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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

VIK 1 (091)

DPUMITOCODPNIA KAHTA
M JIMHIBUCTNYECKOE KAHTUAHCTBO»!

M. A. Cmupno8?

Tepmun «auneBucmureckoe KanmMuancmbo» wWupoko npume-
HACMICA C YeAblo 0003HAUEHUA XAPAKINEPHbIX 045 AHAAUTUYECKOTL
¢pusocopuu XX 8. udeti 06 onpedessiouyeii poau A3vika 6 Moiuiie-
HUY U nosnanuu. B cmamve npedcmabaen cpabrumenvHolii aHaius
63247006, 0003HAUACMBLX FMUM THEPMUHOM, U ¢hurocodpuu Kanma.
Bo-nepbuix, nokasano, umo «auxeBucmuyeckoe KaHMUaHcmBo»
c643aH0 ¢ onpedeseHHbIM MUNOM PeASnuBUIMA, KOMOpPbiil UYkKO
¢usocopuu Kanma (xomsa nosuyus camoeo Karma moxem 6vimo
oxapaxmepusobana Kax pessmubUcmcKas ¢ onpedeseHHoll MoKy
3perus). Bo-6mopwix, npoanasusupobaro omrnouenue Kanma x
udee 310601 OemepMUHAYUU MbIUACHUA, 4 MAKxKe ee Mecimo 6
unmensexmyassiom koumexcme XVIII 6., u pesiomupobanvl pas-
AuvHble 63244001 HA 21y npobaemy, npedcmabaennvle 6 coBpemen-
Hol Aumepamype. B-mpemuuix, noxasano, umo aymenmuunoe Kam-
muancmbo u «auneBucmuneckoe kaHmuancmBo» abaawom cobou
08a pasHbIx Mmuna mpancyeHoeHmaiusma, 000sHaueHHvle abmopom
Cmamvu Kax «mpancyeH0eHmaiusm cydvexma» u «mpancyeroeH-
maausm nocpednuxa» coombemcmbenno. B mpancyendenmarusme
cybsexma onpedeAsOuas pois npunucsibaemca cobcmbeHHbviM
cnocobHocmam cybsexma nosHanus (coeaacro Kammy, nosuanue
cocmoum He 6 coesacoBanuu cosepyanuil u noHamutl cydvekma c
npedmemami, a 6 npuaoxenun k npeomemam (popm KoeHUMuBHbLX
cnocobrocmeil cybsekma). B mparncyendenmaiusme nocpeonuxa 6
KawecmBe «axkmubBHoeo» Hauara paccmampubaemcs He GHeuwHUT
Mup u He cobcmbennvle cnocobHocmu cydsexma nosHAHUS, a He-
umo Haxodsuyeecs, Mexoy Humu (6 cayuae «aumeBucmuUecko2o
kanmuancmba» — A3vik). Ha ocnoBe npoBedeniioeo anaiusa coeaar
Bv1600, umo mepmuH «AuHeBuCmUUeCKOe KAHMUAHCBO» MOXcern
B600ums B 3adayxoeHUe ONMHOCUTNEALHO XAPaAKINepa U NPOUCXOXK-
Oenus 0bosHauaembix um 63242006. Imu 63214061 npabomepree
HA3LI6ANTS AUHBUCIUYECKUM MPAHCYEHOeHNAAU3MOM, be3 HeKop-
pexmHotl omcviaxy K pusocodpuu Kanma.

KaroueBore croBa: «arunebucmuueckoe kanmuancmbo», u-
A0COpUA A3bIKA, MPAHCYEHOEHNAAUM, 2Unomes3a Aunebucmuye-
CKOUL OTMHOCUIMEAbHOCITI.

BBemenne

B anaymriueckon drtocodum nop, « IMHIBUCTIYE-
CKVM KaHTMaHCTBOM» ITOJIpasyMeBaeTcs Mlesl O TOM, UTO
IIO3HaHMe IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTI C HeOOXOIMMOCTBIO OIIO-
CpemyeTcs TeMM SI3BIKOBBIMU (POpMaM¥i, B KOTOPBIX OHO
OCYILECTBIIAETCH.
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

KANTIAN PHILOSOPHY
AND ‘LINGUISTIC KANTIANISM"

M. A. Smirnov?

The expression “linguistic Kantianism” is widely used to
refer to ideas about thought and cognition being determined by
language — a conception characteristic of 20" century analyt-
ic philosophy. In this article, I conduct a comparative analysis
of Kant’s philosophy and views falling under the umbrella ex-
pression “linguistic Kantianism.” First, I show that “linguistic
Kantianism” usually presupposes a relativistic conception that is
alien to Kant's philosophy (although Kant’s philosophy itself may
be perceived as relativistic from a certain point of view). Second, I
analyse Kant's treatment of linguistic determinism and the place
of his ideas in the 18" century intellectual milieu and provide an
overview of relevant contemporary literature. Third, I show that
authentic Kantianism and “linguistic Kantianism” belong to two
different types of transcendentalism, to which I respectively re-
fer as the “transcendentalism of the subject” and the “transcen-
dentalism of the medium.” The transcendentalism of the subject
assigns a central role to the faculties of the cognising subject (ac-
cording to Kant, cognition is not the conforming of a subject’s in-
tuitions and understanding to objects, but rather the application
of a subject’s cognitive faculties to them). The transcendentalism
of the medium assigns the role of an “active” element neither to
the external world nor to the faculties of the cognising subject,
but to something in between — language, in the case of “lin-
guistic Kantianism.” I conclude that the expression “linguistic
Kantianism” can be misleading when it comes to the origins of
this theory. It would be more appropriate to refer to this theory by
the expression “linguistic transcendentalism,” thus avoiding an
incorrect reference to Kant.

Keywords: linguistic Kantianism, philosophy of language,
transcendentalism, hypothesis of linguistic relativity.

Introduction
In analytic philosophy, the expression “linguistic

Kantianism” refers to the idea that any cognition of real-
ity is necessarily mediated by relevant linguistic forms.
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HroaHChI HOHMMaHVIS « IMHIBUCTIYECKOTO KaHTMaH-
CTBa» VI CIIICOK OTHOCVIMBIX K HeMY (p1ri1ocopoB Bapbu-
pYyIOTCS y pa3HbIX aBTOpOB. Tak, b. CMut xapaxrepusyer
«JIMHIBUCTUYECKOe KAHTMAHCTBO» KaK «TOKTPUHY O TOM,
UTO CTPYKTYyPpa SA3BIKA... SIBJIAeTCs KII0YOM K CTPYKType
JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTI», ¥ OTHOCUT K Hemy I'. @pere, b. Pac-
cejla M OOJIBIIYIO YacTh aHAIUTHUYECKMUX riocodos
XX B. (Smith, 2005, p. 153). b. Crpayn paccMaTpuBaeT
KaK «JIMHIBUCTMYECKOe KaHTMAHCTBO» KOHIIEIIIVIO, V13-
J10)XKeHHYI0 B «JIoruko-duocodckom Tpaxrare» J1. Bur-
reqmreniHa (Stroud, 1972, p. 26). [x. Pomaroc pumens-
€T 3TOT TepMUH K KoHnermsaM P. Kapnana, H. I'yaimena
n Y. Kyartaa (Romanos, 1983, p. 29). M. esur 1 K. Cre-
PeJIHM IIOJIaraloT, YTO WMMITYJIbC KaHTMAHCKOV TeHJIeH-
OV B aHAJIUTIYecKon (prutocodrivt ObUT J1aH KOHIIEIIIIN-
enn O. Cenmpa n b. Yopda®, n oTHOCAT K KaHTMaHCKOV
smHaur KoHcTpykTusmsM T. Kyna u IT. ®Derntepabenyia, a
taxke dputocodpmro X. I[Tatuema (Devitt, Sterelny, 1999,
p. 246—258). P. T'ers1 TOBOPUT O <«JIMHIBUCTUYECKOM
KaHTWMAHCTBe» B CBS3M C myeert 00 allpMOPHBIX XapaKre-
PUCTMKax OMVCcaHMs CTPYKTyphI mporieccos (Gale, 1963,
p. 233). Takmm 06pa3oM, B KOHTEKCTe aHaJTUTHUIECKON
dntocodun CIIOXWIIACh TpagULIVs yIIOTpeOIeHms Tep-
MWHa «JIMHTBUCTYeCKOe KaHTMaHCTBO», HO 3TO yIIOTpe-
OJleHMe SIBIISIETCS HECKOJIBKO aMOP(HBIM M HOITyCKaeT
Bapuaum.

B Mou 3aj1aum B 3TOVI CTaThe He BXOAUT 00CyKleHne
KOPPEeKTHOCTW IIpUMeHeHMsl TepMWUHa <«IMHIBUCTIYe-
CKMII KaHTMaHeIl» K TOMY WIX MHOMY uiocody-aHa-
JIMTUKY. $1 paccMOTpIo MHYIO IIpo0sieMy, CBSI3aHHYIO C
3TVIM TEPMVHOM, KOTOpas COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OH HEKOP-
peKTeH B caMoM ero ykasaauy Ha KaHra.

Dntocodekme mmen, obo3HaYaeMble KaK «JIMHIBU-
CTMUeCKOe KaHTVAHCTBO», MOXKHO OTHECTV, KaK 1 pruIo-
codmio Kanra, K TpaHCIeHOeHTaIM3MY, TTOHMMAs IO,
3TUM «3IVICTEMOJIOTIYECKVIE B3IJISIIBI, COIJIACHO KOTO-
PBIM UesIoBedecKoe IMo3HaHMe 3aBUCUT KaK OT SMIpude-
CKMX, TaK M OT HeaMIMpudaecknx ¢pakropos» (Stroll, 1995,
p. 97). Ognaako npm 3ToM Mexay driocoduen Kanra u
«JIVMHTBUCTUYECKVIM KaHTMAHCTBOM» IMEIOT MeCTO IIPVH-
OuIIaJIbHbIe PACXOXXIEHNs, B CIUIy KOTOPBIX, KaK s Ha-
MepeH IIOKa3aTbh, CaM TepMIH «JIVMHIBUCTIYECKOe KaHT-
AHCTBO» MOXXHO CUMUTaTh HEKOPPEKTHBIM®.

Hirke OymeT IIpeljio)KeH CpaBHWTEIBHBIN aHaJIN3
dwmnocopun KanTa m «IMHIBUCTMYECKOTO KaHTMAH-
crBa». B § 1 & paccmorpro nosummro Kanra 06 orHomre-
HUM MBIIUIEHMS K $I3BIKY W JIOTMKM K IpaMMaTHKe, a
TakK)Xe BOIIPOC O peJIATMBU3Me MHPUMEHUTEILHO K ero
dwtocodun. Sl mokaxy, UTO B TUX aclleKTax KaHTOB-
CKMe B3IJIAIBI HeCOBMECTMMBI C KOHIIeTIIMAMM, 0003Ha-

> O BaXXHBIX OTIIMUNSIX KOHIIETIINM S3BIKOBBIX KapKacos Kap-
Hara ot KoHuermv B gyxe Cenpa n Yopda cm.: (Maxkeesa,
2006, c. 13).

* Tlox KaHTMAHCTBOM s IofpasyMeBaro dbwiocodckue B3IIIs-
TIbI, KOTOpbIe TTPOfOJDKAIOT M Pas3BMBAOT B3MVIAAel KawnTa, He
MPOTMBOpEYa VM B CYIIECTBEHHBIX acIleKTax.

