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ABJISIETCSI JIVT DTUKA CIIMHO3bI
TETEPOHOMHOV B KAHTOBCKOM CMBbICIJIE?

B. Kosvipa®

boavwuncmbo unmepnpemamopob smuxu Cnunosv. Gu-
0am 6 Hetll npumep eemepoHoMuy 8 KaHMoBCKOM cMbicae cAO-
Ba. 51 hopmyaupylo mouKy 3peHus, Komopas He coeAacyemcs
¢ nodobHbIMU uHmepnpemayusmu. B xode ee obcyxOenus
A paccmampubarn KoHyenyuu aBmoHoMuU U 2emepoHOMUU
y Kanma u noxaswiBato ux omuowenue x Bose u smuxe. Ja-
Aee £ onucwiBain e UHMepNpemayul, CO2AACHO KOMOpPbiM
Mmopasvras meopus Cnunosst abasemca eemepoHomHoil. Mos
KpUMuKa HAUUHAemcs ¢ npedcmabaeHus HeKOmopbLX 1ekKcHio-
Buix cBudemenvcmb, A6HO npomubopeuasux Haubo1ee CMeAbIM
eemeporHoMHbiM moaxoBanusm smuxu Cnunossl. I[locae 31moeo
A npuboxy 00800vt 6 noavzy cyujecmbobarus 6 muicau Cnuo-
3bL MAKUX YcA0BUTL, KOMmopble 0eAaton 4100yt eemepoHOMHYI0
UHMEpNpemayuio e2o npaKmuueckol guiocopuu kpaite ma-
A0BeposAMHOI, A4 UMEHHO: @) 0moxoecmbaeHie MOPAAbHOU YeH-
Hocmu U Momubayuu acenma, OpueHMUpoOBAHHOU HA 3AKOH;
0) pasiuuenue mopassHol u apgpexmubrHoi cmopoH ueaobe-
Heckotl Hpupoosl ¢ NpednicaHueM Kaxool U3 HUX pasAutHbLx
coboxynmocmeii 3axoHo6; 6) HadeseHle pasyma MOPAALHbIM CO-
Oepokanuem; e) npusHanue HecydsekmubHoeo noHAmMuUA 000po-
mui. B donoanenue s 0bcyxoaro nonumanue c6o000vi u HeodXo-
oumocmu y Kanma u Cnunosst u noxassibato, umo Bceobsem-
atouguil Odemepmunusm Cnunosst He Abaaemca npenamcmbuem
osa aBmonomuu 6 kanmobckom cmvicae caoba. B saxatouerue A
hopmyaupyio 6o3mosxHbie 006CHEHUA 1020 (haxma, 4mo mu-
#a CNuHO3bL HACIO pacyeHuBaemcs kax npumep eemepoHOMULL.

KaroueBote caoBa: Kanwm, Cnunosa, smuxa, aBmoHomMus,
eemepoHoMUA, npupooa u c6o600a, 000po u 340.

BBegenmne

MuorooGpasmue otHOmeHmMin Mexay KanTom
v CIIMHO30M — II0-HACTOSIIeMy VHTePeCHBIVI Ipem-
MeT. Victopuyecku rosops, oTHomenne Kanra K Tak
Ha3bIBAEMOMY «CIIMHO3M3My» OBUIO $IBHO HeraTVB-
HBIM, HO OTHOIIeHMe K caMoMy CHyHO3e — IIO3UTWB-
HeM. KanT cyayor o CouHose Kak 0 mpyuMepe «IIpaKTy-
JecKoro» Tewcra (TO eCTb MOPasIbHO XOPOIIIer JIMIHO-
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IS SPINOZA’S ETHICS HETERONOMOUS
IN THE KANTIAN SENSE OF THE TERM?

W. Kozyra*

The prevailing interpretations of Spinoza’s ethical theory
view it as an example of heteronomy in the Kantian sense of
the term. I make a case for the claim that is not in harmony
with such interpretations. In the course of the arqument I dis-
cuss Kant’s concepts of autonomy and heteronomy showing
how they refer to will and to ethics. Then I describe a group
of interpretations which portray Spinoza’s moral theory as
heteronomous. My critique begins by presenting some tex-
tual evidence which vividly contradicts some of the boldest
heteronomous renditions of Spinoza’s ethics. Then I move on
to arque for the existence of conditions in Spinoza’s thought
that make every heteronomous interpretation of his practical
philosophy extremely unlikely. These are 1) identification of
moral value in the quality of an agent’s law-oriented motiva-
tion, ii) distinction between human nature as rational and af-
fective, ascribing different sets of laws to each, iii) endowment
of reason with moral content, iv) recognition of the non-sub-
jective notion of goodness. Added to this is my discussion of
freedom and necessity in Kant and Spinoza in which I show
that Spinoza’s overarching determinism is not an impedi-
ment for autonomy in the Kantian sense of the term. I end
the article by presenting possible explanations of the fact that
Spinoza’s ethics is frequently seen as a case of heteronomy.

Keywords: Kant, Spinoza, ethics, autonomy, heterono-
my, nature and freedom, good and evil.

Introduction

The manifold relations between Kant and
Spinoza is rather an interesting subject. Historical-
ly speaking, Kant’s attitude towards co-called “Spi-
nozism” was clearly negative, but his attitude to-
wards Spinoza himself was positive. In Kant’s judg-
ment Spinoza was an example of a “practical” theist
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CTW) M pa3Be TOJIBKO «TeOpeTMYecKoro» aremcra (AA
27.2/2,S. 1456, cm. Takxe: AA 05, S. 452, Kanr, 2001a,
c. 749 —751), onipoBepraroIiero peImrio JIVIIb Ha I10-
BEPXHOCTHOM YPOBHE OOrocIIOBCKOM M (Pry1ocodpCcKomt
crexkyssy. HecMOTpst Ha 3Ty JIMYHYIO CUMITATUIO,
KanT permressHO OTPUIIAIT CIIMHO3M3M (XOTSI CAMOTO
CrmuHO3y OH HUKOI[a He 4yuTas, cM.: Zammito, 1992,
p- 231, 402), KoTOPBIN B PMITOCOPCKOM CMBICITE 3aKIIIO-
yaJIcs 110 OOJIBIIIEVE YacT B YTBEPXKIeHUM, OyATO OT-
TesIbHBbIe Bellly (COOTBETCTBEHHO, MOYCHI) cyujectmby-
tom 6 Bore, aT0 O6BUI0 BcKOpe HasBaHO [Isepom berorem
«Hanboslee UyHOBUIITHOV», «aOCypHHeVIIen», " «B
BBICIIIEVI CTEIIEH [IMaMeTPaJIbHO IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOVI
CaMBbIM OYEBMIHBIM IIOHSATMAM pasyMa» THMIIOTe30M
(cm.: Melamed, 2013, p. 5).

ITokasarespHOE OIMICaHMe CIIMHO3M3Ma KaK PuiTo-
codckon mosuumn y Kanra mel Hanmem B «Kpurtnke
CIIOCOOGHOCTM CyXXHeHUs». bymydm MeHee 3MoIIMO-
HaJIbHBIM, yeM beruib, KanT npepcrasiiser B 3TOM pa-
0oTe KPUTUKY CIIVTHO3M3Ma, IIOHVMAaeMOT0 KaK TeOpHs,
yTBep)KIaiolllas 4To He CYyIeCTBYeT HMYEro, Kpome
OIHOVI IIPOCTOM Cy6CTaHLU/H/I I MHOYKeCTBA ITPVCYTIIX
ent ortpepnertenunt (Bestimmungen) (AA 05, S. 421; Ka#T,
2001a, c. 675). Emte ogHo yriommuaame Kanrom CrivHo-
361 B TpeTbent «Kpurtnke» BCcTpevaeTcs mpu oocyxiie-
HVV OJTHOVI M3 IJIaBHBIX TeM KHUTM — I1eJIecO00pasHo-
ctu. KanT xputukyer CrinHO3y 3a OTpuUllaHMe VM BCH-
Kot obocHoBaHHOCTY Men 1esin? (AA 05, S. 452 —453;
Kanr, 2001a, c. 749—755). IIpumeuaTesibHO, Kak ber
Jlopa He Tak maBHO KpWTWMKOBajIa KaHTOBCKYIO KpU-
Ky CrieOo3bL Jlopn oOpaTisia BHMMaHMe Ha TO, UTO
Ha caMoM flesie KaHT He OBUI 3HAKOM C CITMHO30BCKOTI
kpurukon Teeosnornu (P. berisep mpenttonoxmi, 4To
KaHuT 06patiw1 BHMMaHMe Ha IIpo0brieMy 1iestecoobpas-
HOCTVI TOJIBKO B CBSI3VI C BHEITHMMM (PaKTOpaMyL; CM.
Beiser, 1987, p. 154 —155) m1 mpuIuia K BBIBOLY:

Beumy storo B3msaael Kanra n ComHO3BL Ha Te-
JleoJiorudecKyie Cy>XAeHns JOBOJIBLHO IToxoxmn. Cru-
HO3a He IIpe[yiaraeT COOCTBEHHYIO TEOPMIO CYXKIe-
HUS, OJHAKO €ro OIMCaHMe BOOOpakeHMs BKIIIOYa-
eT B cebs pevictBus, Kotopele KaHT mpurmiceiBaer
pedIIeKTMBHOMY CyXIeHMIO: HaxoX[IeHue 3SMIIN-
PWYeCKMX TOHSTUI (TaKMX KaK POABI M BUABI) IS
OTHOEIbHBIX BeIleVl VI OpraHm3alys 3TUX ITOHSTUI
B cucteMy. VI KanT, 1 CrimHosa mojiaralor, 4To 3TOT
IIPOLIecC SMIVPIIECKOT0 II03HAHVISA BKIIIOYaeT B ceDs

2 KaHT mer gaxe fajiblile ¥ roBOpUT, 4To oTpuiianue CrmHO-
3011 T1e71ecO00Pa3HOCTL BETIET €ro K YHUUTOXEHIIO HaJleX bl Ha
peaM3anuio BeICOYAVIIIIeVt MOPaIbHOW UeAl, TO €CTh BBICIIEro
Omara. Xors 51 gymato, uTo ornaceHmst KaHTa He OCHOBaHEI Ha ero
LIEHTPaJIbHOVI 3TMYECKOV Teopuy (M He TOJIbKO STUYECKOV, KakK
nokasam pemapku JIopa) v faxke IpoGrieMaTu3MpyOT YMCTOTY
vpevt asToHoMmm camoro KaHTa (3TOT BOIIpOC IO/IHVMMAJI, Hall-
pvvep, Hlomenraysp, cm. Klemme, 2003, S. LXII), ogaako s He
Mory o0CyXIaTh 3TOT BOIIPOC 3/1eCh, YTOOBI HE YVITH B CTOPOHY.
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(i.e. morally good person) and a merely “speculative”
atheist (V-Mo/Mron AA 27.2/2, p. 1456; see also KU,
AA 05, p. 452; Kant, 1987, p. 341) who contradicted
religion only on a superficial level of theological and
philosophical speculation. This personal sympathy
notwithstanding, Kant was a firm opponent of Spi-
nozism (although he had never actually read Spinoza;
see Zammito, 1992, pp. 231, 402) which, in matters of
philosophy, consisted mostly in a claim that particu-
lar things (resp. modes) inhere in God, which Pierre
Bayle was quick to describe as a hypothesis which is
“the most monstrous”, “the most absurd” and “the
most diametrically opposed to the most evident no-
tions of the mind” (see Melamed, 2013, p. 5).

In Kant's Critique of Judgment we find a discussion
of Spinozism as a philosophical stance. Although
not as emphatic as Bayle, Kant still delivers here a
critique of Spinozism understood as a theory which
asserts that there is nothing but one simple substance
and determinations (Bestimmungen) which inhere in it
(KU, AA 05, p. 421; Kant, 1987, p. 307). Another place
where Kant mentions Spinoza in the third Critique is
on the occasion of discussing purposiveness, which
is one of the main themes in the book. Kant criticises
Spinoza as denying all validity to the idea of purpose?
(KU, AA 05, pp. 452-453; Kant, 1987, pp. 341-342). In-
terestingly enough, Beth Lord has recently criticised
Kant’s critique of Spinoza. Lord noted that Kant was
not in fact acquainted with Spinoza’s critique of te-
leology (F. Beiser claimed that only due to external
factors Kant had turned his attention to the issue of
purposiveness; see Beiser, 1987, pp. 154-155) and she
concluded by saying that

On the face of it, Kant and Spinoza have rather
similar views on teleological judgment. Spinoza
does not offer a distinct theory of judgment, but his
account of imagination includes the activities Kant
attributes to reflective judgment: finding empirical
concepts (such as those of genus and species) for
particulars and organizing them into a system. Kant
and Spinoza both believe that this process of empir-
ical cognition involves a concept of purposiveness:

2 Kant goes on further and says that the denial of purposive-
ness by Spinoza leads to the subversion of hope for the realisa-
tion of the highest moral purpose, i.e. highest good. Although I
think that Kant’s worries are not grounded in his core theory
of ethics (and not only of ethics, as the remarks above made by
Lord show) and even problematise the purity of Kant's own
idea of autonomy (a point raised e.g. by Arthur Schopenhauer;
see Klemme, 2003, p. LXII). I nevertheless cannot discuss this
topic here, for it would lead us too far afield.



IIOHATHE 11eJIecOO0pa3sHOCTI: MBI He MOXeM He Cy-
IIUITh O €CTeCTBEHHBIX BeIllax B CBETe VX IIPUTOTHOCTI
IUIS TIO3HAHMS, a TakKKe B CBeTe X IIPOVICXOXKIEHVIS
Oiaromaps nemm. OHM 00a CYMTAIOT, YTO TIOHSITHE
11esiecooOpasHOCTM BO3HMKAeT W3 Halllell IIpeHa-
MepPeHHOV IesITeJIbHOCTY, W 9TO TO IOHSTHE, KOTO-
poe CyXJeHue «BKJIAaIbIBaeT» B CBOIO pedIIeKCUIo
00 obwexTax... Hu onuH 13 HUX He corlaceH c TeM,
YTO 11€J1ecO00PasHOCTh KOHCTUTYMUPYETCS IIPUPO-
movt: CrimHO3a conaziaeT ¢ KaHTOM B TOM, UTO «I1eJTh
COBCEM He HaXOOWTCS B 00beKTe, HO HaXOIUTCS VC-
KJIFOUMTEIBHO B... IIPOCTOVI CIIOCOOHOCTM CyOBbeKTa
K pedirekcmi» (BO3MOXHO, 3aMeHsI «pedrIeKCuio»
«BooOpakeHmnem») (Lord, 2011, p. 96—97).

Kak ObI 3TO HM OBUIO MHTEpPECHO U II03HABATEIb-
HO, 0OCyXeHre KaHTOBCKOVI KPUTHMKM CIIMHO3M3MA
u B30 CIIMHO3KI Ha 11€J1ec000pa3HOCT, KOTOpoe
MOXeT OBITb XOPOIINM yIpaKHEHVEM B CIIeKYJISTVUB-
HoVI dpwIocodum, He OTHOCUTCS HAIIPSMYIO K e
TlaHHOVI CTaThV, TIOCKOJIBKY MeHsI MHTepPeCyIOT TOJIb-
Ko Te dputocodckme moctvokerns Karra 1 CriMHO3EL,
KOTOpEBIe IIpuHaIiexaT K cdepe stukn. HecMoTpst Ha
TO UTO IIpaKkTNdecKas dpvtocodpms CrmHo3bI (0co0eH-
HO 4JeTBepTas U IsiTast KHUTY «DTUKM») He TIoTydila
IIOJDKHOTO BHMMAHVISL CO CTOPOHBI TeX, KTO BBICTYIIaI
IIpeJicTaBUTesIeM ero B3IVIsoB Bo BpemeHa KaHra (cM.
Lord, 2011, p. 18), He cirenyeT BIIagaTh B 3a0ITy>XIeHME
VI JlyMaTh, UTO IIOVICK CXOfICTBA MEXAY CTPOTO MOpaAb-
HbIMU TOKTPUHAMM 3TUX hr10ocodoB 00peyeH Ha IIpo-
BaJI MICKJTIIOUMTEIIBHO 13-3a TOro, 4to KaHT, He ob1amas
MIPSIMBIM WJTU OIIOCPEIOBAHHBIM IOCTYTIOM K KOPIIYCY
sTHdecKux counHeHmv CIIHO3BI, MHOTA * BKITIOYaIICs
B OOpBOY C «IIPOKIIATHEM» TOVI 3IOXVM — CO CIIMHO3M3-
MoM. HarmpoTus, cyImiecTByIOT, KaK 5 Ha/IefoCch IIOKa3aTh
Tiasiee, T7TyOOKMe 1 CICTeMaTI9ecKyie CXOICTBa MeXIy
sTudeckuMu Teopusamu Vimvanywia Kanra u bapyxa
Crmuoser. Hanboreiliee 13 HMX COCTOUT B IIpUBEp-
JKEeHHOCTU 3TnX pwIocodoB fieny n30aB/IeHNs STUKNU
OT rerepoHOMMIL. Mos 11eJIb — IIPeCTaBUTh fajlee Ao-
Kas3aTe/IbCTBa 3TOrO Te3uca.

S HauHy ¢ 0OCy KIeHVIsI IOHSTUI aBTOHOMMM I Te-
TepOHOMMW, KaK OHV IIpeficTaBileHbl y KaHTa (pa3merts
1.1 n 1.2). Jaree (pa3men 2) s paccMOTpIO M30paHHBIE
oreHKM 3TuKM CIIMHO3BI KaK TeTepOHOMHOV 3TUKW,
IIPEeNCTaB/II0 KPUTVIKY 3TMX OLEeHOK 1, HaKOHell, IIpy-
BeJy CBOVI JOBOJIBL B II0OJIb3y TOTO, UTO 3TMKa CIINMHO3EI
VIMeeT HeTeTepOHOMHBIVI Xapakrep (pasmenst 3.1 —3.5).

* Y Kanra se 6510 0co60ro nuTepeca K CrIHO3e 1 CIIMHO3U3MY,
YTO O TBEPKIaeTcst TeM haKTOM, YTO OH OTKa3aJICs IIPVHMMATh
ydJacTvie B TaK Ha3bIBAeMOM «CIIOpe O maHTemsMe» (cMm. AA 10,

S. 432, 442, 455 —456).
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we inevitably judge natural things in terms of their
suitability for knowledge, and in terms of their pro-
duction through purposes. Both argue that we get
the concept of purposiveness from our own inten-
tional activity, and that it is a concept that judgment
‘puts into” its reflection on objects [...]. Neither one
accepts that purposiveness is constitutive of nature:
Spinoza would concur with Kant that ‘the purpose
is not posited in the object at all, but is posited sole-
ly in [...] the subject’s mere power to reflect’ (per-
haps substituting ‘imagine” for ‘reflect’) [...] (Lord,
2011, pp. 96-97).

Interesting and illuminating as they are, discus-
sions of Kant’s criticism of Spinozism and Spinoza’s
view on purposiveness, which would amount to an
exercise in speculative philosophy, are not directly
relevant for the purpose of the present article. This
is because the scope of my interest lies only in the
philosophical commitments of Kant and Spinoza
with respect to the field of ethics. As Spinoza’s prac-
tical philosophy (that is, especially books four and
five of Ethics) was neglected by those who in Kant’s
times had served as expositors of Spinoza’s views
(see Lord, 2011, p. 18), we should not be misled into
thinking that a search for affinities in the strictly moral
doctrines of these philosophers is doomed to failure
only because Kant, who had neither direct nor indi-
rect access to the corpus of Spinoza’s ethical writings,
occasionally® engaged in dismissing the béte noire of
the period, i.e. Spinozism. On the contrary, there are,
as I hope to show below, deep and systematic sim-
ilarities between ethical theories of Immanuel Kant
and Baruch Spinoza. The most important ones give
support to the cause of eradicating heteronomy from
the field of ethics. To prove this point is the aim of
the following presentation.

I will begin with a discussion of the concepts of
autonomy and heteronomy, as they appear in Kant
(sections 1.1 and 1.2.). I will subsequently (section
2) qualify selected accounts of Spinoza’s ethics as
heteronomous, criticize these accounts and finally
make my own case for the non-heteronomous char-
acter of Spinoza’s ethics (sections 3.1 — 3.5). I will
not, however, present an exhaustive argument for

% That Kant had no vital interest in Spinoza and Spinozism is
also testified by his reluctance to take part in the so called “pan-
theism controversy” (see Br, AA 10, pp. 432, 442, 455-456; Kant,
1999, pp. 243, 251, 257-258).
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OpHako s He OyIy IpeJCcTaB/IsTh pa3BepHYTHIX apry-
MEHTOB B IT0JIb3Y Te3ca 00 aBTOHOMHOCTV 3TKM Crin-
HO3BI, XOTd 5 CYUTAIO, UTO BCe yKas3blBaeT Ha 3T0. Mos
LeJIb 371ech HeraTMBHAs: S XO4y IT0Ka3aTh 4TO MOpaJIb-
Has Teopvst CITMHO3HI, BOITPEKW yTBEPXKIEHVISIM MHO-
I'MX KOMMEHTaTOPOB, He FeTepOHOMHA B TOM CMEICIIe,
KaKOVI IIPUIINCEIBaeTCsl 3ToMy IoHsaTuio Kanrom. B To
XXe BpeMsI s MPWU3HAI0, YTO IPWYVHEIL, 110 KOTOPBIM, CO-
IJIACHO ycTosBIIeMycss MHeHVIo, CIIMHO3a SBJISeTCS
IIpe7icTaBuTeIeM TeTepOHOMNUM, TPpeOyloT oObsicHe-
Hus. 51 ITpeUIoXy ero B Moc/IeHeM, YUeTBepPTOM pasjie-
Jle JaHHOVI CTaThA.

1. KaHT 00 aBTOHOMMM U TeTepOHOMMM
1.1. ABTOHOMMS M TeTEpOHOMMA KaK KadecTBa BOJIU

ABTOHOMMS M TeTepoHOMMS BBOASATCE KaHTOM
B «OCHOBOIIOJIO)KEHMM K MeTadu3MKe HpPaBOB» Kak
KadecTBa BOIM Kak Takosoit (AA 04, S. 441; KaHr,
19976, c. 207—209). B Oomee mosmHen «Kpuruxe
HpaKTU4IecKoro pasyma» KaHT He Tak IpsMOJIVHeeH.
TaMm oH mpumMCHBaeT TeTEPOHOMUIO ITPOVI3BOJIEHIIIO
(Willkiir), a asrorommio — Boste (Wille) (AA 05, S. 33;
Kant, 1997a, c. 355—357). [JaHHOe pasnudmne sBIISeT-
Csl KJIFOUEBBIM ISl TIOHVIMaHMsI KaHTOBCKOIO B3IVIsIia
Ha aBTOHOMMIO. B yacTHOCTV, OHO IIOMOTraeT HaM W3-
OexaTph JacTOV OIMMOKM, KOTOpas 3aK/IF0YaeTCsI B TOM,
9TOOBI MHTEPIIPETVIPOBATh KAHTOBCKYIO MIIEI0 aBTOHO-
MUWM B TEpPMMHAX Npou3604sH0e0 caMoIIpenoIperesie-
Husl. B oTHOIIeHMM noHsATHS aBToOHOMMUM KaHT odyeHb
JajieK OT Wiey HeOTpaHWYEeHHOIO, BOJIIOHTAPWCTCKO-
ro memncteusi. HaobGopoT, MeHHO eemepoHomus mea-
€T peIleHNMsI VI OeVICTBUS JIIoHen np0u360/1b1-tthu. Bor
rioueMy mmMeHHo Willkiir, npousbosenue, Kant cumraer
rerepoHOMHBIM. B dwtocodpvm Kanra nponssosieHme
OTBEYAeT 3a CIIOCOOHOCTB JIIOfIEV OBITh IIPUUYMHAMM
IO TexX IIOp, IIOKa OHM paccMaTPUBAIOTCA KaK YacTh
Kay3aJIbHO-IeTePMVHMPOBAHHOTO MexaHV3Ma IIPUpo-
ner (A 552 / B 580, A 802 / B 830; Kart, 2006, c. 719,
1007 —1009). CooTBeTCTBEHHO 3aKOHBI, 110110i, B TeTe-
poHoMuu — 3TO 3aKOHBI Ipuponsl (AA 05, S. 33; KaHT,
1997a, c. 355 —357). Yenoseueckasi BOJIsI FeTepOHOMHA,
KOT/Ia 3TV 3aKOHBI HeTePMUHUPYIOT ee IeVICTBIS, UTO
KanT cumrar HermoaxXoasiM HOMOJIOTMYECKM MOTVI-
BOM IS [IEVICTBOBaHM desloBeKa. BoT moueMmy y Hac
ecTb reTepoHOMMs IIpomsBosieHms. Korma derosek
IIOJIb3yeTCsl IIPOM3BOJIEHMEM, €rO JEVICTBUS BKITIOYa-
IOTCS B IIPOVICXOJISIIee COIVIACHO 3aKOHAM IIPVIPOIIBL.
Ho KauT mosaraer, 4Tro 4deoBek criocobeH Ha 00iib-
1ree, MOXeT ObITh aBTOHOMHBIM, TO €CTh CIIOCOOeH Ievi-
CTBOBaTb B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aKOHAMW, OTHOCIIIIMMVICS
He TOJIBKO K ero mpowmssortenmto (Willkiir), Ho n x ero
atrdecku onpenerterHo Boste (Wille). B dwtocodpvm
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the positive thesis, i.e. for the thesis that Spinoza’s
ethics is autonomous, although I think that the evi-
dence points in this direction. Despite that, my aim
here remains negative: I want to show that Spinoza’s
moral theory, contrary to what many commentators
say, is not heteronomous in the sense that Kant as-
cribes to this notion. At the same time I recognise
that the reasons standing behind the received view
on Spinoza as a proponent of heteronomy require
explication. I will propose one in the fourth and last
section of the article.

1. Kant on Autonomy and Heteronomy
1.1. Autonomy and Heteronomy
as Properties of the Will

Autonomy and heteronomy are introduced by
Kant in the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals
as the properties of will as such (GMS, AA 04, p. 441;
Kant, 1998a, p. 47). In the later Critique of Practical Rea-
son Kant is more nuanced. There he ascribes heteron-
omy to the arbitrary will (Willkiir) and autonomy to
will (Wille; KpV, AA 05, p. 33; Kant, 2002, p. 48). This
differentiation is crucial for understanding Kant's
view on autonomy. In particular, it helps us to avoid
a common mistake which consists in interpreting
the Kantian idea of autonomy in terms of arbitrary
self-determination. For the notion of autonomy in
Kant is far removed from the idea of unconstrained,
voluntary action. Quite the contrary, it is precisely
heteronomy which marks human arbitrary decisions
and actions. This is why it is Willkiir, the arbitrary
will, which Kant deems heteronomous. In Kant’s
philosophy arbitrary will stands for the causal power
of human beings, as far as they are considered to be
a part of causally determined mechanism of nature
(KrV, A552 / B 580; Kant, 1996a, p. 548; KrV, A 802 /
B 830; Kant 1996a, p. 733). Accordingly, the laws, the
nomoi, in heteronomy are laws of nature (KpV, AA 05,
p- 33; Kant, 2002, p. 49). Human will is heteronomous
when it is determined to action by these laws, which
Kant considers not to be the proper nomological in-
centive for men to perform their actions. This is why
we have heteronomy of arbitrary will. Once men
exercise their arbitrary will their actions are sub-
sumed under the laws of nature. But, Kant thinks,
men can do better than that: namely, they can be au-
tonomous, i.e. they can act in accordance with laws
which refer not to their mere Willkiir, but to their eth-
ically qualified Wille. Wille in Kant is a problematic



Kanra Wille — mpoOrieMarnyHoe IOHATHE!, OIHAKO
IUISL HAIVIX IieJIeVl JOCTaTOYHO CKa3aTh, YTO B €ro pa-
GoTax OHO OOO3Ha4YaeT UEIOBEUECKYIO CIIOCOOHOCTH
IIeVICTBOBATh WMICXOMS M3 MOPaJIbHOTIO 3aKOHa, a 3Ha-
YNUT — BOIUIOIIATH BUJ IIPUYMHHOCTI®, OTJIMYHOV OT
ectrectBeHHOM (cp. AA 04, S. 446; Kanr, 19976, c. 221 —
223). Taxum oGpa3oM, 3aKOHBI, 10110i B aBTOHOMUU —
3TO MOpayIbHBIe 3aKOHHI (cp. AA 05, S. 33 —34, KaHr,
1997a, c. 355—359). YenoBedeckass BOJISI aBTOHOMHa
TOJIBKO TOTZa, KOTAa OHa MOTMBUpPOBaHa AejlaTh TO,
YTO IPEICHIBAET MOPaJIb, U TOIIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO OHa
3TO IIpeAIIChIBaeT. B TaKoM cilydae IeViCTByeT He TreTe-
pouomHas Willkiir, a aBroroMHas Wille. [t KarTa 110-
HyMaeMas Tak Wille obpasyeT «HaCTOAIIYIO CaMOCTb»
uesioBeka (eigentliches Selbst; AA 04, p. 458, Kanr,
19976, c. 257). Bor nmoueMy neviCTBOBaHMe, VICXOTISIIIee
Y3 MOPAJIBHOTO (KaTeropmdeckoro) mMMIepaTwuBa, 00-
pasyer afmoHOMMIO. B TakoM cily4ae 3TO He 3aKOHBI
OPVIPOIIbI YIPABJISIIOT AEVICTBUSIMM JIOEV V3BHE, HO
MOpaJIbHBIe 3aKOHBI IIPaKTMYIECKOTO pa3yMa CIIyXKat
VHVKaJIbHBIMI MMMaHHEHTHBIMV CpPeICTBaMU COXpa-
HEHVISI Ay TEHTMYHOV MOPAJIBHOV CaMOCT YeJIOBeKa.

