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ITEPEJIOM WJIN TYIINK? R
AEBATBI B PAMKAX TEOJIOTTHECKOM
PELEITIVIVI KAHTOBCKOW ®NJIOCODPUN

M. FOnxep-Kennu'

KanmoBcxuil nobopom x cybvexmy usMmeHuA 3nucme-
Mos0euteckue ycaoBus 044 meosoeuu. Paccmampubatom-
cA demvipe UHMeALeKMYalbHble NpednocsLiku Bo3paxe-
HUIl: apucmomeneBekuil U MoMUCHCKUTL 1meeoi02ute-
ckuti nopsdok npupoost (1); abeycmunusm, 6 ocnobe komo-
P020 AexKum KoHYyenyus nepBopooHoeo epexa u 6 komopom
ueqo0Beveckas aKmubHOCHb NOAHOCHIbIO NpUnucviBaemcs
Bosxvetr 6aa200amu (2); eeceneBekan kpumuxa 0eoHmoao-
eudeckoil konyenyuu «0esyci06roeo dosxercmbobanus»,
Komopas marxe cmabum noo Bonpoc nocmyaam Karnma o
cyuwecmbobanuu boea (3); coeduterue 6 padukaisHoi op-
MO0OKCUU NOCHIMOOEPHUCHICKOTL Kpumuxu cydvexma, ab-
eycmuHobcko20 B3ena0a Ha uesoBeueckyo npupooy u Mo-
Hucmuuecko2o noHumanus Tpouywt (4). Mx pasiuunsim
0uazHo3am, obessACHAI0W UM, nouemy paboma Kanma sauiia
6 mynux, npomubonocmabas0mcs meos02uteckue 1nosu-
yuu, Komopsle BocnpuHUMAam ee Kax nepesoMHbLil Mo-
MeHm: 0HA coBepuiuaa nepexoo om OHMOoAOUU K HeaoBe-
ueckoll cydvekmHocmu; om duosoeutecku nepedabaemozo
HeomBpamumozo epexa k c60600e 015 000po20 U 34020; om
cmpoeotl B3auMHOCIU K Heo2paHuueHHOMY 00veMYy I1mu-
Kku, cmakuBaroueiics ¢ B0npocom o0 cMbLeae; U 011 0CYxoe-
HUS cBemckoeo Kak «epemuyeckoeo» k 0npeoeseHuro eeo
KaK nooAUHH020 npocmparcmba cBo600HbIX, CO30AHHBIX
Bozom uenobeueckux anai0206, komopoe, coeAacHo nos3oHe-
cpeoneBexoboii meosoeuu Jynca Ckoma, npeoBocxuujaem
Kkonyenyuto abmonomuy Kanma. Cmandapmom, no xomo-
pomy ovyenubBaromces meos0eul, A6A5emcs mo, HACKOAbKO
oHu coomBemcmByiom HoBo3aBemHoMY YHeHUIo o chace-
Huu 6 Uucyce Xpucme. B sakatouenuu ymbepxoaemcs,
umo obpawjenue Kanma xk c6obode 6 ee besycrobrocmu u
3a6epuieHHOCIY OMKPLLA0 MAKY0 POpMY MbluiieHus, 6
komopou ucmuna E6aneesuss obpesa bosee adexkBammvie
Kameeopuu NOHUMAHUA, uem 6 Dosee parHie 3M0XU.

KatoueBuie croba: eepmenebmuka mviciedpopm, apu-
cmomeaebekas meaeonroeus, Abeycmum, nepbopooHbill
epex, paouxasbHas opmoooKcus, aBMOoHOMUA, O00/XKeH-
cmboBanue, nocmyaam cyuwecmbobanus boea
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WATERSHED OR CUL-DE-SAC?
DISPUTES IN THE THEOLOGICAL
RECEPTION OF KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

M. Junker-Kenny'

Kant’s turn to the subject has changed the episte-
mological conditions for theology. Four intellectual
backgrounds of objections are examined: an Aristotelian
and Thomistic teleological order of nature (1); Augus-
tinianism based on original sin in which human agency
is completely attributed to God’s grace (2); a Hegelian
critique of the deontological conception of an “uncon-
ditional ought” which also puts Kant’s postulate of the
existence of God into question (3); the combination in
Radical Orthodoxy of a postmodern critique of the sub-
ject, an Augustinian view of human nature, and a mo-
nistic understanding of the Trinity (4). Their different
diagnoses why Kant’s work constitutes a cul-de-sac are
contrasted with theological positions that welcome it as
a watershed: its move from ontology to human subjec-
tivity; from a biologically transmitted inescapable sin
to a freedom for good and evil; from a strict reciprocity
to an unlimited scope of ethics that is faced with the
question of meaning; and from condemning the secular
as “heretical” to defining it as the genuine space of the
free human counterparts created by God, according to
Duns Scotus’s late medieval theology which anticipates
Kant’s concept of autonomy. The standard by which
theologies are judged is how they do justice to the New
Testament’s message of salvation by Jesus Christ. The
Conclusion argues that Kant’s turn to freedom in its
unconditionality and finitude has opened up a thought
form in which the truth of the Gospel finds more ade-
quate categories of understanding than in those of ear-
lier eras.
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totelian teleology, Augustine, original sin, Radical Or-
thodoxy, autonomy, ought, postulate of God
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BBemenmne

B cBoem BKJIazie B KyJIBTypHBIE M3MeHeHMd U B
peaKklVsX Ha HUX PeJINTMO3HbIe TPpaauLIUN IIpe]l-
CTaBJISIOT COOOVI TEeCTOBBIe OOpa3IIbI IS M3y UeHIs
HOBBIX (POPMYJIMPOBOK OCHOBHOI'O COIEp>KaHIs,
3aKJIIOYeHHOIO B COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX OCHOBaHVISIX
3TUX TpaauIuiL. B Te MOMeHTBI, Korja 3akaH4YMBa-
€TCsl OfHA 3I10Xa YeJIOBeYeCKOro CaMOCO3HAHUS U
Ha4IMHaeTCs HOBasl, CTAHOBUTCSI OCOOEHHO HeoOX0-
IIIMO OIPeNeIUTh VX POJib B TIOIOOHBIX HOBATOP-
CKMX HadMHaHWAX. BosHMKaromiye KyJibTypHBIe
KOHCTEeJUISINV CBSA3aHBI C ISMEHEHWAMU B JIPYTVIX
00JIacTsIX, HaIIpVIMep C COLIVIAJTBHBIMYL, S5KOHOMITUe-
CKMMM VIV TOJIUTUYECKMMM ITpeoOpa3oBaHVISIMIAL.
BBumy Takmx coBpeMeHHBIX TpaHcdopMaluil pe-
JINTVO3HAS TPAIMIINS OKa3bIBaeTCs Iepert HeoOXo-
IVIMOCTBIO BBIPAOOTATh TIO3MIIVIO TI0 OTHOIIEHNIO
K HOBBIM YCJIOBUSIM COOCTBEHHOIO MBIIIUIEHMS T
MPaKTUYeCKOV JIeATeIbHOCTY Ha VHVIBUITyalb-
HOM, OOITTHHOM ¥ THCTUTYIIVMOHAJIBHOM Y POBHSIX.
OmH1M 13 TaKMX BaXKHBIX I3MEHEeHWVI CTaJl pa3pblB
SMCTEMOJIOTMM C YCTOSIBIIeVICA (POPMOVI MBbIIIIIe-
Hu1A Beicokoro CpemHeBeKoBbsl, ITPOSIBUBIINVICS B
«Kpnutukax» VMmmanywria Kanra. Ero xpuride-
cKas dpwiocodusi MocTaBmsIa TeoJIOTMIO KakK OTpa-
JKeHVe PeJINIVIO3HOV TPaayuLuU B ee IIpeficTaBlie-
HU1M 0 bore, n3o0paskenHom B [Incannm, o yesose-
YeCKOV JIMYHOCTY, €€ MUPEe U YeJI0OBeUeCKOV MCTO-
pUM Ha TIOJTHOCTBIO OOHOBJIEHHBIVI (PyHIAMEHT.
Ilepsble mokosenns nociie Kputukyu KanToMm mo-
Ka3aTeJIbCTB CyIecTBoBaHMA bora — aprymeHTos,
KOTOPBI€ 10 3TOTO CITYXKVMJIVI OCHOBOVI KOHKPETHOIO
corep>KaHMs JOrMaTKW, — CTOJIKHYJIVICh C Cepbes-
HOVI aJIbTepHaTVBOVL: IIPUHATH HOBBbIE SIIVICTEMO-
JIOrMYecKye OCHOBaHMS WMCCIIeNOBaHWs VI CTPOUTH
Ha HVIX CBOIO TEOPUIO JIN0O0 MTHOPUPOBATE, CTOPO-
HUTBCS VIX WI OOpoThes ¢ HuMI. PaspaboTaHHbIe
B TO BpeMsl OTBeThbl MOXHO OTHeCTU K pallVOHa-
JIVICTCKOMY, CBEpXbeCTeCTBeHHOMY WUJIV ITIPOMEXY-
TOYHOMY TUITY, KaK, HalrpuMmep, mpesjioxkenus Vo-
ranHa @punpuixa Pépa, Voranna Kprcrmana @pu-
npuxa ronperns n Kapra Tommba bpetitHarne-
pa cooTBeTcTBeHHO. [laxxe ceromns, 240 sreT crrycrs,
pasHoOOpa3Hble IIIKOJIBI TEOJIOIVTYeCKOrO MBIIIITe-
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Introduction

In their contributions and reactions to cul-
tural change, religious traditions offer test cas-
es for studying new articulations of the core
content contained in their respective foun-
dations. Especially at points where one era is
ending and a new epoch of human self-un-
derstanding is commencing, their role in such
ground-breaking efforts needs to be identified.
Emerging cultural constellations are linked to
changes in other fields, such as social, econom-
ic and political shifts. In view of such contem-
porary transformations, a religious tradition
finds itself challenged to take a stance with
regard to the new conditions for its think-
ing and practice at the individual, communal,
and institutional levels. One such momen-
tous change has been the epistemological rup-
ture with the established thought form of the
high Middle Ages that appears in Immanuel
Kant’s Critiques of Reason. His critical philoso-
phy has set theology — as the reflection of a
religious tradition on its view of God as por-
trayed in Scripture, the human person, her
world and human history — on a completely
altered foundation. The first generations af-
ter Kant’s critique of the proofs for the exist-
ence of God — argumentations which had
hitherto provided a framework for the con-
crete contents of dogmatics — saw themselves
faced with a major alternative: to accept and
build on the new epistemological grounds of
enquiry, or to ignore, circumvent, or combat
them. The responses developed at the time in-
cluded Rationalist, Supernaturalist and me-
diating proposals, such as those of Johann
Friedrich Rohr, Johann Christian Friedrich
Steudel and Karl Gottlieb Bretschneider. Even
today, 240 years later, it is still the case that
different schools of theological thinking are



HVIS BCe ellle VCITBITBIBAIOT OTPeOHOCTh orperie-
7TB ceds o oTHOIIeHMIO K ropxony Kanra?. On
HOJIOKWII HavyaJlo aHTPOIOJIONYeCKOMY ITI0BOPO-
Ty, KOTOPBIVI CBsI3aJI ITIO3HaHVIe MIUpa C pa3MbIIITe-
HIIeM O CITOCOOHOCTSX CyOBbekTa K rosHaHmio. OT-
HOIIIeHWSI MeX/Ty TeOpeTHUUYeCK/M pa3yMoM, ITpak-
TUYECKVM Pa3yMOM U CIIOCOOHOCTBIO CYKAeHUs U
rPaHMUIIbI KaXIIOro M3 3TVIX HOHSATUV CTaJIVi HOBBIM
IIpeIMeTOM VCCIIefIOBaH S

[Tpw mpoBeeHMM aHasIM3a TEOJIOMMYECKMX [10-
3UILIVV IIO OTHOIIeHMIO K dprtococdpmm KanTa o cBo-
Gorie uestoBeKka B ee Oe3yCIIOBHOCTY 11 KOHEYHOCTU
B CTaThe BbIJIEJISIOTCS YeThIpe MHTeJUIeKTyaIbHbIX
HarpasjieHus. KaX/IpIit pas/iesr BKIo4aeT Bo3pa-
JKeHWs1 11 00Cy KIIeHVe VX IIPUYIH, ITPY 3TOM COIIO-
CTaBJIAIOTCS CKeNTUYecKye rojoca, AMarHoCTUpy-
IOIIVe TYNMK KaHTOBCKOV dprytocodmm, 1 rosoca
TeX, KTO BCTpedaeT ee KakK JIaBHO Ha3peBIIyIo CMe-
Hy Tapagurmbl. KpuTnueckue mosmimm mpocTu-
paroTcs OT IIPSIMOTO OTPUIIAHWSE HOBBIX SIIMCTEMO-
JIOTMYeCKX OCHOBaHU JI0 IIPU3HaHMS X COBpe-
MeHHOCTU, KOTOPOe, OJIHaKO, ITpeJiyIaraeT BbIXOf, 3a
ycraHopsleHHble KanTom rpanmiiel. Takum obpa-
30M, KaHTOBCKasl peKOHUTypalys 4eIoBedecKo-
ro MO3HaHUA M JIeATeJIbHOCTY CTaHOBUTCS TOJIb-
KO OTIIpaBHOV TOUYKOV. Bo BTOpoW yacTy KaXaoro
pasziesia paccMaTpMBaIOTCS B3IJISAABI CUCTeMaTH-
YeCKMX VI MOPaJIbHBIX TeOJIOTOB, YTBEepP)K/IafoIINX,
YTO MOBOPOT K CYOBEKTHOCTM O3HaMeHOBasl CO-
Gor1 MOBOPOT K HOBOVI 3pe, KOTopasi Bee ellle JIJINT-
cd B coppeMeHHOCTI. OHU OpeAesisioT aHTPOIIOo-
JIOTMYeCKU TIOBOPOT KaK HaJleXKHYIO OCHOBY, KO-
TOpas MpelocTaBJIsieT MPOIYyKTVBHbBIe KaTeropumn
717151 COBpeMEeHHOr0 GOroc/I0BCKOIO pa3MBIIIIJIeH s
0 O1bJIeTIcCKOM y4eHMM O CIIaceHMU.

Kakme dpwtocodckme 1 Teosormyecke MCxXom-
Hble IIOJIOKeHMs, BBbIIBUTAIOIIVe IIpOorpaMMHBIe
aJITepHaTVBbl KAHTOBCKOMY HOBOMY TeopeTiye-
CKOMY OOOCHOBaHMIO CyOBeKTa, MOXKHO BBIABUTH?
Teonormueckme mos3uiyy, 3aHMMaeMble 110 OTHO-
HIEHUIO K «KOIIepHMKaHCKOMY IIOBOPOTY», HadaTo-
My Kanrom B nepsont «KpuTrike», BOVCHIBAIOTCS B
VICTOPVIO pelielny KaHTOBCKMX Wley, KoTopast
BKJIIOUaeT B cebsl HOBble (paKTOPHI, BOSHVKABIIIVIe

2 O HEKOTOPBIX KPUTMYECKMX M yTBEPXKHAIOIINX I103V-
OVsiX, IPUHATHIX B «Teortoriraeckon aTuke», cM.: (Junker-
Kenny, 2019).
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marked by the need to define themselves in re-
lation to Kant’s approach.? It inaugurated the
anthropological turn that linked knowledge of
the world to a reflection on the subject’s facul-
ties of knowledge. The relationships between
theoretical reason, practical reason, the power
of judgement and each of their limits were part
of the questions to be explored.

In the following analysis of theological po-
sitions taken towards Kant’s philosophy of
human freedom in its unconditionality and
finitude, four intellectual backgrounds are
identified. Each section is divided into the
objections and a discussion of their reasons,
comparing the sceptical voices that diagnose
a cul-de-sac with those that welcome it as an
overdue paradigm change. The critical posi-
tions reach from downright dismissal of the
new epistemological foundations to an accept-
ance of modernity that proposes, however, to
go beyond various limits drawn by Kant. His
reconfiguration of human knowing and agen-
cy thus constitutes only a starting point. In the
second part of each section, systematic and
moral theologians are presented who argue for
the turn to subjectivity as a watershed towards
a new era with which we are still contemporar-
ies. They identify the anthropological turn as a
valid basis that opens up fruitful categories for
contemporary theological reflection on the bib-
lical message of salvation.

Which philosophical and theological back-
ground positions can be distinguished that put
forward programmatic alternatives to Kant’s
new subject theoretical foundation? The the-
ological stances taken towards the “Coper-
nican turn”, inaugurated by his first Critique,
are located in a history of reception which in-
cludes new factors arising from further con-
tingent developments. A key question to

2 For some of the critical and affirmative stances taken
in Theological Ethics, cf. Junker-Kenny (2019).
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B pe3y/IbTaTe Ha/IbHEVIIIIErO PpasBUTUS COOBITUIL.
KitroueBBbIM BOITPOCOM /17151 PEITUTVIO3HBIX HOITBITOK
CIIPaBUTBCS C COBPEMEHHOCTBIO OyrieT BOIIPOC O
TOM, KaKVie 3JIeMEeHTBI MOYKHO C ITOJTHBIM ITPaBOM OT-
HecTy K KaHTy, a Kakue 113 HOBbIX OTIIpaBJIeHUTI He
IIPOCTO PaaVKaIM3UPYIOT ero priocodpuio cyon-
eKTa, HO U IIpOTMBOpeYaT eV, KaK, Harpumep, pu-
socodpmss Hurirre. [17151 9eTBepTOVI TIO3MITNM, pac-
CMaTprBaeMoV MHOM (payiKaJIbHasi OPTOHOKCYIS),
«HUTMJIVI3M» SIBJISIETCSI XapaKTePHOV YepPTOVI COBpe-
MeHHOV 310X1. Bce ueTblpe MHTeIUIeKTyaIbHbIe
IIPEATIOCBUIKI BO3PaskKeHUII IIPOTMB KaHTOBCKOTO
IIOBOPOTA K CYOBEKTY JIOJDKHBI OBITB VCCIIEIOBAHBI
Ha IpeaMeT OpuUCyIIyux MM noHmManuit. Ilepsas
HpeaochUIKa — 3TO KOHTEKCT apUCTOTeJIeBCKOVI U
[OCJIEY FOLLIEV TOMVICTCKOVI MBICJIVI, KOTOPbIE IIPe[-
CTaBJISIOT COOOVI IIPVUMephl KPYIIHBIX MHHOBAII
CBOMX 3II0X, BTOpasi — IOBOPOT, KOTOPBIV ABIy-
CTVH IIpyAaJI HaTPUCTUUECKOMY OOroCIIoBIIO. DTN
JIBe MOJIe/IVI VJUTIOCTPUPYIOT MacIITaOHOCTh CIIBY-
ra, OTpeOOBaBIIETOCsI B PUMCKO-KaTOJIMYeCKON 1
IIPOTeCTaHTCKOV TeOJIOr MM 11 IIOHMMAaHMsI HOBO-
ro, KaHTOBCKOrO 0OOCHOBaHMs: OT CyOcTaHITMaIb-
HO-OHTOJIOT'MYeCcKOro B3IVIsila Ha ueJioBeKa B IIpH-
pore K HOBOVI OTIIPABHOVI TOUKE — YeJIOBEUEeCKOW
cBoOorie (1) 1 OT aHasIM3a YesIoBeuecKoro CyIecTsa
B €r0 HeOTBPAaTVIMOM V1 HacjleZlyeMOM IIepBOPOITHOM
rpexe K MHOVI KOHLEIIIVY areHTHOCTV ¥ HeKOH-
KYpeHTHOM oIleHKe OokecTBeHHOM Oraromatu (2).
Tperunt momxon, OTHOCUTCA K VICTOPUM BIIVISTHUI
KanTa, y koTOpOro pasiideHuie IByX ypOBHe1, M-
NVPUYECKOro M YMOIIOCTUTaeMOro, MOXKHO CBS3aTh
C IUTATOHOBCKVM TOCHIONICTBOM Mupa mpeit. [IpoTn-
BOIIOCTaBJIsAsl YPOBHIO CYIIECTBYIOIIEV 3TUYeCcKOu
Xu3HM (Sittlichkeif) KaHTOBCKYIO KOHLIEIIINIO «Oe3-
YCJIOBHOT'O JIOJDKEHCTBOBaHs», ['eresib BospoxxgaeT
apVICTOTeJIeBCKUI B3I, Ha 3TUKY. CoxpaHsitolia-
dCs IpUBJIeKaTeJIbHOCTb 3TOVI ajIbTepHaTVUBBI Ha-
OrroraeTcd B ABYX CJIydasix: B COBPeMeHHOV TeoJIo-
IYecKovt KpuTuke opoOpenms Illiertepmaxepom
HOBBIX OCHOB TeOJIOT MV, 3aJI0KeHHbIX KaHTOoM, 11 B
HpMBJIeKaTeIbHOCTY 3TUKM JOOpoaeTeny, IpoTu-
BOIIOCTABJISIEMOVI 3THKE «I0JIra», KOTOpast CUMTaeT-
Cs1 CMHOHVIMMYHOV HTOIIXOY KEHUTcOeprckoro u-
socodpa (3). YeTBepThIN MICTOUYHMK KPUTUKIM BKJIIO-
yaerT B ceOsl pasjIMuHble TIOCTMOIEPHVCTCKIE TIpe]l-
JIOXKeHVs. Sl OCTaHOBIIIOCh Ha KPUTMKE CO CTOPOHBI
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religious attempts to grapple with modernity
will be: which elements can be rightly traced
to Kant, and which new departures not mere-
ly radicalise but contravene his philosophy of
the subject, such as Nietzsche’s? For the fourth
position treated here, Radical Orthodoxy, “ni-
hilism” is the signature of the modern era. All
four intellectual backgrounds of objections to
the Kantian turn to the subject need to be ex-
amined for their inherent understandings.
The first background is the framework of Ar-
istotelian and subsequent Thomistic thought,
themselves examples of major innovation in
their own eras; the second, the turn that Au-
gustine gave to patristic theology. These two
models illustrate the enormity of the shift re-
quired in Roman Catholic and Protestant the-
ologies to understand the new ground being
proposed by Kant: from a substance onto-
logical view of humans in nature to the new
starting point of human freedom (1), and from
an analysis of the human creature in its ines-
capable inherited original sin to a different
conception of agency and a non-competitive
appreciation of divine grace (2). The third ap-
proach belongs to the history of the effects of
Kant, whose distinction between two levels,
empirical and intelligible, can be linked to
the Platonic prevalence of the world of ideas.
By contrasting the level of existing ethical life
(Sittlichkeit) to Kant’s conception of an “uncon-
ditional ought”, Hegel reconfirms an Aristote-
lian view of ethics. The ongoing attraction of
this alternative is evident in two cases: in cur-
rent theological critiques of Schleiermacher’s
endorsement of the new foundations for the-
ology laid by Kant, and in the appeal of a vir-
tue ethics that contrasts with “duty”, a term
held to be synonymous with the Konigsberg
philosopher’s approach (3). The fourth back-
ground of critique comprises different post-
modern proposals. I will focus on a critique



paaVKaJIbHOVI OPTOMOKCHI KaK JIBVDKEHVISI, KOTO-
poe oxBaTbhIBaeT IIPEMOIEPHVICTCKIIE U IIOCTMOIEeP-
HVICTCKMe TIo3uIum (4). B 3akimroueHmm KpaTKo yKa-
3bIBAETCS, II0YEMY pa60Ta Kanra coxpansier cBoe
3HaYeHue J1JIs1 CUCTeMaTYeCcKO TeOJIOrUM U TU-
KU JJa’ke I10CsIe IIPVHIIUITNAIIBHOTO PelleHvIst ITpY-
3HaTh BPEMEHHBIV XapakKTep KOHUEIIVW VIeH-
TUYHOCTV, IIPUHATHIX B TPaIVIINN XPUCTUAHCKO-
ro BepoydeHus. OHM [TOJDKHBI 00OCHOBaTh CBOIO
AeKBAaTHOCTH 110 OTHOILIEHUIO K VX VMCTOPUYeCKO-
My ITPOVICXOXKIIEHWIO, CAaMOOTKpOBeHMIO bora Kak
JIIOOBY B JIMMUYHOCTM Mucyca XpuicTa, 11151 KOTOPOTo,
KaK yTBepKJaeTcs, KoHIeniysa asTonomun Kanra
IIpeqyiaraeT HavIy iy o 3 VIMEOLIVIXCsSL OCHOB.