Different authors have different views on both
the nuances of “linguistic Kantianism” and the list
of philosophers that can be considered its exponents.
For instance, B. Smith defines “linguistic Kantianism”
as a “doctrine that the structure of language [...] is
the key to the structure of reality” and quotes Fre-
ge, Russell, and most analytical philosophers of the
20 century as exponents of the doctrine (Smith, 2005,
p- 153). B. Stroud considers the conception outlined
in Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus to be
a “linguistic Kantianism” (Stroud, 1972, p. 26). G. Ro-
manos uses this expression to refer to the conceptions
of R. Carnap, N. Goodman, and W. Quine (Romanos,
1983, p. 29). M. Devitt and K. Sterelny believe that the
impulse behind the Kantian trend in analytic philoso-
phy derives from E. Sapir and B. Whorf’s conception®
and they associate T. Kuhn’s and P. Feyerabend’s
constructivism and H. Putnam’s philosophy with
the Kantian line of thought (Devitt & Sterelny, 1999,
pp- 246-258). R. Gale spoke of “linguistic Kantianism”
when considering the idea of a priori characteristics in
a description of the structure of processes (Gale, 1963,
p- 233). The tradition of using the expression “linguis-
tic Kantianism” thus emerged from analytic philoso-
phy. However, this use remains amorphous and al-
lows for variations.

In this article, I do not discuss the appropriateness
of labelling an analytic philosopher as a “linguistic
Kantian.” Instead, I focus on a different problem per-
taining to the expression, namely, the inappropriate-
ness of attributing it to Kant.

As with Kant’s philosophy, the philosophical
ideas referred to as “linguistic Kantianism” may be
categorised as transcendentalism, i.e., as the “episte-
mological view that holds that human knowledge de-
pends on both empirical and non-empirical factors”
(Stroll, 1995, p. 97). However, there are fundamental
differences between Kant’s philosophy and “linguistic
Kantianism.” These differences, as I intend to show,
imply the incorrectness of the expression “linguistic
Kantianism.”*

In what follows, I provide a comparative analysis
of Kant’s philosophy and “linguistic Kantianism.” In
section 1, I consider Kant’s position on the relation-
ships between thought and language and between log-
ic and grammar, as well as the problem of relativism
with regards to his philosophy. I show that, in these
respects, Kant’s views are incompatible with the con-
cepts referred to as “linguistic Kantianism,” at the core
of which are the ideas of linguistic relativity and the

* On the key differences between Carnap’s linguistic frame-
works and concepts inspired by Sapir and Whorf, see: Make-
eva, 2006, p. 13.

* By “Kantianism” I mean such philosophical views that
expand and develop Kant’s position and that do not contradict
the essential features of Kant’s thought.
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JaeMBbIMI KaK «JIMHTBUCTIYeCKoe KaHTMAaHCTBO», B ITeH-
Tpe KOTOPBIX JIEKAT MAeN O JIMHIBUCTUYECKO OTHOCH-
TEeJIBHOCTU ¥ IIPUHIUIINAIBHO BepOaJIbHOM XapakTepe
MBIIIUIEHVS, O 3bIKe KaK paKTOpe, OIIOCPeyIOIeM 10~
CTYII IIO3HAIOLIIEro CyObeKTa K [IeVICTBUTEIHOCTI. B § 2
4 oKaxy, uro dputocodpms Kanra n «mmHrBucTIUecKOe
KaHTMAHCTBO» IIPEICTABIISIOT cOOOV /1Ba pasHBIX THMIIA
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJI3Ma, KOTOpble 51 0003Hauy KaK 1MpaHc-
YeHOeHMaAU3M CyOveKma Vi mpaHcyeHOeHMaiu3M nocpeOHUuKa
COOTBETCTBEHHO.

§ 1. KaaTnaHCcTBO M Ir'MmoTesa
JIMHTBUCTUYECKOV OTHOCUTEIbHOCTH

Kak mpaBwto, B3ryIsampl, o0o3HaYaeMble KaK «JIVIHI-
BIUCTVYECKOe KaHTVAHCTBO», OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha TMIIOTE3e
JIMHIBUCTIYECKOVI OTHOCUTEIBHOCTU — PEJIATUBUCTCKO
KOHIIEIIIINM, COTJIaCHO KOTOPOV! IIpeJicTaB/IeHie yejloBe-
Ka 00 YCTPOVICTBe HeVICTBUTEILHOCTV 3aBVICUT OT SI3bIKa,
HOCHUTeJIeM KOTOPOTO OH siBJIsgeTcs. Harrprimep, 1o MbIciin
b. Yopda, BocripusiTiie IpocTpaHCTBa 11 BpeMeHW eBpPo-
IeviliaMy, Halllefiiiee BelpakeHre B HbIOTOHOBCKOV Me-
XaHMKe, COOTBETCTBYeT OCOOEHHOCTSIM «CTaHIAPTHBIX»
€BPOIIEVICKMX SI3bIKOB. V wHmevitieB xorm, mo TIpejiara-
emon b. Yopdom xapakrepucTike, KOTOPYIO OH IIOIKpe-
IUISIeT CBEIeHMSAMM O SI3bIKe XOIM, «BpeMsi OTCYTCTBYeT,
a mpocTpaHCTBO siBisteTcs apyrum» (Whorf, 1956, p. 58).

Opnako 10omoOHBIe YTBEpXKIEHWS, II0 BCeVl BUIV-
MOCTV, VIIyT Bpaspe3 co B3mranamu Kanra — Bemp, Kak
ykasbiBaeT JI. b. Makeesa, «y Kanra ampuopssie dop-
MBI Y4yBCTBEHHOI'O CO3epLaHNMs M KaTerOpuUW paccymiKxa,
HaJlaraolye ompeze/leHHYI0 CTPYKTYpy Ha MUp, gBJIs-
IOTCS YHUBEpPCaJIbHBIMU [IJIsI BCETO 4eJloBedecTBa, TOI/la
kak Cenup n Yopd mogdepKmBaroT MHOXXECTBEHHOCTb
YHOPSAOUMBAIOIIVIX MVIP JIMHTBUCTIYUECKVIX CTPYKTYpP»
(Maxeesa, 2006, c. 15).

11 obo3HaueHMsI HEKOTOPBIX COBPeMEHHBIX IIa-
pakaHTMAHCKMX Wer, o0IalaloliX peIaTUBUCTCKON
crenyUKOvL, YIIOTpeOIIseTcs TEPMUH «PeJIITUBICTCKOE
KaHTMaHCTBO». M. JIMHY B KHUIe, IIOCBSIIIEHHOW 3TO-
My wiocodpckoMy HaIIpapIeHMIO, OTMeYaeT, YTO caM
«Kanrt, omnako, He ObUI IWHOpayicTOM. COIJIaCHO eMy,
CYIIIECTBYET 1M101bk0 00uH HaboOp... KOHIIENTTOB, COBOKYTI-
HOCTBb KOTOPBIX SBJIsIeTCs (POPMOTL 15T JIFOOOT0 BO3MOXK-
Horo onbITa» (Lynch, 2001, p. 11).

B 1evicTBUTEIIEHOCTY BOIIPOC O PeJISITUBM3ME IIpyMe-
HUTeJIBHO K dwtocodpmm Kanra Goee ciioxen. Kant He
VICKITIOYaeT BO3MOXKHOCTW CYITIeCTBOBaHVIS IPYTVIX KOTH-
TUBHBIX CHCTeM IIOMMMO oIMchiBaeMort nM. Tak, o cop-
MaX 4yBCTBEHHOCTV OH TOBOPUT cJIefyloltiee: «MpI coBep-
IIIeHHO He MOYKeM CY/IUTb O CO3ePIIaHMsIX IPYIX MBICIIs-
VX CYIIIeCTB, TIOMUYVHEHBI JIV 3TY CYIIIecTBa TeM CaMbIM
YCIIOBMSIM, KOTOPbIe OrpaHMYMBAIOT Hallle co3epliaHue 1
oOresHaummel st Hac» (Kant, 2006, c. 101; A 27 / B 43);
«HeT HMKaKOV HeoOXOIMIMOCTY OIpaHU4YMBaTh CII0Cob co-
3epliaHMsl B IIPOCTPAHCTBE U BPEMEHM UyBCTBEHHOCTHIO

essentially verbal nature of thought and of language
as a factor that mediates a cognising subject’s access
to reality. In section 2, I show that Kant’s philosophy
and “linguistic Kantianism” are two different types of
transcendentalism, to which I respectively refer as the
transcendentalism of the subject and the transcendentalism
of the medium.

1. Kantianism and the Hypothesis
of Linguistic Relativity

As a rule, the views referred to as “linguistic Kant-
ianism” rest on the hypothesis of linguistic relativity —
the relativistic conception according to which a per-
son’s representation of the structure of reality depends
on the language which this person bears. For instance,
B. Whorf writes that the European perception of space
and time, which found its expression in Newtonian me-
chanics, corresponds to the peculiarities of “standard”
European languages. And from the perspective of the
Hopi Indians — according to Whorf’s characterisation,
which he corroborates with an examination of the Hopi
language “time disappears and space is altered”
(Whorf, 1956, p. 58).

However, such ideas seem to contradict Kant's
views. As L. B. Makeeva stresses, “Kant considers the
a priori forms of sensible intuition and the categories of
understanding, which superimpose a certain structure
on the world, as universally valid for all humanity,
whereas Sapir and Whorf emphasise the diversity of lin-
guistic structures that systematise the world” (Makeeva,
2006, p. 15).

The expression “relativistic Kantianism” is used
to refer to some contemporary para-Kantian ideas that
have relativistic features. In a book devoted to this philo-
sophical trend, M. Lynch writes: “Kant, however, was
no pluralist. For him, there was one and only one set of
[...] concepts, which together were the form of all possi-
ble experience” (Lynch, 2001, p. 11).

In fact, the problem of relativism with regards to
Kantian philosophy is more complicated than that. Kant
does not exclude the possibility of other cognitive sys-
tems, alongside that described in his works. He writes
the following about the forms of sensibility: “We cannot
judge at all whether the intuitions of other thinking be-
ings are bound to the same conditions that limit our in-
tuition and that are universally valid for us” (Kant, 2000,
p-177; KrV, A27 / B43). “Itis also not necessary for us to
limit the kind of intuition in space and time to the sensi-
bility of human beings,” although “it may well be that
all finite thinking beings must necessarily agree with
human beings in this regard” (ibid., p. 191; KrV, B72).
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geJioBeKa», XOTA «BO3MOJKHO, YTO BCAKOe€ KOHeUYHOEe MBIC-
JIsiITiee CyIIeCTBO HeOOXOIMMO [I0JDKHO HOXOAUTh B 3TOM
OTHOIIIeH Ha uejioBeka» (Kawt, 2006, c. 135; B 72).

B xonTekcTe Teopermueckom mnosunum 3. I'yccep-
JI1 KaHTOBCKas prwIocodus IoIydaeT XapaKTepucTy-
Ky HNPVHIIMINAIFHO peJaTUBUCTCKON. Kak oTMeuaer
E.T. dparaymna-Yepnas, 2. I'yccepiib «cumTall IOMBITKY
Kanra mHTepmnpernpoBarh JIOTMKY B TepMMHax CyOb-
€KTMBHBIX UeJIOBeUeCKNX CIIOCOOHOCTerr ocobom dop-
MOV peJIsITUBU3Ma»; C TOUKM 3peHws I'yccepris, «1ormka
IoyDKHa ObITE 00BekTIBHOV» (Dragalina-Chernaya, 2016,
p- 131). Onnaxko, o mHeHMIO E.T'. [Tparaymaon-YepHor,
B (pmtocodpum Kanra «rapasuiia TpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHO
JIOTVIKM, He o0JIafjaloIlye OHTOJIOIMYecKoy HeKoyeou-
MOCTBIO... HAIeJISIIOTCS IIPVBVUIEIVIPOBAHHBIM JIIVCTe-
MOJIOTMYeCKMM CTaTyCOM KOHCTUTYTMBHBIX IPVHITUIIOB
KOHIIENTYaJIbHOVI CVCTEMBI, VIMEIOIIeN MHTePIIPeTaIIIo
B IIpefiejlaX BO3MOXKHOIO ombITa» ([lparaymua-Yepnas,
2018, c. 38). Dro o3Hauaert, yro ro3unya Kanra B ornrpere-
JIEHHOM CMBICJIe SIBJIeTCs abCOJIIOTMCTCKOV 1 HecoBMe-
CTVMa C TOVI BEpCUEN PeISTVBI3MA, KOTOPYIO MIPeTiCTaB-
JISIeT TUIIOTe3a JIMHIBUCTNYEeCKOV OTHOCUTEIbHOCTHA.

