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O BbITUWM BOTA

JIL. 3. Kpvuumon®

Pacemampubaromcea nosuyuu Xpucmuana Boavgha
u Ummanyura Kanma no Gonpocy 6osmoxuocmu doka-
sameavcmba Ovimua boea. Auarusupyromea kpumuxa
Boavgha 6 adpec ¢pusuxo-meosoeureckoeo 00kasamesb-
cméa u npediazaemvle UM MepbL 10 e20 yayuuienuto. Ilo-
kasvibaemcs, umo boe 3anumaem yenmpaivHoe mecmo 6
¢husocogpckoni cucmeme Boavgpa u abasemces gpynoamen-
MaAbHOT NPednocvIAKOU KAK e2o meopemuyeckot, max u
npaxmuueckotl ¢pusrocogpuu. Xoms Boavgh nacmaubaem
HA 1MoM, 4mo ecmecmBerHblil 3aKoH cboiicmBeren npu-
pode uesoBexa u 1o 3moil npunLuHe 00CHYNneH NO3HAHUI
pasymom uesoBexa 0Oes obpaujeHus x 0oxecmbeHHoMY
omxpoBenuto, no cpaxmy mem He Menee umenHo boe
oxasviBaemca mBopyom 3moeo ecmecmbenro20 3aKOHA U
npudunoil eeo cobepuwiencmba. Coombemcmberno, u bepa
6 ucmunnoeo boea 8 gusococpuu Boavgha o0bszamesvta
0a5 docmuskeHus Bvicuieti cmenenu 0o0podemen, moeoa
KaK A3bIMHUKAM U AmMencmam 00CYynHa AUUb HU3UAA
ee cmynens. Kanm npednpunumaem xpumuky 6 adpec
mpaduyuoHHeIX dokasamesscmb dvimus boea kax 6 do-
Kpumuueckuil, max u 8 kpumuveckuil nepuod. Anaiu-
3upyemcs poav, komopyto boe uepaem 6 npaxmuueckon
¢usocogpuu Kanma. B pesyavmame cpabrenus nosuyuil
Kanma u Boavgha aBmop npuxooum x Bu1600y 0 Hasuuuu
001611020 uncaa cxodcmb. IrabHoe u3 Hux nposbasemcs
6 mom, umo, xoms 0ba Mvicaumersn paccmampubaru mo-
pasvhblil / ecmecmbBenHulil 3axkoH 6 kauecmbe yHubepcary-
Hoeo u nobBesebatoujeeo He3abucumo om Bepvl uesobexa 6
Boea, oonako no cpaxmy Bepa 6 boea okasvibasace Heus-
bexxHbiM credcmBuem NOOAUHHOT MOPAALHOU HACHIPOEH-
Hocmu uHOuBuoa.

KaroueBvie croba: Karnm, Boavgh, boe, dokasamens-
cmbo bvimus boea, moparv, ecmecmBennuiil 3ak0oH, ¢u-
3UKO-meo02u1eckoe 00Ka3ameAbCcmbo, OHIMOA02UUECKOe
dokasameavcmbo, nocmyaam
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CHRISTIAN WOLFF AND IMMANUEL KANT
ON THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

L.E. Kryshtop'

The positions of Christian Wolff and Immanuel
Kant on the possibility of proving the existence of
God require some examination. Wolff's critique of the
physical-theological proof and his proposed ways of im-
proving it are here analysed. God is central to Wolff's
philosophical system and the fundamental prerequisite
of his theoretical and practical philosophy. Although
Wolff insists that the natural law is inherent in hu-
man nature and can therefore be comprehended by hu-
man reason without turning to divine revelation, in
reality God is the creator of this natural law and the
cause of its perfection. Accordingly, faith in the true
God in Wolff's philosophy is obligatory for achieving
the supreme degree of virtue, whereas pagans and athe-
ists can achieve only its lowest degree. Kant criticises
traditional proofs of the existence of God both in his
pre-critical and critical periods. The author looks at the
role God plays in Kant’s practical philosophy. Compar-
ing the positions of Kant and Wolff, the author finds
many similarities between them. Chief of them is that
although both thinkers saw the moral/natural law as
universal and obligating regardless of a person’s faith
in God, in fact faith in God turned out to be an in-
evitable consequence of the true moral attitude of the
individual.

Keywords: Kant, Wolff, God, proof of the exis-
tence of God, morality, natural law, physical-theolog-
ical proof, ontological proof, postulate
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JI. 3. Kppiurron

ITpoGitema mokasareribcTBa ObrTviss boxuis siB-
JISIeTCS. OITHOW M3 KJIAaCCMYecKMx IIpobsieM Tpaau-
1yoHHOM MeTadp3uki. Ee ocMblciieHIe MBI Haxo-
IVIM B TOM YMCJIe U B TPyAax MHOIMX (prstocodpos
HeMerTkoro ITpocBelrieHnst — Kak paHHero, Tak U
[IO37IHero. DTO TeM Oostee 3aciTy’XKMBaeT OTHEIIHHO-
ro BHMMaHMS, TaK KaK ObITyeT BOCHpusTHE DU-
socodpum snoxu ITpocserrieHns: Kak yxe ceKyils-
PV30BaHHOM WJIY, IO KpaviHell Mepe, ObICTPhIMU
TeMIlaMV IIPOIBUTAIOIIEVICS B [lejle CeKysIapu3a-
umu, 1J1st KoTopovt bor Bce Oosibiiie 11 OoJIbIlle OT-
XOIWT Ha BTOPOVI IUIaH VI ITPeBpaIiaeTcs 13 causa
sui Bce OoJIbIIIe B HEKMVI BTOPOCTEIIEHHBIV IIpefl-
MeT MBIIIUIeHVs], YKe He CTOJIBKO (PYyHIVPYIOMINTA
4eJjIoBeYeCcKMIl PasyM, CKOJIBKO, HaIpOTMB, IIPO-
u3BOIHBIN OT Hero (Schneiders, 2014, S. 187—188).
B sToi1 cBs31t KaHT cTraHOBUTCSA CBOETO poia MaHM-
decTaryient 3TMX IIPOLIECCOB, BBICTYHAsl C KPUTU-
KOVI TPaZMIIMOHHBIX JI0Ka3aTesIbCTB ObITis bora
TpefyIarasi CBOvi Ioctysiar obrtvs bora. Xp. Boinbed
JKe paccMaTpuBaeTCs KaK CBOero pofia OCHOBATEITh
IBVDKEHVS B 3TOM HarpasiieHum. [Ipu aToMm B ero
dvtocodmm oguepKMBaeTcs, C OHOV CTOPOHBI,
pasBuUTHe KpUTepHeB OLIeHKN ayTeHTUYIHOCTI 6o-
JKeCTBEHHOT'O OTKPOBEHMS (4TO CTaHeT BIIOCIIEN-
CTBUV BaXKHOV TeMOV (PryTocOCKMX pa3MBIIIIIe-
HU1 prstocodos yxe nosmuero ITpocsertienns), ¢
IOPYTovi — yTBepXKIeHVe BO3MOKHOCTM ITO3HAHVIS
TOTO, 9YTO MOPAJILHO, U1 Oe3 Beprl B bora, Ha ocHOBe
OJTHOTO TOJIBKO Pa3yMa, B CVJIY Uero MOpaIbHbIMU
MOryT OBITh 1 s13bIYHVKN. Ha ocHOBe mocsieHero
3TUKy Bosbdpa mHOrza orleHMBarOT KaK a-TeUCTH-
uveckyio (Albrecht, 1985, S. XXXVL Klemme, 2018,
S. 295—296). Bce aT0 B 11€710M CKJIa/IbIBa€TCs Y HaC B
KapTUHY BOCIIPUATMS HEMEeLKMX IIpOoCBeTuTesIen
KaK IMOCJIe[IoBaTe/IbHO JIMMUHUPYIOMMX 13 du-
JI0COPCKOTO PacCMOTPEHVISI TeOJIOTYecKyie OCHO-
BaHMS U IIPEANOChUIKI. B manHOM cTaTthe MBI O0-
Jlee TIOIPOOHO OCTAaHOBMMCS Ha IIpobsieMe JT0Kasa-
TesibcTBa ObrTrst bora y Bostbda 11 Kanra 1, mocra-
BUB I10J] COMHEHVe CTPOVTHOCTD BbIIlle 0003HaUeH-
HOTO BOCIIPUSATIS PryTocodV paHHero U I03THe-
ro Hemerkoro ITpocserienns, mormpoOyeM orrperie-
JINTB Ty POJIb, KOTOPYIO bor mpu3san urpars B dpu-
JI0COPCKMX ITOCTPOEHMSX STVUX ABYX MBICIIATEIIENL.

Proof of the existence of God is a classi-
cal problem of traditional metaphysics. It en-
gaged the minds of many philosophers of the
German Enlightenment, both early and late.
This merits attention all the more because En-
lightenment philosophy is often seen as secu-
larised philosophy or at least moving rapidly
toward secularism, whereby God increasing-
ly recedes into the background becoming not
causa sui but a secondary object of thought, not
the foundation of human reason, but its de-
rivative (Schneiders, 2014, pp. 187-188). This
makes Kant a manifestation of these process-
es, as it were, since he challenges traditional
proofs of God’s existence and offers his pos-
tulate of God’s existence. Wolff in turn is seen
as the philosopher who initiated movement in
that direction. The aspects of his philosophy
that are stressed are, on the one hand, the de-
velopment of criteria of assessing the authen-
ticity of divine revelation (which would later
form an important theme for philosophers of
the later Enlightenment) and, on the other
hand, his claim that cognition of what is moral
is possible without faith in God and solely by
reason, so that pagans too can be moral. On
the strength of this Wolff’s critique is some-
times described as a-theistic (cf. Albrecht, 1985,
p- XXXVIL; Klemme, 2018, pp. 295-296). All
this seems to suggest that German enlighten-
ers were consistently eliminating theological
grounds and prerequisites from their thinking.
This article takes a closer look at the problem
of the proof of God’s existence in the works of
Wolff and Kant and, questioning the rigour of
the above perception of the philosophy of ear-
ly and late German Enlightenment, attempts to
determine the role God is called upon to play
in the philosophies of the two thinkers.



ITpoG1ema noka3aresabcTBa ObITHA bora
B dpmtocodpmm Borbda

Yxe B parHMX padotax Xp. Bormbda Ml BuamM
oOparrieHme K ITpo0iieMaTiKe OKa3aTeIbCTB Obl-
T bora. Ilpy sToM B IleHTpe BHMMaHWMS OKa3bl-
BaeTcs JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBO, KOTOpOe Mbl MOIJIV OBl Ha-
3BaTh (PU3MKO-TEOJIOrMYecKMM, YTO caMo 1o cebe
He BbI3bIBaeT 0CODOro yIMBIIeHWS, YUUThIBas, Ha-
CKOJIBKO 3HaumM ObUI MIMEHHO 3TOT BUJ, JIOKa3a-
TeJIbCTBa B 310Xy IIpocserieHns 11 CKOJIBKO 60JTb-
IIVie Ha/eX/Ipl Ha Hero Bo3maraymcek (Ciafardone,
1990, S. 211—212). B pa3HbIx counHeHMsAX Bonbda
MBI MOXKeM HalTV HeKOTOpble MOAMMVKAIIII 3TO-
ro JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBa, OHAKO OOIasi ero Hallpas-
JIEHHOCTBb OCTaeTcs IO CyTW CBOeV HeV3MeHHOVL
W yXe B paHHMX COUMHEHMSIX MBI BUIVM KPUTH-
yecKye 3aMedaHms Bosibda B agpec sToro Tua go-
Ka3aTeJIbCTBa, YTO U MPVBOAUT €ro caMoro B KO-
HEYHOM cYeTe K YOeXXIeHHOCTV B HeCOCTOSTeIIbHO-
CTY KJIAaCCMYeCKOTO BUJIa JaHHOTO JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa
1 HEOOXOIVIMOCTY €TO CYIeCTBeHHOV T0pabOTKM.
VIMeHHO 3TO [IOKa3aTeJIbCTBO BIIOCIIEZICTBUM CTa-
HeT IIpooOpa3oM OTHOI'O 13 BUIIOB J0Ka3aTeIbCTB,
NOIBEPrHYTEIX KaHTOM KpWUTHKe yXe B paHHeN
pabore «EnMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOe OCHOBaHUe 151
IloKa3aresrbcTBa ObITys bora» m 3arem B «TpaHc-
IIeH/IeHTaJTBHOVI TViajIeKTVIKe» TTepBovt «Kpu K.

OcobernHocTriO BortbdoBa paccMoTpeHMs IIpo-
OrreMbI JT0Ka3aTesIbcTB ObITVS bora ¢ cambIx pas-
HVIX COUMHEHUVI SBJIeTCs TIONbITKA IIPVMeHeH s
CTPOro MaTeMaTM4ecKoro MeTozia B 3Tov obs1acTy,
CYyTb KOTOPOTO 3aKJjIfoyaslach B TOM, UTO «BCe OT-
YeTIINBO Pa3bsCHSIOT, OCHOBATEJIHHO JJOKa3bIBAIOT
1 TIOCTOSIHHO CBSI3bIBAIOT OfJHY VICTUHY C IPYTOVl»
(Wolff, 1743, Vorrede [zu der ersten Auflage]).
VIMeHHO HecoOoTBeTCTBME 3TOMY MeTony Bobd 1
cumMTaeT IIPUYMHOV HelocsIeqoBaTe/IbHOCTI Tpa-
IOVIIVOHHOTO  (PU3MKO-TeOJIOTMYeCcKOro J1oKasa-
TeJIBCTBA, PACIPOCTPAaHEHHOro B ero Bpems. Ta-
KOTO pofia 3aMedyaHIsI BCTpedaloTcs yKe B IIepBOM
M3IaHUM ero padboTel «Ratio praelectionum» n 1o-
JIy4aloT JaIbHeriIlee pas3BUTVE B IIOCIIETYIOTX
ero padorax. ITpm 3TOM 3aMedaHIs], BEICKa3bIBae-

L.E. Kryshtop

The Problem of the Proof of God’s
Existence in the Philosophy
of Christian Wolff

The problem of the proof of the existence
of God is already addressed in Wolff’s early
works. He focuses on the proof which may be
called physical-theological, which is not sur-
prising considering the importance that was
attached to this proof during the Enlighten-
ment era and the great hopes that were pinned
on it (cf. Ciafardone, 1990, pp. 211-212). We
find different modifications of this proof in
Wolff’s works, but the general thrust remains
unchanged. Already in Wolff’s early works we
find critical remarks about this type of proof,
which eventually lead him to the conclusion
that the classical form of this proof is unten-
able and needs to be elaborated further. It is
this proof that prefigures one type of proof
which Kant criticised already in his early
work The Only Possible Arqument in Support of
a Demonstration of the Existence of God and then
in the “Transcendental Dialectics” in the first
Critique.

From the earliest works, Wolff’s approach
to the problem of the proof of the existence of
God is marked by an attempt to apply rigorous
mathematical methods which “clearly explain,
and thoroughly prove everything and constant-
ly link one truth with another”? (Wolff, 1743,
Vorrede [zu der ersten Auflage]). It is the failure
to comply with this method that Wolff consid-
ers to be the cause of inconsistencies in the tra-
ditional physical-theological proof which was
current in his time. Such remarks occur in the
first edition of his work Ratio praelectionum and
are elaborated in his following works. Wolff’s
remarks are in many ways similar to the later
Kantian critique of this proof.

2 “[...] alles deutlich erkliret, griindlich erweiflet, und eine
Wahrheit mit der andern bestindig verkniipffet.”



JI. 3. Kppiurron

Mble BosibdpoMm, BO MHOrOM HarloOMMHAIOT OCHOB-
HBbIe MOMEHTBI OoJIee IIO3IHEeV KaHTOBCKOVI Kpu-
TUKW B aJIpec 3TOro JJoKa3aTesIbCTBa.

DU3MKO-TeosIormyYecKoe 10Ka3aTeJIbCTBO VICXO-
JAWUT U3 TOTO, YTO, eC/IV CYLIeCTByeT HeKWUV HOopsi-
JIOK B MIpe, TO JOJDKEH CYIeCTBOBaTh TBOpeL] 3TO-
ro IopsjiKa, 6e3 KOTOpOoro 3TOT MOPS/IOK He ObLI
Ob1 BosMoxkeH. OiHAKO yoke B epBovt yacTu «Ratio
praelectionum» Borbd /1e1aeT OoroBopky, 4To 3TOT
apryMeHT He MOXeT ObITh IIPUMeHMM K TOMY CIIy-
Yaro, Koryla HopsifIoK Mypa caM I1o cebe siBjisteTcst ab-
COJIIOTHO HeoOXOomMMbIM. BrociencTsum 310 3ame-
yaHVe TIOBTOPSETCS VI BO BTOPOM M3IaHVV JTAHHOV
pabotsl, 1 B Apyrux paborax 1730-x IT, cTaHOBSCH
OJHVIM W3 OCHOBHBIX MOMEHTOB KPUTMKM JaHHO-
ro Tuma jJokasaresibctsa (Marcolungo, 2011, S. 148 —
157). 1151 TOro 4To0BI MBI MOIVIM 3aKJIFOYaTh OT CY-
IIIeCTBYIOIIEro Mopsijika B Mype K ero TBOpILy, He-
00XOIMMO, YTOOBI 3TOT HOPSAIOK ObUT caM IIo cebe
atydaeH. OmHaKO B TPaIMILIVIOHHOM PV3MKO-Te0II0-
I'MYecKOM JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBe Mbl He BUIVIM 00OCHOBa-
Hust 3Tov TTochUIKM. OHa ITpefirosiaraeTcsi Herjiac-
HO. B mTore xe nosry4aercs, 4To Pr3MKO-TEOJIOI V-
Jeckoe JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO IpefiCcTaBiIsgeT cobov pas-
HOBMTHOCTB JIOTVYECKOro Kpyra B apryMeHTalluy,
HpUXoAs K J0Ka3aTeIbCTBY TOIO, YTO M3Hadaslb-
HO OBIJIO 3aJI0KEHO B €ro IMOCBIIKI. DTO IIPVBOLNAT
Bornbdra B koHeUHOM cueTe K 3aK/IIOYeHIIO, UTO pu-
3MKO-TeOJIOrYecKoe JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO B TaKom pop-
Me 4BJIeTCsl HeCOCTOSITeJIbHBIM, TaK KaK B CTPOroM
CMBICJIe HMUEro He JOKa3blBaeT, UYTO BbI3BAJIO He-
IpUATVIE CO CTOPOHBI IVETVCTOB U IIOCITY KIJIO ellle
OIHVIM MOBOIIOM K M3rHaHMIO Bobda ms lasue.

B TO >ke BpeMs B KpUTVIKe IIETVCTOB Mbl HaX0-
IVM HeKoe IIpeBpaTHOe IIOHMMaHUe cjIoB Bojib-
da, 9TO M IIpMBEHET ero K HeOOXOMVIMOCTY IIPOSIC-
HeHMs CBOeV! IO3MIINN IO 3TOMY BOIIPOCY B Oosiee
Ho3AHMX paboTax. YKa3bIBas Ha SIBHBIE HE[JOCTaTKI
pUBMK-TEOIOrMYeCcKoro JoKas3aTesIbCTBa, Bosibd
TeM caMbIM BOBCe He JKeJIajl IIOJIHOCTBIO OITpOBep-
THYTb KaKyI0-JI00 BO3MOXXHOCTH JJOKa3aTeIbCTBa
ObrTIst bora Kak TakoBYIO (B 4eM, IIOKaIyT, HeCMO-
TPsl Ha BCe BUIMMOE CXOICTBO OCHOBHBIX ITOJIOXKe-
HWUV KPUTUKY U Oy/IeT COCTOSITh OCHOBHO€ pa3Jivi-
une Bonbdpa n Kanra). HampoTus, o imib yka-
3bIBaJI BO3MOXKHBIE HallpaBJIeHVs JOPabOTKM 3TO-
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The physical-theological proof proceeds
from the assumption that if there is some kind
of order in the world, then there must be a cre-
ator of this order without whom such order
would be impossible. However, early on in
Ratio praelectionum Wolff makes the reserva-
tion that this argument cannot be applied to
the case where order in the world is absolute-
ly necessary in itself. The remark is repeated
in the second edition of the work and in oth-
er works of the 1730s to become one of the key
aspects of the critique of this type of proof (cf.
Marcolungo, 2011, pp. 148-157). If the existing
order in the world is to lead us to the existence
of its creator, the order itself must be acciden-
tal. However, we do not find this premise in
the traditional physical-theological proof. It is
assumed tacitly. As a result, the physical-theo-
logical proof turns out to be a variety of the log-
ical circular argument leading to proof of what
has been initially present in the premise. Thus,
Wolff comes to the conclusion that the physi-
cal-theological proof in this form is untenable
because it does not prove anything in the strict
sense, a claim which was rejected by the Pietists
and gave added reason for Wolff's eviction
from Halle.

