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KPUTUKA
OHTOJIOITMYECKOI'O APTYMEHTA
M VIHTEPIIPETALIVISI
KAHTOBCKOI'O YUEHWI
OB UIIEAJIE PASYMA Y &. B. V1. INEJUIVHTA

A. B. IlIamxyav'

B yeasx pexoncmpyxyuu KpumuKxu OHmMoA02UHECK020
doxasamenscmba bvimus Boea 8 ghunocopuu @. B. U. Illes-
AuHea paccmampubaemcs eeo uHmepnpemayus OHmo-
A0euteckoeo apeymenma y Ancesvma Kenmepbepuiicko-
eo u Iexapma, a mawxe oyenka Llerruneom kpumuxu
KaHmMoBcKo20 OHMoA02UYeCK020 00Kasamesscmba Ovimus
Boea. Ilpeoaaeaemcs pexoncmpykyus yuenus Ilessunea
0 HeCOMHeHHOM Dblmuu, Komopoe He Moxcern Dbl 0ey-
yupobaro u3 nonAmus coboxyntocmu eeeo B03moxKH020,
a nomomy 00/XHo ynpexoamv Beaxyio Muicaumocs. Cam
PAasyM mpakmyemcs. UM KaK uMeroujuil SKCmamusecKyro
npupody, nosazaoujyio npedulecmbyroujee emy HecomHe -
Hoe Obimue. Dmo nosboasem Llesruney chopmyaupobams
cobcmBennyto Bepcuto mesuca eourcmba ObimMus u Mbluile-
HUS, C02AACHO KOmopoil 6 makom eduncmBe Ovimue ecv
nepboe, a MviuileHUe — MOAbKO nociedyioujee. Ha smom
¢hone anarusupyemcs unmepnpemayus Llesruneom yue-
Hus Kanma 06 udease pasyma. Illesrune, ¢ 00HOU CHIOPOHDL,
coeaacen ¢ Karmom 6 mom, umo Ovimue He ecrniv peasviblil
npeduxam, a cmao 0bims, deiicmbumenvtoe cyujecmboba-
Hue HeB03MOXHO O0edyyupoBams u3 cyuwHocmu 6 cmovicae
«umo». Ho, ¢ Opyeoti cmoponsi, 8 npomubonosoxHocno
Kanmy o cuumaem, umo HyxHo npeonosaeams oericmbu-
mevHoe cyujecmbobatiuie abcoAOMHO20 UHOUBUOYAALHORO
cyujeeo, komopoe bydem cydvexmom 045 Beex Bo3MOXKHDbIX
npedukamod u dvimiLe KomMopo2o SKCMAMuUecku noiazaen
pasym kax Breuinee cebe. Cmabumes 6onpoc 00 akmyars-
Hocmu muicau Llesrunea 045 coBpemeHHOT OHMOA0UL,
npesxde Bceeo 8 npeodosenuu oHmo-meo-10euu. C onopor
Ha pabomuvl XK.-@. Kypmuna u J1. Teneeau Bvidessiiomces
08a enaBHbIX MOMEHMA UeAAUH20BCK020 YJUeH s, KOIOpble
3Hauumol 6 amotl cbasu: (1) npuopumem cyujecmbobarus
Hao cyuyHocmoto 8 bvimuu boea, (2) npunyunuaivhas He-
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SCHELLING’S CRITICISM
OF ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT
AND INTERPRETATION
OF KANT’S DOCTRINE
OF THE IDEAL OF REASON

A. B. Patkul!

To reconstruct a critique of the ontological proof
of the existence of God in Schelling’s philosophy I ex-
amine his interpretation of the ontological argqument
by Anselm of Canterbury and Descartes as well as
Schelling’s assessment of the critique of the Kantian
ontological proof of the existence of God. I propose a
reconstruction of Schelling’s account of undoubted be-
ing which cannot be deduced from the concept of the
totality of all that is possible and therefore must come
before any thought. He interprets reason as having an
ecstatic nature which posits precedent undoubted being.
This enables Schelling to formulate his own version of
the thesis on the unity of being and thought, whereby
being comes first and thought is only second. Against
this background I analyse Schelling’s interpretation of
the Kantian account of the ideal of reason. Schelling,
on the one hand, agrees with Kant that being is not a
real predicate, hence real existence cannot be deduced
from essence in the sense of “what.” But, on the other
hand, in contrast to Kant, he believes that real exist-
ence of the individual absolute must be assumed, which
would be the subject for all possible predicates and
whose being is ecstatically posited by reason as being
external to itself. I raise the question of the relevance of
Schelling’s thought for modern ontology, above all in
overcoming ontotheology. Proceeding from the works of
J. F. Courtine and L. Tengelyi I single out two aspects
of Schelling’s doctrine that are relevant to my subject:
(1) the priority of existence over essence in God’s being
and (2) the fundamental irreducibility of God to a nec-
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cbooumocms Boea k Heobxo0umo cyuecmBytouemy cyuje-
cmBy, m.e. c6oboda boea. CmanoBumcs oueBudHbIM, 4mo
8 cboert unmepnpemayuu Kanwma Illesrune Heckoavko
ynpoujaen xo0 e20 MblcAU, He NPOACHAA, KAK KOHKPENHO
y Kanma c6asanvl nonamus 1eodxo0umoi cyujHocmu u
BcecoBepuienteniuien CywHOCU, 1 YO MaKue NOHAMUA
camoeo Illesrunen, kak «CAYUAUHOCHIb», «CAYHAUHAS He-
00X00UMOCHTb», «ONbIN UEAUKOM» mpedytom datbHeliuier
1npobeMamusayuu.

KatoueBvie cao0Ba: onmosoeuneckutn apeymenm,
Ovimue u MbluiaeHUe, CYuHOCMb, cyujecmbobanue, He-
eamubuas pusocogpus, nosumubnaa gpusocogpus, oH-
mo-meosoeus, Amncesvm Kewmepbepuiickuii, Hekapm,
Kanm, llearune

1. Beegenmne

Tax HasbIBaeMBIVI OHTOJIOTMYECKUVI apryMeHT,
TO eCTh [I0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO AEVICTBUTEILHOIO CyIIle-
cTBOBaHM: bora BHe KOHEYHOro yMa Ha OCHOBaHMM
cofiepKaHMsl ero IOHATVSA, KOTOpoe JaHO TaKOMY
yMy, MMeeT JIJaBHIOI0 mcTopuio. Ee Hauasio ipyHsATO
BO3BOIMTB K JIOKa3aTeIbCcTBY ObITHs bora, mipemsio-
xeHHOMY B «[ Ipocriornone» AxcesrbmoMm KenTepbe-
purickuM (cM.: AHcerrbM KeHTtepbepuiickmii, 1996,
c. 128—130), a To 1 paHee — K y4eHMIO O ObITUM
ITapmenwia Drtevickoro. VicTopuisi 3Ta pOTSHYJIach
BIUIOTb JI0 CerofHsIIHero nHs. [losuimm riaBHbIX
repoeB ee — KaK CTOPOHHMKOB OHTOJIOTYeCKOTO
aprymenTa (P dekapt, b. Crinmnosa, I B. ®. I'eress,
A. InaHTHHra), TaK 1 ero HpoTMBHMKOB (Poma Ak-
BuHCKMY, 1. IOM, V1. KanT) — Gortee vy MeHee 113-
BeCTHBI 3a/IHTepecOBaHHOMY UMTaTeJIio.

Ilesv HaCTOMIIETO WCCTIEIOBAHWMS COCTOUT B
TOM, UTOOBI PEKOHCTPYMPOBATh TPAKTOBKY OHTO-
JIOTIYeCcKOro apryMeHTa 1 OIleHKY ero 000cHOBaH-
HOCTM ellle y ofHoro gwiocoda, MM KOTOPOro
IIOKa He3ac/Iy>KeHHO PeIKO CBA3bIBaeTCs C JaHHO
rpobrremarvikons, — D.B. . Ulesmmmara, a Takxke
BBISIBUTH BO3MOKHOCTM JaJIBHEVIIIIETO VICTIONb30-
BaHMS apryMeHTallV TaKoro porla, HaMeueHHBIe
3TUM MbICTIUTeNIeM. B mcTopuko-dmtocodckon
IIepCcreKTBe aKTyaJIbHOCTb JaHHOIO MCCiIeloBa-
HMS COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI IIpMBJIeYb BHUMaHMe
K [IlesumMHIy Kak OIHOV M3 3HaYMMBIX PUTYP B
VICTOPUW OCMBICJIEHVSI OHTOJIOTMYeCKOrO apry-
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essarily existent being, i.e. God'’s freedom. It is evident
that, in his interpretation of Kant, Schelling somewhat
simplifies his train of thought and leaves it unclear how
Kant links the concepts of necessary being and the su-
premely perfect being. It is also evident that Schelling’s
concepts of “contingency,” “contingent necessity,”
“the whole experience” need further study.

Keywords: ontological argument, being and
thought, being, existence, negative philosophy, positive
philosophy, ontotheology, Anselm of Canterbury, Des-
cartes, Kant, Schelling

1. Introduction

The ontological argument, i.e. proof of the
existence of God outside finite reason on the
basis of the content of this concept with which
reason is endowed has a long history. It is
usually traced to the proof of the existence of
God proposed by Anselm of Canterbury in his
Proslogion (see: Anselm of Canterbury, 2000,
pp- 93-95), and even earlier to Parmenides of
Elea. The story continues down to this day. An
engaged reader will be familiar with its protag-
onists, both the proponents of the ontological
argument (Descartes, Spinoza, Hegel, Plantin-
ga) and its opponents (Thomas Aquinas, Hume
and Kant).

The objective of this study is to reconstruct
the interpretation of the ontological argument
and its critique by Schelling, a philosopher
who has not been given justice in connection
with this problem, and to reveal the untapped
potential in the use of his arguments. In the
historical-philosophical perspective, the rele-
vance of this study consists in drawing atten-
tion to Schelling as a significant figure in the
history of the ontological argument. However,
the study is also relevant to the current state
of systematic philosophy, since Schelling’s
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MeHTa. HO mpoBeieHHOe cciIefioBaHMe aKTyalb-
HO VI JIJIS1 TEKYILIErO COCTOSTHMSI CYCTEMAaTIIeCKOV
dvtocodpvn: 3amannble HleumHTOM HTepcrieKT-
BBl VICIIOJIb30BaHMs 3TOTO apryMeHTa MOTYT [JaTh
3aMeTHBIVI VIMITYJIBC JIJIsI COBpEeMeHHBIX CCITeIo-
BaHMUM B 00J1aCTV OHTOJIOr MM M (PYIIOCOPCKO Te-
onornmn. Takast sHaumMocTh durypsl lllemwiara
JUIs HbIHeIIHel WIocoCKor CUTyallum IIOf-
TBEPXKIIAeTCs VI ITyOJIMKAIISIMY, TIOCBSAIIIEHHBIMIL
B TOM YVICJIe IIeJUIMHTOBCKOV TPAaKTOBKe OHTOJIO-
I'MYeCKOro apryMeHTa, KOTOpble TOSIBUJINCH 3a PY-
OeXxoM B TIOCTIE[THVIE AEeCSATUIIETIS VI Ha KOTOPBIe
3TO WCCIIeIOBaHVE BO MHOIOM OPVIEHTMPYETCH.
Cpemyt aBTOPOB 3TVX TPYAOB MOXKHO Ha3BaTh TaKyie
mMeHa, Kak 1. Xerpux (Henrich, 1960), XX.-®. Map-
ke (Marquet, 1985), 2K.-®. Kyprus (Courtine, 1990),
A. ©@panr (Franz, 1992), I1. Tpasuamu (Trawny, 2002),
J1. Teurerm (Tengelyi, 2015) un gp. V3 mccienosa-
HWUVI OTEUeCTBEHHBIX aBTOPOB Oe3yCIIOBHYIO 3Ha-
YMMOCTB J1711 0OCY KITaeMOVI TeMaTVKM MMEIOT pa-
60ter I1. B. Pe3Bbix (Pe3Brix, 2003) 1 A. B. Kprues-
ckoro (Kprruesckmrr, 2009; 2011).

CrouT OTMETUTH, YTO B TeX CIIydasiX, Korga o
[esymHTe BCe ke 3aXOAUT Peyb B CBA3M C OHTO-
JIOTVIYeCKVIM apryMeHTOM, ero OOBIYHO OTHOCST K
MPOTMBHMKAM OHTOJIOIMIYECKOTO JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa
ObrTiss bora. DT0, HampyuMep, MOXXHO YBUJIETH y
Xarizrerrepa, CTaBSIero ero B OOVH Psifi C KpU-
TUKaMV OHTOJIOTMUeCKOro aprymeHra — domont
AxsunckuM 1 KanTom (Heidegger, 1996, S. 71). B
JAHHOVI CBSI3M1 MOXKHO KOHCTAaTMpPOBaTh, YTO B 3a-
Jadn MCciIeIoBaHMs BXOOUT He TOIbKO (1) BBISB-
JIeHVie OCHOBHBIX OCOOEHHOCTeVI TPaKTOBKM OHTO-
sorudeckoro aprymenra y llesmmara — kax (a) B
OIope Ha ero MHTePIIPeTaINIO MCTOPUV IIpeIIe-
CTByIOIIEN eMy prTocodpCKovt MBICTIN, TakK 1 (b) B
OpMeHTaIIM Ha ero cOOCTBeHHYI0 (PVIOCOPCKYIO
TIO3UIIVIIO, HO U (2) IIpoBepKa Ha OCHOBAHWN pe-
KOHCTPYKIIMW IIe/UIVHTOBCKOTO VICTOJIKOBAHWIS
KaHTOBCKOTO yueHMs o0 measie pasyma TOro, He
COXPAHWJIOCH JIVI B IIOPSIJIKE pa3sBepTHIBAHIS MbIC-
mm camoro lllervHra HEKOTOPOVI aHAJIOTMVI OH-
TOJIOTTYeCKOVI apr'yMeHTaIM, 1 eCJIn [1a, TO B Ka-
KOM VIMEHHO BUJIe OHa IIPVCYTCTBYeT B €ro pnIo-
codpum. K 3amagam vccenoBaHMs: OTHOCUTCS TaK-
Xe (3) BbISICHEHME TOro, IO3BOJISIET JIV IIeJIJINMH-
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thinking on the perspective of the use of this
argument may give a fillip to modern research
in ontology and philosophical theology. The
significance of Schelling for the current phil-
osophical situation is borne out by the pub-
lications, devoted among other things to
Schelling’s treatment of the ontological argu-
ment that have appeared in recent decades and
on which I have drawn in many ways. Among
the authors of these works mention should be
made of Dieter Henrich (1960), Jean-Francois
Marquet (1985), Jean-Francois Courtine (1990),
Albert Franz (1992), Peter Trawny (2002), Lasz-
16 Tengelyi (2015) and others. Among authors
in Russia the works of Petr V. Rezvykh (2003)
and Andrey V. Krichevsky (2009; 2011) are
eminently relevant to the problem under dis-
cussion here.

It has to be noted that whenever Schelling
is mentioned in connection with the ontolog-
ical argument he is usually seen as an oppo-
nent of the ontological proof of the existence
of God. One finds it, for example, in Heideg-
ger who brackets him together with such crit-
ics of the ontological argument as Thomas
Aquinas and Kant (Heidegger, 1996, p. 71). In
this connection I have to say that my research
is aimed not only at revealing the main fea-
tures of Schelling’s interpretation of the on-
tological argument both in (a) reliance on his
interpretation of the history of preceding phil-
osophical thought and in (b) orientation to-
wards his own philosophical position, but
also (2) at verifying, through reconstruction,
whether, in unfolding his own case, Schelling
has retained a certain analogy with the onto-
logical argument, and if so, in what shape it is
present in his philosophy. Among other tasks
of my research is also (3) determining whether
Schelling’s interpretation of the ontological ar-
gument permits going beyond ontotheological



rOBCKasl TPAKTOBKA OHTOJIOTMYECKOrO apryMeHTa
BBIVITV 3a IIpe/esIbl VIMEIOIeV] OHTO-TeO-JIorye-
CKOe CTpoeHMe MeTapM3MKM, a 3HaYUT, TI0-HOBO-
My IIOCTaBUTb BOIIPOCHI 1 O CYIIIeM KaK TaKOBOM, U
0 OoxxecTBeHHOM. PerrteHnro oTmx 3amad IIocBdIIe-
HBbI COOTBeTCTBYIOH_U/Ie pasneiibl CTaTbl. B 3axJ1ro-
YeHWM COIEepPKaTcsl IJIaBHbBIE BBIBOIBI M3 IIpOfie-
JIAHHOTO VICCIIEZIOBAHS I HAMEYAIOTCS ero J1ajlb-
HeVIIIe IepcreKTBEL Cpeny VCIIOIb30BaHHBIX
MEeTOIIOB MOXXHO BBIIEJINTH MCTOPUKO-prtocod-
CKYIO peKOHCTPYKLU/IIO, aHaJins, B TOM 4VICJIe CpaB-
HWTEJIbHBIV, a TAaK)Ke VHTePIIPeTaIyIo.

2. TpakTOBKa TpaAMIIMOHHBIX (popM
OHTOJIOrM4YecKoro aprymenTa y Illennmara

YKa’keM OCHOBHBIE MOMEHTHI B TPAaKTOBKE OH-
ToJIorMyeckoro aprymeHnTa y lllemmara.

Bo-nepBuix, MO)XHO KOHCTaTHPOBaTh, YTO OH 00-
pariaeTcs K criocoOy JoKa3aTeIbcTa ObITis bora,
IIpeVIOKEHHOMY y>kKe AHCeIIbMOM, VMIMEHYS €ero
«CTapeiIIIent (AHCeITBMOBCKOVT) POpMOVI* OHTOJIOI M-
yecKoro f1okasaresnscrBa» (Iermmar, 2000, c. 207
Schelling, 1858a, S. 157). Yxe 3mech, cunTaeT OH,
BUIHA CrelvdMKa TaKOV apryMeHTaIluiL: OTTasl-
KMBasICh OT CyIITHOCTM bBora, ero wmmemn, 3mech 3a-
KJTIOYAIOT O CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMM IIpPeIMeTa, COOTBET-
cTBytoriero ston miee. Cam ke OHTOJIOIMTYECKUT
aprymeHT y AncenbpMa IllermHr BocmponssoguT
CTIEIYFOIIIVIM OOpa30oM: «...BBICITIee, IIPEeBhIIIIe KOTO-
poro HiuJero HeT, quo majus non datur’, ects bor,
HO BBICIIIee He ObUIO OBl BBICIIINIM, eciIu OBl He Cy-
I1IeCTBOBaJIO, 0O Torfga MbI MOIJIM OBl IIpefcTa-
BUTD ceDe HeKYIO CyIITHOCTB, KOTOpasi IIPeBOCXOI V-
71a OBI €ro B CyIIIeCTBOBAHMM, U OHO yKe He ObIIo
6er BeIcIIIM» (ILlesmmmar, 2000, c. 207, Schelling,
1858a, S. 157). Ho IllesuImHT Ipm 3TOM 3a7aeTcs BO-
IIPOCOM, O3HAYaeT JIM 3TO YTO-IMOO MHOE, YeM To,
YTO B BBICIIIEV CYIITHOCTV HaMM lke ObLJIO TIOMBIC-
JIeHO cyIecTBoBaHMe. Ecit oTBeT Ha 3TOT BOmpoc
yTBEepIOUTeNIeH, TO apryMeHT AHcelIbMa COHEep KUT
B ceOe TaBTOJIOTMIO, TIOCKOJIbKY HeKas CYIIHOCTb
M3HavaIbHO ObLIa OIlpefiesieHa Kak BBICIIIasl B TOM
CMBICJIe, YTO OHa O0JIajlaeT CyIIleCTBOBaHMEM.

2 B opurmaare: Wendung,.
3 BortbIlie KOTOPOro [HIYero] He HaHo (J1aT.).
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metaphysics and hence raising the question of
being as such and of the divine. These prob-
lems are addressed in the corresponding parts
of the article. The Conclusion sums up the re-
sults of the study and opens up prospects for
further research. The methods used include
historical-philosophical reconstruction, analy-
sis, including comparative analysis, and inter-
pretation.

2. Schelling’s Interpretation of Traditional
Forms of the Ontological Argument

The following are the main features of
Schelling’s interpretation of the ontological ar-
gument.

First, his method of proving the existence
of God goes back to Anselm (“The oldest
(Anselmian) use of the ontological proof?”?)
(Schelling, 1858a, p. 157). Already here, he be-
lieves, one can see the gist of the argument:
proceeding from the essence of the idea of God,
the conclusion is drawn about the existence of
the object corresponding to this idea. As for
Anselm’s ontological argument proper, Schel-
ling (1858a, p. 157) presents it in the follow-
ing way: “[...] the greatest, greater than which
nothing exists, quo majus non datur, is God, but
the greatest would not be the greatest if it did
not exist, for then we could conceive of a be-
ing that would surpass it in existence and it
would no longer be the greatest.”® But Schelling
asks whether it may mean anything other than
that in the supreme being we already think ex-
istence. If the answer is in the affirmative then
Anselm’s argument is tautological because a
being has been initially declared to be supreme
in the sense that it exists.

2 “Die dlteste (Anselmische) Wendung des ontologischen
Beweises.”

* “Das Hdéchste, woriiber nichts ist, quo majus non datur, ist
Gott, aber das Hochste wire nicht das Hochste, wenn es nicht
existirte, denn wir konnten uns alsdann ein Wesen vorstellen,
das die Existenz vor ihm voraus hatte, und es wire dann nicht
mehr das Hochste.”
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Bo-6mopuix, Gorlee TOHKYIO BEPCUIO OHTOJIOIV-
YecKoro JoKasaresibcTBa, o MHeHuro 1leruinara,
npenyioxwi P. [lekapt. VImMeHHO 3TVM T0Ka3aTesIb-
CTBOM «B 3HAYUTEJILHO OOJIBIIIEN CTeleHM, YeM
BCeM TeM, YTO OH yTBepxkIlasl 0 Hadaax pusIoco-
v, [TlekapT orrpenesiit Bece JTaTbHeVIIIee pasBu-
e HoBom dpvutocodpvm» (ILlermnr, 1989, c. 398;
Schelling, 1861, S. 14)*. 11le;uIMHTOBCKOE ITpOYTe-
HMe OHTOJIOTMYECKOro J[OKas3aTeIbCTBa ObITHS
bora y [Iekapra MOXHO BOCIPOM3BECTU CJICLYFO-
muM obpaszoMm. B MoeM yme, yTBepxaeT [lekapr,
VIMeeTCsl IIOHSATVE BCeCOBEpIIIEHHEVIIIero Cylle-
crBa. B 5TO 1IOHATME BXOOUT MOHSATVE He00X00UMO-
2o cywecmbobanusn — HeMelIKuM prstocod creny-
aJIbHO TIOTYePKIBAET, YTO peUb 371eCh He M/IeT O I10-
HATUW CYIIeCTBOBaHMS BOOOIe. 3HAUMUT, MOXHO
CKa3aTh, YTO «IIPUPOLie BCeCOBEPIIIEHHEIIIIETO CY-
IT[ecTBa IIPOTMBOPEUNIIO ObI CYIIIeCTBOBATE TOIIBKO
CAY4ailHo... IIO3TOMY BCecOBepllleHHevIIee Cylile-
CTBO MOXeT CYILIeCTBOBAaTh TOJIBKO HeOOXOIVIMO»
(Idervar, 1989, ¢. 398 —399; Schelling, 1861, S. 15).
Ho y exapra, cunraer IllesunHr, peub mnpger He
coBceM 00 sroM. OH TIpe/IaraeT BOCIIPOV3BECTV
CYJUIOTM3M, IO KOTOPOMY TOT [I0Ka3bIBaeT He0OXo-
muMoe ObITre bora. bosibittag ero mockuika TakoBa:
BCeCOBepIIIeHHeVIIIee CYIIIeCTBO He MOXeT CyIile-
CTBOBATh CJIy4arHO, a TOJIBKO HeoOxomyMo. MeHb-
IIas MockUIKa: bor ecTs BcecoBepllleHHerIIIIee CY-
mrectBo. OTcroa mospkeH ObL1 Obl, 1o Mbicv 1ert-
JIVHTA, CJIeIOBaTh BBIBOI: Bor MoXeT cyImmecTBo-
BaTh TOJIBKO HeoOxommmo. OH mwurer: «BmecTo
aToro [lekapT, omHaKo, fiejlaeT cileylolee 3aKJIio-
JeHe: CJIefjoBaTesIbHO, OH CYILIeCTByeT HeoOXomy-
MO — ¥ TeM CaMbIM KakK Oy[aTo BBIBOOWUT, YTO bor
CYIIIeCTBYeT, IoJIarasi TeM CaMbIM, UYTO JOoKa3asl Cl-
wecmBoBanue bora» (LLlewmmr, 1989, c. 399; Schel-