1.2. ABTOHOMWMSI V1 TeTepOHOMMA
KaK KadecTBa 3TUKU

Kak s mokasas Beiitte, KaHT OTHOCWUT IIOHSITIS aB-
TOHOMMV VI TETEPOHOMMM B IIEPBYIO OYepelb K BOJIE,
HO VX IIpWJIOXKeHMe K cdepe 3TMKI IIPeCTaBIIseTCs
IPOCTBIM VI OIpaBdaHHBIM. I1yTh OT aBTOHOMMI BOIIU
K aBTOHOMMVI 3TVKU CJIeAyIOIuiA. BoT 4To MBI yXe 3Ha-
eM: MBI IMeeM [1eJI0 ¢ aBToHOMHOW Wille, TOJIBKO KOT-
I1a MOPaJIbHBIV 3aKOH CaM 1o cebe, BHE 3aBUCUMOCTY OT
BBITOZBI VITU yIIlepOa, KOTOPBI MOXKET IIPVHECTH CITe-
IIOBaHME eMy, IOATAJIKMBaeT 4ejloBeKa K JIeVICTBUIO.
C mpyrov CTOpOHBI, MBI IMeeM /IeJI0 C FeTepOHOMHO
Willkiir Korzia 9To-TO 0omAuuHoe OT MOPaJIBHOTO 3aKOHa
(PKarKITa HaXXVBBI, CTpax HaKa3aHM U T.1.) OIIpefIesIseT
nevictBue derioBeka. CireroBaTesIbHO, €C/IV 3THUYecKast
Teopys He OyIeT paccMaTpuMBaTh 3TIYeCKye per-
caHMs KaK caMu 1o cebe MOCTAaTOYHBIE OCHOBAHWMS Ue-
JIOBEYECKMX AEVICTBUV, TO aBTOHOMMS OyZieT IoTepsiHa
u ocraHercs TosbKo Willkiir. PesyipraTom, HeoOxomm-
MO CJIeNyIOIIVIM W3 AOKTPWMHEI aBToHOMHOcTM Wille,
CTaHOBUTCH M30aBjIeHVe OT BCeX IIOIIBITOK BHEMOPAIIb-
HOTO TEOPETUYECKOr0 0OOOCHOBAaHVIS MOPaJIBHBIX IIpa-
BwI, Oyaop To BoyIt bora, destoBedecKoe cuacTbe TUIN
TpeOoBaHMS OOIECTBEHHOTO IIOpsaKa. TakuMm obpa-
30M, MBI IIEPEXOIMM OT HeOOXOIMMOCTVI MOPaJIbHOM

* B mpyrom MecTe s IoCTapajIcsl IIPOaHaIM3MPOBaTh IIOHATHE
Boyin y KaHTa, paccMOTpeB pasjinds MeX/Ty CBSITOVL, CBOOOTHO,
YVICTOVI, ITIPOM3BOJIBHO 1 Xoporttent Borent (Kozyra, 2018).

° KaHT yTBep’KIaeT, YTO BO3MOXKHEI TOJIBKO I[Ba BIIa Kay3aIb-
HOCTM: «Kay3aJIbHOCTb Npupodbl M1 Kay3aJIbHOCTb c60000b» (CM.:
A 532 / B 560; Kaut, 2006, c. 695—697).
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concept,* but for our purposes it suffices to say that
Wille stands in Kant for man’s power to act out of
the moral law and therefore to exercise a different
kind of causality® than a natural one (¢f. GMS, AA 04,
p. 446; Kant, 1998a, p. 52). So the laws, the nomoi, in
autonomy are moral laws (cf. KpV, AA 05, pp. 33-34;
Kant, 2002, pp. 48-49). The person’s will is autono-
mous only when it is motivated to do what morality
prescribes, simply because it prescribes it. In such a
case it is not heteronomous Willkiir, but autonomous
Wille, that acts. For Kant Wille so understood makes
up each person’s “proper self” (eigentliches Selbst;
GMS, AA 04, p. 458; Kant, 1998a, p. 62). This is why
acting out of the moral (categorical) imperative con-
stitutes autonomy. In such a case these are not laws of
nature that govern human action from without, but
moral laws of practical reason which are the unique,
immanent means to preserve and perpetuate man'’s
authentic, moral self.

1.2. Autonomy and heteronomy
as the properties of ethics

As I suggested above, Kant refers the concepts
of autonomy and heteronomy primarily to will. But
the application of these concepts to ethics seems easy
and justifiable. The route from the autonomy of will
(Wille) to the autonomy of ethics is the following. This
much we already know: we deal with autonomous
Wille only when the moral law as such — regardless
of the benefits or losses its prescriptions may bring —
pushes man to act. On the other hand, we deal with
heteronomous Willkiir when something other than
the moral law (desire for gain, fear of punishment
etc.) determines a man to act. Therefore where ethical
theory does not consider ethical prescriptions as in
themselves sufficient causes of human action, the au-
tonomy is lost and only Willkiir remains on the scene.
Hence the doctrine of the autonomy of Wille blocks
all attempts to theoretically ground moral rules in
something extra-moral, be it God’s will, human hap-
piness, or the demands of social order. In this way
we go from the necessity of the moral determination
of the will to the impossibility of the extra-moral

*+ Elsewhere I have attempted to provide an analysis of Kant’s
concept of will where I discuss differences between holy, free,
pure, arbitrary and good will (Kozyra, 2018).

°> Kant claims that only two kinds of causality are possible;
“[one] according to nature and one from freedom” (see KrV,
A 532 / B 560; Kant, 1996a, p. 535).
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ZleTepMMHMUPOBAaHHOCTM BOJIM K HEBO3MOXXHOCTM BHe-
MOPaJIbHOTO OOOCHOBaHMS 3TMKU. BoT uTo s mMero
B BUY IO, ABMOHOMHOT DTUKOWL: dTIUECKUe IIpaBWIa,
KakKvM¥ ObI OHV HV ObLIV, Heo0X00UMO CAMOOYEBVIHBI .
Harmpotus, eemeporomuio STMKM MBI HaviieM BO BCSKOV
IIOIIBITKE 0O0CHOBATh MOPAJIBHOCTD, OIMPAsICh Ha IIPVI-
9MHBL, BRIXOIAIIVE 3a cdepy STUKM KaK TaKOBOTA.

Tertepp, oOiamass HEOOXOAVIMBIM KOHIIEIITYaJIb-
HBIM aIriapaToM, MbI MOXKeM IIPUCTYIIUTD K IIpo0ieMe
cTaTyca MOpaIbHOV JOKTpHBI CrinHO3bL. Ho cHauasna
s1 XOTeJI OB 0OOCHOBATh YMECTHOCTB 3TOVI IVCKYCCUM
HpefcTaBIeHreM 0030pa WMCCIIENOBaHNUN, B KOTOPBIX
sTMKa CIMHO3BI cYMTaeTCs FeTepOHOMHOT.

2. Hexoropsle nHTepripeTanny 3TMK CIIMHO3BI

B cratpe «KanTt n Crmmro3a o camoy6uvictee» Ca-
Hbs VIBUY yTBepXmaer ciemytorree: «Teopmst aTmKM
CrimaO3b1 OmIM4aercst or Teopvm Kanra. [lonsTie
Orrara nepsuaHO B 3TMKe CrivHO3bI, 1 CIIHO3a BBIBO-
IOUT HOHATHe IIpaBa U3 MOHATH:A Oara. B atuke Kan-
Ta IIOHATME A0JIra, TO eCTh IIOHATHe IIpaBa, IIepBId-
Ho. OH BBIBOOWUT IOHATHE 0OJ1ara W3 IIOHSATVSA IIpaBa»
(Ivic, 2007, p. 132). 1151 HOHMMaHMS JaHHOTO ITaccaxka
Ba)XHO, UTO «IIOHsITMe Oriara», BCTpedaroleecs 31ech,
OTHOCWUTCS K HeIpeCcKa3yeMow, VWIN IIPOU3BOJILHO
vzee Osara. biaro, o KoTopoMm wper peus, 3T0 Osaro,
omviparoIreecs ¥ OCHOBaHHOe Ha CyObeKTVMBHBIX JKeJla-
HvsIX vEHAMBYAA. Takoe moHsATHE O71ara, KaK yTBepKaa-
eT VB4, JIOTMYIecKy IIePBUYHO TI0 OTHOIIEHMIO K IT0-
HaTVIO ITpaBa y CriHo3bL. DakTidecKky OHa yTBEpIKia-
eT, uTo 11711 CIIMHO3BI IIPOM3BOJIBHOE PellleHNe areHTa
O TOM, YTO XOPOLIIO, OIIPeJesIeT IIPaBOMEPHBIV 3aKOH
ero mosemeHmA. TakvM obOpaszoM, cyObekT CIMHO3BI
OCTaBjIeH TOJIBKO ¢ retepoHoMHOM Willkiir (ecymr vic-
II0JIb30BaTh TepMMHBI KaHTa) 11, cilemoBaTenibHO, Oe3
BO3MOYXHOCTV aBTOHOMUAL.

Cnenyrommit Ha ouepenu — WMuxaxk Meramer,
OOVH W3 WM3BECTHEWIIVX COBPEMEHHBIX MCCIeqoBa-
Testevt CHMHO3BI, aBTOp BIeYaT/IAIONIero (1, Ha MOW
B3IVISAZ, HOBATOPCKOTO B 00JIACTV METOOJIOIMN VACTO-
pvm dpwtococpum) mccenoBanms Metadpvzuxy Crm-
Ho3bI (cM. Melamed, 2013). On rosopur (HO B Ipyrou
pabore):

¢ OHM HeoOXOVIMO CaMOOYEBITHBI, ITOCKOJIBKY JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO
He CIeJIaeT MX yOenuTesibHee, a ¢ APYrOW CTOPOHBI, C TOYKM
3peHMsl aBTOHOMHOV 3TWKM, IIOIBITKM 3KCTEPHAaIVICTCKOTO
00OCHOBaHS STVUKM OKa3bIBAIOT TOJIBKO TO, YTO CaMO ITOHSTVE
3TMKM OBUIO HEBEPHO WCTOJIKOBAHO. DTOT CaMOOYEBUIHBIV
XapaKTep OCHOBHBIX IIPVHIINIIOB MOpaJIv Belpakaercs y Kaxra
B OITVICAHWM MX KaK «dakToB pasyma» (AA 05, S. 31; Kanr, 1997a,
c.349—351). Oysn Y>p HemaBHO TOKa3bIBajl B OUeHb MHTEPECHO
MaHepe, uTo KaHT BEIBOAUT 13 caMOOYeBUIHOV HEOOXOIMMOCTI
MOpaJIbHBIX 3aKOHOB IIOHSTHME BBICIIEV CIIOCOOHOCTM >KeJlaHWs
(cm.: Ware, 2014, ocoberno p. 7—10).
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justification of ethics. By autonomous ethics I mean
this: ethical rules, whatever they may turn out to be,
are necessarily self-evident.® By contrast heteronomy
of ethics we find everywhere where the attempt is
made to provide reasons for being moral which tran-
scend the sphere proper to ethics.

As we are now equipped with the necessary con-
ceptual tools, we may approach the problem concern-
ing the status of Spinoza’s moral doctrine. But let me
first strengthen the rationale for this discussion by
providing a review of scholarship, where Spinoza’s
ethics is taken to be heteronomous.

2. Some Interpretations of Spinoza’s Ethics

In the paper “Kant and Spinoza on Suicide” Sanja
Ivic states the following: “Spinoza’s theory of ethics
differs from Kant’s theory. The notion of good is pri-
mary in Spinoza’s ethics and Spinoza derives the no-
tion of right from the notion of good. In Kant’s ethics
the notion of duty, i.e. the notion of right, is prima-
ry. He derives the notion of good from the notion of
right” (Ivic, 2007, p. 132). What is crucial for under-
standing this passage is that “the notion of good” that
occurs in it refers to the whimsical, or arbitrary idea
of good. The good talked about is good informed by,
and grounded in, subjective desires and wishes of an
individual. Such a concept of good, Ivic claims, is,
in Spinoza, logically prior to the concept of right. In
effect, she claims that for Spinoza the arbitrary deci-
sion of an agent, as to what is good, determines the
rightful law of his conduct. Therefore the Spinozian
subject is left solely with heteronomous Willkiir (to
use Kant’'s nomenclature) and therefore with no pros-
pects for autonomy.

Next we have one of the most renowned contem-
porary Spinoza scholars, author of the impressive
(and as regards the methodology of history of phi-
losophy, in my opinion, groundbreaking) study of
Spinoza’s metaphysics (see Melamed, 2013), Yitzhak
Melamed. He says elsewhere:

¢ They are necessarily self-evident since proving them cannot
make them any firmer; on the contrary, the attempt to justify
morality externally — from the point of view of autonomous
ethics — proves only that the very concept of ethics has been
misperceived. Arguably, this self-evident character of the ba-
sic principles of morality is expressed by Kant by describing
them as a “fact of reason” (KpV, AA 05, p. 31; Kant, 2002, p. 46).
Owen Ware has recently argued in a very interesting fashion
that Kant infers from the self-evident necessity of moral laws
the concept of the higher faculty of desire (see Ware 2014, es-
pecially pp. 7-10).



YuwuTeiBas HaspaHMe IlaBHOro Tpyda CHMHO3BI
[«DTHMKa»] 1 TOT (pakT, UTO 3HAUMTEIIbHAS YaCTh KHI-
I 3aHS4Ta YJIy4lleHVeM YeI0BeYeCKOro IOBEIIeHIs,
MOJKET IT0Ka3aThCs YAMBUTENIBHBIM, 4T0 CIITHO3Y Ha-
3bIBAIOT «aMOpaJIMCTOM». TeM He MeHee 3TO 3BaHMe
BHOBb 1 BHOBb IpumuckiBaeTcsi CIIvHO3e, 1, 5 Beplo,
He HampacHo. [ CrivHO3Bl «MOpasIbHasl TeOpwsi»,
B CyIITHOCTW, €CTb He YTO MHOe, KaK meopus 01aeopa-
symus. OHa BO3HUKAET Ha SBHO STOVICTMYECKOM OC-
HOBaHWW ¥ Jajlee ITOKa3bIBaeT, YTO OJIaropasyMHBIV
3TOVCT BO MHOTVIX OTHOIIIEHMX II0BeJI ObI ce0st TaKM
o0pa3oM, 0 KOTOpOM CyawIn ObI KaK O IIpaBOMEPHOM
C TOUKM 3peHMs OOBIIeHHOVI MOPaJIv, 1 YTO OH YCBOVII
OBl KauecTBa, KOTOpble COOTBETCTBYIOT OOBIIEHHOMY
noHmManvio nooponererm (Melamed, 2011, p. 158).

Mesamen; onpenerteHHO cumTaeT 3TUKY CIMHO3BI
reTepOHOMHOVL. DTO CBA3aHO C TeM, UTO TaKOV IIpel-
IIOJIOKUTEIPHO CIIMHO3VMAHCKU  «0JIaropasyMHBIN
3TOVICT», OIMCAHHBI MelaMeToM KaK TOUYHBIV IIPU-
Mep MopasibHOV Teopryt CIIMHO3bI, MOJKET OTHOCUTH-
Csl K 3TWYEeCKVM IIPVHLONIIAM B JIyYIlIeM CIydae Kak
K CpefICTBaM IS JOCTVDKEHWMS CBOMX OrIaropa3yMHBIX
1esieV, HO He KaK K CaMOOYeBVMIHBIM MOTVBaM Aeli-
cruit. Pakrrraeckn ero Wille (ecrv CIIonb30BaTh Tep-
vuebl KaHTa) BEIHYXeHa Bce BpeMsl MOJIYaTh, a €Tro
Willkiir 3aravMaet Bcio cpepy (M) MOpaIbHOTO.

IMocrremHsist cTOMB JKe KpaTKasi, KaK M IPsSMOJIVHEV-
Hasl 1uTaTta npuHamiexuT Praapny Kosny: «Crmso-
3a... CMeJIo oTpuiaeT, — rosoput KosH, — m mmMeer
palOHaIbHOE IIPaBO OTPULATE ~PeaslbHOCTD  Haxke
3TOV BCeM OdueBMIHOM “maHHOCTM (TO ecTb cdpepsl
sTuku. — B.K.) 1 yTBepXXIaTh, UTO MOpaslb M CIIpaBe/-
JIMBOCTBh — 3TO WUTIO30PHEIE, PaHTACTIIYECKIIE BBITYM-
K11 OOJIBHBIX U HeBeXkecTBeHHBIX» (Cohen, 2010, p. 82).
KosH mmiieT He TOIBKO O TOM, YTO MOpPaJIbHbIE MOTV-
BB, & C HMMM VI aBTOHOMVISI He MIMEIOT, IT0 MHEHMIO CIIV-
HO3VICTa, HVKAKOr0 3Ha4YeHWs, HO ellle M IIpedrionara-
€T, UTO IS IIOCJIENHETO «PalIOHAJIBHO OITpaBIaHHO»
He OpwHaBaTh UM 3HadeHVs. MBI miogpobHee paccMo-
TPUM 3TO CIIelnIecKoe omvicaHye IT03XKe.

Tereps s mepexoXy K OCHOBHOV YacTV MO€ETO VC-
CJlefloBaHMsA, B KOTOPOU IIOCTapaloch [I0Ka3aThk, UTO
B IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOCTh TOJIBKO UTO IIPOLIMTWPOBaH-
HBIM MHeHUSIM 3TrKa CHIMHO3bI He TeTepOHOMHA.
CHavara 1 pa3bepy komMmeHTapun Memamena 1 Ko-
9Ha, KOTOpBle OyIeT OTHOCKUTEIBFHO JIETKO OIpOBep-
THYTb. DTO IIO3BOJIUT MHe IIPOJIUTH CBET Ha Te IIpo-
6rremer dpwtocodpmmt CrmMHO3BI, KOTOPBIE MMEIOT OT-
HoIlleHVe K HaHHoMy oOcyxpenuto. ITocie sToro s
IpeAIIpuMy IIOIBITKY IIOKa3aTh HECOCTOSTEIIBHOCTh
B3IUIAga VB4 Ha OTHOLIeHMS Mexay 3Tukor Kanra
v 3TVKovi CIIMHO3BL
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Given the title of Spinoza’s main work [i.e.
“Ethics”] and the fact that a considerable part of
the book deals with the improvement of human
conduct, one may be surprised to find Spinoza de-
scribed as an “amoralist”. Nevertheless, this title
is recurrently ascribed to Spinoza, and, I believe,
rightly so. For Spinoza’s “moral theory” is essen-
tially nothing but a theory of prudence. It begins with
a clear egoistic foundation and proceeds to show
that a prudent egoist would in many respects be-
have in a way that would be judged righteous by
common morality, and that he would adopt charac-
teristics that fit the common understanding of vir-
tue (Melamed, 2011, p. 158).

Melamed clearly takes Spinoza’s ethics to be het-
eronomous. That is because such an allegedly Spino-
zian “prudent egoist” — described by Melamed as an
accurate exemplification of Spinoza’s moral theory —
can treat ethical principles at best as means of achiev-
ing his own prudential ends and not as self-evident
motives for action. In effect his Wille (to use Kant's
term) is permanently muted and his Willkiir covers
the whole (im)moral field.

The last quote comes from Richard Cohen and
is as succinct as it is blunt: “Spinoza [...] audacious-
ly denie[s] — says Cohen — and [is] rationally en-
titled to deny the ‘reality’ of even this globally ev-
ident ‘givenness’ [i.e. moral domain] and argue[s]
that morality and justice are in truth illusory, fantasy
projections of the ignorant or the sick” (Cohen, 2010,
p. 82). Cohen writes not only that moral motives, and
autonomy with them, count for nothing in the view
of a Spinozist, but he also asserts that the Spinozist is
“rationally entitled” to count them for nothing. We
will busy ourselves with this peculiar qualification
later on.

Now I will move to the essential part of this es-
say where I will attempt to prove that Spinoza’s
ethics is not heteronomous, contrary to the views just
cited. First I will deal with the comments made by
Melamed and Cohen, which are relatively easy to re-
fute. This will give me an opportunity to shed some
light on issues in Spinoza’s philosophy which are rel-
evant to my own discussion. After that [ will attempt
to dismantle Ivic’s account of the relation between
the ethics of Kant and Spinoza.
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3. ObocHOBaHMe HereTepOHOMHOIO XapaKTepa
3Tnky CIIMHO3bI

3.1. Obmiasa npobsiemMa ¢ «<MMMOPaIU3MOM»
CnmHO3BI

Ha ynmBrieHme jierko nokasars, 4to mrst CIvHO3BL
3TUKA 3TO HEYTO OOJIblllee, YeM «Teopwms Oraropasy-
musi» (Mertamer) 11 yx Tem Oojiee «BbITyMKa OOJTbHBIX»
(Kosn), mockonpky CrmHoO3a He TOBOPUT HIUIETo, YTO
XOTBb CKOJIBKO-HMOYIb O/IM3K0 K ITOMOOHBIM B3ITIAIaM
(a4TOOBI OBITE TOUHBIM: OH, KakK 11 KaHT, KpuTHKyeT Mo-
pasucmob, ogHaKO 3TO He VIMeeT OTHOIIEHWS K Aely,
ITOCKOJIBKY HMKaK He CBSI3aHO C KPUTMKOV MOpaiL), HO,
HAIIPOTMB, OH 2060pui, YTO YeJIOBEK, ITOCTYIIArOIIVIVL
CIIpaBeIMBO, IIOCKOJIBKY OH IIOHVMAaeT «HeoOXOomy-
MOCTh 3aKOHOB... IIOCTyIIaeT IIOCJIEIOBATEIIBHO M IIO
CBOET1, a He 4y>KOV BoJIe, ¥ [IOTOMY 3aC/Iy>KeHHO Has3bl-
BaeTcA crpaBemIMBbIM». C IPyTOV CTOPOHBI, IPOOJI-
KaeT CIIMHO3a, TOT, KTO IIOCTYIIaeT CIIPaBeIVBO JIVIITh
ITOCKOJIBKY «OOWTCS BUCEIIVIIBI», He 3aCITy>KMBaeT TOro,
4TOOBI ero HasbIBayM cripaBemyBbM (CrHo3a, 20060,
c. 56). 3gecy Cr1tHO3a TOBOPUT, UTO HUKTO HE MOXET
OBITh JIEVICTBUTEIILHO CIIPABEJIVBBIM, VWJIM B JaHHOM
cIy4vae — JIeVICTBUTEIbHO MOPaJIbHBIM, €CJIN IE€VICTBY-
eT MCXOMs He V3 MPaBWIPHOTO ITOHMMAaHMS 3aKOHOB,
HO u3 OmaropasyMHBIX IpWHYMH (TaKMX, KaK «CTpax
BUCeTMITB»). HO 3TOT Te3mc mpsMO HpOTMBOPEUNT
yTBepXaeHnIo MenaMernia, o ToM, YTO 3TMKa CITMHO3EI
«ecTb He OoJlee ueM Teopwsi O1aropasyMmsi», IIOCKOJIb-
Ky B HEM OJHO3HAYHO 3asIBJIS€TCS, YTO OIaropasyMHoOe
He MOXeT IIOIJIOTUTb MOPaJIbHOE. YUWUTHIBas BBIIIIE-
cKazaHHOe, MHeHMe KosHa omposepruyTo a fortiori,
nockostbKy KosH yTBepxxaaet, uro 1yt CIMHO3EI cIipa-
BeIVIBOCTb — WCKYCCTBEHHAsI XMMepa, OfHaKO caM
CrmHO3a mastek OT yTBep KIeHs 4eTo-1I100 Mogo0Ho-
IO VI CKOpee COCPemOoTOUYeH Ha ITOMCKe IIOIXOJISIIero
KpUTepVs Il CIIpaBeyIMBOro nevicTByst. OueBIIHO,
YTO OH He 3aHMMaJICa ObI 3TVM, OyIb CIIpaBeIMBOCTD
He OoJlee ueM «IIpOeKIIiel HeBeXXeCcTBeHHbIX». Ho fa-
BayiTe 0OpaTVMCs K 3TOMy KPUTEPUIO, IIOCKOIIBKY TO,
e CrmmHo3a, KaK KaXkeTcsT, HaXOOUT ero, OUeHb IT0Ka-
3aTeJILHO.

MuTepecHo pacno3HaTk B drtocodpmm CIMHO3bI
TEepPMWH, KOTOPBIVI BBIIIOJIHSET Ty K€ TeOPeTUIecKyIo
(pyHKIIMIO, Y4TO M «HPABCTBEHHOE YMOHACTpPOEHVEe»
(moralische Gesinnung) y KanTa. Kakx m3secTHO Xa-
XOoMy, KTo m3ydaeT dpwiocodmio, mrsi Kanra gen-
CTBMe VMeeT MOpPaJIbHYIO II€HHOCTb TOJIBKO B TOM
cjlydae, KOIZla COBepINaeTcs WMCXOHOs W3 yBaKeHWs
K 3aKOHY, a He M3 KaKMX-JIM0O APYyruX NpWUuH. DTa
OPVEHTMPOBAHHAs Ha 3aKOH IO3WIIMS eCTh MOPasIb-
Hasl MO3WLINS, VI ee POJIb 3aKJIIOUaeTCs B TOM, YTOOBI
pasm4aTh OeVICTBUS, KOTOPble HaXOAATCS TOJIBKO BO
BHeIITHeM cortacum ¢ 3akoHoM (KaHT ommmceiBaer Ta-
KVe JeViCTBUS KakK <<,I[OHyCTI/IMbIe>>), VI OeVICTBVST, BHY-
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3. A Case for the Non-Heteronomous Character
of Spinoza’s Ethics

3.1. A General Challenge to Spinoza’s
“Immoralism”

It is indeed surprisingly easy to show that for
Spinoza ethics is something more than a mere “the-
ory of prudence” (Melamed) let alone a “fantasy of
the sick” (Cohen). For Spinoza does not say any-
thing which is even remotely close to such views
(certainly he, like Kant, criticises moralists, but that
is beside the point and has nothing to do with criti-
cising morality), but he does say instead that the per-
son who acts justly because he understands “[...]
the necessity of the laws [...] is acting steadfastly
and at his own and not another’s command, and
therefore is deservedly called just”. On the other
hand, Spinoza continues, one who is just only be-
cause he “fears the gallows” does not deserve to
be called just (Spinoza, 2007a, p. 58). Here Spinoza
says nothing less than that nobody is truly just, or,
for that matter, truly moral, who does not act out of
the proper knowledge of the laws, but out of pru-
dential reasons instead (like “fear of the gallows”).
But this thesis directly contradicts Melamed’s claim
that Spinoza’s ethics “is nothing more than a mere
theory of prudence”, for it unambiguously states
that the prudential cannot absorb the moral. Given
the above, Cohen’s opinion is refuted a fortiori. For
Cohen says that for Spinoza justice is just a made-up
chimera, but Spinoza himself, while being far from
saying anything similar, is rather focused on inves-
tigating the proper criterion for a just action. This is
obviously not what he would have been doing had
he believed that justice is nothing beyond “a projec-
tion of the ignorant”. But let us now attend to this
criterion, because the passage where Spinoza seems
to find it is indeed very instructive.

