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PA3BOPOT H. ®. ®E[IOPOBBIM
ECTECTBEHHOW TEJIEQOJIOI U
APVICTOTEJISI i KAHTA B CTOPOHY
ITPOEKTA PETYJISILIMU ITPUPO/IbI

C.A. MapmuinoBa'

Katoueboii mesuc ecmecmbennoil meneosro2uu  co-
cmoum 6 mom, umo npooyxkmsL NPUpoos. 00AXKHbL 0bLIb
NOHAMbL Hepe3 Yyeab UX CyuyecmboBanus uiu ux HyxHo
00vACHAMY MaK, kax ecau 0vt 3ma yeav Oviaa. B xpumu-
ueckoil Aumepamype cyujecmbyem yoexoenue, 4mo ecno
06a ocHoBHbIX smana pasbumus meseosoeun 8 pamxax
¢husocogpckoeo 3HaHUA — KAACCUMECKULL U HeKAacCuye-
ckutl. Boldesenue smux smanob ocHobano Ha ybexOeHu,
umo 6 onpedeseHHbll Nepuood NPoUcxo0ut BvimecHerue
unarusma npedcmabieHusMu 0 uyeAu, KOMopas mno-
poxcoeHa pasBubatoujumcs yeavim. S noaazar, umo Mox-
HO 2060pums 0 HekAaccuueckol meAeos0eut U 6 uHom
cmoicae: unmepec Apucmomens u Kawma x ocHoBanu-
AM, Oaroujum npabo npednosaamsv 1,e4ec000pasHOCIIL
npooykmob npupodsl, cMeHAeMCsA HA BHUMAHUE K THOMY,
umo cywecmByiowee 8 Hetl He AbBasemcs 00CHAMOUHO
yeaecoobpasnvim. IIpu smom usmeneHuio nepcnexmubol
conymembyem Kax nepecmomp npedcmabieHutl o mom,
Umo CUUMams 1eAecoodpasHsiM, max u npusslb K npax-
muueckoil OesimeavHocmu, 6 xode Kkomopoi npupooa
00/KHA 1004exXKaAMmb 00NOAHUMEAbHOT peeyaayuu. [lis
noomeepoerus eunomeswt A 00pawacsy K yueruto pooo-
HauaibHuka pycckoeo kocmusma H. @. @edopoba, komo-
polil npedaaeaem cmanoBaeHue 1MeAe0A02UHecKOll MbLCAU
8 pamxax npoekma peeyisyuu npupoosl. B yenmpe Gru-
Manus mpu ymbeproeHus pycckozo ¢puiocodpa, Komopuie
cBudemenvcmbyron o e2o OMCMYNAeHUL O KAHOHA KAAC-
CUeckotl meaeos0euy U 00 onpedeseHul 045 1MeAe0A02U-
ueckotl Mblcau HOB020 KoHmekcma cmanobaenus. Bo-nep-
Bvix, Dedopob ykasviBaem Ha decmpyKkmubHoie NPoOUeccsl
6 opeanusme, a UMEHHO HA BOAE3HD U CMePIb, KAK HA 1O,
41Mo He 103604e1m MblCAUNNb 0P2AHUSM UeAeco00pasHbIM.
Bo-Bmopuix, podoHauasvHux pycckoeo KOCMU3MA NOHU-
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NIKOLAY FYODOROV’S ATTEMPT
TO LINK ARISTOTELIAN AND KANTIAN
NATURAL TELEOLOGY TO THE PROJECT
OF NATURE REGULATION

S. A. Martynova'

The key thesis of natural teleology is that the prod-
ucts of nature should be judged by the goal of their ex-
istence or they should be explained as if such a goal ex-
isted. The prevailing view in the literature is that there
are two main stages in the development of teleology in
the framework of philosophical knowledge: the classical
and the non-classical. The isolation of these stages is
based on the conviction that at a certain period of time
finalism is supplanted by the notion of the goal engen-
dered by the developing whole. 1 submit that we can
talk about non-classical teleology in yet another sense.
The interest of Aristotle and Kant in the foundations
that warrant the existence of purpose of the products
of nature is replaced by the attention to the fact that
what exists in nature is not sufficiently purposive. The
change of perspective is accompanied by a revision of the
notions of what exactly purposiveness is, as well as by
calls for practical activity in the course of which nature
should be the subject of some tweaking. To bolster this
hypothesis I turn to the teaching of Nikolay Fyodorov,
the father of Russian cosmism, who puts the emergence
of teleological thought in the context of the project of
nature regulation. I focus on three of the philosopher’s
assertions which show that he departs from the canon of
classical teleology to determine a new context of devel-
opment of teleological thought. First, Fyodorov points
to the destructive processes in the organism, namely
towards disease and death, which make it impossible
to consider the organism to be purposive. Second, the
founder of Russian cosmism understands reason as the
instrument that is capable of ridding nature of destruc-
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C. A. MapTsiHOBa

maem pasym Kax uHCmpymennt, cnocooHvlil usdabums om
decmpyxmubrocmu 6 npupoode. VI HaxoHey, 6-mpemwux,
NO3UKUU PYCCKO20 huocopa, peeysayus npupoost, ocy-
ujecmbasiemas 3a cuem npeonucanis Heiobexom Breuirer
eil yeau 6 kauecmbe ee cobcmbentotl, ecrms HenpemeHHoe
ycn06ue dobpodementt 1 OOCUNKEHUSA UM CHACHTLA.

KatoueBuvie caoba: opeanusm, 1e1ecoodbpasHociis,
Apucmomenv, Kanm, Hukoaaii @edopob, dobpodemens,
20CeNpPUUMHOCIG NPUPoObl, PYCCKUTL KOCMU3M, peey-
AAYUA Memeopuueckoe0 npoyecca, «mpemutl pasym»,
HepBu3M, NOAHOOP2AHHOCTIb

BBenenmne

EcrecTtBenHast Tesreonorisi, oCHOBaHME KOTO-
por ObUIO 3aJIOKeHO TpydaMmy ApucToTesls, Ha-
CTaMBaeT Ha TOM, UTO IIPOAYKTbI IPUPOIBI He-
00XO/IVIMO ITOHMMATh C TOYKM 3PeHMS MeJlevt X
CyIIleCTBOBaHMs VIV OOVCHIBATh VX TaK, KaK ecyIn
ObI 11eJ1h ObUTA. B pamMKkax 3Toro momxoma MOXKHO
OOHaPYXUTh TPV OCHOBHBIX Borpoca. Ompepere-
HO JIVI CTaHOBJIEHVIe VICCJIe[lyeMOro IipefMeTa Ms-
HavaJIbHO 3aJaHHOV IIeJIbI0, TO €CTh HEeKMM 3a-
MBICJIOM, ¥ UTO MbI MOXXeM O HeM 3HaTh?! Ecim MBI
HoflpasyMeBaeM, YTO MUP CO3[aH / co3[IaeTcs 10
3ambIcily TBOpIla, TO M HOHSTBH, HaIIpUMep, CTPO-
eHvie 0abOUKY MBI MOKEM KaK BOIUIOIIEHVIEe 3TOTO
3amblciia. Kakue 1iesv ecTh y 4dacTen Tejla M Op-
raHM3MOB JXVMBBIX CYIIIeCTB, a TakKXXe MX Cpellbl B
IIepCIieKTBe VX IIPUTOMHOCTY U IOJIE3HOCT, TO
€CTh JIJIS 4ero BHEIIOJIOKeHHOro cebe B Ipupore
OHV MOTYT OBITH WCIIOJIB30BaHBI B KadecTBe MH-
crpymenTa? Vicnonb3oBaHVIe BOIBI YeJIOBEKOM J1J1sI
TOT'0, UTOOBI COXPAaHUTH BOIHO-COJIEBOVI DaslaHC B
OpraHmsMe, — IIpVIMep BHEIIIHeN I1ejlecoo0pasHo-
¢t Bofbl. V1 HakoHel], MOXXeM JIV MBI ITpeJIIIosIo-
KIUTB U B Ipefiesie JIoKasaTh CyIeCTBOBaHVe TOTO,
uTO (PYHKIVMOHVPYeT He paiyi MHOI'o, a paay IIo/-
IiepKaHVs COOCTBEHHOTO COCTOSHMS? B Testeoso-
TV I OIpefie/leHNnsl TaKOro CyIIeCTBOBaHWS
VICLIOJIB3YIOT TIOHSITVE «BHYTPEHHEV I1eJ1eco0-
Opa3HOCTI», WIM MOHSATVE «CAaMOOPTaHM3aIIN,
KOTOpO€e YTOYHSIOT ITOHATVEM «aBTOHOMHOCTVI»
(Moreno, Mossio, 2015, p. 26—27). Ilpumepamu
«BHYTpeHHeI 11eJ1ecO000pa3HOCTI» MOT'YT OBITE CO-
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tiveness. Thirdly and finally, the Russian philosopher
maintains that an indispensable condition of human
virtue and the attainment of happiness is the regulation
of nature by the human being through prescribing for it
an external goal as its own.

Keywords: organism, purposiveness, Aristotle,
Kant, Nikolay Fyodorov, virtue, nature’s hospitality,
Russian cosmism, requlation of meteoric process, “the
third reason”, nervism, “full-organness”

Introduction

The natural teleology, whose foundations
were laid in the works of Aristotle, insists that
the products of nature should be understood in
terms of the ends of their existence or should
be described as if such an end existed. This ap-
proach prompts three main questions. Has the
emergence of an object of study been deter-
mined by a pre-set goal, i.e. a certain plan, and
what can we know about it? If we mean that
the world has been/is being created according
to the Creator’s plan, we may see, for exam-
ple, the structure of a butterfly as the embod-
iment of this plan. What are the goals of parts
of the bodies and organisms of living creatures
and their environment in terms of their utili-
ty, i.e. for what external purposes can they be
used as instruments? The human use of water
to maintain the water and salt balance in the or-
ganism is an example of external purposiveness
of water. Finally, can we posit and ultimately
prove the existence of that which functions to
maintain, not the external, but its own state?
In teleology such existence is designated as the
concepts of “inner purposiveness”, or the con-
cept of “self- organisation”, qualified by the
term “autonomy” (Moreno and Mossio, 2015,
pp- 26-27). Examples of “inner purposiveness”
are the coordinated working of parts of the or-
ganism as a whole to stabilise it against ambi-



I7IacoBaHHas paboTa JacTeVt opraHmsMa Kak I1eJ10-
TO TSl CTAOVUIM3AlIMYL €TO COCTOSIHMS TPV CMeHe
TeMIlepaTyp VIV CIIOCOOHOCTb OJHMX YacTell 3a-
MeIllaTh ApyTye B cjlydae yTpaThl MX IIOJIHOIEH-
HOTO (PyHKIIVIOHVIPOBAHMSL.

ITpoGema, xotopas HaunHas ¢ XVII B. corrpo-
BOX/JaeT TeJIeoJIOTMYeCKUN JIUCKYPC, COCTOUT B
TOM, YTO €ro HeoOXOOMMOCTh U Jlake IIpaBoMep-
HOCTb CTaBSTCS IOl COMHEHVIe 13-3a IPU3HAH
OOBSICHEHMSI C TOYKM 3peHMS MPUYIMHHO-CIIeN-
CTBEHHOV OOYCJIOBJIEHHOCTVI B KadecTBe eIVH-
CTBEHHO Hay4Horo noxxona. Ho Hamo moHmMars,
YTO CUTyallMsl He TakoBa, Oy[TO IOHSTHE ecTe-
CTBEHHOI TeJIe0JIOr MY, BOSHUKHYB B TpyAax Apu-
croress, O6buio oTOpormeHo B XVII B. Bakonowm,
PaCKPUTMKOBABIIIVIM apVICTOTEIIEBCKIII B3IJIs/, Ha
HeoOXOIMMOCTb OOBSICHATH BCe C TOUKM 3peHMs
KOHEUHOV MPWYMHBI ¥ YTBEPOVBIINM IIPUYINH-
HO-CJIeZICTBEHHOE O0ObsICHEHVIE B KaUeCTBe HOPMBI
Hay4HOro uccijleffopaHus. Tesleonormyeckoe o0b-
sCHeHVe CYIIeCTBYeT M CerofHs’, II03TOMY MCTO-
PVl TeJIeONIOTMI CKOpee IIpefcTaeT KakK ITOIbITKa
IIOHSTH ee TPaHWIIBL I7le OHa YMeCTHa VIV Jake
rre Oe3 Hee HeJTb3sT OOOVITICH, a TZIe OHA ITPEITsIT-
cTByeT noszHaHMIO. K mposicHeHMIO 3TMX IpaHMI]
MOKHO TaK)Xe OTHeCTM M Hauasblireecs ¢ V. Kan-
Ta CTpeMJIeHVe OIIPeNeINTh ee OHTOJIOTMYeCKMII
CTaTyC: 5TO TOJIBKO Hallla CyObeKTMBHAs CIIOCO0-
HOCTB IIperioyiaraTsk eI B IPUpOe VI OHU
IEeVICTBUTEIIBHO €CTh B He?

ITockopKy He OBUIV Ha/IeHbI TaKyie apryMeH-
TbI, KOTOpble CMOIJIM Obl IHOJIHOCTBIO yCTPaHWUTD
TeJIeOJIOTMYeCKUIT AUCKYPC W3 pasBUTHUS Hayd-
HO-PWII0COCKOV MBIC/IVI WJIW, HAIIPOTUB, JIETKO
OOHApYXUTh, UTO OH II€PUOAYECK! 3asBJIseT O
cBOeV! Hen30eXXHOCTH, TOTUMHSS cebe popMmpo-
BaHMe T'yMaHUTapHBIX ¥ eCTeCTBeHHO-Hay4HBIX
oOs1acTert 3HaHMS, TO 3aKOHOMEPHO BO3HIKAET BO-
mpoc o pyOeXkax TeTeoJIorm4ecKort MBICIIN. YTo

2 CoBpeMeHHBIE VICCIIEOBATENN IIOMYEPKUBAIOT Bak-
HOCTB TeJIEOJIOTMYECKOTO ITOXOIA IIPY VCCIIeNOBaHNN
cosHamms (Nagel, 2012), obocHOBaHWMI OMOIOIMYECKON
AaBTOHOMWUM ¥ OPTaHM3aIMOHHOTO IIOJIX0/1a B MICCIIeNOBa-
HIsx opranmsMa (Moreno, Mossio, 2015), nokasaTesibcTse
CBOOOTHOV BONMM ¥ OOOCHOBAaHMIM MOPATBLHOV OTBET-
creerHocTH (Sehon, 2016) 1 T.7.
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ent temperature changes, or the ability of some
parts of the body to replace others which have
ceased to function fully.

The problem that has haunted teleological
discourse since the seventeenth century is that
its very existence and justification have been
called in question by the recognition of the
cause-and-effect explanation as the only scien-
tifically valid approach. But we have to bear
in mind that the concept of natural teleology,
which first appeared in the works of Aristotle,
was not cast aside in the seventeenth century
by Francis Bacon, who challenged the Aristo-
telian view of the need to explain everything
in terms of the ultimate cause, and asserted
the cause-and-effect explanation as the norm
of scientific research. Teleological explanation
still exists,” which is why the history of teleol-
ogy is rather an attempt to understand its lim-
its: where it is relevant and even indispensable,
and where it hinders cognition. An attempt to
determine these limits is arguably Kant’s wish
to clarify the ontological status of teleology: Is
it just our subjective capacity to presuppose na-
ture’s ends or do these ends actually exist in
nature?

Because no arguments have been advanced
to eliminate teleological discourse from scien-
tific-philosophical thought or, on the contrary,
may be shown periodically to crop up, subor-
dinating the evolution of the humanities and
natural sciences, the question of the limits of te-
leological thought does not go away. What dis-
tinguishes one type of teleological knowledge
from another and how many stages of it are
there?

Igor I. Yevlampiev and Viktor A. Kupri-
yanov have put forward and justified the hy-

2 Modern scientists stress the importance of the teleo-
logical approach to the study of consciousness (Nagel,
2012), explaining biological autonomy and organisa-
tional approach to the research of the organism (More-
no and Mossio, 2015), in proving freedom of will and
moral responsibility (Sehon, 2016), etc.
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OT/eJIsieT OVH 3Tall TeJIeoJIOrMYecKoro II03Ha-
HU OT JIPYTOro M CKOJIBKO 3TUX 3TarloB?

VI. V1. EBmammvieB v B. A. KynipusiHOB BBIIBUHY-
7 ¥ 0DOCHOBaJIV TIOJIOXKEHVe O CYIeCTBOBaHUM
JBYX OCHOBHBIX 3TallOB pasBUTHS TeJIeOJIOrN B
pamkax dwtocodckoro 3HaHmsA. C 1IX TOUYKM 3pe-
HWsI, TIepBBIVI (KJIaCCMYeCKWV) O3Tall yTBepXKaaeT
JrHaIIM3M, Ha 3TOM 3Tarle «TeJIeosIoryeckoe 00b-
sICHEeHVe 3aKJII0YaeTCsl B TPaKTOBKe aKTa PasBUTIA
KaK 3aMKHYTOTrO Ha ceds ITporiecca, cofmepyKarrero-
CsI BO BCEVI CBOEVI CYIITHOCTHOVI IIOJTHOTE B 1IeJIU pas-
BUTHS. <...> ...JIpollecca pasBUTHS KakK IIpoliecca
BBISIBJICHVSI YerO-TO HOBOIO W HEIIPeABVICHHOIO B
KJIacCYecKom Testeosioruy HeT» (Epnamrives, Ky-
npussos, 2019, c. 21). Bropoit (HeKIacciaecKuv)
9Tall OHM XapaKTepusyIOT KaK yxon OoT povHasms3-
Ma 1 popMIIpoBaHVie HOBOVI TeJleoJIorny, KoTopast
IIpeNIIoiaraeT, YTo «11eJ1ecO00pa3sHOCTh 3aK/TI0UaeT-
Csl B CaMOM ITpoliecce pasBuUTS, 11eJIb KOTOPOro He
HpezoIperiesieHa, a BbI3peBaeT BHYTPY CTaHOBIIe-
HVIS V1 HaITpaBJleHa Ha Hero camoro» (Tam e, c. 305).

