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IMPAKTUYECKWW VIIEAJI BO IVIOTW.
STUKOTEOJIOTUSI KAHTA
Y BOTOYEJIOBEUECTBO

A. K. Cyodaxo8

B memacpusuueckom naacme moeo, umo 6 mpaxkmanme
Kanma o peaueun moxem Ovims HazBano ghusocogpckorl
xpucmosaoauei, ompasui0cy npeocmabienue HeMeyKo20
¢husocogpa o Bonaoujernuu npoodpasza Hpabcmberroo co-
Bepuwencmba. Ilpobaema onmosoeuu udeara cmabumcs
Kanmom 6 6ude Bonpoca 06 ycaobusx Bosmoxrocmu ghak-
muuecko20 onvima: udeas céamocmu cyujecmbyem 6 pas-
yme, mo ecmv 6 uesoBexe, 00HaKo 6 cusy eocnodcmba paou-
KaAbH020 344 HAO Bosetl ues06exa OH HeOCTUKUM Heao-
Beueckoil cusot Hu 6 Mvluisenuu, Hu 6 ocyuecmbieHuu.
s payuonarstozo muviuisenus 0osee ecmecmbeHHbIM
Abasemcea npedcmabaenue 0 NPAKMULECKOll pealbHOCu
npoobpasa Beaedcmbue Bonaousenus nooAuHHO20 uesobe-
Ka, ucxoosaujeeo om boea. Vicnoawv3ys coodbujerus E6aree-
it 06 Mucyce, Kanm mpaxmyem uesoBeueckyio npupody
npoobpasa 6 ceme cBoux obujux npedcmabrenuil o 3a-
Oamkax maxotl npupodsl. CoeaacHo pacnpocpaneHHoMy
MHeHu1o, boxxecmBennas npupoda npoodpasa ycmparena
6 KanmoBcKot IMUKOmMeos0Ul YKa3aHuem Ha Hebo3mMox-
Hocmb 044 Bnoame cBamoil 6oau ObiMb MOPAALHBIM NPU-
Mmepom caabomy uenobexy. Oonako 6 deiicmBumenvHocmu
Kanm ¢ nosuyuu xpumuueckoeo ¢pusocogpa eobopum
MOABKO 0 MOM, 410 045 MblulAeHUA DoxecmbBenHot npu-
pods npoobpasa Hem 00CMAMOUHBIX PAYUOHAALHBIX OC-
HoBanutl. Payuonarvnas ¢puiocopus Moxem MulcAUnb
bosxecmbBernbll npoodpas cobepuiencmba moavko Kak eeo
uycmoe u yeavHoe Hpabcmberroe YMoHACHIpoeHUe Yepes
Bce makcumol u nocmynxu. Puocodpus nepeuisa ovi cou
epanuybl, ecau 0vl npemendoBasa Ha boavulee U OXKUOANA
NpUsHAHUA npoodpasHotl meos02uu udeala Kax cooepa-
HUS yepkoBroil Bepbl. Bmecme ¢ mem yxe gpusocogpckas
meopus npoobpaza kax cooepxanue Bepvl HecAyUaANHO
usaaeaemcs Kanmom 6 cocaaeamenssHom HAKAOHEHUU.
McnoBedarue boxecmbenroeo xapaxmepa npoodpasa kax
Buegpunococpckoe Bocnoanerue napadokcob u cumborob
¢husocogpcxoit meosoeuu Kanm ocmabasiem 603MoKHbIM
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THE EMBODIED PRACTICAL IDEAL:
KANT’S ETHICOTHEOLOGY
AND GODMANHOOD

A. K. Sudakov!

The metaphysical layer of what can be called phil-
osophical Christology in Kant’s treatise on religion
reflects his idea of the embodiment of the archetype of
moral perfection. Kant raises the problem of the ontol-
ogy of the ideal in the shape of the question about the
conditions that make actual experience possible: the ide-
al of holiness resides in reason, i.e. in the human being,
but the dominance of radical evil over the human will
puts it out of human reach either in thought or in prac-
tice. For rational thought it is more natural to imagine
the practical reality of the archetype as the embodiment
of the authentic man proceeding from God. Using the
Gospel narrative about Jesus, Kant interprets the hu-
man nature of the archetype in the light of his general
notions about the properties of this nature. It is widely
believed that Kant’s ethical theology eliminates the di-
vine nature of the archetype by stating that an entirely
holy will cannot be a moral example for the infirm hu-
man will. Kant however says, merely as a critical phi-
losopher, that there are not enough rational grounds for
thinking divine nature. Rational philosophy can think
the archetype of perfection only as its pure and whole
moral attitude through all the maxims and acts. Philos-
ophy would transcend its boundaries if it claimed more
and expected recognition of the prototypical theology of
the ideal as the content of church faith. But it is not by
chance that Kant sets forth the philosophical theory of
the archetype as the content of faith in the subjunctive
mood. According to Kant, the preaching of the divine
character of the archetype as extra-philosophical sup-
plement of the paradoxes and symbols of philosophical
theology is only possible on condition that this statu-
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A.K. Cynaxos

npu ycaobuu, umo 3mo cmamymaproe ucnobedanue e
npenamcmbyent yeAbHOMY CIpeMAeHUI0 K ocyujecmbae-
Hu10 HpabemBenroeo ymonacmpoerus. ITpu smux yciobu-
AX ¢pusocodp u bubserickutl meos0e 0CMamMcs Kaxoblil
npu cBoeii meoso2uu u kaxoviil — 6 cboem npabe.

KaroueBvie croba: Kanm, cpusocogpcxasn meosoeus,
npoobpas, cobepuwiencmbo, Mucyc, ueroBeueckas npupo-
0a, cBepxuesoBeqeckas npupooa, YMOHACHIpPOEHUE, MO-
paivHas Bepa

1. BBegeHnme

Wcropus BoctipusTHsL HOTOMKaMu prstocod-
ckoro mpoekrta ViMmanywia KaxTa oTnmdaercs
OIHOV IIpVIMeYaTesIbHOV 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTHIO. [lo
HEKOTOPOro BpeMeHW OOJIBIIMHCTBO duitocod-
CTBYIOIIVX ObUIM yOeXIIeHbI, UTO yTBepXKaaemasi
KanToMm npuHIMNIMaIbHAs HEITO3HABAeMOCTh Be-
IIeVt caMux I1o ceOe Oe3ycJIOBHO ucKA04aen MeTa-
dursmgeckre OCTpOeHMs, MOIyIIye IIpeTeHIIo-
BaTh Ha OOBEKTMBHYIO 3HAYMMOCTb. MexXy TeM
B ricTOpum (prtocodpmmt IiepBovt IOJIOBMHBI XX B.
yTBepAWIOCh Memagpusuueckoe mpoutenve Kan-
Ta. OfHAKO ¥ TPV 3TOM IIPOUYTEHMN VICCIIEIOBa-
TeJ IV IIpU3HaBaIM, YTO KaHTMAHCTBO IIOABEPIJIO
KPUTHMKE TPaaNUIIVOHHBIE TOKa3aTeIbCTBA OBITIS
Bora, mmpemyioxms BMecTo HIX MOpasIbHOe JJoKa3a-
TeJIbCTBO. IIOCKOIIBKY OHO IpeICTaBIIsIIOCh eIV IH-
CTBEHHBIM JIeTaJIBHBIM 1Ty TeM dviocodpckoro bo-
TOIIO3HAHMS B KOHTEKCTe KaHTOBCKOW (PVIIOCO-
1, BO3MOXXHOe coflep>kaHe KaHTMAaHCKOro du-
socodpckoro yueHmsi o bore Tak ke c6odusoce B
3TOM cJIy4ae K aHa/IM3y uieu pasyMa o bore, kak
VI cofiepKaHVie PENTUTTV 02paHUuuuBaioc MOpaib-
HOM penuruent pasyma. V6o paiyoHasibHOe co-
IepKaHVie peJIUTMUI B TaKOM TOJIKOBAaHMM — 3TO
4ycTasg MOpajlb pasyMa, B JIydllleM cjlydae IIOf
CVIMBOJIMYECKOVI MACKMPOBKOTVA. Bce xe, uto He 10-
IIyCKaeT 3TUYeCKOVl CUMBOJIM3ALNM, B COOTBET-
CTBYIOIIIEV TPAaKTOBKe ITPeICTaBIIseTC S STUUECKH,
a 3HaA4YMT, ¥ PeJINTMO3HO M3JIUIIHUM. VIMeHHO B
3TOM CBeTe TPV TAKOM TIOIXOJIe BVUIMTCS TJIaBHBIN
Tpyn KanTa o dpwtocodpum permmurum — «Peurms
B IIpefiesiaX TOJIBKO pasyMa». Kak Teopust (cuictema
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tory preaching does not obstruct the overall aspiration
toward the actualisation of the pure moral attitude. If
these conditions are observed the philosopher and the
biblical theologian remain each with their theologies and
within their rights.

Keywords: Kant, philosophical theology, arche-
type, perfection, Jesus, human nature, suprahuman na-
ture, attitude, moral faith

1. Introduction

The history of the perception of Immanuel
Kant’s philosophical project by his descendants
reveals an intriguing pattern. Up until a certain
time the majority of philosophers were con-
vinced that Kant’s claim that things-in-them-
selves are unknowable in principle rules out
any metaphysical constructs of objective signif-
icance. Meanwhile, in the history of philosophy
in the first half of the twentieth century, the
metaphysical reading of Kant became prevalent.
However, even this reading conceded that Kan-
tianism had challenged the traditional argu-
ments in favour of God’s existence, offering a
moral proof in their place. Since this proof was
thought to be the only legitimate way of philo-
sophical cognition of God in the context of Kan-
tian philosophy, the possible content of Kant’s
philosophical doctrine on God was also reduced
to the analysis of the reason’s idea of God just
as the content of religion was limited to the mor-
al religion of reason. For the rational content of
religion in this interpretation is pure morality
of reason, at best in symbolic disguise. Every-
thing that does not allow for ethical symbol-
ism, in this interpretation, is seen as ethically,
hence also religiously, superfluous. In this ap-
proach, it is in this perspective that Kant’s main
work on the philosophy of religion, Religion
Within the Bounds of Bare Reason, presents itself.
Both the theory (the system of dogmatics) and



IOTMaTUKM), TaK M IpPaKTUKa (KYJIbT VI MOJIUTBA)
VICTOPVYECKIIX PeTUTMVI OKasbiBaroTcs s Kan-
Ta B IOJOOHOM €ro IpOYTeHUM JIUIIL 0OBeKTOM
KPUTUKIM (He B KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIe CJIOBa). 3a-
KOHOMEPHO, UTO TaKoe IIOHVMMaHMe driocodpmm
permrun KaHTa HpuvBOOWUT MHTEPHIpeTaTOpPOB K
BBIBOZIYy O ee IIPOTWMBOIIOJIOKHOCTY VTN IIPSIMOV
BPaKIeOHOCTV MICTOPUYECKOMY XPVICTMAHCTBY.
KanT, ropopsAT oHM, coBepIlaeT «peIyKIUIO Xpu-
CTMaHCTBa K Cyry0o MOpaJIbHOVI pesiurum», mbo
OH yCTpaHseT M3 CBOeVl KOHIIEMINM «BOdesIoBe-
uyBirerocsi CeiHa boxmus» 1 mpeBparttaeT «0oxe-
crBeHHoe 1m0 Vncyca Xpucra B “njiea Mopaib-
HOTO COBEpIIIeHCTBA’, HaJIMYeCTBYIOIINUI B Ka-
KoM uertopeke» (Sala, 2007, S. 136). B xon1ie XX B.
y WUCTOPVKOB IIOSBVWJIVICh 3aKOHHBIE COMHEHNS B
000CHOBaHHOCTM IOJOOHOrO TOJIKOBaHMS (puyIo-
copun permrum Kanra, odopmubiivecs B OT-
TleJIbHOe HallpaBJIeHMe Vccile[IoBaTeIbCKov pabo-
ThI, CTOPOHHVMKM KOTOPOTO IIBITAIOTCS II0Ka3aTh,
uTO 3TMKOTeoorvs KaHTa B HeVCTBUTEIBHOCTHU
He CTOJIb BpakJieOHa MCTOPVYeCKOV peJIUTI0O3HO-
CTV, KaK 3TO IIpeICTaB/IgeTCs TPV TPagULIVIOHHOM
rofxozie. XOTd MosBIIeHVIe HOBOT'O TeUeHs BbI3Ba-
JIO CKeNITUYeCcKyIo peakIuio Y afelIToB Tpaiuiln-
OHHOV TpaKToBKM KaHTa?, He MOIJIEXUT COMHe-
HVIO, YTO IIPEOOJIEHNE «ITUYECKOTO PelyKIIVIO-
HW3Ma» U CBS3aHHOTO C HUM IIJIOCKO-OTHOMEPHO-
O IpefICTaBIIeH sl O KaHTOBCKOV 3TMKOTEOIOr N
OyneT copericTBOBaTh IIOAOTBOPHOMY M3YUeHIO
U TaKMX CIOKeTOB prstocodnm 0OBEKTUBHON pe-
JIUTUY, O KOTOPBIX YMCTOMY AEVCTY MIKOJIbI ITpo-
CBeIIeHMs CKa3aTh, CTPOTO TOBOPs, HeYero.

Ha mepsbIt B3mISAA, TeMa, BbIHeCEHHasl B 3a-
IJIaBVie TaHHOW CTaThil, — OIWMH W3 TaKMX CIOXe-
TOB. SIBjleHMe XpucTa M MCTOPUS XPUCTMAHCTBA

2 OpmH U3 xapakTepHbIX npyMepos — ['opmon Muxar-
COH, IOJIaraloIINyl, YTO TeOoJIOTM efBa JI MOXeT BIIOX-
HOBJISAITBCSI KAHTOBCKOVI 3TMKOTEOJIOTVIeVT, MO0 ITOCTIeTHSSA
TATOTeeT K «IIPUHIINITY MMMaHEHTHOCTW», HECOBMeCTH-
MOMY C TeucTudecKuM BeposaHmeMm (Michalson, 1999).
Tem He menee, korma PariepcroyH 1 [IkekoOc rIpencTa-
BWJIM €rO KaK [JIaBHOIO OOBMHIITEIISI Ha IIpoliecce IIPOTHB
KaHTOBCKOTO TpakTaTa o penmruu (Firestone, Jacobs, 2008,
p- 83—100), oH yaMBMIICS TaKOMY Ha3HAY€HWIO, OTMETVB,
YTO HUKOT/Ia He paccMaTpwuBa cBou paboTer o KaHTe «B
HPOKYypOpcKot ToHaIbHOCTI» (Michalson, 2012, p. 183).
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the practice (cult and prayer) of historical reli-
gions are, when Kant is interpreted in this way,
merely an object of criticism (not critique in the
Kantian sense). Not surprisingly, such inter-
pretation of Kant’s philosophy of religion leads
Kant scholars to the conclusion that it is op-
posed or downright hostile to historical Chris-
tianity. Kant, they argue, reduces Christianity
to strictly moral religion because he eliminates
from his concept “the incarnate Son of God”
and turns “the divine face of Jesus Christ into
‘an ideal of moral perfection’, found in every
person” (Sala, 2007, S. 136). In the late twentieth
century historians became legitimately doubt-
ful about this interpretation of Kant’ philoso-
phy of religion, and this led to the emergence
of a distinct line of research, seeking to demon-
strate that Kant’s ethical theology is not as hos-
tile to historical religiousness as the traditional
approach would have us believe. Although the
new trend met with a skeptical reaction from
the adepts of traditional interpretation of Kant,?
there is no doubt that overcoming “ethical re-
ductionism” and the correspondingly flat and
unidimensional idea of Kant’s ethical theology
will encourage the study of aspects of the phi-
losophy of objective religion which a pure deist
of the Enlightenment school has actually noth-
ing to say about.

At first glance, the topic of the title of this
article belongs to this category. The appear-
ance of Christ and the history of Christianity
form the key object of philosophical interpre-

2 A characteristic example is Gordon Michalson, who
believes that theology can hardly be inspired by Kant's
ethical religion because the latter gravitates towards
“the principle of immanence”, which is incompatible
with theistic belief (Michalson, 1999). Nevertheless,
when Firestone and Jacobs cast him in the role of
chief prosecutor in a trial of Kant's treatise on religion
(Firestone and Jacobs, 2008, pp. 83-100), he was surprised
by this charge, noting that he never considered his
works on Kant “in a prosecutorial mode” (Michalson,
2012, p. 183).
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COCTaBJIAIOT KJTIOYEBOW IIpenmeT prIocodcKom
VIHTepIIpeTalny B KAHTOBCKOM TpaKTaTe O peJv-
TV, IIPVYeM VIMEHHO B KOHTEKCTe OOBEKTVIBHON
peastbHOCTM WMzIen Oe3ycsIoBHOro mobpa, TO ecThb
TOTO, UTO B KaHTOBCKOV (prstocopumt 3aHsIIO Me-
CTO TPa/IVILIVIOHHOV 3TV4ecKovt oHmoi0euu. OmHa-
KO TO, uTo dpmtocod KaHT rosoput 06 3Tmx ripes-
MeTax, Ka3aJloch Obl, TOJIBKO IOATBEpPXKIaeT XYI-
IITVie TIOJI03PeH s OPTOHOKCOB: Ha IePBhIN B3I,
B KAHTOBCKOM TpaKTaTe OIVCHIBAETCS BOILIOIIE-
Hue — He bora, HO «nJIeasla MOPaJIbLHOTO COBEP-
IIIEHCTBa», KOTOPBIVI KaK TaKOBOVI 3aJIOXKEH B Ue-
JIOBEUECKOM pa3yMe M IIOCTOJIBKY €CThb, TaK VJIU
VHaJe, «TOJIBKO Mfes». A TIOTOMYy Ha IIPsIMOVI BO-
IIPOC, MOXKHO JIM IIpU3HaBaTh B Vluicyce-desioBeke
YTO-IM00, KpOMe ecTeCTBeHHOro desioBeka, KaHT,
Ka’KeTcs, OTBeYaeT OTpuIlaTesIbHO. Pa3Be 3T0 He
O3Ha4aeT, YTO caMa BO3MOXKHOCTb TOBOPUTH O 00-
JKeCTBEHHO! IIprpozie XpucTa COBEPIIEHHO «3JIV-
MMHMpPOBaHa» B KaHTMAHCKOM (prstocodpckom 0o-
TOCJIOBUIM, TaK YTO «yUPeHITeIb VICTVIHHOV pev-
TV, PEJINTUN pa3syMa MOXET pacCMaTpuUBaThCs
TOJILKO B KauecTBe ITpOIIOBeIHMKa MOpasIn 1 00-
pasta nobponererm» (Rosenkranz, 1987, S. 213)?
JlaHHas CTaThs CTABUT LIEJIBIO PACCMOTPETH CO-
BOKYITHOCTb IIpefICTaBJIEHHBIX BO BTOPOW YacTu
«Permrnu B mipefieniax TOIIBKO pasyMa» Cy XKIeHU
KanTa 0 «4esioBeke OOXECTBEHHOIO YMOHACTPO-
eHMs» KaK BOIUIOIIEHWV Vjeasla COBEpIIeHCTBa.
Tosibko Ha 3TOVI OCHOBEe MOYKHO IIOMBITAThCS IIO-
HSITb, B KAKOVI Mepe MOXeT (eCiIvi MOXKeT) TPaKTOB-
Ka COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO acrieKTa KaHTVAHCKOV 3TV~
KOTeOJIOT MY ObITh HOIJIVHHO XPUCTMAHCKM «ad-
vipMaTMBHOV», TO €CThb BBISICHUTH, CIIOCOOEH JIn
«KaHTWaHeIl IIOVUTV CTOJIb J1aJIeKO, YTOOBI yTBep-
XIaTh OOXkecTBeHHOCTH Vlucyca, He HapymIas...
dyHIaMeHTaIbHOrO IPUHIINAIIA  KPUTHUYECKOM
ckpoMHocTI» (Palmquist, 2012, p. 424).

