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ADDEKT 3AKOHA:
PUXTE O MECTE UTPAHUITAX
UNCTON DTUKU MMIIEPATUBA

A.K. Cydaxob*

B cBoux nonyasprsix sexyusx 1806 e. o peaveun M.T. Qux-
me obcyxoaem nAmMs Bo3MOXHbIX MUpobossperuti, 6o 6mopom
U3 KOMopbiX, «Mouke 3penus npadonivl», AeeKo Y3Hamy Muxy
3AKOHA CIMOUHECK0e0 U KaHmuarckozo muna. Quxme noouep-
KuBaem, umo 6 pantue 200bL cam pasoeAsn 3mo MupoBosspenuie.
Oodnaxko on npuBodum 30ecs ps0 opueuHasbHbX 0060008 8 noav-
3y ybexOeHus, umo sma no3uyus, no cyujecmsy, He cnocobHa
Oamy yucmyo u Bvicuiyto Hpabcmbennyro dokmpuny. A pac-
cmampubato cywecmbo Imux kpumudeckux 0060008 6 KoH-
mexcme e20 no3oHen memagusuku. Quxme ymbepxoaem, umo
6 mupoBosspenuu «Bmopoeo muna» cam uesobex uybcmbyem
u noHuMmaem, yBaxcaem u A00um cebs MoALKO Kax nOOOAHHbLI
besycaoBHoeo 3axoma, nosmomy nagoc u «acpgpexm 3aKoHa»
6mopeaemca 6o bce oyenxu u momubupobxu. Imom agppexm
Hapywiaem uucmomy Oecnpucmpacmus MOpaitbHoll OYeHKU
8 cayuae omcemynienus om mpeboBanuii 3axona. «Hearobex 3a-
KOHA», CHIOUK U Kanmuauey, He cosHarowuil 6 cboei cobecmu
NPAMBIX HAPYUIEHUT 3AKOHA, MOXEN 1MOAbKO He Npe3upams
cebs, ooHaxo He Moxcem, no Puxme, NoOAOKUMEALHO YBaxamb
cebs: 045 3moeo npuuiaocy 0vl npebsoiimu deiicnbuem mpebo-
Banue 3axona. Mexoy mem agpgpexm camooobaeroujeeo 3aKoHA
ckpuibaem om maxoeo 4eaoBexa u amy Hebosmoxnocms. Haxo-
Hey, 5 Nokasuiéaio, umo 6 smuke CHIOUHECK020 U KAHMUAHCKO20
muna coxpansemcs, coaiacto duaerosy Duxme, pagpurupo-
Bannbiil unmepec k coxpanenuto u yoobaembopenuto uybcmben-
HOTL camocmu, a nomomy u npedcmabaenue o boee xax eapanme
amnuputeckoeo cuacmos / daaxerncmba. CoombemcmberHo, uc-
KOMbITL U CAMUM KAHMUAHYeM «nepeBopom 6 ymoHacmpoernuu»
npednoaeaem HeOOCTYNHbilL 045 Heeo KaK maxoBoeo «Bvicuiiiii
axm c60600bL», nocAe KOMOPO20 Nepcnekmuba Mupa kaxk 3aKoHa
cMmensemcs 045 cybsexma nepcnexkmuboni Liapeméa [yxa, 6 xo-
Mopoti Npaxmuuecku npeo0oaeHa «0co0eHHAS CAMOCHIL» KAXKOO0-
20 1003aK0HHO020 HpaBcmBerHoz2o desimens.

KatoueBuie croBa: Kanm, Quxme, 3axoH, agpgpexm, cBo-
600a, camocms, kameeoputeckuii umnepamub, yéaxerue, Hpab-
cmBenHocy, peaueus.
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AFFECTION OF LAW:
FICHTE ON THE PLACE AND BOUNDARIES
OF PURE ETHICS OF THE IMPERATIVE

A. K. Sudakov!

In his popular 1806 lectures on religion Fichte consid-
ered five possible worldviews in the second of which, “the
standpoint of legality”, one can readily recognise the ethics
of law of the Stoical and Kantian type. Fichte stresses that
in his youth he himself shared this worldview. However, he
hastens to adduce a series of original arquments to show that
this position is essentially incapable of delivering a pure and
higher moral doctrine. I examine the substance of these criti-
cal arquments in the context of his later metaphysics. Fichte
maintains that in the “second type” of worldview man him-
self feels and understands, respects and loves himself only
as a subject of unconditional law, therefore the pathos and
“affection of law” pervades all his assessments and moti-
vations. This affects the impartiality of moral assessment if
the requirements of the law are diverged from. The “man of
law”, the Stoic and Kantian who is not conscious of direct
violations of the law, can at most not despise himself, but
he cannot, according to Fichte, positively respect himself:
that would require surpassing the requirement of the law
through action. Meanwhile the affection of the self-sufficient
law conceals even this impossibility from such a person. Fi-
nally, 1 show that the ethics of the Stoical and Kantian type
retains, according to Fichte’s diagnosis, a refined interest in
preserving and indulging the sensual self and hence the idea
of God as the warrantor of empirical happiness / bliss. Ac-
cordingly, the “overturn in the state of mind” sought by the
Kantian himself implies “the highest act of freedom”, which
is inaccessible to him and beyond which the perspective of
the world as law is replaced for the subject by the perspective
of the Kingdom of the Spirit in which the “selfhood” of each
moral agent is practically overcome.
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categorical imperative, respect, morality, religion.

! Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sciences, 12/1
Goncharnaya st., Moscow, Russia, 109240.

Received: 11.05.2019.
doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-3
© Sudakov A.K., 2019.

Kanmobcxun coopruxk. 2019. T. 38, Ne 3. C. 56 — 80.

Kantian Journal, 2019, vol. 38, no. 3, pp. 56-80.



B momymngpHBIX jtekiusax PuxTe o pemurumu, osa-
rIaBIeHHBIX driocodpom «HacTapmenme x OraxkeH-
HOVI XKM3HV», 3HAa4NTEJIbHOe MECTO 3aHVMaeT pacCMO-
TpeHVe IISITY BO3MOXHBIX 1711 KOHEUHOT'O CBOOOTHOTO
CyIIlecTBa <«IO3VIIVVI MMPOBO33peHNs», IIPerCcTaBIIsd-
IOITVIX COOOVI CTafMVI JIyXOBHOI'O BOCXOXKIIEHWSI TaKO-
TO CyIIecTBa K «VCTVMHHOV PeIUTUW»: TOYKa 3peHws
JyBCTBEHHOV HEIIOCPEICTBEHHOCTHM, TOYKa 3peHMs
«IIpaBOTBI» (IIpaBa M HWM3ILIEV HPAaBCTBEHHOCTM), TOY-
Ka 3peHMsI BBICIIIEV U VICTMHHOVI HPaBCTBEHHOCTY, TOY-
Ka 3peHVs peTUT MV Y TTO3UIIVS HayK! (HayKOyJeHVIs).
TosIbKO AJIst OIHOM M3 «IIO3ULIUV» CAMVIM aBTOPOM Ha-
3BaH ee MCTOPMYECKUTI IIPOTOTHUII VI aHAJIOr: PVITOCo-
dusa 1 3TMKa cTOMLM3Ma M KaHTMAHCTBA, TYXOBHBIN
TUII «CTOMKa» U «KaHTHaHIa». B dpriocodnn, rosoput
®DrixTe, cCaMbIVI yAAUHBIN 1 ITOCIIeNOBATe IbHBIV IIPVIMEP
3TOr0 MUPOCO3eplIaHs IpeficTaiisgeT KaHT BIUIOTH 10
«KpUTHKM IIpaKTUIecKoro pasyMa», a KpoMe TOro, aB-
TOp IIPU3HAET, YTO ¥ caM IIPOBOAVII 3TOT B3Iz B «Oc-
HOBe eCTeCTBEHHOTO ITpaBa» 1 «CrcTeMe y4eHMs 0 Hpa-
Bax» — IIPaB/a, TOJIBKO B KaUeCTBe OCHOBAHMS IS (pr-
stocodpum ripaBa n oOeraHO 3THKM (Prixte, 1997, c. 67).
M B camoM Jieiie, Gosblllasd 4acTh CcKaszaHHOro duxre
B 9TOM COYMHEHWUN O «BTOPOV ITO3UIIUVI MUPOBO33pe-
HVIS» HPEJCTABIISET COOOV He CTOJIBKO ITOJIOXKMUTEIEHOE
IIOCTPOEHMeE, CKOJIBKO KPUTWYECKUI pacueT C 3TIde-
CKVM KaHTMAHCTBOM — ¥ CO CBOMMW COOCTBEHHBIMA
ITUYECKMMM YOEXKIEHMSIMM «VIEHCKOTO» BpEMEHL.

Bommpoc 0 cooTHoIIEHNM IIpaKTMYecKon (PriToco-
vt PuixTe ¢ KaHTOBCKOV 3TUKOVI MMeeT yXe Bechb-
Ma IJABHIOK VICTOPUIO MCCIIEIOBAHMS (CM., HaIIpyIMep:
Metzger, 1912). B nociienHee BpeMs 0co00e MHEHE TI0
3TOMY BOITPOCY BbIcKasasia Muirtests Korr, 3amMeTus, 94To
a1VKa DUIXTe, XOTA ABIIIETCS «y3HaBaeMO KaHTVAHCKOM
B CBOMX (PyH/TaMeHTaJIbHBIX yOeXIeHMIX O COOTHOIIIE-
HUY MeXIy MOPaIbHOM JIeITeJIbHOCTBIO VI MOpasIbHbI-
MV HOpMaMW», PaCXOOUTCS B TO ke BpeMs C KaHTMaH-
CKOVI 3TUKOV, B 4aCTHOCTV B TOM, UTO «HEIIOCPeICTBEeH-
HO IpefInchIBaeT CyOcTaHIMaIbHYIO 11eIb, T.e. Mare-
PUaIBHYIO CaMOOOCTATOYHOCTh PpalVIOHAJIBHOW IIesi-
TEJIBHOCTV» W SIBJISIETCS. TIOCTOJIBKY Pa3sHOBUIIHOCTBIO
koHcekseHIMam3Ma (Kosch, 2013, p. 150—151). C stum
MHeHVeM KaTeropndeckn He coracwics AsieH Byn?.

2 Tlo muenwo Bymna, npemioxernsas Ko TpaktoBka ®Puxre
VIMEET LIEJIBIO TOJIYUNTh «IVICKYPCVBHBIVI KPUTEPWUI IIPaBIIIb-
HOTO [IEVICTBVSI», a 3TO HUKOMM 00pa3oM He BXOAWT B «IIOBECT-
Ky OHs» HayKoydenms. Camy 1eb «caMofgocTaTogHoCTH» Kot
TPaKTyeT 3MIMPUYECKM YIPOIIEHHO, IIOHMMasl ee KaK TO, 4TO
MOXeT OBITh «MaKCHMMPOBAaHO», — Torha Kak y duxre mocTu-
JKeHVe 3TOVI LIeJIV yIpas/IHseT TpaHCLeH/IeHTaIbHbIe YCIIOBIS
BO3MOXKHOCTM camoro KoHeusoro S (Wood, 2016, p. 149—150).
B mermomM, kak HacramBaeT Byn, KOHCEKBEHITMaIVICTCKOe ITPO-
ureHre DVXTe IIPOTUBOPEUNUT «AyXy M Oykse sTmKM Duxre»,
OJTHOTO M3 CaMbIX pa/IVIKaIbHBIX B ICTOPWUV CTOPOHHWKOB [I€0H-
Tosrormdeckovt Teopum Mopasit (Wood, 2016, p. 149).
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Looming large in Fichte’s popular lectures on re-
ligion which he himself entitled The Way towards the
Blessed Life are five possible “standpoints in world-
view”2 for a finite free being, representing stages
of spiritual ascent of such a being toward “true re-
ligion”: the standpoint of sensual enjoyment, the
standpoint of “legality” (law and lower morali-
ty), the standpoint of higher and true morality, the
standpoint of religion and the standpoint of sci-
ence (science of knowledge). The author identifies
and names a historical prototype and analogue only
for one of these “positions” and that is the philoso-
phy and ethics of Stoicism and Kantianism, and the
spiritual type of the “Stoic” and “Kantian”. In phi-
losophy, Fichte believes, the most successful and
consistent instance of such a world view is present-
ed by Kant until The Critique of Practical Reason, and
besides the author admits to promoting the same
view in the Foundations of Natural Right and The Sys-
tem of Ethics, albeit only as grounds for the philoso-
phy of law and ethics (Fichte, 1849, p. 85). Indeed,
most of what Fichte says in this work about “the sec-
ond standpoint of viewing the world” is less a pos-
itive construction than a critical confrontation with
ethical Kantianism and his own ethical convictions
of the Jena period.

The investigation of the relationship between
Fichte’s practical philosophy and Kantian ethics has
a fairly long history (cf. Metzger, 1912). More re-
cently an opinion on the issue has been expressed
by Michelle Kosch, who claims that the ethics of
Fichte, while being “recognizably Kantian in its fun-
damental commitments about the relation between
moral agency and moral norms,” diverges from
Kantian ethics, notably in that it “directly prescribes
a substantive end, i. e. the material self-sufficiency of
rational agency” and is therefore a variety of conse-
quentialism (Kosch, 2013, pp. 150-151). This opinion
was categorically challenged by Allen Wood.?

2 The only existing English translation of DieAnweisung zum
seligen Leben oder auch die Religionslehre dates from 1849. To ease
comprehension some of the terminology has been judiciously
modernised by the editor.

* Wood believes that the treatment of Fichte proposed by Kosch
seeks to find “a discursive criterion of right action” which is b
no means part of the agenda of his Wissenschaftslehre. Kosch
interprets the goal of “self-sufficiency” in an empirically
simplifying way as that which can be “maximize[d],” —
whereas with Fichte the achievement of this goal eliminates
transcendental conditions of the possibility of the finite Self
(Wood, 2016, pp. 149-150). On the whole, Wood maintains, the
consequentialist reading of Fichte contradicts “both the letter
and the spirit of Fichte’s ethics,” Fichte being one of the most
radical advocates of deontological theory of morality in history
(Wood, 2016, p. 149).
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He roBops y>xe 0 TOM, UTO B POCCUVICKOV JIUTEpPa-
Type o duxTe, B TOM 4YmCsIe ¥ HOBEWIIEro BpeMeHU,
«HacTaBeHwe K 0J1aXXeHHOVI >KM3HV» IIPAKTIIeCKN He
[IOJIyYMJIO OTPa’keHWsI M OT3BYKa, 9Ta YacTHasl TeMa
(PVIXTEBCKOTO «yYeHMS O MUPOBO33PEHMSIX» TaKKe He
ObUTa 10 cux IOp 3aTpoHyTa. IlosToMy mperncrasis-
€TCSI VIHTEepeCHBIM PacCMOTPeTh (PUXTEBCKMe 3aMeda-
HUS O «CTOVIKE» B KOHTEKCTe ero priocodmm gyxoB-
HOT'O BOCXOXKIEeHMsI KaK CBOeOOpPa3HBIVI OIBIT MOpaIb-
HO-PMII0cOPCKOVE KPUTMKY KaHTHAHCKOV MOPaJIN UM-
CTOTO 3aKOHa CBODOIBI (OTBJIEKASICH OT BOIIPOCA O TOM,
HaCKOJIBKO cIIpaBeyivB IIpu 3ToM PrxTe K paHHeMY
Lepuomny cobcmberHoeo yaeHMs 0 HpaBax)®.

Mup Kak 00beKT 1 MUP KaK 3aKOH

Ha miepBovt mto3niinm MyupoBO33peHSI MUPOM U pe-
aJIBHOCTBIO IIPV3HAETCSI JaHHOe B OLIYIIIEHWI BHeEII-
HuM uaybBcTBaM (Puxrte, 1997, c. 65), wim «apegmer
BHeIITHero 4yscTBa» (Puxte, 1997, c. 96). Eciiut cyObexT
TaKOI'O MMPOCO3epLaHMs YyBCTBYET ceOsl, B HEM IIpO-
SIBJISIIOTCS JIFOOOBB K caMOMy cebe, K TOVI caMOCTH, KO-
TOpasi IpeCTaBIIseTCd eMy IOMJIMHHOV, YTBepXKaeH-
HOCTh B TaK IIOHSTOV CaMOCTV WM CXBaThIBaHMe cels
KaK MMEHHO TaKom caMocTy, adpdekT u adpduimpo-
BaHHOCTB 3TUM CBOVWIM OBITMEM, T.e. YyBCTBEHHO BOC-
IIpVUHMMaeMBIM acIleKToM caMocTu. JIoboBb Kk cebe
VI HacjlaXieHue CODO0 SIBJISIOTCS 3[1eCh TIO3TOMY UyB-
CTBEHHBIM HacJlaXXIeHVeM, UyBCTBeHHAs MOTMBALIUSL
BOJIV IIepeXMBAETCsI TOpasIo sipyue MHTeIJIEKTYaIbHOVL,

® M. VBasbzo coryaceH ¢ orjeHKon DuxTe cBOeV paHHEN 3TH-
KM KaK 4ACcmu4Holl TOYKM 3peHs Ha MOpaIbHyIo dustocoduio,
B KOTOPOVI MOPaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH €CTb JIVIIB YIOPsAOoYVBalolee,
a He uJeaJIbHO-TBOpYeCcKoe HavaJio, obecrieunBaloliee BO3MOXK-
HOCTb MVMPHOTO cocytectBoBaHms ofen (Ivaldo, 2007, p. 362).
B TO Xe Bpemsi OH IIpV3HAET «TBOpUYeCcKoe IpopBirkeHue “Yue-
Hua o Hpasax” 1798 r. 3a pamkm sTrdeckon nosuumy Kanra
KaK CO CTOPOHBI 000cH08an1is, TaK VI CO CTOPOHbI KOHKPemu3ayuu»
(Ivaldo, 1992, p. 55), Tak uro oroxnectsieHue cammm Duxre
3TUYECKOTO KaHTMAHCTBa CO CBOEV paHHeN 3TUYeCKOV JOKTPY-
HOVI IIPMXOAUTCS IIPU3HATh HellpaBoMepHbIM. Bripouem, I'. Pa-
MeTTa, TaKXXe IIoYepKiBasi HeCBOIVIMOCTb paHHe ! PUXTeBCKOM
STUKM C ee TeHeTVHIeCKOV AeAyKIMerl MOPaJIbHOrO ITPVHIINIIA
K KOHIIETIIIVV KaHTOBCKOM «KpUTHKI IIPaKTIYecKoro pasyma»,
TPaKTYIOIIEVI 3TOT IIPMHIINII KaK «(aKTyM pasyMa», IIOJIaraer,
uTo DUIXTe He BIIOJIHE CIpaBelIvB K caMoMy cebe, yriopo0sisis
«CBOIO VIEHCKYIO MOpPaJIbHYIO AOKTPUHY duIocodum KaTero-
PpUYecKoro MMIlepariBa KakK 4mcTo popMaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa CBO-
Oonpr» (Rametta, 2013, p. 259). PaccmoTpenme MeTadmsmkm
HpaBoB ®uxre B «Haykoydgenunu nova methodo» kak mpoex-
Ta «CUCTEeMBbI CBOOOIBI», OCHOBBIBAIOIIEVICA Ha TEOPUM YMCTOVI
BOJIVI I KOHCTPYUPYEMOVI B HEIIPEPBIBHOM CHHTE3€e TeOpeTye-
CKOro m npakrideckoro pasyma (Valentini, 2015), Taxke He 1o-
3BOJIsIET CBOJIUTD PAHHIOK STMYECKYIO crcTeMy (DrxTe Kak OfTHy
73 KOHKPeTM3allMil 3TOrO IIpoeKTa K Teopwy JInib popMaiib-
HOVI cBOOOMBI ¥ (hOPMaTTbHOTO 3aKOHOATeIbCTBA (OCOOEHHO
€CJIV BCIIOMHWTb, UTO «TeOPIO BOJIV» MBI HaXOauM y DixTe yxe
B «OIBbITe KPUTYUKM BCSIKOIO OTKPOBEHM»).
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In Russian literature on Fichte, including that of
the most recent period, this particular topic of the
Fichtean “doctrine of the views of the world” has re-
mained untouched, not to mention the fact that The
Way towards the Blessed Life has practically elicited
no reaction or echoes. It would therefore be interest-
ing to look at Fichte’s remarks about a “Stoic” in the
context of his philosophy of spiritual ascent as an es-
say in moral-philosophical critique of the Kantian
morality of the pure law of freedom (leaving aside
the question as to what extent Fichte’s assessment of
the early period of his own moral teaching was jus-
tifiable).*

The World as an Object and the World as Law

In accordance with the first worldview the
world and reality is what is given through sense
perception (Fichte, 1849, p. 83), or “the object of ex-
ternal sensation” (Fichte, 1849, p. 134). If the subject
of such a worldview feels himself he manifests love
for the self which he considers to be genuine, adher-
ence to the self thus understood and develops for
himself as such self affection by its being, i.e. sense
perception of the aspect of the self. Love for oneself
and delight in oneself therefore represent sensual
pleasure, sensual motivation of will is experienced
far more powerfully than intellectual motivation
and any thought about law as perceived necessity
is merely the result of arbitrary partial choice made

* M. Ivaldo agrees with Fichte’s own assessment of his early
ethics as a partial viewpoint on moral philosophy in which the
moral law is merely an ordering and not an ideally creative
principle that makes peaceful coexistence of people possible
(Ivaldo, 2007, p. 362). At the same time he recognises that
the Doctrine of Morals (1798) represents an advance beyond
the framework of Kant’s ethical position both in terms of
grounding, and in terms of “specification” (Ivaldo, 1992, p. 55),
so that Fichte’s own identification of ethical Kantianism with
his early ethical doctrine is ungrounded. However, G. Rametta,
while also stressing that early Fichtean ethics with its genetic
deduction of the moral principle cannot be reduced to the
Kantian concept in the Critiqgue of Practical Reason, which
interprets this principle as “a factum of reason,” believes that
what Fichte does is unjust to himself in likening “his Jena
moral doctrine to the philosophy of categorical imperative
as a purely formal law of freedom” (Rametta, 2013, p. 259).
Considering Fichte’s metaphysics of morals in the Foundations
of Transcendental Philosophy (Wissenschaftslehre) nova methodo as
a “system of freedom” project based on the theory of pure will
and constructed through continuous synthesis of theoretical
and practical reason (Valentini, 2015), also precludes reducing
Fichte’s early ethical system as a concretisation of this project
to a theory of merely formal freedom and formal legislation
(especially if one recalls that “the theory of will” is already
present in Fichte’s Attempt at a Critique of All Revelation).



a BcAKast MBICJIb O 3aKOHE KaK MBICJIMMOV HeoOXOomy-
MOCTM €CTb JIVIIE IUIO, IIPOM3BOJIBHO-TIPUICTPACTHOTO
130paHMs, OCYIIECTBIIEHHOIO YYBCTBEHHO MOTMBUPO-
BaHHBIM CyIecTBoM. [1oaTOMy 3aKOH, KOTOPBIVI IIpW-
3HaeTCsd KOHEUHBIM CBOOOIHBIM CYIIIECTBOM Ha 3TOU
CTamuM, eCTh BCer/a YCIIOBHBIVI 3aKOH, IIPaBWIIO, 3HAUVI-
MOCTBh KOTOPOro OOyCJIOBJIEHA TOVI VIV VIHOW ITOTPeD-
HOCTBIO M CKJIOHHOCTBIO: YeJIOBEKOM JIBVDKET 371eCh IIpe-
JKJIe BCErO HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHOE UyBCTBO YIIYUILIeHMS €eT0
OpraHI4ecKoro cymiecTsoBaHs (TaM xe), 11 To, 9TO eMy
B HanOOJIbIIIeNt cTeTleHV OJIaronpusaTCTBYET, IIPU3HAET-
51 3a TOAIMHHOe O71aro xmsHu. Tam, Iie gernno pemnraer
YyBCTBEHHas! CKIIOHHOCTB, 3HAYVIMOCTh HOPM TaKXXe 3a-
BVICWT OT ee IIPVCYTCTBY:, a IIOTOMY BCe IIPaKTIdIecKye
3aKOHBI MIMEIOT (POPMY I'MITOTETMIECKIIX VIMIIEPATVIBOB:
«...IIPEMICTABIIAIOT IPAKTINUIECKYI0 HeOOXOIMMOCTb BO3-
MOYKHOTO JIEVICTBISI KaK CPEJICTBO JJOCTUTHY Th Yero-H-
Oynp npyroro, gero xemnatoT» (AA 04, S. 414; Kanr, 1997,
c. 123). IevicTBusi, mpenrcaHHbBIe 3TMMU 3aKOHAMU,
Y caMV 3TW 3aKOHBI, CYyTh He OoJjlee "yeM CpefcTBa [JIst
11eJ1eVl 9yBCTBEHHOIO 0J1ar0COCTOSHVIA.

