MexayxapoaHas
KOH(epeHuus UHcTuTyT dounocodpun PAH

30-31 okta6ps 2018







150 JIET NPArMATU3MA.
NCTOPWS M COBPEMEHHOCTb

MexayHapoaHas HayyHas KOH(epeHUmnd

30-31 okTd6ps 2018 .
WHCTuTyT dhrnocodum PAH

150 YEARS OF PRAGMATISM

International Conference

October 30-31, 2018
Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sciences

E-mail: 150yearsofpragmatism@gmail.com



MexayHapofHas Hay4Hasi KOH(hepeHums
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30 okTa6ps, BTOPHUK

Aynutopus 416 (4-7 31ax)

09.30 - 10.00 Peructpauusi y4acTHUKOB

10.00 —10.10
1010 -10.30
10.30 -10.50
10.50 = 1110

1110 - 11.40

11.40 - 12.00
12.00 -12.20

Ceccus |. Mopepatop — Mropb [xoxaase

OTKpbITME KOH(hepeHUUN. [TpUBETCTBEHHOE C/TOBO
(N. Ixoxan3e)

NMwopsur Harnb (ABCTpusi, BeHckuii yHnBepcuTer).
Tpu AMCKYpCa 0 pesurun B Heomparmatusme

Uropb [xoxapse (Poccus, MHCTuTyT chunocogum PAH).
Poptn 0 penurun B nyGMYHOM NPOCTPAHCTBE

Anekcein ®aTeHKOB (Poccusi, Huxeropoackui
rOCYAQPCTBEHHbIN yHUBEpCHTET MM. H.M. JTo6a4eBCKoro).
K HepensTMBHOMY: OCMbIC/INBAS U NPEO/0NeBas
nparmatuam P. Poptu u X. laTHamMa

MEPEPbIB / KO®E-BPEVK

Ceccus Il. Mogepatop — 'puropwii 3010TKOB

Aumutpuc Kunakoc (bosirapus, Coguicknit yHnBepcuTer).
[ledATenbHOCTb, NPaKTKa W HayYHOE NO3HaHWe:
nepecMaTprBas MapKCUCTCKYIO KpUTKKY NparmMaTn3ma

Bnagumup CupopuH (Poccus, IHcTutyt chunocochum PAH).
[Mparmatnam B CoBeTtckoit Poccumn 1920-x ronos: mexay
(hmnocoueir, naeonormeit n neaarornkon
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12.20 -12.40
12.40 —13.00
13.00 -13.20
13.20 - 14.45
1515 -16.30

10.00 —10.20
10.20 —10.40
10.40 - 11.00
11.00 -11.20

11.20 -12.00

WUnba Oémun (Poccus, CamapCkmii HQLMOHQ/IbHbINA NCC/IEA0-
Baresibckmit yrmepcnteT uM. ak. C.[1. Koponesa). Kputuka
Knaccuyeckoro nparmatnsma B punocodum C.J1. ®parka

Hatanba fActpeb (Poccus, Bonoroackmii rocyaapCTBEHHbINA
yHuBepcuteT). [pobnema TEXHNYECKOro 3HaHNS B
aMEepPVKaHCKOM nparMaTname

AHTOH Anpmnkud (Poccus, HAY «Beiclwas wkona
SKOHOMMKM»). KOHLENTyanlbHOe 0CMbICIEHUEe uaein
nparmaTi3Ma B MpaBOBOM peasnn3me

Bonpocbl kK goknag4mkam. CBo60AHOE 00CyXaeHNne
OBEQl

31 okT6p9, cpena
Ayantopua 313 (3-7 3Tax)

Ceccusa I. Mogepatop — [mutpuit MBaHOB

KapnuH PomaHo (CLUA, YpcuHyc-Konnemx). Puaapa Poptu
W noxdTne Fach

Esrenwii Nlorunos (Poccus, MY nmern M.B. JTomoHOCOBQ).
Yapnb3 [Mnpc 1 beptpaH Paccen: oGMeH naeamu u
Nt06E3HOCTAMY

Anactacusa ToponoBa (Poccus, Boarorpagckui
rocyapCTBEeHHbIN yHnBepcuteT). MoHATUS Tena 1 yma Kak
4aCTb PUTOPUYECKMX MPAKTUK peannsma B puaocodum
Puuyappaa Poptu

MpuHa Maueswny-[lyxaH (besiapyce, benopycckas
rocyAapcTBeHHas akagemums nckyccrs). OT Teopum
KpeaTWBHOI0 AENCTBNS K TEOPUM KPeaTUBHOMO 00LL,eCTBa

MEPEPbIB / KO®E-BPEVK
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12.00 - 12.20

12.20 -12.40

12.40 - 13.00

13.00 - 13.20

13.20 -13.40

13.40 —15.00
15.00 - 16.00

Ceccus ll. Mogepatop — puropuin 3010TKOB

BaHr YeHr6uHr (KHP, [TeknHckuit yHuBepcuTer).
OcobeHHoCTH pelenuun dunocodumn Yunbsama [xeinmca
B Kntae ¢ 1910-x rr. no HacTosLiee Bpems

Bbopuc 'yémaH (Poccusi, TBEPCKOM roCyAapCTBEHHbIN
yHuBepcuTeT). Hacneane nparmMatnama v Te0pus Happauum
AHANUTUYECKON DUIOCONUK NCTOPUH

KapuHa AHycbpueBa (Poccus, TBEpCKoi roCynapCTBEHHbIN
yHuBepcuteT). [parmMaTnam 1 aHanntnyeckas gpunocodus
ncropun A. [lanto

Anekceit BopoHkoB (Poccusi, MOCKOBCKAS BbICLIAS LLIKO/IA
COLMQ/IbHBIX M SKOHOMUYECKNX HaYK). Knaccuyeckui
NparmMaTn3Mm Kak TeopeTn4ecKnili pecypc akTopHO-CeTeBOM
Teopuu

Cepren LUeBueHko (Poccus, MHCTuTyT ounocoghum PAH).
[MparMaTn3M Kak To4Ka COOPKM COLMOTyMaHUTAPHbIX
ANCKYPCOB 0 HAYKe 1 TEXHONOM MM

Bonpochkl k goknagumkam. CBo60AHOE 00CYXAeHNE
OYPLUET
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PROGRAM

October 30, Tuesday
Room 416 (4th floor)

09.30 - 10.00 Registration of the participants
Session |. Moderator — Igor Dzhokhadze
10.00 =1010  Conference opening. Welcoming remarks

1010 -10.30  Ludwig Nagl (Austria, University of Vienna). Three
Discourses on Religion in Neo-Pragmatism

10.30 = 10.50 Igor Dzhokhadze (Russia, Institute of Philosophy, Russian
Academy of Sciences). Richard Rorty on Religion in the
Public Space

10.50 - 1110  Aleksey Fatenkov (Russia, Lobachevsky State University of
Nizhny Novgorod). On the Nonrelational: Comprehending
and Overcoming Richard Rorty’s and Hilary Putnam’s
Pragmatism

1110 = 11.40 Coffee break

Session Il. Moderator — Grigory Zolotkov

1140 —12.00  Dimitris Kilakos (Bulgaria, Sofia University). Activity,
Practice and Scientific Cognition: Reassessing Marxist
Critiques to Pragmatism

12.00 —12.20  Vladimir Sidorin (Russia, Institute of Philosophy, Russian
Academy of Sciences). Pragmatism in Soviet Russia of the
1920s: Between Philosophy, Ideology, and Pedagogy
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12.20 = 12.40  llya Demin (Russia, Samara National Research University).
Criticism of Classical Pragmatism in the Philosophy of
Semyon L. Frank

1240 —13.00  Natalia Yastreb (Russia, Vologda State University).
The Problem of Technological Knowledge in American
Pragmatism

13.00 = 13.20  Anton Didikin (Russia, Higher School of Economics). The
Conceptual Understanding of the Ideas of Pragmatism in
Legal Realism

13.20 —14.45  Questions to the speakers. Free discussion
1515-16.30  Lunch

October 31, Wednesday
Room 313 (3rd floor)

Session I. Moderator — Dmitri Ivanov

10.00 —=10.20  Carlin Romano (USA, Ursinus College). Richard Rorty and
the Notion of a Fach

10.20 - 10.40  Eugeny Loginov (Russia, Lomonosov Moscow State
University). Charles Peirce and Bertrand Russell: The
Exchange of Ideas and Swordplay

10.40 —11.00  Anastasia Toropova (Russia, Volgograd State University).
The Concepts of Body and Mind as Part of Rhetoric Practices
of Realism in Richard Rorty’s Philosophy

11.00 = 11.20  Iryna Matsevich-Dukhan (Belarus, Belarusian State
Academy of Arts). From Creative-Action Theory to the Theory
of Creative Society

11.20 -=12.00 Coffee break
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12.00 - 12.20

12.20 -12.40

12.40 - 13.00

13.00 - 13.20

13.20 -13.40

13.40 —15.00
15.00 - 16.00

Session Il. Moderator — Grigory Zolotkov

Wang Chengbing (China, Beijing Normal University). The
Research on William James’s Philosophy in China Since
1910s

Boris Gubman (Russia, Tver State University). Pragmatism’s
Legacy and the Narration Problem in Analytic Philosophy of
History

Karina Anufrieva (Russia, Tver State University). Pragmatism
and Arthur Danto’s Analytical Philosophy of History

Alexey Voronkov (Russia, Moscow Higher School of
Social and Economic Sciences). Classical Pragmatism as a
Resource of Actor-Network Theory

Sergey Shevchenko (Russia, Institute of Philosophy,
Russian Academy of Sciences). Pragmatism as the
Assemblage Point of Socio-Humanistic Discourses on
Science and Technology

Questions to the speakers. Free discussion

Dinner
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MATEPWUAJIbl KOH®EPEHLIMU

Jiopsur Harnb

BeHckuin yHuBepcutet
Mpodheccop unocohckoro akynbreta
E-mail: ludwig.nagl@univie.ac.at

TpVI OUCKYypCa 0 peniurnm B HeonparmMatusme

MepBas 4acCTb 4OKNAAA NOCBALLEHA (PUNOCOGCKO anckyccun Puuapaa Poptn ¢
nTanbsHckum mbicivtenem Ixannn Battumo (“The Future of Religion”, 2005), Temor
KOTOPOW ABNAETCA NMParMaTuCTCKas TPakTOBKA «PEIMrMO3HOr0» U NOCTMOAEPHUCT-
CKas KPUTHKA paanKanu3npoBaHHbIX MOCTKAHTUAHCKMX (hOPM NPOCBELLEHNS, NPSIMO
Beaylux K ateu3my. [aHHas [MCKYCCUS NO3BONSET KDUTUYECKM NEPEOCMBbIC/UTD
PacnpoCTpaHeHHOEe NpeacTaBaeHne 0 GKOObl HEN30EXHOM «3akaTe» Peurum B Co-
BPEMEHHOM 00LLECTBE.

Bo BTOpO/ 4acTM paccMaTpuBaEeTCcs MOCTaHaNNTUYECKas KOHUEMUMS Bepbl
Xunapu l1atH3ma, npeactaBneHHas B ero kHurax “Renewing Philosophy” (1992) n
“Jewish Philosophy as a Guide to Life. Rosenzweig, Buber, Levinas, Wittgenstein”
(2008). 311 TEKCTbI MOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO MHTEPEC [1aTHIMa K «PeIMrno3HOMY» UMEET B
CBOEN 0CHOBE (hunocotuio [xenmca, pasMbILLINIEHNS O PENUTAN MO3AHEr0 Butrew-
LWITEHa, a TaKXe HEKOTOPbIE counanbHo-hunocodckmne naen oou.

B TpeTbeii yacT Aoknaaa OCHOBHOE BHWUMaHWE YAENAeTCs KpUTUYECKOR pe-
KOHCTPYKLMW W MHTepnpeTauni Yapns3om Telnopom AXeimMCOBOR TEOpUN «penn-
rMo3Horo onbiTas. B kHure “Varieties of Religion Today: William James Revisited”
(2002) Teitnop rnaBHbIM 00pa30oM KpuTuKyeT [Ixerimca 3a U3/IMLWHNA akLEeHT Ha pe-
JITUO3HbBIX NEPEXMNBAHUAX OTAENBHOTO WHAMBMAA U HELOOLEHKY <KOMNEKTUBHOM»
(communal) cocTaBnSOLLEN BEPDI.

3aknounTenbHas YacTb A0OKNaAa COAEPXUT KpaTkuiA 0630p NparMaTUCTCKON
Teopun XaHca Moaca, cornacHo KOTOPOI PenuriMo3Has Bepa B Tak Ha3biBaeMylo
«CEKYNAPHYI0 3MOXy» NpuobpeTaeT «(hakyNbTaTUBHbIA» U MMAOPANUCTUYECKNA Xa-
paktep (“Faith as an Option”, 2014). AHann3npys CoOBpeMeHHoe 06LIeCTBO (BCnes
3a Teitnopom n BmecTe ¢ Po6eptom bennoi, copenaktopom coopHuka “The Axial
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Age and Its Consequences”, 2012), loac nogyepkmBaer, 4o B rN06ann3MPOBaHHOM
MUPE HW OfHA PEeNNUrnNs He BNpaBe A0rMaTuyeckn HactauBaTb Ha abCOMOTHOW UC-
TUHHOCTW CBOErO «MOHUMaHUS OOXECTBEHHOrO», Beflb NOA0OHAN YCTAHOBKA MOXET
NErko CnpoBOLMPOBaTh PAHATUYECKYIO HETEPMUMOCTb N0 OTHOLLEHWIO K «1PYrOMY».
N36eras 3T0ro OrMatM3ma, Ho He BNajas B APYryto KPanHoCTb abCTPaKTHOroO pe-
NATUBM3MA, PENNrNK, N0 MHeHMio A0aca, AOMXHbI OTKPLITLCA APYr Apyry, 06paThs
B30Pbl Ha /lyyLLINe CTOPOHbI CBOWX YUYEHWNHA, UTOObI PACLUMPUTL MOHUMAHKE BEPYHIOLLN-
MM «OTHOLLIEHNS YENI0BEKA K BOXECTBEHHOMY>», MOHUMaHWE BCETa OrPaHNYEHHOE 1
HEOKOHYaTEeNbHOE, Kak yKa3sblBan [xeimc.

[NaBHbIA Te3XC/BbIBOA AOKNAAa 3ak/oyaeT B cebe ABe KoHCTaTauuu: 1) Heo-
NParMaTUCTCKINE UCCNEe0BAHUS «PEIUTNO3HOM0» NO3BONSIOT KPUTUYECKN ANCTAHLM-
POBaTHCH OT AOTMATUYECKOr0 CEKYNapu3ma C ero NpOTUBONOCTAaBNEHUEM HAaYUHOTO
3HaHNA Bepe U yOeXAeHWeM B TOM, YTO BPEMS PEANUrWiA NPOLWO (MAN NPOXOANT).
2) HecmoTps Ha CUbHbBIA aKUEHT Ha MHAMBUAYG/IbHBIX aCNEKTaX Bepbl U B LENOM
KPUTUYECKYIO MO3NUMIO MO OTHOLWEHWIO K PENUTMO3HBIM UHCTUTYTaM, NparMaTuct-
CKas 1 HeonparmMaTucTckas unocous Penrum ¢ NOHOW CEPbE3HOCTHIO MOAXOANT
K MCCNEA0BAHMIO U ONUCAHWIO PENNITMO3HOIO OMbITa, PA3/IUYHBIX BEPOYYNUTE/bHBIX 1
[YXOBHbIX NPAKTUK B X YKOPEHEHHOCTH ([embeddedness) B coumnanbHOM.

Ludwig Nagl

University of Vienna
Professor at the Department of Philosophy
E-mail: ludwig.nagl@univie.ac.at

Three Discourses on Religion in Neo-Pragmatism

The presentation focuses, first, on Richard Rorty’s debate with the Italian philos-
opher Gianni Vattimo in The Future of Religion (2005): on a debate, i.e., which — in
recourse to pragmatism’s take on “the religious” as well as to the postmodern cri-
tique of those radicalized (post-Kantian) modes of Enlightenment that without much
hesitation affirm “atheism”— critically revisits the standard verdict of modernity about
the unstoppable demise of religion.

The lecture discusses, secondly, Hilary Putnam’s post-analytical conception of
faith that he developed in his books Renewing Philosophy (1992) and Jewish Philos-
ophy as a Guide to Life. Rosenzwelg, Buber, Levinas, Wittgenstein (2008). Putnam’s
elaborate interest in “the religious” is, as will be shown, inspired by William James
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as well as by late Wittgenstein and by (elements of) John Dewey’s social philosophy.

Part three of the paper is dedicated to Charles Taylor’s (both sympathetic and
critical) analysis of William James’s — individual-focused — survey of “religious expe-
rience”, published in his 2002 Vienna Lecture, Varieties of Religion Today: William
James Revisited. This segment of the talk primarily focuses on Taylor’s re-emphasis
on the communal aspects of faith.

The coda of the lecture deals briefly with Hans Joas’s pragmatist conception
of the “optional” character of religious belief “in a secular age” (Faith as an Option,
2074). In the context of his (Taylor-inspired) analysis of modernity, Joas emphasizes
(with recourse to Robert N. Bellah, with whom he co-edited The Axial Age and Its Con-
sequences, 2012), that in a globalized world no religion should insist, dogmatically,
on the absolute validity of “its own take on the divine”, since such an insistence can
easily trigger a fanatic rejection of “the other”. While avoiding abstract relativism, reli-
gions should rather mutually focus on their best sides, trying to learn from each other:
from their different — and at all times fragile and unfinished — exploration attempts of
(as James put it) “the relation of man to the divine.”

The core thesis of the paper is thus twofold: 1) Neo-pragmatic exploration at-
tempts of “the religious” have the potential to critically distance the (strict as well as
dogmatic) verdict of older secularization theories that (in view of today’s scientific
progress) religion is (or will soon be) “a matter of the past”. 2) Pragmatist as well as
neo-pragmatist re-readings of religion — while focusing on the individual and taking
a critical stance vis-a-vis religious institutions — do (ultimately) not shun away from
a careful re-investigation of the social embeddedness of all religious experience,
thought, and practice.

Wropb [xoxapse

WHcTutyT dunocodun PAH

KaHauaat hunoc. Hayk, BefyLiniA HayYHbIA COTPYAHMK
3aB. CEKTOPOM COBPEMEHHOI 3anafHoi hnnocogum
E-mail: joeS9@mail.ru

PopTti 0 pennruu B nyGIMYHOM NPOCTPAHCTBE

Temoiw foknaga aBnsercs nauunsm P. Poptu, ero npefactaBieHue 0 penurum Kak
(hakTope, NPenaTCTIBYIOLLEM KYNbTYPHOMY W NOAUTUYECKOMY Ananory. Mo MHeHno
PopTu, CCbINKK Ha «ry00Kue penuruosHble yoexaeHns» B nyGauYHbIX AUCKYCCUAX
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4acTO MCMOMb3YKOTCA B KaYeCTBE NOCNEAHEro 40BOAA, KNAAyLIero KoHel Ananory.
Ecnu BbI Ckaxerte: «310ro TpedyeT Mos Bepar, — fanbHelilee 00CyXAeHNe CNOPHO-
O BOMPOCa CTAHOBUTCSH HEBO3MOXHbIM, 6ECCMbICIEHHBIM. Pennrnsg, Takum o6pasom,
BbICTYMAET «TOPMO30M Pa3roBopar (a conversation-stopper) [Rorty, 1999: 171]; 6onee
TOr0, OHa «MOUTNYECKM onacHax [Rorty, 2005: 33].

MpOTNB 3TOr0 NANUMCTCKOrO TE3UCA MOXHO BbIABUHYTb PSA KOHTPAPTYMEHTOB.

(1) «MpuBat3aums» penurmu, 3a KOTOpyt paTyeT PopTW, HEBO3MOXHA TOY-
HO TaK e, Kak HEBO3MOXHa npuBatu3auua a3bika (/1. ButreHwreitH) nav mopa-
nn (K. Kopcraapg). PenurnosHas Bepa (Tpaauuns, KynbT) — Bcerfa «obLiees, a He
«4acTHoe» fieno. HegooueHka ponm KONNEKTUBHOMO (DAKTOPa B PEUTMO3HON XU3HM
NN0X0 BKETCH C COLUMOITHOLEHTPU3MOM POPTH (CBEAEHNEM UCTUHBI K COTNALLEHNIO,
00BEKTUBHOCTU K «CONMAAPHOCTU» U T.[1.).

(2) B noCTCEKYNSAPHOM MIMPE PENNTNS CTAHOBUTCS MHTErPasbHOR YacTbio NOU-
VKM, BO3BPALLAACh B 0OLIECTBEHHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO M3 NMPUBATHOrO reTTo, Kyaa ee
NbITANNCh 3arHaTb TEOPETVKM U NPAKTVKW 3aNafiHoro cekynspuama. Bonpeku npeg-
CKa3aHUAM NOCNEAHNX, PENUTNO3HbIE HACTPOEHUS KaK B 3aNafiHOM, Tak U B BOCTOY-
HOM MIPE TONbKO YCUMBAKOTCA, LLEPKBM W AyXOBHbIE NNAEPbI BCE Yallle BbICTYNAKOT B
POIU NOSMTUYECKNX aKTOPOB, OKA3bIBAKOLLMX BAUAHUE HA OOLLECTBEHHOE MHEHME
Ha peweHus, NpUHMMaemble NpaBUTeNbCTBAMIU. BNopy roBopuTs 0 BO3POXAEHNY, a
He ynazike pennruu, o «ny6aMun3aLmumny, a He npueatn3auum Bepsbl. «CeroaHs Mapke,
Huuwe n ®Opeitn mepTsbl, a bor yyBCTBYeT ce6a npekpacHo» [Caputo, 2001: 64].

(3) PoptnaHckasa anxotomns nyGAMYHOMO U NPUBATHOrO (Cama no cebe uo-
CO(CKM COMHUTENBHAR) MAET Bpa3pe3 C NpuHUMNamMu nmbepanbHOn AeMoKpaTui.
JInbepanuam No3ULMOHMPYET Ce05 Kak CoUManbHbIi NOPSAOK, NPY KOTOPOM HW OAUH
4eN0BEK He YyBCTBYET Ce0S NOANTUYECKN yIieMAEHHbIM. OQHAKO B Cly4ae penurui,
OTTECHAEMbIX Ha NepUgEeputo Ny6ANYHOTrO NPOCTPAHCTBA, 3TOT MPUHLMM OYEBUAHBIM
00pa30oM HapywaeTcs: Ans y4actus B 00WECTBEHHO-NONNTUYECKON XIN3HN BEPYIO-
WM NPUXOAMTCS packasblBaTb CBOK UAEHTUYHOCTb HA PENNTMO3HYI0 U rpaxaaH-
CKyt0 (nepBas NpeoGaafaeT B HaCTHOM XU3HW, BTOPas — B NyONNYHOIN), T.e. OHW OKa-
3bIBAIOTCH B MEHEE BbIFOAHbIX YCII0BUSAX, HEM HOCUTENIM CBETCKUX MUPOBO33DEHUIA.

(4) Mo mHeHuto PopTu, BEpYIOLME, €CI OHM XOTAT ObITh YC/IbILUAHHBIMM W NOHS-
ThIMU, LO/MKHBI HAYYNTHCSH NEPEBOAUTL CBOW YOEXAEHNS 1 NONUTUYECKNE 3anpoChl
C PENNUTNO3HOTO Ha NYOIMYHO AOCTYMHBIA CEKYNAPHbIA A3bIK. Mexay Tem npakTnka
MOKa3sbiBaeT, UYTO PEUr1O3HbIA ANCKYPC «He 60nee MOHOMOTNYEH, YeM Cekynap-
Hblii» [Perry, 2003: 42]. OTkygna y «NOCTMOLEPHUCTCKOro Oypxya3Horo nubepana»
PopTi yBEPEHHOCTb B TOM, YTO JIMHFBUCTAYECKAS «HEATPanM3aL/s» Bepbl Nowwna Obl
Ha NO/b3y KOMMYHUKaUMK? TpyAHO paccunTbiBaTb Ha ycnex AennbepaTtMBHOMO ae-
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MOKpaTMYeCKOro NpoLecca, eCnN 3apaHee 0MNyCcKaeTcs, YTo KTO-TO 13 Y4aCTHUKOB
06CyXaeHus ByaeT (BbIHYX/AEH) TOBOPUTb HE CBOMM, @ YyXWUM S3bIKOM, HE Kak OH
NPMBBIK MU XOYET, @ Kak YA0OHO ApYrM — TeM, C KEM OH Xenan Obl nofemMnusu-
poBaTb. OTKPbITOCTb NYOANYHON AMCKYCCUW Npeanonaraer, BO-NepBbIX, FOTOBHOCTb
BbIC/yLIaTb OMMOHEHTa, @ BO-BTOPbIX, MPU3HAHWE PaBHbIX NpaB [AMCMYTaHTOB: MHe-
HWe KaXaoro 3acnyxuBaeT BHUMaHUS. «Bac AoMKHbI CaylwaTb He NMOTOMY, YTO Bbl
roBOPUTE NPABM/IbHO, @ NOTOMY, YTO Y BaC eCTb 1paso rosocar [Carter, 1993: 230].

(5) «MocnenHUM 1OBOOM», KNAAyLLMM KOHELL Pa3roBopy, MOXEeT CYXWTb Nobas
0TCbINKa K «BCeoGbemntolmM B3rnsaam» ([x. Pons), He 06513aTebHO PENUTNO3HbIM,
4TO KOCBEHHO NPU3HAET 1 caMm PopTi, KOTLa roOBOPUT O «PEUTNO3HBIX 4 (hn10Cogp-
CKux HeobCyxaaemblx npeanockinkax» [Rorty, 2003: 148-149]. «Takue cekynspuambl
KaK «aBTOHOMMWSI» UK «CaMopeann3aLus» 3aCTONOPAT UHYIO ANCKYCCUIO C HE MEHbLLIUM
yCNexom, Yem CCbikh Ha brubnuto» [Rosen, 2007: 11] Ecnn Gbl npeanoxerHas Poptw
NoAMTMKa CAepXMBaHMS Oblna NpUHATA, OHa nopoanna Obl CNWKOM yCTyto 3aBecy
MOMYaHNS Kak pa3 no TeM Npo6aemMam, KOTopble 0COBEHHO HYXAAIOTCS B 00CYXAEHUN
n peweHun. «<Cama noauTKa caenanack Obl TOpMO30M Ananoray [Stout, 2004: 90].

