IIOUEMY «OTUYECKOE TOCYIJAPCTBO»
KAHTA MOJXET OKA3ATDBCJI IIOJTE3HBIM
B bOPbBE C COBPEMEHHBIMU
COLUVAJIBHBIMMU ITATOJIOI'MAIMWU

X. Haeav-IToyexaav'

Kaxk nokasvibarom nociednue coyuaivHole uccae0oba-
HUS, JKu3HeHHbLT Mup Bce boavute nodbepeaemcs BAUAHUIO
KOppO3UU COYUarbHulx cBaseil u azpeccubHbix npubviuex,
npoabasowuxcs, Hanpumep, 8 Bvipaxenusx HeHabucmu
6 coyuarvhoix cemax. Ilpumeuamenvio, umo pasbumue
10000HbIX ABreHull He yoaioce npedomBpamums 6 koH-
CUMYYUOHHBIX AubepaivHulx eocyoapcmbax. B nouckax
100x00514e20 cnocoda 60pbObl ¢ HbIHEUHUMU COYUANLHDI-
MU NAMoA0UAMY. aHaiusupyemcs ymbepxoenue Karnma
0 MOM, YUMo HAPAQY C «IOPUOUUHECKU-ePAXKOAHCKUM (0AU-
mueckum) 20cyoapcmbom» HeodX00UMO co30ams U KyAb-
mubupobams  «amuecku-epaxoanckoe e2ocyoapcmbo»,
obvedunsaouee A100eil «nod Booumesvcmbom 3aKoHo8 0o-
6podemenu». Ymbepxoernue Kanma obcyxoaemces 6 cpab-
HEHUU C «NOCHMEMApu3ULeckuMu» KOHYenyusamu Mopa-
au Poasa u Xabepmaca, komopuie npoabuau c6oio Hecocno-
AMeALHOCHIb 10 NputUHe 002060pHO20 100X004, UCHOAL3O-
Banno2o 6 Hux. BaxuuiM npu paccmomperuu kawoueboi
udeu «eocyoapcmba dobpodementi» 0ka3viBaemcs mesuc
Kanma o mom, umo maxoe eocydapcmbo «(uesoBeuecku
ycmposiemoe) Moxcen 0bimb ocyusecbaeHo He uHAYe, Kak
6 hopme yepbu». B cBa3u ¢ mem umo ceco0Hs 60 mMHo2ux
uaCAX MUPA 3HAYUTNEABHASA YACTL HACEAeHUS Npudep-
Kubaemcs a2HOCMUYecKUX UAU Ameucmuueckux yoexoe-
HUT, akyeHm Oeiaemcs HA 0CODOT KOHUenyuu «uyepkbu»
y Kanma, xomopas uemxo omauuaemcs om «ucmopude-
ckux» Bepoyueruil U peAuUo3HbIX NPAKMuUK, 4 makxe Ha
MoMm, kax oH obpawjaemcs k Hebepyrouyum, Hacmaubas Ha
HepaspuiBHotl CBA3U MeKOY MOPANbIO U «HUCHIO MOPAALHOU
peaueueit». Ha ocHoBe smux pasmviuiienuil muyameasHo
uccaedyemcea akmyaisHocms apeymenma Kawma o mom,
umo «dose Bcezo uenobeueckoeo poda» — €o30ams cooo-
wecmBo, 6 xomopom 400U B3aumHo noddepxubarom opye
opyea 6 Bocnumanuu moparvHoi Bocnpuumuubocmu.

KatoueBore croBa: coyuarvnoiii amomusm, meopus
Mopaau, 3Muko-epaxoanckoe 2ocyoapcmbo, 3aKoHsl 00-
bpodemenu, yepxobs, ameusm, uesobeueckutl pod, Kanm,
Poas, Xabepmac, Xopxxaiimep

! VacTuTyT drmmocodnn, BeHckmit yHUBEpCUTET.
Ascrpus, 1010, Bena, YamBepcurercirpacce, 1. 7.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 17.07.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-4-6

WHY KANT’S “ETHICAL STATE”
MIGHT PROVE INSTRUMENTAL
IN CHALLENGING CURRENT
SOCIAL PATHOLOGIES

H. Nagl-Docekal'

As recent social research demonstrates, the life
world is increasingly impacted by a corrosion of social
bonds and aggressive habits expressed, for instance, in
hate speech in the social media. Significantly, such phe-
nomena have not been prevented from evolving within
the framework of constitutional liberal states. In search
of an appropriate mode of challenging the current so-
cial pathologies, we should examine Kant’s claim that,
alongside the “juridico-civil (political) state”, an “ethi-
co-civil state”, uniting human beings “under laws of
virtue alone”, needs to be established and cultivated.
Kant’s claim is discussed in comparison with “post-
metaphysical” conceptions of morality, as maintained
by Rawls and Habermas. These prove deficient owing to
their contract-based approach. Important in the exam-
ination of the key idea of the “state of virtue” is Kant’s
thesis that such a state “cannot be realized (by human
organization) except in the form of a church”. In view
of the fact that, today, in many parts of the world sig-
nificant segments of the population adhere to agnostic
or atheistic convictions, the focus is placed on Kant’s
specific conception of “church” that is clearly distinct
from “historical” creeds and religious practices, and on
the way in which he addresses non-believers, since he
insists on the intrinsic relation between morality and
the “purely moral religion”. Based on these reflections,
the relevance of Kant’s arqument that it is “a duty of the
entire human race” to establish a community in which
people mutually support one another in the cultivation
of moral sensitivity is scrutinised.

Keywords: social atomism, moral theory, ethi-
co-civil state, laws of virtue, church, atheism, human
race, Kant, Rawls, Habermas, Horkheimer
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BBemenmne

PasBuBast mpeasr OOIIECTBEHHOIO YCTPOVICTBA,
IIOJTHOCTBIO OTBEYAIOIIEro TPpeOOBaHSIM MOpalb-
HOro 3akoHa, VImmanywmin KaHT pasindaer nBa
BUla TOCYApCTBa: <«IOPUINIECKU-TPAXKIAHCKOe
(O TVYECKOE) COCTOSIHVIE», OOBEIVIHSIIOLIIEe JIFO-
eVl KaK Tpak[aH «II0 ITyOJIMYHBIM IIPaBOBBIM 3a-
KOHaM», U <«3TUYeCKV-TPa’KIaHCKOe COCTOSIHIIE»,
OoOBenMHSIONIee JIIOIell Ha OCHOBAHMUM «TOJIBKO
3akon08 dobpodemesu» (AA 06, S. 95; Kant, 1994,
c. 99). CoBpemeHHBIe 1e0aTbl O MOHSTU «BIIOJTHE
YIIOPSIIOYeHHOTO O0IIIecTBa» TeM He MeHee cocpe-
IIOTOYEHBI MCKJIFOYMTEIIHHO Ha BOIIPOCAX IIpaBa U
crIpaBeyIMBOCTI. [1oXOXKe, UTO KOHIIEHITNS «3TU-
YeCKOro rocygapcrsa» KaHTa cumraeTcss ycrapes-
ITIeVl KaK B MEVTHCTPVIME COLMaIbHOV dviocodpmm,
TaK ¥ BO BIIOXHOBJIEHHOM €0 OOITIeCTBEHHOM JIVIC-
Kypce, a IIOTOMY OCTaeTCs yIIeJIOM HEeMHOIVIX VIC-
crefoBarertert Kanra. B masmbHenmmmix paccyxiie-
HVISIX pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS VICTOYHVIKY IIVIPOKO pac-
IIPOCTPAaHEHHOV IIPVIOPUTM3ALIV BOIIPOCOB O JIVI-
OepaJIbHOM roCyIapCTBe V1 O TOM, K KaKVM IIOTePsIM
IIPVIBEJI STOT TEOPETIUIECKIII TIOBOPOT. DT BOIIPO-
CbI OyIIyT OOCYXXIaThCS B CBETE COLVIOJIOTTYECKVIX
VICCIIEIOBAaHUVI B YCJIOBUSIX COBPEMEHHOVI JKM3H,
KOTOpPBIe 0COOO BBIIIEIISIOT OIHY IIPOOJIeMY: CKJIOH-
HOCTh K aTOMVICTIYECKOV W3OJISIINY VIHAVIBUZA,
BeIyIleyl K Je3MHTerpalyy COLMAIbHBIX CBS3€eN
M CHIDKEeHMIO corvmapHocT. OnmH 13 BakHeV-
IITVIX BBIBOIIOB COCTOWUT B TOM, YTO 3TW «COLIVAJIb-
Hble I1aTOJIOTMI»’ ODYCIIOBIIEHBI BTOPXKEHVEM JIO-
TVIKV PHIHOYHOVI 5KOHOMVIKM BO BCe Cpepbl XKV3HL.
®pen [Jayummarip yTBep)KaaeT, YTO CerofHs «KOH-
KYPeHIIVS Y arOHVCTIYecKasi OOpb0a» BBI3BIBAIOT
IIPOLIeCCHl «CoLMaIbHOM atomumsan» (Dallmayr,
1993, p. 249). AHasiormuHbIM oOpaszoM [IsHwmenn
bert oTMedaeT «aTOMMCTIIYeCKVIe TEHIEHIINM CO-
BPEeMEeHHBIX JINOepaIbHBIX OOIIIECTB», TO €CTh «3P0-
3110 OOIIIeCTBEHHOV XM3HM BO Bee Oorlee (pparMen-
TUPOBAaHHOM OOIIlecTBe», KOTOpoe (POpMMpyeTcs
«0Oe3yIepyKHOVI KaITHOCTBIO, OIIMTHOUECTBOM, TOPO/I-
CKom ITpecTyHHOCTEIO» (Bell, 2016, p. 10).

2 OtoT TepmuH ObUT BBemeH Porzom (1995, c. 397 —403), B
m1aBe 69 «[ToHsTIE BIIOJIHE YIIOPSITOYEHHOT0 00IIecTBa.
* OOBbsCHEeHVE 5TOrO TepMMHA CM. B cTaTbe AKcesrsi XOH-
Heta (Honneth, 2014, p. 86).
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Introduction

Elaborating on the ideal of a social or-
der that fully meets the demands of the mor-
al law, Immanuel Kant distinguishes two
kinds of state: the “juridico-civil (political)
state”, uniting human beings, as citizens, “un-
der public juridical laws”, and the “ethico-civ-
il state”, uniting human beings “under laws of
virtue alone” (RGV, AA 06, p. 95; Kant, 1996f,
pp- 130-31). The current debate on the notion
of a “well-ordered society”? does, however, fo-
cus exclusively on issues of right and justice.
It seems that Kant’s conception of the “ethical
state” is considered obsolete in the mainstream
of social philosophy as well as in the public dis-
course inspired by it, and thus discussion is left
to a few Kant scholars. The following reflec-
tions examine the sources of the widely-shared
prioritisation of issues of the liberal state and
the kind of loss that has resulted from this the-
oretical turn. These issues will be discussed in
the light of sociological research into the con-
ditions of contemporary life which highlights
one problem in particular: the propensity to-
wards an atomistic isolation of the individu-
al that leads to a disintegration of social bonds
and dwindling solidarity. One crucial finding
is that these “social pathologies”? are rooted in
the fact that the logic of market economy has
intruded into all spheres of life. Fred Dallmayr
maintains that, today, “competition and ago-
nistic struggle” are causing processes of “social
atomization” (Dallmayr, 1993, p. 249). Similar-
ly, Daniel Bell observes “atomistic tendencies
of modern liberal societies”, i.e. “the erosion
of communal life in an increasingly fragment-
ed society” that is shaped by “unbridled greed,

2 This term has been introduced in Rawls (1971, pp. 453-
462), see chapter 69 “The Concept of a Well-Ordered So-
ciety”.
* For an explanation of this term see Honneth (2014,
p. 86).



X. Harnp-Jlonexanb

B macroginen cratee paccMaTpuBaeTcsl BOIIPOC
O TOM, MOXXeT JIV KOHIIeHIIVs «3TUYeCKOro rocy-
nmapcTBa» KaHTa OKas3aTbcsl aKTyaIbHOVI CETOfIHS,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHa ITpefioCcTaBjIseT IIeHHbIe MHCTPY-
MeHTBI I YCTpaHeHMsI HeIOCTaTKOB VMCKIIIOUM-
TeJIbHO IOPUIMYECKOro IOAXOoJa K COLMaTbHBIM
BOITpOCaM ¥ ISl pa3paboTkm Oortee oOCTOSTETH-
HOVI MzIeVt TIOAJIMHHO YesIoBeuecKoro coooIecTsa.
Ilep6as wacmv CTaTbM IIOCBAIIEHA YTBEP)KIEHWIO
[Ixona Porisza o «rporenypHovt TpaHcpopMalm
KaTeropryecKoro MMIiepaTyBa», a TakxXe «IVCKYp-
CUBHO-TEOPETMYECKVM» KOHIIEMIIVMSM MOpaIl,
paspaboranaeiM IOpresom Xabepmacom m Pari-
HepoM Popcrom. Bo bmopoil uacmu obcyxpgaroTcs
CyIIleCTBeHHbIe HeJIOCTaTKM 3TUX «IIocTMeTadu-
3UYeCKMX» TOIXOI0B K MOpaIi 110 CpaBHEHWUIO C
KoHUenent Kanra. B mpemven uacmu oobsacHs-
eTCsl MPVHIUIIVAIBHBIVI MOMEHT pas3indis MeX-
Ay «IIOJTUTUYeCKUM» 1 «3TUYeCKMM» 0DIecTBOM,
a B uembepmoil pestoMmupyetcs Tesuc Kanra o Tom,
YTO «3TUUYECKOe TOCYJapCcTBO» MOXeT OBITh pea-
JIV30BaHO JIFOBMU TOJIBKO «B pOopMe LepKBu». B
nAmo uacmy paccMaTpyBaeTcsl IOTeHIIasl KOH-
LIV TOCYJapcTBa Ha OCHOBAaHWMY «TOJIBKO 3a-
KOHOB [100pofieTe/In» ¢ y4eTOM IIMPOKO pacIpo-
CTPaHEHHBIX CEeTOIHS CBETCKMX YOeXIIeHWII JIfo-
nert. OKaXkeTcs JIv 3Ta KOHIIEIIIIVS TT0JIe3HO IS
yCcTpaHeHMs MOPaJIbHBIX HeIOCTaTKOB, MapKMUpYy-
IOIIVX COBPEMEHHBIVI XM3HeHHbI Mup? M Ka-
KOe 3HaueHVe MeeT OTKpbIBaeMasi C ee IIOMOIIIbIO
r7100aJTPHAS TIePCIIeKTIBA?

1. ITpouenypHasi TpaHcpopMarisa
KaTeropm4ecKoro mMmIieparmsa

CeronHsl, TIOXOXe, IIMPOKO PpacIIpoCTpaHEHO
MHeHVe, YTO KaHTOBCKOe OIlperieJIeHVie MOpain
B TepMMHaAX «CaMO3aKOHOIATEIBCTBA» UMCTOrO
IPaKTUYecKoro pasymMa ycrapesio. OmHIM 13 BaX-
HEeVIIVX OCHOBaHWUII 1151 TAKOV TOUKM 3peHVsI I10-
CIIyXWMJI crocod, xkakmM [Ixon Poins yTeepxiaer,
YTO ero KOHUEMIMS CIIPaBejIMBOCTYI OCHOBaHa
Ha Kawnre. [TaBariTe KpaTKO HaIllOMHMM KJIIOYeBbIe
37IeMeHTBI ero Ho3uimv. OObICHSIS TIOHSTHE «3a-
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loneliness, urban crime” (Bell, 2016, p. 10). The
present paper examines whether Kant’s con-
ception of the “ethical state” might prove rel-
evant today, as it provides valuable tools for
addressing the deficits of an exclusively legal-
istic approach to social issues, and for elab-
orating a more comprehensive idea of a truly
human community.

The first part focuses on John Rawls’s claim
to provide a “procedural transformation of
the categorical imperative”, and on “discourse
theoretical” conceptions of morality, as elab-
orated by Jiirgen Habermas and Rainer Forst.
The second part discusses significant shortcom-
ings of these “post-metaphysical” approaches
to morality compared with Kant’s conception.
The third part explains the crucial point of the
distinction between the “political” and the
“ethical” community, while the fourth part sum-
marises Kant’s thesis that the “ethical state” can
be realised by humans only “in the form of a
church”. The fifth part examines what the poten-
tial of the conception of a state “under laws of
virtue alone” might be, given the widely shared
secular convictions of people today. Does this
conception prove instrumental in addressing
moral deficiencies marking the contemporary
life world? And what is the relevance of the
global perspective it opens up?

1. A Procedural Transformation
of the Categorical Imperative

It seems a widely shared view today that
Kant’s definition of morality in terms of the
“self-legislation” of pure practical reason has
become obsolete. The way in which John Rawls
maintains that his conception of justice has its
foundation in Kant has provided one crucial
basis for that view. Let us briefly recall key ele-
ments of his claim. Explaining the notion of the
“veil of ignorance” on which his contract theo-



BeCHI HeBeleHs1», Ha KOTOPOM OCHOBaHa ero Teo-
pus norosopa, Porrs oTMeuaeT: «3aHaBec HeBeje-
HUs JIMIIaeT 4YesloBeKa, HaxXOMAIIerocsi B VCXO/-
HOM IT0JIOXKeHW, 3HaHM, KOTOpOe II03BOJIsIeT eMy
BBIOpaTh reTepOHOMHBIe IpUHIMIIBD (Pos, 1995,
C. 224). Ba)xHO OCO3HaBaTh YCTaHOBJIEHHYIO 371eCh
CBS3b: yTBepXasi co cchlikom Ha Pycco n Kan-
Ta, YTO TOCYIAPCTBO, YTOOBI OBITH JIETUTVIMHBIM,
JIOJDKHO OBITH OCHOBaHO Ha WJIeajIbHOM JOrOBO-
pe, corlacOBaHHOM MeX/y BCeMM TIpaXJaHamu
Ha paBHBIX ycJ10BUX, PojI3 canTaeT, 4To 3TOT njle-
aJIbHBIV IOFOBOP COOTBETCTBYET OCHOBHBIM II0JIO-
KeHMAM Mopayi KaHTa, BeIpa)keHHBIM B KOHIIETI-
LU KaTeropudeckoro mmieparusa. OH HOUIIET:
«VcxomHOe TOJIoKeHMe, TaKM 00pa3oM, MOXKHO
paccMaTpuBaTh KakK IIPOLIeAypPHYIO MHTepIIpeTa-
IIVI0 KaHTWAHCKOVI KOHIIeMIIVI aBTOHOMMUM U Ka-
Teropudeckoro nmieparmsa» (Tam xe, c. 228). Ta-
KM obpaszom Pois ycTpaHsieT pasindvie MeXay
IIpaBOM ¥ MOpaJIblo, Ha KOTOPOM TaK HacTauBaJl
Kant, paspesnssg, Hanpumep, «MeTadpmsuky Hpa-
BOB» Ha JIBe 4acTl: «YdeHue O IIpaBe» U «YueHue
o nobpomeTesn». (TosIbko Ha OCHOBE 3TOrO YeTKO-
ro pasrpanndeHns KanTt oObsicHsIET CBSA3b MeXy
obenmu cpepamm, yTBepXKaasi, 4To IpU3HaHIE
MJIeaJIbHOrO OOIIIeCTBeHHOI'O J0roBopa sIBJISeTCs
MOpaJIbHBIM obs3arestbcTBoM?.) IlpumedaresrpHO,
uTo PoJI3 MCIoIb3yeT TepMUH «MOpasIbHas JINd-
HOCTB», KOIZIa TOBOPUT O Tpak[IaHMHe KOHCTUTY-
LIMOHHOro rocygapcrsa. OH OTMeuaeT, YTO I'pak-
JaHVWH IIPVHMMAaeT «IPVHIIAIBI CITIPaBeIBO-
CTV M KaK OHU BBIBOJSATCS U3 YCJIOBUVI, KOTOpbIe
XapaKTepu3yIoT ero Kak PaBHOIO B OOIIlecTBe MO-
panpHbIX JTaHOCTeN» (Tam xe, c. 449). [laree oH
yTBepXKaeT, UYTO «Halllyl MOpaJIbHble ITPVHIINIIEI
1 yOexmeHnss OObeKTUBHBL B TO Mepe, B KOTO-
POVI OHMV TIOJTyYeHBI 1 IIPOBEPEHBI IIOCPEICTBOM...
OLIeHKV apI'yMEeHTOB B VX I10J1b3y Yepes3 orpaHiye-
Hs1, BbIPaskeHHbIe KOHIIEIIIVeV ICXOHOTI'O I10J10-
xenms» (Tam xe, c. 500). boree mompobHO paszom-
past Kanra B «JIeKIusx 1o mMcTopuy MOpPasIbHOV
dutocodnm», Poirs melTaeTcs IIPOIeMOHCTPUPO-
BaTh JITUTVMMHOCTb CBO€rO IIPOYTEHMs KaTero-