BelsiBileHMe 11ByXx 3TaroB pasBUTHS TeJjleosIo-
IMYeCKOro 3HaHMsS pelllaeT BaXKHYIO 3a7ady, Je-
MOHCTPUPYsl, KaK OHO BO3MOXHO 3a HpefesiamMu
dunanmcTckon ycraHoBku. VI BbIgBIIEHMe 3TO
OKasbIBaeTcsi TeM Oojlee BaKHBIM, uUeM OoJIbliie
KOHIIEIIIMY He TOJIbKO Hauasia XX B., HO 1 Oosiee
MO3IHVIE IIPeIbiBIIAIOT HaM 3Ty caMyIO TeJIeosIo-
ruto. HammpumMep, oTedecTBeHHBIVI VcCileioBaTesIb
V. T. ®posoB 1 Takme 3apyOexHble aBTOPHI, Kak
A. Mopeno n M. Moccno, akileHTUpYyIOT BHVMa-
HVie Ha XVBBIX aBTOHOMHBIX / OTHOCUTEJIFHO aB-
TOHOMHBIX CHICT€MaX, KOTOpble TpeOyIoT oIvica-
HMs C TOYKM 3PeHMs VX caMOOpraHM3aluy Kak
ABVDKeHMs K IIeJIM, KOTopas IIOpOX[eHa CaMUM
passuBarommmMcs 1ebM (Dpostos, 2019; Moreno,
Mossio, 2015)°. OmHako s 1103B0ITIO cede 3a71aThb BO-
IIPOC — MOYKHO JIVI IO-VIHOMY IIPOYepTUTEL FPaHu-

3 yKaSaHHBIe mcciiegoBarTesin CIL)OKYCT/IpyIOTCH Ha OTKas3se
oT CbVIHaJ’IVICTCKOVI YCTaHOBKW ITPV ITPOsICHEHNI 11eJ1eCo-
O6pa3HOCTT/I opraHmsMa. Bcne):[ 3a HUMWU B CTaTbhe A 6y)1y
o6pam;aTbc51 IIpexie BCero K Hpo6neMe IIOHVIMaHIs opea-
HU3Ma C TOUYKN 3peHVIsL I_IEJ'IeCOO6pa3HOCTVI. O)IHaKO MeH:A
6y)1yT VHTEepecoBaTh M3MEHEHV COOepXXaHVA ITOHATVA
H6H6C006pa3HOCTT/I VI IIOITBITKY BHECEHVISI KOPPEKTMBOB B
l'IpI/IpOJIHBIT?I MUP IJII JOCTVIXKEHVISI €TI0 COOTBETCTBUS 3TO-
MY IIOHATUIO.
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pothesis that there are two main stages in the
development of teleology within philosophi-
cal knowledge. They argue that the first (clas-
sical) stage asserts finalism, i.e. at that stage
“teleological explanation consists in interpret-
ing an act of development as a self-contained
process which is entirely contained in the goal
of development [...]. [...] the process of devel-
opment as the process of revealing something
new and unforeseen does not exist in classical
teleology” (Yevlampiev and Kupriyanov, 2019,
p- 21). They characterise the second (non-classi-
cal) stage as a departure from finalism and the
emergence of a new teleology which assumes
that “purposiveness consists in the very process
of development whose goal is not predeter-
mined, but germinates within the process and
is directed toward itself” (ibid., p. 305).

The identification of two stages of teleolog-
ical knowledge solves an important problem
in that it demonstrates that it is possible out-
side the finalist framework. This is becoming
all the more relevant since this teleology makes
itself felt in the early twentieth century and lat-
er thinking. For example, Russian researcher
Ivan T. Frolov (2019) and such foreign authors
as Alvaro Moreno and Matteo Mossio (2015)
draw attention to living autonomous or rela-
tively autonomous systems which call for a de-
scription in terms of their self-organisation as
movement toward a goal generated by the de-
veloping whole.’ I would suggest a question,
however: Can the boundary between these
two stages of teleology be drawn in a differ-
ent way? That is, in a way that would address
not only the current interest in self-organising

* The above-mentioned researchers focus on renounc-
ing the finalist approach in explaining the purposive-
ness of the organism. In line with this attitude, I will
refer first and foremost to the problem of understanding
the organism from the viewpoint of purposiveness. But
I will be looking at the changes of the concept of pur-
posiveness and attempt to adjust the natural world to
bring it in line with this concept.



Iy MeXy AByMsi sTarlamu Testeostorun? To ects
IIPOYEPTUTH ee TaKuM 00pa3oM, YTOOBI YBUJIETH
He TOJIBKO CBOVICTBEHHBIVI HallleMy BpeMeHW VIH-
Tepec K CaMOOPTaHM3YIOMIVIMCS JKMBBIM CHCTe-
MaM, HO M IIpecyle[lyIoliee YeloBeKa COMHEHVe,
YTO TO, YTO CYIIIECTBYeT B IpUpofie / TI0 IPUPOLIE,
HEeIOCTaTOYHO 11esiecoo0pasHo 1, CJIe0BaTeIbHO,
IO/DKHO TOMJIeXaTh JOIOIHUTEIBHOMY KOHTPO-
mo v peryrsy. Hanpumep, eciim MbI pukcn-
PyeM COCTOsIHVe OpraHM3Ma C IIOMOIIBIO IV po-
BBIX YCTPOVICTB, YTOOBI OIPeNesNTh YIpo3y IJIs
JKM3HY, TO OYEBUIHO, YTO TEM CaMbIM MBI ITBbITa-
eMcs CllellaTh OpraHm3M Oortee I11e71ecoo0pasHbIM,
IIOCKOJIBKY OH C ITOMOIIIBIO AaTUMKOB «CIIOCOOEH»
JIyYIlle BBISIBJISITH CKPBITOEe M OOHApy>XMBaTh I1a-
TosIormnm (camooOHapyXeHMe fedekTos). VI, Ha-
IIpUIMEp, YeM SIBJISIETCS TIOVICK CPEJICTB ISl TOTO,
4TOOBI C/IeJIaTh IIPOLIECC CTAPEHVsl OpraHu3Ma 00-
paTMMBIM, eCJIV He TIOIIBITKO ClIeJIaTh ero Oosee
11€JIeCO00Pa3HBIM — CIIOCOOHBIM JIyUIIle OCYIIEeCT-
BJISITH IIPOLIeCChl pereHeparmm?

Most rurioresa OTHOCUTEIIBHO Pa3BUTHS TEJIE0-
JIOTVIYEeCKOT0 3HAHMS U €r0 3TarloB COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO JI0 OIIpeleJIEHHOIO BpeMeHV OHO pa3Bopavi-
BaJIOCh B I'PaHMIIaX OHMMaHMS MVpa KaK BHeIII-
He 11/VIV BHYyTpeHHe IlejlecooOpasHOro ymbo (B
GoJ1ee OCTOPOXKHOV KAaHTOBCKOVI BEPCUY) B IPaHM-
IlaX HaIllell CIIOCOOHOCTY CYy[IUTh O MVpe TaK/M
oOpasom. HoBeIt aTam Tesreosiorvy BO3HNK TOTTIa,
Korzla ObUT OTKPBIT IIYTh K IIepeCMOTPY COIepsKa-
HVISI TIOHSTUS BHYTPEHHeV 11e71eCO00PasHOCTI 1
OBIJIO BBICKA3aHO COMHEHVE, YTO CYIIIeCTBYIOIee
B IIPUPOJIe COOTBETCTBYET 3TOMY HOHATHIO. V1, 9TO
caMoe Ba)KHOe, CIeJIaHO 3TO OBbIIO He paiu yCTpa-
HEHVISI 9TOTO IOHSTUS 3 HayYHO-(VIOCOPCKIX
TEOPEeTMYEeCKMX IIOCTPOEHIL, a Pajyi TOrO, YTOOBI
IIOHSITh, KaK MOXXHO YeJIOBEUeCKVIMU YCUIIVISIMU
CO31aTh MOPSIOK B IIPUPOie, YTOOBI K HeMY OBLIIO
IIPVIMEHVIMO 3TOro HoHsTHe. [TosToMy st Obl TIpen-
JIOKWMJIA K HEKJIaCCHYUECKOV TeJIe0JIOr M OTHOCUTD
He TOJIBKO YYeHWSI O CaMOOPTaHV3YIOMIVIXCS aB-
TOHOMHBIX CHCTeMaX, HO M Y4eHWUs, aBTOpPBI KO-
TOPBIX, BBICKA3bIBasi COMHEHVIE B CYIIIECTBOBAHUN
BHYTpPeHHe 11eJ1eCOO0Pa3sHOro Wi XOoTsi Obl TOro,
4TO TpebyeT COOTBETCTBYIOIIErO PacCMOTPEHVIS,
WIILY'T CIIOCOOBI €ro CO3IaHmMs.

127

S. A. Martynova

living systems, but the abiding human suspi-
cion that what exists in nature/by nature is
not quite purposive and consequently should
be subject to external adjustment. For example,
if we record the state of the organism by dig-
ital devices to determine the threat to life, ob-
viously we thereby try to make the organism
more purposive because with the help of gaug-
es it is “capable” of better detecting patholo-
gies (self-identification of defects). Likewise,
what is the search for ways to make the pro-
cess of an organism’s aging reversible, if not an
attempt to make the organism more purposive,
i.e. capable of better effecting the process of re-
generation?

My hypothesis concerning the development
of teleological knowledge and its stages is that
up until a certain point in time it was based on
the conception of the world as being externally
and/or internally purposive or, in a more pru-
dent Kantian version, being within the bounds
of our capacity to make a judgment about the
world. The new stage in teleology began when
a way was discovered to revise the concept of
inner purposiveness and question the propo-
sition that what exists in nature is purposive.
Most importantly, this was done, not in or-
der to eliminate this concept from scientific
and philosophical theories, but in order to un-
derstand how humans can create order in na-
ture that would match this concept. I would
suggest, therefore, that non-classical teleology
should include not only doctrines of self-organ-
ising autonomous systems, but also teachings
which, while questioning the existence of inner
purposiveness or urging the need to take a long
hard look at it, are seeking ways to create such
a purpose.

We can talk about non-classical teleolo-
gy, constantly turning to what diverges from
the initial “finally established” goal. For Henri
Bergson, for example, purposiveness is what is
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MoxxHO roBOpUTH 00 O0OIIeM IJIsi HeKJIacCu-
YecKOVI TeJIeoJIOrMy OOpallleHnM K TOMY, UYTO He
COBITQ/TAET C VICXOTHOV «OKOHYATeIIBHO YCTAHOB-
JIeHHOVI» 11eT1bto. [11s1 BeprcoHa, HarrpmMep, 1ierte-
COO0pPa3HOCTh — TO, YTO IIPUCYIIIE FBOJIIOIIMIOHHO-
My PasBUTHIO KaK TapMOHMYHOMY, I1€JIOCTHOMY,
yropsiziodeHHOMY. IIpyt 3TOM HEBO3MOXHO MBIC-
JIUTH pasBUTHE MUpa KaK Myllee K oIpeeseH-
HOVI, M3HaYaJIbHO 3aJaHHOV 11eJI, TIOCKOJIBKY 3TO
MelllaeT IIPU3HATh JJINTEIIBHOCTb U TBOPYECTBO
Kak aTpubyTe! ObITis. Korza peus mmeT o cosma-
HUV BHYTPeHHe 11eJIecO00pa3HOro, TO IIpecTaB-
JleHVe 00 MICXOIHOV, «OKOHYaTeIbHO yCTaHOBJIeH-
HOVI» 11eJIVI TOXKe CTaBIMTCS IO, COMHeHe. B kakoM
wiaHe? He B rulaHe oTpuLIaHMS IIpeICTaBIIeHs O
TaKOVI 11eJIM KaK TaKOBOVI, HO B IUIaHE JIOCTaTOYHO
IIPOM3BOJIBHOIO, XOTSI M JIOTMYHOIO IlepecMoTpa
4esIOBeKOM CaMOro COHepyKaHWMs IIOHSTUS BHY-
TpeHHe I1eJIeCO00Pa3HOro, TO eCTh KaKVM JIOJDKEH
CTaTh OpPraHM3M B IIPOIIECCEe CBOETO CTAHOBJIEHNS.
51 mero B BUJLY, UTO B HEKJIACCITUECKOV TeJIe0sIo-
TUM COXpaHsieTcsl IIOHVMaHMe BHYTpeHHe Ilesle-
coo0pa3HOro Kak TOro, 4YTo o0sazaeT CIIOCOOHO-
CTBIO K CAaMOOPTaHM3aIMM C IIeJIbI0 oDecTieueH s
COOCTBEHHOTO CyIIIeCTBOBaHMS M (PYHKIIVIOHVIPO-
BaHMsd. HOo TakoMmy oIpefesleHVIo COMyTCTBYIOT
BOITPOCHI: I1eJTlecoo0pa3eH JIM OpraHmu3M, OpraHu-
3yeT Jm OH cebsi, eciin ymupaet? Llerecoobpasen
JIVI OH, €CJIVI MOXKHO 00eCIIeunTh ero HavuIydllyio
peniponykivio u T.4. [TockoineKy cMmepTs, paspy-
IeHVe, 00JIe3HN YKa3bIBAIOT Ha HETOCTaTOYHOCTh
caMOOpraHm3alny, TO MMEHHO II03TOMY YeJIoBeK
He MOXEeT pacCMaTpuBaTh IIPUPOAHBIN MUP Kak
00J1a/1afoIIINTI €10 U VIIIIeT CIIOCO0BI, KaK IIPVBECTV
MUP B COOTBETCTBIE C IIeJIbI0, KOTOPasl OTEHIIV-
aJIbHO IIOBep)KeHa OeCKOHeUHOMY IIepecMOTpY,
repeoripesiesIeHNIO 1 YTOUHEeHMIO.

S pmorryckaro, WTO CIlefiyeT TOBOPUTH O MHO-
JKeCTBEHHOCTV HallpaBJIeHUII BHYTpM OOO3Ha-
YEeHHOI'0 HEKJIACCMYEeCKOIr0 JTara TeIeOJIOrUU U
YTO II0OKa HEBO3MOXXHO OYEPTUTH I'PAaHMWIIBI 3TOV
MHOXeCTBEHHOCTV, TO €CTh BBIIEIIUTH BCE aKTY-
aJIbHO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVEe ¥ IIOTeHIVaJbHble Ha-
npaBJleHMs. B Hacrosmer padore s xorena Obl
00paTUTBCS XOTS U K IIIVMPOKO M3BECTHOMY, HO He
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inherent in evolutionary development as some-
thing harmonious, whole and ordered. It is im-
possible to think the development of the world
as moving towards a pre-set goal because this
is at odds with duration and creativity as attrib-
utes of being. The notion of the initial “finally
established” goal is also called in question by
the notion of the inherently purposive. In what
way? Not because it negates the concept of
such a goal in general, but because the human
being, in a fairly arbitrary though logical way,
revises the content of the inherently purposive,
i.e. what the organism is to become in the pro-
cess of its development. What I have in mind
is that non-classical teleology retains the notion
of the inherently purposive as something that
is capable of self-organisation in order to se-
cure its existence and functioning. But this defi-
nition prompts the questions: Is the organism
purposive? Does it organise itself if it dies? Is
it purposive if its best reproduction can be en-
sured etc. Because death, destruction and dis-
ease reveal inadequacies of self-organisation,
the human being cannot see the natural world
as having self-organisation and looks for ways
to bring the world in line with the goal, which
is potentially open to infinite revisions, re-defi-
nition and adjustment.

I allow that there can be multiple paths
within the non-classical stage of teleology and
the boundaries of this multiplicity cannot yet
be established, i.e. all the actual and potential
paths cannot be identified. In my paper I pro-
pose to focus on the teaching of Nikolai F. Fyo-
dorov which, though widely known, has been
little studied from the point of view of teleo-
logical thought. His teaching, which was semi-
nal for the development of Russian cosmism, is
interesting on account of its critique of the key
elements of the preceding teleological thought
and definition of the new conditions that alone
can make it possible.



V3yUeHHOMY C TOUKV 3peHVs CTaHOBJIEH W TeJIeo-
sorvdeckort Mbiciiv yaenuio H. @. @enoposa. Ero
y4eHue, OIrpenesvBIlee pa3sBUTVE PYCCKOTO KOC-
MU3Ma, MTHTepeCHO ITpeXK[ie BCero KPUTMKOV KITIO-
YeBbIX MOMEHTOB ITPe/IIIeCTBYIOIIeN TeJIeosIory-
YeCKOVI MBICJIV VI OITpe[ieJIeHVieM HOBBIX YCJIOBUVA,
PV KOTOPBIX OHa TOJIBKO VI MOXET VIMeThb MeCTO.
KaxoBel cTpaTernm ucciegoBaHus KPUTUKU
@eOpOBBIM  IIPEAIIECTBYIOIIEV TeJIeOJIorni, W
KaK MOXXHO IIOHATbh HOBaTOPCTBO ero mpoekTa? fI
Ipejjlarar0 CHadala pacCMOTpPeTh, KaK MBbICIIV-
i Testeortoruio Apucrorens 1 Kant, u gaee o0-
paTuThCs K PeIOPOBCKOMY IIPOEKTY peryJIsiim
IIPUPO/IBI, B KOTOPOM OCYIIIECTBJIsIeTCs [IepecMOTp
OCHOBaHWV 3TOrO BOCXOISIIEro K ApWCTOTEesIIO
ydeHwus1. B urore HeoOXommMo T0CTUUb SICHOCTY B
BOITPOCe, KaKOBO coflepkaHue ¢eJopOBCKOro Ba-
praHTa MaHMdecTa HeKJIacCMYeCKOV TeJIeOJIOr VAL,
Heobxommmo creraTs erre omHo 3aMedaHue. B
yuenun @eroposa mpobriemMa orrpefieieHus Cy-
IIIeCTBYIOIIEro Kak BHyTpeHHe Ilejlecoo0pa3HOro
COITPOBOXIaeTcsl 3a00TOV O TOM, KaK BO3MOXKHBI
HpaBCTBEeHHOE JIeVICTBYe YesloBeKa U JOCTVDKeHe
VIM CYaCThs. B paMKax KiraccuaecKovt Teeosiornm
nobporieTesib, c4acTbe ¥ BBICIIee O1aro MbICIIN-
JINCh KaK IeJI 4eJloBeKa, Ha ITyTU JIOCTVOKeHMS
KOTOPBIX HpUpofa B HEKOTOPOVI Mepe HajesIs-
J1ack cTatycoM cpeficTa / mHcTpyMeHnTa. Crieno-
BaTeJIbHO, Pa300p aHTUYHBIX 1 HOBOEBPOIIEVICKIX
IIpeficTaBieHnI TpebyeT OTBeTa Ha BOIPOC, Ka-
KM 00pa3oM B KJIacCMYeCcKOVI TeJIeoJIorny opra-
HM30BaHHOE TeJI0 / OpraHM3M MbICIIMIIOCh KaK Cy-
IecTBYIOIIee J171 ceds 11 B KaKOV Mepe OHO MOIJIO
BBICTYIIaTh CPeJCTBOM (MHCTPYMEHTOM) Ha ITyTHu
TOCTVDKEHVIST «BBICIIVIX>» LIeJIel YeJIOBeKa.