* Hamo yumnteBaTh, uTo, Kak mnosaraer JK.-D. Mapke,
leypmmar OBUT OYeHb OrpaHIYEHHO 3HAKOM C TPydaMu
Kapresusi: onm efisa v ObUIN eMy M3BECTHBI 10 BBIXOZIa B
CBET co6paHV1;[ OEeKapTOBCKIMX COUMHEHV IO, PeIaKIIen
B. KyseHa, To ecTb Kak MMHMMYM 10 ceperinHbl 1820-X rT.
Ho n mospuee IllesmnHT, BepOSITHO, OOMpPAJICS TOIBKO
Ha OTHe/lbHBIe paboTBl M gaXke (parMeHTHI TaKOBBIX
y Hekapra, a TakkKe Ha WM3JIOKeHUsd ero duiocodpun,
HarpuMep B «OcHoBax dputocodpmn [exapra» CHMHO3BL
I'lo Bepcum Mapxke, Hlejummra y [lekapTa MHTepecoBasiv
TOJIBKO TpM TeMbL: (1) ego, (2) OHTOIOrMYeCcKIiT apryMeHT
u (3) pasmame MBIIIUIEHNS U IIPOTsDKeHs (cM.: Marquet,

1985, p. 237 —238).
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Second, Descartes, in Schelling’s opinion, has
come up with a subtler proof. Thus, “Descartes
has become decisive for the whole of subse-
quent modern philosophy, far less for what he
has otherwise said about the beginnings of phi-
losophy than for the setting up of the ontolog-
ical proof” (Schelling, 1994, p. 49; cf. Schelling,
1861, p. 14).* Schelling’s reading of Descartes’
ontological proof of the existence of God can be
reproduced in the following way: There is the
concept of the most perfect being in my mind.
This concept includes the notion of necessary ex-
istence and not existence in general, he stresses.
Hence it can be said that “it would contradict
the nature of the perfect being to exist just con-
tingently, [...] therefore the most perfect being
can only exist necessarily” (Schelling, 1994,
p- 50; cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 15). But this, accord-
ing to Schelling, is not quite what Descartes has
in mind. He proposes to reproduce the syllo-
gism whereby the necessary existence of God
is proved. His major premise is this: the most
perfect being cannot exist contingently but only
necessarily. His minor premise is that God is
the most perfect being. According to Schelling
(1994, p. 50; cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 15), “instead
of this [...] he concludes: therefore He neces-
sarily exists, and, it is true, thereby apparently
brings out the fact that God exists, and seems
to have proven the existence of God.” Schel-
ling stresses that the premise that God can ex-
ist necessarily means that He exists necessarily if
He exists, but it does not follow that He exists. In
the Philosophy of Revelation he writes: “Hence,

* We have to keep in mind that, as J.-F. Marquet writes,
Schelling’s knowledge of Cartesius” works was limited:
it is unlikely that he knew them before the publication
of his works by V. Cousin, i.e. not until the mid-1820s.
Even later, Schelling probably used only some and even
fragments of Descartes” works, together with renderings
of his philosophy, e.g. in Spinoza’s The Principles of
Cartesian Philosophy. According to Marquet (1985,
pp. 237-238), Schelling was interested only in three
Cartesian topics: (1) the ego, (2) the ontological argument
and (3) the difference between thought and extension.



ling, 1861, S. 15). IlleJuIvHT TIOIYepKMUBaeT, YTO 3
IIOCBIJIKY, COIJIACHO KOTOpom bor moxer cyrie-
CTBOBaTh HEOOXOVIMO, CJIeIyeT TOJIBKO TO, YTO OH
cyujecmbyem HeobX00UMO, ecAu OH cyujecmbyem, HO
mo, umo ox cyujecmByem, ewje He caedyem. B «Du-
710cOPUI OTKPOBEHMS» TOBOPUTCS: «3HAUMUT, 3a-
KJTIOYeHVIe MOXXET 3By4aTh JIUIIIb TaKMM oOpa3oM:
cilefioBaTelIbHO, bor cyIrecTByeT HeOOXOIVIMBIM
o0Opa3oM, ec/u TOJIIBKO OH CYIIeCTBYeT, UTO, CTa-
710 OBITH, BCe ellle OCTaBJIsieT HepellleHHbIM, CyIIle-
crByeT oH iu HeT» (Ierutmar, 2000, c. 208; Schel-
ling, 1858a, S. 158). 3meck e OH Ha3bIBaeT yMO-
3axrtodeHvie [lexkaprta napasoeusmom. IlervHr
CUMTaeT, 9YTO B OOJIBIIIEVI IIOCBIIKE aHAJIV3VIPYEMO-
r'O CYJUTIOTM3Ma pedb MAeT TOJIBKO O crocobe cyuje-
cmBobanus, Torga Kak B 3aKJIIOUYCHUM VIMEeTCS B
BUJLy VIMEHHO cyujecmbobanue 6ooduje, a He e2o cno-
cob. T1. TpaBHM KOMMEHTHpYyeT 3TO CJIeAyIOIIM
oOpasoM: «[Joka3aTesbCTBO, KOTOpOe OOOCHOBBI-
BaeT (aussagt) HeoOXomyIMoe CyIllecTBOBaHME BCe-
COBEPIIIEHHEWIIIEVI CYIITHOCTM, COITIaCHO IHenma-
Iy, SIBJIsIeTCs ommOouHbIM. ECitnt JoKa3aTesIbCTBO B
conclusio® obocHOBEIBaeT, umo (daff) bor cymiecTsy-
€T, OHO yTBep>KzIaeT OOJIbIIIe TOTrO, YTO COHEePKUTCS
B OoJibItier mockuike» (Trawny, 2002, S. 129).

Mexmy Tem, 4To cymecTBoBaHMe bora HeoOxo-
IIVIMO, I TeM, UTO bor cyIriecTByeT, MMeeTCs IIPUH-
nymaiabHoe pasrane. Vmm, kKak 3to dopmysm-
pyetJ1. Tenrernm, «Bce >xe 113 TIos10keH M “Bor Heoo-
XOVIMO eCTh cylliee” He cilefryeT HosioxeHue “bor
ecTb HeoOXOIMMO cyIiee”, cTajio ObITh, HU B KOEM
cJIydae He cjleflyeT, YTO OH HeOOXOIVIMO CYIIIeCTBY-
er» (Tengelyi, 2015, S. 161—162). Tem He MeHee O1a-
rofiapsi 3TOMY pacCy KIeHNIO Mbl BUIVM, uTO Y [e-
KapTa IoHsSTNA bora 11 HeoOXomyMO CyIIIecTBYIO-
ITIETO CYIIeCTBA OTOXK/IECTBIISIOTCS, YTO OHM «II0JI-
HOCTBIO PAaCTBOPSIOTCS ApYyT B apyre» (LLlermmmr,
1989, c. 400; Schelling, 1861, S. 17). B utore, canTaeT
Mesymar, [lekapT mokasasl He CyIllecTBOBaHMeE, a
HeOOXOIMMBINI XapaKTep CylllecTBoBaHM: bora, 1
«VIMEHHO 3TO TIOHSITHE OKa3alo pelraoriee BiIs-
HyIe Ha BCIO TIocTleyomyo prtocodpmro®» (Illem-
smHr, 1989, . 400; Schelling, 1861, S. 17).

° 3awoueHne (J1at.).
¢ B opurmnare: «bestimmende Wirkung fiir die ganze
Folgezeit der Philosophie».

A. B. Patkul

the conclusion can only be as follows: therefore
God exists necessarily if only He exists, and this
leaves open the question whether or not He
exists”® (Schelling, 1858a, p. 158). In the same
place he calls Descartes’ conclusion a paralo-
gism. Schelling believes that the major premise
of the syllogism in question has to do only with
the mode of existence, whereas the conclusion re-
fers precisely to existence in general and not
to its mode. Trawny (2002, p. 129) makes this
comment: “The proof that grounds the neces-
sary existence of the most perfect being, accord-
ing to Schelling, is erroneous. If the proof in the
conclusio establishes that God exists, it claims
more than the major premise contains.”®

There is a fundamental difference between
the existence of God being necessary and
the existence of God. Or, as Tengelyi (2015,
pp- 161-162) puts it, “the proposition ‘God is
necessarily a being’ does not follow from the
proposition “God necessarily is a being, hence
it does not follow that He necessarily exists.””
Nevertheless, we see from this reasoning that
Descartes identifies the concepts of God and
necessarily existing being, that “the one could
be exactly contained in the other” (Schel-
ling, 1994, p. 51; cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 17). As
a result, according to Schelling, Descartes has
proved not the existence but the necessary
character of the existence of God “and this con-
cept is now really the one which has had the
most decisive effect for the whole subsequent
period of philosophy” (Schelling, 1994, p. 51;
cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 17).

> “Also der Schlufisatz kann nur so lauten: folglich existirt
Gott nothwendiger Weise, nimlich wenn er existirt, was also
immer noch unentschieden lifit, ob er oder ob er nicht existirt.”
¢ “Der Beweis, der die mnotwendige Existenz des
vollkommensten Wesens aussagt, ist, nach Schelling,
fehlerhaft. Wenn der Beweis in der conclusio besagt, dad Gott
existiert, behauptet er mehr, als im Obersatz vorausgesetzt
wird.”

7 “Es folgt jedoch aus dem Satz ‘Gott ist notwendig das
Seiende’ keineswegs der Satz ‘Gott ist das notwendige Seiende’;
es folgt also keineswegs, dass er notwendig existiert.”
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VHTepecHoe yTO4YHeHMe, Kacaroleecs IIlejl-
JIVTHTOBCKOV KPUTVKM JIEKapPTOBCKOIO JIOKa3aTesIb-
crBa ObITs bora, mpemiarator [1. XeHprx n orm-
parommvica Ha Hero I1. Tpasumn. Tak, mo MueHMIO
XeHpwuxa, pasjmdasi HEOOXOAVMOCTb CyIIeCTBOBa-
HMS ¥ HeoOXOOMMOCTh KaK CIIOCOO CYIIecTBOBa-
HVs, HY’KHO ellle yTOYHUTh, B KaKOM CMBbICTIe Oe-
peTcs caMa HeoOXoIMMOCTb. VI TyT oOHapy KmBaeT-
Cs1, YTO Hapsily ¢ HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO KaK CIIocoOoM,
KaKVIM HeKOTOPOVI CYIITHOCTY ITPYCYIIle CyIIeCTBO-
BaHUeE, VI HeOOXOOMMOCTBIO KaK OCHOBaHWMEM, II0-
3BOJIAOIIVIM ITPUIVICHIBATh HEKOTOPOVI CYIITHOCTM
JIeVICTBUTEJIbHOE CYIIleCTBOBaHMe, VIMeeTcs ellle
HeoOXOIMMOCTh KaK «aHaIUTUYecKast VIMIUIMKa-
LIV151», IMMAaHEeHTHOe CBOVICTBO CYIITHOCTM, KaK, Ha-
npuMep, mapoodpasHocTs (Rundheit) mapa (cm.:
Henrich, 1960, S. 222—223; Trawny, 2002, S. 129—
130). I1leyummHr e ymycKaeT 3TOT CMbIC/I HeoOxo-
mumocTi: «OH He BUMOMT, 4TO OBITHE necessitas’,
KaK OHO IIOSIBJISIETCS B OHTOJIOIMYECKOM JOKa3a-
TeJIbCTBE, VIMIUIMIIMPOBAHO B CYITHOCTH (Wesen-
haft implizit ist). TakvimM 06pa3om, 1€ IIMHIOBCKOe
pasmaeHne “cnocoba” ObITVS M1 OBITHS BeIeT K
omoke» (Trawny, 2002, S. 129—130).

B-mpemuux, BaXXHO OTMETUTb M Ty pellaro-
LIYIO POJIb, KOTOPYIO I (pOpMIMpPOBaHMS II03U-
vy leyummara 1o mpobrieme OHTOJIOTMYeCcKO-
ro JIO0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa ChII'pajla KPUTMKa TaKOBOIO Y
V. Kanra. IIpexe Bcero MOXHO yKasaThb Ha TO,
uto, 110 MHeHmIo IllesyiHra, kak pas KanTt Tpu-
BUQJIV3MIPOBAJI OHTOJIOIMTUECKOe JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO
ObrTist Bora, mpemtoxerHoe [lekaprom. B dwact-
HocTy, KaHT 3aMeHMI Hmpu3HaK HeOOXOIVIMOIO
CyIIIeCTBOBaHMs, IPUCYIINUN HOHATHIO bora kak
BCecOBepIIIeHHeVIIIero CyIecTsa, IprU3HaKOM CYy-
iectBoBaHMs BooOte. ITonydaercs, uro KaHT Ha-
IIPaBWJI CBOIO KPUTHMKY He Ha COOCTBEHHOeE JI0Ka-
3aTesIbcTBO [lekapTa, a Ha ero yIpoIeHHYyIo ¢op-
My, KoTopyto cam KanT emy n nipumat (cm.: les-
mvHT, 1989, c. 397; Schelling, 1861, S. 13). OTMeTnM
cambple OOIIVie YepTHl IIeJUIMHTOBCKOV KPUTVKN
OIIPOBEP)KEH ST OHTOJIOT MYEeCKOTO JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBa
y Kanra (cm. Taxoke: Kpruesckmiz, 2009, c. 26 —28).

7 HeobxommmocTs (71aT.).

An interesting clarification concerning
Schelling’s critique of the Cartesian proof of
God’s existence is offered by Henrich and
Trawny who follows him. In Henrich’s opinion,
in distinguishing the necessity of existence and
necessity as a mode of existence one has to de-
termine the meaning of necessity. And there we
discover that, along with necessity as a mode
of existence and necessity as the foundation
that makes it possible to ascribe real existence
to an entity, there is also necessity as “an an-
alytical implication”, an immanent property of
an essence, for example, the roundness (Rund-
heit) of a sphere (see Henrich, 1960, pp. 222-223;
Trawny, 2002, pp. 129-130). Schelling does not
see this meaning of necessity: “He does not see
that the being of necessitas, as it appears in the
ontological proof, is implicit in essence. Thus,
Schelling’s distinction between the “mode” of be-
ing and being itself leads to an error”® (Trawny,
2002, pp. 129-130).

Third, it is important to note the decisive
role Kant’s critique of the ontological proof
played in the shaping of Schelling’s position on
the issue. First of all, we should recall that, in
Schelling’s opinion, it was Kant who trivialised
the ontological proof proposed by Descartes. In
particular, Kant replaced the property of neces-
sary existence inherent in God as the supreme-
ly perfect being with the property of existence
in general. It turns out that Kant directed his
criticism not at Descartes” proof, but at its sim-
plified form which Kant himself ascribed to
him (see Schelling, 1994, p. 50; Schelling, 1861,
p. 14). Let us note the most general features of
Schelling’s critique of the Kantian refutation
of the ontological proof (see also Krichevsky,
2009, pp. 26-28).

8 “Er sieht nicht, daf§ das Sein der necessitas, wie sie im
ontologischen Beweis erscheint, wesenhaft implizit ist.
Schellings Differenzierung von ‘Art” des Seins und Sein
selbst geht somit in Irre.”
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Xor 1eKapTOBCKOTO JOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, KaK €ero
noamMaeT Kant®, B pexoHcTpykumm IllemiHra
TaKOB: B pasyMe VIMeeT MeCTO Mjiesl BCeCoBeplIeH-
Herero cyiiectsa. [lobasum, mmpaBma, 4To Bee-
COBepIIIeHCTBO MBICTINTCH y KaHTa Kak IoTHOTa
BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX IIPEINKATOB — COBOKYITHOCTH
BCEro BO3MOXKHOTO, omnitudo realitatis® (cm.: A 575—
576 / B 603—604; KauT, 1994, c. 437, A 596—597 /
B 624—625; KanTt, 1994, c. 450—451). CymecTtso-
BaHIe )€ eCTb HEeKOTOpOe COoBepIeHCTBO. OTcro-
Ila CJIeflyeT BBIBOI: B ViJlee BCeCOBEPIIIEHHEVIIIIETO
CyIIIecTBa COHEPXKUTCS TaKXe M CyIIeCTBOBaHIE.
Kputnka Kanra, cumraer IlleyuinHI, OCHOBBIBa-
€TCs Ha OTPUIIAHMM MEHBIIIeV ITOCBUIKN ITpVBe-
IOeHHOro cuulormsma: KaHT oTpuiiaer, 4To Cy-
IIIeCTBOBAaHME — 3TO COBEpIIEeHCTBO (cM.: A 596—
599 / B 624—627; KanT, 1994, c. 450—452). Corac-
Ho KaHTy, BOOOIIe «0bimue He eCTb peaybHBIN
IIpeIVKaT, MHBIMI CJIOBaMV, OHO He eCTh ITOHS-
TV O YeM-TO TaKOM, UTO MOIJIO Obl ObITE ITpMOaB-
JIEHO K HOHATHUIO Ber. OHO ecTh TOJIBLKO IIojIara-
HVIe BTV VJTVI HEKOTOPBIX OITpeJIeIeHNI caMoO TI0
cebe» (A 598 / B 626; Kaut, 1994, c. 452). BerTie,
kak orMmeuaet Hle;ummar, mrg KanTa camo He ecThb
COBEpIIIEHCTBO, HO TO, UTO YK€ JIOJDKHO VIMETh Me-
CTO /151 TOTO, YTOOBI JIFOOBbIe COBEpPIIIEHCTBA BOOO-
e Mors Obl ObITh. ITosTomy IlermHT pesto-
MupyeT KpuTuKy KaHTa Tak: «...Jake IS TTOHS-
s bora oH He ejlaeT VCKITIOUEHMS M3 IIpaBuIa,
YTO NOHAMUE BEITV CONEPXXNUT B cebe JINIIb ee Um-
cToe “ymo”, HO COBEpIIIEHHO He BKJIIOYaeT B ceds
cywecmboBanue»' (emmnr, 2000, c. 122; Schell-
ing, 1858a, S. 83). Crasio 0bITH, «KaHT ITIOKa3bIBaET
B I1€JI0OM'?, HACKOJIBKO TIIIETHO CTpeMJIEHVe pasy-
Ma IIp¥ TIOMOIIM 3aKJIFOUeHWV BBIVITU 3a IIpefe-
JIBI caMoro ceds K cyIecTBoBaHMio...» (TaM xe).

8 PekOHCTPYKIMM ¥ PpasbOpbl KAaHTOBCKOV KPWUTUKMU
OHTOJIOIMYECKOrO JloKazareibcTBa cM. Takxke: (Halldén,
1952; Fink, 1959; Harris, 1977; Rod, 1992; Heathwood,
2011; ITpotomonios, 2012).

? TlonHoTa peaqbHOCTH (JIaT.).

10 BaxxHble IOAPOOHOCTY IIIEJUIMHIOBCKOV WMHTepIIpe-
TaIMM KaHTOBCKOTO Te3lca O OBITUV VI er0 COOCTBEHHOT
KOHTIETIVVI OBITVIS Kak 0c00020 muna npeduxana, KoTopble
371ech HET BO3MOXKHOCTV BOCIIPOM3BOINTH, CM.: (Pe3BbIx
2003, c. 298 —303).

1 B opurnnarie: «nichts von dem Daf3, von der Existenz».
12 B opurnaarte: «allgemein».

A. B. Patkul

In Schelling’s reconstruction the course of
the Cartesian proof, as understood by Kant,’
is as follows: the idea of the most perfect be-
ing exists in the mind. True, Kant sees supreme
perfection as the totality of all possible predi-
cates, the totality of all that is possible, om-
nitudo realitatis (see: A 575-576 / B 603-604;
Kant, 1998, pp. 555-556; A 596-597 / B 624-625;
Kant, 1998, pp. 565-566). Existence is perfec-
tion. Hence the idea of the most perfect being
also comprises existence. Kant’s critique, ac-
cording to Schelling, is based on the negation
of the minor premise of the above-cited syllo-
gism: Kant denies that existence is perfection
(see A 596-599 / B 624-627; Kant, 1998, pp. 565-
567). According to Kant, “Being is obviously
not a real predicate, i.e. a concept of something
that could add to the concept of a thing. It is
merely the positing of a thing or of certain de-
terminations in themselves” (A 598 / B 626;
Kant, 1998, p. 567).° Being, as Schelling notes,
is not, for Kant, perfection itself, but what must
be in order that any other perfections could ex-
ist. Schelling (1858a, p. 83) thus sums up Kant’s
critique: “[...] he makes no exception from the
rule, even for the concept of God, that the con-
cept of a thing contains only the pure ‘what’ but
does not contain the fact of existence.”"* Thus
“Kant shows in general the futility of reason’s
aspiration to transcend itself towards existence
through reasoning [...]”"* (ibid.). The point is,

? On reconstruction and analysis of Kant's critique
of the ontological proof see also Halldén (1952), Fink
(1959), Harris (1977), Rod (1992), Heathwood (2011),
Protopopov (2012).

1 For important details of Schelling’s interpretation of
the Kantian thesis on being and his own concept of being
as a special type of predicate, which we cannot cite here for
lack of space, see Rezvykh (2003, pp. 298-303).

" #[...] so macht er auch fiir den Begriff Gottes keine
Ausnahme von der Regel, dafS der Begriff eines Dinges nur
das reine Was desselben enthiilt, nichts aber von dem Dafs,
von der Existenz.”

12 “Kant zeigt allgemein, wie vergeblich das Bestreben der
Vernunft sey, mit Schliissen tiber sich selbst hinaus zur
Existenz zu kommen [...].”
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Ho fe710 B TOM, YTO IIPaBWIIBHO — C TOYKM 3pEHMS
[MleyuiHTra — TOHSTBHIVI OHTOJIOIMYECKUII apry-
MeHT FOBOPUT He O CyIIIeCTBOBaHMUM, a O Heobxo-
AVIMOCTM CyIllecTBOBaHMs bora: mostoMy KpuTu-
Ka ero co cropoHbl KanTta OpeT Mumo 1iesn. Crie-
ZI0OBaTeJIbHO, MOXKHO cortacuThcs ¢ A. B. Kprues-
CKVM, CYUTAIOIINM, YTO, 110 MHeHmio [1lesuimHra,
«ray KaHT, Hr KTo-11100 13 ero mocjienoBaresieri He
CMOT OIPOBEPrHYTb 3TO PacCyKIIeHve C IIPaBIb-
HbIX no3uimin» (Kpraesckmi, 2009, c. 26).
BripoueM, IIe/JIMHIOBCKOe OTHOIIIEHVE K KaH-
TOBCKOVI KPWUTVMKe OHTOJIOTMYeCKOro aprymMeHTa
HeogHO3HauHO. /es10 B ToM, uTO, 110 MbIcyIn I1lest-
JMHra, MeHHO KaHT B cBoell KpuTHKe pasyMa J10-
CTUT TOVI TIO3UITNV, M3 KOTOPOV TOJIBKO ¥ MOXKET
pasBepTBIBaThCA BCs HOCTIeyolias dpyiocodus, B
TOM UWCIIe Bce TIocsienyromye dpriocodckme pas-
MBIIIUIEHMS 0 bore, «xOTsl OH JIUILb JOCTWUT 3TOM
IIO3MIIVY, caM He ITPOIBVHYBIIIVCH JajIbIlle Hee»
(Idesar, 2018, c. 130; Schelling, 18566, S. 585).
[eyuImHT coxpaHsIeT BEPHOCTh OCHOBHOM IIO-
s KaHTa B TOM, 4TO cumMTaeT HEeBO3MOXXHBIM
BBIBECTY CYIIIeCTBOBaHIE CYIIETO W3 €ro «4To»,
naxke Bceobmero (mompoOree cm.: Tengelyi, 2015,
S. 159—-160). Ho, noxasyv1, ri1aBHOe HOBaTOPCTBO
KanxTa 11t Hero cocTouT B TOM, UYTO TOT Havasl
paccMaTpuBaTh pasyM Kak npo0ykmubHblil, nopox-
Oarowjuti udeu (cm., Harp.: Hlemmmar, 2013, c. 222;
Schelling, 1856a, S. 282). Tak, ecyiit [lekapT BBOIUT
MIOHSTVE BCECOBEPIIEHHENIIIEN CYIIHOCTU, K KO-
TOPOMY IPpVHAIJIEXUT HeoOXOmMMoe CyIIecTBO-
BaHMe Kak cJIydariHoe, To KaHT rokasbIBaeT, 4ToO
«3TO €CTh CJIeAyIOIIas M3 caMOV IIPUPOABI pasy-
Ma 71 6e3ycJI0BHO HeoOXomMasi IIpw JIF000oM orrpe-
TleJIeHVI BeIly UJIes», a «IIpeJiCTaBIeHVe O Hell
CTaHOBWTCSI HEOOXOOVIMBIM U €CTECTBEHHBIM ISt
pasyma» (Ieswtnar, 2013, c. 223; Schelling, 1856a,
S. 284). I'lpaBra, OHTOJIOrMTUECKOe JOKA3aTeIbCTBO
MeHsieT y KaHTa 11 crcTeMaTirueckoe MeCTo B KOM-
nosuummn dustocodpun: Oyaydn penyLmpoBaHO
yXKe IIpefiiecTsyiomernt KaHTy «3KJIeKTraecKomn
MeTaU3MKO», OHO paccMaTpuBaeTcs VCKIIIOUV-
TEeJIBHO B KOHTEKCTe payuoHa1bHou meoso2uu. ITos-
TOMY CHadJaJIa B Hels, a 3aTeM 1 y KaxTa oHTOIIOr M-
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however, that what Schelling considers to be a
correctly understood ontological argument has
to do not with existence but with the necessity
of the existence of God: that is why Kant’s cri-
tique of him misses the point. Thus we can go
along with Krichevsky (2009, p. 26) who thinks
that in Schelling’s opinion, “neither Kant, nor
any of his followers managed to refute this rea-
soning from the right angle.”