However, we find in the Pietists’ critique
a misinterpretation of Wolff's words, which
would prompt him to explain his position on
the issue in his later works. In pointing to the
obvious shortcomings of the physical-theolog-
ical proof, Wolff was not denying any possi-
bility of proving the existence of God as such
(which would constitute the main difference
between Wolff and Kant, in spite of the ap-
parent similarities of their critiques). On the
contrary, he merely pointed to the paths of per-
fecting this proof, the need to prove that order
in nature exists and that it is not accidental. It is



ro JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa, a MMEeHHO HeoOXOIVMOCTh 10-
Kas3aTeIbCTBA TOTO, YTO ITOPSIOK IPUPOIBI BOOO-
ITle CYIIeCTBYeT ¥ UTO OH CiTydaeH. ToJIbKo IIociie
3TOr0 MOXKHO OBLJIO OBbI TIEPEXOIMTH K BbIBEIEHWIO
M3 TIOpsiIKa IIPVIPOBI CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS ee TBOpIa.
VImenHo Ha 3TOM caM Boibd v KoHIIeHTpupyeTcs
B IIOCJIEIYIOIIMX CBOVIX PAaCCMOTPEHMSIX.

[TpobGriema Mypa v €ro CBOVICTB IOAPOOHO pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcs B ero JlaTuHcKom «Kocmorornm», a
Taxke B «EcrectBerHOM Teonornm» (Wolff, 17360,
S. 745—752). Mup cOCTOUT 13 OTEJIbHBIX JIeMeH-
TOB, B3aVIMOCBSI3aHHBIX MeXiy cobort. ITpu sTom
JTIO0BIe M3MEHEeHUs OOBSICHSIIOTCS 3aKOHOM JIO-
CTaTOYHOI'O OCHOBAHMS, YeTKYI0 (POPMYIIIPOBKY
KOTOPOTO MBI BUAUM yXe B «Hemerxon meTtadpn-
3uKe»: «Bce, 9TO cyIriecTByeT, JOJDKHO MIMETH JI0-
CTaTOYHOe OCHOBaHMe, TI0YeMy OHO CYyIIIeCTBYeT»
(Wolff, 1729, S. 16 —17; Bonted, 2001, c. 242). B nro-
re KaK B3aMMOCBSI3M MEX/y 3JIeMeHTaMM, TaK U
caMM 3JIEMEHTBI OKa3bIBAIOTCS CITyUYallHBIMVI, YTO
IPUBOAUT Hac K CJIy4altHOCTY caMOro Mupa B Iie-
JIOM, 113 KOTOPOVI MBI yKe MOKeM 3aKJTIouaTh K ero
COTBOpPeHMIO B TakoM Buie borom. OgHako crout
OTMeTUTh, 4TO B «Hemenxon MeTtadmsmke» ciry-
YaHOCTh MMpa OKa3bIBAeTCS JIVIIIh COCTaBHBIM
371eMeHTOM OoJiee OOIIMPHBIX pa3MBIIIIIEHUTI, KO-
TOpBIE, TI0 CYTW, CKJIA[IBIBAIOTCS B IHOW TUII [IO-
KasaTeJIbCTBa — JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO KOCMOJIOTIIYe-
ckoe. VIMEHHO OHO SIBJISIETCSI LIEHTPAIBHBIM LIS
«Hewmerixon metadpmsmkm». VI mmeHHO oHO OyneT
MMeThb OOJIBITIoe 3HaYeHVe B MOC/IeAyoIeM CpaB-
HeHUV 03U Bosbda ¢ KaHTOBCKMMM B3IVIS-
IJaMy Ha IIpobsieMy AOKa3aTesIbcTs ObITvs bora,
0CODEHHO B JOKPUTUYIECKUN ITI€PVIOL. Cnyqaﬁ-
HOCTb MIPa BXOOWUT COCTAaBHBIM JIEMEHTOM U €eIlle
B OJTHO JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBO, IIpeJicTaBIeHHOe B PVIIo-
codpum Borredpa 11 3aHMMAarOIIIEe [IeHTpaIbHOE Me-
cTo B ero «Hemerikov MeTadpmsmke».

bor craHOBUTCS OCHOBHBIM IIPEIMETOM pac-
CMOTpeHMSI B 3aKJIIOYMTEIBHOM (IIIecTO) IJIaBe
counHeHMs. Takasi CTPyKTypa pabOTBI MOXKET CO3-
JlaBaTh BIIeYATJIEHVe TOTO, UYTO PasMBIIUIEHVIS O
bore okaspIBaloTCSI CKOpee BBIBOIOM, CIJIECTBIEM
3 BCETO M3JIOKeHHOT'0 paHee, UTO Bz, JIVL MOXKHO
cuamnTaTh KOppeKTHbIM. CKopee, Bortbd 37ech cie-
myeT oOpaTHBIM ITyTeM — HaduMHasg OT Hamborlee
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only then that one can proceed to derive from
the existence of order in nature the existence of
its creator. This is what Wolff would concen-
trate on in his subsequent work.

Theproblem of the world and its proper-
ties is considered in detail in his Latin Cosmolo-
gia as well as in Natural Theology (Wolff, 1736b,
pp- 745-752). The world consists of intercon-
nected elements. Any changes are explained
by the law of sufficient reason which is clear-
ly formulated already in German Metaphysics:
“[...] all that exists must have a sufficient rea-
son why it exists [...]”* (Wolff, 1729, pp. 16-17).
As a result both the interconnections between
elements and the elements themselves are ac-
cidental; this leads to accidents in the world as
a whole, from which we may conclude that it
was created in this shape by God. However, it
is worth noting that in German Metaphysics the
accidental character of the world is but one
part of broader reflections which essentially
add up to a different type of proof, the cosmo-
logical type. It is central to the German Meta-
physics. It will be important in the subsequent
comparisons of Wolff’s position with Kant’s
views on the problem of the proof of the exis-
tence of God, especially in the pre-critical peri-
od. The accidental nature of the world becomes
an element of yet another proof in Wolff’s phi-
losophy, which is pivotal for his German Meta-
physics.

God becomes the main object of analysis in
the final (sixth) chapter of that work. The struc-
ture of the work may create the impression that
reflections on God come as a conclusion, a con-
sequence of all that precedes it, which is hardly
the case. Rather, Wolff follows the reverse path,

3 “[...] so mufy auch alles, was ist, seinen zureichenden

Grund haben, warum es ist [...]”
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OUeBMIHBIX Belllell M HMPOABUTasiCh K paccMOTpe-
HUIO BellleVl Bce Oostee pyHIaMeHTaIBHBIX. B pe-
3yJIbTaTe IIPVIXOAUTCS COIJIaCUTBCS CKOopee CO CJle-
AYIOLIVIM: HeCMOTPsI Ha To uto bor paccmarpusa-
eTcsl B caMOM KOHIIe, IT0 (paKTy MBI BbIHYK/I€HBI
KOHCTaTMpOBaTh, YTO 371eChb MBI VIMeeM JieJIo He C
HAJICTPOVIKOVI, a, HA0OOPOT, C OCHOBaHWEM BOJIb-
dmaHckom PrI0cOPCKOVE CUICTEMBL
ITpumeuaterien n gpyront ¢axT. Pasmbminie-
H1A Bostbda o bore HaunHarOTCS MMEHHO C JI0Ka-
3aTeJIbCTBA ero cylecTBoBaHMs. Vl Kak pas B 3TOM
eIVIHCTBEHHOM acIieKTe MbI ¥ BUOVM OTCBUIKY K
IIpeIIecTBYIOIeMY aHaIM3y (a MIMEHHO K JI0Ka3a-
TeJIbCTBY HaIllero COOCTBEHHOIO CYIIeCTBOBaHIIS,
IpeficTaB/leHHOMY B I1aBe 1). VIMeHHO OTTasIKu-
BasiCh OT Halllero COOCTBEHHOIO CYIIeCTBOBaHIIS,
Bomnbd mibITaeTcs gokasars, uto bor cyirecTtsyer, 1
IIPUTOM C HeoOXOIMMOCThIO. Pa3mbiruieHns Bois-
da 31ech BHOJIHE TpaaUIIMOHHBL Ecim MbI cylie-
CTByeM (a TO, UTO MBI cyIliecTByeM, Boribd yoxe r1o-
KasblBaJl B IVlaBe 1), TO MpuW4YMHA HaIlero cylie-
CTBOBaHMS MOXeT ObITh JIM0O B Hac cammx, JInbo
BHe Hac. [lastee Boirbd nestaeT HEKOTOPBIN CKaUOK
B apryMeHTallVM, TaK KaK cpasy >ke HaulHaeT pac-
CMaTpuBaTh aTpuOyTHI TOVI BeIM, KOTOpasl VMe-
eT OCHOBaHIe CBOEero CyIecTBOBaHMS B cebe ca-
Mo1 (0e3 KOHKpeTu3aluy, 9TO JKe VIMEHHO SIBJISeT-
Cs1 9TOVI BelIbIO 1 HACKOJIBKO OIIpaBIaHHBIMU MO-
I'yT OBITH HaIlIM COOCTBEHHBIe IIPUTS3aHMS Ha Ta-
KoM cTaryc). Takas Bellb SIBJIS€TCS CAaMOCTOSATEIb-
Hom cymiHocTeio (Wolff, 1729, S. 575; Boed, 2001,
c. 324), oHa sIBJIsIeTCSI OCHOBaHVEM CyIIIeCTBOBaHMS
npyrux serenn (Wolff, 1729, S. 575—576; Bomnbd,
2001, c. 324). Ona Beuna (Wolff, 1729, S. 576; Bobd,
2001, c. 324), vemsmepuma (Wolff, 1729, S. 576 —577;
Borned, 2001, c. 324), sBisieTcs nepBOM M TIOCIIEN-
Hent (Wolff, 1729, S. 577—578; Boned, 2001, c. 324),
HewieHHa (Wolff, 1729, S. 578; Bonted, 2001, c. 325),
HetestecHa (Wolff, 1729, S. 578; Boited, 2001, c. 325),
HeplesMa BBUAY cBoent mpoctoTel (Wolff, 1729,
S. 578—579; Bonbd, 2001, c. 325), He3aBuCKMa U CY-
IIECTBYET IIOCPENCTBOM CBOEVL CODCTBEHHOVI CUITBI
(Wolff, 1729, S. 579; Bormed, 2001, c. 325). V1 Tompko
T1I0CJIe BbIBEIEHMA OCHOBHBIX CBOVICTB TaKOV BeIlU
Borbd nepexonuT k J0Kas3aTeIbCTBY TOrO, YTO Ta-
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starting with the more obvious things and mov-
ing towards more fundamental things. As a
result, one has to concur with the following: al-
though God is examined at the very end, in fact
we are looking not at a superstructure, but at
the very foundation of the Wolffian philosoph-
ical system.

Yet another fact is worth noting. Wolff’s re-
flections on God begin with proof of his exis-
tence. This is the only pointer to the preceding
analysis (i.e. proof of our own existence, pre-
sented in Chapter I). It is by proceeding from
our own existence that Wolff tries to prove that
God exists; moreover, that he exists necessari-
ly. Wolff’s reasoning takes a traditional course.
If we exist (as Wolff has proved in Chapter I)
the cause of our existence is either within us or
without. Next Wolff makes a leap in his argu-
mentation and starts examining the attributes
of the thing that has the foundation of its ex-
istence within itself (without specifying what
exactly this thing is and how justified our own
claims to this status may be). Such a thing is
an independent entity (Wolff, 1729, p. 575), it
is the ground for the existence of other things
(ibid., pp. 575-576). It is eternal (ibid., p. 576),
immeasurable (ibid., pp. 576-577), first and last
(ibid., pp. 577-578), immortal (ibid., p. 578), in-
corporeal (ibid., p. 578), indivisible owing to its
simplicity (ibid., pp. 578-579), independent and
existing by its own force (ibid., p. 579). It is only
after deriving the main properties of such a
thing that Wolff proceeds to prove that such a
thing cannot be either the world (ibid., pp. 579-
580), or our own soul (ibid., p. 580). Important-
ly, this thing cannot be the world because the
world is accidental and composite. The soul
cannot claim to be such a thing because its es-
sence is in the representing force which de-
pends on the world outside it, i.e. the soul is



Kasl BeIlp He MoXeT ObITh Hy MupoMm (Wolff, 1729,
S. 579—-580; Bornbd, 2001, c. 325—326), Hu Haillem
cobcteernon mymon (Wolff, 1729, S. 580; Bombd,
2001, c. 326). ITpyt 5TOM Ba)KHBIM OKa3bIBAeTCsl, UTO
MIPOM TaKasl BeIllb He MOXXeT OBITh, TAK KaK MUpP
ABJIeTCS CJIydallHbIM M COCTaBHBIM. [lyIia >ke He
MOXeT ITpeTeHI0BaTh Ha TO, YTOOBI OBITH TaKoV! Be-
ITTBIO, TI0 IIPUYVIHE TOTO, YTO €€ CYIITHOCTb COCTOUT
B IIPEICTABJISIOIIEN CYJIE, 3aBUCSIIIEV OT MUpa BHe
ee, TO ecThb [yllla He SBJIZeTCS CaMOCTOSITeIIbHO,
YTO TaKXke IIPOTUBOPEUNT HabOPy YCTaHOBJIEHHBIX
CBOVICTB HEOOXOI MOV CyIITHOCTH. Takvm oOpasom
JIOKA3LIBAETCST, YTO HeoOXOoIMasl BeIllh HaXOMTCSI
BHe HAC M PV 3TOM SBJISIeTCS BEIIbIO BHe MuIpa.
VIMeHHO TaKasi BeIllb OOBIYHO VI Ha3bIBaeTCs borom.
VITax, ¢ OffHOVI CTOPOHBI, MBI BU/IVIM, UTO TaKas
KJTaccryeckast Metadpmsideckasl TeMa, KaK JIOKa-
3aTeTbcTBO ObITMsI bora, He Ob1a OOOVIZIEHa BHU-
MaHmMeM Xp. Borbda. C gpyrovt cTopoHBI, MOXHO
yTBepXIlaTh, 9YTO caMa 3Ta ITpobsieMa He HaxOmy-
JIach B IIeHTpe BHMMaHWMs Borbda 11 3aTparvBasiach
HepeKo KakK Obl MMMOXOfOM. bosiee 3HaummbIMMI
11 Boribdpa oKasbIBaJIMICh CKOpee pacCMOTpeHVe
aTpuOyToB bora m Ta CBsi3b, B KOTOPOVI TaK ITOHVI-
MaeMbIVT Bor cocTosiT ¢ IM COTBOPEHHBIM MM POM.

Mecto bora
B dpmtocodckornt cucreme Borbpda

OpHyM 13 acIieKToB JaHHOIO Mupa SIBJISeTCs
€CTeCTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH, PeryIMpyroInuii MOpaib-
HOe IMOBeleHVie YejIoBeKa. JTOT 3aKOH Ha3bIBaeT-
CsI «eCTeCTBEHHBIM» MMEHHO B CVJIY TOIO, YTO OH
ITOJTHOCTBIO BBIBOAMTCS M3 CaMOVI IIpUpObl, Osia-
rojrapsi YemMy OH ¥ OKa3bIBAETCSI TIOJTHOCTHIO [TOCTY-
IeH ITO3HAHWIO OTHVM JIUIIIH YeJIOBEUeCKIM pPasy-
MOM. VIMEHHO 3TOT 3aKOH SIBJISIETCSI B MOPaAJIbHOVL
dwtococpumt  Bosibda 1epBOIpMHIIUIIOM HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTM, B CBSI3U C YeM €ro STUYeCKy KOH-
HEIINIO MHOIMA XapaKTePU3YIOT KaK «aTencTimye-
CKYT0», TIOCKOJTBKY TaKOV B3IJISA, Ha €CTeCTBEHHBIN
3aKOH, KaK KaXkeTcs, yXe He HYXXIaeTCs [1JIsI CBO-
ero oOOCHOBaHMS ¥ YKpeIUIeHVs B KaKOro-amdo
porna oTchUIKax K bory, a cyienosaTesibHO, 11 HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTH TOIJIla He HyX[JaeTcs B Bepe B bora
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not independent; this also contradicts the set of
established properties of the necessary entity.
This proves that the necessary thing is outside
us and outside the world. This thing is usually
called God.

Thus, on the one hand, we see that Wolff
gave the classical metaphysical theme its
due — proving the existence of God. But, on
the other hand, the problem was not central for
Wolff who often touched upon it in passing, as
it were. He paid more attention to the attributes
of God and the connection between God thus
understood and the world he created.

The Place of God in Wolff’s
Philosophical System

One of the aspects of the given world is the
natural law which regulates man’s moral be-
haviour. The law is called “natural” precise-
ly because it is derived entirely from nature,
owing to which it lends itself fully to human
understanding. This law is, in Wolff’'s mor-
al philosophy, the primary principle so that
his ethical concept is sometimes described as
“atheistic” since such a view of the natural law
does not seem to need any grounding or rein-
forcement by any references to God, and mo-
rality consequently also has no need for God
(still less a concrete Christian God) and be-
comes equally possible for Christians, pagans,
deists and even atheists. At the same time this
account of Wolffian moral philosophy cannot
explain on what grounds Wolff seriously con-
siders the human being’s obligations to God
to be an inalienable part of his German Ethics
and why Wolff himself is convinced that di-
vine blessing is necessary for achieving the
maximum possible degree of virtue for hu-
mans which is out of reach for atheists and pa-
gans. These obvious inconsistencies in Wolff’s
position prompt the need to take a closer look
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(Tem Oorree KOHKpeTHO B bora xprcTraHCKOro) 11 B
PaBHOVI CTETIeHN CTAaHOBUTCS BO3MOXKHOM KaK I
XPVICTMAH, TaK VI [IJIS SI3BIYHVIKOB, JIEVICTOB U JJake
aTevcTOB. B TO >ke BpeMs Takasi TOUKa 3peHMs Ha
BOJIb(PMAHCKYI0 MOpaJIbHYI0 PrIocoduio He CIIo-
cobHa OOBICHWUTBH, Ha KaKOM OCHOBaHUM Boibd
BCepbe3 paccMaTpyBaeT OOg3aHHOCTV YeJloBeKa
[0 OTHOIIEHMIO K Bory B KauecTBe HeOoThbeMIle-
MOV COCTaBHOWM 4YacTm cBoem «Hemerikom sTuKm»
VJIVL TIOYeMY OH OCTaeTCsl YBepeH B HeoOXOIVIMO-
ctv OoXXecTBEeHHOV Oyiaromaril I JOCTVDKEHIS
MAaKCMaJIbHO BO3MOXXHOVI [IJIsl YejIoBeKa CTeIIeH
noOporeTernvi ¥ B HEIOCTVIKMIMOCTYL TaKOBOVI J1JISI
aTeVICTOB M SI3bIYHMKOB. DTH JIeXKalllyie Ha IIOBEePX-
HOCTV BUIMMBbIe HECOCTHIKOBKM B ITO3MIINM Boib-
da mpuBoIAT Hac K HeoOxoamMocT Gosiee i1y 00-
KOT'O pacCMOTpPeHMsI TOro, Kakoe Mecto bor mpu-
3BaH 3aHMMaTh B ero dusiocodckom cucteme. V1 B
JaHHOM CJTy4ae MbI CKJIOHHBI CKOpee COIJIaCUThCS
¢ P. TavicoM, yTBepXIaBIIIM, 4TO HEOOXOIVMOCTb
obocHoBaHMS bora ¥ BaXKHOCTM XPUCTVMAHCKOV
BepPBI BO3HMKaeT He TOJIBKO IIpu pa3dope Bormbdom
KOHKPETHBIX 00sS13aHHOCTEV! YesloBeKa 110 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K ceOe, OKpY KaIOIIVIM VI COOCTBEHHO K CaMo-
My bory, a kopeHUTCS TOpasno miyoxke, a MMEHHO
B 000CHOBaHMVI cCaMMX TIEPBOIIPUHITNATIOB 11 OCHOB-
HBIX MHOHATUV BoibdoBO 3TMKM M OHTOJIOTMUM
(Theis, 2013a, p. 5), TakVx KaK IIOHATWS €CTECTBEH-
HOT'O 3aKOHa, COBEPIIIEHCTBA 11 CBOOOIIBI BOJINL.