Vuaenus Apucroress v Kanra
00 opraHm30BaHHOM TeJle / OpraHM3Me
KakK IIeJIM caMoro ce0s

B xjtaccrueckon Tesieosornm CyIecTByoT [iBa
ONITIOHMPYIOIIVX APYT IPyry Homxoda K IOHW-
MaHMIO TOrO, UTO IMOJIaraTh IiejrecooOpasHbIM. B
paMKax IIepBOrO TO, YTO SBJISETCA IIPUTOAHBIM,
U HYXHO CUMUTATh I1eJIecOOOpasHBIM: HaIrpuMep,
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What are the strategies of Fyodorov’s cri-
tique of previous teleology and what consti-
tutes the novelty of his project? For a start, let
us consider how teleology was conceived by
Aristotle and Kant, before turning to Fyodor-
ov’s project of nature regulation which revis-
es the foundations of the Aristotelian teaching.
This should clarify the question of the con-
tent of Fyodorov’s variant of the manifesto of
non-classical teleology.

One more remark may be permitted. In Fyo-
dorov’s teaching the problem of defining be-
ing as inherently purposive is accompanied
by concern about the human being’s moral be-
haviour and attainment of happiness. With-
in classical teleology virtue, happiness and
the highest good were human goals for the
achievement of which nature was to some de-
gree a means/instrument. Thus an analysis of
antique and new European ideas calls for an
answer to the question, how classical teleology
conceived an organised body/organism as ex-
isting for itself and to what extent it could be a
means (instrument) of achieving the “highest”
human goals.

Aristotle’s and Kant’s Doctrines
of an Organised Body / Organism
as an End in Itself

Classical teleology has two contrasting ap-
proaches to what is purposive. One approach
holds that what is useful is purposive, e.g. if
water serves to support human existence this
constitutes its purpose. This was the approach
particularly of Thomas Aquinas, a medieval
scholar, and the German European philosopher
Christian Wolff, who coined the term “teleol-
ogy”. The opposite approach, represented by
Aristotle in antiquity and by Kant, Schelling
and Hegel in modern times, claims that purpo-
siveness is not reducible to fittingness and util-
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ecJIM BOIa CJIYXKUT YeJIOBeKY [IJIs IOfIepsKaHms
€ro CyIIecTBOBaHMs, TO 3TO U eCThb ee IIeJIecoo-
OpasHOoCcTh. Takoro noIxorma, B YaCTHOCTH, IIPUAEP-
JKMBaJIVICh CpeIHEeBeKOBBIN cxortacT doma AKBUH-
CKUV Y HeMeIIKMV HOBOeBpOHeVicKui ¢viocod
Xp. Boribd, KOTOpBINI IIepBBIM BBeJI IIOHSTIE «Te-
JIeOJIOrUs» B Hay4HO-PUIOCOPCKUI IVCKYPC.
ITpOTMBOIIONIOXKHBIVI TIOIXOMI, OTCTAaMBaeMBII B
AnTtraHoctr ApucrorenieM, a B Hosoe Bpems —
KanTom, [MesummHarom n I'eresiemM, mpeprosaraert,
4TO I1eJ1eCO00Pa3sHOCTh HECBOOVIMA K IIPUTOIHO-
cTi 1 noste3HocTy. CIIpocuTh, HarpuMep, Kako-
Ba IIeJIb pacTeHMs, ellle He 3HAa4UT CIIPOCUTH O
TOM, K€M 3TO pacTeHVie MOXeT ObITh YIIOTpebsieHO
B mmIy. MeiciimTenm pOKycHUpyIOT CBOe BHMMa-
HMe Ha OpraHM30BaHHOM TeJjle XXVMBOIO CYIllecTBa
Y yTBEPXKAAIOT, YTO XKVMBOe OpraH130BaHHOEe TeJI0
(opraHmsM) [OJDKHO MMeTh VCTOYHUK BHYTPU
ce0st M OBITH OpPraHM30BaHO HAVUTYUIIIMM CIIOCO-
OoM 1171 peaT3aly CBOMIX CIIOcOOHOCTeN (Apm-
CTOTeJIb), JIOJDKHO OBITH MBICJIMMO KaK CIIOCOOHOe
CO31IaBaTh ¥ PeryIMpoBaTh ceds caMoO ¥ B 3TOM
CMBICIIe SIBJISTBCS cOOCcTBeHHOM 1erTbio (KaHT).
OmHako HeBepHBIM OBUIO OBI ITOJIAraTh, UTO
TEeJIeOJIOTMYeCKMI TIOMIXO, OTCTavBaeMbIVl Apu-
croresieM 1 KanToMm, ObIJI OCBOOOXIEH OT HeoD-
XOIAVMIMOCTVI IIPOSICHUTD, KaKMM 00pa3oM TO, 4TO
MBI OIlpeziesIsieM B KauecTBe CYIIeCTBYIOIIero 1JIs
cels, sABJISeTCSl TaKXke M TeM, YTO VCTIOIb3yeTcs
11 obecrieueHNsl MHOTO, a MIMEHHO — J100poe-
TeJIN, CYaCThs 1 Os1ara, HECBOAMMBIX K IIPOIyKTaM
npuponsr’. Hazmo oTMeTuTh, YTO B KPUTMUECKON
JIATeparype efIBa JIV OCYIIeCTBIIIeTCs pacCMOTpe-
HVIe 3TUX YUYeHUN B 0003HaUeHHOV IIePCIIeKTHBE,
XOT$I OHO VIMeeT pellaroliee 3HaueHwe J1JIsI TIOHVI-
MaHMs CTaHOBJIEHWMS TeJIeOJIOrMYeCKO MBICIINL.
[NortpoOyem fath XOTsi OBbI IIperBapuUTeIbHbIE OT-
BETBI, OIMPAsICh Ha MMEIOIIVeCs VICCIIeOBaHVIS.

4 B KpUTHYeCcKOV IUTepaType MOKHO BCTPETUTD CyXK/Ie-
HIIe, UTO IIOHATMEM «BHEIIIHSIS I1e1eco00pasHOCTL» CXBa-
TBIBAETCS VI CYIIIeCTBOBaHVIE IIPUPOIBI /I TaKVIX IiesIevt
4esIoBeKa, KaK cyacTbe, Jo0posieTests 1 Oiaro. B manHomM
paboTe s IpUIEPKMBAIOCh OOJlee CTPOTOTO TTOHVMaHS
BHEIITHeV I1ejlecoo0pasHoCT, KoTopoe Ob11o cchopmyri-
posano KanToM: 1ieIb cyIiecTBoBaHus IIpeMeTa IIpupo-
Ibl — BHE €ro, B JJPyTOM IIpeiMeTe IIPUPOLIEL.
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ity. To ask what is the purpose of a plant does
not mean asking who can use this plant as food.
Thinkers focus on the organisd body of a living
being and claim that a living organised body
(organism) must have a source within itself and
be organised in the best possible way to fulfil
its potential (Aristotle), it should be seen as be-
ing capable of creating and regulating itself and
in that sense be an end in itself (Kant).
However, it would be wrong to assume that
the teleological approach of Aristotle and Kant
did not need to clarify how our definition of
existenceing for itself is also what is used to
ensure the existence of something else, name-
ly virtue, happiness and good, which cannot
be reduced to products of nature. It should
be noted that the critical literature hardly
pays any attention to these teachings from the
above-mentioned perspective, although such
an analysis is key for understanding the devel-
opment of teleological thought. Let us try to
give tentative answers to these questions, pro-
ceeding from available research results.
Reconstruction of Aristotle’s thought in the
field of natural teleology shows that the arti-
san’s tools (i.e. artefacts) need external motive
force and function for something other than
itself. Parts of the body as instruments do not
need an external craftsman and function to do
what they can, i.e. to apply the capabilities for
which they are best organised (see Martynova,
2023, p. 91). Hypothetically, the above distinc-
tion between the craftsman’s artefacts and in-
struments of the body is open to an objection.
Parts of the body as instruments can be said
to “function” to exercise the faculties of their
soul (food, reproduction, feeling, power of rea-

* In the literature one often encounters the claim that
the concept of external purpose captures also the ex-
istence of nature for such human ends as happiness,
virtue and good. In this paper I proceed from a more
rigorous concept of external purposiveness formulated
by Kant: the goal of the existence of a natural object lies
outside it, in another object of nature.



PexkoHCTpyKIIMsE MBICIVT APVCTOTeNIS B 00JIacTm
€CTeCTBEHHOV TeJIeOJIOIVV IIOKA3bIBAeT, YTO VIH-
CTPYMeHTBI MacTepa (TO ecTb apTedaKThl) HyX/la-
IOTC BO BHEIIHeV MM [IBVDKYyIel IIpuyuHe U
PYHKIMOHMPYIOT 1)1 MHoro. YacTut Tesna ke Kak
VMHCTPYMEHTHI He HYK/IAlOTCS BO BHEIIIHeM MacTe-
pe " PYHKIUVOHUPYIOT pagyl BBIIIOJIHEHVS TOTO,
YTO OHV MOTYT JieJIaTh, TO €CTb pajiyl IpUMeHeHVs
CBOVIX CITOCOOHOCTeV], /17151 4ero BCerTia OpraHu30Ba-
HbI HavwIydmM oOpasoM (cM.: MapTeiHoBa, 2023,
c. 174—175). IlpoBefeHHOe pasiurie MeX/1y apTe-
dakTamMy MacTepa I MHCTPyMeHTaMM Tejla I'MIIO-
TeTUYEeCKN OCTaBJIsieT MeCTO BO3pakKeHVI0. MOXXHO
CKa3aTh, YTO YaCTV TeJla KaK MHCTPYMEHTHI «(PyHK-
LIVIOHUPYIOT» Paayl peasnsalui CIIOCOOHOCTe
Oy (BOCIpOW3BeieHMe, ITMTaHMe, OIIyIleHVe,
paccykmeHue, pasMBIIUIeHMe) (CM.. ApPHCTOTEb,
1976, c. 400—401), crieroBaTeIbHO, He IMEIOT B Kade-
cTBe 11es11 caMmx ceOst. Ho Ha 3T0 Bo3pakeHme ecThb
KOHTpapryMeHT. I71a3, pyka, Kak 1 ocTajIbHbIe VH-
CTPYMEHTBI TeJla, IIPVMEHSIOT CBOV CIIOCOOHOCTM
B MHTEepecax OCHOBHOW IBVDKYIIEV IPUYMHBL —
oy 1 pagy Hee. Morim Obl OHM [I€VICTBOBATh B
ee MHTepecax 1 pajy Hee, eciiv Obl 11X 11eJIbI0 OblTa
He cOOCTBeHHasI [IeSTeILHOCTD U He OHM KaK TaKo-
BBIE, a ecyIy OBl VX VICTIONTb30BaJIVI, HarIpyiMep, IS
CO3HAHVISI TOTO XKe CTOIa VI BMecTo crojia? Oue-
BU/THO, UTO HeT, TIOCKOJIBKY OHVI He COOTBETCTBOBA-
7 OBl «MHTepecaM» JIyIIN, KOTOpasl IIpyBesia X B
paboty 1 nogumHMIa cebe. 3HAUUT, JIVICTBIE Ya-
CTeVI TeJIa pajyi ATV C HeOOXOIMMOCTEIO TpebyeT
IIPVIMEHEeHVIS VIMVI CLIOCOOHOCTEVI KaK VX COOCTBEH-
Hov1 L. OmHMUM 13 SIPKMX IIPYMePOB TaKOr'o I1o-
PsiZIKa B )KMBOM OpraHM30BaHHOM TeJle BBICTYIIaeT
IIpoI1iecc OLIYIIeHMs — OHO BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO IIO-
TOMY, UTO I7Ia3 B KaueCTBe CBOEVI 11eJIV IIPVIMeHsIeT
3PUTEITBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB.

Eciit BepHO, 9TO yacTy Tejla KaK MHCTPyMeH-
THI [IEVAICTBYIOT OIIpefieJIeHHbIM 00Opa3oM 11t cebs
¥ TOJIBKO TaKMM 00pa3oM (PYHKIIMOHUPYIOT IS
IyIIM, TO BEPHO JIM TaKXe M TO, YTO OHM 3TUM
Xe oOpa3zoM (PYHKIVOHMPYIOT AJis TaKOW CIIO-
cobHOCTM Iy, KaK JoOporeTesIs, a 3HAUNT, 1JIs
cyacTesi M Osara uesiopeka? II. A.TamxukypOa-
HOBa OTMeYaeT, YTO, IO APWCTOTeso, Io0pome-
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soning, power of thought) (see Aristotle, 1957,
pp- 83-85); consequently, they do not constitute
a goal in themselves. But there is a counter-ar-
gument to this. The hand, the eye, like other
bodily tools, use their capacities in the inter-
ests of the main motive cause, the soul. Could
they have acted in its interests and for its sake
if their goal were not their own activity and not
themselves, but if they were simply used, for
example, to make a table or instead of a table?
The answer is obviously ‘no’, because then they
would not be acting in “the interests” of the
soul which set them in motion and subjugat-
ed them. Hence the action of parts of the body
by the bidding of the soul dictates that they use
their capacities as their own goal. A telling ex-
ample of this in a living organised body is the
process of feeling, which is only possible be-
cause the eye applies its vision as a goal.

If it is true that parts of the body as instru-
ments act in a certain way for their own sake
and only thus function for the sake of the soul,
is it also true that thereby they function for
such a capacity of the soul as virtue, and hence
for human happiness and good? According to
Aristotle, virtue, as Polina A. Gadzhikurbanova
points out, is natural, but not by nature but be-
cause “the natural cannot be taught anything”.
It is necessary to distinguish virtue as a poten-
tial natural property of the human being from
virtue as an object of “learning”, “instruction”,
“habit”, conscious effort and drill (Gadzhikur-
banova, 2009, pp. 171-176). Consequently, ac-
cording to Aristotle, parts of the body and the
organism as a whole are instruments only for
inborn faculties of the soul, the rudiments of
virtue, for example, for feeling. For full-blown
virtue as something that is not of nature, educa-
tional tools are needed.

Thus, according to Aristotle, one cannot
think an organised body of a living being in the
same way as an axe or a saw whose function-
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TeJIb eCTeCTBeHHa, HO He OT IIPUPO/IbI, IIOCKOJIBKY
«IIpUPOIHOe He MOXeT K ueMy-Inbo IpuydaTb-
csi». HeoOxomymo oTrernsaTs mobpormeTests Kak ITo-
TeHIIVaJIbHOe IIPYPOIHOe CBOVICTBO uejloBeKa OT
mobporieTesi KaK O0beKTa «0O0yudeHMUs», «IIpuy-
YeHVIs», «IIPVUBBIUKI», CO3HATEJIbHBIX YCUIINIL, Ha-
BBIKOB, fipeccypbl (lamxmkypbarosa, 2009, c. 171—
176). CiieoBaTesibHO, TI0 APVCTOTEIIIO, YacTy Tejla
VI OpraHus3M B 11eJIOM SBJISIOTCS MHCTPyMeHTaMu
TOJIBKO I1J151 BPOXKAEHHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV Ay —
3a4aTKoOB JTOOpozeTesny, HalpuMmep AJIs OLIyIie-
Hus. g goOponerenut B passuTovt popMme Kak
TOTrO, YTO He OT IPUpPObl, TpeOyroTcs oOpa3oBa-
TeJIbHble MHCTPYMEHTBL

Vrak, mo ApucToTeIiro, HejIb3sl MBICJIUTB Opra-
HM30BaHHOE TeJIO XMBOI'O CyIllecTBa TaK ke, Kak
TOHOP WIV NWIY, PYHKIIVOHVPOBaHMe KOTOPbIX
TOIYMHEHO BHeITHe 1M 1ienv. EcTecTBeHHasI Te-
JIeoJIOTMsl TIO3BOJISIET CIelnPUIIMpoBaTh OTHO-
IIIeHVie K XVBOMY TeJly U OTIEJIUThH ero OT OTHO-
meHnsd K apredakrtaM. ITpy sToM B KoHIenumm
ApucToTesid peusb ellle He UEeT O TOM, YTO YeJlo-
BeK JIOJDKeH HaWlTW TIpaHUIBl MHCTPyMeHTalb-
HOI'O OTHOIIIeHMS K XVMBOMY TeJly B IepCIIeKTIBe
IOCTVIKEHMSI IM CYaCThsl 11 OJ1ara, TO eCTh IIPOosic-
HUTB, IIPU KaKMX yCJIOBUSAX OH MOXET WCIOJIb30-
BaTh 3TO TeJIO KaK MHCTpyMeHT. ITpobGriema coot-
BETCTBMSI IPUPOABI CUACTBhIO 1 Oy1ary uesioBeKa
pelaeTcsl VICKJIFOUMTEIBHO VCXOIsl M3 ee CyIll-
HOCTHOVI OIpPeJe/IeHHOCTM: ITOCKOJIBKY OHa KakK
TaKOBasl He ITO3BOJISIET COBEPIIATH BBIOOP, MHCTPY-
MEHTOM OHA MOXET OBITh TOJIBKO IS IIOTEHIIV-
aJIbHOVI JOOPOJIeTeII.

B Hosoe Bpems KaHT, BeICTyTIast IIpOTUB IIpe/-
craBiieHMst Bosmbdpa o TOoM, uTO 1EerrecoobpasHoe
HY>KHO OTOXECTBJISITh C IIPUTOIHBIM, JlaeT CBOe
BUJIEHIE TeJIeoJIormy, KOTOpOoe OKa3bIBaeTCsl BO
MHOIOM CXOXWMM C apucTtoTresieBckum. VI cxon-
CTBO 3TO IIpex/e Bcero B ToM, uTto KaHT Beyier 3a
ApucroTesiem obpariaeT BHMMaHMe Ha VMeoIIee
IIeIblo caMo cebs. brmskast K apucTOTesIeBCKOM
MbICTIb KaHTa cOCTOMT B TOM, UTO pacCMOTpeHMe
IIPOIYKTOB IPUPOIBI KaK Habopa PyHKIIMOHMPY-
IOIIVIX VHCTPYMEHTOB He MOXET ObITh TaKVM Ke,
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ing is subordinated to an external goal. Natu-
ral teleology makes it possible to specify the
attitude to the living body and to separate it
from the attitude towards artefacts. Aristot-
le stops short of saying that the human being
should determine the limits of instrumental at-
titude to the living body from the perspective
of achieving happiness and good, i.e. explain
under what condition the human being can use
the body as a tool. The problem of whether na-
ture corresponds to human happiness and good
is solved exclusively on the basis of its essence:
because it does not permit of a choice by itself,
it can only be an instrument of potential virtue.