Ha BTOpOV TTO3MIINYT MVPOBO33PEHNISI MUP €CTh 3a-
KOH KaK MBICJIIMAas HeOOXOIMMOCTb, a MMEHHO «3aKOH
MOpsiIKa ¥ PaBHOIO IIpaBa B CUCTeMe pa3yMHBIX CY-
mects» (Duxte, 1997, ¢. 66). D10 — 3aKOH 044 c60600b!
PA3YMHBIX CYujecmb, TIO3TOMY 31ech HeoOXOIMMO IIoja-
raroTcs cBobozia 1 HaJleJIeHHbIE €0 CYIIECTBa, OIHAKO
JIAIITB KaK CyOBeKTHI 3aKOHa; 9yBCTBEHHas Ke MOTMBa-
LIM18, T.€. CKJIOHHOCTB, IIPUCTPAcTHe, CTeTIYECKoe Or1a-
rOpacIosiokeH e OTCTYIAloT Ha BTopovt IiaH. OcHoBa-
HVEM U I0Ka3aTeJIbcTBOM CBOOOIBI 1 CAMOCTOSITEIIHHO-
CTW 4eJIoBeKa 371eCh IPM3HaeTCs TOIBKO OOHApYXMBa-
IOIINVICS B €r0 yIlle HPaBCTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH, M TOJIBKO
Oraromaps 3aKOHY 9eIOBeK «CTaHOBUTCS UeM-TO CaM II0
cebe» (Puxte, 1997, c. 67). 3aKOH eCTbh 3/1€Ch UCTOK U KO-
peHb MMpa, HepBOHAYaIbHAS PeasIbHOCTh, Oraromapst
KOTOPOVI HadmHaeT ObITh Bce cyiecTBytomee (Duixre,
1997, c. 66—67). Korma uenoBeK, IOCTUTTIINATL TOV ITO3V-
LIV, TIOCTUTaeT caM ceOsl, OH IIOHMMaeT cebsl Kak cyOb-
€KT VI ICTIOJTHVITETh HPaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHA, 3aKOHa CBO-
©OozIbL, 1 ero oA IMHHAS CAMOCTh €CTB 151 HETO OpyAue
TIO3HAHWS M VICTIOJTHEH VS 3aKOHA: ITPaKTUIeCKUI pas-
yM v BOJIsL. JTroOMTB M yBaXkaTh ce0st OH MOXKET TaKKe
TOJIBKO KaK IIPaKTMYecKI-pa3yMHOe CYyIIecTBO B HeoO-
XOZIVIMOM OTHOIIIEHUM K 3aKOHY. Eciit Tenieps vcTounm-
KOM 3aKOHa IIPV3HAETCS caM JXe IPaKTWYeCKUTI pasyM
KOHEYHOI'O Pa3yMHOIO CYILECTBa, TO YeJIOBEK KaK VIC-
ITOJTHWTEIIb 3aKOHAa COBEPITIEHHHO CyOCcTaHIIVaIeH 1 ca-
MOJIOCTaTOUYeH B CBOEM HPaBCTBEHHOM CO3HAHWY, T.€. He
Hy’XIIaeTcs HI B KOM ¥ HU B UeM, KpOMe CaMoro ceosl.
YerioBek, Ha 9TOVI TOUKe 3peHNs, «B TIIyOOJarIeM Kop-
He CBOeTo OBITVS caM ecThb 3aKoH» (Duxte, 1997, c. 97).

3aKoH ecTb VICTOK ¥ KOpeHb OBITHS UesloBeKa, IIIy-
OVHHBIVI YPOBEHBb 3TOTO OBITHMS, ITle OHO ITOKOWUTCS Ha
cebe, cyOCTaHIIMAIBHO 11 He HYXK/IaeTCs HY B UeM, KpoMe
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by a sensually motivated being. Thus the law recog-
nised by the finite free being at this stage is always
a conventional law, a rule whose significance stems
from this or that need or inclination; man is driven
above all by an immediate sense of improvement of
his own organic existence (cf. Fichte, 1849, p. 134),
and what favours him most is recognised as the true
blessing of life. Where sensual inclination is what re-
ally counts, the significance of norms also depends
on its presence because all practical laws have the
form of hypothetical imperatives: “represent the
practical necessity of a possible action as a means
of achieving something else that one wants” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 414; Kant, 2011, p. 57). The actions pre-
scribed by these laws, and the laws themselves are
nothing more than means of achieving the goals of
sensual well-being.

From the second position of worldview the
world is “a Law of order and of equal rights in a
system of reasonable beings” (Fichte, 1849, p. 84).
It is the law for the freedom of intelligent beings be-
cause it implies freedom and beings endowed with
freedom, but only as subjects of law; sensual moti-
vation, i.e. inclination, predilection and aesthetic
pleasure step into the background. The foundation
and proof of the freedom and independence of man
is only the moral law in his soul and “only by the
law does man “become anything in himself” (Fichte,
1849, p. 85). Law is the source and root of the world,
the prime reality from which springs everything
that is (Fichte, 1849, p. 84). When a person who has
attained this position becomes conscious of himself,
he understands himself as the subject and performer
of the moral law, the law of freedom, and his gen-
uine self is for him an instrument of cognition and
compliance with the law, i.e. practical reason or
will. He can love and respect himself only as a prac-
tically intelligent being in the necessary relationship
with the law. If the practical reason of the finite in-
telligent being is now recognised to be the source
of the law, man as the performer of law is perfect-
ly substantial and self-sufficient in his moral con-
sciousness and does not need anyone or anything
except himself. “Man, on this standpoint, is, in the
deepest root of his being, himself the Law” (Fichte,
1849, pp. 135-136).

The law is the source and root of man’s being,
the underlying level of this being where it rests on
itself substantially and does not need anything but
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cebs1, Bortee TOrO, Hake He CTIOCOOHO JIOITYCTUTD U IIPeI-
CTaBUTb YTO-TO KpoMe ceds Kak camocrosaTesibHOe (Tam
Xe). Bymyan caMoocTaTrodeH, 3TOT M3HaYaIbHbIN 3aKOH
MBICJTTCS KaK 3aKOH paJiyi 3aKOHa, CaMOLIeJILHBIV U OT-
Bepraromy JIo0yIo OpyTryio Lejlb JesTelIbHOCTH, KPo-
Me coOJIroIeHIsl YIIopsaodmBaoIiero 3akoxHa (Tam xe).
OpranmsopaHHas ke IyBCTBEHHOCTH UeJIOBeKa — TO,
YTO I TIepBOVI TIO3VIINN BCe OIperielisteT ¥ Hallpas-
JIseT, CyOCTaHIIMaIBHO 11 CAMOIOCTAaTOYHO,— ¥ BOOOIIIe
BeCh YyBCTBEHHBIVI MUP, €CTb Ha 3TOVI ITO3ULIUV TOJIb-
KO TpeThbe HaJIN9IHOe, MIMeFolIIlee JIVIIb 3HadeHe cepsl
U151 ITPVJIOKEeHVIst CBODOITHOVI [Tesi TeJTbHOCT; TaKast Jlesi-
TEJIBHOCTB He VIMeeT cMbIciIa 6e3 00beKTOB, 11 9yBCTBEH-
HBIVI MUP €CThb JIVIIIb COBOKYITHBIV 00BeKT CBODOJIBI,
Torfa KaK Ha IIepBOV IIO3VIINI COBOKYIITHOCTD 9TMX 00D~
€KTOB BHEIITHVX YYBCTB €CTb M3HadaIbHasl PeaIbHOCTb.
OprannsoBaHHasl UyBCTBEHHOCTb CO CBOVIMM CKJIOHHO-
CTSMM, PaIOCTSIMI U TIOTPeOHOCTSIMY €CTB 371eCh 1104bK0
mpemuil MOMEHM B CTPYKType peaIbHOCTY, OHAKO OHa
TeM He MeHee eC11b; TIO3TOMY HPaKTUYeCKIil 3aK0H, KO-
TOPBIVI 371eCh BCe CODOIO OIpeierIseT, caM OIpeeIsieTCs
B MMPOCO3epIIaHMM 3TOTO pofa KaK 3aKOH CyBepeHHOI0
oIperieJIeHVs] YYBCTBEHHOCT, IIPUHIINII 0042d I IIPV-
HYXXII€H!S, a YYBCTBEHHBINI MUP — KaK COBOKYITHBIV
0OBeKT IIPVHITNIIA I0JITa.

Ha >T011 TOUKe 3peHMs 4esloBeK XMUBET W HeVICTBY-
eT, ykopernubuiucey B 3akoHe. YesioBexk caMm eCThb 371eCh 3a-
KOH, 1 B 3TOM CMBICJIe Tlepej], HaM U SBJIseTCs JKMBOVI 3a-
KOH, 4yBCTBYIOIINV caM ceOsi, co3Harommm caMm ceOsi,
adppuIipoBaHHBINI caM COOOIO 3aKOH (B CUTyaIluw,
Korga Bcskoe adduiMpoBaHMe WMHBIM OTBepraeTcs
KaK Bpax/ieObHasi IpaBy 11 J0OpoyieTesi TeTepOHOMMUS
IIpaBa ¥ MOPaJIbHOTO CO3HaHMsI), CAMOUyBCTBVIe KOTO-
pOro paBHO3HaYHO IO3TOMY YYBCTBY AOJITa, & CAMOCO-
3HaHMe KOTOPOro — CO3HAHWIO ITPaKTIYIeCcKOro 3aKOHa
IS CBOOO/IBI, VIV MOPaIbHOMY CO3HAHWIO; TIO3TOMY
eduncmbenHviil agghexm, KOTOPBIVI IIPU3HAETCS 3/1ech
MOpaJIBHO OeticiBumebHbiM, VIV 3aKOHHBIM, eCTb ad-
dexT TpaBOTEL, WM agppexm 3axona. Yerosek, B ca-
MOM KOpPHE CBOETO IIyXOBHOTO CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMS, €CTb
37leck He YTO MHOe, Kak adpdeKkT 3akoHa, IpaKTuye-
CKaf YCTpeMJIEHHOCTB V1 0OpallleHHOCTb eV IHCTBEHHO
Ha 3aKOH CBOOOMBI, yIIOPSAOYMBAIONINT XU3HB U CO-
3HaHMe coolIIecTBa CBOOOIHBIX pa3yMHBIX CYIIIECTB.

Yro xe Temephb TakKoe 3TOT adpdekT 3akoHa? Ha
3TOVI TIO3MILINI MVPOBO33PEHNsI OH eCTh «abCOIIOTHBIN
IIpuKa3, 6esycioBHOe mospkeHcTBoBaHMe (Soll), karero-
pyaeckui umriepatvs» (Prixre, 1997, . 98—99). Yxope-
HVBIIVCH TaKMM 00pa3oM B 3aKOHe, 4eJIoBeK ITpUHVIMa-
eT BCAKoe coflepykaHue 0e3yCJIOBHOTO 3aKOHa KakK 00s-
3aTesIbHOe K VICTIOIHEHMIO, 0€30THOCUTENIFHO K TOMY,
YTO TOBOPUT O HEM €ro HeIoCpelCTBeHHasl CKJIOH-
HOCTb, 3CTEeTUYeCKUI BKYC, BHe 3aBUCUIMOCTM OT CXe-

itself, yet even more: it cannot even contemplate and
imagine anything self-dependent except itself. Being
self-sufficient, this prime law is seen as law for the
sake of law, an end in itself rejecting any other goal
of activity except the observance of the ordering
law. On the other hand, man’s organised sensibility,
that which, according to the first standpoint, deter-
mines and directs everything and is substantial and
self-sufficient — and the entire sensible world — is
on this standpoint merely a third existent having
merely the status of a sphere for free agency; such
agency has no meaning without the objects, and the
sensual world is but the integral object of freedom
whereas in the first position the totality of these ob-
jects of external sensations is the prime reality. Or-
ganised sensibility with its inclinations, joys and
needs is here only the third element in the structure of
reality, but nevertheless it exists; therefore the prac-
tical law which determines everything here is itself
determined in this type of worldview as the law of
sovereign determination of sensibility, the principle
of duty and coercion, and the sensible world as the
total object of the principle of duty.

Man lives and acts at this standpoint rooted in
law. Man is himself the law and in that sense it ap-
pears before us a living law conscious of itself, af-
fected by itself (in a situation when any affection
by another is rejected as heteronomy of legal and
moral consciousness hostile to right and virtue),
whose self-feeling therefore is synonimous with
the feeling of duty and whose self-consciousness
equals the consciousness of the practical law for
freedom, or moral consciousness; therefore the only
affection recognised as morally valid or legitimate is
the affection of legality, or the affection of law. Man,
at the very root of his spiritual existence, is nothing
else than the affection of law, practical tendency to
and orientation upon the law of freedom which or-
ders the life and consciousness of the community of
free intelligent beings. What, then, is the affection
of law? From this standpoint it is “an absolute com-
mand, an unconditional obligation, a Categorical
Imperative” (Fichte, 1849, p. 137). Having thus been
embedded in the law, man accepts the content of an
unconditional law as binding, irrespective of what
his immediate inclination, his aesthetical taste says
about it, irrespective of the schematising, i.e. incar-
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MaTU3UPYIOIIeN, T.e. BOIUIOIIAIOIIEN U OIpeaMeun-
BaIoOIIIeV], TeITeJIFHOCTYI €0 CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpake-
HUS: HUYEro OT CKJIOHHOCTV YeJIOBeKa, HO BCe TOJIBKO
oT cBaTOro 3akoHa (AA 04, S. 426; Kanr, 1997, c. 159).
«YesioBek 3aKkOHa» CIILIIUT B cebe rojoc OesycIoBHO-
o JO/DKEHCTBOBAHMSI VIMEHEM 3aKOHa. DTOT I'OJIoC He
nleslaeT CKUIOK U He J03BOJIsieT UCKJIIOYeHWU B TIOJIb3Y
KaKovi ObI TO HM OBIJIO, [TaXke caMOVI JKM3HEeHHO BaykKHOTA,
CKJIOHHOCTY ¥ TIOTPeOHOCTY, HO TpebyeT TONIBKO Ofl-
HOTO — MCHOJIHUTB JIoMr. ITocTonbky adpdeKT 3akoHa
ecTh madoc OecIIpVCTPACcTHOIO CIIEIOBAHNS UVICTOMY
MIPVHLOWITY AojTa. 3aKOH caMoVl 0e3yCJIOBHOCTBIO CBO-
el POPMBI «COBEPIIIEHHO OTBEPraeT BCSIKYIO JIFOOOBB
Y CKJIOHHOCTb K TOMY, YTO IIpmKaszaHo» (Duxre, 1997,
c. 99), paBHO KaK ¥ HepacIoJIoXeHVe, KaK BO3MOXKHBIE
MOTWMBBI [IesITeJIbHOCTH. ThI HOJDKeH He IIOTOMY, UTO ThI
3TOrO XOYelllb, ¥ BOIIPEKV BCIKOMY [IEVICTBUTEIEHOMY
XOTEHWIO; ecjIvi OBl ThI XOTEeJI 3TOro, B [JOJIKEHCTBOBA-
HVM He OBUIO OBI pallMIOHAJIBHOTO CMBICIIA, U TeDe HeT
HaJOOHOCTM XOTETh: THI KaTErOpMYecKyt JO/DKeH. «Xu-
MWYeCKUI» SKCIIePUMEeHT MopacTa KaHTa, BeIaess-
IOITIETO B IIPUBOAVIMBIX MM UeTBhIpeX IpuMepax KaTero-
PUYeCcKoro MMIIepaTmBa COOCTBEHHO MOPAJTBHBIVI MO-
MEHT IIO0JDKEHCTBOBaHMS Iy TeM VCKITIOUeH NS I1aToIo-
T'YECKOV MOTMBALIVIVI CKJIOHHOCTBIO M TIOTPEOHOCTBIO,
7 VIMEHHO TaKVie XVIMITIeCKV YVCThIe CJIydan VCIIOJIHe-
HVS JI0JITa, IIPU3HAIOIIETO MMEIOIIVIMY «HACTOSIITYI0
MOpaJIbHYI0 IIeHHOCTb» (A A 04, S. 398; Kant, 1997, c. 75)
" «MOpaJIbHOe cofep>kaHve» MakcuMel (AA 04, S. 397;
Kant, 1997, c. 73), yIOCTOBEpPSIIOT, B KAKOV Mepe OCHOB-
HOe yCTpeMJIeHVe ero 3TUKM MMIlepaTiBa eCTh KyJIb-
Typa Takoro addexra 3akoHa. Ho mmsa Puxre nmen-
HO TIOCJTe «BO3TOHKVI» 0€3yCIIOBHOIO TOJKEHCTBOBAHIS
B 9TVMKe 3aKOHA Ha4YMHAIOTCS IO/ IMHHBIE IIPOOJIEMBL

MopaneabIit U pakTHIecKNi1 adpdeKT:
MapaioKc KaHTMaHCKOT0 0ecrIpucTpacTus

YesioBeK IIOCTONIBKY eCTh 37echk addeKT 3aKoHa,
IIOCKOJIBKY €T0 CaMOCO3HaHWe U CaMO4dyBCTBUe IIOf-
YMHEeHBI KaTeropyn4ecKOMy JIOJDKEHCTBOBAHMIO U TIO-
CKOJIBKY Y HETO B HOpMe (9muuecku) He JOIDKHO OBITH
VI He MOXeT OBITh MHBIX MOTVIBOB HeSTeJIbHOCT W BBI-
Oopa, KpoMe COOTBETCTBMS 0e3ycsIOBHO TpeboBaTeiIb-
HOMY 3aKOHY IIpaBoThL. COOTBETCTBYIOIIEe 3aKOHY —
IIpaBWIBHO, 3aKOHHO, TIOJDKHO, HOPMAAbHO; HE COOTBeT-
CTBYIOIIlee — HeIIpaBVIJIbHO, HE3aKOHHO, HeHOPMAABLHO.
YestoBek Ha paccMaTpUBaeMOVI TIO3UIIVIVI BeCh CBOIVT-
Cs1 B KOPHE ero TyXOBHOTO OBITNA K cofepuiento Hesa-
UHmMepecoBanHoMY CyKIEHWIO O TOM, COOTBETCTBYeT JIN
(ero cobcTBeHHOE WM Ube ObI TO HM OBLIO) HEVICTBIE
vy Oe3fiericTBYe MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY WUIV He COOT-

A.K. Sudakov

nating and objectifying activity of his imagination:
nothing from the man’s inclination, but everything
only from the holy law. “The man of law” hears in
himself the voice of unconditional “ought” in the
name of the law. This voice makes no allowances
and exceptions in favour of any, even the most vi-
tal inclination or need, demanding only one thing,
the performance of duty. Thus the affection of law
means impartial compliance with the pure princi-
ple of duty. The law, “on account of this very cate-
gorical nature of its form, wholly rejects all love or
inclination towards the thing commanded” (Fichte,
1849, p. 137), as well as dislike, as possible mo-
tives of activity. You ought not because you want
it, but contrary to any real volition; if you wanted
it, there would be no rational meaning to “ought”
and you would have no need to want: you categori-
cally must. The “chemical” experiment of the moral
teacher Kant who separates the moral element of
duty in his four examples of categorical imperative
by excluding the pathological motivation by incli-
nation or need, and recognises just and only such
chemically pure cases of duty fulfilment as having
“actual moral worth” (GMS, AA 04, p. 398; Kant,
2011, p. 27) and “moral content” of the maxims
(GMS, AA 04, p. 397; Kant, 2011, p. 25) attests to
what extent the thrust of his ethics of imperative is
the culture of such affection of law. But for Fichte
the real problems in the ethics of law begin precise-
ly after the sublimation of unconditional “ought”.