IloHsiITMIE ecTeCTBEHHOrO 3aKOHa IOIPOOHO
paccmarpuBaetcs B ero «Hewmerikon 3Tmke». Ecte-
CTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH $SIBJISIETCSI aDCOIFOTHO HeOoOXO -
MBIM IO IIpUYVHe TOTO, YTO BCTPOEH B IIPUPOIY
yejioBeKa. B j1r000M cirydae cBoM HeVICTBUS desIo-
BeK BBICTparBaeT IMEHHO B COOTBETCTBUM C HUM,
HEe3aBVCMMO OT TOI'O, 3HaeT OH O HeM TwIn HeT. Ta-
Koe MOJUepKHyTOe BHMMaHMe K 3aJI0KeHHOCTU
3TOrO 3aKOHA B IIPMpPOIie ¥ BBI3BIBAET BIIeUaATIIe-
HMe Toro, uro Bosbdy ymaeTcs BeIBecTM cBoe oc-
HOBHOe ITPaBIJI0 MOPaJIM He3aBVCMO OT bora.

B To ke Bpems ripu Oortee BHMMATEIIHOM pac-
CMOTPEHMM 3TOV IIPOOIeMBI MBI BUIIVIM, UTO ITO-
00HOe BrievatsieHue JIOKHO. XOTb €CTeCTBEeHHBIN
3aKOH V1 3aJI0KE€H B CaMOVI IIPVIPOZIE 1 B 9TOM CMBIC-
JIe MOXXeT OBITB IIOHST 0e3 HelloCPeICTBEHHBIX OT-
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at the place God occupies in his philosophical
system. I am inclined to go along with Robert
Theis (2013a, p. 5) who claims that the need to
ground God and the importance of the Chris-
tian faith arises not only when Wolff analyses
man’s concrete obligations towards himself,
the people around him and God, but has deep-
er roots in the grounding of the primary princi-
ples and main concepts of Wolffian ethics and
ontology, such as the concepts of natural law,
perfection and free will.

The concept of natural law is examined in
detail in his German Ethics. Natural law is abso-
lutely necessary because it is built into human
nature. Whether or not a human being knows
it, he acts in accordance with this law. The em-
phasis on the law being built into nature cre-
ates the impression that Wolff manages to
derive his main moral rule independently from
God.

But a closer analysis of the problem shows
that this is a false impression. Although natu-
ral law is built into human nature and therefore
can be understood without direct reference to
God, ultimately it is God who created nature. It
is precisely because nature was created by the
inherently perfect God that the natural law is
also perfect. Thus, although Wolff manages to
avoid theonomy in grounding specific ethical
prescriptions since all of them are derived from
the nature of things through natural law and
not from God’s will, an indirectly atheonomic
grounding of moral rules is made possible, ac-
cording to Wolff, only thanks to God.

Similar paradoxes crop up in Wolff's at-
tempt to apply his rules to the study of divine
revelation (cf. Casula, 1986). In German Meta-
physics we find a fairly detailed discussion of
the criteria for distinguishing genuine revela-
tion (cf. Wolff, 1729, pp. 623-629). Later we find
a still more detailed discussion of revelation
and its types in Natural Theology (Wolff, 1736,
pp. 417-431). Likewise in Latin Logic he stress-



CBUIOK K bory, omHako B KOHEUHOM cueTe VIMEHHO
bor siBiseTcss TBOprioM 3TOVI mpuponbl. VI mmen-
HO IIOTOMY, YTO 3Ta IIpMpOIa COTBOPeHa COBep-
IIIeHHBIM TI0 CBOeVl mpupone borom, ecrectBeH-
HBIVI 3aKOH TOXe coBepllleHeH. Takmm oOpasoMm,
xotst Borbdpy m ymaercst m3bexarb TEOHOMHOCTV
B 00OCHOBAHWMVI KOHKPETHBIX STUYECKIX ITPeIIN-
CaHMV, TaK KaK BCe OHM BBIBOASTCS TIOCPEICTBOM
€CTeCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHa W3 IIPVpPOIEI Beller, a He
n3 oy bora, ogHaKo omocperoBaHHO 3TO aTeo-
HOMHOe 0OOCHOBaHVIE IIPaBVJI MOPAJIV CTAHOBUIT-
cs1 BO3MOXKHBIM y Bostbda Bce paBHO He mHade, Kak
TOJIBKO Ortaromapst bory.

AHariornyHasi 1apajoKCaJIbHOCTh OTMedaeTCs
¥ B TIOIBITKaX Boribda mprMeHnTs BBIpaboTaH-
Hble MM IIpaBijla MeTofa K MCCIIeIOBaHMIO Doxke-
crBeHHOro oTkposeHus (Casula, 1986). B «Hemerr-
KOVI MeTadpui3MKe» MbI HaxXOAVIM IOCTAaTOYHO ITOZI-
poOHOe 0Oy XIeHe KpuTepyies, TPV IIOMOLIIV KO-
TOPBIX MO)KHO OTJIIMYNTH TIOJIVHHOE OTKPOBEHVe
ot noxxHOoro (Wolff, 1729, S. 623 —629; Bomsd, 2001,
c. 340—342). BriocrrencTBuM MBI BUAMM elre Oo-
jlee TIOMPOOHOE pacCMOTpeHe OTKPOBEHVIS 11 €T0
Br10B B «EcTecTBerHOM Teonormm» (Wolff, 17360,
p. 417—431). B «JlatuHckov j10rKe» Boitbd Taxxke
IIOYEePKMBAET HeOOXOIVMMOCTh IOIYMHEHHOCTU
VICTVIH OTKPOBEHVIS, 10 COIEPXKaHMIO CBepXbecTe-
CTBEHHBIX, OOITMM JIOTVYECKVIM ITpaByjlaM CBSI3V
vctvH (Wolff, 1732, p. 687). VIMeHHO 3TOT ITOIXOZ,
K OOXecTBEHHOMY OTKPOBEHMIO, IIpefIioslararo-
IV 151 €TO OLIeHKM VICIIOJIb30BaHVE Pa3yMHBIX
KPUTEpPVEB, B 3HAYMTEIIHHOV CTEIIEHVI OITperiesIsieT
oleHKy Borbda Kak MBICINTENIS, ITOCIIOCOOCTBO-
BaBIIero pasputuio B I'epmanum B snoxy IIpocse-
e’V KPUTUKY OVOJIeViCKoro OTKPOBEHMS M OC-
HOBAaHHOIO Ha HeEM XPUCTMAHCKOrO BepoydeHWs
(Gawlick, 1986, S. 141).

OnHako Takas OlleHKa YITyCKaeT 13 BUAY OLVH
HIOaHC — Bosibd HeycTaHHO TOTYEpKMBAET, UTO
bor sBiisieTcst TBOPIIOM BCeX VICTMH, KaK JIOCTYII-
HBIX €CTEeCTBEHHOMY IIO3HAHMIO CVJIaMU dYeJIoBe-
YecKoro pasyMa, Tak M eMy HeOCTYIIHbIX. Takum
00pa30M, rapaHTOM KpUTepVieB VICTVHHOCTY, IIPV-
MEHSIEMBIX YeJIOBEeKOM [IISI OLIEHKV JOCTOBEPHO-
CTVI COOOIIIEHHOTO B OTKPOBEHWMV, OKa3bIBAeTCs B
KOHEYHOM c4YeTe caM bor, uTo, 1o cyTw, mperncras-
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es the need for subordinating the truths of rev-
elation, which are essentially supernatural, to
the general logical norms of the connection of
truths (Wolff, 1732, p. 687). It is this approach
to divine revelation implying the use of rea-
sonable criteria that largely accounts for the
assessment of Wolff as a thinker who, in En-
lightenment Germany, contributed to the cri-
tique of biblical revelation and the Christian
faith based on it (Gawlick, 1986, p. 141).

However, this assessment overlooks an im-
portant nuance: Wolff constantly stresses that
God is the creator of all truths, both those that
can be grasped by human reason and those that
cannot. Thus the guarantor of the criteria of
truth that man uses to ascertain the veracity of
what the revelation says is, in the final analysis,
God himself, which represents circular argu-
mentation. We are faced with a situation when
“human reason, as something created, acquired
the legitimacy of its normative claims from the
divine reason. When, however [...] it contra-
dicts revelation, it can ultimately understand
itself only as an interpreter of the divine norm
and truth, but never falsely consider itself to
stand above them as their measure”* (Theis,
2013b, p. 59). This nuance prompts substantial
adjustments to the notion of Wolff as a think-
er who tried to put human reason above di-
vine revelation. One would rather go along
with Theis who claimed that Wolff was work-
ing out his rules of method and applied them
to the study of the truths of revelation, not in
order to annul them or even drastically restrict
their sphere of influence, but, on the contrary,
to prove the need for them with mathematical
precision (Theis, 2013b, pp. 34-36).°

t “[...] die menschliche Vernunft, als geschaffene, [hat] die
Legitimitit ihrer normativen Anspriiche von der géttlichen
her [...]. Dort, wo sie gegeniiber der Offenbarung [...] auf-
tritt, darf sie sich letztlich nur als Ausleger der géttlichen
Norm und Wahrheit verstehen, nie aber als deren Mafstab
sich als iiber ihr stehend vermeinen.”

> We find proof of this in Wolff’s autobiography. De-
scribing his youth in Breslau, where he witnessed in-
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J1seT cobom KpyT B apryMeHTaIm. Mel cTaIKuBa-
eMcs C CUTyallyel], KOrJla «4JeJIoBeUecKuil pasyM,
KaK COTBOPEHHBIVI, OOpeTaeT JIeTMTUMHOCTD CBO-
VIX HOPMaTVBHBIX IIPUTA3aHUI OT O0XKeCTBEeHHBIX.
Torma xe, Korfa OH... BCTyIaeT B IIPOTVBOpeYIe C
OTkpoBeHMeM, OH MOXeT IOHMMATh ceds B KOHed-
HOM CYeTe TOJIBKO KaK MHTepIIpeTaTop OOKeCcTBeH-
HOVI HOPMBI V1 ICTVIHBI, HO HY B KOeM CJTy4ae He I10-
jlarath ceOst oIMOOYHO X MEepPWIOM, BO3BBIIIIAIO-
myMest Haxn HuMm» (Theis, 20136, S. 59). DTot Hro-
aHC BHOCUT CYyIIIeCTBEHHBble KOPPEKTVBHI B IIpef-
cTaBjleHMsI 0 Bosbdpe Kak O MbICIMTeIIe, IIBITaB-
II1eMcs TTOITIVHNUTD 00KeCTBEHHOEe OTKPOBEHe Ue-
JIoBeuecKoMy pasyMmy. V 31eck, ckopee, crrefryeT co-
racuThbed ¢ Tavicom, yTBepkaasiimM, uTo Boinbd
paspabaTrIBajl CBOV IIpaBijIa MeTOA VI IIPVIMEHSIT
VIX 3aTeM K McciieoBaHMIo MCTH OTKpoBeHMs He
IS TOTO, YTOOBI T€EM CaMbIM YCTPaHWUTD IIOCIIEN-
HVIe VIV, IIO MeHBIIIeN Mepe, KpariHe OrpaHNYUTh
vx cdepy BIVSHMSA, 8, HAOOOPOT, A1 TOTO, YTOOBI
C MaTeMaTM4ecKOVI IOCTOBEPHOCTBIO JOKa3aTb VX
HeoOxomyMocTh (Theis, 20136, S. 34 —36)~

2 TlociemHee HaXOIWUT IIOATBEpXKEeHVe B aBTOOWMOTrpa-
v Bosibda. PacckasbiBasi o cBoert 1oHOCTH B bpeciiay,
I7le OH BBIHY>KIIeH ObUI OBITh CBUIIeTe/IeM HeCKOHYaeMBIX
VI IIOPOVI KpaViHe OXKeCTOYEeHHBIX CIIOPOB MEXIy KaToJIV-
KaMW ¥ JIoTepaHaMmy, OH mmieT: «Tak Kak s XXWI TaM B
Cpefie KaTOJIMKOB V1 C CAMOTO paHHeTO JIeTCTBa Habromart
PEBHOCTB JIFOTepaH ¥ KaTOJIVIKOB 10 OTHOIIIEHNIO IPYT K
JPYTY, ¥ IPU 3TOM 3aMeTWI, YTO KaK[IbIVI OIIMOO0YHO 10~
J1araeT ce0d MpaBbIM, TO Y MEHSI IIOSIBWIACH MBIC/Ib, HEJIb3s
JIM TI0Ka3aTh VICTMHY B TEOJIOI'MV HACTOIBKO OTYETIIVBO,
49TO OHa He OyjieT TofiBep)keHa IpoTmBOpeunio. Korma
)Xe 51 YCITBIIIAJI, 9TO MaTeMaTHKM JTOKa3bIBAfOT MX IIpe]l-
METHI CTOJTh JOCTOBEPHO, YTO KaXKIIBIVI [JOJDKEH IIPU3HATh
3a MCTMHHOE TO JKe caMoe, 1 JKakaJl M3y4duTh MaTeMaTu-
Ky paly MeTofa, 1abbl II0CTapaThCs IPUBECTY TEOJIOT VIO
K HeocriopumMon pocrosepHoctr» (Wolff, 1841, S. 120—
121). O6 obycrosieHHOCT MHTepeca Bonbda K Teoso-
TV ¥, TIVpe, K IpaKTU9IecKon (priocodnn B IIeJIOM U
€T0 TIOTIBITKAaX IMPVIMEHEHVIS M B 3TUX pasfienax ¢puIoco-
dnmr Heocnopmmoro Metoza rveT 1 T. ApHo (Arnaud,
2008, p. 205). XK.-I1. [TauéHn TakKe paccMaTpMBaeT 3TOT
PpaHHMIT IIeproL, KaK pelIarolyil, Iojaras, 4To Bce oc-
HOBHEIe TeMbl BosibdoBort putocodmm 1 0cHOBEI ero Ma-
TeMaTIecKOTO MeTofIa cpOpMUPOBAIINICh IMEHHO B 3TO
BpeMms (Paccioni, 2006, p. 35—37). [Ipyron Toukn 3peHms
npunepxmsaetcs 0. IIIMuar, yTBepKIaomniui, 4To oc-
HOBHOV cdepori MHTepecoB Borbda Obula MaTeMaTHKa
¥ (JIMIIb BO BTOPYIO odepenb) ecTecTBo3HaHMe (Schmidt,
1862, S. 419). Cpennroro osurro 3aumMaet K. HIsarrep,
TToJTaTaoIIINIL, UTO OIIpeesromert It Boinpda Ob1a He
TeoJIormyecKas mpobeMaTrKa cama 110 cebe, a ITpodieMa
«otHo1reHms “fides” n “ratio”, permrvosHovt Beps! 1 dpu-
stocodekoro pasyma» (Schwaiger, 2011, S. 213).

Wolff’s craving to combine affirmation of
logical laws of sufficient reason and contradic-
tion which he derived as the first grounds of
the existence of everything (including God) and
the claim that God is the perfect creator of all
that exists, leads to yet another insoluble para-
dox of his metaphysical system. On the one
hand, Wolff seeks to explain how God creates
the best of all possible worlds. On the other
hand, while keen to let God preserve his tradi-
tional attributes of perfection and omnipotence,
he is equally keen to preserve the significance
for him of the logical laws on which his system
is based. As a result Wolff has to transfer the

terminable and sometimes fierce arguments between
Catholics and Lutherans, he writes: “Because I lived
among Catholics and observed from early childhood
the jealousy of Lutherans and Catholics toward each
other, noticing that each mistakenly thought himself to
be right, I began to wonder whether it is not possible
to show the truth in theology so clearly as to be incon-
trovertible. When I heard that mathematicians proved
their objects with such certainty that everyone had to
recognise them as true, I was keen to study mathemat-
ics for the sake of the method in order to take up the
task of bringing theology to incontrovertible certainty”
(cf. “Weil ich aber da unter den Catholiken lebte und den Ei-
fer der Lutheraner und Catholiken gegen einander gleich von
meiner ersten Kindheit an wahrnahm, dabei merckte, das ein
ieder Recht zu haben vermeinete; so lag mir immer im Sin-
ne, ob es dann nicht moglich sei, die Wahrheit in der Theolo-
gie so deutlich zu zeigen, dass sie keinen Wiederspruch leide.
Wie ich nun nach diesem hotete, daf$ die Mathematici ihre
Sachen so gewis erwiesen, daf ein jeder dieselben vor wahr
erkennen musse, so war ich begierig die Mathematik metho-
di gratia zu erlernen, um mich zu befleissigen, die Theolo-
gie auf unwiedersprechliche Gewisheit zu bringen”) (Wolff,
1841, pp. 120-121). T. Arnaud (2008, p. 205) also writes
about Wolff’s interest in theology and — more broadly
— practical philosophy as a whole — and his attempts
to apply incontrovertible method in these departments
of philosophy as well. J.-P. Paccioni (2006, pp. 35-37)
also considers this early period to be decisive, believing
that all the main themes of Wolffian philosophy and the
foundations of his mathematical method were formed
at that time. A different view has been expressed by
Schmidt (1862, p. 419) who claims that mathematics was
the main sphere of Wolff’s interests while natural sci-
ence came second. Schwaiger (2011, p. 213) takes an in-
termediate position, noting that what mattered most to
Wolff was not theological problems in themselves, but
the problem of the “relation between fides and ratio, reli-
gious philosophy and philosophical reason”.
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XKenanme Bosbdpa coBMecTuTh yTBepXKiaeHue
HeIIpeJIoKHOCTY JIOTMYeCKMX 3aKOHOB J0CTaTOY-
HOTO OCHOBaHMS ¥ IIPOTMBOpeUNs, BbIBeJeHHBIX
VM B KayecTBe IIepPBbIX OCHOBaHWII CyIlleCTBOBa-
HMs Becero (B ToM umciie u bora), m yTeepxaenve
TOro, 4TO bor siBjiseTcsi coBeplIeHHBIM TBOPLIOM
BCero CYIIero, IPMBOOUT ero K ellle OTHOMY Hepas-
pelMMoMy HapagoKCy ero mMeTadpus3mdecKkon Cu-
cremel. C ofHOV cTOpOHBI, Bostbd crpemurest 060-
CHOBaTh, KaK1M 00pa3om bor TBopuT HamsydImmn
MUp 13 Bcex BO3MOXHBIX. C IpyTro — He B MeHb-
IIIeVl CTelleHV OH JKeJlaeT COXpaHWUTh 3a borom ero
TpaAWIIVOHHBIEe aTpUOyThI COBEepIIIeHCTBa U BCe-
MOTyIIlecTBa M 3HaYMMOCTb J1JIs HeTO JIOIMYeCcKMX
3aKOHOB, ITOJIOKeHHBIX B OCHOBaHVE ero CUCTeMBI.
B pesynprate Bonbdy mpuxonmurcs mepeHOCUTH
IpeJjlaraeMoe 1M I Halllero Mypa paszesieHue
Ha BO3MOXKHOE (JIOrMYecKy HeIIPOTMBOPEUNBOE)
VI [IeVICTBUTEIIbHOEe (IIOJTHOTA BO3MOXKHOCTM)® Ha
bora®. B pesysibTare 3TOro0 nepeHoca Iosy4JaeTcs,
uTo bor coBepiiieHeH 11 BceBey1I] B TOVI Mepe, B Ka-
KOVI OH IIpeJICTaBJIsieT B CBOeM COBepIlIeHHOM pac-
cyqke Bce 0e3 MCKIIIOUeHs BO3MOXKHbIE MIPEI (TO
eCTb Te, KOTOpBIe JIOTYeCKV HeITPOTMBOPEUNBhI),
OIHAKO He BCe M3 HMX MOTYT ObITh BOIIOIIEHBI B
JIeVICTBUTEJIBHOCTh B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aKOHOM J10-
CTaTOYHOro ocHoBaHMs. VI 113 Tex, KOTOpble MOIJIV
ObI cTaTh [EVICTBUTEIbHBIMY, JIUIIIL OIVH Bapu-
aHT sBJIgeTCs HaylydimM. B cuty coBepiiieHcTBa
cBoero paccyaka bor criocobeH orieHUTH pasHbIe
BO3MOXKHBIE MVPBI 1 BBIOpaTh HaVUTY IV, KOTO-
PBITI TIOCPEIICTBOM CBOETO BOJIEM3BbsIBIIEHNSI OH U
IIpeTBOpsieT B IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTE.