(6) IuxotoMusa pesmrno3Hoe — no/mMTn4eckoe, 3aHumMalollast BakHoe MecTo B
WHTENNEKTYaNbHbIX NOCTPOEHUAX MO3AHEro PopT, C TOUKM 3peHus nparmaTtnama
(KNaccMyeckoro u COBPEMEHHOMO) He 6oNee NeruTMHa, Yem NPoTUBONOCTaBEHME
pasyma Bepe Uan <MAMOCUHKPATUYECKOro» CoLpanbHoMy. Pasnenntb counanbHbli
N MHAMBUAYaNbHBIA aCneKTbl YENOBEYECKOro CYLIECTBOBAHUS BO MHOMMX Cyyasx
NPaKTUYeCKN HEBO3MOXHO. Hawe nHAMBUAYyaNnbHOE «» — 00pa3 MbICNeN, A3biK,
MPMBbIYKN — M3HAYANIbHO KOHCTUTYMPOBAHO NYyOANYHBIM, T.€. CyLeCTBeHHbIM 06pa-
30M CoUManbHO. M penuris 3iech He UCKIoUeHNE.,

JNvtepartypa

Caputo, 2001 - Caputo J. On Religion. L.; N.Y.: Routledge, 2001.

Carter, 1993 — Carter S. The Culture of Disbelief: How American Law and Politics Trivialize
Religious Devotion. N.Y.: Basic Books, 1993.

Perry, 2003 — Perry M. Under God?: Religious Faith and Liberal Democracy. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003.

Rorty, 1999 — Rorty R. Philosophy and Social Hope. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1999.

Rorty, 2003 — Rorty R. Religion in the Public Square: A Reconsideration // Journal of
Religious Ethics. 2003. Vol. 31. N° 1. P. 141-149.

Rorty, 2005 — Rorty R., Vattimo G. The Future of Religion/ Ed. by S. Zabala. N.Y.: Columbia
University Press, 2005.

Rosen, 2007 — Rosen G. Narrowing the Religion Gap? // New York Times Sunday
Magazine. 2007. February 18. P. 11.

Stout, 2004 — Stout J. Democracy and Tradition. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004.

14



UHcTuTyT dhunocodpum PAH, 30-31 okTa6psi 2018 .
MPOrPAMMA

Igor Dzhokhadze

Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sciences

PhD in Philosophy, Leading Research Fellow

Head of the Department of Contemporary Western Philosophy
E-mail: joe99@mail.ru

Richard Rorty on Religion in the Public Space

This paper is dedicated to Richard Rorty’s laicism, particularly his understanding
of religion as a factor that hinders cultural and political dialogue. In Rorty’s opinion,
references to “deep religious convictions™ in public discussions are often used as the
final argument that puts an end to dialogue. If you say, “My faith requires this,” it be-
comes impossible and senseless to discuss a debatable question further. Therefore,
religion acts as a “conversation stopper” [Rorty, 1999: 171]; moreover, it is “politically
dangerous” [Rorty, 2005: 33].

The following counterarguments can be put forward against this laicist thesis.

(1) The “privatization” of religion, advocated by Rorty, is as practically impossible as
the privatization of language (L. Wittgenstein) or morality (C. Korsgaard). Religious faith
(tradition, cult) is always a “common” and not “private” cause. The understatement of
the role of the collective factor in religious life is at odds with Rorty’s socio-ethno-cen-
trism (the reduction of truth to agreement, objectivity to “solidarity,” etc.).

(2) In a postsecular world, religion becomes an integral part of politics, returning
to the public space from the private ghetto, into which theorists and practitioners
of Western secularism tried to drive it. Despite their predictions, religious moods in
both Western and Eastern worlds are gaining momentum, and the church and cler-
ical leaders increasingly often become political actors, affecting public opinion and
governmental decisions. We should rather speak about the revival of religion and not
about its decline, about the “publicization” and not privatization of faith. “Today, Marx,
Nietzsche, and Freud are all dead, but God is doing just fine” [Caputo, 2007: 64].

(3) The Rortian public—private dichotomy (which is philosophically questionable
as such) is at odds with the principles of liberal democracy. Liberalism presents itself
as a social order under which no one feels politically slighted. However, in the case of
religions driven to the periphery of the public space, this principle is obviously violat-
ed: to participate in social and political life, believers have to break their identity into
religious and civil (the former prevails in private life, while the latter in public life); i.e.,
they find themselves in less favorable conditions than carriers of secular worldviews.
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(4) In Rorty’s opinion, if believers want to be heard and understood, they must
learn to translate their convictions and political demands from the religious language
into the publicly visible secular one. Meanwhile, practice shows that religious dis-
course “is not necessarily more monologic (or otherwise problematic) than resolutely
secular discourse” [Perry, 2003: 42]. Why is the “postmodernist bourgeois liberal”
Rorty sure that the linguistic “neutralization” of faith could be useful for communica-
tion? One can hardly expect that a deliberative democratic process will be a success
if it is assumed beforehand that one of the participants in the discussion will (have
to) speak not his/her native but a foreign language, not in the way he/she likes and
is accustomed to but in the way convenient for others, the people with whom he/
she would like to debate. The openness of a public discussion implies, first, the will-
ingness to listen to the opponent and, second, the recognition of the equal rights of
the disputers: the opinion of each of them deserves attention. “What is needed is a
willingness to /isten, not because the speaker has the right voice but because the
speaker has the right to speak” [Carter, 1993: 230].

(5) “The final argument” that puts an end to a conversation can be any reference
to “comprehensive views” (J. Rawls), not necessarily religious, which is indirectly rec-
ognized by Rorty himself when he speaks about “unarguable first principles, either re-
ligious or philosophical” [Rorty, 2003: 148-149]. “Invoking secular values like ‘auton-
omy’ or ‘self-realization’ can be just as much of a ‘conversation stopper’ as appealing
to the Bible” [Rosen, 2007: 11]. Rorty’s proposed policy of restraint, if adopted, would
cause too much silence at precisely the points where more discussion is needed.
“The policy would itself be a conversation stopper” [Stout, 2004: 90].

(6) From the viewpoint of pragmatism (both classical and contemporary), the
religious—political dichotomy, which occupies an important place in the intellectual
speculations of later Rorty, is no more legitimate than the opposition between reason
and faith or the “idiosyncratic” and the social. It is often practically impossible to
separate the social and individual aspects of human existence. Our individual ego
(mentality, language, habits) is always already socially constituted and structured by a
public field, i.e., is largely social. Religion is no exception.
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K HepenATMBHOMY: OCMbIC/IMBaNA U NpeooneBas nparMaTusm
P. Poptu 1 X. MNatHama

PasHornacua mexay Puyapoom Poptv u Xunapw [1aTHIMOM He BLIXOAAT 3a paM-
KV Pa3HOrNachii Mexay GONbLUIMM U MEHbLUUM PENSTUBMCTOM (MeXAY MiopanucTom
W OyannucTom — B CONPeAeNnbHOM METOAoNornyeckom hopmate). JAuckyccuio Beayt
KpanHWA HOMUHANNCT 1 MOPaNM3aTOPCTBYIOLWMIA YMEPEHHbIA peanuct. O6a obecno-
KOEHbI Npexpae BCero 1em, Ytobbl He OblTb 0OBUHEHHBIM B MeTauU3UYHOCTH (nor-
MaTM4YHOCTM), — 0GBUHSAS, Pa3ymMeeTca, ApYr Apyra B NPUYACTHOCTU K 3TOM NO3ULMK.
0064, Koraa peyb 3ax0AnT 0 PeanbHOCTM CBEPXUHANBNAYANBHON (MHOXECTBEHHOM
WM MHOr00OPa3HOI), @ OHa 00CYXXAAeTCH MOCTOHHO, FOBOPST UCKIKUYUTENBHO 00
OTHOLLEHNAX (K HEA U BHYTPK Hee), 00 UX HaNU4M1 UK OTCYTCTBUM, HO HE O Camoi
PeanbHOCTH, He 0 YeM-To «B cebe». O6a conmaapHbl B TOM, YTO, MO YTBEPXAEHMIO
lMaTH3Ma, eAMHCTBEHHO M 0e3YCNI0BHO MPaBWIbLHOTO, «MeTauU3ndecku npusuie-
TMPOBAHHOrO» OMUCAHMA MUPA He CYLLEeCTBYeT, @ <MMEeeTCs MHOXECTBO Cnoco00B
OMUCAHNS, HEKOTOPBIE NyYLlE, HEKOTOPbLIE XYXE, HEKOTOPbIE PAaBHOLUEHHbI U 3KBU-
BaNeHTHO npuemnemsl...» [Putnam, 1995: 302]. Apyrnmu cnoBamu, <OTHOLLEHWUS»
HaNNYeCTBYIOT (M NOANEXAT 00CYXAEHMIO) NNWb MEXAY YENOBEKOM U YENOBEKOM
(BHYTpW 00LLECTBA), MEX/Y YENOBEKOM W BELLbIO, YEOBEKOM W NPUPOAON, HO He
BHYTPY NPUPOABbI.

CornacHo PopTu, OTHOLWEHUS UCKMOUNTENBHO KOHTEKCTYasbHbl, CUTYaTWBHbI,
YCNOBHbI — XOTS Obl B TOM CMbIC/IE, YTO HET U HE AOMKHO ObITb IKCKMO3NBHOTO KOH-
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TEKCTa MO MX PaHXMpOBaHMIO. M Toraa, KOHEUHO, HMYTO HE MellaeT OTpuuaThb Kak
CamMo06MaH yTBEpX/EHIE 0 TOM, Y4TO Mbl 06118AaEM-TaKK «T1yO0KON, CKPbITON, MeTa-
(h13nyeckn 3Ha4UNMON NPUPOAOHA, KOTopas AenaeT Hac “HeCBOANMO” OTANYHBIMM OT
YepHUNbHUL 1 aTomMoBy [Rorty, 1979: 373].

Penykuus yenoBeka K Belyn, abcypaHas cama no cebe (a He TONbKO, Byay Ha-
CTanBatb, ANS 3K3UCTEHUMANbHO OPUEHTMPOBAHHOTO MHTENNeKTyana), runeprpo-
(hMPOBAHHO PaLIMOHANNCTMYECKAS (KaK U PENSTUBUCTCKNIA NPOEKT), YKa3blBaeT Tak-
Xe, NPSAMO UMK KOCBEHHO, Ha PS4 NOTNYEcKNX N3bSHOB PenatnBiu3amMa. A UMEHHO:
1) ecnu KOHTEKCTya/nbHa TOMIbKO OLeHKa OTHOLLIEHUiA, @ UX CYLLEeCTBOBaHNE Npu3Ha-
ETCH BHEKOHTEKCTYa/bHbIM (BO BCEX KOHTEKCTax 6e3 WUCK/UYEHUS), TO akCMoaoru-
YeckuiA pendTuBrN3M COYETAeTCS C OHTUYECKUM [0rMaTU3MOM, C MeTadu3nkoii cu-
CTEMbl OTHOWEHWIA, 2) ECAN CUTYaTMBHO W CYLIECTBOBAHME OTHOLLIEHWNA, TO HENb3S
OTPUUATb W HaMYMe NPOEKLMN, B KOTOPOIA OHM OTCYTCTBYIOT BOBCE.

MonHoe OTCYTCTBME PENSTUBHOrO ecTb MeTadu3nueckas abCTpakuns, Takas
Xe, KaK 11 MoNHOe CBefleHne K cucTeMe OTHOLEHWIA Yero-To HepenaTneHoro. mno-
TETUYECKM A0NYCTUB, O[JHAKO, OOHYNEeHNe PENSTUBHOTO, NPUAEM MO0 K aCTPYKTypH-
POBAHHOW TOTaNbHOCTM, NGO K COMMMCUCTCKI TPAKTyeMOMY TOYEYHOMY MHAMBUAY.
Anpvopu oTMeTas cUTyaLMto aMopchHO TOTanbHOCTU, POpPTH, Kak npeacTaBasetcs,
He GOWUTCS 1 He CTeCHSeTcs 00BUHeHWA B conuncuame. MoTomy, BEPOSTHO, YTO No-
HWMaET YCNIO0BHOCTb W A@aHHOM NO3nLMK, 1 0OBUHEHWI B ee agpec. TakuM MHTenneK-
TyaNbHbIM PaanKan3MoM OH, K OropyeHuio MaTHaMa, u NpuBNEKaeT BHUMaHWe CTy-
[eHYeCKoi ayantopun. Puck, BNpoYeM, Aaxe TEOPETUYECKUiA, 3eCb MUHMMANEH.
Pa3roBop 06 3KCKMO3NBHOW eMHNYHOCTH, KOTOPbIA OHa BeAeT camo C COB6OM, C
0YEBMAHOCTbIO HEBO3MOXEH 6€3 TOro, YTo0bl 3Ta EAMHUYHOCTL KaK-TO C COBOM He
COOTHOCKAACh, YTO PaAMKaNbHOMO PENSTUBICTA HECOMHEHHO YCTPauBaeT.

MaTH3M, B OTNNYNE OT OMMOHEHTA, NPU3HAET OCMbICNIEHHOCTb PaHXWUPOBaHMS
OTHOLWEHNA U, KaK CNEACTBME, OCMbICIEHHOCTb MEPapXMUYeCKoro pasrpaHnyeHus
KOpPeCnoHAEHLMN 1 KorepeHuun. Ho B yTBEPXAEHNN NpUopuTETa NEPBON Haf BTO-
POJi OH, OTpULAS CyLLECTBOBaHME OJHOW-eIMHCTBEHHOI UCTUHHOI penpeseHTauuny,
W3/ILLHE OCTOPOXEH: Pa3 HEeT WCTWHbI efMHCTBEHHOI, BCe UMetolmecs — cyry6o
OTHOCUTENbHbIE, N HafieXHO 000CHOBATb NMEPBEHCTBO KOPPECMOHAEHUMN Hafd KO-
repeHuneit Hukoraa He yaactcs. Bnpouem, naTHIMOBCKME YCTYMKU penstueuamy B
ONPEeAEeNneHHOM CMbICNe 3aKOHOMEPHbI: KOPPECMOHAEHTHAs NCTWUHA, KaK W UCTWHA
KorepeHuuu, NpeacTaBasier co60ii OTHOLWEHME — XOTS U He Mex/1y (parMeHTaMn co-
3HaHMA, @ MeXAY «CO3HaHNEM» 1 «1EACTBUTENIbHOCTbLIO», HO BCE PABHO 3TO PENSLMS.

MparmaTiam, BKAYAsS €ro HOBble pefakuuu (M He3aBUCUMO OT WX Npueau-
KEHHOCTW K peannamy), He6e3bIHTepeceH IK3NCTEHLMANbHOMY PEaNUCTY KPUTUKON
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06BbEKTUBHOI PeanbHOCTY 1 06 BEKTUBHOI CTUHBI. OAHAKO Aanblue 31O HauanbHOM
KOHLeNTyanbHO! CMblYKN fieno He uaet. MparmaTtnam 13 oTpuUaHns 06bEKTUBHO
WCTWHBI (MK, YTO TO XXE CaMOe, U3 YpaBHUBAHUS 0ObEKTUBHOCTH C MHTEPCYOBLEKTUB-
HOCTbI0) BbIBOANT HEBO3MOXHOCTL aBGCONMOTHOM MCTUHBI, 4@ W HKAKOIA ApYroi, npe-
TeHAyIoLeN Ha CBepXpensTUBHOE 060CHOBaHWE, B TOM YUC/IE U 3K3UCTEHUNANbHOE.
Toraa Kak MMEeHHO 3K3WUCTeHUMaNnbHO (yHAMPOBaHHAs UCTUHA, B CTpaTern copas-
MepHOro el peann3ma, cnocobHa, fiyMaeTcs, NPeTeHA0BaTh Ha CTaTyC abCONOTHOMN,
AMCTaHLMPYSiCb OT TpeBOBaHNA MHTEPCYOBEKTUBHOCTM U 0OBEKTUBHOCTU — He npe-
HeOperas Npu 3TOM NPUPOAHBIM OCHOBAHWEM, HANPOTUB, OTBETCTBEHHO ONUPAasiCh
Ha Hero, pa3yMHo y6eperas ce6s OT YNOBaHMS Ha TPaHCLEHAEHTHbIE, CBEpPXbECTE-
CTBEHHble noanopku. Mo PopTh Xe, TyT OH PENSTUBUCTCKU PEnpe3eHTaTiBEH, HaM
CneayeT Npu3HaTb HEBO3MOXHOCTb HaXOXAEHUS <MHAMBUAYWNPYIOLWMX YCOBUA Ans
OAHOW UCTUHHOI Teopun Mupa...» [Rorty, 1979: 374]. Ho Toraa, ecnm cyxaeHus Bcex
N 060 BCEM PaBHOLEHHbI, M MAMAAUS NAOPaAU3Ma AOCTUTHYTa, CTOUT I BOOOLLE
KOMY-TO O YeM-TO AyMaTb? Peub yxe He 06 N3BECTHOIN KOHLeNTyanbHOR CaMONNKBU-
Aauuu penatnenama. Mog yrpo30oii MblleHWe Kak TakoBoe.
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On the Nonrelational: Comprehending and Overcoming
Richard Rorty’s and Hilary Putnam’s Pragmatism

The disagreements between Richard Rorty and Hilary Putnam do not go be-
yond disagreements between a more pronounced relativist and a less pronounced
one (between a pluralist and a dualist within the adjacent methodological format). It
is a discussion between an extreme nominalist and a moralizing moderate realist.
Both are primarily concerned with how to avoid accusations of being metaphysical
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(dogmatic) — of course, accusing each other of this position. When speaking about
a supraindividual (multiple or diverse) reality — it being discussed nonstop — they
mean exclusively relations (toward it and within it), their presence or absence, but not
reality itself, not something “within”. Both agree that, as Putnam puts it, there is no
single and unquestionably right “metaphysically privileged” description of the world;
instead, there are “many ways of describing things, some better and some worse and
some equally good but simply different...” [Putnam, 1995: 302]. In other words, “re-
lations” are present (and are up for discussion) only between people (inside society),
between a person and a thing, between man and nature, but not inside nature.

According to Rorty, relations are exclusively contextual, situational, and conditional
— at least in the sense that there is not, and should not be, an exclusive context to rank
them. Then, of course, there is no reason why we should not deny as a self-deception
the statement that we do possess “a deep, hidden, metaphysically significant nature
which makes us ‘irreducibly’ different from inkwells or atoms” [Rorty, 1979: 373].

The reduction of a human being to a thing, absurd in itself (and not only, I insist,
for an existentially oriented intellectual), excessively rationalistic (as well as a relativ-
istic project), also indicates, directly or indirectly, some logical defects of relativism.
Namely: (1) if only the assessment of relations is contextual, while their existence is
recognized as noncontextual (in all contexts without exception), then axiological rela-
tivism blends with ontic dogmatism, with the metaphysics of the system of relations;
(2) if the existence of relations is also situational, then we cannot deny the possibility
of a projection in which they are absent altogether.

A total absence of the relative is a metaphysical abstraction, just like the full
reduction of something nonrelative to a system of relations. However, if we hypothet-
ically assume setting the relative to zero, this will lead us either to an unstructured
totality or to the solipsistically interpreted dotty individual. A priori brushing aside the
situation of amorphous totality, Rorty seems to be not afraid or shy of being accused
of solipsism. This is probably because he understands the conditionality of both this
stand and accusations against it. To Putnam’s regret, it is this intellectual radicalism
that helps Rorty attract student audiences. Yet even theoretical risk is minimal here.
The conversation about the exclusive singularity, which the latter carries on with itself,
is obviously impossible if this singularity does not correlate with itself in one way or
another, which, no doubt, is fine with a radical relativist.

Putnam, unlike his opponent, recognizes the meaningfulness of the ranking of
relations and, as a consequence, the meaningfulness of the hierarchical distinction
between correspondence and coherence. However, stating the priority of the former
compared to the latter, he is too cautious in denying the existence of the only true
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representation: since there is no single truth, all the existing ones are strictly relative;
and it will never be possible to substantiate reliably the superiority of correspondence
over coherence. Yet Putnam’s concessions to relativism are legitimate in a sense:
correspondence truth, just like coherence truth, represents a relation — even though
not between fragments of consciousness but between “consciousness” and “reality,”
but still it is a relation.

Pragmatism, including its new revisions (and irrespective of their closeness to
realism), is of interest for an existential realist because of its criticism of objective re-
ality and objective truth. However, the matter does not go any further than this initial
conceptual kinship. From the denial of objective truth (or, which is the same, from the
equalization of objectivity and intersubjectivity), pragmatism derives the impossibil-
ity of absolute truth, as well as any other that claims a superrelative substantiation,
including existential. Meanwhile, it appears, it is existentially funded truth, within the
strategy of commensurate realism, that can claim the status of absolute truth, distanc-
ing from the requirements of intersubjectivity and objectivity — without disregarding
the natural foundation but, on the contrary, responsibly relying on it and reasonably
guarding itself against hopes for transcendental, supernatural supports. As for Rorty,
(he is relativistically representative here) we should recognize the impossibility to find
“individuating conditions for the one true theory of the world” [Rorty, 1979: 374]. But
then, if the judgments of all about everything are equivalent and the idyll of pluralism
has been reached, should anyone think of anything at all? Here we deal not with the
well-known conceptual self-disruption of relativism. Endangered is thinking as such.
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[eAaTenbHOCTb, NPaKTUKa U Hay4yHOE NO3HaHue:
nepecmaTpmBas MapKCUCTCKYHO KPUTUKY NparmMaTusma

OpnHOM M3 0COBEHHOCTENR NparMaTM3Ma ABNSETCS, Kak M3BECTHO, TPAKTOBKa
NO3HaHWS, CBOOOAHAS OT anennauum K KOPPecnoHAEHTHOR TEOPUN UCTUHBI U NO-
CTYIMPOBAHNS HE3aBMCKMMOM (OT YeNOBEKa) peanbHOCTM. Bce nparmMatucTbl, K Ka-
KM Obl BO33PEHMAM MO YACTHbIM BONPOCAM OHU HU CKAOHANNCh, NPUAEPXKMNBAOTCS
onepauyoHanbHoi KoHUEeNUNN no3HaHus. CornacHo 3Toi KOHLEeNUun, AOCTaTOUHbIM
OCHOBAHMEM 3HaHMS ABNAETCS €ro NPUMEHNMOCTb Ha NPaKTUKE. [laHHbIA acnekT He-
OAHOKPATHO 3aTparuBasncs B X04e ANCKYCCUIA O CXOACTBAX U Pa3NNUNIX MapKCu3ma
W nparmaTu3ma.

HecMoTps Ha CyLLECTBEHHOE PACXOXAEHNe MeXay NParMaTin3MoM U MapKCns-
MOM B MOHWMaHWV NPUPOAbI 3HAHWUS, MHOTME UCCNef0BaTeNN MbITAaNNCh NPOBECTY
napannenu Mexay 3TMMW ABYMS MHTENNEKTYyaNbHbIMA Tpaanumnammu. B yactHocTw,
Beptpan Paccen ykasbiBan Ha 06a1M30CTb unocodun [blon «LOKTPUHE APYroro
IKc-rerenbaHua, Kapna Mapkca, kak oHa Oblia ChopmynnpoBaHa B ero “Tesucax
0 Qeiepbaxe”». o MHeHuto Paccena, ecm He NpuaaBaTh CAMWKOM GOJbLIOTO
3HAYEHUS TEPMUHONOTNYECKUM HI0@HCaM, MapkcoBa Teopus AeaTeNbHOCTH, UK
NPAKCHUCA, B TNABHBIX MOMEHTAX «MPAKTUYECKN HEOT/IMYMMA OT MHCTPYMEHTAIU3Ma.
3707 B3MASA NOMYYMN PACIPOCTPAHEHNE Aaxe cpean nparMatuctos. Tak, X. Moac
NOAYEPKMBAET CXOCTBO OCHOBHbIX MOMOXEHUIA TEOPUM MpaKCKca, pPa3paboTaHHO
MapKcoM, W NpUHUMNOB mparmatnaMa. 410 Kacaetcs aMepuKaHCKUX MapKCUCTOB
(TOYHEee CKa3aTb, TPOLUKNCTOB), TO HEKOTOPBIE WX HUX B KOHLLE 40-X ro10B NPOLLAOro
Beka flaxe TpakToBanu nparmatnam [lbton Kak npsamoe Npofo/IXeHNEe N pasBuTme
Mapkcnama. k. HoBak, K npumepy, yTBEPXAaN, YTO «CaMbIM BbIA3IOWMUMCS COBpe-
MEHHbIM MbICINTENEM, BNUTABLUIMM B CE0S BCE Ny4llee, YTo 6b110 y Mapkca, aBnset-
ca [lbton». Bnagnmnpa JleHnHa — Kak npakTuka, a He TeopeTuka — HoBak cuutan, B
CBOK 04epefib, «CKpbITbIM NocnefoBatenem» [bton. CornacHo GbiBLIeMy MapKCUCTy
C. XyKy, nparmatuam — 310 (u0CoMus «IKCNEPUMEHTANbHOTO HaTypau3mar, 1.e.
TEOpMS, «pa3BMBatoLLas Hanbonee 3apaBble 1 NPOAYKTUBHbIE naen Mapkca o Mupe.
AsTopbl c6opHuka “Context Over Foundation” (1988), noceseHHoro dunocodun
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Mapkca 1 [lbtou, BbIAENAOT Y MbICAUTENEl Be 06LLUME Uaeu: BO-NepBblX, 0TKas oT
MOHMMaHNS «CyObeKTa» N «<0GbekTa» Kak He3aBMCUMbIX (hOpPM CyLlecTBOBaHWS (forms
of being), BO-BTOPbIX, NPEACTaBNEHME O COLMANBHON NPUPO/E UHANBUIYANBHOTO CO-
3HaHWS ¥ CaMoCTy (self), MX MCTOPUYHOCTM M PENATUBHOCTY.

