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A �eflectio� as a p�ocess which is app�ehe��e� �� thi�ki�� to�ethe� with philosophizi��, as 
the act o� li�e, is a�al�se� i� this a�ticle. The �eflectio� is �ep�ese�te� as a special su�ject, which 
is sel��co��itio�e� a�� which is app�ehe��e� i� a �o��li�ea� ki�� o� thi�ki��. A co��itio� is 
�ep�ese�te� as a� ap�io�i p�i�ciple o� �eflectio�, which is cha�acte�ize� �ot o�l� �ei�� i� �o�us 
without co��itio�, �ut also �eflectio� is �o �ete��i�e�, it has �isc�ete topolo�� a�� ch�o�olo��. 
While co�stituti�� the u�co��itio�e�, the �eflectio� also co�stitutes the u�thi�ki�� �ot o�l� as 
the axio�atic p�i�ciple �ut also as ho�izo� o� explicatio� o� the act o� thi�ki��, which coi�ci�es 
with existe�ce. 
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O�e o� the possi�le issues that a�ise whe� �ea�i�� the title o� the a�ticle �elate to the choice 
a��u�e�t o� “philosophizi��” i�stea� o� “philosoph�”. Does the autho� has i� �i�� is selecti�� a 
pe�io� i� the title? To co�e to that “so�ethi��” that �ea� to �o�e ��o� se�e�al �etho�olo�ical 
p�eli�i�a�� p�o�isio�s. Doi�� philosophizi�� su�ject o� �etaph�sical i�qui�� couple� with the 
�equest �alls u��e� the fiel� co��itio� a�� su�ject. Fo� “so�ethi��” is �i�e� to�ethe� with his 
co��itio�. I� tu��, the �etaph�sics i�he�e�t to li�it the �equest �o� “so�ethi��” i� this case, the 
co��itio�s at the sa�e ti�e is a �equest �o� u�co��itio�al te��s. The co��itio� o� “so�ethi��” 
is take� as a p�io�i i�poses u�co��itio�al. The�e�o�e u�co��itio�al takes e��less ��a��e�tatio� 
co��itio�s. I� the ��ip o� �e�tal �elatio� �etwee� a su�ject a�� a� a�solute p�e�equisite i� co�c�eto 
assi��e� a �isc�ete poi�t i� ti�e, the �isti�ctio� �etwee� sa�e su�ject, his u�co��itio�al te��s 
a�� co��itio�s o� this �isti�ctio� is i� a�st�actio, a�� the�e�o�e this �isti�ctio�, to use Ka�t’s 
te��s, is a� a�al�tical a�� u�p�o�ucti�e. Request a co��itio� al�ea�� i�plies a �i�e� co��itio� 
a�� it is �i�e� withi� the status �equest u�co��itio�al. We call such a� i�te�p�etatio� o� a�solute 
t�a�sce��e�tal i� the Ka�tia� se�se o� the te��, �ecause the t�a�sce��e�tal i�te�p�etatio� �i�e� 
co��itio�al ca� �etect a�solute a p�io�i o�, equi�ale�tl�, ��a�te� with the co��itio�. Status “�i�e�s 
with” �oes �ot equate to a lo�ical i�e�tit�. T�a�sce��e�tal i�te�p�etatio� u�co��itio�al o�l� sa�s 
that a �i�e� co��itio� is a�solute; the�e ca� �e �o “�eta co��itio�” �o� a �u��e� o� co��itio�s. 
