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TUKA
KATETOPMYECKOT'O IMITEPATVBA.
H.O. JIOCCKWM IO BJISIHVEM . KAHTA

I1.P. BonaodviceBa’

Pycckuii - purocogp-unmyumubucm H. O. Jlocekuii
He0OHOKpAMHO ommeas, 4mo 6 nepuod c6oeeo Hay4HO20
cmanobaeHus Haxo0uAcs noo cyujecnbenHbiM BAUAHUEM
Kanma. Boaee moeo, Jlocckuii 0bia yyueHUKOM PYccko2o Ka-
muanya A. V. Bbederckoeo, a maxxe okazaics 00HUM U3
Hauboee ycnewivix nepeBoouukol nepboi «Kpumuru».
Oonaxo eeo cobcmbBertviil ghusocogpckutl npoexim ckopee
npedcmabasem coboll npomubonos0KHOCHL KPUMULU3-
my. U ecau 6 pamxax enoceosoeuu Jlocckoeo cneyugpuxa
npoumenus um Kanma usyuena 6 pycckoasbiuHoM uccae-
doBamenvckom nose 00CMamouHo noopodHo, mo 6 smuke
KomMMmeHmapuil pycckoeo ¢pusocopa k Kawmy ocmaics
npakmuuecku HesameueHHviM. Mos 3a0aua — BviaBump
cBasb mexoy kawmoBckon npaxmuueckoi ¢huiocoguei
U amukotl pycckoeo ¢usocogpa. emoncmpayus cmene-
Hu Kkanmobckoeo Bausnus 6 dannotl obaacmu nosboium
00noAHUmMb U ymouHums cyuecmbyroujee 6 cobpemenHolx
uccaedobanusax npedcmabaenue o Bocnpusmuu Kawma
Jlocckum. Peuv udem o yesom psde napasiesei u 3aum-
cmbBoBanuil. 51 npoBoxy komnapamubHvlil aHaius caeoyio-
wux acnekmoB: 1) onpedesenue u ucnoav3obarue mepmu-
HA «kamezoputeckutl umnepamub», 2) c6oboda Goiu xax
ycaoBue Bo3moxHOCHIY MOpAAbHO20 OelicmBus, 3) npuyu-
HA MOpaAbHoe0 344, 4) poab udeu boea 6 smuxke. B pesyav-
mame 5 Bviabas10 mom cnocod, kaxum Jlocckuil Ucnosb-
306a 31emenmul npakmuveckoil ¢gpusocopuu Kawma 6
Kadecmbe NOHAMUUHbLX, MEPMUHOA0SUHECKUX U PUIMOPU-
ueckux pecypco 045 cboeil MeOHOMHOU SMUKU, 4 AKKE
ocobeHHOCTU UX UHMepnpemayuy pycckum gpuiocogpom
6 dyxe cobcmBennoeo yuenus. 5 nokasvibar cnopHocms u
HeoCmopoXxHoCcms ucnoav3oBanus Jlocckum xanmobekor
MOPANbLHOTL MEPMUHOAO0UL U 0EMOHCTPUPYI0 PAO nepece-
uenyil smueckon apeymenmavuu y Kanma u Jlocckoeo ¢
yuemom ee npoekyull Ha paouKaibHO PasAutHbe OHNIOAO-
euteckue u 2HOCeo102uHecKie YcmaHobKu.

KaroueBuvie caoBa: Jlocckuii, Kanwm, xameeopuue-
ckutl umnepamub, smuka, c60600a, 110606, npakmute-
ckas gpusocopus
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THE ETHICS
OF THE CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE.
LOSSKY UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF KANT

P.R. Bonadyseva'

The Russian intuitivist philosopher Nikolay Loss-
ky repeatedly admitted Kant’s substantial formative
influence on him as a scholar. Moreover, Lossky was
a disciple of the Russian Kantian Aleksander Vveden-
sky, and was one of the most successful translators
of the first Critique. However, his own philosophical
project is rather the opposite of the critical programme.
While in the framework of Lossky’s epistemology the
specificities of his reading of Kant have received a fair
amount of attention in Russian scholarship, in the eth-
ical field the Russian philosopher’s comments on Kant
have passed largely unnoticed. My task is to reveal the
link between Kant’s practical philosophy and Lossky’s
ethics. A demonstration of the degree of Kant’s influ-
ence in this field will enlarge and concretise the cur-
rent thinking about Lossky’s perception of Kant. We
are looking at a whole range of parallels and borrow-
ings. My comparative analysis focuses on the follow-
ing aspects: 1) definition and uses of the term “cate-
gorical imperative”, 2) free will as the condition of the
possibility of moral action, 3) the cause of moral evil, 4)
the role of the idea of God in ethics. As a result, I reveal
how Lossky used elements of Kant’s practical philos-
ophy as conceptual, terminological and rhetorical re-
sources in his theonomic ethics, and how the Russian
philosopher interpreted them in line with his own doc-
trine. I arque that Lossky’s use of the Kantian moral
terminology is incautious and debatable and point out
several intersections of ethical arqumentations in the
light of its projection on radically different ontological
and epistemological principles.

Keywords: Lossky, Kant, categorical imperative,
ethics, freedom, love, practical philosophy

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.

14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236016, Russia.
Received: 07.12.2021.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-4-3

KanmoBexuit cooprux. 2022. T. 41, Ne 4. C. 60—75.

Kantian Journal, 2022, vol. 41, no. 4, pp. 60-75.



1. BBenenme

IlepBoe, 4TO IPUXOAUT Ha yM MCCiIefOBaTe-
JII0, 03a7ladyeHHOMY CTeIleHbI0 KaHTOBCKOIO BIIVI-
sHMS Ha prrtocodckoe TBopuecTso Jlocckoro, —
OCYIIIeCTBJIEHHBIVI PycCKUM puitocodom Iiepe-
Boz, «Kputukn uncroro pasyma» (1907). Dto ser-
KO OOBSACHMMO, TaK KaK JJaHHBIV IIepeBof, 0 CUX
IIOp CYMTaeTCd peJleBaHTHBIM B PYCCKOSI3bIYHOM
KaHTOBeleHMN. B oTimume ot mepesopa mepsont
KaHTOBCKOM «Kputmkm» M. V. Briaguciasiiesa
(1867) m mosiBuBIerocs cryctst 30 jleT mepesoma
H. M. Cokosnosa (1896—1897, Bropoe m3maHme —
1902), comepkaBix O0sIbIIIOe KOJIMYECTBO HETOU-
HocTev, JIocckoMy yaasioch He TOJIIBKO M30aBUTh-
Csl OT OHIMOOK ¥ VCKaKeHMVI IIPOIUIBIX IIepeBO-
JI0B, HO ¥ JJOCTaTOYHO TOYHO IlepeaTh aBTOPCKUIL
ctiib KanTa. DT0 M onpenenio TOT akTt, 4To
€ro BapMaHT [I0 CMX IIop OepeTcs 3a OCHOBY IS
BCeX ITOCIIeAYIONINX NAMY aKageMU4ecKux n3za-
Hui rlepeBofia «KpuTukm umcroro pasyma» B Poc-
cum. XOTs BO BCex 3TUX IlepeBopax TekcT Jloccko-
ro IpoIesl KOPPeKINIo MOocjle CBepPKM C OpPUTH-
HaJIOM, HeJIb3s He IPWU3HaTh, YTO CTOJIb YCIIeIITHO
OCYIIeCTBUTh TUTAHMUYECKUI TPY[, IO IepeBOIy
Y agaIITarny TaKOro CJIOKHOIO TeKCTa BO3MOXKHO
JITITH TPV YCJTOBMM BBICOKOV JTMYHOV 3aMTHTEpPe-
COBAHHOCTV B €T0 COfIepKaHMI>.

KaHnT cpirpas sHaunMyo posib B pryiocodckom
craHosJteHMM Jlocckoro. Bo MHOrom 3Ta posib Obli1a
o0ycsioBIIeHa TeM, 4To JIocckmit yumsicsi B yHUBep-
cutere y A. V1. BBereHCKOro, OfHOTO 13 KpyIIHeVI-
VX IIpefiCTaBuTesIell HeOKaHTMaHCcTBa B Poccum
TOTO BpeMeHM, U JI0 BCTpedN C JIeOHUITMAHIIEM
A. A. Ko3JI0BBIM UCITHITaJI CVJIBHOE BIIMSHIME KaH-
tnaHctBa. A.IO. bepnaukosa nmiet, uto Jloc-
CKUL y>XXe B IIepuoj] CTyJleHuYecTBa BbIHAIIVBaJI

2 C srom MbIcJibio cortacHa u B. C. TToniosa, oftHako oHa
CYMTaeT, 9TO IIOMVIMO MHTepeca K Pa3sBUTIIO COOCTBEHHO
THOCEOJIOTMI VI JKeJIlaHMs MCIIPaBUTh MHOTOYVICJIEHHBIe
OIIMOKM B IIepeBojiax IpeIecTBeHHMKOB JIocckmM pyKo-
BOJIWIO CTpeMJIeHNe I10Ka3aTh CBOKO KOHIIETIIINIO KaK 3a-
KOHOMEPHYIO C TOUKM 3peHMsl MCTOPUKO-(PIIOCO(PCKOro
IIpoIiecca, a Takke HeoOOXOIMMOCTb 00IalaTh MHCTPYMEH-
TapvieM I IIoJleMUKM ¢ yumTesieM — A. VI BeemeHckym
(ITomosa, 2015, c. 71).
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1. Introduction

The first thing that comes to mind when
we turn our attention to the degree of Kant's
influence on Nikolay Lossky’s philosophical
work is the fact that he translated the Critique
of Pure Reason (1907). Indeed, this translation is
still relevant in Russian Kant scholarship. Un-
like the translation of the first Kantian Critique
by Michail I. Vladislavlev (1867) and by Niko-
lay M. Solovyov thirty years later (1896 —1897,
second edition 1902), which had many inaccu-
racies, Lossky managed not only to get rid of
the mistakes and distortions of earlier transla-
tions, but to convey Kant’s style, which is why
his version is used as the basis in all five Rus-
sian academic translations of the Critique of
Pure Reason. Although in all these translations
Lossky’s text was checked against the original,
it has to be admitted that the daunting task of
translating and adapting such a complicated
text could only have been successfully accom-
plished by someone who had a keen personal
interest in its content.

