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B Oannoil cmamoe, 3a6epuiaioujeti 06yxuacmublil YukL o npo-
oneme onmumusma 6 mpydax Kawma, nodpobro pasbuparomcs
apeymermyl kpysuanyeb A. @. Paiinxapoa u L. Betimana npomub
OdeticmbumensHoeo Mupa Kax HauAy4uie2o us Geex 603MOKHLIX U 6
10463y OelicmBUmMeAbH020 MUpA Kak 00HO20 U3 XOPOULLLX, KOHIMpap-
eymenmut Kanma 6 ueproBuix nabpockax cepedutivt 50-x ee. XVIII 6.
u 6 «Onvime Hekomopbix paccyskoenutl 06 onmumusme» (1759), a
matoke dasbHeriuiue nosemuyeckie Buinadsl no smotl meme 6 aopec
Kanma co cmoponwt [I. Beiimana 6 pabomax 1759 — 1760 ee. Ipo-
caexubaemcs s6oaroyun 6322006 Kanma wa onmumusm ¢ cepedu-
Hot 00 konya 50-x ee. XVIII 8., 3axaouabuiasca 6 mom, umo mo
NOHAMUE U3 XAPAKMePUCTUKI HENpUeMAeMOT 6 HeKomopbIX Oii-
nouenuax nosuyuu I. B. Jleidnuya 6 «Teoduyee» cmarobumcs cod-
cmbenno xanmobexum. [pomubrnuxom maxoi nosuyuu 011 Kanma
De30mHOCUMeAbHO K PeSOHAHCHbIM codunenuam Boavmepa no no-
Booy semaempacenus 6 Jluccabone oxasvibaemcs cobupamenvtblil
obpas kpysuaryeb (Xp. A. Kpysuii, A. @. Paiinxapo, 1. Betiman u
0p.), doBedennviii 8 pade me3ucod do kapukamyprocmu. Ha ocrobe
nosemuku Beimana ¢ Kanmom noxasaro, umo pannut Kanm 6 do-
kpumuueckul nepuod pasdeasa yoexoenus 6 cpepe npaxmuueckorl
usocogpuu, paouxaibHo nepecmompenmvie UM 6 Kpumuueckui
nepuod, a umerHo o cbobode u uesoBereckom docmourcmbe. 3abe-
domas npedBzamocms boaviuuHcmba Kkanmobedob k kanmoBckum
npomuBHukam He nosbossia ybudems 060CHOBAHHOCHTL KPUMUKL
Beiimarom uenopupoBanus Kanmom npobaemsl c60000bt Ha npume-
pe pasautenus c60600vt npomubopeuus (libertas contradictionis)
u cBo600vt npomubonosoxnocmu (libertas contrarietatis), umo,
Beposimto, 8 kaxoi-mo mepe 3amemua cam Kanm, omrasabuiutics
nocae 1759 . kax om camo20 mepmMuHa «onmumMusm», max u — 6
no3oHue 2006l — ¢paxmuvecku om cBoeeo panneeo «Onvima Hexo-
MOpbIX PacCYKOeHUTl 06 onmumusme».

KatoueBvie caroba: Kanm, xpysuanyv, A.®D. Patinxapo,
JI. Betiman, onmumusm, HAUAYHUUL Mup u3 6cex B03moxHbix,
meoouyest.

Kpy3uaHIIbI 0 Mype He HavTyJIeM:
A. ®@. Pantaxapa u 1. Beriman

KonkypcHoe countenme Anpornbda Ppuapuxa ¢poH
Pavtaxapra (1728 —1783) B 11eHTpalIbHBIX TTOJIOXKEHW-
SIX LIeJIMKOM 3aBVCUT OT MeTadpmsuky XpucTraHa AB-
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KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

KANT AND THE CRUSIANS
IN THE DEBATE ON OPTIMISM!

A.N. Krouglov?

In this article, which completes a two-part series on the prob-

lem of optimism in Kant’s works, I explore in detail the arguments
advanced by the Crusians A.F. Reinhard and D. Weymann
against the actual world as the best of all possible worlds and in
favour of the actual world as one of the good worlds, Kant’s coun-
terarguments put forward in the mid-1750s drafts and in An At-
tempt at Some Reflections on Optimism (1759), and further
polemical attacks on this topic against Kant by D. Weymann in
his works of 1759 —1760. I trace the evolution of Kant's views
on optimism from the mid- to the late-1750s, when this concept
— once characteristic of the partly unacceptable position that
G.W. Leibniz defended in the Theodicy — came to describe
Kant’s own views. Leaving aside Voltaire’s resonating works
on the Lisbon earthquake, the generic opponent to Kant’s posi-
tion is an amalgam of Crusians (C. A. Crusius, A.F. Reinhard,
D. Weymann, and others), reduced to a caricature with regards to
certain theses. I address Weymann'’s polemic with Kant to show
that, in the pre-critical period, the early Kant advocated beliefs
in sphere of practical philosophy that he later radically changed
in the critical period, in particular those with regards to freedom
and human dignity. The obvious bias of most Kantian scholars
against Kant’s opponents prevented researchers from seeing the
validity of Weymann's criticism of Kant for ignoring the problem
of freedom. To prove his point, Weymann addressed the differ-
ence between the freedom of contradiction (libertas contradic-
tionis) and the freedom of contrariety (libertas contrarietatis).
Apparently, Kant himself noticed to a certain degree the validity
of Weymann'’s criticism, since, after 1759, he abandoned the term
“optimism” and, in his later years, distanced himself from his
early work An Attempt at Some Reflections on Optimism.

Keywords: Kant, Crusians, A.F. Reinhard, D. Weymann,
optimism, best of all possible worlds, theodicy.

The Crusians on Not the Best of All Worlds:
A.F. Reinhard and D. Weymann

The central positions of Adolf Friedrich von
Reinhard’s prize essay (1728 —1783) entirely depend on
Christian August Crusius’s (1715—1775) metaphysics,
although it contains practically no direct references to

! This study, supported by the Russian Foundation for Basic
Research within project no. 16-24-49004-OGN, is a follow-up to
the article: A.N. Krouglov, Kant and the Problem of Optimism:
The Origin of the Debate. Kantian Journal, 37 (1), 2018, pp. 9-24.
2 Russian State University for the Humanities, Faculty of
Philosophy, 6 Miusskaya Square, Moscow, 125993, Russia.
Received: 22.12.2017.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-2-1

© Krouglov A.N., 2018

KanmoBexuti cooprux. 2018. T. 37, Ne2. C. 7—31.

Kantian Journal, 2018, vol. 37, no.2, pp. 7-31.



A H. Kpyraos

rycra Kpysua (1715—1775), xoTs mpsiMble CCBUIKM Ha
ero Tpakrarel B pabore Pavmxapja IpakTudecKn He
BcTpevarorcs. OmpenesieHHOe cBoeoOpasue en IIpuia-
eT coroctasiieHne AsrekcaHzapa IToyma (1688 —1744) n
T'ordpuna Buuieresbma Jlenbumria (1646 —1716), otcyT-
CTBYyIOIIIee 10 IIOHATHBIM IpyanHaM Y Kpysius, a Taxke
COCTaBJIEHHBIVI aBTOPOM JOBOJIBHO OOIIVPHBIV CIIVICOK
IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHBIX ~ YTBEPXKIIEHWUI CTOPOHHWMKOB W
HNPOTMBHMKOB OITMMI3Ma (IIOCIIEOHVM CUMIIATU3UPY-
eT 1 caM aBTop). XoTs PartHxapy, Ha IIepBbIV B3IJISAM, 1
BBIZIeJIsIeT HEKOTOPbIe CYIIIeCTBeHHbIE Pa3/Idis MeXTy
IToyrmom m JlevtOHMIIEM — TaK, aHITIMVICKWUIL IIO3T TIO-
myckaer csoOony bora B HaMBBICIIEM CMBICIIE, TO €CThb
«be3pasmrune paBHOBecus» (equilibre), B To Bpemst kak
HeMelKu1 prtocod TakoBoe oTpmmaer (cM.: Reinhard,
1757, S. 13), — B KOHIIe KOHIIOB ITOOeINTeTh KOHKYPCa
HPVIXOOWT BCe e K BBIBOILY O TOM, UTO B I1eJIOM 00a OHM
YTBePXKHAIOT OITHO 1 TO Xe: «To, ueMy yumt 3geck [loym,
ecTh He 4TO MHoe Kak Jlenbnuyed ontvimusM. .. Her Hu-
Kakoro pasmams. To4HO Takom ke CMBICII, TOYHO Ta-
Kvie JKe IIOHSTVISL, TOYHO TaKas JKe HaydHas CUCTeMa»
(Reinhard, 1757, S. 9). B aromn cBsi3u Pantaxapp, peraer
OO poOHO pasbsCHUTD U CAMO YUeHIe 00 OITiMM3Me:

DTOT MUP SBJISETCS HAVUTYYIIM U3 BCEX BO3MOX-
HBIX. DTa CBA3b, 9TOT IIOPSIOK, 9TO JOCTOVIHOE BOCXM-
IIIeHVs] CIIeIUIeHNe BCeX YacTew, 3 KOTOPBIX COCTOUT
9TOT MUP, CyTh HaMCOBEPIIIEHHEeVIIIINE; B TaKOV Mepe,
yTO eI OBl 3aX0Te/IM B 5TOM M3MEHUTD JIaXke camoe
He3Ha4WTeJIbHOe, TO MVIP B I1eJIOM He ObUT ObI TaKMM Xe
COBepIIIeHHBIM, Kak ITpesre. [laxke 3710 TakKe ITpUHa/-
JIeXNT HawtyuiieMy Mupy. OHO ecTs 0O CpefcTBo,
b0 HeyCTpaHVMOe ycJIoBUe OecKOHeYHO MHOTOTO
xopolitero, 6e3 KOTOPOro 3TOT MUP HaBHO He ObUI OBl
TaKVIM COBEpPIIEHHBIM Kak Irpexxpae. [To aTon npmunae
KaXgas oThesibHas Bewlp (individu), xoTopast cocto-
WT B CBS3V MMpa, He MOXeT oOyalaTh HYI MEHBIINM,
HY OOJIBIINM COBEPIIEHCTBOM, HEXENIV TO, KOTOPBIM
OHa JIeVICTBUTEIILHO 00Js1agaeT, 6e3 Toro 4yroObl He Ha-
PYLINUTE CYIIECTBEHHBIVI TIOPSIOK COBEPIIEHHEVIIIIEro
mupa. ITosTomy OpiI0 GBI HeCcypasHO JKelaTh M3MEeHWTh
COCTOSTHVIE OTHEITLHOV BEIIlV, TIOCKOJIBKY 3TO O3Ha4asIo
ObI KaK pa3 OMPOKMHYTH MOPSIOK, 00eCTIeunBaroII
HanOoslee BO3MOYKHOE COBEPIIIEHCTBO. DTO €CTh OITH-
MW3M, 9TO ecThb Hay4Has cuctema [loyna w Jleibnuya
(Reinhard, 1757, S. 9—10).

Cormacao Paraxapmy, «cvicTeMa HavoTy 9IIero Myupa»
OIIMpaeTcss Ha IBa OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIVIX YTBEPIKIEHSL
Bo-1epBbIX, Cpey BceX BO3MOXHBIX MMUPOB CYIIIECTBY-
€T COBepIIeHHENIINI MUP, TIOCKOJIBKY B IIPOTMBHOM
CJIydae, TO eCTh TPV CYIIeCTBOBAaHMM HECKOIBKVIX VT
MHOTVIX OfITHAKOBO COBEPITIEHHBIX MVPOB, HEBO3MOXXHO
ObUT0 OBI yKa3aTh Ha Ty HPWUMHY, KOTopas Todyaviia
bora mpenrouecTs AeVICTBUTEIbHBII MUP OCTaJIbHBIM
MupaM. Bo-BTOpBIX, IMEHHO Halll IeVICTBUTEIIbHBIN MUP
VI SIBJISIETCS TeM CaMbIM HalUITydIlM, KOTOPEIV bor BBI-
Opas1 11 He Mor He BBIOpaTh B CYUIy CBOEIO HAMBBICIIIETO
cosepineHcTBa (cM.: Reinhard, 1757, S. 28).

the latter’s treatises. A comparison between Alexander
Pope (1688 —1744) and Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646 —
1716), which could not have been drawn by Crusius due
to obvious reasons, and a comprehensive list of contrary
statements made by proponents and opponents of opti-
mism — the latter enjoying Reinhard’s support — add
distinctiveness to the essay. Whereas, at first glance,
Reinhard emphasises certain substantial differences be-
tween Pope and Leibniz — the English poet accepts the
freedom of God in the highest sense, i.e., the “indifference
of equilibrium” (equilibre), whereas the German philos-
opher denies it (see Reinhard, 1757, p. 8) — the winner
of the competition concludes that both authors assert
the same: “What Pope teaches here is nothing else than
Leibnizian optimism [...]. There is no difference. Exactly
the same meaning, exactly the same concepts, exactly the
same doctrinal edifice.”® In this regard, Reinhard goes on
to explain in detail the very doctrine of optimism:

This world is the best of all possible ones. This arrange-
ment, this order, this admirable cohesion of all the parts,
of which this world consists, is by far the most perfect of
all the possible ones; so that if one wanted to change the
slightest part of it, the world overall would not be as per-
fect as it was before. Even evil belongs to the best world.
It is either a means or an inevitable condition for the in-
finitely great good, without which this world would not
be any longer as perfect as it is. For this very reason, each
individual thing (individu) that is part of the arrangement
of the world can have no more and no less perfection than
it actually has without disturbing the essential order of the
perfectest world. Thus, it would be nonsensical to desire
to change the state of an individual thing, for this would
mean as much as to desire to overthrow the order, which
constitutes the greatest possible perfection. This is opti-
mismy; this is the Popian and Leibnizian doctrinal edifice.*

According to Reinhard, the “system of the best world”
rests on two basic assertions. First, among all possible
worlds, there is a most perfect world. Otherwise, i.e., if

3 “Was Pope hier lehret, ist nichts anders als der Leibnizische
Optimismus [...]. Es ist kein Unterschied, eben der Verstand, eben
die Begriffe, eben das Lehr-Gebdude” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 9).

* “Diese Welt ist von allen moglichen die befite. Diese
Verbindung, diese Ordnung, dieser bewundernswiirdige
Zusammenhang aller Theile, woraus diese Welt bestehet,
ist die allervollkommenste, die moglich ist; dergestalt, dafs
wen man nur das geringste daran abandern wollte, die Welt
im Ganzen betrachtet, nicht so vollkommen seyn wiirde als
vorher. Selbst die Uebel also gehoren zur befiten Welt. Diese
sind entweder Mittel, oder unvermeidliche Bedingungen,
von unendlich vielem Guten, ohne welches diese Welt lange
nicht so vollkommen seyn wiirde, als sie ist. Aus eben diesem
Grunde, kan ein jedes einzelnes Ding, (individu) welches in
die Verbindung der Welt gehoret, nicht mehr nicht weniger
Vollkommenheit, als es wiirklich hat, besitzen, ohne die
wesentliche Ordnung der vollkommensten Welt zu stoéren. Es
wire daher ungereimt, den Zustand eines einzelnen Dinges
dndern wollen, weil dieses eben so viel heisse, als die Ordnung,
welche die grosseste mogliche Vollkommenheit ausmachet,
umstossen. Das ist der Optimismus; das ist das Popische und
Leibnizische Lehr-Gebdude” (Reinhard, 1757, pp. 9-10).
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C TOUuKM 3peHusT JTaJIbHEVIIIEeV ITOJIEMVKM Kan-
Ta IJIaBHBIMI OKAa3bIBAIOTCS, IIOXKaJIyVl, PacCy KIeHVIs
PartHxapra 0 peajIbHOCTM ¥ COBEpPIIEHCTBe IeVICTBU-
TeJIbHOTO MuMpa. Eciv 11071 BBICIIMM COBEpPIIIEHCTBOM
TIOHVIMaeTCsd PeaylbHOCTh, TO 3TO O3HAadaeT, UTO IIeV-
CTBUTEJIBHBIVI MVP JOJDKEH OXBaThIBaTh B ceDe CTOIIb-
KO peaJIbHOCTM, CKOJIBKO HVI OOMH OPYTOV BO3MOXKHBIV
Mup. OpgHako PaviHxapy He MOXET YIOBJIETBOPUTHCH
IIOHATMEM PeayIbHOCTV BOOOIe M JXeJlaeT ee KOHKpe-
TU3MPOBaTh, OOPATMBIIVICH K OIIpee/IeHHBIM ITIaBHBIM
KOHEUHBIM IeJIIM, KOTOpBle CileflyeT IIpelriosiaratb B
KauecTBe OCHOBaHMS BCeX COBEpPIIEeHCTB: «Kak MOXHO
yTBepXKJlaTh, OyJITO OVIH MUP BOOOIIe MOXeT OXBaThbl-
BaTh B cebe OOTbIIIe peaTbHOCTHM, HEXENN BCe IpyTie?
Besixuin MUP eCTh CUCTeMa KOHEUHBIX BeIlevl: TaKOoBas
sBHBIM 0Opa3oM TpebyeT, 4ToObI OfIHa YacTh Oblla orpa-
HMYeHa JIPyToy U YTOOBI BCIKOe KOHEYHOe COBEepIIIeH-
CTBO B TO K€ BPeMsI CollepXXaylo B cebe oIperiesieHHble
JIVIIIeHVs. VI OTPUIIAHWS OIIpe/ieJIeHHBIX pealbHOCTeV»
(Reinhard, 1757, S. 31; cp. Taxke ppaHIy3CKUII OpU-
ruHair: Reinhard, 1755, p. 32). ITpu wHamruum xe Oec-
KOHEYHOIO MHOXECTBa BO3MOXKHBIX MUPOB, KaXKIIbIV
73 KOTOPBIX IIPeNCTaBIIIeT COOOM CUCTEMY KOHEYHBIX
COBepIIIeHCTB, BO3HMKaeT Bompoc: «[louemy xxe ommH-
eIVHCTBEHHBIV MUP JOJLKEH cofepKaTh B cebe Oosibliie
peaJibHOCTeVI, HeXKeJIM Bce ocTaslbHbIe? B mpyrom mupe
VIMEIOTCS MHBIE PeasIbHOCTY, KOV OTCYTCTBYIOT B 3TOM,
TaK I10YeMy JKe, TaKUM 00pa3oM, CcyMMa OXBad4eHHBIX B
IBYX Pas/IMUHBIX MVUpax peaJbHOCTell He MOXeT ObITh
onmHaKoBom? [IBe cyMMBI MOTYT OBITh OVIHAKOBBIMI,
HeCMOTps Ha pasHMIly uacTeil. [IBa psijla MOTYT OBITh
OIIVIHAKOBBIMV HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO VX YacTV HaXOIIT-
sl B COBEPIITeHHO pasHov mporpeccun» (Reinhard, 1757,
S. 31). Beixom M3 maHHOTO 3aTpyOHEHMS CTOPOHHMKN
ONTHMM3Ma MOTYT yCMOTpeTh, 0 MbIcyiu PariHxapia,
TOJIBKO JIVIIb B OercTse B CTOPOHY lejieVl, KOTOpble U
O3HaYaI OBl COBEPIIEHCTBO AEVICTBUTEIIBHOIO MMpA.
TeM caMbIM OHM yTBEPXKHAIOT, UTO «3Ta CHUCTEMa IieJlevt
VI CPeJICTB, U3 Yero M COCTOUT HawIydimii Mup, 1) co-
JIepXXUT 1ieIu, HauOoslee IOCTOMHBIE COBEpPIIEeHCTBa
bora, 2) sTi memm AOCTUTAIOTCA COBEpPIIIEHHEIIVIMIL
cpencrBamy, 3) 3TOT MUP CIIy4aeTcs B BBICIIIEV CTeIIeHM
cosepieHcTBa» (Reinhard, 1757, S. 31).

Konrpapryments! e Paninxapia Takosbl. Bo-riep-
BBIX, eCJIVi KOHeUHbIe 11eJIM HOCAT OOIIMI 1 Heolperie-
JIEHHBIVI XapaKTep, TO VX YTOYHEHVe MOXXeT OCYIIIecT-
BJISTBCSL Pas3/IMIHBIMM CIIOCOOaMM, [JI 9ero, COOTBeT-
CTBEHHO, CTOJIb K€ XOPOIIO MOTYT IOAXOAUThH camble
pasHble Mypbl. Eciin e 11e1m1 ¢ caMoro Haydasia JieTalb-
HO OIIpeJieJIeHbl, TO BO3HMKAeT BOIIPOC: B UeM >Ke COCTO-
VT VX HauOOJIbITas JOCTOVHOCTD COBepITieHcTBa bora?
Ecrin peun mmeT o TOM, UTO HeKasl CTaBIIasl HeVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTBIO CHCTeMa IieJIell OXBaThIBaeT B cebe Gosibiie
peaJIbHOCTeV, HeXKeJIy Bee JIPyTiie, TO 9TO KaK pas 1 eCTh
TO, uTO PartHxapy, cunraeT HeBO3MOXHBIM: «Pasiunbre
eIV perioaraloT TakKe U pas3jIndHble peaIbHOCTIA

there were several or many equally perfect worlds, it
would be impossible to identify the reason that impelled
God to prefer the actual world to all the other worlds. Sec-
ond, it is our actual world that is the very best that God
chose, and He could not have chosen otherwise given His
highest perfection (see Reinhard, 1757, p. 28).

From the perspective of Kant’s polemic, the key is
perhaps Reinhard’s reflection on the reality and perfec-
tion of the actual world. If supreme perfection is under-
stood as reality, this means that the actual world has to
contain more reality than any other possible world. How-
ever, Reinhard cannot be satisfied with the concept of
reality in general and wants to make it more specific by
referring to the main ultimate ends that should be pre-
supposed as foundations for all perfections: “How can
one assert that a world could contain more reality than
the other worlds? Each world is a system of finite things:
such a system explicitly requires that one part be limited
by the other and that each finite perfection, at the same
time, contains certain deprivations and negations of cer-
tain realities.”® If there is an infinite set of possible worlds,
each of which is a system of finite perfections, the ques-
tion arises: “Why should one world contain more realities
than all the others? In another world there are realities
that could not take place in this one. So why the entire
sums of reality contained in two different worlds cannot
be equal? Two sums can be equal to each other despite the
difference of their parts. Two series can be equal, even if
their parts are in a completely different progression (pro-
gression).”® The advocates of optimism may find a solu-
tion to this problem, Reinhard believes, only in fleeing to
the realm of ends, which would suggest the perfection of
the actual world. They thereby claim that “this system of
ends and means, of which the best world consists 1) con-
tains ends worthiest of the perfection of God; 2) that these
ends are achieved through the most perfect means; 3) that
this occurs at the highest degree of perfection.””

® “Und wie kann man behaupten, dafl eine Welt iiberhaupt
mehr Realitét, als alle andere in sich fassen konne? Eine jede
Welt ist ein System endlicher Dinge: ein solches erfordert
ausdriicklich, dafs ein Theil durch den andern begrinzet
sey, und daf jede endliche Vollkommenheit, zu gleicher Zeit
gewisse Beraubungen und Verneinungen gewisser Realitdten
in sich fasse” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 31; cf. the French original:
Reinhard, 1755, p. 32).