B noknaze (C onopow, rnaBHbIM 06PAa30M, Ha apryMeHTaLMI0 COBETCKIX MapK-
CICTOB) KPUTUYECKM NepecMaTpuBaeTcs nocopCKuiA Ananor Mexiy MapKcuamMom
n nparmatnamom. OCHOBHOE BHUMaHMe YAENseTcs MOHATUIO AesTeNbHOCTU, UK
npakcunca, a Takxe B3aNMOCBA3M CYObEKTa 1 0GbeKTa B NO3HAHMU.

Dimitris Kilakos

Sofia University
Post-doctoral Research Fellow at the Faculty of Philosophy
E-mail: dimkilakos@hotmail.com

Activity, Practice and Scientific Cognition:
Reassessing Marxist Critiques to Pragmatism

It is well-known that pragmatism advocates an approach on cognition without
appealing to man-independent reality and truth as correspondence with reality. In-
stead, pragmatists, notwithstanding the diversity of their particular views, hold an
operational conception of knowledge, according to which all that is needed is knowl-
edge to have a suitable kind of correspondence with practice. This point has been
scrutinized in the long standing discussion about the convergences and deviations
between Marxism and pragmatism.

The profound divergence between Marxism and pragmatism with regard to the
aforementioned issues was not enough to prevent philosophers from attempting to
trace affinities between these two distinct intellectual trends. For example, Bertrand
Russell pointed out the “close similarity” of Dewey’s doctrine to “that of another
ex-Hegelian, Karl Marx, as it is delineated in his Theses on Feuerbach”. Russell thinks
that Marx’s concept of activity or praxis is in spite of differences in terminology “es-
sentially indistinguishable from instrumentalism”. This line of reasoning seems to be
quite influential, even among pragmatists. This point is succinctly raised by H. Joas,
who stresses on “the extraordinary proximity between Marx’s philosophy of prax-
is and the fundamental principles of pragmatism”. Notably, some American Marxists
(especially Trotskyists, to be exact) at the late 40’s overemphasized the affinity be-
tween Dewey’s pragmatism and Marxism, and even understood Dewey’s pragmatism
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as a continuation of Marxism. For example, G. Novack comments that “[tjhe most
outstanding figure in the world today in whom the best elements of Marx’s thought
are present is John Dewey”, and presents Lenin as “an unavowed disciple of Dewey
in practice”. According to S. Hook, a former Marxist who turned to pragmatism and
became one of the most influential philosophers who discussed the relation between
Marxism and pragmatism, the latter is “the philosophy of experimental naturalism”
which can be regarded “as a continuation of what is soundest and most fruitful in
Marx’s philosophical outlook upon the world”. A collection of philosophical essays
comparing Dewey and Marx entitled Context over Foundation finds two important
commonalities between them: the dismissal of the idea of subject and object as in-
dependent forms of being as well as the social, historical and relational origins of self
and individual consciousness.

In this paper, | intend to critically reassess this philosophical dialogue between
Marxism and pragmatism, by further deploying the argumentation provided mainly by
Soviet Marxists with regard to the aforementioned issues, focusing especially on two
of them: the concept of activity (or praxis) and the interrelation of subject and object
in cognition.

Bnagumunp CugopuH

WHctutyt dunocodun PAH

KaHanaat unoc. Hayk, HayYHbliA COTPYAHWUK CEKTOPA CTOPUN PYCCKOW
thunocogum

E-mail: vlavitsidorin@gmail.com

Mparmatusm B CoBetckoi Poccumn 1920-x ropos:
mexay chunocodmen, uaeonoruein n negarorukomn

Wnen nparmMatnama, CTaBLUNE U3BECTHLIMU POCCUIACKOMY (h1nocodhCcKoMy CO00-
LLeCTBY B Ha4ane XX B., Cpasy CAeNanuch npeMeToM 10CTaTOYHO aKTUBHOTO 06CYX-
AEHWS. DTV MOEeu HaWAN OTKAUK He TObKO B CPEAE UAEAIUCTUYECKU HACTPOEHHbIX
MbIC/IUTeNe — Ha nparMatnam oTknnkryuce C.J1. ®pank, H.A. bepases, M.b. Ctpy-
Be 1 Ap., — KOTOPbIX NpUBNekana cBoeo6pa3Has anonorus penuriy, coaepxatias-
€S, B 4aCTHOCTK, B «<MHOroo6pasui pennrnosHoro onbitas Y. [xenmca. lNpeamerom
o6cyxaeHus Gunocodckme naen nparmatmama Ctaam u B MHOM — MapKCUCTCKOM

1 Cwm., Hanpumep, «Cnop 0 nparmatuame» B NsToM Homepe «Pycckoii Mbicaus 3a 1910 rof.
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narepe, 4acTb nNpeacTaBUTENEN KOTOPOro (B OCHOBHOM Kpyr A.A. boraaHoBa) Obin
npuBReYeH naocom AeicTBUS N NParMaTnCTCKOW Teopueid UCTUHBI, OKa3aBLWKXCS
BO MHOFOM CO3BYYHbIMK 1X COOCTBEHHBIM hunocodcknm nonckam: M.C. HOwkesny
CTan nepeBofuMKoMm «fparmatmuamas [xenmca, 9.A. bepmaH — aBTOp €ANHCTBEHHOM
MOHorpadun o unocodum nparmatnama («CyLHOCTb NparMaTn3amMay, 1911) — npamo
Ha3blBan ce6s CTOPOHHUKOM 3TON thunocodckoin nosumumnmn, A.M. le6opuH 3a98n4n
0 NPUHUMNKANBHON 6M30CTW NparMaT3Ma B ero OpueHTauuy Ha NPakTuKy Ananek-
T4eckomy marepuanuamy [[Je6opuH, 1913].

B Cosertckoit Poccumn 1920-X IT., 04HAKO, AOMUHWPYIOLLENA B OLEeHKax (DMnoco-
(bun nparmMaTn3ma ctaHoBuTcs nosuums B.A. JleHuHa, 6e3anennsunoHHo onpege-
JIMBLUETO NParMaTM3M aMepuKaHCKUX MbicauTeneit (Hapsaay ¢ SMNMPUOKPUTULMSMOM
Maxa 1 ABeHapwyca 1 SMNNPYOMOHN3MOM bOrfaHoBa) Kak Pa3sHOBMAHOCTb CyObeEK-
TMBHOrO uaeanuama [/lennH, 1968: 363]. Ho HeratMBHas oueHKa, aHHas JIEHWHbIM
nparMaTu3My, Aaneko He Cpasy NpUBena K UrHOPUPOBAHMIO MW TOTaZIbHOMY HeNpw-
ATWI0 3TOr0 PUNOCOGCKOrO HANPABIEHUS: elle Ha NPOTHKEHNN eCATUNETUS B CO-
BETCKOW NEePUOANYECKOI NeyaTy NOSBASIUCL CTaTbW, NOCBALLEHHbIE NparMaTusmy,
aBTOPbl KOTOPbIX, KOHEYHO, AaBan KPUTUYECKMIA pa300p 3TOr0 HanpaBiEHUs, HO
BMeCTe C TeM NPWU3HABaAN Te UAN MHble ero 3aciyru'. AMepuKaHCKuiA nparmMaTuct
n mapkcnct CuaHen Xyk, ctaBwnid B 1929 r. cotpynHukom WHCTMTyTa Mapkca-IH-
renbca, U BepHyBWwUiics B Poccuio B 1927 1. 1 cTaBWwUiA COTPYAHUKOM KoMakagemm
[.10. KBuTKO, nonyunsLumii punocodckoe 06pa3oBanne B aMEPUKAHCKNX YHUBEPCH-
TeTax, OblNW 40 NOPbI A0 BPEMEHN CBOEOOPA3HbIMM NPOBOAHUKAMM BANAHUS Npar-
MaTUCTCKOro (hnNoCOCKOrO MbILUEHNS.

Ho HauGonblwym 06pa3om B TedeHne 20-x IT. NparMaTuam He TONbKO NpUcyT-
CTBOBAJ, HO W Urpan akTMBHYIO POb B UHTENNEKTYa/bHOM NnaHawadte CoOBETCKOM
Poccum B Buae unocoduu obpazosanns Ix. [ibton. Ecnv B gopesontounonHon Poc-
CuM Nparmatuam Obin NpeacTaBneH padotamu [xeiimca, 10 B Poccun nopeBonoum-
OHHOW OfiHa 3a AAPYro BbIXOAAT paboThl N0 neaaroruke n gunocodum 06pa3oBaHus
[bton. [1o HEKOTOPOro BPEMEHN — Ha NPOTHXEHUN NoUTH BCex 20-X rOA0B — COBET-
CKUM Nefaroram yaaetcs 0TCTanBaTb HEKOTOPYIO TEOPETUYECKYID aBTOHOMMIO CBOEH
001aCTh: Kak nucan cosetckuii neparor-skcnepumertatop C.T. Waukuid B npeau-
CnoBuv K «BeeaeHmto B unocotuio socnutanus» Lbton (1921), «<MOXHO NO-pasHOMY
OTHOCWTLCS K 3TOW PUNOCOCCKON cncteme (nparmatnam). Ho kak paboyas cucrema

1 XapakTtepHblii npumep — c1atbsd B.O. Acmyca «Anorusm Y. [ixeimca» [Acmyc, 1927]. K.M.
AHTOHOB cuMTaeT BO3MOXHbIM FOBOPHUTH O MOMbITKE CO3AaHNs paHHECOBETCKOI NCUXON0rNNn
penurum, onupasLueics BO MHOTOM Ha «MHOroo6pasue pennruosHoro onbitar Y. [xeiiMca
[AHTOHOB, 2016: 98].
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OHa AaeT MHOTO MpeuMyLlecTB, CYLLeCTBEHHAA YepTa ee TeOopuK 3ak/yaeTcs B
CTPEMAEHNN CBA3ATb 3HAHWA C ABWXEHWEM, C [eATeNbHOCTbIO, COUMANbHO U3Me-
HaoLWen okpyxatoliee» [[bton, 1921: 6]. MHTEpec K nparmMaTncTckoi dunocothnm
o0pa3oBaHng gemorctpuposanu H.K. Kpynckad, A.B. JlyHauapckui, M.11. bnoHckni,
C.T. Laukuii n Ap.; MHOro caenana ans NnpoaBmkKerHns naein [bon n ero nocnenosa-
TeNen, B 4actHocTu, Y. Kunnatpuka, E.H. dxxyn.

Peuenums dunocodpun nparmatmama B Coetckoi Poccun 1920-x rr. Gbina
CNOXHbIM W MPOTUBOPEYNBLIM SBIEHUEM, AANIEKUM OT TOrO PaAMKaNbHOro Henpus-
NS, KOTOPbIM ByIeT OTMEYEHO OTHOLLEHWE K NparMaTu3My B Nocaeaytoline rofbi.
JInwb K Hauany cnepyowlero AeCATUNETAS MACONOTMYECKOE [JaBNEHNEe CAEeNaeT He-
BO3MOXHbIM CKO/b-HUOYAb OTANYAIOLLYIOCH OT 0(hMLUMANbHON OLEeHKY NparMaTuct-
ckoi ounocodun. CoBetckas peLenuus nparmaTtuama geagercs, Takium 06pasom, 1
No60NbITHLIM case study, NO3BONFOLLMM NPOCNEANTb NPOLECC BCe 6onee yCunnea-
toLlencs Ha npoTskernn 1920-X rofloB NAE0N0rN3aLMn COBETCKOrO MHTENNEKTYa b
HOrO NPOCTPAHCTBA, 3aKOHUMBLUUIACS NOHBIM OTKA30M OT CBOOOAbI (h1N0COCKOro
NccnefoBaHms.
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Pragmatism in Soviet Russia of the 1920s:
Between Philosophy, Ideology, and Pedagogy

Upon familiarizing itself with the ideas of pragmatism in the early 20th centu-
ry, the Russian philosophical community immediately began an active discussion on
them. These ideas found response not only among idealistic thinkers (S.L. Frank, N.A.
Berdyaev, P.B. Struve, and others'), who were attracted by a kind of apology of reli-
gion, contained, in particular, in W. James’ The Varieties of Religious Experience. The
philosophical ideas of pragmatism were also discussed by another, Marxist, camp,
some representatives of which (primarily A.A. Bogdanov’s circle) were attracted by
the pathos of action and the pragmatist theory of truth, largely compliant with their
own philosophical quests: P.S. Yushkevich translated James’ Pragmatism into Rus-
sian; Y.A. Berman, the author of the only monograph on the philosophy of pragmatism
(The Essence of Pragmatism, 1911), directly called himself an adherent of this philo-
sophical stance; and A.M. Deborin claimed that practice-oriented pragmatism was
fundamentally close to dialectical materialism [Deborin, 1913].

However, in Soviet Russia of the 1920s, of decisive importance for assessing
the philosophy of pragmatism was the stand of V.I. Lenin, who peremptorily defined
American pragmatism (along with Mach’s and Avenarius™ empirio-criticism and Bog-
danov’s empiriomonism) as a variety of subjective idealism [Lenin, 1968: 363]. Yet
Lenin’s negative assessment of pragmatism did not lead to the neglect of or total an-
tagonism against this philosophical trend for another decade: Soviet periodicals con-
tinued to publish articles dedicated to pragmatism; although their authors criticized it,
they at the same time recognized some of its achievements?. Both the American prag-
matist and Marxist S. Hook, who became an associate of the Marx—Engels Institute in

1 See, for example: The Dispute on Pragmatism // Russkaya mysl. 1910. N° 5. P. 121-156.

2 Acharacteristic example is the article by V.F. Asmus “Alogism of W. James” [Asmus, 1927].
K.M. Antonov thinks it possible to speak about an attempt to create an early Soviet psychology
of religion, which largely relied on The Varieties of Religious Experience by W. James [Antonov,
2016: 98].
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1929, and D.Y. Kvitko, who received philosophical education at American universities,
returned to Russia in 1927, and became an associate of the Communist Academy,
were for a while “conductors” of the influence of pragmatist philosophical thinking.

Yet the most active role of pragmatism in the intellectual landscape of Sovi-
et Russia belonged to J. Dewey’s philosophy of education. While in prerevolution-
ary Russia pragmatism had been represented by James’ works, post-revolutionary
Russia published one after another Dewey’s works on pedagogy and philosophy of
education. Until a certain moment, almost during the entire 1920s, Soviet teachers
managed to keep a relative theoretical autonomy: in 1921, the Soviet experimental
educator S.T. Shatskii wrote in the Preface to Dewey’s Democracy and Education: An
Introduction to the Philosophy of Education, “The attitude to this philosophical system
(pragmatism) can be various. As a working system, however, it has many advantages,
a substantial feature of its theory being the aspiration to connect knowledge with
movement, with activity that socially changes the environment” [Dewey, 1921: 6]. In-
terest in the pragmatist philosophy of education was demonstrated by N.K. Krupska-
ya, AV. Lunacharsky, P.P. Blonskii, S.T. Shatskii, and others; E.N. Yanzhul did a lot to
promote the ideas of Dewey and his followers, particularly W.H. Kilpatrick.

The reception of the philosophy of pragmatism in Soviet Russia of the 1920s was a
complex and contradictory phenomenon, far from the radical antagonism, typical of the
subsequent years'. As late as the beginning of the next decade, ideological pressure made
it impossible to assess pragmatist philosophy otherwise than it was officially prescribed.
Therefore, the Soviet reception of pragmatism is also an interesting case study, making
it possible to trace the process of the increasing ideologization of the Soviet intellectual
space in the 1920s, which ended in full refusal from the freedom of philosophical inquiry.
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KpuTtuka knaccuyeckoro nparmatusma B counococum C.J1. ®paHka

Cpeayn 0CHOBHbIX HanpaBaeHniA 3anagHon hunocodun BTOPOiA NonoBuHbI XIX 1
Hayana XX BB. (HEOKAHTMAHCTBO, (HMN0COUS XN3HN, (EHOMEHONOIMS, MapKCU3M,
HeorerenbsHCTBO) aMEPUKAHCKWIA NparMaTu3M, noxanyn, B HaUMEHbLUER CTENeHN
0Ka3ancs BOCTpeOOBaH PyCCKUMM MbicauTenamu. [daHHblid akT aBASeTcs BeCbMa
CYWECTBEHHbIM AN NOHMMaHNT OCOBEHHOCTER U NyTEN pa3BUTUS PYCCKOW (uno-
codpun B XX Beke. OgHaKO T0 06CTOATENLCTBO, YTO B YCIOBUAX «PENUTUO3HO-(PUIO-
COhCKOro peHeccaHca» He 0OHAPYXMNOCh HI OQHOTO CKONMbKO-HNOYAb 3HAUUTENb-
HOro nocnefoBaTens nparmMatuama, He CBUAETENbCTBYET 00 OTCYTCTBUN Y PYCCKUX
(h1nocoMOB MHTEPECA K 3TOMY HaNPaBAEHWIO.

Noen ameprkaHCKOro nparmatusama CTann u3BeCTHbl B Poccun B Havane XX
Beka, a 3umoit 1909-1910 rr. B dpunocodckom kpyxke M.K. Mopo30Boit cocTos-
nacb Anckyccua o nparmatusme [cm.: Banuyros, 2000], B KOTOPOW NpUHAAN y4a-
CTMe MHOrve BUAHble gunocodbl Toro Bpemenn (/.M. Jlonatu, C.H. bynrakos,
C.A. Kotnsipesckuit, H.A. bepases, E.H. Tpybeukoii n ap.). Matepnansl 310l auc-
Kyccum Obiny ony6nnkoBaHbl B xypHane «Pycckas mbicib» B 1910 roay. OTnpaBHbIM
NYHKTOM B cnope o nparmatusme ctan goknag C.J1. ®parka «[parmatuam kak du-
NOCOCKOE yyeHne».

®paHK paccMaTpyBaEeT MAeN OCHOBOMOMOXHUKOB NparMaTn3ma (npexae Bcero
Y. Ixeiimca n ®.K.C. lUnunnepa, B MeHbLueir ctenenn — Y.C. Mupca n Ix. [btow) B
LIMPOKOM UCTOPUKO-(PMNOCOCKOM KOHTEKCTE, BbISIBNSAS NPEAWECTBEHHUKOB 1 NPO-
CNeXMBas reHesunc 31oro unocoCKoro HanpasBneHus.

KntoueBoi Te31c ®paHka COCTONT B TOM, YTO NMparMaTu3am — He NpocTo oye-
peaHas unocodckas Teopust B YNCAE MHOTUX, HO BbIPaXEHWE «HOBOTO BO/EBO-
FO YCTPEM/IEHUS», CUMNTOM F1yOOKOro [yXOBHOrO MOBOPOTA U WMHAMKATOP Cylle-
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CTBEHHbIX M3MEHEHUN B MUPOCO3epLaHun. B amepukaHckom nparmatname OpaHk
yCMaTpUBAET NposB/eHne 6onee WUPOKON U MacWTabHOM TeHAEHUMM «BOCCTAHNS
npoTuB Hayku» [OpaHk, 1910: 90], Hawe/Lwel CBOe TeopeTMyeckoe 060CHOBaHME B
€BPONencKoM nppaumnoHanuame XIX Beka, rnaBHbiM 06pa3om, B pabotax A. LLlonew-
rayapa u @. Huuwe. MpumeyatensHo, 4To OpaHk He T0/IbKO 00HapYXMBaeT o0Lme
NCTOKN aMEPUKAHCKOro nparmatuama v «punocodum XusHuy, Ho BCAYECKM nogyep-
KWBAET COAepXaTelbHoe POACTBO U MAENHYIO 6/IM30CTb 3TUX HANPaB/IEHNN.
lMparmatnam, kak otmeyaet OpaHk, MOXET PaCCMATPUBATLCA B IBYX pakypcax —
KaK 0TBNIE€YeHHas (hunocodckas (Mo NPEUMYLLECTBY rHOCEO/I0MMYECKAS) KOHLENUNS
W KaK LenoCTHasg MMpPOBO33peHyeckas nosnums. MparMatnsm «xo4et ObiTb 1 HOBbIM
TEOPETUYECKMM YHEHUEM O 3HAHUM, 1 HOBOW XWU3HEHHOV MyAPOCTBIO UK “(uioco-
(huei ueHHocTer”» [92]. Ecnv nparmMaTuam Kak rHOCE0/10rnyeckas Teopus nonyyaer
y ®paHKa KpanHe HeraTMBHYIO 1 Aaxe YHUUMKUTENBHYIO OLEHKY, TO MParMaTn3M Kak
MVUPOBO33PEHNE, HANPOTKUB, YAOCTAUBAETCA CAMOr0 NPUCTaNIbHOrO BHUMAHKS 1 CTa-
HOBMTCS NPEAMETOM BAYMUYMBOMO UCTOPUKO-PUNOCOPCKOrO PacCMOTPEHUS.
OTMeYast HeBO3MOXHOCTb THOCE0I0TMYECKOr0 060CHOBAHWS NparMaTuama, npoTu-
BOPEYMBOCTb MPArMaTUCTCKON TPAKTOBKU UCTUHbBI 1 HEMOCNEA0BATENBHOCTL HA/IMYHBIX
(hopM NparmMaTucTckon hunocodum, paHk B 10 Xe BPeMd NPeAoCTeperaet o1 NpeHe-
OPEXUTENBHOTO OTHOLEHNS K 3TOMY HaMpaBieHuio. B nparMatuaMe OH BUANUT npexae
BCEro0 BbI30B, KOTOPbIA HEAOMYCTUMO UTHOPUPOBATh. «LLIMPOKMIA ycnex nparMaTn3ma Bbl-
HYXXOQET HAYKy CUMTATHCS C HUM KaK C BUAMMBIM SB/IEHUEM COBPEMEHHOM YMCTBEHHO
KM3HM, CKO/b Obl MaN0 COCTOSATENEH OH HW Obl/1 C YUCTO HAY4HON TOUKM 3peHns» [94].
CyTb nparmaTn3ama Kak Teopun no3HaHus OpaHK yCMaTpuBAET B PaAVKa bHOM
NepeoCMbIC/IEHUN KATETOPUM UCTUHBI, KOTOPOE Ha fefie 000payYuBAETCA NOMHBIM OTKa-
30M OT MCTUHBI KAk «CBEPXYEI0BEYECKOr0 1 BHEYETOBEYECKOTO» naeana 3HamHng. Vc-
TVHA B NPArMaTM3Me HauMHaeT PacCMaTPUBATLCS Kak «MPOAYKT YACTO YE0BEYECKON
HY>Abl 1 NOTPeBGHOCTH» [96], kak Gonee nnn meHee 3MHEKTUBHOE «Opyane NPaKTNYe-
CKOV OPUEHTUNPOBKM» [98]. DpaHK 0TMeYaeT, YTo B nparMaTv3Me NponucxoamT noame-
Ha TEPMWHOB: CTapoe (/I0BO (<MCTUHA») HAYMHAET ynoTpebnaTbcs AN 0003HaUYEHNS
COBEPLUEHHO HOBOrO M10HATHSA. VICTWHA B TPAANLUMOHHOM CMbIC/IE Pa3001avaeTcs Kak
«HEHYXHbIA, HEBO3MOXHbIA 1 OECCMbICTIEHHbIA KPUTEPWIA 3HAHKS, KOTOPBIA A0/MKEH
OblTb 3aMEHEH KPUTEPUEM NPAKTUYECKO NONE3HOCTU U HagoOHOCTy [100].
Cnegys  (pyHAGMEHTanbHOW  npe3ymnuun  unocodun  BCEEAMNHCTBA
Bn. C. ConoBbeBa, COrNacHo KOTOPOW BCSKas TEOPUS NO3HAHWS HEN30EXHO Npeano-
naraet OHTO/I0rMI, ONNPAETCS Ha Hee, OpaHK yCMaTpuBaeT B Nparmatusme (Bonpe-
KW ero AeKnapmpyemoi aHTuMeTar3nYeckoin HanpaBNeHHOCTH) <HOBYIO MeTadn3n-
Ky», MOCKO/bKY «BCAKOE HOBOE NOHMMaHWE 3aAa4 U KpUTEPHUS NO3HAHNS BKIIOYAET 1
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HOBOE NoHUMaHwWe “ObiTns” 1 “aeirctButensHocT”s [97]. MeTadunanka nparmMaTrama
0Ka3blBaeTCs PaanKaNnbHO NAOPANUCTUYECKO, YyTBEPXAAIOLLEA MHOXECTBO MPHH-
LUMNManbHO paBHOMPABHbIX MAPOB 1 (DOPM YENOBEYECKOrO OMbITA.

PaccmaTpuBas nparMaTam Kak 0cobblii BiA CKenTuumnama, OpaHK 0TMEYaET, uTo 30T
CKENTMLM3M OIHOBPEMEHHO SBNSIETCS W YTOHYEHHbIM, W PAAUKA/TLHBIM. <YTOHUEHHOCTbY
MParmMaTuCcTCKOro CKeMTULUM3Ma B TOM, YTO OH BOBCE HE CTPEMMTCS NOK0Ne6aTh NpakTuye-
CKYHO LIEHHOCTb 3HaHWS, HO, HAaMPOTUB, BCAYECK! ee nofvepkuBaeT. Ho nparmMatuam — 1o
TakKe U CaMblii pPaauKabHbIA U3 BCEX BUAOB CKENTALM3MA, MOCKO/bKY OH «Pa3pyLLaeT He
(haKTNueCKyto, a aeanbHYO LIEHHOCTb 3HaHWS, YTBEPXAAET He MPOCTO HEAOCTUXMMOCTb
WNCTWHbI, @ HEHYXHOCTb ee U CNeaoBaTebHo 6eCCMbICIEHHOCTb ee UcKaHus» [99].