The Moral and Factual Affection:
the Paradox of Kantian Impartiality

Man here is an affection of law as far as his
self-consciousness and self-perception are subordi-
nate to the categorical ought and because normally
(ethically) there cannot be and must not be any mo-
tives of activity and choice other than compliance
with the rigorous law of legality. What corresponds
to the law is right, legal, ought to be and is normal;
what does not correspond to the law is wrong, il-
legal and abnormal. Man from this standpoint is re-
duced at the root of his being to a totally disinterested
judgment on whether or not his (or anyone’s) action
or inaction corresponds to the moral law. Total dis-
interestedness of the moral judgment means its total
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BeTcTByeT. CoBepIlleHHasl He3aHTepecOBAHHOCTh MO-
PaJIBHOTO CYXX[IEHMs O3Ha4daeT ero COBepIIeHHYIO He-
3aBVCVIMOCTBD OT JIMTIHOTO YYacTMsl, OT CUMITATWL VI aH-
TUIIATWUV, MIeaIbHOE XJIaJHOKPOBYIE U ANaAmuio BO BCs-
KOVI CaMOOIIeHKe 1 OlleHKe Apyrux. VIHbIMM cjToBaMu,
4JeJIoBeK JIIOOUT ceOsl 1 yAOBJIETBOPEH CaMVM cOOOV
37leCch HaCTOJIBKO, HACKOJIBKO OH VICIIOJIHSIET YVCTBIN 3a-
KOH HPaBOB; JIIOOMT ce0s KaK 3aKOHOCOO0pa3HOro cyOb-
€KTa V1 IOBOJIEH CaMVIM COOOO TOJIBKO B 3TOM KadecTBe.
Tam, re geroBeK COBepIIIEHHO VCUe3aeT VI pacTBO-
PpseTcs BCeVt CBOEVI XKM3HBIO B TOM CaMOCO3HAHMUM Oe3-
YCJIOBHOI'O [I0JIra, IIPEeBO3MOTAIOIIETO BCSAKYIO YyB-
CTBEHHYIO MOTMBALINIO — IIOJIOKUTEIIBHYIO VIV OTPY-
LIaTeJIbHYI0, BCe KOHYAeTCsI «3TUM XOJIOOHBIM U CTPO-
IMM JOJDKeHCTBOBaHMeM» (Duxte, 1997, c. 99) u um-
CTBIM He3aMHTepeCOBaHHBIM IIPUTOBOPOM O COOTBET-
CTBUW VUIVI HECOOTBETCTBMV HEVCTBUSA 3aKOHY. Tak
YTO, eCJIV TOJIBKO TIO3HaHVe 3aKoHa OyzeT y TaHHOro
4eJIoBeKa JIOCTaTOYHO YVICTBIM ¥ BEpHBEIM, BecbMa 603-
MOXHO, 9TO 4eJIOBEK, pacCMaTpvBasi CBOe IEVICTBIE «C
TOYKM 3peHMS BOJIVI, COBEPIIEHHO COIVIACHOV C pasy-
MoM» (AA 04, S. 424; Kanr, 1997, c. 155), becripuctpacT-
HO ITpM3HAET CBOe COOCTBEHHOE, KaK 7 9y»KOe [IeVICTBYIe
He COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIM 3aKOHY 1 OyzleT paBHO Oecripui-
CTpacTeH Kak K cebe 11 cBoMM OJIM3KIM, TaK ¥ K COBep-
IIEHHO YYXXVUM JISL €r0 JKVM3HV M €ro SIOXV JIIOISIM
v nortokeHMM. Takoe OecIipyicTpacTye IIperioiaraer,
OO HAaKO, ITPEOIOJIeHNEe VIV IO MEHBIIIeVI Mepe HelTpa-
JIM3alIo «MHTepeca K cebe caMOMy VI CBO€VI JIVYHO-
ctn» (Puxte, 1997, c. 99); HO 1mesto B TOM, uTO 6 deiicmbu-
meAbHOCTY STOT IIOCTIEHVVI VIHTEPeC, «KaK IIPaBIIIO»,
coenmHsieTcs ¢ adpdexToM Oe3ycIIOBHOTO 3aKOHa 1, coe-
IOVHSSACH C HUM, BUIOV3MEHSEeTCS, YIIOHOOISSICh 10 Xa-
pakTepy 3ToMy addexTy. CaMOBOCIIPUSITIIE CBOOMUTCS
K IIPOCTOMY HPUTOBOPY O COOTBETCTBWN HEVICTBIS 3a-
KOHY, HO 3TOT IPWUIOBOp yTpadmBaeT JOJDKHYIO Oec-
HpucTpacTHOCTh. Eci MBI [IeVICTByeM BOIIpeKM 3aKo-
Hy 11 Oe3/iericTByeM TaM, I7ie 3aKOH TpebyeT IesTelIb-
HOCTW, MBI JOJDKHEI IIpe3uparh ce0st KaK MOpaJIbHO He-
IOCTOVIHBIX [IedTelIeVl; eCJIv e Hallle OeVICTBUe JIMOo
Oe3fericTBIIE COOTBETCTBYeT TpeDOBaHMIO 3aKOHA, MBI
0cBODOXIIaeMcsi OT 3TOro Ipe3peHms K cebe, MBI BIIpa-
Be He mpesnparh cammx cebs. Ho MpI ropasmo Oosbiie
XOTMM UyBCTBOBaTh ¥ CO3HaBaTh CBOIO COOOpa3HOCTH
3aKOHY, UeM CBOe HEeCOOTBETCTBVIE eMY, MBI XOHIUM JIIO-
OUTB 1 yBaXkaTh ce0s KaK MOpaJIbHBIX JIeTelIeV, COBEp-
IIIeHHO 0e30THOCUTEIIBHO K TOMY, €CTh JIM Y Hac JoCTa-
TOYHBIE OCHOBaHWS 1711 3TOTO, T.€. MOYKEM JIVI MBI B Ca-
MOM ieJle B JIOJDKHOV Mepe VICTIOJIHUTH Oe3yCJIOBHBIV
3aKOH HPaBOB, a 3TO, KOHEYHO, HapyIllaeT TpeboBaHe
OecrrpucTpacTiisl B MOPaJIBHOV OIIEHKe.
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independence of personal involvement sympathies
and antipathies, ideal equanimity and apathy in any
assessment of oneself and others. In other words,
man loves himself and is pleased with himself inas-
much as he complies with the pure moral law, loves
himself as a law-abiding subject and is pleased with
himself only in this capacity.

Where man totally disappears and is dissolved
with his entire life in this self-consciousness of un-
conditional duty which overcomes any sensual mo-
tivation — positive or negative — everything ends
up in “this cold and rigid commandment” (Fichte,
1849, p. 138) and in a pure and disinterested ver-
dict on whether or not the action corresponds to the
law. Thus, if a person’s cognition of the law is suf-
ficiently pure and accurate, it is highly probable that
a person considering his action “from the point of
view of a will that entirely conforms with reason”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 424; Kant, 1849, p. 77), would im-
partially recognise his own or another’s action as
inconsistent with the law and would be equally dis-
passionate towards himself as towards people and
situations that are totally alien to him and his time.
Such impartiality, however, implies overcoming or
at least neutralising “an interest for ourselves and
our own personality” (Fichte, 1849, p. 138); and yet
the point is that in reality this latter interest, “as a
rule”, blends with the affection of the unconditional
law and, in blending with it, is modified, becoming
similar in essence to this affection. Self-perception is
reduced to the bare verdict on the action’s compli-
ance with the law, but the verdict loses its due im-
partiality. If we act contrary to the law or fail to act
where the law demands action, we ought to despise
ourselves as morally unworthy actors; if our action
or inaction corresponds to the provisions of the law
we are relieved of self-loathing and we have the
right not to despise ourselves. But we want far more
to feel and be conscious of compliance with the law
than of non-compliance, we want to love and respect
ourselves as moral actors irrespective of whether
we have sufficient grounds for this, i.e. whether
we have indeed been able properly to comply with
the unconditional moral law, and this, of course, in-
fringes upon the requirement of impartial moral as-
sessment.

The drama of the situation lies in the fact that
this violation does not happen due to a judgment



JpamaTn3M IIOJIOXKEHVS B TOM, UTO 3TO HapYIIIeHVe
IIPOVICXOOUT He OT CYXK/IEHWS, BBIHOCVMOIO «C TOY-
KV 3peHus BoiIM, adPuIMpoBaHHON CKIOHHOCTBIO»
(AA 04, S. 424; Kanr, 1997, c. 155), u, ciienoBartesibHO, He
OT HEeKOTOPOI'0 MapryHaJIBLHOIO ¥ HeCyIIeCTBEeHHOIO
«IIPOTMBJIEHMSI CKJIOHHOCTV IIPEeIVICaHWMIO pasyMa»
(Tam xe), xax mmortarast KaHt, HO OT cy>xmeHms, orrpere-
JIIeMOTr'0 IMEHHO BoJIelt, adpprIpoBaHHO MOPAAbHO-
CMbI0, VI IIOCTOJIBKY OT adpdpeKTa UMCTOro 3aKOHa, KOTO-
POTO, IO YCJIOBVISIM 3TIYECKOVE 3alaull, TIPaKTIECKOMY
51 3HaYaJIbHO IMETH He II03BOJISIETCS, VI KOTOPOTO OHO,
OJTHAKO, He MOXKET He VIMETh, 100 OHO — YeJIOBEK VI HYI-
4uTo yejioBedyeckoe eMy He uyXxmo. CyOBpekT Mopaib-
HOVI OLIEHKM 00.1)(eH COXPaHSTh 0e3yCIIOBHYIO allaTiIo,
TOJDKeH OBITh 0e3yC/IOBHO HeIIpedB3sTEIM IIPH CyKie-
HUM Kak o ceDe, Tak 1 O OIPYTMX; HO II0 CAMUM YCIIOBU-
SIM MOPJTBHO-TIPAKTMYIECKOV 3a7Ia9uM OH MIMEHHO 11 He
MOXcem COXPAHWTD 8 deiicmBuinesvHoCmy 3Ty allaTuIo,
OCTaThCSI HEIIPeB3sITHIM B caMoolleHke. HopmaTmeHO
TIOTDKHOE CYXXJIeHVie (IIPaKTMUIecKoro pa3yMa) oIpere-
JIgeTcsl KaK 0e3ycJIOBHO He3aMHTepecOBaHHOe; OffHa-
KO (paKTIUecKoe CyXXIIeHWe OKa3bIBaeTCsl HeM30eXHO
MPaKTUYeCKV 3aHTEPeCOBAHHBIM ¥ II03TOMY Hapy-
I1aeT TpeboBaHMe MOTHON OecripucTpacTHOCTH. 1o cy-
iecTBy, PvixTe HAXOOUT IIPOTUBOPEUMBBIM KIIIOYEBOE
IIJISL CTAaHJIAPTHOV (POPMYJIVPOBKM KaHTVAHCKOV 3T-
KV TIOHATVE «(IIPAKTUUYECKOrO MHTepeca» B TAKOW MO-
PpaJIbHOV HOKTPVHe, KOTOpasi AeKIapupyeT HaMepeHe
abcTparmpoBaThbCs IIPY CYyKIEHW O IOJDKHOM 011 Bes-
K020 uHmepeca*; OMHAKO 3TVIM €ro KpUTWYecKye 3aMe-
4JaHMUS B afipec KaHTMAHCTBA He OrPaHMYIMBAIOTCS.

Bo3M0)KHO /1M IOJIOJKUTeIbHOE caMOyBa kKeHne?

YestoBek HOJDKeH Mpe3npaTh ceOs KaK MOpPaIbHO
HeIOCTOVMHOTO, eCJIV COBECTh yKa3blBaeT eMy Ha Heco-
OTBETCTBVE €TOo JIeVICTBVISA VIV Oe3mericTBms Oe3yciioB-
HOMY ITpaKTMYeCKOMY 3aKOHY; II03TOMY «JeJIOBeK 3a-
KOHa» OITpaBIaHHO CTPEMITCS BO3MOYXKHO OoJIee IT0JTHO
COOTBETCTBOBATh TpebOoBaHMSAM Oe3yCIIOBHOTO ITpaKT-
YeCKOro 3aKOHa, YTOObI He ObITh BBIHYKIEHHBIM «IIpe-
3uparh cebs caMoro Iepes JIMIIOM 3akoHa» (Puixre,
1997, c. 99). Mexny TeM 3TO BCe, Uero MocsIeioBaTeIbHO
7 3aKOHHO MOXET >KeJIaTh «JeJIOBEeK 3aKOHa». BeCh €ro
vieaI MOXXET CBOOMTHCS JIVIIb K TOMY, YTOOBI UMens
BosmoxHocmy He npesupams ceba 3a HedocmouHcmbo;
a IIOCTOJIBKY BO3MOXXHBIVI 1JIsI HETO MOPAJIbHBIV MJIe-

* Hepoymenne @uixTe 10 5TOMY IIOBOJLY He JIMIIIEHO OCHOBAHWIL;
O TIOHSATUM «MHTepeca» B KOHTEKCTe 3TUKM aBTOHOMUM CM.:
(Cymnaxos, 1998, c. 136 —139).
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delivered “from the point of view of a will affect-
ed by inclination” (GMS, AA 04, p. 424; Kant, 2011,
p. 77), and therefore not as a result of some margin-
al and unessential “resistance of inclination to the
prescription of reason” (ibid.), as Kant believed, but
from a judgment determined by the will affected by
morality and therefore by the affection of pure law,
which, under the terms of the ethical task, the prac-
tical Self is not permitted to have and yet which it
cannot help having because it is human and noth-
ing human is alien to it. The subject of moral assess-
ment must preserve unconditional apathy, must be
unconditionally unprejudiced in judging himself
and others; but due to the terms of the moral-practi-
cal task he cannot retain apathy in reality and remain
impartial in self-assessment. The normal judgment
(of practical reason) is defined as unconditionally
disinterested; however, the actual judgment ends
up inevitably being practically interested and thus
violates the requirement of total impartiality. In ef-
fect, Fichte finds a contradiction in the concept of
“practical interest” which is crucial to the standard
formulation of the Kantian ethics, in a moral doc-
trine which is committed to abstracting itself from
any interest® in judging what ought to be; however,
his critical remarks addressed to Kantianism do not
end there.

Is Positive Self-Respect Possible?

Man should despise himself as morally unwor-
thy if his conscience points to the non-compliance of
his action or inaction with the unconditional practi-
cal law; therefore “the man of the Law” rightly seeks
to comply as much as possible with the requirement
of unconditional practical law in order “not to be
constrained to despise himself before the tribunal of
the Law” (Fichte, 1849, p. 138). And yet this is all a
“man of the Law” can consistently and legally de-
sire; his entire ideal is summed up in having an op-
portunity not to despise oneself for unworthiness; and
therefore his moral ideal can only be thoroughly
negative. Kant, however, insists on the need for pos-
itive respect for oneself (and the moral law) as the cri-
terion of moral motivation of action. Kantian respect

° Fichte’s questioning of this is not ungrounded; on the
concept of “interest” in the context of ethics of autonomy see
further (Sudakov, 1998, pp. 136-139).
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as cyrybo ompuyameaen. KaHT, omHaKo, HacTanBaeT Ha
HeOOXOMMMOCTVL NOAOKUMEAbHO20 YBAXKEHUA K CAMOMY
cebe (1 K MOpaJIBHOMY 3aKOHY) KaK KPUTepVs MOpasIb-
HOVI MOTMBAIIVM HevicTBIs. KaHToBCkOe yBakeHVe I10-
3UTVIBHO KaK «IIpefiCTaBjleHVe O IeHHOCTV, KOTopas
3acTaBjIeT MeHs IIOCTyHaTbes cebsurroOmem» (AA 04,
S. 401 Anm.; KanT, 1997, c. 83 cH.), HO3UTMBHO KaK BHY-
TpeHHee OTHOLIEHVE K «IOCTOVHCTBY, T.e. 0Oe3ycIioB-
HOVI, HeCpaBHMMOVI IleHHOCT» (AA 04, S. 435; Ka#T,
1997, c. 191) u MO3UTMBHO KaK MCXOM, M3 «IIpe3peHms
¥ BHYTPeHHero OTBpallleHns K caMoMy cebe» (AA 04,
S. 426; Kanr, 1997, c. 159), Ha k0TOpOE, 110 KaHTy, «uero-
BEK CKJIOHHOCTW» OOpedeH CTOJIb e Oe3BICXOIHO, KaK
VI HapyIIVBILNV 3aIlI0Belb «4eJI0BeK 3aKOHa».

U BoT @uxTte ocraprBaeT NPaBOMEPHOCTb TaKOI'o
TpeOOBaHVS: COIVIACHO eMy, «JeJI0BeK 3aKOHa» «He MO-
JKeT XOTEeTh IOJIOKWUTEIIHHO yBakaTh ceOs» (Prixte, 1997,
c. 99). Ha mavarax 3TMKM 3aKOHa KaK KaTeropmyecko-
rO VMIMIIepaTyBa JIsi CoobIIecTBa CBOOOIHBIX CYIIECTB
pedb MOXeT MATV VIMEHHO U TOJIBKO 00 omcymcmbuu
npespenus x cebe. CyXmeHvie 0 COOTBETCTBUN IEVICTBVISA
v Oe3evicTBusL Oe3ycIIOBHOMY 3aKOHY CBOOOIBI OC-
HOBaHO JINIIIb Ha 3aKOHeE; TIOCTOPOHHME 3aKOHY CO00-
pakeHUs IIPV 3TOM COBEPIIIEHHO yCTpPaHeHBI 13 TI0JIs
3peHMs cypsmero pasyma. Ilostomy KaHT BpemeHa-
MU 3aTpyIHseTCs IPWU3HATh HPaBCTBEHHYIO JIMIHOCTb
caMOOBITHBIM IIpeIMeTOM yBakeHUs: «Bce yBakeHwme
K JIVIITY €CTh, B CYIITHOCTV, TOJIBKO yYBaskeHVe K 3aKOHY»
(AA 04, S. 402 Anm.; KanT, 1997, c. 85 cH.); HO TIOCKOJTb-
Ky OH IIpW3HAaeT «BO3BBIIIEHHOCTb M 00CHOUHCMB0»
(AA 04, S. 440; Kanrt, 1997, c. 203) mpucymymm He TOJIb-
KO 3aKOHY, HO V1 VICIIOJIHSIIOIIIEMY €ro JINITY, OH 3aKOHO-
MepHO TOBOPUT He BOOOIIe O 3aKOHe HpaBOB, HO O CU-
CTeMe HPaBCTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB. Bce MakCMMBI MIMEIOT
dopMy (BCeoOITHOCTH IIpaBila) ¥ MaTepuio (IpaKTu-
YeCKYIO I1eIb JIeVICTBIIS), TaK UTO MaTepyis II0JTHOIIEHHO
orpererieHa 3Tovt popmort 3akoHa (AA 04, S. 436; Kanr,
1997, c. 191). Bce npakTmyecKyie MaKCUMBL, CyObEKTVB-
Hble TIPVHIWIIBL OeVICTBUS, Hem30e)XHO KOHKPEeTHBI,
MOpaJIbHBIE K€ 3aKOHBI, IIPUHLNIIE J0JIra, KaHTUaH-
cKas 3TMKa POpMyJIMpyeT Ha OCHOBe YHWBepcaIv3a-
LMV MaKCHM BOJIV, Y TIOTOMY VCIIOJTHEHVe JI0jira KOH-
KPeTU3UPYETCS B «JINIIE, KOTOPOE VICIIOJIHSET BCe CBOM
obs3arHOCTI» (AA 04, S. 439—440; Kant, 1997, c. 203).

A ToTOMy BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOCTVI HPaBCTBEHHOI'O
yBaKeHMs K JIVITY, a He TOJIBKO K 3aKOHY OIIperesIseT-
Cs1 BO3MOXKHOCTBIO [JIs1 JIMIIA VICTIOJTHUTH 3TY CHUCTEMY
MaTepuasIbHO OIpeJieIeHHBIX HOPM HPaBCTBEHHOCTIAL
Ho 3aKoH, ciTy>kaImuit 30ech OCHOBaHMEM, «COBEpIIeH-
Ho onpeneren» (Puxte, 1997, c. 100); 3To He ecThb UMCTas
dpopMa MBIC/IVI, KOTOPYIO MBI MOIJIVI OBbI 3aIIOITHATH 3a-
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is positive as “the representation of a worth that in-
fringes on my self-love” (GMS, AA 04, p. 401n; Kant,
2001, p. 31n), as an inner attitude to “dignity, i.e.
unconditional, incomparable worth” (GMS, AA 04,
p- 435; Kant, 2011, p. 101), and as an escape from
“self-contempt and inner loathing” (GMS, AA 04,
p- 426; Kant, 2011, p. 81) to which, according to
Kant, the “man of inclination” is doomed as inevi-
tably as “the man of Law” who has violated a com-
mandment.

Fichte challenges the validity of this require-
ment: he argues that “the man of Law” “by no
means [is] able to respect himself, — positively”
(Fichte, 1849, p. 138). According to the principles of
an ethics of law as the categorical imperative for a
community of free beings only a lack of self-contempt
could be the case. The judgment on the compliance
of action or inaction with the unconditional law of
freedom is based solely on the law; considerations
extraneous to the law are completely removed from
the view of the judging reason. That is why Kant at
times is at a loss to recognise the moral personali-
ty as an object of respect in its own right: “All re-
spect for a person is actually only respect for the
law” (GMS, AA 04, p. 402n; Kant, 2001, p. 31n); but
as far as he grants “sublimity and dignity” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 440; Kant, 2001, p. 109) not only to the law
but also to the person that complies with the law, he
speaks quite appropriately not of the moral law in
general, but of a system of moral laws. All the max-
ims have the form (the universality of a rule) and
matter (the practical aim of an action), so that mat-
ter is fully defined by this form of law (GMS, AA 04,
p- 436; Kant, 2001, p. 101). All the practical maxims,
subjective principles of action, are inevitably con-
crete, while the moral laws, the principles of duty
are formulated by Kantian ethics through univer-
salisation of the maxims of will, and therefore ful-
filment of duty is made concrete “in the person who
fulfills all his duties” (GMS, AA 04, pp. 439-440;
Kant, 2001, p. 109).

Therefore the question of the possibility of moral
respect for a person and not only for the law de-
pends on the person being able to comply with the



TeM IT0 COOCTBEHHOMY ITPOM3BOJIY IIOPOXKIEHMSIMY Ha-
Iero BooOpakeHMsl VTN IUIofaMy Hallleyl CKJIOHHO-
CTVL; 3TO IMEHHO HeoOXOIVMOe ITpaBWJIO pa3yMa, OTHO-
csilIeecs K onpedeeHHoll mamepuu Haueil Boau. B mpo-
TVBHOM CJIy4ae, T.e. OyIb 3aKOH IIPaKTI49ecKOro pasyMa
cyrybo dopmMasibHBIM IIPUHIIUIIOM, KaKOBBI IIpaBuIIa
¢popMaIIBHOV JIOTVIKYM, MBI MOIJIVI ObI HaflesIThCsl HalTH
Ha My TsIX 9TVMYECKOV Ka3yUCTUKM U ITPVICTAJIbHOIO aHa-
7M3a 00CTOSITETIBCTB MecTa ¥ oOpa3a JIeVICTBISI OCHOBa-
HMS [171 VICKJIFOYeHWTI M3 3TOro (COIVIacHO M3Hadaslb-
HOVI IIpeTeH3My, 0e3yCJIOBHOIO ¥ KaTeropudecKy-Bee-
00I111ero) 3aKoHa, HEKYIO «CJIEIYIO 30HY» IIJIS MMIIepa-
TVBa, HAXOISICh B KOTOPOW, CyOBEKT MOT ObI pacCUmMTHI-
BaTb Ha BO3MOXXHOCTB IIOJIOKUTEJIPHO yBaXKaThb ceOsi,
Oymyun 3mechk ocBOOOXIEeH OT mpennvicanms. I loanma-
Hye Oe3yCJIOBHOTO MMIIEpATMBa JJIs CBOOOIBI KaK CY-
ry60 popMasTbHOrO IPUHIINIIA, ITIOHOOHOTO IIPMHITILY
JIOTVIKV, OTKPBIBAET IIYTh K IIPEeTeHAYIOMIEV Ha HOpMa-
TMBHOE 3HAYEHVEe STUYECKOV Ka3yUCTVKE, CMBIC]T KOTO-
povt B IIOVICKE CUTYATVIBHBIX 3TMYECKMX OIpaBIaHWUMI
IJIsI OMmcmynienus OT STUYECKOTO IpaBuiyIa.
HampoTnB, KOHKpeTHasl 3TUKa, yHOepKMBarollas
crenyryecKkn 3TMYeCKUN CMBICT (POpMaIbBHOCTY OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEeHVIsI, II03BOJISIET COITPOBOXKAATH (POPMYIIVI-
POBKY KOHKPETHOTI'O MMIIepaTBa TaKOV Ka3yMCTVIKOW,
CMBICJI KOTOPOVI MOXET 3aKOHHO OrpaHMYMUTHCS IIOVIC-
KOM B03MosxHOCmel npuMeHerus BIIOJIHe ollpeesieH-
HOI'0 3aKOHa HPaBOB K XXVM3HEHHOVI CUTyalluVi, IIpem-
CTaBJIAIOILEV], II0 IIEPBOMY BIIEUAT/IEHMIO, CKaHOAJI
¥ IIpo0JIeMy MMEHHO IS TaK OIpeJIe/IeHHOrO 3aKOHa
HPaBOB,— TO €CTh, IIOVCKOM ITyTeVI He K YKIOHEHUIO OT
3aKOHa, HO K COOTBeTCTBIIO eMy. V1 kpome Toro, besyc-
JIOBHBIVI 3aKOH HPaBOB, CJIy>Xall[1l OCHOBaHVEM Kare-
rOpVYecKOro MMIIepaTBa, 0e3ycJIOBHOTO JI0JKEeHCTBO-
BaHML, VIMEHHO KaK MOAHOCHIbIO OnpedeseHHblll HpaB-
CTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH TpeOyeT «BCEro 4esioBeKa», T.e. HOJI-
JKeH OBITh WCIIOJIHEH BO Bcex cdepax ITPpaKTUIecKOu
VI Iy XOBHOVI XW3HM 4esioBeKa. VI MHOroobpasue mpuH-
LIVIIIOB, Yepe3 IIOCPeCTBO KOTOPHIX TaKOVI 3aKOH IIpV-
MeHsIeTcsl K 9TOMY MHOroobpasiio cpep XXu3HI JId-
HOCTM ¥ COOOIIecTBa CBOOOIMHBIX JINII, HaeT CUCTEMY
KOHKPETHOV 3TUKV, OPMEHTUPYIOIIYIOCS Ha IIOJIHOe
VI BCECTOPOHHEE OIpee/ieHre B MBICJIIU W [IeVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTV 3TOro 0e3ycJIOBHOrO IpaBwila HPABOB, T.e.
Ha OPraHMYeCcKyIo CUCTEMY ITPAKTUYECKVX 3aKOHOB.
DTOU cucTeMe, KaK M KaKIOMY OTAEJIbHOMY Ipei-
MVCAHWIO MPAKTMYECKOTO pa3yma, MOXHO MIIU He CO-
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system of materially determined moral norms. But
the law which is “completely determined” (Fichte,
1849, p. 139) is not a pure form of thought which we
would then be able to fill at our discretion with the
products of our imagination or the fruits of our in-
clination; it is precisely the necessary rule of reason
that pertains to the definite matter of our will. Oth-
erwise, if the law of practical reason were a strict-
ly formal principle, like the rules of formal logic, we
could hope, through ethical casuistry and a close
analysis of the place and mode of action, to find
grounds for exceptions from this purportedly un-
conditional and categorically universal law, a kind
of “blind zone” for the imperative within which the
subject could count on the possibility of respecting
himself, being relieved of prescriptions. The con-
cept of the unconditional imperative for freedom as
a strictly formal principle similar to the principle of
logic paves the way for ethical casuistry aimed at
finding situational ethical justifications for a depar-
ture from the ethical rule.

