOCUTNEAbHBIMU CBOVICTBAMM (II€pPBBIN
acIleKT), B TO BpeMs Kak feuyb cama no cebe TIpefiCTaBiIsieT
cobor1 TOT ke IIpefIMeT, HO B3SATBIVI B MOILyCe a0COA0MIHbLX
«BHYTPEHHWX» CBOVICTB (BTOPOVI acIleKT). Bo-BTOPBIX, BBI-
nermvM taxoke (20) momxoner H. Iltanra (Stang, 2016; 2017)
n K. Mapmasuta (Marshall, 2013), koTopble B CBOVIX MHTEP-
HpeTanysaX KaHTOBCKOTO sBJIEHVIS, B35B 3a OCHOBY TeXHIU-
JecKyme HapabOTKM COBPeMeHHOV JIOTWKW, VCIIONB3YIOT
KOHIIENTBL, COOTBETCTBEHHO, §-npedmema (aHITL. g-object)

presentation is crucial for criticising any phenome-
nalist (in a broad sense) interpretations of the Kantian
appearance. But, because of that, any subjective inter-
pretation of appearance — whether it be Aquila’s con-
ception of appearance as an intentional object or Van
Cleve’s virtual object — is in principle incomplete. Such
interpretations emphasise the relativity of appearance
as a mental phenomenon/representation, its relation to
our sensibility, i.e., intentional nature of appearances,
but they ignore the relation of the appearance to the
thing in itself as object of cognition and, thereby, the
intermediate or relational semantic status of appearance
as an object” of representation. Accordingly, such inter-
pretations do not explain the complete structure of the
referential relation of representation (or appearance)
to the ultimate object*, which, according to A 109, is
the transcendental object. The intentional relationship
between consciousness (perception) and its intentional
object/ object* is only part of a broader (global) seman-
tic (referential) relationship between the representa-
tion of consciousness (as a sign) and the real object/
thing (transcendental object or/and thing in itself).
Let us now return to the discussion of contempo-
rary objectivist interpretations of appearance. The un-
derstanding of appearance as a quasi-object located in
the middle of the ontological spectrum “object — rep-
resentation” is the prevailing trend here. It is clear that
appearance as an object of experience is not a full-fledged
object in itself, which implies the need to solve the dia-
lectical problem of the relation of appearance and thing
in itself: both their similarity and their difference. Our
tasks here do not include a detailed analysis of such
interpretations of Kant’s concept of appearance, which
is due, inter alia, to the fact that we basically reject the
“objective” ontological approach to the interpreta-
tion of this concept. Nevertheless, I would like to note
the most interesting modern approaches to answer
the question of the ontological status of appearance.
Firstly, we may mention the two-aspect (2a) position
of R. Langton (Langton, 1998), which regards the ap-
pearance as an object with “external” relative proper-
ties, while taking the thing in itself to express the same
object with absolute “internal properties.” We will also
select the (2b) approaches of N. Stang (2016; 2017) and
C. Marshall (2013), which, in their interpretation of
the Kantian appearance, while basing on the results of
modern logic, use, respectively, the concepts of g-ob-
ject and qua-object.’® This allows them to offer original

% The specificity of the appearance in comparison with the
thing-object, i.e., thing in itself, is determined by means of the
g-object and qua-object in the framework of the above-men-
tioned problem of the identity of an appearance and thing
in itself.
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" qua-npeomema (aHIIL qua-object)®. Do 1103BOIIsIeT IIpe-
JIOXKWTb OPUIVHAJIBHBIE BAaPMAHTHI PeIIeHNsI KAHTOBCKOV
TIpo0OTIeMBI MIEHTUIHOCTY AbieHus v Bewju camoil no cebe.
Takve mrozixozp! (20) 3aHMMAIOT B TabymIle Oosiee HIU3KOE
IIOJIOXKEHVe TI0 CpaBHeHMIO ¢ ronxonoM P. JIsurroH (2a),
ITOCKOJIBKY HAaxXOfSATCS OJvbke K TIOJIIOCY OTHOIIIEHMWS,
XOTSL OHW TakkKe IIpMHAIJIEXaT YPOBHIO KBasMIIpeIMeT-
HocTy. C OHTOJIOTMYECKOV TOUKM 3PeHs KaK g-npeomern,
TaK U qua-npedMent SIBJISIOTCS HE «UVICTBIMIM» IIPeIMeTaMi
(vUTvt TIOJTHOIIEHHBIMM (PVI3VYECKMMI BelllaMI), a BBICTY-
[AlOT KOHIIeNITaMM IIperMeTa B Oortee C1aboM CMBICTIE.
Q-npedmem — 5TO KOHLIENT Beuju / npeomenia, KOTOPBIVL Cy-
II[eCTBYeT B CWJIy TOTO, UTO SIBJISIETCS 3HAUEHVEM KBAHTU-
drmmpyemon nnepemernsot (Y. Kyari), To ects 0003Ha9a-
eT OoJ1ee IIMPOKMIT KJTacC IPeIMETOB pedpepeHLin, Jiroboe
PpeasIbHOe 1040xeHUe e, BKITIOUaroIee B ceds B TOM Uricie
1 OOBbIUHBIE PU3MUECKIe BeL. A qua-npeomen — 3TO KOH-
LIeNT Bewju/npedmerna, 3ajaBaeMBbIil Yepes CBOe OITpererIsio-
Iiee (qua-)CBOVICTBO, KOTOPOe MOXKET M3MEHUTHCS C Teye-
HVeM BpeMeHW (V1 Torfa Oy7ieT yXKe JIpyrovi qua-npeomern);
B OHTOJIOIMUYECKOM CMBICTIE Gua-1npeOMer BBICTYIIaeT Kak
IPOMEXYTOUHBIVI MEXIY Beuybio v cBoiicmbom TIpeMeT, TO
€CTh KaK HeKasl BeIlb-CBOVICTBO™ .