2. Kputnueckasi npupoga
KaHTOBCKOV TepMEHEeBTUKM peIUIUNI

Bropyro uacts cBoero Tpakrara o penvrv Kanr
Ha4ylHaeT YTBepXKIeHVeM, YTO TOJIbKO «ue106et-
Hocmb (pasyMHOe CYIIeCTBO Mupa BooOite) 4 no-
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tation in Kant’s treatise on religion precisely in
the context of the objective reality of the idea
of unconditional good, i.e. what has taken the
place of traditional ethical ontology in Kant's
philosophy. However, what Kant the philoso-
pher says about these matters would seem to
confirm the worst suspicions of orthodox be-
lievers: at first glance Kant’s treatise describes
the embodiment not of God, but of “the mor-
al ideal” which, as such, is immanent in human
reason and is thus “merely an idea”. Therefore,
Kant’s answer to a direct question, whether Je-
sus the man can be considered to be anything
more than a natural human being, seems to be
negative. Does it not suggest that the very pos-
sibility of discussing the divine nature of Christ
is totally “eliminated” in Kant’s philosoph-
ical theology so that the “founder of true reli-
gion, the religion of reason can be seen only as
a preacher of morality and a model of virtue”
(Rosenkranz, 1987, p. 213)?

This article purports to consider the entire
body of Kant’s judgements on “the divinely
minded human being” as an embodiment of an
ideal of perfection presented in the second part
of Religion. It is only on this basis that we can
try to understand to what extent (if at all) the
treatment of the corresponding aspect of Kant’s
ethical theology can be genuinely “affirma-
tive” in the Christian way, i.e. to find out if “a
Kantian can go so far as to affirm the divinity
of Jesus without contravening [...] [the] funda-
mental principle of Critical humility” (Palm-
quist, 2012, p. 424).

2. The Critical Nature
of Kant’s Hermeneutics of Religion

Kant begins the second part of his treatise
on religion by claiming that only “humanity
(the rational world being as such) in its com-
plete moral perfection” (RGV, AA 06, p. 60; Kant,



Home ee MopabHoeo cobepuiencmba» (AA 06, S. 60;
Kanrt, 1980, c. 128; ncnipasiieno MHoit. — A. C.), Ko-
TOpast eCTh «VJIeasl MOPaJIbHOIO COBEPIIIEHCTBA, TO
ecTb IIpoo0Opa3 HpaBCTBEHHOIO YMOHACTPOEH VIS BO
Bcen1 ero umcrore» (AA 06, S. 61; Kanr, 1980, c. 129;
ucrpasiieHo MHOL. — A. C)3, MOXeT creriaTb MUp
IpeaMeToM O0XKeCTBEHHOV BOJIV Y 11IeJIbI0 TBOpe-
HMsA. DTOT Mjleal COBEpPIIeHCTBa eCTh «edMHCTBeH-
HO GoroyronHbIv yesioek» (AA 06, S. 60; Kant, 1980,
c. 128). ITockosbKy OH ecTb 11eJIb TBOPEeHMs], «BCe CO-
30aHO pajy Hero, T.e. pafy pa3yMHOIo CylllecTBa
B MVIpe», MBICJIVIMOTO COIVIACHO €rO HpaBCTBEHHO-
My npergHasHadeHMo (AA 06, S. 60; Kant, 1980,
c. 128—129). A mOCKOJIBKY 3TOT J0OpOeTe/TbHbIN
4eJIoBeK eCThb Wfleasl COBEpPIIIeHCTBa, «0o0IIeyuesioBe-
YeCKMV JOJIT» BMEHSIeT BCeM JIIOIISIM B 00sI3aHHOCTD
BO3BBIIIIATECS K 3TOMY Wleally. DTy Mero Mpejia-
raeT HaM MPaKTUYeCKUil pasyM, TaK UTO OHa 00-
cmynHa JesioBeKy vepes pasyM. OgHaKo JajbHen-
I1lee paccy’KJIeHve VICXOIWUT M3 JIByX BecbMa IIpu-
MeydaTeIbHBIX (MMEHHO I KJlacCu4ecKoro ¢u-
nocodpa ITpocseriennist) koHcTaTalu. Bo-riepBbix,
KanT xoHCTaTMpyert, uTo 3Ta Maes CoBepIIeHHON
HPaBCTBEHHOCTM KaK JIMYHOCTY He Co3/laHa HaMM,
TO eCThb He SIBJIsieTcsl IIOPOXKJIeHVeM CaMOro 4Yesio-
BEYeCcKoro pasyMa. Bo-BTOprIX, OH yTBepKgaeT, UTo
UJiesi HpaBCTBEHHOI'O COBEepIIIeHCTBa JOCTyIIHa Je-
JIOBEUeCKOMY pa3yMy Kak TpaHCpallVioHaJIbHasd 1 B
3TOM CMBICJIe — KaK HeJIOCTyIIHas: B CaMOM JIeJle,

* HexkoTopsle aBTOpPEHI HOJIaraioT, 9ro odpaienue Kan-
Ta K TPaauUIIVIOHHOV TeOJIOTMYeCcKOVI TeMaTHKe, B YaCcTHO-
CTV K XPUCTOJIOTMYECKMM CIOJKeTaM, eCTh CBUIIeTeIbCTBO
Kanmryssinym dwiocoda, HerlacHoe IIpu3HaHue gedu-
LMTa KpuUTHMdeckoro mHcrpymeHTapus (cM.: McCarthy,
1986, p. 83). ApyruM, ogHaKO, BIIOJIHE SICHO, YTO BCe «00-
cyxpaenne KaHToM pesiMrmosHelix Mojiesievi, mpeicTasiie-
HUV ¥ IPOOOPa3oB YKOpeHEeHO B (popMyJIMpOBKe UIIelt 1
nneasos B rrepsont “Kpurmke”» (Di Censo, 2013, S. 109)
VI 9TO, B YaCTHOCTY, IIpUMeHeHe KOHIIeMINM ITpoobpa-
3a K Mncycy «HeIocpencTBeHHO CIleyeT 13 00Cy KaeH s
KanTom 06pasos Mympetia, dwtocoda 1 mpeana pasyma
B miepson “Kpwnruke”» (Ibid., S. 124). O xaHTOBCKOVI Teo-
pumM Meaia pasyMa Kak IIOATOTOBUTEIEHOVI CTYTIeHV 1715
3THKOTeosIornm «oe3 nocrysaros» cM.: (Cymakos, 2020).

* B paccmatpmBaeMoM (parmenTe «Permrun...» 3Ta
MBICJIb €CTh IMEHHO KOHCIMAMmMayus, TO €CTh He BBIBO]I, 13 JIO-
TVYeCKOV eIV MBICJIelt, HO MCXOJIHas IOChlIKa paccyKyie-
HMS («ITOCKOJTBKY MBI He SIBIsIeMcs ee TBopiiamMi» (AA 06,
S. 61; Kanrt, 1980, c. 129; ncripasiiero maom. — A. C.)).
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2009, p. 66), which is “the ideal of moral per-
fection, i.e. [...] the archetype of the moral atti-
tude in all its purity” (RGV, AA 06, p. 61; Kant,
2009, p. 67),° can make the world an object of
God’s will and the purpose of Creation. This
ideal of perfection is “the human being, alone
pleasing to God” (RGV, AA 06, p. 60; Kant,
2009, p. 66). Because it is the aim of Creation,
everything has been made “for its sake, i. e. for
that of the rational being in the world, as this
being can be thought according to its moral vo-
cation” (RGV, AA 06, p. 60; Kant, 2009, p. 67).
Because this virtuous human being is the ide-
al of perfection it is “a universal human duty”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 61; Kant, 2009, p. 67) to seek
to live up to this ideal. This idea is offered us
by our practical reason so that it is accessible
to human beings through reason. However,
Kant then makes two statements that are par-
ticularly remarkable for a classical Enlighten-
ment philosopher. Firstly, Kant states* that the
idea of moral perfection as a personality is not
of our invention, i.e. it is not a product of the
human reason itself. Secondly, that the idea of
moral perfection is accessible to human reason
as trans-rational and in that sense is accessible
to humans as being inaccessible: indeed, we
do not understand “how human nature could

* Some authors believe that Kant’s turning to traditional
theological themes, in particular to Christological
narratives, amounts to his capitulation, a tacit admission
of a deficient critical toolkit (cf. McCarthy, 1986, p. 83).
Others, however, are aware that “All of Kant’'s [...]
discussions of religious models, representations, and
archetypes are rooted in the first Critique’s formulation
of ideas and ideals of reason” (Di Censo, 2013, p. 109),
and that the application of the concept of archetype to
Jesus “follows directly from Kant’s discussions of the
archetypes of the Sage, the Philosopher, and the Ideal
of Reason in the first Critique” (ibid., p. 124). On Kant's
theory of the ideal of reason as a preparatory stage
for ethical theology “without postulates” see Sudakov
(2020).

* In the fragment of Religion considered here this is a
statement, i.e. not a conclusion from a logical line of
reasoning but the starting premise (“precisely because
we are not the idea’s originators” (RGV, AA 06, p. 61;
Kant, 2009, p. 67)).
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MBI «He TIOHVMaeM, KaKMM o0pas3oM IIpupora de-
JIoBeYecKasi MOXKeT 00J1afiaTh BOCIIPUMMYVBOCTBIO
¥ TIO OTHOIIIeHMIO K Hel» (AA 06, S. 61; KanT, 1980,
c. 129). Vineasm MOpaJjIbHOTO COBEpPIIIEHCTBA «VIMe-
€T MeCTO» B UeJIOBEKe V1 YeJIOBEUECTBE, OITHAKO MBI
He MOXXeM IIOHSITh, KaK OH MOXeT ITPaKTIYecK! (B
OTHOIIIEHNM K peasIbHOVI MOTVIBALIVIV ZLGVICTBV[VI)
VIMeThb B HIX MeCTO. B mpyrovi dopmysnpoBke 3TO
3HAYWT: «...CIOCOOHOCTH pa3yMa COBJIaZlaTh CO BCe-
MU IIPOTMBOMAEVICTBYIOIIVIMY MOTMBAMM P TIO-
MOIIIV OIIHOVI JIVIITh VI/IeV 3aKOHa COBEPIIIEHHO He-
oOwsicHMMa» (AA 06, S. 59 Anm.; Kanr, 1980, c. 127
npumMed.; ucrpasieHo MHOI. — A. C)).

W BOT, B cBeTe ABYX 3TVX KOHCTaTalVIV, BO3HV-
KaeT crrenytoras mpodiema. [TprsHasas, uTo mme-
aJI MOpaJIBHOTO COBepIIeHCTBa i1 individuo mpu-
CYTCTBYET B YeJIOBEYeCKOVI IIPVIPOTIe ¥, OffHAKO, He
SBJISIETCS ee TIOPOXIEHVEM, TO eCTh He SIBJISeTC
«IIPOCTO WiJIeeVi» B CMBICITE aHIJIUVICKOTO SMITVPI3-
Ma, dpustocod IOIDKeH OOBSICHUTB, KaK BO3MOX-
Ha Takas JIeVICTBUTEeIbHOCTD measa. [lepen Hamm
KJIaccuygecKas Iy (PrIocodpCcKovi MeTOHOIIOr MM
KaHTOBCKOrO KpUTUIIM3Ma IIpobriema ycao06uil 603-
MOXKHOCTU HeKOmOopo20 0nbimd, JOCTOBEPHO OIIO-
3HaBaeMOro Kak Oeilcmbumenvhsii. 11 pereHms
3TOV IPOOJIEMBI B paciopsbkeHnM dprtocoda ecTb
IIBa aJIBTEpPHATMBHBIX CIIOCO0a IpefcTasieHs. B
OTHOM M3 HVX CaM YeJIOBeK «OTBepraeT 3710 1 603-
Buiiaemcs K vpeaity cesitoctin» (AA 06, S. 61; Kanr,
1980, c. 129), To ecTh OOEXTAeT OMHMUM JIVIIIH CO-
3HaHMeM 3aKOHa KaK MOTVBa IIOCTYIIKOB Bce IIpo-
TVBOMEVICTBYIOITIE HPABCTBEHHON BOJIE MOTVBBIL.
DTO — WMIes UesIoBeKa, CTAaHOBSIIErOCs COBEPIIIeH-
HBIM cBoetl cobcmbennoil cuoi. B gpyrom criocobe
IIPeJICTaB/IeHNs caM Vifleasl COBEPIIIEHCTBA HVICXO-
IIVT K 9eJIOBeUeCcKoV IIPUpOLIe, POXKIAeTCs KaK Je-
s1oBeK; 1 Torga caM «CbeIH boxxmin» 1pescrasiisger-
Csl KaK IPUHVMAIOIINI YeJIOBeYeCcKYI0 IIPUpPOIy
(AA 06, S. 62; Kanr, 1980, c. 130). M BoT, 110 MHEHMIO
KasTa, epBblii criocod IipeficTaB/IeHVs ICTOUHVI-
Ka HPaBCTBEHHOI'O COBEPIIIEHCTBA B UeJIOBEUeCTBe
«He CTOJIb BO3MOXKeH», Kak Bropont (AA 06, S. 61;
Kanr, 1980, c. 129; nctpasieno maoi. — A.C.): B
IepBoM criocobe IIperCTaBIeHMs WVHUIMATVBA
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have been so much as receptive to it” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 61; Kant, 2009, p. 67). The ideal of
moral perfection “takes place” in the human
being and in mankind, but we cannot under-
stand how it can practically (in terms of real
motivation of actions) take place in it. Put in
another way, this means that “[...] the ability of
reason to become, through the mere idea of a
law, master over all incentives striving against
it is absolutely inexplicable” (RGV, AA 06,
p- 59n; Kant, 2009, p. 65n17).

Thus, in the light of these two propositions
the following problem arises. If a philosopher
admits that the ideal of moral perfection in indi-
viduo is present in human nature, but is not en-
gendered by it, i.e. is not “a mere idea” in the
sense of English empiricism, he has to explain
how such a reality is possible. We are confront-
ed with the classical problem of the philosoph-
ical methodology of Kantian criticism, that is,
the conditions that make possible a certain experi-
ence reliably identified as real. The philosopher
has two possible modes of representation to
solve this problem. In one of them the human
being has to “cast off evil and elevate himself
to the ideal of holiness” (RGV, AA 06, p. 61;
Kant, 2009, p. 67), i.e. prevail over all the mo-
tives counteracting the moral will solely by
consciousness of the law as the motive of all his
acts. This is the idea of the human being who
becomes perfect by his own power. In the other
representation the ideal of perfection descends
on human nature, is born as a human being;
then the Son of God is represented as assum-
ing human nature (RGV, AA 06, p. 62; Kant,
2009, p. 67). According to Kant, the first way to
conceive the source of moral perfection in hu-
mankind is “not equally possible” as the sec-
ond (RGV, AA 06, p. 61; Kant, 2009, p. 67): in
the first mode of representation the impulse
towards perfection comes from the human be-
ing (who is by his nature evil), while in the sec-
ond it comes from the ideal of holiness itself.
The ideal of perfection abiding in God appears



YCOBEpIIIeHCTBOBaHVSL VICXOIUT OT (3JI0T0 TI0 Mpu-
porie) yesloBeKa, BO BTOPOM e — OT CaMOro Vijie-
ana cegaroctit. IlpeGriBarori B bore mmearn co-
BepIIIeHCTBa sIBjIseTcsd Kak uesloBeK. «YesioBek c
OoxecTBEHHBIM yYMOHACTPOeHMEeM» «B V3BeCTHOe
BpeMsl Ccollle]I Ha 3eMJTIO CJIOBHO ¢ Hebec» (AA 06,
S. 63; Kanr, 1980, c. 131) 1 masn ripumep «boroyrom-
Horo yesioBeka» (AA 06, S. 63; KanT, 1980, c. 131—
132). XoTd HMKaKOW «IpyMep BO BHEIIHeM OIIbl-
Te» B IIOJIHOV Mepe He a/ieKBaTeH IIpoobpasy Kak
ulee — IIpUMep He pacKpbIBaeT ITIyOMHY yMo-
HaCTpOeHMs], a TI03BOJIeT TOJIBKO YMO3aK/Io4aTh
C HEKOTOPOVI BEPOSITHOCTBIO O TOM, KaKOBO OBLIIO
YMOHACTpOeHMe, — OHAKO «I0JIKeH ObITh BO3MO-
JKEH OITBIT, B KOTOPOM MOT OblI OBITH JIaH IIpVIMep
Takoro yesioBeka» (AA 06, S. 63; Kant, 1980, c. 131).

«CpsienHoe IlicaHme (B XpUCTMAHCKOM €ro
JacTu)» M3j1araeT M3BecTiie 00 OITbITe TAKOrO poa:
HeKOI7Ia B eBPerICKOM Hapojle TOSIBIJICS YesIoBeK,
KOTOPBIVI «CJIOBHO COITIeTI C HeOec» 1 IPOBO3IJIacTAl
ce0s1, ¢ OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, MICTVHHBIM YeJIOBEKOM, a
C Ipyroyi — CyIIecTBOM, HelIPUYaCTHBIM JIOrOBO-
Py, 3aKJIIOUeHHOMY 4eJIOBeYeCTBOM B JInile Ajama
CO 3JIBIM HayajioM: «DOroyrogHbIV desioBek» Vin-
cyc (em.: AA 06, S. 79—80; Kant, 1980, c. 150). Vn-
cyc, 0 KoTopoM coobriaror EBaHresis, o0baBmI,
yro OH €CTh MCTUMHHBIN YeI0OBeK M WCTVMHHBINT
bor, «i1 B cBoeM ydeHmn, obpase XXWU3HU U CTpa-
IaHMSIX» aJl IpyMep 0e3yCcJIOBHOTO CJIeOBaHMS
MJIeary BO3MOYKHOVI 1715 YesloBeKa CBSITOCTU BOJIV
(AA 06, S. 63; Kanrt, 1980, c. 131—-132). Bripouewm,
KanT y6exnen: «Jaxe Cesaron Yunresns EBanre-
JIVSI JOJDKEH OBITh COIIOCTaBJIEH C HAaIllMM WjIea-
JIOM HPaBCTBEHHOT'O COBEPIIIEHCTBA, IIpeXKie YeM
MbI Ipu3HaeM Ero stmMm mmeaom» (AA 04, S. 408;
Kanr 1997, c. 107). A 3mauunrt, cBupaeTerscTa [1n-
caams 06 Mucyce Kak mcropmyaeckyie (pakThI ITOM-
JIeXXaT VCCiIe[IoBaHMIO Ha IIpeMeT COITIacys C 3a-
JIOKeHHBIM B pasyMe upjeasioM. TakuMm MeTomoM
u crpoutcsa dustocodpckas xpucronorns KaHra,
U TIOHSATHO, YTO B pe3yJIbTaTe OHa YTBep)K[IaeTCs
KaK KPUTWYECKOe IIPeAIIPUSITIE B CMBICIIE CAMOTO
KanTa (BbISB/IEHVIE YCIIOBUVI BOSMOXKHOCTY SMITN-
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as man. The “divinely minded human being”
“at a certain time [...] had, as it were, come
down from heaven to earth” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 70) and set an example of a
“human being pleasing to God” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 63; Kant, 2009, pp. 70-71). Although no “ex-
ample in outer experience” fully corresponds
to the archetype as an idea (RGV, AA 06, p. 63;
Kant, 2009, p. 70) — an example does not re-
veal the depth of the attitude, but merely per-
mits concluding with a fair degree of certainty
what the attitude was — “an experience must
be possible in which the example of such a hu-
man being is given” (RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant,
2009, p. 69).

