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COBPEMEHHAJI DTVKA Y PEJIUTVIL:
TEOPUN KAHTMAHCKWE
N TEOPUU, KPUTUNYECKWE
ITO OTHOIIEHWMIO K KAHTY

OT PEJAKTOPOB
X. Haeav-/oyexansw, JI. Haeav'

PasMbIIUIsIsS Haf, BOIIPOCOM O HallleM BKJIa-
me B «KaHTOBCKMII COOpHMK», MBI PEIIVUIV BbI-
OpaTh HallpaBJleHe, IIOJIb3YIoleecs B MeTHCTPU-
Me MeXIyHapOIHBIX KAaHTOBCKMX VCCIIEIOBAHI
JIUIIb HEe3HAYMTEIbHBIM BHMMaHMeM. [IsTh cTa-
TeVl 3TOrO BBIITYCKa IIPpU3BaHbl OAPOOHO paccMo-
TPeThb BOIIPOC O TOM, KaK B PasJINMUHBIX PVIIOCOP-
CKMX VI TeOJIOrMYecKnX KOHTeKCTax OCYIIeCTBIIs-
JIach pelentns KaHTOBCKMX WIIeVl OTHOCUTEIIBHO
STUKM VI PEJTATV, a TaKXKe M3YUUTh BO3MOKHOCTD
VI3BJIEYEHVIS V13 STVIX IIPOUTEHMIT KaKMX-TT00 M-
IIyJIbCOB ISl pellleHlsl HacyIIHBIX IIpo0sieM co-
BPEMEHHOCTH. B COOTBETCTBUML C 3TUM 3aMbICIIOM
aBTOPBI IIPEJICTaBIEHHBIX B HACTOAIIEM HOMepe
cTareyl He IpWHAJJIEXaT K YMCIy VCCiIefoBaTe-
JIEV-KaHTOBEIOB B Y3KOM CMBICIIE, a OIMPAIOTCS
Ha CBOVI OIIBIT B IPYTMX 00JIacTsIX, TaKMX Kak u-
socodpmst CmHO3bI, PeHOMEeHOJIOT s, KaToInde-
CKas TeoJiormyeckast pviocodpmsi peurm, ame-
PVIKQHCKMVI IIparMaTusM ¥ jmOepasibHas Teopws
npasa. Crienidrika Takke BbIPakaeTcsl B TOM, YTO
Ppa3sMBIIUIeHNS, IIpeiCTaBIeHHbIe B CTaThsIX, BOC-
XOAAT K IMCKypcaM pasHbIX cTpaH — Vprmangnmy,
Xopsatuy, IIBentapum n AscTpun. B 1ieHTpe
BHIMMaHMS 00Cy’XKIaeMbIX TeM B IIEpPBYIO ouepeshb
HaXOOWUTCSI He pPacCMOTpPeHMe CYIIeCTBYIOLIVX
VMHTepIIpeTarnil MMMaHEeHTHBIX MOIMMUKAIIVI
KaHTOBCKVIX VJIeVI — OCHOBHOe BHVMaHVIe CKOpee
yHesisgeTcsi TOMY, KaK cchlIKM Ha KaHTa mossosis-
10T AuddepeHIpoBaTh aKTyaIbHbIe ITPO0JIEMBI.
OcraeTcs HajledaThCs, YTO Takue popMbl oOpartie-

! durtocodekmit daxysibTeT, BeHcKnit yHUBepCuTeT.
Asctpus, 1010, Bena, Yausepcurercirpacce, 1. 7.
Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 01.10.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-4-1

ZEITGENOSSISCHE ETHIK
UND RELIGION:
KANTISCHE UND KANT-KRITISCHE
THEORIEN

EDITORIAL

H. Nagl-Docekal, L. Nagl'

Als wir uns die Frage stellten, welchen spezi-
fischen Beitrag wir fiir das Kantian Journal leis-
ten konnten, entschieden wir uns fiir einen Fo-
kus, der im Mainstream der internationalen
Kant-Forschung nur marginale Berticksichti-
gung findet. Die fiinf Beitrdge dieses Heftes sol-
len auf exemplarische Weise thematisieren, wie
Kants Denken zu Fragen der Ethik und Religion
in unterschiedlichen philosophischen und theo-
logischen Kontexten rezipiert wurde und welche
Anregungen sich aus diesen Lektiiren fiir die
Auseinandersetzung mit dringlichen Problemen
der Gegenwart beziehen lassen. Dieser Konzep-
tion entspricht, dass die Autorinnen und der
Autor der hier versammelten Essays nicht dem
Kreis der Kant-Spezialisten im engeren Sinn an-
gehoren, sondern von ihrer Expertise auf ande-
ren Gebieten ausgehen, insbesondere der Spino-
za-Forschung, der Phdnomenologie, der katho-
lisch-theologischen Religionsphilosophie, dem
Amerikanischen Pragmatismus sowie der libe-
ralen Rechtstheorie. Diversitdt kommt auch dar-
in zum Ausdruck, dass die in den Beitrdgen vor-
gelegten Uberlegungen in den Diskursen ver-
schiedener Lander ihren Hintergrund haben: Ir-
land, Kroatien, Schweiz und Osterreich. Im Zen-
trum der erorterten Themen steht nicht primar
die Auseinandersetzung mit vorliegenden Deu-
tungen der immanenten Modifikationen des
Denkens Kants; das Augenmerk ist vielmehr da-
rauf gerichtet, in welcher Weise Ankniipfungen

! Department of Philosophy, University of Vienna.
Universititsstrafle 7, Vienna, 1010, Austria.
Received: 01.10.2021.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-4-1
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X. Harnp-Jlonexans, JI. Harnb

HMS K HaCTOSIITIEMY vice versa TaKyKe CIIOCOOHBI IT0-
CTaBUTh HOBBIE aKIIEHTHI B KaHTOBCKVX VCCIIEIIO-
BaHMAX.

PacripocTpaHeHHble B HacTosilllee BpeMsl KOH-
LIETILIVIV MOPaJIVL VI PEJIUTUM KaK B MICCIIeIoBaTeIb-
CKOM KOHTEKCTe, TaK M B IIyOJIMYHOM OVICKypce
4acTo XapaKTepu3yIOTCs TeM, UTO OHU — TI0 CpaB-
HEHMVIIO C KAaHTOBCKOVI Teopuerl — MMeIOT TeH/IeH-
LIVIO K 3HaUMTeJIbHOMY Cy>KeHMIO, flake ecjIvi 00b-
SIBIISIIOT ce0sl «KaHTMaHCKMMI». [IkoH Poss, mpe-
TeH/ysl Ha IpPOLeAYPHYIO MHTepIIpeTaluio Ka-
Teropu4ecKoro MMIleparBa «B paMKax 3MIIVpPU-
uveckont Teopun» (Rawls, 1979, S. 289), man perma-
IOIINVL VIMITYJIBC SIBHOMY OIPaHMYEHMUIO CBsi3en
C KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIeryer: Mopain. B momgmdn-
LIMpOBaHHOM (popMe ero To4Ka 3peHus IOoIy4dn-
Jla J1aJIbHeVIIIIee pasBUTHeE B IVICKYPCe TeOpuI MO-
parm IOprena Xabepmaca (cMm., Hamrp.: Habermas,
1983) 11 rpynmel ero y4eHMKOB, U B 3TO popme
OHA COCTaBJISIET CYIIeCTBEHHBIV 3JIeMEHT «IIOCT-
MeTadm3geckoro MolinuieHus» (Habermas, 1988;
Habermas, 2012). Ha sTom ¢oHe mmes o ToM, 4TO
MoOpaJsIbHble HOPMBI OJDKHBI COIVIACOBBIBATHCS
B JVICKYPCUBHBIX IIpolleccaX, B HacToslllee Bpe-
Ms VIMeeT IIVIPOKoe ofloOpeHne — OHa O3HAYaerT,
YTO B CJIydae KOH(IIMKTa KaKIbIVI YeIoBeK VMe-
eT IIpaBO Ha TO, YTOOBI OCTasIbHbIe yYaCTHVKM CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO IIPVBOAVIIN BecKue HOBOMBI (CM.,
Harp.: Forst, 2015). Tor dakT, uTo npegmMeT Mopa-
7Y, TaKMM oOpa3oM, OorpaHMYeH BHEIIHVM BOC-
IPUSITVEM COBEPIIAeMbIX IEVICTBUVI ¥ BOCIPU-
ATVeM VX BO3[EVICTBUS Ha OPYTMX, IPUBOOUT K
MaprvHasv3aluy BHyTPeHHero n3MepeHus aem-
CTBUsA, KOTOpoe dopmupyeT (POKyC KaHTOBCKOV
MoOpaJIbHOM PMiI0coprm, TO eCcTh IePCHeKTUBBI
OT IIepBOro JIMIla eAVMHCTBeHHOro umucia. B oco-
OeHHOCTM 3TO KacaeTcsl TOHKMX 3ameuaHmt Kas-
Ta O COBECTM M pacKasiHUM, a TakKke 0 Oe3I0HHO-
CTV 4eJIOBeYeCcKOro cepilia. B mpoTmBonocTasiie-
HUe 3ToV TeHaeHIMM Ypcysa PeHir mccenyer B
CBOeVI CTaThe KAHTOBCKMV «CKeIITUIIM3M» OTHOCH-
TeJIbHO BO3MOYKHOCTV KOIZIa-I00 IOJIHOCTBIO I10-
HATH IPUYMHBI HAIIIVIX COOCTBeHHBIX JIEVICTBUIL.

an Kant erlauben, aktuelle Probleme auszudiffe-
renzieren. Zu hoffen wire, dass solche Formen
der Bezugnahme auf die Gegenwart vice versa
auch das Potential haben, neue Akzentsetzun-
gen in der Kant-Forschung zu initiieren.

Heute géangige Auffassungen von Moral und
Religion, sowohl im Forschungskontext als auch
im offentlichen Diskurs, sind vielfach dadurch
gekennzeichnet, dass sie — verglichen mit dem
kantischen Theoriebestand — zu signifikanten
Verengungen tendieren, selbst dort, wo sie sich
als ,kantianisch” deklarieren. Mit seinem An-
spruch auf eine prozedurale Deutung des kate-
gorischen Imperativs ,,im Rahmen einer empiri-
schen Theorie” gab John Rawls (1979, S. 289) den
entscheidenden Anstof8 fiir deutlich limitierte
Ankniipfungen an die Moralkonzeption Kants.
Seine Auffassung wurde in der diskurstheoreti-
schen Moraltheorie von Jiirgen Habermas (siehe
z. B. Habermas, 1983) und seinem Schiilerkreis
in modifizierter Form weitergefiihrt und bil-
det in dieser Form ein wesentliches Element des
,nachmetaphysischen Denkens” (sieche Haber-
mas, 1988; 2012). Vor diesem Hintergrund findet
mittlerweile die Vorstellung breite Akzeptanz,
dass moralische Normen in diskursiven Prozes-
sen vereinbart werden miissen, womit jeder Ein-
zelne in einem Konfliktfall das Recht hat, sich
von den jeweils Handelnden gute Griinde geben
zu lassen (siehe z. B. Forst, 2015). Dass das Thema
der Moral damit eingeschrankt ist auf die dufie-
re Wahrnehmung vollzogener Handlungen und
ihrer Wirkung auf andere, hat zur Folge, dass die
innere Dimension des Handelns, die den Fokus
von Kants Moralphilosophie bildet, d.h., die Per-
spektive der ersten Person Singular, marginali-
siert wird. Dies gilt insbesondere fiir Kants sub-
tile Ausfithrungen zu Gewissen und Reue sowie
zur Abgriindigkeit des menschlichen Herzens.
Diesem Trend entgegentretend untersucht Ur-
sula Renz Kants ,Skeptizismus” hinsichtlich der
Moglichkeit, die Ursachen unseres eigenen Han-
delns je vollstandig zu durchschauen.



B xoHTeKcTe «1ocTMeTadM314ecKoro» MplIie-
HVsI HeJIOCTaTOYHO OCBeIIaeTCs M BOIIPOC O TOM,
B Kakom crerieHy jy11 KanTta Mopasib Hen30eXHO
IPUBOAUT K perurun’. B mpoTuBoBec 3TON TeH-
nentyn JIronsur Harsib B mpejio)KeHHOVI VIM CTa-
The IoIYepKMBaeT, 4To JIpyrue dpniocodckme Ha-
IIpaBJIeHVs], VICTOPWS BJIMSTHUS KOTOPBIX IIPOCTH-
paeTcs 10 HallVIX JHeVI, He CYMTaIOT KaHTOBCKYIO
CBSI3b MEX/Ty MOPaJIbIO M peJIuriel ycTapeBIer.
Ha mpuMepe amepmKaHCKOro IiparmMaTu3Ma OH
OOBSICHSAET, KaK OT/eJIbHble IIpe/ICTaBUTeIIN 3TN
dpvtocod KoVt IIKOIIBL Pa3BMBAIOT B MI3MEeHEHHO
dopMe KOHLENIINIO «IIOCTYJIaTOB YVCTOrO Ipak-
TUYECKOro pasyMa». YdueHMe O MOCTyJlaTaxX TakxKe
CTaJI0 OTIIPaBHOVI TOUKOVI [IJIs1 pasMblliuieHn Ma-
py-Drm3el 30BKO, HO OHa ITpefirosaraeT, yTto Kanr
C TIOMOIIIBIO Hero He B COCTOSIHMM YAOBJIeTBOPUTD
YyeJIOBEeUeCKYIO «II0TPeOHOCTh» B TIO3HAHWN CBepX-
uyBcTBeHHOro. Vicrone3ys Bupenue bora, msiio-
JKEHHOe B KaHTOBCKMX 3aMeUaHMsIX K «aHaJIor i
U «TUIIOTeTYEeCKOMY» MeTOMy, 30BKO VCCIIesyerT,
B KaKOVI CTeIleHU IIOIXOMbl IIPeoIoJIeHNsl 3TOro
medurnTa MOXXHO OOHapyXuTh y camoro KaHra.

CospemeHHOe 0OCy>k7IeHVe KaHTOBCKOV KOH-
LeTIUY peJIUTUU Takxke TpebyeT obOpalieHms K
Takol TeMe, Kak LiepkoBb. MopuH IOnkep-Ken-
HI JJaeT CKaTbIll 0030p OXXKeCTOYEeHHBIX CIIOPOB,
IIPOIOJDKAIOIINXCS B PUMCKO-KaTOIVYeCKO Te-
OJIOTMW VI TIO Cell JIeHb He TOJIbKO B OTHOIIeHUN
drtococdum penmrnmi KanTa, HO v B OTHOIIEHUM
ero KOHIIeNIIMy Mopain B 1ejioM. Ha done uetsr-
pex pasIMuHBIX POPM paJMKaJIbHOrO Helpus-
TVSI KAaHTOBCKMX MBICJIeVI OHa OOBSICHSET, KaK HO-
BaTOPCKMEe TeoJIOTMYecKyie TeUeHMsl VICIIOJIb3yIOT
pasmeinuienns KanTta o csoboie v KOHEUHOCTU
4yeJIoBeYecKoro ObITHs, UTOOBI pa3paboTaTh WMH-
TeprpeTalny brbsm, KoTopble CTpeMsITCs yIO0B-
JIETBOPATD YCJIOBUAM cOBpeMeHHOCTH. XepTa Ha-
r1b-Jlo1lekasib mpesjiaraeT HOBYIO MHTepIIpeTa-
VIO KAHTOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIINI «3TUYECKOV BCeoo-

2 Pyponbd JlanrTasep mpemraraeT mogpoOHbIV AVarHO3
VI KPUTUKY 3TOTO THIIa y3Kout perlenmiyy KaHTa B cBoert
kaure (Langthaler, 2021).

H. Nagl-Docekal, L. Nagl

Unterbelichtet bleibt im Kontext des ,,nach-
metaphysischen” Denkens auch, inwiefern fiir
Kant Moral unumgénglich zur Religion fiihrt.
Dieser Tendenz entgegen unterstreicht Ludwig
Nagl, dass andere philosophische Richtungen,
deren Wirkungsgeschichte bis in die Gegenwart
reicht, Kants Verkniipfung von Moral und Religi-
on nicht als obsolet betrachten. Am Beispiel des
Amerikanischen Pragmatismus erldutert er, wie
die Konzeption der ,Postulate der reinen prak-
tischen Vernunft” bei den einzelnen Vertretern
dieser Denkschule in jeweils modifizierter Form
weitergefithrt wird. Die Postulatenlehre bildet
auch fiir Marie-Elise Zovko den Ausgangspunkt
ihrer Uberlegungen, doch gibt sie zu bedenken,
dass Kant damit dem menschlichen ,Bediirf-
nis” nach Erkenntnis des Ubersinnlichen nicht
gerecht zu werden vermag. Inwiefern Ansitze
zu einer Uberwindung dieses Defizits bei Kant
selbst zu finden sind, untersucht Zovko, indem
sie der in seinen Ausfiihrungen zu , Analogie”
und ,hypothetischer” Methode angelegten An-
ndherung an Gott nachgeht.

Eine heute zeitgemédfie Auseinandersetzung
mit Kants Auffassung von Religion erfordert
auch, das Thema Kirche in den Blick zu nehmen.
Maureen Junker-Kenny vermittelt einen konzisen
Uberblick iiber die heftigen Auseinandersetzun-
gen, die in der romisch-katholischen Theologie
nicht nur zu Kants Religionsphilosophie, son-
dern auch zu seiner Konzeption von Moral im
Allgemeinen bis heute gefithrt werden. Vor dem
Hintergrund von vier unterschiedlichen Formen
radikaler Zurtickweisung von Kants Denken er-
lautert sie, wie innovative theologische Stromun-
gen Kants Uberlegungen zu Freiheit und End-
lichkeit des Menschen aneignen, um Interpre-
tationen der Bibel zu erarbeiten, die den Bedin-
gungen der Moderne gerecht zu werden suchen.
Herta Nagl-Docekal pladiert daftir, Kants Begriff
eines ,ethischen gemeinen Wesens” neu zu in-

2 Eine eingehende Diagnose und Kritik dieser Art von ver-
engter Kantrezeption bietet Rudolf Langthaler (2021).



X. Harnp-Jlonexans, JI. Harnb

eyt cymHocTv». [Ipy 5ToM OHa BBICTyIIaeT IIpo-
TUB PacIpOCTPaHeHHOr0 OrpaHMYeHs CollVallb-
HOVI TeopuM BOIpOcaMy Teopwuu IIpaBa, KaK 3TO
IIPOVICXOIANUT B KOHTEKCTE «II0OCTMeTapM3NMIeCcKIIX»
Touek 3peHns. OHa rccileyeT BOSMOXKHOCTY KaH-
TOBCKOT'O ITOHMMAaHMS «IIePKBI» KaK «pPecIryosm-
KM, TOAYMHSIONIENCS 3aKOHaM J100pojeTesn»,
JJIs IIPeofioJIeHNsl COLMaIbHBIX IIaTOJIOTUI TO-
POZICKOVI XKM3HM, HallpyMep TeHAeHIINN K aTOMMU-
CTMYECKOMY pacrajly COIMaIbHBIX CBA3eVL.
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terpretieren. Sie wendet sich damit gegen gan-
gige Einschrankungen der Sozialtheorie auf
rechtstheoretische Fragen, wie sie im Kontext
,nachmetaphysischer” Positionen erfolgen. Sie
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Tendenz zu einem atomistischen Zerfall gesell-
schaftlicher Bindungen.
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TEHD JIOBPOIETEJIN.
KAHT O HEVICTIOBEIVIMOM
[JIYBUHE CEPAIIA

Y. Peny'

Oodna us Haubosee xapaxmepHvix ocobeHHocmenl
kpumuueckoi gpusococpuu Kanma cocmoum 6 ymbepok-
OeHuU, Um0, XOMA Mbl MOXKeM 3HAMb HAULY MOPALbHblE
MAKCUMbL U, TAKUM 00pasoMm, pasmoludAAms 0 HAUAUX
OeticmBusax ¢ MOpaAbHOU MOUKU 3PeHUS, Mbl He MOXeM
3Hamv, OedcmBumessho Au 6 0aHHOT CUMYAUUU HAUAU
OeticmBusi MomubupoBarvl 3MUMU MAKCUMAMU. DO
03HA4aem, 4mo, HecMomps Ha mBepdoe 3Hanue cBoux
MOPAAbHBLX 0053aHHOCTIET, Mbl HUK020a He MOXKeM Dbiimb
yBepennvl 6 mom, coBepuiaemcs AU MOM UAU UHOU HAW
nocmynox u3 00424 UAU MOALKO CO00PA3HO ¢ HUM. Dma
mouka 3perus npo3Byuasa 6 neckorvkux pabomax Kam-
ma. Haubosee 3amemno nosbaenue smoeo cyxoeHus 6
«OcnoBonosoxenuu memagpusuxy Hpabob», HO Mbl mak-
JKke Haxooum eeo 8 «Peaueuu 6 npedeaax moavko pasyma»,
6 «Memadgpusuxe Hpabob» u daxe 6 makux HedOALULUX
pabomax, kax «O Heyoaue Bcex ghusocogpckux nonwvimok
meoduyeu» uau «O nozobopxe “ Mosxem 0vimv, 3mo u Bep-
Ho 6 meopuu, HO He 200umca 044 npakmuku”». VmenHo
HAa 3moMm ¢pore 5 6108 0bpawyarocs k samenanusm Kanma
00 omcymcemBuu Y HAC 3HAHUA 0 MOMUBAX HAWUX Npa-
Buavbix deticBuil. 51 npedaazato paccmompems 63e450bl
Kanma na amom Bonpoc 6 c6eme mpaduyuu, Bocxodsuett
Kk I1ramony, coeaacro komopotl (MopasvHoe) OmHouLeHue
ueno0Bexa k camomy cebe hopmupyemca Heycmpanumbim
0bpasom xkax nocpedcmbom camocosHaHUs, max u nocpeo-
cmbBom He3HaAHUSA camo20 ceOs.

KaroueBuvie caoba: Kanm, namepenue, Oeiicmbue,
pasyM, 3HaAHUe camoeo cebs, MOpaibHoe 3HAHUE CAMO20
cebs, Maxcuma, mpaHcyeHOeHMAaAbHASA Annepyenyusl

ITpenmonoxenne Kanrta o ToM, 4TO MBI HUKOI-
Ia He CMOXXeM C TOYHOCTBIO ¥ B IIOJIHOM OO0beMe
IIO3HAaTh ITPUYMHBI HAIIMX JOEVICTBUW, SIBJISETCS

! Yuausepcurer I'paria.

Asctpus, 8010, I'par, Xanapuxirpacce, . 33.
Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 01.07.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-4-2

DER SCHATTEN DER TUGEND.
KANT UBER DIE UNERGRUNDLICHE
TIEFE DES HERZENS

U. Renz'

Among the most peculiar traits of Kant’s critical
philosophy is the contention that, while we can know
our moral maxims and can thus reflect on our actions
from a moral point of view, we cannot really know
whether in a given situation our actions are actually
motivated by those maxims. This means that, although
we have a firm sense of our moral duties, we can never
be certain whether some particular action of ours is done
from duty or simply in accordance with it. This view is
voiced in several of Kant’s writings. Most prominent is
its appearance in the Groundwork of the Metaphys-
ics of Morals, but we also find it in Religion within
the Boundaries of Mere Reason and in The Meta-
physics of Morals, and it is even present in smaller
writings such as “On a Miscarriage of all Philosophical
Trials in Theodicy” or “On the Common Saying: That
may be correct in theory, but is of no use in practice”. It
is against this background that I revisit Kant’s remarks
on the lack of self-knowledge regarding the motives of
our proper actions. I suggest a reading of Kant’s views
on this issue in the light of a tradition reaching back
to Plato, in which man’s (moral) self-relation is shaped
in an irreducible way by both self-consciousness and
self-ignorance.

Keywords: Kant, intention, action, reason,
self-knowledge, moral self-knowledge, maxims, tran-
scendental apperception

Zu den erstaunlicheren Annahmen des kan-
tischen Denkens gehort die Auffassung, dass
wir die Ursachen unseres Handelns nie vollum-
fanglich und mit Sicherheit kennen kénnen. Wie
Kant diese These konsistent und im Einklang
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V. Penrg

OTHOVI 13 HanboJsIee TTOpa3sUTETBHBIX KaHTOBCKIX
MbIciiert. To, KakM oOpa3oM eMy yIIaeTcsi IocJie-
JloBaTeJIbHO IIpUepXKMBaThCs 3TOrO Te3uca, IIpe-
ObIBast IIpV 3TOM B TapMOHWI CO CBOEW 3TUKOV,
COCTaBJIseT IIpeMeT VCCiiefIoBaTesIbCKOV IVICKYC-
cun. S mymato, uro KaHT pasgesiseT TOuky 3pe-
HUS CKeINTUIM3Ma, OrPaHMUYeHHOro OIlpesiesleH-
HBIMM OOBEKTaMM ¥ OIIpele/ieHHBIM CofepKa-
HMeM, HO IPUHIIMIIMAJIBHO CTPOrOro, COIJIacHO
KOTOPOMY SHMCTEMIYecKOe OTHOIIeHNe JIIoei
K cammM cebe 0OyCIIOBJIEHO B HEKOTOPBIX MOMEH-
Tax Hen30eXxHbIMM rpaHuIamu?. Takum obpasom,
KaHT 3aHMMaeT B 3TOM BOIpoOce JI0BOJILHO pajiy-
KaJIbHYIO TIO3MIIVIO; B JajIbHeNIIeM s Oyay Ha-
3bIBaTh €e, B 3aBMCHMOCTM OT aKlIeHTMpPOBaHMs,
«KQHTOBCKUM CKEIITUIT3MOM»
00 orpaHVYeHUN».

g KanTa o4eBMIHO BaXHO JIOITyCKaTh, YTO
yeJIoBeYecKoe CaMOIIO3HaHMe B IIPUHIINIIE Orpa-
HudeHo. OH ynoMmHaeT 00 3TOM B pas3jIMYHBIX
pabotax® m Bcerna B HeIBYCMBICJIEHHOV (bOpMe.
KaHT perysisipHO nogyepkmBaeT, YTO Mbl HUKOI1a
He CMOJKeM ITOJTHOCTBIO TTO3HATh TPUYMHBI HAIIIVIX
COOCTBEHHBIX AEVICTBVVA, 1, II0 €10 MHEHIO, Hivue-
rO He VI3MeHWTCs, eCJIV MBI IIprodpeTeM aHTpPOIIO-
JIOrVYecKyie II03HaHMs, TIOVIMeM OIIVOKM, YBUAVM
camMooOMaH WIM y3HaeM O CTpeMJIeHUM K paliuo-
Hamsaummn. Ilonsarno, ouemy KaHT mckmoua-
€T, Ja’ke JIOJDKeH VICKITIOUUTDH BO3MOXXHOCTH TOTO,
YTO MBI KOITIa-JIN0O CMOXKEM CHSTBH TV OrpaHM-
YeHVIs: OOBSICHSIS IIPENTIOCEUIKI CBOEV KPUTIde-
cKkovt prstocodrys, OH iej1aeT OTOBOPKY O TOM, YTO
MBI, XOTSI ¥ MOXKeM caMM II0 CBOeVl BoJjle OIlpesie-
JISITH OEVICTBUS M OCO3HaBaTbhb ce0si CBOOOIHBIMU,
aBTOHOMHBIMM Pa3yMHBIMMU CYIIleCTBaMy, CIIO-
COOHBI ITpefiCTaB/IATh CBOOOY Halllevl BOJIV JIVIIb

VIV «TMIIOTE3011

2 B erre He oy O/IMKOBaHHOV CTaThe 5 pa3paboTasia II0x-
POOHYIO PEKOHCTPYKIIMIO, IIPUBOJISIILYO K TAKOVI MHTEP-
HIpeTaLL.

3 KaHT 3a4BJIddeT O CBOeM CKeIITUIIVI3Me BHepBBIe BO BTO-
pom paspmerte «OCHOBOIIONIOXEHMSI K MeTadpu3mKe Hpa-
BOB», MHOTOKpATHO YIIOMMHaeT O HeM B «Pemurnm B
Ipepesiax TOJIBKO pasyMa» M B «MeTadmsuke HpaBoOB»,
a TaxKe B HebOJIBIIIIX paboTax, Takmx Kak «O Heymade
BceX PMIT0COCKMX TIOTBITOK Teonmiien» 1 «O Iorosop-
Ke “MoxeT OBITb, 5TO ¥ BEPHO B TEOPUM, HO He FOOWUTCS
TUISL TIPAKTUKM ».
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mit seiner Ethik vertreten konnte, ist in der For-
schung umstritten. Ich denke, dass Kant einen
auf bestimmte Gegenstinde und Sachverhalte
begrenzten, aber in der Grundhaltung ungemil-
derten Skeptizismus vertritt, wonach das epis-
temische Selbstverhdltnis von Menschen in ge-
wissen Punkten von unhintergehbaren Grenzen
bestimmt ist.? Somit bezieht Kant in dieser Sa-
che eine ziemlich radikale Position; diese werde
ich in der Folge je nach Akzent als ,Kants Skep-
tizismus’ oder als ,Begrenztheitshypothese” be-
zeichnen.

Die Annahme einer prinzipiellen Beschrankt-
heit menschlichen Selbstwissens ist Kant offen-
kundig wichtig. Er kommt darauf in verschie-
denen Schriften zu sprechen?, und seine Aus-
drucksweise ist stets unmissverstandlich. So
unterstreicht er regelméfiig, dass wir die Ursa-
chen eigenen Handelns nie vollstindig kennen
konnen, und daran dndert sich seiner Auffas-
sung nach auch nichts, wenn wir anthropologi-
sche Erkenntnisse erwerben, Irrtiimer einsehen,
Selbsttduschungen durchschauen oder um die
Tendenz zu Rationalisierungen wissen. Warum
Kant die Moglichkeit, dass wir diese Grenzen je
aufheben konnen, ausschliefit, ja, ausschliefien
muss, liegt auf der Hand: Zusammen mit der
Kldarung der Voraussetzungen seiner kritischen
Philosophie legt sich Kant auch darauf fest, dass
wir, obwohl wir uns durch den Willen zum Han-
deln bestimmen kénnen und uns als freie, auto-
nome Vernunftwesen begreifen konnen miissen,
von der Freiheit unseres Wollens nur eine allge-
meine Idee und keine besondere Erkenntnis ha-

2 Eine detaillierte Rekonstruktion, die zu dieser Lesart
fuihrt, habe ich in einem bislang nicht publizierten Arti-
kel entwickelt.

® Kant macht seinen Skeptizismus erstmals im zweiten
Abschnitt der Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten gel-
tend, doch er kommt auch in der Religion innerhalb der
Grenzen der bloflen Vernunft und in der Metaphysik der
Sitten mehrfach darauf zu sprechen, und er findet auch
in kleineren Texten wie ,Uber das Misslingen aller phi-
losophischen Versuche in der Theodizee” sowie ,Uber
den Gemeinspruch: Das mag in der Theorie richtig sein,
taugt aber nicht fiir die Praxis” Erwdhnung.



KaK OOIIY0 1/Ielo, HO He MOXKeM pacriosiaraTh KOH-
KPeTHBIM IIO3HaHMeM. DTa MbICIb B «Kputuke
IIPaKTUYeCcKOro pasyMa» ObliTa, IIpaBza, ociiabiie-
Ha 3a CUeT CChUIKM Ha (aKT pasyMa, IIOTOMY YTO
Graromaps 3ToMy (PakTy MBI TaKXXe MOXeM pac-
rojlaraTh 3HaHMeEM O cobcTseHHOV cBoOome. ITpu
3TOM MBI TeM He MeHee He CMOXeM IT03HaTh, Bbl-
3BaHO JIV KOHKpeTHOe JIeVICTBIe CBOOOTHBIM BOJIe-
orpeziesieHVeM.

KaHTOBCKM CKeNTUIIN3M, OJJHAKO, ITPOSBIIdeT-
sl He TOJIBKO PV 00CY XK/IeHUM CHCTeMaTUecKmx
YCIJIOBUVI €ro KpuTudeckon duiocodpun; Kant va-
cTO oOpalaeTcsi K HeMy M B KOHTeKCTe MOpaIbHOV
U penurvosHon dpwiocodpmm. Hapsay ¢ guarso-
30M CKJIOHHOCTY K CaMOOOMaHy cChUIKa Ha CKeIITH-
LIVI3M MIHOITIA Jake IIPMHMMAaeT IOYTY YTO Mopa-
JIUCTUYECKNUII OTTeHOK — Hampumep, Korjga Kaut
BO BBEIIEHMM K CBOeMy «YdeHIo 0 qoOpomeresti»
YIIOMIHAEeT «MHOTO JIIOJIeVl», KOTOpPbIe Keslasv Obl
JlyMaTh, YTO «ITPOXWIIN JIOJITYIO KV3Hb, He COBep-
ITasi HUKAKMX IIPOCTYIIKOB», XOTS MM TOJIBKO IIO-
CYACTJIMBWIIOCH «1130€XaTh MHOTMX VICKYITIeHVII»
(AA 06, S. 393; Kanr, 2019, c. 53). Ho ckorbko «Ob110
YMCTOVI MOPAJIBHOVI ITPOOBI B IX YMOHACTPOEHMI1»,
KpaTKO KOHCTarupyeT KaHT, caMyM cYacTiImBum-
kaMm HesemoMmo (Tam xe). Takum oOpasom, Ipen-
TojIaraeTcsi, YTO KaHTOBCKUI CKEeIITUIIV3M VIMeeT
CBOV apryMeHTaTVBHBIe ITPeIIIOChUIKM B OCHOB-
HBIX TIOJIOKEHWSIX er0 KpUTideckom dputocodmum,
K ToMy ke /id KaHTa Takke BaXXHO COXPaHWUTH
VHIVBU/IyaJIbHOe CO3HaHMe pajlyi yCTaHOBJIEHWs
I'paHMNI] YeJI0BeYeCcKOro CaMOIIO3HaHMSI.

Ecsivt 31O TaK, TO pajiyi HpaBCTBEHHOI'O CO3Ha-
HMsI KaX/10ro yesioseka 7111 KanTa BaxkHa orpe-
JeJleHHast JOJIsl CKeITUIIM3Ma B OTHOIIeHUM co0-
CTBEHHOro camoniosHaHus. Ho rmouemy Tak mormk-
HO ObITB? OOpaTuMcs K npumepy KaHra: uTo Ta-
KOrO CTpPAIIHOIO B TOM, YTO JIIO[V BOOOpa’karoT
cebe 4TO-TO O CBOEV HEBMHHOCTM, KOTOpasi, XOTs
ey HMKoIyIa He Opocasm BbI30Ba KOHKpPeTHBIE VIC-
KyLIeHwst, Bce Xxe nmeeT mecto? [louemy Kamry,
II0 BCeVl BUIMMOCTM, Ba’XHO, UTOOBI MBI, JIIOIIN,
TIOMHVUIV 00 3TOVI CBOeV1 orpaHmdeHHOCTI? V1 110-
yeMy HaM cJIeflyeT II0 3TOMY BOIIPOCY pas3[essTh
€ro TOUKY 3peHms?
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ben konnen. Diese Auskunft wird in der Kritik
der praktischen Vernunft zwar durch den Hinweis
auf das Faktum der Vernunft abgeschwécht,
denn dank diesem Faktum konnen wir auch
tiber ein Wissen von unserer Freiheit verftigen.
Ob eine besondere Handlung durch freie Wil-
lensbestimmung verursacht ist, konnen wir da-
durch trotzdem nicht erkennen.

Nun kommt jedoch Kants Skeptizismus nicht
nur bei der Erdrterung der systematischen Rah-
menbedingungen seiner kritischen Philosophie
zur Sprache, sondern er bezieht sich auch in mo-
ral- und religionsphilosophischen Zusammen-
hingen ofters darauf. Zusammen mit der Dia-
gnose eines Hangs zur Selbsttdauschung nimmt
der Hinweis darauf gelegentlich sogar fast mo-
ralistisch anmutende Tone an, etwa, wenn Kant
in der Einleitung zu seiner Tugendlehre auf
die ,vielen” zu sprechen kommt, die ,ein lan-
ges schuldloses Leben gefiihrt” hétten, obwohl
sie nur das Gliick gehabt hitten, ,vielen Versu-
chungen entgangen zu sein” (MS, AA 06, S. 393).
Wieviel ,reiner moralischer Gehalt in der Ge-
sinnung gelegen habe”, so konstatiert Kant et-
was lakonisch, das bleibe diesen Gliicklichen
selbst verborgen (ibid.). Die Vermutung liegt da-
her nahe, dass Kants Skeptizismus in den Grun-
dannahmen seiner kritischen Philosophie zwar
seine argumentativen Voraussetzungen hat, es
ihm zudem aber auch wichtig ist, das individu-
elle Bewusstsein fiir die Grenzen menschlichen
Selbstwissens wachzuhalten.

Wenn das stimmt, dann hilt Kant eine ge-
wisse Dosis Skeptizismus mit Blick auf die ei-
gene Selbsterkenntnis auch fiir das moralische
Bewusstsein eines jeden Menschen fiir wichtig.
Doch warum sollte das so sein? Um Kants Bei-
spiel aufzugreifen: Was ist denn verfanglich dar-
an, wenn Menschen sich auf ihre zwar nie durch
konkrete Versuchungen angefochtene, aber sehr
wohl vorhandene Unschuld etwas einbilden?
Warum konnte Kant etwas daran gelegen sein,
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B mpenytaraemont craTee s XoTesla ObI 3aHATHCS
paccMOTpeHVeM 3THX BOITPOCOB Ha OCHOBE IVICKYC-
cum ¢ KarToM, a He TOIIBKO ¢ Toukm 3peHms Kan-
Ta. 51 Oyny mevicTBOBaTh CilemyromyM odbpasom. Ha
IIepBOM 3Talle s HallOMHIO O HEKOTOPBIX KJIIoue-
BBIX IIPMHIINIIAX KaHTOBCKOV KPUTUYECKom u-
J10c0UM 1, B YaCTHOCTY, BHECY SICHOCTb OTHOCH-
TeJIBHO TeX pas3/IN4ii, KOTOpble HeOOXOIMMBI KaK
IPeAIIOChUIKM [IJIsi KaHTOBCKOIO CKeIITUIIM3Ma W
BOITPOCA O COBMECTVIMOCTY 3TOTO CKEITTUIIVI3MA C
stukon Kanra. byzeT nokasaHo, 4To KaHTOBCKUVL
CKETITUIIV3M SIBJISIeTCSI HeOOXOIVIMBIM CJIEICTBIIEM
dyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX TUIIOTe3 KAHTOBCKOIO KPUT-
Iy3Ma ¥ 4To 1o 3Tom IprnunHe KaHT He MoxeT
He paccMaTpuBaTh UejloBeuecKoe CaMOIIO3HaHe
KaK OrpaHMYeHHOe, eCJIV OH He coOupaeTcs 3aJIo-
JKUTB MUHY 1107, cBoVi KpuTuiysM. Ha atom dpone
BTOPBIM IIIaroM OyZeT wccilefloBaHMe IIpearioia-
raemovi KaHTOM B3anIMOCBSA3M MeXITy Te31COM 00
OrpaHWYeHHOCTU ¥ IIPeIIoJIOKEeHVeM O dYeJslo-
BEUECKOV CKJIOHHOCTM K CaMOOOMaHy B OTHOIIIE-
HUV MOPaJIBHOCTV HaIlmx MOTMBOB. Ha ocHoBa-
HUY OoJlee BHMIMATEITBHOV MHTEPIIPeTaII KITIO-
YeBOro OTPbIBKA 13 «OCHOBOITOJIOKEHIS...» 5 ITPU-
BTy apryMeHTHI B II0JIb3y TOro, 4To KaHT moHm-
MaeT 3Ty TAT'y K caMooOMaHy coBceM He Kak (Iep-
BUYHYIO) IIPUUMHY, a, HA000POT, Kak 3 PeKT mim
CUMIITOM OrpaHWYeHNs 4eJIOBeYeCKOro CaMOIIO-
3HaHMs. OCHOBBIBasICh Ha 3TOM, Ha TPeTheM 3Tarle
4 Oyny pasOuparh TO, Kak cileflyeT HOHMMAaTh MO-
pasibHYIO0 (PYHKIIMIO HallOMMHaHMSA O Te3uce 00
OrpaHIYeHN B KOHTEKCTe KAaHTOBCKOTO «YUeHs
o moOpormeTesv». Mot Te3uc OyIeT 3aK/II04aThCs B
TOM, UTO 3HaHMe 3TUX I'paHMUIl, corracHo KaHTy,
COCTaBJISIeT CYIIeCTBEHHYIO YacTh CAMOIIO3HAHAS,
KoTopoe KaHT TpebyeT B mepBov 3arioBenyt Bcex
00s13aHHOCTeVI 110 OTHOIIIEHMIO K caMoMy cebe?. B
3aKJIl0YeHVie s IIpUBey HeKOTOpble oOlIue pas-
MBIIIUIEHVS O BaXKHOCTY IIPUHSTIS OT paHMUeH s
B 4eJIOBeYeCKOM CaMOIIO3HAHUL.

* Touryio OpMYIMPOBKY 3TOVI 3allOBEIM CM. B I[ATaTe
Ha c. 29 3TOV CTaTbU.
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dass wir Menschen uns diese unsere Begrenzt-
heit vor Augen halten? Und warum sollten wir
seine Einschédtzung in diesem Punkt teilen?

In diesem Aufsatz mochte ich diesen Fragen
anhand einer Auseinandersetzung mit Kant,
aber nicht nur mit Blick auf Kant nachgehen. Da-
bei gehe ich wie folgt vor: Im ersten Schritt wer-
de ich einige entscheidende Vorgaben von Kants
kritischer Philosophie in Erinnerung rufen und
insbesondere jene Unterscheidungen beleuch-
ten, die fiir Kants Skeptizismus und die Frage
der Kompatibilitdt desselben mit Kants Ethik
vorausgesetzt werden miissen. Es wird sich zei-
gen, dass Kants Skeptizismus eine notwendige
Folge grundlegender Annahmen seines Kritizis-
mus ist und er daher gar nicht anders kann, als
das menschliche Selbstwissen fiir begrenzt zu
halten, wenn anders er seinen Kritizismus nicht
unterminieren will. Vor diesem Hintergrund
soll im zweiten Schritt das Verhiltnis untersucht
werden, welches Kant zwischen der Begrenzt-
heitsthese und der Annahme eines menschli-
chen Hangs zur Selbsttduschung beztiglich der
Moralitdt unserer Motive annimmt. Anhand ei-
ner genaueren Lektiire des entscheidenden Pas-
sus aus der Grundlequng werde ich dafiir argu-
mentieren, dass Kant diesen Hang zur Selbst-
tduschung gar nicht als die (primére) Ursache,
sondern im Gegenteil als einen Effekt respek-
tive ein Symptom der Begrenztheit menschli-
chen Selbstwissens begreift. Ausgehend davon
erortere ich im dritten Schritt, wie die morali-
sche Funktion der Erinnerung an die Begrenzt-
heitsthese im Rahmen von Kants Tugendlehre
zu verstehen ist; meine These wird lauten, dass
die Kenntnis dieser Grenze nach Kant einen we-
sentlichen Teil jener Selbsterkenntnis ausmacht,
die Kant im ersten Gebot aller Pflichten gegen
sich selbst fordert.* Ich werde mit einigen allge-
meinen Uberlegungen zur Bedeutung der An-
nahme einer Begrenzung menschlichen Selbst-
wissens schliefsen.

* Vgl. fiir die genaue Formulierung dieses Gebot das Zi-
tat auf Seite 29 dieses Aufsatzes.



1. CucreMHBI€e ITPeAIIOCBLIIKM,
mi O06 o0ObeKTax M MOZaIbHOCTAX
YeI0BeYeCcKOro CaMOIIO3HaAHMA

Korma Kant, wsmaras «OcHOBOIIOJIOXEHIE
K MeTadw3uKe HpPaBOB», BIEPBbIe (DPOPMYIIPO-
BaJI CBOVI CKEIITUIIM3M C OIVISIKOV Ha abCOJIFOT-
HOe ITO3HaHVe TPUYMHHOCTY (COOCTBEHHBIX) AeT-
CTBUVI, apryMeHTaTVBHbIE OCHOBaHMS IIJISL 9TOrO
y>ke CIIOJIHa VIMeJIVI MeCTO. DTO 3aMeTHO IIO CIIO-
co0y BIpakeHMs ero No3uLum B «OCHOBOIOIOXKe-
HuN...». Kak miiimer KaHT B Hagaste BTOporo pas-
nierta «OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHISL....», «COBEPITIEHHO HEBO3-
MOYKHO BBISICHUTB IIOCPEICTBOM OITBITA C TIOJTHOM
JIOCTOBEPHOCTBIO XOTsI OBl OIVH CJIy4ari, I7le MakK-
CrMa BOODIIIe COIVIaCHOTO C HOJIFOM JIEVICTBMS I10-
KOMJIach OBl MCKJIIOUMTEIIBHO Ha MOpPaJIBHBIX OC-
HOBaHMSIX ¥ Ha IIpeficTaBIeHnn o goire» (AA 04,
S. 407, KanT, 1997a, c. 101). 3geck BakHO yKasa-
HVIe Ha OIIBIT: OHO OTChUIaeT K «KpuTuke dmcro-
ro pasyMa», rae KaHT mpenmprHsisl HOOBITKY IIPo-
SICHUTD yCJIOBVSI BO3MOYKHOCTH 1, CJIeZIOBaTEIIBHO,
I'PaHMIIBI YeJIOBEYeCKOro ITO3HaHMS. B KaudecTse
Ba)kKHeVIIenl IIpeArnocbUiky KaHT BBIIBUHYII B
«KpuTHrke 4mcToro pasyma» IOJIOXKEHMe, COIIac-
HO KOTOPOMY €IVHCTBEHHBIM BO3MOXHBIM OOB-
eKTOM 4eJI0BeUeCcKOro I03HaHWs CJleflyeT CUUTaTh
TOJIBKO TO, UTO B IIPMHIINIIE MOXXHO IIO3HATBh; 3TO,
B CBOIO OYepefIb, BO3MOXKHO, ITO €r0 MHEHMIO, TOJTb-
KO B TOM CJIy4ae, ecJIV TO, YTO JOJKHO OBITH ITO-
3HaHO, IIOMaJleT B 00JIaCTh YyBCTBEHHOIO CO3ep-
naams. CrieioBaTesIbHO, O0BEKTHI, KOTOPBIE He SB-
JISTFOTCSI CO3epIiaTeIbHO JaHHBIMU VIJIV «TeMM, KO-
TOpPBIEe BO3MOYXKHO /JaTh», B IIPUHIINIIE HUKOT/IA —
B CTPOro KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIE CJIOBa — He MOTYT
ObITE HO3HAHEI (00 aToM cM.: Watkins, Willaschek,
2017, p. 87—88).

KaHT npekpacHO OHMMAJI, YTO 3TO TakKXe Ka-
CaeTCsl TIOJIOKEHMS Belllert, KOTOpoe CBsI3aHO C Ha-
M YeJI0OBeUeCcKM OBITrEeM, M ¢ caMOro Hadasia
3TO OBUIO YaCThIO IIPOrpaMMBI €ro KPpUTHUIIM3MA.
Yxe B «Kputuke uncToro pasyma» mpu oobscHe-
HUM KocMoriormdeckux mient KaHT ykasas, 4To,
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1. Systematische Voraussetzungen oder:
Uber die Gegenstinde und Modalititen
menschlicher Selbsterkenntnis

Als Kant bei der Abfassung der Grundlegung
zur Metaphysik der Sitten (fortan Grundlegung oder
GMS) seinen Skeptizismus mit Blick auf die voll-
standige Erkenntnis der Verursachung (eigener)
Handlungen erstmals artikulierte, lagen die ar-
gumentativen Grundlagen dafiir schon vollstan-
dig vor. Das wird deutlich an der Art und Weise,
wie seine Position in der Grundlegung artikuliert
ist. Es sei, schreibt Kant zu Beginn des zweiten
Abschnitts der Grundlegung, ,schlechterdings
unmoglich, durch Erfahrung einen einzigen
Fall mit volliger Gewifsheit auszumachen, da die
Maxime einer sonst pflichtméifliigen Handlung
lediglich auf moralischen Griinden und auf der
Vorstellung seiner Pflicht beruht habe” (GMS,
AA 04, S. 407). Entscheidend ist der Hinweis auf
die Erfahrung: damit wird ein Bezug zur Kritik
der reinen Vernunft (fortan: KrV) hergestellt, wo-
rin es Kant unternommen hatte, die Bedingun-
gen der Moglichkeit und mithin auch Grenzen
der menschlichen Erkenntnis zu kldren. Als
eine entscheidende Voraussetzung machte Kant
in der KrV den Umstand geltend, dass als mog-
licher Gegenstand menschlicher Erkenntnis
nur das in Frage kommt, was im Prinzip erfah-
ren werden kann; das wiederum ist seiner Auf-
fassung nach nur moglich, wenn das zu Erken-
nende in die sinnliche Anschauung fallen kann.
Nicht anschaulich gegebene oder ,gebbare” Ge-
genstdnde konnen daher grundsétzlich nie —
in Kants strikt gefasstem Sinn des Worts — er-
kannt werden (vgl. dazu Watkins und Willa-
schek, 2017, S. 87-88).

Dass davon auch solche Sachverhalte betrof-
fen sind, die mit unserem Mensch-Sein zu tun
haben, dariiber war sich Kantim Klaren, und das
war ja auch von Anfang an Teil des Programms
seines Kritizismus. Schon in der KrV hatte Kant
bei der Erorterung der kosmologischen Ideen
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XOTsl HOIYyIIeHVe IIPUYMHHOCTY Orlarofgapsi cBo-
Oome 1 MOHSATHO — TIO €ro CJIoBaM, YMOIIOCTHUTa-
emo (B 575; Kanr, 20064, c. 713), — HO OH BOBCe He
cobmpasics «3TVM JOKa3bIBaTh JJEVICTBUTEIBHOCTD
CBOOOIIBI», He coOMparicsl «IaXke JJOKa3bIBaTb» ee
«Bosmoxnocmu» (B 586; Kant, 2006a, c. 725). Emy
Ba’KHO OBLIIO TOJIBKO IIOKA3aTh, «4TO IIPUPOMIA... He
IIPOTUBOPEUNT Ka3yaIbHOCTY 13 cBOOOMIbI» (B 586;
Kanrt, 2006a, c. 725). Vined Ka3yajIbHOCTU U3 CBO-
0o7BI, COCTaBIISIIONIAST KBUHTACCEHIINIO 3TUX pac-
CYXIIeHWVI, MOXXeT UIrpaTb POjIb B KPUTUYECKON
drtocodrt TOJIBKO KaK peryysiTUBHasd VIes.

B «OcHoBorosioxeHMN. ..» TakXe He ycTaHaB-
JIVIBAeTCsl OTHOCUTEJIBHBIV XapaKTep 3TOro orpa-
HUYeHNsI, OHO IIPOCTO HO-IPYTrOMY VCIOJIb3YeT-
cs. DTO 4CHO IIOKa3aHO B TpeTheM paspesle, Ire
KanT yTBepxmaeT, 4To mpenoioxeHue o 4esio-
BEUECKOV CBODOIIE, XOTSI OHO «TOJIBKO» MHTEJLIe-
I'MOeTbHO, SBIISIeTCS HEOOXOOVIMBIM IIpefBapu-
TeJIbHBIM yCJIOBMEM 151 COOIIOIeHMsI BO3MOXKHO-
CTM KaTeropudeckoro mmreparvsa (AA 04, S. 454;
Kanr, 1997a, c. 245). CBouM CKeNTUIIM3MOM OTHO-
CUTEeJIFHO BO3MOYKHOCTVI ITO3HAHMS YVICTO MOPaJIb-
HOVI pu4MHEI OevicTBus KaHT, TakuM obpasom,
JIVIIb JlelaeT BBIBOJ, M3 OrpaHMYeHWV, yXXe W3-
JIOKEHHBIX B €r0 KPUTVKe TIO3HAHMS: JOITYCTIIMO,
UTO MBI VMHOITIA JIeVICTBYeM WVCXOfs M3 CBODOOIIBI,
TO €CTh M3 OIHMX TOJIBKO MOPaJIBHBIX COODpake-
Huv1. Ho Tak j11 06CTOUT [1e710 ¢ KOHKPETHBIM 0CO-
OBIM [EeVICTBVMEM, COCTABJISET BO3MOKHBIV npen-
MeT nosHaHvst. Huuero He MeHsteTcst, korma Kaut
B «KpuTuke mpakTH4ecKOro pasyma» IIOHVMa-
eT Kareropmyeckoe orpezesieHe BoiIM Kak akT
pasyma (AA 05, S. 31; Kanr, 19976, c. 351) u, cieio-
BaTeJIbHO, KaK aHaJIOI TEOPeTNYEeCKOro ITO3HAHM
(Kain, 2010, p. 220)°. 160 TO, YTO MBI MOXXEM TeM
CaMBIM IIPM3HATh, 3TO TOJIBKO Oe3yC/IoBHasl HeoO-
XOIIVIMOCTB, C KOTOPOVI MBICJTb O MOPaJIBHOM 3aKO-
He BO3JIEVICTBYeT Ha HalIlly BOJIIO ¥ pasyM, HO He
TO, YTO MBI JIEVICTBUTEJILHO JIEVICTBOBAJIV MICXOIIS
Y3 9TOVI BOJIM B JAaHHOM KOHKPETHOM CJIyJae.

> $1 BeIpaxaro OrarogapHOCTb DPUKY YOTKMHCY 3a TO,

YTO OH yKasaJl Ha HEO6XO)IT/IMOCTB ITOACHUTDB 3TO MeCTO.

darauf hingewiesen, dass die Annahme einer
Kausalitdt durch Freiheit zwar verstandlich —
in seinen Worten: intelligibel (B 575) — sei, aber
er ,hierdurch nicht die Wirklichkeit der Frei-
heit” habe ,,dartun wollen”, ja, nicht einmal ihre
~Moglichkeit” habe ,beweisen wollen”. Es sei
ihm nur daran gelegen zu zeigen, ,dafs Natur
der Kausalitdt aus Freiheit [...] nicht widerspre-
che” (B 586). Die Idee einer Kausalitdt aus Frei-
heit, so die Quintessenz dieser Uberlegungen,
kann im Rahmen einer kritischen Philosophie
nur als regulative Idee eine Rolle spielen.

Diese Einschrankung wird in der Grundle-
gung auch nicht relativiert, sondern lediglich an-
ders gewendet. Das zeigt sich deutlich im drit-
ten Abschnitt, wo Kant daftir argumentiert, dass
die Annahme menschlicher Freiheit, obwohl sie
,nur” intelligibel sei, eine notwendige Voraus-
setzung dafiir sei, dass an der Moglichkeit eines
kategorischen Imperativs festgehalten werden
konne (GMS, AA 04, S. 454). Mit seinem Skepti-
zismus beztiglich der Moglichkeit, eine rein mo-
ralische Verursachung einer Handlung zu er-
kennen, zieht Kant daher nur die Konsequenz
aus den bereits in seiner Erkenntniskritik ange-
legten Restriktionen: Dass wir gelegentlich aus
Freiheit — d.h. allein aus moralischen Erwagun-
gen heraus — handeln, ist zwar denkbar. Aber
ob es sich bei einer konkreten besonderen Hand-
lung so verhilt, ist kein moglicher Gegenstand
von Erkenntnis. Daran dndert sich auch nichts,
wenn Kant in der Kritik der praktischen Vernunft
die kategorische Bestimmtheit des Willens als
ein Faktum der Vernunft (KpV, AA 05, S. 31) und
mithin als ein Analogon einer theoretischen Er-
kenntnis (Kain, 2010, S. 220) begreift.” Denn was
wir damit einsehen konnen, ist nur der unbe-
dingt notigende Charakter, den der Gedanke
eines moralischen Gesetzes auf unseren Willen
und unsere Vernunft ausiibt, aber nicht, dass wir
im besonderen Fall tatsidchlich aus diesem Wil-
len heraus gehandelt haben.

5 Ich danke Eric Watkins fiir den Hinweis darauf, dass
dieser Punkt gekldart werden muss.

16



ITonxon, KaHTa Bce ke COHEPXXWUT HECKOJIBKO
11po0esIoB, KOTOpBle TeM He MeHee ITO3BOJISIOT I10-
3HaTh COOCTBEHHBIE OCHOBAaHWMS IeVicTBuUi. Ero
yTBep)KIeHVie O HeBO3MOXKHOCTY KaKOro-anbo sM-
HPUYECKOro MO3HAHVISI MOPaJIbHBIX IIPVIYIH JeVi-
CTBYSL He VICKJIIOUaeT Toro ¢akTa, 4YTo Apyrue, He-
MOpaJIbHble IPUYVMHBI — II03HaBaeMbl. Harrpo-
TWUB, IIOCKOJIBKY OHM JaHbI SMIIVIPMYECKV, VX IIO0-
3HaHWMe, 1m0 MHeHUI0 KaHTa, BOSMOXXHO — Kak B
OTHOILIEHUM HOEVICTBUVL IPYyTMX, KOIZIa Mbl MOXXEM
IejIaTh BBIBOBI O IIPUUYMHAX, OCHOBLIBASICH Ha Ha-
OrrofieHMsIX 3a VX TIOBeIeHMeM I Ha aHTPOIIO-
Jlormyeckmx pakrax, Tak ¥ B OTHOLIEHWY HaIIIxX
CcOOCTBEHHBIX AEVICTBIIL, KOIIa MbI MOXXEM VCIIO/Ib-
30BaTh BHyTpeHHee UyBCTBO, 4TOOBI y3HaTb 00
SMOLIVISIX VI MBICJISIX, COIIPOBOXKIIATOIIIVIX JIEVICTBIIE.
B oTrmiume ot cutyanmm/ciydasi, Korga Mbl CIipa-
IvBaeM, ObUIO JIVI [IeVICTBYE BBI3BAHO MOpPasIbHBI-
MW cOOOpa’keHVSIMI I COBEPITIEHO VCKITIOUNTE b
HO Ha OCHOBE OCO3HAHMSI TOr0, UYTO OHO OBLIIO MO-
PpaJIbHO HEOOXOAMMBIM, MBI MOXeM IIpy OOHapy-
JKeHMV HeMOPaJIbHBIX IIPUYVH II0JIaraTrbcst Ha 10-
Ka3aTesIbCTBa, JaHHble B cosepliaHnn. Koneuno, y
HacC He Bcerja ecTb TaKue IoKa3aTeJIbCTBa, HO, 110
MHeHnto KaHTa, mnosHaHme HeMOpaJIbHBIX HpH-
YMH IIPYHIMIINAJIBHO BO3MOXXHO. BoT mouemy Mbl
He TOJIBKO 3HaeM, KOIZa KTO-TO AEVICTBYeT BOIIpe-
KV JOJIT'Y, HO TaK>XXe MOXXeM, B IIPVHIINIIE, PacIio3-
HaTh, KOIJa KTO-TO AEVICTBYeT COIVIaCHO [OJIT'Y, HO
He 1o gonry. Hanpymep, s1 MOry He TOJIBKO BUZIETE,
YTO MOV COCEe[l KaXXIbIVI [I€Hb VCIIOJIb3yeT CBOV
CIIPUHKJIEPHBIV OpOCUTeJIb, HeCMOTps Ha odu-
OVaJIBHBIVI 3aIIpeT, VI YTO 3€JIEHBIVI 1IBET €ro JIy-
JKarKI, OYEBVIHO, BaKHee [1JI HEero, YeM BbDKVIBa-
HVie PbIOBI B BBICBIXAIOIIVX PYyUbsX. Sl TaKke MOry
3HATh, YTO MOAAEPXKXMBa/Ia HEKOETrO KOJUIEry He 113
YeJI0BEeKOJII00VIsT, a B HaZeXX e, YTO OH OTBETIT MHE
noopoM. BosMoxHO, B TIociIeHeM s oTHaM cebe OT-
YeT TOJIBKO TOIIa, KOITIa, pa3odyapOoBaBIIVICh, CIIe-
JIa¥O BBIBOI, O TOM, YTO 3TO OXIMIAHVIe He COBIIOCH.
‘Tem He MeHee 3TOT IIpUMep IOKa3bIBaeT, YTO HeMO-
paTbHasI MPUYVHHOCTD JEVICTBUVI COTJIaCHO JIOJITY
B ITPMHITNIIE JOCTYITHA HAIlIEMYy TO3HAHIO.

U. Renz

Nun enthélt Kants Ansatz allerdings mehrere
Leerstellen, die eine Erkenntnis eigener Hand-
lungsgriinde trotzdem als moglich erscheinen
lassen. So schliefit seine Behauptung einer Un-
moglichkeit jeglicher empirischen Erkennt-
nis der moralischen Ursachen einer Handlung
nicht aus, dass andere, nicht-moralische Ursa-
chen erkennbar sind. Im Gegenteil, da diese em-
pirisch gegeben sind, ist deren Erkenntnis nach
Kant moglich, und zwar sowohl mit Blick auf
die Handlungen anderer, wo wir aus Beobach-
tungen zu deren Verhalten oder aus anthropo-
logischen Tatsachen Riickschliisse auf deren Ur-
sachen ziehen konnen, als auch mit Blick auf ei-
gene Handlungen, wo wir mittels des inneren
Sinns um die eine Handlung begleitenden Emo-
tionen und Gedanken wissen konnen. Anders
als wenn wir danach fragen, ob eine Handlung
moralisch verursacht und allein aufgrund des
Bewusstseins, dass sie moralisch geboten sei,
vollzogen worden ist, kénnen wir uns daher bei
der Ermittlung nicht-moralischer Ursachen auf
in der Anschauung gegebene Evidenzen stiitzen.
Nattirlich verfiigen wir nicht immer tiber solche
Evidenzen, aber die Erkenntnis von nicht-mo-
ralischen Ursachen ist nach Kant grundsitzlich
moglich. Deshalb wissen wir nicht nur, wenn je-
mand pflichtwidrig handelt, sondern wir kon-
nen es im Prinzip auch erkennen, wenn jemand
zwar pflichtgeméfs, aber nicht aus Pflicht han-
delt. So kann ich beispielsweise nicht nur sehen,
dass mein Nachbar seine Sprinkleranlage trotz
eines offiziellen Verbots tdglich betdtigt und
ihm offenkundig die griine Farbe seines Rasens
wichtiger ist als das Uberleben der Fische in den
austrocknenden Bachen. Genauso kann ich auch
wissen, dass ich einen Kollegen nicht aus Men-
schenliebe unterstiitzt habe, sondern weil ich ge-
hofft hatte, er wiirde sich mir erkenntlich zeigen.
Letzteres wird mir vielleicht erst bewusst, wenn
ich aus meiner Enttduschung dartiber, dass sich
diese Erwartung nicht erfiillt hat, Riickschliisse
ziehe. Trotzdem zeigt das Beispiel, dass uns die
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Kpowme Toro, BBefieHnie KaHTOM IOHATIA TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTa/IbHOVI  allllepLIeNINy  IIpefIioiaraeT
dopMy ampropHOro caMomno3HaHMs, KOTOpoe He
OCHOBBIBAeTCs Ha SMIIVMPUIECKMX ITporieccax. Bo-
IIPOC O TOM, KaK MMEHHO JI0JDKHO (PYHKIIMOHVIPO-
BaThb 3TO CaMOIIO3HaHMe C TOUYKM 3peHMs KaHTa,
ocTaeTcs CIIOpHBIM. PasHorIacust BO MHEHMSIX Ka-
CaroTCsd He TOJIBKO BOIIPOCa O B3aMIMOCBS3V MeX-
Ay OIleHMBaeMbIM KaK HeoOXOAVMOCTb CaMOIIO-
3HaHMeM TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV aIlllepIIenm
pedpiieKCMBHBIM  CaMOIIO3HaHMEM, IIproOpeTeH-
HBIM JIVIIb CJIy4YallHO 4Yepe3 BHyTpeHHee UyB-
cTBO (cM., Hamp.: Boyle, 2009; Renz, 2015; Khurana,
2019). Taxxe oOcCyXIaeTcsi BOIPOC, VIMeeT JIn
KanT B Buay, paccykiasi o HOHATUM TpaHCIIeH-
IIEHTaIbHOV alllleplIenny, IIpenpedIIeKCUBHOE,
BCerJla aKTyaJIbHOe OCO3HaHUe CBOMX COOCTBEH-
HBIX IIpeJICTaBJIeHNII VI, CKOpee, He Bcerya akTy-
aJIV3MPOBAHHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTD CCBIJIAThCSL Ha COD-
CTBEHHBbIe IIpeJicTaBJleHNs Kak Ha cBou (Emundts,
2013, S. 52). Ilpexze Bcero k Halleyn TeMe VIMeeT
OTHOIIIEHIe, XOTsI VI KOCBEHHOe, 00Cy K/IeHme I10-
CJIe[THero BOIIpoca. Bemp BO3SHMKaeT ciremyroliast
npobsieMa: KaK MHe y3HaTbh, KaKye MaKCUMBI y
MeHs1 ecTh? Ha KakoM OCHOBaHWN 51 MOTYy ViCCTIe-
JI0BaThb COOCTBEHHBbIe CYOBEKTVBHBIE ITPVHIIVIIEL
IEeVICTBUVI, YTOOBI OHpeeyInTh, CUUTAKO JIU I UX
0000IIIaeMBIMYI 71, CTIETOBATEIIEHO, MOPAJIBHO 00s-
3aTeJIbHBIMA?

Cor1acHO TepMIMHOJIOT MY, UCIIOJIb3yeMOM B CO-
BpeMeHHOW AVICKYCCUM, pedb MAeT O TUIINYHOM
cJIydae caMON03HAHUA — TO €CThb TOrO HeIrocpes-
CTBEHHOTO 3HaHMs, KOTOPBIM MBI 00J1aJT1aeM OTHO-
CUTEIIBHO HAIMX MEHTAILHBIX COCTOSHMMI. Tom
¢axm, umo, mo MHeHVIO KaHTa, MBI TOJDKHBI 00-
JIaJIaTh HEIIOCPeICTBEHHBIM CaMOITO3HAHVEM CO0-
CTBEHHBIX MaKCUM, 4TOOBI €ro 3T1Ka BOOOIIe MOr-
71a (PYHKIIMOHMPOBaTh, OYeBNIeH (CM. 00 3TOM, B
vactHOCcTH, B paborax: O'Neill, 1998; Bernecker,
2006, S. 163; Emundlts, 2017, p. 192). Onnaxo Heser-
KO IIpefyrajarh, KaKuM oOpa3oM BO3MOXXKHO pas-
padoTarh MaeI0 TAaKOro CaMOIIO3HAHMS B paMKax
KaHTOBCKOVI TEOPWM, eCJIVI OJHOBPEMEHHO VICXO-
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nicht-moralische Verursachung von pflichtge-
méfsem Handeln unserer Erkenntnis im Prinzip
zuganglich ist.

Dazu kommt, dass Kant mit der Einfiihrung
seines Begriffs einer transzendentalen Apper-
zeption eine Form apriorischen Selbstwissens an-
nimmt, das nicht auf empirischen Vorgiangen be-
ruht. Wie genau dieses Selbstwissen nach Kant
funktionieren soll, ist kontrovers. Die Meinungs-
differenzen drehen sich nicht nur um die Frage,
in welchem Verhiltnis das als notwendig ver-
anschlagte Selbstwissen der transzendentalen
Apperzeption zur nur kontingenterweise durch
den inneren Sinn erworbenen reflexiven Selbst-
erkenntnis steht (vgl. z. B. Boyle, 2009; Renz,
2015; Khurana, 2019). Sondern es wird auch da-
rilber debattiert, ob Kant mit dem Konzept der
transzendentalen Apperzeption ein préareflexi-
ves, stets aktual vorliegendes Bewusstsein der
eigenen Vorstellungen vor Augen hat oder eher
eine gar nicht immer aktualisierte Fihigkeit,
sich auf die eigenen Vorstellungen als eigene be-
ziehen zu konnen (Emundts, 2013, S. 52). Vor al-
lem letztere Diskussion ist, wenn auch nur indi-
rekt, fiir unsere Thematik von Belang. Es stellt
sich namlich folgendes Problem: Wie weifs ich ei-
gentlich, welche Maximen ich habe? Auf welcher
Basis kann ich daher meine subjektiven Hand-
lungsprinzipien daraufhin untersuchen, ob ich
sie fiir verallgemeinerbar und mithin fiir mora-
lisch geboten halte?

Nach der in der gegenwartigen Debatte ver-
wendeten Begrifflichkeit handelt es sich hier um
einen typischen Fall von Selbstwissen — also je-
ner unmittelbaren Kenntnis, die wir von unse-
ren mentalen Zustdnden haben. Dass wir nach
Kant iber ein unmittelbares Selbstwissen un-
serer Maximen verfiigen miissen, wenn seine
Ethik tiberhaupt funktionieren koénnen soll, ist
klar (vgl. dazu insbesondere O’Neill, 1998, aber
auch Bernecker, 2006, S. 163 sowie Emundyts, 2017,
S. 192). Wie man allerdings ein solches Selbst-
wissen im Rahmen seiner Theorie konzipieren



OuUTh 13 Toro, uto KaHT mpumepXxmBasicsd CKeTn-
II13Ma B OTHOIIIEHVN ITO3HAHVS MOPAJIbHBIX IIPU-
uyH Hammx gevictsuii. Hecrywarno vaTepripera-
1MV, TIpUzaorye OoJIbIlioe 3HaUeHVe 3TOMY ca-
MOITO3HAHWIO, MMEIOT TEeHEHIINIO PesIaTUBU3N-
poBaTh ckenTuIM3M KaHTa (3KCIUIMKAIIMIO 3TOrO
cM. B pabore: Emundts, 2017, p. 196; HesBHO 3TO
MOXXHO OOHapyXUTb TakxXe B paOoTax: Bernecker,
2006; O'Hagan, 2009; Ware, 2009). Mexxay Tem Ha
done ToVI PyHKIIWMM, KOTOPYIO 3TO CaMOIIO3Ha-
HVie, KOHCTUTYMpyeMoe ITo3HaHeM COOCTBEHHBIX
MakcuM, urpaet a1 obocHoaHms 3Tukn Kanra,
MHe KaKeTCsl OYeBMIHBIM CJlelyIoIee: MBICIINTD
00 3TOM CaMOIO3HAHUM JOJDKHO OBITH BO3MOXKHO
KaK O CTporo anpuopHoM. «CTporo ampuopm» 03-
HayaeT, YTO Hallle TI03HaHVe COOCTBEHHBIX MakK-
CVIM IOJDKHO He TOJIBKO OTJIMYAThCS C TOUKU 3pe-
HMS €r0 JIOCTOBEPHOCTI OT TOro pedpsieKCVBHOIO
3HaHVIs, KOTOPOe MBI MOXKeM ITOJTyYMTh U3 HaIIIX
MeHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSHMI TIOCPEICTBOM BHYTpPEH-
Hero 4yBCTBa, HO ¥ OCHOBBIBATbCS Ha [IEVICTBU-
TeJIPHO MHBIX IIpOoIieccax.

M>t1hio bovisib HemaBHO IIpeNCTaBWI PeKOH-
CTPYKLMIO TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOM amIlepleniinmy,
MIMeHHO 3To 1 BbInoIHgIomyo (Boyle, 2009). On
IIpeJIoKIII CPaBHUTB KAHTOBCKOE IIOHSITE TPaH-
CIIeH/IeHTa/IbHOV anIeplenimnm ¢ nogxogoM Pu-
yapga MopaHa, pa3paOoTaHHBIM B €ro KHUTe
«Bacte n oTuyxenmue». B yacraocti, Mopan ap-
TYMeHTHpYeT 3a TO, YTOOBI BOCIIPYHMMATh TO ca-
MOIIO3HaHVe, KOTOpoe MBI IIproOpeTaeM OT Ha-
X yOeXOeHUM M YCTaHOBOK, KaK acIeKT pac-
CMOTpeHMsI TOTO coflepKaHs, K KOTOPOMY MBI OT-
HOCVIMCS B HaIIIMX YOeXXIeHMSIX VIV YCTaHOBKaX.
Moe 3HaHMe TOTO, UTO 5 MOJIAralo p WiIV HaMepe-
BalOCh X, He gBJIsieTCs, CJlefloBaTeIbHO, pe3yJibra-
TOM TeOpeTHYeCcKV OTCTPaHEeHHOV pedIieKCUu O
COOCTBEHHBIX MEHTAJIBHBIX COCTOSTHMSIX; [1a, 3TO B
OCHOBHOM He ¢eHOMeH 0oJlee BBICOKOTO yPOBHS,
OH KoJIe0bsIeTcsl Ha TOM ke YPOBHe, 4To 1 yOexiie-
HUe p VIV HaMepeHue X, O KOTOPOM TOBOPUTCSH;
caMOIIO3HaHMe TOro, UTO s IIoJIararo p WIN XO4uy
X, IO CyTW, KOHCTUTYUPYeTCs BMeCTe C IOHVMa-
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kann, wenn man gleichzeitig davon ausgeht,
dass Kant mit Blick auf die Erkenntnis der mora-
lischen Ursachen unseres Handelns einen Skep-
tizismus vertritt, ist nicht ohne Weiteres abseh-
bar. Nicht von ungefdhr tendieren Interpretatio-
nen, die diesem Selbstwissen einen grofien Stel-
lenwert einrdumen, dazu, Kants Skeptizismus
zu relativieren (vgl. explizit dazu Emundts, 2017,
S. 196; sowie implizit Bernecker, 2006; O’'Hagan,
2009; Ware, 2009). So viel scheint mir indes vor
dem Hintergrund der Funktion, welche dieses
durch die Kenntnis der eigenen Maximen kon-
stituierten Selbstwissens fiir die Begriindung
von Kants Ethik hat, klar: Dieses Selbstwissen
muss als ein strikt apriorisches gedacht werden
konnen. Mit ,strikt a priori” ist gemeint, dass
sich unsere Kenntnis der eigenen Maximen von
jenem reflexiven Wissen, das wir mittels des in-
neren Sinns von unseren mentalen Zustidnden
erlangen konnen, nicht nur mit Blick auf seine
Geltung abheben muss, sondern auch auf genuin
verschiedenen Vorgiangen beruht.

Nun hat Matthew Boyle kiirzlich eine Rekon-
struktion der transzendentalen Apperzeption
vorgelegt, die genau das leistet (Boyle, 2009). Er
schldgt vor, Kants Begriff der transzendentalen
Apperzeption mit einem Ansatz zu vergleichen,
den Richard Moran in seinem Buch Authority and
Estrangement entwickelt hat. Konkret argumen-
tiert Moran daftir, jenes Selbstwissen, welches
wir von unseren Uberzeugungen und Einstel-
lungen haben, als einen Aspekt der Erwédgung
jener Inhalte aufzufassen, zu denen wir uns in
unseren Uberzeugungen oder Einstellungen
verhalten. Mein Wissen, dass ich p glaube oder
x beabsichtige, ist demnach nicht das Resultat ei-
ner theoretisch-distanzierten Reflexion auf mei-
ne mentalen Zustdnde, ja, es ist grundsétzlich
kein hoherstufiges Phanomen, sondern bewegt
sich auf derselben Ebene wie die Uberzeugung
p oder Absicht x, von der es handelt; das Selbst-
wissen, dass ich p glaube oder x will, wird quasi
zusammen mit dem Fassen einer Uberzeugung
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HueM yOexneHus vwiv HaMepeHns (Moran, 2001,
p- 58). VImeHHO 110 3TOV IIpUUYMHE TaKoe CaMOIIO-
3HaHVe MOXXHO TOJIKOBAaTh ¥ KaK CTPOro arpuop-
HOe B yKa3aHHOM BbIIlle CMBbIC/Ie (SKCIUIMKAIIVIO
aTOoro cMm.: Moran, 2001, p. 21). DTo He TOJIBKO CaMO
mo cebe cocTaBiisgeT HeOOXOOMMBIN acIieKT obsIa-
HaHWs COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIMY MEHTaJIbHBIMY COCTO-
SIHVMSIMI, TaK YTO MBI BCErga MOXKEeM VX OCO3Ha-
BaTh ITOCPEZCTBOM TaKOTO PacCMOTPEHMs Copep-
JKaHVIS, HO ¥ C TOYKM 3peHMs IIPOTeKaHMs OTIIN-
4JaeTcs OT TOr0 MHTPOCIIEKTMBHOIO IIpoliecca, Io-
CPerCTBOM KOTOPOI'O MBI OCO3HaéM Halllll YyBCTBa
u omyleHns. B ominume or mociemHero, Korga
MBI pa3MbIIIUIsIeM 00 yOeXIeHMsIX VI HaMepeHMsIX,
MBI BOOOIIIe He paccMaTpyBaeM Halll BHYy TPeHHU
MUp, a CKOpee, Kak 00bscHseT MopaH, pa3BuBas
MbIcib [apeTa DBaHca (Evans, 1982, p. 225), ccbuia-
eMCsI Ha TO JKe CoflepKaHue VIV 11eJIM, C KOTOPBI-
MU y>Ke CBS3aHBbI VI COMHUTEJIbHEIE YOeXIeH!s 1
HaMepeHsL.

11 PEeKOHCTPYKIIMM KaHTOBCKOTO ITOHSITVS
TPpaHCIIeH/IeHTAIPHON allllepIIeNIinyl BO MHOIOM
IOJIE3HO €r0 COITOCTABJIEHME C KOHIIIIIMEV CaMO-
nosHaHusl MopaHa, fJaxe eciy, IO MoeMy MHe-
HUIO, eMy HeoOXOIMMO IIpuaaTh 0ojlee KOHKpeT-
HyI0 dopMmy, 4yeM 3TO IperjiaraeT bovib (cM. 00
stom: Renz, 2015, p. 587—591). B wacTHOCTH, 3TO
CpaBHeHVIE MOXET OBITH VICIIOJIB30BAHO IIJIS ITO-
HVMMaHM Toro, nodyemy KaHT B 3HaMeHuTOM § 16
«I'paHclieHAeHTaIBHON  AeAyKIIUW»  yTBepXKaa-
€T, UTO IOJIKHO OBITH «B03MOXHO, ATOOBI S MbICAIO
COIIPOBOX/AJIO BCe MOM IIpefcTaBiieHus» (B 132;
Kanr, 2006a, c. 203), a He IPOCTO 3asBIISET, UTO «S
MBICJIIO» IEVICTBUTEIBHO COIIPOBOX/IAET WX, VUIV
TpebyeT, YTOOBI OHO VX COIIPOBOXIAJIO. DTO, KaK
Y TIpefjlaraeMasl VHTepIIpeTarys, IIpeiriosara-
eT, 4To 37ech KaHT mmeeT B BUIy HEKYyIO CIIOCO0-
HocTb. CortacHo KaHTy, mo3HaHMe mpesiosaraet
CIIOCOOHOCTH MBICJIEHHO OTHOCUTBCS K COfeprKa-
HUIO COOCTBEHHBIX ITPENICTaBIIEHNII, YTOOBI OHU
MBICJIVJIVICH He TOJIBKO C TOUKM 3peHMs COomeprKa-
HIS, HO B TO Xe BpeMsl IIPM3HaBaJIVICh CBOVIMU
IIpeACTaBIeHNSIMIL. DTa CIIOCOOHOCTBH ITOATBEP-
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oder Absicht konstituiert (Moran, 2001, S. 58).
Genau deshalb kann man dieses Selbstwissen
auch als strikt a priori im oben spezifizierten
Sinn auffassen (vgl. explizit dazu Moran, 2001,
S. 21). Nicht nur macht es einen notwendigen
Aspekt des Habens der entsprechenden menta-
len Zustinde selber aus, dass wir uns ihrer stets
mittels einer solchen Erwédgung der Inhalte be-
wusst werden konnen, sondern es ist vom Vor-
gang her betrachtet auch von jenem introspekti-
ven Prozess verschieden, mittels dessen wir uns
etwa unserer Gefiihle und Empfindungen be-
wusst werden. Denn anders als bei letzterem be-
trachten wir in der Reflexion auf Uberzeugun-
gen und Absichten gar nicht unsere Innenwelt,
sondern wir beziehen uns, wie Moran einen Ge-
danken von Gareth Evans (Evans, 1982, S. 225)
weiterfithrend deutlich macht, auf dieselben
Sachverhalte oder Ziele, auf die auch die fragli-
chen Uberzeugungen und Absichten schon be-
zogen sind.

Fur die Rekonstruktion von Kants Begriff der
transzendentalen Apperzeption ist der Vergleich
mit Morans Konzeption von Selbstwissen in
mehrfacher Hinsicht hilfreich, auch wenn man
ihn m.E. noch etwas spezifischer ausgestalten
muss, als das Boyle vorschlagt (vgl. dazu Renz,
2015, S. 587-591). Insbesondere kann man anhand
dieses Vergleichs verstandlich machen, warum
Kant im berithmten § 16 der ,Transzendentalen
Deduktion” behauptet, dass das ,Ich denke [...]
alle meine Vorstellungen begleiten kdénnen” muss
(B 132), und nicht einfach feststellt, dass das ,Ich
denke” diese tatsdchlich begleitet, oder fordert,
dass es sie begleiten muss. Das legt, wie es auch
die vorgeschlagene Lesart tut, nahe, dass Kant
hier eine Fahigkeit vor Augen hat. Erkenntnis
setzt nach Kant die Fahigkeit voraus, sich ge-
danklich auf die Inhalte der eigenen Vorstellun-
gen zu beziehen, dass diese nicht nur qua Inhalt
gedacht, sondern zugleich auch als meine Vorstel-
lungen anerkannt werden. Diese Fiahigkeit, be-
stimmte Reprédsentationen als eigene Vorstellun-



XXJIaTh, UTO OIlperie/ileHHble perpe3eHTaly sBJIs-
I0TCS1 COOCTBEHHBIMU ITPeJICTaBIIeHSIMY, BbIparka-
eTcs B TOM 4MCJIe ¥ TeM, UTO MBI MHOI7Ia TaKXKe T'o-
BOPUM «SI MBICITIO», IMEHHO II03TOMY MBI MOXXeM
IIPEeIIONIOKNUTE, YTO CyOBEKTB], KOTOpble HMUKOIAa
3TOTO He [1eJIaf0T, He CIIOCOOHBI MBICJIMTL 00 00h-
eKTax B onvcbiBaeMoM Moptyce. Ho 3To He o3Haua-
€T, YTO MBI TOJIBKO B TOM CJTy4ae siBjIsieMcsl CyObek-
TaMM, CLIOCOOHBIMM K ITO3HAHWIO, €CJIV Mbl BCerya
CO3HaTeJIHO OCYIIeCcTBIIsieM 3TOT ITporiecc. Tem He
MeHee 3TO IeVICTBUTEIbHO O3HadaeT, YTO MBI, pac-
cMaTpuBasi OObeKTBI, B IIPUHIINIIE JOJDKHBI YMeThb
NPUUTH K OCO3HAHMIO, KOTOpOe U SIBJISeT coOom
Hamm TIpercTasiieHns. Kpome Toro, 310 Takxke
ypeBaTO OrpaHMYeHMeM [Iyalla3oHa IIO3HaHS,
BO3MOYKHOTO 117151 CyObeKTa: Hallly ITpeJiCTaBIeH s
SBJISIIOTCS. KaHAMIAaTaMI [1JIs1 BO3MOXKHOTO TI03Ha-
HMsS TOIZa M TOJIBKO TOIJIa, KOIja OHM pelpeseH-
TUPYIOT BHEMEeHTaJIbHble 00BEeKThI HaCTOJIBKO OT-
YeTsINBO, YTO MBI MOXXeM Ha (pOHe TOro, 4TO MBI
BUIVIM «B MUpPe» VIV [yMaeM, UYTO BUIVM, VX VIC-
IIpaBJISATh, YTOUHATH VIV TIONTBEPXKIATh KaK co0-
CTBEHHYIO TOUKy 3peHus (cMm.: Renz, 2015, p. 591).
CrrenoBasio Obl TTOIPOOHO Pa3BSICHUTH, KaK BO3-
MOXXHBI Ha OCHOBe JJaHHOVI MHTepIpeTaluy pas-
JIMYHBIE TeOpeTYecKe (PYHKITNM, KOTOpbIe IIPH-
MVCBIBAIOTCS CIIOCOOHOCTM TpaHClLIeHeHTaIbHO
armeprenn B COOTBeTCTBIM ¢ «[lemrykitnen». I1o
CYyTWU, COIJIaCHO IIpefijlaraeMol1 37iech MHTepIIpeTa-
LIWY, almepHenTyBHas CCbUIKa Ha COOCTBEHHBIe
IIpeJICTaB/IeHNs 3aK/II0YaeTcs B TOM, UYTOOBI [1aTh
CyOBEKTY BO3MOXXHOCTH PallIOHaJIBHO BeCTM celst
10 OTHOIIEHMIO K BelllaM ¥, KaK CJIefICTBIe, K CBO-
VIM COOCTBEHHBIM ITpeJICTaBIIEHVISIM.

Yem 5T0 moJie3HO 1 BOIpOca O CaMOIIO3Ha-
HUM, KOTOPBIM, corylacHo KaHTy, MbI JOJDKHBI 00-
JafaTh B OTHOIIEHWMN HaIIMX COOCTBEHHBIX MakK-
cuM? VITak, Hally MaKCUMBI B IIPUHIINIIE 3aKJIIO-
4JaloTCs He B YeM MHOM, KaK B IIpefiCTaBJIeHMsIX.
HamrprmMep, MaKCMBI MyPOCTU — 3TO IpeJICTaB-
JIeHWs, C TIOMOIIIBI0 KOTOPBIX MBI BOCIIPMHIMaeM
oIpesie/leHHbIe IeVICTBIS KaK peKOMeH/yeMble, B
TO BpeMsl KaK Halllii MOpaJsIbHble MaKCUMBbI ITpe]l-

U. Renz

gen zu bejahen, driickt sich u.a. darin aus, dass
wir gelegentlich auch ,Ich denke” sagen, weswe-
gen wir mutmaflen konnen, dass Subjekte, die
das nie tun, nicht fahig sind, Gegensténde im be-
schriebenen Modus zu denken. Doch das bedeu-
tet nicht, dass wir nur dann erkenntnisfdhige
Subjekte sind, wenn wir diesen Prozess immer
bewusst vollziehen. Wohl aber bedeutet es, dass
wir grundsétzlich dazu in der Lage sein miissen,
uns durch die Erwédgung der Gegenstdande zum
Bewusstsein zu bringen, welches unsere Vorstel-
lungen derselben sind. Ferner geht damit auch
eine Begrenzung der Reichweite der einem Sub-
jekt moglichen Erkenntnis einher: Unsere Vor-
stellungen sind genau dann Kandidaten fiir eine
mogliche Erkenntnis, wenn sie die extramenta-
len Gegenstdnde so klar und deutlich reprasen-
tieren, dass wir sie auf dem Hintergrund dessen,
was wir ,,in der Welt” sehen oder zu sehen mei-
nen, korrigieren, spezifizieren oder als unsere
Auffassungen bejahen konnen (vgl. Renz, 2015,
S. 591). Wie auf der Basis dieser Lesart die ver-
schiedenen theoretischen Funktionen moglich
sind, die der Fahigkeit der transzendentalen Ap-
perzeption gemdfs der Deduktion zukommen,
wadre im Detail zu kldren; im Kern geht es der
hier vorgeschlagenen Lesart zufolge bei der ap-
perzeptiven Bezugnahme auf die eigenen Vor-
stellungen darum, dass das Subjekt durch sie in
die Lage versetzt wird, sich rational zu den Din-
gen, und damit einhergehend auch zu den eige-
nen Vorstellungen, zu verhalten.

Was leistet das fiir die Frage nach dem Selbst-
wissen, welches wir nach Kant von unseren ei-
genen Maximen haben miissen? Nun, unsere
Maximen bestehen grundsétzlich in nichts an-
derem als Vorstellungen. Klugheitsmaximen
etwa sind Vorstellungen, mittels derer wir be-
stimmte Handlungen als empfehlenswert auf-
fassen, wiahrend uns unsere moralischen Ma-
ximen Handlungen als solche, die kategorisch
zu tun oder zu unterlassen sind, vorstellig ma-
chen. Diese Vorstellungen, welche unsere Maxi-
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CTaBJISIIOT [IEVICTBUSL, KOTOpPble KaTeropmyecKn
HYJ)KHO JIeJIaTh MJIV He JIeJlaTh. DT IIpe/iCcTaBle-
HUSI, COCTABJISIONIE HAIM MaKCVIMBI, M3BECTHBI
HaM B CMJIy TOV CaMOVI CIIOCOOHOCTWM, Oraromapsi
KOTOPOVI MBI 3HAKOMBI C JPYTVIMV HAIIIVIMU ITPeZl-
CTaBJIEHVSIMV: MBI MOXKEM VIX OCO3HATh, Pa3MBbIIII-
7S Haz MX comepkaHueM. EcTe emte ogmH Mo-
MEHT, CBSI3aHHBIVI C TEM, UTO MaKCVIMBI pelipe3eH-
TUPYIOT AeVicTBYsL. B mpumInme, cormmacHo KanTy,
HAEVICTBVS TIO CYILECTBY OIpeeIsSioTCd IpUdIHa-
MM, TI0 KOTOPBIM MBI VX COBepIlaeM. DTO O3Hava-
€T, YTO IIPUYMHBI OIIpeJIeTIeHHOTO JEVICTBUS YKe
HesIBHO cofiepyKaTcs B IIPeCTaBIeHNI O HeM Kak
O [eVICTBUN. DTO B CBOIO OYepelIb IO pa3yMeBaeT,
UTO B TO K€ camMoe BpeMsl, KOT/ia MbI pa3MbIITUIS-
€M O IIpeJIIiojlaraeMoM JIeVICTBYIV, MBI TaK>Ke 0CO3-
HaéM IIPUYVHBL, 110 KOTOPBIM MBI pacCMaTpyiBaeM
€ro KaK BO3MOXKHOe fievicTBre. CIIocOOHOCTB ITpefI-
CTaBUTH HEVICTBUE KaK >KejlaeMoe VI HeoOXomu-
MOe IO CYIIeCTBY COBIIQ/IA€T CO CIIOCOOHOCTBIO
PasMBIIUIATE O ITPUYMHAX JeVICTBUIL.

Ta ke camas crtocoGHOCTB, Or1aromapst KOTOPOVt
MBI 3HAaeM, UYTO MBI XOTUM CJIeJIaTh, II03BOJISIeT HaM
yIIyOuTh Hallle IIOHMMaHVe HaMe4eHHOTO [evi-
CTBUSL: KOTIa MBI JIEMOHCTPUpPYeM [IeVICTBYe U 3a-
JTaeMcsi BOIIPOCOM, OTHOCUTCS JIM OHO K TaKOMY,
KOTOpOe HaM I1ejiecoo0pasHO JkeslaTh, TOTr/ia Mbl He
MOXXKeM 130€eXXaTh PacCMOTPEHNS €ro ke IPUUNH
¥ BOIIPOCa, 3a7laBaeMoro cede, 0 TOM, OTHOCSITCS
JIVL 9TV TIPUYMHBI K TaKMM, KOTOPble MBI MOXeM
IIpV3HATB 115 ce0s KaK IprUImHEL 10 coOCTBEHHO
3TMUECKON pedprieKcuy OTCIOA TOIIBKO OIMH IIIar,
u 510 y KaHTa 03Ha4aeT — 110 pasMBIIUIEHUS O
MOPaJIBHOCTY OCHOBaHMS NeVICTBMSA. Tak ke, Kak
MBI MOXKeM 3a/IaThb cebe BOIIPOC, SIBJISIeTCS JIVI OCHO-
BaHVIE JIEVICTBISI TAaKMM, KOTOPO€e MBI MOXKEM IIPU-
3HaAThb OJTHVIM 3 HAIllIX OCHOBAHWW HEVICTBIIS, MbI
MOXKeM CIIPOCUTDH ceOsl, ABJIsieTCs JI OCHOBaHUe
JeVICTBUSL TaKOBBIM, KOTOpoe TpebyeT Bceobiero
of00peHMs, a 3HAUMT, MaKC/IMa HaIIlero JeVICTBIS
IOJDKHA IIpV3HABaThCS BCeMM KaK OCHOBaHMeE VX
JIEVICTBYS VI MOYXKET OBITh BO3BE/IeHa B MOPAJIbHBI
3aKOH JIJIsI BCEX.
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men ausmachen, kennen wir dank genau dersel-
ben Fahigkeit, dank derer wir auch mit anderen
unserer Vorstellungen vertraut sind: wir kon-
nen sie uns bewusst machen, indem wir auf ihre
Inhalte reflektieren. Dazu kommt ein weiterer
Punkt, der damit zusammenhingt, dass Maxi-
men Handlungen reprasentieren. Grundsétzlich
sind nach Kant Handlungen wesentlich durch
die Griinde, derentwegen wir sie tun, mitbe-
stimmt. Das bedeutet, dass die Griinde fiir eine
bestimmte Handlung in der Vorstellung dersel-
ben als Handlung implizit schon enthalten sind.
Das wiederum impliziert, dass wir uns im sel-
ben Zug, in dem wir auf eine von uns beabsich-
tigte Handlung reflektieren, auch die Griinde be-
wusst machen, derentwegen wir sie als mogliche
Handlung erwégen. Die Fahigkeit, eine Hand-
lung als gewollte oder gesollte zu reprasentieren,
fallt im Kern mit der Fahigkeit zusammen, die
Griinde fiir eine Handlung zu reflektieren.

Dieselbe Fihigkeit, dank der wir wissen,
was wir tun wollen, macht es uns somit auch
moglich, unser Verstandnis einer beabsichtig-
ten Handlung zu vertiefen: Wenn wir uns eine
Handlung vor Augen fithren und uns fragen, ob
diese von der Art ist, dass sie sich uns als zu wol-
lende empfiehlt, dann kommen wir nicht umhin,
auch die Griinde fuir dieselbe zu erwigen und
uns zu fragen, ob diese von der Art sind, dass
wir sie als Griinde fiir uns akzeptieren konnen.
Von da aus ist es nur ein Schritt zur eigentlich
ethischen Reflexion, und das heifst bei Kant: zur
Reflexion auf die Moralitdt eines Handlungs-
grundes. Genauso wie wir uns fragen kénnen,
ob ein Handlungsgrund von der Art ist, dass wir
ihn als einen unserer Handlungsgriinde akzep-
tieren konnen, kénnen wir uns auch fragen, ob
der Grund einer Handlung von der Art ist, dass
er allgemeine Zustimmung einfordert und mit-
hin die Maxime unseres Handelns von allen als
Grund ihres Handelns akzeptiert werden sollte
und zu einem moralischen Gesetz fiir alle erho-
ben werden kann.



Obobmrast 3T coOOpakeHMs, MBI MOXKEM 3asi-
BUTH, YTO, COITIACHO IPEIJIOKEHHOW WMHTepIIpe-
taruy, KaHT paccMarpmBaeT Hallle caMOIIO3Ha-
Hute, Olaromaps KOTOPOMY MBI O0J1aziaeM 3HaHMS-
MM O HaIllX MaKCrMax, KaK Hepa3pbIBHO CBd3aH-
HOE CO CITOCOOHOCTBIO peITpe3eHTVpPOBaTh IIperl-
CTaBJleHMsI 00 OIpere/IeHHBIX BUIIAaX ITOBEIeHs
Kak O JIeVICTBVSIX, KOTOpble Mbl XOTVIM VIV JOJIXK-
HBI BBITIOJIHUTE. BbUI0 0OHapy>keHo, YTO 3Ta CIIo-
COOHOCTh €CTh He YTO MHOe, KaK OTCTauBaeMasl B
«KpuTnke 4ducToro pasyma» cCBsI3aHHasl C IIOHS-
THeM TpaHCHeHIeHTaJIbHOVI aIlllepLeliy CIo-
COOHOCTBh MPMHMMATD IPEICTaBIeHNsI KaK CBOU
cobcTBeHHbBIE. TO €CTh 9TO CAMOIIO3HAHVIE SIBJISIET-
CsI CTPOTO aIlpVOPHBIM IIO3HAHVIEM B TOM CMBICTIE,
KOTOpPBIVI cpopMysimpoBaH Bbille. Ha sTom done
SICHO, YTO IIPUHSTME TaKOrO ITO3HAHMS COOCTBEH-
HBIX MAaKCVIM He MOXXeT CTaThb )KepTBOVI KAHTOBCKO-
o CKENITHUIIM3Ma 10 OTHOIIIEHWIO K TTO3HAHWIO Y-
CTO MOPaJIBHBIX ITprumH. V160 To, uro KanTt Tam
VICKJTIOUMJI, — 3TO, KOHEYHO, TO, YTO MBI KOTTa-/IV-
60 MOXeM 00JTaZIaTh SMIVIPUYECKMM 3HAaHVIEM MO-
PpasIbHBIX IPVIYMH IEVICTBIVAL.