HesBHOV TIPeAIIOCHUIKON  PacCMOTPEHHBIX OOBbeK-
TMBUCTCKMX TPAKTOBOK KaHTOBCKOTO KOHIIEIITA SIBJIEHVIS
OKas3bIBaeTCs HEKMIT BO3BpaT K KJIACCYeCKOMY MeTadu3n-
4ecKOMy ITOIXOY, B TO BpeMs Kak KaHT pa3BuBaeT HOBBIN
(KpUTIYecKIIiT) mpancyeH0eHmaibHblll IIOAXOH, B KauecTBe
«M3MeHeHHoro Metoya MbituteHvs» (B XVIII; Kant, 19946,
c. 24)®. Crremyer oOpaTuTh BHMMaHMeE Ha TO, YTO IIpeyIa-
raemeri KanToM B pedwmHMIIMM TpaHCIEeHIEHTAILHON
dmnocodpvim 3 dpparmenrta B 25 mpancyendenmarvrolil
c0Bue — 3TO He TIOCTYJIMIPOBAHIME KaKOW-TO 0cobovi (HO-
BOVI) OHTOJIOTMYECKOVI peayIbHOCTH, KaK 3TO IIPOVCXOINT B
kputnkyemom KanTtom mparcyendenmaishom peasusme (To
€CTb Uldeaius3me B COBpeMEHHOM CMBICTTe cjIoBa). CoracHo
Kanry, «pasmane MeXxny TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIM 1 SMIIV-
PVUECKMM IIPUYACTHO TOJIBKO K KPUTMKE 3HAHWUT 1 He Ka-
caeTcsl X OTHOIIIEHNS K Mx npeaMeTy» (B 81; Kant, 19946,
c. 93). TpaHCIleHIEHTaIBHBIN MAeAIVI3M (TPaHCIeHIeH-
TaJIM3M) He BBOOWT HOBBIX OHTOJIOIMUYECKMX CYIITHOCTEVL,
KaK 3TO IIPOVICXOMINT B IIPEXHEN MeTadm3mke (Harmpmumep,
B «MoHamornornm» JleriOHmMI), 11, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHIMNO-
A0eUsl, «IIPUTSA3AIOIIAs Ha TO, YTOOBI JaBaTh allpVOpPHbIE
CMHTETMYECKIe 3HaHMs O Bellax BooOIle [To ecTb OHTO-
jgornst Bombdal..., 3ameHseTcd [B TpaHCHeHIEHTaIIN3-

% B paMKax 3aTpPOHYTOVI BbIIIIe IIPOOJIeMBI MIEHTIIHOCTH A6, 1e-
HusA 7 Bewju camoil no cebe TIOCPENCTBOM §-006ekma VI qua-o0sexma
3a/1aeTcs crielndmKa SBIeHs 110 CPaBHEHMIO C BeIbI0-00beK-
TOM, TO €CTb Beuyb10 camoii 1o cebe.

¥ Konmenmys qua-object 6bi1a ipemioxkena K. @armrom, yTeep-
JKIAIOIINM, UTO gua-object MOXeT OBbITB IIpeJICTaBIIeH KaK aMaJlb-
rama ety (oOowekTa) n ceovicta (Fine, 1982, p. 100).

% TIo3TOMy $I KPUTMYECK!M OTHOIIYCh K ITOJOOHBIM — OHTOJIO-
TMYECKMM — TPAaKTOBKAaM KaK KOHIIEIITa SBJIeHVIs, TaK 1 KAHTOB-
CKOT'O TPaHCILIEHIeHTaIM3Ma B IIeJIOM.

S.L. Katrechko

solutions to the Kantian problem of conformity (ap-
pearance and thing in itself). In the table above, these
approaches (2b) take a lower position in comparison
with the approach of R. Langton (2a), because they are
nearer to the pole “relation,” although they also refer
to the level of a quasi-object. From an ontological point
of view, both g-object and qua-object are not full-fledged
“strong” objects (by the type of physical things), but
quasi-objects or objects in a weaker sense. A g-object is
an object that, according to Quine’s criterion of onto-
logical commitment, i.e., “To be is to be the value of
a bound variable,” means a broader class of reference
objects, any “state of affairs” including, among others,
ordinary physical objects. A qua-object is an object, giv-
en through some fixed qua-property, which can change
over time (and after which there will be another qua-ob-
ject) — appears from the ontological point of view as
an intermediate object between object and property, or
object-property.’?

An implicit presupposition of the considered
objectivist interpretations of appearance is a return
to a classical metaphysical approach, while Kant
develops the new (critical) transcendental approach
as “the altered method of our way of thinking” (KrV,
B XVIII; Kant, 1998, p. 111) in metaphysics.’*® At the
same time, let us pay attention to the fact that the
transcendental shift, postulated by Kant in B 25 (Kant,
1998, p. 149), is not the postulation of any particular
ontological reality, as it happens in the transcendental
realism (or idealism in the modern sense of the word)
criticised by Kant. According to Kant, “the difference
between the transcendental and the empirical therefore
belongs only to the critique of cognitions and does
not concern their relation to their object” (KrV, B 81;
Kant, 1998, p. 196). Transcendental idealism does not
introduce new ontological entities as it does in the old
metaphysics (for example, in Leibniz’s Monadology)
and, accordingly, “the proud name of an ontology,
which presumes to offer synthetic a priori cognitions of
things in general in a systematic doctrine [i.e., Wolff’s
ontology — S.K.], must give way to the modest one
of a mere analytic of the pure understanding” (KrV,
A 247 / B 303; Kant, 1998, p. 358). The transcendental
postulated by Kant is the area of (meta-level) me-
thodological analysis of cognition. Therefore, the

% The concept of qua-object was proposed by K. Fine. In his
work, he says that “the qua object should be regarded as some
sort of amalgam of the given object and the property” (Fine,
1982, p. 100).

