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' KOHCEKBEHLIMM M AV3AVH
B OBILIEV I TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOW JIOTVIKE!

E.T. Ipacasuna-Yepnas*

KanmobBexas duxomomus obugetl u mpancyeHOeHmaibHou A0-
eux paccmampubaemcs 8 cBeme pempocnexmuBHOl peKoHCmpyKyuu
06yx 100x0008 K« deMapkayuu POPMALLHBIX U MAMEPUAABHBIX KOH-
cexBernyuii, kopensujuxcs 6 cxonracmuxe X1V 8. Coenacto nepbomy
nodxody (Kan bypudan, Asvbepm Cakcorckuii, Mapcuauii Uneen-
ckutl), KoHcekBenyus popmatvha, ecau ona BaiuoHa UCKAOUUEb-
Ho 6 cuy cBoett ghopmut 045 a10001 mamepuu. TTockoavky mamepiis
KoHcekBeHyuu cs3vi6aemcsa ¢ KaneeopeMamuseckuMu mepMuHamu,
ee hopmarvhan Basudnocms onpedesdemcs Kax UHBAPUAHIHOCTTb
omHocumensro noocmanoBox maxux mepmurol. Coesacro Bmopo-
my nooxody (Puuapd bussuneem, Pobepm @aand, Pasvgp Crpoyo,
Puuapo us Jlabenema), 6a1u0Hocb GhopMasbHoll koHcekBenyuu obe-
cneuuBaemcsa gpopmarvHuiM nodpasymebariiem KoxcekBenma 6 ee a-
meuedernie. BvioBueaenics eunomesa o nonwimKe npumMupeHus 6 kam-
moBcxotl A02uHeckotl cucmemamuke noocmanoBouHol mpakmobku
hopmanvhbix  KOHcekBenyuil U (PopMANbHOO AHAAUSA TPAHCYEH-
OeHmarvHbiX omHouieHui npeomemod onvima. Ilokaswibaemcs, 00-
HAKO, IO UHMEPNPemayus oepaHuyenutl, Hakiao0bi6aeMolx mparc-
UeHOeHMANLHOTL A02UKOTL HA CHOCODHOCHTb CYskdeHus, 6 Oyxe cxoaa-
CIU4ecKotl OHMOAOSUY MPAHCYCHOCHINAALHBIX OMHOueHUl Bouaa
0v1 6 npomuBopenue c kanmoBekoil KpumuKo 00eMamuueckol oH-
mosoeuu. Caedys Jlyuano @aopudu, mpancyeHOeHMabHAS A02UKA
ucmoaxoBvibaemcs He kax cucmema KOHCeKBeHyutl ¢ OHMOoA02UHeCKU
hyHOUpOBaHHBIMIL MPAHCYEHOCHINAALHBIMU 02PAHUMEHUAMU, 4 KAK
A02uKa OU3ATHA, Komopas odoeauiaen MpaouluOHHbLI A02UHeCKUTL
urcmpymenmapuil cepueil NOHAMuUI, 3auMcmbobantblx npeumyuje-
cmBeHHo U3 NpoPaMMUPOBaHIA: OUsatIHep NPOEKMUPYeMOil cuchie-
Mbl hopmyaupyem mpeboBanus ee ocyujecmbumocmu u onpedessiem
ee ghymryuu, nosbossouqie 00CHueas 3a0aHHOT yel Ha 0cHobe 00-
cmynnuix pecypcol. Kanmobekuil npoexm HaxiadviBaem sanpem Ha
002MaMuHecKy1o AneAAAUUI0 K MpPaHcyeHOCHMAALHBIM ONTHOUEHULAM
U BetHbIM UCTTUHAM CXOAACTIUKU, 00HAKO KOHCUNTYMUBHbLIL Xapak-
mep npabua MpaHcyeHOeHMalbHoll 102UKY 6 OMHOWeHUY COCOOHO-
CMU CYXKOEHUA UCKAIOHACI NAIOPAAUSM KOHUENNTYAAbHbIX CUCITIEM,
umeruux unmepnpemayuio 6 npedesax o3mosxroeo onvima. Taxum
00pasoMm, 3a0aua ONMUMUIAYUU NOUCKA KOHUEHITYAAbHOR0 OU3ATIHA
Bix00UM 3a 2panulybl KOMIEMeHy UYL MpancyeHOeHMAALHOTL A02UKL.

KatoueBuvie caoBa: roeuueckoe caedobanie, mamepuarvhas
KoHcekBenyus, popmarvhas koncexBenyus, obujas aoeuxa, Kanm,
MPAHCYEHOCHIMAABHAS A0UKA, MPAHCYEHOEHIMAAbHOE OTHOUEHUE,
npoepamma boavyano — Tapckoeo, aoeuxa Ousariua.

! CraThs TIO[ITOTOBJIEHA B pe3yJIbTaTe ITPOBEIeHVIs VICCIIeJOBaHWS
(Ne 17-05-0040) B pamxax [Tporpammer «Hayuwemt dpong Hamronans-
HOTO VICCITeZIOBATeIECKOTO YHUBEPCUTeTa , BhICITas IIKos1a SKOHOMM-
xu” (HY BID) » 2017 1. 1 B paMKax roCyIapCcTBeHHOV TIOMe PXKKIA
Beymmx yHusepcureros Poccuiickont @eneparm «5-100». AsTop
BbIpa)kaeT IIpu3HaTeIbHOCTh Eene Hukosnaesne JIucaniok 1 ®@pepe-
puxy TpemGr1310 3a TI0JIe3HBIe 3aMeYaHWs Y PeKOMeH/TalVA.

2 HarvioHasIbHBIVI MCCITIOBATeTbCKMTT YHUBEPCUTET «BbIciast mKkosia
sxkoHoMuku» (HIY BID), 105064, Poccumsi, Mocksa, yi1. Crapasi bac-
ManHast, 21/4.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuio 05.09.2017 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-1-2

© Hparanua-Yepnas E. T'., 2018

CONSEQUENCES AND DESIGN
IN GENERAL AND TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC!

E. G. Dragalina-Chernaya*

In this article, I consider Kant’s dichotomy between general
and transcendental logic in light of a retrospective reconstruction of
two approaches originating in 14th century scholasticism that are
used to demarcate formal and material consequences. The first ap-
proach (e.g., John Buridan, Albert of Saxony, Marsilius of Inghen)
holds that a consequence is formal if it is valid — because of its form
only — for any matter. Since the matter of a consequence is linked
to categorematic terms, its formal validity is defined as being in-
variant under substitutions for such terms. According to the second
approach (e.g., Richard Billingham, Robert Fland, Ralph Strode,
Richard Lavenham), the validity of a formal consequence stems from
the formal understanding of the consequent in the consequence’s
antecedent. I put forward the hypothesis that in his logical taxo-
nomy, Kant attempted to reconcile the substitutional interpretation
of formal consequences and a formal analysis of the transcendental
relations of objects of experience. However, if we interpret the limi-
tations imposed by transcendental logic on the power of judgement
in the spirit of the scholastic ontology of transcendental relations, it
would contradict Kant’s critique of dogmatic ontology. Following
in Luciano Floridi’s path, I thus propose to consider transcendental
logic, not as a system of consequences equipped with ontological-
ly grounded transcendental limitations, but rather as the logic of
design. The logic of design has the benefit of enriching traditional
logical tools with a series of notions borrowed primarily from com-
puter programming. A conceptual system designer sets out feasi-
bility requirements and defines a system’s functions that make it
possible to achieve the desired outcome using available resources.
Kant’s project forbids a dogmatic appeal to the transcendental rela-
tions and eternal truths of scholasticism. However, the constitutive
nature of the rules of transcendental logic in regard to the power of
judgement precludes the pluralism of conceptual systems that can
be interpreted within possible experience. Thus, the optimisation
problem of finding the best conceptual design from all feasible de-
signs is beyond the competence of transcendental logic.

Keywords: logical consequence, material consequence, for-
mal consequence, general logic, Kant, transcendental logic, tran-
scendental relation, Bolzano — Tarski programme, logic of design.

Introduction

Kant held that, in contrast to general logic, which
deals only with the possible, i.e., with what is con-
sistent with the formal conditions of experience, tran-
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BBemenmne

B omitmume oT 0OILen JIOrMKM, MMEIOLIEeN 1eJI0 JIVIIh
C BO3MOXKHBIM, TO €CTh COIJIACHBIM C (POpPMaJIbHBIMM YCIIO-
BUAMM OIIBITa, TpaHCIIeHJeHTaJIbHas JIOTMKa IIpM3BaHa,
comtacHo KaHTYy, MCIpaBiIdATh M IIPEIOXPAHSATH CIIOCOD-
HocTh cyxaeHns (Kant, 1994a, c. 122). Kirouesoit Borrpoc
00 MCTOYHMIKE MCKIIIOUMTEIIbHBIX ITOJIHOMOYMM TPaHCIIeH-
ZeHTaJIBHOV JIOTMKI B OTHOIIEHWVI CIIOCOOHOCTV Cy>KIe-
HMSI MOXKET CTaBUThLCS He TOJIBKO B paMKax KaHTOBCKOVI JIO-
I'MYeCKOVI CMCTeMAaTUKY, HO 1 B IITIPOKOM VICTOPUKO-JIOT V-
YeCKOM KOHTEKCTe.

LenTpabHOM 3a7a4eit JIOTVKM TPajMIIVIOHHO ITpM3Ha-
eTcsl SKCIUIVIKAIIVS OTHOIIeHNMS JIOTMYeCKOro CJIefIOBaHMS.
CoracHO onpefieeHIIo, JaHHOMY ApUCTOTesIeM IIpegMeTy
ero vccriefioBanyst B« lepport AHaIMTIKe», 3TO MCCIIeIoBa-
HMe «O0 [J0Ka3aTeJIbCTBe, U 3TO [1eJI0 [JOKa3bIBaIOIIelT HayKi»
(Apwcroreis, 1978, c. 119). B mokasaTeIbBHOM pacCy KIeHNI
ITOCBUIKM M 3aKJIIOUeHVie CBsI3aHbl OTHOIIIeHVeM JIOTUeCcKo-
o CJlefIoBaHVsl, KOTOpOe U cerdac IIPoHoIIKaeT HaxOoUTh-
cs1 B IIpefiMeTHOM (POKYCe JIOTMIKM: 3a1aTh JIOTMKY B sI3bIKe L
3HAUNUT PUKCUPOBATH OTHOIIIEHVE JIOIMYeCKOr O CJIefI0BaHIA
R Mexxmy BbICKa3bIBaHVSIMU si3bIKa L. BiiedeT i1 HOpMaTmB-
HOCTB TPaHCIIeH IeHTaTLHOV JIOTUKV B OTHOITIEHV CTIOCOD-
HOCTM CY>KAeHMs paclypeHie JUCIIATIIMHAPHBIX TPaHMI]
JIOTVIKM 3 IIpefiesTbl POPMasIbHOIO OTHOIIIEHNS JIOTMYeCKO-
ro CJIefIOBaHMs MeX/1y HOChUIKaMM W 3aKJII0OYeHMeM J10Ka-
3aTeJIbHOrO paccykiaeHns? OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC He IIpefi-
CTaBJIsIeTCsL BO3MOXXHBIM Oe3 oOpallleHMsI K KOpeHSIIecs
B JIOT'IKO-OHTOJIOTMUeCKMX VHTYWITMSIX CXOJIaCTUKM TpajIy-
LM VICCTIefIoBaHsl (popMasIbHBIX, WIIM TpaHCIeH IeHTalb-
HBIX, OTHOIIEHV, CpellVi KOTOPBIX 0c000e MecTo IIpuHaJle-
JKUT OTHOITIEHNIO JIOTMYEeCKOro CJIefIOBaHs.

(DOPMaJ'IbeIe " MaTepuaJIbHbIe KOHCEKBEHIIUM

B Cpennue Beka jiormyeckoe cjiefioBaHMe M3yd4ajloch
IIpeMMYIIeCTBeHHO IyTeM KaTaJlorM3allum M Kilaccudm-
Karmu KoHceKBeHIIU (consequentiae). Cormacto JKany by-
pumany (ok. 1295 — ok. 1360), «ecTb /1Ba Brla KOHCEKBEH-
IIVIVI, TIEPBBIM W3 KOTOPBIX SIBJISIETCSI KOHZMIIVOHAJI, He
yTBepXXIOAIOIINY HI aHTelle[eHTa, HY KOHCeKBeHTa (Ha-
pumMep, “Ecint ocert jieTaeT, TO y Hero eCTb KpbUIbs”), HO
yTBep>XKIaloIIN JIUIIIb TO, YTO BTOpOe CjleflyeT U3 IIepBo-
ro... KoHcekBeHIIMS BTOpOTro Bila SIBJISE€TCS apryMEHTOM:
IIpVHMMAasZ BO BHUMAaHME, YTO aHTELEIEHT V3BeCTeH VIV
VI3BECTeH JIyullle, YeM KOHCEKBEHT, aHTelle[IeHT yTBepK/ia-
€TCs M VI3 HerO acCepTMBHO BBIBOLMTCS KOHCEKBEHT. B KOH-
IMIIVOHAJIaX MBI VICIIOJIb3yeM COr03 “eciin’, B TO BpeMs KaK
B apryMeHTax Mbl VCIIOJIb3yeM COI03 “ciiefloBaTesIbHO »
(Buridan, 2001, p. 575). Pamed Crpoyn (ok. 1350—1400)
olperiesisieT KOHCEKBEHITMIO He KaK KOHAVMIIVIOHAJI VI ap-
TYMEeHT, HO KaK MeHTaJIbHBIN aKT: «KOHCeKBEeHIIVS SIBJIsd-
ercst BoIBerieHVeM (illatio) KOHCEKBEHTa M3 aHTelle/IeHTa»
(Strodus, 1493, . Ir.; nuT. 11o: Normore, 1993, p. 449).

XapakTep OTHOIIEHWMV MEXIy aHTeIleqeHTaMW U KOH-
CeKBEHTaMV KOHCEKBEHIIVTI SIBJISUICS ITPEIMETOM OXKVBJIEH-
HBIX IVICKYCCUTI B CXOJIacTydeckor jiorvike. Haummas c XIV B.
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scendental logic should correct and secure the power
of judgement (KrV, A 136 / B 175; Kant, 1998, p. 269).
The central question about the source of the author-
ity of transcendental logic in regard to the power of
judgement transcends Kant’s logical systematics to
enter a broader historical and logical context. The tra-
ditionally recognised objective of logic is to explain
the relation of logical consequence. In Prior Analy-
tics, Aristotle writes about the object of his investiga-
tion: “the subject is demonstration, and it is about de-
monstrative understanding” (Aristotle, 1995¢c, 24a10).
In demonstrative understanding, the premises and
conclusion are linked by a relation of logical conse-
quence, which remains a focus of modern logic. To
create a logic within the language L means to estab-
lish the relation of logical consequence R between the
sentences of the language L. Does the normativity of
transcendental logic in regard to the power of judge-
ment cause logic’s disciplinary boundaries to tran-
scend the formal relation of logical consequence be-
tween the premises and the conclusion of a demon-
strative reasoning? Answering this question is im-
possible without addressing the tradition of studying
formal or transcendental relations — a tradition origi-
nating from the logical and ontological intuitions of
scholasticism and placing emphasis on the relation of
logical consequence.

