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BO>XKECTBEHHbBIV 3AKOH
VIV KATETOPUYECKWW UIMITIEPATVB:
O KPY3MAHCKMX MICTOKAX
KAHTOBCKOV MOPAJIN

JI. 3. Kpvuumon'*

Imuka Kanma u smuxa Kpysus nopaxaiom cboum Gudu-
MbiM cxodcmBom. Dmo npoabasemcs 6 yesom paoe noA0HeHUil
u nouamuil. B mopasvom yuenuu Kpysua mul naxooum yno-
MUHAHUSA 0 MOPAALHOM 3aKOHe, Komopbitl 004xeH nobeseBams
¢ abcoAOMHOU HeobX00UMOCHIbI0, HeM OH U OMAUMACHICA O
Opyeux 61006 npeonucanutl, UMeIOUsUX AUWLL OTMHOCUNEALHYIO
cmenens domkercmbBobanus. Dmo ouens BAUSKO 1O CMbiCAY
KaHmoBcKoMy pasdedeHUt0 HA UNOMEeMUYecKUil U Kameaopu-
weckutl umnepamuBul. Ilpyeoil BaxcHotl 0cobeHHOCbI0 MOPALb-
Hoeo yuenus Kpysus oxasviBaemcsa noduepkuymoe Brumanue
K cgpepe Brympennux momubob. Vimenno Buympennutl momus,
a He BHewHAA hopma nocmynka, onpedesient MOPAALHOCHID
deticmbBus. Dmu u pao Opyeux ocobennocmen smuku Kpysua
HaBo0Am Ha Mblcab 0 Bo3moxHom Bausnuu Kpysua na Kanma.
Bosmosxnocms makoeo 6ausAHUA HEOOHOKPAMHO CTAHOBUAACD
npeoMemom npucmavHo2o Brumanus uccaedobameanei. Ilep-
Buie pabomut, nocBsaujenmvie amotl npobiemamuxe, onyosukxoba-
Hot Ha pybexce XIX-XX 66. 3a 6osmoxnocms maxoeo AuAHUA
eoBopsam cmbicaoBbie u cmpykmypHele cxodcmba muueckux
cucmem 08yx muicaumeneii. Kpome moeo, beccnoprvim a6as-
emcs paxm, umo Kanmy 6viau docmamouno xopouio usbect-
HblL 0CHOBHble noaoxeHus gusocogpuu Kpysus. Pao uccaedoba-
meetl nuimaemcs HAumu peuienue moi npobaemut Ha ypobre
kanmocpuosoeuu. Hexomopvie mepmumvl, ynompebdasiemble
Kanmom npexcoe 6ceeo 8 pannux pabomax, secuiue 3amem 6 oc-
HOBY e20 IMUUeCK020 YUeHUs YoKe Kpumueckoeo nepuood, Mo-
eym Obimb Bo3Bedenv k mepmutam gpusococpuu Kpysus. B mo
ke Bpemsa cywecmByem u Opyeas mouka 3penus, 6 coombem-
cmbuu ¢ xomopoi na Kanma oxasvibara Bausmnue npeumyuye-
cmbenno Boavpuarckas guiocopus (6 auye baymeapmena),
moeda kak npamoe Bausnue Kpysusa cuumaenmcs Henoombepx-
OernbiM. S paccmampubaio apeymenmst 6 noaw3y obeux mouex
3penus u npedaaeaio c6oe peuierue 3mow npodaeMbl.

KaroueBuvie caoba: Kanm, Kpysuil, smuxa, mopaivHoe
yuenue, 000podemens, cuacnmve, HeoOX0OUMOCHb, MOPAAbHDLI
3axoH, boe.
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GOD’S LAW
OR CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE:
ON CRUSIAN ISSUES
OF KANTIAN MORALITY

L.E. Kryshtop'

The ethics of Kant and the ethics of Crusius are striking-
ly similar. This is manifested in a whole range of principles
and concepts. Crusius’ moral teaching hinges on the rigorous
moral law which has to be obeyed absolutely, and which makes
it different from other prescriptions that are binding only to a
relative degree. This is very close to the Kantian distinction
between hypothetical and categorical imperatives. Another
salient feature of Crusius’ moral teaching is the stress laid
on the sphere of internal motives. It is the inner motive that
determines the morality of an act, rather than the external
form of the act. These and some other features of Crusius’
ethics suggest a possible influence of Crusius on Kant. The
possibility of such influence has repeatedly come under close
scrutiny. The first works devoted to this problem date to the
turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Pointers to
the possibility of such influence are semantic and structural
similarities of the two thinkers’ systems. Besides, it is an un-
challengeable fact that Kant was fairly familiar with the main
theses of Crusian philosophy. Some scholars proceed from the
study of Kantian vocabulary. Some of the terms Kant uses,
especially in his early works which later formed the basis of
his ethical teaching in the critical period, can be traced to the
terms of Crusian philosophy. However, an alternative view
is that Kant was primarily influenced by Wolffian philosophy
(mainly through Baumgarten), while the direct influence of
Crusius remains unproven. I examine both points of view
and propose my own solution to the problem.

Keywords: Kant, Crusius, ethics, moral teaching,
virtue, happiness, necessity, the moral law, God.

Kantian ethics is one of the best known ethical
systems in the history of philosophy. Although pro-
fessional scholars of Kant’s philosophy have still
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JI.3. Kpsrron

Ortuka KanTa siBi1sleTcst ofHOM 113 HanboIIee M3BeCT-
HBIX 3TMYeCKMX CycTeM B mcrtopmum drtocodum. He-
CMOTpsI Ha TO UTO B Cpefie MCCIIenoBaTesielt, IIpodec-
CVIOHAJIBHO 3aHVIMAIOMIVIXCS M3ydeHMeM drtocodnn
KanTa, B OTHOIIIEHWMIT MHOTMX TIOJIOKEHUII €r0 IIpak-
TUYeCKO (prITocOUM 11 CETOIHS He YHaeTCs IIPUITI
K coIvIacuio, oOIyvie KOHTYpBI 3Tdeckon Mpicia Kan-
Ta, HOXaIyV, M3BECTHBI KaKAOMY (PriIocodckm 00-
pa3zoBaHHOMY 4estoBeKy. OTIOPHBIMY IIOHATVSMM IIPU
3TOM OKa3bIBAIOTCS JI0JIT, KATErOPUYECKIIV MITEPATUB,
MOpaJIbHBIV 3aKOH, aBTOHOMWMS BOJIM, cBoOoma. A of-
HUMM 13 Hanbojlee 9acTO BCTPEUAIOIIMXCS XapaKTe-
PUCTVIK, KOTOPBIMV HarpakgaloT KaHTOBCKYIO 3TUKY,
SIBJISIFOTCSL prropmsM? n opMamsM®, MHOIa Jaxe,
Kak B cjIy4dae pycckoro dustocoda H. A. beprsiesa, 3a-
KOHHWYECTBO, CTaBslllee KAaHTOBCKOE MOpaJIbHOE yue-
Hvie BpoBeHb ¢ nygansmoM (bepnsies, 1931, c. 56, 63, 102,
104). M xoTs XapaKTepuUCTUKM ST Yallle BCero MMEIOT
SIBHO HETaTVBHYIO OKPacKy ¥ HalleJIeHbl Ha HU3BeTle-
Hue >TukM KaHTa c ee mbeecTasa, TIOJTHOCTBIO CIe-
JIaTh 3TO He yJaeTcs M 1o cevt feHb. VI TBopenne Kan-
Ta IIO-TIpe’KHeMY IIpeICTaeT B CBOeM OrIecKe «IVICTOTBI»
aBTOHOMHOTO OITpeziesIeHNsI BOIIV, COITPOBOXKIIAIOIIIEro-
cs1 Oe3yCIIOBHOVI HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO TTOIUMHEH WS II0Be-
JIEBAFOIIIEMY MOPaJIBHOMY 3aKOHY.

B cBsg3u ¢ 3TMM, OgHAKO, BIIOJIHe ITpaBOMEPHO 3a-
TaThCs CIIeAyIONIMMY BOIIPOCAMM: HACKOJIBKO OIIpaB-
IlaHHBIM SIBJISIeTCS onpenerleHne KaHTa Kak IiepBo-
IIPOXOJIIIa B 3TOM U Psifie IPYT VX IIOJIOXKEHMVI, 5a30BBIX
IIJISI er0 3TMYecKou cucteMpl? He mpumviceiBaem jivt Mbl
¥ 371eCh, KaK ¥ BO MHOTVIX APYTMX CTydasix, ¢pniocod-
ckoMy reHmto KaHra To, 9TO Ha caMOM fejle 3TVM re-
HMeM OBIJI0 TI0 OOJIBIIIEVT YacTV 3aMIMCTBOBAHO U3 IIPe-
IIecTBYIoMIeN GrI0codCKOV TPagLIVIV W JIVIID ITOM-
BEPrHYTO OIIpeieJIeHHBIM «KaHTOBCKMM» VI3MEHEHU-
ssM? V1 HaCKONBKO HPUHIIMIIMAIBHBIMU MOXHO CUM-
TaTb 5TV BHeCeHHble M3MeHeHMs? 11 oTBeTa Ha 3TU

2OpHUM W3 APKUX IpeJICTaBUTesIell TaKOro B3IVISA/IA Ha 3TUKY
KanTa genstercs Intep: «B apascTBeHHON dvtocodpnm Kan-
Ta Wjiesl JoJIra BhIpakeHa C JKeCTOKOCTBIO, OTITYTVMBAIOIIel BCcex
rpaluii U CIIOCOOHOVI JIErKO cOOIa3HUTD CJ1a0bIl YM K IIOMCKaM
MOpPaJIbHOTO COBEPIIEHCTBA Ha IIyTSIX MPaYHOIO M MOHAIIIECKO-
ro acketusma» (Ilwmiep, 1957, c. 146).

®Dra TouKa 3peHMs oTueTNBO popmysmpyercs JK.-IT. Caprpom
B €ro IporpaMMHoV paboTe «DK3MCTEHIIMaIM3M — 3TO I'yMa-
H3M» (Captp, 1989). IlogobHOro pona oLeHKM ObUIN CBOVICTBEH-
HBI TAKoKe ¥ 151 MHOTVIX OTEUeCTBEHHBIX MBICIITESIeV] V1 JesTesieit
KyneTypel. Tak, mpodeccop Cankr-IleTepOyprckovt myxoBHOM
akaztemvt H.T1. PoxecTBeHCKIMI XapaKTepr30BaJ KaHTOBCKYIO
3TMKy KaK «Cyxom MopamsMm» (PoxmectseHckur, 1884, c. 94).
«Hexwsor» xapakrep TBOpeHms1 kéHurcOeprckoro duiocoda
rofuepkuBail 1 rpodeccop Kmesckoro ynusepcurera C.C.To-
rorkmit (Torouxwm, 1847, c. 67), Torma kxak I1. A. ®@mopeHckumit
VL BOBCe TOBOPWJI O XOJI0fIHOVI peunt KaHTa, KoTopas «3aMOpaKyBa-
€T BCe XXMBOe», 11 0 ero KOCTJIABOVI PyKe, KOTopasi «BOpYeT cepylia,
uT0OBI youTh 1x» (Drropercku, 2007, c. 36). ITompobree o perern-
1y KaHToBCKom dprutocodvm B Pocenm em.: (Kpyriios, 2009).
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not reached a consensus on many provisions of his
practical philosophy, anyone at all versed in philos-
ophy is familiar with the outlines of Kant’s thought.
The pivotal notions are those of duty, the categor-
ical imperative, the moral law, autonomy of will
and freedom. The most frequent characteristics ap-
plied to Kantian ethics are rigorism? and formalism.?
Sometimes, as in the case of Russian philosopher
Nikolai A. Berdyaev, the word “legalism” was used
to put Kant’s moral teaching on a par with Judaism
(Berdyaev, 1960, p. 50, 81, 92, 94). Although these
descriptions more often than not have a negative
tinge and are aimed at taking Kantian ethics down
from the pedestal, no one has yet quite succeeded in
doing so. Kant’s work stands as a shining instance
of “pure” autonomous definition of the will which
demands unconditional conformity with the unas-
sailable moral law.