By contrast, concrete ethics which retains the
specifically ethical meaning of the formality of its
basic principle makes it possible to accompany the
formulation of a concrete imperative with a kind of
casuistry whose meaning can be legitimately limit-
ed to the search for possibilities of applying a definite
moral law to a life situation, which at first glance ap-
pears to be a scandal and a problem for the moral
law thus defined, i.e. the search for ways not to
evade the law, but to comply with it. Besides, the
unconditional moral law which underpins the cat-
egorical imperative, the unconditional “ought,”
demands, exactly as a completely determined moral
law, “the whole man”, i.e. must be observed in all
the spheres of human practical and spiritual activi-
ty. The diversity of principles through which such a
law is applied to the diverse spheres of life of a per-
son and of a community of free persons provides a
system of concrete ethics oriented towards complete
and comprehensive determination of this uncondi-
tional moral law in thought and in reality, i.e. an or-
ganic system of practical laws.

With that system, like with every single pre-
scription of practical reason, we may either com-
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OTBETCTBOBATH, VIV COOTBETCTBOBATE. B mmepBoM ciiy-
4Jae MBI OOpeueHBI IIpe3upaTh caMux cebs, BO BTO-
POM MBI TOJIBKO He MOXKeM VIIPeKHYTb cebs HU B Ka-
KOM VIIyIIeHUV VIV HapyIIeHWN U BIIpaBe He IIpe3u-
paTb cebs. Ho aTobrI mpeTeHIOBaTH Ha HEUTO OOJIBIIIEE
B TOM OTHOIIIEHW, YeM IIPOCTOe OTCYTCTBIe yIIPpeKOB
COBeCTH B CBOVI a/lpec U BCJIeJICTBYIe 3TOr0 MOpajIbHOe
HpaBo He IIpe3upaTh cCaMiX cebs, MOPaJIbHBI IesTelb
TIOJIKeH IIPeB30UTH CBOVIM JIeVICTBYIEM TpeboBaHMe 3a-
KOHa, CIIeJIaTh OOJIBIIle, UeM HpeAmvcaHo. Mexmy TeMm,
KaK 3aMedaeT 371ech ke DrixTe, Takoe CTpeMIIeHMe 03-
HadJaeT II0 CYIIIeCTBY CTpeMJIeHVe VCIIOJIHUTD IIpeIIy-
CaHHOe 1 CBepX TOTO ellle HeYTO, 3aKOHOM He IIpeJIIIy-
cagHoe. Ho caenlanHOoe Ge3 IipenmvicaHus 3aKOHa eCTh
Ge33akoHHOe mHesHMe. 3a coBepIlleHMe e Oe33akoH-
HOTO «MBI HMKaK He MOXXeM IIOJIOKUTEeIBPHO yBaXkaTb
Y 9TUTH cebsI KaK HeYTO IIpeBocXomHoe» (Puxte, 1997,
c. 100). C sTO¥ CTOPOHBI ITO3TOMY TaKXXe OKa3bIBAeTCH,
YTO KJTI0UeBOe JIJIs1 KaHTMaHCKOV MOpaJIbHOM (PUIIOCo-
pum moHATME MOpPaJIBHOIO yBakKeHWsS OOOpomeTesinb-
HOTO YesIoBeKa K caMoMy cebe (M 3aKOHY), IO MHEHWIO
®DuxTe, MOXeT OBITH B 3TOV MOpaIbHOM (prtocodrm,
COITIaCHO ee >ke COOCTBEHHBIM IIPeITOChIIKaM, JIMIIIb
cyry6o oTpuIiaTe/IbHBIM, ¥ IIOCTOIIBKY He MOXeT BBICT-
KIIaTh Oe3 BUOMMOIO IPOTMBOpeuNrs aKCHOMaM Mo-
PpasIbHOVI JOKTPVHBI 3TOrO pofa MCTOUHMKOM 1040 U-
meAbHbLX Ipeanvicannii. lake Korma pasyMHBIe CyIIie-
CTBa IIPWU3HAIOT OCYIIECTBJIEHHOV BCIO CHUCTEMY Opra-
HIYeCKOV HPaBCTBEHHOCTH, OHM MOTYT cKa3aTb o cebe
TOJIBKO: «..MBI pabbl HITUero He CTOAIIE, IIOTOMY YTO
crerntay, 9T TOTDKHBI ObUIN caertaTh» (JIk. 17:10).

ABTOHOMHasI 3TMKa " (He)pnirocodcKas TeoI0rns

TaxyM oBpasom, OJIOKMUTEITBHOEe MOpaIbHOe CaMo-
yBakeHMe DuxTe MpU3HAET HEJOCTVIKMMBIM I KO-
HeYHOro MOPasIbHOrO pasyMa. MeXmay TeM IIpu JIOMy-
IIeHWM, YTO BO BCSIKOVI 9TMKe 0e3yCIIOBHOTO 3aKOHa KaK
KaTeropm4eckoro IMpuHIIUIIA JO/DKEeHCTBOBaHWS caMa
Kareropmdeckas ¢popMa 3TOro OJDKEeHCTBOBaHMS Tie-
JIaeT Ipe3peHne K caMoMy cebe 3a Oe3HpaBCTBEHHOCTB
MaKCUMBI, paguKaJIbHble yIIpeK/ COBeCTM 3a HecoOT-
BeTCTBIe 3aKOHY TeM CypoBee ¥ HeyCTpaHVMee, UeM

> OpHako yXe B cBoell paHHew cucTeMe 3Tuky duxre obHapy-
XWI, 9TO TpeDoBaHMe IIeJIOCTHOTO COOTBETCTBUS BCEVI CHCTEMe
IIPaKTIYeCKMX IIPVHIUIIOB, Pe3IOMIPYeMOVL B ilee HPaBCTBEH-
HOTO ITpeHa3HaueHNs JeJIoBeKa (11 UejloBedecTBa), IofipasyMe-
BaeT TpeboBaHVE COOTBETCTBOBATH DECKOHEWHOCTV, a ITOTOMY
HeuTO (DaKTIIECKN HeoCyIecTBuMoe: «Eciv IosoxeHe BbIpa-
KaOT TaK: VICTIOJTHSAV BOOOIITe TBOE OIIpefIesieHyie, TO B HeM Cpasy
ColepXKUTCs M GeCKOHEYHOCTh 3a/IaHHOVI KOHEYHOW 1iesnt, nbo
VICITOJTHEHVIe BCero HaIIIeTo OIperiesieHVIs HeBO3MOXKHO HY B Ka-
Koe Bpemsi» (Duxre, 2006, c. 168).
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ply — or not comply.® In the former case we are
doomed to despising ourselves, in the latter case
we cannot accuse ourselves of any omissions or
violations and have the right not to despise our-
selves. However, to claim in this respect something
more than mere absence of any reproaches of con-
science and thus the moral right not to loathe our-
selves, the moral actor must surpass by his action
the requirement of the law and do more than is pre-
scribed. Meanwhile, as Fichte hastens to note, such
a wish amounts to the wish to fulfil the prescrip-
tion and then something over and above it which is
not prescribed by the law. But what has been done
without the prescription of the law is an unlawful
deed. Having performed what is unlawful, “he can
never positively respect himself, nor honour him-
self as something excellent” (Fichte, 1849, p. 139).
So, from that point of view it also turns out that the
concept of the moral respect of a virtuous man for
himself (and the law), which is crucial for Kantian
moral philosophy, can be, in Fichte’s opinion and
in accordance with its own prerequisites, only to-
tally negative and cannot be the source of positive
prescriptions without a visible contradiction to the
axioms of this kind of moral doctrine. Even when in-
telligent beings claim that they have complied with
the whole system of organic morality, all they can
say about themselves is “We are unprofitable ser-
vants: we have done that which was our duty to do”
(The Holy Bible, Luke. 17:10).

Autonomous Ethics
and (Non-)Philosophical Theology

Thus, Fichte proclaims that positive moral
self-respect is unattainable for finite moral rea-
son. Meanwhile, once assuming that in every eth-
ic of unconditional law as the categorical principle
of “ought” the categorical form of the “ought” itself
makes self-loathing for immorality of the maxim,

¢ However, even in his early ethics system Fichte found that
the requirement of total compliance with the whole system of
practical principles summed up in the idea of a moral vocation
of man (and of mankind), implies a requirement to comply
with infinity and is therefore practically unrealisable: “If one
expresses this proposition as follows, ‘fulfill your vocation in
general, then the infinity of the final end that is imposed is
already included in the proposition, since the fulfillment of
our entire vocation is not possible in any time” (Fichte, 2005,
p- 143).



¢ OorIpIIelT CTPaCTBIO YeJIoBeK IIpuBepkeH «apdexTy
3aKOHa», BO3HMKaeT cucTeMaTuyecKu Hebe3pasind-
HBIVI BOIIPOC: €CIIVM [JIsi KOHEYHOrO IPaKTMYecKOro
pasyMa IIpu3sHaeTCcsd HeJOCTVDKMMBIM HOJIOKUTEJIbHOe
MOPpaJIbHOe caMOyBakeHWe, TO YTO ke JI0JDKHO ITpou-
30T B «KOPHE >KM3HWM», YTOOBI CTaJI0 BO3MOXKHO, IO
MeHBIIIell Mepe, IOJIOKMTeIbHOe MOpaIbHOe 3aKOHO-
IIaTeJIbCTBO, KOJIb CKOPO BCJIEACTBIME BBIIIIECKa3aHHOI'O
3aKOHOIATEJILCTBO B POpMe KaTeropmyecKnx MMIlepa-
TVBOB CaMO OKa3bIBAeTCS JIUIITh HeKOV (POPMOTI TIperl-
BapUTeJIbHON VIV HU3IIeV HpaBCTBEHHOCTM, IIPUTO-
TOBJIEHVIEM K JKVIBOVI 1 TIOJTHOM Ulee ToOporeTesT?

ITpowusorTy 3ech JOJKHO TO caMOe, UTO 3TIYecKoe
KaHTMAaHCTBO, IofTpasyMeBaeMoe DuxTe B KadecTBe OC-
HOBHOT0 azipecara IIpV 00Cy>KIeHUVI BTOPOVI TIO3UIINN
MUPOBO33peHNs, HasblBaeT «IIepeBOPOTOM B YMOHa-
CTpoeHMM»: TIpeofosieHre addpeKToM 3aKoHa (KaTero-
PUYeCKMM JI0JDKeHCTBOBaHVEM) TOCTIOACTBYIOIIEro Ha
HM3IIVX IO3UIVSX MUPOBO33peHus adpdexTa K coO-
CTBEHHOVI CBODOJIe V1 CaMOCTOATEIbHOCTH, yCTpaHeH e
VMHTepeca K COXpaHeHWIO COOCTBEHHOV ITPaKTIIeCKO
CaMOCTH, BO3BBIIIIEHVe MOpaJIbHOV MOTMBAILIUN CyIle-
CTBa HaJl, yPOBHEM CyTy00 (pOpMasIbHOTO 3aKOHa Hpa-
BOB, IIpeBpallleHe 3TOro 3aKOHa M3 CyOcTaHIUM MO-
PpaJIBHOTO MUpa B CPelICTBO U OpyAue ero pasyMHOU
opranmsanuu. VI BBIsCHSAETCA 3TO B XOfle pa3BepThiBa-
HUS ellle OfIHOro Kpurndeckoro gosopa dvixre B agpec
KaHTMaHCTBa — Ha 3TOT pas3 IIPOTUB IIOHSATNS MOpaJIb-
HOVI aBTOHOMMW BOJIN.

ITpuBepxeHHbI «addeKTy 3aKOHa» YeJIOBEK
ycTpaHsieT B cebe BCSIKWUI VIHTepecC K caMoMy cebe, Imo-
TOMY YTO KaTeropuyiecKuil MMIIepaTuB pasyMa «yHI4-
TOXaeT BCSIKYIO CKIIOHHOCTB, BCSIKYIO JTFOOOBB 1 BCSIKYIO
noTpebHOCTE» (Puxre, 1997, c. 100). YenoBeky Hy>XHO
VI JKeJIaTeJIbHO JIVIIb OTHO: BO3MOXKHOCTB He ITpe3ypaTh
camoro cebsi B MOpasIbHOM OoTHommeH. Hirgero Gortee
OH He >KeJIaeT, Hi4uTo OosIbllle eMy He TpebyeTcs. A 110-
CKOJIBKY aOCOJIIOTHBIV 3aKOH, adpdeKT KOTOpOro Cral
BCellesI0 TOCIIOACTBYIOIIVIM B AyIIIe UeJIoBeKa, «Heo0xo-
OVMO yTBepXIaeT ero coBepIIeHHYIo cBoOomy» (Tam
XKe€), B YZIOBJIETBOPEHWN 3TOVI CBOEVI €AHCTBEHHOV MO-
PpaJIBHOVI TIOTPeOHOCTN UesIoBeK, Oyyun caMo3aKOHO-
HaTeJIbHBIM (ABTOHOMHBIM), 3aBVICUT TOJIBKO OT ceDs ca-
Moro. YesioBeK BO3BBIIIAETCS Hall BCIKOV 4yBCTBEHHO
MOTPeOGHOCTHIO, HYXXIIOV W CKJIOHHOCTBIO, Hall BCeM
JyBCTBEHHBIM VI 3aBVCVIMBIM B caMOM ceOe, a IIOTOMY,
yTBEpPXIasCh B TaK IIOHMMaeMOM Oe3yCJIOBHOM 3aKOHE,
4eJIoBeK BCTaeT BBIITIe BCSKOIO HeCyacThbs M OelcTBIS,
100 HecyacThe BO3HMKAET OT HeyJI0BJIeTBOPEHHO I10-
TpeOHOCTM, a [UIs HaIllero «4esIoBeKa 3aKOHa» JacTHOe
YIOBJIETBOPEHE VI COBOKYITHOCTE BCeX TaKVX YHIOBJIET-
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radical reproaches of conscience for non-compliance
with the law all the more severe and relentless, in
proportion to one’s passionate adherence to “the af-
fection of the law”. This throws up a systematical-
ly essential question: If positive moral self-respect
is recognised as unattainable for the finite practi-
cal reason, what should happen in “the root of life”
to make positive moral legislation at least possible,
since, in consequence of what has been said before,
the legislation in the form of categorical imperatives
is itself but a form of tentative or lower morality, a
preparation for a real and complete idea of virtue?

What should happen is what ethical Kantian-
ism, seen here by Fichte as the main target in dis-
cussing the second standpoint of worldview, refers
to as “overturn in the state of mind”: the affection
of law (categorical imperative) must overcome the
affection of one’s own freedom and independence
prevailing at the lower standpoints of worldview,
eliminate the interest in preserving one’s own
practical self and raise a being’s moral motivation
above the level of the purely formal moral law,
turning this law from the substance of the moral
world into a means and an instrument for its rea-
sonable organisation. This becomes clear when
Fichte deploys another critical argument against
Kantianism which this time targets the concept of
moral autonomy of the will.

A person adhering to the “affection of law” re-
moves in himself any interest in his self because the
categorical imperative of reason “destroys all incli-
nation, all love, and all desire” (Fichte, 1849, p. 139).
Man needs and desires only one thing: the possibil-
ity not to despise himself morally. He wishes noth-
ing more and needs nothing more. And inasmuch as
an absolute law, whose affection has come to total-
ly dominate the man’s soul, “must necessarily rep-
resent him as entirely free” (ibid.), in meeting this
one and only moral need man, being a lawgiver to
himself (autonomous), depends solely on himself.
Man rises above any sensual need, desire and incli-
nation, above everything that is sensible and depen-
dent within himself, and thus, establishing himself
in the unconditional law thus understood, he rises
above any misfortune and calamity, because misfor-
tune arises from unsatisfied need and for our “man
of the Law” personal satisfaction and the totality of
all such satisfactions cease to be the foundation of
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BOPEHUVI IIePeCTaeT IIPeJICTaBIIAThCS OIOPOV >KV3HM
¥ camouyBcTBUS. Ecim He HyXmarbcs HU B UeM, dero
OBl YestoBeK He Mor obecrieunTh cebe caM, T.e. Hi B YeM
TaKOM, YTO He CTOUT B HeOOXOIVIMOVI CBSI3U C MOpaJIb-
HOVI 0e3yKOPM3HEeHHOCTHIO JIMYHOCT Y IIepet JIIIoM al-
COJIFOTHOT'O 3aKOHa, TO He Oy/IelTb Hy XIaTbCS HU B YeM
BHe cebs, 11 B TOM 4mcile He Oyhelrs HYXXOaTbCS OJIs
qyBCTBEHHOIO OrarofeHcTsNsA B bore, Gymyum cam cebe
«borowm, criacutesieM u n3basuTeem» (Tam xe).

INepen HamMM MoOpasIbHOEe MMPOBO33peHVe, B KOTO-
POM OTIOPOTI, CYyOCTaHIIMEV U CYIIeCTBOM HPaBCTBEHHO-
ro MUpa IIpu3HaeTcs abCOITIOTHBIV 3aKOH CBOOOIIBI KaK
aBTOHOMM, a TIOCTOJIBKY 71 CaMa aBTOHOMMS KaK MO-
pasibHasl CaMOZOCTaTOYHOCTh — Oe3yYKOPWM3HEHHO II0-
CIIYIITHOVI BCeoOIIieMy 3aKOHY JIMYHOCTVI. ABTOHOMHOE
51 B MMPOBO33pEeHMII TAKOT'O POIa CaMO CTAHOBWITCS MO-
pasIbHOV CyOCTaHIIMeN M II03TOMY He HYXXIaeTcs yxKe
B bore «171s1 cBOero cepmira» (Puxre, 1997, c. 101): mcTou-
HVK CITaCeHMsI, OIIpaBHaHs IIeper] JINIIOM CBSITOIO 3a-
KOHa HPaBOB BUINTCS TOJIBKO B CAMOVI )K€ MOPasIbHOV
sraHoCTU. Ecin «gertoBek 3aKkoHa» ObIBaeT TeopeTide-
CKM TIOCTIEJIOBaTeIIbHBIM, ITpofoIrKaeT duxre, OH MoO-
XeT HyXIIaTbcs B bore 11J1 yioBIIe TBOpeHMS CBOEVI TEO-
peTidecKov TOTpebGHOCTM (0OBSICHEHNIS CYICTEMBI IIPV-
POZIBI), HO HMKaK He J1JIsI CBOEeVI IIPaKTIIeCKO IIOTpes-
HOCTM, MHTepeca cBoero cepmria. [lociemoBareTbHbIN
B PasBUTUM CBOUX (PVI0cOPCKMX Hadasl «desIoBeK 3a-
KOHa» He VCIIBITBIBaeT NoTpebHOCTN B bororoureHmm.
OmHaxo Ha HMU3MIMX TTO3WIIMSX MVUPOBO33PEHMS UerIo-
BeK VI XXVBET, V1 JIIOOUT, 1 PMII0cOPCTByeT B KOHETHOM
cJeTe KaK «9yBCTBEHHBIV, HYXXIAIOIIUTICS B OOBEKTVIB-
HOM Hac/IaXXIeHnH gesioBek» (Puxre, 1997, . 115), a mo-
TOMY 3I1eCb OH MOXKET KaK IIPM3HATh, TaK 3aTeM U OT-
BEpPrHYTb TOJIBKO OJTHO TIOHATHeE O bore: IIpericTaBieHme
0 HEM KaK O CIIPaBe/JIIBOM, OJTHAKO IIPOM3BOJIbHO-CBO-
€HpaBHOM pacIIpefiesIiTesle COBOKYIIHOIO YyBCTBEHHO-
TO YOBJIETBOPEHVIS IIOf, VIMeHeM OjlakeHcTBa / Cda-
cThst®. VI eyt Ha NepBOV ITO3MUIINM MMPOBO33PEHMS
JyBCTBEHHOe OJIarOfIeHCTBIE IIPWU3HAETCS B 3TOM OT-
HOIIIEHVI CAMOOOCTATOYHOV 1I€JIbI0, TO Ha BTOPOVI €r0

¢ Dra MbIciib DrIXTe 3aCiTyKVBaeT BHUMAHVIL: YeJIOBEK Ha «BTO-
pOVI TIO3MIINIM MWPOBO33PEHNMSI» — «4eJIOBEK 3aKOHa»,— IIO-
CKOJIBKY OH BHympenHe nocaedobameer, MOXKET KaK IIPU3HATh, TaK
VI OTBEPTHYTb M0AbK0 makoeo boea — IIpomsBoIbHOrO pacmpesie-
JINTEJIs YyBCTBEHHOIO YZOBJleTBOpeHMs. IlosToMmy, ¢ moswmimm
DuxTe, KaHTOBCKas STVKO-TEOJIOTWS, BBIITISISAIIAS CKaHaIOM
VI IIapajIoKCOM 110 MepKaM KaHTMaHCKOVI JKe UVICTOV STVKWM 3aKOHa
cB0OOIBI (cM. 00 aToM: Cynakos, 2018), ecTb Kak pa3 IIpOsiBIIeHVe
CTOMYECKOV TI0C/IeIIOBaTeIIbHOCTI: MO0 KaK CTOVMK, TaK M KaHTH-
aHel] eCTh, IO B3Iy To3aHero PuxTe, coOCTBEHHO, He Goree,
YeM MOpPaJIM3UPYIONINI «4yBCTBEHHBIVI UYeJIOBeK»; cebsurobve
«JyBCTBEHHOTO UeJIoBeKa» IIPeoyioJieBaeTCsl TOJIBKO Ha CTYTIeHV
«BBICIIIEV M HACTOsAIIIeV MOpastbHOCTI> (Prxte, 1997, c. 119).

life and well-being. If you do not need anything you
cannot provide yourself with, i.e. anything that is
not necessarily linked with being morally impecca-
ble in the face of the absolute law, you would not
need anything outside yourself, and you would not
need God to experience sensual well-being as you
would be your own God, Salvation, and Redeemer
(cf. Fichte, 1849, p. 139). This is a moral worldview
in which the bedrock, the substance and essence
of the moral world is the absolute law of freedom
as autonomy, and thus autonomy itself as moral
self-sufficiency scrupulously complies with the uni-
versal law of the personality.