Eme opgro ormrane dwtocodpvm Kanrta ot «mmHTr-
BUCTIYECKOTO KaHTMaHCTBa» COCTOUT B TOM, YTO KaHTU-
aHCTBO He MOXET OBITh JIMHIBUCTIYecKM. KaHTOBCKIMII
TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IN3M OTChUIAaeT He K SI3BIKY, HO K CIIOCOD-
HOCTSIM areHTa ITO3HaHWS — UyBCTBEHHOCTU U PACCY/IKY.
I[Tpu s3TOM paccyqo4HbIN acrieKT mo3HaHus KanT omnpeye-
JIeT KaK IO03HaHVIe JVCKYPCUBHOE, TO €CTh «depe3 TIOHS-
THs1», OJJHAKO He CBSI3BIBAET €ro CO CTPYKTYPOM s3bIKa, a
TeM OoJlee ¢ OTIMUINTEIBHBIMM OCOOEHHOCTSIMVI OT/IeIIb-
HBIX 513bIKOB. KaHT xapakTepusyeT criernduKy ITOHATUIA
7 paccyaKa (CIIocOOHOCTM CyObeKTa K OIepIPOBaHVIIO II0-
HATUSIMM, TO €CTh K CY>KII€HIIO) CJIe[IyOIIM 00pa3oM:

ITomymMo e cosepLjaHMs CYIIECTBYeT JIMIIb OfVH
CrI0co0 TTO3HAHWS, a VMEHHO TI03HaHVe Yepe3 TIOHSTV;
CJIeIOBATEJIbHO, ITO3HAHVE BCSIKOrO, II0 KpavHen Mepe
YeJI0BeYeCKOro, pacCyiKa eCTh IIO3HAHVIE Yepe3 ITOHSIT,
He MHTYUTMBHOE, a AVCKypcuBHOe. ... IToHsaTIs 0cHOBBI-
BarOTCsI Ha CIIOHTAaHHOCTV MBIIIUIEHVIS, @ 9yBCTBEHHDBIE CO-
3eplLaHysl — Ha BOCIPUMMYMBOCTY K BIledaT/IeHV M. Bos-
MOYKHO JIVITTb OTHO YTIOTpedsIeHve PacCyIKOM STVX TOHsI-
TUVL: 9epe3 VX MOCPEACTBO OH OCYIIECTBIIAET Cy KIeHUe.
Tak Kak HVYKaKoe MpeJicTaB/IeHye, KpoMe co3epLaHsl, He
HaITpaBJIeHO Ha IIPeIMeT HeIOCPeNCTBEeHHO, TO IIOHATIC
HVKOIJa He OTHOCUTCH K IIPeIMETY HeIIOCPEeICTBeHHO, a
OTHOCWTCSI K KAKOMY-TO APYTOMY IIPEICTaB/IeHNIO O HEM
(Bce paBHO, cosepriaHVie OHO VIIM yKe CaMO TIOHSTVe).
Urak, cyxpieHue ecTb OIIOCPeICTBOBAHHOe IIO3HAHVe
npenmerta (Kamr, 2006, c. 157 —159; A 68 / B 92—93).

Taxknm obpasom, o KaHTy, HOHSTHS, Kak 1 co3ep-
LAHWsI, SIBJISIIOTCS PAasHOBUIHOCTBIO IIPECTaBIIEHNIL.
TTOHSITMSI OTIIMYAIOTCST OT CO3EPLIAHMIL TEM, UTO BO3HUI-
KaloT He 0Jrarofiapsi HEIOCPEICTBEHHOMY BO3ZEVICTBIIIO
IIpenMeToB, a Oarofgaps aKTMBHOCTY («CIIOHTAaHHOCTIL» )

In the context of E. Husser!'s theoretical position, the
Kantian philosophy is characterised as essentially rela-
tivistic. As E.G. Dragalina-Chernaya says, E. Husserl
“considered Kant’s attempt to give an interpretation of
logic in terms of subjective human faculties as a special
form of relativism” (Dragalina-Chernaya, 2016, p. 131).
At the same time, she believes that, in Kant’s philoso-
phy, “lacking the ontological solidity of the scholastic
eternal truths, the rules of transcendental logic acquire
a privileged epistemological status of constitutive prin-
ciples of a conceptual system that can be interpreted
within possible experience” (Dragalina-Chernaya, 2018,
p- 38). This means that Kant’s position is in some ways
absolutistic. It is, therefore, incompatible with the type
of relativism suggested by the hypothesis of linguistic
relativity.

Another difference between Kant’s philosophy and
“linguistic Kantianism” lies in the fact that Kantianism
cannot be linguistic. Kant’s transcendentalism is found-
ed not on language but on the faculties of the cognising
agent — sensibility and understanding. Kant defines
the aspect of understanding as discursive cognition,
i.e., cognition “through concepts.” However, he does
not build a link between such cognition and linguistic
structures, let alone distinctive features of individual
languages. Kant describes the features of concepts and
understanding (the ability of a subject to deal with con-
cepts, i.e., judgement), as follows:

But besides intuition there is no other kind of
cognition than through concepts. Thus the cognition
of every, at least human, understanding is a cogni-
tion through concepts, not intuitive but discursive.
All intuitions, as sensible, rest on affections, concepts
therefore on functions. By a function, however, I un-
derstand the unity of the action of ordering different
representations under a common one. Concepts are
therefore grounded on the spontaneity of thinking, as
sensible intuitions are grounded on the receptivity of
impressions. Now the understanding can make no oth-
er use of these concepts than that of judging by means
of them. Since no representation pertains to the object
immediately except intuition alone, a concept is thus
never immediately related to an object, but is always
related to some other representation of it (whether that
be an intuition or itself already a concept). Judgment
is therefore the mediate cognition of an object (Kant,
2000, p. 205; KrV, A68 / B93).

Therefore, according to Kant, concepts — as well
as intuitions — are a species of representation. Con-
cepts differ from intuitions in that the former appear
not under the immediate influence of objects but as a
result of the activity — or “spontaneity” — of thinking,
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MBIIIUTEHWsI — Ha OCHOBe APYTMX IIpeICTaBIeHWV, TO
eCcTh co3eplaHuUN Wi Apyrux mnoHsTuit. Ilonarusa or-
HIOIb He OTOXmuecTBIaioTca KaHToM ¢ BepOanbHBIM:
«CxeMa TpeyrojbHMKa He MOXET CyIleCTBOBaTh HUIZE,
KpoMe KaK B MBIC/IV, VI O3Ha4aeT IIpaBIJIo CMHTe3a BO-
oOpa’keHIs B OTHOIIIEHWUW YUCTBIX (PUTYpP B IIPOCTpaH-
CTBe»; «IIOHATVE O coDaKe O3HAadYaeT IIpaBIIO, COIIACHO
KOTOpOMY Moe BooOpaykeHre MOXKeT HapycoBaTh 00K
YeTBEPOHOIOr0 KMBOTHOIO B CaMOM OOIleM Buie, He
Oymyun orpaHMYeHHBIM KaKUM-JI00 eIVHIYHBIM YacT-
HbIM 00mkoM» (Kart, 2006, c. 259; A 141 / B 180).

Yro Xe KacaeTcs wiewy JIMHIBUCTUYECKOV OTHOCH-
TEJILHOCTHM, TO OHa BO3HMKIIA 40 KanTa — mcciiemoBare-
JIVI HAXOMSAT KOPHY ee «PpOJIOCIIOBHOV» B Mpesix JIK. JTok-
Ka, I. B. Jlenbuma u JIx. Buko (Koerner, 2000) — n O6buta
IIMPOKO M3BECTHA B €0 3110XY. B yacTHOCTM, OfTHa 113 TeM
IUIS Hay9HBIX paboT B KOHKYpCe, IIpoBOaMBIIeMcs bep-
JIIHCKOVI aKajieMuen Hayk B 1757 r., 3sydasia Tak: «Kako-
BO B3aMMHOE€ BJIVISHIVIE MHEHWU JIFOIeV Ha S3bIK U d3bIKa
Ha MHEHWSI?»; TPV 9TOM CTaBWJIach 3ajiava BbISIBUTH, Ka-
KM 00pa3oM «CKJIaj] yMa IIPOM3BOLANUT SI3BIK, KOTOPBIVL,
B CBOIO OYepesib, B OOJIBIIIENT WIIM MeHBIIeV Mepe Or1aro-
npusiTeH W1 (mocTvokeHmst. — M. C.) MCTMHHBIX MIe»
(Anonymous, 1757, p. 202)°. Takast mocTaHOBKa 3aayl,
O4YEeBMIIHO, OCHOBBIBAeTCS Ha B3IJIAZAx, KOTOpPBIE B Ce-
TO[HSIITHEV TePMMHOJIOTMM MOIYT OBITh OXapaKTepu-
30BaHBI KaK c/1abasi Bepcuist TUIIOTe3bI JIMHTBUCTIUECKOT
OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTY (VJIesl O TOM, UTO SI3bIK OKa3bIBAET He-
KOTOpOe BJIMSHMe Ha MBIIUICHNe).

CwibHast BepCyst TUITOTE3bI JIMHTBUCTIYECKOV OTHO-
CUTETTBHOCTH (Mes O TOM, UTO MBIIIIeHVe TIOTHOCTBIO
ZleTepMUHVPYEeTCs S3bIKOM WJIV CBOIMUTCS K HeMy) TakK-
JKe, TIO BCeVl BUAVIMOCTH, IIpefcTaBiieHa B dprtocodpum
XVIII B. CormacHo k. IleH, MMeHHO Tak cileflyeT oxa-
pakrepusoBars B3DrAnsl V. I. 'amana: «['aman OpuI Iep-
BBIM, KTO IIOJIHOCTBIO OTOXKIECTBVJI MBIIIUIEHVE W S3bIK,
TO €CTb IIePBBIM allOJIOTeTOM pPaJKaJIbHOIO BapyaHTa
TUIIOTE3bl JIMHTBVICTIYECKOV OTHOCUTeNIbHOCTM» (Penn,
1972, p. 51). CxoxmM 00pa3oM OlLieHVBaeT TaMaHOBCKYIO
dwtocodmto a3vika V1. bepsmmn (Berlin, 2013, p. 393).

ITepy VI.T'. Tamana nipyHaIeXxnT «MeTakpUTHKa ITy-
pusMa umcroro pasyma» (I'aman, 2006), B koropont Kaxr
KPUTHMKYyeTCsI IMEHHO 3a TO, YTO He pacCMaTpUBaeT SI3bIK
B KauecTBe (paKkTopa, OITpeesIsIoIIero MbluieHne. 'aMan
ZleKIaprpyeT IPVBeP>KeHHOCTD OITpeJieIeHHO ITO3VIIV
OTHOCUTEJILHO IIPUPOIEI S3bIKa 1 IIO3HAHSI, KOTOPYIO OH
cBsizpiBaeT ¢ MeHamut JDx. bepxom m 1. FOwma:

«OnuH BermKni Prtocod yTBEpKIa, 4To BCeoo-
mye 1 abcTpaKTHBIE TIPeJICTaB/IeH Vs CYyTh He UTO VHOE,
KaK 0COOeHHBIe ITpeJICcTaBJIeH s, OJJHaKO TaKye, 9To OJ1a-
roflaps vIX IpUBsi3Ke K HEKOeMy OIlpesieJIeHHOMY CJIOBY
VIX CMBICIT OOpeTaeT GOJIBIITYIO BCEOXBATHOCTD W IIVIPOTY
U BMeCTe C TeM coxpaHsieT B cebe HalTOMVMHaHVe O eJlu-

5 TTompoGHee 06 5TOM KOHKypce 1 ero (prtococcKoM KOHTeK-
cte cM.: (Aarsleff, 1974).

based on other representations, namely, intuitions or
other concepts. Kant does not identify concepts with
the verbal: “The schema of the triangle can never exist
anywhere except in thought, and signifies a rule of the
synthesis of the imagination with regard to pure shape
in space”; “The concept of a dog signifies a rule in ac-
cordance with which my imagination can specify the
shape of a four-footed animal in general, without being
restricted to any single particular shape” (ibid., p. 273;
KrV, A141 / B180).