1. ApucroTesieBcKme BO3pa keHusA IIPOTUB
riepexona OT TeJIe0/I0rMYecKOVi OHTOJIOI MM
K CyOBeKTHOCTH

BaxxHO OTMeTWUTB, UTO Te, KOro He yOemwin
KaHTOBCKasl HOBasl MCXOJHAasl TOYKa CyOBEKTHO-
CTM W TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHBI MeTof, pniocod-
CKOTO WCCJIeZIOBaHMs, He BCerja BBICTYIIAIOT 3a
BO3BpaT K JJOCOBPEMEHHOMY MBIIIIJIEHWIO; OHV Ya-
CTO TOOJepXXMBAIOT BEPCUIO aHTUYHOV MOesIN,
KOTOpasi OblJla TIepeCMOTpeHa B COOTBETCTBUM C
M3MeHeHMAMI B MUPOBO33pPeHMUN. YKe IepBOHa-
yasIbHbIe TOJIXOMbl, pa3paboTaHHbIe B IPeUecKomt
dwtocodpum, npencTapis cobort GastaHC pas-
JIMYHBIX cpaKTopOB, Ka’XJIbI1 CO CBOeWM NMHaMV-
KOV1: TeJTeosIoryecKast OHTOJIOT Vs, TIOJIVICHAs 3TU-
Ka ¥ IIpu3HaHHasg poib copectn (Siep, 2010, p. 50).
Teorormueckme 3TMKM, OTCTaMBalOIIVie apyCTOTe-
JIeBCKOe TIOHMMaHVe MPaKTU4YeckKoro pasyMa Kak
phronesis, B OCHOBe KOTOPOTO JIeXXaT aHTPOIIOJIO-
I'Msi, OpUeHTUpOBaHHas Ha COOOIIeCTBO, U CIle-
1drKalys KOHTeKCTyaIbHO cpOpMMPOBaHHBIX
mobporieTesiert, TakKe yTBepXKIaioT, YTO HeoOXo-
IIVIMO CepPBbEe3HO OTHOCUTBCS K VICTOPUYECKUM W3-
MeHeHMsIM B OIpeleleHUN «IPUPOAbL», COLV-
anbHbIX 1 reHaepHeix postent (1.1). Te, kTo cunTa-
€T, YTO OCHOBOIIOJIOKEeHMsI, 3aJIoKeHHble TpeMs
«KpuTrkamm», He3bIOIEMBI, OIIpeesIsIoT X 000-
CHOBaHHOCTB C y4eTOM JaHHOIO IIOX0fla repMe-
HeBTIYecKovt 3Tk (1.2).

M. Junker-Kenny

from Radical Orthodoxy as a movement that
incorporates premodern and postmodern po-
sitions (4). The Conclusion will indicate brief-
ly why Kant’s work retains its significance for
systematic theology and ethics, once the prin-
cipal decision has been made to recognise
the time-bound character of the identity con-
ceptions of the Christian faith tradition. They
must justify their adequacy in relation to its
historical origin, the self-revelation of God as
love in the person of Jesus Christ, for which, it
is argued, Kant’s concept of autonomy offers
the best available framework.

1. Aristotelian objections to moving from
a teleological ontology to subjectivity

It is important to note that those who remain
unconvinced by Kant’s new starting point of
subjectivity and transcendental method of
philosophical enquiry do not always advocate
a return to premodern thinking; they often
support a version of the antique model that
has been revised in keeping with shifts in
worldview. Already the original approaches
elaborated in Greek philosophy consisted of a
balancing of different factors, each with their
own dynamic: a teleological ontology, a polis
ethic, and the recognised role of conscience (cf.
Siep, 2010, p. 50). Also the theological ethicists
who defend the Aristotelian understanding of
practical reason as phronesis, with its basis in
a community-oriented anthropology and its
specification of contextually formed virtues,
argue for taking historical change in defining
“nature”, social and gender roles seriously (1.1).
Those who hold the new foundations established
by the three Critiques to be unrelinquishable,
define its validity against this reflected approach
of a hermeneutical ethics (1.2).
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1.1. Kanmuancxuit noBopom x cydsekmuocmu
Kak ympama obsexmubnocmu

19 BIOXHOBJIEHHBIX  apVICTOTeIMaHCTBOM
kputukop KaHTa Tesleonormyueckass OHTOJIOTWS
HpefyiaraeT O0OOCHOBaHVE «PeasTbHOCTI», KOTO-
pasi, He ABJISSACH IOJIHOCTBIO OIIpeslelIeHHON CU-
CTeMOV, Bce J>Ke JOITyCKaeT MHTepIpeTaniio U
HIPUHSTYE PellleHnV Ha OCHOBe pa3yMa. DTUK-pe-
BU3MOHVICT B O0JIaCTM eCTeCTBeHHOro mpasa Pu-
vapy, ['yia BospakaeT HpOTMB KJIaCCMYeCKOIo
eCTeCTBeHHO-IIPaBOBOI'0 ITOIX0/1a B KaTOJIMYeCKOM
yUYeHUN. DTOT HOIXOM, ICXOAUT U3 «PU3MUKaJINCT-
CKOro» ITOHMMaHMs HOPMaTMBHOIO COIep KaHWs
eCTeCTBEHHOI0 MOPsiIKa, paccMaTpuBasi BOJIIO 00-
KecTBeHHOro TBopIla Kak BbIpa’keHHYIO B O1osIo-
IMYeCKMX CTPYKTypax dyeJIoBeYecKX CyIIecTB:

[IpupaBHMBaHIE «eCTECTBEHHOIO» K YEeTKO
OIIpefieJIeHHbIM 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSIM B TBOPEHWV
IPUBOANUT K eCTeCTBeHHOMY yHIaMeHTaIn3-
My ¥ TIOPOXIIAeT «PerpOAyKIINIO» TEOPUN «VH-
CTPYKLMV V3TOTOBUTEIIS» [IUIS €CTECTBEHHOIO
MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHA. B TakoM mofixofie HeT MecTa
U1 CITelPVYecKy YeJI0OBeYeCKMX, TBOPUYECKIMX
acIIeKTOB HPaABCTBEHHOTO 3HAHMS WM CBOOOIIBL.
MoparsibHOe 3HaHVIe CBOIMUTCS K IIPOCTOMY OOHa-
PY’KeHMIO 3alaHHBIX 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEVI B MUpe,
a cBoboma — K VICIIOJTHEHWIO WJIV HEWCIIOJIHe-
Hto Toro, uto naHo (Gula, 1991, p. 378 —379).

Konniermmm mipuposipl, uesioBedeckovt U OKpy-
JKaroIlleyl, MEeHSIOTCS — TaK ke, KaK M COIVaIb-
HBIe paMKV ceMby 11 obmrecTBa. Pomy AKBIHCKO-
rO 3allMINAOT, ITOCKOIBKY OH YTBEpXK/IaeT 3aKo-
HOZATeIbHYI0 (PYHKIIMIO UeJIOBEUecKOro pasyMa
KaK OpraHa, yCTaHaBJIMBAIOIIETO HOPMBI, BOIIpe-
KM CJIe[JOBaHMIO SIKOOBI HeM3MeHHBIM ITpaBuJIaM
npuponel. OTHAKO 3MOVCTEMOJIOTMYECKNI TIOBO-
pot KanTa oTBepraeTcst v 0OBMHSIETCS B IIOIMEHe
«PeaJIbHOCTV» ¥ YeJIOBEYECKOrO CYILeCTBOBAHISA
«cyopexkTrBHOM ITpmxoThio» (Gula, 1991, p. 378).
«HemponsBosibHBIe ecTecTBeHHBIe» acIeKThl (das
natural Unbeliebige) 1etoBedecKOVI >XM3HWM JOIDK-

® OmnpenerieHne «eCTeCTBEHHOIO» B €CTeCTBEHHOM IIpa-
Be, marHOoe ['yyon, takoBo: «”EcrecrBenHOE” — 3TO TO,
YTO B peasIbHOCTH oDecIiedriBaeT IIOTeHIINaJ, II03BOJISIO-
LIV KaXKIOMY 4eJIOBeKY IIPUWITI K eqVHCTBY B OOIIIecTBe
C OPYTVMU JIFOOBMY, CTPeMAIIMMIC K eanHCTBY» (Gula,

19971, p. 378).
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1.1. The Kantian Turn to Subjectivity
as a Loss of Objectivity

For the Aristotelian-inspired critics of Kant,
a teleological ontology offers a grounding in
“reality” that, rather than constituting a com-
pletely determined system, still allows for in-
terpretation and reason-led decision-making.
The revisionist natural law ethicist Richard
Gula objects to the classical natural law ap-
proach in Catholic teaching. It derives a “phys-
icalist” understanding of the normative content
of the natural order which regards the will of
the divine Creator as expressed in the biologi-
cal structures of human beings:

To equate “natural” with well-defined
patterns in creation leads to a natural
fundamentalism and yields a “blueprint” of
“maker’s instructions” theory of the natural
moral law. Such an approach has no room
for the distinctively human, creative aspects
of moral knowledge and freedom. Moral
knowledge would be simply the matter of
discovering the given patterns in the world,
and freedom would be reduced to a matter of
abiding by or violating what is given (Gula,
1991, pp. 378-379).

Conceptions of nature, human and exter-
nal, change, as do the social frameworks of
family and society. Thomas Aquinas is de-
fended as proposing the legislating function
of human reason as the norm-giving authori-
ty, in contrast to following allegedly fixed set-
tings of nature. Yet Kant’s epistemological turn
is rejected and suspected of replacing “reali-
ty” and human embodiment with “subjective
whim” (Gula, 1991, p. 378).> The “non-arbi-
trary natural” aspects (das natural Unbeliebige)

* Gula’s definition of the “natural” in Natural Law is:
“’Natural” is what is in reality providing the potential
which would make it possible for each person to come
to wholeness in community with others seeking whole-
ness” (Gula, 1991, p. 378).



HBI OBITH YUTeHBI B HOPMaTUBHOM 3TVKe, KOTopasi
TE€M CaMbIM He MOXXET OKOHYATeIbHO OTKa3aThCS
OT [ONYIIeHUs IIpe3aJaHHBIX «eCTeCTBEHHBIX
CKJIOHHOCTeVT», JTake ecI OHM IOAHAloTCS pa-
IIVIOHAJIBHOMY yIIpaBsjieHMIo (Anzenbacher, 1992,
S. 97). Borpoc B TOM, e IOJDKHa ObITEH IIpOBeie-
Ha rpaHMIla OTHOCUTEIBHO PeleIy apucToTe-
JIEBCKOVI 3HTesIexum. [lernasi akIleHT Ha poiIu de-
JIOBEUeCKOro cyobeKkTa, IIpy pacCMOTPEeHUN ecTe-
CTBEHHO-TIPaBOBOro Tofxoma dpustocodos [IxoHa
O®unnmca 1 I'epmana ['prsesa vpraHOCKMI TeOI0r
Mopai BurcenT MakHamapa BbiaernsieT gse 00-
JIaCTVI IIPUHIMIIMAJIBHBIX PACXOXKIIEHWI, OfHA 13
KOTOPBIX aHTPOIIOJIOrYecKasl M 3TdecKas, a Ipy-
rass — Teorsornmdeckasl. Ilepsast obacTes Kacaercs
«Orar», Ha KOTOpble HEV3MEHHO OpPVMEHTMPOBaH
uestoBeK. [ Tpu aTOM mcciiesyeMble aBTOPBI He IIPoO-
BOJIST pasINyny MeXIy (PU3MUecKM 1 MOpalb-
HBIM ypoBHsIMI. ['puize3 orosapmBaeTcs, 4To Oila-
ra, KOTOpPbIe OH BbIIeJIsIeT KaK Pelaroliife, «He MO-
I'yT OBITH IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIEHBI APYT Apyry». [l
HUX yKa3aHHBbIe 0j1ara — JXU3Hb, II0O3HaHVe VICTY-
HBI, I'Pa, 3CTeTUYECKIII OIIBIT, Ipy>k0a, IIpaKTH-
yecKas pa3syMHOCTB, PEeJIUTs — «BCe OIMHAKOBO
dynmamenTaneHb» (MacNamara, 1988, p. 102).
MaxkHamapa oTBepraer 3TO CyX[eHWMe II0 JIByM
IIpUYMHAM: BO-TIepPBbIX, OjlaramMm mx [iejiaeT To,
YTO OHM «CJIyKaT peayn3allyiil 4eJIoBeYecKoro Cy-
IIlecTBa: y HUX HeT cOOCTBEHHOV XW3HW». Bo-BTO-
PBIX, «HEBO3MOXXHO CTPEMMTBCS KO BCeM Oraram
II0 OTHEJIBHOCTI»; HeOOXOAMMO WMeTb BO3MOX-
HOCTB BBIOVIpATh ¥, TAKMM 0Opa3oM, JIeVICTBOBAThH
«BOIIpeKM 0OJ1ary» Kak CIpaBeyIBO yTBEpXKIa-
1oT nponopuyoHaauctsl (Ibid., p. 103-104). Beumy
OITaCHOCTM TOTO, YTO B «IIPUPOIHON» BEPCUN eCcTe-
CTBEHHOTO IIpaBa «TOCIIONICTBYeT Onosorms», Mak-
Hamapa mporpammHo Borporiaer: «Ho mouemy
4esyIoBeK JJOJDKeH OpPraHM30BBIBATh CBOIO JKV3HB,
TIOUIMHSSCH CTPYKType “OrosIormdeckmx crocoo-
HocTel1 B KauecTse 11esiert »? (Ibid., p. 100). [Tprramn-
Ha, 110 KOTOPOVI OH YTBEPXKIAeT, UTO «(pu3mdecKasi
CTPYKTypa cama 1o cebe He MOXeT OBITh JOITyIIle-
Ha K OIIpefeIeHNIO TOro, YTO O3HaJaeT JIeVICTBO-
BaTh I10-uesiopeueck» (Ibid., p. 104), — Teorormue-
ckast: «KyJibTypa... dBIIsieTcss BOSMOXKHOCTBIO TaKKe
ot bora — a He TOsTEKO OT ITpMpomIBE (Ibid., p. 100).
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of human life need to be accounted for in nor-
mative ethics which therefore cannot complete-
ly relinquish an assumption of given “natural
inclinations”, even if they are subject to ration-
al direction (¢f. Anzenbacher, 1992, p. 97). The
question is where the line regarding the recep-
tion of Aristotelian entelechy is to be drawn.
In his emphasis on the role of the human sub-
ject, dealing with the natural law approach of
philosophers John Finnis and German Grisez,
the Irish moral theologian Vincent MacNama-
ra identifies two areas of principal divergence,
one anthropological and ethical, the other theo-
logical. The first relates to the “goods” towards
which humans are invariably oriented, noting
these authors’ lack of distinction between the
physical and the moral levels. Grisez stipulates
that the goods he identifies as decisive “can-
not be weighed against each other”. For them,
the goods specified — life, knowledge of truth,
play, aesthetic experience, friendship, practi-
cal reasonableness, religion — “are all equal-
ly fundamental” (MacNamara, 1988, p. 102).
MacNamara rejects this judgement for two rea-
sons: first, what makes them goods is that they
“serve the fulfilment of the human being: they
do not have a life of their own.” Secondly, it is
“not possible to pursue all goods independent-
ly”; one needs to be able to choose and thus
also to act “against a good”, as proportional-
ists have argued correctly (ibid., pp. 103-104).
In view of the danger that “biology reigns su-
preme” in the “nature” version of natural law,
MacNamara asks programmatically: “But why
should one order one’s life by submitting to the
faculties-end structure?” (ibid., p. 100). His rea-
son for maintaining that “the physical structure
will not of itself be allowed to be the determi-
nant of what it means to act humanly” (ibid.,
p. 104), is theological: “Culture [...] is also a
possibility from God — and not merely nature”
(ibid., p. 100).
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151 BTOpOv1 cdpepbl, TEOIIOrMUeCKOV, COCTaBIIs-
eT rpo0sieMy, Koria Bepa IOHVMAaeTcs He KaK CBO-
6onHbIV OTBET bory, sABsromniemMy cebs B icTopmu,
a KaK eCTeCTBeHHO JIJaHHOe OTHOIIIeHVe, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky OHO BJIVsieT Ha ITIOHMMaHMe 00)XKeCTBEHHOTO 3a-
MBbICJIa TBOPEeHM: 3allpOrpaMMUPOBaHBI JIV JIIOIV
cBorM TBOPITIOM OBITH PeSTUTIO3HBIMYU, VJIV JKe VIM
JapoBaHO 3aHMMaTh COOCTBEHHYIO ITO3UIIMIO IIO
OTHOLIIEHMIO K bory? DToT Bopoc, XxapaKTepHBbIN
IS COBpPeMEeHHOV YCTaHOBKM Ha He3aMeHMMOCTb
VIHUITMATVBBI YeJI0BeUYecKoro cyObekTa, OKasblBa-
€TCsI aKTYaJIbHBIM IS B3aVIMOOTHOITIEHUTI MEXTy
dmtocodrient 1 Teosorveri, eCTeCTBeHHBIM pasy-
MOM U OTKpOBeHMeM. fIBjisieTcs jIv OTHOLIeHMe K
bory — morenimaibHOe M1V aKTyaJIbHOe — 00B-
eKTVUBHOVI IIpeIyCTaHOBKOVI YeJIOBeYeCKOV JINY-
HocTu? B 3TOM cilydyae TeopeTmuecKuy pasyM
yTBepkajl Ovl 1 cyllecTBoBaHMe bora Kak HeuTo,
YTO MOXKHO BBIBECTM W3 pallMOHaIbHBIX CIIOCO0-
HOCTEeV, " aKTUBU3AIIUIO 3TOV CBA3VM MHIVBVIOM
KaK HeoOXOMMBIVI aKT WIN, B CJIydae OTKasa, Kak
IrpexoBHOe OTKJIOHeHMe.

I'yi1a HaloMMHaeT cBoeV ay AUTOPUN O IOBOPO-
Te Broporo BaTumkarckoro cobopa ot «11pupoms»
K «JIMYHOCTM», 17151 KoToporo «“Gaudium et Spes”
(1965) sBnsercs 3HaKOBBIM JoKyMeHTOM» (Gula,
1991, p. 387). AnienOaxep (Anzenbacher, 2002;
obcyxmaercs B: (Hubenthal, 2006, S. 367)) BbICTY-
TaeT 3a TO, YTOOBI IIOMECTUTH KaTOJIMYECKYIO CO-
LIMaJIbHYIO 3TUKY B paMKM 3aKOHa pasyMa 3I10XM
MoziepHa. Ho ypoBeHb ToMMHMpPOBaHM ITI0O3HaBa-
TeJIbHBIX CTPeMJIEHWUV B TIO[IXOfie, XapaKTepHOM
ISl 4esIoBeYeCcKoV JIMYHOCTHU, TauT B ceOe oriac-
HOCTb ITpeyMeHbIIIeHVsI TPaKTN4YeCcKoro XapakTe-
pa Kak MOpaJIbHOW, TaK M PeJIMIMO3HON pedriek-
cun. OH yKasblBaeT Ha TPYJHOCTb M30aBUTHCS OT
o0I1Iert TPUPOITHON SHTeJIeXUN WiIn 1peobpaso-
BaTh ee B HaIlpaBJIeHU! 3apaHee ITOCTaBJIeHHBIX
LIeJIeVl M 3a1ad, JIeXKaIlyX B OCHOBE 3TOVI KOHIIell-
Iy OOBEeKTUBHOCT.

1.2. Ocnobanus 045 npeodosenus
XPUCMUAHCKO020 apucmomesuancmba
Kak hopmol MbluLAEHUA

Hecmotps Ha ArmnTesibHOe MCIIONIb30BaHIe 3TO-
IO IIOIIXOMA It BbIPasKeH Vsl XPUCTUAHCKOV BeCTI
O CIIaceHWM B 3I10XY, OPMEeHTUPOBaHHYIO Ha paliu-
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Secondly, it is problem for theology when
faith is not conceived as a free response to a
God who reveals God’s self in history, but as
a naturally given relationship, since this af-
fects the understanding of the divine intention
of creation: are humans programmed by their
Creator to be religious, or is it in their gift to
take their own stance towards God? This ques-
tion, urged by the modern insistence on the
irreplaceable initiative of the human subject ad-
dressed, will turn out to be relevant for the re-
lationship between philosophy and theology,
natural reason and revelation. Does a relation-
ship to God — potential or actualised — belong
to the objective set-up of the human person? In
that case, theoretical reason would claim both
the existence of God as something to be in-
ferred by rational capacity and the individual’s
activation of this connection as a necessary act
or, if refused, as a sinful deviation.

Gula (1991, p. 387) reminds his audience of
the Second Vatican Council’s turn from “na-
ture” to “personhood” for which “Gaudium et
Spes (1965) is a landmark document”. Anzen-
bacher (2002, pp. 14-32, discussed by Hiiben-
thal, 2006, p. 367) argues for situating Catholic
Social Ethics within the modern era’s law of
reason. But the level dominating the approach
of cognitive pursuits typical of the human per-
son is in danger of downplaying the practical
character of both moral and religious reflection.
It indicates the difficulty of shaking off or trans-
forming the shared natural entelechy towards
pre-set purposes and ends at the basis of this
conception of objectivity.