Immanuel Kant played a significant role
in Lossky’s development as a philosopher.
The reason for this is that Lossky’s teacher
at university was Aleksander I. Vvedensky,
one of the most prominent representatives of
Neo-Kantianism in Russia at that time, and be-
fore he met the Leibnizian Alexey A. Kozlov he
had experienced deeply the influence of Kan-
tianism. Alexandra Yu. Berdnikova (2017, p. 39)
writes that already as a student Lossky enter-
tained the idea of “productively overcoming

2 Varvara S. Popova (2015, p. 71) goes along with this
view but points out that in addition to having an interest
in the development of his own epistemology and the
wish to correct the numerous mistakes in previous
translations, Lossky sought to demonstrate that his
concept was valid in terms of the historical-philosophical
process, as well as to acquire a toolkit for a polemic with
his teacher, A. Vvedensky.
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UIIero «IIpoAyKTUBHO ITpeonosteTs IOma 1 KanTa»
VI «IIPUMUPUTE» THoceostoruio KanTta n mMetadpm-
3uKy JlentOHuia. Ilo ee MHeHMIO, 3aHSTHE TIepe-
Bogamu KanTa Ob110 00yCITOBIIEHO 3TVIM CTpeMIle-
HueM (bepmHuKoBa, 2017, c. 39).

@DakTrueckn B KaXXIoM cBoeM Tpyae Jlocckmit
YIIOMVHAJI HEMEITKOTO MBICJINTeIIsA, 00Cy>X1ajl ero
ugen win ux abeppalyio B IIO3UTUBU3ME, Heo-
KaHTMAHCTBe, (PeHOMEHOJIOrMM ¥ MHBIX PuIo-
codpckmx HampasiieHUsX. Tak, B «OOocHOBaHMM
VHTYWTVBI3Ma», CBOEM IJIABHOM Tpyze 1o dhwIo-
codprmt mozHaHMs, JTocckuit ocatv KanTy 3Ha-
YUTEIPHYIO YacTh TeKCTa ¥, IIPU3HAB PEBOJIIOIN-
OHHOe 3HaueHVe KaHTOBCKOM dwiocodnm, cae-
J1aJ1 CJIeY FOIIIVIVA BBIBOZ; «...Teopwisi 3HaHMs KaHTa
HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHO IIOITOTOBWIIA TIepexor K YHU-
BEPCAIICTYeCKOMY SMIIMPU3MY (MHTYUTVUBW3-
My)» (JTocckmir, 19916, c. 141)°. VHBIMU CITOBaMM,
JTocckmit cumTasl KaHTOBCKML KpUTULIVI3M Hanbo-
Jlee IIPOrPeccUBHBIM (PMIIOCOPCKUM yUeHVeM 13
CYIIIeCTBOBaBIIINX 0 €r0 COOCTBEHHOV THOCEOIIO-
run. OmHaAKO IpY JaJIbHEVIIeM pasBUTUM CBOEV
KOHIIEIIIVY VHTYUTUBU3Ma JIOCCKMTI COBEpPIIINII
MHOTOKpaTHBIe TOIBITKI IIe€PeOCMBICIIEHNS KaH-
TOBCKOTO TpaHCIleHIeHTasm3Ma. I1o ero MHeHmIO,
kpuTnmsM KaHTa He IO3BOJISTI COXPAaHUTH THO-
CEOJIOrMYEeCKMIL OITVMMU3M OTHOCUTEIBHO II03Ha-
BaeMOCTVI MIPa, TIO3HaBAa€MOCTH «s1» 1 «OTKPBITO-
CTV» OOBEKTa [T CO3HAHMS CyOpeKTa’.

YauTeiBas BCe 3TO, MOXHO OIIpeJIeJIeHHO
yTBepXXIIaTh, 9TO JIOCCKIMVI HaXOMMJIICS IIOf, CUJIb-
HBIM BJIMSHMEM KaHTOBCKOM MbIci. OmHako
ecJIM B OHTOJIOCMM Y THOCeojIornm JIocckoro 3to
BJIVISIHVIE ODO3HAYaeTCs SIBHO ¥ HEIIOCPEICTBEeH-
HO, OHO MHOT'OKPATHO IIO/IBepPrajoch aHaJIu3y, TO
B 3TUKe Jlocckoro muen kéHUrcOeprckoro pwto-
codpa IO CMX TIOP YCKOJIB3ajIM OT IIPVICTAJIBHOTO
VICCITeIOBATETHCKOro BHMMaHMST . COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, 3aj1ava JaHHOV CTaThbVI COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI

® TlompobHee 06 3Tom cm.: (I[Tomosa, 2015, ¢. 63, 65).

* O mpeeMCTBEHHOCTM B THOCEOJIOTMM W CIIEKTpe
po0rTeM, K KOTOphIM cBofMTCs Kputika KanTa JTocckum,
cm.: (bonaspicesa, 2020, c. 97, 99, 104).

> Hampumep, 3eHBKOBCKMW paccMaTpuBaeT Jlocckoro
KaK MPUHIMINAIEHOTO ITPOTUBHMKA 3TUYEeCKOro pejls-
tBm3Ma (3erpkosckmir, 2001, c. 638).
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Hume and Kant” and “reconciling” Kant’s epis-
temology with Leibniz’s metaphysics. She be-
lieves that this accounts for his taking up the
translation.

In practically all of his works Lossky men-
tioned the German thinker, discussed his ideas
or their aberration in Positivism, Neo-Kantian-
ism, Phenomenology and other philosophical
trends. Thus in his main work on the philos-
ophy of cognition, The Intuitive Basis of Knowl-
edge, Lossky (1919, p. 158) devotes a major part
of the text to Kant and, recognising the revolu-
tionary significance of the Kantian philosophy,
arrives at the following conclusion: “Kant’s
theory thus seems to me to prepare the ground
for universalistic empiricism (intuitional-
ism).”? In other words, Lossky considered
Kantian criticism to be the most progressive
of all the philosophical schools pre-dating his
epistemology. However, in developing his
concept of intuitivism, Lossky made multiple
attempts to rethink Kantian transcendentalism.
In his opinion, Kant’s critique had no room for
epistemological optimism concerning the cog-
nisability of the world, the cognisability of “I1”
and the “openness” of the object to the cognis-
ing subject.

All this leaves no doubt that Kant had a
strong influence on Lossky. However, while in
Lossky’s ontology and epistemology this influ-
ence was overt and direct and was repeatedly
analysed, Kant’s ideas in Lossky’s ethics have
to date eluded close study.” Accordingly, the
task of this article is to reveal the link between
Kant’s practical philosophy and Lossky’s eth-
ics, which will enlarge and concretise the idea
of Lossky’s perception of Kant in Russian

® For more detail see Popova (2015, pp. 63, 65).

4 On the continuity in epistemology and the range of
problems encompassed by Lossky’s critique of Kant see
Bonadyseva (2020, pp. 97, 99, 104).

> For example, Vasily V. Zenkovsky (2001, p. 638)
considers Lossky to be a principled opponent of ethical
relativism.



BBISIBUTB CBSI3b MEXK/Ty KaHTOBCKOV ITPAaKTIYeCKO
dutocoduent 1 3TUKON pycckoro dpmstocoda, 4To
IIO3BOJIUT 3HAUYMTEIBHO JIONOJIHUTE M YTOYHUTH
CyIIeCTByIOIllee B POCCUVICKMX WCCIIeOBaHMAX
npencrasiaeHne o BocnpuATun KanTa Jlocckmm.
51 mpoBenly cpaBHeHMe IO CJIEIYIOIIVMM TeMaTu-
YeCcKVM acIieKTaM, KJTFOUeBBbIM JIJI STUYecKX Te-
opum 0doux dustocodos: 1) IOHATHE «KaTeropu-
YeCcKMUVI MMIIepaTuB», 2) cBo0OoIa BOJIM KakK yCJIO-
Bli€ OCYIIIeCTBJIEHVSI MOPaJIbHBIX JIeVICTBUTL, 3) ce-
Osu1I00Me KaK IpyYVHa MOpasIbHOIO 371, 4) maes
bora B sTnke.

B pesysibraTe s 1okaxy, Kakye 3JIeMeHTBHI ITpak-
Trdeckon dpwtocopmm Kanra JIocckmit McIosb-
3yeT B KadeCTBe TePMMHOIOIMYECKIX Y TIOHSATUTI-
HBIX PeCcypcoB il IOCTPOeHMsI STIYECKON Teo-
PUM 1 KaK MHTepIIpeTUpPYeT MX B yXe cCOOCTBEeH-
HOM (p1I10cOPCKOM CHCTEMBIL.

2. 3amMcTBOBaHME TEpPMMHA
«KaTeropmuuecKui MMIepaTmB»

LleHTpa/IbHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM KaHTOBCKOV ITpak-
TUYecKom prtocodnm sIBJIseTCs KaTeropudecKuii
MMIIepaTuB — aIllpUOPHBIV 3aKOH UMCTOrO ITpak-
TIYeCKOro pa3yMa, 0003HaYarOIIVT BBICIITY IO HOP-
My MOpaJIbHOTO roBefieHns. OH HallpaB/leH Ha Je-
JIOBEUeCKYIO BOJIIO, YS3BUMYIO ISl IIPUPOIHBIX
CKJIOHHOCTeV, IIPeIIATCTBYIOIIMX peasI3aliii J10-
Opa, 11 MpUHYX/IaeT YyesioBeKa K JJ00poMy IOCTyTI-
Ky JIMIIb OOHVM pasyMOM. DTy XapaKTepuCTH-
Ky MOpasIbHOTO 3akoHa KaHT Ha3bIBaeT «I0JDKeH-
CTBOBaHVEM», OHA BbIpa’kaeT OOBeKTVBHYIO 3Ha-
YMMOCTE J100pozeTeTi. DTO O3Ha4aeT, YTo, ecjIn
ObI pasyM CMOr IIOJTHOCTBIO OIIPeesIUTh BOJIIO,
71000V IOCTYIIOK Hen30eXXHO OblI Obl coBeplleH
I10 JTAHHOMY 3aKOHY.

