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TPAHCHEHEHTAJIbDHASI ®UJIOCODN
KAK HAYUHO-NCCJIEJOBATEJIbCKAJI
ITPOTPAMMA

M. P. JleBun' ??

Tpancyendenmanvhas gpusocogpus e bviaa poxoeHa
kax Agpuna us eo108v. 3ebca — cpasy 3peaoil U NOAHO-
cmuio BoopyxenHotl. Vimenro nosmomy 6 oboux npedu-
croBusx k «Kpumuxe uucmoeo pasyma» (1781 u 1787 ee.)
Kanm 6600um nonsmue mpancyeH0eHmaibHoll pusoco-
¢uu xax «udeu». Vdes 6 ee apxumexmonuueckom noHu-
Manuu pasbubaemca 0AUMeAbHO U 110AbKO 1OCIENEHHO
npunumaem onpedesentyio opmy. Kax nokasvibarom
pabomul camoeo Kanma, a maxoke e2o npedutecmbentuxob
u nocaedoBamene, udes MpancyeHOeHMalLbHotl hua0co-
uu npemepnesa pao usmerenuil u KoppexmupoBox no
cpabrenuio ¢ U3HAYAALHbIM NAAHOM. B smom xommex-
crme MOsL yeAb — He Mpocimo K3eeemuka u Uchopuse-
ckoe uccaedoBanue MpaHcyeHOeHMAAbHOU Guiocodu,
a 632450 Ha Hee 6 CUCeMAMUYHOU Memo00A02U4ecKom
nepcnexmube. 5 paccmampubaio Konyenm mpancyeroeH-
MAaAbHOU (huA0COUL C MOUKU 3peHUs NPOPAMMAILYe-
ckoil memagpusocogpuu. B nepBoit uacmu npedcmabaena
npoepammamuka Kax onpedeteHHbulil nodpazdes Mema-
¢usocogpuu. Ilokazano, umo apxumexkmoHuueckas me-
modosoeuss Kanma u memodosoeus Jlakamoca moeym
0bims ucnoav3oBansl 045 NOHUMAaHUs BosHuKHOBEHS,
pasbumus u pacnaoa gpusocogpckux cucmem. Bo 6mopoii
uacmu npoexm MpancyeHOeHmaibHoll puiocopuu u ezo
nosmantoe pasBumue paccMompeHvl ¢ MoOUKU 3peHus
apxumexmonuxuy. B mpemveil uacmu npodemoxcmpupo-
Baro, umo memodosoeus Jlaxamoca moxem obecneuuns
demaivHoe NOHUMAHUE 2AEMEHIN0B NPOPaMMbL MPaHCc-
yeHOeHmabHot pusocodpuul, 0ams B03MOXHOCHID Uerm-
Ko pasobpamovcs 6 ee soeuke u BviABums ee cocmabHole
uacmu, Komopwie Mo2ym Obimb YAyHuiens u paséumol.
Hecmomps na pasnviil ypoBers demassHocmu u nucnie-
MOA0UHECKUX 1pednocwiaoK, Memodosoeuu Kanma u
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TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY
AS A SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH
PROGRAMME

M. Lewin'?3

Transcendental philosophy was not born like
Athena out of Zeus’s head, mature and in full armour
from the very beginning. That is why in both prefaces
to the Critique of Pure Reason (1781 and 1787) Kant
introduces the concept of transcendental philosophy
as an “idea.” The idea understood architectonically
develops slowly and only gradually acquires a definite
form. As witnessed by the works of Kant himself and
of his predecessors and followers, the idea of transcen-
dental philosophy has undergone a series of changes
and adjustments compared to the initial plan. In this
context, my goal is not simply exegesis and histor-
ical investigation of transcendental philosophy, but
also to look at it from a systematic and methodological
perspective. I examine the concept of transcendental
philosophy from the viewpoint of programmatic meta-
philosophy. The first part discusses programmatics as
a distinct subsection of metaphilosophy. I arque that
Kant’s architectonic methodology and the methodolo-
gy of Lakatos can be used to understand the inception,
development and degradation of philosophical sys-
tems. In the second part I look at the project of tran-
scendental philosophy and the stages of its develop-
ment from the standpoint of architectonics. The third
part shows that Lakatos’s methodology can provide a
detailed insight into the elements of transcendental
philosophy, a clear idea of its logic and identify the
component parts that can be improved and developed.
In spite of the different levels of detailing and epis-
temological prerequisites, the methodologies of Kant
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Jlaxamoca moeym Ovims cobmeujerst 8 yeaax memagpu.ao-
cogpcku ungopmupoBanroeo u npoepeccubroeo noHUMA-
HUsA ghusocogpckux npoeximos.

KaroueBuie caoBa: mparncyendenmarvhas ¢ghuaoco-
¢us, Kanm, npoepammamuxa, apxumekmonuxa, mema-
¢usocogpus, udeu pasyma, Jlaxkamoc, HayuHo-ccaedoBa-
meAbckue npoepammbl, HAYUHAs Meopus

BBeneumne

Lestb MOero mccriefioBaHMs — PacCMOTPEeTh KOH-
LIeNT TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM duytocodmm ¢ AByX
pasHbIX MO3MIINMI: BO BHYTPEHHEV II€PCIIEKTVIBE,
CO CTOPOHBI CaMOVI TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV (PVIIOCO-
dum — BepHee, ee oIpeIeTIeHHOV BepPCUM, a IMeH-
Ho Bepcum KaHTa, KOTOpasi 1laeT Myelo U orpesie-
JIeHVe TOTO, YTO OHa caMa COOOVI IPeCTaBIIseT, U
BO BHEIIIHeVI TIepCIIeKTIBe, TO eCTh C TOUKM 3peHMs
dmitocoda, KOTOPBINL He SIBIIeTCs ITpeJicTaBuTesIeM
sToro dpvtocodpckoro HarpassteHust, — V. Jlakaro-
ca ¥ ero Teopuy Hay4YHO-VCCIIeZIOBaTeIbCKIX IIPO-
rpamM. Kak mbr yBuamnM, KanT passuBaer orpe-
JIeJIeHHYIO MeTOZOJIOI VIO, B KOTOPOVI OH OITMCHIBa-
€T, KaK CO3AIOTCS VI OPraHM3yIOTCS HayKu VI Ha-
y4HBbIe IIPOEKThI, BKJIoUas ero coocrseHHBIN. To
ecTb 13 caMOVI TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHO priocodmm
CIleflyeT MeTOHOJIOrVsl, OIpeerisiomas ee op-
My. TpancrieneHTaIbHAsA prIocodmst, TaKM 00-
pasoM, depe3 CBOIO MeTOHOJIOTMIO IIOHMMaeT ceOs
caMy ¥ TI0 aHaJIOTVW MePeHOCUT 3TO IIOHMMaHe,
5TV 3HaHW, OTHOCAIIVECS K ee MeTOHOJIOrvY, Ha
Apyrue cucTeMbl 1 HayKu. OTTajIKMBasCh M3 3TUX
PasMBIIUIEHNII, MOXKHO IIPUMTU K MBICIVI O HEKO-
TOpOM orpaHndeHHOCTN MeTororioruy Kanra. Ona
ABJIAETCA ITPOAYKTOM PrIocopCKOV CUCTeMBI, KO-
TOpasi OTHOCUTCS K crielyidprrieckoMy CTWIO pu-
710c0CTBOBaHMS, VICTOPUYECKOMY BpeMeHV, 3Ta-
1y passutusa dmiocodun u T.11. Kopoue rosops,
MeTtonosorus Kanra «oTHOCUTesIbHa», TO eCTh OHa
He MOXXeT IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha TO, YTOOBI MacIIITal-
HO 11 OOBEKTMBHO — He IIPUHMMAas Ybl0-7I100 CTO-
POHY — OINCHIBATh, KaK 00pa3yIoTCs pasiIiHbIe
dmrtocodpckme cricTeMbl 11 Hay4dHble IIpoeKThL. Ho
TO JKe caMoe MOKHO CKa3aTh V1 O JIFOOOV! IpyTOVt Me-
TOJIOJIOT MV, KOTOpasi, IpsJach 3a MacKOV IIO3UTH-
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and Lakatos can be combined to achieve a metaphilo-
sophically informed and progressive understanding of
philosophical projects.

Keywords: transcendental philosophy, Kant,
programmatics, architectonics, metaphilosophy, ide-
as of reason, Lakatos, research programmes, scientific
theory

Introduction

The aim of my research is to examine the
concept of transcendental philosophy from
two different angles: from the internal perspec-
tive, i.e. from the side of transcendental phi-
losophy or, rather, one of its versions, namely
Kant’s, which gives an idea and definition of
what it is; and from the external perspective,
i.e. from the point of view of a philosopher
who does not belong to this philosophical di-
rection, namely, Imre Lakatos and his theo-
ry of scientific research programmes. As we
shall see, Kant has a certain methodology for
describing how science and scientific projects,
including his own, are created and organised.
This methodology emerges from transcenden-
tal philosophy itself to determine its form.
Transcendental philosophy thus understands
itself through its methodology and, by analo-
gy, transfers this understanding, this knowl-
edge pertaining to its methodology, to other
systems and sciences. These reflections may
suggest that Kant’s methodology has certain
limitations. It is a product of the philosoph-
ical system that belongs to a certain style of
philosophising, a certain historical period, a
stage in the development of philosophy etc.
In short, Kant’s methodology is “relative”, i.e.
it cannot claim to be able to describe broadly
and objectively — without taking sides — how
various philosophical systems and scientific
projects arise. But the same can be said about
any other methodology which, hiding behind



BU3Ma VIV peayin3Ma, VJIv Jayke aOCOITIOTHOTO Mzle-
ajI3Ma, MOXeT II0Ka3aThCs peleHreM IIpodsieMbl
OTCYTCTBVSI He3aBUCHIMOCT B VICCJIEIOBAaHV METO-
JIOB V1 VIX VICITOJIb30BaHMsL. Tak ke Kak HayuHasi pu-
socodmst 1 Metoposiorns KanTa, IIpoeKTsl 1mpef-
craBuTestent prstococpumt Hayku — diieka, Maxa,
ITormepa, KyHa, JIakaToca, JIaymana v ip.— cTpo-
STCSL Ha OIpellelIeHHBIX IIPeaochlUIKaX, Ha Ooslee
VIV MeHee CKPBITBIX WJIV OTKPBITBIX (paKTOpax,
KOTOpBIE JIeJIaf0T 3T IIPOEKThI OTHOCUTEIIBHBIMIL.
CoBpemenHasi dvtocodmsi HayKy, Kaszaaoch OB
He OCHOBBIBaeTCs Ha KaKMx-I1bo pyHIaMeHTaIb-
HBIX (PYJI0COPCKIX CHCTeMaX, a 3aHVIMaeTCs HeTlo-
CPeICTBeHHO HayYHBIMV TeOPUIAMM, VX ITPOVICXO-
JKIeHVeM, pasBUTIeM U olrpoBepkeHneM. Ho cam
daKT, 4TO OHa, BO-TIEPBBIX, OTIINYAETCS OT IIpeX-
HUX PasMBbIIUIEHUII O HayKe, BO-BTOPBIX, COCTOUT
13 KOHKYPUPYIOIIMX MeTOHOJIOIMYeCcKX KOHIIeTI-
LIVVI, KOTOpPBle, B-TPeTbIX, OMMCHIBAIOT caMi ceOst
B paMKax 3TVX e KOHILIEIIIVI, TOBOPUT O Pa3HBIX,
He pedyLpyeMbIX APYT K ApyTy daxTopax. Mox-
HO CKasaTb, UYTO KaXklas MeTOHoJIOrMs (HarrpuMep,
Hexapra, Kanra, I'eress, Ilonmepa v Kyna) Ha-
XOIUTCSA B HEKOeM 3aMKHYTOM Kpyre, B KOTOPOM
IIPEeIIOCBUIKY OIPeesIioT MeTOHOJIOT IO, a MeTO-
TIOJIOT Vst — ITPeIITIOChUIKM.

Kak MOXHO BBIVITM 13 3TOrO Kpyra, He Tepss
cBoert coOCTBeHHOV no3uimm? Sl mymaro, 9To 3TO
BO3MOXXHO B popMe Anasiora M Koorepamum Mex-
71y HO3ULIMSAMM, TO eCThb IyTeM B3aVMOJIOIIOJIHe-
HVS ABYX PasHBIX, IIyCTh Jake Ha IIePBBIV B3IJISL,
HeCOBMeCTMMBIX, MeTOHOJIOIMIA. S Xouy IOKa3aThb
3T0 Ha Ipumepe Mmetononorny Kanra u Jlakaro-
ca IIPYMEHUTEIPHO K KOHIIeNTy TpaHCleH/IeH-
TasibHOM prstocodpum. Ilouemy st paccmaTpuBaio
VIMEHHO 3TVX ABYX aBTopoB? OOparienne x Kan-
Ty 00yCJIOBJIEHO TeM, UTO €rO apXUTeKTOHYeCcKas
MeTOHOJIOrMs MOXeT OBITh pacCMOTpeHa B Kaue-
CTBe COBEpIIIEHHO HOBOIO KOHIIEIITyaIbHOI'O IIOI-
xofla K IIOHVMaHMIO IIOCTPOeHNs CCTeM 3HaHMS
VICXOMsl M3 TOYEYHO CIIPOeKTMPOBAHHBIX WE.
ApX1TeKTOHMYeCKe UIeN — 3TO TOYKM KOHIIeH-
TpaLuy 3HaHMs, KOTOpoe ellle IIPeiCTOUT pa3Bep-
HyTb. JlakaToc B paMKax TaHHOTO VICCIIe[IOBaHS
IIpeficTaBjIgeT MHTepeC IIOTOMY, YTO ero MeTOIo-
JIOTVisl Hay YHO-VICCIIe/IOBaTe IbCKMX ITPOrpaMM sIB-
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the mask of positivism or realism, or even ab-
solute idealism, may appear to offer a solution
to the problem of absence of independence in
the study of methods and their use. Just like
Kant’s scientific philosophy and methodolo-
gy, the projects of philosophers of science —
Fleck, Mach, Popper, Kuhn, Lakatos, Laudan
and others — are built on certain prerequisites,
more or less covert or overt factors that make
these projects relative. Modern philosophy of
science seemingly is not based on any funda-
mental philosophical systems, but deals with
immediate scientific theories, their origin, de-
velopment and refutation. But the very fact
that it, first, differs from former reflections on
science, second, consists of competing meth-
odological concepts which, third, describe
themselves in the framework of these same
concepts, points to different factors that can-
not be reduced to one another. It can be said
that every methodology, be it that of Descartes,
Kant, Hegel, Popper or Kuhn, is in a kind of a
closed circle in which prerequisites determine
the methodology and vice versa.

How can one break out of this circle with-
out abandoning one’s own position? I think it
is possible in the form of dialogue and coop-
eration between positions, i.e. mutual comple-
mentation of two different, even at first sight
incompatible, methodologies. I propose to
demonstrate this using the example of Kant
and Lakatos. Why have I chosen these two
authors? I have chosen Kant because his ar-
chitectonic methodology can be seen as a
ground-breaking conceptual approach to the
building of knowledge system proceeding
from precisely designed ideas. Architecton-
ic ideas are points of concentration of knowl-
edge which has yet to be unfolded. Lakatos, in
terms of this study, is interesting because his
methodology of research programmes is one
of the latest science philosophy models which,
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JseT coboVl OHY M3 MOCJIeAHMUX Hay4HO-(umIIo-
codpcKmX MoJIesIelt, C OTHOV CTOPOHBI, Oostee T110-
KYyI0 II0 CpaBHEHMIO C MOJEeJISIMI €ro IIpellle-
CTBEHHUKOB, C Ipyrovi — OoJlee cUCTEMaTUYHYIO
II0 CPaBHEHMIO C TEOPUSIMU €ro KPUTUKOB VUIN
nociiegoBaresievi. Hakorerr, odbe MeTomosiormm —
n KaHra, 1 Jlakaroca — OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha IIpe]l-
CTaBJIEHMV O TOM, YTO B 3HAHMSX U PSIaxX TEOPUN
€CTbh OIIpeieTIeHHbIV 2padumayuoHHbLil yeHmp, KO-
TOPBIVL VIMeeT HaCTOJIBKO OOJIBIITYIO CUJIY, UTO Te-
opvIM ¥ 3HaAHWUSI KOHLIEHTPUPYIOTCS, BpalllaloTcs
Y pa3BMBAIOTCA BOKPYT Hero, Kak IIaHeTBl 1 IPy-
r'vie acTpoHOMMYecKre 00beKThl BOKpyTr CosHIla B
IUTaHeTapHBIX CUICTEMaX.

Mertoy, KOTOPBIV I WCIIOJIB3YIO B 3TOV CTa-
The, — KOHIIENITyaJIbHBIVI aHaJIN3 U C1HTe3. S pac-
KJIaZpIBAa0 HAa YacTV M OOBEOVMHSIO ITOHSTUS W3
TpaHCLIeHAeHTaIbHO  (prytocodpmm 1 Pputoco-
dum naykmn Jlakatoca. DTO HEOOXOIMMO, UTOOBI
[IOKa3aTh, KakK, COBMeIasi 00e MeTOIOIOI VI, MOX-
HO TIOJTyYNTh OOJIee UeTKoe IMOHVIMaHVie MeXaHW3-
MOB OCYIIeCTBJIeHUsI Hay4HBIX VICCJIe[IOBaHUN B
dopme mpoekTOB M MporpaMMm. B mepBont dacTu
CTaThbM 51 O0pallly BHUMaHVe Ha MeTadpmIocodpuio
KaK OVICLUIIIVHY, B paMKax KOTOPOV 3aTeM OyayT
paccMoTpensl Metomoriornu Kanrta m Jlakaroca.
Harmr mpenmer miccrieioBaHMsT MIMMaHEHTHO-DUI-
J10cOCKUTA, TO €CTh MBI OyJ1eM 3aHMMaThCs PuIIo-
codprert 1 IPUIMEHSTHh 00e MeTOOJIOTMYL K TPaHC-
LIeHIeHTaIbHOV pvytocodmyt, a He K KaKom-ITndo
eCTeCTBeHHO-Hay4HOI Teopun. Bo BpeMs oOcyx-
IleHMsl MBI Oy/ieM Bce BpeMsi HaXOOWUTBLCS B paM-
KaxX IIporpaMMaTiydecKoil MeTadpmsiocodpmmt Kak
AVCHUTUIVHAPHOTO MOIpasiesieHns MeTadpmIoco-
. Bo Bropom gacTu s 1oKaxky, KaK MOXKHO ITO-
HSThb TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHYI0 PrIocoOPUIO MCXOMIs
m3 Teopuy KaHTa 00 apXMTEKTOHIYECKIX MIesX.
B Tpetbert acTu Teopusl Hay4HO-VICCIIEIOBATE b
CKMX IIPOrpaMM CTaHeT MCXOIHBIM ITYHKTOM IS
MIOHVMMAaHMS TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHON driocodum,
IIPEJICTaBIISIsl ee B MeTOMIOJIOrMYecKy Ooslee V-
poxoM Buje. B 3axirrodeHnn s IofBery UTOTM 1
MIPOIEMOHCTPUPYIO, KaK 00e MeTOIOIOr MY MOTYT
JOIOIHUTD APYT ApYyra ¥ IIOMOYb IJIy0XKe TIOHATh
IIPOEKT TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHON (PVIIOCOPUIL
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on the one hand, is more flexible compared to
its forerunners and, on the other hand, is more
systematic compared to the theories of its crit-
ics or followers. Finally, both methodologies
(Kant’s and Lakatos’s) are based on the notion
that our knowledge and sets of theories have a
certain gravitational centre which is so powerful
that theories and knowledge concentrate, re-
volve and develop around it like planets and
other astronomical objects revolve around the
Sun in planetary systems.

The method I use in this article is conceptual
analysis and synthesis. I break down into parts
and then combine concepts from transcenden-
tal philosophy and Lakatos’s philosophy of sci-
ence. This is necessary in order to show how,
by combining the two methodologies, a deep-
er insight can be achieved into how scientif-
ic research is done in the form of projects and
programmes. In the first part of the article, I
will focus on metaphilosophy as the discipline
within which I will consider the methodolo-
gies of Kant and Lakatos. The object of my re-
search is immanently philosophical, i.e. I will
discuss philosophy and apply both methodol-
ogies to transcendental philosophy and not to
any particular natural science theory. Through-
out the discussion I will stay within the frame-
work of programmatic metaphilosophy as a
disciplinary department of metaphilosophy. In
the second part, I will show how transcenden-
tal philosophy can be understood, proceeding
from Kant's theory of architectonic ideas. In the
third, part the theory of research programmes
will be the starting point for interpreting tran-
scendental philosophy, presenting it in a meth-
odologically broader way. In the conclusion I
will sum up the results and demonstrate how
the two methodologies can complement each
other to gain a deeper insight into the project of
transcendental philosophy.