Formal and Material Consequences

In the Middle Ages, the subject of logical conse-
quence was studied primarily through cataloguing
and classifying consequences (consequentiae). Accord-
ing to John Buridan (c. 1295—1360), “there are two
kinds of consequence, the first of which is a condition-
al proposition that asserts neither the antecedent nor
the consequent (e.g., “if an ass flies, then it has wings’)
but asserts only that the latter follows from the for-
mer... The other kind of consequence is an argument,
given that the antecedent is known, or is known bet-
ter than the consequent, and this asserts the anteced-
ent, and from this it assertively infers the consequent.
In a conditional we use the conjunction ‘if,” whereas
in an argument we use the conjunction ‘therefore””
(Buridan, 2001, p. 575). Ralph Strode (c. 1350 —1400)
defines the word “consequence” neither as a condi-
tional nor as an argument, but rather as a mental act:
“A consequence is a derivation (illatio) of the conse-
quent from the antecedent” (Strodus, 1493, {. Ir.; cited
from Normore 1993, p. 449).

The relation between the antecedents and con-
sequents of consequences aroused much discus-
sion among scholastic logicians. Since the 14" centu-
ry, such discussions focused on the demarcation be-
tween formal and material consequences. Although
the scholastic logic of the 14* century did not reach



LIEHTPaIbHOEe MECTO B 3TMX AVICKYCCVSIX 3aHVMaeT IIpo0Jie-
Ma fieMapKaryvi hOpMaTbHBIX U MaTepUaIbHBIX KOHCEKBEeH-
e, XOTst cxortacTideckast jtorvika X1V B. He puiinIa K KOH-
CEeHCYCy OTHOCUTEIBHO IHPMHIIUIIOB TaKoVl JieMapKallny,
OHa JIEMOHCTPUPYeT YCTOMYMBYIO TeHIAEHIVIO: IIpU3HaHVe
dpopMaTbHOCTI (COOTBETCTBEHHO, MaTepuasIbHOCTH) KOH-
CeKBEHITNTI, OCHOBAaHHBEIX Ha OIpeJieJIeHHBIX (CeMaHTMde-
CKMX, IPUYMHHBIX, MeTapM3MUecKX) OTHOIIeHMSIX MeX-
Iy HeJIOrM4YecKMM TepMmHaMu («Hestopek OexXmT, ciiefioBa-
TEJILHO JKMBOTHOE OeXXIT»), MCKITIOYaeT, KaK IIpaBuJIo, IIpu-
3HaHVe (POPMaTBHOCTH (COOTBETCTBEHHO, MaTePUaTbHOCTT)
KOHCEKBEeHIIVI1 C HEBO3MOXXHBIMM (OITMCHIBAIOIIVIMM HeBO3-
MO)KHOe TIOJIOKEHVIe JIeJl) aHTellefleHTaMM VTV HeOoOXOmvi-
MBIMM  (OHVCBIBAIOIIMMI HeOOXOIVIMOe IIOJIOKeHMe  Tiejl)
KOHCeKBeHTaMI («bor He CyIecTByeT, CjlefoBaTeIbHO Tbl
ocerr, «I'bI CYAMIID, CTIefOBaTeIbHO bor eqyH 11 Tponden»).
VIMeHHO 3Ta TEHAEHITNS MOXET CJTY’KUTH OCHOBaHVIEM TS
BblflesleHNs B cxoracTyike XIV B. JIByX KJTIOUeBBIX ITOIXOI0B
K JleMapKauy popMasIbHBIX 1 MaTepuUasIbHbIX KOHCEKBEeH-
IIVVI, TIEPBBIV M3 KOTOPBIX OTCTAMBAJICS IIPEVIMYIIIECTBEH-
HO IIpeJICTaBUTesIIMI TTapykcKov mkosibl (JKan Bypunas,
Anpbepr Cakconcknvi, Mapcvmmiyt VIHTeHCKWUI M [Ip.), BTO-
POV — aHITIMVICKOV (B YaCTHOCTW, OKC(POPIICKOVL) IIIKOJIBI
(Pyaapn, buwoimareM, Pobepr ditann, Pansd Crpoyn, Pu-
vapy, 13 JlaBeHema v 7Ip).

IToncraHoBOYHasI POPMATIBHOCTH KOHCEKBEHIIMTI

CortacHO epBOMY IOIXOLY, KOHCEKBEHIIVS hopMasIb-
Ha, /I OHa BayIVi/THa MCKJIIOUMUTEIIBHO B CYUIY cBoer (hop-
MBI 71 TIo0ort MaTepym. OFHO ™3 TIepBEIX yTIOTpebiie-
HWUV TepMUHA (PopMaibHasa koHcekBeHyus MOXHO OOHapy-
XUTb B cocTtaBileHHBbIX B 1280 1. Bompocax k «CodwcTm-
4YecKMM oIrpoepkeHmsiM» CarimMoHa 13 Paseprama (yM.
1306), mpemomasasiero Kak B Oxcdopne, Tak u B Ilapu-
xe. «Korma roBopuTcs, — IMIIIET OH, — YTO XOPOIIel KOH-
cekBeHIIMeN siBjisieTcss “JKMBOTHOe ecTh cyOcTaHIMs, Cile-
ZIoBaTeJIbHO YeJIOBeK eCTh CyOcTaHIINs, 51 OTBEYalo, 4TO 3Ta
KOHCEKBEHITVsI BBITTOJTHSIETCS] He B CWiTy ee hopMEI (ratione
formae), Ho B cvty Marepum. [lockorbeKy, cortacHo Kommen-
TaTOpy IepBOVI KHUIM «DW3MKI»?, apryMeHT, KOTOPbIV Ba-
yiper (concludens) B cvity (pOpMBL, TOJDKEH BBIIIOJTHATHCS
715 JII000VI MaTepui. DTa KOHCeKBEHIIVs], OfHaKO, BBIIIOJI-
HSIeTCsI TOJIBKO ISl CYIIIeCTBeHHBIX OTIMYMUTEIBHBIX IIPU-
3HAKOB. .. VI, TAKMM 00pa3oM, OHa He SIBJIsteTCst PopMaIbHOM
(formalis)» (mrt. mo: Martin, 2005, p. 135). OcHOBOIIOJIOXKHWIK
HapvpKcKon jtorvdeckont Tpagunyum XIV B, Bypuman Tax-
JKe OTKa3bIBaeT II0JI00HBIM KOHCEKBEHIIMAM B (DOpMasIbHO-
ctn. B «T'pakTaTe 0 KOHCEKBEHIIMAX>» OH CBA3bIBaeT MaTePUIO
KOHCEKBEHIINY ¢ KaTeropeMaTidecKMi, a popMy — ¢ CUH-
KaTeropeMaTm4ecKMV TepMMHaMW. «fI yTBepXmar, —
mvmer Bypwmas, — 9TO, KOorzga Mbl TOBOPVIM O MaTepwu
v popme, 1101 MaTepyiert ITpesyIoKe s VIV KOHCeKBEeHIINM
MBI MMeeM B BUJY YMCTO KaTeropeMarudecKiie TepMWUHEL
a VIMEHHO CyOBeKT 11 IpeyKat, OTBJIeKasCh OT CBSA3aHHBIX

* VImeetcs B BULy ABeppoac.
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a consensus on the principles of such demarcation,
there was a steady trend. Namely, recognising the
formality (and, therefore, materiality) of consequen-
ces based on semantic, causal, and metaphysical re-
lations between non-logical terms (“A man runs, so
an animal runs”) ruled out recognising the formali-
ty (and, therefore, materiality) of consequences with
impossible antecedents describing an impossible situa-
tion or necessary consequents describing a necessary
situation (“There is no God, therefore, you are an
ass,” “You are sitting, therefore, God is triune”). This
trend makes it possible to distinguish between two
approaches to the demarcation between formal and
material consequences. The first one was advocated
primarily by the Paris School (John Buridan, Albert of
Saxony, Marsilius of Inghen, and others) and the se-
cond one by the English (particularly, Oxford) School
(Richard Billingham, Robert Fland, Ralph Strode,
Richard Lavenham, and others).

The Substitutional Formality of Consequences

The first approach holds that a consequence is for-
mal if it is valid — because of its form alone — for
any matter. One of the first mentions of the term
“formal consequence” appeared in the 1280 Sophisti-
cal Refutations by Simon of Faversham (d. 1306), who
taught both in Oxford and Paris. He writes, “When
it is said that ‘an animal is a substance; therefore a
man is a substance’ is a good consequence I reply that
this consequence does not hold in virtue of form (ra-
tione formae), but rather in virtue of matter. Because
according to the Commentator® on the first book of
the Physics, an argument which is valid (concludens)
in virtue of form must hold in all matter. This con-
sequence, however, holds only for features which
are essential... and so this consequence is not formal
(formalis)” (Simon of Faversham, cited from Martin,
2005, p. 135). Buridan, the founder of the 14" centu-
ry Parisian logical tradition, also denies such conse-
quences in formalities. In his Treatise on Consequen-
ces, he links the matter of consequences to categore-
matic terms and the form to syncategorematic ones.
Buridan writes, “I say that when we speak of mat-
ter and form, by the matter of a proposition or con-
sequence we mean the purely categorematic terms,
namely, the subject and predicate, setting aside the
syncategoremes attached to them by which they are
conjoined or denied or distributed or given a certain
kind of supposition; we say all the rest pertains to the
form” (Buridan, 2015, p. 74).

Buridan accepts the substitutional interpretation of
formal consequence. As we can see from his Treatise on
Consequences,

31.e., Averroes.
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C HIMM CYHKAaTeropeMart, C IOMOIIIBI0 KOTOPBIX OHV COeJIVi-
HSIOTCs, OTPUIIAIOTCS, PacIIPeeIIIOTCS VIV Ha/IeIIIoT ST
OIIpeJIe/IeHHOrO POojia CYIIIO3MIIVIEVT; MBI TOBOPVIM, YTO BCe
ocTajIbHOe OTHOCUTCs K popme» (Buridan, 2015, p. 74).

BypuiaH npyHMMaeT II0CTaHOBOYHYIO MHTEpIIpeTa-
1110 POpMaIbHOTO CIIeIOBAHMAS.

dopmasTbHOV SIBIISIeTCsl TaKas KOHCEKBEeHITVsS, KOTopas
BaJIMJIHA I BCeX TEPMMHOB, COXPaHSIOIINX Ty Xe dopmy.
VI, ecim BBl XOTUTE BBIPaXKaTbCsl OoJiee SKCIUIMLIATHO. ..
KOHCeKBeHIVsI (popMaJIbHA TOITIA, KOIJIa BCe COBIIA/IAOIINE
¢ Hevt 110 (pOopMe IIpeVIOKEHIs], KOTOPbIE MOTYT OBITH 113 Hee
0o0pa3oBaHbl, IPEJICTABIISIOT COOOM BaIMIHbIE KOHCEKBEH-
1y, Harpumep, «To, uTo ecTs A, sBiisgeTcs B, ciregosarebHO
TO, 4TO ecThb B, siBirstercst A». MartepuaibHasi KOHCEKBEHIVST
TaKOBa, OI[HAKO, YTO He JIr000e IpeJjIoXKeHe Tov Xxe Pop-
MBI SIBJISIETCSI BaJIVIHOV KOHCEKBEHIIMEV VJIM, KaK OOBIYHO
YTBEpKIAIOT, OHa He BBITIOIHSETCS ISl JTIOOBIX TepMIHOB,
coxXpaHsIoIMX Ty Xe dopmy; HanpvmMep, «Hesrosex OexuT,
CJIEJIOBATEIIBHO XMBOTHOE OEXNT», IIOCKOJIBKY OHA He SIBJIS-
eTCsl BaJIVIHOV [l CJIEYIOIINX TepMIMHOB «JIomazpe Xxout,
CITefioBaTeTbHO JTepeBo xoauT» (Buridan, 2015, p. 68).

ITpu aTom Bypman nprsHaeT BaIHBIMY KOHCEKBEH-
LMV C HEBO3MOXKHBIMV aHTelleleHTaM VI VJIV HeOOXOIMMBI-
MU KOHCeKBeHTaMM. «I/]3 jTI060ro HeBO3MOXKHOTO ITpeJIyio-
JKeHMsl, — MWIIeT OH, — CJIeAyeT JIro0oe OpyToe, a Kaxkioe
HeOoOXOIMIMOe TIpeJIoKeH e CTIeyeT M3 JTI000Tr0 IPyroro»
(Buridan, 2015, p. 75)*. Bypumas v gpyrvie HaprvKcKye cXo-
JIacThl He MCKJIIOYaloT M3 00J1acTy JIOTMKM MaTepuasibHble
KOHCEeKBEHIINI, CUUTasl IIPeqMeTOM JIOTMKM JIFOOble KOH-
CEeKBEHIINI B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVI OHV CTPOSITCS TI0 OIIperie-
JIHHBIM, IIyCThb ¥ pa3jIMdHBIM, IpaBwiaM. [J1aBHas mpo-
Gr1eMa ITpeITTOKeHHOTO MU ITPUHITNTIA IeMapKaIu op-
MaJIbHBIX U MaTe€pyaIbHBIX KOHCEKBEHIIVII COCTOWT, OflHa-
KO, B TOM, YTO CXOJIaCTMKa He CMOIJIa OOHapyXXWUThb yJI0B-
JIETBOPUTEIIBHBIX CMHTAKCMYECKMX WJIM CeMaHTMYeCKVIX
KpUTepueB pasrpaHMyeHnsl KaTeropeMaTueckux U CUH-
KaTeropeMaTU4ecKnX TepMIHOB. BMecTe ¢ TeM mopcTaHO-
BOYHAs MHTepIIpeTaryis GOpMaIbHOCTV MOXKET U He IIpeJl-
IojlaraTh B KadecTBe CBOErO allpVMOPHOIO yCJIOBUS CIeLV-
duKkaImio Kj1acca JIOTMYECKMX (CHMHKaTeropeMaTyecKix)
TEPMIHOB, IOITyCcKasi B3aMMHYIO KOPPEJIALINIO 3TOro Kilac-
ca 1 Kj1acca popMasIbHO 3HaYMMBIX KOHCeKBeHIMiL. B jio-
ruke HoBoro BpemeHM Takom TOAXOI K TPakKTOBKe ¢op-
MaJIbHOCTY pa3BuBaeT beprapy boeriano (1781—1848).