And so, the Holy Scripture (of Christian
contribution) (RGV, AA 06, p. 78; Kant, 2009,
p. 88) reports such an experience: a human be-
ing appeared among the Jewish people who “as
though [...] he had come down from heaven”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 79-80; Kant, 2009, p. 90) and
proclaimed himself, on the one hand, to be a
genuine human being and, on the other hand,
a creature not involved in the contract which
mankind represented by Adam had conclud-
ed with the evil element: Jesus, “a human be-
ing pleasing to God” (RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant,
2009, p. 91). The Jesus described in the Gospel
has declared that He is the true man and the
true God, and “through his teaching, way of
life, and suffering” (RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant,
2009, p. 70) has given an example of uncondi-
tional adherence to the ideal of the holiness of
will that is humanly possible. However, Kant is
convinced that “even the Holy One of the Gos-
pel must first be compared with our ideal of
moral perfection before he is cognised as such”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 408; Kant, 1998b, p. 21). Hence
the Gospel testimony about Jesus as historical
fact is subject to scrutiny regarding its corre-
spondence to the ideal inherent in human rea-
son. This is exactly the method by which Kant’s
Christology is constructed, and it is clear that,
in consequence, it becomes established as a crit-
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pVIUecKN yJI0CTOBepeHHOro gakTa). 3aKOHOMEepPHO
U TO, YTO IIePBBIM 3JIEMEHTOM 3TOVI TepMeHeBTU-
KM OKasbIBaeTCsd TpaHCIleH/IeHTaJIbHOe VICTOJIKO-
BaHIe y9eHVsI XPUCTMAHCKOro 6orocsiosust o 08yx
npupodax 6o Xpucme Hoeouesobexes.

3. CBobona 1 mpupona,
00>KeCcTBO 1 YeJI0BeYeCcTBO

Wrak, ecsim OBl «uesloBeK IIOMIMHHO OoXke-
CTBEHHOTO yMoHacTpoeHus» (AA 06, S. 63; Kanr,
1980, c. 131) omHaXX/IBI COIIeI Ha 3€MJIIO ¥ CTOJIb
IIOJIHO 4BWI B ceOe «npumep yrogHoro bory ue-
JIOBeKa», KaK TOJIbKO MOXXHO TpeOOBaTh 3TOrO OT
BHer1Hero orblTa (AA 06, S. 63; KanT, 1980, c. 131—
132; victipasitero MHoV. — A. C.), OH IIpom3BesT Obl
3TUM «PEBOJIIOIMIO B POJIe YeJIOBEUECKOM» U «HeO-
603prmo Benmkoe Gitaro» (AA 06, S. 63; Kanr, 1980,
c. 132). KaHT ocTtaHaB/IMBaeTCd Ha BOIIPOCE O TOM,
MOXHO JIVI CYUTaTh VICKJIIOUUTEIBHYIO UCTOTY
MOpaJIbHOTO YMOHACTpPOeHMs, KOTopasl OT/IM4aeT
ITOZIOOHOTO YertoBeKa 1 0 KOTOPOVI MOXKHO 3aKJTIO-
YaTh I10 €0 CBSATOV VI VICIIOJTHEHHOVI JIFOOBY JKV3H
B MUpe, 00CmMamouHbiM 0cCHoBaHueM IS 3aKITIoue-
HVS O €70 CBePXbeCTECTBEHHOM ITPOVCXOKIEHMI?
YestoBeK, pOAMBIINIICS €CTECTBEHHBIM 00pasoM,
TOXe UyBCTByeT ceDOs 0Osg3aHHBIM SIBUTH B cebe
HIpyMep YesloBeKa, yToIHOro bory mo obpasy >3-
HI; MEXIy TeM IIpooOpa3 uesioBeKa OOXKeCTBeH-
HOro yMOHacTpoeHms, o KaHty, Bcerna ciemyer

> B TOM, YTO IHpenMeTOM WMHTepIIpeTaluii BO BTOPOV
kHure «Pemmrmn...» ssisercss uMeHHo Vwucyc, enmHo-
IJIACHO CXOIATCS 104y BCe COBpeMeHHBIe 1ccilefioBaTe-
ym. [Jake TOT, I KOrO KaHTOBCKUIT «IIpooOpas» ecTb
TOJIPKO MOPAJIBHBIVI CUIMBOJI WJIM PUTOPUUECKUI TPOII,
BCe-TaK! II0fIpasyMeBaeT, 4To pedb uzetr 06 Mwncyce. Vc-
KIIIOYeHVie B 3TOM OTHOIIEHMM cocTaBiIaioT dartepcToyH
n [IxemKoOC, KOTOpEIe, XOTS M AyMaloT, «4TO (PrIoco-
st permurmm Kanra Oortee Teostormueckn adpdpvipmaTiis-
Ha, ueM 00bryHO cumraror» (Firestone, 2012, p. 199), cob-
CTBEHHO KOHIIEIIMIO IIpoo0pasa CBSI3BIBAIOT C OIIBITOM
«TpaHCLIEHIeHTAJIbHOV T€OJIOTMI», HO He C TPAHCKPWII-
LIVieVl TPaJVILIMOHHOV XPVCTOJIOIUY, a C «TPaHCIeHIIeH-
TaJIBHO OYMIIEHHOV (POPMOVI IUIATOHOBCKOTO ViIeaIis-
Ma, YKOPEHEeHHOV B IIpakTudeckoM pasyme» (Firestone,
Jacobs, 2008, p. 155). [Ipoobpas coBepleHCTBa, B MX IIO-
HVIMaHWM, — 3TO «IUIATOHOBCKas mpes B bore, kotopasi,
IIO CYTH, ecThb uncTad cyocranims» (Ibid., p. 157).
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ical project in the Kantian sense (revealing the
conditions under which an empirically verified
fact is possible). Just as logically, the first ele-
ment in this hermeneutic is the transcendental
interpretation of the Christian theological doc-
trine of the two natures in Christ the God-man.”

3. Freedom and Nature,
the Deity and Humanity

So, if “a truly divinely minded human be-
ing” (RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 70)
once came down to earth and has fully mani-
fested itself as “the example of a human being
pleasing to God” (ibid.) as outer experience
permits, it would thereby bring about “a rev-
olution in humankind” and do “an immense-
ly great moral good” (ibid.). Kant dwells on
the question whether the singular purity of the
moral attitude that distinguishes such a hu-
man being and which is attested by his holy
and loving life on earth, can be thought to be
a sufficient ground to recognise his supernat-
ural origin. A person born in the natural way
also feels obliged to present to the world an
example of a human being pleasing to God in
his way of life; and yet, according to Kant, the
archetype of a man of divine attitude should
only be sought in the human reason, that is, “in
ourselves (although we are natural human be-
ings)” (ibid.). The circumstance that the arche-

* That Jesus is the object of interpretation in the second
book of Religion is unanimously recognisd by almost
all modern scholars. Even those for whom the Kantian
‘archetype’ is just a moral symbol or a rhetorical trope
still believe that Kant is referring here to Jesus. An
exception in this regard are Firestone and Jacobs who,
although they believe “that Kant’s philosophy of religion
is more theologically affirmative than is commonly
thought” (Firestone, 2012, p. 199), believe the concept
of the archetype itself to be an essay in transcendental
theology, and yet not as a transcription of traditional
Christology, but as “a transcendentally chastened form
of Platonic idealism, which is rooted in practical reason”
(Firestone and Jacobs, 2008, p. 155). They believe that the
archetype of perfection is “a Platonic idea in God that is
in fact a pure substance” (ibid., p. 157).



VICKaTh TOJIBKO B YeJIOBEYeCKOM pas3yMe, TO eCThb
«B Hac (XOTsI MBI 11 eCTecTBeHHBIe Jiofn)» (AA 06,
S. 63; KanT, 1980, c. 132; ucopaBieHO MHOW. —
A. C.). Camo TO 00CTOSTENTBCTBO, YTO IIPOOOpas3 co-
BepPIIIeHHOV CBSATOCTU ecinb 6 uesoBeke (OCO3HaeT-
CsI YeJIOBEKOM KaK JEeVICTBEHHBIV HPaKTMUeCKUI
MOTWB), COBEPIIIEHHO HEIIOCTVDKVIMO IS Halllero
pasyMa " OCTaeTCsd HeNOCTVIKVIMBIM, IIperosia-
raeM JII MBI €r0 eCTeCTBEHHOe VIIM CBepxXbecTe-
cTBeHHOe ITpoucxoxaeHme. CilegoBaTesIbHO, 3a-
KJII04aeT KEHurcoeprckuit dpuocod, mpesrosio-
JKeHVIe CBePXbeCTeCTBEHHOT'O ITPOVICXOXKIEHIS Je-
noseka Vvcyca He JaeT HUKaKMX IIPEMMYIIIECTB B
npaxkTudeckoM oTHoireHMm (AA 06, S. 63; Kawnr,
1980, c. 132). MopasibHO-ITpaKTHU4ecKasl CUTYallus
«JeJIoBeKa MOVICTVIHE O0XKeCTBEHHOTO yMOHACTPO-
eHus» U JII000ro Opyroro yesiopeka IPVHIIVIIN-
aJIbHO OJIMTHaKOBa: MOJIaHCTBO CBSITOMY 3aKOHY
IIPpaKTUYeCKOro pa3yMa, camMa BO3MOXKHOCTB BOC-
IIPUHMMAaTB IIPU3bIB KOTOPOTO, a TeM OoJlee ciief1o-
BaTbh €My CBepXpa3yMHa 1 HerocTvokmuma. [Toato-
MY fa’ke I10cjle MOPaJIbHOVI PeBOJIIOLNN B UeJloBe-
YyecTBe «Mbl He VIMeJIV Obl ITPUYMHBI IIPV3HaBaTh B
HeM 4YTO-IN00 MHOe, KpOMe eCTeCTBEHHOPOXKIeH-
Horo uesioBeKa» (Tam xxe). Y Hac nem docmamou-
HbIX PASYMHBIX OCHOBAHUT IS 3aKIIIOYeHUs O
cBepxbecTecTBeHHON (KaHT muimer: «cBepxuesio-
BEYeCKoV») Ipupoze dYejloBeKa O0XXeCTBEHHOIO
YMOHaCTPOeHMs M3 ero MOpPaIbHOCT, ITpeBhIIlia-
IOILIEVI Y POBEHb €CTECTBEHHOI'O YeJIOBeKa. O kakom
VIMEHHO «IIpy4MHe» ujeT peub? [laseko He ciry-
yariHo, uTo KaHT roBoput 3meck 00 ymocTosepe-
HUW TOIJIMHHOCTY IpuMepa OOroyrogHoOro ye-
JIOBeKa BO BHeuiHem omeITe. [lesio B TOM, 4TO 044
4e06exa OCHOBaHVEM JJIsl 3aKJIIOUeHMsI O HpaB-
CTBEHHOM XapaKTepe 4esloBeKa (B TOM 41cIIe JeJlo-
BeKa «0OKeCTBeHHOrO YMOHACTPOEeHMs1») CITYKUT
ero IopefieHVe: 00 YMOHACTPOEHUM MBI 3aKJIIo-
YJaeM Ha OCHOBaHWM IIOCTYIIKOB («Oe3yKopv3HeH-
HBIVI ... IIOJIHBIN 3aciIyT oOpas >xm3Hm» (AA 06,
S. 62; Kanr, 1980, c. 131)), mpuyeM 3TO yMO3aKJIIO-
yeHMe HUKOITAa He OyAeT CTPOro I0CTOBEPHBIM.
YMoHacTpoeHMe desioBeKa JPYrovi SIIOXV MOXeT
OBITH M3BECTHO HaM OIATh-TaKM TOJIBKO Ha OCHO-
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type of perfect holiness is in man (perceived by
the human being as an effective practical mo-
tive) is totally incomprehensible to our reason
and remains incomprehensible, regardless of
whether we assume his natural or supernatu-
ral origin. Consequently, Kant concludes, the
supposition of the supernatural origin of the
man Jesus offers no advantages “for a practi-
cal aim” (ibid.). The practical moral situation
of a “truly divinely minded human being” and
any other human is basically the same: being
subject to the holy law of practical reason, the
very possibility of perceiving its call, let alone
following it, is supra-reasonable and incompre-
hensible. Therefore, even after a moral revolu-
tion in humanity “we yet would not have cause
to assume in him anything other than a natu-
rally begotten human being” (ibid.). We do not
have sufficient reasonable grounds for concluding
that a human being of a divine attitude whose
morality is superior to that of a natural human
being is supranatural (Kant writes “supra-hu-
man (tibermenschlich)” (RGV, AA 06, p. 64; cf.
Kant, 2009, p. 71)). What “cause” does he have
in mind? It is far from accidental that Kant
speaks here about verifying the authenticity of
the example of a human being pleasing to God
in outer experience. For a human being (includ-
ing a “divinely minded” human being) the rea-
son for recognising a human being’s character
as moral is his behaviour: we conclude about
the attitude on the basis of deeds (“a way of
life entirely irreproachable and [...] merito-
rious” (RGV, AA 06, p. 62; Kant, 2009, p. 69),
and this conclusion is never strictly valid. We
may know about the attitude of a human being
from a different age of history only on the basis
of written or verbal reports about his actions
and way of life, so that our judgement about
him is also mediated by outer experience. Con-
sequently, Kant claims, no example in outer
experience lives up to the idea which he pro-
poses to set as an example (AA 06, p. 63; Kant,
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BaHMV IIVICBMEHHBIX ¥ YCTHBIX M3BECTUM O ero I10-
CTyIKax 1 obpase XM3HM, a 3HAYNT, Hallle CyXJle-
HMe O HeM TaKXXe OIOCpeJOBaHO BHEIITHVIM OIIbl-
Tom. CrretoBaTesIbHO, yTBepKaaeT KaHT, HUKaKom
IpyIMep BO BHeIIIHeM OITbITe He aJieKBaTeH Wuiee,
IIpyMep KOTOPOV OH IIpefmnosaraer aarb (AA 06,
S. 63; Kanr, 1980, c. 131); BHEITHMT IIpVIMEP HUKOT-
Jla He IOCTUTaeT YMCTOTHI U HIOJTHOTHI MjIeu 100pa,
IIpVIMEPOM KOTOPOVI, COIJIaCHO ITPEeIIOIOKEHMIIO,
OH siBjIsieTcs. VITaK, CTAaHOBUTCS SICHO, UTO 3a KaH-
TOBCKMM paccyXleHVeM B JaHHOM CJIy4ae CKpbI-
BaeTcs cyujecmBo npupoosl, IOTIMHEHHOE BCEOO-
VM IIpaBijIaM BHEIIHero OIIbITa; ViHa4ue TOBOPs,
ecJIV CMOTpPeThb Ha JesloBeKa TOJIBKO Uepes3 IIpU3My
KaTeropuri eCTeCTBEHHOV HayKM, y HaC HeT J10CTa-
TOUHBIX OCHOBAaHWVI BUIETh B KAKOM 0blL 10 Hu 06110
yeJIoBeKe YTOo-IM00 OosIblliee, YeM eCTeCTBeHHBIM
o0pa3oM pOXKIEHHOTO YesIoBeKa.

Mexny TeM 3TO yTBepXKIeHWe eCcTb, IO CyIlle-
cTBY, TaBToslorms. VI cam KanT, BbIcKasaB ero, To
Y [IeJI0 B IIpefieslax TOro ke TeKCTa OTKa3bIBaeTCs
cobJ1rojaTh HajlaraeMble M OrpaHUYeHMs: «PeBo-
JIIOINSL B POJIe YeJIoBeuecKOM», COBepIIIeHHasl, 10
npusHaHuo dutocoda, dyerosekoM Vucycom, 1
MIOPOXKIEHHOe €10 «0J1aro B Mupe» yKe IIpeofiorie-
BaIOT 3TV JKeCTKVe I'PaHMIIbI IIOTOMY, UTO 3TO OJla-
TO ¥ peBOJIIoMs — MOpaAbHo20 xapakrepa. «O0-
I1leYesIOBeYeCKMIL JOJIr» BO3BBIIIEHMS K weasly
MOpAAbHO20 COBEpPIIIEHCTBa, IIpecTatonii y Kan-
Ta KaK BeJleHVe 3aKOHa, 1 «00BbeKTMBHasl HeoOxo-
AVIMOCTB» MOPAAbH020 TIOBe[IeHWs TaKXKe ABJISIOT-
cs1 OOBEKTMBHBIMIM OTHIONb He B CMBICTIE OOBEK-
TUBHOCTW, M3BeCTHOVI HayKaM O IIpUpojIe.

Crporo rosops, aTuka 1 dpuiocodpns penurmm
U He MOI'yT COOJIIOAaTh 3TUX orpaHmyeHmit. Kak
msBecTHO, «KpuTMKa dYmMCTOro pasyma» paccMa-
TpuBasachk cammM KaHToM Kak mpoekT dpwtocod-
CKOVI peabvuInTalny BO3SMOXHOCTM MBICJIUTB CBO-
6oy kak ocHoBY HpascTBeHHOCTH (B XXV—-XXXIL;
Kanrt, 1998, c. 40—44). Perienvie TpeTber aHTVHO-
MUM JaeT MCKOMYIO BO3MOXXHOCTb MBICIIUTh CBO-
GorHYI0 HPUYMHHOCTD Hapsiy C IIPUYMHHOCTBIO
IIPUPOIEL; XOTSI caMa CBODOOIIa SIBJISeTCs TpaHCpa-
LIMOHAJILHOV yXe B KOHTeKcTe Iepsont «Kputu-
K1», 4eJIOBeKy HeoOXOIVIMO KaK-JI0O MBICIIUTE ee.
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2009, p. 70); an outward example never attains
a purity and completeness of the idea of good,
of which he is supposed to be an example. It is
clear, then, that behind Kant’s argument in this
case is a natural being subject to the universal
rules of outer experience; in other words, if we
look at a human being through the prism of the
categories of natural science alone, we do not
have sufficient grounds for seeing in any human
being anything more than a naturally born hu-
man being.

Meanwhile, this proposition is essentially
a tautology. Kant himself having enunciated
it constantly breaks, within the same text, the
limitations it imposes: the “revolution in the
human race” which, according to Kant, was
carried out by the man Jesus, and the “good
in the world” it generated, already transcend
these rigid boundaries because this good
and this revolution are moral in nature. “[A]
universal human duty” (RGV, AA 06, p. 61;
Kant, 2009, p. 67) of ascending to the ideal of
moral perfection, which Kant considers to be
a dictate of the law, and “the objective neces-
sity” (RGV, AA 06, p. 62; Kant, 2009, p. 69)
of moral behaviour are also objective not in
the sense of objectivity known to natural
sciences.