1. Metadmitocodpms
KakK IIporpaMMariudecKasi MeTOd0/I0I Vs
dniocodpnn

Tepmun  «veradpwiocodpus»  mosBIICS B
1960-e rT. Tlombcko-amepuKaHckuit dpstocod Mo-
pic JTasepoBid mcriop3oBasl €ero B Ha3BaHMM cOOp-
HyKa «VlccrenmoBanms B oOacTi MeTadmiioco-
dvm» (cm.: Lazerowitz, 1964), KOTOpBII COCTOSIT
3 ero IIeCTV cTarer, BKIodas «MeTomsl dpmstoco-
dum» 1 «CKpbITast CTPyKTypa PprytocodpcKmx Teo-
puii». B iepsom BeIITycke XXypHasia «MeTadwmioco-
dus» (em.: Lazerowitz, 1970, p. 91), koTopsint m3na-
ercd ¢ 1970 . mo cux nop 1o 5 HOMepoB B IO, OH
MOAYEepPKHYJI, YTO MMEHHO OH BBeJI 3TOT TepMWH
B Hay4HBII 00vxor’. IlosiBirleHme 3TOrO TepMIHa,
a Takke KypHasla ¥ HEeCKOJIBKVMX KHWT, MIMEFOIIIVX
ero B HasBaHWMW, CO3JaIV VJUIIO3MIO BO3HVKHOBe-
HVIsI HEKOVI HOBOV AVCILIVIIUIMHBI BHY TPU q)vmoco-
iy — Ha MOV B3IJISA, TTPOIyKTUBHYIO MJUTIO3MIO.
XOTs1 HEKOTOpBIe aBTOphl — TaKye KaK HeMeIIKU
dwtocod Puxapn Pammr (Raatzsch, 2014) m Opu-
TaHckm prstocod Trmvorn Yiwtbsamcon (William-
son, 2008), omHa 13 KHAT 0 rytocodmrt KOTOPOro,
MeXy IIpOoYMM, HeTlaBHO oOCy>kaslack B pOCCUVI-
CKOM >XypHaJle «DnmcreMosiorns v duiocodmis
HayKm» (cM.: Bacwibes, 2019), — npeanounTaroT ro-
BOpUTE 0 dpmstococpurm prtocodpmm. OHM UCIIONB-
3YIOT TaKOW SI3bIKOBOVI ODOpPOT ITIOTOMY, YTO W3-3a
MIPUCTaBKM «MeTa» 1071, MeTadriocodmert MOXKHO
IIOHATH KaKOVI-TO HeXXeJIaTeJIbHBIVI BTOPOV YpPO-
BeHb Hajl drwtocodment. Ha camoM rieste mpricTaBKy
«MeTa» MOYKHO VICTOJIKOBaTh IIPOCTO KaK ITperosu-
LIVIIO «O», TO €CTh TePMUH «MeTadriocodsi» orpe-
TiensieT, 4To 00beKT prytocodpmm — cama sxxe prio-
cocpusa. ITostomy Tepmun «metadpmsiocodpus» ya-
CTO TIPEIIIOYNTAIOT TaKye IIeHTpaIbHble PUTypBhl
3TOVI AVICIIATIIIMHEL, KaK, HallpyMep, HeMeIIKO-aMe-
pukaHckuin pustocod Hukorac Perrep, orry6mim-
KOBaBIIIM HECKOJIbKO KHUI II0 MeTadwtocodpum
(Rescher, 2006; 2014), vn pycckuit dwiocod Teo-
nop OmsepmaH (Onsepman, 2014). Ecyiv ciieoBaTh
MBIC/I McTopuKa dprtocodpum Jlyna Tennbazerepa

* BeposiTHO, BIepBble 3TOT TepMWH OBUI VCIOITB30BaH
Kapsiom JTeonapom Pevtrarossaom (Reinhold, 1803, S. 208).
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1. Metaphilosophy
as the Programmatic Methodology
of Philosophy

The term “metaphilosophy” was coined
in the 1960s. The Polish-American philoso-
pher Morris Lazerowitz used it in the title of
the anthology Studies in Metaphilosophy (Laze-
rowitz, 1964), which comprised six of his arti-
cles, including “Methods of Philosophy” and
“The Hidden Structure of Philosophical The-
ories”. In the first issue of the journal Metaphi-
losophy (Lazerowitz, 1970, p. 91), published
since 1970 (five issues annually), he claimed to
be the first to introduce the term into scientif-
ic practice.* The emergence of this term, as well
as the journal and several books that used the
term in their titles, created an illusion — a pro-
ductive illusion in my opinion — of the emer-
gence of a new discipline within philosophy.
True, some authors — e.g. the German philoso-
pher Richard Raatzsch (2014) and the British
philosopher Timothy Williamson (2008), one
of whose books, incidentally, was recently dis-
cussed in the Russian journal Epistemology and
Philosophy of Science (Vasilyev, 2019) — prefer
the term “philosophy of philosophy.” They use
this turn of phrase because the prefix “meta-
“ may suggest an undesirable second level
above philosophy. In fact, the prefix “meta-*
can be understood simply as meaning “about”,
i.e. the term “metaphilosophy” indicates that
the object of philosophy is philosophy itself.
Therefore, the term metaphilosophy is often
preferred, for example, by such central figures
of this discipline as the German-American phi-
losopher Nicholas Rescher (2006; 2014) who has
published several books on metaphilosophy,
or the Russian philosopher Teodor Oizerman
(2014). If we follow the thinking of the historian

* The term was probably first used by Karl Leonard
Reinhold (1803, p. 208).
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(Geldsetzer, 1989), B 3TOM HeT HITYETO HEOOBITHOTO.
B dwtocodpum HaOImrOmaeTces pszl crienyasIi3ariuiL:
ecyIn ee IIpefIMeT IIPUPOLa, MbI TOBOPUM O prIo-
codpumt IpUpPOBI, eciIn IpaBo, TO 0 dustocodpnmn
npasa. MetadpmiocodoM MOXHO B TaKOM CiIydae
Ha3BaTh TOTO, KTO CIlelMaJI/3/pyeTcsl Ha Pa3MBIII-
JeHusiXx o dustocodun, ee IeyIsAX, HasHaueHWUM,
dopmax, MeTomax, IPUMEHVMOCTH, V3YUeHUN CO-
LIVQJIBHBIX U IICVIXOJIOTMUeCKMX (PaKTOPOB, BIIVISIO-
VX Ha TO, KaK MbI prstocodpecTByeM, 1 T. 1. Torma
MeTadprsI0coPII0 MOKHO OIIpeeINTh BCIer, 3a aB-
TOpaMU IIepBOro BBeIeHVs B MeTapryIocomio Kak
«viccriefioBaHVie TPUPOIbL PrI0cOPCKIX BOIIPOCOB
VI METOJIOB, VCIIOIb30BaHHBIX UTOOBI OTBETUTH Ha
Hux» (Overgaard, Gilbert, Burwood, 2013, p. 4).
Ecyint B3DIsiHYTH Ha mcTOpuio dputocodnnt, To
TAKOrO pofa cHelyaIn3alio HaiTu TpyaHo. Ho
cefuac ee CyIIeCTBOBaHVE CTaJl0 BOSMOXHBIM, U
aBTOPbI MOTYT IIOCBAIIATH TOIOBI 3aHSTUIO KOH-
KPeTHO Y 3KCIUIUIIUTHO MeTadmiIocopcKMM BO-
npocammn. Harmpumep, kparkoe countenve Xarvize-
rrepa «4ro 3710 Takoe — dustocodpmsa?» (1956) v
HeCKOJIBKO MecT y KaHTa, rfie oH roBopuT Hero-
CpencTBeHHO O drTocodmm, HeCPaBHUMEBL C 00Bb-
eMoM pabort Toro xe Perriepa. Koneuno, Bce dnio-
codpbl TaK WIIV MHAaYe 33Ty MbIBaJIVICh HaJl TeM, UYTO
Takoe (prytocodms 1 KaKye MeTOfIbl K Hell OTHO-
CSITCsl, HO JieJlajivi 3TO CKopee VIMITIUIINTHO, MeX-
Ay J1eJ7IoM, B paMKax JIpyTUX VCCIIe[IoBaHWUI U BO-
npocos. Ecyint ciieioBats Te3ucy Ovirena ToviHwic-
ceHa (Theunissen, 2014), To MeTadniocodpckie
BOIIPOCBHI HaJa/IMl BIlepBble MHOsBIATBbCA y Kan-
ta 1 nocie Kanra. Oxomno 1800-x IT. Ipon3o1uIo
KaKoe-TO, KaK 3TO IpeficTaBiigeT [utep XeHpux,
B3pbIBHOe pa3BuTHe dpviocodpckmx Teopun (Hen-
rich, 1991, S. 217—218), HenocpeCcTBEHHO VIV OITO-
CperloBaHHO CBA3aHHBIX C KPUTUYECKOV puIoco-
duert. DTo NOBIIEKIIO 3a cOOOV BOIIPOC, KaK MOX-
HO pallVIOHaJIbHO OCMBICIIUTD BCIO IAJIUTPy du-
JI0cOPCKMX pa3paboToK. MOXHO 11 co3faTh Ka-
KYIO-TO TOIOJIOTVIO M TIOHATH JIOTMIKY PasBUTS
VI CTaHOBJIEHMs pa3HOOOpasHbIX rIocodcKmx
rpoekToB? 1o muHeHwmio TovHwmcceHa, Teresrs ObIT
IIepBBIM, KTO IJTyOOKO M CHCTEMAaTMYHO 3aHsICs
3TUM MeTadprtocodpcknM BoripocoM B «DeHOMe-
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of philosophy, Lutz Geldsetzer (1989, pp. 904-
911), there is nothing unusual about it. There
are several specialisations within philosophy:
if its object is nature we speak about the phi-
losophy of nature, if it is law, we speak about
the philosophy of law. Accordingly, a meta-
philosopher is someone who specialises in re-
flections about philosophy, its goals, mission,
forms, methods, applicability, the study of the
social and psychological factors that influence
the way we philosophise etc. Then, following
the authors of the first introduction to metaphi-
losophy, we can define metaphilosophy as “the
inquiry into the nature of philosophical ques-
tions and the methods to be adopted in answer-
ing them” (Overgaard, Gilbert and Burwood,
2013, p. 4).

If we look at the history of philosophy, such
specialisation is hard to identify. But today its
existence has become possible and authors can
devote years to dealing specifically and ex-
plicitly with metaphilosophical questions. For
example, Heidegger’s short piece “What Is Phi-
losophy?” (1956) and several passages in Kant
where he speaks directly about philosophy are
dwarfed, for instance, by the body of works of
Rescher. Of course, all philosophers have in
one way or another thought about what phi-
losophy is and what methods it uses, but they
did so rather implicitly, in passing, within the
framework of other studies and questions. Ac-
cording to Eugen Theunissen (2014), metaphil-
osophical questions began to be asked by Kant
and by others after him. Dieter Henrich (1991,
pp- 217-218) notes an explosion of philosoph-
ical theories linked directly or indirectly with
critical philosophy that occurred around the
1800s. This threw up the problem of rational-
ly explaining the whole palette of philosophi-
cal studies. Is it possible to devise a topology
and understand the logic of the emergence and
development of various philosophical projects?
In Theunissen’s opinion, Hegel was the first to



HOJIOTM JTyXa». 5] He coryiaceH ¢ HUM B TpeX ITyH-
kTax. Bo-iepBbix, He «DeHOMEHOJIOI NS JTyXa», a,
KaK y>ke TOBOPUT caMO Ha3BaHUe IIpOV3BerneHNs,
«DH1IMKIIoNens PraIocopcKmx HaykK» — TO LeH-
TpaJIbHOe COYNMHEHWe, B KOTopoM lerein cosma-
eT AMajeKTUYecKylo TOMOJIOrMIo (prIocodckmx
IIPOEKTOB. DTO Mpou3BeleHe MOXKHO Ha3BaTh I1a-
paaurMasIbHBIM IIPYMEePOM CUCTEMATIYeCcKOm Me-
Tadpmstocodpun, rae Borpoc «H4ro Takoe duioco-
dus?» TipencrasisieT coOOVI ITIaBHBIVI IMMAaHEHT-
HBIVI IIpeiMeT  (PriIocopCcKoro mcceoBaHmsL.
Bo-BTOopeIX, MeTadmiocodpma Havatace He ¢ Kan-
Ta — IIodyeMy, Hampumep, pasMbinuieHus ITiaTo-
Ha o dmtocodnn Heyb3sl HaszBaTh duiocoduen
dwtocodpun? B-tpernux, ToviHmcceH PpyKOBOI-
CTByeTcsl OrpaHMUYeHHBIM IIOHMMaHMeM MeTadu-
j10codUM KakK TOHOIOrMM (PrjtocopcKmx ITpoeK-
TOB. XOT4 3TOT IIYHKT, Oe3yCJIOBHO, BaXkeH, OH MO-
JKeT OBITh TOJIBKO IO pasziesioM MeTadriocodpmt.
51 OBl XOTeJI OTHeCTM TOIOJIOTM3UpoBaHMe puIo-
COPCKVIX IIPOEKTOB K OIpesieTIeHHOMY pasoey Me-
Tacpriocodny, KOTOPBIVI Ha30By HpopaMManu-
ueckoil Memagpuiocogpuen®. Tlporpammarirdeckas
MeTadpmstocodmsi, MM IporpamMMariika puioco-
dum, Kax s IIpefijiararo ee KOHIENTyaIM3MpOBaTh,
M3ydaeT JIOTMKY CO3[aHMsl, pa3paboTKu, pocTa 1
pacriajia, KOOPAMHMPOBaHWS M TOIOJIOT3MPOBa-
HusA prstocodckmx Teopuit n mporpamm. B dpusto-
codpckov TIporpaMMaTiKe JIOJDKHBL OBITH Harife-
HBI OTBETBI Ha cjleflyoniye Bonpockr: (i) Kak cos-
narorcs dpvtocodpckme mpoekTrl? (ii) Kax oHm mo-
SBJISIIOTCS, Pa3BMBAIOTCH, pacranarorcs? (iii) Kak
OHVI KOOPAVHVPYIOTCS M B3aIMOIEVICTBYIOT C [IPY-
rumu TeopusiMn? (iv) EcTb 11 Kakas-To 0O beKTmB-
Has JIOTVIKa MCCITeIOBaHMIL, KOTOpasi CTOUT 3a 6ce-
Mu prtocodp KM IIpOeKTaM?

Mg1, Ge3ycrioBHO, HariieM OTBETBI Ha 3TU BO-
IIPOCHI He TOJIBKO B MeTadmiiocodmm KoHIla XX B.,
Ho 1 y Kanra n Ierems. Taxxe orseTbl HavayT-
cs B pwtocodun Hayku, Harrpumep y Kyna vm
JTakaroca. ITporpammarnyeckasi MeTadpmiocodpms
IO/KHA OBITH OTKpPBITa BCEM BO3MOXKHBIM (prsIo-
COPCKMM TIO3UIIMAM, YTOOBI BCe 3aiHTepecoBaH-

> Metadwmmocodusi cama He CBOAWTCS JINIITH K ITPOrpaM-
MaTVKe Wwiv prtocodnn HayKiu.

M. Lewin

address the issue in a profoundly systemic way
in The Phenomenology of Spirit. I disagree with
him on three points. First, the central work in
which Hegel offers a dialectical topology of
philosophical projects is The Encyclopaedia of the
Philosophical Sciences and not The Phenomenology
of Spirit. This work can be described as a para-
digmatic example of systematic metaphiloso-
phy where the question “What is philosophy?”
is the main immanent object of philosophical
inquiry. Second, metaphilosophy did not begin
with Kant — for example, why cannot Plato’s
reflections on philosophy be called philosophy
of philosophy? Third, Theunissen has a limit-
ed notion of metaphilosophy as a topology of
philosophical projects. Although it is undoubt-
edly an important point, it can only be a sub-
section of metaphilosophy. I would like to see
the topology of philosophical projects as a sec-
tion of metaphilosophy, which I would like to
call programmatic metaphilosophy.” Programmat-
ic metaphilosophy, or the programmatics of
philosophy as I propose to call it, studies the
logic of the creation, development, growth and
degeneration, coordination and topologisation
of philosophical theories and programmes.
Philosophical programmatics should answer
the following questions: (i) How are philosoph-
ical projects created? (ii) How do they emerge,
develop and break up? (iii) How are they co-
ordinated and how do they interact with oth-
er theories? and (iv) Is there an objective logic
of inquiry that underlies all philosophical pro-
jects?

We will of course find answers to these
questions not only in the metaphilosophy since
the end of the twentieth century, but also in
Kant and Hegel. Answers will be found in the
philosophy of science, for example in Kuhn or
Lakatos. Programmatic metaphilosophy should

> Metaphilosophyitselfis not confined to programmatics
or the philosophy of science.
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HbIe MOIJIV ITOJTyYUTh Hanboslee pasHOOOpa3HyIO
Y IIVPOKYIO KapTUHY IIOCTPOEHMs W Pas3BUTM
drtocodpckmx mporpamm.

Ecyit MBI 0OpaTiM BHMMaHMe Ha TO, 9YTO ObUIO
clleslaHO B 00JIacTV IIporpaMMaTyecKon MeTadu-
s1ocodpum B TIOC/IeIHee BpeMsl, TO OOHaPYXITCS He
TaK MHOTO McCIIe[loBaHUI Ha 3Ty TeMy. VlHTepec-
HBI ITOIIBITKYM Tpex HeMelKuX aBTopos (Schnéddel-
bach, 1994; Apel, 2011; Habermas, 2016) nicriomns3o-
BaTh KoHIlenT napaaurMm KyHa B cdepe dwtoco-
Jun®. Onu nopermvym rctoputo dvtocodpmn Ha
Tpy vactu. IIpu 3TOM, mcxons ms noruku KyHa,
3TV YacTV HeCcoM3MepuMBbl, OHU IIPOTMBOpeYaT
APYT APYTY M BBITECHHIOT IPYT JIpyTa, TO eCTh He
MOT'YT peasIn30BbIBaThCsS BMECTe B OIHO U TO ke
BpeMsi. [lepBast wactp — 3TO mapagmurma dustoco-
vt ObITVIS, TIpeACTaBIsIONIasl OO0V TPaaVIIV-
OHHYIO MeTadn3nKy, HarrpuMmep ITarona 1 Apu-
crotesist. C JlekapToM ke TIOSIBJISIETCS] HOBasl, BTO-
pad mapagurma gpwiocodun, oropHasi Touka Ko-
TOPOV — aHaJ/IM3 CO3HAHWM, €ro cpyHKuVIVI W CIIO-
cobHoCTev1. B aTOVI «MEeHTaIMCTCKOV» MapazgurMe
nerokerca 1 dustocodpmss Kanra. Ona ocraercs
HeOCIIOpVMON BIUIOTH 10 ¢pustocodpum Terenns n
JIEBBIX TereJIbsHIIeB, KOTOpble HauMHAIOT 3a/1y Mbl-
BaTbCsI O 3HAUEHW OOBIYHBIX JIIOIEV U eXXeIHeB-
HOV PalVIOHAJIBHOCTY, a TaKXXe ITOJATOTaBJIVIBAThH
CJIeYIOIIYIO PeBOIIOINIO B pryIocopum: MosiBIe-
HVie TaK Ha3bIBaeMOVI JIMHTBUCTYEeCKOV TTapa/Iir-
MBI, mpyiert or dpere n Butrenmrerita. B sTon
JIVIHTBYICTIYECKOV TTapaiyirMe HaxOISATCs VI caMi
IPOeKThl aHajM3a KOMMYHMKATVBHOV palluio-
HastbHOCTY [ IHemep6axa, Anerts n XaOepmaca, m
00671BII1ast 9acTh COBpeMeHHOM (PryIocopmi.

1 ykaxXy Ha Tpu IIpobiieMbl, ¢ KOTOPBIMYU CTaJl-
KVBaeTcsd TaKoVl MOaXofl. Bo-TiepBhIX, OH meaib-
HO-TUINYHO OeJUT (Prtocopuio 1 maeT JINIIb
MakpoaHaIn3 PrIocodcKmx IporpamMmm, He Ipu-
HMMAas BO BHMMAaHME WCK/IIOUEHUsS W IeTasIu.
Bo-BTOpBIX, TaKasl JIOTMKa He IIO3BOJISIET TIOHSTH,
roueMy ¥ KaK MHOXeCTBO pa3J/IM4YHBIX ITOXOIO0B
B pvT0cOPTM MOTYT CMHXPOHHO KOOIIEPPOBaTh
VI KOHKYpUpOBaTh APYT C APYToM. B-TpeTsux, mo-

¢ B mocremyIoIeM M3J10KeHUM ¢ II0JIaraoch Ha BapMaHT
ITaemensbaxa.

be open to all possible philosophical positions
so that all those concerned might get the most
diversified and broadest picture of the build-
ing and development of philosophical pro-
grammes.

If we ask what has recently been done in the
tield of programmatic metaphilosophy, we will
not find many studies on this topic. Attempts
by several German authors (cf. Schnddelbach,
1994, pp. 37-76; Apel, 2011; Habermas, 2016) to
use Kuhn’s concept of paradigms in the sphere
of philosophy merit attention.® They have di-
vided the history of philosophy into three
parts. Proceeding from Kuhn’s logic, these
parts are not commensurate, contradict one an-
other and oust one another, i.e. cannot be real-
ised together at the same time. The first part is
the paradigm of the philosophy of being, rep-
resenting the traditional metaphysics of, for
example, Plato and Aristotle. With Descartes a
new, second, paradigm appears which is based
on the analysis of mind, its functions, and ca-
pabilities. Kant’s philosophy belongs to this
“mentalist” paradigm. It remains unassailable
until the philosophy of Hegel and Left Hegeli-
ans, who begin to think about the significance
of ordinary people and quotidian rationality
and prepare the next revolution in philosophy:
the emergence of the “linguistic paradigm”
originating in Frege and Wittgenstein. The pro-
jects of the analysis of communicative rational-
ity of Schnéddelbach, Apel and Habermas and
most of contemporary philosophy are within
the linguistic paradigm.