Having said that, Schelling’s attitude to
Kant’s critique of the ontological argument is
not so straightforward. According to Schelling
(1990, p. 64; cf. Schelling, 1856b, p. 585), it was
Kant who, in his critique of reason, reached a
point from which subsequent philosophy, in-
cluding all the subsequent philosophical reflec-
tions on God, could develop, “although he just
barely reached this standpoint and did not pro-
gress beyond it.”

Schelling remains faithful to Kant’s basic po-
sition in that he considers it impossible to de-
duce the existence of being from its “what”,
even the universal “what”.”® But in his view,
perhaps the main innovation of Kant consists in
that he began to consider reason as productive
and idea-generating (see, for example, Schelling,
18564, p. 282). Thus, while Descartes introduces
the concept of the most perfect being which in-
cludes necessary existence as contingent, Kant
shows that this is an idea that follows from the
very nature of reason and is certainly neces-
sary, whatever the definition of a thing is, “the
and representation of it becomes necessary and
natural for reason”" (Schelling, 1856a, p. 284).
True, with Kant the ontological proof chang-
es its systemic place in the structure of phi-
losophy: having been reduced by the “eclectic
metaphysics” preceding Kant, it is seen exclu-
sively in the context of rational theology. There-
fore, first in the latter and then with Kant, the

3 For more detail see Tengelyi (2015, pp. 159-160).
1 “[...] dessen Vorstellung zu einer nothwendigen und der
Vernunft natiirlichen wird.”



YeCKMV apryMeHT «BMeCTO Havdasla HayKM TI0IIaJI B
cambIit ee KoHel» (LLlermmnr, 2013, c. 222; Schell-
ing, 1856a, S. 282). 3mech MOHATVIE BCECOBEPIIIEH-
HeVIIIeyl CyITHOCT OOHapy>XuBaeT ce0si B Kaue-
CTBe 1noc1e0He20 NOHAMUSA PA3yMa.

Hasee, BaxHenasg 3aciayra Kanra, cormacto
[MleyuIMHTY, COCTOUT M B TOM, YTO, Hapsi/ly C IIO-
HyMaHMeM bora kak yHMBepcasIbHOV CyITHOCTH,
«OH VMeJI MYXKeCTBO ¥ MCKPEHHOCTb BBICKa3aTh,
uTO Bor xeslaTesieH B KauecTBe OT/IEJILHOTO IIperl-
Meta» (Iesmnr, 2013, c. 222; Schelling, 1856a,
S. 283), cOOTBETCTBEHHO, [I0JKEH MBICIIUTBCS TaK-
Ke V1 B KauecTBe a0c0.110MmH020 uHOubuda. XoTs npmu
3TOM, comlacHO KaHTy, cylecTBoBaHMe TaKOro
VHAMBYA PV BCeVl HEOOXOMVMMOCTV €ro IOHS-
THS IS pasyMa He MOXeT ObITh JIONYIEeHO Ta-
KOBBIM JlaXke B KauecTBe I'MIioTessl (cM.. A 580 /
B 608; Kaut, 1994, c. 440; Hlesumur, 2013, c. 224;
Schelling, 1856a, S. 284 —285).

Teniepw, 6-uemBepmuix, OymeT yMecTHO W3JIO-
XWUTh Ty IIepCIIeKTUBY, B KOTOPOV OHTOJIOIYe-
CKUVI apryMeHT ¥ CBsI3aHHBIe C HVM IIpOoOsIeMbl
paccMmarpuBaroTcss B dutocodpum camoro [lles-
nuHra. Vrak, coryiacHo nocsienHeMy, y Kanra «io-
JIOKWMTETbHBIM Pe3ysIbTaToOM SIBMJIOCh OCO3HaHwMe'"
Toro, uro bor ectb He ciIyuartHoe, a Heobxo0uMoe
corepKaHve IIOCTIe[THeV, BBICIIeV MIeV pasyMa»
(Idesmar 2000, c. 78; Schelling, 1858a, S. 45). OTo
IIOHSATVIE SIBJISIETCS TIOCTIEITHVIM TTOHSITIIEM, K KOTO-
pOMy IIPUXOOUT TaK HasblBaeMasl HeeamubHas gu-
A0copus, vicxonsias 13 OeCKOHEeYHOV TTOTeHITM
IIO3HAHMS B KadecTBe primum cogitabile™ dvicroro
pasyma. [uastekTndeckoe pasBepThbIBaHVE HeTa-
TUBHOM (PpryIocopmm OCHOBAHO Ha TOM, YTO prim-
um cogitabile cooTBeTCTByeT OeckOHeuHasi OTeH-
11t Obimu A, TIPEMETHO CXBaThIBaeMasl B IIOHSTUV
ens in genere®. OHa eCcTh «He royiasi CIIOCOOHOCTH
CYIIIeCTBOBATh, a HEIOCPeICTBEHHOe prius, Hero-
CpelcTBEHHOe NnoHAmue camoro Oerrms...» (LLles-
nmHr, 2000, c. 101; Schelling, 1858a, S. 64). OgHaxo
Takoe ObITIe ecTh OBITVIE TOJTBKO CAMOT'0 3TOTO II0-

B B opurunane: «das positive war, daf Gott nicht
zuféllige...».

4" TlepBoe MBICJIVIMOE (JIaT.)

15 Cyrree B oO1ieMm (J1ar.).
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ontological argument “instead of at the be-
ginning of science ended up at its very end”"
(Schelling, 1856a, p. 282). Here the concept of
the most perfect being reveals itself as the last
concept of reason.

Further, credit is due to Kant, according to
Schelling (1856a, p. 283), for “having the cour-
age and sincerity to say that God is desirable as
a separate object”’® while understanding God
as a universal being, and accordingly should be
conceived of as an absolute individual. Neverthe-
less, according to Kant, the existence of such an
individual, for all the necessity of this concept
for reason, cannot be admitted as such even
as a hypothesis (see A 580 / B 608; Kant, 1998,
p. 558; Schelling, 1856a, pp. 284-285).

Fourth, it will now be appropriate to describe
the perspective in which the ontological argu-
ment and associated problems are treated in
Schelling’s own philosophy. He believed that
with Kant, the “positive result was the con-
sciousness of the fact that God was not a con-
tingent, but necessary content of the ultimate
and highest idea of reason”"” (Schelling, 1858a,
p. 45). This is the ultimate concept arrived at
by the so-called negative philosophy which as-
sumes the infinite potential of cognition as the
primum cogitabile of pure reason. The dialecti-
cal unfolding of negative philosophy is based
on the fact that the primum cogitabile is matched
by the infinite potential of being which is cap-
tured in the concept of ens in genere. It is “not
the bare ability to exist but the immediate pri-
us, the immediate concept of being itself [...]""®
(Schelling, 1858a, p. 64). However, such being

15 “[...] anstatt an den Anfang ans Ende der Wissenschaft
kam.”
16 Cf. “[...] er den Muth und die Aufrichtigkeit hatte,

auszusprechen, daf3 Gott als einzelner Gegenstand gewollt
werde.”

17 *Das positive war, dafd Gott nicht der zufillige, sondern der
nothwendige Inhalt der letzten, hiochsten Vernunftidee sey.”
18 “[...] ist nicht eine blofle Fihigkeit zu existiren, sondern
das unmittelbare Prius, der unmittelbare Begriff des Seyns
selbst [...].”
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HaTVA. OHO He BBIXOOWT 3a IIpefIesIbl ITOCIIeIHETO.
B cuty aToro pasyM Bce e MMeeT [1eJI0 C CYIIUM,
HO C CYIIVIM VCKJTIOUMTEIIBHO B €ro 110 cebe ObITi,
TO €CTh TOJIBKO C €ro «4uTo». IIpu 3ToM pasyMm He
KacaeTcsd OeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTU Belllel: OH ITOHMMa-
eT [IeVICTBUTEJIbHOE, HO He HeVICTBUTEIbHOCTh (CM.:
esmar, 2000, c. 97; Schelling, 1858a, S. 61). ITpo-
11eCc, KOTOPBIVI OMVICHIBAETCS HEraTMBHOM (P1I0Co-
dpvier1, UMCTO JIOTMYECKNTL, a He JIeVICTBUTEIIbHBIL.
B HeM pasyM, vMes M3HaYaJIbHOe CTpeMJIeHVe T10-
CTUTHYTB CBO€e CcofiepyKaHe, TIePexXOIUT OT IIOHS-
THUS CyIIero BooOirle (beckoHeUHasi TIOTeHITs Obl-
THSI) K TIOHSTVISIM OIIPeieJIeHHOr'O CYIIIeTro, 9Yero-TO
cytero (determinatio quidditative)'®. OGHapyXmBa-
€TCs, YTO «BEII CYThb JIVIITHL OCOOEHHBIE BO3MOX-
HOCTV, YKa3aHHbIe B O€CKOHEYHOV], T. €. BO BCeo0-
et noteH v (Iermmmmr, 2000, c. 103; Schelling,
1858a, S. 66). Ho cama sTa merepMmmHaIIMs Cyllle-
rO BOOOIIIe /10 CYIITHOCTHO OIIpezieJIeHHOrO CYIIero
CITY>KUT Tak>Ke 11 0OHapy>KeHIIO TOrO, YTO B COIIEP-
JKaHUM pasyMa VMeeTcsl HeuTo cay4aitoe. Pasym,
TaKM 00pa3oM, OOHapyXIBaeT B CBOEM COOCTBEH-
HOM CoZlepyKaHWV M3HadaIbHOe ObITVie APYT B IPY-
re (cCaMOro) CyIIero u He-CyIero (cjry4anHoro). by-
IOyd4y HalleJIeHHBIM Ha IOCTVDKEHMe CYyIIero Kak
TaKOBOI'O, OH CTPEMUTCS VMUHMUPOBAThH JII000e
CITy4JartHoOe copepKaHvie 13 9TOV OeCcKOHeUHO II0-
TeHIMM II03HAHWSL, COOTBETCTBEHHO, M3 IIOHSITIS
cy1ero BooOrrte. Takast 37MMMHAIINS ¥ COCTaBIIS-
eT coOCTBeHHYO 3a7lady HeraTMBHOV prtocopm.
B xorie ee peltieHs BBISICHSIETCS, UTO ITOCIIETHVIM
noHAmMuUeM, 00CmuaeMovlM PasyMom, Moxen 0bvimb
moavko nousamue Bcecobepuiennenuieeo cyujecmba
KaK HeOOXOIMMOE ero IOHSITHE.

Bmecte ¢ Tem, otmeuaer Ilermmur, Kant mo-
KasaJl, YTO TaKoe ITOHSTHE IIpeJIIioiaraeT OTChI-
Ky ellle K OJTHOMY — IIOHSITMIO bora Kak «oTaerns-
HOTO IIpeIMeTa», KOTOPBIN yKe JOJKEH MBICIIVTh-
cs1, uToOBI 11I00as determinatio quidditative Moryia Obl
ObITE Ocy1IIecTBiIeHa (cM.: A 575—576 / B 603 —604;
KanT, 1994, c. 437—438). Ero ObITiie MOXeT Tpak-
TOBATbHCY TOJILKO KaK UVICTBIVI aKT, ICKJIFOUAIOIIIIIL
71000€e «gTO», TO eCTh JII00YIO IMOTEeHIIVAIBHOCTb.

16 CyIIIHOCTHOe OITperiesieHe (J1ar.).
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is merely the being of the concept itself. It does
not transcend the latter. Owing to this, reason
has to do with being, but with being exclusive-
ly in its being in itself, i.e. with its “what”. Rea-
son does not deal with the actuality of things:
it understands the real, but not the reality (see
Schelling, 1858a, p. 61). The process described
by negative philosophy is purely logical and
not actual. In it reason, inherently seeking to
understand its content, moves from the con-
cept of being in general (infinite potential of
being) to concepts of a definite being, some-
thing that is (determinatio quidditative). It turns
out that “things are merely special possibili-
ties in their infinite, i.e. universal potency”"
(Schelling, 1858a, p. 66). But the determination
of being in general down to essentially defi-
nite being also leads to the discovery that there
is something contingent in the content of rea-
son. Thus, reason discovers in its own content
the initial being-within-each-other of being it-
self and non-being (contingent). Being commit-
ted to comprehending being as such, it seeks
to eliminate any contingent content from the
infinite potential of cognition and, according-
ly, from the concept of being in general. Such
elimination constitutes the specific task of neg-
ative philosophy. In the course of solving it, it
becomes clear that the last concept achieved by
reason can only be the concept of the most per-
fect being as its necessary concept.

At the same time, Schelling notes that Kant
has demonstrated that such a concept implies
a reference to yet another concept, the concept
of God as “a separate object” which already has
to be thought if any determinatio quidditative is
to be accomplished (see A 575-576 / B 603-604;
Kant, 1998, pp. 555-556). Its being can only be
treated as a pure act that rules out any “what”,
i.e. any potentiality. Thereby reason, in the con-

19 “Die Dinge sind nur die in der unendlichen, d.h.
in der allgemeinen Potenz nachgewiesenen besonderen
Moglichkeiten.”



Tem cambIM pasyMm 6 nonsamuu OKOHYATEIBHO OT-
IeJIsieT caMo CyIIlee OT TOTO, UTO He eCTh TAaKOBOE B
cobcTBeHHOM cMBIciTe. Ho, kKak 310 OBIIIO OOHApY-
xeHo KaHTOM, pa3yM, XOTS ¥ BBIHYKIEH B CVIIY
CBO€VI COOCTBEHHOVI IIPVPOIIBI IIEPEXOIUTE OT II0-
HATU omnitudo realitatis K IOHATIIO aOCOIIOTHO-
ro MHAMBWIIA, He MeeT IIpaBa I1ojIaraTh ero fev-
CTBUTEJIbHOE CYIIIeCTBOBaHVeE BHE TOHSTUS (CM.:
A 581 / B 608; Kant, 1994, c. 440). Takiim obpasom,
VICKOMOe caMo cylee, HactamBaeT LllermHr, Mo-
XKeT OBITh JOCTUTHYTO HeraTvBHOV HayKOVI TOJIb-
KO JIVIIITb B MBICIIVA.

Crnienndrika moHsTMs Bora kak mocrermHero
IIOHSITHSI pa3yMa COCTONT elle I B TOM, UTO eCJIVI B
CBOEM ITpe)XHeM pa3BepThIBAaHNY HeraTVBHAs -
jocodrig Kak HayKa O CYITHOCTSIX MOIJIA M JIOJDK-
Ha ObUIa COOTHOCUTB CBOVI Pe3YJIBTAThI C OITBITOM,
JIAfOIIVIM OCHOBAHWS IS CYXKIAEHWS O JEeVICTBU-
TeJIBHOM CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMV ITpeIMeTa 3TOV HayKw,
TO B CJTy4ae C IoHsTVeM bora Kak camMoro cyIrero
TIeVICTBUTEIIBHBIVI IIPEIMET STOTO IIOHSTIS He MO-
eT OBITB JTaH HY B KAKOM BO3MOXXHOM OITBITE.

KoHmmKT MeXay ecTecTBEHHBIM IS pasy-
Ma TMOHSTVEM IEeVICTBUTENIBHO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIEro
CaMoro CYIIero M 3aIllpeToM Ha IIojaraHwe Jevi-
CTBUTEJIPHOI'O CYITIeCTBOBAHMS 3TOTO CYIIero BHe
pasyMa noby>KiaeT IpOIo/DKUTE pa3BepThIBaHe
dvT0cOPCKOro BOIIpOIIaHMST — MOTMBUPYET II0-
CTaHOBKY BOIIpOca O He3aBucumoil om pasyma u no-
HAmuA deiicmbumensHocmu cyujeeo. Borrpoc aTor
y>ke He MOXET CTaBUThCSA B cpepe «dTO», Tpelys
0coboro momxoma M 0codboro TmIia SKCIUIMKALINI,
KOTOpble M monyuatoT y IlesumHra HavMeHOBa-
HVe no3umubHot puaocopum.

[TocnenHsAs MOXET HadMHATHh VCKITIOUMTETh-
HO C abCOITIOTHOTO prius'’, 0 KOTOPOM MOXKHO CKa-
3aTh TOJIBKO OIHO: YTO OH ecmb. Ero MoXXHO Ha-
3BaTh «MoAbko cyuecmbynouum». OHa IpU 3TOM
He JI0JDKHA HaudMHaTh C MOHATMS bora B cMbIciTe
omnitudo realitatis Kak MTOra HeraTVBHON PUIIOCO-
dun: «HerarmBHas drtocodms meperaeT mosu-
TuBHOM cBoe TocsienHee (Letztes) Torpko kak 34-
dauy, a He Kak npunyun» (emwmnr, 2000, c. 134;
Schelling, 1858a, S. 93).

17" TlepBoe (1aT.).

39

A. B. Patkul

cept, finally separates being from what is not
being in the proper sense. But, as Kant has
found, reason, although it has, owing to its
own nature, to move from the concept of omni-
tudo realitatis to the concept of the absolute in-
dividual, has no right to posit its real existence
outside the concept (see: A 581 / B 608; Kant,
1998, p. 558). Thus, being itself, Schelling in-
sists, can only be achieved by negative science
in thought.

The specificity of the concept of God as the
ultimate concept of reason also consists in the
fact that while in its former development nega-
tive philosophy as a science of entities was able
and obliged to relate its results to experience
which provides the ground for judgement on
the real existence of the object of this science, in
the case of the concept of God as being, the real
object of this concept cannot be given in any
possible experience.

The conflict between the concept of a real-
ly existing entity, which is natural for reason,
and the ban on the positing of real existence of
this entity outside reason stimulates continued
development of philosophical inquiry, leading
to the question of the reality of being that is in-
dependent from reason and concept. The question
can no longer be raised in the sphere of “what”,
demanding a special approach and a special
type of explication which Schelling calls positive
philosophy.

The latter can start only with the absolute
prius, of which one can only say that it is. It can
be called the “solely existing”. And it should not
begin with the concept of God in the sense of
omnitudo realitatis as the outcome of negative
philosophy: “Negative philosophy passes on to
positive philosophy its final outcome (Letztes)
only as a task and not as a principle”® (Schelling,
1858a, p. 93).

2 “Jene tiberliefert ihr Letztes an sie nur als Aufgabe, nicht
als Princip.”
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Ho kxak mMeHHO OOHapyXXMBaeTCs M YHOCTO-
BepsIeTCsl 3TO IPEeBBIIIAoIIee BCIKOe IOHATHE 1
MBICJISIINL €T0 pa3yM «ecTb»? OTBeT Ha 3TOT BO-
IIPOC JaH yXe B CIefIyIoleM pasfesie cTarbit. [lis
GorIblIerl MUIIOCTPATUMBHOCTY OH pPa3BepThIBaeT-
Cs Ha IIpVIMepe PeKOHCTPYKLMN e UIMHIOBCKO-
TO VICTOJIKOBaHMsI KaHTOBCKOTO y4eHwus 00 ujea-
JIe pasyMa.

3. pean pasyma 1 oOpamieHue
OHTOJIOrM4YecKoro aprymenTa y IllesnmHra

VITak, MBI yCTaHOBWIIV, YTO TIO3UTWBHAs Pu-
710cOPVIST MICXOIUT M3 «TOJIBKO CYIIeCTBYIOIIETO»,
BCeT/Ia y’Ke AEVICTBUTEIIEHOIO ¥ VICKJIFOUYaroIero
BCAKOe «4uTO», accorumpyemoe llerarom ¢ mo-
TeHITMaIbHOCTBI0. Crieruidrka ero Mmo3uIum co-
CTOUT B TOM, UTO makoe cyujee npeBviuiaem Geaxoe
COMHeHUe, XapaKTepu3yeTcs KaK HecomHeHHoe. Ero
Oprrvie Ile/uMHT Ha3bIBaeT TaKXXe HenpeomblCAl-
moim (unvordenklich)’®. OHO ecTp «De3ycrtoBHO

8 KanoHm4ecknviiepesozaTorotepmuHa y lllesumtra Ha
PYCCKITI SI3BIK elrie He ci1oxwIcs. CTaHmapTHOe CJIOBapHOe
3Ha4UeHMe CaMOIo 3TOrO CJIoBa — «He3allaMSTHBIV», HO
OHO CJIMIIIKOM Cy’KaeT ¥ TpaHcopMUpyeT KOHHOTAIIUM
opuruHajbHOro Hemerkoro tepmuna. A.IT. IypGeries,
nepesogunk «Dwtocodpum OTKpoBeHMS» ¥ «[Ipyrov
JenyKUuyy — HPUHIWIIOB — IO3UTMBHOW  prutocodpmm»
Ha PYCCKWUV, WCIONIB3yeT st unvordenklich Kak ciioBO
«He3allaMATHBIV» (KOIZla pedb MAeT O TOM, YTO MMeeT
MecCTO «ObITHE JT0 BCSIKOTO MbITuTeHs (vor allem Denken),
VJIM, KaK 3TO IPEBOCXOIHO BbIpaKaeT HEMELIKMW SI3bIK,
He3allaMSATHBIM ~obpasom  (unvordenklicher Weise)»
(Ieypmmr, 2000, c. 270; Schelling, 1858a, S. 211)), Tak n
CJIOBO «MpeOMbIiCAUMbITI». B IIOcIIenHeM ciIydae co3aeTcs
HeCKOJIBKO [IVICCOHVIPYIOIINII CMBICIIOBOT 3dpdpexT, moc-
KOJIBKY, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, OHO BBbIpa’kaeT Te CMBICIIBI,
KOTOpBIE, IIO BCEW BUOMMOCTY, BKJIA/IbIBAET B HETO
IlespmmHr, ykaseBas Ha To, 4To (1) Takoe ObITMe Beerma
ynpeouao Atoboe MbluileHue, VI Ha TO, 9TO 9TO ObITre (2) He
moxem Ovums ero usmoviaenuem (Ilermmmar 2002, c. 375;
Schelling, 18586, S.337). Ho, c ;pyrovi cropoHsl, TO pyccKoe
CJIOBO  TepsieT MOPOJIOTMIO  VCXOAHOTO HEeMEIIKOTO
CJIOBA, JaKe IpMoOpeTaeT IPSMO IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHYIO
el: B TaKOM IIepeBoJie IpoIlalaeT OTpULIaTeIbHAs IIPVIC-
TaBKa, OTYEro IIPMBATMBHBIV XapaKTep TaKOro ObITis
yIycKaeTcs. B Hacrosimeit craTbe I Ilepedadn CJIOBa
unvordenklich  vicmonp3yercs, — KaK 3TO [eJIaeTcs,
Hanpumep, 1 B paborax A.B. Kpuuesckoro, — Kajbka
«HEIIPEeIMBICIIIMOe», IIPEX]e BCEro C LeJIbI0 COXPAHWUTb
MOPOJIOrMUeCKNII  CTPOM  IIe/UIMHIOBCKOIO  TepMMHa.
XodeTcsl HalIesIThCSL Ha TO, UTO KOHKPETHBIVI €rO CMBICIT

But how does one discover and certify the
“is” which is above any concept and the rea-
son that thinks it? The next section of the article
provides an answer. To make it more illus-
trative the answer uses as example the recon-
struction of Schelling’s interpretation of Kant’s
account of the ideal of reason.

3. Ideal of Reason and Schelling’s
Treatment of the Ontological Argument

So far, we have established that positive
philosophy proceeds from the “solely exist-
ing”, which is always real and rules out any
“what” that Schelling associates with potenti-
ality. What marks out his position is that such
an entity is above any doubt and is characterised
as undoubted. Schelling also refers to its being
as unprethinkable (unvordenklich). It is “uncon-
ditionally existing, preceding any thought”*!
(Schelling, 1858b, p. 337). The philosopher of-
fers a vehement account of the relationship of
thought to such an entity and its being:

The solely existing is precisely what sup-
presses everything that could emanate from
thought, before which thought is dumb, to
which reason itself bows; for thought has to do
only with possibility, potential; consequently,
where it is ruled out, thought has no power.
The infinitely existing, because it is so, is also
safe from thought and any doubt? (Schelling,
1858a, p. 161).

Schelling’s description does not mean that
he becomes an adherent of the vulgar irration-
alism often ascribed to his later philosophy,

2 “[...] das allem denken zuvor, das unbedingt Existirende.”

2 “Das blof§ — das nur Existirende ist gerade das, wodurch
alles, was vom Denken herkommen mdchte, niederschlagen
wird, das, vor dem das Denken verstummt, vor dem die
Vernunft selbst sich beugt; denn das Denken hat eben nur
mit der Moglichkeit, der Potenz zu thun; wo also diese
ausgeschlossen ist, hat das Denken keine Gewalt. Das
unendlich Existirende ist eben darum, weil es dieses ist, auch
gegen das Denken und allen Zweifeln sicher gestellt.”
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CYIIeCTBYIOIIee, IIpeIBapsIoliee BCSKOE MBIII-
nerue» (Iemwtar, 2002, c. 375; Schelling, 18580,
S. 337). ®wmocod BeckMa 3PPeKTHO OIMCHIBAET
OTHOIIIeHVIe MBIIIUIEHNS K TAKOMY CYILIEMY ¥ ero
ObITVIIO:

Torbko yMIIB CyIIeCTBYIOINee eCThb MMEHHO
TO, YeM HOoaBiIsgeTcs '’ Bce, UTO MOIJIO OBl B3AThb
CBO€ HayaJIo M3 MBIIIUIEHNS, eCTh TO, IIepell YeM
HeMeeT?’ MBIIIUIEHVIE, IIepeJ] YeM CKJIOHSEeTCS CaM
pasyM, BeIb MBIIUIEHVE 3aHSTO JIVIIb BO3MOX-
HOCTBIO, IIOTEHITMeN, CJIeqoBaTe/IbHO, TaM, IJe
OHa VCKJIIOYeHa, MBIIIUIeHVIe He MMeeT HVKaKOW
BJIacTN. BeckoHeWHO CcyIrecTByIOIee VMEHHO
IIOTOMY, YTO OHO TAaKOBO, TakKxXe 00e30ITaceHo
OT MBIIUTeHNs U Besikoro comHeHms (ILlerumar
2000, c. 212; Schelling, 1858a, S. 161).