This, however, suggests the following legitimate
questions: How justified is the description of Kant as
the trail-blazer in this and other theses that are basic
to his ethical system? Are we not here, as in many
other cases, attributing to Kant’s philosophical genius
what this genius has largely borrowed from the pre-
vious philosophical tradition, with some “Kantian”
tweaking? And how fundamental are the changes he
introduced? To answer these questions it would not
be irrelevant to turn to the work of one of Kant’s im-
mediate forerunners, Christian Crusius. Compari-
son of his moral teaching with the main provisions of
Kantian ethics may enable us to trace the pathways
whereby that philosopher’s views influenced Kant.

2One of the most prominent exponents of this view on Kant’s
ethics is Schiller: “In Kantian moral philosophy, the idea of
duty is presented with a severity which frightens all the Graces
away, and a weak reason might easily attempt to seek moral
perfection on the path of a gloomy and monkish asceticism”
(Schiller, 1988, p. 365).

*This view is clearly formulated by Jean-Paul Sartre in his
programmatic work Existentialism Is a Humanism (Sartre,
2007). Similar assessments were made by many Russian
thinkers and cultural personalities. Thus, Professor Nikolai
P. Rozhdestvensky of St. Petersburg Ecclesiastical Academy
described Kantian ethics as “dry moralism” (Rozhdestvensky,
1884, p. 94). The “lifeless” character of Kant’s works was
stressed by Professor Sergey S. Gogotsky of Kiev University
(Gogotsky, 1847, p. 67). And Pavel A.Florensky referred to
Kant's cold speech which “freezes up everything living” and
to his bony hand which “steals hearts in order to kill them”
(Florensky, 2007, p. 36). For more on the reception of Kantian
philosophy in Russia see (Krouglov, 2009).



BOITPOCHI He JIMIIEHO CMBICJIa oOpallleHne K TBOpdYe-
CTBY OIHOIO 13 HeIloCpeICTBeHHBIX IIpeIecCTBeHHN-
koB Kanra — X.A. Kpysusa. CpaBHeHMe ero Mopasib-
HOTO y4YeHWs C OCHOBHBIMU ITOJIOKEHUSIMM KaHTOB-
CKOVI 3TMKM ITO3BOJIUT HaM IIPOCJIEAUTH BO3MOXKHBIE
JIVHUW BIIVISTHUS B3IJIII0B 3Toro dpwiocoda Ha Kan-
Ta. DTO, B CBOIO OUepelb, 1aCT BO3MOXXHOCTB JIydIlle II0-
HSTB 3TUYECKYIO cucTeMy camoro KaHTa u BEIIe/INTE
Te ee acIeKThbl, KOTOpble JeVICTBUTEIILHO MOXXHO CUU-
TaTh OPUrVHAJIbHBIM KaHTOBCKMM TBOPEHVEM.

DTtuka gosara Kanra

[17151 Havasa pacCMOTPVM IO pOOHee OCHOBHEIE IT0-
HSITVS VI TIOJIOKEeHVISI KAHTOBCKOVI 3TMYECKOVI CYICTEMBL
OCHOBHBIM ee IIPMHIIMIIOM OKa3bIBaeTCs IIpeIIica-
HMe CJIefloBaTh MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY, BeIpakaroIeMy-
csi B ¢dopMe Kareropmdeckoro mmmeparmsa: «[locry-
Tayt TaK, YTOOBI MaKCMMa TBOEVI BOJIVI BO BCSIKOE BpeMs
Mory1a OBl IMETh TaK)Ke VI CVITy IIPVHIIMIIA BCeOOIIeTo
3axoHomarenbcTBa» (AA 05, S. 30; Kanr, 1997a, c. 349).
Torbko 3Ta dopmysmposka pacreHmBaeTcs KaaToM
KaK eVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOEe 3aKOHOATEeJIbCTBO CBO-
OomHON BOIIM. A 3TUYeCKOe 3aKOHOIATeILCTBO Oesyc-
JIOBHO [OJDKHO IIPOVCTEKATh 113 CBOOOMHOV BOJIV, TaK
KaK eciIy HeT cBOOOIBI, TO He MOXeT OBITb M OTBeT-
CTBEHHOCTVI 3a COBEpIIIaeMble UeJIOBEKOM IIOCTYIIKIAL

PaBHO 3HaYMMBIMV IIPV 3TOM OKa3bIBAIOTCS KaK VM-
IepaTVBHOCTb 3TOTO MPeIIMCaHs, TaK ¥ ero KaTero-
PUYHOCTE. VIMIlepaTHBOM MOPAJIBHBIVI 3aKOH SIBJISIETCS
1714 HaC B CWIY HaJIWMYMA y YesIoBeKa IIOMVIMO MOTH-
BOB, OIIpeZleIIsIeMbIX YVCTBIM IIPAKTIYECKIM pa3yMoM,
Takke ¥ MHBIX MOTWMBOB, IIPOVCTEKAIOMIVIX 3 €r0 3M-
HOVPVUYeCKOVI IPUPOMEL. DTV MOTUBBI VI JIeXaT B OCHO-
Be PaCXOXIIEHNS IeVICTBUTEIbHBIX XeJIaHWIL U yCTpeM-
JIEHUVI 4eJIoBeKa C IIpelrycaHusaMy pasyMa. Hpyru-
MU CJIOBaMV, UMEHHO OHWV W IIPUBOAAT K HapyIIEHVIO
ITOJTHOVI aBTOHOMWM B OIIpeieJIeHMVI BOJIN. VIMeHHO 110
STOVI IIPUYVIHE pa3yM BBIHYKIIEH IIPUHYKAaTh desloBe-
Ka MOCTyIaTh Tak, KaK TpebyeT MopasIbHbIN 3aKoH. He
OyIlb 3TOro PacxXoXIeHNs VHTeUINIOeTHON 1 CeH-
cOeIBHOV IPUPO, UeJIoBeKa, VI IIPUHYKIEeHs Obl He
ObUIO, TaK KaK YeJIOBeK Bcerya >kKejlajl Obl IIOCTyIIaTh
TaK, KaK TpeOyeT OT Hero MOpaJIbHBIV 3aKOH. MopaJib-
HBIVI 3aKOH Xe He ObIT OB B TAKOM CITydae MMIIepaTy-
BoM (AA 05, S. 20; Kant, 1997a, c. 323). Kareropiueckmit
XapaKTep JaHHOTO IIpeAIICaHs IPOCTeKaeT 13 Oes-
YCIIOBHOT'O XapaKTepa II0BeJIeHMs, C KOTOPBIM MBI 3[1eCh
cTajIKvMBaeMcsi. Eciam TumoTeTmvecKue VIMIIEpaTVIBBI
vMeloT, 110 KaHTy, 3Ha4MMOCTb TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae,
Kor[ia [yIsl Hac 3Ha4yMa IiejIb, IJIS JOCTVDKeHMS KOTO-
poVi OHU IIpemHa3sHaYalOTCsl, TO KaTerOpMYeCKmi M-

33

L.E. Kryshtop

That in turn may give us a deeper insight into Kant’s
own ethical system and identify the aspects that can
definitely be attributed to Kant himself.

Kant’s Ethics of Duty

To begin with, let us take a closer look at the
main concepts and provisions of Kant’s ethical sys-
tem. Its main principle is the prescription to follow
the moral law expressed in the form of a categori-
cal imperative: “So act that the maxim of your will
could always hold at the same time as a principle
of a universal legislation” (KpV, AA 05, p. 30; Kant,
2002, p. 45). This formula alone is seen by Kant as
the solely possible legislation of free will. Ethical
legislation must unquestionably proceed from free
will since, if there is no freedom, there can be no re-
sponsibility for human acts.

Both the imperative nature of this prescription
and the categorical statement of it are equally im-
portant. The moral law is imperative for us because,
in addition to the motives stemming from pure
practical reason, man has other motives consistent
with empirical human nature. These motives ac-
count for the divergence of the actual desires and as-
pirations of man from the prescriptions of reason. In
other words, they intrude upon complete autonomy
in determining will. That is why intelligence must
force a person to act as the moral law demands.
Without the divergence between man’s intelligible
and sensible natures there would have been no co-
ercion since a person would always want to act as
the moral law requires him to act. In that case the
moral law would not have been an imperative (KpV,
AA 05, p. 20; Kant, 2002, pp. 30-31). The categorical
character of this prescription stems from the uncon-
ditional character of the command we are confront-
ed with. While hypothetical imperatives, according
to Kant, are only significant when the goal for which
they are intended is significant for us, the categori-
cal imperative is a practical prescription that is not
conditional on anything and does not depend on the
consequences that may ensue when it is conformed
with: “Here, however, the rule says: one ought abso-
lutely to proceed in a certain way. The practical rule
is therefore unconditional, and hence is conceived a
priori as a categorical practical proposition by which
the will is objectively determined absolutely and di-
rectly” (KpV, AA 05, p. 31; Kant, 2002, p. 45).



JI.3. Kpsrron

HepaTuB IIpelcTaB/IsieT coboV TaKoe IIPaKTMYecKoe
HpeqIvicaHe, KOTOpoe H4YeM He OOyCJIOBJIEHO 11 He
3aBVICUT OT IIOCJIENCTBUIL, KOTOpble MOI'YT HACTYIIUTh
pu ero codsrroperm: «Ho 3mmech mpaBmIIo ritacuT: He-
IIPeMeHHO CJleflyeT IOCTYIIaTh OIIperesleHHBIM obOpa-
3oM. IlpaxTudeckoe mpaswlo, ciemoBaTesIbHO, Oesyc-
JIOBHO, CTaJIo OBITH, IIPE/CTaBJIEHO a priori Kak Kare-
rOpWYecKy IIpaKTIYecKoe II0JIoKeHVe, KOTOPBIM BOJIS
0e30roBOpPOUHO ¥ HEIOCPEeICTBEHHO. .. OIIpenesiseTcs
o0wpexkTrBHO» (AA 05, S. 31; KanT, 19973, c. 349—351).