As to the idea of linguistic relativity, it emerged
long before Kant. Tracing its origins back to the ideas of
J. Locke, G. W. Leibniz, and G. Vico, some researchers
maintain that it was well-known in Kant’s time (Koerner,
2000). One of the topics for the contest announced by
the Berlin Academy of Sciences in 1757 was “What is
the reciprocal influence of the opinions of a people on
language and of language on opinions?” The task was
to explain “how an inclination of thought produces a
language, which then gives the mind a way of thinking
more or less receptive to true ideas.”> Apparently, such
task assignment is rooted in the idea that today would
be described as the weak version of the hypothesis of
linguistic relativity (the idea that language has some in-
fluence on thought).

The strong version of the hypothesis of linguistic
relativity (the idea that thought is completely deter-
mined by language or is reduced to it) also seems to
have had adherents in the philosophy of the 18" century.
According to J. Penn, such a conception is characteristic
of J. G. Hamann: “Hamann was the first to completely
identify thought and language, i.e., the first to advocate
the extreme hypothesis of linguistic relativity” (Penn,
1972, p. 51). A similar appraisal of Hamann’s philosophy
of language is given by I. Berlin (Berlin, 2013, p. 393).

J. G. Hamann's writings include the “Metacritique
of the Purism of Reason” (Hamann, 1995), in which he
attacks Kant for not considering language as a factor that
determines thought. Hamann declares his commitment
to a position on the nature of language and cognition
that he attributes to G. Berkeley and D. Hume:

A great philosopher has maintained ‘that general
and abstract ideas are nothing but particular ones, an-
nexed to a certain term, which gives them a more ex-
tensive signification, and makes them recall upon oc-
casion other individuals.” This assertion of [...] George
Berkeley, Hume considers to be one of the greatest and
most valuable discoveries (Hamann, 1995, p. 519).

5 The author thanks Dr. Frederic Tremblay for the translation
into English from the original French source: “comment un tour
d’esprit produit une langue, laquelle langue donne ensuite al’esprit un
tour plus ou moins favorable aux idées vrayes” (Anonymous, 1757,
p- 202). For more details on the contest and its philosophical
context, see: Aarsleff, 1974.
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HUYHOM». — OITO yTBepXxieHwue... [Dxopmxka bepxin
IOM npusHaeT B KauecTBe BesIMyaniiliero v leHHeIIero
n3 Bcex oTkpuITiii (Faman, 2006, c. 81).

Taxvm oOpa3soM, 3a mpeert 0 JeTepMUHALIVIV MBIIIIIe-
HIS S3BIKOM U1 ['aMaHa CTOUT myest O IeTepMUHAIIIN
cyObekTa KOHKPeTHBIMM OOCTOsITe/IbCTBaMM, B KOTOPBIX
TOT HaXOAWUTCS. B KaHTOBCKOM (PWIIOCO(UNM «UVICTOTO
pasyma» I'amMaH ycMaTpuBaeT IipeficTaBieHye O YMCTOM
cyObekTe, KOTOpOe OH CUMTaeT HelpPaBOMEpPHBIM «IIy-
pvsMoM». ['amaH nogdepKMBaeT HEOTIEIVIMOCTD MBIIII-
JIEHMSI OT KOHKPETHBIX OOCTOSITEIBCTB M TPaguLvv, B
CBA3M ¢ ueM ero dpwiocodus xapakrepusyercs V. bep-
JIVHOM KaK HallpapjleHHasl IpOTMB waeosioruu [Ipo-
cemenus (Berlin, 2013, p. 393), Torma xax dpuiocodus
Kanra stexxut B pycite IIpocserenmsi. Arnosorerideckoe
nioHnmManme [IpocBerieHnst Kak CBOOOIBI T10Tb30BAThCS
cobcTBeHHBIM pasyMoM KaHT BelpaxaeT B pabore «Or-
BET Ha BOIIPOC: YTO TaKoe ITpocserieHne?» (Kant, 19940,
c.131; AA 08, S. 036).

C «metakpurnkon» dumocodpmmn Kanra Ha ocHo-
BaHMAX, OJIM3KMX K TaMaHOBCKMM, BBICTYIWI TaKXe
VI.T. Tepmep. ducrio3uiinst maem O COOTHOIIEHUN S3bI-
Ka ¥ MBIIIUIEHVS], MIMEBIIIas MeCTO BO BTOPOV II0JIOBUHE
XVIII B., xapakTepusyetcs criefyrontum obpasom: «Du-
socodnr ITpocsemienns, Kak MpaBulo, IIOHMMAJIM OT-
HOIIeHVIe MEXXIY MBICISIMIL. .. W S3BIKOM... B OTYETIIVBO
IyaIMCTIYeCcKOM KJTIoUe: MBICIIN VI TIOHSITHS, B IIPVHIIV-
e, IOJIHOCTBIO OTHOEIMMBI OT KaKOro-Ibo SI3IKOBOIO
BBIPa)KeHMsl, KOTOpoe OHM MOryT moiyuaTh» (Forster,
2012, p. 485), a sI3BIK, COTJIACHO VM, SBJISETCS IIPOCTO «II0-
JIE3HBIM CPeLCTBOM [T 3alIOMVIHAHM VI B OCOOEHHOCTH
KOMMYHMKauym ¢ apyrumMu jmogsmm» (Ibid.). Ha atom
done I'aman 1 I'epaep BHICTYIWIN C ajlbTePHATUBHO
TOYKOVI 3peHsI, KOTOPYIO MOXHO, cortacHO M. dopcre-
Py, BBIPA3uUTh B ABYX Te3mcax: «1) MBICITb IPVHINIINAITE-
HO 3aBVICMMa OT si3blKa U cBsi3aHa MM (I'amaH maxe 3a-
XOOWT HACTOJIBKO JaJIeKO, UYTO 3asBJISIeT: TOXKIECTBEHHA
SI3BIKY)... 2) TIOHATYS, VUV 3HaUeHWs, SIBJISTIOTCS He YeM-
TO HE3aBVICHMBIM OT $3bIKa... a YIIOTpebJIeHmeM CIIoB»
(Ibid., p. 485—486). OgHaxo mmen I'amana n I'epuepa,
KaK yXXe SICHO W3 BBIIIEN3JI0KEHHOT0, Pa3BUBaJIICh He
Ha IIyCTOM MecTe: paHee OJyIM3Kve B3IVISIBI BBIpayKasivi
Takwve BIMsTeNbHble pruiocodsl, Kak I. B. JlentOuwmir n
X. Bormed (Ibid., p. 497 —498).

Kak yxaspiBaer M. dopcrep, B 3TOVI OVCIO3ZULIVN
Kaxr, o KpaviHev Mepe Ha IIepPBbIV B3IV, «IIpeacTaeT
IpofiojDKaTesIeM IIPOCBellleHYecKol JIMHUM Ilyasii3Ma
MbIIUTeHns 1 si3bika» (Ibid., p. 486). BripoueMm, o mue-
Huo psia uccitenosarerent (P. bpanar, M. Boned), He-
KOTOpble (pparMeHTHI IIpon3BerneHnit KaHnra cBujerers-
CTBYIOT O TOM, YTO OH pas[esisul JOKTPUHY OTOXIeCT-
BJIEHMS 43bIKa M MBIIUIEHW:. B KauecTBe aprymeHTa B
II0JIb3y 3TOV TOUKM 3peHMs yKa3blBaeTcs Ha To, uTo KaHT
OTKa3aJICsi OT OOBIMHOIO pasrpaHMYeHNs CYyKIeHWUI U
MPeJIOKEHN, OCHOBAHHOIO Ha IOHVIMAHWUM II€PBBIX
KaK MEHTaJIbHBIX aKTOB VM BTOPBIX KaK SI3bIKOBBIX BbIpa-

Therefore, for Hamann, behind the idea of lin-
guistic determination, there is that of subjects being
determined by their surrounding environment. In the
Kantian philosophy of “pure reason,” Hamann sees a
representation of the pure subject, which he regards
as an unjustified “purism.” Hamann emphasises the
inseparability of thought from concrete circumstanc-
es and traditions. On this ground, 1. Berlin classifies
Hamann’s philosophy as aimed against the ideology
of the Enlightenment (Berlin, 2013, p. 393), whereas
Kant’s philosophy is in line with the Enlightenment.
Kant offers an apologetic conception of the Enlighten-
ment as freedom to think for oneself in his work “An
Answer to the Question: “What is Enlightenment?"”
(Kant, 1996, p. 18; AA 08, p. 36).

On grounds similar to those of Hamann, J. G. Herder
also came up with a “metacritical” conception of Kant’s
philosophy. The mid-18" century disposition towards
ideas about the relationship between thought and lan-
guage can be characterised as follows: “the philoso-
phers of the Enlightenment had usually conceived of
the relation between thoughts [...] and language [...] in
a sharply dualistic way: thoughts and concepts were in
principle quite separable from whatever expression in
language they might happen to receive” (Forster, 2012,
p- 485). Accordingly, they viewed language as “a useful
means for memorisation and especially for communica-
tion with other people” (ibid.). Against this background,
Hamann and Herder have put forward an alternative
interpretation, which, according to M. Forster, can be
broken down into two theses: “(1) Thought is essential-
ly dependent on, and bounded by, language (Hamann
goes as far as to claim that it is identical with language).
[...] (2) Concepts or meanings are — not the sorts of
items independent of language [...] but instead — usag-
es of words” (ibid., pp. 485-486). However, as the above
suggests, Hamann’s and Herder’s ideas did not emerge
ex nihilo; similar views had been expressed by such in-
fluential philosophers as G.F. Leibniz and C. Wolff
(ibid., pp. 497-498).

As M. Forster points out, at least at first glance Kant
appears to adhere to “the Enlightenment’s thought-lan-
guage dualism” (ibid., p. 486). However, according to
some researchers (for instance, R. Brandt and M. Wolff),
some fragments of Kant’s works indicate that he shared
the doctrine that identifies language with thought. An
argument to support this point of view is that Kant
rejects the usual distinction between judgements as
mental acts and propositions as linguistic expressions.
Instead, he suggests the distinction of judgements and
propositions based on modality (see Kant, 1992, p. 605;
Log, AA 09, p. 109). In this connection, M. Wolff claims
that “Kant dispenses with a psychology according
to which there is such a thing as purely mental acts,
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JKeHWIL, M IPeIOKIII BMEeCTO Hero pasrpaHudeHie II0
MonastbHOCTH (cM.: KanT, 1994a, c. 364; AA 09, S.109). Ha
sTOoM ocHoBaHMM M. Boitbd yTBepxmaet, uto «KaHT pac-
CTAeTCsI C TICXOJIOTMYECKOVI TEOPIENt, COTIIACHO KOTOPOW
CYIIIECTBYIOT YVCThbIe MEHTaJIbHbIE aKThl — He3aBVIC/MBbIe
oT peun onepanumn paccyaka» (Wolff, 1995, S. 23; mur.
11o: Forster, 2012, p. 489). OHako, Ha MOVI B3IJIs1/1, TIO00-
HBIe apTyMeHTHI, BO-IIEPBBIX, MOI'YT BBIIBMTIATHCS JIVIIID
TIPY OTTperIeTIeHHOV MHTePIIPeTaIINY COOTBETCTBYFOIITNX
dparmenTos 13 KaHTa, a BO-BTOPBIX — Jla)Ke eC/IM OHU
BEpPHBI — He OTHOCSITCS K OCHOBHOMY KOPITyCy TeKCTOB
«KPUTWYECKOTO TIeprozia».