KimroueBbiMu B J1orMke BosibllaHO SIBJISIOTCS IOHATWS
HpenyIoKeHns B cebe (Satz an sich) vi mpencTasileHns B cebe
(Vorstellungen an sich). OH onpernesisgeT mpemjiokeHne B cebe
KaK «HEKOTOpOe BBICKa3bIBaHIME, HE3aBUCVIMO OT TOTO, WIC-
TUHHOEe OHO VIV JIO)KHOE, BBIPayKeHO OHO KeM-HVOYIb B CJI0-
BaxX WIV He BbIPaskeHO, MBICJIMTCS JIM OHO B JIyllle VIV He

*Kak ormeuaer E.H.JIncaniok, HeoOXomyumMoe 11 BO3MOXKHOE IIpef-
JIOXKeHWsS TIOHMMAIOTCs DbypumiaHOM Kak «OTpakaloIlyie COOTBET-
CTByIOLIlee IIOJIOXKEHNE [el, a He KaK MOHAIbHbIe IIPEIOKEeHVIs
0 BO3MOXKHOM ¥ HeoOxorvmMom» (JImcantok, 2002, c. 50). ITo orHOIIIE-
HIIO K KOHCEKBEHIVISIM C HeBO3SMOXKHBIMIA B CVULY aBTOpepepeHTHOCTI
aHTellefleHTaMy Tvita «Hu offHO NperyToXkeHVe He SBIIIeTCS OTPUIIa-
TeJIbHBIM, CJIe[OBATEIHO HI OOVMH OCesl He OexuT» Bypuman samm-
MaeT ocoOyto nosuiyro (Buridan, 2015, p. 67; cm. Taxoke: Klima, 2004).
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A consequence is called formal if it is valid in all terms
retaining a similar form. Or if you want to put it explicitly,
a formal consequence is one where every proposition
similar in form that might be formed would be a good
consequence, e.g., ‘That which is A is B, so that which is
B is A A material consequence, however, is one where
not every proposition similar in form would be a good
consequence, or, as it is commonly put, which does not
hold in all terms retaining the same form; e.g., “A human
is running, so an animal is running,” because it is not valid
with these terms: “A horse walks, so wood walks” (Buridan,
2015, p. 68).

Buridan acknowledges as valid those consequences
that have impossible antecedents or necessary conse-
quences. As he says, “From every impossible propo-
sition any other follows and every necessary proposi-
tion follows from any other” (Buridan, 2015, p. 75).*

Buridan and other Paris Scholastics did not exclude
material consequences from the realm of logic. The
Paris school argued that the object of logic was any con-
sequences, as long as they followed clear, albeit, dif-
ferent rules. A major problem ensuing from the Paris
principle of demarcation between formal and mate-
rial consequences is that scholasticism could not pro-
duce sufficient syntactic or semantic criteria for distin-
guishing between categorematic and syncategorematic
terms. At the same time, it is possible that a substitu-
tional interpretation of formality will not presuppose
the identification of a class of logical (syncategoremat-
ic) terms as an a priori condition and that it will per-
mit a cross-correlation between this class and the class
of formally valid consequences. In classical modernity,
this approach to interpreting formality was developed
by Bernard Bolzano (1781 —1848).

Key to Bolzano's logic is the concept of a proposition
in itself (Satz an sich) and an idea in itself (Vorstellung an
sich). Bolzano defines a proposition in itself as “any as-
sertion that something is or is not the case, regardless
whether or not somebody has put it into words, and
regardless even whether or not it has been thought”
(Bolzano, 1972, pp. 20—21). A proposition in itself is ob-
jective, and it contains an objective idea of itself. Thus,
the relation of consequence established between propo-
sitions in themselves is objective and does not warrant
any action to infer logical consequences. Bolzano argues
that the degree of satisfiability (Grad der Giiltigkeit) is
“expressed by the relation between the number of the
true propositions and the total number of propositions
which are generated when certain ideas contained in

* E.N. Lisanyuk stresses that Buridan interprets necessary and pos-
sible propositions as those that “reflect a current state of affairs’
rather than as modal propositions about the possible and the ne-
cessary” (Lisanyuk, 2002, p. 50). Buridan holds a unique position
on consequences with antecedents that are impossible since they
are self-referential, such as “No proposition is negative, so no ass is
running” (Buridan, 2015, p. 67; see also Klima, 2004, p. 96).



MblmTcs» (Bostbiiano, 2003, c. 65). Tlperyioxenne B cebe
OOBEKTMBHO W COHEPKUT OOBEKTVBHBIE IIPeICTaBIICHVII
B cebe. Taknm oOpa3oM, OTHOIIEHNME CIIENOBAHNS, KOTOpOe
yCTaHaBJIMBaeTCs MeXAy IHpeljioKeHMSAMI B cebe, Takxke
OOBEKTVBHO VI He IIpeIoaraeT KaKux-Imbo aKTyaIbHBIX
IEVICTBUV 10 BBIBEIEHMIO Jtormueckmx cyiencrsuit. Corac-
HO BorteIiaHo, KaXXIoMy IIpejIoKeHIIO B cebe MOoXeT OBITh
HpuIicaHa Hekas crenieHb 3HaumMoctyt (Grad der Giiltig-
keit), koTopast orperiessieTcst OTHOIIEHVEM YVICIIa VICTVHHBIX
IIpeJIJIOKeHNYI, TIOJTyYeHHBIX B Pe3yJIbTaTe 3aMeHbI B ICXOZ-
HOM TIPeIVIOKEHWN «BapbipyeMbIX» (TlepeMeHHBIX) ITpef-
CTaBJIEHVII IPYTVIMY IIPECTaBIIeHVSIMI, K MHOXKECTBY BCeX
peyioxeHnit. Kak ormeuaer bosbIiaHo, «Korja Mbl XOTUM
y3HATh CTelleHb 3HAYMMOCTV HEKOTOPOrO IIPeJIOXKeHVIs,
MBI JIOJDKHBI yKa3aTh, KaKye IIpeJICTaBIeHVIsI B HeM IOJDK-
HBI pacCMaTpPVBaThCS B KauecTse IlepeMeHHbIX» (borbriaHo,
2003, c. 150). On npenyiaraet ciemyloLiee ompeeeHe ¢hop-
MaJTbHOTO CrlefioBaHmsE: «iapemyioxeans M, N, O, ... oTHocu-
TeJILHO IIPEJICTaB/IeHN |, j, ... HaXOIATCS K IIPefJIOKEeHVISIM
A, B, C, ... B oTHOIEHMY (POPMAJIBHOTO CIIENOBAHWMS VIV
dopMaIbHO CIIeAYIOT 13 HUX, eCI KaKJasi COBOKYITHOCTB
IIpeJicTaBJIeHNI T, KOTopas IIpY 3aMeHe i, j, ... JielaeT UCTUH-
HBIMU Bce TipesicTaBienus A, B, C, ..., mpeBpailtiaeT B McTU-
gel 1 Bce M, N, O, ..., mpuyeM B Takye, KOTOpbIe K MCTVHAM
A, B, C, ... oTHOCSTCS KaK CJIEICTBIE K CBOMIM OCHOBaHVISIMY
(borerrano, 2003, c. 188).

Takvm obpasom, bompliano paccmarpuBaeT popmaits-
HOe CJIeloBaHVe KaK TPeXMeCTHOe OTHOIIIEHVIe MeX/TY JBY-
M3 KJtaccamm rperyioxennit B cebe M, N, O, ... u A, B, G, ...
VI KJIacCcOM IIpefcTaBiieHui B cebe i, j, ... [IpenyioxeHHbI
VIM MeTOJI BapWaLyll IIPeJICTaBIIeHIIT He TpebyeT arrprop-
HOVI (pMKcallMy YHVBEPCAJIBHOTO [IJIs BCeX ITPerlJIoKeHI
B cebe Kjlacca JIOTMYECKMX (HeBapbUpyeMbIX) IIpeficTaB-
sleHnt. «Jloruka, — mmer bonbriano, — wmccenyer pas-
JIgHBIEe (POPMBI TIPEJIOKEHNMTI BOOOIIe, Haripumep op-
My “Hekotopsle A ecTb B”, HO He KOHKpeTHOe cofiepKaHe,
MaTepuIO MBICTIETL... B 3TOM CMBIC/Te MOXKHO Ha3BaThb JIOTI-
Ky 1rpocto dopmasibHo Haykoi» (Bombiiano, 2003, c. 56).
Bmecte ¢ TeM Heb3s YTBepXKIaTh, UTO IIpeyIokeHNe, CKa-
xeM, «HesroBek 110 mmenu Kart sBiIgeTcss CMepTHBIM» VIMe-
eT pa3 HasBcerga (PUKCUPOBAHHYIO JIOTMUECKYIO (HPOpMY.
B aTOM TIpenyiokeHMM MBI MOKEM BapblpOBaTh I1PeICTaB-
nienue «Kavi», mojtydas Kak pesyJibTar «Hesiosek 110 MMeHu
Tur sBrIsieTcst cMepTHBIM», «Hestopek 110 MMeHM CrMITpo-
HUYC SIBJISITCSI CMEPTHBIM» VIV JIMIIIEHHOEe IIPeIMEeTHOCT
npenjiokeHne «YeJloBek IO MMEHV TPEyTOIbHVIK SIBJIZET-
CsI CMEPTHBIM». Bapeipysi, B CBOIO Odeperib, IIperiCTaBIeH e
«CMEpPTHBIVI», MBI IIOJTy YVM VICTVHHOe IIpefioxkeHme «Yesio-
BeK I10 iMeHw Kari gBjisieTcst pa3syMHBIM» VTN, CKaykeM, JIOK-
Hoe nperyioxeHve «Yernosek no nmenn Kart sisrsteTcs Bee-
BeJlyIIVM». BeIGop orpesiesieHHOro Kjlacca HeBapbUpyeMbIX
IIpeCcTaBJIeHNi1 AeTepMIHMUPYeT, corlacHO bosibliaHo, OT-
HomreHve hOpMaIbHOTO CJIEOBAHIIS MEX/Y IIPeyIoKeHVI-
AMI. DTa JeTepMrHaI, Kak rokasanu lenn borns vt [lar
Becrepcrass, MOXeT peasiM30BaThCs ¥ B IIPOTUBOIIOIIOKHOM
HarIpasJIeHnIL: crienyduimpysi OTHOIIeHe (POPMasIbHOIO
CJIeIOBaHVIS, MBI OITpefieIsieM TeM CaMbIM KJIacC HeBapbypy-
€MBIX IIPeCTaBJIEHNI (JIOrMYeCcKMX, CHMHKaTeropeMaride-
ckmx TepminHOB) (Bonnay, Westerstahl, 2012, p. 673).
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the original proposition are considered variable and ex-
changed for others” (Bolzano, 1972, p. 196). According
to Bolzano, “in order to give a proper estimate of the
degree of satisfiability of a proposition, there must al-
ways be an indication which of its ideas are to be con-
sidered variable” (Bolzano, 1972, p. 197). Bolzano pro-
poses the following definition of formal consequence,
“propositions M, N, O, ... are formal consequences of
propositions A, B, C, ... with respect to ideas i, j, ... if
every class of ideas whose substitution for i, j, ... makes
all of A, B, C, ... true, also makes all of M, N, O, ... true,
and if the truths generated from M, N, O, ... are genu-
ine consequences of the truths generated from A, B, C”
(Bolzano, 1972, p. 275).

Thus, Bolzano considers formal consequence aster-
nary relation between two classes of propositions in
themselves (M, N, O, ... and A, B, C, ...) and the class of
ideas in themselves i, j, .... The proposed method for the
variation of ideas does not require the a priori establish-
ment of a class of logical (invariable) ideas — a class that
is universal for all propositions in themselves. Bolzano
argues that logic investigates different forms of proposi-
tions in general — for instance, the form “Some A are
B” — but not the content or matter of thoughts. In this
sense, he continues, logic can be considered a mere-
ly formal discipline (Bolzano, 1972, pp. 14—15). At the
same time, one cannot say that a certain proposition —
for example, “The being Caius is mortal” — has a logical
form that is established once and for all. In this proposi-
tion, one can vary the idea “Caius” to produce “The be-
ing Titus is mortal,” “The being Sempronius is mortal,”
and the referenceless “The being triangle is mortal.” By
varying the idea “mortal,” one obtains the true propo-
sition “The being Caius is sentient” or the false propo-
sition “The being Caius is omniscient.” Selecting a class
of invariable ideas determines, Bolzano argues, the rela-
tion of formal consequence between propositions. This
determination, as Denis Bonnay and Dag Westerstahl
show, can be realised in the opposite fashion. By es-
tablishing relations of formal consequence, one defines
a class of invariable ideas — logical, syncategorematic
terms (Bonnay & Westerstahl, 2012, p. 673).