Hawnnoe IlleymtmHrOM ommcaHMe He O3HadaeT
TOTO, UTO OH CTAHOBUTCS IIPVBEpPKeHIIEM ByJIbrap-
HOT'0 MppalioHaI3Ma, KOTOPbI YacToO ycMaTpy-
BalOT B ero nosaHen guaocodnn, n MOCTYIUPY-
eT «KaIUTYJIAInio pasyma». Pasym y Illemnra
HOIUMHEeTCs YIIpeXaaolleMy ero ObITHIO C TeM
TOJIBKO, UTOOBI C HOBOVI CWJIOV BCTYIIUTH B CBOU
IpaBa — HO y>Ke KaK 3HaIOIIN CBOV I'PaHUIIbI 1
BosMoxkHOCTH (cp.: Tengelyi, 2015, S. 156).

bymnyun orpanmnueHHBIM cdeport «dTo», OH MO-
JKeT JIOCTUTHYTb B ce0e caMOM TOJIBKO TIOHSITHS 00
5TOM OBITVV, HO HE CaMOI'O 3TOr0 OBITMS — OHO
BeJlb He cjleflyeT 13 IoHATH. Ho niepexon ot yHu-
BEpCaJILHOIO MOHATHS K YITPEeXIAIoIIeMy ero Jievi-
CTBUTEJILHOMY OBITUIO BCe JKe MIMeeT MeCTO, U YKO-
PeHeH OH B IKCmamuueckom xapaxmnepe camo2o pas-
yma. llesuIMHT HeIBYCMBICIIEHHO JJeKJIapupyeT Ta-
KOBOVI: «TOJIbKO JIMIIIB CyIiee ecThb OBITHE, B KOTO-
POM, HAIIPOTMB, BCSKas Ves], T. €. BCAKas IIOTeH-
1Msl, UCKIIoYeHa. MbI cMoXkeM ero, Takmm oOpa-
30M, Ha3BaTh JIMIIL IIEPEBEPHYTOV MUOEEV, VIeeVi,

CMOJXKET CTaTh Dojlee SICHBIM TI0 KOHTEKCTY. MOXKHO Takke
CKaszaTh, UTO ecmy Obl MBIIDIEHVE B JIaHHOM CITydae
ZIOIyCTUMO  OBUIO  OTOXJIECTBUTH C  IIPeJICTaBIICHVEM,
TO TaKoe OBbITVe MOXKHO OBUTO OBI TIO-pycCKM HasBaThk U
HeTIPeJICTaBVMBIM, XOTS VI 3TO 0003HaUeHIIe He yIePXKMBasIo
OBI CBSI3b 9TOT'O OBITH C IIPOIIUIBIM, C IIePEKTUBHOCTBIO.
¥ B opurmzaie: «niederschlagen» — nodabasams, ociad-
AAMb, HO TaKXe VI 0Mmpaxams, Bolpaxans.

2 B opurmHase: «verstummens.
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and postulates the “capitulation of reason”. For
Schelling, reason submits to pre-existing being
only to reclaim its rights with a vengeance, but
knowing its limits and possibilities (cf. Tenge-
lyi, 2015, p. 156).

Being confined to the sphere of “what”, it
can attain within itself only the concept of this
being, but not being itself, for it does not fol-
low from the concept. But the transition from
a universal concept to pre-existing real be-
ing does take place and it is rooted in the ec-
static character of reason itself. Schelling (1858a,
pp- 162-163) states this clearly: “That which
has pure being is being, in which, rather, any
idea, i.e. any potential, is ruled out. We can
thus merely call it the inverted idea, the idea
in which reason is posited outside itself. Reason
can posit that which has being, in which there
is nothing of the concept, of the “what”, only
as an absolute outside itself (Aufler-sich) [...]
hence reason in this positing is posited out-
side itself, is absolutely ecstatic.”* This “leads
Schelling’s thought into a dimension which is
no longer a dimension of subjectivity or sub-
stantiality, like subsistentia or stability, but to
that dimension where rules what he has hero-
ically called Existenz or Ekstasis”* (Courtine,
1990, pp. 159-160).

Thus reason, turning to itself and thinking
the idea omnitudo realitatis, does not just think
real being of the absolutely individual that
which has being, but posits (we remember that
for Kant being is positing) such being as totally
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“Das blofS Seyende ist das Seyn, in dem vielmehr alle
Idee, d.h. alle Potenz, ausgeschlossen ist. Wir werden es also
nur die umgekehrte Idee nennen konnen, die Idee, in welcher
die Vernunft aufSer sich gesetzt ist. Die Vernunft kann das
Seyende, in dem noch nichts von einem Begriff, von einem
Was ist, nur als ein absolutes AufSer-sich setzten [...] die
Vernunft ist daher in diesem Setzten aufler sich gesetzt,
absolut ekstatisch.”

2 “[...] conduit la pensée de Schelling dans une dimension
qui n'est plus celle de la subjectité ou de la substantialité
comme subsistentia ou insistance, mais dans la dimension ou
réegne ce qu'il a héroiqguement nommé Existenz ou Ekstasis.”
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B KOTOPOVI pa3yM II0JIoXKeH BHe cebst. Pasym moxer
MIOJIOKWTB CyIlee, B KOTOPOM ellle H9ero HeT OT
HOHSTVS, OT “uT0”, JINILIb KaK aDCOTIOTHOE BHe cebs
(Aufder-sich)... oTcioma pasym B 3TOM IIOJIaTaHUU
TI0JIOKEH BHe ce0s1, aOCOTIOTHO 3KcTaTdeH» (I1les-
nmHr, 2000, c. 214; Schelling, 1858a, S. 162—163). 5To
«rrepeBonT MBICIT LllesmiiHTa B M3MepeHe, KOTo-
Ppoe He siBIIsieTCs OOJIBIIIE VI3MepeHVeM CyObeKTVIB-
HOCTVM WIV CyOCTaHIIMaJIbHOCTY, Haronoome sub-
sistentia, VIJIV yCTOVIAMBOCTYL, HO VI3MEPeHVIEM VIV
IIApPCTBOM TOT'O, YTO OH repondecky HasBail Exis-
tenz vt Ekstasis*» (Courtine, 1990, p. 159—160).

Taxum obpasom, pasym, obpartasice Ha ceOs 1
MBICIIS vnero omnitudo realitatis, He TOIILKO C HEOD-
XOIVIMOCTBIO MBICJIUT HeVICTBUTEIbHOe ObITre ad-
COJTIOTHOTO MHVIBUAYaJIbHOTO CYyIIero, HO U 1o-
Aaeaem (a MBI IOMHMM, 9To 1 KanTa OblTHIE —
3TO IIOJIaraHMe) Takoe OBbITME KaK COBEPIIIEHHO
BHeIITHee 151 ce0sl, TPaHCIIEHIEHTHOe ¥ BCSIKU
pa3 ero yxe yImpemnusliiee, MBICJISI pPaBHBIM 0Opa-
30M M ceDs BCAKUIT pa3 yXke MM YIIPeXIeHHBIM.
BmecTe ¢ TeM HazI0 IOHVIMATh, YTO 3KCTa3 pasyMa
He SIBJISIeTCSI OOOCHOBAaHVEM 3TOr'0 TOJIBKO CYIIIEro,
BeJlb OHO €CTh TO, YTO «He HY)X/Ia€TCs COBEPIIIEH-
HO HVI B KaKOM 00OCHOBaHM, IIPVPOIa Uero Jaxe
VICKJIIOYaeT Bcskoe oOocHoBaHMe» (IleruimHr,
2000, c. 211; Schelling, 1858a, S. 161). CobOcTBen-
Ho, llleJyIMHT cYmMTaeT, 4TO TIO3UTMBHAS PUIIOCO-
dmst Mora Obl cpa3y HauMHATB C TAKOrO OBITVAS,
He 6ynyqv1 Jake IIpeaBapeHHOV SKCIUIVMKaIVen
YHVBEPCAJIBHOV ITOTEHII ObITVIS B HETaTVBHO
durocodpum. Dta npenrockUIKa HecyIecTBeHHa
IJI TaKOro OBITMS, a MO3SUTMBHYIO PVIIOCOPIIIO
He cJjleflyeT IIOHMMaTh Kak 0O0OCHOBaHHYIO B HeTa-
TUBHOV. B3arMOCBSI3b OTHOTO M APYTOro THIla Vc-
CJIefJOBaHWII CJIydariHa: Ilepexor] MBICIN OT Mien
omnitudo realitatis K H.CCOMHEHHOMY ¥ YIIpeXJIaro-
IIIeEMY MBICITb OBITVIIO HY>KEH JINIIB [IOCTOJIBKY, ITO-
CKOJIBKY (prstocodpmst yxe de facto mpvrsia dop-
MY HEraTMBHOV HayKu B CBOEV ICTOPWL.

VIMeHHO B 5TOM ITYHKTe IIEJUIVHTOBCKOE yUe-
HIE O «TOJIBKO JIMIIIb CYIIeCTBYIOIIIeM» MOXeT
OBITH CBSI3aHO C KAaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIIVEV Mea-
Jla pasyMa (TpaHClIeHJIeHTajIbHOro mpaeasa). Ilor

2 CywecmBobarue virmvi 5xcma3 (HEM. U3 JIaT. U gp.-TPed.).

extraneous to itself, transcendental and invari-
ably pre-existing, equally thinking itself as be-
ing preceded. At the same time we should keep
in mind that the ecstasy of reason is not a jus-
tification of the merely existing, for it is what
“needs no justification whose nature even
rules out any justification”® (Schelling, 1858a,
p- 161). Indeed, Schelling believes that positive
philosophy could start from such being even
without previous explication of the univer-
sal potential of being in negative philosophy.
This prerequisite is immaterial for such being,
and positive philosophy should not be under-
stood as being justified in negative philosophy.
The interconnection between the two types of
research is accidental: the transition of thought
from the idea omnitudo realitatis to undoubted
being preceding thought is only necessary inso-
far as philosophy has de facto assumed the form
of negative science in its history.

It is only on this point that Schelling’s ac-
count of “solely existing” can be associated
with Kant’s concept of the ideal of reason (the
transcendental ideal). The latter refers to an
undoubtedly individual entity whose true be-
ing reason should think together with the idea
of omnitudo realitatis (see A 575-576 / B 603-
604; Kant, 1998, pp. 555-556). Kant believes
that the concept of the real being of the ideal
of reason cannot justify the positing of such
being (see A 581 / B 608; Kant, 1998, p. 558).
Schelling takes issue with him here, believing
that omnitudo realitatis — the totality of all pos-
sible predicates — cannot exist by itself and
needs the pre-existing being of an absolute in-
dividual entity which would be the subject for
them as predicates. The individual character
of its being stems from the fact that Schelling
proceeds from the old metaphysical thesis
whereby real existence can only be individu-

2 “[...] was gar keiner Begriindung bedarf, ja dessen Natur
jede Begriindung ausschlieft.”
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MOCJIEIHMM IIOHMMAeTCsI TO HeCOMHEHHO WHIV-
BU/IyaJIbHO CyIIlee, JIeVICTBUTeIIbHOe ObITVie KOTO-
POro pasyM BBIHY)X[I€H MBICJIUTh BMecTe C Mzen
omnitudo realitatis (cm.: A 575—576 / B 603—604;
KanTt, 1994, c. 437—438). EcrecTBeHHOCTb ITIOHS TS
O IIeVICTBUTEIIBHOM OBITMM Vifieasia pasyMa He Mo-
JKeT CITYKUTh OCHOBAaHWMEM [IJIsI IO YIIIeHVs TaKo-
ro ObITms, Kak cunran Kanr (cm.: A 581 / B 608;
KanT, 1994, c. 440). Kak pa3 3gecw llesummHT pac-
XOOMTCS C HUM, TI0J1arast, uro omnitudo realitatis —
COBOKYITHOCTb BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX IIpeIMKaTOB —
He CIIocoOHa CyIIecTBOBaTh caMa I10 cebe, HO Hy-
XJaeTcs B yIIpeXX/aroIieM ee ObITHY abCOTIOTHO
VHAVMBUIYaIbHOV CYLIHOCTV, KOTOpasi BBICTYIIa-
71a Obl cyObeKTOM /Il HUX KaK IIpeaynKaros. VIH-
OVBUAYaJIbHBIV XapaKTep ee ObITHA 0ObsiCHSeT-
cst TeM, uto lllesMHT onmpaeTcs Ha JaBHU Me-
Tacpmeq/[quKMﬂ Te3WC, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY M€eVi-
CTBUTEJIPHOE CYIIIeCTBOBAHVIE MOXKET ObITh ITPICY-
ITle TOJIBKO MHOVBUIYaIbHO CyIlieMy. beiTue sTo-
ro cyObeKTa He MOXeT OBbITh JOKa3aHO W3 «4TO»,
IIyCTh ¥ YHUBEPCAIIBHOTO, HO MOXET OBITh TOJIBKO
OTKPBITO B 3KCTATMUECKOV HAITPABJIEHHOCTY pas3-
yMa Ha BHeIITHee eMy ¥ BceTfa yke yIIpeauBliiee
ero ObITye. IlerIiHT OOBSACHSET 3TO CIIeYOIIVIM
00pa3oM: «...TO, UTO OXBATHIBAET BCSIKYIO BO3MOXK-
HOCTb 11 YTO CaMO eCThb TOJIBKO BO3MOXKHOe, OyrieT
HEeCIIOCOOHBIM K CAMOOBITIIO I MOXeT OBITH TOJIb-
KO TaKMM 00pa3oM, YTO OHO eCTh JIMIIIb KaK MaTe-
Vsl 4ero-TO APYTroro, UYTO ¥ COCTaBIsgeT [Is Hero
ObITME ¥ B IIPOTVMBOIOJIOKHOCTh YeMy CaMO OHO
HposiBJIsgeT cedsl KaK He-CyIlee CaMOCTOSITeIbHO»
(Ideswmmar, 2018, c. 130; Schelling, 18560, S. 585).
Wrak, B ommnmume ot KanTa IlleymHr mosiara-
€T, UTO MBIIIIIeHVe pa3yMOM KaK CIIOCOOHOCTBIO K
IPOIYKTVBHOMY (POPMIPOBAHMIO MIeVl OHATIS
COBOKYITHOCTV BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX ITpeIMIKaTOB Be-
Ierl BBIHYXKJaeT pasyM 3KCTaTMYeCK! BBIXOOUTH
3a CBOM IIpefesIbl B OHTOJIOIMYeCKM YIIpeX[Iaro-
IITyIO0 ero 00J1acTh, Iojiarasi B Hevl JIeVICTBUTEeIIbHOe
CyIIlecTBOBaHVE aOCOTIOTHOV VIHAVBUIYaIbHON
CYIITHOCTY KaK CyOBeKTa 3TVX IIpeIyKaToB, 0e3 Ko-
TOPOVI OHV KaK IIpeInKaThl BOOOIIe He MO Obl
MeTh MecTa. «CaMo TIOHATVIE COBOKYITHOCT BCe-
ro BO3MOXHOro, — KoHcrarupyet I B. Pe3bix, —
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al existence. The being of such a subject can-
not be proved out of the “what”, even if it is
universal, but can only be discovered by rea-
son ecstatically directed to being which is ex-
ternal to it and already pre-existing. Schelling
(1990, p. 63; cf. Schelling, 1856b, p. 585) offers
this explication: “[...] that which comprehends
all possibility, is itself merely possible, will be
incapable of self-being (des selbst-Seins) and
only be able to be in the mode of relating it-
self as mere material to another [pure Actuali-
ty], which is its being and over against which it
[the pure potentiality] appears as that which is
not through itself.”

Thus, as distinct from Kant, Schelling holds
that reason, as the capacity for generating ideas
of a concept of the totality of all possible pred-
icates of things, forces reason to ecstatical-
ly cross its boundaries into an ontologically
pre-existing area, positing in it real existence
of the absolute individual entity of the subject
of these predicates, without which these pred-
icates would not be possible. Rezvykh (2003,
p. 294) states: “The concept of the totality of
everything possible directs us to this existence
and forces us to consider its relation to this be-
ing not as logical but real.”

Schelling then identifies the Kantian notion
of the manifold of everything possible with the
concept of the idea in the meaning ascribed to
it by post-Kantian philosophy, above all Hegel.
Following Kant, he refers to the absolute in-
dividual essence as the subject of this totality
as ideal (see A 575-576 / B 603-604; Kant, 1998,
pp. 555-556). Pursuing this line of reasoning,
Schelling argues that post-Kantian philosophy,
in an attempt to bridge the gap Kant had estab-
lished between the concept of the sum total of
everything possible and real existence, chose
the wrong path, hoping to derive real being of
the absolute individual from universal think-
ability, from the totality of all possible pred-
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OTChUIaeT K 3TOMY CyIIIeCTBOBaHMIO U TIOOYyX1aeT
Hac paccMaTpVBaTh ee OTHOIIIeHVIe K 3TOMY CyIIle-
CTBOBAHMIO He KaK JIOTMYECKOe, a KaK peajibHOe»
(Pe3BeIx, 2003, c. 294).

MeyumHT maiee MASHTUMUIIMPYET KaHTOB-
CKOe TIOHSITVE COBOKYITHOCTVM BCETO BO3MOYKHOTO
C HOHATMEM ulel B TOM BUE, B KAKOM €ro YIIO-
Tpeliisyla IIOC/IEKaHTOBCKasl wiocodusi, mpe-
Xpe Bcero leresb. AOCOITIOTHYIO MHOIVBUIIYaIb-
HYIO CYITHOCTb B KauecTBe CyOBeKTa 3TOV COBO-
KyIIHOCTM OH, cienyst KaHTy, HasbiBaeT udea.iom
(cm.: A 575—576 / B 603—604; KanT, 1994, c. 437—
438). Meiciib 1llesutMHra B 3TOV CBA3M pa3BepThl-
BaeTcsd TaKMM 00pa3oM, YTO KaK pa3 YHOMSAHYTas
IIOCIIEKAaHTOBCKAs (Prytocodpvist, TIBITAsICh TIPeosIo-
JIeTh YTBepXXIeHHbIVI KaHTOM pa3peiB MeXIy T10-
HSTVEM COBOKYIIHOCTY BCEro BO3MOXKHOIO M JieVi-
CTBUTEJILHBIM CYyIIIeCTBOBaHIEM, BEIOpasia HeBep-
HBIVI IIyTh, HA KOTOPOM OHa HaMepeBajlach BbI-
BeCTV caMO [IeVICTBUTEe/IbHOe ObITie abCOIIOTHO-
rO MHIOVBWUOA W3 YHUBEPCAIBHON MBICJIMMOCTH,
U3 COBOKYITHOCTM BCe€X BO3MOXKHBIX IIPeIVKaTOB
(To ecTp, IO CyTH, Ha HOBOM YpPOBHE IOBTOPUTD
MIPeXXHMVI OHTOJIOTMUeCKUTI apryMeHT). B rcromns-
syemor1 1lle/uTMHTOM TepMIMHOIOTMN 3TO O3HaYa-
JI0, 94TO IIOCJIEKAaHTOBCKast pryIocoduisi IMOIbITa-
J1ach obocHOBaTh ObITHe bora, BEIBOIS CyIleCTBO-
BaHMe naeasa m3 vaen. [lo ero MpIicin, OTHOIIIe-
HVIe JJOJDKHO OBITB IIPSIMO OOpaTHBIM: «...caMa 3Ta
ues He CyIIeCTByeT, CKopee, KaK OOBIYHO T'OBO-
pAT, oHa ecThb ymib mes. He cyiecTByeT BooO-
Ille HUYero BceoOI1ero, Ho TOJIIBKO enHnYHoe. V1
Bceobuyas cyuyHocms CyIeCTBYeT JIUIIb IIOCTO/Ib-
KY, IIOCKOJIBKY a0C0A10MHAA eOUHUUHAA CYUHOCTIb
ecmb B KauecTBe Hee. He viest ny1s mpeasta, Ho vie-
aJl 71714 e ecTb IIpuunHa obITus. ..» (LeminHr,
2018, c. 131; Schelling; 18560, S. 586).

OmmbouHBIT X0 TOCIIEKAaHTOBCKOM  (puyIO-
copum yKOpeHeH B «JIOKHO IOHSATOM TOXIecTBe
MbIuIeHs 1 Oprtvis» (em.: Llermmat, 2000, c. 94;
Schelling, 1858a, 59). 11151 3T0M1 prrstocodmvt GbITHIE
TaK>Ke SIBJISIeTCSI HadaloM, HO IIOHSITO OHO TOJIBKO
B KauecTse IIepBOro MOMEHTa CaMOr'o YHMBEpCaIb-
HOTO MBIITUIeHMs. 171 yIIpeXXaaroIero 3To MbIIII-
sieHVie OBITVS Y Hee HeT HMKaKOTo TIOHATHS. Tako
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icates (i.e. essentially repeated the selfsame
ontological argument at a new level). To use
Schelling’s terminology, post-Kantian philos-
ophy sought to justify God’s existence by de-
riving the existence of the ideal from the idea.
He believes the relationship should be the re-
verse of this: “This idea itself, however, does
not exist; it is rather, as one says, mere Idea.
There exists nothing at all universal, but only
the specific (Einzelnes); and the universal essence
exists only if the absolute individual (das absolute
Einzelwesen) is it. It is not the case that the Idea
is the cause of the being of the Ideal, rather
the Ideal is the cause of the being (Ursache des
Seins) of the Idea [...]” (Schelling, 1990, p. 64; cf.
Schelling, 1856b, p. 586).

The erroneous course of post-Kantian phi-
losophy is rooted in the “falsely understood
identity of thought and being”?® (Schelling,
1858a, p. 59). For this philosophy, being is also
a beginning, but it is understood only as the
first moment of universal thought itself. It has
no designation for being that precedes thought.
This approach reduces real being to a logi-
cal definition, thus eliminating the difference
between the logical and the real that is so im-
portant for Kant (see, for example, A 598-599 /
B 626-627; Kant, 1998, pp. 566-567).

In contrast, Schelling (1858a, p. 164) ar-
gues that “if we want something which exists
outside of thought , we are forced to proceed
from being that is absolutely independent
from all thinking and precedes all thinking.”*
He proposes what he considers to be the only
true understanding of the unity of being and
thought: “In this unity, the priority does not lie
on the side of thoughts; being (das Sein) is the

2% “[...] von einer falsch verstandenen Identitit des Denkens
und des Seyns.”

Z “Wollen wir irgend etwas aufSer dem Denken Seyendes, so
miissen wir von einen Seyn ausgehen, das absolut unabhingig
von allem Denken, das allem Denken zuvorkommend ist.”



XOfI, peyLupyeT JIeVICTBUTe/IbHOe ObITIe K JIOT V-
YecKOMY OITperie/IeHI IO, HUBEJIVPYsl TeM CaMbIM
" CTOJIb BakHOe errle 1171g KaHTa pasiamune Mex-
11y JIOTMYeCKMM U peasibHBIM (Cp., Hamp.: A 598 —
599 / B 626—627; KanT, 1994, c. 451—452).

B mpormBoBec sTomy dmtocod cumTaeT, UTo
«ecJIVt MBI XOTVM 4ero-TO BHe MBIIIUIEHUs CyIle-
IO, TO MBI 8b/H1K0eHbl OTIIPABIISTHCS OT OBITVS, a0-
COJIIOTHO He3aBMCVIMOTO OT BCSKOIO MBIIIJIeHNs,
orepe’karoIlero Bcsikoe MblnuteHve» (Iesmmmr,
2000, c. 215; Schelling, 1858a, S. 164). B cBsasu c
STVIM OH ITpeJlyIaraeT, Kak eMy KaXeTcsl, ICTUHHOe
MOHVIMaHVe eVMHCTBa ObITVS 1 MBIIUICHMUS: «...B
9TOM eIVMHCTBe IPUOPUTET HaXOAUTCS He Ha CTO-
poHe MblleHns. boimue — 3T0 niepBoe, MbIIILIe-
Hye — TOJIBKO BTOpoe vin nocjesyioriee» (Ille-
nmHr, 2018, c. 132; Schelling, 18566, S. 587).

Taxvm obpasom, nosuTmBHas dustocodns vc-
XOOWT 13 HECOMHEHHOTO OBITVSI €VMHIYHOrO ab-
COJTIOTHOTO MH/VIBILYYMa, BBICTYTIAIOIIETO CyOh-
€KTOM BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX ITpeAynKaros. Tereps, oc-
HOBBIBAsiCh Ha ITPOV3BEIEHHOV PEeKOHCTPYKIIN
Kputuky 1lleJUIMHIOM OHTOJIOTMYECKOro apry-
MeHTa ¥ ero MHTepIpeTaliuy yueHus Kanra o6
nleaste pasyMa, Mbl JOJDKHBI HaKOHeIT IIOCTaBUTh
BoIIpoc o ToM, (1) coxpaHseTcs1 IV B pa3MbIIIIIEHN-
sx IleyyIvHra HEKOTOPHBI CJIefT, OHTOJIOTMTUeCKOrO
criocoba apryMeHTVpOBaHMS U (2) BbIABUTAeT JIN
OH B cBoell prtocodun crocod roKasaTeIbCTBa
ObITus bora, ajbTepHATUBHBIVI TpaJUIIVIOHHOMY
OHTOJIOTMUeCKOMY JT0Ka3aTeJIbCTBY.