¢ “Warum sollte denn eine einzige Welt mehr Realitdten, als alle
andere enthalten? In einer andern Welt sind Realitdten, welche
in dieser nicht statt finden, warum sollten also die Summen
der in zwei unterschiedenen Welten begriffenen Realitdten
nicht gleich seyn konnen? Zwey Summen konnen einander,
der Verschiedenheit der Theile ohngeachtet, gleich seyn. Zwey
Reihen konnen gleich seyn, ohngeachtet ihre Theile in einer
ganz unterschiedenen Fortschreitung (progression) stehen”
(Reinhard, 1757, p. 31).

7 “...diese System von Zwecken und von Mitteln, woraus die
befite Welt bestehet, 1. die der Vollkommenheit Gottes wiirdigsten
Zwecke enthalte, 2. dafd diese Zwecke durch die vollkommenste
Mittel erfiillet werden, 3. dafd dieses in dem hochsten Grad der
Vollkommenheit geschehe” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 31).
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Pa3Be He MOTYT pa3/IM4YHble eMHCTBA O3HAYaTh OIMHa-
KoBBblIe unicia? Ecvt e 11e/10 He B 4mciIe peaIbHOCTEVL,
TO CKaKUTe MHe, KaKyIo e IIPUYINHY MOXXHO ObUTO OBl
yKasaTb, 9TO OfIHa I1eJIb OoJlee IIOIXOUT COBEPIIEHCTBY
bora, nexxenn Bce fgpyrue?» (Reinhard, 1757, S. 32). Ta-
KM 00pasoM, 3aTpyIHEHVS TOSIBIISIIOTCS TPV arlesuIsi-
LMY KaK K YMCITy peaIbHOCTEVI, TaK M K VX CBOVICTBaAM
¥ KadecTBaM. BO-BTOPBIX, eCji TYIMK BO3HMKAeT IIpu
oOcy>XeHNN 1eJieVi, HeT CMBICIIa OTHAEeJIBHO 00CYy XXIaTh
ere v cpencTsa. Il HakOHeLl, B-TPeThIX, TOBOPUTH O CTe-
IIeHVI COBEepIIEHCTBa IeVICTBUTEIBHOIO MIpa II0 OTHO-
LIEHNMIO K IPYIMM MypaM ObUIO OBl BO3MOXKHO, TOJIBKO
ecyvt OBl Be IpyTie MIMeJIi TOYHO TaKie >Ke KOHeUHble
LIeJIVI, VIHa4de CpaBHEHVe TeTepOHOMHOIO ObUIO OBI IT0-
IIPOCTy HeBO3MOXHO. Ecii ke TakoBas FOMOTE€HHOCTB
BCe )K€ VMMeeT MeCTO, TO B JIIOOOM cjIydae caMO IIOHS-
TV HaWMBBICIIIEVI CTEIleHM IIPOTMBOPEUYMBO, MO0 CTe-
IIeHb B JI000€e BpeMsi MOXKHO OBUIO OBI YBEIMYUTD (CM.:
Reinhard, 1757, S. 32 —33).

OrnpeniesieHHO 0COOEHHOCTBIO 3TOrO TEKCTa II0
CpaBHEHIIO ¢ TpakTraToM Kpysws, Hu pa3y HanpsaMyio
PavirxapmoM He Ha3BaHHBIM, SIBJISIETCS JIVIID CIIOPaI-
4JecKoe YIIOMMHaHVE CBOOOHBI IIPOTMBOPEUNS U CBO-
0OmBl IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTYI, OTHOCUTEIBHO KOTOPBIX
Parirxapy 3amevaer:

TonbKo NPOM3BOIILHOMY [IEVICTBUIO BBICIIEVI CBO-
GonHo Boyu Bora ciefyeT mpuricats, 9To CyIIIeCTBY-
0T KOHeYHEbIe Bely. IMeHHO TakyM 00pa3oM JINIITh OT
3TOVI BBICIIIEN CBOOOJIBI 3aBVMCUT, KaKOVI CYIITHOCTU, Ka-
KOV BeJIMUMHe KOHEUHBIX peajIbHOCTe, KaKOVi CHICTeMe
BeIleV, COEAVTHEHHBIX B OIPeeIeHHOM BUle, KaKoMy
KOHEYHOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBY OH 3aXO04eT — WJIN He 3a-
XOo4ueT — IpuaaTh OercTBUTeIbHOCTb. CoBepIIeHCTBO
MUpa IIperioyiaraeT OIlpefe/leHHble IV, CJIeloBa-
TeJIbHO, OT BBICIIIEVI HEOIPaHMYEHHON 00XXeCTBEeHHO
CBODOJIBI ITOJTHOCTBIO 3aBUCUT IIOJIaTaHVe OIIperesieH-
HBIX 1IeJIeVl, KOTOPbIe COCTaBJIAIOT CYIIeCTBEHHOe CO-
BEPIIIEHCTBO MUPa, U OIIpefie/ieHrie BUa Vi BeJIMYVHbI
COBEPIIIEHCTBa, KOTOPbIe [IOJDKHBI ObUIM MIMEThb B HeM
mecto (Reinhard, 1757, S. 36).

Toukon e nepeceuenusi ¢ Kpysuewm crasa y Pavn-
Xapila KpUTMKa TMUIIOTETMYeCKOV HeoOXOmMMOCTH
sentbaMmanes (cM.. Reinhard, 1757, S. 37)%, kak
pas-taku Havatasi Kpysuewm (cm.: Crusius, 1753, § 125—
126, S. 207 —211; § 129, S. 217 —218).

3aBepiaeTcss KOHKypcHas paboTa oOvMHHaAOIIATHIO
TTapaM¥ TIOJIOKEHWYI, B KOTOPBIX TIOKJIOHHVKY YUeHIs
o HawityurieM Mmupe (cucteM Iloyma m JlenOnmita) mn
CTOPOHHUKM CVICTEMBI, OCHOBaHHOVI Ha HeorpaHWJeH-
Hov cBobozie bora (K HeV MpUMBIKAeT caM aBTOP), BbI-

* III. JlopeHI] cumTaeT, 9TO MMEHHO Kpy3MaHCKas KPUTWMKa

pasiiaeHns abCOIOTHOV TUIIOTETIYeCKOT CBOOOMIBI 1 1o0Y-
mwia PaviHxapzia K Iepexojiy ¢ BOJIb(PMAHCKMX Ha Kpy3naH-
ckue nosummn (em.: Lorenz, 1997, S. 170, Anm.).

Reinhard’s counterarguments are as follows. Firstly,
if the ultimate ends have a general and indeterminate
nature, then they can be made more specific by different
means, for which, therefore, very different worlds can be
equally suitable. If the ends are defined in detail from the
very beginning, the question arises: What is their greatest
worthiness with regards to the perfection of God? If the
case that a certain system of ends, which became actual,
comprises more realities than all the others do, this is ex-
actly what Reinhard considers impossible: “Different ends
presuppose different realities. Cannot distinct units make
up the same numbers? If what matters here is not the num-
ber of realities, can one tell me the reason in virtue of which
an end is more conform to the perfection of God than any
other?”® Therefore, complications arise both when appeal-
ing to the number of realities and to their properties and
qualities. Secondly, if a dead end is reached in the discus-
sion about ends, it makes no sense to discuss the means
separately. Thirdly, and finally, a discussion of the degree
of perfection of the actual world in relation to other worlds
would be possible only if all the other worlds had exactly
the same final ends. Otherwise, a heterogeneous compari-
son would simply be impossible. If, however, homogene-
ity does take place, then, in any case, the very notion of
the highest degree is inconsistent, for this degree could be
increased at any time (see Reinhard, 1757, pp. 32-33).

A distinctive feature of this text, in comparison to
Crusius’s treatise, to which Reinhard never refers directly,
is the sporadic mentions of freedom of contradiction and
freedom of contrariety, regarding which Reinhard writes:

It is only due to an arbitrary effect of the supreme
free will of God that finite things exist. In the same man-
ner, to which beings, to which quantity of finite realities,
to which system of things combined in a certain manner,
to which finite perfection he wishes to give or not to give
actuality also solely depends on this supreme freedom.
The perfection of the world presupposes certain deter-
minate ends; it thus wholly depends on the supreme di-
vine freedom to constitute these ends that must form the
essential perfection of the world, to determine the kind
and quantity of perfections that must enter into it.?

8 “Verschiedene Zwecke setzen, auch verschiedene Realititen
voraus. Kénnen nun unterschiedene Einheiten nicht gleiche
Zahlen ausmachen? Wenn es aber hier nicht auf die Zahl der
Realitdten ankommt, so sage man mir, welche Ursache konne
wol machen, dafi ein Zweck der Vollkommenheit Gottes
gemdsser wire, als alle andere?” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 32).

® “Nur einer willkiirlichen Wiirkung des hochsten freyen
Willens Gottes ist es zuzuschreiben, dafi endliche Dinge
existiren. Auf eben diese Weise, hiangt es lediglich von dieser
hochsten Freyheit ab, welchem Wesen, welcher Grosse endlicher
Realitdten, welchem System von Dingen, so auf eine bestimmte
Art verkniipft sind, welcher endlichen Vollkommenheit er die
Wiirklichkeit gebe, oder nicht geben wolle. Die Vollkommenheit
der Welt setzet gewisse bestimmte Zwecke voraus; es hangt
folglich, génzlich, von der hochsten uneingeschrankten got-
tlichen Freyheit ab, gewisse Zwecke zu setzen, welche die
wesentliche Vollkommenheit der Welt ausmachen, und die Art
und Grofle der Vollkommenheit zu bestsimmen, welche da-
rinnen statt finden soll” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 36).
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CKa3bIBAIOT IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIE TOYUKN 3PEHMS Ha OIIHM
1 Te Ke BOIIPOCHL. B TeopeTmdeckoM 11aHe HeUTO HOBOE
n100aBJIsieT OfMH IyHKT M3 3TOTO IIepedHsi, HeCKOJIbKO
IIPOSICHSTIOIIVI OIIVICAHHYIO BBIIIIE ITO3VALIVIO PaﬁHxap—
nma. Ecam mosuimst cTOpOHHMKOB yUYeHMsl O JIydileM
MUpe IIpefrosaraeT, YTo «MaJjleviiee M3MeHeHMe OIIpo-
KVMHYJIO OBl HOPSIOK JIYUIIero Mypa v IpeBpaTusIo ero
B MeHee COBepIIIeHHBIVI MUP», TO COOCTBEHHBIVI B3TIIS,
PaviHxapma M ero CTOPOHHMKOB IJIACUT: «DTa BCEOO-
miast CBsi3b HeIOKasyeMa. Belllb MoXkeT IperepIieBaThb
0eCcKOHEYHO MHOIO C/Iy4YaliHBIX V3MEHEHWV, He MeHSI
TeM caMbIM cBoert Hpupopsl. CoObITHS MOTyT OBITH
Oe3pa3/IMYHBI B OTHOIIIEHMM K OOKECTBEHHBIM IIeJISIM»
(Reinhard, 1757, S. 45).

HeGosmpirass 1o obwemy amccepranms [lanmasis
Bermvana (1732—1795) «O Mupe He HawIydineM» He
SBJIsIeTCs KOHKYPCHOVI paboToVI — OHa HaIlicaHa Jepes
JeThIpe Tojia 1ocjle OObsABIIEHNs pe3ysIbTaToB KOHKYP-
ca u 3emsietpsicennst B JInccabore?. OmHaxo rmociestee
COOBITVIE He HAaXOOWT B AMCCepTalMy IIPaKTUYecKN
HVKAKOI'0 OTpa’keHNs, II09TOMY IIOIIbITKA VICTOJIKOBATh
3aMbIcesl BeriMaHa, OTTaJIKMBasiCh OT XapaKTEpPHOIO
Has3BaHNS, TO eCTh TaKUM 00pa3oM, OyaTo 3emyieTpsice-
HI1e B JInccaboHe ¢ 0YeBMIHOCTBIO POIEMOHCTPIIPO-
BaJIO JIOKHOCTH Te3VCa O JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOM MMpe Kak
HawTydilleM V3 BO3MO)KHBIX, a Ha caMOM fieJIe OH IUIOX,
IOTpsA3 BO 3JIe W CTpafaHsX, IIOJHOCTBIO OIIMOOYHa.
Counnenne nocssieHo Kpysuio, ¢ Hero ke HauMHa-
eTcs M MepBBIV Haparpad — OHHAKO, YOMBUTEIbHBIM
obpasoM, He c MeTapM3MKI, a C JIOTMKM, PaBHO KaK M C
JIOTMKM offHoro u3 yumresent Kpysus, Anonbsda Opu-
npuxa Xoddmana (1703 —1741) (Weymann, 17596, § 1,
p- 1—2). ITommmo Toro uto BeriMaH OTKPBITO HeKIapm-
pyeT npuBepKeHHOCTh yueHuto Kpysust u mepexo mof,
€ro BIIVISIHMEM Ha IIO3VILIVV Mypa He HawIydIllero, ero
IOyccepTamys IIPOHNM3aHa SBHOV II0JIEMUKOM C Boirb-
dom 1 Bonedpmantamu (I'. b. buniduarep, @. Xp. bay-
MaviCTep), OJHAKO CITeliaJIbHbIe KPUTIYECKVIE BbITIa bl
HanpasjieHel B ctopoHy I'eopra ®dpuppuxa Maitepa
(1718 —1777). BonbdpmaHIIaM cpasy ke CTaBUTCS B BUHY
OTOXIeCTBJIEHMe J100pa Wi OJIarocTit ¢ COBepIIIeH-
crBoM (cM.: Weymann, 17596, § 3, p. 3).

B myxe xpysmarckon dprtocodprm Beriman mompas-
JlesIsieT BOIIPOC O HaWIydIlleM Mype Ha J1Ba BO3MOXKHBIX
toyikoBaHMA. COITIaCHO IIepBOMY, pedb WIET O TOM,
SIBIIeTCS JIVI MVP HaWIy4IIMM B OTHOIIEHWM CBOEN
CYIITHOCTM, OOJIafiasi BCeMM BO3MOXKHBIMV COBEpIIIeH-
crBamm? [ aToro, o Bevimany, Mup gorrkeH ObUT OB
ObITh OECKOHEUHBIM, cofeprKa B cebe Bce BO3MOXKHEIE CO-
BepIeHcTBa. Eciv ke mpenionoxmTe, uro bor mn3bpait
13 MHOT'OT'O COBEPIIIEHHOI0 HaVCOBEPIIIEHHEeIIIee, TO B
OecKOHEUHOM IIporpecce MUp Bcerna Mor Obl oOpectm

¢ OpHa M3 pelieH3U Ha JyiccepTalio BeriMaHa HaumMHasIach
SI3BUTETBHBIMI crioBaMm: «Kénuecbepe. Criop o HawTydreMm
MUpe JoKaTWICcd TakKe 1 ciofa» (Anonym, 1759, S. 883).

A common ground between Crusius and Reinhard
is the critique of the hypothetical necessity of the Leibni-
zians (see Reinhard, 1757, p. 37),!° which was initiated by
Crusius (see Crusius, 1753, §§ 125-126, pp. 207-211; § 129,
pp. 217-218).

The prize-winning essay concludes with eleven
pairs of statements expressing opposite points of view
on the same issues taken by the advocates of the doctrine
of the best world of Pope’s and Leibniz’s system and the
adherents of the system based on God’s unlimited free-
dom, to which Reinhard attached himself. Theoretical-
ly speaking, something new is introduced by one item
on the list, somewhat clarifying Reinhard’s above-de-
scribed position. Whereas the position of the advocates
of the doctrine of the best world implies that “the slight-
est change would overthrow the order of the best world
and produce a less perfect world,”" Reinhard’s own
view and that of his followers is as follows: “This uni-
versal concatenation cannot be proven. A thing can un-
dergo an inifinity of accidental changes without having
its nature altered. Events can be indifferent with respects
to divine ends.”"?

Daniel Weymann’s (1732—1795) short dissertation
De mundo non optimo (Concerning the World which is not
the Best) was not a prize essay. He wrote the treatise four
years after the publication of the competition results and
the Lisbon earthquake.”® However, the dissertation does
not give a detailed account of the latter event. Thus, at-
tempts to interpret Weymann's intention based on the ti-
tle, i.e., as if the Lisbon earthquake clearly demonstrated
the erroneousness of the thesis of the actual world as the
best of all possible ones and proved that the actual world
is bad, mired in evil and suffering, is completely mistak-
en. The work is dedicated to Crusius. The first paragraph
starts with a mention of him, although not, surprisingly,
of his metaphysics, but of his logic, as well as of the log-
ic of one of Crusius’s teachers, Adolf Friedrich Hoffman
(1703 —1741) (Weymann, 1759b, § 1, pp. 1-2). In addition
to the open declaration of adherence to Crusius’s teach-
ings and the transition, under his influence, to the posi-
tion that the world is not the best, Weymann’s disserta-
tion is permeated with open controversy with Wolff and
the Wolffians (G.B. Bilfinger, F.C. Baumeister), but the
principal target of Weymann’s critical attacks was Georg

10 S. Lorenz believes that the Crusian critique of the distinction
between absolute and hypothetical freedom encouraged
Reinhard to abandon Wolffianism in favour of a Crusian
position (see Lorenz, 1997, p. 170, footnote).

1 “ . .die geringste Verdnderung die Ordnung der befiten Welt
umstiirzen, und in eine weniger vollkommene Welt verdndern
wiirde” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 45).

2 “Diese allgemeine Verkniipfung steht nicht zu erweisen. Ein
Ding kann unendlich viele zufdllige Verdnderungen leiden,
ohne seine Natur dadurch zu dndern. Die Begebenheiten kon-
nen in Absicht auf die gottliche Zwecke gleichgiiltig seyn”
(Reinhard, 1757, p. 45).

3 One of the reviews of Weymann's thesis started with the caustic
words: “Konigsberg. The dispute of the best world has reached as
far,” cf. in German: “Konigsberg. Der Streit tiber die beste Welt hat
sich auch hieher gezogen” (Anonym., 1759, p. 883).
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erre OOJIBIIIYIO CTEIIeHb COBepIeHcTBa (cM.: Weymann,
17596, § 7, p. 6). Ha Bo3pakeH1e 0 TOM, UTO C TIOBBIIIIe-
HMeM CTelleHM COBepIIeHCTBa M3MeHWIach Obl CyIIl-
HOCTBb MUpa, BeliMaH oTBeuaeT: B pe3yJIbTaTe OCTaHETCs
BCe Ta JKe caMasi CyOCTaHIINSL, XOTsI, BO3MOXHO, U C IPY-
TVIMV JTOIIOJIHUTEJIBHBIMY aKuymgeHtam. Ha gpyroe
BO3paKeHVe — O TOM, YTO ec/ii bor He BeIOpasr HawTy4-
LINVI MUP, TO OH He SIBJIAeTCs BCe3HAIOIIVM U HavIyd-
mmM, — BeriMaH 3aMedaeT: HavIy Iy MUp IIOIIPOCTY
HEBO3MOXKEH, a JeVICTBUTEILHBIVI MUP SBJISI€TCS OYeHb
XOPOIIIM MMPOM, HO He HawIydmmM (cMm.: Weymann,
17596, § 9, p. 10).

Bropoe TonkOBaHME BOIpOCAa TaKOBO: SIBJISIETCS
JIM MUP HawIy4IIMM B OTHOIIEHUW OO0XKeCTBeHHBIX
LeJsievt, Oyaydn cpedy BceX BO3MOXKHBIX MUPOB eH-
CTBEHHBIM, B KOTOPOM OO0XKeCTBEHHBIE 1IeJIN JOCTUIa-
IOTCSI CaMBbIM COBEpIIeHHBIM 00pasoM? BermaHn otpm-
L1aeT HawIydlllee COBIIajieHle IeVICTBUTeIbHOIO Mupa
¢ neramy bora, MOCKOJIBKY HET HMKaKOro IIPOTHUBOPe-
4y B JDOIYIIIeHNM, COITIACHO KOTOPOMY MHOTE MVIPEI
paBHO3HAYHBI B OTHOmeHWM Lenent bora. Hapsamy
C 3TMM — W 3TO, IIOXaJIy¥l, caMoe IJIaBHOe — TaKas
eIVIHCTBEHHOCTh IIofipbiBajia OBl cBoOomy bora, mo-
CKOJIBKY BBIOOP OIHOIO-eIMHCTBEHHOIO HavuIydllle-
ro He SBJIeTcs BBIOOpOM, MO0 MMeeTcs JIMIID OIVH
npenMet pyist Beibopa. VM 3meck Benman anermmpyer
K m3sectHOM «libertas contrarietatis» (cm.: Weymann,
17596, § 10, p. 13; § 12, p. 15).

HekoTopele crpaHHOCTM ImccepTanuyu BeriMaHa
COCTOSIT B TOM, YTO OH KPUTMKyeT Mariepa, ogHaKO
ccpUIaeTcsl IIPM 3TOM Ha YeTBePTyIO ero 4acTb «Me-
Tadpmsukn» — «EcTecTBeHHYIO Teosiormio», a He Ha
«Kocmortornio», B KOTOpOV COIEPKUTCS CIIelaIbHbIN
Pa3BEPHYTHIN pasfiesl O HaviIydIlecT AeVICTBUTEeIbHO-
ro mupa (cM.: Meier, 1756, § 426 —470 «Von der besten
Welt», S. 240—311)°. Drto 0OBsCHSETCS, BEpPOSITHO,
TeM, 4TO I yOexmeHHOro nmeTncra BermaHa mmeH-
HO B MaviepOBCKOVI TEOJIOIMV COIEp)KaIch Hamboliee
HelpyieMJIeMBIe [T er0 COOCTBEHHOVI IIO3UIIVN YIIPEKI
B TOM, OyJITO MICTVIHHO BepYIOIIVVI YeJIOBEK He MOXeT He
IpV3HaBaTh II0JI0XKEeHVe O HavuTydIllecT JeVICTBUTE b
Horo Mupa (cM.: Meier, 1759, § 988, S. 316; § 990 «Diese
Welt ist die beste», S. 320)°. Teostornueckast COCTaBJISIIO-
mas B3MISIOB BeriMaHa B errie OoJIbIIei cTerreHmn mpo-
SIBUTCS B TIOJIEMWYECKIX COYMHEHMSIX ITPOTUB KaHTOB-
CKOVI paboTBI 00 OIITUIMI3ME.

> CooTBercTByIoIIee W3jIOKeHMe y XpucTmaHa Borbda
(1679 —1754) cymecrsenno iamvgapsaee (Wolff, 1751, § 982 —
988, S. 604 —610; cM. coxkpalleHHbIV PyccKui epesoz; Bobd,
2001, c. 334—336).

¢ TIpumeuaTesIbHO TakKe, YTO BeriMaH, kak u PaviHxapy, yo-
MIMHaeT O IpobJieMe IMIIOTETNYEeCKOV HeOOXOAMMOCTH (CM.:
Weymann, 17596, § 7, p. 5), omHako 0e3 BCAKMX CCBUIOK Ha
Mariepa, y KoToporo oHa ObUla pa3spaboTaHa B O4€Hb YTOH-
YeHHOM BUjle MMeHHO B «MeTadmsnke» (cMm. 06 sTom: Krou-

glov, 2015, S. 123 —142).