% I am therefore critical of similar — ontological — interpreta-
tions of both the concept of the phenomenon and transcenden-
talism as a whole.
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Me| IIPOCTOVI aHAIVTVIKOV UNMCTOIO pacCylKa» (BCTaBKM
vom. — C.K.) (A 247 / B 304; Kart, 19946, c. 239). ITocTy-
mpyemoe KaHTOM TpaHCIIeHIEHTaIbHOe — 3TO 00J1acTh
MeTO/I0JIOTMIYEeCKOTO aHa/In3a O3HaHVIs, 1 IO3TOMY KaH-
TOBCKME «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHble» KOHIIENTHI (dIBJIeHMS,
BeIly caMom 110 cebe, Bely BOOOIIe, TpaHCIeH/IeHTalIb-
HOTO ITpefIMeTa) IMEIOT IIPeXKIIe BCeTO MEeTOIOIOTTIeCKIII
cMbIcr. COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIPY TPaKTOBKe KOHIIeIITa sBjIe-
HVS MBI JOJDKHBI YUUTBIBATD (YTO 4 ¥ OyAy [Ie1aTh HIDKe)
3Ty MEeTOIOJIOTMYECKYIO, TO eCTh aHTUMeTadU3IIecKyIo
(aHTM-OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO) MHTEHIIMIO TPpaHCIleHIeHTaIN3-
Ma KaHra, Ha uTO HacToV4MBO OOpallaeT BHIMaHE B CBO-
nx paborax I'. Dmmicon (Allison, 1983; 2004 n ap.).

3. CeMaHTHKO-KOTHUTMBHAasI TPaKTOBKa SBJICHV.
SIBeHMe KakK 3HaK-00pas3

[leperiiem Tereph K pasBMBaeMOVI HaMV KO2HUMUB-
Ho-cemanmuueckoi viHTeprperarymt Kanmra®. CormacHo
STOVI VIHTEPIIPEeTALINI, CeMaHTUUYECKN SIBJIeHVEe eCTh He
KaKOW-TO OOBEKT, a 3HAK, KOTOPBIVI He CYIIIeCTBYeT Oe3 cBo-
€ro JeHoTara («Belly» B IIMPOKOM cMbIcie). KimoueBbm
3pech BeIcTynaeT ¢dpparment A 189 / B 235, B koTopoM
KaHT nosurmonmpyer aietue Kak «0003HaueHue KaKo2o-Hu-
610b 00vekma», XOTS IIPU STOM He CJIefyeT 3a0bIBaTh, UTO
sIBJIeHVIe — 3TO He TOJIBKO JIMHTBVICTIYeCKasi, HO U TpaHC-
LleH/leHTaIbHAas CYIIHOCTh, He IIPOCTO JIVMHIBVICTITYECKII
3HAK,  CIIEIPMIECK T TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHBIV 3HAK-00pa3:
«MBI MOXeM, KOHEYHO, Ha3blBaTh 00bekTOMY BCE, 11 TTake
BCSIKOe IIpeficTaBJIeHVie, TIOCKOIbKY MBL CO3HAeM ero; Ofl-
HAaKO, YTOOBI PEIINTD, YTO O3HAYAET ITO CJIOBO, KOTMa Pedb
VIIeT O SIBJIEHVSIX, TTOCKOJIBKY OHV (KaK ITperCTaBIIeHVIS)
He [cyTb] 00BEKTEI [TO ecTb Belu camm 110 ceOe], a TOIIBKO
obosHauarom Kakovi-HOyaps 00BekT, TpebyeTcs Goree TiIy-
Goxoe mcciieioBaHMe» (BCTaBKM B KBAJ[PATHBIX CKOOKaX 71
kypeus Mon. — C. K)*.

ITomo6HBI ceMaHTVUECKMIT aHasIM3 KOHIIENTa SBJle-
HVSI MOXKHO HaWTM B KAHTOBCKOM PacCy>KI€HMM O npedMe-
me TipencrasiieHnit n3 dpparmenta A 104—109 n mpanc-

¥ Panee cemanmuteckuil TIOIXO0f K TpouTenvio KanTa passusai-
csl B TOV VIV MHOV Mepe B paboTax Y. Ceruiapcea (Sellars, 1968),
A. Kodpdsr (Coffa, 1991), P. Xannsr (Hanna, 2001), K. Towm
(Tolley, 2014).

0 Cwm. omperierteHme 0bvexma B pparmenTe B 137 (cm. Brire).

# XapakrepucTuky 3Haka B ceere pparmenrta A 108 —109 mox-
HO IIepeHeCTH 1 Ha Jiro0oe npedmennoe npedcmabaenue. Ho npeo-
cmabenue BOOOIIIe SBJIAETCS 3HAKOM 3HAKA (3HAKOM BTOPOTO II0-
PpsmIKa), I TOJIBKO A6/1eH1e, KOTOpOe «HeTToCPeICTBEHHO OTHOCHT-
¢ K ripeamety» (A 109), sBisercs coOCTBEHHO 3HaKOM, TO eCThb
o003Ha4YeHNeM peasIbHOTO IIpeIMeTa. BMecTe ¢ TeM, HOmgdep-
KHEM 3TO CHOBa, sBJIeHME B CIJIy CBOEVI 3HaKOBOVI IIPVUPOIIEI He
SIBJISIETCS IIPOCTOVT MEHTAIIBHOV JAHHOCTBIO, TO €CTh IIPeCTaB-
sieaneM-1. DTo obo3Hawarolee, win obvexmubupobantoe npeo-
MeniHoe TIpeTicTaBiieHme-2. VI, KaK s 3TO OTMeTWI BhIIIIe, s6/e-
HuUe SIBIISETCS npeoMenioM IIpeicTaBJIeHNs], yKa3blBarolM (Ha)
WiV 0003HAYAIOIIM peayIbHBIV ITpeMeT/Bemb. TlogpobHee
cm.: (Karpeuko, 2016; 2017a).