1.2. Reasons to Overcome Christian
Aristotelianism as a Thought Form

Despite the long-standing use of this ap-
proach to express the Christian message of
salvation to an era oriented towards rational



OHAJIBHBIVI TIOVICK VI TIOCIIEJIOBATEIbHYIO CHUCTEMY
3HAHWUW, CUHTE3, HTOCTUTHYTbHIVI domont AKBUH-
CKMM, OBUI TIOCTaBJIEH II0JT BOIIPOC BCETO JINIIID Ue-
Pe3 OTHO IIOKOJIeHVIe aJIbTePHATVBOVL, COCPEIOTO-
YeHHOVI Ha OOKeCTBEHHOV! 11 4eJIOBE9eCKOV CBODO-
ne. Borpekn HeoOXOIVMOCTHBIM ¥ MOHMCTWYe-
CKVIM VIMIUIVIKAIIVISIM aHTUYHOM ¥ apadckom du-
nocodum permrum, JyHc CKoT repesest TeosIoru-
YeCcKU AVICKYPC B PYCIIO pa3MBIIIIJIEHN I O Bojie®.
VHasi KOHIIeNIINA JIeVICTBUSA OTKpbIBaeT IyTh K
orxony oT oHtosorum cyocranumm (1.2.1). byner
JIVL 3TOT BO3BpAT K KJTIOUeBOMY MOMeHTY Ovbrieri-
CKMX TIVICAHWIA IIeHTPaJIbHOMY TIOJIOKEHWIO
Bou bora 1 uesioBedeckoro ajipecata — Ilepeo-
TIpeNIeIATh TeOJIONMYECKYIO TUKY VIV JKe MOX-
HO 000OCHOBATh CBS3b MeX/y IIpoeKTamy PoMbI 1
Kanrta, Oyzet paccmoTpeno nasee (1.2.2).

1.2.1. Onpedesenue 0cHoB0n0AAAIOUUX USMEHE-
HUtl 6 meopuu a2ewmHoOCHU.

His dpwtocoda Otdppuna Xédde ximrouesoe
V3MeHeHVe MeX]ly aHTUYHBIMMU M COBpeMeHHBbI-
MV KOHLENIVAMI pasyMa IPOVICXOIUT B IIOHU-
MaHMM areHTHOCTY, UTO HpPOsBJIseTcs B HaIJIsl-
HOM Pa3BOpOTe B 00paTHOM HaIlpaBJIeH VL

B ToO Bpems Kak TesreosIorudeckoe cTpeMyieHne
OPVIEHTVPOBAHO Ha I1eJIb 1, CJIeJ0BaTeIIbHO, 03a00-
YeHO TeM, «Ky7a», CTpOroe IIOHsTVie BOJIeHs pac-
CMaTpVBaeT «OTKy/a», MPOWUCXOXeHVe JIBIDKe-
HVISL B TOM, YTO JBVDKETCS (TO eCThb B BoJe)... Terte-
OJIOTMTYeCKOe CTpeMJIEHMeE. .. COCTOUT B abCOITIOTHO
BBICITIEM «KyJIa» B CMBICTIE. .. 360emoHuu. B ciaydae
BOJIEHVISI, HAIIPOTVB, TOUKOW OTCUETa SIBJIIETCS
VICXOJIdIIee «OTKy/ia». BhiCIlee HayajIo 3aMeHseT
BBICIIIVVT KOHEII, VI 3TO IIPOVICXOXKIEHIE yCTaHaB-
JIMBaeTCs TaM, T7ie Havaslo JeVICTBYS He 00ycIIoB-
JIEHO YeM-TO BHEIITHNM, a II0JTydaeT VIMITYJIEC OT
camoro uertopeka (Hoffe, 2010, p. 182 —183).

* IOpren Xabepmac moOmuepKMBaeT pagvKaIbHO HO-
BOe HAYaIo, 3aJIOKEHHOe (DPaHIMCKAHCKMM YYeHbIM
nosgHero CpelHeBEKOBbs, C TOUKI 3peHVS ero 3Hadl-
MOCTM B OTKPBITMM KIIFOUEBBIX KaTErOpPMil COBPEeMeH-
Hoctn (Habermas, 2019a, S. 765—804). B riaBe 6 moen
xaurn (Junker-Kenny, 2022, p. 124—156) s obcyxmaro
VHTEpPIIpeTaII TeOJIOTMUECKOro POHa SITOXaIbHBIX HO-
BoBBeeHMIT CKOTa, KOTOpble IIPEIBOCXUIIAIOT WIIE0 aB-
TOHOMHOVI cBOOOmBI KaHTa 11 ero TpaHCIleHIeHTaIbHBII
MeTO/I.
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enquiry and a coherent system of knowledge,
the synthesis achieved by Thomas Aquinas
was put in question only one generation later
by an alternative that focused on divine and
human freedom. Against the necessitarian and
monistic implications of antique and Arabic
philosophies of religion, Duns Scotus moved
theological discourse to a reflection on the will.*
A different conception of action inaugurates
a departure from substance ontology (1.2.1).
Whether this return to a key point of biblical
writings — the centrality of the will of God and
of the human addressee — redefines theologi-
cal ethics, or whether a link between the pro-
jects of Thomas and Kant can be argued for,
will be treated subsequently (1.2.2).

1.2.1. Locating the Foundational Change in the
Theory of Agency

For the philosopher Otfried Hoffe, the key
change between antique and modern concepts
of reason occurs in the understanding of agen-
cy, made visible in an instructive reversal of di-
rection:

Whereas teleological aspiration is oriented
towards a goal, and consequently is concerned
with‘whereto,” the strict concept of willinglooks
at ‘wherefrom,” at the origin of the movement
in what moves (i.e., at the will) [...] Teleological
aspiration [...] consists in an absolutely highest
‘where to’ in the sense of [...] eudaimonia. In
the case of willing, on the contrary, the point
of orientation is an originating ‘wherefrom.” A
superlative beginning replaces a superlative
end, and this origin is established where the
commencement of an action is not driven by
something external but receives its impetus
from the individual himself (Hoffe, 2010,
pp. 182-183).

* Jurgen Habermas (2019a, pp. 765-804) highlights the
radically new beginning established by the Franciscan
late medieval scholar in its relevance for opening up
key categories of modernity. In Chapter 6 of my book
(Junker-Kenny, 2022, pp. 124-156), 1 discuss interpre-
tations of the theological backdrop of Scotus’s seminal
innovations that anticipate Kant’s idea of autonomous
freedom and his transcendental method.
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Bortbitie He cyIrecTByeT IpeAIonoXeHNs, II0
KOTOpOMY agere sequitur esse’, TO eCTb JIeVICTBVIE
HaIIpaBJIseTcs CTpeMyleHreM K JIOCTVDKeHUIO Iie-
JleVl, yCTaHOBJIeHHBIX PaMKaMV BCeOOheMITIONIero
ecTeCcTBeHHOro Topsifika. Ha cmeny M nipuxomgut
IpeJicTaBJieHre O JesloBeke Kak O IeJIv MJIN «Ca-
Moriesv». OH OosIbllle He MOXeT IlepeKJIalbIBaTh
OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a CBOV IIOCTYIIKV Ha BHEIIIHIe
npuarHbL Xédde 3aKiIrodaeT:

Pasniraite... oCHOBaHO He Ha mjiee HelIpeB30vi-
JeHHoro Osiara, a Ha KOHIICOIMM IeVICTBUS, K
KOTOpOMY IIpMMeHsieTcs npes Osara. Permaro-
IIlee pasjIndie, TakuM oOpa3oM, BO3HMKAeT He C
HOPMAaTVBHOV CTOPOHBI, a CO CTOPOHBI TEOPUN
TeVICTBUS... B cuTyanmm cuacTbs desioBeK Hecent
ombemcmbentocms Auwb 6 HeKomopou cmeneuu,
TOIZa KaK B CUTyalM aBTOHOMMV 4eJIOBeK II0-
TeHIMaJIbHO Hecem NoAHY0 ombenmcmbeHHocmy
(Hoffe, 2010, p. 184 —185).

Kak sTo BimsieT Ha OuOJIENICKYIO 3TUKY, KOT-
fla MpaKTUYeCKNUV pa3yM IIepexXodnT OT phronesis
IIpUMeHeHNs K IIPOUCXOX/IEHUIO JAeVICTBIS B ca-
MOOITpeTieJIeHN YesIoBeKa B COOTBETCTBUN C MO-
PaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM?

1.2.2. TTocaedcmBus 045 meos02u1eckoll IMuKi.

ITprunHa, IO KOTOPOV OOrOCIIOBBI IIPVHMMA-
IOT 9TV VI3MEHEHWMS 3a IPOPBIB, 3aKJIIOYAeTCs B
TOM, UYTO OHV OCBOOOXXIAIOT UeJloBeKa OT IIpery-
CTaHOBJIEHHBIX I1eJIeV JIeVICTBISL. BKiTIoueHme opu-
eHTallMV Ha VICTVUHY, KOTopasl BcTpausaeT bora B
eCTeCcTBeHHO 3a/laHHble CKJIOHHOCTV, OlleHMBa-
eTCsl KaK IIO/IPBIB ee KadecTBa JIMYHOIO OTKIIVKA.
Ha mnepBbIt IUTaH BBIIBUTAETCS JOKA3aTEIIBCTBO
«IOJDKeHCTBOBAHMS» KaK HEOTheMJIeMOI'O aclleK-
Ta IIPaKTUYeCKOro pa3yMa 3a paMKaMU CTpeMIle-
HM K OJ1aronoIyYHov XU3HI. DTO [eslaeT cIpa-
BEJIVBBIM MOPAJIbHBIV OIBIT CyOBEeKTa, BO3HW-
KaloIIMy 0COOeHHO B CiIydasX KOH(JIVKTa, KOT-
la «sICHOe MOpaJIbHOE 00513aTeTbCTBO... HEJIb35 OT-
pUIaTh, JaXxe ecJIi OT Hero MOXKHO OTKa3aThCsh»
(Farley, 2011, p. 139). OmHaKo 4yBCTBO «IIOJTHOM OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTI», BbIsiBJIeHHOe Xédpde, myia Kanra
OIVIpaeTcs Ha Ha/eXIy, YTO MOpaIbHbIe YCUIIVS

> [evictBue cienyet 3a ObITvieM (J1aT.). — [Ipumeu. nep.
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No longer is it the assumption that agere se-
quitur esse, that action is directed by the striving
to achieve purposes set by the encompassing
framework of natural order. They are replaced
by the idea of the human being as a purpose
or “end in itself”. She can no longer apportion
responsibility for her deeds to external goals.
Hoffe concludes:

The difference [...] is based not in the idea of
an unsurpassable good, but in the concept of an
action to which the idea of the good is applied.
The decisive difference, then, doesn’t occur
on the normative side but from the side of the
theory of action [...] In the case of happiness,
the individual is only for the most part responsible,
whereas in the case of autonomy the individual
is potentially fotally responsible (Hoffe, 2010,
pp- 184-185).

How does it affect a biblically inspired ethics
when practical reason moves from the phrone-
sis of application to the origin of action in the
individual’s self-determination under the mor-
al law?

1.2.2. Consequences for Theological Ethics

The reason for theologians to welcome these
shifts as a breakthrough is that they liberate the
human creature from pre-established purpos-
es of action. To include an orientation towards
truth that comprises God into the naturally giv-
en inclinations, is judged as undermining its
quality of a personal response. The evidence of
the “ought” as an irreducible aspect of practi-
cal reason beyond striving for a flourishing life
is highlighted. It does justice to the moral ex-
perience of the subject that arises especially in
cases of conflict when “a clear moral obligation
[...] cannot be denied, even if it can be refused”
(Farley, 2011, p. 139). The sense of “total re-
sponsibility” identified by Hoffe, however, for
Kant is set in a horizon of hope that moral en-
deavour will find itself supported by the author



TIOJTyYaT IOfJIEP’KKY CO CTOPOHBI TBOPIIA BCeJleH-
Hov1. [ Tpe/itiosiaraeTcst IHOVI THII TeJIe0JIOr MV, IIPY
KOTOPOM MOpaJIbHOE JIEVICTBIIE He MOXKeT OBbITh 3a-
MEHEHO, HO IIPV 3TOM HeJIb3s JAOIYCTUTH, YTOOBI
OHO He JIOCTUIJIO cBoero Hamepenmst. Citemnys aTo-
My TuIly, perreHvie KaHTOM aHTMHOMMM IPaKTH-
YeCcKOro pasyMa O CyIecTBOBaHMM bora Moxer
OBbITH IIPV3HAHO C TEOJIOTMYECKOV TOYKM 3PeHMs
yKasaHueM Ha Oubrierickoro bora, KoTopsint ocra-
€TCs1 JIOSUTBHBIM K JIIOIISIM IIOCPEICTBOM MCTOpIIUe-
CKVX AKTOB VX CITACeHs.

B ommiame oT aTHX pa3sHOIIACKT, B afalITalivm
DOoMOVI apUCTOTEIIEBCKMX TIOHSTUI ¥ CIIOCOOOB
paccyXmeHusl K XPUCTMAHCKOW TOKTPVIHE MOX-
HO TaK)XXe YBUIETh IIPEIBOCXMIIEHVIE KAaHTOBCKO-
ro 3aKOHa pasyMa‘. BblsiBjleHMe CXOICTBa MOXET
JIOVITU BIUIOTH JIO «CIIOpa 00 aBTOPCTBe», B KOTO-
poM «KaHT paccMaTpmBaeTcsi B JIyUIlleM CiIydae
KaK M300peTareslb Ha3BaHUIL VI OCTPOYMHBIVI VH-
TepIpeTaTop, HO He KakK ITOIJIVMHHBIV CO3/JaTeslb
KOHIIENIINY MOpaJIbHOV aBToHOMMI» (Hiibenthal,
2005, S. 96—97). OmHaKo TaKOe COIOCTaBJIeHVe
PUICKYeT IIpeyMeHBIINTh 3HAa4MMOCTh IIpeobOpa-
3oBaHMI. OHO HEOOLIEHVBaeT M3MeHeHIe, B pe-
3yJIbTaTe KOTOPOTO «IIOHSATVIE aBTOHOMWY BO3Bpa-
IIfaeTCs B TeJIeOJIOrMYecKrie PaMKM YIOpPsiOoUYeH-
HOCTY 1 TaKMM 0Opa3soM YMUPOTBOPSIETCSI OHTO-
sorvyaeckm» (Ibid., S. 98). I'lo mueHMIO X100eHTaTS,
CTOPOHHVKM «3TVKV Bepbl» ITPaBbI, KOT/a IToI4Iep-

¢ Tlon «mapasutensmm» Mexay Pomort n Kantom Xro-
OeHTaIb IIOApa3syMeBaeT TaKye JIeMEeHTBl MX Y4YeHWV,
KaK pasjMare MeXIy <«TeOpeTUYecKrMM W IIpaKTude-
CKMM pa3yMoM, IIpM3HaHWe HeIIOCPeICTBEHHOIO IOKa-
3aTeJIbCTBA IOJDKEHCTBOBAHVSL, BBICIIVI MOPAIbHBIN
IIPVHIINII, KOTOPBIVI B PaBHOV CTeIIeHV HOCUT IIpeuMy-
LIeCTBeHHO (POPMaJIbHBIVI XapaKTep, IIPe/IIChIBAIOIIIL,
3aKOHOIATEJIBHBIV XapaKTep IIPAaKTMYeCcKOro pasyma —
paccMarpuBaeMblil B TpakTaTe o Iipase lex naturalis —
CBOeOOPa3HO OTCTPAHEHHOEe OTHOIIIEHVIE K €CTeCTBEHHBIM
CKJIOHHOCTSIM, Ha KOTOPbIE UeJIOBEK B TO K€ BPeMsl Opu-
enTnpoBaH (verwiesenen). Tawke doma momyckaer
“ecTecTBeHHEBIVI CBET pasyMa”, ¢ IIOMOIIIbIO KOTOPOTO ye-
JIOBEK CITOCODOEeH B 3HAUMTEJIPHOV CTEIeHM B IIpeerax
CBOeVl KOMITETEHIIMU BBISICHWUTB, YTO €CThb JOOPO U 3710»
gHﬁbenthal, 2005, S. 96 —97).

XiobeHTaylb IUTUPYET cyxXaeHue AsibdoHca Ayspa:
«Ecym Obl, 071HaKO, TEOJIOTVSI COBPEMEHHOW SIIOXMU IIPO-
IIBUTaJIach Mo Iy TH, OTKpbIToMy DOMOTI, OHAa 110 KparHer
Mepe He ObUIa OBl Tak BO3MyIleHa ToKTpmHom KaHnra 06
“aBTOHOMMM KaK pelrpe3eHTanmm dtmdeckon (sittliche)
cBobozer”’» (Auer, 1984, S. 220; Hiibenthal, 2005, S. 97).
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of the universe. A different type of teleology is
assumed in which moral action cannot be sub-
stituted but will also not be allowed to fail to
attain its intention. Following this type, Kant’s
solution to the antinomy of practical reason, the
postulate of God, can be recognised from a the-
ological perspective as pointing to the biblical
God who remains loyal to humans through his-
torical acts of salvation.

In contrast to these discontinuities, it is also
possible to see in Thomas’ adaptation of Aris-
totelian concepts and modes of reasoning to
Christian doctrine a precursor of Kant’s law of
reason.” Uncovering the similarities can go as
far as engaging in an “authorship dispute” in
which “Kant is treated at best as the name giv-
er and sharp-witted interpreter but no longer
as the proper initiator of the concept of moral
autonomy” (Hiibenthal, 2005, pp. 96-97).° Yet
this alignment risks belittling the momentous
nature of the transformation. It underrates the
change when “the concept of autonomy is lo-
cated back into a teleological framework of or-
der and is thus pacified ontologically” (ibid.,
p- 98). In Hubenthal’s view, the proponents of
a “faith ethic” are correct in highlighting the
contrast of an “autonomous ethics” to Aqui-

> Under “parallels” between Thomas and Kant, Hiiben-
thal (2005, pp. 96-97) mentions elements such as the dis-
tinction between “theoretical and practical reason, the
acceptance of an immediate evidence of the ought, a
highest moral principle that equally remains mainly
formal, the prescriptive, legislative character of prac-
tical reason — dealt with in the treatise on law of the
lex naturalis — a peculiarly distanced relationship to the
natural inclinations towards which one is at the same
time oriented (verwiesen). Also Thomas presupposes a
‘natural light of reason” by which the human being is
able to find out largely in his own competence what is
good and evil.”

¢ Hiibenthal (2005, p. 97) quotes Alfons Auer’s (1984,
p- 220) judgement: “If, however, the theology of the
modern age had progressed on the path opened up
by Thomas, it would at least not have been perturbed
as much by Kant’s doctrine of ‘autonomy as the rep-

I

resentation of ethical (sittliche) freedom’.



M. IOnxkep-Kennn

KIMBAIOT KOHTPACT «aBTOHOMHOW 3TUKW» C AKBU-
HaroM (Ibid., S. 98—100). 3mecr HeT peeMCcTBEH-
HOCTW, HO €CThb Pa3pblB B KJIFOUEBbIX ITOJIOXKEHVISX.
Kax mokaseiBaeT Teopus «MbiciiedpopmM» O pasBu-
TV JJOTMBI, 3TV IapaJiirMbl IIBITAIOTCS MHTEr PY-
poBaTh HOBbIe BOCIIPUSATHS ¥ CAMOCO3HaHWe B I10-
IBITKE VX PacIIVPUTh; HO B KOHEYHOM UTOre pa-
Hee ycIIellIHas HeKorJla HoBas MbIciiedpopMa yxe
He crIocoOHa BMeCTUTh HOBBble BHEIIIHWVI ¥ BHY-
TpeHHUM onbIT (Essen, 2005, S. 215). Ha cmeny ent
HPVIXOOUT JIpyrasi cxeMa, KOTopas IO3BOJIsSeT ak-
TyaJIM3POBaTh M OIIOCpeIoBaTh CBA3b C VICXO-
HBIM VICTOPMYECKMM OTKPOBEHVeM B HOBOM KYJIb-
TYPHOM OKpYykeHuM. BmecTo TOro utoGbI mper-
CTaBJIATh HEIIPePhIBHYIO SKCIUIMKAIIVIO YCTaHOB-
JIEHHOTO sifipa PeJIuIui, 3T MOJIesIN XapaKTepu-
3yIOTCS IPepBIBUCTOCTBIO ¥ HOBBIMM HadaslaMu
(Propper, 1991; Essen, Propper, 1997; Essen, 2005,
S. 209—221). Eciut 3ariHyTh B ICTOPUIO XPUCTH-
aHCKOIO MBIIUIEHNs], CTaHOBUTCS OYeBVIHBIM,
YTO U CJIEYIOIIVVL 06pa3LIOBI>H7[ IO X0, KOTOPbIVI
HaM IPeJICTOUT U3Yy4YUTh, — TeoJorms ABIycTu-
Ha — 3HaMeHYeT cobom paspeIB ¢ Ooslee paHHeN
narpucTuKont. Kak v B crydae ¢ nepBbIM KPYITHBIM
repeBoyioM IociaHus Hosoro 3aBera Ha sA3bIve-
CKyI0 pustocodcKyro rousy B 310Xy nepsbix Co-
G0poB 1 B OCIIeMyOIIINEe 3IT0XW, ABI'YCTUH — IIO-
nobno Powme, [lyncy Cxoty, JTiotepy n Hlreniep-
Maxepy — 3aciIy’KMBaeT IIPU3HaHM 3a TO, YTO OH
BbI3BaJl KapAVHaJIbHbIe IIepeMeHbl B TeoJlorJe-
CKOVI pedpyIeKCuM M PeJIMTIVIO3HOV ITpaKTHKe.