Strictly speaking, ethics and philosophy of
religion cannot comply with these limitations.
Kant is known to have regarded his Critique of
Pure Reason as a project of philosophical reha-
bilitation of the possibility to conceive freedom
as the basis of morality (B XXV-XXXII; Kant,
1998a, pp. 114-120). The resolution of the third
antinomy offers the coveted possibility to think
free causality along with natural causality; al-
though freedom itself is trans-rational already
in the context of the first Critique, one needs to
think it in some way. Now, if Kant in his Cri-
tiqgue of Pure Reason, instead of giving his fa-



Ecyit Ovl Temleps BMECTO CBOETrO 3HAMEHWTOIO pe-
menns® Kant B «Kputuke uncroro pasyma» mmpo-
BO3IJIACWJI, YTO y HAaC HeT palliOHaIbHBIX OCHOBa-
HVVI MBICJIUTD YeJIOBEeKa YeM-TO ellle, KpoMe IIpar-
MaTM4ecK/ COOOPa3UTEIbHOIO CYyIecTBa Ipupo-
IIbI, TO €CTh eCyIV Obl OH IIPM3HaJI €IVHCTBEHHO
yOeanTeIbHBIMIM [IOBOIBI B TIOJIB3Y aHTUTE3VCA:
«He cy1ecTByeT HUKaKOV CBOOOIIBI, HO BCe COBEP-
IIIaeTCsI B MUPe TOJIIBKO COIVIaCHO 3aKOHAM IIPUPO-
e (B 473; Kant 1998, c. 379), — TO 0 TpaHClieH-
TIEHTaJIbHOVI 3TVKe CBOOOMBI KaK (PryTocodpcKoM
MIpeAIIPVSATHV He MOTIJTIO OBl TV pedm MHaue, KakK
TOJIBKO O HEKOVI JIMTepaTypHON (paHTa3mIL.
[Tpexie Bcero He MOXeT OBIThH ITpPU3HAHA JEV-
CTBUTEJIBHOV aIleJUTSAIINS TOJIBKO KO BHeuiHeMmy
OIIBITY TaM, I7le ITlepBoOOpa3 CoBepIIIeHHO HpaB-
CTBEHHOW [IeATEIBHOCTU «IIpeObIBaeT TOJIBKO B
pasyme» (AA 06, S. 63; KanT, 1980, c. 131), «B Hac ca-
Mux» (AA 06, S. 63; KanT, 1980, c. 132) n re, crremo-
BaTeJIHHO, KITIOYEBOV aKT ITPVI3HAHVIS ITPOVICXOINAT
BO BHympenHeMm OIBITe yesioBeKa. IIpoobpas maH
MHe BO BHYmpeHHeM OIBITE, VI IMEHHO Uepe3 IIo-
CPeZICTBO 3TOV JAaHHOCTM 51 MOT'Y IIpM3HATh KaKom
ObI TO HU OBUIO IIPVIMEP BO BHEIITHEM OITbITE COOT-
BETCTBYIOIINM, VIV aIeKBaTHBIM, IIPO0O0Opasy’.
Tem He MeHee, yTBepXKdasi, 4TO eCIM paccMa-
TpVBaTh «4eJloBeKa OOXKeCTBEHHOI'O YMOHACTpoe-
HVIs» B TEPMIMHAX OHOVI JIUIIIB ITPUPOLBL, JOCTYII-
HOVI 4y BCTBEHHOMY OIIBITY, TO HET PallVIOHAJIBHBIX
OCHOBaHWVI ITPV3HABATh B 3TOM ViZIeaJIbHOM YeJIo-
BeKe UYTO-I100, KpoMe dYeJloBeKa eCTeCTBEHHOIO
npovicxoxaeHns, KaHT momkperuisier cBom Te-

6 OO0 3TOM pellIeHnn 1 0 KAHTOBCKOVI OHTOJIOTMI CBOOO-
1161 Ha ero ocHose cM.: (Cymakos, 2008).

7 BHyTpeHHWI OITBIT YesioBeka o cebe He MO3BOJISET eMy,
ropoput KaHT, npoHMKaTh B IJIyOMHBI CBOero cepiia,
YTOOBI ITOJIyYNTh HaeXXHOe 3HaHNe «depe3 caMOHa0IIIo-
ZieHve 00 OCHOBe CBOMX MaKCHM, KOTOPBIe OH VCIIOBEMY-
eT, 11 00 mx uncToTe M npovHocT» (AA 06, S. 63; Kanr,
1980, c. 131; mcrpasieso mHoOML. — A. C.). O4eBUIHO MeX-
Iy TeM, YTO XOTsI 3TO CaMOHaOJIIOieHVie eCTb SHYmpeHHUll
OIBIT, HO, Oy/myum oOpallleHO Ha «OCHOBY MaKCHM», TO
€CTb BEpXOBHBIVI IIPUHIIVII HPaBCTBEHHOIO M30paHs, a
3HAYUT, Ha CyOBeKTUBHOE TTPaBUIIO CBOOOJIBI M MEPY ero
UMCTOTBI, OHO He MOXET OBbITh 4YBcbeHHbiM OIBITOM: OHO
He 0e3yCJIOBHO eCTb OIIBIT JAHHOCTVI, HO CYIIIeCTBEHHBIM
00pa3oM ecThb TakKe OIBIT CaMOMESTeIbHOCT, IIyCTh U
OTPaHMYEHHOVI BIIVISTHVEM «PafVKaJIbHOTO 371a».
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mous solution,® had declared that we do not
have rational grounds to think a human being
as anything more than a pragmatically intelli-
gent natural being, i. e. if he had recognised the
arguments in favour of the antithesis (“There is
no freedom, but everything in the world hap-
pens solely in accordance with laws of nature”
(A 445 / B 473; Kant, 1998a, p. 485), the tran-
scendental ethics of freedom as a philosophical
enterprise could only be discussed as a kind of
literary phantasy.

First of all, the appeal only to outer experi-
ence cannot be valid where the archetype of
perfect moral activity “remains always only
in reason”, “in ourselves” (RGV, AA 06, p. 63;
Kant, 2009, p. 70) and where, consequently, the
key act of recognition occurs in the human be-
ing’s inner experience. The archetype is given
to me in the inner experience and only through
this inner presence I can recognise that some
example in the outer experience corresponds (is
adequate) to the archetype.’

Nevertheless, while claiming that if one con-
siders the “divinely minded human being”
only in terms of nature accessible to sensible ex-
perience, there are no rational grounds to rec-
ognise in this ideal human being anything more
than a human being of natural origin, Kant bol-
sters this thesis with an ethical argument. In ar-
guing this case he formulates his view of the
human and divine nature of Jesus Christ. Prob-

® On Kant's solution and Kantian ontology of freedom
on its basis see Sudakov (2008).

7 The human being’s inner experience of himself does
not permit him, according to Kant, to penetrate into the
depths of his heart, to “attain secure cognition, through
self-observation, of the basis of the maxims to which
he subscribes, and of their purity and stability” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 70). It is, however, obvious
that, although self-observation is inner experience, but
as oriented towards ‘basis of maxims’, i.e. the supreme
principle of moral choice, hence the subjective rule of
freedom and the extent of its purity, it cannot be a sensible
experience: it is not unconditionally the experience of the
given, but is substantially the experience of autonomous
activity, even if it is limited by the influence of “radical
evil”.



A.K. Cynaxos

3UC ATMYECKUM 0DocHOBaHMeM. B xome aToro odo-
CHOBaHMsA OH (POPMYJIMPYeT CBOV B3IJIAJ, Ha de-
JIOBeUecKyIo 1 OoxkecTBeHHYIO mpupony Mucyca
Xpwcra. ITpruem B KaHTOBCKOM HaOpocke duto-
COPCKOM XPUCTOJIIOTMUY IIPOOJIEMHBIM OKa3bIBa-
eTCsl BUJIEHVE He CTOJIBKO «CBEPXUeTIOBEYEeCKOV»,
CKOJIBKO, Ha MepBBIN B3IJISAM, JOCTOBEPHO M3BECT-
HOVI «4€JI0BEYECKOV» €r0 CTOPOHBL

3.1. [I6osaxuii cmvica uesoBeurnocmi

HornyIeHne «cBepX4esioBeYecKom» IIPUPOIEI
BOILJIOIIIEHHOT O TIpo00pasa CBSATOCTY, TI0 MHEHUIO
KamnTa, XOTs BO3BBIIIIAET €r0 HaJl «XPYIIKOCTHIO Ue-
stoBeueckom mpupons» (AA 06, S. 64; KanT, 1980,
c. 132; ncnipasiieno mHOM. — A. C), OHaKO MMe-
eT HeOJIaronpusATHBbIe ITpaKTUYeCKVe CIIeICTBIS:
a MMEHHO, B TaKOM CJTy4ae YesIoBeK y>ke He CMO-
JKeT II0JIh30BaThCs MIeen YeIoBeKa 00)KeCTBeHHO-
rO YMOHACTPOeHMs «B HallleM IO pa’kaHUN eMy»
(Tam xe). Yro osHauaeT, o KaHTy, momyieHne,
UTO MpUpoIa OOroyroaHOro yesjiopeKa BIIOJIHE de-
noBevecKkas? OHO O3HAYaeT, UTO STOT YeJIOBEK Ha-
de/eH TeMU ke TIOTPeOHOCTSIMY, a CJIeNOBaTelIbHO,
VI TeMU XXe CTpaJaHMsSIMV, TeMU e CKJIOHHOCTS-
MW, a 3HA4UT, ¥ UCKYIIeHUSMM K HapyIIeHWIO 3a-
KOHa, uTo 1 Bce mpoune yoan (Tam xe). B aTom
nyHKkTe KaHT ommpaeTcs Ha cBOM pacCyKIAeHMs
O TIPUPONHBIX 3aJlaTKaX udesloBeKa KaK POOBOrO
CyllecTBa: M 3aflaTKV XMBOTHOCTM, IIO7, pyOpu-
KOVI «UVICTO MeXaHuueckozo cedsiyroOusi, T. €. TaKo-
ro, [IJIsi KOTOporo He Tpedyercsa pasym» (AA 06,
S. 26; Kanr, 1980, c. 96—97) (BireueHne K camMoco-
XPaHEeHMIO, TI0JIOBOe BJIeYeHe, COLVAIBbHBIN VH-
CTMHKT), ¥ 3aJaTKV 4YeJIOBeYHOCTH, TIof, pyopu-
KOVI CpaBHUTEJTBHO-(PU3IeCKOro cedsutrobs, mmo-
Oy>kmaroIiero IpuiaaBaTh cebe IEHHOCTh TOJIBKO
B CpaBHEHUN C OPYIMMW ¥ HOPOXK[IAOIIEro He-
CIIpaBelJIBYIO JKaXKIly IIPeBOCXOICTBa Hal pPY-
TVIMU, MIMEIOT OfIHYy OOIIYIO YepTy: XOTS K IIpu-
POAHBIM 3aaTKaM 00OMX 3TMX KJIacCOB VI MOTYT
OBITH IIPUBUTHI Pa3INIHbIE IIOPOKY, OTHAKO OHV
«He BO3HMKAIOT caMy cODOV M3 3aJaTKOB KaK X
KopHs» (AA 06, S. 26; Kant, 1980, c. 97; ncripasie-
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lems within this Kant’s draft of philosophical
Christology are generated not so much by the
“supra-human”, but mainly by its seemingly
reliably known “human” aspect.

3.1. The Double Meaning of Humanity

The assumption of a “supra-human” nature
of an embodied archetype of holiness, accord-
ing to Kant, although elevating him “above all
frailty of human nature” (RGV, AA 06, p. 64;
Kant, 2009, p. 70), has some unfavourable
practical consequences, viz. in this case one
can no longer use the idea of a human being of
divine attitude, “our emulation of him” (ibid.).
What, according to Kant, could the assumption
mean that the nature of a “man pleasing to
God” is patently human? It means that such a
man is “fraught with the very same needs and
thus also the same sufferings, the same inclina-
tions, and thus also temptations to transgres-
sion of law, as the rest of humankind” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 64; Kant, 2009, pp. 70-71). On that
point Kant proceeds from his reflections on the
natural predisposition of humans as a species
of rational beings: the predisposition towards
animality under the rubric of “merely mechan-
ical self-love, i. e. a kind of self-love for which
reason is not required” (RGV, AA 06, p. 26;
Kant, 2009, p. 28) (impulse towards self-pres-
ervation, sexual appetence, social instinct) and
the predisposition towards humanity under
the rubric of comparative-physical self-love
that prompts one to ascribe value to oneself
only in comparison with others and generates
unfair thirst for supremacy over others have
one common feature: although various vices
can be grafted on the natural predispositions
of both these classes, they “do not spring on
their own from that predisposition as their
root” (RGV, AA 06, p. 26; Kant, 2009, p. 29). A
human being’s nature does not predetermine



Ho MHOM. — A. C.). IIpupona yesioBeka He IIperio-
IIpefieJIsieT ero OPOKOB; IIOC/IeHIIE — ITOPOXKIIe-
Hue 3JI0yIIoTpedrieHns cBoooovt. JImaHoCTh B de-
JIOBEKE eCTh CIIOCOOHOCTBH BOCIIPVMHMMATH TOJIOC
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHQ, a B CYIITHOCTU — TOJIBKO
CIIOCOOHOCTH M30paHMs 3aKOHA B KaYecTBe eIiH-
CTBEHHOI'O MOTMBA JeVicTBus. HaBbIK Takoro ms-
OpaHms1, v IOOPBIVT XapaKTep, He MOXeT OBITh
HNPVPOXIEHHBIM, HO TOJIBKO HPHOOpeTeHHBIM,
100 OH ecTh XapakTep c60000HOU TIPUYVHBI, Of-
HaKO, YTOOBI TaKOVI HaBBIK CTaJI BO3MOXeH, TpeOdy-
IOTCSI HEKOTOpBIe IIPUPOIHbIe 3a4aTKM, M K HUM
yXe «He MOXeT OBITh HPUBUTO YTO-IMOO 3J10€»
(AA 06, S. 27, Kanr, 1980, c. 98). D1u1 coobpakeHMs
KanT pestoMupyeT, 3aMeuasi, 4TO 4eJIOBEYHOCTH
«cama 110 cebe He 371a» (AA 06, S. 61; KanT, 1980,
c. 129). VimeHHO 3Ty 4yXIOyI0 pafgMKaIbHOIO 3jIa
4eJI0BEUYHOCTh ¥ BOCIIPVHMMAET, COIJIacHO ITpe]l-
cTaBJleHMIO wiocoda, MepBooOpas CBATOCTH,
KOIZja BOIUIOIIAeTcs Ha 3eMyle M HUCXOOUT K JIIO-
nsam®. Heckoribko mHOe €710 — TOT WMleaIbHBIN
obpa3 «yrogHov bory ueioBedHOCTV», KOTOPBIN
MBICJIMIM VI BO3MOXEH 015 HAC, KOTOPBIV «MBI MO-
JKeM MBICJIUTB» TaK VJIV MHade; OH eCThb Mjiesi Co-
BepIIIEeHCTBa, ITpeJIeIbHO BO3MOXKHOTO «I1JI4 CyIIle-
CTBa, 3abucauje20 OT CBOVIX IIOTPeOHOCTEN 1 BIle-
ueHum» (AA 06, S. 61; Kant, 1980, c. 129; xypcus
Momt. — A. C.). DTa 4eJIoBe4YHOCTh yKe He IIPOCTO
VIMeeT NOTPeOHOCTM, CKIIOHHOCTM, UyBCTBEeHHBIE
CTpafaHMs ¥ VICKYIIeHMs K HapyIIIeHNIO 3aKOHa,
HO 3a6ucum OT HUX VI IIOCTOJIBKY OKa3bIBaeTcs He-
CIIOCOOHOVI K VICTIOJTHEHVIIO 3aKOHA B CVUTY CPaBHU-
TeJIBHOV CJ1abOCTM 3aKOHa KaK MOTMBA: Jaxe Je-
71asg JoOpa, OHa He MOXKeT VICIIOJIHUTB ero, IO CJIo-
By anocroia ITassa: «/Jobporo, KoToporo xouy, He
fiej1aro, a 3710e, KOTOpOro He xouy, nenao» (Prum.
7: 19); «T1.e. mpuHMMAaIO 100pO (3aKOH) B MaKCH-

8 B cBoeM sk3eMIipe bubimm, mocrte ctixa V. 3: 13:
«HukTo He BocxoawsI Ha He0O, KaK TOJIBKO CIHEeIIINI C
Hebec CoiH YesoBeweckuit, cymimi Ha Hebecax», KaHt
CIenajl CJIemyIoNIyIo IIOMeTKY: «eJI0Be4HOCTD B ee ecTe-
crBeHHOM unctoTe» («Die Menschheit in ihrer natiirlichen
Reinigkeit» (AA 19, S. 654)). D10 noaTBEep KIaeT IpeJIIo-
JIOXKeHVIe, UTO, IT0 €r0 MHEHIO, IIpoo0pa3 BOCIIPUHSUT Je-
JIOBEYHOCTb, CBOOOIHYIO OT IIOPYM paMKaIbHOIO 371a.
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his vices: the latter arise from the abuse of
freedom. The human personality is the ability
to hear the voice of the moral law, and essen-
tially the ability to choose the law as the sole
motive of action. The habit of making such a
choice, or kind disposition, cannot be inborn,
but can only be acquired because it is the char-
acter of the free cause, but if this habit is to be-
come possible some natural predispositions
are required on which “absolutely nothing evil
can be grafted” (RGV, AA 06, p. 27; Kant, 2009,
p. 30). Kant sums up these reflections by not-
ing that “humanity by itself is not evil” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 61; Kant, 2009, p. 67). It is precise-
ly this humanity, alien to radical evil, which,
according to Kant, the archetype of holiness
adopts, when he becomes embodied on earth
and descends to the humans.® The ideal image
of “humanity pleasing to God” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 66; Kant, 2009, p. 74) which is thinkable and
possible for us and which “we can think” in
this or that way, is a somewhat different mat-
ter; it is the idea of the maximum perfection
that can be attained by “a being who is depen-
dent on needs and inclinations” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 61; Kant, 2009, p. 68). This kind of human-
ity does not simply have needs, inclinations,
sensible suffering and temptations to break the
law, but depends on them and therefore is un-
able to comply with the law because the law
is comparatively weak as an incentive: even
when wishing good it cannot do it, accord-
ing to St Paul: “For the good that I would I
do not: but the evil which I would not, that I
do” (Romans 7:19); i.e. “I admit the good (the
law) into the maxim of my power of choice;

8 In his copy of the Bible, after the verse John 3:13: “And
no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came
down from heaven, even the Son of man which is in
heaven,” Kant made the following note: “Humanity in
its natural purity” (Die Menschheit in ihrer natiirlichen
Reinigkeit”) (RGV, AA 19, p. 654). This confirms the
supposition that the archetype has assumed humanity
free of the poison of radical evil.
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My MO€TO IIPOM3BOJIeHMs], HO OHO, OyAyum oOb-
€KTVBHO... HeOHOJIVMMBIM MOTMBOM, CyOBEKTWB-
HO... OKa3bIBaeTcs Oojlee cj1abbIM (B CpaBHEHUN C
BJledyeHneM) MOTUBOM» (AA 06, S. 19; Kant, 1980,
c. 100), 1 MeHHO O3TOMY CYIIIeCTBO MOXKET OBITh
Ha3BaHO «3aBUCSIIVIM» OT BIIeYeHsI (2 He OT 3aKO-
Ha /100pa). Tax KaHT onvichIBaeT epByIo CTyIeHb
371a B 4eJIOBEUeCKOVI IIPVpofie, KOTOPYIO Ha3bIBa-
eT «xpynkocTeio» (AA 06, S. 19; Kant, 1980, c. 99,
100) v «C71abOCTBIO UeJTOBEUEeCKOro Cepyilia B Co-
OrrrofeHMY TIPUHATHIX MaKCUM BooOIe» (AA 06,
S.19; Kant, 1980, c. 99). MoxxHo nipeftiosiaraTs, 4TO
IIpoo0Opa3 HeIbHOr0 COBEPIIIEHCTBA, TIOCKOIBKY OH
IIPEeICTABIISIeTCS. BOCIIPVHMMAIOIIVIM  YeJIoBede-
CKYyIO IIPVPOMY, 3TOV CTYIIeHN 37Ia B IIPOV3BOJIe-
HUY (KaK VI TIOCJIeAYIOIIVIX) He BOCIIPYHVIMAET.