It is interesting to identify in Spinoza a term
which fulfils the same theoretical function as “mor-
al attitude” (moralische Gesinnung) fulfils in Kantian
ethics. As every student of philosophy knows, in
Kant an action possesses moral worth only where
it is done out of respect for the law and not for any
other reason. This law-oriented attitude is mor-
al attitude and its role is to distinguish actions
which are only externally in accordance with the
law (Kant describes such actions as “legal”) from
actions which are internally motivated by the law



TpeHHe MOTVBUPOBAHHBIE 3aKOHOM (TO €CTh «MOpaib-
Hble» mevicTsust). Kak Mbl Buesn B BILIIE IIPOIIUTIPO-
BaHHOM Itaccaxe, 11t CIIVIHO3BI BHY TPEHHSS II03ULIVISL
areHTa, COITPOBOXXIAOIIAS ero IeVICTBIS, BaKHA IS
MOPAIBHOV OIIEHKM CaMOI0 [IEVICTBUS: €CIM OHO CO-
BepIIaeTCsl VICXOMSl M3 IpM3HaHMS 0DOCHOBAaHHOCTMU
3aKOHOB, TO OHO JIEVICTBUTEJILHO CIIpaBeiyIMBO, U Ha-
obopot. CrimHO3a, Kak s CKasajl B Hadaje 3TOro Iia-
parpada, rperyiaraeT TEPMUH, BBIIOITHSIOIINI B €70
cricTeMe Ty ke PyHKIMIO, uTo u moralische Gesinnung.
Ha naTbIHM 3TOT TEPMUH — CONSensy animi, ato Ha pyc-
CKWVI IIEPEBOIIAT KaK «BOXK[IeJIeHne ny1». [103BosbTe
MHe [1aTh IIPOCTPAHHYIO LUTATy COOTBETCTBYIOLIETO
dparmenTa «Boroc;I0BCKO-IIONMMTUYECKOTO TPAaKTaTa»,
B KoTopoM CIIMHO3a VWITIOCTPUPYET 3TOT BaXXHBIV pu-
710cOCKMIT BOIIPOC, VICTIONB3Ys OMOIIeVICKMT IIpVIMep
(xypcuB Besme MOTL):

...VL XOTS Te AT KHUT [Momicest] kpome permrm-
O3HBIX OOPSIOB comepKaT B cebe MHOTO MOpPaIbHBIX
MIPeNIVICaHn, OFHAKO IIOC/IeqHME He W3J/IaraioTcst
B [ISITMKHVDKMY KaK MOpasIbHbIe IIPaBiIa, OOLIe ISt
BCeX JIOZIeVI, HO KaK 3aIrloBey, BeCbMa IIPVHOPOBIIEH-
Hble K ITOHVMAaHMIO M XapaKTepy TOJIBKO €BPEeVICKOVL
HallMM, TI03TOMY OHM VMEIOT B BUJIY IIOJIB3Y OIHOIO
rocyaapcrsa. HarmpumMep, Mowceit He yuauT uysiees He
yOmBaTh 1 He KpacTb KaK YUUTeNTb 1 IIPOPOK, HO IIPH-
KasbIBaeT 3TO KaK 3aKOHOATe b M BiIafbIKa; oM fedb He
nodxpenasem npabus 00600amu pasyma, HO NPUCOEOUHSeN
K NpUKA3AHUAM Haxasanue... TOYHO Tak >Xe U 3aIIOBemb
He IHpeo0oIeriCTBOBAaTh KACaeTCsl IIOJIB3bI TOJIBKO
o0ImecTBa ¥ rocyIapcTBa, IIOTOMY YTO, eciii OBl OHA
XeJlaJIa Hay4YuTh MOPJIBHOMY IIpaBIUIy... TOIZIA OHA
ocynwia Obl He TOJIBKO BHEIIIHee JIEVICTBIE, HO VI caMoe
Boxoesenue oyuwu (CrimeO3a, 20060, c. 66).

Xotst CnimHO3a U He WCHOJIb3yeT Consensu animi
TaKVM >K€ CO3HATeJIbHBIM M CHCTEMATUYHBIM OOpa-
30M, Kak 1 KaHT, TeM He MeHee JIeTKO HawTH B BBIIIIe-
IIpVBeleHHOV MUTaTe MOX0XYyo Ha KaHTa myHaMuKy
BHYTPEHHETO ¥ BHEIIHETrO W IIPMBA3KY WMCTOYHMKA
3TUYECKOVI IEHHOCTH K IIepBOMY. DTO B CBOIO O4Yepeb
sBHO oTHaIsieT 3TMKy CIIMHO3BI OT reTepOHOMHOCTY,
Ha OCHOBaHWMVI KOTOPOV HEBO3MOKHO ITPOBECT Pasiin-
4ye MeXxy OraropasyMHOVI CIIPaBeIMBOCTBIO 11 COO-
CTBEHHO CIIPaBeINBOCTBIO, COIIPOBOXKIAEMOV IIpa-
BWIBHOVI CONSensu animi.

Crrenyroriyie UTaThI U3 «DTUKM» TOIEPKMBAIOT
TIIAHHBIN BBIIE aHAJIN3, a TAKXe II03BOJISIOT MHe IIPOo-
IOIDKUTE AucKycenio: 1) «ToT, KTo pyKoBOICTBYeTCs
CTpaxoM U felaeT HoOpo st TOro, yToObl M30eXaTsb
371a, TOT He PYKOBOHCTByeTcsi pasymoM» (CrmeOo3a,
20064, c. 438); 2) «[evicTBOBaTH AOCOIIIOTHO II0 TOOPO-
IeTeJIn eCcTh JJIsE Hac He UTO MHOEe KaK JeVICTBOBATh. ..
II0 PYKOBOJCTBY pasyMma...» (Tam ke, c. 410—411);
3) «JlericTBOBaTH BIIOJIHE II0 TOOPOIETEV €CTh He UTO
VHOe, KaK JIeVICTBOBATh I10 3aKOHaM COOCTBEHHOI ITPU-
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(i.e. “moral” actions). We saw in the passage cited
above that, for Spinoza, the agent’s internal attitude
which accompanies his action makes a difference
for the moral estimation of the action itself; if an
action is done out of the recognition of the valid-
ity of the laws, it is truly just, if not, then it is not.
Spinoza also provides us, as I said at the beginning
of this paragraph, with the term which does the
systemic job of moralische Gesinnung. This term in
Latin is consesu animi, which translates to English as
“consent of the mind”. Let me quote extensively the
relevant fragment of the Theological-Political Trea-
tise, where Spinoza illustrates a vital philosophical
point using a biblical example.

Although these Five Books [of Moses] contain
much about morality as well as ceremonies,
morality is not to be found there as moral teachings
universal to all men, but only as instructions
uniquely adjusted to the understanding and
character of the Hebrew nation, and therefore
relevant to the prosperity of their state alone. For
example, it is not as a teacher or a prophet that
Moses requires the Jews not to kill or steal; he
decrees it as a legislator and prince. For he does not
ground his teachings on reason, but rather attaches a
penalty to his commands [my italics — W.K.] [...]
Equally, the commandment not to commit adultery
relates only to the interest of the commonwealth
and the state. If he had wanted to give moral
instruction [...] then he would condemn not only
the external act but also the consent of the mind [my
italics — W. K.] itself [...] (Spinoza, 2007a, p. 69).

Although Spinoza does not use the term consensu
animi in such a self-conscious and systematic fashion
as Kant uses moralische Gesinnung, it is nevertheless
easy to find in the above quote the Kantian-like dy-
namics between moral internalism and externalism
together with the identification of the source of ethi-
cal value in the former. This, in turn, clearly distances
Spinoza’s ethics from heteronomy, where the distinc-
tion between prudential justice and proper justice —
accompanied by the right consensu animi — simply
cannot be made.

The following quotes from Ethics support the
foregoing analysis and also will give me an opportu-
nity to advance our discussion further: (1) “He who is
guided by fear, and does good so as to avoid evil, is
not guided by reason” (Spinoza, 1992, p. 189), (2) “To
act in absolute conformity with virtue is nothing else
inus butto act[...] under the guidance of reason [...]”
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ponbl» (Tam xe). Takum 0OpasoM, MBI HTOJIy4aeM TpU
yTBep KIeHMs TOXAecTBa: 1) AericTBoBaTh 1o Jo0pore-
TeJIVI = JIeVICTBOBATh II0 PYKOBOJICTBY pa3yMa; 2) ev-
CTBOBATH II0 JOOpOAEeTeNM = AeVICTBOBATh 110 3aKOHAM
COOCTBEHHOV TPUPOMBI, OTCIOMA; 3) AEVICTBOBATH IIO
PYKOBOJICTBY pasyMa = JIeVICTBOBAaTh II0 3aKOHaM CO0-
CTBEHHOVI IIPUPOIBIL.

Terrepp HaM HeoOx0OmVIMO OOCYANUTD IBa MOMEHTA.
Bo-TrepBBIX, HYXXHO OIpenemMTb XOTS OBl MpMMepHO
copepkaHvie IOHATVS «pa3yM» y CIIMHO3bI, IIOCKOIIb-
Ky, eCJIM XOTVIM 130aBuUTh 3TVKYy CIVHO3EL OT reTepo-
HOMWUW, MBI JOJDKHBI OBITh YBEPEHBI, YTO €r0 ITOHSATIE
pasyMa COOTBETCTBYET XOTs ObI B OOIIMX YepTax II0-
HSITVIO IIPaKTUYeCKOro (MopasbHOro) pasyma y Kan-
Ta. Bo-BTOPBIX, MBI HOJDKHBI PacCMOTPETH, UTO Oymer
3HAUWUTEIIPHO TPy[Hee, OTHOIIEHVE MeXIy 3aKOHOM
¥ IIpuponon (BK/I0Yas Hamly mpupony) v CImMHO3SHI
V1 OOCYIUTB 3TV ITOHATMS KaK TaKOBbIE, B OCOOEHHOCTH
BOIIPOC MX enyuHooOpasus. IlpucTynim ko BceMy IO
HOPSAKY .

3.2. SIBnsiercsa nu pasyM COMHO3BI IPaKTUYIeCKUM
B KAaHTOBCKOM cMbIci1e?’

DTOo ellle OAVMH OTHOCUTEIIBFHO IIPOCTOV BOIIPOC.
VmMerommecst JaHHBIE OMHO3HAYHO IIO3BOJILIOT 1aTh
Ha HeTO IIOJIOXUTENTbHEI oTBeT. [lepBoe, uro Gpoca-
eTcsl B IJIa3a B 3TOM oTHoineHun, — CIMHO3a 4acTo
CChUIAETCS Ha TO, YTO OOBIYHO CUUTAETCS «HAPOIHOVI»
BepcHer KaTeropudyecKoro MMIIepaTuBa, TO eCTh Ha
«30JI0TOe IIPaBWIO MOPaIV» («IIOCTyHall C OPyTVIMW
TaK, KaK XOTeJI Obl, YTOOBI IIOCTYIIVIIM ¢ TOOOIT») Kak
Ha npexnvcanue pasyma. Hanpumep, B «D1rke» Crin-
HO3a roBoput: «JIrou, yrpasiiseMble pasyMoM... He
YYBCTBYIOT BJIEUEHVSI HU K YeMY, Uero He KeJlam Obl
OPYTVIM JIFOISM, a IIOTOMY OHU CIIPaBeJIVBBI, BEPHEI
m gecTHBD» (CrmmHo3a 20064, c. 408; cM. Taxxe: CriHo-
3a, 20060, c. 179). TouHO Tak >Xe MOXHO CKa3aTh, YTO
OOBEKT BOJIV B TOM CJTydae, ecyIv UeJIOBeKOM YIIPaBIIsi-
€T pa3yM, TaKOB, UTO OH He MOXeT OBITb >KeJIaeMbIM,
€CJIVI ero He MOTYT KeJlaTh Bce Jroan. OueBmIHO, YTO
o coert popMe 3TO He KaTerOpMUYecKUil VMIlepa-
TUB, HO TpeOoBaHIe YHVMBEpPCaIbHOV TapMOHMI BCEX
BO3MOXXHBIX BOJIb, yTBEpXKIaeMoe 37ech, s HAyMaro,
IOCTAaTOYHO O/IM3KO K TOMY, YTOOBI yKasbIBaTh Ha TO,
uro 115t CIIMHO3BI pa3yM MMeeT MOPaJIbHOE COfIepIKa-
HVE, CXOXee C KaHTOBCKMM. YTOOBI ITOIKpEennTh 3TO
yTBepXKIIeHWe, IT03BOJIbTe MHe C(DOKYCMPOBATHCS IIpe-
JXIIe BCero Ha YeCcTHOCTM, TaK KaK OHa JIaeT BO3MOX-

7 Minorma KaHT roBopurt, 4Yro HasbBaTh pPasyM «IIpaKTu-
YecKMM» — 3HAUWUT yTBepXKJaTh, YTO OH obiamaer sui generis
CITOCOGHOCTBIO OBITH MPUYMHON. 5 He X049y OCTaHaBJIMBAThCS
3/Iech Ha 3TOVI TIpobiTeMe, HO XO9y TOIBKO yKasaTh, UTO pasyM
y KanTa 1 CriviHO3BI 0071aiaeT OMIHAKOBOVI 3aKOHOJIATeITBHOV
beHKLU/IeVI B OTHOIIEHMN ITPaBWI, KOTOPYIO MBI SIBHO MOEHTU-
durmpyemM kak MOpaJTbHYIO.
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(ibid., pp. 166-167), (3) “To act in absolute conformity
with virtue is nothing else [...] but to act according to
the laws of one’s own nature” (ibid., p. 167). Thus we
obtain the following three identity statements: (1) act-
ing from virtue = acting from reason, (2) acting from
virtue = acting from the laws of one’s own nature,
hence, (3) acting from reason = acting from laws of
one’s own nature.

We have now two issues to discuss. First, we
have to determine, even if approximately, the con-
tent of Spinoza’s concept of reason. For we need to
be sure, if we want to deliver Spinoza’s ethics from
heteronomy, that his concept of reason corresponds,
if only in broad outline, to Kant’s concept of practi-
cal (moral) reason. Secondly and more laboriously,
we must treat the relation between law and nature
(including our nature) in Spinoza and discuss these
concepts as such, especially the question of their
uniformity. Let us proceed in order.

3.2. Is Spinoza’s Reason Practical
in the Kantian Sense of the Term?’

Again, this is a relatively simple question. The
evidence unambiguously supports the positive an-
swer to it. What first comes to view, in this regard,
is Spinoza’s frequent reference to what is generally
considered a “folk” version of the categorical imper-
ative, i.e., to the “golden rule” (“do to others what
you would like them to do to you”) as a dictate of
reason. For example in Ethics Spinoza says that “[...]
men who are governed by reason [...] seek nothing
for themselves that they would not desire for the rest
of mankind; and so are just, faithful, and honour-
able” (Spinoza, 1992, p. 164; see also Spinoza, 2007a,
p- 198). Equivalently one can say that the object of
will in the case of a person governed by reason is
such that it cannot be willed unless it can be willed
by others as well. Obviously, this is not the categor-
ical imperative in letter, but the demand for uni-
versal harmony of all possible wills which it states
is, I think, close enough to indicate that reason for
Spinoza has a Kantian-like moral content. In order to
strengthen this claim, let us now focus specifically on

7 Occasionally Kant says that to call reason “practical” means
to assert that it has sui generis causal power. In this question
I do not consider this problem specifically, rather I just want
to establish that reason in Kant and Spinoza has the same leg-
islative function with respect to rules which we clearly iden-
tify as moral.



HOCTb OOCYIUTB JIOCTATOYHO IIIyOOKYIO, IO KpavHen
Mepe Ha MOVI B3IJISIH, aHAJIOT IO MEX/TY PaKTIUIeCKOM
dpmnocodment Karra 1 CriHOSHL

B webomemmonn pabote 1797 1., o03ariaBiIeHHOM
«O MHMMOM IIpaBe JITaTh M3 YeJIOBEKOJII0OMs1», KanT
yTBepXXIaeT K pa30vapOBaHVIO MHOIVIX JIIOZIEVI, XOTEB-
X Obl BUIETh B HEM OOPaslloBOrO I'yMaHWCTa, UTO
JIOXB 3allpellleHa JIaXke ecJIv OHa HeoOXoyMa JIIs CIia-
CeHIs XXVI3HM HeBMHOBHOTO (AA 08, S. 423 —431; KaHT,
19946). KaHT yTBepXHaeT, 9To 3aKOH (IIPaKTMIeCcKOro)
pasyMa TpebyeT Bcera TOBOPUTH IIpaBIy BHE 3aBVCH-
MocTy oT obcrositernbers. Cormacao KanTy, maxe ecim
MOTVBOM JDKM OyZIeT cocTpafaHMe, HO He pasyM (Tak
KaK COCTpajlaHMe IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHO pa3yMy), OHa BCe
paBHO cocrasiseT reteporomMuto Willkiir v mouviHeHa
3aKOHaM IIPUPOJIB], & He 3aKOHAM YeJIOBEYECKOW «Ha-
crosien caMmocTi» (eigentliches Selbst), To ects 3TIve-
CKVIM 3aKOHaM.

CrHO3a ToXXe pasMBIIIUISeT HaJl IIpo0sIeMon Tpa-
HWIT YeCTHOCTM V1, [TIOXO0XKe, 3aKJTiodaeT, Kak v KaHT, uro
YeCTHOCTb He VIMeeT IpaHuIl. MbI BUANM B «DTHKe»:
«YesroBeK cBOOOIHBINI (TO €cTh aBTOHOMHBIL. — B.K.)
HVIKOITIa He IeVICTBYeT JDKVMBO, HO Beerfa decTHO. Ecim
OBI YesyIoBeK CBOOOIHBIN KaK TaKOBOVI JejIajl YTO-In0o
JDKVMBOE, TO OH feJIajl OBl 3TO II0 IIPeANVICaHNIo pasy-
Ma (100 TOJIBKO B 3TOM CMBIC/IE OH VI Ha3bIBaeTCs HaMU
CBOOOIHBIM); a IIOTOMY [I€VICTBOBATh JDKMBO OBUTO OBI
nobpoperenbo... a aTto Henerio» (CrmHosza, 2006a,
c. 443).

ITocsie aroro yreepxmenus CrmHo3a paccMaTpu-
BaeT KOHTPIIPMMEP TOrO Xe TUIa, ¢ KOTOPbIM ObLI
BBIHYXXIeH BcTpeTuThca KaHT B pabore «O MHMMOM
IIpaBe JIraThb 13 UeJI0BeKOIIo0ms». EnnrcTBeHHas pas-
HUIIA 37eCh 3aKJIF0YAeTCs B TOM, UYTO BTOPOVI TOBOPUT
0 CITaCeHMVI Yy KOV XXM3HU C IIOMOIIIBIO JDKM, B TO Bpe-
M$ KaK IIEPBBIVI TOBOPUT O TOVI )Ke HEOOXOIVMMOCTH, HO
10 OTHOIIIEHWUIO K CBOEV XXM3HM. MBI BUAVIM:

Ecrim xe crpocst (oTBewaer CromHo3a IIOTEHIIN-
aJIbHBIM IIpoTMBHMKaM. — B. K.): «A 4to0 ecyii ObI ge-
JIOBEK MOT IIOCPEICTBOM BEPOJIOMCTBA OCBOOOIMTHCS
OT CMepTeJIbHOV OIIaCHOCTH, pa3Be pa3yM BBUILy coO-
CTBEHHOTO CaMOCOXPaHeHMs He TIOCOBETOBaJI OBl eMy
OBITH BEpOJIOMHBIM?» ... [HO] ecsii OBbI pa3yM coBeTOBaI
3TO, TO OH COBETOBaAJI OBI 3TO BCEM JIIOFSIM, 7, CITEfIOBa-
TEJIHO, Pa3yM BOOOIIle COBETOBAJI OBI JIIOMISIM TOJIBKO
JDKVBO YCJIOBJIVIBAThCS COEIMHSTE CBOV CIJIBL U VIMETh
o0rmyie IpaBga... a 3T0 HeJlello» (TaM Xe, . 444).

Obparute BHMMaHMe, 9To CHNHO3a He TOJIBFKO Ha-
IIOJIHSIET pa3yM TeM Xe copepxaaueM, uro u KaHr, 1o
KpariHell Mepe B OTHOIIEHNM MCTUHHOCTM, HO TaKXe
COBeplIIaeT XOPOIIO M3BeCTHYIO 110 KaHTy «IIpoBepKy
000011IeHeM» I TOTO YTOOBI y3HATB, paspelaercs
JIV aHHBIVI IIPVIHIINII IeVICTBYIS MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM.
CrHoO3a orIpezieJIeHHO pacCyXXIaeT B KAHTOBCKOVI Ma-
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honesty, for this topic demands a discussion of what
I consider to be a profound analogy between Kant’s
and Spinoza’s practical philosophies.

In a short paper of 1797 entitled On a Supposed
Right to Lie from Philanthropy Kant claims — to the
distress of many who would like to see in him an ex-
emplary humanist — that lying is forbidden even if
it is necessary to save the life of an innocent (VRML,
AA 08, pp. 423-431; Kant, 1996b, pp. 605-617). Kant
claims that the law of (practical) reason is that one
should always tell the truth, regardless of the circum-
stances. According to Kant, even if one’s lie is moti-
vated by compassion and not by reason (for it is con-
trary to reason), it still constitutes the heteronomy of
Willkiir and is subsumed under the laws of nature and
not under the laws of men’s proper self (eigentliches
Selbst), i.e. ethical laws.

Spinoza also ponders the problem of the limits
of honesty and apparently concludes, like Kant, that
honesty has no limits. We read in Ethics: “If the free
[i.e. autonomous — W. K.] man, in so far as he is free,
were to act deceitfully, he would be doing so in ac-
cordance with the dictates of reason (for it is in this
respect only that we call him free), and thus to act de-
ceitfully would be a virtue [...] which is absurd [...]”
(Spinoza, 1992, p. 194). After stating this Spinoza con-
siders a type of counterexample that Kant faced in On
a Supposed Right to Lie from Philanthropy. The only dif-
ference is that in the latter case the counterargument
involves the necessity of saving somebody else’s life
by lying and the former talks about the same necessi-
ty, but in reference to one’s own life. We read:

The question may be asked [says Spinoza on be-
half of a potential opponent — W. K.]: “What if a man
could by deception free himself from imminent dan-
ger of death? Would not consideration for the preser-
vation of his own being be decisive in persuading him
to deceive?” [...] [but] If reason urges this, it does so
for all men; and thus reason urges man in general to
join forces and to have common laws only with deceit-
ful intention [...] which is absurd (ibid., p. 194-195).

Notice that not only has reason in Spinoza the
same content, at least with regard to truthfulness,
as in Kant, but it also performs Kant’s well-known
“universalisation test” in order to establish if a given
principle of action is permitted or forbidden under
the moral law. Spinoza clearly argues in a Kantian
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Hepe. ComlacHO eMy, JIOXKb 3allpellleHa, IIOCKOJIbKY
pasyM He MoXeT 0e3 IpOTMBOpeUNsi «IIPU3BaTh» BCexX
JIOfIeVI IPVIHATD «MaKCHMY» (ec/IV VICIIO/Ib30BaTh KaH-
TOBCKWIL TepMT/IH) JDKVI, TO €CTh TaKOV IPMHIIVII JeVi-
CTBMSL HeJIb3s 0000mmThs Oe3 poTnBopeunst. Ha ator
MOMeHT yxe oOpatwi BHuMMaHue Crtusen Hamiep:
«Kak M KaHTOBCKMe KaTeropwdeckue (MOpasIbHBIe)
VIMIIepaTVBhl, IIpenmvcaHvs pasyma [y CHomeO3bI]
BBIXOZISIT 3a IIpeesIbl JIMYHBIX PasINdIuil ¥ CO3IaioT
yHUBepcajlbHble TpeOoBaHMS K YeJI0BeUecKOMY IIO-
BelleHMIo. DTo HonTeepxaaeTcs: Te3ricoM CIIMHOS3HL. ..
(B uetBepront KHure “OTUKM”. — I[lpumeun. nep.), e
OH paccy>faeT, OyAeT M BeIOMBIVI Pa3yMOM UeJIOBeK
KOIZla-in0o0 MOCTyIIaTh HEYeCTHO, — TE3VICOM O TOM,
9TO “eciIn pa3yM HpeIvceBaeT 3T0, OH IPeAIIChiBa-
et 370 BeeM smiorsiM” » (Nadler, 2014, p. 46).

3.3. 3akoH(bI) M mpMponaa yesroBeka y CIMHO3BI

Terteps g xody 0O6CcyaUTE TEMY 4eTI0BEYECKO IIPVI-
POZIEL 1 3aKOHA, KOTOPYIO s CUMTaI0 abCOIFOTHO BaXK-
HOW KaK JI JO/DKHOTO ITOHMMaHV 3TUKYM CIIMHO3EI
B 11€JI0M, TaK 1 JUIs yOeqMTeIbHOCTI MOeTo apryMeHTa.

IlepBoe, uTO HYXHO IpPW3HATH OTHOCUTEIHHO JaH-
HOM Ipo0sieMBl, — 3TO TO, 4TO, cornacHo CImHO3e,
MIOHSATVISI 3aKOHA VI 4eJI0OBeYeCKOV IIPUIPOABL He edUHO-
o0pasHBL. XOTs KaXXIBIN CTYIeHT-PII0cod 3HaAET, UTO
CriMHO3a — «MOHWCT», 9TO He JIOJDKHO 3aCTaBJIsTh HaC
IyMaTh, 9TO OH OTPUIIAEeT JIF00O0TI BUI MepapXdecKoro
ayamsMa. HaoGopoT, oH mpusHaeT Takom «IyainsMm
0e3 TpaHCIIeHIEHIIMI», KaK MBI MOXXEM €TO Ha3Barb,
0oco0eHHO B cdpepe 3aKOHOB ¥ MOIUMHEHHBIX M 00B-
eKTOB. DTO AyaIn3M 3aKOHOB XestaHu (leges appetitus)
u 3akoHOB pasyMma (leges rationis (Crmmosza, 20060,
c. 177)). IlepBble OTHOCSTCS K HAIIEV UYBCTBEHHOW, VTN
XeJlarolerl IIpupofe, BTopble — K pasymHon. Ecim
MBI He JIEVICTBYeM VICXOJIS M3 3aKOHOB pa3yMa, TOBOPWT
CrmmHO3a, TO «... 4UeJIoOBEK OTHaeT cedsl Ha IIPOM3BOII
BeIllel], CyIIeCTBYIOIINX BHe eTro, ¥ OpeessieTcs M
K TaKVMM JEVICTBVISIM, KOTOPBIX TpeOyeT oOIriee coCTos-
HIie BHEIIIHNX BellleVi, a He caMasi IIpUpofia ero, paccMa-
TpVBaeMas eIVHCTBeHHO caMa B cebe» (CrmmHo3a, 2006a,
c.420). Kax pa3sbpsicHser 31a nmrara, y CIIMHO3BI 3aKOHBI
MopasvHo20 (Kak OBUIO ITOKAa3aHO BHIIIE) pasyMa obpa-
ITAIOTCS K HAIIleVt IIpupoze kax makxofoil («B cebe»), Ko-
TOPYIO OH MHOTTIA ellle Ha3bIBaeT «Iydlllasi Hallla 9acThb»
(Crmmro3a, 20064, c. 451), a 3aKOHBI JKeJTaHMS OTHOCSITCS
K Halllev: Ipupoze KaK 9acTy o01rert nprpompl. Tak 9To
MBI MOXKEM CO BCeVI CIIPaBeIMBOCTBIO YTBEPXKIATH, 10
KpariHerl Mepe II0Ka He OyZeT ToKa3aHO oOpaTHOe, 4To,
B IPVHIINIIE, «IyYIllas YacTh» Hac y COMHO3BI O3HAYA-
et To Xe, uro KaHT Hassan eigentliches Selbst. Oba aTit
TepMIHa O3HAYaloT MOpPAJIbHYIO IIPUPOINY dYesoBeKa
B corocTaBlieHum ¢ uneigentliche, Wi «xypiev» mnpu-
OOV YerIoBeKa, Ubsl Cyib0a — OBITH ITOMYMHEHHBIM
3aKOHaM OecCMBICJIEHHOTO (UOLG.
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fashion; according to him, lying is forbidden because
reason could not coherently “urge” all man to adopt
a deceitful “maxim” (to use a Kantian term), i.e.
such a principle of action could not be universalised
without a contradiction. This point has already been
hinted at by Steven Nadler who remarked that “like
Kant’s categorical (moral) imperatives, the dictates
of reason [in Spinoza] transcend personal differences
and make universal demands on human behaviour.
This is suggested by Spinoza’s claim [...], where
he considers whether the person guided by reason
would ever act deceptively, that ‘if reason should
recommend that, it would recommend it to all men’”
(Nadler, 2014, p. 46).