* KaHT oTMeuaeT: «DTMKa TOBOPUT: XOPOIIIO, TO €CTh He-
00XOAVIMO ICXOMIS M3 BHYTPEHHMX MOTWMBOB, IIOCTYIIaTh
npaBwIbHO. [ToaTOMY IpaBo MpyHaIeXUT Y HpaBCTBEH-
Hoctn» (AA 19, S. 227, Ne 7014).
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ry is based, Rawls (1971, p. 252) notes: “the veil
of ignorance deprives the persons in the orig-
inal position of the knowledge that would en-
able them to choose heteronomous principles.”
It is important to be aware of the linkage es-
tablished here: While claiming, with reference
to Rousseau and Kant, that a state, in order to
be legitimate, must be based on an ideal con-
tract agreed among all citizens on equal terms,
Rawls considers that this ideal contract corre-
sponds with the basic terms of Kant’s thinking
on morality, as expressed in the conception of
the categorical imperative. He maintains, “The
original position may be viewed, then, as a
procedural interpretation of Kant’s conception
of autonomy and the categorical imperative”
(ibid., p. 256). In this manner Rawls eliminates
the distinction between right and morality that
Kant insisted on, for instance in separating the
two parts of The Metaphysics of Morals: “Doc-
trine of Right” and “Doctrine of Virtue”. (It is
only on the basis of this clear distinction that
Kant explains the relation between the two
spheres, claiming that it is a moral obligation to
acknowledge the ideal social contract.*)
Significantly, Rawls employs the term “mor-
al person” when referring to the citizen of the
constitutional state. He notes that the citizen
adopts “the principles of justice that are de-
rived from the conditions that characterise his
being an equal in a society of moral persons”
(ibid., p. 526). He goes on to claim that “our
moral principles and convictions are objective
to the extent that they have been arrived at and
tested by [...] assessing the arguments for them
by the restrictions expressed by the conception
of the original position” (ibid., p. 517). Elabo-
rating on Kant more extensively in his Lectures
on the History of Moral Philosophy, Rawls seeks
to demonstrate the legitimacy of his reading of

¢ Kant notes, “Ethics says that it is good, i.e. from motiv-
is internis necessary, to act right. Therefore, the right be-
longs to morality” (Refl 7014, AA 19, p. 227; tr. H.N.-D.).
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pUYecKoro mMIlepaTvBa, oOpaliiasi ocoboe BHWU-
MaHVe Ha KaHTOBCKO€ ITOHATVIE «IIaPCTBO IIeJIevi».
OH pacimidpoBBIBaeT 3TO TIOHATVIE CIIEYIOITVIM
obpasom: «Bceryia 1evicTBy 1 Tak, YTOOBI COBOKYTI-
HOCTb MaKCMM, Ha OCHOBAaHWMM KOTOPBIX ThI JIEVi-
CTBYyeIIIb, ObIJTa TAKOBa, YTOOBI THI MOT' pacCMaTpPU-
BaTh ce0Os KaK OCYIIEeCTBIISIIONIETO II0CPEICTBOM
3TVIX MaKCVIM €IVIHYIO CXeMY OOIIIeCTBEHHBIX MO-
PaJIBHBIX TIPEIIVICAaHNiI, O00peHe KOTOPBIX
BCEMI PasyMHBIMM ¥ PaIlIOHAJIBHBIMU JIIOb-
MM COOTBETCTBYET VX UeJIOBEYHOCTV VI IIPVIBEIET
(mpu OIarOnIpMSATHBIX YCIOBMAX) K LIAPCTBY lie-
ner» (Rawls, 2000, p. 205). CTouTr OTMETUTH, UTO
C TOUKVI 3PeHMSI 3TOrO CHelUIecKoro mpoure-
Hus Pors xputukyer KanTa 3a HefrocTaToK sICHO-
crn: «YeM rpeHeOperaroT, Tak 3TO SKCIUIUIIATHBIM
IIpVBJIeUeHeM BHUMAHMS K B3aIMHOMY IIpV3Ha-
HWIO MOPaJIBHOTO 3aKOHA B ITyOJIMYHOM POJIM MO-
pasibHOV KyJIBTYphI ob1iecTBa» (Ibid., p. 209). (OT0
MIOHSATVIE B3aIMHOCTM Oy/1eT o0CyXIaThCs HIIXKe.)

B coBpeMeHHOM IMCKypce BbIpa’keHVe «KaH-
TOBCKasI TPaINIIVs» 0OBIYHO ITpyMeHsieTcs K Poir-
3y M MHOTMM aBTOpaM, KOTOpbIe II03)Ke ITpUHS-
mmn ero npouteHve Kanra. OmHMM M3 TIOIXOIOB,
BIIOXHOBJIEHHBIX P0JI30M, SIBJISIETCS [IVMCKYPCUB-
Hasl TeopeTrYecKasi KOHIIEIIVsI MOpasIn, paspa-
6orannas IOprenom XabepmacoMm 11 HEKOTOPBIMM
ero yueHmKamm. CTpeMsch co3aTh «11ocTMeTadu-
3MUeCcKoe» M3JIOKeHVe MOPaJIv, STV aBTOPHI IIPsi-
MO oOpartarorcst K 3asiBiieHuio Porsa o «rporie-
OypHOV MHTepHpeTauy KaHTMaHCKOV KOHIIEII-
LIV aBTOHOMUM ¥ KaTeropryeckoro mMmIreparu-
Ba» (Porz, 1995, c. 228; cm.: Xabepmac, 2001, c. 105—
107; Forst, 2002, p. 24). O0BsicHsIs CBOVI COOCTBEH-
HBIVT «KaHTOBCKO-TIPOLIeTy PHBIVI» ITOAXOM, K MOpa-
7n, XabepMac yKasbIBaeT, YTO «B OTCYTCTBIE MeTa-
Juzmaeckyt 000CHOBAaHHBIX HOPMATMBHBIX ITPUH-
LIUIIOB MOpaIbHO-YHMBEpPCaIbHOe O00OCHOBaHVE
MOXXeT OBITh HaVIEeHO TOJIBKO B IIPOIlecce B3avM-
HOVI pallVIOHaJIBHOVI apr'yMeHTaIA... B 3ToM KoH-
TeKCTe IIPaKTUYeCKU pasyM TpebyeT, YTOObI Mbl
ObUIV CIIOCOOHBI ITPEIOCTABUTH B3aIMHBIE 1 YHU-
BepCcaJIbHBIE OCHOBAHVIS 17151 0O0CHOBAaHHOCTY MO-
pasyIbHOVI HOpMBD>’. [louepkmBast yHUBEpCaICT-

> CmM. KpaTKoe M3JI0KeHve 13/10KeHs XabepMaca, IIper-
crapiierHoe y @opcra: (Forst, 2002, p. 176 —177).

160

the categorical imperative with specific atten-
tion to Kant’s concept “realm of ends”. He tran-
scribes this concept as follows: “Always act so
that the totality of maxims from which you act
is such that you can regard yourself as enacting
through those maxims a unified scheme of pub-
lic moral precepts the endorsing of which by
all reasonable and rational persons is consist-
ent with their humanity and would bring about
(under favorable conditions) a realm of ends”
(Rawls, 2000, p. 205). It is worth noting that,
from the perspective of this specific reading,
Rawls criticises Kant for a lack of explicitness:
“what is neglected is explicitly drawing atten-
tion to the mutual recognition of the moral law
in the public role of a society’s moral culture”
(ibid., p. 209). (This concept of mutuality will be
discussed below.)

In recent discourse, the expression “Kantian
tradition” typically has been applied to Rawls
and the many authors who have since adopted
his reading of Kant. One approach inspired by
Rawls is the discourse theoretical conception
of morality elaborated by Jiirgen Habermas
and some of his disciples. Seeking to establish
a “post-metaphysical” account of morality,
these authors refer explicitly to Rawls’s claim to
“a procedural interpretation of Kant’s concep-
tion of autonomy and the categorical impera-
tive” (Rawls, 1971, p. 256; cf. Habermas, 1990,
pp- 57-68; Forst, 2002, p. 24). As Habermas ex-
plains his own “Kantian-procedural” account
of morality, he emphasises that “in the absence
of metaphysically validated normative prin-
ciples, moral-universal justification can be lo-
cated only in a process of reciprocal rational
argumentation. [...] In this context, practical
reason requires that we be able to provide re-
ciprocal and universal reasons for the validity
of a moral norm.”” Highlighting the universal-

> See the summary of Habermas’s account provided in
Forst (2002, pp. 176-177).



CKIVI XapaKTep CBOero ms3JioxkeHwus, Xabepmac
yTBepXJlaeT, UTO «MOpajIbHOe COODIIeCcTBO JIIO-
Zler — 3TO COOOIeCTBO OMpaBHaHMs MOPaIbHBIX
Hopm» (Forst, 2002, p. 177—178).

2. ITogBogHBIEe KaMHWM B3aMMHOI'O
«IIpaBa Ha oIIpaBOaHVe»

IIpu Gostee BHMMATeIbHOM B3IVIsiZle Ha IIOCT-
MeTadpm3MUecKe  MPeIJIoKeHNMs  IIPOM3BeCTU
«IIpollecCya/IbHYIO  MHTepIpeTalio» KaTero-
pudeckoro mmreparvsa KaHTa MbeI 0OHapyXu-
BaeM, BO-TIEPBBIX, YTO OHa OCHOBaHA Ha CJIEIyIO-
IIIeM IMIPeIIIoNIOKEHNIL: TIOJIMHHBI MCTOK MO-
PaJIbHBIX IIpO0JIEM JIEXUT B KOH(IIMKTaX MeXIy
mogpMuL. XaOepMac yTBepkaaeT, Harmprmep: «Mo-
pajIbHble CyX[IeHWs OOBICHSIOT, KaK KOHQJIVK-
TBI MEX/1y Pa3INuYHBIMN CyOBbeKTaMy MOT'YT OBITh
paspelrieHsl Ha OCHOBE PaIlVIOHAJIBHO MOTUBVIPO-
BaHHOro cornamenus» (Habermas, 1991, S. 11).
AHaslornyHoe HarlpaBjieHVe MBICIN (POpMUPY-
eT KOHIIEMIINIO «IIpaBa Ha OIpaBIaHue» Parvire-
pa Popcra (Forst, 2014). PopcTt, KOTOPBIV TaKxke
BOCIIPMHMMaeT MOpa/IbHble BOIIPOCHI KaK KOH-
JrMKTHBIE, HOTYepKMBaeT IIPaBo JIIOAET, pasipa-
JKEHHBIX VI OCKOPOJIEHHBIX HEVICTBUSMI IpPY-
rux, «TpeboBarh ompasgaHus». COOTBETCTBEHHO,
OH yTBEPXXIaeT, UTO KaXX[IOMY YeJIOBEKY JOIDKHO
OBITH IIPeIOCTaBIIEHO PaBHOE IIPABO OIIPABIBIBATH
CBOWL o6pa3 nevicTBu: «Ka>KIbIiT yeJIoBeK B IpUH-
IVIIe JOJDKeH OBITH IIPV3HAH KaK JIMYHOCTB, VIMe-
IOIlIasi IIPaBO Ha OIpaBIaHVe B COOTBETCTBUM C
KpPUTEPUSMM B3aIMHOCTU ¥ YHWBEPCaIbHOCTI»
(Forst, 2015, p. 22). B oTHOIIIEHNY BOIIpOCa O TOM,
uTO TpebyeTcs 111 00OCHOBaHMS OCIapyBaeMo-
TO JIEVICTBYSL, TU «IIOCTMeTadm3IecKie» Teopum
yTBEpPXKIIal0T, UTO HEOOXOAMMO CChUIAThCS Ha 00-
IeNpy3HaHHble HOpMaTMBHBIe IIpuHIIMIIEL Kak
et Xabepmac, 000CHOBAaHHOCTb HOPM 3aBU-
CUT OT ITPOLIECCOB «COBMECTHOTO (POPMVIPOBAHAS
BOJIVI I MHEHVISI OTHOCUTEJIFHO HOPM OOITeCTBeH-
Homt xv3HM» (Habermas, 2016, S. 819).

Kak sicHO 1IoKa3bIBaeT 3TO KpaTKoe OIVICAaHVe,
«IIpoLedy PHBIV» HOAXO0H, cpOpMUPOBaH JIOTMKOM
norosopa. OgHaKo Takoe IIOHVMMaHVeE B HECKOJIb-
KX acIleKTaX He COOTBETCTByeT HalleMy OOBbIU-
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ist character of his account, Habermas contends
that “The moral community of human beings is
the justification community for moral norms”
(Forst, 2002, pp. 177-178).

2. The Pitfalls of the Reciprocal
“Right to Justification”

As we take a closer look at the post-meta-
physical suggestions for providing a “pro-
cedural interpretation” of Kant’s categorical
imperative, we find, first, that this interpreta-
tion is based on the assumption that the gen-
uine origin of moral issues lies in conflicts
among fellow human beings. Habermas main-
tains, for instance: “Moral judgements explain
how conflicts among different actors can be re-
solved on the basis of a rationally motivated
agreement” (Habermas, 1991, p. 11). A similar
line of thought shapes Rainer Forst’s concep-
tion of the “right to justification” (cf. Forst,
2014). Forst, who also views moral issues as
conflict-based, emphasises the right of persons
who are irritated or offended by actions of oth-
ers to “request reasons”. Correspondingly, he
maintains that each person must be granted
the equal right to justify his/her way of acting;:
“each person must, on principle, be recognised
as a person with the right to justification ac-
cording to the criteria of reciprocity and uni-
versality” (Forst, 2015, p. 22; tr. H.N.-D.).
Regarding the question of what is required in
order to provide good reasons for a contest-
ed action, these “post-metaphysical” theories
argue that it is imperative to refer to univer-
sally accepted normative principles. As Haber-
mas claims, the validity of norms depends on
processes of a “joint will- and opinion-forma-
tion concerning the norms of communal life”
(Habermas, 2016, p. 819; tr. H.N.-D.).

As this brief summary clearly indicates, the
“procedural” approach is shaped by the logic
of contract. This understanding fails, however,



X. Harnp-Jlonexanb

HOMY B3IVIsIZLy Ha Mopasib. Korfma MbI XOTMM IIpo-
SCHUTH 3Ty HECTHIKOBKY, MOpaJibHas dusiocodist
KanTa aet 11eHHBIe OpVeHTUpPBL. Bo-TiepBhIX, Kak
noruepkrBaeT KaHT, JOroBOpHBIe corvIalIeHns 1o
OITpeIeJIEHVIO He CITOCOOHBI MTOPOXKIATh MOpaIb-
Hble ycraHoBKM. CorviamieHusi O IIpaBulax fev-
CTBUSI MOT'YT KacaThCsl TOJIBKO «BHEIITHEr0» acIlek-
Ta — IeVICTBIM KaK HalmomaeMoro mportecca. Co-
OTBeTCTBeHHO, KaHT ompenernser «xopumadecKyie
3aKOHBD» KaK 3aTparvBaiollyie «JIVIIb BHENTHVe
IIOCTYIIKM ¥ WX 3aKOHOCooOpasHOCTb» (AA 06,
S. 214; KanT, 1994r, c. 234). Yro kacaeTcd «BHY-
TPeHHero» acIieKTa, TO eCThb IIePCIIeKTMBHI areHTa,
OH yTBep)XIIaeT, OIIHAKO, YTO 51 He MOTr'y OBITH CBS-
3aH JOrOBOPOM, YTOOBI ClIejlaTh OIIpeleIeHHYIO
11esib «Moer1 11estbio» (AA 06, S. 381; KanT, 1994r,
c. 423). Bo-BTOpBIX, JIOKQJIM3AIIMS ITPOVICXOXK]Ie-
HMS MOpPaJIBHBIX IPo0OeM B KOH(IIMKTaX MeX-
Aoy cyObeKTaMy He IIO3BOJISeT afleKBaTHO yUWTHI-
BaTh TO, UTO OOBIYHO HA3bIBAIOT «COBECTHIO». OHa
He OTpa’kaeT, HalIpuMep, CUTYyallyi, KOr[ia Mbl MO-
KeM CUMTaTh HEKOTOPBIe HaIIIV IEVICTBIISI MOpaJIb-
HO HeIIPaBWIBHBIMIY, JTaKe eCJIV HUKTO VX He Ha-
Ormrortat m He ocriapvBasl. OIVH XOPOIIO M3BeCT-
HBIVI JINTepaTyPHBIV IIPUIMEP — 3TO CIIOCOO pac-
KasiHMS TI0CIIe TOro, KaK MOApPOCTOK KpazeT Ipy-
11Ty, 0 YeM pacckasbiBaetcs B «Vcrosenn» (11, iv, 9)
(ABryctmn, 2013, c. 25). BaxHO OTMeTUTB, UTO
KaHT nomerriaeT MCTOYHMK MOpasIy IIpeXe Bce-
TO B IEVICTBYIOIIEro CyObeKTa, a He B KOH(IIMKTBI
¢ npyrumu ymogpmu. Ompenesnss omAudumessHbie
ocobennocmu vesobexa, KaHT omuepKmBaeT «I1ep-
BOHauaJIbHbIe MOpaJIbHBIE 3a/JaTKVM B HaC BOOOIIe»
(AA 06, S. 4; KanT, 1994, c. 52) (3TOT Tesuc OyaeT
00CyXIaTbcs HVDKe).

Yro e KacaeTcs JIIofier], Ha KOTOPBIX OKa3bIBa-
FOT BJIVISTHVIE HAIIIM JeVICTBYIS, TO 371eCh HeoOXOoIu-
Mo ripoBecTu AvidpdepeHITmario. 1715 Toro YToOb!
IIPaBWIBHO pPeaIn30BaTh HAIIV «MOpasIbHBIE 3a-
JIaTKW», MBI, HECOMHEHHO, JI0JDKHBI BOCHUTHIBATL B
cebe UYBCTBUTEITPHOCTb K TOMY, MOTYT JIVI IPyTVie
JIIOMYI OCKOPOUTBCS WUIVI TIOCTpajaTh OT HaIMX
HEeVICTBUIL. B 5TOM OTHOIIIEHI OYEBMIHO, YTO HaM
HeOOXOIVIMO IT0 BO3MOKHOCTY Y4acTBOBaTh B JIVIC-
Kypce (cm.: Nagl-Docekal, 2014a). Kpurnueckue
3aMeuaHMs], BbICKa3bIBaeMble IPYIVIMU JIFOIbMU,
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to correspond to our ordinary way of looking
at morality in several respects. As we seek to
specify this incompatibility, Kant’s moral phi-
losophy provides valuable guidelines. Firstly,
as Kant emphasises, contractual agreements
are, by definition, incapable of generating a
moral attitude. Agreements on rules of action
can only concern the “external” aspect: the ac-
tion as an observable process. Accordingly,
Kant defines “juridical laws” as being “directed
merely to external actions and their conformity
tolaw” (MS, AA 06, p. 214; Kant, 1996d, p. 375).
Regarding the “internal” aspect — i.e. the per-
spective of the agent — he contends, however,
that I cannot be bound by contract to making a
certain end “my end” (MS, AA 06, p. 381; Kant,
1996d, p. 513). Secondly, locating the origin of
moral issues in conflicts among actors fails to
take adequately into account what is commonly
called “conscience”. It does not reflect, for in-
stance, that we may view some of our actions
as morally wrong, even if no one has observed
or contested them. One well known literary ex-
ample is the repentant mode in which a pear
theft by an adolescent is narrated in the Confes-
siones (II, iv, 9) (cf. St. Augustine, 1955, pp. 32-
33). Significantly, Kant locates the source of
morality primarily in the acting subject rather
than in conflicts with fellow human beings. De-
tining the differentia specifica of humans, Kant
highlights “the original moral disposition in
us” (RGV, AA 06, p. 4, Kant, 1996f, p. 93) (this
thesis will be discussed shortly).