Coryacno rumnotese M. @opcrepa, B prsocodpckom
TBOpuecTBe KaHTa OTHOCUTEIIFHO paccMaTprBaeMort
IIpo0JIeMbl MOXKHO BBIIENINTH TPU Itepuopa: 1) 1o cepe-
nvHbL 1760-X IT. B KAHTOBCKVIX TEKCTaX BCTPEYAIOTCS BbI-
CKas3bIBaHWMs, OJIM3KMe K Vjiee OTOXKIEeCTBIIEHMS SI3bIKa U
MBIIIUIeHVs, KOTOPble MOXKHO OOBSCHUTD BIIVISIHMEM I1a-
panyrmel Jlenbamita — Bosbda; 2) co BTOpovL IOJIOBUHEL
1760-x fgo 1790-x rr. KanT oTueT/iMBo npuaepXnBaeTcs
«IyajmsMma» s3blka ¥ MbluleHus; 3) B 1790—1798 rr.
KaHT BHOBb BBICTYIIaeT C BBICKa3bIBAHMAMM, B KOTOPBIX
MOJKHO YCMOTPEeTb OTOXKIEeCTBJIeHVIE SI3bIKa VI MBIIIUICHVIS
(Forster, 2012, p. 497 —507). Takasi ueTKasi Iepuoausa-
LM, OJJHAKO, BO3MOKHA TOJIBKO IPW OIpesiesIeHHO (1
SIBJISAIONIEVICA CIIOPHOV) IaTUPOBKe HEKOTOPBIX TEKCTOB
Kanra (Ibid., p. 510).

Ha mMom B3I, MOXHO C YBEPEHHOCTBIO yTBEp-
JKJIaTh, YTO B KpuTudeckon dwiocodun Kanrta M-
JleHMe TIOHMMaeTCd KaK IIPVHIMINAIGHO aBTOHOMHOE
oT s3bIKa. [IpuBeeHHbIe BBIIle BaXKHbBIe (PparMeHTHI 13
«Kpurnkn amcroro pasyma» CBUIETEIBCTBYIOT 00 3TOM
BITOJIHE OJTHO3HAYHO.

B 3TOM KOHTeKCTe cileflyeT BHMMATeILHO IIpoaHaIy-
3MpOBaTh CpaBHEHVIe JIOTMKM C OOIIIeVi IpaMMaTKOVL, KO-
topoe KaaT nposonut B «IIponeromenax» (Kant, 1994c;
AA 04) n «Jloruke» (Kant, 1994a; AA 09)°. Moxer mo-
Kas3aTbCsl, YTO OHO IIPOTMBOPEUNUT CKa3aHHOMY MHOVI 1
CBUIETEIILCTBYET B II0JIB3y Toro, uro KaHT ObUT OrM30K
K OTOXKIECTBJIEHMIO MBIIIUIEHNS 1 s3bIKa. OIHAKO, KaK s
IIPOJIEMOHCTPUPYIO HIDKE, 3TO He TaK.

XapakxTepnsys JIOTMKY KaK HayKy O BCeoOIIyX 11 He-
00XOAVIMBIX IpaBIUIaX MBIIUIEHNS, KOTOPBIe «MOI'yT Ka-
CaThCs TOJIBKO €T0 (hopMbl, HO OTHIONB He Mamepuu», KaaT
COIIOCTaBJISIET ee C 00ujeil 2pammamuxol, «<KoTopas He co-
TEeP>KIT HIT4ero, KpoMe OIHOV JIMIIb (DOPMBI SI3bIKa BOOD-
e, 5e3 CJIOB, COCTABIIAIONINX MaTepwio si3bika» (KawT,
199%4a, c. 267; AA 09, S. 12—13). (Tlox Heobxo0umbiIMU TTpa-
BwIlaMy MbliuteHrs KaHT mopmpasymeBaeT Te, KOTOpbIe
He 3aBVCAT OT MAmepull, TO eCTb OT CrIenpUKN 0OBEKTOB
ro3HaHMsA.) [IpomormKas MCTIONb30BaTh 3TO CpaBHEHUE,
KaHnT 3ameuaeT Takxe, YTO JIOTMKA ABJISIETCSI OPraHOHOM
(TO ecTh MHCTPYMEHTOM ITO3HAHMS JIeVICTBUTEIIEHOCTM)
«CTOJIb YK€ MaJjlo, KaK 1 oOrrasi rpaMMaTika» (Tam ke,

® Dra pabora W3BeCTHa B AaHIJIOS3BIYHOV JIMTEpaType Kak
«Jdsche Logic».

speech-free operations of understanding” (Wolff, 1995,
p. 23; cited from Forster, 2012, p. 489). Nevertheless, in
my view, first, such arguments are valid only if certain
remarks by Kant are interpreted in a particular manner
and, second, even if these arguments were valid, they
would have no bearing on the main corpus of the “crit-
ical period.”

M. Forster’s hypothesis suggests that, from the per-
spective of the relationship between thought and lan-
guage, Kant’s philosophical cuvre can be divided into
three phases. 1) From the early to mid-1760s, Kant's texts
contain remarks compatible with the idea of the identifi-
cation of language with thought. They can be explained
by the influence of the Leibniz-Wolff paradigm. 2) From
the late 1760s to the 1790s, Kant clearly adhered to the
“dualism” of language and thought. 3) In 1790—1798,
Kant once again makes remarks that might be interpret-
ed as identifying language with thought (Forster, 2012,
pp- 497-507). Such a periodisation becomes possible
only if some of Kant’s texts are dated in a certain (dis-
putable) manner (ibid., p. 510).

In my opinion, it is safe to assume that Kant’s critical
philosophy interprets thought as essentially independ-
ent from language. The key above-mentioned excerpts
from the Critique of Pure Reason clearly attest to this.

This context requires a thorough analysis of Kant’s
comparison of logic with universal grammar presented
in the Prolegomena (Kant, 2004; Prol, AA 04, pp. 253-384)
and the Jdsche Logic (Kant, 1992; Log, AA 09, pp. 1-150).
It might seem that this comparison contradicts what
is said above and proves that Kant tended to identify
thought with language. But, as I will show below, it
does not.

In defining logic as a science of universal and nec-
essary rules of thought that “can concern merely its
form and not in any way its matter,” Kant compares it
with universal grammar, which “contains nothing more
than the mere form of language in general, with-
out words, which belong to the matter of language”
(Kant, 1992, p. 528; Log, AA 09, pp. 12-13). For Kant,
the necessary rules of thought are those independent
of matter, i.e., of the specifics of objects of cognition.
Extending the above comparison further, Kant em-
phasises that logic “is not an organon, any more than
universal grammar,” where organon is understood as
a tool to cognise reality (ibid., p. 270; Log, AA 09, p. 15).
According to Kant, logic is rather the canon of the laws
of thought, “without which no use of the understand-
ing or of reason takes place at all” (ibid., p. 529; Log,
AA 09, p. 13). Kant believes that these laws are inher-
ent in thought per se just as grammar is in language,
whereas logic as a science serves only for explanation:
“universal grammar is the form of a language in gen-
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c. 270; AA 09, S. 15). 3ato, cornacHo KaHTy, j10rmKa mpem-
CTaBJIsIeT cOOOVI KAHOH 3aKOHOB MBIIIIIEHNSI, «0e3 KOTOPBIX
HeT HIMKaKOr'o IpVIMeHeHs paccyaka 1 pasyma» (Tam xe,
c.268; AA 09, S. 13). ITo ero MbIc/IV, 3TV 3aKOHBI IIPUCY I
MBIIIUIEHNIO KaK TAKOBOMY, TaK ke KaK 'paMMaTVKa SI3bl-
Ky, a JIOTMKa KaK HayKa CJIy>KIT JIVIIb VX SKCIUIVKAIIVIel:
«O01mast rpaMMaTKa ectb popMa si3bika BooOrre. I'opo-
PSAT, OTHAKO, U He 3Hasl FPaMMAaTHKIM, HO TOBOPSIINIL Oe3
ee 3HaHWMS — B JEVICTBUTEIILHOCTY 00J1a/laeT rpaMMaTy-
KOVI V1 TOBOPUT TIO IIpaBjIaM, KOTOPbIe OH TeM He MeHee
He ocosHaeT» (Tam xe, c. 266; AA 09, S. 11).

Onnaxo cpasHeHve KaHTOM JTOrMKM ¢ 00ITIe1 rpam-
MaTWKOV, JIeXXalllee B Pyciie TPamawIlny, KOTOpas BOC-
XOIUT K CpeIHEeBEKOBOW cxoslacTvke 1 «['pammaTiike
ITop-Possa», oTHIONE He 03HaYaeT, YTO OH IBJISIETCS CTO-
POHHVKOM V1€ SI3BIKOBOVI JleTePMVIHALIVV MBIITUTEHVIS.
Bo-11epBbIX, caM paKT TaKOTrO CpaBHEHVISI TOBOPUT O TOM,
YTO OH He paccMaTpuBaeT JIOIMKY 1 OOIIyIO FpaMMaTH-
Ky KaK TOX[IeCTBeHHbIe ApYr Apyry. Bo-Bropbix, oH He
OTZAET SI3bIKY IIPVOPUTET. B-TpeThriX, 3TO cCpaBHEHME He
IIpeiroiaraeT apauiessMa (110 KpaviHer Mepe, I10J1-
HOTrO); HallpoTnB, KaHT yKa3bIBaeT Ha cIyuan pacxoxie-
HISA TPaMMaTIYeCcKO 1 JIOTMYeCKO POPMBI:

B cyxnenum, TpeOyroiieM MCTOTKOBaHWS, HaIIPU-
Mep: HeMHOTe JIIO[IM YUeHbl — COmepXKmTcs 1) oTpuria-
TeJIbHOE CYy KIIeHVe, HO CKPBITO: MHOTVIE JTIOIIV He YIeHbI
7 2) yTBepIOMUTeIIbHOe: HEKOTOPHIE JTIO/V yueHBbI. Tak Kak
IpupoAa IOMIeXaIIMX VCTOIKOBAHIIO IIOJIOKEHINT 3a-
BUICUT eIMHCTBEHHO OT YCJIOBUI $I3bIKa, Oy1aroyapst Ko-
TOPBIM MOXXHO Cpa3y BbIPasUTh BKpATIIe [IBa CYXKIEHNs,
TO 3aMeYaHVie, YTO B HaIlleM SI3bIKe MOTYT CYITIeCTBOBATh
CY>XIeHMs, KOTOpBle JOJDKHBEI OBITh VICTOIIKOBaHBI, OT-
HOCWTCS He K JIOTTIKe, a K rpamMarnke (Tam xe, c. 364;
AA 09, S.109).

B «IIponeromenax» KaHT aknmeHTMpyeT BHUMaHUe
VIMEHHO Ha TOM, YTO IpamMMaTideckasi popMa sIBIIsIeTCs
BO MHOTOM CJIy4aviHOVI OTHOCUTEJIbHO «YVCTBIX dJIeMEeH-
TOB Y4eJIOBEYeCKOro Io3HaHWs»: «CobupaHie 271eMeHTOB
rpaMMaTVIKM/... He B COCTOSIHUM YKa3aTb IPWYMHY, ITode-
My KasK[IBIV SI3BIK VIMeeT VIMEeHHO 3TO, a He JIpyroe dop-
MaJIbHOE KadecTBO U, ellle MeHee, [I0YeMy MMeeTCs VIMeH-
HO CTOJIBKO — HM OOJIbIlle HM MeHBbIIle — TaKoro poza
dopmasbHBIX orpenerteHnit s3bika» (Kant, 19948, c. 83;
AA 04, S. 323). KaHT cTaBUT B yIIpeK apyCTOTEIIEBCKO
CrICTeMe KaTerOpWuI TO, UTO OHA CJIeflyeT 3a IO00HBIMNU
CJIy9aiHBIMU CBOVICTBAMU $3bIKa, a He OCHOBBbIBaeTCs Ha
HeoOXOIVMOM IIPVHIINIIE.