This kind of worldview itself becomes a moral
substance and does not need God “for its own
heart” (Fichte, 1849, p. 141): the moral personality is
the source of redemption and justification in the face
of the sacred law of morals. If “a man of the Law,”
Fichte goes on, is theoretically consistent, he may be
wanting God to meet his theoretical need (to explain
the system of nature), but not to meet any practical
need or the need of his heart. “A man of the Law”
who adheres to his philosophical principles consist-
ently has no need to worship God. However, at the
lower stages of worldview man lives, loves and phi-
losophises, ultimately, as a “sensuous man who re-
quires an objective enjoyment” (Fichte, 1849, p. 161),
which is why he may both recognise and then re-
ject only one concept of God: the idea of God as a
fair yet wilful and arbitrary distributor of the total
sensuous pleasure referred to as bliss/happiness.”
While in accordance with the first worldview sen-
suous well-being is seen as an end in itself, in ac-
cordance with the second it is found appropriate to
conditionate it by the morality of our mode of action
(virtuous state of mind and/or life) as a criterion of
being worthy of happiness.

In this case moral behaviour, i. e. inner compli-
ance with the law, turns out to be a means of earn-

7 This idea of Fichte deserves attention: man “in the second
worldview position”, “man of the Law”, as far as he is inwardly
consistent, may accept or reject only such a God, an arbitrary
dispenser of sensuous pleasure. Thus, in Fichte’s frame of
reference the Kantian ethical theology, which looks scandalous
and paradoxical by the standards of Kantian pure ethics
of the law of freedom itself (cf. Sudakov, 2018) is actually a
manifestation of Stoical consistency because both the Stoic and
the Kantian, according to the later Fichte, is nothing more than
a moralising “sensuous man”; whose self-love is overcome
only at the stage of “higher morality” (Fichte, 1849, p. 167).
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CUMUTAIOT HYXXHBIM OOYCJIOBUTH MOpPAJIBHBIM 00pa3oM
deiicmBus (moOpomeTepl0 YMOHACTPOeHWUS M / WIIn
XKVI3HV) KaK KpUTepvieM 00CH0UHOCTIU CHACTIbA.

MopasibHbIVT 00pas JIevicTBIS, T.e. BHyTPeHHe COOT-
BETCTBYIOITlee 3aKOHY ITOBeJleHVie OKa3bIBaeTCsl B 3TOM
citydae cpedcmbom ripuobpererns boxpero 6i1arososie-
HVISL, HO 1e/bl0, KaK HV IapaJOKCAIBHO M KakK OBl 3TO
HI IPOTUBOPEYWIIO 00ImeMy Iadpocy «desioBeKa 3aKo-
Ha» KaK MOpaJIVICTa, OCTaeTcsl Bce xe cobokynuoe uyb-
cmbennoe (MUpcKoe) yooBiembopenue, Haxe ecyvi IIpuU
3TOM ero 671arooOpasHO IeperMeHOBEIBAIOT VIV IIepe-
HOCSIT VCKJIIOUNUTEIIBHO B IIOTYCTOPOHHMIL MUp. Mupo-
BO33peHMe «desIoBeKa 3aKOHa», KoTopoe drixTe IIp3Ha-
€T 371eCh TOX/IeCTBeHHBIM MIUPOIIOHVMaHWIO CTOVITN3-
Ma, HO IIOJT IMeHeM KOTOPOI'0 OH METWUT B 3HaUMUTeJIFHO
OoJIbIIIeTI CTEIIeHN B COBPEMEHHYIO eMy KaHTMAHCKYIO
MOpaJlb, OTBepraeT, TaKuM oOpa3oM, He WCTVHHOIO
bora, HO cBepX41yBCTBEHHOT'O CJIYTY SIBHBIX M TalTHBIX 9B-
TIeMOHVICTOB, 11 CO3HaeT ce0si He HY K/TafoIIVIMCS B 3TOM
(vMeHHO 31m01l) TUIIOTe3e. DTO MUPOBO33peHNe OTBep-
raeT MMeHeM CBOero abCoJIFOTHOro 3akoHa, addeKT KO-
TOPOro IIojIaraeT ceOsi BITpaBe OTOXIECTBUTD C VICTUH-
HO MOpPaJIbHBIM YMOHACTPOeHMeM, He IIOJIHHOe yde-
HVIe O PeJINTUY, a TOJIBKO TeOJIOTMYeCKITT SBIeMOHVI3M:
XPUCTMAHCKYIO II0 BUAVIMOCTVI CHICTEMY, COITIacHO ¢aH-
Ta3VIM KOTOPOVI «XPUCTMAHCTBO OCBSTIIIO YYBCTBEHHOE
BOX/IeJIeHVe, BO3JI0XnsI0 Ha bora ero yrosrieTsopermie»
VI OTKPBUIO CEKpeT, KaK CIIYXUTb bory, cTaBs KoHeTHO
IIeJIBI0 CBOETO CIIYXKeHMs COBOKYITHOe MaTepyiajbHoe
ynosiieTBopeHue (Prixte, 1997, c. 102).

INopobuele dumocodcko-Teonnornyeckye MIOCTPO-
eHMsI yCTpeMJIeHBI K TapaHTMAM «CUacTbsd, KOTOPOTrO
UIIIeT YyBCTBEHHBIN UestoBek» (TaM Xe), a He OmakeH-
CTBa, HETIOCPEJICTBEHHO HapyeMOro VICTVHHOW pesiu-
ruert. [loaToMy «4esloBeK 3aKOHa» HU3BepraeT JIUIIb
MHVMOTO 0ora 4yBCTBEHHOI'O UeJIOBeKa, I B 3TOM OH
mpas, MO0 3TOT IpeaMeT MOKJIOHEHWSI — OTHIONb He
bor. Korma «ueroBek 3akOHa» [IOIOJIHSET CBOE yM-
CTBEHHOe JiessHVIe OIIPOBep)KeHVeM PacCyIOUHBIX «I0-
Kas3aTesIbCTB ObITs boxms» B o0acTu TeopeTmyecko-
TO 3HaHVIS, OH TOJIBKO IIOCIIe[IOBaTelIeH B CBOEM CTPeM-
JIEHVM OTYYWUTh Pa3yM OT IIOVICKa eCTeCTBEHHBIX apry-
MEHTOB B JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO MCTMHHOV peymrvm. Kor-
7la >Ke OH B 3aKJIIOUeHVIe CIUTAET [OJITOM IIPeJIOKITh
MOpAJIBHBIVI apIyMeHT B IIOJIb3y VICTMHHOV PeIUrUN
B KaTeropmsx «IOCTOVHOCTM OJIa’KeHCTBa», OH, IIO Cy-
IT[eCTBY, BO3BPAIIlaeTCs K BO33PEeHNI0 YyBCTBEHHOr 0 de-
JI0BeKa, KOTOpOe, Ka3aJloch Obl, CTaBMII I1eJIbIO yCTpa-
HUTb U IIPeofosIeTh «adpdeKTOM 3aKOHa», KyJIBTYpOut
MOpaJsIv KaK CVYCTEMEI 3aIloBefeit: 100 I1eJIb MOpasIbHO-
TO yCTpeMJIeHVsI OKa3bIBaeTcsl B 3TOM JOKa3aTeIbCTBe
TOVI JKe, UTO M Y YyBCTBEHHOTO UeJIoBeKa.
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ing God’s benevolence but, however paradoxical it
may be and however it may contrast with the over-
all pathos of “the man of Law” as a moralist, the goal
still remains the integral sensuous (worldly) gratifi-
cation, even if it is piously renamed or transferred
to the other world. The worldview of the “man of
Law”, which Fichte identifies with the worldview
of Stoicism but actually targets the Kantian morali-
ty which is much closer to him in time, rejects there-
fore not the real God, but the supersensible servant
of overt and covert eudaemonists and is conscious
of not needing this (precisely this) hypothesis. This
worldview rejects, in the name of its absolute law,
whose affection it claims to be identical with a gen-
uinely moral state of mind, not the true teaching of
religion, but only theological eudaemonism i.e. a
system purporting to be Christian whereby, in ac-
cordance with its fantasy, “sensual desire is sancti-
fied by means of Christianity, and the satisfaction
of this desire entrusted to a God”; a system that has
discovered the secret of how to serve God, setting
as the final goal of this service our general material
well-being (Fichte, 1849, p. 141).

Such philosophical-theological constructions
seek to guarantee “the happiness which the sensu-
ous man seeks” (Fichte, 1849, p. 142) and not the
blessing directly bestowed by true religion. There-
fore “the man of the Law” dismantles only this
imagined god of the sensuous man, and is right in
so doing, because this object of worship is not God.
When “the man of the Law” complements his men-
tal deed with refutation of intellect-born “proofs of
God’s existence” in the field of theoretical knowl-
edge, he is merely consistent in his desire to turn
reason away from the search for natural arguments
to prove genuine religion. And when in conclusion
he finds himself obliged to propose a moral argu-
ment in favour of genuine religion in terms of “wor-
thiness of beatitude”, he essentially falls back to
that same worldview of the sensuous man, which
he had seemingly aimed to eliminate and overcome
through the “affection of the law”, the culture of
morality as a system of commandments; for the pur-
pose of the moral endeavour in this proof turns out
to be the same as that of the sensuous man.

Fichte believes that a “sensuous man” consis-
tent in his thoughts and actions would rely only
on himself in meeting his need for objective plea-
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INocrrertoBaTeIbHBIT B MBICJIVL I HAEVICTBUM «dYyB-
CTBEHHBIVI YeJIoBeK», Kak jgyMaer Puixte, Oymer roa-
raTbCs B YIOBJIIETBOPEHMY CBOEV IIOTPeOHOCTM B 00B-
eKTVIBHOM HaCIKIEHMV TOJIBKO Ha CaMOro ceOst: mpu-
JIOKUT BCE CBOVI CVIIBI IIJISI TIOJITyYeH s VICKOMOTO IIpeI-
MeTa, HacJTaJTCS TeM, UTO B €T0 BJIACTY, U BO3[IEPXKIT-
Cs1 OT TOTO, YTO IIPEIsITCTBYeT ero 1eisaM (Prxre, 1997,
c. 115—116). KoHcTpyKIMM e B Ayxe TeoJor4ecKoro
3BIIEMOHW3Ma, IO €ro OLleHKe, CYTh IUIOL pedsdecKort
HeTIOCIIeIOBaTeIIbHOCTH 7 cyeBepys. TakoB, HaIlpuMep,
MU 0 ToM, OynTo OOBEKTHI HaCIaXXIEHVS HaXOOSATCS
B pacriopsbkeHUm Oora, 11 OyIITo 3a yOIyTy IIpenocTaBsile-
HVIS 3TUX OOBEKTOB B II0JIb30BaHME «IYBCTBEHHOMY Ye-
JIOBEKY» OOT B CBOIO OYepepb IIOTPedyeT OT HEro HEKOV
OTBETHOVI YCJIIYIWM COIIACHO IIOrOBOPY, IOKyMeHTalIb-
HBIM BBIpaKeHVeM KOTOPOTO SBIISIIOTCS SIKOOBI KHWTT
IMucarans (@uxre, 1997, . 116). [TomymHHOV LIEJIBIO «dyB-
CTBEHHOTO UeJIOBeKa» OCTaeTCsl MaTepyaIbHO OIlperie-
JIeHHOe HacJlaXJIeHVe, IIoCITyIIaHue ke Bosie boxuerr
€CTb JJISL Hero Jminb cpenctBo. OH KeJlaeT 4yBCTBEH-
HOTO YIOBJIETBOPEHVIS, ITIOTOMY YTO OHO OIIperesIeHO
VIMEHHO TaK ¥ IIOTOMY 9TO OT 3TOVI €T0 OIpeJIeTIeHHOCTI
OH OXMaeT cebe «Oraronoryuvis». OH IojIaraeT TaKxe,
yTo 0e3 VCHOoIHeH S BOJIv boXXner He cMOXXeT JOCTIYb
coOCTBEHHOrO OOBEKTa CBOEVI BOIIM — YYBCTBEHHOIO
yIIOBJIETBOPEHMS. BOJIsl K UyBCTBEHHOMY Y/IOBJIETBOpE-
HUIO 00sI3bIBaeT YeJIoBeKa MMeTh BOJIIO K ITOCITY IIIaHIO
Bory. CrenosaTesibHO, HOIJIMHHAs M OKOHYATeJIbHAsI
BOJISL €CTh 31eCh BOJISI K CUACTHIO, a BOJISt BOXIs sIBIIsIeTCst
TOJIBKO CPEACTBOM ¥ OPyIIVeM VCIIOJTHEHWVS 3TOV BOJIN
VI TIOCTOJIBKY JIVIIITb «MeX1y ITpounmM». Prxte oOHApY-
JKMBaeT B TOM IIOCTPOEHWM, KOTOPOe JIEXUT, B YaCcTHO-
CTV, B OCHOBe KaHTOBCKOVI HeAYKIIMM IIOCTYIIaTa ObITis
Boxmst, dpakTideckyio TreTepOHOMIIO HpaBCTBEHHOV
BOJTM, (paKTUUECKM CIIyYaliHBIVI ¥ CIy>KeOHBIVI Xapak-
Tep OOrOCIIOBCKVIX apryMEHTOB V1 BBIBOZIOB: €CIIV YeJIo-
BEK JIEVICTBUTEIILHO JKeJlaeT 7100pa, v Boim boxment
Kak cyOcTaHIIMaJIBHOrO 100pa, pajiyi Hero camMoro, 3ta
BOJISL IOJKHA YHWYTOXUTE B HEM BOJIIO K UyBCTBEHHO-
My yzosieTBopenuio (Puxte, 1997, c. 116).

ITpeomorneTs TOUKY 3peHMs 9y BCTBEHHOTO UeJIOBeKa,
110 Pr1xTe, BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO, €CIIV KPUTEPVIEM TTOMIIVH-
HOVI HPaBCTBEHHOCTM IPW3HATH OTCYTCTBME addek-
Ta K COOCTBEHHOV CaMOCTOSATEILHOCTY, JIIOOBU K Hel
u Bepbl B Hee (Puxre, 1997, c. 110). DTOT KpUTepmii, Kak
IIPOITIaCTh, OTAEIISIET HU3IIIVE [IBe TIO3UITAV BO3MOXKHO-
IO AYXOBHOIO MMPOBO33peHMs, Ha KOTOPBIX 3TOT ad-
dpexT 11 3Ta JTI000BB MPU3HAIOTCS U KYJIBTVBUPYIOTCS,
OT BBICIIIVIX TIO3VLINVI, IJle OHM YTalllafoTCs «IIO/TUMHe-
HMeM CBATOMY 3aKoHY» (Puxte, 1997, c. 102). ITogxons
K 3TOVI IIPOIIACTV, VUIN K 9TOMY TeOpeTIdecKoMy pyoe-
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sure; he would bend every effort to obtain the object
sought, enjoy what is in his power and refrain from
what impedes the achievement of his goals (Fichte,
1849, p. 161). He assesses constructions in the spirit
of theological eudaemonism as the fruits of childish
inconsistency and prejudice. A case in point is the
myth that the objects of pleasure are at the disposal
of God and that for making these objects available
for the use of the “sensuous man” God will in turn
demand a reciprocal service under the covenant
whose documentary form is the Scripture. The true
goal of the “sensuous man” remains materially de-
termined pleasure, while abidance by God’s will is
merely a means to that goal. He desires sensuous
pleasure because it is determined in that particu-
lar way and because he expects “well-being” from
that same determinate object. He also believes that
without submitting to God’s will he will not be able
to achieve the object of his will, i.e. sensuous plea-
sure. The will to sensuous pleasure obliges man to
have the will to obey God. Consequently, the gen-
uine and final will is here the will to happiness, and
God’s will is merely the means and instrument of
fulfilling this will and is therefore “apropos”. Fichte
finds in this reasoning, which, incidentally, under-
pins the Kantian deduction of the postulate of God’s
existence, an actual heteronomy of the moral will,
an accidental and instrumental character of the the-
ological arguments and conclusions; if man really
wishes the good or God’s will as a substantial good
for its own sake, this will should destroy his will for
sensuous gratification (Fichte, 1849, p. 162).

The viewpoint of the sensuous man can, Fichte
believes, only be overcome if the criterion of genu-
ine morality is proclaimed to be the absence of the
affection of one’s own self-dependence, love of it
and faith in it (Fichte, 1849, pp. 153-154). This crite-
rion is the abyss that separates the two lower posi-
tions of a possible spiritual worldview, where this
affection and this love are recognized and cultivat-
ed, from the higher positions where they are extin-
guished by “subjection to a sacred Law” (Fichte,
1849, p. 142). In approaching this abyss or this the-
oretical frontier, the presentation of the five world-
view positions is confronted with great difficulties
and cannot avoid paradoxes. Only the first of these
difficulties is due to the fact that the matter about
to be presented is unknown to the majority of peo-



XY, M3JI0KEeHVe TISTEPVILIBI TIO3NUIINI MUPOBO33PEHIIs
CTaJIKVBAeTCS C OOJIBIIVIMY TPYZHOCTSIMI M HEe MOXKET
n30exXarp IapagokcoB. TorIbKo IiepBoe M3 3TUX 3aTpya-
HeHMV 0OyCJIOBJIeHO TeM, YTO IOofjIeXXalast 3ech M3-
JIOKEHVIO MaTepusl Her3BeCcTHa OOJIBIIMHCTBY JIIOfer
TPeThev 310XV MVPOBOTO BpeMeHM «HV 10 COOCTBEHHO-
My IYXOBHOMY OIIBITY, HU TIOHACJIBIIIKe» (DuxTe, 1997,
c. 103). I'taBHOE BO3MOXHOe 371eCh HEIOpa3yMeHve — He
TICVIXOJIOI I9ECKOT 0, & COIlepyKaTelIbHOIO XapaKTepa: OHO
BO3HMKaeT y unTaresievt DuxTe, 110 IpeJICTaB/IeH IO KO-
TOPBIX IIpeorioJIeHe agcpexiia cCOOCTBEHHOVI CaMOCTO-
ATeJIBHOCTY, Bepb. B Hee M 410061 K Hel IIperrioaraeT
IIpeoioJieHie 1 yTallleHue cAmoil 1o cebe aBTOHOMUM
Y CaMOCTOSATEJIBHOCTY, CyOCTaHIIMaIbHOV cBOOOIBI f,
KoTopas ObL1a 171 PrixTe B paHHVE €ro TOMbI CoIepKa-
HIEeM HpaBCTBEHHOTO IIPVHIIMIIA, CMBICJIOM ¥ IIEJIBIO
HPaBCTBEeHHOM JIesITeJIbHOCTH, a TIOTOMY I BCeMVPHO
vcropun. V1 ecit 3To B caMoM [iejle Tak, TO KaK OTHO-
CUTBCS KO BceMy HalvcaHHoMY dvstocodpoM mo 1800 1.2
A ecsit He TaK, TO KaK BO3MOXXHO y[epXKaTb CaMOCTOS-
TestpHOe S OT adpdekTa cOOCTBEHHOVI CAaMOCTOSTeIbHO-
ctn? YroOrI 1130eXaTh B JaHHOM «KyJIBMMUHAIIVOHHON
TOUYKe» CTOJIb 3HAUMTEIPHBIX HepgopasyMenmyi, Ovixre
VIMEHHO 37Iech oOpallaeTcsl K BBISICHEHWIO MeTadmsu-
YeCKOr'o CTaTyca cBOOOBI 1 CAMOCTOSI TEITBHOCTIA

CB000ma caMOMCTOIKOBAHMSI,
mosiaraeMasi caMmum AOGCOJII0OTOM

AOcormoTHOe OoXXecTBeHHOe OBITVE B CBOEV BHY-
TpeHHeV CYITHOCTY, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO CYIIEeCTBYeT, IIpo-
OUTCs Ha AT HO3VUIVI MUPOBO33PeHVIs,, HO 3T IIATh
TIO3UIINY B3aVIMHO WCKJIIOYAIOT APYT Apyra Kak ro-
CIIOIICTBYIOIIVE B MI3BECTHOM MOMEHTE BpeMeHV, a II0-
TOMY 3Ta IISITEPUIIA B 1IEJIOM, TIOCKOJIBKY OHa MBICIIUTCS
KaK HaIlOJIHSIOIas co0Ooro IyIsiiieecs BpeMsi, MBICIINT-
sl OTHIOIB He KaK IeVICTBUTeIIbHAS, HO JINIIb KaK BO3-
MoxkHast (Tam xe). B oTHOIIeHM KaXXIom 13 popM M-
POBO33peHVIs OBITVIE JINIIIb MOXcett OBITh IIOHSTO TaKUM
00pa30oM, HO BOBce He 00513aTeSTbHO 00.1kH0 0bi11b TTOHSI-
To Tak. Camo ke enHOe OBITVE HeOoIIpenesIeHHO B OT-
HOITIEHNM K JTAHHOMY CTIOCOOY ero TIOHVMMAaHUs; peaslb-
HOCTB OBITVISI €CTh B TOM OTHOIIEHWN H104b6K0 B03MOXK-
nocms (Duxte, 1997, c. 108). CaMmmM cBOVIM CyIIleCTBOBa-
HyeM 0OXecTBeHHOe OBITVe IIoJIaraeT, CJIemoBaTeTbHO,
«CBOOOY ¥ CaMOCTOSITEIILHOCTD €T0 IOHMMAaHMS VIV
crioco0a, KakmM pedrieKTUPYIOT 0 HeM» (Tam xe), 11 1o-
JlaraeT KaK He3aBVICMYIO OT OBITHS 1 eT0 BHYTpeHHe
cymrHocTu. beiTie cobemBennont cBoeil cu01l TIoNaraeT
BHe ceba camoeo cBODOIY M CaMOCTOSITEIIBHOCTE ped-
JIEKCUM O cede, VIV MCTOJIKOBaHMS cebs. AGCooTHOe
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ple of the third age of world time “either by its own
spiritual experience, or even by hearsay” (Fichte,
1849, p. 145). The main possible misunderstand-
ing is not psychological, but substantive; it aris-
es among those readers of Fichte who believe that
overcoming the affection of one’s own self-depen-
dence, faith in and love of it presuppose the over-
coming and extinguishing of the autonomy and
independence themselves, of that substantial free-
dom of the I which was for Fichte in his early years
the content of the moral principle, the meaning and
goal of moral activity and therefore of universal his-
tory. If this is really so, what is one to make of what
the philosopher wrote before 1800? And if this is not
so, how can one possibly restrain a self-dependent
I from the affection of its own self-dependence? To
avoid such important misunderstanding at this cru-
cial point Fichte chooses this place to address the
issue of the metaphysical status of freedom and
self-dependence.