Friedrich Meier (1718 —1777). Right from the start, the
Wolffians were accused of identifying the good or good-
ness with perfection (see Weymann, 17596, § 3, p. 3).

In the spirit of the Crusian philosophy, Weymann di-
vides the question about the best world into two possible
interpretations. According to the first one, the question is
whether the world is the best with respects to its essence,
possessing all possible perfections. For this to be true,
Weymann maintains that a world would have to be in-
finite, containing all possible perfections. If one assumes
that God chose the most perfect from many perfect worlds,
then, through infinite progress, the world could always
reach an even higher degree of perfection (see Weymann,
1759b, § 7, p. 6). To the objection that a higher degree of per-
fection would change the essence of the world, Weymann
answers as follows: as a result, the same substance would
persist, although it might have additional accidents. To
another objection, namely that, if God did not choose the
best world, he would be neither omniscient nor the best,
Weymann remarks: the best world is simply impossible,
and the actual world is a very good world, although not
the best (see Weymann, 1759, § 9, p. 10).

The second interpretation of the question is whether
the world is the best with regards to divine ends and the
only one among all the possible worlds, in which divine
ends are achieved in the most perfect manner. Weymann
denies the best suitability of the actual world for God’s
ends, since there is no contradiction in the admission
that many worlds are equivalent with respects to God’s
ends. At the same time — and perhaps most important-
ly — such uniqueness would undermine God's freedom,
since the choice of the only best world is not a choice, for
there is only one thing to choose from. Here, Weymann
appeals to the well-known libertas contrarietatis (see Wey-
mann, 1759b, § 10, p. 13; § 12, p. 15).

An oddity of Weymann's dissertation is that he criti-
cises Meier and at the same time refers to the fourth part
of Meier’s Metaphysik — “The Natural Theology” (“Die
natiirliche Gottesgelahrtheit”) — rather than “Die Cosmo-
logie,” which contains an especially detailed section on the
bestness of the actual world (see Meier, 1756, §§ 426-470
“Von der besten Welt,” pp. 240-311)." The reason for this
is probably that, for Weymann, who is a convinced pi-
etist, Meier’s theology contained the most unacceptable
theses for his own position consisting in reproaching that
a true believer cannot fail to acknowledge the thesis of
the bestness of the actual world (see Meier, 1759, § 988,
p. 316; § 990 “Diese Welt ist die beste,” p. 320).”° The theo-

1 Christian Wolff's (1679 —1754) relevant description is much
more lapidary (see Wolff, 1751, §§ 982-988, pp. 604-610).

5 It is also noteworthy that, similarly to Reinhard, Weymann
mentions the problem of hypothetical necessity (see Weymann,
1759b, § 7, p. 5). However, Reinhard never refers to Meier, who
developed this topic in a very exquisite manner in his Metaphysik
(see: Krouglov, 2015, pp. 123-142).
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Ha puccepranmo BerimaHa BBIIIIO HECKOJIBKO pe-
[eH3UT, ¥ VIX TOH, HECMOTPsI Ha TO UTO aBTOPHI pelleH-
3V SIBJIUINCH CTOPOHHMKAMM OIITMMM3Ma, PafiKaIbHO
pacxoamTcs ¢ KaHTOBCKVMM II0 KpaviHevi Mepe B OHOM
Borrpoce. OOBUHABITMYI BeviMaHa B «M3BeCTHOV Hec-
KpoMHOCTIM»” KaHT MOT, B YaCTHOCTW, IIPOYNUTATh B HUX:
«CKpOMHOCTB 1 TJIy0OKOe yBaskeHue, KoTopble oH [Beri-
MaH] II03BOJIIeT YCMOTPETh B €ro OTHOIIEHUM K IIPO-
TUBHMKaM, IOHPaBWIVCh HaM; 1, HABEPHOE, ellle CoxXpa-
HseTCd HaJeXJa, YTO eCIM OH IIPWJIeXHO yIIIyOomTcs
B VX COUMHEHMs, TO CHOBa BepHETCS K HallydlleMmy
Mupy» (Anonym, 1759, S. 885; cp. Taxke: Anonym, 1760,
S. 37—39). Agsoxar Morauu I'eopr I'étnen B 1761 r.
TTaKe oITy OJTMKOBasl HECKOJIBKO HaMBHOE IT0JIEMITIeCKOoe
COUMHeHMe NpOTMB AuccepTanyuy Beiimana «[lokasa-
TEJIbCTBO, UTO 3TOT AEVICTBUTEIbHBIVI MUP SBJISETCS
HaWIYYIIVM 13 BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX, BMeCTe CO CTUXOTBO-
peHMreM O BBITEKAOIIEM W3 3TOV BEYHOW VICTMHBL IIy-
IIIeBHOM CIIOKOVICTBUY, IIPOTUB TOCIIOAMHA KOHPEeKTOpa
Bertvana m3 Kénmrcbepra». CorsacHo I'étieny, «uc-
TUHHOe ydeHMe PpuIocodoB 0 HawIydllleM MUpe Ta-
KOBO: ecymv1 ObI Bor, TOBOpPSIT OHI, 3aX0TesI CO3aTh eIrle
TBICSIUY JIPYTMIX MUPOB, HU B OJTHOM M3 HMX BCe JXe He
ObUTIO OBI CTOJIIBKO COBEPIIEHCTBA, KaK B HAEVICTBUTEIIb-
HOoM Mupe» (Gotzen, 1761, S. 4). B aToMm, ogHako, ¢ du-
socodpaMyt coBHamIarOT M OOBIUHBIE JIFomM: «Tak cymgmr
ecTecTBeHHBIN uestoBek!» (Gotzen, 1761, S. 4). ITpu sTom
I'étrien, kak 3aTeM 1 KaHT, mpakTidecky HUKaK He BOC-
TPUHAT paccyxaeHus Bevivana o csobose. Best morte-
MWMKa C VICCepTallMeri CBeJlach CKOpee K OIIPaBIaHIIO 1
00bsicHeHMIO (PaKTMYeCK) HaJIMYHOIO U IOJITBepK/Ia-
€MOro 371a 1 HecOBepIIIeHCTBa [IeVICTBUTEIbHOTO MUpa.
Co ccpuikamu Ha «Teomurieto» JleviOuniia (JlenbrL,
1989, c. 137—138, 1, § 12) I'éT1ieH noKa3bIBaeT, 4To OJIa-
Iy Mupa B I1eJIoM 0e3 COMHeHMs MOTYT CII0COOCTBOBaThL
BOVIHBI, HeCUacTMs 1 BOODIIle BCSKOe 3710, XOTSI 9TO U
3ByunT cTpaHHO (cM.: Gotzen, 1761, S. 6). bor He MoXxeT
OITHOBPEMEHHO VICTIOJTHUTD IPOTUBOPEUMBBIE JKeIaHIs
CBOMIX TBOpeHMUW; eciin e bor y omHOro uro-to Oeper
pamu oOiriero Oj1ara, TO BO3BpalllaeT eMy 3TO B JPYroM
orHomenun (cm.: Gotzen, 1761, S. 6—7). [Ipotus Te3m-
ca Bermmana o HeCKOJIBKVIX OIMHAKOBO XOPOIIVIX MVIpax
T'éTtmien BBIABUTAET BO3pakeHNE B COOTBETCTBUN C Pu-
stocodpment JlenbrMITA:

...BCSIKMVI BO3MOXKHBIV MUP, KaK/M Obl OH HU ObUT,
IIOJDKeH coflepkaTh B cebe MeTadpm3mdecKie, MOpasIb-
Hble 1 PU3NIeCcKVie HeCOBEPIIIEHCTBA, KaK VI He MeHb-
IIlee 9IVCII0 HeCYaCTHBIX CJTydaeB, TOIBKO C TOVI JIVIIID
pasHMIIel, 9TO B OIHOM MWMpe HaxoIuTcs OoJbilree,
a B JPYroM MeHBbIIlee YNCIIO ITOJIOOHBIX HecoBep-
IIIEHCTB, IIOCKOJIBKY 10 3AKOHY Hepasiudumblx (principio
indiscernibilium) He MOXeT VIMETBCS IBYX COBEPITIEHHO
mo/100HbBIX Berrent. [Io/pKHO OBITh JIOCTaTOYHOE OCHO-
BaHIe, TI0OYeMy TOTTIa MMEHHO 3TOT HaJIMIHBIN MWD,
" HVIKAKOWI [PYTOV, CTaJl JAeVICTBUTEIbHBIM (Gétzen,
1761, S. 8).

7 Ilmcemo Uoranny lotxensdy JIvmmaepy ot 28.10.1759 r.
(AA10,S.19).

logical elements of Weymann's views will be even more
evident in his polemical writings against Kant’s works
on optimism.

There are several reviews of Weymann's disserta-
tion. Although all of them were authored by advocates
of optimism, the tenor of the reviews diverged radically
from the Kantian position, at least with respects to one
issue. Kant, who accused Weymann of “obvious impro-
priety” (Kant, 1999, p. 56; Br, AA 10, p. 19), could read
the following in one of these reviews: “The modesty
and deep respect that he [Weymann] shows towards
his opponents appeal to us. Probably, there is still hope
that he, if he studies their writings diligently, will once
again return to the best world.”*® In 1761, the lawyer
Johann Georg Gotzen published a somewhat naive po-
lemical work against Weymann's dissertation, entitled
“A proof that this actual world is the best of all possi-
ble ones, accompanied by a poem on the peace of mind
that ensues from this eternal truth, against Mr. Conrec-
tor Weymann from Konigsberg.” According to Gotzen,
“the true teaching of the philosophers about the best
world is as follows: if God, they say, had wanted to cre-
ate another thousand worlds, none of them would have
as much perfection as the actual world.”" In this, the
opinion of the philosophers coincides with that of com-
mon people: “This is the way the natural man judges!”*®
At the same time, Gotzen, just like Kant after him, paid
little heed to Weymann's reasoning on freedom. Rather,
the polemical attack on the dissertation resolved itself
into the justification and explanation of actually pres-
ent and confirmable evil and the imperfection of this
world. With references to Leibniz’s Theodicy (Leibniz,
1951, [I, § 12], p. 130), Gotzen proves that, as strange as
it may seem, wars, atrocities, and all sorts of evil may
be conducive to the welfare of the world as a whole (see
Gotzen, 1761, p. 6). God cannot simultaneously fulfil
the contradictory wishes of his creatures. If God takes
away something from someone for the sake of the com-
mon good, then what has been taken away is returned
in some different respect (see Gotzen, 1761, pp. 6-7).
Against Weymann's thesis according to which there are
several equally good worlds, Gétzen raises an objection
in accordance with Leibniz’s philosophy:

6 “Die Bescheidenheit und Hochachtung, die er gegen seine
Gegner blicken ld3et, hat uns gefallen; und vielleicht ist noch
Hofnung da, daff er, wenn er deren Schriften fleiffig lieset,
wiederum in die beste Welt zurticke kehret” (Anonym., 1759,
p. 885; see also Anonym., 1760, pp. 37-39).

7 “Der wahre Verstand der Philosophen von der besten Welt
ist dieser: Wenn Gott noch tausend andere Welten, sagen sie,
hitte erschaffen wollen, so wiirden doch in keiner einzigen so
viele Vollkommenheiten anzutreffen gewesen seyn, als in der
gegenwartigen Welt” (Gotzen, 1761, p. 4).

8 “So urtheilt der nattirliche Mensch!” (Gétzen, 1761, p. 4).
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ITomobHOE OocHOBaHVE aBTOpP yCMaTpMBaeT, Kak U
KanT, B cTenensix cosepiiieHcTBa, a bor kak Myzperiiiee
CYIIECTBO BBIOVpaeT IeVICTBUTEIIBHBIN MVIP Ha 3TOV OC-
HoBe. 3aBeprraeT ['€TIieH cBoe «T0Ka3aTeIbCTBO» TIaTe-
TIUYECKVM CTMXOTBOpeHMeM: «To, uTo Hac mertaer Oeil-
cmbBumevHo HeCOBEpIEeHHBIM / A He 1104bk0 Atuib 10 Bu-
oumocmu, / CriepBa cCIIocOOCTBY€T, B ICTMHHOM CMBICIIE, /
Hecuacturo m 31y. / OmHaKo ke s 3HAIO, YTO CTpaja-
Hue, / IIpu KOTOpOM My>KeCcTBO YacTO IIOJTHOCTBIO MeH:
nokmpaet, / Bee ke emte npuHocuT ¢ cobomt / B yesom
Oosblree copeprreHCTBO» (Gotzen, 1761, S. 18).

O HaxajeHHOV OOCTaHOBKe B yHMBepcureTe Ké-
HuUrcOepra Ipw 3alIuTe OVccepTanuu BeviMaHa cBue-
TEJIBCTBYeT 11 HeDOJIbIIIOe CTVXOTBOPEHYIe, HallVICAHHOe
YYaCTHVKOM JVCITyTa IO HOBOMY «IIPUHATVS dy’KaKa»
BeriMaHa B psnabl AJIBOEpTMHBL VI €My IIOCBAIIECHHOE!
«Ter BEIOMpaen s Tesuc o HawryureMm Mupe / V ompo-
Bepraellb ero, KakvM ObI CIUIBHBIM OH HU ObUI», OHa-
KO, OyZydw IIpW 3TOM «OCMESIH ITOCTBIIHOV 3aBVCTBIO»,
BCe XKe «KpY3UaHel, MOKe COeOUHAMBCSA C KAKObLM 0YXoM»
(Schlemdiller, 1759, S. [2], [3], [4]). Apyrim cBunmeTess-
cTBOM sBjIsteTcsa nucbMo oranna I'eopra I'amana ot
26 oxTsi0ps 1759 1.:

«MarmeTp BevimaH ey THpoBart 37ech 0 Myupe He
HawTydlreM. 5 TOJIBKO 3arjISHYJI B €r0 AVCCepTalliIo,
y MeH:I ITpOTIajIo )XeJlaHVe YUTaTh; 5 3alllell B ayAuTo-
PpUIO, M1 y MeHs IPOIIajIo JKeJlaHMe CITyIaTh. ...J'ocro-
e Mar[vcrp] KauT ObUT McHpoIleH IS ONIIOHVIPO-
BaHIs1, HO He IIOTepIIeJI 3TOTO; 1 K TOMY JKe OTZHaJI B Iie-
4JaTh IIpUIJIAIIEHIIe K CBOVIM JIEKIIMSIM 00 ONITMWM3ME. ..
51 He mormnMaro ero [Kanra] ocHOBaHMsI; ero xe o3ape-
HUS CYTh CJIelTble IeHKV, POKIeHHBIe CIIelarten co-
Gaxort®. Ecsi Obl oIrpoBepIKeHMe CTOWIO 3aTpaYeHHbIX
yCUITniL, TO 51 OBI, TIOXKaJTyV, 3aTPaTiIl yCUIIVSI, ITOORI
HoH4Th ero» (Hamann, 1955, Ne 163, S. 425).

KaHT 1poTnB Kpy3uaHIleB

Opnako mpexpge dYeM IlepeliTM K KaHTOBCKOMY
HNpUIIAMIEHNIO K JIeKuysaM 1759 r., HeoOxomymmo Kpat-
KO OXapaKTepwr30BaTh €ro IO3UIINIO IO ONTUMWU3MY B
YepHOBBIX HaOpockax B CBsA3M C KOHKypcoMm bepimH-
ckom axagemuyn Hayk. Ilepsasi m3 Tpex pedprekcuii,
nox, HoMepoMm 3703, He mMMerolIas HasBaHWM, COmep-
KT pasmbiiuienns Kanra Han TeM, KTo B Mupe Ooiee
CUYaCTJ/IVIB: ,I[O6PO,ZLETEJ'H>HI>IT71 VI nopquHﬂ? Morsomon
MBICJIUTEIb CKJIIOHSeTCS K TOMY, YTO Jake POMIIYIINIA
)IOGPO,HETGHBHBIVI B JIEVICTBUTEIIbHOCTU [OJOBOJIbHEE
CBOVIM IIOJIOXKeHVEM, YeM OH JIyMaeT, 3710 e, KOTopoe
€ro HaCTUTaeT B MHUpe, KacaeTcsl He ero modpomererty,
a sABJISeTCs TaKVIM CBOVICTBOM, KOTOpOe IPUCYIlle BCeM
110 BceoOmmM 3akoHaM. «[lomHHag 11eHa mobpomere-

8 TaMaH OOBIrpBIBAeT Ha HEMEL[KOM JIATMHCKYIO IIOCIIOBULLY
«Canis festinans parit caecos catulos» — «Crrerarasi cobaka
CJIEIIBIX IIIEHKOB POXKaeT».

...any possible world, whatever it may be, must
contain metaphysical, moral, and physical imperfec-
tions, and as few misfortunes as it must contain, with
the only difference that in one world there will be more,
and in the other there will be fewer such imperfections,
because, according to the principle of the identity of in-
discernibles (principio indiscernibilium), there cannot be
two completely identical things. Now, there must be a
sufficient reason why the actual world, and no other, has
become actual.”

Like Kant, Gotzen finds such a reason in the degrees
of perfection, and considers that God, as the wisest be-
ing, chooses the actual world in accordance with this rea-
son. The author concludes his “proof” with an expressive
poem: “That which makes us really imperfect, / And not
only in appearance, / Will first be taken in the true sense,
/ in the sense of misfortune and of evil. / But now I know
that suffering, / Through which courage often fails com-
pletely, / Yet to greater perfections, / On the whole, still
brings to.”?

An evidence of the tense atmosphere that prevailed
at the University of Konigsberg when Weymann was
defending his dissertation is a short poem about “the ad-
mittance of the stranger” Weymann into the ranks of the
Albertina. The poem, written by a participant in the de-
bate, was dedicated to the author of the dissertation: “You
chose the thesis of the best world / And refute it, no mat-
ter how strong it grows,”?" but however, being “mocked
with shameful envy,”? “a Crusianer can [nevertheless]
ally himself with every spirit.”* Another evidence is a letter
from Johann Georg Hamann (1730 —1788):

Master Weymann disputed here de mundo non opti-
mo. I only looked into his dissertation, and I lost all desire
to read it; I went to the auditorium and I lost all desire to
hear it [...]. Master Kant was asked to oppose, but he re-
fused; and he printed instead an invitation for his lecture
on optimism [...]. I do not understand his reasons, but

1 “ . .eine jede mogliche Welt, sie mag beschaffen seyn, wie
sie will, metaphysische, moralische und physische Unvoll-
kommenheiten, wie nicht weniger Ungliicksfille, in sich
enthalten mufs, nur mit dem Unterschied, dass sich in der
einen Welt mehrere, und in der andern wenigere dergleichen
Unvollkommenheiten finden werden, weil es nicht zwey
ganz vollkommen &hnliche Dinge, nach dem Satz des Nicht zu
unterscheidenden (principio indiscernibilium) geben kann. Nun
muf ein hinreichender Grund vorhanden seyn, warum denn
eben diese gegenwirtige Welt, und keine andre, wiirklich
worden ist” (Gotzen, 1761, p. 8).

2 “Das, was uns wiirklich unvollkommen, / Und nicht nur
blos, dem Schein nach, machet, / Wird erst, im wahren Sinn
genommen, / Fiir Ungliick und fiir Bos geacht. / Nun weif3 ich
aber, daf$ ein Leiden, / Bei dem der Muth oft ganzlich sinkt, /
Doch grosere Vollkommenheiten, / Im Ganzen, noch zuwegen
bringt” (Gotzen, 1761, p. 18).

2 “Du wihlst den Satz der besten Welt, / Und wiederlegest
ihn, so stark er auch geworden” (Schlemiiller, 1759, p. [2]).

2 “ .. Von sproder Eifersucht verhont...” (ibid., p. [3]).

» “... Ein Crusianer kann sich jeden Geist verbinden...” (ibid., p. [4]).
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7V ecTh BHyTpeHHee cTIOKovicTBMe ayrm» (Refl. 3703,
AA 17, S.230), a cuacTbe HaIIpsIMYIO 3aBVUCUT OT JIIOOBM
B XPVICTMAHCKOM Iy Xe.

Bropas, Hanbostee obrpHast pedpiieKcist HOCUT 3a-
rmaBue «HabGpocok onmumusma» vi viMeeT psl IIOO3aro-
JIOBKOB. VIMEHHO 31ech MBI BCTpedaeM, BEPOSITHO,
€IVMHCTBEHHOe KAaHTOBCKOEe OIlperesieHie OIITMMM3MA,
HeJTBY CMBICJIEHHO OTHOCVIMO€ VM K JIeVIOHVIIeBCKOT (pu-
socodpunt: «Onmumusmom siBJIeTCs Takoe ydeHve, KOTo-
poe IIbITaeTcs OHpaBaaTh 3JI0 MUpa W3 IIPeIIIOChUIKNI
HeKoell 0ecKOHeYHO COBEpIIIEHHO, OJsraron n BCEMOTY-
IIIeV1 IIePBOCYIIIHOCTY, TOKa3blBasi, YTO, HeCMOTPSI Ha BCe
KayKyIIyecs: IIpOTUBOPeUNsi, TO, UYTO BLIOMpaeTcs: 3Tou
0eCKOHEYHO COBEPIIIEHHOVI CYILITHOCTBIO, BCE JKe JOJDKHO
OBITh HaAWWIYYIIVM Cpely BCero BO3MOXKHOIO, a HaJll-
4yte 371a CJIelyeT IIPUIINCATh He BEIOOPY O0XKeCTBEHHOrO
Gr1aropacrosioXeHusl, a HeyCTpaHMMOVI HeOOXOAVIMOCT
CYITHOCTHBIX HEIOCTAaTKOB KOHEUHBIX Berrer...» (Refl.
3704, AA 17, S. 230—231). KanT xapakrepusyeT I1031-
o JlevtOHMITA, IOgYepKMBasi BAYKHOCTD pas3INndeHns y
CBOErO IIPeIIIeCTBeHHIKA MeTadpV3MIecKor HeoOxXomm-
MOCTM, CJIyYayiHOV WM TMIIOTeTUYecKoV (pu3rmdecKor
HeoOXOAVIMOCTH, a TakKe T'MIIOTEeTIYeCKOTO MOpaJIbHO-
ro 311a. YTo e KacaeTcs caMOro 3/1a B MUpe, II0 YUIEeHIO
JleviOnmita, «He OBUIO BO3MOXKHO IIO-IPYTIOMY, 3710 JOJDK-
HO ObUIO OBITE. By/ib G1arocjioBeHHa MyJIPOCTh BEUHO-
CTVL, 9TO OH JOITyCTVII HaviMeHsblIree [3710]...» (Refl. 3704,
AA17,S.232).