VITak, OCHOBHOVI KOPITyC KpUTIUIECKO prytocodpmm
KanTra He comepXuT maeu S3bIKOBOV HeTepMMHAIUN
MpInuieHuss. MoxHo coracutbea ¢ M. E. CobGosteBois,
4TO «yOeXX[IeHve B TOM, YTO CIIOCOOHOCTB K S3BIKY OTHO-
CUTCA K YCJIOBUAM BO3MOXKHOCTV OITbITa», XapaKTepHoe
IIJI1 MHOTMX MHTeprperanuii Kanra B aHammTiaecKkon
dwtocodun, ABiIsSeTCS NPUBHECEHHBIM (PaKTOPOM, KO-
TOPBIVI ITPEIIATCTBYeT €ro KOPPeKTHOMY IOHVMMaHWIO
(Cobosesa, 2018, c. 132).

eral, for example. One speaks even without being ac-
quainted with grammar, however; and he who speaks
without being acquainted with it does actually have a
grammar and speaks according to rules, but ones of
which he is not himself conscious” (ibid., p. 527; Log,
AA 09, p. 11).

However, Kant’s comparison of logic with univer-
sal grammar, which follows the tradition originating
in Medieval scholasticism and the “Port-Royal Gram-
mar,” does not in any way mean that he is an advocate
of the idea of the linguistic determination of thought.
First, the very fact of such a comparison suggests that
he does not consider logic and universal grammar as
identical. Second, he does not give priority to language.
Third, this comparison does not suggest parallelism
(at least, complete parallelism); on the contrary, Kant
points to cases of discrepancy between grammatical
and logical form:

In the exponible judgment, Few men are learned,
for example lies (1.), but in a covert way, the negative
judgment, Many men are not learned, and (2.) the af-
firmative one, Some men are learned. Since the nature of
exponible propositions depends merely on conditions of
language, in accordance with which one can express two
judgments briefly at once, the observation that in our
language there can be judgments that must be expound-
ed belongs not to logic but to grammar (ibid., p. 605; Log,
AA 09, p. 109).

In the Prolegomena, Kant emphasises the fact that
grammatical form is largely random with regards to the
“pure elements of human cognition”; “To compile the
elements for a grammar” does not mean to “give a rea-
son why any given language should have precisely this
and no other formal constitution” (Kant, 2002, p. 115;
Prol, AA 04, p. 323). Kant criticises Aristotle’s system of
categories for focusing on accidental properties of lan-
guage and for lacking a necessary principle.

Thus, the main corpus of Kant’s critical philosophy
does not contain the idea of a linguistic determination
of thought. I am inclined to agree with M. E. Soboleva
that “the belief that capacity for language is a condition
of the possibility of experience,” which is characteris-
tic of many interpretations of Kant’s thought within
analytic philosophy, is an alien factor that stands in
the way of an adequate understanding of it (Soboleva,
2018, p. 132).

2. The Transcendentalism of the Subject and the
Transcendentalism of the Medium

Another noteworthy difference between Kant’s phi-
losophy and “linguistic Kantianism” is that they repre-
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§ 2. TpaHceHeHTaIM3M cCyOBbeKTa
VI TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIV3M II0CpeTHMKA

Eme opgxo mpmmMeuarernpHOe oTamae drurocodrm
Kanra oT «IMHIBMCTMYECKOrO KaHTVMAHCTBAa» COCTOUT
B TOM, UTO OHM IIPEICTaB/IIIOT cO0OTI IBa pasHbBIX THIIA
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIn3Ma, KOTOpble g 0003Ha41y KaK «TpaH-
CIIeH[IeHTaIN3M CyObeKTa» ¥ «TPaHCLIeHAeHTaIN3M I10-
CpelHMKa» COOTBETCTBEHHO.

KaHT ocymiecTBil cBOVI «KOIIEPHMKAHCKUN IIepe-
BOPOT», IIPEIJIOKB MIIE0 O TOM, UYTO «aKTVBHBIM» Ha-
YaJIoOM B IIpollecce IIO3HAHWS SBJISETCS He BHEITHUM
MUP, BO3IEVICTBY IOV Ha Cy6’beKTa, a caM IIO3HAKIIUM
cyowext. CormacHo Meiciu KaHTa, paHee MeTadmsmKu
«CUMTaIIV, YTO BCSKME HaIlV II03HAHVSA OyaTo OBI JOIDK-
HBI COO0pa30BaThCs ¢ IIpeaMeTaMIl», TOIrAa Kak cileflyeT
«VICXOIIUTH M3 IIPEITIONIOKEHVIS], UTO ITPEIMETHI JJOJDKHBI
coobpas3oBaThcs ¢ HalMM ro3HaHveM» (Kaxt, 2006, c. 17;
B XVI). Vcrounnkom BroxHoseHms 11t KanTa BO MHO-
TOM MOCIIYXXWIN yCIIeX B eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayKax, CBs-
3aHHBIE C pacIpocTpaHeHneM B HoBoe BpeMms skcrepu-
MEHTAJIBHOT'O MEeTO/a, B KOTOPOM OYeBMIHBIM 00pa3oM
MPOSIBIIAETCS aKTUBHOCTD CyOBeKTa II03HAHVIS:

EcTrecTBomMCIIBITaTENN TIOHSUTN, UTO Pa3syM yCMaTpy-
BaeT TOJIBKO TO, UTO CaM CO3/IaeT IT0 COOCTBEHHOMY IpO-
€KTy, 9TO OH C IPVHIUIIAMV CBOVMX CY>KIEHWUV JOIDKeH
VIITV BIIEPEIN COIJIACHO ITOCTOSHHBIM 3aKOHAM U 1100y~
XKITaTh IIPVPOJTY OTBEYaTh Ha ero BOIIPOCEL, a He TaIllTh-
¢Sl y Hee CJIOBHO Ha ITOBOJIY; 0O B IIPOTMBHOM CITydae
HaOTrofeHs, TIpoM3BeleHHble CITyJaliHo, Oe3 3apaHee
COCTaBJIEHHOTO IIJIaHa, BOBCe He OYIyT CBS3aHBI HEOO-
XOIVMBIM 3aKOHOM; a BeIb pa3yM WIIET TaKOV 3aKOH M
HyXmaetcsd B HeM (Tam xe, c. 15; B XIII).

«JIMHrBUCTMYeCKOe KaHTMAHCTBO» IIpeiylaraeT erre
OfVIH BapWMaHT 3IMCTeMUYIECKOVI TVICTIO3VITNY, OTIINY-
HBIVI U OT IOKAHTOBCKOTO, M OT KAHTOBCKOTO. B HeM «ax-
TUBHOE» HauaJIo MPVHAaJIeXNUT He BHEIITHEMY MUPY U He
COOCTBEHHBIM CITOCOOHOCTSIM CyObeKTa IMo3HaHMs, a de-
MY-TO HaXOJAILIEMYyCsl MEX/1y HUMM, TO eCTh ITOCPeSHM-
Ky: SI3BIKY JTM0O — B IPYTVX KOHIIETIIIMSX 3TOTO TUIIA —
TeOpuUM WM HayuHOU Hapagurme. IIpyMeHuUTeIBHO K
dwtocodpnm paHHero BuTreHmreiiHa 3TO KOHCTaTUPY-
er b. Crpayn: «®wrocodpms “TpakraTta”... TToMeraer
B LIEHTP WMHTE/UIEKTYaJIbHOVI BCEJIEHHOV He YeJIOBeKa,
HO... Pa3sBOIUIONIEHHYIO ¥ abCTpakTHYIO CTPYKTYpY,
mMeHyeMyIo “a3bIK”» (Stroud, 1972, p. 25).

Bripouem, B 11o;06HBIX KOHIIETIIIVSX 3TOT ITOCPETHMK
3a4acTyio Kypbe3HbIM 00pa3oM caM ITprobpeTaeT yepTel
cyOBpeKTa: OH Oopercs 3a BBDKMBaHMWe, KaK, HaIIpVMep,
Teopuw, mpuberaronye K mpuHouy Jiosma — KyarHa;
KOHKYpMpYyeT ¢ cebe TomoOHBIMY; TTPOXOIUT 3TAITbI CTa-
HOBJIEHW, 3peJIOCTU M Kpu3uca. SIpKum mpuMep Bcero
3TOTO MOXHO HaWTHM B KOHIIETIINY HAYYHBIX TTapagurM

T. Kyna (Kys, 2003).

sent two different types of transcendentalism, to which
I refer as the “transcendentalism of the subject” and the
“transcendentalism of the medium,” respectively.

Kant carried out his “Copernican Revolution” in
putting forward the idea that the “active” principle in
the process of cognition is not the external world, which
affects the subject, but the cognising subject itself. Ac-
cording to Kant, earlier metaphysicians thought that
“all our cognition must conform to the objects,” where-
as it is necessary to start by “assuming that the objects
must conform to our cognition” (Kant, 2000, p. 110; KrV,
B XVI). Kant was largely inspired by the achievements
of the natural sciences, which were made possible by the
spread of the experimental method in modernity, which
assigns an active role to the subject of cognition:

They comprehended that reason has insight only in
what it itself produces according to its own design; that
it must take the lead with principles for its judgment ac-
cording to constant laws and compel nature to answer
its questions; rather than letting nature guide its move-
ment by keeping reason, as it were, in leading-strings;
for otherwise accidental observations, made according
to no previously designed plan, can never connect up
into a necessary law, which is yet what reason seeks and
requires (Kant, 2000, p. 109; KrV, B XIII).

“Linguistic Kantianism” suggests yet another
version of epistemic disposition that is different from
both the pre-Kantian and the Kantian versions. It asso-
ciates the “active” principle with neither the external
world nor the faculties of the subject of cognition but
with something in between (i.e., the medium): lan-
guage or — in other conceptions of the same kind —
theory or scientific paradigm. According to B. Stroud,
this applies to the philosophy of the early Wittgen-
stein: “the philosophy of the Tractatus [...] puts at the
centre of the intellectual universe, not man, but only a
disembodied and abstract structure called ‘language’”
(Stroud, 1972, p. 25).

However, in such conceptions, the medium para-
doxically takes on the features of a subject; it fights for
survival, as with, for example, the theories resorting to
the Duhem-Quine principle. It competes with its peers,
and goes through the stages of emergence, maturi-
ty, and crisis. A vivid example of this can be found in
T. S. Kuhn's conception of scientific paradigms (Kuhn,
2003).

