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PLENARY LECTURES

Vadim Chaly
Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University 

Kantian transcendentalism and the “post-secular turn”
In today’s thinking, and perhaps even more so in acting, relativism, accumulated in modern secular worldview 

throughout past decades, is often countered with pre-modern religious or quasi-religious dogmatism. Final appeals 
to sacred traditions and comprehensive religious worldviews, previously tamed by rational critique, are regaining 
the role of standards of public discussions in various areas, and are being used to justify political decisions, 
dangerously raising the degree of antagonism or feud. Kantian (in a broad sense) transcendentalism seems to offer 
perspectives to address this situation by providing conceptual setting where the two positions could meet. 

I would like to address the idea of transcendentalism as a project of explicating common or a priori features 
of naturalist and religious thinking about our moral and political condition as created not only by nature, but also 
by “supernatural” culture, history, and language. More specifically, I would like to compare and discuss recent 
Kantian approaches to the constellation of ideas of reason, rationality, and normativity by John Rawls, Jürgen 
Habermas, Christine Korsgaard, Susan Shell, and others. Important doubts can be raised about the sufficiency of 
these notions, if construed in strictly naturalist terms. On the other hand, a religious “supernaturalist” treatment 
of these notions is no less problematic. This configuration seems to call for a transcendentalist interpretation that 
would attempt to avoid the dangers of both positions, while reconciling some of their strengths. Kant’s writings 
on human history and on religion contain conceptual resources that could be used to do just that. Instead of 
“detranscendentalizing” or, in other words, naturalizing Kantian outlook and suggesting it to be unanimously 
adopted by religious worldviews wishing to (re)enter public space (as Habermas suggests), we could try to 
envision a less restrictive and more inclusive transcendentalist project. This task seems to coincide with the 
approach developed by the Warsaw School and Professor Siemek in particular.

Karen Gloy
Ludwig-Maximilians-University of Munich

From transcendental philosophy to intercultural philosophy
Since Kant’s radical redirection of epistemology in what he called a Copernican turn, philosophy has not 

strayed from the course set by Kant. No longer cognition is thought of as determined by its object, but instead 
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the object of thinking as determined by the subject and the conditions of cognition. But research is going on and 
changes its conditions. In this paper I will demonstrate the cultural difference and multiplicity in conceptions of 
time and space and even logic, thereby showing that the universality of the conditions of cognition assumed by 
Kant can no longer be held. 

Ágnes Heller
New School for Social Research in New York

Treating the transcendental as empirical: The impasse of political philosophy
Philosophy is a literary genre, invented in Europe just as tragedy. As every literary genre also philosophy 

has its own norms, rules, methods, and as in ever literary genre, they are also elastic. The distinction between 
the transcendental and the empirical level is, however, common in all philosophies. Since metaphysics became 
problematic, modern philosophers tried hard to continue the traditional distinction. The paper discusses their 
successful and their failed attempts.

Marco Ivaldo 
University of Naples Federico II

Epistemologisches und epistemisches im Siemeks Auslegung  
der Transzendentalphilosophie Kants und Fichtes

Die Auslegung der Fichteschen Philosophie, die Marek Siemek in seinem Kant- und Fichte-Buch vom Jahre 
1977 vornimmt und in anderen, bedeutsamen Aufsätzen vertieft und weiter entwickelt, zeichnet sich im Rahmen 
der Fichte-Forschung seit dem Beginn der J. G. Fichte-Gesamtausgabe (1962) wegen der Gründlichkeit und 
der Originalität der Grundthese und der damit zusammenhängenden Implikationen aus. Die Grundthese des 
Buches lautet, im Gefolge der Vernunftkritik Kants und als konsequente Entfaltung des von ihr aufgeschlossenen 
„Standpunktes“ stellt Fichtes Wissenschaftslehre die Idee einer neuartigen „Ontologie des Wissens“ bzw. „des 
Sinnes“, oder einer „transzendentalen Epistemologie“ dar, welche sich von den zeitgenössischen Philosophien, 
auch Kantischer Prägung, grundsätzlich abhebt, und zu ihrer Zeit jedoch meist unverstanden blieb. Eine solche 
transzendentale Ontologie des Sinnes erweist sich heutzutage, im Horizont der aktuellen philosophischen 
Auseinandersetzungen, als theoretisch viel versprechend und geistig zukunftweisend zugleich. Im meinem 
Beitrag möchte ich einige Grundzüge dieser Kant- und Fichte-Deutung von Siemek herausstellen und zur Geltung 
bringen.

Jakub Kloc-Konkołowicz
Univeristy of Warsaw

Müssen wir heute unsere Privatheit verteidigen?  
Privatheit als Form des Lebens und als Institution

Die Privatsphäre, wird heute immer stärker durch diverse „Entlarvungs- und Enthüllungsdiskurse“, durch 
die so genannten „sozialen Netzwerke“, durch Selbstdarstellungsdrang der Individuen und die damit verbunden 
Techniken und Technologien zumindest eingeengt oder sogar in ihrem Sinn und Bedeutung relativiert, wenn nicht 
in Frage gestellt. Muss man folglich – als Sozialphilosoph oder als Bürger – Privatheit „verteidigen“? Was würde 
das konkret bedeuten?

Der Philosophie obliegt nach wie vor eine begriffliche Klärung des Sinnes der Privatheit im Kontext des 
individuellen und gesellschaftlichen Lebens. Dabei geht es um die Beantwortung einiger bedeutsamen Fragen. 
Vor allem: Was ist die Privatheit? Wie ist sie am besten zu fassen? Sodann: Wozu ist Privatheit? Welchen 
funktionalen Wert hat sie im Zusammenhang anderer Größen und Werte (wie Öffentlichkeit, Freiheit, Autonomie, 
Selbstverwirklichung, Wirtschaft, soziale Interaktion, Anerkennung etc.). Und: hat sie, abgesehen von ihrem 
funktionalem Sinn, auch einen Eigenwert, oder anders gefragt: verkörpert Privatheit eine genuine Art der 
Normativität? Die Grundlegende Idee des Beitrags ist es, die Begründung eines „unaufgebbaren Kerns“ der 
Privatheit – oder auch: den Eigenwert der Privatheit – in den anthropologischen Grundlagen der Privatheit 
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zu suchen. Wenn wir also Privatheit als Ort der Ermöglichung und Ausgestaltung der Autonomie begreifen 
können, dann geht es hier um das Konzept der Anthropologie der Autonomie. Gibt es also den anthropologischen 
Hintergrund der Privatheit? Und wenn ja, welche Grenzen zwingt dieser Hintergrund dem Konzept der Privatheit 
auf?

Małgorzata Kowalska
University of Bialystok

Reason and violence – a deregulated dialectics
In my talk I wish to confront “modern” and “postmodern” ways of construing the relationship between 

rationality and violence from the vantage point of the typically Enlightenment thesis, to be found among others 
in the writings of Marek J. Siemek, postulating a specific violence of reason (general laws in both theoretical 
and practical order) considered a desirable counterbalance to the traditional and “natural” violence. The so- 
-called philosophical post-modernism, starting from Horkheimer’s and Adorno’s critique of Enlightenment, 
deconstructed in various ways the faith in superiority of the “terror of reason” over the violence tout court, and 
suggested that the only form of a non-terrorist reason is a critique, creating the openness towards the otherness and 
uncovering the aporias into which the striving for reason inevitably lapses. No matter what the intentions of such 
authors as Foucault and Derrida (both declaring their adherence to the ideals of Enlightenment) might be, their 
thought seems to legitimize the situation in which – particularly in the social and political order – the belief in 
the need and possibility of building reasonable relationships and laws is replaced by cynical acceptance of force, 
served both by instrumental (economic, technological and even scientific) rationality and by mobilized “archaic” 
emotions and beliefs. In this context the concept of a “good” violence of reason becomes highly problematic and 
decomposes itself into elements not united by any positive dialectics – save perhaps a Hobbesian “dialectics” in 
which reason is a mere resultant of conflicting forces.

Josef Mitterer
University of Klagenfurt

The philosophy of fake news
The concept of “fake news” is a sweeping success in the public sphere and already made its way into the 

Oxford English Dictionary and the German Duden. Politicians, historians and philosophers have weighed into 
the discussion which is about stating, making or blurring distinctions: distinctions such as those between fact and 
opinion, truth, fiction and falsehood, between what is and what is not.

Truth as a regulative principle seems to fail and the traditional philosophical vocabulary is at stake. What are 
the options?

Tom Rockmore
Duquesne University, Peking University

Fichte, Hegel, Feuerbach and the Marxian subject
Marxists often ignore the relation of Marx to figures in the history of philosophy because of the view that Marx 

leaves philosophy behind and is sui generis. In his little book on Feuerbach, Engels depicts Feuerbach as leading 
Marx away from Hegel, away from classical German philosophy, away from philosophy of any kind, and towards 
materialism and science. This suggests that Marx is at best negatively related to classical German philosophy, 
including Hegel. Yet Engels elsewhere suggests that Marx belongs to the classical German philosophical tradition. 
In the preface to Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, Engels wrote: “We German socialists are proud that we trace 
our descent … from Kant, Fichte and Hegel”.