3.3. Law(s) and Human Nature(s) in Spinoza

Now I want to discuss the topic of law and hu-
man nature which I take to be absolutely vital for the
proper understanding of Spinoza’s ethics as a whole,
as well as for the cogency of the present argument.

The first thing to recognise in our present problem
is that, according to Spinoza, the concepts of law and
human nature are not uniform. Although, as every
student of philosophy knows, Spinoza is a “monist”,
it by no means should make us think that he denies
any sort of hierarchical dualism. Quite the contrary:
he recognizes such “dualism without transcendence”,
as we may call it, precisely in the sphere of laws and
objects which fall under them. The relevant dualism
takes place between laws of appetite (leges appetitus)
and laws of reason (leges rationis; Spinoza, 2007a,
p- 196). The former pertain to our sensual, or appeti-
tive nature, the latter to our rational one. Unless man
acts out of laws of reason, says Spinoza, he “[...] suf-
fers himself to be led by things external to himself and
is determined by them to act in a way required by
the general state of external circumstances, not by his
own nature considered only in itself” (Spinoza, 1992,
p- 174). As this quote makes clear, in Spinoza, the
laws of moral reason (as was shown before) appeal to
our nature as such (“in itself”), which Spinoza some-
times also calls the “better part of us” (Spinoza, 1992,
p- 200), and laws of appetite refer to our nature as far
as it is taken to be a part of nature as a whole. Hence
we can justifiably claim, at least until proven wrong,
that, in principle, the Spinozian “better part” of our-
selves marks the concept that Kant termed eigentliches
Selbst. Both of these terms connote the moral nature of
a human being in its juxtaposition to the “uneigent-
liche” or “worse” nature of man, whose fate is to be
subsumed under the laws of reasonless physis.



Toribko MTrHOpWMpOBaHMeE 3TOrO Oyay3Ma, Ipef-
IIOJIOXKWTEIIPHO BEITECHEHHOTO TI0BCEMeCTHOVI HacTO-
unBoCcThi0 CHIMHO3BI B OIIVICAHWUN CBOEV MeTadu3MKN
KaK MOHMCTHUYecKor, nospomwio leapuxy I'perity
HaIvcaTh cileflyIolllee B ero BiusATeIbHeen «Vicro-
puM eBperickoro Hapoma» o dwiocodpum CIMHO3BL
«...cdepa IpaBa KaXXIOrO dYeJIOBeKa IIPOCTMPAETCS
TaK ke JajleKo, KaK M cdpepa ero Cwibl. DTOT 3aKOH
IpVIPOAEI He 3HaeT padIndms MeXOy IUIOXMM W XO-
pommM, moOporeTerpio M IIOPOKOM, OJaropesHmeM
v HacwueM...» (Graetz, 1998, S. 164)8. OueBumHO, MBI
He JOJDKHBI I10JIaraThCsl B TaKVIX BOIIPOcax Ha MHEHVIA
VICTOPMKOB, HO B TOYHOCTM 3TO Xe MHeHVe 3alll/IIaeT-
cs1 u Mioxakom MejtameoM, KOTOPBIV IIOBTOPSIET ero
o4ty gocsioHO (Melamed, 2011, p. 159).

YT006B!I OIIpOBEpPrHY Th TaKoe MpouTeHye CIIHO3bI,
II03BOJIPTe MHe OOpaTuTh BHMMaHME Ha yXke oOCyXx-
TlaBIlleecsl BBIIIle TpeOOBaHMe YeCTHOCTU IaXke Ileper,
7MIIoM HeMuHyeMovi cMepTy. OdeBunHo, uro CrmHO3a
He TOJIBKO OTpWIIaeT HaIMdue y JIOOeN payuoHalbHO-
2o TIpaBa Ha JIOXKb, HO OTKa3bIBaeT VM B TaKOM IIpaBe,
ZlaXke ecIVl «BBUIY COOCTBEHHOIO CaMOCOXpaHEeHVIs»
IO 3[IpaBOMY PacCyXXIE€HUIO UM CJlefyeT OBITh Bepo-
momubMI (CrimHOo3a, 2006a, c. 444). DTta mmckyccus
CTaHOBUTCS IIPVIMEPOM KOH(MIIVMKTa MeXIy 3aKOHaMM
pasyMa ¥ 3aKOHaMM JKeJIaHMs, KOTOpble OOy XXIaioT
Hac K «CaMOCOXPaHeHVIO» 1IeHOV HapyIIeHNs 3aKOHOB
pasyma, 1 CIInHO3a 4eTKO yKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO 3aKO-
HBI pa3yMa, TO €CTb 3aKOHBI Halllell «IydIIleil caMmo-
CTV», MEIOT B HOPMaTVBHOM IUIaHe IIPMOPUTET Hap
3aKoHaM¥ XeslaHMA. ['oBops s3pIkoM KaHTa, 3aKOHEI
atmaeckont Boiu (Wille) mvetor mpumopureT Hap, mipef-
MVICaHVSIMYL TeTepoHOMHoOTo Itponssostervest (Willkiir).

CrmHo3a faeT oIy pOopMyIMpOBKY HecOBIIa-
IIeHVIO MeXIy pasyMoM M (JIMIIEeHHOV pa3yMa) IIpu-
pomovt B cBoeM «[lommTudaeckom TpakTare»: «Bemp
pupoaa IIOHYMHEHa He 3aKOHaM dYeJI0BeYecKOro
pasyMa, KOTOpble VMEIOT B BVIY JIVIIIb COXpaHeHWe
VI ICTVIHHYIO TIOJIB3Y JIIOTIEVI, HO OECKOHEYHOMY UMCITY
IPYTHX, COOOPA3YIOMIVXCS C BEUHBIM IOPSIIKOM BCe
HpUposL (4eToBeK ecTb ee aTtoM) » (Crmmeo3sa, 20068,
c. 255). Temepp HO/DKHO OBITH IIOHSATHO CIIAyIOIIee:
KTO YTOfHO, ropops si3eikoM CIIMHO3BI, VIMeeT eciie-
cmBenroe TIpaBo (B 3HaUeHUM lex appetitus) )xenaTb 9ero
YTOIHO, BK/TIOYasi aMopaibHbIX Berer (cM. CrmHo3a,
2006a, c. 420 —422), HO HUKTO He VIMeeT payuoHALbHO20
ripasa (lex rationis) cJyieqoBaTh 11eJ11, KOTOpas IIPOTUBO-
peInT MOPaJIbHOMY pa3yMy.

Temeps y Hac eCTb MpaKTMYIECKN BCe IS TOTO, UTO-
OBl HazyIeXaIM o0pa3oM OIIPOBEPTHYTH M3JI0XKeHe
OTHOIIeHVs Mexy 3TvKovt CrmHo3bl 1 3TnKov Kan-
Ta, npercrasieHHoe CaHpert VB4 B Itaccaxe, Ipo-
OUTVPOBaHHOM BbIlle. EqMHCTBeHHOe, Wero HaM Bce

8I'petr Takke yTBepXaaeT, uro CriHO3a He IIpU3HAeT HUKAKIX
MopaJIbHbIX 3aKOHOB (Graetz, 1998, S. 165).
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Only the overlooking of this dualism, supposed-
ly overshadowed by the overall insistence of Spinoza
on the monistic character of metaphysics, may have
allowed Heinrich Graetz to write the following in his
massively influential History of the Jewish People: ,[...]
[in Spinoza’s philosophy — W. K] the sphere of right
of each person extends as far as his sphere of pow-
er. This law of nature knows no distinction between
good and bad, virtue and vice, blessing and violence
[...]”8 (Graetz, 1998, p. 164; my translation — W. K.).
Obviously, we should not rely, in such matters, on
the opinions produced by historians. But this partic-
ular opinion is vindicated by Yitzhak Melamed, who
expresses the same view almost verbatim (Melamed,
2011, p. 159).

In order to refute this reading of Spinoza, let us
consider once more Spinoza’s demand for truthful-
ness even under the threat of imminent death. It is
clear that Spinoza does not only deny that men have
a rational right to lie; he also denies that they have
such a right even when “the consideration for the
preservation of [their] own being” urges them to be
deceitful (Spinoza, 1992, p. 194). What this discussion
exemplifies is the conflict between the laws of reason
and the laws of appetite, which urge us to “stay in
existence” at the cost of violating reason, and Spinoza
makes it clear that laws of reason, i.e. laws of our
“better self”, override — on a normative plane — the
laws of appetite. In Kantian terms: the laws of ethical
Wille override the precepts of heteronomous Willkiir.

Spinoza gives a general expression to the incon-
gruence between reason and (reasonless) nature in
his Political Treatise: “[...] the bounds of nature are not
the laws of human reason, which do but pursue the
true interest and preservation of mankind, but other
infinite laws, which regard the eternal order of univer-
sal nature, whereof man is an atom” (Spinoza, 2007b,
p- 294). This much should now be clear: everybody,
in Spinoza’s terms, has a natural right (in the sense of
lex appetitus) to strive for anything whatever, includ-
ing immoral entities (cf. Spinoza, 1992, p. 175), but
nobody has a rational right (lex rationis) to pursue the
ends which contradict moral reason.

Now we have almost all we need to satisfactorily
dissolve the account of relation between Spinoza and
Kant’s ethics presented by Sanja Ivic in the already

8 ,[...] die Rechtssphire des einzelnen Menschen erstreckt
sich eben so weit wie seine Machtsphire. Dieses Naturrecht er-
kenne den Unterschied von Gut und Bose, von Tugend und
Laster, von Hingebung und Vergewaltigung gar nicht an”. We
read in Graetz as well that Spinoza’s philosophy does not rec-
ognise any kind of moral law (Graetz, 1998, p. 165).



B. Kosbipa

ellle He XBaTaeT, — COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO OOCYKIeHNS
HoHATUI fobpa 1 371a y CrimHO3be1. OOpaTiMcs Terepsb
K 3TOMY BOIIPOCY.

3.4. Ho6po n 3710 y CIMHO3bI

Hasavite BcrioMHUM yTBepkaeHve Visna: «Teopws
atmkn CrimHo3e! oTymdaetcs ot Teopun Kanra. TTona-
Tre Or1ara riepBitaHO B 3TMKe CrmHO3BL, 1 CIIiHO3a BEI-
BOZWT ITOHSATVIE IIpaBa 13 IMOoHATY: Ortara. B sTike Kan-
Ta IIOHSTVe [0JjIra, TO eCTh IIOHSTHE IIpaBa, IIePBIIHO.
OH BBIBOOMT NOHSTHE Or1ara M3 NOHSTUA Opasa» (Ivic,
2007, p. 132). Korma Vg 3asgsmsteT, 94ro y CIIMHO3H IT0-
HSITVe TIpaBa / JIoJra IIPOVICXOOMUT M3 TIOHSTHS T00pa,
OHa TOBOPWUT CJleflyIollee: MPOU3BOJIbHOE CYXKIIeHue
VIHIOVIBVZA O TOM, YTO COCTaBJIsIeT ero 0J1aro, Comep>kKuT
B cebe ecmecmbenroe IpaBo CTpeMIeHMs K 3ToMy Orla-
ry. Ho, xak sicHO nokasas1 Ham aHaiams, 11 CIMHO3bI
HVKTO, pacCyqVBIIIN, UTO I HETO «XOPOIIIO» COJITaTh
IUIsL CrlaceHMsI CBOeV XXVM3HW, He VMeeT payuoHaAAbHO20
IpaBa Ha 3T0° (M HeT, OU4eBWUIHO, HUKAKMX IIPUIVH He
pacIpocTpaHUTb 3TY TOUKY 3peHWs Ha Bce IOBelleHe,
HpOTVBHOe 3aKoHy). CiiemoBaTeylbHO, VIBIY TOIIBKO ua-
cmu4Ho TIpaBa; ee yTBep KIleHVe BePHO JIUIIIb B OTHOIIIe-
HWVI eCTECTBEHHOTO ITpaBa M IIpOom3BoJIbHOrO Onara. Ho
3TO, KOHEYHO, He B IIOJIHOVI Mepe OCBelllaeT IpobieMy
OTHOIIIEHVSI MeXIy ITOHATMAMMU 3aKOHa ¥ IIpaBa B -
stococpum CrivHO3bL. Teneps s mokaxy, 4ro y CIIMHO3bI,
Kak 1 y KanTa, MBI iMeeM fies1o ¢ moHsiTveM Oy1ara, ITpo-
V3BOIHBIM U 3aBUCAIIMM OT MOPaJIbHOTO pasyMa.

151 HavasIa OTHaOVM HOJDKHOE HaIllVIM OITOHEeH-
TaM, mockorbKy CrmHo3a OdeiicmbumessHo TOBOPUT
crleyIonee: «...MbI CTPEeMMUMCS K 4eMy-/Ir0o, JkejTaeM
4ero-HuOy/Ib, UyBCTBYEM BJIeYeHVIE VI XOTMM He BCIIel-
CTBUI€ TOTO, UTO CUMTAEM 3TO JOOPOM, a HA00OPOT, MBI
IIOTOMY CUMTaeM 4YTO-I00 moOpoM, UTO CTpeMMMCs
K HeMy, XeJlaeM, UyBCTBYeM K HeMy BjledeHVe 1 XOTUM
ero» (Crmmuo3a 2006a, c. 343). [1eicTBUTEIFHO, B 3TOM
OTPBIBKE yTBEp>KHaeTcsi IpyObIll peyISTVBU3M II0 OT-
HOITIEHNMIO K IIOHSTWIO Ojlara; OHO ONWVICHIBAeTCs Kak
cJIydarHoe, 3aBMcdlllee OT Hammx XejaHuy. OgHaKo
mmpobriemMa ¢ TakKvMM IIpouTeHMeM Toro, Kak CrmHosza
IOHVMaeT 0J1aro, y>ke [OJDKHa OBITh 3HaKOMa HaM.
OHa 3axiTro9aeTcsi B TOM IIPOCTOM (paKTe, YTO KOHITeII-
1y 1obpa y CHMHO3EI He SIBJISeTCS 3aBepIIeHHOV.
ITpouuTHMpOBaHHBIV BBIIIIE IIACCAX B3AT M3 TPeThev
KHUTU «DTUKW». B 11e710M, 0 YeTBepTOV YacTyt KHUTV

* Kax mer momuum, Kosn yreepxman, uro cybbpekr CromHO3BI
VIMeeT palIOHaJIbHOe IIpaBO He OOpallaTe BHMMAHWS Ha MO-
patb. Ho aT0 BepHO TOJIBKO B OTHOIIEHMM pPalliOHAIBHOCTH,
ommceiBaeMort KaHTOM B TepMMHaX «TMIIOTETMYECKVX VIMIIe-
PpaTMBOB», TO €CTh HallpaBJIeHHBIX Ha II0JIyYeHVe YA 0BOJIbCTBIS
npaswi Onaropasymmus. Ho, Kak s 1okasasl, «IMIoTeTn4ecKas»
paroHasibHOCTh Y CIIMHO3BI SIBHO YCTYIIaeT II€PBEHCTBO
MOPpaTbHOM (WM «KaTeropwdecKoi», B TepmuHax KanTa) pa-
LVIOHAJIBHOCTA.

48

quoted passage. The only thing we still lack is the rel-
evant discussion about Spinoza’s notions of good and
evil. Let me now turn to it.

3.4. Good(s) and Evil(s) in Spinoza

Let us recall Ivic’s statement: “Spinoza’s theory of
ethics differs from Kant’s theory. The notion of good
is primary in Spinoza’s ethics and Spinoza derives
the notion of right from the notion of good. In Kant’s
ethics the notion of duty, i.e. the notion of right, is
primary. He derives the notion of good from the no-
tion of right” (Ivic, 2007, p. 132). When lvic states that,
in Spinoza, the concept of right/duty is a derivative
of the concept of good, she says no more than that
the arbitrary judgment of the individual as to what
constitutes his good carries with it the natural right
to strive for this good. But as our analysis so far has
made clear, nobody, for Spinoza, who judges that it is
“good” for him to lie in order to save his live is ratio-
nally entitled to do so’ (and there is, obviously, no rea-
son why one should not generalise this point to other
cases of unlawful behaviour). Therefore Ivic is only
partially right; her statement is true only if relativised
to the concepts of natural right and arbitrary good.
But this, of course, does not do justice to the whole
issue concerning the relation between the concepts of
law and the good in Spinoza’s thought. Now I will
show that in Spinoza, as in Kant, we do deal with the
concept of good which is a derivative of, and is deter-
mined by, moral reason.

First of all, let us give our opponents their due.
For Spinoza does say the following: “[...] we do not
endeavor, will, seek after or desire because we judge
a thing to be good. On the contrary, we judge a thing
to be good because we endeavor, will, seek after and
desire it” (Spinoza, 1992, p. 109). Arguably, in this
passage a crude relativism with respect to the concept
of good is asserted; the good is depicted as contingent
upon our wishes and desires. The problem, however,
with this account of Spinoza’s understanding of the
good should be already familiar to us. It lies simply
in the fact that, at this point, Spinoza’s conception of
goodness is not yet finished. The above quoted pas-
sage comes from book III of Ethics. Generally, before

? As we recall, Cohen claimed that the Spinozian subject is ra-
tionally entitled to discard morality. But this is true only of ra-
tionality conceived in terms of what Kant called “hypotheti-
cal imperatives”, i.e. pleasure-oriented rules of prudence. But
as I have shown, “hypothetical” rationality clearly gives prece-
dence in Spinoza to moral (or “categorical”, in Kantian terms)
rationality.



CrmHO3a HEJIBYCMBICJIEHHO ITOYepPKMBaeT CyOBbeKTH-
BUICTCKO€ TIOHSITHME 0Jlara, B YaCTHOCTW CJIEIYFOIIVIM
obpazom:

[[TorsTmst moGpa u 371a] He IOKA3bIBAIOT HUYETO
IIOJIOXKWUTEJIHOTO B BelljaX, eCjIM VX pacCMaTpUBATh
caMmmx B ceDe, M COCTABIIAIOT TOJIBKO MOAYCHL MBIITUTe-
HVISL, VUIVI IIOHATHUS, 00pa3yeMble HaMV IIyTeM CpaBHe-
HVS Bellert Apyr ¢ apyroM. VI6o omHa 11 Ta Xe Bellb
B OITHO U TO JKe BpPeMsI MOXeT OBITh VI XOPOILIE! 1 Ty P-
HOVI, paBHO Kak u OespasimuHoi. MysbiKa, HaIpu-
Mep, XOpoIIia JUIsl MeJIAHXOJIMKa, Ay PHa IS HOCSIIe-
ro Tpayp, a AyIst IJIyXOro OHa HU XOPOIIa, HU gypHa
(Crmmeo3a, 20064, c. 395).

3mecy CrivtHO3a ommceIBaeT O71aro, CTaBIee TaKMM
M3-3a OIIpenesieHHBIX ¢akmof. OHM MOTyT OBITH, Ha-
IIprIMep, ICUXO0JIOTMYeCKMH (KaK MeJIaHXOJIVs B IIpH-
Mepe CIVMHO3EI), KyJIBTYPHBIMM, reorpadmdecKumuy,
dusMoIOrMUecKMI IV CBA3aHHBIMM C OKpY>Kalo-
et cpenovt. PyTOosbHBIE (PaHATEI MOT'YT IIOCITYKUTh
HaM ellle ofgHOM wuTocTpanyent. OHM, Kak 5 JOIycKaio
B IIeJIAX IWCKYCCHUY, OLIeHUBAIOT HEKOTOPYIO KOMaH/y
X Kak xopomryio, a KoMaHay Y Kak mioxyio. Ho 3To
IPOVICXOANT WMEHHO W3-3a OIIpeleIeHHBIX (aKTo-
POB OKpy’Kalollel cpembl, KyJIbTYpbl (WM Teorpa-
dnnt), ¢ KOTOPBIMI OHM MMEIOT eJI0; CIofIa IOIXOMNUT
«rpyHIMI» I A. KosHa. DTOT IpyHIMIT yTBep KIIaeT:
«Y Bac HeT yOenuTeIbHBIX OCHOBAaHWII BEPUTD P, a He
COIlepHMHUAIOIIEMY C HUM YTBEP)KIEHMIO §, KOTAa BB
He MOXXeTe OIpaBIaHHO BEPUTD, YTO BaIllVl OCHOBAHVIA
IUIS BEPBI B p JIydIlle, YeM YbM-TO ellle IS BEPHL B »
(Cohen, 2000, p. 11). I[Tpnaem citygan BO3EVICTBISA Ha
Hac TeX VIV MHBIX (PaKTUUIeCKMX 0OCTOSITeIIbCTB He MO-
TyT CYUTATBCS XOPOIINM 0CHOBaHueM (IIOCKOIIBKY 3TO
TOJIBKO MpUHUHbL), YTOOBI IIPEBO3HOCUTH OIHO (KYJIb-
TypHOe WM CyOKyJIBTypHOe) yOexyeHue B yIepd
npyromy. MoMeHT, Korfa Bce (pyTOOIBHBIE paHaThHI
HAYHYT OpWAepXUBaThCs TAaHHOTO IIPMHINIIA, Oyaer
MOMEHTOM VIX VICIe3HOBEHVS U3 MUPOBOVI VICTOPWW,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHVI ITOVIMYT, KaK CKa3aJl OVIH aMepuKaH-
cKmit 1oMopucT, uto «daHat Pad Cokc — 310 (panar
SInKku, KOTOpOMY IIPOCTO JIOBEJIOCh POOMTBCSA B bocTo-
He». TakoBbl (paKTbl M IIPUUYMHBI, KOTOpBIe, corJiac-
Ho CHmHO3e, 3acTaB/IsIOT YejloBeKa OlleHMBaTh OIHU
Bellly KaK XOpoIllye, a Apyrue — Kak IUIoXue.

Ho, xax 4 y>Xe roBopwi, BEIIIeIIpUBeIeHHBIV aHa-
3 noHsATNs Or1ara y CIIMHO3BI He SIBJISeTCs Vcdep-
neiBatoyM. Ilocsze Toro kak CriHo3a [1aeT omnvcaHue
pasHBIX Oar u 301, K KOTOPBIM YeJIOBeK CTPeMUTCS
M3-3a CBOeV CIelndIdecKor SIMCTeMUYecKON CUTY-
alyy M KOTOPBIe ¥3-3a 3TOT0 OOpedeHbl HaXOOWUTHCS
B BEUHOM KOHIIVIKTE, OH COXpaHseT HMOHSTV Iobpa
7 371a B HEPEeJISATUBUCTCKOM, OOBEKTVIBHOM CMEICIIE.
Bo BBepeHmm K yeTBepTOV KHUTe «IDTUKM» CHMHO3a
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book IV of Ethics Spinoza univocally emphasizes a
subjectivist notion of the good. This notion is exem-
plified by him in the following manner:

[Concepts of good and evil] indicate nothing pos-
itive in things considered in themselves, and are noth-
ing but modes of thinking, or notions which we form
from comparing things with one another. For one
and the same thing can at the same time be good and
bad, and also indifferent. For example, music is good
for one who is melancholy, bad for one in mourning
and neither good nor bad for the deaf (Spinoza, 1992,
pp. 153-154).

Spinoza describes here the good which is made so
due to certain facts. They may be, e.g. psychological
(like melancholia from Spinoza’s example), cultural,
geographical, environmental or physiological facts.
Football fanatics can serve as a further illustration.
They, I assume for the sake of the argument, evaluate
some team X as good and some team Y as bad. But
this is precisely due to certain environmental or cul-
tural (or geographical) facts about these people; “the
Principle” of G. A. Cohen applies here. The principle
says that: “you lack good reason to believe p rather
than a rival proposition 4 when you cannot justifiably
believe that your grounds for believing p are better
than another’s for believing q” (Cohen, 2000, p. 11).
Whereas the accidents of being influenced by this or
that factual circumstance clearly do not count as good
reasons (because they are merely causes) for extolling
one (cultural or subcultural) belief over another. The
moment all football fanatics subscribe to this principle
will be the moment of their withdrawal from world
history, for they will realise that, as one American co-
median once said, “A Red Socks fan is a Yankee fan
who just happened to be born in Boston”. Such are
the facts and causes that, according to Spinoza, make
men value certain things as good and others as bad.

But, as I said, the kind of analysis presented above
does not exhaust Spinoza’s concept of the good. Af-
ter giving the description of various goods and evils
which men pursue due to their specific epistemic
situation, and which therefore are bound to remain
in constant conflict, he retains the concepts of good
and evil in the non-relativistic, objective sense. In
the introduction to book IV of Ethics Spinoza com-
plains about the ambiguity of the Latin term bonum
(Spinoza, 1992, pp. 153-154) and explicitly stipulates
a modified understanding of good and evil; “[...] in
what follows — he says — I shall mean by ‘good” that
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JKaJTyeTcss Ha MHOTO3HAaYHOCTH JIATMHCKOTO TepMWHA
bonum (Crmmeo3sa, 2006a, c. 393 —396) 1 OTKpBITO OTO-
BapuBaeT HOBOe IOHMMaHMe fo0pa u 31a: «[lostomy
ozt oOpoM s OyIy pasyMeTb B IIOCIIENYIOIIEM TO, UTO
COCTaBJISIeT IS Hac, KaK Mbl HaBepHOe 3HaeM, Cpell-
CTBO K TOMY, 4TOOBI Bce Oortee v1 Ootee ImpmbvKaThes
K IpeHaYepTaHHOMY HaMU OOpaslly 4esIoBeYecKOV
HpUpPOABL [TO ecTh K “Iryurriert” YacTy Hac, OIIperierisie-
MOV 3aKOHaMVI MOPaJIBHOTO pasyMa]; IOl 3JI0M XXe TO,
YTO, KaK MBI HaBepHOe 3HaeM, IIPeISITCTBYeT HaM 10-
CTUTaTh TaKoro oOpasia» (TaM xe, c. 395).