With regard to the persons who are affected
by our actions, there is a need for differentia-
tion. In order to implement our “moral dispo-
sition” properly, we certainly have to cultivate
our sensitivity as to whether others might be
offended or harmed by our actions. In this re-
spect, it is obvious that we need to engage in
discourse wherever possible (cf. Nagl-Docekal,
2014a). Critical responses voiced by others can
provide invaluable incentives for our self-ex-



MOT'YT CTaTh OeCIleHHBIM CTVMYJIOM JIJISi HaIllero
camoaHasm3a. OgHAKO BaKHOCTb TaKMX OOCYX-
OEeHU He SIBIISIeTCS [T0Ka3aTeIbCTBOM YTBepXKe-
HUS O «IIpolieccyasIbHOV TpaHCOpMaIIvy KaTero-
pvdecKoro mmmeparvisa». Ecam cxoguTe 13 3T0-
rO BCEOOBEMITIOIIETO YTBEpPXKIEeHNs, TO MOpalb-
Has OIleHKa ITOCTYIIKOB OyzeT BO3JIOKeHa Ha 00-
IIIeCTBEHHOCTD, YTO B MTOre OTPpULIaeT 3HAUYMMOCTh
coecTy areHTa. HeobOxoymo Takxe y4uThIBaTh 1
PVICK IIPUTBOPCTBA: OYEBMIIHO, UTO OOIIIECTBEHHOE
IaBJieHVie Ha VIHOVBIIOB C IeJIbIO OllpaBOaHVIs X
TIeVICTBUT CIIOCOOHO MOOYAUTH yesioBeka, oO1asia-
IOIIIETO TaJIAHTOM CO(VICTA, CKPBIBATH CBOWM JIeVi-
CTBUTeJIbHbIE HaMepeHs 3a «BeCKUMM HIpUYVHa-
MI1», COIVIACYIOMIMMMCS C OOLIeIIPUHSATBIMI HOP-
MaMW, B TO BpeMs KaK MeHee VICKYIIIeHHBIe JIIOIN
MOT'YT OKa3aThCsl HeCTIOCOOHBIMM aJIeKBaTHO BbIpa-
3UTbH CBOIO MCTMHHYIO MOTMBaLuIo. B o0minx uep-
Tax KaHT BeIpa’kaeT 4eTKoe IIpefyIIpeXxaeHue, 3a-
SBJISISl, UTO «MIMEHHO UMCTOe OTHOIIEHVEe ceprlia
COCTaBJIsIeT VICTMHHYIO MOPaJILHYIO [I€HHOCTE, Of1-
HaKO OHO HUMKOI/Ia He ITPU3HAeTC IPYTVIMU JOJDK-
HBIM 00pa3oM, a 3a4acTyIo Jake HEeBepHO OLIeH-
BaeTcs» (AA 19, S. 181, Ne 6858).

OnuH 13 BaXHBIX aclleKTOB MOpPaJIbHOIO 3a-
KOHa 3aKJIIOYaeTCsl B TOM, UTO, BOIIPEKV pacIipo-
CTPaHEHHOMY IIPe[CTaBJIeHNIO O MOPaJIbHOM CY-
JKOEHWMI, OH JaeT PYKOBOACTBO K PacCMOTPEHVIIO
B IIEPBYIO Ouepellb MOVMX COOCTBEHHBIX CIIOCOOOB
IIeVICTBUYL, a He CIIocO00B TeVICTBUIL OPpyTUX JIIO-
nevt. C MopaJIbHOVI ITepCIIeKTUBBI OUeHb BaXKHO CO-
CpeIoTOYNTHCS Ha TOM, KaKoV IIpUYMHe OTJaeT-
Csl VIV OTHABAJICS. HPVOPUTET B IIPVHSITUV pellie-
HUsI, BeAYIIEro K pacCMaTpvBaeMOMY IEVICTBIAIO.
XoTs1, pasyMeeTcsl, OOVH M TOT e IIOCTYIIOK MO-
XeT OBITh MOTMBMPOBAH COBEPIIIEHHO pPa3HBIMU
HaMepeHWsIMV, TeM He MeHee MOpaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH
TpeOyeT BHMMATEJIPHOTO WM3y4YeHMs Halllero ViC-
TUHHOTO BHYTpPEHHETrO IIPMHIINIIA [IeVICTBUSC.

¢ CM. mOIpoOHBIVT aHAIN3 IIOHSITHUS «CoBecTh» y KaHra:
«CoBeCTb He CyIWT ITOCTYIIKM KakK IIpellefeHTbl, ITofle-
JKalllyle OIIpellesIeHNIO 3aKOHa... pa3yM caM celds cyamt
OTHOCUTEILHO TOTO, IEVICTBUTEIIHHO JIV OH CO BCEeVT OCTO-
POKHOCTBIO BBIHEC TO CYJKIIEHVE O IIOCTyIIKax (CIrpaBer-
JIMBBI OHW VUIU HeclIpaBeyInBEL)...» (AA 06, S. 186; Kanr,
1994, c. 202—203).
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amination. The importance of such consulta-
tions does not, however, provide evidence for
the claim of a “procedural transformation of
the categorical imperative”. On the basis of this
comprehensive claim, the moral evaluation of
actions would be committed to the public, ul-
timately denying the relevance of the agent’s
conscience. We also need to consider the dan-
ger of pretence: it is evident that public pres-
sure on individuals to justify their actions may
induce individuals with a talent for sophistry to
hide their actual intentions behind “good rea-
sons” that agree with widely accepted norms,
whereas less sophisticated persons might find
it impossible to verbalise adequately their true
motivation. In general terms, Kant expresses a
clear warning, stating that “it is the pure atti-
tude of the heart that represents true moral val-
ue, yet this is never fully perceived by others,
very often even misjudged” (Refl 6858, AA 19,
p. 181; tr. H. N.-D.).

One significant aspect of the moral law is
that — contrary to a common understanding
of moral judgment — it provides a guideline
for examining primarily my own ways of act-
ing rather than those of other people. From
a moral perspective, it is crucial to focus on
which reason is, or has been, given priority in
the decision leading to the action in question.
While, obviously, one and the same deed may
be motivated by very different intentions, the
moral law demands scrutinising our true inner
principle of action.® As Kant shows, to look at
someone’s ways of acting from the perspective
of an external observer does not put us in the
position to assess with certainty what the deci-
sive motivation of this person has been. Thus,

¢ See Kant's careful analysis of the concept of con-
science: “Conscience does not pass judgment upon ac-
tions as cases that stand under the law [...]. Rather, here
reason judges itself, whether it has actually undertaken,
with all diligence, that examination of actions (wheth-
er they are right or wrong)” (RGV, AA 06, p. 186; Kant,
1996f, p. 203).



X. Harnp-Jlonexanb

Kaxk nokasbiBaet KaHT, paccMoTpeHMe UbMX-T1100
IIOCTYTIKOB C TOUKV 3peHVsI BHEITHero HalJIroa-
TeJIsl He JJaeT HaM BO3MOXKHOCTY C yBePeHHOCTEIO
OlLIeHUTh, KaKoBa ObUIa pelaroriasi MOTMBAIIVISA
3TOro 4esiopeka. Takmm oOpa3oM, ocHOBHOV (o-
KyC MOPaJILHOTO 3aKOHa, KOoTopbIi KaHT KOHKpe-
TU3UPYET B CBOeV KOHLIEMIINUN «KaTeropuyeckoro
MMIlepaTuBa», — 3TO TO, KaK s OMHOULYCb K JIIO-
I4M, a He TO, KaK OHM OTHOCATCS Ko MHe. Harrra
IJIaBHasi O0s13aHHOCTb — OTHOCUTBCS K KaXKIIO-
My 4eJIOBeKy (Kak K IPyIMM, Tak U K ce0e) Kak K
JIMYHOCTY, TO €CTh YBaXkaTh JJOCTOMHCTBO KaXK[10-
ro. PasBuBas 3Ty MbICiIb, KaHT nomyepkmBaeT, 4To
Halll MOPaJIbHBIVI JJOJIT He MOXKeT OBITh oIpesiesieH
B TepMIHaX JI0roBopa: BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI OCHO-
BBIBaThCS Ha IIPUHIINIIE B3aVIMHOCTY, MOPaJIbHBIN
3aKOH TpeOyeT, YTOObI MBI OTHOCWIIVCH K IPyTIM
KaK K JIMYHOCTSM JIake TOr7Ia, Korja y Hac ecThb Be-
CKMe OCHOBaHVSI COMHEBaThCs B TOM, UTO OHU Oy-
AyT BecTu ceOsl IO OTHOIIEHNIO K HaM IO00HBIM
obpazom®. MBI IpMXOAMM K BBIBOAY, YTO ITpOLIec-
CyaJIbHBIVI TIOJIXOJ He B COCTOSHWM ITPeJIOKUTh
MopaJIbHYIO Teopuio. Takvim oOpa3omM, ecTb Bce Oc-
HOBaHMS [IJIs1 TOTO, YTOOBI ITI0O-HOBOMY B3IJISHYTh
Ha yueHre KaHTa B ero nostHom ooneme.

3. Cncrema G;1aroHaMepeHHBIX
JesI0BeYeCcKMX CyIIecTB

O06bsacHSsIA HEOOXOAVMMOCTD YeTKOrO pasrpaHu-
JeHMs JOrOBOPHOIO IipaBa 1 Mopaiu, KaHT mop-
UepKMBaeT, YTO MBI CIIOCOOHBI OLIEHVMBAaTh CBOU
TIOCTYIIKW B JIBYX Pa3sHbIX IIePCIIeKTHBaxX — C TOU-

7 TlpuMeHWUTeIBHO K TeMe HacTosiueit paboTel Hambo-

Jlee TIOIXOSIIVM TIPEICTABIIAeTCs CIleyToliee OIIperie-
JleHVe KaTeropudecKoro mmmepaTwsa: «[locmynail mak,
umo0bL Mot Beeeda ommocucs k wesoBeuecm8y u 8 cboem auye,
u 6 auye Bcaxoeo Opyeo20 mak e, KAK K yeAu, u Huko20a
He omHocuAcs Obl kK HeMy moavko kak Kk cpedcmBy» (AA 04,
E' 429; Kanr, 19947, c. 205).

«denarb goO6po OpyrvIM JIOOAM IIO Mepe Hallleyl BO3-
MOYXHOCTV €CTh JOJIT HEe3aBWUCHMO OT TOTO, JIFOOVIM MBI
VX WIN HeT... <...> Bemp OarososieHne Bcerga ocraet-
Csl JIONITOM Jlake TI0 OTHOIIIEHWIO K UeJTOBeKOHEHaBVICT-
HUKY...» (AA 06, S. 402; KanT, 1994r, c. 443 —444). [Tna
Oosiee TIIyOOKOV KPUTWKIM COBPEMEHHOI'O TpeHAa OIlpe-
TeTIATh MOPaTbHOE CYXKIeHVe TTOCPENICTBOM JIOTOBOPHOV
teopum cM.: (Nagl-Docekal, 20146, S. 33 —47).
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the main focus of the moral law — which Kant
specifies in his conception of the “categorical
imperative”” — is on how I treat human be-
ings rather than on how others treat me. It is
our key obligation to treat every human being
(others as well as ourselves) as a person, i.e. to
respect everybody’s dignity. Elaborating this
point, Kant stresses that our moral duty can-
not be defined in contractual terms: rather than
being based upon the principle of reciprocity,
the moral law demands that we treat others as
persons even when we have good reasons to
doubt that they would behave towards us like-
wise.?

To summarise, we find that the procedural
approach fails to provide a theory of morality
proper. Thus, there is good reason for taking
a fresh look at Kant’s account in its full exten-
sion.

3. A System
of Well-Disposed Human Beings

Explaining the necessity to distinguish
clearly between the contract-based right and
morality, Kant emphasises that we are capa-
ble of judging our own ways of acting from
two different perspectives: from that of a “cit-
izen”, and that of a “human being”. Regard-
ing the first perspective, he notes that the laws
which regulate the relations among citizens fo-

7 With regard to the focus of the present paper, the follo-
wing definition of the categorical imperative is most re-
levant: “So act that you use humanity, whether in your
own person or in the person of any other, always at the
same time as an end, never merely as a means” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 1996b, p. 80).

8 “To do good to other human beings insofar as we can
is a duty, whether one loves them or not [...] For be-
nevolence always remains a duty, even toward a mis-
anthropist” (MS, AA 06, p. 402; Kant, 1996d, p. 530). For
an in-depth critique of the current trend to define moral
judgment by means of contract theory see Nagl-Docekal
(2014b, pp. 33-47).



KV 3pEeHMS «TPakIaHVHa» M C TOUKV 3PEHMS «Je-
joBeKa». YTo KacaeTcs IepBOVl, OH OTMeUaeT, YTo
3aKOHBI, PeryJIMpyIoIe OTHOIIEHNS MeXIy
rpaXk/laHaM, pacCMaTpPMBAIOT HaIIV [IeVICTBUSA
B IIepBYIO oOuepelb KaK IIOCTYIKW, BJIVSIOIIVe
Ha ApYyTuX JIofen, a MHAVBUIYyaJIbHYI0 MOTVBa-
IIVIIO CYMTAOT YaCTHBIM I€JIOM. DTO PaBHOCVIIBHO
BHeIITHEMY OrpaHMYeHUIO: TpaXIaHe MMeIOT ITpa-
BO JIEVICTBOBATh TaK, KaK 3TO IIPsIMO He 3allpelieHo
3aKOHOM MX TrocydapcTsa. VI3 3Toro ciiemyet, 4To
C TOYKM 3peHMs <«IOPUANIECKI-TPa’KIaHCKOrO
(TOJIMTUYECKOr0) COCTOSHIS» MBI BOJIBHBI IIOCTY-
11atb Oe3HPaBCTBEHHO, €CIIV TOJIBKO SIBJISIEMCS 3a-
KOHOIIOCITY IITHBIMM T'pakKgaHaMi. OTIMchIBast 3TOT
dakT, KaHT BBOIUT TepMUH «3TUYecKoe rocyaap-
CTBO». «B yXke CyIIecTBYIOMIYIO MOJIUTUYECKYIO
OOIITHOCTE BCe HOJIUTUYECKVIE €€ UIEeHBI KaK TaKo-
BBIE€ BXOST TOJIBKO B MIX STUYUECKVI ectnectnbenHom
coCmosAHUY, IMeS TIOJTHOE ITPaBO B HEM V1 OCTaBaTh-
csl, TaK Kak ObLI0 ObI IpoTMBOpeuneM (in adjecto),
ecsmy OBl 3Ta OOITHOCTH IO HEOOXOAVMIMOCT IIPU-
Hy)XXJasla Obl CBOMX I'pakIaH BCTyHaTh B OOII-
HOCTb 3TUYECKYIO — BeIb IOCJIeIHSS YKe B CBO-
eM IIOHSITUM 3aKJIIoYaeT CBOOOLy OT IIPMHYXKe-
Hus» (AA 06, S. 95; KanT, 1994k, c. 100). Ograko
KaK JIIOIVI MBI 3HAKOMBI C MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM,
KOTOPBIVI SIBJISIETCS PelIafoIIM KpUTepeM IS
OLIEHKV HAIINX IIOCTYIIKOB C MOPaIbHOV TOUYKM
3peHms. O4eBUIHO, YTO 3TO pasIvdvie He nMeeT
YCTO aKaZleMIMUeCcKOoro 3HaUeH s, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO
Ppe30oHUpyeT C HAIIMM IIOBCETHEBHBIM OITBITOM:
MBI XOPOIIIO 3HaeM, YTO ObITh 3aKOHOIOCITYITHBIM
rpaXk/IaHVMHOM He O3HayaeT €0 IpsO BBIIIOJIHSATH
TpeOoBaHVIS K HPaBCTBEHHOMY ITOBEJIEHMIO.
OnuH snmeMeHT B m3nokeHm KaHTa oka3pIBaeT-
Cs1 371eCh PEIIAIOIMM: Te3VC O TOM, YTO, XOTs KaXk-
TIBIVI UeJIOBEK 1 00s3aH CTPEMUTHCS K COOCTBEHHO-
MY MOPaJIBHOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHWIO, €T0 YCUIIVS
CTOJIKHYTCS C OTPOMHBIMU ITPEIIATCTBUSMM, eCiIN
TOJIBKO JIIO[IV He OyJ1yT COTPyIHMYATE B CO3IaHUN
coo0l11ecTBa, yIpaB/IsieMOro 3aKOHaMM JoOpore-
TEeJIVL: «...BBICIIIee HPABCTBEHHOe 0JIaro He MOXKeT
OBITH OCYIIECTBJIEHO WICKIIIOUMTEIBHO TIOCpes-
CTBOM CTpeMJIEHUS OTHEe/IPHOIO dYeJloBeKa K ero
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cus on our actions primarily in terms of deeds
that affect other people, individual motivation
he considers a private affair. That amounts to
an external limitation: citizens have the right
to act in ways that are not explicitly prohibit-
ed by the law of their state. This implies that,
from the perspective of the “juridico-civil (po-
litical) state”, we are free to act immorally if
only we are law-abiding citizens. Describing
this fact, Kant introduces the term “ethical
state of nature”: “In an already existing polit-
ical community all the political citizens are,
as such, still in the ethical state of nature, and
have the right to remain in it; for it would be a
contradiction (in adjecto) for the political com-
munity to compel its citizens to enter into an
ethical community, since the latter entails free-
dom from coercion in its very concept” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 95; Kant, 1996f, p. 131). As human
beings, however, we are also familiar with the
moral law which constitutes the crucial criteri-
on for judging our ways of acting from a moral
perspective. Obviously, this distinction is not
of purely academic concern, since it resonates
with our everyday experience: we know very
well that to be a law-abiding citizen does not eo
ipso mean to fulfill the requirements for acting
morally.

One element of Kant’s account proves cru-
cial here: the thesis that, while each human
being has the duty to strive for his/her moral
improvement, these efforts will face enormous
obstacles unless the individuals cooperate in
establishing a community ruled by the laws of
virtue: “[T]he highest moral good will not be
brought about solely through the striving of
one individual person for his own moral per-
fection but requires rather a union of such per-
sons into a whole toward that very end, [i.e.]
into a system of well-disposed human beings in
which, and through the unity of which alone,
the highest moral good can come to pass”
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COOCTBEHHOMY MOpaJIbBHOMY COBEpIIIEHCTBY, a Tpe-
OyeT 0ObeIVIHeHMS JIIOeV B OIHO 1iejIoe paii TOM
Ke 11eJIV, T. €. B CUCTeMY OJIaroMBbICIISIITNX JIIOTIe, B
KOTOpOVI 11 OJ1arofiapsi eIMHCTBY KOTOpOVI 3TO Oila-
T'O TOJIBKO VI MOXeT OCyIIecTBUTBCs» (AA 06, S. 97—
98; Kant, 1994, c. 102). KanTt o0BsicHsIeT HEOOXO-
AVIMOCTB TIOJIOOHOrO OOBeVIHeHUs B pajuKaslb-
HBIX TEPMIMHAX, C SIBHOV CCBUIKOV Ha KOHIIEIITVIO
T'o60ca o BortHe Bcex TpoTMB Beex — bellum omnium
in omnes (AA 06, S. 97, Kant, 1994, c. 102). Ilepe-
HOCS 3TO TIOHATVIE 13 IIOJIUTIUeCKOV cdepsl B cpe-
py Mopaym, KaHT mogpobHO m3o0parkaeT corlyab-
Hble HeJIOCTATKV, COCTaBJIAIONINEe «3TIUUECKN ecTe-
CTBEHHOE COCTOsIHMe». [ToKa uestoBeK HaxoIuTCs B
00CTOATEIIbCTBAX, OIIpele/IsieMbIX «3TUYeCKN ecTe-
CTBEHHBIM COCTOSIHMEM», yTBepKaaeT KaHT, oH
TIofIBeP’KeH MOPAJIBHBIM YIPO3aM

OT JIIOfIeVI, C KOTOPBIMM OH IIOfJIepPXKMBaeT
OTHOIIIEHWS] WIN CBsA3b. <...> 3aBUCTb, BJIACTO-
mo0wve, CTSDKATeIbCTBO W CBA3aHHBIE C HUMU
BpakjieOHble BJIedeHMsl TOTYac ke o0palarT-
Cs TIPOTVB €ro IPVPOIHOTO IOBOJIBCTBA. .. k0204
OH HaxoO0umcs cpedu atodei. VI j1st 3TOro BoBce He
HY>KHO, YTOOBI ITOCJIeIHIE TTOTPS3IIV BO 371e VTN
rofgaBaym cobrasHUTeNIbHBIE TIpUMepsl (AA 06,
S.93—-94; Kanr, 1994k, c. 97 —98).