IIpn Taxom monbITKe IoasereHus bora o
ZIeVICTBYIe YHVBEPCAIbHBIX JIOTMYECKMX 3aKOHOB
BO3HMKAIOT TI0 MeHbIIIelI Mepe JIBe CJIOKHOCTML
[Ipexpe Bcero, xoTs caMa aprymeHTanus Bosb-

® P.Tavic orMeuaeT, 4TO HaHHOe pasfejieHIe BO3MOX-
HOT'O ¥ [IeVICTBUTEIbHOrO (PaKTYeCKM MOXET OBITh CBe-
JIeHO K TpaJVLVOHHOMY I IIKOJIBHOM dwutocodmm
pasgerieHmio ens universalis 1 ens singularis, v ke Ha
ceprr obrrero n enyamaHoro (Theis, 2013a, p. 25—26).
Brmsrme Tpagymmm mkoipHOM prstocodpum Ha popmu-
poOBaHIe KIIIOYEBBIX TepMUHOB prutocodpnm Boreda ot-
Meuaet Takke A. Kopp (Corr, 1983, p. 33).

* @. MayTHep ycMaTpMBaeT B 3TOM YePThI aHTPOIIOMOp-
dusma (Mauthner, 2010, S. 207).

L.E. Kryshtop

division into the possible (logically consistent)
and the real (the fullness of possibility),® which
he proposes for our world, to God.” As a result
of this transfer it turns out that God is perfect
and omniscient to the extent that he has in his
perfect reason all the possible worlds (i.e. those
that are logically non-contradictory) but not all
of them can be translated into reality in accor-
dance with the law of sufficient reason. Of the
variants that can be translated into reality only
one is the best. Owing to his perfect reason God
can assess various possible worlds, choose the
best one and will it into reality.

The attempt to explain God through univer-
sal logical laws raises at least two problems.
First of all, although Wolff’s argument is based
on the division between the possible and the
real and the need for God to exercise his free
will in order to translate elements of the for-
mer into elements of the latter, this division
is non-contradictory only with regard to hu-
man reason. Men can imagine many possible
things but by no means all of them can be put
into practice. For God, for whom thought is the
creating word, to think a perfect world already
means to create this world in reality. God, be-
ing perfect by nature, cannot create anything
that is not perfect, and so he has practically
no choice. It follows that we either have to de-
prive God of free will, recognising that he has
to create perfection, or we have to admit that
God makes no difference between the possible
and the real, since God considers as real alter-
natives those that are merely possible choic-
es, i.e. other, imperfect worlds which cannot

¢ Theis (2013a, pp. 25-26) notes that the division into the
possible and the real can actually be reduced to the tra-
ditional school division into ens universalis and ens sin-
gularis, or the spheres of the universal and the singular.
A. Corr (1983, p. 33) also notes the influence of school
philosophy on the shaping of key terms in Wolff’s phi-
losophy.

7 F. Mauthner (2010, p. 207) sees here features of an-
thropomorphism.

17



JI. 3. Kppiurron

da BeICTpamBaeTcs Ha pasieIeHUM BO3MOXKHOIO
U JIeVICTBUTEJIBHOTO 1 HeoOXOVIMOCTY ITpOsBIle-
HUst borom cBOOOIHOV BOIM IS IIPETBOPEHMS
3JIEeMEHTOB II€pBOrO B 3JIeMEHTHl BTOPOIO, pas-
JleJIeHVie 3TO OKas3bIBaeTCs HeIpPOTUBOPeUVBbBIM
TOJILKO B OTHOIIIEHWMI YeJIOBeYeCKOIro paccyika.
JIromy MOTYT TIpeNCTaBIIATh cebe MHOTIE BO3MOX-
HBbIe BelllV, OJJHAaKO JJaJleKO He BCe M3 HMUX MOIYT
IIPeTBOPSITHCS B IeVICTBUTENIBHOCTD. [171g bora e,
1711 KOTOPOrO MBICJIb €CTh TBOpsilliee CJIOBO, IO-
MBICJIUTh COBEpIIeHHBIVI MUP yXXe OKa3bIBaeTCs
VJIeHTUYHBIM C IIPeTBOpeHeM 3TOro Mupa B JieVi-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTE. A Tak Kak bor B cvity cosepiien-
CTBa CBOeVI IIPUPOJbl He MOXeT COTBOPUTEL Heco-
BepIIIeHCTBO, TO peasIbHOro BeIbopa y bora daxTu-
uvecky HeT. Takum obpasoM, Mbl JIMOO BBIHYX]Ie-
HBI JINIINUTH bora cBo0OIBI BOJIV, IIPU3HAB, YTO OH
BBIHY)K/IeH TBOPUTH COBEPIIIEHCTBO, JIN0O MBI BbI-
HY>XIeHBI IIPU3HAaTh, YTO A1 bora HeT pasimmuns
MeX]ly BO3MOXXHBIM ¥ JeVICTBUTEJIbHBIM, TaK Kak
JIAIIIb BO3MOXKHBIE BBIOOPHI JIPYT1X, HeCOBepIIIeH-
HBIX MMPOB, KOTOpble B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aKOHOM
JIOCTAaTOYHOI'0 OCHOBaHMS HMKOITIa He CMOI'YT pe-
aJmM3oBaThC, 1 bora TeM He MeHee paccmaTpu-
BaIOTCs KaK peajbHO BO3MOXHBIE aJIbTepHaTUBbIL.
Borbd xe oyHOBpeMeHHO MbITaeTcsd OTCTOATh Kak
pasidye BO3MOXKHOIO U JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOIO, Tak
u cBobony Boiu bora, 11 TeM caMbIM, 11O CyTH, MC-
KyouaeT bora m3 cdeprr gevicTBus 3aK0Ha J10CTa-
TOYHOTO OCHOBaHMS, VIM )K€ CAaMVM IO3UIIVIOHW-
pyeMoro Kak yHVBepCaIbHbIVL.

Ha 5Tu cJjI0KHOCTM, CBSI3aHHBIE C IIOIBITKa-
My Bornbda coracoBaTh ero coOcTBeHHBIE IIpa-
BIJIa MeTOJIa C aHaJINM30M O0XKeCTBeHHOV ITpUpO-
Apl, oOpalllaeT BHMMAaHWe, B YaCTHOCTM, POCCUTI-
ckum KaHTtoBen, B. A. JKyukos. Hekoropyro mapa-
JIOKCaJILHOCTh aprymeHTanuu Bornbda oH ckiio-
HeH O0BsCHSATH IIOCPE/ICTBOM CChIJIKM Ha Hapyllle-
Hue Boribdom vm e caMyM mpesijiaraeMbIX «I1ep-
BBIX IIPVHITUIIOB» MeTadU3NM4YecKoro MOo3HaHMUs,
KOTOpOe TeM He MeHee «OKasbIBaeTcsl HeoOXomu-
MBIM /)15 HOCTPOEHVISI CaMOVI XKe CHCTeMBI, 1714 pe-
IIIeHVsE ee COOCTBEHHBIX BHYTPEHHMX ITpo0sieM»
(Kyukos, 2001, c. 82). VI B 3TOM ¢ HUM OBIIO OBI
CJIOKHO mocriopuThb. OfHAKO B [TajIbHEVIIeM 3TO
npusoauT B. A. J)KyukoBa K KpariHe CKeIITHYeCcKOV
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be realised in accordance with the law of suf-
ficient reason. Wolff, however, simultaneously
asserts the difference between the possible and
the real and God’s free will, thereby effective-
ly excluding God from the sphere of the law
of sufficient reason which he himself posits as
universal.

These difficulties, stemming from Wolff’s at-
tempts to conjoin his own rules of method and
the analysis of the divine nature, have been
noted among others by the Russian Kant schol-
ar Vladimir A. Zhuchkov. Zhuchkov (2001,
p- 82) attributes the paradoxical elements of
Wolff’s argumentation to Wolff's own viola-
tion of his “first principles” of metaphysical
cognition, which is nevertheless “necessary for
building the system itself, for the solution of
its own internal problems”. Quite acceptable.
However, it leads Zhuchkov to make an ex-
tremely sceptical assessment of the theological
implications of Wolff’s thinking and to claim
that they are superfluous and irrelevant and
have no cognitive value. In the final analysis,
Zhuchkov considers the introduction of God
who preserves his classical attributes as the
prime entity to be simply an obeisance to tradi-
tion, which lacks proper grounding in Wolff’s
own philosophy.

Violation of the principle of division of the
spheres of the real and the possible is also not-
ed by Theis (2013a, pp. 25-26), who, howev-
er, comes to a fundamentally opposite opinion
concerning the significance of theological prem-
ises for Wolff. Martin Pott (1992, p. 185) also
stresses not only the importance of the initial
theological premises for Wolff’s philosophical
system but also the significance of the theolog-
ical consequences which directly explicate his
main rules, such that he speaks about a “the-
ological continuation” of the rules of Wolff’s
scientific method. This is arguably the most cor-
rect position.



OILIeHKe TEeOJIOTMYeCKMX VIMIUIMKAIIUI TIOCTpOe-
Hu1 Boribdba 11 K yTBEp)KIEHIO, UTO OHU SIBJISIOT-
sl VI3JIVIIITHVIMY VI TIOCTOPOHHVIM, a B CBOEM IIO-
3HaBaTeJIbHOM 3HAYeHWV ¥ BOBCE HWYTOXHBIMIL
B xoHeuHOM cueTe BBefieHVIEe B paccMOTpeHMe bora
U COXpaHeHMe 3a HUM KJIaCCUYeCcKMX aTpudyTOB,
npucymyx nepsocysHocTy, B. A. JKyukos cunra-
€T CKopee IIPOCTOVI JAHBIO TPaJVILIVI, He HaXOs-
1er1 B camont pvtocodpmm Borredpa mormxrHOro o6o-
CHOBaHVISL

Hecobmrofierte B oTHOIeHMM bora mpmHIIM-
I1a pasyerteHs cpep HeVICTBUTETHFHOTO 1 BO3MOX-
Horo ormedaeT 1 P. Tavic (Theis, 2013a, p. 25—26),
IIPVIXOMs, OIHAKO, K IPWHINIINAIIBHO IIPOTVBO-
IIOJIOKHOMY MHEHMIO II0 BOIIPOCY 3HAYMMOCTU
i1t Boibdra Teosmormueckmx noceutok. M. IToTT
TaK>ke TIOTYepKVBaeT He TOJIPKO BaXKHOCTB VICXOI-
HBIX TEOJIOTMYeCKVX MOCBIIOK 1t (PrytocodpcKom
cucteMbl Boribpa, HO ¥ 3HAYMMOCTB TEOJIOTMUe-
CKMX CJIICTBUV, SBJISIOIIVXCS HEIOCPeNCTBeH-
HOVI KCIUIVIKAIIVeV! er0 OCHOBHBIX IIPABUJL, B CVITY
Yero OH TOBOPUT O HEKOEM «TeOJIOIMUEeCKOM ITPO-
IO/DKEHUV» IIpaBWI Hay4YHOro MeToma Borbda
(Pott, 1992, S. 185). VImeHHO 3Ta TTO3MIINS U Ipe/-
cTaBJIsieTcs 60jIee KOPPEKTHOL.

He MeHee 3HauMMBIM [1JI TIOHVIMaHWS POV
bora B dustocodckon cucreme Bostbda craHOBUT-
Cs aHaJIV3 €ro IIOHVMMAHVIS TOrO, YTO eCTh J00po-
netertb. [loOporerers SBISETCS OCHOBHBIM IIpe]I-
METOM paccMOTpeHMs B ero «Hewmerkom sTmke»,
I7le OHa, II0 CYTW, OKa3bIBAaeTCs CTpeMJIEHVEM K
Orary, Torga Kak Or1aro orpesesisieTcs Kak To, 9TO
«iertaeT copepieHHee» (Wolff, 1743, S. 6), 1 xe
KaK TO, YTO «COBEPIIIEHCTBYET HaC M HAIIIN COCTOSI-
s (Wolff, 1729, S. 260; Borted, 2001, c. 272; Wollff,
17364, p. 390). OnHaxko He MeHee MHTepeCHa B Ha-
II1eM KOHTEKCTe pacCMOTpeHMs ero padbora «Peub
0 IIpaKTIdecKon dusocodny KuTanies», B KOTO-
pov1 B OOIITMX YepTax MBI BUIVM M3JIOKEHVIe BeexX
OCHOBHBIX IIPMHIIUIIOB €r0 IIPaKTUYecKo puIo-
codpumn. Kpurepuem nobpa B «Peun», Tak ke Kak 1
B IPYTVIX cCOuMHeHMsIX Borbda o MopasHOV ur-
s1ocodn, SBJIETCS COBEPIIEHCTBO. Bee, uTo mera-
€T Hallle COCTOsSIHIIe COBEpIIIeHHee, sBiIsieTcs Ora-
ruM. HampoTus, To, 9TO IejtaeT Hac MeHee COBep-
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No less important for understanding the
role of God in Wolff’s philosophical system is
the analysis of his concept of virtue. Virtue is
the main subject of analysis in his German Ethics
where it is essentially defined as the pursuit of
the good, while good is defined as that which
“makes perfect”® (Wolff, 1743, p. 6), or as that
“which improves us and our state” (Wolff,
1729, p. 260; Wolff, 1736a, p. 390). However, in
our context, his Discourse on the Practical Phi-
losophy of the Chinese is no less interesting. In it
we find the formulation, in a general way, of
all the main principles of his practical philoso-
phy. The criterion of the good in the Discourse,
as in Wolff’s other works on moral philoso-
phy, is perfection. Everything that makes our
state more perfect is good. On the contrary,
what makes us less perfect is evil (Wolff, 1985,
pp- 51, 31-33). It is natural for the soul to choose
the good and equally, to avoid evil (ibid., p. 31),
which leads Wolff to assert that the highest
moral rule should be to follow the law of the
nature of the human spirit (ibid., p. 25). If the
soul chooses evil, this is only because it is de-
luded into perceiving evil as good (ibid., p. 31).
That is why learning is so important because in
the process the human being understands the
nature of things and learns to avoid delusions
concerning the good or evil of their nature
(ibid., pp. 45-47).

Thus, at first glance, it may seem that Wolff
consistently adheres to the idea that the human
being’s natural forces are sufficient to achieve
virtue, which consists in constant orientation
toward improvement, and that no divine help
is required (ibid., p. 33). Wolff goes even fur-
ther. Some passages in the Discourse may be

8 “[...] vollkommen machet [...]".
9 “Was uns und unsern Zustand vollkommener machet
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IIIeHHBIMY, OKasbiBaeTcs 3716IM (Wolff, 1985, S. 51,
31—33). Beioupars moOpo IjIs AYIIM eCTeCTBEeH-
HO, PaBHO KaK eCTeCTBEHHO /ISl Hee 130erars 371a
(Ibid., S. 31), B custy yero Bonbd 1 yTBepXKIaeT, 4To
BBICIIIVIM IIPaBMJIOM MOpaIi JOJDKHO CTaTh CJle-
JIOBaHMe 3aKOHY IIPUPOIBI YeJIOBEYeCKOro Jayxa
(Ibid., S. 25). Ecyin ke fmyia m BbIOMpaeT 3710, TO
TOJIBKO TIOTOMY, UTO 3a0iIy>K/IaeTcs, IIperCcTaBIIsis
3710€e Kak goopoe (Ibid., S. 31). IToaTomy cTosib Baxk-
HYIO pOJIb UT'paeT 0OydeHe, B IIporiecce KOTOPOro
4eJIOBeK ITOCTUTAeT IIPUPOAY Bellel I CTAHOBUTCS
CHOCOOHBIM M30eraTh 3a0iTy>KAeHMsl OTHOCUTEIb-
HO ee Osaroctu 1 3710ctHOCTH (Ibid., S. 45—47).

TakuM oOpa3oM, Ha IIepBBEII B3IVISI MOXET
IOKa3aThbCsl, 4To Bosbd BecbMa IIOCiIeZIOBATEIb-
HO TIPOBOIWJI MBICJIB O TOM, UTO JJISI HOCTVIKe-
HMSL 10OpopeTey, 3aK/TIOYarOIeVicsl B TIOCTOSH-
HOVI OpVIeHTAIIMV Ha COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHIE, [JOCTa-
TOYHO IIPUMPOIHBIX CVJI YesloBeKa 1 He TpelyeT-
cs1 OoxxectBeHHOe BecriomoxeHve (Ibid., S. 33). ITpu
sToM Bombd mper emte masbie. Hekoropere mac-
caxn «Peur» arOT OCHOBaHMS IIOJIaraTh, YTO, C
€r0 TOYKV 3peHMs], OTCYTCTBYE PeJIUTUN Y KUTarl-
1IeB He TOJIBKO He SIBJISIeTCS IIperpafion Ha Iy T
COBEpIIIEHCTBOBAHMS 100pOJIeTesNN, HO OKa3bIBa-
€TCsI Uy Th JIV He IIPeVIMYIIIeCTBOM: Oy dn JIVIIIe-
HBI 0Opa3sa bora, oHV He MOTyT OCHOBBIBAaTh HpaB-
CTBEHHBIE TIOCTYIIKV Ha BHEIITHMX MOTVBaX, TAKVIX
KaK CTpax Ilepell BEPXOBHBIM T'OCIIOAVMHOM (KOTO-
PBIM OKasbIBaeTcsl bor) mim Hamexa Ha BO3Ha-
I'pa’kKeHVie CBBIIIIEe, HO BBIHY KII€HBI PYKOBOICTBO-
BaThCS TOJIBKO MOTVIBAMM BHYTpPeHHMMM. Bce mix
Or1arve MOCTYIIKM IIPOVICTEKAIOT MCKITIOUMTEITBHO
13 CBOOOIIBI BOJIN, a He U3 IIPUHYXKIEeHS, pean-
syemoro borowm (Ibid., S. 47—51).

Onpnako Ooslee BHMMATeJIBHOE —IIPOYTEHVIE
«Peur» moOKaspIBaeT, UTO ¢ HOOpOAETEIbI0 K-
TavilleB Jiejla OOCTOSIT BCe Jke He TaK IIPOCTO, TaK
Kak elle B Havdajle «Peun», IIpeXxie ueM BBICKa-
3aTh IIPEITIOJIOKEHVIE O II0JIb3e OTCYTCTBUS Y KU-
Tan1ieB permruy, Boibsd orosapmsaeTcs, 4To mo-
OponeTennb MOXeT ObITH Tpex BuoB: 1) mobpone-
TeJIb, IOCTUTaeMasl TOJIBKO OJlarofmapst ecTeCcTBeH-
HBIM CrIaM; 2) HoOpopeTess, JocTuraeMas oaro-
Haps pasyMHOMY IIOCTVDKEHMIO CBOVICTB bora (To
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construed to mean that the fact that the Chi-
nese have no religion, far from being an ob-
stacle in the way of improvement of virtue, is
arguably an advantage: not having the image
of God, they cannot base their moral acts on
external motives such as fear of the overlord
(who turns out to be God) or the hope of a re-
ward from above, and have to be guided sole-
ly by internal motives. All their good acts stem
from free will, and not from coercion by God
(ibid., pp. 47-51).