I will be focusing on Marx’s relation to Fichte. I will be arguing that Fichte, who is rarely mentioned in the 
Marxist debate, is crucial for Marx’s position, and for that reason for assessing his contribution. In criticizing 
the Hegelian view of the subject Marx turns to Fichte as the basis of an acceptable view of the subject that he 
adopts and revises as central to his position. One of the results of this study will be to indicate that in reacting 
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against Hegel, Marx did not, as is sometimes claimed, “leave” philosophy, but in fact made a crucial philosophical 
contribution.

B irgit Sandkaulen
Ruhr University Bochum

Die „Bestimmung des Menschen“ – Einige Anmerkungen zur Diskussion zwischen Fichte und Jacobi
Fichtes bekannteste Schrift „Die Bestimmung des Menschen“ scheint zum Tagungsthema „Transzen-

dentalphilosophie zwischen Metaphysik und Politik“ besonders gut zu passen. In rei Schritten strebt Fichte 
eine Verständigung über menschliche Praxis an, in der wir uns als frei handelnde Personen verstehen können. 
Im Hintergrund des Textes, der von Spinozas Naturalismus über den Idealismus des Wissens zur praktischen 
Lebenswelt führt, steht Fichtes Interesse, die Einwände Jacobis gegen das Projekt der Wissenschaftslehre 
auszuräumen. Die Frage ist, ob dies erfolgreich gelingt.

Wolfdietrich Schmied-Kowarzik
University of Kassel

Zur Dialektik von Politik und Ökonomie bei Platon und Aristoteles sowie Hegel und Marx
In seinem Buch Vernunft und Intersubjektivität versucht Marek Siemek „die geistige Grundlage der 

europäischen Identität“ herauszuarbeiten, die er in der intersubjektiven Vernunft verankert sieht, wie sie seit der 
klassischen griechischen Antike in der praktischen Philosophie – Ethik, Pädagogik, Politik – herausgearbeitet 
wurde. Dies erläutert Siemek in den ersten Kapiteln am griechischen Grundverständnis von Polis und Logos, 
um von dort her über die deutsche klassische Philosophie bis zur gegenwärtigen Frage der Selbstfindung eines 
vereinten Europas vorzudringen. Ganz in diesem Sinne möchte ich im Folgenden auf ein Problem der politischen 
Philosophie eingehen, das schon zwischen Platon und Aristoteles kontrovers diskutiert wurde. Es ist dies die Frage, 
wie die Politik die Ökonomie im Zaum zu halten vermag. Mit der Heraufkunft des Kapitalismus in der Neuzeit ist 
diese Frage noch virulenter geworden, da sich inzwischen die Ökonomie von der Politik zu emanzipieren beginnt. 
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PANEL SESSIONS

M itchell Atkinson III
Polish Academy of Sciences, atkinson.mitchell@gmail.com

Counterfactual empathy and essence as ensoulment: Dissonance and resonance  
with Fichtean self-positing

The paper discusses empathy as a necessary constituent feature of moral reasoning. Building on Brannmark 
(2015), I construct a definition of empathy employing two restrictions and two assertions: the Self Affecting 
Restriction (SAR), the Person Affecting Restriction (PAR), the Self Affecting Assertion (SAA), and the Person 
Affecting Assertion (PAA). I provide an adumbration of a counterfactual approach to grounding empathy and 
argue that a consistent practice of counterfactual empathy requires a concept of human essence, which in certain 
traditional contexts has been seen as some sort of ensoulment. The approach delineates a logic of the moral subject 
which asserts the primacy of empathy as a sine qua non of moral reasoning and behavior. Using Wittgenstein’s 
private language argument, I attempt to provide a philosophical justification for the assumptions that undergird 
the empathy process, thereby providing a socio-logical grounding for the concept and practice of empathy as a 
constituent feature of ethicality and moral reasoning. Finally, I attempt to reinterpret these results in light of 
Fichtean self-positing. I highlight conceptual resonances and dissonances, as well as provide a path toward’ 
viewing the empathetic subject as an “other-positing” subject.

K rzysztof Cierlikowski
Jozef Tischner Institute, krzysztofcierlikowski@gmail.com

Reason seek itself: Between procedural rationality and the validity of norms  
in philosophy of Jürgen Habermas

As Habermas writes in the introduction to his opus magnum, The Theory of Communicative Action, 
“philosophical thought originates in reflection on the reason embodied in cognition, speech and action the reason 
remains it’s basic theme”. Habermas speaks of the legislation of the reason (die Gesetzgebung der Vernunft), 
implying that the source of law lies in reason. Our topic is going to focus on a selected aspect of this notion, 
namely on the search for synergy between theoretical thinking and moral law. The Subject matter of this issue 
concerned normative sources and means of validity. The conviction that the moral law is intertwined with rational 
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action constitutes the common denominator in the thought of Habermas. Their line of reasoning diverges though, 
when it comes to the role social sphere plays in creating the norms. This aspect is crucial to understanding 
the debate in this question. Habermas present of his own specific perspective on the notion of procedure. It is 
closely connected with the validation of normative judgements and serves as a mechanism of justification for 
the judgements presented by interlocutors during a discourse event. When it comes to the norms, the reflection 
takes place during a dialogue, argumentation and confrontation of opposing views. The are the medium through 
which the arguments are presented. The category of an individual subject that solely relies on his own thinking 
is replaced, by that of an interpersonal relationship. The subject do not use speculation and abstraction to arrive 
at the truth about themselves, but do so through dialogue with another person. It is not just a different point of 
reference, but a reflection of the world that undergoes constant change. These transformation require a new corpus 
of vocabulary to be formed, in which the key role will be played by the aforementioned procedure. It is not so 
clear where the norms for the procedure that are just about to be tested should come from. Even if we assume that 
choice of norms takes place in interpersonal relation, that participants of which share their obligation from? Can 
we treat an act of communication as a formal rule of conduct that obligates the participants of the discourse to 
follow certain moral guidelines? If we are treat the theory of communication as a point of reference, the notion of 
the procedure precludes the obligation to follow moral norms. However, there is a danger that the procedure may 
detach form the experience of real social problems, and as a result it will become a toll of power in the hands of 
the heartless bureaucrats. The topic of procedure is the most important problem in the project. The debate over 
the norms of reasoning also constitutes a warning against the instrumentalization of reason, which will lose ist 
normative potential when the ideals of production and technology gain control over it. 

Jacek Dobrowolski
University of Warsaw, jmdobrowolski@poczta.onet.pl

The transcendental criteria of modernity
Modernity is both a historical phenomenon and a philosophical category of very complex and manifold nature. 

It is often disputed and misunderstood; its definition is not clear. In this presentation I will make an attempt at 
providing some useful and simple criteria of what is modern and what is not. They will belong to several branches 
of philosophy – i.e. morality (by what principle does modern morality differ from others?), psychology, politics, 
anthropology, social philosophy, theology et al. In each one of these philosophical areas I will try to find one 
general differential rule defining the modern world. These rules are supposed to be essential and unchangeable 
throughout entire history of modernity, which makes them properly transcendental ones. Together they might 
form an introductory explication of what modernity really is.

Cyprian Gawlik
Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan, cyprian.gawlik@amu.edu.pl

Kant’s transcendental reflection and its repressed condition of possibility
In this paper, I examine the self-cognition of reason employed in Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 

The purpose of this examination is to discuss the idea of transcendental critique in light of its specific mode of 
knowing as well as to determine the status of its claims by exposing its basic presuppositions, that is to say, to 
carry out a critique of Kant’s critique. The need for such an undertaking was indicated already by direct followers 
of Kant, i.e. by transcendental idealists, who not only considered themselves as the heirs of the Critique, but 
also intended to fulfill the idea of transcendental philosophy by constructing a system of scientific metaphysics. 
Schelling notes that the transcendental critique, as an investigation of the legitimacy of rational cognition, is 
itself a cognition and, therefore, it would first require an investigation of the possibility of such a cognition of 
cognition, which Kant did not provide. Hegel, for his part, ridicules the very idea of Kant’s critique by comparing 
it to an attempt to learn to swim before even entering the water. Likewise more recent commentators accuse 
Kant of not providing a sufficient justification for Critique’s a priori knowledge about cognitive faculties it is 
said to provide. Some of them recognize in Kant’s critical endeavor an inconsistency, for it allegedly violates the 
restriction which it itself imposes, namely the limitation of all speculative cognition to the possible objects of 
experience. This accusation is based on the assumption that the examination of the conditions of the possibility 
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of synthetic a priori judgements engages a knowing which deals with supersensible objects, namely with the 
noumenal self and its a priori structure. The charges against Kant’s critical enterprise pressed by German idealists, 
accusing it of being insufficiently critical in terms of its own methodology, bring into question the problem of the 
continuity of transcendental philosophy. Thus, the need arises to define Kant’s understanding of transcendental 
critique as well as its mode of knowledge, and to subject it to criticism that follows the path of German idealists. 
I address the aforementioned issues by recourse to the Amphiboly chapter of the first Critique, in which Kant 
discusses the concept of transcendental reflection, thus providing insight into the nature of the self-knowledge of 
reason employed in transcendental critique. This chapter makes clear that the fundamental premise upon which 
the whole project of transcendental critique is supported is the difference between form (determining) and matter 
(determinable). However, I show that at the basis of Kant’s transcendental reflection lies a kind of intellectual 
intuition, in which the opposition of form and matter is abolished. Therefore, intellectual intuition, which for Kant 
is only a problematic concept, turns out to be the repressed condition of the possibility of the whole critique of 
pure reason. The analysis of this repression by means of Hegel’s theory of the limitation (die Schrenke) allows 
me to explicate the internal logic of the history of the idea of transcendentalism, taking the concept of reflection 
as the guiding thread.