2. KakoBa areHTHOCTH
I10cJIe IIepBOPOTHOrO rpexa?
ABrycTrHMaHCKOe OIIpOBep KeHne cBO00abI
BO MMsI J00pa M KaHTOBCKast KOHI eIV s
paaMKaabHOrO 371a

V oTmMeueHHOe CXOICTBO MeXy AKBUHATOM M
KanToM, 11 caM cpeTHeBeKOBBIVI CMHTe3 IIpefICTaB-
JIAIOTCS 3aJIKeHHBIMM B UyBCTBe IlejlecooOpas-
HOCTWM Y JIIOIIEVI, JIETKO BIIVICHIBAIOIIVIXCSL B CO3-
JaHHBIV )11 HUX MUP, VI B 9yBCTBe JI0Bepus K MX
CHOCOOHOCTY XXUTh B COOTBETCTBUV C JAHHBIM VIM
borom pasymom. Orosopkm B oTHomeHun Kanra
HNPVHUMAIOT POpMY BO3pakeHUV IIPOTUB Hapy-
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nas (ibid., pp. 98-100). There is no continuity but
a break in key assumptions. As the “thought
forms” theory of the development of dogma
shows, these paradigms attempt to integrate
new perceptions and self-understanding in an
enlargement effort; but ultimately, the previ-
ously successful, once-new thought form can
no longer contain the new external and inter-
nal experiences (Essen, 2005, p. 215). It finds it-
self replaced by another scheme that allows the
link to the original historical message to be ac-
tualised and mediated to a new cultural setting.
Rather than presenting a continuous explica-
tion of the set core of a religion, these models
are marked by discontinuity and new begin-
nings (Propper, 1991; Essen and Propper, 1997;
Essen, 2005, pp. 209-221). Looking back into the
history of Christian thinking, it becomes appar-
ent that also the next exemplary approach to be
studied, Augustine’s theology, marks a break
with the earlier patristic authors. As with the
first major translation of the New Testament
message into a Gentile philosophical horizon
in the era of the first Councils and at the subse-
quent edges of new epochs, Augustine — like
Thomas, Duns Scotus, Luther and Schleier-
macher — must be credited with setting in mo-
tion a sea of change in theological reflection
and religious practice.

2. What Agency after Original Sin?
The Augustinian Refutation of Freedom
for the Good and Kant’s Concept
of Radical Evil

Both the similarities noted between Aquinas
and Kant and the medieval synthesis itself ap-
pear as embedded in a sense of appropriateness
of humans fitting seamlessly into the world cre-
ated for them, and of trust in their ability to
live by their God-given reason. Reservations



IIIeH Vsl FTApMOHVYHOTO CJIVISIHVS, B pe3yJIbTraTe KO-
TOPOTO dYesloBeuecKasi CyOBeKTHOCTh CTaHOBWUTCS
OIIOPHOVI TOYKOVI pa3sMBIIUIeHUV 1 AevicTBui. OT-
ka3 KaHTa oT TeopeTndecknx JoKa3aTesIbCTB 1 Ha-
CTarBaHVe Ha TOM, YTO CBs3b C borom MoxeT OBITh
0o0OCcHOBaHa TOJIBKO Ha OCHOBE IIPaKTUYeCKOro
pasyMa, paclieHMBaeTcs Kak yIIylleHue.

Onnaxko ecyin niepenttut ot XIII x V B, MOXHO
yBUAETh APYTYIO MOfesib. ABIYCTUH IIpeficTaeT
KaK paIIKaJIbHBIVI CKeITUK B OTHOIIIEHWV CVJI Ue-
JIOBeKa, ero aHTUTeTUYeCKUil CII0co0 paccyxKiie-
HUs OTMeHseT npexHue ycrmsa Otnos Lepksu
YCTaHOBUTB CBSI3b C OOIIVIM 3HaHWeM VICTVHBI, Bbl-
paboTaHHBIM B cyIiecTByomen dputocodpnm. Vix
MHTepec K «BHYTpeHHeMy uesiopeKy» (Kobusch,
2006, S. 64—71, 90—-95, 118—123, 138—151; 2018,
S. 76—97) Temepr mpmobOpeTaeT MHOe HallpaBile-
Hue. CoBpeMeHHBbIe TeoJIorJYecKrie KpUTUKN aB-
I'YCTMHMAHCKOIO TOJIKA BBICTYIIAIOT ITPOTUB KaH-
TOBCKOVI aBTOHOMMM Ha OCHOBE aHaJIM3a HeoTBpa-
TUMOCTV Ipexa ¥ IIOAMEeHSIOT MopaJlb OO)KeCcTBeH-
Hovt Osaromareio (2.1)%. VIX ONIIOHEHTHI-TEOJIO-
IVl TIPU3HAIOT HeOOXOIVMMOCTh BKITIOUEHMS 371a B
aHaJIM3 CBOOOIHOVI YesIoBeYeCKOV areHTHOCT, HO
paspabaTbIBalOT KOHIIEMIINIO Oj1aroaTyi Kak sjie-
MeHTa HeKOHKYPEeHTHBIX OTHOIIEHNU MeX/y 0o-
JKeCTBEHHOVI VI OrpaHMYE€HHOVI YeJI0BEUECKOVI CBO-
Oomoir (2.2).

8 KimroyeBBIM TIOKa3aTesleM SIBIIIOTCS MX apTyMeHTHI B
OTHOIIeHNN IIpaB 4esioBeka. [IxxoaH JIoksyn O'[JoHOBaH
BKJII0YaeT KaHTa B CIIICOK aBTOPOB «IMbepaIbHO JOro-
BopHo Tpanuimmu I'o66ca, Jlokka, Pycco», koToprle, Kak
CUUTAETCS, IIPOJIOKIIN ITyTh K «COOCTBEHHIYECKOMY VIH-
nvBuayamsMy». OHa oIleHMBaeT OBVDKEHWe OT «COTBO-
peHMs destoBedecTBa 110 oOpasy m momobuio boxbemy,
OT YHMKaJIbHOTO JIOCTOMHCTBA JIIOZIeV B COODIIecTse K
YHUBEpCaTbHOMY HajleJIeHVIO VX OCHOBHBIMI ITpaBaMyD»
KaK «IIpUCKOpOHO HamBHOe 1 ommbounoe» (O’Donovan,
Lockwood O’Donovan, 2004, p. 74). Yiepux Képraep no-
JjlaraeT, UTo yeJIoBevecKoe JJOCTOMHCTBO OCHOBBIBAeTCs He
Ha CTI0COOHOCTYM UeJToBeKa K MOPasTkHOMY ITOBEIEHMIO, a
Ha ero OoIlpaBIaHWN IIOCPeACTBOM Oraromarit: «[levicTsu-
TeJIbHO, KOHIIEIIIVS YeJI0BeUeCcKOIo JJOCTOMHCTBA MOXKeT
OBITH OIpesie/IeHHBIM 00pa3oM BbIBe/leHa W3 eBaHIelIb-
CKOTO TIOBECTBOBaHMS 00 OIIPaBIaHWV I'PeITHMKA TOIBKO
0J1aromaTelo; OMHAKO IIpaBa YeIoBeKa KaK TaKOBble — 3TO
dopma 3akoHa, a He EBanrermsi» (Kortner, 1999, S. 158).
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towards Kant take the form of objecting to the
disruption of the harmonious convergence by
making human subjectivity the anchor point of
reflection and action. His break with theoretical
proofs and insistence that a connection to God
can only be justified from the grounds of practi-
cal reason are seen as a loss.

Going back from the thirteenth to the fifth
century, however, a different model appears.
Augustine comes into view as a radical sceptic
regarding human powers, whose antithetical
mode of reasoning reverses the earlier pa-
tristic efforts to connect with the general con-
sciousness of truth as elaborated in existing
philosophies. Their interest in the “inner per-
son” (cf. Kobusch, 2006, pp. 64-71, 90-95, 118-
123, 138-151; 2018, pp. 76-97) is now taken in a
different direction. Contemporary theological
critics in the Augustinian vein argue against
Kantian autonomy from an analysis of the in-
escapability of sin and substitute morality
with divine grace (2.1).” Their theological op-
ponents recognise the need to include evil into
an analysis of free human agency but elabo-
rate the concept of grace as part of a non-com-
petitive relationship between divine and finite
human freedom (2.2).

7 A key indicator is their argumentations in relation
to human rights. Joan Lockwood O’Donovan includes
Kant in the list of authors of the “liberal contractarian
tradition of Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau”, who are seen
to have paved the way towards “possessive individ-
ualism”. She judges the movement from “the creation
of humankind in God’s image to the unique dignity of
persons in community to their universal possession of
fundamental rights” as “lamentably naive and misled”
(O’Donovan and Lockwood O’Donovan, 2004, p. 74).
Ulrich Kortner (1999, p. 158) bases human dignity not
on the human capacity for morality but on justification
by grace: “It is true that the concept of human digni-
ty can be derived in a specific way from the Gospel of
the justification of the sinner by grace alone; yet human
rights as such are a form of the law, not of the Gospel.”
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2.1. UccaedoBanue Bnympenneil xusnu u 6v160p
6 noav3y 6.1a200amu Bmecmo azeHmuocmu

IToBOpOT K MHTEHCMBHOMY aHaJIM3y BHYTpEeH-
HVMX MBICJIEV VI MOTWMBOB, HPEICTaBIISIOIINIL CO-
Oovi 3HauMTeJIbHOE V3MeHeHMe B VICTOPUW €B-
POIIeVICKOTO MBIIIIeHNs], OOBSCHSAET OOJIBIIYIO
4JacTh 3ddeKkTa TpaHCIEHAVPOBaHMS 310X AB-
ryctuHa. PasjimuHble CTOPOHBI ero TBOpYeCcTBa OT-
HOCSTCA K pasHbIM HeprogaM. CTereHb ITPOHMK-
HOBEHWs BO BHYTPEHHMUV MUP 4YeJloBeKa OTKPhI-
BaeT HOBYIO TPaeKTOPWIO, IIOMVMO COLIVaJIbHOV 1
ITOJIMTUYECKOVT STVKM, B 0COOEHHOCTM APHCTOTe-
714 v cTomKoB. [lopgnepxmBast aBrycTMHMAHCKYO
KOHIIEIIIINIO OVOoJIoryecKm HaCIeqyeMoro «Irep-
BOPOIHOIO I'pexa», KPUTUKM II0Ka3bIBAIOT aBTO-
HOMHYIO areHTHOCTb KaK IIPOCTOV KOHCTPYKT M
wonosnio. KaHT kiaccuduipyercss Kak IIpo-
JorpKaTesIb IUCKPeqUTUPOBaHHON IIeIar MaHCKOM
AHTPOIIOJIOI MY MOPaJIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN U YCU-
JIVI, KOTOpasi TOV pasHOPOIHOV TeOJIOrMYeCKON
TPYIIION CYMTAETCS OTHOW M3 CaMBbIX IaryOHBIX
epecert. C X TOUKM 3peHMs, OHa CTaBUT IIO[L yTpo-
3y IIOHVIMaHVe YeJIOBEKOM CBOEVI TIOITHOV 3aBUCH-
MocTH oT bora n orpuiiaeT oXxvgaHve Ormaromap-
HOCTM 3a CllaceHMe repeq, borom, KOTopbIi pela-
€T, ICKYTIUTD VUIV OCYJIUTb. DTO UYpeBaTO PUCKOM
yMaJIUTh BoXui cysepeHUTeT, OT/IaB IIeHTpalb-
HO€e MeCTO areHTHOCTYM ¥ BOJIE CaMOI'0 TBOPEHVI.
BmecTo Toro HeoOXOIVIMO OIIpeNeNTTh POJIb IIEPK-
BU V1 ee THCTPYMEeHTOB OJ1arofaTyi, yepes KOTopble
MOKHO OrpaHMYMTb YPEe3MEPHOCTb BPOXXIEHHO
4eJI0BeuecKor BpakKaeOHOCTM U TIOBEPTHYTH ee
boxbeMy cyny. XoTsi cama 11epKOBb OIlpesiesiseTcs
ABTyCTVMHOM KakK IIepKOBb CBATBIX VI I'PEIIHKOB,
YTO OTBEpraeT IIOIBITKN JOHATVUCTOB ¥ ITOCIIeTy-
IOIIVIX aBTOPOB IIpM3HaBaTh TOJIHKO OOIIVHBI Oe3-
VIIPEUHBIX YYEHVIKOB, IIPaBOBOE MBIIIJIEHVE JIa-
TUHCKOT'O XPVICTMAHCTBA OJHOBPEMEHHO HacTau-
BaeT M Ha pelIarolen /I CrlaceHvsT POy TaviH-
cTBa KpeleHns. MOXXHO OTMeTUTb HPaKTMYeCKIL
repMEHEBTVYECKIMII KPYTr MeXIy HOBOV JTOKTPU-
HOVI O IIEPBOPOIHOM I'pexe KaK O HeVCKIIFOUNTEe Ib-
HOV aKTyaJIbHOCTU B Ka>K[OM POXXIEHHOM YeJIO-
BeKe V1 HOBOVI IIPaKTVKOV KpeIeH Vs M/IaJIeHIIeB.
DTUM KPYTOM 3aKperuIseTcsi CMBICI o0psa Kpe-
IIeHVs B KOHLIEIIL MY MOPa/IbHOI'O 3J1a KaK OHO-
BpeMeHHO cyz[b61>1 ¥ BUHOBHOCTVI TaXkKe Y HOBOPO-
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2.1. Scrutinising the Inner Life and Opting
for Grace in Lieu of Agency

The turn to an intense internal scrutiny of
thoughts and motivations, that constitutes a
significant change in the history of European
thinking, explains a major part of Augustine’s
era-transcending effect. Different aspects of
his work speak to various periods. The degree
of insight it offers into human interiority be-
gins a new trajectory besides the social and
political ethics, especially of Aristotle and the
Stoa. Endorsing the Augustinian conception of
a biologically inherited “original sin”, critics
unveil autonomous agency as a mere construct
and illusion. Kant is classified as continuing
the discredited Pelagian anthropology of mor-
al capability and effort which ranks as one of
the most pernicious heresies for this otherwise
diverse theological grouping. From their per-
spective, it endangers the human insight into
their complete dependence on God and denies
the expectation of gratitude for salvation to a
God who can choose to redeem or to condemn.
It risks diminishing God’s sovereignty to give
centre place to the agency and will of the crea-
ture. Instead, the roles of the church and of its
means of grace are to be expounded, through
which the excesses of inborn human hostility
can be curtailed and subjected to God’s judge-
ment. While the church itself is defined by
Augustine as one of saints and sinners, reject-
ing Donatist and subsequent attempts to rec-
ognise only communities of perfect disciples,
the legal mindset of Latin Christianity also in-
sists on the decisive salvific role of the sacra-
ment of baptism. A practical hermeneutical
circle can be noted between the new doctrine
of original sin as an exceptionless actuality
in every human born and the new practice of
infant baptism, fixing the meaning of the en-
trance rite to a conception of moral evil as si-
multaneously a fate and a culpable deed even



xreHHbIX. [lomobHast scceHIMaIM3MpyIoIas pa-
IVIKaJIM3alvisl MBICTIV, BeIpaskeHHO B [Tociianmm
[Tapna x Pumiistaram (Pym. 5: 8—21), roe oHa oTHe-
CeHa K IIpOTMBOIIOCTaBJIeHMIO AfjaMa 1 XpucTa 1
OIVCBIBAET I'PeX He KaK «HacJleJlyeMbIVi», a IIPOCTO
KaK (paKT, IIPUCYIINI BCeM JIFOAAM, OTKa3bIBaeTCs
OT HaTPUCTMUYECKOTO IIPUIINCHIBAHNS CBOOOIHOM
BOJIV UeJIOBEUECKOMY CYOBEKTY; OHa TaKke 00bsic-
HsIeT HOBOE ITOJIOKeHVIe, O0OpeTeHHOe SKKITe3O0II0-
rven. 31ech BO3HMKAaeT TUIM OOBeKTMBHOCTHU, OT-
JIMYHBIN OT CPOPMIUPOBABIIIErOCs BIIOCIIENCTBUN
B Beicokom CpenHeBekosbe. B omiane ot Testeo-
jioruvt ApuUCTOTesIsl, OHa HaXOOUTCSA He B IIPUPOfIe
BCEro CYIEeCTBYIOIIEro, a B IIEPKOBHOW VepapXum
VI BBEpEeHHBIX eVl TaHCTBaXx.

I TpenpicTopyist KOHLIETILVIV ABIYCTMHA, BO3MOX-
HO, y>Ke He SIBJISIeTCS OOIIIeM3BECTHOV — 3TO CTPEM-
JIeHVie PelInUTh IIpobsieMy Teommiier, KOTOpoe OH
COXpaHsUI Ha IIPOTSDKeHWUM BCell XXM3HWM U Iepe-
HeC 13 CBOVIX PaHHVX MaHMXEeVICKMX U IUIaTOHMYe-
ckmx yoexxgenum B xpuctuanctso (Propper, 2011,
S. 694—1092, ocobenno 981—1025; Haring, 1979).
Tem He MeHee CJIE[ICTBVMSI OTOIO OKa3aJIVICh BeChbMa
IUIOJIOTBOPHBIMM — HaIpUMep, X Pe3yJIbTaToM
cTaym Onm3Kuy K ToOOCOBCKOMY B3IVISA[, Ha ecTe-
CTBEHHYIO YeJIOBEUeCKYyIO OOIIMTEeIIBHOCTD U Mest
npyMarta LIepKBM HaJl TOCyHapCTBOM. DTU WIen
BO3HVIKJIV ellle 110 B3sTvsA PrimMa AjtapyixoM, HO, He-
CMOTps Ha 3TO, MOT'YT paccMaTpuBaThcs KaK OTpa-
JKeHMe ToNUTHYecKnx peaymit. OqHaKO IJIaBHBIV
BOIIPOC — BHYTPEHHMUIL: II0YeMYy ero TeoJIorvis, OT-
Bepraroliasi ero coocTBeHHble pPaHHVE TPYIbI 1 ap-
TYMEeHTBI €T0 COBPeMEeHHVKOB, IIpeBpalliaeT YHU-
BepcaJIbHYIO CIIacUTeJIbHYIO BOJIIO bora, koTopyto
paspaborait emie VlpeHeiT B IIPOTMBOBEC T'HOCTU-
LIV3MY, B KoHIlernInio bora, m30uparoriero HeMHo-
IVIX ¥ OCYyX[aromlero OOoJIBIIMHCTBO. bokecTBeH-
Has «Oraromark», 3aMeHSIOIAsl YeJIOBEUeCKYIO
areHTHOCTb, CIIOCOOHYIO, KaK IPUHSTO CUYWUTATH,
TOJIBKO Ha I'peX, OKa3bIBaeTCs 3HAUVIMOV B 3TOV He-
rpocTovt KoHurypary. Ho BO3SMOXHEI 11 IpyTe
TOJIKOBaHMS «OJIarojiaT», TEeOoJIOIMYecKy OIIpaB-
JIaHHBIe KaK aJleKBaTHbBIE 1 IIOIOTBOPHbBIE IHTEP-
npetanyy Oubserickoro rocianvs. OHM BKJIIOYa-
IOT B ce0si rpexoriazieHne, a Takke IIOBeCTBOBAHM
o metanoia, 00 V3MeHeHVVI ceprlla 1 OOpaleHn,
IIpe/IIIoararoieM CriIoCOOHOCTD K JIEVICTBIIO U Tpe-
OyrortieM PrT0cOPCKOro pasbsICHEHVSL.
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of newborns. This essentialising radicalisation
of a thought expressed in Paul’s Letter to the
Romans (Rom 5:8-21) — where it belongs to
the Adam — Christ contrast and is not stated as
“inherited” but merely as a factual finding in
all humans — abandons the patristic attribu-
tion of a free will to the human subject; it also
explains the new standing acquired by eccle-
siology. A different type of objectivity to that
appearing subsequently in the High Middle
Ages is put forward. In contrast to the teleo-
logical framework of Aristotle, it is not located
in the nature of everything existing, but in the
hierarchy of the church and the sacraments en-
trusted to it.

The backdrop to Augustine’s construct may
no longer be shared — the life-long quest he
brought from the earlier stages of his Mani-
chean and Platonic convictions to Christianity
to resolve the theodicy question (cf. Propper,
2011, pp. 694-1092, esp. 981-1025; Haring, 1979).
Yet its consequences have been seminal, such
as a near-Hobbesian view of natural human so-
ciability, and a superior position of the church
to state governance. They antedate the Fall of
Rome to Alaric but can still be seen as reflect-
ing the political realities. Yet the key question
is internal: why his theology, rejecting his own
earlier writings and the arguments of his con-
temporaries, turns the universal salvific will
of God, that already Irenaeus had elaborated
against Gnosticism, into the concept of a God
who elects the few and condemns the mass-
es. Divine “grace”, replacing a human agency
that is deemed capable only of sinning, has its
meaning in this fraught configuration. Yet oth-
er interpretations of “grace” are possible and
theologically justifiable as adequate and fruit-
ful interpretations of the biblical message. It in-
cludes the Fall but also narratives of metanoia,
of a change of heart and conversion, which pre-
suppose a capability to act that calls for philo-
sophical elucidation.
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2.2. 3amena MaAHUxXenucKkoil aHmponoi02uu
u acxamoaozuu uccaedobanuem 31a
Kak uea0Beueckoil «CKAOHHOCU»

I'myOuna, ¢ KoTopom ABrycTMH ITpOaHaIM3U-
pOBaJI BHY TPEHHMUII OIIBIT CYOBEKTHOCTH TI0 OTHO-
IIIEHIIO K ce0e, K TeMIIOpaIbHOCTY U BcTpede ¢ bo-
TOM, 3aJIOKMJIa HOBBIV, 3K3MCTEHIIMAJIbHBIVI CIIO-
cob dwtocodcTBoBaHMA. Bripouem, ero MpadHbie
BBIBO/IBI V1 €IVICKONaIbHbIE MePHI IIPOTUB Pa3HO-
[JIaCU B TIO3UIIVISIX COCTaBUJIV HacJlenye, BbI3bI-
BaloIIlee CIIOPHI Cpeiy OOrocsIoBOB, CIHOIOB, COO0-
POB U IlepKBell B 3alla/THOM XPUCTMAHCTBe. [71aB-
HOV 3aj1aueri ero OIIIIOHEHTOB OBLIIO BEPHYTH Ue-
JIOBEYECKYIO CIIOCOOHOCTD K JIEVICTBUIO KaK ITpe]l-
IIOCBUIKY, O0e3 KOTOPOV HeBO3MOXKHO IIPeICTaBUTh
H11 OOXKecTBEHHOEe HaMepeHVie Co3JaTh MUP C de-
JIOBEYEeCKVIM HadaJioM, HU JINYHOE pellleHye Cile-
nosaTh 3a VvicycoM, HU B3IVIS[, Ha VMCTOPUIO KaK
Ha oTHocsamyocsa K LlapcrBy boxbpemy. BeceoOs-
eMJIIoIasl KaTeropms IJIsi yueHus o bore, xpu-
CTOJIOT IV VI TEOJIOTMUECKOV aHTPOIIOJIIOT U — 3TO
«cBoOoa». Ho KakmM 006pa3oM MOXXHO BKITIOUMTH
B KOHLIEIIIVIO aBTOHOMMY IIPO3peHIie, CTOJIb IJTy-
Ooko mcciIegoBaHHOe ABIYCTMHOM, O I'pexe Kak
oIpeziesIsIolieM cBovicTBe uestopeka? V kak Kan-
Ty YAaJIOCh IIPEOIOJIeTh OIBIT O HECOOTBETCTBUN
MeXXy 3HaHVeM Jo0pa 11 HecrIoCOOHOCTBIO €0 pe-
aJIn30BaTh, ONVICAaHHBIN [ laBjIoM Kak mapagokc?