Because o� the t�a�sce��e�tal positio� o� “�eflectio�” ��ou�ht u��e� the p�e�icate “”a�solute 
te��s” a�� such suppl� is s��thetic. Thus, the te�� “philosophizi��” i�clu�es “�eflectio�” as 
s��theticall� co��i�e� with the p�e�icate “a�solute te��s”. Howe�e�, “a�solute co��itio�” ca� 
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�e i�te�p�ete� �etaph�sicall�, a�� that these i�te�p�etatio�s we’ll keep co�ti�ue. The esse�ce o� 
the �etaph�sical i�te�p�etatio� is to co�si�e� the sa�e su�ject as �axi�u� possi�le te��s, which 
a�e a� a�solute �atch the su�ject with his co��itio�. Metaph�sical i�te�p�etatio� puts the e�phasis 
�ot o� the a�solute a p�io�i �i�e�s, a�� the �o�e�t �atchi�� ite�s ��o� thei� co��itio� a�� the 
specifics o� the su�ject, �ecause �ot e�e�� su�ject i� itsel� i�poses a coi�ci�e�ce. Thus, ou� �asic 
questio� ca� �e �o��ulate� as �ollows: ca� a�� how ca� philosophizi�� s��theticall� i�pose 
thei� ow� �eflectio� as a� a�solute co��itio�? Note also that the i�te�p�etatio� o� t�a�sce��e�tal 
a�solute pi��e� to the questio�: how to �e�uce o� philosophizi�� a�al�ticall� lai� �eflectio� 
�i�e� a p�io�i? The a�swe� to the last questio� woul� ha�e to i�clu�e the e�t�� “�eflectio�” i� 
the lo�ical �olu�e “philosophizi��”. Howe�e�, a��ee with I. Ka�t that the a�al�tical �espo�se 
u�p�o�ucti�e �o� lea��i��. The�e�o�e, a�oi�i�� a�st�act a�al�tics �ocuses o� the fi�st questio�, 
which �oes �ot allow e�t�� o� “�eflectio�” i� the lo�ical �olu�e “philosophizi��” o� such e�t�� 
is cu��e�tl� o�l� p�o�le�atic.

As al�ea�� �e�tio�e�, the te�� “philosophizi��” is �ot acci�e�tal is al�ea�� i�clu�e� i� the 
�e�� title o� the a�ticle. Its p�ese�ce is a specific �easo�. The �act that the te�� “philosophizi��” 
exp�esses p�oce�u�al thi�ki��, actio�, �o�e�e�t o� thou�ht that actuall� wea�es it i�to 
the associati�e fiel� o� “li�e”. The�e�o�e philosophizi�� al�ea�� i�poses li�e, �ut li�e i� the 
ph�siolo�ical se�se o� the wo��, a�� the �etaph�sical. Philosophizi��, i� it happe�s, it happe�s 
i� the wake o� �a��i�al e��o�t te�sio�s o� li�e. It is app�op�iate to �e�tio� he�e the �etapho�ical 
exp�essio� o� He�aclitus the Da�k: “The �a�e o� the �ow – li�e, a�� his case – �eath” [6, p. 65]. 
(I� the t�a�slatio� ca� �ot pla� the o�i�i�al �a�e o� wo��s: βιοσ G�eek �ea�s li�e, a�� o�io�s, 
�epe��i�� o� which �owel st�esse�). This is a st�e��th as a� att�i�ute o� li�e, �ecause without 
st�etche� like a �ow st�i�� �oes �ot ha�e a �ow a�� a li�e without te�sio� is �ot li�e. Such te�sio�s 
o� li�e calle� existe�tialists, phe�o�e�olo�ist – the �isco�e�� o� the phe�o�e�o�, the Ch�istia� 
��stics we�e talki�� a�out the i�e��a�le ��ste�� o� co�sta�t act o� c�eatio�. Att�i�ute this �eatu�e 
is its ease te�sio�s. That is, o�e ca� �ot ple��e �e philosophies, o� o�e �a� �eci�e to thi�k o� 
�eflect. Just ca� �ot co�pel ��sel� to u��e�sta�� so�ethi��, to lo�e o� �all out o� lo�e. No poet, 
�o a�tist �ut u�a�le to ple��e ou�sel�es to �o, the �o�e wo�k acco��i�� to the sche�ule, wo�k 
pla� o� fi�e �ea�s. Exactl� the sa�e is �ot possi�le to p�e�ict the ti�e a�� place o� philosophizi�� 
o� c�eatio�. Thus, it is i�possi�le to �ete��i�e the co��itio�s o� c�eatio�, lo�e o� thi�ki��. 