Freedom of Self-Interpretation Posited
by the Absolute

The Absolute existence of God is inherently di-
visible, inasmuch as it exists, into five worldview
positions, but these five positions are mutually ex-
clusive as they predominate at a certain point in
time, so that the five positions as a whole, because
they are thought of as filling the progressing time,
are not contemplated as real, but as merely possi-
ble positions (cf. Fichte, 1849, p. 145). Being, within
each particular form of worldview, just may be un-
derstood in this particular way, but does not nec-
essarily have to be so understood. The single being
itself is uncertain with respect to this method of un-
derstanding it; the reality of being is thus only a pos-
sibility (Fichte, 1849, p. 151). The divine being posits
therefore, by its very existence, “the existence of a
Freedom and Independence in the mode of its ac-
ceptation, or in the way in which it is reflected”
(ibid.), and posits it as being independent from be-
ing and from its inner essence. Being by its own force
posits outside itself freedom and independence of re-
flection on itself or interpretation of itself. The Abso-
lute Being “regards itself as this Absolute Freedom
and Independence in the mode of its own accep-
tation” (ibid.), as independence from its own inner
being. Being posits itself as such outside itself and
independently from itself. It posits itself as such,
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ObITHE «TI0CTaBIISET caMO cebsl. .. KaK 3Ty abCOIIIOTHYIO
cBODOOIly M CaMOCTOSITEIIBHOCTh IIOHMMATh cebs» (Tam
Ke), KaK He3aBUCUMOCTh OT CBOEro ke COOCTBEHHOTO
BHYTpeHHero ObITus. BeITre 1osiaraer cebst Kak Tako-
Boe BHe cebsI caMOoro v B He3aBUCHMOCTH OT ceDsl caMo-
ro. OHo nosiaraeT cebsl KaK TaKOBOE, HO 3TO He 3HAUWT,
YTO OHO TBOPWUT HEYTO IIPeXJie He ObIBIIIee: OHO caMO
B M13BECTHOVI YacTV CBOEV OOYCIIOBJIEHHOVI €T0 SIBJIEH-
eM (pOpMEI 1 eCTh 3Ta «CBOsI COOCTBEHHas cBOOOJIa BHe
cebs1 camoro» (Tam >xe). BerTue mostaraer cedst kak cBo-
0oy M caMOCTOSATEIIBHOCTD pedpyIeKCHy, 3HAaYUT, OHO
otersieT cedsl B ObITMM OT ceOsl B IIPOSIBIIEHNI U CYIIie-
CTBOBAHUM W, SIBJISISICH VI OTKPBIBAsICh, M3bIMaeT cels 13
ce0s1 caMoro 1 ITOCTOJIBKY YMMPAET ISt cebst caMoro, HO
JIVIIb JIJISL TOTO, YTOOBI BO3BPATUTBCS B Ce0sl, IIPUNTHI
K cebe 1 BocKpecHYTb 117151 >km3HM (TaM xe). CBeT, KOTO-
PBIVI eCTh BceoOlIlee oIperiesieHie CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS VIV
co3HaHMs, oDOpalljaeTcss Ha caMoro ceOs, oTpakaercs
v pedpirextupyetcs. @opma xe pedriexcum ects 1.
Takvum obpasom, OoxecTBeHHOe OBITME HEOOXOIV-
MO TIOJIaraeT «CaMOCTOSTe/IbHOe U cBODomHOoe SI» Kak
4yacTb (POPMBI CBOETO SIBJIEHUS MJIV OTKPOBEHMS, «ald-
COJIFOTHOVT (POPMBI», M 3TO He KaKas-TO MaJIO3Ha4u-
TeJIbHAs, IIYCTh [Ia’Ke M HeOTheMJIeMasl 4acTb 3TOM
dpopMasIbHOVI OIIpeiesIeHHOCT sBJIeHMsI boXecTBa,
HO CaMOCTOsITeJIbHOE 1 cBODOIHOE S eCcTh «IoIMHHAaS
TOYKA OPraHMYECKOro eIVHCTBA abCOIIOTHO (POPMBI
abcorroTHovE cymHOCTM> (Tam xe). Ecyu ciipasBeniviBo,
YTO «caM BOr... He MOXeT YCTPaHWUTb... aDCOIIIOTHOIO
amsHME cymHocT ¢ dpopmon» (Puxre, 1997, c. 106),
TO M BC&, YTO C HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO CJIE[lyeT M3 BHY TPeH-
HeVI CYIITHOCTY OOXXeCTBEHHOI'0 ObITIIS, He MOXeT OBITh
yTallleHO, YIIPa3IHEeHO M YHUUYTOXEHO JlaXe CaMUM
BoroM, HO ITOJDKHO OBITH IIPM3HAHO CYIIECTBYIOIIVM
«110 Bosie bora camoro». Beisoz: «Cobozia ocToBepHO
VI TIOVICTMHE CYILIECTBYET, VI OHA CaMa eCTh KOPeHb BCS-
KOTO CYIIeCTBOBaHMS»; OIHAKO, Oymyun docmobeproi
PeasIbHOCTBIO, OHA He VIMEET HenocpedcmbeHHOt pealb-
HOCTM: «PeaJIBHOCTb JOCTUTAET B HEVl JIVIIIb BO3MOX-
HocTm» (Puxte, 1997, c. 108). Vtak, miepsblit apamoKe
duxre 0 cBOOOIE I1aCKUT: cBODOIA €CTh, HO OHA He eCTh
IIpe/ieIIbHAS U HETIOCPe/ICTBEHHAS PEaJIbHOCTD, a TOJIb-
KO HeOTheMJIEMOE YC.A061e B03MOKHOCTIU PeaAbHOCTIU.
WTak, caMOCTOSITeJIBHOCTh M CBODOma fI ecTh He-
OTBEMJIEMBIVI MOMEHT €ro OBITMS, TIOCKOJIBKY 3TO ObI-
TVe SBJISETCS, T.€. CYIIeCTBYeT, a B HEIIOCPEICTBEHHOM
CO3HAHMM BCSKOTO OBITVSI HEOOXOMMMO IIPVICYTCTBYET
711000Bb VIV adpPEKT ITOro OBITHS; TIO3TOMY, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky VIMeeTcsl HeIOCPENCTBEHHOEe CO3HaHMe CaMOCTOS-
TEJIBHOCTM ¥ CBOOOIBI S KaK BO3MOXXHOCTW €TrO IIpO-
SIBJIEHMS BO BPEMEHM, TIOCTOJIBKY HeOOXOIVIMO MMeeT-
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but this does not mean that it creates something that
was not before: “It is itself, in this portion of Form,
its own Freedom external to itself” (ibid.). Being pos-
its itself as freedom and independence of reflection,
hence it separates itself in being from itself in mani-
festation and existence and, appearing and opening
up, extracts itself from itself and to that extent dies
for itself, but only to return into itself, come to it-
self and resurrect itself. Light, which is a universal
definition of existence or consciousness, turns upon
itself and is reflected. The form of reflection is the I.

Thus, the divine being presupposes “a free and
independent I” as part of the form of its appearance
or revelation, “the Absolute Form”, and this is not
some insignificant, even though inalienable part of
this formal definiteness of the appearance of the De-
ity, but the free and independent I is “the peculiar
organic central-point of the Absolute Form of Abso-
lute Being” (ibid.). If it is true that “God himself [...]
cannot throw off this absolute blending of Essence
with Form” (Fichte, 1849, p. 148), then everything
that necessarily follows from the inner essence of
the divine being cannot be extinguished, abolished
and destroyed even by God Himself, but must be
recognised to be existing “by the will of God Him-
self.” Conclusion: “Freedom does certainly and tru-
ly exist, and is itself the very root of Existence,” but,
being an authentic reality, it does not have immedi-
ate reality: “in it Reality proceeds only the length
of Possibility” (Fichte, 1849, pp. 151-152). Thus,
Fichte’s first paradox on freedom reads: Freedom
exists, but it is not the ultimate and immediate real-
ity, but merely an inalienable condition of the possibil-
ity of reality.

Thus the self-dependence and freedom of the I
is an inalienable element of its being because this
being appears, i.e. exists, and the immediate con-
sciousness of any being must include love or af-
fection of this being; thus, inasmuch as there is an
immediate consciousness of the self-dependence
and freedom of the I as the possibility of its man-
ifestation in time, there is also of necessity the af-
fection of its self-dependence, faith in it and love
for it (cf. Fichte, 1849, p. 152). However, manifesta-
tion in time is of crucial importance because mani-
festation is a transition from possibility to reality,
actualisation, self-realisation, in other words fulfil-
ment (Vollendung) of a possibility. Freedom of the
I is merely the possibility of worldview positions,
and there are only five such positions; therefore if



cst TakKe 1 adPeKT K 3TOVM CaMOCTOSITEIIBHOCTY, Bepa
B Hee 11 J1I000Bb K Hewt (Puxte, 1997, c. 109). [Iposabaenue
6o Bpemeniu eCTb, MEXXAY TeM, IIPUHITVIIVATBHO BaKHBIN
MOMEHT: MO0 IIPOsIBJIEHVIE €CThb ITepexoy], OT BO3MOXKHO-
CTU K JIeVICTBUTEIILHOCTY, pean3alys, CaMOOCYIIecT-
BJIEHVIe, MHBIMM cjloBaMu — cosepireHme (Vollend-
ung) Bo3MoxxHOCTH. CBOOOMA S €CTh TOJIBKO BO3MOX-
HOCTB TIO3VMLIVIT MUPOIIOHVMAaHWS, & VX TOJIBKO ITSITH;
II0O3TOMY TOT, KTO COBEPIILIT BOCXOXK/IEHNE II0 STOM IIs-
TEPUIHON «CXeMe», cofepuitiin 603M0KHOCb, TIEpeBens
ee B JIeVICTBUTENIFHOCTb, VCUYepITaeT CBOIO CITOCOOHOCTH
caMopeaM3anuy, «Mepy cBoer cBobombr» (Tam xe),
VI TIO3TOMY ZIJII HETO y>Ke He OCTaeTCs CYIeCTBEHHOV,
KOPEHHOV M M3Ha4aJIbHOVI cBoOOmbl. Ero «ocobenHoe
SI» mepecTaeT OBITH CyOCTaHITVETI VI CPEIOTOYVEM €ro
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O MMpa, IIOTOMY YTO OH OCYIIECTBIISeT
He CBOe 0CODEHHOe, HO MIeaTbHOe ObITIe, OTHOCUTEITh-
HO KOTOPOI'O €ro COOCTBEHHOE CYIIeCTBOBaHME 11 €ro
cobcTBeHHas CBOOOIIA IIPEICTAIOT OTHBIHE KaK IIPOCTOe
opynue. HpaBcTBeHHas 1e4TeIbHOCTD Ha 3TOVI CTYyIIe-
HVI yKe He eCTb peasIV3aLyis JINIIb MaTepyaIbHOM CBO-
60omb1 caMocTV IV (pOPMaTBHOVI aBTOHOMMUY CyObeKTa
MOPAJIBHOIO 3aKOHa — KakK JIeATeTbHOCTb BO BpeMeHT,
OHa TIOTHMMAETCS Tellepb BhIIIle TOVI 00JIacTH, Ie 3TO
BpeMsI TI0JIy4aeT HarloJIHEHVIE OT «OCOOeHHOro S» v
coobrecTBa Takux S, vy rae KoHewHOoe S BooGpaka-
eT ceDs He HYXXIAOIIVIMCS B MaTepuaIbHOM 3aKOHOMIA-
TeJIBCTBE ¥ 3aKOHOJaTesIe: II03TOMY CBOOOIBI KaK BO3-
MOYXHOCTW, K KOTOPOVI 0cO0eHHOe $1 MOTyI0 OBI VICITBITHI-
BaTh aPEKT, «I10 Ty CTOPOHY 3TOrO MSATEPUIHOTO IIPO-
OrieHMs» (TaM ke) HeT. TakoB BTOPOI ITapaioKC PyIXTeB-
CKOVI TPAaKTOBKM CBOOOIBI S1: cBOOOIIA Kak BO3MOXKHOCTB
caMOpeaIM3aIiuyl eCTb TOJIBKO B OTHOIIEHUN K IISTU
TTO3VIIVISIM Ty XOBHOVI XXM3HY B 11€JI0M, HO ee HeT II0 Ty
CTOPOHY 3TOVI IISITEPULIBI, KaK M Ha KaXKI0V OTAeJIbHOM
TTO3VIIMV MUPOBO33PeHMs, CTOPOHHMK KOTOPOVI HpaB-
CTBEHHO 00s13aH OBITH abCOJIFOTHO IIOCIIEfIOBATEIIEH
B PacKpbITUVL €€ COOeP>KaHUIA.

AddexTUBHBIN «<KOPEHBb XXU3HM»
3BIE€MOHVICTa M CTOMKa / KaHTMaHIIa

KoneuHoe X1Boe CyIIecTBO BOCIPMHWIMAET ceOs
IOHaYaly KaK OIIpele/leHHBIM oOpasoM odopMIleH-
HOe, 1JIN, TO9Hee, odopmirieMoe pedprieKcrert Cylile-
CTBOBaHMeE. HOC—)TOMY r-IyBCTBeHHI:IVI YeJjiIoBeK IInTaeT
7TI000Bb K 3TOMY CBOEMY OPraHMYeCKOMY CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHMIO VI BEPUT B HETO KaK B ITOCJITHIOI PeasIbHOCTb.
DTOVI TOUKe 3peHNs CBOOOIBI PYCYIIa Ollpeie/leHHas
dopma cebstrobuis, a iMeHHO adpeKT 1 IIpucTpacTme
K CBOeVl cyry0o «maTepuasibHO» cBoboie 1 caMoCTo-
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anyone has completed the ascent according to this
fivefold “scheme”, he has at the same time complet-
ed the round of Possibility and transformed it into Re-
ality, exhausted his capacity for self-realisation, “he
has exhausted his estate of Freedom” (Fichte, 1849,
p- 153), and therefore for him there is no substan-
tial, radical and primal freedom left. His “particular
I” ceases to be the substance and focus of his moral
world because he implements not his particular but
an ideal being, with respect to which his own exis-
tence and his own freedom are now mere tools.
Moral activity at this stage is no longer only a reali-
sation of material freedom of selfthood or formal au-
tonomy of the subject of the moral law — as activity
in time it rises now above the areas where time is
filled by a “particular I” or a community of such I's,
or where the finite | imagines that it has no need for
any material legislation or law-maker; therefore “be-
yond that five-fold division” (Fichte, 1849, p. 152)
there is no freedom as possibility, for which the par-
ticular I could feel an affection. Such is the second
paradox of Fichte’s treatment of freedom of the I:
freedom as the possibility of self-realisation exists
only with regard to the five positions of spiritual life
as a whole, but it does not exist beyond this five-fold
division or at every specific position of worldview
whose adherent has a moral obligation to be ab-
solutely consistent in revealing its contents.

The Affective “Root of Life”
of the Eudaemonist and of the Stoic/Kantian

A finite living being initially perceives itself as
existence formed or rather being formed by reflec-
tion. Therefore the sensuous man experiences love
for its organic existence and believes in it as the ul-
timate reality. This view of freedom is marked by a
certain form of self-love, viz. affection and attach-
ment to its strictly “material” freedom and self-de-
pendence. A finite intelligent being who makes this
worldview his own feels the need to maintain his
existence formed in the above way. The being feels
pleasure inasmuch as this need is met, which con-
solidates his “need of a certain and determinate
Form of our Life” and accordingly the desire to meet
it is “in determinate, and by means of determinate
objects” (Fichte, 1849, p. 154). Because the idea of re-
ality stops at and is consolidated on the concept of
a materially self-dependent I as the subject of sen-
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saTesbHocTH. KoHeYHOe pasyMHOe CyIecTBo, IIPUHSIB-
Illee TAaHHYIO TOYKY MUPOIIOHVMMAHMS 3a CBOIO, VICITBI-
ThIBaeT IOTPEOHOCTH B TIOMJIEP>KaHWUI CBOEro, MMEHHO
TaK 0OPMIIEHHOTO, CylllecTBOBaHVS. [I0CKOIBKY 3Ta
HOTpeOHOCTD  YHAOBJIETBOPSETCS, CYIIECTBO WICIIBITHI-
BaeT HacnmaxpaeHue (@uxre, 1997, c. 110), 1 310 3aKpe-
IDISeT B HeM «II0OTPeOHOCTD B M3BECTHOM ¥ OIIpererieH-
HOM 00JIVIKe HAIIIeVl XXVI3HI» ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, BjIeue-
HUe K ee yIOBJIETBOPEHUIO «B OIpele/IeHHbIX 00BeK-
Tax ¥ ¢ IIOMOIITBIO OIIpefieJIeHHBIX 00BbeKTOB» (DuxTe,
1997, c. 111). ITockoibKy >ke IpeAcTaBIIEHNE O PeaIbHO-
CTV OCTaHaBJIVIBAETCS M YTBEPXKIaeTcs 371eCh Ha ITOHS-
TUV O MaTepVaIbHO CaMOCTOATEILHOM 5] Kak cyObek-
Te YyBCTBEHHOI'O YIIOBJIETBOPEHVIS, IIOCTOJIBKY 3TVM
K€, BIIOJIHE SMIIVIPVYECKVM II0 XapaKTepy, HOHSTVEM
OIIpenerIseTcs 311eCh 1 OOBEKTMBHOE COllep’KaHMe 3TO-
TO BJIEYEHM K CIaCThIO / OJTaXeHCTBY, T.e. cOCTaB 00b-
€KTOB, €T0 JIOCTABJISIOMIVIX. A IIOCKOJIBKY camo S1 TIoHy-
MaeTcsi KaK UyBCTBEHHBIVI CyOBEKT, OHO B TeYeHe JKI3-
HU IIOCTOSIHHO M3MEHSETCS, a C HUM 3aKOHOMEPHO Me-
HsIeTCs TaKXe U TIOHSTYE 3TOro cyOpeKkTa o cuactee /
O/1a’KeHCTBe, ¥ HaKOHeL] YyBCTBEHHBIV YeJIOBeK YOex-
IaeTcs, Y4TO IIOCTOBEPHO YCTAaHOBUTB, KaKOW OOBEKT
IIPUHOCUT HafleXXHOe YIOBJIETBOpEHNE, HEBO3MOXKHO,
7 BMECTO ITOJIOXKMUTEIIHHOTO Mjleala COBOKYITHOIO UyB-
CTBEHHOTI'O YIIOBJIETBOPEHVIS yTBEPXK/IaeTcs Ha ieasle
MaKCMMaJIBHO BO3MOXXHOIO YCTPAaHEHWS UyBCTBEHHOM
Gorm ¥ cTpagaHWs TPV yIOBIIETBOPEHMY BcexX BOobIIe
IIPaKTIYECKN JIOCTVXKMMBIX TIOTpebHOCTeN. DTOT mle-
aJl, BIIpoueM, OKa3bIBaeTCs COBEPIIIEHHO ITYCThIM 1 HEO-
IIpeiesIeHHBIM, (POPMaJIbHBIM VI OTBJIEYEHHBIM, BCJII-
CTBVIE Uero, Kak IoKas3ajla VICTOPUS IPedecKo STUKM,
yUWUTeIIb CYaCThbsl MOXKET C JIETKOCTBIO 11 0e3 IIpOoTumBO-
peunii oKa3aTbCs «y4InTeIIEM CMEPT.

KoHeuHoe X1BOe CyIecTBO MOXeT BOCIPUHMMATD
ceDst 11 JTIOOUTE celst TakKe 1 KaK CyOheKT MOpaJIbHOTO
3aKOHa, T.e. He KaK YyBCTBEHHOe OpraHMYecKoe eIyH-
CTBO, ABVDKVIMOE MaTepMaJIbHBIM cebsuTroOreM, HO Kak
BCeoOIIyI0 CBOOOIYy ¥ CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOCTD, CIIOCO0-
HYIO OTBJIEYBCSI OT 3TOrO CeOsITIOONS 1 HeVICTBUTENIb-
HYIO JIMIIb B MEpY TOro, HACKOJIBKO OHa He CTPeMMUT-
Csl HYI K KaKOVI 11eJI MaTepuaIbHOTO YAOBJIETBOPEHIS.
B TakoM ciIydae OHO M30MpaeT «TOUKY 3peHMs 3aKOHO-
COOOpa3HOCTI», KOTOpasi eCTh TaKXKe ITO3UIINS aHTWY-
HOTO CTOMIIM3MA M KaHTMaHCcTBa. [lockoibKy aTa dop-
MaJIbHasi cBoOozIa pasyma’ ycMaTpuBaeT CBOe JOCTOMH-
CTBO B CITOCOOHOCTW IIOBVHOBEHMS 3aKOHY, a He B UyB-
CTBEHHOV CKJIOHHOCTV, IIOCTOJIBKY 3TO (POpMajIbHOe

7 O cMBICTIe I MecTe (POPMaIIBHOVI CBOOOIIBI B PaHHEVI 3TIYECKOV
xoHnermym Puxre cm.: (Fonnesu, 1999, p. 259 —262).
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suous satisfaction the same patently empirical con-
cept determines the objective content of the desire
for happiness / bliss, i.e. the range of objects that
deliver happiness. As far as the I is understood as a
sensible object, it constantly changes over the course
of its life, and with it changes quite naturally also
the subject’s notion of what constitutes happiness /
bliss, so that the sensuous man eventually comes
to the conclusion that it is impossible to determine
which object brings durable happiness, and settles
instead of a positive ideal of integral sensuous sat-
isfaction for the ideal of maximum possible elimi-
nation of sensuous pain and suffering in meeting all
his practically achievable needs. This ideal, howev-
er, turns out to be completely hollow and indetermi-
nate, formal and abstract, in consequence of which,
as the history of ancient Greek ethics has shown, the
teacher of happiness can easily and seamlessly turn
into “a teacher of death.”