OOcyxmast pucKM, KOTOPBIMM —OT/IMYAeTCs
«3TUYECKM ecTeCTBeHHOe COCTOsHMe», KaHT I1o/1-
UepKMBaeT HeOOXOOVMOCTb HaWTW CpeCTBa,
«4TOOBI HOCTUYD OO BEIMHEH VS, VIMEIOIIEero CBOevl
HACTOSITEV TIeJIbI0 VCKJIIOYNTEIBHO O0OPOHY OT
3TOrO 371a M1 COfeVICTBIe T0OpY B JIIOISX, T. €. OOIIIe-
CTBa, KOTOpOe B CBOEM CYyIIeCTBOBaHUN ¥ HeIlpe-
PBIBHOM pacIIpOCTpaHeHUN 3a00TWI0Ch ObI TOJIb-
KO O TIofjiepKaHWV MOPAJIbHOCTV U COeIVHEH-
HBIMW CVWJIaMM IIPOTVMBOIEVICTBOBAJIO OBI 371y...»
(AA 06, S. 94; Kanr, 1994, c. 98). Ha camom riere,
yTBep)KIIaeT OH, Halll MOPaJIbHBIV pa3yM JaeT pe-
IIAIOITY IO IOZICKa3KY, II0CKOJIbKY OH yKasblBaeT Ha
00s13aHHOCTD UeJIOBeKa «BBIVITU M3 STUUYECKV eCTe-
CTBEHHOT'O COCTOSHVISI, YTOOBI CTaTh YIEHOM 3TU-
geckoro obmmexnTns» (AA 06, S. 96; Kant, 1994,
c. 101). I'NoguepkmBasi colyajbHOe 3HAYeHVIE 3TO-
ro nosra, KaHT 3agBi1seT: «...IIOMVMO TeX 3aKOHOB,
KOTOPbIe OH IPeIIChIBaeT KaXk/IOMY B OTJIHHO-
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(RGV, AA 06, p. 133; Kant, 1996f, pp. 97-98).
Kant explains the need for such a union in dras-
tic terms, with explicit reference to Hobbes’s
concept of the bellum omnium in omnes (cf. RGV,
AA 06, p. 97; Kant, 1996f, p. 132). By transfer-
ring this concept from the political sphere to
that of morality, Kant portrays in detail the so-
cial deficiencies constituting “the ethical state
of nature”. As long as the individual remains
in circumstances defined by “the ethical state
of nature”, Kant argues, he is exposed to moral
perils coming

from the human beings to whom he stands
in relation or association [...]. Envy, addiction
to power, avarice, and the malignant inclina-
tions associated with these, assail his nature
[...] as soon as he is among human beings. Nor
it is necessary to assume that these are sunk into
evil and are examples that lead him astray: it
suffices that they are there, that they surround
him, and that they are human beings, and they
will mutually corrupt each other’s moral dispo-
sition and make one another evil (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 93-94; Kant, 1996f, p. 129).

Discussing the perils which mark the “ethi-
cal state of nature”, Kant emphasises the need
to discover means “to establish a union which
has for its end the prevention of this evil and
the promotion of the good in the human be-
ing — an enduring and ever expanding society,
solely designed for the preservation of moral-
ity by counteracting evil with united forces”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 94; Kant, 1996f, pp. 129-30). In
fact, he argues, our moral reason provides the
decisive clue, as it specifies the duty that “the
human being ought to leave the ethical state
of Nature in order to become a member of an
ethical community” (RGV, AA 06, p. 96; Kant,
1996f, p. 132). Highlighting the social implica-
tion of this duty, Kant contends: “In addition
to prescribing laws to each individual human
being, morally legislative reason also unfurls



CTV, TIOOHATH ellle M 3HaMms HoOpoperery, 00o-
3HauMB COOPHBIN ITYHKT [JIsI BCeX, KTO JIFOOUT J10-
Opo, 1abbl OOBEIMHMUTHCS IO/, ITUM 3HAMEHEM. ..»
(AA 06, S. 94; Kanr, 1994, c. 98). 3neck 0H OTMe-
YaeT, UTO «T'OCIIOZICTBO ke JOOPOro puHIINIIA, Ha-
CKOJIBKO JIFO[IV MOT'YT [IeVICTBOBATh B 9TOM HaIlpaB-
JIEHUM, HOCTVIXKVMO, CTaJI0 OBbITh, HACKOJIBKO MBI
IIOHMMaeM, He MHade KaK TOJIBKO IIOCPEeICTBOM
CO3MIaHMA I PacIpOCTpaHeHMs o0IecTBa, yCTpo-
€HHOT'0 COIIaCHO 3aKOHaM I00pomeTesn 1 1 ee
noiIb3bl...» (AA 06, S. 94; KanT, 1994, c. 98).

Yro kacaeTcsi pacHpoCTpaHeHHOro (ommoou-
HOT0) TIOHVMMAaHWSsI, BAXXKHO MOTYEePKHYTH, UTO 3TN
Pa3MBIIIUTeH VS He TTpeIIoIaratoT HMKaKoro n3Me-
HEeHVsI KOHIIETIIVY KOHCTUTYIMIOHHOTO TOCYyIap-
crBa. KaHT ckopee HacTamBaeT Ha HeOOXOVIMO-
CTHM CO3MAaHMS KaK «ITOJIMTUYECKOro», TaK M «3TV-
YeCKV-TPaKIaHCKOTO COCTOSHUS», Hapsaay OpyT
C APYroM, HO YeTKO OTHEJIeHHBIX APYT OT Apyra.
PaccMmarpuBasi COOTHOIIIEHVIE MEXIY 3TUMU [IBY-
MSI TUITAMI «COCTOSIHVIVI», OH YKa3bIBa€T, YTO ITV-
yecKoe OOIIIeXITIE «<MOXKET CYIIeCTBOBATh B Cpefie
TTOJIUTUYECKOV OOITTHOCTY ¥ Jayke BKJTIOUATh BCEX
ee WIEHOB... O0JIaziasi B TO ke BpeMsi OCOOeHHBIM
U crenydrdecknM I Hee IIPUHIIAIIOM OObe-
IViHeHWs (HoOpoeTesIr), B CYIIy Yero ee popMa u
YCTPOVICTBO CYIIIECTBEHHO OTIIMYAIOTCS OT Tpak-
nmaHckmx» (AA 06, S. 94; KanT, 1994, c. 99). Cocpe-
JIOTOYeHVe Ha BOIIPOCe WIEHCTBA BBISBIISIET ellle
OJTHO pasjInylie: IIOCKOJIBKY «3THUUeCcKoe OOIIeX-
THe» OCHOBaHO Ha 00sI3aHHOCTV KaK MOXKHO Oosiee
ITOCTIEIIOBATEIFHO BBITIOITHSITH MOPAJIbHBIV 3aKOH,
ero cdepa HAEVICTBIS He MOXKeT OBITh OrpaHIMUeHa
rpaXk[laHaMM OIlpefieJIeHHOTOo TocyapcTBa (VIn
TPYIIIIOVI JIIOIEVI, OIIPeaesIsieMbIX 110 IPYIM Kpu-
tepusamM). KaaT yTeepxiaet: «[Tockoinpky obs3aH-
HOCTVI I0OpOrIeTesIv KacaroTCs BCETO pofia vesioBe-
YeCcKoro, TO IIOHSATHe 00 3TUUYEeCKOM OOIIeXUTINI
BCer7la COIPSDKEHO C MIeasloM COOOIIecTBa BCex
mopent...» (AA 06, S. 96; Kant, 1994k, c. 100—101).
C 3TOV TOUKM 3peHMsI MeXAy AByMs TUIIaMI CO-
CTOSIHUVI CYIIeCTBYeT HaIIpsDKeHMe: TIOCKOJIBKY
«3TUYecKoe TOCyIapCTBO» OTKa3bIBaeTCsl OT JIIO-
0ot JIorvKu, IIPOBOISIIIEN I'PAHVILY MEXIY «MbI»
I «OHW», OHO SIBHO 00JIa/IaeT KPUTMUECKIM ITOTeH-
IIV1aJIOM B OTHOITIEHVIV ITPAKTUK VICKJTFOUEHS.
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a banner of virtue as a rallying point for all
those who love the good, that they may congre-
gate under it” (RGV, AA 06, p. 94; Kant, 1996f,
p- 130). As he further stresses, “the dominion
of the good principle is not otherwise attaina-
ble, so far as human beings can work toward it,
than through the setting up and the diffusion of
a society in accordance with, and for the sake
of, the laws of virtue” (RGV, AA 06, p. 94; Kant,
1996f, p. 130).

With regard to a common (mis-) understand-
ing, it is important to underscore that these re-
flections do not suggest any modification of
the conception of the constitutional state. Kant
rather insists on the need to establish both the
“political” and the “ethico-civil state” along-
side, yet clearly distinguished from, one anoth-
er. Examining the relation between these two
types of “state”, he points out that the “ethical
community [...] can exist in the midst of a po-
litical community and even be made up of all
the members of the latter [...]. It has however
a special unifying principle of its own (virtue),
and hence a form and constitution essentially
distinct from those of the other” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 94; Kant, 1996f, p. 130). Focusing on the is-
sue of membership reveals a further difference:
Since the “ethical community” is based upon
the duty to implement the moral law as conse-
quently as possible, its scope cannot be limited
to the citizens of a certain state (or to a group of
people defined by other criteria). Kant argues:
“since the duties of virtue concern the entire
human race, the concept of an ethical commu-
nity always refers to the ideal of a totality of
human beings” (RGV, AA 06, p. 96; Kant, 1996f,
p. 131). From this perspective, there exists a
tension between the two types of state: since
the “ethical state” abstains from any logic that
draws a line between “we” and “they”, it clear-
ly has a critical potential with regard to prac-
tices of exclusion.



X. Harnp-Jlonexanb

OnHako cBg3b MeXAy 3TUMU [IByMsl BUIaMU
COCTOSIHUTA ellle CJIOKHee: Kak oObsicHseT KaHT B
CBOMX PasMBIIUIEHVSIX O KOHEUYHOV LejIn, KOTO-
PyIO 4eJIoBEYECTBO HOJDKHO ITOCTEIIEHHO OCYIIle-
CTBUTD B X0 VICTOPUY, 3a/1a4a CO3IaHVIS CITpaBesl-
JIMBOTO  «FOPMONYECKM-TPAKIAHCKOIO IIPaBOBOIO
(moyMTUYecKoro) rocygapcTsa» He CTOUT caMa IIo
cebe — cKopee TaKoe YHOpsZI04eHHOe roCy1apCTBO
IIpeficTaBJIsieT COOOV BaXKHYIO IPEIIIOCHIIKY, CIIO-
COOCTBYIOITYIO (POPMUPOBAHUIO «3TUUECKOTO TO-
cyzapcrBa». B cooTBeTcTBIM € 3TOM JIMHMEV MBIC-
mm KaHT onpepesisieT KOHEUHYIO IeJIb VICTOPUM
He TOJIBKO B TepMMHaX I7I00aIbHO YCTaHOBJIEHHO-
ro IPaBOBOrO rocyAapcTsa. Borpeku mpuHsaTOMYy
TOJIKOBaHMIO ero miocodnm MCTopun, KOTopoe
OpearnosaraeT MMEHHO 5TO, OH Y TBEPXKIAET, UTO Ta-
KOVI Vi7IeaJTbHBIN IIPABOBOVI TIOPSIIOK (KOTOPBIN He-
KOTOPBbIe FOCyAapCcTBa yoKe HavaJIv yCTaHaBJIMBaTh,
XOTs V1 JIVIIIb YaCTMYHO) VIMeeT CBOe OKOHYaTeIb-
HOe 3HaueHVe B 00ecTiedeHV VI OCHOBBI 1151 TIOJTHO-
roO paciiBeTa OOIIeCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIIEHWV, OVipa-
IOIMXCS Ha 3aKOHBI JoOponereri’. [Tpur aToM BO3-
HUKaeT BOIIPOC: TTie MBI MOXXeM HaTH «3THUYeCKoe
OOIIIeXITHe», XOTs OBl B 3a4aTOYHOM BU/Ie, VIV KaK
MBI MOXKeM ITPUCTYIUTD K ero co3ganmio? B csasm ¢
5TMM BorpocoM KaHT ycTaHaBI/IMBaeT CBA3b MEXTy
cdeport MOpasIbHOV XV3HU VI PeJIAT UL

4. OcHoBanme llapcTBa bokbero Ha 3eMiie

KanT nmimet, 4To «II0HSATHe 3TIYecKOoro ooIre-
KUTHUS €CTh HOHSATVE 0 Hapope 00XbeM II0f, 3TH-
vecknMM 3akoHaMm» (AA 06, S. 98; Kant, 1994,
c. 103), yTBepxxgas, 4TO mpaesi 3TUUeCKoro oorre-
KUTUS «(deJIoBeUecKy ycTposieMasl) MOXeT ObITh
ocyIllecTBleHa He MHaude KakK B popMe IIepKBI»
(AA 06, S. 100; KanT, 1994k, c. 105). OueBumHo,
UTO MMEHHO 3TO yTBepXKAeHMe 3acTaBuiio puio-
copCKMI MEVTHCTPUM AVCTaHIIMPOBATHCS OT KOH-
LIeTIINY «3TUYeCcKoro rocyfapcrsa» Kanra, yum-
TBIBasi TOT (PAKT, UTO BO MHOT'MIX YaCTSIX MUpPa pe-

¢ KaHTyTBep>XIaeT, 4TO eCTb Bce OCHOBaHMS «Ha/IeAThCs»,
YTO HAKOHEI] HACTYIIUT «BCceoblIiee fceMupHo-epaxoanckoe
cocmostue, Kak JIOHO, B KOTOPOM Pa30BBIOTCS BCe IIEPBO-
HadaJIbHBIE 3a/JaTKU JesioBevdeckoro poma» (AA 08, S. 28;
Kanrt, 19%4a, c. 26). Cum. Taxke: (Tuschling, 1991, p. 183).
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Yet, the relation between the two forms of
state is even more complex. As Kant explains in
his reflections on the ultimate end that human-
ity ought to gradually implement in the course
of history, the task of establishing a just “juridi-
co-civil legal (political) state” does not stand on
its own; rather, such a well-ordered state repre-
sents an important precondition that facilitates
the formation of an “ethical state”. Follow-
ing this line of thought, Kant defines the ulti-
mate end of history not exclusively in terms of
a globally established rule of law. Contrary to
a received reading of his philosophy of history
that suggests just that, he argues that such an
ideal legal order — which some nations have
already, albeit only partially, begun establish-
ing — has its final importance in providing the
foundation for social relations that are based
upon laws of virtue to fully flourish.’

All this said the question arises where we
might find an “ethical community”, at least in
a rudimentary form, or how we might have
to go about establishing one. Concerning this
question, Kant introduces a link between the
spheres of moral life and religion.

4. Founding a Kingdom of God on Earth

Kant maintains that “the concept of an eth-
ical community is the concept of a people of
God under ethical laws” (RGV, AA 06, p. 98;
Kant, 1996f, p. 133), arguing that the idea of
an ethical community “cannot be realized (by
human organization) except in the form of
a church” (RGV, AA 06, p. 100; Kant, 1996f,
p- 135). Obviously, it is this claim that has led
the philosophical mainstream to distance itself
from Kant’s conception of the “ethical state”,

? Kant argues that there is good reason to “hope” that,
finally, “a universal cosmopolitan condition, as the
womb in which all original predispositions of the hu-
man species will be developed” will come about (IaG,
AA 08, p. 28; Kant, 2007a, p. 118). See also Tuschling
(1991, p. 183).



JIATYS TIOTepsiyIa CBOIO ITPVBJIEKATeIbHOCTD IS
3HAUMTEILHOV OV HaceJleHWs, IIpuaep’KuBa-
IOITEeTICS CKOpee arHOCTMYeCKMX WJIV aTeucTide-
ckmx yOexmeHmiL. MBI OTMedaeM /IBe pa3jIiIHbIe
dpopmMBI HEIPUATISA B TOM OTHOIIEHW: B TO Bpe-
M4 KaK OHV y4YeHble OTBEpraroT «3TudecKoe ro-
CyHapcTBO» toto genere, HpyTie IIpejIaraoT Iiepe-
CMOTpPETH €r0o KOHIIEIIIVIO TaKMM 00pas3oM, UTo-
ObI 1130eXaTh JII000ro YIIOMVHAHMS TeMBbI peJu-
run. Ilpumepom mociremHero momxoma SIBIISET-
ca tesuc Jlyrna-baxmana o ToMm, uTo npesa «atu-
YecKOro rocyaapcTbBa» (POKYCHpYyeTcsl Ha «lle-
JISIX TIPAKTUYEeCKOro pasyMa B cpepe HOIUTUKI»
(Lutz-Bachmann, 2021, S. 193). B xommeHTapum K
kHmre Xabepmaca «/1 cHOBa — mcTopwmst pustoco-
dum» Jlyti-baxman ormedaet, uto npaes Kanra
CTPEeMUTCSI KOMITEHCUPOBAaTh HEIOCTATKM, KOTO-
PBIMV OTMEeYeHbI HallIOHAJIBHOE IIPaBO ¥ IOIIBIT-
KV CO37JaHMs KOCMOIOJIMTIYECKOrO TOCyaapCTBa
(Ibid., S. 174). I'lo ero MHeHWMIO, JTIO[IV, KOTOPbIE CO-
TPyOHMUYAIOT B 3alll/ITe JOCTOMHCTBA KaXXO0ro 1 B
OCYIIIeCTBJIEHMV OCHOBHBIX IIpaB UesioBeKa, IIpefl-
CTaBJISIIOT COOOV VIMEHHO TO OOIIecTBO moOpoze-
TesIn, KOTopoe 1MeeT B By KaHT, — TakuM mpu-
MepPOM SIBJISIeTCS, B YaCTHOCTY, «MeXayHapogHas
aMHUCTVS» KaK HeIIpaBUTeIbCTBEHHAS OpraHmu-
3arms ¢ miobaspHBIM oxBaToM (Ibid., S. 185). Vc-
XOf s M3 3TOM MHTepripetauny, JlyTi-baxman pac-
CMaTpUBaeT «3TUYecKoe roCyAapCcTBO» KaK 3CKM3
MIeasIbHOro OyZyIero 4esjoBedecTBa, KOTOPBIN
JlaeT MOPaJIbHBIM areHTaM IepPCIeKTUBY «pPasyM-
HOVI HafIeXX/Ibl» Ha «BCEOOIIYIO CIIPaBeIVBOCTb»
(Ibid)). B cBoem otBere JlyTiy-baxmarny Xabep-
Mac IIOITBEPXKIIAaeT TEe3VC O TOM, UTO «3TUYeCKoe
rOCyIapCTBO» OIIpeliesisieT KOHEUHYIO IIeIb CO-
BMECTHOTO IIOJIUTMYECKOI'0 y4acTus TpaXKaaH, OT-
KpbIBas TEM CaMbIM «TOPM30HT Pa3yMHO 0OOCHO-
BaHHOVI HaJeXbl», KOTOPBIVI CIIY>XXUT CTUMYJIOM
(encouragement) (Habermas, 2021, S. 249—251)".
OpHako 3Ta JIMHMSA apryMeHTallUy JIMIleHa
npasponofgodms. Ilockoneky oba aBTOpa coriia-

10 Kak ormeuaer maitee Xabepmac (Habermas, 2021,
S. 249), xonuentsa Kaara 00 o0mmIexmTim, XUBYIIEM II0
3aKOHaM [100porieTesin, o3gHee ObUIa ITOfIXBaueHa, B 13-
MeHeHHOM Bujle, ['eresteM, pasmbiiuisBiiim o Sittlichkeit
(3TMUeCKOVI XM3HM) M PasBUTA B VMIOESX COLVaJINCTIIYe-
CKOTO oDIIecTsa.
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taking into account the fact that, in many parts
of the world, religion has lost its appeal for
substantial segments of the population, which
rather adhere to agnostic or atheistic convic-
tions. We note two different forms of rejection
in this regard: While some scholars dismiss
the “ethical state” toto genere, others suggest
re-reading it in a way that avoids any refer-
ence to the topic of religion. One example of
the latter approach is Lutz-Bachmann’s thesis
that the idea of the “ethical state” focuses on
the “goals of practical reason in the sphere of
politics” (Lutz-Bachmann, 2021, p. 193)."° In his
comment on Habermas” Auch eine Geschichte der
Philosophie Lutz-Bachmann notes that Kant’s
idea seeks compensation for the deficits that
mark the law of nations and the attempts at
a cosmopolitan institution (Lutz-Bachmann,
2021, p. 174). As he maintains, people who co-
operate in defending the dignity of all humans,
and in implementing basic human rights,
represent precisely the community of virtue
that Kant has in mind — which is the case,
for instance, in “Amnesty International” as a
non-governmental organisation with global
scope (Lutz-Bachmann, 2021, p. 185). Based on
this interpretation, Lutz-Bachmann views the
“ethical state” as a sketch of the ideal future of
humankind that provides moral agents with a
perspective of “reasonable hope” for “univer-
sal justice” (ibid.). In his response to Lutz-Bach-
mann, Habermas re-affirms the thesis that the
“ethical state” specifies the ultimate goal of
the joint political engagement of citizens, thus
opening up a “reasonably justified hope hori-
zon” that serves as “encouragement” (Haber-
mas, 2021, pp. 249-251)."