Crenyrormuit pparMeHT 3TON Xe pedIieKCry HO-
cut nopzarosiopok «CpapHeHue yuenus [loyma ¢ onmu-
MU3MOM VI TIPEVIMYIIIECTBO IIEPBOr0», UTO SIBHBIM 00pa3oM
TOBOPWUT HaM O KOHKYpPcHOM 3aganvivt Ha 1755 r. B orym-
urte o Mowuicest Menpieribcona (1729 —1786) u 'orxosibzia
Sdpanma Jleccrnra (1729 —1781) KanT He craBuT mop,
coMHeHmMe Hamave y Iloyma «cucrembl». s J1en6-
HMIIa OCTaBaJIOCh Mpo0JIeMOVI yCTpaHeHMe CMSITeHWs
Iaxe OJIarOHACTPOEHHBIX IIOJ BIIVISTHMEM HaJIM4ys 371a
B MUpe, 32 KOTOpoe OH TeM He MeHee MeTahm3decKn
VI3BMHSUT BBICIIYIO CyIIIHOCTB. IToym e «BbIOpas myTh,
KOTOPBIV, JII TOTO YTOOBI CHeIaTh SBCTBEHHBIM IS
BCEX JIFOZIEV ITpeKpacHoe JoKaszaTesibcTBo [ObrTusi] bora,
SIBJISIETCS. CaMbIM YIAYHBIM CPeIM BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX, YTO
VIMEHHO U CO3[IaeT COBEPIIIEHCTBO €ro CUCTeMEL...» (Refl.
3704, AA 17, S. 233). IToy1 11oKa3bIBaeT, UTo JlaXke TaKie
BeIIIV, KOTOpble ObI OXOTHO XOTe IV MCK/IIOYNTD 13 IDIaHa
HaVBBICITIETO COBEPIIIEHCTBa, MOI'YT OBITH TeM He MeHee
xopormm. Tak, ;060Bb kK caMoMy cebe, TiecTyrorast cod-
CTBEHHOE YIIOBOJILCTBIIE M PacCMaTpyBaeMasi, KaK IIpaB-
JI0, B KadecTBe IIPUYMHBI MOPaJILHOIO Oecriopsjika, Mo-
JKeT BCe e «OBITh MICTOKOM TOTO IIPEKPACHOTO COIIACH,
KOTOPBIM MBI BocxwmiraeMcs. To, 94TO IIPVHOCUT IIOJIb3y
camoMy ceOe, ITOIEKUT HeOOXOIVIMOCTY OJTHOBPEMEHHO
TIPUHOCUTB MTOMTB3Y U ApyTviM» (Refl. 3704, AA 17, S. 234).

[Tocnenami dparmeHT 2TON pedpiiekcry HasblBa-
etcst «O BceoOIlleM COBepIIIeHCTBe MUPOYCTPOVICTBA B
pmsIrIecKoM 1 MOpaJIbHOM CMEIC/Ie». KaHT pasbsicHseT:

his insights are the blind litter of a rash bitch. If it were
worth the trouble to refute him, I would have taken the
trouble to understand him.”

Kant Against the Crusians

However, before proceeding to Kant’s invitation to his
lectures of 1759, it is necessary to give an overview of his
position on optimism, as presented in the rough drafts for
the prize-essay competition held by the Berlin Academy
of Sciences. The first of three reflections, numbered 3703,
untitled, contain Kant’s thoughts on who is happiest in
this world — the virtuous person or the vicious one. The
young thinker is inclined to believe that even lamenting
virtuous people are, in fact, more content with their situ-
ation than they think of it. The evil that they are faced with
in this world does not affect their virtue, but it is a property
common to everybody according to universal laws. “The
true reward of virtue is inner peace of mind” (Refl 3703,
AA 17, p. 230; Kant, 1992, p. 78), and happiness depends
directly on love in the Christian sense.

The second and longest refection, entitled “Outline
of Optimism,” also has a series of subtitles. Herein we find
what is probably the only definition of optimism given
by Kant. And the latter happens to be attributed directly
to Leibnizian philosophy:

Optimism is the doctrine which justifies the existence
of evil in the world by assuming that there is an infinitely
perfect, benevolent and omnipotent original Being. This
justification is furnished by establishing that, in spite of
all the apparent contradictions, that which is chosen by
this infinitely perfect Being must nonetheless be the best
of all that is possible. The presence of evil is attributed,
not to the choice of God’s positive approval, but to the in-
escapable necessity that finite beings will have essential
defects (Refl 3704, AA 17, pp. 230-231; Kant, 1992, p. 78).

Kant describes Leibniz’s position by emphasising the
importance of his predecessor’s distinction between meta-
physical necessity, contingent or hypothetical physical
necessity, and hypothetical moral evil. As to the world’s
evil per se, according to Leibniz’s teaching “nothing else
was possible; evil had to be. Gratitude is due to the Eternal
Wisdom for having admitted only the smallest amount of
evil” (Refl 3704, AA 17, p. 232; Kant, 1992, p. 79).

% Here, Hamann makes a play on the Latin proverb “Canis
festinans parit caecos catulos” (“ A rushing dog gives birth to blind
ups”).

£ ’PMagister Weymann hat hier de mundo non optimo disputiert.
Ich habe blof8 hineingeguckt in seine Dissertation, und die
Lust verging mir sie zu lesen; ich ging ins Auditorium, und
die Lust verging mir zu héren [...]. Herr Mag. Kant ist zu
opponieren ersucht worden, hat es aber verbeten; und dafiir
eine Einladungsschrift zu seinen Vorlesungen, iiber den
Optimismus, drucken lassen [...]. Seine Griinde verstehe ich
nicht; seine Einfille aber sind blinde Jungen, die eine eilfertige
Hiindin geworfen. Wenn es der Miihe lohnte, ihn zu widerlegen;
so hitte ich mir wohl die Miihe geben mégen, ihn zu verstehen”
(Hamann, 1955, Ne163, p. 425).
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BricoKOe TIpaBIO COBEPIIIEHCTBA MUpPA COCTOUT
B TOM, 4TO OH B BBICIIIEVI CTeIIeHM IIOJIHOLIeHeH, uTo B
HeM IIPVICYTCTBYET BCE, YTO BO3MOKHO, V1 YTO HU B LI
CYIITHOCTEVI, HM B MHOTOOOpasvm WX M3MeHeHWV He
OTCYTCTBYeT HUYEro M3 TOrO, YTO TOJIKO CIIOCOOHO K
CYIIIeCTBOBaHMIO; MO0 I MUpa BOOOIIe HET OOIbIIeNt

MOJIOMKM, YeM OTCyTCTBMe KaKOW-TO M3 ero yacTeit
(Refl. 3704, AA 17, S. 235).

Ha ocnopanum storo KanT npuseisaer cjIymarh ¢
Hpe3peHneM XaJIoObI TeX, KTO HEeIOBOJIEH CBOEV CY[b-
Oovi, Ha HecripaBeMBOCTh Hebec. Eciii Ob1 M Obuto
IaHO TO, Yero OHW BOXIEJIEIOT, 9TO M3MEHWIO ObI 1X
CYIIIHOCTb, OT Y4ero KaK OT HEKOero pojia caMoyOunrcTBa
VIX JOJDKHA IIpefocTepeydb JII000Bb K caMyM cele.

3asepiatoriasi pedpsiexcsi mocssitiieHa «HepocTat-
KaM OnmuMusma», TO eCTb JIEMIOHWMIIEBCKOIO BapuaHTa
Teopuiien. B Hem KaHT oOHapyXnBaeT Takyue BaKHBbIE
omIMOKY, KOTOPbIe He IIO3BOJIAIOT Pa3deIsaTh 3Ty O3MU-
umro. Eciu 3510 B Mupe smitb gorryckaercs borom ms-3a
HeKoero Buia (paTaJMCTI4IecKol HeoOXOIMMOCT, HO
PV 3TOM He BBI3BIBAET Yy HETO OJIaropacIIONIOXKeHVI,
TO HaWMBBICIIIAS [TyXOBHAS CYIIHOCTb OKa3bIBA€TCS B CO-
CTOSIHVW HEKOeTro HeyIOBOJIbCTBUS, KOTOpPOe, KOHeY-
HO, CMAr'4aeTcs OIlpaBIaHVeM BUHBI cO CTOpOoHBI bora
3a 3710 B MUpe, OJTHAKO He yCTpaHseTcs: «Bes ommbka
cocTouT B TOM, 4TO JleviOHwmI] HafessgeT IUlaH HavIyd-
IIIEeTO MVIpPa, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBL, HEKVIM BUIOM He3aBVCH-
MOCTH, & C IPYrOV CTOPOHBI — 3aBUCHUMOCTBIO OT BOJI
Bora» (Refl. 3705, AA 17, S. 237)°. [1eViCTBUTEIILHBIV MUP
CYIIIECTBYET «He TOJIBKO II0TOMY, 4TO bor Tax ej1ajr, HO
VI TIOTOMY, UTO OH He OBUT BO3MOXeH MHadue...» (Refl.
3705, AA 17, S. 238). Bropas ri1aBHas ommbKa OIITMIM3-
Ma COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OH JINIIIA€T CVJIbI (PU3VMKO-TEO0IIO-
I'IYecKoe JoKa3aTeIbcTBO bora — «camoe HameXXHOe 1
JIETKOe JJ0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO»:

...3710 ¥ HeCypasHOCTH, BOCTIpPMHIMMaeMble B MUpe,
TIOJJIEeXKAT WM3BVMHEHWMIO TOJIBKO W3 IIPEIIIOCBUIKM CY-
miecTBOBaHM: bora, 11, cyremoBaTebHO, HYXKHO yXe Be-
PWTB, U4TO CYITIeCTByeT OeckoHeuHO Or1arasi 1 OeckoHeu-
HO CcOBepIIeHHas CYIITHOCTb, IIPeX/ie YeM MOXHO yOe-
TIUTBCS B TOM, UTO MUP, TPMHVMAaeMBIVI B KadecTBe ero
TBOPEHVIsI, SIBJISIeTCS IIPEKPACHBIM W yIIOPSIOYeHHbIM
IpaBVyIaMyi, BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI BceoOlIlee corsiacyie 1
YHOPSI0YeHHOCTb MIPa, eCJIV OHV MOTyT OBITh II03Ha-
HBI caM¥ 110 ce0e, ITPerIoIHeCT B KauecTBe IIpeKpacHo-
TO JIOKa3aTesIbCTBa CyllecTBoBaHMs bora m BceoOrert
3aBUCMMOCTH Beex Berrert oT Hero (Refl. 3705, AA 17,
S. 238).

? Cm. B aTOM CBs13 y JleniOHMIIa O IIpeJIIecTBYIOIIEN 1 ITOCIIe-
mytorrent Boste: (JleviOnw, 1989, c. 136 —137, 1, § 10; c. 144 —
145, 1, § 22).

The next fragment of the same reflection is subtitled
“Comparison of Pope’s doctrine with optimism and the su-
periority of the former,” which is a direct reference to the
1755 prize-essay competition. Unlike Moses Mendelssohn
(1729 —1786) and Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729 —1781),
Kant did not question the presence of a “system” in Pope.
For Leibniz, a persistent problem is to eliminate the confu-
sion even of the most well-intentioned people under the in-
fluence of the world’s evil, for the presence of which, how-
ever, he metaphysically absolved the Supreme Wisdom.
However, Pope “chooses a path which, when it comes to
rendering the beautiful proof of God’s existence accessible
to everyone, is the best suited of all possible paths. This
path [...] is precisely this which constitutes the perfection
of his system...” (Refl 3704, AA 17, p. 233; Kant, 1992, p. 80).
Pope shows that even such things, which one would be
willing to eliminate from the plan of supreme perfection,
can nevertheless be good. Such is the love of oneself, the
nurturing of one’s own pleasure, which is usually consid-
ered a cause of moral disorder, but which can nonetheless
be “the origin of that beautiful harmony which we admire.
Everything which is of use to itself also finds itself con-
strained to be of use to other things, as well” (Refl 3704,
AA 17, p. 234; Kant, 1992, p. 80).

The last fragment of this reflection is called “Con-
cerning the universal perfection of the constitution of the
world, both in the physical and in the moral sense of the
term.” Kant explains:

The chief rule of the perfection of the world is that it
be in the highest degree complete, that everything exist
which is possible, and that nothing which is at all capa-
ble of existence be lacking either in the chain of beings or
in the multiplicity of the changes they undergo; for there
is nothing at all which constitutes a greater defect for the
world in general than for there to be a nothingness in
some part or other of it (Refl 3704, AA 17, p. 235; Kant,
1992, pp. 80-81).

On this ground, Kant urges to listen with contempt
to the complaints about the injustice of the heavens from
those who are dissatisfied with their lot. If they had been
given what they desire, this would change their very na-
ture. Self-love should caution them against this as against
some sort of suicide.

The final reflection is devoted to the “Defects of Op-
timism,” i.e., the Leibnizian version of theodicy. Kant
detects mistakes there that are so important that they
prevent one from adopting this position. If God permits
evil only as a fatalistic necessity, but if, at the same time,
evil does not arouse any pleasure in him, the Supremely
Blessed Being experiences some displeasure, which, of
course, is diminished, though not eliminated, by the ab-
solution from guilt for the evil in the world. “The whole
mistake consists in the fact that Leibniz identifies the
scheme of the best world on the one hand with a kind of

16



A.N. Krouglov

Taxum obpasom, cpasamBas [loyma u JlenOrumia,
KaHT omHO3HAYHO OTHAeT IIpedIodYTeHNe IIEPBOMY.
C TOUKM 3peHMs pedaKTopa TOMa KaHTOBCKMX YepHO-
BbIX HaOpocko Dpuxa Anukeca (1866—1928), Kant
BKJIafibIBaeT 37eck B Iloyma psiy cBomx coOCTBEHHBIX
MBICTIeN, MpubIvDKas ero K CBOMM BapuaHTaM JJoKasa-
TestbcTBa bora ns «Bceob1iieit 11 ecTecTBEHHON MCTOPUN
v Teopum HeOa» (1755) 1 Oymytrero «EnmHCTBEHHO BO3-
MO>KHOI'O OCHOBAHWIS [IISL IOKa3aTelIbcTBa ObrTis bora»
(1763) pamm TOTrO, UTOOBI IHOKa3aTh ITPEBOCXOJICTBO
OJIHOTO W3 CBOWMIX JIIOOMMBIX II09TOB Haj JlemOHmIem
(cm.: Refl. 3704, AA 17, S. 233, Anm.). PoGept Taric rmoz-
yepKuBaeT, YTo eciu Teopuries JlenOumnia s Kanra
mpezcTaeT MeTadu3MKOM HemocTaTka, To rmosma [loya,
HaIIpOTVB, MeTapM3MKON TIOJIHOTBI, ¥ MMeHHO «B IToy-
rie KaHT y3HaeT camoro cebst Kak JIydIllero MeTadusika»
(Theis, 2001, S. 353).

Crrycrs st J1et niosuums Kaxra 1o Borpocy or-
TVMWM3Ma IPeACTaeT yXXe B MHOM cBeTe. Bo-miepBhIX, B
OpuUIalleHnn K jieKuysam 1759 r. cyInecTByIoT TOJIbKO
IIBe MapTUWM — CTOPOHHWMKN VI IIPOTMBHUKI OIITVIMII3-
Ma, B TO BpeM: KaK B UYepHOBBIX HaOpocKax IIPOTVBO-
nocrasisumichk Jlenbunir u Iloym. Bo-BTOphIX, ecri B
4epHOBBIX HaOpockax KaHT gycraHIMpyeTcs OT «OIl-
TMM3Ma» JleriOHMITA, TO Yyepe3 HECKOJIBKO JIeT OH He
OTOXK[IeCTBJISIeT OJHO3HAYHO OITMMM3M C Teofulieen
JleriOHMITa M cKOpee caM BCTaeT Ha 3Ty IO3UIINIO, KO-
TOPOTI ellle HEeCKOJIBKO JIET [I0 3TOTO, II0 €r0 JKe CJIOBaM,
HeJIb3s OBUIO HPWIEPXXMBAThCA. B TeopeTmdyeckom da-
ctm cBoero «OIblTa HEKOTOPBIX PacCy>XAeHUiI 00 OII-
TMM3Me» KaHT BbICKa3bIBaeT Tpu Te3uca. Bo-IiepBhIX,
oH yTBepxaaeT: «Eciv Obl HesIb3s1 OBUIO MBICIIATD OOVIH
MUP, CBepX KOTOPOro HEBO3MOXKHO OBUIO ObI MBICJIUTB
npyrow mup, Oosiee JIydImmi, TO OKa3aJloch OBI, UTO
BBICIIIVVI YM He MOT OBl MMeTh ITO3HAHM O BCeX BO3MOX-
HBIX MHMpax; HO IIOCJIe[Hee JIOXKHO, CTaJIo OBITh, JIOXK-
HO ” nepsoe» (Kanrt, 19940, c. 7; AA 02, S. 30). SIBHBIM
00pa3oM KaHTOBCKOe yTBEpXKIeHMe IIepPeKINKaeTCs C
§ 9 guccepranym Berimana'’. B kauectBe 060cHOBaHIS
Kanr, nogo6Ho Mariepy, 3asBiisieT, 4TO C HUM JIOJDKeH
COTTIACUTBCS «KaXXIIBIV MCTMHHO Bepytomuin» (Tam xe),
OJIHAKO BCe )Ke YTOYHSET CBOV BBIBOJI: TEM CaMbIM 000-
CHOBAHO CyIIIeCTBOBaHVIE HaMICOBEPIIIeHHEIIIETO Myipa
VIV MVIPOB, COBEpPILIeHHee KOTOPBIX He MOXKeT ObITb HiI-
KaKOrO MHOTO MUpa.

KaHnToBckoe o60cHOBaHMe TOr0, UTO HaMCOBEPIIIEH-
HEVIINI MUP BCe )Ke TOJIBKO OIMH, TaKOBO. AGCOIIIOT-
HOe COBEPIIIEHCTBO BV TPaKTyeTcs KaK CTelleHb ee pe-
aJIBHOCTW, V1 [PV 9TOM «OJIHY PeaIbHOCTh, KaK TaKOBYIO,
HeJIb3s OTIIYUTE OT IPYyTou pearbHOCT» (KarT, 19946,
c. 8 AA 02, S. 31). Meiciie KarTa MOXXHO M3/I0KUTH Ha

0 TTpaBpa, HeYTO MOAOOHOE MOKHO OOHAPYXUTH ellle B Iiep-
BOM BO3paKeHWN 13 MprIokeHms K «Teommitee»: «Kaxmpiv,
KTO He m30MpaeT Hawlydllero, oOHapy>KuBaeT 3TUM HeJO-
CTaTOK MOTYITIECTBa, WITU 3HaHUs, v Omaroctm» (JleviOmwl,
1989, c. 402).

independence, and on the other hand with dependence
on the will of God” (Refl 3705, AA 17, p. 237; Kant, 1992,
p- 82).% The actual world exists not only “because God
wishes to have it so, but because it was not possible in
any other way...” (Refl 3705, AA 17, p. 238; Kant, 1992,
p- 82). The other chief mistake of optimism is that it un-
dermines the physico-theological proof of the existence of
God — “the most reliable and easiest proof”:

... the evils and irregularities which are perceived
in the world are only excused on the assumption that
God exists; the mistake consists, therefore, in having first
to believe that an Infinitely Benevolent and Infinitely
Perfect Being exists, before one can be assured that the
world, which is taken to be His work, is beautiful and
regular, instead of believing that the universal agree-
ment of the arrangements of the world, if they can be
acknowledged to exist in and for themselves, itself fur-
nishes the most beautiful proof of the existence of God
and of the universal dependency of all things on Him
(Ref1 3705, AA 17, p. 238; Kant, 1992, p. 82).

Thus, in comparing Pope with Leibniz, Kant obvi-
ously leans towards the former. The editor of the volume
of Kant’s drafts, Erich Adickes (1866-1928), believes that
Kant was projecting a number of his own views on Pope,
bringing Pope closer to his own versions of the proof of
the existence of God in the Universal Natural History and
Theory of the Heavens (1755) and The Only Possible Argu-
ment in Support of a Demonstration of the Existence of God
(1763) — in order to prove the superiority of one of his
favourite poets over Leibniz (see Refl 3704, AA 17, p. 233
Anm.; Kant, 1992, p. 80). Robert Theis stresses that,
whereas Kant considers Leibniz’s theodicy as a meta-
physics of deficiency, he sees Pope’s poem, on the contra-
ry, as a metaphysics of plenitude. And it is precisely “in
Pope, [that] Kant recognises himself as the best metaphy-
sician” (Theis, 2001, p. 353).

Five years later, Kant’s position on the issue of op-
timism appeared in a different light. Firstly, in the invi-
tation to the lectures of 1759, there are already only two
parties — the proponents and opponents of optimism,
whereas in his drafts Kant contrasts Leibniz with Pope.
Secondly, even if, in the drafts, Kant distances himself
from Leibniz’s optimism, several years later, he does not
definitely identify optimism with Leibniz’s theodicy and
is rather inclined to take the position, which, as he main-
tained several years earlier, could not be adhered to. In
the theoretical part of An Attempt at Some Reflections on Op-
timism (Versuch einiger Betrachtungen iiber den Optimismus),
Kant puts forward three theses. Firstly, he claims: “If no
world can be thought, beyond which a still better world
cannot be imagined, the Supreme Understanding could
not possibly have cognition of all possible worlds. Now,

% See Leibniz’s reflection on the antecedent and consequent
will (Leibniz, 1951, [I, § 10], p. 129; Leibniz, 1951, [I, § 22],
pp. 136-137).
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crenyromeM IipuMepe. C TOUKM 3peHMS peaslbHOCTM
CVIHWVI CTOJI B OTJIVYVIE OT XKeJITOTO CyleflyeT OIMChIBaTh
TaK: CTOJI, IMEIOIIIUW CMHWI 1IBET M He VMMEeIOIIINN JKeJl-
TOTO IIBeTa, IpWYeM II0C/Ie[IHee pacCMaTpMBaeTCsl Kak
orpuilaHue. B pesynbraTe KanT IpmxoguT K BEIBOAY,
YTO «OfIHA PeaJIbHOCTh OT/IMYAeTCd OT JPYrovl He ueM
VHBIM, KaK B3a¥IMHO 3aBUCAIIVIMI OTPUIIAHMAMIY, OT-
CYTCTBUEM, IIpefielaMi, TO eCTh He CBOMMV KadeCcTBaMu
(qualitate), a BerramuON (gradu)» (Tam xe). Ecrin Bein
OTJIMYAIOTCS APYT OT ApyTa He Ka4eCTBaMM, a CTETIeHbIO
peaJIbHOCTHM, TO JIBe pasjMyarolyecs Opyr OT Apyra
BeIl}, B TOM 4ICIIe VI MVUPBI, He MOT'YT 00JIafaTh OIHOV
VI TOVI JKe CTerleHbio peassbHOCTY. CIIefIoBaTeIbHO, «He-
BO3MOXHBI JIBa MMpa, KOTOpble ObUIM OBl OIMHAKOBO
XOPOIIN, OAVMHAKOBO coepiieHHb» (KanT, 19940, c. 9;
AA 02, S. 31). KaHT yxoguT OT Kpy3MaHCKOTO obcyxiIe-
HMS COOTBETCTBUS MIpa O0XKeCTBeHHBIM I1eJIAM, umciia
peasIbHOCTeVI, a Takke CBOVICTB M KauecTB 3TUX pealb-
HOCTeV, IPeAIoYnTasi TOBOPUTH O BEJINTUIIHE 1 CTeIIeHN,
TO eCTb O KOJIMYeCTBeHHBIX XapakTepucTukax. [Togemy
IIpU 3TOM OH OTBepraeT COBIIajleHle KOJIMYeCTBeHHbIX
XapaKTePUCTUK Y ABYX PasIMYHBIX IIPEeIMeTOB — B
IIPOCTOM CJTydae CTojIa, 0OJIamaroIero CHIM IIBETOM W
He 00J1a/1af0IIeT0 JKeJITBIM, V1 CTOJIa, O0JIaIaIoIIIero XKeJl-
TBIM IIBETOM, HO He 0OJIaJaloIero CMHMM, IIOHATH 3a-
TpynHMTEbHO. OITHAKO, OCHOBBIBASICH Ha COOCTBEHHBIX
BbIBOfTaX, KaHT BcTyIaeT B ITOJIEMMKY C KOHKYPCHBIM
counHeHmeM PariHxapra: BOIIpeKu yTBepKIeHMIO II0-
GeyTesisi KOHKypCa, /iBa Mypa He MOTYT MMeThb TaKyIo
JKe CyMMy peasIbHOCTeVI, XOTsl ¥ MIHOTO Pofa, Oymydn
Ppa3IMUHBIMU OPYT OT Apyra, HO PV 3TOM OAMHAKOBO
cosepreHHbIMIL. OmmOKy Panaxapma Kanrt ycmarpm-
BaeT B [IOIyIIeHUM, OYATO [ABe peaIbHOCTY, VMeIole
OIVHAKOBYIO CTeIleHb PeasIbHOCTV, MOTYT OT/IMYaThCs
IIPyT OT JIpyTa IT0 Ka4ecTBY:

...€CIIV IIPEeIIIOIOKITh, YTO OHV TAKOBBL, TO B OII-
HOVI peaJIbHOCTNM OBUIO OBl HEYTO TaKoe, Yero HeT B
IIPYTOVi, a 3TO 3HAYNT, YTO OHM Pa3/IN4YaIVICh ObI MEXITY
cobort ompernesteHMsIMM A U 101-A, OIHO M3 KOTOPBIX
BCerZa eCThb IOIUIMHHOE OTPUIIaHNeE, CIIeJI0BaTeIIbHO,
pasganvck OBl CBOMMM IIpeJielaMi M CTeleHbIo, a
He CBOVMM KadeCTBOM: Be[b I'PAaHMWIIBI HUKOIHA He MO-
TyT OBITH OTHECEHBI K UMCITy KadeCTB PeaTbHOCTY, OHU
JIVIIb OTPAaHVMYMBAIOT ¥ OmpenessioT crenenb (KawT,
19946, c. 9; AA 02, S. 31).