A finite living being can also perceive himself
and love himself as a subject of moral law, i.e. not
as a sensuous organic entity driven by material self-
love, but as general freedom and self-dependence
that can renounce this self-love and is valid only to
the extent to which it does not seek any kind of ma-
terial satisfaction. In this case it chooses the “view-
point of conformity to the law,” which is also the
position of ancient Stoicism and modern Kantian-
ism. As far as this formal freedom of the reason® sees
its virtue in the ability to abide by the law and not
by sensuous inclination, this formal self-conscious-
ness of freedom and self-dependence is a sign of
the “renunciation of the Sensual Will” (Fichte, 1849,
p- 158) and insofar some higher form of moral con-
sciousness. At the same time this renunciation of the
sensual will rules out any moral right of the Stoic to
seek happiness/bliss and achieve it and — if only
this “standpoint of legality” is vivid enough within
him the very need for sensuously determined happi-
ness/bliss (Fichte, 1849, p. 156). The Stoic’s freedom
is formal because it does not rely on inclination; but
for that same reason it is also “empty and without
aim” (ibid.). The Stoic has to define, and in fact, to
tie up, to inhibit and to tame his formal freedom;
but the reason why he has to tie and tame it is pre-
cisely because, according to his own premise, his

8 On the sense and significance of formal freedom in Fichte’s
early ethical doctrine cf. Fonnesu (1999, pp. 259-262).



CaMOCO3HaHMe CBOOOHIBI WM CaMOCTOSTEIBHOCTW CIIy-
XWUT IIPU3HAKOM «OTPeUeHNs OT BOJIV 4yBCTBEHHOVI»
(Puxre, 1997, c. 113), 11 HOCTOIBKY OHO ecTh Oojlee BbI-
cokast popmMa HpaBCTBEHHOro co3HaHMs. OgHAKO B TO
JXe BpeMs 3TO OTBJIeUeHVIe OT YyBCTBEHHO adppurimpo-
BaHHOV BOJIV VICKJTIOUaeT JIJIsi CTOMKa BCSIKOe MOopaslb-
HOe IIPaBO CTPEMUTBCS K CYacThIo / OJ1aXkeHCTBY M HO-
CTWTaTh €ro, a PV JOCTaTOUHOV XXMBOCTVL «TOUKM 3pe-
HVISL IPaBOTEl» — VI CAMyIO IIOTPeOHOCTh B UyBCTBEH-
HO OIpefiesleHHOM c4acTbe / OrmakeHcTBe (Duxte, 1997,
c. 112). Ceobopna cTorka dpopMaIbHa, IIOCKOJIBKY JIMIIIE-
Ha OTIOpBI Ha CKJIOHHOCTB; HO II03TOMY JXKe OHa «IIyCTa
Y He “MeeT HarlpasiieHns» (Tam xe). CToMK BBIHYXIIEH
OIIpeNeJINTE, a B CYLIHOCTY — CBSI3aTh, CKOBATh VI yCMU-
pUTH CBOIO (POpMaJIbHYIO CBOOOTY; HO CBSI3BIBATE 1 yC-
MUPSATB ee OH IIPUHYXIeH MMeHHO IIOTOMY, 9TO, ITO €r0
coOCTBEHHOV! IIPENTIOCEUIKE, er0 HpaBCTBEHHas CBOOO-
71a COCTOUT B CIIOCOOHOCTV TaK>Ke V1 He TIOBMHOBAThCs 3a-
KOHY (MHad4e, KaK 3aMeuaeT caM DrxTe, Bce KOHUIMIIOCh
OBbI XOJIOMHBIM V1 OeCIIpUCTPacTHBIM IIPUTOBOPOM O 3a-
KOHOCOOOPa3HOCTM VIV IIPOTMBO3aKOHHOCTY HalIIIeTo
oOpasa IeVICTBIIL; HO CTOMK BJIIOOJIEH B CBOIO (pOpMaiIb-
HYIO CBOOOIy 11 IIOTOMY IIperiounTaeT ObITh cooOpas-
HBIM 3aKOHY, HeXeJIn 3aKOHoIpecTynHMKoM). OH Xxo-
Tes1 OBl IPMAATE eVl cofepkaHue 1 HallpaBIeH!e, HO U3
cyrybort popMBI 3aKOHA 3TO Colep’KaHVe TIOUepIIHy Th
HEBO3MOXKHO, a KpOMe 3aKOHa B MOPaIbHOM CO3HAHUM
CTOMYECKOI'o TUIIA €CTh TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHAs MaKC-
Ma, MakKCMMa e 3Ta eCTb IOPOXIEHHBINI UyBCTBEH-
HBIM ceOsuTIo0veM IIPYHITNIL [IeVICTBOBATh B IHTepecax
yTBEPXKIIEeHMs «COOCTBEHHOr0 OBITVS» CyOBeKTa 3aKOHa
(Tam xe). [TosToMy «HeM3MeHHO HaJIMYHas BOJIS» CTO-
VIKa He COBIIaIaeT C «BOJIeV COBEPIIIEHHOr0 OOXecTBeH-
Horo cymectBoBaHvs» (Puxre, 1997, c. 112—113), ona
He COBITa/IaeT JJa’ke — ¥ He MOXKeT COBITaCTb — C ITpak-
TUYECKUMM CIIEfICTBUSIMU VIM CaMVMM TOPYKeCTBEHHO
yTBepXaaeMoro addeKTa 3aKoHa.

YyscTBeHHOe cebsmmobme  «keaeT  0dOpMIIeH-
HOVI OIlpefleJIeHHBIM 00pa3soM JXV3HW», OXWIAeT CBOe-
IO yJIOBJIETBOPEHMs 1 CYacThsl / OrlaXkeHCTBa KakK COBO-
KYITHOT'O yIIOBJIETBOPEHWSI OT OIIpefe/IeHHOro O0beKTa
I 00BEKTOB; TIO3TOMY CTpeMJIeHVie K OIIpejiesIeHHOM
dopme «cobcTBeHHOrO OBITHS» CyOBeKTa (Oy/p TO Kak
1yBCTBEHHO-TIOTPeOHOCTHOIO CyIIeCTBa WJIM K€ KakK
MPpaKTUYeCKM-Pa3yMHOV JIMYHOCTY BOOOIIE) KaK CIIO-
COOHOCTVI MOpPAJIBHOV IeSTeJIBHOCTY, €CTh CVIMIITOM
3TOTO YyBCTBEeHHOTO cebsunobns. KoneuHnasi 1ies1ib 4yB-
CTBEHHOIO YeJI0BeKa — «ero JIMYHOEe UYBCTBEHHOE CY-
mlectBoBaHme» (Puxte, 1997, c. 115), Bce xe mpouee —
VI B TOM 4micile (POPMBI, ITpaBiJIa U 3aKOHBIL, KOTOPbIe OH
TOTOB IIPU3HABaTh,— €CTb He 0oJlee UeM CPeCTBO I
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moral freedom consists in the ability not to obey the
law (otherwise, as Fichte himself notes, everything
would end up in a cold and impartial verdict on the
legality or illegality of our mode of action; but the
Stoic loves his formal freedom and prefers to be a
follower rather than a breaker of the law). He would
like to invest it with content and give it a direc-
tion, but the mere form of the law does not provide
such content, and apart from the law the moral con-
sciousness of the Stoic type has only the subjective
maxim, which is the principle engendered by sensu-
ous self-love: to act in order to assert the “individu-
al Being” of the subject of law (Fichte, 1849, p. 157).
Therefore the “actual will, ever present within”
a Stoic, is by no means identical with the “Will of
the perfect Divine Existence” (ibid.), it does not
and even cannot coincide with the practical conse-
quences of the affection of law which he solemnly
proclaims.

Sensuous self-love “requires a Life fashioned in
a particular way” (Fichte, 1849, pp. 160-161), expects
satisfaction and happiness/bliss as the integral sat-
isfaction from a certain object or objects; thus the
desire of a certain form of the subject’s “individu-
al Being,” be it as a sensuous need-driven creature
or as a practically reasonable personality in general,
is the ability to act morally, is a symptom of sensu-
ous self-love. The ultimate aim of the sensuous man
is “his personal sensual Existence” (Fichte, 1849,
p- 160), all the rest — including the forms, rules and
laws he is prepared to accept — is no more than a
means of achieving this goal. The ultimate goal of
the Stoic, “the man of law,” is fulfilment of the uni-
versal rational law of order and right and, while he
conceives this law as strictly formal, he neverthe-
less thinks of himself as a rational personality in the
sensible world. This view is necessary and true for
him because it is contained in the necessary form. It
remains even at the highest stages of spiritual life,
even if love and affection toward oneself as such
a personality diminish in the process of moral as-
cent. However, the Stoic is aware of being merely a
means toward achieving a higher moral goal and to
that extent partly overcomes his personal self-love:
his love and affection are no longer focused on his
moral personality as an autonomous subject.

The Stoic’s moral consciousness is a dramatic
roadfork: he still preserves the sensibly determined
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sToM 11esn. KoHewHasi 11eJ1b CTOMKa, «1eJIoBeKa 3aKOHa»,
€CThb VICIIOJIHEeHVe BCeoOIero pasyMHOro 3aKOHa IIO-
PpSAIKa M Ipasa, 1, Ipu3HaBasi 3TOT 3aKO0H cyrybo dop-
MaJIbHBIM, OH IIPV3HAET B TO K€ BpeMs caMoro ceOst ca-
MOOBITHBIM Pa3yMHBIM JIUIIOM B YYBCTBEHHOM MUpe.
Taxoe BoO33peHMe HEOOXOMMMO [1JII HETO ¥ WCTVHHO,
100 «3as10)KeHO B HeoOxomymornt popme» (Tam xe). OHO
COXpaHsIeTCs M Ha BBICIINIX CTYIIEHSIX Ty XOBHOV XWU3H,
Haxke ecjiu J1ii000Bb 1 adpdexT K cebe Kak TaKOMYy JIMITY
yramaeTcsi II0 Mepe IyXOBHOro BOocxoxzeHMs. OmHa-
KO CTOVIK ITpV3HaeT ceDs Bce JKe TOIIBKO CPeICTBOM IS
IOCTVDKEHVIS! BBICIIIEV HPaBCTBEHHOVI 11eJIV VI TIOCTOIb-
Ky OTYacTH IpeoyiosieBaeT JIMIHOe cebsyrrobue: ero JIo-
00Bp 1 adpdekT Ooslee He HaAIIpaBIeHBI Ha €ro HPaB-
CTBEHHYIO JIMYHOCTH KaK aBTOHOMHBIVI Cy OBEKT.
HpascTBeHHOE cO3HaHMe CTOMKA IIPENCTaBIIsSeT CO-
Oort mpamMaTIdecKyIo pa3BIJIKY: B HEM IIPOIOIDKaeT Cy-
II[eCTBOBATh YyBCTBEHHO OIIpeieieHHasI BOJIs (CyObek-
TMBHBIVI IIPVHIIVII BOJIEHsT), KOTOpasi, KaK MBI BUIEIV,
pangVKaIbHO HETOXIEeCTBEHHA «BOJIE COBEPIIEHHOI'O
BoxxecTBeHHOrO cyIiecTsoBaHMs» (DuxTe 1997, c. 113),
VI MOPaJIBHBIN ITadpoC CTOVKa (M KaHTMAHIIA) ecTb Oe3-
YCJIOBHOE HOJDKEHCTBOBaHME IIPMBECTU (paKTIdecKoe
BOJIEHVE B COOTBETCTBME C HOpPMaTWBHBIM (KaTeropu-
yecKuv MIiepaTus). [IprBecTy ke X B COOTBETCTBIE
OH MOXeT TOJIBKO HeKMM OCOOBIM aKTOM BOJIM (BOJIe-
BBIM pellleHVeM); «eCTeCTBeHHBIM ITOPSAIKOM» ero dpak-
TUYecKas BOJIA He JKeJIaeT TOro, Yero OHa JIOJDKHA Tpe-
OoBaTh COIIaCHO 3aKOHY VIMIIEPATVBHON HPaBCTBEH-
HocTy. ITosToMy 4yBCTBEHHO OIlperiejleHHas BOJIS Ca-
MO0 CTOVIKa, IIpV3HaBaeMasi VIM JIVIIb «HI3IIeN CIIo-
COOHOCTBIO JKeJIaHWI», OKa3bIBaeTCsl Ty KO IS Hero.
C mpyrovt CTOpOHBI, OH yCTaHaB/IMBaeT cebe MOpaslb-
HYIO BOJIIO KaK 0e3yCIIOBHBIV 3aKOH [171s (PaKTIIeCcKOv
BOJIV, KOTOpasl VICIIBITBIBAET €CTeCTBEHHYIO HEOXOTY
VICTIOJTHSITB 3TOT 3aKoH (TaMm >ke); mosTomy emy IIpmxo-
IUTCS «MOPaJIM3MPOBaTh», T.€. IO CYIIECTBY Ilepeco-
3HaTk, IIpeobpasnTh 3Ty PaKTIIeCKYIO BOJIIO, UTO PaB-
HOCVJIBHO IIPU3HAHMIO, YTO V1 CIIOCOOHOCTM K ITpaKTH-
YeCKOMY BOIUIOIIEHUIO TpeDOBaHMI VIMIIepaTMBHON
MOpaJIu y HETO «eCTeCTBEHHBIM TIOPSIKOM» HeT.
HakoHel1, cTOMK MOXeT yTBepAUTh HaJl, COO0I0 KaK
3aKOH TOJIBKO CBOIO JKe CyOBeKTMBHYIO MaKCUMY, KOJIb
CKOPO 13 BceoOI1Ievt popMbl 3aKOHOCOOOpa3HOCTII CAaMOVL
110 cebe HEBO3MOXKHO BBIBECTVI MaTepUaJIbHEIE IIPAKTV-
yecKye HOpMBbL. 1111 DPuxTe 3T0, B CyIITHOCTY, O3HaYaeT,
YTO, KOJIb CKOPO BCe TaKVie MaKCVMBI 9yBCTBEHHO OITpe-
TlesieHBl, CTOVK C IIPUCYIIUM eMy adpdekToM popMailb-
HOVI "1 BCeoOIIIeri CBOOOIBI ¥ CAMOCTOSATEIIBHOCTY XOTS
y>Ke He JKeJlaeT CaMOIIeJIbHOrO cyacThsi / OJiaXkeHCTBa
OT OIIpefieJIEeHHOTO pora OOBEKTOB, HO JKeJIaeT BCE Xe
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will (the subjective principle of volition) which,
as we have seen, is emphatically not the same as
“Will of the perfect Divine Existence” (Fichte, 1849,
p- 157), and the moral pathos of the Stoic (and
Kantian) is an unconditional duty to bring the fac-
tual volition in line with the normative one (cate-
gorical imperative). The only way he can bring them
thus in line is by a specific act of will (a decision of
will); “in the natural order of things” his actual will
does not want what it should demand in accordance
with the law of imperative morality. Therefore the
sensibly determined will of the Stoic which he con-
siders to be but “the lower faculty of desire” turns
out to be alien to him. On the other hand, he sets
the moral will as an unconditional law for the actual
will which is naturally reluctant to obey this law (cf.
Fichte, 1849, p. 157); therefore he has to “moralise”,
i.e. essentially re-create and transform the factual
will, which is tantamount to admitting that he has
no ability to practically comply with the imperative
morality “in the natural way.”

Finally, the Stoic may set only his own subjec-
tive maxim as the law for himself, as far as material
practical norms cannot be derived from the gener-
al form of normality. For Fichte this means in fact
that, inasmuch as all such maxims are sensibly de-
termined, the Stoic, with his affection for formal
and universal freedom and self-dependence, is, al-
though no longer desirous of happiness/bliss as
ends in themselves, does nevertheless desire certain
kinds of objects and “a Life fashioned in a particu-
lar way” (Fichte, 1849, p. 161). In Stoic morality, as
in the worldview of the sensuous man (though in a
different form), the I as the subject of law must still
“labour, by its own original self-activity, in mould-
ing itself to the perfect Form of Reality” (Fichte,
1849, p. 153), so he still preserves the affection of his
own self-dependence, the affection of the “particular
I” as a worthy subject of the law of freedom, faith
in and love for such a subject. An impulse towards
self-dependence and the self-consciousness of free-
dom remain in a Stoic, and at his stage of ascent this
consciousness does not deceive him, it is the truth.
The Stoic suppresses his sensuous inclinations and
motive, his love of the sensuous Self and his faith
in its reality, but he cannot after that remain without
any affection and without any love.



OIpeNeJIeHHOro pofa OOBEKTOB 7 IIOCTOJIBKY «0(POpM-
JIEHHOVI OIIpefieJIeHHbIM 00pa3oM Xi3Hu» (Puxte, 1997,
c. 115). B cTomdeckort Mopasnm, KaK M B MMUPOCO3epIia-
HWI 9yBCTBEHHOTO YesIoBeKa (IIyCTh M B VIHOM OOJIV-
Ke), 5l Kak CyOBeKT 3aKOHa BCE ellle «IOJDKHO C M3Ha-
YJaJIBHOV CaMOEATeIIBHOCTBIO TPYAUTBCS Hajl, CAMOCO-
TBOpeHMeM celsI K COBEpPIIIEHHOV PopMe peasTbHOCT
(Puxre, 1997, c. 109—110), a mOTOMY B HEM BCE elrle co-
xpaHsieTcst adpeKT coOCTBEHHOV caMOCTOSITEIIbHOCT,
adpdexT «ocobeHHOro SI» KaK JOCTOVTHOrO CyOBbeKTa 3a-
KOHa CBODOIB, Bepa B TaKOV CyOBEKT 11 JII00O0Bb K HEMY.
BrieueHMEe K caMOCTOATEIIBHOCTYM VI CAMOCO3HAHVE CBO-
OorIBI coXpaHseTCs B CTOMKE, VI Ha IIPYUCYIIEVT eMy I103M-
LMW TaKoe caMOCO3HaHMe He OOMaHEBIBaeT €ro, 3TO ca-
MOCO3HaHWe ecTb MCTHHa. CTOVMK IIOIaBIIseT B cebe Ty B-
CTBEHHBIE CKJIOHHOCTU I MOTVBBI, JIIOOOBb K UyBCTBEH-
HOVI CaMOCTM U Bepy B Hee KaK peaIbHOCTh, OIHAKO OH
He MOXXeT OCTaThCs IIOCTIe 3TOTro 0Oe3 Bcsakoeo agpgpexma
u 0e3 Beaxoil 11006

C ycoseprrieHcTBOBaHMEM Sl Kak cBOOOIIBI 1151 HETO
CTAHOBWTCSI BO3MOXKEH «BBICIIINIT aKT CBOOOIB® (Drix-
Te, 1997, c. 114): HEM3mme adPeKT, TF000Bb 1 Bepa 1cye-
3a10T’, CyOBeKT CBOOOIBI IepecTaeT OBITh «OCODEHHBIM
S» B OTBJIEUEHHOM OT OOXKECTBEHHOTO M aDCOJIFOTHOrO
OBITVIS CyIIIeCTBOBAaHMY, T.€. IIepecTaeT ObITh IIPOsIBiIe-
HVIEM JIVIITb CBOEVI COOCTBEHHOV CYIITHOCTM, CTAHOBSICh
4MCTOV TeodpaHel, a IOTOMY McUe3aeT ¥ CO3HaHVe KaK
MaTepuasIbHOV, TaK M Cyrybo ¢dopMabHOV CBOOOIBI
 camocTositestbHOCTU S1. Ecyti OBbI 9TO co3HaHWMe 371ech
COXPaHSIIOCh, OHO OBIJIO OBI TeTlephb MILTIO3VEN VI BUIV-

8 O cBs131 3TOTO BBICIIIETO aKTa CBOOOZIBI C KintoueBovt st drixre
vpeent «HasHadeHs destoseka» cM.: (Cymakos 1997, c. 381 —382).
° 3mech BaXHO, UTO VICUe3aeT 1 IIPeof0JIeBaeTCs IMEHHO VI TOJIb-
KO HW3IIas 410008y, HO HMKaK He HV3IIas CTYIIeHb Hpakmuky Kak
TaxoBast. [losromy VIBasibao, roBops 0 prIXTEeBCKOM pasIvyeHui
BTOPOVI M1 TPEThEVI ITO3MIINI MUPOBO33PEHIIs], TIO/TYePKIBaET, YTO
KaK 3/TeMeHTapHasi, WV «HW3I1ast», HpaBCTBeHHOCTh, TaK ¥ HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTP BBICIIIAsi ¥ IIOJIMHHASA CyTh «pa3/IndHble OPMBI pe-
aM3alyy MOPaJIbHOV IIpakTVKy». Cobrmonenme «a1eMeHTapHO
MOpaJIv» M HOpM IIpaBa «rapaHTIpPyeT He3aMeHVIMble IIPeIIoChUI-
KV MIHTePCy ObeKTMBHOT'O OTHOIIIEHVISI KaK TaKOBOT0», TIEVICTBIIE JKe
B JIyXe 3aKOHa «BBICIIIEVI STMYHOCTI» CITIOCOOCTBYET BOIUIOIIEHIO
MOpPaJIBHOVI MZIeV B ee IIOJTHOTe, BHyTpeHHe oborarrast pealbHOCTb
MHTepcyObeKkTMBHOTO oTHOMIeH (Ivaldo, 2002, S. 101 —102). Boc-
XOXIIeHVie Ha CTYIIeHb «BBICIIEVI HPaBCTBEHHOCTV» O3HadaeT
VI3MEHeHVIe «IIO3VLII MUPOBO33PeHs1», IlepeMeHy B CaMo- 1 MU-
POVCTOIIKOBaHMY, HO He yIpasiHeHVe KaKoro-mbo MOMeHTa
MPaKTUYeCKOro Jlyxa, JaXke ecyIM 3TOT MOMEHT, B3SThIVI CaM IIO
cebe, CJIy>)XUT OCHOBaHMEM HEKOVI BIIOJIHE OTHOCHUTEILHON «IIO-
svn». ITpy TakoM ITOHMMaHMYM OTHOIIIEHVE BTOPOVI VI TPEeThert
nosvrym y PrxTe oKas3bIBaeTCs BIIOJTHE aHAJIOTMIHBIM OTHOITIe-
HVIO IByX PyOpUK IIpakTryecKnx HopM y KaHTa, a iMeHHO HOpM,
OCHOBaHHBIX Ha HEMBICJIVIMOCTY VI HEXKeJIaTeJTbHOCTY VX ITPaKT-
YeCKOW ITPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOCTV COOTBETCTBEHHO («COBEPIIIEHHBIX»
V1 «<HeCOBepIIIeHHbIX» 00s13aHHOCTeVT B TepMmyHOsIorvm XVIII B.; 06
atoM cootHorrenv y Kanra cm.: Cymakos, 1998, c. 75—79).
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“The highest crowning act of Freedom”® (Fichte,
1849, p. 158) becomes achievable to him as he per-
fects his I as freedom; the lower affection, love and
faith disappear,'® the subject of freedom ceases to be
a “particular I” in an existence distracted from divine
and absolute being, i.e. ceases to be a mere manifes-
tation of one’s own essence, becoming a pure theoph-
any causing the disappearance of the consciousness
of both the material and the strictly formal freedom
and independence of the I. If this consciousness re-
mained, it would have been an illusion and appear-
ance, and yet it disappears only in order to make
room for higher consciousness, metaphysically gen-
uine affection, higher love and faith. By practically
eliminating his selfhood as genuine nihil and nega-
tion, the subject of freedom, which has thus over-
come, in a genuine practical abstraction, the power of
more or less refined sensuous self-love, attains “the
Third standpoint in the view of the World” — the
Higher Morality (Fichte, 1849, p. 159)."

° On the connection between this higher act of freedom and
Fichte’s crucial idea of the “destination of man” c¢f. Sudakov
(1997, pp. 381-382).

10" Tt is important to note that what disappears and is overcome
is only the lower love, but not the lower stage of practice as
such. Thus Ivaldo, speaking about Fichte’s division between
the second and third worldview positions, underlines that
both the elementary, or “lower” morality and the higher and
genuine morality are “different forms of realisation of moral
practice.” Compliance with “elementary morality” and legal
norms “guarantees indispensable prerequisites of inter-
subject relationship as such,” action in the spirit of the law of
“higher ethics” helps to implement the moral idea completely,
internally enriching the reality of inter-subject relationships
(Ivaldo, 2002, pp. 101-102). The ascent to the stage of “higher
morality” marks the change of the “worldview position,” the
change of interpretation of the self and the world, but it does
not abolish any part of the practical spirit even if that part taken
by itself is a basis for a certain quite relative “position.” In this
interpretation the relationship between the second and third
positions in Fichte turns out to be quite analogous to the two
rubrics of practical norms in Kant, that is, of norms based on
an impossibility to think and to will their practical opposition
respectively (“perfect” and “imperfect” duties in eighteenth-
century terminology). On this relationship in Kant see Sudakov
(1998, pp. 75-79).