B cBs3M ¢ paccMoTpeHMeM Oe3ycIIOBHOV 00si3aTelIb-
HOVI CVJTBI MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa Ilepeft HaMV OTYeTIINBO
IIpeficTaeT CIleayIoliee BaXKHOe MIJTs KAHTOBCKOVI STde-
CKOVI CYICTEMBI IIOHATME — IIOJIT, a BMeCTe C HUIM U Tep-
MMHOJIOTMYeCKasl Iapa «coobpasHoe monry» (pflicht-
mdfig) vi «@to monry» (aus Pflicht), BiepBble BcTpedaroria-
sics1y Kanra B pabote «OcHOBOIOIOXKEHVE K MeTadm3N-
Ke HpaBoB» (1785) 11 coxpaHsIomascs MM Ha IIPOTsKe-
HMM BceTro KpuTumdeckoro nepuona (AA 04, S. 397—398;
Kant, 19976, c. 69—75). UyTb no3xe, B «KpuTHke Irpak-
THdgecKkoro pasyMa» (1788), y Kanra mossurcs n1 gpyras
TepMMHOJIOrYecKasi apa — «JIerajIbHOCTb» (Legalitit)
Y «MOpaJIBHOCTh» (Moralitit), BO MHOrOM CHMHOHWMITY-
Has npensigyment (AA 05, S. 81, 118, 152; Kant, 1997a,
c. 493, 605—607, 699). IToHATMS «I10 TONITY» 1 «<MOpaIb-
HOCTBb» ITOTYEePKMBAIOT, UTO IIOCTYIIOK COBEPIIIAETCS VIC-
KJTFOUMTEIIBHO VI3 CTpeMJIeHVIS COOITIOEH IS MOPaJIbHO-
ro 3akoHa. CoOCTBEHHO TOJIBKO TaKwe IIOCTYIIKM VI MO-
ryT, o KaHTy, canTarbcs IOmIMHHEO TOOpOIeTeIbHBI-
Mmu. Torga Kak HOHSITIS «COOOPa3sHOCTD AONITY» U «JIe-
TaJIBHOCTB», HAIIPOTVB, IIOIUEPKMBAIOT, YTO IIOCTYTIOK
BHEIITHe COOTBETCTBYeT MPeAIICaHNI0 MOPAJIBHOTO 3a-
KOHa, OITHAaKO HOIJIMHHBIM MOTVBOM 3[I€Ch OKa3bIBaeT-
cs1 He caMo I10 cebe cTpeMyIeHMe COOITIOIEeHNS MOpaIb-
HOT'O 3aKOHA, a HeK/ie MHble MOTVBBL

Ho m pasmans B 3THX TepMMHOJIOIMTYeCKMX ITapax
TaKXe MMeloTcsl. Tak, MO)KHO OTMETUTB, YTO, IIPOBO-
Is pas3y4ane MeXXAy IMOCTYIIKaMW IO KPUTEPUIO «Co-
oOpasHOCTh AoNTy» / «110 monry», KaaT mogyepkmsa-
€T, YTO IOCTYIIKW «II0 JOJITY» SBJISIOTCS Pe3yJIbTaToOM
aBTOHOMHOTO OIIpeIleJIeH ST BOJIVI, TOrfa KaK IOCTYIIKV
«cooOpasHble JIONITY» — Pe3yJIbTaTOM BO3ZEVICTBUS Ha
BOJIIO UyBCTBEHHBIX CKJIOHHOCTeM (AA 04, S. 397; Kanr,
19976, c. 71). ITpu mcrionb30BaHNM TEPMITHOB «JIeTalTb-
HOCTB» W «MOpPaJIBHOCTb» KaHT OTBIIEKAeTCs OT OLleH-
KV TIOCTYTIKOB IIO CTeIIeHVI BIIVISTHWS Ha OIIperesieHve
BOJIV UYBCTBEHHOVI IIPVMPOIBI YesIoBeKa, a (PUKCUpPY-
€T JIIIB TO, HAaCKOJIBKO MBI oOpalllaeM BHUMaHMe Ha
cdepy BHYTpPeHHMX MOTMBOB YesloBeKa. Ecivi MBI Ha
Hee BHMMaHMe oOpalllaeM ¥ OKa3bIBaeTcsl, YTO pellle-
HVIe COBEPIINTH TOT VJIVI MHOV IIOCTYIIOK IIPOIMKTOBA-
HO eIVHCTBEHHO JIVIIITL CTPeMJIEHVIEM COOTBETCTBOBATD
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In connection with the unconditional, binding
nature of the moral law we are confronted with the
concept, essential for the Kantian ethical system, the
concept of duty along with the terminological pair
“in conformity with duty” (pflichtmifig) and “from
the motive of duty” (aus Pflicht), which first occurs
in Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals
(1785) and which he retains throughout the criti-
cal period (GMS, AA 04, pp. 397-398; Kant, 2011a,
pp- 22-25). A little later, in The Critique of Practical
Reason (1788), Kant introduces another terminolog-
ical pair: “legality” (Legalitit) and “morality” (Mora-
litit), which is in many ways synonymous with the
preceding one (GMS, AA 04, p. 81, 118, 152; Kant,
2002, p. 105, 150, 190). The concepts “from the mo-
tive of duty” and “morality” stress that an act is
performed exclusively in order to comply with the
moral law. Indeed, only such acts, according to
Kant, can be deemed to be truly virtuous. Mean-
while the concepts “in conformity with duty” and
“legality,” on the contrary, stress that the act com-
plies with the prescription of the moral law on the
surface, but the real motive is other than the wish to
observe the moral law.

However, there are also differences between
these terminological pairs. Thus, in making a dis-
tinction between acts “in conformity with duty” /
“from the motive of duty”, Kant stresses that acts
“from the motive of duty” are the results of auton-
omous determination of will, whereas those per-
formed “in conformity with duty” are the results
of the impact on the will of sensible inclinations
(GMS, AA 04, p. 397; Kant, 2011a, p. 23). The use of
the terms “legality” and “morality” sets aside the
assessment of acts in terms of the degree to which
man’s sensible nature influences them, concentrat-
ing only on the degree to which we pay attention
to man’s inner incentives. If we do pay attention
to them, and if it turns out that the decision to per-
form this or that act is prompted only by the desire
to follow the bidding of the moral law, then the act
is moral. If we distance ourselves from the sphere
of inner motives or, looking into it, find that the act
has been prompted by something other than respect
for the bidding of the moral law, while it appears to
comply with the moral law, then we can only speak
about the legality of such behaviour.* Whether the

*“The mere conformity or nonconformity of an action with
law, irrespective of the incentive to it, is called its legality (law-
fulness); but that conformity in which the Idea of duty arising
from the law is also the incentive to the action is called its mo-
rality” (MS RL, AA 06, p. 219; Kant, 1991, p. 46).



TITOBEJIEHVIIO MOPAJIBHOTO 3aKOHa, TOra 3TOT ITOCTYIIOK
MOXeT OBITh MOpasIbHBIM. Ecint ke MBI OT 3TOM Ce-
PBL BHYTPEHHVX MOTVIBOB OTBJIeKaeMCs VIV e, BCMa-
TpMBascCh B Hee, HAXOIVM, YTO K IIOCTYIIKY UeJIOBeKa
OLIpee/IVIIO YTO-TO MHOE, HeXellll yBakeHVe K II0Be-
JIEHVSIM MOPAJIBHOIO 3aKOHa, HO IIPV 3TOM IIOCTYIIOK
BHEIIIHe COOTBETCTBYeT TPeOOBaHMSIM MOPaJIBHOIO 3a-
KOHa, TOT/[a MbI MO>XKEM TOBOPUTb JIUIIIIB O JIEraJIbHOCTH
Takoro roseneHnsa*. UyBcTBeHHbIe TOTPeOHOCTM OKa-
3bIBaJIV BJIVSIHVIE Ha BOJIIO YeJIOBeKa IIPU ee Orperieste-
HUM K IOCTYIIKY VUIV JKe Y4TO-TO VIHOE, 5TO B JAaHHOM
cIiIydae ocTaeTcs 3a Kajgpom. Ecin B akre onpenerenms
BOJIV VIMEJICS KaKOV-JInOO MHOV MOTUB, KPOME OI[HOTO
JIIIIB YBaXXEHVIS IepeJT MOPaJIBHBIM 3aKOHOM, 3TO JIeVi-
CTBMeE yXe He MOXeT ObITh MOpasIbHBIM, KaK OBl BO3BbI-
IIIeHHBI yCTpeMJIEHVS YeJIoBeKa IV 3TOM H ObUIN.
ITpu aTOM BCE MOpaIbHBIE IIOCTYIIKV OyAyT JIerayIbHbI-
M, HO JIUIIIb HEKOTOpPAas 4acTb JIETaJIbHBIX MOXeT ObITh
B TO XXe BpeMs ¥ MOpPaJIbHBIMU. MopajleH ke IIOCTy-
TTOK MJIVI TOJIBKO JIETaJIeH, OIIPeeIIsieTCs ICXOJIS VI3 eT0
BHYTpPeHHeVI, MHTEeHIIVIOHAJIBHOV HartolTHeHHOCT. [1o
3TOVI IIPUYVHE JIBAa COBEPIIIEHHO MIEHTUYHBIX 110 CBO-
eMy dakTndeckoMy (MaTeprasIbHOMY) COmep’KaHVIIO
IIOCTYIIKa MOT'Y'T OKa3aThCsl IIPY OLIEHKe MX MOPaJIBHO-
¢ty pasinusbl. OIUH M3 HUX MOXKET ObITh MOPaJIBHBIM
(eCyI €IVHCTBEHHBIVI MOTMB €ro COBEPIIEHUSI — CO-
OrrofieHVIe MOPAJIBHOTO 3aKOHA), APYIoM Xe — JIMIIb
JIeTaJIBHBIM (ECTIV K PEIIeHIIO COBEPIINTD €ro IIpVMe-
IITMBAJIVICh VI IHBIE MOTVBEI).