Natalia Juchniewicz
University of Warsaw, n.juchniewicz@uw.edu.pl

Transcendental Philosophy of Technology: From the Hegelian “cunning of reason”  
to “technological system” according to Jacques Ellul. Is this perspective still valid  

after the empirical turn? 
The aim of my speech would be the analysis of transcendental philosophy of technology and its importance after 

the empirical turn in the contemporary philosophy of technology. Transcendental approach applied to philosophy 
of technology assumes that the essence of technology cannot be understood by empirical phenomena, but need 
to ask the question about the ground which is beyond or above effects observable in society. Transcendental 
philosophy of technology is usually connected with Martin Heidegger and his question concerning technology 
which is even named “transcedentalism” because of the “discovery” of alienational power of technology. In my 
opinion this transcendental meta-approach can be helpful to understand such Hegelian notion as the cunning 
of reason, which is used by Hegel to analyze technological changes in the modern society. Moreover from this 
perspective also philosophy of Karl Marx and Max Weber would be transcendental in this context, because both 
these thinkers try to find the essence of technology beyond technological artifacts (one in the conditions of the 
class struggle, the second one in the protestant ethics and its consequences for capitalism). The most radicalized 
perspective of transcendental philosophy of technology can be find in the idea od technological system according 
to Jacques Ellul who perceives technology as the universal and general system where subject is subordinated 
to the functionalist influence of technology. All of these theories need to be revisioned from the perspective of 
contemporary approach, because of the empirical turn in the philosophy of technology which had place in the 
80s of 20th century. Contemporary philosophy of technology has turned to the users and has emphasized the 
mediational role of technological artifacts for shaping our society, politics and moral decisions. However it is 
important that transcendental perspective in the philosophy of technology could teach us more general thinking 
about the position of technology in the development of modern societies and its possible significance for our 
understanding of human condition. 

Amadeusz Just
University of Warsaw, just.through@gmail.com

In the snares of dialogical rationality of social communication?  
The challenge of post-truth communicative practices

In my talk I shall contest the rationalist and discursive, objectivist and scientific approaches to socio-political 
reality by investigating a certain aspect of social practices where the category of post-truth is present. 

It is being thought that the secondary significance of truth is the common feature to all post-truth communicative 
practices. This characteristic entails that these communicative practices are seen either as a manifestation 
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of postmodern relativistic views, or as plain lies. In my talk I shall claim that none of these classifications is 
satisfactory. For this purpose, I shall juxtapose two distinct approaches to the category of post-truth – a rationalist 
and discursive views that recognize a fruition of postmodernism in the post-truth phenomena, and postmodernist 
views that renounce any affinities with the post-truth practices. 

My hypothesis is that the category of post-truth politics could only have emerged in a society, in which the 
view of how our political life should look like had been shaped by the rationalist and discursive social philosophy. 
It created an ideal of political practice, which instead of being used as an object of comparison began to be treated 
as a factual description of social reality. In these views emotions, affects, passions or any appeal to feelings 
as possible positive constituents of political practices are devaluated as non-dialogical and eventually excluded 
from the political sphere. The acknowledgement of this vision of politics as a genuine description of sociopolitical 
practice led to the description of our current political reality – sometimes clearly in collision with this vision – 
as post-truth. An important part of the diagnosis of why the category of post-truth is used as a description of our 
current political situation is noticing that in our hitherto vision of political practice we were blinded by this ideal. 
However, this ideal is present not only in the aforementioned theoretical approaches, but it is also – paradoxically 
– shared by the practitioners of the post-truth communicative practices. Therefore, not only can the post-truth 
communicative practices be recognized merely by the rationalist and discursive approaches, but also, because 
they share the same ideal, they challenge these approaches from within. In my talk I shall pertain to the post-truth 
communicative practices and propose a competitive description of that phenomena by means of two models of 
social communication discriminated by Marek Siemek – namely, a dialogical and a monological model – despite 
an urge of reducing them to the category of postmodernism. 

Denis Kaidalov
University of Warsaw, d.kaidalov@uw.edu.pl

On Marek Siemek’s confrontation with Hegel
The paper discusses Hegel’s “impact” and its reception by Marek Siemek. There seems to be some doubt 

as to whether Hegel’s philosophy still has an impact today because it has an impact mainly in counter-acting force 
by triggering a revolt against itself. This situation might be explained in the light of epistemological difference, 
i.e. a notion introduced by Siemek to describe the shift towards transcendentalism in Kant and Fichte. In general 
terms, the difference consists in elevation of philosophy to the epistemological level which means raising questions 
about the conditions for knowledge. The epistemological field lies within the subject-object relation as a whole. 
Thus, Siemek drew attention to the epistemological difference further developed by Hegel. 

For Hegel, the relation of subject to itself was the starting point. According to Siemek, the speculative method 
allowed Hegel to overcome the subject-object dichotomy and reveal the intersubjective nature of knowledge. 
Eventually, intersubjectivity became one of the major issues in the Western philosophy. In this paper, I try to better 
understand how much Hegel’s philosophy is concerned with the epistemological difference. Then I argue that 
Siemek grasped in an original manner what is fundamental in Hegel. Ultimately, the paper is intended to show 
that confrontation with Hegel remains something more than a scholarly game.  

Andrzej Maciej Kaniowski
University of Lodz, maciek@filozof.uni.lodz.pl

Kantian re-construction of intersubjectivity forms: The logic of the transition  
from natural state to the threshold of the civic state

Immanuel Kant, would undoubtedly like people to conduct their commonwealth – das gemeine Wesen – in 
the form of a “society based on norms of virtue” (eine Gesellschaft nach Tugendgesetzen). He even considers the 
formation of such an “ethical commonwealth” the task which the members of the human race must face and treats 
it as an order of reason. He warns politicians, using a dramatic tone, against attempting to bring such a polity by 
force: “Woe betide the legislator – says Kant – if he wishes to bring about through coercion a polity directed to 
ethical ends!”. This objection, however, is not only an opposition to the method of implementing a system based 
on norms of virtue; to be exact, it is not merely a protest against violence. Kantian objection is more fundamental 
in nature – it is an objection to the attempt to mix the political polity with a polity based on principles of virtue or 
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ethical ends. Any attempt to give priority to the latter, thus imposing such principles on a politically constituted 
polity (the only form of which – compatible with reason and worthy of acceptance – is, according to Kant, the 
republic), which can only occur under the conditions of a civic state.

Republic is necessary in order to conduct commonwealth in accordance with the absolute indications of 
practical reason, and has its foundation in the idea of “original contract”. This form of polity constitutes a pattern 
of polity for all modern countries of the Western world; namely, the countries with a liberal-democratic political 
system. And, it is precisely this polity system, this political form of organizing and conducting commonwealth, 
that should be granted – as Kant stated – priority over all other forms of organizing a polity. This Kantian postulate 
is valid in our times.

To help us to understand this primacy of the republican polity, as well as the concept of original contract, 
which constitutes the basis of this polity, one should primarily reconstruct Kant’s logic of reasoning: the logic 
of ascending from the most elementary forms of intersubjectivity to the most sublime form of commonwealth, 
from the standpoint of human finitude and limitations, namely “ethical commonwealth”. Nevertheless, it is the 
republican form of commonwealth, rather than the most sublime one, that is of paramount importance. This 
study will present only one, yet crucial, aspect of this path, the culmination of which is a civic state with a public 
normative authority: a civic polity. In turn, the only form of a civic polity consistent with the principles inferred 
a priori from the concepts is a republic.

Andrzej Karalus
Gdansk University of Technology, aka@zie.pg.gda.pl

Social philosophy: Between transcendentalism, hermeneutics and social sciences
Social philosophy as a subfield of practical philosophy has a somewhat problematic status. Its contours are 

not precisely delineated, its subject area is often contested and notoriously unclear. It is often reduced either to 
a branch of political philosophy or equated with cultural critique, jurisprudence, philosophical anthropology or 
philosophy of culture. While admitting that there are clear “family resemblances” between the said disciplines, 
I will argue that social philosophy has a unique area of inquiry and specific set of problems. Drawing from 
G.W.F. Hegel, Jürgen Habermas, Marek J. Siemek and Axel Honneth’s writings, I define the subject of social 
philosophy as both ontology of social being and epistemology of historicity, i.e., an analysis of social forms of 
sociation and corresponding configurations of social rationality. These are to be investigated against the backdrop 
of the ongoing socio-historical process, often leading to a practice of normatively grounded social critique (best 
epitomized by the tradition of the Frankfurt School). While discussing the specificity of social philosophy compared 
to other disciplines of practical philosophy, I would like to raise three fundamental questions. Firstly, what is the 
relation of social philosophy to German transcendentalism as its most important intellectual predecessor, also in 
the context of problem of the emergence of the intersubjective plane of communication and work and importance 
of the concept of mutual recognition. Secondly, I would like to determine what is the relation of social philosophy 
to the contemporary social sciences, such as sociology, political economy or political psychology. Finally, I will 
briefly discuss the nature of the relation between social philosophy and 20th century hermeneutics of social being, 
here conceptualized as an art of deciphering the structures of meaning of social actors.