Onnaxko mpwmsenenssii KanToM mpumep c rpa-
HMUIIaMM M OTPULIAHMSAMM TakKke HeceT ¢ cobor maccy
TpyaHocTent. Eciiv riociieioBaTk eMy ¥ JIOITyCTUTb, UTO
OoTpullaHVe HEKOero He-A B IIepBOM IIpefIMeTe BeleT K
M3MEHEeHUIO ero paHWIl, B TO BpeMsl KaK OTpuUllaHue
HeKoero He-B Bo BTopoM IiperiMeTe TakKe BeleT K M3Me-
HEHWIO IPaHWIl BTOPOro MHpeaMeTa, TO HPU J10CTaTou-
HOM KOJIVYeCTBe CBOVICTB MBI ITOJIy4VIM IIPpUYyIJIVIBBIE
IpaHUIIBl IEPBOrO U BTOPOTO IpeaMeTa, KOTOpble Oy-

this latter claim is false, so the former claim must be false
as well” (VBO, AA 02, p. 30; Kant, 1992, pp. 71-72). Obvi-
ously, Kant's idea echoes § 9 of Weymann's dissertation.”
Like Meier, as a justification Kant declares that “every or-
thodox believer” will agree with him (VBO, AA 02, p. 30;
Kant, 1992, p. 72). However, Kant refines his conclusion
further: thus, the existence of the most perfect world or
worlds, the perfection of which cannot be exceeded, is
proven.

Kant's proof that there could be only one most perfect
world is as follows. The absolute perfection of a thing is
equated with the degree of its reality, whereas one “reality
and [another] reality as such can never be distinguished
from each other” (VBO, AA 02, p. 31; Kant, 1992, p. 72).
Kant's thought can be illustrated with the following exam-
ple. From the perspective of reality, a blue table should be
described in comparison to a yellow table as follows: itis a
table that is blue in colour and that is not yellow in colour.
The latter statement is considered as a negation. Kant con-
cludes that one “reality and [another] reality differ from
each other only in virtue of the negations, the absences
and limits attaching to one of them. In other words, [a]
reality and [another] reality differ from one another, not
in respect of their quality (qualitate) but in respect of their
magnitude (gradu)” (VBO, AA 02, p. 31; Kant, 1992, p. 73).
If two things differ from one another not in quality but in
their degree of reality, then two things different from each
other — for instance, worlds — cannot have the same de-
gree of reality. Therefore, “it is not possible for there to be
two worlds which are equally good and equally perfect”
(VBO, AA 02, p. 31; Kant, 1992, p. 73). Kant departs from
the Cruisan discussion of the concordance of the world
with divine ends, the number of realities, and the prop-
erties and qualities of these realities. He prefers to speak
of magnitudes and degrees, i.e., of quantitative character-
istics. It is difficult to understand why, then, he rejects the
coincidence of quantitative characteristics of two different
things — in the simple case of a table that is blue in col-
our and is not yellow in colour and of a table that is yel-
low in colour and not blue in colour. However, based on
his own conclusions, Kant entered into the polemic with
Reinhard’s prize-winning essay. Despite the prize-win-
ner’s assertion, two worlds cannot have the same sum of
realities, even of different kinds, if these worlds are differ-
ent, albeit equally perfect. For Kant, Reinhard’s mistake
lies in the assumption that two realities with the same de-
gree of reality can differ from each other in quality:

... suppose it were so, then there would be something
in the one world which was not in the other. They would
thus differ from each other in virtue of the determinations
A and not-A, one of the two determinations always being
a genuine negation. The two worlds would, accordingly,
differ in virtue of their limits and degree, but not in vir-

¥ However, something similar can be found in the first
objection from the appendix to the Theodicy: “Whoever does not
choose the best course is lacking either in power, or knowledge,
or goodness” (Leibniz, 1951, pp. 377-378).
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IIyT CYJIBHO OTJINYAThCS APYT OT APYyra, OXHAKO II0 IUIO-
IIfa/IV KaK ITOKa3aTesIio HaJIM4ms PealbHOCTY IIEPBBINT 1
BTOPOTI IIPeAMeT MOT'YT OBITh COBEPIICHHO PaBHEL

VY KanTa npucyTcTByeT ellle OIMH apryMeHT IIpo-
TUB «IIPOTVBHMKOB ONTVMW3Ma», COIJIACHO KOTOPBIM
«COBEpIIIEHHETIIIINIT 13 BCeX MUPOB, KaK 1 HanboJIbIiee
73 BCex 4umcesl — pOTUBOpedMBble oHATH...» (KaHT,
19946, c. 10; AA 02, S. 32)". CrenieHM peasIbHOCTY HEJIb-
35 paccMaTpuBaTh CITOCOOHBIMM K TaKOMY e Oecko-
HEYHOMY YBEJIMYEHNIO, KaK camMoe OOJIbIIIOe UIMCIIo U
p.: BTOpoe abCTpaKTHOe, a IlepBoe OIIpee/IeHHOe; BO
BTOPOM KOHEUYHOCTb BEJIMUMHBI YNCjla He OIperiere-
Ha ¥ VIMEIOTCS JIUIID OOIIe TPaHNITBL, a B II€PBOM MBI
VIMeeM IeJI0 C YeM-TO COBEPIIEHHO OIIperiesleHHBIM,
TCpaHNMIIBI YeMy YeTKO 3aJaHbl boroM Kak HauBBICIIEN
peasIbHOCTBIO. B TakoM cJIy4ae BO3HMKaeT mpobieMa
KoHeuHOCTV / OeckoHeuHOCTV, 11 KaHT mbITaercs yka-
3aTh HeKMe IIyTW BBIXOHA M3 JIAHHOTO 3aTPYIHEHVS
(cm.: Kamt, 19940, c. 11; AA 02, S. 33). ITpoOeMsr xe
¢ BbIOOpOM borom Mumpa, KOTOpoMy HaUIEXUT 0OpecTy
TIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTD, 1 cBoboasl bora KanT obcyxpmaer
OTKPOBEHHO ITPEIB34TO 10 OTHOIIEHMIO K CBOVM OII-
IIOHEHTaM, IIPUIIVICEIBAs VIM B3IJIAmbl, Oyaro bor roros
MIPeIIoYecTb XYy Myup Jtydiemy ' «Ecim Obl maxe
OBUIO BO3MOXXHO, UTOOBI BBICIIIEE CYIIECTBO CIeIajIo
CBOIL BbIGOp B CWJIy HEKOeW BBbIIyMaHHOW cBoDOIIBI, O
KOTOPOVI MHBIe Pa3IyIaroIbCTBYIOT, VI IIO HITYeM He BbI-
3BaHHOMY JKeJIaHMIO — He 3HA0, 110 KaKOMy, — IIpefl-
OWIO Xy/Illee HAMHOTO JIYYIIIeMY, TO U TOIZla OHO 3TO-
ro He crenaio Obl» (Kant, 19946, c. 12; AA 02, S. 34).
JanpHenmmme pasbsCHEHVS B OTHOIIEHMV CBOOOIBI
TOJIBKO ITOATBEPIKIAIOT 3TO M3BpalieHne Kantom Mpic-
JIVI CBOVIX OITIIOHEHTOB:

...HEeBO3MOXHOCTb He M30paTh TO, YTO OTUETIIVNBO
VI TIPaBWILHO ITPM3HAETCS HaVITyYITIM, €CTh, OBITh MO-
XKeT, IPVHYXIeHVe BOJIV M HeoOXOAMMOCTb, yIIpasyl-
Haroras ceobomy. Koneurio, ecii cBoboria ecTh HedTO
TIPOTUBOTIOJIOKHOE 3TOMY, eCITU 3/1eCh Tlepe], HaMu /TBa
pacxomAImumxcs MyT B JIAOMPUHTEe TPYTHOCTEV, T7ie
s DOJDKEH NPVHVMATH pelleHle C OIIACHOCTBIO OIIN-
OuUTBCS, TO MHe He 0 4eM JIOJITO PasMBIIUIATh. Ha uTo
HyXHa TakKasl cBOOOJIa, KOTopas HawwIydlllee M3 TOTo,
YTO MOXXHO OBUIO CO3IaTh, OTChUIAET B 00J1aCTh BEUHO-
TO HUYTO, 9YTOOBI BOITPEKY BCAKOV MYIPOCTY TIOBeJIeTh
311y ueM-To ObITh (KanT, 19946, c. 13; AA 02, S. 34)".

" TTayme Menmep (1873 —1960) ycmaTpmBai IOJ «IIPOTVB-
HUKamy ontnmmsMa» Kpysns u § 386 ero metadwsmkm (cm.:
Menzer, 1912, S. 462; Crusius, 1753, S. 770—771).

2 Men1ep ykasbiBaeT B 3TOV cBs3u Ha § 388 meradmsukm
Kpysus (em.: Menzer, 1912, S. 462; Crusius, 1753, S. 773 —778).
Onnako Kpysuit B aToM naparpade He yTBepKIaeT HUYEro
rojj06HOTO0; D0JIee TOTo, OH 3asIBJIsIeT, UTO eCiIV OBI CYIIIeCTBO-
BaJI HAWIydIIuy Mup, To bor f1o/pkeH 6bUT BEIOpaTh ero s
TBOPEHWISI.

3 BO3MOXKHO, 3/1eCh OfIMH 13 MCTOYHMKOB I10J13ar0JIOBKa BTO-
poro TosIeMrIecKoro counHeHns Bervana mporms Kanra —
«Bropas yactp dpmtocodckoro yrabupunTa» (Weymann, 1763).

tue of their quality, for negations can never be numbered
among the qualities of a reality; negations rather limit
that reality and determine its degree (VBO, AA 02, p. 31;
Kant, 1992, p. 73).

However, Kant’s example of limits and negations is
also fraught with difficulties. If we follow him and admit
that the negation of a non-A in the first object leads to a
change in its limits and that the negation of a non-B in the
second object changes the limit of the second object, then,
with a sufficient number of properties, we will obtain the
limits peculiar to the first and second objects, which will
be very different from each other. However, in terms of
surface as an indicator of the presence of reality, the first
and second objects can be perfectly equal.

Kant advances one more argument against the “oppo-
nents of optimism,” according to whom “the concept of the
most perfect of all worlds is, like that of the greatest of all
numbers, a self-contradictory concept” (VBO, AA 02, p. 32;
Kant, 1992, p. 73).% The degrees of reality cannot be consid-
ered as capable of the same infinite increase as the great-
est number, etc. — since the latter is abstract, whereas the
former is determinate. In the latter case, the finitude of a
number’s magnitude is not determined and there are only
general limits, whereas, in the former, we are dealing with
something perfectly determinate, the limits of which are set
clearly by God as the highest reality. Here, the problem of
finitude / infinitude arises, and Kant tries to indicate possi-
ble ways out of this difficulty (see VBO, AA 02, p. 33; Kant,
1992, p. 74). He discusses the problem of God choosing a
world that was destined to become actuality and that of
the freedom of God, with an explicit bias against his oppo-
nents, to whom he attributes the views that God is willing
to choose a worse world over a better one. “Even if it had
been possible for the Supreme Being to have been able to
choose according to the fictitious notion of freedom which
some have put into circulation, and to have preferred the
worse to much that was better as a result of  know not what
absolute whim, He would never have acted in that fashion”
(VBO, AA 02, p. 34; Kant, 1992, p. 75). Further explanations
concerning freedom only confirm that Kant misinterprets
the thoughts of his opponents:

...not being able to choose other than that which one
distinctly and rightly recognises as the best constitutes,
perhaps, a constraint which limits the will, and a necessity
which cancels freedom. Certainly, if freedom is the op-
posite of this, and if there are at this point two divergent
paths within a labyrinth of difficulties, and if, at the risk
of getting lost, I am obliged to choose one of them, then I

% Paul Menzer (1873—1960) thought that “the opponents of
optimism” stood for Crusius and § 386 of his metaphysics (see
Menzer, 1912, p. 462; Crusius, 1753, pp. 770-771).

2 In this connection, Menzer refers to § 388 of Crusius’s
metaphysics (see Menzer, 1912, p. 462; Crusius, 1753, pp. 773-
778). However, Crusius does not argue anything of the kind.
Moreover, he claims that if the best world did exist, God would
have had to choose it for creation.
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KanT mpemmoumraer ymosaTh Ha Ty «Omaryfo
(gltige) HEOOXOIMMOCTB, TPV KOTOPOV YYBCTBYIOT cels
TaK XOPOIIO M M3 KOTOPOV MOXeT MPOMCTeUb TOJIKO
Hawydiee» (Kant, 19946, c. 13; AA 02, S. 34)™. Taxon
mpericTasia B 3ToM coumHeHVMM KaHTa mpobremaTiika
«libertas contrarietatis». IToxasyw, 3To o4eHB XOpO-
Iasi WUTIOCTpallysl TOro, KaK HU B KOeM cjlydae Hejlb-
3¢ NPVIMEHATD II0JIeMWYeCKUIT 1 CKeIITUYeCKUI MeTO.]
(em.: Xurcke, 2007, ¢. 67 —72), spkue 00pasLbl KOTOPO-
rO MOXXHO OOHapY>XWUTb B 3PeJIbIX IIPOM3BEHEHISAX KE-
Hurcoepreckoro dwiocoda. B 3ammcsx KaHTOBCKMX JIeK-
oyt 110 nipakTrdeckont dpwtocodpvm (1763 —1764 v
1764 —1765 rr.) mmeetcst Takon mnaccax: «CriocoOHOCTb
IIOCTaBUTh ce0s1 Ha MeCTO JIPyroro He TOJIBKO MOpalb-
Hag, HO U JIOTMYecKasl, KOIja si MOTy IIOCTaBUThb ceOst
Ha MeCTO JpYyroro, HarpuMep KpysuaHIla — TaK Xe
¥ B MOpaJTbHBIX BelTax, KOT/a 5 CTaBJIio ceds B paMKu
OLIYIIIeHs APYroro, Jabbl CLIPOCKTE, YTO OH IIPU 3TOM
nymaet» (AA 27, S. 58). VimenHo 3ty criocobHOCcTh KaHT
VI He IPOSIBII B CIIOPE C IIMEeTVCTCKY HaCTPOEHHBIM «4y-
Kakom» BerimaroM.

[dpyroe pasuTesbHOE OT/IYME OIIbITA 00 OIITYMM3-
Me OT TMYeCKMX IIPOM3BeleHNI KPUTUUECKOro Hepu-
0Jla COCTOUT B OLIeHKe 4eJI0BeYeCKOro JOCTOMHCTBA W
€ro MCTOYHVKOB: «/I30paHHbIV HaVUTy 9IIIVIM V3 BCEeX Cy-
LIeCcTB OBITh He3HAUNUTEJIbHBIM 3B€HOM B CaMOM COBEp-
IIEHHOM M3 BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX 3aMBICIIOB, 5, caM I10 cebe
HUYEro He CTOSIINI M CYIIeCTBYIOIIN JIVIIb paiu 1ie-
jI0r0, TeM OoJlee IIeHIO CBOe CYIIleCTBOBaHWe, UYTO ObIT
IpefHa3HayeH 3aHATh HeKOTOPOe MeCTO B CAMOM JIy4-
IIIeM 13 3aMBICTIOB TBOpeHs» (KanT, 19946, c. 13; AA 02,
S. 34 —35). DTV CTPOKM MMpUHAJIEXaT TOMY JXKe caMOMy
MBICJIUTEIIIO, KOTOPBIN Yepe3 6e3 MajJIoro TPWUALATh JIeT
onyoimkyeT «KpuTuKy IpakTM4eckoro pasyma» cO
3HaMEHUTHIM «3axnodeHeM». OO e UTOT, K KO-
Topomy npuxoauT Kant B 1759 r., HeKoTOphIM 00pasom
IepeK/IMKaeTcsl ¢ KOHKYPCHBIM 3a/iaHueM beprmHckon
axageMmt Ha 1755 rop; «...yeqo0e ecmv Hausyquee u. .. Bce
xopouio padu yeaoeo» (Kaur, 19946, c. 13; AA 02, S. 35).

Ternepb, HaKOHeIl, MOXXHO OLIEHWUTH, IIPOTUB KOTO
ObUTI0 HampassieHO coumHeHue KanTa 00 omTmmmsme
1759 r. Ecin Beputh camomy Kanty, on Goporics 1po-
i Kpysus, urHopupys npu stoMm Berimana. Mexny
TeM psp KnoueBbIx et Kpysms B pabore Kaxra He TO
UTO He pacCMOTpPeH, a JaXe ¥ He YIIOMAHYT, MHbIe e
MBIC/IV KPY3UaHCKoM dpustocodum ImpesicTaBieHbl B OT-
KPOBEHHO KapMKaTypHOM Bue. B omHOM mooxeHUM
Kant HanpsaMyio noieMmsupyet ¢ Paraxapmom, B Ipy-
TOM MOXKHO OOHAapy>XUTB OIlpeJle/leHHble ITapauIen ¢
auccepTaryen Berimana. VIHbIMI cj10BaMM, IPOTUBHY-
kxa Kanra MoxxHO ObUIO OBI OIIpeIenTh Kak 0000IIeH-
HBI 00pa3 Kpys3naHIla, TpeBpaTHO VICTOIIKOBAHHEIN B
Ppsfie LeHTpaIbHBIX [IOJIOXKEH.

4 KaHT nozpasyMeBaeT 3/1eCb, BEPOSITHO, COOTBETCTBYFOIIINII
maparpad «Teommrten» (cm.: JTenbnmr, 1989, c. 253, 11, § 175).

do not deliberate for long. Thanks for the freedom which
banishes into eternal nothingness the best which it was
possible to create, merely in order to command evil so that
it should be something, in spite of all the pronouncements
of wisdom (VBO, AA 02, p. 34; Kant, 1992, p. 76).*°

Kant prefers to rely on the “benevolent [giitige] neces-
sity, which is so favourable to us, and from which there
can arise nothing but the best” (VBO, AA 02, p. 34; Kant,
1992, p. 76).% This is how Kant presented the problem of
libertas contrarietatis in his work. His treatment seems to
provide a very good illustration of how the polemical and
sceptical methods should not be employed (see Hinske,
2011, pp. 28-33). The mature works of the Kénigsbergian
philosopher demonstrate a brilliant use of these meth-
ods. The notes of Kant’s lectures on practical philosophy
(1763 —1764 or 1764 —1765) contain the following passage:
“The ability to put ourselves in the position of another, is
not moral only, but also logical, since I can project my-
self into the standpoint of another, e.g., of a follower of
Crusius. So too in moral matters, when I project myself
into another’s feelings, to ask what he will be thinking
about it” (V-PP/Herder, AA 27, p. 58; Kant, 1997, p. 25).
Kant did not exactly display this ability in his debate with
the pietist and “stranger” Weymann.

Another striking difference between An Attempt at
Some Reflections on Optimism and the ethical works of the
critical period lies in the evaluation of human dignity
and its sources: “Unworthy in myself but chosen for the
sake of the whole by the best of all beings to be a humble
member of the most perfect of all possible plans, I esteem
my own existence the more highly, since I was elected to
occupy a position in the best of schemes” (VBO, AA 02,
pp. 34-35; Kant, 1992, p. 76). These lines belong to the
same thinker who, in less than thirty years later, will
publish the Critique of Practical Reason with its famous
“Conclusion.” The general result to which Kant arrives
in 1759 is somewhat reminiscent of the Berlin Academy
of Sciences’ prize-essay question of 1755: “the whole is the
best, and everything is good for the sake of the whole” (VBO,
AA 02, p. 35; Kant, 1992, p. 76).

Now, we can finally fully understand against whom
Kant’s 1759 work on optimism was aimed. If we believe
Kant, he fought against Crusius and ignored Weymann.
However, Kant’s work not only ignores a number of
Crusius’s key ideas, but also never mentions them.
Moreover, it gives a crude caricature of some tenets of
the Crusian philosophy. One of Kant's statements direct-
ly polemicises with Reinhard and, in another one, we
can find certain parallels with Weymann’s dissertation.
In other words, Kant’s opponent can be described as a
generic Crusian, many of whose central positions are
misconstrued.

% This excerpt probably inspired one of the subtitles of
Weymann’s second polemical work against Kant — The Second
Part of the Philosophical Labyrinths (Zweiter Teil der philosophischen
Labyrinthe) (Weymann, 1763).