Yro kacaeTcsi IIepBOro 13 Ha3BaHHBIX MOMEH-
TOB, TO ObUIO ycTaHOB/IeHO: [1lesuHT 060CHOBaAH-
HO IPUYNCIIeTCS K TeM MBICJIUTENISIM, KOTOpble
OTBepraroT OHTOJIOrMYecKny1 aprymeHnT. Het Huka-
KOrO COMHEHWsI B TOM, UTO JIJIsl Hero CyIllecTBOBa-
Hye Bora He cjlefiyeT 13 ero CyIiHOCTV U He MO-
JKeT OBITH BBIBEIEHO W3 ero TIOHSATVS HY aHaJTUTH-
4ecKy, HU CIIeKYJISTUBHO-/IMasleKTdecki. Bmecte
C TeM aHaJIM3 IIeJUIMHIOBCKOVM MHTepIIpeTanimn
KaHTOBCKOT'O YUeHVIsI O TPAHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOM Wle-
aJjie ¥ IIeJUIVIHTOBCKOTO Te3vca 00 3KCTATUeCKOM
XapakTepe pasyMa II0Ka3asl, YTO YCUIIVS PrIIoCco-
dpa HarIpaBIIeHbI Ha SKCIIO3UIIVIO YIIPEXKIAOIIero
pa3syM HeCOMHeHHOTO ObITHs. B criocobe mx peam-
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first, thinking only the second or following”*
(Schelling, 1856b, p. 587).

Thus, positive philosophy proceeds from
the undoubted being of the specific absolute
individual, acting as the subject of all possible
predicates. Now, based on the reconstruction
of Schelling’s critique of the ontological argu-
ment and his interpretation of Kant’s account
of the ideal of reason, we must finally put the
question whether (1) there is any trace of the
ontological argument in Schelling’s reasoning
and whether (2) he in his philosophy offers
any method of proving the existence of God
that is an alternative to the traditional ontolog-
ical proof.

As for the first part of the question, I have
established that Schelling is rightly consid-
ered to be among the thinkers who reject the
ontological argument. There is no doubt that
for him the existence of God does not follow
from his essence and cannot be derived from
his concept either analytically or in a specu-
lative-dialectical way. At the same time, my
analysis of Schelling’s interpretation of the
Kantian doctrine on the transcendental ideal
and Schelling’s thesis on the ecstatic character
of reason has shown that his efforts are direct-
ed towards the exposition of undoubted being
which pre-empts reason. The mode of imple-
mentation reveals a certain analogy between
the course of ontological justification of the ex-
istence of God and the course of Schelling’s ex-
position of being which precedes thought. In
both cases this argument can be described as
recursive: he proceeds from the universal con-
cept, the ultimate thinkability, and goes back
to being that precedes thought and is outside
thought. This structural analogy of the exposi-
tion of being which precedes all thought and

% “In dieser Einheit aber ist die Prioritit nicht auf Seiten des
Denkens; das Seyn ist das Erste, das Denken erst das Zweite
oder Folgende” .
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3alMy MOXKHO BCe JKe HallTy OIlpeJie/leHHYIO aHa-
JIOTVIIO MeXIy XOIOM OHTOJIOIMYecKOro oOOCHO-
BaHWMs ObITHsE bora 1 XormoM sKcro3mimm Herrper-
MbIcsMoro ObiTrs y Ilesmara. B obomx ciyua-
SX XOJI, 5TOT MOXeT ObITh OXapaKTepr30BaH Kak pe-
KYpcubbvlil: OH ICXOOWUT U3 YHUBEPCaJIbHOI'O ITOHSI-
TV, TIPEAeIIbHOV MBICJIVIMOCTY M BO3BpalllaeTcs K
OBITIMIO KaK IIEPBOMY 3TOrO MBIIIJIEHNS, KOTOpOe
KaK ero IepBoe 1iMeeT MeCTO IO M BHe MBIIIIJIeHVSI.
DTa CTPYKTYpHasl aHaJIOTMsl 3KCIO3UIIAM IIpel-
IIIECTBYIOIIETO BCIKOMY MBIIIJIEHMIO OBITHS U [10-
KasaTeJIbCTBa CYIIEeCTBOBaHMS BCeCOBepIIIeHHeVI-
IIeT1 CyIITHOCTM MOXKeT OBbITh OIl03HaHa B KauecTBe
COXpaHLIOIIErocsd pe3ulyymMa OHTOJIOIMYEeCKOro
criocoba aprymeHTanuu B dpvtocodpvn Hlermn-
ra. BaXHbIM TyT siBJIsieTcs ellle M TOT acIleKT, uTo B
00oux cily4asix pedb MeT O IIPeBbIIeHn — IIpe-
BBIIIIEHVI TOTO, O YbeM OBITUI WET pedb, TOrO,
YTO B HEM TOJILKO MBICJIUTCS. XOTs XapaKTep IIpe-
BBILIIEH VST KaXKIbIVI pa3 PasHbIVL: B CJIy4ae OHTOJIO-
I'MYecKOro apryMeHTa pedb ueT O TOM IIpeBblliie-
HWUV peaIbHOCTY V1 COBEPIIIEHCTBa, KOTOpble OyayT
OTCYTCTBOBATh, €CJIV OIYCTUTh HeObITIE CYIIEro,
BO BTOPOM — 00 3KCTaTMYeCKOM YITPeXIIeHNIA
Takas aHastorus, BripodeM, He JOJDKHa BBOIUTE
B 3a051y>xaenHve. Paspeis IlesuivHra ¢ TpagmioH-
HBIMV POPMaMV OHTOJIOIMYeCKOro apryMeHTa I'o-
pasfo paayiKajibHee, yeM yKa3aHHasl IIpeeMCTBeH-
HOCTB, K TOMY JXe VMeloIast BecbMa (popMaIbHBIN
xapakTep. Bo-miepBbix, He cilemyeT 3abbIBaTh, UTO
HauMHaHMe PrIocodCKOro 1cciIeIoBaHms ¢ HeCo-
MHEHHOro ObITVs He HyXmaeTcs, cortacHo [1les-
JIMHTY, B IIpedBapuTeIbHOM OOOCHOBAaHMM 3KC-
IUIVKaIyern OecKOHeYHOV TIOTeHLMM IIO3HaHS,
TO eCTb YHUBepcaslbHOM MbIcimmocT. Ho, uTo
BaKHee, BO-BTOPBIX, PeKypCysl MBIIIUIEHNS K CBO-
eMy mnepsomy B ciiydae IllesiHra BBIBOOUT Ta-
KOBOe K 3TOMY IIepBOMY B KauecTBe, CKakeM Tak,
BIlepeJl-11-BHe-MbIIIUIeHVs-CyIIIeCTBYIOIIero, TOr-
Jla KaK ajIbTepHaTVBHbIE 1IeJUIMHIOBCKOMY TWUIIBI
Ve INCTIYeCKOro O0OCHOBaHMS ObITHSI abco-
JIIOTHOTO BO3BpalllaloT yHMBepcaJIbHOe MBbIIIlTe-
HMe K OBITMIO KaK €20 IIepBOMY TOJIBKO B CaMOM
MbIIUIeHUN. [laxke TaM, I7le OHTOJIOIMYeCKUII ap-
I'YMEeHT B TPaJVIIVIOHHOV CBOell popMe ITpeTeH/Ty-
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proof of the existence of the most perfect be-
ing can be seen as the vestige of the ontolog-
ical argument in Schelling’s philosophy. It is
important to note that in both cases we see an
excess of that whose being is being discussed,
over what is merely thought in it. Although the
character of this excess is different: in the case
of the ontological argument it is the excess of
reality and perfection which would be absent if
one allowed the non-being of what is and in the
second case, ecstatic pre-emption.

The analogy, however, need not be mis-
leading. Schelling’s break with the traditional
forms of the ontological argument is far more
radical than the above-mentioned continuity,
which is anyway rather formal in character.
First, we should not forget that starting philo-
sophical research from undoubted being does
not need, according to Schelling, prior justifi-
cation of the infinite potential of cognition, i.e.
universal thinkability. Secondly, Schelling’s re-
cursion to his first leads to the first in the ca-
pacity of what may be called being which is
before and outside thought, whereas the types
of idealistic justification of the existence of the
absolute alternative to Schelling’s take univer-
sal thought back to being as its first only with-
in thought itself. Even where the ontological
argument in its traditional form purports to
prove the necessary existence of the object of
the concept of the most perfect being or nec-
essarily existing entity outside mind, in reality
it does not move towards real being independ-
ent from thought, merely proving the need for
the existence of the concept of the most per-
fect being in the mind. The ecstatic character
of reason in Schelling’s doctrine accords with
the notion of reason transcending itself towards
what already is.

We are now in a position to pass on to the
second question as to whether Schelling offers
any alternative methods of proving the exis-



eT Ha JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO HeOOXOIVMOIO CyIIeCTBO-
BaHMS IIpeMeTa TIOHSTIS BCeCOBEPIIIEHHEVIIIIero
VIV HeOOXOVIMO CYILIEeCTBYIOIIIErO CyIIlecTBa BHe
yMa, Ha Jlejle OH He IepexofuT K He3aBUCMOMY
OT MBIIIIIEHN IeVICTBUTEITEHOMY OBITIIO, [IOKa3bl-
Basl TOJIBKO HEOOXOIVMMOCTh HaJIMUMSI CAMOI'O II0-
HSTVS BCeCOBepPIIIeHHeVIIIIero CyIero B yme. DKc-
TaTUYHOCTD e pasyma B yuenun lllesmiHra no-
3BOJISIET pacCMaTpUBaTh pasyM B KauecTBe MpaHc-
yeHOupyou,eeo cedst cCaMoro K TOMY, UTO Yxe €CTb.

[laHHOe 00CTOSATENTLCTBO ODecIieunBaeT Iepexort
KO BTOPOMY W3 BbI/IeJIEeHHBIX MOMEHTOB — BOIIPOCY
o ToM, npeyiaraet yiv IlesMHT Kakue-To ajisrep-
HaTMBHBIE CIIOCOOBI IOKa3aTeslbcTBa OblTust bora,
€CJIV OHTOJIOTMYECKOe JOKA3aTeIbCTBO 3TOr0 OBITVS
HecocTosATeIbHO. VI 371eck MOXKHO YBUIIETh, UTO OH U
B caMoM Jiesle (POpPMYJIMPYyeT TaKyIO ajIbTepHaTVBY.
J1es10 B TOM, 4TO HEBO3MOXKHOCTB JJ0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa Cy-
1iecTBoBaHM: bora, vcxopsiiero ns3 ero CymiHoCTyY,
elle He O3HaYaeT HEBO3MOXXHOCTVI OOOCHOBaHVIS
HPVHAJIEXKHOCTM TOV CYIIHOCTV HECOMHEHHO U
TOJIBKO JIUIIIB cyiecTByomeMy. [IyTh obocHOBaHIA
TaKOVI ITpMHaIeXXHOCTH 11 BbiOVpaeT lesumar. [To
€ro MHEHWIO, MbI He MOXXEM JI0Ka3aTh, YTO BCECO-
BepIIeHHeVIIIIee CYIIEeCTBO CYIIEeCTByeT, HO MBI MO-
’eM 0DOCHOBaTh, UTO HECOMHEHHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIIee
ecThb BcecoBepIlleHHerIIIee CcyIecTBo: «Craio ObITh,
XOTSI 51 VI He MOT'Y VICXOIMTB M3 OHSATUS boea, 4T00BI
JIOKasaThb cyllecTBoBaHMe bora, omHako s Mory ot-
IIPaBUTHCS OT TIOHATVIS TOJIBKO JIVIIIb HECOMHEHHO
CYIIECTBYIOIIErO ¥, Ha00OPOT, I0Ka3aTh OOXecTBO
HeCOMHeHHO cytectsyomiero» (Ilermmmr, 2000,
c. 209—210; Schelling, 1858a, S. 159).

Ilokas aTOro 1 ecTh Ny Th IIO3UTUBHOV (PUIIOCO-
dvn. Ee modus progrediendi*> IpyHIIMIIMATIBHO OT-
JI4aeTcs OT TaKOBOro (prjiocodpmy HeraTMBHOV,
OCHOBAaHHOV Ha aHaym3e «uTo». Duytocodms, mo-
KasbIBaloIast 00xectmBeHHOCb HECOMHEHHO CYuje-
20, He MOXXeT OBITh UVCTO PpallVIOHAJIBHOM PUIIO-
cocpmeﬂ, OrpaHMYMBAaIOIIENICS Ha3BaHHBIM aHa-
musoM. Tlostomy «rosuTmBHaAg dustocodmst Kak
IIPOTVBONOJIOKHOCTD PallVIOHa/IM3Ma BCe XKe TaK-
JKe He CMOXXeT He ITPW3HaTh, 9YTO KaKMM-TO oDOpa-
30M U B KQKOM-TO CMBICJIE SIBJISIeTCS SMIIVIPU3MOM»

2 Criocol mpofBvoKeHMs (J1aT.).
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tence of God, if the ontological proof is un-
tenable. Here we can see that he does indeed
formulate such an alternative. The fact that it is
impossible to prove the existence of God pro-
ceeding from His essence, does not yet mean
that it is impossible to prove that this entity
belongs undoubtedly and solely to that which
exists. Schelling chooses this approach to jus-
tify such belonging. In his opinion, we cannot
prove that the most perfect being exists, but we
can prove that what undoubtedly exists is the
most perfect being: “Hence, although I cannot
proceed from the concept of God to prove the
existence of God I can proceed from the con-
cept of what undoubtedly solely exists and
prove vice versa the divinity of what undoubt-
edly exists”? (Schelling, 1858a, p. 159).
Demonstrating this is the path of positive
philosophy. Its modus progrediendi is funda-
mentally different from that of negative philos-
ophy based on the analysis of the “what”. The
philosophy that justifies the divinity of what un-
doubtedly is cannot be a purely rational philoso-
phy confined to the above-mentioned analysis.
Therefore “positive philosophy as the opposite
of rationalism still cannot but admit that it is
empirical in some way and in some sense”?
(Schelling, 1858a, p. 126). It is directly relat-
ed to experience. What is important is to un-
derstand the character of this experience. It is
not, as one might think, considering the task of
positive philosophy, a kind of mystical expe-
rience, for example, historically translated ex-
perience of Christ’s miracles, the experience of
a sense of the infinite or direct contemplation
of the divine. Positive philosophy, Schelling

¥ “Ich kann also zwar nicht vom Begriff Gott ausgehen, um
Gottes Existenz zu beweisen, aber ich kann vom Begriff des
blof unzweifelhaft Existirenden ausgehen und umgekehrt die
Gottheit des unzweifelhaft Existirenden beweisen.”

30 “[...] so wird sie als Gegensatz des Rationalismus doch
auch nicht ablehnen konnen, auf irgend eine Weise und irgend
einem Sinne Empirismus zu seyn.”
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(Wemmar 2000, c. 171; Schelling, 1858a, S. 126).
Ona mMeeT mpsIMOe OTHOIIeHVE K ONBITY. Bakro
TOJIBKO IIPABVIIBHO ITOHSTB XapaKTep TaKOro OITbI-
Ta. OH He SIBJIgeTCs, KaK MOXXHO OBbLIO OBI, yUMUTHI-
Bag 3a/a4vy HO3UTUBHON PvIocoduy, TIOIyMaTh,
KaKVIM-TO OIpeieJIeHHBIM MVCTUUECKVIM OITBITOM,
HaIpyIMep WMCTOPWYECKV TPaaVPOBAaHHBIM OITHI-
TOM 4ypgec XpUCTa, OIBITOM UYyBCTBa OeckoHeu-
HOTO WJIM HeNOCPeICTBEHHOro co3epliaHms 0o-
KecTBeHHOrO. [To3uTnBHAs dustocodms, camTaeT
lesutmHr, He HO/DKHA MCXOOUTH M3 KaKOro-imbo
OTZIEJIBHOTO OITbITa VIV BCTPEYAIOIIerocs B OIbI-
Te OTHEIbHOIO OBITVISL: ee II0jIeé — 3TO «BECh OITBIT
oT HauaJia 10 KoH1a» (Iermmar, 2000, c. 176 —-177;
Schelling, 1858a, S. 130). B cBoeit orope Ha «Bech
OITBIT» TIO3UTMBHAas prIocodmsl He perpeccuBHa,
a npoepeccubua. B 3TON nporpeccum Tak IOHSATHIV
OITBIT, TIOCIIEIOBATEIIPHO PACKPHIBASICh, IIPVBOIT
MIO3UTMBHO-PWIIOCOPCKOe VccilefIoBaHMe K TOMY,
YTO, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, TPAHCIIEHIEHTHO /1151 OIIbI-
Ta, HO, C IPYTOW, SIBJISeT ce0si B HeM KaK MOPaJIbHO
JeVICTBYIOIIasl MHTeJUINTeHIINS — CBOOOIHO TBO-
pslliee MVUp BcecOBepIIIEHHeTIIIIee CyIIeCTBO.

4. IlosutnBHAas Purocodpmusa
M IlepcreKTHBa IIPeoIoIeHNsI
OHTO-TE0-JIOTUN

BeigBuB B 001IVIX UepTax CIIeIMUKY TPaKTOB-
KV OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOTO apryMeHTa ¥ TpaHCleH/IeH-
TaJIbHOTO Mpleasia y IllesvHra, Mbl MOXeM CIIPO-
CUTb, HaCKOJIBKO IIpe[JIOKeHHOe 3TUM (PuIoco-
oM pemreHMe TTPOOTIEMBI CYITHOCTV ¥ OBITHS
bora siBiisleTcss HOBAaTOPCKMM ¥ OCTaeTCs 3HAUM-
MBIM cerofHs. CrieaTb 3TO MBI MOXXEM B TOM YVIC-
Jle ONMpasiCh Ha OIBIT VCCIIeJOBaHM I1eJIIMHTOB-
ckom dpumstocodmm, IPoIeIaHHOIO TaKMMM aBTO-
pamu, Kak K.-®. Kyprun u JI. Tenrem. Onu xe
BO MHOTOM CB$I3bIBAlOT BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOVI 3Ha-
YMMOCTM IeJUIMHTOBCKON MBIC/I O bore n obo-
CHOBaHWM €ro CYyIIeCTBOBaHMS C IIPOOJIeMOVI OH-
mMo-1meo-4102u Vi IepCIIeKTUBaMI ee IIPeoIoIeH s,
a CTasio OBITH, POPMUPOBAHMIS HEOHOME0A02 U e-
cxoui memagpusuky. CaMo IIOHSTVMIE OHTO-TEO-JIO-
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(1858a, p. 130) argues, should not proceed from
any individual experience or individual being
that occurs in experience: its domain is “entire
experience from beginning to end.”*! In pro-
ceeding from “all experience” positive philos-
ophy is not regressive but progressive. In this
progression experience, understood in this
way, progressively revealing itself, brings pos-
itive-philosophical research to what is, on the
one hand, transcendental for experience, but
on the other hand presents itself in it as the
morally acting intelligent being (Intelligenz),
the supremely perfect being freely creating the
world.

4. Positive Philosophy
and the Prospect
of Overcoming Ontotheology

Having outlined the main features of
Schelling’s interpretation of the ontologi-
cal argument and the transcendental ideal,
we can now ask to what extent the solution
of the problem of the essence and being of
God he proposes is innovative and relevant to
the present day. In doing so we may proceed
from the analysis of Schelling’s philosophy by
such authors as Courtine and Tengelyi. They
associate the question of the significance of
Schelling’s idea of God and proof of His exist-
ence with the problem of ontotheology and the
prospect of overcoming it and hence the de-
velopment of a non-ontotheological metaphysics.
The concept of ontotheology, in the meaning
in which it is used here, was introduced by
Heidegger (1969) in his work Onto-theo-logi-
cal Constitution of Metaphysics (1956/57). In a
very simplified way, the key features of meta-
physics structured in this way are as follows.
(1) It thinks of being from a certain foundation,
the foundation being the prevailing being, God.

31 “die gesammte Erfahrung von Anfang bis zu Ende.”



TV B TOM €ro 3Ha4eHWM, KOTOpoe 37eCh IOopas-
yMeBaeTcs, ObIIO BBeZleHO Xavierrepom B padote
«OHTO-Teo-JIorMYeckoe CTpoeHne MeTadu3nKI»
(1956—1957) (Xamperrep, 1997). BecbMa ymporiias,
MOYKHO BBIJIEJIUTDH pelllaroliyie OCOOEHHOCTI VIMe-
IoIIIeV1 Takoe cTpoeHve MeTadprsuku. (1) B Her cy-
I1lee MBICJIUTCS M3 HEKOTOPOIO 0CHOBaHUSA, VI STUM
OCHOBaHMeM BbICTyIIaeT IIPeVMYIIeCTBeHHOe CY-
mee — bor. (2) Cama meradmsmka Kak «Hayka
€CTh CHCTeMaTM4YeCcKoe pa3BUTHe TOrO 3HAHMS, Ka-
KOBBIM 3HaeT cebs caMo ObITHe CYIero 1 KaKoBO
OHO TIOVCTMHe ecTb» (Xampmerrep, 1997, c. 40). On-
TO-TEO-JIOTTYeCKOe CTPOeHVe IIPUCYTCTBYeT YiKe
B JIpeBHNUX o0pasliaX TPaaWIIMOHHOV MeTadwsu-
KV ¥ KyJIBMUHUpPYeT B cucTeMe [eresisi, koTopas
OCHOBBbIBAeTCSl Ha HayKe JIOTMKM KaK 3KCIUIVKa-
LIV IIOHSATOTO B KauecTBe abCOIIOTHO CyIIiero ab-
COJIFOTHOTO MBIIIIJIEHVSI, MBICIIAIIEro cedsi caMo-
ro. BosHuKkaeT BOIIpOC, MOT'YT JIM IIeJUIMHIOBCKOe
IIpOsiCHeHVIe BO3MOYKHOCTeV! ITpVIMeHeH Vsl OHTOJIO-
IMYecKoro aprymeHTa u ero ydeHue o bore ciy-
JKUTB €CJIV He IIPeoIoJIeHeM, TO XOTs ObI 0003Ha-
4JeHMeM IrpaHNII OHTO-Teo-Ttormi. Cam Xarizerrep,
I10 KpartHeVl Mepe B yIIOMSHYyTOM padore, Ha [1les-
JIVMHTA B 3TON CBsi3M He cchulaercs. O pasmann
TIO3UTMBHOM 1 HeratvpHOM driocodpum y Illen-
JIVHTA OH BbICKA3bIBaeTCs B IPYTMX MecTax, CKopee
B TOM IUIaHe, YTO pas3jIndie 3TO CBUIETeIbCTBY-
eT 0 Bce ellle MeTapM3MYeCKOM XapaKTepe IIOHS-
Tnst cobonsl y Illesvmara (em.: Heidegger, 1997,
S. 101), Ha3bIBad Takke 3TO pasjiyme «OecrioMolI-
HbIM pasnerteHviem» (hilflose Scheidung) (Heide-
gger, 2014, S. 96). boree Toro, HeKOTOpbIe B OOJIB-
eV VIJIM MEHBIIIEV CTEeIeHM 3aBMCVIMbIE OT €ro
MBICII prIT0COBI BUIAT B HO3UTUBHOM PUIIOCO-
vt HlerummHra Kak pas JIerpazaiyio o cpaBHe-
Hu1o Jaxke c siorukov Ieress. Tax, K. bodpe Tpak-
TyeT ee KaK «1/1eaJIVICTUUeCKYIO arloJIOrmIo MyJie-
O-XpUCTMaHCKMX IpercTasieHum» (bodpe, 2007,
c. 186)*, a K.-O. Amertb — Kak OKas3aBIIMVICS pe-

2 Cp., Bupouem, kKak KypTuH momonHsgeT cyxieHne
Bodpe: (Courtine, 1990, p. 166).
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(2) Metaphysics as “science is the systematic
development of knowledge, the Being of be-
ings knows itself as this knowledge, and thus
it is in truth” (Heidegger, 1969, p. 54). The on-
totheological structure is present already in an-
cient specimens of traditional metaphysics and
culminates in Hegel’s system which is based
on the science of logic as an explication of ex-
isting absolute thinking, understood as abso-
lute and thinking itself. The question suggests
itself, can Schelling’s explication of the possi-
bilities of using the ontological argument and
his account of God, if not overcome, then at
least mark the boundaries of, ontotheology?
Heidegger himself does not refer to Schelling
in the above-mentioned work. He comments
on Schelling’s differentiation between positive
and negative philosophy elsewhere, suggest-
ing that this difference attests that Schelling
still tends to think of freedom in metaphysical
terms (see Heidegger, 1997, p. 101), recognis-
ing it as “helpless division”* (see Heidegger,
2014, p. 96). Moreover, some philosophers, in-
fluenced by Heidegger to varying degrees,
see his philosophy as degradation compared
even with Hegel’s logic. Thus, Jean Beau-
fret interprets it “as an idealistic apology of
Judeo-Christian conceptions” (Beaufret, 2006,
p. 88) (but see Courtine’s (1990, p. 166) addition
to Beaufret’s judgement), and K. O. Apel (1991,
p. 82n) as gnosis resulting from ontic reduc-
tion.® Nor is there any doubt that for Schell-
ing, in a historical situation when philosophy
lost its object, God occupies its place: the the-
ological dimension of his positive philosophy
can hardly be challenged (see Schelling, 1856a,
p. 295n; Tengelyi, 2015, p. 163). All the more
interesting is the attempt of modern think-
ers to see Schelling’s positive philosophy as
an endeavour to break with ontotheologically