Alfred Tarski’s expansion of Bolzano’s approach
to interpreting formal consequence produced the
Bolzano-Tarski programme in logic (Benthem, 1989;
Benthem, 2003). Tarski had been unfamiliar with
Bolzano’s work until Heinrich Stolz mentioned
the similarity in the two logicians’ views (Tarski,
1983, pp. 14—15). However, it is beyond doubt that
Bolzano’s ideas had an indirect effect on Tarski
(Simons, 1992, pp. 13—40). Tarski describes the rela-
tion of logical consequence between the sentence X
and class K of sentences as necessary and formal. He
writes, “since we are concerned here with the concept
of logical, i.e. formal consequence, and thus with a re-
lation which is to be uniquely determined by the form
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Passutnie Anpdpenom TapckmMm monxoma bosbriano
K TpaKTOBKe (POPMasIbHOIO CJIEIOBaHVISL IIO3BOJIVIJIO TOBO-
pvTh 00 ocobort mporpamme bostbriano — Tapckoro B jorn-
Ke (Benthem, 1989; Benthem, 2003). ITo cobcTBeHHOMY IpW-
3HaHMIO Tapckoro, oH He ObUI 3HaKOM ¢ paboTamm Bosb-
11aHo, noka 'enpux I1losbi He ykasasl eMy Ha CXOACTBO MX
B3ryrsanos (Tarski, 1983, p. 14—15). Henpsimoe Bo3mevicTBre
upent borpriano Ha Tapckoro He IOfJIEXXWT, OHAKO, CO-
MHeHMIO (Simons, 1992, p. 13—40). Tapckuit xapakTepusy-
€T OTHOIIeHVe JIOTMYEeCKOro CJIeHOBAHVIL MeXy IIpeyIo-
JKeHMeM X U IIpeyioxkeHMsaMY Kilacca K kak HeoOxommmoe
v dopmasibHoe. «[JocKoIbKy, — HOUIeT OH, — MBI MeeM
37eCh €TI0 C IIOHATVIEM JIOITYEeCKOro, TO €CTh (POPMaJIbHO-
IO, CJIeHOBAHNS M, TaKMM 00pa3oM, C OTHOIIIEHVEM, KOTO-
poe JeTepMUHUPYeTCS MCKITIOYMTEIBHO (POPMOVL IIPefIyIo-
JKEHWIVI, MeXTy KOTOPBIMIL OHO CYIIIeCTBYET, Ha 3TO OTHO-
IIIeHVie He MOYXKeT HUKOVM 00pa3oM BIIMSATH SMIIVIPITYecKoe
3HaHVe 1, B 9YaCTHOCTH, 3HaHVe 00 00beKTax, K KOTOPbIM
OTHOCUTCS IIpefjIoKeHme X VIV IIperIoKeHns Kiacca K»
(Tarski, 1983, p. 414—415). OT™meuas OrpaHNYEHHOCTD IIOMI-
CTAaHOBOYHOVI MHTEepIIpeTallyyl JIOTMYeCcKOro CJIeOBaHVIs,
KOTOpasl CTaBUT €ro B 3aBWUCVIMOCTBb OT BBIPa3UTEIBHBIX
BO3MOKHOCTeVI 43bIKa, Tapckuiil mpejyiaraeT ero TeopeTu-
KO-MOZIEJTBHYIO AePVHWUIINIO: IIpesioxkeHvie X JIOrUecKn
cilenyeT 3 IIpemIoXeHmi Kiacca K, ecrim m Tormeko ecim
KaKpast MopielIb Kilacca K sIBirsieTcs Tak>Kke MOJIEIIBIO IIpel-
noxenns X (Tarski, 1983, p. 417).

d)OpMa/leOB NnoOHUMAHUEe B KOHCEKBEHIIMAX

Tpagumms memapkanmy pOpMaIbHBIX M MaTepuasTb-
HBIX KOHCEKBEHIMVI, 3aJIO)KeHHasl aHTJIMUCKMMM CXOJia-
ctammu XIV B., HeIocpeICTBEHHO aleJuIMpyeT He K CUH-
TaKCUYeCKVM CTPYKTYpaM MJIV CEMaHTUYeCKM MOJIeTISIM,
a K TICMXOJIOTMYeCKN Harpy>KeHHOV KaTeropwl ITOHVIMa-
HIs. «[J1aBHOE HOKTPWHAJIBHOE pasjiidre, — OTMedaeT
Hprorta Kimmima, — B TOM, 4TO mapvoKcKas TpaauIivs CBA3bI-
BaJIa TIOH:ATME POPMaJIBHON BAIIMHOCTY C COXpaHEeHMeM
VICTHHOCTY TPV BCEX IOJICTAHOBKAaX HEJIOTMYECKVX Tep-
MWHOB, B TO BpeMsl KaK aHIJIMIICKasl Tpaguums (B coria-
cuu ¢ bostee PpaHHeV ITapvi>KCKOVI TpaguLe, CyIecTBO-
Basitent 10 XIV B.) IIperyiaraia orpaHMANTEIBHBIV IIPUH-
IIVIII, OOBIYHO OIVICBIBAEMBIVI B IICXOJIOTMTYECKMX TEPMU-
Hax (a MMeHHO, TpeboOBaHMe TOro, YTOOBI IIOHVIMaHe aH-
Telle/leHTa Cofleprkajlo IIOHVMaHMe KoHceKBeHTa) » (Klima,
2016, p. 318). O3HavaeT 111 3TO, UTO AHIJIMVICKVIE CXOJIACTBI
TICUXOJIOTM3VIPYIOT OTHOLIEHVE JIOTTYeCKOTrO CIIeIOBaHs?
DyHAVPOBaH JIV VX HOIXOL, OHTOJIOTMYeCKN W SIVICTEMO-
JIOTIYeCKI?

«Konceksenrius, — nmier Puuapy, ns JIaBenema (ym.
ok. 1403), — sBisteTcss pOpMaIbHOV, KOTrJla KOHCEKBEHT
C HEeOoOXOIVIMOCTBIO IIPVHAIJIEXNUT TOHVMAHWIO aHTelle-
IeHTa, KaK 3TO MMeeT MeCTO B CUJUIOTMICTVMYECKOW KOH-
CEeKBEHITUM I BO MHOTVIX SHTMMEMaTUYeCKMX KOHCEKBEH-
nmsix» (Lavenham, 1974, p. 100; cm. Taxcke: King, 2001, p.
128). «KoHcekBeH1IMs1, Ha3biBaeMast POPMasIbHO COBEpPITIEH-
Hom (bona de forma), — nosicuget Paibd Crpoyn, — Tako-
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of the sentences between which it holds, this relation
cannot be influenced in any way by empirical know-
ledge, and in particular by knowledge of the objects to
which the sentence X or the sentences of class K refer”
(Tarski, 1983, pp. 414 —415). In stressing the limitation
of the substitutional interpretation of logical conse-
quence — an interpretation that subordinates logical
consequence to the expressive power of a language —
Tarski proposes a model-theoretical interpretation.
The sentence X follows logically from the sentences of
class K, if and only if each model of the class K is also a
model of the sentence X (Tarski, 1983, p. 417).

Formal Understanding in Consequences

Established by the 14* century English Scholastics,
the tradition of distinguishing between formal and ma-
terial consequences appeals, not to syntactic structures
or semantic models, but to the psychologically loaded
category of understanding. “The main doctrinal diffe-
rence in question,” Gyula Klima writes, “is that where-
as the Parisian tradition tied the notion of formal valid-
ity to truth-preservation under all substitutions of non-
logical terms, the English tradition (in line with the ear-
lier Parisian tradition from before the fourteenth centu-
ry) required a containment principle, often described in
psychological terms (requiring that the understanding
of the antecedent should contain the understanding of
the consequent)” (Klima, 2016, p. 318). Does this mean
that the English Scholastics psychologised the relation
of logical consequence? Was that approach grounded in
terms of ontology and epistemology?

Richard Lavenham (d. c. 1403) writes that a “con-
sequence is formal when the consequent necessari-
ly belongs to the understanding of the antecedent,
as it is in the case of syllogistic consequence, and in
many enthymematic consequences” (Lavenham, 1974,
p- 100; see also King, 2001, p. 128). Ralph Strode ex-
plains, “A consequence said to be formally valid (bona
de forma) is one of which if it is understood to be as
is adequately signified through the antecedent then
it is understood to be just as is adequately signified
through the consequent. For if someone understands
you to be a man then he understands you to be an ani-
mal” (Strodus, 1493, f. Ir; cited from Normore, 1993,
p. 449). Strode further notes that, “in such a conse-
quence the consequent is from the formal understand-
ing of the antecedent” (ibid.). According to Robert
Fland (c. 1335—1370), “this inference is formally valid:
‘There is a man, so there is an animal’ because the con-
clusion “animal’ is formally understood in the premise,
namely, ‘man’” (Fland, 1976, p. 57). At the same time,
the consequence with the impossible antecedent “God
does not exist, therefore, you are an ass” — although
it meets the substitutional formality criterion — is not
recognised as valid by the English Scholastics. The



Ba, UTO €CJIV HeUTO ITOHMMAETCS KaK aZleKBaTHO CUTHUN-
LIPOBaHHOE B aHTeLeIeHTe, TO OHO JKe IIOHMMaeTCs Kak
TO, YTO azIeKBaTHO CUTHMUIMPOBAHO B KOHCeKBeHTe. 160
€CJIV HeKTO IIOHMMAET, YTO ThI YeJIOBeK, OH IIOHIMAEeT, 4YTO
ThI XMBOTHOe» (Strodus, 1493, f. Ir; uT. mo: Normore, 1993,
p- 449). Crpoyz 3aMedaer 1ajiee, YTO «B TaKMX KOHCEKBEH-
IIVISIX KOHCEKBEHT BO3HMKAET 113 (POPMaIbHOTO [IOHVMAH S
aHTerieneHTa» (Tam xe). CormacHo Pobepry dmanmy (ok.
1335—1370), «cizemyrommii BeIBOH, (POPMasIbHO BaJIVifieH:
“CymiecTByeT 4esIoBeK, CJIeOBaTeIIbHO CYIIECTBYeT KUBOT-
HOe”, TIOCKOJIBKY CJIeICTBIe “>KMBOTHOE” (hopMasIbHO IIO1-
PpasyMeBaeTcs (IIOHMMaeTcsl) B TIOCBIJIKE, a IMEHHO B “desio-
Beke”» (Fland, 1976, p. 57). BmecTe ¢ TeM yIoB/IeTBOpSIONIAs
ITOZICTAHOBOYHOMY KPUTEPUIO (POPMaJIBHOCTV KOHCEKBEH-
LIV ¢ HeBO3MOXKHBIM aHTelleleHToM «bor He CyIIlecTByer,
CJIEIIOBATEIIbHO ThI OCEJI» He IIpu3HaeTcs (POpMaIbHO Ba-
JIVITHOVI aHIJIMVICKMMM CXOJIaCTaMM, ITOCKOJIBKY €€ KOH-
CEKBEHT He COIEPXKITCS B IIOHVMAHWM aHTeIleleHTa 1 He
IPUHAIJIEKNUT eMy ¢ PopMaIbHOV HeoOXOOMMOCTBIO. bo-
jlee TOTO, KJlacC MaTepUaIbHBIX KOHCEKBEHIIVIIT MCYEePIIbI-
BaeTcs 11151 OOJIBIIMHCTBA aHIJIMVICKIIX CXOJIACTOB MMEHHO
KOHCEKBEHIIVSIMIU C HeBO3MOXKXHBLIMY aHTelleIeHTaMM VI
HeoOxommMbIMy KoHcekBeHTaMu (Dutilh Novaes, 2016)°.
CTOJIb paiMKasIbHbIE PACXOXKIEHVIS MEXAY IIapVIXKCKO
VI @QHTJIUVICKOVI TPavIIIVIsIMIA OOBACHAIOTCH, KaK IIpaBuJIo,
TeM, UTO I aHIJIUMCKMX cxotacToB XIV B. «IleqyKums sB-
JIIeTCsl He OOBbeKTVBHBIM OTHOIIEHVEM MeXOy abcTpaxT-
HBIMU 00BEKTaMVI VIIN IIPEIIOKEHVSMI, HO MEeHTaJIBHOV
orrepariyeri, OCyIIeCcTBIISIEMOV Ha OCHOBE TOI'O, UTO MOXKET
OBITH ITOHATO MIK IIpefcTasiieHo» (Normore, 1993, p. 449).
Bostee Toro, Karapune [y Twi-Hosasm 1es aHIIMIACKMX
CXOJIACTOB «IIPEJICTABIISIETCS IIPEUMYIIIECTBEHHO IIef1aro-
TMYECKOVl, a IMEHHO IIPeIJIOKUTh CKOpee IIpaKTIIecKye
mpaswIa “OoJIbIIoro masbla’ 1171t KOPPeKTHOW apryMeH-
TallMV, YeM CUCTeMaT9eCKVI, KOHIIEIITyaIbHbIV aHaJIi3
TIOHSATV JIormdeckoro ciefnosadms» (Dutilh Novaes, 2016,
p- 17). be3ycitoBHO, KiltodeBasi 415l aHIJIMVCKIIX CXOJIaCTOB
vmes opmassioeo nodpasymebanus KOHCEKBEHTa B aHTe-
1e/IeHTe He BOIUIOTU/Iach B CICTeMaTMYeCKOW JIOrMYeCcKom
TEOpPUM, JINIIb OTHAJIEHHO IIPEIBOCXMINAs HEKOTOpbIe
IIPVHIINITBI HEKJIACCMYeCKOM JIOTMKN. BMmecte ¢ Tem aTa
ViIIesl He CBOIVATCS, Ha MOV B3IVISIIL, MCKJIIOUMTEIIBHO K IIpa-
BIJIaM «OOJIBIIIOrO IlajIblia», V3BJIEYeHHBIM 3 YCIIEIITHOM
apryMeHTaTMBHOVI IIPaKTMKM, HO OIVIpPaeTcs Ha COJIVI-
HYIO OHTOJIOTMTYECKYIO TPaVLIVIO CXOJIACTUKIA
dopmarbHOe IIoIpa3yMeBaHVe KOHCEKBEHTa B aHTeLle-
JIeHTe MOXXeT MHTEePIIPETMPOBAThCS KaK HalM4dye TPaHC-
LIeHJIEHTaJILHOTO (B VIHOV TEPMMHOJIOTUY — (popMasIbHO-
ro, BHYTPEeHHero) OTHOIIEHMS MeXIy HuUMMK. TpaHcIeH-
IleHTaJIbHble OTHOIIIEHVS BBIPa’kalOTCS BEYHBIMY MCTVIHA-
MM, KOTOPBIe CXOJIaCTVKa Ha/lesIseT YHMKaIbHBIM OHTOJIO-
I'YeCKMM CTaTyCOM B Mepapxuu TBopeHus. Kak ormedaeT
Oreer JKWIbCOH, MCCIIemysl 3aBUCHIMOCTh BEUHBIX VICTUH

> OpHvM W3 MICKIIFOUeHiI siBysteTcs mosumyst CTpoyma, It KOTOPOro
«KavK[lasi KOHCEKBEHINs, KOTopas SBJIFeTcsl (OpMaIbHO COBEpPIIeH-
HOVI, SIBJISIeTCSL VI MaTepuaslbHO coBepleHHON» (Strodus, 1493, f. Ir;
ut. 10: Normore, 1993, p. 450).
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consequent is not contained in the understanding of
the antecedent and the consequent does not necessari-
ly belong to the antecedent. For most English Scholas-
tics, the class of material consequences is exhausted by
consequences with impossible antecedents and neces-
sary consequents (Dutilh Novaes, 2016).°

Such radical differences between the positions of
the Parisian and English traditions are usually ex-
plained by the fact that, for 14th century English Scho-
lastics, “deduction is not an objective relation between
abstract objects or sentences but a mental operation
performed on the basis of what can be understood or
imagined” (Normore, 1993, p. 450). Catarina Dutilh
Novaes stresses that the goal of the English Scholas-
tics “seems to be mostly pedagogical, i.e. presenting
‘rules of thumb’ to argue correctly, rather than pre-
senting a systematic, conceptual analysis of the con-
cept of consequence” (Dutilh Novaes, 2016, p. 17). Of
course, the idea of the formal understanding of the con-
sequence in the antecedent did not produce a system-
atic logical theory. This idea merely foreshadowed
some principle of non-classical logic. At the same
time, I believe, this idea cannot be reduced to “rules of
thumb” extracted from best argumentation practices,
but it rather originates from the solid ontological tra-
dition of Scholasticism.