B TO e BpeMs cileffyeT OTMETUTD, YTO IIPY IIOITBIT-
Ke COIIOCTaBWUTH JIeTaJIbHBbIE IIOCTYIIKM C KaTeropmde-
CKMM VMIIEpaTVBOM MBI He MOIJIV ObI TOBOPUTH O TOM,
YTO OHW €My COOTBETCTBYIOT. BHyTpeHHMIT MOTUB CO-
BepIIeHVS IIOCTYIIKOB B HAHHOM CJIy4ae OKa3blBaeT-
csd TeM, 4TO Hem3DeXXHO OKasbIBaeT BIIMSHMe Ha 00s-
3aTeJIBHYIO CMJTy TOTO IIpeNIcaHms (MaKCUMBI), B CO-
OTBETCTBUM C KOTOPOW UeJIOBEK ¥ BBICTPaMBAET CBOV
mevicTBus. JInins o0beKTMBHAS MakKCMa — MaKCUMa,
oOsamarormasi BceoOrriert Oe3ycitoBHOV 00s3aTeIbHON
CWIOV, — OKa3bIBAETCS /LISl HaC KaTerOpMYeCcKMM VM-
reparvBoM. Ho Takor MakCrMOVE MOXeT OBITh TOJIBKO
caM KaTeropmuecKuil umieparus. Bce e ocTaibHbIe
HaMepeHWsL SBJISIOTCS JIUIIb CYObeKTUBHBIMW MaKCHU-
MaMmy. OHM He obamaroT OGe3ycsIoBHOV 00s3aTe IbHON
CVJIOV M SIBJISTIOTCS JIVIIID IIPEAIICcaHnsIMI Ortaropas-
VMM VIV JIMYHOTO c4acThs. [Ipu ycrpanenun cyob-
€KTVBHO OIIpeJIesIsieMbIX 1IeJIeV, ISl TOCTVIKEHMS KO-

* «OHO VI COOTBETCTBYE VIV HECOOTBETCTBIE TIOCTYIIKA 3a-
KOHY 0€30THOCUTEJIFHO K €r0 MOTMBY Ha3bIBAIOT JIETaJIbHOCTHIO
(3aKOHOCO0OPA3HOCTHIO); TO COOTBETCTBYIE, B KOTOPOM Wlest A07I-
ra, OCHOBaHHasl Ha 3aKOHe, eCThb B TO JKe BpeMs MOTWB IIOCTYII-
Ka, Ha3bIBaeTCs MOPaJIbHOCTHIO (HPaBCTBEHHOCTHIO) ITOCTYTIKa»
(AA 06, S. 219; Kanrt, 199406, c. 240).
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decision to act was influenced by sensible needs or
something else is here beside the point. If the de-
termination of the will had some other motive than
mere respect of the moral law, such an act can no
longer be considered to be moral, however lofty the
actor’s aspirations may have been. All moral acts
would be legal, but only part of the legal acts can be
moral at the same time. Whether an act is moral or
merely legal is determined by its inner, intentional
content. Therefore two acts totally identical in actu-
al (material) content may differ in terms of assessing
their morality. One may turn out to be moral (if the
only motive for it is to comply with the moral law)
and the other merely legal (if other motives have
also been involved).

At the same time it has to be noted that in at-
tempting to compare legal acts against the categor-
ical imperative we would not be able to claim that
they correspond to it. The inner motive for perform-
ing acts in this case is that which inevitably influ-
ences the binding force of the prescription (maxim)
in accordance with which one structures one’s acts.
Only an objective maxim — a maxim that has un-
conditional obligatory force — turns out to be a cat-
egorical imperative for us. But such a maxim can
only be the categorical imperative itself. All the
other intents are merely subjective maxims. They
do not have unconditional force and are merely
prompted by common sense or the pursuit of per-
sonal happiness. If the subjectively determined
goals pursued through performed acts are eliminat-
ed, the prescriptions themselves cease to be obliga-
tory. Hence they cannot be categorical imperatives,
but are merely hypothetical imperatives. Having
looked at the main principles of Kantian ethics we
can now start casting about for the sources that
might have exerted sometimes very considerable
influence on their author. To this end we should
first of all take a closer look above all at the work of
Christian Crusius, a German thinker of the Age of
Enlightenment who was famous in his time, but is
only occasionally mentioned in the history of philo-
sophical doctrines today. In particular, we should
focus on his moral teaching.’

®Nevertheless, it is obvious that the obscurity into which the
German philosopher’s teaching sank, was undeserved. Ini-
tially building his system on the critique of Leibniz and Wolff
(most notably his critique of the law of sufficient ground)
Crusius ended up by offering a very interesting rehash of
preceding philosophical tradition. Some researchers believe
that his philosophical system is one of the most original eigh-
teenth-century systems (cf. Schneewind, 1998, pp. 445-446).



JI.3. Kpsrron

TOPBIX U OKa3BIBAIOTCSI HEOOXOVIMBIMM COBepIIIaeMble
MOCTYIIKY, CaMy IIPeIMCaHMsl TakXXe TepsiioT CBOO
obsszarenpaylo cyty. CilemoBaTeslbHO, OHM He MOTYT
OBITH KaTeropmdyeckKMM MMIIEpaTBOM, HO SBJISIOTCS
JINIIB MITepaTBaMU I'MIIOTETUYECKIVIMIAL.

PaccMoTpeB B 001IVIX YepTaX OCHOBHBIE IIOJIOKEH VIS
stuky KaHTa, MBI MOXeM Tellepb OOpaTWUTBCS K IIO-
VICKY VICTOUYHMKOB, KOTOpBIe MOIJIM OKa3aTh Ha ee Co-
3aaTesid oIperesieHHoe 11 BeCbMa 3HauMTeJIbHOe BJIN-
stame. C 3TOVI 11eJIbIO HaM CJIeyeT IIpuUcTajIbHee IIpu-
CMOTPeThCS IIpeXkIle BCero K TBOPUECTBY B CBOe BpeMs
V3BECTHOTrO, HBIHE JXe He TaK YacTO BCIIOMMHAeMOIo
B MICTOpUY PUITOCOPCKMX YIEHMT HEMEIIKOTO MBIC/IV-
tesst snoxu [Ipocsermenns X. A. Kpysusi, B ocobeHHO-
CTW K €r0 MOpaJIbHOMY y4eHWIO”.

MopanbHoe ydeHne Xpucrtuasa Asrycra Kpysmsa

Xpuctuan Asryct Kpysum, gputocod u Teosior 3mo-
xm 3pertoro IIpocserieHs, BoIes B MICTOPMIO (prsIoco-
dpum mpexme Bcero Kak HEIIPUMMPVIMBIV IIPOTVBHUK
BoJIbdUaHcKkon dvtocopun. Pomgusimcek B ropome
Jlovtra B Cakconmu B 1715 r.,, Kpysun nontyann dwto-
copckoe 1 TeosIormyeckoe oOpasoBaHve B yHUBEpCHUTe-
Te Jlenrmura. OcHoBHBIE cBOM PrytocodpcKme paboTh
Kpysun nivmet B nepuo, ¢ 1744 o 1749 r. B 1750 1. on
HojTy4aeT JO/DKHOCTh OpOVMHApPHOro Ipodeccopa Teo-
JIOTUN B yHUBepcuTeTe Jlermiinra, mocse yero KOHIIeH-
TPUpPYyeTCcd Ha pacCMOTPEHMN IIPerMYyIIeCTBeHHO Teo-
JIOTMYecKMX BOIIpocoB. B 1773 I. cTaHOBUTCS peKTOpOM
Jlevmmmmrckoro ynmsepcuteta. IlapasienbHo ¢ akasie-
MIUeCKOV JIesITeJIbHOCTHIO Kpysuit akTMBHO 3aHMMaeT-
51 TacTOpcKom pabotort. YmMupaeT prutocod Bee B TOM
xe Jlevmmmre B 1775 1. (em.: Richter, 1876; Saring, 1957).

ITpu obparennt kK MopansHOMY ydeHMo Kpy-
3151 MBI HAXOAVIM LIEJIBIV PsAfT TOpa3suTesIbHbBIX CXOCTB
¢ aTndeckon KoHIlemuet Kanra. 1 mpexxne Bcero 3To
KacaeTcsl B3ITIsfZa 0OOMX MBICIIUTeIeVl Ha CYITHOCTB
MopaIbHBIX IpemnucaHuit. Tak, y Kpysusa oOnapy-
XKIMBaeTCsl pasfgesleHNe BeceX IIPaKTUYecK/X OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKeHUY Ha 3aKOHBI JoOpomeTesv 1 Mpasyuia Or1aro-
pasymus. [IpydeM omrgaloTcs OHV APYT OT IpyTa, 10
Kpysuro, xapakrepoM mpecjieqyeMBbIX 1ieJIeVt i IIPOus3-
BOJTHOV OT 3TOr0 00s13aTesIbHOM CWIoN. B ciydae mpa-

>TeM He MeHee MOXXHO KOHCTaTUpPOBaTh, 4YTO OE3BECTHOCTB, B KO-
TOPYIO IOrPY3WIOCH y4eHNe 3TOro HeMeIkoro dwiocoda, He
OpUIa 3aciTyXeHHa. BeIcTpamBasl CBOIO CMCTeMy IIOHadaly BO
MHOI'OM Ha KPUTHMKe JIEIOHMUIINAHCKO-BOIb(MAHCKIX II0JIOXKe-
HuVt (HanOoJlee V3BeCTHA €ro KPWUTMKA 3aKOHA JOCTATOYHOTO
ocHoBaHMs1), Kpysuit B uTore IIpeyIoXiI BecbMa MHTEPECHYIO
IlepepalboTKy MpeIIecTBYIONeN eMy hrTocodCKOV TPaguIL.
B micciienoBaTeIbCKOVE JIUTepaType MOXHO BCTPETUTh MHEHIe,
ugTO ero rtocodcKasi CcrcTeMa SIBJIseTCsl OHOV U3 Hamborree
opurmnHaiibHbIX cucTeM XVIII B. (Schneewind, 1998, S. 445 —446).
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The Moral Teaching
of Christian August Crusius

Christian August Crusius, a philosopher and
theologian at the height of the Age of Enlighten-
ment, went down in the history of philosophy
above all as a fierce opponent of Wolffian philoso-
phy. Born at Leuna in Saxony in 1715, Crusius stud-
ied philosophy and theology at Leipzig University.
He wrote his main philosophical works in the pe-
riod between 1744 and 1749. In 1750 he became a
professor of theology at Leipzig University where-
upon he concentrated mainly on theological issues.
In 1773 he became the rector of Leipzig University.
Along with his academic work Crusius was engaged
in active pastoral work. He died in Leipzig in 1775
(cf- Richter, 1876; Saring, 1957).

When looking at the moral teaching of Crusius
we discover some striking similarities with Kant’s
ethical system. Above all, I am referring to the view
of both thinkers concerning the essence of moral
prescriptions. Thus, Crusius divided all practical
principles into the laws of virtue and the rules of
common sense. They differ, according to Crusius,
in the character of the aims pursued and the corre-
sponding obligatory force. In the case of the rules
of common sense, we deal with goals arbitrarily
determined by the subject and therefore random.
Accordingly, these principles do not carry uncondi-
tional force. These prescriptions are only necessary
inasmuch as they are a means of achieving the cho-
sen goals. If we do not chose these goals, the need
for the means to achieving them also falls away. By
contrast, the principles of virtue pursue the goal
that has absolute force. Such a goal, according to
Crusius, is the achievement of Good seen as a com-
bination of virtue and happiness in which, howev-
er, happiness cannot be an end in itself but merely a
consequence of the virtue achieved. Crusius himself
was well aware of the inherent paradox: man can at-
tain happiness only by dint of his virtue, but in or-
der to be virtuous he should not seek happiness. In
other words, to have more chance of being happy a
person must wish it less. Crusius defines virtue as
the compliance of human acts with the moral law,
with the concept of virtue being a derivative of the
moral law. Examining the nature of moral law in
Crusius’ philosophy, we see that this law is estab-
lished directly by the will of the supreme being,