This line of argument, however, lacks plausi-
bility. As both authors agree with Kant’s thesis

10 All quotations from Lutz-Bachmann (2021) and
Habermas (2021) have been translated by H. N.-D.

' As Habermas (2021, p. 249) further notes, Kant’s con-
ception of a community under the laws of virtue has
later been taken up, in modified ways, in Hegel’s reflec-
tions on “Sittlichkeit (ethical life)” and in the ideas of a
socialist society.
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marorTcd ¢ Tesucom KaHTa 0 TOM, 4TO MaeasibHas
dopma yertoBeyeckoro oOIiecTBa He MOXeT OBITh
B IIOJIHOVI Mepe peasiM3oBaHa B OymyIeM dYesio-
BeYeCTBa BBULY HeM30eXHOV OIIMOOYHOCTH, BO3-
HMKAIOIIEeVI B UYeJIOBeUeCKOM B3aMMOIercTBum'!,
OTKPBITBIM OCTaeTCsl BOIIPOC O TOM, KaKmMM 00-
pazoM puIocodCKIMI 3CKM3 MeasIbHOro oOIIe-
CTBa CMOXeT IIPOCTVIMYJIVMPOBATh aKTMBHOCTH
HBIHEIITHMX areHToB. BaXkHO OTMeTWUTh, YTO KOH-
LIETIIIVIST «HaJIeX/Ibl», paspadbotanHas KaHToMm, oc-
HOBaHa Ha CUCTeMaTuKe ero ¢utocodckorn Teo-
norvm'™?. Tax, ropm3oHT HameXbl, KoTopemi KauT
m3o0pakaeT B cBoen «Vimee BceoOITelt ICTOPIV BO
BCEMVIPHO-TPaXTaHCKOM IUIaHe», OIMpPaeTcs Ha
«onpaBoanie IPUPOLIBI VIV, BEPHEe, ITPOBIIEHVIS»
(AA 08, S. 30; Kanut, 1994a, c. 28). Yro Kacaercs
«3TUYECKOTO TOCYAApCTBa», TO JIFO00E IIpeIoxKe-
HVIe TPaKTOBATh 3Ty KOHIIEIIINIO VCKITIOUMTEIIBHO
B TepMMHAX VIeaIbHbIX OyIyIIVX JOCTVIKEHWIT B
cdepe rpaBa’® He yUMTBIBAET [JIABHOTO yTBEPXKIe-
Hug KaHTta o ToM, 4TO OOIIeXxmUTHe HOOporeTe-
JIV MOXeT OBITh OCHOBAHO TOJIBKO Ha PeIITO3-
HOM yOeXIIeHM, ONMpaOIeMcsl Ha MOPaJIbHBIN
3akoH. bortee Toro, mMHTEpHpeTarsi KaHTOBCKOV
KOHIIEMITNV «3TUYEeCKOrO TOCYyAapCTBa» B TEPMUI-
Hax KOJUIEKTMBHOTO COTPYIHWIYECTBa, HeOOXomu-
MOTrO ISl CO3AaHMS M CTaOVIIM3almMy MeXITyHa-
POIHBIX IIOrOBOPOB, TaKMX KaK IIpaBO HAIUM U
KOHBEHIIVI O IIpaBaXx 4YeJjloBeKa, paBHOCMIIbHA ac-
COIIMVPOBAHMIO COODIIIeCTBA TOOPOIETEIN C JIOT V-
KOVI ZIOTOBOpPa, TO €CTh C TIOAXOA0M K MOpasIy, He-
IIOCTaTOK KOTOPOTO OBLII OOBSICHEH BHIITIE.

Eciit yuecTs, 4TO OllpesiesieHe 3TIYecKoro 0o-
IIEXNUTIS KaK «IIepKBI» IIPeJICTaBIIsieT coDoM He-
OTbeMJIEMYIO YacTh MOpaIbHOM dpritocodpum Kan-
Ta, IIPEICTaBIISIeTCS. YMECTHBIM HAlIOMHUTD O pas-
pabOTaHHBIX VMM KIIFOUEBBIX apryMeHTax, HeB3VI-
past Ha Or'yJIbHOEe OTPWUIIAHME VX MEVHCTPVIMOM.
BaskHemImmin Te3nc 3aKJIIovaeTcs B TOM, YTO 3aKO-

1 3maveHmne, KoTopoe KaHT mpuIviceIBaeT 3TOMY Te3VCy,

OymeT pacCMOTpPeHO HILKe.

12 OreHKa KaHTOBCKOVI KOMIUIEKCHOW KOHIICIIIUM «Ha-
Oexpasl» naHa B padote: (Nagl-Docekal, 2020a).

B TTpumevaresibHO, 4TO B cTaThe JIyTIia-baxmaHa Ha 1ire-
CTVIECITV CTPaHMIIAX, ITOCBSAIIEHHBIX «3TNYeCKoMy 00-
mexnTnio» Kanra (Lutz-Bachmann, 2021), Het Hu ofgHOMI
CCBUIKM Ha KJIFo4eBoe IoHsTre KaHTa «11epKOBb».
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that the ideal form of human society cannot be
expected to be fully realised in the future, giv-
en the unavoidable fallibility of human interac-
tion,' it remains an open question how, then, a
philosophical sketch of the ideal society might
be capable of encouraging the commitment of
present agents. It is important to note that the
conception of “hope” elaborated by Kant is
grounded in the systematics of his philosoph-
ical theology." Thus, the hope horizon which
Kant demonstrates in his Idea of a Universal His-
tory with a Cosmopolitan Aim is anchored in “a
plan of nature” — “or better, of providence”
(IaG, AA 08, p. 30; Kant, 2007a, p. 118). As re-
gards the “ethical state”, any suggestion for in-
terpreting that conception exclusively in terms
of ideal future achievements in the sphere of
law' fails to consider Kant’s key claim that a
community of virtue can be grounded only in
the religious conviction that is based on the
moral law. Moreover, to interpret Kant’s con-
ception of the “ethical state” in terms of a joint
cooperation that is required for establishing
and stabilising international treaties, such as
the law of nations and conventions of human
rights, does amount to associating the commu-
nity of virtue with the logic of the contract, i.e.
to an approach to morality the deficiency of
which has been explained above.

If we consider that the definition of the ethi-
cal community as “church” represents an inte-
gral part of Kant’s moral philosophy, it seems
worthwhile to recall key arguments elaborat-
ed by Kant, notwithstanding the sweeping dis-
missals of the mainstream. The crucial thesis is

2 The importance Kant attributes to this thesis will be
taken up below.

B An assessment of Kant’s complex conception of
“hope” is provided in Nagl-Docekal (2020a).

4 Significantly, there is not a single reference to Kant’s
key conception “church” in Lutz-Bachmann’s article of
sixty pages on Kant's “ethisches Gemeinwesen” (ethical
community) (Lutz-Bachmann, 2021).



HBI JI0OpOJIeTesI He MOTYT CUMUTaThCS yCTAaHOB-
JIEHHBIMV JIFOOBEMVL: «ECiIn, cTao ObITh, OOIITHOCTE,
KOTOPYIO HY>KHO OCHOBaTh, OyzmeT ropuduueckotl,
TO OOJIBIIMHCTBO, COSOMHSIOIIeECs B OMHO 1IeJI0e,
CaMo JOJDKHO OBITh 3aKOHOaTesIeM (KOHCTUTYIIVI-
OHHBIX 3aKOHOB)... M TJe, CJIeOBaTEeJIbHO, OOIIast
BOJISI CO37IaeT 3aKOHHOe BHeIITHee ITPUHYKIEHIe.
Ho ec o01iHOCTE JOIKHA OBITH 3TUUYECKOVI, TO
HapoJ KaK TaKOBOVI He MOXKET CUMTATh ceDs 3aKo-
HomaresieM. V100 B 110100HOTT OOIIITHOCTY BCe 3aKO-
HBI HaIlpaBJIeHbl VICKJTIOYNTEIIBHO Ha COMIEVICTBIIE
MOpAAbHOCHU TIOCTYIIKOB (KOTOpasi IIpefCTaBIseT
cobort HedTO BHYympeHHee V1, CTIeIOBATeIIbHO, He MO-
KeT HOIUMHSTHCS ITyOJIMIHBIM YeJI0BeYeCKIM 3a-
KOHaM)...» (AA 06, S. 98; KanT, 1994, c. 103). Kor-
1a KaHT B 3TOT MOMEHT 1iepexouT K Bepe B bora
KaK B «MOpaJIbHOro Mmpoaepxiia» (AA 06, S. 99;
Kanr, 1994k, c. 104), oH menaeT 3TO C pelIaroien
orosopkort. OH IIOTYepKMBaET, UTO «ITIUIECKIIE 3a-
KOHBI He MOT'Y'T OBITh MBICJIVIMBI TOJIBKO KaK VM3Ha-
YaJIbHO IIPOVICTEKATOIITIIE 113 BOJIVI TOrO 3aKOHOIa-
Tess (KaK CTaTyThl, KOTOpbIe He OyayT obs3aren-
HBIMM 0e3 TOro, 4ToOBI MM He IIPeJIecTBOBaIO
ero IprKasaHue), 100 Torfa OHM He ObUIN OBl 3TI-
YeCKVIMVI 3aKOHAMVI, @ COOTBETCTBYFOIIIVVI VIM JOJIT
ObUT OBI He CBOOOIHOVI JOOpOIeTeIbI0, HO MIMEO-
IeTl IPUHYANUTEIBHBIV XapaKTep IIpaBoBOVL 00s-
3aHHOCTBIO» (AA 06, S. 99; Kant, 1994k, c. 103—
104). DTo 0OBsicHeHMe TIOKa3bIBaeT, uTo KaHT of-
HOBPeMEeHHO pacCMaTpvBaeT JBa pasHbBIX BOIIpoca.
XOTs1 ero mIaBHOV 3a00TOM SIBJISIETCS MOPaIbHBIN
TIOJIT CO3[IaHMsl «3TUYeCKOro rocyiapcTBa» — 00s-
3aHHOCTB, KOTOPasi BO3JIaraeTcs Ha BCeX JIIONIeNt, —
OH TaKXXe CTPeMUTCS IIPOIeMOHCTPUPOBATh BEPY-
IOIIVIM MOHOTEUCTUYECKMX BepOyUeHMII, YTO WX
Bepa B «bora» IeVCTBUTEILHO MO pasyMeBaeT Ta-
KOV JIOJIT, TO €CTh YTO COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE VX Bepe
KOHLIETIIVIM OOIIEeXNUTIS, WIN «II€PKBU», TOIDK-
HBI TTOHVIMATBCS KaK pasjIM9IHbIe CIIOCOOBI peatu-
3aum 3Toro obimero mosra'®. C 3To OroBOpKoW
KanT ompenernser nmoHATNE «II€PKOBb» KaK «3TH-
YecKyIo OOIIHOCTh Ha OCHOBE DOXKECTBEHHOI'O MO-
pasibHOro 3aKoHoareibcTBa» (AA 06, S. 101; Kanr,

1 JlampHeviIiee M3TOKeHNME 3TOV TOUKWM 3PEHUS CM.:
(Wood, 1992).
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that the laws of virtue cannot be taken as hav-
ing been laid down by humans: “If the com-
munity to be founded is to be a juridical one,
the mass of people joining in a union must it-
self be the lawgiver (of constitutional laws)
[...], and the universal will thus establishes an
external legal constraint. If, however, the com-
munity is to be an ethical one, the people, as a
people, cannot be regarded as legislator. For in
such a community all the laws are exclusive-
ly designed to promote the morality of actions
(which is something internal, and hence can-
not be subject to public human laws)” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 98; Kant, 1996f, p. 133). As Kant, at
this point, takes up the belief in God as ,, moral
ruler of the world” (RGV, AA 06, p. 99; Kant,
1996f, p. 134), he does so with a decisive qual-
ification. He emphasises that “ethical laws
[cannot] be thought of as proceeding original-
ly from the will of this superior (as statutes
which would not be binding without his pri-
or sanction), for then they would not be ethi-
cal laws and the duty commensurate to them
would not be a free virtue but an externally
enforceable legal duty” (RGV, AA 06, p. 99;
Kant, 1996f, pp. 133-134). This explanation
reveals that Kant addresses two different is-
sues simultaneously: While his primary con-
cern is the moral duty to establish the “ethical
state” — an obligation which is imposed on
all human beings —, he also seeks to demon-
strate to believers of monotheistic creeds that
their faith in “God” does, in fact, imply this
duty, i.e. that their respective conceptions of
community, or “church”, must be understood
as different ways of implementing this shared
duty.”

With this caveat, Kant defines the concept
“church” as “ethical community under di-
vine moral legislation” (RGV, AA 06, p. 101;
Kant, 1996f, p. 135). Establishing a church, he

5 For a further explication of this view see Wood (1992).
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1994k, c. 106). OcHoBaHVe 1IepKBM, YTBepXKiaeT
OH, PaBHOCMJIBHO «ocHOBaHMIO LlapcTBa Bboxne-
ro Ha 3emsie» (AA 06, S. 95; Kanr, 1994, c. 97). B
KOHEYHOM CueTe TaKOV CIIocod coemmHeHms cdep
MopasIi M PeIUrmu orpenesisieT riocopcKmi
noaxor, KaHTa Ko BceM peIMIvo3HBIM Tpagyiiy-
SIM, a He TOJIBKO K TeM, KOTOpble cpOpMMpOBaHbI
MOHOTEVCTUYeCKUMM TIpefcTasiieHnsaMn. Ccblla-
4Ch Ha IIpedplaylye 310X/ MWUPOBOVI MCTOPUM,
KaHT ykaseiBaeT, 4TO M3HaA4YaJIbHO 4eJIOBEUECTBY
He OBUIO JOCTYIIHO MHOTO CpeJICTBa I CO3IaHMs
«3TUYECKOro OOIIeXNUTNs», KpoMe opMmpoBa-
HUSL peJIMTUO3HBIX o0mInH. OH yTBepXIaeT, uTo
OrPOMHOe pa3HOOOpasye peJINIMO3HBIX HappaTy-
BOB VI ITPAKTVMK MOXHO pacCMaTpuMBaTh KaK MHO-
KeCTBO TIOIIBITOK PeaIn30BaTh B paMKaX KOHKpeT-
HBIX KYJIBTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTOB CaMyIO CJIOKHYIO
MOpaJIbHYIO 3aady 4esloBeuecTBa.

BaxxHo oTmerwTh, 4TO TIomXxonm KaHTa OTKpBI-
BaeT ¥ KPUTMUECKYIO IIepCIIeKTHBY, KOTopas Ka-
CaeTcsl MHCTUTYIIVOHAIBHBIX peanil PeInrios-
HbIX 0oOmIMH. PassuBast 3Ty MbIcib, KaHT mprHM-
MaeT TpaJuIIMOHHOe pasjifune MeX[y «HeBUIV-
MOVD» M «BUOVIMOVI» 1I€PKOBBIO: «DTMyeckas oOII-
HOCTb Ha OCHOBe OO)KeCTBEHHOI'O MOPaJIbHOIO 3a-
KOHOJIATEJTbCTBA €CTh Yepkobs, KOTOpas... Ha3blBa-
eTcs HeBUuouMOtl yepkobvio (B KauecTBe TOJIBKO VIV
O0BeIVMHEHVIS BCeX YeCTHBIX JIFOMIENL... B TOM BUJIE,
KaK OHa CIIy>KUT IIPOOOpPa3oM BCSKOrO IIOOOHO-
TO UeJIOBeUeCKOro yupexuenns). Budumas xe mep-
KOBb €CTb JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOe O0BeIHEeHVIe JIIOMIEN! B
efIVIHOe 1IeJI0oe, COOTBETCTBYIOIIee 3TOMY Meay»
(AA06,S.101; KarT, 1994k, c. 106)°. KauT mprimeHs-
€T 3TO pa3jIn4dye B CBOVX HaOJIIOIeHMSIX 3a peain-
MV JKU3HW PeJIUTMO3HBIX OOIIEeXUTNV, BKITIOUas
IIPOTECTAHTCKYO IIEPKOBb, K KOTOPOVI OH CaM IIpU-
HaJIJIeXXasl, OTMedasl, UTO «BO3BBIIIIEHHas, HVIKOI-
Jla BIIOJIHE He JIOCTVDKMMAS MZesl STVYeCKO OOl
HOCTY BeCbMa YMaJIeTCs B UeJIOBeYeCcKX pyKax...
Kaxk >xe MOYXHO cCMacTepuTh 3 TAKOT'O KPVBOTO fie-
peBa 4TO-HMOYIb coBepIIeHHO IipsiMoe?» (AA 06,

® YeTKny KOMMEHTaPWUIL O Pas/INYNIL IBYX TUIIOB LIEPK-
BeVL COePXXUTCs B paboTte AHpepcoHa-I'onma (Anderson-
Gold, 1991).
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claims, amounts to “the founding of a Kingdom
of God on earth” (RGV, AA 06, p. 95; Kant,
1996f, p. 130). Ultimately, this mode of linking
the spheres of morality and religion defines
Kant’s philosophical approach to all religious
traditions rather than only to those shaped by
monotheistic conceptions. Referring to the pre-
vious epochs of world history, Kant maintains
that, initially, no other means for establishing
an “ethical community” have been available to
humankind than that of forming religious com-
munities — he claims that the great diversi-
ty of religious narratives and practices may be
viewed as so many efforts to realise, within the
respective particular cultural contexts, humani-
ty’s most demanding moral task.

It is important to note that Kant’s approach
opens up a critical perspective as well, which
concerns the institutional realities of religious
communities. Elaborating this point, Kant
adopts the traditional distinction between “in-
visible” and “visible” church: “An ethical com-
munity under divine moral legislation is a
church which [...] is called the church invisible
(the mere idea of the union of all upright hu-
man beings [...], as serves all for the archetype
of any such governance to be founded by hu-
man beings). The church visible is the actual un-
ion of human beings into a whole that accords
with this ideal” (RGV, AA 06, p. 101; Kant,
1996f, p. 135).' In his observations on the real-
ities of religious communities, including the
Protestant church he belonged to, Kant applies
this distinction, noting that “the sublime, never
fully attainable idea of an ethical community is
greatly scaled down under human hands. [...]
But how could one expect to construct some-
thing completely straight from such crook-
ed wood?” (RGV, AA 06, p. 100; Kant, 1996f,

1 A lucid comment on the distinction of two types of
church is provided in Anderson-Gold (1991).



S. 100; KanT, 1994, c. 105). Hambortee akTyasibHas
rpobsieMa, KOTOpyio paccMmarpmsaeT KaHT, ocHo-
BaHa Ha TOM, YTO IepKBU KaK MHCTUTYTHI, cdop-
MVpPOBaHHBIE JIIOIbEMI, OOBIYHO IIepeHVMAIOT IT0-
JIATUYeCKMe CTPYKTYpHBIe MOfeV, Harpumep
«MOHapxuyeckoe (IIOf], Ha4yasIoOM IIaIlbl VUIM HaTpu-
apXo0B)», «apUCTOKpaTIIecKoe (eIIMCKOIIOB 1 ITpeJla-
TOB)» WIU «IeMOKpaTuJecKoe (KaK y CeKTaHTCTBY-
IOITVX VWITIOMIHATOB)» IipaBiieHne (AA 06, S. 102;
Kant, 1994, c. 107). TakmmM o0pa3om, «cTaTyapHbIe
3akoHB (AA 06, S. 99; Kant, 1994k, c. 104), ycTa-
HOBJIEHHBIE IIePKOBHBIMM BJIACTSIMM, VIMEIOT TEH-
TEeHIINIO BCTaBaTh Ha ITyTW MOPaJbHOIO 3aKOHA.
KanT npenynpexiaet, uTo noguHeHve M OyeT
KacaTbCsl «He MOPaJIBHOCTY, a TOJIBKO JIETAJIBHOCTN
nevictBu» (AA 06, S. 99; Kant, 1994, c. 104)*.