B ero pabote «Pemurust B Ipepesiax TOJIBKO
pasyma» (1793) 3i1ple MOCTYIKM aHAIMU3UPYIOT-
s KaK (paKTBI JIMYHOIO OIbITa ceds M ApyTmX, HO
He 3cceHITMaIM3MUpyoTcd. OHM paccMaTpuBaiOT-
Cs1 JIVIIIB KaK «HaKJIOHHOCTb» (Hang) B oInymne oT
dyHIaMeHTaJIbHOTO YeJI0BeUYeCKOro o0y KaeH s
(Anlage) x mobpy (AA 06, S. 29—44; KanT, 1994s,
c. 28—47). DTOT MOMEHT IIPOsCHseTCs y4eHbIMM,
HaCTaMBaIOIIVIMV Ha JBYX YPOBHSX, yTBepXKIiae-
MbIx KaHTOM: Ha yMoriocTraeMoM ypoBHe IIpUH-
LMIaJIBbHO BO3MOXKHO «M3MeHeHVe cepilia», a Ha
SMIIMPUYIECKOM TPeOYIOTCS VI CUUTAIOTCS OCyIIle-
CTBUMBIMU Ovorpadudeckuie yCusus 10 BOILIO-
IIIEHWIO TaKOV «PEeBOJIIOLINI MBIIIUIEHS», PaBHO-
CWIBHOM IIpeoOpasoBaHmio. VIzonmpyrolive Bbl-
CKasbIBaHMs, BbIpakaloIlliie TOJIBKO OHY CTOPO-
HY, KPUTHKYIOTCS 3a TO, UTO He OTOOpa’karoT II0JI-
Homt KapTuHBI (Forschner, 2011, S. 78 —83). «OcHo-
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2.2. Replacing a Manichaean Anthropology
and Eschatology with an Investigation of Evil
as a Human “Propensity” (Hang)

The depths to which Augustine analysed
the internal experience of subjectivity with it-
self, of temporality and of the encounter with
God set a new, existential mode of philosophy
in motion. His despairing conclusions as well
as his episcopal measures against diverging po-
sitions, however, have left a legacy disputed
by theologians, synods, councils and churches
in Western Christianity. A key concern of his
opponents has been to retrieve the human ca-
pacity for action as a premise without which
neither the divine intention to create a world
with a human counterpart, nor the individu-
al decision to follow Jesus, nor a view of histo-
ry as relevant for the kingdom of God, can be
conceived. The overarching category for the
doctrine of God, Christology and theological
anthropology is discovered as “freedom”. But
how is the insight that Augustine excavated to
such depth, sin as a defining human feature, to
be incorporated into a concept of autonomy?
How did Kant grapple with the experience, al-
ready explored as a paradox by Paul, of the dis-
crepancy between knowing the good but failing
to enact it?

In his 1793 writing, Religion Within the
Boundaries of Mere Reason, evil action is ana-
lysed as a fact of the personal experience of self
and others but not essentialised. It is put for-
ward as only a “propensity” (Hang), as distinct
from the fundamental human predisposition
(Anlage) to good (RGV, AA 06, pp. 29-44). This
point is clarified by scholars who insist on the
two levels at which Kant argues: at the intelligi-
ble level, a “change of heart” is principally pos-
sible, and at the empirical level, a biographical
effort to realise this “revolution of thinking”,
that is equivalent to a conversion, is demand-
ed and deemed feasible. Isolating statements



BOIIOJIOKeHMs» 1 «KpUTUKa ITpaKTIYecKoro pasy-
Ma» BCe e OT/IMYaeT KpellKas BHYTPeHHsIs CBsI3b
MIOHATNUI cBOOOBI, pasyMa u Bormi. OgHAKO 3TOT
«Te3VIC AaHAJIMTUYIHOCTV», B KOTOPOM OHV B3aVIMHO
IIpeOIIPeesISIOT APYT ApyTra, BCTPETIII BO3paKe-
HVe, COCTOSIIee B TOM, UTO TI0/I00Has KOHIIETIIT
cBoOomBI He goryckaeT BbiOOpa 31ma (Hiibenthal,
2005, S. 108, co ccpuikomt Ha Schonecker, Wood,
2002, S. 174—183). ITonnpaska KanTa 1793 r. paspy-
IIIaeT VX TeCHYIO B3aIMOCBS3b 1 CTaBUT Ha IIepBoe
MeCTO CBOOOY, KOTOpasi MOXKeT OBbITh MCIIOJIb30Ba-
Ha /1711 JoOpa 1 371a, HO PV 3TOM OIIpeiesiseT IIo-
CJIEHIOI0 KaK ITPOM3BOINHYIO, a He KaK CTOJIb JKe
M3HAYaIbHYIO, KaK OpreHTaIs Ha 1oopo (AA 06,
S. 29; Kanr, 19948, c. 28—29). DTOT TOHKMUIT aHa-
JIV3, OITHAKO, BCe eIIle MOXKEeT PacCMaTpPMBaTHCS Kak
«I1eJIarMIaHCKI1», IIOCKOJIBKY CIIOCOOHOCTB IIOCBSI-
TUTB ceOs «M3MEeHEeHUIO B Ccepyille» Pazy «BOCCTa-
HOBJIEHUS B CHJIe ITIepBOHAYaIbHBIX 3a/1aTKOB J10-
Opa» (AA 06, S. 44; KanT, 19948, c. 46) mpummchbiBa-
eTCs YeJIoBeKY, a He OTBOTCS BHEIITHeNl cujle —
Boxwernt 6aromarn. Ha aToMm sTane dpnocodcko-
ro aHaJIv3a 4YeIOBeYecKOV CBOOOIIBI HeOOXOIMMO
cIleJIaTh BBIOOP MeXOy IBYMsI MOMEJISMW TeOJIO-
IV KOHIIETIIIVeVI, KOTopasl paccMaTpuBaeT Ooke-
CTBEHHYIO U YeJIoBeUecKylo CBOOOIY KaK KOHKY-
pupyloIre OpyT C OpyroM, IpuydeM HOCIIeTHss
TIOTDKHA HOIYVHSATHCS 00KeCTBEHHO ITPUYVIHHO-
CTVI, KOTOPOVI OHa 0OsI3aHa CBOVIM CYIlIeCTBOBaHM-
eM; VIV KOoHIlervert bora, pycKHyBIIIero cosnarhb
CBOOOTHOTO YeJIoBeKa, KOTOPBIN CIIocoOeH BBIOVI-
paTh 3a MM IPOTUB B OTHOIIEHMSX KaK CO CBO-
M TBopriom, Tak v ¢ APyrMMM JIIOOBMIU. ATeHT-
HOCTb OTHOCUTCS K UeJIOBEKY, 1 «0JIarofgaTe» IIpu-
XOIWUTCS TIePeOCMBICIITD VI BMECTO ITOJTHOW IIOf-
MeHBI UeJI0BeUeCcKOV MHUIVMATUBHOCTY IIepeiiTy
K TOfI/Iep’KKe KOHEYHBIX, CJIOKHBIX VI BHYTPEHHe
IIPOTMBOPEUMBBIX areHTOB. KaHT mopmepxmBaeT
KoHIIerio JleriOHmIIa 0 «IlapcTBe OraromaTin»
KaK «IIpaKTM4YecKy HeOOXOIVMYIO MIIEI0 pasyMay,
OTZaBasi IPVOPUTET MOPAJIBHOV YNCTOTe HaMepe-
HWL, KOTOpasi [ejlaeT Hac JOCTOVMHBIMM OJ1akeH-
cTBa «1iapcTBa Omaromatv» (A 812 / B 840; Kawnr,
19946, c. 593). Teonormyeckast KOHIIEIIINsT OoXe-
CTBEHHOIO OTKpPOBEHWVs IIpuOaBiIsgeT YypPOBEeHb,
IIPEe/IIeCTBYIOIINY YeJIOBeUeCKOVl areHTHOCTH,
yKasbIBarOIIMI Ha OCO3HaHWe Oe3moHHOI q)aK-
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that express only one side is critiqued as not
representing the full outline (Forschner, 2011,
pp- 78-83). The Groundwork and the Critique of
Practical Reason were still marked by a strong
internal connection of the concepts of freedom,
reason, and will. Yet this “analycity thesis” in
which they mutually determine each other met
the objection that such a conception of freedom
does not allow for the choice of evil (Hiiben-
thal, 2005, p. 108, with reference to Schonecker
and Wood, 2002, pp. 174-183). Kant’s 1793 cor-
rection dissolves the close alignment and prior-
itises freedom which can be used for good and
evil yet locates the latter as derivative and not
as equally original as the orientation towards
the good (cf. RGV, AA 06, p. 29). This nuanced
account, however, could still be seen as “Pela-
gian” in that the capacity to commit oneself to
a “change of heart” in the individual’s “restora-
tion to its power of the original predisposition
to the good” (RGV, AA 06, p. 44; Kant, 1998,
p. 65) is attributed to the individual and not
handed over to an external force, God’s grace.
At this stage of the philosophical analysis of
human freedom, a decision between two mod-
els of theology has to be made: one that sees
divine and human freedom as competing with
each other and the latter as required to submit
to the divine causality to which it owes its ex-
istence; or a conception of a God who risks cre-
ating a free human counterpart who can decide
for or against a relationship both to her Crea-
tor and to fellow humans. The agency is hers,
and “grace” must be reconceived from a total
replacement of human initiative to a support
for finite, complex and internally torn agents.
Kant endorses Leibniz’s concept of a “kingdom
of grace” as, “from the practical standpoint, a
necessary idea of reason”, giving priority to the
moral purity of intention which makes us wor-
thy of the happiness of the “world of grace”
(KrV, A 812 / B 840; Kant, 1998, pp. 680-681).
What the theological concept of divine rev-
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TUYHOCTY, VCCIIeIOBAHHBIV BIIOCJIEACTBUN IJlaB-
HbIM oOpasom Kbepkeropom: dyHgaMeHTaIbHOe
HNPUHATHE KaXIO0V JIMYHOCTY B ee CyIecTBOBa-
HUM, IIpeBpalaroliee MOPaJIbHBII ypPOBEeHb U3
OXMAaHMd ¥ IOTeHIMasja B IIpM3HaHWe U OT-
KJIVK. B dwnocodpckont xonuenumm «Peurum B
rperiesiax TOIIBKO pasyMa» He XBaTaeT IOI00HOro
aITpUOPHOTO YTBePXK/IeHsl, KOTOpOoe HeBO3MOXKHO
pacIIpUThb YeJIoBeYeCKIM pa3yMoM, HO €rO MOX-
HO IIpU3HATh JapOM, KOTOPBIT YeJIoOBeK He B COCTO-
sHum peasmmsosaTh cam (Wendel, 2005, S. 35—42;
Stosch, 2005, S. 61)°. DTo mpemIIONaraeT TEOIOI V-
YeCKMV B3II4]] Ha MICTOPUIO KaK Ha MeCTO, OTKPbI-
TOe /11 caMopacKpbITus bora. g KanTa BbIas-
JleHVie GOXXeCTBEHHOTO IIPOVICXOXKIeH M VI TIep-
BOIIPUYMHBI HapyIIMJIO Obl TPaHUIIEL pasyMma U
pasrpaHuYeHvie MeX/Ay SMIVIPUYECKVIM U YMOIIO-
CTUraeMbIM ypoBHsAMMN. TakKe ocTaeTcs repBocTe-
IIeHHOV ero 3aboTa 0 TOM, 4TOOBI MOpaJIbHbIE MO-
TUBBI He ObUIN 3arpsi3HEHbI TeTePOHOMHBIMI BO3-
HarpaxaeHusmu. Ho HeoOs3aTesrbHO, UTO MMeH-
HO 3TO HOIpa3yMeBaeT MCTOpUYecKas Tpagyiiis
BepoyueHIs, obpalarorasics K ceoeMy bory. Dto
B paBHOVI CTelIeHV MOXeT OBITh BbIpaskeHVeM JI0-
Bepys K CMBICITY, KOTOPBIVI JIFOIM He B CMJIax Harl-
TU caMU, IIPOCBOOVI TTofIAepXKaTh MX B VIX OOpeHm-
gX, 00OCTpEeHHBIX VX 3HaHWeM 00 OTCYyTCTBUM He-
OOXOIVMMOCTM TaKOBBIX, ODOCHOBaHVIEM WX CIIy-
yartHOCT B TBOpIle, yTBepXKIaroleM CyIIecTBO-
BaHMe KaXX/I0ro 13 HIUX.

3. Kputuka KaHTta ¢ rere;1bsHCKMX
HO3ULIMW B T€0JIOT MU

IlepeHecenne TeosIOrMYeCKMMM IOOXOOAMU,
IPVHVMAOMIVIMY aBI'YCTMHOBCKOe HeloBepre K
€CTeCTBEHHOV 4eJIOBeYeCKOV KOHCTUTYLIVW, WH-
AVBUIYaTbHOV CIIOCOOHOCTYI BOJIEHVIS VI COBepIIIe-
HMS J00pa B IIEPKOBHBIE ITPeesTbl OCIIapyBaeTCs
coBpeMeHHBIMI Teosiorami. OHM COIVIAIIAIOTCs C

° BeHpeslb TOBOPUT O «peJIUIMM KaK 00 OTHOIIEHWN
Oro... HocTuriero ceds B KayecTse CyObeKTa, 1 CBOOOIBI,
KoTopas obs13aHa (verdanktes) camont cebe» (cBoemy TBop-
1y) (Wendel, 2005, S. 42). LlITom yTBepXKaeT, 4TO «3Ha-
Hue (Erkenntnis) vicTuHBI 0 peasbHOCTM bora craso Obl...
ZlapoM, KOTOPBIVI pa3yM He B COCTOSIHWUI ITpon3ssecTit (her-
stellbares) camocrositestbHO» (Stosch, 2005, S. 61).
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elation adds is a prior level that speaks to the
consciousness of bottomless facticity, elaborat-
ed subsequently above all by Kierkegaard: the
fundamental acceptance of each person in her
existence, turning the moral level from an ex-
pectation and a capacity into a recognition and
response. What is found missing in the philo-
sophical construction of a Religion Within the
Boundaries of Mere Reason is this prior affirma-
tion which cannot be extended by human rea-
son but can be recognised as a gift it could not
have realised by itself (cf. Wendel, 2005, pp. 35-
42; Stosch, 2005, p. 61).® This would involve a
theological view of history as a place open to
God’s self-revelation. For Kant, it would breach
the distinction between empirical and intelligi-
ble levels and the limits of reason to identify a
divine origin or cause. His concern not to con-
taminate moral motivation by heteronomous
rewards also remains paramount. But this does
not have to be what a historical faith tradition
intends in addressing its God. It could equal-
ly be an expression of trust in a meaning hu-
mans cannot secure themselves, a petition to
support them in their struggles, sharpened by
their knowledge of their lack of necessity, by
grounding their contingency in a Creator who
affirms each one’s existence.

3. Critiques of Kant from a Hegelian
Position in Theology

The transfer of the individual capacity to
will and do the good to the confines of the
church by theological approaches that accept
the Augustinian distrust in the natural human
constitution has been contested by contem-
porary theologians. They agree to the foun-

8 Wendel (2005, p. 42) speaks of “religion as the attitude
of an Ego [...] that has grasped itself as a subject and as
a freedom that owes (verdankt) itself” (to its Creator).
Von Stosch (2005, p. 61) states that “knowing (Erkennt-
nis) of the truth of the reality of God would be [...] a gift
that reason could not produce (herstellbares) itself.”



OCHOBOIIOJIaraoIet POIbio Lx06p0171 BOJIVI VI CUMTA-
IOT IIPOPBIBOM IleperosuIoHpoBaHe KanTom
PeJINTVIO3HON Bephbl B OTBET Ha IIPO0JIeMy CMBbIC-
na'. TTo nx MHeHIIO, TIOHVIMAaHVe TOro, YTO CO3/Ia-
TeJIb BCeJIEHHOVI TOTOB IeVICTBOBATE B MOIIEPXKKY
TIOCTOVIHBIX CYaCThsl, OTKPHIIIO HOBbIe OTHOIIIEHMSI:
bor Gosibllle He MCTOUHMK TeTEPOHOMHBIX BeJle-
HUI, a CWila, HOIOJepXMBarolasi MHAVBUIYaIb-
HYIO MOpaJIbHYIO areHTHOCTD y>Ke Ha yPOBHe Op1-
eHTall! B MVIpe, SBJISIOIeMCs. He XaOTMYHBIM, a
yropsimoueHHbIM' . VIHYT0 aJIbTepHATIBY HeraTyB-
HOMY B3IJIsily ABIyCTMHA Ha MHTepCyOBeKTVB-
HOCTb IIpeJlylaraeT TpeThbsl MOfellb, KOTOPYIO MBI
paccmoTpuM. Kak omHO 13 OCHOBOIIOJIATaroIIvX
IpeJIOKeHNTI, BO3SHUKIINX B WCTOPUM peller-
v 1 noneMuku ¢ «Kputukami, oHa IIpenjiara-
eT IIOCTKaHTMaHCKYIO aJIbTepHaTMBY KaHTOBCKOV
aTuKe 1 prstocodpum penmrum (3.1). OHa craBuTCs
I1071, BOITPOC TeMU, KTO 3a/iHTepecoBaH B pa3sBUTUN
repMeHeBTVKM TPaAWUIINY Bepbl B OTHOIIEHUN
OITOPHOVI TOUKM 1115 CyOBeKTHOCTH (3.2).

3.1. «<Mcmopusa» xax obaacme pearusayuu pasyma

CWJIBHOVI CTOPOHOVI TereJIbHCKOrO MBIIITIeH VI
ABJISIETCS €r0 MHTepecC K VICTOPUM 1 K ITPOAyKTVB-
HOVI Oopr0e, MOPOXKIAOIIEeV! IIPOrpecc CO3HAHWS
Y VTHCTUTYIIMOHAJIBHBIX CTPYKTYp (Ricoeur, 1995,
p- 209—210). /1151 ero mpuBep)KeHI1IeB, C y4eTOM CY-
ITIIeCTBYIOIIEro oOIeCTBEHHOI'0 3T0Ca, KAHTOBCKOE
orpesiesieHe MPaKTUYeCKOro pasyma B CUJIy ero
0e3yCJIOBHOCTY IIPEJICTAB/ISAeTC «IIyCTBIM JI0JI-
JKeHCTBOBaHMeM». [loHMaHMe TpaHClLIeHIeHTHO-
CTU HeyOeTuTesIbHO, TaK KaK OHO CBsI3aHO C peJIn-
I'VIO3HOVI Ha/IeXXI0Vi U rocTysiatoM bora, BosHMKa-
IOIIVIM W3 Te3Vica O HellpeicKa3yeMOCTV areHTHO-
cti. Ero mpeBocxonuT gpyras Touka 3peHus, pac-
CMaTpuBaloIiasl XOI MWPOBOV VICTOPUM C IIO3U-
LM OTcTpaHeHHoro Habsonares (Ibid., p. 210—
212). Takum 00pa3oM, BO3pakeHWs TeOJIOTOB-Te-
reJIbsiHIIeB IPOTUB CXeM, OIMPaOIIVIXC Ha KpU-

10 Cwm., Hamip.: (Propper, 1991, S. 171—194) n cpapHeHMe
nonxonos B (Langenfeld, Lerch, 2018).

1 O0 aHammse crrenndUIecKnx KOHTEKCTOB YIIOMVHA-
nust Kantom «apupoppr», «[Iposugennsa» n «bora» cm.:
(Kleingeld, 2001).
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dational role of the good will and see Kant’s
repositioning of religious faith in response to
the problem of meaning as a breakthrough.’ In
their view, the understanding that the author
of the universe is willing to act in support of
worthiness for happiness has opened up a new
relationship: God is no longer the source of het-
eronomous commands but a force that supports
individual moral agency already at the level of
orientation in a world that is not chaotic but or-
dered.”” A different alternative to Augustine’s
negative view of intersubjectivity is provided
by the third model to be examined. As one of
the seminal proposals arising in the history of
reception and contestation of the Critiques, it of-
fers a post-Kantian alternative to his ethics and
philosophy of religion (3.1). It is put into ques-
tion by those interested in developing the her-
meneutics of a faith tradition in relation to the
anchor point of subjectivity (3.2).

3.1. “History” as the Venue
of the Realisation of Reason

A strength of Hegelian thinking seems to
be its interest in history and in the productive
struggles which brought forth progressions in
consciousness and in institutional structures
(cf. Ricoeur, 1995, pp. 209-210). To its adher-
ents, in view of the existing ethos of societies,
Kant’s definition of practical reason by its un-
conditionality appears as an “empty ought”.
An understanding of transcendence linked
to religious hope and a postulate of God aris-
ing from the contingencies of agency is there-
fore unconvincing. It is surpassed by a different
viewpoint, surveying the course of world his-
tory from a detached observer’s position (cf.
Ricoeur, 1995, pp. 210-212). Thus, objections

9 Cf. for example Propper (1991, pp. 171-194), and the
comparison of approaches offered by Langenfeld and
Lerch (2018).

1 For an analysis of the specific contexts in which Kant
refers to “nature” and to “providence” or “God”, cf.
Kleingeld (2001).
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TUYECKUT dpyHnaMeHT, sajtokeHHBIT  KanToMm,
HaIlpaBJIeHbl Ha caM Iepexof], OT 3HMCTeMOJIOI V-
veckoro nyTu Breicokoro CpemHeBeKoBbsI K ITOHSI-
Tuio bora yepes mpaktiyecknit pasyM (3.1.1). Kpo-
Me TOro, OHV IOAHMMAOT ellle OVH BOIIPOC, CBS-
3aHHBIV C OCOOBIM B3IVISIZIOM Ha VICTOPUIO B 1zlea-
ym3Me Teresst. OH 3aTparvBaeT He3bIOIEMOe SIIPO
XPVICTMAHCTBA: MCTOPUYeCcKyIo JInuHOCTh Vncyca,
cuuTaroIierocs soruionteHveM bora (3.1.2).