Ocraetca Bompoc: moyeMy ckenTuiysM Kanra
B OTHOIIIEHWMV IIO3HaHV MOPa/IbHOV IIPUYIMHHO-
CTU JOEeVICTBWN, Ha060p0T, He OO PhIBAET ITPeIIIo-
JIOXKEHME O TOM, YTO Y HacC €CTh allprOPHOe CaMO-
IIO3HaHVIe HalllX COOCTBEHHBIX HaMepeHM 1 OC-
HOBaHM aevcTBra? Ha MoVt B3IJIsAI, OTBET OYeBI-
JIeH: eCJI CJlefIoBaTh OIVcaTeIIbHOV MeTadpu3uiKe,
Ha KOTOPOVI OCHOBAHO Hallle IIOBCeTHEBHOE MBbIIII-
JIEHVIE, TO IIPUYVIHBI, 110 KOTOPBIM MBI XOTVIM YTO-
TO caejiaTh VUIV IIPV3HATh 3TO JIEVICTBME IOJIK-
HBIM, He 00s13aTe/TbHO COBIAIAIOT C OCHOBAHMSIMU
HaIIyx JeicTBUIL. [IpyamHbl 11 pasMbIIIUIeHUI
VIV paliViOHaJIbHbIe IIPVIYMHEL He SIBJISIOTCS CaM
10 cebe MPUYMHAMM JIEVICTBUS, XOTS OHV MOTYT
CTaThb VIMM. DTO JIEMOHCTPUpPYeT, YTO Mbl HesdB-
HO IIpedmnosiaraeM MeTadusndeckoe pasindne
B MBIIIUIeHUN U JevictBusx. Tor dakt, uro Kanr
IIpU3HaeT 3TO pas3jIvyye, sIBHO BbITEKaeT M3 pas-
JIumsi, KOTOpOe OH IIPOBOAMT MEXAY HEeVICTBUS-
MV BOIIPEKM JOJII'Y VI HEVICTBUSIMI B COOTBETCTBU
C IOJITOM, a TaK>Ke JeVICTBUSMMU M3 [0JIra.
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Diese Uberlegungen zusammenfassend kon-
nen wir festhalten, dass geméfs der vorgeschla-
genen Lesart Kant unser Selbstwissen, dank des-
sen wir von unseren Maximen Kenntnis haben,
untrennbar mit der Fahigkeit verbunden sieht,
Vorstellungen von bestimmten Verhaltenswei-
sen als von uns gewollte oder zu sollende Hand-
lungen zu représentieren. Diese Fahigkeit, so hat
sich gezeigt, ist nichts anderes als die mit dem
Begriff der transzendentalen Apperzeption der
KrV behauptete Fiahigkeit, Vorstellungen als ei-
gene zu akzeptieren. Das bedeutet, dass es sich
bei diesem Selbstwissen um eine strikt apriori-
sche Erkenntnis im oben explizierten Sinn han-
delt. Vor diesem Hintergrund ist klar, dass die
Annahme dieser Kenntnis der eigenen Maxi-
men nicht Kants Skeptizismus gegentiber der Er-
kenntnis rein moralischer Ursachen zum Opfer
fallen kann. Denn was Kant dort ausgeschlossen
hatte, war ja, dass wir je ein empirisches Wissen
der moralischen Ursachen von Handlungen ha-
ben kénnen.

Bleibt die Frage, warum nicht umgekehrt
Kants Skeptizismus beziiglich der Erkenntnis
einer moralischen Verursachung von Handlun-
gen durch die Annahme unterminiert wird, dass
wir von unseren eigenen Intentionen und Hand-
lungsgriinde ein apriorisches Selbstwissen ha-
ben. Die Antwort liegt m. E. auf der Hand: Folgt
man der deskriptiven Metaphysik, welche unse-
rem Alltagsdenken zugrunde liegt, dann fallen
die Griinde, derentwegen wir etwas tun wollen
oder als gesollt anerkennen, nicht zwingend zu-
sammen mit den Griinden unseres Handelns.
Griinde fiir Gedanken oder rationale Griinde
sind nicht eo ipso Handlungsursachen, obwohl
sie Handlungsursachen werden konnen. Das
zeigt, dass wir implizit von einer metaphysi-
schen Verschiedenheit von Denken und Handeln
ausgehen. Dass Kant diese Verschiedenheit aner-
kennt, geht klar aus der Differenz hervor, die er
zwischen pflichtwidrigem und pflichtgemé&fsem
Handeln sowie Handeln aus Pflicht ansetzt.
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Bce mipouee pevicTBuTeNIbHO OBLIIO OBI abCypH-
HeM. CamoO IpefcTaBieHNe O TOM, YTO IIPUYV-
HBI, 10 KOTOPBIM IIPOVICXOOWUT [EVICTBUE, MO2Ym
OTJINYATBCS OT IIPUYMH, IO KOTOPBIM MBI CTpe-
MIWINCh K 3TOMY MAEVICTBUIO, fejlaeT VX pPas3HbI-
My oObeKTaMu I103HaHMs. Hiruto He m3MeHMTCS,
eCJIV TIPeIIONIOKNUTD, UYTO CYIIeCTBYeT IOHSITUN-
Hasl CBSI3b MEXITy IIeVICTBVIEM VI HaJIMU/ieM OCHOBa-
HUV 1TV HaMEepeHUTL. Bemp MoxeT OBITEH Tak, 4TO
Ha/Tgvie HaMepeHMs VIV IIPUYMHBL, pajy KOTO-
POVI MBI XOTVMM YTO-TO CZeJIaTh, HEOOXOIVIMO I
TOro, 4YTOOBI BOOOIIE MMETh BO3MOXHOCTH T'OBO-
PUTB OCMBICIIEHHO O AenicTBui. Ho 3To He mckTIO-
4aeT, YTO Ube-TO ITOBeMIeHe, Ha nepBuitl 6324510 Ka-
XKyIIleecsi O0yCIIOBJIEHHBIM CTpeMJIeHVeM JOOUTh-
Cs1 TIeTIV TIO OIIpeieJIeHHOV IIPUYVHE, B KOHETHOM
uTore ObUIO BBI3BaHO ApyruMu npuymHamu. [lo-
sTomy KaHT abcormroTHO IIpas, mmpefriosaras, 4To
HaMepeHVIs MJIVI OCHOBaHWS IeVICTBIV, pa3yMeeT-
51, MOXKHO HaOJTIOaTh anpuopu v, CJie0BaTeIbHO,
MOXXHO OCO3HaTb HIPU PacCMOTPEHMM, SIBIISIETCS
JIVI JEVICTBVIE >KeJIaeMbIM VI HeoOXoouMBbIM. Bot
royeMy OHV HeoOsi3aTeJIbHO OyIyT [IeVICTBUTeIb-
HBIMM IPUYMHAMI COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO JeVICTBISL.
VIx BO3MOXHO, €CjIiM 3TO BOOOIIE BO3MOYXXHO, IIO-
3HATb TOJIIBKO ANOCHEPUOPU.

2. IlpnanHBI 1 OCHOBaHMS,
miin O caMooOMaHe KaK CJIeICTBUM
HaIllero He3HaHMsI

B mpempimymem maparpade ObUIO ITOKa3aHO,
uro ckenTuimsM KaHTa B OTHOIIeHUM 3HaHWA
MOpPaJIbHOV ITPUYMHHOCTY HEVICTBUW IIO CYIIle-
CTBY 00YCJIOBJIeH paMKaM ero KpUTU4ecKon u-
nococpum. Ecimt Oer oH xoTesr m30eXaTh CBsi3aH-
HBIX C 3TUM OrpPaHWYEeHWVl, eMy IIPUILIOCh Obl
70O OTKa3aTbCd OT CBOEro IOHSTUS ITO3HAHWSA
KaK MBIIIJIeHNs], HalleJIeHHOrO Ha co3epliaTellb-
HO BOCITpPMHVIMaeMEble SIBJIeHVIs, JI0O OTBEPTrHYTh
IIpeITIoIoKeHVe O TOM, YTO CBODOIHOe oIrperierie-
HMe BOJIVI He MOXeT ObITh ITO3HaHO co3epIiaTeslb-
Ho. OfiHa TOJIBKO KOHULEMIIVS KpUTHUIecKon du-
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Tatsdchlich ware alles andere widersinnig.
Allein die Vorstellung, dass die Ursachen, war-
um es zu einer Handlung kommt, von den Griin-
den, warum wir diese Handlung angestrebt ha-
ben, abweichen kdénnen, macht sie zu verschiede-
nen Erkenntnisgegenstdnden. Daran dndert sich
auch nichts, wenn man annimmt, dass zwischen
Handeln und dem Haben von Griinden oder In-
tentionen ein begrifflicher Zusammenhang be-
steht. Es mag zwar sein, dass das Haben einer
Absicht respektive eines Grundes, um dessen
willen wir etwas tun wollen, notwendig ist, um
tiberhaupt sinnvoll von einer Handlung spre-
chen konnen. Aber das schlief3t nicht aus, dass
eine Verhaltensweise, die jemand prima facie we-
gen eines bestimmten Grundes angestrebt zu
haben schien, letzten Endes durch andere Ur-
sachen ausgelost wurde. Kant hat daher durch-
aus Recht, wenn er annimmt, dass Intentionen
oder Handlungsgriinde zwar a priori einsehbar
sind und mithin zusammen mit der Erwagung,
ob eine Handlung gewollte oder gesollte ist, be-
wusst gemacht werden konnen. Deswegen bil-
den sie aber nicht zwingend die realen Ursachen
der entsprechenden Handlung. Diese konnen,
wenn {iberhaupt, nur a posteriori erkannt werden.

2. Ursachen und Griinde oder: Uber
Selbsttiuschung als Folge unserer
Unkenntnis

Im vorangegangenen Abschnitt wurde deut-
lich, dass Kants Skeptizismus beziiglich der
Kenntnis der moralischen Verursachung von
Handlungen im Wesentlichen mit den Rahmen-
bedingungen seiner kritischen Philosophie ge-
geben ist. Hétte er die damit verbundenen Re-
striktionen vermeiden wollen, so hitte er ent-
weder seinen Begriff von Erkenntnis als ein auf
anschaulich erfahrbare Erscheinungen gerichte-
tes Denken preisgeben oder die Annahme fal-
len lassen miissen, dass die freie Bestimmung
des Willens nicht anschaulich erfahren werden



nocodum 1perocrasisier KaHTy CVIIBHOE, XOTS
¥ HeraTMBHOE, OCHOBAaHVE CUNTATh YeJIOBeYecKoe
CaMOITO3HaHVe Or PaHMYEHHBIM.

ITommmo storo, y KaHTa TakKe eCTb 1 IIOJIOXKM-
TeJIbHBIE OCHOBAHMIS [JIsI CBOETO Te3uca 00 orpa-
HVYeHNVI, KOTOPBIE BBIPa’KaIOTCS B €r0 IICVIXOJIO-
IVMYeCKMX B3DVIsaxX. Tak, Harpumep, B OIperie-
JIeHHOM OTpbIBKe KaHT IuarHocTupyer y uesiose-
Ka CTpeMJIeHVe K caMOOOMaHY, KOTOpOe YCWIIVBa-
€TCs ero CKJIOHHOCTBIO K camorttoowro. Ho rmouemy
KaHT mpunmiceiBaeT 4eioBeKy Takoe cTpeMyIeHe?
DTO TIOIPOCTY PacKpbIBaeT €ro TPe3BBIV B3IJISL,
Ha Halll OMOJIOrMYecKmii BUJL WV BCE JKe VIMeeT
MecTO Oosiee TI1yOOKO€e ITOHVIMaHVe TOro, Kak BO3-
HVKaeT 3TO cTpeMsieHne? [Ipyrumu cioBamu, Ka-
KOBO 3HA4eHVIe YeJIOBEeUeCKOro CTpeMJIEHMS K ca-
MoOoOMaHy B KaHTOBCKOM IIOHVMAHWV MOPaIbHO-
T'O OTHOIIIEHNS YeJloBeKa K caMoMy cebe?

YTOoOBI MPOSICHNUTE 3TM BOIIPOCHI, 5 XOTesla Obl
Oostee TI0IPOOHO MCCITEIOBATh TO, KaK 3TOT IICH-
XOJIOTVIYECKMVI [IIarHO3 COOTHOCUTCSI C PacCMo-
TPEeHHBIMIU B IIpebIIylneM IHaparpade coodpa-
JKEHWSIMY, CBSI3aHHBIMM ¢ KaHTOBCKOW TPaHCIIeH-
neHTaIbHOM (pvtocodpmernt. PaccmoTpmum HeMHO-
ro moxpoOHee IIPOIUTVIPOBAHHBIV BBIIIE OTPHI-
BOK 13 BTOPOro paszesia «OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMISL. ..»,
rie KaHT roBoput o cTpeMiieHMM K caMOOOMaHY,
BBI3BAHHOM HaIllell CKJIOHHOCTBIO K ceDOsutroOmro.
KJtroueBovt OTpBIBOK ITIACHT:

ITpaBma, MHOrOA MOXET CIIYYMUTBCS, YTO IIPU
CTpOXKamIleM VCHBITaHUM caMux ceOs Mbl He
BCTpeYaeM HMYEero, 4Yro, HMOMMMO MOPaJIbHOTO
OCHOBaHWM:I [10JIra, MOTJIO ObI OKa3aThCsl HACTOIIb-
KO MOTYIIIeCTBEHHBIM, YTOOBI ITIOOYAUTE K TOMY
WIV APYToMy I0OpOMy IeVICTBUIO 1 CTOJIb Be-
JIMKOVI JKePTBE; OJHAKO OTCIOa HMKAK HeJIb3s C
YBEPEHHOCTBIO 3aKJIIOUNTh, YTO HEeVICTBUTEILHO
HVKAKOVI TavHBIVI CTUMYJI ceOsUTIo0MS — TOJIBKO
TI0JT BUAVIMOCTBIO TOVI MIIeu — He ObUT HacTOSIIeN
OIIpeIeIAIOIIeV IIPUYMHOW BOJIN; MBI XK€, BMeCTO
Hee, OXOTHO JIBCTMM ce0e JIOKHO BMeHsIeMbIM
Oostee OTaropoIHBIM MOOYOMUTEIPHBIM OCHOBa-
HUeM, a Ha caMOM Jiejle JaXke IyTeM CTpoyKavi-
IIIero VCIIBITaHMS HUKOITA He MOXeM BIIOJIHe
PackpbITh TaviHble MOTMBBLI, IIOTOMY UTO KOIZa
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kann. Allein sein Konzept kritischer Philosophie
liefert Kant einen starken, wenn auch nur nega-
tiven Grund, das menschliche Selbstwissen fiir
begrenzt zu halten.

Nun hat Kant daneben auch positive Griin-
de fiir seine Begrenztheitsthese, welche in sei-
nen psychologischen Ansichten zum Ausdruck
kommen. So diagnostiziert Kant dem Menschen
beispielsweise an einer bestimmten Stelle eine
durch seine Neigung zur Selbstliebe verstark-
te Tendenz zur Selbsttduschung. Doch weswe-
gen schreibt Kant dem Menschen eine solche
Tendenz zu? Kommt darin einfach seine ntich-
terne Sicht auf unsere Spezies zum Vorschein,
oder steckt womoglich auch ein tieferes Ver-
standnis, wie es zu dieser Tendenz kommt, da-
hinter? Welchen Stellenwert hat, anders gefragt,
die menschliche Tendenz zur Selbsttduschung
innerhalb von Kants Verstdndnis tiber das mora-
lische Selbstverhiltnis des Menschen?

Um diese Fragen zu kldren, mochte ich ge-
nauer untersuchen, in welchem Verhiltnis die-
se psychologische Diagnose zu den im vorigen
Abschnitt erorterten, mit Kants Transzendental-
philosophie verbundenen Uberlegungen steht.
Betrachten wir dazu die oben kurz zitierte Stelle
aus dem zweiten Abschnitt der Grundlegung et-
was eingehender, in der Kant auf die durch un-
sere Neigung zur Selbstliebe geforderte Tendenz
zur Selbsttduschung zu sprechen kommt. Die
entscheidende Passage lautet:

[E]s ist bisweilen zwar der Fall, daf$ wir bei
der scharfsten Selbstpriifung gar nichts antref-
fen, was aufler dem moralischen Grunde der
Pflicht méchtig genug hitte sein konnen, uns zu
dieser oder jener guten Handlung und so gro-
fer Aufopferung zu bewegen; es kann aber da-
raus gar nicht mit Sicherheit geschlossen wer-
den, daf8 wirklich gar kein geheimer Antrieb
der Selbstliebe unter der blofien Vorspiegelung
jener Idee die eigentlich bestimmende Ursache
des Willens gewesen sei, daftir wir denn ger-
ne uns mit einem uns fdlschlich angemafiten
edlern Bewegungsgrunde schmeicheln, in der
That aber selbst durch die angestrengteste Prii-
fung hinter die geheimen Triebfedern niemals
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MBI TOBOPVIM O MOPAJIbHOV II€HHOCTH, TO CyIIle-
CTBEHHBI He JIeVICTBVSI, KOTOPbIe MBI BUIVIM, HO
BHYTPEHHVE IIPVHIINIIBI IeVICTBUVI, KOTOPBIX MBI
He BuamM (AA 04, S. 407; KarT, 19973, c. 101).

3mece KaHT onmceiBaeT XOpOIIO WM3BECTHBIV
dpeHOMeEH: TIOf, BIIMSTHVEM «CTUMYJIa cebsoous»
JIIOV CKJIOHHBI IIPUIINCBIBATh MOpaJIbHbBIE IIPU-
YMHBI AEVICTBUSIM, IS COBEPIIEHMS KOTOPBIX Y
HUX ObUT OBI ¥ BCAKUM JIPYTOVI TOBOM. BosHmMKa-
€T BOIIPOC: KaKyI0 (PYHKIIVIO UIpaeT HaIlOMVHa-
Hue 00 3TOM sBJIeHUM B paccyxmeHmsix Kanra?
OG111en3BecTHO, YTO CKJIOHHOCTD K ITOJI0OHOMY ca-
MOOOMaHy WHOIZa MellaeT JIFOASM pacIliO3HaTh
CBOV VICTIHHBIE MOTVMBBI I T€M CaMbIM IO phIBa-
eT MX CTpeMJIeHVe K CAMOIIO3HAHMIO, 11 3TO ObUIO
M3BECTHO yKe B 310Xy paHHero HoBoro BpemeHnn
(cm. 00 atom: Garrett, 2017). [TosToMy B KaHTOBEI-
YeCKMX VICCIIEOBAHMSIX WHOTZA BBICKA3bIBAETCS
MHeHMe, 4YTo KaHT onmpaeTcs MMeHHO Ha TaKwe
TICUIXOJIOTMYecKyie KOHIIeTIIINY, KOTr/ia IIpesriosia-
raeT, 4TO Hallle CaMOIIO3HaHWe IIPVHIIMIINAIBHO
orpanndeHo (Longuenesse, 2017, p. 231; Emundyts,
2017, p. 195—196).

Ha Mot B3I1si/1, TOr0 HEIOCTATOYHO, IIOTOMY
uTO IIpyM OIvDKaviIeM pacCMOTPEeHWMY IPOLUTHU-
POBAHHBIV OTPBIBOK IIpeJyIaraeT HeCKOJIBKO VIHOE
oIperiesieHVIe B3aVIMOCBS3V1 MEXK/IY OrPaHUeHHO-
CTBIO YeJIOBeUecKOro CaMOITO3HaH: 1 Habioiae-
MBIM CTpeMJIeHMeM K camooOmany. KaHT, mo-su-
AVIMOMY, TIOJIaraeT, 9To B TeX CJIydasx, Korja He-
BO3MOXXHO pacrio3HaTh HeMOpaJIbHble ITPUYMHBI
COOCTBEHHBIX IEVICTBUI, IIOBBIIIAETCS IIperpac-
MIOJIOKEHHOCTD K JIeCTHOMY camMooOMany®. ITpern-
rojlaraeMoe OCHOBaHVe Halllero CTpeMJIeHMs K

¢ Dra VHTEepIIpeTaly:d OCHOBaHa Ha ITPEeaITIOJIOXEHN,

YTO 3a BBIPa’KEHIEM «IJI UeTr0» He CJleflyeT OTHOCUTEIIb-
HOe IIpeIoXKeHwe, a CKopee VICIIONIb3yeTCsl BhIpakeHue
B CMBICJIE «BMECTO Hee», IIpellHa3Ha4YeHHOe UL BBelle-
HWSI HOBOTO BBICKA3bIBaHVSA. DTO IIPEAIIOIOXKeHVIe IIOM-
TBepKIaeTcs TeM (PaKTOM, UTO IJIAroJI «JIBCTUTh» yXKe B
XVIII B. coueraricst He ¢ ipepyioroM «fiir / misi», a ¢ mpen-
JIOTOM «mit / ¢», IO3TOMY OTHOCUTEJIbHAS CBA3b C «IJIA
uvero / wofiir» Geuta Obl HexapakrepHOV. Kpome Toro,
KaHT yTBepKIaeT, YTO 37eCh MBI JILCTUM ceDe «IOXKHO
BMeHseMBbIM 0oJiee 0JIaropoIHBIM II00YANTETEHBIM OCHO-
BaHMEM».
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vollig kommen konnen, weil, wenn vom mo-
ralischen Werthe die Rede ist, es nicht auf die
Handlungen ankommt, die man sieht, sondern
auf jene inneren Principien derselben, die man
nicht sieht (GMS, AA 04, S. 407).

Kant beschreibt hier ein weithin bekanntes
Phianomen: Unter dem , Antrieb der Selbstlie-
be” tendieren Menschen dazu, sich moralische
Griinde fiir Handlungen zuzuschreiben, die
zu tun sie auch mancherlei anderen Anlass ge-
habt hitten. Die Frage stellt sich: Welche Funk-
tion hat die Erinnerung an dieses Phdnomen in
Kants Uberlegungen? Dass die Neigung zu sol-
chen Selbsttdauschungen Menschen gelegentlich
daran hindert, ihre wahren Motivationen zu er-
kennen, und dadurch ihr Streben nach Selbst-
erkenntnis unterminiert, ist ein Gemeinplatz,
und das war es auch schon in der frithen Neu-
zeit (vgl. dazu Garrett, 2017). In der Kant-For-
schung wird daher gelegentlich auch angenom-
men, dass es solche psychologischen Auffas-
sungen wdren, auf die sich Kant stiitzt, wenn er
annimmt, dass unser Selbstwissen grundsitz-
lich beschrankt ist (Longuenesse, 2017, S. 231;
Emundts, 2017, S. 195-196).

Das ist m.E. zu kurz gegriffen, denn bei ge-
nauerer Betrachtung legt der zitierte Passus eine
etwas andere Verhdltnisbestimmung zwischen
der Begrenztheit menschlichen Selbstwissens
und der beobachteten Tendenz zur Selbsttiu-
schung nahe. Kant scheint anzunehmen, dass
in Fillen, wo keine nicht-moralischen Ursachen
eigener Handlungen erkennbar sind, die An-
falligkeit fiir schmeichelnde Selbsttduschun-
gen wichst.° Der mutmafiliche Grund fiir unse-

¢ Diese Lesart stiitzt sich auf die Annahme, dass mit
dem Ausdruck ,daftir” kein Relativsatz angeschlossen
wird, sondern der Ausdruck im Sinne von , stattdessen”
verwendet wird und eine neue Aussage einleiten soll.
Fiir diese Annahme wiederum spricht, dass das Verb
,schmeicheln” schon im 18. Jahrhundert nicht mit ,fiir”,
sondern mit , mit” kombiniert wurde, weswegen ein Re-
lativanschluss mit , wofiir” atypisch wire. Zudem gibt
Kant an, dass wir uns hier , mit einem uns filschlich
angemafiten edleren Bewegungsgrunde” schmeicheln
(Hervorhebung U.R.).



camMoobMaHy, TakM oOpa3oM, OyfieT 1o KpariHen
Mepe YacTUYHO SHVCTeMUYeCcKNM 10 CBOeVl IIpu-
porie: MBI CKJIOHHBI K caMOOOMaHY, IIOTOMY 4YTO B
KOHEUYHOM MTOre He yBepPeHbI B ICTMHHBIX ITPUYN-
Hax HaIVX JeVICTBUVL, M 9TOT HeIOCTATOK MBI, CO-
1acHo KaHTy, KOMIeHCHpyeM «OXOTHO... JIOKHO
BMeHsieMbIM Oostee OJIaropomHBIM ITOOYAMTEIb-
HBIM OCHOBaHMeM». Eciii Takas MHTepIpeTanus
BepHa, TO, corrlacHo KaHTy, CKJIOHHOCTh K caMo-
oOMaHy sBJIsIeTCs CJIeACTBUEM VUIVI CYIMIITOMOM
IPVHIINIIVAJIBHOIO OrpaHMYeHMs Halllero caMo-
IIO3HaHS, a He ero NepBOHPUYIHON.

DTO HaBOOWUT Ha JPYyTOV BOIIPOC: IIOYEMY Ke
JIIOMY BOOOIIe CKJIOHHBI KOMIIEHCHPOBaTh He3Ha-
HIe TPUYMH COOCTBEHHBIX HEVICTBU, KaK CKa-
3aHO B ILIMTaTe, IIOCPEACTBOM JIOXKHO BMEHSeMOro
1oOyauTesIbHOro ocHoBaHMsA? KaHT He JaeT oTBe-
Ta Ha 3TOT Borpoc. Ho, Ha Moi1 B3mIdA, ecTh [1Ba
BO3MOXKHBIX, JTOTIOJTHSIIOIIVX JIPYT Apyra o0bsacHe-
H1s. Bo-TIepBbIX, MBI IOJDKHBI yUeCThb, UYTO CyOBeK-
TBI MOPaJIBHBIX AEVICTBUVI He SIBJISIOTCS M3Hadaslb-
HO Tak>XXe U CKeIITMKaMM B KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIE.
CrreoBaTesIbHO, JIaXke eCyIivt KTO-TO OCO3HaeT CBOe
He3HaHVe IPUYMHHOCTY IEeVICTBUS, OH He O0s-
3aTeJIbHO GyneT OCO3HaBaTh, YTO OH IIO KpaviHen
Mepe MOXKeT 3HaTb HeMOpaJIbHble ITPUYMHBI CBO-
MIX JIeVICTBUVI, U1 TIO3TOMY OH OyzeT 4yBCTBOBaThb
ce0s1 BIIpaBe MpVBJIeYb B KadeCcTBe IIPUUMH CBOV
MopaJIbHble yOeXXIeHMsl.

Bo-BTOpBIX, Kak OBUIO CKa3aHO B IIEPBOM pasfie-
jle, Mbl, 10 MHeHMI0 KaHTa, B IpuHIINIIE IMeeM
ZIOCTYII K HalllMM HamepeHMsIM. briaromaps cro-
COOHOCTM TpaHCIEeH/IeHTAJIbHOV allllepLerIinin
MBI 3HaeM, 4TO MBI XOTVM JieJIaTh, YTO Mbl HaMepe-
HBI IeJIaTh VIV UTO, IIO HallleMy MHEeHWIO, JOJDKHO
OBITH CIIeJIaHO, VI TO IIPOVICXOIIUT €CTeCTBEHHBIM
oOpa3oM 1 0e3 HeoOXOIMMOCTY O0paIaThcs K Ka-
KMM-I00 JoKaszareberBaM. To, uTo Har HaMme-
PpeHVs ¥ OCHOBaHWs JeVICTBUV JOCTYITHBI HaM Ta-
KVIM 00pa30M HEIIOCPENCTBEHHO U alIpyOpY, MeX-
11y TeM He IIpeJIiojlaraeT — COIVIaCHO IIpefiarae-
MOV MIHTEpPITpeTaly KaHTOBCKOVI TpaHCIEeHIeH-
TaJILHOV allllepIIeNny, — YTO Halllii HaMepeHMs
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re Tendenz zur Selbsttduschung wire demnach
mindestens teilweise epistemischer Natur: Wir
neigen zur Selbsttdauschung, weil wir beziiglich
der realen Ursachen unserer Handlungen letz-
ten Endes im Ungewissen sind, welchen Man-
gel wir, so Kant, ,gerne mit einem uns félsch-
lich angemafiten edleren Bewegungsgrunde”
kompensieren. Wenn diese Lesart stimmt, dann
ist nach Kant der Hang zur Selbsttauschung eine
Folge oder ein Symptom der grundsétzlichen Be-
grenztheit unseres Selbstwissens, und nicht des-
sen priméare Ursache.

Das legt eine weitere Uberlegung nahe: Wa-
rum, so fragt es sich, tendieren Menschen denn
tiberhaupt dazu, ihr Nichtwissen beziiglich der
Ursachen ihrer Handlungen in der skizzierten
Weise durch filschlich angemafite Bewegungs-
griinde zu kompensieren? Kant gibt auf die-
se Frage keine Antwort. Doch es gibt m.E. zwei
mogliche, einander ergdnzende Antworten. Ers-
tens miissen wir uns hier vergegenwartigen,
dass Subjekte moralischer Handlungen nicht
von vornherein auch kantische Skeptiker sind.
Auch wenn sich daher jemand seiner Unkennt-
nis beziiglich der Verursachung einer Handlung
bewusst wird, wird er sich nicht unbedingt auch
schon dartiiber im Klaren sein, dass er hochstens
die nicht-moralischen Ursachen seiner Handlun-
gen kennen kann, und er wird sich daher befugt
fithlen, seine moralischen Uberzeugungen als
Ursachen heranzuziehen.

Dazu kommt zweitens, dass wir ja nach
Kant, wie im ersten Abschnitt festgestellt wur-
de, grundsitzlich Zugang zu unseren Intentio-
nen haben. Wir wissen dank der Fihigkeit der
transzendentalen Apperzeption, was wir tun
wollen, zu tun beabsichtigen oder fiir gesollt er-
achten, und das in selbstverstidndlicher Weise
und ohne, dass wir dazu irgendwelche Eviden-
zen konsultieren miissten. Dass uns unsere In-
tentionen und Handlungsgriinde in dieser Wei-
se direkt und a priori zugdnglich sind, setzt in-
des — gemaifd der vorgeschlagenen Lesart von
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BCerjia JaHbl HaM B dOopMe aKTyaJIbHOIO CO3Ha-
HVSL. DTO TOJIBKO O3HAYAET, UYTO MBI MOXKEM X cebe
IIPeICTaBUTh, IIPOCTO HAITPABMB Hallle BHUMaHUe
Ha BOITPOC, IIOUYeMy MBI, COOCTBEHHO, XOTVM (XOTe-
1) crernaTh X. CI1ecTBIIeM 3TOTO SIBJISIETCS TO, UTO
MBI, Pa3MBIIIIJISIS O HAIIVX HaMepeHMsIX B X0fIe 00-
CYXXIeHWMsI IIPUYMH JEVICTBIS, TI03HAaeM 3TO coiep-
JKaTeJIbHO: MBI IIpeBpalljaeM JaHHOe HaM, HO He-
gBHOe 3HaHMe B siBHOe. [ToMymo 3TOro, yKasaHve
Ha HaMepeHMs B KaHTOBCKOM KOHTEKCTE MOXXeT
ObITH MHMOPMATUBHBIM U [IJISI PACCMOTPEHMS 13
HepcHeKTUBBI TpeThero jmia. Hamepenus — sto
OCHOBaHMs, B COOTBETCTBVV C KOTOPbIMIU MBI XO-
TUM YTO-TO CHeJIaTh, VI IO TeX II0pP, II0KA MBI IIPW-
HIep>XXMBaeMCsl VHTeJUINTIOeIbHOCTY IIPUYMHHO-
CTU HEVICTBUVI IIOCPEICTBOM CBOOOIIHOIrO BOJIEO-
penesIeHs, STV OCHOBAaHMS MOI'YT II0 KpariHen
Mepe CUMUTATHbCS BO3MOXHBIMM HPUYMHAMMU 11
IPEeaITPUHATHIX JeVICTBUIA.

CyMMupys 3TM JBa MOMEHTa, MbI MOXeM, CJIe-
JIOBaTeJIbHO, yTBepXKJaTh, uTo, 1o MHeHmio Kan-
Ta, BO BpeMsl pa3MBbIIUIEHVSI O BO3MOXHBIX IIPW-
gyyHaxX COOCTBEHHBIX IEVICTBUII MOXET OKa3aTh-
Cs1 BeCbMa II0JIe3HBIM CIIPOCUTD Ce0sl, Yero xoueT-
C4 VIJIVI Yero XOTEeJIOCh, TaXke eCJIv B XOJe 3TOro u
He HaveTcsl yoeauTesibHOro oobsacHeHms. OnHa-
KO C 3TMM CBsI3aHaA ¥ OIpeaesieHHast OIlacHOCTh,
IIOTOMY 4TO, KakK IlokasbiBaeT KaHT B mponuru-
POBAHHOM BBIIIEe OTPBIBKE, TAKOe pasMBbIILICHVE
MOXET IIPEBPATUTBHCS B PaLIMOHAJIN3VPYIOLIYO
dopmy camMoHaJeTHHOCTY, KOTOpasi KOMIIeHCHPY-
eT IIPMHIIMIIVIaJIbHOe He3HaHe BMeCTO TOro, YTo-
OBl IIpM3HABATH €r0, KOI7ia MbI MHVIM, UYTO OOJIa/1a-
€M MOPaJIbHOCTBIO, O KOTOPOV MBI B IIPMHITNIIEe He
MoXeM 3HaThb. VI, cormacno KanTy, aTa onmacHOCThL
peasibHa, IIOCKOJIBKY MBI V3-3a HaIlleyl CKJIOHHO-
CTV K ceOsTIo0NMIO0 «OXOTHO» BOCIIPVHVIMAEM BO3-
MOKHOCTB TaKVX PasMbIILIJICHIL.

Ocraetcs BoIpoc, KaKk MOXHO IIPOTVMBOCTOATH
3TON oIacHocT. MoXeT jii IoMoub caMasi Iep-
Basi KAHTOBCKasI 3aII0BeIb BCEX OOSI3aHHOCTEN I1e-
pen cammm coboV1, COrIacHO KOTOPOV TO, UYTO OH
HasbIBaeT MOPaJIbHBIM CaMOITO3HaHVIEM, COCTaBJIsI-
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Kants transzendentaler Apperzeption — nicht
voraus, dass unsere Absichten uns stets in Form
eines okkurrenten Bewusstseins gegenwirtig
sind. Es bedeutet nur, dass wir sie uns, allein in-
dem wir die Aufmerksamkeit auf die Frage rich-
ten, warum wir eigentlich x tun woll(t)en, verge-
genwirtigen konnen. Das hat zur Folge, dass wir
es, wenn wir im Zuge einer Auseinandersetzung
mit den Ursachen einer Handlung auf unsere In-
tentionen reflektieren, als gehaltvoll erfahren:
Wir machen ein uns gegebenes, aber implizites
Wissen explizit. Im kantischen Kontext kann zu-
dem die Angabe von Intentionen auch fiir eine
Betrachtung aus drittpersonaler Perspektive in-
formativ sein. Intentionen sind Griinde dafiir,
etwas tun zu wollen, und solange wir an der In-
telligibilitdt einer Verursachung von Handlun-
gen durch freie Willensbestimmung festhalten,
konnen diese Griinde mindestens als mogliche
Ursachen fiir vollzogene Handlungen gelten.
Diese beiden Punkte zusammenfassend kon-
nen wir daher festhalten, dass es nach Kant beim
Nachdenken tiber mogliche Ursachen eigener
Handlungen zwar durchaus sinnvoll sein kann,
sich zu fragen, was man will oder wollte, auch
wenn man dadurch nie eine abschliefiende Er-
klarung finden wird. Allerdings ist damit auch
eine Gefahr verbunden, denn solches Nachden-
ken kann, wie Kant es im oben zitierten Passus
vorfiihrt, in eine rationalisierende und das prin-
zipielle Unwissen kompensierende, statt dieses
anerkennende, Form der Selbstvergewisserung
umschlagen, wo wir im Besitze einer Morali-
tdt zu sein wahnen, von der wir grundsétzlich
kein Wissen haben konnen. Und diese Gefahr
ist nach Kant eine reale, da wir die Moglichkeit
zu solchen Rationalisierungen aufgrund unserer
Neigung zur Selbstliebe , gerne” wahrnehmen.
Die Frage bleibt, wie dieser Gefahr begegnet
werden kann. Konnte allenfalls Kants erstes Ge-
bot aller Pflichten gegen sich selbst, wonach eine,
wie er es nennt, moralische Selbsterkenntnis den
Anfang aller moralischen Selbstverstandigung



€T HavyaJIo BCSIKOT'O MOPaJIbHOIO CAMOITOHVIMAaHS?
51 mymaro, 4TO 114, HO TOJIBKO eCJIV 3Ty 3alloBellb
TpaKTOBaTh OIpefieJieHHbIM o0pa3oM. IlosTomy
B CJIeflyIoIIeM paszeile HeoOxomyMo Oosiee mom-
POOHO paccMOTpeTh, UTO MMeHHO TpebyeT KaHT B
3TOVI 3aIIOBEIN.

3. MopasibHOe caMONIO3HaHWe,
v O ToMm, uTO (e11e) BKIIOUaeT B celst
3amoBeIb MCC/IeI0BaHMS cepalia

B § 14 cBoero «2TmMueckoro yueHms o0 31eMeH-
Tax» KaHT Tak dopMymmpyeT IepByio 3aIoBelb
BCex 00sI3aHHOCTeV TTepert caMmM coOoTT:

...TI03Ha (MCCIIeMY T, VICITBITYVI) CaMOTO ceDst
He II0 TBoeMy (PU3MUeCKOMY COBEepIIeHCTBY... a
II0 MOPaJIbHOMY COBEpIIeHCTBY B OTHOILIEHWNU
TBOEro jojira — IIO3HaVl CBoe cepjilie: J100poe
JIVL OHO WJIN 3JI0€, YVCT JIVI ICTOYHVK TBOVIX JIeVi-
CTBUVI VIV HET ¥ UTO MOXeT OBITb BMEHEHO ca-
MOMY 4YeJIOBeKy WM KaK M3HadaJIbHO HpUCYyIIiee
ero cyOcTaHIIVM, WIV KaK IIPOM3BOIHOe (IIp1oo-
peTeHHOe WM HaXWToe) M, ObITh MOXeT, Ipu-
HaJIJIEXUT K MOpaJIbHOMY cocTosiHmio (AA 06,
S. 441; Kanr, 2019, c. 155).

V1 oH yTBepXXHaeT, 4TO 3TO «MOpaIbHOE CaMo-
IIO3HaHMe», KaK OH TaKXKe HasbIBaeT 3Ty CaMyIO
dyHAaMEeHTaIBHYIO 113 BCeX 00sI3aHHOCTEV, KOTO-
past TpeOyeT «IIpOHMKATh B TPYIHOVCCIIEyeMble
m1youHsl (0e3nHY) cepalia», eCcTh «Hadaslo BCAKON
yeJIoBeuecKor MyIpocTi» (TaM xe).

DTOT OTPBIBOK TpedyeT WHTepIIpeTaruy IIo
HECKOJIBKVM IIpr4uHaM. [Ipexie Bcero BO3HU-
KaeT BOIIPOC, KaKoe II03HaHMe 371eck TpebyeTcs. B
3TON CBA3M TpedyeTcs IMPOSICHUTH [1Ba MOMEHTa.
Bo-1iepBbIX, HEOOXOAMMO CIIPOCUTBH, KAaKOro pofa
codepxanue KaHT mMeer B Buay. beccriopHO TO,
YTO peub MAeT O MO3HAHWMM OIlpeesieHN 1, KOTo-
pble OTHOCSITCSI K «MOPAJIBHOMY COCTOSIHMIO» Hac
cammix. Ho sBjIsIfoTCs JI1 3TU onipeiesieH s VHIN-
BUIyaJIbHBIMM XapaKTepUCTUKaMI VIV MOpalb-
HO 3HAYMMBIMM acTIeKTaMU Yc.106u ueso0beuecko2o
cywecmbBobanus? CBeneHUs, INIpenoCcTaBiIsieMble
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bildet, Abhilfe schaffen? Ich denke ja, allerdings
nur, wenn dieses Gebot in einer ganz bestimm-
ten Weise verstanden wird. Im folgenden Ab-
schnitt soll daher genauer untersucht werden,
was Kant damit genau fordert.

3. Moralische Selbsterkenntnis oder:
Was das Gebot zur Erforschung des
Herzens (auch noch) beinhaltet

Im § 14 seiner ethischen Elementarlehre for-
muliert Kant das erste Gebot aller Pflichten ge-
gen sich selbst wie folgt:

Erkenne (erforsche, ergriinde) dich selbst
nicht nach deiner physischen Vollkommenheit
[...], sondern nach der moralischen in Bezie-
hung auf deine Pflicht — dein Herz —, ob es
gut oder bose sei, ob die Quelle deiner Hand-
lungen lauter oder unlauter, und was entweder
als urspriinglich zur Substanz des Menschen
gehorend, oder als abgeleitet (erworben oder
zugezogen) ihm selbst zugerechnet werden
kann und zum moralischen Zustand gehoren
mag (MS, AA 06, S. 441).

Und er hilt fest, dass diese ,,moralische Selbst-
erkenntnis”, wie er diese grundlegendste aller
Pflichten auch nennt, welche in ,die schwerer zu
ergriindenden Tiefen (Abgrund) des Herzens zu
dringen” verlange, ,aller menschlichen Weisheit
Anfang” sei (ibid.).

Diese Passage ist in mehrfacher Hinsicht in-
terpretationsbediirftig. Allem voran stellt sich
die Frage, was fiir eine Erkenntnis hier gefordert
ist. Dazu sind zwei Punkte zu kldren. Erstens
fragt sich, welche Art von Inhalten Kant vor Au-
gen hat. Sicher ist, dass es um die Erkenntnis von
Bestimmungen geht, die ,zum moralischen Zu-
stand” von uns selbst gehoren. Doch sind diese
Bestimmungen individuelle Eigenschaften, oder
sind es moralisch relevante Aspekte der condi-
tio humana? Kants Auskunft weist in beide Rich-
tungen zugleich. Erkennen sollen wir entweder,
was ,urspriinglich zur Substanz des Menschen”



V. Penrg

KanToM, ykasbIBaroT OHOBpeMeHHO Ha oba Ha-
npasjieHns. MbI JOJDKHBI TI03HATh JIMOO TO, YTO
«M3HA4aJIbHO IPVHAJIEKNUT CyOCTaHIIMN YesIo-
BeKa», JIM0O TO, UTO MOXXHO «BBIBECTVI» M3 DTOIO C
y4eTOM HaIlIMX VHAVBYIYaIbHO Pa3/INyalonxXcs
IIpeIpacIIoyIoKeHHOCTe K AeVicTBrIo. KaHToBcKkoe
«J100... T0O» B 3TOM MecTe MOKeT BBECTHU B 3a-
Ory>xnieHne. BosHMKaeT Borpoc: mTak, uTo s H0JI-
JKeH 1103HaTh? Celst 1 CBOVI JIMYHbBIE CJTad0CTM VI
CBOIO YeJIOBEYHOCTH! MeX/Iy TeM He CIlefiyeT IIpu-
JaBaTh CJIVIIIKOM OOJIBIIION BeC 3TOMY pas3jIndmIo,
IOCKOJIBKY, eciin KaHT, B cyliHOCTH, o3aboueH
TeM, YTOOBI MBI IIPU3HAIV HaIlM VHAVBUIYalb-
HBble CBOVICTBA «IIPOVM3BOAHBIMI» OT CyOCTaHIIMM
4esIoBeKa, 3TO «INOO... T100» JOIKHO IIpeKae Bce-
O yKasbIBaTh Ha TO, UTO IIPY CJIeIOBaHWVI TIepBOT
3aroBey BO3MOXXHO PacCTaBUTBh pa3jIMuHble aK-
LIEHTHL. B 3aBMCMOCTI OT KOHKPETHOVI CUTYyallUM
B IIeHTPe BHMMAaHMS MHOTa HaXOOWMTCS ITO3HAHVe
o0IIieuesioBeYecKX XapaKTepuUCTUK, MHOrga —
IIpV3HaHMe TOTO, YTO YeJIOBEK OITpeiesIsieTCsl MU
B CBOVIX MBICJISIX, YYBCTBAX U JIEVICTBUSIX.
Bo-BTOpBIX, BO3HMKAET BOIIPOC 0 (popme HeOb-
xogumMoro camonosHaHus. Tpebyer mm KanTt B
COOTBETCTBUIM C IIEPBOV 3allOBeIbI0 HEWTpaslb-
HOIo, OEe3JIMYHOro IIO3HAHWMS Ye/IOBEUYeCKMX Xa-
PaKTEPUCTUK, TO €CTh TOrO, YTOOBI aHTPOIIOJIO-
rudecKyie 3HaHMS M3 BTOPBIX PYK TakKXke OTBeva-
7 3TOMY TpeboBaHMIO? VI OH cKOpee MMeeT B
By IIO3HaHMe OT IIepBOro JIMIla U B OIIpefiesieH-
HOM CMBbICiIe HeflokasyeMoe? OOa Borrpoca, Bepo-
saTHO, BaxkHEI 11 KanTa. YTo KacaeTcsa HoHATHI,
C IIOMOIIBIO KOTOPBIX OIVCHIBAETCSl «CyOCTaH-
1S YeJIoBeKa», To, 110 MHeH Mo KaHTa, 3HaHMe OT
TpeThero jinila — B JJaHHOM CJIydae MeTadm3ide-
ckoe — Heobxommmo (O'Hagan, 2009, p. 526, 533).
B TO Xe BpeMs1, KaK 1 B cJIydae ¢ KaTerOpyIecKiM
VIMIIEPATVBOM, OH ITBITAeTCS B IIPOLI T POBAHHOM
OTPBIBKE VICIIOJIb30BaTh PUTOPUKY VMHIVBUIYaIb-
HOro o0parreHms, Korfga nuieT: «[lo3Ham camoeo
cebs... B OTHOIIIEHUV TBOETO JI0Jira — choe cep-
ue» (kypcus Mmont. — V.P). Ilpennosaraercs, 4To,
HeCMOTpSI Ha 3aKpeIUleHVe 3TOV O0s3aHHOCTU
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gehort, oder, was mit Blick auf unsere individu-
ell verschiedenen Handlungsdispositionen da-
raus ,abgeleitet” werden kann. An dieser Aus-
kunft irritiert womoglich Kants ,entweder ...
oder”. Was, so fragt man sich, soll ich nun erken-
nen? Mich und meine personlichen Schwachen
oder meine Menschlichkeit? Man sollte diesen
Unterschied indessen nicht zu stark gewichten.
Denn wenn es Kant im Kern darum geht, dass
wir unsere individuellen Eigenschaften als aus
der Substanz des Menschen ,abgeleitet” erken-
nen sollen, dann diirfte mit diesem ,entweder
... oder” vor allem angedeutet sein, dass in der
Befolgung des ersten Gebots verschiedene Ak-
zentsetzungen denkbar sind. Je nach konkreter
Situation steht manchmal die Erkenntnis allge-
mein-menschlicher Eigenschaften im Zentrum,
manchmal das Eingestdndnis, dass man selbst
in seinem Denken, Fiihlen und Handeln von die-
sen bestimmt ist.

Zweitens stellt sich die Frage nach der Form
der geforderten Selbsterkenntnis. Verlangt Kant
mit dem ersten Gebot eine neutrale, drittperso-
nale Erkenntnis menschlicher Eigenschaften,
derart, dass auch ein anthropologisches Wis-
sen aus zweiter Hand diese Forderung erfuillt?
Oder hat er eher eine erstpersonale und in ge-
wisser Weise unvertretbare Erkenntnis vor Au-
gen? Wahrscheinlich ist fiir Kant beides von Be-
lang. Was die Begriffe tangiert, mit denen die
,Substanz des Menschen” beschrieben wird, so
ist nach Kant ein drittpersonales — in diesem
Fall: metaphysisches — Wissen unverzichtbar
(O’Hagan 2009, S. 526 sowie 533). Gleichzeitig be-
miiht er im zitierten Passus, wie schon bei der
Herleitung des kategorischen Imperativs, eine
Rhetorik der individuellen Ansprache, wenn er
schreibt: ,Erkenne dich selbst, [...] in Beziehung
auf deine Pflicht — dein Herz” (Hervorhebung
UR). Die Vermutung liegt nahe, dass Kant trotz
der Verankerung dieser Pflicht in den Begriffen
seines ethischen Ansatzes auf eine unvertretba-
re Selbsterkenntnis aus ist. Demzufolge geht es



B IIOHSTUSIX CBOEr0 3TUUYECKOro mojxoaa, KaT
CKJIOHSIETCS. K CAMOITO3HAHWIO, He OCYIIIeCTBVIMO-
My HUKeM JIpyruM, KpoMe camoro naausuaa. Co-
OTBETCTBEHHO, I10CJIe YTBEPXKIIEHNS TOV IIepBOV
3amoBeI OH 00EeCIIOKOeH TeM, YTO Ka KIIbIVI UesIo-
BeK B paMKaX Pa3MBIIUIEHSI O MOPasIM BCTYIIUT
B VIHIVIBIIYaJIbHBIVI IIPOLIECC CaMOVICCIIEIOBAHIS
CBOETO ceprria. DTOT IIPOLIECC, XOTSI M JIOJIKEH OCY-
IIECTBIISTHCS B COOTBETCTBUM C KAHTOBCKVIMM IIO-
HATWUSIMY, TeM He MeHee OCTaeTCsl MHIVBUIYaslb-
HBIM VI HECTaHIAPTU3UPYEMBbIM.

Ecriv mpuHSTE 5Ty MHTepIpeTalnio, CTaHO-
BUTCS IIOHSTHBIM He TOJIBKO TO, TIoueMy KaHT pac-
CMaTpuBaeT caMOIIO3HaHVe KaK IIEPBYIO 3aII0Be/Ib,
HO TaKXe TO, TI0YeMy 3TO TpedyeT OT Hac IO3Ha-
HVISL HaIlIVIX VIHAVIBUYaIbHBIX OIIpeeIeHNII KakK
«IIPOVM3BOIHBIX» OT cyOcTaHummM 4YesioBeka. Co-
TJIaCHO 3TOVI 3aIlOBeIl, BCAKNM, KTO XOUeT BUIETh
cebs MOpasIbHBIM CyOBEKTOM, [IOJDKeH CHadasia
Hay4nUThCs pedpireKcrpoBaTh IIOHVIMATh CBOV COO-
CTBeHHBIE CKJIOHHOCTY K IEeVICTBUIO B CBeTe OOIIen
TEPMIHOJIOT VI, BKJIFOYEHHOV B €r0 COOCTBEHHYO
3TUIKY, IIOTOMY YTO TOJIBKO Ha 3TOM (POHE MBI MO-
JKeM MOHSITh, UTO 3TO 3HAUNT — OparTh Ha celdst ca-
MOro 00si3aTeIbCTBA II0 OTHOIIEHWIO K OIIperie-
JIEHHBIM YCTAHOBKaM. B To >xe BpeMmsl, Kak cumTa-
et KanT, 3T0 0ueHb jIMMuHOe 1e710, KOrma 3aroBeb
TpebyeT He IIPOCTO aOCTPAaKTHOI'O YCBOEHMS COOT-
BETCTBYIOIIVX «ITOHSI TV, OTHOCSIIIVIXCS K CYIITHO-
CTVI UeJIOBeKa», a IX KOHKPETHOTI'O VICIIOITb30BaHS
10 OTHOIIIEHUIO K cele.

Tenepr kaHTOBCKOE TpeboOBaHVE K CaMOIIO3Ha-
HVIO B JIONOJIHEHVIE K BBIIIEYTIOMSHYTBIM BOIIPO-
caM, CBSI3aHHBIM C COfIepyKaHVeM, TaK>Ke TIOTHIMa-
eT  (PyHIaMeHTAJIbHYIO IIpo0iIieMy: Ha IepBbIN
B3IJISJT, HEBO3MOXKHO 0003peTh, HaCKOJIBKO COBMe-
CTVIMO C TUIIOTe3011 00 orpaHnYeHN TpeboBaHe
riepBovt 3amoBeayt KaHta o0 TOM, YTO MBI JIOJDKHBI
IBITAThCS VICCJIEIOBATh VI IIO3HABaTh ceOs B OTHO-
IIIeHMY K HalllIM COOCTBEHHBIM MOpaJIbHBIM 00s-
3aHHOCTSIM. B 4acTHOCTM, BO3HMKAeT BOIIPOC, Ka-
KVIM 00pa30M Io3HaHMe COOCTBEHHOrO ceprlia — a
VIMEHHO «I00pOe OHO VUIV 3710€» U «UVICT VJI He
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ihm mit der Etablierung dieses ersten Gebots da-
rum, dass ein jeder Mensch im Rahmen einer Re-
flexion auf Moral in einen individuellen Prozess
der Selbsterforschung seines Herzens eintreten
soll. Dieser Prozess sollte zwar nach Mafigabe
der kantischen Begrifflichkeit, aber dennoch in
einer individuellen und unvertretbaren Art und
Weise erfolgen.

Akzeptiert man diese Lesart, so wird nicht
nur verstindlich, warum Kant Selbsterkennt-
nis als erstes Gebot anspricht, sondern es wird
auch klar, warum dieses von uns verlangt, dass
wir unsere individuellen Bestimmungen als aus
der Substanz des Menschen ,abgeleitet” erken-
nen sollen. Wer sich als moralisches Subjekt be-
greifen will, der muss diesem Gebot zufolge als
Erstes die eigenen Handlungsdispositionen im
Licht der in seiner Ethik vorgeschlagenen allge-
meinen Begrifflichkeit reflektieren und verste-
hen lernen, denn nur vor diesem Hintergrund
konnen wir verstehen, was es heifit, sich selbst
gegeniiber zu bestimmten Einstellungen zu ver-
pflichten. Gleichzeitig ist das nach Kant insofern
eine sehr personliche Angelegenheit, als das Ge-
bot ja nicht einfach die Aneignung der relevan-
ten ,die Substanz des Menschen” betreffenden
Begrifflichkeit in abstracto fordert, sondern deren
konkrete Anwendung auf einen selbst.

Nun wirft Kants Forderung nach Selbster-
kenntnis neben den genannten inhaltlichen Fra-
gen auch ein grundsétzliches Problem auf: Es ist
prima facie nicht absehbar, wie die Forderung von
Kants erstem Gebot, dass wir uns in unserer je
eigenen Beziehung auf die moralischen Pflich-
ten erforschen und zu erkennen suchen soll-
ten, mit der Begrenztheitshypothese vereinbar
ist. Wie, so fragt sich insbesondere, kann Kant
die Erkenntnis des eigenen Herzens — konkret:
,ob es gut oder bose sei” und , die Quelle deiner
Handlungen lauter oder unlauter” — zum Ge-
genstand einer moralischen Forderung machen,
wenn er gleichzeitig der Auffassung ist, dass wir
die moralische Verursachung unseres Handelns



V. Penrg

YUICT MCTOYHMK TBOMX JIEVCTBUT» — KaHT MoXeT
fies1aTh O0BEKTOM MOPaJIbHOIO TpeboBaHMs, ecin
OH B TO K€ BpeMs CUMTAeT, YTO MbI He MOXKeM IIO-
3HaTh MOpPAJIBHYIO IPUYMHHOCTH HaIlero [evi-
CTBUS? DTOT BOIIPOC TeM OoJjlee aKTyaJleH, IIOTO-
My uto KaHT 1 B cBoeM «YueHun o jobponerestm»
MHOTOKPAaTHO HATlOMIMHaeT 00 OrpaHMYeHHOCTV
4eJI0BeYeCKOro 3HaHs, 3aKpellyleHHo eftle B «Oc-
HOBOITOJIO)KEHUTL. . .», TIpr0erasi K Tou ke MeTado-
pe «ceprlia», KOTOPYIO OH VCIOJIb3yeT B OOBsiCHe-
HUY IIePBOVI 3aII0BeIV, IIPOLIUTVPOBAHHOV BBIIIIE.
Tax, oH yxe Bo BBeleHUM K «YueHMIo 0 JoOpore-
TEJIV», Pa3bsiICHSS O0S3aHHOCTh MOPAJIBHOTO Ca-
MOCOBEpIIIeHCTBOBAaHN, OTKa3blBaeT UeJIOBEKY B
BO3MOYKHOCTW «IIPOBUAETh IJIyOVHBI COOCTBEHHO-
O cepyila, YTOOBI OBITEH BIIOJIHE YBEPEHHBIM B U-
CTOTEe CBOVIX MOPaJIbHBIX HAMepeHWI 1 B IO IVH-
HOCTM CBOEr0 YMOHACTPOeHWMsI XOTs Obl B OHOM
TIOCTYIIKeE, [TaKe eCiIv OH He COMHeBAaeTCs B ero Jie-
rasteHOCTI» (AA 06, S. 392; KanT, 2019, c. 51). A B
§ 22 oH $ICHO TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO «IJTyOMHBEI YesIo-
BEYECKOro ceplia HencrosenuMel (AA 06, S. 447;
Kanr, 2019, c. 169). CirenoBaTeibHO, MOXKHO 3aJ1aTh
BOIIPOC, He SBJISIETCS JIVI BEPHBIM B OTHOIIEHWN
mo3HaHMs camoro cebs;, korjga KanT B cBOeM wic-
CJIeIOBaHMY IIPaKTIYeCKOrO pasyMa yTBepKiaeT,
YTO JOJDKHOE — TOYHEE, OCO3HAHVIE IOJDKHOIO —
rofipasymMeBaeT BO3MOXHOCTb (AA 05, S. 39; KaHr,
19976, c. 369)?

OTBeTnTh Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC yTBEPAUTEIBHO VIV
OTPWUIIATENIFHO, HE PAacCMOTPEB IIpeIBapUTEITHHO
KaHTOBCKYIO MeTadpopy ceprlia, ObLIO OBl CIIMII-
KoM orpoMeTunBo. KaHTOBCKass TOuKa 3peHms
KaK pas3 ¥ COBIIaflaeT C TeM, UTO OH VIMeeT B BULY,
KOIja roBOpuUT o cepane. VItak, maBariTe Hoapoo-
Hee pacCMOTPUM 3Ty MeTadopy.

ITpexxpe Bcero ciiemyeT OTMETUTB, UTO MOHSTIE
cepriia He ObUIO BBeleHO KaHTOM B KauecTse Tep-
MVHA HU B «AHTPOIOJIOIMM C IIPparMaTi4IecKo
TOYKVI 3peHVs», HU B «Peruriu B IIpeziesiax ToIb-
KO pasyma». B obomx Tekcrax KaHT ckopee wic-
II0JIb3yeT BhIPaKeH NI 13 TIOBCeTHEBHOV IICVIXO0JIO-
TV CBOETO BpeMeHV, KOTOPBIE OH B JaJIbHEVIIIEeM,
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nicht erkennen konnen? Diese Frage ist umso
dréangender, als Kant die in der Grundlegung fest-
gehaltene Begrenztheit menschlichen Wissens
auch in seiner Tugendlehre mehrfach in Erinne-
rung ruft, und zwar ausgerechnet unter Riick-
griff auf dieselbe Metaphorik des ,,Herzens”, die
er auch in der oben zitierten Erlduterung des ers-
ten Gebots ins Spiel bringt. So spricht er dem
Menschen schon in der Einleitung zur Tugend-
lehre, bei der Erdrterung der Pflicht zur morali-
schen Selbstvervollkommnung, die Moglichkeit
ab ,so in die Tiefe seines eigenen Herzens einzu-
schauen, dass er jemals von der Reinigkeit sei-
ner moralischen Absicht und der Lauterkeit sei-
ner Gesinnung auch nur in einer Handlung vol-
lig gewiss sein konne” (MS, AA 06, S. 392). Und
in § 22 sagt er klipp und Kklar, dass die ,Tiefen
des menschlichen Herzens [...] unergriindlich”
seien (MS, AA 06, S. 447). Gilt denn, so konnte
man sich daher fragen, mit Blick auf die Erkennt-
nis seiner selbst etwa nicht, was Kant in seiner
praktischen Vernunft sagt, dass Sollen — genau-
er: das Bewusstsein eines Sollens — Kénnen im-
pliziert (KpV, AA 05, S. 39)?

Es wire vorschnell, diese Frage ohne weitere
Betrachtung dessen, was es mit der kantischen
Metapher des Herzens auf sich hat, einfach zu
bejahen oder zu verneinen. Seine Position steht
und fillt vielmehr damit, was er vor Augen hat,
wenn er vom Herzen spricht. Schauen wir uns
daher diese Metapher genauer an.

Festzuhalten ist zunidchst, dass Kant sein
Konzept des Herzens weder in der Anthropologie
in pragmatischer Hinsicht noch in Die Religion in-
nerhalb der Grenzen der bloflen Vernunft in der Art
eines terminus technicus einfiihrt. Vielmehr greift
er in beiden Texten eine Redeweise der Alltags-
psychologie seiner Zeit auf, die er dann aller-
dings in erhellender Weise mit seiner psycho-
logischen Nomenklatur in Verbindung bringt.
Und zwar ordnet er das Herz in der Anthropo-
logie explizit der Ebene der ,Sinnes”-, und nicht
der ,Denkungsart” eines Menschen zu. Damit



pasbsCHAS, 00beOMHSIET CO CBOVIMM IICVIXOJIOTI-
YecKMMM TepMMHaMM. A MMEHHO — OH IIOMe-
IIaeT ceplie B «AHMponosoeuu.. » IBHO Ha ypo-
BeHb «4YBCTB» a He Ha yPOBEHBb «CII0coba MBIITI-
JIeHs» YeJloBeKa. B oTiame oT gy, cepriie He
VICTIONIB3YeTCsl [IJIsi OOBsICHEHMs TOro, KaK JIIOMV
pearupyIoT Ha BHeIITHee J1aBjleHVe JIM pasipa-
KIUTeIN, OHO CKOopee OOO3HauaeT BHYTPEHHIOIO
BOCIIPUVIMYVBOCTG JIIOZIEV K MOPAJIBHBIM MOTM-
BaM. BoT mouemy cepriie MMeeT Ooslblllee 3Haue-
HVie 1711 MOPaJIbHON opueHTauuu destopeka. Co-
m1acHo KaHTy, TOT, KTO TOBOPUT O 4eJIoBeKe, YTO
y Hero 11o0poe ceprille, «y’Ke XoueT cKa3aTb 00JIb-
I1Ie», TO eCTh, IIPEIIOJIOKITEIBHO, O €r0 MOpaJIb-
HBIX HAaKJIOHHOCTSIX, YeM TOT, KTO IIPOCTO CBUIe-
TeJIBCTBYeT O Ho0poM Hpase. To, YTO MBI Ha3bIBa-
eM cepzlieM, — 3TO «II00yXAeHMe K IIPaKTIYeCcKN
ZI00pOMYy, XOTsl OHO ¥ He PyKOBOACTBYeTCsI IIPUH-
ummaMm» (AA 07, S. 286; Kant, 1994a, c. 321), a
KaK pa3 OIlpee/IeHHBIM 3MOIIVIOHAIBHBIM COCTO-
aHveM (00 atom cM. Taxxke: Nagl-Docekal, 2014,
S. 113). Ha anajiorn4Hoe yKasbIBaeT TO BBICKa3bl-
BaHMe 13 «Pemrum...», B KoropoMm KaHT noscHs-
€T MBICJIb O JOOPOM WJIM 3JI0M ceprlie. DTO eCTh
«BO3HMKAIOIIIAasl M3 €CTeCTBeHHOV HaKJIOHHOCTU
CIIOCOOHOCTH WJIVI HECIIOCOOHOCTD ITPOV3BOJIEHAS
IIPUHUMAaTh MOPaJIbHBIV 3aKOH B CBOIO MaKCVIMY»,
KOTOpas «Ha3bIBAETCS 000pbIM UAU 34bIM CepOy,eM»
(AA 06, S. 29; KanrT, 19946, c. 29). VI3 aTux nipmume-
POB MOXXHO CJIeJIaTh BBIBOT, O TOM, uTO KaHT 0Opa-
IIfaeTcsl K Ceprlly KaK K MHCTaHIINM, KOTopas CO-
OTHOCUT Ka’KIOro 4eJIoBeKa VMHAVBUIYaIbHO, HO
ecTeCTBeHHBIM 00pa3oM, C (IIpeIIoIoKITeIbHO)
XOPOIIIVIM VAJIV TITTOXVIM.

Yro ke o3HauaeT Ha 3TOM (POHE KAHTOBCKOe
TpeOoBaHMe B «YueHUN O IOOpoHeTeN», YTOOBI
MBI 3HaJIV ¥, CJIeOBATEITHHO, [I03HAJIV HalIle Ceprl-
11e, «SIBJISI€TCS JIV OHO IOOpBIM wIn 3i16IM»? Ham
IIPEICTONT BBISICHUTD, «UVICT JIV VICTOYHVK TBOVIX
OEeVICTBUV VJIVL HET», — HO YTO OT HacC B 3TOM CJIy-
yae TpebyeTcs? VI Kak TaKoe ITIO3HaHVE BO3MOXXHO?

UroObl cmesiaTh BBIBOL, 73 BBICKA3bIBAHUS O
cepmtie, KanT TpeOyeT 3mech MO3HaHMS CUCTEMBL;
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wird das Herz im Unterschied zum Gemdit nicht
herangezogen, um zu erkldren, wie Menschen
auf Druck oder Anreize von auflen reagieren,
sondern es bezeichnet die innere Empfanglich-
keit von Menschen fiir moralische Motivationen.
Deshalb ist das Herz fiir die moralische Orien-
tierung eines Menschen auch von grofierem Ge-
wicht. Wer von einer Person sage, sie habe ein
gutes Herz, so Kant, der wolle , schon mehr” —
gemeint ist wohl: {iber seine moralischen Anla-
gen — ,sagen”, als wenn er ihr einfach ein gutes
Gemiit attestiere. Was wir als Herz anspréchen,
sei ,ein Antrieb zum Praktisch-guten, wenn es
gleich nicht nach Grundsatzen vertibt” werde
(Anth, AA 07, S. 286), sondern eben aufgrund ei-
ner bestimmten Gefiihlslage (vgl. dazu auch
Nagl-Docekal 2014, S. 113). In eine dhnliche Rich-
tung deutet jene Aussage in Religion, in der Kant
die Rede vom guten oder bosen Herz erldutert.
Es sei ,die aus dem nattirlichen Hange entsprin-
gende Fihigkeit oder Unfidhigkeit der Willkiir,
das moralische Gesetz in seine Maxime aufzu-
nehmen”, die ,das gute oder bose Herz genannt
werde” (RGV, AA 06, S. 29). Diese Ausfiihrun-
gen kann man dahingehend zusammenfassen,
dass Kant als Herz diejenige Instanz anspricht,
die einen jeden Menschen individuell, aber auf
natiirliche Weise zum (vermeintlich) Guten oder
Schlechten disponiert.

Was bedeutet es vor diesem Hintergrund,
wenn Kant in der Tugendlehre fordert, dass wir
unser Herz kennen und mithin erkennen sollen,
,ob es gut oder bose sei”? Wir sollen erforschen,
,ob die Quelle deiner Handlungen lauter oder
unlauter” sei — doch was wird damit von uns
verlangt? Und wie ist solche Erkenntnis mog-
lich?

Aus der Rede vom Herzen zu schliefien, for-
dert Kant hier die Erkenntnis einer Anlage, d.h.,
den Gegenstand bilden vorerst nur die allge-
meinen Voraussetzungen der Verursachung von
Handlungen: Es geht ihm um die Erkenntnis je-
ner unserer moralischen Dispositionen, die wir,
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3TO O3HAYaeT, YTO CHaudala 00BbeKT popMmpyeTcst
TOJIBKO OOIIIMMM ITpeATIOChbUIKAMM ITPUYMHHOCTY
nevicteuir: 1t KaHTa BaKHO IO3HAHMe TeX HaIlIX
MOPaJIbHBIX IIPeIPacIIOyIOKEHHOCTEN, KOTOPbIe MBI
BOCITPMHVIMaeM KaK OCHOBY HaIIVIX COOCTBEHHBIX
MOpaJIbHBIX HOOY>XIeHMTI, XOTsL OHM ¥ 00yCIJI0BJIe-
HBI (paKTOM, YTO MBI JIFOIM. DTO CBSI3aHO C TeM, UTO
KanT paccMmarpuBaeT ceprile Kak «MCTOUHUK» Ha-
mvix genictsuil. PaccmaTprBaeMoe KakK MCTOYHVIK
ceprlie sBJIeTCs HadasloM BCex HeVICTBUVL OTHesIb-
HOI'O MHIVIBUIYyMa, B TO JKe BpeMsl 3TOT UCTOYHVK
BbI/IeJISI€T HaC KaK KaK JIMYHOCTE ITPY YCIIOBUL, UTO
Y KaKJI0ro JejIoBeKa CBOe CepLie.

ITpenmionoxenne o Tom, yto Ajisd Kanrta Bax-
Hee I03HaHVe VIHIVBUAYaIbHO BbIPa’KeHHBIX MO-
PaJIbHBIX IIPeIpacroIoKeHHOCTeV, a He IIPUYMH
VIHVIBUIYaJIbHBIX [IeVICTBUV, IIPOACHSeT MHOIOe.
Teniepp He TOJIBKO MOHATHO, IIOYEMY 3TO CaMOIO-
3HaHWMe, XOTs OHO VI BJIVsIeT Ha CYIIHOCTb YeJio-
BeKa ¥ Jake MOXXeT OBITh M3BJIEUEHO M3 HEro, siB-
JISIeTCA 3aJaders, BO3jlaraeMoVi WMHOVBVIYaJIbHO
Ha KaXXJoro dejioBeka. Takyke CTaHOBUTCS SICHO,
rie HaxOISTCs Ipeesibl TaKoro caMOoVCCiIenoBa-
HIA. MBI cTasIkKvBaeMcs ¢ STVMM IIpefieiaMy, KOr-
na Ooribllle He wccileyeM TOJIBKO TO, KaK YCJIo-
BlIe UeJIOBEUeCKOI'o CYIIeCTBOBaHWs BbIpa’kaeTcs
B HaIlIVIX MOPaJIBHBIX MOTMBAaX, a XOTVIM BBIBECTU
Y3 3TOro OOBsICHEHVIE TPUYMHHOCTY OIIpefiesieH-
HBIX MHAVIBUAYAJIbHBIX OEVICTBUIL Bcerma, xorma
MBI 3TO JIeJIaeéM ¥ XOTVIM YIOCTOBEPUThCH B «UM-
CTOTEe CBOWIX MBICJIEVI» IIPW OIIpelle/IeHHOM Mevi-
CTBUM, MBI CTapaeMcs 3aIJISHYTb B Te «IJIyOVHBI
cepriia», KOTOpble, corylacHo KaHTy, HeoObdacHM-
MBI VI TIIOHVMaHVe KOTOPBIX IIPVHIUIIVAIBHO 3a-
KPBITO J1JIS1 Hac.

CriemoBaresIbHO, HeIb3d OOBMHATL KaxTa B
HapyIIeHVN ero HPUHINIIA «I0/DKHOe ITPerio-
JlaraeT BO3MOXXHOCTBL», KOIZa OH BBIIBUTAET Tpe-
OoBaHMe ITO3HATH COOCTBeHHOe ceprlle. beuio ObI
HIO-ZIPYTOMY, eCJIvi OBl BMeCTe C TIepBOVI 3aII0BEJIbI0
BCex O0s3aHHOCTEV II0 OTHOIIEHUIO K CaMOMY
cebOe TpeboOBasIOCh TTIOHMMaHVIe KOHKPETHO IIPY-
YUHHOCTY VIHIVBUIYAJIbHBIX IEVICTBUIL Torma

obgleich sie sich der Tatsache unseres Mensch-
seins verdanken, als Hintergrund unserer je ei-
genen moralischen Motivationen erleben. Dazu
passt, dass Kant das Herz als ,Quelle” unse-
rer Handlungen anspricht. Als Quelle betrach-
tet, bildet das Herz den Ursprung aller Handlun-
gen eines Individuums, gleichzeitig zeichnet uns
diese Quelle, sofern ein jeder Mensch iiber ein ei-
genes Herz verfiigt, als Individuen aus.

Diese Annahme, dass es Kant um die Er-
kenntnis individuell ausgeprégter, moralischer
Dispositionen, nicht aber der Ursachen einzel-
ner Handlungen geht, ist in mehrfacher Hinsicht
erhellend. Nicht nur wird deutlich, warum die-
se Selbsterkenntnis, obwohl sie die Substanz des
Menschen tangiert und sogar aus dieser abzu-
leiten ist, eine Aufgabe ist, die jedem Menschen
individuell aufgetragen ist. Es wird zudem auch
klar, wo die Grenzen einer solchen Selbsterfor-
schung liegen. Wir stofien auf diese Grenzen
dort, wo wir uns nicht mehr nur damit befas-
sen, wie sich die conditio humana in unseren mo-
ralischen Motivationen ausdriickt, sondern dar-
aus auch eine Erkldarung der Verursachung von
bestimmten Einzelhandlungen ableiten wollen.
Wo wir das tun und uns , der Lauterkeit seiner
Gesinnung” in einer bestimmten Handlung ver-
gewissern mochten, da versuchen wir in jene
Tiefen des Herzens” hinabzublicken, die nach
Kants unerforschlich sind und deren Einsicht
uns grundsétzlich verschlossen ist.

Man kann somit Kant nicht vorwerfen, mit
der Forderung einer Erkenntnis des eigenen Her-
zens gegen sein Prinzip des ,Sollen impliziert
Konnen” zu verstofien. Anders wire es, wenn
mit dem ersten Gebot aller Pflichten gegen sich
selbst auch die Einsicht in die konkrete Verur-
sachung einzelner Handlungen gefordert wére.
Dann konnte man Kant tatséchlich vorwerfen,
dass er etwas fordere, was er gleichzeitig fiir un-
moglich halt. Doch das ist nicht, was er von uns
verlangt.
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MOXKHO OBLIO OBI AeVICTBUTEIIBHO YIIpeKHY Tk KaH-
Ta B TOM, YTO OH TpeOyeT 4ero-To, 4To OH OIHO-
BpeMEeHHO cYMTaeT HeBO3MOXHBIM. Ho 310 He TO,
Yero OH OT Hac Tpebyer.

OcTaeTcs BBIACHUTD, B KaKOVI CTelleHV KaHTOB-
CKag 3aIloBelb MOPAJILHOIO CaMOIIO3HAHWS MO-
JKeT CIIYXXUTh CPeICTBOM CITPAaBUTHLCSI C TOV OITac-
HOCTBIO, KOTOPYIO MBI 00CY>KIasIu B IIpeIbIayIieM
Haparpadpe: Hallle He3HaHIe peasIbHBIX ITPUUMH
HAIIIMX OEeVICTBUI BOBJIEKAET VI ake coOIa3HsI-
eT Hac BceMU BUJaMM MOpaJIbHOTO caMOOOMaHa
" panyoHanmsanyn. Kak MopasibHOe caMOITo3Ha-
HUie B KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIE 3aIIMIITaeT Hac OT STUX
CTpeMJIeHUI1?

[TpennonoXxmmM, 4To cBOeV NepBOVI 3arlOBeIbI0
KanT pevictBuTesIbHO TpebyeT WHOMBUIYaIb-
HO WCCIIe[IOBaTh HaIllM MOpasIbHBbIe ITpepacIio-
JIOXKEeHHOCTY, WCIIONIB3YsI IIPVI OTOM €r0 MOpaslb-
HO-TeopeTndecKre IoHATHA. B aTom ciyuae 3a-
IaHHBIe YCJIOBMSI TaKOI'o VICCIIeNOBAHWS COCTOSAT
B TOM, UTOOBI MBI IIOHMMAaJIV Ty KaTeropraabHyIO0
pasHuUIly, KOTOpast OTHe/IsleT Hallly HaMepeHUs,
paay KOTOPBIX MBI XOTVIM UYTO-TO CHeJlaTh, OT pe-
QJIBHBIX ITPUYMH HAIONX JEeVICTBUIL Taxkmm o6pa—
30M, TO, YTO MBI [JOCTUTaeM MOPaJIbHOIO CaMOIIO-
3HaHMS B KAaHTOBCKOM CMBICTIE, IIperiojiaraeT I10-
HUMaHVe TPVHIUIIVAJIBHBIX TPaHNL] HaIllero ca-
MOITIO3HaHVs, TIOCKOJIBKY I'MITOTe3a 00 orpaHmye-
HUM caMa 110 ceOe sBJIsieTCs YacThIO TOVI KOHIIeII-
LU «CyOCTaHIIMM YesloBeKa», KOTopasl, COIrJIacCHO
KanTy, nomwkna dpopMmuposars oH Bcero Harlle-
ro MOpaJIbHOTO caMoHnoHMMaHus. To, 4To IiTyon-
Ha HalIllero cepana HermocTVDKMMA Y MBI HUKOIIa
He CMOXXeM C YBePEeHHOCTHIO Y3HATh, YTO BbI3bIBa-
eT HalllMl COIVIaCOBaHHBIE C MOPAaJIbIO JIeVICTBNS,
OKa3bIBaeTCsl, TaKMM 00pa3oM, HeOTbeMJIeMON! Ya-
CTBIO TOI'O BOCHPVISITVSL KaHTOBCKOVI MOPAJIbHOW
cyOcTaHIIMN YejloBeKa, Ha KOTOpOe MBI JIOJDKHBI
OPVIEHTVPOBAThCS, Pa3sMBIIUIAS O cebe.

HewssecTHO, Hackosibko KaHT B IercTBUTE Ib-
HOCTM YUMUTBIBaJI 3Ty MBICJIb, KOria popMysimpo-
BaJI CBOIO IIepBYI0 3arosefb. Ero dpopMymmposkmn
He TI03BOJISIOT ClleJIaTh KaKye-JIi00 OTHO3HAYHbIe
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Es bleibt zu kldaren, inwiefern Kants Gebot
zur moralischen Selbsterkenntnis Abhilfe schaf-
fen kann gegen jene Gefahr, die wir im vorigen
Abschnitt erortert haben: dass uns unser Nicht-
wissen dariiber, was die wahren Ursachen un-
serer Handlungen sind, zu allerlei moralischen
Selbsttdauschungen und Rationalisierungen ver-
leitet oder gar verfithrt. Wie bewahrt uns mora-
lische Selbsterkenntnis im kantischen Sinn vor
diesen Tendenzen?

Nehmen wir einmal an, dass Kant mit sei-
nem ersten Gebot tatsdchlich eine individuelle
Auseinandersetzung mit unseren moralischen
Dispositionen anhand seiner moraltheoreti-
schen Begrifflichkeit fordert. Dann gehort doch
zu den Vorgaben dieser Auseinandersetzung
auch, dass wir jene kategoriale Differenz be-
greifen, die unsere Intentionen, um derentwil-
len wir etwas tun wollen, von den tatsidchlichen
Ursachen unserer Handlungen trennt. Dass wir
eine moralische Selbsterkenntnis im kantischen
Sinn erlangen, setzt demnach die Einsicht in
die prinzipiellen Grenzen unseres Selbstwis-
sens voraus, denn die Begrenztheitshypothese
ist selbst Teil jener Konzeption der ,Substanz
des Menschen”, die nach Kant den Hintergrund
all unserer moralischen Selbstverstandigung
bilden soll. Dass die Tiefe unseres Herzens un-
erforschlich ist und wir nie mit Sicherheit wis-
sen konnen, wodurch unsere moralkonformen
Handlungen verursacht werden, erweist sich
somit als ein integraler Bestandteil jener Auffas-
sung der kantischen moralischen Substanz des
Menschen, an der wir uns im Nachdenken tiber
uns selbst orientieren sollen.

Wie weit Kant dieser Gedanke wirklich vor-
schwebte, als er sein erstes Gebot artikulierte, ist
ungewiss. In diesem Punkt lassen seine Formu-
lierungen keine eindeutigen Schliisse zu, es gibt
aber durchaus Indizien dafiir. Frappant ist vor
allem, dass Kant nicht nur bei Grundlegungsfra-
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BBIBOZIBI II0 3TOMY ITOBOAY, HO KOCBEHHBIE CBULIE-
TeJIbCTBA B ee T0JIb3Y, Oe3ycsioBHO, nMetoTcs. [Ipe-
XKJIe BCero, yavBUTeNIbHO, yTo KaHT vacTo ccpiia-
eTCsl Ha TUIIOTe3y 00 OrpaHMYeHHOCTY He TOJIBKO
B BOIIpOcax 00 OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVSIX, HO U B XO[le
KOHKPETHBIX MOpaJIbHO-(P1II0cOPCKIX 0OBICHE-
HUIL. DTO yKasblBaeT Ha TO, UTO OH IIpuJIaeT 3TO-
My Te3ucCy OoJIbllIoe 3HaueHVe He TOJIBKO IJIS CU-
CTEMATVYECKOI'0 ITO3UITMOHMPOBAHMS IIpaKTIye-
cKov1 pvstocopr, HO 1 COOCTBEHHO [1JIs1 IIOHVIMa-
HVS HaIlIVIX MOPaJIbHBIX 00s13aHHOCTET.

Taxmm oOpa3om, MBI MOXXeM KOHCTaTVpPOBaTh,
uTo ItepBas 3arosefb KanTta 000 Bcex 00s3aHHO-
CTSX IO OTHOIIEHWMIO K caMoMy cebe, COIJIacHO
ImpenjiaraeMon 30ech MHTepIIpeTanyy, o Kpar-
Heyl Mepe B IPUHINIIe, TaKXKe IIPeICcTaBiIsieT Co-
G0Vt cpecTBO MPOTMB pallVIOHAJIM3ALINTA, 3aTyIIle-
BBIBAIOIIVIX COOCTBEHHBIE MOTVBBI VI CTpeMJIEH e
K caMoOOMaHy, 0 KOTOPOM T'OBOPMJIOCH BbIIIIe KaK
O CHIMIITOME IIPVMCYILEro Hallevl IPrpoae He3Ha-
HVSI MOPaJIbHBIX IIPUYMH JEVICTBUAL JTro0or1, xTO
oTmaeT cebe OoTYeT 0 COOCTBEHHOV MOTVIBALIUW B
nyxe nepson 3anosenn Kanra v fgestaer 3To B cBe-
Te ero 3TVIKV, JOJDKeH YeCTHO ITpM3HaTh, YTO OH
HUKOIJa He CMOXXeT OKOHYATeILHO y3HaTb, [IeV-
CTBUTEJIBHO JIV TO, YTO OH BBIJIBUTraeT B KauyecTBe
MOpaJIbHBIX ITPVMYWMH CBOMX HEVICTBUV, 3TU JeV-
CTBUA U BbI3BAJIO.

4. ITpuaATME MOpPaJILHOM
HeoIlpeeIeHHOCTH,
nan Havano KaHTHMaHCKOM My pOCTH

C Ton nopel, kak Ilnaron mpunmcan CokpaTty
B CBOeNl «AMOJIOTUNL...» M3pedeHre O TOM, YTO OH
3HaeT, YTO HUYEero He 3HaeT, IIOHMMaHVe OrpaHu-
YEeHHOCTY YeJIOBEUYeCKOro CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMS VI 3Ha-
HMs CUMTaeTCsl OHOV M3 BaKHeMIIMX PyHKIINUI
dmnocodmm. Borrpoc, Hackoireko dprtocodrist Mo-
JKeT BBIIIOJIHUTE 3TY 3aj1auy, OCTaeTCs OTKPLITHIM;
¥ OH TeM OoJlee aKTyaJsleH, 4eM CuIbHee PVII0Cco-
duns Kak akageMudecKas JVCHUIUIVHA HOUMHS-
€TCsI ellle VI COBEPIIIEHHO MHOVI (pyHKuVIOHaJIbHoVI
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gen, sondern auch im Zuge konkreter moralphi-
losophischer Ausfiihrungen ofters auf die Be-
grenztheitshypothese zu sprechen kommt. Das
deutet darauf hin, dass Kant dieser These nicht
nur fiir die systematische Verortung der prak-
tischen Philosophie, sondern auch fiir das Ver-
standnis unserer moralischen Pflichten selbst ei-
nen hohen Stellenwert einrdumt.

Zusammenfassend konnen wir daher festhal-
ten, dass Kants erstes Gebot aller Pflichten gegen
sich selbst nach der hier vorgeschlagenen Lesart
mindestens dem Prinzip nach auch ein Mittel
darstellt gegen die eigenen Motivationen bescho-
nigenden Rationalisierungen und jene Tendenz
zur Selbsttdauschung, welche oben als ein Symp-
tom jener Unkenntnis der moralischen Ursachen
von Handlungen aufgewiesen wurde, die in un-
serer Natur angelegt ist. Wer sich daher im Sinne
von Kants erstem Gebot Rechenschaft tiber sei-
ne Motivationen abgibt und das im Lichte seiner
Ethik tut, der wird sich ehrlicherweise auch ein-
gestehen miissen, dass er nie abschlieffend wis-
sen kann, ob das, was er als moralische Griinde
tiir seine Handlungen ins Feld fiihrt, diese auch
verursacht hat.

4. Die Akzeptanz moralischer
Ungewissheit oder:
Der Anfang kantischer Weisheit

Seit Platon Sokrates in dessen Apologie das
Zugestdandnis in den Mund gelegt hat, er wis-
se, dass er nicht wisse, wird die Einsicht in die
Begrenztheit menschlichen Daseins und Wis-
sens zu den wesentlichen Funktionen der Phi-
losophie gezdhlt. Wie weit die Philosophie die-
se Aufgabe erfiillen kann, ist offen; und das ist
es umso mehr, umso stiarker die Philosophie als
eine akademische Disziplin auch noch ganz an-
deren Funktionslogiken unterworfen ist. Es gibt
aber eine wirkmadchtige Tradition, der zufolge es



norvike. OfHaKO CyIIleCTByeT MOIIHas TpaauIIs,
COIJIaCHO KOTOPOW pviT0coprist MOXKET He TOJIBKO
3aHVMAaTBCS TeOPeTUUeCKIM MCCIIeioBaHeM -
JI0cOPCKV PeJIeBaHTHBIX IIPO0IIEM YeTIOBEYeCKOrO
VJIVL HeUeJIOBEYeCKOrO CyIIeCTBOBAaHISI, HO TaKxke
CII0COOCTBOBAThH JIMYHOMY IMOHMMAHWIO KaXKIIbIM
VIHVIBUJTY yMOM TOIO, YTO OH caM IIoflHa/iaeT I107]
yCJIOBUe dYeJIoBeYecKoro cyiectsoBaHms (Renz,
2017a, p. 11—12). Yro 1 KaK IIpy 3TOM OKa3blBaeT-
cst B POKyce pacCMOTpeHWsl, 3HaUUTeJIbHO pasJiv-
yaeTcs. Tak, COKpaToOBCKOe 3HaHe O COOCTBEHHOM
He3HaHWUV IIPOCIIeXVBAETCS He TOJIBKO B IIpefl-
rosiokeHnn ABrycTuHa O ToM, 4To bor sHaeTt Hac
JTydIlle, YeM MBI CaMV, WIN B paccykaeHnn MoH-
TeHsI O TOM, YTO PMII0COPCTBOBATh — 3TO 3HAYUT
yuuThcs ymMypaTh. OHO TakKKe IIPUCYTCTBYET B Te-
3uce To60ca 00 ysI3BMMOCT JaXke CaMbIX CUJIBHBIX
171 XUTPOCTU WiIn B uspedenun Jlapomidpyko o
TOM, UTO CyXIeHNs HaIllMX Bparos o Hac Oivpxe
K VICTVHE, YeM Halllil COOCTBEHHBIe (CM. TaKXe:
Renz, 20176, p. 259—260). Cromcok TBOPUECKMX
MoAMPUKAIIUI COKPATUUeCKOTO CaMOIIO3HAHMS
MOYKHO IIPOIIOJIKUTb.

VHTepripeTaiyss KaHTOBCKOTO CKENITHUIIM3Ma
OTHOCUTEJIBHO TI03HAaBaeMOCTV MOpaJIbHOW IIpU-
YMHHOCTYM HaIIMX OEVICTBUI C TaKOV TOYKMU 3pe-
HVISL OCYILIeCTBIIsIach JOBOJIBHO pefiko. Tem He Me-
Hee CKeNITUIIM3M YKJIaJbIBaeTCs B 3Ty TpaJULIVIO
1, KaK IOKa3bIBAIOT IIpebIayIIe pacCyXIeHms],
TakKas MHTepIIpeTalys He TOJIBKO BO3MOXKHA, HO
U SABJISIETCS CUCTeMaTn4decKu IposcHsommeit. Ho
YTO MBI OT 3TOTO IIOJIy4YaeM B3aMeH [jIs TIOHVMa-
HVIS TOTO BUZIa CAMOIIO3HAHMSI, KOTOPOe MBI ITPU-
oOpeTaeM He IIPOCTO TaK, a JIVIITH OOJIe3HEHHBIMII,
3a4acTyIo OOXOOHBIMM Iy TAMM — Uepe3 KM3HeH-
HBIVI OIIBIT WUIM 4Yepe3 PasMBIIIUIEHMS O HallleM
COOCTBEHHOM TIOMUVMHEHMV YCJIOBUIO dYesloBeue-
CKOT'O CyIIIeCTBOBAHMSI?

ITpn ycimoBuM afeKBaTHOCTM ONMCAHWMS MO-
PaJIbHBIX aclIeKTOB OTHOIIIEHNS JeJloBeKa K caMo-
My cebe B IIpMBEIEHHBIX BBIIIIE 3aMeYaHMIX IIO
IIOBOJIy KaHTOBCKOI'O CKeITHUIIM3Ma 3[1eCh yMecT-
Ha CChIJIKa Ha IleHTpaJIbHbIe, HO ITPOTVBOIIOIOX-
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in der Philosophie nicht nur darum gehen kann,
philosophisch relevante Probleme menschlichen
oder nicht-menschlichen Seins theoretisch zu
durchleuchten, sondern auch darum, die per-
sonliche Einsicht eines jeden Einzelnen zu befor-
dern, dass man selbst unter die conditio humana
fallt (Renz, 2017a, p. 11-12). Was dabei wie in den
Fokus genommen wird, variiert betradchtlich.
So kehrt das sokratische Wissen um das eigene
Nichtwissen nicht nur in Gestalt von Augustins
Annahme, dass Gott uns besser kenne als wir
uns selbst, oder Montaignes Narrativ, dass
Philosophieren heifie, sterben zu lernen, wieder.
Es ist ebenso in Hobbes” These prasent, dass
selbst der Stdarkste durch List verwundbar
ist, oder in La Rochefoucaulds Diktum, dass
die Urteile, welche unsere Feinde iiber uns
fillen, der Wahrheit niherkommen als unsere
eigenen (vgl. auch Renz, 2017b, p. 259-260). Die
Liste kreativer Anverwandlungen sokratischer
Selbsterkenntnis liefse sich fortsetzen.

Kants Skeptizismus beziiglich der Erkenn-
barkeit einer moralischen Verursachung unserer
Handlungen wurde eher selten in diesem Hori-
zont gelesen. Dennoch ldsst er sich in diese Tra-
dition einordnen, und, wie die vorangegangenen
Erorterungen zeigen, ist eine derartige Lektiire
nicht nur moglich, sondern auch systematisch
erhellend. Doch was gewinnen wir daraus um-
gekehrt fiir das Verstdandnis jener Art der Selbst-
erkenntnis, die wir nicht einfach so, sondern nur
auf oft leidvollen Umwegen — sei es durch Le-
benserfahrung oder sei es durch ein Nachden-
ken tiber das eigene Unterworfen-Sein unter die
conditio humana — gewinnen?

Vorausgesetzt, dass die obigen Ausfithrungen
zu Kants Skeptizismus die moralischen Aspek-
te des menschlichen Selbstverhiltnisses ange-
messen beschreiben, wird man daraus auf zen-
trale, aber gegenldufige Rahmenbedingungen
menschlicher Existenz verwiesen. Auf der einen
Seite weist Kant, 4hnlich wie es heute im Bereich
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Hble YCJIOBMSI 4YeJIOBeYeCKOro CyIIeCTBOBaHMSL.
Xotst KaHT ykasbIBaeT, IOIOOHO TOMY KakK 3TO ce-
TOIIHS YacTo JeJIafoT Beiler, 3a Din3abeT DHCKOM
B 00JIaCTV TeOpUM AEVICTBYIS, YTO OJIaromapsi TOMy
IPaKTMYeCKOMY 3HaHWIO, KOTOpoe JaeT HaM WH-
dopmannIo 0 HallIVIX HaMepPeHMsIX VI OCHOBaHMAX
IEVICTBUW, MbI BCerla 3HaeM, Yero Mbl XOTVM M K
uemy crpeMmmcs (Anscombe, 1957). MeI 1mmpoko
VICTIONIb3yeM 3TU 3HaHW: 10 IIPUYVHe 1X 00IIeIo-
crymHocT. TakmM oOpa3oM, Korma Mbl ITbITaeMCs
IIOHSATH KaXkyllleecs HaM CTpPaHHBIM IIOBeieHUe,
MBI YacTo 3ajlaeM BOIIPOC O HaMepeHMsIX, KOTOpble
KTO-TO IIpecsie[ioBaJl VIV MOT IIpeciiefioBaThb. Dak-
TUYeCKV 5TO O3HayaeT, UTO MBI OIIMChIBaeM 3TO II0-
BefleHVe KaK TaKoe-TO OIpefie/leHHOe JIeVICTBIe.
Ho B kakov cTereHy MbI MOXeM IIPUHSATH BO
BHVMaHVe HacylIHyIO0 MOTPeOHOCTh OOBACHUTH
IIPUYMHBL C TIOMOIIIBIO TaKOTrO OIVICAaHWMS II0Berle-
Hus? Hamepenus sBIISOTCS BO3MOXHBIMU HPU-
4MHaMI B CTPOrOM CMBICJIe CJIOBa: TO, UTO [IeVi-
CTBUe OBUJIO BBI3BAHO OIIpeleleHHbIM, IIOIXO-
A4IIMM HaMepeHVeM — IIpaBiOIIOf00HOe, a He
IIPOCTO MBICIIMMOEe Oe3 IPOTMBOPEeUNI IPUYIVH-
Hoe 00bsicHeHMe. KaHT mprHMMaeT BO BHUMaHe
3TO OOCTOSATEIILCTBO U TOI/Ia, KOT/a CChIJIaeTCs Ha
daxT pasyma, IIOTOMY YTO IIPY STOM OH He JieJIaeT
HIYEero MHOIo, KpoMe IOHVMaHMs BoJleoIpeiesie-
HMs HalllMX OEVICTBUI KaK peasIbHOV BO3MOXXHO-
ctn. Hamepenusa piiss KaHTa SBIISIOTCS BO3MOXK-
HBIMI IIpUYMHAMM, VI He TOJIBKO B TOM CMBICJIE,
4TO HNPUYMHHOCTb pacCMaTpuBaeMOro AeVICTBUA
MBbICIMMa 0e3 IIpOTMBOPEUNTI, HO U IIOCTOJIBKY,
IIOCKOJIBKY aHaJIOTMYHble OCHOBaHMS B CaMOM
dakTe pasyma MOryT MCTOPUYECKM OBITH IIOCTU-
JKMMBIMM M KaK IIpruMHbL TeM He MeHee cchUIKa
Ha pallViOHaJIbHble OCHOBaHWS VIV HaMepeHNs B
JIydllleM cJIydae IIpefocTaBiIsieT HelloJIHbIe ITpu-
uyHHBIe 00BsicHeHM:. [ToTOMY UTO, Take ecyivi MBI
VHOTITIa TIpaBUJIBHO CChIJIaeMcs Ha Hallle HaMepe-
HVie, HUKOIIa HeJIb3sl VICKJII0UaTh, UTO paccMaTpy-
BaeMoe JieViCTBIe ObUIO (YaCTMYHO) BBI3BAaHO HPU-
YVHOVI, OTJINYHOV OT 3asIBJIEHHOI'O HaMepPEeH .
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der Handlungstheorie im Anschluss an Eliza-
beth Anscombe oft getan wird, darauf hin, dass
wir kraft jenes praktischen Wissens, welches uns
Aufschluss tiber unsere Intentionen und Hand-
lungsgriinde gibt, stets Kenntnis davon haben,
was wir wollen und anstreben (Anscombe, 1957).
Aufgrund ihrer allgemeinen Verfiigbarkeit ma-
chen wir von dieser Kenntnis regen Gebrauch.
So fragen wir, wenn wir uns auf eine ritselhaft
anmutende Verhaltensweise einen Reim zu ma-
chen suchen, oft nach den Absichten, die jemand
damit verfolgt oder verfolgt haben konnte. Das
bedeutet im Endeffekt, dass wir diese Verhal-
tensweise als eine so-und-so bestimmte Hand-
lung beschreiben.