MopastbHBIVI aOCOITIOT, KOTOPBIM CUMTAaeTCs Ka-
TeropyMyeckKUy VMIlepaTuB, HeoOXOIVMMO IIOHU-
MaTh KaK TaKoe YCJIOBMe dYeJIOBeUeCcKVX IOCTYTI-
KOB, KOTOpO€e caMO He 00yCJIOBJIeHO HUKAKVM JIpy-
ruM. OH cyIIecTByeT a priori KaK BBICIINVI ITPaKTU-
YeCKVVI IIPYHIIVIII ITO OTHOIIEHWIO K YeJIOBeUeCKO
BOJIe, V1 erO ITPOVCXOXK]IeHNe, KaK ¥ ITPOVCXOXK]Ie-
He CBOOOIBI IEVICTBOBATh COITIACHO 3TOMY IIPVIH-
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scholarship. I propose to compare the follow-
ing aspects that are key to the ethical theories
of both philosophers: 1) the concept of “cate-
gorical imperative”, 2) freedom of will as the
condition of moral actions, 3) self-love as the
cause of moral evil and 4) the idea of God in
ethics.

As a result, I will show which elements of
Kant’s practical philosophy Lossky uses as ter-
minological and conceptual resources in build-
ing his ethical theory and how he interprets
them in the spirit of his own philosophical
system.

2. Borrowing of the Term
“Categorical Imperative”

The central element of Kant’s practical phi-
losophy is the categorical imperative, the a
priori law of pure practical reason signifying
the highest norm of moral behaviour. It is di-
rected at the human will which is exposed to
natural proclivities that obstruct the manifes-
tation of good; it demands of the human being
to act morally by mere reason. Kant refers to
this feature of the moral law as “oughtness”,
which expresses the objective value of virtue.
That is, if reason could determine the will en-
tirely, any act would inevitably correspond to
this law.

The moral absolute, otherwise termed the
categorical imperative, should be seen as a
condition of human acts which itself is not con-
ditioned by anything. It exists a priori as the
supreme practical principle with respect to
the human will, and its origin, like the origin
of the freedom to act in accordance with this
principle, cannot be established in the frame-
work of transcendental philosophy (GMS,
AA 04, pp. 428-431; Kant, 1997, pp. 36-39). The
moral law is the condition of deserving to be
happy congruent with reason (KpV, AA 05,
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LIVITY, HeJIb34 YCTaHOBUTE B paMKaXx TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TasibHO pvtocopmm (AA 04, S. 428—431; Kanr,
19948, c. 205—207). MopasIbHBII 3aKOH €CThb CO-
o0pasHOe C pa3yMOM yCJIOBUe JOCTOVIHOCTM OBITh
cgacmBbIM (AA 05, S. 144—145; Kanut, 19%4a,
c. 545). OgHako B XM3HU YejioBeKa MOopaJlb COBep-
IIIEHHO He 00s3aTeJIbHO IIpeqIioiaraeT C4acThbe,
IIOTOMY M cyacThe, corlacHo KaHTy, — He camo-
11eJIb M y>K TOYHO He 11eJ1b MOPaJIbHOTO TIOBeIeH s

JIocckmmt Besten, 3a KaHTOM IpOTMBONOCTABIISA-
eT CBOe yueHMe 3BIeMOHmcTrYecko stuke. Co-
ry1acHo JIocckoMy, Mopasib He ecTh 00yCIIOBJIIEHHOE
npuponon npuHyxaeHve soym. OgHako oHa SB-
JIgeTcsl NPUHYXKIeHWeM, IIOCKOJIBKY OCO3HaeTCcs
pa3yMHBIM CYIIIeCTBOM U OKa3bIBaeT BJIVIIHIME Ha
ero nosezieHye. JIocckmyl MPUXOANUT K BBIBOAY, YTO
MOpaJib — MMMaHeHTHasl CiJla CBepX4yBCTBEeHHO-
ro nopsifika. ITomo6no Kanry, Jlocckum yTBepkia-
eT, 4YTO MopaJlb JOJDKHA CyIIecTBOBaTh OIHOBpe-
MeHHO B (popMe 3aKOHa 1 PeryJIsiTUBHOIO Mleasla.
OH muIrerT:

...ifleaJtbHOE Oy/IyIliee HaJIMUECTBYeT B IIPerICo-
3HaHWMM KaXIIOTO CYITecTBa, HO OHO He eCTb npu-
pooHas, cCOTBOpeHHasi borom CymiHOCTb MHIVBU-
IyyMa, BBIHYXXAaloIasg ¥ deTepMUHMPYIOas
€ro IOBefieHIe: OHO eCTh co3epIliaeMbli borom
Vileasl, CJTY KAyl IS VIHOVIBUIYYMa HOPMOIO
€ro MOBeJIeHs’, T.e. Y4eM-TO TaKlM, 4TO CBOOO/I-
HO MOXXeT OBITh OCYIIIECTBJIEHO B JI€VICTBUTEIIb-
HOM IIOBEZIeHN, HO MOXET OBITh U OTBEPTHYTO
(/Toccxmmz, 1991a, c. 60).

JIocckuit mosiaraeT, 4YTo 3TOT 3aKOH OTKPhIBaeT-
Cs HaM B HeIIOCPeJICTBEHHOM pedIIeKCBHOM CO-
sepuanum (Tam xe, c. 148). UroObl nogyepkHYThH
CXOIICTBO (POPMYJIVIPYEMOrO MM 3aKOHa C KaHTOB-
CKOV KOHIIemimert, Jlocckum maxe 3aMIMCTBYeT
TepMUH «KaTeropu4ecKmuii mmMieparus». Ho Mo-
IyT Jiui OBITh MIAEHTUYHBI JBa MMIlepaTuBa Ipu
CTOJIb Pas3/IMYHBIX OHTOJIOIVIYECKMX ¥ THOCEOJIO-
rmueckmx noaxogax? KoneutHo, HeT.

¢ Cyps no BceMy, TO, uTO JIocckmit Ha3BasI 37ech «co3ep-

LaeMbIM borom mpieasom», — B CTpOrom cmbicie Metado-
pa. Pwiocod maree MOSICHSET, UTO ITOHMMAET IO HUM
BO3MOJKHBIVI ITyTh [IOBEIE€HMS MHIMBIMIA, KOTOPBI BCe-
BemymeMy bory Takke mM3BecTeH, JaxKe ecyI U He Oyner
ocyiectsiteH (JIocckmir, 1991a, c. 148).
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pp. 144-145; Kant, 2002, pp. 182-183). Howev-
er, morality does not necessarily imply hap-
piness because even happiness, according to
Kant, is not an end in itself and certainly not
the goal of moral behaviour.

Lossky, following Kant, counterposes his
doctrine to eudaimonic ethics. According to
Lossky, morality is not coercion of the will
conditioned by nature. Yet it is coercion inso-
far as a conscious being is aware of it and his
behaviour is influenced by it. Lossky con-
cludes that morality is an immanent force of a
supra-sensible kind. Like Kant, Lossky main-
tains that morality should exist simultaneously
in the form of law and of a regulative ideal. He
writes:

[...] the ideal future exists in the pre-con-
sciousness of every being, but it is not a nat-
ural, God-created essence of the individual
that forces and determines his behaviour: it is
a God-contemplated ideal which serves as a
norm of individual behaviour,® i.e. something
that can be freely exercised in real behaviour,
but can also be rejected (Lossky, 1991a, p. 60).

Lossky assumes that this law is open to us in
direct reflexive contemplation (ibid., p. 148). To
underscore the similarity of the law he formu-
lates to Kant’s concept, Lossky even borrows
the term “categorical imperative”. But can two
imperatives be identical given such dissimilar
ontological and epistemological approaches?
Of course not.

In Kant’s doctrine, “things-in-themselves”
are totally inaccessible to human cognition. In
turn, according to the ontological concept rep-
resented in Lossky’s ideal-realism, the real
world is the result of the creative force of su-

¢ The signs are that what Lossky refers to as a “God-
contemplated ideal” is strictly speaking a metaphor.
Further on he explains that he means a possible behaviour
of an individual which is known to the omniscient God,
even if it does not materialise (Lossky, 1991a, p. 148).



B ydyenun KanTa «Berm camu 1o cebe» co-
BEPIIIEHHO HEIOCTYIIHBI UeI0BeUYeCKOMY II03Ha-
HI0. B cBOIO 0Yeperb, COrsIacHO OHTOJIOITYECKO
KOHLIEIIIMY, IIpefCTaBjIeHHON B Weasl-peans-
Me JIocckoro, gecTBUTe IbHBIN MWUP SIBIISIETCS Pe-
3yJIBTaTOM TBOPUYECKOV CVJIbI CBEpPXBPEMEHHBIX U
CBEpPXIIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHBIX CYIIIHOCTEV, IMEIOIIIVIX
MOTEHIINIO K JIMYHOCTHOMY OBITUIO U peasin3yio-
VX ee IIyTeM CO3IaHus SMIVPUYECKOVl peaslb-
HocTu (Jlocckmit, 1995, c. 148). Ilpu aTom Kax gen-
CTBUTEJIbHBIV, TaK M MAeaIbHbIVI MUP JOCTYITHBI
yestoBedeckomy nosHaHMIO (Tam xe, c. 133). Iomy-
yaeTcs, 9To JIocCKmMiT MMesT IPOTMBOIIONIOKHYIO
KaHTy OHTOrHOCEOJIOrMUeCcKYIO TIO3UIINIO, HO BCe
JKe VMICKpeHHe CUMTaJl, YTO BbIBEeJI OCHOBOIIOJIara-
IOV TIPVHILINIIBI CBOe1 (prytocodryt BO MHOIOM
6marogapst Kaury. Tarores x dpwiocodpum Bcee-
OVMHCTBa, Jlocckum cTpeMmicss IIpeofosieTh KaH-
TOBCKME I'PaHMUIIBI MeXIy CyObeKTOM 1 0Obek-
TOM, IIpeXKJIe BCero ITyTeM IOMYIIeHVs CIIOCOOHO-
CTVI HEIIOCPEIICTBEHHOIO0 3HaHWs, KOTopas B ero
y4eHUN PacIipoCTpaHMIIach 1 Ha STUKY.

