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O POJI1 YMOHACTPOEHWSI (GESINNUNG)
B OTUKE "1 ®NJIOCODPUM PEJIUTIV KAHTA

YACTbD 2
A.H. Kpyeao8'

Ha ocHoBe usyuenus ucmokoB kanmoBckoeo mepmuHa
Gesinnung u 0030pa npobaem eeo nepeboda HA AHAUTLCKUTL
A3blK, npedcmabaeHnvix 6 nepboil uacmu cmamsl, UCcAeOyIom-
ca me HoBayuu, komopule npubrocames Kanmom 6 ucmoaxo-
Banue oanroeo nonamus 6 xkpumuueckutl nepuod. B «Kpumu-
Ke npakmuueckoeo pasyma» k maxoBuim omuocames bonpocs.
ABnrenHocmu  ymonacmpoenus 8 uyBembenno Bocnpuruma-
eMOM Mupe, Memoda YcmanobAeHUus U KYAsIMYpsl UCHUHHO
MOPAABHO0 YMOHACHPOCHUA, 4 MAKKe NpobAeMa HeusMeH-
Hocmu ymoxacmpoenus 6 npoepecce x 006py. B «Peaueuu 6
npedeAax moAbko pasyma» HoBbIMU 0KA3bIBAIOMCA me3tickl 00
YMoHacmpoenuu kak GHympertem cybvekmubHom npunyune
makcum, o 00bpodemenru xax cBudemervcmbe HAAUUUA YMOHA-
cmpoerus, 0 nocnynke kax A6AeHUU YMOHACIPOEHUSA, O HENo-
CHIUKUMOCHIU YMOHACPOCHUA U €20 HOYMeHAAbHOM, cBepx-
yyBembennom xapaxmepe, 0 6pokOeHHOCIU YMOHACHIPOEHU S
6 cmvicae eeo obpemenus He Bo Bpemenu, a umenno 6 gpopme
npunamus c60600HbIM npousboseriiem, 0 eOUHUHHOCHIL YMO-
HACHPOCHUA U e20 HedeAUMOCTU HA nepuoosl, o peboaroyuu 6
YMoOHACHIpoeH U 6 om.AuvLe 01 peghopMbl IMNUPULECKO20 Xa-
paxmepa, o co30anuu HoBoeo uesoBexa 6 omauvue om Bemxoeo
Kax pesyavmame peBoaroyuu 6 ymoHacmpoeHuu, o cbasu peBo-
A10UU 8 yMoHacmpoeruu ¢ «obpauyeruem» u Gmopuim poxkoe-
Huem. [locae obcysxOeHus npobaemvl pasiuvenus 6 nepebodax
kanmobekux mepmunof Gesinnung u Denkungsart, a max-
ke 0030pa Beex umeroujuxca Bapuarmob nepeboda kanmoBckozo
nousmus Gesinnung Ha pycckuil A3vix (Cmpemierue, HAKAOH-
Hocmb, Hameperue, 000podermean, 006podemesHocy, ybexoe-
Hue, uybcmbBoBanue, 00pa3 muvicaell, MblCAlU, HACHIpOeHUe, HA-
CIMpOEHHOCHb U YMOHACTpoeHUe) aBmop npuxooum x Gui6o0y
0 moMm, umo 04a pycckux nepeBo0ob KaHmobckux couuHeHul
Kpumuueckoeo nepuoda ayuuie fcezo no0xXo0um yHuGUyUpo-
Bannwitl Bapuanm «ymoHacmpoeHue».

KaroueBuie cro8a: Gesinnung, Denkungsart, ucmopus
nonamui, pyccxue nepebodst Kanma, «Kpumuka npaxmuve-
cko020 pasyma», «Peaueus 6 npedesax moavko pasymar.
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ON THE ROLE OF GESINNUNG
IN KANT’S ETHICS AND PHILOSOPHY
OF RELIGION

PART II

A.N. Krouglov'

The sources of Kant’s term Gesinnung and a review of
the problems of its translation into English were presented in
the first part of this article; the second part examines the novel
features that Kant brings to the interpretation of this concept
in the critical period. In the Critique of Practical Reason
these include the questions of manifestation of Gesinnung
in the world, apprehended through the senses, the method of
establishing and the culture of truly moral Gesinnung, as
well as the problem of the immutability of Gesinnung in the
progress towards the good. The new theses that appear in Re-
ligion within the Bounds of Bare Reason are Gesinnung
as the internal subjective principle of maxims, on virtue as
evidence of the presence of Gesinnung, on act as a manifes-
tation of Gesinnung, on the unintelligibility of Gesinnung
in its noumenal, suprasensible character, on the innateness of
Gesinnung in the sense that it exists not in time, but in the
form of its acceptance by free expression of the will, on the
singleness of Gesinnung and its indivisibility into periods, on
revolution in Gesinnung as distinct from empirical reform,
on the creation of the new human being as distinct from the
ancient one as a result of the revolution of Gesinnung, on the
link between the revolution in Gesinnung and “conversion”
or second birth. After discussing the problem of distinguish-
ing the terms Gesinnung and Denkungsart in translation
as well as a review of all the existing variants of translating
Kant’s concept of Gesinnung into Russian (aspiration, incli-
nation, intention, virtue, virtuousness, conviction, attitude,
mode of thinking, thoughts, mood, disposition and umonas-
troenie), the author comes to the conclusion that the uniform
variant umonastroenie is best suited for Russian transla-
tions of Kant’s works.

Keywords: Gesinnung, Denkungsart, conceptual his-
tory, Kant’s Russian translations, Critique of Practical Rea-
son, Religion within the Bounds of Bare Reason.
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3HadeHMe yMOHacTpoeHms st 3Tuku KanTa
«KpnTuka nmpakTuvaeckoro pasyma»

Yxe B pycckux mepesofax «OCHOBONOIOXEHUS K
MeTaM3VIKe HPaBOB» MBI BCTPeUaeM CaMble Pa3HbIe
BapMAaHTBI JIJIs1 KAHTOBCKOTO TTOHATUS Gesinnung, XoTs
7 [IOBOJIBHO TIOCJIeZIOBATeIbHO IIpMMeHsieMble. B mep-
BOM IlepeBozie SIkoBa AHnpeesnda PyGana (ox. 1760 —
rocsie 1807) B xauecTBe cooTBeTcTBUA 111 Gesinnung
BBIOpAHO ycTapeBlllee HbIHe «dyBcTBOBaHMe» (KaHT,
1803, c. 36, 51, 61, 109, 110), XOpPOIIIO COOTBETCTBYIO-
IIlee, OJIHAaKO, OoJlee TIO3THEMY CMHOHAJIBHOMY IIepe-
Bopty bubrmm. Ilepeson J1.[1.B. mon penakiment Benn-
aMmmHa Muxaruiosraa XsocTtosa (1868—1920) 1912 r. Bo
Bcex CJIydasix IMociefoBaTeslbHO neperiaeT Gesinnung
Kak «HacTpoeHme» (Kant, 1912, c. 26, 33, 39, 64). My
IOCJIe/IOBATEIEHOCTE MOJKHO OOHApPYXXWUTh M B M3/a-
Hum 1965 1. o, pepaxumert Bastentnna ®epavHanmgo-
Braa Acmyca (1894—1975): Bo Bcex ciTydasix VMCIIOIB3Y-
eTcs ToHsATHe «yOexneHme» (Kanut, 19658, c. 243, 250,
255, 277, 278). DTOT ke BapMaHT BOCIIPOM3BOANT B CBO-
eM m3ganum 1994 r. 1 Apcennin Binagyumuposny I'ysibr-
ra (1921—1996) (Kamnt, 19946, c. 177, 184, 189, 212, 213).
B mocitemHeM nepeBorie KaHTOBCKOTO «OCHOBOITOJIOXKe-
Hu4...» niof, pemakituert D.1O. Comnosresa 1 A.K. Cyna-
KOBa B JIBYsI3bIYHOM coOpaHmm counHeHmm KanTa Bce
HEeMHOTOUVICJIEHHBIe, OTHAKO KITIOUeBBIe [JIsI ITPOVI3Be-
IIeHVIs B IIeJIOM ITaccak, B KoTopbeix KaHT obparmaeTcs
K noHsTuio Gesinnung, IojIy4aloT [Ba BapraHTa Iiepe-
Bofla: «HacTpoeHme» (AA 04, S. 406; Kant, 19976, c. 99,
117) n «ymoHacTpoeHme» (AA 04, S. 416, 435; Kawnr,
19976, c. 129, 189). Ho xak e obcTonT peso B «Kpurm-
Ke IIPaKTIYeCcKOro pasyMa», ¢ KOTOPOW ¥ HauMHaeTCs
HOIJIHHAY Kapbepa JaHHOIO KAaHTOBCKOTO TTOHSTVIS?

B nepesome Hwxoras Marseesnua CokorioBa
(1860—1908) mist Gesinnung IoYTH BCeTda — TaM, IZe
3TO TIOHSTME He CJIMBAETCS C IPYTMM KaHTOBCKUM IIO-
HatueM Denkungsart, — vCTIONB3yeTcsl «HaCTpOeHVe»
(AA 05, S. 114, 115, 116; KanrT, 1897, c. 137, 139). B mn3ma-
HWU 11071, peakimet Acmyca B oTimane oT «OCHOBO-
TTOJIOKEHMST K MeTau3iKe HPaBOB» OOHaApPY XMBaeTCs
IIOMMMO «yOeXXaeHvIs» ellte 1 «00pa3 MeIciter» (AA 05,
S. 114, 115; Kanr, 1965a, c. 446, 447, 448). I'ynipra, Kak U
B csry4ae ¢ «OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHVIEM...», BOCIIPOVM3BOAUT B
1994 r. BapuanTe M3gaHMd Acmyca (AA 05, S. 114, 115;
Kanr, 19944, c. 510-511, 511, 512). Yro Xe KacaeTcs 13-
nanms ComnoseeBa 1 CyJlakoBa, TO B HEM CO3HaTeJILHO

2IlyOnmkanms TiepBovt 4acTu wmccirenosanms: Kpyeao6 A.H.
O pomm ymonacrpoenusi (Gesinnung) B aTuke m dvtocodpum
peymrvn Kanra. Yacrs 1 // Kanroscknit cooprmk. 2019. T. 38,
Ne 3. C. 32—55.

35

A.N. Krouglov

Significance of Gesinnung for Kant’s Ethics:?
Critique of Practical Reason

In the early Russian translations of the Ground-
work of the Metaphysics of Morals we encounter di-
verse, although consistently used, variants for Kant’s
concept of Gesinnung. The first translation by Yakov
Ruban (circa 1760 — after 1807) conveys Gesinnung
by the term “chuvstvovanie” (“attitude”) (Kant, 1803,
pp- 36, 51, 61, 109, 110), a word which is now obso-
lete but accords well with the synodal translation of
the Bible. The 1912 translation edited by Veniamin
Khvostov (1868 —1920) consistently uses “mood” for
Gesinnung (Kant, 1912, pp. 26, 33, 39, 64). A differ-
ent kind of consistency is displayed in the 1965 pub-
lication edited by Valentin Asmus (1894 —1975): it
invariably uses the term “conviction” (Kant, 1965c,
pp- 243, 250, 255, 277, 278). This variant is repro-
duced by Arseniy Gulyga (1921 —1996) in his 1994
edition (Kant, 1994b, pp. 177, 184, 189, 212, 213).
The latest translation of Kant's Groundwork edited
by Erich Solovyov and Andrey Sudakov in a bilin-
gual collection of Kant’s works uses two variants,
“mood” (GMS, AA 04, p. 406; Kant, 1997b, pp. 99,
117) and “umonastroenie” (GMS, AA 04, pp. 416, 435;
Kant, 1997b, pp. 129, 189) for the few, but crucial
passages containing the term Gesinnung. But what of
the Critique of Practical Reason with which the real ca-
reer of this Kantian concept begins?

Nikolai Sokolov (1860—1908) nearly always
translates Gesinnung as “mood” except when this
concept merges with another Kantian notion, Den-
kungsart (KpV, AA 05, pp. 114, 115, 116; Kant, 1897,
pp- 137, 139). The publication edited by Asmus, un-
like the Groundwork, has “mode of thinking” along
with “conviction” (KpV, AA 05, pp. 114, 115; Kant,
1965a, pp. 446, 447, 448). In 1994 Gulyga, as in the
case of the Groundwork, reproduces the variants of
the Asmus edition (KpV, AA 05, pp. 114, 115; Kant,
1994a, pp. 510-511, 511, 512). As for the Solovyov
and Sudakov edition, it deliberately avoids uni-
formity in translating Kant’s concept of Gesinnung,
using various terms depending on the situation. Al-
though “mood” is used more frequently than oth-
er terms (KpV, AA 05, pp. 115, 116; Kant, 1997a,
pp. 597, 599 etc.), one also encounters “disposi-
tion” (KpV, AA 05, p. 72n, 116; Kant, 1997a, p. 465n,

2This study is a sequel to the article: Krouglov, A.N., 2019.
On the Role of Gesinnung in Kant’s Ethics and Philosophy of
Religion. Part I. Kantian Journal, 38(3), pp. 32-55. http://dx.
doi:10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-2.