31 Apparently, Kant refers here to the relevant paragraph of the
Theodicy (see Leibniz, 1951, [II, § 175], p. 236).
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Berniman nporns Kanrta

Hecmotps Ha yTBepxaeHne KaHra o ToM, 4TO OH
«He JiymMaJI 0 BeviMaHe», BBIJISIUT 3TO He CJIMIIIKOM
npaspomnonobHo. duccepranum, gake Takue Janmgap-
Hble, Kak B cepenuHe XVIII B., B HopmasbHOM CiTydae
OVIITYTCS He 3a HeIeITo, a YHUBepcuTeTcKm Mup Ké-
Hurcbepra ObUI He TakMM yX OosbimM. KaHT 3apanee
ObUT mpuIalieH — Gojlee TOro, BEPOSITHO JlaXke IBaX-
nbl (em.: Weymann, 1759, S. 1) — K y4acTuio B amuc-
IIlyTe B pOJIM OMIIOHEHTa M 3HaJI O TeMe JIVCCepTaIl.
Haxe ecym B metayrsix KanT n He cobuparics BCTymaTh
B OJIEMVKY C BeliMaHOM B IpUIVIAIIEHMM K JIEKIIVISM,
BBIOMpast I Hero Takoe Has3BaHVe OH He MOT He IIy-
MaTh O BeliMaHe 11 O COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM BOCIPUATUN
ero Oporrmopsl B KénnrcGepre (cm.: Stark, 1999, S. 131)™.
ITo sTtom mpwumHe TOHATHa peaknud Bermana, Boc-
IPUHABIIEro IIyOIMKanyio OIblTa 00 ONTMMM3Me Ha
CIIeMIyIOIINIL [IeHb T10CJIe eTo 3alllUThl, B KoTopon KanT
JIeMOHCTPATVBHO OTKA3aJICs Y4acTBOBaTh, KaK JIMYHBIN
BbIIaA,. B TO XXe Bpems ciienyer mpusHaTh, uyTO Beviman
3al0Iry>xparics, mpemrosarast, OyaTo OOJIBIIVIHCTBO Te3M-
COB KaHTOBCKOV pabOThI HaIlpaBJIeHO IIPOTUB TOTO VI
VIHOTO TIOJIOKeHMs! ero awmcceprarmn’’. Ho, mpu Beent
II0JIEMIYECKOVI 3a0CTPEHHOCTYI OTBETa Ha OIIBIT 00 OII-
TUMV3Me, OOBUHEHMSIX B «I1aTeTUUeCKMX BOCKIIMIIAH-
sx» (Weymann, 1759, S. 2)'® 1 mpo6rremax ¢ aprymeHTa-
yient (IIpeIBOCXMIIIeHVie OCHOBAHWS I TIP.), «THEB», Ha
KOTOpbIN Xatyerca KauT, B HeM 00Hapy>XUTb CJIOXKHO,
a 0 «TOCIIOIVHE IIPOTMBHMKE», HV pa3y He Ha3BaHHOM
10 MMeHN, BeliMaH HeOTHOKPAaTHO OT3bIBaeTCs BecbMa
YBasKUTEJIBHO.

C omHOV cTOpOHBI, BeriMaH mbITaeTcs OTBETUTD Ha
KpUTWYecKre 3aMedaHus, ¢ APyroil — elre pas IIpo-
JCHWUTH CBOIO IIO3VUIIMIO B JMCCepTaIi, KOTOPYIO OH
omnperensieT KaK «3allUTy IIPOTMBOIIOIOKHOCTY Ham-
ayurrero mupa» (Weymann, 1759a, S. 1): «Brot Mup
He MOXXeT ObITh HavBeIMYaVIIIIM VI HaVICOBePIIIeHHeTI-
IITIMIM, TaK KaK CyIITHOCTb MVIpa II0 ee peaIbHOCTSIM BCeT-
I1a MOXKHO YBeJIVYUTD, a IIOCKOJIBKY bor coTBopwI Mup,
TO OH JOJDKeH OBUI IT0 CBOeVI CBOOOIHOVI BOJIE OIIperie-
JINTH CTEIIeHb peasIbHOCTEN, IIOCKOJIBKY eCJIVl MUPY He
XOTST HPUIINMCATh UCTUHHYIO OeCKOHEYHOCTb, TO €ro

5 Kak 3TOT OTKas3 BBIIJIAIESI C TOUKM 3peHVsl aKaJeMIuecKom
STVIKV TOTO BPEMEHW, BBISICHUTb MHE He YIaJIOCh, IIOCKOJIBKY
CBEJIEHNII O IpoIiecce 3aIuT IMCCePTaIiY 1 IIPOLieflype Bbl-
Gopa omnmonenta B Kénnrcbepre cepenmust XVIII B. mourn He
COXPaHWIOC.

16 besorosopouHoe nosepue dpasze Kanra n3 nmcema JInmna-
Hepy «He AyMaJl 0 BeriMaHe» MaccOBO TPaHCIMPYeTCs C MO-
MeHTa IepBon my0smKalmm sToro nceMa beprapaom I'po-
TymzeHoM (1880 —1946) (cm.: Groethuysen, 1906, S. 162).

7 «['ocrIoVH HPOTUBHYK. .. MOT GBI CBOV OOBMHEHWS YCVITUTD
MecTaMM 13 Moero Tpakrara» (Weymann, 1759, S. 2).

® Cp. BbIckasbiBaHMe I'poryisena: «To, uro memarmo Kanra
3aIIUTHVIKOM ONTMMW3Ma, ObUIV He JIOTMUecKVe IeTyKIv»
(Groethuysen, 1906, S. 163).

Weymann Against Kant

Despite Kant’s assertion that he did not give “a
thought to Weymann,” this seems implausible. Usually,
dissertations — even so lapidary as those of the mid-18®
century — are not normally written in a week. And the
academic world of Konigsberg was not very big. Kant
had been invited — most probably twice (see Weymann,
1759a, p. 1)** — to take part in the dispute as an oppo-
nent and he was aware of the topic of the dissertation.
Even if Kant was not going to enter into a detailed po-
lemic with Weymann in the invitation to the lectures, the
title he chose suggests that he could not but have given
a thought to Weymann and to how the latter’s treatise
was perceived in Konigsberg (see Stark, 1999, p. 131).%
For this reason, one can understand Weymann’s reaction,
who took the publication of An Attempt the next day af-
ter his defence, in which Kant ostentatiously refused to
participate, as a personal offence. At the same time, one
must admit, that Weymann was wrong to assume that
most statements in Kant’s work were aimed against one
or another statement of his dissertation.** Despite all its
polemical sharpness, accusations of “pathetic proclama-
tions” (patetische Ausrufungen) (Weymann, 1759, p. 2),*
and problems with the argumentation (petitio principii,
etc.), it is quite difficult to discern the “wrath,” about
which Kant complained, in Weymann’'s response to
An Attempt. Moreover, Weymann speaks of “Mr. Oppo-
nent” — whose name is never mentioned — with great
respect on more than one occasion.

Weymann tries, on the one hand, to respond to criti-
cal remarks and, on the other, to clarify his position pre-
sented in the dissertation, the position that he himself de-
scribed as “a defence of the opposite of the best world”
(Vertheidigiing des Gegensatzes der besten Welt) (Weymann,
1759a, p. 1). “This world can be neither the greatest nor
the most perfect, because the essence of the world in re-
gard to its realities can always be increased. And, since
God created the world, he had to free-willingly determine
the degree of realities. Because, if one does not desire to
attribute true infinitude to the world, the realities of the

32 T could not find out how Kant’s refusal appeared from the
perspective of the academic ethics of the time, since information
on the procedures of dissertation defence and opponent
selection in mid-18" century Konigsberg has almost not been
preserved.

% The unconditional trust in Kant’s phrase from his letter to
Lindner (“without giving a thought to Weymann”) has been
widely disseminated since the letter was first published by
Bernard Groethuysen (see Groethuysen, 1906, p. 162).

3 “Mr. Opponent [...] could have supported his accusations
with excerpts from my tract,” cf. in German: “Herr Gegner [...]
seine Beschuldigungen mit Stellen aus meiner Abhandlung
hitte bekréftigen sollen” (Weymann, 1759, p. 2).

% Cf. Groethuysen: “What made Kant an advocate of optimism
was not logical deductions,” cf. in German: “Was Kant zum
Verteidiger des Optimismus machte, waren nicht logische
Deductionen” (Groethuysen, 1906, p. 163).
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PpeasIbHOCTV IOJDKHBI MOYb Bo3pacTaTh» (Weymann,
1759a, S. 4). Pasnuume KOHEYHOro M OECKOHEYHOro B
JlaHHOM BoIpoce uxcupyercs nMm Tak: «CyIIHOCTD
KOHEYHOT'O COCTOUT B peasIbHOM yBeJIM4eHnn, a 6ecko-
HEYHOTO — B TOM, UYTO OHa He MOXET YBeIN4MBaThCA.
WV Tam m TaM HeJb3d DOWTHU 10 KoHIa...» (Ibid.). Ben-
MaH JlejlaeT Takke aKIIeHT Ha ToM, 4To ObuIo 1 y Kpy-
sus, u y PanHxapra, 1 B ero coOCTBEHHON AyccepTa-
LM, HO 4TO OBUIO OcTaBjieHo KaHToM B cTopoHe: Ha co-
OTBETCTBUM MIpa KOHeuHbIM IeisM. OH HalloMMHaeT
0 pas4eHVV aOCOITIFOTHOVI I OTHOCUTEITBHOV CYIITHO-
CTEV: 110 OTHOILIEHUIO K II€PBOV JIEVICTBUTEJILHBIVI MVIP
He sSIBJISIeTCsI HaMCOBEPIIIeHHeNIINM, B cJIydae ke BTO-
pout mpemroyiaraeTcss OOKecTBeHHas KOHeYHas Iejlb
Mupa. DTOV e/ MOTYT OAVMHAKOBO COOTBETCTBOBATH
HeCKOJIbKO MupoB. Ecym Obl B Mupe ObUIO Oosibliiee
KOJIMYeCTBO peayIbHOCTel, 3TO POBHBIM CYETOM HUUe-
ro OB He MEHSUIO VI BOCIIPOM3BOAMIIO OBI Ty JKe caMylo
cuUTyanmio, «1bo B cJIydae OTHOCUTEIBHOV CYIITHOCT
COBEpIIEHCTBA HYXXHO BCerJa CMOTPeTh Ha KOHEUHYIO
11eJIb, a He Ha 4nciio peaspHOcTe» (Weymann, 1759a,
S. 4—5). Cporo MpIC/Ib BetiMaH miumiocTpUpyeT ciienyro-
LIMM IIPVMEePOM: IIOABAJI CO CTa OKHaMM Xy Ke ITofBasia
C OIHVIM OKHOM.

Orsersl Berimana Ha kpuTnueckue samedanms Kan-
Ta MHTEPEeCHBbI TeM, UTO IIPeICTaBJIAI0T cOOOV HeuTo
Gosiblilee, HeXXeV IIOBTOPEHME ero IIO3MIINM, BbICKa-
3aHHOV B Ayicceprauym. 3ameuanne Kaxra o Tom, Oyn-
TO IIPOTMBHVKYM OITMM3Ma OTCTaMBaIOT Te3NC, 9To bor
IIpefIIoYnTaeT XyAIIUII MUp JIy4mieMy, Beiiman mpum-
HMMaeT Ha CBOV CUeT 1 C BO3MYyIlleHreM TpeOyeT Hai-
TU IHONOTBEPKIeHVe 3TOMYy HeIopa3syMeHUIO B TeKCTe
cobcrBeHHOro counHenns (cM.: Weymann, 1759, S. 3).
BrpoueM, kak ObUTo BunHO Bbllle, v KanTa BO3HMKIN
ObI TI0O00HBIE 3aTPYAHEHNS U C TeKCTOM MeTadpU3UKI
Kpysusa. Bo ssmismax Kanra Beiiman obnHapyxusaeT
TOUKM IIepecedeHnsi C KPUTUKYEeMBIM B HAMCCepTaLim
Marnepom: «['ociogyH IPOTMBHUK BEPUT, TaKMM 00-
pasoM, B MVp, OTHOCUTEIIbHO KOTOPOTO HeJIb3sI IIOMBIC-
7MTh OOJIee XOPOIIMVI, IV B TOT, KOTOPBIV SIBIIIETCS
HauMBeIMYalIIMM ¥ HaVCOBEpIIeHHEeVIIM, VMeHHO
TaK ToBOpUT M rocronua Marnep» (Weymann, 1759,
S. 7). BeriMaH BHOBB ITOBTOPSIET, YTO TaKOVI MUP IOJI-
>KeH ObUT ObI OBITH OECKOHEUHBIM, BO3MOXKHOCTbD Yero OH
OTpMUIIaeT.

[Ipobiema xoHeuHOCTM / OECKOHEYHOCTV MMpa
6buta B Kénurcbepre Tex JieT XuBo oOCy>XgaeMbIM BO-
rpocoM. ViBaH IlapdenTtbesru Xmenpamikmin (1742 —
1794), o xoTopoMm BerimaH 0T3bIBasICS KaK 00 «OTHOM 13
caMbIX CIocOOHBIX yueHMKOB» (Weymann, 1763, S. 50),
TTOYepKMBal B CBOEM COUMHEHUM 1766 T.: «...JTI00m-
TeJIAM MICTVMHBI g YKaXy Ha JIMCcepTallyio OCIOfMHa
npod. byka o KoHeYHOCTV MIpa, KOTOPYIO OH ITyOimd-

¥ VImenno Kant nauan B Kénurcbepre nperogasaTh JIOTUKY
110 Mariepy, uem BbIIIISIICS TOIIa CPEAV CBOVIX KOJUIET.

world should be able to increase.”** Weymann explains
that the difference between the finite and the infinite is, on
this issue, as follows: “The essence of the finite consists in
a real increase, whereas that of the infinite consists in that
it cannot increase. In both cases, one does not reach an
end...”¥” Weymann emphasises that which was also a top-
ic in Crusius and Reinhard, and in his own dissertation,
but which Kant left aside: the concordance of the world
with ultimate ends. Weymann reminds of the difference
between the absolute and relative essence. With regards
to the former, the actual world is not the most perfect,
whereas the latter presupposes a divine ultimate end of
the world. A few worlds can equally be in concordance
with such an end. If this world had a greater number of
realities, this would not change anything at all and the
same situation would be reproduced repeatedly, “for, in
the case of relative essences and perfection, one should al-
ways consider the ultimate end rather than the number of
realities.”* He uses the following example to illustrate his
thought: a basement with a hundred windows is worse
than a basement with one window.

Weymann’s response to Kant’s critical remarks is
of greater interest than a reiteration of the position that
Weymann defended in his dissertation. Weymann takes
personally Kant’s remark that the opponents of opti-
mism support the thesis that God prefers a worse world
to a better one. Weymann demands with indignation that
Kant confirms this misunderstanding of his own work
(see Weymann, 1759a, p. 3). However, as we saw above,
Kant would have faced similar difficulties with the text
of Crusius’s metaphysics. Weymann sees similarities be-
tween Kant’s views and those of Meier whom he criti-
cised in his dissertation: “Therefore, Mr. Opponent be-
lieves in a world, a better alternative to which cannot be
thought, or in a world that is the greatest and the most
perfect. This is exactly what Mr. Meier maintains.”*
Again, Weymann stresses that such a world must be infi-
nite, the possibility of which he denies.

At the time, the problem of finitude / infinitude was
a lively discussed issue in Konigsberg. Ivan Chmelnitzki
(1742 —-1794), whom Weymann called “one of my most
skilful pupils,”* stresses in his 1766 work: “...I will refer

% “Diese Welt kann nicht die grofieste und vollkommenste
seyn, weil das Wesen einer Welt sich nach seinen Realitdten
immer vermehren l4f3t, und da Gott eine Welt erschaffen: so
hat er den Grad der Realititen freywillig bestimmen miissen,
weil, wenn man nicht einer Welt eine wahre Unendlichkeit
zuschreiben will; ihre Realititen miissen anwachsen kénnen”
(Weymann, 1759, pp. 3-4).

7 “...das Wesen des Endlichen in der reellen Vermehrung, des
Unendlichen aber darinn bestehet, daf es nicht kann vermehret
werden. In beyden kommt man nicht zu Ende...” (ibid., p. 4).

% “Denn bey relativischen Wesen und Vollkommenheiten, mufs
man immer auf den Endzweck sehen, nicht auf die Vielheit der
Realitdten” (ibid., pp. 4-5).

¥ “Der Herr Gegner glaubt also eine Weit, tiber die sich
keine bessere denken lifit, oder die die allergrofitste und
vollkommenste ist, eben so redet Herr Maier” (ibid., p. 7). Kant
was the first in Kénigsberg who taught logic based on Meier.
This distinguished him from his colleagues.

%0 “Einer meiner geschiktesten Ziiglingen” (Weymann, 1763, p. 50).
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HO 3amuTioI B 1758 romy v B KOTOpPOV OH OCHOBAaTeIb-
HeVIIIe OIIPOBePT MHeHVe rocriofuHa ¢poH JlenbHuia o
O6eckoneuHocTy Mupa» (Chmelnitzki, 1766, S. 80, Anm.).
XMeJIbHUIKNY YIIOMMHAET 3[ech OVCCepTalliio Opy-
roro — ycCIeIHoro — KoHKypeHTta Kanra, @punprixa
Voranna byxa (1722—1786), crasiiiero B colepHude-
crBe ¢ KarToMm mpodpeccopom AssbeptiHbl B 1758 T.
(cm.: Buck, 1758).

Paccyxmenmne KanTta 00 OTCyTCTBUMM BCeBemeHVIS
bora mpu orpumanMm onTMMM3Ma, Halllefllee OTpa-
XeHre B § 9 nmccepranuy BevimaHa, OCTIETHMT KOM-
MEHTHUpPYeT TakK: «...FOCHOAVH IIPOTUBHUK... M3Meps-
eT GeckoHeuHOe KOHeuHbIM» (Weymann, 1759, S. 7).
ITommmo sToro KaHT cmermBaeT MHTerpUpPOBaHHOCTD
(Integritaet) ¢ coBepmeHcTBOM. TpymHOCTH IIO3MIUN
Kanra BerimaHn ycmaTpuBaeT B TOM, 4TO, «COIJIaCHO TO-
CHOAVHY IPOTUBHUKY, OTHOCUTEJIFHOE COBEPIIIEHCTBO
He VIMeeT peaJIbHOCTH, 100 VIMeHHO 3TVM OHO JOJDKHO
oTm4aTbes oT abcormorHoro» (Weymann, 1759, S. 8).
Beviman mopiBepraeT KpUTVIKe M OJHO M3 II€HTPasIbHBIX
IIOJIOKEHWMVI KaHTOBCKOT'O OITBITa 00 OITMMM3Me — Te-
31C O TOM, YTO COBEPIIEHCTBO BEIIM COCTOWUT B CTelle-
HI ee peaJyIbHOCTI: «ECiIM OH rOBOPUT O HaJIMYHBIX KO-
HeYHBIX Belllax, TO 3TO JIOXKHO, TIOCKOJIBKY peaslbHOCTI
OIIpefIesIAiOT COBEPIIEHCTBO TOJIBKO TOIa, KOrJa OHM
THOAXOIAT K KOHeUHO 11eyim Berr. Ecv ke oH rosoput
0 OecKOHeYHOW CYIIHOCTM, TO OH IIpaB» (Weymann,
1759a, S. 8). I'lo mbiciin Bevimana, KaaT gexiapaTmsHO
IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIET PeaIbHOCTV CTelleHb, CUmTasl VX
«totaliter opposita, xoTs1 OH CTaBUT HANpPOTVB peasib-
HOCTU BCce Xe He gradus, a negation, privatio, nihilum,
Idealitaet. CTertleHb caMa eCTh pPeaIbHOCTb I MOXET OT-
JIMYaThCs TOJIBKO OT qualitaet» (Weymann, 1759a, S. 8).

C Toukm 3peHMs JaJIbHEVIIIr0 Pa3sBUTHS KaHTOB-
ckom dputocodpmm BeckMa IIpMMedaTesIbHa KPUTHKA
BeliMaHOM KaHTOBCKOT'O Te3ViCa O TOM, YTO «JIBe BeIlu
He MOIYT OTJINYaThCs APYT OT Apyra IIOCPeICTBOM MX
peasIbHOCTM KaK PeajIbHOCTV, a TOJIBKO ITOCPEeICTBOM
cTerieHn peasibHOCTH. TeM cambiM oH (KanT. — A.K)
oTrOpaceiBaeT Bce essentialiter diversa, a mpocTpaHcTBO
VI BpeMsl y HETO OKa3bIBAIOTCS OIHMMM ¥ TeMU JXKe II0-
aatusmm» (Weymann, 1759, S. 8). Eciin st mpaBujibHO
IIOHMMAaIO0 MBICJIb BeriMaHa, TO OH BBIFIBMTaeT IIPOTUB
KanTa Takme aprymeHTBI, KOTOpble 11 caM KaHT uepe3
IBajllaTh C JIVIIHUM JIeT B «KpuTuke uncToro pasyma»
BBIZIBMHET IIPOTWB IIPVHIINIIA TOXIIeCTBa Hepas3inyn-
moro Jlenbouniia:

...KaK Obl HM OBUIV OIVHAKOBBI IIOHATV, pas3/iv-
uyle II0 TIOJIOKEHWIO B IIPOCTPaHCTBE 3TOTO SBJIEHS
B OJTHO VI TO JKe BpeMsl COCTaBJIsieT JOCTaTOYHOe OCHO-
BaHMe IS YVC/IEHHOIO pas/IMdmsl CaMoOro IIpefiMeTa
(ayBcrB). Tak, MOXXHO COBEPILIEHHO OTBJIEYBCS OT BCEX
BHYTPEHHMX pasiMumii (10 KadeCcTBY M KOJINYECTBY)
MeXIy ABYMs KaIUIIMV BOJBI, HO €C/IV MbI B OFHO W

the lovers of truth to the dissertation of Mr. Prof. Buck
on the finitude of the world, which he publicly defended
in 1758 and in which he most thoroughly disproved the
opinion of Mr. von Leibniz about the infinitude of the
world.”*" Chmelnitzki mentions here the dissertation
of another — successful — competitor of Kant, namely,
Friedrich Johann Buck (1722 —1786), who became a pro-
fessor at the Albertina in 1758 in a competition with Kant
(see Buck, 1758).

Kant’s reasoning on the deficiency of God's om-
niscience when denying optimism, reflected in § 9 of
Weymann’s dissertation, received from the latter the fol-
lowing comment: “...Mr. Opponent [...] dares to measure
the infinite with the finite.”*?* Moreover, Kant confuses in-
tegrity (Integritaet) with perfection. Weymann sees a dif-
ficulty with Kant’s position in that “according to Mr. Op-
ponent, relative perfection has no reality, because this
way, it would have to differ from absolute perfection.”#
Weymann also criticises one of the central theses of Kant's
Attempt at Some Reflections on Optimism, i.e., that about the
perfection of a thing consisting in the degree of its reality:
“When he speaks of the present finite things, it is false, be-
cause realities determine the perfection only when they are
suited for the final end of a thing. However, if he speaks
of the infinite being, he is right.”* Weymann believes that
Kant ostentatiously sets in opposition reality and degree
and considers them “totaliter opposita, since he contrasts
reality not with gradus, but rather with negation, privatio,
nihilum, Idealitaet. A degree is itself a reality and should be
distinguished only with respects to qualitaet.”*

From the perspective of the further development of
Kantian philosophy, of interest is Weymann’s criticism
of Kant's thesis that “two things cannot be distinguished
from each other by their realities as realities, but rath-
er only by the degree of their realities. Hereby, he [i.e.,
Kant] rejects all essentialiter diversa and space and time
are for him one and the same concept.”* If I understand

4

...so verweise ich den Liebhaber der Wahrheit auf des Herrn
Prof. Buck seine Dissertation von der Endlichkeit der Welt,
die er Anno 1758 offentlich vertheidiget, und darin des Herrn
von Leibnitz Meynung von der Unendlichkeit der Welt, aufs
griundlichste widerlegt hat” (Chmelnitzki, 1766, p. 80, footnote).
2 % . Herr Gegner [...] sich unterstehet, das unendliche, mit
dem endlichen zu ermessen” (Weymann, 1759a, p. 7).