However, a more attentive reading of
the Discourse shows that things with virtue
among the Chinese are not as simple, since
at the beginning of the Discourse, before sug-
gesting that lack of religion benefits the Chi-
nese, Wolff makes the reservation that virtue
can be of three kinds: 1) virtue achieved sole-
ly owing to natural forces; 2) virtue achieved
through an understanding of God’s prop-
erties by reason (i.e. natural religion); and
3) virtue achieved thanks to divine guidance
through truths set forth in revelation (ibid.,
p- 27). Wolff calls the first kind “philosophi-
cal virtue,” the second “philosophical piety”
and the third “theological or Christian virtue”
(ibid., p. 139). It can readily be seen that only
virtue of the first, lowest, kind is ascribed to
the Chinese.

We see that, although Wolff tries to build
his philosophical system without reference to
God as the ultimate ground, he still has to ap-
peal to the supreme being. The fact that the
reference occurs toward the very end and that
the chapters devoted to the investigation of
the essence of God are set forth strictly in ac-
cordance with his method, does not eliminate
the fact that without God the key provisions
of Wolff’s philosophical system hang in the
air, having no solid basis. Thus, theology and



€CTh eCTeCTBEHHOV peJTnrim); 3) JoOpoIeTesns, 10-
cTuraeMasi Oyarogapst 00)KeCTBeHHOMY BOIMTEIb-
CTBY ITOCPEIICTBOM VICTWH, SIBJIeHHBIX B OTKpOBe-
Huu (Ibid., S. 27). Ilepsast Ha3piBaeTcst Borbdom
«rtocodckon mobdporIeTesbo», Bropas — «pu-
socodpckuM Or1arodecTvieM», TpeTbs — «TeO0JIOrM-
YecKOVI VIV XpUCTMAHCKoM foOpopaeTesibio» (Ibid.,
S. 139). Kak HeCJIO)KHO HOHSTH, KUTaIIaM IIPUIIN-
CBIBAETCS TOJIBKO JOOpOrIeTeIb TIePBOro BU/IA, TO
€CTb caMasl HM3IIas CTYIIeHb.

Taxvim 00pa3oM, MBI BUIMM, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha
crpeMsieHMe Bosbdpa BBICTpamBaTh CBOIO (PVITO-
codpcKyIo crcTemy, He puberas K ccbUIKe Ha bora
KaK II0CJIe/THee OCHOBAHME, eMY BCe PaBHO IIPVIXO-
IUTCS 0OpaIlaThCs K BBICIIIEV! CYIITHOCTHA. V1 To, uTo
3TO o0pallieHe IIPOVICXOINT B CaMOM KOHIIE ¥ 13-
JIO)KEHVIe Pas3IIesIoB, IIOCBSIIEHHBIX VICCIIEIOBAHIIO
cymrHocT bora, IMpOBOOMTCS CTPOrO B COOTBET-
CTBUMI C BBIPaOOTaHHBIM VM METOIOM, He OTMeHsI-
eT Toro akra, 9To Oe3 bora OCHOBHBIE ITOJIOKEH IS
drtocodckont cricteMsl Boribda ocTaroTcst moBe-
ITIEHHBIMY B BO3/TY X€, He VIMes] 1071 COOOVI ITPOYHOV
ocHOBBL. Teosiorms v Teostormyeckoe vccjieoBaHe
IIPUPOIEL 1 IIPEIVKATOB BBICIIIEVI CYIITHOCTY, CJTe-
JIOBaTEJIBPHO, OKa3bIBAIOTCS He IIPOCTO OIHUM W3
paszesioB ero MeTadmsMKM, a CTPYKTypooOpasy-
IOITMM 3BEHOM, He MeHee 3HauVMBIM, YeM IIpaBu-
Jla MaTeMaTuueckoro Merora. IIpr aTom Kak B J10-
T'MKe, TaK U B APYTUX pasaernax priocodckot cu-
creMbl Bortbdpa bor mrpaet ornpefiesisromniyo poiis,
SIBIISISICH TBOPIIOM BCEX VICTVIH VI BCEX COBEPIIIEHCTB
VI TEM CaMbIM TapaHTUPYs HOMIVTHHOCTD YeJIoBe-
YeCKOV TI03HaBATeJIBHOVI [IeATeJIBHOCTI VM HpaB-
crBerHom xu3HM (Theis, 201306, S. 58 —59).

KaHT 0 nokasaresrbcrBax ObITHsA Bora

Obparumcs Terlepb K PacCMOTPEHMIO OKa-
3aresbcTB OBbITMSA bora m mx KpuTuke B pmioco-
dum Kanra. [JanHas Tema sBiIseTcsl IIOVUCTVIHE
6e30pexxHON, Tak Kak MHTepec KaHTa k paccMo-
TPeHMIO aOCOITIOTHO HEOOXOIVIMOV CYIITHOCTH, ee
HIPVPOB], aTprOyTOB, BOSMOXXHOCT JIOKa3aTelIb-
CTBa ee CYIIeCTBOBaHMS OTMeYaeTCsl Ha IIPOTS-
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theological study of the nature and predicates
of the supreme being turn out to be not just
a chapter in his metaphysics, but a structur-
al link no less significant than the rules of the
mathematical method. And it has to be borne
in mind that in other parts of Wolff’s philo-
sophical system God plays the defining role,
being the creator of all truths and all perfec-
tions and thereby ensuring the genuineness
of human cognitive activity and moral life (cf.
Theis, 2013b, pp. 58-59).

Kant on Proof of the Existence of God

Let us now examine the proofs of the exis-
tence of God and their critique in Kant’s phi-
losophy. This is a truly boundless topic because
Kant had an abiding interest in the absolutely
necessary being, its nature, attributes and the
possibility of proving its existence. It accompa-
nied him throughout his career from the early
pre-critical period (Kopper, 1955/1956, p. 31),
and all through the critical period. Kant’s ap-
proach, of course, evolves. In the pre-critical
period and in the first Critique he discusses the
attributes of God and proof of his existence (or
refutation of it). In the Critique of Practical Rea-
son and later God interests Kant above all as the
object of faith and, consequently, as a postulate
of practical reason. Although Kant treats it as
the object of theoretical inquiry, it is clearly not
his prime concern (cf. Kryshtop, 2016, pp. 179-
224). The key, of course, is provided by Kant’s
critique of the possibility of proving the exis-
tence of God and his placing God outside the
framework of possible experience, hence be-
yond the framework of possible knowledge.
That is why Kant’s critique of the proof of the
existence of God, presented in the first Cri-
tique, is perceived as the central turning point
in Kant’s examination of God. I think this per-



JI. 3. Kppiurron

JKeHUM BCero ero TBOPYecKoro myTH, Kak B paH-
HU gokpuTtndeckun riepuon (Kopper, 1955/1956,
S. 31), Tak M Ha IPOTSKEHUN BCETO KPUTUIECKO-
ro nepuosa. besycioBHO, KaHTOBCKOe paccMOTpe-
HIe IIpeTeprieBaeT HEKOTOPYIO TpaHCcOpMaLIMIO.
B nmoxputiraecknit iepuon u B iepsot «KpuTuke»
pedb uzeT o BbiBeeHM aTpulOyToB bora 1 moka-
3aTeJIbCTBE ero CyIeCTBOBaHMS (VJIV OIIpOBepIKe-
HUM BO3MOXXHOCTM TakoBOro). B «Kpuruke mpak-
TUYeCKOro pa3yMa» 1 1o3xe bor nHTepecyeT Kan-
Ta IIpeXJie BCero y>ke MMeHHO Kak IIpe/iMeT Bepbl,
a cJlefjoBaTesIbHO, KaK ITOCTYJIaT IPaKTUYecKOro
pasyma. Xorsa KanT 1 obpartaeTcs K paccMoTpe-
HUIO €ro B KauyecTBe IIpelIMeTa TeOpPeTUIeCcKVX
M3BICKaHWI, 3TO SIBHBIM O0Opa3oM y>ke He Haxo-
OWUTCS I Hero Ha mepBoM IulaHe (Kpemirror,
2016, c. 179—224). Be3yc/I0BHO, KJIIOYEBOV 371€Ch
OKa3bIBaeTCsl KAaHTOBCKAsI KPUTMKA BO3MOXHOCT
oKas3aTrenbecTBa OblTra bora u BoiBeenme bora 3a
PpaMKM BO3MOXKHOIO OITbITa, a 3HAYUT, 1 32 PaMKU
IIPeIMETOB BO3MOXKHOIO 3HaHMS. B CBsI3M ¢ 3TUM
HepeIKO KaHTOBCKasi KPUTMKa JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTB Obl-
T bora, nipesicTasiieHHas B riepBont «Kputuke»,
BOCIIPVMHMMAaeTCsl KaK IIeHTpaIbHBIN IIepesioM-
HBIVI MOMEHT B KaHTOBCKOM paccMoTpeHmn bora.
Ha namr B3mis, oHAKO, 3TO HEBEPHO, TaK KakK
npu Oosiee IeTaJIBHOM PacCMOTPEHMV VIMEHHO
3TOT pparMeHT mepsoit «KpuUTHKI» OKas3bIBaeT-
€SI MaKCMMaJIBHO TIPMOJIVKeHHBIM K KAaHTOBCKVIM
Pa3MBIIIUIEHMSAM JOKPUTWYECKOrO IIeprozia, XOTs
VI He TI0JIHOCTBIO MIEHTUYHBIM C HUMU. [1J1s Toro
4TOOBI MOATBEPANTH Hallle IIPeIIoIoKeHe, 00-
paTumcs K Oosiee TOApOOHOMY aHasI3y KaHTOB-
CKOVI MO3UIIUY JTIOKPUTUYECKOro Iepuosa (rpe-
CTaBJIEHHOVI ITpeX/ie Bcero B pabote 1763 r. «Egma-
CTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOE OCHOBaHUe ISl JJOKa3aTeIb-
cTBa ObITMS Bora»®) m ee cpaBHEHMIO C TIO3UITVET

> B pmanHom pabore KaHT BriepBble IIpefcTaBiIsieT IIOM-
PpOOHYyIO KITaccmUKaIMIO ToKas3aTeTbeTs ObITvs bora m
CrCTeMaTHYecKyl pacCMaTpPVBaEeT BOITPOC O BO3MOXKHOCTH
TaKOTo JI0KasaTesbcTBa. OIHAKO OT/Ie/IbHbIE BUIBI JOKa-
3aTeJTbCTB MBI HaXOVIM 1 B Oortee paHHUX paborax Kan-
Ta. Tax, B pabore «BceoOmiast ecrecTBeHHas MCTOPUS 1
Teopust Heba» (1755) Kantom paspabarbiBatorcst pmsm-
KO-TEOJIOTMYecKoe I KOCMOJIOTMYecKoe JI0Ka3aTeTbCTBa.
ITpu sTOM pustocod He BbICKa3bIBaeT COMHEHMIL B X [10-
crosepHOocTi. B «HOBOM OCBeleHMNM TIepBBIX IIPUHIIN-
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ception is wrong because on closer inspection
this fragment of the first Critique is very close
to, though not identical with, Kant’s thinking of
the pre-critical period. To prove this point, let
us take a closer look at Kant’s position in the
pre-critical period (represented above all in his
1763 work The Only Possible Argument in Sup-
port of a Demonstration of the Existence of God'’)
and compare it with Kant’s position on the is-
sue of the possibility of proving the existence of
God in the first Critigue.

The 1763 work has the following classifi-
cation of available proofs. To begin with, all
proofs are divided into two kinds: the first
kind seeks to derive the existence of God sole-
ly from concepts, while the second proceeds
from experience. In turn, Kant divides each
of the two kinds into two. In the case of proof
based only on concepts an attempt can be made
to proceed from the possible as ground to ex-
istence as a consequence (the Cartesian proof),
but conversely, one may proceed from possi-
ble things as consequences to the being of God
as the foundation. If one proceeds from experi-
ence, one may either conclude toward the exis-
tence of an independent cause of all that exists
and then, by splitting the concept of this inde-
pendent and necessary cause, move toward the
divine properties of the supreme being (accord-
ing to Kant, Wolff followed that path) or one
may conclude directly from experience toward
the existence of God and divine attributes. Kant

10 In this work Kant for the first time presents a detailed
classification of proofs of the existence of God and sys-
temically considers the issue of the possibility of such
proof. However, we find some kinds of proof in his ear-
lier works. Thus, in Universal Natural History and Theory
of the Heavens (1755) Kant works out physical-theologi-
cal and cosmological proofs. He does not question their
validity. In New Elucidation of the First Principles of Meta-
physical Cognition (1755) we find the Kantian version of
the ontological proof, while the Cartesian proof is not
the subject of critique. For more on proofs of the exis-
tence of God in pre-critical works see Laberge (1973)
and Schmucker (1980).



KanTa mo BoIpocy BO3MOXXHOCTM IIOKa3aTeIbCTB
ObrTust bora B iepsont «Kputuike».

B pabore 1763 roma Mbl HaXOOVIM CJIeAYIOITYIO
KJIacCMPUKAIINIO  VIMEIOIIMXCSL  JTOKa3aTesIbCTB.
IIpexyie Bcero Bce JIOKa3aTeIbCTBa MAEJISITCS Ha
IIBa BUIIA: TIEPBBIVI B, IIBITAETCS BHIBECTV CYIIle-
crBoBaHMe bora 113 OTHMX TOJIBKO MOHSTUM, BTO-
POVL ke MCXOAUT 13 ombiTa. Kaxkaet 3 aTnx BU-
IIOB, B CBOIO oOdueperp, Hoppasmersercs Kanrom
ellle Ha /iBa. B ciTydae c fJokasaTesibcTBaMy 13 Of1-
HVIX TOJIBKO IIOHSTVVI MOT'YT IIBITAThCS OT BO3MOX-
HOrO KaK OCHOBaHWs 3aKJII0YaTh K CYIIIeCTBOBa-
HUIO KaK CJIeJICTBUIO (3TO M Oy[eT Tak HasbIBae-
Moe KapTe3/aHCKOe JJ0Ka3aTeIbCTBO), HO MOTYT 1,
HaITPOTMB, 3aKJI0YaTh OT BO3MOXXHBIX Belllell Kak
cirencTBUm K ObITii0 bora xak ocHosaHwmio. Ecim
Ke VICXOIISIT 3 OIIBITa, TO MOI'YT JINOO 3aKJTI04YaTh
CHavaJla K CyIIeCTBOBaHWIO He3aBUCYMOV ITPUY M-
HBI BCETO CYIIECTBYIOIIEro, a IIOTOM yKe pacujle-
HeHVeM TIOHSITMS TOVI He3aBUCUMOVI U HeoOXo-
OVIMOVI TIPUYMHBI IIPUXOANUTH K OOXKeCTBeHHBIM
CBOVICTBAM IIE€PBOCYIITHOCTM (TaKMM IIyTeM IIIes,
rio Meicyin Kanra, Borbd), mmbo moryT cpasy or
OITBbITa 3aKJIFOUaTh K CylllecTBOBaHMIO bora m 0o-
JKeCTBEHHBIM CBOVICTBaM. [lepBble TOKa3aTeIbCTBa
000X pomoB (1 KapTe3MaHCKOe, 1 BOJIb(aHCKOE)
KaHTOM mIpm3HAIOTCS HEBO3MOXHBIMU, TO €CThb
«OHVM He TOJIBKO He JIOKA3bIBAIOT C HaJJIeXKallen
CTPOTOCTBIO, HO M BOOOIIle He JI0KasblBaloT» (AA
02, S. 162; Kanrt, 1994a, c. 497). [Isa npyrux suaa
IIOKa3aTeIbCTB (OHTOJIOrMYecKoe VI KOCMOJIoTde-
CKOe) TI0JTyYaloT ropasyio Oojiee BBICOKYIO OIIEHKY.
VHTepeceH, omHAKO, He CaM BBIBOJI, MBICTIUTEIIS O
CTeIleH! JI0Ka3aTeJIbHOCTV 3TUX J0Ka3aTeJIbCTB,
HO XOJI, €r0 paccy KIeHUTA.

KapTre3snanckoe moKas3aTesIlbCTBO IIpM3HAETCS
panHHUM KaHTOM HecocTosTesTbHBIM Ha TOM OCHO-
BaHM, YTO OHO OIINOOYHO IIPMHMMAET CyIIeCTBO-
BaHMe 3a IIpeIVKaT, Tora Kak CyIllecTBOBaHVIe HIA
B KOeM cJIydae He ecTb IpefuKaT WIN orpesesie-

noB MeTadmsmdeckoro nosHaums» (1755) Mbl Haxommm
KaHTOBCKIII BapyaHT OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO JTI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa,
KapTe3MaHCKOe JKe JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO Y)Ke 371ech IIoJIBep-
raercss kpurtuke. IlompoOHee o /ToKa3aTesTbeTBaxX OBITHS
bora B mokpurmueckmx paborax cm.: (Laberge, 1973;
Schmucker, 1980).
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declares the first proofs of both kinds (Carte-
sian and Wolffian) to be impossible (“I do not
mean that they are proofs which simply lack
proper rigour; I mean that they prove nothing
at all”) (BDG, AA 02, p. 162; Kant, 1992, p. 201).
The two other kinds of proof (the ontological
and cosmological) get higher marks. What is
more interesting, however, is not Kant’s conclu-
sion about the validity of these proofs, but the
train of his thought.

Early Kant considers the Cartesian proof
to be untenable on the grounds that it mistak-
enly takes existence to be a predicate whereas
existence is by no means a predicate or an at-
tribute of a thing. Consequently, the concept of
an existing thing contains just as much as the
concept of a thing that is merely possible. Yet,
according to Kant, the Cartesian proof is based
entirely on this false assumption. As for the
Wolffian proof, Kant claims that it ultimately
boils down to the same Cartesian argument. It
is only at the first stage that the concept of an
independent cause is derived from experience.
But thereafter, a very dubious transition occurs
to necessary existence and an attempt is made
to split the concept thus obtained to arrive at
divine properties of the supremely perfect
being and unity, i.e. only concepts are dealt
with, which is what happens in the Cartesian
argument. It is important to note that in gen-
eral Kant’s critique of the ontological and cos-
mological proofs in the Critique of Pure Reason
would repeat the arguments put forward in
the 1763 work.