According to J. Hintikka, the conception of lan-
guage as a universal medium plays a crucial role in the
early Wittgenstein in particular and in 20" century
philosophy of language in general (Hintikka, 1997,
p- 162). Hintikka sets this conception of language in
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CormacHo fl. XMHTMKKe, TTOHVMaHWe A3bika KAk YHU-
Bepcanvrozo nocpedHKa UTPaeT BaXXHENIIYIO POJIb Y PaH-
Hero JI. Butrenmirerita, a Takxe B 11eJIoM B prstocodpmm
aspika XX B. (Hintikka, 1997, p. 162). TakoMy HOHMMaHMIO
SI3bIKa OH IIPOTVMBOIIOCTABIISET IIOHMMaHMe A3bika Kak Uc-
yycAeHus’. DTa OVUXOTOMUS OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha ITPeJJIo-
xeHHoVT paHee V1. Ban Xeitenooprom (Heijenoort, 1967)
IVIXOTOMUM A02uku kax ucuucienus (calculus ratiocinator)
n soeuku kax Asvika (lingua characterica), kotopas, B
cBolo ouepesib, BocxoauT K I'. B. JlertOHmity ¢ ero unesmm
calculus ratiocinator vi characteristica universalis. ITpu aToM
CMBICTI, BKJTA/IBIBAEMBIVI B 3TO pasrpaHudeHVe XevieHOo-
OpPTOM, HECKOJIBKO OT/IMYaeTcsl OT IoIpasyMeBaBIIIero-
cst JTemOuwmuem. s Jlenmbuawmiia «calculus ratiocinator
characteristica universalis SIBJISIOTCS IByMsI KOHCTUTY9HTa-
M. .. IPOrpaMMBI 001IIeV HayKi», KOTOPBIE «IIOIEePKI-
BaloT Apyr apyra» (Peckhaus, 2004, p. 599). Xenenoopr
JKe TIOHVIMAaeT VX KaK [IBa KOHKYPeHTHBIX IIOAX0Aa, IIpV-
CYIIVIX Pa3sHBIM aBTOpaM; BIIpOYeM, OH OTMedYaeT, YTo Ha
ompesie/IeHHOM 3Tarle pa3BuTus JIormku B XX B. 1X pac-
xoxeHue 6bu10 rpeoosieno (Heijenoort, 1967, p. 328).

[Ipemyraraemyro XeteHOOPTOM TPaKTOBKY 3TOV V-
XOTOMUM MOXXHO cOpMYJIMpOBaTh CIleylomnM obpa-
30M: JIOTMKa Kak calculus ratiocinator — VMHCTPYMeHT, 00-
JIaCTh U CIIOCO0 MPVIMEHeHMsI KOTOPOTo CyOheKT, pacIio-
JIaraloIIiL IM, MOXKeT MEeHSTh II0 COOCTBEHHOMY yCMOT-
PeHVIIo, a TAKKe ITOIBepraTh MeTaJIOTMIeCKOMY aHaJIN3Y;
lingua characterica — yHMUBepcaIbHasl JIOI'VKa, BBIXOT, 3a
Ipenesibl KOTOPOV HEBO3MOXKEH (M KOTOpasi, TaKuM 00-
pasoM, He IpefrionaraeT Kako-11M0o MeTaIoTMKM VIN
BapBUPOBAHMIS).

ITo mpIcTIM XelieHOOpPTa, MOMIXOA, K JIOTMKe KaK K
calculus ratiocinator 6bUT TIpUICYTI], TakVM aBTopaM XIX B.,
Kak k. Byns n D. Illpénep, a moHMMaHMe JIOTMKM KaK
lingua characterica BRICTYyIIVITO Ha TIepBBIV IUIaH B pabo-
Tax I'. @pere u panHero b. Paccerta. B kauectse omHom
13 KOHKPETHBIX OT/IMYUTEIbHBIX 4epT XeeHOOPT yKa-
3bIBaeT TO, UTO B Jioruke bynsa n Hlpénepa yHUBEepCcym
paccMOTpeHMsI MOJKeT BapbUpPOBaThCs 1 He CBsI3aH C Ka-
KVMW-JTIO0 OHTOJTOTMYECKMMY 00sI3aTeIThCTBaMM, TOT/Ia
Kak y dpere «yHMBEpPCYM COLEPXKUT BCE, UTO CYIIECTBY-
et» (Heijenoort, 1967, p. 325), siB7seTCst €IVIHCTBEHHBIM U
duKcHpOBaHHBIM; ITOC/IeHee ClIpaBeyInBo 1 11 Pacce-
7a B «Principia Mathematica» ¢ Tem oTymamenm, 9To pac-
CEJIOBCKMII YHUBEPCYM CTpaTUUIMpOBaH II0 THUIIAM.
B 1910—1930-e 1T., cormacHO XerieHOOPTy, IIOHMMaHIe
JIOTMKM Kak calculus ratiocinator BHOBb CTaHOBUTCS aKTy-
@JIBPHBIM — VIMEHHO B PaMKaX Hero OCYIIIeCTBIISIOTCS ce-
MaHTH4ecKue (ITpefiIosiaraioliye BapbrpoBaHue IIpesl-
MeTHOW OOJIacTV) M MeTajIoridecKie VICCIIemOBaHIA
(L. JIéBerrerm, T. Cxosnewm, K. I'émess).

CorracHo XuHTHKKe, Paccert B JajbHeTIIIIEM TIepertiest
Ha niosvitiu calculus ratiocinator, 9TO BEIPa3WIOCh B paspa-

7 B maHHOM cily4ae TEPMUH «VCUMCIIeHe» He 0003HaYaeT CUH-
TaKCMUECKYIO CCTeMy Oe3 MHTepIIpeTaliii, a, HAIPOTWB, IIpefi-
nosiaraet ceMaHTgeckmit rogxox; cum.: (Hintikka, 1991, p. xi).

opposition with the conception of language as calculus.®
This dichotomy is based on the dichotomy of logic as
calculus ratiocinator and logic as lingua characterica pro-
posed by J. van Heijenoort (Heijenoort, 1967), which
in turn goes back to Leibniz, with his ideas of calculus
ratiocinator and characteristica universalis. However, the
meaning that Heijenoort attributed to this dichotomy
is different from that of Leibniz. For Leibniz, “calculus
ratiocinator and characteristica universalis are two con-
stituents of the prior programme of a general science,”
which “support each other” (Peckhaus, 2004, p. 599).
Heijenoort sees them as two competing approaches ad-
vocated by different authors. However, he notes that
the gap between the two approaches was bridged at a
certain stage of development of logic in the 20* century
(Heijenoort, 1967, p. 328).

Heijenoort’s interpretation of the dichotomy can be
formulated as follows: logic as calculus ratiocinator is an
instrument, the domain and modus operandi of which can
be changed by the user and which can be subjected to
meta-analysis. The lingua characterica is a universal logic
impossible to transcend (and which, therefore, does not
allow for any metalogic or variation).

Heijenoort believes that an understanding of log-
ic as calculus ratiocinator was characteristic of such
19* century authors as G. Boole and E. Schrider, where-
as its interpretation as lingua characterica came to the
fore in the works of G. Frege and of the early B. Russell.
Heijenoort sees a specific distinctive feature of Boole’s
and Schroder’s logic in the fact that, for them, the uni-
verse of discourse can vary and is not bound by any on-
tological commitment, whereas for Frege the “universe
consists of all that there is” (Heijenoort, 1967, p. 325)
and it is unique and fixed. The latter holds also true
for Russell in Principia Mathematica, with the differ-
ence that the Russellian universe is stratified by type.
From the 1910s to the 1930s, according to Heijenoort,
the understanding of logic as calculus ratiocinator be-
came relevant anew — it became a framework for se-
mantics, which suggest variations in the domain of
objects, and metalogical investigations (L. Lowenheim,
T. A. Skolem, K. F. Godel).

According to Hintikka, Russell subsequent-
ly switched to the calculus ratiocinator position,
which was expressed in his idea of a metalanguage.
Hintikka believes that this happened after Russell
had acquainted himself with Wittgenstein’s Trac-
tatus Logico-Philosophicus, which demonstrated the
far-reaching consequences of the universalist concep-
tion (Hintikka, 1997, p. 165).

¢ In this case, the term “calculus” does not mean a syntactic
system without interpretation, but on the contrary suggests a
semantic approach. See: Hintikka, 1991, p. xi.
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OoTke MM wmien MerasisblKa. 1o 1perrioroxkeHmo XuH-
THMKKW, 3TO IIPOV3OIUIO II0Cile O3HaKoMIeHws Paccerta ¢
«JIornko-drrocodckrM TpakTaToM» BuTreHtrertHa, Ko-
TOPBIV IIPOIEMOHCTPUPOBAII JajIeKO WIYIIMe CIIeICTBIS
yHuBepcamicrckoro moavmanst (Hintikka, 1997, p. 165).

XVMHTHMKKa IepeHec SKCIUIMIIMPOBaHHYI0 XerleHoop-
TOM JIMXOTOMMIO C JIOTVMKM Ha $3bIK, COITOCTaBuB calculus
ratiocinator (IOHVMaHVIe A3bIKa KaK MCYMCIIeHys) ¢ lingua
characterica (MOHVMaHVEM s3bIKa KaK YHMBEPCATEHOTO
nocpenHviKa). OCHOBHBIE UepThI IIOHMMAaHVIS S3bIKa KakK
yHuBepcaibHoro nocpenumuka (YII), yxasanuable XuH-
TUKKOV, OBUIM 3aTeM KOMIIaKTHO cpopMyJIMpoBaHEbI
M. Kymem:

(VITI-1) CemaHTMYecKue OTHOIIEHNMS HEHOCTYIIHBI
[m71s1 BapBUpOBaHMS]; CIemOBaTEIFHO

(VI1-2) MBI He MOXXeM ITPeACTaBUTh MHBIE CEMaHT-
JecKyie OTHOIIIEHVIS]; CJIef[0BaTeIIbHO

(YII-3) Teopust Mozierntevt (1 pasroBOP O BO3MOXKHBIX
MIpax) HEBO3MOXHBI (ITOCKOJTBKY TeOpWs MOIEIIeN Oc-
HOBBIBAeTCS Ha CHCTEMaTMYeCKOM BapbMPOBAHWUN Ce-
MaHTWUYeCKMX OTHOITeHnT); U (B cvity 1)

(YII-4) TUHTBUCTUHYECKUT PeTISTUBU3M Hem30eXeH
(MBI 3amIepTHI B CBOEM $I3bIKe); BefIb (B cvuty 1 1 2)

(VII-5) MBI He MOXeM CXBaThIBAaTh HEVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTB 0e3 (VCKaXkaIoIIlero) BIVISTHIIA S13bIKa; 7 (B cvuTy 1)

(VI1-6) co3manve MeTasI3bIKa HEBO3MOKHO; CJIeIIOBa-
TeJIbHO

(YII-7) ncTviHa Kak COOTBETCTBUE HeBbIpasyMa, cile-
TIoBaTeNTbHO (11 B cvoty 1)

(VII-8) MBI [IOJDKHBI OIPaHMYUTBCS CUHTAKCHCOM,
T.e. popmarnmzmom (Kusch, 1988, p. 99 —-100).

Kax HeTpyZIHO 3aMeTUTh, 3TV Te3VCHI IIPeICTABIIIIOT
€000t (POPMYIIMPOBKY TOTO, YTO MOXKET IIOpa3yMeBaThb-
csl, KOrJla TOBOPAT O «JIMHIBUCTMYECKOM KaHTVAHCTBE»
(HeKOTOpBIE M3 HMX SBJIIIOTCS OOIINMM, a HEKOTOpPbIE
HocAT Oojlee crienmUYecKuyl xapakTep U CBs3aHbI C
Mpo06JIeMaTHKOVI JIOTMYECKOVT CeMaHTVKM). B KadecTse
SIPKOTO BOIUIOIIEHMS 3TOV o3Iy XMHTMKKA paccMa-
TpuBaeT Quiocodpuro panHero Burrenimnrenna. Ilpu
5TOM OH OTMeYaeT, UTO «Mfes s3bIKa KaK yHMBepcaIbHO-
O IIOCPeHMKa MOXKeT CUUTAThCS JIMHIBUCTUYECKUM CO-
OTBETCTBVIEM OITpesle/IeHHbIX KaHTMAaHCKVIX KOHIIETIIINT.
Ha sty cBs13b yKasemBaeT [cam] Burrenmrera» (Hintikka,
1997, p. 165).