I identify three problems in this approach.
First, it divides philosophy in an ideal-typical
way, providing only a macroanalysis of philo-
sophical programmes and ignoring exceptions
and details. Second, this logic leaves it unclear
why a multitude of diverse approaches in phi-

¢ In the following, I proceed from Schnadelbach’s
version.
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IOOHBIVI TTapaMTMasIbHBIV TTOAXO0L, MOXET OBIThH
paccMOTpeH Kak IIpyMep paliioHaJIbHOV HecIIpa-
BeIJIMIBOCTY MJIV MeTaHappaTuBa. To ecTb OH IIOfI-
CTPOEeH I10f], caMMX >ke aBTOpOB: prstocodckas 1o-
3ULIMs, KOTOPOVI OHU IPUAEpPKMUBAIOTCS, CTaHO-
BUTCS IIYHKTOM, C KOTOPOro obo3peBaeTcs MCTO-
pust drstocodu 11 arioret ee pasBUTS.
HecmoTpst Ha oM mpolOiieMsl, pasfereHne -
s10codpmV Ha IapaiuTMbl IMeeT U IIperMyIIecTBa.
DTO [1aeT, B IIepBYyIO odepe/ib, yIIPOIeHHYIO Kap-
TUHY UCTOpUM prstocodpmm A 11es1eVt OpreHTH-
posaHus. HammpumMep, TpyaHO OClIOPUTE, YTO MeH-
TaJIMCTCKasl apaiurMa cylilecTBoBasla MyIu Cylile-
crByeT. Haumnas ¢ [lekapTa B Hell uaeT pedb 00
VIIesIx, IIpeCTaB/IeHNsIX Y CIIOCOOHOCTSX CO3Ha-
HMA. DTO oToOpakaeTcsl M B KHUTax IO JIOTVKe
TOro BpeMeHm, Haripumep B «JIorvke Ilop-Postiis»,
U B palliOHa/IV3Me, U B SMIIVIPU3MeE, U B PUIIOCO-
dun Kanra. Ilpencrasurenin 3Tov mHapagurMbl
CUMTAIOT, YTO aHaJIN3 PYHKIIMV CO3HAHMS OIpe-
ZlesideT BO3MOXKHOCTM IHO3HaHWMs. TpymHO Takke
OCIIOPUTH TOT (PaKT, UTO TaKas MOMEIb MBIIIIIe-
HVI HadaJIa TePsITh 3HAUMMOCTh KaK YHUBepCaIb-
HBIVI KJTI0Y K PelreHno pritocodcKmx mpoosem.
Takme TepMMHBI, KaK «MeHTaJIbHbIe CIIOCOOHO-
CTW», «pasyM», «IIpeJiCTaBJIeHs», «CO3HaHWe» W
T. 1., VICIIOJIb3YIOTCSI BCe peXke B HOBBIX (pvIocod-
CKMX OBVDKeHmsx ¢ KoHita XIX — mauaia XX B.
VI COXPaHAIOT CBOV TEOPETUMYECKUV ITOTeHITVAsI
JINIITB B HEKOTOPbIX obstacTsax dpurocodpmm. [Ixe-
nensbax, Arrerns 1 XaOepmac Itoraratot, YTo MeH-
TaJINCTCKasl IlaparyMa oCTelleHHO BBITECHSIEeTCs
JIVHTBVUCTIYECKOVL. $1 OBl Ha3BaJsl TIOCIIEIHION0 110-
cmmenmaiucmckoi napaduemoi. Xors dpvrocod-
CKWVI JIVHT BUCTMYECKIV aHaJIV3 VIMeJl 0e3yCIIOBHO
CVJIBHBIVI BeC B IIPEOI0JIeHNV MeHTasI3Ma, Obuin
U IpyTrvie He MeHee CUJIbHBIe IBVDKeHM, KaK, Ha-
IprMep, pasHble BapMaHThI IO3UTMUBM3MA 1 -
jocodust HayKu. B wacTHOCTH, 11711 DpHecTa Ha-
rejis MMeHHO dwtocodnss HayKu JOJDKHa CTaTh
nepsoyt driocoduert, oHa AO/DKHaA OIpenessTh
rpaHMIIBI 1 BOSMOXKHOCTYM B MBIIIUIEHUN 1 B pas-
Butvm dpvtocodpvmt (Nagel, 1954, p. 298). B aroi

7 51 ©Omaromapro Dpuka lllmmccepa (Eric Schliesser) 3a
yKasaHue Ha 3TOT IpUMep.
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losophy simultaneously cooperate and compete
with one another. Third, such a paradigmatic
approach can be seen as an example of rational
injustice or as a metanarrative. In other words,
it is tailor-made for the authors: the philosoph-
ical position they hold is the point from which
the history of philosophy and the apogee of its
development are surveyed.

In spite of these problems, the division of
philosophy into paradigms has its advantag-
es. First and foremost, it offers a simplified
picture that facilitates orientation in the histo-
ry of philosophy. For instance, that the men-
talist paradigm has existed or exists is hard to
challenge. Beginning with Descartes, it deals
with ideas, representations, and the faculties of
mind. This is reflected in the logic books of the
time, e.g. the Port-Royal Logic, and in ration-
alism, empiricism, and Kant’s philosophy. The
representatives of this paradigm hold that the
analysis of the functions of mind determines
the potential of cognition. It is hard to chal-
lenge the fact that this model of thought has be-
gun to lose its relevance as a universal key to
the solution of philosophical problems. Since
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries such terms as “mental abilities”, “reason”,
“representations”, “consciousness” etc. have
been used less and less frequently and retain
their theoretical potential only in some areas of
philosophy. Schniddelbach, Apel and Habermas
believe that the mentalist paradigm is being
supplanted by the linguistic one. I would call
the latter the post-mentalist paradigm. Although
philosophical linguistic analysis carried weight
in overcoming mentalism, there have been oth-
er equally strong movements, e.g. the variants
of positivism and the philosophy of science. For
Ernest Nagel, the philosophy of science should
become the first philosophy, it should deter-
mine the boundaries and potential of thought
in the development of philosophy (Nagel, 1954,
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ITOCTMEHTAJIMCTCKOV TTapaanrMe apvoketcs n Jla-
KaToc, 151 KOTOPOrO aHaJIN3 CO3HAHMS U €T0 CIIo-
coOHOCTeVT He VIMeeT OOJIBITIOro 3HAYEH VS

Wrax, IIPeJIOKEHHBIVI MHOVI KOHLIENT IIPO-
rpaMMaTideckon MeTadwtocodpnmt dpoKycrpyeT-
Cs1 Ha BOITPOCax O TOM, KaK CO3/Iaf0TCsl, pa3BUBAIOT-
Cs1, OPraHM3yIOTCA VI KOOPAMHUPYIOTC priocod-
CKVe IIPOEKTBI. VICXoms M3 3TOW WcciienoBarelb-
CKOVI O3MLMM fajiee OyIeT paccMOTpeHa TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJTbHas pvytocoduist, IIprdeM CHavasla, BO
BTOPOVI YacTV CTaTbV, B paMKaX MEHTaJIVICTCKO
IapajiurMbl, K KOTOPOW OTHOCUTCS prstocodms
KaHTa, a 3aTeM, B TpeThelt 4acTy, g IOKaXXy KakK Me-
TOJIOJIOT Vsl Hay YHO-VICCIIeN0BATEITECKIIX IIPOrPaMM
JTakaToca B paMKax IIOCTMEHTaJIVICTCKOVI TTapajIiT-
MBI MOXXET YTOYHUTH TIOHVIMaHVe JIOTVKV Pa3By-
TV IIPOEKTa TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV (PVITOCOVINL.

2. ApxuTeKTOHMYecKOe IIOHMMaHe
TpaHCIeHOeHTaIbHO dprtocodpm

Wrak, uTo Takoe TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHasd (uJIo-
codms? EcTb HeCKOJIIBKO BapuaHTOB, KaK MOXXHO
MOIIOVIT K 3TOMY BOITPOCY M JaTh Ha HEero OTBeT.
51 paccMOTPpIO ero ¢ MeTOI0JIOrM4YeCcKOV CTOPOHBIL.
Ecm «Kputuky uncroro pasyma» Kanra unrars
He C HavaJla 710 KOHIIa, a Ha0OOpOT, ¢ KOHIIa, TO
MHOXXeCTBO JieTajlell, Ha KOTOpble YnTaTesIb MOT He
oOpaliaTb BHMMaHWS, HaYHYT pe3Ko Opocarbcs
B Iasa. B «IpaHcrieHieHTaIbHOM y4YeHUM O Me-
Tofe» KaHT o0BsicHIII, TTIoUeMy MeTOOJIOT s CO-
CTaBJIeT BTOPYIO, a He IlepByIo 4yacTh «KpuTumku
4ucToro pasyma». OH BUANUT ee IJIaBHOe ITpeIHa-
3HaueHMe He B COOMpaHMM Ha3BaHWII METOIOB U
TeXHWYEeCKNX TEPMIHOB, a B ee IIPUMeHeHUN J1J1s
IIOCTPOEHMS CUCTeMBI YMCTOro pasyma (A 707—
708 / B 735—736; Kanr, 20064, c. 899), ocHoBBIBaO-
Ievics Ha pesyJsisraTax nepsont «Kpurnkn». Meto-
JOJIOT Vst IOJKHA OBITh ITPaKTUYeCKOV, ITPVIMeH -
Mort. BooOrtie meTort B nonmManmy KanTa coctout
«B TaKOM OOpase JIeVICTBUM II0 NpuHyunam pasy-
Ma, Ormarozapsi KOTOPOMY €IVMHCTBEHHO "1 MOXeT
MHOrooOpasHoe B IIO3HaHWU CTaTb CUCHIEMOU»
(AA 05, S. 151; KanT, 1997, c. 697). To ecTb camo mno-
HSTVEe «METO» yXKe VIMeeT B cebe HeKmm HacTpou
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p. 298).” Lakatos, for whom analysis of con-
sciousness and its faculties are not very impor-
tant, moves within this paradigm.

Thus, my concept of programmatic meta-
philosophy focuses on the questions of how
philosophical projects are created, developed,
organised, and coordinated. Proceeding from
this research position, I will examine tran-
scendental philosophy, first, in part two of
this article, within the mentalist paradigm to
which Kant’s philosophy belongs and then, in
the third part, I will demonstrate that Laka-
tos’s methodology of research programmes
within the framework of the post-mentalist
paradigm can offer new insights into the logic
of development of the transcendental philoso-
phy project.

2. Architectonic Concept
of Transcendental Philosophy

What then is transcendental philosophy?
There are several ways of approaching and an-
swering this question. I am going to look at it
from the methodological point of view. If one
reads Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason not from
the beginning to the end but backward, start-
ing from the end, many details leap out at the
reader that he may have overlooked. In “The
Transcendental Doctrine of Method” Kant ex-
plains why methodology is the second and
not the first part of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son. He sees its main purpose not in collecting
names of methods and technical terms, but in
applying it to building a system of pure rea-
son (KrV, A 707-708 / B 735-736; Kant, 1998,
p. 627), based on the results of the first Critique.
Methodology should be practical and applica-
ble. In general, according to Kant, method is a
“procedure in accordance with principles of reason
by which alone the manifold of a cognition can

71 am grateful to Eric Schliesser for bringing this
example to my attention.



Ha MOABVKHOCTD, JIEMEHT aKTVIBHOIO CO3IaH
cucteM. V1 3TO HeyAMBUTEIIBHO, €CIU B3IJISTHYTh
XOTs OBl Ha 3TUMOJIOTMIO 3TOrO CJIOBA, KOTOPOE B
IIpeBHETpeYecKOM COCTaBJIeTCs M3 metd (TIociie,
crremyrortiee) 1 hodos (ITyTh) 11 M3HaYaIbHO IIepeBo-
IONUTCS KaK «IIyTh, JOpOra K 4eMy-To» — méthodos.
Opnako uteHmMe «IpaHCIIeHIEHTAIBHOIO Yyue-
HVSI O METOJIe» PEeTPOCIIEKTVBHO OOBSCHSET ITO/I-
xon, KaHTa K HanmmcaHwto riepont yactu «Kpuru-
KV» VI pacKpbIBaeT VM3HavaIbHO He COBCEM OYeBI/I-
HBIVI CMBICJI 3arojioBKa m moHsATHs «Vmest TpaHc-
1eH1eHTasIbHOM prtocodpmm» (A 01; KarT 20060,
c. 29; A 13; Kanr 20060, c. 43; B 27, Kaut, 2006a,
c. 81) 1 ee onvcaHMs BO BBEIEHWL.

B mepByto ouepenp CTAHOBUTCS $ICHO, ITOYEMY
KaHT maeT HeKOTOpBIe TOSICHEHMS O CYITHOCTU
TpaHCIleHIeHTaIbHOM rytocodny, HO He IIpe-
IOCTaBJIIeT KaKOro-imbo CcrcTeMaTUYHOIO ¥ KOH-
CTPYVPOBaHHOIO OIpefiesieHNs. [1ejio B TOM, 4TO
TpaHClIeH leHTasIbHask pmiocodusi — 3TO HaykKa,
YTO OHA OIIpefiesisieT BCe TTOHSTVS M IIPVHIIVIIIEL,
HYy>KHBIe ISl TIO3HaHM aripropy, uro «Kpurnka
YICTOTrO pasyMa» JaeT VIO M IUIaH IS [IOJTHOM
pa3paboTKM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM dviocodm,
TO eCTh OHa MIEHTWYHA C TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHON
drtocodpmert, Ho errie He siBiIseTCs efo (cM.: A 14 /
B 28; Kanr, 20064, c. 83), uTo 0oHa HMKaK He OTHO-
CUTCS K IIpaKTIUecKon pryocodpmm v IeInTcs Ha
IBe YacTu: «ydueHue o Havaax» U «YdeHve o0 Me-
Tore» (cm.: A 13—16; KanT 20060, c. 43—45; B 27—
29; Kanr, 2006a, c. 81—85).

Takast akKyMyJISIIIVISI TEOPETMYECKIX 3JIeMeH-
TOB BBIIJISIIUT CKOpee KaK HAaOpOCOK, HO He Kak
rofipobHoe ompererieHye. Kimod K 3ToMy JIeXWUT
B KaHTOBCKOM TOHVMMaHMM JIepVHUIINI B PrIo-
codvm. Kak mosicHsieTcs B pasperte «lycrmiomHa
YMCTOrO pasyMa B JJOrMaTVUeCKOM IIPVIMEHEHVIVD»,
OITperieTeHIs IIOHSATIVI, KOTOPBIE JJaHbI HaM arlpy-
Op¥, He MOTYT OBITB YCIIEIITHBIMY, VIV BO3MOXKHBI-
mm. Ecriv onipefierieH e IOHSTH CTPOro Kak ITOITBIT-
Ky «M3Ha4aJIbHO IaBaTh HOIPOOHO-0OCTOSTEIb-
HOe V3JIOKeHVIe TTIOHATVS Belllyl B €r0 TpaHMIIax»
(A 727 / B 755; Kant, 2006a, c. 921), TO ¢ TaKmMm
KOHIIEIITaMI aIlpropy, KaK «CyOCTaHIINS», «IIpU-
YMHa» U «IIPaBO», BOSHMKAIOT IIpobremsl (A 728 /
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become a system” (KpV, AA 05, p. 151; Kant,
19964, p. 261). That is, the concept of “method”
already implies a certain mobility, an element
of active creation of systems. This is not sur-
prising if one looks at the etymology of the
word, which in Greek consists of metd (“after,”
“following”) and hodés (“way”), and which ini-
tially translates as the “way,” or “road towards
something,” méthodos. On the other hand, the
reading of “The Transcendental Doctrine of
Method” retrospectively explains Kant’s ap-
proach to the writing of the first part of the Cri-
tigue and the initially not quite clear meaning of
the title, “The Idea of Transcendental Philoso-
phy” (KrV, A 01; Kant, 1998, pp. 127; see A 13,
B 27; Kant, 1998, pp. 134, 150-151) and its de-
scription in the introduction.

First, it becomes clear why Kant provides
some clarifications of the essence of transcen-
dental philosophy, but does not give any sys-
temic and constructed definition. He states that
transcendental philosophy is a science, that it
defines a priori all the concepts and principles
needed for cognition, that the Critique of Pure
Reason formulates the idea and plan for the
complete development of transcendental phi-
losophy, i.e. it is identical to but is not yet tran-
scendental philosophy (KrV, A 14 / B 28; Kant,
1998, p. 151), that it does not relate to practi-
cal philosophy and falls into two parts: “The
Doctrine of Elements” and “The Doctrine of
Method” (cf. KrV, A 13-16; Kant, 1998, pp. 134-
135; B 27-29; Kant, 1998, pp. 150-152). Such ac-
cumulation of theoretical elements looks more
like a sketch than a detailed definition. The
key to this is Kant’s concept of definitions in
philosophy. As explained in the section, “The
Discipline of Pure Reason in Dogmatic Use”,
definitions of concepts, given us a priori, cannot
be successful or possible. If the definition is un-
derstood strictly as an attempt “to exhibit orig-
inally the exhaustive concept of a thing within
its boundaries” (KrV, A 727 / B 755; Kant, 1998,
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B 756; Kanr, 2006a, c. 923). MoxxeMm JIv1 MBI y3HaTh,
K IIpMMepy, KOI7ia MBI OIIpefesIvIV IIpaBo IIepBo-
HavaJIbHO, He JIe/lylIPOBaB ero VCXOMIs U3 JIpyTo-
ro KOHIIEIITa, TO eCTh ITOJIHOCTBIO ero M3JIOKVIIN
VI OITpeiesIiIV ero rpaHuibl? MBI MOXXeM, KOHeu-
HO, TIOITBITAaTHCs, HO Hallla ITOIBITKA IIPVBeIeT, CKO-
pee, K SKCIIO3UIMY KaKMX-TO 3JIeMeHTOB IIOJTHOIO
ompenesieHs 1 OyIeT comepKaTb MHOXXECTBO He-
SICHBIX IIpeJICTaBJIeHT, He IIOJTHOCTBIO OTOOpaska-
IOIIMX IIpeIMeT MccilefoBaHMs. Bee kaxeTcs mipo-
I1le ¢ TeM, uTo KaHT Ha3bpIBaeT IIpOM3BOIBHO MBIC-
yMbIMU TIoHSTHSIMU (A 729 / B 757; KanT, 20064,
c. 923—-925), koTOpble He VICXOAAT M3 IIPVPOLIbI Ha-
IIIero pasyMa ¥ KOTOpbIX HeT B ombITe. OH [aeT
HpyMep «KopaOeIbHBIX YacoB»: CyIIeCTBYIOT OHM
WIN HeT, U B Kakovl ¢popMe — He BakHO. S Mory
JleTaJIbHO OIIVICaTh Y OIIpelIeINThb VX MJIN, CKOpee,
HeKJIapypoBaTh MX KaK KaKOV-TO BBIMBIIIIJIEHHBIV
IIPOEKT, KOTOPBIVI y MeHs HosiBuicd B yMme. Tpan-
ClleHIeHTasIbHas prytocodrist e He OTHOCUTCI K
TaKVM TOHSTVSIM, KOTOPBle MOXXHO CBOOOIHO 00-
Ppa3oBbIBaTh U OIIpeesIaATh Kak 3axodeTcs. To ecTsb
3TO He KaKOV-TO AeKJIAPVPYEMBbIVI BBIMBIIIUIEHHBIV
VI IIPOM3BOJIBHO OITpeiesisieMbIl IIPOeKT, a KOH-
LIENT arpropy, Kak, HarpuMep, cyOcTaHIs v
IIpaBo, BbIpACTAIOIIVIA 13 IIPVPOJIbl Halllero pasy-
Ma. Ero cocraprraromme, nouaTtus duiocodpum n
TPpaHCIeH/IeHTa/IbHOCTY, MOABWIIVICH 3a0JIT0 /10
KanTta 1 mpepcrapisiorT cobon 3amaun, KOTOpble
ObUIV ITOCTaBJIeHBI Pa3yMOM IS pellleHs oIpe-
IieJIeHHBIX pallVIOHaIBHBIX IIPO0IeM.