Kantian concepts have, first of all, a methodological,
and not an ontological meaning. Accordingly, when
interpreting the concept of appearance, we should take
into account this methodological anti-ontological and
anti-metaphysical intent of Kant’s transcendentalism,
as Allison remarks (Allison, 1983; 2004 and others).

3. Semantico-Cognitive Interpretation
of Appearance. Appearance as a Sign-Image

We now turn to the semantico-cognitive inter-
pretation of Kant** Considering the topic under
discussion, it consists in the fact that appearance is
semantically not an object/object*, but a sign that
does not exist without its reference (‘thing” in a broad
sense). The key here is A 188-189/B234-235, in which
Kant describes appearance as the designation of an
object*. At the same time, we should keep in mind that
appearance is not a linguistic, but a transcendental
entity, a specific sign-image: “Now one can, to be sure,
call everything, and even every representation, insofar
as one is conscious of it, an object;** only what this
word is to mean in the case of appearances, not insofar
as they are (as representations) objects [i.e., things in
themselves — S.K.], but rather only insofar as they
designate [my italics — S.K.] an object requires a deeper
investigation” (KrV, A 188-189 / B 234-235; Kant, 1998,
p. 305).4

A similar semantic understanding of appearances
can be found in the reflection on “an object* of
representation” in A 104-109 and in the reflection on
the transcendental object in A 250-253. In A 104-109,
Kant writes that appearances “must not be regarded
in themselves [...], as objects” (KrV, A 104; Kant, 1998,
p. 231), but are “themselves only representations [or
signs — S.K.], which in turn have their object, which

% Earlier semantic interpretations of Kant can be found in
W. Sellars (1968), A. Coffa (1991), R. Hanna (2001), K. Tolly
(2014).

% See the definition of ‘object” above in B 137.

4 Characteristics of sign, in light of A 108-109, can be trans-
ferred to any ‘objective’ representation (or presentation/re-
presentation-2; see above). But any representation in general is
a sign of the sign (a sign of the second order), and only appear-
ance “are the only objects* [Gegenstinde] that can be given to us
immediately” (KrV, A 109; Kant, 1998, p. 233), is not a sign of
the sign, but actually a sign, i.e., the designation of a real thing
(= transcendental object). At the same time, I emphasise this
again, the appearance, by virtue of its symbolic nature, is not
a simple mental phenomenon itself, i.e., representation-1. An
appearance is denoting, or the objectified (objective-objectual)
presentation (representation-2), or, as I noted above, it is the ob-
ject* of presentation, denoting a real thing. For more on this is-
sue, see (Katrechko, 2016; 2018a).
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yendenmasvHom npedmeme w3 dpparmenTa A 250—253, mo-
CKOJIBKY «SIBJIEHMS... caMy 110 ceDe [O/DKHBI paccMaTpy-
BaThC... He Kak IperMetsl» (A 104; Kant, 19940, c. 629),
a KaK «IIpefcTaBJIeHNs], IMeIOIe CBOVI IIpeaMeT, KOTO-
PBIVL... MBI XOTMM Ha3BaTb... HEOMIIMPUUIECKMM, TO €CTb
TpaHCILIEHIeHTIBHBEIM, IIperMeToM = X» (A 109; Kanr,
199406, c. 631; cM. TaxKe LIUTUPOBAHHBIN B § 2 HaCTOSIIIIEN
craTby pparmeHT A 251 —252).

TeM caMbIM KaHTOBCKOe siBJIeHMe caMo IO ceOe (B
TPaHCIIEH/IeHTaJIbHOM CMBICIIE) He SIBJISIeTCS KaKo-IImbo
aBTOHOMHOVI OHTOJIOTMYECKOW CYIIHOCTBIO. ITosToMy He-
IIpaBOMEPHBIMY Oy1y T He TOJIBKO TEOPUM «IIBYX MUPOB» U
«IBYyX aCIIeKTOB» (UTO s y>Ke ITOKa3aJl BBIIIIe), HO 1 Jro0ast
VIHTepIIpeTalyis, B paMKaX KOTOPOVI KAHTOBCKOMY A6/1eH110
IIPVIIVICBIBAETCS HEKWUI OHTOJIOTMYecKmii — Jmbo MeH-
TaJIbHBIN, JIM00 PU3MUecKUI — CTaTyc IpenMeTa u/ win
OTHOIIIeHMS. SIBjIeHVe — 3TO He OHTOJIOrMYecKasi, i abd-
COJIIOTHAS, a CeMAHMUUECckAs, TO €CTh OTHOCUTEIIbHAS, IIPO-
MEXYTOUYHas CYLI[HOCT; SIBJIEHNE eCThb He 006eK (pealbHO
CYIIIeCTBYIOIIas Belllb), a JIVIIIh 0003HAYAIOIIVVL €T0 3HAK.