Adam Klawenhagen
University of Warsaw, a.klewenhagen@gmail.com

Aporias of dialogical reason: Labour and communication in Ancient Greece and late capitalism
One of the most important aspects of the Frankfurt School’s heritage is the famous critique of instrumental reason. 

It played an important role in what can be broadly taken as “critical theory”. It took many different forms: from the 
complete rejection of any rationalisation whatsoever to positive projects of some other, radically non-instrumental 
(e.g. communicative) reason. Yet this kind of critique was itself criticised by Prof. Siemek for overlooking the 
mechanism of de-instrumentalization embedded within the process of the very instrumental reason. This self-
sublation of instrumental rationality is, according to Siemek, represented by the Hegelian master-slave dialectic 
where the instrumentalization of the Slave finally leads to the recognition of his autonomy and produces the 
communicational sphere of inter-subjectivity. Subjects are then born through labour, and the sphere of production 
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is pregnant with its own negation – the sphere of communication. In Wolność, rozum, intersubiektywność Siemek 
seems to replace the instrumental – non-instrumental division with the split into dialogical and monological 
rationalities, both to be found in the Greek reality in 5th and 4th B.C. The proper space of monological rationality 
is that of command of either the Devine or the house lord (οἰκοδεσπότης). Dialogical rationality on the other 
hand belongs to the political interaction of “free and equal”. Although it contains the instrumental aspect of 
reason manifested in strategical and rhetorical dimension of “language-game” between Socrates and sophists, 
this dimension becomes inextricably combined with communicative action itself. Communicative reason is both 
the condition of possibility of dialogue as “the rule of complete symmetry and mutuality” of interlocutors and 
its product as the Socratic investigations of the very rules of the game itself. It is worth noticing that here the 
medium of self-sublation of instrumental rationality in Hegel’s dialectic – labour – becomes strictly separated 
from communication (due to Aristotle’s distinction of ποίησις and πρᾶξις). The instrumental aspect of dialogue is 
then strategical but not technical. Thus, the question about the grounds for modern forms of dialogical rationality 
of interaction remains open. In my paper I try to give the outline of the answer to it. 

First, I argue that already in ancient thought one can find examples of approaches combining language, 
communication and labour. These are present especially in Plato’s metaphors used in Cratylus. There he explicitly 
calls names “instruments” and embeds the stability of relation between names, things and forms in pragmatic 
interactions between peculiar artisans: name-maker(lawgiver) and dialectician. Secondly, I refer to Putnam’s 
notion of “the division of linguistic labour” and argue that in modern societies those Platonic metaphors have 
been materialized in the relation between production, science and the social distribution of meanings. Putnam’s 
“socio-linguistic hypothesis” may seem monological by proclaiming expert’s rule over the words’ meanings. 
Nevertheless, it is possible to show, invoking the notion of the Principle of Benefit of (reasonable) Doubt, that it 
posits the necessity of a certain degree of social communicative interaction for experts’ knowledge to emerge. The 
agents in division of (linguistic) labour are then necessarily free (at least free to doubt) but still equally necessarily 
unequal. Finally, I conclude that most of the existing modes of dialogical rationality demand and suffer the 
notorious asymmetry of interlocutors and effect in producing uneven subjects. Dialogical rationality is threatened 
not by recurrences of external monological rationality, but by itself. And thus, it calls for its immanent critique.

Małgorzata Anna Maciejewska
University of Warsaw, m.maciejewska@yahoo.co.uk

Womanhood subverting humanity: The dialectic of subjugated subject
Throughout the centuries philosophers have defined humanity in different ways, but difference itself was 

never included in these accounts: being human, whatever it meant, was supposed to apply in the same way to all 
people notwithstanding their gender, race, class, sexuality or culture.

It was Simone de Beauvoir who showed that behind the “standard” male subject there is the female Other. 
And although woman is surely considered human, femininity seems to be just the opposite of humanity. Whereas 
man’s essence is his mind or soul, woman is primarily a body. He transcends nature with his rationality, but she 
remains trapped in the immanence of biological functions and emotionality. There are not only two types of 
subjects – the One constitutes itself as the opposite of its excluded and subjugated Other.

But once we have this insight, defining any subject ceases to be a straightforward matter: “othering” becomes 
necessarily involved in the process. And while the second wave of feminism uncritically assumed the existence of 
a unified female subject, the third wave authors questioned if we can meaningfully talk about women at all. The 
accepted concept of womanhood was rejected as dominated by the perspective of white, economically privileged, 
heterosexual women, just as the notion of humanity was based on male experience only. 

However, it is hard not to assume our own perspective as the default one. How can we avoid exclusions, if their 
reasons are potentially unlimited? And most importantly: how can we fight against the discrimination of women if 
it is uncertain who they are? Several authors, for example Elizabeth Spelman, bell hooks and Judith Butler, have 
undertook these questions. However, difficulties still remain and I would like to argue that a useful theoretical 
framework for these issues can be found in the Hegelian theory of concrete universals. 

The notion cannot be defined once and for all but is an ever developing negotiation of the dialectical balance 
between the individual, the particular and the universal. Hegel’s analysis of syllogism shows that these three levels 
are interdependent and condition each other. The philosopher postulated that the logic of the notion is reflected 
in the social domain. Therefore, showing its usefulness for the analysis of the subject of feminism testifies to 



13  

the depth of his insight, demonstrating at the same time the practical importance of his seemingly abstract and 
unrealistic philosophy. 

But Hegelian framework is particularly suitable for the discussion of political subjects for one more reason. 
Since the balance between the different levels of the notion is negotiated in the process of recognition, it follows 
that political struggles are indispensable for the adequate construction of our identities, and that adhering to 
the classical logic of static concepts has political consequences. And just as the dialectic of recognition is set in 
motion by the slave sublating the master’s perspective, feminist theories make womanhood not just the excluded 
Other of humanity but the impulse for the redefinition of its established ideas.

Mario Marino
BTU Cottbus-Senftenberg, beethstr7129@hotmail.com

“Ungesellige Geselligkeit“ als Schlüsselfigur einer Theorie der Intersubjektivität?  
Zur politisch-anthropologischen und moralphilosophischen Grundlegung  

und Kritik der Intersubjektivität bei Kant, Herder und Hemsterhuis
Der Vortrag fokussiert auf die durch die Kantische Formel der ungeselligen Geselligkeit in die Philosophiegeschichte 

eingegangene Problematik der Koexistenz im Menschen von zwei entgegengesetzten, politisch, moralisch und 
geschichtsphilosophisch relevant einwirkenden Handlungsmotiven: der Vereinigungstendenz mit anderen und 
der Tendenz zur Beziehung zu sich selbst. Solche für eine transzendentale Theorie der Intersubjektivität und 
deren politische Institutionalisierung prägnante Fragestellung soll unter Berücksichtigung einerseits der Herder-
Kant-Kontroverse um die Menschennatur und die Triebfeder des Menschheitsgeschichte und andererseits der 
Impulse zur Philosophie der Begierde, die Herder von dem u.a. für Fichte und Novalis wichtigen holländischen 
Philosophen Frans Hemsterhuis bekam, angegangen werden. Fragen wie u.a. 1) die anthropologische Begründung 
der politischen Herrschaft und der menschlichen Freiheit 2) die Natur des Staates und dessen Notwendigkeit 3) 
der Vorrang des Rechts oder der Kultur im menschlichen Zusammensein 3) die Natur der Menschenliebe und 
die Tragfähigkeit einer Politik der Freundschaft werden im Vortrag in Hinblick auf das Dreieck Kant-Herder-
Hemsterhis philologisch und historisch-kritisch rekonstruiert wie auch angesichts der gegenwärtigen Krise und 
Konflikte innerhalb sovranationaler Gefüge wie die EU aktualisiert.