CiiefoBaresibHO, IIPUMEHWUTETIBHO K CBOEMY
BpeMeHn KaHT mpusbIBaeT IiepecMOTpPETh IIpPO-
KO pacIIpocTpaHeHHoOe (OIO0OYHOe) TIOHMMaHe
HOPMAaTVIBHBIX KOMITETEHITVI IIE€PKOBHBIX BJIACTEVA.
ITortHOCTBIO OCO3HABas TOT (PAKT, UTO JTIFOOOE Uesto-
BeyeCcKoe OOIIEXITIE «I0/DKHO BCe )K€ ITOKOMTHCS
Ha ny0uunbx 3aKoHax» (AA 06, S. 96; KanT, 1994k,
c. 100), oH momuepKMBaeT, YTO ITIIECKOe OOIIeXI-
Tve B (popMe IIepKBU pacCMaTPUBaETCS «VICKITIOUN-
TeJIBHO KakK npedcmabumensHuya mapcTsa OOXbe-
ro» V1 IIO3TOMY «He VIMeeT, COOCTBEHHO, B COOTBET-
CTBVIVI CO CBOVIMY OCHOBaMWI, ITpaBJIeHMs], IIOI00HO-
ro noimTtudeckomy» (AA 06, S. 102; Kant, 1994,
c. 107). IlpencrasisieTcd ompaBgaHHBIM pPaccMO-
TPeTh 3TO yTBEPXKeH Ve B Oosiee OOIIINIX TepMIHaX
KaK yTBepXKIeHWe OT/IMYNTEIIBHOIO, CBAIEHHOIO
xapaKkTepa 3aKOHOB J1oOpoperenn. Takoe mpouTe-
HVIe ITO3BOJIsIeT HaM OLIEHWUTB €T0 MBIC/Ib KaK ITpesl-
IIOJIOKEHe O TOM, YTO IIOAJIMHHBIE MOpPaJIbHBIE
YYEHVIsI, COOeprKalecs: B KaXKI0V TpaaiiIMOHHON
KOH(eCCH, MOTYT OBITh ITOJTHOCTBIO PaCKPBITHI
IIOCTYIIHBI B KayecTBe IIPaKTMUECKOro PYyKOBOM-
CTBa, TOJIBKO €CJIVI OTHIEINTD MX OT MepapXIuecKo-
ro [JaBJIeHMs, HaIlpaBJIeHHOIO Ha YCTaHOBJIeHVe
reTepOHOMHOI0 oOpa3a JeVICTBIIL

16 TlompobHOe obOcy>K/IeHre 3TOrO BOIIpOca CM. B pasile-
71e «Criop dmtocodckoro ¢axysibTeTa C TeOJIOIMTIeCKIM»
(AA 07, S.14—75; Kanr, 2002, c. 42).
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p. 135). The most pressing problem Kant ad-
dresses is based upon the fact that, as institu-
tions shaped by humans, churches commonly
have adopted political models of structuring,
e.g., “monarchical (under a pope or patriarch)”,
“aristocratic (under bishops and prelates)”, or
“democratic (as of sectarian illuminati)” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 102; Kant, 1996f, p. 136) paradigmes.
In this manner “statutary laws” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 99; Kant, 1996f, p. 134), decreed by church
authorities, have tended to get in the way of the
moral law. Kant warns that obedience to them
would “involve not the morality of actions but
only their legality” (RGV, AA 06, p. 99; Kant,
1996f, p. 134; AA 06, p. 99).”

Consequently, with regard to his own time,
Kant pleads for a revision of the widely held
(mis-) understanding of the normative compe-
tences of church authorities. While being ful-
ly aware of the fact that any kind of human
community “must rest on public laws” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 96; Kant, 1996f, p. 131), he empha-
sises that an ethical community, in the form of
a church, is “a mere representative of a state
[ruled by] God”, and therefore “really has
nothing in its principles that resembles a po-
litical constitution” (RGV, AA 06, p. 102; Kant,
1996f, p. 136). It seems legitimate to read this
claim, in more general terms, as insisting on
the distinctive, sacrosanct character of the laws
of virtue. This reading allows us to assess his
thought as suggesting that the genuine moral
teachings that are contained in each tradition-
al confession can be fully brought to light, and
made available as practical guidelines, only by
detaching them from hierarchical pressures
that seek to establish a heteronomous mode of
acting.

7" For an elaborate discussion of this issue see the sec-
tion entitled “First Part: The Conflict of the Philoso-
phy Faculty with the Theology Faculty” in SF, AA 07,
pp- 14-75; Kant, 1996g, pp. 245-293.
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5. IToBbIIlIeHVIE OCBEeIOMJ/IEHHOCTH
0 TOM, Yero He XBaTaeT
B COBpeMEHHOM >KM3HEHHOM MWpe

B orBeT Ha TOT (paxT, YTO CcerogHs MHOIVIE
KaXyTcsl yOeXIeHHBIMU B OTCYTCTBUM aKTy-
QJIBHOCTV KOHIIEMIINM «3TUYeCKOro Trocyap-
ctBa» KaHTa, mapavTe IpociierlyeM pasiee Imar
3a maroM. IIpexie Bcero Ba)XHO y4mMTBIBaTh, YTO
KanT mpepyiaraer xopolio apryMeHTVpPOBaHHBIE
Kpumuueckue VHCTpyMeHTbL. Hamprimep, ero o0b-
SICHEHVIe TOTO, YTO JaXke «B YK€ CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO
MIOJINTUYECKYIO OOIITHOCTH BCe MOJIMUTUYECKUEe ee
YjIeHbI KaK TaKOBBIE BXOISIT TOJIBKO B MX STUUe-
CKVI €CTeCTBEHHOM COCTOSIHWM, VIMes TIOJTHOe IIpa-
BO B HeM 1 ocTaBaThcs» (AA 06, S. 95; Kant, 1994k,
c. 100), MoxeT OKa3aTbcsl MOJIE3HBIM IIPW aHaJI3e
COBPEeMEeHHBIX COLaIbHBIX ITpo0sieM. OHO 1103BO-
JIgeT HOIUepKHYTh, UTO [Jake CIIpaBe[lJIVBble VH-
CTUTYTBI HE MOTYT IIPeIOTBPATUTh IIOCTEIEHHYIO
KOPPO3MIO COLIVIaJIbHBIX CBA3€EM KaK B YaCTHOW, TaK
u B myOimuHon cdepe. Kak ormeuaer Xabepmac,
Cepbe3Hble «COLMaIbHBIE IIaTOJIOrMI» ObUIN IIO-
POXIeHBbl HeperyJvpyeMbIMM IIpolieccaMil Pbl-
HOYHOW 5KOHOMMKM: «CerofgHsi BCEeIIPOHMKALO-
NV SI3BIK PBIHKA TIOMeITaeT BCe MEXKIIMYHOCTHBIE
OTHOIIIEH N TI0f] OrpaHIMYeHe ST OIIeHTPIYecKon
OopveHTalMV Ha cBou ITpeariouTeHns» (Habermas,
2003, p. 110—111). I'lox, maBiieHVeM KOHKYpeHIIN,
yTBepXX/jaeT OH, COITVasIbHble OTHOIIEH VS «IIOIUIN
II07], OTKOC», YCTYIIVB MeCTO BO3HMKHOBEHMIO aTo-
MU3MPOBaHHBIX ycsIoBuil. OH OTMeuaeT TeHeH-
LIMIO K «IIpeBpallleHNIO I'pakiaH 0J1arofeHCTBYIo-
VX Y1 MVPHBIX JIMOepasIbHBIX OOIIeCTB B M30JIM-
pOBaHHBIe, IEVICTBYIOIIMe B JIMYHBIX MHTepecax
MOHa/Ibl, KOTOPbIe VCIIOJIb3YIOT CBOM CyOBeKTMB-
Hble ITpaBa KaK OpY>Kie, HallpaBJIsid ero IpyT IIpo-
TUB npyra» (Xabepmac, 2011, c. 104)”. donomHn-
TeJIbHBIE ITPOOJIEMBI, CO3/laBaeMble arpecCVBHBIM
OTHOIIIeHVIEM, KOTOpoe Bce OOoJIblIle BIIMsIeT Ha CO-

7 Cm. Takxke: (Xabepmac, 2003, c. 107). I[TomoOHbM 00pa-
30M COLMAJIBHBIVI aTOMWM3M, BBI3BAHHBIV Heperyiamnpye-
MOWV IJI00aJILHO PBIHOYHOVI SKOHOMMKOVI, 06CY)KJIaeTCH
C TOYKM 3peHMsl KUTaVICKOVI HEOKOH(YIIMaHCKO MBICII,
Harnpumep B pabore Ty Bermvmnra (Tu Weiming, 2022).
Cwm. Taxcke: (Nagl, 2021).
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5. Raising Awareness
of What Is Missing
in the Contemporary Life World

In response to the fact that, today, many
people seem convinced that Kant’s conception
of the “ethical state” does not prove relevant in
any way let us proceed step by step. First of all,
it is important to consider that Kant provides
well-argued critical tools. For instance, his ex-
planation that even “in an already existing po-
litical community all the political citizens, as
such, are in an ethical state of nature and are
entitled to remain therein” (RGV, AA 06, p. 95;
Kant, 1996f, p. 131), may prove helpful in ana-
lysing current social challenges. It allows us
to underline that even just institutions cannot
prevent the gradual corrosion of social bonds
in both the private and the public sphere. As
Habermas observes, severe “social pathologies”
have been generated by unregulated processes
of market economy: “Today, the all-pervasive
language of the market puts all interperson-
al relations under the constraint of an egocen-
tric orientation towards one’s preferences”
(Habermas, 2003, pp. 110-111). Due to the pres-
sures of competition, he argues, social relations
have “derailed”, giving way to the emergence
of atomised conditions. He notes a tendency
towards “the transformation of the citizens of
prosperous and peaceful liberal societies into
isolated, self-interested monads who use their
individual liberties exclusively against one an-
other like weapons” (Habermas, 2008, p. 107).'®
Further challenges created by aggressive atti-
tudes that are increasingly impacting on social

8 See also Habermas (2008, p. 111). In a similar man-
ner, the social atomism caused by an unregulated glob-
al market economy is discussed from the perspective of
Chinese Neo-Confucian thought, for instance in Tu We-
iming (2022). See also Nagl (2021).



IIVJIBHYIO KM3Hb, — 3TO S3bIK HEHABVICTY U 3J10-
HaMepPeHHOCTV MJIV ITpeHeOpeXXTeIIbHbIe Halla/l-
KV, 9acTO IlepejaBaeMble OOIIeCTBEHHOCTH depes
TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIe «COLIMAJIbHBIE» Me[Ila.

I'To Mepe TOro KaK MbI CETOIIHS CTAJIKMBAEMCS C
TakMMU (peHOMeHaMM, KaK «3TIYeCcKoe COCTOSHe
NIPVIPOMBI», KaXkeTCs, CTOUT BCIIOMHUTH YTBEPXK-
meume Kanra o HeoOXoomMocTi OOIIecTBeHHOIO
0oOCyXIeHMsT MOpasii. B cBOMX pasMBIITUIEHMSIX
O IIPOCBeIlIeHN OH YTBepXIaeT, UTo IJIs MHIN-
BUIOB SIBJISIETCSI HEITOCMJIBHOW 3ajaderl caMOCTO-
ATeJIbHO OTKa3aThCd OT YKOPEHMBIIVIXCS MOJlelIeit
nosenenns. «Ho 0osiee BOSMOXHO, U Jake IOUTH
Hen30eXHO, YTo Iy0OsmKa cama cedsi TPOCBeTUT»
(AA 08, S. 36; KanT, 19%4e, c. 30).

MoyxHO TIOfyMaTh, UTO B CBETCKYIO 3II0XY, KOT-
Zla OOJIBIIIMHCTBO JIfofIelt OOoJIbIlle He pa3MBIIIIIS-
10T Ha/l MOPaJIbHBIMV BOIIPOCAMM B PEJITATVIO3HOM
KOHTEKCTe, O0I1IeCTBEHHBIVI IVICKY PC O MOPaJIV CTa-
HOBUTCH ellle Oorlee BakHBIM. Takov AMCKYpC Tpe-
OyeT pellieHMsI BOIIpOCa peaIn3aliiL KaK CO3IaTh
COOOITIECTBO, B KOTOPOM JIIOMM OYIy T B3aIMHO MO~
ZlepXXMBaTh APYT IpyTa B BOCIUTAHMY MOPaJIbHOV
JyBCTBUTEIIBHOCTY, a He BOBJIEKAThCS BO BCe Oolee
u Oortee BpakzeOHbIe oTHOIIeHMs? KanT 00prico-
BaJI CJIOYKHOE COOTHOIIIEHVIE MeXXITy HIVBUIYaIb-
HOVI 11 ODIIIel OTBETCTBEHHOCTHIO. XOTS, VICXOLIS 13
MOpaJIbHOTO MIMIIepaTyiBa, KaXkIIbIVl YeJIoBeK O0si-
3aH «BCTyHaTh B OOIIIHOCTD sTudeckyo» (AA 06,
S. 96; Kanr, 1994, c. 100), co3maHme n Tofaepx-
Ka TaKOr'o COCTOSTHVIS 3aBVICUT OT COBMECTHBIX [IeVi-
crBuit. KaHT miofruepkiBaeT, YTo MOpasIbHOE Tpe-
OoBaHMe 3aK/IIOYaeTcss B COBMECTHOM CO3IaHWMU
00IIIecTBa, «yCTPOEHHOTO COIVIAaCHO 3aKOHAM [I0-
Opometernu 1 I ee TOib3b» (AA 06, S. 94; KanrT,
1994k, c. 98). Tounee, oH yKasbIBaeT 3[leChb Ha Me-
TaypoBeHb, YTBepXKJas, YTO MOPaJIbHBIN JOJIT He
TIOJDKEH TIOHVMAThCS KaK OffHa 13 IIPoYMX 00si3aH-
HOCTeVT; CKopee, IIOJIT KaK TaKOBOV ITPeZICTaBIIseT
cobor1 I1aBHYyO 11e71b fIevicTBist. Kpome Toro, KanT
BBOIIWT I7100aJIbHY 0, BCEOXBATbIBAIOIITYIO ITepCIIeK-
TUBY, TIOCKOJIBKY OH pa3BMBaeT mjeasl «00IIecTBa,
CO3[IaHVe KOTOPOro, T. €. BOBJIEUeHVIe JIIOZIEV! B €r0
cdepy, cTaHeT 10 TOOYXIEHMIO pasyma 3ajadent
Y JIOJITOM /111 BCEro pofia desioBedeckoro» (AA 06,
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life are hate speech and malicious or disdainful
attacks, often transmitted to the public via so-
called “social” media.

As we face such current phenomena of an
“ethical state of nature”, it seems worth re-
calling Kant’s claim that a public discourse on
morality is needed. In his reflections on enlight-
enment he argues that it proves a tall order for
individuals to give up entrenched behaviour
patterns on their own. “But that a public should
enlighten itself is more possible; indeed this
is almost inevitable” (WA, AA 08, p. 36; Kant,
1996, p. 17).

One might think that in the secular age,
when most people are no longer involved in
pondering over moral issues in a religious con-
text, a public discourse on morality would be
even more important. Such a discourse would
have to take up the issue of implementation:
How to establish a community in which people
would mutually support one another in the cul-
tivation of moral sensitivity, rather than being
drawn into ever more hostile attitudes? Kant
sketches a complex relation between individu-
al and shared responsibilities. While, based on
the moral imperative, it is a duty for every sin-
gle person to “become a member of an ethical
community” (RGV, AA 06, p. 96; Kant, 1996f,
p- 132), the creation and support of such a state
depends on joint action. Kant emphasises that
the moral demand is to establish a society co-
operatively “in accordance with, and for the
sake of, the laws of virtues” (RGV, AA 06, p. 94;
Kant, 1996f, p. 130). More precisely, he points
out a meta-level here, arguing that this mor-
al duty must not be understood as one duty
among others; rather, duty as such represents
the leading concern of action. Furthermore,
Kant introduces a global, inclusive perspective,
as he elaborates the ideal of “a society which
reason makes it a task and a duty of the entire
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S. 94; KanT, 1994, c. 98). OH nosicHseT, 9TO «B TaH-
HOM CJIyvae Ilepef] HaMU JIUIIIb JOJIT OCOOEHHOTrO
CBOVICTBA — IOJIT... UeJIOBEUECKOro pofa 10 OTHO-
IIIeHVIo K camoMy cebe» (AA 06, S. 97; KanT, 1994k,
c. 102). (AHasI0rMYHyI0 MBICIIb MBI HAXOVIM B KOH-
TekcTe dpvtocodpnn nctopuy Kanra B oTHomeHnm
O0SI3aHHOCTVI COTPYOHWYATh B COHEVICTBUM pea-
JIM3anmy TIPVHIINIIOB CIIPABEIJIVBOIO TIOJINTIIYe-
CKOro rocynapcrsa’®) DTa MBICIb HOIpa3yMeBaerT,
YTO TOJIBKO B TAKOM YHVIBEPCAJIBHOM COIO3€ MOX-
HO TIIIATEeJIFHO KYJIBTVBMPOBATh Pa3sHOOOpasHbIe
00sI13aHHOCTY, KaK OHM yKa3aHbI B PprII0COPCKMIX
viccriefoBaHMsIX JooponeTer. Ocoboe 3HaueHMe B
CBSI3M C myIeert popMIMPOBaHMS 1IapcTBa J00porie-
TEJIV VIMEIOT pa3MblluleHnsi KaHTa 0o HpaBCTBeH-
HOM BOCHITaHWY (He TOJIBKO feTern)”.

DT MBICJIV 3By4aT IIPaBIOIIO00HO B HBIHEIII-
HeM KOHTeKCTe, TIOCKOJIBKY OHM TIO3BOJISIOT pac-
CMOTPeTb TO, 4e20 Hedocmaen: OOIIECTBY, B TOM
YVICITe YYUTHIBAS IIVIPOKO PacIIpOCTpaHeHHbIe CO-
LIVIaJTbHbIEe TTPVBBIUKIL.

OOpatumcs Temlepp K pasMmblnuieHMsM Kas-
Ta 0 peaueuu. IIpexme Bcero oH mperjiaraeT pac-
CMaTpuBaTh OIPOMHOe pa3sHOOOpasue pesIuIvos-
HBIX HappaTVUBOB M IPAaKTUK B KauecTBe MHOIO-
UIICIIeHHBIX TIONBITOK pealn30BaTh B paMKax KOH-
KPEeTHBIX KYJIBTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTOB CaMYIO CJIOX-
HYIO MOPaJIBHYIO 3a/]auy 4esioBeuecTBa®. DTa TOU-
Ka 3peHms, 0e3yCIIOBHO, IIPeICTaBIIseT MHTEPeC B
CBSI3V1 C COBPEMEHHBIMY KOH(IIVKTAMV, VIMEIOIIIVI-
MU PeIUTMO3HYIO HoforuieKy. KaHT ymernser oc-
HOBHO€e BHVIMaHVe He ITOBePXHOCTHBIM Pas/Indvi-
SM JIM CXOZICTBAM PeJIMIMO3HBIX KOHdeccuit, a
aHaJIN3y MX OOIIEeV OCHOBBI B «UVICTO MOPAJIBHOV
permarum» (AA 06, S. 103; Kanr, 1994, c. 109). C
3TOVI TOYKM 3PeHS KaXk[I0e BepoydeHie HauHas
C CaMBIX PaHHMX PeJINTVO3HBIX WIEV YeJloBede-
cTBa OOJIa/TaeT BHYTpPEeHHeV 1IeHHOCTBIO, VI 3ajia-

B Cwm., Hamp.: (AA 08, S. 22—23).