Doch inwiefern konnen wir mit solchen Be-
schreibungen von Verhaltensweisen dem Desi-
derat nach Ursachenerkldrungen Rechnung tra-
gen? Absichten sind mogliche Ursachen in einem
starken Sinne: Dass eine Handlung als durch
eine bestimmte, zu ihr passende Absicht ver-
ursacht worden sei, ist eine plausible und nicht
blofs widerspruchsfrei denkbare Kausalerkla-
rung. Auch Kant trdgt diesem Umstand Rech-
nung, wenn er auf das Faktum der Vernunft re-
kurriert, denn damit tut er nichts anderes, als
dass er die Willensbestimmtheit unseres Han-
delns als reale Moglichkeit begreift. Intentionen
sind fiir Kant mogliche Ursachen und das nicht
nur in dem Sinne, dass eine Verursachung der
fraglichen Handlung durch sie widerspruchsfrei
denkbar ist, sondern insofern gleichartige Griin-
de im Faktum der Vernunft auch als Ursachen
historisch erfahrbar geworden sind. Trotzdem
liefert der Verweis auf rationale Griinde oder In-
tentionen bestenfalls unvollstindige Kausaler-
klarungen. Denn selbst wenn wir manchmal zu
Recht auf unsere Intention rekurrieren, ist nie
ausgeschlossen, dass die fragliche Handlung
durch eine andere Ursache als die genannte In-
tention (mit-)verursacht worden ist.



TaxuM oOpasoM, cylecTByeT oOIpesesieHHOe
HEeCOOTBETCTBIE MEeXIy 3HAUMMOCTBHIO, KOTOPOW
HaMepeHMsI Oo0JIaJaloT B HAIlleM MBIITUIEHUN OT-
HOCUTEJIPHO MHEVICTBUVI, ¥ WX IIPUHIIMIIMAILHO
orpaHMYeHHOV 00bsAcHUTe IbHOM crytovt. C oftHOM
CTOPOHBI, CCHUIKV Ha HaMepeHMs BaXHbI )14 Ha-
IIIero IIOHMMAaHMS OeVICTBUN KaK TaKmx-TO. bojiee
TOI'O, IO IIPMYMHE VX SIIVCTEeMUYEeCKOV JOCTYII-
HOCTW OHV OBICTPO OKa3bIBaIOTC MOJL PyKOVI, KOT-
1a MBI mIeM oobsacHeHme nencTsusaM. C Opyrovi
CTOPOHBI, HMKaKas CChIJIKa Ha HaMepeHsl H/KOI-
a He JaeT OKOHYaTeIbHOIO 3HaHNs O TOM, YeM Ha
caMoM Jlejle BbI3BAaHO KOHKpeTHoe pevicTeue. Of-
HAaKO 3TO HECOOTBETCTBME CTaHOBUTCS IIpobile-
MOVI TOJIBKO B CJIyYae, eCJIV Pas3HeIsiTh TOUKY 3pe-
Husa KaHTa 0 TOM, 4TO HaM «HPaBUTCS» KOMIIEH-
CpOBaTh CBOE He3HAHVIe MOPaJIbHOVI IIPUYIHHO-
CTV HaIMX JEVICTBUN JIECTHBIM pallVIOHaIM3aToOP-
crtBoM. Ecit KanT mpaB B 3TOM Bompoce, TO orac-
HOCTb TOTO, UTO JIOAY MOAHAIyTCsl cCaMOOOMaHYy,
TeM OOJIbIlle, UeM MeHee OHM PacIO3HAIOT Heco-
OTBETCTBVIE MEXIY VX MBIIIIEHVEM O IEeVICTBUSIX
B paMKaX CBOMX HaMepeHU 1 OOBICHUTEILHON
CHJIOVI OTUX HaMepeHU KaK YaCTU YCIJIOBVISI YeJIo-
BEUECKOI'0 CYIIeCTBOBAHVIS M IIPU3HAIOT €€ HeKVM
TaK>kKe ¥ Hac OIIPeHesISIOIIIM KpUTepyeM.

B sTOM cBeTe TOT paKT, YTO MBI HMKOITIa HE CMO-
K€M C YBEPEHHOCTBIO Y3HaTh, [TIOYeMy MbI COBEP-
IIaeM OIlpenesieHHbIe, KaXXyIecss MOpaJIbHbIMI
OeVICTBUS, SBJISeTCA JOBOJIBHO Ba’KHBIM IIpU3HAa-
HVeM He TOJIBKO C TOYKM 3peHWUs 3TUYeCKON Te-
opun KaHta, KoTOpas HoCTyImnpyeT MOpasibHbIe
00s13aTesIbCTBa, OCHOBaHHbIe Ha pedpieKcum O Ha-
IITVX CYOBeKTUBHBIX MaKCVIMaX JIeVICTBIS, HO TaK-
JKe C TOUKM 3peHMs TOVI MOpaJIbHOV caMopedIiek-
CUY, IOCPEIICTBOM KOTOPOVI MBI XOTVUM YOeIuThCs
B TOOpOIEeTEeTPHOCTY HAIIMX COOCTBEHHBIX HeV-
CTBVV B IIOBCEHEBHOVI )XV3HV, — IIOTOMY YTO 3Ta
pedpiiexcusi ocyIecTBIIsieTCsd 0 KpariHel Mepe B
paMKax pa3sMBIIUIEHVV O HalllIX MOpa/IbHbIX Ha-
MepeHMdX. DTO MMeeT CMBICJI U 4BJISeTCs ecTe-
CTBEHHBIM, IIOCKOJIBKY Ojlarofaps 3TOMy MBI He
TOJIBKO y3HaeM MHOT'O O cebe ¥ CBOVIX JIeVICTBUSX.
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Es besteht also eine gewisse Diskrepanz zwi-
schen dem Stellenwert, den Intentionen fiir un-
ser Denken tiber Handlungen haben, und ihrer
grundsétzlich eingeschrankten Erklarungskraft.
Auf der einen Seite sind Verweise auf Intentio-
nen fiir unser Verstdndnis von Handlungen als
so-und-so bestimmte wesentlich. Ferner sind sie
aufgrund ihrer epistemischen Zuganglichkeit
rasch zur Hand, wenn wir nach einer Erkldrung
von Handlungen suchen. Auf der anderen Sei-
te liefert kein Verweis auf Intentionen je ein ab-
schlieflendes Wissen dartiber, wodurch eine be-
stimmte Handlung wirklich verursacht wird.
Zu einem Problem wird diese Diskrepanz in-
dessen nur dann, wenn man Kants Auffassung
teilt, dass wir unser Nichtwissen beztiglich der
moralischen Verursachung unserer Handlun-
gen ,gern” durch schmeichelhafte Rationalisie-
rungen kompensieren. Wenn Kant mit diesem
Punkt Recht hat, dann ist die Gefahr, dass Men-
schen Selbsttduschungen erliegen, umso grofier,
umso weniger sie um die Diskrepanz zwischen
ihrem Denken tiber Handlungen im Medium ih-
rer Intentionen und der Erkldrungskraft dersel-
ben als Teil der conditio humana durchschaut und
als eine auch uns je bestimmende Vorgabe ak-
zeptiert haben.

Dass wir nie mit Sicherheit wissen konnen,
warum wir bestimmte moralisch anmuten-
de Handlungen vollziehen, ist so gesehen eine
ziemlich entscheidende Einsicht, und zwar nicht
nur mit Blick auf Kants ethische Theorie, die
ja anhand einer Reflexion auf unsere subjekti-
ven Handlungsmaximen moralische Pflichten
postuliert, sondern auch mit Blick auf jene mo-
ralische Selbstreflexion, durch die wir uns im
Alltag der Tugendhaftigkeit eigenen Handelns
versichern wollen. Denn diese Reflexion erfolgt
oft und gern im Medium des Nachdenkens tiber
unsere moralischen Intentionen. Das ist zwar
sinnvoll und nattirlich, denn nicht nur erfahren
wir dadurch mancherlei tiber uns selbst und un-
sere Handlungen. Vielmehr ist es, da wir zu un-
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Ckopee, 3TO 4acTh Halllell 4eJIoBeuecKoy IIpupo-
IObl — IyMaThb TaKMM 00pa3oM o cebe 11 CBOVIX JIeVi-
CTBMSIX, TaK KaK K HaIllUM HaMepeHWsIM 1 OCHOBA-
HISAM Y Hac anpuopu ecTb goctyil. Ho mockos-
Ky MopaJIbHas caMopedJIeKCyis JIIOeVt 4acTo IIpo-
VICXOIVT B paMKaX pa3sMBIIIUIEHVVI O HAMePeHVIsIX,
TaK>ke BaKHO OCO3HaBaTh, YTO, Pa3MBIIIIS O cebe
B CBeTe COOCTBEHHBIX HAMePEeHMTI, Mbl MOXXeM BOC-
IIpVHMMAaTh CeOs JIMIITb YacTUYHO. MBI BOCIIpU-
HyMaeM ceDsl TOJIPKO KaK aBTOHOMHBIX VHWIIVA-
TOPOB JIEVICTBIVI, KOTOPbIE MBI XOTVM COBEPIINTH,
¥, CJIeIoBaTeIbHO, BUAVM Cce0sT TeMu, KeM MBI XO-
TesIn Obl OBITH, B TO BpeMsl KaK Te TreTepOHOMHBIe
CyOBeKTBI, KOTOpBble IIOfIBep)KeHbl CBOVIM CKJIOH-
HOCTSIM, OIIyIIeHMSIM 1 adpdeKTaM 1 KOTOPBIMU
MBI TOXE SIBJISIEMCSI, OKA3bIBAIOTCSI 3a0bITHIMIA.

Ckenrunmsm Kanta — 3TO cpeacTBO IIpeo-
IOJIeTh TaKyl OTHOCTOPOHHOCTH; VI IO MIPOHUU
CyIBOBI TaKOe CPeICTBO, BEPOSTHO, KaK pas 1 He-
00XOIMMO, eciIV Pa3MBIIUISTh O KAHTOBCKOV 3TU-
Ke posira. 1o KpariHert Mepe, IIOHMMaHVe OrpaH-
YEeHHOCTW Halllero CaMOIIO3HaHM s, BKIIIOUEHHOe B
TpeOOBaHMe MOpPAJIbHOIO CaMOIIO3HAHMS, IIpe-
CTaBJIsieT COOOV BaXKHYIO IIOIPaBKy B IIPOTVBO-
CTOSIHUM C JII0007 (POPMON OIEePKMMOCTI J0JI-
roM. JTrobom, kTo BMecTe ¢ KaHTOM CKJIOHEH I10-
HVMAaTBh Ce0s1 B CBeTe CBOMX MOPaJIBHBIX O0s13aHHO-
CTeV, He JOJDKeH MTHOPUPOBaTh IIOHMMAaHe TOIo,
YUTO HAIV JEVICTBMS He 00s3aTeIbHO IIPOoVICTeKa-
FOT 3 OCO3HaHMS HaIMX 00sI3aHHOCTEV, KaK Obl
OTYETJIVIBO 3TO HVI IIPOSIBIISIIOCE.
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seren Intentionen und Griinden a priori Zugang
haben, Teil unserer menschlichen Natur, so tiber
uns und unsere Handlungen nachzudenken.
Doch weil moralische Selbstreflexion von Men-
schen oft im Medium des Nachdenkens iiber In-
tentionen erfolgt, ist es auch wichtig, sich dar-
iiber bewusst zu sein, dass wir uns, wenn wir
im Lichte unserer Intentionen auf uns reflektie-
ren, nur teilweise im Blick haben konnen. Wir er-
fassen uns nur als die autonomen Urheber und
Urheberinnen von Handlungen, die wir tun wol-
len, und wir sehen uns mithin als diejenigen, die
wir gerne sein wollen, wihrend jene heterono-
men Subjekte, die ihren Neigungen, Empfindun-
gen und Affekten unterworfen sind und die wir
auch sind, gerne in Vergessenheit geraten.

Gegen solche Einseitigkeiten ist Kants Skepti-
zismus ein Remedium; und ein solches Remedi-
um diirfte ironischerweise gerade im Nachden-
ken von Kants Pflichtenethik gelegentlich no-
tig sein. Mindestens stellt die in der Forderung
nach moralischer Selbsterkenntnis eingeschlos-
sene Einsicht in die Begrenztheit unseres Selbst-
wissens ein wichtiges Korrektiv im Umgang mit
jeglicher Form moralischer Pflichtversessenheit
dar. Wer daher mit Kant dazu neigt, sich im Lich-
te seiner moralischen Pflichten zu verstehen, der
sollte sich der Einsicht nicht verschliefSen, dass
unser Handeln nicht zwingend im Bewusstsein
unserer Pflichten seinen Ursprung hat, so ausge-
prégt dieses auch sein mag.
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TPAHC®OPMAILIMIM KAHTOBCKOI'O
YUEHWMSI O IIOCTYJIATAX
B «KEMBPVI)KCKOM ITIPATMATU3ME»
(4. C. INUPC, V. IXKEVMC, [1>K. POVIC)

JI. Hazav!

«Kembpuoxckue npaemamuxu» Yapaez C. Iupc,
Vuavam [Dxeime u [Ixocaiis Poiic 3nauumessio obs-
sanvl Kanmy no xpainei mepe 6 08yx omHOuleHUAX:
Bo-nepbuix, kax noxasaru Kemncku, Aneav u Mépgu, 6
Bonpocax snucmemoso2uu, Komopvle pazpabamviBasicy
6 npaemamusme; Bo-6mopsix, Ha umo dos2oe Bpems He
obpawary BHUMAHUSA, 6 PASAUYHBLIX NPAMATHUYECKUX
nooxodax k peaueuu. Imu no0xodsl NpaBuLbHO NOHU-
mams kak HoByio unmepnpemayuo nocmyramol Kanma
0 cBobode, beccmepmuu Oyuiu u ovimuu boea. C mex nop
kax Xuaapu Iamusm yxasas 8 cBoent xkHuze «O0HOBe-
Hue cpusocopuu» (1992), umo cmamows Ixeumca «Boas
K Bepe», nHecmomps Ha Bui3BanHoe et0 MHOxecmbo Heed-
mubHwix 0m3vl606, «no cboeil 10elke, N0 CYmMu, MO4HA
u be3ynpeuna», MHoeue coBpementsie usocogvl (Ha-
npumep, Yapavs Tedaop u Xarc Moac) cuumarom moicau
IDxeiimea Becoma BooxnoBasroujumu. Tlooxo0 IDkeiimca
ocHoBan Ha coBpeMeHHOM Onblime ceKyAApUsMa u uHmep-
npemupyem «nocmysam» Kanma xkax «onyuoHassHy0
Bosmosxnocme» Gepums. Juckyccus 6 npaemamuvecku
opueHmupobanton ¢pusocodpuu  pesveuu 1o noBooy
YMeCmHoCmu KaumoBckoeo AHAAU3A 20pU30OHMA peau-
2u103HOU HadexObl 8 uesoBeueckoll npakmuke moaia v
noAyuums pasumue u yeaybieHue Ha nymu 0emaibHo20
00cyxoerus pasmoiuisenutl [Tupca u Poiica — pasmuiiu-
AeHUll, Komopbvle KocBenHviM 00pasom 3ampazubarom,
omuacmu Kpumuuecku, UHOUBUOYAIbHO OpueHmupoban-
HYI0 UHMepNpemayuo peAuuosHotl Bepul, npeosoxeH-
nyto IDkeiimcom.

KatoueBvie croba: npaemamusm, peaueus, nocmy-
AAMBL YUCII020 Npakmu4eckozo pasyma, cboboda, boe,
beccmepmue Oywu, Kawm, Yapaws C. [Tupc, Yuavim
Ixetmc, Ixocaiia Poiic

! MuctntyT drutocodpum, Bercknn yHMBEpCUTET.
Asctpus, 1010, Bena, Yausepcurercirpacce, 1. 7.
Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 10.07.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-4-3

TRANSFORMATIONEN DER KANTISCHEN
POSTULATENLEHRE IM ,CAMBRIDGE
PRAGMATISM* (CHARLES S. PEIRCE,
WILLIAM JAMES, JOSIAH ROYCE)

L. Nagl'

The “Cambridge pragmatists”, Charles S. Peirce,
William James and Josiah Royce, are at least in two
respects significantly indebted to Kant: first, as von
Kempski, Apel and Murphey have shown, with regard
to the epistemological issues investigated in pragma-
tism; secondly, with regard to the various pragmatic
approaches to religion, something which has been long
overlooked. These approaches are best understood as
innovative re-readings of Kant’s postulates of freedom,
immortality, and God. Since Hilary Putnam pointed
out — in his 1992 book Renewing Philosophy — that
James’s essay, “The Will to Believe”, in spite of hav-
ing received a great deal of hostile criticism, is in “its
logic, in fact, precise and impeccable”, James’s thoughts
are considered by many contemporary philosophers (by
Charles Taylor, e.g., and by Hans Joas) as particular-
ly inspiring. James’s approach is based on the modern
experience of secularism and interprets Kant’s “postu-
late” as the “option” to believe. A deepening of the de-
bate on the relevance of Kant’s analysis of the horizon of
religious hope with regard to human praxis for a prag-
matism-inspired philosophy of religion can be expected
from a detailed discussion of the thoughts of Peirce and
Royce, of thoughts, which, in complex ways, relate to,
as well as criticise, James’s individuum-focused inter-
pretation of religious faith.

Keywords: Pragmatism, religion, postulates of
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JI. Harnp

Hpeﬂ;BapnTenbﬂoe 3aMeEeUaHMe

B ananmTmueckon perenimy KJIacCU4YecKoro
aMeprKaHCKoro mparmarmsma XX B. 3TOT HOBBIV
croco0 MBIIUIEHNST B CHCTeMe CBsizell (prsioco-
dum HayKM 4acTO CUMTaJIV TOJIBKO (TEeXHUYECKU
He3aBepIIIeHHO) IIpeJIiofiyieVt JIOTMUeCKOro SMIIN-
pusMa. Hiokecszeyrorast craThbs IIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO
3TOT TIOXOJ, Ype3MEePHO aOCTPaKTHBIV, TIOCKOJIb-
Ky «KeMOPWJIKCKMIL IparMaTusm» B jivile Yapiib-
3a C. IImpca, Ymibama [Ixerimca m [I>xocanm Pori-
ca HaXOJIWUTCs O], CVUTbHBIM BIIVISTHVIEM KOMITJIeKC-
HBIX [IOCTAHOBOK BOIIPOCOB B «KpuTnkax» Kanra,
IIpyYeM B [IBOSIKOM OTHOIIEHWI: He TOJIBKO B MX
THOCEOJIOTMYeCKMX ¥ IPaKTUKO-OPVeHTUPOBaH-
HBIX M3BICKaHMAX, HO TaKXXe — YTO JI0JITOe BpeMs
OCTaBajIoCh 0e3 BHVMaHMSA — B pa3sHOOOpa3HBIX
BapMaHTaX aHaJIM3a PeJINTIO3HON Bepbl, KOTOPbIV
«KeMOPUIIKCKMe MparMaTvKy» IIpeaIpyuHIMAaIIi
B KauecTBe TBOPUYECKOV TpaHCOopMaly KaHTOB-
CKOTO yUeHMs O IIOCTyJIaTax.

B mepBoit wacTy cTaThyM CHavala OCBeIaroTCs
HEeKOTOpbIe 13 mcciiefoBanHmnii XX B.,, TeMOV KOTO-
peIx Opwto BiaMsiHMe KaHTa Ha ocHOBaTesIs IIpar-
Matmsma — Yapiesa Cangepca [Inpca. Dta yacTb
pasBepThIBaeTCs B TpY Tara: paszes 1.1 mocssiteH
pabote IOprena don Kemrckn «Haprss C. [Tnupc
u mparMaTtism» (1952), B KOTOpoOW yTBepXK/aeT-
cs1, uto Ilnpc onmparicsi Ha KAHTOBCKOE TIOHSTIEe
«IIparMaTu4ecKuit», BKItodarmomlee y Kanra, kxax
KemMrickn MMMOX0I0M 3aMedaeT, cpefiyi IIpoYero 1
«npasmamuyeckyio Heobxo0uMocme», OgHy U3 TeM
penuruosHo-dutocodckmx paccyxaenmn Kanra.
Hasee, B paspeste 1.2, mokasaHO, UTO B aMepuKaH-
CKOM pmII0cOPCKOM AVICKYPCe BTOPOVI TIOJIOBVHBI
XX B. 0 T71yOOKMX KOPHSX IIMPCOBCKOM (PUIIOCO-
Jum 1 «KeMOPUIIKCKOTO ITparMaTi3Ma» B I1eJI0M
nvcasl (HasblBas IIpelCcTaBUTeIIeNl 3TVX Halrlpas-
nenvn «gereMu Kanra») Mroppan I. Mépdu — B
IIPOTMBOIOIIOKHOCTD SMIIV PUKO-aHAIU T YECKIM
TPpaKTOBKaM ¥ KPUTUYECKOMY HeIPUSTIIO MOTH-
BOB IIparMaTM4ecKoro MbIIIUIeHMs. B 3axioun-
TeJIbHOM paspielie epsont yactu (1.3) mpencrasiie-
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Vorbemerkung

In der analytischen Rezeption des klassischen
amerikanischen Pragmatismus im 20. Jahrhun-
dert wurde im Bezugsnetz der Wissenschafts-
philosophie dieser neue Denkansatz oftmals nur
fiir ein (technisch noch unausgereiftes) Vorspiel
des Logischen Empirismus gehalten. Der folgen-
de Essay zeigt auf, dass dieser Zugang abstrakt
bleibt, da die , Cambridge pragmatists”, Charles S.
Peirce, William James und Josiah Royce, in zwei-
erlei Hinsicht stark von den komplexen Frage-
stellungen der Kritiken Kants beeinflusst sind:
nicht nur in ihren erkenntnistheoretischen und
praxisbezogenen Erkundungen, sondern auch —
was lange Zeit abgeblendet blieb — in den viel-
faltigen Analysen des religiosen Glaubens, die
die , Cambridge pragmatists” in kreativen Trans-
formationen der Kantischen Postulatenlehre un-
ternommen haben.

Im ersten Teil des vorliegenden Texts wird zu-
néchst ein Blick auf einige derjenigen Forschun-
gen geworfen, die sich im 20. Jahrhundert mit
dem Einfluss Kants auf Charles Sanders Peirce,
den Begriinder des Pragmatismus, beschéf-
tigt haben. Dies geschieht in drei Schritten: Ab-
schnitt 1.1 ist Jirgen von Kempskis Studie Charles
S. Peirce und der Pragmatismus (1952) gewidmet, in
welcher der Autor zeigt, dass Peirce an den Kan-
tischen Begriff ,pragmatisch” ankniipfte: an ei-
nen Begriff, der bei Kant, wie von Kempski en
passant erwdhnt, u.a. auch die ,necessitas prag-
matica” inkludiert, die in Kants religionsphiloso-
phischen Reflexionen thematisiert wird. Im Ab-
schnitt 1.2 wird sodann gezeigt, dass im ame-
rikanischen philosophischen Diskurs der zwei-
ten Halfte des 20. Jahrhunderts Murray G. Mur-
phey — im Gegenzug zu den empiristisch-ana-
lytischen Lektiiren und kritischen Zurtickwei-
sungen pragmatischer Denkmotive — den tie-
fen Kant-Bezug der Peirceschen Philosophie, ja
der , Cambridge pragmatists” insgesamt (die Mur-
phey ,Kant’s children” nennt) thematisierte. Der
Schlussabschnitt von Teil 1 (1.3) stellt K. O. Apels



HBI IMpcoBckue mccitenosanms Kapra-Orro Are-
J151, KOTOpBbIe CTPOSITCA BOKPYT Te3lca O TOM, UTO
[Tnpcy B ero mparmaTmsMe yaajaock OCYIIeCTBUTD
OPUTVHAJIBHYIO «CeMMOTUYeCKyIo TpaHcdopMa-
ILIVIIO TPpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI JIOTVIK».

Beiten 3a aTMMM pasMbluieHMAMY, CPOKYCH-
posaHHBIMM Ha oTHomeHuM [Tnpca k KanTy, BTO-
pasl yacTb CTaTby IIOCBsIIIeHa IIPSIMBIM Y HeIpsi-
MBIM OTCchUIKaM K KanTy B dwtocopum Yipsama
IIxerimMca, Ipu 3ToM B pa3bope ero paboTsl «Bojis
K Bepe» SKCIUIUIIUTHO IO HVMaeTcs ApyTras TeMa
orHomeHns K KaHry, efBa 3aTpoHyTas B IIepBout
YacTU CTaTbyl, — PeJINTVO3HbIe IITYAUN «KeM-
OpWIKCKOrO ITparMarv3Ma», Ha KoTopele KasT
OKasaJl 3HauMTeJIbHOe BIIVSHIE.

IaBHas yacTh cTaThy (3) IOCBsIleHa ITparMa-
TUYeCKVM IOIIbITKaM TpaHcopMamy Tpex KaH-
TOBCKMX IIOCTYJIaTOB IIPaKTMYeCcKOro pasymMa —
cBoDOIEI, OeccMepTis myu 1 ObrTust bora. 3meck
IIpeJicTaBJIeHbl IIOCTKaHTOBCKIE ITparMaTiyecKye
XOJIbI MBICJIV, KOTOPBIE BCTPEUalOTCsl B COUMHEeHN-
ax Ilmpca, [Ixevimca 11 Povica 11 B KOTOPBIX (B CIIy-
vasix ITupca n Porica) k 6rmskum KanTty paccyx-
ZIeHVSIM IIpVIMelllaHbl TerejleBCKVie MOTVBBL

1. O 3Havenun pminocodpun Kanra
IUIA IIparMaTm3Ma
Yapnse3a Cangepca [Inpca

B 1mpoTmBOoBec TeHIEHIMM BOCIPUHMMATH
KJIacCUYeCKMUII aMepuKaHCKUI IIparMaTu3M Kak
TeXHWYeCK! He3aBepIIeHHYIO IIPesIIoINIo JIOT -
YecKOro sMImpusMa — TeH[eHIINY, KOTopasi cTa-
J1a TJI00aJIbHO ITpeobrIaziaTh 1ocyIe IobeMa B ce-
penmue XX cTONETMS «MEVIHCTPUMA aHAJIUTU-
veckom prstocopum», — TpU aBTOpa B CEpeIyHe
XX B., a mumenHo 1O. pon Kemricku, M. I. Mépdu
u K.-O. Anent, yriopHo oOpartriai BHUMaHMe Ha
TO, 4TO prtocodpcrBoBanme Yaprbza CaHpzepca
[Tnpca He orpaHMuYMBaeTCs IpefeslaMu CyTryoo
aHAJIUTUYECKOV Teopuy HayKy, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO
r71yOOKO MPOHMKHYTO KaHTOBCKVIMI MOTVBAMIA
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Studien zu Peirce, die um die These kreisen, dass
dem Peirceschen Pragmatismus/Pragmatizis-
mus eine originelle ,semiotische Transformation
der transzendentalen Logik” gelungen ist (1.3).

Nach diesen auf das Peircesche Verhdltnis zu
Kant fokussierten Erwédgungen beschiftigt sich
der zweite Teil des vorliegenden Essays mit di-
rekten und indirekten Kantbeztigen im Denken
von William James, wobei im Blick auf dessen
Studie The Will to Believe das andere Kant-beziig-
liche Thema der vorliegenden Untersuchung,
das in Teil 1 nur gestreift wurde, explizit in den
Raum tritt: die (massiv von Kant mitbestimmten)
religionsbeziiglichen Erwadgungen der , Cambrid-
ge pragmatists”.

Der Hauptteil des Essays, Teil 3, ist den prag-
matistischen Transformationsversuchen der
drei Kantischen Postulate der praktischen Ver-
nunft — Freiheit, Unsterblichkeit der Seele,
Gott — gewidmet. Hier werden die post-kanti-
schen, pragmatistischen Denkbewegungen vor-
gestellt, die sich in den Schriften von Peirce,
James und Royce finden, in die (bei Peirce und
Royce) neben Kant-nahen Erwagungen auch He-
gelsche Motive miteingehen.

1. Zur Bedeutung der Philosophie Kants
fiir den Pragmatismus
von Charles Sanders Peirce

Gegen die Tendenz, den klassischen ameri-
kanischen Pragmatismus als das technisch noch
unausgereifte Vorspiel des Logischen Empiris-
mus zu deuten — eine Tendenz, die nach dem
Aufstieg der ,mainstream analytic philosophy”
in der Mitte des 20. Jahrhunderts international
Prévalenz zu erlangen begann —, wiesen in der
zweiten Hilfte des 20. Jahrhunderts drei Auto-
ren, Jiirgen von Kempski, Murray G. Murphey
und Karl-Otto Apel, mit Nachdruck darauf hin,
dass Charles Sanders Peirces Philosophieren
tiber die analytisch enggefiihrte Wissenschafts-
theorie hinausweist, da es auf nachhaltige Weise
von Kantischen Motiven mitbestimmt ist.
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1.1. IOpren ¢onr Kemmckn B pabore «YHapip3
C. Ilmpc n mparmatmsm» nokasasi, 4to [Inmpc «apm
dopMmpoBaHMY TepMIMHA TIparMaTi3M’ omvpal-
Cs1 Ha KaHTOBCKOe cJIoBoyTIoTpebrieHme» (Kempski,
1952, S. 9), a KOHKpeTHO Ha IOHSATHE «IIparMaTy-
YecKMil», KoTopoe y camoro KaHTa mmMeer mmipo-
KYIO HJIUTPY 3HAa4eHWV, TaK KaK OHO OTHOCKTCS
KO BCeMY, YTO KacaeTcsl VCIIOJIb30BaHMs CPeiCTB
panu ompenernenHov e (A 824 / B 852; Kawr,
20060, c. 1033), HO TaKXXe U K OpVeHTUPOBaHHbBIM
Ha CYacThe «IIparMaTiyYecKiM 3aKOHaM», O KOTO-
peix KanT nmier B «KpuTinke umcroro pasyma»
(A 806 / B 834; Kant, 200606, c. 1013), paBHO Kak
Y K «IIparMaTi4ecKov HeoOXOIMMOCTI» (necessitas
pragmatica), o Kotopovt KaHT ToBOpUT B pemrios-
HO-P1I10cOPCKOM KOHTEKCTE B JIEKITVSIX 10 MeTa-
JusmKe, TpU M3JIOKEHUN IIOCTYJIATOB CBOOOMIBI,
OeccmepTust mymu u 6b1Tis bora (Kempski, 1952,
S. 9, Anm. 4). Orceuiku ITnpca x Kanry, ogHaxo,
HUT7Ie, TOXKaJIy V1, He JaHbI SIBHO: 3TO BCeT/a repe-
OCMBICTIEHVIe, KOTOPOe, eCIIV pacCMaTpUBaTh €ro B
OITVMKe OPTOIOKCAJIbHOTO KaHTWMAaHCTBa, Hepes-
KO ITPEJICTaBJIEHO KaK «COKpAIeHVIs» VICXOITHBIX
KaHTOBCKVX XOIOB MbICIN. Tak, Bemymiast wmes
panHero Ilupca, BbIpakeHHass B €ro «IIparma-
TUYeCKOV MaKCyMe»’, K KOTOPOVI OH, IO ero coo-
CTBEHHBIM CJIOBAM, IIPWIIETI «B Pa3MBIIUIEHVISIX
Hapn “Kpurukon umcroro pasyma’ Kanra» (Ibid.,
S. 10), — 210 ABHBIM 00pa3oM MOCTKAaHTMAHCKAS
TpaKTOBKa KaHTOBCKOV Meu «IIpuMaTa IIpaKTu-
YeCKOro».

CremyeT M MCXOs M3 3TOTO CUMUTATH IIpar-
MaTtm3M, Kak rmvcan Ymiabam Ixermce B 1907 1. B
TIO713ar0JIOBKe CBOMX JIEKIIUY O ITparMarusMe, B

2 Tak, Kemnckm muimer o «COKpallleHHOM KaHTMAHCTBe
HV[pca>> B KOHTEKCTe TOro, 4To «BBICIIW HyHKT» KaHTOB-
CKOVI TPaHCIIeHIEHTAIIBHOM (PWIOCOPUN, «CUHTETIIe-
CKO€ eIMHCTBO alllepleninm», B (PeHOMEHOIOIMYECKI
BBICTpOeHHOM yueHmm [Inpca o kareropusix ObiT 0603Ha-
YeH KaK «OKKYJIbTHBIVI TPaHCIIeHIeHTaImn3M» (occult tran-
scendentalism) (Kempski, 1952, S. 57 —58).

? «...pacCMOTpWUTe, KaKOIO pofa CJIeACTBVS, MOTYIIe
VIMETh IIpaKTIUecKoe 3HaueHme, MMeeT, KaK MbI I1ojIara-
eM, O0BeKT Hallero IoHgTHs. Tormga Halle moHATHe o0
STUX CJIe[ICTBUSIX M €CTh IIOJIHOe IIOHsSTIE 00 O0BbeKTe»
(TTmpc, 200006, c. 278).
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1.1. In seiner Studie Charles S. Peirce und der
Pragmatismus hat Jiirgen von Kempski gezeigt,
dass Peirce ,bei der Bildung des Terminus ,Prag-
matismus’ an einen Kantischen Sprachgebrauch
ankntipft” (Kempski, 1952, S. 9), und zwar an
den Begriff ,pragmatisch”, der bei Kant selbst
eine breite Bedeutungspalette abdeckt, da er sich
auf alles bezieht, was die Anwendung der Mittel
zu einem gewissen Zweck betrifft (KrV, A 824 /
B 852), aber auch auf die auf die Gliickseligkeit
bezogenen ,pragmatischen Gesetze”, von de-
nen Kant in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft spricht
(KrV, A806 / B834), sowie auf die ,necessitas prag-
matica”, die in Kants religionsphilosophischen,
auf die Postulate von Freiheit, Unsterblichkeit
der Seele und Gott bezogenen Kontexten in sei-
ner Vorlesung iiber Metaphysik thematisiert wird
(Kempski, 1952,S.9, Anm. 4). Peirces Ankniipfun-
gen an Kant sind freilich nirgendwo Kant-philo-
logisch dimensioniert: Sie sind jederzeit Reinter-
pretationen und présentieren sich daher, wenn
sie aus der Optik eines orthodoxen Kantianis-
mus betrachtet werden, nicht selten als , Verkiir-
zungen”? der urspriinglichen Kantischen Denk-
motive. Was der junge Peirce in seiner Leitidee,
der ,pragmatischen Maxime”’ zum Ausdruck
bringt, auf die er, wie er berichtet, ,durch Nach-
denken tiber Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft ge-
fithrt worden sei” (Kempski, 1952, S. 10), ist ganz
offenkundig eine post-Kantianisch tiberformte
Deutung des Kant-inspirierten Motivs vom ,Pri-
mat der Praxis”.

Ist der Pragmatismus demzufolge, wie Wil-
liam James 1907 im Untertitel seiner Pragma-

2 So spricht von Kempski z. B. im Blick darauf, dass
Peirce den , hichsten Punkt” der Kantischen Transzen-
dentalphilosophie, die , synthetische Einheit der Apper-
zeption”, in seiner phdnomenologisch dimensionierten
Kategorienlehre als ,occult transcendentalism” bezeich-
net, vom , verkiirzten Kantianismus Peirces” (Kempski,
1952, S. 57-58).

* ,Uberlege, welche Wirkungen, die denkbarer Weise
praktische Beziige haben kénnten, wir dem Gegenstand
unseres Begriffes zuschreiben. Dann ist unser Begriff
dieser Wirkungen das Ganze unseres Begriffs des Ge-
genstandes” (Peirce, 1967a, S. 339).



OrvoKariIeM pacCMOTPeHUM ¥ B KOHEYHOM Cde-
Te JIVIITb «<HOBBIM Ha3BaHMEM J1JIs1 HEKOTOPBIX CTa-
pBIX MeTOnmoB MbInuTeHMs» (Ixerivc, 1910, c. 3)?
Kewmrickn B coett pabote o ITupce 1952 r. o mpaBy
clletajl 3To cyXjeHwue [IxeiMca MCXOIHBIM ITyH-
KTOM IeHTPaJIbHOro, 0000mIeHHoro: «Ixermc
0003HaYMII CJIOBOM ‘TIparMaru3M’ “HOBOe Has3Ba-
HVIe JIJIs1 HEKOTOPBIX CTapbIX 00pa3oB MbICiIN ». V1
TIeVICTBUTeJIbHO, TpofospkaeT Kemrickm, «dustoco-
¢mst Craporo cBera BbIHAIIIVIBAJIA B ceOe CKPBITHIN
‘mparmatmsm» (Kempski, 1952, S. 4). [11s ero pe-
KOHCTPYKIIMI HUKOMM 00pa3oM He IOAXOAAT Te
yIIpOllleHHBbIe TPaKTOBKM, KOTOpble MHTepIIpeTH-
PYIOT IparMaTisM Kak IIPOCTYIO TEOPUIO «I10JIe3-
HocTW». [To aToVI IIprdmHe 11714 1ocsIeIoBaTe IbHO-
ro ¢prsocodpckoro odCykKaeHMs «CKPBITOrO IIpar-
MaTM3Ma» 3allaJfHov prsocodpum, Io-BUIMMOMY,
HelpyieMJIeMO TO «IpyOo M3BpallleHHOe IIOHSTe
VICTVHBI», KOTOpOe BOILUIO B MeXIyHapOIHBIN
o0opoT 1ocste jrekimit JIkeriMca o IrparmMaTrmsMe
1907 1.; oHO OBUIO «4eM-TO BpoOJie KPMBOTO 3epKa-
J1a, M300pakeHrie KOTOPOTO MOIJIO TOJIBKO COITPO-
TUBJISITbCS TOMY, YTOOBI B HEM pacIIO3HasIM KakK
TaKOBOVI [CKPBITBIVI 3allaflHBIV IIparMaTusm]», —
xanyercss Kemricku (Ibid.). 3HaumrensHO Oortee
SICHBIVI B3I Ha (y>Ke CYIIeCTBOBaBIIIYIO B Kjlac-
CMYeCKOVI eBPOIETICKON prytocodmm) MUIero «IJla-
BEHCTBa IIPaKTUKI» IIpefICTaB/IeH, KaK YTBepXKia-
er Kemmncku, B Tpymax Ilupca, «senmuariiiero
aMepuKaHcKoro MpicimTerisi» (Ibid., S. 5), xoro-
PBIVI B CBOMIX PaHHWX 3CCe 3aJI0KVJI OCHOBBI ITpar-
MaTM3Ma, a 3aTeM ITPOJIOJDKIII €r0 pa3BUTHe yKe
B paMKax KPUTMYECKOro II0 OTHOIIeHUIO K IIpar-
MaTM3My «IIparMaTummsma». IIupc,
Kemrickm, BKJTIOUaeT «/IeVICTBIE B IIO3HAHVE OUeHb
MHTepecHBIM 00pa3oM, TaK YTO MOXXHO CIIpaBefl-
JIMBO CKa3aTh, YTO OH OCO3HaJI CKPBITHIV IIparMa-
TV3M 3anagHon dpwiocodpum» (Ibid.). B cemmoTn-
yecKN-pa3sMepHOM MbllIeHnu Iupca nonyunmim
TpaHCOpPMaITMIO MHOIMe KaHTOBCKME, HO Tak-
Xe U reresieBckue MOTUBBL «lIparmaTtumsm ITup-
ca, — nmer KeMricku, — mpeficTaeT IOIBITKOM
YCTaHOBUTH OaslaHC MeXAy OByMs IIOJIIOCaMV,

COrjiIaCHO
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tismus-Vorlesungen schrieb, genau betrachtet
zuletzt nur ,ein neuer Name fiir alte Denkme-
thoden” (James, 1977, S. I)? Von Kempski hat in
seiner Peirce-Studie aus dem Jahr 1952 diese Be-
hauptung von James mit Recht zum Ausgangs-
punkt fiir eine zentrale, allgemeine Erwédgung
gemacht: ,James”, so schreibt er, ,hat das Wort
,Pragmatismus’ als ,a new name for some old ways
of thinking’ bezeichnet.” Und in der Tat, so fahrt
von Kempski fort, , hat die abendldndische Philo-
sophie einen latenten ,Pragmatismus’ in sich ge-
tragen” (Kempski, 1952, S. 4). Zu dessen Rekonst-
ruktion taugen freilich simplifizierte Deutungen,
die den Pragmatismus als eine blofse ,Niitzlich-
keits“-Theorie interpretieren, keineswegs. Fiir
eine stimmige philosophische Thematisierung
des ,latenten Pragmatismus” der abendldndi-
schen Philosophie war deshalb der ,vergrobernd
missverstandene Wahrheitsbegriff”, der nach
1907 im Gefolge von James’s Pragmatismus-Vor-
lesungen international in Umlauf kam, denkbar
ungeeignet; er war ,,50 etwas wie ein Zerrspie-
gel, dessen Bild als das seine anzuerkennen [der
latente abendlédndische Pragmatismus] sich nur
weigern konnte”, moniert von Kempski (ebd.).
Einen deutlich klareren Blick auf die in der klas-
sischen europdischen Philosophie latent schon
vorhandene Idee vom ,Primat der Praxis” eroff-
nen, wie von Kempski festhilt, die Schriften von
Charles Sanders Peirce, des ,grofsten amerikani-
schen Denkers” (Kempski, 1952, S. 5), der mit sei-
nen frithen Essays den Pragmatismus begriin-
det, und diesen spédter im Rahmen seines prag-
matismuskritischen ,Pragmatizismus” weiter-
entwickelt hat. Peirce, so von Kempski, bezieht
»in einer sehr interessanten Weise das Handeln
in das Erkennen ein, so dass man mit Recht sa-
gen kann, dass der latente Pragmatismus der
abendldndischen Philosophie in ihm zum Be-
wusstsein gekommen ist” (ebd.). Viele Kantische,
aber auch Hegelsche Motive finden sich trans-
formiert in Peirces semiotisch dimensioniertem
Denken: Der ,Pragmatizismus von Peirce”, so
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CTOJIb XapaKTepHBIMM I 3aIlaJHOTO MBbIIIIjIe-
HIS: TIO3HaBaTh Pajiyl CaMOro IMO3HAHMS JIN0Oo mc-
KaTh TO 3HaHIe, KOTOpOe TaK WIN MHa4de 3Hau4MO
1151 BO3MOXKHOTO JtevicTBus» (Ibid., S. 24). OnHako
ITupc HUTIe He 3agBIIseT 3TY XKeJlaTeIbHYIO0 IIpak-
TUKO-OPVEHTUPOBAHHOCTD  «BYJIbTapHO-TIparMa-
TUYECKV», TIOTOMY UTO €ro IparMaTu3M ITTyOoKo
yKOpeHeH B Teopuu 3HakoB: «[Iparmarmueckas
MaKCVMa... OTHOCUTCS K MBIIIJIEHWIO, & €r0 Xapak-
TEPHOVI YepTOVL... SIBJIsieTCs XXMBoe obpasoBaHVe
CUIMBOJIOB Ha OCHOBe yMo3akiodeHUiD» (Ibid.)*
B orom cemmormueckmu TpaHcOpPMIUPOBAaHHOM
dopwme y [Inpca nosryyaroT passuTie MHOIIE MO-
TUBBI, KOTOpPBIe UT'PAIOT LIeHTPaJIbHYIO POJIb B VC-
cirenoBaHMy KaHTOM IIpaKTM4uecKoro yrnorpebiie-
HM pasyMa.

1.2. B amepukaHCKOM IIMICKypce BO BTOPOV IO-
stoBrHe XX B, B OTJIMYME OT IIOIBITOK 3MIIVPU-
YecKM-aHAJIUTUYECKOrO IIepeOoCMBICIIEHNs IIpar-
MaTu3Ma, JIyOoKasi YKOPeHeHHOCTh (prytocodpmm
IImpca B naesix KanTa ToXXe He ocTasiack Oe3 BHU-
MaHMIS". B cBoem mccrremoBanmm «Passutne duto-
codpvm ITupca» (Murphey, 1961) Mropperi I. Mép-
du BIIepBBIE 3a4BWJI O TOM, YTO CyMeJl IIOKa3aThb
HeCKOJIBKO JIeT CITyCTSI B OTHOIIIEHUM BCeX «KeM-
OpWIKCKMX IIparMaTukoB» (To ectb Ilmpca, Yu-
nibsima [xevimca m [ xocariv Porica): Kitaccaeckvie
aMepuKaHCKMe IparMaTuKy, Kak oH copMysin-
poBaJl B Ha3BaHUM CBoel1 cTaTbyt 1968 T., sIBJIsIIoTCA
«gerbMu Kanra»: «/Imenno KanT okasasl Ha mpar-
MaTMKOB HanOoriblilee BimsgHMe» (Murphey, 1968,
p- 9). Ilnpc, o yreepxenuio Mépdu, «xpuimert k
dmtocodryt He Kak SMIVPUK»; €ro paHHee IIPo-
ureHne Kanrta — ero «kantmsm» (cp.. Kempski,
1952, S. 68) — ybepersio ero oT BCAYECKOro ab-
CTPaKTHO-3MIIVMPUYECKOrO Cy>KeHWsI MBIIIUIeHNS:
«[Inpc paHO mpwIles K yOeXaeHWIo, YTO OCHOB-
HOVI OIIMOKOVI BCEro SMIIMpM3Ma — OIINOKOV, KO-
TOpas Bejla K CKeIITUIN3My, — ObUIa Bepa B Cy-
IIlecTBOBaHMe IePBUYHBIX YYBCTBEHHBIX BIleuaT-
JIeHUVI, KOTOpble TaK MM MHade OTHOCSTCS He-

* Ilonpobuee 06 sToM B popmare oG3opa cm.: (Nagl,
1992, S.21—61).

> «Kembpuosxcxuii npaemamusm boavuie 00a3an Kanmy, uem
A1060my Opyeomy gpusocogpy» (Murphey, 1968, p. 9).

schreibt von Kempski, ,erscheint geradezu als
der Versuch eines Ausgleichs zwischen den bei-
den Polen, die fiir das abendlindische Denken
so kennzeichnend sind: dass die Erkenntnis um
ihrer selbst willen gesucht werden und dass sie
irgendwie fiir mogliches Handeln belangvoll
sein miusse” (Kempski, 1952, S. 24). Dieser mog-
liche Praxisbezug wird bei Peirce freilich nir-
gendwo ,vulgdrpragmatisch” gelesen, denn sein
Pragmatismus hat eine zeichentheoretische Tie-
fendimension: ,Die pragmatische Maxime be-
zieht sich [...] auf das Denken, und dieses [...]
ist als ein lebendiges Umbilden von Symbolen
aufgrund von Schliissen charakterisiert” (ebd.).*
In dieser semiotischen Transformationsgestalt
leben bei Peirce viele der Motive weiter, die in
der Untersuchung des praktischen Vernunftge-
brauchs bei Kant eine zentrale Rolle spielen.

1.2. Auch im amerikanischen Diskurs wurde
in der zweiten Hilfte des 20. Jahrhunderts, im Ge-
genzug zu den empiristisch-analytischen Relek-
tiren des Pragmatismus, der tiefe Kant-Bezug
der Peirceschen Philosophie in Sicht gebracht.”
In seiner Studie The Development of Peirce’s Phi-
losophy (Murphey, 1961) zeigte Murray G. Mur-
phey, was er einige Jahr spdter fiir alle ,,Cambrid-
ge pragmatists” (d. h. fiir Peirce, William James
und Josiah Royce) nachwies: dass die klassischen
amerikanischen Pragmatisten, wie Murphey im
Titel eines Aufsatzes aus dem Jahr 1968 schrieb,
,Kant’s children” sind: , It was Kant who was the do-
minant influence upon the pragmatists” (Murphey,
1968, S. 9). Peirce, so zeigt Murphey, ,,came to phi-
losophy not as an empiricist”; seine frithe Kantlek-
tire — sein ,Kantism” (vgl. Kempski, 1952,
S. 68) — bewahrte ihn vor jeder abstrakt-emp-
irizistischen Engfiihrung des Denkens: , Peirce
early became convinced that the basic error of all em-
piricism — the error which was responsible for skepti-
cism — was the belief that there are first impressions

* Siehe dazu, einfiihrend, Nagl (1992, S. 21-61).
> “Cambridge pragmatism is more indebted to Kant than to
any other single philosopher” (Murphey, 1968, S. 9).
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IIOCPeZICTBEHHO K peasbHOMY» (Murphey, 1968,
p- 11). Bce Harmv 3HaHMS SBJISIOTCS OIIOCPENOBaH-
HBIMU (B 3HaKax) — 3Ta Ho3uis mo3sosvia [vp-
cy (BmoxHopsileHHOMY KaHTOM) Ha paHHeM 3Tarre
OTOWTM OT HaMBHOV TEOPUM OTpakeHUs pealb-
HocTi: «[Inpc Hallles ajbTepHATVBHBIV TIOIIXO, B
CBOeVl MHTepIIpeTallny KaHTOBCKOV TeOpum», —
et Mépdwm (Ibid., p. 11). VI gasee: «[Brieatsie-
HVIsA| HUKOIIa He TaHBI KaK TAaKOBble — K TOMY MO-
MeHTY, KOIJla Mbl coueTaeM BIledaT/ieHNs 115 Ha-
I1Iero yMa Kak 0OBeKT, O KOTOPOM HY>KHO J1yMaTh,
OHM y>ke KOHIIeNTya/In3npoBaHb». ITpap/a, 11eH-
TPaJIbHBIV IYHKT, BOKPYT KOTOPOrO CTPOUTCS 3Ta
ceMMOTHM3allMs JII00Oro obpaiieHns K OOBEKTY
(Berpaxasice B cTwie KaHTa, «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIIb-
Hasi KOHCTUTYMPOBAaHHOCTh» OOBeKTa), y Ilup-
ca y>ke He HaxOOWUTCI B «M3HadajlbHOM CUHTeTU-
YeCKOM €eIMHCTBE TPaHCILIEHIEHTAIBHOV allep-
LIETIINV», HO MOJTy4YaeT MHTePCyObeKTUBHO-«00-
IIIeCTBEHHYI0» TpaHCOpMalINIo, IIpeBpalasich
B «OKOHYAaTeJIbHOe MHeHVe cOOOIecTBa Viccile-
JoBaTejIerl B JOJITOCPOYHOV TIEPCHEKTMBE», U B
3TOM COCTOUT pellnTesIbHOe pacxoxaeHue [Tvp-
ca ¢ KanToMm, Kak yOenuTesIbHO TTOKas3biBaeT MEp-
du (Ibid., p. 12): «[TomoOHO Tomy Kak s Kanra
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOe e[IMHCTBO aIllepleninn
SIBJIIeTCSI OCHOBOVI BCSIKOTO 3HaHMS 00 00OBeKTVB-
HOVI peayIbHOCTM... TaK OKOHYaTeJIbHOe corjlacye
coobilecTea — OKOHUaTeJIbHOe MHeHUe — CIIy-
KUT TeM, UTO JTaeT HaM PeasIbHOCTh B IIVPCOBCKOV
dopme» (Ibid.). B atonm penernmium Kanra (Hapy-
IITaeMOVI HOBBIM CEMMOTMYECKUM U YKe TIOCTKaH-
TMaHCKMUM TopxomoMm Ilupca) mpossiisieTcs, co-
r71acHo Mépdu, To, UTO «MCTOKM IIparMaTi3Ma»
He MOT'Y'T OBITB BBIBE[IEHBI 113 a0CTPAKTHOT'O SMIIV-
pY3Ma, OHM SBHO CWJIBHO CBSI3aHBI C «VIeaINCTH-
uecKor» KoHIlernyert Hayku (Ibid., p. 11).
Tpancdopmanmio naenn Kanta MoXXHO HaiTu
Cpenyl LEeHTPaIbHBIX ITyHKTOB He TOJIBKO B pac-
cyxnenvsix [Tnpca, HO M y ABYX APYTUIX KJIaccude-
CKMX «KEMOPWIIKCKMX IpParMaTuKOB» — YVIIbs-
Ma [Ixenmca v [I>xocanm Porica. Ilepseini, et
Mépdwm, «romuepkmBal aKTMBHOCTb M KOHCTPYK-
TMBHOE JIeVICTBIE Pa3yMa TaKVM CIIOCOOOM, KOTO-
PBIM OH IiIyOOKo 0b0s3an KanTy m maeanvicram»
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of sense which somehow refer directly to the real”
(Murphey, 1968, S. 11). All’ unser Wissen ist (zei-
chen-)vermittelt — diese Einsicht ermoglichte
den (Kant-inspirierte) frithen Abschied Peirce’s
von der naiven Abbildtheorie des Realen: ,In
his interpretation of the Kantian theory Peirce found
an alternative approach”, so Murphey (1968, S. 11):
,Impressions] are never known as such — by the time
we collect the impressions before our mind as an object
to be thought about, they are already conceptualized.”
Diese Semiotisierung jeden Objektbezugs (mit
Kant gesprochen: seine “transzendentale Konsti-
tuiertheit”) hat fiir Peirce freilich, in gravieren-
dem Unterschied zu Kant, wie Murphey (1968,
S. 12) stimmig zeigt, ihren zentralen Referenzort
nicht in der ,urspriinglichen synthetischen Ein-
heit der transzendentalen Apperzeption”, son-
dern intersubjektiv-,kommunal” transformiert,
in der ,final opinion of the community of investiga-
tors in the long run™: ,Just as for Kant the transcen-
dental unity of apperception is the foundation of all
knowledge of objective reality [...], so it is the ultimate
agreement of the community — the final opinion —
which gives us reality in the Peircean form” (ebd.).
In dieser (durch Peirces semiotischen Neuansatz
post-Kantisch gebrochenen) Kantrezeption zeigt
sich, so Murphey, dass sich ,the origins of prag-
matism” nicht aus einem abstrakten Empirismus
herleiten lassen, sondern deutlich einer ,idealis-
tischen” Wissenschaftskonzeption verpflichtet
bleiben (Murphey, 1968, S. 11).

Zentrale Kantbeztige finden sich in transfor-
mierter Gestalt nicht nur im Peirceschen Denken,
sondern auch bei den zwei anderen klassischen
,Cambridge pragmatists”, bei William James und
Josiah Royce. James, so schreibt Murphey (1968,
S.19), ,emphasize[d] the activity and constructive ac-
tion of the mind in a manner, which is profoundly in-
debted to Kant and the idealists”. Und Josiah Royce,
der Freund und Hauptopponent von James im
frithen Pragmatismus-Diskurs Harvards, entwi-
ckelte eine Denkposition, die er ,absolute prag-
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(Murphey, 1968, p. 19). 11 xocais Povic, opyr u
IJIaBHBIV OIIIIOHEHT JI>keriMca B paHHeM rapBapi-
CKOM AMCKypce O IIparmMaTusMe, pa3Bijl Halpas-
JIeHVie MBICTIVI, KOTOpOe OH Ha3BaJl «abCOIIOTHBIM
[IparMaTmM3MOM», OOBEIVHWB B HEM KaHTOBCKVE
MOTWMBBI C 37IeMeHTaMy ceMmoTvKu [Tnpca u rere-
nepckuMu ugesamu (cM.: Nagl, 2012).

1.3. Ilocne tom wmHTepnpertaunu Ilnpca, Ko-
TOPYIO IIpeficTaBil KeMIicku, cirefyrommM Tpy-
JIOM, OKasaBIIMM OoJIbllIOe BIIMHME Ha pellell-
M0 IparMarvisMa B HeMelKOS3bIYHOM uJlo-
codpckoM nMcKypce, cTasla padora Kapra-OtTo
Amnensa «Passutne ungent Yapribsa Canpepca Iup-
ca», onyonmkosaHHas1 B 1967 1. (Apel, 1975). B Hent
Amestb ouleHMBaeT MHTeprpetauyu [Tnpca, msso-
XeHHble Kemrickit 1 Mépdn, kak oueHb BaXkKHEIE,
IIOCKOJIBKY 00a aBTOpa «IIepBBIMY OTMETVIIV 3Ha-
yeHMe KaHTMAHCKMX IPeariocblIok Mbicim [Tnp-
ca», BHeCs HeOOXOIVMYIO KOPPEeKTMPOBKY B TOT
oOpa3 mparMaTmsMa, KOTOPBIV cOpMMPOBaIICS
B aHayIMTI4eckon pustocodpmm. Kemrnicki 1 Mép-
du, x0T M IEMOHCTPUPYIOT OOJIBIIOEe 3HaUeHVIe
KanTa 119 BO3HMKHOBEHMS IIparMarusMa, B KO-
HEYHOM WTOre IIpUIEPXKMBAIOTCS MHEHWs, 4TO
ITnpc cokpaTwil TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHO-(1I0cod-
ckum mmpoekT KaHTa v HempaBWJIBHO IIOHSJI €ro
(Ibid., S. 33, Anm. 33). Antesib cumTaeT 3TOT BBIBOJ],
Cepbe3HOV HeOOIIeHKOV TOTO paJMKasIbHOTO Ile-
peocMBbICIIeHMs ¥ TpaHcpopMany KaHTOBCKMX
MOTWMBOB, KOTOpPBIe MMer MecTo y ITnpca®. B ot-
JIMguie OT 3TUX JBYX aBTOPOB, Alle/Ib HacTanBaeT
Ha HOBaTOPCKOW MCTOpUM pa3BuTu «oT KaHTa 10
IImpca». On nokaseiBaet, uto Ilupcy B mparma-
TU3Me ¥ ITparMaTul3Me yaaeTcs OpuIHasIbHas
«ceMUOTHYecKasl TpaHcdopMallys TpaHCIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOVI JIOTUKW» (cM.: Amtestb, 2001), koTopas 3a-
BepIIIaeTCsl HOBOVI, «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO-TIparmMa-
TUYIECKOVD» ITO3VIIVIEVI MBIIIIJIEH S, BEYIIEeN K HO-
BOMY, KAHTMaHCKOMY HaIlpaBJIeHVIIO MBICIIVL.

¢ «Oba [Kemrickit 1 Mépdm], — mmmrer Arestb, — Kak
MHe KaKeTCsl, CJIMIIKOM BBICOKO OLIeHMBAIOT ITO3VLIVIO
KanTa 1 HeIoOIeHMBaIOT Te KPUTKUUYeCKue apTyMeHTEHI,
KOTOphle BbIIBUHYJI ITupc mpoTus HeoTpediekcupoBaH-
HOro Mertadmsudeckoro HommHammsMma Kawrta» (Apel,
1975, S. 33).
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matism” nannte, in der er von Kant inspirierte
Motive mit Elementen der Peirceschen Semiotik
und mit Hegelschen Gedanken verband (s. Nagl,
2012).

1.3. Nach von Kempskis Peirce-Interpretati-
on war im deutschsprachigen philosophischen
Diskurs die 1967 publizierte Studie von Karl
Otto Apel, Der Denkweg des Charles Sanders Peirce
(s. Apel, 1975), von grofiem Einfluss auf die Prag-
matismusrezeption. Apel bezeichnet in seinem
Buch die Peirce-Interpretationen, die er bei von
Kempski und Murphey vorfand, als sehr wich-
tig, da beide Autoren, in notwendiger Korrek-
tur zur Darstellung des Pragmatismus durch
die analytische Philosophie, ,zuerst die kan-
tischen Voraussetzungen Peirces zur Geltung
gebracht” haben. Wahrend von Kempski wie
auch Murphey, obwohl sie die grofle Bedeutung
Kants fiir die Genese des Pragmatismus aufzei-
gen, zuletzt doch der Meinung sind, dass Peirce
Kants transzendentalphilosophisches Projekt
verkiirzt und missverstanden habe (Apel, 1975,
S. 33, Anm. 33), hélt Apel hélt diese Schlussfol-
gerung flir eine gravierende Unterschitzung
der originellen Reinterpretations- und Transfor-
mationsleistung Kantischer Motive bei Peirce.®
Im Gegenzug zu diesen beiden Autoren insis-
tiert Apel auf einer innovativen Entwicklungs-
geschichte ,von Kant zu Peirce”. Er zeigt, dass
dem Peirceschen Pragmatismus/Pragmatizis-
mus eine originelle ,semiotische Transformati-
on der transzendentalen Logik” gelingt (s. Apel,
1981), die in einer neuen, Kantische Denkmoti-
ve weiterfiithrenden ,transzendentalpragmati-
schen” Denkposition terminiert.

In allen drei Analysegéngen, die sich mit der
Rolle Kantischer Motive in der Genese des Prag-
matismus beschiftigen, bei von Kempski, Mur-

¢ ,Beide [von Kempski und Murphey]”, so schreibt
Apel (1975, S. 33), ,,scheinen mir Kants Position zu tiber-
schétzen bez. die von Peirce gegen den unreflektierten
metaphyischen Nominalismus Kants vorgebrachten
sinnkritischen Argumente zu unterschétzen.”



Bo Bcex Tpex mpumMepax aHaIM3a, Kacaroyxcs
POJIM KAaHTOBCKMX MOTVMBOB B 3apOXKIIeHUM IIpar-
MaTtusMma, Kemricku, Mépdu 1 Aness, KoHe4HO,
B IIEPBYIO O4Yepeb COCPENOTOUYEHbI Ha 3MIMCTEMO-
JIOTVYeCKIX BOIIpocax, OepyIux cBoe Hadajio B
«Kpurnuke gucroro pasyma» Kanra. KanTosckas
TeMarmdeckast 00J1acTh «MeTapV3MKM B IIPaKTU-
YeCcKOM OTHOIIIeHUW», U IpeXe BCero ydeHue o
IOCTyJlaTax, Wrpaollee IIeHTPaJIbHYI0 pPOJIb B
KaHTOBCKOV (prytocopmmt pesinrum, Bpems oT Bpe-
MeHV MeJIbKaeT Ha ITOJIsIX MCCIIeIOBaHM, HO HU-
I7le He VICCiIe/lyeTcs C TIOBBIIIIeHHBIM BHUMaHVeM,
xotst Ilupc u gpyrue «keMOpUIIKCKMe ITparMaTy-
KVI» TIPeICTaBVIIN PasMBIIIUIEHUS O PeJIUIMN, KO-
TOpbIe coflepKaT KOMIUIEKCHBIe IIpsIMble 11 KOCBeH-
Hble OTChUIKM K KaHTy.

2. IIpsiMble 1 KOCBEHHBbIE OTCHLIIKM
K KanTy B Tekcrax Yuinesama [Ixenmca

[Mnpokyio Ipe3eHTAIMIO HOBOW aMepuKaH-
CKOVI METOIIOJIOT MV MBIIIJIEHVSI OCYIIeCTBIII yXKe
He [Tupc, «oTen-ocHOBaTesb» IIparmaTmnsMa, a Yu-
IbAM [IKeriMC B CBOMX JIGKIIMSX O IIparMaTiu3Me,
orryormmkoBaHHBIX B 1907 1. (Ixermvc, 1910), koTo-
pble IofIpobHO 0bcy Xaamck Ha BecemmupHoM u-
socodpckoMm KoHrpecce 1908 1. braromapst MHO-
rOYMC/IeHHBIM YIIPOLIEHHBIM KPaTKMM W3JI0XKe-
HVSM TeOpUM MCTMHBI [>kKeriMca, KOTOpBIe MMe-
M IIMPOKOe XOX[eHVe B paHHeN pelennn
mparMarmsma, >xeriMc riprobpes, Kak oTMedaeT
Kemricky, penyTamyio «omnysisipusaTopa» Iipar-
MaTm3Ma, KOTopas 3aTpyaHsIa Oojlee BHVIMATeIb-
HOe 3HaKOMCTBO C ero mesiMu. B TeueHme f1oiroro
BpeMeHM 3Ta penyTals OJI0KMpoBasia MHTepecC K
TOMY, 4TO JI)KeIMC IepBbIM B IIOJPOOHOCTSIX BBI-
HeC Ha o0cCy>XIleHNe IeHTpasIbHbIN acIleKT ITpar-
MaTM3Ma, a UMeHHO PVII0COPCKOe pasMBblIITIeH e
0 BO3MOXKHOCTY ¥ IIPVEeMJIEMOCTV PeJIUTH B 3I10-
Xy, IJIs KOTOPOVI XapaKTepHO AMCTaHIMpOBaHe
ot perurun. Ero nexins «Bosst K Bepe», ory6rim-
KoBaHHas B 1897 r., pasBopaumBaeTcs BOKPYT «Bbl-
Gopa» permrum — TOV TeMBbI, KOTopasi SBHO cpop-
MupoBaHa KpuTukoy KaHTom Bcex TeopeTuue-
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phey und Apel, sind freilich die Untersuchun-
gen primdr auf epistemologische Fragestellun-
gen, die in Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft ihren
Ursprung haben, fokussiert. Das Kantische The-
menfeld einer ,Metaphysik in praktischer Ab-
sicht” und vor allem die fiir Kants Religionsphi-
losophie zentrale Postulatenlehre blitzen zwar
hin und wieder am Rande der Untersuchungen
auf, werden jedoch nirgendwo mit grofierer Aus-
fiihrlichkeit untersucht, obwohl Peirce und die
anderen , Cambridge pragmatists” elaborierte Re-
flexionen zum Thema Religion, die komplexe di-
rekte und indirekte Ankniipfungen an Kant ent-
halten, vorgelegt haben.

2. Direkte und indirekte Kantbeziige
im Denken von William James

Nicht Peirce, der ,founding father” des Prag-
matismus, sondern William James hat den neu-
en amerikanischen Denkansatz durch seine
1907 erschienenen Pragmatismus-Vorlesungen
(s. James, 1977), die 1908 im Weltkongress fiir
Philosophie ausfiihrlich diskutiert wurden, in
die internationale Debatte eingefiihrt. Aufgrund
vieler simplifizierender Kurzdarstellungen der
James'schen Wahrheitstheorie, die in der frithen
Pragmatismusrezeption die Runde machten, er-
warb James freilich, wie von Kempski berichtet,
den fiir die genauere Rezeption seines Denkens
abtraglichen Ruf, der ,Popularisator” des Prag-
matismus zu sein. Dieser Ruf hat {iber langere
Zeit das Interesse daran blockiert, dass James
als Erster einen zentralen Aspekt des Pragmatis-
mus, ndmlich die philosophische Reflexion auf
die Moglichkeit und Stimmigkeit von Religion
in einem von Religionsdistanz gepragten Zeit-
alter, ausfiihrlich in die Diskussion eingebracht
hat. Sein 1897 veroffentlichter Vortrag ,,Der Wil-
le zum Glauben” kreist um die ,,Option” Religi-
on, um ein Thema, das deutlich von Kants Kri-
tik aller theoretischen Gottesbeweise sowie sei-
ner Neuansiedlung des Religionsdiskurses im
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CKMX JIOKa3aTesIbCTB ObITist bora 11 ero mepeHocom
PeJIUTMO3HOrO JINCKYPca B IPOCTPAHCTBO «IIOCTY-
JIaTOB HpaKTudeckoro pasyma» ([Ixevimc, 1997,
c. 10). I>xeviMc B CBOVMX pa3MBbIIIIJICHMSIX ITpefijiara-
eT «3alllATy Halllero IIpaBa 3aHVMaTh OIIpeJiesleH-
HYIO ITO3UIINIO B PEJIUTMO3HBIX BOIIPOCAX, XOTSI OBl
HalIl YICTO JIOTMYeCKU M U He BBIHY K/1ajl Hac K
stomy» (Tam xe, c. 9).

Hosroe Bpems Ppry1ocodpcKo-pemro3HbIM VC-
cjrefoBaHMAM [IKeriMca yesisyioch Majio BHUMa-
HMs B HEMeIIKOSI3bIYHOM JIVICKYypce, U JIMIIb He-
JaBHO Ha HVX B3IJISHYJIM II0-HOBOMY. DTa Iepe-
MeHa CBsi3aHa, Cpely IIpOYero, ¢ IoCTaHaIUTH-
JecKM / HeoIIparMaTU4ecKMM aMepUKaHCKUM
AVICKYPCOM TIOCJIETHMX [eCATWIeTUi, B KOTOPOM
unen JIxeviMca cHOBa ObUIN BOBJIeUeHBI B PIIO-
codpckme mucKyccuy Oraromaps TOMY WMHTepecy
K ero dwiocodpunt pesmrnm, KOTOPBIN IIPOsiBieH
B pabortax Xwiapu Ilatuama’ m Pyt Anner [ar-
H5M (Putnam, 1997; Putnam, 2017). I'lorre3HoM 1y1st
3TOr0 BO3POXKIEHHOI0 MHTepeca CTala TaK)Ke BeH-
cKas JIeKIus «@POpMBl PeIUTMO3HOIO B COBpe-
MEHHOCTW», IIpounTaHHas Yapibszom Teriiopom
B 2001 r,, B KoTOpOm [I>XemtMC ObUI IIpercTaBileH
KaK pa3sHOCTOPOHHUW VCC/IeIoBaTelIb COBpeMeH-
HOTO IIPOCTPaHCTBa MIeVl, KacarolVXCsl peIurnm,
cdopmuposanHoro nipu yuactumu Kanra. Ilo crio-
BaM Terstopa, [Ixerimc — ToT dntocod, ripu uTe-
HMV KOTOPOI'O Y MHOI'MIX BO3HVKAET OIIyIIeHe,
UTO «3TOT JIaBHO IIOKOVIHBIVI aBTOP ITprMedaTrelb-
HBIM 00pa3oM IMIIeT KaK Halll COBPeMeHHWK»
(Taylor, 2001, S. 8)%. B atom orenke ¢ Tertopom
cxonmtest XaHe Voac, KOTOpBI B cBoei paboTe
«Brractp CasiienHoro. AjisTepHaTyBa K MCTOPUM
passenuanus» 2017 . (Joas, 2019) B3sics meTaib-
HO MCCIIefIoBaTh He TOJIBKO (PrI0cOpUIO pesTurnm
JIxeviMca, HO M aHaJIU3 PESIUTUN Y «KeMOPUIK-
CKOro IparmMarvka» [I>xocavin Povica, Ha KOTOpBIV
CVJIBHO HOBJIVsIa Teopys 3HaKoB [Tnpca’.

7 Cwm. anarms «Bomm k Bepe» [Ixerimca B craThe Ilat-
moMa «[lepeocmblciieHVe TIOHSATHMS TIOIUTUKK Y biov»
(Putnam, 1992, S. 239 —247).

8 Cwm. 00 sTom Taxke: (Nagl, 2011).

? CM. B ocobeHHOCTM pasfen «/IHTepIipeTarus peiri-
o3Horo onelta: [I>xocarnst Povic» Bo BTOpor IjiaBe KHUTM
Woaca (Joas, 2019, S. 84 —109). Cm. Taxke: (Nagl, 2016).
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Bezugsraum der , Postulate der praktischen Ver-
nunft” gepragt ist (James, 1975, S. 128). James of-
feriert in seinen Erwédgungen ,eine Verteidigung
unseres Rechts, in religiosen Fragen uns auf den
Standpunkt des Glaubens zu stellen, auch wenn
unser rein logischer Intellekt sich nicht dazu ge-
zwungen sieht” (ebd.).

Die religionsphilosophischen Studien von
James, die im deutschsprachigen Diskurs lange
Zeit nur wenig Beachtung fanden, werden erst
neuerdings aufmerksam rezipiert. Diese gedn-
derte Situation ist u.a. dem post-analytisch/neo-
pragmatischen amerikanischen Diskurs der jiin-
geren Gegenwart geschuldet, in dem, vermittelt
durch das Interesse Hilary Putnams’ und Ruth
Anna Putnams (1997; 2017) an James’ Religions-
philosophie, James wieder stiarker in die philo-
sophische Debatte einbezogen wurde. Hilfreich
fiir dieses sich neu formierende Interesse war
auch die von Charles Taylor 2001 gehaltene Wie-
ner Vorlesung Die Formen des Religidsen in seiner
Gegenwart, in der James als vielseitiger Erkunder
des von Kants Analysen mitbestimmten moder-
nen Denkraums am Ort der Religion vorgestellt
wurde. James, so sagte Taylor (2001, S. 8), ist ein
Philosoph, bei dessen Lektiire viele Leser das
Gefiihl bekommen, ,dass dieser langst verstor-
bene Autor in bemerkenswerten Hinsichten ein
Zeitgenosse ist.”® Diese Einschitzung teilt Tay-
lor mit Hans Joas, der 2017 in seiner Studie Die
Macht des Heiligen. Eine Alternative zur Geschichte
der Entzauberung nicht nur die Jamessche Religi-
onsphilosophie einer genauen Untersuchung zu-
zuftihren begann, sondern auch die Religions-
analysen des ,Cambridge pragmatist” Josiah Roy-
ce, die stark von der Peirceschen Zeichentheorie
beeinflusst sind.’

7 Siehe Putnams Analyse von James’ ,The Will to Be-
lieve” im Essay “Deweys Politikbegriff — eine Neube-
wertung” (Putnam, 1992, S. 239-247).

8 Siehe dazu auch Nagl (2011).

? Siehe insbesondere den Abschnitt , Die Interpretation
religioser Erfahrung: Josiah Royce” im zweiten Kapitel
von Joas (2019, S. 84-109). Siehe auch Nagl (2016).



3. KaHTOBCKOe y4yeHMe 0 IIoCcTysIaTax
M peTUI03HO-PII0c0PCKMUIT AUCKYPC
«KeMOPMI>KCKMX IIparMaTuKOB»

KakoBo cooTHoIIIeHVe MeX/1y peJIuIMo3HO-Pu-
nocodpckuM nuckypcoM xermca, ITvpca m Pori-
ca M IIpaKTUKO-OPVEeHTUPOBaHHBIM OITpeJiesIeH -
eM MecTta permrum y Kanra? KanTosckme «1octy-
JIaThl YVCTOTO IIPAKTMYECKOro pasyMa» (IIOCTY-
naT «Coboma» M CBsI3aHHBIE C HUM IIOCTYJIAThI
«beccmepTe mymm» u «bbiTie boxbe») sBIIAIOT-
Csl «II0JIOKeHMSIMM, KOTOpble He JIOMYyCKaloT HU-
KaKMX JJOKa3aTeJIbCTB CO CTOPOHBI TeOPeTIYecKo-
ro (CIIeKyJIATMBHOI'0) pa3yMa, HO KOTOpBbIe CJleflyeT
C HeOOXOIVMMOCTBIO IIPVHSTH 110 pallYiOHaIbHBIM
OCHOBaHWSIM B CVWJIy VX OTHOIIEHWS K MOpaib-
HoMy 3akoHY» (Gardner, 2015). Kak OyzmeT moka-
3aHO HVDKe, 9TU CBSI3aHHBIE C IIPAaKTUKOV IOCTY-
JIaThl UTPAIOT IIeHTPaJIBHYIO poJib B (prstocopum
perurnm «KeMOPUIIKCKMX IIparMaTuKOB», XOTs 1
6e3 moTpobHOro OOpaIIe s K apXUTeKType KaH-
TOBCKOV TpPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHON dprytocopum n B
CWJIBHO M3MeHeHHOV popMme.

3.1. KanmoBckuii nocmyaam c60600vt
6 cemuomuKo-npazmMamuieckom nepeocmolcAeHul
Yurvama xeiimca, a maxxe YHapavsa C. Ilupca
u JI>kocaiiu Poiica

3.1.1. s Ywibsama [Ixerivca BOITPOC O BO3MOXK-
HOCTV CBOOOJIBI TIIYOOKO CBSI3aH C €rO MHTeJUIeK-
TyasibHOV Oviorpadpment. [IkeriMc Havgasl CBOIO aKa-
ZIleMIMUYecKyIo Kapbepy B KauecTBe CTy/IeHTa-MeIu-
Ka, KOTOPOMY MMP Ka3aJicsi Hepas3pbIBHOV 1IEIIbIO
Kay3aJIbHO CBS3aHHBIX COOBITUIL: «S ITOrpsi3 B oM-
nupudeckon dpustocodpun, — mmcan Ixenmc gpy-
ry. — MHe mpefcTasiisieTcss, YTO MbI HACKBO3b U
BCeIleJI0 IIPVHAIIIEXMM IIPUPOJIE, YTO MBI TIOJTHO-
CTBIO OOYCIJIOBJIEHBI, UTO HUKaKoe KojleOaHMe Ha-
11IeV1 BOJIVI He ITPOVICXOAUT MHade YeM B pe3yJIbTa-
Te PU3MUECKOro 3aKOHa; 1 BCe XKe TPV BCeM 3TOM
MBI IETICTBYeM B corIacuy ¢ pasymoMm. Kak 3To no-
MbIcTIUTE? KTo 3HaeT?» (James, 1920, p. 152—153).
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3. Kants Postulatenlehre und der
religionsphilosophische Diskurs der
»Cambridge Pragmatists”

Welche Zusammenhinge gibt es zwischen
dem religionsphilosophischen Diskurs bei
James, Peirce und Royce und der praxisbezoge-
nen Bestimmung des Orts der Religion bei Kant?
Kants ,Postulate der reinen praktischen Ver-
nunft” (das Postulat , Freiheit”, und die von dem-
selben abhdngigen Postulate ,Unsterblichkeit
der Seele” und ,Gott”) sind ,Sétze, die keine von
der theoretischen (spekulativen) Vernunft stam-
menden Beweisgriinde zulassen, denen jedoch
kraft ihrer Beziehung zum moralischen Gesetz
aus rationalen Griinden notwendigerweise zu-
zustimmen ist” (Gardner, 2015, S. 1814). Die-
se praxisbezogenen Postulate spielen, so wird
im Folgenden gezeigt werden, freilich ohne de-
taillierten Rekurs auf die Architektur der Kan-
tischen Transzendentalphilosophie und in viel-
fach transformierter Gestalt, eine zentrale Rolle
in der Religionsphilosophie der ,, Cambridge prag-
matists”.

3.1. Kants Postulat der Freiheit bei William
James, sowie in Charles S. Peirces und Josiah
Royces semiotisch-pragmatischer Relektiire

3.1.1. Die Frage nach der Moglichkeit von Frei-
heit ist fiir William James tief mit seiner intel-
lektuellen Biographie verkniipft. James begann
seine akademische Karriere als Medizinstudent,
dem die Welt als eine Kette nahtlos ineinander-
greifender kausaler Ereignisse erschien: ,I am
swamped in an empirical philosophy”, schrieb James
(1920, S. 152-153) an einen Freund: ,I feel that we
are nature through and through, that we are wholly
conditioned, that not a wiggle of our will happens save
as the result of physical law; and yet, not withstand-
ing, we are en rapport with reason. How to concei-
ve it? Who knows?” Diese offene Frage beschéf-
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JIxeviMc OBIJT HACTOJIBKO TIOIJIOIIEH 3TUM OTKPBI-
TBIM BOIIPOCOM, UTO HadaJl CTpajfiaTh OT JieIrpec-
cum. HakoHer 0H cMOr TIpeoiosieTh 3TOT KPWMS3C,
B34BILVCH 3a M3ydeHVe (PppaHITy3cKOr0 HeOKaHTH-
anua [Hapra Penysre. Tpuaiaroro arnperts 1870 r.
JxeriMc 3amvicasl B cBoeM JIHeBHUKe: «fI aymaro,
4UTO BuUepa ObLJI IOBOPOTHBIV JIeHb B MO€VI XKI3HL.
1 3aKOHYMJI TIePBYIO YacTh 2-T0 3cce PenyBbe 1 He
yBUIeJI OCHOBAHM, 10 KOTOPBIM €ro oIlpererie-
Hie CBOOOIIBI BOJIM — IHPUAEPXXMBATHCS MBICIIV B
pe3ysibTaTe BbIOOpaA ee Cpemy APYTMX MBICTIe —
cJlenyeT IIpW3HATh VUUTIO3VEN.. MovM IIepBbIM
aKTOM CBOOOIBI BOJIM OyrieT Mosi Bepa B CBOOOIY
Borv» (James, 1920, p. 147—148). Ilosxe [I>xemmc
oITpaB/IaeT 3To peltieHNe B cTvwte KaHTa, He Kak pe-
3yJIbTaT yOeOuTeIbHOrO TeopeTdecKoro BbIBOMa,
a Kak «I10CTyJsiaT»: «5I Bce BGosibliie 11 OoIbIIe Bepro,
4uTO CBOOOIHas BOJIS, ecIM OHa BOOOIIe ITpUHS-
Ta, I0JDKHA OBITH IIpMHSTa KakK noctysiar» (Perry,
1935, p. 682—683). Pernysbe ybemm1 [IxeriMca, 94TO
cBo0OOMIa, XOTsI OHA, Kak IToKa3beiBaeT KaHT, «He Mo-
JKeT OBITh [TaHa HY B KaKOM BO3MOYKHOM BOCIIPU-
aruv» (A 451 / B 479; Kanr, 20060, c. 603), TeM He
MeHee MOKeT OBbITh I0OKa3aHa KaK peaibHas C TOU-
KV 3peHVs BO3MOXXHOCTV COOCTBEHHOIO ITPaKTH-
YeCKOro IEVICTBS, IIOTOMY UTO 3TO (KaK TOBOPUT
Kanr) «ratio essendi mopasipHOrO 3aKoHa» (AA 05,
S. 4, Anm,; Kanr, 1997a, c. 281). Inarma3oH I1ocTy-
naToB y JIxermca, kak n y Kanra, cTporo orpanm-
YeH HaIllVIM TOpm30HTOM Aenicteuit: «Crroa “bor,
cBobora BOMN...” VIMEIOT OHO JIMIIb 3TO IIpak-
TUYecKoe 3HaueHwe. B3sTble camm 1o cebe, 1y B
VIHTEeJUIEKTYaIMCTIUECKOM CMBICIIe, OHM TeMHBI 1
HesicHbD> ([Ixerivc, 1910, c. 78).

3.1.2. Tlo oOmiemMy Hmpw3HaHMIO, IOCTYJIAT Ye-
JIOBEYECKOVI CBOOOIBI MI'PaeT BaKHYIO POJIb yXKe
y Ilmpca, mpuueM B IBYX OTHOIIeHMsIX. Bo-miep-
BBIX, 11714 [ Tnpca 11r000e Hallle OTHOIIIeHVe K MUPY
«MBICJIVIMO B 3HaKax» (cM.: ITupc, 2000a, c. 40): aTO
orocpezioBaHVie 3HaKaMy TI0fIpa3yMeBaeT CBOOOILy
JEVICTBVVI M1 JIeJIaeT BO3MOXHBIM IIparMaTmyecK
BBICTPOEHHOE 3KCITepVIMEHTAJIbHOE VICCIIe/IOBAH e
peanbHOCTN. CeMmmoTyiKa [ Impca HarrpassieHa, 1oz,
pavsiHveM KaHTa, IpOTMB Teopwmy MCTMHBI Kak
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tigte James so sehr, dass er an Depressionen zu
leiden begann. Durch das Studium des franzosi-
schen Neukantianers Charles Renouvier gelang
es ihm schliefilich, seine Krise zu iiberwinden.
Am 30. April 1870 schrieb James (1920, S. 147-148)
in sein Tagebuch: I think that yesterday was a crisis
in my life. I finished the first part of Renouvier’s 2nd
Essay, and saw no reason why his definition of free
will — the sustaining of a thought because I choose
to when I have other thoughts — need be the defini-
tion of an illusion [...] My first act of free will shall
be my believe in free will.” James begriindet diesen
Entschluss spiter auf Kant-nahe Weise nicht als
das Ergebnis einer zwingenden theoretischen
Herleitung, sondern als ein ,Postulat”: ,I believe
more and more that free will, if accepted at all, must
be accepted as a postulate” (Perry, 1935, S. 682-683).
Renouvier {iberzeugte James, dass Freiheit, ob-
zwar sie, wie Kant zeigt, ,in keiner moglichen
Wahrnehmung gegeben werden kann” (KrV,
A 451 / B 479), dennoch im Blick auf den Mog-
lichkeitsraum des eigenen praktischen Handelns
als real erwiesen werden kann, weil sie (wie Kant
sagt) , die ratio essendi des moralischen Gesetzes”
ist (KpV, AA 05, S. 4 Anm.). Die Reichweite von
Postulaten ist, bei James (1977, S. 76) wie bei Kant,
strikt limitiert auf unseren Handlungshorizont:
,Eine andere als diese praktische Bedeutung ha-
ben die Worte ,Gott, Willensfreiheit’ [..] tiber-
haupt nicht. Intellektualistisch gefasst, sind sie
an sich vollkommen dunkel.”

3.1.2. Freilich, bereits bei Peirce spielt das
Postulat der menschlichen Freiheit, und zwar
in zweifacher Hinsicht, eine wichtige Rolle. Ers-
tens ist fiir Peirce (1967b, S. 175) aller Weltbezug
»zeichenvermittelt”: Diese Zeichenvermittlung
impliziert Handlungsfreiheit und erlaubt die
pragmatisch dimensionierte, experimentieren-
de Realitdtserkundung. Peirce’s Semiotik rich-
tet sich Kant-inspiriert gegen eine ,,copy theory”
der Wahrheit, die behauptet, dass Sprache nichts



KOIVIPOBaHMs, KOTOpas yTBepXKIaeT, YTO S3bIK
He IIPUBHOCUT HWYEro, KpoMe «OTpakaloIero»
IIpeJICTaBIIeHNsT 4ero-nbo, JaHHOIO BHE S3bIKa.
YroOpl OOBICHUTH PasHUILY MeXAy CeMUOTIde-
CKOVI KOHIIEIIIVEeV MCTUHBI, CBSI3aHHOW CO CBODO-
1oV, ¥ aOCTPaKTHBIM ITOHSATVIEM KOPPEeCIIOH IeHT-
Hom ucTuHEL, ITnpe nutupyer Kanra: «Onpene-
JIeHVe WCTVMHBI KaK COOTBETCTBUS IIpeIiCTaBIle-
HWSL €r0 OOBEeKTy — 3TO TOJIBKO HOMWHAJIBHOE
ee ornpenerieHne» (A58 / B82; Kant, 2006a, c. 97;
KanT, 20060, c. 145). OgHaKO ¢ TOUKM 3peHs Teo-
PV 3HAKOB (VWJIN «TpaHCLIeH/IeHTaIbHOV») OKa3bl-
BaeTCs, UTO «[3Ta] MCTMHA IPVHAIJIEXNUT VCKITIO-
4YMTeJIHO BhICKa3bIBaHMAM» (Peirce, 1998a, p. 379).

Bo-BTopsix, kputnka ITnpcom «Hececcutapms-
Ma» TaK>ke BIIOXHOBJIEHa KaHTOBCKVM TIOCTYJIaTOM
CBOOOMIBL: 3TO IIPOSBIISIETCS B €r0 IMUCTaHIMPOBa-
HUM OT abCOJIIOTHO-Kay3a/IbHO-pa3MepHOV WH-
TepIIpeTaIni peabHOCTH, B KOTOPOV, CTPOro To-
BOPSI, HET MeCTa [IJIsI IIOCTYIIKOB, U JJaXke HeT IIpo-
CTpaHCTBA [JIsI HAYYHBIX SKCIIePVMeHTOB. [Ipar-
MaTM3M, a TakKke ero OoJiee IO3Hee IMPCOBCKOE
OTBeTBJIeHWe «IIParMaTUIIN3M», PV BCeX MX pas-
TMausX, Kak orMedan ITupe, cxomgarcs «B Mx OT-
putaHnn HececcutapmaMa» (Peirce, 19986, p. 450).

KanToBcknit mocTysiat cBoOOIBl, Kak 00bICHS-
eT ®pank M. Onmenrenim B pabore «ITMKa 3pe-
sioro Povica», oka3asl Takke OOJIBIIIOe BIIVMSHVE Ha
CII0co0 paccyXKIeHUT TPeThero «KeMOPUIKCKOro
nparmaTuka», [Ixocavm Povica: «3pesnsint Poric me-
PEOCMBICITNTI TPY STUYECKMX IIOCTyJIaTa (CBoOorIa,
GeccmepTie mymm n OpITie Boxkbe), mpesIoKeH-
HBIX “cTapbIM My#apelioM KanTom™, 1 BKIIOUMII
X, VICIIOJIBb3Ysl ceMMOTMKY Ilnpca, B cBomt «abco-
JIIOTHBIV TparMatmsm» (Oppenheim, 1993, p. 178).
Cnauasia Poric mpu aTOM 00paTniics K MOpaIbHO-
MYy CTaTycCy 4desioBeKa KaK MHAMBUIA: «BracTh ue-
JIoBeKa Hajl caMuM coOovl (MM palyioHaJIbHas
CBOOO71A)... BO3HMKAET 13 COKPOBEHHOVI CIIOCOOHO-
CTM 4eJyIoBeYecKoro “g” K caMOCTOATEeTbHBIM JIevi-
CTBMSIM, KOTOpas YacTUYHO HaIlpaBJIseTCs ero 00-
e panyuoHasabHou mpuponor» (Ibid.,, p. 178—
179). OnHako 13 MOJIOKEHMsS O TOJIBKO JIMIIb He-
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anderes leistet, als ein aufiersprachlich Gegebe-
nes ,abbildend” zu reprasentieren. Um die Dif-
ferenz zwischen dem Freiheits-bezogenen se-
miotischen Konzept von Wahrheit und dem ab-
strakten Korrespondenz-Konzept zu erldutern,
zitiert Peirce Kant: , That truth is the corresponden-
ce of a representation with its object is, as Kant says,
merely the nominal definition of it” (vgl. KrV, A58 /
B82): Auf zeichentheoretische (oder ,transzen-
dentale”) Art betrachtet zeigt sich jedoch, , [that]
truth belongs exclusively to propositions” (Peirce,
1998a, S. 379).

Zweitens ist auch Peirces Kritik des , Neces-
sitarismus” von Kants Freiheitspostulat inspi-
riert: Das zeigt sich in seiner Distanznahme von
einer in toto kausalistisch dimensionierten Inter-
pretation des Realen, in der es genaugenommen
keinen Ort fuir das Handeln, ja nicht einmal ei-
nen Spielraum fiir das wissenschaftliche Experi-
mentieren geben kann. Der Pragmatismus, wie
auch seine spétere, Peircesche Ausdifferenzie-
rungsform, der Pragmatizismus, stimmen bei
all ihren Differenzen so Peirce (1998b, S. 450), ,,in
their denial of necessitarianism” voll tiberein.

3.1.3. Auch auf den Denkansatz des dritten
der ,Cambridge pragmatists”, Josiah Royce, hat-
te die Kantische Postulatenlehre, wie Frank M.
Oppenheim (1993, S. 178) in seiner Studie Roy-
ces’s Mature Ethics darlegt, grofSen Einflufs: , The
mature Royce reinterpreted the three ethical postula-
tes of freedom, immortality and God, proposed by ,old
father Kant™, und inkorporierte sie, mit Rekurs
auf Peirces Semiotik, in seinen ,absolute pragma-
tism”. Royce thematisierte dabei zun&chst den
moralischen Status des menschlichen Individu-
ums; ,Human self-direction (or rational freedom) |...]
arises from a human self’s inmost initiative as guided
in part by its common rational nature” (Oppenheim,
1993, S. 178-179). Doch aus der Einsicht in die nur
imperfekte Verwirklichung der individuellen
menschlichen Freiheit ergibt sich im Blick auf die
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COBepIIIeHHOM BOIUIOIIEHUM VHIVBUIYaJIbHOV
yesIoBedecKor cBoboribl y Porica Bckope BO3HMKa-
eT BTOPOV KaHTOBCKMUW IIOCTYJIaT OTHOCUTEJIbHO
UJIeN «COBEpPIIIeHHOV VHAVBUAyanun»: «Bpemen-
H&as1 popMa uestoBedecKkoro “a” oypKHa ObITh Oec-
KOHEUYHOVI, IIOTOMY YTO HUKaKas IieJleHaIlpaBjIeH-
Has KOHeuHas BOJIsl He MOXeT KOIa-JIvi0o BBIIIOJI-
HUTb CBOIO COKPOBEHHYIO MVCCUIO VHade, HeXe-
7 yepe3 OecKoHeuHOe umcito moctynkos» (Ibid.,
p- 179). «bertne boxbe», TpeTum nocrysart, Poric
BITOCJIEZICTBUY PEKOHCTPYUPYET B IIMPCOBCKOM Ce-
MUOTHYecKO popMe KaK MAEH «VCKYIAOIIero
oyxa-moaxobamensi». «lakvm obpazoM, — MMIIET
OmmenreinM, — 3penbin Poric He 3a0bUT Ty BaXk-
HYIO pOJIb, KOTOpPYIO IocTysiaThl KaHTa chirpaim
B MHTerpaumm 3Tukm» (Ibid.).

3.2. Hocmyaam «beccmepmusa Oyuu»:
npazmamuuecKkuil OucKypc o «beccmepmuu»
8 «Uneepcoavckux aexyusax» [Ixneimca u Poiica,
a maxkxe 6 paccyxdenusax Ilupca
0 «beccmepmuu u cunexusme»

[TomoOHO TOMY Kak ITepBBIVI KAHTOBCKMV IIO-
cTysiat obOpasyeT (yHIaMeHT IIparMaTi4ecKyxX
KOHIIEITIINI CBOOOIIBI, TAK MHOIOCOCTaBHbIE ITpar-
MaTvdecKye oOCyXiIeHMs OeccMepTHs Ay, KO-
TOpbIe B SMMCTEMOJIOIMYECKN OPVEHTHUPOBAHHON
perentum mparMaTi3Ma, Kak [IpaBiiio, OCTAFOTCS
coBepIieHHO Oe3 BHMMaHMA', CBSI3aHBI, IIOCPEI-
CTBOM OITpeJIeJIEHHO TpaHcOopMaIinim, C KAHTOB-
CKVMIM «BTOPBIM IIOCTYJIATOM YMCTOrO IIPaKTIIYe-
CKOro pasyma» — o «beccmepTum myrmm»!'. «Bplc-

10 Xanc Voac cripaBerymiBo 3ameTw1 B Gecerie ¢ Pruap-
oM Poptu, uto Tema «BeccMmepTisi» B Hallle BpeMs SIBIISI-
eTcs CBOETO pofa CTOI-CUrHaoM: «[0BOpUTE 0 TOM, 4TO
Oymer 1ocsie cmepTy, [ceromHs] paKTUUeCKy O3HAYaeT,
MHe KaKeTcsl, HapyImTh Ta0y. Bo3sMoXkHEIe peaKIiumt co-
OecerHMKa BapPBUPYIOTCS OT MOJTIAIMBOVI HETTOBKOCTV T
BBIPaKEHUVI CMYIIIEHMsSI 10 TPOMKOrO BO3MYIIeHMs. Bo
BpeMeHa I1epBOT0 TTOKOJIEH VIS ITParMaTVKOB JIeJI0 00CTOS-
710 Hade. ITnpc n Povic rimcanm 00 3Tmx Bormpocax cpev
Lpovero, u CyXueHwus [kefiMca Ha 9Ty TeMy OYeBMUII-
HO COCTaBJIsUTM 9acTh OoJjlee ITMPOKOTO AVICKypca» (Joas,
2011, S. 230—231).