Anna Michalska
Polish Academy of Sciences, amichalska@ifispan.waw.pl

Does philosophy require detranscendentalization?  
Karl-Otto Apel and Jürgen Habermas on transcendental philosophy 

One of the points of dissensus between Karl-Otto Apel and Jürgen Habermas are their respective positions 
concerning the tradition of transcendental philosophy. Whereas Apel explicitly aimed at a pragmatist 
transformation of transcendental philosophy, Habermas has consequently insisted that his formal pragmatics 
radically detranscendentalizes philosophy. In agreeing with Habermas that the decision whether to transform 
transcendental philosophy or to rid of the concept altogether is substantive rather than merely terminological, 
I consider the divergence between the two authors as an apt opportunity to delve deeper into the concept of 
transcendental subject. My aim in this talk is to (1) reconstruct the main lines of criticism of transcendental 
philosophy as pursued by both Habermas and Apel, (2) demonstrate Apel’s construal of transcendental subject 
as ideal community to be a viable alternative to Habermasian project of detranscendentalization. Habermas spells 
out his critique of transcendental philosophy in a paper What is Universal Pragmatics? (1976). In it, he lays out 
his project of pragmatically oriented critical philosophy, and explicates the concept of reconstructive sciences. 
Reconstructive sciences, intent as they are on uncovering the conditions of possibility of communicative action, 
appear to claim allegiance to transcendental philosophy. This orientation toward the conditions of possibility, 
however, is at the same time a point at which the similarities between universal (or formal) pragmatics and 
transcendental philosophy end for Habermas. First, formal pragmatics takes communication or interaction among 
social agents, not subjective experience, as its starting point, thereby eschewing mentalism. In Habermas’ view, 
transcendental philosophy is irrevocably subject-oriented, which is something he feels compelled to reject in the 
name of intersubjectivity as well as objectivity, both being preconditions as well as results of learning process. 
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Second, transcendental philosophy is inextricably linked with apriorism and hence validates a form of unacceptable 
foundationalism. Apel criticizes Kant along similar lines, but his conclusions are different. Apel unabashedly 
refers to the concept of transcendental subject when elaborating his distinction between real and ideal community. 
The latter, contends Apel, is precisely what constitutes transcendental subject. That is, transcendental subject is 
a general frame of reference (as Habermas would call it) that is presupposed by every meaningful action. The 
ideal community hence mediates our relationship with the real community in both formal – as the supplier of 
the symbolic order allowing us to communicate – and purposive or teleological senses. This assumptions strips 
the concept of both mentalistic and “metaphysical” undertones as the ideal community is neither an abstract 
or imaginary entity, nor something “out there”, and instead is being defined as an involvement of speakers in 
communicative interaction with partners that may or may not be actually present. I intend to demonstrate that this 
view prioritizes individual, agentive, over group perspective, as the warrant of intersubjectivity. 

Ewa Nowak
Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan, ewanowak@bluewin.ch

Die Urteilskraft nach Kant: kein Ende des kritischen Geschäfts
Maximen wie “Wer bist du, um den Diener eines anderen zu richten?”/“Urteilt nicht über andere” (Lukas 6: 

37–41) gehören zur scholastischen Urgeschichte des potestas iudicandi. Erst mit Kants Klage über die “Schwäche 
der Urteilskraft” seiner Zeitgenossen (in Versuch über die Krankheiten des Kopfes) und insb. mit seiner Kritik 
der Urteilskraft wird der Urteilsbildung der eigentliche Spielraum verschafft. Hier wird die Urteilskraft in 
ihrem teleologischen, bestimmenden und reflektierenden Gebrauch ergründet. Das Verfahren des kategorischen 
Imperativs und die “Gesetzmäßigkeit überhaupt” scheinen den genannten Spielraum zu verengen: dennoch ist 
die bloße Normkonformität kein Schicksal der moralischen Urteilskraft. Gesetze dienen als normative Kriterien 
immer dann, “wenn wir urteilen wollen” und “urteilen müssen” was richtig sei. Auch die Rechtslehre fragt nach 
der Urteilskraft – und dies sowohl in ihrem individualistisch-moralischen wie auch öffentlich-richterlichen 
Sinne: “die moralische Person, welche der Gerechtigkeit vorsteht, ist der Gerichtshof (forum), und im Zustande 
ihrer Amtsführung, das Gericht (iudicium)” (MdS, § 36) welches darüber zu urteilen hat, was “recht, […] 
rechtlich […], rechtens” ist. Aber was genau passiert in dem Spielraum, wie ist der Ablauf der Urteilsbildung? 
Zu der Problemstellung wurde nicht wenig beigetragen: etwa Adornos “Mündigkeit”, Arendts “bürgerlicher 
Ungehorsam”, Wittgensteins “spontanes Regelfolgen”, Radbruchs “Rechtsgefühl” und “Rechtssinn”, usf. usw. In 
der Ära von Post-Wahrheit/Post-Richtigkeit “empört“ das ungerechte Urteil mehr denn je – daher mein Update.

Justyna Nowotniak
Warsaw School of Economics, jnowot@sgh.waw.pl

Über einige Bedeutungen der Unmittelbarkeit bei Kant
Es werden zwei Problemkontexte zusammengestellt, in denen Kant von Unmittelbarkeit (adverbial ausgedrückt 

durch “unmittelbar”) redet. Am Anfang der transzendentalen Ästhetik spricht er über diejenige “Art” der 
Beziehung einer Erkenntnis auf Gegenstände, “wodurch sie sich auf dieselbe[n] unmittelbar bezieht, und worauf 
alles Denken als Mittel abzweckt, […]” (KRV, A19/B33). Und im praktischem Bereich kommt es darauf an, “dass 
das moralische Gesetz unmittelbar den Willen bestimme.” (KPV, 71AA). Bezeichnet “Unmittelbarkeit” eine Art 
Relation oder etwas anderes? Es liegt nahe, Unmittelbarkeit als Negation oder privatio bestimmter (aller?) Mittel, 
als Auflösung von Vermittlung zu verstehen. Die Unmittelbarkeit würde dann – was sonst der Begriff andeutet oder 
verspricht – zwar keine Relation bezeichnen, dies aber immer relativ auf eine negierte Vermittlung. Andererseits 
aber schreibt Kant den genannten Weisen von Unmittelbarkeit – der Beziehung einer Erkenntnis auf Gegenstände 
und der Bestimmung des Willens durch das Sittengesetz – eigenständige, nicht relative und abgeleitete Bedeutung 
zu. Das Wort “unmittelbar” würde dann etwas bezeichnen, das zwar in Relationen vorkommen mag, aber so, dass 
es den Mitteln und Vermittlung gegenüber autonom bleibt. Die Unmittelbarkeit selbst ist dabei eine Relation, 
wiewohl nicht in dem Sinne der Tafel der Kategorien, die “a priori auf Gegenstände der Anschauung überhaupt 
gehen” (A79/B105).
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A rtur Nyczak
Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan, artur.nyczak@amu.edu.pl

Two meanings of the notion of grounding in Heidegger’s fundamental ontology
The primary purpose of the paper is to present the notion of grounding as the central notion of fundamental 

ontology, whose meaning determines the tasks which fundamental ontology aims to achieve and the direction of 
considerations contained therein. Furthermore it intends to show that Heidegger’s understanding of this notion 
indicates a belonging of his thought to the tradition of transcendental philosophy. The term “fundamental ontology” 
is understood in the paper as philosophical conception developed by Heidegger during the period from Being 
and time to the end of so-called “early Heidegger” in 1929. The above-mentioned aims are carried out through 
a comparative characterisation of the two meanings of the notion of grounding that can be found in Heidegger’s 
works, emphasizing their complementarity and unity. As the paper shows, the first one is formulated on the 
initial pages of Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics and has formal character. It determines what is a grounding 
in general – defining a priori, internal conditions of possibility of an object of grounding – however, without 
prejudging about the nature of this defining, apriority or conditions of possibility. The second one is presented 
in the essay On the Essence of Ground. It is an ontological concretization of the first meaning of the notion of 
grounding, indicating that the original grounding is a transcendence understood as the process of existence of 
Dasein. At the same time transcendence, as the grounding of the possibility of grounding, is the ground for 
aforementioned formal notion of grounding. The shape of mutual relations between these two meanings of the 
notion of grounding allows to describe the tasks of the fundamental ontology as: the grounding of question of 
being, the grounding of existence of Dasein and the grounding of metaphysics. Hence it shows their unity and that 
the notion of grounding sets the perspective of Heidegger’s investigations, i. e. search for the original and ultimate 
ground of phenomena by specifying their a priori conditions of possibility, positioned in the ontological structures 
of Dasein. In addition, the paper considers how Heidegger’s understanding of the notion of grounding speaks for 
the belonging of the fundamental ontology to transcendental philosophy, defined by Marek Siemek as a reflection 
about the conditions of possibility of the relation between cognition and entities. Especially it demonstrates that 
this understanding reveals a modification of the transcendental philosophy occurring in Heidegger’s thought, 
which consists of the extension of transcendental horizon from the cognitive subject-object relation to every kind 
of comportment to entities and hermeneutization of conditions of possibility through placing them in the facticity 
and the historicity of Dasein. Consequently, the paper fits in already established interpretation of the fundamental 
ontology, developed, among others, by O. Pöggeler, K. Michalski and J. Malpas, which sees it as a version of 
transcendental philosophy. The paper is another confirmation and addition to this interpretation, indicating that it 
is also supported by two highlighted meanings of the notion of grounding and relations between them.