Jlocckmit TIBITaeTCs COEOVHUTH CBOE THOCEO-
JIOTMUecKoe yueHe 00 MHTYUTVBHOM IIO3HaHWN
C XPUCTMAHCKVIMM MOpaJIbBHBIMM IIOCTYJIaTaMA.
Tax, onvceIBast COOCTBEHHYIO 3TIUYECKYIO TEOPUIO,
Has3blBaeMYIO MM XPVCTMAHCKOV TEOHOMHOV 3TU-
KO, pycckmuit pmitocodp HEOTHOKPATHO BOCIIPO-
M3BOOUT Onbsierickue 3arioBeny JIIOOBYU, yTBEpXK-
Jasi, 4TO pasfesisgeT XPUCTUAHCKYIO YCTaHOBKY O
JM00BM KaK IVIaBHOM 3TW4ecKoM mocrysiare (JIoc-
ckmt, 1991a, c. 60, 67). JTxo60Bb y JIoccKoro MoxxHO
paccMaTpuBaTh B IBYX aclieKTax. Bo-TiepBeIx, 3TOT
TePMVH IIPVCYTCTBYeT B €r0 TeKCTe 17151 0003Have-
HVS CJIOXKHOTO TICXO3MOIIMOHAIBHOTO SIBJIIEHMS,
MIPOSIBJISIONIErOCsl B KadeCTBe JIMYHOCTHOIO VM-
MaHeHTHOro IepexxuBanus (TaMm xe, c. 67). DTOT
acIeKT OTChbUIaeT B IIePBYIO ouepeb K rpedecko-
My TepMUHY ¢iAia. A BO-BTOpBIX, JIIOOOBb — 3TO
BOJIeBOe OTHOIIIeHVIe, CMBIC]I KOTOPOTO B CTpeMle-
HUM K COeIVMHEHMIO 3K3VUCTEeHIUM cyiecTs. Ta-
Kas JII0OOBb — IIPEeBO3MOTaoIIas 1 )KepTBeHHasl.
B Hert mpovicxommT oco3HaHMe Jo0pa Kak JI0JIra,
a IIOTOMY OHa HeoOxommMo BezleT K Mopain (Tam
Xe, c. 68 —69). MbI MOXXeM cKa3aTb, UTO B OTHOIIIe-
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pra-temporal and supra-spatial agents who
have the potential of personal being and im-
plement it by creating empirical reality (Loss-
ky, 1995, p. 148). Both the real and the ideal
worlds are accessible to human cognition (ibid.,
p. 133). It turns out that Lossky held an onto-
logical-epistemological position opposite to
Kant’s, yet sincerely believed that the founda-
tional principles of his philosophy owed much
to Kant. Gravitating toward the philosophy
of vseyedinstvo (“all-unity”) Lossky sought to
overcome the Kantian boundaries between sub-
ject and object by positing the possibility of
direct knowledge which in his doctrine also ap-
plied to ethics.

Lossky attempts to combine his epistemo-
logical doctrine of intuitive cognition with
Christian moral postulates. Thus, in describ-
ing his ethical theory, which he calls Christian
theonomic ethics, Lossky repeatedly invokes
biblical commandments of love, declaring that
he shares the Christian principle of love as the
main ethical postulate (Lossky, 1991a, pp. 60,
67). Love, according to Lossky, can be viewed
from two perspectives. First, the term is present
in the text to denote the complex psycho-emo-
tional state which manifests itself as a personal
immanent experience (ibid., p. 67). This aspect
harks back mainly to the Greek term ¢idia. And
second, love is a relation of the will which is a
striving for the unification of human existences.
Such love involves overcoming and sacrifice.
It brings awareness of good as duty and thus
inevitably leads to morality (ibid., pp. 68-69). It
can be said that when Lossky speaks about love
in the ethical sense, he has in mind the ancient
Greek word dyadnn or the Latin caritas. But the
same concept also enables Lossky to validate
the key thesis of his onto-epistemology, “All
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HUM JIFOOBU B 3TMUYECKOM CMBbICiIe JIocckuin mme-
€T B BUJLy JIpeBHerpevuecKoe dyart] VIV JKe JIaTVH-
ckoe caritas. Ho 3T0 moHsTHMe TakXXe II03BOJISET
Jlocckomy obecrieunTh ITpaBOMEPHOCTH IJIaBHO-
r'o Te3vca CBOeVl OHTOrHoceosiornm — «Bce mMmma-
HEHTHO BceMy»'. Eciii pasBepHYTBb 3Ty MBICIb B
JaHHOM KJIIOUe, IOJIy4IIoCh OBl BCe MIMMAaHEeHT-
HO BCeMy, TIOTOMY UTO BCe eCTh JII000Bb.

BorteBas j11060Bb TTOHVIMaeTCs PryI0copoM Kak
KaTeropmueckmny mmirepatus. VI B camom perte,
JIocckmit mpUIIVICHIBAET Psifl €r0 IIPM3HAKOB 3TOMY
3TUYeCKOMY Hadasly. Bo-miepBblX, J1I000Bb — 3TO
VIMIIEPATVIB, He 3HAIOIIMV VICKJTIOUeHW VI TIpefl-
moJIararommin qoypkeHcrsopanvie. ITo moicim JIoc-
CKOTO, IOJDKEHCTBOBAHeE SIBIISIeTCS BhICITIEN pop-
MOV TIOBEIeHMS U CJICIICTBYEM OCO3HAHMS 00BHeK-
TUBHOV LIEHHOCTY IPYTUX, TO €CTh HeOOXOIVIMBIM
CIIEJICTBVIEM OOBEKTMBHOI'O JJOCTOVIHCTBA 11eJIN CY-
IIIeCTBa, HEOOXOIVIMO CTPEMSIIerocss K IT0JTHOTe
OBITUSL: «...KOHeuHble yeAU YCTaHABIIMBAIOTCS KaK
HeuTo 004xH0e. ODBIACHSICTCS 3TO IOJKeHCTBOBA-
HVIe CCBUIKOIO Ha TO, UTO COoflep>KaHue JaHHOM KO-
HEYHOVI 11eJIV eCTh HeuTo IIeHHOe caMo I1o ceDe...
<...> ...OHO MMeeT 0e3YcA06HbLIl XapaKTepP; ITO Ka-
mezopuveckuil umnepamub: modbu bora Oosbiire,
yeM cebst; 71r00m OiIvKHero, Kak cedst...» (Tam xe,
c. 68). IlomuepkmBas 310, JIocckm1 He eITHOXK/IBI
LUTUPYET KaHTOBCKYIO popmyity «Ibl IOJDKeH,
CJIeZIOBaTeIIBHO, THI MOXelllb» (Tam ke, c. 98).

Bo-BTOpBIX, Kak camTaeT prtocod, BosieBas JIio-
0oBb HITUeM He 0OYCJIOBJIeHA M3BHE, HO CIIOCOOHa
OIpeesIATh MoBeeHVe YesloBeKa, IIOCKOJIBKY SIB-
JIIeTCS BHY TPEHHVIM OCHOBAHVIEM €0 HPaBCTBEH-
Hom JleaTenbHOCTU (TaMm ke, c. 67). VInTepecHo 1
TO, YTO MMIIepaTuB JIOCCKOro MMeeT MHTEHIIVO-
HaJIBHYIO HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTh. JIoccKmv yTBepKia-
€T, UTO JII00OBb MOpasIbHa, eCciIV HallpaBJleHa Ha
abcormroTHBIE 1IeHHOCTY (IOOPO, JTI000BL, KpacoTy
VI T.IL), I aMOpaJIbHa, €CJIV IMeeT CBOeVI 11eJIbI0 OT-
HOCUTeJIbHBIE IIEHHOCTY (yIOBOJIBCTBYIE, MaTepy-
apHyI0 nobpornetests u T.IL) (Tam xe, c. 182).

B-Tperpux, cornacHo Jlocckomy, j11000Bb Kak
KaTeropMyecKnyl MMIlepaTuB o0J1aaeT adCcoIroT-

7 O mo3HaBaTeIbHOM aciieKkre Jio0Bu B 3THKe JIocckoro
(B cpaBrenMM ¢ KoHLemmerr M. [llennepa) cm.: (Navickas,
1978, p. 123 —124).
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is immanent in all”.” To spell out this idea in a
different way, all is immanent in all because all
is love.

The philosopher sees volitional love as a cat-
egorical imperative. Indeed, he ascribes some
of its features to this ethical principle. First of
all, love is an imperative that brooks no ex-
ceptions and implies oughtness. According to
Lossky, oughtness is the highest form of be-
haviour and a consequence of awareness of the
objective worth of others, i.e. a necessary conse-
quence of the objective worth of the goal of the
being that necessarily strives toward a fullness
of being: “...finite goals are set as something that
ought to be. The oughtness is explained by the
fact that the content of this finite goal is some-
thing valuable in itself [...] it has an uncondi-
tional character; it is a categorical imperative:
love God more than yourself; love your neigh-
bour as you love yourselt” (ibid., p. 98).

Second, Lossky argues, volitional love is not
conditioned by anything external, but can de-
termine human behaviour because it is an inner
foundation of the individual’s moral activity
(ibid., p. 67). Interestingly, Lossky’s imperative
has an intentional character. Lossky claims that
love is moral if it is directed toward absolute
values (good, love, beauty, etc.) and immoral if
it is directed toward relative values (pleasure,
material goods, etc.) (ibid., p. 182).

Third, according to Lossky, love as a cate-
gorical imperative is an absolute necessity for
any willing creature (ibid., p. 59), and for the
philosopher it becomes, accordingly, a univer-
sal criterion for assessing the actual morality of
individual human beings and entire cultures.
Lossky, like Kant, rejects the relativity of mo-
rality and claims that the true moral ideal is

On the cognitive aspect of love in Lossky’s ethics
(compared with Max Scheler’s concept) see Navickas
(1978, pp. 123-124).