The formal understanding of the consequent in
the antecedent can be interpreted as a transcenden-
tal (or formal, internal, if a different terminology is
used) relation between them. Transcendental rela-
tions are expressed by the eternal truths, to which
the English Scholastics attached a unique ontologi-
cal status in the hierarchy of the creation. As Etienne
Gilson emphasises, in studying the dependence of
the eternal truths on the divine will, the Scholastics®
distinguished between two meanings of the copu-
la “is” in the sentence “The human being is an ani-
mal.” Firstly, this is an assertion that the human be-
ing actually exists. Thus, the truth of the sentence “The
human being is an animal” depends on God, who has
power over the existence of the human being. Sec-
ondly, “is” could have, not the actual, but the hypo-
thetical meaning of possibility, i.e., it could express
an internal relation. The nature of the human being
is such that it is impossible to create a human being
without creating a living being. Therefore, “if a hu-
man being exists, it is alive.” Thus, being true and
actual entities, the eternal truths are created by God.
Being possible entities, by their very nature, they are
not created (Gilson, 1913, p. 46). According to Gil-

® An exception is Strode’s position. Strode believed that “every
consequence which is formally good is materially good” (Strodus,
1493, f. Ir; cited from Normore, 1993, p. 450).

¢ Gilson focuses primarily on the position of Francisco Suarez
(1548 —1617). However, he stresses that — details set aside — most
theologians agreed on the issue (Gilson, 1913, p. 47).
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0T OOXXECTBEHHOVI BOJIVI, CXOIACTHI® pasjIyaIn IBa CMBIC-
Jla CBSA3KW eciib B IIPeIOKeHmM «eloBeK eCThb XXMBOT-
HOe». Bo-IIepBBIX, 3TO yTBepKIeHMe PeaIbHOrO CYIecTBO-
BaHWMS YeJIoBeKa. B 3TOM CMBICiIe VMICTVIHHOCTD IIperIoXKe-
HUs «HesIoBeK ecThb XMBOTHOE» 3aBUCUT OT bora, Bo BiiacTm
KOTOPOT'O peajIbHOe CYIeCTBOBaHNE JesloBeKa. Bo-BTOpBIX,
ecmb MOXKET IIOHVIMATECS He B aKTyaJIbHOM, a B TUIIOTETH-
YeCKOM CMBICTIe BO3MOXKHOCTY, IHa4e FOBOPSL, B CMBICIIe Ha-
JIM4Ms BHYTPEeHHETro OTHOIIEHWS: IPUpora JeoBeKa Ta-
KOBa, UTO HEBO3MOYKHO CO3/1aTh YeJIoBeKa, He CO3/1aB XKIBOe
CYIIECTBO, CJIeioBaTesIbHO, «ECiIN JesioBeK CyIecTByeT, TO
OH SIBJISETCS XVBBIM». Takum 0Opa3oM, «Oy Iy MCTVHHEL-
MM ¥ peayIbHBIMU CYIIIHOCTSIMV, BEe4HBIE VICTVHBI COTBO-
perbl boroM; 1 Oymydn BOSMOXXHBIMM CYIITHOCTSIMM, OHI,
II0 CaMOVI CBOEV IIPUpPOJe, He SBIISIOTCSI COTBOPEHHBIMVD»
(Kwmeeon, 2004, c. 28 —29). Kak ormedaet JKimiibcoH, «9aT0-
Obl 3HaHMeE, KakM bor ot Beka 3HaeT, uto “YesoBek ecTh
pasyMHOe XXMBOe CYIIecTBO”, ObUIO VICTMHHBIM, He HYX-
HO, 4TOOBI CYIITHOCTH YeJIoBeKa M3HadaIbHO oOJIafaa pe-
JTBHBIM M aKTyaJIbHBIM OBITVEM. BbITie, KOTOpBIM 00JIa-
ZlaeT 3Ta CYILIHOCTB, He SBJIIETCS, B CaMOM JieJle, HU aKTy-
QJIPHBIM, HI PeajIbHbIM, HO COCTOUT TOJIBKO BO BHYTpPeH-
HeVl CBA3V, OOBeIMHSIONeN, B CUJIy CaMOW VX IIPVPOMIBL,
IIBa TEPMVHA 3TOrO CY>XIEHNs, a CBI3b TAaKOrO pora MMeeT
OCHOBaHUEe He B peasIbHOM OBITIV, @ TOJIBKO B IIOTEHIIAIIb-
HOM, T.€. BO3SMOXXHOM» (PKnuibcon, 2004, c. 27—28Y'.
besyciioBHO, anesuisums K BHyTPeHHVM OTHOIIEHUSIM
Ipy 00OCHOBaHMM (POPMaJIBHOCTH JIOIMUYECKOTO CIIeI0Ba-
HVSI MOXKET BOODIIIe He KOPPeIMpPOBaTh CO CXOJIACTUYECKOM
OHTOJIOT'MEVI BEYHBIX UCTUH. [ IOHSTIe BHYTPEHHEr0 OTHO-
IIeHWsl WCIOoJIb3yeT, Hampumep, Jlrogsur Burreninreiis.
«CBOVICTBO 4BJISIeTCS BHYTPEHHNM, — IIVIIET OH, — €CJIn
HEeMBICJIVIMO, YTO 0OBEKT MM He oOJ1afiaeT. (DTOT rorybom
LIBET M TOT CTOSAT €0 ips0 BO BHYTPEHHEM OTHOIIeHUN 00-
j1ee ceeTioro u Oostee TemHoro. Hempbiciimmo, 94To0ObI 3TN
IiBa OObeKTa He CTOSUIV B 9TOM OTHOIIEHUN APYT K IPYTY.)
» (Butrenmreny, 2008, c. 94). BHyTpeHHMUII XapaKTep B3a-
VIMHOI'O VICKJIIOUEHM [[BETOB BJledeT i BuTreHmrenya,
KakK M IOJIs aHDImnckmx cxoractos XIV B, dpopmasibHOCTE
KOHCEKBEHIIVN «DTOT IIpeIMeT OeJIbIi, CIIeIOBaTeIbHO OH

¢ KwibcoH XapakTepmsyeT IpeuMyIecTBeHHO mosurmio PpaHcn-
cko Cyapeca (1548 —1617), oTMedast, OffHaKO, UTO B 3TOM BOITPOCe «He
cumTasi HeKOTOPBIX IeTajleli — OBUIN COTJIACHBI BCe yUeHbIe TeOJIOr»
(Kwmbeomn, 2004, c. 29).

7 Vuibsim Oxkam (oK. 1287 —1347) He paccMaTpuBaeT KOHCEKBEHIIUN
«Twr ocen, creroBaTeslbHO Thl — Bor», «Thl cBeTIIOKOXW, CIlefioBa-
TerpHO bor emuH 1 TpomdeH» Kak popMasIbHble, OTMeYas, YTO OHM
«He [OJDKHBI YacTO VICTIONB30BaThcs M He Mcronb3yiorcs» (Ockham,
1990, p. 88; cm. Tarcke: Okkam, 2010, c. 67). B To xe Bpems OH xa-
pakTepusyeT KoHcekBeHIMO «COKpaT — uesloBeK, Clle/loBaTe/IbHO
CokpaT — >XMBOTHOe» KaK (DOPMaJIbHYIO Ha TOM OCHOBAHWI, UTO
JKVIBOTHOE — 3TO 4acTb popMbl yestoBeKa (Read, 2015, p. 11). Yonrep
Bypei (1274/5 — oxk. 1344) monaraet, 4To ogo0HbIe KOHCeKBEeHIINI
BBIIIOJIHAIOTCS B CWUTy BHY TPEHHETr0 TOIla U, XOTs 1 He ABJIAroTCs hop-
MaJIbHBIMVI, OTHOCSTCS K 9MCITy HaTypasibHbIX KoHcekBeHIv (Dutilh
Novaes, 2016). ITo Tpaguiimm, 3adpykcrposaHHOV BO «BBeieHvn B j10-
ruky» Ywibama Hlepsyma (1190—1249), ecTecTBeHHOVI CUMTaeTCs
MaTepus BbICKasblBaHUs «eloBeK ecTh XMBOTHOE», TIOCKOJIbKY CKa-
3bIBaeMoe B IIpe/IYKaTe OTHOCUTCS K CaMOVl IIPUPOJIe TOTo, O YeM Tro-
BopuT cyopekT (JIncanrok, 2003, c. 105).
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son, to be true, the knowledge that “The human be-
ing is a sentient living being,” which God has always
known, does not require the nature of the human be-
ing to possess real and actual being. The being pos-
sessed by the entity in question is neither actual nor
real. This being consists in the internal connection,
which unites the two terms of the judgement due
to the very nature of these terms. Such a connection
is rooted not in the real but only in potential being
(Gilson, 1913, p. 44).7

Of course, an appeal to internal relations when jus-
tifying the formality of logical consequence may not
be correlated with the scholastic ontology of eternal
truths. The notion of internal relation is used, for in-
stance, by Ludwig Wittgenstein, who writes in the
Tractatus that a “property is internal if it is unthink-
able that its object should not possess it. (This shade
of blue and that one stand, eo ipso, in the internal re-
lation of lighter to darker. It is unthinkable that these
two objects should not stand in this relation)” (4.123)
(Wittgenstein, 2002, p. 32). The intrinsic nature of the
mutual exclusion of colours entails, Wittgenstein be-
lieves following in the steps of the English Scholas-
tics of the 14™ century, the formality of a consequence
“The object is white thus it is not black.” A relation is
internal to some objects if it is unthinkable that they
should not possess this relation. However, Wittgen-
stein argues that this unthinkability is not psycho-
logical, because it concerns knowledge rather than
the ability of imagination. He explains that “when
dealing with logic, ‘One cannot imagine that” means:
one doesn’t know what one should imagine here”
(Wittgenstein, 1997, p. 6).8

The interpretation of logical consequence as im-
parting the validity of the antecedent to the conse-
quent may relate to an interpretation of the eternal
truths that is different from that given by the Scholas-
tics. According to René Descartes, the eternal truths

7 William of Ockham (c. 1287—1347) does not consider conse-
quences “You are a donkey, therefore you are God” and “You are
white, therefore, God is triune” as formal and stresses that such
consequences “should not be used much, nor, indeed, are they
used much” (Ockham, 1990, p. 88). At the same time, he describes
the consequence “Socrates is a man thus Socrates is an animal”
as formal because an animal is part of the form of a human being
(Read, 2015, p. 11). Walter Burley (1274/5 — c. 1344) believes that,
although not formal, such consequences are valid in virtue of a top-
ical rule and belong to natural consequences (Dutilh Novaes, 2016).
According to the tradition described in William of Sherwood’s
(1190—1249) Introduction to Logic, the matter of the statement
“A man is an animal” is natural, since things that are said in the
predicate relate to the very nature of what is being said by the sub-
ject (Lisanyuk, 2003, p. 105).

8 Under the influence of English Scholastics, Paul of Venice
(c. 1369 —1429) defines formal consequence as that in which “the
opposite of the consequent is formally repugnant to the antecedent.
E.g., “'you run, therefore you move’.” “Formally repugnant” means
that these two sentences are not imaginable to stand simultaneous-
ly without a contradiction (non sunt imaginabilia stare simul sine
contradictione) (Paulus Venetus, 1984, p. 167).



He yepHbIV». OTHOIIIEHME SBJISeTCS BHYTPEHHWM IJIs He-
KOTOPBIX OOBEKTOB, €CJIV HEMBICIIMMO, HEBOOOpa3Mo, U4To-
Obl OHM He HaXOIWJINCh B 3TOM oTHomreHnn. OmHako 3Ta
HeBOOOPa3MMOCTb He HOCUT, KaK IIOJ4YepKuBaeT Burtren-
IITEVIH, IICVIXOJIOMYeCKIVI XapaKTep, IIOCKOJIbKY OHa Kaca-
eTcs1 B OOJIBIIIeN CTeIIeH N 3HaHS, YeM CIIOCOOHOCTY BOOD-
paxenns. OH IOSCHSET, 4TO «B cIydae Jloruku “HekTo He
MOXXET BOOOpasuTh 3T0” O3Ha4YaeT: HEKTO He 3HAEeT, UTO OH
HmorpKeH Boobpakars» (Wittgenstein, 1997, p. 6)°.
TpaxTOBKa JIOI'MYECKOro CIJIeIOBaHMS KaK IIepeHOCsIIIe-
'O JIOCTOBEPHOCTH aHTelle/leHTa Ha KOHCEKBEHT MOXeT ObITh
CBsI3aHA TAKXe C OTJIMYHBIM OT CXOJIACTMYECKOIO VICTOJIKO-
BaHMeM BeuHbIX UCTMH. Tak, cortacHo Pene [lekapry, Beu-
Hble VICTVHBI OIpaHMYMBAIOT He OOXXeCTBEHHOE BCEMOTrY-
IIIeCTBO, HO HAIIly CIIOCOOHOCTD II03HAHMS OOXXKeCTBEHHOIO
BCEMOTYIIIECTBA VI BO BCEX OTHOIIEHMSIX 3aBUCSIT OT OIHOTO
stk bora. Kak ormedaet [ekapT, «yM Halll KOHeUeH 1 ITpy-
poria ero cosmaHa TaKoV, YTO OH CIIOCOOeH BOCITIPVMHMMATD
KaK BO3MOXXKHBIe Belly, Ko bor roxesiasn caesiaTb HOVCTH-
He BO3MOXKHBIMW, HO IIPVPOZia Ta He TaKOBa, YTOOBI yM MOT
TaK>Ke BOCIIPMHMMATh KaK BO3MOXKHBIE Bellly, Kou bor mor
C/1eJ1aTh BO3MOKHBIMM, HO ITOXKeJIaJI CIe/IaTh HeMBIC/IMMBI-
Mm» (dexapt, 19946, c. 499). Camo pasimueHve BO3SMOXHOIO
VI HEBO3MOXKHOI'O OTpaHMYeHO ceport JOCTYIIHOrO Hallle-
My HOHVMaHMIO, II03TOMY PacCy’KIaTh O TOM, YTO BO3MOXK-
HO VIV HeBO3MOXKHO 11 bora, — HelponyKTVMBHBIN Iy Th
obocHoBaHwm: J1ormuki. C OpyTovt CTOpoHEL, [deKapT B mmyxe
AHIJIMVICKVIX CXOJIACTOB paccMaTpuBaeT ALy KINIO KaK yIIo-
PSIOYEHHYIO II0CIIeHOBATeJIbHOCTh MHTYWINL, HOHpasy-
MeBasi IIOJ, MHTYWMIVEV «IOHMMaHUe (conceptun) siCHOrO
¥ BHMMaTeJIbHOro yMa» ([dekapt, 1989, c. 84). ITocpenctsom
TIEIYKIIUV MBI «IIOCTUTaeM BCe TO, UYTO C HeOOXOIVIMOCTBIO
BBIBOIVTCS 13 HEKOTOPBIX IPYIMIX IOCTOBEPHO M3BECTHBIX
serer» (Hexapt, 1989, c. 85). [TpaBryibHOCTB TOVI IIOCTIeI0Ba-
TEJIBHOCTU OEVICTBUV yMa, KOTopast 06Hapy>KMBaeTc51 B JIe-
IyKLMV, YCMaTPUBaeTCsl eCTeCTBEHHBIM cBeToM yMa. Kor-
J1a MbI 06pamaeMc5{ K IIPOCTOVI VI OUEBVIHOVI A€M YKIIUI KaK
K y)Ke 3aBepILIeHHOV, OHa «0003peBaeTcs II0CPEeICTBOM MH-
Tynimn» (Hekapt, 1989, c. 111). B cj1oXHBIX ciTydasix gemyK-
LMV MOXKHO M30eXKaTh OMIMOOK, «eciI Mbl HMUKOIIA He Oy-
ZleM COeIVMHSATDH HUKaKVie IIpelIMeThl, He YCMOTPEB, UTO coe-
IIVIHEHVIe OITHOTO C IPYTVIM SBJISETCS COBEPIIEHHO Heo0XO0-
JIVIMBIM, KaK, HallpyMep, eCJIVI MbI BBIBOIVIM, YTO HUKAKas
Belllb, He OyIy4n IPOTSIKEHHOV, He MOXeT oOrafars -
T'YPOVL, 13 TOro, 4T0 (pUrypa HeoOXOOMMO CBSI3aHa C IIPOTs-
XeHmeM, 11 T.0.» ([dekapr, 1989, c. 213). Taknm oOpasom, me-
OyKLMs paccMaTpuBaeTcs [lekapToM He IPOCTO Kak ¢pop-
MaJIbHas CBSI3b IIPEIJIOKEHNN, a KaK IIOC/IeIOBATeIIbHOCTh
OEVICTBUVI yMa, COXPAHSIOIIasi IOCTOBEPHOCTb, OYEBUL-
HOCTb, OTYeTVIMBOCTD IToHMMaHVIs. OH I0J1araet, 9To «op-