C y4eToM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO-3HAKOBOT'O XapaKTepa
SIBJIEHVISI €0 COOTHOIIIEHVIE C IIPeIMEeTOM (BEIIbI0 CaMOvl
110 ce0e) 1 TIpeficTaBIIEHVEM MOXKHO IIPEIICTaBUTh B BUIE
CTIEITYTOIIIETO MPAHCYEHOCHINAALHO020 HPeY20AbHUKA:

flenenue
(TpaHcueHAeHTanbHbIA YPOBEHb)

~— N

Mpeamer MpeacraBneHue
(BeLb cama no cebe) (3mMNUpUYECKMin YpoBEHD)

Cxema 8

B cxeme 8 s1 yuern Kak IIpeIMeTHBIV, TAK VI OTHOCUTEITh-
HBIVI XapaKTep SIBJIEHNUS] B paMKax TPaHCILIEHIEeHTaIbHO
IIepCIIeKTUBEL SIBjIeHMe BBICTYIIaeT KaK HeKOTOpas TpaH-
CLieHeHTaJIbHas (3HAKOBasl) CYLIHOCTb, IIPeMeT IIperl-
CTaBJIEHMS], a MMEOIIVeCs 3/1eCh CTPEJIKM yKas3bIBAIOT Ha
OMHOCUNEABHOCHTb SIBTIEHWS: C OJIHOW CTOPOHBI (CTpesika
C7IeBa), 9TO YKasaHVe Ha IIPOMEXYTOUHBIVI XapaKTep sBITe-
HISI, €T0 CEMAHTIYECKYIO 3aBVICVIMOCTb OT BEIIIVI CAMO TI0
cebe, KOTOpasi BEICTyTIaeT IIPWYMHOV / OCHOBaHVEM (HEM.
Ursache / Grund) addurmposaHs Harlen 9yBCTBEHHO-
CTH, TO €CTh «3aITyCKa» ITpoIiecca TO3HaHWMS (Cp.: B SBITe-
HWUW IaHO 4110-10); C IPYyTov (CTpeJIKa cIpaBa) — yKasa-
HVIe Ha CBSI3b/ CBSI3HOCTb SIBJIEHIISI C IIPELICTABIIEHIIEM, €T0
STVCTEMOJIOTMYECKYTO 3aBVICVIMOCTD TI0 OTHOIIIEHWIO K CO-
3HaHMIO (Cp.: SIBJIEHWE TaHO KOMY-110).

INperwtoxeHHas! ceMaHTIYeCKasi TPAKTOBKA SIBJIEHVISI
TTO3BOJISI€T TIPEIIOKWUTE PeIeHe npobiembl UOeHMUUHO-
cmu. C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, MAEHTUYHOCTD SIBJIEHVS I Belln
caMort 110 cebe MMeeT MeCTo, XOTSI 9TO He WIEHTUYHOCTh
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[...] may therefore be called the non-empirical, i.e.,
transcendental object = X” (KrV, A 109; Kant, 1998,
p- 233; see also A 251-252, cited in §2 of this article).
Thus, the Kantian appearance is not an ontologi-
cal entity. Therefore, neither the theory of the “
worlds” and of the “two aspects,” nor any interpreta-
tion in which the Kantian appearance is attributed an

two

ontological — mental or physical — status can be cor-
rect. Appearance is not an absolute ontological entity,
but a relative semantic one; it is not an object, but a mere
sign signifying the object (real thing).

Given the transcendental — signific character of ap-
pearance, its relation to the object (the thing in itself)
and the representation can be represented by the fol-
lowing transcendental triangle:

appearance
(transcendental level)

— N

obj * representation
(thing-in-itself) (empirical level)

Schema 8

In this schema, I took into account both the objec-
tive and the relational nature of appearance. Appear-
ance here functions as a “sign” (i.e., a transcendental)
entity. And the arrows indicate the relationality of ap-
pearance. The arrow on the left indicates the inter-
mediate nature of appearance, its dependence on the
ultimate object, which is the cause/ground (Ursache/
Grund) of affection, our sensibility, i.e., the start of the
process of cognition (cf.: in appearance something is
given). The arrow on the right indicates the relation
between appearance and representation, its epistemic
dependence on consciousness (cf.: appearance is given
to someone).

Such semantic interpretation of appearance allows
us to propose a solution to the Kantian problem of identi-
ty. On the one side, we can talk about the identity of ap-
pearance and thing in itself, although it is not the iden-
tity of two objects, but the reference identity of an object
(thing) and the sign indicating this object (thing): the
sign is the designation of this same thing. On the oth-
er side, because of its “sign” and non-objective nature,
appearance is “equal” to the subjective representation,
or rather to its (non-ultimate) object, although the
status of appearance as a sign, unlike the mental rep-
resentation, does not have a subjective, but rather an
inter-subjective character.
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IBYX IIPEIMETOB, a peghepeHyUarbHas UOeHMUUHOCHIL npeoMe-
ma v ero 3xaxa (yKa3blBaloIlero Ha IIpeMeT): 3HaK SBJIseT-
cs1 0003HaUeHVIEM BOT 3TOro IpeaMeta. C IpyTovi CTOPOHBI,
B CIJIy CBOEVI 3HAKOBOI (TO €CTh He-00BEKTHOVI) IPUPOIIEI
sBJIeHVIe POICTBEHHO C IIpeIiCTaBJIeHVIeM: OHO SIBJISIETCS
npedMernom TIpeNCTaBIIeHNs 045 Co3HaAHUA 6000Uje, KOTOPBINT
TeM CaMbIM VIMeeT MHTePCyObeKTVBHBIV XapaKTep.