M B camoMm perte, KaHT oTMeuaeT, 4TO IIpo00-
pa3 MOXXHO MBICIIUTD ITPEBOCXOLSIIM YeIOBeU-
HOCTb B TOM OTHOITIEHWVI, UTO YVICTOTa HPAaBCTBEH-
HOVI BOJIU SIBJISIETCS. B HEM M3HadaJIbHOW, a II0TO-
My HUKaKOe [IeVICTBUTeIIbHOe HapyIeHVe 3aKOHa
JIJIsl HeTO COBepIIIeHHO HeBO3MOXHO (AA 06, S. 64;
Kanrt, 1980, c. 132). DT0 CyI1ecTBO OT/IMYaIIOCh OBl
OT «@CTeCTBEHHOI'0 YeJIOBeKa» M0./4bK0 HeCIriocoo-
HOCTBIO HapYIIUTh HPaBCTBEHHBIN 3aKOH, Oyy-
YUy IpU 3TOM He UYXKAO YesoBedecKuX IoTpeOd-
HOCTeV1 1 CTpajlaHul, a IIOTOMY ¥ caMuX IIo cebe
cob1a3HOB K HapymleHnoo. OHO BO BceM MOTOOHO
4eJIoBeKy, KpoMe rpexa ¥ paguKaIbHOIO 3JI0Hpa-
Bus. Ho, mo KaHTy, omHO 3TO OoTiirume ObUTO OBI
y>ke OECKOHEYHBIM, V1 3TO CYIIIeCTBO y>Ke He MOIJIO
OBbI CJTyXXUTB «€CTeCTBEHHOMY 4YeJIOBEeKY» IIpVMe-
poM 11yt niofrpakaHms. [loBeprasich crpagaHmsM
VI ICKYIIIEHW$IM, «€CTeCTBEHHBIVI YeJIOBEK» MOT OBl
3aMeTWTh, YTO VI CAM OH [eVICTBOBaJI ObI TOUYHO TaK
Xe, eciv Obl 0Os1agarr 6OXkeCTBEHHBIM COBEpIIIeH-
CTBOM CBSTOVI BOJIV V1 HETIOKOJIEOMMOVI yBEepEeHHO-
CTBIO B CITaCEHWI, — B TeIlepeIIHeM e ero I10JI0-
JKEeHUM TIOTOOHBIV «deJIoBeK O0XKeCTBEHHOIO YMO-
HaCTPOEHVIs» He MOXXeT OBITh JIJISI HEeTO JI0CTaTO4-
HO 3 PeKTMBHBIM CTUMYJIOM K HPaBCTBEHHBIM
MaKCVIMaM IOBeJIeHsL. A IIOTOMY [1J1sI «eCTeCTBEH-
HOT'O 4YeJIOBeKa» caMa «Iesl TIOBEIeHMs COIVIacHO
CTOJIb COBEpIIIeHHBIM IIpaB/IaM HPaBCTBEHHO-
CTV» COXpaHsIa OBl 3HaYeHVe KaK «IIpeIIcaHe
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but this Good, which objectively [...] is an un-
surmountable incentive, is subjectively [...]
the weaker (in comparison with inclination”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 29; Kant, 2009, p. 32), and that
is why the human being can be called “de-
pendent” on the incentive (and not on the law
of good). This is how Kant describes the first
stage of evil in human nature which he calls
“frailty” (RGV, AA 06, p. 29; Kant, 2009, p. 32)
or “the human heart’s weakness as such in
complying with adopted maxims” (ibid.). One
may suppose that the archetype of whole per-
fection, as far as it is represented as assuming
human nature, does not assume this stage of
evil in volition (neither does he assume the fol-
lowing stages).

Indeed, Kant notes that the archetype can
be thought of as superior to humanity, as far
as the purity of moral will in him is intrinsic,
so that absolutely no actual violation of the law
is possible for him (RGV, AA 06, p. 64; Kant,
2009, p. 71). This being would differ from the
“natural human being” only by being incapa-
ble of breaking the moral law while being no
stranger to human needs and suffering and
hence to the temptation to transgress. It is simi-
lar to the human being in everything except sin
and radical evil. But Kant says that this differ-
ence would be infinite, and this being would
no longer be able to serve as an example for
imitation to the “natural human being”. Ex-
posed to suffering and temptations, “the nat-
ural human being” could have noticed that
he would have acted in exactly the same way
if he had had a divinely perfect holy will and
an unshakeable confidence of salvation; in his
present condition such a human being “of god-
ly attitude” cannot be a sufficient incentive to-
wards moral maxims of behaviour for him.
That is why for the “natural human being” the
very “idea of a conduct in accordance with so
perfect a rule of morality” would remain “a



K nogpaxaHuio» (AA 06, S. 64; KanT, 1980, c. 133),
HO «OOrOyTOIHBIN YeIoBeK», 00Iagaromnmi Ooxe-
CTBEHHBIM COBEpPIIIEHCTBOM, He MOT Obl OBITB IJIS
Hero IIPMMepPOM U «I0Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM BO3MOXHO-
CTV M AOCTVDKMMOCTY CTOJIb BBICOKOTO V1 UMCTOrO
MopaJIbHOro Os1ara 044 Hac» (Tam xe).

Hecmorps Ha 510 KaHT mpusHaeT, 4TO MBIC/Ib
00 M3HauYaJIbHOV CBSTOCTY BOJIM ITpooOpasa, BO-
IIJIOIIIEHHOT 0 B 4esioBeke Vvicyce, MBICIIb, UTO OH
«OXOTHO OTKasblBajlCs» OT 3TOM OO0XKeCTBEHHO
YVICTOTBI BOJIU «[1JI OHMX JIUIIb HeTOCTOVHBIX
JTIIOTIEVI, M JIaKe IIJIsI CBOMIX BparoB, YTOOBI CIia-
CTV MIX OT BeuHOW niornoerm» (Tam Xe; vcripasiie-
HO MHOV. — A.C), ToJKHa HacTpanBaTh 4eJloBe-
Ka B J1yxe JII0OBYM, BOCXUIIIEHM V1 Oj1arogapHOCTI
3TOMY «OOXXKecTBeHHOMY 4esioBeKy». IToaTomy, oT-
MeTWB, UTO ISl IPU3HAHWUS «CBepXUesIoBedecKom
OpUPOOB» MAeaJIbHO-HPAaBCTBEHHOIO UesloBeKa
HeT JIOCTaTOYHBIX pallViOHaJILHBIX OCHOBaHU,
KanT nomuepknBsaeT: roBopsl 3T0, OH He HaMepeH
0e3yCIIOBHO OTpUIIATh, UTO 3TOT UeJIOBEK MOI' Obl
OBITH TaKXe «4eJIOBeKOM CBepXbeCTeCTBEHHOIO
povicxoxaeHms» (AA 06, S. 63; Kanr, 1980, c. 132).
Ho B 11e710M OH 3aKJIf04aeT Bce XKe, YTO IIpU3HaHue
«CBEpXUeJIOBeUeCKOV MPUPOABl» 3TOr0 uesIoBeKa
IIPeIATCTBYeT eMy ObITh B IIOJIHOVI Mepe ITprMe-
POM [1J1s1 ToApakaHsl. DTOT adoc 0OTUaCTy CTpa-
HeH B ycTax dpuitocoda, KOTOPBIV Bcerga COMHe-
BaJICsI B 3HAYMMOCTY IIPVIMEPOB [1J1s1 MOPaJIV 1 MO-
pabHOM dprtocodpmm®.

3.2. DOmuueckuit 3xkBuBarenm
0oxcecmBennon npupodovt

Onnaxo 117151 OJTHOTBI STVIKO-PeJIUTVIO3HOV Kap-
TUHBI, KOTOPYIO MOXHO HasbIBaTh ITPOOOpa3HO
dwnocodekont teorormevt Kanra', HeobxomvmMo
OCTaHOBWThHCS TaKXXe Ha BOIIPOCE O TOM, YUTO SIBJISI-
eTcsi B Hell 5KBUBAJIEHTOM OOXKeCTBEHHOV IIPVIPO-

? «...Ecyin ObI TaXke HMKOI/IA He CYIIECTBOBAJIO HI OfHO-
IO 4eJIoBeKa, KOTOPBIN OKa3aJl Obl 3TOMY 3aKOHy Oesyc-
JIOBHOE IIOBMHOBeHVe, — OOBeKTMBHAs HeOOXOIMMOCTb
OBbITH IMEHHO TaKMM JIJISI YeJloBeKa Bce Ke... OyJieT siB-
Hov cama 110 cebe» (AA 06, S. 62; Kanr, 1980, c. 130 —131).
10 TepmuH «IIpooOpasHas TeoJIOTWs» BIIepBble YIIOTpe-
OsreH B pabote [IxerikoOca (Jacobs, 2006).
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precept to be followed” (ibid.), but “a human
being pleasing to God”, in possession of a di-
vine perfection, could not serve for him as an
example and “as proof of the practicability and
attainability for us of so pure and exalted a
moral good” (ibid.).

In spite of this, Kant admits that the idea of
the intrinsic holiness of the archetype’s will em-
bodied in Jesus, the idea that he “willingly di-
vested himself” of the divine purity of will “for
none but unworthy people, even for his ene-
mies, in order to save them from eternal perdi-
tion” (ibid.), should instill in the human being
the spirit of love, admiration and gratitude to
this “divine human being”. Therefore, hav-
ing remarked that there are no sufficient ratio-
nal grounds for recognising the “supra-human
nature” of the ideal moral human being, Kant
stresses that “he is by no means intent on de-
nying absolutely that this human being might
also be a ‘supra-naturally generated human be-
ing’” (RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 70). But
on the whole he concludes that recognising the
“supra-human nature” of such a human being
prevents him from fully being an example for
imitation. This pathos is a bit strange coming
from a philosopher who had always questioned
the importance of examples for morality and
moral philosophy.’

3.2. The Ethical Equivalent
of Divine Nature

The ethical-religious picture that can be
called Kant’s prototypical philosophical the-
ology' would not be complete without touch-
ing upon the question, what the equivalent of

? “[...] even if there had never been a human being
who had paid unconditional obedience to this law,—
the objective necessity of being such a one is yet [...] —
and by itself — evident” (RGV, AA 06, p. 62; Kant, 2009,
p. 69).

1 The term “prototypical theology” was first used in the
work of Jacobs (2006).
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IBI (€CJIV TaKOW 3KBMBaJIeHT BOOOINe ecTh B KaH-
TOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIIIVV) VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, HAaCKOJIb-
KO TOYeH TaKoOVi 3KBVBaJIeHT. YunTerb EBaHresms
ectb M1 KaHTa «O0XecTBEHHO HACTPOEHHBIV, Ofl-
Hako MOmIMHHO (ganz eigentlich) uestoBeueckmit
yuutesib» (AA 06, S. 65; Kanr, 1980, c. 134; vicripas-
sieHo MHOM. — A. C)). Tem He Menee B [Tncanvm Vn-
CyC TOBOpPUT O ceDe, UTO B HeM «mfieasl Hodpa ObUt
BOIUIOIIIEH peaIbHO — B YUeHUM U AesTeJIbHOCTI
(Tam xe)"'. VI BoT dpwtocod KaHT HacTamBaet, uTo
5TV M3pedeHMs Vvicyca VICTMHHBI TOJIBKO B OITpe-
JIeJIeHHOM CMBIC/Ie: @ VIMEHHO, OHM VICTMHHBI, TIO-
CKOJIBKY OTHOCSITCSI K «yMOHACTPOEHUIO, KOTOpoe
OH JIeJIaeT ITPaBVJIOM CBOVIX AeVicTBu» (TaM xe; vic-
npassieHo MHOM. — A. C). Ero «rpumMep» BocxoauT
K 3TOMY Ke YMOHACTPOeHWIO. DTO YMCTeiIee yMO-
HacTpoeHVie MMeeT CyTy oOpaslia [IjIs BCex JIIofent
U 310X, HO 1 oOpasell, coracHo KaHTy, mevicTsu-
TeJleH TaKXXe TOJIBKO [1JIs (HeCOBEpIIIEHHOIO) YMo-
HACMpOeHUs: YeJioBeK cilefyeT obpaslly, ecjii OH
yIofo0s1sieT cBoe YMOHACTPOeHVe 3TOMY BBICIIIeMY
Ipoo0pasy ¥ COoeaVHsIeT CBoe YMOHACTpOeHMe «C
yMOHacTpoeHueM Irpoodpasa» (AA 06, S. 66; Kanr,
1980, c. 134—135; nctipasiteno MHOM. — A. C)). Boxe-
CTBeHHasl IIPUPOJIa eCTh, CJIefIOBAaTeIIbHO, B IHTEP-
npetary KaHTa MMEHHO 4nCcTOe HpaBCTBEHHOE
yMOHacCTpOeHe; IIprdeM copasMepHasi O0KeCcTBeH-
HOVI IIPUpOIe CIIpaBelJIMBOCTb COCTOUT «B IIOBele-
HWY, TIOJTHOCTBIO 1 0e3 M3bsiHa COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM
3TOMy yMOHacTpoeHMio» (AA 06, S. 66; KanT, 1980,
c. 134; uctipasiieno mHovt. — A. C)). VHaue rosops,
«CBepxJesioBeuecKas» Ipvpoza cocTout 11 Kanra
B YMCTOM HPaBCTBEHHOM yMOHACTPOeHWM, BOIUIO-
ITAFOIIIeMCs BO BIIOJTHE UVICTOVI VI CBATOVI JIesiTelThb-
HOCTV BO BHemIHeM Mwpe. CBaToit 1 OoXkecTBeH-
HBIV IIpoo0Opa3 ecTh He YTO MHOe, KaK «IIpoodpa3
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O YMOHACTPOEHMsI BO BCEWl €ro Uu-
crote» (AA 06, S. 61; Kanr, 1980, c. 129; icripasite-

I B Epanrenuu ot VMoarHa Mncyc Hanbortee HarysamHO

rosopurt o CeOe B 3TOM CMBICTIE: «...T10CTTaI MeHs XVBBIN
Oren, 1 51 xusBy Otniom» (MH. 6: 57); «Moe yueHme — He
Moe, Ho Ilocnasmero Mensi» (VIH. 7: 16); «...HUYero He
nesnato or Cebs1, HO kak Hayu1 Mensa Orer; Moii, Tak u
rosopro» (VH. 8: 28); 1 HaKoHel, HanboJIee SIBHO, TaK YTO
3TO BBI3bIBAeT IIPsSIMOE BO3MYIIeHNe WYIEVICKMX yduTe-
stevt 3akoHa: «f m Orerr — omHO» (MH. 10: 30); «...Korma
He BepuTe MHe, BepbTe fAestaM MoviM, 4ToOB! y3HaTb 1 I10-
BepuTh, uto Oter; Bo Mue u 51 8 Hem» (Vn. 10: 38).

the divine nature in this theology is (if such an
equivalent is present there at all) and accord-
ingly, to what extent such an equivalent is ad-
equate. For Kant, the teacher of the Gospel is a
“divinely minded, but quite properly (ganz ei-
gentlich) human teacher” (RGV, AA 06, p. 65;
Kant, 2009, p. 73). Nevertheless, Jesus says of
himself in the Scripture that “the ideal of the
good was exhibited bodily in him (in his teach-
ing and conduct)” (ibid.)."" And the philosopher
Kant comes to insist that these utterances of
Jesus are true only in a certain sense: they are
true insofar as they refer to “the attitude which
he makes the rule of his actions” (ibid.). His “ex-
ample” goes back to the same attitude. This
pure attitude has the validity of an example for
all people and ages, but then an example, ac-
cording to Kant, is valid only for an (imperfect)
attitude: a human being follows the example by
likening his attitude to this highest archetype
and by uniting his attitude “with the attitude of
the archetype” (RGV, AA 06, p. 66; Kant, 2009,
p- 73). Thus, the divine nature, as interpreted
by Kant, is a pure moral attitude; and justice
commensurate with divine nature consists “in
a way of life conforming completely and un-
failingly to that attitude” (ibid.). In other words,
the “supra-human” nature, for Kant, consists
in a pure moral attitude embodied in pure and
holy activity in the outer world. The holy and
divine archetype is nothing other than “the ar-
chetype of the moral attitude in all its purity”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 61; Kant, 2009, p. 67); quite
similarly, the effective force of true holiness is
the force “of a moral attitude” (RGV, AA 06,
p- 61; Kant, 2009, p. 68). The “supra-human”,

1 Jesus says this about himself most vividly in St John:
“Just as the living Father sent me and I live because of
the Father” (John 6:57); “My teaching is not mine, but his
that sent me” (John 7:16); “I am he and I do nothing on
my own, but speak just as the Father taught me” (John
8:28); and, finally, so openly that it enrages Judaic law
teachers: “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30); “Even
though you do not believe me, believe the works that
you may know and understand that the Father is in me
and I in him” (John 10:38).
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HOo MHO. — A.C), KaK M JIeViCTBeHHas CuJIa MOMI-
JIVIHHOVI CBSITOCTVI €CTh MIMEHHO CIJIa «MOPaJIBHOTO
yMoHacTpoeHms» (AA 06, S. 61; Kaxt, 1980, c. 130;
ucripassieHo MHOM. — A. C). «CBepxuesioBedeckoe»
He eCTb TOITIA TO, UTO «TI0CIIe» YeJIoBeKa (Harrpmmep,
B 3BOJIIOLIVIOHHOM CMBICIIE); «CBEPXUEIIOBEUECKOe»
€CTb IIpeJieJTbHAs TIOTEHIIVIS CAMOTO «UeJIOBEUECKO-
ro»%. OnHaKo, Kak nokasai KaHTty ero anaims Ha
YPOBHe BBICITIEV STUKM MaKCUM (B IIepBOVI KHITe
«Permrvm. . .»), 3Ta TIpefie/TbHast TIOTEHIINS OTHIOIb
He CBOVICTBEHHA YeJI0BEKY eCTeCTBeHHBIM 00pa3oM,
TO €CTh OT IPUPOLB], HY B KAKOe MTHOBEHVEe XKI3-
H11. CoOCTBEHHO, IMEHHO 3TO 1 00yCJIOBIIMBaeT He-
00xonMMocTs MopasibHOM  peaueuu. CripaBemn-
BOCTBH HPaBCTBEHHOV X3HY, Topoput KaHT, Hame-
Kas Ha OJHO MecTO y mpopoka Vcanm'®, — s1o «He
Hallla» CITpaBeJINBOCTh, I BCEITla TAKOBOVI OCTa-
Hetcsa (AA 06, S. 61; Kanr, 1980, c. 134; ncmpasiie-
HO MHOU. — A. C.); TO4Hee, YeJToBeK HI B KaKOV MO-
MEHT He MOXeT 3HAMb, YTO OH TaKOB IO TIPUPOLE;
IIO9TOMY TOJIBKO 6epa B UVCTBIN Mleasl HpaBCTBEH-
HOTO BOJIEHMSI OTKpbIBaeT 4eJIOBeKY BO3MOXKHOCTB
BO3BBIIIIATECS K IIPO00Opasy KakK wmiealy MOpaslb-
HOT'O COBEpIIIEHCTBA. YCBOEHVe Yepe3 YMCTYIO MO-
PaJIbHYIO BEpY COCTaBJIsieT B KAHTOBCKOVI STMKOTe-
OJIOTMVI CBOeOOpPa3HBIVI aHAJIOr yUeHMsl 00 OIpas-
ZIaHVIV BEPOVL; 3Ta YacTh KaHTMAHCKOM (vstocodpmm
eI 3aCiTy XKBaeT OTAEeJIBHOIO pacCMOTPEHS,
OJTHAKO BBIXOMT 3a PaMKM TeMBI JTAHHOV CTaThIL.

4. «Teopusa» u «IIpaKTUKa»
B (prst0codpmy MopaIbHOM peTurun

BayxHo 1of4epkHy Th B 3TOM KaHTOBCKOM ITpe/l-
CTaBJIeHUM 00 VCKYTUIEHUM 4Yepe3 Bepy OfIHY CYy-
IIIeCTBEHHYIO YepTy: IOCKOJIBKY CBepxuesioBeye-
CKasl ITprpojia poobpasa CBATOCTYU eCTh ero 4u-

12 BermenpuBerneHHast dopMyrmposka Karra «Goxe-
CTBEHHO HAaCTPOEHHBIV, OFHAKO TIOIJIMHHO dYeJloBede-
ckuit yunrenb» (AA 06, S. 65; Kant, 1980, c. 134; ucnipas-
jeo MHOM. — A.C.) HpemeIbHO TOYHO COOTBETCTBYET
sTOoMy oOImiemMy B3rdy. Mucyc ects, mo Kanty, croim
IIOJJIVHHO YeJIOBeUeCKU YUUTesIb, YTO B TaKOVI ITOJIHOTe
sta nogymmHHOCTE (Eigentlichkeit) He MoxeT ObITH ITpHACY-
ITTa YeJI0BeKy Oe3 BBICIIIETO COIEVICTBYS; OH eCTh ITpeJIelTh-
HOe OCyIIecTBjIeHe Yertopedeckoro, CerH Yeropedeckmr.
3 «Mow MbIC/IM — He Balll¥ MBICJIV, HY Ballli IIyTU —
mryTi Mon, rosopurt 'ocriome» (Vc. 55: 8).