OBpallasich K 1CTOKaM 1 reHesuncy nparMatuama, ®paHk yCMaTpyBaeT B HEM fork-
4eckoe 3aBeplLeHNe aHrMIACKOro IMNUPM3Ma U OTMeYaeT Takne ero 0COBEHHOCTH, Kak
«BOMHCTBYIOLLMIA HOMUHANN3M» 1 «MICUXONOMM3M». Te31C 0 NPeeMCTBEHHOCTV aMepyKaH-
CKOro MparmaTii3ma no OTHOLLEHWO K aHMIMIACKOMY 3MMMUPU3MY HOBOTO BPEMEHU SBAseT-
Cs1 OOLLIENPYHSATBIM, OH NPU3HABANCA M CaMUMK NPEACTAaBUTENSIMI NparMaTiama. [opa3no
6onee cMenbiM (1 B TO Xe Bpems 6oMee CopHbIM) BbIrSAUT yTBepxaeHne ®OpaHka, Yto
nparmaTuam npeacTaBasier Coooii «3aBepLUeHe BOOOLLE BCEro THOCE0OrYECcKoro Cyob-
eKTMBM3Ma 1 pensTnenamar [113]. Mo «CyGbeKTMBU3MOMY B JaHHOM C/ly4ae NOHUMAETCS,
npex/ae BCEro, KaHTOBCKash IMHNS B MCTOPUW eBponeickoi tnnocodmu. MpusHasas cy-
LLleCTBEHHbIE PA3NUNg MEeXAy KpUTMYeckoit cinnocodmeit KaHta u rHoceonorneit npar-
MaT3ma, PpaHK B TO Xe Bpems yTBEPXAaET, YTo «KaHT BNOTHYIO MOAOLLIEN K THOCEONOrn-
4eCKoMy MUPOBO33PEHMIO, HbIHE BO3BELLIAEMOMY NparMaTamoms [114].

YTBEpX/Aas HecoCTosTeNbHOCTb NparMaTuamMa Kak rHOCEO0rMYecKoro yue-
Hus, ®paHK BUAEN B BO3HUKHOBEHWW 3TOTO HAaNpPaBNeHNs He TONbKO KPU3WC, HO 1
BO3MOXHOCTb 0GHOBMEHNS eBponeinckoi hunocothnn. MonoxuTensHoe 3HaueHne
nparmaTi3ama OH ycMaTpuBan B KpuTiKe abCTPaKTHOrO pPaLoHaniamMa v «MHTenneK-
Tyanuamay, B YyTBEPXAEHUN «BO3MOXHOCTM 1 HAIMYHOCTM UHbIX 33Aa4, UHbIX Mepun
MWUPOBO33PEHMS, KPOME YMCTO TeopeTnyecknx» [118].
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Criticism of Classical Pragmatism in the Philosophy
of Semyon L. Frank

Regarding the main trends in the Western philosophy of the second half of the
19th and the early 20th centuries (Neo-Kantianism, philosophy of life, phenomenolo-
gy, Marxism, Neo-Hegelianism), American pragmatism was perhaps the least popular
among Russian thinkers. This is very essential for understanding the specifics and
trajectories of Russian philosophy in the 20th century. However, the fact that the “re-
ligious-philosophical Renaissance” did not produce any notable follower of pragma-
tism does not mean that Russian philosophers had no interest in this trend.

Russia learned about the ideas of American pragmatism in the early 20th cen-
tury, and in the winter of 1909-1910 M.K. Morozova’s Philosophical Society held a
discussion on pragmatism [see: Vanchugov, 2000], in which many prominent phi-
losophers of that time took part (L.M. Lopatin, S.N. Bulgakov, S.A. Kotlyarevskii, N.A.
Berdyaey, E.N. Trubetskoi, and others). The proceedings of this discussion were pub-
lished in Russkaya Mys/in 1910. It was S.L. Frank’s report “Pragmatism as a Philosoph-
ical Doctrine” that served as the starting point for this discussion.

Frank considers the ideas of the founders of pragmatism (primarily W. James and
F.C.S. Schiller and, to a lesser extent, C.S. Peirce and J. Dewey) in a wide historical
and philosophical context, identifying the precursors and tracing the genesis of this
philosophical tradition.

Frank’s central message is that pragmatism is not yet another philosophical the-
ory among many others but an expression of “a new willful craving,” a symptom of a
deep spiritual turn, and an indicator of substantial changes in worldviews. Frank sees
American pragmatism as a manifestation of a broader and larger-scale tendency of
“the revolt against science” [Frank, 1910: 90], which was theoretically substantiated
by the European irrationalism of the 19th century, mainly in works by A. Schopenhauer
and F. Nietzsche. Indicatively, Frank not only finds common sources of American prag-
matism and the “philosophy of life” but also definitely stresses the conceptual kinship
and ideological closeness of these trends.
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Pragmatism, Frank notes, can be considered from two perspectives: as an ab-
stract philosophical (predominantly epistemological) conception and as a cohesive
worldview. According to Frank, pragmatism “seeks to be both a new theoretical
doctrine about knowledge and a new wisdom of life or ‘philosophy of values™ [92].
While pragmatism as an epistemological theory is assessed by Frank extremely
negatively and even disparagingly, pragmatism as a worldview, on the contrary, is
regarded by him as deserving close attention and serious historical-philosophical
consideration.

Highlighting the impossibility of an epistemological substantiation of pragma-
tism, the contradictory character of the pragmatist interpretation of truth, and the
inconsistency of the existing forms of pragmatist philosophy, Frank at the same time
warns against contemptuous disregard of this trend. He views pragmatism mainly
as a challenge which should not be ignored. “The popularity of pragmatism forces
science to face it as a visible manifestation of modern intellectual life no matter how
unworkable it is from the purely scientific point of view” [94].

Frank sees the essence of pragmatism as a theory of cognition in the radical re-
consideration of the category of truth, which in practice means complete refusal from
truth as a “superhuman and extrahuman” ideal of knowledge. Truth in pragmatism is
considered as “a product of a purely human need and willing” [96], as a more or less
effective “practice-oriented tool” [98]. Frank notes that pragmatism substitutes terms:
the old word (“truth”) is used to denote a perfectly different notion. Truth in its traditional
meaning is unmasked as “a needless, impossible, and senseless criterion of knowledge,
which should be replaced by the criterion of practical usefulness and relevance” [100].

Following the fundamental presumption of V.S. Solovyov’s philosophy of uni-
totality, according to which any theory of cognition inevitably implies ontology and
relies on it, Frank sees in pragmatism (despite its proclaimed antimetaphysical ori-
entation) “a new metaphysics,” because “any new understanding of the task and
criterion of cognition includes a new understanding of ‘being’ and ‘reality’” [97]. The
metaphysics of pragmatism turns out to be radically pluralist, stating the plurality of
fundamentally equal worlds and forms of human experience.

Considering pragmatism as a specific form of skepticism, Frank notes that this
skepticism is both refined and radical. The “refinement” of pragmatist skepticism lies
in the fact that it not at all seeks to shake the practical value of knowledge but, on
the contrary, stresses it in every possible way. At the same time, pragmatism is the
most radical form of skepticism because it “destroys not the actual but ideal value
of knowledge, stating not simply the inaccessibility of truth but its needlessness and,
hence, the senselessness of its search” [99].
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Turning to the sources and genesis of pragmatism, Frank sees in it the logical
completion of English empiricism and draws attention to such its features as “militant
nominalism” and “psychologism.” The thesis that American pragmatism was a suc-
cessor of the English empiricism is universally recognized and was acknowledged
by pragmatists themselves. Frank’s statement that pragmatism is “the completion of
entire epistemological subjectivism and relativism” [113] is much bolder (and simulta-
neously much more disputable). By “subjectivism,” he primarily means here the Kan-
tian line in the history of European philosophy. Recognizing substantial differences
between Kant’s critical philosophy and the epistemology of pragmatism, Frank at the
same time states that “Kant came very close to the epistemological worldview that is
advertised today by pragmatism” [114].

Although Frank denied the soundness of pragmatism as an epistemological doc-
trine, he saw in the appearance of this tradition not only a crisis but also an opportuni-
ty to update European philosophy. He detected the positive trend of pragmatism in its
criticism of abstract rationalism and “intellectualism,” in the “possibility and presence
of tasks and measures of worldview other than purely theoretical” [118].
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Mpo6nema TeXHMYECKOro 3HaHUS B aMEPUKAHCKOM nparmMaTusme

B dwmnocodun 1exHUKM TPaaNLMOHHO NMPUHATO CUYNTATb OCHOBHbLIM KpuTe-
pUeM UCTUHHOCTU TEXHMYECKOTO 3HaHNS ero 3 eKTUBHOCTb, TO €CTb BO3MOX-
HOCTb HaWAyyllero AOCTVXEHWUS NAAHMPYeMOro pesynbTata Npu MUHUMYME
3aTpaYeHHbIX PeCYypCcoB. HeCMOTPS Ha TO, YTO 3TOT KPUTEPUid, 6e3yCN0BHO, AB-
NAeTca nparMatnyeckum, CO6CTBEHHO MCCNeaoBaHNS TEXHUKM NpeacTaBuTens-
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MV NparmaTn3ma Masno 3HaKOMbl HE TONIbKO OTEYECTBEHHbIM, HO 1 3apyOeXHbIM
tunocodam. laxe B CUIA BnaoTb A0 KoHLa XX B. paboTbl KNaCCMKOB aMepu-
KaHCKOro nparmMatu3ma B 370 061acTh OblAn NpakTUieckn HeussecTHbl [Olsen,
Pedersen, Hendricks, 2009].

OpHOM 13 Hanbonee 3HaYMMbIX MAEN NParMaTuCToOB ABASETCH PaCLIMPEHHOE
TONKOBAHUE TEXHNYECKOrO 3HaHMS, KOTOPOE HE UCHEPMBIBAETCS 3HAHMEM O NPON3-
BOACTBE 1 UCMONb30BaHUM apTehakToB, a PaCNpOCTPaHAETCs Ha BCe Cdepbl aes-
TENbHOCTM YENOBEKA, FAE HYXHO NOMyYuThb pe3ynbTar. B pamkax nparMatuama camo
3HaHME PACCMATPUBAETCS KaK MHCTPYMEHT: N0 YTBEPXAEHMIO [Ixeiimca, Teopun CTa-
HOBATCS MHCTPYMEHTaMK, a He OTBeTaMu Ha 3araaku [James, 1975].

k. Obton hopmynupyet 31y Xe uaeto cnefyowum oopasom. Jlornyeckne
00BEKTbI, YMCNa, rmnoTesbl v Apyrue abCcTpakTHble 00BEKTBI <KKOHCTPYMPYIOTCS, pas-
BMBAIOTCS 1 MCMONB3YIOTCH BO MHOMMX CyYasx Tak Xe Kak MaTepuasbHble Opyans,
TO eCTb N9 [OCTUXEHUS Xenaemoro pesynbrata» [Dewey, 1984]. OtanuutensHoi
0COBEHHOCTBIO NoAxoaa [lblon ABNSETCS TO, YTO OH HE aCCOUMMPYET TEXHUYECKOe
3HaHNE UCK/IOUYUTENBHO C CO3AaHWEeM MaTepuasibHblX OObEKTOB, @ HAxOAMT ero
NPOSIBNIEHNS B Hayke, 00pa30BaHnn, MUAOCO(NM, NCKYCCTBE U Aaxe penuruu. B
€ro TPakToBKe pasfnyne Mexmay MaTepuanbHbIMiU MHCTPYMEHTaMW N abCTPaKTHbIMM
00BbEKTaMN ABASETCH UCKMNOYUNTENBHO (DYHKLIMOHAMbHBIM, TaK Kak OHW CAyXar [0-
CTVOKEHWIO Pa3nnyHbIX Leneid. OfHaKo Yncna, Takxke Kak U PeNnrnosHele n xyaoxe-
CTBEHHbIE WUEW, LEPEMOHNA/bHbIE MHCTPYMEHTbI MO CBOEN CyTH SKBUBANEHTHbI TEX-
HNYeCckuM 00bekTaM. TeXHNYeCKoe 3HaHWE Y HEro BbICTYNaeT Kak YHUBEePCa/bHbIl
TN 3HaHUS, NO3BONAIOWIMIA JOCTUraTh XeNaeMblx Pe3ybTaToB Kak B NPON3BOACTBE
N NPUMEHEHNN MEXaHU3MOB, TaK N B 00YUYEHUM, XyA0XECTBEHHOM TBOPYECTBE, Ha-
YYHOM MO3HAHUM U APYTUX BUAAX AYXOBHOW [eATeNbHOCTU. B 3TOM CMbICe paboThl
[bton koHua XIX B. W Bpa3pes C NPUHATLIM B €70 BPEMSA NOHUMAHUEM TEXHWKMN 1
TEXHUYECKOr0 3HaHUS 1 C PUAOCOGCKUMU KOHLENUMAMM TEXHUKM XX B., B KOTOPbIX
TEXHUYECKOE CBA3bIBANOCH UCKMOYNTENIBHO C MaTepUanbHOR KynbTypoi. 10 MHe-
Huto J1. XnkmaHa, BO MHOrOM Gnarofaps 3ToMy BnioTh A0 KOHUA XX B. UCCNeAoBa-
Hus [btov B 061acTu hriocodunu TEXHUKU NPAKTUYECKK He ObINn U3BECTHBI AaXe Ha
poauHe [Hickman, 2009: 175].

[ns [Ibton ycnex TeXHNYeckux Hayk CBSi3aH C TEM, YTO B PaMKaX TEXHUYECKO-
FO MO3HaHUA TeopeTnyeckne (PyHOAAMEHTaNbHbIE) U NPaKTUYecKne (NpuknaaHble)
(hOopMbl NO3HABATENbHON AEATENBHOCTI PACCMATPUBAIOTCH KaK PaBHOMPaBHbIE UH-
CTPYMEHTbI, NO3BOANSIOLINE NPON3BOAUTL HOBbIE YCTPOCTBA M METO/bl AEATENBHO-
CTU. TEXHONOrMS Y HEro BbICTYNAET KaK «10r0C TEXHI», NO3BONSIOLNIA NCCNEeA0BaTb
TEXHUYECKOE TaK Xe, Kak OMOM0Orns uccnefyer XusHb. [lparmMatuyecknii acnext
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TEXHONMOTUM CBSA3AH C TEM, YTO OHa NpeacTaBnseT coO0i BCe pasyMHble METOfbI, C
NOMOLLbIO KOTOPBIX 3HEPrUS NPUPO/bI 1 YeNOBEKA HANPABASETCH U UCMOMb3YeTCH
B Y0BNETBOPEHNN YEN0BEYECKUX NOTPEOHOCTEN. 10 CyTH, TEXHNYEeCKas AedTeNb-
HOCTb PacCMaTpMBaETCs UM Kak WCMONb30BaHWE OJHWX NPUPOAHbLIX 00bEKTOB ANA
npeobpa3oBaHNs Apyrux coobpa3Ho NoTpebHOCTAM YenoBeka. OTBeYas Ha 3anpoc
CO CTOPOHbI YeN0BEKa, TEXHONOMMS BCEerfa SBNSeTCs 3aBUCUMOIA OT ero uenei. B
3TOM CMbIC/Ie KOHUenuus [lbton NpOTUBOMNONOXHA MaeaM (GuUnoCcohoB TEXHWUKM
®paHKYPTCKON LWKOMbI, 0OPALLaBLIMX BHAMAHWE Ha OTUYYXAEHWE 1 MAeonornye-
CKOE NpUHyXaeHue, Bbi3biBaeMble TexHnkoi [Horkheimer, 1947].

YpaBHAB B NpaBax TEXHNYECKUE W KOTHUTUBHbIE MHCTPYMEHTHI, [lbton onpe-
LENU CBOK MO3ULMIO KaK «MHCTPYMEHTanU3M», Y10 Lan0 MNOBOL ANS KPUTUKM.
OnnoHeHTbl 06BUHUAM €r0 B TOM, YTO OH CTaBUT MHCTPYMEHTHI, CPEACTBA LOCTHXE-
HWS Luenei, Bblle caMmux Lenei. B HacTosllee Bpems, KOraa B CBA3M C Pa3BUTH-
eM MH(OPMALMOHHbBIX TEXHONOTUIA 3HAUUMOCTb UHCTPYMEHTANbHOM COCTaBNSAOLLEN
KOTHWUTUBHOW [EATENBHOCTM aKTUBHO MUCCNedyeTcs, o0palleHne K KNnaccuyeckomy
nparMaTM3My MOXeT NOMOYb CHOPMMPOBATL PENEBAHTHbIE COBPEMEHHbIM 3a4a4am
NPEeACTaBNEHNS O 3HAHWMM M ero NPOM3BOACTBE.
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The Problem of Technological Knowledge in American Pragmatism

The philosophy of technology traditionally considers the efficiency of techno-
logical knowledge as the main criterion of truth, i.e. the ability to reach the best-
planned result having spent the minimum of resources. Despite the fact that this
criterion is, no doubt, pragmatic, studies on technology proper by representatives
of pragmatism are little known not only to Russian philosophers but also to foreign
thinkers. Works by classics of American pragmatism in this field had practically
been unknown even in the United States until the late 20th century [Olsen, Peder-
sen, Hendricks, 2009].

One of the major ideas of pragmatism is a broad interpretation of technological
knowledge, which is not limited to the knowledge of production and use of artifacts
but applies to all spheres of human activity where a result is required. Within pragma-
tism, knowledge itself is seen as a tool: according to William James, theories become
instruments, not answers to enigmas, in which we can rest [James, 1975].

John Dewey pushes this idea still further by treating logical objects, numbers,
hypotheses and other abstract entities as tools that are designed, developed and
utilized in much the same ways as material tools, that is, for the sake of achieving
some desired end [Dewey, 1984]. The distinctive feature of Dewey’s approach is that
he does not associate technological knowledge exclusively with the creation of ma-
terial objects, but finds its manifestations in science, education, philosophy, art, and
even religion. In his interpretation, the difference between material tools and abstract
objects is exclusively functional, since they serve reaching different goals. However,
numbers, just like religious and artistic ideas, ceremonial tools are essentially equiv-
alent to technical objects. His technological knowledge serves as a universal type of
knowledge, making it possible to reach the desired results in production and in the
application of mechanisms, as well as in training, artistic endeavor, scientific cogni-
tion, and other types of spiritual activity. In this sense, Dewey’s works of the late 19th
century were contrary to understanding of technology and technological knowledge
widespread at that time, as well as to philosophical concepts of the 20th century,
associating the technological exclusively with material culture. As L. Hickman notes,
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Dewey’s studies in the philosophy of technology were practically unknown largely
due to this even at home until the late 20th century [Hickman, 2009: 175].

For Dewey, the success of technological sciences is associated with the fact
that, within technological cognition, the theoretical (basic) and practical (applied)
forms of cognitive activity are seen as equivalent tools, allowing the production of
new devices and methods of activity. His technology serves as logos techne, making
it possible to study the technological in the same way as biology studies life. The
pragmatic aspect of technology is associated with the fact that it represents all ratio-
nal methods that help channel and utilize the energy of nature and humans to meet
human needs. In fact, he considers technological activity as the use of some natural
objects to transform other objects to meet human needs. Answering human inquiries,
technology always remains dependent on human goals. To this end, Dewey’s concep-
tion is contrary to the ideas of the philosophers of technology of the Frankfurt School
who called attention to technology-induced alienation and ideological enforcement
[Horkheimer, 1947].

Giving equal rights to technological and cognitive tools, Dewey defined his po-
sition as instrumentalism, providing grounds for criticism. Opponents accused him of
placing tools or means of achieving goals above the goals themselves. At present,
as the development of information technologies makes the relevance of the instru-
mental component of cognitive activity being actively studied, resorting to classical
pragmatism may help form present-day ideas of knowledge and its production.
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KoHuenTyanbHOe 0CMbIC/IEHNE e NparMaTU3Ma
B NPaBOBOM peanusme

BO3HMKHOBEHWE KNAacCM4ecKoro NpaBoBOro peannama B kKoHue XIX — Havane
XX B. TPAAMLMOHHO CYMTAETCS BaXHbIM 3TanoM Pa3BUTUS aMepUKaHCKONR huio-
cotun, n npexae Bcero unocotun npaea. lNpr 3ToM BONPOC 0 hrUNocohCkmx u
METOL0N0MMYEeCKMX OCHOBAHWAX NMPABOBOrO peanu3Ma W ero Ka4eBbIX NONoxe-
HWWA, cchopMynupoBaHHbIX cyabeit BepxosHoro Cyna CLUA OnuBepom YaHaennom
X0onmcoMm, ABNSeTCS NPeAMETOM ANNTENbHbIX AUCKYCCUIA B UCTOPUM (DUIOCODUN 1
topucnpyaeruumn. Yuactne 0. Xonmca B pabote «Metadmsmnyeckoro knybar, cyle-
CTBOBAaBLUEro B nepunog ¢ 1872 no 1875 rr., n o6cyxaeHnn punocodckux naen npar-
MaTM3Ma Ha ero 3acefaHuax Aenaet akTyabHbIM BONPOC O BOCNPUATAN UM NparMa-
T3Ma Kak TeOPUW 1 METO00r MW NO3HaHUS NPaBOBON PEaIbHOCTH.

CylecTByeT HeCKONbKO NPUHLMNMANbHbBIX MONOXEHWIA, B KOTOPbIX OTPaXEHO
noHMMaHne XoNMCOM CYLHOCTU PEeaMCTUYeCcKoro BOCNPUATUS MpaBa Kak Couu-
aNbHOrO PErynsaTopa, 0CHOBAHHbIX Ha MOCTynatax gunocoun nparmarnama. Tak,
Hanpumep, cpean 00CyXAaBLUXCS ydacTHMKamn «Metadmanyeckoro knyba» gu-
nocothckmx naen Y. Tupca, Kak ykasbiBaeT Jlyuc MeHaHa, MOXHO OTMETUTH €ro
apryMeHTbl, U3N0XeHHble B U3BECTHOW CTaTbe «Kak caenatb Haww Woen ACHbIMU»
[Menand, 2001: 201-232]. Makcuma nparmatuama, chopmynmpoBaHHas [upcom
B 3TOJA CTaTbe, MNACUT: «...pacCMOTPUTE, KaKOro poaa CNeAcTBUs, MOryline UMeTb
NPaKTMYeCKoe 3HaYeHNe, UMEET, Kak Mbl NofaraeM, 00beKT Hallero NoHaTus. Tor-
0@ Hale noHaTne 06 3TUX CNeCTBUSX U eCTb NONHOE NOHATUE 00 06bekTey [npc,
2000: 278]. BoamoxHoe uaeitHoe BamsHue Mupca Ha Xonmca MOr1o COCTOSTh B TOM,
4TO ANS NOCNEAHEro PeanncTnyeckasn Teopus No3HaHNsa NpaBa — 3T0 TEOpUs nNpes-
cKa3aHus'. To eCTb CYLLHOCTb NpaBa COCTOUT He B (hOPMaNbHOM 3aKPeneHun «BOM
cyBepeHa» (kak B no3utueuame [x. OCTUHA) My HOPMATUBHBIX NPEANNCaHWIA 1 Cno-
COO0B UX MPUMEHEHNS, @ B OTOOPaXEHMN NPOLECCOB PETYINPOBAHUS COLMAbHBIX

1 Takas KOHUEeNuus u MeTogonoruyeckas nosnums usnoxera 0.Y. Xonmcom B ero
N3BECTHOM Npon3BeaeHnn «[lyTb npasar. CM.: [Holmes, 1921].
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OTHOLLEHMIA, NPOTHO3MPOBAHNN BO3MOXHbIX pelleHnit cyaoB. OTcloga W3BECTHOE
YTBEPX/EHNE X0MCa 0 TOM, YTO CYLLIHOCTb MpaBa He NOoAUYMHEHa IOTMKE, a 3aBNCUT
o1 onbiTa [Holmes, 2009: 50]. Takoii 3MNMPMYECKMA NOAXOA K MOHMMaHWI0 NpaBa
SBNAETCS CNeCTBMEM BOCNPUATUS B MPABOBOM peann3me 3nMcTeMonoruu nparma-
TM3Ma.

Kpome TOro, Ang npaBoBOro peanusma Xoamca 3Ha4MMbIM CTAHOBWTCS pas-
FPaHWMYEHUE BHELUHWX 1 BHYTPEHHMX NpaBW/, Onpeaensiolmx aeictsns. Tak, oT-
BETCTBEHHOCTb B YrOMOBHbIX 11 Pax/AaHCKNX NPaBOBbIX OTHOLIEHNSIX, KaK 3a npe-
CTyNHble AeSHUs, TaK W 3a [eNUKTbl HacTynaeT, MOCKONbKY CYLIECTBYIOT NPUHSTbIE
COO0OLLECTBOM BHELLHWE, COLnabHble CTaHaapTbl noBeaeHns. OaHaKo AeiicTBIs no
CBOEM CyTV BbIpaXatoT BONEBOE NOBEAEHNe CyObeKTa, W B 3TOM YacTV yMECTHO CPaB-
HeHune C yTBepxaeHuem lMpca 0 HE0OXOAMMOCTU NMOUCKA UCTUHbI U 3HAYEHNS CNOB
B OKPY>XatoLLER peanbHOCTH, @ HE TOMbKO BO BHYTPEHHEN YOEXAEHHOCTH CyObeKTa
Mo NOBOAY WCTWHbI. XONIMC B 3TOM CMbIC/Ie 1BUraeTcs B NpaBoBOii chepe 6amxe K
COLManbHOMA peanbHOCTH, NOCKObKY TMOKOCTb CyaeBHOW NpakTKi obecneynBaet
W y4eT colmanbHbIX MHTEPECOB, 0BLLECTBEHHOrO 3anpoca K NPaBoCyamio, 1 B TO Xe
BpeMs N03BONSET IMNUPUYECKM 0BOCHOBbIBATL CYXAEHNS B CyAEOHbIX PeLIeHNsX.