B zaxmodeHMe oOpaTmMcs K paspelIeHNnio OTHOV
Mpo0JIeMbl, BO3HWKIIIEVI B XOZe HaIllero VICCIeNOBaHMs.
Belirre 51 11o0xasasl BK/IIOUEHHOCTb KaHTOBCKOTO SIBJIEHVS B
IBOVIHOE ITPOTMBOIIOCTABJIEHVIE: B «IIPUYMHHOM» (MeTa-
dmsnueckom) acriexTe siBjieHMe IIPOTMBOCTOUT BeIN ca-
Mot 110 ceOe (1 cBsizaHO ¢ Hert, cM. Ne 1, 3, 5 B Tabimite),
a B «CeMaHTVYeCKOM» (TpaHCIIeH/IeHTa/IbHOM) acIieKTe —
TpaHCILIeHeHTaJIbHOMY IIpeaMeTy. COOTBETCTBEHHO, B
«Kputnke» KaHT HBaXIbI TOBOPUT O pehepenyuassHoi
npupoze siBjeHvs: Bo pparmente A 108 oH yTBepKIaer,
YTO IpeIMeTOM SIBJIeHV (KaK IIpeCTaBJIeHIIsT) BBICTYIIa-
eT mpaHcyeH0eHmalbHulll npedmem (IpeaMeT BOOOIIE), BO
dparmenTe B 235 on mmmreT, 9TO «sdBJIeHMe obo3HaUaeT
KaKoOV-HIOyab OOBEKT», W Hdajlee YTOYHSET, YTO TaKMUM
00BEKTOM BBICTYHAET Beujp cama no cebe. Tlpuaem, ¢ on-
HOVI CTOPOHBI, Y camoro KaHTa HeT 4eTKMx yKasaHWM I10
PpaspelleHnIo 3TOV HeOHO3HAUYHOCTH, a C PYrol — OH
BCe JKe Ppas/iMyaeT KOHIIENTBI «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIN
IpeIMeT» U «Belllb caMa 10 cebe», XOTS MOYKHO TOBOPUTb
00 ompernereHHOM ((PYHKIIMOHAJIbHOM) CXOLCTBE MeXK-
Iy TmMM KoHIlenTamu. [IpusiiedyeHne ammapara coBpe-
MEHHOVI CeMaHTMKW II03BOJIIET PeIINTh 3Ty MHpobiieMy.
I'. ®pere mocTynmMpyeT Hamuume y JIFOOOTO 3HaKa JIBYX
cemaHmuueckux xapakTepucTuK: 3HadeHws (Bedeutung) m
cMblca (Sinn), — ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, HaIV4Me OBYX TH-
OB pedpepeHOUIL OT 3HaKa K CMBICIIy M OT 3HaKa K Jie-
HoTary. Tpuama «3HaK — CMBICJI — JIeHOTaT» oOpasyer,
corimacHo Dpere, cemanmuueckuil mpeyeossHux (Ppere,
1997). DToT TIOZIXOM, BIIOJIHE IIPVIMEHVM K KaHTOBCKOMY
SIBJIEHVMIO KaK 3HAKy: TPaHCLIEHOEHTAIBHBIV IIpeIMeT 3
dparmenTa A 108 saBisieTcs cMblcA0M SBIIEHUS, & SMAUPU-
ueckas Bewyy cama no cebe n3 pparmenTta B 306* sBistercs
ero geHoraroM*. TeM caMbIM MOXKHO 00pa3oBaTh CJIeAyIO-
LMV TPaHCLeHIeHTaIbHO-CEMaHTIYeCKIIT TPeYTOIbHVIK
«SIBJIEHVIE — CMBICTI — [I€HOTaT»:

# MOXHO OTMeTHUTh, UTO UyTh HVIKe, BO dparmeHTe B 236, B
KaHTOBCKOM PacCy KIeHWY IOSB/IAeTCs KaK BbIpaykeHVie «TPpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHOE 3Ha4Y€eHNe [CBOero] IIOHSTIS O IIpefIMeTe», TaK 1
KOHIIENT «IMPaHCUeHOeHMAAbHbIIL NpeoMent».

® B anammse dparmenTa B 306 (cm. KaTtpeuko, 20176) s moxa-
3aJ1, YTO MOYKHO TOBOPWUTE O JIBYX MOJIycaXx BeIIly caMo1 ITo cebe:
amnupuyeckoil Beuyu camoil 1o cebe, BRICTYTIAIOIIEVI ITPUYIMHO adp-
dunvpoBaHs HallleV YyBCTBEHHOCTY, Y HOYMeHAAbHOU Beuju ca-
MOTL 10 cebe, SIBIISIOITIEVICS pe3yIIbTaTOM abCTparmpoBaHus OT yC-
JIOBUII UyBCTBEHHOT'O BOCIIPUSATIS (IMIIVIPVIYECKOVI BEIV CaMOVA
110 ceGe).

“ K. Torum Takke oOpalraercs K ceMaHTHKe (TpeyrosbHVKY)
Dpere 11 COOTHOCUT KaHTOBCKOe f6/eHue ¢ PPereBCKIM CMbLCAOM
(Tolley, 2014).