32 “hilflose Scheidung.”
¥ ie. explanation of an ontic entity through another one
but not through its being.
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3yJIbTaTOM OHTWYECKOW PemyKIIMu™ 2HO3UC (CM.:
Armesp, 2001, c. 10, mpumeu.). He BbI3bIBaeT COMHe-
HI 1 TO, uTo i IlesuvHra mmvenHo bor B ncto-
pUYecKot CUTyalumn yTpaTel dputocoduent cob-
CTBEHHOrO ITpefiMeTa 3aHVMMaeT MeCTO TaKOBOIO:
camo 110 cebe TeoJIOrMUecKoe M3MepeHMe ero Io-
3UTUBHOV prstocodpmm efiBa Iy MOXKHO OCIIOPUTH
(em.: Herwmmar, 2013, c. 233 mpumeu.; Schelling,
18564, S. 295 Anm.; Tengelyi, 2015, S. 163). Tem m1n-
TepecHee CTpeMJIeHVe COBPeMEeHHBIX MBICIIITeSIeN
yBUeTb B no3uTmBHOM dustocodpum Ilermmra
IIOIIBITKY IIOpBaTh C OHTO-TEO-JIOTMYECKN YCTPO-
eHHoV MeTadmsukont. Tak, Tenrenm cumraet, uTO
«y nosnHero Ille/uinHra peds MaeT He 0 BO3Bpallle-
HUY K OHTOTEOJIOIMY, a, HaIlpOTUB, O paJViKalb-
HOVI KPUTMKE OHTOTEOJIOMYeCKN YCTPOEHHOV Me-
Tadpmsukm» (Tengelyi, 2015, S. 163). Onmpasich oT-
yvacT Ha pabotbl KypTtuna n Tenrerm, oTyactu
Ha Tpy/bl camoro IlejumHra, MOXXHO BBISIBUTH 110
KparHer Mepe 1IBa BaXXHBIX IIYHKTa, MapKUpPYIO-
IIMX, ITYCTh TI0Ka XOTs ObI 1 ITpo0JIeMaTIIecKyIo,
3HaunMocTh [1lesuInHra B fesie mpeonosieHns OH-
TO-TEO-JIOI MY KaK rOCIIONICTBYIOIeV MeTapU3VKIA

(1) IHemnuur pagykaabHBEIM oOpasoM obOpa-
IIaeT TpaJVLIVIOHHBIVI MeTadu3MUecKuii Te3nc o
COOTHOIIIEHUN CYIITHOCTV ¥ CyIIleCTBOBaHMs, Je-
KJIapUpysl B KOHTEKCTe CBOeV ITO3UTUBHOV PrIo-
cobvim npuopumem cyuwecmbobanus Had CyujHo-
cmoto. Y Hero, mpasfia, Takoe oOpallleHue MMeeT
CWIY TOJIBKO IIO OTHOIIEHWIO K OHTOJIOIMYeCcKOV
KOHCTUTYLIMM Bora, HO MBI 3HaeM, 4TO B IIOCTIE[TY-
1o111ert pvyTocodpv TAHHBIV Te3VC ObIT ITepeHeceH
VI Ha IPYTOVI TUII CyIIlero — Ha 4eJIoBeKa, KaK 3TO
npownsornwio, Harpumep, y XK-I1. Caprpa (Captp,
1990, c. 319—323). Ba)XHBIM acIIeKTOM SIBJISIETCS TO,
YTO HEeCOMHEHHOe OBITVe, IIpeIecTByIoIee JIo-
OGomy «uTO», He IIpeIioaraeT Kakoro-imbo ocHO-
BaHMs (& OHTO-TeO-JIOIMs MBICIIUT cylriee n3 bora
KaK 0cHoBanus) vl He Hy>XIaeTcs B HeM: OHO 0e30c-
HOBHO, TIPENCTABIISIS COOOVI «IIPOIIACTB IS YeJIoBe-
4JecKoro pasyma» (A 613 / B 641; Kant, 1994, c. 462).
Dustocodust, icxoaIast U3 TOJIBKO VI HeCOMHeH-
HO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIero, — 3T0 dpriocodusi, KoTopasi

# To ecTb yCTpaHAIONEro OBTUIIHEIE (HEeHOMEHE
OOBSICHEHVISI OTHOTO CYIIETO M3 APYIOro CYIIero.
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structured metaphysics. Thus, Tengelyi (2015,
p- 163) believes that “the later Schelling speaks
not about returning to ontotheology but, on
the contrary, about a radical critique of onto-
theologically structured metaphysics.”** On
the basis partly of the works of Courtine and
Tengelyi and partly on the works of Schelling
himself, we can identify at least two important
points indicating the significance (admittedly
still problematical) of Schelling in overcoming
ontotheology as the dominant metaphysics.

(1) Schelling reverses the traditional meta-
physical thesis on the relation between essence
and being, declaring in the context of his posi-
tive philosophy the priority of being over essence.
True, this is only true with respect to the onto-
logical constitution of God, but we know that
in subsequent philosophy this thesis was ex-
tended to the other type of being, man, as wit-
nessed, for example, by Jean-Paul Sartre (2007,
pp- 22-26). It is important to note that an un-
doubted being preceding any “what” does not
imply any foundation (while ontotheology
thinks of that which is with God as the founda-
tion) and does not need it: it is baseless and “for
human reason the true abyss” (A 613 / B 641;
Kant, 1998, p. 574). A philosophy proceeding
from only and undoubtedly existing is a phi-
losophy which “tries to escape from the dom-
inance of the Satz vom Grunde®”* (Courtine,
1990, p. 166). Tengelyi believes that in putting
forward baseless being devoid of the “what”
as the start of the answer to the question about
being as being, Schelling avoids a catholo-tino-
logical’” answer to the question that is typical

- “I...] es sich beim spiten Schelling nicht um eine Riickkehr
zur Ontotheologie, sondern vielmehr um eine radikale Kritik
der ontotheologisch verfassten Metaphysik handelt.”

¥ Principle of reason (German).

% “[...] cherche a échapper a l'emprise du Satz vom
Grunde.”

¥ i.e. through explication of the essence, of the “what”
(tf) of being as a whole (xaBolov). Tengelyi juxtaposes
this type of metaphysics (and the understanding of what
is generally) to protological metaphysics which sees
what exists as such as the first intransient essence.



«rpITaeTcst m3dexars rocropcrea Satz vom Grun-
de*» (Courtine, 1990, p. 166). Terrenm cumTaeTt, 4TO
CBOVIM BBIJIBVDKEHIEM OE30CHOBHOIO VI JIMIIIEHHO-
rO «9TO» CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS B KadeCTBe Hadasla pas-
BepThIBaHMS OTBeTa Ha BOIIPOC O CyIlleM Kak Cy-
meyM, HlesyMHT yXOOUT OT KkamoAo-muHos02uye-
CK020* OTBeTa Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, TUITMYHOIO 1715 He-
raTvBHON pryocodnit, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHTO-Te-
o-torvy. OH IuIeT; «ToV O0IIIerT OCHOBHOM yep-
Te MeTaUM3MKM KaK HeraTwBHOV dwtocodmm?,
KOTOpas JI0JKHa OblsTa OBl BeCTH KO BCe OOJIbIIIeMy
IpeoOyIalaHNIO B HEW KaTOJIO-TMHOJIOTMTYeCKO
cTpyKTyphl, IlleJUIMHT MpPOTMBOMIOCTABIISIET He-
IIPEIMBICITIMOE OBITHE, VIV, TOUHee, HelTpeIMbIC-
mmmMoe cyiectsoBanue» (Tengelyi, 2015, S. 158).

(2) erummar nokaseiBaeT, 4To bor 1o ceoemy
OBITVIO He MOXeT OBITh PeayLpOoBaH K comepKa-
HWIO CBOEro MOHATM U, Kak y leresis, cam He Mo-
XeT OBITh pacCMOTpeH B KauecTBe IIOHATUS, COOT-
BETCTBEHHO, ero ObITre He MOXeT OBbITh ajleKBaTHO
000CHOBaHO, a cofiepyKaHVie ero IOHS TS — II0JTHO-
CTBIO VICUepIIaHO TOJIBKO IOCPEICTBOM JIOT TYeCKO
SKCIUIMKAIIUY CYIITHOCTY. PeItaroImMm Ty T 1JIs ca-
moro IIleymmmHra gBiisteTcss To, uTo bor He MoXxeTt
OBITH peIyLIIpOBaH TOJIBKO K IOHSATVIO HEOOXOIM-
MO CyIIIeCTBYIOIIEro cyImecTBa. Takoe orperieste-
Hpe jmIo Obl bora miaBHOro — ero cBo0oOIbI, B
TOM YVICJIe ITO OTHOITIEH VIO K CBOeMY COOCTBEHHOMY
OBITIIO, a CTaJIO OBITh, €0 KM3HEHHOCTV 1 OBITIS
JIMYHOCTBIO, @ 3HAYNT, VI CIIOCOOHOCTY K TBOPEHIO.
IToaTromy, kak nuireT A. B. Kprnaesckun, «riaBHOe
st IlemvHra 371ech COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI IIOMI-
YepKHYTb HETOXIECTBEHHOCTD, BBISIBUTD pa3Auule
noHsATHs bora v TIOHATVIS HeOOXOIVIMO CYIIeCTBY-
forero cymecrsa» (Kpraesckmiz, 2009, c. 27).

ITosTomy xe y IlesumHra pedsb He MAET U O TI0JI-
HOVI MeHTUdMKaym 0e3ycIoBHoO cy1rero u bora.
3nech MMeeTcsl OHa O4YeHb BaXKHasi TOHKOCTh, CO-

% Tlonoxxenve 00 OCHOBaHMM (HEM.).

% To ecTp uepe3 SKCIUIMKALIMIO CYIIHOCTM, «4TO» (Ti)
cymiero B meioM (kabolov). Taxom Tum meradnsu-
K1 (M IIOHMMaHMS CyIllero Kak TaKoBoro) TeHrerm
IIPOTVMBOIIOCTABIIIET ~ IIPOTOJIOTMYECKO  MeTapu3uKe,
paccMaTpUBAaIOIIIet Cylliee KaK TAKOBOE B CMBICIIE ITEPBO-
r'0, HEIIPEXOALIETO CYIIEro.

¥ Dra4epTa COCTOUT B OTOXKIECTBIICHNN CYIIETO 1 HeYTO
BOOOI1IIC.
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of negative philosophy and hence of ontothe-
ology. He writes: “This common basic feature
of metaphysics as negative philosophy,* which
was to lead to an increasing prevalence in it of a
catholo-tinological structure Schelling counters
with unprethinkable being or rather, unpre-
thinkable existence” (Tengelyi, 2015, p. 158).

(2) Schelling argues that God, based on His
being, cannot be reduced to the content of His
concept and, as in Hegel, cannot be considered
as a concept; accordingly, His being cannot
be adequately justified and the content of His
concept is exhausted only by logical explica-
tion of His essence. The decisive argument for
Schelling is the fact that God cannot be reduced
to the notion of a necessarily existing being.
Such a definition would have deprived God of
the main thing, His freedom, including with re-
gard to His own being and hence his vitality
and being a personality and hence His ability to
create. Therefore, as Krichevsksy (2009, p. 27)
writes, “the main thing for Schelling is to stress
the non-identity and reveal the difference of the
concept of God from the concept of necessarily
existing being.”

For the same reason Schelling does not
speak about the total identification of the un-
conditionally existing and God. This involves
a very subtle distinction, namely, the mean-
ing that is invested in the link verb “to be” in
the statement that the undoubtedly existing
is God. With Schelling, it does not designate
complete formal identification — such that no
distinction could be made between what un-
doubtedly exists, which in a certain sense can
also be called necessary, and God as a uni-
versal being. Tengelyi (2015, p. 164) writes:

% This feature is identification of what is with something
in general.

¥ “Diesem gesamten Grundzug der Metaphysik als negativer
Philosophie, der zu einer zunehmenden Vorherrschaft
der katholou-tinologischen Struktur in ihr fiihren sollte,
setzt Schelling das unvordenkliche Sein oder, genauer, das
unvordenklich Existierende entgegen.”
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CTOSIIIIASI B TOM, KAKOVI CMBIC/I BKJIAIbIBAETCS B TJIa-
TOJI-CBSI3KY «OBbITh», KOITIa peub UAeT O TOM, UTO He-
COMHeHHoOe cyIecTByomee ectb bor. YV Illerutnrra
OH BOBCe He SIBJISIETCS 3HAKOM IIOJTHOTO (POpMasIb-
HOT'O OTOXIIECTBJIEHNSI — TaK, YUTOOBI MEXITy Heco-
MHEHHO CYIIIECTBYIOIIM, KOTOPOe TaKKe B M13BeCT-
HOM CMBICJ/Ie MOXKeT OBITH Ha3BaHO HEOOXOMVIMBIM,
v boroM Kak yHVMBeEpcasIbHOV CyIITHOCTBIO HeJIb-
35 OpUTO OBI IIPOBECTV HUKAKOro pasymams. TeH-
res mvineT: «[llejuvHr, mpaBma, mocTuraer He-
MIPeIMBICIIVIMO CYIIeCTBYIOIIee Takke KakK HeoO-
XOIVIMOe CyIIiee, HO JaJleK OT TOro, YTOOBI 3apaHee
OTOXIecTBUTH ero ¢ borom» (Tengelyi, 2015, S. 164).
HeobxommmMocTh 3TOro CyIrero He eCTb HEOOXOMV-
MOCTb, 3aKJIFOYAIOIIIASICSI B €0 IMOHSTUN. DTO ObI-
THe Ipu Bceyt ero 6esyciiosHocTy IlermHr cum-
TaeT CAY4AlHbIM, HO «He KaK cofepuieHHo CITydan-
HOe, a KaK TakKoe, KOTOpoe JIMIIIb CIyYaiHO OKa-
3p1BaeTcst HeoOxomymbiM» (I1leromar, 2002, c. 376;
Schelling, 18580, S. 337). IMeHHO ITIOTOMY, UTO eMy
He IIpeITecTBOBa/Ia HMKaKash BOSMOKHOCTB CaMO-
ro ceOs, IllesmvHT Ha3bIBaeT 3TO CyIIlee «CJIeTo CY-
myv» (eM.: Hesmmmar, 1989, c. 402; Schelling, 1861,
S.19; Tengelyi, 2015, S. 164 —165). «bbITb», TakVM 00-
pasoM, MIMeeT 371eCh TOT CMBICII, 9YTO aOCOITFOTHBIN
VIHIIVIBUZL, eCTb 8 kauecnfe yHVIBePCaJIbHOVI CYIITHO-
CTW, HO He COBITaJIaeT C HeVl COBEPIIIEHHO, OH, KaK
OBUTO CKa3aHO, TI0 OTHOIIEHWIO K HeVl eCTh [IPIIV-
Ha ee ObITys. HermpermMbiciviMoe ObITie v omnitudo
realitatis CyTh JJBa MOMeHTa B OHTOJIOTIYeCKOV KOH-
crurynuu bora. ITokas Toro, utd m3HadasibHOe Oe3-
YCJIOBHOE Cylllee eCcTh B KauecTse omnitudo realitatis,
O3HaYaeT pacKphITVIe TAJTbHEIIIINIX OIIpefieJIeHIT B
9TOM HeIPeIMBICIIVIMOM OBITHVI, TIOCPEICTBOM KO-
TOPOro M3HavdaIbHas CTy4dariHas HeoOXOIMMOCTD 4
posteriori® oOHapy>XBaeT cebst Kak moeyujee Obiis,
KaK OITpefielIeHHBIM 00pa3oM cofepskariiast B cebe
HIOTEHITVIaJIBHOCTh, TO €CTh «4TO», CyIIIHOCTb. VI3
sroro i HlermvHra BeITeKaeT v TO, UTO THIOHSTHE
bora Hesnb3sg penynypoBaTh K MAOyIeMy OT Apu-
CTOTEJISL VI OKOHYATETHHO CPOPMVIPOBABIIIEMYCS B
CXOJIACTVIKE TIOHSITUIO ACtUS pUrissimus®, IIOCKOIIbKY
TOra oH ObUT OBI TOIIBEKO CJIEIBIM I HECBOOOIHBIM

% 113 nocyemyIomiero (JIart.).
¥ YpcTenias AeICTBUTEIBHOCTD (J1aT. ).
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“Schelling cognises the unprethinkable also as
necessarily existing, but he is far from identi-
fying it with God in advance.”* The necessity
of this being is not the necessity contained in
its concept. For all its unconditional character,
Schelling (1858b, p. 337) considers this being
to be contingent, but “not completely contin-
gent, but only contingently necessary.”* It is
precisely because it was not preceded by any
possibility of itself that Schelling refers to this
being as “blindly existing” (see Schelling, 1994,
p. 53; cf. Schelling, 1861, p. 19; Tengelyi, 2015,
pp. 164-165). “To be” here means that the ab-
solute individual is in the capacity of universal
being but is not totally identical to it, since, as
has been said above, it is the cause of its being.
Unprethinkable being and omnitudo realitatis
are two elements in the ontological constitu-
tion of God. Demonstrating that the initial un-
conditional being is in the capacity of omnitudo
realitatis means the revealing of further defi-
nitions in this unprethinkable being, whereby
the primary contingent necessity a posteriori re-
veals itself as something that can be, and in a
certain way containing in itself potentiality, i.e.
the “what”, the essence. From this it follows,
for Schelling, that the concept of God cannot
be reduced to the actus purissimus, going back
to Aristotle and given its final shape in scho-
lasticism, because then it would be only blind
and unfree being, i.e. would not be truly itself.
And yet as omnitudo realitatis it must contain
in itself also what is possible, i.e. potentiality,
but transitive potentiality, representing univer-
sal possibility of the being of the created world
and the things in it.

It is impossible here to reconstruct the
concrete relationship between unprethinka-

40 “[...] Schelling fasst das unvordenklich Existierende zwar
auch als das notwendig Seiende auf, aber es liegt ihm fern, es
von vorhinein mit Gott gleichzusetzen.”

4 “[...] nicht als das schlechthin zuféllige, aber doch, als
das nur zufillig das nothwendige ist.”



CYIIIVIM, TO €CTb He ObUI ObI B CBOEVI CTVHE. A VIMeH-
HO OH Kak ommnitudo realitatis JOJDKeH cofep’kaThb B
cebe Takke M BO3MOXHOE, ITOTEHITMaJILHOCTE, HO
NIOTEHITVAJIBHOCTD  MpaAH3umubHyo, TIpeacTaBis-
IOITYI0 COOOV YHMBEPCATIBHYIO BO3MOXKHOCTD IS
OBITVISI COTBOPEHHOTO MVIpa i BellleVl B HEM.

31eck HET HMKAKOW BO3MOXKHOCTVI PEeKOHCTPY-
MpOBaTh KOHKPETHOEe OTHOIIIEHVe MeX/y Hellpes-
MBICJIMMBIM ObITHMEM 1 omnitudo realitatis B bore;
MOJKHO, ITOXKaJIy ¥, TOJIbKO cocsarbes Ha I1. Tpas-
HJ, KOTOPBIN HuIleT, 94To «bor He MOXeT OBITh
TOJIBKO “HEOOXOIVMO CYIIeCTBYIOIIMM , M CTajlo
OwITB, “cen10 cymyM”. Ecyimt Ge1 3TO OBITTO Tak, OH
Obu1 OBl abcomoTHO HecBobomeH. <...> Bbor ecrtb
KakK abcoIIOTHO HeoOXxommmasi, Tak M abCOTFIOTHO
cBoboHag cymHocTe» (Trawny, 2002, S. 131—-132).

CoxpaneHnmie c60000v boea siByisieTcs, TI0 Kpavi-
Hel1 Mepe, Kak cunTatoT Kyprua n Tenrenm, xitro-
4eBBIM JJOCTVDKeHMeM no3aHelt drstocodprm lerr-
JIVHTA, a 3HAYMT, PellaloniyM IIaroM Ha IIyTu K
IIPEOI0JIEHNIO OHTO-TEO-JIOTMYeCKOV MeTadvsu-
k. CopepxatennbHO xop Illesmmura B sToM Ha-
IIPaBJIEHNV COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OH B CBOEVI II03W-
TUBHOM rstocopum miepeBonuT rytocodckme
pasMblIlUIeHMs 0 bore 113 my1aHa 0G0CHOBaHMS Cy-
ITIETO B IIJIOM — B HEYTO IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOE 000-
CHOBaHMIO: B «(PEHOMEHOJIOTMIO OOXKeCTBEHHOI0»
(cp.: Courtine, 1990, p. 166; Tengelyi, 2015, S. 163), B
TO, UYTO AIleJib Ha3bIBaeT «BeAukuMu peHoMeH0A0-
euneckumu Hauunanuamu Ilesrunea» (Aness, 2001,
c. 10, mpmmeu.). CBoboma bora B ee gsrmeHun (TBo-
penue Mupa) niossosiget [lesummary BuneTs B bore
TOr0, KTO, HECOMHEHHO CYIIIeCTBYs, SIBJISIeTCs P
aTOM Taxxe 1 Iocnodom (Herrgott) b6vimus, KTO cBO-
6onen ot ObTus (frey gegen das Seyn). /i Ten-
reym, Kak n 1yt M. Pummmpa (Richir, 1996, p. 153,
163), Ha KOTOPOro MEepBBIVI CaM yKa3blBaeT, CO3Ha-
Hme bora xak I'ocrioma ObITVSI 71, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
CO3HaAHVE IIPEBOCXOSINENT BCSKOE IIOHSTVE €ro
CBOOOIBI CBSI3aHBL C HEYCTPAaHVIMOV CITy4ariHO-
CTBIO, WUIVI KOHMUH2EeHMHOCHbI0 OBITVS, KOTOpbIe
[MeyuyHT M3Ha4YaJIbHO JI0ITycKaeT B ObITuu bora,
MBICJIVIMOM, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, KaK HeOOXOIIMOe,
acIpyrom — Kak HeoOXoyiMoe CiTydariHbIM oOpa-
30M, TO €CThb TaKOe HeoOXOmMMoe, HeoOXOOMMOCTE
KOTOPOT'O MOXXeT OBITH B JJaJ/IbHEVIIIIEM CHSITA.
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ble being and omnitudo realitatis in God; ex-
cept perhaps citing Trawny who writes that
“God cannot be merely ‘necessarily exist-
ing’ and therefore “blindly existing’. If this
were the case He would be absolutely unfree.
[...] God is both an absolutely necessary and
an absolutely free entity”** (Trawny, 2002,
pp. 131-132).

Preservation of God’s freedom is, at least for
Courtine and Tengelyi, the main achievement
of the later Schelling’s philosophy and thus
the decisive step towards overcoming ontothe-
ological metaphysics. Schelling’s movement in
this direction consists in that in his positive
philosophy he converts philosophical reason-
ing about God from justification of being as
a whole into something opposite: “the phe-
nomenology of the divine” (c¢f. Courtine, 1990,
p- 166; Tengelyi, 2015, p. 163), something Apel
(1991, p. 82n) calls Schelling’s “great phenom-
enological undertakings”.* God’s freedom (as
manifested in the creation of the world) en-
ables Schelling to see in God someone who, in
undoubtedly existing, is at the same time the
Herrgott of being, who is free in relation to be-
ing (frey gegen das Seyn). For Tengelyi, like for
Marc Richir (1996, pp. 153, 163), to whom the
former himself alludes, awareness of God as
the Lord of being and, accordingly, conscious-
ness of His freedom surpassing everything,
are associated with inherent contingency of
being which Schelling a priori recognises in
God’s being seen, on the one hand, as nec-
essary and, on the other, as necessary in an
contingent way, a necessity which can subse-
quently be sublated.

2 “Gott kann nicht blof$ das ‘nothwendig Existirende’ und
somit ‘blind Seyende’ sein. [...] Gott ist sowohl das absolut
notwendige als auch das absolut freie Wesen.”

#“[...] grofiartige phinomenologische Ansitze [...].”
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5. 3akJs1roueHme

ITonyueHHBIe B XOJle HaCTOSINETO VCccileoBa-
HWS BBIBOIBI MOTYT OBITH OOOOIIIEHBI B CIIETYTO-
VX TIOJIOKEHMSIX.

(1) OmnrorormyecKunit apryMeHT JeViCTBUTEIIb-
HO OBLJI OITHOVI 113 3HAUMMBIX TeM MbIIeHs [ert-
yHra. MOXXHO KOHCTaTHpOBaTh, YTO 3TOT PUIIO-
cod sAByIseTCS MPOTUBHMKOM BaJIMIHOCTU Tpajiyi-
LIVIOHHBIX (POPM OHTOJIOIMYECKOTO apryMeHTa.