' The prevailing opinion among researchers is that Fichte
reflects on this improvement of freedom, which makes the
ascent from the second to the third position possible, under
considerable influence of F.H. Jacobi. The relationship between
the two thinkers was of course controversial (see, for example,
Giovanni, 1997, pp. 257-258, 270); However, F. Fabbianelli who
studied the influence of Jacobi on the basis of his “Woldemar”
formulates quite rightly: “It is precisely because the moral
law does not indeed present for Jacobi the prime foundation
of the entire ethical system, but turns out to be something
relatively secondary, that Jacobi is capable of giving a lease of
life to the highest type of morality for which the law, to use
Fichte’s words, is not only an ordering, but also a creative law”
(Fabbianelli, 2000, p. 191).
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MOCTBIO, HO JIVIIIb [IJISI TOTO, YTOOBI IaTh MeCTO BBICIIIe-
My CO3HaHMIO, MeTadpu3MUecKy MOAIMHHOMY addek-
Ty, BBICIIIeVI JTIO0BU 1 Bepe. [IpakTndecknt yHUYITOXIB
CBOIO cCaMOCTb KaK IIofyIMHHOe nihil v oTpuitadme, cyon-
eKT CBOOOMIBI, IIPeoIoTIeBIINIL, TaKMM 00pa3oM, B IIOf-
JIVHHOV ITPaKTU49ecKov abCTpaKIIMM BJIacThb Oostee TIv
MeHee padpVMHVPOBAHHOTO YYBCTBEHHOTO ceOsrobus,
ycBamBaeT cebe «TPeThIO TO3UIIVIO MIPOBO33PeHIS» —
HIO3MLIVIO BEICIIIEVI HpaBcTBeHHOCTY (TaM xxe)™.

Pe3rome

Taxvm 0Opa3oM, pacKpbITVie CMBICIIA W COflepyKaHs
«BTOPOV TIO3VIIVIVI MWPOBO33PEHWMS», «TOUKWU 3PEHUS
HpaBOThI», B CAMOM Jlejle OKasbiBaeTcd y duxTe B ero
«HacTapiieHmm K 071a)KeHHOVI XXVI3HW» IIPEUMYIIIeCTBEH-
HO MeTadm3MuecKy! IOOKPeIIEHHOV TIOJIEMUKO C 3TH-
YeCKOVI TeOPert CTOMYeCKOro 1 KaHTuaHcKoro Tuma. Ilo
CYIIECTBY, BbIIBUTaeMble PUIOCOPOM IIoIeMIYecKiie
TOBOIBI CITY>KAT OIIOpaMI Il KITFOUEBOTO (XOTsI SKCILIV-
LMTHO 1 He IIpoBofnMoro MuixTe) paccy XIeHus O TOM,
Io4YeMy MopaIbHasi Teopus, IvleHeHHas «adpeKToM 3a-
KOHa», He SIBJISIeTCS VI He MOKeT OBITh BBIpaskeHVeM II0f-
JIVTHHOV M BBICITIEVI HDAaBCTBEHHOCT, «TPEThEV 03U
MWPOBO33pEHMs»: HEBO3MOXXHOCTh B HeVl MOIJIVIHHOTO
GecripricTpacTiss MOPaIbHO-TIPAKTUUECKOTO CYx0eHUs;
HEeBO3MOYKHOCTE TIOJIOKWTEIBHOTO yBaXkeHMsI CyOBeKTa
Ge3ycII0BHOro 3aK0Ha K cebe 11 K 3aKOHY KaK ITOJIVHHO-
TO MOpPaJIbHO-ITPAKTIUECKOTO MOmuéa; sMImpudecKas
OrpaHYeHHOCTb IOHATNS 3TUKM 3aKoHa 0 bore kax 3a-
KOHOJIATes1e, BOJIsl KOTOPOro Ha ITyTU JAJIbHEVIIIeTo y-
XOBHOI'O BOCXOXIEHMS IIPV3HAETCH OCHOBOVI U1 VICTOKOM
HOJIVIHHO HPaBCTBEHHO-LIEHHBIX COIepP KaHWV, U B CBSI-
311 C 3TUM — Hen30eXXHOe 3BIeMOHVCTIYEeCKOe IIepeTosI-
KOBaHVie VICTUHHOV PeJINTUY; B KOHEUHOM Xe cyere —
CoXpaHeHWe B ITTyOViHe 11 «KOpHe KM3HM» CTOVMKa U KaH-
THaHIa padVHVPOBAHHOIO CeOsITIO0NST IMITVPITIECKOT
caMoCT¥, SIKOOBI BCeTa VI pafgyKaIbHO CIIOCOOHOM K He-
HIOBVHOBEHMIO BEPXOBHOMY YVCTOMY 3aKOHY, a IIOTOMY
B CYIITHOCTV HECIIOCOOHOVI OTKPBITHCS «BOJIe OOXKecTBeH-
HOI'O CYIIeCTBOBAHNS» U COROVIHUTBCS C HEIO B TalTHVIKe
CBOErO CYIIIeCTBOBAHWISL

1 D10 yCOBepIIIeHCTBOBAHNME CBOOOMEBL, M€JIAOIee BO3MOXKHBIM
BOCXOXKIIEHVIe CO BTOPOVI TIO3MIMI Ha TpeThio, Prixte, 110 mpeod-
JlayiafolieMy MHEHWIO VIcCilefjoBaTesieli, IpOfyMbIBaeT IO He-
varteiM BrvistHVEM D.T. SIko6n. OTHOITIeHMe TIBYX MBICITUATEIIET],
KOHeYHO, ObUIO BecbMa HEOHO3HAUHO (cM., Hamip.: Giovanni, 1997,
p- 257—258, 270); Tem He MeHee D. DabOvaHe UM, MICCIIETYIOIINIL
BIVIsTHVE S[koOm Ha MaTepuasie ero «Bormbaemapa», CITpaBeyIiBO
yTBepXaeT: «/IMEeHHO TIOTOMY, YTO MOPAaJIbHBIN 3aKOH B CAMOM
TieJie He IIPeLICTaBIISIeT COOOO TSI SIKOOV IIepBOro OCHOBAHWS BCETT
STVYECKOVI CYICTEMBI, HO OKa3bIBaeTCsl YeM-TO CPaBHUTEIHHO BTO-
pyaHBIM, SIk0OM crioco0eH [aTh XM3Hb MOPAIV BBICIIETO THIIA,
LISl KOTOPOVI 3aKOH, TOBOPsI cytoBamMy DuIXTe, eCTh He TOJIBKO YITO-
PAIOYMBAIOIINT, HO TBOpUecKyt 3aKoH» (Fabbianelli, 2000, p. 191).
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Conclusion

Thus the explication of the “second worldview
position,” “the standpoint of legality” provided in
Fichte’s The Way towards the Blessed Life turns out to
be largely a metaphysically backed polemic against
the Stoical and Kantian ethical theory. The polem-
ical conclusions put forward by Fichte provide the
basis for Fichte’s (implicit but systematically cru-
cial) reflections about why the moral theory in thrall
to “the affection of law” is not and cannot express
genuine and higher morality, “the third worldview
position”; it cannot provide a genuinely impartial
moral-practical judgment; for the subject of an un-
conditional law a positive respect towards himself
and towards the law is as impossible as a genuine
moral-practical motive; the ethics of law has only
an empirically limited notion of God as lawgiv-
er, whose will should be the basis and source of
genuine morals and values on the path of human
spiritual ascent, and this prompts an inevitable eu-
daemonistic reinterpretation of true religion; and
ultimately — deep down in the “root of life” — the
Stoic and the Kantian preserve a refined self-love to-
wards the empirical selfhood thought to be always
and radically capable of disobeying the supreme
pure law and therefore incapable of genuinely open-
ing up to the “Will of the Divine Existence” and
blending with it in the secret of its existence.

All these things combined testify, according
to Fichte at that stage of his philosophical evolu-
tion, that the moral theory of the Kantian type, as
seen from his philosophical and spiritual posi-
tion then and there achieved, could be judged to
be only a presentation of some preliminary moral-
ity, some prolegomena to pure ethics. Although
it speaks about an “overturn in the state of mind”
as the key and “highest crowning act of Freedom”,
the real “overturn in the state of mind” lies from
Fichte’s point of view outside the ethics of the pure
law of freedom, because it presupposes a more
radical departure from interest than what its adher-
ents can demand from themselves and from others.
“The Higher Morality”, according to Fichte, does
not merely order and distribute the existing moral
being, but creates a new world of beauty and per-
fection in the sensible world. For that same reason
the natural gift of creating the new trumps the intel-



Bce 3TV MOMEHTEI BMeCTe B3STbIe CBUIETEIIBCTBYIOT
1151 DrixTe Ha 3TOM 3Tarle ero prIocoCKOro pasBUTHS,
YTO MOpajIbHasl TeOpWs KaHTVaHCKOrO THIIa C JJOCTUTHY-
TOVI MM TeTlepb PrIocoCKOVE 1 Ty XOBHOVI TIO3UITU MO-
XeT OBITh IIpVI3HaHAa JIVIIIb M3JIOKEeHVeM HeKOVI IIpeBa-
PWTEIIBHOV HPaBCTBEHHOCTY, ITpOJIeTOMeHaMM K UCTOM
aTvKe. XOTS OHA 11 TOBOPUT O «IIepeBOPOTe B YMOHACTpoe-
HWV» KaK KITFOYeBOM V1 OTIOPHOM «BBICITIEM aKTe CBOOOIIBD»,
OITHAKO, C TOUKM 3peHms DrXTe, IO IVHHBIN «IIEPEBOPOT
B YMOHACTPOEHWMI» HAXOIWUTCS BHE IIPENIEIIOB STUKM Ul-
CTOTO 3aKOHa CBOOOIIEL, TIOTOMY UTO IIpeJIioiaraeT oee
panMKabHOe ombaedenie om uxmepeca, HeXenu To, Ka-
KOTO ee TIpMBEPKEeHIIBI MOT'yT OTpeboBaTh OT ceOst 11 OT
IpyIuX. «BeIcITast MOpasIbHOCTE», 10 DrxTe, He IPOCTO
YIIOpSOYMBAET VI paclperesIseT HaJT9YHOe HpaBCTBEeH-
Hoe OBITVIe, HO TBOPUT B YYBCTBEHHOM MIpPE HOBBIVI MVP
KpacoTbl U coBepIeHCTBa. [103TOMy yike ecTeCTBEeHHBIV
Oap mbopuecmbBa HoBoe0 OKa3bIBAETCS ITPEBOCXOISITIVIM
pasyMeHVe 11 BOSMOKHOCTY CTOMKa / KaHTMaHIa (Drx-
Te, 1997, c. 123) 1 GpIBaeT MOJIVIHHO BO3BBIITIEHHBIM 11 BO3-
BBITIAONIVIM JapOBaHVIEM JIUIIE TIOCTOJIBKY, TOCKOJTBKY
PaZioCTh TBOPYECKOVI IS TeTIBHOCTVI OTAEIISIETCS OT «Ke-
JIaHVIST BHEIITHErO IIPOAyKTa 3TOW AeATelIbHOCTI (DPrix-
Te, 1997, c. 124), v TOJIBKO 3TO OT/Ee/IeH e, IO MBICTIV Dix-
Te, IIPVBOIUT YeJIOBeKa Ha «TOYKY 3PeHMs HOMJIMHHON
permruosHocTI» (Prixte, 1997, c. 125). Tak, TONbKO B Iie-
BsITOM uTeHUM «HacTapineHns» KaXyIIuyics TOHaday
HeCyIIIeCTBeHHBIM 3IM30/I0M Pas3roBOp O KaHTMAHCKOV
MOpaJIvt IIOJIy4YaeT CBOVI HACTOSIIIVII CMBICIT B IVICKypcCe
0 «OJIaKeHHOVI XXMU3HW» B VICTIOJTHEHVVI CBOETO MOpasIb-
HO-PeJINTMO3HOTO IIpenHa3HaueHys: «Kesait ObITh TeM,
4yeM TbI ObITH 00sA3aH, YeM TBI OBITH MOXKEITh V1 YeM TEBI
VIMEHHO IT03TOMY OBITH XOUelllb,— 3TO OCHOBHOVI 3aKOH
KaK BBICIIIEVI MOPaIbHOCTW, TaK W OyIakeHHOV XMU3HW»
(Puxte, 1997, c. 128). V1 Mopatb CTOMYECKOTO 1 KaHTMAaH-
CKOTO TWUIIa OKa3bIBaeTCs B 3TOM AVCKYypce JIMIIb IIpes-
BapWTeIFHOVI CTYIIeHBIO MIMEHHO TI0TOMY, YTO IIJIsl TOIO,
9TOOBI 3TOT COOCTBEHHO CYIIIECTBEHHBIVI pa3roBOp Ha-
yarics, cobeceHMKM HOJDKHBI IIEPENTI OT PacCy KIeHIs
0 3aKOHe CBOOOIIBI 11 TIOpsIIKa B COOOIIIECTBE TyBCTBEHHO
MOTVBVPOBAHHBIX JIUIL K PacCy>KIEHMIO O TBOPYECKOM
3aKOHe CBODOIIBI B «[IyXOBHOM MWMpe PasyMHBbIX VHIIVBI-
TIOB», CTpeMJIeHVIe K BOILIOIIEHNIO KOTOPOro B 9TOM MIpe
BBIpakaeTcsi B MOJIMTBe 1 yroaHuu: «[la npumpaet Lap-
creue TBoe» (JIk. 11:2; ®@uixte, 1997, c. 131).
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ligence and potential of the Stoic / Kantian (Fichte,
1849, p. 172) and is a genuinely lofty and ennobling
gift only inasmuch as the joy of creative activity is
separated from the “desires regarding the outward
product of the deed” (Fichte, 1849, p. 174). Only
such separation, according to Fichte, leads man to
the “standpoint of True Religion” (ibid.). Thus, it is
only in Lecture Nine of The Way that the discourse
on Kantian morality which at first seems to be an
episode of no consequence takes on its genuine
meaning in the discourse about “the Blessed Life” in
fulfilling one’s moral and religious vocation: “Will
to be what thou oughtst to be, what thou canst be,
and what therefore thou wilt be: — this is the fun-
damental Law, as well of the Higher Morality as of
the Blessed Life” (Fichte, 1849, p. 179). The Stoical
and Kantian morality is but a preliminary step in
this discourse precisely because for this substantive
conversation to begin the interlocutors must pass
from reasoning about the law of freedom and order
in a community of sensually motivated persons to
the conversation about the creative law of freedom
in “the Spiritual World of reasonable Individuals”
(Fichte, 1849, p. 182), the quest for the embodiment
of which in this world is expressed in the prayer and
supplication, “Thy kingdom come” (The Holy Bible,
Luke.11:2; Fichte, 1849, p. 183).

References

The Holy Bible, 21 Century King James Version (KJ21):
1994. Gary: Deuel Enterprises.

Fabbianelli, F., 2000. Fichte e il Jacobi dello “Allwill” e
del “Woldemar”. In: F. Fabbianelli, 2000. Antropologia tras-
cendentale e la visione morale del mondo. Il primo Fichte e il suo
contesto. Milano: Guerini, pp. 183-207.

Fichte, J.G., 2005. The System of Ethics According to the
Principles of the Wissenschaftslehre. Translated and edited by
D. Breazeale, G. Zoller. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Fichte, ].G., 1849. The Way towards the Blessed Life, or The
Doctrine of Religion. Translated from the German by W. Smith.
London: Chapman.

Fonnesu, L., 1999. Metamorphosen der Freiheit in Fichtes
“Sittenlehre”. Fichte-Studien, Volume 16: Zur Enheit der Lehre
Fichtes. Die Zeit der Wissenschaftslehre nova methodo. Edited by
H. Girndt, J. Navarro-Peréz, M. Ivaldo, H. S. Villacafias. Am-
sterdam & Atlanta: Rodopi, pp. 255-272.

Giovanni, G. di, 1997. The Early Fichte as Disciple
of Jacobi. Fichte-Studien. Volume 9: Anfinge und Urspriin-
ge. Zur Vorgeschichte der Jenaer Wissenschaftslehre. Edited by
W.H. Schrader. Amsterdam & Atlanta: Rodopi, pp. 257-273.



A.K. Cynakos

Cydaxob A.K. KaHT Ha 1myTu K floKa3aTesibcTBy ObrTrs bo-
xvist, vuvi OOVIH HeCUaCTHBIVE ITOCTYIIAT // DTudecKast MbICITb.
2018. T. 18, Ne 1. C. 57—65.

@uxme WM. T. HacraBiiene K OriaxkeHHoOV XwusHu // Oux-
Te VI.T. HactaByieHne k GJ1a>keHHOV KM3HM / TIep. C HeM., TI0-
ateat. v npuMed. A.K. Cynakosa. M. : Kanon+, 1997. C. 5-166.

Quxme V. I. CuicTeMa ydeHMsI 0 HpaBax COIVIaCHO ITPUHIIV-
maM HaykoydeHus // ®@uxre VI.T. Cricrema yueHUS 0 HpaBax
coIVlacHO HpuHUMIIaM HaykoyueHus; Hayxoyuenme 1805 r;
Hayxoyuenme 1813 r.; Haykoyuenwe 1814 1. / mep. c Hem., BCTY-
. cT. B.B. Mypcxoro. CII6. : Msa-so CIIOI'Y, 2006. C. 43 —346.

Fabbianelli F. Fichte e il Jacobi dello «Allwill» e del «Wolde-
mar» // Fabbianelli F. Antropologia trascendentale e la vi-
sione morale del mondo. Il primo Fichte e il suo contesto.
Milano : Guerini, 2000. P. 183 —-207.

Fonnesu L. Metamorphosen der Freiheit in Fichtes «Sitten-
lehre» // Fichte-Studien. Bd. 16: Zur Enheit der Lehre Ficht-
es. Die Zeit der Wissenschaftslehre nova methodo / hrsg. von
H. Girndt, ]. Navarro-Peréz unter Mitwirkung von M. Ivaldo,
H.S. Villacafias. Amsterdam ; Atlanta : Rodopi, 1999. S. 255—-272.

Giovanni G. di. The Early Fichte as Disciple of Jacobi //
Fichte-Studien. Bd. 9: Anfdange und Urspriinge. Zur Vorges-
chichte der Jenaer Wissenschattslehre / hrsg. von W.H. Schrader.
Amsterdam ; Atlanta : Rodopi, 1997. P. 257—273.

Ivaldo M. Liberta e ragione. Letica di Fichte. Milano : Mur-
sia, 1992.

Ivaldo M. Ethik der Inkarnation in ].G. Fichtes Vorle-
sungen {iber die Sittenlehre 1812 // Rozum jest wolny, wol-
nos¢ — rozumna: Philosophische Untersuchungen tiber die
Gegenwartigkeit einiger Traditionen. Marek Siemek zum
60. Geburtstag. Warszawa : Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN, 2002.
S. 101-116.

Tvaldo M. 1l «concetto» morale come invito rivolto all'lo //
Acta philosophica. Rivista internazionale di filosofia. 2007.
Vol. 16, fasc. 2. P. 361—365.

Kosch M. Formal Freedom in Fichte’s System of Ethics //
Internationales Jahrbuch des Deutschen Idealismus / Inter-
national Yearbook of German Idealism. 2011. Vol. 9 : Freiheit /
Freedom / ed. by ]. Stolzenberg, F. Rush. Berlin ; Boston : De
Gruyter, 2013. P. 150—168.

Metzger W. Untersuchungen zur Sitten- und Rechtslehre
Kants und Fichtes. Heidelberg : Winter, 1912.

Rametta G. Fichte. Roma : Carocci, 2013.

Valentini T. La filosofia trascendentale come “scienza
della liberta” la prospettiva di Fichte nella Dottrina della
scienza nova methodo (1796—1799) // «Fogli di Filosofia»
[Pubblicazione della Scuola Superiore di Studi in Filosofia —
Universita di Roma “Tor Vergata”]. 2015. Ne 7. P. 23—59.

Wood A.W. Fichte’s Ethical Thought. Oxford : Oxford
University Press, 2016.

OO0 aBTOpE

Andpen Koncmanmunobuy Cyoaxo8, moxrop dpuio-
copCKMX HaAyK, BEAyIIMV HAayUHBIV COTPYIHMK, CeK-
Top dwiocodnn pemurum, VHCTUTYT drtocodnn
Poccurickon akameMun Hayk, Mocksa, Poccust.

E-mail: asudakow2015@yandex.ru

HJ’[H OUTUPOBaHWMA:
Cyoaxo8 A.K. Addekr 3akona: PuxTe 0 MecTe U rpaHU-
IIax 4MCTOV 3TUKM mMmeparusa // KauToBckuit cOOpHUK.

2019. T. 38, Ne 3. C. 56 —80. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-3

80

Ivaldo, M., 1992. Libertd e ragione. L'etica di Fichte. Milano:
Mursia.

Ivaldo, M., 2002. Ethik der Inkarnation in J.G. Fichtes
Vorlesungen tiber die Sittenlehre 1812. In: R. Mars-Zalka,
I. Nowac-Juchacz, eds. 2002. Rozum jest wolny, wolnos¢ — ro-
zumna: Philosophische Untersuchungen iiber die Gegenwirtigkeit
einiger Traditionen. Marek Siemek zum 60. Geburtstag. Warsza-
wa: Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN, pp. 101-116.

Ivaldo, M., 2007. 11 “concetto” morale come invito rivolto
all'To. Acta philosophica. Rivista internazionale di filosofia, 16 (2),
pp- 361-365.

Kant, L, 2011. Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals. A
German-English edition. Edited and translated by M. Gregor,
J. Timmermann. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kosch, M., 2013. Formal Freedom in Fichte’s System of
Ethics. In: J. Stolzenberg, F. Rush, eds. 2013. Internationa-
les Jahrbuch des Deutschen Idealismus / International Yearbook
of German Idealism 2011. Volume 9: Freiheit / Freedom. Berlin;
Boston: De Gruyter, pp. 150-168.

Metzger, W., 1912. Untersuchungen zur Sitten- und Rechts-
lehre Kants und Fichtes. Heidelberg: Winter.

Rametta, G., 2013. Fichte. Roma: Carocci.

Sudakov, A.K., 1997. Johann Gottlieb Fichte. Life and Phi-
losophy. In: J. G. Fichte, 1997. Nastavlenie k blazhennoi zhizni
[The Way towards the Blessed Life]. Translated from the Ger-
man [into Russian] with Afterword and Notes by A.K. Suda-
kov. Moscow: Kanon+, pp. 324-389. (In Rus.)

Sudakov, A.K., 1998. Absolutnaya nravstvennost’. Etika
avtonomii i bezuslovnyi zakon [Absolute Morality. Ethics of Au-
tonomy and Unconditional Law]. Moscow: Editorial URSS. (In
Rus.)

Sudakov, A.K,, 2018. Kant on His Way towards a Demon-
stration of God’s Existence, or One Unfortunate Postulate.
Ethical Thought, 18(1), pp. 57-65. (In Rus.)

Valentini, T., 2015. La filosofia trascendentale come “sci-
enza della liberta™ la prospettiva di Fichte nella Dottrina
della scienza nova methodo (1796-1799). “Fogli di Filosofia”
[Pubblicazione della Scuola Superiore di Studi in Filosofia — Uni-
versita di Roma “Tor Vergata”], 7, pp. 23-59.

Wood, A.W., 2016. Fichte’s Ethical Thought. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov
The author

Prof. Dr Andrey K. Sudakov, distinguished re-
search fellow, Department of the Philosophy of Re-
ligion, Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of
Sciences, Moscow, Russia.

E-mail: asudakow2015@yandex.ru

To cite this article:

Sudakov, A.K., 2019. Affection of Law: Fichte on
the Place and Boundaries of Pure Ethics of the Imper-
ative. Kantian Journal, 38(3), pp. 56-80. http://dx.doi.
org/10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-3