Janusz Ostrowski
University of Warsaw, j.k.ostrowski@uw.edu.pl

The idea of transcendental social philosophy as the critique of non-instrumental reason
From the perspective of Marek J. Siemek’s theory of modernity one of the most important problem is to 

include conflicts into institutional framework of the modern society. He reinterprets Hegel’s dialectics of the 
struggle for recognition by conceptual tools of Hobbes and Marx in order to uncover hidden assumptions and 
conditions of possibility of the social rationality. In Siemek’s thought law as purely formal, autopoietic social 
system or social subject (intersubjective “automaton”), which produces individual subjects (“persona” in the 
sense of Roman law), is the first of the conditions of possibility of modernity. The second one is the convergence 
of formal and material presuppositions (such as recognition and labour) of law or – speaking generally – the 
convergence of form and content of the social reason. Form and content, facticity and normativity, instrumentality 
and communicativeness (or teleology) are aspects of the process of rationalization. In Siemek’s reconstruction of 
Hegelian model of the struggle for recognition the model gains its theoretical power only when it is interpreted 
from the perspective of economical, technical and legal rationalization of modernity. Only such a perspective 
is able to construct “transcendental social philosophy” which starts from critique of “the non-instrumental 
reason”. Conceptual background of this step consists in reinterpretation of the master and the slave’s dialectics 
in categories of the philosophy of technology which is outlined in chapter Teleology of Hegel’s Science of Logic. 
Labour can be called – to use Hegel’s term – “external teleology”, because it has the structure of poiesis or techne. 
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Labour concerns relations between subject and object, external manipulation. Yet it has something to do with 
“internal teleology”: self-reference of a subject and intersubjectivity. Labour determines humanitas by concrete, 
non-anonymous forms of life defining human identity and dignity, fundamental relation to self and others. In 
others words: in contrary to the externality of homo faber and abstractness of the political in contemporary 
civil societies – the core of Siemek’s conception of labour as praxis (something autotelic) indicates social and 
normative genesis of an individual (a subject) in the process of society’s economical reproduction (normative 
genesis, because for example an alienating system of labour – which leads instrumentally only to something other 
than professional activities – is unethical and unjust). Instrumentality – if it is consequently realized – sublates 
itself. One can say that “means” and “ends” recognize reciprocally each other like the masters and the slaves 
recognize reciprocally each other in the “general self-consciousness”. The Hegelian paradigm in Siemek implies 
two important conclusions. Firstly, there is no “only instrumental” reason, because the instrumental rationality 
of thinking and action becomes necessarily – according to its inner dialectics – something non-instrumental. 
Secondly, there is no and cannot be any “non-instrumental reason”, because reasonableness as such consists in the 
consequent self-unfolding (and only then consists also in the self-sublation) of instrumentality.

Marcin Pańków
University of Bialystok, mpankow@interia.pl

Siemek’s secondary identity  
(Siemek and Kołakowski “between metaphysics and politics” in 70s in Poland)

The topic of my speech is an explication of Siemek’s philosophical project in its early and primary version 
from the years 1970–1982. I will defend the statement, that the project which embodied in his book Philosophy, 
dialectics, reality (1982), poses an autonomous unity, which should be strictly distinguished from the concept 
of “transcendental social philosophy” developed in his two last books from 1998 and 2002. In the 70s Siemek 
had gradually defined the notion of this project called as “ontology of meaning” and by 1984 had evolved a set 
of conceptual strategies shaped to bring together most important contemporary critical discourses of the modern 
philosophy – across hermeneutics, structuralism, heideggerianism, psychoanalysis and Marxism. The project 
interprets the question about conditions of the knowledge in the categories of conditions of possibility of historical 
being and constructs a vision of the development of the modern philosophy towards a new notion of episteme. 
First, I am going to try to place the project of the ontology of meaning in the continuity of Siemek’s works, 
from its roots in the monography about F. Schiller through The idea of transcendentalism until its results in 
Philosophy, dialectics, reality. Next, I will present few remarks regarding the discontinuity between “early” and 
“late” Siemek’s position. The differences between two discourses require analysis in the light of their general 
presuppositions: main characteristics of the ontology of meaning between hermeneutics and structuralism, the 
explication strategies of the notion of “epistemological difference” and the transition from the notion of “meaning” 
to the notion of “rationality” in discourse of late Siemek. Last, but not least, regarding to the topic of conference, 
I would like to place the unity of three first main works in the political context of Kołakowski’s “critique” of 
Marxism. The relationship of exclusion between his interpretation and Siemek’s works brings the question about 
the legacy of the “Warsaw school” in a new light.

Marcin Poręba
University of Warsaw, m.poreba@uw.edu.pl

Transcendentalism in a Pickwickian sense: American Transcendentalism  
and the sources of contemporary metaphysics

American Transcendentalism, also known as New England Transcendentalism, was a 19th century 
philosophico-religious, literary and political movement initiated in the 1830s by Ralph Waldo Emerson and 
Frederic Henry Hedge and represented among others by Henry David Thoreau, Margaret Fuller and Theodore 
Parker. Its centers were Boston and Concord, both located in Massachusetts, the heart of New England, at that 
time the most economically and intellectually advanced region of America. Transcendentalism exerted enormous 
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influence upon the intellectual life in general and philosophy in particular in 19th century America, and it still 
remains one of the important factors in the spiritual tradition shaping its intellectual landscape.

 But it was also one of the sources of a major philosophical turn to which it came in 19th philosophy and 
whose result was the renaissance of metaphysics. This revival of metaphysical motives belongs to the core of 
the philosophical heritage of 19th century philosophy on whose different aspects contemporary philosophy still 
elaborates.

 In my contribution I set myself two aims. Firstly to propose a definition of the term “Transcendentalism” 
as it is used with respect to the movement under consideration, and to reflect on its relationship to the standard 
European understanding of “Transcendentalism” and “Transcendental Philosophy”. Secondly I wish to point to 
some ideas within New England Transcendentalism which in my opinion may be regarded relevant in the context 
of the said metaphysical turn in 19th century and contemporary philosophy. Also a few remarks about the role of 
Pragmatism in transmitting these ideas into the mainstream philosophy in and outside America will be added.

Daniel Sharp
New York University, des361@nyu.edu

Kantian provisional right: Problems and prospects
Among those who think some limited scheme of property rights can be justified, it is often thought that there 

are only two possible views about their justification. Either, as Locke thought and contemporary libertarians think, 
there are strong natural property rights which pre-exist the establishment of the state and constrain it morally. Or, 
as Hume thought and Rawlsians think, there are no natural property rights but only an entitlement to usufruct in 
the state of nature therefore, any moral case for property rights must be made by appealing to the value of the 
social practice or convention of property. Kant’s transcendental account of rights seen by its proponents as a 
neglected middle way between these rival views, one that captures the advantages of both without their costs. 
For Kant draws a distinction between provisional and conclusive rights therefore, Kant can conclude, there exist 
provisional but not conclusive property rights in the state of nature. Thus, Kant (unlike conventionalists) can 
make explain what’s wrong with the colonial dispossession of non-state peoples, but (unlike libertarians) he is 
not thereby committed to the absurd view property rights constrain the pursuit of distributive justice. While this 
proposal is promising, in order for it to succeed Kantians need a compelling account of the distinction between 
provisional and conclusive rights. But what does this distinction amount to exactly? And can it really ground 
an appealing middle-ground view about property? Unfortunately, Kantians have paid insufficient attention to 
these questions. This paper aims to sharpen the discussion of how whether and how this Kantian alternative 
can be developed. In the first part of the paper, I explain why the Kantian view is worth taking seriously by 
criticizing both the libertarian and the conventionalist views of property. In the second part, I explore the two most 
developed accounts: Arthur Ripstein’s and Anna Stilz’s. Ripstein argues that a right is provisional just in case 
it is not enforceable, whereas a right is conclusive just in case it is enforceable. This account of the distinction, 
I argue, faces two problems: first, it fails to capture what’s morally appealing about the Kantian position second, 
it fails to square with Kant’s text. Stilz develops a more promising account. On her view, a right is provisional 
only if it (1) grounds particular claim, which imposes duties on (2) others to respect it and (3) on the claimant to 
establish a rightful condition, but which is (4) defeasible by considerations of justice. Yet, I contend that Stilz’s 
account is also unsatisfactory. First, the account is at best partial. Kant wants the distinction between provisional 
and conclusive rights to apply to more than just the case of property. Stilz’s view can’t account for this broader 
aim. Second, Stilz’s can’t explain why the transition between from provisional to conclusive rights is morally 
necessary. I conclude by exploring how a theory of provisional rights might overcome these limitations.

Daniel Roland Sobota
Polish Academy of Sciences, bobota@wp.pl

Critique of pure question: The eroteric turn in Kant’s transcendental philosophy
The first sentence of Foreword (A VII) to the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason points to the main 

theme of Kant’s reflections. It’s a problem of a question. Human reason is tormented by questions that it can 
not answer, but which it can not dismiss either. These are metaphysical questions. In order to investigate the 
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legitimacy, sources, types and objects of these questions, Kant invokes a new type of philosophical research, 
which he calls the transcendental method. It is to bring the answer “where transcendent questions come from”. The 
transcendental method consists in asking questions about the conditions of the possibility of questions (scientific 
and metaphysical). The critique of pure reason is therefore a kind of question about questions. Kant explores the 
nature of reason as a faculty of asking. The critique of pure reason is a critique of pure question. This is also the 
so-called Copernican revolution: it is an admission that it is not the answer that determines the question, but the 
question determines the answer. Transcendental philosophy is the philosophy which overcomes “the oblivion 
of question” – so symptomatic of the European philosophical traditions – and instead brings question into the 
limelight. The Kant’s philosophy, read in this spirit, allows us to assess the proximity or remoteness of the heirs 
of transcendental thought relative to its Kantian roots. 