(2) OpmHyM 13 IJIaBHBIX OCHOBAHWV 1T OTBEP-
xeHws HlesuHTOM 3THX POPM BBICTYIIAET €ro Co-
IJIacye C Te3MCOM O TOM, UTO Jake B CJTydae IIOHS-
TUs BCeCOBEpPIIIeHHEVIIIIero CyIlecTBa CYyIIecTBO-
BaHVe He IIPVHAJIEXNUT CYITHOCTY — «UTO», VIIN
YTO, B KAHTOBCKOV (POPMYIIVIPOBKE, ObITVIE HE eCTh
peasibHbIN IIpeauKaT. COOTBETCTBEHHO, [IeVICTBU-
TeJIbHOE CYIIleCTBOBaHMe HI B KaKOM BHe He MO-
XeT ObITh BBIBEIEHO M3 «UTO» KaK UMCTOV BO3MOX-
HOCTL.

() ITpu sTom LlesumHT Bee Xe MO3ULIIOHUPY-
€T HeCOMHEeHHOe JIeVICTBUTEeIIbHOe CyIlleCTBOBaHe
VIHOVBUIYaJIbHOTO abCOJIIOTHOIO CYIIEro, yIipe-
KJarollee BCSAKOe MBIIIUIeHMe. DTO IO3UIIVOHU-
poBaHVe ITPOM3BOIUTCA VM W3 ITePCIIeKTUBbI KaH-
TOBCKOT'O TIOHSITVSI TPAHCIIEHIeHTAJIFHOTO Vleala,
JIeVICTBUTEeIIbHOe OBITIe KOTOPOro, KaK B OT/IMYVe
or Kanra cumraer Ille/umHr, HO/DKHO Ipefiriosa-
raTbcsl. Takoe IO3MIIVIOHVIPOBaHE He SIBIISIeTCS Ka-
KVM OBI TO HY OBIIO JIOTMUYeCcKM BbIBOIIOM, HO IIO-
JlaraHvieM ObITVSI BOBHe ceDsl, yKOpeHeHHBIM B 3KC-
TaTIYeCKOM xapakrepe pasyMa. C Ipyrovi CTOpOHBI,
3TO IHOJIaraHVe Heslb3sl paccMaTpyBaTh B KayecTBe
TBOPEHVIsI HeIIPeIMBICIVIMOTO OBITVSI Pa3yMOM.

@) TlosumoHMpoBaHVE HECOMHEHHOrO Obl-
TUSL 10 MBIIIUIEHVS VIMeeT B IIepCIIeKTVBe UMCTOrO
pasyMa peKypCHBHBIVI XapaKTep, I B 3TOM MOXeT
OBITH yCMOTpeHa CTPYKTYpHast aHaJIOT Vs €To C Tpa-
AUIVIOHHBIMYU 1 coBpeMeHHbIMM IleyuiHry Bra-
MU OHTOJIOIMYeCKOTO JI0Ka3aTe/IbcTBa ObITs bora.

(5) B ornHomenum 6prTig bora IllermHT BBI-
ABUTaeT Te3UC OO0 OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOM IIpUOpuUTeTe
CyIIecTBOBaHM Ilepe]] CYITHOCTEO. bor 1 Hero
PV 3TOM He eCTh HU TOJIBKO JIMITIEHHOe CYIIIHO-
CTV CyIlleCcTBOBaHVe, HV TOJIBKO HeCyIIeCTBYIO-
I1ast akKTyaIbHO CYIITHOCTB, HO €CTh €IMTHCTBO TOrO
U IPyTOro, KOTOpoe JOCTUTaeTcs 3a cueT obpeTe-
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5. Conclusion

The conclusions arrived at in the course of
this research can be summed up in the follow-
ing way.

(1) The ontological argument was indeed a
significant theme of Schelling’s thought. It can
fairly be said that this philosopher challenges
the validity of traditional forms of the ontolog-
ical argument.

(2) One of the main grounds on which
Schelling rejects these forms is his acceptance of
the thesis that even in the case of the concept of
the most perfect being existence does not per-
tain to essence, “what” or, to use Kant’s formu-
la, being is not a real predicate. Accordingly,
real existence can never be derived from the
“what” as pure possibility.

(3) At the same time, Schelling posits un-
doubted real being of the individual absolute
being, pre-empting all thinking. He does so
proceeding from the perspective of Kant’s con-
cept of the transcendental ideal, of which real
being, as Schelling believes, unlike Kant, must
be assumed. Such positing is not a logical con-
clusion, but a positing of being outside oneself,
rooted in the ecstatic character of reason. On
the other hand, positing cannot be seen as the
creation of unprethinkable being by reason.

(4) The positing of undoubted being prior
to thinking, in the perspective of pure reason,
has a recursive character, which may be seen
as a structural analogy of variants of the onto-
logical proof, both traditional and prevalent in
Schelling’s time.

(5) As regards God’s being, Schelling ad-
vances the thesis on the ontological priori-
ty of existence over essence. God, for him, is
neither existence without essence, nor non-ex-
istent essence; it is the unity of both achieved
through God, the existing absolute individu-
al, acquiring His essential properties, i.e. His



HusE Borom Kak TOJIBKO CYIIMM abCOTIOTHBIM VH-
OVIBUIIOM CBOVIX CYIITHOCTHBIX OITpeJIeIeHWVI, TO
eCTb BXOX/IEHVEeM er0 B CBOIO MCTMHY. TeM caMbIM
OH IIbITaeTcsl TI0KasaTh, UTO bor oHTosOrmyeckm
coBMellaeT B cebe Kak CBOOOIY, TaK 1 HeoOXomu-
MOCTB, IIPVYeM IIOCIIeHsSI CHMMaeTCsl B IIePBOT,
KOTOpasi VICIIOJIHsIeTC KaK cBOOOIa K TBOPEHMIO.

(6) IermmHr mpeIaraeT CBOIO BEPCHUIO JOKa-
3aTesIbCcTBa ObITVS Bora, coriacHo KOTopor Hy KHO
IIOKa3aTh, YTO OOJIaialoliee IIPEeBHIIIAONTIM BCs-
KOe COMHEeHVIe JIeVICTBUTEIIbHBIM CyIlleCTBOBaHVIEM
cylilee 1 ecTh bor Kak yHMBepcasIbHOe «4T0». DTOT
Te31C 0OOCHOBBIBAET OIMpPAIOIIAsCs Ha «BECh OITBIT
OT Havasla JI0 KOHIIa» TTO3UTMUBHAasA prytocodmsi.

(7) Bo3MOXHO, YTO IIEJUIMHIOBCKasl VHTep-
IpeTalysl MOHATWUS TPaHCLIEHAEHTAIBHOIO Vile-
ajla VI OHTOJIOTMYeCKOV KOHCTUTYIMM bora Oyper
CrIocoOHa BHECTM OIpefieIeHHBIN BKJIaJ B COBpe-
MeHHBIe OHTOJIOTMUecKyie IVICKYCCHH, IIpeXkie Bee-
o KacaloIiyecs IIpeo0/IeHVisE OHTO-TeO0-JIOI M TO-
CTIIOZICTBYIOITIelT MeTadpV31KY, a IMEeHHO 3a CUeT (a)
OTKas3a OT TPaKTOBKM bora Kak OCHOBaHMS (B CMBIC-
J1e «uTo») cyiero u (b) BBenenms B moHsitve bora n
TBOPEHMS IM MIpa MOMeHTa KOHTVMHIe€HTHOCTA

BeisiprienHble ocobenHocTy nmoHmmanus Iles-
JIVTHTOM OHTOJIOTMTYEeCKOTO apryMeHTa U ero 3KC-
HO3MIIVISE HECOMHEHHOCTY HellpeIMBbICJIVIMOIO Obl-
TSI, VICXOAINAs 113 KaHTOBCKOIO IIOHSTHMS TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOTO Mjeasla, Oe3ycsIoBHO, corepKar
B cebe 3HAUMUTEIBPHYIO WHTEIJIEKTYaIbHYIO WH-
TPUTy — OCODEHHO B OTHOIIIEHU IePCIeKTB VIC-
II0JIb30BaHMsL MBICIV prlocodpa B aKTyasIbHBIX
OHTOJIOTMYECKMX JIMCKyccusix. Bmecte ¢ Tem 3Tu
TIOJIOKEeHMsI HeJIb3sl IMPUHMMaTh KaK HeuTO caMo
cobor1 pasymerolieecs 11 He IIofyIeXalliee JaIbHer-
et mpopaboTke. IToka oHM IIpeicTaBIIsAIOT OO0V
TOJIBKO pe3yJIbTaThl JJOBOJILHO OOIIIerl PeKOHCTPYK-
1ym. A cTasio OBITh, ellle HeT BO3MOKHOCTY IIPU-
HSTB pelleHle 0 TOM, HacKoJIbKO Itpas IllesuivHr B
CBOeV MHTepIpeTaly MUCTOPUKO-PrITOcOPCKIX
o0pas11oB, ipexne Bcero ekapTa n Kanra. B city-
yae KaHTa OoJlee eTaibHOe IIpOsiCHeHMe yriad U
IIPOMAaxOB IeJUIMHIOBCKOV VHTepIIpeTaluil ero
durmocodprir® ocobeHHO BaskKHO, ITIOCKOIIBKY VIMEH-

¥ B cBasu ¢ wuHTepnperaunmeinn duwiocodpvm Kanrta
[Tesumarom cM. Taxke: (Leinkauf, 1998, S. 158 —203).
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entry into truth. In this way he seeks to prove
that God ontologically combines freedom and
necessity, with the latter being sublated in the
former, which takes the form of freedom of
creation.

(6) Schelling offers his version of proof of the
existence of God which involves demonstrat-
ing that the being that exists beyond any doubt
is God as the universal “what”. This thesis is
grounded by positive philosophy relying on
“all experience from beginning to end”.

(7) Schelling’s interpretation of the concept
of the transcendental ideal and ontological con-
stitution of God may potentially contribute to
modern ontological discussions, above all on
overcoming the ontotheology of the prevalent
metaphysics, through (a) renunciation of the
interpretation of God as the foundation (in the
sense of “what”) of being and (b) the introduc-
tion of contingency in the concept of God and
His creation of the world.

The identified features of Schelling’s treat-
ment of the ontological argument and his ex-
position of undoubted unprethinkable being,
proceeding from the Kantian concept of the
transcendental ideal, is intellectually intriguing,
especially in terms of the prospects of using
the philosopher’s thoughts in topical ontolog-
ical discussions. At the same time, these pro-
visions cannot be taken for granted and need
further study. For now, they are merely the re-
sults of a fairly general construction. So it is not
yet possible to decide how right Schelling was
in his interpretation of historical-philosophical
models, above all Descartes and Kant. In the
case of Kant a more detailed examination of the
hits and misses of Schelling’s interpretation of
his philosophy* is particularly important since
it may provide the key to understanding what
exactly Schelling means by the ecstatic charac-

# On Schelling’s interpretation of Kant’s philosophy see
also Leinkauf (1998, pp. 158-203).



A.b. [Tatkynp

HO OHO CITOCOOHO IaTh KJIIOU K ITOHVIMAaHWIO TOrO,
uTO Xe Bce-Taky IlesyIvHT MeeT B BUIy MO 9KC-
TaTUYeCKM XapaKTepoM pasyMa, I1oj] IojIaraHu-
€M HelIpeIMBICIIVIMOTO OBITVISI, KOTOPbIe BBOMISTCS
y Hero J0BOJIBHO JIeKJIapaTVBHO.

IlesuTmHT, HarIpyIMep, HacTanBaeT Ha TOM, YTO
KaHT ynpocTtmil 1eKapTOBCKYIO BepCUIO OHTOJIO-
TMYeCKOro JoKa3aTe/IbcTBa ObITms bora, BbImaB ero
3a JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO HAeVICTBUTEIbHOIO CYIleCTBOBa-
HuA omnitudo realitatis, Torna Kak y lekapra peub
VIZIET O ZIOKa3aTeIbCTBE CYIIIeCTBOBaHSI HeOOXOM-
Mot cymHocTi. Ho Tak jm aTo, gBiisgercs jii Xof,
Mblcsi KanTa 3peck ynpomienuem? He crout 3a-
ObIBaTh, YTO OIPOBEP)KEHNIO BO3MOXKXHOCTI OHTO-
JIOTYeCKOro JI0KasaTesIbcTBa ObITus bora y wHero
IpeIIecTByeT 3KCIO3UIINA OCHOBaHWV CIIEKYJIs-
TMBHOTO pa3yMa ISl IOKa3aTeIbCTBa OBITIS BbIC-
eVt cymHocTu. Benp 3meck KanT vexonnT Kak pas
I3 TIOHSATHSL 0e3yCIIOBHOV HEOOXOIMMOCTH, K KOTO-
POVI pa3yM BOCXOIWT OT JAaHHOTO B OIIBITe 00YCIIOB-
JIEHHOTO K 0e3yCJIOBHOMY, [IJIsI KOTOPOIO y>ke HeT
Aapyrux ycosuil. V1 3aTem cyIiecTBoBaHMe TaKOro
0e3yCJIOBHOTO paccMaTpuBaeTCsl pasyMOM B Kaue-
cTBe HeoOXxonymoro. V1 fasiee pasyM TOJIBKO ITbITa-
eTCs HamTH, KaKoe M3 Bcex MOHSTUI 0ojree BCero
COOTBETCTBYET MOHSTIIO HEOOXOIVIMO CYIIIeCTBYIO-
IIeT CYIITHOCTY, OOHapy>XuBasi B pe3yJIbTaTe 3TOro
[IOVICKA, UTO «I3 BCeX MOHSATUIT BO3MOXKHBIX BeIlleil
MHOHSTVE CYIITHOCTY, o0Jr1agarorien BLICIIIeTt peaib-
HOCTBIO, Hanbosiee TOAXOOUT K MOHATUIO Oe3yc-
JIOBHO HEOOXOIMMOVI CYIITHOCTH. ..» (A 586 / B 614;
Kanr, 1994, C. 444). T1Ipasna, 3T0 1 He JI0Ka3bIBaeT
TOX/IeCTBa HeOOXOIMMO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIeV CYIITHO-
o v omnitudo realitatis: Taxoe COIIOCTaBIICHVIE eCTh,
CKOpee, peltieHNe pasyMa. Ho nMeHHO Tak rioHsiTast
HeoOXoyMasi CyIITHOCTb M CIIYXXUT y>XKe OTIIpaB-
HBIM IYHKTOM OHTOJIOIMYECKOro JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa
61T bora, KoTopoe 11 B caMoM Jiejie BeieTCsl B OT-
HoleHUw omnitudo realitatis 1 KOTOpoe OITpoBep-
raet Kant. [lesio B ToMm, uTo, 110 KanTy, HeoOxomm-
Moe CyIIeCTBOBaHVie HEKOTOPOVI CYIITHOCTV MOXKeT
OBITH OIPOBEPrHYTO y)XKe TeM, UTO «De3yciIoBHas
HeOOXOIVIMOCTb Cy>KAeHWV» (OTHOIIIEHVIe BeIln 1
IpeyKaTa B Cy>XIeHUM) 1 «Oe3ycioBHas HeoOXo-
IVIMOCTDB BeIlen» (CyLueCTBOBaHVIe Belllel, VIMeo-
VX COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE IIpeIMKaThl) — He OIHO
u To xe. OTpuliaHMe epBOVI U3 HUX IIPOTUBOpe-
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ter of reason, the positing of unprethinkable be-
ing which he derives in a somewhat declarative
manner.

For example, Schelling maintains that Kant
has simplified the Cartesian version of the on-
tological proof of the existence of God, passing
it off as proof of the real existence of omnitu-
do realitatis, whereas Descartes speaks about
proof of the existence of the necessary being.
But is Kant’s thought here really simplistic in
this case? We should not forget that before re-
futing the ontological proof he provides an ex-
position of the grounds of speculative reason
for proving the existence of the higher being.
For here Kant proceeds from the concept of un-
conditional necessity towards which reason
ascends from the conditional given in experi-
ence to the unconditional for which there are
no longer other conditions. Then the existence
of such unconditional is examined by reason
as necessary. Then reason tries to determine
which of all the concepts is best suited to the
concept of necessarily existing being, arriv-
ing at the conclusion that “among all the con-
cepts of possible things the concept of a being
having the highest reality would be best suit-
ed to the concept of an unconditionally neces-
sary being” (A 586 / B 614; Kant, 1998, p. 561).
True, this does not prove the identity of nec-
essarily existing being and omnitudo realitatis:
the comparison is rather the decision of rea-
son. But this is the interpretation of necessary
being that forms the starting point of the on-
tological proof of the existence of God, which
is conducted with regard to omnitudo realita-
tis, and which Kant refutes. According to Kant,
necessary existence of a being can already be
refuted by the fact that “unconditional neces-
sity of judgements” (the relation of the thing
and the predicate in a judgement) and “uncon-
ditional necessity of things” (the existence of
things that have corresponding predicates) is



41BO, OTPUILIaHVe BTOPOV — HeT. Takoke 113 IlepBom
He cJIeflyeT BTOpasi, V1 J0Ka3aTh HeOOXOIIMOCTh CY-
I1IeCTBOBaHMSI HEKOTOPOVI CYIITHOCTY HEBO3MOXKHO.
Ho oToxmecTsiieHme (KaKOBBI Obl HY OBLIIV €ro oc-
HOBaHMS) HEOOXOIMMOV CYIITHOCTM ¥ CYIITHOCTY,
BKJIIOYAIOIIEV B ceOsl BCIO PeaTbHOCTBD, ITO3BOJISIET
pasyMy HaJlesTbCs JI0Ka3aThb CYIeCTBOBaHMe 3TOV
CYIIIHOCTY, IIOCKOJIBKY CYIIIeCTBOBaHIe eCTh TaKxkKe
peayIbHOCTh, a OHa OOJIaZlaeT BCeVl peasIbHOCTHIO.
Ho, xak nokaseiBaeT KaHT, cyIecTBoBaHMe He SB-
JISI€TCS PeasIbHOCTBIO, OHO HIYero He J00aBiIsgeT K
TIOHSATHIO BV, a OOBsIBJIEHIe €rO TaKOBOVI SIBJIS-
eTcs cileficTBreM (pyHIaMeHTaJIbHOM OLIVIOKM —
CMellleHVsI JIOTMYeCKOro IpefyKara ¢ peabHbIM
(cp: A 593—599 / B 621—627; Kant, 1994, c. 449—
453). VImenHo 3neck BumHO, uTo lllesutMHT He-
CKOJIBKO yIIporriaeT Mbiciib KaHTa. OH cj10BHO OBl
BBIPbIBaeT 3ePHO KaHTOBCKMX PacCy>KIeHWU O BO3-
MOXXHOCTY OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOrO JIOKasaTeJIbCTBa M3
ero KOHTeKcTa: /1a, KaHT, KoHe4HO, TOBOPUT 3/1eCh
0 deticmBuime1bHOM CYIIIECTBOBAHWV CYIITHOCTV, CO-
JleprKallieri Bce peajIbHOCTY, HO pa3yMHBIM yCJIOBU-
eM CBsI3V1 TOTO V1 IPYTOro BBICTyTIaeT OTOX/IeCTBJle-
HVIe TIOHATVSI TAKOVI CYIITHOCTY V IIOHSI TSI He00XO-
ZIVIMO CYILIeCTBYIOIIIEVI CyIITHOCTA.

Hesp3s ocTaBuTh O€3 BHMMaHMS VI TOT MOMEHT,
uro lllesu1nHT, B 9acTHOCTY B HosieMuiKe ¢ KaHTOM,
yTBepXKAas HeIpeIMBICIIIMOe ObITVE, IIPOTUBO-
IIOCTaBJIsIeT ero COBOKYITHOV «UTOVHOCTI», KOTO-
PYIO OH TpakTyeT KaK yHVBEpPCaJIbHYIO BO3MOX-
HocTb. [lociienHIO ke OH HOHMMaeT KaK OTCYyT-
CTBMe IIpoTMBOpedns. Takoe MOHVIMaHVe BO3MOX-
HOCTV OH $IBHO OepeT 13 JOKaHTOBCKOV, IIperMYy-
IIIeCTBEHHO JIeVIOHMIIeaHCKOM, prtocodmm, XOTs
st KanTa BO3MOXXHOCTB BeIly HUKAK He MOXKET
VICUepIIbIBaTbCd OTCYTCTBMEM ITPOTUBOpeYNs, KO-
TOpOe [1JI51 HerO BBICTYTIaeT VICKJIIOYMTEIIbHO OCHO-
BaHVEM BO3MOYXHOCTY TOJIBKO IIOHSITS, 0O «TII0-
HSTVIe MOXET OBITh ITyCTBIM, eCIM OOBbeKTVBHAs
PeasIbHOCTh CUHTe3a, IIOCPEACTBOM KOTOPOrO OHO
oOpasyeTcsi, He JOKa3aHa CIielyiaIbHO; HO 3TO  [I0-
Ka3aTeJIbCTBO, KaK ITOKa3aHO BbIIIIE, BCera OCHO-
BbIBAeTCs Ha IPUHIIUIIAX BO3MOXXHOIO OITBITa, a
He Ha OCHOBOITOJIOKeHMM 00 aHarmse...» (A 596 /
B 624; Kanut, 1994, c. 451, npumeu.). Henp3sa cka-
3arb, uro IlesynHT He 3HaI 00 3TOM KaHTOBCKOM
pasIanM, HO HeJlb3s CKa3aTh ¥ TOrO, UTO OH y4deJl
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not the same thing. The negation of the former
is contradictory, but the negation of the lat-
ter is not. Likewise, the latter does not follow
from the former and it is impossible to prove
the necessity of existence of a being. But the
identification (on whatever grounds) of neces-
sary being and being that includes all of reality
gives reason the hope that it can prove the ex-
istence of this being because existence is also
a reality and it possesses all reality. However,
as Kant shows, existence is not reality, it does
not add anything to the concept of the thing
and declaring it to be a thing is the result of
a fundamental error, the confusion of the log-
ical predicate with a real one (cf. A 593-599 /
B 621-627; Kant, 1998, pp. 564-567). It is here
that Schelling’s simplification of Kant’s idea
becomes evident. He seems to pluck the ker-
nel of Kant’s reasoning about the possibility of
ontological proof out of the context: yes, Kant
of course speaks here about the real existence
of a being containing all realities, but the rea-
sonable condition of the link between the two
is identification of the concept of such being
and the concept of necessarily existing being.
We cannot overlook the fact that Schelling,
for example, in his polemic with Kant, in as-
serting unprethinkable being contrasts it with
overall “whatness” which he interprets as uni-
versal possibility, which he in turn interprets
as absence of contradiction. He borrows this
understanding of possibility from pre-Kan-
tian, mainly Leibnizian, philosophy although
for Kant the possibility of a thing cannot be
exhausted by lack of contradiction, which to
him is just the ground for the possibility of a
concept since “it can be an empty concept, if
the objective reality of the synthesis through
which the concept is generated has not been
established in particular; but as was shown
above, this always rests on principles of pos-
sible experience and not on the principles of
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€T'0, aCCOLMMPYS aOCOITIOTHBIVI CyOBEKT C JIeVICTBY-
TeJIBHOCTBIO, a TIOJTHOTY PeaIbHOCTY — C YHUBEp-
CaJIBHOVI BO3MOXKHOCTBIO. Ha camom fesie BOOO-
IIle He BIIOJIHE SICHO quid juris®' IIesUIMHIOBCKOrO
VICTIONIb30BaHMs MOJaJIbHBIX KaTeropuy OTHOCU-
TeJIbHO omnitudo realitatis vi TpaHCIIEHI€HTaIHO-
ro maeasa mocie KaHTa, KOTOpPBIVI OTpULIQL MX
O0BEKTMBHYIO 3HAUMMOCTB IIPVMEHNTEIIHHO K Be-
IIIaM caM¥M TI0 ceDe, 11 BCylelT 3a HUM.