AHaNorM4HO MOXHO NPOCNeANTb KOHLENTYaNbHOE NEPEOCMbIC/IEHME MUCTEMO-
noruv Mupca B yyeHnn Xonmca o HeonpeaeneHHoCTV NpaBoBbIX NPeAnycaHmii. Teanc o
HeonpeaeneHHoCT! HOPMATMBHON OCHOBbI B MPABOBOM peajiu3mMe 13BECTEH, U X0NMC
B NleKUMsIX Mo oBLLeMy npaBy 0ObSICHSIET ro Tem, YTo NOrNYecku cynebHoe peLleHne
CNefyeT CyLecTByOLLMM CTaHaapTaM (MpeLeaeHTam), Ho B TO e BPeMs MeeT r1okyto
OCHOBY B NMLe 3akoHoaaTens. C ToUkn 3peHns anuctemonorn NMpca MOXHO roBo-
PUTb O KOPPEKTUPOBKE MCNONb3YEMbIX B MCCE0BaHUM METOI0B NO3HAHNS, aHanu3e
pe3ynbTaToB UCCAEA0BaHMS NOA BAMSHWEM YOEXAEHWA HAay4YHOr0 COOBLLECTBA.

Taknm 006pa3om, BocnpusTie GuUNoCoCKux naei nparmatnama B Knaccuue-
CKOM NPaBOBOM peanu3mMe Ha paHHMX 3Tanax ero opMUpoBaH1s NO3BONSET NPOSIC-
HWTb PSA apPrYMEHTOB U Maeil ero ocHoBaTenei, npexae scero 0.Y. Xonmca.
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The Conceptual Understanding of the Ideas of Pragmatism
in Legal Realism

The appearance of classical legal realism in the late 19th—early 20th century is
traditionally viewed as an important stage in the development of American philoso-
phy, primarily philosophy of law. The issue of the philosophical and methodological
foundations of legal realism and its key ideas, formulated by Justice of the Supreme
Court of the United States Oliver Wendell Holmes, has been a matter of discussion
in history of philosophy and jurisprudence since long ago. The participation of O.
Holmes in the Metaphysical Club (1872—1875) and in the discussions of the ideas of
pragmatism at its meetings makes it topical to consider his reception of pragmatism
as a theory and methodology of cognizing legal reality.

There are several fundamental theses that reflect Holmes’ understanding of
the essence of the realistic perception of law as a social regulator; these theses
are based on the postulates of the philosophy of pragmatism. For example, among
C.S. Peirce’s philosophical ideas discussed by members of the Metaphysical Club, L.
Menand points out, noteworthy are his arguments presented in the famous article
How to Make Qur Ideas Clear [Menand, 2001: 201-232]. The pragmatic maxim for-
mulated by Peirce in this article reads, “Consider what effects, that might conceivably
have practical bearings, we conceive the object of our conception to have. Then,
our conception of these effects is the whole of our conception of the object” [CP:
5.402]. The possible ideological influence of Peirce on Holmes consisted in the fact
that the latter viewed the realistic theory of the cognition of law as prediction theory'.
In other words, the essence of law is not to fix formally “the sovereign will” (unlike
in J.L. Austin’s positivism) or normative prescriptions and methods of their use but to
reflect the processes of regulating social relations and predicting judgments. Hence,
Holmes’ famous statement that “The life of the law has not been logic: it has been
experience” [Holmes, 2009: 50]. This empirical approach to the understanding of law

1 This account and methodological attitude are given by O.W. Holmes in his famous The Path
of the Law (1897). See: [Holmes, 1921].
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is a consequence of how legal realism perceives the epistemology of pragmatism.

In addition, in Holmes’ legal realism, of significance is the distinction between
external and internal rules which determine actions. Thus, liability in criminal and
civil legal relations for both criminal acts and delicts is due to the existing external,
social standards of behavior, recognized by a community. However, actions by their
nature express one’s intentional behavior; in this context, it is fit to draw comparison
with Peirce, who stated the necessity to search for truth and meaning of words in
the surrounding reality and not only in one’s inner conviction concerning truth. In this
respect, Holmes in the legal sphere is closer to social reality because the flexibility of
judicial practice ensures accounting for social interests and public demand for justice
and at the same time makes it possible to substantiate judgments in court decisions
empirically.

Similarly, we can trace the conceptual reconsideration of Peirce’s epistemology
in Holmes’ doctrine on the vagueness of legal prescriptions. The thesis about the
ambiguity of the regulatory framework in legal realism is known, and Holmes in his
lectures on the common law explains it by the fact that in terms of logic a judgment
follows the existing standards (precedents) but at the same time has a flexible basis
in the person of the legislator. From the point of view of Peirce’s epistemology, this
means a correction of methods of inquiry and the analysis of its results under the
influence of the scientific community’s convictions.

Therefore, the perception of the philosophical ideas of pragmatism in classical
legal realism at early stages of its development makes it possible to clear up some of
the arguments and ideas of its founders, primarily O.W. Holmes.
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Puuapp PopTtu u nouatue Fach

A3 BCex CnopHbIX BO33peHni POpTH, BO3MOXHO, Hanbonee CnopHbIM U 00CYyX-
[AeMbIM 0CTaeTcsd ero npeacraBieHne o camon unocoduu. Asngetcs v unoco-
(hus 6ecenoii? Tonbko v 6ecefoin? inn oHa — MTepaTypHbIA XaHp? Unun — kynbTyp-
Haq TPAANLMA? VNN — TAaKCOHOMUYECKNIA AP/IbIK, C MOMOLLBIO KOTOPOrO COPTUPYIOTCH
KHWUTY B OMOMoTeKax?

OfHUM 13 cNocoO0B NPOSICHEHNA AAHHOTO BOMPOCA MOXET ObiTb PACCMOTPEHME
MeTaunocoCkux naen PopTi Ha npuMepe MCnoNb30BaHUA UM HEMELIKOTO TEPMUHA
«Fachy», 3aHMMaBLLIEr0 BaXHOE MECTO B €ro paHHuX pabotax. B 70-e rr. Poptu, B YacT-
HOCTW, OTMeYas, Y4To Cpean nNpPotheCCUoHanbHbIX (hMN0COMOB WMPOKO PacnpocTpa-
HEeHO yOex/aeHue B TOM, YT0 «eciu Ounocohusa Kak aBTOHOMHAs ANCUMNANHA, Kak
“npeamet” (Fach), uCHe3HET C KyNbTYPHOI CLIEHbI, TOBTOPUB CyAbOY TEON0rMK, HEYTO
CYLLECTBEHHO BaXHoe OyaeT yTpayeHo 6e3BO3BPATHO». 3A4eCh, Kak U B OCTasIbHbIX
Cnyyasx, CMbIC/, BKnaabiBaembln Poptu B noxuatne Fach, ggoicteeneH. C coumono-
TNYECKOM TOUKM 3peHud, hunocous npeactaBnser Cobomn «<MHCTUTYLUIO» CO CBOUMY
noapasaenennamu (hakynbreramu, kadeapamu, nevatHbIMU OpraHamu) U OTanYK-
T€/IbHbIMU NPU3HAKaMK Bpoae Tabanyek Ha ABepsX KAOUHETOB U YHMBEPCUTETCKMX
ayauTopwid. Ho Takxe nog dunocodmein Kak AMCUMNANHON (<npeameTtom») PopTu
NOHMMAET ONPefEeNeHHYI0 3MUCTEMONOTMYECKYIO TPAAULMIO (M1aTOHOBCKO-KapTe-
3MaHCKO-KaHTOBCKYIO) U COOTBETCTBYIOWYIO MCCNEL0BATENbCKYIO NPOrpaMmy — To,
4TO OH Ha3blBaET «KAHOHOM» COBPEMEHHOI0 NPOMECCHOHANBHOTO akaleMUYECKOro
(hMNoCohCTBOBAHNA. AKLEHTUPYS, KaK MPABUIO, UMEHHO 3TOT CMbIC/, PopTn oTaaer
LO/DKHOE U COLMONOrMYEeCKOMY Noaxody K dunocodun.

B 3akntoueHve aBTop Aoknaaa (ObiBLKii B 70-€ IT. Hay4YHbIM acCcucTeHTOM PopTh)
Le/UTCH CBOUMM JINYHBIMU PA3MbILLIEHNIMU 1 BOCMOMUHAHWUAMY O hunocode.
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Richard Rorty and the Notion of a Fach

Among Richard Rorty’s many ideas that remain controversial the most contro-
versial of all may be his conception of philosophy itself. Is it conversation? Is it mere
conversation? Is it a@ genre of literature? Is it a cultural tradition? Is it a taxonomic tag
by which librarians organize certain books?

One angle on Rorty’s conception of philosophy is to look at his use of the Ger-
man word Fach, which is particularly prominent early on in the work where he makes
metaphilosophy a central concern. To take one example, he writes at one point of a
fear among philosophers that “something important would be lost if Philosophy as an
autonomous discipline, as a Fach, were to fade from the cultural scene (in the way
in which theology has faded).” Here, as elsewhere, there’s some ambiguity in Rorty’s
use of Fach. One meaning is a sociological sense as the autonomous discipline of
professional philosophy, with its own departments, offices, journals and the like —
autonomous in that it has its own sign on the wall and separate physical space in an
academic building. The other sense is the specific epistemological program, driven
originally by Plato and Kant, that has come to be the main research agenda that takes
places within the sociological entity and space, and the canon that embodies it. Plain-
ly the tilt is toward the latter, but still, there’s something to the physicality of the term.

In this paper, | examine Rorty’s various uses of Fach and how they should affect
our interpretation of his view of philosophy. | then close with some reflections on my
own time as Rorty’s research assistant as he was writing Philosophy and the Mirror
of Nature.

44



UHcTuTyT dhunocodpum PAH, 30-31 okTa6psi 2018 .
MPOrPAMMA

EBrenwi JlornHos

MIY nm. M.B. JTomoHoCOBa, hunocodcknii thakynbtet

KaHampat unoc. Hayk, MNaLLIKIA HayYHbIA COTPYAHWK Kadheapbl NCTOpuK
3apybexHon dunocoduu

E-mail: loginoviosmar@gmail.com

Yapnb3 Mupc u beptpaH Paccen: o6meH ngesamm u nlo6e3HoCTAMK

Peuenuwnto naei Y.C. Mupca B Ctapom cBeTe 00bIYHO CBA3LIBAIOT C KOHTU-
HeHTanbHoW hunocoduen (XK. deppuaa, K.-O. Anenb 1 ap.) n OTHOCAT KO BTOPOM
nonosuHe XX Beka. ECm v roBopaT 0 6PUTAHCKOM OTK/IMKE Ha nparmMatu3m, TO
06bI4HO MMetoT B BKUAYy nnmbo tBopyectBo @.K.C. Wnnnepa, 6o KpUTuKy npar-
MaTMYECKO KOHLENUMN UCTUHBI aHanUTuyecknmu unocodamn. OfHako cneun-
annCTbl NO MCTOPUN MParMaTn3Ma yXxe AaBHO YKa3blBaan Ha TOHKNE, HO MPOYHbIE
CBA3M TBOPYeCTBa [Mpca € aHanuTMyeckoi unocotmein NepBoit NONOBUHbI
npownoro cronetus. llocneaHue uccnenoBaHus ewe 6onblle NOATBEPANN
3TOT TE3MC M PACKPbLINN XapakKTep 3TUX CBA3EN. [IpUMEpPOM MOXET CNYXUTb KHITa
AHHbl BOHKOMNaHbK 0 BuTreHwTeiiHe u nparmatname [Boncompagni, 2016]. 370,
0AHAKO, HE 3HAauNT, 4T0 paboTa No MCCNEJ0BAHMIO B3aUMOBANSHNA NparmaTnama
W PaHHER aHaNUTMYEeCKON GrNoCohnUM MOXET CYMTATbCS 3aBEPLIEHHON. Tak, Mbl
ele He B NOMHOM Mepe NpeacTaBnaem cebe MCTOPULO B3anmoaeincTens lNupca ¢
. 3. Mypom 1 b. Paccenom. B pamkax 310ro 4oknaaa 9 BbIHECY PacCMOTPEHNE
naen asTopa “Principia Ethica” 3a cko6ku, COCpefoTOUYNBLIMCH HA paboTax ero
CTapllero Konneru.

MepBoe, YTO CTONT BbISICHUTL: MOT i1 Mupc ObiTh 3HaKOM C paboTtamu Paccena?
B 0TeYeCTBEHHO NCTOPUKO-MNOCOCKOA NNTepaType MOXHO BCTPETUTL OTpULA-
TeNbHble OTBETHI Ha 3T0T BonNpoc. OAHAKO BHMMATE/IbHOE ero pacCMOTPEHMe AacT
HaMm NPOTMBOMONOXHbIA OTBET: Aa, Mupc Mor ObiTb 3HaKoMm C pabotamu Paccena,
Beflb B NOCAEAHNE rofbl XXM3HM OCHOBATENb MparMaTnaMa He yTpaTua nHTepeca K
aKTyaNbHbIM NOTUYECKAM 1 (DUNOCOPCKMM NCCNEA0BAHNAM, aKTUBHO YMTaN W nepe-
NUCbIBANCS C KONneramu, a Tpyasl Paccena Obinv BeCbMa 3aMETHbI, 4@ U PbIHOK pa-
60T N0 MAaTEMATNYECKOW NOrMKE HE MOT MOXBACTATbCS PA3HOOOPa3neEM.

Bropoe: Tenepb HYXHO yCTaHOBUTb, peanu3oBan v M1pc 3Ty CBOKO BO3MOX-
HocTb? [la, peann3osan. bonee toro, B 1903 r. Mupc ony6ANKOBaN peLeHsunio Ha
«[punHUmMnbl MaTemaTukuy Paccena [Peirce, 1903]. OHaKo TEKCT 3TOI peLeH3nmu npo-
CTO 00ECKYPaXMBAET: €ro TPYAHO MCTONKOBATb MHAYe Kak MPOCTO HAaCMELLKY. W XoTs
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MMnpc HaxoanT ans GPUTAHCKOrO KONNErn HECKONbKO XBaneOHbIX C/IOB, BCE Xe B Lie-
JIOM OT3bIB NONYYNNCS OTPULATENBHbINA.

TpeTbe: UT00bl NOHATH NPUUMHY TAKOTrO OTHOLIEHNS, HaM NPUAETCS NOCMOTPETDH
pykonucy MS 12, MS 499, MS 459, MS 469, MS 818, a Takxe nucbma. V13 3tnx goky-
MEHTOB cneayerT, 4to [npc cuntan paboty Paccena npocTbiM ynpaxHeHeM B nasu-
rpauu, NUWEHHbIM YUNoCOMCKON rNyouHbl. KOpHEM 3071 OH CHATAN UCTIONB3YEMYIO
Paccenom Hotaumto MeaHo, KOHKYPEHTHYIO MO OTHOLWEHUIO K €70 COOCTBEHHON. Bbinn
n 6onee YacTHble cooOpaxeHud: Tak, [Nupc nonaran, 4to Paccen He cMor pa3obpartb-
CA C TeMm, SBASETCA I MHOXECTBO, BK/IOYAIOLLEE OHOr0 VHAMBMAA, UAEHTUYHbIM
3TOMY MHAMBWAY, UK HET. Bnpoyem, B PyKONUCHOM Hacneamn Nupca Mbl Haxoanm
n 6onee KOMNIUMEHTAPHbIE BbICKa3biBaHKUs 00 uaeax Paccena: Tak, [upca 3anH-
TEPEeCoBa W3BECTHbIA NApafioKC, B KOTOPOM OH, NPaBAa, HE HaLeN HUYero HoBa-
TOPCKOro. B uenom, nosunums Mupca B OTHOWEHMM Paccena xopoLwo BbipaxeHa ero
yuernuen K. N1apa-®OpaHkauH B MUCbME K CaMOMY Y3bCKOMY 10PAY: hopmanu3mbl
Paccena nycTbl, @ KpOMe TOro YaCTUYHO 3aMMCTBOBAHbI Y [Tupca 1 ero nocnenoBa-
Teneit [Pietarinen, 2013].

CreneHb yka3aHHOro f13aa-OpaHKnH 3a1MCTBOBAHUS YCTAHOBUTL HEMPOCTO.
C yBEPEHHOCTBIO MOXHO CKa3aTb, YTO Paccen 3Han HeKoTopble NOrNYecKue CTaTbk
Mupca 1880-x IT., @ Takxe MHOroe noYepnHyn u3 anredpbl noruku 3. LWpéaepa, yYbs
paboTa Oblla BO3MOXHa B TOM 4ucne u 6narogaps paspabotkam lMupca. B 1901 r.
OpUTaHCKMIA MaTeMaTK NPEANOXUA KpUTUKY uaei Mupca, ykasblBas Ha To, 4TO Mo-
CNefiHNiA He pa3nnyaeT UMNIMKALUMIO M NPUHAANEXHOCTb K Knaccy. Ha nonax nup-
COBCKOro 3k3emnagapa «[1puHLMNOB MAaTEMATUKU» Mbl HAXOAWM OTBET HA 3TO BO3-
paxeHue: Aeno B ToM, cuntaet upc, 4to cam Paccen He pasnnyan matepuanbHyio
N UCTUHHOCTHO-YHKUMOHAIbHYIO UMNMKaLMIO. Bnpoyem, Hecornacue He SBseTcs
NOBOAOM N9 0TKa3a 0T UCMONb30BaHNsA pa3paboTok lMupca. Tak, MHOrMe NUpcoBs-
CKUE naeu, CBA3aHHble C ONpefeNeHneM NOrMYeCKnX NOHATUA 1 HOTALMeNr, NpaMo
nnn yepes Wpépepa nepewnn k Pacceny. K TakoBbIM MOXHO OTHECTV ONpeAeneHne
KapAMHaNbHOI0 YNCAa, NPUHLMN peayKumum, 3akoH Mupca, onpeaenexne oTpuuaHns
4epes UMNIUKaLIMI, KBAHTOPbI. Bripoyem, 310 He ABNSETCS OCHOBaHWEM A1 00BU-
HeHnsa Paccena B nnarvate.

BbiBOA, KOTOPBIA MOXHO CieNaTh U3 NPeACTaBNEHHOrO CXeMaTUYeCcKoro pac-
CMOTPEHNS, TAKOB: UHTENNEKTYa IbHble KOHTAKTbI MparMaTuama v paHHel aHanutu-
4eCKOR hunocoun He NCHepnbIBaAUCh KPUTUKOA NPeCcTaBUTENIMU NOCNEAHENR
NparMaTMyeckon TEOPUM NCTUHBI, @ HOCUAN GONee CNOXHbBIA U CneunanbHbIi xa-
pakTep.
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Charles Peirce and Bertrand Russell: The Exchange of Ideas
and Swordplay

The reception of C.S. Peirce’s ideas in the Old World is traditionally related
to continental philosophy (J. Derrida, K.-O. Apel, and others) and is attributed to
the second half of the 20th century. Even if the British response to pragmatism
is mentioned, it usually implies either F.C.S. Schiller’s work or the criticism of the
pragmatist theory of truth by analytic philosophers. Yet specialists in the history
of pragmatism have since long ago been pointing to the thin but strong threads
connecting Peirce’s thought with the analytic philosophy of the first half of the 20th
century. Recent studies have further confirmed this thesis and revealed the charac-
ter of these connections. An example is the book by Anna Boncompagni about Witt-
genstein and pragmatism [Boncompagni, 2016]. However, this does not mean that
study of the interinfluence of pragmatism and early analytic philosophy has come
to an end. For instance, we still lack a full idea about the history of the interaction
of Peirce with G.E. Moore and B. Russell. Within the framework of this paper, | take
the consideration of the ideas of the author of Principia Ethica off the table and will
focus on the works by his elder colleague.

The first point to clear up is whether Peirce was familiar with Russell’s works.
Russian historico-philosophical literature answers this question largely in the neg-
ative. However, a closer consideration gives an opposite answer: yes, Peirce could
be familiar with Russell’s works because the founder of pragmatism in his last years
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did not lose interest in topical logical and philosophical studies and actively read and
held active correspondence with his colleagues, and Russell’s explorations were very
noteworthy, while the market of works on mathematical logic was rather poor.

Second, it is necessary to establish whether Peirce realized this opportunity.
Yes, he did. Moreover, in 1903, Peirce published a review on Russell’s Principles of
Mathematics [Peirce, 1903]. However, the text of this review discourages the reader:
it is difficult to treat it otherwise than a sheer ridicule. Although Peirce found a few
laudatory words for his British colleague, the review was overall negative.

Third, to understand the reason for this attitude, we should consider MS 12, MS
499, MS 459, MS 469, and MS 818, as well as letters. These documents show that
Peirce treated Russell’s work as a mere exercise in pasigraphy, devoid of any philo-
sophical depth and significance. He saw the root of all evil in Peano’s notation, which
competed with his own’s. There were also more particular considerations. For exam-
ple, Peirce held that Russell had failed to clear up whether a set that includes one in-
dividual is identical to this individual or not. Note, however, that Peirce’s handwritten
legacy contains more complimentary statements about Russell’s ideas: for example,
Peirce got interested in the famous paradox, although he found nothing innovative
about it. Overall, Peirce’s attitude to Russell is indicatively expressed by his student
C. Ladd-Franklin in a letter to the Welsh earl: Russell’s formalisms are empty and are
partially borrowed from Peirce and his followers [Pietarinen, 2013].

The extent of this borrowing is difficult to determine. One can reliably say that
Russell knew some of Peirce’s articles on logic of the 1880s and took much from E.
Schréder’s algebraic logic, which was possible due to, among other authors, Peirce’s
developments. In 1901, the British mathematician proposed his criticism of Peirce’s
ideas, pointing to the fact that Peirce did not distinguish between implication and
class inclusion. In the margin of Peirce’s copy of The Principles of Mathematics, we
find an answer to this objection: Russell, Peirce held, failed to distinguish material
implication and truth-functional implication. However, disagreement did not mean the
refusal to use Peirce’s developments. For example, many Peircean ideas associated
with the definition of logical notions and notations came to Russell either directly
or through Schroder. They include the definition of cardinal number, the principle
of reduction, Peirce’s law, the definition of negation through implication, quantifiers.
However, this is no cause for accusing Russell of plagiarism.

The conclusion from this brief consideration is as follows: the intellectual con-
tacts of pragmatism and early analytic philosophy were not limited to the criticism
of the pragmatist theory of truth by analytic philosophers but were more complex
and special.
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MoHATUA Tena M yMa Kak 4acTb pUTOPUYECKUX NPAKTUK peanusmMa
B mnocochuu Puyapga Poptu

3acnyra PopTv 3akNto4aeTcs B AEMOHCTPaLMM PYHKUMYK PUNOCOUM He Kak aHa-
/N33 peasbHbIX NPoG/IeM, KOTOPble 3aHUMAtOT 110CooB, a B Ka4ecTBe putopuye-
CKOM npakTuku. Mo Mbican Poptu, hunocodckme Kateropum Ha CaMoM Aene ABAFoTCS
He OTKPbLITUAMY PA3IUYHBIX MbIC/UTENEN HA NPOTSXKEHUU UCTOPUN, @ UX N300pETEHU-
AMM, CO3AAHHBIMK 19 PeLIeHUst KOHKPETHbIX 3a4a4. PopTy onupaetcs Ha uaeto, Yo
€C/IN eCTb HEKOe NMOHATUE B (PUNOCOGICKON TEPMUHOMOTN, 3@ HUM CTOUT KOHKPETHas
NParMaTuka, 1 UMEHHO ee BbISB/IEHNE MHTEPeCYeT aMeEPUKAHCKOro dunocoda.

Ero noaxon, Ha nepBsbIi B34, 6/IM30K K KOHCTPYKTUBKU3MY. HO PopTn He uH-
TEpecyeT KOHCTPYyUpOBaHMe peanbHoro obbekra. Cneunduka ero @unocodckon
paboTbl 3aK/MNOYAETCH B TOM, YTOObI MOKa3aTh, KAKUM 00Pa30M KOHCTPYUPYHOTCS no-
HATUSA. POPTW 3aHNMAETCH Pa3bACHEHUEM IMHIBUCTUYECKMX TOBYLIEK, PACCTaBNEH-
HbIX MO BCEMY noso uctopun gunocodpuu. Ero petnekcus HocuT, ckopee, npeay-
npeauTeNbHbIA XapakTep, ANLEeHHbIA nadoca pasobnaveHns. B «dunocodun u
3epkane Npupofbl» €ro 3aHMMaeT BONpoC Tef1a v yma. Ecim nocTMoaepHUCTCKY opu-
EHTMPOBAHHbIE MbICIUTENN BUAENW B TeNe NPeAebHYI0 PeanbHOCTh!, OCTaloLLy0CS
nocne pasobnayenns NOHATUA bora, penuruun, rocyaapcraa, UCTOPUK, NPUPOAbI, TO
TAKOBOW ANs PopTu 9BNAeTCH 93bIK. B 3TOM CMbIC/1€ OH 0CTAeTC TOrOUEHTPUCTOM, B
oTnyme ot leppuaa.

1 Cwm.:[baabto, 2009]; [Huuwe, 2011: 42]; [Ky3Hewos, 1970: 289].
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PopTi nHTEepecyeT BONPOC COOTHOLIEHNS Tena W yMa B HOBOM pakypce. Ecan
[0 Hero gunocotbl 3a4aBannch 3TUM BOMPOCOM C MHTEHUMEN Ha MOWUCK UCTWHBI, OH
3aHMMAETCa cucTematusaumen stux nouckos [Rorty, 1979: 34]. AMepukaHckuid huno-
codh 06pallaeT BHUMaHWeE Ha TO, 4TO TEN0 B KNACCUYeCKOi Ghmnocoumn KOHCTpyMpy-
eTcs B nape ¢ ymom (the mind-body problem) [35].