A. K. Sudakov

then, is not what comes “after” the human be-
ing (for example, in the evolutionary sense);
the “supra-human” is the ultimate potency of
the “human” itself.'> However, as Kant’s anal-
ysis on the level of the higher ethics of maxims
(in the first book of Religion) has demonstrat-
ed, this ultimate potential is by no means nat-
urally inherent to humanity at any moment
of life. This, indeed, is what makes moral reli-
gion necessary. “The justice of moral life, says
Kant in an allusion to a verse in Isaiah,’ is ‘a
justice that is not ours” and will always remain
as such” (RGV, AA 06, p. 61; Kant, 2009, p. 73);
more precisely, a human being can at no mo-
ment know that he is such by nature; there-
fore only faith in a pure ideal of moral volition
opens to the human being the path of ascend-
ing to the archetype as an ideal of moral per-
fection. This assimilation through pure moral
faith is, in Kant’s ethical theology, an analogue
of sorts to the doctrine of justification through
faith; this part of Kant’s philosophy of religion
deserves a separate examination, which is out-
side the scope of my article.

4. “Theory” and “Practice”
in the Philosophy of Moral Religion

One important feature in this Kantian rep-
resentation on redemption through faith needs
to be emphasised: since the supra-human na-
ture of the archetype of holiness is his pure
and perfect attitude, invariably and genuine-
ly expressed in the Word (teaching) and action
(behaviour in life, victory over suffering and re-
solve to meet even death for the sake of the tri-

2 The above formula of Kant: “divinely minded, but
quite properly (ganz eigentlich) human teacher” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 65; Kant, 2009, p. 73), pinpoints this general
view. Jesus, Kant argues, is such a genuine human
teacher that this authenticity (Eigentlichkeit) cannot be
human without higher assistance; he is the ultimate
embodiment of the human, the Son of man.

B “For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are
your ways my ways, says the Lord” (Isaiah 55:8).
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CTOe ¥ COBepIlleHHOe yMOHACTpOeHUe, HeV3MeH-
HO V1 11eJIbHO BbIpayKalollleecsi B CJIoBe (y4eHum) 1
IIeVICTBIM (TTOBEIeHMY B JKM3HY, 100e/e HaJl cTpa-
HaHVISIMV V1 PeIIIMOCTH IIPUHSTD Jlake CMEPTH BO
VIMSI TOp>KeCTBa IJapCTBa CBATOCTM), VI IIOCKOJIBKY
NPVHINUIINAJIBHO HUKTO He Oy1aT, KpoMe eIiTHOrO
bora, Bepa, 0 KOTOpOVI IET 3/1eCh pedb, IIpeIioa-
raeT BO3BBIIIIEHVE K VIeaJTy CBSITOCTY Yepes3 CoeIy-
HeHMe CBOEero, BCerja HeCOBEpIIIeHHOIrO M 3allsT-
HaHHOTO I'pexoM, YMOHACTpPOeHMsl, BMecTe C BO3-
HUKAIOIIVMI U3 Hero yoexaeHnsaMI 1 JeVICTBY-
gIMU, C «yMOHacTpoeHMeM IpooOpasa» (AA 06,
S. 66; Kant, 1980, c. 134—135; vicripaBieHO MHOVL. —
A. C); BepyIOLINI B KAHTOBCKOM CMBICJIE YeJIOBEK
ecThb TOT, KTO BOCIIpMHsI (angenommen hat) 3To
cBaATOe yMoHacTpoeHue (AA 06, S. 61; Kant, 1980,
c. 129) (TpaHcleHIeHTaIbHO-IIPaKTUYeCKI Vle-
aJI pasyMa BO BCEVI ero UMCTOTe U IOJTHOTE) I KTO
IIO3TOMY «MOYKET BepOBaTh M MMeTh OOOCHOBaH-
HOe JIoBeprie K caMoMy ceDe, UTO Ipy MOHOOHBIX
VICKYIIIEHMSX VI CTPaZlaHMsIX. .. OH COXPaHUT Hem3-
MeHHYIO IIPUBEPKeHHOCTh IIPOO0pa3sy desIoBeIHO-
ct» (AA 06, S. 62; Kant, 1980, c. 130; mcmipasiieHo
MHOM. — A. C). Bepa, KoTopas 371ech MMeeT 3Haue-
HVle, — He TeOpeTIYecKoe VCTIOBeIaHe, a npaKim-
yeckas fepa: «...MOPaJIbHYIO IIeHHOCTb VIMeeT TOJIb-
KO Bepa B IIPaKTUUeCKYIO 3HAaYVIMOCTh 3TOV MIEN,
3aJI0keHHOVI B HarlleM pasyme» (AA 06, S. 63; KaHT,
1980, c. 131). To ecTp pemaroliee 3HaYeHVIE IMEET
Bepa B IIPaKTUYECKUTI Measl, a He CIeKYJISATUB-
HOe VICIIOBeJaHVe HEKOTOPOro IIOJIOKEHMS [ejI BO
BHeIITHeM Mupe. Eciii cBepxuerioBeueckasi IIpmpo-
Jla eCTb Myea’l 11eJIbHO VI HeM3MeHHO yrogHo bory
YeJIOBEYHOCTM KaK HPABCTBEHHOV [IeSITEITBHOCTY,
IIpoVICTeKaIOIIeN U3 pafayKaIbHO CBATOTO YMOHa-
CTPOEeHMs, 3TO OTHIOAb He O3HadaeT, YTOOBI CBepX-
JesyioBedecKasi IIpuUpofa He MOIJla VIMeThb, KpoMe
TOrO, ellle OeCKOHeYHOro pas3HOOOpasus IpPyIux
olpesieJieHNVI, y>ke He VMeIOIIVX caMy 1o cebe
«MOPpaJIBbHOVI IIeHHOCTM». Tak ke 1 KaHT He cTaBuT
CBOEVI IIeJIBI0 JJOKa3aTh HEBO3MOXXHOCTH WUIV He-
Pa3syMHOCTB VCIIOBeIaHVsI 00KeCTBEHHOV IIPUPO-
mel Vvicyca; OH XO4eT TOJIBKO, UTOOBI TaKoe VCIIO-
BeJIaHIe He MOITIO «CTOSITh Ha JIOpore ITpaKTiye-
CKOTO IIPVIMEHEHVIS ero Ve B HallleM Iofpaka-

umph of the kingdom of holiness), and since, in
principle, no one is good except the one God,
the faith in question here presupposes the as-
cent to the ideal of holiness, effected by uniting
one’s own attitude, which is always imperfect
and sin-blemished, together with the convic-
tions and acts arising from it, “with the attitude
of the archetype” (RGV, AA 06, p. 66, Kant,
2009, p. 73); a believer in the Kantian sense is
one who has adopted (angenommen hat) this
holy attitude (RGV, AA 06, p. 61; Kant, 2009,
p. 68) (the transcendental practical ideal of
reason in all its purity and completeness) and
who therefore “can have faith and place well-
based confidence in himself, that under similar
temptations and sufferings [...] he would un-
shakably continue to adhere to humanity’s ar-
chetype” (RGV, AA 06, p. 62; Kant, 2009, p. 68).
The faith that is essential here is not theoreti-
cal profession, but practical faith: “only faith in
the practical validity of that idea which resides
in our reason has moral worth” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 69). In other words, what
matters most is faith in the practical ideal, and
not speculative preaching of a certain state of
affairs in the outer world. If the supra-human
nature is the ideal of integral humanity invari-
ably pleasing to God as moral activity spring-
ing from a radically holy attitude, this does not
mean that supra-human nature could not have,
beside this, an infinite variety of other defini-
tions which in themselves do not have “moral
worth”. Nor does Kant seek to prove that con-
fessing the divine nature in Jesus is impossible
or unreasonable; he merely wishes that such
a confession would not, “according to every-
thing that we are capable of having insight into,
stand in the way of applying the idea of this
holy one practically to our emulation of him”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 64; Kant, 2009, p. 70). Any the-
oretical teaching that would “stand in the way”
of the practical goals of moral improvement,
that would make impossible the representation
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HUV €My BO BCEM, UYTO TOJIBKO MBI CMOXKEM YCMOT-
petb» (AA 06, S. 64; KanrT, 1980, c. 132). Besikoe Teo-
peTiyecKoe VCIoBeIaHme, KOTopoe OyeT «CTOosTh
Ha JIopore» IIPaKTNYeCKVX 11ejiell HPaBCTBEHHOIO
COBEpIIIEHCTBOBaHMS, KOTOpOe crejlaeT HeBO3MOX-
HBIM IIpeficTaB/IeHVie «O0KeCTBEHHOIO UesIoBeKa»
KaK IIpyMepa [1JIs1 «eCTeCTBeHHOro 4esloBeKa» (TaM
JKe) 11 IO3TOMY CTaHeT IPUYIMHO TOro, YTO Ha Me-
CTO MOIVHHO 3HAYMMOIO B PeJINIMH (IIpaKTiye-
CKM OCYILIECTBJIIEMOTO II0 Mepe CWJI YMOHaCTpO-
eHMsI CBATOCTY) OyeT IIOCTaBJIeHO, KaK yCJIOBUe
GoroyromHoCcTM ¥ MPU3HAK PeJIUTMO3HOCTH, He-
YTO ITOCTOPOHHEe IJIsI HPaBCTBEHHOCTY, «HAIlpW-
Mep, MCIIOBelaHVe CTaTyTapHBIX I0rMaToB, COOIIO-
JleHVie TIePKOBHOV OOPSTHOCTV ¥ IVICIIIUIVHBI
u T.71» (AA 06, S. 174; Kanr, 1980, c. 247), craHeT
VICTOYHIMKOM «JDKeCITy>keHusl bory B cTaryTapHOU
permru» (3arjiaByie BTOPOro pasferia 9eTBEPTOu
KHUTY «Permrum...»). To e camoe oTHOCKTCS, CO-
miacHo KaHTy, 1 K mcrnioBejaHmio O0XKeCcTBeHHOV
npuponsl «yunTesis Epanremuii». Ilosropro erme
pa3: KaHT mIpr3HaéT BO3MOXXHOCTH TaKOTO VICTIOBe-
ZlaHMs, OJHAKO IIpeayIpeXxaaeT B MCTVMHHO Kpu-
TIUYECKOM JIyXe, UTO JlajleKO He BCSIKOe MBIIIIeH e
IIPUPOIBI «3TOr0 OOroyromHOro vesioBeka» (AA 06,
S. 64; Kanr, 1980, c. 132) OyneT HazieXXHBIM OCHOBa-
HVeM JIJIs1 MOPaJIbHOV peJTUTmN. VI3BeCTHBIN CIIo-
cob MBIIIeHNs 0 OoXKecTBeHHOV IIprpone Vicyca
TaKoe OCHOBaHVE VICKJTFOYaeT.

Beprewmcsi B cBeTe cKa3aHHOIO BbIIIIE K apryMeH-
TaM KaHTOBCKOI'O «€CTeCTBEHHOI'O UesI0BeKa», KOTO-
pBle HepemKo KaXyTcs MCCIIeIOBATeIIsIM apryMeH-
TaMI IIPOTVB «CBEPXUEI0BEYeCKOV» IIPVPOIBI'Y.
Cy111ecTBeHHO, UTO «eCTeCTBeHHBIV UeJIoBeK» ped-
JIEKTUPYeT 371eCh He BIIOJIHe 110 COOCTBEHHOV MHU-
LMIaTVBe: HEeKTO I'MIIOTETMYEeCKM MBICJIIUT IIPUpPO-
Iy TIOIJIVHHO YTOIHOro bory desioBeka, yumTesist
EBaHrenm1, «B TaKoVI CTeIIeHV CBepPX4esI0BeYecKOoVl,
YTO He MpMoOpeTeHHas, a IPUPOXKIeHHas Her3Me-
HsieMas YVCTOTa BOJIV ieJIaeT 171 Hero 0e3ycIOBHO
HEBO3MOXXHBIM HMKaKOe OTCTYIUIeHWe OT 3aKOHa»

4 Hampumep, Ou YeH30 BUAUT B HUX IPSIMOV aKIIEHT
Kanra Ha ToM, uTo Vucyca ciremyeT HOHNMMAaTh CKopee Kak
JeJIoBeKa, YeM Kak bora, uToObI OH MOT OBITE «3pdeKTIB-
HBIM 3THUeckmM IpuMepom» (Di Censo, 2013, S. 126).
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of the “divine human being” as an example of
the “natural human being” (ibid.) and which
would therefore cause something extraneous to
morality to replace what is truly significant in
matters of religion (i. e. the attitude of holiness,
put in practice to the best of one’s ability), “e.g.
confessing statutory dogmas, heeding church
observance and discipline, and the like” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 174; Kant, 2009, p. 194), would be-
come “pseudoservice of God in a statutory re-
ligion” (the title of the second part of Book 4 of
Religion (RGV, AA 06, p. 64; Kant, 2009, p. 185).
The same applies, according to Kant, to the
confession of the divine nature of “the teacher
of the Gospels”. I repeat: Kant considers such
confession possible but warns, in a truly criti-
cal spirit, that by far not every way of conceiv-
ing the nature of “that human being pleasing
to God” (RGV, AA 06, p. 64; Kant, 2009, p. 70)
would be a reliable foundation for a moral re-
ligion. A certain way of conceiving the divine
nature of Jesus rules out such a foundation.

Let us revisit, in the light of what is said
above, the arguments of the Kantian “natu-
ral human being” which scholars often regard
as arguments against the “supra-human” na-
ture." It is essential that “the natural human be-
ing” here does not reflect entirely on his own:
someone hypothetically thinks the nature of
the human being truly pleasing to God, the
teacher of the Gospels “as supra-natural in-
sofar as his purity of will — by no means an
achieved, but an innate, unchangeable purity
of will — would make any transgression abso-
lutely impossible for him” (RGV, AA 06, p. 64;
Kant, 2009, p. 71), so that “this distance from
the natural human being would [...] become
[...] infinitely great” (ibid.). And so “the natu-
ral human being” says, responding to this theo-
logian, that if he had had such a will he would

4 For example, Di Censo sees them as Kant’s direct
indication that Jesus should be understood rather as man
than God if he is to be “an effective ethical example” (Di
Censo, 2013, p. 126).
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(Tam Xe), Tak UTO «BCIIEACTBVIE STOTO OTIIVTUNE €TO
OT €CTeCTBEHHOI'0 UeJIoBeKa ObLIO ObI... OeckoHeu-
Ho BesiKuM» (Tam xe). VI BOT «ecTecTBeHHBIN ye-
JIOBeK» TOBOPUT, BO3paxkasi 3momy 0020c.108y, 4To,
Oynb y Hero Takasi BOJIsi, OH IIPOCTO He 3aMeTWJI Obl
VI CaMBIX CVJIBHBIX MCKYIIIEHUV K HapyIIeHWIO 3a-
KOHa, OJHaKO, K COXKaJIEHWIO, €ero BOJIS He TaKOBa,
a TI0TOMY IHOIOOHOe IIpefiCcTaBjleHIe HIYeM eMy
He 1ioMoraeT. [Ipu maxom npedcmabienuy 0 CBATON
BOJIE OUEBVJTHO, YTO MOJOOHOE CyIIecTBO ObIIO OBI
COBEpIIIEHHO yBEPeHO B COOCTBEHHOM CIIaceHWVI,
OHO «CBOVIMM TJIa3aM» BUIEJIO Obl «BeJIMKOJIeIl-
HBIVT 11 Orvskummt viexor» (AA 06, S. 64; Kart, 1980,
c. 133)". [lesio TOIIBKO B TOM, YTO, COITIAaCHO COO-
cTBeHHOMY B3Iy KaHTa, BIIOJIHe IO TBEpIXK/Iae-
MOMY VMICTOpVEV! XpUCTVAaHCKOM prytocodpmm 11 Teo-
JIOT MV, MaKoe IIpeJICTaBIIeHVie OTHIOb He SIBJISeTCS
eduncmbernno BosmoxHsim. Kaxkoe ke IIpercrasite-
HVie MO)KHO IIPM3HATh MOPaJIbHO-PEJINITIO3HO 603-
MOJXKHBIM, OIpPeHerIsieTCsl B KOHTEKCTe KaHTOBCKO
dmrtocodpvvt MOpasIbHOVI PEJTUIVM OTHOIIEHVIEM
Pa3IMUHBIX IIPeACTaB/IeHNII MOpPAJIBHOIO Wijiea-
JIa K IIeJIVI HPaBCTBEHHOTO BO3BBIIIIEHVIS UeJToBeKa
VI UeJIOBEYeCKOTO POIia, a He OTHOIIEHVIEM Teope-
TUYECKN «[IPV3HABaeMOro 3a VICTVHY» IIpefiCTaB-
JIeHUs K TeOpeTUYecKy «IIpr3HaBaeMOMY 3a VC-
TUHY>» IIpeJICTaBIeHNI0, KOTOpOoe CYMTaeTCsl aBTo-
PUTETHBIM B M3BECTHOM VCTOPUYECKOM OOIllecTBe
Bepyrommx. «ECcTecTBEHHBIVI UeloBeK» BBICKa3bl-
BaeTcsl He MPOTUB Ven 00XKeCTBeHHOV ITPVPOIIb
IIpoo0bpasa, TO ecTh He IIPOTVB TeOJIOIMN (XPIUCTO-
JI0rVIV) BOOOIIIE, a JIVIIIIB IIPOTYUB TaKOVI XPVCTOIIO-
TV, /1S KOTOPOVI OH He BUINT MOPAAbHO-NPaKimi-
ueckoeo npumenenuA's. Ilostomy oH He IIpU3bIBaeT

15 TeopeTndyeckoe Mmo3HaHMEe TaKOro poia, KaK IMOHSII
KaHr errie co BpemeH «I'pe3 myxoBusiia», 4eJI0BeKy MpUH-
OUNVaIbHO He JaHo. To ecTh Mo MeHbIIet Mepe 3TOT J10-
BOJI «€CTECTBEHHOI'O UejIoBeKa» He eCTh 10Bo Kanma.

16 IToaToMy OH TOJIBKO KaXemcs Cyry6o «eCTeCTBEHHBIM»
YEeJI0BEKOM, Ha [IejIe JXe OH eCTh YeJIOBeK MOPaIbHO 3a-
VIHTEPEeCOBAaHHBIVI, CO3HAIOIIVVI CBOV I'PaHMIIbI U II03TO-
My — dYeJIOBeK, HaJleJIeHHBIVI CO3HAaHIEM CBOOOIBI, XI-
BYIIVVI HPaBCTBEHHOVI XXM3HBIO ¥, 3HAYNT, B M3BECTHO
Mepe yXXe «CBepXbeCTeCTBeHHBIN», KOJIb CKOpO B HpaB-
CTBEHHOVI XXM3HV MOpa/IbHasl Bepa CBUIETEIIbCTBYET «Uy-
Ieca TaKOro pofia, KOTOpble MOTYT BO3HVIKATH VI3 L[06p0r0
npuHIya» (AA 06, S. 63; Kart, 1980, c. 131).

quite simply ignore the strongest temptations
to transgress, but unfortunately his will is not
such, and so this representation does not help
him at all. Given such an idea of holy will, it is
obvious that such a being would be absolute-
ly confident of its salvation, it would see with
its eyes “the splendid and near outcome” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 64; Kant, 2009, p. 71)." Only, accord-
ing to Kant’s own view, amply confirmed by
the history of Christian philosophy and theol-
ogy, such an idea is by no means the only pos-
sible one. As to which representation could be
judged morally and religiously possible, this is
determined, in the context of a Kant’s philos-
ophy of moral religion, by the relationship of
various representations of the moral ideal to
the goal of moral improvement of the human
being and mankind, and not by the relation-
ship of some representation theoretically “held
to be true” to some other representation theo-
retically “held to be true” which is considered
to have authority in a certain historical com-
munity of believers. “The natural human be-
ing” does not speak out against the idea of the
divine nature of the archetype, i.e. not against
theology (Christology) in general, but mere-
ly against the kind of Christology for which he
sees no moral-practical application.' Therefore he
does not advocate the abolition of Christologi-
cal dogmatics (as well as philosophising about
the archetype), but deems it necessary to posit
(in the common usage of the educated public)
as much “theory” (dogmatics) as is necessary

> Theoretical knowledge of this kind, as Kant realised
since the time of Dreams of a Spirit-Seer, is, in principle,
not bestowed on mankind. Thus, at least this particular
argument of the “natural human being” is not Kant’s
argument.