BIWI OJIaropasyMus MBI IMEeM JIeJI0 C IIeJISIMM, IIPOu3-
BOJIBHO OIIpefieJIIeMBIMIL CaMVIM CYOBeKTOM U B CHITY
sToro ciaydarHeIMY. COOTBETCTBEHHO, 1 0e3ycI0BHO
HeoOXxoa MOV 00sI3aTeITbHOV CVIIBI 3TV OCHOBOITIOJIOXKE-
HMs B cebe He HeCyT. DTOTO TUIIa IIpefIVCaH s HeoO-
XOAVIMBI JIMIIIEL YCJIOBHO, KaK CpeficTBa K JOCTVIKEHWIO
BBIOVpaeMbIx Liestent. Ecimnt o nemv HaMm He BeIOVpa-
IOTCSI, TO VI HeOOXOIVIMOCTB B CPEIICTBaX K VX AOCTVIKe-
HVIO TaKXe OTHajaeT. B IIpOTMBOIOIOXKXHOCTE 3TOMY,
OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMS [TOOpozieTeIN IIpeciiefyioT Iiejlb,
abcoITIOTHO HeoOXOOMMYIo IS Beex Jiomert. o aroir
HpuyMHe oHM obagaoT 6e3ycsIoBHOV 00d3aTe/IbHO
cusIont. Dtom 1eitbio, 1o Kpysuro, siBjisgercss nocTiKe-
Hvie OJ1ara, IIpeJICTaBIIsIEMOrO B COeNMHEHMN JoOpozIe-
TeJIVL U CYaCThs, OHAKO TaKMM 00pa30oM, YTO CUacThe
He MOXeT OBbITh CAMOLIEJIBIO, a MOXeT ObITb JIVIIIE CJIeI-
CTBMeM JocTurHyTov modbpomerernu. ITprraem cam Kpy-
3UVI IIpeKpacHO OCO3HaBasI 3aJI0KEHHYIO B 3TOM II0JIO-
JKEHVM IIapajioKCajIbHOCTh: CYacThe YeJIoBeK MOXKEeT
MOJIyYNUTh KaK CJIEJICTBUE CBOEVI HOOpOeTeIbHOCTH,
HO YTOOBI OBITH JJOOPOIETENIBHBIM, OH JJOJDKEH He CTpe-
MUTBCA K CYACTBIO. [IpyrmMu ciioBaMu, dejloBeK TeM
OosTbIle MOXXET Ha/IeAThCS Ha CUacTbe, YeM MeHBbIIe OH
ero >estaeT. [looporneTens xe Kpysuii orperiersieT kak
COOTBETCTBIME TIOCTYIIKOB dYejloBeKa MOpaJIbHOMY 3a-
koHy. [Ipn 3TOM moHsTHE mOOpOImeTen OKa3bIBAETCS
MIPOVI3BOIHBIM OT MOPaIBHOT'O 3aKOHa.

PaccmaTpuBasi mprpomy MOpaIbHOIO 3aKOHa B (pu-
mocodpum Kpysws, MBI BUAMM, UTO 3TOT 3aKOH ycCTa-
HaBJIMBaeTCsl HeIIOCPeCTBeHHO BOJIeV! BBICIIIero Cylile-
CTBa, TO ecTb bora. bor mipu coTBopeHmy MyIpa BIOXKMIT
B CYIIIHOCTB CBOVIX TBOPEHUVI CTpeMJIeHNe K COBepIIeH-
cTBy. [lo3TOMy KOHEUHOV IIEJIBIO TBOPEHWIS SIBIISETCS
cosepireHcTBo. IIpu sTom Kpysuin nomgpasgesnser co-
BEpIIIEHCTBa Ha JIBa Bila: CYITHOCTHOE U CITyJaiHoe.
CyIIHOCTHOe COBEpIIEHCTBO — 3TO «COBEPIIEHCTBO
BeIlV CBOero pofa, KOTOpoe ecTh He UTO MHOe, KaK Ta-
KOe OTHOIIIeHVIe COCTOSHIS BEIIT K CyMMe TOI'0, UTO IT0-
CpelCcTBOM Hee BO3MOXKHO VUIV [IeVICTBUTEIIBHO, Or1aro-
Hapsl 4eMy B Hell BCTpedaeTcs BCsKasl peaylbHOCTh, KO-
Topasi oXugaeMa Ornaromapsi yke IIpelIIoIIoKeHHOMY
MOHATUIO O ee cymrHocTm» (Crusius, 1766, S. 302). Ciy-
4JariHOe COBEPIIIEHCTBO — 3TO «HEKOTOpBIE CBOVICTBA [B
BeIV)... KOTOpble XOTs M He IIpMHajIeXXaT CyIIHOCTH,
MOCPeNICTBOM Yero OHa MBIC/IMMa, HO ¥ He Hapylla-
IOT COBEPIIIEHCTBO BeIM 1, CJIeIOBATeIHHO, IIOMOTaoT
YBeJIMUNUTL CyMMY peasibHocTM Bemu» (Crusius, 1766,
S. 302—303). B ciryuae uertoBeka CYITHOCTHBIM COBEP-
IIIEHCTBOM $IBJIeTCs IMEHHO JoOpomeTers. Bece octams-
HOe, B YaCTHOCTV Y4eHOCTh, KpacoTa, Oyraropasymmue,
OTHOCWTCS JIUIIb K CITy9alfHBIM COBEPIIIEHCTBAM, a CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO, VX OTCYTCTBIe He JleJlaeT JeJloBeKa He-
COBEpIIIeHHBIM, PaBHO KaK ¥ MX IIPUCYTCTBUE CaMo TI0
cebe HIYETO K COBEpPIIIeHCTBY YesIoBeKa He IIprbaBiIgeT.
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i.e. God. In creating the world God imparted to his
creatures the desire to achieve perfection. Therefore
perfection is the ultimate goal of Creation. Crusius
distinguishes two types of perfection: essential and
accidental. Essential perfection is “perfection of its
kind of object which is none other than the propor-
tion of the state of the thing to the sum of what it
makes possible or real which is expected thanks to
the supposed concept of its essence”® (Crusius, 1766,
p- 302). Accidental perfection is “certain properties
[of a thing] [...] which, though not pertaining to the
essence, whereby it is thinkable, does not impair
the perfection of the thing and, consequently, adds
to the overall reality of the thing”” (Crusius, 1766,
pp- 302-303). In the case of man, essential perfection
is virtue. All the rest, including learning, beauty and
common sense, are merely accidental perfections
and, accordingly, their absence does not render a
person imperfect any more than their presence in it-
self adds anything to the person’s perfection.
Everything in the world must agree with the es-
sential perfection of things, i.e. with the ultimate
aim of their existence. Therefore the moral law may
be formulated in the following way: “[...] Do what
corresponds to the perfection of God and your at-
titude to Him as well as the essential perfection of
human nature, and eschew the opposite”® (Crusius,
1767, p. 191, 249). This principle is the main moral
principle of Crusian philosophy. But Crusius sees
this provision as a material principle and demands
that it should be supported by a formal one. Ac-
cording to Crusiuis, the formal principle of moral-
ity is inner intent, which ought to be the basis of
determining the will to act. The only possible for-
mal principle that can be deemed to be truly mor-
al, according to Crusius, is absolute obedience to
God, arising from total and absolute dependence of
the creature on its Creator. The marriage of the ma-
terial and formal principles yields the final formula

¢ [...] Vollkommenheit eines Dinges in seiner Art, welche nichts
anders ist, als dasjenige Verhiltnifs des Zustandes eines Dinges ge-
gen die Summe dessen, was dadurch mdglich oder wirklich ist, ver-
moge welches alle diejenige Realitit an ihm angetroffen wird, welche
man vermoge eines schon vorausgesetzten Begriffs von seinem We-
sen an ihm verlanget”.

7" [...] gewisse Eigenschaften [...], welche zwar zu dem Wesen,
wodurch es gedacht wird, nicht gehdren, jedoch auch der Vollkom-
menheit des Wesens keinen Abbruch thun, und also die Summe der
Realitit des Dinges vermehren helfen.”

8 1...] thue, was Vollkomheit Gottes und deinem Verhiltnisse gegen
ihn, und ferner was der wesentlichen Vollkommenheit der menschli-
chen Natur gemdf ist, und unterlasse das Gegentheil.”



JI.3. Kpsrron

Bce B Mype ¢ HEOOXOIVIMOCTBIO JIOJDKHO COIJIACOBBI-
BaTbCsl C CYITHOCTHBIMM COBEpIIIEHCTBAMM Belller, TO
eCTb C KOHEUHOVI 11eJIbI0 MX cylnecTBoBaHMs. [loaTomy
MOpaJIBHBIV 3aKOH MOXeT ObITb chOpMYIIMPOBaH Clle-
mytomymM obpasom: «CopepIriait TO, YTO COOTBETCTBY-
eT coBepIieHcTBY bora 1 TBoeMy oTHomeHmio k Hemy,
a TaKXe CYIIHOCTHOMY COBEpIIEHCTBY 4YeJIOBeUecKOu
npuponsl, v w3beran mpoTmBomonoxHoro» (Crusius,
1767, S. 191, 249). D10 MONIOXeHVe U SBIISIETCSI OCHOB-
HBIM MOpPaJIbHBIM IPUHIIUIIOM KPY3MaHCKOM (PriIoco-
¢um. Ho ono BoctipuHmMaeTcst KpysmeM kak Marepm-
QIBHBIVI IIPUHIMI 1 TpeOyeT HOIOIHEHWS IIPUHIIV-
oM popMaTbHBIM. POPMaIIBHBIM XKe ITPUHIIUIIOM MO-
parm y Kpysus okasbiBaeTcsl BHyTpeHHee HaMepeHIe,
KOTOpOe [IOJDKHO JIeXaTb B OCHOBe OIpeJIesIeHIs BOJIN
K IIOCTYTIKY. EAMHCTBEHHBIV BOSMOXHBIV POpMaIbHBIN
IPVHIINIL, KOTOPBII MOXHO CYMTAaTh MONJIMHHO MO-
paibHBIM, TTo Kpy3iuio, — 3To abcorTIoTHOe IOC/TyIIIaHve
Bory, nmpovicrekarolriee 13 ITOITHOVE 11 aDCOJIIOTHOVE 3aBU-
CUIMOCTM TBOpeHW:s OoT cBoero Tsopria. ITpu coenynenvm
MaTepyaJIbHOrO 7 (POpMasIbHOTO IIPVHIINAIIA MBI U TIO-
JlydaeM OKOHYATEeJIBHYIO (POPMYIIMPOBKY MOPAJIBHOIO
3aKoHa: «/les1ari 113 IOKOPHOCTY TIepe] [I0BeJIeHVeM TBO-
ero TBoplia Kak TBOEro eCTeCTBEHHOI'O U HEeOOXOIMMO-
TO TOCIIO/IMHA BCe TO, UTO COOTBETCTBYET COBEPIIIEHCTBY
bora, a Tak)e CyIITHOCTHOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBY TBOEVI COO-
CTBEHHOVI IPVIPOIEI U [Iprpomdsl] Bcex OCTaIBHBIX TBO-
PpeHuI 1 4TO B KOHEYHOM CUeTe COOTBETCTBYeT CO3[IaH-
HBIM MM [BoroMm]| oTHoIIeHMSIM Belrierl MeXy cobors,
v m30eravt mpoTmBonosIoxHoro» (Crusius, 1767, S. 249).