' BeonabI 0030p cM.: (Rosefeldt, 2015).
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Idee einer ,vollendeten Individuierung” fiir Roy-
ce alsbald das zweite Kantische Postulat: , The
human self’s time form has to be unending because
no purposeful finite will can ever carry out its inmost
mission short of an infinity of deeds” (Oppenheim,
1993, S. 179). ,Gott” das dritte Postulat, rekon-
struiert Royce in der Folge in Peirce-inspirierter
semiotischer Gestalt als die Idee eines ,,saving In-
terpreter Spirit”: ,In these ways”, so schreibt Op-
penheim, ,the mature Royce had not forgotten the
important role played by Kant’s postulates for integra-
ting ethics” (ebd.).

3.2. Das Postulat ,,Unsterblichkeit der Seele”:
Der pragmatistische Diskurs
itber ,Immortality” in den ,Ingersoll Lectures”
von James und Royce, sowie in Peirces
Erwdgungen zu ,,Unsterblichkeit
und Synechismus”

Ahnlich wie fiir die pragmatistischen Frei-
heitskonzepte das erste Kantische Postulat den
Hintergrund bildet, beziehen sich die vielgliedri-
gen pragmatistischen Debatten tiber die Unsterb-
lichkeit der Seele, die in der Epistemologie-fo-
kussierten Pragmatismusrezeption in der Regel
vollig marginalisiert worden sind," in transfor-
mierten Weisen auf Kants ,zweites Postulat der
reinen praktischen Vernunft”, die , Unsterblich-
keit der Seele”" Als moralfihige Wesen, so ar-
gumentiert Kant, liegt fiir uns das ,,htchste Gut”

10 Hans Joas verwies rechtens darauf, dass das Thema
~Unsterblichkeit” in der Gegenwart — mit Richard Ror-
ty gesprochen — ein ,conversation stopper” ist: ,Uber
das zu sprechen, was nach dem Tod kommt, scheint
mir [heute] tatsdchlich gegen ein Tabu zu verstof3en.
Man lost Reaktionen aus, die von stillem Unbehagen
tiber Peinlichkeitsbekundungen bis hin zu lautstarker
Emporung reichen. Dies war bei der ersten Generation
der Pragmatisten nicht der Fall. Auch Peirce und Royce
schrieben tiber diese Fragen und James’ Beitrége waren
anz offensichtlich Teil eines breiteren Diskurses” (Joas,
2011, S. 230-231). B
1 Fiir einen einfithrenden Uberblick siehe Rosefeldt
(2015).



1iee G71aro» IS HAaC KaK MOpPaIbHBIX CYIIIECTB, —
paccykmaer KaHT, — cOCTOUT B ITOJTHOVI TapMo-
HVM HPaBCTBEHHOCTM VI CYACThs, HO «OHO MO-
JKeT VIMEeTh MeCTO TOJIBKO B npoepecce, VITyIleM B
beckoneuHoCmb»: «3TOT OECKOHeYHBIVI IIporpecc
BO3MOYKEH, TOJIBKO eCJIV JOIYCTUTh ITPOAOIIKar0-
Ieecst 10 OeckoHeunocmu cyujecmbobanue v JInd-
HOCTb pa3yMHOIO CyIIlecTBa (4To M Ha3bIBalOT Oec-
cMmepTueM aymm)» (AA 05, S. 122; Kant, 1997a,
c. 617, 619). KoreuHo, Bepa B «OeccmepTiie» — 3TO
B UMCTO IPaKTUYECKOM
OTHOIIIEHNY, T. €. MOpaJIbHasl Bepa, KoTopas Hide-
rO He JJOKa3bIBaeT [1jIs TeOPeTNYeCKOro Io3HaH
pa3yMoM, a JOKa3bIBaeT TOJIBKO IS ITPaKTIIeCKO-
ro, HaITpaBJIeHHOrO Ha VICIIOJIHEHVIE CBOETO JI0JITa,
YMCTOrO MOo3HaHMs pasyMom» (AA 05, S. 470; Kanr,
2001, c. 795).

Kax mpomeMoHCTprpoBaia ITOCTKAHTOBCKAS
IOVCKYCCHUs, KaHTOBCKMI IIOCTYJIaT OeccMepTus
IyIIIV OKa3bIBaeTCs TPYIHBIM VI HESICHBIM BO MHO-
IVIX OTHOIIEHWVSIX, ITOCKOJIIBKY «TO, UTO CJIe[lyeT
IIPeACTaBUTh KaK OECKOHEUHO ITPOIOIDKAFOIIIVIVICS
T10CJIe CMEPTY IIPOrPecc COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHMIS COO-
crBeHHOM Boin» (Rosefeldt, 2015, S. 2410), mpu Tom
YTO IIPOAOJDKEHVIe CYIIeCTBOBaHMS Ay «MBbIC-

«I[IpMHATVE 3a VICTVHY...

JINTCS. KaK COBEPIIIEHHO HeCpaBHMMAsi CO BpeMe-
HeM BeymumHa [duratio noumenon)» (AA 08, S. 327;
Kanr, 1994, c. 205), ocTaeTcs B KaHTOBCKOM aHaJIV-
3e BO MHOIOM HesiCHBIM. Tak ke M ITOIIBITKaA 3aKpe-
IUTH M0 OeccMepTus Ay B KOHIIEIITNUM «0o-
JKECTBEHHOVI KapaloIlell CIIPaBeIMBOCTI? (CM.:
Hruschka, 2015), B KoTopyto, kak mmirer KaHr,
«OXOTHO BepsAT» OKasbIBaeTcs IIpoOIeMaTiIHOVL,
ITIOCKOJIBKY JIBOVICTBEHHOE oriperierieHVe bora kax
«TI00BM» M KaK «CIIPaBeIJIIBOCTI», KOTOpPbIe MBI
CIIOCOOHBI TIOHSITH KaK «JINIIIb MOpasIbHbIE OTHO-
ITIeHVIsL YeJIoBeKa K UeJIOBeKY», ISl Hac «abCoITI0T-
HO... HerocTvokMo» (AA 06, S. 491; Kant, 2018,
c. 259, 261).

DT TPYAHOCT HaXOHOST OTpakeHMe TaKke
B TeX 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX, HO B KOHEYHOM MTOre
IIpeIBapUTEIBHBIX I KCIIEPVMEHTAIbHBIX W3bI-

12 B pycckoM m3naHvm «MeTtadnsuKu HpaBoOB» IIepeBO-
IIATCS KaK «YTOJIOBHASI CIIPABEJINBOCTb». — [Ipunmen. nep.
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in der genauen Ubereinstimmung von Sittlich-
keit und Gluckseligkeit, doch kénnen wir die-
sen Zustand ,nur in einem ins Unendliche ge-
henden Progressus” erreichen: Dieser unendli-
che Progressus ist allein ,unter Voraussetzung
einer ins Unendliche fortdauernden Existenz und
Personlichkeit desselben verniinftigen Wesens
(welche man die Unsterblichkeit der Seele nennt)
moglich” (KpV, AA 05, S. 122). Freilich, der Glau-
be an ,Unsterblichkeit” ist ein , Fiirwahrhalten
in reiner praktischer Absicht, d.i. ein moralischer
Glaube, der nichts fiir das theoretische, sondern
blofs fiir das praktische, auf Befolgung seiner
Pflichten gerichtete, reine Vernunfterkenntnis
beweiset” (KU, AA 05, S. 470).

Wie die nachkantische Diskussion zeigte, er-
weist sich Kants Unsterblichkeits-Postulat in vie-
lerlei Hinsicht als schwierig und dunkel, denn
,was man sich unter einem nach dem Tod un-
endlich fortdauernden Progress der Vervoll-
kommnung des eigenen Willens vorstellen soll”
(Rosefeldt, 2015, S. 2410), wenn zugleich die Wei-
terexistenz der Seele ,als ein nicht-zeitliches An-
dauern [, duratio Noumenon’ (EAD, AA 08, S. 327)]
verstanden wird” (ebd.), bleibt in Kants Ana-
lysen weitgehend unaufgehellt. Auch der, wie
Kant schreibt, ,gern geglaubte” Versuch, die
Idee der Unsterblichkeit der Seele im Konzept
der , gottlichen Strafgerechtigkeit” zu verankern
(s. Hruschka, 2015, S. 773), erweist sich als prob-
lematisch, weil die doppelte Bestimmung Gottes
als ,Liebe” und als ,Gerechtigkeit” uns, die wir
in der Ethik nur ,die moralischen Verhiltnisse
des Menschen gegen den Menschen” zu verste-
hen vermogen, ,schlechterdings unbegreiflich
ist” (MS, AA 06, S. 491).

Diese Schwierigkeiten finden ihren Nieder-
schlag auch in den interessierten, zuletzt jedoch
vorldufig und experimentell bleibenden Erkun-
dungen von , Unsterblichkeit”, die die ,Cambrid-
ge pragmatists” vorlegten. Manche dieser Uber-
legungen, vor allem diejenigen von Royce, be-
wegen sich auf derjenigen Argumentationsli-
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CKaHMSIX O «DeccMepTui», KOTOpbIe BeJIM «KeM-
OpuKCcKMe IparMarmkim». HekoTopere m3 3Tmx
pasMbIIuIeHn1, ocobeHHo y Porica, ocHOBaHBI Ha
TOVI JIVHUWM apryMeHTaluy, KoTopyioo Pymonbd
JlanrTanep mpencTaBml B paMKax CBOEV ITOIIBITKI
PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTh PEIUITO3HYIO ritocodio
KanTa ¢ TOUYKM 3peHMsT «pasrpaHNUNTEIBHON
Ve “coBepIeHHOV MHAVBUAYarn”». OHM cChl-
JIAIOTCS «Ha “MOpasIbHYIO VICTOPMIO XKVM3HM KaX-
II0ro 4YestoBeka”’ Kak Ha “HemerMoe 11ejoe”’, KoTo-
poe, KOHEYHO, HEOTHAEJIVIMO OT TOT'O, YTO YeJIOBEKY
IIpeHa3HA4YeHO BOMTH B COCTaB “IlapcTBa Iiesieit »
(Langthaler, 2014, S. 60—61). B TouHOM TOJIKOBa-
HUV 3TOTO TepMIHA «MHAVBUIYaIIVs» [IEHTPaIb-
HYIO pOJIb UI'paeT KaHTMaHCKas MHTepIIpeTars
Oubrerickoro ompererieHns bora kak «3HaToKa
cepruia» (cm.: Nagl-Docekal, 2014, S. 116 —124).

Tema «OeccMepTIsi», KOTOpas B OBl CTAHOBJIE-
HVS «KeMOPVIIKCKOro IIparMarmsMa» oopera du-
s1ocodpckoe M3MepeHVie B CBs3M ¢ yueHneM KaHTa
0 TocTyjIarax, Hoiy4dwsia Ooribiioe oOIecTBeH-
HOe BHMMaHMe Oarofaps ToMy, uro mucc Kapo-
nantH Xackesu1 VIHrepcout yupenmsia B lapsapre B
1893 1. cepuro «/IHrepcoIbcKIe JIeKINIL 0 OeccMep-
TUW YeJloBeKa». [IBoe «KeMOpWMIKCKIX IIparMaTy-
KOB» B KayecTBe MHIEPCOJIbCKMX JIEKTOPOB 0Opa-
TWIVCH K BOITPOCY O «DeccMepTu Iy In»: YIbsiM
xevivc B 1897 1. m I xocarist Povic B 1899 1.

3.2.1. B mocsrecsioBumt K cBoeMy KPYITHOMY VIC-
citeffoBaHMIO «MHOroo0pasve peJIMrio3HOro Ombl-
Ta» YmITbsM [I)KeVIMC IPVHOCUT M3BVIHEHVIS 3a TO,
YTO He KOCHYJICS B CBOMIX JIGKLIVMSIX TeMbl OeccMep-
TUS: Jake HeCMOTpPsI Ha TO, UTO «1JIsi O'POMHOIO
GospIIMHCTBA JItoIeVt OesIoN pachl peIurus O3Ha-
4JaeT Ipexye Bcero OeccMepTye — 1, HMOXaIyW,
HUYero OOJIbITIe», MCCIIeIOBaHME 3TOV TEMbI MIMe-
€T, CTPOro TOBOps, JIVIIIb «BTOPOCTEIIEHHOe» 3Ha-
uenne (Ixemc, 2012, c. 416—417). OmpasibiBaer
370 /I>KeriMc criey oM 00pa3oM (KOCBEHHO CChI-
JlasiCh Ha TIOCTYJIaT CMBICJIOOOpa3yIoIIero IoHs-
s «bor»¥): «Ecim Hamm measl MOTYT OCYyIIle-

B Dror moctymaT [IkeviMc popMyITHUpPYeT KaK Bepy «B TO,
4UTO IO3adM JIMYHOCTY KakKIIOro YeJjIoBeKa, KaK ee HeIlo-
CPeJICTBEHHOE ITPOIOIDKEHIEe, CYIIIeCTBYeT HeKasl BBICIIasT
cwIa, OnaroBosiIias K HeMy WM ero muoeaam» ([xemc,
2012, c. 417).
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nie, die Rudolf Langthaler im Rahmen seines
Rekonstruktionsversuchs der Religionsphiloso-
phie Kants mit Blick auf ,die grenzbegriffliche
Idee ,vollendeter Individuierung™ dargelegt hat.
Sie nehmen Bezug ,auf die ,moralische Lebens-
geschichte eines jeden Menschen’ als einem ,un-
teilbaren Ganzen’, die freilich von seiner Bestim-
mung als Glied eines ,Reichs der Zwecke’ nicht
abtrennbar ist” (Langthaler, 2014, S. 60-61). Bei
der genauen Ausdeutung dieses Begriffs der ,In-
dividuierung” spielt die Kantische Deutung der
biblischen Bezeichnung von Gott als ,Herzens-
kiindiger” eine zentrale Rolle (s. Nagl-Docekal,
2014, S. 116-124).

Das in den formativen Jahren des , Cambridge
pragmatism” philosophisch durch Kants Postu-
latenlehre dimensionierte Thema , Unsterblich-
keit” wurde institutionell durch die 1893 von
Miss Caroline Haskell Ingersoll in Harvard ein-
gerichteten ,Ingersoll Lectures on the Immortality of
Man" grofier 6ffentlicher Aufmerksamkeit zuge-
fithrt. Zwei der ,Cambridge pragmatists” widme-
ten sich als Ingersoll Lecturer der Frage der ,Un-
sterblichkeit der Seele”: William James im Jahr
1897 und Josiah Royce 1899.

3.21. Im Nachwort zu seiner grofien Studie
Die Vielfalt religioser Erfahrung entschuldigt sich
William James dafiir, dass ,,das Thema Unsterb-
lichkeit in diesem Buch keine Erwdhnung ge-
funden hat” — sei doch, obzwar ,Religion [...]
fiir die grofie Mehrheit unseres Geschlechts Un-
sterblichkeit und nichts anderes bedeutet”, die
Untersuchung dieses Themas, genaugenom-
men, von nur ,sekunddrer” Bedeutung (James,
1997, S. 500). Mit indirekter Bezugnahme auf das
Postulat eines sinnstiftenden , Gottlichen? be-
griindet James dies wie folgt: ,Wenn fiir unsere
Ideale in ,Ewigkeit’ gesorgt ist, sehe ich keinen
Grund, weshalb wir nicht bereit sein sollten, die
Sorge fiir sie anderen Handen zu tiberlassen. Auf

12 James (1997, S. 501) formuliert dieses Postulat als den
Glauben ,dass hinter jedem Menschen und in gewisser
Weise in Kontinuitidt mit ihm eine grofSere Macht exis-
tiert, die ihm und seinen Idealen wohlgesonnen ist.”



CTBUTBCH JIVID B “BEUHOCTU”, TO MHE HEIIOHITHO,
IIoYeMy ke He OTIATh C PaZIOCTHIO X OCYIIeCTBIIe-
HVe B PYKV OCTAOLIVIXCS XUTb II0C/Ie Hac, Koraa
camu1 MBI Oy/ieM cpakeHBI CMepThIO. TeM He MeHee
s BIIOJIHE COUYBCTBYIO JKa’kzle ObITh BeUHO-CYIIle-
CTBYIOIINM, U 3aTPYAHSIOCH CIe/IaTh BEIOOP MeX-
Iy 3TUMM ABYMSI IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIMM TIO0YXK/Ie-
HVSAMY, TaK KaK OHM OIVIHaKOBO HeOoIlpeJie/leHHbI
VI OZIMTHAKOBO BO3BBIITIeHHB ([Ixemc, 2012, c. 416).

IIsaTero romamMm paHee, B 1897 r., [I>xeriMc B cBO-
ent Varepconbckoit ek «beccmeptiie gesiose-
Ka. [1Ba BO3SMOXXHBIX OITPOBEPIKEeHMS» BCe JKe M3JI0-
KT HOAPOOHBIV aHaIN3 JIBYX MOIYJISIPHBIX BO3-
paXkeHUVI IIPOTUB WIEW «AUYH020 DeccMepmus»
(cm.: James, 2010). OH cHavasIa HOAUEPKHYII B CBO-
erl JIeKIIMM, YTO paccyXaeHus o OeccMepTum —
00 «OOHOV 73 BeJIMYarIIIX Iy XOBHBIX HOTpe6-
HOCTeV! YeJIOBeYeCTBa» — HeJIb34 IeJIMKOM OCTaB-
JIATH B BeeHUN 1IepKOBHOro borociosus: «Llepk-
BI1 00 BBV ceOsT 0pUITVIaTBHBIMY aIMUHICTPa-
TOpaMM 3TOV TIOTPeOHOCTH, M B pe3ysIbTaTe HeKO-
TOpBIe IepPKBU [Iake 3asgBJISIOT, YTO MOTYT IIpe-
IIOCTaBJIATh JIFOASM €ee OCYIIeCTBJIeHVe VIV IIpe-
IISITCTBOBATh OHOMY ITOCPEICTBOM X TPaVIIVIOH-
HbIX TanHCTB» (Ibid., S. 152). B mpoTmBoBec sToMy
«VIHTepCoJIbCKIMe JIeKIINY» HallpaBJieHbl Ha pac-
CMOTpeHMe TeMBI «0eccMepTs» B KOHTEKCTe YHU-
BEPCUTETCKVIX IVICKYCCUT, TO €CTh He3aBVUCHMO OT
eTlapXiasIbHBIX [JOrMaTOB.

ITociie 3TOrO MpenBapUTEIBHOIO 3aMeYaHs
JIxevimc oOparltiaeTcs K ABYM IIPOOJIEMHBIM TOY-
KaM, M3-3a KOTOPBIX Wesl «IIOTYCTOPOHHEN >KI3-
HVD» KaXkeTcsl HeHaJIe)KHOV B COBPEMEHHOVI Hayd-
HO-OpUEeHTMPOBaHHON KyibType. Ilepsyro mpo-
671eMy OH OomMCBIBaeT CiIeAy oM oopasoM: «Kak
MBI MOXKeM BEpPUTH B XXVM3HbB I10CJIe CMEPT, eCiIn
HayKa JJoKa3aJla pa3 1 HaBceryia, OesaIbTepHaTVB-
HO, YTO Hallla IyXOBHasl XM3Hb SIBJIgeTcsl (PyHK-
1I1eVl 3HaMeHUTBIX “cepbIX KJIETOK B KOpe rOJIoB-
Horo Mosra?» (James, 2010, S. 154). Bropas mpobiie-
Ma 3aKJIIO9aeTCs B TOM, KaK «HEBEpPOsITHO VI HEBBI-
HOCVIMO BEJIIKO KOJITYEeCTBO CYIIeCTB, KOTOpPBIE,
C HAIlleVl CerOMHSIITHEV TOYKWM 3PEeHMs, TOJDKHBI
CUMUTATBCS OecCMepPTHBIMM, eciIn beccMepTve Bce
xe mimeeT Mecto» (Ibid., S. 165).
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der anderen Seite sympathisiere ich jedoch mit
dem dringenden Wunsch, selbst dabei zu sein,
und weifs im Widerstreit dieser beiden Impulse,
so vage und so nobel beide sind, nicht, wie ich
mich entscheiden soll” (James, 1997, S. 500-501).

Funf Jahre frither, 1897, analysierte James in
seiner Ingersoll Lecture ,Die Unsterblichkeit des
Menschen. Zwei mogliche Einwédnde gegen die
Lehre” jedoch ausfiihrlich zwei populédre Ein-
spriiche gegen die Idee der , personal immortality”
(s. James, 2010). In seiner Vorlesung unterstrich
er zundchst, dass der Diskurs iiber Unsterb-
lichkeit — tiber ,eines der grofien spirituellen
Bediirfnisse der Menschheit” —, nicht der kir-
chengebundenen Theologie tiberlassen werden
kann: ,Die Kirchen haben sich selbst zum offizi-
ellen Verwalter dieses Bediirfnisses erkldrt, mit
der Folge, dass einige Kirchen sogar beanspru-
chen, sie den Menschen mit Hilfe ihrer konven-
tionellen Sakramente zuteilen oder vorenthalten
zu koénnen” (James, 2010, S. 152). Im Unterschied
dazu zielen die ,,Ingersoll Lectures” darauf ab, das
Thema , Unsterblichkeit” im Kontext der univer-
sitiren Debatte, d. h. frei von parochialen Dog-
matismen, zu diskutieren.

Nach dieser Vorbemerkung beschiftigt James
sich mit zwei Problemkreisen, die in der moder-
nen, wissenschaftsgepréagten Kultur die Idee von
einem ,jenseitigen Leben” prekédr erscheinen
lassen. Das erste Problem umreifit er wie folgt:
,Wie konnen wir an ein Leben nach dem Tode
glauben, wenn die Wissenschaft ein fiir allemal
und ohne jeden Ausweg bewiesen hat, dass un-
ser geistiges Leben eine Funktion der bertthm-
ten ,grauen Zellen’ in unserer Grofshirnrinde
ist?” (James, 2010, S. 154). Das zweite Problem be-
trifft ,,die unglaubliche und unertragliche Zahl
von Wesen, von denen wir aus unserer heutigen
Sicht glauben miissen, dass sie unsterblich sind,
wenn es denn eine Unsterblichkeit gibt” (James,
2010, S. 165).

Der erste Einspruch, wonach uns die Ein-
sicht, dass , das Denken eine Funktion des Ge-
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Ileppoe BO3pakeHMe, COITIACHO KOTOPOMY
Viest O TOM, UTO «MBIIIJIEHVEe SIBJISeTCS PyHKIIV-
eyl MO3ra... C JIOTMYECKO HeOOXOIVIMOCTHIO [BbI-
HYyXX/aeT| Hac He BepUTb B OeccMepTyie», 3ByUNUT
OYeHb IIPaBIONOI00HO, IOTOMY YTO, Kak IToJIara-
er J>xeviMc, HET COMHEHWII, YTO IIPEeAIIOChIIKOV
HaIllero KOHEYHOIO CO3HaHMS SBJISIOTCS (PyHK-
uyy Mosra. OfHaKo, IMOCKOJIBKY BCe HaIllM 3Ha-
HMs, BKJIIOYasl Hay4Hble, HeCyT IledaTh Hallen
KOHEYHOCTV, BIIOJIHE BO3MOXHO, UTO W3BeCTHas
HaM MaTepualbHas OCHOBa HaIllero CaMOCO3Ha-
HMs, PYHKIIMOHAIBHBIVI MO3L, SIBJIS€TCS «IIPOCTO
000JIOUKOT» — «3aBecoVl sIBJIEHNUVI, 3a KOTOPBIMM
CKpBIBaeTCsl peaslbHasl JeVICTBUTEIIHOCTE». Takoe
IIpe/ITIoNIOKeHNe «BOBCe He Uy)XXI0 HU 3paBoOMYy
CMBICITY, HU PpriIocodpmi», IIOTOMY YTO «TOBOPAIT,
4TO II0CJIe CMepTH JIyllla OcBOOOXKJaeTcs» (James,
2010, S. 159). KanT, ormeuaet [I>keviMc, 3aTparmsa-
eT 3Ty TeMy B «IpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM YYeHUW O
MeToie» B «KpuTuKe umcToro pasyma», riae pedb
UIIET O «UII0Te3ax YMCTOro pa3yMa», TO eCTh 00
OrpaHMYEeHHOM IIpaBe IIPUMEHSTh «BBIMBIIIIIEH-
HBble IS 3alllATHl HOHATUS» IJIsS OTIIOpa pemy-
uupytommM nputgsanvsam (A 781 / B 809; Kanr,
2006a, c. 983), n dopmynupyercs 3TO Cileayro-
M obpasom: «O0oco0IIeHVIe OT Terta, — IINIIeT
KaHT, — ecTb KOHell 3TOro 4yBCTBEHHOI'O yIIOTpe-
OrreHMs BalX ITO3HABATeJIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN 1
Ha4aJlo MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHOIO MX yIIOTpeOsIeHIs»
(A 779 / B 807, Kanr, 2006a, c. 981). «CremoBa-
TeJIPHO, — IMpPOAOJDKaeT LUUTHUpoBaTh «KpuTuky
YMCTOrO pasyMa» [IKeyiMc, — C 3TOVI TOUKU 3pe-
HM TeJIO eCTh He IIpMYMHA MBIIIUIEHN, a TOJIb-
KO OrpaHMYMBaroIllee ero ycjaoBye, XOTs U Cofer-
CTBYIOIIIee UyBCTBEHHOV U XMBOTHOV XXM3HM, HO
3aTO IPEISITCTBYIOIee YMCTOV V1 JIyXOBHOM K3~
HI» (James, 2010, S. 164). Haria myxoBHas XM3HB,
TaKM 0Opa3oM, MOXeT CyIIlecTBOBaTh ¥ He3aBU-
CUMO OT (PYHKIIMVI HAIIIVIX MO3TOBBIX ITPOIIECCOB.
DTO BO3pakeHUe IIPOTUB «HelpoMaTepyaIi3Ma»
(Ibid., S. 161), koHeuHO, ocTaBsisieT Oe3 OTBeTa MHO-
T'Vie ApyTyie BOIIPOCH], CBsI3aHHBIE C TIOITBITKOV 00-
jlee TOYHOrO, IO3UTMBHOIO OIIpefesIeHNs Vaen
«VHAVBUIYaJIbHOrO OeccMepTis»: «B 3T BBICIIIVIE
VI TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHbIe BOIIPOCHI 51 He XOTeJl Obl
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hirns ist [...], mit logischer Notwendigkeit dazu
[zwingt], nicht an die Unsterblichkeit zu glau-
ben”, klingt prima vista plausibel, denn zweifel-
los, so James, sind die Gehirnfunktionen Voraus-
setzung unseres endlichen Bewusstseins. Da je-
doch alle unsere Kenntnisse, auch die wissen-
schaftlichen, von unserer Endlichkeit tangiert
sind, ist es durchaus denkbar, dass die uns be-
kannte materielle Basis unseres Selbstbewusst-
seins, das funktionsféhige Gehirn, ,eine blofie
Oberfldche” ist — ein ,Schleier der Phinome-
ne, hinter dem sich eine eigentliche Realitét ver-
birgt”. Eine solche Annahme ,ist weder dem ge-
sunden Menschenverstand noch der Philosophie
vollig fremd”, denn ,nach dem Tod, so heifst es,
wird die Seele freigesetzt” (James, 2010, S. 159).
Kant, darauf verweist James, driickt dies in der
,Iranszendentalen Methodenlehre” der Kritik
der reinen Vernunft, wo er iiber die ,Hypothe-
sen der reinen Vernunft”, d.h. iiber das limitier-
te Recht handelt, zur Zurtickweisung reduktiver
Anspriiche ,zur Gegenwehr ausgedachte Begrif-
fe” zu verwenden (KrV, A 781 / B 809), wie folgt
aus: ,Die Trennung vom Korper”, sagt Kant dort
[KrV, A 779 / B 807], mag in der Tat das Ende der
sinnlichen Verwendung unseres Geistes bedeu-
ten, aber zugleich bedeutet er den Beginn seiner
rein geistigen Verwendung. ,,Der Koérper” (so zi-
tiert James die Kritik der reinen Vernunft weiter)
ywdre also nicht [als] die Ursache des Denkens,
sondern als eine blofs restringierende Bedingung
desselben, mithin zwar als Beftrderung des
sinnlichen und animalischen, aber desto mehr
als ein Hindernis des reinen und spirituellen Le-
bens anzusehen” (James, 2010, S. 164). Unser spi-
rituelles Leben konnte demnach auch unabhan-
gig von der Funktionsfdhigkeit unserer Gehirn-
prozesse existieren. Dieser Einspruch gegen den
»~Neuro-Materialismus” (James, 2010, S. 161) lasst
freilich viele der weiteren Fragen unbeantwor-
tet, die mit dem Versuch einer genaueren, posi-
tiven Bestimmung der Idee ,individueller Un-
sterblichkeit” verbunden sind: ,, Auf diese hohe-



certuac yriyOisTeCs», — TOBOpUT JIKeliMc B 3a-
BepIIIeHVIe CBOVIX, KaK OH VX Ha3bIBaeT, «(pparmeH-
TapHBIX VI HETaTMBHBIX» COOOPa’keHMI 110 ITOBOIY
IIePBOI0 «BO3MOYXKHOTI'O BO3pakeHUs IIPOTUB yue-
Hst 0 OeccmepTum destoBeka» (Ibid., S. 164).

Bropyto mipo0stemMy, BOSHMKAFOIIYIO B KOHTEKCTE
«VICUMCTIAIOMIVIX (paHTa3MUM TIOCTIEIHMX Hay4YHBIX
TeopuUil» ¥ CBA3aHHYIO C IpeficTaBIeHVeM O (He-
OecHOM™) «MecTe» DeccMepTHIS KaK «IIepertoTHeH-
HOVI CLIeHe», HaceJIeHHOV «HeBbIHOCHMBIM KOJIyJe-
CTBOM» OeccMepTHBIX cy1tiecTs (James, 2010, S. 165),
Jlerye TIOSICHUTBD I10 CPaBHEHMIIO C TIePBOVI IIpo0iIe-
MOVI MOCTyJIaTa OeccMepTwsi: TeWCTbI, COIVIaCHO
JIxeviMcy, MOTYT yTBepKaaTh, 4To «bor obiamaer
TaKOVI HEeVICCSIKaeMOV CIIOCOOHOCTEIO JIFOOUTH, UTO
€ro 4yBCTBa OTBETCTBEHHOCTU ¥ €ro MHTepeca K
OykBaJIbHO OECKOHEUHOMY KOJIMYECTBY JKMBBIX CY-
ITIeCTB BITOJIHe fiocTaTouHOo» (Ibid., S. 168).

3.2.2. Yapnes C. [Iupc neITaercs IPOSICHUTH
IIOCTYJIaT «OeccMepTVs» B KOHTEKCTe CBOEVI ITO3/1-
Hell dwtocodpum «IparMaTuI3Ma», IHpubderas
K IIOCTKaHTMAaHCKOM (BJ:LOXHOBIIGHHOVI Terestem mn
[MeumviHrOM") KOHIENIINY «CUHEXV3Ma», TO eCTh
araryecKyl M3MepsieMoV VJIeV «HeITPePBIBHOCTI
ObrTIs» (Peirce, 1995a, S. 206). B cBoem acce «bec-
cMepTue B cBeTe cuHexusMa» (1893) ITupc numet:
«...CUHEeXV3M IIpU3HaeT, YTO YyBCTBEHHOE CO3Ha-
Hye oOpasyeT JIMIIb HeOOJIBIIYIO YacTh UeJIoBe-
Ka», IIOTOMY YTO «4eJIOBEKY CBOVICTBEHHO [TyXOB-
HOe CO3HaHMe, KOTOpOe II03BOJISIeT eMy Y4acTBO-
BaTbh B BEUHBIX MCTMHAX V1 BOILIOIIIEHO B I1€JI0OCTHO-
ctu yHusepcyMa» (Ibid., S. 207). Beumy sToro xoc-
MOJIOI'MTUeCKOro II0BOPOTa BOIIPOC 0 BeccMepTum y

4 Tema Boxper Kaparolley CIpaBeJIMBOCTI, TO eCTb
CJIOXKHAsI TeMa «ajia», yxe y KaHra mpercraya Kak ya-
carolasi B KOHTEKCTe IOHMMaHMsl bora Kak «Iio0Bu».
JIxeviMc m30eraet SIBHBIX CYXKIEHW 00 3TOM B CBOVIX pas-
MBIIIIEHVISIX U TIUIIIET CIIelyolree: «Besi crieHa BedHOCTN
(1o KpariHert Mepe, ey BKJIIOYaTh B Hee He0O, a He TI0f1-
3eMHBIIT MIIP) HUKOI/a He Ka3ajlach BEePYIOIIIM Ype3Mep-
HO OOJIBIIION CIIeHOTL... beccMepTHBIE — ITOCKOJIBKY HaM
He IIPVIXONTCSI MBICJIUTB OeccMepTyie CTPaJIaHuv, S TOBO-
PIO 30ech TOJIBKO O Hebecax — Bceraa [B COMHUTEIBHOT,
YSI3BUIMOTI [IJIs1 KPUTMKM “apUICTOKPATIIECKOTT TOUKe 3pe-
Hus Ha OeccMmeprne”] oOpasyror >rmTy, m3OpaHHas u
0bo3prmoe coobmmecTBo» (James, 2010, S. 165).

15 Cwm. 06 stom: (Nagl, 2014).
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ren und transzendentalen Fragen mochte ich bei
dieser Gelegenheit nicht eingehen”, sagt James
am Ende seiner, wie er sagt, ,fragmentarischen
und negativen” Erwdgungen zum ersten ,mogli-
chen Einwand gegen die Lehre von der Unsterb-
lichkeit des Menschen” (James, 2010, S. 164).

Das zweite Problem, das im Umfeld der
,quantitativen Phantasien neuerer
schaftlicher Theorien entsteht” und den (himm-
lischen®”) ,Ort” der Unsterblichkeit als eine
,uberfiillte Bithne” imaginiert, die von einer
,unertraglichen Zahl” von unsterblichen Wesen
bevolkert ist (James, 2010, S. 165), ldsst sich im
Vergleich mit dem ersten Problem des Unsterb-
lichkeits-Postulats leichter einer Kldarung nidher-
bringen: Theisten, so James (2010, S. 168), kon-
nen argumentieren, ,dass Gott eine solche un-
erschopfliche Fiahigkeit zur Liebe hat, dass sein
Verantwortungsgefiithl und sein Interesse fiir
eine buchstdblich endlose Anzahl von Lebewe-
sen ausreichen.”

3.2.2. Charles S. Peirce versucht, das Postulat
,Unsterblichkeit” im , pragmatizistischen” Kon-
text seiner Spatphilosophie im Rekurs auf die
post-Kantische (von Hegel und Schelling mitin-
spirierte¥) Konzeption des , Synechismus”, d. h.
des agapistisch dimensionierten Gedankens ei-
ner ,Kontinuitdt des Seins” (Peirce, 1995a, S. 206)
zu kldren. In seinem Essay aus dem Jahr 1893,
»Unsterblichkeit im Licht des Synechismus”,
schreibt Peirce, dass ,der Synechismus anler-
kennt], dass das sinnliche Bewusstsein nur ei-

wissen-

B3 James schliefit explizitere Erwdgungen zur Strafge-
rechtigkeit Gottes — d.h. das komplexe Thema ,Holle”,
das sich im Kontext der Interpretation Gottes als , Lie-
be” schon bei Kant als abgriindig dargestellt hat — aus
seinen Reflexionen aus, wenn er schreibt: ,Die ganze
Biihne der Ewigkeit (so weit zumindest, wie der Him-
mel und nicht die Unterwelt in sie einbegriffen ist) kam
den Glaubigen nie wie eine tiberwiltigend grofse Bithne
vor. [...] Die Unsterblichen — da wir uns mit einer Un-
sterblichkeit der Leiden nicht befassen miissen, spreche
ich hier ausschliellich vom Himmel — bilden [im pre-
karen, kritikbedtirftigen , aristokratischen Blick auf die
Unsterblichkeit”] — immer eine Elite, eine ausgewihlte
und tiberschaubare Gemeinschaft” (James, 2010, S. 165).
14 Siehe dazu Nagl (2014).
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ITpca M3Ha4aIPHO B 3HAUMTEIIBHON CTEIIEHN OT-
JieJIeH OT y3KOHAaIIpaBJIeHHBIX BOIIPOCOB O «JINY-
HOCTHOVI MZIEHTVYHOCTW», TIOCKOJIBKY C CYHEXVICT-
CKOVI TOUKW 3PeHMs «CaMOCTh, KOTOPYIO MBI cebe
JIIOOVIM IPUIINCHIBATh... 110 OOJIBIIeN YacTu Jievi-
CTBUTEJIBHO caMasl paclpocTpaHeHHas WJIIIO3Ms
Harrrero Tireciasus» (Ibid., S. 206). B To ke Bpe-
M4, ogHako, [Iupc yxe ykasblBaeT Ha TO, O 4eM
gIBHO 3asiBiisgeT Povic: B KOHTeKCTe HaeXIIbl Ha
OeccMmepTiie peub MIET IpeXIe BCETO U B KOHEU-
HOM c4eTe O TOM, UTO KaXK[IbIVI KOHKpPemHbLil deslo-
BeK IIbITAeTCs HaMTV «CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO POJIb B
IipaMe TBOPEeHIS».

3.2.3. Baxxnenmmn nnaptHep Ilupca B aTon myic-
KYCCUM, BTOPOVI M3 KpyTa «KeMOPUMIKCKIX IIpar-
MaTVKOB», KTO BBICTYIIWI C VIHTepcoIbCKO JIeK-
umer, [Txocarist Poric, moceaTwl Teme GeccMmepTiast
He TOJILKO CBOIO JiekIio 1899 r. «Koumemnisa Oec-
cmepTs» (Royce, 1971); on Takke oryOimkoBail
elie ofHO 3cce Ha OrmsKkylio Temy (Royce, 1912). B
CBOVIX pacCy>kIIeHMsX (4acTo OCHOBaHHBIX Ha Kan-
Te) Poric mcciienyeT oTHOIIIEHVIe MEX/IY ITOVICKOM
4eJI0BeKOM MOIJIMHHON «MHIAVBUAYaJIbHOCTI» U
(0XnaeMbIM) pacKpBITHIEM TOVI HEBEIOMOW eMy
CMBICJIOBOVI CB$I3M, B KOTOPYIO OKa3bIBAIOTCS BIIVI-
caHBbI ero KoHeuHble AenicTBus. KitroueBort Boripoc
cgoert «/HrepcoIbCKOV JIEKIINV» OH (POPMYJIIPY-
€T CJIeYIOIIM 00pa3oM:

Bce my>xumHbI, BKTIOUasi Bac caMuX, SIBJIAIOT-
cd IS Bac Oosiee WM MeHee 3araflOuHbIMU Cy-
mecTBamMu’®. I xouy mokasaTh BaM, UTO IJIaBHasi
TaliHa JII00Oro yejioBeka — 3TO KaK pa3 TaliHa
ero VHAVBU/YaJIbHOVI IIPUPOJIbI, TO €CTh IIPU-
POJIBL, TIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOVI OH SBJISIeTCS 3TUM
YeJIOBeKOM, a He KeM-TTnbo apyrvmY. S xouy mo-

16 Povic HaMeKaeT 3TMM Ha maero Kanra o Tom, 9To orpa-
HWYEeHHO He TOJIBKO IIO3HaHWe IPYroro, HO M caMo-
II03HaHMEe, KOTOPOe OTHOCUTCS B TOM 4YMCJle K 3HAHMUIO
IIOIJIMHHBIX MOTVBOB HaIIMx IIOCTynKoB (AA 04, S. 407;
Kanrt, 19976, c. 101).

7 U3 aroro cienyer, «[d4ro] dpopma BpeMeHI YeioBeYe-
cKxoro “s” morpkHa OBITH OECKOHEYHOV, IIOTOMY YTO HU-
Kakasl IlejleycTpeMJleHHas KOHeYHasl BOJII HUKOIZA He
CMO>KET BBIIIOJIHUTD CBOIO COKPOBEHHYIO MUCCUIO MHAYE,
gyeM B 0eCKOHEeUHOCTV eVicTBUI». CM. 00 9TOM maccax o
Porice B paspesne 3.1.3.

62

nen kleinen Teil des Menschen ausmacht”, denn
»~dem Menschen eignet ein spirituelles Bewusst-
sein, das ihn an den ewigen Wahrheiten teilha-
ben ldsst und in der Ganzheit des Universums
verkorpert ist” (Peirce, 1995a, S. 207). Aufgrund
dieser kosmologische Wendung wird bei Peirce
die Frage nach der Unsterblichkeit zundchst von
enggefassten Fragen nach der ,personlichen
Identitdt” weitgehend abgekoppelt, ist doch in
synechistischer Perspektive ,die Selbstheit, die
wir uns gerne zugutehalten [...] zum grofiten
Teil wirklich die allergewthnlichste Tauschung
unserer Eitelkeit” (Peirce, 1995a, S. 206). Zugleich
deutet Peirce jedoch bereits an, was bei Roy-
ce explizit thematisch wird: im Umfeld der Un-
sterblichkeitshoffnung geht es zuletzt sehr wohl
darum, dass der individuelle Mensch ,die eige-
ne Rolle im Drama der Schopfung” ausfindig zu
machen sucht.

3.2.3. Peirces wichtigster Diskussionspart-
ner, der zweite Ingersoll-Lecturer aus dem Kreis
der ,Cambridge pragmatists”, Josiah Royce, wid-
mete dem Thema der Unsterblichkeit nicht nur
1899 seine Vorlesung The Conception of Immorta-
lity (Royce, 1971); er veroffentlichte tiberdies ei-
nen weiteren Essay zu diesem Themenbereich
(Royce, 1912). Royce sondiert in seinen Erwa-
gungen (vielfach durch Kant informiert) den
Zusammenhang zwischen der Suche des Men-
schen nach authentischer ,Individualitdt” und
der (erhofften) Entbergung jenes ihm unbe-
kannten Sinnzusammenhangs, in dem sich sein
endliches Handeln als eingebettet erweist. Die
Leitfrage seiner , Ingersoll Lecture” formuliert er
wie folgt:

[A]ll men including yourself are more or less
mysterious beings to you."> What I want to show you
is that the chief mystery of any man is precisely the
mystery of his individual nature, i.e. of the nature

> Royce spielt hier an auf Kants Einsicht in die Be-
grenztheit nicht allein der Fremd-, sondern auch der
Selbstkenntnis, die auch auf die Kenntnis unserer tat-
sdchlichen Handelnsintentionen bezieht (GMS, AA 04,
S. 407).



Kas3aTb BaM, YTO €IMHCTBEHHOe peIlleHVe 3TOV
3arafKu COCTOMT B TOM, UYTOOBI ITpe/ICTaBUThH
KaXIOTO YeJloBeKa TaK CBSI3aHHBIM C MWUPOM U
caMov1 XXM3HbIO bora, 4To /115 Toro, uTo0bhI BOOO-
111e OBITh MHAVBI/TY aJIbHOCTHIO, YeJIOBeK J0/DKeH
6bITH HaMHOTO OyIVDKe K BeuHomy, yeM B Harten
HBIHEIITHeT XVM3HY, KOTOPYIO MbI IIPUBBIKIIN Ha-
6mmonate (Royce, 1971, p. 5).

CoOTBeTCTBEHHO, HV B KOHEYHOM VHIVBUIY-
aJIbHOM, HM B KOHEYHOM KOJUUIEKTMBHOM IIOBejle-
HUV HEBO3MOXKHO 10/HOCHIbI0 OIIPeIeINThb BKITIO-
YeHHOCTh KaX[I0r0 MHAMBUIYaJIBHOTO IeVICTBS
B MOpPaJIbHO OOYyCJIOBJIEHHYIO OOIIYIO B3aMIMOC-
Bs3b. KaHT yKasbIBasl, 4TO pasrpaHMYMTeIbHAs
KOHIIEIIIIVS «MleaJIbHOVI MHAMBUIyal» CBs3a-
Ha C TeM, YTO KaXKIIbIVl CIocOOeH ITpuHaljieXarThb
K «IIapCTBY IeJiev»'®, «71aBov» KOTOPOro, KOHeU-
HO, sABJIdeTcs bor, Kak paccyxnaror KanT (AA 04,
S. 433—434; Kanr, 19976, c. 183) n Poric. Otpas-
Hag TOYKa JIMCKypca 0 beccMepTu COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO Hallla MHAVBU/Ayalus sBJIsieTcsl He3aBepIlleH-
HOVI, oHa TpebyeT nononHeHus. Koneunsri, 3a-
OITy>KIAIOIMIMIICS V1 [TaJIeKUT OT IIPaBeHOCTI MH-
OVIBUIIYYM He MOXeT JOOUTbHCS 3TOro B OIMHOUKY;
OCTaeTCs HalleAThCS TIOJIYYUTh ero OT OOKeCTBeH-
HOVI «COIJIaCOBAaHHOCTM» (KaK BbIpakaeTcs: KaHT),
TO eCTb IIyTeM BOC-CTaHOBJIEHMs Halllero KOHeu-
HOTO IIOBeleHMsl B OOIIYIO CMBICJIOBYIO CBsi3b, B
KOTOPOVI Hallla COXpaHSIOIIascs IpU 3TOM WH-
IVBUAYaJIbHOCTh BOCIIONIHSeTCs: «boroMm, KoTo-
PBITI eCcTh IepBUYHOe MHOMBUAyaIbHOe» (Royce,
1971, p. 65). XKermaemoe pacKpbITie CMBICIIOBOV
CBSA3M, B KOTOPOV C HEOXXMU/TAHHBIX TOUEeK 3peHMs
JlaXke OIIMOOYHOe JIeTICTBYIe OKa3bIBaeTCsl 3leMeH-
TOM, IIPMYACTHBIM K CMBICITY, corIacHO Poricy, Kak
Obw10 yXe 'y KaHTa, HUKaK HeJIb3s1 IPeICTaBUTh
B 103umubHoM CMBICTIe, OJHAKO MOXXHO ITpMOIIN-
3UTh, KaK HEKUII «CeKpeT pa3yMa», KOCBeHHO, ue-
pe3 cMeXXHbIe ITOHSTS, IIyTeM 0003HaueHMsl KOH-
TYPOB 1 OTCeMBaHMs HEIIOAXOAAIIIETO.

8 CM. 00 3TOM BBOOHYIO 4YacThb pasgerna 3.2, a Takxke:
(Langthaler, 2014, S. 60 —61).
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whereby he is this man and no other.'® I want to show
you that the only solution of this mystery lies in con-
ceiving every man as so related to the world and to
the very life of God, that in order to be an individual
at all a man has to be very much nearer to the Eternal
than in our present life we are accustomed to observe
(Royce, 1971, S. 5).

Demnach wird das Eingebettetsein jeder
Einzelhandlung in einen moralisch dimensio-
nierten Gesamtzusammenhang weder in end-
lichen individuellem noch im endlichen kollek-
tiven Handeln voll auslotbar. Kant verwies dar-
auf, dass die grenzbegriffliche Idee ,vollendeter
Individuierung” abhédngt von der Bestimmung
des Einzelnen, Glied eines ,Reichs der Zwecke’
zu sein,"” dessen ,,Oberhaupt” freilich, wie Kant
(GMS, AA 04, S. 433-434) und Royce postulie-
ren, Gott ist. Unsere Individuierung, das ist der
Ausgangspunkt des Unsterblichkeitsdiskurses,
ist unvollendet, sie bedarf der Ergénzung. Diese
kann das endliche, irrende und fehlende Indivi-
duum nicht allein bewirken, sonders es muss sie
von einer gottlichen ,con-currence” (wie Kant
sagt) erhoffen, d.h. von einer Re-situierung un-
seres endlichen Handelns in einem Gesamtsinn,
in dem unsere Individualitidt, die dabei erhal-
ten bleibt, durch ,God, the primary individual”
(Royce, 1971, S. 65) komplettiert wird. Die erhoff-
te Entbergung eines Sinnzusammenhangs, in
dem sich, in unerwarteter Re-perspektivierung,
selbst noch das defekte Handeln als ein sinn-re-
latives Element erweist, wird bei Royce, wie
schon bei Kant, zwar nirgendwo im Detail posi-
tiv darstellbar, kann aber als ,Vernunftgeheim-
nis” tiber esversuche und Negationen grenzbe-
grifflich-indirekt approximiert werden.

16 Das impliziert ,, [that] the human self’s time form has to be
unending because no purposeful finite will can ever carry out
its innermost mission short of an infinity of deeds.” Siehe dazu
die Royce-Passagen in Abschnitt 3.1.3.

17 Siehe dazu die einleitenden Passagen im Abschnitt 3.2,
sowie Langthaler (2014, S. 60-61).
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3.3. Hocmyaam «boimue boxve»

TperpbeMy KaHTOBCKOMY IIOCTYJIaTy —«KeM-
OpMIKCKMe ITparMaTuK» TakKxKe yIeanIn 0oIb-
mroe BamMaHMe. 111 Kanta bor — aT10 «omHa 13
VIJIEVI YMCTOTO pa3yMa, KOTopas, Hapsiay co cBOOO-
mout v beccmepTieM, oOpasyeT “HacTOSIITY O 11eJ1b”
(B 395 Anm.[; Kanr, 20064, c. 505 mprmed.]) meTa-
dusmueckoro nccireqosanms» (Ertl, 2015, S. 887).
OgHako, 3aMeTnM,

CymmectBoBaHme oObekTa bor He MoXeT OBITH
HVI JOKa3aHO, HV OIIPOBEPTHYTO CpeCcTBaMI Te-
opum (cp.: A 639ff. / B 667ff.[; Kanur, 2006, c. 819
v gasiee])... IpUHSATYE eTo ObITHS — 3TO IIpeXe
BCEr0 OAMH M3 IIOCTYJIATOB UMCTOrO IIpaKTide-
ckoro pasyma (cp.: AA 05, S. 124—132[; Ka#T,
1997a, c. 623—645]), ocHOBaHMe YNCTOV BEPHI
pasyma (cp. AA 05, S. 126[; Kanurt, 19974, c. 629])
VI B CBSI3Y C OTVIM COCTaBHAas YacTb PETyJISTUBHO-
ro ynorpebieHus pasyMa (cm.: A 619f. / B 6471.[;
Kamnr, 2006a, c. 797]) (Ertl, 2015, S. 887 —888).

Bce sT1 KaHTOBCKVe MOTVBBI BO3BPAIIIAIOTCS B
TpaHCcPOPMUPOBAHHOM BUJIe B PacCyKAEHUSIX O
«TUIIOTeTUYeCKoM bore» y «keMOpMIKCKMX IIpar-
MaTVIKOB».

3.3.1. Yapawvs C. [Mupc. «Kitaccmyeckum  Me-
cTom» dpvtocodpum penirum Iupcea siBisieTcs ero
VICCTIeTIOBaHMe «IMIIOTe3bl 0 bore» B coumHeHMM
«3abbITBIVI apryMeHT B 10JIb3y peasibHOCT bora»
(Peirce, 19950). Kax 1 Kant, Ilnpc nonaraet, uto
Bepa B bora ocHOoBaHa BOBce He Ha ITpaBVJIBHON
TEOPeTUYeCKOV AeNyKIINUM ero CyIecTBOBaHMS:
rumnore3a o bore, B ee Ga3oBoit dopme, BO3HMKa-
eT COBEpIIeHHO He TexXHW4ecKu, Kak “humble ar-
gument” («apryMeHT CMVPEHHOCTW»), I OTHOCUT-
Cs1 B IEPBYIO OYepellb K MPAKTINUeCKOMY M3Mepe-
HUIO XM3HU 4YesioBeKa. [Tupc mpefcrasiiseT sToT
«apryMeHT CMUPEHHOCTI» W IIOIBITKM ero IIpo-
SCHUTH B Tpu 1ara. LleHTp oOBsicHeHms oOpa3y-
€T YIOMSHYTBIVI OCHOBHOV, HETEXHUYECKMVI CIIO-
cob mocTpoeHMs «rMIIOTe3bl bora», a gBa mpyTmx
IyTH OOCYXXIIEeHMs KacaloTCsl PasJIMUHBIX «IIpO-
deccroHaIBHBIX» TOMBITOK YTOYHEHWS «IUIOTe-
3bI 0 bore», mpuMBbIKamoIMX K IepBOMY CIIOCOOY
ee PopMyJIMPOBKIL.
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3.3. Das Postulat “Gott”

Auch dem dritten der Kantischen Postula-
te haben die ,Cambridge pragmatists” grofle Auf-
merksamkeit gewidmet. Fiir Kant ist Gott ,eine
der Ideen der reinen Vernunft, die neben Freiheit
und Unsterblichkeit den ,eigentlichen Zweck’
metaphysischer ,Nachforschung” (KrV, B 395
Anm.) ausmachen” (Ertl, 2015, S. 887). Freilich:

Die Existenz der Entitdt Gott kann mit den
Mitteln der Theorie weder gezeigt noch wider-
legt werden (vgl. KrV, A 639ft. / B 6671t) [...];
vielmehr ist die Annahme seines Daseins eines der
Postulate der reinen praktischen Vernunft (vgl. AA
05, S. 124-132), Grundlage des reinen Vernunft-
glaubens (vgl. AA 05, S. 126), und dartiber hin-
aus Bestandteil des regulativen Vernunftge-
brauchs (vgl. KrV, A 619f. / B 647f.) (Ertl, 2015,
S. 887-888).

In transformierter Gestalt kehren all diese
Kantischen Motive in den Erwagungen zur ,,God
hypothesis” der ,,Cambridge pragmatists” wieder.

3.3.1. Charles S. Peirce. Der locus classicus von
Peirces Religionsphilosophie ist seine Unter-
suchung der ,Gotteshypothese” in der Schrift
,Ein vernachlassigtes Argument fiir die Realitat
Gottes” (Peirce, 1995b). Peirce geht in ihr — wie
Kant — davon aus, dass der Glaube an Gott nicht
durch eine valide theoretische Deduktion der
Existenz Gottes sichergestellt ist: Die Gotteshypo-
these tritt, in ihrer basalen Form, ganz untech-
nisch, als ein ,humble argument” (ein , bescheide-
nes Arguments”) in den Raum und ist in zent-
raler Hinsicht auf die praktische Lebensfiihrung
des Menschen bezogen. Peirce stellt dieses ,, hum-
ble argument” und die Versuche seiner Préazisie-
rung in drei Schritten dar. Der basale, nicht-tech-
nische Modus der ,Gotteshypothese” bildet da-
bei das Zentrum, wihrend die beiden anderen
Erwédgungsgénge sich auf die unterschiedlichen
~professionellen” Prézisierungsversuche der
,God hypothesis” beziehen, die sich an die Erwa-
gungen im ersten Argumentschritt anschliefsen.



«APryMeHT CMVPEHHOCTV B TIOJIb3y pealbHO-
cru bora», mmmer ITnpc, BO3HMKaeT M3 «9mCTON
UTPB» BOOOPaKeHVIsl, KOTOPYIO OH Ha3bIBaeT «3a-
OyMYMBOCTBIO» (“musement”). DT0 MeguTaTUBHOE
PasMBIIIUIEHNE, Ha KOTOPOe CIIOCOOEH Ka KbV,
He3aBVCMO OT TOro, oOpa3oBaH OH I HeoOpa-
30BaH, «He 3HaeT HUMKaKMX IIPaBWJI, KPOMe 3aKO-
Ha cBoOombl» (Peirce, 19956, S. 332—333). byny-
4y «abCOTIOTHO UeCTHOV, CePbe3HON 1, ITOCKOIIb-
Ky OHa HellpeJlyMBbIIIIJIeHHas1, 6e3bICKyCHOVI MeJIV-
TallVevl», 3alyMYVBOCTh «HEM30eXHO pPaHO WJIN
TIO3THO» MIPUBOAUT K «mpaee bora» (Ibid., S. 359).
HaunHaercsi «3ayMUMBOCTB» C «ITaCCVIBHOT'O TIO-
JIy4eHMs BIIeYaT/IeHMs M3 KaKoro-mbo yrosjika B
00HOM U3 mpex yHubepcymob onvima» (3TO SMIVIPU-
YecKre IIPOCTPaHCTBA «UOEV», «BeIen U 00BbeK-
TOB» U «3HAKOB»), TpaHcoOpMUpyeTcs B HaOIIIO-
ZleHVe 1 pasMBIIIUIeHVe 00 3TUX Tpex yHUBepCy-
Max ¥ X MHOTOOOPAa3HBIX IIepeIUIeTEHSIX U pac-
XOXIEHMSIX Y B KOHEYHOM CYeTe BeJleT, COIVIACHO
[Tpcy, K TOHMMAHUIO TOTO, UYTO YHUBEPCYM —
310 «Beauxas I[losma boea». KoneuHo, «eunomesa o
boze», koTOpasi BO3HMKAET 13 «3ayMUVMBOCTIN», CY-
IIIECTBEHHO OTJINTYAETCS OT OOBIYHBIX HAY YHBIX I'TI-
II0Te3, IIOCKOJIBKY OHA «IIpe/IIojiaraeT 0eCKOHEUHO
HETIOCTVDKVMBIVT OOBEKT, B TO BpeMs KaK KaKiasi
IUIoTe3a KaK TaKoBasl ke IIperioiaraeT, YTo OHa
peasibHO TIocTHTaeT cBort 00vekT» (Ibid., S. 339). Ee
CTaTyc, TaKMM oOpas3oM, Orvoke K CTaTycy (MOTH-
BUPYIOIIEro Ha TIOCTYIIKY) «IIOCTYJIaTa» B KAHTOB-
CKOM CMBICJIe, YeM K SMIIVPUYECKN IIPOBePsSeMON
CTaHIAPTHOV JIOTVIKe Hay YHOV OOBEKTVIBHOCTIA

Ha BTOpOM IIare cBoero TpexdacTHOrO apry-
MeHTa [Inpc BBIZIBUTAET TE3VC O TOM, YTO TPanN-
LIMOHHOe OOrocsioBre ¥ BKJIIOYeHHas B HErO Me-
TadpM3MKa HUIZe HYU pasy He BO3IaJIM JOJDKHOe
BHIUMaHVe «apr'yMeHTy CMUpeHHOCTI». borocsio-
BBl B CBOVMIX IIOIIBITKax OIIpaBraTh bora, coryacHo
[Trpcy, 9acTo VCIIONIB3YIOT HECOCTOSATEIIbHBIE TI0-
CBUIKM, HaIIpVIMep, Te, KOTOpbIe OJIM3KI K «<MeTOILy
aBTOpUTeTa», VI IIpeHeOperaoT OoJjiee [IeTaIbHbIM
aHaJIM30M TOrO MOTVBVIPYIOIIETO COHepyKaHWs,
KOTOPOE BBIPaXkK€HO B «apr'yMeHTe CMVPEHHOCTI,

L. Nagl

Das ,bescheidene Argument fiir die Realitit
Gottes”, so schreibt Peirce, erwichst aus einem
spuren Spiel” der Einbildungskraft, welches er
,Versonnenheit” (,musement”) nennt. Dieses me-
ditative Reflektieren, zu dem jeder, ob gebildet
oder ungebildet, fihig ist, ,kennt keine Regeln
aufler [dem] Gesetz der Freiheit” (Peirce, 1995b,
S.332-333). Als eine ,vollkommen ehrliche, ernst-
hafte und, weil ohne Vorsatz, ungekiinstelte Me-
ditation” fiihrt die Versonnenheit ,unweigerlich
frither oder spater” zur ,Idee Gottes” (Peirce,
1995b, S. 359). Die ,Versonnenheit” beginnt mit
dem ,passiven Aufnehmen eines Eindrucks aus
irgendeinem Winkel in einem der drei Universen
der Erfahrung” (aus den drei Erfahrungsrdaumen
der ,Ideen”, der ,Dinge und Gegenstande” und
der ,Zeichen”), geht tiber in ein Beobachten und
Nachsinnen iiber diese drei Universen und ihre
mannigfaltigen Verflechtungen und Differen-
zierungen und fiihrt zuletzt, so Peirce, zur Ein-
sicht, dass das Universum , God’s Great Poem” ist.
Freilich, die , God hypothesis”, die aus dem ,,mu-
sement” erwichst, ist von den iiblichen wissen-
schaftlichen Hypothesen signifikant unterschie-
den, weil sie , ein unendlich unbegreifliches Ob-
jekt annimmt, wahrend doch jede Hypothese als
solche schon die Voraussetzung macht, dass sie
ihr Objekt auch wirklich erfasst” (Peirce, 1995b,
S.339). Ihr Status ist somit dem eines (handlungs-
motivierenden) , Postulates” im Kantischen Sinn
néher als der empirisch bewédhrbaren Standard-
logik wissenschaftlicher Objektivitat.

Im zweiten Schritt seines dreigliedrigen Ar-
guments stellt Peirce die These auf, dass die tra-
ditionelle Theologie und die in sie eingegangene
Metaphysik dem ,bescheidenen Argument” nir-
gendwo addquat Rechnung getragen haben. Die
Theologen, so Peirce, ziehen bei ihrem Rechtfer-
tigungsversuch Gottes oftmals unhaltbare Pra-
missen heran, z.B. solche, die der ,Methode der
Autoritdt” nahestehen, und sie vernachldssigen
dabei die genauere Analyse dessen, was im , be-
scheidenen Argument” motivierend zum Aus-
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a IMEHHO YTO B 4YeJIOBEUYECKOV IIPUpPOoe B 11eJIOM
«OOHApYXMBaeTcsl CKpbITas HAKJIOHHOCTb BEPUTH
B bora» (Ibid., S. 360). ITockobKy B «aprymeHre
CMUPEHHOCTI» HenocpeocmbenHo BeIpakaeTcs To,
BOKPYT Yero ABVDKETCS (hu10copcmbyonan MbICIIb
[Tnpca B ero «00BEKTVBHO MIEAJITVICTITIECKOVI» Ce-
MUOTHUKE: €024aC08aHHOCTb Npupodsl ¢ 0YXoM, TO
€CTh «arallVICTCKOe» BOIUIOIIEeHVIe «KOHKPEeTHOV
Pa3syMHOCTI».

Ha tperbem 1mare ceoux pasmbiuteHun [Tupc
«B CBeTe 3HAKOMCTBA C IOIJIVMHHBIM Hay4YHBIM
MBIIIUIeHVeM 13 IlepBbix pyk» (Ibid., S. 360—361)
3a7laeTcsl BOIIPOCOM O IIparMaTMKO-CeMMOTIYe-
CKMX apryMeHTax B IOJIepKKY I'MIioTe3sl o bore,
IIOCKOJIBKY 3Ta TUIIOTe3a He MOXeT ObITh IOf-
TBepXKJIeHa, KaK 3TO OOBIYHO ITPOVICXOAUT B Hayd-
HOM 3KCIIepVIMEHTe, ITyTeM IIPeICKa3aHMs «CIIell-
CTBWVI 13 OIIpeJIeJIEHHBIX YCIIOBMVI». MoXKeM JIv1 MBI
ObITE B cocTOsTHMY, ciipammiBaeT [Ivpc, mmpencka-
3aTh IIOBeeHVe «BCEBEIYIIero» CyIIecTBa, KOTO-
poe Tak>Ke siBjIgeTcs «BceMoryimm» (Ibid., S. 362)?
Taxvum obpaszom, obocHOBaHMe rUIIOTe3bI O bore
3aKJIFOYAeTCsl IIPeX/le BCero B «OIIpeJIeIsIoeM
BJIVISTHUL.. Ha BeCh 00pa3 XIM3HM TeX, KTO B Hee Be-
put» (Ibid.). Koreuno, x obocHoBaHMIO men bora
MOXKHO ITPVIBJIeYb JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO TOIO, UTO CyIIle-
CTBYeT BaKHas TOYKA COIPVIKOCHOBEHVIS MEXITy
CTPYKTY POV «3alyMUYMBOCTI», 13 KOTOPOVI BO3HI-
KaeT «ruroTe3a o bore», u IporieccoM mOpox/ie-
HVISL HOBBIX HAyYHBIX TMUIIOTe3. YIVBUTEIBHO, HO,
Kak yTBepxxzaeT I Tnpc, B TBOpYecKoM IieHTpe Hay-
KV eCTb 4eJIoBeuecKasi ClIoCOOHOCTb, KOTOPOVI IV
TaeTCsl «apryMeHT CMVPEHHOCTV» B IIOJIb3Y pealb-
HocTu bora: «abmykTmBHOe» nipenckaszanve (Ibid.,
S. 348), MHCTUHKT coBeTa. B ycrertHoM wiccsierio-
BaHWV TUIIOTe3Bbl IOIOVMPAIOTCS He «CITydarHO»
(kak «momaraeTr mapsuHMCT» [Ibid., S. 348—349)),
a Ha TOM OCHOBaHMI, YTO OHU JIATEHTHO BKJIFOUe-
HBI B OOBEKTMBHBIV VOEATIN3M [IeVICTBUTEIHHO-
CTV: IIOTOMY YTO «4eJIOBEUECKUVI AyX HAaCTPOeH
Ha ncTuHy Bemein» (Ibid., S. 349). To, uto B «apry-
MeHTe CMVPEHHOCT», 0000IIeHHOM 11 Heollperie-
JIEHHOM, BBICTYIIAaeT KaK «3a/[yMUYMBOCTb», CTAHO-
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druck kommt, dass sich ndmlich in der mensch-
lichen Natur allgemein, ,eine verborgene Nei-
gung zum Gottesglauben findet” (Peirce, 1995b,
S. 360). Denn im ,bescheidenen Argument”
zeigt sich unmittelbar, was Peirce in seiner , objek-
tiv idealistischen” Semiotik philosophierend um-
kreist: das Eingestimmtsein der Natur auf den Geist,
d. h. das ,agapistische” Realwerden der ,kon-
kreten Verntinftigkeit”.

Im dritten Schritt seiner Erwédgungen fragt
Peirce ,im Licht einer Vertrautheit mit echtem
wissenschaftlichen Denken aus erster Hand”
(Peirce, 1995b, S. 360-361) nach den pragmati-
zistisch-semiotischen Stiitzargumenten fiir die
Gotteshypothese, kann doch diese Hypothe-
se nicht, wie im wissenschaftlichen Experiment
tiblich, durch Voraussage der ,Konsequenzen
aus angebbaren Bedingungen” bestitigt wer-
den. Wie sollten wir denn je in der Lage sein, so
Peirce, das Verhalten eines ,allwissenden” We-
sens, das zudem ,allméchtig” ist, voraussagen
zu konnen? (Peirce, 1995b, S. 362) Die Rechtfer-
tigung der Gotteshypothese somit liegt primar
in dem , bestimmenden Einfluss [...] auf die ge-
samte Lebensfithrung derer, die an sie glauben”
(ebd.). Freilich: die Validitdt der Gottesidee ldsst
sich tiber Strecken durch den Nachweis stiit-
zen, dass es zwischen der Struktur der ,Ver-
sonnenheit”, aus der die ,God hypothesis” er-
wdchst, und dem Erstellungsprozess neuer wis-
senschaftlicher Hypothesen einen wichtigen
Bertihrungspunkt gibt. Steht doch, wie Peirce
argumentiert, im kreativen Zentrum der Wis-
senschaft erstaunlicherweise ein menschliches
Vermogen, aus dem sich auch das ,bescheiden-
de Argument” fiir die Realitdt Gottes speist: die
,abduktive” Divination (Peirce, 1995b, S. 348),
der Rateinstinkt. Erfolgreiche Forschung findet
ihre Hypothesen nicht , zuféllig” (wie ,der Dar-
winist annimmt” [Peirce, 1995b, S. 348-349]), son-
dern weil sie, latent, am objektiven Idealismus
des Realen partizipieren: weil ,der menschliche
Geist auf die Wahrheit der Dinge eingestimmt
worden ist” (Peirce, 1995b, S. 349). Was im , hum-



BUTC Oojlee TOYHBIM B IParMaryiCTIecKOM VC-
CJIeIOBAaHMM TIIYOVHHOVI CTPYKTYPbI aOmyKIIum:
3TO JIEVICTBUTEIIbHAS «OITOCPEIOBAHHOCTb» U «He-
IIPePBIBHOCTB» BCETO CYIIEro, TO eCTh TOT «CUHe-
XV3M», 0 KOTOPOM IIIJIa peyb B ruIioTese o bore, co-
IJIaCHO KOTOPOVI «HUYTO He VIMeeT 1IEHHOCTV caMO
1o cebe... HO oOpeTaeT ee MCK/IIOUNUTESIBHO B TOM
POJIN, KOTOpasi OTBelleHa eMy B IOPOXIEeHUN Iie-
soro» (Ibid., S. 351). C aTmmM Te3mcom 00 «0Obek-
TVBHO WI€aJIVICTYeCKOM» COIIepXKaHUM «almyk-
viv» ITIupe crpemMuTcst K AajibHeNIeMy pasBu-
TUIO KAaHTOBCKOTO ITOCTYyJIaTa «ObITHs boxkbero» B
reresIeBCKOM HaIIpaBJIeHUN (CEMMOTUYECKN Iepe-
dopMyIMpOBaHHOM U CKOPPEKTVPOBAHHOM).
3.3.2. «boe» 8 ¢pusocopuu nosoneeo Ixocaiu
Poiica: «peaueuosHviii napadokc» U «CYujHOCHIHbLI
axm» «npakmudeckoeo pasyma». Ilosnass dpwto-
cocpus Porica Takke orpesiesiseTcsi KaHTYAHCKN-
MM MOTMBaMM, HO B TO e BpeMs CyIIeCTBEHHO
oborarmaercs cemmorukont [Tnpca® (Haxomsimen-
cs mop, BivsHMeM naen leress o0 «orocpenosa-
Hn»?). Kak 1okaseiBaeT Oostee BHVMAaTeIbHOE
M3yUeHVe ero peyMrmo3Ho-pmiIiocodpckmx padoT
«/ICTOUHMKM PpeJINTMO3HOro o3apeHus» un «lIpo-
OJ1eMBbI XPUCTMAHCTBa», B HUX SIBHO IIPVICYTCTBY-
10T 00e BeflyIye Vet KaHTOBCKOT'O y4eHMs O IIo-
cTysarax: HeraTuBHas (ObrTve «bora» Hesb3s «BbI-
BeCT/» SMIVPUYECKN) U TIO3UTVBHAs, COCTOAIIAs
B TOM, UTO «DO)KecTBeHHOe», Jake ecJIil OHO VH-
TepIpeTupyeTcss KaK «JaHHOe B OTKPOBEHWID»,
B KOHEYHOM WTOTe MOXEeT IOJIYUUTh IOATBepXK-
JleHVe TOJIBKO B OTChUIKe K FOPM30HTY HaAeXXIIbl
«rIpakTideckoro pasyma». IlosgHum Porvic BbIBO-
IINAT CBOIO «OCHOBHYIO TIO3VIIVIIO TI0 peJINTUV» Ha
OCHOBe IJIyOOKOro aHaJIN3a 4ejIoBe4eCcKOro OIbITa

¥ Pomic mydrme Bcex cpemyt «KeMOPWKCKMX IIparMa-
TUKOB» ObUI 3HaKOM ¢ pwtocodpment KanTra 1 rmocrkaH-
TMAHCKMMM TedeHMsIMM BIUIOTh 10 [eresiss, o6 sToMm
CBUJIETEJILCTBYIOT ero «Jlekuum o coBpeMeHHOM wujiea-
mmsMe» (Royce, 1967), KOTOPBIM 110 CMX IOp, K COXaJle-
HUIO, YeJIsUI0Ch MajIo BHUMaHMs B povicoBeeHnmn. Cm.
00 srom Taxke: (Nagl, 2021).

20 O prmstavm Lerertst Ha [upea v 0 IyHKTaX MX pacxox-
nenms cM.: (Nagl, 2014).

2 Cm. myskT «OcHOBHBIE o3I Povica o permmrviv»
(Oppenheim, 2005, p. 357 —360).
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ble argument”, allgemein und vage, als ,Verson-
nenheit” in den Raum tritt, wird in der pragma-
tizistischen Erkundung der Tiefenstruktur der
Abduktion prazisierbar, namlich die reale ,Ver-
mitteltheit” und ,Kontinuitidt” alles Seienden,
d.h. jener ,Synechismus”, der in der Gotteshy-
pothese thematisch wird: ,[d]ass nichts seinen
Wert in sich tragt [...], sondern dass es ihn aus-
schliefdlich durch den Platz erhilt, der ihm bei
der Erzeugung eines Ganzen zukommt” (Peirce,
1995b, S. 351). Mit dieser These vom ,objektiv
idealistischen” Gehalt der , Abduktion” sucht
Peirce das Kantische Postulat ,Gott” in eine (se-
miotisch reformulierte/und korrigierte) Hegel-
sche Richtung weiterzuentwickeln.

3.3.2. ,Gott” in der Spitphilosophie von Josiah
Royce: Das ,religidse Paradox” und der ,wesentli-
che Akt” der “praktischen Vernunft”. Auch die Roy-
cesche Spétphilosophie ist bestimmt von Kan-
tischen Motiven, zugleich aber substantiell in-
formiert durch die (vom Hegelschen ,Vermitt-
lungs”-Gedanken beeinflufite’) Semiotik von
Peirce.” Wie eine genauere Betrachtung seiner
religionsphilosophischen Schriften The Sources
of Religious Insight und The Problems of Christianity
zeigt, sind beide Motive der Kantischen Postula-
tenlehre in ihnen deutlich prasent: das negative
Motiv, dass ,Gott” nicht empirisch , deduziert”
werden kann, und das positive Motiv, dass sich
,das Gottliche”, auch wenn es als ,geoffenbart”
gedeutet wird, zuletzt allein mit Rekurs auf den
Hoffnungshorizont der ,praktischen Vernunft”
validieren ldsst. Der spdte Royce gewinnt seine
,basic position on religion”* aus einer Tiefenanaly-
se der Endlichkeitserfahrungen des Menschen.
Er spricht von einem , religidsen Paradoxon”, das

8 Zu den Hegelbeziigen und der Hegeldistanz von
Peirce siehe Nagl (2014).

¥ Royce war jener ,Cambridge pragmatist”, der Kants
Philosophie und die postkantischen Entwicklungen
hin zu Hegel an besten kannte, wie seine in der Royce-
forschung bisher leider nur wenig berticksichtigen Lec-
tures on Modern Idealism (Royce, 1967). Siehe dazu auch
Nagl (2021).

2 Siehe ,Royce’s Basic Positions on Religion” (Oppen-
heim, 2005, S. 357-360).
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KOHeUHOCTV. OH TOBOPUT O «PeTUITIO3HOM I1apa-
JIOKCe», KOTOPBIVI ONMCBIBaeT CJIeyIoIInM obpa-
3oM: «[Tapaiokc COCTOUT B TOM, UTO CYIIIECTBO, KO-
TOpOe HaCTOJILKO MTHOPUPYeT CBOV JOJIT V1 CBOIO
cyap0y, 9TO Hy KIIaeTcs B PyKOBOICTBE Ha KaXkIIOM
IIary, HaCTOJIBKO cJj1aboe, YTO HyXXJaeTcs B criace-
HUW, JOJDKHO BCe JKe HalleAThCs, B €70 OrpaHYeH-
HOM OIIbITe, IIPUKOCHYThCS K 4eMY-TO OOKeCcTBeH-
HoMmy. Borrpoc B ToM, Kak 3T0 Bo3MoxHO?» (Royce,
1940, p. 25). DTa BO3MOXXHOCTH CTAHOBUTCS peasib-
HOW, yTBepX1aeT Povic, TOJIBKO MOTOMY, UTO KaX-
IIBIVI YeJIOBeK MOKeT HalTu B cebe «BHYTPEHHWU
CBET». «BHYTPEHHUV CBET, OTJIMYHBIVI OT Tpaau-
LMY, OTJIMYHBIV OT BHEIITHETO OTKPOBeHMs, He3a-
BUCVIMBIVI OT 3KCIUIUIIUTHBIX TEOPU VIV CBUJIe-
TeJILCTB 00 yHUBepcyMe» (Ibid., p. 26). DToT «BHY-
TPeHHUT CBeT» OCBelllaeT OPMeHTVPOBaHHBIN Ha
KOHEYHOe ITpaKTMYeCK!l pasyM, ero 3TuUdYecKoe
AP0, CBA3aHHOe C aBTOHOMWeV, I ero FOpM30HT
HaJIeX[Ibl 1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, JeslaeT BO3MOXHBIM
«CYIIHOCTHO peuruosHbin akT» (Oppenheim,
2005, p. 357, Ky pcumB Mot — J1. H.). DTOT «cyuyHOCMHO
peAu2uo3HbLil akm» 3aKjrodaeTcs i Porica (cm.:
Royce, 1940, p. 133), kak 00bsdcHsieT Ppank M. On-
IIeHTeVIM, B Bepe BO BceBefylero bora, «komopoii
3Haem kax)x00eo MAKUM, KAKOU OH ecb HA CAMOM
dese» (Oppenheim, 2005, p. 357), To ecTh, roBOpS
II0-KaHTOBCKM, B Bepe B bora Kak «3HaToka cepi-
Ila». DTa njesd bora, koTopas M3HaYaJIbHO OTHO-
cwlach B IIEPBYIO odepelb K IMPaKTUYeCKU-3TU-
yeckoMy 0a30BOMY OIIBITY, pacKpbIBaeTcsl «abco-
JIIOTHBIM ITparMaTuKoM» PoricoM co cchUIKOV Ha
«OOIIIeCTBeHHO» OPVIEHTVPOBAHHBIN  KJIFOUeBO
TepMMH ceMroTnKM [Inpca, [3HaKoByIO| «HTEp-
IIpeTalyio», " B CBSI3M C XPUCTMAHCKOM KOHIIeTI-
uuent «Cpgroro [lyxa» B mee MCKyIIaroOIIero «Iy-
xa-Toskosaresis» (Ibid., p. 341), To ecTb B Takom
upee bora, KoTopas BpallaeTcst BOKPYT pyKOBOISI-
IIIEeTO IIpeJICTaBJIeHNs O «HEBUIVIMOV 1IepKBI», He
peaIM30BaHHOVI ITOJIHOCTBIO HU B OJTHOM PeJINIU-
03HOM cooD1lecTBe. DTa OrmsKasi K IUIIOpaI3My
unes bora, xak moguepkmsaeT Povic, cooTHeceHa
C YeJIOBeUeCTBOM: ee HeJIb3sl OrpaHMYMBaTh XpU-
cruaHcTBoM (Royce, 1940, p. 294—295): «Kaxkmnmn

er so beschreibt: ,The paradox is that a being who
is so ignorant of his duty and of his destiny as to need
guidance at every point, so weak as to need saving,
should still hope, in his fallible experience, to get in
touch with anything divine. The question is: how is
this possible?” (Royce, 1940, S. 25). Diese Moglich-
keit wird allein dadurch real, so argumentiert
Royce, dass jeder Mensch ein ,inneres Licht” in
sich finden kann: ,,an inner light, apart from traditi-
on, apart from external revelation, apart from explicit
theories or reports concerning the universe” (Royce,
1940, S. 26). Dieses ,innere Licht” erhellt die end-
lichkeits-tangierte praktische Vernunft, ihren
autonomiebezogenen ethischen Kern sowie ih-
ren Hoffnungshorizont, und erméglicht so den
~essentiellen religidsen Akt” (s. Oppenheim, 2005,
S. 357, Hvh. v. L.N.). Dieser ,essentially religious
act” besteht fiir Royce (1940, S. 133), wie Frank M.
Oppenheim (2005, S. 357) ausfiihrt, im Glauben
an einen allwissenden Gott ,who knows oneself
just as one truely is”, d. h., mit Kant gesprochen,
im Glauben an Gott als ,Herzenskiindiger”. Die-
se Gottesidee, die im Einstieg primdr auf prak-
tisch-ethische Grunderfahrungen riickbezogen
ist, entfaltet der , absolute Pragmatist” Royce mit
Rekurs auf den ,kommunal” dimensionierten
Schliisselbegriff der Peirceschen Semiotik, [Zei-
chen-]“Interpretation”, und im Anklang an die
christliche Konzeption des ,Heiligen Geistes” in
der Idee eines erlosenden ,, Spirit Interpreter” (Op-
penheim, 2005, S. 341), d. h. in einer Gottesidee,
die um die Leitvorstellung einer in keiner religi-
osen Gemeinschaft voll verwirklichten ,,invisib-
le Church” kreist. Diese pluralismus-affine Gotte-
sidee, so unterstreicht Royce, ist von menschheit-
licher Relevanz: sie darf nicht auf das Christen-
tum eingeengt warden (Royce, 1940, S. 294-295):
~Whatever may [...] be the fortunes of Christian insti-
tutions, or of Christian traditions” — so schreibt er
in partiellem Anklang an Kants Idee einer von
historischen Engfiihrungen gereinigten ,Ver-
nunftreligion” und in scharfsichtiger Antizipati-
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ObI HY OBUIN... CyIBOBI XPUCTMAHCKMUX MHCTUTY-
TOB, VIV XPUCTUAHCKMX TPaiWUIIUI, — MNIIET OH
B «[IpobsieMe xpucTMaHCTBa», TOYHO IIpelyrajibl-
Basi COBpeMeHHYIO I7I00aJIbHYIO 310Xy U YacTud-
HO IepeKJIMKasiCh C KAHTOBCKOVI MJIeell «peIurum
pasyMa», OUMIIIEHHOV OT MCTOPUYEeCKNX OrpaHM-
YeHWIl, — y4eHMe O CIlaceHUM 4YesloBeKa, B IIpo-
TUBHOM CjIy4ae Oe3HaJle)XHO IOTepsHHOrO, CIla-
CeHMM Yepe3 IpeJaHHOCTh XXU3HM IIO[JIVHHO pe-
asibHOM 1 YHMBepcarbHOV OOIIMHBL, TOJKHO CO-
XPpaHUTbCS VI HallpaBJIATh Oy/gylliee KaK pesInrimm,
Tak 1 4yesiopeuecTBa» (Royce, 2001, p. 42).

3.3.3. Ilpebpawjenue Yuavamom [ketimcom
«nocmyaama» 6vimus boea 6 «Bvibop» Bepoi. B cBo-
eM olOmwmpHOM wuccitenoBanmy  «MHoroobpasie
PeJIUTMO3HOrO OIbITa» JIKemMc oOcyXHaeT Ipo-
€KT, KOTOPBIV IIopakaJl MHOTMIX er0 COBpeMeHH-
KOB, JTaJIEKVIX OT PeJIUIMN: «3aCTaBUTh CIIylIaTe-
JIsl WJIVL YUTaTesIsl TIOBePUThL B TO, BO YTO s Herlo-
GeIMO Beplo, a MIMEHHO 4YTO, XOTsd BCe KOHKpeT-
Hble IIPOsBIJIEHNS PeJIUTUN MOIJIN ObITH abcypi-
HBIMU (51 VIMeIO B BUJLy ee BepoydeHWs 1 Teopunm),
ee )KVM3Hb B I1eJIOM — caMasd BaKHask PyHKIIMA ye-
710BedecTBa»*2. OCHOBBI 3TOVI ITO3VIIVIV OH V3JIOXKVIT
yke B cBoel1 paboTe «Bosis k Bepe», I7le pasrpaHu-
Ul CHenudUKy «peIMro3HON TUIIOTe3kbl» Cpe-
IV APYTYIX TUIIOTe3, 0COOeHHO HayYHBIX. «DKCITe-
pUIMeHTaJIbHas» PeJINTs, OIpelesIsiolnias IoBe-
JleHwe, TI0 cjoBaM [IkeviMca, HauMHaeTCs C OIpe-
JleJIeHHOVI 5K3VICTeHIIVAJIbHO BbIJIeJIeHHOVI TOUKM:
I7le Halllyl IO3HaBaTe/IbHbIe IIPUTA3aHNMs Ha 3Ha-
UVMOCTh Be[IyT K HepaspelIMOMY, VI [PV 3TOM
MBI He MOXKeM X7IaTh — KaK B pellieHuny O0JIbIITH-
CTBa HAy4HBIX BOIIPOCOB, — IIOKa «c000ujecmbo
uccaedobameseil» OTBIIET JIOCTATOYHO BecKye
OCHOBaHWMs JJIsi BBIOOpa TOro WMJIM VMHOIO Bapu-
aHTa. ITpyHuMas HekoTOpBIe pellleHWs], BIIVSIO-
Ve Ha lIeHTpaJIbHble acIleKThl Hallleyl «KapTu-
HBI MIPa», Mbl, CMEpTHBIe MHIVBU/IbI, He30eXHO
JIeVICTByeM TIOfI, JlaBJjleHVeM KOHe4dHoCTu. Bcerie-
JIO ITPOJIOJDKas COBPeMEeHHYIO KPUTUKY pesIurim,

2 TTucemo Ywibsama [Dxerimca Panisdy baprony Ilappu,
nutupyetcd 1o «Beemenvro» Maptuna E. Maptut K KHu-
re: (Marty, 1982, p. XIX).
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on des modernen globalen Zeitalters in The Pro-
blem of Christianity — ,the doctrine of the salvation
of the otherwise hopelessly lost individual through de-
votion to the life of the genuinely real and Universal
Community must survive, and must direct the future
both of religion and of mankind” (Royce, 2001, S. 42).

3.3.3. William James’ Transformation des Got-
tes-,postulats” in die Glaubens-, option”. In seiner
umfénglichen Studie Die Vielfalt religidser Erfah-
rung geht es James um das fiir viele seiner religi-
onsdistanten Zeitgenossen erstaunliche Projekt
,to make the hearer or reader believe, what I myself
invincibly do believe, that, although all the special ma-
nifestations of religion may have been absurd (I mean
its creeds and theories), yet the life of it as a whole is
mankind’s most important function.”** Die Grund-
lagen dazu hatte er bereits in seiner Schrift Der
Wille zum Glauben entwickelt, wo er die Eigen-
art der ,religiosen Hypothese” von anderen Hy-
pothesen, vor allem den wissenschaftlichen, ab-
grenzt. Das handlungsbestimmende ,Experi-
ment” Religion, so James, beginnt an einem be-
stimmten, existenziell ausgezeichneten Punkt:
dort, wo unsere kognitiven Geltungsanspriiche
ins Unentscheidbare fiihren und wir zugleich
nicht — wie bei den meisten wissenschaftlichen
Fragen — zuwarten konnen, bis die ,communi-
ty of investigators” hinreichend gute Griinde zur
Entscheidung fiir die eine oder die andere Op-
tion findet. Als sterbliche Individuen handeln
wir in manchen der Entscheidungen, die zen-
trale Aspekte unseres ,Weltbilds” tangieren, un-
vermeidbar unter Endlichkeitsdruck. Das meta-
physische Projekt, zwingende ,Gottesbeweise”
aufzustellen, hilt James, ganz auf der Linie der
modernen Religionskritik, fuir gescheitert: ,Al-
lein die Tatsache, dass alle Idealisten nach Kant
sich berechtigt fiihlten, [Gottesbeweise] entwe-
der zu beargwohnen oder tiber sie hinwegzu-
gehen, zeigt, dass sie nicht solide genug sind,

2 William James an Ralph Barton Perry, zitiert in
Martin E. Marty’s ,, Introduction” (James, 1982, S. XIX).



JI. Harnp

JIxemiMc cumTaeT, YTO MeTapU3MUeCKUl IIPOeKT
cosmaHus yOemuTeIbHBIX «00Ka3amesbcmb Obl-
Tus bora» mposamwics: «ToTt dakt, uTo Bee Mzea-
JIMCTBI co BpeMeH KaHTa oTKa3pIBasInCh, Kak Ipu-
3HaTh, TaK M OTBEPrHYTb WX, SICHO TOBOPUT HaM,
YTO OHM HeIOCTaTOYHO OOOCHOBAaHHBI [IJIS TOTO,
YTOOBI CITY’KUTh IIPOYHBIM (PyHIAMEHTOM peJIu-
ruv» ([Ixemc, 2012, c. 348). CormacHo [IXermcy,
Bora Hesb3st «IIpogeMOHCTpUpOBaTh» HU II0-Ha-
YUYHOMY, HU «yMO3puUTesIbHO». OIHaKO OH cYuTa-
€T 3TO He IIPeIISITCTBIEM, a CKOpee OCHOBOIIOJIara-
IOIIIEVI ITPEIIIOCEUIKON («PVICKOBAHHOV») PEITATUN
BeIOOpa. Ilpu dopmmpoBanmm Halleil KapTUHBI
Mupa MBI JOJDKHBI BBIOVIPaTh, TOBOPSL YIIPOILIEHHO,
MeX]1y JBYMsI OCHOBHBIMM TMIIOTe€3aMM: aTeyCTH-
4eCcKM-arHOCTUYeCKOV W PpeJIUIrio3HON. [IxeriMc
orperiesisieT CTPYKTypy 3TOro BbIOOpa IOCpesi-
CTBOM CJIEAYIOLIVIX pasrpaHMYeHNTL: «Ha30BeM pe-
ITIeHVie B TIOJIb3Y TOVI VJIV JIPYTOV TUIIOTe3bI BBIOO-
poM. BbIOGop ObIBaeT pasIvIHBIM; OH MOXKeT OBbITE:
1) xubvim v mepmBoim, 2) HEOOXOOVIMBIM VIV
HeoDs3amenvHbiM, 3) BaXKHbIM VIIIVL 3aYpAOHbIM,
¥ BBIOOp TOrIa SIBJISIETCS «UCTHUHHBIM, KOT[Aa OH
HNPVHAAJIEKNUT K paspsay XKMUBBIX, HEOOXOIVIMBIX
u BaXXHBIX» ([Ixerivc, 1997, c. 10). VicTrHHBIV BbI-
6op He OCHOBaH Ha MepTBbIX ruroresax. «Kupas
TUIIOTe3a», COIacHO [ KeriMcy, He TOJIBKO M3BeCT-
Ha, HO U MOSIBJISIETCS «C IIPeTeH3ell Ha TO, YTOOBI
B Hee BepwIn». OHa «IIPOM3BOOUT BIIeYaTsIeHVe
peasIbHOV BO3MOXKHOCTYM Ha TOTrO, KOMY ee IIpefl-
nararoT» (xermc, 1997, c. 9). MepuiioM «kuso-
CTW» SIBJISIeTCS He BHYTpUTeopeTuyecKasi 000CcHO-
BaHHOCTB, CYIIECTBYIOIIVe ellle «I0» IEeVICTBUS,
HO — B IIOJIHOM COOTBETCTBUMW C «IIparMarirde-
CKMM IIPUHIIUIIOM» — TOT (paKT, UTO I'MIIOTe3a
BKJIIOUaeT «FOTOBHOCTb JEeVICTBOBaTh». Takmum 00-
pa3oM, KaHTOBCKMUII MOCTYJIaT «ObITvst boxxbero»
npespaiaeTcs y Jlxerimca B «BEIOOp» BEpBI.

3ak/IroueHme

ITupc, dxevivc m Poric paspaboTasivt ITOIXOIBI,
B KOTOPBIX KaHTVMaHCKVe MOTWBBI ITPOIOJDKAIOT
XUTb B IIpeobpazoBaHHON (popMe. DTO OTHOCUTCS
(xak nokasanu Kemricki, Mépdu 1 Anesib) K 11eH-

um der Religion als ein allestragendes Funda-
ment dienen zu konnen” (James, 1997, S. 432).
Gott ist, so James, weder wissenschaftlich noch
»spekulativ” zu ,demonstrieren”. Das hilt er je-
doch nicht fiir einen Hinderungsgrund, sondern
vielmehr fiir die konstitutive Voraussetzung der
(,riskanten”) Option Religion. In der Frage unse-
res Weltbilds miissen wir grob gesprochen zwi-
schen zwei Grundhypothesen wihlen, der athe-
istisch-agnostischen und der religidsen. James
prézisiert die Struktur dieser Wahl durch fol-
gende Differenzierungen: ,Die Entscheidung [..]
zwischen zwei Hypothesen wollen wir eine Op-
tion nennen. Es gibt deren mehrere Arten. Eine
Option kann sein: 1. lebendig oder tot; 2. unum-
ginglich oder vermeidlich; 3. bedeutungsvoll oder
unerheblich”; eine Option ist dann ,echt, wenn
sie unumgénglich, lebendig und bedeutungsvoll
ist” (James, 1975, S. 129). Echte Optionen beru-
hen nicht auf toten Hypothesen. Eine ,lebendige
Hypothese”, so James, wird nicht nur gewusst,
sondern tritt ,mit dem Anspruch auf, geglaubt
zu werden”. Sie wird ,,von dem, welchem sie sich
darbietet, wirklich als Moglichkeit empfunden”
(James, 1975, S. 129). Mafistab der ,Lebendigkeit”
ist nicht die innertheoretische Schliissigkeit, die
schon ,vor” dem Handeln vorliegt, sondern —
ganz auf der Linie der ,pragmatischen Maxi-
me” — der Umstand, dass eine Hypothese , die
Willigkeit zu handeln” einschliefdt. Das Kanti-
sche Postulat Gott wird somit bei James transfor-
miert zur Glaubens-,Option”.

Conclusio

Peirce, James und Royce haben Denkansatze
entwickelt, in denen, transformiert, Kantische
Motive weiterleben. Das gilt (wie von Kempski,
Murphey und Apel darlegen) fiir zentrale epi-
stemologische Fragestellungen der Pragmatis-
ten, doch finden sich substantielle Kantbeziige

70



TpaJIbHBIM 31VICTEeMOJIOrMUeCcKIM BOITpocaM ITpar-
MaTMKOB, HO CylllecTBeHHble cchUlky Ha Kanra
TaK>ke MOKHO HaMTM B He3acIy>KeHHO YacTo IOf-
BeprasIIXCsl MaprHaIU3allul peIuro3Ho-pu-
JIOCOPCKMX ~ WCCIIEIOBAHMAX — «KeMOPUOKCKUX
npaemamuxob», KOTOpble MOKHO TPaKTOBaTh Kak
He3aBUCVIMble VICCIIeZIOBaHMsA B IIPOCTPAHCTBe
KaHTOBCKVIX IIOCTYJIaTOB — CBODOMIBI, OeccMepTiist
nyrv v OerTys bora. C Tex mop xak Xwtapm [Tat-
H5M B cBoeM mccileiopanmm «K obHoBIeHMIO -
socodpmm» yKasall Ha To, 4To acce [IxeriMca «Boss
K Bepe», XOTS M «9acTO IIOfIBeprayioch KpuUTude-
CKMM HarlaJIKaM», «II0 CBO€VI JIOTVIKe [IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HO TouHOe 1 OeccriopHoe» (Putnam, 1992, S. 241),
dwtocodpcKo-peUrosHble  TPyAbl  YwIbsiMa
JI>kevimMca BBI3BIBAIOT KVMBEVIIIV VIHTepec.