DTO M3MeHeHe 3HaYeHVIS JaJIbllle IO TBePKIaeT-
51 B «DTHKe» ellle pas: «...HeT pa3yMHOV XV3HM 6e3 11o-
3HAHWSL, VI BEIIV XOP OV JIVIIb IIOCTOJIBKY, IIOCKOJIBKY
OHW CIIOCOOCTBYIOT UeJI0BeKy HaCJIaK/IaThCs Y XOBHO
JKVM3HBIO, COCTOSIEN B ITo3HaHMN. V1 Hao00poT, TOIb-
KO TO, UTO IIPEISITCTBYeT YeJIOBEKY COBEPIIIEHCTBOBATh
cBoOVI pasyM ' 11 HaCJIaKIATECA Pa3yMHOV XXV3HBIO, MBI
Ha3blBaeM 3JI0OM» (TaM Xe, c. 446). CrHO3a BBOOWUT
37ech TakKye IOHSATNS A00pa U 3714, KOTOpEIe, Oymydamn
DaJIEKVMV OT 3aBVICHMMOCTM OT KeJIaHWII VIV IIPOWI3-
BOJIEHVIsI, OITPeJIeIAIOTCS CKOpee pa3syMOM U MleaioM
panyoHanbHOV X13HM. VIHTepecHo y3Hath, uro KaHr,
nono0Ho CrinHO3e, ToXe OBUI HeJOBOJIEH MHOIO3HaY-
HOCTBIO JIATMHCKWUX TePMUHOB bonum v malum. DTo
HaJIo eMy BO3MOXKHOCTB yKa3aTh Ha IIPEBOCXOICTBO He-
MEIIKOTO sI3bIKa HaJl JIATBIHBIO:

K cyacTpio, B HEMEIIKOM SI3bIKE [B OT/IMYME OT
JIATBIHM] VIMEIOTCSL TEPMWHBIL, KOTOPBIE YKa3bIBaIOT
3TO paszauame (MeXIy XOPOIIMM II0 CITyYalfHOCTV
¥ XOPOIIM M3 pasyMHOV HeoOxommmocT. — B. K));
IUISL TOTO, UTO B JIATHIHV ODO3HAYAETCS OIHUM U TeM
JKe CJIOBOM bonum, B HEMEIKOM MMeeTCsI [IBa O4YeHb
PasIMYHBIX TIOHATHS M CTOJIb XK€ PasINMIHBIX TEPMU-
Ha: gy bonum — das Gute v das Wohl, gy malum —
das Bdse v das Ubel (vutm Weh) ... (AA 05, S. 59; Kanr,
1997a, c. 427 —429).

Kaut nponosrxaert:

baazo virivt Hecuacmve Bcerga o3HavaeT TOJIBKO OT-
HOIlIeHWe K HallleMy COCTOSHWIO NpUusmHocmu VIIn
HeNpUAMHOCM. .. VI €CJIVI MBI TIO3TOMY JKeJlaeM OOBeK-
Ta WIV OUTaeM OTBpallleHyre K HeMy, TO 3TO ObIBaeT
JIVIIB ITOCTOJIBKY, ITOCKOJIBKY 3TO KacaeTcsl Hallevt
BHyTpeHHeV UyBCTBEHHOCTH I BBI3bIBAEMOTO MM YyB-
CTBa YAOBOJIBCTBUS M HEYAOBOIBCTBISA. [l0bpoe e v

1" MoyxHo 1omyMath, 4To 37ech CIMHO3a 3amminaeT KaKovi-TO
BUJ] 3TUYECKOro mepdeKIMoHm3Ma, ocyxaeHHoro KanTtom 3a
TeTepOHOMHOCTB, HO 3TO He TakK. COBepIIeHCTBO, O KOTOPOM
37ech MAET pedb, — 3TO COBEPIIEHCTBO (MOPaJIbHOIO) pasyMa,
a He CMyTHasl Mjesl COBepIIIeHCTBa KaK TaKOBOTO (KOTOPOe,
MeXJly IIpOoYMM, Kak 3ameTw1 KaHT, Bpsifi I MOXXHO BBIPa3WUTh
B KOHEYHOM cUeTe MHadve, YeM B TepMuHax Mopaa; cM. AA 06,
S.3 Anm.; Kanrt, 1994a, c. 6 cH.). be3 comrenus, Kant npnssiBan
YeJI0BeuecTBO IMEHHO K TaKOMY IepdeKIIOHM3MY (OH HPsIMO
3asIBJISIET, YTO MBI JIOTDKHEI cobepuiercmbobams cebst HpaBCTBEHHO;
cM. AA 06, S. 392 —397; Kawnr, 2018, c. 51 —63).
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which we certainly know to be the means for our ap-
proaching nearer to the model of human nature that
we set before ourselves, and by ‘bad” that which we
certainly know prevents us from reproducing the
said model” (ibid., p. 154).

This shift of meaning is reaffirmed later in Ethics:
“[...] there is no rational life without understanding,
and things are good only in so far as they assist a
man to enjoy the life of the mind, which is defined
by understanding. Those things only do we call evil
which hinder a man’s capacity to perfect reason'
and to enjoy a rational life” (ibid., p. 196). Spinoza
introduces here the concepts of good and evil which,
far from being contingent on our desires or arbitrary
will, are rather determined by reason and the ideal
of rational life.

It should be interesting to learn that Kant, like
Spinoza, was also bothered by the ambiguity of the
Latin terms bonum and malum. This gave him occasion
to remark on the superiority of German over Latin:

The German language [contrary to Latin] is for-
tunate to possess the expressions that keep this dif-
ference [between the good by factual accidence and
the good by rational necessity — W. K.] from being
overlooked. It has two very different concepts and
also equally different expressions for what the Latins
designate by a single word, bonum [or malum — tr.]:
for bonum it has das Gute and das Wohl; for malum it
has das Bdse and das Ubel (or Weh) [...] (KpV, AA 05,
p- 59; Kant, 2002, p. 80).

Kant continues:

[Das Wohl or das Ubel] always signify only a refer-
ence to our state of agreeableness or disagreeableness
[...] and if we desire or loath an object only on that
account then we do so only insofar as it is referred
to our sensibility and the feeling of pleasure and dis-
pleasure that it brings about. But [das Gute or das Bdse]
always signify the reference to the will insofar as the
will is determined by the law of reason [...] (KpV,
AA 05, p. 60; Kant, 2002, p. 81).

0 One may say that Spinoza supports here some sort of ethical
perfectionism denounced by Kant as heteronomous. But this is
not so. The perfection talked about is the perfection of (moral)
reason, not a vague idea of perfection as such (of which, by the
way, Kant remarked that in the last analysis it can hardly be ex-
plicated in terms other than moral; see RGV, AA 06, p. 3; Kant,
1998b, p. 33). Without a doubt Kant did exhort mankind to per-
fectionism understood in this way (he explicitly says that we
have a duty to perfect ourselves morally; see TL, AA 06, pp. 392-
397; Kant, 1996c, pp. 522-527).



3/0e BCcerzla O3Ha4daeT OTHOIIeHWe K §o.e, TTIOCKOIbKY
OHa oIIpeleJIeTcs 3aKOHOM pasyMma... (AA 05, S. 60;
Kanrt, 19974, c. 429 —433).

Oraorenne mexxy das Wohl v das Gute, Kak v MeX-
oy das Ubel w das Bose, ormcanroe Karrom, 3epKaIb-
HO OTpakaeT OTHOIIeHMe MeXmy malum v bonum w3
MIEePBBIX YacTell «DTUKW» M UX MHKapHAIMSIMU B IO-
CTIeMHMX OBYX YacTsax KHUrn. OOHAKO BaKHO IIOHSTE,
uro CrmHo3a OeficmBumensHo IIOJIB3yeTCS IIOHSTVIEM,
kotopoe KaHt HasbBaer das Gute v koTopoe 0003Ha-
4aeT OJ1aro, orperersieMoe He UYbMM-TO Kallpu3oM, HO
MOP&JIbHBIM AVKTATOM paszyMa. SIcHo, uto stmka Crm-
HO3BI, Kak 1 KaHTa, — 3T0 3TVKa MeXXIMYHOCTHBIX ITIpa-
BII, @ He JIMYHBIX [IEHHOCTEN. DTO Ta YacTh JOKTPUHBI
Ormara CrimHO3BI, KOTOPOW IpeHeOpermna VIBud, HO Ko-
TOpas OUeBMIHO HeoOXoayiMa HaM, YIUTHIBAs UTO 11eJIb
3TOVI CTaThl — 3aIUTUTh 3TUKY CHMHO3EI OT OOBMHe-
HuM B rerepoHoMuyt. Tak Kak y CHmHO3BI HeT cyOb-
€KTMBHOrO OJiara, OIIpeleJIsIOIIero, UTo payuoHAAbHO
3aKOHHO, TO 3TO OOBMHEHMe, KaK M [IpyTVe OO HeETo,
OTBepraeTcs, ¥, CJIeOBATeIbHO, Te3UC 00 OTCyTCTBUN
retepoHOMVM Y CIIVIHO3BI ITOJTy9aeT IO TBEPKIeHIe.

Onmako B MOVIX apTyMeHTax ocTaeTcs IIpobert, Ko-
TOPBIV CJIeyeT 3aroiHNTh. OH OTHOCUTCS HY K UeMy
MHOMY, KaK K IIpobsieMe CBOOOAEI M HEOOXOAVIMOCTM
y Kanra u CrimHO3bL

3.5. Ceoboma u HeoOxoammocTh y KanTa 1 CrimHO3BI

B ncropum dpwtocodckmx mmert Mel BCTpedaeMcst
¢ mByMsi pyHAaAMeHTaIbHBIMM B3IJISIaMV Ha CBOOOY.
Omnmpasick Ha aHa/IM3 3TOrO BOILIPOCA, IIPOBENEHHBIN
Krnaynme Pomano (cMm. Romano, 2014), MpI MOXeM Ha-
3BaTh VX «IATMHCKUM» VI «Tpe4ecKrM» B3IJIsmamm '

51 crieraJIbHO BBOXKY CBEXXYIO «IPEKO-JIATVHCKYIO» ITapajiyirMmy
cB0OOIBI, UTOOBI M30eXaTh Ileperpy keHHbIX, Ha MOV B3IV, CO-
IIOCTaBJIEHU «PALVIOHAJIMCTCKUX» U «3MIVPUCTCKIX» B3IJIs-
7I0B Ha 3Ty IIpo0JieMy, KOTOpble Bo BpemeHa KanTa Obutn 1ipesi-
CTaBJIeHbl CO CTOPOHBI AMIIVIPUKOB TakKumMu dwtocodamu,
kak Camyamp don Ilydenmnopd n Xpuctmar Asrycr Kpysuyc,
u XpucTaHOM Bonbcf)]OM VI €r0 YYeHVMKaMU CO CTOPOHBI pallyio-
HaymcTos (cM. Klemme, 2006). OueBnnHo, KasT Bo MHOIMIX acriek-
Tax IpaKTHdeckon dwiocoduu omIMUaIcs OT palViOHasINC-
TOB (HaIlpy¥Mep, OH pa3Besl CYacThe 1 MOpaslb, Pas/IM4MB TaKUM
00pasoM [iBa «IIeHTpa IIPUTSDKEHNs» YeJI0BeYecKOVI MOTMBALIMIL:
CyacTbe ¥ [IO/DKEHCTBOBaHWE; IIOMMMO 3TOTO, OH OTPWIIaJI, 4TO
73 OITHOTO TOJIPKO 3HaHVISI MOPaJIbHBIX 3aKOHOB aBTOMAaTITIECKV
CjlefTyeT TOTOBHOCTb VIM IIOJUVHSATBCS, BBEJI UYBCTBO yBaskKeHMs
B S3bIK TEOPMM MOTWBALWM, IIPENCTaBWI pasyM KakK O0aroujui,
a He omkpuibarowjuil 3aKOHBI, M Orarofgapsl pasIMueHUIo THIIO-
TETMYECKOr0 ¥ KaTeropydYeckoro pasyMa HallleJl MeCTO [UISA
(rmIoTeTVYecKovI) pariOHaIbHOCTY HEMOPaJILHBIX JIEVICTBIVA, CM.
TaM Xe). OITHaKO BCe 3TH BOIIPOCHI OTHOCATCSI CKOpee K MOPaJIbHOV
TICVIXOJIOTVIVI VIUTV TEOPVIVI MOPaJTEHOVI MOTVBAIINT, €M K TOMY, UTO
O0OBEKTMBHO (TO €CTh He IIPUCYIIe TOILKO YeJIOBEKY) B STMUECKON
Teopyn KaHTa (kak IIpaBWIO, MBI MOXXEM TOBOPWTH, YTO HEYTO
«00BEKTVBHO» B KAHTOBCKOM UeJIoBeKe, KOI7Ia OHO IIPVICYTCTBYeT
TaKKe U B KaHTOBCKOM bore). B aTovt craTwe s Oymy vcciienoBathb
TOJTEKO OOBEKTVBHYIO CTOPOHY 3TVIX STUIecKMX Teopuit. Ho ecm
KTO-TO HacTavBaeT Ha COIIOCTaBJIeHVV pallViOHaJIM3Ma 11 SMIIVPI3-
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The relation between das Wohl and das Gute, as
well as between das Ubel and das Bose, as described
by Kant above, mirrors the relation between malum
and bonum from the earlier parts of Ethics and their
incarnations in the two last parts of the book. What
is crucial to recognise, however, is that Spinoza does
operate with the concept that Kant termed das Gute
and which stands for the good which is determined
not by anybody’s whim, but by reason’s moral dic-
tates. Vividly enough, Spinoza’s ethics, like Kant’s,
is an ethics of cross-personal rules; not personal val-
ues. This is the part of Spinoza’s doctrine of the good
which Ivic neglected, but which is obviously essential
for us, given that our aim in this paper is to defend
Spinoza’s ethics against the allegation of heteronomy.
As there is no subjective good in Spinoza which de-
termines what is rationally lawful, then this allegation,
like others before, is dismissed and hence the case for
the absence of heteronomy in Spinoza’s ethics has be-
come fortified.

Yet there is still a lacuna in my argument which
needs to be filled. It concerns nothing less than a prob-
lem of freedom and necessity in Kant and Spinoza.

3.5. Freedom and necessity in Kant and Spinoza

In the history of philosophical ideas we encounter
two fundamental views concerning freedom. Draw-
ing on Claude Romano’s analysis of the issue (see
Romano, 2014) we can call them a “Latin” view and
a “Greek” view." The Latin view, centred around the

1 T deliberately introduce a fresh Latin/Greek paradigm of
freedom in order to avoid what seems to me an overburdened
juxtaposition between “rationalist” and “empiricist” views on
the matter, which in Kant’s times were represented by philoso-
phers like Samuel von Pufendorf and Christian August Crusius
on the side of the empiricists, and Christian Wolff and his disci-
ples on the side of the rationalists (cf. Klemme, 2006). Obvious-
ly, Kant deviated from the rationalists” practical philosophy in
many respects (e.g. he divorced happiness from morality and
thereby distinguished two “gravity centers” for human motiva-
tion: happiness and oughtness; beside this he denied that a bare
acquaintance with moral laws automatically implies willing-
ness to obey them, introduced a feeling of respect into human
motivational make-up, presented reason rather as law-giving
than law-discovering and, in virtue of a distinction between hy-
pothetical and categorical reason, made room for (hypotheti-
cal) rationality of immoral actions; see ibid.). However, all these
issues pertain more to moral psychology or to theory of moral
motivation than to what is objective (i.e. not man-specific) in
Kant’s ethical theory (as a rule of thumb, we can say that what
is “objective” in Kantian man is what he shares with the Kan-
tian God). In this article I investigate only the latter set of is-
sues. But if someone insists on rationalist/empiricist juxtapo-
sition then, I must say, my discussion of freedom in Kant puts
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JlaTvHCKMVI B3IVISAZ], CKOHLIEHTPUPOBAHHBIV BOKPYT
TepMuHa libertas (s Oydy MCIIOJIB30BaTh 3TOT TEPMUH
19 ODO3HAueHMs TAaKOro B3ITIANA), pacCMaTpMBaeT
cBODOly KaK 4eyIOBEYeCKYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB «IIeVICTBO-
BaTh WIM He HevicTBoBaTh» (ibid., p. 250). CBoGoma
37€Ch COCTOUT B CIIOCOOHOCTM areHTa OBITh KOHEUHBIM
VICTOYHVKOM / IPWYMHOVL €T0 OeVICTBUM (KaKMMW ObI
OHW HM OBUTM: XOPOIIVIMW, IUIOXVMMW, MOPIbHBIMI,
vMMOpatbHbIMIY). COOTBETCTBEHHO, Mesl leTepMIHa-
LMV IeVICTBYSI 3aKOHOM HaXOAWTCS B OIIIO3VILINN JIa-
TVHCKOMY B3ITISZTy. DTO IIPOVICXOAUT IIOTOMY, UTO HO-
MOJIOTMIYeCKUI [IeTEPMUHW3M IpeNCTaBiIsieT Yrpo3y
st MeTadpW3IIecKy CyOCTaHITMaIBHOM 1 0e3yCIIOBHO
CIIOHTaHHOW Maen cBOOOIHOro BeIOOPA.

C gpyrovt CTOpOHBI, COITIaCHO I'PeUecKOMY B3IJISIITY
(r1aBHOe c110BO 371ech — eleutheria), cBobOma He IPOTH-
BopeunT (Kak libertas) xomy yIIpaBiIsieMOV 3aKOHaM
npupoznel, Ho pomorHsgeT ero (ibid., p. 251). Moxsao
CKa3aTh, UTO IpedecKas Wiesl JeJIoBeUecKOVI CBOOOIIBI
paccMaTpuBaeT ee KaK pa3BUTVeE WIM KaK peasTi3ariyio
OIperieJIeHHOTO 3aKOHOM HACTOSIIEr0 CYIITHOCTHOTO
HOTeHIMasla YeJIoBeKa, IIpideM Kakioe OTKIIOHEHVe OT
LIeJIV, OIIpeMIe/IeHHOVI 3TVM IIOTeHIVaIoM, II0 TOVI Xe
camom mpruvHe OyJieT IIpuMepoM He CBOOOIBI, a He-
cBobozpl. Kak ropoput PoMaHo, rpeveckas myest cBOOO-
IOBL YTBEPIXKIAET, YTO «OBITH CBOOOIHBIM... €CTh He UTO
VIHO€, KaK JJOCTUTHYTb CBOEVI 3aBePIIEHHOCTH KaK 4esIo-
BeKa» (ibid.). Pomano Taxxke Haxomut B auastorax Ilia-
TOHA Ha CTOpPOHe CO(VICTOB KOHIIENT, KOTOPEI II03XKe
B vicTopum OyzeT HasBaH libertas. OH mvtiet:

«CBoboma» (eleutheria) [mia coducros] Oorblme
He OTHOCUTCS K HEOTPaHNYEHHOMY IIPOLIBETAHNIO «B
coracmm» ¢ QUOLG, TaK YTO QLOL Ha CaAMOM [Iejle —
VIMEHHO TO, YTO PETyMpyeT pasBUTHE U [aeT eMy
CBOVI COOCTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH, ¥ TJI€ IIPOLIBETAHNE COCTO-
UT VIMEHHO B coIyIacvit MHAVBYVIAA C 3aKOHOM €ro CyIIl-
HocTn. HarrpoTus, mpes, crosimas 3a coOPUCTUYeCKON
KOHIIEIIIVer CBOOOIBI — 3TO Mes pa3BUTHUS, MCXOMS-
IIIeT0 13 3aKOHA, KOTOPHBIN MbI camut cebe raem. .. (ibid.,
p. 252)™.

PomMaHO IIpUIXOANT K BBIBOLLY, YTO OCHOBHAS I'pede-
cKas maest cBoOOMBI (B IIPOTMBOBEC KOHIIEIIITNM COPM-
CTOB, KaK M JIATMHCKOMY B3IJISILy) 3aK/II0YaeTcs B IIPU-
oputeTe pasyma (volg) Ham >keraHmeM (émbopia),
¥, 3HAUNUT, OHa «Hanboslee ymajieHa OT CIIOCOOHOCTU

Ma, TO $1 JOJDKEH CKa3aTh, YTO MOM paccy xaeHmns o ceobone y Kanra
CTaBSIT ero 8 51MoM OMHOUleH U CKOpee Ha CTOPOHY PallMIOHAJIVICTOB
(xOTOpBIE, OUEBMITHO, He IIPUIEPKMBAIVCH JIATMHCKOTO B3IJIsIIA)
TOTO TIepHoAa (XOTS 3TO U «OTIIMIAIOIIVVICS PaIlIOHAIM3M», TIOC-
KobKy KaHT mcrosb3yeT HaydHYIO IapajiurMy OOBsSCHEHMS),
OJTHAKO 5 YOEXIIeH, YTO COfIepKaHNe NCTOYHMKOB IO PKMBAET
TaKoe ITpOYTeHMe.

2 TlocrenHee TpeyIoKeHVe He MOJDKHO 3acTaBUTh Hac Iy-
MaThb 9TO CO(VICTHI TIOIEPKMBAIV UeJIOBEUeCKyI0 aBTOHOMMIO
B KaHTOBCKOM cMbIcite. Kak pas HaoGopoT: TO, 4TO OHM IIOM-
TlepXMBajIv, — TeTePOHOMWS, TIOCKOJIBKY OHV ITPOBO3IJIAIIIaIV
npousBoavHyio caMozieTe pPMVHALINIO.
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term libertas (I will use this term to refer to the view in
question), sees freedom as a power of human beings
to “[...] act and not to act [...]” (ibid., p. 250). Free-
dom consists here in an ability of an agent to be the
ultimate cause/source of his actions (whatever these
actions may be, good or bad, moral or immoral). Ac-
cordingly, the idea of determination by a law stands
in opposition to the Latin view. This is because nomo-
logical determinism poses a threat to the metaphys-
ically substantive and unconditionally spontaneous
idea of free choice.

On the other hand, according to the Greek view,
(the word here is eleutheria), freedom, rather than con-
tradicting (like libertas) the course of law-governed
nature, completes it (ibid., p. 251). This is to say that
the Greek idea of human freedom sees freedom as a
development, or as a realisation, of a law-governed
essential potential proper to man, whereas each de-
viation from the purpose set by this potential is, by
the same token, not an example of freedom but of
unfreedom. As Romano says, the Greek idea of free-
dom states that “to be free... is nothing other than to
achieve once fulfilment as man” (ibid.). Romano also
finds in Plato’s dialogues, on the side of the sophists,
the concept that will later in history be termed libertas.
Romano says:

“Freedom” (eleutheria) no longer refers [for
sophists] to unrestrained flourishing “in accor-
dance” with phusis, such that phusis is in fact what
regulates development and gives it its own law,
and where flourishing consists precisely in this
agreement or conformity of the individual with
the law of his essence. Rather, the idea behind the
Sophistic conception of freedom is that of a devel-
opment that is its own law unto itself [...] (ibid.,
p. 252).2

Romano concludes that the mainstream Greek
idea of freedom (opposed to the conception of the
sophists as well as to the Latin view) resides in the
priority of reason (nous) over desire (epithumia) and as

him in that respect rather on the side of the rationalists (who cer-
tainly did not hold the Latin view) of the period (although this
is still a “rationalism with a difference”, since Kant makes use
of a scientific paradigm of explanation); however, I believe that
the textual evidence strongly supports such a reading.

2. We should not be misled by the last sentence into thinking
that sophists supported human autonomy in the Kantian sense
of the term. On the contrary, what they supported was heter-
onomy, since what they proclaimed was arbitrary self-determi-
nation.



COBEPIIUTH JIeVICTBYME WJIV €0 IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTE
(aTO XapaKTepHO I JIATMHCKOTO B3rIsma. — B. K)»
(ibid., p. 253).

CrmmHo3a He oTcTamBaeT JIaTMHCKUY B30V, OH He
CUMTaeT YTO CcBOOOma TpeOyeT OTCYyTCTBMS [IeTepMM-
Harym. OH IpuaepXuBaeTcss 0OpaTHOTO B3ITIAAA, KaK
JTaKOHWYHO cKaszannl JlewH DO.I'yaman. [ CromHO3HEL
cBoDoIIa «CBsI3aHa He C MHIETEPMMHM3MOM, a C caMozle-
TepMmHarmen» (Goodman, 2002, p. 32). D10 He JODKHO
MIOHMMAThCS B TOM CMBIciTe, 9To CIIMHO3a CMOTPUT Ha
cBODOITy KaK Ha npou3f04sHYio0 caMoieTe pPMVIHALINIO (UTO
ObUTO OBI BapMaHTOM JIATMHCKOI'O B3IVIsA/a); OH IT0JIara-
€T, UTO /JIs1 TOTO, YTOOBI IeVICTBOBATh CBOOOIHO, UesIo-
BEK JIOJDKeH OBITh IeTepMMHMPOBaH CBOeV HaCTOAIIEN
(3TMUecKkm paloHaIBHOV, KaK IOKa3aHO BBIIIe) M-
pomov, a He OBITH IIOMBIKaeMBIM CBOVIMM adpdpeKTaMu
(O6bITE mETepMMHMpPOBAaHHBIM addekTamy, KOHEYHO,
TOXe B, HeTepMMHWPOBaHN, OJHAKO IeTepMWHII-
poBaHsI He YesloBed9ecKoVI IPUPOON kax maxoBoil, HO
Hpuponon Kak Takosovi). Kak ropopur Crmeo3a, cBo-
OOIHBIVT YeIOBEK — TOJIBKO TaKOW UeJIOBeK, KOTOPHIN
JXMBeT «eIMHCTBeHHO M0 ITpeficaHio pasyma» (Crm-
Ho3a, 20064, c. 440). CrirenosaTentbHO, CImiHO3a SBIISIETCS
IIpefcTaBuUTesIeM I'pedecKoro B3mriaa (cM. Taxke: Crm-
Ho3a, 20064, c. 253 —254, 268 —270, 437, 443 —445) 3.

3meck MOXeT BO3HVIKHYTH OECITOKOVICTBO O TOM,
uTo y CIIMHO3BI HEeT cBOOOIHOVI BOJIV, TIOFOOHOV KaH-
TOBCKOVI (BBMIy €ro BCeOOBEMIIIOIIErO [IeTepMUHI3-
Ma) 11 9TO 6e3 TaKov BOJIV HeT BO3MOXKHOCTY [IJIA CyIile-
CTBOBaHV aBTOHOMMW. DTO OeCTIOKOVICTBO OTKPHIBaeT
OOIIMPHYIO U AMCKYCCVIOHHYIO 0071acTh Impobitem. S He
MOTY B JIOJDKHOV Mepe pacCMOTPeTh ee B 3TOM pasferle.
S Mory juIIb yCTpaHUTB OeCIIOKOVICTBO, 00paTHB BHM-
MaHVe Ha OIlpeJie/leHHYI0 TeHIeHITNIO B MbIci KaHTa
OTHOCUTEJIBHO CBOOOIBI 1 aBTOHOMMW ¥ VX OTHOIIIe-
HMS K HeoOXommMocT. f1, 1o MeHbIIer Mepe, TOKaXy
Ipo0IeMaTIHOCTh YTBEPXKIEHMS, YTO OTCYTCTBUE
y Crimros3wt libertas, TTOCKOIIBKY MBI TOBOPVIM O CBOOOIE
KaK ITPOTWBOIIOJIOKHOCTU AeTepMWUHM3Ma, SBIIAeTCs
MIPEIISTCTBYIEM JIJIT aBTOHOMMUW B KAHTOBCKOM CMBICIIe
CJI0Ba.

OTmpaBHOVI TOUKOVI 11 MOETo paccyXaeHus I10-
CITy’XKUT aHaIn3 moHATHs npupons! (Natur), koTopoe
KanT BBOIUT B «KpmTHKe IIpaKTMYecKoro pasymar.
KanT faet mmpokoe ompefiesieHvie 3TOro HOHATS, TO-
BOP:SI UTO IPVpOAa — 3TO BCe, YTO IOAUMHSIETCS 3aKO-
HaM (AA 05, S. 43; Kanrt, 19974, c. 377 —381), B TO Bpemst
KaK 3aKOHBI MOT'YT OTHOCUTBCS JINOO K UyBCTBEHHBIM,
70O K CBepX4yBCTBeHHBIM oOBbekTaM. CornacHo Kan-
Ty, B IIepBOM CJTydae MBI VIMeeM J[eJI0 C UyBCTBEHHOV

3 Teopriro cBoOoz1bI CIIVHO3BI HEJTaBHO ITOIPOOHO paccMaTpyBail
Mborero [Ix. Kutcep B kamre «CrinHO3a 0 4estoBe4ecKov cBo0oe»
(cm.: Kinser, 2011). 51 goypkeH 3aMeTUTB, YTO OOCYXXasi IIOHSTIE
asroHoMmwum y Crino3ssl, Knncep npvsoauT KanTa 11 ero nonsitve
aBTOHOMWV KaK IIPUMep IJTy50KO KOHT€HVaIbHOTO IIOHVIMAHVIIO
aBTOHOMWMW, BcTpedaemoMy y Crmrosbl (em.: ibid., p. 130 —131).
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such “[...] is furthest removed from the capacity to do
either a thing or its contrary [which is characteristic of
the Latin view — W.K.]” (ibid., p. 253).