A.H. Kpyrnos

OCYIIIeCTBJIeH OTKa3 OT OHOrO-e[IMHCTBEHHOIO Tep-
MWMHa IS Tlepefady Ha PYCCKOM KaHTOBCKOTO ITOHS-
s Gesinnung, a CUTyaTUBHO NPUMEHSIOTCS pasHble
TEPMWHBL XOTS JOMUHVIPYeT «HacTpoeHMe» (AA 05,
S. 115, 116; KanT, 1997a, c. 597, 599 u np.), BcTpevaroTcst
TaKXXe «HaCTpoeHHOCTH» (AA 05,S.72 Anm., 116; Ka#aT,
1997a, c. 465 mpum., 599), «ybexxnenne» (AA 05, S. 73;
Kanr, 1997a, c. 469), «Hamepenme» (AA 05, S. 82, 144;
Kanr, 19973, c. 497, 683), «cTrpemizerue» (AA 05, S. 143;
Kanr, 19973, c. 679), «0bpas mblcten» (AA 05, S. 83, 114,
155 Anm.; Kant, 1997a, c. 501, 595, 709 mipmm.) 11 «MBbIc-
> (AA 05, S. 140; Kanr, 1997a, c. 671)°.

Eciim BHMMaTeIBHO IIOCMOTpeTh Ha TekcT «Kpwu-
TUKM IIPaKTMYeCKOro pasyMa», M300VITYIOIIN Tep-
MuHoM Gesinnung, v 3ajarb cebe BoOIpoc: jodaBiIser
JIM VI IPOsICHsIeT uTo-1TnO0 Bropas «Kpuruka» KanTa
1o cpaBHeHMIO ¢ «OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHNEM. ..», B KOTOPOM
3TOT TepPMUH yIIOTpeOJIeH BCero JIMIIb IIeCTh pa3, TO
oTBeT Oy/ieT CKOpee HeraTVBHBII — OCOOEHHO eciIn K
«OCHOBOMOJIOKEHMUIO. ..» ITPUCOBOKYIIUTD JIEKIIUM 10
€CTeCTBeHHOMY IIpaBy.

Wrak, ecyim oTTasKmBaTbcst OT «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HWSL...», TO, BO-TIEPBBIX, IePUOOMYecKoe Ho0aBiIeHVie
IIpeAMKaTa MOPaJIBHOCTM ¥ YWMCTOTHI K YMOHACTPO-
€HUIO MOAYepKIBaeT, YTO OHO MOXeT OBITh M He MO-
pasIbHBIM, a Jaxe Hamportms®. Bo-sropseix, KanT Ha-
OPAMYIO OTOXIECTBJIIeT YMOHACTPOeHMe ¥ MaKCUMY
BONM, ciiefyss B 3ToM «MeTadumsuke» A.I. baymrap-
TeHa. B-Tpersnx, monm mobpomerensio KaHT moHMMa-
eT HpaBCTBEHHO J100poe yMOHacTpoeHMe. B-ueTsep-
TBIX, CYIITHOCTHO HOOPBIM B AEVICTBUM IIO KaTeropwu-
YeCKOMY VMIIepaTVBY SIBJIsSeTCS IMeHHO YMOHacTpoe-
HVIe, a He pe3yJIbTaT IIocTynKa. B «EcTecTBeHHOM IIpa-
Be Dertepabeni» K 3TOMy [100aBiIseTCs ellle HeCKOJIb-
KO YepT: B-IIATHIX, IIPOTMUBOIOCTABIISIOTCS SIBJIeHHOe /
BHeIITHee 11 BHyTpeHHee YMOHACTPOeHMsI — VI COBECTb,
Y COBECTJIIBOCTH OTHOCSATCS TOJIBKO K IIOCJIeITHEMY.
B-mrecTrIX, mpoTMBOIIOCTaBJIeHVe IIOCTYIKOB Ha OC-
HOBe YMOHACTPOEHWV M IIOCTYIKOB 0e3 OITIAnKM Ha
YMOHACTPOeHNs JISKUT B OCHOBe ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIIe-
HVS STVKM VI IIpaBa, YTO BO MHOT'OM II€peOCMBICIIVIBA-
€T CXOIHOe ITPOTUBOIIOCTaBJIeH e PeJIUT MW Y FOCYAap-
ctBa y M. Menpenbscona.

Ha stom done «KpnTmka mpakTrdeckoro pasyma»
JIUIITB TIOBTOPSieT M pa3BMBaeT 3TV Te3nchl. Jarie Bce-
ro KaHT 1o ymosryaHmio ToBOpuUT 0 MOpasIbHOM (HpaB-

*B pmanHHOM Crydae KoHTeKcTy KaHTa Gostee Bcero 6iIm3ok
®. [MIvwrep B « IMKKOITOMMUHL.

* O posi yMOHACTpOeH Vs JIJIsi KOPEHSIIerocs: B IIPUpojie Yesio-
Beka 371a cM.: (Konhardt, 1988). O mobpom u 3710M yMOHacTpoe-
Hym cM. Tacke: (Hake, 2003, S. 35—37).

599), “conviction” (KpV, AA 05, p. 73; Kant, 1997a,
p- 469), “intention” (KpV, AA 05, pp. 82, 144; Kant,
1997a, pp. 497, 683), “aspiration” (KpV, AA 05,
p- 143; Kant, 1997a, p. 679), “mode of thinking”
(KpV, AA 05, pp. 83, 114, 155n; Kant, 1997a, pp. 501,
595, 709n) and “thoughts” (KpV, AA 05, p. 140; Kant,
1997a, p. 671).3

If one reads attentively the text of the Critique
of Practical Reason, in which the term Gesinnung
abounds, and asks the question, does Kant’s second
Critique add or clarify anything by comparison with
the Groundwork, in which this term is used only six
times? — the answer must be negative, especially if
lectures on natural law are added to the Groundwork.

I proceed from the Groundwork. First, the oc-
casional addition of the predicate of morality and
purity to Gesinnung stresses that it may or may
not be moral.* Second, Kant explicitly identifies
Gesinnung and the maxim of the will following
A.G. Baumgarten’s Metaphysica. Third, by virtue
Kant means morally kind Gesinnung. Fourth, it is Ge-
sinnung and not the result of an act that is essentially
kind in accordance with the categorical imperative.
Kant’s Feyerabend Lectures on Natural Law adds sev-
eral features: fifth, the manifest/external Gesinnung
is opposed to the inner one with conscience, con-
scientiousness referring only to the latter. Sixth, the
juxtaposition of actions based on Gesinnung and ac-
tions that do not look back to Gesinnung underlies
the juxtaposition of ethics and right, which in many
ways reinterprets a similar juxtaposition of religion
and state by Moses Mendelssohn.

Against this background the Critique of Practi-
cal Reason merely elaborates and repeats these the-
ses. More often than not, by default, he speaks about
moral Gesinnung (mode of thinking, conviction,
mood), without specifying what he has in mind. Nor
does he explain amoral Gesinnung. As in the Ground-
work, in the Critique of Practical Reason Gesinnung is
linked with maxims, albeit less evidently so: while
in 1785 he plainly identifies the two concepts, in
1788 he speaks of Gesinnung of maxims (KpV, AA 05,
p- 84; Kant, 1996a, pp. 207-208), of Gesinnung intro-
duced into maxims (KpV, AA 05, p. 86; Kant, 1996a,
p- 209): “[...] whether the action was also done (sub-
jectively) for the sake of the moral law, so that it has

® In this case F. Schiller in “The Piccolomini” comes closest to
Kant’s context.

* On the role of Gesinnung in the evil inherent in human na-
ture see Konhardt (1988, pp. 397-416). On kind and evil Gesin-
nung see also Hake (2003, pp. 35-37).
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CTBEHHOM) YMOHacTpoeHMM (0Opase MbICIIeN, yOoex ie-
HIY, HACTPOEHU), He YTOUHSIA [Iajlee, O 4YeM MMEeHHO
et peus. He mposicHsgeT oH 1 HeMOpaIbHOE yMOHa-
crpoenne. Kak n B «OcHoBononoxeHun...», B «Kpu-
THUKe IPaKTUYECKOrO pasyMa» yMOHacTpOeHVe VBs-
3bIBaeTCs ¢ MaKCVMaMM, XOTs 11 MeHee O4eBUIHO: ecIIn
B 1785 T. MeJI0 MecTO TIpsIMOe OTOX[EeCTBJIeHWe, TO
B 1788 1. peun MeT 00 YyMOHaCTPOEHMUN MaKCUM (CM.:
AA 05, S. 84), 06 ymoHacTpoeHMNM, BHOCMMOM B MakK-
cuMel (cm.: AA 05, S. 86): «...coBepIrieH JIM TIOCTYTIOK
TakXe (CyOBEKTMBHO) padu MOpaibH020 3aKOHA VI, CJie-
JloBaTeJIbHO, MMeeT JIV OH IO CBOeVl MaKCuMe He TOJIb-
KO HPaBCTBEHHYIO MPaBWIBHOCTD KaK IeVICTBYe, HO U
HpPaBCTBEHHYIO IIeHHOCTh KaK HacTpoeHme?» (AA 05,
S.159; Kanr, 19974, c. 723).

IlockorbKy pedb MIeT He IPOCTO O MaKCHMax, a O
MaKcrMax Boi, B «KpuTrke IIpaKTIYecKoro pasyMa»
IIPOCTyTaeT 1 3TOT acHekT: KaHT ropoput o ymcroTe
YMOHaCTpOeHU (Kak MakcyM) Bomu (cM.: AA 05, S. 84),
0 MOpaJIbHOM HacTpoeHun Boiu (cm.:. AA 05, S. 113),
KOTOpasi «<HeOOXOIVIMO CBsI3aHA C CO3HAHWEM OIlpere-
JIeHVISL BOJIVL HenocpedcmbBenno saxonom» (AA 05, S. 116;
Kanrt, 1997a, c. 601). Qg nomyepkmBaHMs H00poe-
TeJIBHOIO yMOHacTpoeHUs B «KpuTnke mmpakTinduecko-
TO pasyMa» ITOSIBJISIETCS Jlake HOBBI TepMuH Tugend-
gesinnung, «H0OpoaeTeTbHOe YMOHacTpoeHme» (AA (5,
S. 114, mepeson mon. — A.K). HoOpomerens Kant
VICTOJIKOBBIBA€T B TOM UWMCJIe KaK MOpaJIbHOe YMOHa-
cTpoenme «8 bopvoe» (AA 05, S. 84; Kant, 19974, c. 505),
Y TI0 BCEVI BUIMMOCTW pedb MIEeT 0 Oopwbe, MIM CIIo-
pe co ckitoHHOCTAMU (cM.: AA 05, S. 147; KanT, 1997a,
c. 691). B monmmaHnM 100posieTe KaKk HPaBCTBEH-
Horo moOporo ymoHacTpoeHmus KaHT Termepp B 60ib-
eV CTeIleHM TIOMYepKMBaeT 3aKOHOCOOOPAs3HBIN Xa-
pakTep: «...J100poreTesns, T.e. 3aKOHOCOOOpasHasl Ha-
CTPOEHHOCTb M3 YBaxenus K 3akoHy» (AA 05, S. 127;
Kanr, 1997a, c. 635). CooTBeTCTBME YMOHACTPOEHMS C
MOPaJIBHBIM 3aKOHOM (cM.: AA 05, S. 122; KanT, 1997a,
c. 617) KaaT dukcupyer 1 6e3 ynommuHaHMs J0Opome-
Temn. VICTMHHO HpaBCTBEHHOE YMOHACTpPOEHVIe COCTO-
UT B IIPSMOV IIPEIaHHOCTY 3aKOoHY (cM.: AA 05, S. 147;
KanTt, 1997a, c. 693);, 11IeHHOCTB >Ke yMOHaCTPOeHMs,
«HOAHOCHIbI0 COOTBETCTBYIOIIIETO MOPAJIBHOMY 3aKO-
Hy, OeckoHedHa...» (AA 05, S. 128; Kanut, 19974, c. 635).
INogyepkmBaHVe IEHHOCTV YMOHACTPOEHIs, a He IIPO-
cTo mocTynkos (cMm.: AA 05, S. 71; Kanr, 1997a, c. 463),
KaK 2TO MMeJI0 MeCcTO M B «OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHWIL. ..»,
odopmirstercs B «KpuTiKe 4mcTOro pasyma» B TepMu-
HOJIOTMH, OTCYTCTBOBaBIIIelt B 1785 T.: jlerajibHOCTD I10-
CTYTIKOB 11 MOPaJIBHOCTb yMOHacTpoeHUM (cMm.: AA 05,
S. 151; Kanrt, 1997a, c. 697).
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not only moral correctness as a deed but also moral
worth as a disposition by its maxim” (KpV, AA 05,
p- 159; Kant, 1996a, p. 267).

Because he speaks not simply of maxims but of
maxims of the will, this aspect is also revealed in the
Critique of Practical Reason. Kant speaks of the purity
of dispositions (as maxims) of the will (KpV, AA 05,
p- 84; Kant, 1996a, p. 208), of moral disposition of the
will (KpV, AA 05, p. 113; Kant, 1996a, p. 231), which
“is necessarily connected with consciousness of the
determination of the will directly by the law” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 116; Kant, 1996a, p. 233). To stress virtuous
Gesinnung, the Critique of Practical Reason even intro-
duces a new term, Tugendgesinnung, “virtuous dis-
position” (KpV, AA 05, p. 114; Kant, 1996a, p. 232).
Kant interprets virtue, among other things, as moral
Gesinnung “in conflict” (KpV, AA 05, p. 84; Kant,
19964, p. 208), apparently referring to the struggle or
dispute with inclinations (KpV, AA 05, p. 147; Kant,
1996a, p. 258). In interpreting virtue as moral, kind
Gesinnung Kant now tends to stress more the law-
ful character: “[...] virtue, that is, a disposition con-
formed with law from respect for law” (KpV, AA 05,
p- 127; Kant, 1996a, p. 243). Kant speaks of the cor-
respondence of Gesinnung to the moral law (KpV,
AA 05, p. 122; Kant, 1996a, p. 238) without men-
tioning virtue. Truly moral Gesinnung consists in di-
rect abidance by the law (KpV, AA 05, p. 147; Kant,
19964, p. 258); the value of Gesinnung, “completely
conforming with the moral law is infinite [...]” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 128; Kant, 1996a, p. 243). In the Critique of
Pure Reason Kant’s emphasis on the value of Gesin-
nung, and not simply of actions (KpV, AA 05, p. 71;
Kant, 1996a, p. 197), as was also the case in Ground-
work, is reflected in terminology that was absent in
1785: legality of actions and morality of dispositions
(KpV, AA 05, p. 151; Kant, 19964, p. 261).