In conclusion, let us briefly touch upon a problem
that arose in the course of our analysis. I have shown
that Kant’s appearance is to be understood in a
double opposition: in the “causal” (metaphysical)
aspect, appearance is opposed to thing in itself (and
is connected to it; see schemas 1, 3, 5 above), and in
the “semantic” (transcendental) aspect, appearance is
opposed to the transcendental object. Accordingly, Kant
claims the “referential” nature of appearance twice in
the Critique. Indeed, in A 108-109 Kant says that the
transcendental object acts as the object* of appearance,
and in B 235 he writes that “appearance designates an
object” and specifies that the thing in itself acts as such
an object.” Kant himself does not give clear instructions
on how to solve this problem. At the same time, he still
distinguishes between the concepts of transcendental
object and thing in itself, although one can speak in
terms of a certain (functional) similarity between them.
The use of the apparatus of modern semantics allows
solving this problem. G. Frege postulates the presence
of two semantic characteristics of signs: sense (Sinn)
and reference (Bedeutung). Accordingly, he admits two
types of relation of reference: (1) from sign to sense
and (2) from sign (through sense) to the reference. The
triad “sign — sense — reference” thus forms a semantic
triangle (Frege, 1948). This approach is quite applicable
to the Kantian appearance-sign; transcendental object
from A 108-109 is a sense of appearance, and empirical
thing in itself from B 306* is its reference.* One can thus
form the following transcendental-semantic triangle
“appearance — sense — reference”:

transcendental

appearance
object PP

object (empirical thing-in-itself)

Schema 9

2 However, the “concept of an object to transcendental signif-
icance” and the concept of “transcendental object” also appear
later, in B 236.

% In my analysis of B 306 (Katrechko, 2017), I have shown that
we can talk about the two modes of the thing in itself: the em-
pirical thing in itself as a cause of affection of our sensibility and
the noumenal thing in itself as an abstraction from the conditions
of sensibility-construct of our understanding.

# K. Tolley also uses Frege’s semantics (triangle) and links
Kant’s appearance to the Fregean meaning (Tolley, 2014).
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TpaHcueHaeHTarlbHbIN fiBneHue

npepmeTrt

MpeamerT (amnupryeckas Bellb cama rno cete)

Cxema 9

ITocecioBue

B nmaHHOM mMcciegoBaHMM sI COCPEOTOUWICS Ha ce-
MaHTWYECKOM aHaJIM3e KOHIIeIITa SBJIEHMs 11 000CHOBa-
HVV Te3rca O TOM, UTO siBJIeHMe (B TpaHCLIeHAeHTaIbHOM
IIepCIIeKTIBe) — 3TO He OOBEKT, a JIMIIIb «0DO3HaUYeHwe
(= 3Hak. — C.K.) obpexTa» (B 235; Kant, 19940, c. 194).
BmecTe ¢ TeM sBjIeHMe — ITO He JIMHIBUCTIYECKNT, a KOT-
HUTWBHBIN 3HaK 0cOO0ro popa, KOTOPBII MOXHO CITeIV-
durmposaTh Kak 3HaAk-00pa3 M KOTOPBI VMMeeT oIlpefie-
JIEHHYIO KOTHUTUBHYIO cmpykmypy. IlosTomy ecim Ml
XOTVM [IaTh ITOJIHBIV aHaJIM3 JaHHOTO KaHTOBCKOIO KOH-
IIellTa, TO CEeMaHTIYIEeCKIV aHIN3 SIBJICHVIS [T0JDKEeH ObITh
TIONOJIHEH KOTHWTVBHBIM aHAIN30M BHYTPEHHEV CTPYK-
Typbl sBjieHns. [TpuBeny Hibke ero KpaTkuv abpuc.

CorytacHo Kanty, 00pas sBisieTcst pe3ysIbTaToM Iiesi-
TEJIBHOCTV BOOOPaKEeHIS 110 CYIHTE3y UyBCTBEHHOIO MHO-
rooOpasvisl B OHO cO3epIiaHue, a «IesTeIbHYIO CII0co0-
HOCTBb CMHTe3a 3TOro MHoroobOpasHoro» KaHT Ha3sbiBaer
cunmesom cxBamuiBanus (A 120). O6 sTom xe KanT roBopur
¥ B aHaJIM3MpyeMoM Bblllle pparMenTe B 235: sprenvis
«CyTb TaKXKe IIpeIMeThl CO3HAHMS, [11 II03TOMY] MX BOBCe
HeJIb3s OTJINYNUTD OT CXBaTBIBAHIIS, TO €CTh OT BKJIIOUEHVIS
B cuHTe3 BooOpaxeHms» (Kant, 19940, c. 195)%. Tewm ca-
MBIM KaHTOBCKOe sIBJIEHMe IIpeJiCcTaBIsieT coOoI CUHTe3N-
POBaHHBIN (CKOHCTPYMPOBAaHHBIN) 00pas.

KanTOBCKIMIT mpaHcyeHOeHmatbHbiil  KoHCMpYKmubusm
MIpOosIBIIIeTCS Ha ABYX ypoBH:X. Ha MeTaypoBHe sBjIeHIA
CUHTE3VPYIOTCS ITOCPENCTBOM OPOPMIIEHMS BOCIIPWUHI-
MaeMOro UYyBCTBEHHOI'O MHOTrooOpasusl amnpuOpHBIMU
dopmaMy dyBCTBEHHOCTH, B pe3yJIbTaTe uero npeomen
onvima BBICTYIIA€T KaK IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHO-BpeMeHHas
Belllb, VWIN TeJI0. B To Xe BpeM: siBjIeHMe Kak oOpa3 He
SIBJISI€TCS IIEPBUYHOVI JAHHOCTHIO, a IPeICTaBIIsieT co0o
CMHTe3 4yBCTBEHHOI'O MHOT000passi.