3.1.1. Om besycaoBrocmu K B3auMHOCIL.

Ilo cpaBHEHMIO ¢ aBI'yCTMHMAHCKUM VJIn T000-
COBCKVMM IIpeJiCTaBjIeHVeM O COlMaOeIbHOCTY,
CIUIOIIB COCTOSIIEV M3 CTpaxa M Bpaxkiibl, Tere-
JIeBCKasl KOHIIEIIVSI IIPW3HAHMSA BHOCUT Ty XKe
IIOIIPaBKY, UTO M MHTepnpeTamus KaHta, coriac-
HO KOTOpOVI OOWTaTesIi eCTeCTBEHHOI'O COCTOs-
HMSL yKe IIPeIBOCXUIIAIOT IIpaBOBOe TOCYHapCTBO
(Bielefeldt, 2004, S. 75—79). OgHako ero craryc oT-
JIMYaeTcs], ecJIN 11eJIb B TOM, YTOObI IIOCTaBUTh pa3-
JIMYHBIe YPOBHM 1 ceprl ITpM3HaHMS Ha IOPUI-
UeCKYyI0 OCHOBY, OIVPAIONIYyIOCs Ha KOHIIEMITNIO
crporom B3aumHocT. 11 KaHTa 3T0 cripaBemm-
BO B OTHOIIIEHNN ITpaBOBOVI cpepbl, HO MHAVBUILY
KaK MOpaJIbHOMY CYIIIeCTBY HEOOXOOVIMO BBIITM
3a paMKM OXMIAaHW, KOTOpble T'pakJaHe JOJDKHBI
VICTIOJTHSITB T10 OTHOIIEHMIO IPYT K ApyTy. [TpnsHa-
HVe MOpaJIii B KaHTOBCKOM IIOHVIMaHMM TpeOyeT-
Csl M TOTa, KOrZla OHO OcTaeTcs 0e30I1eHOUHBIM 1
omHOcTOpoHHMM. Kareroprmyeckum uMrmepaTus —
3TO HI9eM He 00yCJI0BJIeHHOe oOpaliieHye K cCaMo-
My cebe ¢ IMPU3bIBOM OCYIIIeCTBUTH MOpaJIbHO O1a-
roe He3aBVICVIMO OT Harpasbl. VIMeHHO m3-3a yrpo-
3bI a0CYPHIHOCTY, KOrja MOpaJIbHOEe IEVICTBVIE He
yaaeTcsl BBUIY YCTOMYMBOV BpaXklIeOHOCTU Hpy-
rOro, a kejlaeMoe CYacTbe OKa3blBaeTCsl HelIOCTU-
KMMBIM, BO3HUKaeT IIocTysar o bore. Ierenbsn-
CKa IofioIjIeKa IIpOoCBeuBaeT B TeX MHTepIIpeTa-
nmsix aprymeHtanuyu KaHTa, KOTopble BOIIpOIIia-
IOT O «MOTMBAIIW» KaK O HY>KJIafoIleVicd B pelle-
HUY IIpobsieMe 1 MHTepIPeTUPYIOT IIOCTYJIaT Kak
«Harpajy», a He KaK OTKPBITVe CaMOI0CTaTOYHOM
CTPYKTYPBI IIlyTeM COeVHeHMs C mpaeent Tsopiia
«ObHapy>X1BaeMOro MOpaJIbHO yHMBepcyMa» (Xa-
6epmac, 2002, c. 66). Kpuriueckn oT3biBasich o pu-
socodun periruv KaHTa Ha rereIbsHCKIX OCHO-
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by Hegelian theologians to outlines drawing
on the critical foundation provided by Kant are
directed at the very shift from the high medi-
eval epistemological route to the concept of
God towards practical reason (3.1.1). They also
broach a further question linked to the particu-
lar view of history in Hegel’s idealism. It affects
the unrelinquishable core of Christianity: the
historical person of Jesus believed to be the in-
carnation of God (3.1.2).

3.1.1. From Unconditionality to Reciprocity

In comparison with an Augustinian or Hob-
besian view of sociability as consisting entire-
ly of fear and hostility, Hegel’s conception of
recognition provides a similar correction as
Kant’s interpretation that already the inhabit-
ants of the state of nature anticipate a state of
law (Bielefeldt, 2004, pp. 75-79). Its status, how-
ever, is different when the goal is to put distinct
levels and circles of recognition on a legal foot-
ing based on a concept of strict reciprocity. For
Kant, this is valid for the legal sphere but needs
to be exceeded by the individual as a moral
being beyond the expectations which citizens
must fulfil towards each other. Recognition in
the Kantian sense of morality is also demanded
when it remains unreciprocated and one-sid-
ed. The categorical imperative is an uncon-
ditioned address to oneself to realise what is
morally good, regardless of return. It is exactly
due to the risk of absurdity when moral action
continues to fail on the sustained enmity of the
other, and the happiness deserved is frustrat-
ed that the postulate of God arises. A Hegeli-
an background shines through in presentations
of Kant’'s argumentation that ask about “moti-
vation” as a problem to be solved, and that in-
terpret the postulate as a “reward”, instead of
as an opening of a self-sufficient framework
by connecting to the idea of the Creator of a
“morally sensitive universe” (Habermas, 2003,
p. 115). While critical of Kant’s philosophy of



BaHMAX (YTBepXKIiasi, B YaCTHOCTY, UYTO TaKasl KOH-
LIeTIIVS BBICIIIErO OJ1ara siBjIsieTCs «dpe3MepHOM»),
IOpren Xabepmac TeM He MeHee CIIpaBezlJIVBO OT-
HOCUTCA K JI0Ka3aTeJIbcTBaM MOPasIbHOIO IT00Y-
xaeHus. OH IIpoHMIIATeIbHO OTMeuaeT, YTo, CO-
IJIAaCHO JIEOHTOJIOTMYECKOMY IIOIXOJY, «BOIIPOC O
TOM, 3a4eM BOOOIIe ObITh MOPAJIBHBIM, HE MOXET
BO3HMKHYTb VMMaHeHTHO» (Habermas, 20196,
S. 348). Ilpourenne Marikiiom Myppman-Kasem,
HaIIpOTWB, CBS3bIBaeT IIpobsieMy MOTMBALIMV C He-
KVM «BO3HarpaxkeHneM», KOTOpOe OXWaeTcs OT
noctyiupyemoro bora (Murrmann-Kahl, 2005,
S. 259). O ToM, Kak [Ipyrue TeoJIOr'V OIeHVBaioT
COIVIaCOBAaHHOCTH MHTepPIIpeTaly C O3 BO3-
HarpaxpeHus, OyJeT paccKasaHO IIOC/Ie BbISIBIIe-
HUS ellle OJJHOTO CJINICTBVIS FereJIeBCKOVI CVICTeMBbI
171 KJTFOUeBOTr0 MOMeHTa XPUCTVaHCKOV Bepbl: He-
npessoviieHHocT Vncyca Xpucra.

3.1.2. Heucuepnaemocms Moeu.

B cooTBercTBUM C rerejeBcKuMM IpUHIINIIA-
MV HEBO3MOXKHO, UTOOBI YesIoBeK ObUI MCYepIIbl-
BafoITIeVl peayv3alien VIen. ApryMeHT 0 Hemo-
CTaTOYHOCTU JIIOOOV MCTOPUYECKOV pean3alium
ObUI KJIIOUEeBbIM ITyHKTOM Pa3HOIJIaCUIL B TeOJIO-
rum XIX B. mocste 3maHms «XpUCTUAHCKOV BepbD»
neviepmaxepa (1830/31). CHauaa PepavHaH/,
Kpuctnan bayp 3asgswi, uyrto Ilientepmaxep
IIpeJICTaBIII JINIID «MfleajIbHOro Xpucra» U Ipe-
Hebper «ucTopuyecknuM XpUCTOM» B TOM BUJIE, B
KOTOPOM OH BCTpeuaeTcs B bubimm, HO Brocien-
CTBUM €ro MHeHVe O IepBOM M3IaHUM «XPUCTU-
aHCKOV Bepbl» WM3MEHWUJIOCh C IlepBOHa4YaIbHO
CBepPXHaTyPaJIMCTUYECKOrO Ha IIPOTVBOMNOJIOXK-
Hoe'?. C 1835 r. bayp mepskascs nosuivm Terers,
COIJIaCHO KOTOPOVI Miesi He MMeeT OOBIKHOBEHWs
pa3BepTHIBaTbCS B OHOM-€IVHCTBEHHOM 00pas-
1ie”®. KaHToBCKas MHTepIIpeTalys JInaHocT Vn-

2 Bayp BIepBbEIe TOBOPUT 0O 3TOM B HMCbMe K Opaty
Opumpuxy Asrycry ot 27 wions 1823 1., onyOnmkosaH-
HOM B 1957 1. oy, pemakuyent Xanaia JInbuara (Liebing,
1957); naiee xputuka baypa omy0imkoBaHa Ha JIaTBIHU
(Baur, 1827) 1 Ha HemerKoM s3bike (Baur, 1828).

B Bayp KpPUTHKyeT «HECOOTBETCTBUE apXeTMUIINIecKO-
ro 1 mcropmdeckoro B xpucrosorun Illierepmaxepa...
110 TOVI TIPWYMHE, UTO B IIeJIOM MeXIy Weell VM peastb-
HOCTBIO, B CMJIy IIPMUPOJILI MaTepuM, CYIecTBYyeT OTHO-
mreHve HecooTsercTBus» (Baur, 1838, S. 621, Anm. 1).
Amarnmm3 3HaYeHWs paHHEeV U TIOCTIenyomiert KpuTvku ba-
ypa cm.: (Junker-Kenny, 2020, p. 109 —125).
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religion on Hegelian grounds, namely that his
concept of the highest good is “overtaxing”,
Jirgen Habermas nevertheless does justice to
the evidence of the moral call: He states per-
ceptively that in a deontological approach “the
question why to be moral at all cannot arise im-
manently” (Habermas, 2019b, p. 348). Michael
Murrmann-Kahl’s reading, on the other hand,
links the problem of motivation to a “reward”
of sorts that is expected from the God postulat-
ed (Murrmann-Kahl, 2005, p. 259). How other
theologians judge the consistency of an inter-
pretation in terms of reward, will be treated af-
ter highlighting a further consequence of the
Hegelian system for a key point of the Christian
faith: the non-surpassibility of Jesus Christ.

3.1.2. The Inexhaustibility of the Idea

On Hegelian premises, it is not possible
for an individual to be the exhaustive realisa-
tion of the idea. The argument of the pauci-
ty of each historical realisation has been a key
point of division in nineteenth century theolo-
gies after Schleiermacher’s The Christian Faith
(1830/1831). First diagnosed by Ferdinand
Christian Baur as having put forward mere-
ly an “ideal Christ”, neglecting the “historical
Christ” as he is encountered in the Bible, the
direction of his judgement on the first edition
of The Christian Faith is then reversed from its
originally supernaturalist thrust."! From 1835,
Baur sided with Hegel’s position that the idea
is not used to spend itself in one single exem-
plar.”? Kant’s interpretation of the person of

' First mentioned in a letter to his brother Friedrich Au-
gust from 27 July 1823 that was edited in 1957 by Heinz
Liebing, Baur published his critique in Latin (Baur,
1827) and in German (Baur, 1828).

12 Baur (1838, p. 621n1) critiques the “incongruity of the
archetypal and the historical in Schleiermacher’s Chris-
tology [...] for the reason that in general, between idea
and reality, due to the nature of the matter, a relation-
ship of incongruity obtains”. For an analysis of the sig-
nificance of Baur’s early and subsequent critiques, cf.
Junker-Kenny (2020, pp. 109-125).
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cyca Kak «Hariero npoobpasa» (Urbild fiir uns), Bo-
IJIOMIAOIIETO «Mjeasl yrogHon bory uesioBeuHo-
ctm» (AA 06, S. 61; KanT, 19948, c. 62), Takxe uep-
Iajia cBoe 0OOCHOBaHVe 13 pa3yMa, HO He CBOMIV-
J1a ero K CHeKYJISTYUBHOMY IIOCTPOEHUIO pean3y-
1oriero ce0st Mmposoro ayxa. Kakue e ajsrepHa-
TUBHBIE TeOJIOTMYecKyie ITO3UIINY, IO TBePXK/Iato-
II/ie HeKOTOpble acTieKTsl nosuiiuy KanTa, OpuIn
IIPOTUBOINOCTaB/IeHbI [eresro?

3.2. IIpudepxubasace purocogpuu
cybsvexmuocmu, pazbubaem cepmenebmuxy Gepol

VInTepriperanys JOKTPUHEL O TIocTyaTe bora
KaK CXeMbI BO3HArpa’kIIeHWs, ITPU3BaHHON BOC-
IIOJTHUTD IIpefIioaraeMblil HeJIOCTaTOK MOTWBa-
LI, €CJIM STMKA BKJIFOUaeT B ce0s He TOJIBKO aH-
TUYHOEe CTpeMJIeHVe K CUacThio, HO VI MOpaJlb U
yBaykeHIe [JOCTOVHCTBa APYT IpyTra', KaK BUIHO,
IprioOpeTaeTCsi IIEHOV HeIloC/Ie/I0BaTeITbHOCTA.

3mech ymectHO 3aMedaHme Cackuu Benpernnb
O TOM, UTO «BOJIS, KOTOpasl BCe ellle HyXIaeTcs B
crumynax (Triebfedern), Takux Kak HajeXiga Ha
CYaCThe MJIV CTpax HaKa3aHWs, B KauecTBe MOTVIBa
J1J1SI MOPAJIBHOTO JIEVICTBASI, SIBJISIETCS] HE aBTOHOM-
HOVI, a TeTepOHOMHOVI, TIOCKOJIBKY OHa OITperiesIsi-
eTCsl CKJIOHHOCTSIMM. [eTepoHOMMIS 11 MOpasIb, OfI-
HAaKO, B3aVIMHO VCKJIIOUAIOT JIPYT JIPyTa, ITOCKOIIb-
Ky cBoOO/Ia BOJIV COCTaBJIsieT pelliaroliiee ycjIoBye
mopaym» (Wendel, 2005, S. 23, Anm. 28, co ccpiy-
ko Ha AA 05, S. 21—-22; cm.: Kauxt, 1994a, c. 395—
396). AHanms «0e3yciIoBHOCTM TpeOOBaHMS», IO
OTHOIIIEHNIO K KOTOPOMY «CBOOOIHBIVI BBIOOD fe-
TEPMVHVPOBAH HaMV CaMVIMVI», TIPEIIIPUHSTHIN
Maprapet ®aprnu (Farley, 2011, p. 141—143), Taxxe
IIOKa3bIBAET, UTO [IeJI0 He B OTCYTCTBUM «MOTVBa».
ITpo0siema 3aKIFO4aeTCs B pacrajie CMBICIIA, KOTO-
PBIVI TApaJIN3yeT AesiTeJIbHOCTh KaK TaKOBYIO, eCIIN
OHa He HaliJIeT OCHOBAaHMI JIJIsl HaJIeXX/IbI 3a IIpe-

14 Xio0eHTa/Ib OTMeYaeT B OTHOIIEHWN CUCTEMBI OLIEHOK
Ixosanau Cata, uro, «korga Casia ompepesieT CTpeM-
stene K cyacteio (Gliickseligkeit) Xak enMHCTBEHHBIV
VICTOYHVIK MOTMBAaILIMI BCeX HEVICTBUIL VI OTBepraeT BO3-
MOXXHOCTh COOJIIOJIEHVISI MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa Kak “IIcu-
XOJIOTMYeCcKNy 0OMaH”, OH IO pasyMeBaeT OTCTyIUIEHe
OT ypoBHs pedrieKcri, JOCTUTHYTOTO B COBPeMEeHHOCTV»
(Hubenthal, 2006, S. 91).
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Jesus as “our prototype” (Urbild fiir uns), fulfill-
ing the “ideal of a humanity pleasing to God”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 61; Kant, 1998, p. 80), also
drew its validity from reason but did not sub-
sume him to a speculative edifice of the world
spirit realising itself. Which alternative theo-
logical positions have been brought forward
against Hegel, reaffirming aspects of Kant’s?

3.2. Staying with a Philosophy of Subjectivity
to Develop a Hermeneutic of Faith

To interpret the doctrine of the postulate of
God as a reward scheme to make up for a sup-
posed lack of motivation once ethics compris-
es not only the antique quest for happiness but
equally a morality of respecting each other’s
dignity,” is seen to come at the price of incon-
sistency.

Saskia Wendel’s reminder is apposite that
“a will that still requires incentives (Triebfed-
ern) like hope for happiness or fear of pun-
ishment as motivation for moral action is not
autonomous but heteronomous since it is de-
termined by inclinations. Heteronomy and mo-
rality, however, mutually exclude each other
since freedom of the will is the decisive condi-
tion for morality” (Wendel, 2005, p. 23n28, with
reference to KpV, AA 05, pp. 21-22; Kant, 1998,
pp- 155-156). Also Margaret Farley’s analysis of
the “unconditionality of the claim” in relation
to which “free choice is determinative of our-
selves” (Farley, 2011, pp. 141-143) shows that
it is not a case of a lack of “motivation”. The
problem is that of a breakdown of meaning that
will paralyse agency as such if it does not find a
reason to hope beyond the limits of human ef-

3 Hiibenthal (2006, p. 91) comments with regard to
Giovanni Sala’s framework of assessment that “it means
falling back behind the level of reflection reached in
modernity, when Sala identifies striving for happiness
(Gliickseligkeit) as the sole source of motivation for all ac-
tion and dismisses the capability of respecting the moral

I

law as a “psychological deception’.



IeslaMy 9esIoBedecKX yCuimm. B oTame ot re-
reJIeBCKOTO OrPaHVYeHVIS IMMaHEeHTHOCTV MOHVI-
CTUYeCKMMM paMKaMmy, KaHT BBIXOOUT 3a paMKM
TOTO, UTO MOXeT J0Ka3aTh KpuUTUYecKas Moesib
pa3syMa, TIOCKOJIBKY OH TaK ke Cepbe3HO OTHOCUT-
Cs1 K KOHEYHOCTV M CJIy4ayHOCTY 4eJI0BeYeCKOro
CyIIlecTBOBaHM, KaK M K popMasIbHOV Oe3ycsIoB-
HOCTVI €r0 CBOOOMIBL. B mepcriekTiBe CyObeKTHOCTI
KaK OIIOPHOV TOYKM OTHOLIeHWUs K cebe, MUpy 1
OPYTUM VIeHTUPULIVPYIOTCS, a He BBITECHSIOTCS
B BBICIINI CMHTe3, aHTUMHOMMN. TakumM oOpasoMm,
OTKPBITOCTb MCTOUYHVKY CMBICIIA, KOTOPBIN B IIPO-
TVMBHOM CJIy4ae OCTasICs Obl HEIOCTYIIHBIM, SIBJISI-
eTcsl IIPSIMBIM CJIEZICTBMEM ero Iofixoria. Bewyern
3aKJIIOYAET, YTO «TeOJIOTVsl, OTBOIISIIIAS [IEHTpaIb-
HOe MeCTO IIPMHIIMITY aBTOHOMMW, HMKOMM oOpa-
30M He IIPOTMBOCTOUT XapaKTepPy OTKPOBEHM S KaK
Japa... TIOCKOJIBKY CBOOOIa B KaHTOBCKOVI Tpaiy-
LIV TOXKe MOXKeT OBITH ITOHSTa KaK CBOOOIA MTOJIK-
Has (verdankte), OTKpbITas [AjId IPUTSA3aHMI HEOO-
yciosiieHHoro (Unbedingten)» (Wendel, 2005, S. 35).

AprymenTanms Opunpuxa Ilnerepmaxepa Bo
BTOPOM M3IaHUM «XPUCTHUAHCKOM Bepbl» (1830/31)
KaK IIepBOrO TeOJIora, peaJI30BaBIIero HOBbIE
3MMCTEeMOJIOTMUecKrie OCHOBBI, 3aJI0KeHHBIe KaH-
TOM, aKTyasIbHa ¥ JIsl 71e0aToB C ero KOJUIeTrov C
cocefHero dustocodckoro akyierera. OObs-
BUTBH peasIM3aliiiio Mey B OTeJIbHOM uejloBeKe
HEMBICJIVIMOVI — 3HAYUT JIUIIUTH YeI0BEYeCTBO
peai3aliny, CBOVICTBEHHOV ero CTaTycy cBoOOz-
HOro. 3ammilasi XpUCTHaHCKyo Bepy B Mucyca
XpucTa KaK HellpeB30OMIeHHYIO, ITPeIBOCXUIIIA0-
IIIyIO0 ¥ OIpOBepraroilyto paccyxiaeHus Derep-
Oaxa mecsaTs jieT ciycts B «CyIIHOCTV XPUCTUAH-
CTBa», OH OOBSICHSIET, IT0YeMy COBEPIIIEHCTBO HeJlo-
CTVDKVIMO Ha BUIOBOM yPOBHE:

Kak TOJIIBKO MBI JIOIIyCKaeM BO3MOXKHOCTB
HeIIpephIBHOIO Iporpecca B IOTeHHMaje 0o-
rOCO3HaHWs, OJHOBPEMeHHO OTpuliasl, YTO ero
COBEpPIIEHCTBO CYIIeCTBYeT Ie-Jn0o0, Mbl TakxKe
He MOXXeM OoJIbIlle yTBep)K/aTh, YTO TBOpeHIe
JeJIoBeKa ObUIO WM Oy IeT 3aBepIIieHo, ITOCKOITb-
Ky, HeCOMHEHHO, B ITporpecce TakuM oOpasoM
HeIIpephIBHOE COBEPIIIEHCTBOBaHNIE BCeryla OCTa-
eTcsl JIIB MPOCTOV BO3MOXKHOCTBIO. DTO O3Ha-
9ajio OB TOBOPUTH He TOJIBKO O YejloBeKe, HO

143

M. Junker-Kenny

forts. Unlike Hegel’s restriction to a monistic
framework of immanence, Kant reaches beyond
what a critical concept of reason can prove, by
taking the finitude and contingency of human
existence as seriously as the formal uncondi-
tionality of its freedom. Staying with the per-
spective of subjectivity as the anchor point of
the relation to the self, the world and others,
the antinomies are identified and not sublat-
ed into a higher synthesis. Thus, the opening
towards a source of meaning that would oth-
erwise remain inaccessible is the express con-
sequence of his approach. Wendel concludes
that “a theology that gives central place to the
principle of autonomy in no way stands against
the gifted character of revelation [...] because
freedom also in the Kantian tradition can be
grasped as a freedom owed (verdankte) that is
open to the claim of an unconditioned (Unbed-
ingten)” (Wendel, 2005, p. 35).