8 VicopITaBIImyi BIIVISIHVIE aHIJIMVICKMX cxoJiacToB IlaBerr Benerman-
ckuit (ok. 1369—1429) onpenensier dhopMabHYIO KOHCEKBEHIIUIO
KaK TaKylo, B KOTOPOVI «IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHOE ee KOHCEKBEHTY (op-
MaJIbHO IIPOTMBHO ee aHTellefleHTy, Hanpumep “TbI GexuIib, ceno-
BaTeJIbHO, ThI IBUraemibest”. “PopMabHO IPOTMBHO” O3HAYAET, YTO
STV [1Ba HPeUIOKEHNST HeBOOOPasuMbl KaK BBIITOJTHSIONIECS OIHO-
BpeMeHHO Oe3 mpoTtmsopeuwns (non sunt imaginabilia stare simul sine
contradictione) » (Paulus Venetus, 1984, p. 167).

33

E. G. Dragalina-Chernaya

put a constraint not on divine omnipotence but on our
ability to cognise divine omnipotence. In all respects,
the eternal truths depend on God alone. Descartes ar-
gues that our power of conception is limited to “con-
ceive as possible the things that God willed to be tru-
ly possible, but not to be able to conceive as possi-
ble things which God could have made possible, but
which he has nonetheless wished to make impossible”
(Descartes, 2000, p. 220). The very distinction between
the possible and the impossible is limited to things that
fall within our understanding. Therefore, reasoning
about what is possible or impossible for God is not a
productive way to justify a logic. On the other hand,
Descartes follows the English Scholastics in consider-
ing deduction as a structured sequence of intuitions.
He identifies intuition with “a conception of a clear
and attentive mind” (Descartes, 1984, p. 14). Another
mode of knowing is deduction, “by which we mean
the inference of something as following necessarily
from some other propositions which are known with
certainty” (Descartes, 1984, p. 15). The correctness of
the sequence of mental actions intrinsic in deduction is
shown by the natural light of reason. When one looks
at a simple and transparent deduction as a completed
process, “the deduction is made through intuition”
(Descartes, 1984, p. 37). In complex cases of deduction,
to avoid errors “we should consider that, although
there is no connection between a vessel and this or that
particular body contained in it, there is a very strong
and wholly necessary connection between the concave
shape of the vessel and the extension, taken in its gen-
eral sense, which must be contained in the concave
shape” (Descartes, 1984, p. 230). Thus, Descartes con-
siders deduction not only as a formal connection be-
tween sentences, but as a sequence of mental actions
that preserve validity, transparency, and clearness of
mind. He believes that “logic, its syllogisms and the
greater part of its other teachings serve rather to ex-
plain to others the things that one knows, or even,
like the art of Lull, to speak without judgment about
those of which one is ignorant, than to learn them”
(Descartes, 1994, p. 33). According to Descartes, the
generally accepted dialectics, which tries to control
reason by prescribing what forms of reasoning it must
follow, should be transferred from philosophy to rhet-
oric (Descartes, 1984, p. 37).

Consequences and Design in Kant’s Logic

Similar to Descartes, Kant was highly critical of syl-
logistics and dubbed it “academic athleticism,” which
“enables one to carry off the victory over a careless op-
ponent in a learned dispute” (Kant, 1992b, p. 101; DfS,
AA 02, p. 57). Moreover, Kant lamented over the lim-
ited capacities of general logic. Dry and concise, gen-
eral logic abstracts from “all content of cognition, i.e.,
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MBI CHJIJIOTMI3MOB U IIOUTY BCe JIPyTHe ee IIpaBiila He CTOIb-
KO COZEVICTBYIOT VICCI/IE[JOBAHVIO TOIO, YTO HaM HEM3BECTHO,
CKOJIBKO W3JIOKEHWIO IS JIPYTVIX TOTO, YTO MBI y)Ke 3Ha-
eM, MJIV JTaKe, Kak MCcKyccTBo Jlysmst, GecToikoBov: 1 ITpo-
CTpaHHOV OOJITOBHE O TOM, YTO HaM Hem3BecTHO» ([dekapr,
1994a, c. 483). OOIIETPUHATYO IVaIeKTUKY, ITHITAFOITYIOCST
YIIPaBJISATh PACCYIKOM, IIPEIIChIBast eMy POPMBI paccyk-
JleHVs, cTlefioBasio Obl, Ha B3I [leKapTa, «IlepeHecT n3
dmocodviv B putopuky» (dexapt, 1989, c. 110).

KoucekBeHIIMM 1 au3aiH B jiorukKe Kanra

INomo6wo Hexapty, KaHT BecbMa HeylecTHO XapaKTepus30-
BaJI CVJUIOIVICTVIKY KaK «aTJIeTUKY YUeHBIX», [IO3BOJISAIONIY IO
«B YUEHOM CJIOBOIIPEHNN B34Th BepX Haz HEOCMOTPUTEIIb-
HBIM IIpoTuBHIKOM» (KanT, 19948, c. 36), 1 ceToBasI Ha orpa-
HWYeHHbIe BO3MOXXHOCTVI o0mient stornkm. Cyxas 1 KpaTKas
olIast JIorMKa OTBJIEKAeTCSL «OT BCSIKOIO COINEepyKaHWS IIO-
3HAHWMS, T.e. OT BCAKOIO OTHOIIEHWS ero K 0OBeKTy, 1 pac-
CMaTpVBaeT TOJIBKO JIOTMYeCKyIo (POpMy B OTHOIIEHUY 3Ha-
HWUI OPYT K APyTY, T.e. PopMy MbIIuIeHns Boobie» (KanT,
1994a, c. 72). OGmag jormka He gaet, o KaHry, npenmmica-
HWVL CTIOCOOHOCTY CY)KIEHNMs, VIMesl [eJI0 JIUIIb C BO3MOXK-
HBIM, TO €CTh COIJIACHBIM € (POPMasIbHBIMU YCJIOBVISIMU OITbI-
Ta. «CKyHocTb, — 3aMedaeT KaHT, — Hammix oObIYHBIX yMO-
3aKJIIOYeHNV, C TIOMOLIBIO KOTOPBIX MBI y3HaeM 00 obmmp-
HOM IIapCTBe BO3MOXKHOCTH, I7le BCe JEeVICTBUTEIIbHOe (Bce
IIpeIMETHI OIIbITa) COCTABJIET JIVIIIh MaJIyIo YacTh, BOOOIIIe
Opocaercst pesko B 1asa» (Kant, 19%4a, c. 179). OcosHanme
KanToM rpanmIr ober JIOrMKy He o3Ha4aeT, 0e3ycIoBHO,
IIpeHeOpeXNTETHHOTO K Hell OTHOIIIeHsI. BMecTe ¢ TeM ero
CTpeMJIeHVe AOIOJIHUTD 3Ty JIOTWMKY JIOTMKOV TPaHCLIeH-
OEeHTaILHOVL, 3a1a4a KOTOPOVI COCTOVT B TOM, YTOOBI «B opu-
MeHEeHVV YVCTOr0 PacCyKa WCIIPABIISATh M IIPedOXPaHATh
CIOCOOHOCTH CY>KIEHVIS IIPVI [IOMOIIIV OIIperieJIeHHBIX IIpa-
B (Kart, 19944, c. 122), cTaBuT BOIIpoc 00 MCTOYHVIKE 3KC-
KJTIO3VBHBIX ITOJTHOMOUMV TPaHCLIEHIEHTaIBHO JIOTMK
B OTHOIIIEHW CIIOCOOHOCT CY KIEHVIS.

CaMo Ha3BaHMe KaHTOBCKOIO IIPOEKTa TpPaHCIIEHIeH-
TaJILHOVI JIOTVIKVI IIPOBOLIVPYeT ITMIIOTEe3Y O IIOIBITKE IIPV-
MWPEeHVISI B 9TOM IIPOeKTe IBYX YXOOSAIIVX B CXOJIACTIde-
CKYIO JIOTMKY TPaguIU — C OOHOV CTOPOHBI, IIO[CTaHO-
BOYHOVI TPAaKTOBKM (POPMasIbHBIX KOHCEKBEHIINV, IIpef-
IIOJIOXKMTEJIBHO peaI30BaHHON B OOIIIeNt JIOrMKe, He [Ia-
IOIIeV, OJJHAKO, KaKMX-IM0O IPeIIIMCaHU CIIOCOOHOCTI
CYXXIEHWS, 1, C Apyron — popMaIbHOTO aHaIM3a TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIBHBIX OTHOIIIEHVV IIPEIMETOB OITbITa, OXKMIIA0-
IIIero CBOETO 3aBepIIeH s B JIOTMKe TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOVL,
IIPV3BaHHON IPeNCTaBUTh IIpaBiJla MMEHHO AJIS CII0co0-
HOCTM CY)KI€eHW. DTa IUIIoTe3a IIPeICTaBIIIeTCs, OHAKO,
VI3JIVIIIIHE YITPOIIEeHHOV.

HevicrBurernbHo, KaHT pasiiuaeT yMO3aK/IIOUeHMS pac-
CyOKa (HeroCperCTBEHHbIE YMO3aK/IIOUeHWs, consequentia
immediata) VI yMO3aKJIFOUeHMS pasyMa, WJIM CIIOCOOHO-
ctu cyxpenns (Kaut, 19946, c. 368; Kaut, 1994a, c. 277).
B «KpuTmke uncToro pasyma» OH, HallpyMep, IINIIET:
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from any relation of it to the object and considers only
the logical form in the relation of cognitions to one
another, i.e., the form of thinking in general” (Kant,
1998, pp. 195—196; KrV, A 56 / B80). According to
Kant, general logic does not prescribe anything in re-
gard to the power of judgement. General logic deals
only with the possible, i.e., that which is in accordance
with the formal conditions of experience. As he says
in the Critique of Pure Reason, the “poverty of our usu-
al inferences through which we bring forth a greater
realm of possibility, of which everything actual (every
object of experience) is only a small part, is very obvi-
ous” (Kant, 1998, p. 331; KrV, A 232 / B 284). Kant's
awareness of the boundaries of general logic does not
mean, of course, that he is dismissive of it. At the same
time, the aspiration to supplement this logic with trans-
cendental logic, whose purpose is to “correct and se-
cure the power of judgement in the use of the pure un-
derstanding through determinate rules” (Kant, 1998,
p- 269; KrV, A 136 / B 175), questions the source of ex-
clusive authority of transcendental logic in regard to
the power of judgement.

The very name of Kant’s project of transcenden-
tal logic prompts one to hypothesise about an attempt
to reconcile two traditions originating from scholastic
logic. The first one is the substitutional interpretation
of formal consequences. It is presumably realised in
general logic, which does not give any prescriptions
in regard to the power of judgement. The second one
is the formal analysis of transcendental relations be-
tween objects of experience, which is to be complet-
ed within transcendental logic, whose purpose is to
establish rules for the power of judgement. However,
this hypothesis is oversimplified.

Indeed, Kant distinguishes between the inferences
of understanding (immediate inferences, consequen-
tia immediata) and inferences of reason or powers of
judgement (Kant, 1992a, p. 609; Log, AA 09, p. 115;
Kant, 1998, p. 389; KrV, A 304 / B 361). In the Critique
of Pure Reason, for instance, he says:

In the proposition “All humans are mortal,” there
lie already the propositions ‘Some humans are mortal,
‘Some mortal beings are human beings,” ‘Nothing im-
mortal is a human being,” and these propositions are thus
immediate conclusions from the first one. On the other
hand, the proposition ‘All scholars are mortal” is not in
the underlying judgement (for the concept ‘scholar” does
not occur in it at all), and can be concluded from it only by
means of an intermediate judgement (Kant, 1998, p. 390;
KrV, A 305 / B 361).