Poptn, paccmatpusas (unocockne paccyxaeHns o Tefe u yme B KayecTse
PUTOPUYECKOI AeATENIbHOCTY, YKa3blBAET Ha TO, YTO 3a 3TON NAapON He CTOUT peasb-
HOM NpoGeMbl HU B h110COMDUM peann3amMa, Hi B hnioCcodhCkMX TeYEHNIX HOMUHA-
nusma. CTpaterns, KoTopyto BolOMpaeT u npumeHset PopTu, MOXHO Ha3BaTb «OCTPa-
HeHneM», NOCKO/bKY OHa NO3BONSET BbIATH 13 NPOPECCHOHANBHOTO (hrNoCcohCKOro
ANCKYpCa 1 3aHATb NO3ULMI0 HAabM0AATENS, CNOCOOHOrO NOCMOTPETD Ha Te YCTaHOB-
K1, KOTOPbIE IeXaT B OCHOBAHMM NPUBLIYHOW PUAOCO(CKON TEPMUHONOMMN.

B 3aBnCMMOCTI OT BbIOPAHHOMO AMCKYPCa, MEHAETCS XapakTep npobnemsl. [ns
NpeacTaBnUTENein HOMUHANN3MA He CYLLECTBYET KOH(INKTA MexXdy YMOM U Tenom
[32]. OTa npobnema OKa3blBAETCS CHATOW AN HOMUHANNCTOB, B TO BPEMS Kak pea-
JIMCTaM OHa NPeaCTaBSeTCs CEPbE3HOA U OCHOBONONAraOWENR AN NOHUMAHNS Ye-
noeka [52]. Poptu, 06paTMBLINCE K KAPTE3NAHCKON aHTPOMOOMMK, BbISBU CKPbITbIE
YTBEPX/AEHNS, Kacatolwmecs yma v tena [34]. B anckypce peannama ym o6nagaet TpaH-
3WTMBHbIM CBOMCTBOM MPOHMKATb B T€0, CaMO TeO Takoi CNOCOOHOCTBIO He Haje-
NEHO; YM aBTOHOMEH, TENO 3aBUCHMMO; YyM 00/1aaeT TPaHCLEHAEHTHOCTbIO, @ TENO NM-
MaHEHTHO; B yMe MPUCYTCTBYET TAra K HECYLLECTBYIOLLEMY, OHA XMBET B BUPTYa/IbHOM
N3MEPEHUM, TENO, HANPOTUB, aYTNYHO M HE UMEET OMbITa OTHOLIEHU C HECYLLLECTBYIO-
LMM; YM KONNEKTMBEH, TENO UHAMBMAYaNbHO [35]. Bce 3Tn yTBEpXAEHMS NPeTeHay0T
Ha CTATyC UCTUHHOCTHBIX, TEM HE MeHee, No MblC PopTh, 0CTaloTCs He Gonee yem
BbICKa3bIBAHNAMM, He O0NEE BEPHbIMU, HYEM UHblE BbICKA3blBaHUS, B3ATble 13 UHbIX
ANCKYPCOB. PopTu, pednexcnpys prunocockue nonemMnkm, nokasblBaeT, YTo 31 Cno-
Pbl HE ABASHOTCSH OTP@KEHWNEM PEanbHO CYLLECTBYIOWMX NPOLECCOB, HO OKa3bIBAKOTCS
PUTOPMYECKUMM NPaKTUKamu. 10 ero MHEHWO, NPOgeCCHOHaNbHbBIA ANCKYPC hr0Co-
(hoB M306MNYET «MA0NAMM», KOTOPblE NOANEXAT KPUTUUECKOMY OCMbICAEHNIO. B 3TOM
OH BWANT 3a1a4y coBpeMeHHoit dinnocodum [Rorty, 1984: 67-68].
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The Concepts of Body and Mind as Part of Rhetoric Practices
of Realism in Richard Rorty’s Philosophy

A merit of Richard Rorty is that he demonstrates the function of philosophy not
as analysis of real problems of interest but as a rhetoric practice. According to Rorty,
philosophical categories are not discoveries of various thinkers throughout history
but their inventions, created to solve concrete tasks. Rorty relies on the idea that any
notion in philosophical terminology rests on a concrete pragmatics; it is its identifica-
tion that interests him most.

At first sight, his approach is close to constructivism. However, Rorty has no in-
terest in the construction of a real object. His philosophical activity is characterized
by the aspiration to show how notions are constructed. Rorty undertakes to clarify
the linguistic traps set throughout the field of the history of philosophy. His reflec-
tion is rather preventive and lacks the pathos of exposure. In his Philosophy and
the Mirror of Nature, he engages himself in the problem of body and mind. While
postmodernistically oriented thinkers saw in the body the utmost reality!, which
remains after unmasking the notions of God, religion, the state, history, and nature,
the utmost reality for Rorty is language. In this respect, he remains a logocentrist,
unlike Derrida.

Rorty is interested in the mind—body relation in a new perspective. Before him,
philosophers took up this issue intending to seek truth, and Rorty attempts to system-
atize these searches [Rorty, 1979: 34]. The American philosopher draws attention to
the fact that the body in classical philosophy is constructed opposite the mind (the
mind—body problem) [35].

1 See:[Badiou, 2009]; [Nietzsche, 2011: 42]; [Kuznetsov, 1970: 289].
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Discussing philosophical considerations on the body and mind as rhetorical ac-
tivity, Rorty points to the fact that no real problem stands behind this pair either in the
philosophy of realism or in philosophical schools of nominalism. The strategy chosen
and used by Rorty can be called “defamiliarization” because it allows one to withdraw
from professional philosophical discourse and adopt the position of an observer, able
to consider the attitudes that underlie the habitual philosophical terminology.

Depending on the chosen discourse, the character of the problem changes.
For nominalists, there is no conflict between the mind and body [32]. For them, this
problem happens to be removed, while for realists it is crucial for the understand-
ing of man [52]. Turning to Cartesian anthropology, Rorty identified tacit statements
concerning the body and mind [34]. In the discourse of realism, the mind has the
transitive ability to penetrate into the body, while the body lacks this ability; the mind
is autonomous, while the body is dependent; the mind is transcendental, while the
body is immanent; the mind craves after the inexistent in the virtual dimension, while
the body, on the contrary, is autistic and has no experience of relationships with the
inexistent; the mind is collective, while the body is individual [35]. Although all these
statements claim the status of a truth value, Rorty holds that they remain just utter-
ances, no truer than other utterances, taken from other discourses. Reflecting on
philosophical polemics, Rorty shows that these debates do not reflect real processes
but are rhetorical practices. In his opinion, the professional discourse of philosophers
abounds with “idols” which should be considered critically. In this, he sees the task of
modern philosophy [Rorty, 1984: 67-68].
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OT Teopumn KpeaTMBHOIO AeNCTBUSA K TEOPUM
KpeaTuBHOro obLiecTea

CoBpEeMEHHble BapuaLnn Teopuii KpeaTMBHOrO 00LLECTBA AOCTATOYHO CMENO
3a9BNA0T 00 MHHOBALMOHHbIX OTKPbITUSIX @MEPUKAHCKMX 1 BpUTAHCKMX YpOaHUCTOB
Hayana 2000-x rr. B chepe coupanbHOi KpeaTuBHOCTH. [Tpn 3TOM aKTUBHO UCMOJb-
3y10TCS HApabOoTKM NPArMaTUCTCKOA TeOpUU KPeaTUBHOMO AeACTBMSA. B KOHTEKCTe
000CTPUBLLErOCA MHTEPECa K TeMe KPEeaTWBHOM 3KOHOMWUKM HEOOXOANMO BCMOM-
HWUTb, 4T y>xe B 1990-€ rr. HemeLknit coumonor v dnnocod XaHe Moac cMor passuts
NParMaTUCTCKYI0 TEOPUIO KPeaTUBHOrO AENCTBNS 1 060CHOBATb €e B3anMOCBA3b C
TOT/AA elle TONbKO 3apOXAaBLUeCcs Teopuein KpeaTMBHOro 06LLECTBa.

O6patadck k padote Moaca «KpeatnsHocTb aeiictans» (1992), cneayet otme-
TWTb, YTO @BTOP He AaeT YeTKoe OnpeaeneHne KpeaTMBHOMY AENCTBUIO, HO Bbiae-
ngeT HeoOXoaNMble YCNOBMS €ro CyWeCTBOBaHNSA: TENECHOCTb, MHTEHLMOHANBbHOCTb
N counanbHocTb. OCO3HaHWe Cneuntukin KpeaTUBHOR AeaTeNbHOCTH, YCI0BWA ee
aKTyann3aumu B counanbHoi AeicTBUTENbHOCTM — 3TO HEOOXOANMOE OCHOBAHME Mo-
CTPOEHNS AEMOKPATUYEeCKoro obLiecTsa. [103ToMy Teopusa KpeaTuBHOrO AENCTBUS,
cornacHo Moacy, ecTb Npeanochinka nocTpoeHUA KPeatnBHOro AeMOKPATUYECKOro
00L1eCTBa, B KOTOPOM KPEaTUBHOCTb U 1IEMOKPATNS HEMBICIMMbI APYT 6€3 Apyra.

NHTEHUMOHANbHOCTb, TENECHOCTb U COUMANbHbLIA XapaKTep Yen0BEYECKOro
[eiicTBUS €CTb COOCTBEHHO MepBUYHbIE NPOSBAEHNS KPEATUBHOCTU, CYLLIECTBOBA-
HWe KOTOPbIX COCTaBAseT 0693aTeNbHOe YCNoBME (POPMUPOBAHNS U peanu3aunm
4eN0BeYeCKOoro aeicTeus. [lpyrumn cnoBamu, YenoBeyeckoe AeNCTBNE KPeaTUBHO
C MOMEHTa ero 3apoXaeHus, OAHAKO CTENeHN NPOSBAEHNS U Peann3aLnm KpeaTus-
HOCTU — pe3ynbTaT [aNbHERWEro pasBuTug NMYHOCTU B 06LiecTBe. B 310M nnaHe
no6oe YenoBeyeckoe eCTBMe yXxe NoTeHUManbHO KpeaTuBHO.

X. Moac paspaGaTbiBaer Teopuio KpeaTMBHOrO AeiCTBUS, NPOTUBOMNOCTABNAA
ee TEOpUaM pPauUyOHaNbHOro U KOMMYHMKATMBHOMO LEACTBUS, npeanaras ynpasa-
HWTb «<MeTacouManbHble rapaHTUny» peann3aumny CounanbHoro AeicTus (Ha KOTopbIx
CTPOMNINCH KOHLeNUMn coumnansHoro aenctens M. Bebepa, T. MapcoHca v K. Xabep-
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Maca) U TeM CaMblM PACKPbITb NPOCTPAHCTBO KPEATMBHOCTW YENOBEYECKOrO Aei-
cTBust. OHO PacKpbIBAETCS, KOM/a YeNOBEK PELIaeT He OTCTynaTb OT «NpUTS3aHus
Ha KPeaTMBHOCTb». TaknM 06pa30M HaC NOCTENEHHO NOABOAAT K Npobaeme rpaHuy,
4eN0BEYECKOR KpeaTUBHOCTH, KOTOPbIE A0MKHA YCTaHaBMBaThb 3Tka. OaHaKko cob-
CTBEHHOr0 OTBETA Ha 3TOT BOMPOC Moac He aaert, nepeaapecoBbiBas ero Teopun Mo-
panu: «...BONPOC, KOTOPbIA CAeayeT 3af4aTb TEOPUMM MOPaN C NO3ULUK TEOPUN Kpe-
aTMBHOCTU, KACAeTCH He CTOMbKO CYLYHOCTM MOPAK, CKOIbKO TOTO, KaknM 06pa3om
OHa yKopeHeHa B nuHocTuy [Aoac, 2005: 287]. MoctaHoBKa Takoro posa npobnem
AEMOHCTPUPYET CNIOXHOCTU, C KOTOPBIMU CTaNIKMBAIOTCS M COBPEMEHHbIE KOHLENLWN
KPEaTMBHOro 06LLEeCTBA. M0ac BbIABUraeT runotesy o BO3MOXHOCTU PasBUTUS Teo-
pU MOPanU, YKOPEHEHHO! B KpeaTMBHOM AENCTBUN. ITa MOpasb BO3araeT Ha Hac
OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3@ TO, YTO Mbl XOTUM 1 MOXEM CO3AaBaTb, HA OCHOBaHMM Yero u
KaknuM 06pa3oM. B ciiyuae Moaca — 310 NpoeKT KpeaTuBHOM [EeMOKPaTUM, NPOU3pac-
TAKOLLEeV U3 KPeaTMBHOro JeiCTBNA.

CoBpeMeHHOe BOMOLLEHNE KPeaTBHON 3KOHOMWKM NPEACTaBNseT Cco00i
«@XMNNEeCcoBY NATY» KPEATUBHOM AEMOKPATUMW. APKUM TOMY NOATBEPX/AEHMEM SBNSET-
€S HelaBHO M3aaHHas KHura P. ®nopuabl «HOBbIA ypOaHUCTUUeckuii kpuaucy (2017),
B KOTOPOI NOATBEPXAAETCH PaKT HeN30EXHOW U30N9LNN B KYNbTYPHbIX FETTO Mera-
NOMNCOB TEX, KTO HE BMUCHIBAETCS B PAMKM HOBO 31MThbl. MaccoBoe Npou3BOACTBO
KpeaTuBHbIX IMYHOCTER 000PaYMBaETCS BOCNPOKN3BOACTBOM OT(HOPMATMPOBAHHOV
KpeaTUBHOCTM NOCPEACTBOM MOCTUHAYCTPUANBHON UHAPACTPYKTYPbI 1 ee naeono-
rnn. O4HAKO ANCKYCCUN BOKPYT KOHLENUWA KPeaTUBHOM SKOHOMUKN MOTYT 06pecTy
HOBOE HanpaB/ieHne pa3BuTUS, €C/IM Mbl NOMbITAEMCS BEPHYTLCS K TEOPUM AeACTBUS
Xarca Moaca 1 060CHOBATH C 3TUYECKON TOUKM 3PEHIS PABOMEPHOCTH Peann3aL/m
NpoeKTa 06LLeCTBa, NOPOXAEHHOrO BCe 6oNee 060CTPSIOLLMMCS COLMANbHbIM Npu-
TA3aHNEM Ha KPEaTUBHOCTb.
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From Creative-Action Theory to the Theory of Creative Society

Modern variations of theories of creative society declare very confidently the
innovative discoveries in social creativity by American and British urbanists of the
early 2000s, actively using the developments of the pragmatist theory of creative
action. In the context of increased interest in the creative economy, recall that back
in the 1990s the German sociologist and philosopher Hans Joas managed to develop
a pragmatist theory of creative action and substantiated its interconnection with the
theory of creative society arising at that time.

Turning to Joas’ work The Creativity of Action (1992), let us note that, although
the author provides no clear definition of creative action, he identifies the following
necessary conditions of its existence: corporeality, intentionality, and sociality. The
comprehension of the specifics of creative activity and the conditions of its actual-
ization in social reality is a necessary foundation for building a democratic society.
Hence, creative-action theory, according to Joas, is a prerequisite to building a cre-
ative democratic society in which creativity and democracy are interwoven.

The intentionality, corporeality, and social character of human action as such
are primary manifestations of creativity, the existence of which is mandatory for the
formation and realization of a human action. In other words, human action is creative
from the moment of its origination, but the degree of the manifestation and realiza-
tion of creativity is a result of the further development of a personality in society. In
this respect, any human action is potentially creative.

Joas develops creative-action theory opposing it to theories of rational and com-
municative action and proposing to do away with the “metasocial guarantees” of
social-action realization (which underlay the concepts of social action of M. Weber, T.
Parsons, and J. Habermas) and thereby to open a space of human-action creativity.
It opens when man decides to adhere to his claims to creativity. Therefore, we are
gradually brought to the problem of the limits of human creativity, which are to be es-
tablished by ethics. However, Joas gives no answer to this question, transferring it to
the theory of morality: “the question to be asked of moral theory from the standpoint
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of a theory of creativity does not necessarily challenge the substratum of creativity,
but addresses the way morality is rooted in personality” [Joas, 1996: 258]. Setting
such problems shows difficulties that present-day concepts of the creative society
face as well. Joas hypothesizes that it is possible to develop a theory of morality root-
ed in creative action. This morality makes us responsible for what we want to and can
create and for why and how we are going to do this. In Joas’ case, this is a project of
creative democracy growing from creative action.

The modern embodiment of the creative economy is Achilles’ heel of creative
democracy. A bright proof is the recent book by R. Florida The New Urban Crisis
(2017), which confirms that those who do not fit in the new elite will inevitably be iso-
lated in cultural ghettos of megalopolises. The mass production of creative persons
means the reproduction of formatted creativity through the postindustrial infrastruc-
ture and its ideology. However, discussions around creative-economy concepts can
follow a new trend if we return to Hans Joas’ theory of action and try to substantiate
from the ethical point of view the legitimacy of implementation of the project of a soci-
ety that has been generated by the increased sharpening of social claim to creativity.
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OcobeHHocTH peuenuun chunocochun Yunoama [xenmca B Kutae
¢ 1910-x rr. no HacToswee BpeMms

[lng amepukaHCKoro nparmatuama Yunbam [Keimc 9Bnsercs KnoyeBon du-
FYpou, a uccnefoBaHue ero uAoComuu UCTopUKaMi UAern 1 Temu, KT0 CyYuTaet
cebs ero nocnegoBatenem, NpeacTaBnsgeT OrPOMHYI0 TEOPETUYECKYIO W MpaKTu-
4ECKYI0 LIeHHOCTb. WHTEpec, NposBAeHHbI K amepukaHckomy dunocody B Kutae,
CBMAETEeNbCTBYET O MOCTEMNEHHOM POCTE BAWSHWS NparmaTth3Ma Takxe B CTpaHax
Boctoka. Victopua peuenumn [xeiimca B Kntae genutcsd Ha Tpu nepnoaa. 1. C KoH-
ua 1910-x — Havana 1920-x rr. (BpeMeHN BO3HUMKHOBEHUS W MOAbeEMA «[IBUXEHNS
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4 mas») no 1940-e BkmountensHo dunocotus xeiimca n3yyaerca n o6cyxaaet-
CS B aKafieMnyeckux, 00LLECTBEHHbIX 1 KyNbTypHbIX Kpyrax Kutas. 2. B 1950-60-e
rr. [xeimc v ero uaen NoABEPratoTCs PE3KOIA KpUTUKE B pamMKax 0OLLer aTaky Ha
nparmMatnam. 3. HaunHas ¢ 1980-x no HacTosllee BpemMs KUTaiiCckue uccnenoBateny
3anafHON MbICM NPEANPUHUMAIOT NOMbITKK 1aTh MEHEE aHraxupoBaHHyo 1 6onee
B3BELLEHHYIO OLLeHKY aMepUKaHCKOro nparmatnama, Bkaoyas gunocopuio xeim-
Ca, NPeI0XNTb HOBblE €€ TPaKTOBKM.

K aKTyanbHbIM 3a/1a4aM akaAeMUYeCKux nccnefoBanHnin hunocodpun [xemca B
Kutae oTHOCUTCS: COOpaHue, NepeBOA, Hay4HOEe PeAakTUPOBaHWe, CBEPKA C OPUriHa-
JIOM 1 KOMMEHTVMPOBAHME K/KOUEBBIX TEKCTOB MO TEME; N3yYeHNe TEHAEHUNIA Pa3BUTHS
NCcCnenoBaTenbekoi MbiCIM B 061aCTU KNAaCCUYecKoro NparMatuaMa; MCCnefoBaHmne
BAMSHUS [xeiimca Ha 3anagHyto (rnocoqCKyo MbIC/b, B TOM YUC/IE COBPEMEHHYIO.
He mMeHee BaxHOe HanpaBieHue — MyNbTUAMCUMNANHAPHBIE NCCNeA0BaHMS (DUI0Co-
(hun [xeiimca, oxBaTbiBatoLLME pasHble 0611aCTV 3HAHWS W NPEAMETbI: aKCMONOornio,
NpaBo, NONTUYECKYIO (hrnocoduio, penurnoBeneHne, Gunocohuio Co3HaHUs 1 ap.,
a TaKxe KOMNapaTUBMCTCKME MCCNEe0BaHNS AXeAMCOBA NparMatuama W KWUTaincKoi
thunocochun.

Wang Chengbing

Beijing Normal University
Professor at the Department of Philosophy
E-mail: wangchengbing@bnu.edu.cn

The Research on William James’s Philosophy in China Since 1910s

William James was a major representative figure for American pragmatism, and
his philosophy is just the philosophy of value. The further research on Jamesian phi-
losophy has important academic and practical significance, and is also a significant
part of reviewing and summarizing the gradual eastern spread of western learning
over the past century. The study of Jamesian philosophy and the translation and pub-
lication of James” works, both in China, are closely connected with the spread and
study of pragmatic philosophy therein. The spread of Jamesian philosophy in China
has gone through three stages: 1. From around the May Fourth Movement to the
1940s, pragmatism started its journey in China; Jamesian thought was introduced to
the circles of academia, ideology and culture in China, and received criticism from
Chinese academia at the same time. 2. In the 1950s and 1960s, during the criticism
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against pragmatism among Chinese academia, Jamesian philosophy was also fierce-
ly attacked. 3. From the early 1980s to the present, academia has tried to take the
attitude of seeking truth from facts in commenting pragmatism, and attempted to
re-examine pragmatism, including Jamesian philosophy.

In carrying forward the academic research on Jamesian philosophy, Chinese ac-
ademia should present its landmark achievements in the collection, collation, edition,
translation and study of classics concerning Jamesian philosophy, investigate important
conceptions in James’ pragmatism, study the clue of development and academic direc-
tion of thought therein, analyze and summarize James’ position in pragmatic philosophy,
and make clear the position and influence of Jamesian philosophy both in the history
of Western philosophy and in contemporary Western philosophy. Academia should also
do comprehensive multidisciplinary research on the philosophy of value, jurisprudential
thought, philosophy of mind, political philosophy and religious philosophy in Jamesian
pragmatism, and meanwhile explore the dynamic relationship between Jamesian and
Chinese philosophy from the perspective of comparative philosophy.

Bbopuc lN'y6man

TBEPCKOW roCyaapCTBEHHbIA YHUBEPCUTET
[lokTop unoc. Hayk, npodeccop

3aB. Kaeapon hnunocodum u Teopun KynbTypbl
E-mail: gubman@mail.ru

Hacnepgue nparmatnsma n Teopus HappaunMu aHanMTUHECKOM
thunococpum uctopuu'’

Pa3paboTka Teopun Happauun — OfHa W3 LEHTPasbHbIX TEM aHANNTUYECKON
thunocothum ncrtopun. Bo3HUKHYB BO BTOPOW NONoBMHE XX CTONMETUSA B FPaHMLAX
aHaMTMYEeCKOW (UNoCoOhUM Kak anbTepHATMBA CMNEKYNSTUBHOM CyOCTaHLMannCT-
CKOW TEOPUM MCTOPUYECKOTrO Pa3BUTHA, 3TO HanpaBieHue Grunocodcko-ncropnye-
CKOW MbIC/IM, CHOKYCMPOBAHHOE MO MPEUMYLLECTBY HAa CO3AaHWW 3MUCTEMOOTNK
NCTOpMK, NONYYUNO0 NEPBOHAYANBHO pacnpocTpaHeHne B Bennkobputanmi n CLIA, a
3aTeM 3aB0EBAsI0 CTOPOHHUKOB B KOHTUHEHTA/IbHOW €BPONENCKON MbIC/IN U B UHbBIX

1 [loknag noArotoBneH npyv nogaepxke rpanta POOU «/IMHrBUCTUYECKII NOBOPOT 1
NCTOPUYECKOE NO3HaHKe Kak Npobiema 3anagHoi unocoduu BTOPOR NoNoBuHbI XX — Havana
XXI Beka». N°17-33-00047.
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KYNbTypHbIX apeanax. B uucne Hanbonee KpynHbix NpeacTaBuTeneid aHanmtnyeckoli
hmnocodum UCTopun MOXHO Ha3eaTb MmeHa ¥.b. Tanmu, A. lanTo, Y. ipagq, I'. ®3iHa,
I. Kennnepa, /1.0. MuHka, ®. AHkepcmnta, M. Yaiita, X. Yaiita u ap. O6pauiascs K
TEME WCTOPUYECKOro NOBECTBOBAHMS, MHOTME U3 3TWX TEOPETUKOB TaK WAN UHAYe
OMUPAITCS Ha MAEeHOe Hacneane nparmatu3ma. Takon MHTepec K Tpaanuuy npar-
MaTM3Ma, Pa3yMeeTcs, HeCy4aeH, NOCKO/bKY KOPMYC ero KNacCuyeCKnx NPMHLUMNOB
AKTMBHO MOB/MSAN Ha CTAHOB/IEHUE aHANNTUYECKOI (hnunocoduu.