ITonsiTne dpwtocodnm, Kak M3BECTHO, BO3HMK-
JI0 V1 Mi3Ha4YaJIbHO pa3BuBasIock B [pesHern I'perinm,
a KOHIIENT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOCT, B CBOIO Oue-
penb, SBJISIICS TeXHUYeCKM TepMUHOM B MeTa-
dusuke, BepHee, TOro pasziesia MeTadpV3MKM, KOTO-
peit ¢ XVI B. HasBanu «oHTONMOrMen». KanT Hasb-
BaeT ee B epBovi «KpuTuke» «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hlast] dpvtocod[ns] npesunx» (B 113; KanT, 2006a,
c. 181). OnTosnorus, o Bonbdy, — 3710 wacTe meta-
physica generalis B oTimiume ot metaphysica specialis,
KOTOpas 3aHMMaslack BorrpocaMu o bore, gyiie n
Mupe. B cpennesexkoBont dpwiocodpum (Harprmep,
y AnpbepTa Benkoro, @ombr AKBHCKOrO, VoaH-
Ha [lyHca CkoTa) IIula pedb O TpaHCIIeH/IeHTalb-
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p. 637), problems arise with such a priori con-
cepts as “substance,” “cause” and “right” (KrV,
A 728 / B 756; Kant, 1998, p. 638). For exam-
ple, can we know when it was that we first de-
fined right without deducing it, proceeding
from another concept, i.e. when we complete-
ly described it and defined its boundaries?
We may of course try, but our attempt would
lead rather to an exposition of some elements
of a full definition and would contain many
unclear representations that do not fully re-
flect the object of study. Things are simpler
with what Kant calls arbitrarily thought con-
cepts (KrV, A 729 / B 757; Kant, 1998, p. 638),
which do not arise from the nature of our rea-
son and do not exist in experience. He cites an
example of a “chronometer” — whether it ex-
ists or not, and in what form does not matter. I
can describe and define it in detail or rather de-
clare it as an imagined project which appeared
in my mind. Transcendental philosophy is not
a concept that one can freely form and define at
will. That is, it is not a declared, imagined and
arbitrarily defined project, but an a priori con-
cept, as for example, substance or right, arising
from the nature of our reason. Its components,
the concepts of philosophy and transcendence,
appeared long before Kant and are tasks set by
reason to solve certain rational problems.

The concept of philosophy arose and in-
itially developed in Ancient Greece and the
concept of transcendentality in turn was a tech-
nical term in metaphysics or, rather, the depart-
ment of metaphysics called “ontology” since
the sixteenth century. In the first Critique Kant
refers to it as “transcendental philosophy of
the ancients” (KrV, B 113; Kant, 1998, p. 216).
According to Wolff, ontology is part of meta-
physica generalis as distinct from metaphysica
specialis, which dealt with the questions of God,
the soul, and the world. Medieval philosophy
(e.g. Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas and
Duns Scotus) dealt with transcendental predi-



HBIX IIpeayKarax, VIV TPaHCIEeHIEHTaINsIX, KO-
TOpbIe, KaK TOBOPUT JIATVMHCKOE CJIOBO transcendere,
BBIXOIVUIV 3a IIpeiesibl KOHKPETHBIX BUIAVIMBIX Be-
eVl KaK KaKye-TO BBICOKVE, Hal HVUMM CTOSIIIVE
cBepxkareropum. IIpumepsl Takmx cBepxKaTero-
PWVL, KOTOpBIe IIPUCYIIY MHOIMM BelllaM, — 3TO
ObITVE, WICTMHA, XOpolllee, eIMHCTBO, MHOObITIE
u T.7. VI3 3TOrO CjleqyeT, 9TO TpaHCIIeH/IeHTalb-
Hasi dputocodpnsi — He KaKOWM-TO CKOHCTPYMpPO-
BaHHBIT KaHTOM IIPOEKT, KOTOPHIVT MOXKHO OITpe-
IeNINTh KaK YTOAHO, a YXKe CyIIeCTBYIoIIee IIpef-
npusiTHe dYesiopedeckoro pasyma. Cam paHHUII
KaHT B cBOEM AOKPWUTMUECKOM IIeprofie TaK JKe,
Kak XpucTraH Bosibd, 1CIIoIb3yeT oHsTIe TPaH-
CIIeH/IEHTAJIBHOCTY VIMEHHO B 3TOM CTapoM 3Ha-
YeHUV M3 CPeTHEBEKOBON M CXOJIaCTIYeCKOVI OH-
tosiorun®. B parnen pabore Kanra o metaduismke
u reomeTpum (1756) Hanpetcst TepmuH philosophia
transscendentalis (AA 01, S. 475; KanT, 19947, c. 315),
KOTOPBIVI IIOJTy 9T OOHOBJIEHHOE 3HaYeHVIe B KPU-
TUYecKU Ieprod. To, YTO IIPOVICXOOUT HadW-
Has ¢ «KpuTukm amcroro pasyma», — 3TO Hepe-
OCMBICTIEHVIE YoKe VIMEIOIIeTrOoCs IIOHSTIS, OUNIIle-
HWe, ysCHeHMe, OoJlee UeTKasl VI IIpaBVIIbHAS €TO
skcosunms. To ects KaHT niperenyer He Ha co-
3[aHMe HOBOVI KOHCTPYKIIMM, a Ha JIydlllee OIV-
caHVe TOro, 4TO yXKe CYIIIeCTBOBajIo B pasyMe ero
IIpe/IIeCTBEHHIKOB, HO YTO OH, KaK M OH caM pa-
Hee, ellle He JI0 KOHITa IIOHSUIN U IIPOSICHVIIN, TaK
KaK VCKaJIV TpaHCIeHIeHTaInu B 00beKTax, a He
B IIOHSITUSIX VI CIIOCOOHOCTSIX PaccyziKa M pasyMa.
VIMeHHO ITOTOMY OH OCTaeTCsl OCTOPOKHBIM BO
Beemerum B «KpuTMKY 4UMCTOro pasyma»: ITOHS-
THe TpaHCIeHAeHTaJIbHON dvIocodpum MHosryda-
€T OIIpefieTIeHHY 0 SKCIIO3VIIVIO, IIPeICTABIISIOTCS
HEKOTOpPBIe 3JIeMEHTHI BO3MOXKHOW JTepVHWITN,
HO He OHa cama. [lepVHUIINIM B CTPOrOM CMBICIIe
BO3MOYKHBI TOJIBKO B MaTeMaTVKe, I7le OHV MOTYT
ObITH TaHBI B HavYasle vccienoBaHm. Outocodvist
xe, Kak nuiier Kaur B «YueHun o merome», He
IIOJDKHA TIOBTOPSITH 3a MaTeMaTMKOV, MBI CKOpee
cobvpaeM 371eMeHTHI ¥ JIMIIb B KOHIIE VICCITeOBa-

8 Vicropwmro noHmManws KaHTOM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIBHOCTI
" TpaHcLeHaeHTaIpHON drutocodpvm cM.: (Hinske, 1970;
Hinske, 1998; Forster, 2015).
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cates or transcendentalia, which, as suggested by
the Latin word transcendere, were beyond con-
crete visible things as higher super-categories.
Examples of such super-categories inherent in
many things are being, truth, good, unity, oth-
er-being etc. From this it follows that transcen-
dental philosophy is not a project constructed
by Kant which can be defined in any number
of ways, but a pre-existing enterprise of hu-
man reason. Early Kant in his pre-critical pe-
riod, like Christian Wolff, uses the concept of
transcendentality in the old meaning it had in
medieval and scholastic ontology.® The term
philosophia transscendentalis (MonPh, AA 01,
p- 475; Kant, 1992a, p. 51), which occurs in
Kant’s early work on metaphysics and geome-
try, acquires a renewed meaning in the critical
period. What happens, beginning from the Cri-
tiqgue of Pure Reason, is a rethinking of an exist-
ing concept, a cleansing, clarification and more
precise exposition of the concept. Kant does
not claim to have come up with a new con-
struction, but merely to have offered a better
description of what had already existed in the
minds of his predecessors, but what they, like
he himself earlier, had not entirely understood
and clarified because they were looking for
transcendentalia in objects and not in concepts
and faculties of reason and understanding.
That is why he remains cautious in the intro-
duction to the Critique of Pure Reason: a certain
exposition of the concept of transcendental phi-
losophy is given, elements of a possible defi-
nition are there, but not the definition itself.
Definitions, strictly speaking, are possible only
in mathematics, where they can be given at the
start of an inquiry. Philosophy, as Kant writes
in “The Doctrine of Method”, should not mim-
ic mathematics; we can only try, after collecting
elements, to give a definition at the end of the
investigation (KrV, A 730 / B 758; Kant, 1998,

8 On the history of Kant’s interpretation of transcen-
dentalism and transcendental philosophy see Hinske
(1970; 1998) and Forster (2015).
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HVIVI, KOTZIa YeTKO 0003peBaeM BeCh Halll IIpeIMeT,
MOYKeM TIOIBITaThCs Oarh AedvHmiio (A 730 /
B 758; Kant, 2006a, c. 925). IIpu sToM mogBIIseT-
Csl BOIIPOC: KOIa [eVICTBUTEIIbHO 3aKaHYMBaIOT-
Csl MICCIIeIoBaHMS M MOXKeM JIM MBI C YBepeHHO-
CTBIO CKa3aTh, UTO BCE 3JIEMEHTHI IS BO3MOYKHO-
ro ompefesieHNs TpaHCLeHIeHTalIbHON prIoco-
v cobpansr? Ecii Ovl mporiecc mcciieioBaHmI
ObUT 3aKOHYeH B «KpuUTHKe YmCcTOro pasyma», TO
KanT norpken Obi1 OBl 1aTh ee OIpoOHOe ormpe-
IieJieHVie BO BBeieHMM BO BTOpOe M3IaHVe, Halu-
CaHHOM CITyCTs 6 JIeT IIOcjle BbIXOfa IIepBOro, HO
ero Tam Her. [Iporiecc mcciemoBaHMI 11 JOTIOITHE-
HUV OIpeesieHNnsI TPaHCLeHIeHTaIbHOM cpvmo—
codpum He 3aKaHUMBAETCS U B IOCJIEAYIOIIVIX Pa-
6ortax Kanra. TpyaHo ckasaTh, 3aBepIliaeTcsi JIv OH
¢ paboramm Pertnrornbaa, dvixre WM HEOKAHTH-
aHues. B Meronmonormyeckon nepcnekrrse Kanra
TpaHClleHeHTaIbHas prtocodmsi — 3TO KMUBOM
KOHIIEIIT-B-IIporpecce, a He ITPOM3BOJIBHO BBITY-
MaHHBIVI TPOEKT M He KOHIIeNTyasjbHasd MyMUsi-
3KCIIOHAT B McTOpUM prstocodpmmt.

ITosToMy — ” 3TO BTOPOW Ba’KHBIVI MOMEHT
«TpaHclieHIeHTalILHOTO y4YeHMsI O MeToie» —
TpaHClLIeHIeHTalbHasd putocopusi Kak IOHSTHe
anpuiopn spisercs upgeet. He wsyums «TpaHc-
LIeHIeHTaIBHYIO AMAJIeKTVKY» Y apXUTEKTOHYe-
CKYIO MEeTOJOJIOTMIO, YMTaTesIb He 0OpaTuT JOIDK-
HOTO BHVMMAaHMS Ha TepMUH «ufes» B POpMyIIV-
POBKe «ufied TpaHCIeHOeHTaIbHOM drsiocodu»
(A 14 / B 28; Kanr, 2006a, c. 83) B 00ovx Benenu-
ax B «KpuTuky umcroro pasyma». Kak s yxe mo-
KasaJl, TpaHCleHleHTaIbHas priocodris He Mo-
JKeT JeKJIaprpoBaThCs, KaK, HallpyMep, CBOOOTHO
BBIZlyMaHHBIVI ITPOEKT «KOpabesIbHbIX Yacos». [lox
meent KaHT IOHMMaeT caMyT0 BBICIIYIO U YUCTYIO
dopMy 1IpencTaBiieHMII, Ha KOTOPYIO CIIOCOOHO
Hallle cO3HaHMe. 37iech MIeT peub He 00 omylile-
HIM, He O CO3epLiaHMI, He 00 SMIMPUIECKMX IO-
HATUSAX, KaK, HaIIpyMep, CTOJI WIIN eJIb, I [JaXKe He
O KaTeropmsix, TaKmx KaK KOJIMYeCTBO WUJIV IIPU-
4yHa, 11 He O NIPeAVKadmInsx, KaK JJIUTeJIbHOCTh
v cwta. Vigem — 3TO NOHATUA pasyMa, «JIs
KOTOPOTO B UYBCTBax He MOXeT OBbITh JaH HUKa-
KOV ajfleKBaTHBIN ITpeaMeT» (A 327 / B 383; KaHr,
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p- 639). The question suggests itself: When does
an investigation end and can we confident-
ly say that all the elements of a possible defi-
nition of transcendental philosophy have been
gathered? If the process of investigation had
been completed in the Critique of Pure Reason
Kant should have given a detailed definition in
the introduction to the second edition written
six years later — but this is not the case. The
process of investigation and additions to the
definition of transcendental philosophy con-
tinues in Kant’s following works. Whether it
ends with the work of Reinhold or Fichte or
neo-Kantians, it is hard to say. In Kant’s meth-
odological perspective, transcendental philoso-
phy is a dynamic concept-in-progress and not
an arbitrarily invented project or a mummified
exhibit in the history of philosophy.

Therefore — and this is the second impor-
tant feature of “The Transcendental Doctrine
of Method” — transcendental philosophy as
an a priori concept, is an idea. Without study-
ing the “Transcendental Dialectic” and archi-
tectonic methodology the reader may not give
due weight to the term “idea” in the phrase
“the idea of transcendental philosophy” (KrV,
A 14 / B 28; Kant, 1998, p. 151) in the two in-
troductions to the Critique of Pure Reason. As 1
have mentioned, transcendental philosophy
cannot be declared similar to a freely invent-
ed project like a “chronometer”. By “idea”
Kant means the highest and purest form of rep-
resentations our mind is capable of. This is not
about sensation or intuition nor about such em-
pirical notions as a table or a tree, and not even
about categories such as quantity or causality,
and not about praedicabilia such as duration or
force. Ideas are concepts of reason “to which
no congruent object can be given in the sens-
es” (KrV, A 327 / B 383; Kant, 1998, p. 402). The
infinity of the universe, for example, belongs
to the type of representation “idea.” It can be
thought, but it cannot be seen and empirically



2006a, c. 493). beckoHeYHOCTBH BCEJIEHHOV, HaIIPU-
Mep, SIBJISIeTCSl BUIOM IIpeficTaBiieHms «upes». Ee
MOYKHO YMO3AKJIIOUMTh, HO HeJIb3s YBUIETh U OM-
OVpUYecKn MoATBepanTh. KaHT pasiuaer MHO-
JKECTBO TaKVX YVCTBIX HOHSITUV, Ha KOTOPBIE MBI
CIIOCOOHBI, 1 oIpefiesisieT X PyHKINN B pasHbIX
cdepax HayK M 3HaHUN. Vlgen — 3TO ecTecTBeH-
HBble, JIeXalllyie B IIPVpOoJIe HaIllero pasyMa 3azadn
(A 323 / B 380; Kant, 20064, c. 489), koTOpble mMme-
IOT TaK/Me XapaKTepUCTUKM, KaK MaKCMMyM ¥ CO-
BepiIeHCTBO (A 316—317 / B 373 —374; Kant, 2006a,
c. 481—483; AA 09, S. 444; Kant, 19946, c. 402—403),
TO €CTb IIPEJICTaBJISIOT TO, Yero He HalTI B OIIBITe.

VItak, rioueMy TpaHCIIeHIIeHTaJIbHasl PUITOCOo-
st — oT0 Mmea? YToOwI 3TO MOHATE, HY>KHO pac-
CMOTpeTh apxuTeKTOHMKY KaHTa Kak 4acTh yue-
HMS 0 MeTofle. APXUTEKTOHMKA — 3TO MCKYCCTBO
IOCTPOeHMs CUCTeM 3HaHM4. To ecTh K Hell HyX-
HO OOpalllaTbCs, YTOOBI y3HATh, KaK MOXKHO CBSi-
3aTh OTHe/IbHBIE ITO3HAHVISI BOEIVMHO — He TOJb-
KO B OIlpeieJieHHble CVCTEMBI ¥ HayKy, HO U B
OIHO IIeJI0€ BCEro uejioBeueckoro sHawuvst. OnuH
Y3 IIPVIMEPOB, KOTOPBIVI MOKHO HaTU B IJIaBe 00
apXUTEKTOHMKe ¥ B JIEKIMsIX I0 jiornke KaHTa,
ato ropucnpynentumsa (AA 09, S. 93; Kanrt, 1994a,
c. 348). IlpaBoBesibl aHAIM3UPYIOT pasHble ITpaBa
¥ 00JIacTV IIpaBa M OTHOCST BCe 3HAHWMS K OHOM
11e7I0CTHOVI HayKe. OHIM MIMEIOT IIpeCTaBIIeHe O
IOPUCIPYAEHLINM, HO caMa IOPUCHIPyIeHIINs He
M3JIOKEHA B KaKOVI-TO OIpeneIeHHOV KHUTeE, Cy-
IIIeCTBYIOT TOJIBKO PasHble, YaCTUYHO IIPOTHUBOpe-
yalye JIpyr Apyry Bepcuy ONvcaHMs U orpeie-
JIEHVISI CAMOTO TIpaBa M CTPYKTyphI IpaB. [ToaTomy
IOPUCIIPYAEHLIVS SIBJISIeT COOOT MIIet0, SBPUCTIIUe-
CKOe IIOHATVIe, KOTOpOe IIpaBOBe/Ibl UIITYT U 110 KO-
TOPOr0 OHU IIBITAIOTC JOTAHYTBCA KaK 10 KaKo-
TO-TO apXeTWIIa, HO, OIIpeNesIsis M OIVCHIBas ero,
HOJIy4aloT TOJIBKO Ty VIV VMIHYIO OrpaHUYeHHYIO
BBIOPaHHOVI TIEPCIIEKTVBOVI BEPCHIO.

AHaJIOrM4HO BCce HayKM, OTAeIbHBIE MX YacTy
1 caMa HayKa B IIeJIoM ITpeficTaBiisitorcss KanTom
KaK apxuTekToHMYeckue maen (cM.: Jlesun, 2020).
OH nmiet: «HMKTO He IIbITaeTCs CO3ATh HAYKYy,
He II0jIaras B ee OCHOBY mpeto. OmHako mpu pas-
paboTKe HayKu cxeMa ¥ Jlae [laBaeMasi BHaJasIe
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confirmed. Kant distinguishes many such pure
concepts we are capable of and defines their
functions in various spheres of sciences and
knowledge. Ideas are natural tasks of our rea-
son that are inherent in its nature (KrV, A 323 /
B 380; Kant, 1998, p. 400) and have such char-
acteristics as maximum and perfection, (cf.KrV,
A 316-317 / B 373-374; Kant, 1998, p. 397; Pid,
AA 09, p. 444; Kant, 2007, p. 440), i.e. represent
what is not in experience.

Why, then, is transcendental philosophy an
idea? To understand this, we need to exam-
ine Kant’s architectonics as part of the doctrine
of method. Architectonics is the art of build-
ing knowledge systems. One should turn to it
to know how to connect individual cognitions
into one: not just into systems and sciences, but
into a single whole of all human knowledge.
One example, found in the chapter on architec-
tonics and in Kant’s lectures on logic, is juris-
prudence (see Log, AA 09, p. 93; Kant, 1992b,
p. 591). Legal scholars analyse various law
systems and areas of law and refer all knowl-
edge to one integral science. They have a no-
tion of jurisprudence, but jurisprudence is not
set forth in any particular book, there only exist
diverse, partly mutually contradictory versions
of the description and definition of law and the
structure of laws. Therefore, jurisprudence is
an idea, a heuristic concept which legal schol-
ars seek and which they try to reach as an ar-
chetype. But in defining and describing it they
arrive only at a version limited by the chosen
perspective.