In The Only Possible Argument Kant pays
far more attention to the proof which is here
called cosmological (which is in fact physi-
cal-theological). It is sufficiently convincing to
simulate moral impulses, which makes it the
most preferable of all possible proofs. Apart
from being practical, the underlying method
has such advantages as simplicity (it can be
understood by the most ordinary brain) and
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Hue ey, Crie1oBaTeIIbHO, IIOHSATIE O CYIIeCTBY-
IOITIEV! BEIIV COIEPXKUT B cebe HIYIYTh He OOJIBIIIE,
JeM IIOHATYME O Belly JIMIIb BO3MOXHOVL. [lekap-
TOBCKOE€ Xe JTI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO, 110 Mbicyii KaHTa, 11e-
JIMKOM ¥ TIOJTHOCTBIO OCHOBBIBAeTCSI MMEHHO Ha
3TOM JIOXKHOM [IOITyIeHnn. YTo ke KacaeTcd [10-
KasaTeJIbCTBa BOJIbPVMAHCKOro, TO OHO, o KaHTy,
daxTIyecK CBOAUTCH BCe K TOMY ke KapTe3aH-
CKOMY apryMeHTYy. JIuIib Ha 1epBoM 3Tarie IIOHS-
TVe He3aBUCVMOVI IIPUYMHBI BBIBOIWTCS U3 OIbI-
Ta, [IOTOM 3Ke, lejIast BeCbMa COMHUTEJIbHBIV I1epe-
X071, K HeOOXOAVMMOMY CYIIeCTBOBAHMIO, IIBITAIOT-
Csl pacuIeHeHVeM y>Ke 3TOro ITOJIyYeHHOIO IOHS-
TV IPUIATY K OOKEeCTBEHHBIM CBOVICTBAM BBICITIE-
r'O COBEpILIEHCTBA M eAVHCTBa, TO €CTh HauMHAIOT
oleprpoBaTh OAHVMM TOJIBKO HOHATUSMY, YTO U
VIMeeT MeCTO B KapTe3MaHCKOM aprymeHTe. Bax-
HO OTMETUTB, YTO B OOIIVX YepTax IIpeyiaraemMast
KaHnTOoM KpuTIMKa OHTOJIOIMYeCKOro VI KOCMOJIOI -
YecKOro JJ0Ka3aTesIbCTB B «KpuTuke 4mcToro pasy-
Ma» OyZeT BIIOCITIeICTBUVI TIOBTOPATH BbICKa3bIBae-
MBIe yoKe B JTaHHOM paboTe 1763 T. apryMeHThbL.
Topasmo Oorbitiee BHMMaHMe KaHT yrmerser
B «EAMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHOM OCHOBaHWUV» TOMY
JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBY, KOTOpoe 3[1ech II0JIydaeT Ha3Ba-
HVie KOCMOJIOTMYeCKOro (1 KOTOpOe, IO CYTH, SB-
ngetcss pusmKo-TeontorndeckuyM). OHO obrazma-
eT JIOCTAaTOYHOI y6e)II/ITeJ'IBHOI7I CVJION IIJISd CTU-
MYJIMPOBaHMS ~ HPABCTBEHHBIX  IIOOYKHIEHUT,
4TO U feJIaeT ero Hanboslee IIPeAIoUTUTEeTbHBIM
U3 BCeX BO3MOXHBIX BUIOB JOKa3aTelbcTB. Kpo-
Me CBOeVl IIPaKTUYHOCTY JIeXXallluil B er0 OCHOBe
MeTOJI MMeeT TaKXe TaKue IperMYIecTBa, Kak
IIPOCTOTa (OHO TIOHSITHO HaXke caMoMy 3aypsif-
HOMY YMY) M €CTeCTBEHHOCTD, TaK KaK «KaK/IbIVi,
HeCOMHEHHO, HaulMHaeT MMeHHO c Hero» (AA 02,
S. 117, KanT, 19%4a, c. 445). Bce sT0 nemaer man-
HOe JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO 3aciTy KMBAIOIIVM He TOJb-
KO TOTO, YTOOBI IIPM3HATh €ro BO3MOXXHBIM, HO U
4TOOBI «OOBEIVHEHHBIMI YCVUIVISIMU JIOBECTH €T0
110 HajlJIeXxalrero cosepireHcrsa» (AA 02, S. 159;
Kanrt, 19%4a, c. 494), Tak KaK OHO «BCerjla OCTaeTCs
OHVIM "3 HamboJIee COOTBETCTBYIOMINX U TOCTO-
VHCTBY, " CJIa0OCTV UeJioBedecKoro yma» (AA 02,
S. 123; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 451). D10 1 nbITAaeTCS CHe-
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natural character since “it is with this proof
that everybody initially starts” (BDG, AA 02,
p- 117; Kant, 1992, p. 159). Thus this proof
“wholly deserves to be brought to proper
perfection by the concerted efforts of philos-
ophers” (BDG, AA 02, p. 159; Kant, 1992, p.
198), since it is most in harmony both with the
dignity and with the weakness of the human
understanding” (BDG, AA 02, p. 123; Kant,
1992, p. 164). This is exactly what Kant tries to
do in offering his variant of physical theology.
Having said that, even in this improved form
the argument can only be moral and not math-
ematically rigorous. Besides, it cannot lead us
to a definite concept of the supreme being (we
can speak about its greatness, power, omni-
science, but not about its supreme perfection).
Nor can we prove its singularity.

His analysis leads Kant to the conclu-
sion that either it is in general impossible to
prove God’s existence with logical rigour, or
the proof should be ontological, i.e. it should
move from the concept of the possible as a
consequence to the existence as the ground.
We should proceed not from the concept of
conditioned possibility (in that case we could
never arrive at an absolutely necessary being)
but from an inner and absolute possibility of
the existence of things in general. It is the in-
ner possibility that, if abolished, abolishes all
that is thinkable. That denying divine exis-
tence is total nonsense is what distinguishes its
existence from the existence of all other things.
It follows that either this attribute contains the
only possible proof or attempts to find one
should be abandoned altogether. That said,
Kant himself does not consider this property
to be proof, calling it merely ground for proof,
only initial touches of the main drawing based
on which a grand building can be erected
(BDG, AA 02, p. 66; Kant, 1992, pp. 111-112).

Thus we see that early Kant does not deny
the existence of God and is in fact eager to find



saTh KaHT, mpemytaras cBovi BapMaHT MeToma u-
3MKOTeoJIormi. BripoueM, ake B 3TOM yIlydllleH-
HOM BWJIe JaHHBIVI apIYMeHT He MOXeT o0J1aziaTh
MaTeMaTI4ecKOV [IOCTOBEPHOCTHIO, HO oOaia-
€T JIMIIb JIOCTOBEPHOCTHIO HpaBCcTBeHHON. Kpo-
Me TOrO, OH He MOYKeT IIPVBEeCTV Hac K OIlpeJiesIeH-
HOMY TOHSITHIO O IIePBOCYIIIeCTBe (MBI MOXKEM 3a-
KJIIOYaTh O €r0 BeJINYMV, MOTYIIeCTBe, OOJIBIIIOM
3HaHWM, HO He O ero BcecoBepIreHCTBe). He Moxkem
MBI TaK>Ke 3aKJII0UaTh M K ero eIMHCTBeHHOCTVA

[TponenanHbIt aHams npusBoauT KaHTa K BbI-
BOJIY O TOM, YTO JIMOO BOOOIIIe HEBO3MOXKHO JIOKa-
3aTh ObITHE bora ¢ JIOrm4eckon CTporocToio, Moo
9TO [IOKA3aTeIbCTBO HOJDKHO OBITH OHTOJIOrYe-
CKVM, TO €CTh 3aKJII0YaTh OT HOHSTUS BO3MOXXHO-
rO KaK CJIEJICTBY K CYIIIeCTBOBAaHNIO KaK OCHOBA-
Hvito. [Ipy 5TOM MBI JOIDKHBI VICXOIUTE He M3 I10-
HATUS OOYCJIOBJIEHHOV BO3MOXHOCTM (B TaKOM
cJTydae MBI HUKOIZJa He CMOXKeM IPUMTH K abco-
JIIOTHO HEOOXOIVMOVI CYIITHOCTH), HO M3 BHYTpeH-
Hell M abCOIIOTHOV BO3MOXXKHOCTM CyIIIeCTBOBa-
HUs Bellert BooOmie. VIMeHHO BHYTpeHHSIS BO3-
MOXXHOCTB €CTh TO, YIIpa3IHeHVie Yero YHUYTOXa-
€T Bce MBICTIMOe. A B TOM, UTO OTpuIIaHMe Ooxe-
CTBEHHOI'O CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS €CTh IIOJIHBIV B3IIOp,
Y 3aKJTFOYAEeTCs OTIIMYMTEIBHBIV IIPU3HAK €ro OT
CyILlIeCTBOBaHMSA Bcex Npyrumx Belren. Criemosa-
TEeJIBHO, JIMOO B 3TOM IIpM3HaKe CJleflyeT VCKaThb
€IMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOE€ I0Ka3aTeIbCTBO, JIMOO
Y BOBCE CJIeZlyeT OTKa3aTbCs OT IIOIBITOK HaMTU
TaKOBOe. Bripouem, IpeiaraeMbIvt IpU3HAK caM
KaHT BOBce ele He cUMTaeT IOKA3aTeILCTBOM,
HO VIMEeHYeT JIUIIIb OCHOBaHVEM /IS JI0Ka3aTellb-
CTBa, JIVIITb HAOPOCKOM TIEPBBIX IIITPVIXOB IJITaBHO-
TO YepTeXka, PyKOBOACTBYSCh KOTOPBIMM MOXKHO
Ob110 OBI BO3BeCTM ImpeBocxoiHoe 3anme (AA 02,
S. 66; Kanrt, 1994a, c. 386).

Taxmm oOpasom, MbI BumM, uTo paHHM KaHT
BOBCe He OIIpOBepraeT cyllecTBoBaHMe bora u
Jlake KpariHe 03a004eH IOVICKOM BO3MOXKHBIX OC-
HOBAaHWUV IS JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBa €ro OBITMS, IIpu-
YeM He ITPOCTO JTI0Ka3aTeTbCTBa, JOCTATOYHOTO IS
yOexxmeHvst B OBITIV HEKOVI HEOOXOIVIMOVI TIepBO-
IIPUYMHBI (YTO MBI IMeeM B CJTy Yae I0Ka3aTesIbCTBa
KOCMOJIOTTYeCKOT'0), HO allOAVKTIYeCKI IOCTOBEP-
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possible proof of his existence, and not only
proof sufficient to demonstrate the existence of
the necessary prime cause (which is offered by
the cosmological proof), but also apodictical-
ly valid proof of the existence of the Christian
God with all his attributes (omnipotence, om-
niscience, extra-temporality, singularity etc.).
It has to be noted, though, that already here
Kant does not insist on proof being found:
“it is absolutely necessary that one should
convince oneself that God exists; that His ex-
istence should be demonstrated, however, is
not so necessary” (BDG, AA 02, p. 163; Kant,
1992, p. 201).

At the same time, the third and fourth argu-
ments of the first chapter are more important
for the comparison of the positions of Kant and
Wolff. Here Kant dwells on the concept of abso-
lutely necessary existence and derives its main
properties. Such properties are singularity, sim-
plicity, immutability and eternity, the highest
reality as well as spiritual nature (BDG, AA 02,
pp- 81-89; Kant, 1992, pp. 126-133). He then
concludes that precisely such a being is God,
hence God exists. This part replicates Wolff’s
reasoning in terms of structure. The sequence
of deriving the main properties of the necessary
entity is also the same. The fundamental differ-
ence is that Wolff makes a point of stressing, in
the first paragraph of Chapter Six, that he pro-
ceeds from the existence of ourselves which has
been proved earlier. Even so, as we have seen
above, much of the rest of the reasoning makes
no reference to our existence purported to be
the key aspect of the argument. In fact, a return
to the examination of our existence as an ex-
amination of the capacity of our soul to be nec-
essary existence turns out to be a fiction. This
return has nothing to do with the proof of our
own existence mentioned at the beginning. In
other words, all the proofs presented by Wolff
can be cited without any reference to the fact
that our own existence has been proved. Yet



JI. 3. Kppiurron

HOTO JIOKa3aTeIbCTBa CYIIeCTBOBaHMS VIMEHHO
xpucTraHckoro bora, co Bcemn cooTBeTCTBYIOIIN-
MW CBOVICTBaMM (BCEMOTYIIIECTBO, BCe3HAHIIE, BHEB-
PEeMeHHOCTh, eOVHCTBEHHOCTh U T.J.). Brpouem,
cJleflyeT OTMeTUTD TakJKe U TO, UTO yke 31ech KaHT
BOBCe He cUmTaeT HeoOXOIMIMBIM JIJIsI YeJIOBEKa 9TO
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBO HaWTH, TaK KaK «0e3ycJIOBHO He-
obxomyMo yoenuThbcsd B ObrTint bora, HO BoBce He
HeoOXOIVIMO B TaKOV ke Mepe JIOKa3blBaTb ero»
(AA 02, S. 163; KanT, 19%4a, c. 498).

B T0 xe Bpems mipu cpaBHeHVy nosuimi KanTa
v Borntedpa 117151 Hac Gostbiriee 3HaAUYEHVIE VIMEIOT Tpe-
The ¥ 4YeTBepToe pacCyXAeHWs MepBOro paseria.
B narHoM cityuae KanT nompobHO paccmarpuiBaeT
caMo TMOHATHMe 0e3yCcJIOBHO HEOOXOOVMMOIo Cylile-
CTBOBaHMS, BEIBOAVT OCHOBHBIE €rO CBOVICTBA. Ta-
KVIMVI CBOVICTBaMW OKa3bIBAIOTCS €MMHCTBEHHOCTD,
IIPOCTOTA, HEM3MEHHOCTD V1 BEUHOCTB, BBICIIIAs pe-
aJIbHOCTh, a TakXke JyxoBHas Iipupopa (AA 02,
S. 81—89; KanT, 1994a, c. 404—413). [Tastee neraert-
Cs1 BBIBOJ], O TOM, UTO VMIMEHHO TaKoe CYIIIeCTBO W B~
ngercs borom, n bor, crrenmoBaresibHO, cylecTByer.
JJaHHBIVI pas[iesl IOJIHOCTBIO ITOBTOPSIET 110 CBOeN!
cTpyKType paccmoTpenve Borbda. Tovt sxe camont
OCTaeTcsl U TIOC/IeIOBATEIILHOCTh BBIBEIEHWIS OC-
HOBHBIX CBOVICTB HEOOXOIMIMOVI CyIITHOCTH. [TpmH-
[IMIOVAJIbHOE OT/INYVE 3aK/II0YaeTCs JIUIIb B TOM,
uto Bonbd crenmanbsHO orosapuBaeT B IepBOM
Haparpadpe I1ecToV IJ1aBbl, YTO OTTaJIKMBAETCHd OT
y’Xke paHee JJOKa3aHHOI'O CYIIleCTBOBaHMs HacC ca-
MMX. XOT¢, KaK MBI Y Ke BUJIeJIV Bblllle, Jjajlee 3Ha-
4TesIbHAs YacTh PacCMOTPEeHMs IIPOBOAUTCS Oe3
KaKOVI-IM0O OTCBUIKM K 3TOMY HallleMy CYIIeCTBO-
BaHMIO KaK SKOObI KJTIOUeBOMY ITyHKTY paccMOTpe-
Hud. [lo dpakry, Bo3BpallleHMe K pacCMOTPEHWIO
HaIllero CyIIecTBOBaHMsS B BUE PacCMOTPeHMs
BO3MOKHOCTVI Hallleyl JyIIy ObITh HeOOXOMMMBIM
CylllecTBOBaHMEM TaKXe OKasblBaeTcsi (PUKTUB-
HBIM. DTO BO3BpallleHVe K HaM He ViMeeT HKaKOIro
IIPSIMOTO OTHOIIEHVSI K BCIIOMMHaeMOMY B HaJasle
JIOKa3aTesIbCTBY CylllecTBOBaHMsSA Hac cammx. py-
TMIMM CJIOBaM, BCe ITpeficTaBiisieMble Boibdpom fo-
KasaTeJIbCTBa BIIOJIHE MOTYT ITPOBOOWUTBCS 1 Oe3
KaKOV-JIOO OTCBUIKM K (PaKTy JTOKa3aHHOCTY Ha-
I1Iero coOCTBEHHOTO cylecTBoBaHMs. OTHAKO MBI
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we see that Wolff claims otherwise, stressing
that the existence of ourselves and of the whole
world is assumed in this proof and is its point
of departure. It is this point that Kant criticises.
Leaving the core of Wolff’s proof, Kant claims
that it is an a priori proof which need not be
based on experience since “it presupposes nei-
ther my own existence, nor that of other minds,
nor that of the physical world” (BDG, AA 02,
p- 91; Kant, 1992, p. 135).

Let us compare Kant’s view of the problem
of the possibility of proving God’s existence in
the pre-critical and critical periods. In the cor-
responding section of “Transcendental Dialec-
tics” in the Critique of Pure Reason we find three
speculative proofs of God’s existence: ontologi-
cal, cosmological and physical-theological. The
ontological and cosmological proofs are tran-
scendental, whereas the physical-theological
one is empirical. What immediately catches the
attention is that in spite of some changes in ter-
minology the classification of proofs is practi-
cally unchanged. And so are the main points
of criticism of these arguments. Strangely, the
conclusion which Kant repeats again and again
in this section is also unchanged: the ontolog-
ical proof (based solely on pure concepts) is
the only possible proof, if it is at all possible to
prove the existence of God (KrV, A 625 / B 653,
A 630 / B 658, A789 / B 817; Kant, 1998, p. 580,
583, 668).

Thus, at first glance, it seems that by refut-
ing all possible proofs of the existence of God
Kant thereby contradicts the claim he made
in an early 1763 book to the effect that an on-
tological proof of the existence of God is pos-
sible. But on closer inspection we find that the
proof proposed in The Only Possible Argument is
not criticised at all in the Critique of Pure Reason.
Repeating all the main points of the critique of



BUIMM, 9TO caM Borbd HactamBaeT Ha oOpaTHOM,
IIOTYepKMBasi, YTO CYIIIeCTBOBaHe KaK Hac CaMmX,
TaK " BCETO MMpa B 3TOM JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBe IIpe]l-
TIojIaTaeTcs ¥ SIBJISIeTCSL €T0 OTIIPaBHOW TOYKOTL.
VImenHo 3TOT MOMeHT KaHT, 110 cyTH, 1 noxsepra-
eT Kputuke. OcTaBiIsgsi HEV3MEHHBIM OCTOB Bosib-
doBa gokaszaresTbcTBa, KaHT OTHOCUT ero K J10Ka-
3aTeJIbCTBAM allPVOPHBIM, KOTOPbIE MOTYT IIPOBO-
IUThCs Oe3 oOpalmeHs K OIBITY, TaK KaK «HU MOe
COOCTBEHHOE CYIIIECTBOBAaHVIE, H CYIIIeCTBOBAHVIE
IOPYTMX MBICTISIIVX CYIIECTB, HU CYIeCTBOBAHVIE
TEeJIeCHOTO Mupa [IIpy 3ToM| He IIpelroiaraeTcsh»
(AA 02, S. 91; KanT, 19%4a, c. 416).

CpaBHMM KaHTOBCKMVI B3IJISif, Ha IIpoOsieMy
BO3MOXKHOCTM JIOKa3aTeJibcTBa ObiTms bora [mo-
KPUTUYECKOT0 TIeprofia C ero KPUTUYECKOVT TTO3M-
nyent. B coorsercTByromem pasperte «I'paHcren-
IeHTaJIBHOM JAMaleKTuKm» «KpuTmkm dmncToro
pasyMa» MBI HaXOIVM TPY BO3MOXKHBIX CITEKYJIIS-
TVIBHBIX JIOKa3aTeJIbcTBa ObITMsI bora: oHTOIOrM-
yecKoe, KOCMOJIOrdecKkoe 1 (pU3MKO-TeosIorye-
ckoe. OHTOJTOrMYecKoe M KOCMOJIOTMUeCKoe JT0Ka-
3aTeJIbCTBa CYTh IOKas3aTelbCTBa TpPaHCIIeHIIeH-
TaJIbHble, (PUBMKO-TEOJIOrTUeCcKoe K€ SBIISIeTCS
smmmprrdecknM. Cpasy OpocaeTcs B I1a3a, UTo, He-
CMOTPsI Ha HEKOTOPBbIe TEPMIHOJIOTTYeCKIIe M3Me-
HeHVs, KlaccudpmKaIs JoKa3aTeJIbCTB OCTaeTCs
[IpaKTUYecKy Hem3MeHHOV. HersMeHHBI 1 OCHOB-
Hble MOMEHTBI KPUTMKM 3TMX aprymeHToB. Kax
HV CTpaHHO, 0e3 M3MeHEeHUTI OCTaeTcs ¥ BBIBOI,
HEOJTHOKPATHO TIOBTOpsieMblt KaHTOM Ha cTpa-
HUIIaX JaHHOIO pasfiella: OHTOJIOTMYecKoe JI0Ka-
3aTeIbCTBO (MICXOSIIee M3 OTHMX TOJIBKO YVCTBIX
IIOHSTW) €CTh eIMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOE JI0Ka3a-
TEJIbCTBO, €CJIM TOJIBKO BOOOIE BO3MOXKHO JIOKa-
3aTh cyIlecTBoBaHue bora (A 625 / B 653, A 630 /
B 658, A 789 / B 817, KanT, 1994r, c. 376, 379, 463).