B tpynax nccnenosartenein HeonparMatuctckon opuentaumnu P. TpoHaesl, B. Ko-
nanbetpo, T. Buonbl CnpaBeannBo NOAYEPKUBAETCS FEHETUYECKas CBA3b COBpe-
MEHHbIX NOAXOA0B K aHanu3y NCTOPUYECKOR HappaLmuu, NPUCYLLMX aHANUTUYECKO
(hunocodun nCTopun, C KOPNycom nNpeacTaBAeHni, 0OHapyXuBaeMblx B paboTax
TaKNX Knaccuyecknx duryp nparmatnama, kak Y.C. Mupc, Ix. Obtov u Ix.I. Mug.
[leficTBUTENBHO, B NOCTPOEHNAX [TpCa, NUTAIOLLMX COBPEMEHHBIE HAPPATUBNCTCKUE
KOHUENLMW, NPUCYTCTBYIOT MAEN AMHAMWUYECKOR TpaHC(HOPMaLM1 BO BpEMEHW 3aKpe-
NNEHHOTO B 13bIKE UCTOPUYECKOr0 CO3HAHMS, 3aneyaT/eBatolmecs B AeaTeNIbHOCTH
NPOAYKTUBHOIO BOOOPAXEHNS U «HEOrPaHNYeHHOM cemunosucer. PaboTtsl [bton 1
Muaa npefBOCXMLLAIOT HAPPATUBUCTCKYIO aHANNTUKY NPOYTEHUS NPOLWIOro CKBO3b
NPK3My OnblTa HaCTOAWEro. B HEManoi CTeneHn Ha TeOPETUYECKYD pedaeKcmnio
co3pnateneii COBpeMEHHbIX HAPPATUBUCTCKUX KOHUENLWA NOBANANN W NyGauKaLumu
TAKNX KOHKPETHO OPUEHTUPOBAHHbIX B CBOEN NPAKTUYECKON AeATeNbHOCTU Ha NPUH-
UMbl NparMaTu3Ma UCTopukoB, Kak [x.X. PoGuHcoH, Y. bupa, M. bupa, M. Kyptu,
Iox.I. Panpan-mnapwui, K. bekep, P. Xodctaarep.

CTaHoBNeHVe HeonparMaTtuama, NpeAcTaBneHHoro umeHamu P. Poptu, M. Yai-
1a, P. BepHcraitta, X. Moaca 1 ap., 0ka3anoch CONPsKeHHbIM C 0GPALLEHNEM K Ky/ib-
TYPHO-NCTOPUYECKOMY OMbITY KaK npeaMety hunocodckoro aHanusa. MogobHoro
poda TpaHchopmauns TpaanLmum nparMatuama Npoxoanna Ha )OHe «IMHrBUCTHYe-
CKOro NoBOPOTa» 1 OAHOBPEMEHHO YCUNEHNS BHUMAHNSA K NPOOIEMATUKE YHNUKaNb-
HO MCTOPUYHOCTY YeIOBEYECKOrO CYLLECTBOBAHNS. B rpaHuuax Heonparmatuama
NPOUCXOANT CUHTE3 WAEI KNacChKu nparmatnama ¢ nnatopMoii IMHIBUCTUYECKOA
(hunocodun U NOCTNO3UTMBM3MA W OAHOBPEMEHHO OOPALLEHME K TOMY CMEKTpY
NPEeACTaBNEHNIA, KOTOPbIE BO3HUKAW B PYCNE 3K3UCTEHUMANbHON FePMEHEBTUKN,
NOCTCTPYKTYpann3mMa u HeoMapKcu3ma. B 3701 CBA3M CTAHOBUTCS NOHATHBIM MHTE-
pec TeOPEeTUKOB HEOoNparMaTtu3mMa K HappaTMBUCTCKOM NPOGAeMaTUKe 1 OCBOEHWE
WX UAen B NOCTPOEHUSX MHOTUX TEOPETUKOB aHaUTNYECKOW (hUnoCcodun NCTOPUMK.
B uenom nogoGHOro pofa COl3 CNOCOOCTBOBAN O0OralieHU0 HapPaTUBMUCTCKUX
KOHUENUMA NpeCTaBNeHUIMN O 3HAYNMOCTM NS (DOPMUPOBAHUS NOBECTBOBAHNS
0 MUHYBLUEM WHTEPCYOBEKTUBHbIX CBA3EH, KOHCTUTYMPYIOLLMXCS B ANANO0TE, O Ky/lb-
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TYPHOW 1 CUTYaTUBHOI 06YCNOBNEHHOCTW TAKOBOTO, MPUCYTCTBIM NapaanrMasbHbIX
YepT B UCTOPUYECKOM NO3HaHWN 1 T.4. (P.T. BaHH).

O6palleHne TeOpeTNKOB aHaNNTUYECKOR (HUNOCOMUN UCTOPUU K MHCIMPUPO-
BAHHOI NParMaTM3MoM W HeONparmaTu3MoM NPE3EHTUCTCKOW TPAKTOBKE NCTOpHYe-
CKOrO 3HaHWA, NpeanonaratLLein 3aBUCMMOCTb NPOYTEHUS NPOLIIOFO OT CHTYaLMUK
HacTosAWero, B LUeoM 00YyCI0BNEHO NPOAENAHHON UMW 3HAUNTENbHOW PaBoTON NO
3MNNUCTEMONOMNYECKOMY OCMbICIEHUIO CTPYKTYPbI HAPPATUBHON POPMbI NOCTUXEHUS
BepLIALLMXCSH BO BpemeHu cobbiTuit nctopun (I. Kennnep). MoBectBoBaHue 0 Ciy-
YMBLUEMCS BO BPEMEHM BCEr/la COOTHECEHO, KAk MOAMEYatoT TEOPETUKI aHaUThYe-
CKOI dunocoduu nctopuu, ¢ 3MeKTOM COObITUS B la/IbHENLIEM U €r0 BUAEHNEM
C TOYKM 3peHns MOMeHTa HacToswlero (B. Touuw). B CBA3M € 3TMM 0Ka3bIBaeTCH, YO
CYWLECTBYET CneUndnyeckuii Knacc HappaTUBHbIX NPeLN0oXEHA, KOHCTUTYMPYHOLLMX
NOBECTBOBAHME KaK LIeNIOCTHOCTb, PACKPbIBAIOLLYIO CMbIC/ MHTEPECYIOLLMX UCTOPUKA
CBEPLMBLUMXCS COObITUIA B CBETE HACTOAWLEr0. IMEHHO B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE OKa3blBa-
toTCH BOCTPEOOBAHHBIMU BO33PEHNS KNACCUKOB MparmaTnama o npobnematysaumm
1 06YCNOBNEHHOCTV BUAEHNS CBEPLUMBLUIErOCS HacToAWwmMM. Ecnn M. YaidT rosoput o
CONPOBOX/AEHUM NOBECTBOBAHNS KOPPENATUBHON €My OTHOCUTENbHO HERTPanbHOM
XPOHWKOM, TO A. [1JaHTO BOBCE HU3BEPraeT KpoUeaHCKoe NPOTUBONOCTAaBAEHNE UCTO-
PUM 1 XPOHWKN, A€NAs UX B PABHOM Mepe 3aBUCUMbIMK OT MOMEHTA HacTosLwero. B
pabortax [laHTo, a BCef 3a HAM U AHKEPCMUTA CO CChINKON Ha [lbton akLEeHTUpyeTCs
OAHOBPEMEHHO U MbIC/Tb O TOM, YTO OMbIT HACTOALLErO HEBO3MOXHO BOCMPOU3BECTH
BHE €ro NpeauKaTUBHOrO OMMCaHMS, OTChINAIOLLEr0 K OMbITy NPOWoro. Takum 06-
Pa30M, MHOMVe 13 NpeacTaBuUTeNeit aHanuTnyeckon gunocodum CTopumn Co3aatot
CBOE BUAEHVE UCTOPUYECKOr0 HappaTvBa B NoNe BANAHWNS naeii nparmatuama u He-
onparmaru3ma.
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Pragmatism’s Legacy and the Narration Problem in Analytic
Philosophy of History'

The development of narrative theory is a central topic in analytic philosophy of
history. Upon its emergence in the second half of the 20th century within analytic phi-
losophy as an alternative to the speculative substantialist theory of historical develop-
ment, this trend of philosophical-historical thought, which is focused primarily on the
creation of epistemology of history, initially gained currency in Britain and the United
States and later won supporters in continental European thought and other culture
areas. W.B. Gallie, A. Danto, W. Dray, H. Fain, H. Kellner, L.O. Mink, F. Ankersmit, M.
White, H. White, and other authors are among the most prominent representatives of
analytic philosophy of history. When turning to the topic of historical narration, many
of these theorists one way or another rely on the ideological heritage of pragmatism.
This interest in the tradition of pragmatism is by no means incidental, because the
corpus of its classical principles had a pronounced effect on the development of an-
alytic philosophy.

The neopragmatist writings by R. Gronda, V. Colapietro, and T. Viola justly em-
phasize the consanguinity of modern approaches to the analysis of historical nar-
ration, typical of analytic philosophy of history, with the corpus of ideas found in
works by classical pragmatists, such as C.S. Peirce, J. Dewey, and G.H. Mead. Indeed,
Peircean constructions, which nourish modern narrativist concepts, contain ideas of
the temporal dynamical transformation of language-embodied historical conscious-
ness, these ideas imprinting themselves in the activity of productive imagination and
in “unlimited semiosis”. Works by Dewey and Mead anticipate the narrativist analyt-
ics of reading the past through the prism of the present experience. The theoretical
reflection of the creators of modern narrativist concepts was also influenced to a
considerable extent by publications of historians specifically oriented in their practical

1 This study was supported by Russian Foundation for Basic Research, grant number 17-33-
00047 (“A Linguistic Turn and Historical Cognition as a Problem of Western Philosophy of the
Second Half of the 20" and the Early 21 Centuries”).
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activity at the principles of pragmatism, such as J.H. Robinson, S. Beard, M. Beard, M.
Curti, J.H. Randall, Jr,, C. Becker, and R. Hofstadter.

The development of neopragmatism represented by R. Rorty, M. White, R. Bern-
stein, H. Joas, and others was interfaced with the turn to cultural-historical experience
as a subject of philosophical analysis. This transformation of the tradition of pragma-
tism proceeded against the backdrop of the “linguistic turn” and, at the same time, the
growing attention to the problems of the unique historicity of human existence. Within
neopragmatism, the ideas of classical pragmatism are synthesized with the platform of
linguistic philosophy and post-positivism; simultaneously, neopragmatism turns to the
spectrum of ideas that rose in the mainstream of existential hermeneutics, post-struc-
turalism, and neo-Marxism. In this context, it is easy to understand the interest of the-
orists of neopragmatism in narrativist problems and the assimilation of their ideas in
the constructions of many theorists of analytic philosophy of history. Overall, this union
enriched narrativist concepts with ideas about the significance of intersubjective ties
that constitute themselves in dialogue for the formation of a narrative about the past,
the dependence of this dialogue on the cultural and situational context, the presence of
paradigmal features in historical cognition, and so on (R.T. Vann).

The resort of theorists of analytic philosophy of history to the pragmatism- and
neopragmatism-inspired presentist interpretation of historical knowledge, which
implies that the reading of the past depends on the present situation, is generally
determined by their considerable efforts to comprehend epistemologically the struc-
ture of the narrative form of cognizing historical events that take place in time (H.
Kellner). A narrative about what happened in time is always correlated, as theorists
of analytic philosophy of history note, with the later effect of that event and its vision
from the angle of the present moment (V. Tozzi). It turns out in this context that there
exists a specific class of narrative sentences that design the narration as an entirety
that uncovers the meaning of accomplished events in the light of the present. This
particular context makes the views of classical pragmatists on the problematization
and determination of the vision of what happened by the present in high demand.
While M. White says that a narrative is accompanied by the correlative and relatively
neutral chronicle, A. Danto completely overthrows the Crocean opposition of history
and chronicle, making them equally dependent on the present moment. Danto and,
following him, Ankersmit with a reference to Dewey also emphasize the thought that
it is impossible to reproduce the present experience beyond its predicative descrip-
tion, which refers to the past experience. Therefore, many representatives of analytic
philosophy of history create their own vision of a historical narrative in the field influ-
enced by ideas of pragmatism and neopragmatism.
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MparmaTtnam u aHanuTMyeckas unococus uctopum A. laHto’

C umeHem Aptypa [aHto (1924-2013) cBsi3aHa pa3paboTka 0fHOMR W13 Hanbo-
Nee 3HaYMMbIX TEOPUIA UCTOPMYECKOW Happaumun, XapakTePHbIX AN UCKaHWIA B 3TOM
HanpaBieHun NpeacTaBUTENEN aHrN0-aMEPUKAHCKON aHannTMyYeckoin unocodum
NCTOPMU. ITOT aBTOP, NO €ro COOCTBEHHOMY NPU3HAHWIO, POPMUPOBANCS NEPBOHA-
4aNbHO NOf BAUSHUEM MAEN W METOA0NOMUMYECKOTO MHCTPYMEHTAPUS NOrUYECKOr0
No3uTMBM3Ma, BOCMPUHSA MHOTMe nonoxeHus dunocodpuu 3. Harens. Mpu o6palie-
HWW K BONPOCaM NCTOPUYECKOr0 MO3HAHMS OH U3Y4uA U BNOCNEACTBUM CUHTE3UPOBAN
B rpaHMLLax CBOMX HappPaToA0rNyeckux WTyAniA MOLENb UCTOPUYECKOTO 0O BACHEHNS
K. Monnepa—K. Ffemnend. OgHoBpeMeHHO s [laHTO OKa3ainch NpUTAraTe/ibHbIMm
naevw nparmatnama B nanoxenun C. Xyka. Cpeam KnaccukoB nparMatuama ero 0co-
OYt0 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTL BbI3BaM nonoxeHusd dunocodun Y.C. Mupca, Ix. Obioun
n KW. Jibtonca. B 3HaUNTENbHOW CTENEHN NPU CO3AaHUM UM TEOPUM UCTOPUYECKOIA
Happauuu OH MCMbITaN Takxe BAUSHME WCTOPUYECKOro npeseHtnama Y. buppa.
3HaKOMCTBO C MOCTKNACCMYECKOW eBPOnerckoin dunocotuein 3actaBuno [aHto
3a[lyMaTbCs O MO3UTMBHOM 3BYYaHWW NEPCNEKTUBUCTCKON TPAKTOBKM NO3HaHUS B
hunocodum xun3un O. Huule, a Takxe naein GeHOMEeHONornn, 3K3UCTeHLMaN3mMa
(K.-M. Captp), repMeHeBTKIN. 3aHNMAACh CNeUndUKon NCTopNYecKoro noBecTBo-
BaHWA, OH OTKPbIN ANs ce6s rnyouHy noctpoennid T. KyHa, ero Teopun napaanrm
3HAHNA W NPEANONaraemyto e yCTaHOBKY Ha MHOXECTBEHHOCTb M MCTOPUYHOCTb
KOPPENSTUBHBIX UM MUPOB. [1pn BCEM MHOrO00Pa3NK BAMSHWA, KOTOPLIE UCMbITan
[laHTo B npouecce co3naHus COOCTBEHHOrO BapyaHTa TeOpUM MCTOPUYECKOI Happa-
Uy, TeMa BOCMIPUATMS UM WAE NparMatu3ma 3acayXMBaeT NPUCTanbHOrO UCTOPH-
KO-p1oCcoCKOro aHanmsa.

[laHTo nonaran, YTo pa3BMBaEMas UM CETb HAPPATUBWUCTCKUX NPeaCcTaBNEHui
00 MCTOpWK B NPUHLMNE BMNOHE COrNacyeTcs C peanncTniyeckon No3HaBaTeNbHOM
YCTAHOBKOI, KOTOpas npeanonaraet ped)epeHTHOCTb HeKoel peanbHOCTU Npo-

1 [loknag noArotoBneH npyv nogaepxke rpanta POOU «/IMHrBUCTUYECKII NOBOPOT 1
NCTOPUYECKOE NO3HaHKe Kak Npobiema 3anagHoi unocoduu BTOPOR NoNoBuHbI XX — Havana
XXI Beka». N°17-33-00047.
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LIJIOT0, HO, KaK OH NoKasan nof BAusaHueM uaei Mupca u [Ibton, HeMbiCIMMa BHE
COOTHECEHNS C MOMEHTOM HaCTOSILLEro. PeanbHOCTb MCTOPUUECKOrO CTAHOB/IEHMS,
penpeseHTMpyemMas HappaLueil, 0KasbiBaeTCa 3aAaHHON COObITUAHOM Lienbio, Bep-
Lalleiics B notoke BpemeHn. Mogo6HOro pofa peannsm okasbiBaercs no onpepe-
NEHNIO COAEPXALLNM 3HAUUTENbHYIO 103y KPUTUKO-KOHCTPYKTMBUCTCKIX OCHOBONMO-
NOXEHWIA, TaK Kak U3HauanbHO NPenonaraer, 4to HappaLyusa CO3AALTCH YCUANamMm
BOOGPAXEHHs CYObEKTA I He ABNAETCA HEKUM «CNEnKOoM» C 1eACTBUTENbHOCTH. Tpu
3TOM, Ceflyst IOTMKO-MO3UTUBNCTCKOM YCTaHOBKE, [1aHTO OTOXAECTBASET OCMbICIEH-
HOCTb TE3MCOB, COCTABASIOLIAX HAPPALMIO, U UX 3HAUEHUE C BO3MOXHOCTBIO Bepy-
(rkaumu. Ecnn npuHMMaeTcs Takoe onpeaeneHne 0CMbICIEHHOCTY Kak BepuduLin-
PYEMOCTH, Ha NOBECTKEe PACCMOTPEHNS, KaK NOAYepPKIMBAET aBTOP, OCTALTCS BONPOC
0 Cnocobe OCYLLLeCTBIEHUSA TAKOBOA OTHOCUTENbHO 3HAYEHNI NPeanoXeHni, 06na-
AatoLLmx hopmoii BpeMeHu. BkpaTtiie BONpoC CBOANTCS K CEAyIOLLEMY: KaKO OMbIT
No3BONSET BEPUDULIMPOBATL HALLYM BbICKA3biBaHMA O MPOLLOM, O TOM, YTO YXe He
cylecTsyert. 31a npo6iema, kak nonaraet [laHTo, thyHAaMeHTanbHo NpeacTaBaeHa
B counHeHunsx K. Jlbionca u npefcTaBuTeneii nparmatiuama B Lie1oM.

3HaYMMOCTb [IONYLLEHNS PeanbHOCTH, (DUKCUPYEMOI NPEANOXEHUIMU O NPO-
Wwnom, no JlaHTo, MOXHO MHTEPNPEeTUPOBaTh B MHCTPYMEHTANNCTCKOM Kitoye. Mpo-
wnoe, UKCUpyemoe B NPeanoxXeHnsx, Kotopbie [aHTo onpenenser Kak conps-
XEHHble C NPOLIECCOM HAppaLWW U BbIPAXEHMEM LIENOCTHOCT BPEMEHHOI CBA3M
CNefloBaHNs COObITUA, OKA3bIBAETCS BaXHbIM /119 OPraHN3aLnmM oMbiTa HaCTOALLe-
ro. OTKpbITO 3aMeyas, YTo OH UCMO/b3YeT B 3TOM CBA3M (DUNOCO(CKYIO0 NnaThopmy
IIx. [btown, [1aHTO 0JHOBPEMEHHO aKLIEHTMPYET HOBIU3HY COOCTBEHHOMO noaxoaa. OH
no/araet, YTo MMEHHO eMy NPUHAANEXNT NPUOPUTET UHCTPYMEHTANNCTCKOTO UCTON-
KOBAHWS NCTOPUYECKUX CyxaeHuniA. OQHOBPEMEHHO UM NOAYEPKMBAETCS, YTO UCTO-
puYeckne NoBecTBOBaTE/bHbIE CYXAEHNS B NHCTPYMEHTANIbHOM MAaHe CXOXU C Te-
OPETNYECKIMMU MONOXEHNAMM HAYK, N0 NPEUMYLLECTBY MOAENUPYIOLINX NPUPOAHbIE
NPOLIECChI B CUHXPOHHOI MA0CKOCTH. Teopust He TepPAEeT NPy 3TOM CMOCOBHOCTY ObiTh
He TONIbKO NparMaTnyecki noaesHo, Ho UCTUHHOI MO CBOEMY cofiepxaHnio. AHano-
rMYHOE CBOWCTBO MOXET, N0 [laHTo, pacCMaTpMBATLCS Kak NPUCYLLEee HapPaTUBHbIM
NPeANOXEHNSM, CNOCOBHBIM ObiTh NParMaTnyeckn nonesHon GopmMoi opraHusaLum
OMbITa HACTOSILLETO 11 OJHOBPEMEHHO HECTM UCTUHHOE COlEPXAHME.

OcosHaHue [laHTo B MO3AHNMA NEPUOA €ro TBOPYECTBA NPOTUBOPEYNS Naeanb-
HO KapTWHbI MOCTPOEHNS HAPPATMBA U UCTOPUUECKON NapaaurMaibHOCTI MPAKTUKK
MCTOPWN CTAN0 PE3Y/bTaTOM NMPOYTEHUS OCHOBHOTO Tpyaa T. KyHa, a 3aTeM 1 3HakoM-
cTBa ¢ paboTamu M. DyKo, NOCBALLEHHBIMIA UCTOPUM HAYYHOTO 3HAHNS U AUCKYPCUB-
HbIM (hopMaLMSM B UX INaxpoHHON cMeHe. Camo no cebe NpusHaHue paankanbHbIx
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NOCTPOEHNA KyHa, Kak nokasbliBaeT [laHTo, AO/MKHO NPUBECTM K MPUHATUIO Te3NCa
0 MHOXECTBEHHOCTM CMOCOO0B NCTOPUYECKON HappaLum, KOTopble napaanrmanbHo
O6y€ﬂOBﬂ6Hbl N coAepxat B Ka4eCTBe OCHOBAHNA MUPOBUAEHNA PA3/TINYHbIE NCXOA-
Hble TOYKM 3peHns. B utore 3BoOUMN HAPPATUBMCTCKOW KOHLenuun [aHTo Takxe
NPOCMAaTPMBAETCA MOMEHT BIMAHMA NparMaTn3ma.

Karina Anufrieva

Tver State University

Ph.D. in Philosophy

Associate Professor at the Department of Philosophy and Theory of Culture
E-mail: carina-oops@mail.ru

Pragmatism and Arthur Danto’s Analytical Philosophy of History'

The name of Arthur Danto (1924-2013) is associated with the development of
one of the most significant theories of historical narration, characteristic of Anglo-
American analytical philosophy of history. Initially, this author, by his own admission,
formed his views under the influence of the ideas and methodological apparatus of
logical positivism, following many theses of E. Nagel’s philosophy. Turning to issues
of historical cognition, he investigated and later synthesized within his narratological
studies the Popper—Hempel model of historical explanation. At the same time, Danto
was attracted by ideas of pragmatism as stated by S. Hook. Regarding the classics
of pragmatism, he was most interested in the insights of C.S. Peirce, J. Dewey,
and C.I. Lewis. His theory of historical narration was also largely influenced by C.
Beard’s historical presentism. Upon familiarizing himself with postclassical European
philosophy, Danto pondered on the positive edge of the perspectivist interpretation
of cognition in F. Nietzsche’s philosophy of life and the ideas of phenomenology,
existentialism (J.-P. Sartre), and hermeneutics. Engaged in the specifics of historical
narration, he discovered the depth of T. Kuhn’s constructions and concept of
knowledge paradigms and the implied orientation at the plurality and historicity of
the worlds correlative with those paradigms. For all the diversity of the influences
experienced by Danto during the creation of his own version of historical narration,

1 This study was supported by Russian Foundation for Basic Research, grant number 17-33-
00047 (“A Linguistic Turn and Historical Cognition as a Problem of Western Philosophy of the
Second Half of the 20" and the Early 21 Centuries”).
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his perception of the ideas of pragmatism deserves thorough historico-philosophical
analysis.

Danto believed that, in principle, his network of narrativist ideas agreed well with
the realistic cognitive attitude, which implies referentiality to a certain past reality but, as
he showed under the influence of Peirce’s and Dewey’s ideas, is inconceivable without
correlation with the present moment. The reality of historical making, represented by
narration, turns out to be specified by a chain of events taking place in the flow of
time. Such realism by definition contains a significant share of critical constructivist
presuppositions because it inherently implies that narration is created by efforts of
a subject’s imagination and does not “replicate” the reality. Note that, following the
attitude of logical positivism, Danto identifies the meaning of narration-constituting
theses with the possibility of verification. If the definition of meaningfulness is assumed
as verifiability, the author emphasizes that the problem of how to verify the meaning
of sentences with a form of tense comes to the fore. Briefly, the question is reduced
to the following: what experience makes it possible to verify our statements about the
past, about something that does not exist any longer. This problem, Danto holds, is
fundamentally presented in works by C. Lewis and other representatives of pragmatism.

According to Danto, the significance of assuming the reality fixed by sentences about
the past can be interpreted instrumentalistically. The past fixed in sentences that Danto
defines as conjugated with the process of narration and the expression of the temporal
integrity of an event sequence turns out to be important for organizing the present
experience. Openly admitting the use of Dewey’s philosophical strategy here, Danto at
the same time emphasizes the novelty of his own approach. He believes that the priority of
the instrumentalist interpretation of historical judgments belongs to him. He stresses at the
same time that historical narrative judgments are instrumentalistically similar to theoretical
provisions of sciences that predominantly model natural processes in the synchronous
plane. In addition, theory does not lose its ability to be not only pragmatically useful but
also true in its content. A similar property, according to Danto, can be considered as
inherent in narrative sentences, which can be a pragmatically useful form of organizing
the present experience and simultaneously carry a true content.

The fact that Danto in the later period of his career realized the contradiction
between the ideal picture of narrative construction and the historical paradigmality
of history practice was a result of his familiarization with T. Kuhn’s opus magnum and
then with works by M. Foucault dedicated to the history of scientific knowledge and
discourse formations in their diachronic succession. The very recognition of Kuhn’s
radical constructions, Danto shows, must lead to the admission of the thesis about
the plurality of methods of historical narration, which are paradigmatically determined
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and contain various initial viewpoints as the foundation of a worldview. Finally, the
evolution of Danto’s narrativist theory also shows the influence of pragmatism.