Nothi�� i� this wo�l� is �ot co��uci�e to thi�ki��, e��u�a�ce �o�� o� lo�os, �athe� the opposite: 
i� �ou wa�t �ou ca� fi�� �a�� �easo�s �o� �ot thi�ki��, �ot u��e�sta��i��, �ot co�plia�ce. A��, 
su�p�ise, all such �easo�s ca� �e ��ou�ht u��e� lo�ical a��u�e�t. But philosophizi�� �oes �ot 
p�o�i�e a lo�ical a��u�e�t, a causal chai� o� st�ict seque�ces. The�e�o�e philosophizi�� (a�� li�e) 
is sh�ou�e� i� ��ste��, the ��ste�� o� its capa�ilities. A�� this ��ste�� is o� pa�ticula� specific 
su�ject o� philosoph�, which Ka�t sai� as “u�thi�k�ess o� so�e ki��”. Howe�e�, we shoul� �ot 
�all to the othe� ext�e�e, i� we ca� �ot pi�poi�t philosophizi��, it �oes �ot �ea� that the�e is 
philosophizi�� ��o� sc�atch. Will���ill�, �ou �e�e��e� the �oo� ol� Lati� �axi�: ex �i�ilo 
�i�il fit. Howe�e�, a�ai�, �ollowi�� the philosophizi�� o� so�ethi�� is �ot �ecessa�� a�� lo�ical, 
a�� the�e�o�e – is u�p�e�icta�le. The�e�o�e, philosophizi��, �oi�� �o�wa�� o� causal �ets, �ot its 
su�ject, o� equi�ale�tl�, philosophizi�� hol�s �a�� ite�s. The poi�t o� �epulsio� philosophical 
thou�ht ca� �e a��thi��: how hi�h a�� �ise� as elitist a�� �e�ioc�e. Philosophical thou�ht is 
�ot �e�uce� to its su�ject o� lo�ical co�te�t. This philosophical thi�ki�� is �ot a �eflectio� o� 
e�pi�ical o� ps�cholo�ical se�se; it i�plies the existe�ce o� so�e o� its a p�io�i. Mo�eo�e�, this 
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is �ot possi�le a p�io�i to thi�k li�ea�l�, that shoul� �ake e��o�ts to a�st�acte� ��o� the usual 
li�ea� cou�se o� thi�ki��. I� ou� case, i� �i�e� a p�io�i to thi�k li�ea�l�, it is i�e�ita�le illusio� 
alle�e�l� �i�e� a p�io�i the�e is �o thi�ki�� �i�� as a fi�ishe� �esult, p�o�uct o� st�uctu�e, as a 
�i�t �i�e� to us at �i�th. I� a si�ila� illusio� o�te� catch �ea�e�s “Thou�hts o� a fi�st philosoph�”  
R. Desca�tes whe� �aki�� a co�clusio� a�out the existe�ce o�  “i��ate i�eas” as so�ethi�� 
fi�ishe�, �i�e� to us at �i�th. Illusio� is �atu�al, �ecause st�ai� ow� thi�ki�� a�� wo�k out �o� 
�ou�sel� expe�i�e�t Desca�tes �uch ha��e� tha� patheticall� c�iticize this ��ste�ious philosophe� 
�� the so�calle� “i��ate i�eas”. But the Desca�tes �i�es the �ea�e� a hi�t o� what “i��ate i�eas” �ot 
thi�ki�� ahea�, “I” at the ti�e. So the �o�us o� �o� �oi�� �o�wa�� i� ti�e �e�eals a �u��a�e�tal 
�eatu�e o� �e�tal ti�e – �isc�ete. Co�si�e� these s�ippets o� text “Thou�hts o� a fi�st philosoph�”, 
“shoul� ack�owle��e that i� I �i��e� thi�� a�� wea� a ce�tai� i�ea o�   Go�, that woul� �e the 
�easo� that p�e��efi�es �e, it �ust also �e a thi�ki�� thi�� that has the i�ea o� all the pe��ectio�s 
that I att�i�ute to Go�” [4, p. 41]. “I a� speaki�� �ot o�l� �o� the �easo� that o�ce �o�e �e, �ut 
�ostl� a�out the o�e that sa�es �e �ow” [4, p. 42]. “All the powe� o� �� p�oo� is i� the �act that 
I ack�owle��e �� existe�ce as u�thi�ka�le as I a� �� �atu�e, a�� it is lai� out i� �e the i�ea 
of   Go�, i� Go� �oes �ot exist so t�uth – the sa�e Go�, whose i�ea o� �e li�i��, Go� – hol�s all 
those pe��ectio�s which I �i� �ot a�le to u��e�sta��, �ut which I ca� �efi�itel� touch the thou�ht, 
Go�, that has �o flaws” [4, p. 43]. Thus, the �o�us o� �o� �oi�� �o�wa�� i� ti�e �ea�s that, �o� 
exa�ple, the i�ea o�   Go� we ca� �ot thi�k li�ea�l�. Go� c�eates �e, �ut as a wo�k that is ahea� o� 
�e i� �o ti�e. No wo��e� we te�� to att�i�ute �ue atte�tio� to acci�e�tal ke� wo��s o� Desca�tes, 
“is”, “�ow that”, “i� the �o�e�t”.