% “Nach dem Herr Gegner hat die respective Vollkommenheit
keine Realitdt; denn dadurch soll sich eben von der absoluten
unterschieden seyn” (ibid., p. 8).

“ “Wenn er von endlichen vorhandenen Dingen redet: ist
es falsch, denn als denn bestimmen die Realititen erst die
Vollkommenhe[i]t, wenn sie zu dem Endzweck eines Dinges
geschickt sind. Redet er aber vom unendlichen Wesen: so hat
Er Recht” (ibid.).

% “ ..totaliter opposita, da doch er Realitit nicht gradus,
sondern negation, privation, nihilum, Idealitaet entgegenstehen.
Der Grad ist selbst Realitdt, und wird nur von der qualitaet zu
unterscheiden seyn” (Weymann, 1759a, p. 8).

6 “ ..Zwey Dinge konnen nicht von einander durch ihre
Realitdten als Realitdten unterschieden werden; sondern nur
durch den Grad der Realitdten. Hiemit ldugnet er [Kant] alle
essentialiter diversa, und Raum und Zeit sind bey ihm einerley
Begriffe” (ibid.).
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TO JKe BpeMsl co3epliaeM VX B PasIMIHBIX MeCTax IIpo-
CTPAHCTBA, TO 3TOLO OOCTATOYHO, UTOOBI CUUTATH MX
umcsierHo pasnasbiMu (KanT, 1994a, c. 198; A 263 —
264 / B 319—320).

He ocrasics BevimMan B cTOpoHe M OT KpUTUYECKMX
3amevanuit KaHra B agpec KOHKYypPCHOTO COUMHEHVIS
Paviaxapma, KOTOpble Has3Ball «COBEPIIEHHO HeIIpa-
BIWIBHBIMI»: B IPYyTOM MUpe IlojlaraeTcsi He He-A, a B
(cM.: Weymann, 1759a, S. 8).

W Bce xe m1aBHBIN ynpek Berimana B agpec Kanra
COCTOUT COBCEM B Apyrom: «B KOHIIe cBoero Tpakrara
TOCIIOJIMH IIPOTMBHMK YIIOMMHAaeT o cBobosie. 51 Obl Ke-
J1as1, YTOOBI OH IIpM 3TOM OBUI ObI MHOTOCIIOBHEE. V160
3TO VI €CTh MMEHHO Ta IPW4YMHA, 110 KOTOPOI 3Ta MaTe-
pvs mproOpeTaeT OECKOHEUHYIO BaXKHOCTD, IIOTOMY YTO
Ha 5TOM OCHOBBIBA€TCS TEOJIOTMS W IIpaBOBeeHMe, a
TaKKe OTJIVYVIe MeXIY JIOABMI U CyTy00 JKMBOTHBIMI»
(Weymann, 1759a, S. 2). VIMeHHO B TOM, YTO «TOCIIOAVIH
IPOTMBHUK YycTpaHseT cBobomy» (Weymann, 1759,
S. 2), L COCTOUT IJIaBHBIV M3BsH ero ro3uiym. [To mbic-
mm Bemvana, Kaur He nmoHmMaer BakHocTm «libertas
contrarietatis», KOTopast OTCyTCTByeT B CJlydae HavuIyd-
mero Mupa (cM.: Weymann, 1759a, S. 5—6)%. Kax 05t
CTpaHHO 3TO HU 3By4asIo HbIHE, HO IMEHHO B UTHOPWU-
poBaHUM TIpoOIeMbI cBoOOIE Bevivan He Ge3 ocHOBa-
HUW yIIpeKaeT CBOero coppeMeHHMKa Marucrpa Kanra,
IIPOCIIaBMBIIIErOCS] B KPUTMUYECKII TIEPIOJT TBOpYECTBa
VIMEHHO CBOVM BapMaHTOM «CIIaCeHMsI CBOOOIBI».

OrBeuaTs Bermmany, To ecTb, 110 COOCTBEHHBIM CJIO-
BaM, BCTyIIaTh «B KYJIAUHBIVI OOV C LIMKJIOIIOM», T€M
caMbIM criacas ero Opounopy, Kant He mocumrai HyX-
HbIM. ['aMaH, CTOJIKHYBIINCH B OTBET Ha CBOE IIVICBMO C
morruarmeMm Katra, ¢ o6umont sameTiwr: «C B[emimariom]
BbI BosIbHBI 00X0OMTBCs, KaK BaMm 3abraropaccymmrcst;
HO KaK JIpyT s1 TpeDyto mHoro obparrienns. Baire Mmosrya-
HVe B €0 afpec ObUTO KOBapHee U IIpe3puTesIbHee, 9eM
ero ryymas KpuTnka Bamrero “Omprta”. Bel mocTyriae-
Te CO MHOVI cXOJi[HbIM| 0Opa3oM; 51 Bam aToro Gesnaka-
3aHHBIM He ocTaBi1ro. OIIpoBepraTh ero BO3pakeHus I
Bac cymmkoMm 1wtoxo»?. TlosmrHee Ha 3Ty ke TeMy BbI-
ckasasics 1 Voranu 'otrdpup leprep (1744 —1803), xo-
TOPBIVI, OJTHAKO, ITpuexall B KéHurcbepr uepes HeCKOIIb-
KO JIET II0CJIe VICTOPWM C 3allfTOV JIVCCepTaINy U He
ObUI HEIIOCPe/ICTBEHHBIM CBUIIETEIEM TOV UCTOPUIL Y
KanTta «OBUI IPOTMBHMK, KOTOPBIV XKeJlaJI €r0 OILpo-

2 O cobome mpormsoronoxHocTn («Fretheit der Widrigkeit
[libertatem contrarietatis]») kak CITOCOGHOCTM «IIpM TeX e ca-
MBIX 0OCTOATEIILCTBAX BMECTO 3TOTO [EVICTBYIS MOYb IIpeIIIpy-
HVMATb CTOJIb ke XOPOITIo 1 Apyroe» cM. Takxke: (Chmelnitzki,
1766, S. 146). B To xe Bpems FOctma Drmac Biocteman (1723 —
1762) B M3BeCTHOM OOIIMPHOM KOMITEHMYMe KPY3MaHCKON
dwnmocodpum paszesnasics ¢ mpobIeMoit HavIydInecTi Mupa B
oxpHoM naparpade 6e3 yrioMmyHaHus 310N cBobobl (cM.: Wii-
stemann, 1757, S. 285, § 222).

2 ITucemo Voranny I'eopry I'amany xonma jgexabpst 1759 r.
(AA 10, S. 29, Ne17)

Weymann's thought correctly, he advances such argu-
ments against Kant that Kant himself will put forward
against Leibniz’s principle of the identity of indiscerni-
bles twenty years later in the Critique of Pure Reason:

...however identical everything may be in regard to
that, the difference of the places of these appearances at the
same time is still an adequate ground for the numerical dif-
ference of the object (of the senses) itself. Thus, in the case
of two drops of water one can completely abstract from all
inner difference (of quality and quantity), and it is enough
that they be intuited in different places at the same time in
order for them to be held to be numerically different (KrV,
B 319-320 / A 263-264; Kant, 1998, p. 368).

Weymann did not abstain from commenting on
Kant’s critical remarks on Reinhard’s prize-winning es-
say, which he considered “completely wrong” (ganz un-
richtig): B rather than non-A befits a different world (see
Weymann, 1759, p. 8).

However, Weymann's main reproach to Kant is com-
pletely different: “Towards the end of his treatise, Mr. Op-
ponent alludes to freedom. I wish he had discussed this
at greater length. Because this is the very reason why this
matter is to be of infinite importance, since theology and
jurisprudence, as well as the difference between human
beings and mere animals, is based on this.”# The main
flaw of Kant’s position is that he “impairs freedom” (der
Freyheit Abbruch thut) (Weymann, 1759, p. 2). According
to Weymann, Kant does not understand the importance
of libertas contrarietatis, which is absent in the case of the
best world (see ibid., pp. 5-6).*® As strange as it may sound
today, it is precisely for ignoring the problem of freedom
that Weymann, not without reason, criticised his master
contemporary, Kant, although, in his critical period, Kant
became famous for his own version of the “salvation of
freedom.”

Kant did not deem it necessary to respond to
Weymann's criticism or, in his own words, to engage “in
fisticuffs with a Cyclops” and thus to rescue Weymann’s
brochure. Faced with Kant’s silence in response to his
own letter, Hamann wrote resentfully: “You may treat
Weymann in any way you wish, as a friend I demand a

¥ “Zu Ende seiner Abhandlung, thut der Herr Gegner
Erwdhnung von der Freyheit. Ich hitte gewiinscht, daf er sich
hiebey weitlduftiger mochte aufgehalten haben. Denn das ist
eben die Ursache, daf3 diese Materie von unendlichr Wichtigkeit
zu halten ist, weil sich hierauf die Gottes- und Rechtsgelahrtheit,
wie auch der Unterscheid zwichen Menschen und blossen
Thieren griindet” (ibid., p. 2).

# See also a reflection on the freedom of contrariety (Freiheit
der Widrigkeit [libertatem contrarietatis]) as a capacity to “take
an equally good action instead of the given action under the
same circumstances” (“bey eben den Umstinden, an statt dieser
Handlung auch eine andere eben so gut unternehmen zu kénnen”)
(Chmelnitzki, 1766, p. 146). At the same time, it took Justin Elias
Wiistemann (1723 —1762) just one paragraph to deal with the
problem of the bestness of the world in his famous compendium
of Cruisan philosophy. This freedom was not mentioned in the
paragraph (see Wiistemann, 1757, § 222, p. 285).
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BEPTHYTE U O KOTOPOM OH He fiymai...» (Herder, 1883,
S. 325). «He mymair» o3HadaeT 31ech, BEPOSITHO, KaK 1
B micbMe KaHTa, «He HasbIBasI 110 MMeHM» (cM.: Stark,
1999, S. 141). CxogHbIM 00pa3oM IOCTyIIaeT B Omorpa-
v Karra 1 @punpnx Teomop Puuk (1770 —1811), He
HasbIBas BeriMaHa 110 IMeHW, IIPVI TOM YTO OH €ro pe3Ko,
HEBEXXIVBO 1, B 3HAYMTEIILHOV CTEIIeH N, BeCbMa HecIIpa-
BEIMBO KPUTMKyeT Ha HECKOJIBKMX CTpaHMIIax (CM.:
Rink, 1805, S. 43 —45). BripoueM, 3Ty TpaguLINIO 3aJI0-
XKW1 eltie caM BerimaH, yriopHo nMeHyst KanTa B oTBeTe
Ha ONBIT 00 OHTMMM3ME WMCK/IIOUUTEIILHO «TOCHOMNH
IIPOTVBHVIK».

B ormume or Kanrta BermMmaH ocTaBUTH IIOIEMM-
Ky TaK M He CMOI, JOJII'Vie TOABI IPOINOJDKas IVICATh
OIIPOBEpP)KEHMST Ha OUepeHble KAHTOBCKIE TPaKTaThI>.
Bcst COBOKYITHOCTBD 3TMX ITIOJIEMMUYECKMX COUYMHEHMN,
KakK " Oostee mo3gHMe paboTsl BeriMaHa, BBIXOAWT 3a
paMKM IIpoOJIeMBI OIITMMM3Ma, OJHAKO OJHO HebOJIb-
moe counHeHMe 1760 r., onyOnmKoBaHHOe B OBYX Ya-
CTSIX, HEIIOCPELCTBEHHO IIPVUMBIKaeT K criopy ¢ Karnrom
00 onrTmMmsMe, 1 IIO3TOMY YMECTHO €TO 3[eCh YIIOMS-
HyTb — «PaccMoTpeHMe pazmmums KpPy3MaHCKOM W
BoJTb(pmaHcKom dprtocodpum»®. Ha ocHOBe MHTEHCHB-
Horo msy4eHust Kpyswus, HauaTtoro B 1754 r.?*, Bertman
IIOJTUePKMBAET, UTO €My yJ1ajloCh JOOUThCS y COOCTBEeH-
HBIX CJIyIIaTesIerl KaK MUHVMMYM IIOHVIMaHWS TOTO, Y4TO
HEBO3MOJKHO IIpV3HaBaTh B KauecTBe VICTVIHHOIO II0JIO-
JKeHwe, OyATO «3TOT MUP abco410mHO HEOOXOOMMO IOl
JKeH OBITh HalUIy4IIVM, a OIVH VIV HECKOJIBKO He MOTYT
ObITh ofMHaKoBO Xopormmu» (Weymann, 1760a, S. 4).
VImenno B 2TOM paboTe HaMbosIee OTUETIIMBO IIPOCTYyTIa-
€T TeoJIOTMYeCKNUI KOHTEKCT pasMbIlUleHnrt Berivana. B
KaudecTBe OCHOBHOI'O KOHTPIIpMMepa I BOJIb(PVAHCKOT
drtococprn, NO3MIINIO KOTOPOVA 10 JAHHOMY BOIIPOCY, C
€ero TOuKM 3peHvss, pasaersu1 Toraa v Kanr, Bervan npu-
BOAWT rpexoriazieHvie EBbl 11 ee pelreHme BKYCUTB s10JI0KO
(cm.: Weymann, 17606, S. 4—6). CripaBeyiBoCTI paim
CTOUT, OTHAKO, OTMETUTh, UTO BeriMaH He ycMaTpvBaeT
HUKaKOro pasymrans Mexay Bombdom m JlenOnumirem:
HeCMOTpsI Ha 3arJIaByie, BCe 3Ha4uVMble CCBUIKM B ero Opo-
LIOpe YKa3bIBaIOT Ha ITpomsBeneHs JleriOnmIa — ras-
HbIM 0OpasoM Ha «Teopuriero».

BeitmMaH 1MTHMpyeT BOCbMOe BO3pakKeHMe W3 IIpu-
soxeHus K «Teomuitee» M IIbITaeTCs pacCMOTPEThH, UTO
9TO MOXXeT O3HauaTh B cirydae EBbl: «KTO He MoOXeT He
n30MpaTh Hawlydlllee, TOT He cBoOomeH. bor He Moxer
He n30upars Hawryuiiee. CiegosaTtesibHO, bor He cBo-
Gomen» (JlemOnmir, 1989, c. 411, Weymann, 17600, S. 5).
AniesuInpys IIpy 3TOM ellle U K 00pasy Iy 13 Bce TOM

2 Cm.: (Weymann, 1763). 3ammanmposarn Betimas n1 mmorremm-
4Jeckoe COYMHeHMe IIPOTMB KaHTOBCKOro «JIoxHoro mymp-
CTBOBaHMS B YeThIpex purypax crvrornmsma» (cMm. Weymann,
1763, S. 19), KOTOpOE, BEPOSITHO, BCE K€ TaK ¥ He BBIIIUIO.

% B opHOM IIpUMepe HeOXMAaHHO IIPOSBIISeTCs, YTO COUMHe-
HMe HarmcaHo B pycckoMm Kénnrcbepre spemen CemwieTHenn
BOVIHEL «[lyIIla IeTICTByeT B TeJle, [Jake eyt OHa ObUTa OBl B
Kénurcbepre, a Tesio B ITerepOypre» (Weymann, 1760a, S. 4).
% 3peck BeviMaH yAMBUTEIBHEIM 00pa3sOM CHOBA CCHUIAETCS
Ha JIOTVIKY, a He Ha MeTadu3uky Kpysus.

different treatment. Your silence in regard to him is more
cowardly and despicable than was his stupid critique of
your essay. You treat me the same. I will not let you go
unpunished. Disproving his objections is below you” (Br,
AA 10, p. 29, Ne17; partly cited from Kuehn, 2001, p. 124).
This topic was later addressed by Johann Gottfried Herder
(1744—1803), although he arrived at Konigsberg sever-
al years after the dissertation defence and had not been a
witness to the story. Kant “had an opponent, who want-
ed to disprove him and to whom Kant did not give a
thought...”* The phrase “did not give a thought,” means
here, just like in Kant's letter, “did not mention his name”
(see Stark, 1999, p. 141). Similarly, in his biography of Kant,
Friedrich Theodor Rink (1770—1811) never mentions
Weymann’s name, even though he criticises him sharply,
rudely, and to a large extent unfairly in several pages (see
Rink, 1805, pp. 43-45). However, this tradition was started
by Weymann himself, who persistently used the address
“Mr. Opponent” in his response to Kant's essay.

Unlike Kant, Weymann could not abandon the de-
bate. For many years, he continued to write refutations
of Kant’s new treatises.*® The scope of these polemical
works, as well as Weymann's later writings, goes beyond
the problem of optimism. However, one short work from
1760, which was published in two parts, has immediate
bearing on the debate with Kant on optimism — name-
ly, A Contemplation on the Difference between Crusian and
Wolffian Philosophy (Betrachtung iiber den Unterschied der
Crusianischen und Wolffianischen Weltweifsheit). It is thus
appropriate to mention it here>® Weymann commenced
an in-depth study of Crusius in 1754.>* As a result, he
stresses, he managed to give his students an understand-
ing that the statement “this world should absolutely nec-
essarily be the best, and one world or several ones cannot
be equally good”® cannot be recognised as true. It is in
this work that the theological context of Weymann's re-
flections comes out most clearly. As the key counterex-
ample of Wolffian philosophy, which, as he believed, was
supported by Kant in this regard at that time, Weymann
quotes the Fall of Eve and her decision to taste the ap-
ple (see Weymann, 1760b, pp. 4-6). To be fair, howev-
er, it should be noted that Weymann does not see any

¥ “Er hatte einen Gegner, der ihn widerlegt haben wollte, und
an den Er nie dachte” (Herder, 1883, p. 325).

% See (Weymann, 1763). Weymann also planned to write a
polemical work aimed against Kant’s False Subtlety of the Four
Syllogistic Figures (Die falsche Spitzfindigkeit der vier syllogistischen
Figuren erwiesen) (see Weymann, 1763, p. 19; c¢f. DfS, AA 02,
pp- 45-61), which was probably never published.

°' In one example, it is unexpectedly revealed that the work was
written in “Russian Konigsberg” during the Seven Years” War:
“The soul acts in the body, even if it were in Konigsberg and the
body in St. Petersburg” (“Die Seele agirt in den Coérper, wenn
sie auch zu Konigsberg, und der Corper zu Petersburg wére”)
(Weymann, 1760a, p. 4).

%2 Here, Weymann once again and in a very peculiar manner
refers to Crusius’s logic rather than to his metaphysics.

% “ .diese Welt absolut nothwenig die Beste seyn miifSte,
und nicht eine oder mehrere gleich gute moglich gewesen”
(Weymann, 1760a, p. 4).

25



A H. Kpyraos

xe «Teomyiien», KOTOPYIO «BMeCTO CpaBHEHIS ee C Be-
caMy MOXKHO CPaBHWTB C CMJIOW, KOTOPasi B OHHO ¥ TO
JKe BpeMsi IaBUT B pasHble CTOPOHBI, HO OOHapYXXIBaeT
IEVICTBUIE TOJIPKO TaM, T7Ie eVl Jierye BCero [AevicTBOBaTh
VUIV T7le OHa BCTpedaeT HavMeHbIIlee COIIPOTVBIIEHIIE»
(JIemOm, 1989, c. 346, 111, § 325), Bertman mbITaeTcs
cBecTy curyanyio EBEI K aOcypiy, ITOKa3aB TeM caMbIM
abcypr, JTeMOHMITNAHCKO-BOTbPUMAHCKON (PIITOCOPUIL.
HeyTemMTeanbH?[ BBIBOJI, B OTHOIIIEHI 3TOVI CCTEeMbI
B 11€JIOM HaIlIOMIMHAeT TO, uTo Beviman rosopur o Kaxre
B OTBETE Ha OIIBIT 00 OITHUMI3ME:

B Bonsd[manckort] dprtocodin mMeeTcst OorbImas
JIaKyHa B TOM, YTO MBI IIOCPE/ICTBOM Hee He MOXKeM yOe-
TUTBCS B cyujecmbobanuu cBobompl. VIbo ommpaThes Ha
OIIBIT OHA He MOXXET, IIOCKOJIbKYy OHa B JIFOOOM cirydae
yCTpaHSIeT [JOKA3aTeJIbCTBO 13 HEro IOCPenCcTBOM a0co-
A10mMHO HeOoOXOMVMOro IiepeBeca IOOYIUTEIBHBIX OC-
HOBAHWIL, U CJIeyeT VICKaTh IIPUHYIUTEIIBHOIO JOKa-
3aTesIbCTBA A Priori, TaK KaK OHO TpeOyeT HamOoIIbIIIen
npormiaTeTbHOCTH (Weymann, 17606, S. 6).

3aBepiaeTcsi 3Ta HeOoJbplIas Opommopa HpuMe-
yaTeJIbHO C TOUKM 3peHMs popMbl. Yke KOHKYpCHas
pabora Pammxappa mMesia ofMHHaIATh Hap HIPOTU-
BOTIOJIOJKHBIX YTBEPIKIEHWIT II0 Pa3JIMIHBIM BOIIpOCaM
onTmMM3Ma. BerimMaH mortesn erre gasible: B AyXe IIpo-
TECTAaHTCKOVI II0JIEMIYECKOVI TEOJIOT VIV CBOETO BpeMEeH
Ha OfIHOVI CTpaHMIle OH B JIBYX COCEIHMX KOJIOHKaX M3-
JlaraeT IO3UIINIO «BOJIb(PVAHCKOV CUCTEMBI» 1 «KPY3U-
AHCKOVI CVICTeMBI» TI0 BOIIPOCY O HawlyuieMm Mupe. He-
CMOTps Ha TO, UTO pa3pelraeTcs: 3TO aHTMHOMITYECKOe
mocTpoeHne y BerimMana A0BOJIBHO TPamwIIMOHHO, TO
€CTb MOIIPOCTY B HOJIb3Y OIHOV M3 KOJIOHOK — B IIOJIb-
3y Kpy3uaHcKou dmiocodmy, JaHHBIV ONbIT Berivana
IpesicTaBsIsieT HeCOMHEHHBIVI VHTepeC C TOUKM 3peHMs
OyayIInMx aHTMHOMMM YMCTOro pasyMa B «Kpuruke unm-
croro pasyma» (Weymann, 17606, S. 7—38):

Bonbd[nanckas]
crcreMa

Brur BO3MOXKEH TOJIBKO
OOVIH-€OVMHCTBEHHBII Hau-
JIYUIINAV MUp, W, CJlefloBa-
TeJTbHO, TOJTBKO OIVH Psif,
COOBITMIT OBUI HaVUIyIINIM,
VI BC€, UTO CITyUMIIOCh B 9TOM
Mupe, ObUIO 3BE€HOM B €ZVIH-
CTBEHHOVI HAaVUTYYIIIeVI eIV
VI BHECIO CBOVI BKJIAJ, B TO,
YTO 3TOT MUP M 3Ta Iiellb
ObUIM  €IVHCTBEHHO Hau-
JIy4IIMMIL. B cooTBeTCTBMM C
stuM bor Huuero He Mor m3-
MEHUTH B 3TOV LIeIN, a eCJIn
Obl OH HEUTO M3MEHWI, TO OH
TIOTDKeH OBbI OBUT 3TO TYT ke
cresiaTh HeC/Ty YMBIIVMCSL. . .