In the modern period Kant, challenging
Wolff’s notion that all that is purposive should
be identified with the useful, sets forth his vi-
sion of teleology which is in many ways simi-
lar to the Aristotelian one. The main similarity
is that Kant, following Aristotle, focuses on
what is an end in itself. In the Aristotelian
vein, Kant argues that the analysis of the prod-
ucts of nature as a set of functional tools can-
not be the same as in the case of a craftsman’s
tools (KU, AA 05, pp. 24-25; Kant, 2000, p. 22).
A lever, for example, may have different ap-
plications and may even be used to perform
functions for which it has not been designed.
Owing to this, it should not be seen as created
according to an underlying idea. By contrast,
an organism as a product of nature should be
seen as designed in accordance with an idea
which determines how the manifold in it is
combined to achieve a certain goal. That is
why, unlike the lever, the organism is an object
of teleological judgment.

How does Kant see the conjunction of the
manifold in the organism? In the Critique of
Judgment Kant explains that everything is at
once a means (an instrument) and a goal in
the sense that the functioning organs con-
tribute to the work of one another, ensuring
the self-organisation of the living body. The



KaK B CJIydae ¢ MHCTpyMeHTaMy MacTepa (AA 20,
S. 24-25; Kanr, 2001a, c. 883). Y pbruara, Hampu-
Mep, MOT'YT OBITh pas3Hble 11eJIi, ero BOOoOIIe MOX-
HO VCIIOIB30BaTh He II0 HasHaueHwio. VI B cuity
3TOTO €ro He Hy)KHO MBICJIUTH KaK CO3IaHHBIV TI0
vJiee, TIOJIKEHHON B ero ocHOBy. OpraHmsm xe
KaK IPOAYKT IIPUPOABI JOJDKEH MBICIIUTBCH Kak
3a7lyMaHHBIVI B COOTBETCTBUM C VifieeVl, KOTopasi
oITperiesisieT Criocod coeVHeHVIsI MHOTOOOpa3Ho-
rO B HeM /ISl TOCTVDKEHVS OIpeie/IeHHOM IIeTIN.
VIMeHHO O3TOMY OpraHM3M B OT/INYME OT pblYa-
ra — IIpeMeT TeJIe0JIOrMUeCcKOro CyXIeHMs.

Kak xe, mo KanTy, HeoOXomyMo MBICJIUTE Coe-
JIVIHeHVe MHoroodpasHoro B opraHmusme? KaHTt B
«KpuTike criocoOHOCTY Cy>KAeHMs» TIOSICHSET, YTO
B OpraHy3Me Bce eCThb B3aVIMHO CPeJICTBO (MHCTPY-
MeHT) U 11eJIb B TOM CMBICIIe, YTO (PyHKIIMOHUPY-
IOIIVie OpraHbl CIIOCOOCTBYIOT paboTe IpyT ApY-
ra, obecrieunBasi caMOOPraHM3aIIVIO Tejla KMBOTO
cyiectBa. CBOVICTBEHHBIE JIIOOOMY TaKOMY TeJTy
POCT, pasMHOXeHVe 1 pereHepaiys — 3T0 Hanbo-
Jlee TIOKa3aTesIbHbIe IIPVIMEPHl CAMOOPTraHM3aIINL.
CriocoGHOCTB Tesla K camoopranmsarmy KaHT Ha-
3bIBaeT «BHYTpEHHeV IIeJlecoo0pa3HOCThIO» (AA
05, S. 371-372, 377, Kanr, 20016, c. 557—559, 569). 11
XOTsl ee CyIlleCTBOBaHVE SBJISIeTCS JIUIID IIPeIIo-
JIOKeHVeM IT03HaroIIero cyobekTa, 0e3 3Toro mpeji-
ITOJIOXKEHVIST HEBO3MOXKHO VAEHTMPUITVIPOBATh Op-
raHnyeckoe KakK OpraHndeckoe, a He KakK TO, UTO
MOXeT OBbITh OIMCAHO VICKJIFOUMTEIBHO II0 MeXa-
HydeckmM 3akoHaM (Quarfood, 2006, p. 743 —744).

ITo cpaBHEHMIO C eCTeCTBEHHOV TeJleosIorient
Apucroterig KaHT paccTasiisieT v IpUHINIIAITb-
HO HOBBIe aKIIeHTHI. [Ipexse Bcero 3T0 OTHOCUT-
Cs K TIOHVMMaHWIO VM IPUPOIbI KaK MHCTPYMeH-
Ta 171 MOPaJIbHO JIeVICTBYIoIIero cyorexra. Kanr
yTBEpXXIIaeT, YTO HUUYTO IIPUPOIHOE He SBIIgeT-
cs1 ocHoBaHMeM foopoperenu (cm.: Klemme, 2019,
p. 25). Ilpu 3TOM, CortacHO KéHUTcOeprckomy du-
j10cody, YesloBeK MOXET pacopsKaTbCs IIPUpPO-
IOVI B COOTBETCTBVVI CO CBOMIMM LIJISIMIL IJISI CO3-
nmaHms KyasTypel (AA 05, S. 429—430; KanT, 20016,
c. 695), a TakXe IS TOCTVDKEHWMS BBICIIIEro Ora-
ra Kak eIMHCTBa I0OpomIeTesn ¥ 3aciTy>KeHHOrO
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growth, reproduction and regeneration char-
acteristic of any body are the most vivid ex-
amples of self-organisation. Kant refers to the
body’s ability to self-organise as “inner purpo-
siveness” (KU, AA 05, pp. 371-372, 377; Kant,
2000, pp. 199-200, 204). Although its existence is
merely a surmise of the cognising subject, with-
out this surmise it is impossible to identify or-
ganic as organic and not what can be described
only according to mechanical laws (Quarfood,
2007, pp. 743-744).

Kant places fundamentally new accents
compared with Aristotle’s natural teleology.
This applies first of all to his understanding
of nature as an instrument of the morally act-
ing subject. Kant maintains that nothing natural
can be grounds of virtue (Klemme, 2019, p. 25).
According to Kant, man can dispose of nature
in accordance with his goals to create culture
(KU, AA 05, pp. 429-430; Kant, 2000, p. 258), as
well as to achieve the higher good as the unity
of virtue and well-earned happiness (KU, AA
05, p. 435; Kant, 2000, p. 264; KpV, AA 05, p. 87;
Kant, 2015, p. 72). Does this mean that Kant
installs the instrumental attitude to nature in
place of judgement of the world as being pur-
posive??

Kant puts a number of constraints on the in-
strumental approach to nature in order to as-
sert morality which characterises above all the
way people act with regard to one another (see
Gillroy, 1998; O’'Neill, 2001, pp. 164-165; Denis,
2000; Svoboda, 2017, p. 107). In addition to the
existing propositions, I propose the following
thesis: according to the Kantian logic, the teleo-
logical ability of judgment calls for restrictions
on the instrumental approach to nature, this be-
ing the only way in which the human being can
learn to pursue goals and count on acting free-

> The instrumental attitude to nature implies the subju-
gation of nature to human arbitrary goals, its use as an
instrument to pursue these goals.



C. A. MapTsiHOBa

cgacTest (AA 05, S. 435; KanT, 20016, c. 711; AA 05,
S. 87; Kanr, 1997, c. 512—513). CriemyeT jint 13 3TO-
ro, yTo KaHT Bompy’kaeT MHCTPyMeHTaJIbHOe OT-
HOIIIeHVIe K TIPUPOLIe Ha MeCTO Cy>XXIIeHWS O Mupe
Kak O I1esiecooOpasHOM™?

KaHT mpemiaraer Lesiblt psifi OrpaHWYeHUI
VHCTPYMEHTaJIbHOTO IIOfIXOIa K IIpUpore paau
yTBEpXKAEHMSI MOpasii, KOTOpas WMeeT MeCTO
Ipexze Bcero B cpepe IOCTYIIKOB JIIOfIer II0 OTHO-
meHmIo ApyrT K apyry (cem.: Gillroy, 1998; O'Neill,
2001, p. 164—165; Denis, 2000; Svoboda, 2015 p.
107). B momosiHeHMe K CYIIIeCTBYIOIIVIM Te3caM s
chopMyIMPYIO CIIEAYIOMINIL 10 KaHTOBCKOW JIO-
T'IKe, caMa TeJjleoJIordeckasi ClIoOCOOHOCTD CyKile-
Hus TpeOyeT orpaHWYeHVs MHCTPYMeHTaIbHOIO
HIoIxozia K IIPUPOIe, M TOIIBKO TaK YeJIOBEK MOXKeT
YUUTBCA CJIe[IOBaTh CBOVIM 11eJIsIM V1 pacCUMTHIBATh
Ha CBOOOIHOE JIeVICTBVE B TOCTEIIPUIMMHOM IS
Hero Mmupe®. [lajpHenImnme paccyXiaeHus OyayT
B OOJIBIIIEVT CTeITeHV OCHOBAHBI Ha IIpo0dsieMe vic-
MOJIL30BAHVISI TEJIEOJIOTMYECKOV CIIOCOOHOCTY Ue-
JIOBEKOM TEeXHMYECKOro OOIIeCcTBa, TeM He MeHee
KaHTOBCKasl JIOTMKa TaKye pacCyXIeHWs B IOJI-
HOVI Mepe JIOIYCKaeT.

VItak, Ha yeM ocHOBaH Mo Te3uc? [lero B ToM,
YUTO CaMO VICIIOJIB30BaHVIE 3TOV CIIOCOOHOCTY Tpe-
OyeT cyllecTBOBaHMS TOTO, UTO €I COOTBETCTBY-
eT. Kak yrBepxmaer X. I'macbopr, yuenne Kanra
rofipasyMeBaeT IIpOosiBIeHe OpraHu3MaMy ecTe-
CTBEHHOVI HOPMATWMBHOCTY, TO €CTh TaKoe MX CO-
CTOsIHME, TPV KOTOPOM O HMX MOXXHO CYAWUTH C
TOUKM 3peHMss IerecoobpasHoctn (Ginsborg,
2006, p. 465—469). VaBIMM CIIOBaMVM, HECMOTPS
Ha TO YTO OCHOBAHVIE TeJIeOJIOIMUYECKOV CII0COD-
HOCTU CY)XX[IeHMs HaxOOWUTCI B pa3yMe uesloBeKa
VI CYOUTD O LEJISIX IPUPOIBI KaK CYIIeCTBYIOIIVIX
3a IpezieslaMi pasyMa MbI He MOXXeM, OpraHM3MBbl
IOJDKHBI OBITh IOOXOMSIIIVMU [JIsE CIIOCOOHOCTM

> VHCTpyMeHTaJIbHOe OTHOLIEeHNMe K IIPUpOde — OTHO-
IIeHNe, IoIpasyMeBaolliee IIOAYMHeHe IIPUPOLIbI IIPO-
VI3BOJIBHBIM IeJISIM YeJIOBEKa, WCIIOJIb30BaHNE ee IS
TaKVIX 1IeJIeTl B KauecTBe MHCTPYMeHTa.

¢ Tlo mercrim DHApro Kynepa, KaHT oTcTanBaeT «HOBEBIN
cr10co0 MBIITUTEHNS O IIPUPOE ¥ CBOOOIE: CITOCO0 BOCIIPH-
SITVISL 3TOTO MMpa KaK MeCTa, TOCTEIPUMMHOIO I MO-
pastbHOTO ITpM3BaHMs YertoBedecTsa» (Cooper, 2016, p. 38).
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ly in a friendly world.® What follows is rather
based on the problem of the use of the teleolog-
ical ability by the member of the technological
society, but then the Kantian logic fully allows
of such reasoning.

What is the basis of my thesis? The very use
of this ability presupposes the existence of what
corresponds to it. As Hannah Ginsborg (2006,
pp. 465-469) claims, Kant’s doctrine implies
that organisms manifest natural normativity,
i.e. a state when they can be judged in terms of
purpose. In other words, although the teleolog-
ical ability of judgment is grounded in human
reason and we cannot judge concerning na-
ture’s purposes as existing outside human rea-
son, organisms should fit the subject’s capacity
to assume the existence of laws in them which
determine their features.

Can we imagine the preservation of the tele-
ological ability of judgment, given an unregu-
lated instrumental attitude to nature? Is it fair
to assume that because of the sway of the in-
strumental attitude towards the surrounding
world organics, instead of supporting and en-
suring its own existence, the system will start
losing its self-creating productive capacity in
the broad sense? That in turn will render im-
possible judgment from the point of view
of purposiveness: growth, regeneration and
self-reproduction of living organisms will be
impossible to identify.” Consequently, only a
restriction of the instrumental attitude to na-

¢ According to Andrew Cooper (2016, p. 38), Kant up-
holds “a new way of thinking about nature and freedom:
a way of conceiving this world as a place hospitable to
humanity’s moral calling”.

’ This is not a utopian view: human activity, including
well-intentioned acts with regard to fellow humans, di-
minishes biodiversity and severely damages the echo-
sphere. See more on the anthropocene epoch, marked
by complicated relationships between the capitalist po-
litical economy, culture and nature which aggravate
the destructive impact, in the works of Timothy Luke
(2020).



cyOpeKTa Ipeprionarath B HUX OIpefessiomye
VX CHelVUKy 3aKOHBL

MoXHO JIM IIpefICTaBUTh COXpaHeHWVe TeJleo-
JIOTMYeCKOVI CIIOCOOHOCTY CY>KAeHMs TPV HUueM
He perjlaMeHTUPOBAaHHOM WHCTPYyMeHTaIbHOM
OTHOIIeHUM K TIpupope? Bronmne ecrecTBeHHO
JOIyCTUTb, UTO W3-3a yTBEep)k1aeMOro WHCTpPY-
MEHTaJIbHOTO ~ OTHOIIeHMs K OKpYy’KaloIemy
MUpPY OpraHuKa BMEeCTO TOI'O, UTOObI IO IepPXKN-
BaTh M oOecrieunBaTh COOCTBEHHOe CyIIeCcTBOBa-
HMe, HauHeT yTpa4dMBaTh CBOIO CaMOCO3M/aTeslb-
HyIO, B DoJlee IIMPOKOM CMBICIIe, ITPOYKTUBHYIO
CII0COOHOCTB. DTO, B CBOIO OYepe[lb, c/eslaeT He-
BO3MOXXHBIM CY)XX/IeHVe C TOUKM 3peHus Iieslieco-
00pa3HOCTI: POCT, pereHepalyis ¥ CaMOBOCITPO-
M3BeleHVie OpraHM3MOB JKVBBIX CyIIIecTB OyayT
HEeBO3MOXHBI [ pacriosHaBaHus. CilefjoBaTeib-
HO, TOJIBKO OrpaHMYeHMe WHCTPYyMeHTaIbHOro
OTHOIIIEHW S K IPUPOJIe MOXeT COXPaHWUTh CIIOCO0-
HOCTb CyJIUTh 00 OpraHmM3Max ¢ TOUKM 3peHIs 1ie-
71eCO00Pa3HOCTIL.

Kaknm ke oOpasoMm coxpaHeHMe TejleosIori-
YecKOVI CIIOCOOHOCTM CyXKJIeHUs 3a CYeT OrpaHU-
YeHMs MHCTPYMEHTaJIbHOrO IIOfIXOfia II03BOJIseT
3TUYECKOMY CYOBeKTy yUUThLCS CJIefI0oBaTh CBOMM
IIeJIIM M PacCUUTHIBATh Ha CBOOOIHOE JIeVICTBIe
B npupope? Ilouemy BO3SHUKaeT TaKas 3aBUCH-
mocTk? [Ipencrasum ere pas oOpaTHOe, a MMeH-
HO, YTO MUp, TpaHCHOPMUPYEeMBI B CUIy Oec-
KOHTPOJIBHOTO MHCTPYMEeHTaIbHOTO OTHOIIIeHWS
K HeMYy, Ha OpraH/14ecKOM yPOBHe JIMIIAeTCs CII0-
COOHOCTM K CaMOOpPraHM3alliy ¥ CTaBUT TeM ca-
MBIM I10]] COMHEeHVe UCII0JIb30BaHe TeJleosIoriie-
CKOW criocobHOCTM cyXJIeHns. Takoe oTHoIIeHMe
OylleT MMeThb II0 MeHbIIIell Mepe JiBa HeraTMBHBIX
cJleficTBUsA. Bo-mepBbIX, MOJ BOIIPOCOM OKaKeTcst
KyJIBTypa yMeHMs, KOTOpas BO3HMKaeT Ha OCHO-

7 DTO He YTOIMYEeCKNII B3IJISIT — M3BECTHO, UTO 13-3a Jle-
SITEJIBHOCTY UeJIoBeKa, B TOM UMCIIe IIpecsIe/lyroIert co-
BepIlleHvVie JOOpOmeTeTbHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB II0 OTHOIIIEHVIO
K eMy IOTOOHBIM, IIPOMCXOIST yTpaTa OropasHooOpasis
u mIyOoKoe paspyiieHue skocdeprr. O6 smoxe aHTpO-
IIOIIeHa, KOTOPOVI COIyTCTBYIOT CJIOXKHBIE B3aMIMOOTHO-
LIEHMS MEXOy KaWTaIMCTUYeCKO IIOJIMTKOHOMIIETL,
KYJIBTY POV VI IIPUPOIOV, YCVIIMBAIOIIVE Pa3pyIINTeNIb-
Hble COOBITNS, CM. ITOpOOHee, Harp., B paborax Twmmo-
i B. JTroka (Luke, 2020).
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ture can preserve the ability to judge concern-
ing organisms in terms of purposiveness.