Other features that clearly appear only in the
Critique of Practical Reason, are perhaps the contrast-
ing of moral good according to the letter and the
spirit, the second variant being precisely a case of
moral Gesinnung (KpV, AA 05, p. 72n; Kant, 1996a,
p- 198n). But while this has more to do with rhetoric,
in three other cases topics are touched upon that
form a transition of sorts to Religion within the
Bounds of Bare Reason. First, Kant deals with the top-
ic of the appearance of the disposition® in the world

> Kant here seems practically to equate Gesinnung and char-
acter. In other contexts, however, he clearly separates moral
Gesinnung and moral character (cf.: KpV, AA 05, p. 157; Kant,
1996a, pp. 265-266).
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K ToMYy, 4TO OTUETIINBO HOSBIISETCS TOJIBKO B «Kpu-
TMKe IIPAKTUYeCKOro pasyMa», MOXXHO OTHECTH, IIO-
JKaJIy¥i, IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBJIEHVIE MOPAJIBHO JOOPOro 1o
OykBe U II0 JIyXy, IIpV KOTOPOM BTOPOVI BapMaHT OKa-
3bIBAeTCS KakK pa3 cJIy4aeM MOpPaIbHOIO YMOHAcCTpoe-
Hug (M. AA 05, S. 72 Anm.; KanT, 1997a, c. 465 tiprm.).
Ho ecyin TyT BCe ke peub mzeT OOJIbIIIE O PUTOPUKE,
TO B TPeX JIPYTMX CIIydasix 3aTparvBaloTCs YKe TeMBI,
CITy)Kalliyie OIperie/IeHHBIM IlepexonoM K «Permrum B
IIpefiesiax OJJHOTO TOJIBKO pasyMa». Bo-repBbix, KaHT
3arparvBaeT TeMY SBJIEHWMS YMOHAcTPOEHUS® B UyB-
CTBEHHO BOocCHprHMMaeMoM Mmupe (cMm.: AA 05, S. 99;
KanT, 1997a, c. 549) — mpexxzie TeMaTVKa KaHTOBCKOIO
TPpaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIBHOTO VjleaI3Ma IIPVIMEHVTEIIBHO K
YMOHACTPOEHUIO KaK-IM00 3HAYMMO He IIPOSIBIISIIaCh.
Bo-Bropslx, KaHT 3aTparuBaer mmpobsieMy Hen3MeHHO-
CTV YMOHACTPOEHMS B IIporpecce K 1o0py (cm.: AA 05,
S. 123 Anm.; Kant, 1997a, c. 621 npwm.). B-Tpersux,
B YYEHWI O METOIe YVCTOrO IIPaKTMYeCKOro pasy-
Ma KEéHMrcOeprckmm procod CTaBUT BOIIPOC O «Me-
TOfIe YCTaHOBJIEHWMS M KYJIBTYpe VMICTMHHO MOPaJIbHO-
ro obpasa Mbicier» (AA 05, S. 153; Kaut, 1997a, c. 703).
B sToM mocrremHeM citydae, TIOXKaiTy¥l, MOXKHO ake
CKa3aTk, YTO MeXAy «KpuTHKOV ITpaKTI4YecKoro pasy-
Ma» 1 «Pesuruen B mpezesiax OfHOIO TOJIBKO pa3yMa»
IIpoJIeraeT HeKOTOpast IIPOIIacTb.

Ho npexpe ueM mepenTy K TPaKTaTy O PeIVTUM,
s 3aTPOHY ABe TEKCTOJIOIMYecKye CIOKHOCTU pPas3HoO-
IIIEPCTHOIO CUTYaTMBHOTO IepeBOjia KaHTOBCKOIO II0-
matust Gesinnung B «KpuTHKe IPaKTUYeCKOro pasy-
Ma». MHOTOKpaTHO IIpVIMEHSIEMBIN 311eCh ISl TIEPEBO-
ma 0bopoT «obpa3s MBICIIEN» CTABUT IIE€pert HaMy IIPo-
OrleMy pasimaeHMs ABYX KaHTOBCKMX TepMMHOB: Ge-
sinnung v Denkungsart, a oHM TOPOV IIPOM3HOCITCS
KanToM Ha ogHOM AbIxaHMM®. 3acTaBiIsieT CIOThIKAThb-
Cs1 B HeKOTOPBIX KOHTEKCTax TakKe BBIOpaHHBIT ACMY-
com m ['ymeirovt n BpemeHamu coxpansieMmbii CoroBbe-
BBIM BapMaHT «yOexueHue»". B ToM dmciie 11 1o3ToMy
MHe IIpeficTaBiIsgeTcs Ooslee yIaduHBIM BapMaHT «yMO-
HacTpoeHwe», MO0 OH He COBHaaeT C APYTUMM TePMU-
HaM¥ 13 OIM3KOr0 IOHSTUITHOTO PSAia, KOTOPBIV MMe-
erca y KanTa g ciosa Gesinnung.

®KaHT 37ech, IOXOXe, IMPaKTUYEeCKU OTOX/IECTBIISeT yMOHa-
crpoeHre ¢ xapakrepoM. OfHAKO B MHBIX KOHTEKCTaX OH OT-
YeT/INBO Pasfe/sieT MOpaIbHOe YMOHACTPOEHME 11 MOPAJIbHBIN
xapakrep (cMm.: AA 05, S. 157; Kanr, 1997a, c. 715).

® «... eine solche Gesinnung und Denkungsart» («... Takoe Ha-
CTpO€HMe M Takom oOpa3 MBICIV» B JIBYS3bIMHOM W3IaHWI)
(AA 05, S.116; Kanr, 1997a, c. 599).

7 «Die Uberzeugung von der Unwandelbarkeit seiner Gesinnungen
im Fortschritte zum Guten...» («YOeXxyeHne B HeM3MEHHOCTI
CBOEVI HAaCTPOEHHOCTVI B ITporpecce K I00poMy ...» B By I3bIIHOM
vsnanum) (AA 05, S. 123 Anm.; Kant, 19974, c. 621 ipum.).
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apprehended by the senses (KpV, AA 05, p. 99; Kant,
19964, p. 219), the topic of Kant’s transcendental ide-
alism with reference to Gesinnung was not previous-
ly mentioned in any significant way. Second, Kant
touches on the problem of the immutability of Gesin-
nung in the progress towards the good (KpV, AA 05,
p- 123n; Kant, 1996a, p. 239n). Third, in the teaching
on the method of pure practical reason Kant raises
the question of “the method of founding and culti-
vating genuine moral dispositions” (KpV, AA 05,
p- 153; Kant, 1996a, p. 262). In the latter case one
might say that there is a certain gap between the Cri-
tique of Practical Reason and Religion within the Bounds
of Bare Reason.

However, before I pass on to the treatise on
religion I would like to mention two textologi-
cal difficulties stemming from disparate contextu-
al translations of Kant’s concept Gesinnung in the
Critique of Practical Reason. The multiple use of the
translation “mode of thinking” confronts us with the
problem of distinguishing two Kant’s terms: Gesin-
nung and Denkungsart, which Kant sometimes utters
in the same breath.® The variant “conviction” cho-
sen by Asmus and Gulyga and sometimes retained
by Solovyov also makes one stumble.” It is partly
due to this that I think “umonastroenie” is a more fe-
licitous term because it does not coincide with other
terms from the same semantic field that Kant uses
for Gesinnung.

Besides, it has to be noted that this transla-
tion has long, though not invariably, been used in
Russian editions of Hegel.® I believe the choice of
this variant by Sudakov in the Groundwork, and
by Ludmila Kryshtop in Kant’'s Feyerabend Lec-
tures on Natural Law is justified. Another reason
that prompts the use of this notion is that in Ge-
sinnung Kant actualises not only the intellectual
but in some ways the sensible component, which

¢ “[...] eine solche Gesinnung und Denkungsart” (cf. “[...] such a
disposition and cast of mind [...]”) (KpV, AA 05, p. 116; Kant,
1996a, p. 233).

7 “Die  Uberzeugung wvon der Unwandelbarkeit seiner
Gesinnungen im Fortschritte zum Guten [...]” (cf. “ Conviction of
the immutability of one’s disposition in progress toward the
good seems [...]”) (KpV, AA 05, p. 123n; Kant, 1996a, p. 239n).
8 For examples cf. Hegel 2009, pp. 211-212, § 268; Hegel,
1990, p. 292; Hegel, 1986, p. 251, § 32; pp. 251-252, § 33; p. 252,
§ 34; Hegel, 1971, p. 55. In § 32 of Philosophical Propedeutics
the concept Gesinnung is translated as “umonastroenie”, also,
however as “mode of thinking”. The concept is translated as
“mode of thinking” in some other works of Hegel (cf. Hegel,
1992, p. 495, § 515; Hegel, 1977, p. 340; Hegel, 1989, p. 348;
Hegel, 1959, p. 252).



Kpome Toro, cTouT OTMETUTB, YTO IIOHOOHBIN IIe-
peBoJI, yXe IpOdO/DKUTeSIbHOe BpeMsd — IIyCThb U He
BO BCeX CJIydasgxX — VCIIOJIBb3YeTCs B PYCCKMX M3IaHU-
sx Tereszs®. Betbop mimeHHO 3TOro Bapmanrta Cymako-
BbIM B «OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHUM K MeTadpusnKe HpaBoB», a
J1.2. Kpprrron B «EcrecTBeHHOM 11paBe dDerviepabeH;i»
MHe Ka’keTcsi onpasgaHHeM. Elrie ogHa mpuanHa o6pa-
TUTBCS IMEHHO K 9TOMY IIOHSTUIO COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
KanT B c1yuae Gesinnung akTyaausupyeT He TOJIBKO
VHTeJUIeKTYasIbHYI0, HO, HEKOTOPBIM 0Opa3oM, 1 4yB-
CTBEHHYIO COCTaBJISAIONIYI0. DTO MOHATHO KaK U3 IIpe/l-
BICTOPUY Hapeumns gesinnet B OMOIIeVICKIIX IIepeBoaX,
Tak U n3 npunuceiBauus Gesinnung 1 Xp.A. Kpysuewm,
1 MeH/e1bcOHOM He [Iyllle B cMBbICTIe Seele, a AyIie B
cMpicite Gemiit, a TOC/IeNHsASA KakK pa3 oobeMyieT B cebe
VI YMCTBeHHYIO, ¥ YyBCTBeHHYIO, ¥ BOJIEBYIO COCTaBJIs-
toryie. B aTom cMblciie Gesinnung HarloMHaeT HeKOTO-
pele TumuHble A1 KaHTa moHSATMS-TMOpuabl, mpu-
3BaHHBIe I1epeOpPOCUTh MOCTBI MEXIy HeITPOXOHVIMEI-
MU cpepam, KaK, HallpuMep, yBakeHre B IIpaKTude-
cxomt dpvtocodmm MM cxeMa KakK TpaHCIIeHIeHTalb-
HOe BpeMeHHOe oIlpefie/leHVie B TeopeTuyecKor u-
socodpum. V1 ecsi B HaCTpOeHMM VIV HaCTPOEHHOCTHU
IpeBaIpyeT HeHYy>XKHas IICUXOJIOrMyecKasl COCTaBIIs-
IoITasl, Ha KOTOPYIO JKaJIyIoTCsl ITPOTUBHMKY aHITIN-
CKOro attitude, HO PV 3TOM BCe K€ IIOIUYEepPKVBAETCS
HeKWV 9yBCTBEHHBIV VJIM, BbIpakasiCh COBPeMeHHBIM
S3BIKOM, SMOLIMOHAJIBHBIV IUIaH, TO B YMOHACTPOeHWN
BCe 3TO OOBEIVIHEHO C MHTeJIIeKTyaIbHo cpeport. K
BO3MOKHBIM HeJIocTaTKaM TaKOro BapyaHTa MOYKHO OT-
HeCTW I103JHeCOBETCKIII KOHTEKCT, B KOTOPOM ITOHSITIe
YMOHACTPOeHMsI OBUIO HECKOJIBKO 3aTePTO ero IprMe-
HeHVeM K PasJIMYHBIM IOJIMTUYECKUM -M3MaM, IOf-
pasyMeBaBIINM K TOMY ke HedTO KOJIJIeKTMBHOe, a He
VHIVBUyaJIbHOe, KaK 3TO MMeeT MecTo y Kanra. Of1-
HaKo ceyJac ¥ 3TOT KOHTEKCT y ke CTaJI ICTOPVeTL.