The sa�e applies to “C�itique o� Pu�e Reaso�” I��a�uel Ka�t – o�e o� the �ost e�i��atic 
wo�ks i� the histo�� o� Eu�opea� philosoph�. Such a ��ste�� whe� it see�e� like pu�it� a�� 
t�a�spa�e�c�, actuall� cause� the al�ea�� �e�tio�e� �e�ticalit� o� thi�ki��, o�, as he calle� hi�sel� 
I. Ka�t, t�a�sce��e�talit�. Gi�e� a p�io�i co�cei�e� o�l� as t�a�sce��e�tal �eflectio�, this u�usual 
a�� alie� to the a�e�a�e �i��. T�a�stse��e�talit� i��icates the a�ilit� o� the �i�� a�st�acte� ��o� 
the i�te�tio�al o�ject a�� �o �oe�atic��oesistic ho�izo�tal, cha��e the a��le o� co�te�platio� 
to i�clu�e it �ou�sel�. This site is �i��e�e�t philosophical thi�ki�� ��o� ps�cholo�ical thou�ht 
p�ocesses. Thus, �eflectio� p�o�i�es a �ist�actio� ��o� the i��e�iate su�ject cha��e �i�e�s a�� 
look at the �e�� thou�ht. Yes, �ou ca� thi�k o� a��thi��, �ut this thou�ht is �ot philosophizi��. 
Philosophical thou�ht is �o�� �� the Lo�os, the apo�ee supe��atu�al �o�ce �axi�ize p�ese�ce, that 
is �ot the thou�ht which �i�ht acci�e�tall� fl� i�to the hea� a�� e�e� �e�o�e i� the fi�al, fi�ishe� 
�o��. Actuall� �o� the fi�ishe� p�o�uct, co�plete �o�� �equi�es e��o�ts soul, which is u��e� the 
law o� the Lo�os. I��ee�, the �e�� existe�ce o� the law, �oes �ot �ea� its o�se��a�ce. Re�e��e� 
the �a�ous sa�i�� o� He�aclitus the Da�k, “a lot o� k�owle��e �oes �ot teach wis�o�”. K�ow 
that sa� steal – to steal a�� si� – �i��e�e�t thi��s that a�e �ot �elate� to each othe� acco��i�� to the 
law o� causalit�. I� tu��, the e��o�ce�e�t o� the law ca� �ot �e �o�e �echa�icall�, auto�aticall�. 