B mocnennme romer mogxon, xeriMca K pesin-
T'MVI, OCHOBAaHHBIV Ha IIOHSATUN «BBIOOP» 1 cop-
MWPOBaHHBIV OIIBITOM COBPEMEHHOIO CeKYIIApu3-
Ma, He TOJIbKO IpuBJIeK BHMMaHMe Yapibsa Ten-
JIopa B €ro BEeHCKOM JieKImu «POpMBI pesIuriios-
Horo B coppeMeHHOCTI» (Taylor, 2001), HO Haxo-
JIUTCSL TaKKe B IIeHTpe BHMMaHMs XaHca Voaca
B ero KHure «Permrus Kak BbiOop» (Joas, 2012).
JasibHeNIero pasBuTms OUCKycCuy 00 aKTyaslb-
HOCTM IIparmMaTmndeckon dnsiocodpum permrmm,
B/IOXHOBJIEHHOVI KaHTOM, MOXXHO OXWJIaTh OT fle-
TaJIbHOVI — B HacTosilllee BpeMs Bce ellle He Co-
CTOSIBIIIEVICS — pellenumnm prIocoPcKo-penIu-
o3HbIX Maen [Inpca u Porica, KoTOpble CIIOXKHBIM
00pa3oM CKOH(PUTYpUPOBAaHBL B BUJIE YaCTUIHON
KpuTukm xermca.
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auch in den unverdienterweise oft marginali-
sierten religionsphilosophischen Untersuchun-
gen der ,Cambridge pragmatists”, die sich als ei-
genstandig Erkundungen am Denkort der Kan-
tischen Postulate — Freiheit, Unsterblichkeit der
Seele, Gott — lesen lassen. Seit Hilary Putnam
(1992, S. 241) in seiner Studie Fiir eine Erneue-
rung der Philosophie darauf hingewiesen hat, dass
James’ Aufsatz ,Der Wille zu glauben” — ob-
zwar er ,von der Kritik hdufig angefeindet [wur-
de]” — ,in seiner Logik wirklich prazise und un-
anfechtbar” sei, attrahieren die Religionsanaly-
sen von William James das grofite Interesse. Der
um den Begriff ,Option” gelagerte, von den Er-
fahrungen des modernen Sakularismus geprag-
te Jamessche Zugang zur Religion beschéftig-
te in den letzten Jahren nicht nur Charles Tay-
lor (2001) in seiner Wiener Vorlesung Die Formen
des Religiosen in der Gegenwart, er steht auch im
Zentrum der Erwédgungen von Hans Joas (2012)
in seinem Buch Religion als Option. Eine weitere
Entfaltung der Debatte um die Relevanz der von
Kant inspirierten pragmatistischen Religions-
philosophie ist von einer — zur Zeit noch ausste-
henden — genauen Rezeption des religionsbezo-
genen Denkens von Peirce und Royce zu erwar-
ten, das sich auf komplexe Weisen im Modus ei-
ner partiellen James-Kritik konfiguriert hat.
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VOK 1(091):17

CIIOHTAHHOCTUM V1 CMHI'YVJIZIPHOCTMN:
TUIIOTETUYECKHUM ITOOXOO KAHTA
K CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOMY
¥ K IEPECMOTPY OCHOBAHUM
META®U3UKN

M.-9. 308xko0!

Tunomemuueckusi 1n00xo0 x cBepxuybemBerriomy,
paspabomanuviil Kanmom 6 eeo mpex «Kpumukax», npu-
MepoM KOmopo20 ABAAeMCA AHAAUS SCIeMUYecko2o U pegp-
Aexmubroeo cyxoenutl 6 mpemveil «Kpumuxe» ¢ ux npun-
UUNOM CAYUAUHOU 1e4eco00pasHoCU, MOXKem paccma-
mpubBamucs kax ocHoBa 045 HOBoe0 pyHOAMeHMA Mema-
pusuxu. ITockorvky Kanm oepanuuus nosnanue cpepoit
uyBembennozo cosepuyanus, HeBO3MOXHO meopemuteckoe
nosuanue boea, cybvexma, Beujeii-6-cebe u mpancyeHoeH-
masvHolx uoeil. Imo npubooum x cboeeo pooa «Heeamub-
HOUL meoa0euu» Buicuieeo npuHyuna u cBepxuybembenHoeo
6 yeaom. ITpuuunst 3moeo kpotomes 6 xapaxmepe npono-
3UYUOHANBHO0 MbLULACHULS, KOIOPOE MOXKEN 02PaHUUUII,
eduHuuHY10, cBepxuybembeHnyto peassHOCHb MOAbKO NO-
cpedcmbom npedukamuBHuix cysx0eHun u OuckypcubHo2o
Mmoisenus. Caedys npumepy Kanma, Ho Bpaspes ¢ ezo
mepmuHoA02uel A HA3bIBar0 peasbHo cyuecmByoujue Cut-
2YAAPHOCTIU, BKAI0UAA MBICASUAUX, SHAOUUX, IKEAIOUJUX,
uyBembyouUX YHUKAALHBLX UHOUBUO0B, KOMOPbIX Mbl 3HA-
eM Kax A100eil, CHOHMAHHOCIMAMU, UoDbl OMAULUMb UX
011 ONUCAMEABHBLX XAPAKMEPUCTTUK, NPUNUCHIBACMBIX UM
npeduxamubuuim moiuiaenuem. «IIpaxmuxo-0oemamuye-
ckoe» usnoxxerue Kanmom nocmyaamoB o boee u beccmep-
muu Oyuiu, ocHoBanHoe Ha «gpakime c60600b1» u eeo cBA3u ¢
MoparsHulM umnepamubom, obecnequbaenm 6o3mMoxKHOCHTD
«Bvicuieeo 041a2a» KAK KOHEUHOU yeAu MOpaLbHo20 nobede-
HUSl, HO He Moxem YyooBiemBopums HauLy nompedHocms
8 nosnanuu cBepxuybemBernoeo. Ymobrvl «3a10Kumsb oc-
HOBY» 04 onbima Hauletl codCmBeHHOT caMOCO3HaArUer
peaivHocmu, peassHocmu Opyeux, no0obHbIx Ham, Beujell,
Boixodsuyux 3a npedeavt wybemberroeo cosepyaniis, u uc-
MUHHOU 83aUMHOCTIIU, He0OX00UM UHOT Memoo, KOMmopulil
Bedem Hac «3a npedeavl ObiMUA U MblCAU» K De3ycA0BHOMY
Hauasy 00Yc1064eHHOU peasbHOCTL.

Karouebote caoba: Kanm, memagpusuxa, cbepxuyb-
cmBennoe, Boe, cuneysspHoe, MOCMYAAmMbl, eunomesd,

anasoeus, pechaexmubroe cyxoerue, CHOHMAHHOCU
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SPONTANEITIES AND SINGULARITIES:
KANT’S HYPOTHETICAL APPROACH
TO THE SUPERSENSIBLE
AND THE RE-FOUNDATION
OF METAPHYSICS

M.-E. Zovko'

The hypothetical approach to the supersensible de-
veloped by Kant in his three Critiques, exemplified by
his analysis of the aesthetic and reflective judgment in
his third Critique, with their principle fortuitous pur-
posiveness, can be considered as the basis for a new
foundation of metaphysics. According to Kant's limita-
tion of cognition to the realm of sense intuition, theo-
retical knowledge of God, the subject, things-in-them-
selves, transcendental ideas is impossible. This leads to
a kind of “negative theology” of the highest principle
and the supersensible as a whole. The reasons are root-
ed in the character of propositional thought, which can
only circumscribe a singular, supersensible reality by
means of predicative sentences and discursive thought.
Taking Kant’s lead, but in contrast to his terminology,
I call really existent singularities, including the think-
ing, knowing, desiring, feeling unique individuals we
know as human beings, spontaneities, in order to
distinguish them from descriptive characteristics at-
tributed to them by predicative thought. Kant’s “prac-
tico-dogmatic” account of the postulates of God and
immortality of the soul, based on the “fact of freedom”
and its connection to the moral imperative, ensure the
possibility of the “highest good” as final aim of moral
behaviour — but cannot satisfy our need for knowledge
of the supersensible. To “lay the groundwork” for ex-
perience of our own self-conscious reality, the reality
of others like ourselves, of things which transcend the
boundaries of sense intuition, and of true reciprocity, a
different method is needed, one which leads us “beyond
being and thought” to the unconditional beginning of
conditional reality.

Keywords: Kant, metaphysics, supersensible,
God, singular, postulates, hypothesis, analogy, reflec-
tive judgment, spontaneities

! Institute of Philosophy.

Ulica grada Vukovara 54, Zagreb, HR10000, Croatia.
Received: 04.08.2021.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-4-4

KanmoBexuii cooprux. 2021. T. 40, Ne 4. C. 76 — 120.

Kantian Journal, 2021, vol. 40, no. 4, pp. 76-120.



BBemenme: KaHT 0 HEBO3MOXKHOCTH
TeopeTn4ecKoro sSHaHUA
0 CBEepX4YyBCTBEHHOM

Kaxmpiin uestoBek >kejlaeT oOpecTM OIBIT Ha-
CTOSIIIIETO IIOHMMAaHMS, eOVHeHMs, OOMIIHOCTY
(wn mo KpaviHeyl Mepe OOIeHMs, KOMMYHMKa-
11UV, B3aVIMOJEVICTBYS) C OT/IeIbHBIMY YHVKAaIIb-
HBIMV VHAVBUIAMY «CBOETO Poa», «cede Tomo0-
HBIMI», VI €ITHCTBEHHBIM VICTOUHMKOM COOCTBEH-
HOVI YHMKaJIBHON peaibHOCTHU. ITpobiiema, cocTo-
dlas B TOM, KaK MBICJIUTh ¥ BBICKa3bIBaTbCd O
eIVIHMYHBIX CYIIeCTBYIOIIVX PeayIbHOCTX, IIPo-
SBJIAIOIINXCS KaK Belllyl, COOBITMS VIV OfyIIeB-
JIeHHBIe CYIIecTBa, 0COOEHHO O TeX, UTO BBICTY-
MaloT B KayecTBe IPUYMH OTIEIbHBIX SIBJIEHWU,
KOTOpBle MOYKHO BOCIIPMHMMATh WIN IIperioia-
raTh IIPOMCXOAAIIMMI OT HUX — He IpeBpalas
VX B 0000IIIeHIS VI «BeIIH, TTIOPOXKAEHHbBIE MBIC-
JIBIO», — 3Ta Ipo0sieMa TeCHO CBsi3aHa C JIPyTou:
KaK MBICJIUTh €IMHUYHYIO PeaylbHOCTh TOTO, YTO
MBI IIpeficTaBisieM Kak bora wim Ilepsonpuan-
HY BCEro, YTO €CTh, MOXKeT MJIV JOJDKHO OBITh. DTa
BTOpasi IpobsieMa Oblila 1eHTpaIbHO 11715 PWIo-
copCcKOV MBICIIV C CaMOro ee 3apoxaeHus. Eciam
171 PeJIUTVIO3HOV MBIC/IV HanOoJslee aKTyaIbHbIM
BOIIPOCOM JIOJDKEH OCTaBaThCs BOIIPOC O TOM, KTO
171 Hac Bor v KakoBbI JOJDKHBI OBITH HAIIIV OT-
HOIIIeHNs, TIOJIoKeHNe, TToBefleHe, 00s3aHHOCTI
I10 OTHOIIIEHNIO K HeMY/HeVl/HUM U OXKUIaHUs OT
Hero/Hee/HnX, TO Wi dprtocoda IIeHTPaIbHBIM
BOIIPOCOM 4BJIsIeTCs IIpeXK[ie BCero BOIIPOC CHUCTe-
MaTUYeCcKM: IIOHMMaeTcst Jin Bor kak BeicIee
ObITHe, Actus purus, VIVt aOCOITIOTHAsI CAMOMBICTIS-
Ifask MBICJTb B apUCTOTEJIEBCKOM CMBICTIe, TJIM KaK
HeBbIpa3uMasl IIepBOIIpUYMHa 3a IIpeeiaMiu Obl-
TV I MBICJIV, KaK B TpaJyIVV IIATOHOBCKOW 1
IIJIATOHWYecKom prstocodpmmt.

s KanTa norsaTme bora B ero dpwiocodpckom
acrieKTe OCTaeTCsl LIEHTPaJIbHON 11eJIBI0 U BepII-
HOVI CHUCTeMBI pasyMa, KOTopas [IOJDKHa 3aHSThb
MeCTO IIpeXxHel MeTadpU3MKU JOKPUTUYECKON
TpaguIliY, ¥ pasMbIIUIeHNs O IoHsATUM bora
IIPOHWM3BIBAIOT BCIO €ro MBIC/Ib HauMHas C OTKa-
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Introduction: Kant on the Impossibility
of Theoretical Knowledge
of the Supersensible

The experience of real contact, union, com-
munion (or, at the very least, community,
communication, reciprocity) among singular
unique individuals “of one’s kind” who are
found to be “like oneself”, and with the one
singular source of one’s own unique reality, is
the desire of every human being. The problem
of how to think and speak about singular exist-
ent realities, whether they manifest themselves
as things, events, or animate beings, particular-
ly those which act as the occasion of singular
occurences which can be perceived or inferred
to originate with them — without turning them
into generalities or “thought-entities” — is
closely related to the problem of how to think
the singular reality that we posit as God or the
First Principle of all that is, can, or should be.
The latter problem has been central to philo-
sophical thought since its beginnings. Whereas
for religious thought, the most urgent question
must remain who God is for us and what our
relationship, attitude, behaviour, duties toward
and expectations of him/her/it/them must be,
for the philosopher the central issue is first of
all a systematic one, whether God is conceived
of as highest being, actus purus, or absolute
self-thinking thought in an Aristotelian sense,
or as the ineffable first principle beyond being
and thought as in the tradition of Platonic and
Platonist philosophy.

For Kant the concept of God in its philo-
sophical aspect remains the central aim and
pinnacle of the system of reason which is to
take the place of the former metaphysics of the
precritical tradition, and reflection on the con-
cept of God permeates his thought, from his
repudiation of traditional proofs of God’s exist-
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3a OT TPaOUIIVIOHHBIX [JOKAa3aTeIbCTB CYyIIeCTBO-
BaHMA bora v HOIBITOK OCTUYb 3HAHMS O CBEPX-
YyBCTBEHHOM ¥ 3aKaHYVBasl HU3BeIEeHVEM VeV,
BBITIOJTHAIOIIVIX POJIb Oe3yc/IOBHOrO Haydasia ¥ 3a-
BepIlleHVs Bcero 0Oyc/IOBJIIEHHOTrO 3HaHMS U eV-
CTBUS, B 00JIaCTh IIPOOIIeMaTYHOTO U PeryJIsSTUB-
HOT'0, a TaK>Ke HaJleJIeHVeM VX POJIbIO IIOCTYJIaTOB
OPaKTUYECKOrO pasyMa.

Teopermueckoe nonsaTre bora, cormmacHo «Kpm-
TMKE YMCTOIO pasyMa», HEeBO3MOXXHO, IIOCKOJIBKY
B YYBCTBEHHOM CO3epLiaHUI He MOXeT ObITh JaH
OO0BEKT, KOTOPBIVI eMy COOTBeTCTBYeT. TogHO Tak
JKe HeBO3MOXKHO TeopeTudeckoe II03HaHUe CyOb-
eKTa WIM Bely camont 1o cebe. ITpruanHbl 3TOrO
IIPOCIIEXXMBAIOTCS B IIPUPOIE CaMOI'O IIPOIIO3IIV-
OHaJIPHOI'O MBIIIJIEHVSI, KOTOpOoe OrpaHM4YMBaeT
PeasIbHOCTB CBOMX OOBEKTOB ITOCPEICTBOM IIpeI-
KaTMBHBIX CY>KIEHUI M AVICKYPCUBHOV apr'yMeH-
TaLl, HO He MOXeT JaTh ITPSIMOI0, SMIIVIPIYECKO-
r'0 3HaHWSsI O peajIbHO CYILIEeCTBYIOIIVIX MHAVBIMIAX
VTV KaKMX-JI00 OeCKOHEeYHO pa3BOpadmBaOIIVIX-
CsI MOMEHTAaX JIV COOBITHMSIX, 13 KOTOPBIX COCTOUT
HAIII OIIBIT B 11eJI0M. YTOOBI OT/IMYUTh TaKye JIvd-
HOCTW, MOMEHTBI 1 COOBITMS OT OITMCaTeIbHBIX Xa-
PaKTepuCTUK, IIPUIHICBIBAEMBbIX VIM ITpeaKaTB-
HBIM MBIIIJIEHVIEM, ST Ha30BY 3TV KOHKPEeTHBIE CO-
OBITIS CUHTYIIIPHOCTSIMY, a KOHKPETHBIX MBICIIS-
LVIX, SHAOIINX, JKeJIaloIIVIX, YYBCTBYIOLIMX JIVIY-
HOCTeN M3 Halllero JXM3HEHHOI'O OITbITa, KOTOphIe,
KaK MbI 3HaeM, IIOXOXKM Ha HaC caMMX, — CIIOHTaH-
HOCTAMM. DTUM 51 XO4y OOpaTuUTh BHMMaHMe Ha
AHAJIOTMIO MEXOy HaIlMM CO3HaHMeM eqUHIY-
HBIX MOMEHTOB HAIIEeTO OMbITa M «CaMOCO3HaHU-
eM» Halllell COOCTBEHHOV eqMHWMYHOM WMIeHTIY-
HOCTM KaK KOHCTUTYWMPOBAHHOV CBSI3HBIM €IVIH-
CTBOM TaKMX MOMEHTOB, BOCHPMHWMMAaEeMBbIX Kak
IIPOVICXOASIIME JINO0 OT Hac caMmX, JIMOO M3BHE,
TO €CTb OT «Uero-TO» MJIV «KOI'0-TO» BHEITHEro I10
OTHOIIIEHVIO K HaIel cOOCTBEHHOV areHTHOCTVL
AHBajiorvs MeXJy CO3HaHVeM eIVIHMYHBIX MO-
MEHTOB ¥ COOBITMVI HAIIIErO OITbITA VI CLIOHTAHHO
aKTVBHOCTBIO CAMOCO3HaHMs (CBOETO VIV Uy>KOT0)
COCTOUT B 00IIeVt (PYHKIIMM TaKMX MOMEHTOB CO-
3HaTEeJIPHOIO ¥ CaMOCO3HATe/ILHOI'O OIIbITa, IIPOo-
ABJIAIOIIENICI B X CIIOCOOHOCTM IeViCTBOBATh He

ence and attempts to achieve knowledge of the
supersensible, to his relegation of ideas which
fulfil the role of unconditional beginning and
completion of all conditional knowledge and
action to the realm of the problematic and reg-
ulative, and to their role as postulates of practi-
cal reason

A theoretical concept of God is impossible
according to the Critique of Pure Reason, since
no object can be given in sense intuition which
corresponds to it. In the same way, it is impos-
sible to have a theoretical cognition of the sub-
ject or the thing-in-itself. The reasons for this
can be traced to the nature of propositional
thought itself, which circumscribes the reality
of its objects by means of predicative sentences
and discursive argument, but cannot provide
direct, experiential knowledge of really exist-
ing individuals, or any of the infinitely unfold-
ing moments or events which our experience
as a whole comprises. In order to distinguish
such individuals, moments and occurrenc-
es from the descriptive characteristics attrib-
uted to them by predicative thought, I refer to
these particular events as singularities, and to
the specific thinking, knowing, desiring, feel-
ing individuals of our lived experience whom
we know to be like ourselves, as spontaneities,
by which I mean to draw attention to the anal-
ogy between our consciousness of the singular
moments of our experience to the “self-con-
sciousness” of our own singular identity as
constituted by the bundled unity of such mo-
ments, perceived either as originating with
ourselves or from without, i.e. is from “some-
thing” or “someone” external to our own agen-
cy. The analogy between the consciousness of
the singular moments and events of our expe-
rience and the spontaneous activity of self-con-
sciousness (our own or another’s) consists in
the shared function of such moments of con-
scious and self-conscious experience in their
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TOJIBKO KakK Oe3ycsioBHBIV terminus ad quem, focus
imaginarius VI BOOOpakaeMBIVI CBepXUyBCTBEH-
HBIVI OOBEKT 1Ien pasyMa B KAHTOBCKOM CMBICTTE,
HO ¥ KaK 0OpasyIoIInii OTIIpaBHYIO TOUKY (termi-
nus a quo), M3 KOTOPOW MPSIMO VJIV KOCBEHHO VIC-
XOUT Halll OMBIT CIIOHTAHHOTO VJIU eIVHUYHO-
rO MCTOYHMKA aKTMBHOCTY (Hallleyl coOCTBeHHO,
APYToro uejoBeKa WM KaKOVI-TO KOHKPETHOV
Bery). [TombpITKa OCMBICIIUTD 3Ty aHAJIOIMIO MO-
KeT ITOKa3aThCsl COMHUTEIIBHOM caMa 110 cebe, 1o-
CKOJIBKY JIf00asi HOIBITKA OTPasUTh eIVHUYHYIO
VIV CLIOHTAHHYIO PeayIbHOCTh B IIpeIMKaTVIBHBIX
CYXXOEHMIX M IUCKYPCUBHOM MBIIIUIEHMV Heus3-
OeXXHO [OJDKHA BKJTIOUATh Te JKe 0000IIeH s, KO-
TOpBbIe XapaKTepU3yIOT IIPOIO3UIIMIOHaIbHBIE Bbl-
CKasbIBaHMS U AVCKYpPCUBHOE MBIIIUIEHVe B Iie-
JIOM, M1 TeM CaMbIM HeMelJIeHHO ¥ aBTOMaTUYeCcK!
AVCTaHITMPOBaThCs, KaK oObsicHseT [erens B cBo-
€1 IJIaBe O «1yBCTBEHHOV JOCTOBEPHOCTI» B «De-
HOMEHOJIOTM», OT HEIIOCPEACTBEHHOCTVI «3TOr0»,
«3[1eCh» U1 «TeIlepb», KOTOpasi JIEKUT B OCHOBE JIIO-
Ooro KOHKpeTHO IO3HaBaeMoro ombiTa (Ieress,
2000, c. 54—57). Tem He MeHee MeTadV3MKa CTpPe-
MUTCS BBIVITY 3a IIpeesTbl SMIVIPUYeCcKOro coriep-
JKaHMS YeJIoBeYeCcKOro OIbITa K CBePXUYBCTBEH-
HOVI PeaJTbHOCTY «aOCTPaKTHBIX» Ve (emVHIY-
HBIX CYIIeCTB MJIV «BeLerl caMuX 10 cebe», cyOn-
eKTa, Mupa, cBobosibl, 6eccmeprus, bora), n Kanr,
OYeBVTHO, TOXe VIMeJI TaKoe HaMepeHwe, Korja OH
BBIIIIEJT 32 pPaMKV KPUTUKM TPagUIIIOHHOV MeTa-
Jusukn B «TpaHClIeHIEHTaIbHOV [IVaIeKTIKe»,
uTOOBI 3aHOBO IIPECTaBUThH lleHTpasIbHbIe MIen
MeTadu3MKM B KavecTBe IIOCTYJIaTOB IIpaKTide-
CKOT'O pasyMa 1 3aJI0KITh OCHOBBI KOCBEHHOT'O I10-
3HaHM VeV ¢ HOMOIIIBIO TUIIOTETYEeCKOro (CM-
BOJIMYECKOrO, aHaJIOTOBOI0) MeToIa, paspaboTaH-
Horo B «KpuTuke criocOOHOCTY Cy>KIIeHMSsI».
Byay4n runoreTyecKyM LeHTPOM VIV LIeJIbIO
OIIBITHOV PeayIbHOCTY, Meu OIlpee/leHHBIM 00-
pasoM TPaHCLEHAVPYIOT U OOBEAVNHSIOT Pa3po3-
HEHHBIVT YYBCTBEHHBIV OIIBIT, Oy Iydnt BHe ero pa-
MOK. DTO MOXXET OBITh CBS3bIBaHVIe TaKVX ITePEeXV-
BaHWVI C HaIIIM CaMOIIOHVIMaHVeM, YTOObI cdop-
MIMPOBATh IIpefICTaB/IeHe O cebe KaK O CyObek-
T€, CITOCOOHOM COXPAHSITBCS OECKOHEYHO I0/ITO B

M.-E. Zovko

capacity to act not only as unconditional termi-
nus ad quem, the focus imaginarius or imagined
supersensible object of an idea of reason in the
Kantian sense, but also as forming a point of
departure (terminus a quo) from which, direct-
ly or indirectly, our experience of a spontane-
ous or singular source of activity (our own or
another’s or some particular thing’s) proceeds.
The endeavour to think this analogy may ap-
pear questionable in itself, insofar as any at-
tempt to capture a singular or spontaneous
reality in predicative sentences and discursive
thought must necessarily involve itself in the
same generalities as characterise propositional
statements and discursive thought as a whole
and, therewith, distance itself immediately and
automatically, as Hegel explains in his chapter
on “sensible certainty” in the Phenomenology,
from the immediacy of the “this,” the “here,”
and the “now” which lies at the basis of any
concretely knowable experience (Hegel, 1970,
pp. 82-86). It is nevertheless the striving of met-
aphysics to reach beyond the empirical content
of human experience to the supersensible re-
ality of “abstract” ideas (of singular beings or
“things-in-themselves,” the subject, the world,
freedom, immortality, God), and this was clear-
ly also Kant’s intention when he moved be-
yond the critique of traditional metaphysics
in the “Transcendental Dialectic” to reintro-
duce metaphysics’ central ideas as postulates of
practical reason, and establish the foundations
for indirect knowledge of ideas through the hy-
pothetical (analogical, symbolic) method devel-
oped in the Critique of Judgment.

As the hypothetical focus or aim of an ex-
perienced reality, ideas transcend and unify
disparate sensible experiences in a particu-
lar manner. Whether this involves bundling
those experiences to a self-understanding of
ourselves to form the idea of ourselves as sub-
jects capable of persisting indefinitely in our
self-conscious identity as individual beings
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VIIeHTUYHOCTY CAaMOCO3HaHVISA KaK MHIVBY/Tyalb-
HOe CYIIeCTBO (yCTaHaBJIMBas MIelo OeccMepTiis)
VUIVL BBICTYIIATh B Ka4yecTBe IIePBOIPUYMHBI Ha-
111ev1 COOCTBEHHOVI IeSITEJTBHOCTY (B COOTBETCTBUM
C mzieers CBOOOIBI), a MOXKeT OBITh IIPeITIOIOKeH e,
YTO CyIIEeCTBYIOT PYIVie CPAaBHUTEIIBHO YCTONYN-
Bble eIVHbIe ICTOUYHVKIM OeVICTBUW MJIV aKTUBHO-
cu (Bor, mpyrue desioBeueckve JIMYHOCTY, APY-
T'vie OfyllleBJIeHHbIe VIV HeOyIleBJleHHbIe CyIIle-
CTBA, COBOKYITHOCTb BCEX TaKMX CYIIIECTB), — BCe
3TV HECOIIOCTaBMMBIE BU/IBI MIIeV (PyHKIIVIOHMPY-
0T aHAJIOTMYHBIM 00pPa30M IT0 OTHOIIEHMIO K Ha-
IIIeMy YYBCTBEHHOMY OIIBITY, UTO /ieJlaeT BO3MOX-
HBIM VIX CPaBHUTEIIBHOE PacCMOTPEHVIE.

«KpuTnka umcroro pasyma» BelleT K CBOErO
poria HeraTVMBHOVI TEOJIOT MV KaK €IVTHCTBEHHO BO3-
MOYXHOMY CHIOCOOY TIOCTVMYB BBICIIIVVI IIPVHITATII 1
eIVIHBIV VICTOYHVK HaIllero ObITis. IF031HT cpaB-
HWI 3TOT CHelVUYecKII pe3ysIbTaT KpUTide-
ckont dprtocodpmnt KaHTa ¢ HeraTBHOV TeOIOr V-
en1 HeorwtaroHm3sMa (cMm. Diising, 2010, S. 63 —64).
XoTst KOoMy-TO cpaBHeHVe ¢ MeTadwsukort Nous
ITmoTmHa MOXET IMOKas3aTbCd OIMIMOOYHBIM, IIa-
paJuTeNnV BIIOJIHe Y3HaBaeMbl. VI3-3a Harrevt Hecrio-
COOHOCTVI TOJTyYUTh TeOpeTrdecKoe 3HaHVe I1eH-
TPaJIbHBIX M/IeVl PasyMa, HeOOXOIVIMBIX 115l OCHO-
BaHMsT Mopa, «KpuTHKa IIpaKTIYecKoro pasy-
Ma» TIoJIaraeTcs Ha IIOCTyJsIaTel bora n GeccmepTiast
IyIIIM, 9TOOBI 00ecTrieunTh BO3MOXKHOCTD BBICITIETO
Or1ara Kak KOHEYHOVI 11eJIV1 MOPaJIBHOTO JIEVICTBISL
Ho 1 TOoro 9rtoOBlI ITOAKpPENnUTh HAIl >KMBOW
OIIBIT PeaJIbHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIVIX BEIIeVI 11 YIOBJIeT-
BOPWUTB HAIITy IOTPeOHOCTH B ITOJIVHHOM >KIBOM
KOHTAaKTe ¢ COOOV1, IPYTVMM 11 OOKeCTBEHHBIM, He-
obxonmm Ipyrovi MeToI, KOTOPbIVI BeIeT Hac «3a
rIperiesTbl OBITHSE VI MBICIIVD K HEITPOITO3MIIVIOHATTb-
HOMY, HEIVICKYPCMBHOMY 3HaHMIO 0 0e3ycJIOBHOM
Hadvasie 00yCIIOBJIEHHOVI peasIbHOCTIA

Kax momuepkmBan CrimHO3a, Heb3sl JIFOOUTH
abCTpPaKIINIO, «ITIOPOXK/IEHVE MBICIIN»; TOJIBKO pPe-
aJIbHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIAsl eIVHWYHAS PeaIbHOCTh
cnocoOHa BBI3BAaTh B Hac «Dojiee CWJIBHYIO JIIO-
00Bb», KOTOpPasi IIO3BOJIUT PeasIn30BaTh HaIITy VIC-
TUHHYIO cBOOOy M Or1axkeHCTBO (cM.: Zovko, 2014;
CrimHo3a, 1957a, c. 154; cM. HvKe cHOcKy 3). Vimen-
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(establishing the idea of immortality) or acting
as the original cause of our own activity (in ac-
cordance with the idea of freedom), or wheth-
er it leads us to assume the existence of other
comparably persistent, unified sources of ac-
tions or activity (God, other human individ-
uals, other animate or inanimate beings, the
totality of all such beings), all these disparate
sorts of ideas function in an analogous way
with respect to our sense experience, making
them capable of being treated in a comparable
manner.

The Critique of Pure Reason leads to a kind
of negative theology as the only possible ap-
proach to the highest principle and singu-
lar source of our being. Diising has compared
this specific outcome of Kant’s critical philoso-
phy to the negative theology of Neoplatonism
(cf. Diising, 2010, pp. 63-64). While some may
tfind the comparison with Plotinus” metaphysics
of Nous erroneous, parallels are clearly recog-
nisable. Due to our inability to gain theoretical
knowledge of the central ideas of reason re-
quired for a foundation for morality, the Cri-
tigue of Practical Reason relies on the postulates
of God and immortality of the soul to ensure
the possibility of the highest good as the final
aim of moral action. But in order to undergird
our lived experience of really existent things
and to fulfil our need for genuine living contact
with ourselves, others, and the divine, a differ-
ent method is needed, one which leads us “be-
yond being and thought” to non-propositional,
non-discursive knowledge of the unconditional
beginning of conditional reality.

As Spinoza emphasised, one cannot love
an abstraction, a “thought-entity”; only a real-
ly existent singular reality is capable of arous-
ing in us the “greater love” which will enable
the realisation of our true freedom and bless-
edness (cf. Zovko, 2014; cf. Spinoza, 1985, 299-
300; cf. below, footnote 2). This, I believe, is



HO II03TOMY, KaK MHe KakeTcsl, B pa3BUTUmn puio-
codckort Mpiciivt KaHTa akIieHTbI CMeIIaroTcs OT
aHa/Iv3a yCJIOBUV BO3MOXKHOCTY TIO3HaHM B I1ep-
Bov1 «KpuTHnke» (OpMeHTMPOBAHHOIO Ha TEOPUIO
CO3HaHMS) K IPaKTUKO-OPUEHTUPOBAaHHOMY 000-
CHOBaHWMIO BBICIINX IleJIefl MOPaJIbHOTO IIOBejle-
HWS YeJloBeKa Bo BTopovi «KpuTiuke» 11, HaKOHell,
K 3CTeTMYeCKV 1 TUIIOTeTIYeCK) OPMeHTIPOBaH-
HOMY 0OOCHOBaHMIO HAIIIEro MOIX0Aa K CBepXUyB-
CTBeHHOMY B TocsieriHelt «KpuTuke». Tak, HaM He-
JIOCTATOYHO IIPEeICTaBUTh MOPAJIBHBI MMIIepa-
TVB ¥ Hallle VICTMHHOe 0J1aro B KayecTBe BBICIIIEN
11eJIV1 YeJIOBEUeCKOro ITOBeJIeHMs]; IJIsl TOrO UTO-
ObI MBI 3aXOTeJIN IIPEAIIOUeCTb XyAIIeMY JIyUlllee,
HaM HeoOXOIVIMO BIIOXHOBJISITBCSI BOCTOP)KEHHBIM
CTpeMJIeHVeM K «IO/DKHOMY» V1 JIFOOOBBIO K BBIC-
1ieMy 071ary, KOTOPOrO MBI MOYKEM JKeJIaTh KaK I
OpyTux, Tak n 1iist ceds (Zovko, 2013). Do craHO-
BUTCSL BO3MOXHBIM OJIarofapsi KaHTOBCKOW KOH-
LIETIIIVIV 3CTETUYeCKOro 1 pedieKCUpPYIOIIero cy-
XOeHMs 1 Oj1arofapsi ero TMIoTeTNYeCcKOMY ITOfI-
X0y K IIOHMMaHMIO CBepX4YyBCTBEHHOI'O W IIeH-
TpaJIbHBIX UEV pasyMa.

ITpn TaxoM mopxome Oe3ycIOBHOe Hadasio yc-
JIOBHOVI peajIbHOCTM SIBJISIeTCSl He «OOBeKTOM», a
3CTeTUYeCKM VI TUIIOTeTIYeCKV JOCTYITHOV 11eJIbI0
1 POKYyCOM IO3HaHM U BbICTyIIaeT B KauecTBe Ta-
KOBOI'O TakKXe KaK pedIeKCHBHO IlepeXuBaeMasi
OTIIpaBHas TOYKA LIS B3aMMHOIO ITO3HAHWMS Hac
KaK ITO3HAIOLINX CYILIeCTB — B MaHepe, CpaBHU-
MOVI ¢ OECKOHEUHOV B3aVIMHOCTBIO, BBIPA’KEHHOV
B [ lepBom Asikmsuane» [Tinarona (132a—133b) 06-
pasoM IJIa3a, BUIIIero ceOs B IJIa3y, BUIMAIIEM
Hac, BUAAIINX ero BUOSIINM, — U Tak jajlee 70
6eckoneunoctm (ITnaton, 19904, c. 262). [11a Kans-
Ta B KOHEUHOM CcYeTe 3TO He OObeKTMBHOe 3HaHe
U JTake He IPpaKTUYeCKUIl MMIIepaTB, a KpacoTa
IIPOSIBJIEHUTI CJTy9altHOM 11e71eCO00Pa3sHOCTH, CBO-
OomHO yTBep)K/IaeMbIX B IPUpPOLe U MCKYCCTBE, 1
aHAJIOTMYHBIX IepeXVBaHWUI CBEPXUyBCTBEHHO-
ro, KOTOpble MOT'YT TIOOyAWUTH JIIOfIeV TIOXKeJIaTh,
4TOOBI TO, UTO OHV MOTYT VJIVI He MOT'yT IIPU3HATh
CWJION paszyMa, ObIJIO IIPUHSITO B KauecTBe VCTUH-
Horo Os1ara 1171 ceds 1 IS APYTHUX.
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why Kant’s emphasis shifts in the course of his
philosophical ceuvre from a consciousness-the-
oretically oriented analysis of the conditions
of the possibility of knowledge in the first Cri-
tique, to a practically oriented foundation of
the highest aims of human moral behaviour in
the second Critique, and finally to an aestheti-
cally and hypothetically oriented foundation
of our approach to the supersensible in his fi-
nal Critique. It is not enough, namely, to lay be-
fore us a moral imperative and our true good
as the highest aim of human behaviour; in or-
der to want to choose the better over the worse,
we need to be inspired by an enthusiastic de-
sire for the “ought” and a love of the greater
good, which we can desire as much for others
as for ourselves (cf. Zovko, 2013). This is made
possible by Kant’s understanding of aesthetic
and reflective judgment and his hypothetical
approach to the supersensible and the central
ideas of reason.

In this approach, the unconditional begin-
ning of conditional reality is not the “object”,
but the aesthetically and hypothetically acces-
sible aim and focus of knowledge, and acts as
such also as the reflectively experienced point
of departure for reciprocal knowledge of our-
selves being known — in a manner comparable
to the infinite reciprocity expressed in Plato’s
First Alcibiades (132a-133b) by the image of an
eye seeing itself in the eye seeing us seeing it
being seen — and so forth ad infinitum (Plato,
1927, pp. 206-211). For Kant, in the final ac-
count, it is not objective knowledge or even a
practical imperative, but the beauty of man-
ifestations of freely affirmed manifestations
of fortuitous purposiveness in nature and art
and analogous experiences of the supersensi-
ble which can motivate humans to desire what
they may or may not recognise by the power of
reason to be that which is truly good for them-
selves and for others.
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KanT mpepyiaraer HaM OCHOBaHUe JIJIsI «TI03V-
TMBHOTO» JIOIIOJTHEH NS K CBOEVI COOCTBEHHOI pop-
MyJie «HEeTaTMBHOV TeOJIOTMI», OCHOBAaHHOV Ha
ero Kputudeckom duiocodpun. IT0 OcHOBaHMe
npefcTaeT B opMe MeTapU3UKM eIVHUYHBIX
JKVMBBIX CTIOHTAaHHOCTEV TIOCPeICTBOM €ro «IIpak-
TUYECKV-IOTMaTIYeCcKoro Iiepexofia K CBepXdyB-
crBeHHOMY» (AA 20, S. 305; KanT, 19946, c. 419; cp.
Langthaler, 2010, S. 158) 1 B yBegomiieHMs1X 00 ¥1C-
I0JIb30BaHMM TUIIOTETMYECKOro MeTona B «Kpu-
TUIKE CIIOCOOHOCTM CY>XXIEHWs» Y OPYIUX YacTsiX
ero paboThl, K YeMy ero mozBejia KpUTVKa Hews-
OeXXHOro MayIeKTIYecKOro XapaKTepa JIFoOOro
«TeOPeTUKO-IOrMaTUIecKoro» Ioaxona K MaesiM
(Langthaler, 2010, S. 157—158; AA 20, S. 273; Ka#T,
19946, c. 395).

B «Kputnke umcroro pasyma» TeopeTundeckoe
3HaHVe OrpaHNYeHO CyOBEeKTOM VI MUPOM, KaKu-
MW OHV HpPeJICTAIOT 1epel, HaMy B UyBCTBEHHOM
cosepraHun. Tem He MeHee «TpaHCIIeH/IEHTaIb-
Hoe» MoHMMaHMe KaHTOM ycJI0BU BO3MOXXHOCTM
aIlpMOPHOTO 3HaHM, He3aMeHMMas «PeryJIsiTUB-
Has» PYHKIIMS MAeV IS TeOpeTdecKoro 3Ha-
HUS ¥ Hen30eXHasl eCTeCTBeHHasl IOTPeOHOCTh
B 3HaHMM O cBOOOME, OeccmepTmmt 1 bore B coBo-
KYIIHOCTM OIMCBIBAIOT cpepy JOCTOBEPHOCTY Me-
TadpU3MKM, He HOBYIO caMy TI0 cebe, HO, BO3MOX-
HO, HOBYIO B CHelMdUYecKOM KOCBEHHOM WU I'M-
MIOTETUYECKOM IIOAXOfle K CBEpXUyBCTBEHHOMY.
J1axxe HeyJIOBMMBIE 11 HeIllO3HaBaeMble Belllyl caMU
110 ce0e 1 MX aHTUIION, CAaMOCO3HAOIINT TIO3HAO-
UL CyOBeKT U MPVHIINII TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO
e/IMHCTBA aTlIlepleIY, BEICTYAIOT KaK I'MIIoTe-
TUYeCKVe TOUKM (POKYCHPOBKM, K KOTOPBIM, KaK
K MarHUTHBIM TIOJIIOCAM, IIPVBSA3aHO VI OTHECEHO
BCe 3HaHMe O gBJIeHNsAX. be3 aTux mosrocos yesio-
BeYeCKMVI OIBIT He MOXeT JIaXke CyIIleCTBOBaTh, He
TOBOPs y>Ke O TOM, YTOOBI CTaTh ITPeIMEeTOM TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHOV KPUTUKIA.

DTO JIIOOOMBITHOE [IBOVICTBEHHOE OTHOIIIe-
HMe OIIbITa K TMIIOTeTMYeCKMM aHTUIIOAAM Be-
Imevt caMumx 1o cebe m cyOBeKkTa camoro mo cebe
nofTeepxaercsa y Kanra B «KoHKypcHOM coum-
HeHUM O IIporpecce B MeTtadpmsuke» (1794). B Hem

Kant provides us with the basis for a “posi-
tive” pendant to his own form of “negative the-
ology” as based on his critical philosophy in the
form of a metaphysics of singular, living spon-
taneities through his “practico-dogmatic transi-
tion to the supersensible” (FM, AA 20, p. 305;
Kant, 2002b, p. 395; cf. Langthaler, 2010, p. 158)
and in intimations of the hypothetical method
employed in the Critique of Judgment and else-
where in his work, to which he is led by his cri-
tique of the unavoidable dialectical nature of
any “theoretico-dogmatic” approach to ideas
(cf. Langthaler, 2010, pp. 157-158; cf. FM, AA 20,
p. 273; Kant, 2002, p. 364).

In the Critique of Pure Reason, theoretical
knowledge is limited to the subject and world
as they appear to us in sense intuition. None-
theless, Kant’s “transcendental” understanding
of the conditions of the possibility of knowl-
edge a priori, the indispensable “regulative”
function of ideas for theoretical knowledge,
and the ineliminable natural need to pursue
knowledge about freedom, immortality and
God, together describe a realm of validity for
metaphysics, not new in itself, but perhaps
new in the specific indirect and hypothetical
approach to the supersensible. Even the elu-
sive and unknowable things-in-themselves and
their antipode, the self-conscious knowing sub-
ject and the principle of the transcendental uni-
ty of apperception, act as hypothetical focal
points to which, as if to its magnetic poles, all
knowledge of appearances is tethered and re-
ferred. Without these poles human experience
cannot even exist, much less form the subject of
a transcendental critique.

This curious dual relationship of experience
to the hypothetical antipodes of things-in-them-
selves and the subject-in-itself is reaffirmed by
Kant in the Prize Essay on the Progress in Met-
aphysics from 1794. There, Kant emphasis-
es that both our knowledge of objects and our
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KanT momguepkmBaeT, 9YTO Kak Hallle 3HaHMe 00
o0BeKTax, Tak ¥ Hallle 3HaHMe 0 caMIX cedbe — 3To
TOJIBKO 3HaHMe 0 gBiieHusx. [lociencTsus mprme-
HEHWS 5TOV TPpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOVI TOUKU 3peH s,
OTHAKO, OCOOEHHO TIOpa3uTesIbHBI B OTHOIIIEHV
cyobekra: make KaHT yTBepXiaeT, uTo «Bcero 6o-
Jlee TIOpakaeT CTpaHHas MBIC/Ib, YTO ¢, paccMa-
TpUBaeMbIVl KaK IIpefIMeT BHYTPeHHero 4yBCTBa,
T.e. KaK JIyIlla, MOT'y OBITh M3BecTeH cebe TOIIBKO
KaK sIBJIeHVIe, a He KaK Belllb caMa 110 cebe» (AA 20,
S. 269; KanT, 19946, c. 391). B cBoelt mocTOsTHHON
OBYEeIVIHOVI cpaKTVIqHOCTM KaK T'MIIOTETUYEeCKUN
CYOBEKT CTOJIb e TUIIOTeTUYeCcKOro o0beKTa, ca-
Moco3Harortee Sl cosHaHMS CTaHOBUTCS MHTEHITU-
OHaJIBHBIM OOBEKTOM CBOETO POfia HeraTVBHOM Te-
OJIOT VIV CBEpXYYBCTBEHHOTO fI 11 ero HeBbIpasIMo-
T'O, CBepX4UyBCTBEHHOI'O OOBeKTa:

51 cosHaro camoro cebsl — 3Ta MBIC/Ib 3aKJIIO-
4aeT B cebe yxxe maBoviHOe fI: S Kak cyOBexT 1 S
Kak 00bekT. Kakvm oOpa3oM s, MBICIISI, caM MOTY
OBITH 17151 ce0si ITpeiMeTOM (Co3epLiaHmsl) 1 IIOTO-
My MOTY OTJIMYUTB cebsd 0T caMoro cedsi, — 3Toro
HUMKaK HeJIb3sl OOBSICHUTD, XOTs 3TO (PaKT Heco-
MHEHHBIVI; OH OOHapyXMBaeT, OJHaKO, CII0CO0-
HOCTb, CTOSIIIYIO0 HACTOJIBKO BBIIIIE BCSKOTO UyB-
CTBEHHOTO CO3€pIIaHVIs, UTO OHa, KaK OCHOBaHIIe
BO3MOXKHOCTM PacCyAKa, B pe3yjIbTaTe CO3[aeT
IIPOIIAaCTh MEXIy HaMW VI XXVBOTHBIM, IIPUIIV-
CBIBATh KOTOPBIM CIIOCOOHOCTH OOpamaTecs K
cebe Kak K Sl y Hac HeT IPWUYMHBI; 3Ta CIIOCOO-
HOCTbH IIO3BOJISIET OrajibIBaThCcs O OecumciieH-
HOM MHOXeCTBe CaMOCTOSITEIIbHO COCTABJICHHBIX
IpercraBieHnit v oHsSTui. [Tpu aToM, ogHako,
VIMeeTCsI B BU/IYy He JBOVICTBEHHOCTD JIMYHOCTY, a
TOJIBKO TO, UTO S, KOTOpOe 5T MBICITIO VI CO3epIialo,
ecTb VHOVBUA. Sl ke 00BeKTa, co3epriaeMoro
MHOIO, €CThb Belllb ITOJIOOHO OCTaJIbHBIM IIpeaMe-
taM BHe MeH: (AA 20, S. 270; KanT, 19946, c. 391).

PaccmarpuBasi caMOCTh KaK «CyOBeKkT arrep-
LIeTIIVV», «PeIINTeSIbHO HIYero HeJlb3s Y3HaTh —
HJ YTO OHO 3a CYIIIHOCTh, HY KaKOVi OHO IIpUpO-
IbI». B 3TOM «ero MoXXHO CpaBHUTB C TeM CyOcTaH-
OuaJIbHbIM, YTO OCTa€TCA IIO YyCTpaHEHWNM BCEX
IIPUCYIINX eMy akiuaeHInv». Ho B pesysbrare
STOr0 OHO «yXe Oortee HEIOCTYITHO ITO3HAHWIO,

83

M.-E. Zovko

knowledge of ourselves are only knowledge
of appearances. The implications of this tran-
scendental standpoint are, however, particu-
larly striking with regard to the subject (even
in Kant’s view “there is nothing that creates a
stranger impression”), insofar as the “I, regard-
ed as the object of inner sense, i.e., as soul, can
be known to myself as appearance merely, not
according to that which I am as thing-in-itself”
(FM, AA 20, p. 269; Kant, 2002b, p. 361). In its
permanent twofold facticity as hypothetical
subject of an equally hypothetical object, the
self-conscious I of consciousness becomes the
intentional object of a kind of negative theolo-
gy of the supersensible self and its ineffable, su-
persensible object:

That I am conscious of myself is a thought
that already contains a twofold self, the self as
subject and the self as object. How it should
be possible that I, who think, can be an object
(of intuition) to myself, and thus distinguish
myself from myself, is absolutely impossible
to explain, although it is an undoubted fact;
it demonstrates, however, a power so far
superior to all sensory intuition, that as ground
of the possibility of an understanding it has
as its consequence a total separation from the
beasts, to whom we have no reason to attribute
the power to say ‘I’ to oneself, and looks out
upon an infinity of self-made representations
and concepts. We are not, however, referring
thereby to a dual personality; only the self that
thinks and intuits is the person, whereas the
self of the object that is intuited by me is, like
other objects outside me, the thing (FM, AA 20,
p- 270; Kant, 2002, p. 361).

Regarding the self as “subject of appercep-
tion”, “it is absolutely impossible to know an-
ything further as to what sort of being it is, or
what its natural constitution may be [...]". In
this, “it is like the substantial”, in that it is what
“remains behind after I have taken away all
the accidents that inhere in it”. But the result of
this is that it “absolutely cannot be known any
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MIOTOMY YUTO aKIWIEHIIMN V1 ObUIV KaK pas3 TeM, Ha
OCHOBAHWVI Yero s MOT II03HaBaTh €ro IIPUPOIY»
(AA 20, S. 270; KanT, 19946, c. 391—392).

DTO, BBIpaXKasiCh B KAHTOBCKIX TEPMIHAX, IIeH-
TPpasIbHBIV IaPaZIOKC, ¢ KOTOPBIM CTOJIKHETCS JTIO-
Oast Oymymias MeradusiKa, CIIOCOOHAsl y4ecThb
MO3UIINIO ero KpuTudeckom dusiocodpun: Mbl He
MOXKEM 103HAMb CBEPXUYBCTBEHHYIO peayIbHOCTD
vpen (IOHSATU pa3yMa), KOTOpbIe, COIJIaCHO ecTe-
CTBEHHOMY PpaCIIOJIOKEHMIO HAIIlero pasyMa, VH-
TepecyIOT Hac OOJIbIlle BCero, HO B JIyYIlleM CiIydae
MOKEM JIVIIITb Ha3BaTh XapaKTePVCTUKM (IIPeXOfIsi-
II/ie Ka4yecTBa), KOTOPble OUepUMBaIOT VX CBEPX-
YyBCTBEHHYIO PEeaJIbHOCTh M KOTOpBbIe CaMU SB-
JISTIOTCSL He 0oJiee ueM «IIOPOXKIEHMSIMI MBICIIV»
(Gedankendinge) (B 799, cm. B 348; Kanut, 20060,
c. 453)°. CBepX4yBCTBEHHBII OOBEKT He MOXeT
OBITH MO3HAH «C IIOMOIIBIO OTHOIO JIVIIH MBIITI-
JIEHVIS», XOTSI OHO MOXKET TI0Ka3aThCsl HaM «CIIOCO-
Gom cy1riecTBoBaHM 00beKTa caMoro I1o cebe (Ho-
yMeHa)». OHaAKO 3TO He UTO MHOE, KaK «JIVIIIb JIO-
rudeckast popma Oe3 comepxxanms» (B 346; Kanr,
20060, c. 451), TOCKOJIbKY Hallle 3HaHVe OrpaHMN-
YeHO TeM, YTO MBI MOXXeM MHTYWUTVBHO BOCIIPU-
HVMMaTh IIOCPEICTBOM OpraHOB YYBCTB, TOIZa
KaK CBEPXYYBCTBEHHBIE OOBEKTHI He MOT'yT OBITBH
IIpefiCTaBJIeHbl ITOCPEACTBOM UYyBCTBEHHOIO CO-
3epliaHMs — eIVHCTBEHHOW CIIOCOOHOCTM CO3ep-
LIQHW, JOCTYITHOV YeJIOBEYECKOMY pasyMy.

CHOHTaHHOCTB, naen M CBepX1yBCTBEHHO€

D10 OBUIO yXe He IlepBoe yIoTpelsieHve CyIo-
Ba CIIOHTaHHOCTH 111 0003HauUeHMs crernudrde-
CKOVI PeaJIbHOCTV CBEPXUYBCTBEHHBIX mzen. KaHT
VICTIOJIIB30BJI TEPMMH CIIOHTAaHHOCTH B «Kputm-

2 Cwm. taxxe: (Kanr, 200606, c. 579, 597). — IIpumeu. nep.

* Pasmruenne mposopuTcss CIMHO30¥ Takke B dacTu |
«MeTadmsmueckux Mblcie», OpwioxeHus K «OcHOBaM
dvtocodpnm» [Iekapra. CrivHO3a oTymyaet ente reali, ficto
et rationis — peaslbHO CYIIIECTBYIOIIIee, KOTOPOEe OH ITOHU-
MaeT KaK «BCe TO, UTO IIPV SICHOM V1 OTYETIMBOM BOCIIPH-
SITUV HEeOOXOIVMMO CYIIeCTBYeT WINM II0 KpaviHel Mepe
MOXXET CYII[ECTBOBATh», OT BBHIMBIIIIEHHBIX CYII[ECTB M OT
CYIIIeCTB pa3yMHBIX, KOTOpBIe caMi T10 cebe HepeasTbHBI
(uactsb I, mraBa 1) (Crimuo3a, 19576, c. 267).

further at all, since the accidents were precise-
ly that whereby I was able to know its nature”
(FM, AA 20, p. 270; Kant, 2002, p. 361).

This, in Kantian terms, is the central par-
adox faced by any future metaphysics which
will be capable of taking into account the po-
sition of his critical philosophy: that we cannot
have knowledge of the supersensible reality of
ideas (concepts of reason) which according to
the natural disposition of our reason interest us
the most, but at best can only name the char-
acteristics (accidental qualities) which circum-
scribe their supersensible reality, and which
are themselves no more than “thought-entities”
(Gedankendinge) (KrV, B 799, c¢f. B 348; Kant,
1996a, p. 710).> A supersensible object cannot
be known “merely through thought”, though
it may appear to us “to be a way in which the
object exists in itself (as noumenon)”. This,
however, is nothing but a “mere logical form
without content” (KrV, B 346, Kant, 1996a,
p. 345), since our knowledge is limited to what
we can intuit by means of the senses, whereas
supersensible objects cannot be represented by
means of sense intuition, the only faculty of in-
tuition accessible to human intelligence.

Spontaneity, Ideas, and the Supersensible

The use of the expression spontaneity for the
specific reality of supersensible ideas is not
without precedent. Kant used the term spon-
taneity in the Critique of Pure Reason to refer to
one of the two stems of theoretical knowledge,
understanding, calling the other, sense intui-

2 A distinction also made by Spinoza in Part I of the
Cogitata Metaphysica, the appendix to his exposition of
Descartes’ Principles of Philosophy, where he differenti-
ates ente reali, ficto et rationis — real being which he un-
derstands to be “Whatever, when it is clearly and distinctly
perceived, we find to exist necessarily or at least be able to
exist” from fictitious beings and from beings of reason,
which are themselves unreal (Part I, Chapter 1; Spinoza,
1985, pp. 299-300).
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Ke YMCTOro pasyMa» Ijis 00O3Ha4eHWs OIHOW 13
JIByX OIIOp TeOpeTUYecKOro 3HaHM:d, a VIMEHHO
paccy/ika, a Ipyrylo oropy, 4yBCTBeHHOe co3eplia-
HVIe, OH Ha3BaJl BOCIIPUMMYMBOCTBIO — XOTs, BO3-
MOYKHO, TOJIBKO HeKOe coueTaHVe 3TUX IBYX OIOp
MOXeT aJIeKBaTHO BBIPAsUTh €AVHWYHYIO pealb-
HOCTb CaMOCTW, KOTOpasl SBJIgeTCs IIpeIMeTOM
Hailero onsiTa. Ho KaHT Tak>ke mcriosip3oBal Tep-
MWH CNOHMAHHOCMb B O0JIee BO3BBIIIIEHHOM CMBIC-
JjIe [Isi 00O3HAUYeHMsI UMCTOV CaMOLesTe/ IbHOCTI
pasyMa, Harrpumep B cBoeM «OCHOBOITOJIOKEHVN
MeTapV3VKV HPaBOB»:

Ho BOT uesioBek AeVICTBUTEIIbHO HaxOOWUT B
cebe crtocobHOCTB, Or1aromapsi KOTOPOVI OH OTIIN-
4JaeT ce0sI OT BcexX IPYIVIX Belllen 1 Jaxe OT celds
CaMoTo, ITIOCKOJIbKY OH adppUIMpyeTcs IIperMe-
TaMI, ¥ 3Ta CIIOCOOHOCTL ecTh pasyM. Ilocres-
HUI, KaK 4YMcTas CaMOesiTeJIbHOCTh, IIPeBOC-
XOOWUT JIaXKe PacCydoK, KpoMe IIpOdYero, eIe B
CIIeyIoIIeM OTHOIIeHMM. XOTS M PacCyAOK eCcThb
CaMOJIesITEeIIBHOCTb 11 He COINEPKUT, IIOHOOHO
YYBCTBY, TOJIBKO IIpeICTaBIIeHs], BO3HUKAIOIIe
JIVIIB TOrda, Korga Mel adpduimpoBaHbl Bella-
MU (T.e. CTpaJaTeIbHBI), TEM He MeHee OH IIpU
IIOMOIIIV CBOEV [IeSITeJIbHOCTV MOXKeT CO37IaTh
VICKJTIOUMTEJIbHO TaKye ITOHATS, KOTOpble CITy-
XaT TOJIBKO K TOMY, UYTOOBI UYyBCTBEHHBIE ITpefl-
CTaBJIEHVIS ITOIBECTV ITOJ] IIpaBila ¥ STVM IIyTeM
OOBEIVIHNUTD VX B OJTHOM CO3HaHMM; 0e3 Takoro
ynoTpebiieHNst 9yBCTBEHHOCTY PAacCyI0K He MOT
OBl coBepIIIeHHO HIYero MbICTIUTb. Pazym ke mof,
VIMEHeM VifIerl TIOKa3bIBaeT TaKyIo UMCTYIO CIIOH-
TAaHHOCTB, YTO 3TVIM ITyTeM BBIXOOWUT JIaJIeKO 3a
IIpeJIesIbl BCETO, UTO TOJIBKO €My MOJXKeT JIaTh 9y B-
CTBEHHOCTE... (AA 04, S. 452; Kanr, 199706, c. 239).

KitroueBbIM acriekToM, B KOTOPOM CIIOHTaHHOCTD
KakK ITpOsiBJIEHVIE pa3yMa OTJIMYaeTCsi OT CIIOHTaH-
HOCTW, IIPOSIBJISIEMOVI PaCCY/IKOM, SIBJISIETCSI CBO-
Goria, TO eCcThb TO, UTO PasyM JIeVICTBYeT UCKIIFOUM-
TeJIbHO KaK Ha4asio VUIM OTIIpaBHasi TOYKa, He 3a-
BUCSIITIAsi HY OT Yero JIPYToro, Torjaa Kak pacCcy 10K
OIpaeTCsl B CBOEV IeSITeJThHOCT, TO €CTh B IOy~
YeHVV 3HaHV, Ha IIPeICTaBIIeHVIs, [IOCTaB/IsIEMble
YyBCTBEHHBIM CO3epIIaHVIeM B TOVI Mepe, B KaKom
Ha Hero BO3IEVICTBYET HEYTO MHOE, YéM OH CaM.
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tion, receptivity — although perhaps only some
composite of the two can adequately express
the singular reality of the self which is subject
of our experience. But Kant also used the term
spontaneity in a more elevated sense to refer
to the pure self-activity of reason, e.g. in his
Grounduwork of the Metaphysics of Morals:

Now, a human being actually does find in
himself a capacity by which he is distinguished
from all other things, even from himself, in so
far as he is affected by objects, and that is reason.
As pure self-activity, it is elevated even above
the understanding in this: that though the latter
is also self-activity and does not, like sense,
contain merely representations that arise when
one is affected by things (and thus passive),
still it can produce from its activity no other
concepts than those which serve merely to bring
sensuous representations under rules and thereby
to unite them in one consciousness, and without
this use of sensibility it would think nothing at
all; whereas reason under the name of the ideas
shows a spontaneity so pure that thereby he
goes far beyond anything that sensibility can
ever afford him [...] (GMS, AA 04, p. 452; Kant,
2011, p. 133).

The key respect in which spontaneity as an
expression of reason differs from the sponta-
neity manifest by understanding is freedom,
i.e. by reason’s acting purely as a beginning or
starting-point dependent on no other thing,
whereas understanding relies for its activity,
i.e. for its production of knowledge, on rep-
resentations contributed by sense intuition
insofar as it is affected by something other
than itself.

Vossenkuhl rightly traces the history of the
concept of spontaneity as “unconditional be-
ginning” to the (ancient Greek) idea of a first
principle or first concept. He criticises in this
regard the modern concept of spontaneity with
its “pictoral” expressions “from ourselves” and
“from one’s own force” as being based on a
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@DOCCeHKYIIb BEPHO IIPOCIIeXVBaAeT VICTOPUIO
KOHIIEMIIMY CIIOHTAaHHOCTM KaK «0e3yCcII0BHO-
ro Hauajla» 10 (IpeBHerpedecKoVl) uiaeu IepBoO-
ro IPVHIINIIA VWIM [IepBOHAYaIbHOIO MOHATHS. B
3TOVI CBSI3M1 OH KPUTVIKYeT COBpeMEeHHYIO KOHIIeII-
LIVIIO CLIOHTAHHOCTV C €€ «HaTJISITHBIMVD ITPOSIBIIe-
HUSMM «I10 aHaJIOTVM C HAMVI» U «C HaIlleyl TOUKM
3peHNs» KaK OCHOBaHHYIO Ha JIOKHOVI aHaJIOrmu
C TEHEeTWYEeCKOV IT0CIIeI0BATENTbHOCTHIO (br3ide-
CKMX COOBITUV, KOTOPYIO OH OTBepraer Kak BBO-
I4ITyIo B 3a0i1y>xmeHve 1 HesicHyIo (Vossenkuhl,
1994, S. 330, 333). XoTs B3IIsi/], Ha CIIOHTAaHHOCTD B
Hac CaMVX B CMBICJIe Hadasla JIBVDKEHVST CTOJIb JKe
IpeBHMU, KaK ¥ caMO IOHATVE CTIOHTaHHOCTH, CO-
rr1acHo noaxony PocceHKyIIsI, TOJIBKO B HAy YHOM
roBopoTte paHHero HoBoro BpemeHM ero craim
IIOHMMAaTh KaK Hayajlo B CMBICJIe TreHesnca psija
Jusmueckmx cobertuit (Ibid., S. 330). OgHaxo Ta-
Kasi KOHIIeMIIN IIprieMsIeMa TOJIBKO B TOM CJTydae,
€CIIV ee CMBICIT SMITVIPUYECKNIT; VI MBI He MOXXeM
HPeJIOKUTh SMIVPUYECKYIO KOHIIEMITNMIO Hava-
JIa psifa PU3MYecKmX IPUYIH, IIOCKOJIBKY IepBas
dmsrryeckas IpyaVIHA He SBJISETCS He3aBVICHMO
B CMBIC/Ie CIIOHTAHHOCTM. DTO HabiIrofieHme mpu-
MeHVMO, IT0 MHeHMI0 POCCeHKYIIs, B PaBHO CTe-
IIEeH K ITaTOJIOr MYeCKOVI IIPUYMHHOCTY IEVICTBUA,
TO €CTb K SMOIIVISIM, MOTVIBaM ¥ OOy KAeHVISIM KaK
HIpUYMHAM, ITOCKOJIBKY OHV OIIpeeJIsIOT Halll
peltieHsT HecllIoHTaHHBIM oOpasom (Ibid., S. 348).
DTO IIPUBOAUT K MOPAJIBHOV W SIVCTEMITYECKOV
AvIeMMe, TTOCKOJIBKY HeCIIOCOOHOCTB IPUIINCATh
HaM KaK CIIOHTaHHBIM JIesiTeJISIM He3aBICMOe Ha-
4Hajio psaa IpUYMH ceslajio Obl HEBO3MOXKHBIM
orBeTcTBeHHOCTh M McTUHY (Ibid., S. 331). Pere-
Hie 3To ayieMMbl POcceHKysleM COCTOUT B TOM,
YTOOBI IIPECTaBUTh CIIOHTAHHOCTb He KaK reHe-
TUYecKoe Hadasio pr3mdecKoro IBVDKEHMS, a KaK
KOTHUTMBHO (JIOTMYECKV ¥ CeMaHTWYecK!) He3a-
BUCUMYIO TlesATebHOCTH (Ibid., S. 332—333).

Xotss KaHT Mor Obl cyecTh IpuBjIeKaTeIHHON
VJIel0 KOTHUTVBHOV He3aBMCUMOCTY, HO doccen-
KyJIb MeHsieT (PU3MKaJIMCTCKYIO0 TEePMMHOJIOIMIO
Ha pOpMYJIMPOBKY WeN CIOHTAaHHOCTHU C IIO3U-
i putocodpun g3plka — ¥ TeM CaMbIM OCTaB-
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false analogy to a genetic sequence of physical
events, which he rejects as misleading and un-
clear (cf. Vossenkuhl, 1994, pp. 330, 333). While
to see ourselves as spontaneity in the sense of
the beginning of a movement is as old as the
concept itself, it is in Vossenkuhl’s account
only the scientific turn of Early Modernism
which made from this a beginning in the sense
of the genesis of a series of physical events
(ibid., p. 330). Such a conception, however, only
makes sense if it is empirically meaningful; and
we cannot offer an empirical concept of the be-
ginning of a series of physical causes, insofar
as a first physical cause is not independent in
the sense of spontaneity. This observation ap-
plies, in the view of Vossenkuhl, equally to the
pathological causation of actions, i.e. to emo-
tions, motives and drives as causes, since these
determine our decisions in a non-spontaneous
manner (ibid., p. 348). This leads to a moral and
epistemic dilemma, since the inability to ascribe
an independent beginning of a series of caus-
es to ourselves as spontaneous causes would
make accountability and truth impossible (ibid.,
p- 331) Vossenkuhl’s solution to this dilemma is
to conceive of spontaneity not as a genetic be-
ginning of physical movement, but as a cogni-
tively (logically and semantically) independent
activity (ibid., pp. 332-333).

Although Kant might have found the idea
of cognitive independence attractive, Vossen-
kuhl’s replacement of physicalistic terminolo-
gy with a language-philosophical formulation
of the idea of spontaneity leaves us with the
same unresolved problem as is posed by Kant’s
idea of a causality from freedom, namely: how
does a cause which is not physical, whether
we call it a cognitively independent sponta-
neity or a causality from freedom, begin a se-
quence of physical or empirical events? — in
other words, how does cognitively independ-
ent spontaneity act as the occasion of or pro-



JISeT Hac C TOVI )Ke HepeIleHHOV IIpobiemMort, Ko-
TOpyI0 HopoxpaaeT naes KanrTa o Kay3aIbHOCTV
13 CBOOOMIBI, a MUMEHHO: KaKM 00pa3oM puyinHa,
KOTOpas He gBJIsieTcs PU3MYecKo, Ha3blBaeM JIN
MBI €€ KOTHUTVBHO He3aBCVIMOVI CLIOHTAHHOCTHIO
VIV Kay3aJIbHOCTBIO 113 CBOOOIIBI, IIOPOXKIAeT II0-
cJIefoBaTe/IbHOCTh (PU3MYECKMX WJIV SMIIMpUYe-
CKMx cobbITHM? pyrnMm cjioBaMu, KakmuM obpa-
30M KOTHUTVIBHO He3aBVICVMas CHOHTAaHHOCTD BbI-
CTyIIaeT B KauecTBe OCHOBaHW WIIN TaeT OObiICHe-
HVie 15 psAfia IIPUYVH U CJIeICTBUN B cdepe dyB-
CTBeHHO BOCITpMHVIMaeMbIX sBjieHmni1? bosee Toro,
Oake KOTHUTWBHO He3aBUCUMasi CIIOHTaHHOCTD,
KOTOPYIO MBI pacCMaTpviBaeM KaK eI VHBIV ICTO4-
HVIK VI CBepXUyBCTBeHHBIVI (POKYC HAIIVIX MBICIIEV
U IeVICTBUV, HUKOIJIa He oOxoamuTcst Oe3 ompere-
JIEHHOTO (3MOIIVOHAJILHOTO, BOJIEBOT'O) KOHMeKca
¥ HUKOT/a He OTpBIBaeTCsl OT KOHKpeTHOro (dpu-
3MUeCKOro ¥ KyJIBTYPHOIO) Mupa; M KakK CBSI3b C
STUM KOHTEKCTOM, TaK VI BO3MOXKHOE OTUYKIEHVE
VJIVI OTAEJIEHME OT KOHTEKCTa M OT Mupa HJOJDK-
HBl YUUTBHIBATbCS B JIIOOOVI IIOIBITKE €ro OcBe-
TnThb. «CIleoBaTh MpaBuily», TO €CTh MHULIUPO-
BaThb P OEVICTBU VTN COOBITUMII Ha OCHOBE >Ke-
JIaHVIS VUIV TIOOY KIeH s B COOTBETCTBUM C CHCTe-
MOV (pallVIOHaJIbHO Pas3/IMUMMBbIX VIV eCTeCTBeH-
HO 00$I3YTOIINX) 3aKOHOB VJIV IIPeICaHN, Kak,
HaIpyMep, MpY VCIIOJIHEHUN MOpPaIbHOTO 00si-
3aTeJIbCTBA VIJIV CO3MAHVIVI IIPOM3BEIEHMsI VICKYC-
CTBa, IIPeCTaBIIsIeT cODOVI MMEHHO TaKOM ciry4dan
HEBO3MOXKHOCTV [€KOHTEKCTYyaIn3alliy CIIOHTaH-
HocTi. TakuM oOpasoM, MOXeT ITOKa3aTbCsl, YTO
IIyTh K CBEpXUyBCTBEHHOMY 00s13aTeJIbHO JI0JDKEH
IIPOXOAWTH Yepe3 4YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIVIMaeMOoe,
OyTh K XMBOMY KOHTAKTy CO CITOHTaHHOCTBIO —
yepes TO, YTO JaHO B (PU3MUYECKOM, SMOIVIOHAIb-
HOM, TPaaVILIVIOHHOM ¥ VICTOPMYECKOM CMBICIIE.
Ho xakoB MCTOUHMK 3TOro «IaHHOro»? Jlaxke ecim
MOYKHO CKa3aTh, YTO CIIOHTAHHOCT JIOIMYECKV He-
3aBVICMIMA OT SMITMPUYECKNX YCIIOBU KOHTEKCTa,
B KOTOPOM OHM COYeTAIOTCS [Tl IOJTy YeH ST 3Ha-
HUsI, VI KaK TaKOBasl COBMECTVMA C STUMW YCIIOBU-
SMM, TeM He MeHee HeIlTpeKJIOHHAsI YetoBeuecKast
HOTPeOHOCTb OCTUYh CBEPXUYBCTBEHHBIV MICTOU-
HUK JJaHHOIO OCTAeTCs HeIIPEeOTOIIMMOTL.
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vide an explanation for a series of causes and
effects in the realm of sensibly intuitable ap-
pearances? Moreover, even a cognitively inde-
pendent spontaneity that we conceive of as the
singular origin and supersensible focus of our
thoughts and actions is never without a specif-
ic (emotional, volitional) context and never de-
tached from a specific (physical and cultural)
world; and both the connection with, and po-
tential alienation or separation from, its context
and its world must be included in any attempt
to illuminate it. To “follow a rule”, that is, to
initiate on the basis of a desire or impulse a se-
ries of actions or events in conformity with a
system of (rationally discoverable or natural-
ly binding) laws or precepts, as, for instance,
is the case in performing a moral obligation or
creating a work of art, provides just such an ex-
ample of the impossibility of decontextualis-
ing spontaneity. Thus it would seem that the
path to the supersensible must necessarily pass
through the sensible, the path toward living
contact with spontaneity through that which is
given in a physical, emotional, traditional, and
historical sense. But what is the source of the
“given”? Even if spontaneity may be said to be
logically independent of and as such compati-
ble with empirical conditions of the context in
which they cooperate to produce knowledge,
nevertheless, the intransigent human need to
grasp the supersensible source of the given re-
mains irreducible.

With his introduction, in the Prize Essay on
the progress of metaphysics since Leibniz and
Wolf, of “the idea of a composite as such” (“die
Vorstellung eines Zusammengesetzten, als eines
solchen”) (FM, AA 20, p. 271), Kant appears to
concede that pure a priori forms of intuition
and pure concepts of understanding, each of
which are required for the production of syn-
thetic a priori knowledge, belong themselves to
the realm of thought-entities, since they “do not
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B mepBovt wacTM «KOHKYPCHOTO COYVHEHVIS»
00 ycmexax MeTadmsuKu co BpemeH JlerOHM-
na u Boneda KanTt, kaxeTcs, IIpusHaeT 110 I10BO-
Iy <«IIpefCTaBIeHMsI O CJIOKHOM, KaK TaKOBOM»
(AA 20, S. 271; KanT, 19940, c. 393), uTo umcTbIe
arpropHble (POPMBI cOo3epliaHMs M YMUCThIe paccy-
JIOYHBbIe TIOHSTHMS, KaXgoe 13 KOTOpBIX Tpebyet-
Cs1 TIJTSI TIOJTYUeHMSI CMHTETUYECKOTO allpyiOpHOrO
3HaHVS, IPUHAJIEeXaT K cpepe MBICTIEHHBIX CYIII-
HOCTeVI, TIOCKOJIBKY OHM «CaMM II0 ceOe, IIpaBa,
elrle He JaIOT 103HAHUA TIpeaMeTa BOOOIIe», HO IIo-
JIarafoTCs Ha «TO, YTO JTAHO B SMIIVPUUIECKOM CO-
3epLaHUM» WIU B ouyujenuu, «Oarogapss yemy
CyllleCTBOBaHMe IIpeMeTa IIpefCTaBiIsgeTcs JTaH-
HbIM». TlociiemHmiL, OmHaKO, COCTaBJISIeT TOJIBKO
«copiepyKaHwe OITbITa» V1 TOJIBPKO «KOIZla CO3HAeTCs,
HasblBaeTcs BoctpusiTem» (AA 20, S. 275-276;
Kanr, 19940, c. 399). I. DrmcoH OTMETMII B 3TOM
OTHOIIICHI, UTO TIOHATVIE «CJIOKHOIO KaK TaKOBO-
ro» IMeeT «KOHIIeNITyasIbHbIV IIPYOPUTET HaJl [ Be-
HaJIIaThl0 KaTeroprsIMI, pacCMaTpUBaeMbIMI Te-
repb Kak ocobast popma, B KOTOPOVI MBICIIATCS 3Ta
KOMIUIEKCHOCTh WUIU CJIOKHOCTBR» (Allison, 2002,
p- 345). Ho emte Gosiee 3HAaUMTEIIBHBIM SIBJISIETCS
TOT (PaKT, YTO MMEHHO [IesTeJIbHOCTD 110 COCTaB-
JIEHVIO, KOTOpas 371eCh IIPUIVICHIBAETCS PacCyAKY,
VIMeeT IIPUMOPUTET Hafl, OTAeIbHBIMI JIeMeHTaMM’
IIO3HAHMS M X COBOKYITHOCTBIO: «TaK Kak ciIoxe-
HVie He MOXXeT OBITh BOCIIPVHSITO YyBCTBAMM 1 MBI
caM¥ JOJDKHBI IIPOV3BOANTE €T0, TO OHO IIpVHAa/I-
JIEXXUT He K BOCIPUMMYMBOCTY UyBCTBEHHOCTY, a
K CIIOHTAHHOCTM pacCyiiKa KaK aIllprOpHOe IIOHS-
THe» (AA 20, S. 275—276; Kanr, 199406, c. 398).

[NTormarast TIpoMCXOXIIeHVe CJIOKHOIO B CIIOH-
TAaHHOCTW paccyfaka, KaHT cTaBuUT 1o coMHeHVe
TpeboBaHMe O HaJIM4MY BHEIITHErO ICTOYHMKA CO-
fep>KaHMs OIIyIeHns (00beKTa, IIpeICcTaBIeHHO-
rO 4yBCTBEHHBIM CO3epliaHVeM) I CHTe3a M-
nupudeckoro 3HaHuA. OH OPUXOAUT K BBIBOLY,
YTO «B OTHOIIIEHWV BHEIITHEero OIThITa BO3HMKa-
eT... OOJIBITIoe COMHEHVIE... B TOM, He HaXOISTCs
JIV BCer/ia B HacC Te OOBEKThI, KOTOPble MBI CUMTa-
eM HaxOISIIVIMICS BHe Hac, TaK UYTO COBEPIIIEHHO
HEBO3MOYKHO C JIOCTOBEPHOCTHIO IIPM3HATDH YTO-IV-

in themselves yet found any knowledge of an ob-
ject as such”, but rely on “that which is given
in empirical intuition” or in sensation, “whereby
an object is represented as given in respect of
its existence”. The latter, however, constitutes
only the “matter of experience”, and must be
“conjoined with consciousness” to produce per-
ception (FM, AA 20, pp. 275-276; Kant, 2002b,
p- 367). Allison (2002, p. 345) noted in this re-
gard that the concept of the composite as such
takes thus “conceptual priority over the twelve
categories, which are now seen as the specific
form in which this compositeness or composi-
tion is thought”. But even more significant is
the fact that it is the activity of compounding,
here attributed to the understanding, which
takes priority over the individual elements of
cognition and their composite: “Since com-
pounding cannot fall under the senses, but has
to be performed by ourselves, it belongs, not
to the receptive nature of sensibility, but to the
spontaneity of the understanding” (FM, AA 20,
pp- 275-276; Kant, 2002b, p. 366).

By locating the origin of the composite in
the spontaneity of the understanding, Kant
calls into question the requirement for there
to be an external source of the matter of sensa-
tion (of the object represented by sense intui-
tion) for the synthesis of empirical knowledge.
He concludes that “so far as outer experience
is concerned, there arises [...] an important
doubt [...] as to whether the object that we pos-
it outside us could not perhaps be always with-
in us, so that it may well be quite impossible
to recognize anything outside us to be so with
certainty.” To leave this question undecided
does nothing in Kant’s estimate to forfeit the
advances of metaphysics which his transcen-
dental philosophy has achieved, since “the per-
ceptions and the form of the intuition in them,
from which we generate experience according
to principles through the categories, may yet
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00 KaK TaKOBOe HaxOAAIIMMcs BHe Hac» (AA 20,
S. 276; Kanr, 19946, c. 399). OctaBuB 3TOT BOIIpOC
HepelleHHbIM, KaHT, 110 ero MHeHMIO, He JIMIIIaeT-
Cs1 TeX TOCTVDKEHUTI MeTadpM31KM, KOTOPBIX JO0V-
Jlach €ro TpaHClleHJIeHTasIbHasg duiocodms, o-
CKOJIBKY «BOCIIPWVSITHS, Ha OCHOBE KOTOPBIX BMeCTe
¢ dpopmoTt co3epriaHMsT MBI OCYILECTBIISIEM OITBIT
ITOCPEICTBOM KaTerOpwvi B COOTBETCTBIVI C OCHOBO-
TIOJIOKEHVISIMY, MOTYT BCeTZla HaXOOWTBCS B Hac»
(Tam xe). BocripmsiTiie ocTaeTcsi eIVHCTBEHHBIM
CrIocoboM, KOTOPBIM OOBEKTBI MOI'YT OBITH HaM
JIaHbI, HO 3TO BOCIIPUSITIE «BCEITIa B HAC» OOBEKT
ero OoJIbIlle He SBJISIeTCS BHEITHVIM II0 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K BOCIIpUHMMaromeMy cyobekTy (Tam xe). B
Oosiee paHHEV KOHIIEMITNY TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHON
dmtocodpnn B «Kputnke uncroro pasyma» Kanr,
TIO-BVIVIMOMY, PacCMaTpyBaeT CIIOHTAaHHOCTH Kak
UMCTYIO (PYHKITMIO cOYeTaHMs TOTO, UTO «JaHO» B
UyBCTBEHHOM CO3€pILIaHMM, TIOCPEICTBOM ero IIofI-
BeJIeHNs TI0]I KaTeropmy paccypika, uTo olecrre-
YMBaeTCS CXeMaTV3MOM BOOOpa’keHWs B COOTBET-
CTBUM C IPVHLMIIAMI CYXIEHVS M peryympyeT-
cs1 vmesiMu pasyMa. [IpyrHVMas Bo BHUMaHME CO-
MHeHIe, 3aTpoHyToe KaHTOM B «KOHKYPCHOM CO-
UVHEHUW», OCTaeTCs HeSICHBIM, MOYKHO JIVI CKa3aTh,
YUTO 3TOT IIPOIIeCC KOMITO3MITMVI OTHOCUTCS K KaKo-
My-I100 peasTbHOMY OOBEKTY MM CYOBEKTy BHe
CaMoro IIpoIiecca, VIV e ero CilefyeT IIOHVMATh
KaK CaMOKAaIICyJIMPOBAaHHBIN, TO €CThb CJIefyeT JIn
paccMaTpuBaTh «00BEKT» TEOPETUYECKOrO 3HAHIS
KaK CYIIECTBYIOIINI TOJIBKO «IJIS Hac», KaK IIpU-
HaJIeXXallnil K CTOJIb JKe HeCTaOVIIBHOMY TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbBHOMY €[IVIHCTBY aIlfeprenimn («s
MBICIITIO», KOTOPO€ JOIDKHO OBITH CITOCOOHO COITpO-
BOX/IaTh BCe «MOV» ITpeficTaBiieHmsl). Eciim aTo Tak,
TO MOXKHO CKa3aTh, 4TO KaHT 3aKiIafibIBaeT OCHO-
BOITOJIO)KEHVIE TSI CKENTMIIM3MA B OTHOIIEHWV
BHEIITHETO BOCIIPUISITVISL, KOTOPBIVI XapaKTepeH 1
TOUKM 3peHvs sBnyicona vym Makayaruia.
HecmoTps Ha oTpuiiaHVe BO3MOXXHOCTH Teope-
TUYECKOro ITO3HAHMS CBepPXUyBCTBeHHOro, Kaur
paccMaTpuBail MeTapV3MKy KaK KOHEUHYIO I1eJTb
dutocodpum. Ero omnpenesieHme ycoBuit BO3MOX-
HOCTM 3HaHWS a4 priori VUIV He3aBUCUIMO OT OIIbl-
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always be within us.” Perception remains the
only way in which objects can be given to us,
but it is a perception “which is always within
us”, whose object is no longer external to the
perceiving subject (FM, AA 20, pp. 276-277;
Kant, 2002b, pp. 367). In his earlier conception
of transcendental philosophy in the Critique
of Pure Reason, Kant appears to view sponta-
neity as a pure function of compounding that
which is “given” in sense intuition by means
of its subsumption under categories of under-
standing as enabled by the schematism of the
imagination according to principles of judg-
ment and regulated by ideas of reason. Tak-
ing into account the doubt raised by Kant in
his Prize Essay, it is uncertain whether this pro-
cess of composition can be said to refer to any
real object or subject outside the process itself
or whether it is to be understood as self-encap-
sulated, that is, whether the “object” of the-
oretical knowledge must be seen as existing
only “for us,” as belonging to the equally un-
anchored transcendental unity of apperception
(the “I think” which should be able to accom-
pany all of “my” presentations). If this is the
case, then Kant may be said to be laying the
groundwork for the kind of scepticism con-
cerning external sense perception which char-
acterises a point of view like that of Davidson
or McDowell.

Despite his rejection of the possibility of the-
oretical knowledge of the supersensible, Kant
saw metaphysics as the ultimate goal of phi-
losophy. His establishment of the conditions
of the possibility of knowledge a priori or inde-
pendently of experience is conceived accord-
ingly as a propaedeutic to a “system of reason”
which will take the place of the former meta-
physics and be “nothing but the inventory of all
we possess through pure reason, ordered sys-
tematically.” He sees the role of the first Cri-
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Ta MBICJINTCS,, COOTBETCTBEHHO, KaK ITpOIleIeBTH-
Ka K «CHCTeMe pasyMa», KOTopas 3aviMeT MecCTO
IpeXxXHe MeTapr3vKy 11 OyZeT IIpecTaB/IsaTh 13
ce0sl «He YTO MHOe, KaK CHCTEMaTV3VPOBAHHBIN
VIHBEHTaph BCEro, YeM MBI pacrioyiaraeM Oraropa-
pa unctomy pasymy» (B XX; Kant, 2006a, c. 23).
B sTOM cMBICTIe OH BUANT posb nepsont «Kputu-
KI» KaK «MeTadm3mKu 111 MeTapu3nKm», O 4eM
3asBiisieT B cbMe Mapkycy lepity, HamcaHHOM
oxosio 11 mas 1781 r. (Allison, Heath, 2002, p. 2).

Vpes B TeopeTmMuecKoM IUIaHe SIBJIS€TCS IS
Kanra TpaHClleHIeHTaJIbHBIM TIOHATVEM pasy-
Ma, KOTOpOe IIpefCTaB/IseT COoOOVI TIOHSTHE
«mMomaavHocmu ycA06uil 1711 TAHHOTO 00YCIIOBIIeH-
Horo» (B 379; Kanr, 20060, c. 489); aTo noHsTHE, Ta-
KVIM 00pa3soM, — HeKUT «MaKCYMYM», BBIXOII ST
3a IIpeiebl OIbITa, KOTOPOMY He MOXKeT aJleKBaTHO
COOTBETCTBOBATh HMKAaKOe ITpeficTaBJieHVe B UyB-
crBeHHOM cosepiianum (B 383—384; Kant, 20060,
c. 495). ITommmo Teopermueckmx vment KaaT pas-
JIMYaeT U Apyrve BUbl aer. Vimen BosHMKAIOT 10
OTHOIIIEHWIO K Ka)KJIOV M3 BBICIIIVIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN
pasyMma: paccyJiKy, Cy>KIeHUIO ¥ pasyMy KaK TaKo-
BOMY, KOI'7Ia VX IIpVIMeHeHVe pacIIpsieTcs 3a IIpe-
merbl ccpepbl 00yCIIOBIIEHHBIX OOBEKTOB. DTO pac-
HIVIpeHe IIPVBOONT K IOSBJIEHNIO IIapCTBa CBepX-
UyBCTBEHHOT'O U WIeN B I1IeJIOM, BKJIIOYasl «Meu
pasyMa» B TeOpeTUYeCKOM CMBbICTle, «IIpaKTiuJe-
CKMe UJIeN», «3CTeTIYecKyie Uaev» 1 MIel0 IIPupo-
JIbI KaK TeJIe0JIOrTUeCcKOVI CUCTEMBI, TO eCTh KaK Cl-
CTeMbl KOHEUHBIX 11eJlefl 10 OTHOIIIEHMIO K CBepX-
JyBCTBEHHOV 1IeJIV, KOTOpasi «JIeXWUT COBepIleH-
HO BHe (PU3MKO-TeJIe0JIOrM4YecKOro pacCMOTpPeHMs
Mupa» (AA 05, S. 378; Kanr, 2001, c. 575).

KanT HecsryyamtHO HasblBaeT CBOM IIOHSTMS
pasyMa udesmu v CBSI3bIBaeT Mx ¢ naesMm [ taTona
KaK VIX JIeVICTBUTEJIBHBIM VICTOPUYECKNM VICTOY-
HUKOM. IDmaToH mcrnonb30Basl BeIpakeHMe Vizles
17151 O0O3HAYEHMS «ITPO00PaA30B CaMVIX BeIei», C
KOTOPBIMM «B OIbITE HeT HIYEro COBIIAIAOIIero»
(B 370; Kant, 200606, c. 477). KagT cormarmaercs ¢
IIrarorom, nockosnbKy IDnaTon «scHO Bumes, 4To
Hallla CIIOCOOHOCTBH TIO3HAHWS OIIyIaeT ropas-
1o Oorlee BBICOKYIO IOTpeOHOCTB, YeM [cHauasla]
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tique, in this sense, as that of a “metaphysics of
metaphysics”, as he declares in a letter to Mar-
cus Herz, on or around 11 May 1781 (Allison
and Heath, 2002, p. 2).

An idea in theoretical terms is for Kant a
transcendental concept of reason, which is a
concept “of the totality of conditions for a given
conditional” (KrV, B 379; Kant, 1996a, p. 368);
it is the concept thus of a “maximum” which
transcends the bounds of experience, to which
no representation in sense intuition can ade-
quately correspond (cf. KrV, B 383-384; Kant,
1996a, pp. 371-372). Besides theoretical ideas,
Kant distinguishes other types of ideas. Ideas
occur in relation to each of the higher faculties
of reason: understanding, judgment and rea-
son per se, when their use is expanded beyond
the realm of conditional objects. This expan-
sion gives rise to the realm of the supersensi-
ble and of ideas as a whole, including “ideas of
reason” in a theoretical sense, “practical ideas”,
“aesthetic ideas”, and the idea of nature as a
teleological system, that is, as a system of final
purposes in relation to a supersensible purpose
which “lies wholly outside a physicoteleolog-
ical consideration of the world” (KU, AA 05,
p- 378; Kant, 1987, p. 258).

It is not by chance that Kant calls his con-
cepts of reason ideas and associates them with
Plato’s ideas as their proper historical origin.
Plato used the expression idea to designate
“archetypes of things themselves” for which
“nothing congruent [...] is ever found in ex-
perience” (KrV, B 370; Kant, 1996a, p. 362).
Kant finds himself in agreement with Plato,
insofar as Plato “discerned that our cognitive
power feels a much higher need than merely
to spell out appearances according to synthet-
ic unity in order to be able to read them as ex-
perience; and that our reason naturally soars
to cognitions which go far beyond the point
where any object capable of being given by ex-



pasOupaTh siBJIeHMs 110 OyKBaM COIVIaCHO CHUHTe-
TUYECKOMY eJIMHCTBY, YTOOKI [110TOM] OBITH B CO-
CTOSTHUV IIPOYMTATh B HMX [CJIOBA] OITBITA; OH BU-
TleJI, 9TO Halll pa3yM eCTeCTBEHHO BOCIapseT B 00-
JIaCTh TIO3HAHWV TaK JaIeKo, YTO HV OAVIH IIpe-
MeT, KOTOPBIVI MOXKET OBITh JTaH OITBITOM, HMKOT/Aa
He CMOXXET COBITaCTh C 3TVMM TO3HAHVISMIL. . .»; TeEM
He MeHee MJIeV «00JIafjaloT PeaTbHOCTBIO VI BOBCE
He CyTb OIHM JUIIb xMepbl» (B 370—371; Kanr,
20060, c. 479).

Kak n Ilmaron, KaHT «Haxomwi mpaen mpeu-
MYIIIeCTBEHHO BO BceM IpakTideckoM» (Tam xe),
IIpeXX/ie BCETO B CBSI3M C VJIeeV CBOOOIBI 11 MOPaIVL;
HO, Kak 1 IIitatoH, oH Buzes1, 4To 00J1acTh CBepX-
4YyBCTBEHHOIO BKJIIOYaeT B cebs ropasfgo Ooib-
e — ¥, TaK ke Kak IlnaroH, oH mpu3HaBas, 9To
CBEPXUYYBCTBEHHOE BBICTYIIAeT B KauecTBe IIepBO-
VICTOYHMKA ¥ TapaguIMbl TOTO, YTO COCTaBJISeT
cozlepKaHWe HaIllero OIbITa, OTHOCUTCS JIV OH K
cdepe mobdpomeTen VM 3HaHMS, a He HA0OOPOT.
W Bce e 13-3a OrpaHIIEHVIS TEOPETUUECKOTO I10-
3HaHMA cpepont apieHn KaHT Obi1 yOexmeH B
HeIIO3HaBaeMOCTY MIIeNl B TEOPETMUECKOM CMBIC-
Jle, XOTS VI HpW3HaBAJI (PAaKTMYHOCTH CBOOOIBI B
HaIlleM CO3HaHWV MOPaJIbHOTO VIMIIepaTyiBa.

HecMmoTpss Ha OYEBMIOHBIN «IIPAKTMKO-IOIMa-
TUYecKni» Qopmar IapcTBa mievi, copMmupo-
BaHHBIV B IIePBBIX [IByX «KpuTukax», g mosnararo,
YTO B KOHEYHOM wmTore KaHT yBuen yHwMKasb-
HYIO BO3MOXKHOCTB [IJIsI BOCCTAaHOBJIEHVSI MeTadpu-
3MKM KaK JKV3HECTIOCOOHOV AVICIIUIUIVMHBI YeJIo-
BEYECKOro AyXa B CIeUIecKo poin pedriek-
TVBHOTO CYXXIIeHVs. Berb XoTs peassHocms cBOOO-
OBl TIOATBEPXKIAeTCs KaK (hakm YyCTOro pasyMa
HaIlIVIM CO3HaHVEM «I0JDKEHCTBOBaHWIS», HaIlle-
IIIero  OIpesiejIeHVie B MOpaJIbHOM VIMIIepaTiiBe
KanrTa, Bce xe memagpusuka cBOOOIBI, HAJIO TIOJIa-
rarb, aDCOIIOTHO HeyOennTesIbHa IS TeX, KTO He
CIIOCOOEH IIOCTIYB JIOTMUECKYIO CYITY paliyIoHaIb-
HOTO apryMeHTa VI IIPUHSTH €ro KaK J0CTaTOYHOe
OCHOBaHWe JIJIsI MOTVBALIVIVI CBOETO CTPeMJIEHNS K
BBICIIIEMY OJ1aTy B MOpaJIbBHOM CMbICITe. Takast BO3-
MOXXHOCTB yOexIieHms1 oOecrieunBaeTcs: pedpiiek-
TVBHBIM Cy>KIeHVIEM O BOCTOpPTe U yIIOBOJIbCTBU,
KOTOpblE MOXET [IaThb IIepeXMBaHVe CJIydariHOM
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perience could ever be congruent with them.”
Nevertheless, ideas “have their reality, and
are by no means chimeras” (KrV, B 370-371;
Kant, 1996a, p. 362).

Like Plato, Kant “found his ideas primari-
ly in whatever is practical” (ibid.), above all in
connection with the idea of freedom and moral-
ity; but, like Plato, he saw that the realm of the
supersensible includes much more — and, like
Plato, he recognised that the supersensible acts
as original source and paradigm of what makes
up the content of our experience, whether it
belongs to the realm of virtue or knowledge,
and not the other way around. Nevertheless,
because of his limitation of theoretical cog-
nition to the realm of appearances, Kant was
convinced of the unknowability of ideas in a
theoretical sense, though he admitted recog-
nition of the facticity of freedom in our con-
sciousness of the moral imperative.

Despite the ostensible “practico-dogmat-
ic” outcome for the realm of ideas achieved by
the project of his first two Critiques, in the final
account, I believe Kant saw the unique possi-
bility for the re-establishment of metaphysics
as a viable discipline of the human spirit in
the specific role of reflective judgment. For al-
though the reality of freedom is confirmed as
a fact of pure reason by our consciousness of
the “ought” as defined by Kant’s moral imper-
ative, yet a metaphysics of freedom must remain
without any power of persuasion for those in-
capable of comprehending the logical force of
rational argument and accepting it as sufficient
grounds for motivating their pursuit of the
highest good in a moral sense. This possibili-
ty of persuasion is provided by reflective judg-
ment upon the delight and pleasure which the
experience of the fortuitous purposiveness of
phenomena of beauty and sublimity in art and
nature, as well as phenomena of organic life,
because of their universal subjective appeal,
can afford.
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11e71eCO00Pa3HOCTY SIBJIEHUV ITIPEKPAcHOTO ¥ BO3-
BBIIIIEHHOI'O B VICKYCCTBe U IIPUPOJIe, a TaKXke dB-
JIEHVVI OpTaHWYeCKO XXV3HU B CUIIy MX YHUBEp-
CaJIBHOV CyObEeKTVBHOV ITPVIBJIEKATEeJIbHOCTIA.

KanT obHapyX1BaeT 3Ty BO3MOXHOCTb B ITPVIH-
LuIIe 11eJ1eco00pa3sHOCTYL B TOM BUIle, KaK OH IIpO-
ABJIsieTcs B cpepe ecTeCTBeHHBIX IIPUUNH, a TaKXKe
B TOM, KaK OH BBICTyTIaeT B POJIV IIPVHIINIIA CyKIle-
HVSA B CBOOOTHOV pedpIIeKTVIBHOV 1€ TeTbHOCT T10
OTHOIIIEHNIO K KOHKPeTHbIM peHOMeHaM IIPUpo-
IIbI V1 ICKYCCTBa, B OTJIYVie OT JeTepMUHVPYIOIei
orepary Cy>XXIeHus Py OCyIecTBIeHn Oeccos-
HaTeJIbHBIX OIepaluil C 1eJIbl0 TIoBe[leHNs UyB-
CTBEHHOI'O CoflepKaHMs IOf, IIpaBula paccyjika.
J1s1 3amaum cricTeMaTv3ariiy 1 OOBSICHEeH S CITell-
vidvgeckoro Habopa IIPUPOIHBIX (PeHOMEHOB, a
VIMEHHO (peHOMeHa JXVM3HU M XMBBIX OpPraHM3MOB,
cyXJeHne TpeOyeT HpUHIIMIIA CyOBeKTVBHON 1ie-
JleHaIIpaBJIeHHOCTY, KOTOpbIi KaHT BRIBOIWUT 13
obmrero nougTus ey, Lems mrg Kanra — 310
«[IOHATVE 00 OOBEKTe, TIOCKOIBKY OHO COHEepPKUT
B cebe Tak)ke OCHOBaHMe JIeVICTBUTEILHOCTY STOI'O
obwekTa» (AA 05, S. 180; Kanr, 2001, c. 101).