Eciint xe, He obpaliiast BHMMaHVe Ha COBpeMeHHOe
repesioBoe aHIJIOA3bIUHOe KaHTOBe[leHWe, OTKPBITh
citosapu He XXI B, a korna XVIII — wagana XIX B. n
OLIEHUTB BO3MOXXHBIE PyCCKMe ITepeBOJIbI C 3TOV TOUKM
3peHvs, TO MBIl OOHApy>XMM, YTO IO CpaBHEHMIO C ce-
penunot XVIII B. x 1798 r. Gesinnung y>ke cTajyo cTaH-
JIapTHBIM CJIOBapHBIM CJIOBOM. B crioBape liBaHa AH-
npeesuya lermva (1759—1821) 1801 r., To ecTh B M3a-

8 B xauectBe npumepos cm.: (Hegel, 2009, S. 211—-212, § 268;
Terens, 1990, c. 292; Hegel, 1986, S. 251, § 32; S. 251—252, § 33;
S. 252, § 34; I'erertw, 1971, c. 55). ITpaBna, B § 32 «®mmocod ko
rporiesieBTUKM» Gesinnung IepeBoIUTCS M KaK «yMOHacTpoe-
HMe», 1 KaK «00pa3 Mblcsiert». Kak «o0pa3 MbICiier» 3TO IOHS-
Tve TeperaHo U B psae Apyrux pabor I'eress (cm.: Hegel, 1992,
S. 495, § 515; TI'erers, 1977, c. 340; Hegel, 1989, S. 348; I'eress,
1959, c. 252).
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is clear both from the pre-history of the adverb ge-
sinnet in biblical translations and from the fact that
both C.A. Crusius and Mendelssohn ascribe Gesin-
nung not to the soul in the sense of Seele, but to the
soul in the sense of Gemiit, the latter comprising in-
tellect, senses and will. In that sense Gesinnung re-
sembles some hybrid concept characteristic of Kant,
called upon to build bridges between impenetrable
spheres such as: respect in practical philosophy or
scheme as a transcendental, temporal definition in
theoretical philosophy. While “mood” or “dispo-
sition” has an unnecessary psychological connota-
tion which the opponents of the English “attitude”
complain about, umonastroenie, still stressing a sen-
sible or emotional level (to use modern terminolo-
gy), combines all this with the intellectual sphere.
Perhaps a shortcoming of this variant is the late So-
viet context in which the concept of Gesinnung was
somewhat overused to refer to various -isms which,
among other things, imply something collective and
not individual as with Kant. Today though this con-
text has become history.

However, if we ignore advanced modern
English-language studies and open not twen-
ty-first-century dictionaries but those of the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth century we will find
that, compared with the middle of the nineteenth
century, by 1798 Gesinnung had become a standard
dictionary entry. The 1801 dictionary by Ivan Geim
(in German: Heym, 1759—1821), i.e. a dictionary
published in Kant’s lifetime, unequivocally defines
the verb gesinnen as “to cerebrate” and “to think”
and not “to feel”. Besides, it connotes intention, de-
sign and disposition. For Gesinnung only two vari-
ants are proposed: “opinion” and “thought” (Heym,
1801, p. 430). Another dictionary published at the
time of the Metaphysics of Morals has this interpre-
tation of the adverb gesinnet: “to be disposed” and
“to have the spirit,” of which the Church Slavonic
equivalent is “to mind”. Gesinnung is understood
as “disposition” and “intention” (Gesellschaft von
Gelehrten, 1798, p. 679). These dictionaries of Kant's
time demonstrate several important features. First,
we clearly see in them precisely the intellectual and
not the sensible connotation of Gesinnung (“to cere-
brate”, “to think”, “thoughts”). Second, the Church
Slavonic equivalent, mentioned above with refer-
ence to Bible translations, “to mind”, confirms its
intellectual interpretation. Third, the word carries
the connotations of intention, design as well as dis-
position. As for “opinion”, it is totally unsuited for
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HWW, BBIIIIENIIEM elrle Ipy Xu3Hu KaHTa, 11715 m1aroia
gesinnen COBEPIIIEHHO HEIBYCMBICJIEHHO yKa3blBaeTCs
3Ha4YeHVe «MBICTIUTB» U «IIyMaTh», a He «dyBCTBOBATH».
Kpowme Toro, 3mecs IpUCyTCTBYIOT ellle U 3Ha9eHWsI Ha-
MepeHMsl, YMBICIIa ¥ pacIioyIokeHs. B orHomenmm xe
Gesinnung mpepyIaraeTcs TOJIBKO JIBa BapuaHTa: «MHe-
Hue» M «MbIcIb» (CI1oBaph HEMEIKO-POCCUTICKUT U
poccuricko-Hemertkuit, 1801, ct. 430). B mpyrom cio-
Bape BpeMeH «MeTadv3mKy HpaBoOB» Hapedme gesit-
net TOIKyeTCs TaK: «OBITh PACIIOIIOKEHHBIM» W «IMeThb
IoyX» dYeMy B IIepKOBHOCJIABSHCKOM COOTBETCTBYET
«MYIpCTBOBaTh». Gesinnung ke MOHMMaeTcs KaK «pac-
rosiokeHve» 1 «HamepeHnme» (Vollstandiges Deutsch-
Russisches Lexicon, 1798, S. 679). D1t cioBapu KaH-
TOBCKOTO BpeMeHW IeMOHCTPUPYIOT HaM HeCKOIBKO
BaKHBIX HIOAHCOB. BO-ITepBBIX, MBI SICHO BUAMM B HVIX
VIMEHHO VHTEJUIEKTYaIbHYIO, a He YyBCTBEHHYIO CO-
CTaBJIsAIoNTyI0 ToHATHS Gesinnung («MBICIIUTE», «Ty-
MaTb», «MBICJIV»). Bo-BTOPBIX, COBEpIIIEHHO YeTKO yKa-
3bIBA€TCSI VI €ro IepKOBHOCJIABAHCKMV OSKBUBaJIEHT,
0 KOTOPOM paHee yXe ITIa pedb Ha IIpuUMepax Iiepe-
BOIIOB bubrmmi, — «MympcTBoBaTh», M OH CHOBa IIOM-
TBEPXKJaeT 3TO WHTEIUIEKTYaIICTCKOe TOJIKOBAHIIE.
B-TpeTr1X, B JaHHOM CJIOBe IIPOCTYIIaeT 1 TeMa HaMe-
PpeHIs, yMBICTIa, a TaKXKe pacrioiokeHns. YTo ke Kaca-
eTcs «MHEHWS1», TO OHO COBEPIIIeHHO He IIOIXOMNT [IJIs
KaHTOBCKMX TEKCTOB. Bo3Bpariasick K yMOHaCTPOEHIIO,
HOAYepKHY, YTO OHO JAOBOJIBHO CHOCHO OTpa’kaeT 3Ty
VIHTEJUIEKTyaJIbHYIO COCTaBJISIONIYIO, He VICKJIIodast
PV 3TOM ¥ 4yBCTBEHHO-3MOIIVIOHAJIEHYTO.

3Ha4yeHMe YMOHACTPOEHM s
11 pmnocodpun pennrumn Kamra:
«Penurusa B mpegesiax OHOIO TOJIBKO pa3yMa»

Ha pycckoM si3pIKe mMeeTcs 1Ba IOJIHBIX M3HaHs
«Pemmuirun B ripefiesiax OfHOIO TOJIBLKO pasyMa» — B IIe-
pesore Coxososa (1908 r.), KOTOPBIT B KAHTOBCKOM CO-
Opanmmu countHenmt I'ymbirm (1994 1.) OblT oTpemakTm-
posaH AjtekcaHgpoM Bukroposnuem MiixarniioBbiM
(1938—1995). Kpome Toro, meppast 4acTb TpakTara —
«O0 M3HaYaJIEHO 3JI0M B YeJIOBEYECKOVI IPUpore» —
Obuta Ha ocHoBe Ilepesoma CokosioBa oITyOiIMKOBaHa
B COBETCKOM IINeCTUTOMHUMKe KaHTa Iof, pemaxiivent
Acmyca (1965 r). COKOJIOB VICITONIB30BaJI IIPeVMYyIiie-
CTBEHHO [1Ba BapMaHTa I nepesona Gesinnung: «o0-
pa3 meiciten» (AA 06, S. 32, 35, 37; Kanr, 1908, c. 29, 34,
36) 1 «HacTpoernue» (AA 06, S. 14, 38; Kant, 1908, c. 14,
37). B pemakiinm AcMmyca BapraHTOB 4y Thb OOJIBIIIE: «O0-
pas3 Meicien» (AA 06, S. 30, 35; Kant, 19656, c. 32, 37),
«HamepeHme» (AA 06, S. 37, 38; Kaur, 19656, c. 40, 41),
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Kant’s texts. Going back to Gesinnung, let me stress
that it adequately reflects the intellectual component
without excluding the sensible and emotional one.

The Significance of Gesinnung for Kant’s
Philosophy of Religion:
Religion within the Bounds of Bare Reason

There are two complete Russian editions of Re-
ligion within the Bounds of Bare Reason, translated by
Sokolov (1908), edited in Gulyga’s Kant collection
(1994) by Alexander Mikhailov (1938 —1995). In ad-
dition, the first part of the treatise, “On the Radical
Evil in Human Nature”, was published on the basis
of Sokolov’s translation in the Soviet six-volume col-
lected works of Kant and edited by Asmus (1965).
Sokolov used mainly two variants of translation of
Gesinnung: “mode of thinking” (RGV, AA 06, pp. 32,
35, 37; Kant, 1908, pp. 29, 34, 36; Kant, 2009, pp. 35,
39, 41) and “mood” (RGV, AA 06, pp. 14, 38; Kant,
1908, pp. 14, 37; Kant, 2009, pp. 13, 41). The Asmus
edition has slightly more variants: “mode of think-
ing” (RGV, AA 06, pp. 30, 35; Kant, 1965b, pp. 32,
37; Kant, 2009, pp. 33, 39), “intention” (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 37, 38; Kant, 1965b, pp. 40, 41; Kant, 2009, pp. 41,
42), “conviction” (RGV, AA 06, p. 14; Kant, 1965b,
p- 19; Kant, 2009, p. 13). The Mikhailov edition adds
still more variants: “mode of thinking” (Kant, 199%4c,
pp- 23, 25), “conviction” (Kant, 1994c, pp. 17, 38, 39),
“intention” (Kant, 1994c, p. 39), “disposition” (Kant,
199%4c, p. 185), “umonastroenie” (Kant, 1994c, p. 191,
219), “thoughts” (Kant, 1994c, p. 217). Thus, the
translation of Kant’s concept Gesinnung turns out
to be as situational® as in the the Critique of Practical
Reason edited by Solovyov. True, the translation of
the treatise on religion adds nothing new to the vari-
ants of translation of pre-critical works, the Meta-
physics of Morals and the Critique of Practical Reason.
Already in Crusius one can notice a convergence of
Gesinnung and Gedenkensart. In Kant’s Religion with-

® However, a noticeable degree of consistency is observed
in some parts: thus in section C, “Difficulties Opposing the
Reality of This Idea, and Their Solution” (Piece 2), Gesinnung
is almost everywhere translated into Russian as “mode of
thinking”, whereas in “General Comment” (Piece 4) mainly
as “conviction”. In another Slavic language — Polish — in
a translation of Religion within the Bounds of Bare Reason by
Alexander Bobko (cf. Kant, 2011) a uniform variant has been
chosen: “usposobienie”, which means on the one hand a mood
or disposition and on the other hand temper or character. The
same term is used in Polish to translate Weber’s expression
Gesinnungsethik.



«ybexnenme» (AA 06, S. 14; Kanr, 19656, c. 19). B pe-
Iaxm Xe MrixariyioBa BapraHTOB IIpM0aBIIIOCE: «00-
pa3 Mpicienn» (Kant, 19948, c. 23, 25), «yOexxmeHme»
(Kanr, 19948, c. 17, 38, 39), «<aamepenme» (Kant, 19948,
c. 39), «<mactpoeHHOCTH» (KauT, 19948, c. 185), «yMoHa-
crpoerme» (Kanrt, 19948, c. 191, 219), «mbicm» (KaeT,
19948, c. 217) — TeM caMBIM IIepeBOJI, KAHTOBCKOTO IT0-
HaATUA Gesinnung oKasbIBaeTcs 3/1eCh TaKVM JKe CUTYya-
TUBHBIM’, KaK U B «KpuUTI1Ke IIpaKTI4ecKoro pasyma»
nop, pemaxumert CornosbeBa. IlpaBra, mo cpaBHeHMIO
C y’Ke 3HaKOMBIMI BapVaHTaMM IIepeBofa IO IOKpU-
TUYeCKUM cOuMHeHMsM, «OCHOBOIIOJIIOKEHNIO K MeTa-
dske HpaBoB» 11 «KpuUTMKe IPaKTUIeCKOTo pasyMa»
HWYEeT0 HOBOTO B IIepeBOfaX TpaKTaTa O peJINIvN He
nobasuIock. Yxe y Kpysus 6bu10 3aMeTHO cOmvoKeHME
Gesinnung v Gedenkensart. Y Kanra e B «Perurvm B
IIpefiesax OIHOTO TOJIBKO pasyMa» BCTpedaeTcs Iapa
Gesinnung v Denkungsart. OcobeHHO B pemakiiuy Mu-
XaryIoBa MeXIy HUMV CTePJIVICh IIPAKTIYECKN BCSKIIe
pasymanst; 6osiee TOToO, OHM MHOT/IA KaK OyITO BCTAIOT
Ha MecTo ApYT Apyra.