CoOTBeTCTBEHHO, aHAJIOTMV 3epKajla VUTM TeJlecKoIta
SIBJISIIOTCS. CJIVIIIIKOM IIPOCTBIMYL, a 0oJIee TOYHO (aKKypart-
HO) KOHCTPYKTMBHO-CMHTETUYECKYIO HPUPOAY SIBJIEHI

% A maree B 3ToM (pparmenTe KaHT IpMBOIUT HpUMeEpP TaKo-
ro — IHOC/Ief0BaTe/IbHOIO BO BPeMEHM — CXBaTbIBAHM MHO-
rooOpasms, Kak AoM (cM. Taxke ¢pparmeHT B 162, roe Kanr ro-
BOPUT O pucobanuu odpasa moma). B «Kpuruke» Kaat mpusoanr
e1lle psil IIPVMEPOB TaKoT'o I10C/Ie0BaTe/IbHOI0 KOHCTPYMpPOBa-
HWs, HaIIpyIMep IIOTOYeYHOe PUCcOBaHMe (IIyTeM IIPOBeIeHVs)
sV (B 138).
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Conclusion

In this paper, I have confined myself to the seman-
tic analysis of the concept of the appearance and the
substantiation of the thesis that this concept (from a
transcendental perspective) is not an object, but only
the “designation [= sign. — S. K.] of an object” (KrV,
B 235; Kant, 1998, p. 305). At the same time, appearance
is not only a linguistic, but also a cognitive sign of a
special kind — a sign-image that has a definite cognitive
structure. Therefore, if we want to give a full analysis
of Kant’s concept of appearance as image, then its se-
mantic analysis should be supplemented by a cogni-
tive one. I will give a brief outline of such an analysis
below.

According to Kant, an image-appearance is the
result of imagination synthesising the given sensual
manifold into a unified whole (intuition). Kant calls
the “active faculty of the synthesis of this manifold
imagination, [or] apprehension” (KrV, A 120;
Kant, 1998, p. 239), or “synthesis of apprehension”
(KrV, A 99-100; Kant, 1998, p. 229).*> Kant also speaks
about this in B 235, where he says that appearances

in us...

are “at same time objects of consciousness, they do
not differ from their apprehension, [or] the synthesis
of the imagination” (Kant, 1998, p. 305). Thus, Kant's
appearance is synthesised (constructed) as an image.
Kant's transcendental constructivism is manifested
on two levels. At the meta-level, appearances are
formed perceived manifold by means of a priori
forms of sensuality, as a result of which the object of
experience functions as a thing or body extended in
space and time. In addition to that, the appearance
itself as an image is not a primary given, but it is a
synthesis of given sensual manifold. Accordingly, the
analogies of the mirror and the telescope are too simple
and do not quite accurately express the constructive-
synthetic nature of Kant’s appearance, and it would
be more appropriate to compare it with the image of a
television screen, which is successively synthesised from
luminous points when the kinescope is bombarded
by electrons. Thus, the image-appearance (or rather,
our consciousness’s apprehension of it) is formed

# See also: “For the imagination is to bring the manifold of in-
tuition into an image” (KrV, A 120; Kant, 1998, p. 239).

46 Further, in B 235, Kant gives an example of such — succes-
sive (in time) — apprehension of the manifold as a house. See
also B 162, where Kant writes about drawing the image of a
house. Kant gives also other examples of such temporally suc-
cessive construction in the Critigue. For example, point-by-
point drawing direct line (see B 138).
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TieperiaeT meAeBUsUOHHAA KapmuHKa, KoTopas obpasyercs
ITyTeM IT0CIIefIOBATEeIBHOTO CHTe3a MHOXKECTBa CBETSIIIVIX-
sl TOUeK, TIOTyYeHHBIX TPy OoMOapampoBKe SKpaHa 3JTeK-
TpoHamy1. TeM caMbIM sB/IeHMe-00pa3 (TouHee, CXBaThIBa-
HIIe 3TOV «KapTUHKI» HAIITVIM CO3HaHVIEM) CUHTE3MPYeTCs
Ha 9KpaHe TeJIeB/30pa B pe3ysIbTaTe KOMIUIEKCa TeXHIde-
CKVIX IIPOLIETY P CoeMKa npeomena — nepedaqa cuenasa — 6oc-
npousbedenue (B KauecTse peasIn3alyy KaHTOBCKOTO CHHTe-
3a CXBaTBIBAHMS MHOIOOOPA3HOIO), a CBETSIIMECS TOYKM
Ha 5KpaHe KMHeCKOIIa TPV 3TOM BBIITOJIHSIOT POJIb CEHCOP-
HOVI Mamepuuy (MaTepuraIa) TaHHOTo oOpa3a-siBiIeHvis (Cp. C
paccyxnenviem KaHra o ghopme v ougyujenuy KaK mamepuu
sByieHs M3 pparMenTa B 34). Bmecte ¢ TeM koenumubHbiil
aHaJIU3 sIBJIeHS] He OTMEHSIET ITPOBEJIEHHOTO €T0 CeMANIU-
14eCK020 aHaJTM3a, MITOTOM KOTOPOT'O BBICTYTIAeT CTIeTy oI
Te3WC: KaHTOBCKOe ffjeHue VIMeeT OOBeKTVBIPOBaHHBIV
(TpenMeTHBIVI) XapaKTep VI «IIpeICTaB/IseT>» ABJISIOIIIICS
HaM B OIIbITe peaIbHO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVIT IIPefMeT, TO eCTh
KaHTOBCKYIO Beub camy no cedes.
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on the TV screen. It is the result of a complex of
technical procedures: the shooting of objects — signal
transmission — reproduction (as the realisation of
Kant’s synthesis of the manifold). And the glowing
points of the kinescope act on the matter of the
constructed TV image (cf. with Kant’s reasoning about
the form and sensation as a matter of the appearance in
B 34). However, this cognitive analysis of appearance
does not cancel my semantic analysis conducted here,
the result of which is that the Kantian appearance has
an objectified (objective-objectual, gegenstindlich) nature
and “presents” the real object that we experience.
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