Kpysmnanckasa
cucremMa

[yxui sBJIAIOTCA TJIaB-
HOVI ITeJIbI0 MUPa, KOTOPBIM
BCe VHOE [IOJDKHO CTOSTH
B yoryxeHun. Pamgu aton
raBHOM nem bor wmsbpait
HEeKWVI MUP 110 CBOEMY M3BO-
nervio (Belieben), Tak kax
OH MoOr M30paTh W Apyrve
MUPBI, KOTOpBle ObITV OBI
OIMHAKOBO XopoI. B aTom
MUpe TeJIeCHBIVI MWUP J107I-
JKEH TIOIUMHSTBCS JIyXOB-
HOMy Mupy, u bor permt
IIPeIIPUHSATD B HEM CTOJIb-
KO W3MEHEHWUN, CKOJIbKO
Ob1 moTpeboBal TyXOBHBIV
MHUpP, HO TIIO3TOMY IIOCIIE

difference between Wolff and Leibniz. Despite the title, all
the significant references in the work are to Leibniz’s writ-
ings — mainly the Theodicy.

Weymann cites the eighth objection from the ap-
pendix to the Theodicy and tries to examine what it
could mean in the case of Eve: “Whoever cannot fail to
choose the best is not free. God cannot fail to choose the
best. Therefore God is not free” (Leibniz, 1951, p. 386;
Weymann, 1760b, p. 5). By evoking the image of the soul
from the Theodicy,>* where “...one might, instead of the
balance, compare the soul with a force which puts forth
effort on various sides simultaneously, but which acts
only at the spot where action is easiest or there is least
resistance” (Leibniz, 1951, [III, § 325], p. 322), Weymann
tries to reduce Eve’s situation to absurdity, thus reveal-
ing the absurdity of the Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy.
The disappointing conclusion with regards to this system
as a whole reminds us of Weymann’s response to Kant's
Attempt at Some Reflections on Optimism:

There is a large gap in the Wolffian world wisdom,
that prevents us from being persuaded of the existence
of freedom. For, it cannot rely upon experience, since,
in every case, it invalidates the proof by experience by
means of the absolutely necessary preponderance of mo-
tives. A convincing a priori proof should be sought, since
it requires the greatest acumen.®

The conclusion of this short brochure is remarkable
in terms of its form. Reinhard’s prize-winning essay pre-
sented eleven pairs of contrary statements on different
aspects of optimism. Weymann went even further: In the
spirit of the protestant polemical theology of the time, he
summarises the positions of the “Wolffian system” and
the “Crusian system” on the best world in two adjacent
columns on one and the same page. Although Weymann
resolves this antinomic structure in a traditional way —
he simply decides in favour of one of the columns,
namely that of the Crusian philosophy — his attempt is
of particular interest from the perspective of the future
antinomies of pure reason in the Critique of Pure Reason
(Weymann, 1760b, pp. 7-8):

Wolffian system Crusian system

Only one best world was
possible and, therefore, only
one chain of events was the

...The spirits are the main
purpose of the world. All the
rest should be in their service.

3 “_..one might, instead of the balance, compare the soul with
a force which puts forth effort on various sides simultaneously,
but which acts only at the spot where action is easiest or there is
least resistance” (Leibniz, 1951, [I1I, § 325] p. 322).

% “Es ist in der Wolf. Weltweisheit eine grosse Liicke, daf3
wir durch dieselbe von dem Daseyn der Freyheit nicht konnen
iiberzeuget werden. Denn auf die Erfahrung kénnensie sichnicht
beruffen, weil sie den Beweis aus derselben durch das absolut
nothwendig erforderliche Uebergewicht der Bewegungsgriinde
in jedem Falle aufheben, und einen biindigen Beweis a priori hat
man zu suchen, weil er die grofite Scharfsinnigkeit erfordert”
(Weymann, 1760b, p. 6).
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<...>

ITosTromy bor He MoxeT
VICTIOJTHUTh MOIO MOJIUTBY
VHave, KakK ecjm Obl TO, O
4eM s MOJIIOCh, ObLIIO 3B€HOM
B 3TOVI HAVUTy4IIIeN IeT
pasBopaumBaioch KO BpeMe-
HV MO€VI ITPOCBOBL.

<...>

ITosTOMy MBI  JIOJDK-
HBI OBITH [1OBOJIBHBL TeM,
B Kakoe cTeueHme o0CTosI-
TEJILCTB 1IelM MBI I10CTaB-
JIeHBI BEUHOCTBIO B HaVUIyU-
mieM Mupe (KOTOPBI He
MOr OBITh M3MEHEH KaK-TO
vHaue); Oyp TO cyacTbe JIn
VIV HeCcYyacTbe: MBI JIOJDK-

TUX W3MEHEHUIT 3TO Obl
He CTaJl Apyrovi Mup, nbo
V3MeHEHVs JOJDKHBL OBbITh
MpeNpUHATEL  MMEHHO B
9TOM MWUpe.

<...>

TTosToMy MBI MOXeM
IIOJIOXKWUTHCS Ha HaIIly cepb-
€3HYIO MOJIUTBY.

<...>

Mbo ckopee tpexse
ocranoBurcs CoJIHIIe, YeM
Oymer ycTpaHeHa [iaxe
OJTHa-e[IMHCTBEHHAs KO-
He4dHad 11eJIb B MOpaHbHOM
apcTBe. ..

HBbI HO)KepTBOBaT'b Hallimm
OJIaKeHCTBOM, €CJII  DTOrO
Tpebyer 1esoe.

<...>

bor Kak IpaBuTeIb, KO-
TOPBIVI TOBOPUT OemHOMY
HEeBVHHOMY TPEeIHIKY: 5 He
Mory Tebe ITOMOYb, ThI JI0JI-
JKE€H BVICETh CEerofiHs, nbo s
He MOTY paziyi Te0sI 3MeHUTb
3aKOHBI 11apCTBa, KOTOPBIE
Kak pas3 V1 IIPUBOAT K 3TOMY,
TaK Kak I JIOJDKeH OosibIle
3a00TUTBCS O TIEJTOM.

B 3Tmx KoJIOHKaX B IPOSICHEHWI HYKIAeTCS OITHO
nosoxeHne BeriMaHa 13 crcTeMbl Kpy3uaHCKOM puio-
copmm — o coxpaHEHMM TOXIECTBa Mypa IIPU OCy-
IIIeCTBJIEHHBIX B HEM M3MeHeHVsIX. Pajiy KpaTKocTu fyist
3TOr0 MOXXHO IIPMOETHY Th K KOMIIEHIMyMYy BiocTeMaHa:
«Mwup 110 Tex MOp OCTaeTcsi TeM Ke CaMbIM, IT0Ka TeMM
JKe caMbIMV OCTAlOTCS TJIaBHBIE 11711, I B BUIAX BeIIevi,
3aKOHax MX cBsi3u, Individuis, Vi X CYIIHOCTHBIX aKIIV-
SIX He IIPOVICXOMST TaKye V3MeHEeHMs], IOCPeICTBOM
KOTOPBIX He M3MEHSIOTCS I0JI0KEHHbIe IVIaBHBIE 11eJIN
MMpa ¥ HepaspbIBHO CBSI3aHHBIE C 3TUM CpeJCTBa»
(Wiistemann, 1757, S. 277, § 206). Takum obpasomMm, 1ipu
Co0JIIOfIeHNnY O3HaYeHHBIX YCJIOBUII M3MeHeHVe COCTO-
AHMS MMUpa He IIPUBOIAUT K TOMY, UTO 3TO yXKe Jpyron
MUp, ¥ B 3TOM COCTOWUT CYIIleCTBEHHOe OTJINYMe TI03M-
LIV Kpy3MaHIleB OT BOJIbPMaHIIeB.

SaKTrounTe TbHbIE 3aMeYaHMsI

buorpad Kanra JTronsur DpHcr boposekn (1740 —
1831) BcrioMMHaI, YTO B MO3/THME TOIbI KXMU3HM KEHWNT-
cbeprckoro ¢wrocoda Oe3ycCIelIHO IIBITAJICS Havi-
TV paHHee KaHTOBCKOe COYMHeHMe 00 onTumm3Me
1759 r. DroT dakT MOr OBl BBI3BATh OIIpere/IeHHbIE
BOIIPOCEL, YUYUTBIBasl, 4TO DOPOBCKM IIPUCYTCTBOBAI

best and everything that hap-
pened in this world was a link
in the only one best chain and
contributed to the fact that
this world and this chain were
the best. Consequently, God
could not change anything
in this chain and if he had
changed anything, he would
have been compelled to undo
it immediately...%

...Therefore, God can
answer my prayer only in so
far as that which I am pray-
ing for is a link in this chain
and has revealed itself by the
time of my request.”

...Thus, we have to
be content with whatever
dispensation of this chain

For this main purpose, God, of
his own will, chose a world, for
he could have chosen another
world that would have been
equally good. In this world,
the corporeal world had to ad-
just to the spiritual world, and
God decided to make as many
changes as the spiritual world
would require. However, after
all these changes, this world
did not become a different
one, for the changes were
made in this very world.®

...Therefore, we can rely
on our earnest prayer.®!

...For it is easier for the
Sun to stand still than for a
single ultimate end to disap-
pear from the moral realm. ..

eternity gives us in the best
world (in which nothing can
be changed), be it happiness
or unhappiness: We have to
sacrifice our happiness, if the
whole demands it.®

...God is like a ruler
who says to an innocent poor
sinner: I cannot help you,
you must hang today, for I
cannot change the laws of
the state, which put you in
this position, for your sake,
because I have to be more
concerned with the whole.”

% “Es war nur eine einzige beste Welt moglich, und folglich war
auch nur eine Reihe der Begebenheiten die beste, und alles was
geschahe in dieser Welt, war ein Glied in der einzigen besten Ket-
te und trug das seinige bey, dafy diese Welt und diese Kette die
einzige beste war. Demnach konte Gott in dieser Kette nichts 4n-
dern, und wann er ja etwas gedndert hitte, so muste er es so-
gleich ungeschehen machen...”

5 “Dahero kan Gott mein Gebet nicht anders erfiillen, als in so
ferne das, warum ich gebeten, ein Glied in dieser besten Kette
war, und sich zur Zeit meiner Bitte auswickelte.”

% “Wir mussten demnach damit zufrieden seyn, in was fiir ei-
ner Fligung der Kette wir von Ewigkeit in der besten Welt (die
nicht anders konte gedndert werden) gestellet waren, es mag nun
Gliick oder Ungliick seyn: wir miissen unsere Gliickseligkeit auf-
opfern, wenn es das Ganze erfordert.”

¥ “Gott ist wie ein Regent, der zu einem unschuldigen armen Stin-
der sagt: ich kann dir nicht helfen, du must heute hidngen, denn ich
kan deinetwegen die Staatsgesetze nicht dndern, die es so schon
mit sich bringen, weil ich fiir das Ganze mehr sorgen mufs.”

% “Die Geister sind der Hauptzweck der Welt, denen alle tibrige
muf3 zu Diensten stehen. Um dieses Hauptzwecks willen erwah-
lete Gott eine Welt nach seinem Belieben, weil er auch andere
hitte erwéhlen konnen, die gleich gut gewesen wéren. In die-
ser Welt muste sich die Kérperwelt, nach der Geisterwelt rich-
ten, und Gott entschlof8 sich so viel mal Verdnderungen in ihr
vorzunehmen, als es die Geisterwelt erfordern wiirde, deswegen
aber ward nach diesen Verdnderungen nicht eine andere Welt:
denn eben in dieser Welt sollten die Verdnderungen vorgenom-
men werden.”

0 “Demnach konnen wir uns auf unser ernstliches Gebet verlas-
sen.”

¢ “Denn es muf ehe eine Sonne stille stehen, ehe ein einziger
Endzweck in dem Moralreich verlohren gehen sollte...”
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ellle Ha IIePBOV JIEKIIMM MOJIOLOIO IIperiojiaBaresist
KanTa B AssOeprrae B 1755 r., ogHaKo OH OOBsICHS-
eTcsl ODCTOSITeIIbCTBAMI JXV3HW BOpOBCKII B KOHIIE
50-x rr.”. ITocrte Toro kKak Omorpad obpaTwics K ca-
MoMmy pustocody, KaHnT TopskecTBeHHO IIOIIPOCIII €ro,
B CJIydae ecIv 5K3eMIUIIPBl COUMHEHMs yIIacTcs Bce
JKe OTBICKaTbh, HUKOMY WX He [aBaTh M YHUYTOXWUTH
(cm.: Borowski, 1993, S. 26, Anm.). DTOT pacckas ¢ ode-
BUJHOCTBIO CBUJIETEJIbCTBYET O TOM, YTO OTHOIIEHVEe
KanTa kX coOcTBeHHOMY paHHeEMy OIYCy B IIO3HIE
TOZIBI KM3HM paJVKaJIbHO M3MEHIMIIOCh. B IIbUTy criopa
Mosozort KaHT 3asiBiisiy1, uTo mojieMmyecKkast Oporo-
pa Bermana Oyzer 3abbiTa BCKOpe IIOC/Ie ee BBIXOfa.
Yepes HECKOIBKO AECATVIIETUIL OH, OHAKO, IIBITAeTCS
3a0bITE COOCTBEHHBIVI OIBIT OO0 ONTMMW3Me, IIPOTUB
KOTOPOTO BelMaHOBCKas Opommopa m Obklyla Harpas-
steHa. K coxxasieHmIo, HeJjib3sl CKa3aTh C YBePEHHOCTHIO,
9TO MMEHHO IIPVBEeJIO K TAKOMY M3MEHEHMIO: IIepeo-
LIeHKa cOOCTBeHHOT0 KOH(JIMKTa C IHIOKOVHBIM yoKe Ha
TOT MOMEHT BeliMaHOM, pa3odapoBaHle B OITUMM3-
Me, HeJIOBOJIBCTBO COOCTBEHHOTI 3aIlIUTOVI OTITMMM3MA,
KPUTWYECKOe OTHOIIEHVE K CKOPOIaJINTeIbHO IIperl-
INPUHATON TOIda apTyMeHTaluy («ero ke O3apeHVs
CyTh CJIerble ITeHKM, POXX/IeHHBIe cIleraler coda-
KOVI»), CMeHa B3IjIsa Ha JlerOumiia n Bonbda m T. 1.
[Nepemena, mponsorrenrmnas ¢ Kanrowm, Opi1a TUIIMYHA
IUISl MBICJIMTEJIe ero ITOKOJIEHWUS: XOTs KaHTOBCKasi
IoJieMmKa ¢ Kpy3MaHIlaMi 1 Bejlach 0e30THOCKTEIb-
HO K OpUPOOHBIM KaTarkiausmam 1755 r., counnenus
BostpTepa Bce JKe M3MeHWIN XapaKTep U TOHaJIbHOCTb
obtero obcyxaenus. Tax, ecsiv B perrpe3eHTaTUBHBIX
Ooubmmorpadmaeckmx cmmckax 3a mepuorn ¢ 1712 mo
1759 r. HacumrThiBaeTcs oKosio 50 COUMHEHWMW C I10-
HATMEM Teoduien B HasBaHum, To 3a 60-e n 70-e rrT.
XVIII B. TakoBBIX Ha3BaHWMII He HAXONTCS BOBCE (CM.:
Hiibener, 1978, S. 228 —229). 11 toT ¢axr, uro Kaur
HM pa3y OoJIbllle He VCIIONIb30Bal Jae caMo IIOHSATHe
«OITVIMU3M», BeCbMa KpacCHOPEUmnB.

Hakowerlr, miocitefiHee 3aMedaHye KacaeTcst O0Imx
mpoOsieM KaHTOBeeHMs. Hexeranme oOBEKTMBHO
paccMaTpuBaTh HoleMnKy KaHTa ¢ ero onmoHeHTamy,
3aBelOMOe IIPUHSTYIE TOUKN 3peHNs KEHUTCOeprcKoro
dwtocoda He TOIBKO MIET Bpaspes C ero MeTOH0JIOI -
YeCKMMM ITPeVCaHMSIMY KPUTMYECKOTO IIePIoyIa, HO
VI He TaeT BO3MOXXHOCTY ITO-HACTOSIIEMY B3ITISHYTh Ha
TOT HEIIPOCTOVI TBOPYeCKII ITyTh, KoTopbIvt KaHT mmpo-
IITeJI B SBOJIIOIIMVI CBOVIX B3IIsiIOB. V ypekn BerimaHa
MoJtozoMy KaHTy 1o oBoAy MTHOPMpOBaHs IpobJie-
MBI CBOOOIIBI — XOPOIIVIL TOMY IIpUMep.

» B 1758 r. boposcku npu yuactrm KanTa cTast 1oMarHim
yunresieM B ceMerictse rerepasia K.I'. ¢dpon Knoboxa. Cm.:
(Wendland, 1910, S. 85); mmcbmo Jionsury DpHcry boposckm
01 6.06.1760 r. (AA 10, S. 32, Ne19).

In these columns, one of Weymann’s statements regard-
ing the Crusian philosophical system requires an explana-
tion, namely, that about the preservation of the identity of the
world after changes have taken place in it. For brevity’s sake,
one could resort to Wiistemann’'s compendium: “A world
remains the same as long as the main purposes remain the
same, and such changes do not affect the types of things, the
laws of their connections, the Individuis, and their essential
actions, — no such changes occur through which the main
purposes of the world and the means inseparably connected
with them could be changed.”® Thus, if the above condi-
tions are met, changes in the state of the world do not result
in a different world, and this is the essential difference be-
tween the positions of the Crusians and the Wolffians.

Concluding Remarks

Kant’s biographer Ludwig Ernst von Borowski
(1740 —1831) recalled that, in the later years of Kant's life,
he had been trying fruitlessly to find Kant’s early work on
optimism (1759). This fact could have given rise to certain
questions since Borowski was present at the very first lec-
ture of the young professor Kant at the Albertina in 1755.
However, this complication is explained by Borowski's life
circumstances in the late 1750s.% After the biographer had
contacted the philosopher himself, Kant solemnly asked
him, if the copies of the work were ever to be found, not
to hand them over to anyone and to destroy them (see
Borowski, 1993, p. 26, footnote). This anecdote is strong
evidence of a radical change in Kant’s attitude towards his
own early work in his later years. In the heat of the debate,
the young Kant claimed that Weymann’s polemical bro-
chure would be forgotten soon after its publication. After
several decades, however, he tried to forget his own Attempt
at Some Reflections on Optimism, against which Weymann’s
brochure was directed. Unfortunately, one cannot say with
assurance what caused such a change; whether it was the
revaluation of the conflict with the then late Weymann, his
disappointment with optimism, his dissatisfaction with his
own defence of optimism, a critical attitude to hastily de-
ployed arguments (“his insights are the blind litter of a rash
bitch”), or a change in his perception of Leibniz and Wolff,
etc. The change that Kant went through was typical of the
thinkers of his generation. Although Kant's debate with
the Crusians made no reference to the cataclysms of 1755,
Voltaire’s writings nevertheless did affect the nature and
tone of the general discussion. While representative bibli-
ographical lists from 1712 to 1759 contain approximately

% “Eine Welt bleibet so lange eben dieselbe, so lange noch
eben die Hauptzwecke derselben bleiben, und in den Arten
der Dinge, den Gesetzen ihrer Verbindung, den Individuis, und
wesentlichen Aktionen derselben, keine solche Verdnderung
vorgeht, wodurch die gesetzten Hauptzwecke der Welt, und die
damit unzertrennlich verkniipften Mittel verdndert werden”
(Wiistemann, 1757, § 206, p. 277).

¢ In 1758, with the assistance of Kant, Mr. Borowski became a
tutor in the family of General Carl Gottfried von Knobloch (see
Wendland, 1910, p. 85; Br, AA 10, p. 32, Ne 19).
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Immanuel Kant’s // Immanuel Kant. Sein Leben in Dar-
stellungen von Zeitgenossen. Die Biographien von L.E. Bo-
rowski, R.B. Jachmann und E.A. Ch. Wasianski / hg. von
F. Gross; mit einer Einleitung von R. Malter. Darmstadt : Wis-
senschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1993. S. 1—102.

Buck F.]. (Praeses), Segers |.L. (Resp.), Hart A. (Opp.),
Schultz ]. (Opp.), Sperber W. (Opp.). Q.D.F.F.EI Disputatio
cosmologica, mundum adspectabilem finitum molis esse
evincens, quam annuente deo amplissimae facultatis philo-
sophicae consensu Oelmanniani stipendii legibus exigentibus,
praeside Friderico Johanne Buck, philosoph. et utr. jur. doct.
mathem. prof. publ. senat. civit. Regiom. bibliothec. II. societ.
cosmolog. Norimberg. teuton. Viadrin. membr. publice de-
fendet Johannes Ludovicus Segers, S. S. theol. et phil. cult.
Opponentibus, [...] Anno MDCC LVIIIL. D. 25. Julii in auditorio
maximo horis consuetis. Kénigsberg : Hartung, 1758.

Chmelnitzki ]. Gedanken tiber die Frage: Ob Gott mehr als
eine einzige unendliche Grundkraft besitze? entworfen und der
gelehrten Welt zur genaueren Priifung tibergeben. O.0., 1766.

Crusius Chr. A. Entwurf der nothwendigen Vernunft-
Wahrheiten, wiefern sie zu den zufélligen entgegen gesetzet
werden [1745]. Leipzig : Gleditschen Buchhandlung, 1753.

Gotzen ].G. Beweis: Daf3 diese gegenwartige Welt, unter
allen moglichen, die Beste sey, nebst einem Gedicht von der
aus dieser ewigen Wahrheit entspringenden Gemtithsruhe,
wider den Herrn Conrector Weymann, zu Konigsberg.
Coburg ; Leipzig : Findeisen, 1761.

Groethuysen B. Ein Brief Kants // Sitzungsberichte der
Koniglich PreufSischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu
Berlin. Berlin : Verlag der Koniglichen Akademie der Wissen-
schaften, 1906. Th. 1. S. 158 —163.

50 works with the word “theodicy” in the title, in the 1760s
and 1770s, no such titles were listed (see Hiibener, 1978,
pp- 228 —229). And the fact that Kant did not once use the
concept of “optimism” in his later writings speaks for itself.

Finally, one last consideration concerning general
problems pertaining to Kant studies. The unwillingness to
carry out an impartial study of Kant’s debate with his op-
ponents and the pre-existing bias towards Kant do not only
contradict his methodological instructions of the critical pe-
riod, but also prevent one from understanding the difficult
creative path that Kant was treading as his views evolved.
And Weymann'’s reproaches to the young Kant of ignoring
the problem of freedom are a good example of this.
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