How does the preservation of the teleolog-
ical ability of judgment by limiting the instru-
mental approach enable the ethical subject to
learn to pursue his/her goals and enjoy free-
dom of action in nature? How does this depen-
dence arise? Let us imagine the reverse, i.e. that
the world, transformed by the uncontrolled in-
strumental attitude to it, ceases to be able to
self-organise on the organic level and thus calls
in question the use of the teleological ability of
judgment. Such an attitude would have at least
two negative consequences. First, the culture of
skill, which arises from the productive capacity
of nature and is crucial in preparing the human
being for being chosen as an ethical subject — it
teaches goal-setting and the use of nature as a
means. Andrew Cooper (2016, pp. 39-43) cites
an excellent illustration of the importance of
the productive capacity of nature for the forma-
tion of the culture of skill, pointing out that a
genius uses the talent given by nature and thus
augments nature’s creative impulse. I should
add that ignoring the organism’s capacity for
self-rehabilitation may have some dire conse-
quences. It may lead to listlessness and apathy,
which would show that the human being is no
longer able or willing to set goals and work to-
ward his/her achievement.®

Second, if purposiveness of nature is in
question, the ethical subject will be unable,
partially or totally, to act in accordance with

# That the organism needs to flourish for free moral ac-
tion can be called in question. There are well-known
facts of people overcoming their physical frailty. Kant
considers this kind of overcoming to be important for
the culture of training (discipline) which implies less de-
pendence of the human being on nature. But the culture
of skill, according to Kant, has primacy over the disci-
pline. “The culture of skill is certainly the foremost sub-
jective condition of aptitude for the promotion of ends
in general” (KU, AA 05, pp. 431-432; Kant, 2000, p. 299).
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Be IIPOIYKTMBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTV IIPUPOIIBL 11 VIMe-
eT pellialolliee 3HaUeHIe B IIOJITOTOBKe UejIoBeKa K
BBIOOPY MM ce0st KaK 9Ti4ecKoro cyobekra — oHa
YUUT CTaBUTH 1IeJIM U TIOJIB30BAThCS ITPUPOHON
KakK cpeAcTBOM. DHapro Kyrep mpeBocxomHo il
JIIOCTPUPYeT 3HAYMMOCTb IIPOYKTMBHOM CIIOCO0-
HOCTY IIPUPOIBL 111 POpMUPOBaHMS KYJIBTY Pl
yMeHMsl, YKasbIBasi, YTO TeHUV UCIIONIb3yeT TOT Ta-
JIaHT, KOTOPBIVI €My JaH IIPUPOOV, ¥ TeM CaMbIM
pasBuBaeT ee TBopueckut nMiysibc (Cooper, 2016,
p- 39—43). [1obaBI1to, 4TO OmpereieHHble TI0CIe-
cTBUA OyIleT MMeTh 1 MTHOPMPOBaHVe BaXKHOCTY
CIIOCOOHOCTYI OpraHM3Ma K CaMOBOCCTAHOBJIEHVIIO.
DTO MOXeT IIPUBECTU K yTpaTe Cil, allaTMIHOMY
COCTOSIHUIO, UTO OyZeT CBU/IETEeIbCTBOBATH O TOM,
UTO YeJIOBeK He MOXKeT VM He XO4eT CTaBUTh eIV, a
TaK>ke COfIeVICTBOBATh VX JOCTVIKEHMIO®,
Bo-BTOpBIX, eciv HeBO3MOXXHO IIpeiriojiararb
11e71eCO00Pa3HOCTh IPUPOLIBI, TO STUUECKII CyOB-
eKT OKaykeTcsl B CUTyalluy, Korjia OH He CMOXKeT Ya-
CTUYHO WJIV IIOJIHOCTBIO JIeVICTBOBaTb B COOTBET-
cTBUM ¢ Makcumon Borm. Ilouemy? [lero B TOM,
4YTO B 00JIacTV MOpaJIu CBA3b C IIPUPOIOV OKa3bl-
BaeTCd HEBAXKHOW [IJI4 IIOCTAHOBKU LieJIert (B OTJIN-
4yie OT KyJIBTYPbl YMeHMs), HO BaXHBIM OCTaeTCs
ITOITIMHEHVIE TIPVPOIBI CBOOOIHBIM IIeJISIM YeJIo-
BeKa. V1 Takoe TIOUMHEHVe BO3MOXKHO, €CIIN IIpU-
pora He SBJISIeTCS. HACTOJIIBKO BPayKIeOHOV Jesto-
BeKY, YTOObI He OCTaBJISITh MeCTa ISl peasIn3alinm
ero coOCTBeHHBIX 1erert’. Ecim ke OTCyTCTBYIOT

¥ KoHeuHO, HeOOXOOVMMOCTb IIPOIBETaHVS OpraHM3Ma
U151 CBOOOIHOr O MOPAJIBHOTO IEVICTBYISI MOXKHO ITOCTaBUTh
IIOT COMHEHe. XOPOIIO M3BEeCTHHI (DAKThI IPEOOIICHVIS
YeJIOBEKOM CBOEL @Msmqecxoﬂ Hemortu. V mMeHHO Ta-
Koe Hpeo,uoneHVIe KaHT cymTaeT Ba’XHBIM [JISA KyJ'H)Ty—
PBI BoCOUTaHVI (IVUCLAIUIVHEL), KOTOpas IIogpasyMeBaeT
CHVDKeHVIe 3aBMCVIMOCTY YesIoBeKa oT puponsl. Ho Kyiib-
Typa yMmeHwus, no KanTy, IepBudHa IO CpaBHEHMIO C
KYJIBTY POV IUCHUIUIVHEL «KyJbTypa ymeriis, KOHEIHO,
eCTb IJIaBHOe CyOBEeKTMBHOE YCJIOBME IS TOIO, YTOOBI
OBITH CITOCOOHBIM COIEVICTBOBATH [IOCTVDKEHMIO]| I1esTeit
BooOie...» (AA 05, S. 431 —432; Kawnr, 20016, c. 701).

? DTy pasMBIIUTEHMS He OTPULIAIOT HEe3aBUCUMOCTE de-
JIOBEKA OT IIPVPOMIBI B IIOCTAHOBKE CBOVIX LieJIevt. 51 JIVIIIb
X0uy IOKasaTb, YTO TeJIeOJIOTMYeCcKoe PacCMOTpeHwe
npvponsl (M Hamgye OCHOBAHWV VIS 9TOTO) SIBJISETCS
Cy]J_IECTBEHHBIM I COBepH_IEHV[ﬂ Mopaanoro HOCTyH—
Ka. VIMeHHO O3TOMY IpeX[ie YeM TepemTy K KOHEYHOTT
nemvt npuponsl, KaHT gokassiBaer, 94To HaM HeOOXOAu-
MO TIpenroiaraTb B He¥l camoopranmsarimio. V Tombpko

free will. Why? While in the moral sphere
the link with nature turns out to be immate-
rial for goal-setting (as distinct from the cul-
ture of skill) subjugation of nature to freely set
human goals remains essential. Such subju-
gation is possible if nature is not so hostile to
the human being as to leave no room for the
pursuit of his/her own ends.” In the absence
of grounds for positing the purposiveness of
nature, the acting subject becomes dependent
on what interferes with his goals. That is, in-
stead of setting goals freely, the human being
in his final end is subjugated to hostile nature.
(This is the reverse side of the proposition that
if nature fully guaranteed bliss it would be the
human’s final end.) To illustrate this claim let
us look at the consequences of the recent hu-
man-made changes of the environment that
can potentially have ethical consequences. The
consequences of human-made transformations
include changes in the balance of atmospheric
oxygen, pollution of the soil, water bodies and
rivers, damage to pastures, decline of the bio-
logical productivity of forests, malfunctioning
of geochemical filters (wetlands), crop failures,
demise of wildlife harvesting industries, etc. If
normal living conditions are preserved these
consequences may well be reversed and an eth-
ical collapse may be avoided. Failing that, hu-
manity’s good and reasonable intentions may
be in jeopardy and will hardly be feasible in
nature, which imposes its own self-destructive
logic. Thus nature loses its productive capacity,

? These reflections do not deny the human being’s inde-
pendence from nature in setting goals. I merely want to
show that its teleological analysis (and the existence of
grounds for it) is essential for the performance of a mor-
al act. That is why before passing on to the final end of
nature Kant proves that we need to posit its self-organ-
isation. It is only after making this case that Kant says
that the human as a moral creature can, as far as possi-
ble, subordinate all nature to his goal, “or against which
at least he must not deem himself subjected to any influ-
ence on its part” (KU, AA 05, pp. 435; Kant, 2000, p. 264).



OCHOBaHMs [IJIs1 TIPeITIONIOKeH N 11e7leco00pa3Ho-
CTV IIPUPOLIBL, TO IeVICTBYIOMINIL CyOBeKT Kak pa3s
1 TIONa/IaeT B 3aBUCYMOCTE OT TOTO, 4YTO HapyIllaeT
ero me. To ecTb BMeCTO TOro, YToOBI CBOOOITHO 11X
CTaBUTB, YeJIOBEK B KauecTBe CBOeVl KOHEUHO! 11eJIM
Haxo[UTCS B IOAUYVHEHUV Y BpakKaeOHOU eMmy
OpupomIbl (3TO oOpaTHAasl CTOPOHA Pa3MbIIIUIEHNI
0 TOM, YTO ecyin OBl IIpUpoJia MOJTHOCTBIO TapaH-
THpOBasIa OJTa’KeHCTBO, TO 3TO M OBIJIO ObI KOHeU-
HOVI 11eJIBIO YesioBeKa). jIs MUIIoCTpalyy 3TOro
yTBep)KAeHMsI 00paTMCs K TIOCIIe[ICTBYSIM TeXHO-
TeHHBIX TpaHCOpMaIUI OKpPY KaloIleil Cpeibl,
KOTOpBIe CIIOCOOHBI OKa3aTh BIIMSAHME Ha 00JIacThb
s>TrKn. K HMM MOryT OBITH OTHeCeHbI HapyIIleHe
OajstaHca Kuciioporga B arMmocdepe, 3arpsg3HeHVe
II0YBBI, BOJIOEMOB 1 PeK, HaHeceHMe BpeJia IacTou-
IIlaM, CHIDKeHMe OMoJIoryecKoy ITPOmyKTMBHO-
CTVI JIECOB, HapyIIeHe FeOXMMIYeCKVX (PVIIBTPOB
(0o0T), HemorydeHMe IUIAHMPYEMOTO YypoXKas,
HeBO3MOXXHOCTb 3aHMMAaTbCsl HEKOTOPBIMU BUIa-
MU IIPOMBICJIOB U T.JI. B ciTydae KoHTposIsl Hafl, co-
XpaHeHVIeM HOPMaJIbHBIX YCIIOBUV XXV3HU 3T II0-
CJIETICTBVISL MOT'YT OBITH BIIOJIHE OOpaTMMBIMU U He
IIPUBOAVTE K STMYEeCKOMY KOJIIaricy. B mpoTuBHOM
cJjlydae IIOf], yIPO30Vl OKa3bIBaIOTCs Oriarve 1 pas-
yMHBIe HaMepeHMs 4esloBeKa, KOTOpble efiBa JIu
MOXXHO OyJIeT OCYIIeCTBUTB B IIPUPOZIE, 3aCTaBIIs-
IOIIIeV TIOTUMHATBCS JIOTVIKe COOCTBEHHOTO paspy-
ImeHnsl. A UIMEHHO — IIpUpoa yTpauuBaeT CBOIO
IPOIYKTUBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTD, 11 B HEObITHE OTpy-
KaeTcst MHOroobpasue ee opM, Cpefiy KOTOPBIX,
HaJIo IpeJIioyiaraTb, MOXXeT OBbITh U YeJIOBeK.

DTU cUTyaluy TOKa3bIBaloT, II0YeMy TeJleoJIo-
rmgeckasi CIIOCOOHOCTB TIO3BOJISIET CYOBeKTy pac-
CUMTBIBATh Ha POPMVIPOBaHVIE KYJIBTYPbl YMEHVIS
U B KadeCcTBe ee pe3ysibTaTa — Ha CBOOOIHOe Jievi-
cTue B mpupope. [IprmMeHeHMe 3TOVI CIIOCOGHO-
CTVM — TIOKa3aTeJlb TOTO, YTO MBI XVBEM B MUpe,
OTHOCUTEJIHO KOTOPOTO CIIOCOOHBI cPOPMYIIVPO-

TIOCJTe TaKOTO JTIOKa3aTeTbCTBa OH TOBOPWT, UTO YeIoBeK
KaK MOPaJIbHOE CYIIIECTBO MOXET, HaCKOJIBKO 3TO B ero
CWiTaX, ITOMYVHWUTE CBOETVT TIeJTM BCIO TIPUPOJLY, <V TIO
MeHBbIIIen Mepe OH He HJOJDKeH CYUTATb cebst IIOOJYVTHEH-
HBIM KaKOMY OBI TO HV OBUTO BJIMSIHWIO IPVPOIEL, ITPOTH-
BOZIEVICTBYIOIIeMY 3ToM Lierm» (AA 05, S. 435—436; Kawnr,
20016, c. 711).
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many of its forms, possibly including human
beings, may become extinct.

These situations show why the teleological
ability enables the subject to count on the for-
mation of the culture of skill and as a result on
freedom of action in nature. The employment
of this ability indicates that we live in a world
with regard to which we are able to formulate
organic laws and hence are able to act in it pur-
posefully and also ethically. If this ability were
to vanish, it would signal an irreversible muta-
tion of the organic world, i.e. it would attest to
the partial or total inability of human beings to
set goals, work toward their attainment and ul-
timately to act freely as a moral subject.

Thus, the Kantian version of teleology lim-
its the instrumental attitude to nature. Un-
regulated use of nature, even for the sake of
moral goals, may rob a person of the ability
to judge the world in terms of purposiveness.
The loss of this ability attests to problems with
our selfhood and its realisation in nature as a
moral subject. If nature is to correspond to the
teleological judgment, the moral subject must
contribute to its flourishing (Svoboda, 2015,
pp. 94-126), although he/she has the right and
feels the need to use it for his/her purposes.
What researchers call ‘flourishing” can be inter-
preted as a broad concept of autonomy, which
asserts the importance of self-organisation of
living beings in conditions when nature is sub-
ordinated to the highest human goals."

' Moreno and Mossio argue that Kant’s doctrine an-
ticipates modern biological views on autonomy, i.e. on
self-organisation of living beings which is not confined
to reacting to external influences and which imple-
ments a special regime of causality. This regime “ca-
pable not only of producing and maintaining the parts
that contribute to the functioning of the system as an in-
tegrated, operational, and topologically distinct whole
but also able to promote the conditions of its own ex-
istence through its interaction with the environment”
(Moreno and Mossio, 2015, pp. 26-27). I believe that
in developing Aristotelian teleology, Kant comes to
see inner purposiveness as autonomy also in another
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BaTh OpraHMYecKye 3aKOHBI ¥, 3HAYNT, CIIOCOOHBI
B HeM IIeJIeHalIpaB/IeHHO JIeVICTBOBATh, B TOM UVIC-
e sTrdeckn. Ecym y Hac 3Ta criocoOGHOCTB vicues-
HeT, TO 3TO Oy/IeT CBUIETEeITECTBOM ITPOVI3OLIIEIIITIENT
C OpPraHMYecKIM MPOM HeoOpaTMOV My Talluv, a
TaK)Ke ee CJIEZICTBYST — YacCTVIYHOVI VIV TIOJTHOVI He-
CITOCOOHOCTM 4eJIoBeKa CTaBUTh LIeJIV, COHEVICTBO-
BaThb VX JOCTVDKEHIO VI B KOHEUHOM CUeTe JIeVICTBO-
BaTb CBOOOTHO B KauecTBe CyObeKTa MOPaIbHOCTIL.

KaHTOBCKIMV BapVaHT TeJieosIor, TakM oopa-
30M, OrpaHMYVBAET VMHCTPYMEHTAIBHOe OTHOIIIEe-
HMe K npupone. Hudem He pertamMeHTHIpOBaHHOE
VICIIOJIb30BaHVE TIPUPOMIBL TaKe pajiyi MOPAJIbHBIX
11eJIeVi MOXKET IIPUBECTY K yTpare CIIOCOOHOCT Cy-
AVTH O MVPe C TOUKM 3PeHNs I1e1ec000PasHOCTIA
YTpara e 3TOVi CLIOCOOHOCTM CBUIETEIIBCTBYET O
TPYJHOCTSIX CTaHOBJIEHNMS HAIllell CaMOCTU U pe-
ayM3aly ee B IIPUpPOLIE B KauyecTBe MOPAJIBHOTO
cyobekTa. 1151 TOro 94ToORI IIPMpPOIA COOTBETCTBO-
BaJIa TeJIeOJIONVIYeCKOMY CY KIEHWIO, MOPaJIbHBIN
CyOBEKT JI0JIKEH CITOCOOCTBOBATH ee IIPOLIBETAHIIO
(Svoboda, 2015, p. 94—126), XOTsL OH MIMeeT IIPaBoO
VI VICIIBITBIBAaeT HEeOOXOIVIMOCTH VCIIOIBb30BaTh ee
muist ceovix Hestert. K tomy, urto mccereniosarerti 06o-
3HaJaloT KaK ITpoIIBeTaHie, BIIOJIHE IIPVMEHVIMO 11
pacIIipeHHOe IIOHSTVIE aBTOHOMMW, 0DecIiedeHyie
KOTOPOVI €CTh IIPV3HAHVIE BKHOCTY CaMOOPraHV-
3aIIVVI XVBOT'O CYIIIeCTBA B YCJIOBVISIX TIOMUVHEHVIS
IPUPOLIbI BEICIIIVIM 1eJIIM YesloBeKa'.

' A.Mopeno n M. Moccro yTBepKIalOT, 4TO y4eHVe
KanTa mpemsocxminaeT coOBpeMeHHBbIE IIpefICTaBIeHNsT
00 aBTOHOMMM B OMOJIOTMM, TO €CTh O CaMOOpTaHM3a-
OV XVMBBIX CyIeCTB, KOTOpasi HeCBOAMMA K pearmpo-
BaHMIO Ha BHEIIIHee BO3/IEVICTBYIE VI KOTOpasl peaynsyeT
OCOOBINT PEXVM IPWYMHHOCTI. DTOT PEXMM CIIOCOOeH
«He TOJIBKO ITPOM3BONTE W IIO/JIepKMBATh YacTu, KO-
TOpBIE CIOCOOCTBYIOT (PYHKIIMOHVMPOBAHWMIO CVICTEMBI
KaK MHTErprMpOBaHHOIO, OIIEPATMBHOIO ¥ TOIIOJIOTIIYe-
CKV OIIpeJieJIeHHOTO 11eJI0T0, HO TakKe CII0coOeH co3fia-
BaTh YCJIOBVS [IJIsL CBOETO COOCTBEHHOI'O CYIIIeCTBOBAHIS
IIOCPEICTBOM B3aVIMOJEVICTBIS C OKPY KAIOIIerl Cpeovi»
(Moreno, Mossio, 2015, p. 26 —27). Ilosarato, 4to pas3Bu-
Tie KaHTOM apuCTOTEIeBCKOVI TeIeO0JIOIMI IIPVIBOLNUT
ero K IIOHVMaHMIO BHYTpPeHHeN I1eJIecO00pa3sHOoCTM Kak
aBTOHOMWI U B IHOM CMBbIcTIe. YueHne KaHTa yTBepXIa-
€T HeOOXOIMIMOCTb COXPaHEHWSI IIPVIPOIHOVI aBTOHOMMW
KaK CaMOOpTraHM3allVl XMBOTO PV CIIeIOBaHWUV YesIo-
BeKa CBOVM IieJisiM. OpraHm3MBbl XUBBIX CYIECTB MOTYT
OBITH VICIIOJIB30BAHBI B KA9eCTBE MHCTPYMEHTOB, IIPeXKIie
Bcero no0OpozeTesnn, HO cjlefyeT Hpu3HATh 11 HeoOXOomu-
MOCTh (PYHKUVMOHMPOBAHNS OPraHM3MOB I cebs IIpu
IIOIYMHEHMM VIX BHEIIIHVIM IIeJISIM.