HOVI HeOOXOIVIMOCTBIO J171s JIFOOO0TO BOJISIIETO CY-
mectsa (Tam xe, c. 59), a ny1st pustocoda oHa cTa-
HOBUTCS, COOTBETCTBEHHO, YHMBEPCAJIBHBIM KPVI-
TepreM OIeHKM (PaKTMIeCKOV HPaBCTBEHHOCTH
KaK OT/[eJIbHBIX JIIOHeV, TaK M IIeJIbIX KYJIBTYP.
JIocckmmt, xak m KaHT, oTBepraer OTHOCHTEIIb-
HOCTB MOpaJIV VI yTBEPK/IaeT, YTO B 3eMHBIX yCJIO-
BUSIX TIOIJIVHHBIV MOPaJIBHBIN M/Ieall, BeposiTHee
BCEero, He OCYIIeCTBMM. B IicuxomarepmaibHOM
MUpe Jake JIydlllyie TOCTYIIKM COfepKaT JIVIIIb
yvacTruHoe goopo (Tam xe, c. 96—97).

31eck BO3SHMKAET BOIIPOC 00 YMeCTHOCTM 3a-
VMIMCTBOBaHMS KaHTOBCKOIO TepMIMHa. bostee Toro,
caM HeMelKui (pwiocod OTBEPr BO3MOXHOCTH
VCIIOJIB30BaTh IIOHATVE JIFOOBM B KadecTBe O0b-
€KTVBHOIO OCHOBaHMS HPaBCTBEHHOCTN. [lero B
TOM, UTO IIOHSTHE «JIF000Bb» OIVICHIBAET HE TOJIb-
KO popMy IIOCTYIIKa, KaK 3TO IIpM3BaH IeJIaTh
KaHTOBCKMVI VIMIIEpaTVB, HO ¥ €ro copepkaHue.
Kareropuuecknit vmiiepars, KpoMe CaMOro 3a-
KOHa, BCeoOIllero M He OrpaHMYeHHOro HUKa-
KVM YyCJIOBVIE€M, COAEepXXUT B cebe TOJIbKO Heobxo-
IVIMOCTh MaKCUMBI — OBITh COOOpa3sHBIM C 3TUM
3akoHOM (AA 04, S. 420—421; KanT, 19948, c. 195).
JIroGoBb Xe, eciv AOIYCTUTH ee B KauecTBe MO-
PaJIBHOTO IIPWHIINIIA, ObUIa ObI OrpaHNYeHa YyB-
crBeHHOCTRIO. KauT mmrrer: «JI10006b ecTh eiio
oujyuieHs, a He BOJIEHMS, U 51 MOT'Y JIFOOUTD He I10-
TOMY, UTO s XO4Yy, U ellle B MeHBbIIIell Mepe — YTO
s 0o4keH (OBITH IPUHYKAEHHBIM JIFOOUTE); CJIeo-
BaTeJIBHO, 0012 A100ums — Oeccmbicmiia» (AA 06,
S. 401; Kant, 19946, c. 443).

KaHT He orpwuilaeT pom JIIO0BM B IIpoliecce
CTAHOBJIEHNS YeJIoBeKa Ha IIyTh HPABCTBEHHOTIO
copepiieHCTBOBaHMA. I1. PuHHe B cBoeM mcciiernio-
BaHVM ITOKa3bIBAET, UTO JTFOOOBb pacCMaTpVBaeTCs
KaHTOM Kak 9acTh TOVI OTEHIMM K J00pPY, KOTO-
PYIO UesioBeK MMeeT B cBoert Iipupoze (cM.: Rinne,
2018). Ho To, uTO mbITaeTcs caesnarsb Jlocckun, He-
morycTuMo. VI maxke pasierieHVe MOHATUS «IHO-
60Bb» Ha IICMXOJIOTMYECKOe U IIpaKTHUYecKoe He
IIOMOTaeT PeIIUThb BCe IIPOo0IIeMbl, BO3HMKAIOIIIVE
IIpU JOIyIIeHNN ee B KadeCTBe KaTeropuyeckoro
MMIlepaTyBa. B jIydireM ciiydae ee MOXXHO OBLIO
ObI paccMOTpeTh KaK VMIIEpaTVB IUIIOTETVIUe-
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probably not feasible under earthly conditions.
In the psycho-material world even the best acts
have only partial goodness (ibid., pp. 96-97).

The question suggests itself, is the borrow-
ing of the Kantian term apposite? Moreover,
Kant himself rejected the possibility of using
the concept of love as an objective ground for
morality. The concept of love describes not only
the form of an act, like Kant’s imperative, but
also its content. The categorical imperative, be-
sides the law itself, which is universal and not
limited by any condition, contains only the
need for a maxim to be congruent with this law
(GMS, AA 04, pp. 420-421; Kant, 1997, pp. 30-
31). Love, if adopted as a moral principle,
would be limited to sensibility. Kant writes:
“Love is a matter of feeling, not of willing, and
I cannot love because I will to, still less because
I ought to (I cannot be constrained to love); so a
duty to love is an absurdity” (MS, AA 06, p. 401;
Kant, 1996, p. 503).

Kant does not deny the role of love in the
process of man’s embarking on the path of
moral improvement. Rinne in his study shows
that Kant sees love as part of the potential for
good that is intrinsic in the human being (see:
Rinne, 2018). But what Lossky tries to do is im-
permissible. Even the introduction of the dis-
tinction between psychological and practical
love is incapable of solving the problems that
arise if it is assumed to be a categorical imper-
ative. At best, it can be seen as a hypothetical
imperative whereby, according to Kant, acts are
only means towards achieving a certain end.
Such acts may well be legal, that is, congruent
with duty, but performed not out respect for
the moral law, but due to inclination or wish
(KpV, AA 05, p. 81; Kant, 2002, p. 105).

Yes, both philosophers place at the centre of
their practical philosophies an absolute prin-
ciple around which they build the grounding
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CKWVI, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIM, coriacHO Kan-
Ty, TIOCTYIIKI OKa3bIBAIOTCS TOJIBKO CpefCcTBaMMu
17T JOCTVDKEHMS KaKOM-To Liein. Takme mocTyIi-
KV BIIOJTHE MOTYT OBITB JIETaJIbHBIMM, TO €CTb CO-
00pasHbLMU TOIITY, HO COBEPIIIATHCS TPV 3TO He 13
yBakeHVsI K MOpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY, a M3 CKJIOHHO-
ctu m xermaums (AA 05, S. 81; Kant, 19944, c. 471).
Ha, oba ¢dpustocoda momernaroT B OCHOBY CBO-
eyl mpakTideckon dpvuiocodprm Hekuii abCoroT-
HBIVI IIPUHIINAI, BOKPYT KOTOPOI'O BBICTpPaVBaeT-
s BCSL CMICTeMa OOOCHOBaHMS 3TUKU. MBI BUINM,
uto Jlocckmit Bester 3a KantoMm HanesisteT mn30paH-
HBIVI IM LEeHTPaJIbHBIVI IIPUHIIUII STUKN IIPU3Ha-
KaM¥ KaHTOBCKOTI'O KaTerOpiIecKoro nMmIrepaTrvsa
BIUIOTB /IO TOTO, YTO 3aMMCTBYeT caM TepmuH. Ofi-
HAaKO 3TO 3a/IMCTBOBaHVIe CIIeJIaHO, BEpOsiTHee BCe-
ro, OoJIbIIIe 171 PUTOPUUECKOTO YKpallleHus coo-
CTBEHHOVI apryMeHTaluy, deM i yIIpOdeHMs
drtocodpckort crtbl apryMeHToB. ITpu aToM pyc-
CcKMMt (pustocod MTHOPUpPYeT CyIleCTBEHHBIE CO-
CTaBJISIONIVE TIOHSTIS, KOTOPOE VICTIONb3YeT.

3. CBoOoga BO/IM KaK ycJIOBMe
OCYIIeCTBJIEHU MOPAJIbHBIX JIEeMCTBUM

Crenyrommit ypoBeHb COIIOCTaBjIeHMsl TpeOy-
eT mepexofia K 00OCHOBaHMIO COOCTBEHHO ITpak-
TUYECKOM CYIIHOCTU cyObekTa. OcHOBOMOIIAarao-
111eVl YacThI0 KAHTOBCKOVI ITPaKTMUecKom prsioco-
Jum saBsieTcs yuenue o ceobopie Bosu. Ilo Kanry,
4eJIoBeK OJHOBPeMEHHO W IIOJIHOCTBIO Kay3alb-
HO 00ycII0BJIeH MPOM (peHOMeHasIbHBIM, TaK Kak
CyIIIeCTBYyeT B (pM3MYeCcKOM MUpe, 1 IIprUYacTeH K
MIUpYy HOyMeHaJIbHOMY, Ifle cBobomeH. Cpoboma
3Ta 3aKJII0YaeTcsl B IIPUPOJIe ero BoJIu M HasblBa-
eTCsl «aBTOHOMMeN». ABTOHOMMSI — HeoOXoIyumoe
yCJIOBYMe MOPaJIbHOIO JIeVICTBIA (ratio essendi), B TO
BpeMsl KaK KaTeropuyecKuil VIMIIepaTuB SBJIsSeT-
sl JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBOM BO3MOXKHOCTV CBOOOJIBI (ratio
cognoscendi)®. KaHT IomuepKnBaeT ee He3aBWCH-

8 Tlostomy B «OCHOBOIOIOXEHMSAX MeTadU3MKM Hpa-

BOB» BO3HVKaeT BOIIPOC O «IIOPOYHOM Kpyre» B 0OOCHO-
BaHUM KaTeropmdeckoro mmriepatmsa (AA 04, S. 453;
KanT, 19948, c. 233). O gucKyccry OTHOCUTENIBHO pellle-
Hnst Kanroum sToro Bormpoca cM.: (Schonecker, 1999; Puls,
2011; Lewin, 2021, S. 71—78).

of ethics. We see that Lossky, following Kant,
ascribes to his chosen ethical principle fea-
tures of the Kantian categorical imperative and
even borrows the actual term. However, the
borrowing is most probably more a rhetorical
embellishment of his own argument than an
attempt to reinforce it. And the Russian philos-
opher ignores essential elements of the concept
he uses.