Vnes ipyvpodpl KaK CUCTeMbl KOHEUHBIX ITPU-
YH T€CHO CBsI3aHA C PEryJIsSTUBHOV POJIBIO VIIEV,
u3jIoKeHHON B «KpuTuke 4ymcroro pasyma», HO
€CThb ¥ BaXHbIE PasjINuMsl — B YaCTHOCTV, B TOM,
uro KaHT rmepexoyT oT 94mcTo MexaHIecKovt KOH-
LeNIMy IPUYMHHOCTY K TOV, KOTOpasi AO/DKHA
yUuUTBhIBaTh (peHOMeHBbI opraHmsanuu. Takue de-
HOMEHBI IIPUBOAAT HaC KOHKPETHO K MBICIN (TU-
II0Te3€e) O CBepXUyBCTBEHHOM OCHOBAHWUM IIPUPO-
IIbl, SIBJISIOIIEMCSI He IIPOCTO Oe3yCJIOBHBIM OCHO-
BaHVeM VIV IIepBOVI IIPUYMHOV B CMBICIIe «TUIlep-
dwsrueckoro» Hadasia CICTeMbl MeXaHWYeCKM CBsi-
3aHHBIX IPUYMH U CJI[ICTBUI, HO «4eM-TO BpOfe»
pa3yMHOrO CyIIlecTBa, KOTOpoe MMeJIo HaMepeHue,
9TOOBI OHM TOJIYYMIIM VIMEHHO TaKylo IIeJIeBYIO
dopMy 110 OTHOIIIEHMIO K HaIlIVIM Pa3yMHBIM CIIO-
cobHocTsIM. ITocKo/IbKy MBI ITO3HaeM 3aKOHBI ITpU-
POZIBI TOJIBKO SMITVMPUYECKVI, MBI HE MOXKEM CBOVIM
pasyMoM «IOCTUYb BHYTpeHHero, BIIOJIHe [I0CTa-
TOYHOT'O ITPVHITNIIA BO3SMOXKHOCTY IIPVIPOIBD», KO-
TOPBIV «3aJI0KEH B CBepXUyBCTBeHHOM». COIIacHO
KOHIIEMIIMM Kay3aJIbHOCTY, MMMaHEHTHOV Hallle-
My pacCyKy, Mbl He MOXKeM 3HaThb, HaIlpyMep,

Kant discovers this possibility in the prin-
ciple of purposiveness as it manifests itself in
the realm of natural causes, and in the manner
in which it comes into play as the principle of
judgment in its free reflective activity with re-
gard to specific phenomena of nature and art,
as opposed to the determinative operation of
judgment in carrying out its unconscious oper-
ations for the purpose of subsuming sense con-
tent under the rules of understanding. For the
task of a systematisation and explanation of a
specific set of natural phenomena, namely the
phenomena of life and living organisms, judg-
ment requires a principle, that of a subjective
purposiveness, which Kant derives from the
general concept of a purpose. Purpose is for
Kant “the concept of an object, insofar as it con-
tains the ground of the object’s actuality” (KU,
AA 05, p. 180; Kant, 1987, p. 20).

The idea of nature as a system of final causes
is closely related to the regulative role of ide-
as as expounded in the Critique of Pure Reason,
but there are important differences, specifical-
ly with regard to Kant’s progression from a
merely mechanical concept of causation to one
which is supposed to account for phenomena of
organisation. Such phenomena lead us, name-
ly, to think (to hypothesise) a supersensible
basis of nature that is not merely an uncondi-
tional ground or first cause in the sense of the
“hyperphysical” beginning of a system of me-
chanically connected causes and effects, but as
“something like” an intelligent being whose
intention it was that they should have just this
purposive form with respect to our intelligent
faculties. Because we cognise the laws of na-
ture only empirically, we cannot by our reason
“reach the inner and completely sufficient prin-
ciple of the possibility of nature”, which “lies
in the supersensible”. According to the concept
of causality immanent in our understanding,
namely, we cannot know, for example,
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IOCTATOYHO JIVI IPORYKTMBHOW CIIOCOOHOCTM
HPUPOIBl TaKXKe [JIS BBIHECEHWS CYXXHEHWS O
TOM, 9TO MBI CUMTaeM (POPMUPYIOMVMCS VN
COEIVHSIOIIVIMCSI COTJIACHO WjIee Iiejlerl, Kak ee
IOCTaTOYHO VIS TOTO, [IJIs Yero, 10 HallleMy MHe-
HVIIO, HY>K€H JIVIIIb MeXaHV3M IIPUPOILL, U [IeV-
CTBUTEJILHO JIVI B OCHOBE BeIlleVl KaK VICTVIHHBIX
1iesIeVl IPVIPO/BL. .. JIEKUT COBEPIIEHHO APYrou
B IIepBOHAYaIBHOV Kay3aJIbHOCTV, KOTOPBIN
BOOOIIIe HE MOXeT COHepPXXaTbCsl B MaTepualb-
HOVI IIPUIPOJIe WIN B €e MHTeJUINTOeTbHOM Cy0-
CTpaTe, a MMEHHO HEKWUI apXUTeKTOHWYECKNI
paccynok (AA 05, S. 388; Kanr, 2001, c. 597).

TeM He MeHee HaTMuMe TaKVX (PEHOMEHOB, KaK
JKVBBbIe OpTaHM3MBbl, CKJIOHSeT Hac K TOMY, YTOOBI
OTZaTh IIpelTiouTeHre OoCIIeHeN TUIIoTe3e, 100
HEeCOMHEHHO, «4TO B OTHOIIIEHWV HAIIIell CII0CO0-
HOCTVI TIO3HAHVS OIVIH JINIITb MeXaHM3M IPUPOIIBI
He MOXeT JJaThb OCHOBaHM: /1J1s OOBSICHEHMS TIPO-
MCcxoXaeHmsl opraunmsmMos» (AA 05, S. 389; Kanr,
2001, c. 597).

@deHOMEeHBI eCTeCTBEHHOV OpraHM3allny IIpu-
Bogar KaHTa K mocTyimpoBaHMIO Iiestecoobpas-
HOCTM KaK HIpyHIONIA pedrIeKTMBHOIO CyXie-
HVI5I, IIOCKOJIBKY 1715 OOBSICHEHVISL «CTOJIb OUeBU/I-
HOVI CBSI3V BEILEeVI 10 KOHEUHBIM IIprYHaM HaJI0
MBICJIUTB Kay3aJIbHOCTh, OTJINYHYIO OT MeXaHW3-
Ma [[Iprpomkl], @ MMEeHHO Kay3aJIbHOCTB HAEeVICTBY-
IOITer CoOOpasHO IIeJIsIM (pa3yMHOV) IIPVUYVIHBI
Mupa». Ho 310 He ciienyeT moHMMaTh Kak 0OBeK-
TUBHYIO 11eJ1eco00pa3sHOCTb — CKOpee KaK «TeXHM-
YeCKUVI CII0CO0 OO BSICHEHMST», TO €CTh OODbSICHEH e
Belllell Ha OCHOBe TOrO, YTO MBI BOCIIPMHIMaeM
KaK VX IleiecooOpa3HyI0 OpraHm3aIiiio MIv IoBe-
ZleHwe, IBJIseTCs IIPUHIIUIIOM («He Oojlee KaK MaK-
crMa») pedIeKTMBHOIO CyXeHWs, a «IIOHSTHe
TaKOV Kay3aJIbHOCTV €CTh TOJIBKO M/iesi», KOTOPYIO
MBI He MOXKeM IIPVHSTh B KauecTBe pPeasIbHOV, HO
KOTOPOVI MOXKeM I0JIb30BaThCs TOJIBKO «KaK ITyTe-
BOJTHOVI HUTHIO 11711 pedpriekcum» (AA 05, S. 388 —
389; Kanr, 2001, c. 597, 599).

OObexTVBHAs 11e71ecCO00Pa3HOCTD BeITeN IIpu-
OBl He MOXXeT OBITh HVI BBIBEIIEHA a4 Priori VI3 TI0-
HSTVS Belllyl, HU JI0Ka3aHa a posteriori, VI SMIIV-
pudeckn. CKopee, MBI VCIIOJIb3yeM IIOHATHE 11eJIV,
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whether nature’s productive ability, which is
quite adequate for whatever seems to require
that nature be like a machine, is not just as
adequate for [things] that we judge to be
formed or combined in terms of the idea of
purposes [or] whether things [considered] to be
actual natural purposes [...] are in fact based
on a wholly different kind of original causality,
namely, an architectonic understanding, which
cannot at all lie in material nature nor in its
intelligible substrate (KU, AA 05, pp. 389; Kant,
1987, p. 269).

Nevertheless, phenomena like living organ-
isms lead us to favour the latter hypothesis, for
it is certain, “that the mere mechanism of na-
ture cannot provide our cognitive power with
a basis on which we could explain the produc-
tion of organized beings” (KU, AA 05, p. 389;
Kant, 1987, p. 269).

Phenomena of natural organisation lead
Kant to posit purposiveness as a principle of re-
flective judgment, since in order to account “for
the very manifest connection of things in terms
of final causes we must think a causality dis-
tinct from mechanism — viz., the causality of
an (intelligent) world cause that acts according
to purposes”. But this is not to be understood
as objective purposiveness; rather the “techni-
cal manner of explanation,” i.e. the explanation
of things on the basis of what we perceive as
their purposive organisation or behaviour is a
principle (a “mere maxim”) of reflective judg-
ment, and “the concept of that causality is a
mere idea”, for which we can claim no reality,
but which we can only use “as a guide for re-
flection” (KU, AA 05, pp. 388-389; Kant, 1987,
pp- 269-270).

An objective purposiveness of things of na-
ture can neither be derived a priori from the
thing’s concept, nor can it be proven a posteri-
ori or empirically. Rather, we use the concept
of a purpose as “a subjective basis on which
we connect presentations within us” in or-
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«aTOOBI CIeTIaTh IIPUPOLLY ITOHSATHOV II0 aHAJIOT W
C HEKOTOPBIM CYOBEKTVBHBIM OCHOBAaHMEM CBS3V
npezacTasieHnit B Hac» (AA 05, S. 360; Kaur, 2001,
c. 531; xypcus mont. — M.-D. 3.). Bosiee Toro, nmen-
HO KOHTMHIE€HTHOCTH II€JIeCOO0Pa3HOCTV, VUIN
ee CJIy4aVHBIV XapakTep, IPyTMMW CJIOBaMM, TOT
dakT, uTO «IIpPUpOHA, paccMaTprBaeMasi TOJIBKO
KaK MexaHW3M, MorJIa Obl yCTPOUTD ceOsl 11 MHade,
Ha TBICAYY Pa3HBIX JIa[I0B, He HaTaJIKMBasiCh IMEeH-
HO Ha €IMHCTBO II0 TaKOMY IIPUHIMIIY» — BOT
UTO CYIIECTBEHHO /IS POJIN 1elecooOpasHOCTH
KaK IpUHIONUIIA pedIIeKTMBHOrO cyXxueHus. Ta-
KVIM 00pa3oM, CyOBeKTMBHBIVI IIPUHIINII 11eJ1eCO0-
Opa3HOCTM BefleT K CBepX4yBCTBEHHOMY, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky «HeT HMKaKOVI HaJIe>K bl HAVITVI XOTsI OblI MasIe-
Illee aIlpVOpHOe OCHOBaHMe IJISI TOrO BHE IIOHS-
TUS O TIpUpozie, a He B HeM» (AA 05, S. 360; KaHr,
2001, c. 531). LlesrecooOpa3sHOCTb TIPUPOIIBL, TaKVIM
o0Opa3oM, IPMBHOCUTCS B VCCIIeOBaHME IIPUPO-
IIBI JINIIB «IIPO0JIeMaTidecKi», «dToOBI 110 aHa-
JIOTUM C I1eJIeBOV Kay3aJIbHOCTBIO ITOABECTU €ro
IO, ITPVHITVIIBI HAOJTFOIEH IS U MICCIIeIOBaHIs, He
IIpUTSA3asl Ha TO, YTOOBI OOBSICHUTE €r0 B COOTBET-
crBum ¢ He» (AA 05, S. 360; Kant, 2001, c. 531).

AHaJsiorus u acTeTudecKoe Cy>KIaeHne
KaK I1oaxof, K IOHMMaHMIO
CBepX4yBCTBEHHOIO

[TpyHIMIT 11e7IlecO00pasHOCTI CITYXKUT Cperl-
CTBOM YZIOCTOBEPUTDH PeaIbHOCTb CBepXUyBCTBEeH-
HOTO, HO TaK>Xe VI COPVIEHTVPOBaTh HaC Ha aHaJIo-
TVYHBIV OIIBIT CBEPXYyBCTBEHHOIO 1 00ecrieunThb
3TOT OMNBIT — 3Ta POJIb IIPOSIBJISETCS B 3CTeTIUe-
CKMX CYXXIeHMX O IIPeKPacHOM ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOM
B IIpUpOJIe U MICKyccTBe. ITposiBiieHnst KpacoThl B
IpUpoAe M VICKYCCTBe BBI3BIBAIOT B HAC UyBCTBO
YIOBOJIBCTBUSA (B CIydae BO3BBIIIIEHHOI'O — YyB-
CTBO AVICKOMOpTa MJIV HeIIPUA3HM, 32 KOTOPbIM
cJlefiyeT YAOBOJIBCTBYE) M3-3a HeOXKMIaHHOV Tap-
MOHM3aI1V, KOTOPYIO OHV ITPOU3BOMAT Cpeyt Ha-
VX VHTEeJUIeKTyaJIbHbIX CIIOCOOHOCTeNI, TO ecTh
M3-3a VX CIIOCOOHOCTY K TOMY, YTO BOCITPMHVIMA-
eTCsl Ha MOIIVIOHAJILHOM YpOBHe KaK HeOoXM/IaH-

der to “grasp nature by analogy with [that] sub-
jective basis” (KU, AA 05, p. 360; Kant, 1987,
p. 236; my italics — M.- E. Z.). Moreover, it is
precisely the contingency of the purposiveness
or its fortuitous nature, in other words, the fact
that “nature, considered as mere mechanism
could have structured itself differently in a
thousand ways without hitting on precisely the
unity in terms of a principle of purposes,” that
is essential to its role as principle of reflective
judgment. Thus, the subjective principle of pur-
posiveness leads to the supersensible, for “we
cannot hope to find a priori the slightest basis
for that unity unless we seek it beyond the con-
cept of nature rather than in it” (KU, AA 05,
pp. 359-360; Kant, 1987, pp. 235-236). The pur-
posiveness of nature is thus brought to investi-
gation of nature only “problematically”, “so as
to bring nature under principles of observation
and investigation by analogy with the causality
in terms of purposes, without presuming to ex-
plain it in terms of that causality” (KU, AA 05,
p- 360; Kant, 1987, p. 236).

Analogy and Aesthetic Judgment
as Approach to the Supersensible

The role of the principle of purposiveness
as a means not just of affirming the reality of,
but also of orienting ourselves toward and
providing an analogous experience of, the su-
persensible, is instantiated by aesthetic judg-
ments of beauty and the sublime in nature and
art. Manifestations of beauty in nature and art
arouse in us a feeling of pleasure (in the case
of the sublime, of discomfort or malaise fol-
lowed by pleasure) because of the unexpected
harmonisation they produce among our intel-
ligent faculties, i.e. because of their conducive-
ness to what is perceived at an emotional level
as an unexpected or fortuitous ‘repurposing’
or (re-)integration of our imagination, under-
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HOe WM CIIydYaiHoe «IlepeHalleIBaHVe» VI
(pe)uHTerpallysi HaIllero BOOOpakeHMsl, paccym-
Ka, pasyMa u xeslaHUir". Takue IIposiBjieHMs BbI-
3bIBAIOT CBOEr0 pofa Pe30HUPYIOIIYIO CJlaKeH-
HOCTB, VIV COIVIACOBAHHYIO KOOIEpallVi0 MeX-
Iy HaIIVMV CIIOCOOHOCTSMV, UTO IIpUAaeT caMo-
MY OIIBITY CBOETO pofia CJIy4arHYyIo 1iejlecooopas-
HOCTb — Kak 0y0mo CyIecTBO, HaJleJIeHHOe pac-
CYIKOM, 3a/1yMaJjlo, YTOOBbI BCce OBLIO MMEHHO Tak,
XOTSI y HaC HeT OOBEKTVBHO ITO3HABAEMOI'O OCHO-
BaHVs IIpeIosiaraTh 3TO.

B 3ameTkax 1o metadusmke KanT nmier, uto
«CITOCOOHOCTD K MIesIM — 3TO IIposBIIeHVe DoXe-
CTBEHHOTO B Hallleyl AyIie». JIJIsi cpaBHeHMs, Op-
TaHBI YYBCTB HAIOT «TOJIBKO OOpasbl MIJIM BUAN-
MocTe» (AA 18, S. 130). Ho mockosibKy HMKakye
00BEKTBI YYBCTBEHHOI'O BOCITPUSTIS IM He COOT-
BETCTBYIOT, VI CIIOCOOHBI JINIIIb K «CyOBEKTVB-
HOMY BBIBEIEHUIO» 13 Ippobl pasyMa. [lo mue-
Huto KaHTa, Kaxnas uied «yHUKasIbHa (individu-
um), He3aBucMa 1 BeuHa» (Ibid.). Jpyrumm ciio-
BaMU, KaX/as uiesl eqVHCTBeHHa B CBOeM poie
U B KOHEYHOM cueTe IIOHSATHA TOJIBKO M3 cedsd m
uepes cebs. [laxke ecitnt mzient He SIBJISIOTCA 0Obek-

* Koneuno, HeoOxommMmo pas3indaTbh, KaKmMM oOpa3zoM

IpeKpacHoe ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOE BBI3bIBAIOT B HAC CBOOOIHOE
VI He3aMHTepecoBaHHOe Oraropacmonoxenue. ITpe-
KpacHoe fiejlaeT 3TO HelloCpeTICTBeHHO, Oarofapsi cBoert
COpa3sMepHOCTV C Halllell CIIOCOOHOCTBIO BOOOpPaKeHVIs
VTN «300pakeHs», a BO3BBIIIIEHHOe — KOCBEHHO, B pe-
3yJIbTaTe CBOeVI HecOpasMepHOCTV U HeCOM3MEPVIMOCTY C
3TOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO. B cily 3TOr0 ImposBiieHMs IpeKpac-
HOTO TapMOHUPYIOT C HOHSATVSIMY pacCyiKa Vi MOTYT OBIT
CBO6OHHO OTHEeCEHBbI K HIVIM, B TO BpeMs1 KaK IIPOSBJICHVIA
BO3BBIIIIEHHOI'O HAIIPaBJISIOT HAIV MBICIN K MOedaM pa-
3yMa. 371ech, OJTHAaKO, MHTEpeC IPEJICTABIISIET CXOICTBO
MeXIy IIPOABICHVISIMU ITPEKPAaCcHOI'O ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO B
OTHOIIIeHN HallleVl CIIOCOOHOCTM CYXKIIE€HVS, IIOCKOJIBKY
o0a OHM ITO3BOJISIIOT HaM fieJlaTh CBOOOJIHOe (HeoIpee-
JIeHHOe) eVIHUYHOe CyXIeHne pedrieKcum, B IIPOTUBO-
IIOJIOJKHOCTH CY>KIIEHWIO JIOIMUeCcKy HeoOXOIMMOMY VTN
4yBCTBEHHO onperierieHHoMYy. CykIeHve pedIieKcu TeM
He MeHee MOXXeT IIPeTeHI0BaTh Ha O0IIe3HaYIMOCTb 1)1
BCex CyObeKTOB OyIarofapsi HaIlIVIM OOIIVM YMCTBEHHBIM
CITOCOOHOCTSM, 00eCITeuMBalOIIVIM €r0 COODIaeMOCTh, 1
OTIpaBIaHHOMY OXWJIAHWIO TOTO, UTO JIPYTHe, TIOTo0HbIe
HaM, TakKe VICIIBITAlOT YyBCTBO YIIOBOJIBCTBII, KOTOpOE
BBI3BIBAIOT TaKyie TIPOSIBIIEHIS, VI CMOTYT OIIEHUTh MX Ta-
KmM e obpasom (cp. AA 05, S. 244 —245, Taxxe S. 275;
Kasr, 2001, c. 253, 255, Taxxe c. 331).
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standing, reason, and desire.” Such manifes-
tations evoke a kind of resonating consonance
or concordant cooperation among our facul-
ties which lends to the experience itself a kind
of fortuitous purposiveness — as though a being
endowed with understanding had intended it
to be this way, even though we have no objec-
tively cognisable cause to assume as much.

In his posthumous manuscripts on meta-
physics, Kant writes that it is “the divine as-
pect of our soul that it is capable of ideas.” In
comparison, the senses give “only images or
appearances” (HN, AA 18, p. 132). But since
no objects of sensory perception correspond to
them, ideas are capable only of a “subjective
derivation” from the nature of reason. In Kant’s
view, every idea is “unique (individual), inde-
pendent and eternal” (HN, AA 18, p. 130). In
other words, every idea is singular in its kind,
and ultimately understandable only from and
through itself. Even if ideas are not the object
of any cognition, and are not made accessible
in any categorical synthesis of the manifold giv-
en by the forms of sensual perception, these

% Certainly, it is necessary to distinguish the manner in
which the beautiful and the sublime arouse in us a free
or disinterested liking. The beautiful does this direct-
ly, by its proportionality to our power of imagination
or “exhibition”, the sublime indirectly, as a result of
its disproportionality and incommensurability to that
same power. Because of this, manifestations of beauty
harmonise with and can be thus freely referred to con-
cepts of the understanding, while manifestations of the
sublime direct our thoughts to ideas of reason. What
is of interest here, however, is the similarity shared by
manifestations of the beauty and the sublime in rela-
tion to our power of judgment, insofar as both permit
us to make a freely enacted (indeterminate) singular
judgment of reflection, as opposed to a logically nec-
essary or sensually determined one, a judgment which
nonetheless can claim universal validity for all subjects
due to our shared mental capacities, ensuring their
communicability, and the justified expectation that oth-
ers like us will also experience the feeling of pleasure
which such manifestations arouse and be able to judge
them in the same manner accordingly (cf. KU AA 05,
Pp. 244-245; cf. p. 275; Kant 1987, pp. 97-99, cf. p. 136).
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TOM ITO3HAHWMS ¥ He CTaHOBATCS IOCTYIHBIMU B
KaKOM-JIOO KaTeroprasbHOM CHHTe3e MHOr000-
pa3HOro, KOTOPBIN JaH B popMax UyBCTBEHHOIO
BOCIIPUISITVST, 9TV IIOTPaHMYHBIE IOHSATUS pasy-
Ma OKa3bIBaIOT peaIbHOe BIIVISTHIIE Ha TIO3HaHVIe 11
MOT'YT OBITh OXapaKTepr30BaHbI VX BO3IEVICTBIEM
Ha 9yBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHVMAEMBIVI MUP, TTIOCKOIIb-
Ky OHU, C OJIHOV CTOPOHBI, [IeJIal0T BO3MOXXHBIM
o0beVHeHVe MHAMBUIYAIBHOIO OIBITa B €I-
HYIO COBOKYITHOCTb 3HaHU, a C IPyTovi — Jesia-
IOT HAIIV JIEVICTBUS, peaIbHble ITPOSBIIeHNS Ha-
I1evl cBOOOIIbI B MUpe PeHOMEHOB, TOCTYITHBIMU
IS TIO3HAHWS M OIIVICAHMS KaK TaKOBbIe C TOUKM
3peHMs Kay3aJIbHOCTY Yepe3 CBOOOTY.

KanT omimdyaer «iiesiecooOpasHOCTb IPUPO-
AOpl» KaK aIllpVOpPHOe IIOHSTHE, «KOTOPOe VIMeeT
CBOe IIPOVICXOXKIIeHVIe MCKITIOUNTEIIHHO B pediek-
TUPYIOIIIEV CLIOCOOHOCTY CY XKIIeHWSI», OT IIPaKTU-
YecKOV 11eJ1IeCO00PasHOCTI  «4eJI0BeYeCcKOro VIC-
KYCCTBa WJIV ke HPaBCTBEHHOCTV». TeM He MeHee
CyObeKTVBHasl 11eJ1eCO00pa3HOCTh, BBICTYTIAIOITAs
B KauecTBe IIPUHIIMIIA PedIIeKTUBHOIO CyXK7e-
HVISI, IOHVIMAETCS «TI0 aHAJIOIMI1» C ITPaKTIYeCKO
1resiecoobpasHocTeio (AA 05, p. 181; Kanut, 2001,
c. 103). XoTs coracue mpupOnHBIX (PEHOMEHOB C
HaMepeHVeM U IOTPeOHOCTBIO HAIIIEro paccy/Ka
OTKPBIBaTh B MHOTOOOpa3y SMIVIPUYECKIMX 3aKO-
HOB BCEOOIITHOCTh MPVHIIUIIOB HEOOXOIVMO I
Iporpecca Io3HaHMs, BCe JKe 3TO COIvIacue IOJDK-
HO CUMTATBHCS CJIyYaiHBIM, VI IMEHHO 3TOT (paKT
3actapisieT KaHTa yCcTaHOBUTD IIPUHITAII CJTyYari-
HOVI VIV HellpeJTHaMepeHHO 11ejlecoo0pa3HOCTI
B KauecTBe IIPUHITNIIA pedpIIeKTIBHOM CIIOCOOHO-
CTV CyXIeHWUs. Bemp, XOTS 3TO WM IIpeICTaBIIgeT-
cs1 HeoOXOVIMBIM, IlejlecooOpa3Hast KOMIIOHOBKa
HAIIVX [TO3HABATEJIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV IO OTHO-
IIEHNIO K SMIIMPUYECKOMY COIepPXKaHMIO, KOTO-
o€ OHV IIpM3BaHbI IIOCTUTATB, eIlle He [TaeT OCHO-
BaHU J1J1s1 HEKOeTo palliOHaJIbHOTO SHTYy3Ma3Ma
VIV VIHTEJUIEKTYaJIBHOTO OJIaropacIioyioKeHms K
HAOJDKHOMY (TO €CTh K MfIee JI0JIra ¥ M3Ha49asIbHOM
MOpPaJIBHOV ITPepacIioyIoKeHHOCTH B ee OTHOIIIe-
HUM K 0e3ycsIoBHO 100poMy), KOTOpasi TECHO CBsi-
3aHa C HaIIMM He3arHTepeCcOBaHHBIM OJ1aropac-
IOJIOKeHIeM K ITPeKpacHOMY V1 BO3BBIIIIEHHOMY.

boundary concepts of reason have a real influ-
ence on knowledge and can be characterised
by their effects on the sensible world, insofar as
they make possible the integration of individu-
al experiences to a unified body of knowledge,
on the one hand, and, on the other, make our
actions, the actual effects of our freedom in the
phenomenal world recognisable and describ-
able as such from the point of view of a causali-
ty through freedom.

Kant distinguishes the “purposiveness
of nature” as an a priori concept “that has its
origin solely in reflective judgment” from
practical purposiveness “in human art or in
morality.” Nonetheless, the subjective purpo-
siveness which acts as principle of reflective
judgment is conceived of “in analogy” to prac-
tical purposiveness (KU, AA 05, p. 20; Kant,
1987, p. 181). Although the agreement of natu-
ral phenomena with the intention and need of
our understanding to discover in the manifold
of empirical laws a universality of principles
is indispensable for the progress of cognition,
yet this agreement must be considered fortui-
tous, and this fact is what leads Kant to estab-
lish the principle of fortuitous or unintentional
purposiveness as the principle of reflective
judgment. For though it appears necessary, the
purposive arrangement of our cognitive facul-
ties with regard to the empirical content which
they are meant to grasp is not made possible
by a kind of rational enthusiasm or intellectu-
al liking for the ought (i.e. for the idea of duty
and the original moral disposition, in its rela-
tion to the absolute good) that is closely allied
to our disinterested liking for the beautiful and
the sublime.

Kant calls the idea of the good when accom-
panied by affect enthusiasm (KU, AA 05, p. 272;
Kant, 1987, p. 132). Although enthusiasm, in-
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Wnero pobporo, coemyHeHHy0 ¢ addexTom,
KanTt nHaseBaer sumysuasmom (AA 05, S. 272;
KanT, 2001, c. 321). Xotd 3HTy31a3M B TOVI Mepe,
B KaKOVI OH OCTaeTCsl IIPOCThIM adppeKTOM, MOXKET
IIPensiTCTBOBaTh PasyMy «CBOOOTHO pa3MBbIIlI-
JATb 00 OCHOBOIOJIOXKEHWSIX, UTOOBI COITIaCHO
VM OIpeneInTb cebsd» ¥ B 9TOM OTHOIIeHUY HU-
KaK He 3aciIyXXuBaeT «0jlaropacrioyioXeHus pasy-
Ma», TeM He MeHee, Kak 3asBiseT KaHT, «acTeTn-
YecKy SHTY3Ma3M BO3BBIIIIEH, TaK KaK OH eCThb Ha-
IIpsDKeHVIe CVJI Yepe3 MIIeVl, BhI3bIBAOIIe TaKou
IIOPBIB YTV, KOTOPBIV JIEVICTBYET TOpasio CVIb-
Hee V1 JJIUTeJIbHee, YeM IoOYK/IeHe, 10Ty YaeMoe
OT UyBCTBEHHBIX IIpercTaBieHni» (AA 05, S. 272;
KanT, 2001, c. 323). KaHT ropoput 00 3HTy3Mas3-
Me KaK «BOCTOP)KEHHOM COCTOSHMI» (Begeister-
ung) B IOJIOKMTEIIBHOM CMBICJIEe ITPVIMEHWTEIBHO
K MOPaJIbHOMY IIOCTYIIKY B «Pesturun B mpepesax
TOJIBKO pasyMa» (AA 06, S. 46—50; KanTt, 19948,
c. 48—53) 1 Kak O «BIOXHOBJISIOIIEM» B TpaKTa-
Te «O 1oropopke “MoxkeT OBITB, 3TO VI BEPHO B Te-
opwV, HO He TOOWUTCA JJId IpakTkm » (AA 08,
S. 287, Kanr, 1994a, c. 277). Oco0blit TUII 3HTY3Ma3-
Ma KaHT omnmcpIBaeT Kak TaKovi, KOTOPBIVI «He CO3-
JlaeT OIIaCHOCTU MeuImameAbHOCHIU», TIOCKOJIBKY
OH YICTO HeraTVBeH, TaK Kak ujlesi CBOOOIbI He-
IIOCTVDKMIMA M «OTpe3aeT IyThb BCSIKOMY IIOJIOXKM-
TeJIbHOMY m300paxkeHmio» (AA 05, S. 275; Kawr,
2001, c. 329, 331). KanT nogpasymMeBaeT 371ech IIpe-
Xae Bcero 3deKT MposiBIIeHMsI BO3BBIIIEHHO-
O B MOpaJIbHOM IIOBeIeHUN («UMCTBII MOpalb-
HbIVI 00pa3 Meiciten» (AA 08, S. 287; Kanrt, 1997a,
c. 277)) xak o0y X/IeHre K MOpaJIbHOMY ITOCTYTI-
Ky. B «Kputnke criocobHOCTM Cy>X/IeHWs» OH To-
BOPUT 00 aHasIOrMaHOM 3 deKTe BO3BBIIIIEHHOIO
B ripupoze (AA 05, S. 268 —269; Kanr, 2001, c. 313).
B «Peymrum...» MOpasIbHBIVI HTY3Ma3M IIpeJIcTa-
eT Kak addeKT, TPOTMUBOHAEVICTBYIOIIN CKJIOH-
HOCTU K 3J1y ¥ CKJIOHHOCTM [I€VICTBOBATh VICXOIIs
13 TIOCJIEZICTBYL, KOTOpPbIe MBICIISITCS KaK obectie-
YyeHle CYACThbsI B CMBICIIe STOVCTIYECKOTO CBOEKO-
PBICTVS, ITyTeM BOCCTAHOBJIEHMS UMCTOTHI 3aKOHa
KaK «OCHOBaHM BceX MaKCUM» U «CaMOro 1o cebe
JIOCTaTOYHOrO MOTVBa» HallleVl CIIOCOOHOCTY BBI-
6opa (AA 06, p. 33, 34, 46; KanT, 19948, c. 34, 36, 44).
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sofar as it remains a mere affect may prevent
the mind from engaging in “free deliberation
about principles with the aim of determining
itself according to them” and in this regard in
no way deserves “to be liked by reason,” yet,
he declares, “enthusiasm is sublime aesthetical-
ly, because it is a straining of our forces by ide-
as that impart to the mind a momentum whose
effects are mightier and more permanent than
are those of an impulse produced by presenta-
tions of sense” (KU, AA 05, p. 272; Kant, 1987,
p. 132). Kant speaks of enthusiasm (Begeister-
ung) in a positive sense in relation to moral
action in Religion within the Bounds of Mere Rea-
son (cf. RGV, AA 06, pp. 46-50; Kant, 1996b,
pp- 90-94) and in On the Common Saying: That
May Be Correct in Theory, but It is of No Use in
Practice (TP, AA 08, p. 287; Kant, 1996c¢, p. 289).
The particular type of enthusiasm he has in
mind “avoids fanaticism because it is mere-
ly negative”, since the idea of freedom is not
knowable and “precludes all positive exhibi-
tion whatever” (KU, AA 05, p. 275; Kant, 1987,
p. 135). Kant is thinking here primarily of the
effect of the presentation of the sublime in mor-
al behaviour (a “pure moral disposition” — TP,
AA 08, p. 287; Kant, 1996c, p. 289) as an incen-
tive to moral action. In the Critique of Judgment,
he speaks of a similar effect of the sublime in
nature (KU, AA 05, pp. 268-269; Kant, 1987,
pp- 128-130). In Religion, moral enthusiasm ap-
pears as an affect which counteracts the tenden-
cy to evil and the inclination to act according
to consequences conceived as securing one’s
happiness in the sense of egotistic self-inter-
est by restoring the purity of law as “supreme
ground of all our maxims” and “self-sufficient
incentive” of our power of choice (RGV, AA 06,
p. 46; Kant, 1996b, p. 91).

In the posthumous collection of his Notes on
Moral Philosophy, Kant refers to the task of the
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B 3ameTKax (pedrieKcsix) 1o MopaIbHOV (PVITO-
cocpun KaHT HasbIBaeT 3aziagert MOpaIbHOro pu-
s1ocodpa BBIpabOTKY CKIJIOHHOCTM K 110Opy (AA 19,
S. 220—221). TlpumeneHne MopaipHOTO addex-
Ta B KauecTBe ITOOYXIeHMs pacCMaTpyBaeTCst Kak
CPeICTBO JIOCTVDKEHNSI TapMOHUM 3TOV CKJIOHHO-
CTVI C MOPaJIBHBIMV ITPVHITVIIAMY, YTOOBI YeJIOBEK
MOT «JIeVICTBUTEJIBHO JIFOOUTD TO, YTO OH Of00psieT,
VI IEVICTBUTEITHHO HAXOOUTh IIPe3PEeHHBIM TO, YTO
IIOCTOVIHO OoTBpatieHms» (AA 19, S. 220).

Kak mpaswito, nosunus Kanra cocrout B ToM,
YUTO JIEVICTBUS SIBJISIOTCSI MOpPAJIBHBIMM, €CIIU
OHW COBEPIIIAIOTCS M3 IIPOCTOTO PAIVIOHATIBHOTO
yOexxieHns B HaIIMX MOPaJIbHBIX 00s3aHHOCTSX,
He3aBVICVIMO OT TOTO, CKIIOHHBI MBI BBITIOJTHSITE VX
v HeT (Ibid.). Tem He MeHee OH BBIZIEIISIET TaKOM
BU, uncToro adpdexra, KOTOPBIVI ITPOTUBOCTOUT
CKJIOHHOCTM JIeVICTBOBATh PasIiVi JIMYHOVI BBITOIBI 1
MOXKeT OBITb VCIIOJIb30BaH B MOPaJIbHOM HacTaBJle-
HUM /1151 BO3BBIIIIEHMs], BIOXHOBEHNs 1 obs1aropa-
XVBaHMS. B KadecTBe IpyMepa OH OTMedaeT OT-
BpallleHle, KOTOpOe 4YeJIoBeK eCTeCTBEHHO WCIIbI-
TBIBAET «I1€PeJ] JIOXKBIO», IIPOU3BOIISIIEN «TOPaA3I0
OosIblllee BIieUaT/IeHVE, YeM BeCh BOOOpa’kaeMbIlt
Bpell 4yXKOro Ipe3peHMs» KOTOPBIV MBI MOXXeM
HIpefICTaBUTh cebe Kak pesyssraT 3Toro (Ibid.).

B sTroMm xe ximode B Tperhent «Kputuke» Kanr
paccMaTpuBaeT BO3MOXKHOCT «dVICTOrO 11 0e3ycsios-
HOTO WHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOTO OJIaropacrioyioKeHmsD»,
00BEKTOM KOTOPOTO SIBJISIETCS «MOPaIbHBIV 3aKOH
B €0 MOTYIIIeCTBE, PacIIpOCTPAHSIONIEMCsI Ha BCe
Y BCSIKVIE TIpeJIIIecTBYIONIVe eMy 00y IuTesIbHbIe
cwibl oy (AA 05, S. 271; Kanrt, 2001, c. 321).

Iosumsa KanTa 31ech BRIVISANT HapaioKcaslb-
HoM. V100, XOTSI MBI OCO3HaeM HpaBCTBEHHO J100poe
He II0 CKJIOHHOCTM ¥ He B pacdeTe Ha IIpeyMylile-
CTBa, KOTOpPBIe MOTYT OBITH IIOJTyYeHBbI OT HaIIIIX
JIeVAICTBUL B CBSA3M C HAIIIMM CuUacTbeM, Bce e ad-
dpexT, BO3HMKAIOIINI OT BIIeYaTsIeHWsl MOpPaIbHO-
rO IOBeIeHVs], COBEpIIIeHHOIo M3 YyBCTBa 0JITa,
MOXeT BbI3BaTh SHTY3Ma3M K YMCTOMY MOpasIbHO-
My 00pa3y MBICIIeV 11 TaKM 00pa3oM OOy IUTh de-
JIOBeKa K COBEpIIIeHIO MOPaJIbHBIX IIOCTYTIKOB, TIO-
CKOJIBKY, KaK OH O0OBsicHsieT B «O IOroBOpKe»,
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moral philosopher to produce an inclination for
the good (Refl 6988, AA 19, pp. 220-221; Kant,
2005, p. 455). Applying moral affect as an in-
centive is considered as a means of achieving
a harmony of inclination with moral princi-
ples, so that one may “really love, what one
approves, and really abhor, what one finds ab-
horrent” (Refl 6988, AA 19, p. 220; tr. M.-E. Z.;
cf. Kant, 2005, p. 455).

As a rule, Kant’s position is that actions are
moral if they are performed from the mere ra-
tional conviction of our moral duties, wheth-
er we are inclined to perform them or not (cf.
ibid.). Nonetheless, he identifies a kind of pure
affect which is opposed to the inclination to act
for the sake of private utility and which may be
applied in moral instruction to elevate, inspire,
and ennoble. As example, he notes the aversion
that one naturally feels “before a lie”, which
“makes a much stronger impression than all the
represented disadvantages or the contempt of
others” that we may imagine as resulting there-
from (ibid.)

In this vein, in the third Critigue, Kant con-
siders the possibility of a “pure and uncondi-
tional intellectual liking” whose object is “the
moral law in its might, the might that it exerts
in us over any and all of those incentives of the
mind that precede it” (KU, AA 05, p. 271; Kant,
1987, p. 131).

Kant’s position here appears paradoxical.
For while it is not by inclination or by looking
to any advantages that might accrue from our
actions with regard to our happiness that we
realise the moral good, yet the affect which
arises from the impression of moral behav-
iour, performed from a sense of duty, may in-
spire enthusiasm for a pure moral disposition,
and so motivate one to perform moral actions
oneself, since, as he explains in On the Com-
mon Saying,



HMKaKasl vjles TaK He BO3BbIIIaeT YyeJI0BeYeCcKu
IlyX ¥ He BIOXHOBJIAET ero, Kak MMeHHO wuies
YICTO MOPaJIbHOTO ODOpasa MBICIIeV], KOTOPHIN
BBIIIIe BCEro IIeHUT 0JIT, IPOTUBOOOPCTBYeT Oec-
YVICJIEHHBIM IIPOSIBJICHVAM 371a B JKMU3HU U Jaxe
caMbIM OOMaHYMBBIM ee coOJIasHaM U B KOHIIe
KOHIIOB IToOexraer mx... YeloBek CO3HaeT, YToO
OH MOXXeT 3TO cJieJIaTh, MO0 OH IOJDKEH, U TaKoe
CO3HaHIe pacKpblBaeT B HeM IIIyOMHYy Ooxe-
CTBEHHBIX 3aJ]aTKOB, KOTOpbIe BBI3BIBAIOT B HEM
CBSIILIEHHBIN TpPeIleT IIepell BeJIYieM ¥ BO3BbI-
IIIEHHOCTHIO €ro MCTMHHOTO HasHaueHns (AA 08,
S. 287; Kanr, 1994a, c. 277).

Peub mmeT o TOM, YTOOBI IIpEICTaBUTH COOITIO-
JleHue JI0jira «BO BCeVl ero UMCTOTe» KaK «MeTOf],
HAaCTOMYVBOTO BHYIIIeHMs o0si3aHHOCTe» (AA 08,
S. 288; KanT, 19944, c. 277). Dta dopma «rrparmaTii-
YecKOro IpuHYXaeHMs» 3pdeKTMBHA IIOCTOIBKY,
IIOCKOJIBKY YeJIoBeuecKasl «CIIOCOOHOCTD IIPOV3BO-
Jla TOXe B YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHVIMaeMOM, U Tep-
BOe ero JIBVDKeHVe IpOoVCTeKaeT M3 YyBCTBEHHO
BOCIIPVHVIMAeMOr0»; OIHAKO TaKoe «IIpUHYXIe-
HVe» B TO K€ BpeMsI COOTBETCTBYeT COXPaHEHVIIO
BHYTpeHHeV CBOOO/IbL, IIOCKOJIBKY, XOTS OHO «IIpO-
VICXOUT per stimulos», OHO JiejlaeT 3TO JIVIIb «KOC-
BEHHO», [IOCKOJIBKY 4eJIOBEK «IIeVICTBYeT COIJIaCHO
pasMbInuieHMo» (AA 19, S. 222-223).

Taxvm oOpasoM, x0Td «Hallla cBOOOIa JOIDKHA
CTOSTH Ha 3aKOHAX» M, «CJIeIOBATeIbHO, He IIOfl-
YMHSATHCS HAKJIOHHOCTY K KaKOMY-JIO0 yII0BOJIb-
crBuio» (AA 19, S. 228) n xOTs1 «B BbIHECEHUM CY-
KOeHUs He JI0JDKHO OBITh peur O MOpaIbHOM
4yBCTBe (3TO 7IeJI0 He UyBCTBa, a BeIOopa)» (AA 19,
S. 233), TeM He MeHee MHTYUIIVS, YYBCTBO, OIIYy-
II[eHVie UTpaloT He3aMeHVMYIO Poilb B IpUMeHe-
HUY 3aKOHOB. Takoe TIOHVIMaHMe IPVUBUTNS HpaB-
CTBEHHOT'O YyBCTBa C IIeJIbIO pean3alyni Hpas-
CTBEHHO JI00pOTr0 ONMpaeTcs Ha MOHATIE «Pa3yM-
HOTrO CceOsTIo0Ms», KOTOpOe «BBIBOOWT IIPaBWIIO
I1J15 YaCTHOTO M3 BCeOOIIIero M IOCPeICTBOM Hero».
briaronaps pasymHOMYy ceOsi1ro0MI0 MBI OCO3HaeM,
YTO HaIlle CYaCThe «3aBUCUT OT CBOOOIBI IPYTVIX
pasyMHBIX cyiiecTB» (AA 19, S. 272—-273). dpyru-
MU cjloBaMU, OJ1arofiapsi eMy MBI IIOHMMaeM, 4TO
He MOXeM 3a00TUTBCS TOIBKO O CBOEM JIMYHOM
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no idea so elevates the human mind and
animates it even to inspiration (Begeisterung) as
that of a pure moral disposition, revering duty
above all else, struggling with the countless
ills of life and even with its most seductive
allurements and yet overcoming them. That
the human being is aware that he can do this
because he ought to discloses within him a
depth of divine predispositions and lets him
feel, as it were, a holy awe at the greatness
and sublimity of his true vocation (TP, AA 08,
p- 287; Kant, 1996c¢, p. 289).

It is a question here of representing the obser-
vance of duty “in all its purity” as “a method
of inculcating duties” (TP, AA 08, p. 286; Kant,
1996c¢, p. 288). This form of “pragmatic coer-
cion” is effective insofar as “one’s power of
choice is also sensible, and the first movement
stems from the sensible”; yet such “coercion”
is at the same time in keeping with the pres-
ervation of inner freedom, for while it “occurs
per stimulos”, it does this only “indirecte”, inso-
far as one “proceeds in accordance with reflec-
tion” (Refl 6998, AA 19, pp. 222-223; Kant, 2005,
p. 456).

Thus, while “Our freedom must stand un-
der laws” and “consequently not be subjected
to an inclination for any sort of gratification”
(Refl 7021, AA 19, pp. 228; Kant, 2005, p. 456),
and while “There must be no talk of moral feel-
ing in the case of judgment (it is not a mat-
ter of sense, but of choice)” (Refl 7042, AA 19,
p. 233; Kant, 2005, p. 457), nevertheless intui-
tion, sense, feeling play an indispensable role
in the application of laws. This understanding
of the inculcation of moral feeling for the pur-
pose of realising the moral good relies on a con-
cept of “rational self-love,” which “obtains the
rule for the individual from and through the
universal”. By rational self-love we become
aware that our happiness “depends on the free-
dom of other rational beings” (Refl 7199, AA 19,
pp- 272-273; Kant, 2005, p. 463). In other words,
through rational self-love we realise that we
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CYacThe, «HaIlpaBJIHHOM JIMIIb Ha YIIOBJIETBO-
peHMe MHCTMHKTOB ¥ Ha OJ1arornosrydme», HO 4TO
Hallle CYacThe JOJDKHO VICXOIWUTH OT «OOIIe3HaqV-
MOVI BOJIVI» VI OBITH OrpaHWYeHO YCIIOBUSIMM, ITO-
3BOJIIONIVIMM HaM BBICTYIIaTh B KadecTBe TBOP-
IOB OOIIero cYacThd WIN «II0 KparHen Mepe He
MeIIaTh APyTM ObITh TBOPLIAMU X COOCTBEHHO-
ro cuactbs» (AA 19, S. 273).

OmnpenenMocTh cyObekTa mjeert 0e3ycJIOBHO
no0poro, «cyOBbeKTa, KOTOPBIVI MOXKeT OIIyIIaTh B
cebe npensamcmbus co CTOPOHBI UyBCTBEHHOCTH,
HO B TO XK€ BpeMs OIIYyIIaTh KaK MOAVUKAIIIO
CBOEro COCTOSIHMS IIPEBOCXOZICTBO Hajl UyBCTBEH-
HOCTBIO Oslarofaps IIpeofoIeHMIO 3TUX IIperIsiT-
CTBUIL, T.e. [MCIIBITBIBATB] MOpajIbHOE UyBCTBO»,
«pOICTBEHHAa 3CTETUYECKOV CIIOCOOHOCTM Cy-
XAeHUs u ero popMasibHbIM ycstoBusiM» (AA 05,
S. 267, Kant, 2001, c. 309, 311). XoTs pelieHne o
TOM, UTOOBI TIOCTYIIUTh B COOTBETCTBUM C «DOe3yc-
JIOBHO JIOOPBIM», OTHOCUTCS K «UMCTO MHTeJUIEeK-
TyaJIbHOMY>», @ He 3CTEeTIYeCKOMY CYXKIEeHVIIO, MO-
pajyIbHOe 4YyBCTBO IIO3BOJIsieT HaM «IIpelCTaBUTh
3aKOHOCOOOPa3HOCTh MOCTYIIKa M3 YyBCTBa J0JITa
TaK>Xe 11 KaK HeUTO 3CTeTIYecKoe, T. €. KaK BO3BbI-
IIIeHHOe IV JXe Kak IpekpacHoe» (AA 05, S. 267;
Kanr, 2001, c. 311).

CxomcTBO MEXIy MOpasIbHBIM UyBCTBOM U Ha-
myMn  pedrIeKTUBHBIMI CYXXAEHUSMIU O IIpe-
KpacHOM ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOM OCHOBAHO Ha VX He3a-
VHTepPeCcoBaHHOCTY ¥, CJIefloBaTe/IbHO, Ha VX CBO-
Oome B oTHOIIEHUN X 00BbeKTOB. OOBEeKT COOTHO-
CUTCS C UyBCTBOM YJIOBOJIBCTBIS, @ IMEHHO B TOV
Mepe, B KaKOVI OH JINOO HpusSTeH YyBCTBY, JIMOO
IpeKpaceH, MO0 BO3BBIIIEH, JIMOO Oe3ycII0BHO
1obp (AA 05, S. 266; KanT, 2001, c. 309). I[Ipexpac-
HOe, B OTJINYMe OT IIPOCTO IIPUSATHOTO, IIPeLro-
JlaraeT Takoe KadeCcTBO OOBeKTa, KOTOpoe MOXeT
OBITH OCMBICIIEHO. DTO IIO3BOJISIET MY «COEVICTBO-
BaTh KyJIBType» U BOCOUTaHMIO «HEKOTOPOW JIV-
OeparbHOCTV OOpa3a MBICTIeV», IIpUydasi Hac «00-
paIaTh BHMMaHMe Ha 11eJ1ecOOOpasHOCTh B UyB-
CTBe yIOBOJIBLCTBMS», HO He co3/jaBasl 3aBVCVIMO-
CTU «OJIaropacroIokeHns: OT YMCTO YyBCTBEHHO-
ro HacJIaXXIeHWs» U, CJle[IoBaTeIbHO, He3aBVCIMO
ot uHTepeca (AA 05, S. 266, 269; KanT, 2001, c. 309,

cannot concern ourselves solely with our own
individual happiness as “directed only toward
satisfaction of instincts and well-being,” but
that our happiness must come from a “univer-
sally valid will,” and be restricted by conditions
that enable us to act as authors of universal
happiness or to “at least not contradict others
being the authors of their own happiness” (Refl
7199, AA 19, 273; Kant, 2005, p. 463).

The determinability of the subject by the idea
of the absolute good, “a subject who can sense
within himself, as a modification of his states, ob-
stacles, in sensibility, but at the same time his
superiority to sensibility in overcoming these
obstacles, which determinability is moral feel-
ing”, is “akin to the aesthetic power of judg-
ment and its formal conditions” (KU, AA 05,
p.- 267; Kant, 1987, p. 127). Even though the de-
cision to act according to “the absolutely good”
belongs to “pure intellectual” and not to aes-
thetic judgment, moral feeling enables us “to
present the lawfulness of an act done from
duty as aesthetic also, i.e. as sublime or for that
matter beautiful” (KU, AA 05, p. 267; Kant,
1987, p. 127).

The kinship between moral feeling and our
reflective judgments of the beautiful and the
sublime is grounded in their disinterestedness
and hence in their freedom regarding their ob-
jects. An object is related to the feeling of pleas-
ure, namely, insofar as it is either agreeable to
sense, beautiful, sublime or absolutely good
(KU, AA 05, p. 266; Kant, 1987, p. 126). The
beautiful, as opposed to the merely agreea-
ble, involves a quality of the object that can be
made intelligible. This enables it to “contribute
to culture” and the cultivation of “a certain lib-
erality in our way of thinking”, by teaching us
“to be mindful of purposiveness in the feeling
of pleasure,” but independently of the deter-
minate “liking from mere enjoyment of sense”
and therefore independently of interest (KU,
AA 05, p. 266; Kant, 1987, p. 126). The beauti-
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315). TakuM oOpa3oM, IpeKpacHOe MOXKET IOITO-
TOBUTb HAC «K TOMY, YTOOBI JIFOOMTH HEUTO, Jlaxe
npupony, 6e3 Bcskoro mHTepeca» (AA 05, S. 267;
Kant, 2001, c. 311). Takas OeckopbICTHas JTFOO0Bb 11
€CTh Hallla JII00OBb K HpPaBCTBEHHO J00poMY.

CyXeHre O BO3BBIIIIEHHOM IIpefIiosiaraeT Ta-
KOe IIpeJICTaBJIeHe IIPUPOIEL, KOTOpOe IIPOTUBO-
IOJIOXKHO HAIIIeVl CIIOCOOHOCTY IIOKA3bIBATh €€ ue-
pe3 4yBCTBa 1 JaeT HaM IIOHSTh, YTO Men (Takue
KaK mesi aOCOJIIOTHOVI TOTaJIbHOCTV) He MOTYT
OBbITE M300pa’keHbl, HO TOJIBKO MBICJIVIMBL; B 3CTe-
TUYECKOM CY>KIeHUM «CTIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpaskeHMs
HaIIpsiraeTcs... TaK Kak OHa OCHOBbIBaeTCs Ha UyB-
CTBe TOT0 Ha3Ha4YeHNs A1V, KOTOpOe IIOJIHOCTBIO
BBIXOOUT 3a obsacTe mpupombsk» (AA 05, S. 268;
Kanr, 2001, c. 313). B aTOoM m1ate peub mieT o cyob-
eKTMBHBIX OCHOBAHMSIX HAIIIErO OIIbITa BO3BBIIIIEH-
HOTO, «OHVI HallpaBJIEHBI IIPOTVB YYBCTBEHHOCT,
CITy>Ka IIeJIsIM ITPaKTIYecKoro pasyMa; Ho 0ba 00b-
eIVIHeHBI B OTHOM VI TOM Xe cyObekTe, [00a] 11e-
71ecO00Pa3HBI IO OTHOIIEHWIO K MOPaIbHOMY 9yB-
cTBY» (AA 05, S. 267; Kanr, 2001, c. 311).

Haxkomer, «Oe3yciioBHO 10Opoe» Kak «OOBeKT
MOPJIBHOTO 4yBCTBa» OLIEHMBAETCS «CyOBEKTVB-
HO I10 BHYIIIaéMOMY MM UyBCTBY» KaK «OIIpefesIv-
MOCTB CWJI CyOBeKTa IIpeicTaBIeHieM O Oe3yCIIoB-
HO IIpUHY>XIaroIIeM 3akoHe» (AA 05, S. 267; Kanr,
2001, c. 309). Ecii yZ1oBOJIBCTBIE, KOTOPOE MBI TI0-
Jly4aeM OT IIPeKpacHOro B IIPUPOLIe, «IIpeIiosia-
raeT ¥ KyJIBTUBUPYeT HEKOTOPYIO JInbepaIbHOCTh
oOpa3sa MbICTIeT], T. e. He3aBUCUMOCTb Or1aropacrio-
JIOXKEeHMS OT UMCTO YyBCTBEHHOTO HacJIaXKIEH s,
TO OHO IIpeJICTaBJIsieT Hallly cBOOOLY Kak popMy
WUTPBI, TOTa KaK MOpaJslb IIpeJICTaBIeHa B «3aKo-
HOMEPHOM JIeJIe... T7Ie pa3yM JI0JDKeH IPUHYX/IaTh
uyBCTBeHHOCTh» (AA 05, S. 268 —269; Kanr, 2001,
c. 313, 315). B aToM OTHOIIIEHMM KOCBEHHOE YIIO-
BOJIBCTBIE, KOTOpOe MBI II0JTy4aeM OT BO3BBIIIeH-
HOTO, B OOJIBIIIEVI CTelleH), YeM YIIOBOJIbCTBIE OT
IIpeKpacHOro, HaIIpaBJIeHO Ha TO, YTOObI BBI3BATH
YyBCTBO, CIIOCOOCTBYIOIIIEe VICIIOITHEHNIO HaIllero
ZIoJITa M peav3alivi MOpaIbHO T0Oporo.

Tax vt iHave, OO0 PSIIOITNT OITBIT BHE3AITHO-
rO COIVIACOBAHMS YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHVIMaeMBbIX
OTHOITIEHWT VIV SMIIMPUIEeCKV II03HABAEMBIX SIB-
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ful can thus prepare us “for loving something,
even nature, without interest” (KU, AA 05,
p. 267; Kant, 1987, p. 127). Such a disinterested
love is our love for the moral good.

Judgment of the sublime involves a pres-
entation of nature which resists our ability to
exhibit it through sense, and makes us aware
that ideas (such as the idea of absolute totali-
ty) cannot be exhibited, but only thought; it
“strains the imagination because it is based
on a feeling that the mind has a vocation that
wholly transcends the domain of nature” (KU,
AA 05, p. 268; Kant, 1987, p. 128). For it refers
to the subjective bases of our experience of the
sublime “as they are purposive in relation to
moral feeling, namely, against sensibility but at
the same time, and within the very same sub-
ject, for the purposes of practical reason” (KU,
AA 05, p. 267; Kant, 1987, p. 127).

The “absolutely good”, finally, as “the ob-
ject of moral feeling” is “judged subjective-
ly by the feeling it inspires” as “the ability of
the subject’s powers to be determined by the
conception of a law that obligates absolutely”
(KU, AA 05, p. 267; Kant, 1987, p. 126). While
the pleasure we take in the beautiful in na-
ture “presupposes, as well as cultivates a cer-
tain liberality in our way of thinking, i.e. an
independence of the liking from the mere en-
joyment of sense,” it presents our freedom as a
form of play, whereas morality is “subject to a
law-governed task [...] where reason must ex-
ert its dominance over sensibility” (KU, AA 05,
pp- 268-269; Kant, 1987, pp. 127-128). In this re-
gard, the indirect pleasure we take in the sub-
lime is more attuned than the pleasure we take
in the beautiful to eliciting a feeling favourable
to performing our duty and realising the mor-
ally good.

In either case, the exhilarating experience of
an unexpected harmonisation of sensibly per-
ceived relationships or empirically cognisable
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JIEHUV CO CTPYKTYpPOVI M (PYHKIIMOHMPOBaHVEM
Halllero VMHTeJUIeKTa CBA3BbIBaeT (BBIIICYIIOMSIHY-
TBIM 00pa3oM) mero 100pa C YyBCTBOM YAOBOJIb-
CTBMsI, KOTOpOe BIIOXHOBJIIeT HaC Ha BBIIIOJIHEHe
HAaIIIero J0JITa, XOTS MeXaHM3M, C TIOMOIITHIO KOTO-
POro MBICJIb MOXET BbI3BAaTh 3MOLIVIO, He MOXeT
ObITB OIIpeiesieH a priori:

YroObI XOTETH TOrO, K 4eMy TOJIBKO pa3yM MO-
JKeT IIpenricaTtb JOJDKeHCTBOBaHVe 4yBCTBEHHO

acdpdurmpyemomy pasymMHOMY CYyIIeCTBY, st
3TOro TpedyeTcs, KOHEYHO, CIIOCOOHOCTE pasyMa
BO30Yy>K/IaTh YyBCTBO YJIOBOJILCTBUSL WIM OJaro-
PacITIoyIo)KeHMsI K VICITOJIHEHUIO JI0JITa, CJIefjoBa-
TeJIbHO, IPUYMHHOCTD pa3yMa OIpeJIeIaTh JyB-
CTBEHHOCTH COIJIACHO CO CBOVIMM IPMHIIMIIAMMA.
OnHako coBepIIeHHO HEBO3MOXKHO YSICHUTB ce0e,
T.e. a priori creylaTh IOHSATHBIM, KaK IIPOCTas
MBICITB, CaMa He CoflepyKaBIas B cebe HITIero uyB-
CTBEHHOTO, MOYXET BBI3BATh OIIyIIIEHNE YIOBOJIb-
CTBVISL WWIVI HEYIIOBOJIBCTBYASE; 100 3TO eCTh 0COOBIN
PO, IPUYMHHOCTY, OTHOCUTEIBHO KOTOPOTo, KakK
VI OTHOCWTEJTFHO BCSIKOVI IIPVYVMHHOCTY, MBI HUA-
4yero He MOXKeM OITpesiesIsiTh a priori, v Io3ToMy
HIPVIHYXXIIEHBI JIONpallviBaTh O HEVl TOJIBKO OIIBIT
(AA 04, S. 460; Kanr, 19976, c. 265).

Kak mpocTasd MbIC/Ib VIV Mes pasyMa MOXKeT
ObITe HpuumMHOM 3ddeKTa, IIpUHALIIeXKAIIero
cdepe 4yBCTBEHHOI'O OIBITa? DTOT BOIIPOC CTABUT
Hac mepes TOV JKe AVJIEMMOVI, UTO VI VIest Kanra
0 Kay3aJIbHOCTV 13 CBOOOIBI: KaK IIPUYIMHA, He SB-
JISFOIIAsICS. (PU3MYIECKOVI, MOXKET OBbITh IIPUUMHON
VI OOBSCHEHMEM psa IIPUUMH W CIIeOCTBUT,
BOCIIPMHIMAaeMBIX B cpepe UyBCTBEHHO co3epliae-
MBIX sgBjIeHm? O TOM, UTO 3TO JAEVICTBUTEIBHO Tak,
CBUZIETEJILCTBYET Hallle OCO3HaHVe MOPaJIbHOIO
VIMIIEpaTVBa KaK «BBICIIIETO 3aKOHA CBOOOIBI» U
peasIbHOCTM CBOOO/IBI, KOTOPYIO OH MOJpa3yMeBa-
eT. TaknM 00pa3oM, XOTs MBI He MOXKEM 3HaTh Oe3-
YCJIOBHYIO, «BEPXOBHYIO IIPUYVHY MUpPa» B OTHO-
IIEHNV CIIeKYJISITUBHOTO pasyMa, Win Oe3yciioB-
HYI0O HeOOXOOVMMOCTh MOPaJIbHOTO MMIlepaTuBa,
MBI JOJDKHBI ee IIpe/rosiarars. TeM He MeHee «I10-
CTUTaeM Bce JKe ero HeIOCTVDKMMOCTD», I 9TO IS
Kanta mapaokcasibHO MHOJIOKUTEIBHBIV pe3yIlb-
TaT HaJJIeXXalllero orpaHuYeHus CIeKyJISTUBHO-
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occurrences with the structure and function-
ing of our intelligence thus connects the idea
of the good with a feeling of pleasure which in-
spires us to fulfil our duty, though the mecha-
nism cannot be determined a priori by which a
thought may produce an emotion:

In order to will that for which reason alone
prescribes the ought to a sensuously affected
rational being, a capacity of reason to induce a
feeling of pleasure or of delight in fulfilling duty
is admittedly needed, and hence a causality of
reason to determine sensibility in conformity
with principles. But it is quite impossible to
understand, i.e. to make comprehensible a
priori, how a mere thought, which itself contains
nothing sensuous, may produce a sensation of
pleasure or displeasure; for that is a special
kind of causality about which, as about any
causality, we can determine nothing whatever
a priori but must for this consult experience
alone (GMS, AA 04, p. 460; Kant, 2011, p. 148).

How should a mere thought or idea of rea-
son be the cause of an effect which belongs
to the realm of sense experience? With this
question, we are brought face to face with
the same dilemma which was raised with re-
gard to Kant’s idea of a causality from free-
dom: namely, how does a cause which is not
physical act as the occasion of, or provide an
explanation for, a series of causes and effects
perceivable in the realm of sensibly intuita-
ble appearances? That this is indeed the case
is evidenced by our consciousness of the mor-
al imperative as “supreme law of freedom”
and the reality of freedom which it implies.
Thus, although we cannot know the uncondi-
tional, the “supreme cause of the world” with
respect to speculative reason, or the uncondi-
tional necessity of the moral imperative, we
must assume it. Yet, “we do comprehend its
incomprehensibility”, and this for Kant is the
paradoxically positive result of the proper
limitation of speculative and practical reason,



r'O ¥ IPaKTMYECKOro pPa3yMa, M 3TO BCe, UTO MOX-
HO «TpeboBaTh OT prI0codpm, KOTOpast CTPEMUT-
Csl IOVITY JI0 TPaHMIIbI YeJIOBeYeCcKOro pasyma...»
(AA 04, S. 463; Kanrt, 19976, c. 273, 275).

Xotss KaHT xapakTepusyeT MopayIbHBIN ad-
eKT KaK CJIeron 1 TeM CaMbIM PeJIATUBU3NPYeT
€r0 IIeHHOCTH, BCe JKe CBsI3b MIIen Jo0pa ¢ SMOIIN-
el B CMBICJ/Ie MOpaJIbHOIO UyBCTBa MHOJIy4aeT 000-
cHoBaHMe B «KpuUTMKe CIIOCOOHOCTM CY>KIAEHS»,
0CODEHHO B KJIFOUEBOM OOCYKAEHWUM «KpPacOTHI
KaK CMMBOJIa HpaBCTBeHHOCT» B § 59 (AA 05,
S. 351—-354; Kant, 2001, c. 513). CumBoMIueckoe
IIpeficTaBJIeHNe, Kak roguepkrBaeT KauHT, He mmpo-
TUBOIIOJIOKHO MHTYUTUBHOMY, HO CaMO eCThb BUJI
VHTYUTUBHOTrO IpefcTasieHns. OgHako OHO He
SBIISIETCS 0eCKpUNMuUBHbIM, TO €CTh He JTaeT 00bek-
TUBHOM xapaxkmepucmuxu noHATNA. Ckopee, OHO
CJIyXKUT YyBCTBEHHO BOCHPVHVMAaEMBIM 3HAKOM,
KOTOPBIVI M300pa’kaeT IMOHATVIE KOCBEHHO, 110 aHa-
JIOTVIVL, VI He COePKUT HIUYero, YTo IIpuHajIexXa-
J10 OBI YyBCTBEHHOMY CO3epLiaHMI0 0OBbeKTa. Bme-
CTO 3TOTO OH BBICTYTIAET [IJII TIOHATUI «CPeCTBOM
penponyuMpoBaHs II0 IPUCYIINM CIIOCOOHO-
CTM BOOOpakeHMsI 3aK0HaM accoranmm» (AA 05,
S. 352, cp. S. 351—-352; Kanr, 2001, c. 515, cp. c. 513).
Ecii Takom crioco® ImpezcTaBiieHMsI MOXKHO Ha-
3BaTh IIO3HAHMEM, TO «BCe Hallle IMOo3HaHwe Oora
TOJIBKO cmMBoOsmueckoe» (AA 05, S. 353; Kawur,
2001, c. 517), n To >ke caMoe MOXHO CKa3aTb 000
BCeX HalllMX IIpeCTaBIeHNsIX O CBepXUyBCTBEH-
HOM, 3a VICKJIIOUeHVeM, TIOKaIy, UIen CBOOOIBL.
VIMeHHO B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHUN IIpeKpacHOe MOXKET
BBICTYIIaTh B KadeCcTBe CMBOJIa HPaBCTBEHHO J10-
6poro, TOYHeEe, B TOVI MEpe, B KaKOV pa3yM B CBOEM
HepeXXBaHUM IPEKPaCHOTO «CO3HaeT 1 HEKOTO-
poe obrraropakmBaHMe... HaJl IIPOCTOV BOCIIPUVIM-
YMBOCTBIO K YAOBOJIBCTBUIO OT YyBCTBEHHBIX BITe-
YaTJIeHU VI 10 TaKOV Ke MaKCMMe CBO€eVI CII0Cco0-
HOCTU CYXJeHMs OLleHMBaeT JOCTOMHCTBO [IpPY-
rmx» (AA 05, S. 353; Kanr, 2001, c. 517), To ecTh Kak
He ITO[ITYMHEeHHBIX TeTepOHOMMY 3aKOHOB OITBITa, B
OTJIMYVIe OT SMIIVIPUYECKOro Cy>KIIeHsl, HO KaK aB-
TOHOMHBIX CyIIIECTB, OT KOTOPBIX 5I MOT'Y OXKW/IaTh,
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and this is “all that can be reasonably required
of a philosophy that in its principles strives
up to the boundary of human reason” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 463; Kant, 2011, p. 154).

Although Kant relativises the value of mor-
al affect as blind, yet the connection of the idea
of the good with emotion in the sense of mor-
al feeling gains ground in the Critique of Judg-
ment, particularly in the decisive discussion of
“beauty as a symbol of the moral good” in § 59
(KU, AA 05, pp. 351-354; Kant, 1987, p. 227).
Symbolic presentation, as Kant emphasizes, is
not opposed to, but is itself “a kind of intui-
tive presentation”. However, it is not descrip-
tive, that is, it does not provide an objective
characterisation of the concept. Rather, it serves
as a sensible sign, which exhibits the concept
indirectly by analogy, and contains nothing
which belongs to the sensible intuition of the
object. Instead, it acts as a “means for repro-
ducing concepts in accordance with the im-
agination’s law of association” (KU, AA 05,
p. 352, ¢f. pp. 351-352; Kant, 1987, p. 227, cf.
pp- 226-228). If this manner of presenting can
be called cognition, then “all our cognition of
God is merely symbolic” (KU, AA 05, p. 353;
Kant, 1987, p. 228), and the same may be said
for all our ideas of the supersensible, save per-
haps the idea of freedom. It is in this respect
that the beautiful may act as a symbol of the
moral good, namely insofar as the mind in its
experience of the beautiful is “conscious of be-
ing ennobled [...] above a mere receptivity for
pleasure derived from sense impressions”, and
insofar as it “assesses the value of other peo-
ple too on the basis of [their] having a similar
maxim in their power of judgment”, namely
as not subjected to the heteronomy of empir-
ical laws, as when it judges empirically (KU,
AA 05, p. 353; Kant, 1987, pp. 228-229), but as
autonomous beings who I may expect to judge
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4uTO OHM OYIIyT CyIMUTH CBOOOIHO, Kak & cam’. Ilo-
CKOJIBKY Hallle O/1aropacrioyioxkeHue K IIpeKpacHO-
MY ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOMY He CBSI3aHO HU C KaKVM VH-
TepecoM, CyObeKT Ipu3HaeT B cebe M IPyTuX BO3-
MOXXHOCTb aBTOHOMHOT'O CY>K/I€HVISI, ¥ TeEM CaMbIM
CIIOCOOHOCTB CYXKAEHMSI BUINUT ceDdsl «OTHOCSIIeN-
Csl K UeMY-TO B CaMOM CyOBeKTe 11 BHe ero, 4TO He
eCTh HY IIPUPOa, HU cBOOOIA, HO TeM He MeHee
CBSI3aHO C OCHOBOVI CBOOOIIBI, @ IMEHHO CO CBEpX-
UyBCTBEHHBIM, B KOTOPOM TeopeTidecKasi Crioco0-
HOCTB OOITIMM ¥ HEVI3BECTHBIM [J1JT51 Hac] criocoooM
CIUIABJISIETCS B €IMHCTBO C IIPAKTIYECKOVI CIIOCO0-
HOCTBIO», CTpeMJIeHMe CyOBeKTa K OCyIIecTBIle-
HUIO HPaBCTBEHHO JJOOPOro OXMBJIISeTCS U YKpe-
IUISIeTCsT, CBOOOIA BOJIV COIVIACOBBIBAETCS C cODOM
10 BCEOOIIMM 3aKOoHaM pasyma. Takmum obpasom,
repeXXrBaHMe KpacoThl M CYKIeHVs BKyca IT03BO-
JISIIOT HaM OCYIIECTBUTH «IIepexXoll OT UyBCTBEH-
HOTO BO30Y>KII€HMS K CTaBIIEMY IIPVBBIYHBIM MO-
paJIbHOMY MHTepecy», Yero HeBO3MOXKHO JOCTUYb
C TIOMOIIIBIO CMJTBI YOEXXIeH s pallViOHaJIBHBIX ap-
I'YMeHTOB. Belb BKyc ITpesicTaBIsieT «CIIOCOOHOCTD
BOOOpakeHMsI Takke B ee cBODOIe Kak IieJieco-
o0Opa3HO ompenenMMyIo IS pacCyAKa, M Jaxe B
IpeaMeTax [BHEITHMX| WyBCTB YUUT HaxOOUTh
CBOOOTHOe OrraropacrioyiokeHvie» IIOMMMO WX
npwvBJIeKaTeIbHOCTU 11st uyBCTB (AA 05, S. 354;
Kanr, 2001, c. 519, 521). DTOT OTEHITMAII MOTMBA-
LMV MOPaJIBHOTO OTHOIIIEH VIS 11 TIOBEIeHVISI OTHO-
CUTCS He TOJIBKO K HallleMy He3aHTepecOBaHHO-
My Or1aropacroyIoXeHuIo K ¢peHoMeHaM IIpeKpac-
HOTO U K PepJIeKTVBHBIM CYKIEHVSIM O HIUX, HO U
K IIPOSIBJIEHVISIM BO3BBIIIIEHHOIO B IIPVPOLIE U VIC-
KYCCTBE, a TaKXXe K ITPOSIBJIEHVISIM XKVBOVI OpraHVI-
3armn. Bee sTu mposiByieHMs 1 rapMOHM3a1s Ha-
VX VHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTE (IVICKYP-
CUBHOVI M1 MUHTYWUTWMBHO, B VX CBSI3U C BOODOpaske-
HUeM U CyXXeHVeM) CO CIIOCOOHOCTBIO JKeJIaHMs,
ocyIIecTB/IsieMasl IIepeXBaHMeM VX CIIydariHOM

5 OHpaBHaHHOCTB STOrO OXMHAaHWMA ¥ IPUTSA3aHMA Ha

YVHVBEPCAIBHYIO, XOTS 1 CyOBeKTVBHYI0 000CHOBAHHOCTD
", CJIeIOBATEIIFHO, COODIIIAEMOCTh ICTETUUIECKMX CYKIIe-
HUI1 OCHOBBIBAETCHd Ha TOM, 4YTO KaHT HaspBaeT IIpesrio-
CBUIKOV sensus communis (cMm.: AA 05, S. 238 —240; Kawr,
2001, c. 239, 241, 243).
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freely as I do.* Because our liking for the beau-
tiful and the sublime is not connected to any
interest, the subject recognises in itself and
others the possibility of autonomous judgment
and finds itself thereby “referred to something
that is both in the subject itself and outside it,
something that is neither nature nor freedom
and yet is linked with the basis of freedom in
which the theoretical and practical power are
in an unknown manner combined and joined
into a unity”, its desire for the realisation of
the morally good is invigorated and strength-
ened, the freedom of the will is harmonised
with itself according to universal laws of rea-
son. The experience of beauty and judgments
of taste thus enable us “to make the transi-
tion from sensible charm to a habitual moral
interest”, in a manner not possible to attain
through the compelling force of rational argu-
ment. For “taste presents the imagination as
admitting, even in its freedom, of determina-
tion that is purposive for the understanding
and it teaches us to like even objects of sense
freely”, apart from their sensible attraction
(KU, AA 05, p. 354; Kant, 1987, p. 230). This
potential for motivation of a moral attitude
and behaviour applies not only to our disin-
terested liking for, and reflective judgments of,
phenomena of beauty, but also to manifesta-
tions of the sublime in nature and art, as well
as to manifestations of living organisation. All
of these manifestations and the harmonisation
of our intelligent faculties (discursive and in-
tuitive, in their connection with imagination
and judgment) with the faculty of desire ef-
fected by the experience of their fortuitous

* The justifiablility of this expectation and the claim to
a universal if subjective validity and hence communica-
bility of aesthetic judgments is based on what Kant calls
the presupposition of a sensus communis (cf. KU, AA 05,
pp- 238-240; Kant, 1987, p. 87).



11eJ1eCO00pa3HOCTH, YCVIIMBAIOT Hallle OCO3HaHIe
HPaBCTBEHHO I00OpPOro M cTpeMyieHne K HeMy U
MOTYT TaKMM 00pa3oM cIIocoOCTBOBaTh 3aKperwie-
HUIO 1 BocniuTaHmio (Bildung) MopasibHOTO moBe-
ZIeHVS VI IIVBVUIM30BAaHHOCTY YeJIOBEeYecKoro o0-
IeCTBa, TO €CTh peaIM3alii BEYHOIO MMpa B
«11apcTBe 1esen» (AA 04, S. 433—434, 436—438;
KanT, 19976, c. 183, 191-197).

B nmornmmanmnm KaHTa nenp — 3TO He BOIIpOC
COBEPIIIEHCTBA, TO €CTh He BOIIPOC O TOM, COOTBET-
CTBYET JIVI HEUTO TOMY 3aMBbICJIy, KOTOPBIVI COCTaB-
JIeH TUIOTeTUYeCK/M pa3yMoM, a CKopee CII0co0-
HOCTB OITpeHeIeHHBIX MOEV VIV IIPeICTaBIeHUII
(Bertiert, sIBJIEHMV, TIOCTYIIKOB, MBICJIEVI) TIPOV3BO-
OUTH OIIpee/IeHHYI0 TapMOHWM3ALNIO WJIM CBO-
OomHOe B3arMOJIEVICTBIE YyBCTBA M PaccyiKa VI
paccyzika 1 pasyMa, CIIOCOOHOe BBI3BaTh OIpeje-
JIEHHO€ YYBCTBO YIOBOJIBCTBMA. DTO UyBCTBO yI0-
BOJIBCTBMSI He 3aBVICUT OT MHTEpeca K CyIIecTBO-
BaHMIO WJIM [IOCTYIIHOCTM OOBeKTa 3TOM Wen
v nipeficTaBiieHnss. OHY rapMOHVMPYIOT He3aBu-
CVIMO OT KaKOro-JInbo 00BeKTMBHOIO 3HAHVIS VIV
IIPaKTMYeCKOV LIeJIV CJIyYariHO VIV HellpeaHaMe-
PeHHO C lieslecoo0pa3HON CTPYKTYpolt U PyHK-
LIMOHMpOBaHMeM Harmx criocodHocTen. Cyxmae-
HVle, IIPOBO3IJIAIIIAIOIee, UYTO TaKoe CBOOOIHOe
B3aVIMOJIEVICTBYIE HAIIVIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV ITPOV30-
IO JIMOO0 YTO OOBEKT cumTaeTcs MpeKpacHBIM
VJIVL BO3BBIIIIEHHBIM, IIPeTeHIyeT Ha CyOBeKTVB-
HYIO0 HeOOXOIVIMOCTD JIM YHUBEPCATIBHOCTD, BCe-
o011y10 coobI11aeMOCTh, OCHOBAaHHYIO Ha HallleM
HPedIIoJIOKeHN O CYIIeCTBOBAHMM TaKOM XXe
pYHKIIMOHAJIBHOVI B3aIMOCBSI3M CIIOCOOHOCTEV! Y
Opyrux Jjirofevt, nogoOHbx HaM. [TpuHim 1ieste-
Co00pa3HOCTM, KOTOPBIVI HaIIpaByIsieT HaIlll 3CTe-
TUYeCKVe VI TeJIeOJIOrMYecKye CY>XXIeHsl, TaKNM
oOpa3oM, He SIBJISIeTCS HY KOHIIEIIIIVIEV! IIPUPOLIBL,
HI KOHIIeIIIVer cBoOonbl. TeM He MeHee B OTHO-
IIEH MV 3HaHVISL V1 [IOBEIEHVIsI OH MI'PaeT TaKyIo XXe
PpOJIb, KaK TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHbIe MIen Vi IIPaKTi-
JecKue IIOCTYJIaThl, VI BCe TP — W[Ieu, ITOCTyIIa-
TBI 1 CJIy4dariHag 11eJ1ecoo0pa3sHOCTh — 00pasyioT
CBOETO pofia MepapXuio U OIpefesleHHbIM oOpa-
30M COOTHOCSITCSI APYT C IIPYTOM.
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purposiveness heighten our consciousness of,
and desire for, the morally good and can thus
contribute to the habituation and cultivation
(Bildung) of moral behaviour and to the civili-
sation of human society, i.e. to the realisation
of eternal peace in a “kingdom of ends” (cf.
GMS, AA 04, pp. 433-434, 436-438; Kant, 2011,
pp. 94-97, 100-105).

In Kant’s understanding of purpose, it
is not a question of perfection, i.e. wheth-
er something fulfils the aim for which it is
conceived by a hypothetical intelligence, but
rather of the ability of certain ideas or rep-
resentations (of things, occurrences, actions,
thoughts) to produce a certain harmonisation
or free interplay of sense and understand-
ing or understanding and reason capable of
producing a certain feeling of pleasure. This
feeling of pleasure is independent of interest
in the existence or availability of the object
of that idea or representation. These harmo-
nise regardless of any objective knowledge or
practical aim fortuitously or unintentionally
with the purposeful structure and function-
ing of our faculties. The judgment according
to which such a free interplay of our faculties
is occasioned, however, according to which
its object is deemed to be beautiful or sub-
lime, lays claim to a subjective necessity or
universality, a general communicability based
on our assumption of there being the same
functional relationship of faculties in others
like us. The principle of purposiveness which
governs our aesthetic and teleological judg-
ment is thus neither a concept of nature nor
a concept of freedom. Nonetheless, it plays
an analogous role with regard to knowledge
and action as the transcendental ideas and the
practical postulates, and these three: ideas,
postulates, and fortuitous purposiveness form
a kind of hierarchy and relate to each other in
a specific manner.
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CBs3p MIeN C IPUHINIIOM I1eJIeCO00pasHo-
CTV YCTaHaBJIMBAETCS B 3CTETMUYECKOM ITpVMeHe-
HUW CyXIeHus. 11 DpUHINWIIOB VIV HOHSATU
pasyMa HeBO3MOXKHa COOTBETCTBYIOIIad VM CXe-
Ma B UYBCTBaX, VI M He COOTBETCTBYeT HMKAKO
KOHKPETHBINI O0BeKT. Vien B 11eJI0M He CBsSI3aHBI
CO CBOMIM cofiepKaHVeM HeOOXOIVIMBIM IIpoIiec-
COM CxemarusMa, Kak Vi IIOHSTIS pasyMa ¢ MHOI'O-
oOpasnem, koTopoe nof, Hux noxaseneHo. Ckopee,
MOfIOOHO TOMY KaK 4yBCTBEHHOCTD CITY KUT IIperl-
METOM [JIsI PacCyaKa, a pacCydoK — IIpeIMeTOM
IUIS pa3yMa, 3a/javda pasyMa COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI
caeJiaTh €IVHCTBO «BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX... IEeVICTBUIL
paccynka» cucreMarmdeckum. VI «xots i mmos-
HOT'O CHCTEeMaTVYeCckKoro eqrHCTBa BCeX paccygou-
HBIX TIOHATUW HeJIb34d Ha TV HMKAKOV CXeMBI B CO-
3epliaHMM, TeM He MeHee MOXXeT U JJOJDKeH ObITh
JaH HEeKUW aHa102 TaKOW cxeme». AHaJIOTOM CXe-
MBI [IJIs pasyMa sIBJIIeTCs «Ujiesd MaKCMyMa II0/I-
pasferieHns ¥ OObedMHEeHMs TI03HAHMS paccy-
Ka B onuH npuHImM» (B 692—693; Kant, 20060,
c. 849). Tax, HarpUMep, MOHATVIE BBICIIIETO MBICIIS-
IeTO CYINecTBa — 3TO He OpeaMeT IMO3HaHWS, a
JIVIIIIB IIPaBUJIO, COITIAaCHO KOTOPOMY BeLN CJIey-
eT paccMaTpUBaTh TakK, «KakK ecJIv Obl OHM IIOJTy Ya-
JIVI CBOE CYIIIeCTBOBaHVE OT BBICIIIEIO MBICIISIIETO
cyiiecTBa». Vied Kak TakoBasi eCTh «TOJIBKO 3BPU-
CTVYECKOe, a He JeMOHCTPUPYIOITEe. .. TIOHSATE»,
KOTOpOe «He IeMOHCTPUpYeT HaM, KaKVMW CBOVI-
cTBaMm OOJIaiaeT IIpeIMeT, a YKa3blBaeT, KaK Mbl
IOJDKHBI, OPVIEHTUPYSICh Ha HETO, BBISIBJISITH CBOVI-
CTBa ¥ CBSI3Y IIPEIMETOB OIIbITa BooOIIe» (B 698 —
699; Kaut, 20060, c. 857).

Vnen, Takum 00pa3oM, HMKOIIa He OTHOCSITCS
HETIOCPEAICTBEHHO K IIPeaMeTy U HVMKOIIa He sIB-
JIAIOTCS KOHCTUTYTMBHBIMM, HO TOJIBKO ITpO0IIe-
MaTUYHBIMV, TUIIOTETUYECKVIMI U TOJIIBKO «pery-
JIATUBHBIMI» B UX yIioTpeOrieHun. TeM He MeHee
VX «HeoOXOIVIMOe peryyIsiTUBHOe yIoTpeOieHve»
Ba’)KHO, IIOCKOJIBKY VIMEHHO OHV «HallpaBJIsiOT
paccymoK K OoIpezeIeHHOV 11eJIV, BBUIY KOTOPOU
JIVIHMV HalIpaBJIeHVsI BCeX ero IIPaBuyI CXOISATCS B
OJTHOVI TOUKe» — B «TOUKe KOHBepreHImm»°. Kaut

¢ DTo crToBOCOYETaHVIe BBEJIEHO B aHTJIMVICKOM ITepeBoyie,
y KanTa B opurunarse oHo orcyTcTByeT. — [Ipumeu. nep.
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The connection of ideas with the principle
of purposiveness is established by the aesthet-
ic use of judgment. No corresponding schema
of sense can be given for the principles or con-
cepts of reason and no concrete object corre-
sponds to them. Ideas in general are not related
to their content by a necessary process of sche-
matism, as are concepts of understanding to
the manifold which is subsumed beneath them.
Rather, just as sensibility is the object of under-
standing, understanding an object of reason, so
the task of reason is to connect “all possible acts
of understanding” into a systematic unity. And
“although in intuition no schema can be found
for the thoroughgoing unity of all concepts of
understanding, yet there can and must be an
analogue of such a schema.” The analogue of the
schema for reason is the “idea of the maximum
of the division and union of the understand-
ing’s cognitions in a principle” (KrV, B 692-
693; Kant, 1996a, pp. 634-635). The concept of
a highest intelligence, for example, is, then, not
that of an object of cognition, but only the rule
according to which things are to be considered
“as if they had received their existence from
a highest intelligence”. As such the idea is “a
heuristic and not an ostensive concept” which
“indicates not what the character of an object is,
but how we ought, under this concept’s guid-
ance, to search for the character and connection
of experiential objects as such” (KrV, B 698-699;
Kant, 19964, p. 639).

Ideas then never refer directly to an object,
and are never of constitutive, but are only prob-
lematic, hypothetical, and only of “regulative”
use. Nevertheless, their “necessary regulative
use” is indispensable, namely, in order that we
might be able “to direct the understanding to a
certain goal by reference to which the direction-
al lines of all the understanding’s concepts con-
verge in one point” which Kant calls “a point
of convergence”, a “focus imaginarius”, “a point



HasbIBaeT «focus imaginarius» TOUKOM, «¥3 KOTOPOM
paccyouHble IIOHSTUS B JIeVICTBUTE/IBHOCT He
VICXOJISIT, TaK KaK OHA HaXOAMTCS IIeJIVIKOM 3a IIpe-
ZleriaMy BOSMOYKHOT'O OITBITa», HO O KOTOPOVI MOX-
HO CKasaTbh, UTO «TeM He MeHee OHa CIIYXXWUT IS
TOr0, YTOOBI COOOIINTE MM HamOOJIbIIIee eMHCTBO
Hapsiy ¢ HaMOOJIBIINM paciivipeHneM». VIMeHHO
Oraromaps aTov1 (PYHKIIMM BO3HMKaeT «0OMaH4IM-
BOe IIpeJiCTaBJIeHVe» VI eCTeCTBEHHas! «VJUIIO-
3s1», TPV KOTOPOVI KaxkeTcsl, «Oy[ITo 3T Hallpas-
JIAIONIMe JIMHUWM VICXOHAST M3 CaMOro IIpefMeTa,
KOTOPBIVI IKOOBI HAXOIMTCS BHE 00J1acT SMIIVIPU-
YecKV BO3MOXKHOTO Mo3HaHMs» (B 672—673; Kanr,
200606, c. 825, 827).

Pasym 110 cBOEVI TIpumpoze SIBJISeTCS «CIIOCO0-
HOCTBIO CO3[IaBaTh IPWHIINIIB, U €ro IIpUTd3a-
HVe Ha [IPUHINITEI HAlIPaBJIeHO B KOHEYHOM Cue-
Te Ha Oe3sycsioBHOe. Eciit pasyM BBIXOOUT 3a IIpe-
ZlesIbl YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVMHMMAEMOro, TO paccy-
JIOK He MOXeT HocjlefioBaTh 3a HUM. B 3ToM ciry-
YJae OH CTAaHOBUTCS «TPaHCIEHIEHTHBIM»; HBIMUI
CJIOBaMM, €ro HOHATHS O0JIbllle He MOTYT IOIKpe-
IUIATBCS COOTBETCTBYIOIIVM IIpeJiCTaB/IeHueM B
YyBCTBEHHOM CO3€PLIAHMV, U II0O3TOMY SIBJISIOTCS
y>ke He 0ObeKTVBHO 3HaYMMBIMY TIOHSATHSMM pac-
cyaka, a ugeamu (AA 05, S. 401—402; KanT, 2001,
c. 629). Paccymok B JaHHOM cjly4ae OrpaHMYMBa-
eT 3Ha4MMOCTb WMJIeVl pa3yMa TOJIBKO CyOBbeKTOM;
UJIeV COXPaHSIOT, OJJHAaKO, YHMBepCaJIbHYIO 3Ha-
YMMOCTB TIJISI CyOBEKTa, ITOCKOJIBKY «BCe CyObek-
ThI JAHHOTO pOfia» PasaesIdioT OfHO 1 TO Xe PyH-
IaMeHTaIbHOe [e/IeHVe HaIIMX CII0COOHOCTe Ha
pasyM, pacCyIoK ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTH CyXaeHMs. Pa-
3yM, CO CBO€VI CTOPOHBI, HaCTOSATeJILHO TpelyeT
«IIpU3HaBaTh HEYTO (IIePBOOCHOBY) KaK CYIIIeCTBY-
Io11iee Oe3ycJIOBHO HeOOXOIVIMO, B UeM yyKe HeJTb3s
pas3myaTh BO3MOXKHOCTH W JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTH».
Hpyrumu cjioBaMu, pasyM BbIIBUIaeT B KayecTse
TUIIOTe3bl 0e3yCIIOBHYIO II€PBOOCHOBY SIBJIEHWTA,
KOTOpBIE KaXKyTCs obsIamaroImmMMm  TO ciTyvan-
HOVI 11€7TeCO00Pa3HOCTBI0, KOTOPasi OIMCHIBAETCS B
CBSI3M C CY)KAEHMSMM O IIPeKPacHOM, BO3BBIIIIEH-
HOM 1 00 opraHmsanuu XusbIx cyirecTs. [Ipen-
TiojlaraeMasi IIepBOOCHOBA TaKMX SIBJIEHUII — 3TO
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from which — since it lies entirely outside the
bounds of possible experience — the concepts
of understanding do not actually emanate”, but
of which it can be said that “it yet serves to pro-
vide for these concepts the greatest unity, in ad-
dition to the greatest extension”. It is from this
function that the “deception” or the natural “il-
lusion” arises, according to which “it seems as
if theses directional lines had sprung forth from
an object itself, lying outside the realm of em-
pirically possible cognition” (KrV, B 672-673;
Kant, 1996a, pp. 618-619).

Reason by nature is a “power of principles”
and its demand for principles aims ultimately
at the unconditional. If reason advances beyond
the sensible, understanding cannot follow. In
this case, it becomes “transcendent”, in other
words, its concepts can no longer be supplied
with a corresponding representation in sense
intuition, and therefore are no longer objective-
ly valid concepts of understanding, but ideas
(KU, AA 05, pp. 401-402; Kant, 1987, p. 284).
Understanding, in this case, limits the validi-
ty of ideas of reason to the subject; they retain
however, a universal validity with respect to
the subject, since “all subjects of our species”
share the same fundamental division of our ca-
pacities for reason, understanding, and judg-
ment. Reason, for its part “forever demands
that we assume something or other (the origi-
nal basis) as existing with unconditioned ne-
cessity, [...] in which there is no longer [...] any
distinction between possibility and actuality”
(KU, AA 05, p. 402; Kant, 1987, p. 285). In oth-
er words, reason posits as a hypothesis the un-
conditional original basis of phenomena which
appear to possess the sort of fortuitive purpo-
siveness described in connection with judg-
ments of beauty, sublimity, living organisation.
The hypothesised original basis of such phe-
nomena is an idea for which understanding has
no concept, since “it cannot find a way to present



M.-D. 30BK0

uiesi, 1 KOTOPOW y paccyliKa HeT HOHSTMS, TI0-
CKOJIBKY OH «He MOXeT HalT/ KaKoV-Inbo criocod
IIpe/ICTaBIIATh cebe TaKylo Belllb 1 CIIOCO0 ee Cy-
II[ECTBOBAHMS» B YYBCTBEHHOM CO3€pLIaHMN. DTO
ObLTO OBI BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO B TOM CJTy4ae, ecIvi Obl
HAaIII PacCyI0K OBUI CO3epPLAOIINM, TO €CTh eCIIN
ObI OH OBUI CTIIOCOOEH caM MOPOXAATh IIPeIMeThI,
COOTBETCTBYIOIIIVE HAIIMM IOHATUSAM. VIMeHHO
IO TOVI IIPUYIHE, YTO HAIll PacCyIOK He o0OJIaja-
€T CIIOCOOHOCTBIO CO3epIiaTh CBOVI MIIIEV, II09TOMY,
«XOT$ TIOHSITVIEe aDCOITIOTHO HeOOXOIMMOTI CYIITHO-
CTV U eCTh Hen30eXXHas mjies pa3yMa», OHO IOJIK-
HO OCTaBaTBCS [JIS1 UeJIOBEYECKOTO pacCyfIKa «He-
HOOCTVDKMMBIM  ITpOOJIeMaTNYeCKV M  ITOHSITVEM»
(AA 05, S. 401—402; KanT, 2001, c. 629, 631).