[Tpobiiema 3Ta 11 BIIpaBAy cepbe3Hasi, IIOCKOIBKY Y
KanTa B camoMm ferle HaylM4Ha TEHAEHITNS K CVIHOHVI-
MWV 3TUX OBy X HoHATH . OTHAKO MeXIy HVMU B psifie
CJly4aeB MOMKHO ITPOBECTM JIOBOJIBHO IIPVMHIIMIIVIAIIb-
Hble pa3mans. Bo-mepsrix, B monaTmu Denkungsart Het
SIBHOW BOJIEBOV COCTaBJIAIOIIEN, a B Gesirmung OHa Me-
eT MecTO. Bo-BTOpPEIX, eciiit B «OCHOBOITOTIOXKEHUTA...» TI B
«KpuTHnke mpakTiueckoro pasyma» nongatue Gesinnung
Hepernko o0beaNHsIIO B cebe KaK UyBCTBEHHOE, TaK M
VHTEJUIeKTyaJIbHOe, TO TIoHATMe Denkungsart oTHO-
CUTCS VICKJTIOUMTENIBHO K cpepe MHTeIIeKTyaIbHOTO.
B-Tpetbux, B «Permirum B Irpeziesax OfHOrO TOJIBKO pas-
yMa» rioHsATHe Gesinnung v BoBce HepelKo OKasbIBaeTcs
OTHECEHHBIM K CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOMY, MHTeUINIOeIIb-
HOMY, B CBOVIX IJIyOVHaX Hello3HaBaeMOMY, B TO BpeMs
Kak 1oHgTre Denkungsart Kak HedTO MHTEIIIEKTYaslb-
HOe HaIIpaBJIeHO Bce ke, corytacHO «KpuTuike 4mcToro
pasyMa», Ha 9yBCTBEHHOCTb. HakoHerll, B-ueTBepTBIX,
nHorga moHsTue Denkungsart iprobpetaer y KanTa

 BripodyeM, B paMKax HEKOTOPBIX Pas/IeJIoB COXPAHSETCs 3a-
MeTHasl II0CIIe[IOBaTeIbHOCTD: TaK, B pasperne «TpymHocTM B
OTHOIIIEHVV PeaJIbHOCTV TOVI WJIEW M MX paspeleHve» (4. 2)
Gesinnung mouTyI Be3[ie IePEBOANTCS KaK «00pa3 MBICTIET», B TO
BpeMsi Kak B «O0I1ieM 3aMeYaHi O CpeICTBe CHMUCKaHWs Oyraro-
natv» (4. 4) — IpenMyIecTBeHHO Kak «yOexeHme». B mpyrom
CJIaBSIHCKOM $I3bIKe — IIOJIbCKOM — B IepeBojie «Pemrum B ripe-
JleJIax OJHOrO TOJIBKO pasyma» Asiekcarmpom bobOko (cm.: Kant,
2011) BeIOpaH eqVHBIN BapUaHT IlepeBoyia «usposobienie», ozHa-
YaroIINIL, C OFHOV CTOPOHBI, HACTPOEHMWeE U pacIIoJIOXKeHNe, a C
IPYTOIl CTOPOHBI, TEMIIEPaMeHT, HPaB, XapaKTep. DTOT e Tep-
MMH VCIIOJIB3YeTCs B IIOJICKOM SI3bIKE U IS IIepeBOfia BbIpake-
Hus M. Bebepa Gesinnungsethik.
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in the Bounds of Bare Reason these concepts Gesinnung
and Denkungsart make a pair. In Mikhailov’s edition
especially, practically all the differences are erased;
moreover, the terms are sometimes interchangeable.
It is indeed a serious problem because Kant does in-
deed tend to treat the two concepts as synonyms.
And yet in a number of cases fundamental differ-
ences can be found. First, the concept of Denkungsart
has no clear connotation of the will, while Gesinnung
does have it. Second, while in the Groundwork and in
the Critique of Practical Reason the concept of Gesin-
nung often combined the sensible and the intellec-
tual, the concept of Denkungsart pertains exclusively
to the intellectual sphere. Third, in Religion within
the Bounds of Bare Reason the concept of Gesinnung
not infrequently refers to the suprasensible, intelli-
gible and not comprehensible deep down whereas
the concept of Denkungsart as something intellectual
still gravitates, according to the Critique of Pure Rea-
son, to sensibility. Fourthly and finally, sometimes
the concept of Denkungsart in Kant acquires a spe-
cific meaning of the mode or method of interpreta-
tion, reasoning,'® which obviously does not suit the
term Gesinnung. Having said that, in some key parts
of the treatise on religion Kant treats these two con-
cepts almost as synonyms, and that includes Kant’s
reflections on the revolution of Gesinnung.

Before I pass on to the novel features the con-
cept of Gesinnung acquires in Kant’s treatise on re-
ligion I would like to recap the features of the term
known from his previous ethical works. The fea-
tures that are important for Kant include the close
inner connection between Gesinnung and maxim,
Gesinnung and virtue, the link between Gesinnung
and action, the struggle of Gesinnung against incli-
nations, the link of Gesinnung with character, the
role of Gesinnung in the progress towards the good,
the problem of nurturing Gesinnung, and finally, the
distinction between the phenomenon and the thing
in itself when discussing Gesinnung. On the other
hand, when discussing Gesinnung in Religion with-
in the Bounds of Bare Reason the opposition of ethics
and law as well as the link between Gesinnung and
moral law," and not just duty, recede into the back-
ground. Even so, what seem to be features of Gesin-
nung that occur in Kant’s previous works acquire a
new character.

10°A vivid example is Kant’ distinction between latitudinarians
and rigorists (RGV, AA 06, p. 22; Kant, 2009, pp. 22-23).
1 For a rare example ¢f. RGV, AA 06, p. 66; Kant, 2009, p. 73.
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crenYecKm CMBICII CITIOco0a 1TV METOJIA VICTOJIKO-
BaHS, VIHTEPIIPETAIINY, PAcCyXKIeHns', 9To SBHO He
nogxonuT A1 TepmuHa Gesinnung. Bce 3To He oTMeHs-
eT TOro (pakTa, 9YTO B HEKOTOPBIX KITIOUEBBIX pasziertax
TpaKTaTa O peJIIuM 3T 1Ba moHsATus y Kanra cOmm-
JKQFOTCSI ITIOUTV 10 CMHOHVIMVAVL, BKJTFOUAST VI KAHTOBCKVIE
pasmyMbs o peBororiiy B Gesinnung.

[Mpexzie yeM ¢ nieperiy K TeM HOBAIMSM, KOTOpPbIe
obpetaer moHsATHEe Gesinnung B TpakraTe KaHTa 0 pe-
JIUTUVI, OTMeYY YK€ M3BECTHBIE TI0 ITPEIbIIYIINM ero
STUYEeCKNM TIPOVM3BEIeHNSIM XapaKTePVCTUKM JaHHO-
ro tepmmHa. i1 KanTa coxpaHsioT BaXXHOCTb TecHas
BHYTPEHHSIS CBS3b MeX/Ty YMOHACTPOEeHMEM 1 MaKCU-
MOVI, YMOHACTPOEHVeM U J0OPOIeTeITbIO, B3aIMOCBSI3b
MeXIy YMOHACTPOEHWEM ¥ IOCTYIIKOM, Oopbba yMo-
HACTPOEHMS CO CKJIOHHOCTSIMMY, CBSI3b YMOHACTPOEHMS
C XapaKTepoM, poJIb yMOHACTPOeHNs B IIporpecce K JI0-
Opy, mpolilema BOCIIMTaHMS YMOHACTPOEHMs, HaKo-
Hell, pasJIideHye IIpy 0OCYy>XKAeHUN yMOHACTPOEHVIS
siBJIeHns U Belu B ceOe. C gpyrout cTopoHsl, B «Pemn-
MU B IIpelieriaX OIHOTO TOJIBKO pasyMa» IIpU 00Cyk-
TeHUV YMOHACTPOeHVIsI Ha BTOPOVI IVIaH YXOAUT IIpO-
TMBOIIOCTaBJIEHVIe STVKM U IIpaBa, a TakXe TeMa CBs-
3¥ YMOHACTPOEHMS C MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM', a He TIpo-
cTto nosirom. TeM He MeHee nake, Ka3asioch ObL, O0ILIie ¢
HPeABIIYITMI TPaKTaTaMy XapaKTePUCTMKI YMOHa-
cTpoeHMs obpeTatoT B counHeHmn KaHra o permmrnn
HOBBIE YePTHI.

Bo-1iepBbIX, yMOHAcTpOeHMe IIOHVMMAeTCs Tellepb
He IIPOCTO KaK MAaKCMMa, VI TeM Oojlee He KaK HEUTO
BHOC/IMO€E B MaKCHMY: YMOHACTpPOeHVe IIpe/ICTaBIIseT
cobort ocHoBaHMe (cM.: AA 06, S. 21; KanT, 19948, c. 20),
BHYTPEHHUI CyOBeKTVBHBIV IIPUHIMIT MaKCUM (CM.:
AA 06, S. 22 Anm., 37; KanT, 19948, c. 22 nopum,, 38),
repBoe CyOBEKTMBHOe OCHOBaHMeE HIPUHSTIS MaKCVM
(cm.: AA 06, S. 25, KanT, 19948, c. 25), mpaBuio evi-
crBuit (cM.: AA 06, S. 66; Kanr, 19948, c. 66). Camut pas-
HOOOpa3HBble MaKCUMBI HYXXIAIOTCS B HEKOeM IIPWH-
LIVITIe MJIVI OCHOBAHWM, B KadecTBe KOTOPOTO VI BBICTY-
ITaeT YMOHACTPOeHVEe — BEPOSTHO, B OTOM CJIydae 1
caMo OKasbIBaloIlleecs: YaCTHBIM CJIydaeM 0cobov Mak-
CVUIMBI, WJIVI MaKCVIMBI MaKCM. Bo-BTOpPBIX, MMetoIIasi-
Cs1 B3aVIMOCBSI3b € JJOOPOJIeTesIbIO M ITOCTYIIKOM OOpeTa-
eT HecKOJIBKO MHYIo Ipupony. OTHBIHe moOpomeTestb
KaK YMOHACTpPOeHE, IMeIoIas TBEPAYIO OCHOBY U Ha-
IIpaBJIeHHAas Ha TO, YTOOBI TOYHO VICTIOITHSITH CBOVA JTOJIT

10 HarIsiqHbI IpUMep — KaHTOBCKOE pasIMdeHne JIaTUTYIN-
Hapwues u puropucTos (cm.: AA 06, S. 22; KanT, 19948, c. 22).
1 Penxwit mpumep cM.: (AA 06, S. 66; KarT, 19948, c. 68).
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First, Gesinnung is now understood not only as a
maxim or something introduced into the maxim: Ge-
sinnung is the foundation (RGV, AA 06, p. 21; Kant,
2009, p. 21), the inner subjective principle of maxims
(RGV, AA 06, p. 22n, 37; Kant, 2009, p. 23n, 37), the
first subjective reason for espousing maxims (RGV,
AA 06, p. 25; Kant, 2009, p. 26), the rule of actions
(RGV, AA 06, p. 66; Kant, 2009, p. 74). The diverse
maxims themselves need some principle or ground-
ing, which is provided by Gesinnung, which in this
case probably turns out to be a particular case of a
special maxim, or a maxim of maxims. Second, the
existing interdependence between virtue and action
acquires a somewhat different nature. Henceforth
virtue, like Gesinnung, having a solid foundation
and aiming at precisely fulfilling its duty (RGV,
AA 06, p. 23n; Kant, 2009, p. 23n), itself attests to the
existence of Gesinnung. Moreover, only virtue can
demonstrate Gesinnung in all its glory (RGV, AA 06,
p- 35; Kant, 2009, p. 39). But if we consider virtue
outside the performance of an action, not as some-
thing manifest, it is hard to judge about its presence,
which is why one cannot assess Gesinnung simply
as a virtue, but also on the basis of acts as phenom-
ena (RGV, AA 06, p. 70n; Kant, 2009 p. 80n), and in
general we know about our Gesinnung and do not
measure it directly but only by actions (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 75-76; Kant, 2009, pp. 84-86). Thus, the question
here is not what has genuine moral value — Gesin-
nung or the action — but the fact that we have no
other source for assessing Gesinnung except an indi-
rect one in the shape of performed acts. Of course,
all this is only possible because now Gesinnung itself
is something unintelligible. And now it is time to
pass on to Kant’s innovations in his treatise Religion
within the Bounds of Bare Reason.