Guillaume St-Laurent
Brown University, Université de Montréal, guil.stlaurent@gmail.com 

Public reason and transcendental arguments: The missing link in political liberalism
The central feature of “political liberalism” (Ackerman, Rawls, Larmore) is undoubtedly its understanding 

of public reason: the distinction between the considerations relevant for defining the publicly shareable basis of 
a liberal political order, on the one hand, and the vast domain of our “reasonable disagreements” about the good life 
and what we are, on the other. Public reason concerns itself only about “what is essential to our self-understanding 
as liberal citizens,” in order to make sure that “the fundamental principles of political association are rationally 
acceptable to all who share indeed a commitment to living together on mutually acceptable terms”. However, 
what is essential to our self-understanding as liberal citizens or moral persons is not taken to be equivalent to 
any “a priori” or “metaphysical” conception of what we really (ultimately) are or aspire to be. Those are taken 
to be potential objects of reasonable disagreement among our fellow citizens, and so not fit to define the basis 
of the social contract. For instance, political liberalism pretends to stay neutral with regard to individualistic or 
communautarian conceptions of the person. It may even want to stay neutral as to the nature of the democratic 
agent itself, in order to make room for “peoples” (or nations) as well as persons.

But how exactly are we to draw this line between our purely political self-understanding and our so-called 
“metaphysical” self-understanding? I would like to argue that this demarcation is based on two basic mistakes 
about the nature and scope of a priori arguments in philosophy, relying on the account of transcendental arguments 
developed by Charles Taylor in 1978. Firstly, it is generally believed that a priori arguments are caught up in 
the following contradiction: they pretend to be apodictic, but yet, they are open to endless debates (or object of 
“reasonable disagreements”). This contradiction is superficial: it is possible to do justice both to their a priori 
ambitions and to their “revisability” – or what one might call their hermeneutical fallibility. Secondly, they are 
generally taken to be claiming to decide what we really are, whereas transcendental arguments are perfectly 
compatible with our recognizing their ontological fallibility: “[I]t is clear that there are certain ontological 
questions which lie beyond the scope of transcendental arguments”. Once those two mistakes are corrected, 
it becomes obvious that transcendental arguments are centrally relevant to the work of public reason. What is 
transcendentally (or “inescapably”) constitutive of human self-understanding – historicity, intersubjectivity, 
“linguisticity”, embodiment, etc. – cannot but be essential to our self-understanding as liberal citizens.

Political liberalism must already distinguish between the (largely implicit) debate about the constitutive rules 
or principles of the democratic order itself – or its conditions of intelligibility – and debates about the laws 
that citizens should give themselves. We cannot vote for disrespecting (or dominating, discriminating, etc.) the 
other; it would infringe on the constitutive rule of democracy, which delineates the space of popular sovereignty. 
Nevertheless, the constitutive rules are then conceived in purely political terms: in terms of how we must 
understand ourselves in the very act by which we give ourselves common rules to ensure respectful coexistence. 
Instead, the debate about the conditions of possibility/intelligibily of democracy should be directly related to 
what Taylor calls the “metacritical tradition,” that is to say the transcendental “deconstruction” of the modern 
epistemological tradition from which we inherit our picture of the self as “atomistic” and “ideally disengaged”. 
This metacritique enables us to get a better grasp of what the principle of equal respect really entails, that is, of 
the universal human capacities and interests we need to identify in order to ensure adequate rights and immunities 
for everyone. The crucial relationship between public reason and transcendental arguments is indeed the missing 
link in political liberalism.
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Mateusz Waśko
Jagiellonian University, wasko.m89@gmail.com

Between the two Kant’s interpretations – Siemek and Heidegger
In my presentation I would like to consider the two great readings of Kant’s philosophy. Heidegger and Siemek, 

the authors of these interpretations, were doing their philosophy from some different standpoints. Heidegger grew 
out of a phenomenological soil while Siemek was rooted in a history of idea. Phenomenology and the history of 
idea do not exclude each other, but they point out different areas of philosophical problems. That situation entails 
two different points of view and two different goals of Kant’s interpretations. My presentation aims at the analysis 
of relation between these interpretations. I would like to prove that, despite some crucial differences, some (not 
only superficial) similarities could be found in Heidegger’s and Siemek’s reading. Firstly, I would like to sketch 
out these two interpretations focusing of their different purposes. Heidegger attempts to read Kant’s Critique 
as “a laying of the ground for metaphysics”. But a question of this ground becomes in his interpretation the 
question of the possibility of an ontological knowledge. It is the knowledge concerning Being (das Sein). It makes 
possible the ontic knowledge. Siemek’s position is entirely different. He attempts to prove that Kant reveals a new 
level of a theoretical reality. This space of thinking allows to investigate space of our knowledge in the new way. 
Siemek indicates that the traditional theory of cognition and the metaphysics could not reach this level and that 
they were not able to transcend their aporias. From this perspective, to the nature of being object belongs “being 
known” by subject. It seems to mean that the traditional problems of the theory of cognition could be examined 
from the ontological perspective. Siemek calls this new dimension the epistemological one. He distinguishes 
it from traditional epistemic space of consideration. I intend to compare this distinction with the Heidegger’s 
ontic/ontological distinction. It seems to be one of the most important point of the discussion, because it reveals 
an essential divergence of both interpretations. Heidegger’s ontological dimension is the dimension of Being. It is 
a space of an entity’s constitution. Siemek’s epistemological dimension, in turn, is the dimension of the theoretical 
reality which allows to resolve the hitherto problems of our knowledge. Heidegger attempts to repeat Kant’s task 
in his own way, yet Siemek attempts to reveal “space” of performing this task. To sum up, Heidegger’s thought 
could be classified as a kind of epistemological (in Siemek’s meaning) reflection and Siemek’s work could be 
defined as the disclosure of a view on ontological (in Heidegger’s meaning) dimension.

Rafał Wonicki
University of Warsaw, rafalwonicki@uw.edu.pl

Kant, Habermas and Siemek: Prospects for a detranscendentalisation of reason
In my presentation, I will analyze relations between Kant’s transcendental idea of practical reason and Habermas’ 

detranscendentalised idea of communicative actions. By analyzing Habermas’ theory of communicative actions 
I will show what kind of consequences for understanding of action, subject and justification of norms in the 
sphere of ethics and politics have been caused by modification of Kant and Apel transcendental presumptions. 
What is more, I will prove that Habermas’ theory faces new problems and challenges when trying to exceed 
weaknesses of classical philosophy of subject. Habermas constructing universal pragmatism and discourse theory 
of rationality cannot justify their universal status. After the process of “detranscendentalisation”, conditions of 
reaching an agreement and achieving consensus, which social actors must accept in order to understand one 
another about something in the world become an inherent element of our social world. In consequence, Habermas 
has to include in his approach historical and contextual and therefore contingent processes of norm creation and 
justification. Thus, the question is raised of whether his theory does not lose Kantian dimension of universal 
justification concerning principles that govern our behavior. Additionally, whether (and if yes, to which extent) 
“detranscendentalized” communicative reason can in an effective way mediate between Kant’s intelligible and 
physical worlds? Generalizing above mentioned issues in my talk I will try to answer whether Habermas has 
gone too far in bridging idealism with scientism and transcendentalism with naturalism and in result has denied 
initial assumptions of his own critical theory. For this purpose, I will refer not only to Kant and Habermas works 
but also to arguments and theories of such authors as Marek J. Siemek, Andrzej M. Kaniowski, Karl O. Apel, A. 
Honneth, T. McCarthy.
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Monika Woźniak
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Two models of socialization: Remarks on Siemek’s concept of Vergesellschaftung  
from the Marxist point of view 

One of the main philosophical concerns for Siemek in 90s was the problem of the specifically modern form of 
socialization. Siemek identified it with “socialization through individuation” and revealed the economic origins 
of it. The explicit source of this concept is the passage on the system of needs from The Elements of Philosophy 
of Right. However, for Hegel the game of particular interests and the division of labour is only one among many 
sources of the universality and definitely not the highest one. The economic genesis of the modern subject can 
be found much more easily in Marx, e.g. at the very beginning of Grundrisse. Marx argues there that capitalism 
produces the individual as separated from the social substance and at the same time necessarily mediated through 
others. Nevertheless, the descriptions of modern socialization in Siemek and Marx might seem similar only 
in general outlines. For Siemek the sphere of the social mediation is not the production, like for Marx, but the 
circulation, and this difference is crucial.

In my paper, I would like to elaborate this difference with regard to its political consequences. While revealing 
this economic origin of modern subjectivity, Siemek legitimizes it again with the thesis that economic interests 
are essentially dialogical in nature. As I will argue, this defence of capitalism is rather hard to attack for theories 
focused on commodity fetishism or reification (like the one Siemek held in his Marxist years). These theories 
are founded on the belief in the primacy of the social relations between people, i. e. the relations of production. 
Siemek creates an alternative model of socialization. Because of the shift from production to circulation, the 
commodity relations should be interpreted in his theoretical framework not as phantasmagorical or distorted 
forms of social relations, but rather as their foundation. The concept of commodity fetishism is deprived of its 
critical edge here as it can be understood properly only within Marxian model of socialization. In order to oppose 
Siemek’s image of society, it is necessary to reveal the real nature of supposedly “fair” exchange. The best means 
to do this is the notion of primitive accumulation, understood not only as the historical origin of capitalism, but 
also as its hidden foundation.