W3 sToro MopasibHOTo 3akoHa IipoucrekaeT y Kpy-
3Usl M omperiesieHne IIPMPOHBI JoOpomeTen Kak Vc-
IIOJTHEHVISI MaTepyaIbHOTO IIPVHIINIIA, HO VICIIOJIHe-
HUS €ro C JO/DKHBIM BHYTPEHHVUM HaMepeHMeM, TO
€CTh KaK TOTOBHOCTV BBITIOJTHSITE TO, YTO COOTBETCTBY-
eT coBepiIeHCTBY bora, ceGst caMoro v mpyTmx JIIOHew,
enMHCTBeHHO M3 nociymanus bory (Crusius, 1767,
S. 250)¢. BaxxHOVI 3/1eCh OKa3bIBa€TCS VIMEHHO I'OTOB-
HOCTb VICIIOJIHSATH TpeOoBaHVE MOpPaJIbHOIO 3aKOHa
pazu TOro, YTO B HeM siBjleHa BOJIs bora oTHOCHUTENTPHO
cBovX TBOpeHMTL. TOJIbKO 3TO 11 ferTaeT IoBefIeH e e-
JIOBeKa IIOIJIMHHO JOOpOIeTeTbHBIM. YBeIdeHe Xe
COBEpIIIEHCTBA B MIUpe 0e3 3TOro OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIErO
HaMepeHM: JaeT JIVIIb BUAVMOCTB JOOpomeTesIi.

bo>xecTBeHHBIN 3aKOH
WJIn KaTeI‘OpVI‘IeCKPIVI MMIIepaTnB

TTocie aHasM3a OCHOBHBIX IIOJIOKEHWTA MOpPaJIbHOI'O
y4deHms1 KanTa n KPYSVISI MOJXeT ITOKa3aTbCsd, 4YTO MO-

¢B sToM obpameny Kpysns K aHanmm3y cdepbl BHyTPeHHVX MO-
TVMBOB V1 IIPIAaHNI IIEPBOCTEIIEHHOV BAKHOCTV IMEHHO 3TMM MO-
TVBaM IIPY OLIeHKe T00POIeTe/IbHOCTH IIOCTYIIKOB yCMaTPUBAIOT
IIPOIIOJDKEHVIE TIVIETVICTKOVI TPaJIMIINYL, B KOTOPOVI ITO/TUepKIIBa-
JIach 3HAYVIMOCTH BHYTPeHHeTOo OJ1arodecTyisi B IIPOTMBOIIOIOXK-
HOCTb BHEIIHVM KYJIbTOBBIM AEVICTBVISIM U BHEIIIHe COOOpasHbIM
nmobporererm roctyrnkam (Schneewind, 1998, p. 444).
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of the moral law: “Do out of obedience to the will
of your Creator as your natural and necessary Lord
everything that corresponds to the perfection of God
and to the essential perfection of one’s own nature
and [the nature] of all the other creatures, which ul-
timately corresponds to the relations of things cre-
ated by Him [God] among themselves, and eschew
the opposite”® (Crusius, 1767, p. 249).

From this moral law Crusius derives the defini-
tion of the nature of virtue as fulfilment of the ma-
terial principle, fulfilment, however, with due inner
intent, i.e. readiness to fulfil what corresponds to
the perfection of God, of oneself and other people
solely in obedience to God (Crusius, 1767, p. 250).1°
What is important is precisely a readiness to comply
with the moral law because it reveals God’s will re-
garding His creations. This alone makes human be-
haviour genuinely virtuous. By contrast, an increase
of perfection in the world without the fundamental
intent creates only an appearance of virtue.

God’s Law or Categorical Imperative

An analysis of the main principles of the moral
teachings of both thinkers — Kant and Crusius —
may suggest that Crusius’ moral philosophy is
practically identical to that of Kant. But a closer in-
spection reveals substantial divergences. The first
divergence is arguably over the views on the nature
of the moral law. In Crusian philosophy the moral
law is derived from God’s will. This lends Crusi-
us’ moral teaching a manifest theonomic character.
With Kant, this law is perceived as the law deter-
mined by practical reason.

The second essential difference is the views on
the nature of the purity of motives, an issue raised
both in the philosophy of Crusius and the philos-
ophy of Kant. Both thinkers stress that virtue, un-
derstood as conformity to the moral law, ought to
be the only goal. Both thinkers stress that to assess

“Thue aus Gehorsam gegen den Befehl deines Schipfers, als deines
natiirlichen und nothwendigen Oberherrn, alles dasjenige, was der
Vollkommenheit Gottes, und ferner was der wesentlichen Vollkom-
menheit deiner eigenen Natur und aller andern Geschopfe, endlich
auch was den Verhiltnissen der Dinge gegen einander, welche er ge-
macht hat, gemdfs ist, und unterlasse das Gegentheil.”

The fact that Crusius turns to the sphere of internal motives
and attaches prime importance to these motives in evaluating
the virtuousness of acts is seen as a continuation of the pietistic
tradition which stressed the importance of inner piety as op-
posed to external worship practices and acts that appear to be
virtuous (cf. Schneewind, 1998, p. 444).



pasibHasi prIIocodsi BTOPOro MpeCTaBiIseTcs Ipak-
TUYeCKM WMAEHTUYHOW 3TuKe Hepporo. OmHako Ipu
Gostee TIpMICTAaIBHOM PacCMOTPEHMV BBISICHSIETCS, YTO
VIMEIOTCSI VI IOCTAaTOYHO CYIIIeCTBEHHBIe PACXOXKIEHS.
IlepBBIM TaKMM pacXoXieHVeM MOXKHO CUMTATh B3IJIs-
IIbI Ha IIPVPOIY MOPaJIBHOIO 3aKOHa. MopasIbHBIV 3a-
KOH B dmtocodum Kpysmst okasbiBaeTcst IIpom3BomeH
ot Bormu bora. MopassHoe yuenme Kpysusi, Takim 00-
pasoM, IprobpeTaeT SPKO BbIpaXEHHBIVI T€OHOMHBIV
xapakTep. Y KaHTa >ke 3TOT 3aKOH BOCITPMHVMAETCS
KaK OITpe/IesIsieMbIV CAaMVIM IIPaKTUUeCKVM Pa3yMOM.

BropeIM CyIIecTBeHHBIM OT/IMYMEM MOXHO CUW-
TaTh B3IJIAOBI Ha IIPUPOLY UMCTOTEI MOTMBOB, OOCYX-
nmaemyo B dpurtocodpum Kak Kpysms, tak 1 Karra. Oba
MBICJIUTeJIsS TIOUepKIBAIOT, UTO 11eJIBIO JJOJDKHA OBbITh
JIMIIB caMa Ao0pozeTelIb, IIOHNMaeMast KaK COOTBET-
CTBVe MOpasIbHOMY 3aKoHY. V1 06a MBIcTITe IS Homyuep-
KMBAIOT, UTO [JI5 OLIeHKM J00pOIeTeIbHOCTY HeloCcTa-
TOYHO CMOTPETH JINIIb Ha cdepy BHEITHETO IIPOsIBIIe-
HV TIOCTYTIKA, HO HY)KHO YUUTBIBaTh TaKXXe BHY TPeH-
HIOIO cepy HaMepeHMVI YesioBeKa. Il 3Ta BHy TpeHH:IA
cdepa mo/DKHA MMeTb CBOMM MOTMBOM JIMIIL POp-
MasbHBI npuHIMI. [Ins KaHTa TakmM envHCTBEH-
HO BO3MOXXHBIM MOTVMBOM OKa3bIBaJIOCh YBaKeHWe Ile-
pell MOpaJIbHBIM 3aKoHOM, Wit Kpyswust — mociymmra-
Hue Bojle bora, BbIpakarolliericss B MOpPajIbHOM 3aKo-
He. VI cHOBa 37€Ch MBI BUAVIM TeOHOMWYHOCTHh Kpysns
B IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOCTb OTCYTCTBUIO TakoBo y KarTa.

Onnako faxe 3TO pasyimyye MeX[y MBICIUTes-
My OpocaeTcsi HaM B IJ1a3a TOJIBKO 10 TeX 0P, II0Ka MBI
paccMmarpuBaeM 3TuKY KaHTa B OTpBIBe OT ero yueHms
0 BBICIIIEM OJ1are v IIOCTYyJIaTax IPaKTUIecKOro pasyMa.
BBemeHme e TIOCTYIIaTOB, M OCOOEHHO IIOCTYJIaTa ObI-
Tt bora, cpasy ske HaumMHaeT paspyIaTh CTOJIb CTPOV-
HYyIO KapTVHY, 0COOeHHO yuMThIBas noscHeHms Kan-
Ta, YTO IIepexor] OT MOPasIV K PeJIUT UM SIBJISIeTCS ecTe-
CTBEHHBIM V1 Hen30eXXHBIM: «TaK MOpasIbHBIVI 3aKOH Ye-
pe3 TIOHATVIe BBICIIero Or1ara Kak oObeKTa ¥ KOHEUHOM
11eJIV YMCTOrO IIPaKTUYeCKOro pasyMa BefleT K peauaui,
TO eCTb k N03HAHU Bcex 0ba3anHocmell kax boxecmBen-
HbLX 3an06edeli, 4 He KAK CAHKYUL, MO ecb Npou3Boan-
HBLX, CAMUX 10 cebe CAYUATIHbIX paACnoOPAXeHULl UlYKO0u
Boau,— a KaK HEOTheMJIEMBIX 3AKOHOB KaXkIov CBOOO]I-
HOVI BOJIV caMo1 110 cebe...» (AA 05, S. 129; KanT, 1997a,
c. 639). Taknm 0Opas3oM, ecii MbI pacCcMaTpVBaeM 3TU-
4JecKylo cucteMy KaHTa B ee IOJTHOTe, ¢ BKITIOYeHVIEM
B cdpepy paccMOTpeHMS TaKXe M IIOCTYJIaTOB IIpaKT-
YeCcKOro pasyMa, TO cofep)KaTeJIbHOe CXOCTBO 3Tide-
CKVIX CVICTeM 0DOVX MBICJINTeSIeVI CTAHOBUTCS ellle 6o-
Jlee OYEBMTHBIM. B CBSA3M ¢ 3TMM HeJIb3s He 3aTPOHYTh
BOITPOC O BO3MOXXHOM BimstHUM Kpy3sus Ha dopmmpo-
BaHVIe OCHOB 3TWYeCKoVI cricTeMbl KaHTa.
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virtuousness it is not enough to look only at the ex-
ternal manifestation of an act; it is necessary to take
into account the inner sphere of man’s intentions.
The motive of the inner sphere must be solely the
formal principle. For Kant the solely possible motive
is respect for the moral law. For Crusius it is obedi-
ence to God’s will expressed in the moral law. Again
we see Crusius’ theonomism and the lack of the
same in Kant.

Yet even this difference between Kant and
Crusius catches the eye only as long as we look at
Kant’s ethics separately from his teaching of the
highest good and the postulates of practical reason.
The introduction of postulates, especially the postu-
late of the existence of God, immediately begins to
destroy this logical picture, especially in the light of
Kant’s explanation that transition from morality to
religion is natural and inevitable: “In this way the
moral law, through the concept of the highest good
as the object and the final purpose of pure practical
reason, leads to religion, i.e., to the cognition of all du-
ties as divine commands, not as sanctions — 1i.e., chosen
and by themselves contingent ordinances of another’s
will — but as essential laws of every free will by it-
self” (KpV, AA 05, p. 129; Kant, 2002, pp. 163-164).
Thus if we consider Kant’s ethical system in its en-
tirety, including within our purview also the postu-
lates of practical reason, the essential similarity of
the ethical systems of both thinkers becomes even
more evident. This dictates the need to examine the
issue of possible influence of Crusius on the forma-
tive foundations of Kant’s ethical system.