As the first theologian to implement the
new epistemological foundations laid by Kant,
Friedrich Schleiermacher’s argument in the
second edition of The Christian Faith (1830/31)
is also relevant for the debate with his col-
league at the neighbouring Faculty of Philos-
ophy. To declare the realisation of the idea in
an individual human being as unthinkable
deprives humanity of a fulfilment that is spe-
cific to its status as free. In a defence of the
Christian belief in Jesus Christ as unsurpass-
able, that anticipates and refutes Feuerbach’s
reasoning ten years later in The Essence of
Christianity, he explains why perfection is un-
achievable at the level of the species:

as soon as we grant the possibility of a
continued progress in the potency of the God-
consciousness, while denying that its perfection
exists anywhere, we can also no longer maintain
that the creation of man has been or will be
completed, since undoubtedly in progress
thus continual perfection remains always only
a bare possibility. And this would be to assert
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Y O IPYTHUX CyIIlecTBax — Belb 000 Bcex Oosiee
OrpaHMYeHHBIX BUIAX OBITVMS MOXHO CKa3aTh,
4TO WX KOHIEHIVS WAeaIbHO peajn3yercs B
COBOKYITHOCTVM VIHAVBUIOB, KOTOPBIE IOIIOJIHSI-
0T Apyr Apyra. Ho 3To He MOXeT OTHOCUTBCS K
BULy, KOTOPBIVI CBOOOIIHO pa3BMUBaeTCsl, eCyIn Co-
BepPIIIeHCTBO BasKHeWIIIe XXM3HeHHO PyHKINUN
MO3ULIVIOHMPYETCs B KOHIIETILVVI, HO B [I€VICTBVI-
TeJIBHOCTY He 0OHaPYXMBaeTCs HIL B OITHOM VH-
IVIBUJIE; Bellb COBEPIIIEHCTBO He MOXeT OBITh [10-
CTUTHYTO ITyTeM OObeVIHeHVIsI HeCOBEPIIIEHHBIX
Berrent (Schleiermacher, 1986, p. 378 —379).

I eviepmaxep orpesiesnsgeT VHAVBULYaIbHYIO
CyOBEKTHOCTb KaK IIepeJIOMHYIO, OTHOCSIIYIOCS
K BHYTpeHHEeMY Haua/ly TOYKYy Ha IIyTH K COBEp-
IIEHCTBY, K KOTOPOMY BOCXOLST BHEIIHVE IIPOsIB-
JIeHVsI — IPUMeHUTeSIbHO K JinyHocTy Vncyca, K
MOJIHOTe CUJIbl borocosHaHms; Takas peajmsanms
He MOXXeT OBITh IepeHeceHa Ha KaKOro-jInoo Kojl-
JleKTVBHOro cyowekra. Ho urto, ecsin cama wmmes
CyOBeKTa HaXOOWTCS IIOf, ITOHO3peHVeM B (PUK-
TUBHOCTY ¥ B TOM, YTO OHa SIBJISI€TCS IIPUKPBITH-
eM 1151 TocriofcTBa? VIMeHHO oTa mest 00 beHsI-
€T pasInYHbIe COCTABIISIONINE YETBEPTOro IIOIXO0-
I1a, IJId KOTOPOro akIeHT Ha Cy61’:€KTHOCTT/I KakK
Ha OIIOPHOV TOYKEe CTaHOBWTCS HpO6J'I€MOT7I, 11011~
JIeXKAIIEV ITPEOI0JIEHMIO B IIOCTMOIEPHOCTL.

4. IToctmMmoagepHMUCTCKasA KPpUTHUKa
KaHTOBCKOIO CyOBbeKTa B IIpOeKTe
PagMKaJIbHOM OPTOOOKCUM

J1J151 TIO3MIINT, CAMTAFOLIVIX, UTO TIOHATVIE CyO'b-
€KTa OKa3aJIoCh WMJDTIO3VIEV], aHTPOITOIIOT MTUeCKMI
MOBOPOT, MHULIMMPOBaHHBII KaHTOM, BBIIJIAANUT
aOcyprmHBIM peAIpuATieM, KOTOpoe HeoOXou-
MO IIPOCJIEAUTDH JI0 €ro MALOJIOTMYeCKOro OCHO-
BaHus. IIpunaremn IlpocsemneHneM «yHuBepca-
JIV3M» JeKOHCTPYUPYeTCs KaK IPUKpPBITHE YacT-
HBIX MHTepecoB, BblJlaBaeMbIX 3a obmiue. K aTon
ITIOCTMOJIEPHWUCTCKOVI ~ KPUTHMKE  aHIJIOS3bIYHOe
MeXKOH(eccroHa/IbHOe JiBrokeHne «Pagykaib-
Hasl OPTOIOKCHS» IIPVCOeIVHSET TeOJIOrMYecKyIo
IIPOrpaMMy, COYeTaloly 0 aBI'yCTVHVAHCTBO C MO-
Hy3MoM (4.1). Hamrporus, Oumbrievickoe pasidve
MeXxly borom 1 coTBOpeHHBIM UeJIOBeKOM, a Tak-

less of man than of other creatures — for it may
be said of all more limited kinds of being that
their concept is perfectly realized in the totality
of individuals, which complete each other. But
this cannot hold of a species which develops
itself freely, if the perfection of an essential vital
function be posited in the concept but actually
found in no individual; for perfection cannot
be obtained by adding together things that are
imperfect (Schleiermacher, 1986, pp. 378-379).

It confirms individual subjectivity as the
location of breakthroughs in perfection, per-
taining to the internal source to which the ex-
terior manifestations — regarding the person
of Jesus, the full strength of the God-conscious-
ness — are traced back; such realisation cannot
be transferred to any collective incumbent. Yet
what if the very idea of the subject is under sus-
picion of being fictitious and a cover for domi-
nation? This is the idea that unites the different
constituencies of the fourth approach for which
the insistence on subjectivity as anchor point is
exactly the problem that postmodernity must
get beyond.

4. A Postmodern Critique of the Kantian
Subject in the Project of Radical
Orthodoxy

For positions that regard the concept of the
subject as having been uncovered as an illu-
sion, the anthropological turn instigated by
Kant becomes an absurd enterprise which must
be traced back to an ideological foundation.
The Enlightenment embrace of “universalism”
is deconstructed as veiling particular interests
purported to be general. To this postmodern
critique, the English-speaking cross-denomi-
national movement of Radical Orthodoxy at-
taches a theological programme that combines
Augustinianism with monism (4.1). In contrast,
the biblical distinction between God and the
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e CJIefICTBIS Bephl B Vncyca XpucTa Kak yesioBe-
Ka VI BMecTe C TeM DOXKeCTBO pacCMaTpUBArOTCs KakK
XPUCTUAHCKOE SIIPO, KOTOPOe HOJDKHO OBITh 3KC-
IUIVIIVPOBAHO B KaTeropmsix cBo0oas! (4.2).

4.1. Ummanenummnasa Tpouya xax
arvmepnamuba cobpemennoil Konyenyuu
BoxxecmBennoeo camoomkpobBenusn

ITporpamMmMy HOBOTO IIO/IXO/Ia, BIIEPBHIE ITOSBVIB-
mytoca B 1990 1., MOXXHO pacro3HaTh IIO CTaThbe, B
KOTOpOVI HeOmOsIevicKasi KOHIIEIIIIVISI CaMOOTKpPO-
BeHMsl bora ormpepesiseTcss Kak 3acjlyra KaHTOB-
ckoro pasgerteHns (4.1.1). Ona gorpkHa OBITH IIpe-
oflojleHa OOrocsioBreM, OCHOBAaHHBIM Ha MMMa-
HeHTHOM Tpowrie, v BeIpakeHa B MOJIUTBE W JIVI-
Typrumu (4.1.2).

4.1.1. Pazauuue mexoy cpusrocogpueii u meosoeuei
6 kauecmBe coBpemeHH020 NPUHYHKOCHUSL.

Vorann Xodd ncrosnb3yeT HaBHIOI MBICIIb O
TOM, UTO «CAMOOTKPOBEHe» He SIBJIeTCs Onoriert-
CKMM TEepPMMHOM, YTOOBI IIOKa3aTh 3aBUCVIMOCTH
COBpEeMEHHOV TeOJIOTUM OT CyObeKTHO-TeOopeTH-
uvecknx Kareropuit. OH IIpMMeHsieT «T'eHeasIoru-
YecKUN TOIAXOM, YTOOBI OIcaTh, II0YeMy COBpe-
MeHHasl ITOCTKaHTMaHCKasl prIocodusi CrrpoBo-
IIpoBaJla IosIBJIeHVie 3TOro MPVHIINIIA U IToYeMy
3TOT OOOPOHUTENIBHBIN ... HO-TIPeXHeMY JIOro-
IIEHTPUCTCKUT OTBET Ha BBI30BbI COBPEMEHHOCTM
Oosplite He sBiseTCs HpasaononoOHbIM» (Hoff,
2010, p. 169—170). OH cTpeMUTCS PacKpPbITh «KaH-
TOBCKMe KOPHV COBPEeMEHHOTO VHTPVHCeII3Ma»,
TO eCTh OOTOCIIOBCKOVI MOMBITKM IT0Ka3aTh aHTPO-
IIOJIOTMYeCKYI0 3Ha4MMOCTh DBOXbero oTKpoBe-
HUs, B OTJINYME OT CTOJIb XKe IIpo0JIeMaTiuHON
«OKCTPVHCELMICTCKOV aroJIOre TUKI», OCHOBAHHOVI
Ha apropuTeTe bora. Ee Tpu sTamma — Bo-TIepBBIX,
HY)XHO CIIPOCUTB O «“ecTeCTBeHHBIX  IIpemIo-
CBUIKAaX BepbL: CyIlecTByeT jin bor?», BO-BTOPHBIX, O
«quaestio iuris.... BOSMOXXHO JI1 BOOOIIIe OTKpOBe-
HMe?» 1, B-TPeThIX, 0 «quaestio facti», «o Guben-
CKVX CBUIETeIbCTBax O IpefcKa3aHMsIX, IIPOpo-
uvecTBax u uymecax» (Ibid., p. 178) — yxe kaxyT-
Csl Ha TpaHM HENOYTUTEIBHOTO ¥ He3aKOHHOTO.
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created human counterpart as well as the impli-
cations of the belief in Jesus Christ as both hu-
man and divine are emphasised as constituting
the Christian core that needs to be explicated in
categories of freedom (4.2).

4.1. The Immanent Trinity
as the Alternative to the Modern Concept
of Divine Self-Revelation

The programme of the new approach ap-
pearing first in 1990 can be identified from an
article that pinpoints the nonbiblical concept of
God’s self-revelation as owed to Kantian divi-
sions (4.1.1). It is to be transcended by a theol-
ogy based on the immanent Trinity and to be
expressed in the modes of prayer and liturgy
(4.1.2).

4.1.1. The Distinction between Philosophy and
Theology as a Modern Coercion

Johannes Hoff uses the long-standing insight
that “self-revelation” is not a biblical term to
show the dependency of modern theology on
subject-theoretical categories. He takes a “ge-
nealogical approach in order to outline why
modern, post-Kantian philosophy provoked
the rise of this principle, and why this defen-
sive and [...] still logocentrist response to the
challenge of Modernity is no longer plausible”
(Hoff, 2010, pp. 169-170). He aims to uncov-
er the “Kantian roots of modern intrinsecism”,
that is, of the theological attempt to show the
anthropological relevance of God’s revelation,
in contrast to an equally problematic “extrinse-
cist apologetics” that bases itself on God’s au-
thority. Its three stages, enquiring first about
“natural” presuppositions of faith: Does God
exist? [...]”, secondly, about the “quaestio iuris
[...]: Is revelation possible at all?” and, thirdly,
about the “quaestio facti” of “biblical witnesses
of divinations, prophecies, and miracles” (ibid.,
p. 178) already seem to verge on the irrever-
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M3 Toro criocoda BbIpaXkaTbCsl, KOTOPBIVI CUMTaII-
Cs1 eMHCTBEHHO HOIXOMISIINIM, BUJTHO, UYTO VI paH-
HUV COBPEMEHHBIV SKCTPVHCEIM3M OTKa3aJICs OT
XapaKTepHOro 11j1s1 Beicokoro CpeiHeBeKOBbSI CIIV-
sHus Teostorvu n pvtocodpum. Takmum obpasom,
ITOCJIEZIOBABIIINTL 3aTeM TIOBOPOT K MHTPUHCEIIN3-
MY BeJIET €TO ellle JaJIbIlle ¥ Pa3aBuUraeT IPaHMIIbI
B CIUIOITHOe mpocTpaHcTBO: «CormacHo “Kputn-
Ke umcroro pasyma’ KaHta, MblI OoJibllie He BITpa-
Be IIpM3HaBaTh KaKyo0-JIM00 peaslbHOCTh He3aBl-
CVIMO OT TOT'O, YeM OHa ITpe/ICTaB/ISeTCs HaM» U
«JTake He BIIpaBe yTBEPXIaTh ee CyIeCTBOBaHVIE
B KayeCTBe TEeOPEeTMUECKOV IIPEeIIIOChIIKM KOHeY-
Horo pasyma» (Ibid., p. 186). 3akiroueHne IOKa3bI-
BaeT, YTO CAMOOTKPOBEHVIE — 3TO IIPUHIINII, BO3-
HVKAIOIIMY Ha KaHTOBCKVIX OCHOBAHWSIX KPUTW-
YeCKOV 3MVCTeMOJIormit: «bor ecTs 1o cyIecTBy
TO, YeM OH IIpefcTaBiisgeTcss HaM... ~CyOcTaHIm-
OHaJIBHO-MeTadpm3mdeckne” KOHIIEMIINM (Takye
KaK... TPAaHCCYOCTaHIIVS VIV MIIOCTaCHBIV COO3)
OTBepraroTcs VIV CMAIYaroTcs B IIOJIb3y “pesis-
LIMOHHOro” wiIM “Oymasormueckoro’ MBIITUICHS»
(Ibid., p. 189). Ha done xakovi ajibTepHaTUBHO
KOHIIEIIIIVIV MOYKHO ITOHSITH 3Ty OLIEHKY?

4.1.2. Ummanenmnuasn Tpouya xax docmynuasn 6
“Scientia Dei et beatorum™".

To, 4TO «OMUCTEMOsIOrMIUeCKas PEBOJIIOIINIS
Kanra (Ibid., p. 180-181) BbIBesIa 3a IpemesTsl BO3-
MOXXHOTO, — 3TO obpartieHVe K bory ¢ momompio
TeOPeTUYeCKOro pasyMa 1 He IIpoOsieMaTdecKmm
cyOcTaHIIMaIbHO-OHTOIOTMUeCKUI CII0cO0 OTHO-
IeHns K Mupy u ero Tsopity. OH TOJIBKO OCTaB-
JISeT IIyTh IIPeXHMX CyOCcTaHIINT, BKIodas bora
KaK «“BBIBOAVIMYIO” BO3MOXHYIO peajIbHOCTb, KO-
TOpas COOTBETCTBYeT IIPMHIMIIAM ¥ OrpaHMye-
HMSM JesioBedeckoro pasyma» (Ibid., p. 186). Xots
ApyTre TeoJIoru C ofoOpeHVeM BOCHPUHMMAIOT
3Ty MBICJIb KaK 3allMINaloNIyio Bepy B bora B Ka-
JecTBe OCO3HAHHOIO O0s3aTelIbCTBa, a He Teope-
TUYeCKOV HeOOXOIMMOCTY, OHa OKa3bIBaeTCs YITy-
IIIeHVeM [T JTyXOBHOCTY «eIVIHeHMs... C OecKo-
HEYHOV KPacOTOVI CBEPXHECTECTBEHHOV MCTVHBD
(Ibid., p. 174). DTa KpacoTa KakeTcs OCTVIKMMOV

15 Cw.: (Hoff, 2010, p. 196).
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ent and illegitimate. From the mode of expres-
sion, deemed to be the only one appropriate,
also early modern extrinsecism is seen to have
abandoned the high medieval fusion of theol-
ogy and philosophy. Thus, its subsequent turn
to intrinsecism takes it even farther away and
draws borders into a seamless expanse: “Ac-
cording to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, we are
no longer justified in acknowledging any reali-
ty independent of what it appears to be for us”
and “not even justified in affirming its existence
as a theoretical presupposition of finite reason”
(ibid., p. 186). The conclusion shows self-reve-
lation to be a principle that arises on the Kan-
tian grounds of a critical epistemology: “God
is essentially what he appears to be for us [...]
‘Substance-metaphysical’ concepts (like [...]
transubstantiation or hypostatic union) become
rejected or watered-down in favour of ‘relation-
al’ or ‘dialogical’ thinking” (ibid., p. 189). On
the backdrop of which alternative framework
can this assessment be understood?

4.1.2. The Immanent Trinity as Accessible in a
“scientia Dei et beatorum”™"*

What Kant’s “epistemological revolution”
(ibid., pp. 180-181) has moved out of reach is
access to God by theoretical reason and an un-
problematic substance-ontological mode of re-
lation to the world and its Creator. He has only
left the path of previous substances includ-
ing God as being “’deducible’ as possible real-
ity which fits to the principles and limitations
of human reason” (ibid., p. 186). While other
theologians welcome this insight as protect-
ing faith in God as a conscious commitment
and not as a theoretical necessity, it appears
as a loss for a spirituality of “connecting [...]
with the infinite beauty of supernatural truth”
(ibid., p. 174). This beauty is seen as accessible
by an “insatiable, erotic desire for the infinite”

14 Hoff (2010, p. 196).



Graromapsi «HeHaCBITHOMY, S3POTUYECKOMY CTpeM-
JIEHUIO K OeCKOHEYHOMY», KOTOpOe IIPEBOCXOINT
«y3KYIO KOHIIETIIMIO pallViOHaJIbBHOCTW», IIPUHS-
Ty10 co BpeMeH [lekapra (Ibid., p. 177). ITpu oren-
Ke HOBBIX OCHOB KPUTMYECKOro pasyMa KaK paBHO-
3HAYHBIX «KaHTOBCKOV (PMKITMOHAIM3AMM “abco-
mota”™» (Ibid., p. 195) anprepHAaTUBOV ABJIIETCH IIO-
MellleHe TeoJIorMu B IIeHTp MMMaHeHTHou Tpo-
miibl. Teorstornmdeckoe yteepxaenue Kapria Panepa
0 TOM, 4TO MOHVMaHVe TpUHUTapHOro bora Bo3-
MOYKHO TOJIBKO Uepe3 «9KOHOMMKY» CaMOpPacKpbI-
Tus bora B McTOpmu, oTBepraercs Kak «CBefleHue
«MIMMaHeHTHOV TpouIibl» K «yCJIOBUIO BO3MOXHO-
CTU» «3KOHOMWYECKOM Tpomum»: «BeUyHas TarHa
Tpowtiel HU3BOAUTCA [0 (POPMaIBHOV IIPEIIo-
CBUIKM caMOpacKpbITusd bora B mctopum» (Ibid.,
p- 189). Kputndeckass puropuka Xodda craHo-
BUTCS Pe3KOM, KoIrjia TpaHCIleH/IeHTasIbHbIN Iar
Has3a/Jl K «COCTOSTHMIO» ODO3HavaeTcs Kak JInbo,
B CJIyuae «paHHero PaHepa... HerocsemoBaTeslb-
HBIVI, J1100, TOI0OOHO TpaHCIIeH IeHTaIbHO-(PWIIO-
codpckmM [IeKopaliusiM nospHero Panepa, ofnos-
Hel» (Ibid., p. 182). 11t maHHOV TeoIormyecKon
IIIKOJIBI, OPMEHTUPOBAHHOV Ha «ydacTuie» B VM-
MaHeHTHOM Tpowile, He3aBUCKMO OT KaHTOBCKO-
TO aHa/JIM3a IIpeIesIoB TEeOPETUYEeCKOro pasyMa,
eIMHCTBeHHOe pa3jindne, KOTOpoe VMeeT 3Haue-
HVIe, IIOXO0XKe, 3aKJII0YaeTcsl B pasfiesIeHUI XPUCTH-
aHCKOrO MBIIIJIEHVsI Ha CTOPOHHVMKOB U IIPOTUB-
HVKOB palKaIbHO-OPTOIOKCATIBHOTO B3IJIsIA.
BmecTo Toro uTo0BI BEIpaXkaTh OCTOPOXKHOE CO-
3HaHIe KOHEUYHOCTY, a TakxXe Oj1aroropeHuie repey,
TaviHo bora, 11eJ1b KaykeTcsl TaKov: MMMaHeHTHas
Tpoutia morstomaet beati. VIx 3ajaua orpeyiesseT-
sl KaK «JIOKCOJIOrMuecKas», ey HuTuposaTs Hu-
kortast KysaHckoro: «“Hayka mmpociiaBieHs eCTb...
cyOcTtaHIIMs Hamrero ydactus B bore”... He Moxer
OBbITH BBICKa3aHO HY OIHOIO CYX[eHWs Bepbl, KO-
TOpOe He KOPEHMJIOCh OBbI B YTBEPXKIAIOMIVIX aKTax
MOJIUTBBI 1 ITpociiasiieHns» (Ibid., p. 173—175).
V13 MoHVICTIUeCKOro MoHVMaHMs bora Kak BOB-
JIeKaIoIIero BepyIolIyX B TPMHUTAPHBIVI KPyroBO-
POT JIIO0BM CTAHOBUTCS $ICHO, TIOUeMy pasJIdvie
MeXxay dprtocodert 1 TeoJIor e CileyeT YIIpasyl-
HuTh. He cy1miecTByeT o0111ero ocosHaHM VCTVHBI,
K KOTOpPOMY IOJDKHa OBITH OOpallieHa TeosIoride-
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that trumps the “narrow concept of rationality”
pursued since Descartes (ibid., p. 177). Judging
the new grounds of critical reason as amount-
ing to “the Kantian fictionalisation of the ‘abso-
lute’” (ibid., p. 195), the alternative is to place
theology at the centre of the immanent Trinity.
Karl Rahner’s theological insistence that insight
into the trinitarian God is only possible through
the “economy” of God’s self-revelation in his-
tory is dismissed as “reducing the ‘immanent
Trinity” to a ‘condition of the possibility” of the
‘economic Trinity’[...] the eternal mystery of the
Trinity becomes watered down to a formal pre-
supposition of God’s self-revelation in history”
(ibid., p. 189). The diction of Hoff’s critique be-
comes strident when the transcendental step
back to a “condition” is marked as either, for
“the early Rahner [...] inconsistent or, like the
transcendental-philosophical decorations of the
late Rahner, otiose” (ibid., p. 182). For this theo-
logical school, oriented towards “participation”
in the immanent Trinity, regardless of the Kan-
tian analysis of the limits of theoretical reason,
the only distinction that matters seems to be the
splitting of Christian thinking into supporters
and deniers of the Radical Orthodox view.

Instead of reflecting a cautious conscious-
ness of finitude as well as awe for God’s
mystery, the goal appears to be one of the im-
manent Trinity absorbing the beati. Their task
is defined as “doxological”, citing Nicholas of
Cusa: “"The science of praise is [...] the sub-
stance of our participation in God” [...] No
judgement of faith can be performed which
is not rooted in assertive acts of prayer and
praise” (ibid., pp. 173-175).