Magdalena Ziętek-Wielomska
Research Institute Pro vita bona, magdalena.zietek@gmail.com

Die Idee der Sittlichkeit und die deutsche Tradition des Sozialismus  
in der Gedankenwelt von Marek Siemek 

In seinem berühmten Buch Der Weg zu Knechtschaft schrieb Hayek, dass Deutschland am Ende des 19. 
Jahrhunderts zu einem Zentrum wurde, “von dem die Ideen, die die Welt im 20. Jahrhundert regieren sollten, nach 
Osten und Westen ausgingen. Ob es nun Hegel oder Marx, List oder Schmoller, Sombart oder Mannheim war, 
ob es sich um den Sozialismus in seiner radikaleren Form handelte oder nur um “Organisation” oder “Planung” 
einer weniger radikalen Abart, deutsches Gedankengut wurde überall bereitwillig importiert, und deutsche 
Einrichtungen fanden überall Nachahmung. […] Heute gerät es oft in Vergessenheit, welche überragende Rolle 
Deutschland in der Entwicklung der Theorie und der Praxis des Sozialismus während dieses Zeitraumes spielte; 
man denkt nicht mehr daran, dass Deutschland ein Menschenalter, bevor der Sozialismus bei uns zu einem ernsten 
Problem wurde, eine starke sozialistische Partei im Reichstag sitzen hatte und dass noch bis vor kurzem der 
Ausbau der sozialistischen Theorie fast ausschließlich in Deutschland und Österreich erfolgte, so dass sogar 
die heutige Diskussion in Russland zum großen Teil dort fortfährt, wo die Deutschen aufgehört haben”. Dieser 
Diagnose ist zuzustimmen. Hayek, der selbst ein Vertreter des Wirtschaftsliberalismus war, betrachtete diese 
Entwicklung allerdings kritisch. 

Man sollte aber fragen, worauf diese Entwicklung zurückzuführen ist? In dem Vortrag wird die These vertreten, 
dass die deutsche Tradition des Sozialismus strikt mit der Idee der Sittlichkeit verbunden ist, die aus der Philosophie 
des deutschen Idealismus stammte, und später u.a. von deutschen “Kathedersozialisten“ weiterentwickelt wurde. 
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Dazu gehörte vor allem Gustav von Schmoller, der die Grundlagen einer modernen Institutionenökonomie 
geschaffen hat, die auf die Habitus-Ausbildung der neuen Institutionen, also die Sittlichkeit, setzte. 

Birger P. Priddat schreibt dazu: “Erst wenn die Institutionen die Mitglieder in einem neuen Verhalten habituell, 
d.h. regelkonform ausgebildet haben, wird die Stabilisation der wechselseitigen Erwartungen gewährleistet sein, 
indem die (vorsichtigen und labilen) Erwartungen sich in Handlungsselbstverständlichkeiten verwandelt bzw. 
»sozialisiert« haben” (Birger P. Priddat: Die andere Ökonomie. Eine neue Einschätzung von Gustav Schmollers. 
Versuch einer “ethisch-historischen” Nationalökonomie im 19. Jahrhundert). Darin sieht Priddat das Wesen der 
alternativen Wirtschaftsverfassung der Korporationen. Die Korporation hat nämlich die Aufgabe, die Einheit 
von wirtschaftlicher und sittlicher Vernunft herzustellen; denn die korporative Wirtschaftsverfassung bildet den 
“Gemeinsinn” aus, d.h. eine allgemeine Vernunft, die das ökonomische Interesse inkubiert. 

Die deutsche Idee der Sittlichkeit, sowie das Erbe des deutschen sozialistischen Denkens spielte eine ganz 
fundamentale Rolle in dem Denken von Marek Siemek. In seinem Werk Von Marx zu Hegel schreibt er: “Die 
steigende Differenzierung der Gesellschaft durch Arbeits-, Funktions- und Rollenteilung geht mir der sowohl 
kognitiv-begrifflichen als auch praktisch-normativen Rationalisierung des menschlichen Zusammenlebens einher, 
die gerade dadurch zustande kommt, dass die Einzelnen große Teile ihrer Subjektivität auf intersubjektiv wirkende 
und geltende, weil gesellschaftlich und politisch institutionalisierte Vermittlungs- und Stellvertretungsorgane 
übertragen“. Siemek hat sehr wohl verstanden, wie wichtig die Ausbildung der modernen Institutionen, die die 
Idee der Sittlichkeit verkörpern, für eine Gesellschaft ist, die die Prozesse der Modernisierung durchläuft. Das war 
auch sein Vorwurf gegen Marx, dem er vorwarf, dass er zu wenig über staatlich-institutionelle Stabilisierung der 
Modernisierungsprozesse nachgedacht habe. In der berühmten deutschen Auseinandersetzung zwischen den sog. 
“Staatsbejahern und “Staatsverneinern” stand Siemek eindeutig auf der Seite der “Staatsbejaher”.

Magdalena Żardecka, Marek Chojnacki
University of Rzeszów, magda.zardecka@gmail.com

Illusion of transcendentalism? The issue of transcendentality in dialogue and controversy  
between I. Kant, H. Bergson, E. Husserl and A. Schutz 

Does facticity and mundaneity really dissipate into the constitutive activity of the transcendental subject? This 
reproach, directed once by Barbara Skarga against Edmund Husserl’s phenomenology in her exposition of Henri 
Bergson’s position, may be referred in a way also to Immanuel Kant’s critical philosophy, accused by Bergson 
of trying to stand “beyond” and “above” cognitive structures and to describe them from outside. Yet Kant’s 
notion of time and inner phenomena, apparently distinct from our mundane experience of objects in outer space, 
opens a possibility of transcendental experience in Husserl’s sense, very similar in its most fundamental traits to 
Bergson’s durée, paradoxically grounding the transcendental reflexion even more in the mundane experience. 
This inherently temporal dimension of transcendentality leads us to the possibility of overcoming of the idealistic 
temptation, present both in Kant and in Husserl, most poignantly realized in Alfred Schutz sociophenomenology, 
understood as a theory of intersubjectivity, revealing a new concept of realism. The paper intends to put into 
dialogue epistemologies of Kant, Bergson, Husserl and Schutz, in order to brings us closer to conceiving what 
really “shows” itself in Kant’s Anschauung. If Husserl reproaches Kant that his critical reflection knows only the 
perceptual experience (anschauende Erfahrung) of “phenomena”, excluding from the transcendental analysis 
the self-experience of the knowing subject, and proposing himself a description of a direct, intuitive experience 
(anschauende Erfahrung) of the absolute, world-constituting consciousness, then it should be noticed that Kant’s 
notion of inner experience is much more complex, and that the same can be stated about Husserl’s conception of the 
allegedly purely abstract transcendental ego, as it is attested by his meandric way from the evidence of perceptual 
experience to the transcendental ego and then back to mundaneity in his phenomenology of Lebenswelt. What we 
need to understand this maze is a clarification of his notion of temporality and inner transcendental experience 
of the absolute consciousness, possible if we compare Husserl’s understanding of consciousness with Bergson’s 
notion of durée, conceived as a vivid, actual, intense experience of concrete reality, lived in permanent tension 
between present action, memory and dreams, reaching into the unconscious and unrealized, reminding of Schutz’s 
notion of attention to life (borrowed from Bergson) and its reference to reality lived intersubjectively as a set of 
projects and memories given “in the past tense” (modo praeteriti and modo futuri exacti). Thus we reach the basic 
probem of grounding of the actual experience of the presently given in the phantasizing and projecting activity of 
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memory, being the fundamental dimension of what Kant calls “the inner sense”. Only taking this (intersubjective) 
phantasizing and projecting seriously can elucidate Husserl’s originary evidence, in which all positing of meaning 
grounds and finds its permanenty originating justification.
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ORGANIZATIONAL INFORMATION

How to get to the University Campus
The conference venue is easily accessible by public transport. Maps, routes and information about public 

transport are available here
Buses:
• from Warsaw Chopin Airport – getting off at “Uniwersytet Warszawski”, bus number 175 
• from the Central railway station (Dworzec Centralny) – getting off at “Uniwersytet Warszawski”, buses 

175, 128
Metro:
• Line M2, getting off at “Nowy Świat/Uniwersytet”
• Line M1, getting off at “Świętokrzyska” 

Conference venue
Old Library Building (“Stary BUW”)

http://www.ztm.waw.pl/index.php?l=2
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Building No 9 on a map above
Main hall, rooms 205, 207, 209
More information here

Lunch and Reception
25.05.2018 lunch: Zapiecek Restaurant, Nowy Świat 64
25.05.2018 reception: Kazimierzowski Palace (building No. 1 on a map) 
26–27.05.2018 lunch: Old Library Building, Main Hall 
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Robert Ignatowicz, PhD Candidate, University of Warsaw – Conference Website 
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