Was There an Influence?

In spite of a number of essential similarities
in the views of both thinkers, these similarities, as
well as the question of whether Crusius might in-
deed have influenced Kant, came in for specialist
scrutiny fairly late. The first serious work devoted
to this topic appeared in the late nineteenth centu-
ry (Marquard, 1885). Several decades later in a long
article Heimsoeth discusses in detail the similar-
ity of Kant’s philosophy to the main provisions of
Crusius’ philosophy. That article marked the start of
gradual increase of scholarly interest in the problem.

In the context of the possible influence of
Crusius on Kant, credit is undoubtedly due to
Heimsoeth for the fact that although he himself
stresses the importance of studying Kant's early
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Taxk Ob1y10 sV BIIMsAHME?

HecMoTpst Ha HayimuMe 11eJIoro psifia CyIlecTBeH-
HBIX CXOZACTB BO B3IVISZAaX OOOMX MBICTIMTENEV, 3TU
CXOJICTBA, a TaK’Ke BOIIPOC BO3MOKHOCTVI HIEVICTBUTEIIb-
Horo mcropudeckoro BiausiHus Kpysus Ha KanTta mo-
CTaTOYHO ITO3IHO CTAHOBATCS TEMOV CHEITVaTbHBIX VIC-
crrenoBanuiL. [lepBast cepbesHas paboTa, IOCBAIIeHHAS
3TOVI TeMe, IosIBMIIach B KoHIle XIX B. (Marquard, 1885).
HeckombKo mecsaTvieTHsIMM TIO3IHEe BBIXOOUT pasBep-
HyTad CTaTbg XalIM3€Ta, IO POOHO OCBEIIAIOIIas CXOI-
cTBO dprtocodpum KaHTa ¢ OCHOBHBIMY HOJIOXKEHWUSAMM
dumocodpvm Kpysms. C Hee MBI 1 MOXXeM Ha9MHATD OT-
CYeT ITOCTEIIEHHOI'0 BO3pacTaHMs VCCIIeIOBaTeTbCKOIO
VHTepeca K pacCMaTpuBaeMOVt IIpodrieMaTuKe.

HecoMHEeHHBIM TOCTOMHCTBOM 3TOV pabOTHI MOX-
HO CYMTATh TOT (PAKT, UTO XarM3ET, HeCMOTPS Ha UM
Xe caMMM TOg4epKMBaeMyIO 3Ha4YMMOCTb M3yUeHMUs
B KOHTEKCTe PacCMOTPeHMSI BO3MOXKHOIO BIIVISHMS
Kpysns na KanTa mMeHHO paHHMX pabOT IIOCIIETHETO,
KOTOPBIE V1 MOIJIV OBbI CITYXKVUTB B JAHHOM CJIy4ae CBOEro
pora CBA3YIOIIVIM 3BeHOM MeXIy KPY3MaHCKOV M KpU-
Tiaeckont dprtocodpmamm (Heimsoeth, 1926, S. 1), Tem
He MeHee ITPOBOAUT Mapasljlein He TOIBKO U He CTOJIb-
Ko ¢ paaHuM KanToM, ckorbko ¢ KanTom KpuTidecko-
ro reproga. OgHAKO OCTaeTCs JINUIID COXKaJIeTh O TOM,
YUTO OCHOBHOe BHVMaHMe XariM3éTa HallpaBjleHO Ha
paccMoTpeHMe ITpo0ieM TeopeTmdeckon dprmocodmm,
a He prytocodpmm ITpaKT4IecKort. TeMm He MeHee MBI MO-
KeM HamTiu y XariM3&Ta U psif, LIeHHBIX 3aMeYaHU OT-
HOCUTEJILHO CMBICJI0BOro cxoficTBa et Kanra n Kpy-
3151 B BOIIpOCe OOOCHOBaHMS BO3MOXXHOCTY CYIIIECTBO-
BaHS CBOOOIHOVI IIPUYMHHOCTV, YTO HEIIOCPEeICTBEH-
HO BBIBOOWT HAC Ha MOpasIbHOEe yueHVie 000X MBIC/IV-
tenent (Heimsoeth, 1926, S. 36—37). dpyron BaxxHOMI
YepTOV JTaHHOV pabOTBI MOXKHO CUMTAThH IIPVHITUAIIV-
aJIbHYI0 YCTAHOBKY XaliM3€Ta Ha PacCMOTPEeHMe JIVIIh
«cyTn perna» (Sachverhalt), To ecTp cucTemaTIdecko-
ro cxoxcTBa PVITOCOPCKIX MIIEN 00OMX MBICITITEIEN,
a He 3a/fHTepeCcOBaHHOCTE B YCTaHOBJICHUVI BO3MOXKHO-
CTVI IEVICTBUTEIILHOTO VICTOPUYECKOTO BIIVISTHVIS B3IJIS-
nos Kpysus Ha Kanra (Heimsoeth, 1926, S. 2—3). Ber-
HeceHMe pelIeHVs] OTHOCUTEIBHO TIOCIeIHero Xamm-
36T OCTaBJIT 3a KaHTOMWIIOIOTMEI — CHELVaIbHBIM
pasmesioM KaHTOBedeHMs, 3aHVMAOIIVIMCS VCCIIeo-
BaHVEM TepMuHoOJIorndeckoro anmapara Kanra. Cam
Xe XalM3€T OCTaBajics B IUIOCKOCTV PacCMOTPEHVIS
JINIIB ITPeeMCTBEHHOCTH (riocodcKkmx mpobieM, He
3a/1aBasiCh BOIIPOCOM O TOM, OBUIO I HEIIOCpeNCTBEeH-
Hoe BymsiHVe Kpysus Ha KaHTa mpudnHoOM 30w 1Ipe-
€MCTBEHHOCTY MJIV e 00a MBICIIUTEIIS IIPUIIIIN K T10-
CTaHOBKe CXOIHBIX IIPOOJIEM M CXOIHBIM MX PeIIeHMSIM
He3aBVCVIMO JIPYT OT JIpyTa.
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works which might have provided a link between
Crusian and critical philosophies (Heimsoeth, 1926,
p- 1), he nevertheless draws parallels not only or
largely with early Kant but with Kant of the critical
period. It is a pity, though, that Heimsoeth concen-
trates on the problems of theoretical philosophy and
not practical philosophy. Even so, we can find in
Heimsoeth some valuable remarks about the seman-
tic similarity of the ideas of Kant and Crusius on
the possibility of free causality, which brings us to
the moral teachings of the two thinkers (Heimsoeth,
1926, pp. 36-37). Another important feature of the
article is Heimsoeth’s commitment to considering
only “the bones of the matter” (Sachverhalt), i.e. sys-
tematic similarity of the two thinkers’ philosophical
ideas and not dwelling on the possibility of histori-
cal influence of Crusius on Kant (Heimsoeth, 1926,
pp- 2-3). Heimsoeth leaves it to Kant philology — a
department of Kant scholarship dealing with Kant’s
terminological apparatus — to deliver the verdict
on that issue. Heimsoeth himself considers only
the continuity of philosophical problems without
delving into the details of whether the continuity is
the result of direct influence of Crusius on Kant or
whether the two thinkers had raised similar prob-
lems and arrived at similar solutions independently
from each other.

One can mention several other works published
in the 1920s and 30s which touched upon the issue
of a possible influence of Crusius’ ideas on the for-
mation of the foundations of Kant’s moral philoso-
phy. One such author is Bohatec, who believed Kant
was under a strong influence of Crusius in laying
the foundations of his moral philosophy (Bohatec,
1938, p. 154; cf. Boca, 1937, pp. 26-27, 75-76, 129-
130). However, a truly revolutionary study of this
matter is arguably Schmucker’s work, published
in the early 1960s (Schmucker, 1961, pp. 85-87).1 It
triggered a groundswell of research interest in the
problem of the apparent similarity of the two philos-
ophers’ ideas which eventually made the influence
of Crusius on Kant into an oft-repeated hypothesis

"Schmucker concludes that Crusius had a direct influence on
Kant from the fact that in his early work “Inquiry Concerning
the Distinctness of the Principles of Natural Theology and Mo-
rality” (1764) Kant uses the word combination necessitas lega-
lis, interpreted as the necessity of objects whose meaning, he
believes, remains obscure unless one turns to the context of
Crusian practical philosophy. Schmucker repeats this thesis in
another work (cf. Schmucker, 1976, p. 94).



MOXHO OTMETUTBH M HECKOJIBKO JIPyTMX ITyOJIMKa-
1y, Beimenmmx B 1920—1930-x rr. m 3aTparvBabIImx
BOITPOC BO3MOXKHOTO BivsiHVA maent Kpysusa Ha dop-
MMpOBaHMe OCHOB MopasbHOM dusocodpumn KaxTa.
B wactrocTH, V1. Boxatek norarart, uro KauT rpu dop-
MVPOBaHUV OCHOB CBOEVI MOpasIbHOM pvtocodmm Ha-
xomwicss mof, cvuibHBIM BivsiHueM Kpysust (Bohatec,
1938, S. 154; cm. Taxxe: Boca, 1937, p. 26—27, 7576,
129—130). OpHAaKO IO-HACTOSIIEMY PEBOJIIOIVIOHHBIM
VICCJIEIOBaHMEM B IaHHOVI CBSI3V CJIEITYET, 110 BCEVI BUIU-
MOCTV, CYMTATh BBIIENNTYIO B Hadasle 1960-x rr. pabo-
Ty . Imyxepa (Schmucker, 1961, S. 85—87)7, Tak Kax
VIMEHHO OHa TIOCITy>KIJTIa CBOeOOpa3HbBIM TOITIKOM K PO-
CTy VICCIIeIOBATeIIBCKOIO VIHTepeca K IIpobieMe BUIU-
MOTO CXOZICTBa Mev AByx pritocodoB, UTO B KOHEUHOM
cdeTe IIPMBEJIO K TOMY, YTO B HaCTOSIIIVIII MOMEHT BJIVI-
anve Kpysusa Ha KaHTa sBJIsieTcsl 4acTo IOBTOPSeMO
vccrenoBarestbekovt ruroresont (Henrich, 1963, S. 415;
Sala, 1990, S. 75; Ciafardone, 1990, S. 26; Schonfeld, 2000,
S. 141, 147—148; Allison, 2012, p. 144—145).