6 Therefore he only seems to be a strictly “natural”
human being, but in reality he is a morally interested
human being, aware of his limitations, and therefore a
human being endowed with a sense of freedom, living
a moral life and hence to some extent already a “supra-
natural” human being, inasmuch as moral faith in a
moral life attests to “miracles as being such as might
come from the good principle” (RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant,
2009, p. 69).
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YIIPasIHUTh XPUCTOJIOIMYECKYIO JOrMaTuKy (Kak
1 ¢rytocodpcTBOBaHMS O IIpoodpase), HO CUMTaeT
TOJIBKO HY>KHBIM II0JIaraTh (B oOlieM ymoTpeOite-
HUM 00pa30BaHHOV ITYOJIMKM) CTOJIIBKO «TEOPUI»
(TormMaTmKM), CKOJIBKO HEOOXOAMMO IS MOpalb-
HOVI 11eJIV (IBVDKeHMS K TI00e/1e Hajl payKaIbHbIM
37I0M B YeJIOBEYECTBe), a OTHIOIb He CTOJIBKO, CKOJIb-
KO IIPEJICTaBIIseTCS HeOOXOAVIMBIM CaMOMY JIOT-
MaTVCTY J1JIsl ero cucTeMaTudeckux 1iesiert. Korga
Ke MBI 3aMeTVM, UTO 3TOT B3IJIsi], COCTABISIOITITA
o obcyxnenns KaaToMm Teonornm rmpoodpasa B
IIPUJIOKEHWN ee K TOMY, YTO COBpeMeHHBbIe aBTO-
PBL Ha3bIBAIOT «OMOJIEVICKMM HappaTVBOM», €CTb
B3Iz prtocoda, a He (Orbrterickoro) Gorocsiosa,
HaM IpUJIeTcs 0OpaTUTBCS K BOIIPOCY O TOM, KaK
cKa3spIBaeTcs Ha dmtocodcekont xpuctonorny Kan-
Ta €ro IIOHVMaHVIe COOTHOIIEHNS «(PaKyJIETETOB».

5. IIpoobpasHasi XxpmcTOI0IMs
V1 OmbJIerickasi TeoI0rms:
BMeCTO 3aKJIFOUeHs

«CBepx4yBCcTBeHHbBIE CBOVICTBa» OOBEKTOB OITbI-
Ta, a TeM OoJlee CBOVICTBA CYILIIHOCTEV, KOTOpPbIe He
MOT'yT OBITh OOBbEeKTaMI HAIIIeTO OITBITa, COIJIACHO
KanTy, HelmoCTVDKMMBI [1JId JesloBeKa MHaue, KaK
10 aHAJIOTMM C OOBEKTaMV UyBCTBEHHOTO OITBITa
(AA 06, S. 64 Anm.; Kanr, 1980, c. 133 mpumeu.).
Ho u B oTHOIeHnr cBOOOMHBIX HEVCTBUI bora
Hallla CIIOCOOHOCTB ITpeJICTaBIeHMsI OrpaHuJe-
Ha, to KanTy, mporenypovi cxeMaTnsma, Iocpes-
CTBOM KOTOPOVI MBI OOBSICHSIEM JIJIsI Ce0sT MBICITb O
CBEpPXUYyBCTBEHHOV CYyIIHOCTU Yepe3 aHaJIOIMIO
B 4yBCTBeHHOM Muipe. OIHAKO 3TO TOJIBKO «CXe-
MaTM3M aHAJIOTMW», HO He «CXeMmamu3m omnpede-
s1enus obvexma» (Tam xe). To ecTb cxemy, ripum 10-
MOIIIVT KOTOPOV Mbl MBICJIIM ITpeAMeT ITOHSATUH,
MBI He BIIPaBe CUYMUTaTh CBOVICTBOM CAMO20 npeome-
ma; OHO HejI0 — «OTHOIIIEHVIE CXeMBI K ee ITOHSI-
TUIO», HOE [1eJI0 — «OTHOIIeHWEe 3TO CXEMBbI I10-
HATHUS K camont Bettin» (AA 06, S. 64 Anm.; Kanr,
1980, c. 134 pumeu.), TeM Oojiee 4TO pedb MAET O
«Bellly», IIPUHLINUIINAIBHO ITO3HaBaeMOW OIHWM
pasymoM. B ciity 3TOro ectsb Bely, 0 KOTOPhIX Mbl
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for the moral goal (movement towards the tri-
umph over radical evil in humankind) and not
as much as the dogmatist considers it necessary
for his systematical goals. And if we notice that
this perspective, which forms the background
to Kant’s discussion of prototypical theology as
applied to what modern authors call “the bib-
lical narrative”, is the perspective of a philoso-
pher and not of a (biblical) theologian, we have
to address the issue of how Kant’s concept of
the relations between academic “faculties” in-
fluences his philosophical Christology.

5. Prototypical Christology
and Biblical Theology:
in loco of a Conclusion

The “supra-sensible characteristics” of the
objects of experience, let alone the properties
of the entities that cannot be objects of our ex-
perience, are, according to Kant, incomprehen-
sible to the human being except by analogy
with the objects of sensible experience (RGV,
AA 06, p. 64n; Kant, 2009, p. 71n85). But with
regard to God’s free actions our capacity of rep-
resentation is limited, according to Kant, by
the procedure of schematism, whereby we ex-
plain to ourselves the thought of a supra-sen-
sible entity through an analogy in the sensible
world. However, this is only “a schematism of
analogy”, and not “a schematism of object-de-
termination” (ibid.). That is, we have no right
to consider the schema whereby we think the
object of the concept to be the property of the
object itself; “the relation of a schema to its con-
cept” is one thing but “the relation of this same
schema of the concept to the thing itself” is an-
other thing (RGV, AA 06, p. 64n; Kant, 2009,
p. 73n85), especially since we are speaking
about “a thing” that is, in principle, cognisable
only by reason. There are eo ipso some things
about which we are totally unable to “form any
idea” except through some contingent schema-
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COBEpIIIEHHO HEeCIIOCOOHBI «COCTaBUTH cele IIo-
HSITVe» VIHA4e, KaK IIOCPeICTBOM HEKOTOPOW YyC-
JIOBHOM cxeMarusaunm. VI Bce, 4TO xoueT cKas3aTb
sfeck KaHT B cBoeM KauecTse prs10cOPCKOro Te-
0JIora TEeOJIOory, OMMpaloIieMycsi Ha OyKBY OTKpO-
BEHIs, Pe3OMIUPYeTCs B CJIeAYIOMIeM: TeOpeTu-
yecKoe VICTIOBelaHVe COllepyKaHs 3TOV CXeMbl He
CIIeTyeT IpeBpalarh B yCJIOBYE CITAaceHs], KaK 1 B
yCJIOBVIe TIPM3HAHMS UesIoBeKa CTOPOHHWKOM VIC-
TUHHOV penurun. HecomuenHo, uro nys dpwio-
codpa KaHTa cy111ecTBYIOT TaKve HeOOXOIIMBIe yc-
JIOBVISI MOPAJIBHOVI PEIVTMIO3HOCTY; B VI3BECTHOM
CMBICIIe Bech TpaKTaT KaHTa o permurum HamvcaH
C 1IeJIpI0 0003HAUMTh B OOIIVIX YepTax COBOKYII-
HOCTB TaKVX YCJIOBUVI OCYIIECTBJIEHMUS «€IVIHOTO
Ha 1oTpeby» XMBOro HPaBCTBEHHOI'O YMOHACTPO-
eHys1. OHAKO CTOJIb ke HeCOMHEHHO, YTO JleTa-
7V TIpeficTaBjleHs 0 boxecTse Vucyca Xpucra K
YICITy TaKMX YCJIOBUM He oTHOcATCs. ITocTombKy
BOIIpoC O coombemcmbBuu PpvIocodcKoro Ipe-
craBieHns KaHTa 0 «CBepx4eyioBe4ecKOV» IIpU-
pore mpoobpasa CBATOCTV YUEHWMIO XaAAKUOOHCKO-
20 b02oc06us 0 By X Mpuporiax Bo XpucTe IIPUXo-
AUTCS IPVU3HATh HEBEPHO 3a/JaHHBIM.

B mpenyiciioBum K cBoeMy TpaKTaTy O pesIurumn
KanT dopmynmpyeT: Ha nompuiiie Hayk Onbsien-
CKOMY OOTrOCIIOBVIIO, OIVIPAIOMIEMYCS Ha OTKpPOBe-
HVe, TPOTUBOCTOUT Qrtocodckoe OOrocsioBue,
onuparoleecs Ha pasyM. Eciiv rocsteiHee ocTaeT-
csl B IIpefierlaX pasyMa ¥ He IIpeTeH/yeT BBOAUTD
CBOU TIOJIOKEeHMS B Ombsierickoe DOorocjiosme, KoJib
CKOPO IYXOBHBIE JINITA MIMEIOT «VICKJTIOUNTEeIIbHOe
IIpaBO» Ha «oduIIMaIbHble yueHMs» Ovbiierickoro
Oorociosus, dprtocodckoe OOrocsIoBre «IOIDKHO
II0JIb30BaThCsl TIOJTHOVI CBOOOIIOV pacIpocTpaHe-
HUs» (AA 06, S. 9; Kanr, 1980, c. 84). Ecyiit xxe dur-
710codpcKoe GOrocIoBIIe HapyIIIaeT CBOVI I'PaHMUIIbI,
BTOpraeTcsd B 0oOy1acTh OubOsrerickoro Oorocsiosust
C HaMepeHVeM pedOpPMIPOBaTh €ro yueHus, ou-
Orievickmv1 GOroCIIOB MIMeeT IIpaBo IieH3yphl ITpu-
ueMm KaHT pasiauuaer cirydart, Korjga MogobHoe
OecunHHOe BTOp)KeHVIe prytocoda B ITOJTTHOMOU NS
Ombrierickoro GorocioBa IOKa3aHO KaK IeVICTBU-
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tisation. And thus, all that Kant, in his quality
of a philosophical theologian, wants to tell the
theologian who relies upon the letter of reve-
lation, can be summed up as follows: the theo-
retical confession of the content of this schema
should not be turned into a condition of salva-
tion, a condition for accepting a person as an
adherent of true religion. Such necessary con-
ditions of moral religiosity undoubtedly exist
for Kant the philosopher; in a sense Kant’s en-
tire treatise on religion was written to outline in
general terms the totality of these enforcement
conditions of a living moral attitude that is “the
only one needful”. Yet it is equally obvious that
the specifics of the notion about the divinity of
Jesus Christ do not belong to such conditions.
Thus we have to admit that the problem of ad-
equacy between Kant’s philosophical concept
of a “supra-human” nature of the archetype of
holiness and the Chalcedonian theological doc-
trine about the two natures in Christ has been
stated in an incorrect way.

In the preface to his treatise on religion Kant
states that in the field of science biblical theolo-
gy, which relies upon revelation, is opposed to
philosophical theology, which is based on rea-
son. If the latter remains within the confines of
reason and does not claim to introduce its state-
ments into biblical theology, inasmuch as the
clerics have a privilege to “public doctrines” of
biblical theology, philosophical theology “must
have complete freedom to spread” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 9; Kant, 2009, p. 7). If philosophical
theology transgresses its boundaries and in-
vades biblical theology with intent to reform its
doctrines the biblical theologian has the right of
censorship. Kant makes a distinction between
the case when a philosopher’s illegitimate in-
trusion upon the biblical theologian’s domain
has been proven and when the theologian has
the right of censorship of the philosophical fac-
ulty, among other things, in his quality of the
spiritual guide, and the case when the fact of il-



TEJIBHO CITy4MBIIIeecs: M KOIja Io3ToMy Oorocsios
VIMeeT IIpaBo 11eH3y pbl PriI0codpcKoro dakysibTe-
Ta TaK>Ke V1 B CBOeM KadecTBe 0YyX068H020 nacmulps, Vi
ciIyyarnt, Korga ¢akT 6ecurHHOro BTOp)KeHMs Bee-
T'O JIVIIIb BO3MOYKEH VIV COMHWTEJIEH, TO €CTh KOT-
J1a OH JIOJKeH OBITh YCTaHOBJIEH VJIV OIIPOBEPIHYT
JIETUTYMHBIM CY>K/IeHVeM y4eHOV KOpIIopaIinm, i
B 5TOM CJTy4dae OvmOsIevicKmy OOrociioB XOTs U MIMe-
€T IIpaBo IIEH3YPbl, HO TOJIBKO B KaueCTBe |4 eH02o.

Opnrako /111 Hallley TEMBI CYIIIeCTBEHHO, B YeM
VIMEHHO MOXeT cocTosiTh, o KaHTy, momoOHoe
OecumHHOe BTOp>KeHVIe. 3aMCTBOBaHIe CofepKa-
HUV VICTOPUYECKOr0 OTKPOBEHMs WJIV OCHOBaH-
HOVI Ha HeM O1071ericK0-00rocsIoBCKOV Hay K 1715t
VICIIOJIb30BaHMs B CBOUX (Prytocodckmx) 1esisax He
SBJISIeTCST OECYVHHBIM BTOpP)KEHVEM JaXke B CIIy-
Jae, eCcJI 3aMIMCTBYeMBIM MaTepuajioM driocod
TIOJIB3yeTCs TaK, KaK 3TO COITIACHO C Pa3syMoM, HO
MOXKeT OKa3aTbCsl HeYTOIHBIM OvOsierickomy 6oro-
cJ10BY. VIHBIMU CJIOBaMU, CChIIasiCh Ha CBUIeTeIb-
CTBa MCTOPUYECKOro OTKpoBeHMs 00 Vucyce mim
aneJyIpys K yu4eHusaM O0rocsioBos (B arioyioreT-
YecKOM WINM ToJleMUdecKoM fAyxe), dputocod He
HapyllaeT IoJIHOMouny Oubsierickoro Gorocsio-
Bus. TpeOytoltiee 11eH3y PbI BTOP)KEHVE «IIPOVICXO-
JUT JIUIIIb B TOM CJIydae, eCJIi OH 4TO-TO BHocum
B HETO ¥ TeM caMbIM HaMepeH OOpaTUTh ero Ha
ApyTye 1en, He JO3BOJIEHHBIE €T0 YCTPOeHVeM»
(AA 06, S. 10; Kanr, 1980, c. 85).

Kaxk m3pectHo, KaHT paccmarpuiBail cBoVI Tpak-
TaT O PeIUIMV VICKITIOYMTEIBHO KaK OIBIT (pu-
socodpckort Teostornm (prsrocodckoro yueHms: o
Bepe), KOTopasi «I10JIb3yeTCsl 1JIsl IO TBEePKIeHMs
¥ OO'BSICHEHVISI CBOVIX TIOJIOKEHWVI VICTOPVIEVI, SI3bI-
KaMw, KHUTaMV BcexX HapOZIOB, Jake bubrmer, HO
TOJIBKO 15 cebs» (AA 06, S. 9; Kanr, 1980, c. 84).
OHa He mpereHzIyeT Ha pedOpMMpOBaHVIe «OdU-
LVJIBHBIX yYeHU» OuOIIerickoro OOrociIoBus.
Onnako 1 6mbsierickmyt 60rocsIoB, co CBOEV CTOPO-
HBI, He HajleJIeH IIPaBOM BBOIMTBH CBOVI YUeHUS B
00J1acTh APYrMX HayK C JOCTOMHCTBOM BEPXOBHO-
ro aBTOpUTeTa; MOJ00HAas He3[opoBasi CUTYyallus,
no KanTy, 6puta «Bo BpemeHna l'aymies» v mpuBo-
AUT JIVIIB K TOMY, YTO IIOJIYyYalOImINil TaKue TI0JI-
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legitimate intrusion is merely possible or dubi-
ous, 1. e. when it has to be established or refuted
by legitimate judgment of the scientific corpo-
ration, in which case the biblical theologian,
though still in possession of the right of censor-
ship, has that right only in his quality of a sci-
entist.

What is important for our theme, however,
is to know what, according to Kant, may consti-
tute such an illegitimate intrusion. The borrow-
ing of the contents of the historical revelation
or biblical theological science based on them for
his own (philosophical) purposes is not an ille-
gitimate intrusion, even if the philosopher uses
the borrowed material in a way that accords
with reason but may turn out to be objection-
able to the biblical theologian. In other words,
a philosopher who invokes the testimony of the
historical revelations about Jesus or appeals to
the doctrines of theologians (in an apologetic
or polemical spirit) does not intrude upon the
competence of biblical theology. An intrusion
that requires censorship “occurs only insofar as
he carries something into biblical theology and
thereby seeks to direct that theology to other
purposes than its arrangement permits” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 10; Kant, 2009, p. 8).