Each with each actio� �aki�� e�e�� �o�e we �ake e��o�ts to sustai� the �o��, the �o�� o� the 
Lo�os o� the law. E�e� o� a� o��i�a�� househol� le�el pe�so� u��e�sta��s that, �o� exa�ple, 
��aw a st�ai�ht li�e is �uch ha��e� tha� to cu��e. O� o��e� at ho�e – �ot �echa�ical, auto�atic, 
�� itsel� it is �atu�al. O� the co�t�a��, the�e a�e �a�� �acto�s that co�t�i�ute to the �iso��e�. O��e� 
– is a� e��o�t, a�� e��o�t to �o so�ethi�� th�ou�h. The�e is �o “quasi ha��o��” �ecause quasi 
ha��o�� – �u�the� co��usio�. Hal� wash the floo� – its �i�tie� floo�. Thus, teleolo�� e��o�ts a�e �ot 
i� the e��o�t, a�� �� the e�� o� the Lo�os. U�fi�ishe� is �e�oi� o� �o��, so �e�oi� o� �ea�i��, a 
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quasi�existe�ce. A st�iki�� exa�ple o� such quasi�existe�ce ca� se��e the �a�ous “stu��eo� seco�� 
��esh” M. Bulhako� ��o� the �o�el “Maste� a�� Ma��a�ita”. It tu��s out the seco�� ��esh�ess, as 
the�e is �o thi��. Howe�e�, what is pa�ticula�l� i�te�esti�� i� the �i��s o� �illio�s o� people’s 
“��esh�ess” exists. A�� i� o��e� to �et �i� o� the illusio� o� the existe�ce o� “seco�� ��esh�ess” 
as the e��o�t �equi�e� to co�plete the ope�atio�’s thi�ki�� th�ou�h. Illusio� a�� (auto�aticall� o� 
�i�aculousl�) itsel� �oes �ot �isappea�s. Rep�o�ate �i�� keeps it as a ��ea�, a�� hol�, c�eates 
�echa�is�s �o� �ai�tai�i�� hi�sel� i� a ��ea� o� illusio�. As the illusio� o� sepa�atio� is alwa�s 
pai��ul, the p�o�a�ilit� li�e�atio� ��o� �elusio� is �e�� s�all. The sa�e is the s�all �u��e� o� 
philosophe�s – people who is a�le to wo�k out. Philosoph� �e�i�s with �oi�� �e�o�� the illusio�, 
a�� such with��awal i��ol�es cou�a�e a�� c�uelt�. It pa��o� illusio� – it �ea�s �o�e to �e he� 
sla�e. Re�eal is a� illusio� – the� sta�t thi�ki�� �i��e�e�tl�, i� thei� ow� wa�, �ot like othe�s. 
Re�e Desca�tes o�ce aptl� sai� that thi�ki�� ca� �each the t�uth, e�e� �ase� o� �alse p�e�ises, 
i� st�ictl� a�� co�siste�tl� a�he�e to the �ules o� the �etho�. Lost i� the woo�s – �o o�e wa� 
a�� �ot �epa�t ��o� it o�ce al�ea�� �eci�e� to �o. Soo�e� o� late� �ou �et out o� the �o�est. The� 
st�oll a�ou�� so�eo�e who �oes �ot a�he�e to a�� lo�os possi�le wa�. Yes, “Me�itatio�s o� the 
�etho�...” �ea�: “M� seco�� �ule was to �e�ai� so �i�i� a�� �esolute i� �� actio�s as I was capa�le, 
a�� with less �e�ula�it� �ollow e�e� �ost �ou�t�ul i�ea i� I took the� �o� quite co��ect. I� this 
I’� like that lost i� the �o�est: the� shoul� �ot spi� o� wa��e� ��o� si�e to si�e �ot, �o�eo�e�, 
�e�ai� i� o�e place, a�� shoul� �o as flat as possi�le i� o�e �i�ectio� without cha��i�� �i�ectio� 
th�ou�h wo�thless excuse thou�h is �e�i��i�� to take thei� cha�ce p�ecisel� this �i�ectio�” [3, 
p. 264 ]. Thus, the philosophe� – �ot the o�e who ca� �ot �et lost, �ut he who ca� fi�� thei� wa� 
a�� �ollow the lo�os o� the wa�. A�� its philosoph� is the sa�e as the wa� i� which the �u�atio� 
o� the esse�ce, �ot passi���ess.