3. Free Will as Condition
for Performing Moral Deeds

The next level of comparison calls for a tran-
sition to the grounding of the practical essence
of the subject. The foundational part of Kant's
practical philosophy is the doctrine of free will.
According to Kant, the human being is simul-
taneously totally causally conditioned by the
phenomenal world since he exists in the phys-
ical world and free as he is a part of the noume-
nal world. The freedom consists in the nature
of his will and is called “autonomy”. Autono-
my is the necessary condition of moral action
(ratio essendi), while the categorical imperative
is proof of the possibility of freedom (ratio co-
gnoscendi).® Kant stresses its independence
from any external conditions: “the moral law
expresses nothing other than the autonomy of
pure practical reason, i.e., freedom; and this
[autonomy] is itself the formal condition of all
maxims, under which alone they can harmo-

nize with the supreme practical law” (KpV,

8 That is why in Grounding for the Metaphysics of
Morals the question crops up of a “vicious circle” in the
grounding of the categorical imperative (GMS, AA 04,
p- 453; Kant, 1997, p. 453). On the discussion of Kant's
solution of the issue see Schonecker (1999), Puls (2011),
Lewin (2021, pp. 71-78).
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MOCTbB OT JIFOOBIX BHEITHWX YCJIOBUIL «...MOpaIb-
HBIVI 3aKOH BBIpakaeT He YTO MHOe, KaK afmoHo-
MU0 9VCTOTO IPaKTUYeCKOro pasyMa, T.e. CBOOO-
IBIL, ¥ 3Ta cBoOOIa caMa ecTh popMasIbHOe yCIJIo-
Bl€ BCEX MaKCVM, TOJIBKO PV KOTOPOM ¥ MOTYT
OHVI OBITB COIVIACHBI C BBICIIIVIM ITPAKTIYECKVIM 3a-
KOHOM...» (AA 05, S. 33; Kant, 19%4a, c. 412—413).
Hasmmrame stomt cBoOombI 00yC/IOB/IVIBaE€T OTBET-
CTBEHHOCTB 3a MOpaJIbHOE ITOBEJIEHNIE.

Kaszasocw 6bl, TeOHOMHas’ 3TMKa IIpeIIonara-
eT VHOe MOoHMMaHMe cBodompl. OgHako Jlocckmmt
COeNIVHSET ee C IpeCTaBIeHMSIMI IIepCOHAIN3-
Ma, VI B €r0 KOHIIEIIINI CYIIHOCTHBIM OIIperielte-
HMeM CyOCTaHIIMAIBHOTO JIesiTeNIsi TOXe CTaHO-
BUTCS cBOOOma miponsBosieHms. OO0 sToMm Jlocckmmt
OUIIeT B OTAeIbHOM pabore «CBoOoma BOJIM»
(1927) n ynommHaeT B coumHeHMaX «bor 1 Mupo-
Boe 3710» (1941) 1 «YcoBus abcomoTHOrO JO00Opa»
(1944). ®urtocod yTBepkIaeT: «AOCOMIOTHAS 3TU-
Ka HeoOXOIVIMO coflepXXUT B cebe kamezopuyeckie
umnepamubol... OHM VCTIOJIHUMBI U, CJleJoBaTeIIb-
HO, IMEIOT CMBICJI JIUIIIb B TOM CJIy4ae, ecI Cy-
1ecTByeT ceobona o> (Jlocckmm, 1991a, c. 98).
CooTBeTCTBEHHO, cBOOOIA BOJIVM CTAHOBWUTCS OfI-
HVIM 13 CMBICJIOBBIX IIEHTPOB 3TIYeCKOVI KOHIIEII-
mmn pycckoro dpustocoda. Bons B mpeasn-peanms-
Me Jlocckoro sBiIsieTcs IIaBHBIM OTJIMYMEM KOH-
KPeTHO-V/IeaJIbHOrO Hadasia (CyOcTaHIIMOHaIb-
HBIX JiesiTelIell) OT OTBJIeYeHHO-MIeaIbHOTO (YHM-
Bepcaiiyi, He OOJIaIaoIMNX CaMOCTOSTEIbHBIM
obrTirem) (JTocckmrt, 1995, c. 10). Tosvko € IOMOITIBIO
BOJIV MOXXHO MBICTIUTB JVMHAMUUYECKYI0 TBOpUe-
CKYIO CITOCOOHOCTB JIesiTelIsl, & COOTBETCTBEHHO, 1
€ro BO3MOXKHOCTBb cTpeMuThbcst K [lobpy (Tam ke,
c. 253). VI xOTs CTelleHb IIO3UTVBHOV CBOOOMBI y
TAKOI'O MOPAJIBHOTO aKTOpa CVWJIBHO OrpaHMYeHa,
CTerleHb ero POpMaJIBHOV CBOOOIBI — OecKoHeu-
Ha. VIMeHHO Ormaromapsi eVt OH OKa3bIBaeTCs CIIO-
cobeH Ha camo3akoHOaTesIbcTBO. CyOcTaHIIaATb-
HBIVI JIesITellb, [IOHVMaeMbIi JIocCKM 1o aHaJIo-

? «TeoHOMHas 3TVKa» — TEPMIH, VICTTOITb3YEeMbIVI CAMVM

H. O. JTocckmM m1st 0003HaUeHMs CBOEI STMUYECKO KOH-
nertmm. IlompasyMeBaeTcs, 4TO 3TUYeCKyie HOPMBI CO-
OTBETCTBYIOT KaK boXkbell Bojle, TaK M YCTPOVICTBY MUpa
(JTocckmm, 19916, c. 67).
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AA 05, p. 33; Kant, 2002, p. 49). The existence
of this freedom implies responsibility for moral

behaviour.

Theonomic® ethics would seem to imply a
different concept of freedom. However, Lossky
combines it with the notion of personalism, so
that in his concept freedom of will becomes the
essential definition of the substantive agent.
Lossky writes about it in his 1927 work Freedom
of Will (see Lossky, 1932) and mentions it in the
works God and Evil (1941) and The Conditions of
Absolute Good (1944). He argues: “ Absolute eth-
ics necessarily contains categorical imperatives...
They can be fulfilled, and hence have meaning,
only if free will exists” (Lossky, 1991a, p. 98).
Thus, freedom of will becomes one of the pil-
lars of the Russian philosopher’s ethical theory.
Will in Lossky’s ideal-realism is the key differ-
ence of the concrete-ideal element (substan-
tive agents) and the abstract-ideal (universals
which have no independent existence) (Loss-
ky, 1995, p. 10). It is only by will that one can
think the dynamic creative ability of the agent,
and, accordingly, the possibility for the agent
to seek Good (ibid., p. 253). Although the de-
gree of such a moral agent’s positive freedom
is very limited, the degree of formal freedom
is infinite. It is thanks to this latter kind of free-
dom that the agent is capable of self-legisla-
tion. In the sphere of his will the substantive
agent, understood by Lossky by analogy with
the monad, is not conditioned by the impact of
the sensible world, is protected from any caus-
al influences from without and cannot be influ-
enced in his free will even by the power of God
(Lossky, 1991a, pp. 67-68).1°

? “Theonomic ethics” is a term Lossky himself uses as
a name of his ethical concept. He assumes that these
ethical norms correspond to God’s will and to the order
of the world (Lossky, 1991b, p. 67).

10 For more detail on freedom from God see Blauberg
(2017, p. 115).
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T C MOHA/OV, B Cq)epe CBOVI BOJIVI He O6YCJ'IOB-
JIeH BJIMSHVIEM YyBCTBEHHOIO MMpa, 3alllUIIeH OT
BCSIKVIX Kay3aJIbHBIX BO3IEVICTBUVI M3BHE U He IO/~
BJIacTeH JJaXke Bo3encTBIIo bora Ha cBobomy cBo-
ent oy (JTocckmr, 1991a, c. 67—68)™.

Taxmm obpasom, kak y KanTa, Tak n y Jloccko-
ro, HECMOTps Ha COBEpIIeHHO pa3Hble yUeHMs O
MOpaJIbHOM CyOBbeKTe, yCIIOBMeM OCYyIecTBIIeHs
MOpaJIVI CTaHOBWUTCS ITPUHIVINAJIbHAA aBTOHO-
Mus maHocTr. Oba dustocoda momeniaroT ee B
cdepy BOJIM, KOTOPYIO CUUTAIOT CBOOOIHO U He-
3aBVICYIMOVI OT JIFOOBIX BHEIIHMX ycIoBuiL. VIMen-
HO CBOOOIA ITPOV3BOJIEHMSI CTAHOBUTCS ITPVIH-
LIUIIOM, HeOOXOIMMBIM JIJIsl BO3MOXKHOCTM J00pa
camoro 1o cebe, 11 00ycCJIOBIIVIBaeT BO3MOXXHOCTB
OpaTh OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a COOCTBEHHOE MOpaJlb-
HOe IToBefleHe.

4. Cebsi1r00m1e M mpupoaa MOpoKa

OueBnIHO, 4TO CBOOO/IA BOJIV He FapaHTVPYyeT
MIOZIJIHHO HpaBCTBEHHOro moseneHms. [Ipemrio-
Jlarasi BO3MOXKHOCTb MOPAJIPHOTO TIOBETIEHVIS, aB-
TOHOMMSI BCerMa OCTABI/ISeT BOSMOXKHOCTH VI [IJISI
amopasibHoro. CormacHo KaHTy, 13-3a TOro, 4To
YejioBeueckast BOJISI COBCeM He 00s3aTesIbHO BbI-
OvpaeT MaKCVMYy ITOBEIEHWS M3 YBaXkKeHMS K MO-
PpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY WJIM XOTs ObI COOOpa3HO C HUM,
MOXXeT IIPOVICXOIUTD TO, UTO SIBJISIETCS MOPAJIBHO
MIpeIoCyANTETBHBIM. YeIoBeK CKJIOHEH M30MpaTh
MOTVBBI CBOVMIX IIOCTYIIKOB VICXOISI M3 UyBCTBEH-
HBIX TIOOY>KIIeHT VIJIV CMeIlIVBasi MOpaIbHbIe MO-
TUBBI C HEMOPAJIBHBIMV, TO €CTh PYKOBOICTBYSICh
TUIIOTETNYECKMY MMITeparvBaMiu. [Ipexye Bce-
rO K SMIIVPUYECKMM OCHOBAHVSIM OTKJIOHEHWS OT
MOPAJIBHOTO EVICTBMSI OTHOCUTCSI YeJloBevecKast
YyBCTBEHHOCTB, HaXOJISIIasl BbIpakeHMe B (pop-
Me cebstrooms (AA 05, S. 70; Kant, 19%4a, c. 458).
OnHaKoO MCTOYHMKOM 3J1a ABJISeTCs He ceOsu1oome
camo 110 cebe, a Ta ero ¢opma, KOrjia aromsM CTa-
HOBWTCS IJIaBHBIM IIPVHIIVIIOM BCEX PeIleHNII ue-
noseka (Onzepman, 1994, c. 13).