Russian Cosmism:
Death or Rebirth of Teleology

Nikolay Fyodorov, the founder and guid-
ing spirit of Russian cosmism, puts forward
a project of nature regulation which, though
attracting scholarly attention, is not seen as
a manifestation of a new stage of teleologi-
cal thought. An awareness of this new stage
is hardly possible without bearing in mind
that the Russian thinker was conversant with
the philosophy of Kant, including his teleo-
logical teaching. Fyodorov has written mul-
tiple critical comments on Kant: “The Yoke of
Kant”, “What is the Postulate of Practical Rea-
son?”, “Three Reasons and One Reason”, “On
Two Critiques: The Urban Bourgeois, and
the Rural Peasant”, “Kant and the Evangeli-
cal Child or the Son of Man”, “Why Has Not
Practical Reason Accomplished in Fact What
Theoretical Reason Pronounced Impossible in
Thought”, “On the Question of Two Reasons”,
“On the Merger of Two Reasons”, “What Is
the Universal Categorical Imperative” and so
on. These critical remarks are not unground-
ed. They may give such an impression unless
one takes into account that Fyodorov discuss-
es Kant’s doctrine in a different context, name-
ly in the context of the human being’s activity
which, according to the Russian philosopher,
restores all that has been destroyed and is the
sole proof of reason.

As distinct from the representatives of clas-
sical teleology, Fyodorov (1995i) describes na-
ture as blind, not following the correct path of

sense. Kant affirms the need to preserve nature’s au-
tonomy for self-organisation of the living world as the
human pursues his goals. The organisms of living crea-
tures can be used as instruments above all of virtue,
but one has to recognise the need for the organisms to
function for their own sake while being subordinate to
external goals.



CMepTh MIM BO3pOXKAeHMe Tejle0I0TUN
B pPyccKOM KOcMm3Me?

PorjoHada/yIbHMK ¥ BIOXHOBUTEJIb PYCCKOIO
KocMmsMa H. @. @egopos mpeijiaraeT MpoekT pe-
TYJISLVV IIPUPOBI, KOTOPBIV XOTs U IIPUBJIEKaeT
BHVMaHWMe ViccilefioBaTesiell, HO He aHaJIM3upyeT-
Csl C TOUKM 3peHNsl MaHudecTaluy B HeM HOBOTIO
3Talla TeJleosIorndeckot Melicyv. ITpyu sTom nonm-
MaHWe 3TOr0 HOBOI'O 3Tarla eJiBa JI BO3MOXHO 0e3
ydeTa TOTrO, YTO PYCCKMUIL MBICJINTEIb ObUI 3HAKOM
¢ dpwtocodpuent KaHra, B TOM 4miciIe 1 C ero Tejreo-
joryyeckuM yueHveM. Y Deoposa ecTb psijl Kpy-
Tndyecknx 3ameTok o Kanre: «/ro Kanra», «4ro
TaKoe IIOCTYJIaT ITpaKTM4ecKoro pasyma?», «Ipmu
pasyMa M eOuHBI pasym», «O aByx “Kpurukax”™
TOPOICKOVI, MEIAHCKOM WM CEeJILCKOVI, KPeCThsIH-
ckom», «KaHT 1 eBaHresbckoe nuts, Wi ChIH ye-
JIoBeveckn», «[loueMy mpakTudeckuii pasyM He
VICTIOJIHWJI Ha JIeJIe TO, UTO TeOpeTUYecKuil pasyM
IIpU3HaJI HeVCIIOJIHVMBIM B MBICIIN», «K Borrpocy
0 ABYX pasyMax», «O coeITHeHUN JIByX Pa3yMOB»,
«B uem 3aKkITIOUaeTCst BCeOOINI KaTeropudecKmi
VIMIIepaTuB» W Op. DTU KPUTUYECKre 3aMeTKN
HeJIb3sl Ha3BaTh HEOOOCHOBaHHBIMIL. Takoe BIle-
yaT/IeHye OHV MOTYT ITPOM3BEeCTV, TOJILKO eCJIn
He OpaTb BO BHUMaHMe, YTO DeopoB OCMBICIISET
KaHTOBCKOe y4YeHMe B MMHOM KOHTEeKCTe, a VIMeH-
HO B KOHTEKCTe BOCCO3/IafoIIer JesiTeJIbHOCTI Je-
JIoBeKa, KOTopas, COIVIaCHO PYyCCKOMY ¢uIoco-
dy, ecTb BocCTaHOBJIEHVE BCErO paspyIlIeHHOro 1
€IVHCTBeHHOe JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO Pa3yMHOCTA.

B oTmimmume ot IIpenacTaBuTesIeV KIacCMYeCcKom
Testeostornyt dDegopoB OIMCHIBaeT HPUPORY Kak
CJIeIylo, He CJIe[IyIONIyIo IpaBVJIbHOMY HarlpaBs-
JIEHUIO CBOEro pasBuUTHs'' M Kak IJIaBHOTO Bpa-

!I' B craThe «Bormpoc o GpaTcTse...» DeIopoB MUITIeT: «...
BCe PaBHO, IOIIIeJ JIVI MV JIO HAaCTOSIIIETO €T0 COCTOSHIAS
IIyTeM M3BpallleHNs] WIV e OH TaKuM ObUI M3Hadasa»
(Pemopos, 1995a, c. 303). OcHOBHAsI HpWYMHA CIIEIIOTHI
HIPUPOMBI B TOM, YTO YeJIOBeK He YIIpaBJIeT pasyMoM
CTIeTIONt MPUPOIION, uTo TpebyeT oOITero desroBedecKo-
TO TPyIla, XOTS 3TO eMy U OBUIO BMEHEHO B 00S3aHHOCTB
OoxxectBerHOM 3anosenbio (Penopos, 1995k, c. 270). bes-
TIEVICTBYSI, UeJTOBEK He TIPUBHOCUT CBOVIM PasyMOM WIIEI0
B IIPUPOJY U He M3MeHSIeT ee.

S. A. Martynova

its development,'" and as humans’ main ene-
my. What are these judgments based on? Two
important points require singling out in Fyo-
dorov’s reasoning. First, it is wrong to think of
nature as corresponding to the human goals.
According to Fyodorov, the human being
should act morally and attain happiness. Nei-
ther is possible as long as nature brings death
and not life (Fyodorov, 1995e, p. 251; 1995h,
p. 263). Why? Because in this case the human
being connives in the wrong treatment of na-
ture’s development, neglects the world en-
trusted to him by the Creator (nature turns
out to be inhospitable), resigns in the face of
hunger, disease, death, “the world fall” and
“the world destruction” (Fyodorov, 1995d,
p. 243) and, as a consequence, good and hap-
piness are impossible for any humans (Fyodo-
rov,1995g, p. 136)."

Secondly, the products of nature (organ-
isms) cannot be seen as purposively struc-
tured, i.e. as existing according to an idea
which envisages instruments that enable
them to flourish. This is a delicate part of Fyo-

' In the article “The Question of Brotherhood” Fyodo-
rov (1995a, p. 303) writes: “[...] it does not matter
whether the world has come to its present state through
perversion or it has been such originally.” The main
cause of nature’s blindness is that “the human being
does not control the reason of blind nature, which calls
for joint human labour, although he was charged with
this duty by divine commandment” (Fyodorov, 1995j,
p. 270). By inaction, the human being does not bring
reason to nature and does not change it.

12 Criticising the interpretation of Fyodorov as an im-
mortalist, as someone who considers physical longev-
ity and biological immortality to be an absolute value,
Vladimir V. Varava (2020, pp. 171-172) writes: “The
ethical distance between Fyodorov and Kant is not that
great.” To follow up his thought. Both philosophers ask
how virtue and happiness are possible and both won-
der, in this connection, how an ordered, rather than de-
caying, “falling” world is possible in which the human
being could act virtually and enjoy well-deserved hap-
piness. For Fyodorov it is a world constantly recreat-
ed by the human being because his mission is to apply
reason to nature. Virtue, in turn, consists in such recre-
ation.
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ra yesiopeka (Pemopos, 19951). Ha uem ocHoBa-
HBI 3TN cyXaeHus? B paccyxmenuax demoposa
MOYKHO BBIJIEJIUTH [IBa BaXXHBIX MOMeHTa. Bo-Tiep-
BBIX, HeJIb3sl JlyMaTh O IIpMpofie KaK O COOTBET-
cTByIomIen nessaM desioseka. [To denoposy, yesto-
BeK JIOJDKeH J1eVICTBOBaTh HPaBCTBEHHO 11 00pecTm
cgacTee. Hu TO, HM Apyroe HEBO3MOXHO, ITOKa
Hpvpoa yMepIIBIIsieT, II0Ka OHa eCThb CiJIa, KOTO-
pas HeceT cMepTh, a He Xm3Hb (Pemopos, 19957,
c. 251; 19953, c. 263). ITouemy? IloTomy uTO Yersto-
BeK B 3TOM CjIydae IIOIyCTUTeJIbCTBYeT Hellpa-
BIUJIBHOMY XOIy IPUPOIHOIO CTaHOBJIEHWs, He
3abotuTcs o BBepeHHOM emy CosmaresieM Mupe
(mpuposa okasblBaeTCs He TOCTeIIPUUMHON), Oes-
BOJIBHO IIpPMHMMaeT KaK Hens30eXXHoe rosop, 0o-
JIe3HV, CMEPTh, «MUpPOIaZieHVe» U «MUpOopaspy-
mreHvie» (Demopos, 19951, c. 243) u, Kak crieficTBIe
3TOro, HEBO3MOXXHOCTB JJ00Opa, cyacThd 1 Oj1ara HI
115 Koro m3 sofent (Pemopos, 1995k, c. 136)'2.
Bo-BTOpBIX, HEBO3MOXXHO HOyMaTb O IIPOOyK-
TaX IPVPOIBL (OpraHmM3Max) Kak o 1eiecooOpasHo
YCTPOEHHBIX, TO eCTh CYIIEeCTBYIOIIMX II0 1iee, B
COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPOVI OHV CHaO)XeHBI MHCTPY-
MeHTaMM, CLIOCOOCTBYIOIIVIMM IIPOLIBETAHIO. DTO
IIOBOJILHO CJIOKHBIVI MOMEHT B KoHIIernmm demo-
poBa, KOTOpBI TpebyeT mposicHeHus. [Touemy 00
opraHm3Max HeJIb3s CYAUTB Kak O 11e71ecoo0pa3Ho
ycTpoeHHbIX? [ deropoBa 0YeBMIIHO, YTO JIIO-
Gort opranmsM oOpedeH Ha paspyllleHle, TO ecThb
CMepTb, ¥ 3TO paspylleHNe eCTb CBUIEeTeIbCTBO
TOTO, YTO B IIPUPOie HeJOCTAaTOUHO Pa3yMHON pe-
rysaiym (Pemopos, 1995r, c. 244 —245; 1995, c. 259;
19957, c. 251—252). B omyitune ot KaHTa, KOTOpPHBIN
yKasblBaeT Ha BOCIIPMHMMAaeMyl0 HaMl B OIIbl-

2 Kputnkys mHreprperanyio demopoBa Kak MMMOpP-
TaJICTa, KaK ydeHoro, Oynaro Obl Ilosararoriero u-
3M4ecKoe JIOJIroJIeTVe ¥ OMOJIOTMYecKoe OeccmepTrie
abcomtoTHOM 1leHHOCTHIO, B.B. BapaBa 3ameuaer: «2tun-
JecKas gycTaHmg Mexay PemoposeiM n KanToMm He Tak
yX 1 Beniuka» (Bapasa, 2020, c. 171 —172). IIponosoky oty
MbIcTb. Oba dwtocoda crrparmmBaioT, Kak BO3MOXKHBI 10-
GpomeTesib 1 cuacThe, M 00OMX B ITOVI CBS3M MHTEpeCyeT,
KaK B IIPMHIIMIIE BO3MOXKEH YIOPSIOYeHHBIV, a He pas-
PYILIAIOLINIICS, «IIaJaiomINi» MIUP, B KOTOPOM 4YeJIOBeK
Mor OBI IeVICTBOBATh JOOPOIETEIbHO 1 OBITh 3aciTy>KeH-
HO cyacTMBeIM. Y @egopoBa 3TO MUpP, BOCCO3IaBaeMbIiL
4ejyI0BeKOM OecIipecTaHHO, IIOCKOJIbKY Ha3HadeHVe Jeslo-
BeKa — IIPMMEHATh pasyM K npupogpe. [Jobponeresib, B
CBOIO OU€peJTb, VI COCTOUT B 9TOM BOCCO37IaBaHINA.
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dorov’s concept that calls for a clarification.
Why cannot organisms be seen as purposive-
ly structured? It is obvious for Fyodorov that
every organism is doomed to destruction, i.e.
death, and this destruction means that nature
does not have adequate regulation (see Fyo-
dorov, 1995d, pp. 244-245; 19951, p. 259; 1995e,
pp- 251-252). Unlike Kant, who notes the per-
ceived organisation of living beings and claims
that such perception warrants their considera-
tion as purpose-oriented, as if organisms cre-
ated themselves in accordance with a certain
idea, Fyodorov turns his gaze in the opposite
direction. In experience, we encounter destruc-
tion and death, processes which prompt a dif-
ferent idea of nature’s superimposition on the
human wish to revise the very concept of pur-
posiveness. Nature is seen as developing in
the wrong direction and incapable, now or in
the future, of becoming what it ought to be,
i.e. purposive, on its own. It can only be recog-
nised as corresponding to its purpose when
disease and death have passed.

However, Fyodorov offers a concept of the
organism which envisages a different per-
ception of it. He writes: “nature becomes con-
scious of itself in man and strives to control
itselt” (Fyodorov, 1995d, p. 244). How can we
interpret this judgment? At first glance the first
half of this judgment chimes exactly with how
nature was understood by Schelling and He-
gel. For all the differences between their phil-
osophical systems, both were confident that
nature is reasonable, but only the human being
as a cognising subject is capable of fathoming
its inherent reason (Schelling, 1997, p. 6; He-
gel, 1970, p. 6). However, if we keep in mind
the context of this judgment we can readily
see in it an inversion of the preceding philo-
sophical tradition. What the cognising subject,
who according to Fyodorov is simultaneous-
ly an actor, discovers in nature is not reason



Te OpraHM3aliIo XMBbIX CYIIIeCTB U yTBepXK/aeT,
YTO TaKOMY BOCIIPUATHUIO JIOJDKHO COOTBETCTBO-
BaThb Cy>XJIeHVe O HUX C IO3ULINN 1iejlecooOpasHo-
cTy, OyaTo co3umaHue opraHmM3MaMy caMimx ceOst
IIPOVICXOAUT B COOTBETCTBUM C HEKOTOPOVI Mjieers,
®DenropoB obpalriaeT BHMMaHVeE Ha IIPSIMO IIPOTH-
BOIOJIOXKHOE. B oIbITe MBI CTaJIKMBaeMcs C paspy-
IIeHVeM ¥ CMepPTBIO, 1 3T IPOLIeCChl IIPUBOIAT
K HOBOMY IIpeJICTaBJIEHNIO O IIpUpoLle, HaKJIalbl-
BasCh Ha CIIOCOOHOCTB V1 JKeJIaHVe YesloBeKa Iiepe-
CMOTpeTh caMO cofiepKaHle IIOHSTUS 11eJ1ecoo-
OpasHocTn. ITpupona MbICIIUTCA pa3BUBaOIIEVICS
B HeIlpaBMJIBHOM HallpaBJIeHUM ¥ HecIIoCOOHO
HV ceityac, HY B OyJyIlieM caMOCTOSITEJTBHO CTaTh
TaKOVI, KaKOVI OHa JI0JDKHA OBITH, TO €CTh I1eJIeco-
obpaszHom. Coobpa3HOV cBOeVl COOCTBEHHOW 11eJIM
OHa MOXeT OBbITh IIPM3HAHA TOJIBKO TOTTIA, KOTZIa
13 Hee VICUe3HYT O0JIe3HM 11 CMePTb.

Onnako PenopoB co3aeT KOHIEIINIO Opra-
HW3Ma, KOTOopas BKJIIOYaeT B cebs M MHYIO CTpa-
Teruio ero paccmorpenms. Pusiocod muIIeT, YTo
«caMa Ipupoa Co3HaeT cebs B udesloBeKe W CU-
JINTCS, CTPEMUTCS YIIPaBIISTh coboro» (Pemopos,
1995r, c. 244). Kak MOXXHO HOHATH 3TO CyXAeHue?
Ha nepsbIit B3[JIsA1 KaXKeTcs, YTO €ro IepBasi IIo-
JIOBVHA eCTh IIpsIMOe cJleZloBaHMe TOMY, Kak IIO-
Humas npupony Hlesmar u Teresb. [Tpu Bcem
pasmmunm mx priocodckmx crcteM oba ObuIn
yBepeHbl, YTO IpUpoa pasyMHa, HO IIOCTUYb CY-
IIECTBYIOLIMI B HEVI pasyM MOXET TOJIbKO YeJIO-
BeK Kak mosHarommm cyovekt (LlermmmaT, 1987,
c. 233—234; I'erensp, 1975, c. 14). OgHaKo, yunThIBast
KOHTEKCT 3TOrO CYXX/eHUsl, JIeTKO OOHapyXWUTb B
HeM MHBepCUIO IIpeJIIiecTByomIe (riocodpckon
TpagVLIIL IlosHarormm Cy6’beKT, KOTOPBIW, IIO
®Den1opoBY, HOIKEH OBITH HEIIPeMEeHHO I JIeVICTBY-
IOIIMM, OTKpPBIBaeT He pa3yM B IIPUPOLIE, a ero OT-
cytcTBue. Eciii Obl pasyM AemicTBUTeIbHO ObLIT B
Ipupoze (KaK BO BHEIIIHeVl, TaK 1 BO BHy TpeHHel)
U ee peryImpoBasl, To He Obisio Obl HU Oosie3Hers,
HU rosiofa, Hu cMepTu. IlepBas nosoBmHa cyxue-
HMs PUKCUPYET, TaKM 00pa3oM, yke 0003HaUeH-
HbIV paspeiB DeopoBa ¢ MpeIIecTByOIeN eMy
Tpaguiiviell — IPUPOILY MBICIINTD HeJlb3sd HU KaK
11eJ1ecO00pa3Hyo, HU TeM DoJtee KaK PasyMHYIO.