Likewise, all the sciences, their parts and sci-
ence as a whole are conceived of by Kant as ar-
chitectonic ideas (see Lewin, 2020). He writes:

Nobody attempts to establish a science with-
out grounding it on an idea. But in its elabora-
tion the schema, indeed even the definition of
the science which is given right at the outset,
seldom corresponds to the idea; for this lies
in reason like a seed, all of whose parts still
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HeddVHUITNS HayKM BeCcbMa peIKO COOTBETCTBY-
IOT Mjiee CXeMbl, TaK KaK OHa 3aJIoKeHa B pasyMe
IOZIOOHO 3apOJIBIIITY, BCe YacTV KOTOPOTO ellle He
PasBUTHL U eIBa JIV JOCTYIIHBI Jake MUKPOCKO-
mgecKkoMy HabmonmeHmio» (A 834 / B 862; Kanr,
20064, c. 1045). To xe oTHOCUTCH 1 K prstocodpmm
Kak Hayke. KaHT nmimet, uto dpwiocodpnm Herb3s
0o0y4mnTh — «B CAaMOM JIeJle, I7le OHa, KTO o0J1aziaeT
€l0 7 10 KaKOMY IIpV3HAKy MOXKHO ee OITO3HaTh?
[Terteps] MoxxHO 0Oy4aTh TOIBKO PUIIOCOPCTBO-
BaHMUIO, T. €. YIIPKHATH TaJIAHT pasyMa Ha HEKO-
TOPBIX VIMEIOIIVIXCs TIpuMepax...» (A 838 / B 866;
Kant, 2006a, c. 1049). ®utocodnist «ecTb TOIBKO
viest BO3MOXKHOVI HayKM, KOTOpasl HUAT/Ie He JTaHa
in concreto, HO K KOTOPOVI MBI IIbITaeMCs IIPMOIIV-
3UTBCA pa3/IMYHBIMU Iy TAMU...» (A 838 / B 866;
Kanr, 2006a, c. 1049). Ecsiit MBI TTOTIBITaEMCS OIIpe-
HOenTh Pprsocodmio, HaIIprMep, B paMKax MeTa-
drTocodpCcKmMX pasMBIIIIEHNTI, TO MBI OOBEKTH-
BUpYyeM MjIel0 B KaKOW-TO OIlpesiesIeHHO dhopme.
W sra dopma Oyper 3aBrceTb OT TOro, Kakoe pu-
s1ocodpcKoe HaTlpaBjIeHVie MBI IIPEITIOUNTaEM.
TpancriennenTasnbHas Qutocodpmss Kak IIOf-
pasmen dwiocodum mpencrasiisieT coOOM Tak-
JKe apXMTeKTOHMYECKYIO Mel0. DTO OTYacT O3-
HavaeT, Kak Kaut et B «[IporrleromeHax», 94To
TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHOM (PryIocopmm TI0Ka UTO HeT
(AA 04, S. 279; KanT, 19948, c. 32—33). 1], KaK g yxe
ormicasl, ee JedVHNUIINS B CTPOIOM CMBIC/Ie BCer-
ma OyzeT HeroJTHOIIeHHa M OrpaHMYeHa, OHa MO-
JKET MIMeThb 3HAa4VMMOCTh TOJIBKO KaK SKCITO3VIIVIS
MoMeHTOB fedpuHumm. K ToMy Xe Kak TepMuH
«TpaHCleHIeHTaJIbHasl priocodusi», Tak U Tep-
MWHBI «TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIIBHOCTE» U «prytocodis»
IIPe/ICTaB/IAIOT KOHIIEIIThI, KOTOpbIe yXe ObUIN
ompenertensl 1o Kanrta. K aToMy MOXHO OTHe-
CTVICh JBOSIKO. MOXXHO ITOJTHOCTBIO IT€PeCTPOUTH
CMBICJI TIOHSTUS TPaHCIEHIeHTAJIBHOI (PrIIoCco-
v, oOpy1IMB Bce MPOIUIbIEe ITIOCTPOEHNS 1 Ha-
4aB C YMCTOro JINCTa. VIIn cKasaTp, 9TO TpaHCIIeH-
HmeHTasbHas dwiocodns poawiIach Kak mies B
pasyMe desloBeKa, HO 3Ta Mesi 40 CUX IIOp IJIOXO
ompenerteHa (3tuM nnyteM mzeT Kanrt). To ecTs 310
HEKUV ITPOEKT, KOTOPBIN YyXKe OGLLYMBIBaJ'IT/I, HO

lie very involuted and are hardly recogniza-
ble even under microscopic observation (KrV,
A 834 / B 862; Kant, 1998, p. 692).

The same holds for philosophy as a science.
Kant writes that philosophy cannot be learned,
“for where is it, who has possession of it, and
by what can it be recognised? One can only
learn to philosophise, i.e. to exercise the tal-
ent of reason [...] in certain experiments that
come to hand” (KrV, A 838 / B 866; Kant, 1998,
p. 694). Philosophy “is a mere idea of a possi-
ble science, which is nowhere given in concre-
to, but which one seeks to approach in various
ways” (KrV, A 838 / B 866; Kant, 1998, p. 694).
If we try to define philosophy for example in
the framework of metaphilosophical reflec-
tions, we objectivise the idea in a certain form.
This form would depend, for example, on what
philosophical direction we prefer.

Transcendental philosophy as a subdivision
of philosophy is also an architectonic idea. This
means partly that, as Kant writes in the Prole-
gomena, transcendental philosophy does not yet
exist (Prol, AA 04, p. 279; Kant, 2002, p. 279).
And, as I have indicated, its definition in the
strict sense will always be wanting and limited.
It may have significance only as the exposition
of elements of the definition. Besides, the term
“transcendental philosophy,” like the terms
“transcendentality” and “philosophy”, are con-
cepts which had already been defined before
Kant. This may prompt two different approach-
es. One may totally restructure the meaning
of the concept of transcendental philosophy,
scrapping all past schemes and starting with a
clean slate. Or one may say that transcendental
philosophy was born as an idea in human rea-
son, but the idea has yet to be properly defined
(the path followed by Kant). In other words,
it is a project which has been reflected upon,
but whose description can be improved to cre-
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oIvcaHVie KOTOPOro MOXKHO YTy YIIIUTh, YTOOBI CO-
30aTh Oosiee cofepsKaTeIbHYIO M IIPOAYKTUBHYIO
HayKy ¥ yBUeTb M3HadaJIbHYIo Miefo B Oosiee dp-
KoM cBeTe. KaHT nmier:

ITosTOMY HayKu, TaK KaK OHVI COUMHSIOTCS C
TOUKW 3peHVsI HeKOTOPOTo BCeOOIIero MHTepe-
ca, crefiyeT OOBSICHATBH W OIIPeesIsTh He COOT-
BETCTBEHHO OIVICAHWIO, JlaBa€MOMY VIX OCHOBa-
TejleM, a COOTBETCTBEHHO Wjlee, KOTOopasl BBVLY
€CTeCTBEHHOI'O eOVMHCTBa COCTaBJICHHBIX VM Ya-
CTevl OKa3bIBaeTCsl OCHOBAHHOVI B CAMOM PasyMe.
J1eVicTBUTEITEHO, HEPEIKO OKa3bIBA€TCs, YTO OC-
HOBaTeJIb [HayKu| v JTaXke ero ITO3HeVIIe I10-
criefioBaTesi OIIyK/IaloT BOKPYT WfIey, KOTOPYIO
OHM caMU He ysCHWIU ce0e, 11 IOTOMY He MOTYT
OIIpeZie/INTh VICTMHHOE COJIepKaHWe, paculeHe-
HUe (CrCcTeMaTH4ecKoe eIVHCTBO) M T'PaHMUIIBI
cBoent Hayku (A 834 / B 862; Kanr, 2006a, c. 1045).

Ilycte wes TpaHCLieHIEeHTaIbHOU (UIOCOo-
dun yxe Oblyla B YeJIOBEUECKOM paszyMe Kak WC-
XOIHBIVI IMYHKT KPUTHUUYECKOTO ITpOeKTa, HO OHa
ObUIa ellle HEIOCTATOYHO IIPOsICHEHa B pasyMe. V1
ee IIpOsiCHEeHVIe, yITyUllleHHOe OIVICaHVie JaeT TOl-
YOK K ee paspuTuio. KoHeyHO, 3TO BhICKa3bIBaHMe
KaHTa npo HemoBepuMBOCTH K ONVCAHUIO WJIeu
aBTOPOM KOHKPETHOV HayKV MOXXHO OTHECTU U K
HeMy camoMy. Bo-miepsrix, Kak s mokasas, Kanr
caM IlepeoCMBIC/IBaeT KOHIIEIT TpaHCLeHIeH-
TaJIbHOV (prstocopumy, KOTOPBIVI OH MCIIOJIb30BaJl
B JOKPUTWYECKUI IIepuof, — TaK cKasaThb, O4M-
IIfaeT 3Ty WJIEI0 OT HeIlpaBVJIBHOIO ITOHVMAaHMS.
Bo-BTOpPBIX, OH OTKpBIBa€T BO3SMOKHOCTb KPUTVMKI
ero >ke COOCTBEHHOV SKCTO3UIIUM TpaHCIeH IeH-
TabHOM prstococpun. Harrprmep, Puixre mipers-
BV KaHTy IIpeTeHsuo B TOM, YTO TOT He YBUIeT
IIepBOHAYaJIbHYIO MIIeI0 B HACTOJIBKO SIPKOM CBeTe,
Kak oH (Puxte, 1993, c. 505—-506). Kax MbI 3HaeM
"3 «3asiBIeHNnd 10 NOBOAY HayKoyueHUs Duxre»
(AA 12, S.370; Kant, 1980), aTo KanTy He rioHpaBu-
7ock. Taxke IpegMeTOM OVCKYCCUM MOXeT OBITb
BoIpoc o ToM, kTo — KanT wim duxrte — sicHee
yBUEII Mel0 TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHO Pritocodpmit.
B-tpeTtrnx, KaHT ciiefryeT cBoei ke MeTOIOIOI UM
I BHOCUT M3MeHeHs B MI3HadyaJIbHOe OIVICaHue 1
IUIaH TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHON (uiocodum Iociie
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ate a more substantive and productive science
and see the initial idea in a brighter light. Kant
writes:

For this reason sciences, since they have all
been thought out from the viewpoint of a cer-
tain general interest, must not be explained
determined in accordance with the description
given by their founder, but rather in accord-
ance with the idea, grounded in reason itself,
of the natural unity of the parts that have been
brought together. For the founder and even his
most recent successors often fumble around
with an idea that they have not even made dis-
tinct to themselves and that therefore cannot
determine the special content, the articulation
(systematic unity) and boundaries of the sci-
ence (KrV, A 834 / B 862; Kant, 1998, p. 692).

The idea of transcendental philosophy
may already be in human reason as the start-
ing point of a critical project, but it has not yet
been sufficiently clarified in reason. Its clarifi-
cation and improved description give an im-
petus to its development. Kant’s expression of
mistrust in the description of an idea by the au-
thor of a concrete science may of course be ap-
plied to himself as well. First, as I have shown,
Kant himself rethinks the concept of tran-
scendental philosophy which he used in the
pre-critical period. In other words, he cleanses
the idea, as it were, of incorrect interpretation.
Second, he exposes to criticism his own exposi-
tion of transcendental philosophy. For example,
Fichte criticised Kant for failing to see the initial
idea in as bright a light as he himself (Fichte,
1982, pp. 51-52). As we know from the “Decla-
ration Concerning Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre”
(Br, AA 12, p. 370; Kant, 1999, pp. 559-560),
Kant did not like that. And it is still debata-
ble whether it was Kant or Fichte who saw the
idea of transcendental philosophy more clearly.
Third, Kant follows his own methodology and
introduces changes in the initial description
and plan of transcendental philosophy after the
publication of the Critique of Pure Reason. That
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nyGrmmkaryy «KpuTrkn gricroro pasyMa». To ects
v cam KaHT HeckoJIbko OJTy X/IaeT BOKPYT ee Mzel,
KOTOPYIO OH caM ceDe ellle He JO KOHIIA YSICHWII B
niepsont «Kputuke». JI KpaTKo M3J1I0Ky IToueMmy.
Bo-nepBuix, ecTb pasHuIIa MeXy TeM, Kak KanT
yCTaHaB/IMBaeT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHYyI0 uIoco-
duro m ee oTHolIeHMe K MeTadu3MKe B IE€PBOV
«KpuTuke», ¢ OITHOV CTOPOHBI, U B «J IeKIusax o Me-
Tacpusuke 1782/83 romos» 1 «[Iporreromenax» —
¢ opyron. (1) B nmexmmsx u «[IposreromeHax» 11es1b
TPpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHON  (PYjIocOmUM CBOAUTCS K
OJHOMY BOITPOCY: KaK BO3MOXKHBI CMHTeTIYecKyie
cyxnenus a priori (AA 29, S. 788; AA 04, S. 276;
KanT 19948, c. 29)?° KaHT HeCKOJIBKO II03XKe 3aMe-
TWJI, YTO B €ro KPUTUYECKOV BepCUI OHTOJIOTUM,
TO €CTb B €T0 TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOV orytocodprm®,
3TO IVIaBHBIV BOITPOC, CTOSIIINM 3a PacCMOTPEHM-
eM paccyiKa M pasyMa «B CUCTeMe Bcex IOHSTUN
VI OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeH WV, OTHOCAIIIVIXCS K ITpeJIMeTaM
BooO1ie» (A 845 / B 873; Kant, 2006a, c. 1057). 1
3TO JKe 3aTeM HalllJIo OTpakeHue BO BeereHnu Ko
BTOpOoMy Wm3gaHmo nepsovt «Kpurtukm». (2) Tak-
JKe MOXKHO HaViTW pasjifndue B TOM, KaKoe MeCTO
KanT omnpeperisger TpaHClleHAeHTaIbHON PUIIO-
codpum Bo Bcelt cucteMe ustocodpun. B To Bpe-
M4 Kak B «KpuTuke umcToro pasyma» oHa COCTaB-
JIgeT OHY U3 YacTell MeTapu3VKI B Oojlee y3KOM
IIOHVIMaHWMV, TO €CThb TeOpPeTHYecKOoV 4YacTu Me-
Tadpvsuk — Metadmsuky apupons! (Tam xe), B
«[TporreromeHax» TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHasA (PUIIOCO-
dus morpKHa HIpeqlnecTBoBaTh JIF0OOM MeTadu-
suke (AA 04, S. 279; Kant 19948, c. 32—33). Takum
oOpasoM, 3[1ech eCcThb KaKOWI-TO apXMUTeKTOHMYe-
CKMI IVICCOHAHC 11 HeOoIIpele/IeHHOCTh B TIOHVIMa-
HUM MeCTa TpaHCIleHeHTaIbHO driocodpum B

CTPyKType dprtocodpum.
Bo-6mopuix, B iocitemyrommx aAyx «Kpurmkax»

® DTOT BOIPOC CTaBUTCH, KaK MOXXHO IIPEOIIOIOXWUTD
vcxonsa m3 mmcbMa Kanta Iepiy ot 21.02.1772 1. (cM.:
AA 10, S. 130), Ha ¢doHe OOIIEN SMIMCTEMOIIOIMYECKON
po0sIeMbl COOTBETCTBVSL IIPEAMETOB U IIpelCTaBIeHNIT
(cm.: Karpeuko, 2020).

10 Kax s m1okasajl, TepMWUH «TpaHCLIeHIeHTalIbHas (PrIo-
codmsi» obo3Hadal paHee onToIOrMIO. Tereps xe KaHT
IIPOCUT TIOHVMATh OHTOJIOTMIO KaK TPaHCIeH/IeHTallb-
HyIO Qwiocodnio B HOBOM cMbiciie. O COOTHOIIEHUM
OHTOJIOTMV VI TPaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHO Pry1ocodmm cM. 3a-
MeduaHWe B TPeThel YacTU STOVI CTaThU.
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is, he himself fumbles around its idea which he
had not yet finally clarified for himself in the
tirst Critique. I will briefly explain why.

First, there is a difference between how
Kant sets up transcendental philosophy and
its attitude to metaphysics in the first Critique,
on the one hand, and in the Lectures on Meta-
physics of 1782/83 and the Prolegomena, on the
other. (1) In the lectures and in the Prolegome-
na the goal of transcendental philosophy boils
down to one question: How are a priori synthet-
ic judgements possible? (cf. V-Met/Mron, AA 29,
p- 788; Kant, 1997, p. 143; Prol, AA 04, p. 276;
Kant, 2002, p. 72).° Kant noticed that in his crit-
ical version of ontology, i.e. in his transcen-
dental philosophy,' this is the key question in
the analysis of the understanding and reason
“in a system of all concepts and principles that
are related to objects in general” (KrV, A 845 /
B 873; Kant, 1998, p. 698). And this was then re-
flected in the Introduction to the second edition
of the first Critique. (2) One can also discern a
difference in how Kant determines the place of
transcendental philosophy in the entire system
of philosophy. Whereas in the Critique of Pure
Reason it constitutes one part of metaphysics
in a more narrow meaning, i.e. the theoretical
part of metaphysics, the metaphysics of nature
(KrV, A 845 / B 873; Kant, 1998, p. 699); in the
Prolegomena transcendental philosophy must
precede any metaphysics (Prol, AA 04, p. 279;
Kant, 2002, p. 75). In other words, there is an
architectonic discord and uncertainty in under-
standing the place of transcendental philoso-
phy in the structure of philosophy.

9 As Kant's letter to Herz of 21 February 1772 suggests
(see Br, AA 10, p. 130), this question is raised against
the background of the general epistemological problem
of the congruence of objects and representations (see
Katrechko, 2020).

1 As I have shown, the term “transcendental
philosophy previously meant ontology. Now Kant urges
understanding ontology as transcendental philosophy
in a new meaning. On the relationship between ontology
and transcendental philosophy, see the note in the third
part of this article.



HaOJTIOAIOTCS HEKOTOPbIe 3HAYMMBble VI3MEHEeHVIs,
KoTopble KaHT BHOCUT B M3HaAYaJIbHBIN IIaH IT0-
HVUMaHMS WIeN TPaHCILeHIeHTaIbHOM (PrIoco-
dvm. B «KpuTnke uncroro pasyma» cpasy B He-
cKortbKmx MecTax (A 15 / B 29, A 845 / B 873; Kawr,
2006a, c. 83, 1057) KaHT OTHOCUT TpaHCLIEHIEH-
TaJIBHYI0 PVITOCOVIO MCKITIOUMTEIIBHO K Teope-
THgecKon pvtocodn, TO ecThb B Hell UIIeT pedub 00
aTrpVIOPHBIX TIOHSATUX M IIPUHIINMIIAX MBIIIIIEHS,
OTHOCSIIIVIXCS K TI03HaHMIO Ipupoasl. Ho yunrsl-
Bas, YTO IJIABHBIVI BOIIPOC TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIBHON
dwtocopmt — 3TO BOIIPOC O BO3SMOXXHOCTM CUH-
TeTUYEeCKMX CYXXIeHUN allpropy, BO BHMUMaHMe
TIora/faeT M KaTeropydecKnil MMIlepaTuB. Yke B
«OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHMM K MeTadpv3ViKe HPaBOB» OH
HpefiCTaB/IsieTcsl KaK CUHTeTUYecKoe CyxXKIeHue
arpropy, Tak KaK B HEM COeIVHSIIOTCS BOJIS U [IeVi-
CTBUIE HE3aBUCUMO OT KaKMX-JIM0O CKIIOHHOCTEV, a
TOJIBKO OJIarofapsi pyKOBOICTBY CO CTOPOHBI Ve
pasyMa, VIMEIOITETO «IIOJIHYIO BJIaCTh Hajl, BCeMMU
CyOBEKTMBHBIMM  IIOOYIMTEIBHBIMU  ITPUYVHA-
Mm» (AA 04, S. 420 Anm.; KanT 1994r, c. 194 npu-
Mew.). [ToHMMast, 9TO 37ech Toxke TpebyeTcs TpaHC-
IleH/IeHTaJIbHBIV aHasn3, KaHT fgae 1mymart o ToM,
4TOOBI BHEOPUTH «KPUTHKY IIPaKTIIeCcKOro pasy-
Ma» BO BTOpoe m3rnaHme «KpuTukm 4mctoro pasy-
Ma» (cM.: Forster, 2015, S. 2322). Ho Bckope OH ITo-
HsIJI, UTO ¥ B HAaIIeVl 3CTeTMYeCKOV CIIOCOOHOCTM
CY)XXIIeHMsI TaK)Ke eCTh CMHTeTUYeCKUI ITPVHIINIT
arpriopyl, TIOCKOJIBKY MBI TOBOPVM O IIPeKpacHOM
C IIpUTSA3aHMEM, YTO BCe COITIAcATCS C HaIlVIM CY-
XaeHvieM. To ecTb KpUTHMKa 3CTETIYECKOVI CIIOCO0-
HOCTU CYXXIEeHUs «IIepeBOAUT MX (3CTeTrdecKye
cyxneHns.— M. J1) B TpaHClleHIIeHTaIbHYIO Pu-
socodmro» (AA 05, S. 266; KanT, 2001, c. 307), v mo-
3TOMY «3ajlada KPUTMKI CIIOCOOHOCTV CY>KIIeHWS
OTHOCHUTCS K O0I1IeVt IIpo0iieMe TpaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HOV prytocodpum: KaK BO3MOXKHBI allpVIOpHbIe CHH-
TeTmueckne cyxaeHmsa?» (AA 05, S. 289; Kanr, 2001,
c. 365). TakuM 00pa3oM, KOHIIENT TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOV (PryI0coum MO CpaBHEHMUIO C M3Havdalb-
HBIM IUIAHOM Bce Oostee 11 Ooslee pacImpsieTcs.
B-mpemvux, HabmromaioTcss M OOIBIIVE T3Me-
HeHwus B «Opus postumumy», riae Kaurt coemymsi-
eT TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHyI0 PrjIocodpuio ¢ Teopu-
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Second, in the two following Critiques there
are some significant changes which Kant in-
troduced to the initial plan of interpretation of
transcendental philosophy. In the Critique of
Pure Reason, in several places (cf. KrV, A 15 /
B 29; A 845 / B 873; Kant, 1998, p. 135, 698),
Kant includes the whole of transcendental phi-
losophy in theoretical philosophy, i.e. it has
to do with a priori concepts and principles of
thought pertaining to the cognition of nature.
But since the main question of transcendental
philosophy is the question of the possibility of
a priori synthetic judgements, the categorical
imperative also comes within his purview. Al-
ready in The Metaphysics of Morals it is present-
ed as a synthetic a priori judgement because it
combines will and action independently from
any inclinations, and solely through the guid-
ance of the idea of reason, which has “com-
plete control over all subjective motives” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 420n; Kant, 1996, p. 72n). Realising
that here too transcendental analysis was called
for, Kant was even thinking of incorporating
the Critique of Practical Reason into the second
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (Forster,
2015, p. 2322). But before long he realised that
our aesthetic faculty of judgement also involves
the synthetic a priori principle, inasmuch as we
speak about beauty, assuming that everyone
agrees with our judgement. In other words,
critique of the aesthetic power of judgement
“transposes them [aesthetic judgements —
M. L.] into transcendental philosophy” (KU,
AA 05, p. 266; Kant, 2000, p. 149), which is why
“the problem of the critique of the power of
judgement belongs under the general problem
of transcendental philosophy: How are synthet-
ic a priori judgements possible?” (KU, AA 05,
p- 289; Kant, 2000, p. 169). Thus, the concept
of transcendental philosophy becomes broader
and broader compared to the initial plan.