Coseprarommit pacCyAoK ObUI ObI paccyIIKoM,
«y KOTOpOro He ObIIO OBI TaKOrO pas3yInTueHVIs»
(AA 05, S. 403; KanT, 2001, c. 631) 1 0OBeKTHI ero
MO3HaHMS MMeIVCh ObI (CyIecTBoBai Obl). Tam,
I'7Ie ITO3HaHVIe O0BEKTOB HAIIIVIX IIOHSTU «IIPEBbI-
ITIaeT CIIOCOOHOCTD PacCyAKa, MbI MBICTIVIM BCe 3TN
OOBEKTHI TI0 CyOBeKTUBHBIM, HaIllel (T. €. JesloBe-
YecKOoV) IpUporIe HeOOXOAMMO MPVCYIIVM YCIIo-
BUSIM IIpVIMEHeHMs 3Tov crocobHocTm» (AA 05,
S. 403; Kanr, 2001, c. 631). ViMeHHO 110 3TOV TpUYIM-
He 3CTeTrvecKoe CyKAeHVie MOXeT UMeTb U VIMe-
€T IIPVIOPUTET TIeper] TEOPETNIeCKMM TI03HAHVIEM
B HaIlleM IIOIXOfle K CBEPXUyBCTBEHHOMY W WiIle-
sIM, KOTOpBIe COCTaBJISIIOT MHTEpPeC U cofepKaHue
Metadmsvkm. CyXaeHvisl, BBIHeCEHHBIE B COOTBET-
CTBUM C CyOBEKTUBHBIMI YCJIOBUSIMUL CY>KIEHNS,
He MOT'Y'T ObITh KOHCTUTY TVBHBIMY IIPUHITUIIAM,
OITpeeISIOIMI XapaKTep OOBeKTa, HO TOJIBKO
PEryIISTUBHBIMU VI TUIIOTETVYeCKVIMIAL

Opmako He Bce mmem runoreTruHbl. OmHa
Vifiest BBIIIEJISIeTCs KaK VICKJIIOYeHVIe 13 3TOro IIpa-
Biwla. B omimume ot apyrux mmen pasyMa, vmiest
cBOOOMIBI siBJIgeTCsE (paKTOM, HECMOTPsl Ha TO YTO
ues pasyMa «caMa IIo cebe He o0J1aziaeT CrIocoo-
HOCTBIO OBITH 11300pa’keHHO B co3epriaHm». Pe-
aJIBHOCTB WZIeV CBOOOBI KaK «0COOO0ro Bua Kay-
3aJIBHOCTV» <«JTOKa3bIBAeTCSl MTPaKTUYeCKMMM 3a-
KOHaMM 9MCTOr0 pa3yMa 1 cooOpa3Ho ¢ HuMu [00-
HapyXXMuBaeTcsi| B AeVICTBUTEIIbHBIX IIOCTYIIKaX,

such a thing and its way of existing” (ibid.; my ital-
ics — M.-E. Z.) in sense intuition. This would
only be possible if our understanding were in-
tuitive, that is, if it were able to produce itself
the objects corresponding to our concepts. It is
for this reason, viz. because our understanding
lacks the ability to intuit its ideas, that “the con-
cept of an absolutely necessary being, though
an indispensable idea of reason” must remain
for human understanding “an unattainable
problematic concept” (ibid.).

An intuitive understanding would be “an
understanding to which this distinction did
not apply” (KU, AA 05, p. 403; Kant, 1987,
p- 286), the objects of whose cognition would
exist. Where the cognition of the objects of our
concepts lies “beyond the ability of our under-
standing we must think them in accordance
with the subjective conditions for exercising
[our] powers, conditions that attach necessar-
ily to (our) human nature” (KU, AA 05, p. 403;
Kant, 1987, p. 286). This is the reason why
aesthetic judgment can and does take priori-
ty over theoretical cognition in our approach
to the supersensible and the ideas which con-
stitute the interest and content of metaphys-
ics. Judgments made in accordance with the
subjective conditions for judgment cannot be
constitutive principles which determine the
character of the object but only regulative and
hypothetical.

Not all ideas are hypothetical, however. One
idea stands out as an exception to this rule. In
contrast to the other ideas of reason, the idea of
freedom is a matter of fact “even though it is
intrinsically impossible to exhibit rational ide-
as in intuition”. The reality of the idea of free-
dom as “a special kind of causality”, “can be
established through practical laws of pure rea-
son, and [...] in conformity with these, in actual
acts, and hence in experience.” As the only idea
of reason “whose object is a matter of fact,” the
idea of freedom must hence be included under
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crasio ObITh, B OombITe». Kak eqmMHCTBEHHAs West
pasyMa, «IIpegMeT KOTOpom — (paKT», mujes CBO-
Oo71p1 JOTDKHA OBITH, CJIefI0BaTeIIbHO, IIPUYICIIeHa
K scibilia, mpyrviMu cjioBaMu, cBOOOIA JT0JKHa pac-
CMaTpMBaThCI KaK OOBEKT SMIIMPUIECKOro 3Ha-
Hug (AA 05, S. 468; Kanr, 2001, c. 791).

[71s cpaBHeHMS, «BBICIIIee Or1aro» Kak IiejIb Ha-
ITIer0 MOPAJIBHOTO TIOBEIEHMSI SBJISIeTCS IIpeaMe-
TOM BepBl, XOTS OHO OTHOCUTCS K TeM IIpefIMeTaM,
«KOTOpBIe TI0 OTHOIIEHMIO K cOOOpa3sHOMY C HOJI-
T'OM yTIOTpeOJIeHIIO YMCTOro IIPpaKTUYeCKOro pasy-
Ma (KaK CJIeZICTBIS VTV KaK OCHOBAHVIST), HaJIO MBIC-
JIATB a priori, HO KOTOpPbIe 171 TeOPeTUYeCcKOro yIIo-
TpebrieHMs ero 3arpenebHbD (AA 05, S. 468 —469;
Kanr, 2001, c. 791). YncThIii DpaKTUYeCKUil pasyM
BEJIVIT HaM VICTIOIB30BaTh ITOHSTHE BhICIIIero Oara
II7ISL TOTO, YTOOBI KaK MOXKHO JIyUIIe CTPEMUTBCS K
3TOVI 11eJ1¥, JTaXKe ecJIVi OHa He MOXKeT ObITh M3BeCT-
Ha TaK, Kak 0ObeKTVBHO M3BecTeH (PaKT CBOOOIIBI.
Hapsimy ¢ «1pennvicbiBaeMbIM IeVICTBUEM» VIIen
BBICIIIErO Os1ara, cyIectsoBaHue bora m Geccmep-
TVe AYIIVI IIPEIICTaBIISIOT COOOV «eIVIHCTBEHHEIE,
MBIC/IVIMBIE [IJISI HaC YCJIOBUSL €r0 BO3MOXKHOCTVI»
U TIO3TOMY TakKXKe SBJISIOTCS IIpeIMeTaMV BepBbL.
[TpuHSATME IPEIMETOB BEPHI MIMeeT 3HAUMMOCTD «B
YMCTO TIPaKTMYeCKOM OTHOIIeHUW». MopapHas
BEpa, OJHAKO, «HIYEeTo He JOKa3bIBaeT IS Teope-
TUYeCKOro MO3HaHMS pa3yMoM, a I0Ka3bIBaeT TOJIb-
KO VTS ITPAKTIYeCKOro, HalIpaBJIeHHOr'O Ha VICIIOI-
HeHMe coero noira» (AA 05, S. 470; Kant, 2001,
c. 795). TakuM 006pa3oM, XOTsI IOCTYJIAT O «BBICIIIEM
IIPVHIINIIE BCeX 3aKOHOB HPABCTBEHHOCTVI» BJIeUeT
3a cOOOVI TUIIOTeTYECKYI0 BO3MOKHOCTD BBICITIETO
OJs1ara Kak mx BBICIIIErO OObeKTa M KOHeUHO LIV,
a TakKe peasIbHYIO0 BO3MOKHOCTD YCIIOBUI IIJIsI €70
IOCTVDKeHMs], a MMeHHO bora 1 GeccMepTias my1y,
TeM He MeHee OHU He OIIpeerIsIoTCs KaK TeopeTH-
yecKye IMOHATS M He IeJIafoT Hallle II03HaHVe VX
BO3MOXKHOCTVI «HVI 3HaHVEM, HV MHEHVIEM O OBbITIN
I CBOVICTBAaX 3TMX YCJIOBUI» (T.€. BBICIIIETO Osiara).
Ckopee, OHI TIPEICTABIISIOT COOO «ITPEIIIOIIOKe-
HVIe, B34TOEe B IPAKTUYECKOM OTHOIIIEHWN, U Ta-
KOM [OTHOIIIeHMM]|, KOTOpOe IIPEAIVCaHO IS MO-
PaJIbHOTO YTIOTpeOrieHis Hatrero pasyma» (AA 05,
S. 470; Kanr, 2001, c. 795).
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the “scibilia”, in other words, freedom must be
considered an object of empirical knowledge
(KU, AA 05, p. 468; Kant, 1987, p. 362).

By comparison, the “highest good”, as aim
of our moral behaviour, is a matter of faith, al-
though it belongs to the “objects that we have
to think a priori (either as consequences or as
grounds) in reference to our practical use of
reason in conformity with duty, but that are
transcendent for the theoretical use of reason”
(KU, AA 05, pp. 468-469; Kant, 1987, pp. 362-
363). Pure practical reason commands us to
use the concept of the highest good in order
to achieve that purpose as best we can, even
though it cannot be known in the manner in
which the fact of freedom is objectively known.
Along with the “commanded effect” of the idea
of a highest good, God’s existence and the im-
mortality of the soul constitute the “the sole
conditions conceivable by us under which [...]
that effect is achievable” and so are also matters
of faith. Assent to matters of faith is valid “from
a pure practical point of view”. Moral faith,
however, “proves nothing for theoretical pure
rational cognition, but only for pure practical
cognition that aims at [...] complying with [...]
duties” (KU, AA 05, p. 470; Kant, 1987, p. 363).
Thus, while the postulate of the “supreme prin-
ciple of all moral laws” entails the hypothetical
possibility of the highest good as their highest
object and final purpose, as well as the real pos-
sibility of the conditions for achieving it, namely
God and immortality of the soul, nevertheless,
these do not qualify as theoretical concepts and
do not make our cognition of their possibility
“either knowledge or opinion of the existence
and character of these conditions [...]” (viz. of
the highest good). Rather, they constitute “an
assumption that we make and are commanded
to make in a practical respect: for the moral use
of our reason” (KU, AA 05, p. 470; Kant, 1987,
pp. 363-364).
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Xotg KaHT oTpuiiaer BO3MOXXHOCTB TeOpeTU-
YecKOro Io3HaHMsl CBepX4yBCTBEHHOIO, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky HMKaKOe 4yBCTBEHHOe CO3epllaHVie He MOXeT
aZleKBaTHO ITpeAICTaBUTh HaIllM IOHATUS pasyMa
VUIV ViZiey, OH JOITyCKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB IIpeJICTaB-
JIEHVIS VIIeVI IO aHAJIOI U, TO €CTh CYUMBOJIMYECKN
VI TocpericTeoM runorumosa (AA 05, 351—-352;
Kant, 2001, c. 513). DTOT MeTO OCyIIecTBIIdeTCs
IIyTeM CHaO)XeH s [IOHA TS pa3yMa TaKM COo3ep-
LIaHMeM, «IIpV KoeM 00pa3 IeVICTBITI CTIOCOOHOCTI
CY>KIEHWsI COIIaCyeTCsl C TeM o6pa30M JIIEeVICTBUIA,
KaKoVI OHa HaOJTIojaeT TPy CxeMaTM3alIv, TOJIBKO
I10 aHAJIOTMW», TO €CTh 110 «IIpaBWIaM 3TOro oopa-
3a JEVICTBU, a He II0 CaMOMY CO3epLIaHNIO», IPY-
T'MIMU CJIOBaMU, «TOJIBKO 110 pOopMe, a He 10 cofiep-
KaHuio pedrrekcum» (AA 05, S. 351; Kant, 2001,
c. 513; cp. AA 20, S. 279—280; KanT, 19946, c. 403).
B xoukypcHOM countHeHnn KanTa 06 ycriexax Me-
TapM3MKM KOCBEHHOe W300paXkeHVe CBepXUyB-
CTBEHHBIX IIOHATUW WJIV VIEV, KOTOpble He MO-
r'yT OBITH IIpeIICTaB/IeHbl HEITOCPEICTBEHHO B UyB-
CTBEHHOM CO3epLIaHMM 11 He MOT'YT ObITb TaHbI HI
B KaKOM BO3MOXKHOM OITHITE€, HA3bIBAETCS CUMBO-
JIM3MPOBaHVEM WJIN «IIO3HaHMEeM II0 aHaJIorMu»
(AA 20, S. 279—280; KanT, 19946, c. 403, 404). Do
«IIpeJicCTaBJIeHVe O IIpelMeTe, COCTaBJIeHHOe II0
aHaJIOrMM» POPMUPYETCS «I10 OAMHAKOBOMY OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K HeKOTOPBIM CJIEZICTBUAM, KaK TO, YTO
IIPUIINCBIBAeTCS IIpeMeTy B KauecTBe ero ciiel-
CTBWVI, XOTSI CaMVI CIMBOJIVI3VIPYIOILIVV VI CVIMBO-
JII3VPYEMBIVI IIpeIMeThl COBEPIIeHHO pa3JINUHO-
ro poga» (AA 20, S. 279—280; Kant, 19946, c. 403).
VIMeHHO OTHOIIIEHMe MeXIy HUMU OIpefesideT
IIpaBoMepHOCTh cpaBHeHMd (AA 05, S. 351; Kanr,
2001, c. 5137 cp., HaIpPOTMB, «CXEMATM3M aHaJIO-
rum» B AA 06, S. 64—65 Anm.; Kant, 19948, c. 65—
67, mpumed.; AA 05, S. 70—71; Kanrt, 1997a, c. 463).

Pynoned Jlanrrasep nHTeprpeTupyeT aKLeHT
Kanra Ha Teme bora B counHenmm 00 ycriexax me-
TapM3MKM KaK JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO MO3MITNM, BBICKA-
3aHHON Makcom ByHaTOM, coryiacHO KOTOpOV Te-
0JIOrM SABJISIeTCS BepPIIVIHOV KPUTMYecKov puio-
codvm Kanra. Eciiv mpuHATE BO BHMMaHMe, YTO
KanT yeTko pasrpanmumsaeT cdepbl dprtocodpmm

7 Cp.taxxe: (AA 04,S.357—362,§57—59; AA 07,S.191).

Although Kant denies the possibility of the-
oretical cognition of the supersensible, since
no sensible intuition can adequately repre-
sent our concepts of reason or ideas, he admits
the possibility of representing ideas according
to an analogy, that is, symbolically or by hy-
potyposis (KU, AA 05, p. 351-352; Kant, 1987,
pp. 225-228). This method proceeds by sup-
plying the concept of reason “with an intuition
that judgment treats in a way [...] analogous
to the procedure it follows in schematizing”
that is, according to “the rule followed rather
than in terms of the intuition itself” in other
words “in terms of the form of the reflection
rather than its content” (KU, AA 05, p. 351;
Kant, 1987, p. 226; ¢f. PM, AA 20, pp. 279-280).
In the Prize Essay on the Progress of Metaphys-
ics, the indirect exhibition of supersensible
concepts or ideas which cannot be represented
directly in sense intuition and cannot be giv-
en in any possible experience is called symboli-
sation or “knowledge by analogy” (FM, AA 20,
pp- 279-280; Kant, 2002b, p. 370). This “repre-
sentation of the object by analogy” takes place
“by the same relationship to certain conse-
quences as that which is attributed to the ob-
ject in respect of its own consequences, even
though the objects themselves are of entire-
ly different kinds [...]” (FM, AA 20, pp. 279-
280; Kant, 2002b, p. 370). The relation between
the two is what establishes the validity of the
comparison (cf. KU, AA 05, p. 351; Kant, 1987,
p. 226n31; cf. Prol, AA 04, pp. 357-362, §§ 57-
59; Anth, AA 07, p. 191; cf. in contrast, “sche-
matism of analogy”, RGV, AA 06, pp. 64-65n;
KpV, AA 05, pp. 70-71).

Rudolf Langthaler takes Kant’s emphasis on
the topic of God in the Prize Essay on the Real
Progress in Metaphysics as evidence for the po-
sition expressed by Max Wundt, that Kant’s
critical philosophy reaches its pinnacle in the-
ology. In keeping with Kant’s clear distinction
of the domains of philosophy and theology, it
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"I TEOJIOTMM, TIOXKaJTyVl, To4Hee ObUIO OBI CKa3aTh,
UTO OH B3sJ1 HOoHATHe bora B dprstocodpckont mep-
CIIeKTVBe KaK TOUKY OIOpPBI [IJI HOBOTO BUa Me-
tadmsuku (cp. Langthaler, 2010, S. 155), a mmenHO
11 TOTO Bua MeTadpm3MKyM, KOTopas He HyXIa-
eTcs B TeOpeTYeCcKOM 3HaHMM el pasyMa 1 He
OCHOBBIBAeTCs Ha HeM (TIOCKOJIBKY B KPUTMYECKOV
drtocodpmnt KanTa mokasaHa ero HeBO3MOXKHOCTB).
ITocTanoBka Borpoca 00 ycrexax MeTapu3MKu 1
KOHEYHOVI 11eJI1 ero KpuTudeckon dpriocodpmnt B
paMKax MCTOpWUM 3TUX ycIexoB Io3BosigeT Kan-
Ty HOIUYepKHYTh BO3MOXXHOCTb KOHIemuuy bora
10 aHAJIOTUV VIV TUIIOTETMYEeCKOV KOHIIeMIIN
Bora 1 ee MecTo B IJTaHMpPYEMOVI «CHUCTEMe YVICTO-
rO pasyMa» C ee TPUEAMHCTBOM «HaJIIPUPOIHBIX
umer» — bora, dertoBedecKkort cBOOOBI 1 OeccMep-
Ty gymm. Bee 9To BMecTe cocTaBpiisgeT 1eHTpaslb-
HBII (POKYC €ero KpWUTWYEeCKOV ¥ TpaHClLeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOVI PMIIOCOUI C CAMOTO ee 3apOXK/IeHVL.

KonkypcHoe counHeHme, KoTopoe OeperT 3a OT-
IIpaBHYIO TOYKY BOIIPOC O KOHEUHOVI IIeJIV VUIU
HaMmepeHnu (Endzweck) metadwsvky, HamvcaHo
C 11eJIBIO TIOKAa3aTh, YTO KpUTHUecKas dprstocodpms
KaHTa BBICTYITaeT OCHOBaHVEM HOBOVI MeTadw3n-
KV VL 9TO OHVI ITIPECTABIISIOT COOOVI «JIVIIIB [IBE CTO-
POHBI OTHOTO 11 TOro ke HaMepeHMs» (Langthaler,
2010, S. 156). B nepsbIx ab3ariax «Ycmexos metadu-
3uky» KaHT orpenessieT 3To HaMepeHMe, «KOHeu-
HYIO IleJIb», K KOTOPOVI HallpaBsjleHa Bcs MeTadu-
31Ka, KaK «HayKy, CJIyXKallylo ISl TOro, YTOOBI C
IIOMOIITBIO PasyMa MIITY OT ITO3HaHMs 9yBCTBEHHO
BOCIIPMHMMAEMOro K II03HaHWMIO CBepXUyBCTBEeH-
Horo» (AA 20, S. 260; KanT, 199406, c. 379).

VI3 Tpex cTaguii B pa3sBUTUV MeTaV3VIKM, BbI-
nensgembix Kanrom: 1) mormarmsm, wim cucre-
Ma YMCTO TeOpeTHYeCcKOro pallMiOHaJIbHOTO 3Ha-
HVs, HadMHAIOMIAsICSl C JOIJIATOHOBCKOW MBIC-
M M 3aBepriarorasics dvutocodpmen JlentOHmITa
u Boedpa (Allison, 2002, p. 341); 2) ckenTuumsm
”n 3) «KpUTMKa YMUCTOrO pasyMa» — CBOIO COO-
CTBEHHYIO TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaIbHYI0 (rIocodmio
OH OTHOCWUT K IIOCJIe[THeVI CTa/iuii, XOTd ero Kpu-
THdecKasi pustocodus Takke CBsi3aHa CO CTasyert
CKeNTUIIM3Ma, ITOHVMaeMoro KakK CKelTHIIV3M B
OTHOIIIeHUVI IIPYMeHeHMs pasyMa K cdepe cBepx-
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is perhaps more accurate to say that Kant took
the concept of God in philosophical perspective
as an anchoring point for a new kind of meta-
physics (cf. Langthaler, 2010, p. 155), namely,
for a kind of metaphysics that does not require
and is not based upon theoretical knowledge
of the ideas of reason which Kant’s critical phi-
losophy had shown to be impossible. The ques-
tion of the progress of metaphysics and the
final purpose of his critical philosophy within
the history of that progress provides Kant with
the opportunity to highlight instead the possi-
bility of an analogical or hypothetical concept
of God and its place in the planned “system of
pure reason” with its triune of “supernatural
ideas” — God, human freedom, and the im-
mortality of the soul. These together comprise
the central focus of his critical and transcenden-
tal philosophy from its inception.

The Prize Essay, which takes as its point of
departure the question of the final purpose or
intention — Endzweck — of metaphysics, is con-
cerned to show that Kant’s critical philosophy
presents the foundation of a new metaphysics,
and that the two represent “only the two sides
of one and the same intention” (Langthaler,
2010, p. 156). In the opening paragraphs of the
Progress of Metaphysics, Kant defines this inten-
tion, the “ultimate purpose” toward which the
whole of metaphysics is directed, to be “the sci-
ence of progressing by reason from knowledge
of the sensible to that of the super-sensible”
(FM, AA 20, p. 260; Kant, 2002b, p. 353).

Of the three stages in the progress of meta-
physics distinguished by Kant, dogmatism or
the system of purely theoretical rational knowl-
edge beginning with pre-Platonic thought and
culminating in the philosophy of Leibniz and
Wolff (Allison, 2002, p. 341), scepticism and the
“criticism of pure reason”, Kant attributes to his
own transcendental philosophy the final stage,
although his critical philosophy is also associ-
ated with the stage of scepticism understood as
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uyscTBeHHOro. KaHT paccMaTpuBaeT cBoro dusio-
codpuro KaK JOCTUTIIYIO KyJIbMMHAIMM MeTadu-
3KV B IPaKTUKO-TIOTMaTIeCKOM «YUeHWM MY-
npoctm» (AA 20, p. 273; KauT, 19946, c. 380, 405),
KOTOpoe OyleT BKJIIOUYAThb Te€MBbI, OXBaTbIBaeMble
TPaAMIIMOHHBIMI pasfelaMi OOIIelt 7 CIely-
aJIbHOV MeTadpVI3VIKM, PalVIOHAJIBHON IICHIXOJIO-
IV, PalIOHAJIBHOV KOCMOJIOIM VI PaIiOHaIb-
HOVI TeOJIOTMV M pacCMaTpuBaeMble He KakK cofep-
JKaHVIe TeOpeTN4ecKOro Mo3HaHMs, a KaK 0ObeKT
0cobovt POPMBI TTPAKTMUECKOTO, 3CTETIIECKOrO
VI aHAJIOTOBOI'O IIOCTVIKEHWS, JIVI TOTO, UTO MOX-
HO Ha3BaTb, YaCTVMYHO B COOTBETCTBUV M YacTWU-
HO B OTJINUMe OT coOOCTBeHHOrO pasimyenns Kan-
TOM 3aKOHHOTO V1 He3aKOHHOI'O YIIOTpeOsIeH s I'-
TI0Te3 JIs1 PACIIVPEHVS TeOPEeTMUeCKOro 3HAHMS
(cp. B 797—810; Kanrt, 20060, c. 971—985), ero ru-
MOTEeTUYECKM TIOIXOIOM.

B «Kputuke uucroro pasyma» KaHrt cumraer
3aKOHHBIM WCIOJIb30BaHMe TMIIOTe3, KOrma BOOO-
pakeHVe TIPUIMEHSIETCS «II0f] CTPOIVIM Ha[30pOM
pasyma» — 4TOOBI «IIPVAYyMbIBATb». 210 HOITy-
CKaeTcsl TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae, ecjIy 3apaHee ycTa-
HOBJIEHa «BO3MOXXHOCTB CaMoro IpeameTa» (B 798;
KanT, 20066, c. 971). DT orpaHm4eHMs, OIHAKO,
OTHOCSITCS K IPVIMEHEHWIO TUIIOTE3bl B KadecTBe
ocHoBaHMA 11 oObsicHeHms (Erklarungsgrund).
TpaHcrieHeHTaIbHAS TUIIOTE3a, «B KOTOPOV! OblyIa
ObI IIpVIMeHeHa YvicTas Vifiesl pasyMa I OObsCHe-
HUS Bellley Ipupob», st Kanra «He Obuta Obl
00BsICHEHVEM», 11 «IIPVHIIVII TAaKOVI TUIIOTe3bI CITY-
JKIJI ObI, COOCTBEHHO, TOJIBKO [IJIS1 YZIOBJIETBOPEHVIS
pasyMa, a He IJISI COMEVICTBIS IIPVIMEHEHMIO pac-
cyaka K npeameram» (B 800; Kant, 20066, c. 973).
Iopsiok v 11e71ec000Pa3sHOCTh B IIPUPOTIE TOJKHBI
ObITE OOBSCHEHBI, COIIacHO IiepBomt «KpuTuke»,
«/13 eCTECTBEHHBIX OCHOBAHMI M 10 3aKOHAM ITpW-
pompl». B 3TOM OTHOIIEHMM JTF00ast duismdeckast
ruroTesa Ooslee IIprieMsieMa, UeM «CBepxdm3ide-
cKas». VIHBIMU cJI0BaMM, CIleyeT n3beratb cChll-
KV «Ha O0KeCTBEHHOT'0 TBOPIIQ, IIPENIIOIaraeMoro
st oTom Hev». KaHT OObsCHSeT TaKoV IIar, TO
€CTb HOIBITKY «IIPOXOAUTD CPa3y MUMO BCex IIpu-
4IH, 00beKTVBHAs peajIbHOCTh KOTOPBIX, 10 Kpari-
HeVl Mepe IO MX BO3MOXXHOCTV, JOCTYIIHA Hallle-

scepticism with regard to the application of rea-
son to the realm of the super-sensible. Kant sees
his own philosophy as having achieved the cul-
mination of metaphysics in a practico-dogmatic
“doctrine of wisdom” (FM, AA 20, p. 273; Kant,
2002b, p. 364) which will include the topics cov-
ered in the traditional divisions of general and
special metaphysics, rational psychology, ratio-
nal cosmology, and rational theology, consid-
ered not as the content of theoretical cognition,
but as the object of a particular form of prac-
tical, aesthetic, and analogical apprehension —
or what I would like to call partly in keeping
with and partly in distinction from Kant’s own
differentiation of a legitimate and illegitimate
use of hypotheses to expand theoretical knowl-
edge (¢f. KrV, B 797-810; Kant, 1996a, pp. 709-
717), his hypothetical approach to knowledge of
the supersensible.

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant considers
it a legitimate use of hypotheses when imagi-
nation is applied “under the strict supervision
of reason — to invent”. This is permitted only
if “the possibility of the object itself” is assured
beforehand (KrV, B 798; Kant, 1996a, p. 709).
These limitations, however, apply to the use of
hypothesis as a basis of explanation (Erklirungs-
grund). A transcendental hypothesis, “in which
a mere idea of reason would be used to ex-
plain natural things” would for Kant be “no
explanation at all”, and “the principle of such
a hypothesis would [...] serve only to satis-
fy reason, and not to further the use of under-
standing in regard to objects” (KrV, B 800; Kant,
1996a, p. 711). Order and purposiveness in na-
ture “must be explained”, according to the first
Critique, “from natural bases according to natu-
ral laws.” In this regard, any physical hypoth-
esis is more acceptable than a “hyperphysical”
one. In other words, “the appeal to a divine
originator presupposed for the sake of this ex-
planation” should be avoided. Kant attributes
such a move, that is, the attempt “to bypass at
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MY TIO3HAHMIO IyTeM IIproOpeTeHMs MPOHIoITKa-
IOITIEroCsl OIbITa», IPVHIIUIIOM «JIEHVBOIO» Pasy-
Ma. ITockosibKy OOBEKTBI Mypa — 3TO TOJIBKO SIB-
JIeHVs], «B CVIHTe3e PSIIoB [1X] ycIoBu» iV Ipu-
YMH «HVMKOTITIA HeJIb3sl Ha/lesIThCd HaliTy YTO-JI00
3akoH4eHHOe» (B 801; KanT, 20060, c. 975).

Takoe mpuMeHeHMe T'MIIOTe3 MOXKHO OIIpeje-
JIATHh KaK OTJIMYHOe OT TOro IIpMMeHeHMs I'MIIOo-
Te3, CBOVICTBEHHBIX pedIeKTVMBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTH
CyXKIIeHWsI, KOTopoe ommcaHo B «KpuTuke criocoo-
HOCTU CYXIEHWS» — ¥ MMEHHO OHO MOXeT OKa-
3aThCs IIOOTBOPHBIM /I BOCXOXK/IEHMS 3HaHMS
K MBICJIV M1 OIIBITY peajIbHOCTY CIIOHTAHHOV CUH-
TyJIgpHOCTU «cebe momobHoro» (bora wm «apy-
I'X»), 0Opa3yIolIero HeBBIPa3UMBINI ¥ HeyJIOBU-
MBIV I Teopum (POKyc moTpebHOCTM opMm-
poBaTh MIeN, IIPUCYIIelt pasyMy. XOTs Poib MIen
JIOJKHA OCTaBaThCsl C TOUKM 3peHms «IpaHciieH-
ZleHTaJIbHOV aHAJINTUKI» IIpOo0IeMaTIHOM B Te-
OpeTnYecKOM OTHOIIIEHWV, ¥ B KOHEUHOM cyeTe
IIOCTYJIaThI IIPAKTUYeCKOrO pasyMa MMeIOT CUITY
TOJIBKO B OTHOIIIEHWY VX MOPaJIbHOVI U IIpaKTiye-
CKOVI POJIV, B aHAJIUTVIKE 3CTETIYECKOro U pedprek-
TUBHOTO CY>KAEHMS U B VIX OIIOCPeyIoIIert posIn
MeX/1y 1IapCTBOM IIPUPOLIbI ¥ CBOOOJIBI B TpeThen
«KpuTrke» MOXHO pasIMUMUTh HOBBIV IIOAXOM, K
IIO3HAHMIO CBEPXUyBCTBEHHOIO 11 TIepexo]], OT pas-
YMHOIO K CBepX4uyBcTBeHHOMY. Io ciroBam Dyn-
cona (Allison, 2002, p. 343), KJIf04 K IOHVMaHWIO
HoBoro moxxoga KaHra K Meradmsuke cremyer
VICKaTh B TIOHATUN I1eJ1IecO00pa3sHOCTY, MJIN, TOU-
Hee TOBOps1, B TIOHATUN CJTyYaltHOV 11ejlecooOpas-
HOCTU B €0 crielnduyecKn pasIMIHbIX (PyHKIIN-
gIX B OTHOIIEHWUM CYXXIEHUN O IIpeKpacHOM, BO3-
BBIIIIEHHOM ¥ 11eJ71eCOO0Pa3sHOCTH (TeJIe0Iornit) B
apupome (AA 20, S. 293—-294; KanT, 199406, c. 419).
Iloxsarme CJTy YarHOVI uenecoo6pa3H0CTV1 Haxo-
IOUTCS MEXIY PasyMHBIM ¥ CBEPXPa3yMHBIM, UTO
JaeT eMy YHUKaJIbHYIO BO3MOXHOCTH «CITYXXUTh
ITOCPETHVKOM MEXIy 3TVMM JABYMs 00JIacTsIMM»
(Allison, 2002, p. 343). B Toi1 Mepe, B KaKovl OHO
OCHOBAHO Ha MHTepIIpeTalull YyBCTBEHHO BOC-
IIPUHMMAaeMbIX SIBJIeHUT IIPYPOIHBIX (PeHOMEeHOB
Y, B YaCTHOCTM, XKMBBIX OPTraHM3MOB, TeJIe0JIOr V-
yeckoe CyXX[eHVe KacaeTcsi OOBeKTOB, JaHHBIX B
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a stroke all causes with whose objective reali-
ty — at least as regards their possibility — we
can still become acquainted through continued
experience” to a “laziness” of reason. Insofar
as objects of the world are only appearances,
“nothing complete in them can ever be hoped
for in the synthesis of the series of conditions”
or causes (KrV, B 801; Kant, 1996a, p. 711).

This use of hypotheses may be distin-
guished from the use of the kind of hypothe-
sis native to the reflective power of judgment
described in the Critique of Judgment — and it
is this use which can prove fruitful for the as-
cent of knowledge to thought and experience
of the reality of a spontaneous singularity “like
me” — God or the “others” — which form the
ineffable and theoretically unattainable focal
point of reason’s inherent need to form ideas.
Although the role of ideas must remain from
the viewpoint of the “Transcendental Analyt-
ic” problematic in theoretical respect, and ulti-
mately the postulates of practical reason have
validity only with regard to their moral and
practical role, a new approach to knowledge of
the supersensible and the transition from the
sensible to the supersensible is discernible in
the analytic of aesthetic and reflective judgment
and their mediation of the realm of nature and
freedom in the third Critique. As Allison (2002,
p. 343) recognised, the key to an understand-
ing of Kant’s new approach to metaphysics is
to be found in the concept of purposiveness, or,
to put it more precisely, in the concept of for-
tuitous purposiveness in its specifically dis-
tinct functions with regard to judgments of
beauty, the sublime, and purposiveness (tele-
ology) in nature (cf. FM, AA 20, pp. 293-294).
The concept of fortuitous purposiveness strad-
dles the realms of the sensible and the super-
sensible, uniquely qualifying it “to serve as
a mediator between the two domains” (Alli-
son, 2002, p. 343). Insofar as it is based on in-
terpretation of sensible appearances of natural
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UyBCTBEHHOM CO3epIIaHN, KOTOpPble KaK TaKOBbIe
SMIIMPUYEeCKN ITo3HaBaeMbl. OmHaKo, HoOyXmas
Hac «MBICJIUTh TaKye OOBbeKTHI TaK, KaK ec/Iy Obl
OHM OBUIVM HPOAYKTaMM Pa3syMHOVI IIPUUMHBD,
IeVICTBYIOIIEN IIpelHaMepeHHO, «a He IIPOCTOro
MeXaHM3Ma IIPUPOLbl», CJIydariHas IreiecooOpas-
HOCTB yKas3bIBaeT HaM Ha HeYTo, JIeXalllee 3a IIpe-
aertaMy Tpupombl. VI IOCKOJIBKY CY>KIIeHWS TaKO-
TO poa He «IeTePMUHUPYIOT» OOBEKTHI UYBCTB,
a KacaroTcs Halllero crocoda cBoOOOIHO CyOuTh B
pedriekcmm Ha OCHOBe HEOXKMTAHHOV TapMOHWM3a-
LWV HAIIVX VMHTE/UIEKTYaJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV,
KOTOPYIO OHU BBI3BIBAIOT, CY>XXIEHMS O IIpeKpac-
HOM ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOM B IIPUPOIe I MCKYCCTBE II0-
3BOJISIOT HaM YTBEpPXKIaTh He TOJIBKO eMHIYHYIO
PpeasIbHOCTb TOTO, YTO BOCIIPMHIMMAETCS KaK KOC-
BeHHOe ¥ cOpPMIMPOBaHHOE TI0 aHAJIOTUV IIPO-
SIBJIEHVIE CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOI'0, HO ¥ (PaKT HaIlen
COOCTBEHHOV CBOOOOBI II0 OTHOIIIEHWMIO K TaKVIM
nposiieHsM. OHaKO ITOCKOJIBKY MBI MOXXEM 3a-
KOHHO IMpPeNTNoiIoKNUTh, UYTO IAPyTue «II0fO0HBIe
HaM» CIIOCOOHBI CyAUTH O IIOJOOHBIX Belllax Ta-
KVIM ke 00pa3oM, Takue CyXaeHms, Oyanyum cyob-
eKTVBHBIMI, TeM He MeHee SBJISIOTCS «YHUBEp-
CaJIBHBIMI», TO €CThb IpMoOpeTaroT BCeoOIyIo
HeoOXOOMMOCTb M OOIIe3HAYMMOCTL — ¥ TeM ca-
MBIM OTKPBIBAIOT cebe IIyTh IOJIsI CBOEV JEeVICTBUI-
TEJIBHOVI COOOIIIaeMOCTV, HI B KOV Mepe He OTMe-
HSISI CBOEVI YHVKaIBHOCTVI VI CBOOO/IBI IIOHVIMAHVAS
VIX OPYTVIMM, OT KOTOPBIX S MOTY OXWMAATh OfIO-
OpeHmsi, HO CyXIeHNe KOTOPBIX s HUKOUM oOpa-
30M He MOT'Yy OIIpefieJINTh, VIV He MOr'y IoTpebo-
BaTh, YTOOBI OHO OBIJIO TIOTOOHO MOEeMy COOCTBEH-
HoMmy. TakmM oOpa3oM, IJIsi JOCTVDKEHWS CBEpX-
YyBCTBEHHOT'O HEJIOCTATOYHO OJHOTO JIVIIIIb TIOHS-
TS 11€J1eCO00Pa3HOCT, OHO IIPVIMEHMMO TOJIBKO
B cBs31 co ceobomont (Allison, 2002, p. 344).

3ak/IroueHme

XoTs1, Kasajoch Obl, eIMHCTBEHHBIM BO3MOX-
HBIM OCHOBaHMeM [IJIs TIOJIX0/a K MaesM pa3syMa,
COCTaBJIAIOIIVIM TeMy MeTadpU3VKM, IBJIsIeTCs, CO-
IJIacHO cucTeMe pasyMa KaHra, mpakTuaecknii 1
MOpPaJIBHBIVI TIOJIXOI, Ha CaMOM JIeJie KJIIo4 K Oy/1y-
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phenomena and specifically living organisms,
teleological judgment concerns objects given
in sense intuition which are as such empirical-
ly cognisable. However, by stimulating us “to
think about such objects as if they were prod-
ucts of an intelligent cause” acting intention-
ally, “rather than of the mere mechanism of
nature”, fortuitous purposiveness points us
toward something which lies beyond nature.
And since judgments of this kind are not “de-
terminative” of sense objects, but concern our
manner of freely judging in reflection based on
the unexpected harmonisation of our intelli-
gent faculties they evoke, judgments regarding
beauty and the sublime in nature and art per-
mit us to affirm not only the singular reality of
what is perceived as an indirect and analogical
manifestation of the supersensible, but the fact
of our own freedom with regard to such man-
ifestations. Nevertheless, because we may le-
gitimately assume that others “like ourselves”
are equipped to judge such things in the same
manner, such judgments, while subjective, are
nevertheless “universal”, i.e. they take on a uni-
versal necessity and validity — and in doing so
open the path for their genuine communicabili-
ty, without invalidating in any way their singu-
larity and the freedom of the other in reflecting
upon them, whose affirmation I may expect,
but whose judgment I can in no way determine
or demand to be like my own. Thus, the con-
cept of purposiveness alone does not suffice to
attain the supersensible, but only in its connec-
tion to freedom (cf. Allison, 2002, p. 344).

Conclusion

While it would seem, then, that the only pos-
sible basis for an approach to the ideas of rea-
son which comprise the topic of metaphysics is,
according to Kant’s system of reason, a practi-
cal and moral one, in fact, the key to a future
metaphysics which will answer to the demands



et MeTadusVKe, KOTopas OyeT oTBedarhb Tpebo-
BaHMAM Kputndeckon dprtocodpmm Kanra, Hesa-
BICVIMO OT TOTO, OBUIO JIVI 3TO KOHEYHBIM HaMepe-
HvieM KaHTa, JIEXXUT B TUITOTETIYECKOM TIOIXOJIe K
IIO3HAHWIO CBEPXUyBCTBEHHOIO, IIpVIMep KOTOPO-
ro mpepcrasirsieT «KpuTnKa criocoOHOCTY CyXKTe-
HUs». B cBOeM mepBruHOM pasperieHnn Ha «Kpu-
TUKY 3CTETMYeCKOV CIIOCOOHOCTM CYXOEeHWs» U
«KpUTHKY TeJ1eos10rmuecKont CIIOCOOHOCTY CYKe-
Hs» 9Ta «KpuTmka criocoOHOCTY CY>XKIeHMS» M3~
JIaraeT CIIoco0 pacCyKAeHMs 10 aHaJIOT MY, KOTO-
PBIVL, Oyaydm B34T B TaHIeMe C KAaHTOBCKOV «He-
raTVBHOVI TeOJIOrMell» CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOI'O, MOXKET
CITy>KVUTHh TIO3UTVIBHBIM METOIOM BOCXOXKIIEHVIS
3HaHMS U JII00BM K Oe3ycJIOBHOMY, I B 3TOM OT-
HOIIIEHNVI POJICTBEHEH TOMY MeTOAY AMaJIeKTUKI
Y aHaJIOTMV, KOTOPBIV IIPeICTaB/IeH B [Iyiasiorax
ITinaTtona (cM.: Zovko, 2014). XoTst B OTHOIIEHUN
TeopeTydyecKoro ro3Haums KaHT 3ampertaer ymo-
3aKJIFOUeHNs OT cpepbl YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHVI-
MaeMoro K cdepe SKOObI CBEpXUYBCTBEHHOV Cy0-
CTaHITNY, OTHAKO BUJI, yMO3aKJTIOUeHVIsI CYIMBOJIV-
YEeCKOro M I10 aHAJIOTMV BO3MOXKEH U JTaKe JKeJjla-
TeJIeH B OTHOITIEHVI IIPOSIBIIEHVI IIPEKPACHOTO U
BO3BBIIIIEHHOT'O B IIPMPOJIE U VICKYCCTBe.

ITpu co3maHMM yCIIeNTHOro IIPOM3BelleHNns VC-
KyCCTBa lleJIeHaIIpaBJIeHHOCTh CO3HATEJIHHOTO 3a-
MBICJIa COYeTaeTcs C Oecco3HaTeIbHOV 3aKOHO-
MEPHOCTBIO €CTECTBEHHBIX ITPOIeCCOB IS TOCTH-
JKeHVsI HeOOBIYHOrOo OOpPa3sHOro IIpefcTaB/IeHVIS
vzert. Ommpasich Ha IPUPOIHYIO CPery, «ITOPSIIOK
OrpaHMYEeHNI» VIV €CTeCTBEHHBIN «MeXaHV3M»,
KOTOPOVI JIOJDKEH OCBOUTD XYAOXKHVIK, 8 onpedeseH-
HOM OmHOUleHUY MOXHO CKa3aTh, YTO IIpOM3Berie-
HVIe VICKYCCTBa «He IIPOCTO BbleAA0UM KaK IPOLyKT
IpUponbl», oHO UM ssisiercs (Guyer, 1997, p. 356).
Tem He MeHee «TTOHATVIE M3SIIITHBIX VICKYCCTB He J10-
ITyCKaeT, YTOOBI Cy>KeHNe O KpacoTe VX IIpom3Be-
JIeHVsT BBIBOIVIIOCH 113 KaKOro-iioo Ipasula, KO-
TOPOE VIMeeT CBOVIM OITPeJIeIISIOIIVIM OCHOBaHVIEM
nougrue» (AA 05, S. 307; Kanr, 2001, c. 411). ITpo-
M3BeJIeHe VICKYCCTBA IIPeICTaBIIsIeTCsl HaM JINIIIb
KaK IIPOIYKT IPUPOMBI, XOTS MBI IIPV3HAeM, UTO
OHO SIBJISIETCS IIPOIYKTOM 3aMBICJIa XYIOXKHMKA.
VIMeHHO 3TO YHUMKAaJIBHOE VI HeOXKWIAaHHOe COBIIa-
JleHVie CBOOOIBI 11 HEOOXOIMIMOCTY HATIOTHSIET Hac
BOCTOProM. B 3ToM mpowsBefeHMe MCKycCTBa U
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of Kant’s critical philosophy, whether or not
this was Kant’s final intention, lies in the hypo-
thetical approach to knowledge of the super-
sensible exemplified by the Critique of Judgment.
In its primary division into a “Critique of Aes-
thetic Judgment” and a “Critique of Teleologi-
cal Judgment”, the Critique of Judgment provides
a means of analogical reasoning which, tak-
en in tandem with Kant’s “negative theology”
of the supersensible, may serve as a positive
method for the ascent of knowledge and love
to the unconditional, and is comparable in this
regard to the method of dialectic and analogy
contained in Plato’s dialogues (cf. Zovko, 2014).
Though with regard to theoretical cognition
Kant prohibits inference from the realm of the
sensible to that of a purportedly supersensible
substance, yet a type of symbolic and analog-
ical inference is possible and indeed desirable
with regard to manifestations of the beautiful
and the sublime in nature and in art.

In production of a successful work of art,
purposiveness of conscious design is unit-
ed with the unconscious regularity of natu-
ral processes to achieve a singular imaginative
representation of ideas. Relying on a natural
medium whose “order of constraint” or nat-
ural “mechanism” the artist must master, in
a certain respect it can be said that a work of
art “does not merely look like a product of na-
ture,” it is one (cf. Guyer, 1997, p. 356). None-
theless, the “concept of fine art does not permit
the judgment about the beauty of its product to
be derived from any rule whatsoever that has
a concept as its determining basis” (KU, AA 05,
p- 307; Kant, 1987, p. 175). The work of art only
appears to us as if it were a product of nature,
although we recognise it to be a product of the
artist’s intention. It is this unique and unexpect-
ed congruence of freedom and necessity which
fills us with delight. In this, the work of art and
our response to it form a counterpart to mani-
festations of the beautiful and sublime in nat-
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Hallla peaKIVsl Ha HeTO IIPOTVBOIMIOJIOXKHBI IIPOSIB-
JIEHVISIM IIPEKPACHOTO V1 BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO B IIPVPOLI-
HBIX $IBJIEHMSIX, KOTOpble ITPOM3BOISAT BIledaTile-
HVe IIPOAYKTOB CO3HATEJIFHOIO HaMepeHHOIO 3a-
MBICJIA, XOTSI MBI 3HaeM, UTO OHV ObUIV IIpOV3BeIe-
HBI HeOOXOVIMBIMY IIPOIIeccaMyl B COOTBETCTBIV C
YHVIBEPCATbHBIMYM 3aKOHAMV ITPVIPOJIBL.
CiryuariHasi 11e71ecoo0pa3sHOCTh BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO
VIV IIPEKPACHOTO B IIPMPOZIE VIV IIPOVM3BEIEHVISIX
VICKYCCTBa Pe30HMPYeT C TapMOHWYHBIM (PYHKITV-
OHMpOBaHVEM HaIIX CIIOCOOHOCTeI UYBCTBEH-
HOCTM, BOOOpakeHWsI M MBIIUIEHMS (PacCyIoK,
pasyM, CcyXjeHme), BbI3bIBasi IIPsIMO MJIV KOCBEH-
HO YYBCTBO YAOBOJIBCTBUA. VIrprBas 1esteycTpeM-
JIEHHOCTB, KOTOPYIO JJaeT HeoXXMJaHHas FapMOHU-
3aIys HaIllVIX MHTEeJUIeKTYaIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTET],
CITY>XXWUT MX YKPeIUIEHVIO U OXKVIBJIEHUIO, CITOCO0-
CTBYeT X JIaJIbHeVIIIeMy COTPYIHIUYECTBY, TIOBbI-
IITaeT HaIlly aKTMBHOCTH, yCWJIMBas Hallle Iepe-
KVBaHMe COOCTBEeHHOV peasIbHOCTV M CBEePXUyB-
CTBEHHOVI PeasIbHOCTYU UJIEVI, KOTOPbIe OHU IIpesI-
CTaBJISIIOT B CBOVIX YACTHBIX IIPOSIBIIEHVISIX.
KoHKkpeTHas copasMepHOCTB ITPOsIBIIEHUT ITpe-
KPacHOT'O HalIlleVl CVJTe BOOOpaskeHVsI KOHTPaCTV-
PYeT ¢ IlepeXXyBaHVeM Hecopa3MepHOCTY HEKOTO-
PBIX IIPOSIBIIEHNV IIPUPOLBI U MCKYCCTBA, Ha3bIBa-
€MBIX BO3BBIIIIEHHBIMI®. [lepert smiioM siBjeHWUM
BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO B IIPMPOJe ¥ MCKYCCTBE MBI CHa-
4asla VICIIBITBIBAEM YYBCTBO He YHIOBOJIBCTBUS, a
HeIIPUSA3HN ¥3-3a OFPOMHOCTVI CaMOI'o sBJIEHNS,
KOTOpOe IIOfIaBJIeT M IIPEBOCXOAMT HaIly CIIO-
COOHOCTB IIPeACTaBUTD ero ceOe CHIIOoN BOoOpaske-
HWS B BUJIe HOHATUN paccyaka. Torbko Ha OCHO-
Be VZIeVl pasyMa 3TO Y4yBCTBO IMCKOoMPOpTa 1 He-
MPUS3HU TPaHCPOPMUPYETCS B UyBCTBO YIOBOIIb-
CTBVISI OT IIPEBOCXOAIIIETO IO POpMe ITPOSIBIIEHVIS
MOPaJIBHOTO ITPeBOCXOJICTBA (CBOETO WJIN Yy KOTo),

8 Kaxk 3ametwt Ilrortep, xors KauT cBonM pasimyueHn-

eM TIpeKpacHOTO ¥ BO3BBIITIEHHOTO, Ka3ajock OBI, ycTa-
HaBJIMBAET JIBa B3aMMOVCKIIIOYAIOIINX CIIOCO0a OIeHKN
TIPUPOABI M MCKYCCTBA, TeEM He MeHee HEKOTOPhIe SBITe-
= vickyccrBa (Lroruiep vmveet B Buny cvmdonmio bet-
XOB€Ha) JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT, YTO IIPOM3BeIeHNe MCKYCCTBA
MOXeT ObITh OecpOpMEHHBIM B TOVI )Ke Mepe, UTO U ITofIa-
BJISIONIIVIE SIBJIEHVIS IPUPOLIbL, KoTopble KaHT BeIOUIpaer B
KauecTBe IIpuMepa B Tpetbert «Kpurnke». [Tponsseners
VICKYCCTBa, KakK yTBepkmaer lllrosurep, MoryT codeTarts B
ce0e KpacoTy ¥ BO3BBIIIEHHOCTD, «(POpMY 1 O3aa4mBaro-
myro popmy» (cm.: Schueller, 1955, p. 244 — 245).
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ural phenomena, which give the appearance of
being products of conscious intentional design,
although we know them to have been produced
by necessary processes according to universal
laws of nature.

The fortuitous purposiveness of the sublime
or the beautiful in nature or works of art reso-
nates with the harmonious functioning of our
sensitive, imaginative and intellectual pow-
ers (understanding, reason, judgment), evok-
ing directly or indirectly a feeling of pleasure.
The playful purposiveness which the unexpect-
ed harmonisation of our intelligent faculties af-
fords serves to strengthen and invigorate them,
further their cooperation, heighten our activity,
intensifying our experience of our own reality
and the supersensible reality of ideas they rep-
resent by their singular manifestations.

The specific proportionality of manifesta-
tions of beauty to our power of imagination
contrasts with the experience of the dispropor-
tionality of certain manifestations of nature and
art referred to as sublime.” In the face of phe-
nomena of sublime in nature and art, we are
tirst affected by a feeling not of pleasure, but
of pain, because of the enormity of the phe-
nomenon itself, which overwhelms and sur-
passes our capacity to represent it to ourselves
by imagination’s power to exhibit concepts of
understanding. Only on the basis of ideas of
reason is this feeling of discomfort and pain
transformed into a feeling of pleasure at the
form-surpassing manifestation of moral supe-
riority (our own or another’s), presented to us
by such phenomena. The disproportionality of

> As Schueller has remarked, while Kant may appear
by his distinction between the beautiful and the sublime
to posit two mutually exclusive ways of judging nature
and art, yet certain phenomena of art (Schueller refers
specifically to a symphony by Beethoven) demonstrate
that a work of art can be formless in the same manner
as the overpowering phenomena of nature which Kant
chooses as his preferred example in the third Critique.
Works of art, as Schueller argues, can in fact combine
beauty and sublimity, “form and baffling form” (cf.
Schueller, 1955, pp. 244-245).



IIPeICTaB/IIeEMOr0 HaM TaKuMM sBJleHnsMu. He-
COpa3MepHOCTh OeCKOHEYHBIX ITPOCTOPOB 3Be3JI-
HOrO He0a COOTBETCTBYET B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHW BHY-
IaroIeMy OJIaroroBeiHBIN TpelleT MOpaIbHOMY
O0JIVIKy Teposi Tiepe] JINIIOM HeCIIPaBeIJIMBOCTH,
HeCMOTpsl Ha TpeOyeMylO OT Hero IIpeleIbHYIO
XXepTBYy, KaK, HapumMep, B «AHTUroHe». Takmm 00-
pa3oM, TeCHasl V1 B3aVIMOJIOIIOJTHSIOIIAS CBSI3b IIpe-
KPaCHOTO ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOIO, X aHAJIOI VIS VI CIIO-
COOHOCTB CHMMBOJIM3MPOBATh MOpaIbHOe HOOpO
CTAHOBSITCSI OUEBVTHBIMY, KaK KPaCHOPEUVBO pe-
stomupyet Iiorwtep: «Kpacota 1 Mopaib paspe-
JIEHBI, 3TO IIPaB/Ia, HO He3aMHTEPeCOBAHHOCTH CY-
XJIeHMs BKyca (ero cBoOozia Jake OT MOPasIbHOIO
no0Opa) 1103B0OJIIeT eMy OBITh CIMBOJIOM MOpaJIbHO-
ro 1100pa. B cy>xmeHmsx BKyca criocOOHOCTB HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTM — 3TO TOJIBKO mrpa. Ilockosbky wc-
KYCCTBO SBJISIeTCSI BbIpasKeHVeM Halllevl 4esIoBed-
HOCTV, KOTOpasi BKJIFOUaeT B ceds UyBCTBO CHIMIIa-
TUV VI CIIOCOOHOCTB K OOITIEHMIO... OHO IOIpa3yMe-
BaeT CyOCTpaT HpaBOB B 4eJIOBEYeCKOV IIpUporIe»
(Schueller, 1955, p. 245, footnote).

IToka e1ie MOXXeT OBITH HESICHO, KaKMM 00pa3oM
3cTeTrYecKoe CyXKJeHVe O IIpPeKpacHOM IV BO3-
BBIIIIEHHOM B ITPOM3BEIeHM VICKYCCTBa VIV IIPU-
pombl obecriedriBaeT HOBBIVI ITOAXO, K CBEPXUIYB-
CTBEHHOMY, KOTOPBIVI SIBJISIETCS IIETIBIO V1 coieprKa-
HieM JIro00m Oyay1ert MeTadpM3VIKY, KOTOpasi MO-
KeT IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha IIpVMeHeHVe KPUTUYIeCKON
dmtocodpmm KanTa. Perrrenne, omHako, kpoeTcs B
OTHOIIIEHWVI 3TOTO TUIIa CYXKIeHMs K cBoOozIe, KO-
TOpOe KOPEHWUTCS B Pas3IMIeHNN POJIv BOOOpake-
HVS B TEOPETUYECKOM (JIOTMYeCcKOM VUIVI SMIIV-
PUYeCcKOM) 1 3CTeTIYeCKOM CyXIeHun. B acretn-
YecKOM CyXIeHUM pedpieKcus 1 BooOpakeHNe B
crienprIecKoM CMBICIIe CBOOOIHBI VIV aBTOHOM-
HbI (cp. Recki, 2001, S. 63; cp. AA 05, S. 240—244;
Kanr, 2001, c. 245—251). Ecyim B 1103HaHMM cXxeMa-
TH3aIMs IIpeIioyiaraeT IoaBeieHie MHOrooopa-
3151 YyBCTBEHHOI'O CO3epLiaHMs IIOfL IIOHSATHE, TO
B 3CTETMYECKOM Cy>XIIeHU BOOOpakeHIe «cxeMa-
Tsmpyert 0e3 moHsATIS» (AA 05, S. 287; KanT, 2001,
c. 361). BoobpaskeH1e Kak CITOCOOHOCTD IIpeICTaB-
JIATHh TPeAMeT B CO3epLIaHMM Oe3 IPUCYTCTBUS
IIpeIMeTa SIBJISIeTCS «HeOoOXOIVIMOVI COCTaBHOM Ya-
CTBIO CaMOTO BOCHPUATMS», KaK PeLelITUBHOIO,
TaK ¥ CIIOHTAHHOI'O, pa3pellaolero B paccygoy-
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the endless expanse of the starry heavens cor-
responds in this respect to the awe-inspiring
moral stature of the hero in the face of injus-
tice, in spite of the ultimate sacrifice demanded
of her as, for example, in the Antigone. In this
manner, the close and complementary relation-
ship of beauty and sublimity and their analogy
to and ability to symbolise the morally good,
become clear, as Schueller (1955, p. 245 n105)
so eloquently summarises: “Beauty and morals
are separate, it is true, but the disinterestedness
of the judgment of taste (its freedom even from
the morally good) qualifies it to be a symbol
of the morally good. In the judgment of taste,
the moral faculty is only a play. Since art is the
expression of our humanity, which includes a
feeling of sympathy and the power of commu-
nication [...], it implies a substrate of morals in
human nature.”

It may yet be unclear how the aesthetic judg-
ment of beauty or sublimity in a product of art
or nature provides a novel approach to the su-
persensible, which is the aim and content of
any future metaphysics which may claim to
take account of Kant’s critical philosophy. The
solution, however, lies in the relationship of
this type of judgment to freedom, which is root-
ed itself in the differing role of imagination in
theoretical (logical or empirical) and in aesthet-
ic judgment. In aesthetic judgment, reflection
and imagination are in a specific sense free or
autonomous (cf. Recki, 2001, p. 63; cf. KU, AA 05,
pp- 240-244; Kant, 1987, pp. 91-95). Whereas in
cognition schematising involves subsuming the
manifold of sense intuition under a concept, in
aesthetic judgment, imagination “schematises
without a concept” (KU, AA 05, p. 287; Kant,
19964, p. 151). As the ability to produce images
of an object in intuition without the object be-
ing present, imagination is a “necessary ingre-
dient of perception itself”, both receptive and
spontaneous, mediating “a corresponding in-
tuition” to the concepts of the understanding,
“as necessarily related to the original unity of
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HBIX TIOHATUSAX «COOTBETCTBYIOIIee Co3epliaHvie»,
«KaK HeOOXOIVIMO CBSI3aHHOTO € IIepBOHAYJIbHBIM
eIMHCTBOM ammeprentmm» (B 151—152, 153 —154;
Kant, 200606, c. 225, 229, 233). B oTHOITIEHUI Teo-
PeTM9ecKoro 3HaHMS BOOOpaskeHe, TaKuM oOpa-
30M, He CBODOJTHO, a SIBJISIETCS JIVIIID «JIeVICTBVEM
paccyzika v ero... IepBbIM IIpVIMeHeHeM K 00bek-
TaM BO3MOYKHOT'O OIBITa», «CJIEIOVI, XOTSI M HeoD-
XOIAMMON (PYHKIIMEN IYIN», KOTOPYIO MBI JIVIIb
B penkux ciydasx oco3HaeM (B 103; KanT, 20060,
c. 171). OgHako MO OTHOIIEHUIO K 3CTeTUYEeCKOMY
IIPOM3BEIeHNIO ¥ 3CTeTYECKOMY CYXXIEHUIO BO-
oOpa’keHVie CO3HATEIIFHO I HAMEPEeHHO OCYIIeCT-
BJISIeT CBOIO [IBOVIHYIO, «IIPOAYKTMBHYIO» M «pe-
MPOIYKTUBHYIO» HesTeIIbHOCTD: «B 3CTeTUYECKOM
OTHOIIIEHUV CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpaykeHMs, HAIIpo-
TVB, CBOOOTHA B TOM, UTOOBI CBEpX TaKOV COIJIaco-
BAHHOCTM C IIOHATVEM JIOCTaBJISATh... OOraThIVi CO-
IepKaHVieM HeoOpaTMBIN MaTepyiasl 115 pacCy/i-
Ka, KOTOPBIVI PacCy/IOK B CBOeM IIOHSTUW He IIpU-
HUMaI BO BHUMaHMe» (AA 05, S. 316—317; Kanr,
2001, c. 433). B aTom acTeTmUecKon AesTeIbHOCTI
MBI IPUOJIVKaeMcs K IeITeIIbHOCTY pacCyaKa co-
3epuaroliero, win intellectus archetypus, craHoBsCb
TeM CaMbIM, HACKOJIBKO 3TO BO3MOXXHO J1JIsI YeJIoBe-
Ka, «1107100HbIM Bory» (Zovko, 2018, p. 3165—3166).

DTO CpaBHMMO C IIIATOHOBCKVIM ITPEJITIOIOxKe-
HyieM 00 M3Ha4YaIbHOVI CBSA3V MeXIy Wieer Kak
OOKeCTBEHHBIM apXeTWUIIOM VUIV IapagurMOV U
o0pa3oM, KOTOPBIVL, KaK ITPeIIojiaraeTcs, BBIBO-
OUTCA 13 Hee U yronoOiisgeTcs ent. Harm cjiosa u
aprymeHTHI (l0goi), corstacHO pacckaszy Cokpara o
BTOpOM IuTaBaHuUM B «Deone» (99e—100a), Borwio-
IIAOT BEIM caMy 110 ceOe TOJIBKO KaK 00passl viIn
OTPa’KeHMs VIX PeaIbHOCTM — HO OH OTKa3bIBaeT-
Csl IPU3HAThH, UTO TO B OOJIBIIIEVT CTEIIEHVI OTHO-
cuTcs K logoi, yeM K BelllaM «IIpsIMO» B UyBCTBEH-
HbIX sBieHMsX (cp. [Draron, 19900, c. 58—62). Ta-
KVIM 00pa3oM, MBI OKa3bIBaeMCsI B TOVI JKe TTO3VIIVT
y Kanra, uro 1 y ITnaToHa B oTHOmeHmUM cBepx-
YyBCTBEHHOV PEaIbHOCTY, — B IIOIBEIIIEHHOM CO-
CTOSTHUV MEXy eIMHWYIHOV PeaTbHOCTBIO CyOb-
exTa 1 oObeKTa, Mexyy borom m mymon, «cammu-
MM 110 cebe», OCTaBJIIeHHBIMM T10JIaTaThCs Ha HAIILy
cobcTBeHHYIO CBOOOMY pedpieKcuy B OTHOIIEHUN
PeasIbHOCTY V1 ICTVIHBI, KPAacOTHI 11 00pPa, KaK OHM
MIPOSIBJISIOTCS B €IVHVYHO peasIbHOCTY Bellleit 11
APYTUX CyObeKTOB, ITOOOHBIX HaM.
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apperception” (KrV, B 151-152, 153-154; Kant,
1996a, pp. 191, 192-194). In relation to theoret-
ical knowledge, imagination is thus not free,
but only an “effect of the understanding and
its [...] first application to objects of a possible
experience”, “a blind, although indispensable
function of the soul [...] of which we are only
seldom conscious” (KrV, B 103; Kant, 1996a,
p- 130). In relation to aesthetic production and
aesthetic judgment, however, imagination is
conscious and an intentional implementation of
its dual, “productive” and “reproductive” ac-
tivity: “when the aim is aesthetic, then the im-
agination is free, so that, over and above that
harmony with the concept, it may supply [...]
a wealth of undeveloped material for the un-
derstanding which the latter disregarded in its
concept” (KU, AA 05, p. 316-317; Kant, 1987,
p- 185). In this aesthetic activity, we approach
the activity of an understanding which intu-
its, or intellectus archetypus, becoming thereby,
to the extent that it is humanly possible, “like
God” (cf. Zovko, 2018, pp. 3165-3166).

This is comparable with the Platonic as-
sumption of an original relationship between
the idea as divine archetype or paradigm and
the image which is assumed to derive and be
like it. Our words and arguments (logoi) accord-
ing to Socrates” story of the second-best sailing in
the Phaedo (99e-100a), embody things in them-
selves only as images or reflections of their re-
ality — but he refuses to admit this is any more
the case for logoi than is the case for regarding
things “directly” in sense appearances (cf. Pla-
to, 2017, pp. 452-457). Thus, we find ourselves,
in the same position with Kant as with Plato
with respect to supersensible reality, suspend-
ed between the singular reality of the subject
and the object, between God and the soul, “in
themselves,” left to rely on our own freedom of
reflection in respect to reality and truth, beau-
ty and goodness as they manifest themselves in
the singular reality of things and others “like”
ourselves.
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ITEPEJIOM WJIN TYIINK? R
AEBATBI B PAMKAX TEOJIOTTHECKOM
PELEITIVIVI KAHTOBCKOW ®NJIOCODPUN

M. FOnxep-Kennu'

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

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

M. Junker-Kenny'

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

Keywords: hermeneutics of thought forms, Aris-
totelian teleology, Augustine, original sin, Radical Or-
thodoxy, autonomy, ought, postulate of God
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BBemenmne

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

M. Junker-Kenny

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

1.2. Ocnobanus 045 npeodosenus
XPUCMUAHCKO020 apucmomesuancmba
Kak hopmol MbluLAEHUA

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

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

1.2. Reasons to Overcome Christian
Aristotelianism as a Thought Form

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



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

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

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

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

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

1.2.1. Locating the Foundational Change in the
Theory of Agency

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

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

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

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

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

1.2.2. TTocaedcmBus 045 meos02u1eckoll IMuKi.

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

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

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

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

1.2.2. Consequences for Theological Ethics

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

I TpenpicTopyist KOHLIETILVIV ABIYCTMHA, BO3MOX-
HO, y>Ke He SIBJISIeTCS OOIIIeM3BECTHOV — 3TO CTPEM-
JIeHVie PelInUTh IIpobsieMy Teommiier, KOTOpoe OH
COXpaHsUI Ha IIPOTSDKeHWUM BCell XXM3HWM U Iepe-
HeC 13 CBOVIX PaHHVX MaHMXEeVICKMX U IUIaTOHMYe-
ckmx yoexxgenum B xpuctuanctso (Propper, 2011,
S. 694—1092, ocobenno 981—1025; Haring, 1979).
Tem He MeHee CJIE[ICTBVMSI OTOIO OKa3aJIVICh BeChbMa
IUIOJIOTBOPHBIMM — HaIpUMep, X Pe3yJIbTaToM
cTaym Onm3Kuy K ToOOCOBCKOMY B3IVISA[, Ha ecTe-
CTBEHHYIO YeJIOBEUeCKYyIO OOIIMTEeIIBHOCTD U Mest
npyMarta LIepKBM HaJl TOCyHapCTBOM. DTU WIen
BO3HVIKJIV ellle 110 B3sTvsA PrimMa AjtapyixoM, HO, He-
CMOTps Ha 3TO, MOT'YT paccMaTpuBaThcs KaK OTpa-
JKeHMe ToNUTHYecKnx peaymit. OqHaKO IJIaBHBIV
BOIIPOC — BHYTPEHHMUIL: II0YeMYy ero TeoJIorvis, OT-
Bepraroliasi ero coocTBeHHble pPaHHVE TPYIbI 1 ap-
TYMEeHTBI €T0 COBPeMEeHHVKOB, IIpeBpalliaeT YHU-
BepcaJIbHYIO CIIacUTeJIbHYIO BOJIIO bora, koTopyto
paspaborait emie VlpeHeiT B IIPOTMBOBEC T'HOCTU-
LIV3MY, B KoHIlernInio bora, m30uparoriero HeMHo-
IVIX ¥ OCYyX[aromlero OOoJIBIIMHCTBO. bokecTBeH-
Has «Oraromark», 3aMeHSIOIAsl YeJIOBEUeCKYIO
areHTHOCTb, CIIOCOOHYIO, KaK IPUHSTO CUYWUTATH,
TOJIBKO Ha I'peX, OKa3bIBaeTCs 3HAUVIMOV B 3TOV He-
rpocTovt KoHurypary. Ho BO3SMOXHEI 11 IpyTe
TOJIKOBaHMS «OJIarojiaT», TEeOoJIOIMYecKy OIIpaB-
JIaHHBIe KaK aJleKBaTHbBIE 1 IIOIOTBOPHbBIE IHTEP-
npetanyy Oubserickoro rocianvs. OHM BKJIIOYa-
IOT B ce0si rpexoriazieHne, a Takke IIOBeCTBOBAHM
o metanoia, 00 V3MeHeHVVI ceprlla 1 OOpaleHn,
IIpe/IIIoararoieM CriIoCOOHOCTD K JIEVICTBIIO U Tpe-
OyrortieM PrT0cOPCKOro pasbsICHEHVSL.

135

M. Junker-Kenny

of newborns. This essentialising radicalisation
of a thought expressed in Paul’s Letter to the
Romans (Rom 5:8-21) — where it belongs to
the Adam — Christ contrast and is not stated as
“inherited” but merely as a factual finding in
all humans — abandons the patristic attribu-
tion of a free will to the human subject; it also
explains the new standing acquired by eccle-
siology. A different type of objectivity to that
appearing subsequently in the High Middle
Ages is put forward. In contrast to the teleo-
logical framework of Aristotle, it is not located
in the nature of everything existing, but in the
hierarchy of the church and the sacraments en-
trusted to it.

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

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

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

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

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



BOIIOJIOKeHMs» 1 «KpUTUKa ITpaKTIYecKoro pasy-
Ma» BCe e OT/IMYaeT KpellKas BHYTPeHHsIs CBsI3b
MIOHATNUI cBOOOBI, pasyMa u Bormi. OgHAKO 3TOT
«Te3VIC AaHAJIMTUYIHOCTV», B KOTOPOM OHV B3aVIMHO
IIpeOIIPeesISIOT APYT ApyTra, BCTPETIII BO3paKe-
HVe, COCTOSIIee B TOM, UTO TI0/I00Has KOHIIETIIT
cBoOomBI He goryckaeT BbiOOpa 31ma (Hiibenthal,
2005, S. 108, co ccpuikomt Ha Schonecker, Wood,
2002, S. 174—183). ITonnpaska KanTa 1793 r. paspy-
IIIaeT VX TeCHYIO B3aIMOCBS3b 1 CTaBUT Ha IIepBoe
MeCTO CBOOOY, KOTOpasi MOXKeT OBbITh MCIIOJIb30Ba-
Ha /1711 JoOpa 1 371a, HO PV 3TOM OIIpeiesiseT IIo-
CJIEHIOI0 KaK ITPOM3BOINHYIO, a He KaK CTOJIb JKe
M3HAYaIbHYIO, KaK OpreHTaIs Ha 1oopo (AA 06,
S. 29; Kanr, 19948, c. 28—29). DTOT TOHKMUIT aHa-
JIV3, OITHAKO, BCe eIIle MOXKEeT PacCMaTpPMBaTHCS Kak
«I1eJIarMIaHCKI1», IIOCKOJIBKY CIIOCOOHOCTB IIOCBSI-
TUTB ceOs «M3MEeHEeHUIO B Ccepyille» Pazy «BOCCTa-
HOBJIEHUS B CHJIe ITIepBOHAYaIbHBIX 3a/1aTKOB J10-
Opa» (AA 06, S. 44; KanT, 19948, c. 46) mpummchbiBa-
eTCs YeJIoBeKY, a He OTBOTCS BHEIITHeNl cujle —
Boxwernt 6aromarn. Ha aToMm sTane dpnocodcko-
ro aHaJIv3a 4YeIOBeYecKOV CBOOOIIBI HeOOXOIMMO
cIleJIaTh BBIOOP MeXOy IBYMsI MOMEJISMW TeOJIO-
IV KOHIIETIIIVeVI, KOTopasl paccMaTpuBaeT Ooke-
CTBEHHYIO U YeJIoBeUecKylo CBOOOIY KaK KOHKY-
pupyloIre OpyT C OpyroM, IpuydeM HOCIIeTHss
TIOTDKHA HOIYVHSATHCS 00KeCTBEHHO ITPUYVIHHO-
CTVI, KOTOPOVI OHa 0OsI3aHa CBOVIM CYIlIeCTBOBaHM-
eM; VIV KOoHIlervert bora, pycKHyBIIIero cosnarhb
CBOOOTHOTO YeJIoBeKa, KOTOPBIN CIIocoOeH BBIOVI-
paTh 3a MM IPOTUB B OTHOIIEHMSX KaK CO CBO-
M TBopriom, Tak v ¢ APyrMMM JIIOOBMIU. ATeHT-
HOCTb OTHOCUTCS K UeJIOBEKY, 1 «0JIarofgaTe» IIpu-
XOIWUTCS TIePeOCMBICIITD VI BMECTO ITOJTHOW IIOf-
MeHBI UeJI0BeUeCcKOV MHUIVMATUBHOCTY IIepeiiTy
K TOfI/Iep’KKe KOHEYHBIX, CJIOKHBIX VI BHYTPEHHe
IIPOTMBOPEUMBBIX areHTOB. KaHT mopmepxmBaeT
KoHIIerio JleriOHmIIa 0 «IlapcTBe OraromaTin»
KaK «IIpaKTM4YecKy HeOOXOIVMYIO MIIEI0 pasyMay,
OTZaBasi IPVOPUTET MOPAJIBHOV YNCTOTe HaMepe-
HWL, KOTOpasi [ejlaeT Hac JOCTOVMHBIMM OJ1akeH-
cTBa «1iapcTBa Omaromatv» (A 812 / B 840; Kawnr,
19946, c. 593). Teonormyeckast KOHIIEIIINsT OoXe-
CTBEHHOIO OTKpPOBEHWVs IIpuOaBiIsgeT YypPOBEeHb,
IIPEe/IIeCTBYIOIINY YeJIOBeUeCKOVl areHTHOCTH,
yKasbIBarOIIMI Ha OCO3HaHWe Oe3moHHOI q)aK-
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that express only one side is critiqued as not
representing the full outline (Forschner, 2011,
pp- 78-83). The Groundwork and the Critique of
Practical Reason were still marked by a strong
internal connection of the concepts of freedom,
reason, and will. Yet this “analycity thesis” in
which they mutually determine each other met
the objection that such a conception of freedom
does not allow for the choice of evil (Hiiben-
thal, 2005, p. 108, with reference to Schonecker
and Wood, 2002, pp. 174-183). Kant’s 1793 cor-
rection dissolves the close alignment and prior-
itises freedom which can be used for good and
evil yet locates the latter as derivative and not
as equally original as the orientation towards
the good (cf. RGV, AA 06, p. 29). This nuanced
account, however, could still be seen as “Pela-
gian” in that the capacity to commit oneself to
a “change of heart” in the individual’s “restora-
tion to its power of the original predisposition
to the good” (RGV, AA 06, p. 44; Kant, 1998,
p. 65) is attributed to the individual and not
handed over to an external force, God’s grace.
At this stage of the philosophical analysis of
human freedom, a decision between two mod-
els of theology has to be made: one that sees
divine and human freedom as competing with
each other and the latter as required to submit
to the divine causality to which it owes its ex-
istence; or a conception of a God who risks cre-
ating a free human counterpart who can decide
for or against a relationship both to her Crea-
tor and to fellow humans. The agency is hers,
and “grace” must be reconceived from a total
replacement of human initiative to a support
for finite, complex and internally torn agents.
Kant endorses Leibniz’s concept of a “kingdom
of grace” as, “from the practical standpoint, a
necessary idea of reason”, giving priority to the
moral purity of intention which makes us wor-
thy of the happiness of the “world of grace”
(KrV, A 812 / B 840; Kant, 1998, pp. 680-681).
What the theological concept of divine rev-



M. IOnxkep-Kennn

TUYHOCTY, VCCIIeIOBAHHBIV BIIOCJIEACTBUN IJlaB-
HbIM oOpasom Kbepkeropom: dyHgaMeHTaIbHOe
HNPUHATHE KaXIO0V JIMYHOCTY B ee CyIecTBOBa-
HUM, IIpeBpalaroliee MOPaJIbHBII ypPOBEeHb U3
OXMAaHMd ¥ IOTeHIMasja B IIpM3HaHWe U OT-
KJIVK. B dwnocodpckont xonuenumm «Peurum B
rperiesiax TOIIBKO pasyMa» He XBaTaeT IOI00HOro
aITpUOPHOTO YTBePXK/IeHsl, KOTOpOoe HeBO3MOXKHO
pacIIpUThb YeJIoBeYeCKIM pa3yMoM, HO €rO MOX-
HO IIpU3HATh JapOM, KOTOPBIT YeJIoOBeK He B COCTO-
sHum peasmmsosaTh cam (Wendel, 2005, S. 35—42;
Stosch, 2005, S. 61)°. DTo mpemIIONaraeT TEOIOI V-
YeCKMV B3II4]] Ha MICTOPUIO KaK Ha MeCTO, OTKPbI-
TOe /11 caMopacKpbITus bora. g KanTa BbIas-
JleHVie GOXXeCTBEHHOTO IIPOVICXOXKIeH M VI TIep-
BOIIPUYMHBI HapyIIMJIO Obl TPaHUIIEL pasyMma U
pasrpaHuYeHvie MeX/Ay SMIVIPUYECKVIM U YMOIIO-
CTUraeMbIM ypoBHsAMMN. TakKe ocTaeTcs repBocTe-
IIeHHOV ero 3aboTa 0 TOM, 4TOOBI MOpaJIbHbIE MO-
TUBBI He ObUIN 3arpsi3HEHbI TeTePOHOMHBIMI BO3-
HarpaxaeHusmu. Ho HeoOs3aTesrbHO, UTO MMeH-
HO 3TO HOIpa3yMeBaeT MCTOpUYecKas Tpagyiiis
BepoyueHIs, obpalarorasics K ceoeMy bory. Dto
B paBHOVI CTelIeHV MOXeT OBITh BbIpaskeHVeM JI0-
Bepys K CMBICITY, KOTOPBIVI JIFOIM He B CMJIax Harl-
TU caMU, IIPOCBOOVI TTofIAepXKaTh MX B VIX OOpeHm-
gX, 00OCTpEeHHBIX VX 3HaHWeM 00 OTCYyTCTBUM He-
OOXOIVMMOCTM TaKOBBIX, ODOCHOBaHVIEM WX CIIy-
yartHOCT B TBOpIle, yTBepXKIaroleM CyIIecTBO-
BaHMe KaXX/I0ro 13 HIUX.

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

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

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

3. Critiques of Kant from a Hegelian
Position in Theology

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

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



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

3.1. «<Mcmopusa» xax obaacme pearusayuu pasyma

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.1.1. Om besycaoBrocmu K B3auMHOCIL.

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

3.1.1. From Unconditionality to Reciprocity

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



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

3.1.2. Heucuepnaemocms Moeu.

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

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

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

3.1.2. The Inexhaustibility of the Idea

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

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

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

3.2. IIpudepxubasace purocogpuu
cybsvexmuocmu, pazbubaem cepmenebmuxy Gepol

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I

law as a “psychological deception’.



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

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

Kak TOJIIBKO MBI JIOIIyCKaeM BO3MOXKHOCTB
HeIIpephIBHOIO Iporpecca B IOTeHHMaje 0o-
rOCO3HaHWs, OJHOBPEMeHHO OTpuliasl, YTO ero
COBEpPIIEHCTBO CYIIeCTBYeT Ie-Jn0o0, Mbl TakxKe
He MOXXeM OoJIbIlle yTBep)K/aTh, YTO TBOpeHIe
JeJIoBeKa ObUIO WM Oy IeT 3aBepIIieHo, ITOCKOITb-
Ky, HeCOMHEHHO, B ITporpecce TakuM oOpasoM
HeIIpephIBHOE COBEPIIIEHCTBOBaHNIE BCeryla OCTa-
eTcsl JIIB MPOCTOV BO3MOXKHOCTBIO. DTO O3Ha-
9ajio OB TOBOPUTH He TOJIBKO O YejloBeKe, HO
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forts. Unlike Hegel’s restriction to a monistic
framework of immanence, Kant reaches beyond
what a critical concept of reason can prove, by
taking the finitude and contingency of human
existence as seriously as the formal uncondi-
tionality of its freedom. Staying with the per-
spective of subjectivity as the anchor point of
the relation to the self, the world and others,
the antinomies are identified and not sublat-
ed into a higher synthesis. Thus, the opening
towards a source of meaning that would oth-
erwise remain inaccessible is the express con-
sequence of his approach. Wendel concludes
that “a theology that gives central place to the
principle of autonomy in no way stands against
the gifted character of revelation [...] because
freedom also in the Kantian tradition can be
grasped as a freedom owed (verdankte) that is
open to the claim of an unconditioned (Unbed-
ingten)” (Wendel, 2005, p. 35).

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

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

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

4. IToctmMmoagepHMUCTCKasA KPpUTHUKa
KaHTOBCKOIO CyOBbeKTa B IIpOeKTe
PagMKaJIbHOM OPTOOOKCUM

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

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

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

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

For positions that regard the concept of the
subject as having been uncovered as an illu-
sion, the anthropological turn instigated by
Kant becomes an absurd enterprise which must
be traced back to an ideological foundation.
The Enlightenment embrace of “universalism”
is deconstructed as veiling particular interests
purported to be general. To this postmodern
critique, the English-speaking cross-denomi-
national movement of Radical Orthodoxy at-
taches a theological programme that combines
Augustinianism with monism (4.1). In contrast,
the biblical distinction between God and the

144



e CJIefICTBIS Bephl B Vncyca XpucTa Kak yesioBe-
Ka VI BMecTe C TeM DOXKeCTBO pacCMaTpUBArOTCs KakK
XPUCTUAHCKOE SIIPO, KOTOPOe HOJDKHO OBITh 3KC-
IUIVIIVPOBAHO B KaTeropmsix cBo0oas! (4.2).

4.1. Ummanenummnasa Tpouya xax
arvmepnamuba cobpemennoil Konyenyuu
BoxxecmBennoeo camoomkpobBenusn

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

14 Hoff (2010, p. 196).



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

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

From a monistic understanding of God as in-
corporating the faithful in a Trinitarian circula-
tion of love it becomes clear why the distinction
between philosophy and theology is due to be
abolished. There is no general consciousness
of truth to be addressed by theological reflec-
tion on the revelations of the economic Trini-
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cKasl pedprieKCys 10 TIOBO/TY OTKPOBEHWSI 5KOHOMV-
yeckot Tpoulibl B TBOpeHMM, BOIUIOIIEHUN W VC-
KymuieHun u B Jlyxe, BefyIeM K MCTMHe XpycTa.
IIpenmonoxkeHne o cylecTBoBaHUM «Jlpyroro»
11 bora [evicTBUTEIIBHO SIBJIeTCS epeTIYeCKIIM.
Bosparrienmie k 6mOsierickomy ydeHvio o bore, oT-
JIMYHOM OT TBOpeHMs], OpocaeT BBI30B MIMEHHO Ta-
KOMY ITPOYTEHWIO XPVICTMAHCKOI'O ITOC/TaHVS.

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

3aK/IIoueHMe

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

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

Conclusion

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

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

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



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

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

Since the division of eras due to Kant, var-
ious streams have forged new routes. For the
subject matter that Christian theology reflects
on, the conclusion stands that “even in its op-
position [Entgegensetzung] to the Christian
faith, thinking in terms of freedom shows a
greater affinity to this faith than the modes of
thought of earlier epochs” (Propper, 1991, p. 12,
cited from Essen, 2005, p. 221).
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IIOUEMY «OTUYECKOE TOCYIJAPCTBO»
KAHTA MOJXET OKA3ATDBCJI IIOJTE3HBIM
B bOPbBE C COBPEMEHHBIMU
COLUVAJIBHBIMMU ITATOJIOI'MAIMWU

X. Haeav-IToyexaav'

Kaxk nokasvibarom nociednue coyuaivHole uccae0oba-
HUS, JKu3HeHHbLT Mup Bce boavute nodbepeaemcs BAUAHUIO
KOppO3UU COYUarbHulx cBaseil u azpeccubHbix npubviuex,
npoabasowuxcs, Hanpumep, 8 Bvipaxenusx HeHabucmu
6 coyuarvhoix cemax. Ilpumeuamenvio, umo pasbumue
10000HbIX ABreHull He yoaioce npedomBpamums 6 koH-
CUMYYUOHHBIX AubepaivHulx eocyoapcmbax. B nouckax
100x00514e20 cnocoda 60pbObl ¢ HbIHEUHUMU COYUANLHDI-
MU NAMoA0UAMY. aHaiusupyemcs ymbepxoenue Karnma
0 MOM, YUMo HAPAQY C «IOPUOUUHECKU-ePAXKOAHCKUM (0AU-
mueckum) 20cyoapcmbom» HeodX00UMO co30ams U KyAb-
mubupobams  «amuecku-epaxoanckoe e2ocyoapcmbo»,
obvedunsaouee A100eil «nod Booumesvcmbom 3aKoHo8 0o-
6podemenu». Ymbepxoernue Kanma obcyxoaemces 6 cpab-
HEHUU C «NOCHMEMApu3ULeckuMu» KOHYenyusamu Mopa-
au Poasa u Xabepmaca, komopuie npoabuau c6oio Hecocno-
AMeALHOCHIb 10 NputUHe 002060pHO20 100X004, UCHOAL3O-
Banno2o 6 Hux. BaxuuiM npu paccmomperuu kawoueboi
udeu «eocyoapcmba dobpodementi» 0ka3viBaemcs mesuc
Kanma o mom, umo maxoe eocydapcmbo «(uesoBeuecku
ycmposiemoe) Moxcen 0bimb ocyusecbaeHo He uHAYe, Kak
6 hopme yepbu». B cBa3u ¢ mem umo ceco0Hs 60 mMHo2ux
uaCAX MUPA 3HAYUTNEABHASA YACTL HACEAeHUS Npudep-
Kubaemcs a2HOCMUYecKUX UAU Ameucmuueckux yoexoe-
HUT, akyeHm Oeiaemcs HA 0CODOT KOHUenyuu «uyepkbu»
y Kanma, xomopas uemxo omauuaemcs om «ucmopude-
ckux» Bepoyueruil U peAuUo3HbIX NPAKMuUK, 4 makxe Ha
MoMm, kax oH obpawjaemcs k Hebepyrouyum, Hacmaubas Ha
HepaspuiBHotl CBA3U MeKOY MOPANbIO U «HUCHIO MOPAALHOU
peaueueit». Ha ocHoBe smux pasmviuiienuil muyameasHo
uccaedyemcea akmyaisHocms apeymenma Kawma o mom,
umo «dose Bcezo uenobeueckoeo poda» — €o30ams cooo-
wecmBo, 6 xomopom 400U B3aumHo noddepxubarom opye
opyea 6 Bocnumanuu moparvHoi Bocnpuumuubocmu.

KatoueBore croBa: coyuarvnoiii amomusm, meopus
Mopaau, 3Muko-epaxoanckoe 2ocyoapcmbo, 3aKoHsl 00-
bpodemenu, yepxobs, ameusm, uesobeueckutl pod, Kanm,
Poas, Xabepmac, Xopxxaiimep
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WHY KANT’S “ETHICAL STATE”
MIGHT PROVE INSTRUMENTAL
IN CHALLENGING CURRENT
SOCIAL PATHOLOGIES

H. Nagl-Docekal'

As recent social research demonstrates, the life
world is increasingly impacted by a corrosion of social
bonds and aggressive habits expressed, for instance, in
hate speech in the social media. Significantly, such phe-
nomena have not been prevented from evolving within
the framework of constitutional liberal states. In search
of an appropriate mode of challenging the current so-
cial pathologies, we should examine Kant’s claim that,
alongside the “juridico-civil (political) state”, an “ethi-
co-civil state”, uniting human beings “under laws of
virtue alone”, needs to be established and cultivated.
Kant’s claim is discussed in comparison with “post-
metaphysical” conceptions of morality, as maintained
by Rawls and Habermas. These prove deficient owing to
their contract-based approach. Important in the exam-
ination of the key idea of the “state of virtue” is Kant’s
thesis that such a state “cannot be realized (by human
organization) except in the form of a church”. In view
of the fact that, today, in many parts of the world sig-
nificant segments of the population adhere to agnostic
or atheistic convictions, the focus is placed on Kant’s
specific conception of “church” that is clearly distinct
from “historical” creeds and religious practices, and on
the way in which he addresses non-believers, since he
insists on the intrinsic relation between morality and
the “purely moral religion”. Based on these reflections,
the relevance of Kant’s arqument that it is “a duty of the
entire human race” to establish a community in which
people mutually support one another in the cultivation
of moral sensitivity is scrutinised.

Keywords: social atomism, moral theory, ethi-
co-civil state, laws of virtue, church, atheism, human
race, Kant, Rawls, Habermas, Horkheimer
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BBemenmne

PasBuBast mpeasr OOIIECTBEHHOIO YCTPOVICTBA,
IIOJTHOCTBIO OTBEYAIOIIEro TPpeOOBaHSIM MOpalb-
HOro 3akoHa, VImmanywmin KaHT pasindaer nBa
BUla TOCYApCTBa: <«IOPUINIECKU-TPAXKIAHCKOe
(O TVYECKOE) COCTOSIHVIE», OOBEIVIHSIIOLIIEe JIFO-
eVl KaK Tpak[aH «II0 ITyOJIMYHBIM IIPaBOBBIM 3a-
KOHaM», U <«3TUYeCKV-TPa’KIaHCKOe COCTOSIHIIE»,
OoOBenMHSIONIee JIIOIell Ha OCHOBAHMUM «TOJIBKO
3akon08 dobpodemesu» (AA 06, S. 95; Kant, 1994,
c. 99). CoBpemeHHBIe 1e0aTbl O MOHSTU «BIIOJTHE
YIIOPSIIOYeHHOTO O0IIIecTBa» TeM He MeHee cocpe-
IIOTOYEHBI MCKJIFOYMTEIIHHO Ha BOIIPOCAX IIpaBa U
crIpaBeyIMBOCTI. [1oXOXKe, UTO KOHIIEHITNS «3TU-
YeCKOro rocygapcrsa» KaHTa cumraeTcss ycrapes-
ITIeVl KaK B MEVTHCTPVIME COLMaIbHOV dviocodpmm,
TaK ¥ BO BIIOXHOBJIEHHOM €0 OOITIeCTBEHHOM JIVIC-
Kypce, a IIOTOMY OCTaeTCs yIIeJIOM HEeMHOIVIX VIC-
crefoBarertert Kanra. B masmbHenmmmix paccyxiie-
HVISIX pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS VICTOYHVIKY IIVIPOKO pac-
IIPOCTPAaHEHHOV IIPVIOPUTM3ALIV BOIIPOCOB O JIVI-
OepaJIbHOM roCyIapCTBe V1 O TOM, K KaKVM IIOTePsIM
IIPVIBEJI STOT TEOPETIUIECKIII TIOBOPOT. DT BOIIPO-
CbI OyIIyT OOCYXXIaThCS B CBETE COLVIOJIOTTYECKVIX
VICCIIEIOBAaHUVI B YCJIOBUSIX COBPEMEHHOVI JKM3H,
KOTOpPBIe 0COOO BBIIIEIISIOT OIHY IIPOOJIeMY: CKJIOH-
HOCTh K aTOMVICTIYECKOV W3OJISIINY VIHAVIBUZA,
BeIyIleyl K Je3MHTerpalyy COLMAIbHBIX CBS3€eN
M CHIDKEeHMIO corvmapHocT. OnmH 13 BakHeV-
IITVIX BBIBOIIOB COCTOWUT B TOM, YTO 3TW «COLIVAJIb-
Hble I1aTOJIOTMI»’ ODYCIIOBIIEHBI BTOPXKEHVEM JIO-
TVIKV PHIHOYHOVI 5KOHOMVIKM BO BCe Cpepbl XKV3HL.
®pen [Jayummarip yTBep)KaaeT, YTO CerofHs «KOH-
KYPeHIIVS Y arOHVCTIYecKasi OOpb0a» BBI3BIBAIOT
IIPOLIeCCHl «CoLMaIbHOM atomumsan» (Dallmayr,
1993, p. 249). AHasiormuHbIM oOpaszoM [IsHwmenn
bert oTMedaeT «aTOMMCTIIYeCKVIe TEHIEHIINM CO-
BPEeMEeHHBIX JINOepaIbHBIX OOIIIECTB», TO €CTh «3P0-
3110 OOIIIeCTBEHHOV XM3HM BO Bee Oorlee (pparMen-
TUPOBAaHHOM OOIIlecTBe», KOTOpoe (POpMMpyeTcs
«0Oe3yIepyKHOVI KaITHOCTBIO, OIIMTHOUECTBOM, TOPO/I-
CKom ITpecTyHHOCTEIO» (Bell, 2016, p. 10).

2 OtoT TepmuH ObUT BBemeH Porzom (1995, c. 397 —403), B
m1aBe 69 «[ToHsTIE BIIOJIHE YIIOPSITOYEHHOT0 00IIecTBa.
* OOBbsCHEeHVE 5TOrO TepMMHA CM. B cTaTbe AKcesrsi XOH-
Heta (Honneth, 2014, p. 86).

157

H. Nagl-Docekal

Introduction

Elaborating on the ideal of a social or-
der that fully meets the demands of the mor-
al law, Immanuel Kant distinguishes two
kinds of state: the “juridico-civil (political)
state”, uniting human beings, as citizens, “un-
der public juridical laws”, and the “ethico-civ-
il state”, uniting human beings “under laws of
virtue alone” (RGV, AA 06, p. 95; Kant, 1996f,
pp- 130-31). The current debate on the notion
of a “well-ordered society”? does, however, fo-
cus exclusively on issues of right and justice.
It seems that Kant’s conception of the “ethical
state” is considered obsolete in the mainstream
of social philosophy as well as in the public dis-
course inspired by it, and thus discussion is left
to a few Kant scholars. The following reflec-
tions examine the sources of the widely-shared
prioritisation of issues of the liberal state and
the kind of loss that has resulted from this the-
oretical turn. These issues will be discussed in
the light of sociological research into the con-
ditions of contemporary life which highlights
one problem in particular: the propensity to-
wards an atomistic isolation of the individu-
al that leads to a disintegration of social bonds
and dwindling solidarity. One crucial finding
is that these “social pathologies”? are rooted in
the fact that the logic of market economy has
intruded into all spheres of life. Fred Dallmayr
maintains that, today, “competition and ago-
nistic struggle” are causing processes of “social
atomization” (Dallmayr, 1993, p. 249). Similar-
ly, Daniel Bell observes “atomistic tendencies
of modern liberal societies”, i.e. “the erosion
of communal life in an increasingly fragment-
ed society” that is shaped by “unbridled greed,

2 This term has been introduced in Rawls (1971, pp. 453-
462), see chapter 69 “The Concept of a Well-Ordered So-
ciety”.
* For an explanation of this term see Honneth (2014,
p. 86).



X. Harnp-Jlonexanb

B macroginen cratee paccMaTpuBaeTcsl BOIIPOC
O TOM, MOXXeT JIV KOHIIeHIIVs «3TUYeCKOro rocy-
nmapcTBa» KaHTa OKas3aTbcsl aKTyaIbHOVI CETOfIHS,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHa ITpefioCcTaBjIseT IIeHHbIe MHCTPY-
MeHTBI I YCTpaHeHMsI HeIOCTaTKOB VMCKIIIOUM-
TeJIbHO IOPUIMYECKOro IOAXOoJa K COLMaTbHBIM
BOITpOCaM ¥ ISl pa3paboTkm Oortee oOCTOSTETH-
HOVI MzIeVt TIOAJIMHHO YesIoBeuecKoro coooIecTsa.
Ilep6as wacmv CTaTbM IIOCBAIIEHA YTBEP)KIEHWIO
[Ixona Porisza o «rporenypHovt TpaHcpopMalm
KaTeropryecKoro MMIiepaTyBa», a TakxXe «IVCKYp-
CUBHO-TEOPETMYECKVM» KOHIIEMIIVMSM MOpaIl,
paspaboranaeiM IOpresom Xabepmacom m Pari-
HepoM Popcrom. Bo bmopoil uacmu obcyxpgaroTcs
CyIIleCTBeHHbIe HeJIOCTaTKM 3TUX «IIocTMeTadu-
3UYeCKMX» TOIXOI0B K MOpaIi 110 CpaBHEHWUIO C
KoHUenent Kanra. B mpemven uacmu oobsacHs-
eTCsl MPVHIUIIVAIBHBIVI MOMEHT pas3indis MeX-
Ay «IIOJTUTUYeCKUM» 1 «3TUYeCKMM» 0DIecTBOM,
a B uembepmoil pestoMmupyetcs Tesuc Kanra o Tom,
YTO «3TUUYECKOe TOCYJapCcTBO» MOXeT OBITh pea-
JIV30BaHO JIFOBMU TOJIBKO «B pOopMe LepKBu». B
nAmo uacmy paccMaTpyBaeTcsl IOTeHIIasl KOH-
LIV TOCYJapcTBa Ha OCHOBAaHWMY «TOJIBKO 3a-
KOHOB [100pofieTe/In» ¢ y4eTOM IIMPOKO pacIpo-
CTPaHEHHBIX CEeTOIHS CBETCKMX YOeXIIeHWII JIfo-
nert. OKaXkeTcs JIv 3Ta KOHIIEIIIIVS TT0JIe3HO IS
yCcTpaHeHMs MOPaJIbHBIX HeIOCTaTKOB, MapKMUpYy-
IOIIVX COBPEMEHHBIVI XM3HeHHbI Mup? M Ka-
KOe 3HaueHVe MeeT OTKpbIBaeMasi C ee IIOMOIIIbIO
r7100aJTPHAS TIePCIIeKTIBA?