S. A. Martynova

but its absence. If reason indeed existed in na-
ture (external and internal) and regulated it,
there would be no disease, no hunger and no
death. The first half of the proposition reflects
Fyodorov’s break with the previous tradition in
claiming that nature is not purposive and, still
less, reasonable.

Only the second half of this judgment of-
fers a different view of nature, in particu-
lar, the human organism. Pointing to nature’s
wish to control itself, Fyodorov allows for par-
tial regulation of the processes going on in the
organism. This interpretation is borne out by
Fyodorov’s reference to the instrument of reg-
ulation. It is the force contained in the nervous
apparatus and on which all the functions of the
organism depend (Fyodorov, 1995d, p. 245).
Fyodorov (1995b, p. 433) is convinced that this
force cannot entirely cope with the destruction
of the organism, but controls it in such a way
that it becomes a model for expanding regula-
tion “gradually to everything that is still un-
regulated and obscure”. The second strategy
of understanding the organism is then under-
standing its integrity which can, partially at
least, be judged in terms of purposiveness.

Fyodorov’s judgment of nature as cognising
itself through the human being and striving to
control itself leaves some questions unanswered.
What is the role of reason in the regulation of
the organisms “by the force of the nervous ap-
paratus”? Is this regulation a conscious or an
unconscious process? Could it be that when
Fyodorov speaks about nature cognising itself
through the human being he means not only
the discovery of unreasonableness of nature by
the cognising subject, but also a metaphor of the
need for, and universality of, the processes of
nervous regulation on the physiological level?
How can reason, which Fyodorov sees as con-
nected with the nervous apparatus, influence
our judgment on the organism?
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TospKO BTOpas yacTb 3TOrO CyXXIIeHWs IIpef-
CTaBJIsieT MHOV B3IVIA[, Ha IPUPOAY ¥, B YaCcTHO-
CTV, Ha OpraHM3M 4YeJloBeKa. YKasblBasi Ha CTpeM-
JleHVe HPUpPOABl YIpaBIIsaTh cobov, Pemopos
JIOITyCKaeT YaCTUYHYIO PeryJIsaluio ITPOVICXOfs-
VX B OpraHu3Me IIPoleccoB. DTa MHTepIIpeTa-
LM HOATBepPXKIaeTcs yKasaHVMeM MBICIIUTeNIs Ha
VIHCTPYMeHT perysaiun. VIM sBjisgeTcs cua, Ko-
TOpas 3aK/Il04eHa B HepBHOM allllapaTe 1 OT KOTO-
POVI 3aBUCST BCe OTHpaBileHNs opranmsMa (Defio-
poB, 1995, c. 245). PeriopoB yBepeH, 4To 3Ta cujla
He MOXXeT MOJIHOCTBIO CITPaBUTBCS C paspyIleHN-
eM OpraHu3Ma, HO YIIPaByIseT MM TaKUM 00pa3oM,
UTO OH OKa3bIBaeTcsl 0OpaslioM /sl pacIIVipeHs
PeryJIsiium «IIOCTeIIeHHO Ha BCe, YTO OCTaeTcs
ellle HeyIIpaB/IseMbIM, TeMHBIM» (Demopos, 19950,
c. 433). Bropasi cTpaTerus NMOHMMaHMs OpraHM3-
Ma, TaKMM O0pa3oM, COCTOUT B IOHMMaHWUM €ro
KakK IIeJIOCTHOCTM, O KOTOPOVI MOXKHO CYAUTb XOTSI
ObI YaCTVYHO C O3V 11e71eCO00PasHOCTL.

IIpemioxeHHOe TTOHMMaHVe (PeIOPOBCKOIO CY-
XKJIeHWsI O IIpUpofie Kak Mo3Haromer cebds B yesio-
BeKe 1 CUJIAIIEVICS yIIpaBIIsTh COOOM OCTaBIIseT
Borrpockl. KakoBa posib pasyma B BOIIpoce pery-
JISIIIAVI OpTaHM3Ma «CVJIOV HEPBHOTO allriapaTta»?
DTa perysdiys ecTb OCO3HAHHBIVI ITPOLIeCC VI
OCYIIIeCTBIIsIeTCsl HeOCO3HaHHO? MoXkeT ObITh, KOT-
na @eopoB rOBOPUT O IIPUPOLIE, CO3HAOIIET cebs
B ueJIOBeKe, peub MIeT He TOJIBKO 00 OTKPBITUM
MTO3HAOIINM CyOBeKTOM Hepa3yMHOCTW IIPUPO-
IBl, HO 1 0 MeTadope, OTpakarolier Heooxoau-
MOCTB V1 BCeOXBATHOCTD ITPOLIECCOB HEPBHOW pery-
T Ha prsmoriornyeckoM yposHe? Kak pasym,
B KoHUemnmyu Pegoposa CBA3aHHBIV C HEPBHBIM
arraparoM, CiocoOeH BIIMATh Ha Hallle Cy>KIeHVe
00 opra"msme?

OTBeThI Ha 3TV BOIIPOCHL MOT'YT OBITh B 3HAUM-
TeJIBHOVI CTelleHU IIOJy4eHBbl, eCJI y4ecTb, 4TO
@DeI0pOB B CBOMX PacCyXIeHMUsIX O HEepBHOM all-
IapaTe pasfiessieT Teopuio HepsusMa. OHa Bocxo-
ant K XVII B, B acTHOCTM K TpygaMm DPpuaprixa
T'odmana, KOTOpBIN HOJIaral, YTo «HepBHas XWU/-
KOCTBb» BJIVeT Ha 37I0poBOe 11 OOJIbHOe COCTOsTHYIe
testa (Hoffmanni, 1718, p. 461—498). CiioxxHO cKa-
3aTh, KaK xopolio Pe1opos ObLII 3HAKOM C TEOPU-
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We can go some way to answering these
questions if we keep in mind that Fyodorov
in his reasoning about the nervous apparatus
shares the theory of nervism. It goes back to the
seventeenth century, in particular to the works
of Friedrich Hoffmann (1718, pp. 461-498) who
believed that “the nerve fluid” influences the
health and morbidity of the body. How inti-
mate Fyodorov’s knowledge of the nervism
theory was is hard to say, because his works
contain no direct references to the representa-
tives of that theory. Even so, it is obvious that,
in speaking about the effect of the nervous ap-
paratus, he shares the view of the leading role
of the nervous system in matters of regulation
of the organism, its health and pathological
state. Interestingly, Fyodorov shares the convic-
tion of Russian scientists of the first half of the
nineteenth century, such as Efrem O. Mukhin
(1832, p. 107) and Iustin E. Dyadkovsky (1836,
p. 84), that nervous impulses regulating the
state of the body are similar to electrical dis-
charges."

Fyodorov’s espousal of the theory of
nervism suggests that he saw the development
of consciousness and the psyche as an improve-
ment of the nervous system, just like another
advocate of nervism, Ivan M. Sechenov, saw it.
Indeed, both teachings suggest that the psyche
develops under the influence of the nervous
system. But Sechenov (1952, p. 296) does not
consider the psyche to be a direct product of

" The analogy between nervous activity and electricity
in Fyodorov’s concept is borne out by two facts. First,
Fyodorov (1995e, p. 256) compares electricity in the ex-
ternal nature (unregulated force) with the nervous sys-
tem within the organism, and second, he sees what has
been artificially created by the human being as the ex-
ternal projection of the organism. Fyodorov’s approach
is similar to the views of Florensky (2000), set forth in
his work “Organoprojection”.



eVl HepBM3Ma, TIOCKOJIBKY B CBOMX paboTax OH Ha-
MIPSIMYIO He oOpalraeTcs K IIpefCcTaBUTesIsIM TON
Teopun. TeM He MeHee OUeBMIHO, YTO OH, BbICKa-
3bIBasICh O [IEVICTBUM CUJIBI B HEPBHOM arlriapare,
HaXOIIWUTCS B COITIaCUM C YTBEPXKAEHVSIMM O BeJly-
ITIeTl POJIV HEPBHOV CHCTEMBI B BOIIPOCaX peryJIs-
LMV OpTraHM3Ma, €ro 3I0POBBs VI IAaTOJIOrMYeCcKO-
ro cocrogHms. JI1o0ombITHO Takke, uTo Denopos
pasmersieT yoexIeHe TaKIxX PycCKMX VCCiIeoBa-
Testevt iepsont nostoBuHe! XIX B., Kak E. O. Myxun
n VI.E. [I9AbKOBCKUVI, O TOM, UTO HEpBHBIE VM-
IIyJIbCBI, peryJIMpylolIyie COCTOgHIe OpraHu3Ma,
CXOXM C IEKTPUUYecKMM paspsaamm ([1sabpKoB-
ckum, 1836, c. 84; Myxums, 1832, c. 107)".

Ha Tom ocnoBanHumy, uro PDemopoB pasmessd-
eT TeOpuIO HepBM3Ma, IOIYCTUMO IIPeIosio-
KWTb, YTO OH MBICJIUT CTAHOBJIEHME CO3HAHIS,
IICUXVMKM KaK COBEpIIIeHCTBOBaHVe HEPBHOM CU-
CTeMBl, — TIOMOOHO TOMY, HaIpyMep, KaK MBIC-
JIUT CTOpOHHUK Teopuy HepsusMa V. M. Ceuenos.
HericTBUTENIbHO, B 000MX YUYE€HMSAX eCTh MBICTIb O
CTAHOBJIEHMV TICVIXVKM KaK OOyCJIOBJIEHHOM pas3-
BuTVIeM HepBHOM cucTeMbl. Ho CeueHoB He cum-
TaeT IICUXMKY IPSIMBIM IIPOIYKTOM HEpPBHOW Op-
rauvsanmmu (Ceuenos, 1952, c. 296)". @emopos xe
IpUHMMAaeT B3IVIA]I, COIVIaCHO KOTOPOMY «pasyM
BO3HMKaeT B pe3ysIbTaTe 3BOJIIOLVY ITPUPOIHBIX
dopm» (Tagesa, 2019, c. 48), 1 TeM camMBbIM €ro yue-

¥ O0 aHaI0rVV MEXy HEPBHOVI e TeIbHOCTBIO M 3JIeK-
TpudecTBoM B KoHmenmmy Pemoposa MOXXHO TOBOPUTH
B CWIy OBYyX IIpyumH. Bo-mepBrix, @emopoB cpaBHMBa-
€T 3JIeKTPUYEeCTBO BO BHEIIIHeV IIpupore (Heperyiaupye-
Masi CrJIa) C HEPBHOVI CICTEMOV B OpraHM3Me, BO-BTOPBIX,
MBICJINT VICKYCCTBEHHO CO3[JaHHOE YeJIOBEKOM KaK IIpo-
eKIIo opranmsmMa BosHe (Pemopos, 19957, c. 256). DroT
nopxon denoposa cOmVKaeT ero B3IVISABL CO B3MIAIAMMU
Dr10peHCKOro, M3JIOKEHHBIMI B paboTe «OpraHompoex-
s> (Prroperckur, 2000).

'+ CedeHOB JOITyCKaeT pasBUTVE VMHCTVHKTA Y MBICIIV 113
9yBCTBOBAHVISL, HO He 113 HEPBHOVI OpraHm3almi — MMeH-
HO B 3TOM KJII04e OH MHTeprpeTupyeT yueHue I'. Crierce-
pa. OCTOPOXHOCTM B BOIIPOCE TTPOVICXOXKIEHVIST TICVIXVIKM
COILYTCTBYeT V1 yTBEpPXKIeHNe O IlapaUle/ii3Me IICUXIIe-
CKMX IIPOIIeCcCcOB ¥ (PYHKIIMOHMPOBaHVISL HEPBHOW CHCTe-
MbL. B pabote «DreMeHTHI MbICTIN» CeueHOB HacTavBaeT
Ha TOM, YTO HepPBHO-IICHXIYecKasl SBOJIOINS, VUIN pas-
BUTVE HEPBHO-IICUXMYECKOV OPraHM3aIm, — 3TO «BCS
COBOKYITHOCTb TeX IapaUIeIbHBIX M3MEHEeHNII, KOTOpble
OCTaBJLIIOT 110 cebe XXVM3HEHHbIe BCTPEYN B IICUIXMKE U
HepBHO cucreMe» (Ceuernos, 1952, c. 300).
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nervous organisation." Fyodorov, by contrast,
takes the view that “reason emerges in the pro-
cess of evolution of natural forms” (Gacheva,
2019, p. 48), which brings him close to James
Dwight Dana’s theory of cephalisation. Accord-
ing to the theory, as Anastasiya G. Gacheva
(2019, p. 20) shows, “beginning from the Cam-
brian epoch, when living creatures develop
rudiments of a nervous system, development is
directed toward its improvement, the growth of
the brain mass [...] and eventually leads to the
emergence of man and reflexive consciousness,
and reason capable of cognising the world and
creating new realities in it”.

Since Fyodorov proposes to create an an-
alogue of the nervous system in the Universe,
the question suggests itself: could, in Fyodo-
rov’s view, natural electrical processes simi-
lar to the nervous system by themselves have
led to the emergence of the human being, the
psyche and consciousness? The answer to that
question must be ‘no’. The reason is that accord-
ing to Fyodorov, the emergence of the planet
as conscious and self-governing (see Onosov,
2020, p. 68) is determined by the leading role
of the human being who, through regulation
of the meteoric process, is to recreate preced-
ing generations from tiny particles (Fyodorov,
1995d, pp. 243, 245-246; 1995f). The human be-
ing is also tasked with obtaining the fullness of
organs, i.e. the return to the dominance of mat-
ter-transforming reason of numerous living

!4 Sechenov does not rule out the development of in-
stinct and thought from sensibility, but not from the
nervous organisation, Sechenov interprets Herbert
Spenser’s doctrine in this vein. The guarded attitude on
the issue of the origin of the psyche is accompanied by
the claim concerning parallelism between the psychic
processes and the functioning of the nervous system.
In his work Elements of Thought Sechenov (1952, p. 300)
claims that the nervous-psychic evolution, or the devel-
opment of nervous-psychic organisation, is “the totality
of parallel changes which life’s encounters leave behind
in the psyche and nervous system”.
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Hue cOvpKaeTcsl ¢ KOHIemIyen Iledpaimsarinm
Ix. [Tana. B cooTBeTcTBUM € 3TMM ydeHMeM, Kak
rokaspiBaeT A.T. TaueBa, «HaumMHas ¢ 30X KeM-
Opwsi, Korma y >KMBBIX CYIIECTB IOSIBJISIIOTCS Ha-
4aTKM HepBHOVI CUICTeMBI, IIPOLIeCcC pasBUTIS ABU-
JKeTCsl B HalIpaBJIEHUV ee COBepPIIIeHCTBOBAHWIS,
pocTa Maccel TOJIOBHOIO MO3ra... ¥ IIPUBOOUT B
KOHEYHOM MTOTe K BOSHMKHOBEHWIO YeJIOBeKa, a C
HUM — pedJIeKTMBHOIO CO3HaHMs, pa3yMa, CIO-
COOHOTrO ITO3HABaTh MVIP VI TBOPUTH B HEM HOBBIE
peanpHOCTI> (TaMm xe, c. 20).

ITockonbky degopoB IpesyiaraeT cosgaTh aHa-
JIOT HEpPBHOW cucTeMe BO BcesenHoV, TO BO3HU-
KaeT BOIIpocC: Morym Obl B KoHLermmyn Pemoposa
NPUPOIHBIe 3JIeKTPUYeCcKre ITPOLecChl, YIIOIo-
OJIeHHBIe HEPBHOVI CVICTEME, CAMOCTOSITEITBHO IIP-
BeCTM K BOSHMKHOBEHMIO YeJTOBeKa, CTAHOBJIEHWIO
HCVXVKM 1 co3HaHM:A? OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC A0JI-
JKeH ObITh oTpuiiaTetbHbIN. [IpydrHa B TOM, 9TO,
1o Peq1opoBy, cCTaHOBJIEHVE IUIAHETHl B KadecTBe
CO3HamIIeNt ¥ caMmoylpasigeMort (cM.. OHOcoB,
2020, c. 68) orperiesieHO BedyIIeV fesiTeIbHOV po-
JIBIO YeJIOBeKa, KOTOPBIV Uepe3 peryJsIsaiiio MeTeo-
PpVYecKOoro Iporiecca I0JKeH BOCCO31aTh IIpezIiie-
CTBYIOIIVe TIOKOJIeHMSI M3 MeJIbualIlIiX YacTuIl
(@enopos, 1995r, c. 243, 245—246; 1995¢). HeroBe-
Ky TaKXXe BMeHSeTCS ¥ OOpeTeHMe IIOITHOTHI Op-
raHOB (ITOJIHOOPraHHOCTB), TO €CTh BO3BpallleHle
K IOMMHAHTe IIpeoOpasyIoIero MaTepuio pasy-
Ma MHOTOYVCIIEHHBIX XXMBBIX (POpM, IO CJIeroTe
HPVIPOLBI CYIIeCTBYIOLIVX B BUIe MCTPeOIAIOIIIX
APYT Opyra v BpaXaeOHBIX 4YeJIoBeKy IUIaBalo-
IINX, JIETAOMIVX, ITPECMBIKAOMIVIXCS, XUIIHU-
uvecTBytomux cymects (Pemopos, 1995a, c. 301—
303). B cooTBeTCTBMM C 3TUM B3aMIMOCBSI3b pasyMa
VI HEpBHOW JieATesIbHOCTU (DeqopOBbIM MBICIINT-
csi cremyromyM obpasoM. Peryrsarmys opranmsMa
ecTh paboTta HepBHOV crcTeMbl. CO3HaHVIE BO3HI-
KaeT B IIpoliecce 3BOJIIOLINY IIPUPOAHBIX (popM 1
«BO3BbIIIIaeTCs» Hajl PyHKIMOHWPOBaHMEM HepB-
HOVI CVICTEMBI TaKVIM 00pa3oM, UTO MOXKET OTpery-
JIMPOBaTh ee paboTy 11, UTO caMoe BayKHOE, ITOCTPO-
WTh €e aHaJIOr [IJIS BOCCO3[IAHMS B HEW «BETXVIM
4eJI0BeKOM» TTOJTHOOPTaHHOT'O UesIoBeKa.

forms which, owing to nature’s blindness, ex-
terminate one another, and swimming, flying,
reptilian and predatory creatures that are hos-
tile to human being (Fyodorov, 1995a, pp. 301-
303). Accordingly, Fyodorov’s perception of
the interconnection of reason with the nervous
system is as follows: Regulation of the organ-
ism is the job of the nervous system. Conscious-
ness arises in the process of evolution of natural
forms and “towers” over the functioning of the
nervous system, such that it can regulate its
work and, most importantly, build its analogue
to recreate in place of “the old man” a human
with the full complement of organs.