Thus, philosophizi�� al�ea�� p�o�i�es philosophe�, �ot so�e a�st�act a�� the co�c�ete, 
he�e a�� �ow. E��o�ts �eflectio� – a specific i��i�i�ual’s e��o�ts, it �a� �ot �e collecti�e a�� 
�o��alize�. Upo� �eflectio�, �e�c�eate� wo�l�. Te��s i�ple�e�t �eflectio� �oes �ot exist i� we 
a��it the existe�ce o� the wo�l� ��eel� i��i�i�ual. Thi�ki�� the sa�e to the �ealit� i� which I is 
ou� ��ee�o�. Recall the wo��s o� F. Shelli�� i� “The s�ste� o� t�a�sce��e�tal i�ealis�”: “I a� 
pu�e act, pu�e act, i� which k�owle��e shoul� �ot �e e�ti�el� o�jecti�e – �a�el� that it is the 
p�i�ciple o� all k�owle��e...  O� the k�owle��e �ust �e a�solutel� ��eel�, just �ecause e�e��thi�� 
else is �ot ��ee k�owle��e...” [10, p. 257].

Fo� Re�e Desca�tes as a p�io�i poi�t is Go�, t�a�sce��e�tal e�tit� that c�eati�� e�o, �ot ahea� 
o� it at the ti�e. I� the “C�itique o� Pu�e Reaso�” I��a�uel Ka�t fi�� si�ila� �o�al poi�t: “fi�st 
pu�e �easo�s k�owle��e o� which to �ase all �u�the� use o� �easo�, a�� which, howe�e�, it �oes 
�ot �epe�� o� a�� co��itio�s se�sual pe�ceptio� – a �asic p�i�ciple o� the i�itiall� s��thetic u�it� 
o� appe�ceptio�” [5, p. 209 ].

Lea�i�� the positio� o� a p�io�i si�ce it is e�i�e�t that the co��itio� coi�ci�es with the 
act o� �eflectio�, the �e�� act o� �eflectio�. Ti�e o� �eflectio� – the ete��al p�ese�t, this �ollows 
the co�clusio� that �eflectio� – �o��li�ea� p�ocess. A�� taki�� i�to accou�t the �o�li�ea�it� o� 
�eflectio� a�� ext�apolati�� this �o�li�ea�it� o� the lo�ic o� cause�e��ect �elatio�ships, it �eco�es 
clea� a p�io�i ce�tai�t� as poi�t’s co�ti�ual p�ocess o� philosophizi��. A p�io�i, thus �ot so�ethi�� 
that exists philosophizi��, a�� that is whe� philosophizi�� whe� thi�ki�� �ack to he�. Geo��e 
He�el i� “Scie�ce o� Lo�ic” aptl� �otes: “It is �e�� i�po�ta�t to �eco��ize the opi�io�... that 
�o�i�� �o�wa�� is �etu��i�� �ack to �asics, to the o�i�i�al spi�it a�� t�uth, which �epe��s o� how 
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whe�e to sta�t a�� what �eall� �e�e�ates the top. – Yes, co�scious�ess is o� its wa� to �i�ect whe�e 
it sta�ts, ��i�e� �ack to a�solute k�owle��e as to his i��e� t�uth” [1, p. 127–128]. So sai� �otio� 
�ack – a �etapho� �o� the �etu�� o� thou�ht to hi�sel�. That ti�e pa�a�ox philosophe� �a� �e 
so�eo�e who is a philosophe�. Si�ila�l� – a �o�al �a� �a� �e the �a� who has a �o�al, a�� �ot 
o�l� that i�te��s, �esi�es, pla�s to �e so to�o��ow. O� like so�eo�e who al�ea�� lo�es, �ot the o�e 
who lo�e� to�a� o� to�o��ow will lo�e. To�a� �a� �ot �e a �acto� to�a� o� to�o��ow. I��o�al 
�este��a�’s achie�e�e�ts to explai� the cu��e�t state o� a��ai�s, which �� the wa� ca� o�te� �e hea�� 