B TO ke BpeMs ciremyeT Bce JKe COITIACUTRCS C BBICKa-
3aHHBIM ellle B 1920-e IT. yTBepXXIeHVeM XaliM3éTa OT-
HOCHTEJIBHO TOT'O, YTO YCTAaHOBJIEHVIe HaJIVYVIS VIJIVL OT-
CYTCTBMsL McTOopudeckoro BimsHus Kpysus na Kanra
SIBJISIETCS IIPO0JIEMOVI He CTOJIBKO OOIMIVX pa3MblIIlIe-
HWL O «CYTW [IeJIa», TO eCTh Coiep’KaTeIbHOM CXOIICTBE
VIIEeVI MBICIIVITEJIEVI, CKOJIBKO 3ajauerl HeIloCpeOCTBEeH-
HO KaHTOdwIIosIorm. Ecimv e MbI 00paTuMCcs K TOMY
paszesly KaHTOBeZIeHVsl, TO cileflyeT IPU3HATh, UTO BJIN-
srme Kpysnst Ha KaHTa B Boripoce paspeneHVIsT pa3sHBIX
TUIIOB 00s13aTeJIbHO CVJIBI Y Pa3sHBIX TUIIOB IpaKTIde-
CKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUTI CJIOKHO MOATBepAnTD. Y maxe
HaIIPOTVB, CJIE[IyeT COITIaCUTRCS CKopee ¢ TeM, uTo KaHT
BCe JXe JIBUTAJICS 3[1eCh B Pyciie BOJIbPMAHCKON Tpaiy-
IVM, HEeXeIM 3aMCTBOBaJI VAEM HeIoCpeICcTBeHHO
y Kpyswust. O1o BrioriHe 00BsICHSET TOT (paKT, UTO TPYAEI
VIMEHHO BOJNIb(maHIa baymrapreHa, a He Koro-HMOyIb
u3 Kpy3uaHiies KaHT Her3sMeHHO VCIIOIB30BaJI B Kaye-
CTBe KOMITEHIMYMOB Ha CBOVX JIEKIIVSIX TI0 MOPaJIbHOV
pumocodpint m1 Teortornm (Stark, 2004, S. 386—391; Beyer,
1937, S. 231—236; Esposito, 1988, p. 43—51; Kpemnror,
2016, c. 299—309). CTOpOHHMKOM TaKOV TOUKM 3peHMs
sIBJIsIeTCs HeMellknit viccienoBarertb K. IIBavirep, mop-
YEePKMBAIOLIVIVI, YTO BO3BEIEHVIE BCTPEYATOIIIEVICS B KOH-
KYpCHOM couViHeHMM 1764 T. TepMIMHOJIOrMYeCcKOV ITapbl

"IIIMyKep ieJlaeT CBOVI BBIBOJ, O HaJIMUMI HEIIOCPeCTBEHHOTO
pvgans Ha KanTa co croponsl Kpysust Ha ocHOBaHUI BCTpe-
garorierocs B paHHelt pabore KanTa «Vcciegopanme oTaeT/n-
BOCTVI IIPVHIIVIIOB €CTeCTBEHHOe TeoyIornu u Mopaim» (1764)
CJIOBOCOYETAHWMS hecessitas legalis, IHTepIIpeTMPYeMOro Kak He-
00XOAMIMOCTD IiejleVi, CMBICJI KOTOPOTO OH IIojlaraeT HerloHsIT-
HbIM 0e3 OTCBUIKM K KOHTEKCTYy IHpaKTudecKou dwtocodpmm
Kpyswz. Ty xe nmosummro HIMmykep BbICKa3bIBaeT U B APYIOV pa-
6ote (Schmucker, 1976, S. 94).

41

L.E. Kryshtop

(Henrich, 1963, p. 415; Sala, 1990, p. 75; Ciafardone,
1990, p. 26; Schonfeld, 2000, pp. 141, 147-148;
Allison, 2012, pp. 144-145).

At the same time one has to concur with
Heimsoeth’s observation made in the 1920s that es-
tablishing whether or not there was historically an
influence of Crusius on Kant is a problem that has
to do not so much with general reflections “on the
heart of the matter,” i.e. the similarity of the sub-
stance of the thinkers” ideas as with Kant philolo-
gy. If we look at that area of Kant scholarship we
have to admit that it is hard to prove that Kant was
influenced by Crusius on the distinction of differ-
ent types of obligatory force of different types of
practical principles. On the contrary, one would
rather tend to agree that Kant was working with-
in the mainstream of the Wolffian tradition rather
than poaching ideas directly from Crusius. This am-
ply explains the fact that Kant invariably used the
works of none other than Baumgarten, a Wolffian,
and not of any Crusians, as compendiums in his lec-
tures on moral philosophy and theology (cf. Stark,
2004, pp. 386-391; Beyer, 1937, pp. 231-236; Esposito,
1988, pp. 43-51; Kpemrror, 2016, pp. 299-309). This
view is shared by the German scholar Schweiger
who stressed that tracing the terminological pair
necessitas problematica (necessity of means) / neces-
sitas legalis (necessity of objects) that occurs in a
1764 competition essay (UD, AA 02, p. 298; Kant,
2011b, p. 245) to the influence of Crusius may ex-
plain only one part of the pair (necessitas legalis).
Necessitas problematica remains unexplained, which
prompts a search for other sources of influence on
Kant. Besides, the fact that Kant uses Latin forms of
the above concepts rather suggests that his source
was also written in Latin. Schweiger concludes that
the source referred to may have been Baumgarten’s
compendiums on ethics Initia (1740) and Ethica
(1760) which Kant used extensively in his academic
activities (cf. Schwaiger, 1999, pp. 54-55).

Conclusion

An analysis of the main provisions of the moral
philosophy of Crusius and Kant leads to the conclu-
sion that these two teachings are close on a num-
ber of counts. Both thinkers stress the unconditional
obligatory force of the moral law (the law of virtue).
Both stress the fundamental difference between the
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necesitas problematica (HeOOXOIVIMOCTB CPeNCTB) / necessi-
tas legalis (HeoOxommmMocTh netert) (AA 02, S. 298; Kawr,
1994a, c. 187) x BrmvstHMIO Kpysnst mo3BosiseT oObsCHUTD
JIMIIB OVH WIEH 3TOV Mapbl, a UMeHHO hecessitas lega-
lis. Necessitas problematica TIpy1 3TOM OCTaeTCsl HEIposic-
HEHHBIM, YTO 3aCTaB/IgeT HacC VICKAaTh VIHbIe VICTOYHVIKI
BvsHMA Ha Karta. Kpome Toro, 1 ynorpebriermie 3mech
KaHnToM jraTmHCKMX ¢opM TaHHBIX IIOHSATII yKa3blBa-
€T CKOpee Ha TO, YTO MICTOYHVK 3TOT JOJDKEH ObITH Ha
JIATVIHCKOM s3bIKe. B KoHeuHoM cuete IIBavirep ckjio-
HseTCSI K MBICJI O TOM, YTO 3TUIM WCTOYHMKOM MO-
I'yT OBITh KOMIIEHAMYMEI baymrapTeHa 1o 3TmKe Initia
(Baumgarten, 1740) v Ethica (Baumgarten, 1760), akTvs-
HO VICIIOJIB30BaBlIIvecs KaHToM B ero akazmeMirdeckon
mesitestbHOCTH (Schwaiger, 1999, S. 54— 55).

3aKk/IroueHue

PaccMoTpeHME OCHOBHBIX TIOJIOKEHWVI MOPaJIBHOM
dvmocodpvm Kpysus 1 Kanrta mpuBognT Hac K BBIBO-
Iy, 9TO 3TV y4eHMs OJIV3KM OPyr OPYTy IO IIeJIoMY
pAny MoMmeHTOB. O0a MBICTIVTEJIS TOBOPST O Oe3yciIoB-
HOV 00s13aTeJIBHOM CMJIe MOPaJIBHOTO 3aKOHA (3aKOHa
nmobpopetesny). Oba mogYepKMBAIOT TPVHINMITMAIBHOE
pasudrie MeXOy OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMSIMU Io0pomeTe-
7 1 Ortaropasymms. Y o0ovX MBIC/IVITeTIeV MBI Haxo-
IIVIM OITHO3HA4YHOeE OlIpefielieHie MMEeHHO J100poneTe-
JIM — OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIIErO 3JIeMeHTa BBICIIEro Oria-
ra — B OT/IMYMe OT CUacThsl, KoTopoe 11 Kanrtom, n Kpy-
3MeM paccMaTpPMBaeTCsl KaK TOJIBKO JIMIIb ITPOM3BO-
HOe OT JoOpozieTesn, HO HMKaK He caMollellb. B To xe
BpeMs HaJIM4Me 3TMX BeCbMa CYIIEeCTBEHHBIX CXOICTB
BO B3IIsimax obomx dpmtocodos camo 1o cebe errie He
CBVIETEIECTBYET O TOM, 4TO B3rIsaasl Kanra dopmu-
PpOBaJIVCH TIOf, HETIOCPEACTBEHHBIM BIIVSIHUEM (DUIIO-
copum Kpysusa. Ilpuxogmrcs KOHCTaTMpOBaTh, UTO
Ha COBpEeMEHHOM YpPOBHE PasBUTHSI KaHTOBEIEHWUS
BOITPOC O HEIOCPeCTBEHHOM BimsHuM Ha KaHTa pa-
6ot Kpysus He mpencrasisieTcs BOSMOXHBIM PEIINTh
OIIHO3HA4YHO. B TO ke Bpems, JTaXke ecyv IPUHSITH BO
BHMMaHVIe apryMeHThI KaHTOMIIIONOT 1N, OCIIapVBao-
IIIie BOSMOXXHOCTH TaKOIO BJIVISIHWSI, COBEPIIIEHHO VIC-
KJIFOUaTh M3 IOJISI PACCMOTPEHMSI CXOZICTBO MJIeri 000mX
MBICITUTEIIEVI BPSL JII MOXXHO CUMTATh KOPPEKTHBIM.
OpHako TIpM HpOBeIeHNN IOHOOHOro pofia CpaBHe-
HWIVI He CTOUT 3a0BIBaTh M O CyIIIeCTBEHHBIX Pa3iIidy-
SIX, IIpVIYeM He B KOHKPETHBIX PeIleHsIX B I[eJIOM aHa-
JIOTMYHBIX IIpo0reM, a B pyHAaMeHTaJIbHOM 00OCHO-
BaHMM IIOCTAHOBKM caMuXx 3Tmx rpobiem. Ecym s
Kpysus Takum o60cHOBaHVEM SBJISIIOCH XeJlaHWe OT-
CTOSITH «VICTVHHOE» IIPeCTaBIeHe O CyITHOCT bora
KaK BCECOBEPIIIEHHOIO CYIIeCTBa, TO 3agada KanTa yxe
He MOXeT ObITh CBelleHa K ITOIIBITKE PeIeHms! IoHo0-

tenets of virtue and common sense. Both thinkers
unequivocally define virtue — the pivotal element
of the highest good — as distinct from happiness
which both Kant and Crusius see as merely a de-
rivative of virtue, but not an end in itself. Howev-
er, the presence of very substantial similarities in the
views of both philosophers is not reason enough for
claiming that Kant’'s views were formed under the
direct influence of Crusius’ philosophy. One has to
admit that at the present level of the development
of Kant scholarship the question of direct influence
of Crusius” works on Kant does not lend itself to an
unequivocal answer. At the same time, even if one
accepts the argument of Kant philology, which de-
nies the possibility of such influence, it would not
be correct to ignore the similarity of the two think-
ers’ ideas. However, in making such comparisons
one should not forget the essential differences, not
only in concrete solutions of largely analogous prob-
lems, but also in the fundamental justification and
formulation of the very problems. While for Crusius
the justification was his wish to uphold the “true”
idea of the essence of God as an all-perfect entity,
Kant's task cannot be reduced to an attempt to solve
such theological questions, although theological as-
pects of Kant’s thought cannot be excluded in study-
ing his moral philosophy (cf. Allison, 2012, p. 144;
Esposito, 2004, pp. 265-291).
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