It remains to answer the questions, what in
fact the nervous system regulates in the organ-
ism and how can active reason influence our
judgment about the organism and about nature
as a whole. Fyodorov’s logic appears to be this:
if nervous regulation is perfect, this rules out
disease, death or destruction as such; if regula-
tion is wanting or absent, disease and patholo-
gies set in, recuperation is insufficient, death
and destruction are inevitable; as a result, vir-
tue and happiness are impossible. In reality
perfect regulation does not exist: electricity in
nature is not amenable to any control and itself
does not regulate anything, in the organism the
nervous system tries to regulate the ongoing
processes and it might have succeeded but for
the pressure of chaotic and blind nature which
exists both outside and inside the organism,
leading to diseases and death.

This is the kind of all-embracing blindness
of nature that Fyodorov writes about in his fa-
mous article “Horizontal Position and Vertical
Position — Death and Life”:

Mortality is a common expression of all the
woes that beset man, but at the same time it
is consciousness of dependence on the force
whose power man felt in thunder storms and
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OcTasiock OTBETUTBH Ha BOIIPOCHL, 41110 110 dak-
Ty peryaupyer HepBHasl CrCTeMa B OpraHmsMe
U KaK AesiTeJIbHBINI pasyM CIOCOOeH B/IMATH Ha
Hallle Cy>X/IeHVe 00 opraHmsMe, a TakKxXe O IIPUpO-
Zie B 1iesioM. Ilomararo, uto stornka ®egoposa cite-
OYIOIIas: ecJI HepBHAsI PeryJIsiis COBepIIeHHa,
TO HeT MecTa Hy OoJIe3HsIM, HU CMepTH, HU pas-
PYILIEHVIO KaK TaKOBOMY, €CJIVI PeryJsisamus He-
JlocTaTOYHa MJIM ee HeT, TO BO3HMKaIOT DoJie3Hu,
IaTOJIOT Y, HEeAOCTaTOYHOE BOCCTAHOBIIEHME, He-
130eXHBI CMepThb, paspyllleHne 1, KaK UTOL, He-
BO3MOXHBI J00poreTesib 1 cudactbe. [lo daxry
COBEPIIIEHHOV PeryJsiiuny HeT HULIE: SJIeKTpu-
JecKasi Cvjla B IIPMpPOe II0JIHOCTBIO He YIIpaBils-
eMa M caMa HUYEro He Peryiaunpyer, B OpraHws3-
Me JXe HepBHasl CCTeMA IIbITAETCSI PerysanpoBaTh
IIPOVICXOLSIIVE IIPOLIECCHI VI, BUOVIMO, Y Hee 3TO
MOIJIO OBI TIOJTYYUThCS, eciiv Obl He JTOBJIeHVIe Hafl
HeV XaOTVMYHOVI ¥ CJIETIOV ITPUPOObL, KOTOpasi Cy-
IIeCTBYeT KakK BHE, TaK M BHYTPU OpraHm3Ma, UYTo
VI IPVBOAUT K OOJIe3HSIM I CMEPTIA.

VIMeHHO 0 TaKoV BCeoObLeMITIOIIEeT OPUPOTHON
aieniote Pe1opoB NUIIET B 3HAMEHWUTOV CTaTbe
«[opu3oHTasIbHOE TI0JIOXKeHVIe VI BePTUKaJIbHOe —
CMEePTh M XVU3Hb».

CMepTHOCTB ecTh OOIllee BBIpaKEHWE I
Bcex Oerl, yOpydYaroIIyMx 4ejioBeKa, ¥ BMeCTe C
TeM OHa eCTh CO3HAHMe CBOeV 3aBMCHMOCTM OT
CWJIBI, MOTYIIIECTBO KOTOPOVI UeJIOBEK UyBCTBO-
BaJI B I'po3ax M Oypsix, B 3eMJIeTPSICEHMSIX, 3HOe,
CTy>Xe M T.I1., a TPaHWI] ee He BuIesl. YestoBek Mor
He IIPW3HABaTh 3Ty HEOOBSITHYIO CIITy 3a Cile-
IIyI0, HO He MOT VI He CUMTATh ee BHEIIHelo, He
CBO€IO; OH YYBCTBOBaJI JIEVICTBVIE 3TOVI CVJIBI BO
BCex OefCTBUAX, YAPYYalomX ero: B 0oJe3Hsx,
JIVIIIEHVSIX, B OfpsixyieHnu vt crapoctu (Pefto-
pos, 19957, c. 251).

@DeiopoB IIpefyiaraeT C ero TOYKM 3peHMs
€IVMHCTBEHHO MIONYCTUMBIVI BapuaHT pelleHs
Ipo0JIeMBI TIPUPOLIBI, PasBUTHE KOTOPOV IIOIIIO
He 10 IpaBwIbHOMY ITyTH. Pustocod HacTapsIsd-
eT: eCcJIV HayYUThCS YIIPaBIISATh MeTeOPUYeCKIMM
Iporieccamy BO BcesieHHOVI ¢ IIOMOIIIBIO pasyma 1
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blizzards, earthquakes, heat, cold, etc., never
seeing its boundaries. Man might not have
considered this force to be blind, but he could
not help considering it to be external, not his
own; he sensed the effect of that force in all
the woes that befell him: diseases, privations,
frailty or old age (Fyodorov, 1995e, p. 251).

Fyodorov proposes what he thinks is the
sole permissible solution to the problem of na-
ture whose development has gone astray. He
instructs: if we learn to control meteoric pro-
cesses in the Universe by reason and technol-
ogy, nature will open up its potential: it will be
able, under the guidance of the human will, to
create and restore, destruction will be alien to
it, the human being will be truly virtuous in his
actions, will look to attaining happiness.

What stands behind this homily? Where-
in lies the novelty of the project of regulating
nature, proposed by the representative of Rus-
sian cosmism from the perspective of the de-
velopment of teleological thought? This project
of regulating nature reveals Fyodorov’s views
on the need to create purpose in nature. Fyo-
dorov proposes to change natural process-
es in such a way as to create a new world, in
which there would be only growth, procrea-
tion, regeneration and hence it could be seen
as purpose-driven. This is not only about reha-
bilitation of the human being who alone would
not be exposed to diseases and death. This is
about restoring all that has been destroyed,
wasted, about overcoming death and diseas-
es (Fyodorov, 1995d, p. 244), their elimination
as phenomena that should not exist. As for the
method of creating purposiveness in nature, ac-
cording to Fyodorov, this should be achieved
through the projective idea of the human be-
ing and technology. In the philosopher’s vi-
sion, in the new world, nature will have an idea
which it will follow because this idea will be in-
troduced into it by the human being by dint of



C. A. MapTsiHOBa

TEXHVIKVI, TO PaCKpOeTCs ITOTEeHITMAII IIPVPOIBl —
OHA CMOXET TPV HaIIPaBJISIOIIEVI ee BOJIe YesIoBe-
Ka Co3MaTh 1 BOCCTaHABJIMBATh, paspylileHue Oy-
JIEeT eVl YY>KI0, YEJIOBEK XKe [IeVICTBUTEIhHO 6y/:[eT
IOoOpoeTeTIbHBIM B CBOVIX [IEVICTBUSIX VI CMOXKET
HaJIeIThCs Ha OOpeTeHe CUacThsl.

Yro KpoeTcs 3a 3TMM HacTapjleHVieM? B uem, co0-
CTBEHHO, HOBAaTOPCTBO IIPOeKTa peryysiuu Ipu-
POZIBI IIPENCTaBUTeNIs PYCCKOTO KOCMM3Ma B Iiep-
CIEKTVBE CTAaHOBJICHVISI TeJI€0JIONMYECKOVI MBICIII?
B sTOM mpoekTe perysisimy Ipupoasl OOHAPYKU-
BaeTcs B3 PeropoBa Ha HEOOXOIMMOCTD CO3-
maHMs 1eriecoobpasHocTy B mipupope. dutocod
IpefylaraeT M3MeHUTDb IPUPOIHbIE IIPOIecChl Ta-
KVIM 00pa3oM, YTOOBI CO3[1aTh HOBBIVI MUP — B HEM
OymeT TOIIBKO POCT, pa3sMHOXeHVIe, pereHeparys,
a 3HA4NT, O HeM MOXXHO OyIWUTb CyIUTh KakK O Ile-
stlecooOpasHoM. [Tpu aToM peus maeT He TOIIBKO O
TOM, YTO BOCCTaHOBJIEHVIE JOJDKHO KOCHYTBCS Ue-
JIOBeKa ¥ MCKJIIOYMTEeIIBHO OH He JOJ/DKeH CTpaaTh
ot OortesHert 1 ymMupaHus. Pedb nieT 0 BOCCTaHOB-
JIEHVIV BCETO Pas3pyIIIeHHOTO, M3PacXOI0BaHHOIO, O
rpeorornieHMm cMepTy, OoresHent (Denopos,1995t,
C. 244) — yHUUYTOXEHUN VX KaK PeHOMEeHOB, KOTO-
PBIX He JIOJDKHO OBbITh. UTO KacaeTcst MeTOIOB CO3-
HaHM IieslecooOpa3sHOCTM B IIpupoze, To, o de-
JIOPOBY, OHO JOJDKHO OCYILECTBIISTBCS Or1aromaps
IIPOEKTVBHOV MJlee JesioBeKa M TEXHUKI. B cooT-
BETCTBUM C 3aMbICJIOM rstocoda, B HOBOM MUpe
y Opupoasl OyneT njes, KOTOpor oHa OyzeT cite-
JIOBaTh, IIOCKOJIBKY 3Ty WMIel0 BHECET B Hee UesIoBeK
IIOCPEJICTBOM CBOEr0 pa3yMa ¥ CO34acT YCJIOBMS
I ctemoBaHMs el Il HakoHell, BOCCTaHOBJIEHVIe
HIPUPOIEL, O KOTOPOVI MOKHO CYAUTD C TOUKMU 3pe-
HVs BHYy TpeHHeV 11e71ecO00pa3HOCTY, OKa3bIBaeTCs
1 obecrieueHVeM ee JIPy>KeCTBEHHOCTV 4eJIOBEKY.
B yuenumn ®emoposa 3TO KJIIOYEBOV MOMEHT, IIO-
CKOJIBKY (pVTOcOd OTUETIINBO ITOKa3bIBaeT, YTO HI
BCTaTh Ha ITyTh JOOpoeTeV, Hu 0OpecTyt c4acTbe
HEBO3MOXXHO, ITOKa IIpMpoa BpakieOHa uesoBe-
KY, UTO paBHOCMJIBHO OTCYTCTBUIO B HeVl IIOJTHOTBI
caMoOpraHm3alyy M CaMOPEryIALy COOOpasHO
«BJIOKEHHOV» B Hee B paMKaX ITPOeKTVBHOV Jes-
TEeJILHOCTY VIJIee CTaHOBJICHVSL.

his/her reason and will create the conditions
for following this idea. And finally, the reha-
bilitation of nature which it will be possible to
judge about in terms of inner purpose, will en-
sure its friendliness toward human beings. This
is the key element in Fyodorov’s teaching be-
cause he argues cogently that it is impossible
to embark on the path of virtue or attain hap-
piness as long as nature is hostile to the human
being, which is tantamount to its lack of self-or-
ganisation and self-regulation in accordance
with the idea of development, built into it as
part of projective activity.

Conclusion

Fyodorov departs from the canon of classi-
cal teleology at least three times. The first time
is when he speaks about the destructive pro-
cesses in the organism which result from na-
ture becoming derailed from the right track and
render impossible the thinking of the organism
through an adjusted concept of purposiveness.
The second time is when he defines the nervous
system as an instrument of regulating the pro-
cesses taking place in the organism, and reason
as the tool which makes it possible to create an
analogue of the nervous system in the Universe
and to banish diseases and death from the or-
ganism and the external environment. This step
enables Fyodorov to assert the teleological ap-
proach in a new context which arises due to hu-
man regulation of nature.

Finally, the third revision of the founda-
tions of classical teleology occurs when Fyo-
dorov comes to grips with the problem of
understanding nature as purposive and fully
corresponding to human goals because regula-
tion of nature is the true human virtue and the
only possible way of achieving human happi-
ness. The Russian philosopher’s doctrine pro-
motes the idea of turning nature into a friend,
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3aK/IroueH1e

DeftopoB OTCTyMaeT OT KaHOHa KJlacCHYecKou
TeJIeOJIOrM KaK MUMHMMYM TpvoKabL Ilepsbiit
pa3 — Korma uKCUpyeT B OpraHusMe JeCTPyK-
TUBHBIE ITPOIIeCChl, KOTOPbIe SBJISIOTCS CJITICTBIEM
OTKJIOHEHVSI IIPUPOIBLI OT IPaBMUJIBHOIO HallpaB-
JIeHVsI CBOETO PasBUTHSA U eJlal0T HEeBO3MOXKHBIM
MBIIIUIeHVe OpraHu3Ma Jepe3 yTOYHEeHHOe Cofep-
JKaHVie IIOHA TN 1ejlecooOpasHoCcTi. Broport pasz —
KOITIa OIIperiesisieT HePBHYIO CUCTEMY KaK MHCTPY-
MeHT Peryysiliii IIPOLIeCCOB, ITPOVICXOMISIINX B
opraHmsMe, Vi pa3yM KaK MHCTPYMeHT, KOTOPbIV IT0-
3BOJISIeT CO3/JaTh aHaJIOr HEPBHOV CICTEMBI BO Bee-
JIEHHOVI, a TaKXe c/leJIaTh TaK, YTOOBI B OpraHu3Me
11 BO BHEIITHeVI eMy cpejle He ObIJIo HY1 Oosie3Her, Hu
cvepTit. DTOT HIar Penoposa AetaeT BO3MOKHBIM
yTBepXK/IeHIe TeJIe0IOrM4ecKoro TI0IXoIa B HOBOM
KOHTEKCTe, KOTOPBIVI BO3HVKAET 3a CUeT JIesITeJTbHO-
CTY YeJIoBeKa I10 PeryJsIsaiy IIPUPOIBL

Haxoner, Tpetnint pa3 nepecMOTp OCHOBaHWU
KJIACCYeCKOV TeJIeoJIOTUI  ITPOVICXOANT TOT/Ia,
korga Penopos pelrtaeT IpoOeMy MHOHVMAHMS
OpUpPOOBl M KaK 11ejIecoo0pasHoN, M KakK IIOJIHO-
CTBIO COOTBETCTBYIOIIEVI IIeJIIM desIoBeKa, IIO-
CKOJIBKY VIMEHHO peryJsIdiivs IIpupoabl — IIOM-
JIMHHAsT JOOporeTesib YeloBeKa ¥ eIVHCTBEHHO
BO3MOXKHBIVI CTIOCOO 00peTeH s 1M cuacThs. B yde-
HUM pyccKoro dpmtocoda BOZHMKAET mjes O Ipe-
BpallleHUy TIPUpPOabl B [IpyTa, YTO aHaJOrVMYHO
uJiee TOCTEIIPUVMHOCTY IPVPOIbl B KAHTOBCKOM
yuenvm. IIpu stom y Pepnoposa 11071, BOIIPOCOM
OKa3bIBaeTCsd HeCBOOVIMOCTb BHYTpPeHHe IieJleco-
00pa3HOro K IIOJUYMHEHMIO €ero IIPOM3BOJIBHBIM
LleJIsIM 4eJioBeKa. VIrHopupoBaHMe 3TOV HeCBO-
IVIMOCTY BO3HMKAET 3a CUeT TOoro, 4Tto drtocod
JIOITyCKaeT CaMOOPraHM3alli0 HPUPOALI TOJIb-
KO BHYTPM COOCTBeHHOro mpoekTa. VIMeHHO mep-
BIYHOCTD ITpOeKTa II03BOJIgeT yTBEepAUTh Heo0X0-
IVIMOCTh BMelllaTeJIbCTBa TeXHUYECKNX CPefICTB B
IIPUPOIHBIE IIPOIIeCCHl M MIPEeIINCAaTh BHEITHIOK
11eJTb MOCJIETHMX KaK Mx cobcTBeHHYI0. Periopos
HaJl 3TOV IIpo0JIeMoVt He pedrIeKCUpyeT, a TOJIBKO,
ecii nepedppasmpoBaTh BbICKas3bIBaHVe HOBaToOpa
B obOstacty kmHeMarorpadvm [I3uru Beprosa, 1mo-
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which is analogous to Kant’s idea of hos-
pitable nature. In Fyodorov’s doctrine a ques-
tion mark hangs over the fact that the inner
purposiveness is not reducible to its subjuga-
tion to arbitrary human goals. This irreducibil-
ity is ignored because the philosopher allows
for self-organisation of nature only within his
own projects. It is the primacy of the project
that can justify the need for technological inter-
ference in the natural processes and prescribe
an external goal of the latter as their own. Fyo-
dorov does not reflect on this problem, but
merely, paraphrasing the words of trail-blaz-
ing film maker Dziga Vertov, turns the helm
of world teleology. In a tellingly provocative
article “Three Reasons and One Reason” Fyo-
dorov (1995c) writes: “The third reason, if it is
not to be only a teleological judgment, should
not look for miracles in nature, but merely cog-
nise the purpose, which, incidentally, Kant too
thought to be impossible; he should introduce
purpose into the world and into life, which
confounded the urban, bourgeois professor.”
Let us assume that this is the main thesis of
non-classical teleology which, with Fyodorov
and his followers, leaves much room for ques-
tions and further study.

The article was prepared with the support of
the Herzen State Pedagogical University of Rus-
sia which finances the research work on the imple-
mentation of the collective project “Architectonics
of University Education and Ideas of Russian Cos-
mism: Dialogue of Values and Meaning Constants
in the Post-Global World”.
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