Third, major changes are observed in Opus
postumum, where Kant combines transcen-
dental philosophy with the theory of self-de-
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et caMooripenernieHus [Selbstsetzung]: «I'paHciifen-
HeHTabHas): dpwilocodnsa] ecTp aKT CO3HAHMS,
IIOCPEeICTBOM KOTOPOTO CYOBEKT CO3[aeT caMOro
cebs» (AA 21, S. 78; Kanrt, 2000, c. 563).

Kak mpr BuzmmM, y Kanrta Bce mpowcxomur
VIMEHHO TaK, KaK OH OITMCHIBaeT B CBOEM «YUeHUM
o Metope». TpaHcleHOeHTalIbHON ustocodpum
HeJIb3s1 J1aTh OKOHYATeJIbHOe OIIpeiesieH1te, II0TOo-
My YTO 3TO allpVMOpHOe TIOHSTHE, KOTOpOoe OIIpe-
HeJISIeTCs TOJIBKO Iy TeM SKCIIO3VIINI HEKOTOPBIX
371eMeHTOB. V] 3TOT KOHIIENT allpuopu B dpopme
TpaHCLIeHAeHTaJIbHO dviocopum — apXuTek-
TOHMYeCKasl Vies. A apXUTeKTOHWYeCKue WIeu
He OTOXIECTBJISIOTCS C VX OIMCAHVEM, BCe OITca-
HMs — CKOpee JIMIIIb IIOIBITKY YBUIEThb MX B IIpa-
BUJIBHOM cBeTe. CBOVIMY ITOITBITKaM¥ OIIPeesTNTh
¥ pa3paboTarh VeasIbHBINI KOHIIENT TPaHCIIeH-
HeHTaIbHOM pvytocodrm KaHT mitet m passuBa-
€T CBOVI IIPOEKT, BHOCS, eCJIV IIOCYMTaTh, MVIHV-
MYM IISITh KOPPEKTMPOBOK B M3HAYaIbHBIV IUIAH.

3. Hayuno-miporpaMmmarmn4ecKoe
IOHMMaHMe TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM
dnnocodpnn

Kax Mbl Bupienm, TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHas puio-
codust He nosiBmiiack y Kanta xak AdnHa 13 ro-
JIOBBI 3eBca, cpasy 3peJIon 1 BOOpy KeHHo!. Adu-
Ha y>Ke ObljIa 710 HETO — 3TO ObliIa «TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TasibHasA pviocoduisd ApeBHVIX», TO eCTh OHTOJIO-
rud, KoTopyro KaHT melTasicd yjIydiimuTb, BHOCS
P ISMeHeHWVI B IIepBOHavYaIbHbBIV IU1aH. TpaHc-
LeH/IeHTaJIbHas pritocodus IIpeJIcTaBIIsgeTcs, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, X1Bovi (prytocodpcKovt ITporpaMmont
B cocTosiHMM paspabotkut. ITpu sTom KaHT pyko-
BOJZICTBOBAJICS COOCTBEHHOV ITPOrpaMMaTI4ecKor
MeTadrocodmert 11 cOOCTBEHHOV MeTOI0JIor et
cos3maHus U pasBUTUA PUIOCOPCKMUX ITPOEKTOB,
OCHOBBIBasICh Ha MEHTaJIMCTCKMUX IOHATHAX. O0-
patasics K drtocodpmnt Hayku Jlakaroca v mosib-
3ysiCb €ro MHCTPyMeHTapVieM, MOXHO IIOfTBep-
AUTH OOIIMe MeTOHOJIOTYecKye IIpeiCTaBIeH s
KamnTa 1 omvcaTh pasBuTHe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM
dnocodpum Ooriee UETKMMY TEXHUIECKVIMM II0-
HATUAMY, KOTOpbiX v KaHTa emre He 6but0. XOTS

termination [Selbstsetzung]: “Transcendental
philosophy is the act of consciousness where-
by the subject becomes the originator of itself”
(OP, AA 21, p. 78; Kant, 1993, p. 245).

We see that with Kant everything hap-
pens exactly as he describes in his “Doctrine of
Method.” No final definition of transcenden-
tal philosophy is possible because it is an a pri-
ori concept which is defined only through the
exposition of some of its elements. And this a
priori concept in the form of transcendental phi-
losophy is an architectonic idea. Architectonic
ideas are not identified with their descriptions,
all the descriptions are rather attempts to see
them in the correct light. In his attempts to de-
fine and work out an ideal concept of transcen-
dental philosophy Kant seeks and develops his
project, introducing at least five adjustments to
the initial plan.

3. Scientific-Programmatic
Understanding of Transcendental
Philosophy

As we have seen, Kant’s transcendental phi-
losophy did not come out of Zeus’s head like
Athena, mature and in full armour. Athena
existed before him in the shape of the “tran-
scendental philosophy of the ancients”, i.e.
ontology, which Kant tried to improve by in-
troducing a number of changes into the ini-
tial plan. Thus, transcendental philosophy
is a living philosophical programme, work-
in-progress. Kant had his own programmat-
ic metaphilosophy and his own methodology
of creating and developing philosophical pro-
jects based on mentalist concepts. Turning
to Lakatos’s philosophy of science and using
his toolkit, we can corroborate Kant’s general
methodological ideas and describe the devel-
opment of transcendental philosophy in clear-
er technical terms which Kant did not have.
Although Lakatos (1978c, p. 139) who, to use

112



JIakaToca, pa3Oy>KeHHOro, IO ero COOCTBEHHBIM
crtoaM, [lonmepoM OT AOrMaTI4Yeckoro cHa rere-
JIBSTHCTBA, B KOTOPOM OH Haxommyicsi okosio 20 jiet
(cm.: Lakatos, 1978, p. 139), MOXXHO OTHeCTM K He-
OIIO3UTMBI3MY, €r0 YTOHUEHHBIVI BapMaHT daib-
cuduKaumoHn3Ma U ero MHQPOPMUPOBAaHHOCTD
B pasHBIX HallpaBJleHMsAX pustocodnn HamT ero
IIPOEKTY OIlpelielIeHHble ITpenMyIriecTBa. Kak oH
coobraer B «PastbcuduKamMm 1 MeTOIOJIOTMN
HayYHO-VICCIIeIoBaTeNIbCKIX ITporpaMmM»  (Jlaka-
Toc, 20086, c. 342), ero dustocodus coenmHseT
Tpu Tpaguiyu: (1) amnupucmcekyio, KoTopast Mcxo-
IIVT VI3 TOTO, YTO Hallle II03HaHVe 3aBUCUT OT OIIbI-
Ta; (2) KAHMUAHCKY0, Y KOTOPOVL MOXXHO Hay4MUTh-
Csl aKTMBVICTCKOMY IIOIIXOAY K TeOpmM ITO3HAHWS,
u (3) xonbenyuonarucmcekyio, KoTopas MHPOPMU-
PyeT O 3HaueHUW MpedBapWUTeIbHBIX MeTOOJIO-
IMYecKmX pereHn . To ecTh, eciv BEpUTh CJI0BaM
JTakaroca, OfTHa 13 TPeX COCTaBJISIONIVIX €r0 MeTO-
ZIOTIOT MV OIIperieristeTcsl (POPMOVT MBIIIITIEHWS, VIC-
xopstten n3 dutocodprn Kanra. Ha mont B3z,
vMeeTCs Pzl PaKTOPOB, KOTOPBIE AeTIaf0T METOIO-
jorvio Jlakaroca mpuiBiieKaTesIbHOV IS IIpVIMe-
HeHVIS B o0tacT pvytocodmvt v A1 TIOHMMAHS
IIPOr paMMBI TPaHCIIEHIEHTAITBHON PUITOCODUTL.
Bo-TiepBBIX, KaK 5 yIIOMVHAJI paHee, HEKOTOPbIe
dtocodsl TpodOBaIVI IIPUMEHSITh METOIOJIOI IO
KyHa B cdepe dpurocodpum (cm. Taxxe: Gakis, 2016),
HO ee BO3MOXKHOCTY OYeHb Or'paHIYeHBI 11 ee HeJlo-
CTaTOYHO I MMKpOaHa/IV3a OTIEeIbHBIX ITPOeK-
ToB. HayuHo-vccteoBaTetbckast mporpaMMaTiiKa
JIakaroca, B CBOIO O4epellb, OblIa VCIIOJIb30BaHA B
peJIIoBeieH Ny, JINTepaTypOBeIeHN 1 SKOHO-
Muke (cm.: Murphy, 1999; Black, 2003; Backhouse,
1998). OHa [maeT BO3MOXHOCTb OCO3HATh JIOTMIKY
PasBUTIIS, YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHISL M PacIiaia Hayd-
HBIX IIPOTrPaMM ¥ TIOHSATH VX BHYTPEHHIOI CTPYK-
Typy. Vicxoma w3 meTtomororuu Jlakaroca MOXHO
TIOIBITAThCS CIeJIaTh HaOPOCOK 11 IIpOorpaMMaTirde-
ckon Metadpmstocodpum (cm.: Lewin, 2021). Cam Jla-
KaTOC He OrPaHMYIVBAII CBOV VICCIIE[IOBAHVIS BOITPO-
caMM eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayK. Ecyiv BHUIMaTeIbHO 13y-
YUTB €ro pabOThI, TO MOXKHO YBUIIETb, UTO 151 HETO
€CTb He TOJIBKO, K ITprMepYy, (pr3rrdecKrie 1 MaTeMa-
TUYeCcKVe, HO 1 MeTapv3mdecKite, MapKCUCTCKIIE,
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his own words, had been awakened by Pop-
per from the dogmatic slumber of Hegelianism
in which he remained for twenty years, can be
seen as a neo-positivist, his sophisticated fal-
sificationism and his familiarity with various
philosophical movements, lend his project cer-
tain advantages. As he reports in Falsification
and the Methodology of Scientific Research Pro-
grammes (Lakatos, 1978a, p. 38), his philoso-
phy combines three traditions: (1) the empiricist,
which proceeds on the basis that our cognition
depends on experience; (2) the Kantian, from
which one can learn an activist approach to the
theory of cognition and (3) the conventionist,
which stresses the significance of prior method-
ological decisions. In other words, to listen to
Lakatos, one of the three components of his
methodology uses the form of thought go-
ing back to the philosophy of Kant. I am of the
opinion that there are a number of factors that
make Lakatos’s methodology attractive for use
in philosophy and for understanding the pro-
gramme of transcendental philosophy.

First, as I have mentioned, some philoso-
phers tried to use Kuhn’s methodology in the
sphere of philosophy (see also Gakis, 2016), but
its potential is very limited and it is not suffi-
cient for micro-analysis of individual projects.
Lakatos’s methodology of scientific research
programmes, in turn, has been used in reli-
gious and literary studies and in economics (cf.
Murphy, 1999; Black, 2003; Backhouse, 1998).
It gives insights into the logic of the develop-
ment, improvement, and degradation of scien-
tific programmes and into their inner structure.
Proceeding from the methodology of Lakatos
we can try to make a sketch of programmatic
metaphilosophy (Lewin, 2021). Lakatos him-
self did not confine his research to questions
of the natural sciences. An attentive perusal of
his works will show that he was interested not
only in physical and mathematical, but also in
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IICVIXOAHAJIMTUYECKIE, STUUYeCKMe, ICTeTIYecKe,
Hay4JHO-TeopeTuYecKre ¥ Hay4HO-MCTOpUYecKe
Hay4HO-VICCIIe]oBaTe/IbCKIe IIporpaMMel (cM.: Jla-
karoc, 20080, c. 281—284, 347—349, 359—360; Jla-
karoc, 2008a, c. 260—264; Lakatos, 1978, p. 151—
153; Lakatos, 1968 —1969, p. 177—181). D10 cBA3aHO
C oIperie/IeHHbIM KpUTepreM JleMapKaliiy HayKu
OT IICeBIOHAYKM, IIpeIoykeHHBIM J]akaTocoM B Ka-
4JecTBe YIJIyUllleHHOrO BapyaHTa IIpyHIINIa ¢dajib-
cudukarmm [onmepa. Korga Met mymaeM o jtorvike
Hay4YHBIX VCCIIeZIOBAHMI, TO YacTO IIpefiCcTaBiIsgeM
KaKye-TO OT/eJIbHBbIe TeOpuy, KOTOpble BBbIIBUTA-
I0TCcd ydeHbIMI. Ha camoMm ke fesie Bce BBIIBUHY-
ThIe TeOpUV HaxXOHAATCS B apryMeHTallVIOHHOV 1ie-
TIOYKe, COCTOSIIIEN M3 11eJIOro Habopa TeopeTude-
CKMX 271eMeHTOB. To eCcThb B HayKax MbI B II€PBYIO
ouepezlb MMeeM JIeJIo C psafaMu Teopuit. P teo-
pUV KOHCTUTYHUpyeT To, uTo JlakaTroc HasbIBaeT
«Hay4HO-VICCIIe/IOBaTeIbCKOM  ITPOrpaMMOi». DTa
KOHIIEIIIINS JTIaeT HOBbIE BO3MOXXHOCTVI TIOHSTE Ha-
yKy. Benb Terepp TpeOyeTcsi onvchIBaTh He OIHY
TEOPUIO, a B3aMOCBsI3aHHBIE psIbl Teopuit. Eciam
OIHy TeOpuIo, KaK JfyMaeT HauBHBIV dasibcudm-
KaIIVMOHVCT, MOXXHO OITPOBEPrHYTb, AMIIVMpUYe-
CKM JIOKa3aB, UTO OHA He BepHa, TO 3TO CTAHOBUT-
Cs1 CJIOXKHee, KOTZla MBI VIMeeM JIeJIO C IIeJTBIM PSIoM
Teopuit. Bempb ecsivt orpoBeprHyTH KaKyIO-TO OHY
TEOPUIO, IPyTVie CBSI3aHHBIe C HeVl TeOPUY BCe ellle
MOT'YT OBITH HPaBWIBHBIMI, TO €CTh IIpOrpaMMa
MOXXET IIepeXXITh YacTUUHbIe OITPOBEP)KEHVIS V1 BCe
paBHO pasBuBaTbcs Jasibie. ITpy 3ToM, Kak Ipa-
BIJIO, IIPOrPpaMMBbI TaK VIV VIHa4e pa3BUBAIOTCS B
«OKeaHe aHOMa/ITI» 1 HecooTBeTCTBUM (JIakaroc,
20086, c. 361—364; Lakatos, 1978, p. 149—150).

Kaxk 3ameuaer JIakaToc, cTonT pasimdarh Ipo-
IrpaMMBI, MOTOPOM KOTOPBIX SIBJISIETCSI SMIIIpIIYe-
CKasi IIporpeccusi, OT TeX, B KOTOPBIX BaKHee Teo-
peTwyeckmit pocT 1 passuTie. Hamprmvep, B MeTa-
dmsmaeckon mporpamme (Jlakaroc cam gaeT Takom
IIpyMep, onmpasich Ha [lekapTa), KOTopasi paccMa-
TPUBaeT MUP B KadecTBe MexaHWM3Ma, paboTaro-
IIero Kak yachl, I7ie Kakasd JeTajab MMeeT KaKo-
e-To (pr3mdecKoe 3HaUeH Ve ¥ B3aVIMOOTHOITIEHVIE C
APYTVIMU, TEOPETUUECKIUT IIPOLIeCC PasBUTS Kpe-
aTVBHBIX TEOPUV ¥ OHMCaHWMV HAaMHOIO BakHee,
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metaphysical, Marxist, psycho-analytical, ethi-
cal, aesthetic, scientific-theoretical and scientif-
ic-historical research programmes (cf. Lakatos,
1978a, pp. 8-9, 41-42, 47-48; 1978b, pp. 131-134;
1978¢c, pp. 151-153; 1968, pp. 177-181). This
has to do with a certain criterion of demarca-
tion of science from pseudo-science, proposed
by Lakatos as an improved variant of Pop-
per’s principle of falsification. When we think
about the logic of scientific research we often
have in mind individual theories put forward
by scientists. In reality, all the proposed theo-
ries are parts of an argument chain consisting
of a whole set of theoretical elements, i.e. in sci-
ence we have above all sets of theories. A set
of theories constitutes what Lakatos calls “a
scientific research programme”. This concept
offers new opportunities of understanding sci-
ence. Now one has to describe not one theory,
but interconnected sets of theories. While one
theory, as a naive falsificationist thinks, can be
refuted by empirically proving its fallacy, the
same is more difficult to accomplish if we deal
with a whole set of theories. For while refut-
ing one theory, other theories connected with it
may still be valid, i.e. the programme can sur-
vive partial refutations and continue to devel-
op. As a rule, programmes develop, in one way
or another, in “an ocean of anomalies” and dis-
crepancies (cf. Lakatos, 1978a, pp. 48-50; 1978c,
pp- 149-150).

Lakatos distinguishes programmes driven
by empirical progressions from those in which
theoretical growth and development are para-
mount. For example, in the metaphysical pro-
gramme (Lakatos cites this example following
Descartes) which sees the world as a clockwork
mechanism in which every part has physical
significance and correlates with other parts, the
theoretical process of developing creative theo-
ries and descriptions is far more important than



ueM sMIvprdeckyie Haxogku (cm.: Lakatos, 1968 —
1969, p. 177—181)"". OnrpoBepruys KaKOv-TO SMIIV-
prdeckmii aKT, ONVICAHHBIV B 3TOV IIPOrpaMMe,
ee caMy He OITpoBeprHyTh. OHa MOXeT pacIiacTbCs
U TIOTePATh 3HAYVMMOCTB, eCJIV OyeT IIOXO OIV-
CbIBaTh (PaKTHI ¥ aHOMaJIMM (B TOM UMCIIe Teope-
TUYeCK/ie HeCOOTBETCTBS), KOTOpble He BIIVCHI-
BalOTCS B ee KapTUHY Mupa. Ho orrposeprayTs ee
OIHVIM YAApOM, TOKa3aB, YTO KaKOVI-TO IIpVIMep He
CXOIMTCS C OIVICAaHVEM, HEBO3MOXKHO. B cxemy Ta-
KVX PSIOB TEOPWUI JOJDKHA aHAJIOTMYHO II0IAcTh
U IIporpaMMa TpaHCLIeHAeHTaIbHON priocodmn.
OHa sBjIgeTCS Hay4YHOV B TOM CMBICTIE, UYTO B Hell
€CThb TeopeTmdecKasi IIporpeccyisi, Kakue-To Iaru
u caBuru okyca (Kak s Oommcasl BblIle), BeJly-
IVie K HaKOIUIEHWIO 3HaHM. [Tpy 9ToM, OCKOTb-
Ky TPaHCLIEHAEHTaJINV VIIITYTCS B CO3HAHWUM, a He
B O0BEKTaX, IMEeTCS VI AMIIVIpIYecKas 01 IIpo-
IrpaMMBl — TEOPUM O CIIOCOOHOCTSAX U paKTax Cco-
3HaHMSI MOTYT OBITh BOCIIPOM3BENIeHBI U MIHTPO-
CIIEKTVIBHO ITPOBEpPeHBbI (IopolOHee 00 3TOM CM.:
Lewin, 2021). Tak e n misa KanTa TpaHcriieHaeH-
TaIbHast PvI0cos SIBJIIeTCs HayKOV, OCOOeHHO
B IIepCIIEKTVBE TEOPETIYEeCKOV IIPOrpeccuys, Io-
CKOJIBKY OHa BBIIIOJIHSIET OCHOBHBIE TpeOOBaHMS:
palOHaIbHO-CCTEMATITYeCKOe Pas3BUTHIE TTO3Ha-
HWVI IIPOVI3BOAMTCS TI0 OIpefieJIeHHOMY MeTOIy B
COOTBETCTBUVI C PACKPBIBAOIIEVICS apXUTEKTOHVI-
YeCKOVI VizieeVt VI OOIIVIMY LIeJISIMUL pasyMa'?.
Bo-BTOPBIX, IOMMMO OTKPBITOCTV B KOHTEKCTE
ZleMapKalluy, TO eCThb BO3MOXXHOCTW IIPUIEPXKU-
BaThCS YaCTVYHO OIIPOBEPTHYTOV VICCIIeIOBATE b~
CKOVI ITIPOTrpaMMBI, eCTh ellle Tpu pakTopa, KOTo-
pBle IearoT MeToposioryio Jlakaroca IpuiBiieKa-
TeJIBHOV JIJIs1 ITPVMIMeHeH s B 00r1acTy dovytocodpmnt.
[Tpex/e Bcero MeTONOJIOTMS HAyYHO-VCCIIEIOBA-

' Hackonbko JIakaToc OeCTBUTEIFHO CUYUTAI CBOIO
HporpaMMaTHKy IIPMMEHMMON K MeTadum3nIecKuM Teo-
pyvsIM, TPyAHO cKasaTk. [TockoiIbKy (POKyC ero mcciienosa-
HUN HallpaBJjIeH Ha MaTeMaTlKYy V1 eCTeCTBeHHbIe HayKW,
11ocsie 3Toro npmmMepa 1968 r. on MoyrunT 0 MetadmsMKe.
TeMm He MeHee 3Ta MBICIIb VIMEETCSI, M ee MOXKHO ITPO0JI-
JKUTB I10 aHJIOIMN C SCTETMYECKMMV, STUIeCKUMI U Ip.
IporpaMMamMy, KOTOpble OH OCMBICIISUI 11 KOTOpbIe HaXo-
ISITCH 3a IIpefie/IaMy eCTECTBEHHBIX HayK.