PasymeeTcs1, HeKOTOpOe COOTBeTCTBIe MeXTy dpuIo-
codpment KaHTa M «IMHIBUCTMYECKMM KaHTMAHCTBOM»
MOKHO yCTaHOBUTb. OHO COCTOMT B TOM, 4TO, KaK yXe
OBUIO CKa3aHO BBIIIE, ¥ ayTEHTNYHOE KaHTMAHCTBO, U
«JIVIHTBUCTVYECKOe KAaHTWAHCTBO» SBJIIOTCS BapWaH-
TaMI TpaHcIeHOeHTaym3Ma. OOHAKO 3TO COOTBETCTBUE
HOCUT CJIMIIKOM OOIIMII XapakKTep I TOrO, 4YTOOBI
NpV3HATh O3UIIVIO, M3BECTHYIO KaK «JIMHIBUCTIUYECKOe
KaHTMAHCTBO», B KauecTBe 3aKOHHOI'O HacjlenHVKa du-
nocodpun Kanra, TocKosIbKy MeXay HUMM UMEIOT MeCTO
NPVHIINIIMAIBHBIE PACXOXKIEHVIS.

Hintikka transferred the dichotomy explained by
Heijenoort from logic to language, juxtaposed the cal-
culus ratiocinator, which is the conception of language as
calculus, with the lingua characterica, which is the con-
ception of language as the universal medium.

Later, M. Kusch summarised the key characteristics
of the conception of language as a universal medium
(UM) that were identified by Hintikka:

(UM-1) Semantic relations are inaccessible; there-
fore

(UM-2) we cannot imagine other semantic relations;
therefore

(UM-3) model theory (and talk of possible worlds)
is impossible (since model theory is based on the sys-
tematic variation of semantic relations); and (due to 1)

(UM-4) linguistic relativism is inevitable (we are
trapped in our own language); for (due to 1 & 2)

(UM-5) we cannot grasp reality without the (distort-
ing) interference of language; and (due to 1)

(UM-6) the construction of a metalanguage is im-
possible; therefore

(UM-7) truth as correspondence is inexpressible,
therefore (and due to 1)

(UM-8) we have to limit ourselves to syntax, i.e.,
formalism (Kusch, 1988, pp. 99-100).

It is easy to see that these theses formulate what
might be implied when “linguistic Kantianism” is
mentioned (some of these theses are general and some
of them more specific, the latter falling within the
scope of logical semantics). Hintikka sees the philos-
ophy of the early Wittgenstein as a vivid embodiment
of this position. He notes that “the idea of language as
the universal medium can be considered as a linguistic
counterpart of certain Kantian doctrines. The connec-
tion is pointed out by Wittgenstein” (Hintikka, 1997,
p- 165).

Of course, one could establish a certain corre-
spondence between Kant’s philosophy and “linguistic
Kantianism.” As mentioned above, this correspond-
ence consists in the fact that both authentic Kantian-
ism and “linguistic Kantianism” are variations of
transcendentalism. However, this correspondence is
too general to accept the position known as “linguistic
Kantianism” as a legitimate heir to Kant’s philosophy.
The fundamental differences between them render this
impossible.

Conclusion

Thus, despite the prevalence of its use, the expres-
sion “linguistic Kantianism” is not completely ade-
quate and can be misleading when it comes to the es-
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3ak/TIoueHmne

WTtak, TepMMH «IMHTBVCTIYECKOEe KaHTMAHCTBO»,
HeCMOTpsI Ha IMPOTy €ro yIoTpeOsieHNs, He BIIOIHe
KOPpPeKTeH ¥ MOXeT BBOAUTH B 3a0iykIeHre OTHOCHU-
TEeJTHHO XapaKTepa ¥ IIPOVICXOXIIeHsT 0003HauaeMOVi M
vimen. DTy upero ¢ O6ITBIIM ITpaBOM MOXKHO 0003HAUNTh
KaK JIMHTBUCTUYECKUTI TPaHCIIEH/IeHTaTN3M.

TepMuH «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIM3M» 00sI3aH CBOVIM TIPO-
ncxoxeHreM KaHTy, KOTOpBINI oIpenes IIperio-
»KeHHOe 1M B «KpuTike uncroro pasyma» HallpaB/IeHue
VICCIIeIOBaHMUI KaK TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHY0 (priocodmio,
rofipasyMeBasi IIOJI 3TUM cJIefiyloltiee: «5l Ha3bIBalo mpa-
CleHOeHmMAAbHbIM BCSKOe IIO3HaHMe, 3aHVMAIoIeecs He
CTOJIBKO IpefaMeTaMy, CKOJIBKO BUaMVl Halllero IT03Ha-
HVISL IPEeAMETOB, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO IIO3HaHVIe JOJDKHO OBITH
BO3MOXHBIM 4 priori. Cucmema TaKuX HOHATUV Ha3blBa-
J1ach OBl mpancyendenmarvtol gpusocogpueii» (Karr, 2006,
c.79; B25). ITpu aTOM CJI0OBO «TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHOEe» 110~
JI9IVIIO HOBBIVI CMBICTI, HE COOTBETCTBYIOIIN ero Gortee
panaeMy ynorpebiennto (Serck-Hanssen, 2003, p. 7—9).

B HacTosIIIee BpeMs], KaK yke ObUIO OTMeueHO, ITOf,
TPaHCIIEHIEHTaTN3MOM TTOHMMAIOTCS JTIOObIe «3IVCTe-
MOJIOTYeCKMe B3IJISIIIBI, COTVIACHO KOTOPHIM UeJIoBede-
CKOe TI03HaHVe 3aBUCUT KaK OT SMIIMPUYECKX, Tak U OT
HeaMImpmyaecknx dpakropos» (Stroll, 1995, p. 97). B pam-
Kax TaKoro ITOHMMaHMs K TpaHCIeHIeHTaIN3My MOTYT
ObITh OTHeCeHbI PryT0codCKIIe KOHIIEMITNN, He COBIIajia-
fomtye co B3nrsigaMu camoro Kanra. OgHuM 13 mx Bapu-
aHTOB U SBJISIETCS «JIMHIBVUCTIYECKOe KaHTMAHCTBO», TTIe
B Ka4eCTBe HeAMIIMPUUIECKOro (hakTopa II03HaHVS IIperl-
JlaraeTcs IIOHMMATh S3BIK.

OpnHako TepMIUH «KaHTWAHCTBO», C MOEV TOYKI 3pe-
HWS, He CJIelyeT YIOoTpeOsIaTh CTOMb JXe IMPOKO, KaK
TEPMUH «TpaHCIeHIeHTaI3M», MHade K KaHTUAHCTBY
OyIyT OTHeCeHBI B3IVISMBI, KOTOPBIE MPUHITAIMAIBHO
pacxomsTcst co B3rIsAgaMu camoro KaHTa, a 3To Bpsy n
nesiecoobpasHo. Breire ObUIO ITOKA3aHO, YTO Vien, 00o-
3HavYaeMble KaK « TMHTBUCTUYIECKOe KaHTMAHCTBO», TTPerl-
CTaBJISAIOT COOOVT MMEeHHO TaKovi ciIyyant. Mexiy HyuMu u
dwtocodmen Kanra mmeeT MecTo psyl HPUHIIAIINAIIE-
HBIX pacxoxieHun. Bo-mepsrix, misg KaHra MbluieHne
HepepOaIbHO, TOIZla KaK B OCHOBE «IVMHIBUCTINYECKOTO
KaHTMaHCTBa» JIEKUT Maesd O BepOaJIbHOM XapaKTepe
MbluIeHns. Bo-Broprix, KaHT paccMarprBaeT Omnmchl-
BaeMble VIM allpuopHble (DOPMBI IIO3HAH KaK YHUBEpP-
CaJIbHBIe VIS YeJIoBedecTBa, TOrfa KaK CIJIbHAs BepCyisd
TUIIOTEe3BI JIMHTBUCTUYECKOV OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTH, C KOTO-
POV 3a4acTyio CBSI3BbIBAETCS «IMHIBUCTIYECKOe KaHTH-
aHCTBO», TIpeMIIIoIIaraeT BapbpoBaHVie ITOTO00HBIX POpM
B 3aBVICMIMOCTYI OT SI3BIKOBBIX pasimanii. B-rpetsux, pu-
mocodpmss KaHTa ¥ «TMHTBUCTMHUECKOe KaHTVAHCTBO»
TIPEJICTaBIIAIOT cOOOVI /IBa pasHBEIX TUITA TPaHCIIEH/IEeH-
TayM3Ma, KOTOpble MOXXHO 0003HauNTh KaK «TpaHCIIeH-
IIEHTaIIN3M CyOBeKTa» 1 «TPaHCIeHIeHTaIN3M II0CPert-
HWKa» COOTBETCTBEHHO.

sence and origin of the idea that it designates. It would
be more appropriate to refer to it as a “linguistic trans-
cendentalism.”

The term “transcendentalism” owes its existence to
Kant, who defined an avenue of research proposed in
the Critique of Pure Reason as transcendental philosophy,
by which he meant the following: “I call all cognition
transcendental that is occupied not so much with objects
but rather with our mode of cognition of objects insofar
as this is to be possible a priori. A system of such concepts
would be called transcendental philosophy” (Kant, 2000,
p- 149; KrV, B25). Here, the word “transcendental” was
given a new meaning that did not correspond to its ear-
lier usage (Serck-Hanssen, 2003, pp. 7-9).

As mentioned in the above, transcendentalism is
nowadays understood as any “epistemological view
that holds that human knowledge depends on both
empirical and non-empirical factors” (Stroll, 1995,
p- 97). Within such a conception, transcendentalism
may be extended to philosophical conceptions that do
not coincide with Kant’s views. One of such concep-
tions is that of “linguistic Kantianism,” which suggests
a conception of language as a non-empirical factor of
cognition.

However, I believe that the term “Kantianism”
should not be used as broadly as the term “transcenden-
talism.” Otherwise, Kantianism would include views
that are fundamentally at variance with Kant’'s own
views — which is inappropriate. It was shown above
that the ideas referred to as “linguistic Kantianism”
represent exactly such a case. There are fundamental
differences between them and Kant’s philosophy. First,
for Kant thought is non-verbal, whereas “linguistic Kan-
tianism” rests on the very idea of the verbal nature of
thought. Second, Kant considers a priori forms of cogni-
tion as universally valid for all humanity, whereas the
strong version of the hypothesis of linguistic relativity,
with which “linguistic Kantianism” is often associated,
implies variations in such forms, depending on linguis-
tic peculiarities. Third, Kant’s philosophy and “linguis-
tic Kantianism” are two different types of transcenden-
talism that can be respectively designated as the tran-
scendentalism of the subject and the transcendentalism
of the medium.

To conclude, it is important to mention that the ab-
sence in Kant’s philosophy of the idea of linguistic de-
termination does not mean that it is impossible to con-
sider the correlation between a subject’s cognitive fac-
ulties and linguistic forms from a Kantian perspective.
A rejection of the determination of thought by linguistic
forms does not entail a rejection of the determination of
language by forms of cognitive faculties. On the contra-
ry, the former necessarily implies the latter.
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B 3aBepieHme cjiemyeT ckas3aTbh, YTO OTCYTCTBUE B
dummocodprmn KaHra men a3bIK0BOT AeTepMUHAIINN TI0-
3HaHMS He 03HAa4aeT, YTO C KAaHTMAHCKMX TTO3VILIVV HeJlb-
34 TOBOPUTH O KOPPEJIALIMM MeXIy IO03HaBaTeIbHBIMI
crIocoOHOCTAMM CyOBeKTa 1 SI3bIKOBBIMU popMamit. OT-
pUIlaHMe JIeTepMUHAIIY MBIIIUIEHVS SI3IKOBBIMI POp-
MaMy He BJIeUeT 3a cOOOVI OTPUIAHMS JleTePMUHALN
si3bIKa popMamMI KOTHUTUMBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN, a CKOopee
C HeOOXOIVMIMOCTBIO TIPEIIOIIaraeT IocyIeTHee.
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