Spinoza does not fall under the Latin view. He
does not think that freedom requires absence of deter-
mination. He holds the exact opposite view, as Lenn
E. Goodman succinctly put it. Freedom, for Spinoza,
“is not a matter of indeterminism but of self-deter-
mination” (Goodman, 2002, p. 32). That is not to be
understood in the sense that Spinoza sees freedom as
arbitrary self-determination (which would amount to
the Latin view) but that, according to him, to act free-
ly man needs to be determined by his proper (ethical-
ly rational, as shown above) nature rather than being
pushed around by the affects (to be determined by
the affects is, of course, also a kind of determination,
but not by human nature as such, but by nature as
such). As Spinoza says, “a free man [is] one who lives
solely according to the dictates of reason” (Spinoza,
1992, p. 192). Therefore Spinoza falls under the Greek
view (see also Spinoza, 1992, pp. 31, 44, 54-56, 188-
189, 194-196).2

Here one could express concern that there is no
Kantian-like free will in Spinoza (this being the case
due to his overarching determinism) and that with-
out such a will there can be no prospects for autono-
my. This worry opens a vast and controversial area of
problems. I cannot do full justice to them in this sec-
tion. What I can do here is to address this concern by
presenting a certain tendency in Kant’s thought con-
cerning freedom and autonomy and their relations
with necessity. My discussion will at least prove that
it is highly problematic to claim that the lack of liber-
tas — because freedom as the opposite of determin-
ism is at issue here — in Spinoza is an impediment for
autonomy in the Kantian sense of the term.

As a point of departure for my discussion I will
give an analysis of the concept of nature (Natur) that
Kant presents in the Critique of Practical Reason. In this
work Kant provides a broad definition of the concept,
saying that nature is simply everything which falls
under a law (KpV, AA 05, p. 43; Kant, 2002, p. 62),
while such a law may refer either to sensible objects
or to supersensible objects. According to Kant, in the
former case we are dealing with sensible nature (sinn-

3 Spinoza’s theory of freedom has been recently discussed in
depth by Matthew J. Kinser in his book Spinoza on Human Free-
dom (see Kinser, 2011). I should note that Kinser, while discuss-
ing the concept of autonomy in Spinoza, brings forth an exam-
ple of Kant and his notion of autonomy as a case of an under-
standing of autonomy that is profoundly congenial to the one
present in Spinoza (see ibid., pp. 130-131).
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npupopon (sinnliche Natur), a Bo BropoM — co cBepx-
qyBCTBeHHOV Iipupopont (iibersinnliche Natur). OG-
JIaCTh UYBCTBEHHOVI IIPVPOIBI COCTABIISIET CyMMa BCex
00BEKTOB BO3MOXKHOTO oIbITa. O0JIacTh CBEPUyBCTBEH-
HOVI IIPUPOIBI COCTOUT W3 JINIHOCTEV KaK HOYMEHOB,
SIBJISIIOIIVIXCSL IIPUMEPOM CBOOOABI, TIOHMMaeMOM KaK
BUJI IPUHYVHHOCTYI, OTJIMUHBIV OT eCTeCTBeHHOM (-
3MYeCcKOVl) IIPUMYMHHOCTU . DTa NPUYMHHOCTD «U3
cBobompl» (aus Freiheit) HecoBmecTMMa v ¢ orpe-
HeleHVeM 3aKOHOB YyBCTBEHHOW IIPUPONEl, HO He
C HOMOJIOTMYECKOVI CTPYKTYPOUl CBEPXUyBCTBEHHOW
HPUPOEL; HAIIPOTWB, CBOOO/A KaK MPUYIMHHOCTh pas-
yMa KOHCTUTYUPYeTCS 3TON CTpyKTyport. [Iprmepom
30ech SBJISeTCs TO, UTo Wit KaHTa HOHATIE IpWYMHEL
Kkax mako6oil TpeOyeT HOMOJIOTIYECKOTO JIeTepMIHM3-
Ma ofHOTO ((peHOMeHaIIBHOTO) ° vy Ipyroro (HoyMe-
HaJIbHOTO) BMIa. BoT uro MbI BuamM B «OCHOBOIIONO-
JKeHWM K MeTaV3VIKe HPaBOB»:

Tak Kak HOHATMe IPWYMHHOCTY BJIeYeT 3a cobom
MOHSTVIEe 3aKOHOB, IO KOTOPBIM B CIWJIY Yero-To, UTO
MBI HasbIBaeM IIPUYMHOW, JOJDKHO I10JIaraThCsl HEUTO
JIpyToe, MMEeHHO, CJIeJICTBMe, TO cBODOJa, XOTs OHa
VI He eCTb CBOVICTBO BOJIV IIO 3aKOHaM IIPVPOIBI, TEM
He MeHee He SIBJIsIeTCs Ha 3TOM OCHOBaHWMVI COBepIIeH-
HO 0e33aKOHHOVL; CKOpee, OHa JI0JDKHA OBITh IIPUYVH-
HOCTBIO II0 HeM3MEeHHBIM 3aKoHaM... (AA 04, S. 446;
Kanr, 19976, c. 221 —223).

DTO OIIpeJie/IeHHO BapyaHT IPeveckoro B3MIgIa Ha
csobomy. CBoboma 3meck He IIPOTMBOCTOUT HOMOJIOT -
4ecKOV HeOOXOMIVIMOCTY, a peaIi3yeTcs MCKITIOUMTelTb-
HO B paMKaX CIeIVaJIbHOTO BV/Ia HOMOJIOTMTYECKOVI He-
00XOAVIMOCTH, TO €CThb TOV, B KOTOPOVI CBOOOAA CITy KT
NPUYMHHBIM (PaKTOPOM, a TNYECKMe 3aKOHbI — HOMO-
srorvrgeckmM ¢akropom. [lo cyrrecTBy, cBoboma 11 aBTO-

“ Tyr wremyer ws30eXaTb BO3MOXHOIO —HEJOITOHMMAHIA.
51 iMelo B BVLy CIIOPHBIVI B JAaHHOM KOHTEKCTe BOIIPOC O TOM,
SIBJISIETCS JIM UeJIOBEK IIJIMKOM YacThiO IPUPOIEI (COIJIACHO
pacripocTpaHeHHOV MHTeprperalny CIMHO3BI) WV HeT (Cor-
JIaCHO pacTIpocTpaHeHHou nHTeppeTanyy KarTa). 51 651 x0Tern
OTMETUTB, YTO OTBET Ha 3TOT Bonpoc y KaHTa 3aBucur ot Toro,
KaK MBI OITpefie/IiM IIOHSTVIe TIpupoas!l (1 counHeHms: KanTta
II03BOJISIIOT 00e MHTepripeTanyy). ECiiv B3 Th 3TO HOHSTHE IIVIPe,
KaK BCe, UTO yIIpaBIseTcs] 3aKOHaMM (a 3TO, KakK 5 paHee TOBOPWI,
OITHO M3 KaHTOBCKMX OIIpefieieHnV), Oy/Ib 3TO SMIVMpUYecKye
VIVl MOpaJTbHEIe 3aKOHBI, To H1 y KaHTa, Hr y CIIMHO3EI UesloBek
He crioco0eH «BBIUTYM 3a IIpepessl» npuponbl. Ho ecm B3gTh
€To yXe (KaK OHO B OCHOBHOM U ITOHVMAETCSI B 3TOVI CTaTke),
o0o3Havas MM TOJILKO 3MIMPUKO-dusmdecKyto ooracte Willkiir
v leges appetitus, To, comacHO obomMm drtocodam, UeoBek,
OUEBIIHO, MOXET BBINITU 3a «IIPemesIbl IIPUPOIBI», MCIIONIb3YS
BeIpakeHVie CITMTHO3BI, CTAHOBSICh STUYECKI PaIlIOHATbHEIM.

5 KaHT roToB Ipu3HaTh IOCIENCTBUS BKIIIOYEHUS JIeTepMM-
HM3Ma B CaMO IIOHATVE NPWYMHEL Bo BTOpOV KpWTHKe OH
yTBepXXIlaeT, HallpuMep, YTo eciv Obl Mbl 0Os1afasm Bcevt HeoO-
XoAVIMOVE VH(pOPMAIIVer O IPeCTOSIIVIX COCTOSHSX, TO MBI
ObI MOIIIVI ITpeJICKa3bIBaTh YesloBedyecKoe IoBeleH e, Kak cerdac
MBI TIpeficKa3biBaeM cojTHeuHbIe 3atMeHms (AA 05, S. 99; Kamr,
1997a, c. 547 —551).
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liche Natur) and in the latter with supersensible nature
(tibersinnliche Natur). The domain of sensible nature is
constituted by the sum total of objects of possible ex-
perience. The domain of supersensible nature is con-
stituted by persons as noumena who exemplify the
property of freedom understood as a kind of causality
which is different from the natural (physical) causal-
ity." This causality “from freedom” (aus Freiheit) is
incompatible only with determining laws of sensible
nature but not with the nomological structure of su-
persensible nature; on the contrary, freedom as cau-
sality of reason is constitutive of it. A case in point
is that, for Kant, a concept of cause as such requires
nomological determinism of one kind (phenomenal)*
or another (noumenal). We read in the Groundwork of
the Metaphysics of Morals:

Since the concept of causality brings with it that
of laws in accordance with which, by something that
we call a cause, something else, namely an effect, must
be posited, so freedom, although it is not a property
of the will in accordance with natural laws is not for
that reason lawless but must instead be a causality in
accordance with immutable laws [my italics — W.K]
(GMS, AA 04, p. 446; Kant, 1998a, p. 52).

This is clearly a variant of the Greek view on free-
dom. Freedom here is not opposed to nomological ne-
cessity, rather it is realised only within a special kind
of nomological necessity, i.e. the one which has free-
dom as a causal factor and ethical laws as a nomolog-
ical factor. In effect, freedom and autonomy, for Kant,

14 This is a good moment to preempt a possible misunderstand-
ing. What I have in mind is the issue, controversial in certain
contexts, about man being a part of nature (received Spinoza’s
view) and not entirely being a part of nature (received Kant’s
view). I would like to point out that whether man is or is not
a part of nature in Kant depends solely on how we construe
the concept of nature (and Kant’s writings allow for both inter-
pretations). If we take this concept broadly, as everything that
is law-governed (this is, as I said above, one of Kant’s defini-
tions of the concept), be it moral or empirical laws, then nei-
ther in Kant nor in Spinoza is man able to “transcend” nature.
But if we take the concept narrowly (as it is mostly understood
in this paper), qualifying only the empirical-physical realm of
Willkiir and leges appetitus, then obviously man can — accord-
ing to both these philosophers — go beyond “the bounds of
nature”, to use Spinoza’s expression, through becoming ethi-
cally rational.

5 Kant is ready to admit the consequences that follow from in-
scribing determinism into every concept of cause. In the second
Critique he asserts, for instance, that if we knew all the relevant
information about preceding conditions, we would be able to
predict human behaviour just as at present we can predict the
eclipse of the sun (KpV, AA 05, p. 99; Kant, 2002, p. 126).



Homwest 1 KaHTa coCTOSIT B peaylM3alivy «HACTOSIIIEN
camocTm» (eigentliches Selbst) gestoBeka B cooTBeTCTBYI
C €ero STUYeCKOV CYLIHOCTBIO. Libertas, criocobHOCTB
K IIPOM3BOJIEHOMY BBIOOpY, He eCThb KaHTOBCKas Ilapa-
mvrMa ceobonsl. B «MeTadmsike HpaBos» KaHT OTKpBI-
TO BBICTYIIA€T IIPOTMB 3TOTO:

Hemnp3s1, omHako... maTh OepVMHWUIIMIO CBOOOIBI
IIpOM3BOJIEHNs] KaK CIIOCOOHOCTY BbIOOpa coBepIIaTh
IIOCTYIIKM B TIOR3y WIM IIpoTuB 3akoHa (libertas
indifferentiae) (To ects ymarmHckM B3DISAA. — B. K),
XOT$I IIPOV3BOJIEHME KaK (peHoMeH JaeT TOMY B OIIBITe
MHOTOYVCIIEHHbIe NPVIMepPEL... MBI MOXeM IIOCTIYb
TOJIPKO CJIeflyIoIllee: [BO-IIepBBIX], XOTSI UeJIOBEeK KakK
uyBembernno bocnpunumaiouee cyujecmbo oOHapyKmuBaeT
Ha OIIBITe CITOCOOHOCTB JieJIaTh BBIOOP He TOJIBKO c000-
pAasHo ¢ 3aKOHOM, HO U B npomubBobBec eMy, OIHAKO 3TO
He ITO3BOJISIET HaM 0npedeAuins ero cBoOOIy Kak cBoOo-
oy ummessueubesvroeo cyujecmba... [Bo-BTOPBIX], CBO-
Gomy HeJb3d 1oJIaraTh B TOM, YTO Pa3yMHEBIV CyObeKT
MOXeT cHeJIaTh BBIOOP, IIPOTMBOpeUaIil €ro (3aKo-
HOJATeIbCTBYIOIIEMY) Pa3yMy, XOTSI OIBIT JOBOJIBHO
9acTo ¥ IOKa3bIBaeT, YTO 3TO CJIydaeTcs (OZHAKO MBI
He MOXXeM IIOCTUTHYTB BO3MOXXHOCTB 3T0r0) (AA 06,
S. 226; Kanr, 2014, c. 77—79).

3mecs KaHT roBOpWUT, UTO CO3HATEIBHBIVI aKT BbI-
Oopa B COOTBETCTBMM C 3aKOHOM WIM IIPOTMB HETO
(«BBIOOP Kak peHOMEH») He COCTaBJIIET COOOVT CBOOO-
ny. Mel BHOBB BuayM, 9To cBoboma mist Kanra — 310
He IIpOoCTast CIIOCOOHOCTD «JIeVICTBOBATh WJ/IVI He IeVi-
CTBOBaTh», YTO O3HA4YaeT OTPUIIAHVE VM JIATVHCKOTO
B3msgga. OTpuIlaHMe 3TOrO B3IVISA, VMMIUIMIIMTHOE
VIJI SKCIUIMIIMTHOE, Ha CaMOM JIeJle YacTO BCTpedaeT-
cs B counHeHMsx Kanra. B xkauectBe yOemmresHOrO
VIMIDIMIIUTHOTO OTPVILIAHWS MOXET CIIYXXWUTb YTBEPXK-
nenme Kanra o ToM, uro bor, obGsiamarommini cBITOM
Bostent (heiliger Wille), dericmbyem cBoOomHO, XOTS
Y JIMIIIEH CaMOV BO3MOXKHOCTM IIPOTMBOPEUUTH MO-
pasibHOMY 3aKoHy (cp.: Ludwig, 2014, S. 260; cm. Tak-
xe: AA 05, S. 32; Kaur, 1997a, c. 353 —355; AA 27.2/2,
S. 1418, cm. Takxe: AA 15, S. 457), u, criemoBaTeNnbHO, He
obs1asraeT Ipom3BoIIbHON cBOOoIoM BeIOOpa (libertas).
Ha camoMm merte, eciii MBI IIOCMOTPVIM Ha yTBEpXKIe-
Hust KaHTa 0 TOM, 4TO CcTelleHb CBOOOIIBI yBeIMYVBa-
€TCSI C YMEHBIIIeHWeM COIIPOTVBIIEHNS] YyBCTBEHHOV
IPVIPOAEI IIeper, TUIIoM Tpebosarmi Mopam (AA 06,
S. 382; Kanr, 2018, c. 29—31, cMm. Taxke: AA 06, S. 397;
Kanr, 2018, c. 61 —63), To MBI MOXeM 3aKJTFOUUTh, YTO
KaHTOBCKMV bor coBepIiieHHO cBOOOIIEH, NnOmoMy o
y Hero HeT libertas, Hay4aye KOTOPOV ITOpa3syMeBaeT
BO3MOXKHOCTb ITafleHVIsI BO BJIACTb UYBCTBEHHOV IIPVI-
POIblL, a 3HAYUT M HecBOOOmBI (OOpaTHTe BHUMAaHME
Ha TO, 4T0 M y CIIMHO3bIL, HECMOTPS Ha BCe PasyIMaus
MeXay KoHuennuamu bora y Hero m Kanra, TOIbKO
Bor obGiamaer abcomroTHOM CcBOOOMOV, ITOHMMAEMOV
KaK yIIpaBiIsieMoe 3aKOHaMV CaMOBOIUIOIIEHIE).
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consist in a realisation of man’s “proper self” (eigentli-
ches Selbst) in accordance with its ethical essence. Lib-
ertas, the power of arbitrary choice, is not a Kantian
paradigm of freedom. Against this background Kant
says explicitly in the Metaphysics of Morals that

[...] freedom of choice cannot be defined [...] as
the ability to make a choice for or against the law (lib-
ertas indifferentiae[, i.e. the Latin view — W.K.]) even
though choice as a phenomenon provides frequent
examples of this in experience [...] we can indeed see
that, although experience shows that the human be-
ing as a sensible being is able to choose in opposition to
as well as in conformity with the law, his freedom as an
intelligible being cannot be defined by this [...]. We can
also see that freedom can never be located in a ratio-
nal subject’s being able to choose in opposition to his
(lawgiving) reason, even though experience proves
often enough that this happens (though we still can-
not comprehend how this is possible) (MS RL, AA 06,
p- 226; Kant, 1996c, pp. 380-381).

Kant says here that the conscious act of choosing,
for or against the law (“choice as a phenomenon”)
does not constitute a substantive case of freedom. We
see here again that freedom for Kant is not an unqual-
ified ability to “act and not to act”, which means that
he dismisses the Latin view. The rejection — implicit
or explicit — of this view is indeed often present in
Kant’s writings. For a conclusive implicit rejection
may serve Kant’s claim that God who possess holy
will (heiliger Wille) does act out of freedom yet He
lacks the very possibility of contradicting moral law
(cf. Ludwig, 2014, p. 260; cf. also KpV, AA 05, p. 32;
Kant, 2002, p. 47; V-Mo/Mron, AA 27.2/2, p. 1418; see
also Refl 1021, AA 15, p. 457) and therefore He does
not possess arbitrary freedom of choice (libertas). Ac-
tually, if we consider Kant’s claims about a degree
of freedom increasing with a decrease of resistance
of sensual nature vis a vis the demands of morality
(V-Mo/Mron, AA 27.2/2, p. 1417, MS TL, AA 06,
p. 382; Kant, 1996c, p. 514; see also MS TL, AA 06,
p- 397; Kant, 1996c, p. 527), then we can conclude that
Kant’s God is perfectly free precisely because He lacks
libertas, possession of which involves an option of col-
lapsing into the order of sensual nature, and hence of
unfreedom (note that in Spinoza as well, only God —
notwithstanding the differences between Kant’s and
Spinoza’s concept of God — possess perfect freedom
understood as law-governed self-realisation).
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Eme oHO MMIDIMIIMTHOE OTpUIaHME JIATVHCKOTO
B3rga KanT npencrasiser, korma Bo Bropont «Kpm-
TVKe» IIPedVIIMPYeT aBTOHOMMVIO YMCTOrO IIpaKTirde-
CKOTO pasyMa (KOTOPBIVI OH OTOXIECTBIISET C UMUCTOM
Borten1 (reiner Wille)), a ToToM IIpOCTO OTOXIIECTBIISIET
BCE 3TO, TO €CTh aBTOHOMMIO YMCTOTO IIPAaKTINIECKOro
pasyma, co cBobozovt. Ml 310 HeyAMBUTEIIBHO, IIOCKOITb-
Ky B cBoMX paborax KaHT BO MHOTMX MecTax IIOBTOPSI-
eT, 9To cBoOoa B prymocodcKm CyOCTaHIIVIOHATIBHOM
ITO3UTMBHOM '° CMBICIIe ecTh crienvdirdeckas (IIo3HaBa-
eMasi) IIPUMYIMHHOCTD, OTITYHAs OT eCTECTBEHHOM (M-
OUPUYIECKOV) IIPUYMHHOCTY, VICIIOJIB3YIOIIasl 3aKOHbI
MOpaJI KaK IIpaBiula KOTOPBIE OIPeNerIsioT Heobxo-
IOVMOCTDb B3aVIMOJEVICTBUIN ITOMYVHEHHBIX MM OOBbek-
TOB. B «AHaJIMTMKe YMCTOro IPaKTUUYECKOro pasyma»
Bropont «Kputukn» KanT nmier: «MopaIbHbIV 3aKOH
eCTb JEVICTBUTEIIFHO 3aKOH IPWYMHHOCTY Yepe3 CBO-
Gomy 1, cilemoBaTesIbHO, 3aKOH BO3MOXKHOCTV HEKOTO-
POVI CBEpXYYBCTBEHHOVI IIPVUPO/IBL, TIOJOOHO TOMY KaK
MeTaM3MIecKiT 3aKOH COOBITHMII B UyYBCTBEHHO BOC-
HPVHMMaEeMOM MUpe ObUI 3aKOHOM ITPUYMHHOCTY He-
KOTOPOV 4yBCTBeHHOV puponsl» (AA 05, S. 47; Ka#T,
19974, c. 389 —393, cm. Taxke: AA 05, S. 49; Kaxr, 1997a,
€. 395—399; AA 05, S. 73; Kanr, 1997a, c. 467 —471).

Taxke HyXXHO 3aMeTUTh, UTO IIOHVMaeMasl TaK/M
obpasoM cBoOoma (KaK HPUUYMHHOCTD ITPAKTUIECKO-
ro pasyMa) He TOXEeCTBEHHa KaHTOBCKOMY ITOHSITIIO
cBoboprom Bosu (freier Wille), koTopast paHee, BO BTO-
pont «Kpuruke», oxapakrepmsosaHa KaHToOM TOIBKO
B TepMUHAaX 603M0XKHOCH U OBITH JeTepMUHVIPOBAaHHBIM
ofHUM TOJIIBKO pasymoM (AA 05, S. 29; Kanr, 1997a,
c.345—347), a B IpyTovi UacTy TOVI )Xe paboTBI — depes3
aHaJIOTWMYIHYIO 603MOXHOCb TeTepMVHALIN IyBCTBa-
M (AA 05, S. 44; Kanr, 1997a, c. 381 —383). [TogoOHoe
He MOXeT OTHOCUTBCS K bory, u, ciiemoBaTesibHO, KaH-
TOBCKMM bor obsamaeT cBo6OAOM B YKa3aHHOM BBIIIIe
CMBICITe, HO He oOJiajjaeT M He MOXeT o0yamaTh CBO-
Gonnou Bostent (freier Wille)V, kak m mpou3sBosieHeM
(Willktir) (cooTBeTcTBeHHO, libertas).

16 Cpoboza B IO3UTVMBHOM CMBICJIE — 3TO aKTyaJIbHOE JeV-
CTBOBaHWMe, VICXOJIsIllee M3 MOpPaJIbHOrO 3akoHa (cM. AA 06,
S. 213—214; Kanr, 2014, c. 39—45). D1y cBObOAY He ciemyeT
OTOXIIeCTBJIATh C M3BeCTHOM w3 mepsout «KpuTukm» TpaHc-
LleHIIeHTabHOM cBoOOmon. Bo Bropom «Kpurmke» KaHT
OIVICHIBAET TPaAHCIEHIEHTAIbHYIO CBOOOIYy KaK «He3aBU-
CHMOCTB OT Bcero smmmpudeckoro» (AA 05, S. 96—97; Kawr,
1997a, c. 539—545). TpancueHmeHTaIbHasE CBOOOIA, TaKMM
oOpasoM, siByIsieTcs HeeamubHol cBOOOIOVI M He JIOJDKHA OBbITh
CIlyTaHa CO CBOOOOV KaK Kay3aJIbHOCTBIO IIPaKTMYeCKOrO
pasyma. Taxowt B3y, moprsepkaaercs nmcbMoMm KaHra X
W.T.K.X. Kuzeperrepy 1790T., B XoTopom asTop «Kpuruk»
ybexmaer cBoero cobecefHMKa B TOM, UTO B Iepout «Kputuke»
pevr IUIa O HETraTMBHOM, TPAHCIEH/IEHTAJIbHOM IIOHSTUN
CcBOOOIBI, HE OTHOCSIIEMCS K ITO3UTUBHOM Mjiee cBOOOIbI KakK
Kay3aJIbHOCTM, TIOJYVHEHHOV MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHAM BOJIV, TO
ecTb cBOOOABI Kak aBToHOMMM (cM.: AA 11, S. 154 —155).

7 B cBoert panee yriomsiHyTovi craThe (Kozyra, 2018) 51 jokaspisas,
uro Willkiir — 3T0 TO, uTO TIpOoVcxomwT ¢ freie Wille, xorma oHa
OdeticmBumensto omperiesisieTcs: 3aKOHaMV 4y BCTBEHHOVI IIPVIPOJIBL.

56

Another implicit rejection of the Latin view on
freedom is performed by Kant when, in the second
Critique, he predicates autonomy of pure practical rea-
son, which he identifies with pure will (reiner Wille),
and then simply identifies the whole thing, i.e. the au-
tonomy of pure practical reason, with freedom. This is
not surprising since Kant repeats in numerous places
in his writings that freedom, in a philosophically sub-
stantial and positive'® sense, is a specific (intelligible)
causality distinct from natural (empirical) causality,
having laws of morality as rules which determine the
necessary interactions of objects that fall under them.
In the section of the second Critique, entitled “ Analyt-
ic of Pure Practical Reason” Kant says that “The mor-
al law is in fact a law of causality through freedom
and hence a law of the possibility of a supersensible
nature, just as the metaphysical law of events in the
world of sense was a law of the causality of sensible
nature (KpV, AA 05, p. 47; Kant, 2002, p. 66)."”

It is also to be noted that freedom so understood
(as causality of practical reason) is not identical with
the Kantian notion free will (freier Wille), which, ear-
lier in the second Critique, is characterized by Kant
only in terms of possibility of being determined by
reason alone (KpV, AA 05, p. 29; Kant, 2002, p. 42)
and, in another place in the work, by the analogous
possibility of being determined by the senses (KpV,
AA 05, p. 44; Kant, 2002, p. 63) which cannot pertain
to God and therefore Kant’s God possesses freedom
in the relevant sense but does not possess, and cannot
possess, freier Wille'® as well as Willkiir, resp. libertas).

Subsequent implicit rejection of the Latin view in
Kant is to be found at the beginning of the First In-
troduction to the Critique of Judgment" (Erste Einleitung

16 Freedom in the positive sense is the actual acting out of mor-
allaw (see MS RL, AA 06, pp. 213-214; Kant, 1996c, p. 375). This
freedom in not to be identified with transcendental freedom as
it is known from the first Critique. In the second Critique Kant
describes transcendental freedom as “[...] independence from
everything empirical [...]” (KpV, AA 05, pp. 96-97; Kant, 2002,
p. 123). Transcendental freedom is therefore a negative concept
of freedom and as such it is not to be confused with freedom as
a causality of pure practical reason. Such a view is also vindi-
cated by the letter of 1790 from Kant to J. G. C. Ch. Kiesewetter,
where the author of the Critigues assures his interlocutor that
the first Critique treated of a negative, transcendental concept
of freedom with no reference to a positive idea of freedom as
causality of the will under moral laws, which is also freedom as
autonomy (see Br, AA 11, pp. 154-155; Kant, 1999, p. 343 with
editor’s footnote on the same page).

7 See also KpV, AA 05, p. 49; Kant, 2002, p. 68; KpV, AA 05,
p- 73; Kant, 2002, p. 97.

% In my article mentioned earlier (Kozyra, 2018) I argued that
Willkiir is what becomes of freier Wille once the latter is actually
determined by the laws of sensual nature.

¥ The English translation by Werner S. Pluhar is added to his
translation of the third Critique (Kant, 1987).