Kant persistently stresses that the underlying
subjective foundation of adopting maxims is un-
knowable (RGV, AA 06, p. 21n; Kant, 2009, p. 21n):
we are incapable of penetrating into “the depths”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 63; Kant, 2009, p. 70), “the inner-
most element” (RGV, AA 06, p. 169; Kant, 2009,
p. 186)'? of Gesinnung (RGV, AA 06, p. 71; Kant,
2009, p. 81). Thus Gesinnung becomes a noumen,
and Gesinnung is from the beginning examined in
the framework of the opposition between virtus nou-
menon and virtus phaenomenon (RGV, AA 06, p. 14;
Kant, 2009, pp. 13-14). Gesinnung is not simply some-
thing intellectual (RGV, AA 06, p. 170n; Kant, 2009,

12 Cf. Friedrich Schiller “The Piccolomini”.



(em.: AA 06, S. 23 Anm.; KanT, 19948, c. 23 npum.), cama
CBUJIETEIBCTBYET O HAJIMYMV YMOHACTpOoeHms. bosee
TOTO, JIVIIIBL JOOPOIeTe b 1 MOXKET IIPOIEMOHCTPUPO-
BaThb YMOHACTPO€EHVIE BO BCEVl €ro Kpace ¥ Cwile (CM.:
AA 06, S. 35, KanT, 19948, c. 35). Ho ecitu MBI paccma-
TpvBaeM J10OpozIeTeIIb BHE COBEPIIIEH NS TIOCTYIIKa, He
KaK ABJIEHHYIO, HaM TPYAHO CYANTE O ee HaJIWYIN, IT0-
ceMy 00 YMOHACTPOEHMI MOXKHO CY/IUTB He IIPOCTO 110
oOpozeTey, a TOIIBKO 10 ITOCTYIIKaM Kak SIBJICHVSIM
(cm.: AA 06, S. 70 Anm.; KanuT, 19948, c. 73 mpum.), 11 BO-
o0rrie MBI 3HaeM O HallleM YMOHACTPOEHWN W M3Mepsi-
€M ero He HeIIOCPeICTBeHHO, HO JIIIIB II0 AejTaM (CM.:
AA 06, S. 75—76; Kant, 19948, c. 79). Takum obpasom,
371eCh BOIIPOC BOBCe He B TOM, UTO 0oOJIafjaeT IOMINH-
HOVI MOPaJIbHOV LIEHHOCTBHIO — yMOHACTPOEHVe VI
IIOCTYTIOK, a B TOM, YTO JIJIs Cy>KIeHMs 00 yMOHacTpoe-
HWM y Hac HeT VIHOTO MCTOYHMKA, KpOMe JINIITh KOCBeH-
HOTO B BUJIe COBEPIIIEHHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB. Pasymeercs, Bce
3TO BO3MOXKHO JIVIIIb IIOTOMY, UTO TeIlepb CaMO YMOHa-
CTpPOEHME eCcTh HeuUTO Helto3HaBaeMoe. V] cerryac camoe
BpeMsI IepeliTy K KaHTOBCKVM HOBAIlMSIM B TpaKTare
«Perrus B rpeeax OHOIO TOIBKO pasyMa».

KanT HacTOMY1BO OTUEPKMBAET, UTO TIEPBOE CYOh-
eKTVBHOEe OCHOBaHMe IIPUHSTIS MOPaIbHBIX MaKCUM
HertocTvoKMMO (cM.: AA 06, S. 21 Anm.; Kant, 19948,
c. 20 mpum.): B «xiryoumbe (AA 06, S. 63; KanT, 19948,
C. 64), B «COKpOBEHHeIIIYIO CyITHOCcTh» (AA 06, S. 169;
Kant, 19948, c. 182)"? yMOHACTpOEHMS MBI IIPOHMKHY Th
He cr1ocoOHbI (cM.: AA 06, S. 71; KanTt, 19948, c. 74).
Tem caMbBIM yMOHACTpOeHWe IIpeBpalllaeTcs B HOY-
MeH, a pacCMOTpeHVe YMOHACTPOEeHM: C CaMOro Hada-
JIa TIPOVICXOIIUT B paMKaX IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEHS Virtus
noumenon n virtus phaenomenon (AA 06, S. 14; Kawnr,
19948, c. 17). YMoHacTpoeHMe eCcTh He IIPOCTO HeYTO
uHTeIUTeKTyarbHOe (cM.: AA 06, S. 170 Anm.; Kanr,
19948, c. 183), a HOCUT CBepXUyBCTBEHHBINI XapaKTep
(cm.: AA 06, S. 67; KanT, 19948, c. 68) 1 MBICJINTCS B Ka-
JecTBe TOrO, 9TO OOOCHOBAHO CBEPXUYBCTBEHHO (CM.:
AA 06, S. 75 Anm.; KanT, 19948, c. 78 npum.). [Ipasna,
IaXke B 3TOM CBEPXYYBCTBEHHOM UeJI0BeuecKoe yMOHa-
CTpOeHMe BBICTyIIaeT JIMIIb B KadecTBe TOrO, IIepBO-
oOpasoMm s vero siBistetcs Gesinnung bora (AA 06,
S. 61—62; Kant, 19948, c. 61—62).

3pechk cpasy e IOSBJISETCS IIpo0iieMa BO3HWIK-
HOBEHVISI, OOpeTeHs], IIPOVMCXOXKIEHVSI YMOHACTpoe-
HVS Y 4esIoBeKa, TeM Oojlee yUUTBIBas, UTO OH HeceT
3a 3TO OTBETCTBEHHOCTh. KaHT IIperyiaraeT JOBOJIBHO
MTapaIoKCcaJIbHOe pellieHle 3TOVT Ipo0ieMbl. XOTs OH

2 Cp. ¢ «IIukkonomuam» [nnepa.
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p. 188n), but it has a suprasensible character (RGV,
AA 06, p. 67; Kant, 2009, p. 75) and is conceived of
as something that is grounded suprasensibly (RGV,
AA 06, p. 75n; Kant, 2009, p. 84). True, even in
suprasensibility the human Gesinnung is merely that
of which God’s Gesinnung is the forerunner (RGV,
AA 06, pp. 61-62; Kant, 2009, pp. 67-69).

This immediately throws up the question of the
emergence, acquisition and origin of man’s Gesin-
nung, all the more so because man is responsible
for it. Kant’s solution of the problem sounds rather
paradoxical. Although he declares that Gesinnung is
an inborn attitude, all it means is that its “procure-
ment” has not occurred in time — herein lies its “in-
nate characteristic” (RGV, AA 06, p. 25; Kant, 2009,
p- 26). “Outside time” means, in turn, in the sphere
of noumen and the suprasensible in the shape of ac-
cepting Gesinnung through a free expression of will
(ibid.).”® Because it has to do with something out-
side time, Kant probably believes there are grounds
for maintaining that Gesinnung aimed at the appli-
cation of freedom is one (ibid.), and as something
suprasensible is not divisible into periods (RGV,
AA 06, p. 70n; Kant, 1994c, p. 73n). From this it is
clear why the problem of acquiring Gesinnung is
not the overriding question of culture and peda-
gogy. This brings Kant to his impressive innovation,
viz. the question of the revolution of Gesinnung. He
contrasts the reform of empirical character (RGV,
AA 06, p. 47; Kant, 1994c, p. 49) — and man himself
creates character (RGV, AA 06, p. 21; Kant, 1994c,
p- 21)* — with the change in man’s heart (RGV,
AA 06, p. 47; Kant, 199%4c, p. 50):

[...] someone should become a human being
who is not merely legally but morally good
(pleasing to God), i.e., virtuous in terms of [virtue’s]
intelligible character (virtus noumenon) — who,
when he cognizes something as a duty, requires no
other incentive beyond this presentation of duty
itself — this cannot be brought about, so long as the
foundation of the maxims remains impure, through
gradual reform, but must be brought about through
a revolution in the attitude in the human being (a
transition to the maxim of the attitude’s holiness);
and he can become a new human being only through

¥ Manfred Kiihn (2007, p. 428) stresses in this connection that
this is not about our own individual choice, but about the fact
that Gesinnung is a property of the fallen human race.

4 On some problems of the connection between Gesinnung
and character as well as possible interpretations of the revolu-
tion of Gesinnung cf. Bloser, 2014, pp. 109-112.
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VI 3asIBJISIeT, YTO YMOHACTPOEHVE OKa3bIBAETCS HEKMM
BPOX/IEHHBIM 00pPa3oM MBICIIEV], 3TO O3HauaeT JIMIIb
TO, UTO ero IprobpeTeHVe CBePIIVIIOCH He BO BpeMe-
HU — B 9TOM ¥ COCTOUT €O «BPOXKIEHHOCTb» (AA 06,
S. 25; Kanr, 19948, c. 25). «He Bo BpeMeHM» 03HauaeT, B
CBOIO Ouepenb, — B cpepe HOyMeHaIbHOI'O, CBEpX4YB-
CTBEHHOTO B (popMe HEKOero IIPMHSTUS yMOHACTPO-
eHMs cBOOOIHBIM ITpon3sposieHmneM (cM.: AA 06, S. 25;
KanT, 19948, c. 25)°. I1ockoJIbKy pedb MJIET O YeM-TO
BHeBpeMeHHOM, KaHT, BEposSTHO, cumTaeT BIIOJIHe 000-
CHOBaHHBIM YTBepXXIeHMe O TOM, UTO YMOHAacTpoe-
HMe, HallpaBJIeHHOe Ha IIpVIMeHeHIe CBOOOIBI BOOO-
11e, ogHo (AA 06, S. 25; KanT, 19948, c. 25), 1 KaK HEYTO
CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOE OHO He [IeJINTCS Ha IIepPUOmbl (CM.:
AA 06, S. 70 Anm.; KauT, 19948, c. 73 mpum.). OTcrona
CTaHOBUTCS IIOHSATHO, IIOYEMY Tellepb IIpodiieMa oOpe-
TEHVSI YMOHACTPOEHMS He SIBJISIETCS IIPEVIMYITIeCTBEH-
HBIM BOILIPOCOM KYJIBTYPbI WJIV IEJarorukiu. B stom
csa3y KaHT puxoguT K cBoell BHYIIUTEJIbHOV HOBa-
LY, a UMEHHO K BOIIPOCY O PEBOIIOIIUY YMOHACTPOe-
=y OH IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISET pedpOPMY IMIIVPUUECKO-
ro xapakTepa (cMm.: AA 06, S. 47; KanT, 19948, c. 49) — a
JeJyIoBeK caM co3aeT xapakrep (cM.: AA 06, S. 21; Kanr,
19948, c. 21)* — M3MeHeHMIO B cepllle yYesioBeKa (CM.:
AA 06, S. 47, Kanr, 19948, c. 50):

...TO, YTO KTO-HUOYIIb CTAHOBUTCS HEe TOJIBKO IIO
3aKOHY, HO VI MOPaJIbHO JOOPBIM (OOrOyrofgHbeIM) Ye-
JIOBEKOM, T. €. T0OpOIeTeIbHBIM 110 YMOIIOCTUTaeMOTO
xapakrepy (virtus noumenon), KOTOPBIVI €CJIV OH YTO-
TO IIPV3HAET [I0JIFOM, OOJIBIIIE yoKe He Hy XKIaeTcs HUl B
KaKMX APYIVX MOTUBAX, KPOMe 3TOTO IIPeCTaBIeH s
0 caMOM JI0JITe, He MOXeT OBbITh BBI3BAHO ITOCTETIeH-
HOV pedpOpMOTI, TTOKa OCHOBaHVE MaKCVUM OCTaeTcs
HEUNCTBIM; a JJOJDKHO OBITh BBI3BAHO PEBOJIIOLIVIEV B
YMOHACTPOEeHII JeJIoBeKa (depes3 IIepexorl K MaKCMe
€r0 CBSITOCTH); ¥ HOBBIM YeJIOBEKOM OH MOXXET CTaTh
TOJIBKO Yepe3 HeKoe BO3POK/IeHNe, KaK Obl uepes HO-
Boe TBOpeHMe (VH 3:5 [...]) 1 M3MeHeHMe B ceprrie
(AA 06, S. 47; Kant, 19948, c. 50).

B Mandpen, KioH B 3TO CBSI3M IIOUYEPKMBAET, YTO Peub MIET
He 0 HeKOeM VMH/IVBU/IyaJIbHOM BbIOOpEe Hac CaMIX, a O TOM, YTO
YMOHACTpOeHVe eCTh CBOVICTBO ITa/jIIIero UesIoBeYecKoro poa
(em.: Kiihn, 2007, S. 428).

O HeKOTOpBIX IIpOOsIEMax CBSI3V PEBOJIIOLVM B YMOHACTPOe-
HWW C XapaKTePOM, a TaKXXe BO3MOXKHBIX VMCTOJIKOBAaHVISIX PEBO-
JTOTVVI B yMOHacTpoeHmn (cM.: Bloser, 2014, S. 109 —112).

> Tlepeson wcmpasiieH 1o opurmHairy. VH 3:5: «/ucyc orse-
4YaJI: ICTMHHO, MCTVMHHO TOBOPIO Tebe, ecin KTO He POIUTCS OT
Bosibl 1 [lyxa, He MoxeT Bovitn B LlapcTue Boxme» (cuHomasb-
e nepeson). Cp. B «[Ipepnourenun» Ilwwuiepa B nepesose
E. Orxkuama: «Ceppue cBoe ITOOEIVBIINY — TepOoVl, BOCXBaJIEHbs
JIOCTOVIHBI; / Ho nobGenmBmmmit cBoviM cepriieM — JOCTOVIHEN
xpastbl» (IIvmep, 1955, c. 217).
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a kind of rebirth, as if through a new creation (John
3:5 [...]) and a change of heart (RGV, AA 06, p. 47;
Kant, 2009, pp. 53-54)."

Proceeding implicitly from the “you can, there-
fore you must” logic Kant declares that in spite of
the faulty foundation of his maxims man accom-
plishes this revolution himself making himself a
kind man:

[...] the revolution is necessary for the way of
thinking (Denkungsart) but the gradual reform for
the way of sensing (Sinnesart) (which opposes the
former way with obstacles); and hence [each] must
also be possible for the human being. That is, if
through a single immutable decision the human be-
ing reverses the supreme basis of his maxims where-
by he was an evil human being (and thereby puts
on a new human being) then he is, to this extent, in
terms of the principle and the way of thinking (Den-
kungsart), a subject receptive to the good; but he is a
good human being only in continual acting and be-
coming, i.e., he can hope that with such purity in the
principle that he has adopted as the supreme max-
im of his power of choice; and with the stability of
this principle, he finds himself on the good (though
narrow) path of constant progress from the bad to the
better (RGV, AA 06, pp. 47-48; Kant, 2009, pp. 54-55).