From a monistic understanding of God as in-
corporating the faithful in a Trinitarian circula-
tion of love it becomes clear why the distinction
between philosophy and theology is due to be
abolished. There is no general consciousness
of truth to be addressed by theological reflec-
tion on the revelations of the economic Trini-

147



M. IOnxkep-Kennn

cKasl pedprieKCys 10 TIOBO/TY OTKPOBEHWSI 5KOHOMV-
yeckot Tpoulibl B TBOpeHMM, BOIUIOIIEHUN W VC-
KymuieHun u B Jlyxe, BefyIeM K MCTMHe XpycTa.
IIpenmonoxkeHne o cylecTBoBaHUM «Jlpyroro»
11 bora [evicTBUTEIIBHO SIBJIeTCS epeTIYeCKIIM.
Bosparrienmie k 6mOsierickomy ydeHvio o bore, oT-
JIMYHOM OT TBOpeHMs], OpocaeT BBI30B MIMEHHO Ta-
KOMY ITPOYTEHWIO XPVICTMAHCKOI'O ITOC/TaHVS.

4.2. Teonroeuueckasn 3auuma 3KCHAUKAYUY
bubaeiickozo nocaanua 8 mepmunax c60600uvt

BBuay B3aMMOCBS3aHHBIX KOHCTUTYTVMBHBIX
BBIOOPOB, XapaKTePU3YIOMINX 3TOT IIOOXOH Kak
3aMKHYTBIVI KPyT TEOLIeHTPM3Ma, B KOTOPOM CITy-
YayHOCTHh CBOOOITHOTO UeJIOBEYEeCKOro BhIOOpa He
UTpaeT HUKAKOW POJIN, KIIIOUeBble KOHTPApPry-
MeHTBI TAKOBBI: IIOBOPOT K B3aVIMHOVI He3aBVICVIMO-
¢t prstocodrm 1 TeoJIOrUY, MHUIUVPOBAaHHBIN
Hyscom CKoTOM (IIOIXOMI, KOTOPOro IIpeficTaBuTe-
JIVI ABVDKEHWSI CIIPaBeJIVBO BBIAEIISIOT KaK Hall-
Gosiee TPOTMBOIIONIOKHBIN VIX TOOXOMY); PyHOa-
MeHT MHOI'0 TeOolleHTpM3Ma, a MMeHHO — TBopiia,
JapyIOIIero CyIecTBOBaHMEe CBOOOIHOMY YesIo-
BEeYeCKOMY aHaJIory; XPWCTOJIOrMs, 3aJyMaHHas
yXke He B TepMMHaX OHTOJIOIMM CyOCTaHIIMM, a
KaK MOJIHBIN J1100BY 0TBeT Vncyca XpuicTa, 3HaMe-
HYIOIIN ero crenuduKy mim haecceitas; BbITeKa-
IOITlee 113 Hee BO3BeJIeHVe «CBETCKOIO» — «epeTu-
veckom» Karteropuu it Mwibanka (Huibenthal,
2018, S. 52) — B HOIMHHOE IIPOCTPAHCTBO, ITie
mericTByeT bor, uTo mMcK/IIO4aeT BO3MOXXHOCTB OT-
Kas3a OT rocydapcTBa M OTHEIBHBIX HayK KakK OT
y3YPHMPOBaBIINX MeCTO LIepKBU ¥ TeOJIOTMV; W
yCTaHOBJIEHMe «CaMOIIPOCBeIlleHNs» CBeTCKO,
IUTIOPAJIVICTUYECKOV ITyOJIMYIHOV cpepbl B Kade-
CTBe 3a7aull, KOTOPOW CIIOCOOCTBYeT MyOmMuHas
TEOJIOT 151, BMECTO TOTO UTOOBI OCYAUTH €e C TI03U-
LIV IIPEBOCXOZICTBA KaK «SI3bIUYeCTBO».

Kiayc ¢pon Iromr mpoHmIiaTeIbHO HOMUYepKi-
BaeT [IeJIMKATHOCTb WV OCTpoTy (Brisanz) moHM-
MaHWMsI TOro pakTa, 4To «DoJIbllle HeBO3MOYKHO CTa-
BUTB BOIIPOC O ITOCTOSTHCTBe (Beschaffenheit) peas-
HOCTM Kak TakoBom» (Stosch, 2005, S. 55). s pa-
IVIKaJTBHOVI OPTOHIOKCHY Ha KOHY CTOUT He IIPOCTO
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ty in creation, incarnation and redemption and
the Spirit leading into the truth of Christ. The
assumption of an “Other” to God is indeed he-
retical. This reading of the Christian message is
what a return to the biblical heritage of a God
distinct from creation challenges.

4.2. A Theological Defence of Explicating
the Biblical Message in Terms of Freedom

In view of the interconnecting constitutive
choices that mark this approach as a closed cir-
cle of a theocentrism within which the contin-
gency of a free human response plays no role,
the key counterweights are: the breakthrough
to the mutual independence of philosophy and
theology, as initiated by Duns Scotus (whose
approach the movement has rightly singled
out as the one most opposed to theirs); a foun-
dation on a different theocentrism, namely of
a Creator who gifts existence to a free human
counterpart; a Christology conceived no longer
in terms of substance ontology but of Jesus
Christ’s loving response marking his specifici-
ty or haecceitas; its consequent elevation of the
“secular” — for Milbank a “heretical” catego-
ry (Hiibenthal, 2018, p. 52) — to the genuine
space with which God engages, making it im-
possible to dismiss the State and the individu-
al sciences as usurping the places of the church
and of theology; and establishing the “self-en-
lightenment” of a secular, plural public sphere
as the task that public theology contributes to,
instead of judging it from a superior position as
“paganism”.

Klaus von Stosch (2005, p. 55) perceptively
highlights the sensitivity or poignancy (Brisanz)
of the insight that “it is no longer possible to
pose the question about the consistency (Bes-
chaffenheit) of reality as such.” For Radical
Orthodoxy, what is at stake is not just the crit-
ical limit concept of “thing-in-itself” as distinct



KpUTHYecKas ITperiesTbHasi KOHIIETIITVS «BelV-B-ce-
0e», IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHOVI SIBJIEHVIO, HO, KaK IIOSICHSI-
eT X100eHTaJIb, «CyIIecTBOBaHVe cpeprl, He3aBICH-
Mort oT bora». KanToBckme asrvicremMoriormaeckvie
OIpaHMYEHNS BBI3BIBAIOT PEAKIINIO, B COOTBET-
CTBUM C KOTOPOVI «CBETCKasI 3NUCHeMa — 3TO TIOCT-
XPUCTMAHCKOE SI3bIYeCTBO... OTKa3 OT XPUCTMAHCTBa
1 n3o0peTeHMe “aHTHMIXpHcTHMAaHCTBA » (Hilbenthal,
2022, p. 25, co ccpuikont Ha Milbank, 2006, p. 280).

DTO OTMeHseT KaK OOIIyIo IIporpaMMy pasyMa,
B KOTOPYIO MOTYT BHOCUTbH BKJIAJ] pa3/INuHbIe I10-
3ULMY, TaK 1, 94TO Oosiee pyHIaMEHTaIBHO, CAMO-
CTOATeIbHOE CYIIeCTBOBaHVE TBAPHBIX CYIIECTB
BHe bora. MoHMCTIIUecKast KOHIIEMIS VCKITIoYa-
eT IS JIIOIeVI BO3MOXKHOCTB 3aHSATH IIO3VIIVIO B
oTHomIeHMY Bboxbero mpumseiBa. OfHAKO MMEHHO
3TO JISXKUT B OCHOBE HOBOVI XPVCTOJIOI MY, pa3pabo-
TaHHOV CKOTOM, KOTOpasi IIOMeIIlaeT B IEHTP OT-
HoIleHve J1r00Bu Mex1y borom m Vncycom Xpu-
croMm. Hopasi mbiciiedpopma Kareropum cBoOOIIbI,
KOTOpyt0o CKOT HIpemIoKMII B CBOEV MHTepIIpe-
Tarmm bora, Jloroca m uesroBedyeckow JIMYHOCTH,
ObUla TosiokeHa KaHTOM B OCHOBY COBpeMeHHOV
dwtocodun. BelcTymas HpoTMB paayKaIbHOM
opTomokcum, Xio0eHTalb IIOSICHSIeT, UTO pelaro-
IIeVl IIPUYMHOV [IJIS IIPUHATUS TaKoV TpaHcdop-
Malmu gBjIsteTcs Teoslorust: «Jlrobas Teornorms m
3TVIKA, pacCMaTpUBAIOIIasi MV JIVIIE KakK c1aboe
OHTOJIOTYecKoe IpviokeHMe (Anhingsel) x bory,
MorJIa ObI 11 cebs BOCIIPMHMMATD JINIIE KaK He3Ha-
YNTEeIBHBIN 3JIEMEeHT B Urpe, KOTopylo bor — He
nipepeiBast (Dazwischenkunft) pevicrBurensHo [Ipy-
roro (eines wirklich Anderen) — BemeT ¢ caMmM CO-
Gom1. V1 Bce XXe, 1T KOTO TaKas TEOJIOTVs U STUKA
BCe ellle akTyasibHa?» (Hiibenthal, 2018, S. 61).

3aK/IIoueHMe

Kaxkoe 3Hadyenme KaHT JO/DKeH VIMeTb B COBpe-
MEHHOV CHCTEMATYeCKO TeOJIOTMM W ITUKe?
B mamHOM paboTe aHa/M3 YeTHIpeX VICTOKOB KpU-
TUKM TBOpdecTBa KaHTa BCKpbIBaeT TYNIVK B Teo-
pyUM TpaauIINY, OCHOBAHHOVI Ha aHa/In3e «MBbIC-
siecpopm». Teostormyeckme IOAXOMIBI PA3HBIX SITOX
IIPV3HAIOTCS HOBAaTOPCKMMM IIONBITKaMM TPaHC-
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from appearances but, as Hiibenthal clarifies,
the “existence of a sphere independent of God”.
Kant’s epistemological restriction provokes
the reaction that ‘[t]he secular episteme is a
post-Christian paganism [...] a refusal of Chris-
tianity and an invention of an “Anti-Christian-
ity”” (Hubenthal, 2022, p. 25, with reference to
Milbank, 2006, p. 280).

This revokes both a shared platform of rea-
son to which different positions can contribute
and, more fundamentally, a separate existence
of creatures outside of God. The monistic con-
ception excludes the possibility for humans to
take a stance towards God’s invitation. Yet this
is also what is at the heart of the new Christol-
ogy devised by Scotus, which makes the rela-
tionship of love between God and Jesus Christ
the centre. The new thought form of categories
of freedom which Scotus initiated in his inter-
pretation of God, the Logos and the human
person was implemented as the basis of mod-
ern philosophy by Kant. Against Radical Or-
thodoxy, Hiibenthal (2018, p. 61) clarifies that
the decisive reason to embrace this transfor-
mation is theological: “Any theology and eth-
ics that considers the world only to be a weak
ontological appendix (Anhingsel) to God could
also only grasp itself as an insignificant mo-
ment within the game that God — without the
interruption (Dazwischenkunft) of a really Other
(eines wirklich Anderen) — plays with God’s self.
Yet for whom should such theology and ethics
still be relevant?”

Conclusion

What significance should Kant retain in to-
day’s systematic theology and ethics? This pa-
per has set its analysis of four backgrounds
of critique of Kant’s work as a cul-de-sac into
a theory of tradition based on an analysis of
“thought forms”. The theological approaches
of the different eras were recognised as inno-
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JISIIUWV VI OLIEHMBAIOTCS 10 CTEIIeHM MX COOTBET-
CTBMS HOBO3aBeTHOMY mociaHuio Mwncyca Xpu-
cta Kak Cracurers. Korpa gnarHos — Tynmk, To
€IVMHCTBEHHOE, YTO MOXKHO CJIeJIaTh, 3TO BEIOPAThCS
n3 Hero. YTo KacaeTcs KaHTOBCKOIO MOJIEPHVCTCKO-
IO IIOBOPOTa K CYOBEKTY, TO 1171 TPeX M3 3TVX Mofle-
J1evi ObUI BBIOpaAH ITyTh Ha3al, B IOCOBPEMEHHOCTb.
Kaxercsi, 4TO apuCTOTENIeBCKO-TOMUCTCKVIE
paMKM eCTeCTBEHHOVI TeJIeOJIOTVIVL BIIVCHIBAIOT-
cs B KOHLIEIINIO TBOpeHMs boroM, BbIciiee xaue-
CTBO KOTOPOro — MYZpOCTb. [IpunmceiBanme ve-
JIOBEKY STUYECKMX CII0COOHOCTEVI, MOIMOTHEHHBIX
«BpOXIEHHBIMI 00poneTeIsiMi» Bepbl, HaeX-
ITBI V1 JIIOOBVI, He pas3/iesIsieTcsl BTOPOVI MOIETbI0 —
COBpeMEHHBIM aBI'yCTUHVAHCTBOM, [IJIsL KOTOPOr'o
«r'pex» SBJISIeTCSI eCTeCTBeHHBIM IIPM3HAKOM Ye-
JIOBEUECKOV JIMYHOCTY, OIPaBIBIBAIOIIIM VICXOM-
HYIO TOYKY COLIVIQJIBHOVI VI IOJIMTUYIECKOVI STUKM,
KOTOpasl paccMaTpuBaeT «MUpP» M YCTpaHeHue 13-
Ha4YaJIbHOVI YeJIOBEYECKOV BPaXXIbl KaK BO3MOX-
Hble VCKIIIOUMTESIbHO OJtaromapsi Lepksu. Yert-
BEPTHIVI TIOIIXO/T, o0benMHsgeT HeraTBHbBIV B3IJIA]T
Ha «rOCyJapCTBEHHOE YCTPOVICTBO» C IIOHVIMAHM-
eM TponIipl KaK MOHVCTUYECKOV cy6CTaHm/M, He
VIMEIOIIIeV! BHEIITHEV! CPeJIbl [1JIs 9Yero-JInbo «1MHO-
ro»: mjeasl COCTaBJIsieT CIIMsHMe dwiocodum u
TEOJIOIMV B aBIyCTMHWMAHCKOM IUIATOHM3ME VI B
TOMW3Me, B paBHOVI CTeIIeHVI VIHTePIIPeTVPYEeMbIX
B HeoIUIaTOHM4YecKnx TepmmHax. [To MepkaMm Ho-
BO3aBeTHOrO cBuIeTessbcTBa 00 Mucyce Xpuicrte
BBIBOJI O TOM, YTO JIMYHOCTb Vucyca He TpeOyeT-
cd I eduHeHus ¢ boroM, sBiiseTcd cepbe3HbIM
HeJI0CcTaTKOM. [erestbssHCKM MOAXOM, paccMaTpu-
BaeMBbIVI KaK TpeTbe oIpoBepxeHune KaHra, Tak-
Xe CHvKaeT poitb Vncyca 1mo ImprymHe TOro, 4To
JIMYHOCTD He MOXeT OrpaHUUNTELCS «VIeev».
ITocpencToM obosHadveHms pabor Kanra kak
IIePEJIOMHBIX YTBEPXKOAeTCsl, YTO CYLIeCTBYeT Tpa-
eKTOpVisl, KOTOpasi JIVIIIaeT y6e,[H/ITeJ'IBHOCTV[ BO3-
BpaT K IIpeIIecTBY oM s1oxam. Ero Tpyael no-
3BOJISIIOT PEeJIUIVMO3HBIM ¥ TeOoJIOrMYecKrM Tpa-
AULIVAM YCTaHOBUTBH KOHKpPeTHbIe cBA3W. [j1sa pe-
HakTopoB cOopHMKa «KaHT 1 BoIIpoc Teoryrorm»
CTaJI0 «HEOXVMIAHHBIM», YTO CTaTbhVl IIPUBOLSAT
«k noprpery KaHTa KakK TOro, KTo BepUT B eVH-
CTBO 4eJIOBEeUYeCKOV IIPVPOLIbl, B 00XKeCTBeHHO-ue-
JIOBEYECKMVI apXeTWIl COBEpIIeHHOIo YejioBedye-
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vative translation attempts and judged by the
measure of adequacy to the New Testament
message of Jesus Christ as Saviour. When the
diagnosis is one of a dead end, the only course
of action is to reverse out of it. In the case of
Kant’s modern turn to the subject, for three of
the models, the destination chosen was back
into pre-modernity.

The Aristotelian-Thomistic framework of
natural teleology seemed to accommodate the
concept of creation by a God whose highest
quality was wisdom. Its attribution of ethical
capability to the human creatures — comple-
mented by the “infused virtues” of faith, hope
and love — was not shared by the second mod-
el, today’s Augustinianism for which “sin” is
the marker of the natural human person, jus-
tifying a starting point of social and political
ethics that sees “peace” and resolution of the
native human hostility as only possible through
the church. The fourth approach combines a
negative view of “statecraft” with an under-
standing of the Trinity as a monistic substance
that has no external realm for anything “other”:
the ideal is the fusion of philosophy and theolo-
gy in Augustinian Platonism and in a Thomism
equally interpreted in Neoplatonic terms. By
the measure of the New Testament testimony
to Jesus Christ, the finding that the person of Je-
sus is not needed for being united with God is
a serious deficit. The Hegelian approach treated
as the third contestation of Kant also reduces
the role for Jesus for the reason that an individ-
ual cannot exhaust the “idea”.

By labelling Kant’s work as a watershed, a
claim is made that there is a trajectory which
makes a return to earlier epochs lack credibili-
ty. His work allows for specific links to be tak-
en up by religious and theological traditions.
For the editors of the collected volume, Kant
and the Question of Theology, it was “unexpect-
ed” that the contributions lead “to a portrait of
Kant as one who believes in a unified human
nature, a divine-human archetype of perfect hu-



CTBa 1 Jaxe B HedTo Bpoje llepksu 1oy Bj1acThio
bora n sToro apxerumna» (Firestone, Jacobs, Joiner,
2017, p. 3). Ho, HecMOTpsi Ha MyTb, JAIOIIUV KPU-
Tepun 1jid KPUTUKM COBPEeMeHHBIX TeHEeHIINT,
ero IpejIokeHVe B OTHOIIEHUN «PeIUTUN» TaK-
JKe MOXeT He coflepKaTh 3JIeMEeHTOB, BayKHBIX JJIs
TeOJIOI MY CIIaceHWsL: OoIlperiesieHlie peJInrun B Ka-
YecTBe «ITO3HAHMS BCeX O0sS3aHHOCTEN KaK Ooxe-
CTBEeHHBIX 3amioBefiein» (AA 05, p. 129; Kant, 199%4a,
c. 244) «HeCcOMHeEHHO, yKasblBaeT Ha MacIITa0-
HOe OrpaHMYeHMe CYIIHOCTM permrum» (Striet,
2005, S. 166). Borrpekn 3Tovt 0OOCHOBAHHOV KpW-
TUKe, BbICKa3aHHOI ellle UlneﬂepMaxepOM, Heo0-
XOVIMOCTb OTCTavBaTh OMOIIeVicKoe pasrpaHiIde-
Hue MeXxay borom v cBOOOIHBIMM TBOPEHMSIMM,
BBIOPABIIIVIMI CBOVI COOCTBEHHBIVI MCTOPUYECKUT
IIyTh, K CYACTBIO MJIV HeT, HaxoguT y KaHTta Han-
Gortee ajiekBaTHOe (usTocopckoe OOOCHOBaHVIE.
Pe30HaHCHOCTE ¥ IUIOIOTBOPHOCTE €ro paboThI
HOPOSIBJIAIOTCS B PasHOOOpasuy II0C/Ie0BaBIIIVIX
npenyoxennit. Cpeny HuX — ymiyOsieHue MOHS-
THs cBOOOIBI, KOTOpoe KaHT orpesiem HeraTms-
HO, IIPOTMBOIOCTABUB €ro IIPUPOIHON JIeTepPMU-
Halluy, B JaJIbHeVINeM VCCIIeJOBaHUM CyOBeKT-
HOCTW. YTOYHSETCS ero OOBbsiCHEeHMe OCO3HaHWMS
MOpaJIbHOIO 3aKOHa B Bule «dakTa pasyMa» Kak
pesyJipraTa IocTynka, kotopeit Iepman Kpunre,
BCslen, 3a PuxTe, ompenennsl Kak aKT «camopac-
KkpbITus» (Huibenthal, 2005, S. 120—122; Striet,
2005, S. 183).

ITocie pasmerreHust smoX, BbI3BaHHOro Kan-
TOM, pa3HOOOpasHble HaIlpaBJIeHMs IIPOIOKIIIN
HOBble ITyTH. YTO KacaeTcs cyObekTa, 0 KOTOPOM
Pa3sMBIIUISET XPUCTVAHCKAs T€OJIOT Vs, TO MOXKHO
cIierslaTh BBIBOII, UTO «JaXke B CBOEV ITPOTMBOIIO-
noxHocTu (Entgegensetzung) K XpUCTUAHCKO Bepe,
MBIIIIJIEHVe B TEPMITHaX CBOOOIBI IEMOHCTPUPYET
OorIblliee CXOICTBO C 3TOVI BEPOVI, YeM MBIIIIICHe
Gostee pa"HMX 3110X» (Propper, 1991, S. 12, . 11o:
Essen, 2005, S. 221).
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manity, and even something like a Church un-
der God and this archetype” (Firestone, Jacobs
and Joiner, 2017, p. 3). Yet despite paving a way
that offers criteria also for a critique of aspects
of modernity, his proposal regarding “religion”
can also be lacking elements crucial for theol-
ogies of salvation: identifying religion as ““the
recognition of all duties as divine commands’
(KpV, AA 05, p. 129[; Kant, 1996, p. 244]) [...] in-
dicates without a doubt a massive restriction of
the essence of religion” (Striet, 2005, p. 166). De-
spite this justified critique, expressed already by
Schleiermacher, the necessity to defend the bib-
lical distinction between God and the free crea-
tures set out on their own course of history, for
better or for worse, finds a most adequate philo-
sophical grounding in Kant. The resonance and
fruitfulness which his work unfolded is mani-
fested in the diversity of subsequent proposals.
Among them is a deepening of the concept of
freedom which Kant had defined negatively in
contrast to natural determination in a further
exploration of subjectivity. It specifies his expla-
nation of the consciousness of the moral law as
a “factum of reason” as the result of a deed that
Hermann Krings, following Fichte, has iden-
tified as an act of “self-opening” (Hiibenthal,
2005, pp. 120-122; Striet, 2005, p. 183).

Since the division of eras due to Kant, var-
ious streams have forged new routes. For the
subject matter that Christian theology reflects
on, the conclusion stands that “even in its op-
position [Entgegensetzung] to the Christian
faith, thinking in terms of freedom shows a
greater affinity to this faith than the modes of
thought of earlier epochs” (Propper, 1991, p. 12,
cited from Essen, 2005, p. 221).
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