Ilocnenmyroriee MMITIMIUTHOe oTpuilaHve Kan-
TOM JIATMHCKOT'O B3IVIsija HaxoauTcs B Hadasle «Ilepso-
ro BBereHMs B “KpuTuky criocoGHOCTM cyXmeHms” ».
B coorBetcTByIOeM dparmernTe KaHT ommiceiBaeT
JeJIoBedecKyo O0Opb0y 3a cuacTbe KaK BCEro JIVIIb
elle onyH criocob (3eck KanT onmpaercst Ha cpaBHe-
HMe ¢ MeXaHMKOV HpioToHa), KOTOPBIM UyBCTBeHHas
IpUporIa cTapaeTcs JOCTUYb paBHOBecus cwt (AA 20,
S. 196; Kanrt, 20016, c. 839). KaHT cTaBuT 11071, BOIIpOC
BJIaCTh CO3HAHWMS Hafl IIPeaIIoIoXUTeIbHO CBOOOTHO
BBIOMpaeMBbIMV JIEVICTBUSAMM 1 HauHaHMUAMN. OH TO-
BOPUT, YTO BCe MpaKTUdecKye IOJIOKeHVs, BBIBOII-
IIve HeKoe COofep KaHVe U3 POM3BOJIEHs, He MOTYT
CUNTATHLCS ITOAXOISIIVM COAePKaHVieM IIPaKTIecKou
dmocodprm (AA 20, S. 197; KarT, 20016, c. 841), xoTo-
pas MOXXET OCHOBBIBATHCS TOJIBKO Ha CBEPXUYBCTBEH-
HOVI IIPVUMHHOCTY (TO eCTh Ha cBODOIIe) 11 ee 3aKOHaX.
KanT npepocreperaer unraresert OT TOTO, YTOOEHI CITy-
TaTb cBOOOIy B TAaKOM CMBIC/IE C BOJIBHOCTBIO, XapaK-
Tepusylomen 1ponsBosbHele Aevictus (willkiirliche
Handlungen), kotopsle, kak Kaar rosopur B «Ilepsom
BBEJIEHNI», «IIpUHAJIeXaT “K eCTeCTBEHHBIM IIPUY-
HaMm”» (AA 20, S. 196; Kanr, 20016, c. 839) (BHMMaTE -
HBIVI YMTaTelIb 3aMeTUT, YTO IToJ0o0Has KlaccudmKa-
LS ITPOM3BOJIBHBIX JIEVICTBUII — IIPOCTO ellle OWH
criocob omvicanmsa rerepoHoMuocTi Willkiir).

B 3TOM KOHTeKcTe CTOUT IpPOJIUTH CBET Ha OIHO
nopasuresibHOe cxofcTeo Mexny Kantom m Crom-
Ho3on. KanT mpsmo rosoput B «IlepsoM BBemeHVI»
U B ApyIux paboTax, 4To IIpoliecc oOyMbIBaHs de-
JIOBEKOM JIeVICTBIII 00pasyeT MOaIbHOCTh HaTypaJiui-
CTMYeCKOVI (4yBCTBEHHO) Kay3aJIbHOCTIU U He CBOMIVT-
csi K cBoOOle B 3HAUeHWUNM Pa3syMHOV Kay3aJIbHOCTIL
B «3ammcsx nexuym KarTta o metadmsmke HpaBoOB»
W.®. BurmianTtiyca (3111 stekym KaHT unras Bo Bpe-
M 3uMHeTo ceMectpa 1793 /94 r.) KaHT BeIpakaeT 31O
KPWCTaJIbHO SICHO:

MosxHo 1oj1arath. .. 1ogo0Ho Boinbdy u baymrap-
TEHY, UTO JEeVICTBYIOIIIVI YeJIOBEK He 3aBUCUT OT BCs-
KOVI IIPUPOITHOVL HeoOXOIMMOCTH, eCJIV €0 HeVICTBUS
HaIIpaBJISIOTCSI MOTVIBaMV, CJIEOBATEIILHO, JeTepPMU-
HUIPYIOTCS paccyakoM 1 pasymoM. Ho sTo HeBepHO 2.
YestoBek He 0CBOOOIMTCS OT MEXaHWYHOCTV IPWIpPO-
IObI, IPOCTO OEVICTBYSI PasyMHO. Kaxxapit akT MBbIIII-
JIEHWUs, PacCyXXIeHMs eCTh caM IIPUPOIHOe COOBITHE
[Begebenheit der Natur] (AA 27.2/1, S. 503).

Most norajika 3aK/II04aeTcsl B TOM, 4TO VIMEHHO 3TO
mMert B Buay CrmHO3a, Korma gesiajl CBoe IIPOBOKallV-
ouHoe (cp. Deleuze, 1998, p. 17 —18) 3asaBienue: «...J10
CUIX TIOp HMKTO ellle He OIPEeIesIvI, TO €CTh OIBIT HU-
KOTO ellle IO CUX IIOp He Hay4IWI, K KaKVM JeVICTBVSIM
meao ABAAemcsA cnocodHbIM B CWIIY OIHVIX TOJIBKO 3aKO-

8 Bot eme ogHo ommrame KaHTa OT paIrioHamvcTOB, HO 371eCh
CriHO3a, Kak s ITOKaXXy HVDKe, TaKKe PacXOUTCs C HUMMU.
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in die Kritik der Urteilskraft). In the relevant fragment
Kant depicts human struggle for happiness as just an-
other way (Kant draws here a comparison with New-
tonian mechanics) in which sensual nature attempts
to achieve an equilibrium of forces (EEKU, AA 20,
p. 196). The authority of consciousness that human
beings have of their allegedly freely chosen acts and
endeavors is questioned by Kant, who says that all
practical propositions which derive something from
arbitrary will cannot be considered a proper content
of practical philosophy (ibid., p. 197) which can be
constituted only by supersensible causality (i.e. free-
dom) and its laws. Kant is careful to warn his reader
against confusing freedom in this sense with liberty
that characterises arbitrary actions (willkiirliche Hand-
lungen) which, says Kant in the Erste Einleitung, be-
long “to the sphere of naturalistic causality”® (ibid.,
p- 196) (an attentive reader will notice that this classi-
fication of arbitrary actions is just a different way of
describing the heteronomy of Willkiir).

In this context one striking similarity between
Kant and Spinoza should be brought to light. Kant
makes it clear in the Erste Einleitung and elsewhere
that human deliberative processes constitute a mo-
dality of naturalistic (sensual) causality and do not
amount to freedom in a robust sense of causality of
reason. In the Metaphysik der Sitten Vigilantius (these
lectures were given by Kant during the winter semes-
ter of 1793 /94) Kant makes this point crystal clear:

One assumes [...], like Wolf and Baumgarten,
that an acting man is independent from all naturalis-
tic necessity, insofar as his actions are guided by mo-
tives, hence being determined by intellect and reason.
But this is false.» A man will not become free from
the mechanism of nature if he just carries out his ac-
tions in a rational fashion. Each act of thought, each
of deliberation is itself a naturalistic occurrence [Bege-
benheit der Natur] (V-MS/Vigil, AA 27.2/1, p. 503, my
translation — W. K.).%2

2 “I...] eine willkiihrliche Handlung, (die eben so wohl zu den
Naturursachen gehort).”

2 This is another difference between Kant and the rationalists
but at this point — as I will show below — Spinoza differs from
them as well.

2 “Man nimmt [...] an, z. E. Wolf sowie Baumgarten, dafl der
handelnde Mensch von aller Naturnothwendigkeit unabhén-
gig sey, insofern seine Handlungen durch motiven geleitet,
mithin durch Verstand und Vernunft determinirt wiirden; dies
ist aber falsch. Der Mensch wird dadurch nicht vom Natur-Me-
chanismo befreit, daf} er bey seiner Handlung einen actum der
Vernunft vornimmt. Jeder Actus des Denkens, Ueberlegens ist
selbst eine Begebenheit der Natur.”



B. Kosbipa

HOB MPUPOIBI, paccMaTPMBaeMON WCKITIOUUTEIEHO
B KavecTBe TejlecHOV» (CrmmHo3a, 20064, c. 337). B mpn-
BefIeHHBIX BbIIe nuTaTax KanT n CrimHO3a yKasbBaoT
Ha TO, YTO B IPOTWMBOIIOJIOKHOCTD HaIlleMy OIIBITY, KO-
TOPBIVI ITOJICKA3bIBAET, YTO OOy MBbIBaHVIE COBEPIIIAETCS
CBOOOJTHBIM Iy XOBHBIM CyOBEeKTOM, Ha CaMOM Jiejle OHO
He BBIXOIIWUT 3a paMKM HaTypasIMCTUYeCKOro MexXaHW3-
Ma v nmogumHeHo emy. To, uto CrvHO3a nMeeT B BULY
VIMEHHO IIPOIlecC OOyMBIBaHWMS HEVICTBUV, B 3TOM
KOHTeKCTe BUIIHO U3 ero paccy XIeHWM, IIPoosDKaro-
VX TPOIUTUPOBAHHEI BEIIIIe (PparMeHT:

...MHOTMe IyMaioT, YTO MBI TOJIBKO TO IeJIaeM
cBoOOAHO Y, K YeMy He CWIBHO CTPEMMMCS, TaK Kak
CTpeMJIeHVe K 3TOMY JIETKO MOXeT OBbITh OrpaHIYeHO
BOCIIOMVHAHMEM O IPYIOV BEIV, YaCTO IIPVXOMAIIE
HaM Ha yM, ¥ HaoOOpOT, Bcero MeHee MBI CBOOOIHEI
B TOM, K Y€MY CTPEMMMCS C BEJIMKOTI CTPACTBIO, KOTO-
pasi He MOXeT ObITb yMepeHa BOCLIOMMHAHVIEM O IIPY-
TOVI BeIN (TaM Xe, c. 53).

11 CriMHO3BI OIVICAHHOE BBIIIIe IIPOTMBOIIOCTaB-
JIeHVe 3aK/II09aeTcsl B TOM, UTO pasjindne MeXay VM-
IyJILCYIBHBIMW ¥ OOITyMaHHBIMM JeVICTBUSIMU KaK Ta-
KOBBIMM €CTh OTJI4Ne MeXXy OBYyMs BUIaMI HaTypa-
JIMCTUYECKMX (TaK CKa3aTb, «CBOOOTHBIX OT CBOOOIBI»)
COOBITM, ¥, CIIeOBaTeJIbHO, OHO He IPeIOCTaBIIsSIeT
KpuTepusl I MAeHTUUKaIMM HaCcTOsIIer cBobo-
IBI, TO €CTh CBOOOIBI KaK MOPaIbHOV IeTepMVHAIIN,
o uem ropoput u Kanr.

Hpyrue, Ha 3TOT pa3 SKCIUIMIIUTHBIE, OTPUILIAHNS
JIATVHCKOTO B3IJISA/IA TakKe MMeroTcs B paborax Kan-
Ta. B Habpocke Ne 3856 KanT criparBaet, MoxxeM JInt
MBI CBOOOITHO TBOPUTH 3710 (aus freiem Vorsatz) m oT-
Bevaet: «Het!» (AA 17, S. 314). A B HaOpocke Ne 1021
dwiocod oTBeuaeT, UTO «CIIOCOOHOCTH HEVICTBOBATH
IPOTVB OOBEKTMBHOW HYXIBI HE COCTAaBJIIeT CBODO-
oel» (AA 15, S. 457).

IIpuBenennsle BbImle cooOpa’keHWMsI OAIOT OCHO-
BaHVe yTBepKJaTk, 4To KaHT SBHO CKJIOHEH MBICJIUTE
cBOOOIIy B COOTBETCTBUM C TpedecKuM B3rrsmoM. Kak
u y Comnosel, y Kanra csobomHas BoJisl B 3HaYEHUM
libertas coBceM He TpeOyeTcst ISt CBOOOJIBI KaK aBTOHO-
MUV, KOTOpasi COCTOUT B aKTya/IM3allyivi MOpaJIbHOVI ca-
MOCTY ¥eJIoBeKa. bBITh cBOOOIHBIM 11 aBTOHOMHBIM JIJIS
Kanra v CiHO3BI — 3HAUWUT OBITB OeepMUHUPOBAHHBIM
MOpaJIbHBIMM IPMHIIMITAMI pasyMa. B obovix cydasx
€CTb TapMOHVISL ¥ B3aVIMO3aBVUCVIMOCTD, @ He KOHIIVKT
MeXy CBOOOIOI 11 HOMOJIOTMYIECKVIM JIeTePMMH3MOM
(MOpasTbHOVI BEpCHI).

Mse crour mobaBuUTh cCilemyfollee yTOYHEHWMe,
yTOOBI M30eXaTh BO3MOXHOI0O HemomoHmManvs. Kak

¥ CormacHo CrimHO3e, y JTFOfeV HaJIMYeCTBYeT 3TO HeBepHOe
yGexieHe BCIIENICTBYIE He3HAHVIS IMU PeaJIbHBIX IIPUYNH.
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My guess is that this is what Spinoza had in mind
when he was making his provocative (cf. Deleuze,
1998, pp. 17-18) point, saying that “[...] nobody as yet
has determined the limits of the body’s capabilities:
that is, nobody as yet has learned from experience
what the body can and cannot do [...] solely from the
laws of its nature in so far as it is considered corpo-
ral” (Spinoza, 1992, p. 105). The point that Kant and
Spinoza put forth in the above quotes is that, contrary
to conscious experience which suggests that deliber-
ation is performed by a free spiritual subject, it does
not in fact go beyond the naturalistic mechanism, but
is subsumed under it. That these are specifically de-
liberative processes that Spinoza refers to in the con-
text at hand can be seen from his discussion which
follows the above cited fragment; Spinoza says that

[...] the commonly held view [is] that we act
freely® only in cases where our desires are moder-
ate because our appetites can then be held in check
by the remembrance of another thing that frequently
comes to mind; but when we seek something with a
strong emotion which cannot be allayed by the re-
membrance of some other thing, we cannot check our
desires (ibid., p. 106).

The meaning of the above-outlined contrast is
that, for Spinoza, a difference between impulsive and
deliberative actions as such is a difference between
two sorts of naturalistic (“freedom-free,” so to speak)
happenings and hence does not provide a criterium
for identifying freedom proper, i.e. freedom as moral
determination — which is also Kant’s point.

Other rejections — this time explicit — of the Lat-
in view in Kant’s writings are also available. In Re-
flexion 3856 Kant asks straightforwardly if one can
do evil freely (aus freiem Vorsatz) and answers: “No!”
(Refl 3856, AA 17, p. 314). And in Reflexion 1021 the
philosopher says that “[...] a power to act against the
objective necessitation does amount to freedom”*
(Refl 1021, AA 15, p. 457, my translation — W.K.).

The above considerations constitute a case for
the existence of a robust tendency in Kant to think
of freedom along the lines of the Greek view. As in
Spinoza so in Kant free will in the sense of libertas is
simply not required for freedom as autonomy which
consists in an actualization of man’s moral self. To
be free and autonomous, for Kant and for Spinoza, is
to be determined by reason’s moral principles. In both
cases there is a harmony and mutual dependence —
not conflict — between freedom and (a moral kind
of) nomological determinism.

% For Spinoza men have this false belief due to their ignorance
of real causes.

2 “[...] das Vermogen, der obiectiven necessitation entgegen
zu handeln, beweiset nicht die Freyheit.”



s yKasasl Bbllle, y KaHTa cBoOoIHast BOJISL B 3HAUEHWN
libertas He TpelOyeTcs 1A aBTOHOMMM (TO €CTb IS
CBOOOIIBI kak aBTOHOMWM), HO CJleflyeT OTMEeTWUTh, U4TO
OHa He TpebyeTcs IIsi MOpaIn KaK TaKOBOVL, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky, VICIIOJIb3Ysl IIpocTerimi nmpumep, bor y Kanra ne
VMeeT cBOOOIHOVI BOJIM B TaHHOM 3HAaueHMM, HO ero
TIeVICTBUS TeM He MeHee OJHOBpeMeHHO COBepIIIeHHO
CBOOOIHEI (B IIPMYMHHOCTHO-HOMOJIOTMUECKOM 3Hade-
HWW «CBOOOBI») U COBEPIIIEHHO MOPAAbHbL (TO €CTh IS
bora HeT BO3MOXXHOCTM HapyIIUTBL 3AKOHb. MOPAJIN).
C npyrovt cropoHsl, BepHO, uTo 111 Kanra Oe3 libertas,
IIPOM3BOJIEHNS, VI C O[IHOVI TOJIBKO CBSITOVI BOJIEVI HET
BO3MOXXHOCTV JIsI MOPaJIbHOCTW B CMBICIIe MOpAAbHOU
yenHocmu, TIOCKOJIBKY B 3TMKe KaHTa oHa MoXeT ITo-
SIBUTBCS TOJIBKO Y CYIIIECTB, CIIOCOOHEIX uyBcmBobams
yBakeHMe K 3aKOHy, ¥, CJIefloBaTeIbHO, y CYIIecTB,
KOTOpBIe 004a0ar0m dyBcTBeHHOV Hpuponport. Kax Obr
3TO HU OBUIO MHTEPECHO, 31eCh He XBaTUT MecTa Id
IIPOJIOJDKEHWS STOVI TeMbI .

3mech KOHYAIOTCSI MOV apTYMEHTEHI B II0JIb3Y Here-
TePOHOMHOIO U, CjlefloBaTeIbHO, IPeIII0IOKUTeIIbHO
aBTOHOMHOTO Xapakrepa 3Tuky CrmHO3bL Paziirg-
HBle yTBepXXIeHMs O rerepoHoMHocTV 3Tuku Crm-
HO3BI OBUIV OJTHO 3a JAPYTMM OTBEPTHYTHI B pasieax
3.1—3.5. Pasgen 3.1 nokasasr, uro CimmHo3a obs1azaer

% TlpencrapjieHHass MHOVI TpaKTOBKa KOHLIENIIMWM CBOOOIIBI
y Kanxra nenonrysisipra. Ha camoM fierte, coBpeMeHHBIMY KaHTO-
BerlaMy ObUT IIpO7IesIaH 3HaYMTe IbHBIVI TPY/, /IS IHTe PIIPUTal N
monsTHS cBoOOME! y KaHTa ckopee Kaxk libertas, ueM Kax eleutheria.
Ora mapagurma Obula oOo3HaueHa ['eHpw DIUIMCOHOM B €ro
ocHoBonoJaramer padore «Kanrtoa Teopust cBobompr». Oc-
HOBHOVI ee Te3WC 3aK/Ilo4aeTcss B TOM, uTo B3mgnel KaHnra Ha
cBOOOTy JIydllle BCErO BBIPaXKAIOTCS TaK Ha3bIBAEMBIM «TE€3VICOM
BrIoueHvs» (cm.: Allison, 1990, p. 132), KOTOpPBII yTBepXKaaeT,
4TO CBOOOIHOE IIEVICTBME 3aKIIIOYAETCs BO BKJIIOYEHMV MOTMBA
B MaKCUMYy [EVICTBUSI, B TO BpeMs KaK MaKCMa MOXKeT ObITh
YHUBEpCcaVI3UpyeMont (¥ B TaKOM CJIydae HpPaBCTBEHHOV) VUV
HeT. Co BpeMeH (pOpMYJINPOBKI «IIapafUIMbl DIUIMCOHA», KaK
MOXHO ee Has3BaTh, TaKas MHTeplperarys csobompl y Kanta
MoJIy4Ymla MHOXKEeCTBO CTOPOHHMKOB (cM., Hamp.: Reath, 2006,
p- 12—19; Yovel, 1998, p. 288; Wood, 1999, p. 51—53; Kloc-
Konkotowicz, 2007, s. 21 —23). Bsmrsn [I>xona Posza Ha KaHTOB-
CKOTro cyOpekTa KakK OOJIa/IaioIIero «M30MpaTeIbHOVI BOJIEVD»
(tepmue Poriza), ubst pyHKIMS 3aK/IIOYAETCS BO «BKJIIOUEHUN
JKeJlaHVsL B MAaKCHMYy, VICXOfs W3 KOTOPOW MbI coOmpaemcs
mevictBoBaTb» (cMm.: Rawls, 2000, p. 152), Takke BO MHOrOM
HaITOMIMHAeT VHTEPIIPETALINIO DIUIMCOHA. [ JTaBHBIM MICTOYHMKOM
IUIS VIHTepIIpeTalyy DJUIMCOHa CTyXwia «Permrus B mipemerax
TOJIBKO pasyma» (1793), B kotopoit KaHT ericTBUTe IbHO B IBHOM
BUJIe TIOMepXMBaeT JIATVHCKUI B3IVIAI. 37lech He MeCTO s
PeLINTEIBHOTO OIIPOBEPKEHMS ITapaIUrMbl DIUIVICOHA C TOYKM
3peHMst OOIIEV HEeIpOTMBOPEYMBOCTY OIVICAHWUI CBOOOIIBI
y KanrTa. 5 TOJIbKO XO4y 3aMeTnTb, YTO M3BecTHas m3 «Permrviv»
nonnepxka KaHToM JlaTvHCKOro B3IIfa, €ciiv VCIIOIb30BaTh
TepMyH Mumess Koml, KOTOpbII OHa MCHOIB3yeT B TOM JKe
caMOM KOHTeKCTe, «3acoHmaBuueHa» (cm.: Kosh, 2006, p. 46)
Mexyay coumHeHwsaMy KaHTa KpuTideckoro mepumopa (HO
u Gostee panHMMY; cM. Bbie «Habpockm») n «Mertadnsnkon
HpaBoB» (1797), BEIpaXKaroIIMI TO, UTO S IS yA0OCTBa Ha3Basl
TpevecKVIM B3IJISIIOM Ha cBOOO/y.
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I should also add the following elucidation in or-
der to avoid a possible misconception. As I argued
above, in Kant, free will in the sense of libertas is not
required for autonomy (i.e. freedom as autonomy),
but it should be noted that it is also not required for
morality as such, since — to give the simplest exam-
ple — Kant’s God does not have free will in this sense
but his actions, nevertheless, are both perfectly free
(in the relevant, causal and nomological, sense of
“free”) and perfectly moral (i.e. there is no possibili-
ty for God to transgress the laws of morality). On the
other hand, it is true that, for Kant, without libertas,
the arbitrary will — and with holy will only — there
would probably be no morality in the sense of moral
worth, for moral worth, in Kant's ethical theory, can
arise only in beings capable of feeling respect towards
the law, and, consequently, in beings who do possess
sensible nature. Interesting as it is, I don’t have space
to pursue this theme here.”

Here my case for a non-heteronomous, and there-
fore presumably autonomous, character of Spinoza’s
ethics has come to an end. The various presumptions
of heteronomy in Spinoza have been dismissed one
by one in the sections 3.1 — 3.5. The section 3.1 has
shown that Spinoza has a genuine interest in ethics

% The interpretation of Kant’s conception of freedom which I
have presented above is not a popular one. Actually a signifi-
cant effort has been made in contemporary scholarship to de-
pict Kant’s concept of freedom rather in terms of libertas than
eleutheria. The paradigm in this regard has been set by Henry
Allison’s seminal work Kant’s Theory of Freedom published in
1990. The main thesis of the book is that Kant’s view on free-
dom is best expressed by the so-called “incorporation thesis”
(see Allison, 1990, p. 132) which states that the act of freedom
consists in an incorporation of a given incentive into a maxim
of action, while the maxim itself can be either universalisable
(and in this sense moral) or not. Since the time of its formula-
tion the “Allison paradigm”, as we may call it, in the interpre-
tation of freedom in Kant has gained many supporters (see e.g.
Reath, 2006, pp. 12-19; Yovel, 1998, p. 288, Wood, 1999, pp. 51-
53, Kloc-Konkotowicz, 2007, pp. 21-23; also John Rawls’ view on
the Kantian subject as possessing “elective will” (Rawls’ term)
which function resides in “[...] incorporating the desire into
the maxim from which we propose to act” (Rawls, 2000, p. 152)
much resembles Allison’s interpretation). The main source of
textual evidence for Allison’s interpretation is to be found in
Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason (1793) where Kant
indeed clearly expresses support for the Latin view. This is not
the place for decisive refutation of Allison’s paradigm from the
point of view of the overall coherency of Kant’s account of free-
dom. I just want to note that Kant’s support of the Latin view,
taken from Religion, is, to use Michelle Kosh’s term (which she
uses in exactly the same context), “sandwiched” (see Kosh,
2006, p. 46) between Kant's writings from the critical period
(and even earlier ones; see above Reflexionen) and Metaphysics
of Morals (1797) which all are in line with what I called for con-
venience the Greek view on freedom.
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HACTOSIIIVM MHTEPECOM K STHMKE, IIPOCTMPAIOIIMCH 3a
Hpeferbl CoOOOpaXkeHUIT 0 OyraropasymMmy, B pasfesiax
3.2 u 3.3 000CHOBaHO, COOTBETCTBeHHO, uTo CIMHO3a
VICIIOJIb3yeT TIOHATVE pa3yMa, coIlacyrolleecs B Cy-
IITeCTBEHHBIX acIleKTax C IOHATMEM IIPaKTIIeCKOro
pasyma y KanTa, # 9TO, HECMOTpSI Ha CBOVI MOHWM3M,
CrmHo3a pa3MyaeT pamyioOHAIBHYIO (MOPaIbHYIO)
¥ SMIMpUIecKyio (adpdeKTVBHYI0) NPUPOMHY dUesIo-
BeKa ¥ OIpenesIgeT MX HOMOJIOTMUYECKVe T'pPaHMWIIBL.
B pasperne 3.4 Me1 ycranoBwv, uto CrimHO3e OiIM3KO
ITO/1I00HOe KaHTOBCKOMY ITOHSATME H00pa, BBIBOAIIIlE-
ecs M3 TpebOBaHMI MOPaJIBHOTO pasyMa, a pasieil
3.5 3artoyHWI IIpo0esI B MOelt apryMeHTalym, OIvcaB
B3rya, KarTa Ha cBoOomy v HEOOXOAMMOCTD. B HeM s
yKasasl Ha To, uTo, Kak 1 y Crmmao3sl, y KanTa cBobo-
IIa V1 0co0biil BU, HOMOJIOIMYECKOVI HeOOXOIMMOCTI He
TOJIbKO He VCKITIOYAIOT IPYT ApyTa, HO KOHIIEITYaIb-
HO ¥, BO3MOYXHO, OHTOJIOTMYECKV B3alIMO3aBVICVIMBI.
OT0 ompenesleHHO Tak I COMHO3bI, OCKOJIbKY OH
IIPSIMO CBSI3bIBAJI ITIOPSAOK BBIBEIEHMS IIOHSTHUM C I10-
panxom npuunH. Y KanTa oTHOIIeHMe MeXxay KOH-
LeNTyaJIbHBIM VI OHTOJIOTTYeCK/IM HaMHOTO CJIOXKHee.
Mos porazka 3aK/IIOYaeTcsl B TOM, YTO, IOCKOJIBKY
KaHT omgHO3HaYHO yTBEpXKHaeT, uTO pasyM obiasia-
€T CBEPXIIPUPOIHOWN, kay3aAbHOl CIIOCOOHOCTBIO, OH
HIpVBepIKeHel] ITOJIHOIIPABHOVI peaibHOCHIU TAKMUX CYII-
HOCTeV, KaK pa3yM, CBOOO/a 11 3aKOH.

B 3axmounTesIbHOM paspesie CTaTbU s IIOIIPOOYIO
HaWTV OOBSICHEHVS IS PaCIIPOCTPAaHEHHOTO MHEHS
0 TeTepOHOMHOCTY STUKY CIIVTHO3BI.