Kant of course considered his treatise on
religion to be solely an essay in philosophical
theology (philosophical teaching about faith)
which seeks “to confirm and elucidate its prop-
ositions, employs history, languages, books of
all people, even the Bible, but only for itselt”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 9; Kant, 2009, p. 9). It does not
claim to reform the “official teachings” of bibli-
cal theology. However, the biblical scholar, for
his part, has no right to introduce his teachings
into the domains of other sciences as a supreme
authority; such an unhealthy situation, accord-
ing to Kant, existed “at the time of Galileo” and
the biblical theologian who has received such
powers ends up “confiscating all experiments
of human reason” (RGV, AA 06, pp. 8-9; Kant,
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HOMOUVIsL OM0JIeVicKITI OOroCyIoB «HaslaraeT 3arpeT
Ha BCe VICCTIeZIOBaHMS 4eJIOBeYeCKOro paccyiaKa»
(AA 06, S. 8—9; KarT, 1980, c. 84). [1151 Hatt1eit TeMBl
3TO O3HaYaeT, YTO XaJIKMIAOHCKUI JorMaT o boro-
yesloBeYecTBe B CBOeM KauecTBe TpaHCpallViOHaIb-
HOTO TTpefiCTaBJIeHNs He SIBJISeTCsl I He MOXeT SiB-
JIATBCS 0ocmoaruem rocodwn, IIpeTeH/ Ty oIeN
Ha CTPOrO pallViOHAJIbHBI 0Opa3 mevicrsyst”. I1o-
aToMy wiocodckasi «IpooOpasHas TeosIorvs»
KanTa, xoHeuHO, He moxdecmBernna COmepKaHIIO
yueHMs OnOsIerickoro OorocsioBusi Kakoro Obl TO
H1 ObUIO BpeMeHM 00 icyce XpricTe kak boroue-
soBeke. OMHAKO OHa He TOXIIeCTBeHHa eMy 6 000ux
nanpabrenusx: KaHT He yTBepXIaeT KaTeropmde-
cku, Oynaro npoodpas ecms Mucyc, To ects uto Vn-
cyc n3 Hasapera noipkeH OBITH «II03HaBaeM KakK»
poobpa3 CBATOCTV WIN KaK TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIb-
HO-TIPAaKTWYEeCKUVI MIleasl, HO He yTBepXXHIaeT OH
u Toro, OyaTo Mucyc ecms npoobpas, To ecTb OyaTO
Mucyc nz HasapeTa ecTb eIMHCTBEHHOE VICTOpIYe-
CKOe OCyIIlecTBJIeHVie IIpooOpa3a cOBepIIIeHHOV! Je-
noseuHocTn'®. IloslaraeM, 9TO MMEHHO «KaHTMaH-
CKOVI CKPOMHOCTBIO» 00ycCJIoBJIeHO pelrteHme Kan-
Ta TIOCTPOWUTBH IIOYTV BCE OTCBUIKM K «Ov0IIericKo-
My HappaTuBy» BO BTOpOW KHuTe «Peaurumn..» B
cocjiaraTeIbHOM HakJloHeHUM («Ecivt OBl TaKovL.. .
JeJIoBeK. .. collesl Ha 3emmo» (AA 06, S. 63; Kanr,
1980, c. 131); «..KaK ecyivt ObI OH IIPUHST YeJIoBeye-
ckyto npupony» (AA 06, S. 62; Kant, 1980, c. 130);
«...OIBIT, B KOTOPOM MOT ObI OBbITH JaH IIpUMep Ta-

7 KaHT [OOIIyCcKaeT BO3MOXXHOCTB, UTO PEJIAIVS MOXET
«OOBSBUTH BOVIHY PasyMy» U 3aCTaBUTh TEOJIOTMIO «B Pe-
JINTVO3HBIX 7leJlaX He VMeTh 10 BO3MOYKHOCTM HWKaKO-
ro KacaresbcTBa ¢ pasymoM» (AA 06, S. 10; Kant, 1980,
c. 85), To eCTb 3a5BJISITh, OYATO OHA pallIOHAIBHO MBICIIAT
TO, UTO B TIpefierTbl pasyMa He BMerriaeTcsi. OmHAKO 9TO He
TOJIPKO IIPOWTPBIIIHAS CTpATervs I CaMOVl PeInIM,
uTO noHMMay KaHT 11 HeKoTophle pycckie pritocodsbl:
«...dTO 9TO OBUTa OBI 3a permriiss, KOTopasl He Morya Obl
BBIHECTV CBeTa HayKu ¥ co3HaHms?» (Kupeesckmri, 2006,
c. 202). BaxxHO, 4TO 3TO IPUHIMIINAIBHO He eCTh CTpaTe-
I'VIsL KAHTOBCKOVI (PryTocopmm pesvrmm.

8 JI. TlacrepHak, obpariias BHMMaHMe Ha 3TO pasTpaHU-
ueHye KoMrieTeHImit priocodpmm 1 Ombiieickont Teoso-
rvm B Tiperviciosun KaHrTa, 3aaeTcst BOIIpOCOM, He BO3-
HWKaeT JIV B TeKCTe TpaKTaTa «IIOOxom K bubimm, Heco-
BMECTVIMEBIVI C 3asiBJIeHHBIMU cTaHAapTamu Kaxra» (Pas-
ternack, 2015, p. 487). MoxxHO yTBepXXIaTh, 4TO IO Kparl-
Helt Mepe dmrmocodpckas xpucmooeus Kaara cobmomaer
3TV CTaHIAPTHL
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2009, p. 7). For our purposes this means that
the Chalcedonian dogma about Godmanhood
in its quality of a trans-rational representation
is not and cannot be the property of philosophy
which claims to be rigorously rational.'” There-
fore Kant’s philosophical prototypical theology
is not, of course, identical to the content of the
biblical theological doctrine of any time about
Jesus Christ as God-man. However, it is not
identical to it in both directions: Kant neither as-
serts categorically that the archetype is Jesus, i. e.
that Jesus of Nazareth must be “cognisable” as
the archetype of holiness or as a transcenden-
tal practical ideal, nor does he claim that Jesus
is the archetype, i. e. that Jesus of Nazareth is the
only historical realisation of the archetype of
perfect humanity.” I believe that it was “Kan-
tian modesty” that prompted him to phrase al-
most all references to the “biblical narrative” in
the second book of Religion in the subjunctive
mood (“if [...] there had, as it were, come down
from heaven to earth such a [...] human being”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 70); “insofar
as he is presented as having assumed human
nature” (RGV, AA 06, p. 62; Kant, 2009, p. 68);
“an experience must be possible in which
an example of such a human being is given”

7 Kant admits it is possible that religion can “declare
war on reason” and make theology “in matters of
religion [...] to have, if possible, nothing at all to do
with philosophy” (RGV, AA 06, p. 10; Kant, 2009, p. 9),
that is, to declare that it thinks rationally what does
not fit within the bounds of reason. However, that is
not only a losing strategy for religion itself, something
that Kant and some Russian philosophers understood:
“For what kind of religion is it that cannot stand in the
light of science and consciousness?” (Kireevsky, 1998,
p. 236; transl. improved by A.S.). It is important that it is
radically at odds with the strategy of Kant’s philosophy
of religion.

8 L. Pasternack, drawing attention to this delimitation
of the competences between philosophy and biblical
theology in Kant's preface, wonders whether the text
of the treatise will not end up suggesting “an approach
to the Bible incompatible with Kant’s stated standards”
(Pasternack, 2015, p. 487). Arguably, at least Kant’s
philosophical Christology does comply with these
standards.



Koro gesioBeka» (AA 06, S. 63; Kant, 1980, c. 131)),
TOr7a KaK B OCTaJIbHOM TeKcTe TpakTara KaHT ro-
BOPUT B U3BSIBUTEIIFHOM HAaKJIOHEHMN. A VIMEHHO
OrOBOpPKa «ecyIyl Obl» COIPOBOXIIAET ITOJIOXKEHVIS,
11 TIPU3HAHMS KOTOPBIX 3a VICTUHY He MIMeeTCs
ZIOCTaTOUYHBIX OOBEKTVMBHBIX «IIPUUMH», HO KOTO-
PpBle MOT'YT OBITB coflep>KaHVeM pa3yMHOVI MOpaALb-
HO Bepul, «ec/u Mbl pelllaeM BepuThb B Hux» (Palm-
quist, 2012, p. 426). OnHaKO B KOHTEKCTe KaHTOB-
CKOT'O TpaKTaTa 3TO VIMEHHO 3aVIMCTBOBAaHHBIE CO-
Zlep)KaHMsI OTKPOBEHHOV PeJIUTUVI, KOTOpble pui-
710cod MCHONIB3YyeT «IJIst cebsi», Jaxe ecyn popMa
VICTIOJIb30BaHMs He HpaBUTCs OGrbsierickoMmy Ooro-
crioBy. OIHAKO ISl Bephl (Ja’ke TOJIBKO MOpalb-
HOVI) OHM yKe He «ecyI Obl», HO B KauecTBe ee COo-
Zlep)KaHusI OHM He MOTYT OIlpaBIaTh ceOs meper
HayKov 1 dvtocodmert KaK pariioHaIbHOM «Te-
opwuen». VIHade roBops, «I1pooOpa3Hast TeoIorvish»
KaHnra, MeTadm3mdeckyro dacTb KOTOPOVI COCTaB-
JISeT TIpefiCTaBJIeHe O YeJIOBEUeCKOV U «CBepXye-
JIOBeUeCKoV» IIprpozie IIpoobpasa COBepIIIeHCTBa,
MBICTINTCST caMVUM (PVI0copOoM KaK HeoOXOmMoe
comepKaHve MopaibHoll Bepsl, OMHAKO OTHIONH He
KaK cofiepKaHue 1epkoBHOtl Bepbl I3BECTHOTO XPU-
CTMIAHCKOTO cOoOoOITIecTBa'’: ITOCTIeNHSS ITpeTe 3

¥ Her mpwumH moJIarate, OYATO cofep)kaHMe yUeHVs
Oubrterickoro Teostora n pvIocodCcKOro Teosora (B KaH-
TOBCKOM CMBICJIE TEPMWHOB), IIPMHAIeXAIINX K OIHO-
My BepOWCIIOBeIIaHMIO (M JaKe K KOPIIOpaIUy OJTHOTO
YHUBEpCUTETa), 00513aHO OBITH TOXKIECTBEHHBIM IIPOCTO
B CWIy MX KOHQeCCMOHaIbHOTo eauHCcTBa. Ecym moaTo-
My H. Ix. IxevrikoOc 3amedaeT, 9TO KaHTOBCKWUV ITPO-
obOpas «He ecTh BTOpOe ymiio boxectsa (hypostasis), viMe-
IoITee OJIHY CYITHOCTH (ousia) ¢ Borom Otiom» (Jacobs,
2012, p. 226), n xapakTepu3syet nosuiyv KaHnra 11o ocHOB-
HBIM IIYHKTaM, I7le OHM IlepeceKaloTcs C XPUCTUAHCTBOM,
KaK HeCOBMeCTMMBIe ¢ «KOH(eCCMOHIBHBIMI CTaHIapP-
TaMI» XPUCTUAHCTBA, TO OH, XOTs U INPU3HAeT, YTO TOBO-
PUT B 3TOM CJIydae «KaK KOH(MeCCHMOHaIbHBIV XPUCTHa-
HVH», YIIyCKaeT W3 BUOY pasIndie MeXIy moxoecmbom
CHCTeMaTIUIeCcKMX BBIBOIIOB hritocodckoro Horocosus
CO CHeKYJISITUBHBIMM IIOCTpOeHMsMM Oubiierickoro 6o-
rocJioBus (KOTOporo ot pwmiocodckoro 60rocsiopmst Mo-
JKeT TpeboBaTh pa3Be 4TO MMeIOIIas aBTOPUTET MHKBU3VI-
LML) Y COBMeCUMOCcyio MeXly TeM 1 Apyrum. B Tom-To
U 1eJ10, UTO aBTOP FOBOPUT 3TO KaK (PrI0cOPCTBYIONTIT
KOH(eCCHOHAIBHBIVI GOr0C/IOB, IOIIYCKAIOIINI BO3MOX-
HOCTb peun o «epecsix» B pmiocodum, a He KaK KoHpec-
CVMOHAJTBHO OTIpefemBIImyics (priocodcknit 60rocsios,
KOTOPBIVI B 9TOM KadecTBe MOXKeT BOBCe He YIIOMUHATh B
CBOVIX TPy[Iax O TOM, BO UTO OH JINYHO BepyeT.
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(RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 69), where-
as in the rest of the treatise he uses the indic-
ative mood. The reservation “if” accompanies
the provisions whose truth is not sufficient-
ly supported by objective “reasons” but which
may be the content of a reasonable moral faith
“if one chooses to believe them” (Palmquist,
2012, p. 426). However, in the context of Kant’s
treatise it is the borrowed content of revealed
religion that the philosopher uses “for himself”,
even if the biblical theologian finds the form of
this use objectionable. For faith, however, (even
if it is only moral faith) it is no longer provid-
ed with “it”, but it cannot justify itself as con-
tent of faith before science and philosophy as a
rational “theory”. In other words, Kant’s “pro-
totypical theology” whose metaphysical part is
the idea of the human and “supra-human” na-
ture of the archetype of perfection is considered
by the philosopher himself to be the necessary
content of moral faith but by no means the con-
tent of church faith of a certain Christian com-
munity:" the latter claim, as Kant himself was
convinced, would amount to an illegitimate in-
trusion upon the jurisdiction of the theologi-

19 There are no reasons to believe that the content of the
teaching of the biblical theologian and the philosophical
theologian (in the Kantian meaning of the terms)
belonging to the same faith (or even to the corporation
of the same university) has to be identical simply
because of their shared confession. Therefore if Jacobs
notes that the Kantian archetype “is not a second divine
particular (hypostasis) having the same essence (ousia) as
God the Father” (Jacobs, 2012, p. 226), and characterises
Kant’s positions on the main points where they intersect
with Christianity as incompatible with “confessional
standards” of Christianity, then, although he admits that
he is speaking in this case “as a confessional Christian”
(ibid., p. 225), he overlooks here the difference between
the identity of systematic conclusions of philosophical
theology with speculative constructs of biblical theology
(which identity could be demanded from philosophical
theology only by some kind of authoritative inquisition),
and the compatibility between the two. The point is
precisely this, that the author says it as a philosophising
confessional theologian who thinks it is legitimate
to speak about “heresy” in philosophy, and not as a
philosophical theologian who has chosen his confession
and who in this quality may not even mention his
personal beliefs in his works.
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Obuta ObI, TIO coOcTBeHHOMY yOexmeHmo Kanra,
MpOsiBJIeHVIeM OeCUMHHOIO BTOPXKEHWS B IOPWC-
IAVIKITNIO OOrocsoBckoro dpakysibrera. KaHT ymmiirb
CTpeMITCS II0Ka3aTh, YTO MOpaJIbHAs Bepa pasy-
Ma JIOJDKHA OBITH IIIO[IOHOCHBIM 3€pHOM VICTOPU-
YeCKOVI BEPBI, KOTOpast He X04eT ObITh ICTOYHVIKOM
yxecitykeHmst bory. OnHako Ta u fgpyras 1peOsl-
BaIOT, I10 €r'0 IIPeICTaB/IEHNIO, B Pa3/INYHbBIX V3Me-
PeHMSIX, WV TepCIIeKTMBax*’, TOYHO TaK Ke Kak
dwtocodckast n Ombrterickast Teosorms. Iloarto-
My, ropoput KanT, Ombrervickuy 60rocjioB MoxeT
cumTaTh cels «eOMHOMYITHBIM» C (PVITOCOPCKIM
OorocsioBoM WM OOSI3aHHBIM OITPOBEprarb €ro,
«eCJIV TOJIBKO OH ero ciryiaeT» (AA 06, S. 10; KanT,
1980, c. 86)*'. 1160 mmesio mzeT He TOIBKO 00 MCTOpN-
YeCKOVI Bepe 1 He TOJIBKO O IIPaBVIIBHOCTY (PrIO-
COpCKO-TeOosIOrMuecKoro IoCTpoeH s, HO O cypbe
«y4eHws 0 permrum B erioMm» (TaMm ke; vcrpasie-
HO MHOVL. — A. C.), KOTOpOe eCTb IIPV 3TUX IIPELIIo-
CBUIKAX IBYEIVHCTBO MOPAJIBHON peIiriu (B TaH-
HOM acIleKTe — «IIpOOOpa3HOV TeOJIOrM») 1 1iep-
KOBHOVI BepbI (B JTAHHOM acrieKTe — OOrocioBCKOV
xpucrororvm). CTpeMsleHVe CMEIVBATE Ty W IPYy-
T'YIO0 — B ITOJIBb3Y JIU (PUII0COPCKOTO MV OOroCsIoB-
cKoro dakyierera — BblfaeT, 1o KaHTy, «oTCyT-
CTBUe OCHOBATeIBHOCTI» (TaM Xe) B IOHMMaHWMM
LIEJIOCTHOVT 4esioBedHOCTH. OueBMIIHO, OIHAKO,
UTO IpW JaHHBIX IpearnocbUIKax duiocodckasd
XPUCTOJIOT ST «ITPO00Opas3a» MoXKeT ObITh COBMECTI-
MOVI C M3BECTHBIM B3IJISZIOM II€pKOBHO-BepYyIOIlle-
ro Ha Xpucra borouesioBeka; 6ostee TOro, 0Ha 4acTo
¢ HM (paKTMUIEeCKV COeIMHSEeTCs, ITyCTh MHOra 1
B yIIIepO «OCHOBATEIBHOCTV» VI 11€JIBHOCT B3IJIS-
na. CTostb e O4YeBMITHO, BIIPOYEM, YTO TIOJTHOLIEH-

% CoracHO paclpocTpaHeHHOMY B3Iy, KaHT 1 xaH-
THAHIIBI BOCIIPUHMMAIOT TOJIBKO OJTHY M3 3TUX IIepCIIeK-
TUB (PaIMOHAIIPHO-3TNYECKYT0) KaK ITOIUIMHHYTO, BCIIEM-
CTBVIE Y€T0 VIM IIPEJICTABIISIeTCSL, OYITO «MOPAIb OITpeLersi-
€T PeJNIuIo, a He Ha00OPOT, OTCIOIA PasTOBOP O PeJIUTIN
VIMeeT CMBICII TOJIBKO B paMkax Mopam» (bertos, Maxpy-
nmHoBa, 2017, ¢. 33). Ckazannoe Kanrom o 6ubievickon n
drtocodcKovt TeoIormm SICHO 0003HAYAET, UTO ISl HEro
DeccriopHa IIeVICTBUTEITBHOCTD cofceM 0py2020 AVICKypca O
permru 3a creHaMy pwIocodckoro dpakysibTeTa.

2l Ho oH He «CITyIaeT» €ro, ey IIPUHUMAET ero 3a KOJI-
sery 1o cBoemy paxysIbTeTy, WM, HaIlPOTUB, OIMPAasiCh
Ha aBropuTeT lycaHmst 1 0Te4eckoro OOroCIOBMs, MMe-
HyeT ero «epeTuKOM».
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cal faculty. Kant merely tries to show that the
moral faith of reason must be the fertile grain
of historical faith which does not want to be a
source of pseudoservice to God. However, the
two, he believes, are in different dimensions, or
perspectives,? just like philosophical and bibli-
cal theology. Therefore, Kant says, the biblical
theologian may think himself “at one” with the
philosophical theologian or believe he must re-
fute him, “if only he hears him” (RGV, AA 06,
p- 10; Kant, 2009, p. 9).* For what is at issue
here is not only historical faith and not only
the correctness of the philosophical-theologi-
cal construction, but the fate of “the doctrine of
religion as a whole” (ibid.), which, given these
prerequisites, is a duality of moral religion
(in this aspect, “prototypical theology”) and
church faith (in this aspect, theological Chris-
tology). The inclination to confuse the two in
favour of the philosophical or the theological
faculty betrays, according to Kant, a “lack of
thoroughness” (ibid.) (in understanding whole
humanity). It is evident, however, that given
these prerequisites, the philosophical Christol-
ogy of the “archetype” may be compatible with
a certain view of the faithful church member on
Christ the God-man; moreover, it often merges
with this view in fact, even if sometimes this
happens to the disadvantage of “thorough-
ness” and wholeness of perspective. It is like-
wise evident, though, that a complete picture of
“prototypical theology” and of its relationship

2 Jt is widely believed that Kant and the Kantians
consider only one of these perspectives (the rational-
ethical one) to be valid, so that they think that “morality
determines religion and not vice versa, hence discussing
religion makes sense only in the framework of morality”
(Belov and Farkhutdinova, 2017, p. 33). What Kant has
said about biblical and philosophical theology leaves no
doubt that he considers unquestionable the reality of a
totally different discourse on religion outside the walls of
the philosophical faculty.

2 But he does not “hear” him if he takes him for a
colleague in his faculty or, on the contrary, calls him
a “heretic” on the authority of the Scripture and of
patristic theology.



HOe IIpeJICTaBIIeHVIe O «IIPOOOPA3HOVI TEOJIOI M T
ee COOTHOITIEHMV C XPUCTMAHCKVM OOroCIoBeM 11
BepOBaHVeM MOKHO COCTaBUTh TOJIBKO ITOCTIe pac-
CMOTpeHVsI KaHTOBCKOI'O YUeHWsI O COOTHOIIEeHWN
MOpaJILHOVI VI LIEPKOBHOVI Bephl B VICTOPUY — WiJIen
3TUYecKoro coobectsa. K aToi1 Teme s 1 HamepeH
00pPaTUTHCS B CBOVIX HaIbHEVIIINX VICCTIEIOBAHASIX.
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with Christian theology and faith can only be
sketched after taking into account Kant’s doc-
trine on the relationship between moral and
church faith in history: i.e. his idea of the eth-
ical community. I intend to address this theme
in my further studies.
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