HanpHermero odcyxaeHmns TpedyeT 1 To, Ha-
CKOJIBKO Mjiesd OHTO-TeO-JIOTMM B TOM BUJE, B Ka-
KOM OHa ObUIa BeIIBMHYTa XariierrepoM U Iepe-
HSITa €ro IIOC/IeIOBATEIISIMY, SIBJISIeTCS OIIpefIeris-
TOITIeVT IS TIOHVIMAaHVSI COBPEMEHHOTO COCTOSTHVAS
MeTadM3MKM, KaK ¥ TO, HACKOJIBKO IIPeofIosIeHye
TaKOV OHTO-TEO-JIOTMM SABJISIeTCA HeOOXOMMMO 1
MIpeVIMYIIIeCTBeHHOV ITPOrPaMMOV IJIsi OHTOJIOI -
YecKMX VCCIIefIOBaHUT CerolIHs 1 B OyyItieM. Bel-
nsunyTast Kyprruaom n Tenresnu rumoresa o mrpeo-
J0JIEHUV TPaAUIIIOHHOV OHTO-TeO-JIOTUW B TTO3M-
TyBHOM prtococprm IlerTmHra Takke IMoKa ocTa-
eTCs IIPOCTO IMIIOTe30V1, KOTOpasi TOJIBKO ObljIa ak-
LIeHTpOBaHa B HacTogIllel cTaTbe. KoHeuHo, He-
TPYAHO B IIEJUIMHIOBCKOV KPUTUKE HEraTVBHOVI
dmtocodpum ycMoTpeTh oOIpefiesieHHble CTPyK-
TypHBIe aHaJIOTUM C KPUTMKOV OHTO-TEO-JIOrMUM
¥ MeTadPM3MKM KaK BCe BO3PACTaIOIIero 3a0BeHMs
6brTis y Xampgerrepa. Ho 3To cxoncTBo Takke Mo-
JKeT OKasaThbCsd CyTy0o dpopMasibHbIM, a pas3inans
30echk OymyT BooO1ie Oosiee BeCOMBIMMIL. YKe OBbIIO
MIOKA3aHO, UTO J1J11 HEKOTOPBIX aBTOPOB ITO3UTVB-
Has ¢usocodms IlesummHra — 3T0 ropasmao Oosee
CWIBHOEe CKaTbhIBaHVe PrIocopum B TEOJIOTNIO, a
3Ha4YMUT, BOSMOXKHO, VI B OHTO-Te€0-JIOTIO, UeM Jlake
rerejieBCKasl CHeKyJISTMBHasl JIOTVKa, TaKoe CKa-
ThIBaHIe, KOTOPOe, BO3MOXKHO, BOOOIIIe HITYero He
ocTaBJIsieT B Hell prstocodpekoro. He corarmasics ¢
TaKOW oLleHKoM prytocodpumm nosaHero [lemimHra
IO CYIIIECTBY, MBI Bce-TaKy JI0JKHBI OTMETUTB, YTO
€ro IIO/IX0f], B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTe TOXe He SBJISeTCs
GecripoOiieMHBIM 11 TpeOyeT ITpOsiCHeHMS 110 MeHb-
eV Mepe HeKOTOPhIX MOMEHTOB.

(1) Ocoboro aHanm3a TpeOyeT IIeJUIMHIOBCKOe
MIOHSITME CJIYYallHOCTY, KOTOpOe OH IIPVIMEHseT
OTHOCUTEJIPHO HEeIIPeIMBICTIVIMOTO OBITHS, KaKo-

31 Bormpoc o mpase (J1aT.).
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analysis [...]” (A 596n / B 624n; Kant, 1998,
p- 566n). It is not that Schelling was unaware
of this Kantian distinction, but neither can we
say that he took it into account, associating the
absolute subject with reality and full reality
with universal possibility. Indeed, the quid ju-
ris of Schelling’s use of modal categories with
regard to omnitudo realitatis and the transcen-
dental ideal after Kant is not quite clear since
Kant denied their objective significance with
regard to things in themselves.

Further discussion is needed to determine
to what extent the idea of ontotheology, as for-
mulated by Heidegger and inherited by his fol-
lowers, determines the understanding of the
modern state of metaphysics and to what ex-
tent the overcoming of ontotheology is a nec-
essary and primary programme for ontological
studies today and in the future. The hypoth-
esis of Courtine and Tengelyi that Schelling’s
positive philosophy overcomes traditional on-
totheology remains a mere hypothesis which I
have just put in higher relief in my article. Of
course, we can readily discern in Schelling’s
critique of negative philosophy some structur-
al analogies with the critique of ontotheology
and metaphysics as Heidegger’s progressive
oblivion of being. But the similarity may turn
out to be purely formal, to be outweighed by
the differences. As I have shown, for some au-
thors Schelling’s positive philosophy marks
a more dramatic slippage of philosophy into
theology and hence perhaps into ontotheolo-
gy than even Hegel’s speculative logic — such
that nothing philosophical is left in it. While
I disagree with such an assessment of the lat-
er philosophy of Schelling in essence, I have
to note that his approach in this context is not
problem-free and calls for clarification, at least
in certain aspects.

(1) Separate analysis is in order of
Schelling’s concept of contingency which he



BOe, UTO U IIpM3BaHa IIOKa3aThb IIO3UTMUBHAs dHu-
j0codrisl, OKasbIBaeTCs yIIpeXIAIoIM ObITvieM
bora. BaxHo mpm 3TOM He TOJIBKO HOKas3aTh, Ha-
CKOJIBKO OOOCHOBAaHHO TaKOe BBeIeHMe CiIydar-
HOCTM B OHTOJIOIMYECKyI0 KOHCTUTyLMIO bora mn
HACKOJIBKO 3TO WCKJIIOUAeT ero IIOHATHe KakK He-
00OXOAMMO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIETO CYIIecTBa, HO TaK-
Xe ¥ TO, HaCKOJIBKO TaKasl CJIy4YalfHOCTb MOXKeT
OBITH 3KCTpaNoIVpoBaHa Ha CJIy4afHOCTDb ObITHS
MMpa KaK TaKOBOTO VI CJTy4altHOCTb OBITHS Belllert
B HEM — BeIb MMEHHO B 9TOM CMBIC/IE OHM SIBJISI-
IOTCSI CTOJIb BaXKHBIMM /17151 TeHresm B fiesie IIpeo-
IOJIEHVSI OHTO-TE€0-JIOT VIVL.

(2) Crrenyet Gosiee eTaIbHO IIPOSICHUTD XapaK-
Tep HeoOXOIVMOCTY, KOTOPasi BCe JKe COXPaHSIeTCs
B MI3BECTHOM CcMbIciIe 3a borom y Illerumnra, mycTb
U KaK 4MCTO CIydariHas HeobxonymocTs. He Bos-
BpalllaeTcs JIM TeM CaMBbIM TO XapaKTepHOe It
HeraTMBHOM dustocodum omnpenesieHve bora, ko-
Topoe Ille;uIMHT KaK pa3s M IbITaJICS TPeooJIeTh?
DTO TIOHSTVE Ha IIePBbIVI B3IJISAL, BOOOIIIE SBIISET-
Csl IPOTMBOPeUYMBLIM. Bo3MOXXHO, OTHOIIIeHVe CITy-
YarHOCTY ¥ HeOoOXOAMMOCTH B bore HY>XHO MbIc-
nUTh auanekTdeckn? Ho moryT im Takag aua-
JIEKTMKA U ee pe3yJIbTaThl BOOOIIe ObITh (peHOMe-
HaJIM3VPOBaHBl, KaK 3TOr0, JOJDKHO OBITH, Tpeldy-
eT HeoHTOTeoslormnyeckas MeTadpmsuka? Viam onn
CHOBa OTOpPOCST MO3UTMBHYIO driocodpuio oT
«peHOMeHOIOTMYT OOXKECTBEHHOr0» K KOHCTPYMW-
PpYIOIIeN CrIeKyJIsm?

(3) Yro Takoe «OIBIT OT Hayvasa ¥ J0 KOHIIA»,
«OITBIT LIEJIMKOM», K KOTOPOMY aIleJUIpyeT II03U-
TUBHas PrII0codpuisi VI B KOTOPOM TOJIBKO VI MOXKET
deHOMEHATM3MPOBATHCS TO «DOKeCTBEHHOe», (pe-
HOMEHOJIOTell KOToporo oHa siBisercd? He Oy-
ZleT 7 TaKasl peHOMeHasIM3alivsl VICKIIIOUMTe Tb-
HO KocBeHHO? OTBeT Ha 3TU 1 0JI13K1e K HM BO-
IIPOCHI MOXET CTaTh 3ajauers IOCsIeTyOIIVX VcCITe-
ITOBAHWIL.

Wccaedobanue Bvinosneno 6 pamxax npoexma
«@uaocopusa u meosoeus 6 Hemeykom KAidaccuue-
cKoM udeaausme: ucmopus Baaumodeiicmbus u 63a-
UMONPOHUKHOBeHUA», N000ePIKAHHO20 — 2PAHNIOM
PODU Ne 20-011-00746.
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uses with regard to unprethinkable being,
which is pre-empting the being of God, which
positive philosophy is called upon to prove. It
is important not only to show how justified the
introduction of contingency in the ontological
constitution of God is and whether it rules out
His perception as a necessarily existing being,
but also to what extent such contingency can
be extrapolated to the contingency of the world
being as such and the contingency of the being
of things in it, for it is in that sense that they are
so important for Tengelyi in overcoming onto-
theology.

(2) We should look more carefully into the
character of necessity which Schelling in a cer-
tain sense ascribes to God, even as purely con-
tingent necessity. Does it perhaps bring back
the definition of God characteristic of nega-
tive philosophy which Schelling actually tried
to overcome? At first glance it seems to be a
contradictory concept. Perhaps the relation
between the contingent and necessity in God
should be thought dialectically? But then, can
such dialectics and its results be phenomenal-
ised as neo-ontotheological metaphysics ap-
parently demands? Or will they again throw
back positive philosophy from “the phenom-
enology of the divine” to constructing specu-
lation?

(3) What is “experience from beginning to
end” and “the whole of experience” to which
positive philosophy appeals and which alone
can phenomenalise the “divine” of which it is a
phenomenology? Would not such phenomenal-
isation turn out to be entirely indirect? Future
research may give an answer to these and simi-
lar questions.

Ackowledgements. This study is part of the
project “Philosophy and Theology in the German
Classical Idealism: History of Interaction and In-
ter-Penetration” supported by the Russian Founda-
tion for Basic Reaserch Grant Ne 20-011-00746.



A.b. [Tatkynp

Crmcok IuTeparypsl

Anceavm Kenmepbepuiickuil. Cod. M. : Kanon, 1995.

Aneav K.-O. e daser denomenosornm //
Amners K.-O. Tpancdopmarmsa dprtocodpun. M. : Jlo-
roc, 2001. C. 7—=32.

bogpe XK. Anasor c Xanperrepom : B 4 xu. CII0. :
Brnagymup [ane, 2007. Ka. 1 : I'pedeckast dpustocodpms.

Kanm . Kpnruka uncroro pasyma // Cobp. cod. : B
8 T. M. : Hopo, 1994. T. 3.

Kpuuebekuii A. B. O6pa3 abcomtora B dwtocodpmm
Terestsa vt mo3nuero lemmara. M. : VI PAH, 2009.

Kpuuebexui A. B. AGCOIIOTHBIVT JyX CKBO3b JIVIKU
TpuenuHcTBa: CpaBHUTENIBHBIV aHaiIm3 drtocod-
CKO-TeOJIOTMYeCKIX KOHIlemIuyl lerens m mosmHero
Iemmmara. M. : Id PAH, 2011.

IIpomonono6 M. A. TlpoGiiema ~ OHTOJIOTMUYECKOTrO
JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa ¥ TIOHSTME O TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM
uneaine B dpuocodpun Kanra // Einai. @usocodus.
Penurus. Kynerypa. 2012. T. 1, Ne 1-2. C. 74—107.

PesBuix 1. B. Tlosguuin Iesummar n Kaut // Vcro-
puxo-drocodpekmit exxerogauk — 2002. M. : Hayka,
2003. C. 280—303.

Capmp K.-II. DKsucTeHIIlMaju3M — 3TO TIyMa-
Hu3M // Cymepkm Goros / mom. pen. A.A. SIkosiiesa.
M. : M3gaTeIbCTBO HOIUTUYECKON TuTepaTypbl, 1990.
C. 319-344.

Xatideeeep M. OHTO-Teo-IOTMTUeCKOe CTPOeHVIe Me-
tacpmsukn // Xamperrep M. ToxmecTBo 1 pasmmdne.
M. : I'no3uc, 1997. C. 29—-59.

Hleasune @.B.M. K wucropum HOBOVI puitoco-
vt (Mrorxenckme meknum) // Coa. : B 2 1. 1989. T. 2.
C. 387—560.

Lleanrune @. B. V. ®uocodms orkposernsi. CIT6. :
Hayxa, 2000. T. 1.

learune @. B. V. Ipyrasi ey KIiusi TpyHITUIIOB TI0-
sutusHON dutocodpym // Iemmnar @. B. V1. dutoco-
us orxposenns. CII6. : Hayxka, 2002. T. 2. C. 374—398.

Lleanrune @. B. V. ®uococust Mudornornm : B 2 T.
CII6. : Nzp-Bo C.-Iletepb. yu-Ta, 2013. T. 1 : Beenenme B
dmtocoduro MydporTornL.

Ilessune @. B. V. TpakraT o6 MCTOUHWKE BEUHBIX
vctuH // Esse. @uitocodcke v TeosIormaeckme vcciie-
nosanms. 2018. T. 3, Ne 2. C. 122—186.

Courtine |.-F. Extase de la raison : Esssais sur Schel-
ling. Paris : Galilée, 1990.

References

Anselm of Canterbury, 2000. Proslogion. Complete
Philosophical and Theological Treatises of Anselm of
Canterbury. Translated by J. Hopkins and H. Richard-
son. Minneapolis: The Arthur J. Banning Press.

Apel, K-O,, 1991. Die beiden Phasen der Phianom-
enologie in ihrer Auswirkung auf das philosophis-
che Vorverstandnis von Sprache und Dichtung in der
Gegenwart. In: K.-O. Apel, 1991. Transformation der Phi-
losophie. Band 1: Sprachanalytik, Semiotik, Hermeneutik.
4. Auflage. Frankfurt a. M.: Suhrkamp, pp. 79-105.

Beaufret, J., 2006. Dialogue with Heidegger: Greek Phi-
losophy. Translated by M. Sinclair. Bloomington & Indi-
anapolis: Indiana University Press.

Courtine, J.-F., 1990. Extase de la raison: Esssais sur
Schelling. Paris: Galilée.

Fink, E. 1959. Kants Kritik des ontologischen
Gottesbeweises. In: E. Fink, 1959. Alles und Nichts.
Ein Umweg zur Philosophie. Dordrecht: Springer,
pp. 134-146.

Franz, A., 1992. Philosophische Religion: Eine Ausein-
andersetzung mit den Grundlegungsproblemen der Spit-
philosophie F.W. ]. Schellings. Wiirzburg & Amsterdam:
Kénigshausen und Neumann, Rodopi.

Halldén, S., 1952. Kants Kritik des ontologischen
Gottesbeweises. Theoria, 18(1-2), pp. 1-31.

Harris, E., 1977. Kant’s Refutation of the Ontological
Proof. Philosophy, 52(199), pp. 90-92.

Heathwood, Ch., 2011. The relevance of Kant’s ob-
jection to Anselm’s ontological argument. Religious
Studies, 47, pp. 345-357.

Heidegger, M., 1969. The Onto-theo-logical Con-
stitution of Metaphysics. In: M. Heidegger, 1969. Iden-
tity and Difference. Translated by J. Stambaugh. New
York, Evanston & London: Harper & Row Publishers,
pp- 42-74.

Heidegger, M., 1996. Einleitung in die Philosophie.
In: M. Heidegger, 1996. Gesamtausgabe. II. Abteilung.
Band 27. Frankfurt a. M.: Vittorio Klostermann.

Heidegger, M., 1997. Besinnung. In: M. Heidegger,
1997. Gesamtausgabe. IIl. Abteilung. Band 66: Frank-
furt a. M.: Vittorio Klostermann.

Heidegger, M., 2014. Uberlegungen I1I-VI. (Schwarze
Hefte 1931-1938). In: M. Heidegger, 2014. Gesamtaus-
gabe. IV. Abteilung. Band 94: Frankfurt a. M.: Vittorio
Klostermann.

Henrich, D., 1960. Der ontologische Gottesbeweis. Sein
Problem und seine Geschichte in der Neuzeit. Ttibingen:
J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck).

60



Fink E. Kants Kritik des Ontologischen Gottesbe-
weises // Fink E. Alles und Nichts. Ein Umweg zur
Philosophie. Dordrecht : Springer, 1959. S. 134 —146.

Franz A. Philosophische Religion: Eine Ausein-
andersetzung mit den Grundlegungsproblemen der
Spétphilosophie F. WJ. Schellings. Wiirzburg : Konigs-
hausen & Neumann ; Amsterdam : Rodopi, 1992.

Halldén S. Kants Kritik des ontologischen Gottesbe-
weises // Theoria. 1952. Vol. 18, Ne 1—2. P. 1-31.

Harris E. Kant’s Refutation of the Ontological
Proof // Philosophy. 1977. Vol. 52, Ne 199. P. 90—92.

Heathwood Ch. The relevance of Kant’s objection to
Anselm’s ontological argument // Religious Studies.
2011. Vol. 47. P. 345—357.

Heidegger M. Gesamtausgabe. Frankfurt a/M : Vit-
torio Klostermann, 1996. Abt. II, Bd. 27 : Einleitung in
die Philosophie.

Heidegger M. Gesamtausgabe. Frankfurt a/M : Vit-
torio Klostermann, 1997. Abt. 111, Bd. 66 : Besinnung.

Heidegger M. Gesamtausgabe. Frankfurt a/M : Vit-
torio Klostermann, 2014. Abt. IV, Bd. 94 : Uberlegun—
gen II-VI (Schwarze Hefte 1931—1938).

Henrich D. Der ontologische Gottesbeweis. Sein
Problem und seine Geschichte in der Neuzeit. Ttibin-
gen : J. C. B. Mohr (P. Siebeck), 1960.

Leinkauf Th. Schelling als Interpret der philosophi-
schen Tradition: Zur Rezeprion und Transformation
von Platon, Plotin, Aristoteles und Kant. Miinster : Lit,
1998.

Marquet ].-F. Schelling et Descartes // Les Etudes
philosophiques. 1985. Ne 2 : Descartes et I'Allemagne.
P. 237—-250.

Réd W. Der Gott der reinen Vernunft. Die Ausein-
andersetzung um den ontologischen Gottesbeweis
von Anselm bis Hegel. Miinchen : C. H. Beck, 1992.

Richir M. Lexpérience du penser: Phénoménologie,
philosophie, mythologie. Grenoble : Jérome Millon,
1996.

Schelling F.W.]. v. Philosophie der Mythologie.
Buch 1 // Sammtliche Werke. Stuttgart ; Augsburg :
J. G. Cotta, 1856a. Abt. II, Bd. 1. S. 3—572.

Schelling F.W. ]. v. Abhandlung tiber die Quelle der
Ewigen Wahrheiten // Simmtliche Werke. Stuttgart ;
Augsburg : J. G. Cotta, 18566. Abt. II, Bd. 1. S. 573 —590.

Schelling F.W.]. v. Philosophie der Offenbarung.
Buch 1 // Sammtliche Werke. Stuttgart ; Augsburg :
J. G. Cotta, 1858a. Abt. II, Bd. 3. S. 3—530.

61

A. B. Patkul

Kant, I, 1998. Critique of Pure Reason. Translated and
edited by P. Guyer and A. W. Wood. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Krichevskii, A.V.,, 2009. Obraz absolyuta v filosofii
Gegelya i pozdnego Shellinga [The Shape of the Absolute in
the Philosophy of Hegel and late Schelling]. Moscow: Insti-
tute of Philosophy RAS. (In Rus.)

Krichevskii, A.V., 2011. Absolyutnyi dukh skvoz’ liki
triedinstva: Sravnitel’nyi analiz filosofsko-teologicheskikh
kontseptsii Gegelya i pozdnego Shellinga [The Absolute Spir-
it through the Persons of the Trinity: A Comparative Analy-
sis of the Philosophical and Theological Conceptions of Hegel
and the Late Schelling]. Moscow: Institute of Philosophy
RAS. (In Rus.)

Leinkauf, T., 1998. Schelling als Interpret der philoso-
phischen Tradition: Zur Rezeption und Transformation von
Platon, Plotin, Aristoteles und Kant. Miinster: Lit.

Marquet, J-F, 1985. Schelling et Descartes. Les
Etudes philosophiques, 2 (Descartes et l'Allemagne),
pp. 37-250.

Protopopov, L. A., 2012. The Problem of Ontological
Proof and the Concept of the Transcendental Ideal in
Philosophy of Kant. Einai. Filosofiya. Religiya. Kul tura
[Einai. Philosophy. Religion. Culture], 1 (1-2), pp. 74-107.
(In Rus.)

Rezvykh, P. V., 2003. Late Schelling and Kant. Year-
book of History of Philosophy — 2002. Edited by N. V. Mo-
troshilova. Moscow: Nauka, pp. 280-303. (In Rus.)

Richir, M., 1996. Lexpérience du penser. Grenoble:
Jérome Millon.

Rod, W., 1992. Der Gott der reinen Vernunft: Die Au-
seinandersetzung um den ontologischen Gottesbeweis von
Anselm bis Hegel. Miinchen: C. H. Beck.

Sartre, J.-P., 2007. Existentialism is a Humanism. New
Heaven & London: Yale University Press, pp. 17-72.

Schelling, E. W.]. v.,, 1856a. Einleitung in die Philoso-
phie der Mythologie. Erster Band. Zweites Buch: Philo-
sophische Einleitung in die Philosophie der Mythologie
oder Darstellung der reinrationalen Philosophie. In:
E.W.]. Schelling, 1856. Sammtliche Werke. 11. Abteilung.
Band 1. Stuttgart und Augsburg: J. G. Cotta’scher Ver-
lag, pp. 254-572.

Schelling, F.W.]. v., 1856b. Abhandlung tiber die
Quelle der Ewigen Wahrheiten. In: F. W.]. Schelling,
1856. Simmtliche Werke. 11. Abteilung. Band 1. Stuttgart
und Augsburg: J. G. Cotta’scher Verlag, pp. 573-590.

Schelling, . W.]. v., 1858a. Philosophie der Offenba-
rung. Erster Band. In: F. W.]. Schelling, 1858. Sdmmtliche
Werke. 11. Abteilung. Band 3. Stuttgart und Augsburg:
J. G. Cotta’scher Verlag.



A.b. Ilatkyns

Schelling F.W.]. v. Andere Deduktion der Prinzi-
pien der positiven Philosophie // Simmtliche Werke.
Stuttgart ; Augsburg : J. G. Cotta, 18586. Abt. 11, Bd. 4.
S. 336—356.

Schelling F.W. ]. v. Zur Geschichte der neueren Phi-
losophie: Miinchener Vorlesungen // Sammtliche
Werke. Stuttgart ; Augsburg : J.G. Cotta, 1861. Abt. I,
Bd. 10. S. 1—-200.

Tengelyi L. Welt und Unendlichkeit: Zum Problem
phanomenologischer Metaphysik. 3. Aufl. Freiburg i.
B. : Karl Alber, 2015.

Trawny P. Die Zeit der Dreieinigkeit. Untersuchun-
gen zur Trinitdt bei Hegel und Schelling. Wiirzburg :
Konigshausen & Neumann, 2002.

OO0 aBTOpE

Amndpeti bopucobuu Ilamkyas, Kangupar dguocod-
CKMX HayK, mgoueHT, Cankt-IleTepOyprckmit rocymap-
crBeHHBIN yHUBepcuTeT, CaHKT-TleTepOypr, Poccmst.

E-mail: a.patkul@spbu.ru
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3042-6785

1A nuTUpOoBaHMS:

Ilamxyse A.b. KpuTuKa OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO apryMeH-
Ta ¥ MHTepIIpeTalys KaHTOBCKOrO yueHus 00 yeajie
pasyma y ®. B. V1. Illesumnsara // KartoBekuit cOOpHMK.
2021. T. 40, Ne 3. C. 28—62.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-3-2

© ITarkyins A. b, 2021

NPEJCTAB/IEHO A/19 BO3MOXHOW NYBIMKALWUM B OTKPbITOM AOCTY-
ME B COOTBETCTBUW C YCNOBUAMMU JINLIEH3UWN CREATIVE COMMONS
ATTRIBUTION (CC BY) (HTTP://CREATIVECOMMONS.ORG/LICENSES/BY/4.0/)

Schelling, F.W.]. v, 1858b. Andere Deduk-
tion der Prinzipien der positiven Philosophie. In:
F.W.]. Schelling, 1858. Sammtliche Werke. 1. Abteilung.
Band 4. Stuttgart und Augsburg: J. G. Cotta’scher Ver-
lag, pp. 336-356.

Schelling, FEW.]. v, 1861l. Zur Geschichte der
neueren Philosophie: Miinchener Vorlesungen. In:
F.W.]. Schelling, 1856. Sammtliche Werke. 1. Abteilung.
Band 10. Stuttgart und Augsburg: J. G. Cotta’scher Ver-
lag, pp. 1-200.

Schelling, F.W.]., 1990. On the Source of Eternal
Truths. The Owl of Minerva, 22(1), pp. 55-67.

Schelling, F.W.],, 1994. On the History of Modern
Philosophy. Translated by A. Bowie. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Tengelyi, L., 2015. Welt und Unendlichkeit: Zum Prob-
lem phinomenologischer Metaphysik. 3. Auflage. Freiburg
i. B. und Miinchen: Karl Alber.

Trawny, P, 2002. Die Zeit der Dreieinigkeit. Untersu-
chungen zur Trinitit bei Hegel und Schelling. Wiirzburg:
Konigshausen & Neumann.

The author

Dr Andrei B. Patkul, Saint Petersburg State University
(SPbU), Saint Petersburg, Russia.

E-mail: a.patkul@spbu.ru
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3042-6785

To cite this article:

Patkul, A.B., 2021. Schelling’s Criticism of Ontologi-
cal Argument and Interpretation of Kant’s Doctrine
of the Ideal of Reason. Kantian Journal, 40(3), pp. 28-62.

http://dx.doi.org/10.5922/0207-6918-2021-3-2

© Patkul A. B., 2021.

SUBMITTED FORPOSSIBLE OPEN ACCESS PUBLICATION UNDERTHE TERMS
AND CONDITIONS OF THE CREATIVE COMMONS ATTRIBUTION (CC BY)
LICENSE (HTTP://CREATIVECOMMONS.ORG/LICENSES/BY/4.0/)

62