19 Cwm., Hamp.: (AA 09; Kanr, 19943).

20 Ha camom geite KaHT HOJIOKUTEILHO OTHOCUTCH K
nee co3maHMsd «3TUYEeCKOTO ODIEXUTVISA» C OTKa30M OT
71100071 TPaIMIIMOHHON [IePKBY, YTBEPIXKIasi, YTO ITOCIIeI-
HSISI LIPEICTABIIsIeT COOOV JINIITh ICTOPMTYIECKOe «BCIIOMO-

rareslbHOE CPelCTBO», Bedylllee K COCTOSHVIO BCceoOIert
nobpoperenu (AA 06, S. 123 Anm.; Kant, 1994k, c. 147).

human race to establish in its full scope” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 94; Kant, 1996f, p. 130). He explains
that “here we have a duty sui generis, [...] of the
human race toward itself” (RGV, AA 06, p. 97;
Kant, 1996f, p. 132). (We find a similar thought
in the context of Kant’s philosophy of histo-
ry with regard to the duty to cooperate in pro-
moting the implementation of principles of the
just political state.””) This thought implies that
it is only under the roof of such a universal un-
ion that the diverse obligations, as specified in
philosophical research on virtue, can be careful-
ly cultivated. Of particular relevance, with re-
gard to the idea of forming a realm of virtue,
are Kant’s reflections on moral education (not
only of children).”

These thoughts do sound plausible in the
present context, as they allow addressing what
is missing, given the widely shared social hab-
its.

Let us now turn to Kant’s thoughts on reli-
gion. First of all, he suggests viewing the great
diversity of religious narratives and practices as
so many efforts to realise, within the respective
particular cultural contexts, humanity’s most
demanding moral task.” This point of view is
certainly of interest with regard to current con-
flicts with religious connotations. Kant’s prime
focus is not on addressing the disparities — or
similarities — of religious confessions on the
surface level, as it were, but on considering
their shared basis in the “purely moral reli-
gion” (RGV, AA 06, p. 103; Kant, 1996f, p. 137).
From this perspective every creed, since hu-
manity’s earliest religious ideas, has intrinsic

19 See, for instance, [aG, AA 08, pp. 22-23; Kant, 2007a,
pp- 112-114.

2 See, for instance, Pid, AA 09; Kant, 2007b.

2l In fact, Kant addresses, in an affirmative manner, the
idea of establishing an “ethical community” by leaving
behind any traditional churches, maintaining that the
latter only represent historical “vehicles” leading to-
ward the universal state of virtue (RGV, AA 06, 123n;
Kant, 1996f, p. 152n).
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Ya COCTOUT B TOM, UYTOOBI M3y4MTh, KaKOV BKJIal
KaK7Ioe 13 HVX BHeCJIO B CO3[aHVe OOIIeXWUTIS,
uJIeHbl KOTOPOr'o COO0IIa CTpeM4TCs TofepKaTh
Y YIIYYIIUTB CBOIO HPABCTBEHHYIO KM3HB. TakmMm
obpasom, KaHT mpernyiaraer momxon, K peuiruu,
OCHOBaHHBIVI Ha OIleHKe, KOTOpasi SIBJIsSeTCd Ipu-
eMJIeMOV KaK [IJIsl BepYIOIIVIX, TaK M [1JIsl arHOCTU-
KOB VIJIVI aTeVICTOB.

KanT mpenrionaraer eme 6oriee TeCHYIO CBS3b
MeX/]Ty aTeM3MOM U peJIUTieV, TIOCKOJIbKY pa3By-
BaeT CBOV Te3nc 00 M3HavaIbHOV yKOPeHeHHOCTN
PeJINTMO3HOCTY B KaXK/IOM desioBeke. 371ech MOXKHO
IaTh JIVIIb KpaTKoe omvcaHue. JIrobas «vicropu-
yeckasi Bepa» (AA 06, S. 129; Kanrt, 1994x, c. 134),
yTBepXJlaeT OH, KOPEHUTCS B ITOVICKe KOHEUHOIO
CMBICJIa 4eJIOBeUecKoro cyirectsopaHms. Crasiku-
BasiCh C ITPECJIOBYTHIM PacXOXKIeHVeM MeXIy Mo-
pasIblO M cuacTbeM, KKV YesIoBeK Hen30eXHO
3afaercs BorrpocoM «Ha d9To s cMero HafesThCs?»
(A 805 / B 833; Kanr, 2006, c. 1011). ITomuepxmBsasi,
UTO 3TOT PyHAaMeHTaJIbHBIVI SK3VCTeHIIVIaJIbHbIV
BOIIPOC He MOXXeT OBITh pellleH JIIOIbMW B XOfe
ncropuy, KaHT yTBepXkiaeT, 4To CriocOOHOCTHM pa-
3yMa KaXX[IOro ueJioBeKa Iofpa3yMeBalOT — XOTs
U HeqgBHO — «ecTeCTBeHHYIO penuruio» (AA 06,
S. 154; Kant, 1994, c. 165). OH npeprionaraeT, 4To
B 3apOjIblllle «MOpaJIbHOe JI0Ka3aTesIbcTBo [boral»
«OBUTO 3aJI0KeHO B YeJIOBeKe ellle 10 IOABJIeHVs
CaMbIX paHHMX POCTKOB CIIOCOOHOCTM €ro pasyMa»
(AA 05, S. 458; Kant, 19948, c. 301). Pasmbiursas
HaJl 5TVIM «3apOofbIllieM» B IepBbIX Jrogax, KanT
OTMeYaeT: «...HeM30eXHO [I0JDKHO ObLJIO BO3HVIK-
HYTb Cy>XJIeHVe, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY B KOHIIE JKI3-
HVI He MOKeT OKa3aThCs Oe3pasiIuHbIM, IIOCTYIIA
JIV 4eJI0BEeK YeCTHO VIV OOMaHBIBaJI, CIIPaBeIIBO
JIVL AeVICTBOBaJI VIV IIPVIMeHsJT HacwiIvie, — IIyCThb
Ja’ke B TeUEHVIE BCEVI XXV3HY €My, 10 KparHe Mepe
SIBHO, He OBIJIO JTapOBaHO CUacThe 3a ero Hodpore-
TeJIV IV He ToficTeperasio HaKasaHue 3a ero rpe-
crymieHus. Kasaiock, 9To JII0oau CiIbIIIaT HeKuUm
BHYTPEHHWII TOJIOC, KOTOPbIVI YTBEPXKIAeT, UTO BCe
JIOJDKHO OBITH MHBIM» (AA 05, S. 458; KanT, 19948,
c. 301). Ha stom done KaHT onpenernser 3agauy
dprtocodvm Kax 3azady BeISICHEHs, a He 1300pe-

177

H. Nagl-Docekal

value, and the task is to examine which con-
tribution each of them has made to creating a
community whose members jointly seek to
support and improve their moral lives. In this
manner, Kant provides an approach to religion,
based on esteem, which is an option for believ-
ers as well as agnostics or atheists.

Kant suggests an even closer link between
atheism and religion as he elaborates his the-
sis that religion is originally rooted in every
human being. Only a brief outline can be pro-
vided here. Any “historical faith” (RGV, AA 06,
p.- 129; Kant, 1996f, p. 157), he argues, has been
rooted in the search for the ultimate sense of
human existence. Facing the notorious rift be-
tween morality and happiness, each human
being is bound to raise the question “What
may I hope?” (KrV, A 805 / B 833; Kant, 1998,
p. 677). While emphasising that this fundamen-
tal existential issue cannot possibly be resolved
by humans in the course of history, Kant con-
tends that everybody’s faculty of reason does
imply — albeit in an in-explicit manner — the
“natural religion” (RGV, AA 06, p. 154; Kant,
1996f, p. 177). The “germ” of a “moral proof [of
God]”, he suggests, “was lying in the mind of
man when his reason first quickened into life”
(KU, AA 05, p. 458; Kant, 1978, p. 128). Ponder-
ing over this “germ” in the earliest humans,
Kant notes: “One inevitable judgment must
have forced itself upon them: It could never be
that the issue is all alike, whether a man has
acted fairly or falsely, with equity or with vi-
olence, albeit to his life’s end, as far at least as
human eye can see, his virtues have brought
him no reward, his transgressions no punish-
ment. It seems as though they perceived a voice
within them say that it must make a difference”
(KU, AA 05, p. 458; Kant, 1978, p. 129). Against
this backdrop, Kant determines the task of phi-
losophy as one of elucidation rather than in-
vention, noting, “This moral proof is not in
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TeHVsI, OTMeYast: «2TO MOPaJIbHOE JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO
He BIIEpBble OTKPBITO, a JIVIITH 3aHOBO IIOSICHEHO»
(AA 05, S. 458; KanT, 19948, c. 301).

KaHT pestomMupyeT JIOrMKy «MOpaIbHOTO JI0Ka-
3aTeIbCTBa» B TEPMMHAX «BbICIIero Grara». Iloz-
uyepKuBas, 4TO «000podemess (KaK JTOCTOVIHOCTb
OBITH CUACT/IVBBIM) ecThb nepboe (oberste) ycarobue
BCEro TOr'0, YTO TOJIBKO MOXKEeT Ka3aThCs HaM XKeJla-
TeJIBHBIM, CTaJIO OBITh, VI BCeX HaIIIMX IIOVICKOB CYa-
cThsi» (AA 05, S. 110; KauT, 19946, c. 505—506), on
YTBEPXKIIAET, UTO «I00pOIeTesIb 1 CUacThe BMeCTe
COCTaBJILIOT O0JIajiaHVe BBICIIIM OJIaroM B OIHOW
gHOCTH...» (AA 05, S. 110; KanT, 19946, c. 506).
Kak oH 0ObsicHSIET, «MMeTh IOTpeOHOCTh B Cua-
CThe, OBITH eIlle [JOCTOVMHBIM ero 1 TeM He MeHee He
ObITh eMy IIpr4acTHbIM» (Tam >xe) — 3HauuT Cre-
JIaTh 4YeJIoBeuecKoe CYIIeCTBOBaHVE B KOHEYHOM
cgete OeccMbIciieHHBIM. [103TOMY, IIOCKOJIBKY MOe
MoOpaJsIbHOe 00s13aTeIbCTBO COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI
CIIeyIaTh BBICIIIEe OJ1aro «IIpeMeToM MOelT BOJIV,
4uTOOBI COMEVICTBOBATH €My BCEMV MOVIMM CUJIa-
MIL... 51 JOJDKEH HOIYCTUTDH BO3MOXXHOCTD €ro, CTa-
JI0 OBITB, M1 YCIIOBYMSL 3TOVI BOSMOXKHOCTY, a VIMEH-
Ho bora, cBoOoxy 1 Oeccmeptie...» (AA 05, S. 142;
Kant, 19946, c. 542). Takum oOpa3oM, «10Tped-
HOCTB. .. YMCTOTO IIpaKTU4YecKoro pasyma» (AA 05,
S. 142; KanT, 19940, c. 542) 3aK/Ir09aeTcs B Oy IIle-
HUM CyIIeCTBOBaHMS «BbICIIero pasyma» (AA 08,
S. 139; Kanr, 1982, c. 113), TO eCTh «MOpaJIbHO He-
obxomymMo Tipu3HaTh ObITie bora» (AA 05, S. 125;
Kant, 19946, c. 523). KauT nioguepkmBaeT, 4To 3TO
CyOBEeKTMBHAS YBEPEHHOCTb, KOTOPYIO COCTABIIS-
eT IIOTPeOHOCTh YNMCTOTO IIPAKTMUYECKOIo pasy-
Ma: «...s1 Hem30eXXHo Oymy BepuThb B ObITre Oora m1
3arpoOHYIO XM3HB, 1 5 TBepao yOexeH, uTo 3Ty
BEpPy HUUTO He MOXeT IToKosedaTb...» (A 828 /
B 856; Kant, 2006, c. 1039). PasBuBas mmpakTide-
CKHUVI XapakTep 3TOM «yBepeHHOCTH», KaHT BBO-
IIVT TIOHSITVIE «IIOCTYJIATOB YVCTOIO IIPaKTUUECKO-
ro pasyma», yTBepxaas: «DTU IOCTYJIaThl He Te-
opeTudYecKye IOTMBI, a NpednoL0KeHU s B HeoOXo-
IVIMO TIpaKTU4YecKoM oTHoreHnm» (AA 05, S. 132;
Kant, 19946, c. 530)*'. Kak oH [1astee MOSICHSIET, 3TO

2 KaHT pa3bpscHseT 3Ty MbICIIb B (AA 05, S. 122 —141).
I''myGoxoe mccemoBaHme KOHIIIMM nocTystaTos KanTa
npepcTasiieHo B pabote bupna (Byrne, 2007, p. 84 —93).
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any sense a newly discovered argument, but at
the most only an old one in a new form” (KU,
AA 05, p. 458; Kant, 1978, p. 128).

Kant summarises the logic of the “moral
proof” in terms of “the highest good”. Empha-
sising that “virtue (as worthiness to be happy)
is the supreme condition of whatever can even
seem to us desirable and hence of all our pur-
suit of happiness” (KpV, AA 05, p. 110; Kant,
1996¢, p. 228), he argues that “virtue and happi-
ness together constitute possession of the high-
est good in a person” (KpV, AA 05, p. 110; Kant,
1996¢, p. 229). As he explains, “to need happi-
ness, to be also worthy of it, and yet not to par-
ticipate in it” (KpV, AA 05, p. 110; Kant, 1996c,
p- 228-229) would render human existence ul-
timately senseless. Therefore, as my moral ob-
ligation amounts to making the “the highest
good [...] the object of my will so as to promote
it with all my powers, [...] I must suppose its
possibility and so too the conditions for this,
namely God, freedom and immortality” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 142; Kant, 1996c, p. 254). Thus, it is
“a need of pure practical reason” (ibid.) to as-
sume the existence of “a supreme intelligence”
(WDO, AA 08, p. 139; Kant 1996e, p. 12), i.e. “it
is morally necessary to assume the existence of
God” (KpV, AA 05, p. 125; Kant, 1996c, p. 241).
Kant underscores that it is a subjective certain-
ty that the need of pure practical reason consti-
tutes: “I will inexorably believe in the existence
of God and a future life, and I am sure that
nothing can make these beliefs unstable” (KrV,
A 828 / B 856; Kant, 1998, p. 689). Elaborating
on the practical character of this “certainty,”
Kant introduces the concept of the “postulates
of pure practical reason”, maintaining: “These
postulates are not theoretical dogmas but pre-
suppositions having a necessarily practical
reference” (KpV, AA 05, p. 132; Kant, 1996c,
p. 246).” As he further explains, that

2 Kant elucidates this thought in KpV, AA 05, pp. 122-
141; Kant, 1996c¢, pp. 238-254. An in-depth examination
of Kant’s concept of the postulates is provided in Byrne
(2007, pp. 84-93).



ybOexxieHme ecTe He jorMyecKas, a MOpaibHAS
JIOCTOBEPHOCTh, ¥ TaK KaK OHO OITMpaeTcs Ha
CyOBeKTMBHBIE OCHOBaHMS (MOPaJIbHBIX yOexIe-
HUVI), TO 51 He MOTY JlaXe CKasaTb: UMeenics Mo-
pasibHasl JIOCTOBEPHOCTB, UTO OOr ecTh ¥ T.]I., a
MOTY JIVIIIIb TOBOPUTB: 51 MOPaJIbHO YBEepeH U T. /1.
VIEBIMY CTTOBaMYL, Bepa B Oora 11 B 3arpOOHBIV MVIP
TaK CIUIeTeHa C MOVIM MOpPaJIbHBIM YMOHAacCTpoe-
HIeM, 9TO S CTOJIb JKe MaJIO OITacaloch yCTPOWUTH
3Ty Bepy, CKOJIb MaJIO VCTIBIThIBaIO OeCIIOKOVICTBO,
YTO 3TO YMOHACTPOeHVie MOXeT OBITh OTHATO OT
Mmens (A 829 / B 857; Kanr, 2006, c. 1039).

KanT gBHO 3amiuinaeT 3Ty KOHIEIIINIO 10 OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K JIIOAAM, YTBepXKJAIOIIVIM, YTO OHM
aTeucCThl, MOoUepKMBasl pasHUIy MeXIy Teopuen
U TIPaKTUKON: «ATEVCTOM MOXKHO OBITH B UVCTOV
CIIeKYJIAIINY, a B IIpaKTVKe TaKOV YeJIoBeK MOXKeT
OBITH TenCTOM V1 ITouMTaTesieM bora; 3a0imykeHne
€ro PacIIpoCTpaHseTcs Ha TeOJIOrNIO, a He Ha pe-
muruio» (Kant, 2000, c. 97). PekoHcTpymnpys 3Ty
MBICIIb, AJuteH By ormeuaer: «MopasibHbIe apry-
MEHTBI [IOKa3bIBaOT, UTO MOPAJIbHO HaCTPOEHHBIe
JIIONIV BOBJIEYEHBI B CBOErO PoJia IPaKTUUYECKYIO
MPppalViOHaIBHOCTB, €CJIV TOJIBKO OHV He BepsT B
OynyInyro XU3Hb M B IIPOBUIEHIIVaJIbHOe Y MU-
soctuBoe boxectso» (Wood, 1992, p. 404). Tanee
oH 3aMedaeT: «VHorma KaHT ocrrabrsieT cBoe 3a-
KTroueHne... “Teosormdyecknii MUMHUMYM”, TOBO-
PUT OH, 3aKJIfouaeTcsi He B TOM, 4To bor cyrrecTsy-
€T, a TOJIBKO B TOM, uTo bor BosmoxeH... [Ipeman-
HOMY CTpeMJIEHUIO K KOHEUHOV MOPasIbHOV 11eJIu
MOXeT JIydllle IIOCJIyXXWUTb yYBepeHHOCTb B TOM,
YTO BbICIIIee OJ1aro B KOHIIe KOHIIOB OyzleT JoCTur-
HYyTO, HO HeOOXOIWMMBIVI MUHMMYM pasymMa —
3TO Bepa B BO3MOXXHOCTB €ro focTvokeHns» (Ibid.,
p. 405). KauT yTBepXaeT, 1o cjiosaM Byria, uTo «B
3TOM CMBICJIe Y MEHSI MOXeT OBbITh pesInrus, Jaxe
ecyu 51 arHOCcTUK» (Ibid., p. 406)%.

DTOT MHKIIIO3MBHBIN B3IIAL 1Ho3BosisteT Kan-
Ty HPOH3UTEJIBHO 3asiBUTh: «Pemrus — 3To TO,
YTO MHTepecyeT Kaxzoro» (AA 28, S. 1323). Crour
OTMETUTB, UTO AFOPHO 1 XOpKXxariMep B3sUIN 3TO
yTBep)XIeHe Ha BOOpYy>keHVe B KOHTEKCTe CBOVIX
Ppa3sMBbIIIUIeHN 00 y>KaCcHBIX IIPeCcTyIUIeHNSIX, CO-

2 Byn ccpptaercs 3feck Ha Kanra: (AA 06, S. 154; Kamnr,
1994, c. 165).
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conviction is not logical, but moral certainty;
and, since it depends on subjective grounds
(of moral disposition), I must not even say ‘it
is morally certain that there is a God” etc., but
‘I am morally certain’ etc. That is, the belief in
a God and in another world is so interwoven
with my moral disposition that I am in as little
danger of ever surrendering the former as I am
worried that the latter can ever be torn away
from me (KrV, A 829 / B 857; Kant, 1998, p. 689).

Kant explicitly defends this conception with
regard to persons who claim to be atheists, un-
derscoring the difference between theory and
practice: “Atheism can be in pure specula-
tion, but in praxi such a person can be a theist
or can venerate God; his error concerns theol-
ogy rather than religion” (Kant, 2004, p. 125; tr.
H.N.-D.).”? Re-constructing this thought, Allen
Wood (1992, p. 404) notes: “What moral argu-
ments show is that morally disposed people are
involved in a kind of practical irrationality un-
less they believe in a future life and a providen-
tial and gracious Deity.” He goes on to observe:
“Occasionally Kant weakens his conclusion
[...]. The ‘minimum of theology’, he says, is
not that God exists but only that God is possi-
ble. [...] Devoted pursuit of one’s final moral
end might be better served by a confidence that
the highest good will at last be attained, but the
bare minimum reason requires is belief that it
is possible of attainment” (ibid., p. 405). Kant
claims, Wood states, that “I can have religion
in this sense even if I am an agnostic” (ibid.,
p. 406).*

This inclusive view allows Kant to state
poignantly: “Religion is that which is of in-
terest to everybody” (FRT, AA 28, p. 1323; tr.
H.N.-D.).” It is worth noting that Adorno and

B “Der Atheismus kann in der puren Speculation sein, aber

in der praxi kann ein solcher [Mensch] ein Theist oder ein

Verehrer Gottes seyn; dessen Irrtum erstreckt sich auf die

Theologie und nicht auf die Religion.”

2 Wood refers here to RGV, AA 06, p. 154; Kant, 1996f,
.177.

£ “Religion ist das, was jeden interessiert.”