2 TlogpoOHnee o nonvmManwy Haykn y Kanra cm.: (Sturm,
2009, S. 128 —182).
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empirical finds (Lakatos, 1968, pp. 177-181).!!
A programme cannot be refuted by refuting an
empirical fact described in this programme. It
can fall apart and become irrelevant if it poor-
ly describes facts and anomalies (including the-
oretical discrepancies) which do not fit into its
picture of the world. But it cannot be refuted
in one stroke, by proving that an example does
not match the description. Similarly, the pro-
gramme of transcendental philosophy should
be included in the scheme of such sets of theo-
ries. It is scientific in the sense that it has theo-
retical progression, steps and problem shifts (as
I have described above) which lead to the ac-
cumulation of knowledge. Because transcenden-
talia are looked for in mind and not in objects,
the programme has an empirical part, i.e. the-
ories of the faculties and facts of mind that can
be reproduced and introspectively verified.'
Likewise for Kant, transcendental philosophy
is a science, especially in terms of theoretical
progression, insofar as it meets the main re-
quirements: rational-systemic development of
knowledge follows a certain method in accord-
ance with the unfolding architectonic ideas and
general goals of reason.”

Second, in addition to openness in the con-
text of demarcation, i.e. the possibility of
adhering to a partially refuted research pro-
gramme, there are three further factors that
make Lakatos’s methodology attractive for use
in philosophy. First of all, the scientific research
programme methodology, unlike Kuhn’s pro-

' Whether Lakatos really considered his programmatics
to be applicable to metaphysical theories, it is hard to
say. Because the focus of his research is on mathematics
and natural sciences he is silent on metaphysics after
this 1968 example. Nevertheless, the idea is there and
it can be pursued by analogy with the aesthetic, ethical
and other programmes which he studied and which are
outside the natural sciences.

2 For more on this see Lewin (2021).

13 For more on Kant’s view of science see Sturm (2009,
pp. 128-182).
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TeJILCKMX IIPOrpaMM, B OTJIYMe OT IIporpaMmaTy-
Kk KyHa, MoXeT ObITh MCIIOJIB30BaHa KaK Ha Ma-
KpO-, TaK ¥ Ha MUKPOYPOBHSIX VCCIIe[IOBaHMs Ha-
ykn. Kak y KanTa ecTp apxurekToHMYecKas mies
BCeVl HayKM B 11eJIoM, Tak 1 y Jlakaroca Hayka B Iie-
JIOM MOXeT OBbITh IIpeficTaB/IeHa KaK OlHa OrPOM-
Hasl MccilejoBaTesIbcKas mporpaMma (cm.: Lakatos,
1978, p. 47). Kax y KanTa ecTh ypoBHM B paMKax
IpeJICcTaBJIeH VI 11eJIOCTHOV Hay Ky, KOTOPBbIM COOT-
BeTCTBYIOT VZIeV OTeJIbHBIX HayK, JIBVDKeHVIS BHY-
TP HayK M IIPOeKThI BHYTPW HIX, TaK 1 y Jlakarto-
ca Lellb TeOPWVL, C pa3BUTVIEM KOTOPOV pacTeT BCs
HayKa, COCTOUT W13 OTHe/IbHBIX OoJlee MM MeHee
OOIIBIINIX PSAIOB TEOPUIL. DTO HAIIOMVHAET MOJIeIb
MaTpelIKIL: B VICCIIeOBaTeIbCKOVI IIporpaMMe «Ha-
yKa» HaXo[sTcd Oojiee 1 MeHee KOHKpeTHBIe ViC-
cJlefioBaTeIIbCKyie IPOrpaMMBbl BIUIOTH 10 OTHENIb-
HBIX TeopeTmdecknx Mopestert. CortacHo Jlakaro-
Cy, MOXXHO, HaIIpMMep, CKas3aTh, YTO KaHTOBCKasl
Teopus pasyMa Kak MCTOYHUK WIell — 3TO Hayd-
HO-VICCIIeioBaTesIbcKasl IIporpaMMa, HaxodaIasics
B IIporpaMMe TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHOV drstocodu,
KOTOpasi, B CBOIO Ouepe[lb, COIEPKIUTCS B IIpOrpaM-
Me MeTapM3MKI B HIVMPOKOM CMBICIIe, BXOIISIIIEN B
nporpaMMmy «pniocodnis», KOTopasi, B CBOIO Oue-
penp, BKJIIOUeHa B IIPorpamMMy «HayKa.
B-Tpetbux, JlakaToc Tak e 4eTKO oIpesieisier
COCTaBHBIe YacTM VCCIIeJOBATeIILCKMX IIPOrPaMM.
B mx ocHOBe JIeXWUT TakK Ha3bIBaeMOE <KEeCTKOe
ApO», COCTOsIIIIee 13 HEKOTOPBIX OCHOBHBIX ITPe]l-
IOJIOKeHUVI, KOTOpble OCHOBaTeJIV MJIV YYacTHU-
KV Hay4HOT'O IIpOoeKTa XOTST BO YTO ObI TO HM CTa-
JIO YKPeluThb ¥ Pa3BUTh [I0 IOJIHOLIEHHOVI Teope-
TUYeCKOV CUCTeMBL. 3aKOH I'paBUTaLI BMeCTe C
TpeMs 3aKOHaMW [BVDKEHWUSI — IIpUMep TaKoro
JKeCTKOI'O fAipa B HBIOTOHOBCKOW ITporpaMmme. Ta-
KIe sAapa, Kak ropoput Jlakaroc, He BO3HMKAIOT
Y3 HUOTKYZa, a IIPOXOAAT AOIIUIL IIpoliecc IIpod
u ommbok (JTakaroc, 20086, c. 361—362). TpaHc-
IIleHIeHTaIbHas prytocodmsi, Kak ObUIO ITOKas3a-
HO, TOXXe He IIOogBWIach M3 HUOTKY/a, a IIpou30-
11y1a 13 oHTosIormm. Crapasi OHTOJIOT Vs OCHOBBIBA-
Jlach Ha TeOpeTH4eCcKOM OCHOBaHWM, YTO eCTh Cy-
IlepKaTeropmu, M TpaHCIeHJeHTasIni, KOTOpble
MOYXHO HaWITV U BBISIBUTbH. KaKovi-To 371eMeHT 3TOM
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grammatics, can be used both at the macro-
and micro-levels of the analysis of science. Just
as Kant has an architectonic idea of science as
a whole, so with Lakatos (1978a, p. 47) science
as a whole can be represented as one huge re-
search programme. Just as Kant has levels in
the framework of science as a whole, matched
by the ideas of separate sciences, parts of
sciences and projects within them, so Lakatos’s
set of theories, whose development advances
science as a whole, consists of varying-size sets
of theories. It resembles the nestled doll (matry-
oshka) model: inside the research programme
called “science” there are more or less concrete
research programmes down to individual the-
oretical models. According to Lakatos, we can
say, for example, that Kant’s theory of reason
as a source of ideas is a research programme in-
side the programme of transcendental philoso-
phy, which, in turn, is inside the programme of
metaphysics in the broad sense, which is inside
the programme “philosophy”, which, in turn, is
inside the programme “science”.

Third, Lakatos also clearly defines the com-
ponents of research programmes. The “hard
core” consists of basic tenets which the found-
ers or participants of the research project are
determined to bolster and develop into a ful-
ly-fledged theoretical system. The gravitation
law with the three laws of motion is an exam-
ple of a hard core in Newton’s programme.
Such hard cores, according to Lakatos (1978a,
p- 48), do not appear out of nowhere, but are
arrived at through a long process of trial and
error. Transcendental philosophy, as shown
above, did not come out of nowhere, but is
derived from ontology. The old ontology was
based on a theoretical foundation, i.e. su-
per-categories, transcendentalia which can be
found and revealed. An element of such on-
tology has been preserved by Kant: he too is
looking for what may be called transcenden-



OHTOJIOrMM OcTasicss M Y KaHTa — OH TOXe MIIIeT,
MOYKHO CKa3aTh, TPAaHCIIEHIEeHTaINV, HO B CTIOCO0-
HOCTSIX HAIIlero CO3HaHMS. DTM TpaHCIIeHIeHTa-
JINVL Y HETO, eCJIVI MBI OCTaeMcsI Ha YpOBHe IIepBoVl
«KpuTHnkm», He 4TO MHOe, KaK allprOpHbIe 3Jle-
MEeHTBI HaIllero IO3HaHMS — YUCThle POPMBI CO-
3epraHms (BpeMs M IIPOCTPAHCTBO), KaTeropum 1
HIPVHIINIIBL paccyaKa 1 uaeu pasyma. OHTosIorms,
KaK OH mmIieT B ItepBot «Kputuike», MOXeT co-
CTOSITH TOJIBKO B aHaJIV3e 3TUX MOHSTU (A 247 /
B 303; KanT, 20064, c. 401)": m1pyt 5TOM MBI TOJIKHBI
VICXOIUTD He 13 IIPeIMeTOB, WIN «ObITHS», a py-
KOBOJICTBOBAThCs KOHIIEIITOM «IIpelIMeTa BOOOIIIe»
(A 845—846 / B 873—874; Kant, 2006a, c. 1057—
1059). DxcrosuIns Maeu TpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHOM
dwtocodpum, xkotopyto maet KaHT, ecTh Kak pa3s
TaKoe Jxectkoe A0po B IoHVMaHMM JlakaToca. Xots
OHO HaXOIWTCS B HEKOTOPOM JIBVDKEHWUV B ITOCTIE-
moyrommx pabotax Kanra, pagymkaabHO OHO He OT-

3 MoXHO OmMOOYHO MHPOYUTATh 3TO MECTO TakK, Kak
9TO Iperoaraercs repesogom: Oyaro KanT mpemiara-
€T 3aMEeHWUTb «TOPIoe VMs OHTOJIOTMN... CKPOMHBIM VIMe-
HeM IIPOCTOV aHaJIUTMKV YMCTOro paccyika». Hyxmo
oOpaTnTh BHMMaHNe Ha TO, YTO aKLIEHT B 3TOM IIpeiyIo-
JKeHWM [IeJIaeTcsl He Ha BO3MOXXHBIX Ha3BaHMSIX, a Ha CO-
Tlep>kaHuy oHTosIorvMn. Pycckmi miepeBort He oroOpakaeT
JIOTIYeCKOe 3HadeHVe HeOIIpedeJIeHHOIO apTUKIIL «ein-
er». «Der stolze Name einer Ontologie, welche...» MoxHO
OBUIO OBI IIEpeBeCcT KaK «T'OPJioe VIMSI TaKOV OHTOJIOTN,
KOTopasd...» (BMECTO aHaJIM3a YVMCTOrO pacCylKa IIPUTS-
3aeT Ha CO3JaHVe CUCTEeMBI M3 CMHTEeTUUEeCKIX II03HAH
a riori). To, 9TO ITOHMMAJIOCH TI0Z], OHTOJIOTVIEVI, MOXKET Te-
repb OBITH TOJIBKO aHAJIMTMKOV YMCTOro paccypka. Ilo-
3TOMY IOHATVE «OHTOJIOIMS» CTABUTCSI B CKOOKax 3a
TPaHCILIeH/IeHTAJIbHOV (prutocodmert B apXUTEKTOHMYe-
CKOM orIpeziesieHM yactent Metadpmsukn (A 845 / B 873;
Kant, 2006a, c. 1057; AA 29, S. 784—785), a To 1 BoOOI1IE
BMecTO Hee (A 846 / B 874; Kant, 2006a, c. 1059). ®okyc
VICCTIETOBAHVIS IIEPEHOCITCS Ha TO, KaK Tellepb IIOHIMAaTh
OHTOJIOI'MIO, & He Ha BOIIPOC O Ha3BaHWAX, XOTS aIbTep-
HaTVMBHOE IIOHSTIE «TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHas prtocodris»
He MOXXeT CBOOWUTBCS TOJIBKO K TEOPETMYEeCKOW YacTu
npoekra KaHTa, Kax 4 MoKa3al BO BTOPOVI 9acTV CTaTb.
Kaxk BbIpaxaetcss DrreHa dPukapa, «OHTOJIOIMS HOJDKHA
OBITh 3aMeHeHa TPaHCLeHIeHTIbHOM prytocodmert, HO
OHa OJHOBPEMEHHO V1 eCTh caMa JKe TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHas
dwocodpus» (Ficara, 2006, S. 11). ITonoxenne xe, 4To
TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHas prytocodpmsa «MpicmTess Kanrom
He B KauecTse oHTONIOrm» (Karpeuxo, 2020, c. 5), He oTo-
Opa’kaeT 3TOro 1 Iporiecca pasBurusi oHtosoruu. O 11o-
HMaHUM oHTOTormM y Kanra Taxke cm.: (Fulda, 1988).
OO0 mcropwn pasBUTHS HOHATHS «OHTONIOIMs» y KaHTa
cm.: (Rivero, 2014).
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talia in the faculties of our mind. With him,
if we remain at the level of the first Critique,
these transcendentalia are a priori elements of
our cognition, pure forms of intuition (time
and space), categories and principles of under-
standing and reason. Ontology, as he writes in
the first Critique, can consist only in the analy-
sis of these concepts (KrV, A 247 / B 303; Kant,
1998, pp. 358-359)'*: and we should proceed not
from objects, or ‘being” but from the concept of
“an object in general” (KrV, A 845-846 / B 873-
874; Kant, 1998, pp. 698-699). Kant’s exposition
of transcendental philosophy is precisely the
hard core as understood by Lakatos. Although
it undergoes some modifications in Kant’s sub-
sequent works, it is never radically rejected.
The hard cores Lakatos establishes subsequent-
ly are surrounded by a “protective belt” of the-
ories. An example of a protective belt theory
is Kant’s claim in Prolegomena that tradition-
al metaphysics since the time of Aristotle had
not moved even one step forward because no
synthetic a priori judgement from cosmology
or rational psychology had been proved (Prol,
AA 04, p. 368; Kant, 2002, pp. 156-157). In oth-
er words, to refute Kant’s hard core it has first

" It is important to understand the emphasis in the
original German of this passage: what was meant
by ontology earlier can now be only an analytic of
pure understanding. The concept of “ontology” is
put in brackets after or even instead of transcendental
philosophy in the architectonic explication of parts
of metaphysics (cf. KrV, A 845-846 / B 873-874; Kant,
1998, pp. 698-699, see also V-Met/Mron, AA 29, pp. 784-
785; Kant, 1997, pp. 140-141). The focus of the study
shifts to how to interpret ontology and not to the
question of names, although the alternative concept of
“transcendental philosophy” cannot be reduced to the
theoretical part of Kant’s project, as I have shown in the
second part of the article. According to Elena Ficara (2006,
p. 11), “ontology should be replaced by transcendental
philosophy, yet it is simultaneously itself transcendental
philosophy.” The proposition that Kant “does not think
of transcendental philosophy as ontology” (Katrechko,
2020, p. 5), fails to convey this and the process of the
development of ontology. On Kant's interpretation of
ontology see also Fulda (1988). On Kant’s view of the
development of the concept “ontology” see Rivero
(2014).
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Bepraercs. Takue sijipa, KOTOpble yCTaHaBJIVBaeT
JTaxaroc B gajibHerIIeM, OKpYy>KaroTcs PsiZIOM Teo-
pUV, 3aIIMIIAONINX VX TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIM 3aIllT-
HBIM nosicoM. IIpyMepoM Teopum M3 3aIIMTHOIO
rosica MOXeT ObITh yTBepXkieHue Kanra B «[Ipo-
JIleroMeHax», YTO TpaAuIIMOHHas MeTadusiKa co
BpeMeH ApVCTOTesIs H Ha IIIar He CABMHYJIaCh C
MecTa, TaK Kak ellle HY OITHO CHMHTeTUYecKoe Cy-
XKJIeHVe alipyopy, HallpyMep 13 KOCMOJIOTUM VTN
palLVIOHAJIBHOM TICMXOJIOTMY, He ObUIO JI0Ka3aHO
(AA 04, S. 368; KanT 19948, c. 134—136). To ecTs,
4uTOOBI OIIPOBEPTHYTH XXecTKoe snapo KaHta, cHa-
yajla HY>XHO JI0OKa3aTb, YTO CUHTETUYecKyue Cy-
JKIEeHW allpyopy, HaIlpyMep B KOCMOJIOT MY, BO3-
MOXXHBI, U1 IIPeIbsIBUTD JI0OKa3aTeJIbCTBa CyIIeCTBO-
BaHVIS TIOCTIETHEV HEeJTVIMOV YaCTUTIBI.
Crenyroniye 3j1eMeHTBl  VCCIIeIOBaTeIbCKIIX
nporpamm Jlakartoca — 370 (1) mosuTMBHAs U (2)
HeraTvBHas 3BpucTuKa. (1) B mosuTmsHOM 3BpU-
CTVIKe y4eHble pa3BOpauMBaioT ¥ CIelpuIIpYy-
IOT JKeCTKOe S7IpO. DTO KpeaTUBHBIVI aBTOHOMHBIVI
Hpollecc IUIaHWPOBaHMA ITPOeKTa, pellleHus 3a-
Iad 1 00paboTKM mpoldiieM, Tak cKas3aTh, B «0du-
ce TeopeTHKa». B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO (PVITOCO-
v nosuTMBHASA 3BPUCTMIKA HaXOIWUT BbIpake-
HVe B pa3sBopauvBaHNM ee men B xore «Kputukm
YMCTOTO pa3yMa», TO eCTb B aHaJIN3e allpUIOPHBIX
3JIeMeHTOB MO3HaHMsL. B «IIposileromeHax» MOXXHO
HaVITV KOHKPeTHBIV IUIaH U3 CeMU ITyHKTOB, I7ie
KanT onvceiBaeT, 4TO JOJDKHO WJIM JOIDKHO OBLIO
nponzonTu B nepsoit «Kputuke» (AA 04, S. 365;
Kant 19948, c. 131-132). (2) B HerarusHO 3BpU-
CTVIKe y4eHble He CTOJIIBKO PYKOBOICTBYIOTCS TIjIa-
HOM, CKOJIBKO pearupyloT Ha IOCTOSIHHO BO3HW-
KaloIye IpobsieMel 11 aHoMasmm. PerreHne mmpo-
OrieM ¥ TpyHAHOCTeV! IIpM 3TOM HallejleHO Ha To,
4TOOBI CllelaTh CBOIO IIPOrpaMMYy ellle CTaOwIb-
Hee 1 ycrieliiHee. B MeTadmsmueckmx mporpam-
Max aHOMaJIV BCTpedaloTCsi CKopee B popMe J10-
KaszaTeJIbCTBa KPUTMKaMV HeKOrepeHTHOCTU VI
HeIpaBWIbHOCTY ITpoekTa. IIpumep Taxoit Kpu-
TUKU V3BHe — pelleH3us lapBe Ha IlepBoe m3fa-
Hue «KpuTukm uncroro pasyma», Ije OH Heyjad-
HO omuchiBaeT mo3uIMio KaHTa Kak MO3MIIMIO
BBICOKOrO mpearmsma (KaHT umTaet: «TpaHCIleH-
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to be proved that synthetic a priori judgements,
for example, in cosmology, are possible and
proof has to be presented of the existence of the
ultimate indivisible particle.

The following elements of Lakatos’s re-
search programmes are (1) positive and (2)
negative heuristics. (1) In positive heuristics
scientists unfold and specify the hard core.
This is a creative autonomous process of plan-
ning the project, solving the tasks, and process-
ing the problems, “in the theorist’s office,” as
it were. In transcendental philosophy positive
heuristics takes the form of elaborating its idea
in the course of the Critique of Pure Reason, i.e.
the analysis of a priori elements of cognition. In
the Prolegomena we find a concrete seven-point
plan in which Kant describes what ought to
have happened in the first Critique (Prol, AA 04,
p- 365; Kant, 2002, p. 154). (2) In negative heu-
ristics scientists do not so much follow a plan
as react to the problems and anomalies that
constantly crop up. The handling of problems
and difficulties is geared to making the pro-
gramme more stable and successful. In meta-
physical programmes anomalies occur rather
in the form of critics proving the incoherence or
fallacy of the project. An example of such exter-
nal criticism is Garve’s review of the first edi-
tion of the Critique of Pure Reason in which he
infelicitously describes Kant’s position as high
idealism (Kant reads “transcendent”) (Prol,
AA 04, p. 373)," which includes both the spir-
it and matter and turns the whole world into
representations. Kant wrote that, reading these
lines, he knew at once what to expect from the
review. Based on Garve’s critique prompted by
the misunderstood purport of the book, Kant
specified some aspects and inserted the part
“Refutation of Idealism” (KrV, B 274-279; Kant,

15 Garve writes in the review “transcendentellen”, in
translations authors use “transcendental” (Kant, 2002,
p- 161).



meHTHOro» (AA 04, S. 373))", KOTOpBITI OXBaTHIBA-
eT U JIyX, VI MaTepuIo 1 IIpeBpalliaeT Becb MUP B
npezcrasienns. KanT Hamvcas, uto, ynras 3T
CTPOKWM, Cpasy MOHsJI, UTO 3a PelieH3Ms ero OXu-
naetT. Viexoms m3 kputukn [apBe, ocHOBaHHOV Ha
HeBepPHOM TIOHMMaHMM 3aMmblciia KHury, Kant
crenuITMpoBayl HEKOTOpble MOMEHTBI ¥ BCTa-
BIWJI YacTh «OnposepxeHne maeannsMa» (B 274—
279; Kanr, 20064, c. 369—373) Bo BTOpOE M3IaHMe
«KpnuTuku upcroro pasymar». DTOT CJIydall — sIB-
HBIVI IIpVIMep HeTraTVMBHOV 3BPUCTVIKM [IJId 3alliy-
TBI KEeCTKOTO SAJIpa OT OITPOBeP)KeH M.