10 TTompoGHee o cBoboyte ot Bora em.: (Bray6epr, 2017, c. 115).
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Thus, both in Kant and Lossky, in spite of
their totally different doctrines concerning the
moral subject, the fundamental autonomy of
the personality is the condition of morality.
Both philosophers locate it in the sphere of will
which they consider to be free and independent
of any external conditions. It is freedom of will
that is the principle necessary to make good in
itself possible and ensures the possibility of as-
suming responsibility for one’s own moral be-
haviour.

4. Self-Love and the Nature of Evil

Obviously, free will does not guarantee tru-
ly moral behaviour. While assuming the pos-
sibility of moral behaviour, autonomy always
leaves room for amoral behaviour. According
to Kant, because human will does not necessar-
ily choose a maxim out of respect for the moral
law or at least in line with it, morally reprehen-
sible things may happen. Man tends to choose
the motives for his acts proceeding from sen-
sible impulses or mixing moral and immoral
motives, i.e. he is guided by hypothetical im-
peratives. The empirical ground for deviation
from moral behaviour is above all human sen-
sibility which takes the form of self-love (KpV,
AA 05, p. 70; Kant, 2002, p. 92). However, the
source of evil is not self-love per se, but its form
in which egoism becomes the main principle of
all human decisions (Oizerman, 1994, p. 13).

The human being (even the basest), no mat-
ter in what maxims, does not, as it were, in a
rebellious manner renounce the moral law [...].
But if he admitted them into his maxim as by
themselves sufficient for determining the power
of choice, without being concerned about the
moral law (which he does, after all, have within
himself), then he would be morally evil (RGV,
AA 06, p. 36; Kant, 2009, pp. 39-40).



YesoBek (Hake cambIVl XYAIINIL), KAKOBBI OBI
HY OBUIM €ro MaKCHMBbI, He OTpPeKaeTcsi OT MO-
PaIBHOTO 3aKOHa... <...> Ho B cm1y cBOMX ecTe-
CTBEHHBIX 33/]JaTKOB, B HaJIMYMM KOTOPBIX OH
TakKe He BMHOBAT, OH IPUBSA3aH M K MOTMBaM
YyBCTBEHHOCTM W IIPVHMMAET UX (10 CyOBbeKTIB-
HOMY HPVHONITY ceOsuTo0ns) B CBOIO MaKCVIMY.
Ecrit >ke OH IIpUHMMAaeT MX B CBOIO MAaKCHMY KaK
camu no cebe docmamouHsle IS OIIpeIeIeHS ITPO-
V3BOJIEHNS, He oOpalliasi BHMMAaHMS Ha MOPalb-
HBIVT 3aKOH (@ OH BCe >Ke B HeM eCTh), TO OH Oyrier
MopasbHO 3516IM (AA 06, S. 36; Kanrt, 1994r, c. 37).

CebsytroOMe  4yBCTBEHHO, a COOTBETCTBEHHO,
OHO He Tofpa3yMeBaeT HOIJIVIHHOV aBTOHOMMUM 11
TeM caMbIM BelleT K HEMUHYeMOMY OTKJIOHEHUIO
OT MopasibHOro 3akoHa. OpHako IepBOIIPUYN-
HOVI MOpaJIbHOTO 371a, 10 KaHTy, ABiIseTcs coBceM
He cebsurroOMe, a HeKOoTOpasl Hew3BeCTHasl HaM
CKJIOHHOCTB B 4eJIOBEUeCKOV IIPVUPOIe, CIIO/IBITa-
IoIas Hac K HeMy (cM.: TaM xe).

Yro e KacaeTcs B3ILI0B JIocckoro, To OH, Ha-
000pOT, yTBEpXX/IaeT, UTO IIePBOIIPUYIHA MOPaITh-
HOTO 3J1a JaBHO HaM m3BecTHa. OHa COCTOUT B Ha-
PYIIeHMM Viepapxui MOIJIMHHBIX IIeHHOCTell, a
VIMEHHO B ceOstirroOummt 1 sromsme (JTocckmr, 1991a,
c. 62). To ecTp cebsmIOOMe MOHMMaeTCS (PrIOCO-
doM KakK aKcHosIorMdecKasi OpMeHTaIVis JINY-
HocTi. OcHOBHas IpobriemMa, KoTopyro Jlocckmmt
CBSI3BIBAET C 3TOVI OpMeHTaIleri, BHOBb OyZITO Obl
BocxoruT K Kanrty. OHa 3akiiodaeTcs B yTBepXk-
IeHWMV, YTO eC/IM CeOsUTIoOMe CTaHOBUTCS OCHO-
BOVI TIOBEIIEH VST JIMYHOCTY, TO 3Ta JIMYHOCTH yTpa-
YMBaeT CBOO IOJIMHHYIO aBTOHOMMUIO ¥ TBOpYe-
CKYIO cITocOOHOCTB. JIF000Bb cyIitecTBa K cebe, Kak
OoTMeuaeT pyccKumt pvtocod, HopMaslbHa 1 Jaxe
IIpaBUJIbHA, HO TOJIBKO €CJIVI OHA BhIPa’keHa B CIIO-
COOHOCTV BUIIETHh B CBOEM JINMIIE UeJIOBEUECTBO U
CO3HABaTh OTBETCTBEHHOCTH Neper HUM (Tam xe,
c. 60). Ho paspirre JTocckmii 3aKjIr04aeT, UTO STOM3M
KakK BBICIIIASI CTEIIeHb ceOsTioOmst BeeT K obemHe-
HVIO OBITVS ¥ BCEM BO3MOXXHBIM (popMaM ITpoms3-
BOJIHOTO 371a. JIOCCKMII TINITIET: «..Xpe3MepHasi JIfo-
60Bb K cele, IpeouTeHe ceds IPyrM JIMYHO-
CTSIM eCTb y>kKe HapyIlleHe paHra IIeHHOCTeVT; OHa
eCTb IIepBUYHOe, 0CHOBHOoe HpabcmbenHoe 340, Tpe-
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Self-love is sensible, and accordingly it does
not imply genuine autonomy, thereby lead-
ing inevitably to deviation from the moral law.
However, Kant argues that the prime cause of
moral evil is not self-love, but a proclivity in
human nature that inclines us to it (ibid.).

As for Lossky’s views, he on the contrary
claims that the prime cause of moral evil has
long been known to us. It consists in the vio-
lation of the hierarchy of true values, i.e. self-
love and egoism (Lossky, 1991a, p. 62). In other
words, he interprets self-love as the axiological
orientation of the personality. The main prob-
lem Lossky links with this orientation seems
to hark back once more to Kant. It is his claim
that if self-love becomes the basis of a person’s
behaviour, that person loses genuine autono-
my and the creative faculty. Self-love, the Rus-
sian philosopher argues, is normal and even
right, but only if it manifests itself through the
capacity to see humanity in oneself and to be
aware of one’s responsibility toward it (ibid.,
p. 60). But Lossky then goes on to conclude that
egoism as the highest degree of self-love im-
poverishes being and leads to every form of de-
rivative evil. Lossky (1994, p. 347) writes: “[...]
excessive love of oneself, preferring oneself to
other individuals, already constitutes a viola-
tion of the hierarchy of values; it is the primary,
main moral evil, the sin of a creature. All other
types of evil, all the imperfections in the world
are the consequence of this core moral evil of
self-love, egoism.”

It turns out that for both philosophers the
main cause of amoral behaviour is self-love, al-
though they interpret it in different ways. For
both philosophers it is a property of non-ideal
human nature. And yet, for Lossky, egoism in
its absolute form is literally the only source of
evil. For Kant it merely distances a person from
the moral law, but is not the ultimate cause of
evil as such.
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XOIlaJIeHVe TBAPHOI'O CyIlecTBa. Bce ocrasibHbIe
BUJIBI 3714, BCe HECOBEPILIEHCTBA B MIIPe CYTh CIIe]l-
CTBME 3TOr0 OCHOBHOTO HPABCTBEHHOIO 3JIa Ce-
Osutr00MsL, srom3ma» (Jlocckmit, 1994, c. 347).

[Nosry4aeTcs, 4TO KIIIOYEBOVI IIPUYMHOV aMo-
PaJIbHOTO TIOBeIeH s y 000mx PriiocodoB BHICTY-
raeT cedsUTIo0Me, XOTSI TPAKTOBKA 3TOTO HOHSTS
ommyaercs. s obonx ¢pmtocodos 310 CBOVI-
CTBO Hew/IeasIbHOVI YeJI0BeYeCcKOVI IIprpobL. I Bce
xe 11151 JIocckoro ceOsiroOme B cBoert abCOITIOTHON
dopme craHOBUTCS OyKBaJIbHO €IVHCTBEHHBIM
VICTOYHVKOM 371a. B cBOIO oueperns, 11y1st Kanrta oHO
TOJIBKO JIVIIIIb OTHAJISIET YeJloBeKa OT MOPaJIBHOIO
3aKOHA, HO He SIBJISeTCS IPUYMHOV MOPaJIBHOIO
3J1a KaK TaKOBOIO.