Kant identifies the matter of categorical judge-
ments with the subject and the predicate (Kant, 1992a,
p. 610; Log, AA 09, p. 116), much in line with the scho-
lastic tradition, and the matter of hypothetical judge-
ments with the antecedent and the consequent (Kant,



B cyxnenun 6ce a100u cmepmmbl yXe coprepyKaTcs CyxKie-
HVISL HeKomopble A00U CMepHIHbL, HeKOmopsle CMepniHble CYmb
41001, HUUNIO He CMepIHoe He ecib ueA06ek, Y TIO9TOMY BCe TU
CYXIIeHVS CyTh HeTIOCpeICTBeHHbIe BBIBOMBI U3 ITEPBOTO IT0-
noxenmst. ITostoxeHve e Bce yuenvie cMepniHbL He COIePIKNUTCS
B JIAaHHOM CY>K[I€HUM (TaK KaK IIOHSTHe YueHblil BOBCe He BXO-
IIUT B HETO) M MOXKET OBITh BBIBE/IEHO W3 HETO JIMIIb C IIOMO-
IBI0 TocpericTBytortero cyxaenms (Kaut, 1994a, c. 277).

Ecmn matepmio KaTteropwdeckmx cyxueHmit KasT
B IIOJIHOM COOTBETCTBUM CO CXOJIACTMYECKOVI TpajuIivent
OTOX[IECTBIISET C cCyObekToM 1 IpenukaroM (KanTt, 19946,
c. 369), a MaTepuIO IMIIOTETUYECKMX CY>KAEHUII — C aHTe-
nefeHTOM 1 KoHcekBeHTOM (KanT, 19946, . 360), TO Tpak-
TOBKAa MM MaTepuM YMO3aKJIIOWeHWV pasyMa OTChLIaeT
CKOpee K apVICTOTeJIEBCKOVI JIOTIKE.

Kak m3BecTHO, B JIOrMUecKnx Tpymax ApUCTOTeNIs OT-
CYTCTBYIOT (PyHIAMeHTaJIbHBIE [JIsI €r0 MeTapm3MKI Ka-
Teropum Matepunt n ¢popMbl. OnHako B «DPusuke» 1 «Me-
TadpumsmKe» OH IIpuberaeT K aHAJIOIMI MEXAY OTHOIIEHVI-
eM Marepuu 1 POPMBI, C OITHOV CTOPOHBI, 1 ITOCBUIOK U 3a-
KJIFOYeHVST — C Ogpyrow’. «B IochUIKaX, IV IIPenIochUI-
Kax, — IIoJaraeT B CBOIO odepenb KaHT, — cocTout marne-
pus YMO3aKJIIOUEHWTI pa3yMa; B CJIEZICTBU, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO
COIEPXXUT CIIO0COO BBIBOIA, COCTOUT (POpMA YMO3aKIIIOUe-
Hum pasyma» (KanT, 19946, c. 374). Popma yMO3aKITIOUeHNT
pasyMa IlepeKJIodaeT BHMMaHMe Ha CcIIoco0 BbIBOIa, oOpa-
3YIOIINV YCIJIOBVIE BO3MOXKHOCTM cileficTeus. Kak ormeua-
er B.H. bprommuknH, «dopmaibHas AeyKIIMs C TOUKM
3peHms TPaHCIEHIeHTaIbHOV JIOTVIKM JIOJDKHA OBITh IIo-
CTpOeHa TaKiM 00pa3oM, YTOOBI 113 CYXKIE€HM, MMEFOLIIVIX
VIHTEPIIPETAIINIO B IIpefiejlax BO3MOXKHOIO OIIBbITa, ITOJIY-
YJaJIvVICh TOJIBKO TaKye JKe CY)XKIEHMs 1 He MOJIyYaJIVCh Cy-
JKAeHMS, He VIMeIOIIIVie TaKov MHTepIIpeTanuiy (bpromma-
kuH, 2011, c. 8). B TepMmHax Teopuy ITOVCKa BBIBOJIA, «II071-
X0, K IIOCTPOEHWMIO CUICTeM HeyKIIVy, OasvpyIOLIiics Ha
ViIlee TPaHCLEHAEHTAJIBHBIX OrpaHMYeHNV, OCYIeCTBIId-
€T V/Ief0 IIPOIIeTy PBI TTOVICKA JIOTTYeCKOrO BBIBOMA, B KOTO-
POV coKpallieHVe 11epebopOoB CBSI3aHO C OrPaHMYMBAOIIV-
MW Ay KITUIO MeTarlpaByIaMy, MMEIOIIVIM SCHYIO OHTO-
JIOTMYeCKYIo MHTepnpeTtannio» (bprommukimy, 2011, c. 10).

BMmecTe ¢ TeM MOMBITKa IIPENCTaBUTH 3Ty MHTepIIpeTa-
LMIO B JIyXe CXOJaCTMYecKOW OHTOJIOIMM TpaHCIeHIeH-
TaJIBHBIX OTHOLIEHVVI BOIUIA OBl B IIPOTMBOpeYNre C KaH-
TOBCKOVI KPUTMKOVI IOrMaTI4ecKovt oHTosiornm. Kaut cps-
3bIBaeT peasIbHble OHTOJIOIMYECKMe ITpOOJIeMBbI He C IIo-
CTpoeHMeM OOIIIeV TEOPUN CYIIero, TUIIOCTa3UpPyIomen Ha
Tlesie KaTeropIL paccy/Ka, a ¢ IIOMCKOM aIllpVIOPHBIX OCHOB

? «ByKBBI CJTOTOB, MaTepuas <pasIMIHOTO POIa> W3V, OTOHb
¥ TIofoOHEIe 2JIeMeHTHI Tejl, TaK Ke KaK 4YacTW ILIeJIOTO M ITOChUI-
K/ 3aKJTIOYeHWVI, — TIVIIeT ApucTtorernb B «Dusuke», — IIpuMeps
MIPUYMHEL ‘U3 9ero’; ogHM M3 HUX Kak CyOcTpaT, HarpuMep, 4acTw,
TIpyTVe Xe KaK CyTh ObITHs — Ierioe, coeftmHenme, hopma» (Pusmka,
11.3.195a16 —21) (Apwucroresnns, 1981, c. 88). IlpakTiaeckn MmeHTIY-
HEIVI pparMeHT comepxurcs B «Metadmsuke» (Meradwmsuka, 1013b,
20) (ApucToTests, 1975, c. 147). IToppobHee 0 TpakToBKe (hopMaIbHO-
CTVI JIOTUIKV Y APVICTOTEJISI VI €T0 3JUTMHVICTUYeCKX KOMMEHTaTOPOB
om.: (Oparammaa-Yepnas, 2015, . 9—46; Dragalina-Chernaya, 2016a,
p. 60—66).
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1992b, p. 601; Log, AA 09, p. 105). However, Kant’s
interpretation of the matter of inferences of reason is
rather a homage to Aristotelian logic.

It is well known that Aristotle’s logical works do
not mention the categories of matter and form, which
are crucial to his metaphysics. However, in Physics and
Metaphysics, Aristotle uses the analogy of the relation
between matter and form, on the one hand, and the re-
lation between premise and conclusion, on the other.’
“The matter of inferences of reason,” Kant says, “con-
sists in the antecedent propositions or premises, the
form in the conclusion insofar as it contains the conse-
quentia” (Kant, 1992a, p. 616; Log, AA 09, p. 122). The
form of inferences of reasons shifts attention to the
method of inference, which determines the condition
for the possibility of consequence. As V.N. Bryushinkin
stresses, “from the perspective of transcendental logic,
formal deduction should be constructed in such a way
that judgements that have an interpretation within
possible experience produce judgements of the same
kind and not judgements that do not have such an
interpretation” (Bryushinkin, 2011, p. 8). In terms of
proof search theory, “an approach to constructing de-
duction systems that is based on the idea of transcen-
dental limitations, embraces the procedure of logical
proof search, within which a reduction in the number
of search trials is related to meta-rules that put a con-
straint on deduction and have a clear ontological inter-
pretation” (Bryushinkin, 2011, p. 10).

At the same time, an attempt to present this in-
terpretation in the spirit of the scholastic ontology of
transcendental relations contradicts Kant’s criticism
of dogmatic ontology. Kant links different ontological
problems not to the construction of a general theory
of being, which hypostatises the categories of under-
standing, but to the search for the a priori principles of
objective synthesis.!” For him, ontology is not a theory
of empirical and transcendental being, but a doctrine
of transcendental reality, i.e., of the a priori that en-
sure the possibility of objective knowledge. As Jaspers
writes, “the old dogmatic metaphysics, thinking in the
objective world, transcended it to arrive at a supersen-
sible object, at pure being or God. Kant transcends ob-
jective thinking backward, as it were, seeking to arrive

? Aristotle writes in Physics, “The letters are the causes of syl-
lables, the material of artificial products, fire and the like of bodies,
the parts of the whole, and the premises of the conclusion, in the
sense of ‘that from which’.” (Aristotle, 1995b, 195a15 —195a18). See
also in Metaphysics (Aristotle, 1995a, 1013b18 —1013b23). For more
details on the interpretation of the formality of logic in Aristotle
and his Hellenistic commentators, see: (Dragalina-Chernaya, 2015,
pp. 9—46; Dragalina-Chernaya, 2016a, pp. 60— 66).

10 The principles of understanding “are merely principles of the
exposition of appearances, and the proud name of an ontology,
which presumes to offer synthetic a priori cognitions of things in
general in a systematic doctrine (e.g., the principle of causality),
must give way to the modest one of a mere analytic of pure under-
standing” (Kant, 1998, pp. 358 —359; KrV, A 247 / B 303).



E.T. Aparaanna-Yepras

o0bexTmBHOro cnHTe3a’. OHTOJIOrMA ABJIeTC M1 Hero He
Teopyer SMIVPUYECKOrO VIV TPaHCIEHIEHTHOTO OBITIS,
HO y4eHVeM O TPaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHO peasIbHOCTH, TO eCTh
0 TeX aIprop, KOTOpble 00ecIIednBaOT BO3MOXKHOCTD O0'Bb-
eKTMBHOro 3HaHM:. «[IpexHssa mormaTndeckasi MetTadpmsn-
Ka, — rmmet Kap flcriepe, — TpaHcHeHampoBaia MBICITBIO
B cepe IpeaMeTHOro K HEKOTOPOMY CBEpX4yBCTBEHHOMY
npenMeTy — ObrTmro B cebe, vt bory. KanT Tpanciiennm-
pyeT IIpenMeTHOe MBIIUIEHME KaK Obl B 00paTHYIO CTOPO-
HY — K YCJIOBUIO BCSIKOVI IpeaMeTHOCTV. Mecto MeTadm-
3MUeCKOro IIO3HAHMS VHOIO MUpa 3aHVMaeT IIO3HaHVe
VICTOKA HaIIlero Io3HaBaHMs. B mepBoM ciTydae Iy Th JIEXIUT
B VICTOK BCEX BeIlleVl, BO BTOPOM — B VICTOK Pa3IBOEHMS SB-
JleHVs Ha cyOBeKT 11 00pekT» (fcrrepc, 2015, c. 77).
HampapiieHHOCTh TpaHCHEHOMPOBAHMSA K YCJIOBVSAM
BO3MOXKHOCTVI OITBITA IIPVHIIVIIVIAIbHA [IJISL TPAHCIeH/IeH-
TaJIHOW JIOTVIKM. B 3TOV «0OpaTHO I1epCrieKTBe» TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTasIbHasl JIOTVKa IIpeZiCTaeT He KaK CUCTeMa KOH-
CEeKBEHIINII C OHTOJIOrMYecKy (PyHOMPOBAaHHBIMU TpaH-
CIIeH/IEHTa/IbHBIMY OrPaHWYEeHMSIMIM TUIIA IIOCTYJIaTOB
3Ha4yeHMs], a KaK aHaJIMUTHKa YCJIOBUV BO3MOXKHOCTVI KOT-
HUTUBHOVI CUCTeMBL. «[[JI MHTepIpeTanmi KaHTOBCKMX
VIZIEVI VI VICTIOJIB30BAHWIS VIX IS PA3BUTMS CUMBOJIVTYECKOVL
Jioruky, — mpenrosarasn B.H. bprommuknH, — HaM ciie-
IyeT BBeCTU B (PYIIOCOMUIO JIOTMKM IIPOMEXKYTOYHOE II0-
HSTVMe — IIOHSITVe KOTHUTWBHOV cucTeMbl. KoruuTmsHas
cricTeMa [IOJDKHA BKJIIOYATh CyObeKTa ITO3HAHMS, OOBeKT
€ro IesITeJIbHOCTU VI IIPOLIeAYPhl B3aVMOIEVICTBIS CyOb-
ekTa 1 obobekra» (bprommmuakmH, 2006, c. 166). [Tpenroro-
xeHve B.H. BprommHKMHa BO MHOIOM IIPeIBOCXMIIAeT
TpakToBKy Jlydyano ®opwuay TpaHClleHAeHTaIbHOV JIO-
ruky KaHTa Kak OTHOTO M3 IIePBbIX B MHTEIUIEKTYaIbHOM
vicropvy poekToB oeuku dusanna (Floridi, 2017, p. 503).
Jlormka mgusariHa oOorairiaeT TpaJgWIIVIOHHBIV JIOTMYe-
CKUVI MHCTPYMEHTApUVI Cepuerl IIOHSTWU, 3aiMCTBOBAaH-
HBIX IIPEVIMYIIIECTBEHHO M3 IPOTrpaMMVIPOBAaHMS: AM3ai-
Hep KOHIIENITyaJIbHOVI CUICTEMBI POPMYIINPYeT mpedobarni s
ocyujecmbBumocmu IIPOEKTVPYEMOVI CYICTEMEI I OIIpemesIsi-
eT ee (hyHKYyUU, TTO3BOJIAIONIVE JOCTUTATh 3aJaHHOM yeau
Ha OCHOBe JIOCTYITHEBIX pecypcob. Kak 3amedaet Dnopnay,

paccyx/eHne, KOTOpoe BeeT OT CUCTEMBI K ee YCITOBVSIM
BO3MOYKHOCTH, TaKKe MOXKeT OBbITb afjallTUPOBaHO I IIepe-
XOfa OT YCJIOBUVI BO3MOXXHOCTYV (Tellephb ITOHMMAaeMbIX Kak
TpeboBaHMS OCYIIECTBMMOCTM) K caMmomt cucreMe. OmHaKO
ecJIVI TIEPBBINI TTepexoy] OHO3HaUeH, BTOPOV He SIBJIIeTCs Ta-
KOBBIM, €CJIVI TOJILKO He BBIIIOJIHSIETCS OJIHO M3 JIBYX CJIefly-
FOIIVIX YCIIOBU, KaXkI0e 113 KOTOPBIX ITpobieMaTidaso. JInbo
W3BECTHO, KaKyl0 VIMEHHO CHUCTEMY COOVMPAIOTCS IIOJIyYUTh,
7 TaKMM 00pa3oM CIIefICTBYIE BBIaeTcs 3a IpuunHy. JTnbo cn-
CTeMa IOJIHOCTBIO OlIpelieieHa YCIIOBUSMU ee BO3MOXHOCTH,
KOTOpbIe CTaHOBSITCS OTHOBPEMEHHO HeOOXOMVIMBIMU M JI0-
CTaTOYHBIMM JIJISI €€ IIOCTPOeHs. B 3TOM cityuae onyIeHve

10 «OcHOBOIIONIOXKEHMSI pacCyfika, — IogdepkuBaeT Kant, — cyTh
JIVITL TIPVHIIUIIEL ONVICAHWS SIBJIGHUVI, a TOp/ioe UMs OHTOJIOTWN,
MPUTS3aIOIIelt Ha TO, YTOOBI JaBaTh allpMOPHbIe CHTETIYeCKe 3Ha-
HV 0 Belllax BooOIIe B BuJle CHCTeMaTIYeCcKOro yueHNs (HarpuMep,
MNPVHINII IPUYVHHOCTY), JOJDKHO OBITh 3aMEHEHO CKPOMHBIM VIMe-
HeM IIPOCTOVI aHAJIMTVKM 9MCTOro paccynka» (Kant, 1994a, c. 190).
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at the condition of all objectivity. His goal is no longer
metaphysical knowledge of another world, but know-
ledge of the origin of knowledge. Instead of seeking
the origin of all things, he seeks the origin of the sub-
ject-object dichotomy” (Jaspers, 1957, p. 439).