4. ITouemy 3TMKY CIIMHO3BI CYMTAIOT
reTepOHOMHOVI?

S1 Toy1araro, IjIS TOrO eCcTh HeCKOJIBKO ITpudmH. 1o
MOeMy MHEHWMIO, caMasi BaKHasl 3 HUX — «MeTadusn-
YeCKUVI IIpenpaccyok». ITom HM st TOHMMAO TO, UTO
KaKeTcsl paclpOCTpaHeHHBIM Cpefy WHTepIIpeTaTo-
poB «DTUKN» — SBHO ITIaBHOTO MCTOYHWMKA IIO 3THKE
CrHOo3BL. Pazobpasiiice ¢ mepBeIMY TpeMs KHUTaMM,
B KOoTOpBIX CIIMHO3a IpeIcTaBIseT CBOM obIIye MeTa-
pvsvUecKkme IIPeNIToIOXeHNSI OTHOCUTEIBHO IPUpPO-
IOBI ¥ 9eJIoBeKa KaK ee YacT, OHV, OCTaBasiCh JOBOJIb-
HBIMII CBOMIMW pe3yJIbTaTaMM, OOpalialoTcs ¢ OCTaB-
IIMMVCS OIByMsI KHUTaMy KakK He OoJlee 4eM ¢ IIpWIIO-
JKeHVeM K TOMY, UTO y>Ke yY3HaJIv 13 IIepBbIX TpeX. Ve-
aJIbHBIM IIPVIMEPOM 3TOVI TEHIEHIN sBjIsieTcs Vixax
Mertamet; OH FOBOPUT, UTO «caMasi PyHIaMeHTaIbHas
mokTpuHa “MopaipHOM Teopym” CHVHO3BL HOSBIIS-
eTcs yxe B TpeTbent gactu “Otukn’» (Melamed, 2011,
p- 159). 51 mpocTo He coryaceH ¢ 3TuM. Sl gymaro, 4To
BO BBeZleHUN K deTBepToit KHWre CIMHO3a HOBOJIEHO
SICHO COODIIIaeT, 9YTo C TOro MOMEHTA OH VCIIOJIb3YeT
HOBbi1l TUIAH IJIS TIOCTVDKEeHMS STMYeCKmX IToHgTmi. Ha
caMoM JieJle, BCe IIUTATHI M3 «DTUKI», IIpVBeIeHHbIe
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which goes beyond mere prudential considerations;
the sections 3.2. and 3.3. showed, respectively, that
Spinoza operates with a concept of reason which in
essential respects agrees with the Kantian notion of
practical reason and that, notwithstanding his mo-
nism, Spinoza does distinguish between the rational
(moral) and empirical (affective) nature of man and
specifies their respective nomological domains. Sec-
tion 3.4 established that Spinoza is familiar with a
Kantian-like notion of the good which is derivative
vis a vis the demands of moral reason and the section
3.5. filled a lacuna in my overall argument by outlin-
ing Kant’s view on freedom and necessity, where I
pointed out that, as in Spinoza, so in Kant freedom
and a specific kind of nomological necessity do not
only mutually exclude each other, but are conceptual-
ly, and, perhaps, ontologically interdependent. This is
certainly true of Spinoza because he simply identified
the order of conceptual derivation with the order of
causation. With Kant the relation between conceptual
and ontological commitments is much more complex.
My guess though is that, since Kant univocally asserts
that reason has supernatural, causal power, he is com-
mitted to the full-fledged reality of entities like reason,
freedom and law.

In the remainder of the article I will try to find
a rationale for a popular view which takes Spinoza’s
ethics to be heteronomous.

4. Why Spinoza’s ethics is taken
to be heteronomous?

I think that there are several reasons that it is tak-
en to be so. In my opinion, the most important among
them is a “metaphysical prejudice”. By this  mean that
it seems common for interpreters of Ethics which is,
obviously, the main source for Spinoza’s ethics, after
labouring through the first three of its books — where
Spinoza puts down his general metaphysical assump-
tions concerning nature and man as part of it — to
rest satisfied with their results and consequently to
treat the remaining two books as a mere appendix
to what has already been established earlier. Yitzhak
Melamed is a perfect example of this tendency; he
says that “[...] the most fundamental doctrine of
Spinoza’s ‘moral theory” appears already in the third
part of the Ethics” (Melamed, 2011, p. 159). I simply
disagree with this. I think that Spinoza makes it clear
in the introduction to the fourth book that from there
on he sets a new agenda for grasping ethical concepts.



MHOW B 3aIllUTy Te3lca O HereTepOHOMHOW IIpuUpoze
MopasibHOV Teopun CIIMHO3BIL, B34Tbl 13 YeTBEPTON
u maTovt KHurn?l. IJ1aBHas npudMHa IS CepPbe3HOro
OTHOIIIeHNMs K IIOCTIeTHMM ABYM YacTSM «IISTV KHUT
CnuHo3bI», OJHAKO, ellle He Ha3BaHa, I UMEHHO 3TO s
HaMepeH celrdac caesaTh. JIoam JacTo crpalimsamT,
roueMy couMHeHM e Ha3bIBaeTcs «DTHKa»? Benp KHMTa,
TOBOPST OHM, B OCHOBHOM 00 abcTpakTHOV MeTadm3u-
Ke (Menames BbIpaXkasl 3TO COMHeHVe, KaK Mbl BUAEIIN
BHIIIIe). Moe peltieHe 3TO IIPOOIEMBI COCTOUT B CJle-
IylomeM. DTuKa ectnb MeTadm3nKa, HO He obOmIast mim
yHUBepcasIbHasl MeTapu3nKa, KOTOPYIO MBI HaxOOMM
B kuurax I-III. B Hux rosopurcs o desioBeke He Kak
0 4eM-TO crelu@UIHOM, HO KaK O YaCTHOM cJIy4ae
PpaboTHI 3aKOHOB IIpNponbl. YetoBek 3mechk OepeTcs He
KaK TaKOBOVI, WIN «B ce0e», HO KaK 4acTb OOJIbIIIEro
11€JI0T0, «B KOTOPOM OH Bcero b arom» (Crmmeo3a,
20068, c. 255). TorbKO B UeTBEpPTOVI KHUTE MeTapu3m-
Ka KOHIIeHTPUPYeTCsl Ha ueJloBeKe, IIpeBpalliasich, Ta-
KM 00pasom, B 3TuKy. CriemosarenbHo, iyt CIIMHO3BI
3TMKa — 3TO Memagpusuka desopeka. CorracHO TaKou
VHTepIIpeTalny, IlepBble TPU KHUTY «DTUKU» IIpef-
JIaraloT nponedefmuky STUKW, TO €CTh CIIeLMaIbHON
MeTamM3MKM, KOTOPasl SBIISIeTCS 1IeTTbI0 «DTUKM» (KaK
TIOJICKa3bIBaeT Ha3BaHMe).

PsmoM ¢ MeTadm3mdecKnM IIpeapaccyIKOM Haxo-
IUTCH TIpeApaccyJoK UCTOPUUYecKUT1. 31ech He TO Me-
CTO, I7Ie sl MOT ObI OXBaTUTB Bech x0f1 penerym Crm-
HO3BI 11 00CYANUTD KOJIOCCAIIBHEIV TPYZ, BKyIle C MOTH-
BUPYIOIIVMI CWIaMV, KOTOPBIVI HauMHasl C IIepBbIX
mryOmmkanyy CvHO3bI ObUI IpOfIeIaH IS TOTO, YTOo-
OBI IIpeCTaBUTh €r0 KaK OTHSIBIIEHHOTO MMMOpPaIVCTa
(oTHmepHBIN IpUIMep TaKoro Tpyda MOXHO YBUAETh
B mpormTupoBaHHoM ¢dpparmenTe ['enpnxa I'periia) .
byner nocraTouHo ckaszath, uro CriviHO3a HUKOITIa He
KPUTMKOBaJI OCHOBHOe cofiep>KaHMe «IIOIyJISpHOM»
MoOpasIii, KOTOPYI0 MOXXHO, HaIpuMmep, HauTU B fe-
Kasiore. EMVIHCTBEHHOV Belbl0o, KOTOPYIO OH KPUTU-

2 JIpyTovi mpuMep «MeTadu3MdecKoro IIpegpaccyaKa» B MHTep-
npetariyyt 3TUKY CITMHO3BI MOXKHO ITPUBECTVI 13 MOETO JIMIHOTO
onbita. OnHaXABI MHE BCTPETWIOCHh Cileflyiolliee BO3pakeHue
IIPOTMB MOETO YTBEP>KIAEHVISI O TOM, UTO 3TMKa CIIMHO3BI CKOpee
aBTOHOMHa, YeM reTepoHOMHa. Mo cobeceTHUK JIOKa3bIBall,
4TO OCHOBBI yueHMs CIIMHO3BI ITOJTHOCTBIO MCKIIFOYAIOT KaKOVi-
MO0 BUJ, Y€TOBEYeCKOVI aBTOHOMUY, VI YeM paHbIle MBI 3TO
IoviMeM, TeM JIydllle 3TO IUI Hamlero Onaromoryuns. OmHako
TaKye apryMeHTbl OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha CBSA3BIBAHWI Y€II0BEUECKOV
aBTOHOMMV C CyOCTaHIaIbHOCTBIO, KoTopas y CITMHO3BI ITPUHA/ -
JIeXUT TOJIbKO bory. Ho Korma Mbl mpyHMaeM CTporoe 3HaYeHvie
aBTOHOMWV, MOpAAbHYI0 aBTOHOMMIO B KaHTOBCKOM CMBICTIE
9TOr0 TepMMHA (KOTOPBII MIMeeT Majlo OOIIero C IOKTPUHOV
MeTapM3MIecKO  CyOCTaHIIMAIBHOCTIL), BO3pakeHWe TepsieT
CMBICIL.

2 KiraccaecKMMM  MICCIIEIOBaHMSIMM  3TOTO  BOIIPOCAa MOXKHO
Has3BaTh paboTsl «Cympba pasyma» ®dpenmepmka bamsepa, roe
oH obcyxnaet pereriiyio CrMHO3BI IIpexie Bcero B ['epmanmmy,
a takxke «PamgmkanbHoe ITpocsemenme» [Ixonatana Vicpasis,
e ImpercTasiieH obmimi 0030p maHHOTO Borpoca (cM.: Beiser,
1987, p. 48 —61; Israel, 2001).
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In fact all the quotes from Ethics which I have provid-
ed to support the thesis about the non-heteronomous
character of Spinoza’s moral theory come from books
four and five.?

The formulation of the main reason for treating
the last two parts of the “five books of Spinoza” se-
riously is, however, still pending. I will now state it.
People often wonder why the title, why “Ethics”? The
book, they say, is mostly about some abstract meta-
physics (Melamed invoked this doubt, as we saw
above). My own resolution of this puzzle is as fol-
lows. Ethics simply is metaphysics, but it is not gen-
eral or universal metaphysics which we find in books
I-IL In these books man is treated not specifically,
but as a case falling under the general laws of nature.
The man is taken there not as such, or “in itself”, but
as a part of the larger whole “whereof [he] is just an
atom” (Spinoza, 2007b, p. 294). It is only with book IV
that metaphysics zooms in on man and consequent-
ly turns into ethics. Therefore ethics, for Spinoza, is
the metaphysics of a human being. Under this inter-
pretation the first three books of Ethics provide only
the propaedeutic for ethics, i.e. special metaphysics,
which is a goal of Ethics, the book, as well as its main
concern (as the title suggests).

Next to the metaphysical prejudice stands the
historical prejudice. This is not the place to review
the reception of Spinoza and discuss the enormous
effort — together with its motivating forces — that
has been made since Spinoza’s first publications in
order to make him figure as a notorious immoralist
(a tiny example of this effort can be seen in the frag-
ment I quoted from Heinrich Graetz).” Let it suffice
to say that Spinoza never criticised the basic contents
of “popular” morality, which you can find, e. g., in
the Decalogue. The only thing he did criticise in that

% A different example of “metaphysical prejudice” in the in-
terpretation of Spinoza’s ethics comes from my personal ex-
perience. I met once with the following objection to my claim
that Spinoza’s moral doctrine is rather autonomous than het-
eronomous. My interlocutor’s point was that it is precisely the
main teaching of Spinoza that any kind of human autonomy
is strictly excluded and the quicker we recognize this fact the
better for our well-being. But this argument simply reads into
the concept of human autonomy the concept of substantiality,
which in Spinoza pertains uniquely to God. But when we as-
sume the strict understanding of autonomy, as moral autono-
my in the Kantian sense of the term (which has little to do with
the doctrine of metaphysical substantiality), the foregoing ob-
jection loses its appeal.

¥ The classic studies of this issue are included in Frederick
Beiser’s The Fate of Reason, where the author discusses Spinoza’s
reception specifically in Germany, as well as in Johnathan
Israel’s The Radical Enlightenment, in which a synoptic viewof
the matter in hand is presented (see respectively Beiser, 1987,
pp. 48-61 and Israel 2001).
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KOBaJI, OBUIO OmHOUieHUe K ITOMY COIeP>KaHWIO, IIpo-
IBUTaeMoe, II0 OOJIBIIIeVI YacTV, XPUCTMAHCKOW IIep-
KoBbI0Z. Hampumep, 30510T0Oe IpaBWwIo MOpainM Kak
TakoBoe He Obu10 st CrMHO3BI IpobIeMor (Harpo-
TUB, OH IIPEBO3HOCWII €r0, KaK 5 yKa3bIBaJl B CBOEM OC-
HOBHOM apTyMeHTe); IIpo0s1eMovt [jIsl Hero ObUIN CBS-
IIIeHHVIKW, 3aCTaBJIBIIIVIE UeJIOBeKa HAOeANIbCs Ha Bed-
HOe BO3HarpakeHue 3a cJIeIoBaHe 3TOMY U APYTUM
IpaswIaM (KOTOpble He ObUIV MOPaJIBHBIMYL B UVICTOM
BUZlE), a TaKXKe 00AMbCA BEUHOTO HaKa3aHMA 3a VX Ha-
pymenne. CvHo3a KpUTUKOBaJI, B CYILTHOCTH, VIMEH-
HO reTepOHOMHOe 000CHOBaHVe IIPUHITNIIOB MOPAJIIA.
Ocrarorcs erie nBa dakTopa, 3acTapjIAONINe ITy-
MaTb, 9T0 CHMHO3a BBICTYIIAET 3a 3TUUYECKYIO reTepo-
HOMMIO. 5] Ha3pIBaIO VX «IIOCIIEIOBATEIIHHOCTSIMVI TOX-
IIeCTB» VI «MICTVHHBIMM OllpenesieHnsMm». [lepBrre oT-
HOCSTCS K eT0 TeHIEeHIINN YTBePXKaaTh, TOBOJIBHO Oec-
IIEYHO, TOXK/IECTBO MHOKECTBA Belllerl. Takue ToHsaTns,
KaK J1oOpopmeTesb, pa3syM, cBOOOfa, cCraceHMe ¥ CYa-
CTbe, y Hero 3adactyio cMemianel (Crmmosa, 2006a,
c. 328 —233, 430, 452—454, 473), Kak ecim OBl MeXTy
HVIMM He ObUTO IIpMMedaTesIbHBIX pasIvanil. B ogqHOM
Mecte CIIMHO3a JJaXke YTBEPIKIAeT, YTO CIIocoOCTBOBa-
HVe 4JeJIOBEUeCKOMY «CYaCThIO» eCTh IIeIb JOKTPUH,
BKJTIOUEHHBIX B « DTUKY» (TaM Xe, c. 428 —433). YBunes
3TO, KaHTMAaHeIl MOT OBl PeInTh VMIIYJIBCYBHO, UTO
CrimHO3a BBICTYTAeT 3a FeTepOHOMMIO 1 9BIEMOHI3M.
Ho sTo cyxpmeHme ObUTO OBI CITMIITKOM ITOCITENITHBIM.
CrmmHoO3a 1MCHOoIB3yeT KaK MUHMMYM TpPU JIaTHH-
CKMX TepMMHA, KOTOPbIE YacTO IEePeBOIAT KaK «C4a-
cTbe»: salus, beatitudo v felicitas. 51 He B cocTOSHVIV TaTh
37ech PasBepHYTHINT (PYUIOIOIMYEeCcKUI aHaIu3 3TUX
TEPMIHOB, HO ¢, II0 KpaVHell Mepe, MOI'Y TapaHTW-
poBaTh, YTO TO, YTO YaCTO IepeBoasIT ¥ CIMHO3H KakK
«CYacThe» OTVIMYHO OT KaHToBCKoro Gliickseligkeit, 03-
HAa4aloIlero BCETO JIUIIb YyBCTBEHHOE YIIOBOJIBCTBIIE
(A 806 / B 834; Kanr, 2006, c. 1013). B mpoTuBHOM CITy-
4ae 1711 CriviHO3BI ObUTO OBI a0CY PIIHO OTOXKIECTBIISAT
CJacThe co CBODOMOM, KaK VI IIPOBO3IJIAlIaTh CIemyTo-
IIee: «...caMoe IT0JIE3HOE B XKM3HU — COBEPIIEHCTBO-
BaTb CBOe II03HAHVIE VIV pa3yM, ¥ B 5TOM OITHOM COCTO-
VT BBICIIIEE CYACThe VJIM Or1aXkeHCTBO YestoBeka» (Crm-
Ho3a, 2006a, c. 445) wm: «VIcTMHHOe cuacThe U OJla-
JKEHCTBO KaKJOI'O COCTOWUT TOJIBKO B HACJIaKIeHWUMU
OrraroM, a He B TOVI CJIaBe, YTO OJIaroM HacJIaXKIaeTcs
JIMIITs OH OgMH M Oosblite HUKTO» (CrmHO3a, 200606,
c. 42). Takum oOpa3oM, BaXXHO ITOMHUTB, uyTO CIIMHO3a
HVKOTZa He yTBepXIasl, OyATo cdacThe (B TOM CMEBICIIE,
KOTOPBIVI IpyaaBal 3ToMy nousarmio Kanr?) cremyer

B [maBHpIMY Bparamy CIIMHO3bI ObUIV KaTbBUHUCTHI (Jura, 2003,
s. 25,34 —35).

* TeM He MeHee MBI MOXeM 3aMeTuThb, uro KaHT mcnonbsyer
Gliickseligkeit ¢ yrounenmsimu. Hanrpumep, B «Pesmurum s ripene-
JlaX TOJIPKO pa3yMa» OH pa3jIM4aeT «MOpaJIbHOe OJIa’KeHCTBO»
" «r3mgecKoe 011aXeHCTBO», TOBOPSI, UTO ITepBOe 3aKITI0YaeTCs
B IIOCTOSTHCTBE MOPaJIbHOVI ITPepacIIoyIOKeHHOCTH, a BTOpOe —
B ngpexonm_ueM 4yBCTBEHHOM y0BoJILCTBUM (AA 06, S. 67; Kanr,
19%4a, c. 69).
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regard was the attitude towards these contents, pro-
moted mainly by the Christian church.?® Spinoza did
not have any problems with, say, the golden rule as
such (on the contrary, he had extolled it, as I pointed
out in the main argument of this paper), but he did
have a grave problem with the priests who had been
making men hope for eternal reward as an outcome
of subscribing to this rule — as well as to other rules
(which were by no means purely moral) — and also
who had been making men fear eternal punishment
for transgressing them. What Spinoza criticised, in
effect, was precisely the heteronomous justification of
moral principles.

There are still two more factors which may make
one think that Spinoza promotes ethical heterono-
my. I call them “identity sequences” and “veridical
qualifications”. The former refers to the tendency of
Spinoza to make, rather carelessly, a large number
of various identity statements. Concepts like reason,
virtue, freedom, salvation, and happiness are often
simply lumped together (Spinoza, 1992, pp. 100, 183,
201, 219), as if there were no interesting differences
between them. At one point Spinoza even says that to
foster human “happiness” is the goal of the doctrines
expounded in the Ethics (ibid., p. 100). Seeing this a
Kantian could impulsively form a belief that Spinoza
subscribes to the heteronomy of eudaimonism. But
this judgment would be much too hasty.

Spinoza uses at least three Latin terms which have
often been rendered into English as “happiness”, they
are salus, beatitudo and felicitas. | am by no means in
a position to deliver a comprehensive philological
investigation into this matter, but this much I can
guarantee: what English translations of Spinoza tend
to render as “happiness” is a very different concept
from Kantian Glrickseligkeit which stands for merely
sensual satisfaction (KrV, A 806 / B 834; Kant, 1996a,
p- 736). Otherwise, for Spinoza to identify happiness
with reason and freedom would be absurd, as would
also be formulations like the following: “[...] it is of
the first importance in life to perfect [...] reason, as
far as we can; and the highest happiness [...] for man-
kind consists in this alone” (Spinoza, 1992, p. 196), or:
“True joy and happiness lie in the simple enjoyment
of what is good and not in the kind of false pride that
enjoys happiness because others are excluded from
it” (Spinoza, 2007a, p. 43). Thus what is essential to
bear in mind is that Spinoza has never argued that

% Spinoza’s direct enemies were Calvinists (Jura, 2003, pp. 25,
34-35).



CUMUTATH LIEJIBIO ITOUVMHEHMS MOPaJIBHOMY pasyMy.
Y CrmHO3BI HET He3aBUCHIMOTO OT STUKM ITOHATHS CYa-
CTBsI, KOTOPO€e OH YKa3bIBaJl OBl KaK MOTUBVIPYIOIIYIO
CYIIy IJI COOCTBEHHO 3TMYECKOTO AEVICTBM WM KaK
KOHEYHOe 000CHOBaHVIe STMYHOTO ITOBEMIeH .

[Tocnennssa nmpobiieMa IIpelcTaBiIeHa «VCTVHHBI-
MU orpernereHmsaMy» CIIHO3BL. Y HEro ecTb IIPUBBIY-
Ka VCIIOJIb30BaTh Te Ke TePMWHBI, YTO W IIPeIIecTBY-
rorast pmtocodckast TpaguIIvIs, HO C PaIMKaIbHO M3~
MeHEHHBIM 3HadeHVeM. [JlaBHBIM IpuMepoM B o0sIa-
CTU TeopeTmdecKor PrIocodut CITyKUT ero KpUTHKa
KapTe3MaHCKOTo ITOHMMaHMs cyOcraHimm. B cdepe
3TUKM, 10 MOEMY MHEHWIO, IPVIMEPOM SIBJISIETCS IIOHSI-
THe T0JIb3bI (utilitas; 9TO0 MOXKHO IIepeBecT! KaK «IIpe-
VIMYIIIECTBO» VIV KaK «MHTepec»), YWiv, OoJiee TOUHO,
ucmunHotl onb3bl (vere utile). CrimHO3a, KpoMe TOTO,
YTOYHSET OIpefesIeHNs (YeM OH IIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO He
YIOOBJIETBOPEH PacIpOCTPaHEHHBIMM 3HAUEHVISIMI)
IpyTvX HOHATUV, TakMx Kak pasyM (CmmHosa, 2006a,
c. 406, c. 430—431), ceoboma (Tam xe, c. 444 —445),
«3HaHMe JoOpa u 31a» (TaM Xe, c. 405), mobpomeTeb
(Tam xe, c. 328 —334, 420—421), wm cgacTbe U Oi1a-
xeHcTBo (CrimHOo3a, 20060, c. 42, 66), HO 3meck Oymer
IIOCTaTOYHO OOCYIUTBH TOJIBKO €ro IIOHSTHE (VMCTUH-
HOVI) HOIB3BL. Tak Kak oOMIbHOe IPVCYTCTBYIE II0JIO-
KUTETBHBIX (VUIV, TI0 KpaiHeyl Mepe, JINIIIeHHbIX He-
0I100peHVIsT) OIIEHOK IT0JIB3BI B cCOUMHeHMsAX CIIMHO3BI
MOJXeT 3acTaBWUTh IIOAyMaTb, YTO OH paccy’kpaeT o0
STUKE B STOUCTUYIHOV WIN «MePKaHTIWIBHOV» MaHepe,
cYMTasi, 9TO MOPAILHOCTD JIOJDKHA OKYIIUTD ce0st (3TO0-
o B3IJIsi/la IpuepxuBaeTcs Menamern). Takovt BBIBOZ,
HelpaBoMepeH IO ciremymoment nmpuanHe: CrmHo3a
TIeTICTBUTEIIBHO IIPEACTaBIIsIeT ITOHSTHME II0JIb3BI, KaK
Y TIOHATMS Jo0pa U 3714, KaK OTHOCUTEJIbHBIE U IIPO-
u3BOJIbHEIE (cM., Hamp.: Crimao3a, 2006a, c. 446 —447).
Ho kax TOJIPKO OH JaeT ero MCTMHHOe OIIpefiesieHe,
BCe IlepeBOpadMBaeTCs ¢ HOT Ha rojoBy. Korma B «D1n-
ke» CIMHO3a TOBOPUT, Y4TO pasyM TpeOyeT OTO Bcex
VICKaTh CBOETO «HACTOSIIero» IIpeuMyIecTBa (CM.,
Harnp.: CiuHosa, 2006a, c. 407 —408; cMm. Taxxke: Crin-
Ho3a, 20068, c. 173 —174), oH Gosiee He TOBOPUT O IIPO-
V3BOJIBHOM BBIOOpE YeJioBeKa TOro, YTO TOT CUMTaeT
mtst cebst miote3HbM. Takast «pbIHOYHAS» II0JIb3a —
3TO He MCcTMHHAA nonbk3a CrmHo3bl. Ero mcrmunyio
IOJIB3Yy TAKXKe He CTOUT IyTaThb C TaK Ha3bIBa€MBbIM
«TIPOCBEIIeHHBIM 3TOM3MOM». [IpOoCcBeIeHHbIN STOCT
obuBaeTcst 11 ce0s IIpeuMYIIecTB, 4TO ObI OH VMMM
HV CYWUTAJI, IpU3HaBas 3a APyruMu To ke mnpaso. Ho
3TO BCe ellle He MICTMHHAs H0yIb3a CIIMHO3BL, yKa3blBa-
oIasl TOIIBKO Ha TO, UYTO UCHIUHHO TIOTIe3HO, UCTHUHHO
BBITOJTHO /IS YeJIoBeKa kak desioBeka. M aBrop «D1n-
KVI» IyMaeT, 9YTO eCTh TOJIKO OIIHA TaKas Belllb: STide-
CKV 000CHOBaHHAS PalIOHAIBHOCT.
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happiness in the Kantian sense of the term? should
be considered the goal of abiding by moral reason.
In Spinoza there is no ethics-independent concept of
happiness which he declares to be a motive force for
the ethically proper action, or as the ultimate justifica-
tion of ethical conduct.

The last problem is posed by Spinoza’s “veridi-
cal qualifications”. Spinoza has a habit of using the
same terms as the philosophical tradition that pre-
ceded him, but with a radically modified meaning. In
the realm of theoretical philosophy his criticism of the
Cartesian notion of substance is the prime example of
this practice. In the field of ethics, in my opinion, it is
the notion of utility (utilitas; translatable also by “ad-
vantage” or “interest”), or, more precisely, frue utili-
ty (vere utile). Spinoza also veridically qualifies (thus
indicating his dissatisfaction with their mainstream
meanings) other concepts like reason (Spinoza, 1992,
p. 163, 183), freedom (ibid., p. 195), “knowledge about
good and evil” (ibid., p. 162), virtue (ibid., p. 100, 174),
or happiness (Spinoza, 2007a, p. 43, 69). However,
it will suffice to make my point to discuss only the
Spinozian concept of (true) utility. For the abundant-
ly positive (or at least not pejorative) presence of this
concept in Spinoza’s writings might make one think
that Spinoza treats ethical considerations along the
egoistic or “mercantilistic” lines, where morality sim-
ply must pay off (this is actually Melamed’s view).
This inference is illicit for the following reason: Spi-
noza, indeed, does often present the concept of util-
ity, like the concepts of good and evil, as relativistic
and arbitrary (cf. e.g. Spinoza, 1992, pp. 57-58). But
once he qualifies it veridically, he simply turns it up-
side down. When Spinoza says in Ethics that reason
demands of everyone to seek their “real” advantage
(cf. e.g. Spinoza, 1992, p. 164; cf. also Spinoza, 2007b,
p- 294), then he no longer refers to the arbitrary choice
of a man as to what he considers useful for himself.
Such kind of “market” utility is not Spinozian true
utility. Spinozian true utility is also not to be confused
with so-called “enlightened egoism”. The enlightened
egoist pursues his own advantage, whatever he judg-
es it to be, recognising the same right for others. But it
is still not yet Spinozian true utility, which marks only
what is truly useful, or truly advantageous, for man
gua man. And the author of Ethics thinks that there
is only one such thing: ethically informed rationality.

» Although we can spot Kant using Gliickseligkeit with qualifica-
tions. For example in the Religion within the Bounds of Mere Reason
he distinguishes “moral happiness” and “physical happiness”
and says that the former consists in the consciousness of the con-
stancy of one’s moral disposition and the latter in a transitory,
sensual contentment (RGV, AA 06, p. 67; Kant, 1998, p. 85).
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