X. Harnp-Jlonexanb

BEPIIIEHHBIX TOTAIUTAPHBIMI PeXVIMaMI VX Bpe-
Menn. Hampumep, Makc XopkxariMep B MHTep-
BBIO, OITy O111iKOBaHHOM B KHure Die Sehnsucht nach
dem Ganz Anderen («KerraHue abcoIIOTHO IpyToO-
TO»), IIPENCTABIISIeT «TEOJIOIMI0 HadeX b Croi-
KHYBIIVICh C OTPOMHOVI O0JIBIO, IIPVYVIHEHHOV He-
BUHHBIM JTIOISIM, MBI OKa3bIBaeMCsI He B COCTOSI-
HVV IIPUHSATH VZIEI0 O TOM, YTO KOHEYHOI'O «CMBIC-
Jla» MOXeT He ObITh, YTBepXKAaeT oH. [laxe aTen-
CTBI OTBEPIVIN OBI 3Ty ME0 — XOTS U Hepediek-
CMIBHO, — TIIOCKOJIBKY OHV YYBCTBYIOT JKeJIaHUE,
«4TOOBI yOUTIIIa He TOp>KeCTBOBaI Hajl HEBMHHO
xeptBor» (Horkheimer, 1970, S. 62). DTta Tocka
yKasbIBaeT Ha 3a9aTOUYHYIO «TeOJIOr IO HaIeXKIbl»,
KOTOpasi OCHOBaHa Ha YTBepXIEeHWM, «4TO He-
CIIpaBeIlJIBOCTb, XapaKTepu3ylolasg Halll MUp...
MOXKeT He ObITh OKOHUaTesTbHO» (Ibid., S. 61)%.

Eciit 060011 Th, TO cerogHs KaxXeTcsl aKTyalb-
HbIM, uTo KaHT noguepknBaeT (haxT, COITIaCHO KO-
TOPOMY PeJIUTMO3HbIe BEpOyUYeHMs YCUIIVBAIOT
OCO3HaHMe HeIIpeofoIMMOV KOHEYHOCTH YesIoBe-
YeCcKOro CyIllecTBa — B YaCTHOCTW, €CJIN yUecCTh,
YTO B HBIHEIITHIOIO 310Xy HaBSI3aHHOIO KOHCIOMe-
pu3Ma IpeobsiaziaeT TeIOHWUCTIYECKOe IIOoBerle-
HMe, CKJIOHHOe IIOfJaB/IsiThb OCO3HaHVe KOHEYHO-
CTV VI TEM CaMbIM IIPEeISITCTBOBATh OCMBICIIEHHO-
My OTHOIIIEHMIO K O0JIe3HM 11 CMEPTIL

Yro criestyeT 13 BCErO 3TOTO C TOUKV 3peHVIs VH-
IOVIBUIIyaJIbHOV OTBETCTBEHHOCTY 371eCh M celrdacy?
Kax nomuepkmaer KanT, mmgean MopabsHOTO 00-
IIEXNUTVS He OIIpaBIbIBaeT Te3VC O HeOOXOMVMO-
CTV CHeJIaTh CUMMETPUIO YCJIOBMEM HaIlVX HbI-
HeIITHVX AeVICTBUI. MopasIbHBIVI 3aKOH CKOpee Ha-
JlaraeT Ha HacC OTHOCTOPOHHWI JOJT: 51 00s13aH yBa-
KaThb ¥ HOIAAEePKMBaTh APYTVX JIFOfeVl KaK JIMIHO-
CTer1, Jake eCIIN y MeHs eCTh BeCKVie OCHOBaHVIS CO-
MHeBaTbCS B TOM, YTO OHY OyIyT BecTw cebsi 1o OT-
HOIIIEHIIO KO MHe TI000HBIM 0Opasom?. B TourHOM
dopmymposke KaHT yTBepXmaeT, 4To Mopab-

2 Tlompobubi KomMmeHTapuit cMm. B cratbe (Nagl-
Docekal, 20200).

% KaHT, HampuMep, oTMedaeT: «/loJr KaXIoro deiose-
Ka — OaroTBOPWTH, T.€. IO Mepe BO3MOXKHOCTV ITOMO-
raTb JIOISM ¥ COIEVICTBOBATh MX CYACThbIO, He Hajesch
IIOJIyYNTh 3a 3TO Kakoe-bo Bo3Harpaxaenme» (AA 06,
S. 453; Kanr, 1994r, c. 498).
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Horkheimer have adopted this claim in the
context of their reflections on the horrendous
crimes committed by the totalitarian regimes
of their time. For instance, Max Horkheim-
er, in the interview published in Die Sehnsucht
nach dem Ganz Anderen (The Desire for the Total-
ly Other), introduces a “theology of hope”. Fac-
ing the tremendous pain that has been inflicted
on innocent people, we find ourselves unable
to accept the idea that there might be no ulti-
mate “sense”, he argues. Even atheists would
dismiss this idea — albeit un-reflectedly — as
they feel a longing “that the murderer must not
triumph over the innocent victim” (Horkhei-
mer, 1970, p. 62; tr. H. N.-D.). This longing indi-
cates a rudimentary “theology of hope,” which
is based on the claim “that the injustice which
characterizes our world [...] may not represent
the final verdict” (Horkheimer, 1970, p. 61; tr.
H.N.-D.).®

More generally speaking, it seems relevant
today that Kant emphasises the fact that reli-
gious creeds enhance the awareness of the in-
surmountable finiteness of the human being.
This becomes particularly clear when we con-
sider that in the present era of enforced con-
sumerism a hedonistic attitude prevails, that
tends to suppress the consciousness of finite-
ness and thereby prevents meaningful ways of
dealing with sickness and death.

What follows from all this, here and now,
in terms of individual responsibility? As Kant
clearly points out, the ideal of a moral commu-
nity does not justify the thesis that we ought to
make symmetry a precondition of our present
actions. The moral law rather imposes on us
a unilateral duty: I am obliged to respect and
support others as persons, even when I have
good reasons to doubt that they would behave
likewise towards me.?” Pointedly phrased, Kant

% For a detailed commentary see Nagl-Docekal (2020b).
¥ Kant notes, for instance, “To be beneficent, that is, to
promote according to one’s means the happiness of oth-
ers in needs, without hoping for something in return,
is everyone’s duty” (MS, AA 06, p. 453; Kant, 1996d,
p.-572).



HBIVI VIMIIepaTVB IIpU3bIBaeT CyObeKTa K HadMHa-
Huto. YTo KacaeTcsl «COIMAIBHBIX IIATOJIOIVI», O
KOTOPBIX TOBOPMJIOCH BBIIIIE, TO IIEHHBIE YKa3aHVIs
MOYKHO TTOYepHHYTh U3 pasMbliuteHn Kanrta oo
yBakeHUM (Achtung), KOTOpoe MBI O0si3aHBI IIPO-
SBJIATH KO BCEM IIPYTVIM JIIOISM IIPOCTO IIOTOMY,
yTo oHM Jironn?. V1 XoTs HeBO3MOXHO IaTh I10J10-
XKVTeJIbHOe VICYepIIbIBAIOIIlee OIIperiesIeHVie STOro
II0JITa, HaM CJIeAyeT COCPEIOTOUNThCS Ha OTHOIIIe-
HVVI, KOTOpOe IIPEeIATCTBYeT IIPOsIBIIEHNIO HajljTe-
XKarrero yBakeHns. KaHT yKkaspIBaeT Ha Takwe IIO-
POKM, KaK «BBICOKOMEpVIe», «3JIOCIIOBVIe» 1 «V3[IeBa-
TesTbcTBO» (AA 06, S. 465—468; KanT, 1994, c. 512)%.
Crout TaKXe pPacCMOTPETh CKPOMHBIE II€pBbIe
IIIaryM K CO3IaHMIo oOrecTsa godponerenn. Pas-
MBIIIUTSIS O TaKMX HpaBax, KakK CJIOBOOXOTJIVMBOCTB,
BEXXJIVIBOCTB M MSITKOCTE, KaHT OTMeuaeT, uTo, XOTs
OHVI V1 He CIIOCOOCTBYIOT HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO JIOCTV-
JKEHWIO TOVI LIeJIVI, OHM MOI'YT «COIEVICTBOBATh J10-
OporereslbHOMY 00pa3y MBICIIEV», ITOCKOJIBKY IT0-
MOTAIOT ITPOSIBUTE «MaHepy», KOTOpasi IO3BOJISET
CIeNIaTh «I00pOmIeTesTb IO MEeHBIIeVl Mepe IIperl-
MeToM 11006u» (AA 06, S. 473; Kant, 1994r, c. 522).
[Togemy ObI He IPUCITYIIIATHCS K STOVI MBICTIV B MO-
MEHT, KOrja Ha JIeCTHWYHOWM IUIOIIAaKe HaIllero
QHOHVIMHOIO MHOTOKBapTVPHOIO JJOMa MBI BCTpe-
JaeM He3HaAKOMBIX HaM COCeTIeVI, VI He IIPOSIBUTH I10

OTHOIIIEHMIO K HVIM JJ0OpOXKeJIaTeTbHOCTH? >

3aK/II0OuUeHMe

Obpartasice K cOlMaIbHBIM TIaTOJIOTMAM, KO-
TOpBIe CerofHs OKa3bIBAIOT BIIVSHME Ha IJI00asIb-
HBIVI )KM3HEHHBIVI MUP (BKJIIOYasi KOPPO3UIO COLIV-
QJIbHBIX CBsI3€V, yracaHue COJIVIAaPHOCTVI 1 arpec-

» Kak ytBepxpaer KaHT, KaXIpIil 4eIoBeK «00s3aH
MPaKTUYeCcK! IIPM3HABaTh TOCTOMHCTBO YeJIOBEYeCTBa
BO BCeX JAPYIVX JIOJISIX; CTAJIO OBbIT, Ha UeJIOBEKE JIEXKUT
IIOJIT, CBSI3aHHBIV C YBaKeHMEM, KOTOpoe HeOOXOMVMO
cjleflyeT oKasbelBaTh BceM Apyrum» (AA 06, S. 462; Kawnr,
1994r, c. 510).

% TTompoOHBIVI KOMMEHTAPWI K 3TOMY [IOIXOMY IPWBO-
nures B pabore OmBepa 3ensena (Sensen, 2013).

7 [lanbHeVIIIIee BIOXHOBEHWME [UIS PeIIeHns 3aaadun
dopmupoBaHMs «roCyIapcTBa JOOPOHeTe» MOXKHO I10-
YepIIHYTh 13 pasMeliviennyt KaHTa o MOpaIbHOM BOCIIV-
ta"umu (AA 06, S. 477 —484; Kanr, 1994r, c. 524 —532).
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contends that the moral imperative appeals to
the subject to make a beginning. With regard to
the increasing “social pathologies” outlined
above, valuable guidelines may be drawn from
Kant’s reflections on the respect (Achtung) we
are obliged to show towards all other human
beings, simply because they are humans.” He
explains that, while it is impossible to provide a
positive comprehensive definition of this duty,
we need to focus on attitudes that inhibit due
respect. Kant specifies the vices of “arrogance”,
“defamation” and “ridicule” (MS, AA 06,
pp- 465-468; Kant, 1996d, pp. 581-583).% It also
seems worth considering humble first steps to-
wards establishing the community of virtue.
Reflecting on manners such as sociability, cour-
tesy, and gentleness, Kant notes that, although
they do not contribute directly to this end, they
may “promote the feeling for virtue itself”, as
they help to “cultivate a disposition” that al-
lows at least “to associate the graces with vir-
tue” (MS, AA 06, pp. 473; Kant 1996d, p. 588).
Why not heed this thought when, on the stair-
case of our anonymous apartment building, we
meet neighbours whom we do not know, by
showing them our kind attention?*

Conclusion

As we address the social pathologies that
currently impact the life world across the
globe — including the corrosion of social
bonds, the dwindling of solidarity, and ag-
gressive habits expressed, for instance, in hate

% As Kant argues, every human being “is under obli-
gation to acknowledge, in a practical way, the dignity
of humanity in every other human being. Hence there
rests on him a duty regarding the respect that must be
shown to every other human being” (MS, AA 06, p. 462;
Kant, 1996d, p. 579).

» A detailed comment on this approach is provided in
Sensen (2013).

% Further inspiration regarding the task of forming a
“republic of virtue” can be drawn from Kant's reflec-
tions on moral education (MS, AA 06, pp. 477-484; Kant
1996d, pp. 591-597).



X. Harnp-Jlonexanb

CUBHBIE ITPVBBIYKY, BbIpakalolllyecs, HallpumMep,
B IIPOSIBJIEHNSIX HEHABVICTV B COLIVIAJIBHBIX CeTsX),
MBI HaXOIIVIM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE aHaJIMTIYecKye
VIHCTPYMEHTHI B pasrpaHndeHny KanTom goropop-
HOTO ITpaBa ¥ MopaIn. BBoisg TepMuH «aTmdeckoe
COCTOsIHVIE TPUPOLbD», KaHT 00BsAcHSeT, uTO nonm-
TUYeCKoe COOOIIIeCTBO He MOXET yepXKaTb I'pak-
IaH oT Oe3HPaBCTBEHHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB 1 UTO II03TO-
My MBI HeceM MoOpaJIbHOe 00s13aTeJIbCTBO Y4acTBO-
BaThb B CO3aHMM ¥ HOIJIep>XKKe IONOJITHUTEIHHO-
ro OOIIEXUTNSA, B KOTOPOM JIIoAM OyIlyT B3aMIMHO
NOIIePKMBATh IPYT Apyra B BOCOUTaHVV MOpaJlb-
HOVI UyBCTBUTEIBHOCTN. TakuM obpasom, OH pas-
pabaTpiBaeT KOHLIEIIINIO «3TUYECKOro Trocydap-
CTBa», KOTOpOe CO3[1aeTcsl «B COOTBETCTBUM C [0-
OpomeTerbio 11 pany Hee». CoBpeMeHHas COLaIb-
Hasl Teopusi, OlHaKO, OTKa3aslach IIPUHSATH KIIIoue-
BOVI ITYHKT 3TOVI KOHIIETIIIVIVL Kanr YTBEpPXK/IaeT,
YUTO TUUECKOe COCTOSTHIE «He MOXKeT ObITh peaiy-
30BaHO (4eJIoBeUeCcKOV! OpraHu3aliyert) HMKaK MHa-
4Je, KpoMe Kak B popMme IIepKBI». YUUTBIBASI TOT
aKT, UTO CeroiHs BO MHOTMX YacTSX Mypa 3Haun-
TeJIbHas YacTh HaceJIeHNs IIpuIep>XK1BaeTcs arHo-
CTUYeCKVX MJIV aTeCTYeCKMX YOeXXIeH 1, HeKO-
TOpBIe aBTOPBI BOOOIIE MTHOPUPYIOT «3TUYECKOe
cocrosiHMe» KaHTa, B TO BpeMsl Kak [pyrue repe-
UUTBHIBAIOT €r0 TaKMM 00pas3oM, 4ToObI 130exaTh
7II000r0 yIIOMMHAHWS TeMbl PeJIUTvY, pas3BuBas
VIJIeI0 COO0IIIeCTBa, OCHOBAHHOIO Ha HOPMAaTVBHBIX
IIPVHITNTIaX, KOTOpble ObUIM COIJIacCOBaHBI B IIPO-
ey pHoM nopsijike. [TocieqHuit BapyaHT, OHaKoO,
paBHOCWJIEH IIOHVMIMAaHWIO MOPasIi B JOrOBOPHBIX
TepMMHaXx (HeIOCTaTKV KOTOPOro OObICHIIOTCS BO
BTOPOVI YaCTV HACTOSIIIEN CTaTh).

Opnaxo mig Ooslee IIPOMYyKTMBHOIO IIOAXOA
K KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEIIIUW «3TUYeCKOro rocyaap-
CTBa» HeOOXOOVMO TIIATeJIPHO M3y4YaTh ero pas-
MBIIIUIEHUS O «IIepKBW», a He OTOpachIBaTbh WMX.
Baxxxo ormeruTs, uro KaHT He nipusbiBaeT K He-
KPUTUYECKOMY COXPaHEHWIO JII00OVI CYIIIeCTBYIO-
eV LIepKBY; OH CKOpee ITpefjlaraeT paccMaTpu-
BaTh MHOTOYVC/IEHHBIE TPaJAMIIVIOHHBIe OOIIVHEI
KaK «BCIIOMOTaTeJIbHble CpefICTBa» Ha IyTU K 00-
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speech in the social media —, we find relevant
analytical tools in Kant’s distinction of con-
tract-based right and morality. Introducing the
term “ethical state of nature”, Kant explains
that the political community cannot prevent cit-
izens from acting immorally, and that we there-
fore have the moral obligation to participate in
establishing and supporting an additional com-
munity in which people mutually support one
another in the cultivation of moral sensitivity.
He thus elaborates the concept of the “ethical
state” which is designed “in accordance with,
and for the sake of, virtue”. Contemporary so-
cial theory has refused, however, to adopt the
key point of that concept: Kant’s claim that a
state of virtue “cannot be realised (by human
organisation) except in the form of a church”.
Given the fact that, today, in many parts of the
world significant segments of the population
adhere to agnostic or atheist convictions, some
authors ignore Kant’s “ethical state” altogether,
while others re-read it in a way that avoids any
reference to the topic of religion, elaborating
the idea of a community based on normative
principles that have been agreed in a procedur-
al manner. The latter option, however, amounts
to an understanding of morality in contractual
terms (the deficiencies of which are explained
in the second part of the present essay).

For a more fruitful approach to Kant’s “eth-
ical state” a careful examination of his reflec-
tions on “church” — rather than their sweeping
dismissal — is required. Importantly, Kant
does not plead for an uncritical retention of any
existing church; he rather suggests viewing the
multiple traditional congregations as “vehicles”
toward a community that is dedicated to the
mutual promotion of virtue. Addressing believ-
ers, agnostics and atheists alike, Kant explains
the legitimacy of defining the ethical commu-
nity in terms of a “church” by emphasising
the sacrosanct character of the moral law, i.e.



IIeXXUTNIO, IpeIHa3HAYeHHOMY IS B3aVIMHOIO
yKperuieHnst fooponerenyt. Obparasich B paBHO
CTeIleHV K BePYIOIIVIM, arHOCTMKAM VI aTevcTaM,
KaHT 0OBsCHSET IIpaBOMEPHOCTH OIlpelIeIeHs
STUYECKOro OOIIEXUTUS B TEPMIUHAX «IIEPKBI»,
TOJTUepPKMBasl CaKpaIbHOCTh MOPAJIBHOIO 3aKOHa,
TO €CTh TIOKa3bIBasi, UTO JIIOMIV KaK HapoJl He MOT'yT
CUMTATBCA 3aKOHOHaTe My Mopaat. OmHUM 113
Ba)KHEVIIIIVIX aCIIeKTOB «3TIYeCKOro roCyiapCTBa»
SIBJISIETCS €To II00asTbHasl MHKIIIO3VBHOCTh — OC-
HOBAThb ¥ PasBUTh COODIIECTBO C VICKIIIOUMTEITb-
HOVI IIeJIBI0 ODOIOTHOTO TIOfIepyKaHMs To0poze-
TeJIVI, YTO B Vjleasle IpeCTaBIsieT coOOM 3amaqy
«BCETO YesoBevyecKoro popa». Kak ormeuaer Kanr,
COODIIIeCTBO, OCHOBAHHOE Ha MOPAJIBHOM 3aKOHE,
CITOCOOCTBYET OCO3HAHWIO HEM30eXXHOV KOHEYHO-
CTU YeJIOBeKa VI OTKPBIBAeT IePCIIeKTMBY HaJlexX-
IIbI Ha CHPaBeIJIMBOCTb B TPAIyIeM MUpe. DTOT
acCITeKT IIPeJICTABIISIeTCS OCOOEHHO aKTyaIbHBIM
B 3IIOXY, KOITIa TOCIIOJICTBYeT T'eIOHVCTUYECKN
KOHCIOMEPUI3M.
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by demonstrating that the people, as a people,
cannot be regarded as moral legislators. One
crucial aspect of the “ethical state” is its glob-
al inclusiveness: to found and develop a com-
munity with the exclusive purpose of mutually
supporting virtue is, ideally, a task for the “en-
tire human race”. As Kant also points out, a
community based on the moral law furthers
awareness of the unavoidable finiteness of the
human being and opens a perspective of hope
for justice in a future world. This aspect seems
of specific relevance in an era in which hedonist
consumerism prevails.
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