5. Mecto noeu bora B 3THKe

Hakonerl, HeEBO3MOXHO IIPOMTHOPUPOBATH
OIVIH W3 KJIIOUeBBIX acleKTOB pyHIaMeHTasIbHO-
ro pacxoxaenms dpunocodcknx 3Tk Jlocckoro m
KanTa. Jlocckum, mosumyoHMpytommit ceds Kak
permrmo3He dpriocod BHE IIPABOCIIABHOV JI0T-
MaTMKW, CIUTAIT Te31UC 00 aKCMOJIOrMYecKOM CTa-
Tyce bora omHMM 113 HaMBa)KHENMIINX 1714 IIOCTPO-
eHVIs CBOeV 3TUYeCKoV cucTeMsbl. JIocckum crpe-
MUTCA JI0Ka3aTb HeOOXOOVMOCTb OIyIIeHWs
TBOPLIa MUPa, [JIs1 TOTO YTOOBI MBICJIUTE MUP KaK
opraHmnyeckoe ” cucreMarmdeckoe Iiesioe (Jloc-
ckum, 1917). DTudeckue KaTteropum paccMaTpyBa-
IOTCSL MIM KaK BOIUIOIIEeHVIe DOXKeCTBEHHOV BOJIV,
¥ caMO Ha3BaHMe «TeOHOMHas 3TMKa» IOTYepK-
BaeT, UTO VX Ccolep’kaHue ¥ CMBIC/I TaK WIM MHa-
e OIpefesIsioTCs VICXOIHBIM MeTOIO0JIOI TUeCK M
npuHIoM TemsMa (Jlocckum, 1991a, c. 67—68).
B xoneunom cuete Jloccknit yTBepxaaeT, 9To bor
B 4eJIOBEUeCKOM OI'pPaHMUYEeHHOM OITbITe OTKpbIBa-
eT ce0s MMeHHO Kak BbICIIast JTIF000Bb: «...bor oT-
KpBIBaeTCs B PeJINTTIO3HOM OITbITe He TOJIBKO KakK
abcosrroTHAs MOJIHOTA OBITHSL, HO elle M KaK BbIC-
masi abCOIIOTHO COBepIlleHHas! IIEHHOCTh, Kak
camo [1o6po BO Bcex CMBICTIax 3TOrO CJIOBa, IMEH-
HO Kak cama Kpacora, Hpascreennoe [1o6po (JIro-
60Bb), VcTrHa, abcomoTHas Xu3Hb» (Tam xe, c. 51).
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5. The Place of God in Ethics

Finally, let us consider one of the key aspects
of the fundamental divergence between the eth-
ics of Lossky and Kant. Lossky, who positioned
himself as a religious philosopher outside the
Orthodox dogma, considered the thesis of the
axiological status of God to be one of the un-
derpinnings of his ethical system. Lossky (1928)
strives to prove the necessity of assuming the
existence of the creator of the world in order to
think the world as an organic and systematic
whole. He considers ethical categories to be the
embodiment of divine will, the expression “the-
onomic ethics” stressing that their content and
meaning are in one way or another determined
by the underlying methodological principle of
theism (Lossky, 1991a, pp. 67-68). Finally, Loss-
ky maintains that in the limited human experi-
ence God reveals himself as supreme love: “[...]
God is revealed in the religious experience not
only as absolute fullness of being, but also as
the highest absolutely perfect value, like Good
in all senses, namely as Beauty, Moral Good
(Love), Truth and absolute Life” (ibid., p. 51).

For Kant, the idea of the Divine, which has
only a regulative significance for theoretical
cognition of the world, is necessary for under-
standing the highest good. God guarantees
that moral acts are matched by a proportion-
ate amount of happiness. However, unlike
freedom, immortality of the soul and the exis-
tence of God are not constitutive for moral acts.
These two additional postulates are based not
on an objective, but on a subjective need of the
reasonable subject, on moral faith (KpV, AA 05,
p- 125; Kant, 2002, p. 159).

In contrast to this concept, Lossky’s moral
theory is fundamentally theistic. He insists on
the need to believe in a transcendental God
who is at once the moral ideal and the goal of
the existence of all creatures (see Titarenko,
1991, p. 9).



Co cBoen croponrel, s Kanra mnes boxe-
CTBEHHOTO, MMeIoIlias IJIs TeOpeTNdecKoro IIo-
3HaHWS MYpa JIMIIb PeryysTUBHOe 3HaYeHVe, He-
obxommMa Id MOHMMAaHM BbICIIero Osiara. bor
BBICTYIIaeT TapaHTOM TOI'O, YTO MOPaJIbHBIM JeVi-
CTBUSM OyJleT IpOHOpPIMOHAJIBHO COOTBETCTBO-
BaTb cuacThbe. OmHaKO, B OTIMYMe OT CBOOOIBI,
OeccMmepTie Ay 1 CyllecTBoBaHMe bora He sB-
JIIOTCS KOHCTUTYTUBHBIMM 1711 MOPaJIBHBIX J1eVi-
CTBUW. DTU 1Ba JOIOJIHUTEJIBHBIX IIOCTYyJIaTa Oc-
HOBBIBAIOTCS He Ha OObeKTVBHOV, a Ha CyOBeKTVB-
HOWI TIOTPeOHOCTY pa3yMHOro CyObeKTa, Ha MoO-
pasnbHOM Bepe (AA 05, S. 125; KanT, 19%4a, c. 523).

Bormpekn sTort KoH1IenMy, MopasibHas TeOpys
JIocckoro mprHIMIIMAIBHO TemcTaHa. Prtocod
HacTavBaeT Ha HeOOXOIVIMOCTY BEPHI B TPaHCIIEH-
IIeHTHOTo bora, KOTOpbIN sABJIsieTcss OHOBPEeMeH-
HO MOpPaJIbHBIM MIeasIoM ¥ IIeJIbIO0 CyIleCTBOBa-
HMS BCeX COTBOPEeHHBIX CyIecTs (cM.: TurapeHKo,
1991, c. 9).

6. 3ak/IroUeH1e

VITax, B 3TMyecKovt KoHIIenI 1y JIoccKoro BeISB-
JIsleTcs 3HauMTeIbHOe KaHTOBCKOe BiivsiHue. J]oc-
CKMVI 3aIMCTBYeT BaKHermm i 3Tuky Kanra
TEPMUH «KaTeropuyecKuUM VMIIepaTuB», OIHAaKO
IIOJTHOCTBIO MeHsleT ero copepkaHmue. B cymiHo-
ctu, pustocod ckopee obpariaeTcsd K HeMy Kak K
MeTadpope, yeM KakK K CPeCTBY [JId YKpeIUIeHMs
dustocodpckort cniibl COOCTBEHHBIX apryMeHTOB.
BmecTe ¢ TepMMHOM OH coBepllaeT MOIBITKY Ile-
peHecT Ha CBOVI MOpPaJIbHBIVI HPUHIIUII W Psif
CBOVICTB KaHTOBCKOTO MMIlepaTuBa. Tak, Jlocckni
yTBep)KJaeT, 4TO WCIIOIb3yeMbII MM IIPVHIINII
JTI00BY TIpefirosiaraeT I0/KeHCTBOBaHMe 1 SIBJIS-
eTcsd BHYTPEeHHUM OCHOBaHVEM HpPaBCTBEHHON
JlesITeJIbHOCTY YesioBeKa. Pycckuit dpustocod cos-
JlaeT M CXOXKMe MeXaHW3MBbI peasIi3aliiy Mopaslb-
HOTO 3aKOHa. YCJIOBMeM OCYIIeCTBJIeHVs MopaIn
y Hero, Kak 1 y KanTa, craHOBUTCS IpUHIIANIN-
aJIbHasl aBTOHOMMS JIMIHOCT. HecMmoTpst Ha BBe-
JleHVe B CBOIO TeOPWUIO ITpeJicTaB/IeHnsl O HeoOXo-
IVIMOM CyIIleCTBOBaHMM TpaHClIeHIeHTHOro bora,
Jlocckmit HacTamBaeT Ha TOM, UTO ero abcosmoT-
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6. Conclusion

To sum up, Lossky’s ethical concept reveals
a significant Kantian influence. Lossky bor-
rows the term “categorical imperative”, key
for Kant’s ethics, but completely changes its
meaning. In fact, he uses it as a metaphor rath-
er than a philosophical instrument to bolster
his own arguments. Along with the term he at-
tempts to transfer some features of the Kantian
imperative to his moral principle. Thus, Loss-
ky claims that the principle of love he uses im-
plies oughtness and is the foundation of man’s
moral behaviour. Lossky creates similar mecha-
nisms of the implementation of the moral law.
As in Kant, in Lossky’s doctrine the fundamen-
tal autonomy of the personality is a precondi-
tion of moral behaviour. Although his theory
includes the notion of the necessary existence
of the transcendental God, Lossky insists that
his absolute principle is not heteronomic and is
not given from outside, but is the result of the
self-legislation of the personality. Both philos-
ophers build an ethics of the absolute princi-
ple which claims to be universal. For Lossky, as
for Kant, ethics is a branch of philosophy that
is about oughtness and freedom as such. Al-
though Lossky considers Kant’s key principle
to be abstract and formal, the principle he pro-
poses is no less abstract and, as we have seen, is
on the whole problematic.
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I1.P. bonanriceBa

HBIVI IIPUHLINII He TeTepOHOMEH U He JaH M3BHe,
a sBJIdeTcs pe3yJIbTaTOM CaMO3aKOHOIATeIbCTBa
maHocT. Oba dwtocoda BBICTpaMBaOT 3TH-
Ky aOCOJIIOTHOTO NPVHIINIIA, ITpeTeHAYIONIYI0 Ha
yHUBepcaibHOCTh. Kak myrst KanTa, Tak v s JIoc-
CKOrO 3TMKa — 3TO y4eHUe O JI0JDKeHCTBOBaHWUN
1 cBoDOOme Kak TakoBovi. M xorst Jlocckuii cumra-
€T KAaHTOBCKMV KJTFOUE€BOVI ITPVIHIIUII CJIVIIIIKOM OT-
BJIe4eHHBIM 1 (pOpMasIbHBIM, IIPUHIINII, TTpefJla-
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