i� the political p�opa�a��a whe� �a� li�e to�a� �ue to �a� �o�e���e�t �este��a�. The co��o� 
�e�o�i�ato� o� these “expla�atio�s” is itsel� a� exceptio� si�ce “�ow”. A�� i� so�ethi�� is �ot 
�ow, it is �ot at all. I� �ou a�e i��o�al, the� �este��a�’s �o�alit� �oes �ot �ake �ou �o�al �ow a�� 
will �o to�o��ow. The�e is �o auto�atis� �ecause �o�alit� is equall� as the�e is �o auto�atis� 
o� thou�ht. The o�l� wa� the existe�ce o� �o�alit�, thou�ht, �eflectio� – is “e�e�� a�ai�”. It is 
app�op�iate to �ecall the �a�ous ph�ase o� Blasé Pascal: “Jesus e��u�e to��e�t �� the e�� o� the 
wo�l�. All this ti�e �ou shoul� �ot sleep” [8, p. 331]. The�e ca� �e �o �o�al a�equac�, su�ficie�c� 
o� thi�ki��. U�a�le to thi�k ahea�, thi�ki�� alwa�s thi�ks e�e�� ti�e a�ew. That’s how we co�e 
to so�e ki�� o� pa�a�oxes, which ca� �e ��iefl� exp�esse� as �ollows: �isc�ete is co�ti�ual. Apo�ia 
�ot �e sol�i�� i� take� to its O��a�o� �o��al lo�ic, �isc�ete �ecause the�e co�t�a�icto�ies towa��s 
co�ti�ual. Howe�e�, philosophical �eflectio� �oes �e�o�� what is pe��itte� a�� �o��al lo�ic is 
a specific �o�� o� exp�essio� �ea�i�� – Apo�ia. I�ci�e�tall�, the �a�ous autho� o� apo�ias Ze�o 
o� Elea �eso�te� to apo�ia p�ecisel� i� o��e� to ��i�� the �ea�e� to the �act that the �o�e�e�t 
�oes �ot exist, that �ei�� – i��uta�le, i��i�isi�le. A�� i� so, the� �ou �eall� �ei�� cha�acte�ize� 
i� that it just is. A�� the�e is pe��a�e�tl�. Howe�e�, it is �ot o��ious. O�l� the thou�ht o� �ei�� 
�e�eals itsel� a�� o�l� thi�ki�� �ei�� ca� co�p�ehe��. But thi�ki�� is �ot so�ethi�� ��a�te�. 
Thi�ki�� coi�ci�es with the supe��atu�al, �etaph�sical �o�ce, has i� its �o�e�t o� he�ois�, o� i� 
the wo��s o� Gio��a�o B�u�o – he�oic e�thusias�. I� thi�ki�� li�e is �ot a li�e to thi�ki�� a�� a�te� 
thi�ki�� a�� thi�ki�� i� the�e is, it is �ei�� which is co�cei�e�. Disc�etio� is just sta�ti�� poi�t 
“is”, “is”, “he�e”. It is �o acci�e�t “Bei�� a�� Ti�e” Ma�ti� Hei�e��e� we fi�� just existe�tial 
�ei��, al�ea����ei��� i�. Thi�k o� li�e we ca� �ot a�st�act cate�o�ies that �ist�act us ��o� ou� ow� 
that’s al�ea�� he�e. The�e�o�e �eflectio� �elate� to thei� �o� a�oi�i�� “�o�” his “he�e”. Si�ce the 
�isc�ete ti�e poi�ts �e�o�� itsel� to a ch�o�olo�ical, that ca� �ot pass, exactl� the sa�e ca� �ot 
�e �easu�e� a�� ele�ate� to a scie�tific stu��, �ut o�l� i�tuiti�el� accepte�, it is i� itsel� i�poses 
�u�atio�. Withi� the �isc�ete �eflectio� is �ele�a�t, that lasts a �u�atio� �atches the �u�atio� o� 
the �i��set that aski�� questio�s a�out his a�ilit� co�es to u�co��itio�al o� that �a� �e cause�. 