Haxowrer1, B-ueTBepThIX, PaKTOpP, Ha KOTOPKIN 5
xo4y oOpaTuTh BHMMaHUe 1 KOTOPBIN fieJlaeT IIpo-
rpamMarvKy JlakaToca mosiesHoVi, — ero aHajius
pocTa 1 yna/ika HayYHO-VCCIIe[IoBaTeIbCKIX IIpo-
rpamm. IIporpamma passuBaeTcsl, Korjga psip, Te-
OpViVi, VICXOISIIMII M3 JXKeCTKOIro $jpa, YCIIELTHO
CIIpaBJIseTCs C 3a7adaMy, IIOCTaBJIEHHBIMI B IIO-
3UTUBHOVI VI HETaTVBHOV 3BPUCTIKE, TO €CTh KOria
VICCIIeZIOBaHMS IIPUBOIAT K YIIYUIlleHHBIM TeOpu-
SM VI OIVICAHVIAM (PAKTOB ¥ TeOPUM SMIIUPUIECKN
noxTeepxkaaioTcd. Ilporpamma, cizemoBaTesIbHO,
Ha4ylMHaeT pacliafaThbCsl, KOIja 4YmcIo HepelleH-
HBIX ITpO0JIEM 11 aHOMaJIVVI IIPEBBIIIIaeT ee VcciIe-
JIoBaTeJIbCKMVI TIOTeHIIMasl, TO eCTh KOI7la OHa Bce
MeHBbIIIe VI MeHBbIIIe flaeT OOBsICHeHNVI U TI0JTyYaeT
MOATBEPXK/IeHUIL. DTO IPaBWIbHO ¥ HOPMaJIbHO,
UTO yUeHble CTPeMSTCS IIPVICOeIMHUTLCA K yCIIel-
HBIM ITIPOrpaMMaM, TaK Kak JIer pagupyIoIiye IIpo-
rpaMMBbl He CO3[Iaf0T HOBBIX 3HAHWUI, TOITUYTCS Ha
OTHOM MecCTe VJIV IIPOCTO JAlOT HOBble POpMYyIIN-
POBKM CTapOro CoAep KaHMsI 1 IIO3TOMY HOJTy4YaloT
BCe MeHblIle TIOJIJIEP)KKI CO CTOPOHBI O0IIlecTBa 1
dvHAHCOBOVI IIOMOIIM CO CTOPOHBI rOCydapcTBa.
Ho JlakaToc nmogyepKuBaeT, 4To IIporpecc B HaykKe
OCHOBBIBaeTCs He Ha paKTax BOKPYT Hac, a Ha Kpe-
aTmBHOM BooOpaxeHmu (JTakartoc, 20086, c. 458 —
459). C momoripio KpeaTMBHBIX MoaydmKarini,
HOBBIX VeVl VI CIABUIOB IIpo0sieMaTideckoro ¢o-
Kyca (TO ecTh ITyTeM KOPPeKTMPOBOK Kypca pa3Bu-
TS IPOrpaMM) MOXKHO CHIacTH JjaXke caMyo 3a0bl-

14 Cam Tlapse mmmrer B peneHsun «transscendentellen»,

aBTOPHI TIepeBOfla — «TpaHCIleHIeHTaTbHOTO» (KaHT
19948, c. 141).
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1998, pp. 326-329) in the second edition of the
Critique of Pure Reason. This is an obvious in-
stance of negative heuristics to defend a hard
core against refutation.

Fourthly and finally, I would like to draw
attention to another factor that makes Laka-
tos’s programmatics useful, namely, his analy-
sis of the growth and degradation of scientific
research programmes. A programme develops
when a set of theories emanating from the hard
core successfully copes with the tasks set by
positive and negative heuristics, i.e. when re-
search improves theories and descriptions of
facts and theories are proved empirically. Ac-
cordingly, a programme begins to fall apart
when the number of unsolved problems and
anomalies exceeds the research potential, i.e.
when it has fewer and fewer explanations and
proofs. It is right and normal for scientists to
seek to join successful programmes because
degrading programmes do not generate new
knowledge, are marking time or simply refor-
mulating old content and therefore are getting
less and less support from society and financial
aid from the state. But Lakatos (1978a, p. 99)
stresses that progress in science is based not on
the facts around us but on creative imagination.
Creative modifications, new ideas and problem
shifts (i.e., through adjustment of the course
of the programme) can rescue even the most
neglected and deteriorating programme and
make it progressive and capable of cooperating
and competing with other projects.

This is exactly what Kant does to metaphys-
ics. On the one hand, traditional metaphys-
ics had not proved a single a priori synthetic
judgement and, on the other hand, philoso-
phers continue to waste their time on spec-
ulations, as Kant puts it, in a vacuum where
pure reason helplessly flaps its wings (GMS,
AA 04, p. 462; Kant, 1996b, p. 107), where ar-
guments are useless because no one can win
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TYIO WIV paclafalollyocs IIporpaMMy U ciesaTh
ee CHOBa IIPOrPeCcCBHON M CIIOCOOHOM K KooIlepa-
LIV VI KOHKYPEHIINUM C APYTUMV IIPOeKTaMIA.

VmenHo Tak KaHT nocrymaer ¢ MeTadpm3mMKOTL.
C omgHOV CTOPOHBI, B TPaAUIIMIOHHOV MeTadw3u-
Ke He OBLJIO IOKa3aHO HY OJHO CHTETIYeCKOe CY-
JKAeHMe aTripropy, a ¢ ApyTron — puiocodsl Ipo-
IO/DKAIOT TPaTUTh BpeMs Ha CIeKyJISLIUM, KaK
BeIpakaeTcd KaHT, B IIycTOM IpoCTpaHCTBe, ITie
YVCTBIN PasyM OecCVIBHO pa3MaxyBaeT KpPbLIbs-
Mu (AA 04, S. 462; Kant 19948, c. 245), rioe cioper
Oecriosie3Hbl, TaK KaK HMKTO He MOXeT IT0OeINTbh.
ITosToMy OH mpemiaraeT IIPOrPeCCUBHBIV CIBUT
Ipo0sieMbl B OHTOJIOTMM — TpaHCLeHIeHTaInmn
cJlefyeT MCKaTh B CIOCOOHOCTSX HaIllero CO3Ha-
HMs, aHaJIM3MPOBaTh X M CMOTPeTh, Ha UYTO MBI
HeVICTBUTEJIBHO CIIOCOOHBI B HallleM IIO3HaHWM.
ITorom KanT mosTamHo pasBuBaeT v paciimpseT
CBOVI WM3HAYAJILHBIV ITPOEKT TpaHCIIeHIeHTasIb-
Ho wiocodpum, mernasi ero CIOCOOHBIM OIMV-
carb OoJIbIllee KOJIMYECTBO IIPVHIIVIIOB He TOJIb-
KO B TeOpeTMUIecKo, HO U B IIpaKTU4ecKon puio-
codpvmt 1 B acreTmKe. IIporpamma TpaHCIIeHIEH-
TajIbHOM prytocodmm He 3aKoHUWIach B «Opus
postumum» Kanra. PertHronp, yBuies, 9To oHa
MOXKeT PacIacThbCs M3-3a pa3HOITIacCUi B (PVIIOCO-
vt 1 B mounmanuy KaHTa, pemioxm cremy-
IOIINII CABUT IIpo0OsieMbl — HYXXHO OOOCHOBAaTh
ee Ha OTHOM IIPVHIINIIE, C KOTOPBIM HEBO3MOXKXHO
He cormtacuThest (Reinhold, 2003, S. 185). Tak mox-
HO IIPOBeCTV 3Ty JIMHMIO U JaJIbllle, pacCCMOTPEB
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHYI0 PUII0COPUIO B IIporpaM-
MaTMYeCKOVl IepCIeKTVBe ¥ IIpobeMaTu3upys
HEKOTOpble MOMEHTBI — HaIlpuMep, TPYIHOCTU
yCTaHOBJIEHWSI KpUTepHeB [1JIs1 Ol pefiesIeH s IIpo-
rpecca B TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM PrIocopmit.

B 5T1ix yeThIpex ImyHKTaxX, KOTOpbIe s BBIIIeINII B
dmnocodmm Jlakaroca, oToOpakaroTcst HOBbIE Me-
TOHOJIOrMYecKye B3IVIAObl Ha TpaHCIleHeHTalb-
Hy0 dwtocoduro. Bo-iepBrIx, OHa IIpecTaBiIs-
eTcs Kak psifl Teopuil. Bo-BTOpPBIX, OHa IIpercTas-
JIgeTcsl KaK IIporpaMMma BHYTPWM BBIIIECTOSAIIIVIX
Gortee OOIIMPHBIX IPOrpaMM. DTOT ITyHKT COBIIa-
JaeT C apXUTEKTOHVKOM Kanra, KOTOPBIN OITpere-
JIsieT MeCTO TPpaHCIIeHeHTaJIbHO drstocodprn B
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them. Therefore, he proposes a progressive
shift of the problem in ontology: transcenden-
talia should be sought in the faculties of our
mind, in analysing them and looking at what
we are really capable of accomplishing in our
cognition. Then Kant progressively develops
and expands his initial project of transcenden-
tal philosophy to enable it to describe a larg-
er number of principles not only in theoretical,
but also in practical philosophy and in aesthet-
ics. The programme of transcendental philos-
ophy did not end with Kant’s Opus postumum.
Reinhold (2003, p. 185), seeing that it might fall
apart over differences in philosophy and inter-
pretation of Kant, proposed the following shift
of the problem: it should be grounded in a sin-
gle principle which it is impossible to deny.
The line can be drawn further by considering
transcendental philosophy in a programmatic
perspective and addressing some aspects, e.g.
difficulties in establishing criteria of progress
in transcendental philosophy.

The following four points which I have iden-
tified in the philosophy of Lakatos reflect new
methodological views on transcendental phi-
losophy. First, transcendental philosophy is
represented as an array of theories. Second, it
is represented as a programme within higher
and larger programmes. This point coincides
with Kant’s architectonics which determines
the place of transcendental philosophy in the
structure of ideas and areas of knowledge.
Third, Lakatos’s methodology makes it possi-
ble to distinguish various stages in the build-
ing of transcendental philosophy as a research
programme that cannot be found in Kant's
methodology, although the theory of the “hard
core” and its development is analogous to
Kant’s description of architectonic ideas and
their unfolding. The fourth important point is
Lakatos’s reflections on progression and degen-
eration of programmes, which puts the Kantian
project in a longer-term perspective.



CTPYKType Mzevi 1 oTpacjien 3HaHus. B-Tperbux,
MeTopojiorus Jlakaroca II03BOJIsSIeT pasiinyarb
pa3HbIe MOMEHThI IIOCTPOEH NS TPAHCLEHIeHTAIIb-
HOoM (pustocodmm Kak MCCiIeloBaTeIIbCKOM IIpo-
rpaMMBI, KOTOPbIX He HanTu B MeTomosiorny Kan-
Ta, XOTSI TEOPHMSI XKECTKOIO sipa M ero pasBUTUs
aHaJIOrMYHa KaHTOBCKOMY OITVICAHUIO apXUTEKTO-
HUYECKVX UeV U VIX pa3BepThiBaHM. YeTBepThIi
Ba)KHBIVI IIYHKT — 3TO pa3MblliuleHns JlakaToca o
IPOrpeccum v JIereHeparv mporpamMmm, KOTOPbI
MO3BOJISIET IIOCMOTPETHh Ha KaHTOBCKUI IIPOEKT B
Gortee JOJITOCPOYHON ITePCITeKTBE.

3aK/IIoOuUeHMe

OOGbIYHO MBI BOCHPVHVMaeM TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TajbHyI0 dpustocodpmio KaHTta Kak 3aBepIleHHbIN
IIPOEeKT WJIN e JlaeM eyl KaKoe-TO OIlvicaHue, HO
He IIpeJicTaB/IsieM ee BO Bcex AeTasrsix. Kak s mo-
KasaJl, IPUYMHOVI 3TOMY CJIYXKUT TO, UTO OHa $IB-
JISIeTCS apXWTEKTOHWMYECKOV WMOeent W IIOHSTU-
eM-B-T1poriecce. IlbITasich orpenesinTh 3Ty WO,
3TOT HOyMeH, VJIM Belllb caMy II0 ceOe 1 IepeHe-
CTU ee B JapCTBO (PEHOMEHOB, MOXKHO TIOJIYYUTh
0 Hev1 JIVIIIb OrpaHYeHHOoe ITpeficTasieHue. ITpu
3TOM CTOWUT pas3jInyaTh 3Tallbl ee pasBUTUSA 0
Kanra, B dpmiococdpun Kanra n nocsie Kanra. Tak
MOXKHO JIOCTMYB 00JIee TPaBIIBHOTO ITOHVIMaHWS
TpaHCIleHIeHTIbHOM drstocodmy, KoTopasi He
IIpeJiCcTaBsIteT CcOOOV KOHIIENTYa/IbHYI0 MYMMWIO
koHna XVIII B. VI ecjiv KTO-TO yTBepXX1aeT, uTo OH
IV OHa TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHBIN (PIIocod, HYyX-
HO B OTBeT 3a/iaBaTh BOIIPOC: TPaHCIeH/IeHTalIb-
HBIVI PrIocod B KAKOM MMEHHO 3HaueHmm?

ITporpammaTimueckas Metadpviocodms, Kak s
ee IpeJICTaBWI B IIepBOVI YaCcTW CTaThl, ITOKa3bIBa-
eT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHY0 (PrI0coduro, Kak 1 BCIO
dwtocodpuio, MMEHHO B CBeTe TeopeTUYecKOro
mporiecca. K Hert MOXXHO OTHeCTV 1 MEeTOIO0JIOI IO
KanTa, KoTOpast pa3OrpaeT JIOrMKy HOCTPOeHMs 1
pasBuUTHs PrIIOCOPCKMX ITPOEKTOB V1 aHAJIU3UPY-
eT IIPOLIeCChl, CTOsIIME 3a HUMM, U IIpOrpaMMaTy-
Ky JlakaToca. XoTst 06e TIO3MITMY OTHOCATCS K pas-
HBIM HapagurMam uiocodcTBoBaHM, eCTh He-
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Conclusion

We tend to perceive Kant’s transcendental
philosophy as a completed project or else de-
scribe it in a general way without a clear idea
of all the details. As I have shown, the reason is
that it is an architectonic idea and an evolving
concept. In trying to define this idea, this nou-
menon, or the thing-in-itself, and transfer it to
the realm of phenomena, we can get only a lim-
ited concept of it. And we should distinguish
the stages of its development before Kant, in
Kant’s philosophy and after Kant. This would
yield a more correct understanding of transcen-
dental philosophy, which is not a conceptual
mummy of the late eighteenth century. If some-
body claims to be a transcendental philosopher
we should ask the question, a transcendental
philosopher in what sense?

Programmatic metaphilosophy, as I have
set forth in the first part of the article, presents
transcendental philosophy, like all philosophy,
in the light of the theoretical process. It can in-
clude Kant’s methodology which looks at the
logic of building and developing philosophi-
cal projects and analyses the processes behind
them, and the programmatics of Lakatos. Al-
though the two positions belong to different
paradigms of philosophising, they can be com-
bined in some ways to overcome their limita-
tions. Both methodologies make it possible to
present philosophy and individual philosoph-
ical projects in motion and in the process of de-
velopment. Kant, of course, takes the credit for
the analysis of architectonic ideas which I have
described in the second part of the article, i.e.
the ideas of philosophical projects and insight
into the workings of reason and all faculties
of mind which implement them. Lakatos, as I
have shown in the third part, takes the credit
for the extensive technical apparatus which cre-
ates new conceptual opportunities. In particu-
lar, Lakatos offers an interesting interpretation
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KOTOpBIe BO3MOXKHOCTV VIX COOTHeCeHMsl, KOTopoe
MOXXeT OCBOOOAMTH MX OT orpaHmdyeHHOCTH. Obe
MeTOOJIOT MY IIO3BOJISIOT ITpeCTaBUTh PUIIOCO-
dwro 1 oTHesIbHBIe PrIIOCOPCKIE ITPOEKTHI B JIBU-
JKeHUM U B Ipollecce pas3puTus. 3a Kantom ocra-
eTcs, 0e3ycJIOBHO, aHa/IM3 apXUTEKTOHMYeCKMX
VIZIEVI, OXapaKTepr30BaHHbBIVI MHOIO BO BTOPOVI Ya-
CTW, TO €CThb MBICJIb O TOM, YTO BCerjla eCcTb UTO-
TO HeoIlpefieJIeHHOe B mesix prrocodckmx mpo-
€KTOB, VI TIOHMMaHVe TOro, Kak paboTaeT pasym 1
BCe CO3HaHMe, pasBepThiBarollee 1x. 3a Jlakaro-
COM XKe, KaK 5 MOKa3aJjl B TpeThel 4acTy, OCTaeTCs
OorarbeIil TeXHMYECKUIT armrapatr, KOTOPbIV Co3/1a-
eT HOBbIe KOHIIeNITya/IbHble BO3MOXXHOCTI. B gacT-
HocTy, JlakaToc mpepiaraeT MHTEPeCHBIVI Bapy-
aHT MOHVMaHWs ITPOrPeCcCUBHBIX CIABUIOB, KOTO-
pble KaHT He omnmchkIBaeT, 1 mporpecca B pmsioco-
v B nesiom. IlporpamMma TpaHclieHIeHTaIbHON
drtocodryt MOXeT pacracTbCs B Tpex Cilydasix.
Ona MoXeT JlereHeprpoOBaTh, ecJIu K Hell He IIpU-
MEHWUTh MeTOOJIOTMYeCKOV IepCHeKTUBbI, Ha-
npumep Kanra nym Jlakaroca, v He yBUIeTh B Hell
JKVBOVI KOHIIEIIT, TO €CTh KOHIIENT B ero pa3BUTUMNL.
Taxoke oHa pacriajieTcs, ecyIvi Mbl B HeraTVBHOV 9B-
pucTuKe He OyieM OTBedaTh Ha apryMeHTBHI, Bbl-
ABVHYTBIE IIPOTVB Hee B IIOCTMOJEpPHN3Me, eCiIv
MBI OyzieM IIPOCTO perpoayLpoBaTh CTapble 3Ha-
HMs 11 He OyieM KpeaTVBHO Pa3BMBaTh TPAaHCIIeH-
HOeHTaJIbHYI0 dustocoduro. Ecimit MBI XOTuM BU-
JIeTh Mporpecc B TpaHCILeHIeHTaIbHO (PuIoco-
dum, CTOUT UCKITIOUNUTD 3TV TPU CJIydasi I HaiTu
BO3MOKHOCTW 151 IO3UTVIBHOV 3BPUCTUKM — Ha-
IpyIMep, ITPU PacCMOTPEeHNY TeOPUM pasyMa B y3-
KOM CMBICJIe B aKTyaJIbHBIX KOHTEKCTaX.

baazodapnocmu. B ocroby smoi cmamvu no-
A0KeH 00kaa0, npouumannsii 6 KanmoBckom sex-
mopuu 26 noadpsa 2020 e. 5 6.a1az00apio yuacmuukob
aexkmopus u Huny Anamoaveny JImumpueby 3a no-
Ae3Hble KoMmenmapuu. Jlannoe uccaedoBarue 0b.10
noddepxano us cpedcmb cyocuouu, GvideseHHOU HA
peaausayuto ITpoepammor noBviuierus KoHKypenmo-
cnocobrnocmu BOY um. V. Kanma.

of progressive shifts which we do not find in
Kant, and of progress in philosophy in general.
The programme of transcendental philosophy
may fall apart in three cases. It may degenerate
unless it is seen in a methodological perspec-
tive, e.g. of Kant or Lakatos, and is treated as a
living concept, a concept in its progress. It will
fall apart if we, in negative heuristics, fail to an-
swer the arguments put forward against it in
post-modernism, if we simply regurgitate old
knowledge and do not develop transcendental
philosophy creatively. If we want to see pro-
gress in transcendental philosophy, we should
exclude these three scenarios and find openings
for positive heuristics, e.g. in studying the the-
ory of reason in the narrow sense in contempo-
rary contexts.
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