This change looks differently in the eyes of God
and in the eyes of man; for God, who is capable of
penetrating into “the intelligible basis of the heart
(i.e., of all maxims of the power of choice)” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 48; Kant, 2009, p. 55), this infinite prog-
ress is an accomplished unity, which is why the
change can rightly be called a revolution; however,
for man in time the struggle against sensibility is in-
finitely prolonged and turns out to be a gradual re-
form. Nevertheless, Kant now speaks not so much
about culture and discipline as about revolution:
moral education must begin with the main thing —
correction of the mode of thought, the assertion of
character — and not with the consequences, i.e the
change of mores (ibid.).

® Cf. The Holy Bible, John 3:5: “Jesus answered, ‘Verily, verily
I say unto thee, unless a man be born of water and of the Spirit,
he cannot enter into the Kingdom of God’.” Cf. F. Schiller
“Preference”: “To triumph over the heart is great; I honour such
bravery. But I // think more of him who triumphs through
his heart” (Schiller, 1796 cited in Coleridge, 2002, [p. 353],
entr. 3131). (Cf. “Der Vorzug”: “Uber das Herz zu siegen, ist grofs,
ich verehre den Tapfern, // Aber wer durch sein Herz sieget, er gilt
mir doch mehr” (Schiller, 1962, p. 310)).



HesBHO oOTTasIKMBasCh OT JIOTMKM «TBI MOXKEIIlb,
VI60 ThI JOJIDKeH», KaHT 3asdBJIdAeT, 4UTo, HeCMOTpSI Ha
VICHOpLIEHHOCTb B OCHOBaHWMM CBOMX MaKCVM, YeJIOBEK
COOCTBEHHBIMI CWJIAMM COBEpIIIaeT 3Ty PEeBOJIIOLIMIO,
Testast ceOst TOOPBIM UeJIOBEKOM:

...peBoIIIOIVIST HeoOxommma It obpasa MbICTIent
(Denkungsart), a pyis obpasa uyscTB (Sinnesart) (koTo-
PBIVI TIPETISITCTBY €T e11) HeoOXo MMa ITOCTeTleHHast pe-
dopMa, 11 TTOTOMY OHVI BO3MOXKHBI TS YeJloBeKa. DTO
3HAYWT: eCIIM BBICIIIee OCHOBAHVIE CBOMIX MaKCHM, M3-3a
KOTOPOTO OH OBIT 37TBIM UeJIOBEKOM, OH HUCITpOBEpTa-
€T OIIHMM-€[IVHCTBEHHBIM TBEPIbIM pelleHreM (1 de-
pes3 3To obsTeKaeTcst B HOBOTO YesIoBeKa), TO B 3TOM CITy-
4ae OH IT0 IPMHIIMITY 1 o0pa3y Mbiciient (Denkungsart)
€cTh CyOBEKT, BOCTPUVMUMBEIN K JI0OPY, HO HOOPHIT
4YeJIOBeK OH TOJIBKO B OeCIIpepBIBHOVI JIeSTeIBbHOCTV
VI CO3M/TAaHWM, T. €. OH MOXeT HaflesThCsl, 9TO MPY Ta-
KOVI YVCTOTe IIPUHIIVIIA, KOTOPBIVI OH B35UT 3a BBICITIYIO
MaKCVMYy CBOErO IIPOVM3BOJIEHNS, M IPU TBEPHOCTH
TOTO IIPUHIINIIA OH HAXOIUTCS Ha JOOPOM (XOTS M y3-
KOM) Iy TV IOCTOSIHHOTO 061keHus Bneped OT IUIOXOTO K
nyumreMy (AA 06, S. 47 —48; KanT, 19948, c. 50).

Dra rlepeMeHa BBIIJISANT ITO-pa3sHOMY B IJIazax bora
7 B T71a3ax YeJioBeKa: [Tt bora, crtocobHOro IpoHMKaTh
B «MHTeJUIMIMOeJIbHOe OCHOBaHMe ceprlia (Bcex Mak-
cuM T1pomsBorteHs)» (AA 06, S. 48; KanT, 19948, c. 51),
3TOT OeCKOHEUHBIVI IIPOTrPecc eCcTh HeKoe CBePIIVIBIIIe-
€ecsl e[IVIHCTBO, B CBS3M C YeM M3MEHEHe BIIpaBe Ha3bl-
BaTbhCS PEBOJIIOIIMEN], OJTHAKO IIJTS UeJIoBeKa BO BpeMe-
HY 6opp0a ¢ TyBCTBEHHOCTHIO HOCUT OeCKOHEYHO 1071
TV XapaKTep ¥ OKa3bIBaeTCs ITOCTEIIEHHO pedop-
mont. Tem He meHee KaHT Terlepb roBOpUT He CTOJIBKO
0 KYJIBType M JVCLIMIUINHE, CKOJIBKO MIMEHHO O PeBO-
JIIOLIVVE: MOpaJIbHOE BOCIHWTAHME IIOJDKHO HadMHAaTb-
CSI C TJIaBHOTO — C WCTIpaBJIeHMsI oOpasa MBICTIEV, C
YTBEPXK/IEHMS XapaKTepa, a He CO CIJIEJICTBUIT — C W3-
MeHeHM1 HpaBoB (cM.: AA 06, S. 48; KaxT, 19948, c. 51).

PeBomronyist B yMOHACTPOEHUI IIPVUBOLAUT K TBOpe-
HVIO HOBOI'O UeJIOBeKa, IIpoTuBoIiocTasisieMoro Kan-
TOM BETXOMY 4YeJIOBEKY, VI STOT HOBBIVI UeJIOBEK paccMa-
TPMBAETCS VM JIBOVICTBEHHO: KaK «MHTEJUINIMOeIIbHOe
cymectBo» (AA 06, S. 74; Kaut, 19948, c. 77) B cBoeM
mpeobpa’keHHOM YMOHACTPOEHMM V1 KaK Bee TO e -
3MYeCKOe CYIIIECTBO, IOfIeXalliee MOPaJIbHOMY CYAy U
HaKa3aHWIO B CMBIC/Ie BETXOTO YeJIOBEKa 3a ero IOCTYTI-
KV VI YMOHACTPO€eHVIe 10 CBEPILVBIIEVICS PEBOILIOLIVINL.
Crpamanmst xe 1 Oefbl BETXOIO UeJIoBeKa VICTOJIKOBbI-
BarOTCs KEHUTCOeprckmM prtocodpoM Kak ITOBOTT K TIC-
IIBITAHIO U YIIPA’KHEHWIO JJ15 ITPeoOpakeHHOTro YMO-
HaCTPOEHM HOBOTO JesioBeka (cM.: AA 06, S. 75 Anm.;
Kanr, 19948, c. 78 mpum.).
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The revolution in Gesinnung leads to the creation
of a new man whom Kant contrasts with the an-
cient man, the new man having a dual nature: as “an
intelligible being” (RGV, AA 06, p. 74; Kant, 2009,
p- 83) in his transformed Gesinnung and as still a
physical being subject to moral judgement and pun-
ishment in the sense of the ancient man for his acts
and Gesinnung before the revolution. Meanwhile
Kant interprets the trials and tribulations of the an-
cient man as a pretext for the trial and exercise of
the new man’s transformed Gesinnung (RGV, AA 06,
p- 75n; Kant, 2009, p. 84n).

But how exactly does the transition from the evil
to the virtuous Gesinnung happen? Does the above-
said mean that there can only be one revolution and
that it is irreversible? And that after it takes place
only the degree of approximation to good in the
earthly life in the process of reformation may dif-
fer substantially from person to person even with
a kind Gesinnung? Considering Kant’s thesis on ne-
science of Gesinnung and its suprasensible character,
these questions are particularly difficult to answer
and if an answer is at all possible it would most like-
ly be apophatic, i.e. proceeding from the lack of time
in the intelligible. Thus Kant maintains: “[...] the
transformation of the evil human being’s attitude
into that of a good human being must be posited in
the change, in conformity with the moral law, of the
supreme inner basis for the adoption of all his max-
ims, insofar as this new basis (the new heart) is now
itself unchangeable” (RGV, AA 06, p. 51; Kant, 2009,
p- 58). In this connection what comes to the fore is
the theme of the constancy of the new Gesinnung
of progress towards the good (RGV, AA 06, pp. 14,
67; Kant, 2009, pp. 13-14, 75), while good Gesinnung
brings confidence in its stable and durable charac-
ter (RGV, AA 06, pp. 70-71; Kant, 2009, p. 79). Kant
uses the term Sinnesinderung to describe “[...] An
exit from evil and an entry into the good, the put-
ting off of the old human being and the putting on
of the new one,” when “the subject dies unto sin
(hence also unto all inclinations insofar as they mis-
lead us into sin) in order to live unto justice” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 74; Kant, 2009, pp. 82-83). To the best of
my knowledge Kant uses this term only in Reli-
gion within the Bounds of Bare Reason (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 166, 173, 174, 183, 188, 196n), interpreting it as
the putting on of the new man and a second birth
(RGV, AA 06, p. 196n; Kant, 2009, p. 217n).

In Kant’s time probably the most authoritative
author on the issue of Sinnesinderung was Siegmund
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Ho kakmMM KOHKpPETHO CIIOCOOOM OCYIIeCTBIIseT-
Cs1 3TOT IIPOIIecC IIepexofa OT IIOPOYHOIO0 YMOHACTPO-
eHMs K JobponopsmouHomy? O3HadaeT JIV CKa3aHHOe
BBIIIIE, UTO PEBOJIIOLIVS MOXKET OBITh TOJIBKO OffHA 1 OHa
HeoOpatmma? VI 4To mocsle ee CBepIIeHMs JIVIIIEL CTe-
IIeHb PUOIIVDKeHNS K JOOPY B 3€MHOV KMU3HU MOXKET
B IIporiecce pedOpMMUpPOBaHMS CYIIeCTBEHHO OTIIN-
4aThCs Y TOTO VIV VIHOTO YeJIoBeKa [Iaske IIpy IoOpoM
yMOHAcTpoeHMM? YUnThIBasi KAHTOBCKUV Te3VIC O He-
II03HaBaeMOCTV YMOHACTPOeHWs, er0 CBePXUyBCTBEH-
HOM XapaKTepe, OTBeUaTh Ha 3TM BOIIPOCHL OCOOEHHO
TPYIIHO, a €CJIV ¥ BO3MOXKHO, TO, CKOpee, JIMIIIb artoda-
TUYECKN, TO €CTh OTTAJIKMBAsICh OT OTCYTCTBSI BpeMe-
HU B MHTeUmMIrmbensHoM. Tak, KaHT yTBepKaaeT: «...
IIpeBpallieHe yMOHACTPOEHS 37I0T0 YeJIoBeKa B YMO-
HacTpoeHMe J0Oporo dejioBeKa 3aKJII09aeTcs B M3Me-
HEHWV BBICIIIETO BHYTPEHHET0 OCHOBAHMS IIPUHSTIS
BCEX €r0 MaKCMM COOOpa3sHO C HPaBCTBEHHBIM 3aKO-
HOM, ITIOCKOJIBKY 3TO HOBOe OCHOBaHVe (HOBOe cepiilie)
Tellepb caMo Hem3MeHHO» (AA 06, S. 51; KanT, 19948,
c. 54). B aTom cBA3M Ha IEPBBIVI IUIAH Y HETO BBIXOAT
TeMa IIOCTOSHCTBa 3TOr0 HOBOI'O YMOHACTPOeHVS IIPO-
IOBVDKeHU:S K Ao0py (cm.: AA 06, S. 14, 67; KanT, 19948,
c. 17, 69), n camo Oraroe yMOHaCTpOeHVIe ITPUBHOCUT
ZioBepue K ero IMpoYHOCTM 1 ycronumsocTu (AA 06,
S. 70—71; Kanrt, 19948, c. 72—73). «VIcxop, 13 371a 1 BCTY-
IUTeHMe B 10OpO, COBJIeUeHe BETXOrO UejioBeKa 1 00-
JledeHVie B HOBOTO», IIPU KOTOPOM «CyOBEKT yMMpaeT
IUIS Tpexa (CJIeloBaTelIbHO, VI IIJIS BCeX CKIJIOHHOCTEVL,
ITIOCKOJIBKY OHW Ha 3TO COOJIa3HSIOT), YTOOBI XWUTD TI0
CIIpaBeJIMBOCTI», KaHT oIMchIBaeT IIpyi IOMOIIIN Tep-
MuHa Sinnesinderung (AA 06, S. 74; Kant, 19948, c. 77).
DTO MOHSATME OH YIIOTpPeOIIsieT, HaCKOJIBKO 5 MOTY CY-
OWUTh, JTUIIb B «Peyiurvm B IIperesiax OXHOTO TOJIb-
Ko pasyma» (cMm.: AA 06, S. 166, 173, 174, 183, 188, 196
Anm.), ToHMMas ero Kak odJiegeHve B HOBOIO YeJIoBe-
Ka 1 BTOpoe poxyeHme (cMm.: AA 06, S. 196 Anm.; Ka#nT,
19948, c. 215 npum.).