Transcendence seeking to arrive at the conditions for
the possibility of experience is crucial to transcendental
logic. From this “reverse” perspective, transcendental
logic is not a system of consequences with ontolo-
gically grounded transcendental limitations similar to
the postulates of meaning, but rather analytics of condi-
tions for the possibility of a cognitive system. “To inter-
pret Kant’s ideas and to employ them in developing a
symbolic logic,” Bryushinkin writes, “we should intro-
duce the interim notion of a cognitive system. A cog-
nitive system should include a subject of cognition,
an object of their actions, and procedures for interac-
tions between the subject and the object” (Bryushinkin,
2006, p. 166). Bryushinkin’s proposal largely anticipates
Luciano Floridi’s interpretation of Kant’s transcendental
logic as one of the first projects of the logic of design in
intellectual history (Floridi, 2017, p. 503).

The logic of design supplements the traditional
set of logical tools with a series of notions borrowed
primarily from computer programming. A conceptu-
al system designer sets out feasibility requirements and
defines a system’s functions that make it possible to
achieve the desired outcome using available resources.
Floridi argues,

the reasoning that takes one from a system to its
conditions of possibility can also be adopted to move
from the conditions of possibility (now to be understood
as requirements of feasibility) to the system itself. But
while the former move is univocal, the latter is not,
unless one of the two following conditions is satisfied,
each of which is problematic. Either one already knows
what system one is going to obtain anyway, and so it is
actually begging the question. Or the system is entirely
constrained by its conditions of possibility, which now
become both necessary and jointly sufficient to deliver
it. In this case, the assumption is that the transcendental
conditions constrain the issuing system univocally
(Floridi, 2017, p. 504).

Interpreting Kant’s transcendental limitations both
as conditions of possibility and feasibility requirements
for a conceptual system creates almost insurmountable
obstacles to the project of transcendental logic. “Kant,”
Floridi stresses, “cannot ground the univocal nature
of knowledge (‘this is what the world looks like”) on
the univocal nature of the reality it refers to (‘this is
the way the world is’) because this is a strategy open
to representationalism but not to constructivism. So
he replaces the univocal nature of a represented real-
ity in itself with the univocal genesis and relationship
knowledge enjoys in its encounter with reality in itself”



COCTOUT B TOM, YTO TPaHCIIeH/IEHTa/IbHBIE YCIIOBVS HaK/IaIlbl-
BalOT OrpaHMYeHVIS Ha IIpeJIIIojIaraeMyo CCTEMY OIHO3HaU-
HbIM 00pasom (Floridi, 2017, p. 504).

VicTorikoBaHMe TpaHCLIEHIEHTaIbHBIX OrPaHMYeHNN
KaK YCJIOBUVI BO3MOKHOCTU VI BMeCTe C TeM TpeboBaHUI
OCYIIIECTBVIMOCTVI KOHIIETITYaJIEHOVI CHICTEMBI CO3/IaeT TPY/I-
HOITPeOIo/IVIMble TIPeATCTBUS U1l peayln3aliii ITpoeK-
Ta TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOM JIOTUKN. «KaHT, — IofTuepKuBa-
et Dropuay, — He MOXKeT 0OOCHOBATh HeIBYCMBICJIEHHBIV
xapakTep 3HaHV: (“MUpP IIpeICcTaBiIsgeTcs TakuM oOpasom”)
HeJIByCMBICJIEHHOV IIPUPOION PeaIbHOCTH, K KOTOPOVI OHO
otHOCUTCA (“MUp CyIecTByeT TakuM oOpas3oM”), TIOCKOJIb-
Ky II0I0OHAs CTpaTeryis OTKpbITa [JIs pellpe3eHTalIOHN3-
Ma, HO He IIJI KOHCTpyKTuBM3Ma. IlosToMy oH 3aMerraeT
OJHO3HAYHOCTH IIPVIPOIBI PeIIPe3eHTIPYEMO PeaIbHOCTI
caMovt 1o cebe OIHO3HAYHOCTBIO Te€He3Vca ¥ OTHOLIEHVIT,
BO3HVKAIOIIVIX BO B3aMIMOJIEVICTBIV 3HAHWIS C PeaTbHOCTHIO
camovz 1o cebe» (Floridi, 2017, p. 504—505). KanT ocyrmect-
BJISIeT IeIyKIIIO KaTerOpwii KaK IIPUHIIMIIOB BO3SMOXKHOCTV
OITBITa, 00JTA/TAIOIIVIX KOHCTUTY TUBHOV MMITepaTUBHOCTEIO
B OTHOIIeHMN criocobHocTH cyXaernsa'. CormacHo KanTy,
«(PYHKIINS Kame20puyeckoeo CyKIeHs Oblyla OTHOLLIEHVIEM
cyObeKTa K IIpefanKary, HallpyuMep, B Cy>XXIeHnn: fce meaa
deaums.. Ho B OTHOIIEHMM 4YVCTO JIOIMIYECKOTO IIPUMeEHe-
HVSL paccyIKa OCTaJIOCh HeoIlpeesleHHBIM, KaKOMY M3 IBYX
TJaHHBIX HOHATUI HYKHO OaTh (PYHKIMIO CyObeKTa 1 Ka-
KOMY M3 HUX (PYHKIIMIO IIpeuKara, Beb MOXHO CKa3aTb
TaKxke: Hekoe Oeaumoe eciv meo. Ho mocpericTBoM Kartero-
pum cyOCTaHIIIY, eCyV TTOIBOAUTH TIOT], Hee TIOHSITHE Terla,
OTTpesIerIsieTCs], UTO SMITMPITIecKoe Co3epIIaHVie Tejla B OIThI-
Te BCerJa [IO/DKHO PacCMaTpUBATHCS TOIIBKO KaK CYOBEKT,
a He Kak 1IpemKar. To ke caMoe MOXXHO cKasaThb 1 000 Bcex
ocTaybHBIX Kareropwsix» (Kant, 1994a, c. 124—125). Kon-
CTUTYTMBHBIV XapaKTep IIpaByl TPaHCIIeH /IeHTaJIbHOV JIO-
TMKV B OTHOIIEHWN CIIOCOOHOCTY Cy>KAeHms mpeobpasyeT
YCIJIOBYSI BO3MOXKHOCTY KOHIIEIITYaIbHOM CUCTEMBI B Tpe-
GoBaHI ee OCYIIeCTBUMOCTH, MICKITIOYast TUTFOpasIi3M KOH-
LIeTITyaIbHBIX CHICTEM.

3aKk/IroueHne

Kputuka KaHToM /10orMaTidecKkov OHTOJIOTMM He TIO-
3BOJISIET BIIMICATh €0 IIPOEKT TPaHCLeH/IeHTaIbHOM JIOI V-
KM B CXOJIAaCTUYECKYIO TpaguInio (hopMaIbHOTO aHaJIv3a
TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHbIX OoTHOomeHuit. Ilpasmia TpaHcieH-
JeHTaJIbHOV JIOTMIKY, IIPU3BaHHbIe VCIIPAB/ISAThL W IIPeJIo-
XPpaHATE CIIOCOOHOCTE CYXXAeHMs, He HaclIelyIoT OT Bed-
HBIX VICTUH CXOJIACTMKV ITPVBUJIETPOBAHHBIVI OHTOJIOT -
UYeCKMII CTaTyC HeCOTBOPEHHOW BO3MOXXHOcTu. Ecym cxo-
JIACTBI  YKOPEHSIIOT —TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHble OTHOIIeHVIS
B CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOV cpepe TUITOTETIYeCKOro OBITIS BO3-
MOXHBIX CyIITHOCTeV1, TO KaHT He ycTaeT yTBepXX/1aTh O Be-
I1ax, BO3MOXXHOCTb KOTOPBIX OCHOBaHa Ha aIllpPMOPHBIX I10-
HATUSAX, «9TO BO3MOXXHOCTH MX HUKOI/Ia He BbITeKaeT U3

! [ImHaMmdeckasi MTHTePITpeTaIs KaHTOBCKOTO Te3lca O KOHCTUTY-
TUBHOCTY 001V JIOTVIKY IIpeJjIokeHa aBTopoM B cTaThbe: (Dragalina-
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(Floridi, 2017, pp. 504 —505). Kant deduces categories
as principles of the possibility of experience that pos-
sess constitutive imperativeness in regard to the pow-
er of judgement." According to Kant, “the function of
the categorical judgement was that of the relationship
of the subject to the predicate, e.g., “All bodies are di-
visible.” Yet in regard to the merely logical use of the
understanding it would remain undetermined which
of these two concepts will be given the function of the
subject and which will be given that of the predicate.
For one can also say: ‘Something divisible is a body.”
Through the category of substance, however, if I bring
the concept of a body under it, it is determined that its
empirical intuition in experience must always be con-
sidered as subject, never as mere predicate; and like-
wise with all the other categories” (Kant, 1998, p. 226;
KrV, A 95 / B 129). The constitutive nature of the rules
of transcendental logic in regard to the power of judge-
ment transforms the conditions for the possibility of
a conceptual system into feasibility requirements and
rule out any pluralism of conceptual systems.

Conclusion

Kant’s criticism of dogmatic ontology prevents from
ascribing his project of transcendental logic to the scho-
lastic tradition of formal analysis of transcendental re-
lations. The rules of transcendental logic, which should
correct and secure the power of judgement, do not inher-
it from the eternal truths of scholasticism the privileged
ontological status of uncreated possibility. Whereas the
Scholastics see transcendental relations in the supersen-
sible realm of hypothetical being, Kant proceeds to as-
sert about the possibility rooted in a priori concepts that
“it can never occur by itself solely from such concepts,
but always only as formal and objective conditions of an
experience in general” (Kant, 1998, p. 324; KrV, A 223 /
B 270). At the same time, lacking the ontological solidi-
ty of the scholastic eternal truths, the rules of transcen-
dental logic acquire a privileged epistemological status
of constitutive principles of a conceptual system that can
be interpreted within possible experience. Kant believes,
“that another series of appearances in thoroughgoing
connection with that which is given to me in perception,
thus more than a single all-encompassing experience, is
possible, cannot be inferred from that which is given”
(Kant, 1998, p. 331; KrV, A 232 / B 284). A transcendental
subject is not at liberty to optimise the experiential appli-
cation of their own conceptual system. Thus, the optimi-
sation problem of selecting effective means using limited
resources in order to achieve the goals of a designed sys-
tem — a problem central to the logic of design — is be-
yond the competence of transcendental logic.

" I put forward the dynamic interpretation of Kant's thesis on the
constitutivity of general logic in (Dragalina-Chernaya, 2016b).



E.T. Aparaanna-Yepras

aIPMOPHBIX IIOHATUI caMUX 1O cebe, a YTO OHM BCeraa
VIMEFOT MECTO JIIIE KaK (pOpMaJIbHbIE Y OOBEKTUBHBIE YC-
JI0BIS OIIbITa BooOIe» (Kaxt, 19%4a, c. 218).

BmecTe ¢ TeM IlpaBila TpaHCIEHIEHTaIBHOV JIOT VKA,
He o0JIafaroIe OHTOJIOIMYeCKO HeKOIeOMMOCTBIO CXO-
JTACTUYECKMX BEYHBIX VICTVH, HAIEIISIOTCS TIPUBUIIETMPO-
BaHHBIM SIIMCTEMOJIOTMYECKUM CTaTyCOM KOHCTWUTYTHUB-
HBIX IIPUHIINAIIOB KOHIIEIITYaJIBHOV CVUCTEMBI, VIMEFOIIe
VIHTEPIIPeTALIMIO B IIpefeiax BO3MOXKHOrO omelta. He wic-
KJIIouas IpVHaJIEXXHOCTh BOCIIPUATIS K O0JIee 4eM OfTHO-
My BO3MOXXHOMY OIIbITY, KaHT mosiaraet, OHaKo, 4To «i3
TOT0, UTO JIAHO, HeJIb3S 3aKJII0YaTh, OY/ITO B Hepa3phIBHOW
CBSI3VL C TEM, YTO JJaHO MHe B BOCIIPUSTIN, BO3SMOXKEH MHOV
POx SIBJIEHIL, CTaJIO OBITH OOJIee YeM OVIH-eMHCTBEeHHBIV
BCEOXBATBIBAOLINT OIIBIT» (KanT, 19944, c. 226). Tpancnen-
TleHTaJIbHBIV CyObeKT He 00J1afiaeT CBOOOIOV B OIITUMM3a-
LWV OITBITHOTO IIPVIMEHeHWsI COOCTBEHHOV KOHIIeTyalTb-
Hom cucTeMbl. TakumM o0pasom, KiTioueBast 115 JIOTUKI [IN-
3aViHa OITVMMM3AILVIOHHAS 3a7a4a BbIOOpa 3 PeKTIBHBIX
CPeICTB HOCTVDKEHMS [eJIeV IIPOeKTUPYeMOVI CUCTEMBI Ha
OCHOBE OrpaHWYEHHBIX PeCyPCcOB OKa3bIBaeTCs BHE cpepbl
KOMITETEHIIVVI TPAHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOVI JIOT VKA.
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