Taxmm oOpasoM, Ha TepBBIVI B3IV KaXkKeTCs,
uyro KaHT, ompoBepras Bce BO3MOXHBIE JIOKa3a-
TesbcTBa OBITHS bora, TeM caMbIM ITIPOTMBOPEUNT
BBICKa3bIBa€MOVI yoke B paHHel paboTe 1763 r. MbIc-
JIM O BO3MOXXHOCTV OHTOJIOTMTYECKOTO apryMeH-
Ta Oprrms bora. OgHako mpu Oorlee BHMMATeIb-
HOM PacCMOTPEHUV BUAMM, YTO IIpefylaraeMoe B
«EMMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOM OCHOBAaHWM» JIOKa3a-

27

L.E. Kryshtop

the three main proofs in the above-mentioned
early work, he sidesteps the ontological ground
on which such great hopes were pinned earlier.
In effect, it means that Kant again, as in 1763,
maintains that if it is at all possible to prove the
existence of God, it has to be looked for only in
the sphere of pure concepts. But almost in the
same breath he claims that cognition of the ex-
istence of God is a priori-synthetic cognition.
And the latter is possible for a human being
only with regard to things of possible expe-
rience to which God as a transcendental idea
does not belong. Consequently, speculative rea-
son can neither prove nor disprove his exist-
ence (KrV, A 641 / B 669; Kant, 1998, p. 589).
Speculative reason is of no avail to help us in
establishing the fact of the existence of God. But
the inference should not be made that no other
way is possible. Practical use of reason is such
a way. Thus, Kant’s main conclusion in the Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason remains the same as in The
Only Possible Arqument: “It is absolutely neces-
sary that one should convince oneself that God
exists; that His existence should be demonstrat-
ed, however, is not so necessary” (BDG, AA 02,
p- 163; Kant, 1992, p. 201).

At the same time, in considering the cosmo-
logical proof, Kant stresses that it only seems
to proceed from experience, but in fact with
the very next step switches to the track of onto-
logical proof, no longer turning to experience.
This gives him grounds not only to refute the
possibility of ontological proof, but the possi-
bility of the cosmological proof (and then the
physical-theological proof) proceeding from
the critique of the ontological proof. Behind the
analysis of the cosmological proof and its illu-
sory relation to experience there lurks critique
of Wolff’s proof which Kant presented in The
Only Possible Argument as early as the begin-
ning of the 1760s.



JI. 3. Kppiurron

TEeJICTBO B «KpUTHKe 4mcTOro pasyma» BOBCe He
rofiBepraeTcsi Kakor-ioo kpuruke. KanT, rosro-
Psisl BCe OCHOBHBIE MOMEHTBI KPUTMKV OCHOBHBIX
TpeX JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTB, VIMEBIIIVIE MECTO U B YITOMS-
HyTOW paHHel paboTe, 0OXOAMUT BHMUMAaHVEM TO
OHTOJIOTMYeCKOe OCHOBaHMe, Ha KOTOpoe paHee
BO3JIaraJIviCh CTOJIb Ooribiivie Hamexnbl [lo cyTn
Xe 3TO 03Ha4aeT, uTo KaHT mo-rpe)xHeMy, Kak 1 B
1763 ., yTBepXXjaeT, 4To ecsiv ¥ BO3MOXKHO JI0Ka3a-
TeJIbCTBO ObITHsE bora, To ero criesryeT mcKaTh TOIIb-
Ko B ccpepe umcThix moHsTH. HO Besten 3a 3TMM OH
He/IBYCMBICJIEHHO KOHCTaTVUpyeT, YTO IIO3HaHUe
cylecTBoBaHMs bora sIBJIseTCs alproOpHO-CHUHTe-
TryeckKM nosHaHreM. OHO e BO3MOYKHO [IJISI ue-
JIOBEKa JIVIIIb B OTHOIIIEHUI BeIeyl BO3MOXKHOIO
OITbITa, K KAaKOBBIM boOr, KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaTbHAS
ujiesl, He OTHOCUTCS. A cilefloBaTesIbHO, M yCTaHO-
BUTB €0 CYIIeCTBOBaHVE CIEKYJIITVBHBIN pasyM
He MOXXeT, HO PaBHO He MOXeT VI OIIPOBEPrHYTb
(A 641 / B 669; KanT, 1994r, c. 385). CniexysaTus-
HBIVI Pa3yM OKa3bIBaeTCsl HeCIIOCOOEeH ITOMOYb HaM
B JleJle yCTaHOBJIeHM s paKTa cyIecTBoBaHMs bora.
Ho sTo He OyeT o3HayaTh, YTO HaM HeIOCTyIleH
HEeKWI1 VIHOV Iy Th. DTVM VHBIM ITyTeM CTaHOBUT-
sl IpaKTMYecKoe IpyMeHeHne pasyMa. Takmm o6-
pasom, ocHoBHOM BbIBOf, KanTa B «Kputumke um-
CTOTO pasyMa», Kak 1 B «<EVIHCTBEHHO BO3MOKHOM
OCHOBaHUW», MO-TIpeXXHeMy IJIacuT: «besycioBHO
HeoOxomMo yOenuTbcs B ObiTum bora, HO BoBce
He HeoOXOIMIMO B TaKOVI )Ke Mepe JI0Ka3bIBaThb 3TO»
(AA 02, S. 163; Kanr, 1994a, c. 498).

B TO Xe BpeMs Ipm paccCMOTpeHMM KOCMOJIO-
I'MYeCcKOro JI0KaszarelbcTBa KaHT momdepkmBaer,
YTO OHO JIVIIIH VJUIIO30PHO HauMHAaeT C OIIbITa, IT0
drakTy Xe y>ke Ha BTOPOM Illare IlepecKaKBaeT Ha
PeTIbChI OHTOJIOTTYECKOT0 JJOKA3aTeIbCTBA, K OIThI-
Ty Oorlee He oOparlrasch. DTO U JaeT eMy OCHOBa-
HVIe OIIPOBEPTHY T He TOJIBKO BO3MOXKHOCTBH OHTO-
JIOFMYECKOro JIOKa3aTeIbcTBa, HO M BO3MOXXHOCTD
KOCMOJIOTMYECKOTO (a BCJIeH, 3a HUM 1 (PU3MKO-Te-
OJIOTMYEeCKOr'o), ONMpasich Ha y>Xe IIpOV3BeieH-
HYIO KPUTVMKY OHTOJIOIMYECKOTO JOKa3aTesIbCTBa.
[Tpm 5TOM TIpM aHAIM3e KOCMOJIOTMTUECKOTO JI0Ka-
3aTeIbCTBA M €T MIITI030PHOVI COOTHECEHHOCTM C
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The Role of the Postulate of the Existence
of God in Kant’s Ethical System

The existence of God, immortality of the soul
and freedom turn out to be premises which,
as we have seen above, can neither be proved
nor disproved by the theoretical application of
reason because their objects are not objects of
possible experience (indeed, precisely for this
reason are not, strictly speaking, objects). These
conclusions give Kant grounds to start crafting
his practical philosophy proceeding from the
three above-mentioned premises as postulates.
These premises are premises of faith and are
accepted solely in the interest of practical rea-
son, which is the following of prescriptions of
the moral law. These objects have to be real for
human morality. Without freedom there would
be no point in talking about morality as such.
But without faith in the existence of God and
the immortality of the soul the moral predispo-
sition of the subject would lose much, though
not all, of its power: “Thus without a God and a
world that is now not visible to us but is hoped
for, the majestic ideas of morality are, to be
sure, objects of approbation and admiration but
not incentives for resolve and realization” (KrV,
A 813 / B 841; Kant, 1998, p. 681).

This position, reflected in the first Cri-
tique, is still seen by many as introducing het-
eronomy and is attributed to the hangovers
of eudaimonism, characteristic of Kant in the
pre-critical period (Schmitz, 1989, pp. 81-100),
or as an obeisance to the Christian tradition
(Wimmer, 1990, p. 31). Perhaps Kant himself
was aware of a certain ambiguity here, which
prompted him to address this aspect of criti-
cal philosophy in more detail in his subsequent
works. Kant never tired of stressing that the
postulates of practical reason do not affect the
purity of the self-determination of will toward
a moral act and do not introduce any heteron-
omy, a claim which prompts questions and ob-



OITBITOM HeJIBYCMBICJIEHHO IIPOIJISi/IbIBaeT KPUTY-
Ka BosipdoBa mokasaTesibcTBa, IIperCTaBIeHHAs
KanToMm yxe B «EOMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOM OCHO-
BaHMM» B Hayaste 1760-x IT.

Posie moctysiara 6pITHsA bora
B 3TU4ecKon cucreme Kanra

berrre bora, xak Oeccmeprme mymm 11 cBOOO-
71a, OKa3bIBAIOTCS TeMM IIOJIOKEHVISIMYI, KOTOPEIE,
KaK MBI BUJIEIVI BBIIIIE, HEBO3MOXKHO ITOATBEPIVTH
VJIVI OITPOBEPTHY Th IIOCPENICTBOM TeOPeTIYeCKOrO
IIpVIMEHeHM pa3yMa, BBUJIY TOT'O UTO VX IIpeIMe-
THI HE OTHOCSITCS K IIpeMeTaM BO3MOYKHOTO OIThI-
Ta (1, COOCTBEHHO, B CTPOTrOM CMBICJIe V1 ITpe/IMeTa-
MM TI0 3TOVI IIpUUMHe He gBJISI0oTCs). VIMeHHOo 3T
3aKJIIOUeHNs JafoT ocHoBaHMe KaHTy mepenTit K
TIOCTPOEHMIO CBOEV IIpaKTudecKon drstocodmn,
IIPVIHSB TPY YIIOMSIHYTBIX IIOJIOXKEHVS B Ka4eCTBe
[IOCTYJIVIPYEeMBIX. DTV IIOJIOKEHMS CYTh IOJIOXKe-
HVIS BePbI VI IIPVHMMAIOTCS VICKITIOUMTEITHHO B VH-
Tepece MPaKTUUECKOrO pa3yMa, KOTOPBIM SIBJIsSeT-
Csi cjlefioBaHMe ITPeNCaHIsIM MOPaIbHOTO 3aK0-
Ha. [leniCTBUTEIPHOCTD 3TNX IIPeIMeTOB HeoOXo-
IVIMa JIJ1sl HpaBCTBEHHOCTY YelloBeKa. bes cBobo-
Iibl He ObIO OBbI CMBICIIa TOBOPUTH O MOpasI Kak
takosot. Ho 6e3 Bepsl B ObITHe bora 11 GeccmepTie
Iy MopaIbHasl HACTPOEHHOCTh CYyObeKTa XOTs
I He YCTpaHsylach ObI IIOJTHOCTHIO, HO 3HAYNTEIIb-
HO Tepsila Obl cBorO cwty: «CileoBaTesIbHO, Oe3
Kakoro-HMOyzap bora v HeBuaMMOro HaMm Terepb
MMpa, Ha KOTOPBIVI MBI BO3JIaraeM HaJIeXX/Ibl, IIpe-
KpacHbIe 1ieVt HpaBCTBeHHOCTY BbI3bIBAIOT, IIPaB-
Ila, onoOpeHMe 11 YAMBIIeHMe, HO He CJIy>KaT MOTHU-
BOM HaMepeHWI 1 MX ocyIecTsieHns» (A 813 /
B 841; Kanr, 1994, c. 476).

B sroim mosmiimum, Harlremiien OTpaXkeHre B
niepsont «KpuTuKe», MHOIVe VCCIleIoBaTeIn 1 TI0
ceVi IeHb CKJIOHHBI YCMaTpVBaTh IIPVBHECEH e Te-
TEPOHOMHOCTM VI OOBSCHSITH 3TO HepeXUTKaMU
3BIIeMOHM3Ma, XapakTepHoro jy1s1 KanTa B mokpu-
Trdeckut niepror, (Schmitz, 1989, S. 81—100), vn
IaHbo xprcrraHckov Tpaguaum (Wimmer, 1990,
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jections to this day. The biggest problems here
are precisely the postulate of the existence of
God and the postulate of the immortality of the
soul inseparably linked with it.

In the Critique of Practical Reason Kant shifts
his accents a little in considering the postulates
of practical reason, above all the existence of
God and the immortality of the soul. As in the
Critique of Pure Reason, it deals with the high-
est good, which is a combination of virtue and
happiness, in which the second component —
happiness — is as important for the human
being as the first, but unlike the first, is abso-
lutely outwith his control. But the first Critique
stressed the independence of happiness from
virtue and the need of exertion to propose con-
ditions that would make the combination har-
monious. Kant underscores that the primary
task is virtue, which is impossible if the moral
law is followed only out of hope for a reward
or out of fear of punishment. So, it would not
be proper to see heteronomy here. However,
what comes to the fore is the attempt to explain
how it would be possible to combine happi-
ness in a fair proportion with the individual’s
virtue. In the second Critique the highest good
comes to the fore, with the moral law prescrib-
ing efforts to contribute to its realisation. Kant
still defines the highest good as consisting of
two inherently heterogeneous components:
virtue, which depends on the human being,"

It Kant usually defines the highest good as consisting

of virtue and happiness. It is only in the chapter in the
Critique of Practical Reason devoted to the immortality of
the soul postulate that we encounter the definition of the
highest good as consisting of sanctity (understood as
total congruence of the subject’s will with the bidding of
the moral law) and happiness (KpV, AA 05, p. 110; Kant,
2015, p. 99), which leads to a modification in the course of
postulating the immortality of the soul. Life after death
is necessary not because it will reward the righteous
man but because the soul must continue to exist after
death so that the process of moral improvement could
continue to infinity, which is the only possible condition
of realisation of the sanctity component (if not in statics
at least in dynamics in the eyes of the eternal observer,
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S. 31). BeposiTHO, HEKOTOPYIO IIByCMBICJIEHHOCTB
37ech ycMaTpuBasl 1 caM KaHT, 4To mmpuBesio ero x
Oosiee meTasIbHOV MPOpPabOTKe 3TOTO acreKkTa ero
IIpakTraeckon drIocodmn B TaJIBHENIINX pa-
6otax. ITpn sTom KaHT HeycTaHHO HomUepKmBal,
UTO MOCTYJIaThl ITPaKTMUYECKOro pasyMa He Ha-
PYIIAIOT YMCTOTY CaMOOIIpeesIeHNs BOJIVI K MO-
PaJIBHOMY IIOCTYIKY VI He IIPVBHOCAT HUKAKOV
reTepOHOMHOCTY, OHAKO 3TO U IO CeVl [eHb BbI-
3bIBaeT BOIIPOCHI 11 Bo3pakeHMs. VI Hamnborsiee mipo-
0J1eMHBIMM 3/1€Ch OKa3bIBAIOTCS IMEHHO IIOCTYJIaT
ObITIst bora v HepasphIBHO CBSI3aHHBIVI C HUM ITO-
CTysIaT OeccMepTus TyIIIL.

ITpu paccMOTpeHMY TOCTYIIATOB ITPAKTUYECKO-
TO pa3yMa, 1 IIpexie Bcero Obrtnst bora n Geccmep-
THs gy, B «KpuTrKe IIpaKTH9ecKoro pasyma»
KanT HeMHOro mHaue paccrasiseT akileHTHL. Kak
u B «KpuTHKe 41cTOro pasyMa» pedb MIeT O BbIC-
11eM 0J1are, IIpeICTaBIISAIONIEM COOOVI COeVHEeH e
moOpopeTesIv 1 CHacThsl, BTOPOVI KOMIIOHEHT KOTO-
poro — cuacTbe — CTOJIb JKe BaKeH [IJISI JesIoBe-
Ka, KaK ¥ IepBBIVl, OJHAKO, B OT/IYNE OT IIepBO-
'O, COBEpPIIIEHHO He 3aBUCUT OT Hero. Ho B mepBoit
«Kputnke» ymop mesajics MMeHHO Ha He3aBUCH-
MOCTM CYacTbs OT AOOPOIeTeIbHOCTM I HeoOxo-
IOVIMOCTM TIpeIioaraTh yCJIOBIs, KOTOpbIe [efla-
71 OBI BO3MOXKHBIM TapMOHWYHOE VX COUeTaHe.
ITpn sTom KaHT noguepkmBaeT, 4To IepBOCTereH-
HOVI SIBJISIETCS TOOPOIETETTBHOCTD, KOTOpasi HEBO3-
MOXKHa, eCJIVI MOpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY CJIeAyIOT TOJIb-
KO 3 Ha/IeXX/Ibl Ha BO3[lasgHe VI U3 cTpaxa Ha-
KasaHms. CileqoBaTesIbHO, YyCMaTpMBaTh 3[1eCh Tre-
TEPOHOMHOCTE OBIJIO OBI Bce Jke HeKoppeKTHO. Of1-
HAKO Ha IEepBBIV IIaH 3/1eCh BBIXOOWUT ITOIBITKA
OODBSICHUTD, KaK MOIVIO OblI OBITHh BO3MOXXHBIM CO-
eIVHEeHVIe CYaCThsl B CIIPaBEJIVBOV ITPOIIOPIIV C
noOporeTesTbHOCTHIO MHAVBMIA. Bo BTOpon «Kpu-
TMKe» Ha IIePBBIVI IUIAH BBIXOIWUT CaMO BbICIIIee
Or1aro, crocoOCTBOBaTh peai3aniyi KOTOPOro
IIpeIVIChIBaeT MOpaIbHBIN 3aKOH. Beiciiiee 6r1aro
Ho-TIpeXXHeMy orpenerigeTcss KaHToM Kak cocTo-
d11ee 13 ABYX HEOIHOPOIHBIX IO CBOEN Ipupofie
KOMIIOHEHTOB — 3aBUCSIIEV OT YesioBeKa 100po-

and happiness, which does not. But it is neces-
sary to posit the existence of God and immor-
tality of the soul not in order to acquire hope
for happiness after death, but to have hope for
the implementation of the highest good whose
promotion the moral law prescribes. Thus
Kant’s conviction of the need to introduce God
and immortality of the soul in his ethics as ob-
jects of faith is still present but the eudaimonic
notes that can be detected in the first Critique
are substantially muted.

It is in these terms that he casts the postu-
lates of an immortal soul and God'’s existence in
the third Critique. On the one hand, Kant again
stresses that morality does not depend on reli-
gion. The existence of God and the immortal-
ity of the soul are not necessary for following
the moral law or fulfilling one’s moral duty."
Consequently, we can well imagine “a right-
eous man (Spinoza, for example) who actively
reveres the moral law [but] who remains firm-
ly persuaded that there is no God” (KU, AA 05,
p- 452; Kant, 1987, pp. 341-342).

But in the third Critique Kant comes to the
conclusion that genuine morality still inevitably
leads to religion because “[a] dogmatic unbe-
lief in a person is incompatible with his having
a moral maxim prevail in his way of thinking
(since reason cannot command us to pursue a
purpose that we cognize as being nothing but
a chimera)” (KU, AA 05, p. 472; Kant, 1987,
p- 366). On closer examination, the Spinoza ex-
ample has a continuation whose significance
is noted by Sala (1990, p. 443) and Striet (2005,
p- 180). The lengthy passage which begins with
the oft-quoted words about “a righteous man

i.e. God). The shift did not pass unnoticed by Kant's
contemporaries (Schulze, 1795, p. 52). It was noted later,
and was considered to be inconsistent and superfluous
(cf. Sala, 1990, p. 276; Zobrist, 2008, p. 305; Albrecht,
1978, pp. 124-126).

12 Fugate takes the opposite view (Fugate, 2014, p. 328-
329).
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IEeTeJILHOCTI® 1 He 3aBUCSIIEero OT Hero CYacThbs.
Ho Oprtnie bora n GeccmepTrie myIi oKa3bIBaeTCs
HeOoOXOAMMBIM ITpe/IIioslaraTh He 1JIs TOro, YTOObI
HOJIyYNUTh HafeXdy Ha oOpeTeHMe 3arpoOHOrO
CYaCThs, a [IJIs TOTO, YUTOOBI MMETh HazleX] 1y Ha pe-
aIM3aInIo BeICIIero O1ara, criocoOCTBOBATH UeMy
IIpeAIVIChIBaeT MOPa/IbHBIN 3aKOH. TakumM oOpa-
30M, HEM3MEHHOVI OcTaeTcs yoexxaeHHOCTh KaHTa
B HEOOXOIVIMOCTY BBeIeHM B CBOIO 3TUKY bora n
GeccMepTust AyIIN KaK IIpeIMeTOB Bepbl, OTHAKO
HOTKM 3BJIEMOHW3Ma, yJIaBjIMBaBIIIViecs B IIepBOV
«KpuTinke», mpu TakoM BapuaHTe apryMeHTallum
CYIIIECTBEHHO 3aTyIIIeBbIBaIOTCA.