BeposTHo, omHMM 113 Hanboslee aBTOPUTETHBIX aB-
TOpOB B Bompoce Sinnesinderung Bo BpemeHa KanTa
ObUI cTaprmy OpaT M3BecTHOro MeTadpu3mKa, SUrMyH,
SIko6 baymrapren (1706—1757). B «[logpobHOM m3710-
JKEHWM TEOJIOTMYECKOVT MOPaJIV» OH ITOCBAIIAET JaXke
rnaBy «Von der Sinnesdnderung oder Bekehrung»
aTont TeMe (Baumgarten, 1767, S. 314—373). Cam KanT
o0bsicHs1 Bekehrung, vy HeKoe MopasibHOe JI10o pe-
JIUTVIO3HOE VICIIpaBJIeHe, B OT/IYVe OT IIPOCTO YIIyd-
IIeHMs CJIemy oM obpasom: «Yiryumrenme (Beflerung)
VIMeeTCs, eCJIVi XUBYT VHaue; oopateHue (Bekehrung)
XKe, ecI 00JIaaloT IIPOYHBIM OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHEM 1
IIPOYHBIM OCHOBaHMEM HUKOITIA He XXWUTb MHade, Kpo-
Me Kak jJo0pozieTenibHO» (AA 28, S. 1576). 1 311ech cHOBa
BIIHBI TOUKV [IepecevueHVIss KAHTOBCKMX PaCCy KIeH
C IMETU3MOM BpeMeH ero I0HOCTL.
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Jacob Baumgarten (1706—1757), the brother of a
well-known metaphysician. In Ausfiihrlicher Vortrag
der theologischen Moral he devotes a whole chapter,
“Von der Sinnesdnderung oder Bekehrung”, to this
topic (Baumgarten, 1767, pp. 314-373). Kant himself
explained Bekehrung, or a moral or religious con-
version, unlike mere improvement, in the following
way: “Improvement (Beflferung) is when people live
differently; conversion (Bekehrung) is when they have
a determination and a solid foundation for never liv-
ing in any other than a virtuous way”* (V-Mo/Mron,
AA 27, p. 1576). Here again we see a convergence of
Kant’s reflections with the pietism of his youth.

Kant’s treatise on religion has new terms com-
pared with his previous ethical writings. They are
Herzensgesinnung' (RGV, AA 06, pp. 115, 159, 184)
and Religionsgesinnung (RGV, AA 06, pp. 147, 170n,
182, 201). Religious Gesinnung is a subjective supra-
sensible principle of morality within us inherent in
the unknowable property of freedom (RGV, AA 06,
p- 170n; Kant, 2009, p. 187n). The religion of reason
developed by Kant presupposes a morally good Ge-
sinnung (RGV, AA 06, p. 116; Kant, 2009, p. 128), the
service of the heart in Gesinnung aimed at obser-
vance of commandments (RGV, AA 06, p. 192; Kant,
2009, p. 213). Kant’s interpretation of prayer as the
animation of Gesinnung (RGV, AA 06, p. 195n; Kant,
2009, p. 216n), as the awakening of Gesinnung in the
soul (Gemiit) (RGV, AA 06, p. 193; Kant, 2009, p. 214)
is also unusual. The true spirit of prayer, according
to Kant, is “a heartfelt wish to be pleasing to God in
all our doing and refraining, i.e. the attitude, accom-
panying all our actions, of pursuing these as if they
were done in the service of God [...]” (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 194-195; Kant, 2009, p. 216). A renewed ritual of
communion may be a means of animating within
the church community “the moral attitude of broth-
erly love as which this community is conceived”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 200; Kant, 2009, p. 220).

Conclusion

Speaking about the late Metaphysics of Morals
(1797 —1798), in my opinion, Kant added nothing
new to the concept of Gesinnung. Some specificities
may include direct identification of morality with

16 “Beflerung ist, wenn man anders lebt, Bekehrung aber ist, wenn
man den festen Grundsatz und die sichre Grundlage hat, daf8 man
niemahls anders als tugendhaft leben werde.”

7 In these cases the proposed variant of Russian translation —
“umonastroenie” — is particularly problematic.



B tpaxTare KanTa 0 pesmmrnm 1o cpaBHEHMIO C IIpe-
IOBITYIIMMM STUYECKMMM ITPOVM3BEIEHVSIMU TI0SIBIISI-
IOTCS VI HOBblE TepMUHBL — Herzensgesinnung' (AA 06,
S. 115, 159, 184) u Religionsgesinnung (AA 06, S. 147, 170
Anm., 182, 201). PermmrmosHoe yMoOHacTpoeHMe ecThb
CYyOBEKTMBHBIVI CBEPXUYBCTBEHHBIVI ITPUHIIAI MO-
PaIbHOCTYVI B HAC, 3aJI0KEHHBIVI B HEITOCTVIKVIMOM CBOVI-
cTBe cBOOOmBI (cM.: AA 06, S. 170 Anm.; KarT, 19948,
c. 183 mpum.). PaspabarsiBaemas KarToM permmrus pas-
yMa IIpefiriosiaraeT B KadecTBe HeoOXOIVIMOTO MOpaJIb-
HO 1o0poe yMoHacTpoeHnwe (cMm.: AA 06, S. 116; Kanr,
19948, c. 123), city>xeHne cepalia B yMOHACTPOEHMM, Ha-
IIpaBJIeHHOM Ha coOstofieHme 3aroBeert (cMm.: AA 06,
S. 192; Kanr, 19948, c. 210). HeoObruna Takke KaHTOB-
CKasl VIHTepIIpeTallVisl MOJIUTBBI KaK OXXVIBJIEHVS YMO-
HacTpoeHMs (cM.: AA 06, S. 195 Anm.; KanaTt, 19948,
c. 213 mpum.), KaK IIpoOyXXaeHre YMOHaCTPOeHUs B
nytre (Gemdit) (cm.: AA 06, S. 193; KanT, 19948, c. 211).
INopTMHHBI TyX MOIUTBH eCTh, Ho KaHTy, «cepmeu-
HOe JXeJIaHVe CTaTh YTOAHBIM bory Bo BceM HallieM mo-
BEIeHUVI, T. €. COITPOBOX/TAIOITee BCe HAIII JIeVICTBIAS
YMOHACTpOeHMe COBepIaTh IIOCTIeTHMe KaK HeYTO
rpovicxopsitiee Ha cryxbe bory...» (AA 06, S. 194—195;
KanT, 19948, c. 213)". Heknit ke 0OHOBIIEHHBIVT 00psizT
MIpUYaIIeHsI MOXKET BBICTYIIUTB CPEICTBOM OXKIBIIE-
HVSL LIEPKOBHOW OOIIMHBI «IUISl IIPENCTaBIISIEMOrO B
3TOM O0Opa3e HPaBCTBEHHOIO YMOHACTPOEHMs Opart-
ckovt Jro0BI» (AA 06, S. 200; Kant, 19948, c. 219).

3aKkJ/IroueHme

Ecyim roBoputh 0 mosnHer «MeTadwsvike HpaBOB»
(1797—1798), To, Ha MOVI B3IJISIA, B 3TOM IIPOM3BEIEHIIN
B OTHONIIEHWN TIOHATMSA yMoOHacTpoeHms Kant
yke He pobaBwi1 Hudero Hosoro. K HeKoTOpeM
OCOOEHHOCTSIM MOKHO OTHECTW, IOXaIyV, IIpsSMBble
OTOX/IECTBJIEHVSI MOPaJIbHOCTMI C YMOHAcCTpPOeHVEM,
IIPOTMBOIIOCTaBIIsieMble JierayibHocT (cm.: AA 06,S.392,
393; Kant, 2019, c. 51, 53), ToikoBaHMe moOpomerenn
KaK OCHOBAaHHOIO B YIIPOYEHHOM YMOHAaCTPOEHUN
COBITAJIEHV BOJIVI CO BCIKMM J0JIroM (cM.: AA 06, S. 395;
Kanr, 2019, c. 57), a Tak>xe JTaTMHCKNUI SKBUBAJIEHT ani-
mus st Gesinnung (AA 06, S. 477; Kanr, 2019, c. 233; cp.
AA19,S. 235, Refl. 7050).

IlogBomst HEKOTOPBIE MTOTM, CIleflyeT CKas3aTbh: TOT
daxT, 9TO mepeBon KaHTOBCKOro TepmmHa Gesinnung
BBI3BIBAeT 3aTPyIHEHNS] y MHOTMX IIepPeBOMYMKOB Ha

16 B oTHX CJIydasix IpeyIoXKeHHbIVI BapUaHT IIepeBoia — «yMO-
HaCcTpOeHIe» — CTaHOBUTCS OCOOEHHO IMPOOIeMaTITIHbIM.
17 TlepeBoy1 VCIIpaByIeH 10 OPUIMHAILY.
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Gesinnung contrasted with legality (MS, AA 06,
p- 392, 393; Kant, 1996b, p. 522, 523), the interpre-
tation of virtue as based on coincidence of the will
with any duty based on strengthened Gesinnung
(MS, AA 06, p. 395; Kant, 1996b, p. 525), as well as
the Latin equivalent of animus for Gesinnung (MS,
AA 06, p. 477; Kant, 1996b, p. 591; cf. Refl 7050,
AA 19, p. 235; Kant, 2005, p. 458).

The following can be said by way of a summing
up: the fact that the translation of Kant's term Ge-
sinnung challenges many translators in various Eu-
ropean languages has serious causes connected with
pre-Kantian history as well as with Kant’s attempts
to express too much through this term. Owing to
biblical connotations but particularly to Kant’s con-
temporaries such as A.G. Baumgarten, Crusius and
Mendelssohn, this concept gradually acquired var-
ious philosophical and theological meanings which
provided a kind of foundation for Kant. Kant him-
self substantially transformed this concept in the
critical period such that his ethical works and the
treatise on religion constitute phases in understand-
ing the term Gesinnung. It was Kant who decisively
turned this specific word into a pivotal concept of
German philosophical language, although today it
bears an imprint of post-Kantian history. Still it re-
mains underestimated in the framework of Kant’s
practical philosophy, in spite of the fact that it distils
Kantian differentiation of ethics and law, the link
between ethics and religion as well as many distinc-
tive features of Kant’s moral philosophy. A certain
chaos in translation, reigning in Russian editions of
Kant, is due to the chronology of their publication
as well as the complexities of Kant’s language and
Kant’s philosophy. Even so, in spite of some prob-
lems with the choice of this variant for Religion with-
in the Bounds of Bare Reason, 1 believe that Russian
translations on the whole would gain if umonastro-
enie were adopted as the standard Russian transla-
tion of the Kantian concept in his critical works.
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A.H. Kpyrnos

PpasHble eBpOIIeVICKIe I3bIKM, VIMeeT cepbe3Hble OCHOBa-
HVSI, CBS3aHHBIE KaK C JOKaHTOBCKOV IIPEIbICTOPVIEVI,
TaK M C HoneITKamMy KaHTa BbIpasuTh CIIMIIIKOM MHO-
roe IIpy IIOMOIINM JTaHHOTO TepMMHa. B cuty Onmbrrert-
CKMX KOHHOTAIIUTI, a Takke OJ1arofapsi B IepByIo oue-
penb TaKMM KaHTOBCKMM coBpeMeHHMKaM, Kak A.I. ba-
ymrapTeH, Kpysuit 1 MeniebcoH, 3TO HOHATHE IIO-
CTeIleHHO 00pOCII0 pasHOOOPasHBIMY (PMIIOCOPCKIMMU
VI TEOJIOTMYeCKVMV CMBICJITaMV, BBICTYHVMBIIVIMM [JIs
KanTa B KauecTse Hekoelt ocHoBbl. Cam KanT cyme-
CTBEHHO TpaHCcOPMUPOBAII 3TO TIOHSATIE B KPUTIUe-
CKUW TIepriofl, TaK YTO ero STuYecKue Ipou3Be/leHs
Y TpaKTaT O PeJIVITMM COCTaBJISIOT HeKue ABe ¢asbl B
noHnmMManuu tepmuHa Gesinnung. ViMenno Kant pe-
IIAIONIMM 00pa3oM IIpeBpaTwl 3TO cIelndmrdeckoe
CJIOBO B 3HAKOBOeE [1JI1 HEMEIIKOTo (prTocoPCKOro sI3bI-
Ka IIOHSITHE, XOTS HbIHE OHO U HeceT Ha ceOe cIIelipl B
TOM U¥iCIIe TIOCJIeKaHTOBCKOM UcTopui. TeM He MeHee B
paMKax camovt IpakTudeckon puocodprm Kanra oHo
OCTaeTCs MO-TIpeXXKHeMy HeJ00IIeHeHO, HeCMOTPs Ha TO
YTO B HEeM BBIKPVCTaJUIM30BaJIVICh KaHTOBCKIE pasjn-
4V OTUKW U IIPaBa, CBSA3b STVIKV U PEJIVTV, a TaKxKe
MHOTI'Vie CBOeoOpa3Hble YepThbl KAHTOBCKOV MOPaJIbHOM
dprocodmrt. HekoTopsIvt Xaoc ¢ TiepeBoIoM, IAPSIIIT
B pyccKkux m3faHusax KanTa, o0bscHseTCs KaK 0o
XPOHOJIOTMEN MX BBIXOZA, TaK M CJIOKHOCTSIMW CaMOTO
KaHTOBCKOTO sI3bIKa ¥ KaHTOBCKOM prstocodprm. OnHa-
KO, HeCMOTP:I Ha Psifi, IIpo0yIeM ¢ BBIOOPOM JaHHOTO Ba-
praHTa 1711 «Pemurum B rpeesiax OHOTO TOIIBKO pas-
yMa», MHe ITPeJICTaBIISIeTCs], YTO PYCCKIe TIepeBOJIbI BCe
JKe B IIeJI0M BEIMT'paiv Obl, eciIvt ObI CTAaHOAPTHBIM Ile-
PeBOIOM JJIsL TOr0 KaHTOBCKOI'O ITOHSATS B KpUTHYe-
CKVIX IIPOM3BEIEeHMIX CTajlo OBl PycCKOe «yMOHaCTpO-
eHue».
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