Anekcen BopoHkoB

MOCKOBCKa$t BbICLLIAS LIKONA COLMANbHbIX 1 IKOHOMUYECKUX HayK
Cnywatenb MarucTepckoi nporpammbl «dyHaaMeHTabHas COLMONOT Ny
E-mail: mss1701085@universitas.ru

Knaccuyeckuii nparmatusMm Kak Teopetmieckuin pecypc
aKTOPHO-CETEBOI TEOpUM

[loknan nocsuieH npobneme 00paLleHns aKTOPHO-CETEBOI TEOPUM K PECYpPCaM
Knaccuyeckoro nparmatnama. OCHOBHbIM @aBTOPOM, KOTOPbIV SKCIIMLITHO NPELI0XNN
TEOPETUYECKNA A3bIK NMparMaT3Ma B Ka4ecTBe KOMMIEMEHTAPHOMO NMPOEKTY aKTop-
HO-CETEBOW TEOpWK, CTaN AHTyaH JHbOH. B 0OBACHEHNN NEMMTUMHOCTY JAHHOTO X0Aa,
IHBOH NPEANOXNA PAAUKANBHBIA SMNMpU3M Yunbama [Lxenmca [James, 1912] B kaue-
CTBe pecypca, N03BONFOLLErO NPEOLONETh NPOOIEMbI HECMOCOOGHOCTU COLMONOrnYe-
CKOV Teopuy OMuUCbIBaTb 00BEKTHI, leNatoLine CoUNanbHOCTb MHOXECTBEHHOM: «ECTb
TONBKO OTHOLWIEHUS 1 3TO “€CTb TONIbKO” HE MOHUMAETCS B KPUTUYECKOM M COLIMONOT M-
4EeCKOM KJIoYe (B 3TOM Clydae eCTb TO/IbKO COLMabHbIe OTHOWEHNS), HO B MOJIHOM 1
OHTO/IOTMYeCKOM KAtoye. [la, camy Bellyn — 310 OTHOLEHNUS. 310 — YPOK nparmaTtusmar
[Hennion, 2016: 302]. B nocnenHem 3HaunteibHOM nccnenoBanun bpyHo Jlatypa BHOBb
MOXHO BCTPETUTb CChIIKM Ha [xeimca B NOAOOHOM K/KOYE: PaanKabHbIA SMINPU3M
No3BOASET CO3AaBATh NIOPANMNCTUYECKNE N HePeLyKLMOHUCTCKIE ONUCaHUs MOAYCOB
CYLLECTBOBaHNS coBpemerHocTei [Latour, 2013: 178]. Tpu 3T0M, MO MHEHWIO IHbOHA,
NPOoeKT MOAyCOoB Jlatypa SBNKeTCA NparMaTMCTCKUM NPOLO/IKEHMEM aKTOPHO-CETEBOV
Teopun: «BeeaeHne [B MOLyChbl CyLLECTBOBAHNSA] IBNFETCH OAHOBPEMEHHO U PE3IOMM-
poBaHuem pe3synbtatoB ACT, 1 3KCNAMUMTHO NAOPANNCTMYECKUM 1 NPArMaTUCTCKIM
nepedopmynnpoaHuem metoponorun ACT» [Hennion, 2016: 289].

OpHako yTBepX/aeHue 0 peneBaHTHOCTM [Dxeiimca s akTOPHO-CETEeBOW Te-
OpWK OCTaBNEHO 6e3 KPUTUYECKOTO OCMBICAEHUS: Hu J1aTyp, HU Aaxe IHbOH, npu
HaN4YMK ABHOTO MHTepeca K padotam [xeimca, He UCCNefoBanu ero TBOPYECTBO
noapo0HO, 3aNMCTBYS NI OTAE/bHbIE MAEW, YTO OCTaNI0Ch HE3aMEUYEHHbLIM COBpe-
MEHHbIMM TeOpeTMKamn nparmatuama. Co CTOPOHbI aKTOPHO-CETEBOI TEOPUM TakK-
e MOXHO 3a(hMKCMPOBAThL OTCYTCTBUE UHTEPECa K AWAnory C HeomnparMaTu3MoM.
IHBOH, B 4ACTHOCTW, OOBACHIET 3TO TeM, YTO COBPEMEHHBIV NparMaTn3M okasas-
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CS NOLABEPXEH CUMbHOMY BANSAHWMIO TOrMYECKOro NO3UTUBM3MA M CAIULLKOM [aNeko
oToLIeN OT nparmatuama knaccuyeckoro [Hennion, 2016: 301]. OpHako nccnenoBa-
HWe JaHHOro BONPOCa OCTAETCS NErUTUMHbBIM B KOHTEKCTE UHTEpeca K nparmaTnsmy
KaK TEOpPEeTUYECKOMY A3bIKY, NO3BOASIOLLIEMY NPEOAONETb HbIHELIHee pa3aeneHne
TPYyAa B (hUN0COMDUN, PACKONOTON HA aHANNTUYECKYID U KOHTUHEHTA/IbHYIO LIKOSbI
[Sandbothe, Egginton, 2004]. Takum 06pa30omM, Lenbio 4oKNaAa ABNAETCH COOTHeCe-
HWe TEOPETNYECKUX NMPOEKTOB aKTOPHO-CETEBO AOKTPUHBI W PAANKANbHOMO IMMN-
pr3mMa 415 0TBETa Ha BOMPOC O TOM, AENCTBUTENbHO M [IXeiimMC N03BONSET PELUNTL
npo6nembl, CTosWME Nepes akTopHO-CETEBbIMK TeopeTukamn? B poknape Oyaet
[aHO A0Ka3aTeIbCTBO HECKO/bKMX TE3/COB:

1) ocHOBHOW Npo6n1emMoit, NOOYANBLIE aKTOPHO-CETEBYIO TEOPUIO 00PATUTLCS K
pecypcam KnacCcu4eckoro nparmatuama, SBAfeTcs OTCYTCTBUE BO3MOXHOCTH (hop-
MY/IMPOBAHNS NO3WUTUBHOM aNbTEPHATUBLI MOAEPHUCTCKOMY NPOEKTY NPy MOMOLLK
PECYpPCOB NOCTCTPYKTYPaNn3ma;

2) C TOYKM 3peHns Knaccuyeckoro nparmatuama [xeimca v [bton Takas anb-
TEPHaTMBA BO3MOXHA, OAHAKO OHa NpeanonaraeT COXPaHeHUe ryMaHUCTUYeCKOi
YCTAHOBKM, YTO MPOTUBOPEUUT WHTEPNPEeTaLMn KNacCuuyeckoro nparmMatuama B ak-
TOPHO-CETEBON TEOPUM KaK TEOPETUYECKOrO A3bIKa, OPUEHTUPOBAHHOIO Ha OMKca-
HWe OOBEKTOB;

3) B 3TOW NEpCneKTMBe akTOPHO-CETEBYIO TEOPUMIO He ClefyeT paccMaTpuBaTh
KaK 00bEKT-OPUEHTUPOBAHHYIO COLMONOIUIO, @ KaK NPOLO/IKEHNE aHTUPALMOHANN-
CTMYECKOrO ryMaHn3Ma KNacCuyeckoro nparmarnama;

4) Takash KOHLENTyanu3almus akTOpHO-CETEBOW TEOPUM NO3BONSET BK/IIOUUTH €€
B UNC/I0 TEOPETUYECKMNX A3bIKOB, PAOOTAOWLMX HA YCTPAHEHWE pa3aeneHus punoco-
(hUM Ha KOHTMHEHTANbHYIO M @HANIMTUYECKYIO B K/IOYE, CXOXEM C paboTamu BuHceHTa
[lexomoba [[lekomb, 2011].
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Classical Pragmatism as a Resource of Actor-Network Theory

This paper is dedicated to the appeal of actor-network theory (ANT) to resources of
classical pragmatism. The main author who explicitly proposed the theoretical language
of pragmatism as complementary to the ANT project was Antoine Hennion. Explain-
ing the legitimacy of this move, Hennion proposed William James’ radical empiricism
[James, 1912] as a resource that helps overcome the inability of sociological theory to
describe objects that make sociality plural: “There are only relations, and this ‘there
are only’ is not understood in a critical and sociological mode (in fact these are only
social relations), but in a full and ontological mode. Yes, things are themselves relations.
This is the lesson of pragmatism” [Hennion, 2016: 302]. Bruno Latour’s latest significant
study also contains references to James in a similar mode: radical empiricism makes
it possible to create pluralist and nonreductive descriptions of the modes of existence
of the Moderns [Latour, 2013: 178]. Note that, in Hennion’s opinion, Latour’s project of
modes is a pragmatist continuation of actor-network theory: “The Inquiry [into modes
of existence] is both a recapitulation of the results of ANT and an explicitly pluralist and
pragmatist reformulation of ANT methodology” [Hennion, 2016: 289].

However, the statement about James’ relevance to actor-network theory was
not consi-dered critically: despite their evident interest in works by James, neither
Latour nor even Hennion studied them thoroughly, merely borrowing individual ideas,
which has gone unnoticed by contemporary theorists of pragmatism. Actor-network
theory also lacks interest in dialogue with neopragmatism. Hennion, in particular,
explains this by the fact that modern pragmatism is strongly affected by logical pos-
itivism and has deviated too far from classical pragmatism [Hennion, 2016: 301]. Yet
investigation into this question remains legitimate in the context of interest in prag-
matism as a theoretical language that helps overcome the current division of labor
in philosophy, split into the analytic and continental schools [Sandbothe, Egginton,
2004]. Therefore, the objective of this paper is to correlate the theoretical projects
of the actor-network doctrine and radical empiricism to answer the question whether
James makes it possible to solve the problems that face actor-network theorists. The
paper will prove several theses:
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1) the main problem that made actor-network theory turn to resources of classi-
cal pragmatism is the impossibility to formulate a positive alternative to the modernist
project using the resources of post-structuralism;

2) from the point of view of the classical pragmatism of James and Dewey, such
an alternative is possible but implies the preservation of the humanist attitude, which
contradicts ANT’s interpretation of classical pragmatism as a theoretical language
oriented at the description of objects;

3) in this perspective, actor-network theory should be considered not as ob-
ject-oriented sociology but as a continuation of the antirationalist humanism of clas-
sical pragmatism;

4) this conceptualization of actor-network theory makes it possible to include it
among theoretical languages that help remove the divide of philosophy into continental
and analytic in @ mode found in works by Vincent Descombes [Descombes, 2004].
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MparmaTMam Kak To4Ka C60PKU COLIMOTYMaHUTapPHbIX JUCKYPCOB
0 HayKe 1 TexHonoruu’

®unocodckmne 0CHOBaHNS COLUMOryMaHUTAPHOR 3KCNEePTU3bl MPOEKTOB TEXHO-
HaykuW, Kak npaBuio, 06palleHbl K TPaAMUMOHHBIM N9 nparmatn3Ma 1 Heonpar-
MaTM3Ma IMHUSM HaNPSXXeHUs Mexay AECKPUNTUBHBbIM W HOPMATWUBHbBIM 3HAHUEM,
PA3/AEeNEHNIO IMHIBUCTUYECKOTO TPYAA U NPUBMAEYEHMIO K 3KCNEPTU3€e BCEX YNEHOB
coobuecta. K cxoxum Temam 00pallatoTcs CEroHs MHOrMe U3BECTHbIE COLManb-
Hble y4eHble, paboTatollue BHe pycna nparmaTnama u Heonparmatuama: J1. bontax-
ckn, A. Mon, T. Konnnu3 v ap. B 310 CBSA3K NparMaTnctckoe unocogctBoBaHme
MOXET CNYXMTb «TOYKOW COOPKM» PA3HOPOAHbIX, HO UMEIOLLMX CXOXYIO HanpaBneH-
HOCTb ANCKYPCOB O HayKe, TEXHONOrK n obuiecTse. Huxe GyaeT pacCMOTpeHa 0fHa
13 MOMbITOK TaKOi KOOPAMHAUMM NCKYPCOB, @ TakXe NPeIoXeH BEKTOP Aa/bHel-
el paboTbl B 3TOM HanpaBneHnu.

B nocnegnve aBa-Tpu LECATUNETUS B 3HAYMTENbHOM YaCTW COUMANbHbIX MC-
CNefi0BaHUA HayKn W TEXHONOrMN 0B03HAYEHa WX NPUHAANEXHOCTb K «nNparmaru-
4eCKOMY MOBOPOTY» B COLMONOTMN. [NaBHbIE MAE00rM 3TOr0 NOBOPOTa (DPaHLy3-
CKue coumanbHble uccnegosateny J1. bontaHckn u J1. TeBeHO OTKPbITO OTBEpPrau
npeanonoxexne, 4to paboTbl kKnaccnkoB nparmatuama (4.C. Mupca, Y. [xeiimca n
[x. [lbton) okasanu cepbe3Hoe BANSIHWE Ha UX NOAXOAbI B UCCNEeQ0BaHMM CoLpanb-
HbIX CUTYaLWIA, NPW TOM YTO CCbINKYM Ha [lbton HEpeaKo BCTpeyatoTcs B paboTtax coup-
onoro. O1HaKO OCTAETCS OTKPbITbIM BOMPOC O TOM, MOXHO /I CBECTW CBA3b Npef-
CTaBUTENEN «NparMaTnyeckoro NoBOPOTa» C OCHOBHbIMM (hUrypaMu Knaccuyeckoro
nparMaTM3ma 1 HeonparmaTnama K NPOCTO OMOHUMUN Ha3BaHWIA.

NccnepoBatenbHuua 18opyecTBa bontaHcku T. boryw npeanprHumaeTt nonbITky
CKOpennnpoBatb MN0COMPCKIME OCHOBAHMS NPArMaTMYeCcKoi COLMONOrum Co B3rns-
namn [btoun n xerimca [Bogusz, 2014]. Cama boryw He 0THOCKT CBOE NCCNef0BaHWe
K pyCny UCTOpUK naei — ee LeNb He B yCTAHOBNEHNW reHeanornyeckoro npeemcrea,
HO B NOMCKe TeX METOA0NOMMYECKNX OPUEHTMPOB NPArMaTnieCcKon COLUMONOMUN, KO-

1 WccneposaHnue BbINOMHEHO Npy HAHCOBOW noaaepxke POOW B pamkax Hay4yHOro
npoekta N°18-311-00315.
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TOPblE MOTYT ObITb KOHCUCTEHTHO CKOOPAUHUPOBAHbI C OPUEHTUPAMI KNACCUYECKOro
nparMaTMama. boryw HameyaeT Tpu NMHIMM TaKOo KOOPANHALMN:

1. OpveHTauns Ha HeonpeaeneHHoCTb. PagukanbHblii aMivpuam [xerMca
«npefnaraet Ny nepexofa 0T Natoca HeoNpPeaeNeHHOCTH K 3TOCY KOHTUHIEHTHO-
ctu» [Bogusz, 2014: 144]. 3Haunmyto poNib B TAKOM NEPEXO/E UFPAET NMOHATHE NpaK-
TNYECKOiA NPOBEPKM, «TECTUPOBAHNS» 3HaHWS Y [bton. BoKpyr 3T0ro Xe noHsaTMs
cTpontcsa Teopus 060CHOBaHUA y bontancku. My btoun, ny bontaHckn NnpoxoasLimii
NPaKTUYECKYI0 NPOBEPKY COLMAbHbBIA OTBET HA HEONPEAENEHHOCTb CIYXUT ABUTa-
TENEM AEMOKpATUYECKNX npoleccos [135-136].

2. KOHCTUTYTMBHBII xapakTep counanbHoin kputukn. Uy [bton, ny bontaHcku
COUMANbHbIA Y4eHbIA BbICTYNAET Kak KPUTUK, HAUMHAOWMNIA NYONNUHYIO ANCKYCCHIO,
B KOTOPYIO BOB/I€YEHbI PALOBbIE 00bIBATENN. A €€ Pe3yNbTaTOM CNYXUT NPUHATHE
PeLIeHNA 0 counanbHoi TpaHchopmauuy. T.e. nepen nccnepoBatensamm obLecTsa
CTOST 381844 HE TONbKO TOYHOW AECKPUMLMM COLMANBbHOW PEANBHOCTH, HO W y4acTus
B (DOPMMPOBaHMM HOBOW HOpMaTUBHOCTK [139-142].

3. MeToa0N0rnyYecKnini NPUOPUTET AECKPUNLMN Haf, HOPMATUBHOCTbLIO. [xeim-
COBa 3MMUPULMCTCKAsA KPUTMUKA paupoHanu3ma npeanonaraet 0Tka3 0T MOArOHKM
N3y4aemblx COUMANbHbIX Peanuii NoA rotoBble KOHLENTyalbHble CXeMbl. BONTaHCKM
TaKXe He NPU3HAET HOPMATUBHbIE COLMOMNOMNYECKME NOHATUS «BNACTU» UAN «COLM-
anbHOro NopsaaKa» Kak NCXOAHbIe TOYKM KpUTyeckoro noaxoaa [143-145].

MepeuncneHHble HanpaBeHNs Takxe, cornacHo padotam b.I. KOauHa, cnyxart
OCHOBHbIMW OpPWUEHTUPAMM COLMOTYMAHUTAPHON 3KCNEPTU3bl HAYKU W TEXHONOTUiA
[fOanH, 2018: 161-210]. B KoHTEKCTE 33Aa4y NOCNefHel NpeacTaBASeTcs BaxHON
NpeoaoneTb 0KaaM3M AUCKYPCOB COLMANbHbIX MCCNEA0BAHNA HAYKN U TEXHONOT N
(STS), KoTOpble CyXaT BaxHbIM (DaKTyanbHbIM UCTOYHUKOM A1 COLMOTYMaHUTap-
HOV 9KCNEPTU3bI U (MNOCODUN HAYKMN B LIENOM.

NccnepoBanns MeuLMHCKIX peaniii OQHOMo U3 Hanbonee BUAHbIX NPeACTaBu-
Teneit STS, A. Mon, KOTOpble OHa Cama xapakTepu3yeT Kak «3MNUprieckyto hunoco-
(hUt0», @HANOTNYHBIM 00Pa30M MOTYT ObiTb NMOMELLEHbI B 00N1€€ WHPOKUIA KOHTEKCT
HeonparMaTncTCKux NPoGaeM, Kak MUHUMYM B [IBYX U3MEPEHNSX:

1. Cnocobbl cnaxeHHon paboTbl OONBHUYHBIX OTAENEHUIA, NpeanonaratLmx
pa3Hyto oHToNnorno Tena [Mol, 2002], conoctaBneHbl C KOHLENTyabHbIM NAOPann3-
mom X. MatHama [Putnam, 1988].

2. Cnoco6bl BNUCbIBaHNS 3TUKM 3a60Tbl B METOA0NOTMIO NeveHns anadeta [Mol,
2008] paccmoTpeHbl B opbute I1aTHIMOBCKMX NPEACTaBNEHNA O HOPMAaTMBHOM Xa-
pakTepe Hay4yHoro 3HaHus [Putnam, 2002].
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Pragmatism as the Assemblage Point of Socio-Humanitarian
Discourses on Science and Technology'

The philosophical foundations of the socio-humanitarian expertise of technosci-
ence projects, as a rule, appeal to the tension lines (traditional for pragmatism and
neopragmatism) between descriptive knowledge and normative knowledge; division
of linguistic labor; and the involvement of all members of the community in the evalu-
ation. Many famous social scientists, who work outside the framework of pragmatism
and neopragmatism: L. Boltanski, A. Mol, H. Collins and others, are also engaged in
similar problems. In this context, pragmatist philosophizing can serve as “the assem-
blage point” of heterogeneous but similarly oriented discourses on science, technol-
0gy, and society. Below, an attempt to coordinate such discourses will be considered,
and a vector for further work will be proposed.

Many social studies on science and technology of the last two to three decades
show that they belong to “the pragmatic turn” in sociology. The main ideologists of

1 This study was supported by Russian Foundation for Basic Research, project no. 18-311-
00315.
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this turn, the French social scientists L. Boltanski and L. Thévenot, openly rejected the
assumption that works by classics of pragmatism (C.S. Peirce, W. James and J. Dew-
ey) had had a serious effect on their approaches to the study of social situations, al-
though sociologists quite often refer to Dewey in their works. However, the question
whether we can reduce the relationship between representatives of the “pragmatic
turn” and the main figures of classical pragmatism and neopragmatism to a mere
homonymy of terms remains open.

T. Bogusz, a specialist in Boltanski’s theorizing, attempts to correlate the phil-
osophical foundations of pragmatic sociology with the views of Dewey and James
[Bogusz, 2014]. Bogusz herself does not attribute her study to the history of ideas:
her goal is not to establish genealogical succession but to find the methodological
benchmarks of pragmatic sociology that can consistently be coordinated with the
benchmarks of classical pragmatism. Bogusz draws three lines of such coordination.

1. Orientation at uncertainty. “James offered epistemological groundings to
transform the pathos of uncertainty into an ethos of contingency” [Bogusz, 2014: 144].
A significant role in this transformation is played by Dewey’s practical trial, “test” of
knowledge. The same notion underlies Boltanski’s theory of justification. For both
Dewey and Boltanski, the social response to uncertainty under trial is a driver of
democratic processes [135-136].

2. The constitutive character of social critique. Both Dewey and Boltanski con-
sider the social scientist as a critic who begins a public discussion involving men on
the street. It results in making decisions on social transformation. In other words,
researchers of society should solve the task of not only describing social reality accu-
rately but also participating in the formation of new normativity [139-142].

3. The methodological priority of description over normativity. James’ empiricis-
tic criticism of rationalism implies refusal from adjusting social realities under study
to ready conceptual schemes. Boltanski does not either recognize the normative so-
ciological concepts of “power” or “social order” as the initial points of the critical
approach [143-145].

According to B.G. Yudin, the above trends are also the main benchmarks of the
social and humanitarian expertise of science and technologies [Yudin, 2018: 161-210].
The latter implies that it is important to overcome the localism of discourses of sci-
ence and technology studies (STS) which are an important factual source for the so-
cial-humanitarian expertise and the philosophy of science as a whole.

The studies of medical realities by one of the most prominent STS representa-
tives, A. Mol, which she herself characterizes as “empirical philosophy”, can similarly
be placed into a wider context of neopragmatist problems, at least in two dimensions.
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1. The techniques of concerted efforts of hospital units implying multiple body
ontology [Mol, 2002] are compared with H. Putnam’s conceptual pluralism [Putnam,
1988].

2. The techniques of fitting in the ethics of care with the diabetes treatment
methodology [Mol, 2008] are considered in the orbit of Putnam’s ideas about the
normative character of scientific knowledge [Putnam, 2002].
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Tunbl pecpepeHunmn B MHhepeHumanusme bpangoma

Cpeamn COBPEMEHHbIX KOHLLEMLMIA, OKa3aBLUMX 3HAYNTENIbHOE BANAHME Ha pa3-
BUTME Heonparmatnama B CLUA, Bbigensetcs uideperumanism Pobepra bpaHaoma,
BMEpPBbIE B PA3BEPHYTOM BIAE NPEACTABEHHbINA B €ro KHure «[1posacHeHuney (1994).
KntoyeBbIM NONOXEHUEM €r0 TEOPUM ABASETCS TE3UC O TOM, YTO 3HAYEHWE NOHSTIIA 1
NPONo3uLniA onpeaenseTcs MHpepeHUNanbHbIMU (BbIBOAHBIMI) OTHOLWEHUAMM, @ HE
OTHOLWWEHWEM pethepeHunm (penpesenTannm), U 4To OHO CBA3AHO C HOPMATUBHO-ANC-
KYPCMBHbIMU MPaKTUKaMN PacCyxaeHns/o60CHOBaHMS, «Mrpoil B 0OMEH 0BOAAMM»
(the game of giving and asking for reasons). bp3HA0M He TO/IbKO HACTaUBAET Ha TOM,
4TO MHEPEHLMabHbIE OTHOLIEHUS UMEIOT NPUOPUTET Haa pedepeHLnanbHbIMU, HO
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W nonaraet, YTo C NOMOLLbIO MH(EPEHLMANNCTCKON TepMuHonorini (nomenclature)
MOXHO 0OBbACHUTb CAMO HaMuue u PYHKUMM pedeperLnansHoro cnoaps. B gokna-
[e pacCMaTpnUBaeTCH HECKO/bKO CMbICOB pethepeHumm, BbiaensieMbix bpanaomom:
1) pebepeHumsa Kak OTHOLLIEHWE (CeMaHTUYECKOoe) «CNOBO—MUPy; 2) aHadhopuyeckas
peepeHLms Kak 0THOLLIEHIE «C/I0BO—CN0BOY; 3) pedepeHuns MHpepeHLnanbHoro
MeTas3blka, OTPAXAOWEro penpeseHTalMoHaNbHoe N3MepeHne Anckypca 6naro-
[aps TaKUM «MHTEHLMOHAbHBIM Tponams, Kak “of”, “about” n ap. B nccnenoBannm
NPeANpPUHAMAETCS NONbITKA OOLLEA aHAIMTUYECKOH PEKOHCTPYKLMN (h1NoCodCKO

[OKTPUHbI BpaHaoMa.
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Varieties of Reference in Brandom’s Inferentialism

One of the contemporary conceptions that has significantly contributed to Amer-
ican neopragmatism is Robert Brandom’s inferentialism, as first set out in Making It
Explicit (1994). The main tenet of it is that meaning is constituted not through refer-
ence (representation), but rather via inference, in the discursive and normative prac-
tice whose essence is manifested in “the game of giving and asking for reasons”.
Thus Brandom declares the priority of inference over reference. At the same time, he
claims that inferentialist nomenclature is capable of explicating and explaining the
mere presence and function of the referential vocabulary in our language. The pre-
sentation will discuss different senses in which reference appear in Brandom’s theory:
(1) reference in the sense of word-world (semantic) relation; (2) anaphoric reference
in the sense of word-word relation; and (3) reference manifested in the inferential
metalanguage in which representational dimension of discourse is expressed, i.e. the
language with vocabulary comprising such expressive pronouns as “of”, “about” etc.
The presentation is intended to be mainly explanatory and analytic.
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