VIMeHHO B TaKOM BapMaHTe HaxOIMM MBI II0-
CTysIaThl OeccMepTst Ay v ObITrist bora 1 B Tpe-
Then1 «Kputnke». C omHOM cTOpoHEl, 30eck KaHT
CHOBA IOTYEepPKIMBaeT, UTO MOpaslb He 3aBUCUT OT
permurum. U cymectsoBanue bora, n 6eccmepTie
IOyIIN He SBJISAIOTCS HeOOXOIVMBIMM IIJIS CJIeH0-
BaHMs MOpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY W BBIIIOJIHEHMS CBOe-
ro MopasibHoro gosira’. CrieoBaTesIbHO, HUYTO He
MeIlTaeT HaM IIpeICTaBUTh cele «I00ponopsiaod-
HOro uesiopeka (Harpmmep, CHmHO3y), KOTOPBIN
TBepIo yBepwicsa B ToM, 4To bora ner» (AA 05,
S. 452; Kanr, 19948, c. 295).

¢ BeIcmree 671aro o0br4HO orpenegercs KanroM Kak co-
cTositee M3 TOOpOIeTeN 1 CYacThbsl, M TOIIBKO B pasmie-
je «KpuTMKM IIpaKTUUecKoro pasyMa», MOCBSIIIEHHOM
paccMOTpeHVIIO TTOCTYJIaTa beccMepTUs I, MBI BCTpe-
4JaeM OIlpefiesieHVe BBICIIero OjIara Kak COCTOSIIErO W3
CBSITOCTY (ITOHMMaeMOV KaK ITOJTHOE COOTBETCTBUE BOJIV
cyObeKkTa ITOBEJIEHVSIM MOPaJIbHOIO 3aKOHA) I CUACThd
(AA 05, S. 110; Kanur, 19940, c. 505—506), uro npmBognT
" K MoaudUKaI Xofa IOCTYJIMPOBaHMs beccMepTst
nymm. Peus yke He mmeT o HeoOxommMocTu 3arpoOHO-
ro Mupa, B KOTOPOM IIPaBeIHMKY HOJDKHO BO3IATHCH IO
3acilyraM, HO O HeOOXOOVIMOCTM IPOIOJDKEHMWS CyIIle-
CTBOBaHVIS IyIIV IIOCIIE CMEPTV IS BO3MOXKHOCTL IIPO-
TTOJDKeHMST TIPOIecca MOPaTbHOTO COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHWS
B 0ECKOHEUYHOCTB, YTO ¥ OKa3bIBACTCS OMHCTBEHHO BO3-
MOYXHBIM yCJIOBMEM pean3ariyi KOMIIOHEHTa CBSITOCTY
(ecyv1 He B CTATMYECKOM, TO XOTSI OBbI B IMHAMIYECKOM CO-
CTOSIHMW, B IJIa3aX BHEBPEMEHHOI0 HaOJIroaTesis, To eCTb
bora). DTa 3aMeHa He ocTajlach He3aMeUeHHOVI COBpeMeH-
Hukamu Kanra (Schulze, 1795, S. 52). Otmedariach OHa 1 B
TasIbHeTIIIeM, TIPUYeM Jallle BCETO ee CUMTaIN Herocse-
nmosaTestbHOV 1 m30brTounon (Sala, 1990, S. 276; Zobrist,
2008, S. 305; Albrecht, 1978, S. 124 —126).

7 TIpOTMBOMIOJIOXKHYIO TOYKY 3peHMs
K. Dyrare (Fugate, 2014, p. 328 —329).

BbICKa3bIBaeT
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(Spinoza, for example) who actively reveres the
moral law but who remains firmly persuaded
that there is no God” ends with an unexpected
and frequently forgotten conclusion:

And so this well-meaning person would
indeed have to give up as impossible the
purpose that the moral laws obligated him to
havebeforehis eyes, and thatin compliance with
them he did have before his eyes. Alternatively,
suppose that, regarding this [purpose ] too, he
wants to continue to adhere to the call of his
inner moral vocation, and that he does not want
his respect for the moral law, by which this law
directly inspires him to obey it, to be weakened,
as would result from the nullity of the one ideal
final purpose that is adequate to this respect’s
high demand (such weakening of his respect
would inevitably impair his moral attitude): In
that case he must — from a practical point of
view, i.e., so that he can at least form a concept
of the possibility of [achieving] the final purpose
that is morally prescribed to him — assume the
existence of a moral author of the world, i.e.,
the existence of a God (KU, AA 05, pp. 452-453;
Kant, 1987, p. 342).

In other words, we can imagine a
well-meaning person who is persuaded that
there is no God. But in imagining such a per-
son we would have to admit that such a per-
son cannot remain an atheist without impairing
morality since, in giving up the purpose set for
him by the moral law, he thereby renounces his
moral vocation, i.e. is in principle unable to ful-
ly perform his moral duty (c¢f. Wagner, 1975,
pp- 515-519; Schaeffler, 2005, p. 170).

Thus, we see that beginning from the first
Critigue and throughout his career Kant kept
coming to one and the same conclusion: moral-
ity does not need religion, but it “inevitably
leads to religion” (RGV, AA 06, p. 6; Kant, 1998,
p- 35). Kant invariably stressed not only moral-
ity’s independence from religion but also their
close interconnection. Direct dependence on re-
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Ho n B Tperben «Kputuke» KanT cHoBa mmpm-
XOAUT K BBIBOJY, YTO IIO[JIMHHAsl MOPaIbHOCTh
TeM He MeHee HeV30e)XHO BelleT K PeJINIuM, Io-
CKOJIBKY «JJOrMaTu4eckoe Hefepilie HeCOBMECTVIMO
C TOCIIOZICTBYIOIIeVl B MBIIIIEHUM HPaBCTBEHHON
MaKcuMon (100 pasyM He MOXeT IOBeJIeBaTh CJle-
ZI0BaTh 1IeJIV, IIPV3HAHHOV IIPOCTO VIJLIIO3VIET)»
(AA 05, S. 472; KanT, 19948, c. 316—317). VI npu-
Mep co CrmHO301 Impu OiIvDKamIleM paccMOTpe-
HUU VIMeeT CBOe ITpOIoJKeHVe, 3Ha9IMOCTb KOTO-
poro ormeuarot [Ix. Cana m M. rpur (Sala, 1990,
S. 443; Striet, 2005, S. 180). ITpencrasisist codbovt m1o-
CTaTOYHO IIPOHOJKMTEIbHBIV TEKCTOBBIV ITacCaXX
VI HauMHaACh 9acTO IUTUPYEeMbIMU CJIOBAMW «MBbl
MOXKeM, CJIeJoBaTeJIbHO, IIPeNICTaBUTh cebe 100po-
HOPAIOYHOro YesioBeka (Hampumep, Cnunosy), Ko-
TOPBIVI TBEPO yBepwiics B TOM, uTo bora HeT», oH
3aKaH4YMBaeTCsd BecbMa HeOXMIAaHHBIM M YacTo
3a0bIBaeMBbIM BBIBOJIOM:

Ot nenmm, cemoBaTeNIbHO, KOTOpasl CTOsUIA
Ileper; >TNM OJlarOHaMepeHHBIM YeJIOBEKOM U
JIOJDKHA ObUIa CTOSITH Iepell HUM, KOTa OH Cile-
ZIoBaJI 3aKOHYy, OH JIOJDKEH, IPWU3HaB ee Hemo-
CTVDKVIMOVI, OTKAa3aThCsl; VIV eCJIVI OH CTPEMUT-
Csl COXPaHWUTHh B 3TOM BE€PHOCTH T'OJIOCY CBOETrO
BHYTpPEeHHEro HpaBCTBEHHOI'O Ha3HAYEHWs VI He
X04eT, HeCMOTps Ha HeHeVICTBUTEIbHOCTD Viie-
JIBHOVI KOHEYHOW IIeJIN... YMaJIUTh YBaXkKeHWe,
KOTOpO€e eMy HeITOCPeICTBEHHO, Tpedys IocTy-
IIaHVS, BHYIIAeT 3TOT 3aKOH (YTO He MOXET CO-
BepIaTecs Oe3 HaHeceHNs yIriepOa MOpaIbBHOMY
yOeXIeHnIo), TO OH AOJDKeH... IPU3HAaTh Cylle-
CTBOBaHME MOpa/AbHO20 TBOPIla Mmpa, T.e. bora
(AA 05, S. 452-453; Kanrt, 19948, c. 295 —296).

Adpyrumu cjioBaMy, MBI MOXeM ITPe/ICTaBUTh
cebe OrylaroHaMepeHHOTrO deJIOBeKa, YBepVBIIIe-
rocs B ToM, 4TO bora Her. OmHako, IIpecTaBiIsis
cebe Takoro desioBeKa, Mbl OylieM BBIHYKIEHBI
IIPU3HATh, YTO OCTaBaTbCS aTEMCTOM Oe3 yIuep-
0a I MOPaIbHOCTV TaKOW 4YeJIOBeK He MOXeT,
TaK KaK, OTKa3bIBasCh OT eIy, OOO3HAYEHHOV
71 HETO MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM, OH OTKa3bIBaeTCs
TeM CaMbIM ¥ OT CBOETO MOPaJIbHOTO Ha3HaueH!s,
TO €CTh B IIPVHIIVIIE He MOXET VCIIOJIHUTH CBOV
MopaJIbHBIV J0JIT B mosiHo Mepe (Wagner, 1975,
S. 515—519; Schaeffler, 2005, S. 170).

32

ligion would eliminate morality. The moral law
cannot be broken and it is man’s duty to follow
its prescriptions regardless of the consequences,
be it in this or in another world. Indeed, this
is why we can well imagine a virtuous atheist.
Nevertheless, an equally natural consequence
of a true moral attitude and sincere desire to
fully follow the prescription of the moral law is
faith in the existence of God and the immortal
soul (cf. Stangneth, 2003, p. XLI).

Summing up

Thus, we see that the problem of proof of
the existence of God played an important role
in the philosophical reasoning of both Kant and
Wolff, with both insisting that the physical-the-
ological proof is untenable (in spite of its many
merits). And on the main points the Kantian
critique of this proof replicates the main thrust
of Wolff’s thinking; this is particularly appar-
ent when we compare the latter’s position with
the critique of proofs of the existence of God
presented by Kant in his pre-critical work The
Only Possible Argument in Support of a Demon-
stration of the Existence of God where Kant still
believes that an ontological proof of the exist-
ence of God is possible. At the same time it has
to be noted that Wolff’s proof prefigures Kant’s
critique of the cosmological proof which is also
thought to be untenable.

In any case, for both Wolff and Kant the
problem of the search for proof of God’s exis-
tence is arguably of secondary importance. But
while for Wolff it is important to understand
the relation between God and the world he has
created (including the universal law of suffi-
cient reason which determines the changes tak-
ing place in this world), for Kant the problem of
proof of the existence of God is but one of the
steps in moving from the sphere of theoretical
philosophy to practical philosophy.



Taxum oOpasom, MBI BUIMM, YTO Ha4MHAS C
riepBot «KpuTukm» 11 Ha IPOTSKEHMUM BCETO I10-
CJIENTYIOIIEro CBOero TBopueckoro myTtu Kaut
IIPUIXOINMII K OJJHOMY ¥ TOMY K€ BBIBOIY: MOPaIb
He HY)X/IaeTCs B PEeJIUTMN, HO «<HeM30eXKHO BeeT K
permirum» (AA 06, S. 6; KauT, 19947, c. 8). KaHT He-
VI3MEHHO IIO/TYePKIMBaJl He TOJIBKO He3aBVCVMOCTh
MOpaJIVI OT PeJIUT, HO TaK)XXe M VX TeCHYIO B3au-
MOCBsI3b. HerocpeicTBeHHast 3aBUCHMOCTD OT pe-
JIUTUY yCTpaHsu1a Obl MOPaIbBHOCTb. MOpaJIbHBIN
3aKOH IIOBeJIeBaeT C abCOIIIOTHOM HeOoOXOmMMO-
CTBIO, ¥ JOJIT YeJIoBeKa 3aKJII0YaeTcs B TOM, YTOObI
CJIEJIOBATh €ro IPeAIVICAaHVSIM BHE 3aBVCVIMOCTV
OT OXXUIAIOIINX ero MOCJIICTBUN — Ha 3TOM CBe-
Te vt Ha ToM. COOCTBEHHO, IIO3TOMY MBI BIIOJI-
He MOXeM IIpeJICTaBUTh cebe I00poreTeIbHOro
arercra. TeM He MeHee eCcTeCTBeHHBIM CJICICTBU-
€M TIOJJTMHHOVI MOPaJIBHOVI HaCTPOEHHOCTY U VIC-
KpeHHeT0 CTpeMJIeHNsI HanOosiee IIOJTHO peasin3o-
BBIBaTh TpeOOBaHVE MOPaJIPHOTO 3aKOHA OKa3bl-
BaeTcs Bepa B cyllecTBoBaHMe bora 1 Geccmepte
anymu (Stangneth, 2003, S. XLI).

Utorn

Taxvm obpaszom, Mbl BuamM, uto mis KaHTa,
TaK ke Kak u 11t Boribda, rpolbiiema Jokasaresib-
crBa ObITHs bora mrpasa BakHyIO posib B UX pu-
nocodpckmx nocrpoeHmsx. ITpu sTom oba MbIcn-
TesIsl HacTavBa/Il Ha HeCOCTOSTeIBHOCTU (PU3N-
KO-Te0JIOIMYeCcKOro JJoKa3aTesIbCTBa (HeCMOTpsI Ha
MHOYKEeCTBO €T'0 JOCTOVHCTB). OCHOBHBIE MOMEHTBI
KaHTOBCKOV KPUTMKN JJaHHOI'O JJOKa3aTeIbCcTBa B
11eJIOM IIOBTOPSAIOT OCHOBHOe HallpaBjleHue pas-
MBIIUTeHUT Bortbda, uTo 0coGeHHO SIBHO ITIpocTe-
JKMBaeTCs TPV CPaBHEHUM IIO3UIINW IIOCJIe[IHEero
C KPWUTHUKOW [I0KaszaTesbcTB ObITMs bora, mpen-
crapsieHHOV KaHTOM B ero moKpuTHUYecKko pado-
Te «EIMHCTBEHHO BO3MOKHOe OCHOBaHWMe J1JId J10-
KasaTeJIbcTBa ObITHs bora», rme KanT emte nipen-
rioJj1araeT BO3MOXKHOCTb OHTOJIOIMUECKOro JI0Ka3a-
TesibcTBa ObITUA bora. B To ke Bpems npumeua-
TeJILHO, UTO camo BosibdoBo /10Ka3aTesIbcTBO CTa-
HOBUTCS IIPO0Opa3oM KaHTOBCKOV KPUTUKM KOC-
MOJIOTMUeCKOIo JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa, KOTOpoe Takxke
I10j1araeTcsl HeJIoCTOBEPHBIM.
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It is also important to note a certain simi-
larity as to the role God is called upon to play
in the sphere of the two thinkers” moral phi-
losophy. On the one hand, they stress that the
moral/natural law is valid regardless of faith in
the existence of God, which is why it preserves
its significance also for atheists: “Therefore if it
were also possible that God did not exist and
that this present nexus of things could exist
without him, all the free acts of people would
still be either good or evil”®® (Wolff, 1743, p. 7).
On the other hand, both Kant and Wolff come
to the conclusion that God must be introduced
into moral philosophy, as faith in his existence
is evidence and an inevitable consequence of
an individual having a true moral disposition.
We see that the problem of proof of the exis-
tence of God is one of the central problems
for the thinkers of early and later Enlighten-
ment and although it undergoes certain chang-
es, in general it remains constant, permeating
as it does the spheres of theoretical and prac-
tical philosophy and forming in many ways
a bridge between the former and the latter. It
is the problem of the proof of the existence of
God that best demonstrates the diversity and
richness of philosophical thought in the era of
Enlightenment, which is often wrongly and
simplistically depicted as a step-by-step process
of accelerating secularisation.
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Bmecre ¢ Tem Kak B ciryuae Bonbdpa, Tak m B
aryuae KanTa MOXHO yTBepXXIaTh, 4TO IIpobiie-
Ma IIOMCKa JIoKas3aTesIbcTBa ObITys bora okasbiBa-
eTcsl ckopee BTopocTerieHHOM. OpHaKo ecin 11
Borbdpa BaKHBIM OKas3bIBAaeTCsl IIPOSICHEHVIE B3a-
VIMOOTHOIIIEH NI, B KOTOpoM bor cocTouT ¢ coTBo-
PEHHBIM 1M MUPOM (BKJTIOUAsi VI YHMBEPCAIbHBIN
3aKOH JIOCTaTOYHOIO OCHOBAHVIS, OITPeIesISIOIINIA
VI3MeHeHs, IIPOVICXOAIIINEe B 3TOM MUPe), TO I
KanTa paccmoTpeHme 1ipobrieMsl ToKa3aTeTbCTBa
ObITua bora siBiisercst muInb OMHOM W3 CTyIIeHEeNn
ITepexoria 13 cdepsl TeopeTdeckon dprtocodpnm
K dustocodpmt ITpaKTIYecKOVL.

BakHO OTMeTUTB TakKe U OIpeiesIeHHOe CXOMI-
CTBO B OTHOIIIEHN TOr0, KaKyIo posib bor mpussan
urpate B cdepe MopasibHOM driocodpum 0dovx
mblicsuTesient. C ofHom CTOPOHBI, TOTYEPKIMBAETCS],
YTO MOpaJIbHBIV / €CTeCTBEeHHBIV 3aKOH O0JIa/TaeT
HeIpeJIoKHOVI JeVICTBEHHOVI CVJIOVI, He 3aBVCSIIIEN
OT Bephl B cylllecTBoBaHMe bora, B cuity dero He
TepsieT CBOeV 3HAaYMMOCTVI TaKXXe 7 [IJIsI aTeVICTOB!
«[ToaTomy ecimi OBl TakXe OBUIO BO3MOXHO, YTO
bora He Ob110 GBI 11 UTO aKTyaIbHO JaHHas CBS3b
Bellleyl Moryia Obl cylllecTBOBaTh Oe3 Hero, TO CBO-
OorHbIe TIOCTYTIKM JIIOEV BCe JKe OCTaBaINCh OBl
Omarvmu v 3aeiMm» (Wolff, 1743, S. 7). C mpy-
ront cropoHbl, Kant u Bonbd B KoHeuHOM cue-
Te BCe ke IIPUXOAAT K HeoOXOIVIMOCTYU BBeIeHs
bora B MopasibHyI0 dprtocoduro, MOCKOIBKY Bepa
B €ro CyIlecTBOBaHMe OKa3blBaeTCd CBUJIETeIb-
CTBOM ¥ Hen30e)XHBIM CJIe[ICTBVEM HaJINUMs y UH-
AVBUA TIOAJIVIHHOV MOPaJIbHOVI HaCTPOEHHOCTL.
Taxmm oOpasoM, MBI BUAMM, 9TO ITpoOrieMaTvKa
JoKa3aTeIbcTBa ObITMs bora gBigercst omHOM U3
LIeHTpaJIbHBIX [1JIs1 MBICJINTeSIeV KaK paHHero, Tak
m nosgHero [Ipocsertienmis 1, XoTs 1 IIpeTeprieBa-
€T HeKOTOpble M3MeHeHs], B OOIIX YepTax OcTa-
eTcsl He3MeHHOV, IIPOHM3bIBasi cpeprl TeopeTu-
YecKoV M HpaKTUdecko dpwiocodpum 1 BO MHO-
TOM OKas3bIBasiICh CBOETO pofla MOCTOM OT IIEPBOVI
Ko BTopom. [Ipu 3TOM MMeHHO Tpo0biteMa JoKa3a-
TeJIbCTB ObITYs Bora Kak HeIb3s JIydllle ITOKa3blBa-
eT pasHooOpasye 1 borarcTBo dprsI0coPCKOV MBIC-
7 snioxu [ IpocBeltieHMs1, KOTOPYIO HEPeIKO IIpel-
CTaBJIAIOT KaK ITOCTEIEHHBIV, CTYIIeHYaTbhIVI IIPO-
11ecc HabMparo1ert 000pOTHI CeKYIIIPU3ALIAN, YTO
1o PakTy He COOTBETCTBYeT IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY,
ABJISASCH CUJIBHBIM ee YITPOIIeHVIEM.
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