Co�stitue�t u�co��itio�al, �eflecti�� �oth co�stitutes u�thi�ka�le that ca� �ot �e explai�e�. A�� 
i� so, how aptl� sa�s I��a�uel Ka�t, a �o� i�telli�i�le�ess ca� o�l� accept. What �oes take �o� 
i�telli�i�le�ess? Do �ot t�� to �e�uce it to so�e clea� ci�cuit a�� the�e�� si�pli�� the pictu�e o� 
the wo�l�, �ut �athe� to keep a�� �ai�tai� the ho�izo� o� �eflectio�, which is �ot ahea� at the ti�e 
the act o� �eflectio�. No� i�telli�i�le�ess is �o� i�telli�i�le�ess. Reflectio� is �i�e�, to�ethe� with 
thei� ho�izo� o� thi�ki�� has put hi�sel� i� the i�possi�le. But what i� the sa�e �eco�es �oi� 
��: a�solute �eflectio� as a co��itio� o� thei� �eplo��e�t, a co�ce�t�ate� st�ess �u�atio�, which is 
also calle� philosophizi��. This existe�tial te�sio� philosophical thi�ki�� is �i��e�e�t ��o� othe� 
�e�tal acts. So thi�ki�� philosophe� has a u�ique specificit�, which has, sa� �ath thi�ki��. Recall 
i�te�esti�� ph�ase Geo��e He�el: “Who thi�ks a�st�actl�? – I��o�a�t people �ot e�li�hte�e�. I� 
polite societ� �oes �ot thi�k a�st�actl� �ecause it’s too si�ple, too i��o�le (i��o�le �ot i� the 
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se�se o� �elo��i�� to the lowe� la�e�, a�� �ot th�ou�h the �ai� �esi�e to li�t up the �ose �e�o�e 
the� �o �ot k�ow how to �o, �ut �ecause o� i��e� e�pti�ess this sessio�” [2, p. 41–42]. A�st�act 
thi�ki��, acco��i�� to He�el, is a si�� o� a�ateu�ish thi�ki�� i� the a�st�actio� �oes �ot �each the 
co�c�ete. So a�� philosophizi�� – �ot fli�ht i� a�st�act wo�l�s philosoph� i� the�e is �ot a th�ea� 
�eco�es pathetic t�i�ial exp�essio�s i��ol�e� i� specific thi��s, �ecause co�c�ete – a�st�act t�uth. 
Existe�tial expe�ie�ce the �ull�ess o� ti�e – what coul� �e �o�e specific �o� ca�e�ul a�� i�te�se 
soul o� the philosophe�? That’s wh� Ma�ti� Hei�e��e� pa�a�le a�out the �atu�e o� a�st�act �o� 
existe�tial o�to�theolo�ical cate�o�ies which a�e u�suita�le �o� �eal philosophizi�� at all. Be 
p�ese�t – to take place “wo�l�s i�wa�� p�ese�t”, �ot o�l� to pass his “he�e” is �ot �eti�i�� a�te� 
“is”. P�ese�ce u��e�sta��s, a�� u��e�sta��i�� is the p�ese�ce i� a��a�ce, �ecause this is he� 
�o�us �e i� the wo�l�. Thus, Hei�e��e� i� “Bei�� a�� Ti�e” w�ites: “I� the p�ese�ce o� p�e�wh� 
u��e�sta��i�� – i� the �o�e o� se��i�� hi�sel� – is i��ki��s�what it is ahea� o�, thei� existi�� 
pe��its to �eet. I��wh� sel��u��e�sta��i�� as se��i�� i��ki��s�which allowi�� �eet thei� existi�� 
existe�tial wa� �e�cause the�e is a phe�o�e�o� o� the wo�l�” [9, p. 86]. Existe�tial i�telli�e�ce 
“p�ese�ce” – topos co��i�atio� o� o�tolo�� a�� phe�o�e�olo��. No� �ete��i�ati�e�ess p�ese�ce 
exactl� the sa�e as �o� �ete��i�ati�e�ess �eflectio� – �etaph�sical ho�izo� o� e�e�� possi�le 
philosophizi��. The�e�o�e it is �i�ficult to �isa��ee with hi� �e�ius �eo��ia� philosophe� o� the 
twe�tieth ce�tu��. Me�a� Ma�a��ash�ili “e�e�� t�ue philosoph� is �etaph�sics a�� �etaph�sics 
o�l�. The ol�, t�a�itio�al se�se o� the wo��” [7; c. 815].

Author’s translation of the article
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