1. ITpouenypHasi TpaHcpopMarisa
KaTeropm4ecKoro mMmIieparmsa

CeronHsl, TIOXOXe, IIMPOKO PpacIIpoCTpaHEHO
MHeHVe, YTO KaHTOBCKOe OIlperieJIeHVie MOpain
B TepMMHaAX «CaMO3aKOHOIATEIBCTBA» UMCTOrO
IPaKTUYecKoro pasymMa ycrapesio. OmHIM 13 BaX-
HEeVIIVX OCHOBaHWUII 1151 TAKOV TOUKM 3peHVsI I10-
CIIyXWMJI crocod, xkakmM [Ixon Poins yTeepxiaer,
YTO ero KOHUEMIMS CIIPaBejIMBOCTYI OCHOBaHa
Ha Kawnre. [TaBariTe KpaTKO HaIllOMHMM KJIIOYeBbIe
37IeMeHTBI ero Ho3uimv. OObICHSIS TIOHSTHE «3a-
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loneliness, urban crime” (Bell, 2016, p. 10). The
present paper examines whether Kant’s con-
ception of the “ethical state” might prove rel-
evant today, as it provides valuable tools for
addressing the deficits of an exclusively legal-
istic approach to social issues, and for elab-
orating a more comprehensive idea of a truly
human community.

The first part focuses on John Rawls’s claim
to provide a “procedural transformation of
the categorical imperative”, and on “discourse
theoretical” conceptions of morality, as elab-
orated by Jiirgen Habermas and Rainer Forst.
The second part discusses significant shortcom-
ings of these “post-metaphysical” approaches
to morality compared with Kant’s conception.
The third part explains the crucial point of the
distinction between the “political” and the
“ethical” community, while the fourth part sum-
marises Kant’s thesis that the “ethical state” can
be realised by humans only “in the form of a
church”. The fifth part examines what the poten-
tial of the conception of a state “under laws of
virtue alone” might be, given the widely shared
secular convictions of people today. Does this
conception prove instrumental in addressing
moral deficiencies marking the contemporary
life world? And what is the relevance of the
global perspective it opens up?

1. A Procedural Transformation
of the Categorical Imperative

It seems a widely shared view today that
Kant’s definition of morality in terms of the
“self-legislation” of pure practical reason has
become obsolete. The way in which John Rawls
maintains that his conception of justice has its
foundation in Kant has provided one crucial
basis for that view. Let us briefly recall key ele-
ments of his claim. Explaining the notion of the
“veil of ignorance” on which his contract theo-



BeCHI HeBeleHs1», Ha KOTOPOM OCHOBaHa ero Teo-
pus norosopa, Porrs oTMeuaeT: «3aHaBec HeBeje-
HUs JIMIIaeT 4YesloBeKa, HaxXOMAIIerocsi B VCXO/-
HOM IT0JIOXKeHW, 3HaHM, KOTOpOe II03BOJIsIeT eMy
BBIOpaTh reTepOHOMHBIe IpUHIMIIBD (Pos, 1995,
C. 224). Ba)xHO OCO3HaBaTh YCTaHOBJIEHHYIO 371eCh
CBS3b: yTBepXasi co cchlikom Ha Pycco n Kan-
Ta, YTO TOCYIAPCTBO, YTOOBI OBITH JIETUTVIMHBIM,
JIOJDKHO OBITH OCHOBaHO Ha WJIeajIbHOM JOrOBO-
pe, corlacOBaHHOM MeX/y BCeMM TIpaXJaHamu
Ha paBHBIX ycJ10BUX, PojI3 canTaeT, 4To 3TOT njle-
aJIbHBIV IOFOBOP COOTBETCTBYET OCHOBHBIM II0JIO-
KeHMAM Mopayi KaHTa, BeIpa)keHHBIM B KOHIIETI-
LU KaTeropudeckoro mmieparusa. OH HOUIIET:
«VcxomHOe TOJIoKeHMe, TaKM 00pa3oM, MOXKHO
paccMaTpuBaTh KakK IIPOLIeAypPHYIO MHTepIIpeTa-
IIVI0 KaHTWAHCKOVI KOHIIeMIIVI aBTOHOMMUM U Ka-
Teropudeckoro nmieparmsa» (Tam xe, c. 228). Ta-
KM obpaszom Pois ycTpaHsieT pasindvie MeXay
IIpaBOM ¥ MOpaJIblo, Ha KOTOPOM TaK HacTauBaJl
Kant, paspesnssg, Hanpumep, «MeTadpmsuky Hpa-
BOB» Ha JIBe 4acTl: «YdeHue O IIpaBe» U «YueHue
o nobpomeTesn». (TosIbko Ha OCHOBE 3TOrO YeTKO-
ro pasrpanndeHns KanTt oObsicHsIET CBSA3b MeXy
obenmu cpepamm, yTBepXKaasi, 4To IpU3HaHIE
MJIeaJIbHOrO OOIIIeCTBeHHOI'O J0roBopa sIBJISeTCs
MOpaJIbHBIM obs3arestbcTBoM?.) IlpumedaresrpHO,
uTo PoJI3 MCIoIb3yeT TepMUH «MOpasIbHas JINd-
HOCTB», KOIZIa TOBOPUT O Tpak[IaHMHe KOHCTUTY-
LIMOHHOro rocygapcrsa. OH OTMeuaeT, YTO I'pak-
JaHVWH IIPVHMMAaeT «IPVHIIAIBI CITIPaBeIBO-
CTV M KaK OHU BBIBOJSATCS U3 YCJIOBUVI, KOTOpbIe
XapaKTepu3yIoT ero Kak PaBHOIO B OOIIlecTBe MO-
panpHbIX JTaHOCTeN» (Tam xe, c. 449). [laree oH
yTBepXKaeT, UYTO «Halllyl MOpaJIbHble ITPVHIINIIEI
1 yOexmeHnss OObeKTUBHBL B TO Mepe, B KOTO-
POVI OHMV TIOJTyYeHBI 1 IIPOBEPEHBI IIOCPEICTBOM...
OLIeHKV apI'yMEeHTOB B VX I10J1b3y Yepes3 orpaHiye-
Hs1, BbIPaskeHHbIe KOHIIEIIIVeV ICXOHOTI'O I10J10-
xenms» (Tam xe, c. 500). boree mompobHO paszom-
past Kanra B «JIeKIusx 1o mMcTopuy MOpPasIbHOV
dutocodnm», Poirs melTaeTcs IIPOIeMOHCTPUPO-
BaTh JITUTVMMHOCTb CBO€rO IIPOYTEHMs KaTero-

* KaHT oTMeuaeT: «DTMKa TOBOPUT: XOPOIIIO, TO €CTh He-
00XOAVIMO ICXOMIS M3 BHYTPEHHMX MOTWMBOB, IIOCTYIIaTh
npaBwIbHO. [ToaTOMY IpaBo MpyHaIeXUT Y HpaBCTBEH-
Hoctn» (AA 19, S. 227, Ne 7014).
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ry is based, Rawls (1971, p. 252) notes: “the veil
of ignorance deprives the persons in the orig-
inal position of the knowledge that would en-
able them to choose heteronomous principles.”
It is important to be aware of the linkage es-
tablished here: While claiming, with reference
to Rousseau and Kant, that a state, in order to
be legitimate, must be based on an ideal con-
tract agreed among all citizens on equal terms,
Rawls considers that this ideal contract corre-
sponds with the basic terms of Kant’s thinking
on morality, as expressed in the conception of
the categorical imperative. He maintains, “The
original position may be viewed, then, as a
procedural interpretation of Kant’s conception
of autonomy and the categorical imperative”
(ibid., p. 256). In this manner Rawls eliminates
the distinction between right and morality that
Kant insisted on, for instance in separating the
two parts of The Metaphysics of Morals: “Doc-
trine of Right” and “Doctrine of Virtue”. (It is
only on the basis of this clear distinction that
Kant explains the relation between the two
spheres, claiming that it is a moral obligation to
acknowledge the ideal social contract.*)
Significantly, Rawls employs the term “mor-
al person” when referring to the citizen of the
constitutional state. He notes that the citizen
adopts “the principles of justice that are de-
rived from the conditions that characterise his
being an equal in a society of moral persons”
(ibid., p. 526). He goes on to claim that “our
moral principles and convictions are objective
to the extent that they have been arrived at and
tested by [...] assessing the arguments for them
by the restrictions expressed by the conception
of the original position” (ibid., p. 517). Elabo-
rating on Kant more extensively in his Lectures
on the History of Moral Philosophy, Rawls seeks
to demonstrate the legitimacy of his reading of

¢ Kant notes, “Ethics says that it is good, i.e. from motiv-
is internis necessary, to act right. Therefore, the right be-
longs to morality” (Refl 7014, AA 19, p. 227; tr. H.N.-D.).
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pUYecKoro mMIlepaTvBa, oOpaliiasi ocoboe BHWU-
MaHVe Ha KaHTOBCKO€ ITOHATVIE «IIaPCTBO IIeJIevi».
OH pacimidpoBBIBaeT 3TO TIOHATVIE CIIEYIOITVIM
obpasom: «Bceryia 1evicTBy 1 Tak, YTOOBI COBOKYTI-
HOCTb MaKCMM, Ha OCHOBAaHWMM KOTOPBIX ThI JIEVi-
CTBYyeIIIb, ObIJTa TAKOBa, YTOOBI THI MOT' pacCMaTpPU-
BaTh ce0Os KaK OCYIIEeCTBIISIIONIETO II0CPEICTBOM
3TVIX MaKCVIM €IVIHYIO CXeMY OOIIIeCTBEHHBIX MO-
PaJIBHBIX TIPEIIVICAaHNiI, O00peHe KOTOPBIX
BCEMI PasyMHBIMM ¥ PaIlIOHAJIBHBIMU JIIOb-
MM COOTBETCTBYET VX UeJIOBEYHOCTV VI IIPVIBEIET
(mpu OIarOnIpMSATHBIX YCIOBMAX) K LIAPCTBY lie-
ner» (Rawls, 2000, p. 205). CTouTr OTMETUTH, UTO
C TOUKVI 3PeHMSI 3TOrO CHelUIecKoro mpoure-
Hus Pors xputukyer KanTa 3a HefrocTaToK sICHO-
crn: «YeM rpeHeOperaroT, Tak 3TO SKCIUIUIIATHBIM
IIpVBJIeUeHeM BHUMAHMS K B3aIMHOMY IIpV3Ha-
HWIO MOPaJIBHOTO 3aKOHA B ITyOJIMYHOM POJIM MO-
pasibHOV KyJIBTYphI ob1iecTBa» (Ibid., p. 209). (OT0
MIOHSATVIE B3aIMHOCTM Oy/1eT o0CyXIaThCs HIIXKe.)

B coBpeMeHHOM IMCKypce BbIpa’keHVe «KaH-
TOBCKasI TPaINIIVs» 0OBIYHO ITpyMeHsieTcs K Poir-
3y M MHOTMM aBTOpaM, KOTOpbIe II03)Ke ITpUHS-
mmn ero npouteHve Kanra. OmHMM M3 TIOIXOIOB,
BIIOXHOBJIEHHBIX P0JI30M, SIBJISIETCS [IVMCKYPCUB-
Hasl TeopeTrYecKasi KOHIIEIIVsI MOpasIn, paspa-
6orannas IOprenom XabepmacoMm 11 HEKOTOPBIMM
ero yueHmKamm. CTpeMsch co3aTh «11ocTMeTadu-
3MUeCcKoe» M3JIOKeHVe MOPaJIv, STV aBTOPHI IIPsi-
MO oOpartarorcst K 3asiBiieHuio Porsa o «rporie-
OypHOV MHTepHpeTauy KaHTMaHCKOV KOHIIEII-
LIV aBTOHOMUM ¥ KaTeropryeckoro mMmIreparu-
Ba» (Porz, 1995, c. 228; cm.: Xabepmac, 2001, c. 105—
107; Forst, 2002, p. 24). O0BsicHsIs CBOVI COOCTBEH-
HBIVT «KaHTOBCKO-TIPOLIeTy PHBIVI» ITOAXOM, K MOpa-
7n, XabepMac yKasbIBaeT, YTO «B OTCYTCTBIE MeTa-
Juzmaeckyt 000CHOBAaHHBIX HOPMATMBHBIX ITPUH-
LIUIIOB MOpaIbHO-YHMBEpPCaIbHOe O00OCHOBaHVE
MOXXeT OBITh HaVIEeHO TOJIBKO B IIPOIlecce B3avM-
HOVI pallVIOHaJIBHOVI apr'yMeHTaIA... B 3ToM KoH-
TeKCTe IIPaKTUYeCKU pasyM TpebyeT, YTOObI Mbl
ObUIV CIIOCOOHBI ITPEIOCTABUTH B3aIMHBIE 1 YHU-
BepCcaJIbHBIE OCHOBAHVIS 17151 0O0CHOBAaHHOCTY MO-
pasyIbHOVI HOpMBD>’. [louepkmBast yHUBEpCaICT-

> CmM. KpaTKoe M3JI0KeHve 13/10KeHs XabepMaca, IIper-
crapiierHoe y @opcra: (Forst, 2002, p. 176 —177).
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the categorical imperative with specific atten-
tion to Kant’s concept “realm of ends”. He tran-
scribes this concept as follows: “Always act so
that the totality of maxims from which you act
is such that you can regard yourself as enacting
through those maxims a unified scheme of pub-
lic moral precepts the endorsing of which by
all reasonable and rational persons is consist-
ent with their humanity and would bring about
(under favorable conditions) a realm of ends”
(Rawls, 2000, p. 205). It is worth noting that,
from the perspective of this specific reading,
Rawls criticises Kant for a lack of explicitness:
“what is neglected is explicitly drawing atten-
tion to the mutual recognition of the moral law
in the public role of a society’s moral culture”
(ibid., p. 209). (This concept of mutuality will be
discussed below.)

In recent discourse, the expression “Kantian
tradition” typically has been applied to Rawls
and the many authors who have since adopted
his reading of Kant. One approach inspired by
Rawls is the discourse theoretical conception
of morality elaborated by Jiirgen Habermas
and some of his disciples. Seeking to establish
a “post-metaphysical” account of morality,
these authors refer explicitly to Rawls’s claim to
“a procedural interpretation of Kant’s concep-
tion of autonomy and the categorical impera-
tive” (Rawls, 1971, p. 256; cf. Habermas, 1990,
pp- 57-68; Forst, 2002, p. 24). As Habermas ex-
plains his own “Kantian-procedural” account
of morality, he emphasises that “in the absence
of metaphysically validated normative prin-
ciples, moral-universal justification can be lo-
cated only in a process of reciprocal rational
argumentation. [...] In this context, practical
reason requires that we be able to provide re-
ciprocal and universal reasons for the validity
of a moral norm.”” Highlighting the universal-

> See the summary of Habermas’s account provided in
Forst (2002, pp. 176-177).



CKIVI XapaKTep CBOero ms3JioxkeHwus, Xabepmac
yTBepXJlaeT, UTO «MOpajIbHOe COODIIeCcTBO JIIO-
Zler — 3TO COOOIeCTBO OMpaBHaHMs MOPaIbHBIX
Hopm» (Forst, 2002, p. 177—178).

2. ITogBogHBIEe KaMHWM B3aMMHOI'O
«IIpaBa Ha oIIpaBOaHVe»

IIpu Gostee BHMMATeIbHOM B3IVIsiZle Ha IIOCT-
MeTadpm3MUecKe  MPeIJIoKeHNMs  IIPOM3BeCTU
«IIpollecCya/IbHYIO  MHTepIpeTalio» KaTero-
pudeckoro mmreparvsa KaHTa MbeI 0OHapyXu-
BaeM, BO-TIEPBBIX, YTO OHa OCHOBaHA Ha CJIEIyIO-
IIIeM IMIPeIIIoNIOKEHNIL: TIOJIMHHBI MCTOK MO-
PaJIbHBIX IIpO0JIEM JIEXUT B KOH(IIMKTaX MeXIy
mogpMuL. XaOepMac yTBepkaaeT, Harmprmep: «Mo-
pajIbHble CyX[IeHWs OOBICHSIOT, KaK KOHQJIVK-
TBI MEX/1y Pa3INuYHBIMN CyOBbeKTaMy MOT'YT OBITh
paspelrieHsl Ha OCHOBE PaIlVIOHAJIBHO MOTUBVIPO-
BaHHOro cornamenus» (Habermas, 1991, S. 11).
AHaslornyHoe HarlpaBjieHVe MBICIN (POpMUPY-
eT KOHIIEMIINIO «IIpaBa Ha OIpaBIaHue» Parvire-
pa Popcra (Forst, 2014). PopcTt, KOTOPBIV TaKxke
BOCIIPMHMMaeT MOpa/IbHble BOIIPOCHI KaK KOH-
JrMKTHBIE, HOTYepKMBaeT IIPaBo JIIOAET, pasipa-
JKEHHBIX VI OCKOPOJIEHHBIX HEVICTBUSMI IpPY-
rux, «TpeboBarh ompasgaHus». COOTBETCTBEHHO,
OH yTBEPXXIaeT, UTO KaXX[IOMY YeJIOBEKY JOIDKHO
OBITH IIPeIOCTaBIIEHO PaBHOE IIPABO OIIPABIBIBATH
CBOWL o6pa3 nevicTBu: «Ka>KIbIiT yeJIoBeK B IpUH-
IVIIe JOJDKeH OBITH IIPV3HAH KaK JIMYHOCTB, VIMe-
IOIlIasi IIPaBO Ha OIpaBIaHVe B COOTBETCTBUM C
KpPUTEPUSMM B3aIMHOCTU ¥ YHWBEPCaIbHOCTI»
(Forst, 2015, p. 22). B oTHOIIIEHNY BOIIpOCa O TOM,
uTO TpebyeTcs 111 00OCHOBaHMS OCIapyBaeMo-
TO JIEVICTBYSL, TU «IIOCTMeTadm3IecKie» Teopum
yTBEpPXKIIal0T, UTO HEOOXOAMMO CChUIAThCS Ha 00-
IeNpy3HaHHble HOpMaTMBHBIe IIpuHIIMIIEL Kak
et Xabepmac, 000CHOBAaHHOCTb HOPM 3aBU-
CUT OT ITPOLIECCOB «COBMECTHOTO (POPMVIPOBAHAS
BOJIVI I MHEHVISI OTHOCUTEJIFHO HOPM OOITeCTBeH-
Homt xv3HM» (Habermas, 2016, S. 819).

Kak sicHO 1IoKa3bIBaeT 3TO KpaTKoe OIVICAaHVe,
«IIpoLedy PHBIV» HOAXO0H, cpOpMUPOBaH JIOTMKOM
norosopa. OgHaKo Takoe IIOHVMMaHVeE B HECKOJIb-
KX acIleKTaX He COOTBETCTByeT HalleMy OOBbIU-
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ist character of his account, Habermas contends
that “The moral community of human beings is
the justification community for moral norms”
(Forst, 2002, pp. 177-178).

2. The Pitfalls of the Reciprocal
“Right to Justification”

As we take a closer look at the post-meta-
physical suggestions for providing a “pro-
cedural interpretation” of Kant’s categorical
imperative, we find, first, that this interpreta-
tion is based on the assumption that the gen-
uine origin of moral issues lies in conflicts
among fellow human beings. Habermas main-
tains, for instance: “Moral judgements explain
how conflicts among different actors can be re-
solved on the basis of a rationally motivated
agreement” (Habermas, 1991, p. 11). A similar
line of thought shapes Rainer Forst’s concep-
tion of the “right to justification” (cf. Forst,
2014). Forst, who also views moral issues as
conflict-based, emphasises the right of persons
who are irritated or offended by actions of oth-
ers to “request reasons”. Correspondingly, he
maintains that each person must be granted
the equal right to justify his/her way of acting;:
“each person must, on principle, be recognised
as a person with the right to justification ac-
cording to the criteria of reciprocity and uni-
versality” (Forst, 2015, p. 22; tr. H.N.-D.).
Regarding the question of what is required in
order to provide good reasons for a contest-
ed action, these “post-metaphysical” theories
argue that it is imperative to refer to univer-
sally accepted normative principles. As Haber-
mas claims, the validity of norms depends on
processes of a “joint will- and opinion-forma-
tion concerning the norms of communal life”
(Habermas, 2016, p. 819; tr. H.N.-D.).

As this brief summary clearly indicates, the
“procedural” approach is shaped by the logic
of contract. This understanding fails, however,
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HOMY B3IVIsIZLy Ha Mopasib. Korfma MbI XOTMM IIpo-
SCHUTH 3Ty HECTHIKOBKY, MOpaJibHas dusiocodist
KanTa aet 11eHHBIe OpVeHTUpPBL. Bo-TiepBhIX, Kak
noruepkrBaeT KaHT, JOroBOpHBIe corvIalIeHns 1o
OITpeIeJIEHVIO He CITOCOOHBI MTOPOXKIATh MOpaIb-
Hble ycraHoBKM. CorviamieHusi O IIpaBulax fev-
CTBUSI MOT'YT KacaThCsl TOJIBKO «BHEIITHEr0» acIlek-
Ta — IeVICTBIM KaK HalmomaeMoro mportecca. Co-
OTBeTCTBeHHO, KaHT ompenernser «xopumadecKyie
3aKOHBD» KaK 3aTparvBaiollyie «JIVIIb BHENTHVe
IIOCTYIIKM ¥ WX 3aKOHOCooOpasHOCTb» (AA 06,
S. 214; KanT, 1994r, c. 234). Yro kacaeTcd «BHY-
TPeHHero» acIieKTa, TO eCThb IIePCIIeKTMBHI areHTa,
OH yTBep)XIIaeT, OIIHAKO, YTO 51 He MOTr'y OBITH CBS-
3aH JOrOBOPOM, YTOOBI ClIejlaTh OIIpeleIeHHYIO
11esib «Moer1 11estbio» (AA 06, S. 381; KanT, 1994r,
c. 423). Bo-BTOpBIX, JIOKQJIM3AIIMS ITPOVICXOXK]Ie-
HMS MOpPaJIBHBIX IPo0OeM B KOH(IIMKTaX MeX-
Aoy cyObeKTaMy He IIO3BOJISeT afleKBaTHO yUWTHI-
BaTh TO, UTO OOBIYHO HA3bIBAIOT «COBECTHIO». OHa
He OTpa’kaeT, HalIpuMep, CUTYyallyi, KOr[ia Mbl MO-
KeM CUMTaTh HEKOTOPBIe HaIIIV IEVICTBIISI MOpaJIb-
HO HeIIPaBWIBHBIMIY, JTaKe eCJIV HUKTO VX He Ha-
Ormrortat m He ocriapvBasl. OIVH XOPOIIO M3BeCT-
HBIVI JINTepaTyPHBIV IIPUIMEP — 3TO CIIOCOO pac-
KasiHMS TI0CIIe TOro, KaK MOApPOCTOK KpazeT Ipy-
11Ty, 0 YeM pacckasbiBaetcs B «Vcrosenn» (11, iv, 9)
(ABryctmn, 2013, c. 25). BaxHO OTMeTUTB, UTO
KaHT nomerriaeT MCTOYHMK MOpasIy IIpeXe Bce-
TO B IEVICTBYIOIIEro CyObeKTa, a He B KOH(IIMKTBI
¢ npyrumu ymogpmu. Ompenesnss omAudumessHbie
ocobennocmu vesobexa, KaHT omuepKmBaeT «I1ep-
BOHauaJIbHbIe MOpaJIbHBIE 3a/JaTKVM B HaC BOOOIIe»
(AA 06, S. 4; KanT, 1994, c. 52) (3TOT Tesuc OyaeT
00CyXIaTbcs HVDKe).

Yro e KacaeTcs JIIofier], Ha KOTOPBIX OKa3bIBa-
FOT BJIVISTHVIE HAIIIM JeVICTBYIS, TO 371eCh HeoOXOoIu-
Mo ripoBecTu AvidpdepeHITmario. 1715 Toro YToOb!
IIPaBWIBHO pPeaIn30BaTh HAIIV «MOpasIbHBIE 3a-
JIaTKW», MBI, HECOMHEHHO, JI0JDKHBI BOCHUTHIBATL B
cebe UYBCTBUTEITPHOCTb K TOMY, MOTYT JIVI IPyTVie
JIIOMYI OCKOPOUTBCS WUIVI TIOCTpajaTh OT HaIMX
HEeVICTBUIL. B 5TOM OTHOIIIEHI OYEBMIHO, YTO HaM
HeOOXOIVIMO IT0 BO3MOKHOCTY Y4acTBOBaTh B JIVIC-
Kypce (cm.: Nagl-Docekal, 2014a). Kpurnueckue
3aMeuaHMs], BbICKa3bIBaeMble IPYIVIMU JIFOIbMU,
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to correspond to our ordinary way of looking
at morality in several respects. As we seek to
specify this incompatibility, Kant’s moral phi-
losophy provides valuable guidelines. Firstly,
as Kant emphasises, contractual agreements
are, by definition, incapable of generating a
moral attitude. Agreements on rules of action
can only concern the “external” aspect: the ac-
tion as an observable process. Accordingly,
Kant defines “juridical laws” as being “directed
merely to external actions and their conformity
tolaw” (MS, AA 06, p. 214; Kant, 1996d, p. 375).
Regarding the “internal” aspect — i.e. the per-
spective of the agent — he contends, however,
that I cannot be bound by contract to making a
certain end “my end” (MS, AA 06, p. 381; Kant,
1996d, p. 513). Secondly, locating the origin of
moral issues in conflicts among actors fails to
take adequately into account what is commonly
called “conscience”. It does not reflect, for in-
stance, that we may view some of our actions
as morally wrong, even if no one has observed
or contested them. One well known literary ex-
ample is the repentant mode in which a pear
theft by an adolescent is narrated in the Confes-
siones (II, iv, 9) (cf. St. Augustine, 1955, pp. 32-
33). Significantly, Kant locates the source of
morality primarily in the acting subject rather
than in conflicts with fellow human beings. De-
tining the differentia specifica of humans, Kant
highlights “the original moral disposition in
us” (RGV, AA 06, p. 4, Kant, 1996f, p. 93) (this
thesis will be discussed shortly).

With regard to the persons who are affected
by our actions, there is a need for differentia-
tion. In order to implement our “moral dispo-
sition” properly, we certainly have to cultivate
our sensitivity as to whether others might be
offended or harmed by our actions. In this re-
spect, it is obvious that we need to engage in
discourse wherever possible (cf. Nagl-Docekal,
2014a). Critical responses voiced by others can
provide invaluable incentives for our self-ex-



MOT'YT CTaTh OeCIleHHBIM CTVMYJIOM JIJISi HaIllero
camoaHasm3a. OgHAKO BaKHOCTb TaKMX OOCYX-
OEeHU He SIBIISIeTCS [T0Ka3aTeIbCTBOM YTBepXKe-
HUS O «IIpolieccyasIbHOV TpaHCOpMaIIvy KaTero-
pvdecKoro mmmeparvisa». Ecam cxoguTe 13 3T0-
rO BCEOOBEMITIOIIETO YTBEpPXKIEeHNs, TO MOpalb-
Has OIleHKa ITOCTYIIKOB OyzeT BO3JIOKeHa Ha 00-
IIIeCTBEHHOCTD, YTO B MTOre OTPpULIaeT 3HAUYMMOCTh
coecTy areHTa. HeobOxoymo Takxe y4uThIBaTh 1
PVICK IIPUTBOPCTBA: OYEBMIIHO, UTO OOIIIECTBEHHOE
IaBJieHVie Ha VIHOVBIIOB C IeJIbIO OllpaBOaHVIs X
TIeVICTBUT CIIOCOOHO MOOYAUTH yesioBeka, oO1asia-
IOIIIETO TaJIAHTOM CO(VICTA, CKPBIBATH CBOWM JIeVi-
CTBUTeJIbHbIE HaMepeHs 3a «BeCKUMM HIpUYVHa-
MI1», COIVIACYIOMIMMMCS C OOLIeIIPUHSATBIMI HOP-
MaMW, B TO BpeMs KaK MeHee VICKYIIIeHHBIe JIIOIN
MOT'YT OKa3aThCsl HeCTIOCOOHBIMM aJIeKBaTHO BbIpa-
3UTbH CBOIO MCTMHHYIO MOTMBaLuIo. B o0minx uep-
Tax KaHT BeIpa’kaeT 4eTKoe IIpefyIIpeXxaeHue, 3a-
SBJISISl, UTO «MIMEHHO UMCTOe OTHOIIEHVEe ceprlia
COCTaBJIsIeT VICTMHHYIO MOPaJILHYIO [I€HHOCTE, Of1-
HaKO OHO HUMKOI/Ia He ITPU3HAeTC IPYTVIMU JOJDK-
HBIM 00pa3oM, a 3a4acTyIo Jake HEeBepHO OLIeH-
BaeTcs» (AA 19, S. 181, Ne 6858).

OnuH 13 BaXHBIX aclleKTOB MOpPaJIbHOIO 3a-
KOHa 3aKJIIOYaeTCsl B TOM, UTO, BOIIPEKV pacIipo-
CTPaHEHHOMY IIPe[CTaBJIeHNIO O MOPaJIbHOM CY-
JKOEHWMI, OH JaeT PYKOBOACTBO K PacCMOTPEHVIIO
B IIEPBYIO Ouepellb MOVMX COOCTBEHHBIX CIIOCOOOB
IIeVICTBUYL, a He CIIocO00B TeVICTBUIL OPpyTUX JIIO-
nevt. C MopaJIbHOVI ITepCIIeKTUBBI OUeHb BaXKHO CO-
CpeIoTOYNTHCS Ha TOM, KaKoV IIpUYMHe OTJaeT-
Csl VIV OTHABAJICS. HPVOPUTET B IIPVHSITUV pellie-
HUsI, BeAYIIEro K pacCMaTpvBaeMOMY IEVICTBIAIO.
XoTs1, pasyMeeTcsl, OOVH M TOT e IIOCTYIIOK MO-
XeT OBITh MOTMBMPOBAH COBEPIIIEHHO pPa3HBIMU
HaMepeHWsIMV, TeM He MeHee MOpaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH
TpeOyeT BHMMATEJIPHOTO WM3y4YeHMs Halllero ViC-
TUHHOTO BHYTpPEHHETrO IIPMHIINIIA [IeVICTBUSC.

¢ CM. mOIpoOHBIVT aHAIN3 IIOHSITHUS «CoBecTh» y KaHra:
«CoBeCTb He CyIWT ITOCTYIIKM KakK IIpellefeHTbl, ITofle-
JKalllyle OIIpellesIeHNIO 3aKOHa... pa3yM caM celds cyamt
OTHOCUTEILHO TOTO, IEVICTBUTEIIHHO JIV OH CO BCEeVT OCTO-
POKHOCTBIO BBIHEC TO CYJKIIEHVE O IIOCTyIIKax (CIrpaBer-
JIMBBI OHW VUIU HeclIpaBeyInBEL)...» (AA 06, S. 186; Kanr,
1994, c. 202—203).
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amination. The importance of such consulta-
tions does not, however, provide evidence for
the claim of a “procedural transformation of
the categorical imperative”. On the basis of this
comprehensive claim, the moral evaluation of
actions would be committed to the public, ul-
timately denying the relevance of the agent’s
conscience. We also need to consider the dan-
ger of pretence: it is evident that public pres-
sure on individuals to justify their actions may
induce individuals with a talent for sophistry to
hide their actual intentions behind “good rea-
sons” that agree with widely accepted norms,
whereas less sophisticated persons might find
it impossible to verbalise adequately their true
motivation. In general terms, Kant expresses a
clear warning, stating that “it is the pure atti-
tude of the heart that represents true moral val-
ue, yet this is never fully perceived by others,
very often even misjudged” (Refl 6858, AA 19,
p. 181; tr. H. N.-D.).

One significant aspect of the moral law is
that — contrary to a common understanding
of moral judgment — it provides a guideline
for examining primarily my own ways of act-
ing rather than those of other people. From
a moral perspective, it is crucial to focus on
which reason is, or has been, given priority in
the decision leading to the action in question.
While, obviously, one and the same deed may
be motivated by very different intentions, the
moral law demands scrutinising our true inner
principle of action.® As Kant shows, to look at
someone’s ways of acting from the perspective
of an external observer does not put us in the
position to assess with certainty what the deci-
sive motivation of this person has been. Thus,

¢ See Kant's careful analysis of the concept of con-
science: “Conscience does not pass judgment upon ac-
tions as cases that stand under the law [...]. Rather, here
reason judges itself, whether it has actually undertaken,
with all diligence, that examination of actions (wheth-
er they are right or wrong)” (RGV, AA 06, p. 186; Kant,
1996f, p. 203).
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Kaxk nokasbiBaet KaHT, paccMoTpeHMe UbMX-T1100
IIOCTYTIKOB C TOUKV 3peHVsI BHEITHero HalJIroa-
TeJIsl He JJaeT HaM BO3MOXKHOCTY C yBePeHHOCTEIO
OlLIeHUTh, KaKoBa ObUIa pelaroriasi MOTMBAIIVISA
3TOro 4esiopeka. Takmm oOpa3oM, ocHOBHOV (o-
KyC MOPaJILHOTO 3aKOHa, KOoTopbIi KaHT KOHKpe-
TU3UPYET B CBOeV KOHLIEMIINUN «KaTeropuyeckoro
MMIlepaTuBa», — 3TO TO, KaK s OMHOULYCb K JIIO-
I4M, a He TO, KaK OHM OTHOCATCS Ko MHe. Harrra
IJIaBHasi O0s13aHHOCTb — OTHOCUTBCS K KaXKIIO-
My 4eJIOBeKy (Kak K IPyIMM, Tak U K ce0e) Kak K
JIMYHOCTY, TO €CTh YBaXkaTh JJOCTOMHCTBO KaXK[10-
ro. PasBuBas 3Ty MbICiIb, KaHT nomyepkmBaeT, 4To
Halll MOPaJIbHBIVI JJOJIT He MOXKeT OBITh oIpesiesieH
B TepMIHaX JI0roBopa: BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI OCHO-
BBIBaThCS Ha IIPUHIINIIE B3aVIMHOCTY, MOPaJIbHBIN
3aKOH TpeOyeT, YTOObI MBI OTHOCWIIVCH K IPyTIM
KaK K JIMYHOCTSM JIake TOr7Ia, Korja y Hac ecThb Be-
CKMe OCHOBaHVSI COMHEBaThCs B TOM, UTO OHU Oy-
AyT BecTu ceOsl IO OTHOIIEHNIO K HaM IO00HBIM
obpazom®. MBI IpMXOAMM K BBIBOAY, YTO ITpOLIec-
CyaJIbHBIVI TIOJIXOJ He B COCTOSHWM ITPeJIOKUTh
MopaJIbHYIO Teopuio. Takvim oOpa3omM, ecTb Bce Oc-
HOBaHMS [IJIs1 TOTO, YTOOBI ITI0O-HOBOMY B3IJISHYTh
Ha yueHre KaHTa B ero nostHom ooneme.

3. Cncrema G;1aroHaMepeHHBIX
JesI0BeYeCcKMX CyIIecTB

O06bsacHSsIA HEOOXOAVMMOCTD YeTKOrO pasrpaHu-
JeHMs JOrOBOPHOIO IipaBa 1 Mopaiu, KaHT mop-
UepKMBaeT, YTO MBI CIIOCOOHBI OLIEHVMBAaTh CBOU
TIOCTYIIKW B JIBYX Pa3sHbIX IIePCIIeKTHBaxX — C TOU-

7 TlpuMeHWUTeIBHO K TeMe HacTosiueit paboTel Hambo-

Jlee TIOIXOSIIVM TIPEICTABIIAeTCs CIleyToliee OIIperie-
JleHVe KaTeropudecKoro mmmepaTwsa: «[locmynail mak,
umo0bL Mot Beeeda ommocucs k wesoBeuecm8y u 8 cboem auye,
u 6 auye Bcaxoeo Opyeo20 mak e, KAK K yeAu, u Huko20a
He omHocuAcs Obl kK HeMy moavko kak Kk cpedcmBy» (AA 04,
E' 429; Kanr, 19947, c. 205).

«denarb goO6po OpyrvIM JIOOAM IIO Mepe Hallleyl BO3-
MOYXHOCTV €CTh JOJIT HEe3aBWUCHMO OT TOTO, JIFOOVIM MBI
VX WIN HeT... <...> Bemp OarososieHne Bcerga ocraet-
Csl JIONITOM Jlake TI0 OTHOIIIEHWIO K UeJTOBeKOHEHaBVICT-
HUKY...» (AA 06, S. 402; KanT, 1994r, c. 443 —444). [Tna
Oosiee TIIyOOKOV KPUTWKIM COBPEMEHHOI'O TpeHAa OIlpe-
TeTIATh MOPaTbHOE CYXKIeHVe TTOCPENICTBOM JIOTOBOPHOV
teopum cM.: (Nagl-Docekal, 20146, S. 33 —47).
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the main focus of the moral law — which Kant
specifies in his conception of the “categorical
imperative”” — is on how I treat human be-
ings rather than on how others treat me. It is
our key obligation to treat every human being
(others as well as ourselves) as a person, i.e. to
respect everybody’s dignity. Elaborating this
point, Kant stresses that our moral duty can-
not be defined in contractual terms: rather than
being based upon the principle of reciprocity,
the moral law demands that we treat others as
persons even when we have good reasons to
doubt that they would behave towards us like-
wise.?

To summarise, we find that the procedural
approach fails to provide a theory of morality
proper. Thus, there is good reason for taking
a fresh look at Kant’s account in its full exten-
sion.

3. A System
of Well-Disposed Human Beings

Explaining the necessity to distinguish
clearly between the contract-based right and
morality, Kant emphasises that we are capa-
ble of judging our own ways of acting from
two different perspectives: from that of a “cit-
izen”, and that of a “human being”. Regard-
ing the first perspective, he notes that the laws
which regulate the relations among citizens fo-

7 With regard to the focus of the present paper, the follo-
wing definition of the categorical imperative is most re-
levant: “So act that you use humanity, whether in your
own person or in the person of any other, always at the
same time as an end, never merely as a means” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 1996b, p. 80).

8 “To do good to other human beings insofar as we can
is a duty, whether one loves them or not [...] For be-
nevolence always remains a duty, even toward a mis-
anthropist” (MS, AA 06, p. 402; Kant, 1996d, p. 530). For
an in-depth critique of the current trend to define moral
judgment by means of contract theory see Nagl-Docekal
(2014b, pp. 33-47).



KV 3pEeHMS «TPakIaHVHa» M C TOUKV 3PEHMS «Je-
joBeKa». YTo KacaeTcs IepBOVl, OH OTMeUaeT, YTo
3aKOHBI, PeryJIMpyIoIe OTHOIIEHNS MeXIy
rpaXk/laHaM, pacCMaTpPMBAIOT HaIIV [IeVICTBUSA
B IIepBYIO oOuepelb KaK IIOCTYIKW, BJIVSIOIIVe
Ha ApYyTuX JIofen, a MHAVBUIYyaJIbHYI0 MOTVBa-
IIVIIO CYMTAOT YaCTHBIM I€JIOM. DTO PaBHOCVIIBHO
BHeIITHEMY OrpaHMYeHUIO: TpaXIaHe MMeIOT ITpa-
BO JIEVICTBOBATh TaK, KaK 3TO IIPsIMO He 3allpelieHo
3aKOHOM MX TrocydapcTsa. VI3 3Toro ciiemyet, 4To
C TOYKM 3peHMs <«IOPUANIECKI-TPa’KIaHCKOrO
(TOJIMTUYECKOr0) COCTOSHIS» MBI BOJIBHBI IIOCTY-
11atb Oe3HPaBCTBEHHO, €CIIV TOJIBKO SIBJISIEMCS 3a-
KOHOIIOCITY IITHBIMM T'pakKgaHaMi. OTIMchIBast 3TOT
dakT, KaHT BBOIUT TepMUH «3TUYecKoe rocyaap-
CTBO». «B yXke CyIIecTBYIOMIYIO MOJIUTUYECKYIO
OOIITHOCTE BCe HOJIUTUYECKVIE €€ UIEeHBI KaK TaKo-
BBIE€ BXOST TOJIBKO B MIX STUYUECKVI ectnectnbenHom
coCmosAHUY, IMeS TIOJTHOE ITPaBO B HEM V1 OCTaBaTh-
csl, TaK Kak ObLI0 ObI IpoTMBOpeuneM (in adjecto),
ecsmy OBl 3Ta OOITHOCTH IO HEOOXOAVMIMOCT IIPU-
Hy)XXJasla Obl CBOMX I'pakIaH BCTyHaTh B OOII-
HOCTb 3TUYECKYIO — BeIb IOCJIeIHSS YKe B CBO-
eM IIOHSITUM 3aKJIIoYaeT CBOOOLy OT IIPMHYXKe-
Hus» (AA 06, S. 95; KanT, 1994k, c. 100). Ograko
KaK JIIOIVI MBI 3HAKOMBI C MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM,
KOTOPBIVI SIBJISIETCS PelIafoIIM KpUTepeM IS
OLIEHKV HAIINX IIOCTYIIKOB C MOPaIbHOV TOUYKM
3peHms. O4eBUIHO, YTO 3TO pasIvdvie He nMeeT
YCTO aKaZleMIMUeCcKOoro 3HaUeH s, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO
Ppe30oHUpyeT C HAIIMM IIOBCETHEBHBIM OITBITOM:
MBI XOPOIIIO 3HaeM, YTO ObITh 3aKOHOIOCITYITHBIM
rpaXk/IaHVMHOM He O3HayaeT €0 IpsO BBIIIOJIHSATH
TpeOoBaHVIS K HPaBCTBEHHOMY ITOBEJIEHMIO.
OnuH snmeMeHT B m3nokeHm KaHTa oka3pIBaeT-
Cs1 371eCh PEIIAIOIMM: Te3VC O TOM, YTO, XOTs KaXk-
TIBIVI UeJIOBEK 1 00s3aH CTPEMUTHCS K COOCTBEHHO-
MY MOPaJIBHOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHWIO, €T0 YCUIIVS
CTOJIKHYTCS C OTPOMHBIMU ITPEIIATCTBUSMM, eCiIN
TOJIBKO JIIO[IV He OyJ1yT COTPyIHMYATE B CO3IaHUN
coo0l11ecTBa, yIpaB/IsieMOro 3aKOHaMM JoOpore-
TEeJIVL: «...BBICIIIee HPABCTBEHHOe 0JIaro He MOXKeT
OBITH OCYIIECTBJIEHO WICKIIIOUMTEIBHO TIOCpes-
CTBOM CTpeMJIEHUS OTHEe/IPHOIO dYeJloBeKa K ero
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cus on our actions primarily in terms of deeds
that affect other people, individual motivation
he considers a private affair. That amounts to
an external limitation: citizens have the right
to act in ways that are not explicitly prohibit-
ed by the law of their state. This implies that,
from the perspective of the “juridico-civil (po-
litical) state”, we are free to act immorally if
only we are law-abiding citizens. Describing
this fact, Kant introduces the term “ethical
state of nature”: “In an already existing polit-
ical community all the political citizens are,
as such, still in the ethical state of nature, and
have the right to remain in it; for it would be a
contradiction (in adjecto) for the political com-
munity to compel its citizens to enter into an
ethical community, since the latter entails free-
dom from coercion in its very concept” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 95; Kant, 1996f, p. 131). As human
beings, however, we are also familiar with the
moral law which constitutes the crucial criteri-
on for judging our ways of acting from a moral
perspective. Obviously, this distinction is not
of purely academic concern, since it resonates
with our everyday experience: we know very
well that to be a law-abiding citizen does not eo
ipso mean to fulfill the requirements for acting
morally.

One element of Kant’s account proves cru-
cial here: the thesis that, while each human
being has the duty to strive for his/her moral
improvement, these efforts will face enormous
obstacles unless the individuals cooperate in
establishing a community ruled by the laws of
virtue: “[T]he highest moral good will not be
brought about solely through the striving of
one individual person for his own moral per-
fection but requires rather a union of such per-
sons into a whole toward that very end, [i.e.]
into a system of well-disposed human beings in
which, and through the unity of which alone,
the highest moral good can come to pass”
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COOCTBEHHOMY MOpaJIbBHOMY COBEpIIIEHCTBY, a Tpe-
OyeT 0ObeIVIHeHMS JIIOeV B OIHO 1iejIoe paii TOM
Ke 11eJIV, T. €. B CUCTeMY OJIaroMBbICIISIITNX JIIOTIe, B
KOTOpOVI 11 OJ1arofiapsi eIMHCTBY KOTOpOVI 3TO Oila-
T'O TOJIBKO VI MOXeT OCyIIecTBUTBCs» (AA 06, S. 97—
98; Kant, 1994, c. 102). KanTt o0BsicHsIeT HEOOXO-
AVIMOCTB TIOJIOOHOrO OOBeVIHeHUs B pajuKaslb-
HBIX TEPMIMHAX, C SIBHOV CCBUIKOV Ha KOHIIEIITVIO
T'o60ca o BortHe Bcex TpoTMB Beex — bellum omnium
in omnes (AA 06, S. 97, Kant, 1994, c. 102). Ilepe-
HOCS 3TO TIOHATVIE 13 IIOJIUTIUeCKOV cdepsl B cpe-
py Mopaym, KaHT mogpobHO m3o0parkaeT corlyab-
Hble HeJIOCTATKV, COCTaBJIAIONINEe «3TIUUECKN ecTe-
CTBEHHOE COCTOsIHMe». [ToKa uestoBeK HaxoIuTCs B
00CTOATEIIbCTBAX, OIIpele/IsieMbIX «3TUYeCKN ecTe-
CTBEHHBIM COCTOSIHMEM», yTBepKaaeT KaHT, oH
TIofIBeP’KeH MOPAJIBHBIM YIPO3aM

OT JIIOfIeVI, C KOTOPBIMM OH IIOfJIepPXKMBaeT
OTHOIIIEHWS] WIN CBsA3b. <...> 3aBUCTb, BJIACTO-
mo0wve, CTSDKATeIbCTBO W CBA3aHHBIE C HUMU
BpakjieOHble BJIedeHMsl TOTYac ke o0palarT-
Cs TIPOTVB €ro IPVPOIHOTO IOBOJIBCTBA. .. k0204
OH HaxoO0umcs cpedu atodei. VI j1st 3TOro BoBce He
HY>KHO, YTOOBI ITOCJIeIHIE TTOTPS3IIV BO 371e VTN
rofgaBaym cobrasHUTeNIbHBIE TIpUMepsl (AA 06,
S.93—-94; Kanr, 1994k, c. 97 —98).

OOcyxmast pucKM, KOTOPBIMM —OT/IMYAeTCs
«3TUYECKM ecTeCTBeHHOe COCTOsHMe», KaHT I1o/1-
UepKMBaeT HeOOXOOVMOCTb HaWTW CpeCTBa,
«4TOOBI HOCTUYD OO BEIMHEH VS, VIMEIOIIEero CBOevl
HACTOSITEV TIeJIbI0 VCKJIIOYNTEIBHO O0OPOHY OT
3TOrO 371a M1 COfeVICTBIe T0OpY B JIIOISX, T. €. OOIIIe-
CTBa, KOTOpOe B CBOEM CYyIIeCTBOBaHUN ¥ HeIlpe-
PBIBHOM pacIIpOCTpaHeHUN 3a00TWI0Ch ObI TOJIb-
KO O TIofjiepKaHWV MOPAJIbHOCTV U COeIVHEH-
HBIMW CVWJIaMM IIPOTVMBOIEVICTBOBAJIO OBI 371y...»
(AA 06, S. 94; Kanr, 1994, c. 98). Ha camom riere,
yTBep)KIIaeT OH, Halll MOPaJIbHBIV pa3yM JaeT pe-
IIAIOITY IO IOZICKa3KY, II0CKOJIbKY OH yKasblBaeT Ha
00s13aHHOCTD UeJIOBeKa «BBIVITU M3 STUUYECKV eCTe-
CTBEHHOT'O COCTOSHVISI, YTOOBI CTaTh YIEHOM 3TU-
geckoro obmmexnTns» (AA 06, S. 96; Kant, 1994,
c. 101). I'NoguepkmBasi colyajbHOe 3HAYeHVIE 3TO-
ro nosra, KaHT 3agBi1seT: «...IIOMVMO TeX 3aKOHOB,
KOTOPbIe OH IPeIIChIBaeT KaXk/IOMY B OTJIHHO-

166

(RGV, AA 06, p. 133; Kant, 1996f, pp. 97-98).
Kant explains the need for such a union in dras-
tic terms, with explicit reference to Hobbes’s
concept of the bellum omnium in omnes (cf. RGV,
AA 06, p. 97; Kant, 1996f, p. 132). By transfer-
ring this concept from the political sphere to
that of morality, Kant portrays in detail the so-
cial deficiencies constituting “the ethical state
of nature”. As long as the individual remains
in circumstances defined by “the ethical state
of nature”, Kant argues, he is exposed to moral
perils coming

from the human beings to whom he stands
in relation or association [...]. Envy, addiction
to power, avarice, and the malignant inclina-
tions associated with these, assail his nature
[...] as soon as he is among human beings. Nor
it is necessary to assume that these are sunk into
evil and are examples that lead him astray: it
suffices that they are there, that they surround
him, and that they are human beings, and they
will mutually corrupt each other’s moral dispo-
sition and make one another evil (RGV, AA 06,
pp- 93-94; Kant, 1996f, p. 129).

Discussing the perils which mark the “ethi-
cal state of nature”, Kant emphasises the need
to discover means “to establish a union which
has for its end the prevention of this evil and
the promotion of the good in the human be-
ing — an enduring and ever expanding society,
solely designed for the preservation of moral-
ity by counteracting evil with united forces”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 94; Kant, 1996f, pp. 129-30). In
fact, he argues, our moral reason provides the
decisive clue, as it specifies the duty that “the
human being ought to leave the ethical state
of Nature in order to become a member of an
ethical community” (RGV, AA 06, p. 96; Kant,
1996f, p. 132). Highlighting the social implica-
tion of this duty, Kant contends: “In addition
to prescribing laws to each individual human
being, morally legislative reason also unfurls



CTV, TIOOHATH ellle M 3HaMms HoOpoperery, 00o-
3HauMB COOPHBIN ITYHKT [JIsI BCeX, KTO JIFOOUT J10-
Opo, 1abbl OOBEIMHMUTHCS IO/, ITUM 3HAMEHEM. ..»
(AA 06, S. 94; Kanr, 1994, c. 98). 3neck 0H OTMe-
YaeT, UTO «T'OCIIOZICTBO ke JOOPOro puHIINIIA, Ha-
CKOJIBKO JIFO[IV MOT'YT [IeVICTBOBATh B 9TOM HaIlpaB-
JIEHUM, HOCTVIXKVMO, CTaJI0 OBbITh, HACKOJIBKO MBI
IIOHMMaeM, He MHade KaK TOJIBKO IIOCPEeICTBOM
CO3MIaHMA I PacIpOCTpaHeHMs o0IecTBa, yCTpo-
€HHOT'0 COIIaCHO 3aKOHaM I00pomeTesn 1 1 ee
noiIb3bl...» (AA 06, S. 94; KanT, 1994, c. 98).

Yro kacaeTcsi pacHpoCTpaHeHHOro (ommoou-
HOT0) TIOHVMMAaHWSsI, BAXXKHO MOTYEePKHYTH, UTO 3TN
Pa3MBIIIUTeH VS He TTpeIIoIaratoT HMKaKoro n3Me-
HEeHVsI KOHIIETIIVY KOHCTUTYIMIOHHOTO TOCYyIap-
crBa. KaHT ckopee HacTamBaeT Ha HeOOXOVIMO-
CTHM CO3MAaHMS KaK «ITOJIMTUYECKOro», TaK M «3TV-
YeCKV-TPaKIaHCKOTO COCTOSHUS», Hapsaay OpyT
C APYroM, HO YeTKO OTHEJIeHHBIX APYT OT Apyra.
PaccMmarpuBasi COOTHOIIIEHVIE MEXIY 3TUMU [IBY-
MSI TUITAMI «COCTOSIHVIVI», OH YKa3bIBa€T, YTO ITV-
yecKoe OOIIIeXITIE «<MOXKET CYIIeCTBOBATh B Cpefie
TTOJIUTUYECKOV OOITTHOCTY ¥ Jayke BKJTIOUATh BCEX
ee WIEHOB... O0JIaziasi B TO ke BpeMsi OCOOeHHBIM
U crenydrdecknM I Hee IIPUHIIAIIOM OObe-
IViHeHWs (HoOpoeTesIr), B CYIIy Yero ee popMa u
YCTPOVICTBO CYIIIECTBEHHO OTIIMYAIOTCS OT Tpak-
nmaHckmx» (AA 06, S. 94; KanT, 1994, c. 99). Cocpe-
JIOTOYeHVe Ha BOIIPOCe WIEHCTBA BBISBIISIET ellle
OJTHO pasjInylie: IIOCKOJIBKY «3THUUeCcKoe OOIIeX-
THe» OCHOBaHO Ha 00sI3aHHOCTV KaK MOXKHO Oosiee
ITOCTIEIIOBATEIFHO BBITIOITHSITH MOPAJIbHBIV 3aKOH,
ero cdepa HAEVICTBIS He MOXKeT OBITh OrpaHIMUeHa
rpaXk[laHaMM OIlpefieJIeHHOTOo TocyapcTBa (VIn
TPYIIIIOVI JIIOIEVI, OIIPeaesIsieMbIX 110 IPYIM Kpu-
tepusamM). KaaT yTeepxiaet: «[Tockoinpky obs3aH-
HOCTVI I0OpOrIeTesIv KacaroTCs BCETO pofia vesioBe-
YeCcKoro, TO IIOHSATHe 00 3TUUYEeCKOM OOIIeXUTINI
BCer7la COIPSDKEHO C MIeasloM COOOIIecTBa BCex
mopent...» (AA 06, S. 96; Kant, 1994k, c. 100—101).
C 3TOV TOUKM 3peHMsI MeXAy AByMs TUIIaMI CO-
CTOSIHUVI CYIIeCTBYeT HaIIpsDKeHMe: TIOCKOJIBKY
«3TUYecKoe TOCyIapCTBO» OTKa3bIBaeTCsl OT JIIO-
0ot JIorvKu, IIPOBOISIIIEN I'PAHVILY MEXIY «MbI»
I «OHW», OHO SIBHO 00JIa/IaeT KPUTMUECKIM ITOTeH-
IIV1aJIOM B OTHOITIEHVIV ITPAKTUK VICKJTFOUEHS.
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a banner of virtue as a rallying point for all
those who love the good, that they may congre-
gate under it” (RGV, AA 06, p. 94; Kant, 1996f,
p- 130). As he further stresses, “the dominion
of the good principle is not otherwise attaina-
ble, so far as human beings can work toward it,
than through the setting up and the diffusion of
a society in accordance with, and for the sake
of, the laws of virtue” (RGV, AA 06, p. 94; Kant,
1996f, p. 130).

With regard to a common (mis-) understand-
ing, it is important to underscore that these re-
flections do not suggest any modification of
the conception of the constitutional state. Kant
rather insists on the need to establish both the
“political” and the “ethico-civil state” along-
side, yet clearly distinguished from, one anoth-
er. Examining the relation between these two
types of “state”, he points out that the “ethical
community [...] can exist in the midst of a po-
litical community and even be made up of all
the members of the latter [...]. It has however
a special unifying principle of its own (virtue),
and hence a form and constitution essentially
distinct from those of the other” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 94; Kant, 1996f, p. 130). Focusing on the is-
sue of membership reveals a further difference:
Since the “ethical community” is based upon
the duty to implement the moral law as conse-
quently as possible, its scope cannot be limited
to the citizens of a certain state (or to a group of
people defined by other criteria). Kant argues:
“since the duties of virtue concern the entire
human race, the concept of an ethical commu-
nity always refers to the ideal of a totality of
human beings” (RGV, AA 06, p. 96; Kant, 1996f,
p. 131). From this perspective, there exists a
tension between the two types of state: since
the “ethical state” abstains from any logic that
draws a line between “we” and “they”, it clear-
ly has a critical potential with regard to prac-
tices of exclusion.
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OnHako cBg3b MeXAy 3TUMU [IByMsl BUIaMU
COCTOSIHUTA ellle CJIOKHee: Kak oObsicHseT KaHT B
CBOMX PasMBIIUIEHVSIX O KOHEUYHOV LejIn, KOTO-
PyIO 4eJIoBEYECTBO HOJDKHO ITOCTEIIEHHO OCYIIle-
CTBUTD B X0 VICTOPUY, 3a/1a4a CO3IaHVIS CITpaBesl-
JIMBOTO  «FOPMONYECKM-TPAKIAHCKOIO IIPaBOBOIO
(moyMTUYecKoro) rocygapcTsa» He CTOUT caMa IIo
cebe — cKopee TaKoe YHOpsZI04eHHOe roCy1apCTBO
IIpeficTaBJIsieT COOOV BaXKHYIO IPEIIIOCHIIKY, CIIO-
COOCTBYIOITYIO (POPMUPOBAHUIO «3TUUECKOTO TO-
cyzapcrBa». B cooTBeTcTBIM € 3TOM JIMHMEV MBIC-
mm KaHT onpepesisieT KOHEUHYIO IeJIb VICTOPUM
He TOJIBKO B TepMMHaX I7I00aIbHO YCTaHOBJIEHHO-
ro IPaBOBOrO rocyAapcTsa. Borpeku mpuHsaTOMYy
TOJIKOBaHMIO ero miocodnm MCTopun, KOTopoe
OpearnosaraeT MMEHHO 5TO, OH Y TBEPXKIAET, UTO Ta-
KOVI Vi7IeaJTbHBIN IIPABOBOVI TIOPSIIOK (KOTOPBIN He-
KOTOPBbIe FOCyAapCcTBa yoKe HavaJIv yCTaHaBJIMBaTh,
XOTs V1 JIVIIIb YaCTMYHO) VIMeeT CBOe OKOHYaTeIb-
HOe 3HaueHVe B 00ecTiedeHV VI OCHOBBI 1151 TIOJTHO-
roO paciiBeTa OOIIeCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIIEHWV, OVipa-
IOIMXCS Ha 3aKOHBI JoOponereri’. [Tpur aToM BO3-
HUKaeT BOIIPOC: TTie MBI MOXXeM HaTH «3THUYeCKoe
OOIIIeXITHe», XOTs OBl B 3a4aTOYHOM BU/Ie, VIV KaK
MBI MOXKeM ITPUCTYIUTD K ero co3ganmio? B csasm ¢
5TMM BorpocoM KaHT ycTaHaBI/IMBaeT CBA3b MEXTy
cdeport MOpasIbHOV XV3HU VI PeJIAT UL

4. OcHoBanme llapcTBa bokbero Ha 3eMiie

KanT nmimet, 4To «II0HSATHe 3TIYecKOoro ooIre-
KUTHUS €CTh HOHSATVE 0 Hapope 00XbeM II0f, 3TH-
vecknMM 3akoHaMm» (AA 06, S. 98; Kant, 1994,
c. 103), yTBepxxgas, 4TO mpaesi 3TUUeCKoro oorre-
KUTUS «(deJIoBeUecKy ycTposieMasl) MOXeT ObITh
ocyIllecTBleHa He MHaude KakK B popMe IIepKBI»
(AA 06, S. 100; KanT, 1994k, c. 105). OueBumHo,
UTO MMEHHO 3TO yTBepXKAeHMe 3acTaBuiio puio-
copCKMI MEVTHCTPUM AVCTaHIIMPOBATHCS OT KOH-
LIeTIINY «3TUYeCcKoro rocyfapcrsa» Kanra, yum-
TBIBasi TOT (PAKT, UTO BO MHOT'MIX YaCTSIX MUpPa pe-

¢ KaHTyTBep>XIaeT, 4TO eCTb Bce OCHOBaHMS «Ha/IeAThCs»,
YTO HAKOHEI] HACTYIIUT «BCceoblIiee fceMupHo-epaxoanckoe
cocmostue, Kak JIOHO, B KOTOPOM Pa30BBIOTCS BCe IIEPBO-
HadaJIbHBIE 3a/JaTKU JesioBevdeckoro poma» (AA 08, S. 28;
Kanrt, 19%4a, c. 26). Cum. Taxke: (Tuschling, 1991, p. 183).
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Yet, the relation between the two forms of
state is even more complex. As Kant explains in
his reflections on the ultimate end that human-
ity ought to gradually implement in the course
of history, the task of establishing a just “juridi-
co-civil legal (political) state” does not stand on
its own; rather, such a well-ordered state repre-
sents an important precondition that facilitates
the formation of an “ethical state”. Follow-
ing this line of thought, Kant defines the ulti-
mate end of history not exclusively in terms of
a globally established rule of law. Contrary to
a received reading of his philosophy of history
that suggests just that, he argues that such an
ideal legal order — which some nations have
already, albeit only partially, begun establish-
ing — has its final importance in providing the
foundation for social relations that are based
upon laws of virtue to fully flourish.’

All this said the question arises where we
might find an “ethical community”, at least in
a rudimentary form, or how we might have
to go about establishing one. Concerning this
question, Kant introduces a link between the
spheres of moral life and religion.

4. Founding a Kingdom of God on Earth

Kant maintains that “the concept of an eth-
ical community is the concept of a people of
God under ethical laws” (RGV, AA 06, p. 98;
Kant, 1996f, p. 133), arguing that the idea of
an ethical community “cannot be realized (by
human organization) except in the form of
a church” (RGV, AA 06, p. 100; Kant, 1996f,
p- 135). Obviously, it is this claim that has led
the philosophical mainstream to distance itself
from Kant’s conception of the “ethical state”,

? Kant argues that there is good reason to “hope” that,
finally, “a universal cosmopolitan condition, as the
womb in which all original predispositions of the hu-
man species will be developed” will come about (IaG,
AA 08, p. 28; Kant, 2007a, p. 118). See also Tuschling
(1991, p. 183).



JIATYS TIOTepsiyIa CBOIO ITPVBJIEKATeIbHOCTD IS
3HAUMTEILHOV OV HaceJleHWs, IIpuaep’KuBa-
IOITEeTICS CKOpee arHOCTMYeCKMX WJIV aTeucTide-
ckmx yOexmeHmiL. MBI OTMedaeM /IBe pa3jIiIHbIe
dpopmMBI HEIPUATISA B TOM OTHOIIEHW: B TO Bpe-
M4 KaK OHV y4YeHble OTBEpraroT «3TudecKoe ro-
CyHapcTBO» toto genere, HpyTie IIpejIaraoT Iiepe-
CMOTpPETH €r0o KOHIIEIIIVIO TaKMM 00pas3oM, UTo-
ObI 1130eXaTh JII000ro YIIOMVHAHMS TeMBbI peJu-
run. Ilpumepom mociremHero momxoma SIBIISET-
ca tesuc Jlyrna-baxmana o ToMm, uTo npesa «atu-
YecKOro rocyaapcTbBa» (POKYCHpYyeTcsl Ha «lle-
JISIX TIPAKTUYEeCKOro pasyMa B cpepe HOIUTUKI»
(Lutz-Bachmann, 2021, S. 193). B xommeHTapum K
kHmre Xabepmaca «/1 cHOBa — mcTopwmst pustoco-
dum» Jlyti-baxman ormedaet, uto npaes Kanra
CTPEeMUTCSI KOMITEHCUPOBAaTh HEIOCTATKM, KOTO-
PBIMV OTMEeYeHbI HallIOHAJIBHOE IIPaBO ¥ IOIIBIT-
KV CO37JaHMs KOCMOIOJIMTIYECKOrO TOCyaapCTBa
(Ibid., S. 174). I'lo ero MHeHWMIO, JTIO[IV, KOTOPbIE CO-
TPyOHMUYAIOT B 3alll/ITe JOCTOMHCTBA KaXXO0ro 1 B
OCYIIIeCTBJIEHMV OCHOBHBIX IIpaB UesioBeKa, IIpefl-
CTaBJISIIOT COOOV VIMEHHO TO OOIIecTBO moOpoze-
TesIn, KOTopoe 1MeeT B By KaHT, — TakuM mpu-
MepPOM SIBJISIeTCS, B YaCTHOCTY, «MeXayHapogHas
aMHUCTVS» KaK HeIIpaBUTeIbCTBEHHAS OpraHmu-
3arms ¢ miobaspHBIM oxBaToM (Ibid., S. 185). Vc-
XOf s M3 3TOM MHTepripetauny, JlyTi-baxman pac-
CMaTpUBaeT «3TUYecKoe roCyAapCcTBO» KaK 3CKM3
MIeasIbHOro OyZyIero 4esjoBedecTBa, KOTOPBIN
JlaeT MOPaJIbHBIM areHTaM IepPCIeKTUBY «pPasyM-
HOVI HafIeXX/Ibl» Ha «BCEOOIIYIO CIIPaBeIVBOCTb»
(Ibid)). B cBoem otBere JlyTiy-baxmarny Xabep-
Mac IIOITBEPXKIIAaeT TEe3VC O TOM, UTO «3TUYeCKoe
rOCyIapCTBO» OIIpeliesisieT KOHEUHYIO IIeIb CO-
BMECTHOTO IIOJIUTMYECKOI'0 y4acTus TpaXKaaH, OT-
KpbIBas TEM CaMbIM «TOPM30HT Pa3yMHO 0OOCHO-
BaHHOVI HaJeXbl», KOTOPBIVI CIIY>XXUT CTUMYJIOM
(encouragement) (Habermas, 2021, S. 249—251)".
OpHako 3Ta JIMHMSA apryMeHTallUy JIMIleHa
npasponofgodms. Ilockoneky oba aBTOpa coriia-

10 Kak ormeuaer maitee Xabepmac (Habermas, 2021,
S. 249), xonuentsa Kaara 00 o0mmIexmTim, XUBYIIEM II0
3aKOHaM [100porieTesin, o3gHee ObUIa ITOfIXBaueHa, B 13-
MeHeHHOM Bujle, ['eresteM, pasmbiiuisBiiim o Sittlichkeit
(3TMUeCKOVI XM3HM) M PasBUTA B VMIOESX COLVaJINCTIIYe-
CKOTO oDIIecTsa.
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taking into account the fact that, in many parts
of the world, religion has lost its appeal for
substantial segments of the population, which
rather adhere to agnostic or atheistic convic-
tions. We note two different forms of rejection
in this regard: While some scholars dismiss
the “ethical state” toto genere, others suggest
re-reading it in a way that avoids any refer-
ence to the topic of religion. One example of
the latter approach is Lutz-Bachmann’s thesis
that the idea of the “ethical state” focuses on
the “goals of practical reason in the sphere of
politics” (Lutz-Bachmann, 2021, p. 193)."° In his
comment on Habermas” Auch eine Geschichte der
Philosophie Lutz-Bachmann notes that Kant’s
idea seeks compensation for the deficits that
mark the law of nations and the attempts at
a cosmopolitan institution (Lutz-Bachmann,
2021, p. 174). As he maintains, people who co-
operate in defending the dignity of all humans,
and in implementing basic human rights,
represent precisely the community of virtue
that Kant has in mind — which is the case,
for instance, in “Amnesty International” as a
non-governmental organisation with global
scope (Lutz-Bachmann, 2021, p. 185). Based on
this interpretation, Lutz-Bachmann views the
“ethical state” as a sketch of the ideal future of
humankind that provides moral agents with a
perspective of “reasonable hope” for “univer-
sal justice” (ibid.). In his response to Lutz-Bach-
mann, Habermas re-affirms the thesis that the
“ethical state” specifies the ultimate goal of
the joint political engagement of citizens, thus
opening up a “reasonably justified hope hori-
zon” that serves as “encouragement” (Haber-
mas, 2021, pp. 249-251)."

This line of argument, however, lacks plausi-
bility. As both authors agree with Kant’s thesis

10 All quotations from Lutz-Bachmann (2021) and
Habermas (2021) have been translated by H. N.-D.

' As Habermas (2021, p. 249) further notes, Kant’s con-
ception of a community under the laws of virtue has
later been taken up, in modified ways, in Hegel’s reflec-
tions on “Sittlichkeit (ethical life)” and in the ideas of a
socialist society.
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marorTcd ¢ Tesucom KaHTa 0 TOM, 4TO MaeasibHas
dopma yertoBeyeckoro oOIiecTBa He MOXeT OBITh
B IIOJIHOVI Mepe peasiM3oBaHa B OymyIeM dYesio-
BeYeCTBa BBULY HeM30eXHOV OIIMOOYHOCTH, BO3-
HMKAIOIIEeVI B UYeJIOBeUeCKOM B3aMMOIercTBum'!,
OTKPBITBIM OCTaeTCsl BOIIPOC O TOM, KaKmMM 00-
pazoM puIocodCKIMI 3CKM3 MeasIbHOro oOIIe-
CTBa CMOXeT IIPOCTVIMYJIVMPOBATh aKTMBHOCTH
HBIHEIITHMX areHToB. BaXkHO OTMeTWUTh, YTO KOH-
LIETIIIVIST «HaJIeX/Ibl», paspadbotanHas KaHToMm, oc-
HOBaHa Ha CUCTeMaTuKe ero ¢utocodckorn Teo-
norvm'™?. Tax, ropm3oHT HameXbl, KoTopemi KauT
m3o0pakaeT B cBoen «Vimee BceoOITelt ICTOPIV BO
BCEMVIPHO-TPaXTaHCKOM IUIaHe», OIMpPaeTcs Ha
«onpaBoanie IPUPOLIBI VIV, BEPHEe, ITPOBIIEHVIS»
(AA 08, S. 30; Kanut, 1994a, c. 28). Yro Kacaercs
«3TUYECKOTO TOCYAApCTBa», TO JIFO00E IIpeIoxKe-
HVIe TPaKTOBATh 3Ty KOHIIEIIINIO VCKITIOUMTEIIBHO
B TepMMHAX VIeaIbHbIX OyIyIIVX JOCTVIKEHWIT B
cdepe rpaBa’® He yUMTBIBAET [JIABHOTO yTBEPXKIe-
Hug KaHTta o ToM, 4TO OOIIeXxmUTHe HOOporeTe-
JIV MOXeT OBITh OCHOBAHO TOJIBKO Ha PeIITO3-
HOM yOeXIIeHM, ONMpaOIeMcsl Ha MOPaJIbHBIN
3akoH. bortee Toro, mMHTEpHpeTarsi KaHTOBCKOV
KOHIIEMITNV «3TUYEeCKOrO TOCYyAapCTBa» B TEPMUI-
Hax KOJUIEKTMBHOTO COTPYIHWIYECTBa, HeOOXomu-
MOTrO ISl CO3AaHMS M CTaOVIIM3almMy MeXITyHa-
POIHBIX IIOrOBOPOB, TaKMX KaK IIpaBO HAIUM U
KOHBEHIIVI O IIpaBaXx 4YeJjloBeKa, paBHOCMIIbHA ac-
COIIMVPOBAHMIO COODIIIeCTBA TOOPOIETEIN C JIOT V-
KOVI ZIOTOBOpPa, TO €CTh C TIOAXOA0M K MOpasIy, He-
IIOCTaTOK KOTOPOTO OBLII OOBSICHEH BHIITIE.

Eciit yuecTs, 4TO OllpesiesieHe 3TIYecKoro 0o-
IIEXNUTIS KaK «IIepKBI» IIPeJICTaBIIsieT coDoM He-
OTbeMJIEMYIO YacTh MOpaIbHOM dpritocodpum Kan-
Ta, IIPEICTaBIISIeTCS. YMECTHBIM HAlIOMHUTD O pas-
pabOTaHHBIX VMM KIIFOUEBBIX apryMeHTax, HeB3VI-
past Ha Or'yJIbHOEe OTPWUIIAHME VX MEVHCTPVIMOM.
BaskHemImmin Te3nc 3aKJIIovaeTcs B TOM, YTO 3aKO-

1 3maveHmne, KoTopoe KaHT mpuIviceIBaeT 3TOMY Te3VCy,

OymeT pacCMOTpPeHO HILKe.

12 OreHKa KaHTOBCKOVI KOMIUIEKCHOW KOHIICIIIUM «Ha-
Oexpasl» naHa B padote: (Nagl-Docekal, 2020a).

B TTpumevaresibHO, 4TO B cTaThe JIyTIia-baxmaHa Ha 1ire-
CTVIECITV CTPaHMIIAX, ITOCBSAIIEHHBIX «3TNYeCKoMy 00-
mexnTnio» Kanra (Lutz-Bachmann, 2021), Het Hu ofgHOMI
CCBUIKM Ha KJIFo4eBoe IoHsTre KaHTa «11epKOBb».

170

that the ideal form of human society cannot be
expected to be fully realised in the future, giv-
en the unavoidable fallibility of human interac-
tion,' it remains an open question how, then, a
philosophical sketch of the ideal society might
be capable of encouraging the commitment of
present agents. It is important to note that the
conception of “hope” elaborated by Kant is
grounded in the systematics of his philosoph-
ical theology." Thus, the hope horizon which
Kant demonstrates in his Idea of a Universal His-
tory with a Cosmopolitan Aim is anchored in “a
plan of nature” — “or better, of providence”
(IaG, AA 08, p. 30; Kant, 2007a, p. 118). As re-
gards the “ethical state”, any suggestion for in-
terpreting that conception exclusively in terms
of ideal future achievements in the sphere of
law' fails to consider Kant’s key claim that a
community of virtue can be grounded only in
the religious conviction that is based on the
moral law. Moreover, to interpret Kant’s con-
ception of the “ethical state” in terms of a joint
cooperation that is required for establishing
and stabilising international treaties, such as
the law of nations and conventions of human
rights, does amount to associating the commu-
nity of virtue with the logic of the contract, i.e.
to an approach to morality the deficiency of
which has been explained above.

If we consider that the definition of the ethi-
cal community as “church” represents an inte-
gral part of Kant’s moral philosophy, it seems
worthwhile to recall key arguments elaborat-
ed by Kant, notwithstanding the sweeping dis-
missals of the mainstream. The crucial thesis is

2 The importance Kant attributes to this thesis will be
taken up below.

B An assessment of Kant’s complex conception of
“hope” is provided in Nagl-Docekal (2020a).

4 Significantly, there is not a single reference to Kant’s
key conception “church” in Lutz-Bachmann’s article of
sixty pages on Kant's “ethisches Gemeinwesen” (ethical
community) (Lutz-Bachmann, 2021).



HBI JI0OpOJIeTesI He MOTYT CUMUTaThCS yCTAaHOB-
JIEHHBIMV JIFOOBEMVL: «ECiIn, cTao ObITh, OOIITHOCTE,
KOTOPYIO HY>KHO OCHOBaTh, OyzmeT ropuduueckotl,
TO OOJIBIIMHCTBO, COSOMHSIOIIeECs B OMHO 1IeJI0e,
CaMo JOJDKHO OBITh 3aKOHOaTesIeM (KOHCTUTYIIVI-
OHHBIX 3aKOHOB)... M TJe, CJIeOBaTEeJIbHO, OOIIast
BOJISI CO37IaeT 3aKOHHOe BHeIITHee ITPUHYKIEHIe.
Ho ec o01iHOCTE JOIKHA OBITH 3TUUYECKOVI, TO
HapoJ KaK TaKOBOVI He MOXKET CUMTATh ceDs 3aKo-
HomaresieM. V100 B 110100HOTT OOIIITHOCTY BCe 3aKO-
HBI HaIlpaBJIeHbl VICKJTIOYNTEIIBHO Ha COMIEVICTBIIE
MOpAAbHOCHU TIOCTYIIKOB (KOTOpasi IIpefCTaBIseT
cobort HedTO BHYympeHHee V1, CTIeIOBATeIIbHO, He MO-
KeT HOIUMHSTHCS ITyOJIMIHBIM YeJI0BeYeCKIM 3a-
KOHaM)...» (AA 06, S. 98; KanT, 1994, c. 103). Kor-
1a KaHT B 3TOT MOMEHT 1iepexouT K Bepe B bora
KaK B «MOpaJIbHOro Mmpoaepxiia» (AA 06, S. 99;
Kanr, 1994k, c. 104), oH menaeT 3TO C pelIaroien
orosopkort. OH IIOTYepKMBaET, UTO «ITIUIECKIIE 3a-
KOHBI He MOT'Y'T OBITh MBICJIVIMBI TOJIBKO KaK VM3Ha-
YaJIbHO IIPOVICTEKATOIITIIE 113 BOJIVI TOrO 3aKOHOIa-
Tess (KaK CTaTyThl, KOTOpbIe He OyayT obs3aren-
HBIMM 0e3 TOro, 4ToOBI MM He IIPeJIecTBOBaIO
ero IprKasaHue), 100 Torfa OHM He ObUIN OBl 3TI-
YeCKVIMVI 3aKOHAMVI, @ COOTBETCTBYFOIIIVVI VIM JOJIT
ObUT OBI He CBOOOIHOVI JOOpOIeTeIbI0, HO MIMEO-
IeTl IPUHYANUTEIBHBIV XapaKTep IIpaBoBOVL 00s-
3aHHOCTBIO» (AA 06, S. 99; Kant, 1994k, c. 103—
104). DTo 0OBsicHeHMe TIOKa3bIBaeT, uTo KaHT of-
HOBPeMEeHHO pacCMaTpvBaeT JBa pasHbBIX BOIIpoca.
XOTs1 ero mIaBHOV 3a00TOM SIBJISIETCS MOPaIbHBIN
TIOJIT CO3[IaHMsl «3TUYeCKOro rocyiapcTBa» — 00s-
3aHHOCTB, KOTOPasi BO3JIaraeTcs Ha BCeX JIIONIeNt, —
OH TaKXXe CTPeMUTCS IIPOIeMOHCTPUPOBATh BEPY-
IOIIVIM MOHOTEUCTUYECKMX BepOyUeHMII, YTO WX
Bepa B «bora» IeVCTBUTEILHO MO pasyMeBaeT Ta-
KOV JIOJIT, TO €CTh YTO COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE VX Bepe
KOHLIETIIVIM OOIIEeXNUTIS, WIN «II€PKBU», TOIDK-
HBI TTOHVIMATBCS KaK pasjIM9IHbIe CIIOCOOBI peatu-
3aum 3Toro obimero mosra'®. C 3To OroBOpKoW
KanT ompenernser nmoHATNE «II€PKOBb» KaK «3TH-
YecKyIo OOIIHOCTh Ha OCHOBE DOXKECTBEHHOI'O MO-
pasibHOro 3aKoHoareibcTBa» (AA 06, S. 101; Kanr,

1 JlampHeviIiee M3TOKeHNME 3TOV TOUKWM 3PEHUS CM.:
(Wood, 1992).
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that the laws of virtue cannot be taken as hav-
ing been laid down by humans: “If the com-
munity to be founded is to be a juridical one,
the mass of people joining in a union must it-
self be the lawgiver (of constitutional laws)
[...], and the universal will thus establishes an
external legal constraint. If, however, the com-
munity is to be an ethical one, the people, as a
people, cannot be regarded as legislator. For in
such a community all the laws are exclusive-
ly designed to promote the morality of actions
(which is something internal, and hence can-
not be subject to public human laws)” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 98; Kant, 1996f, p. 133). As Kant, at
this point, takes up the belief in God as ,, moral
ruler of the world” (RGV, AA 06, p. 99; Kant,
1996f, p. 134), he does so with a decisive qual-
ification. He emphasises that “ethical laws
[cannot] be thought of as proceeding original-
ly from the will of this superior (as statutes
which would not be binding without his pri-
or sanction), for then they would not be ethi-
cal laws and the duty commensurate to them
would not be a free virtue but an externally
enforceable legal duty” (RGV, AA 06, p. 99;
Kant, 1996f, pp. 133-134). This explanation
reveals that Kant addresses two different is-
sues simultaneously: While his primary con-
cern is the moral duty to establish the “ethical
state” — an obligation which is imposed on
all human beings —, he also seeks to demon-
strate to believers of monotheistic creeds that
their faith in “God” does, in fact, imply this
duty, i.e. that their respective conceptions of
community, or “church”, must be understood
as different ways of implementing this shared
duty.”

With this caveat, Kant defines the concept
“church” as “ethical community under di-
vine moral legislation” (RGV, AA 06, p. 101;
Kant, 1996f, p. 135). Establishing a church, he

5 For a further explication of this view see Wood (1992).
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1994k, c. 106). OcHoBaHVe 1IepKBM, YTBepXKiaeT
OH, PaBHOCMJIBHO «ocHOBaHMIO LlapcTBa Bboxne-
ro Ha 3emsie» (AA 06, S. 95; Kanr, 1994, c. 97). B
KOHEYHOM CueTe TaKOV CIIocod coemmHeHms cdep
MopasIi M PeIUrmu orpenesisieT riocopcKmi
noaxor, KaHTa Ko BceM peIMIvo3HBIM Tpagyiiy-
SIM, a He TOJIBKO K TeM, KOTOpble cpOpMMpOBaHbI
MOHOTEVCTUYeCKUMM TIpefcTasiieHnsaMn. Ccblla-
4Ch Ha IIpedplaylye 310X/ MWUPOBOVI MCTOPUM,
KaHT ykaseiBaeT, 4TO M3HaA4YaJIbHO 4eJIOBEUECTBY
He OBUIO JOCTYIIHO MHOTO CpeJICTBa I CO3IaHMs
«3TUYECKOro OOIIeXNUTNs», KpoMe opMmpoBa-
HUSL peJIMTUO3HBIX o0mInH. OH yTBepXIaeT, uTo
OrPOMHOe pa3HOOOpasye peJINIMO3HBIX HappaTy-
BOB VI ITPAKTVMK MOXHO pacCMaTpuMBaTh KaK MHO-
KeCTBO TIOIIBITOK PeaIn30BaTh B paMKaX KOHKpeT-
HBIX KYJIBTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTOB CaMyIO CJIOKHYIO
MOpaJIbHYIO 3aady 4esloBeuecTBa.

BaxxHo oTmerwTh, 4TO TIomXxonm KaHTa OTKpBI-
BaeT ¥ KPUTMUECKYIO IIepCIIeKTHBY, KOTopas Ka-
CaeTcsl MHCTUTYIIVOHAIBHBIX peanil PeInrios-
HbIX 0oOmIMH. PassuBast 3Ty MbIcib, KaHT mprHM-
MaeT TpaJuIIMOHHOe pasjifune MeX[y «HeBUIV-
MOVD» M «BUOVIMOVI» 1I€PKOBBIO: «DTMyeckas oOII-
HOCTb Ha OCHOBe OO)KeCTBEHHOI'O MOPaJIbHOIO 3a-
KOHOJIATEJTbCTBA €CTh Yepkobs, KOTOpas... Ha3blBa-
eTcs HeBUuouMOtl yepkobvio (B KauecTBe TOJIBKO VIV
O0BeIVMHEHVIS BCeX YeCTHBIX JIFOMIENL... B TOM BUJIE,
KaK OHa CIIy>KUT IIPOOOpPa3oM BCSKOrO IIOOOHO-
TO UeJIOBeUeCKOro yupexuenns). Budumas xe mep-
KOBb €CTb JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOe O0BeIHEeHVIe JIIOMIEN! B
efIVIHOe 1IeJI0oe, COOTBETCTBYIOIIee 3TOMY Meay»
(AA06,S.101; KarT, 1994k, c. 106)°. KauT mprimeHs-
€T 3TO pa3jIn4dye B CBOVX HaOJIIOIeHMSIX 3a peain-
MV JKU3HW PeJIUTMO3HBIX OOIIEeXUTNV, BKITIOUas
IIPOTECTAHTCKYO IIEPKOBb, K KOTOPOVI OH CaM IIpU-
HaJIJIeXXasl, OTMedasl, UTO «BO3BBIIIIEHHas, HVIKOI-
Jla BIIOJIHE He JIOCTVDKMMAS MZesl STVYeCKO OOl
HOCTY BeCbMa YMaJIeTCs B UeJIOBeYeCcKX pyKax...
Kaxk >xe MOYXHO cCMacTepuTh 3 TAKOT'O KPVBOTO fie-
peBa 4TO-HMOYIb coBepIIeHHO IipsiMoe?» (AA 06,

® YeTKny KOMMEHTaPWUIL O Pas/INYNIL IBYX TUIIOB LIEPK-
BeVL COePXXUTCs B paboTte AHpepcoHa-I'onma (Anderson-
Gold, 1991).
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claims, amounts to “the founding of a Kingdom
of God on earth” (RGV, AA 06, p. 95; Kant,
1996f, p. 130). Ultimately, this mode of linking
the spheres of morality and religion defines
Kant’s philosophical approach to all religious
traditions rather than only to those shaped by
monotheistic conceptions. Referring to the pre-
vious epochs of world history, Kant maintains
that, initially, no other means for establishing
an “ethical community” have been available to
humankind than that of forming religious com-
munities — he claims that the great diversi-
ty of religious narratives and practices may be
viewed as so many efforts to realise, within the
respective particular cultural contexts, humani-
ty’s most demanding moral task.

It is important to note that Kant’s approach
opens up a critical perspective as well, which
concerns the institutional realities of religious
communities. Elaborating this point, Kant
adopts the traditional distinction between “in-
visible” and “visible” church: “An ethical com-
munity under divine moral legislation is a
church which [...] is called the church invisible
(the mere idea of the union of all upright hu-
man beings [...], as serves all for the archetype
of any such governance to be founded by hu-
man beings). The church visible is the actual un-
ion of human beings into a whole that accords
with this ideal” (RGV, AA 06, p. 101; Kant,
1996f, p. 135).' In his observations on the real-
ities of religious communities, including the
Protestant church he belonged to, Kant applies
this distinction, noting that “the sublime, never
fully attainable idea of an ethical community is
greatly scaled down under human hands. [...]
But how could one expect to construct some-
thing completely straight from such crook-
ed wood?” (RGV, AA 06, p. 100; Kant, 1996f,

1 A lucid comment on the distinction of two types of
church is provided in Anderson-Gold (1991).



S. 100; KanT, 1994, c. 105). Hambortee akTyasibHas
rpobsieMa, KOTOpyio paccMmarpmsaeT KaHT, ocHo-
BaHa Ha TOM, YTO IepKBU KaK MHCTUTYTHI, cdop-
MVpPOBaHHBIE JIIOIbEMI, OOBIYHO IIepeHVMAIOT IT0-
JIATUYeCKMe CTPYKTYpHBIe MOfeV, Harpumep
«MOHapxuyeckoe (IIOf], Ha4yasIoOM IIaIlbl VUIM HaTpu-
apXo0B)», «apUCTOKpaTIIecKoe (eIIMCKOIIOB 1 ITpeJla-
TOB)» WIU «IeMOKpaTuJecKoe (KaK y CeKTaHTCTBY-
IOITVX VWITIOMIHATOB)» IipaBiieHne (AA 06, S. 102;
Kant, 1994, c. 107). TakmmM o0pa3om, «cTaTyapHbIe
3akoHB (AA 06, S. 99; Kant, 1994k, c. 104), ycTa-
HOBJIEHHBIE IIePKOBHBIMM BJIACTSIMM, VIMEIOT TEH-
TEeHIINIO BCTaBaTh Ha ITyTW MOPaJbHOIO 3aKOHA.
KanT npenynpexiaet, uTo noguHeHve M OyeT
KacaTbCsl «He MOPaJIBHOCTY, a TOJIBKO JIETAJIBHOCTN
nevictBu» (AA 06, S. 99; Kant, 1994, c. 104)*.

CiiefoBaresibHO, IIPUMEHWUTETIBHO K CBOEMY
BpeMeHn KaHT mpusbIBaeT IiepecMOTpPETh IIpPO-
KO pacIIpocTpaHeHHoOe (OIO0OYHOe) TIOHMMaHe
HOPMAaTVIBHBIX KOMITETEHITVI IIE€PKOBHBIX BJIACTEVA.
ITortHOCTBIO OCO3HABas TOT (PAKT, UTO JTIFOOOE Uesto-
BeyeCcKoe OOIIEXITIE «I0/DKHO BCe )K€ ITOKOMTHCS
Ha ny0uunbx 3aKoHax» (AA 06, S. 96; KanT, 1994k,
c. 100), oH momuepKMBaeT, YTO ITIIECKOe OOIIeXI-
Tve B (popMe IIepKBU pacCMaTPUBaETCS «VICKITIOUN-
TeJIBHO KakK npedcmabumensHuya mapcTsa OOXbe-
ro» V1 IIO3TOMY «He VIMeeT, COOCTBEHHO, B COOTBET-
CTBVIVI CO CBOVIMY OCHOBaMWI, ITpaBJIeHMs], IIOI00HO-
ro noimTtudeckomy» (AA 06, S. 102; Kant, 1994,
c. 107). IlpencrasisieTcd ompaBgaHHBIM pPaccMO-
TPeTh 3TO yTBEPXKeH Ve B Oosiee OOIIINIX TepMIHaX
KaK yTBepXKIeHWe OT/IMYNTEIIBHOIO, CBAIEHHOIO
xapaKkTepa 3aKOHOB J1oOpoperenn. Takoe mpouTe-
HVIe ITO3BOJIsIeT HaM OLIEHWUTB €T0 MBIC/Ib KaK ITpesl-
IIOJIOKEHe O TOM, YTO IIOAJIMHHBIE MOpPaJIbHBIE
YYEHVIsI, COOeprKalecs: B KaXKI0V TpaaiiIMOHHON
KOH(eCCH, MOTYT OBITh ITOJTHOCTBIO PaCKPBITHI
IIOCTYIIHBI B KayecTBe IIPaKTMUECKOro PYyKOBOM-
CTBa, TOJIBKO €CJIVI OTHIEINTD MX OT MepapXIuecKo-
ro [JaBJIeHMs, HaIlpaBJIeHHOIO Ha YCTaHOBJIeHVe
reTepOHOMHOI0 oOpa3a JeVICTBIIL

16 TlompobHOe obOcy>K/IeHre 3TOrO BOIIpOca CM. B pasile-
71e «Criop dmtocodckoro ¢axysibTeTa C TeOJIOIMTIeCKIM»
(AA 07, S.14—75; Kanr, 2002, c. 42).
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p. 135). The most pressing problem Kant ad-
dresses is based upon the fact that, as institu-
tions shaped by humans, churches commonly
have adopted political models of structuring,
e.g., “monarchical (under a pope or patriarch)”,
“aristocratic (under bishops and prelates)”, or
“democratic (as of sectarian illuminati)” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 102; Kant, 1996f, p. 136) paradigmes.
In this manner “statutary laws” (RGV, AA 06,
p. 99; Kant, 1996f, p. 134), decreed by church
authorities, have tended to get in the way of the
moral law. Kant warns that obedience to them
would “involve not the morality of actions but
only their legality” (RGV, AA 06, p. 99; Kant,
1996f, p. 134; AA 06, p. 99).”

Consequently, with regard to his own time,
Kant pleads for a revision of the widely held
(mis-) understanding of the normative compe-
tences of church authorities. While being ful-
ly aware of the fact that any kind of human
community “must rest on public laws” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 96; Kant, 1996f, p. 131), he empha-
sises that an ethical community, in the form of
a church, is “a mere representative of a state
[ruled by] God”, and therefore “really has
nothing in its principles that resembles a po-
litical constitution” (RGV, AA 06, p. 102; Kant,
1996f, p. 136). It seems legitimate to read this
claim, in more general terms, as insisting on
the distinctive, sacrosanct character of the laws
of virtue. This reading allows us to assess his
thought as suggesting that the genuine moral
teachings that are contained in each tradition-
al confession can be fully brought to light, and
made available as practical guidelines, only by
detaching them from hierarchical pressures
that seek to establish a heteronomous mode of
acting.

7" For an elaborate discussion of this issue see the sec-
tion entitled “First Part: The Conflict of the Philoso-
phy Faculty with the Theology Faculty” in SF, AA 07,
pp- 14-75; Kant, 1996g, pp. 245-293.
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5. IToBbIIlIeHVIE OCBEeIOMJ/IEHHOCTH
0 TOM, Yero He XBaTaeT
B COBpeMEHHOM >KM3HEHHOM MWpe

B orBeT Ha TOT (paxT, YTO CcerogHs MHOIVIE
KaXyTcsl yOeXIeHHBIMU B OTCYTCTBUM aKTy-
QJIBHOCTV KOHIIEMIINM «3TUYeCKOro Trocyap-
ctBa» KaHTa, mapavTe IpociierlyeM pasiee Imar
3a maroM. IIpexie Bcero Ba)XHO y4mMTBIBaTh, YTO
KanT mpepyiaraer xopolio apryMeHTVpPOBaHHBIE
Kpumuueckue VHCTpyMeHTbL. Hamprimep, ero o0b-
SICHEHVIe TOTO, YTO JaXke «B YK€ CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO
MIOJINTUYECKYIO OOIITHOCTH BCe MOJIMUTUYECKUEe ee
YjIeHbI KaK TaKOBBIE BXOISIT TOJIBKO B MX STUUe-
CKVI €CTeCTBEHHOM COCTOSIHWM, VIMes TIOJTHOe IIpa-
BO B HeM 1 ocTaBaThcs» (AA 06, S. 95; Kant, 1994k,
c. 100), MoxeT OKa3aTbcsl MOJIE3HBIM IIPW aHaJI3e
COBPEeMEeHHBIX COLaIbHBIX ITpo0sieM. OHO 1103BO-
JIgeT HOIUepKHYTh, UTO [Jake CIIpaBe[lJIVBble VH-
CTUTYTBI HE MOTYT IIPeIOTBPATUTh IIOCTEIEHHYIO
KOPPO3MIO COLIVIaJIbHBIX CBA3€EM KaK B YaCTHOW, TaK
u B myOimuHon cdepe. Kak ormeuaer Xabepmac,
Cepbe3Hble «COLMaIbHBIE IIaTOJIOrMI» ObUIN IIO-
POXIeHBbl HeperyJvpyeMbIMM IIpolieccaMil Pbl-
HOYHOW 5KOHOMMKM: «CerofgHsi BCEeIIPOHMKALO-
NV SI3BIK PBIHKA TIOMeITaeT BCe MEXKIIMYHOCTHBIE
OTHOIIIEH N TI0f] OrpaHIMYeHe ST OIIeHTPIYecKon
OopveHTalMV Ha cBou ITpeariouTeHns» (Habermas,
2003, p. 110—111). I'lox, maBiieHVeM KOHKYpeHIIN,
yTBepXX/jaeT OH, COITVasIbHble OTHOIIEH VS «IIOIUIN
II07], OTKOC», YCTYIIVB MeCTO BO3HMKHOBEHMIO aTo-
MU3MPOBaHHBIX ycsIoBuil. OH OTMeuaeT TeHeH-
LIMIO K «IIpeBpallleHNIO I'pakiaH 0J1arofeHCTBYIo-
VX Y1 MVPHBIX JIMOepasIbHBIX OOIIeCTB B M30JIM-
pOBaHHBIe, IEVICTBYIOIIMe B JIMYHBIX MHTepecax
MOHa/Ibl, KOTOPbIe VCIIOJIb3YIOT CBOM CyOBeKTMB-
Hble ITpaBa KaK OpY>Kie, HallpaBJIsid ero IpyT IIpo-
TUB npyra» (Xabepmac, 2011, c. 104)”. donomHn-
TeJIbHBIE ITPOOJIEMBI, CO3/laBaeMble arpecCVBHBIM
OTHOIIIeHVIEM, KOTOpoe Bce OOoJIblIle BIIMsIeT Ha CO-

7 Cm. Takxke: (Xabepmac, 2003, c. 107). I[TomoOHbM 00pa-
30M COLMAJIBHBIVI aTOMWM3M, BBI3BAHHBIV Heperyiamnpye-
MOWV IJI00aJILHO PBIHOYHOVI SKOHOMMKOVI, 06CY)KJIaeTCH
C TOYKM 3peHMsl KUTaVICKOVI HEOKOH(YIIMaHCKO MBICII,
Harnpumep B pabore Ty Bermvmnra (Tu Weiming, 2022).
Cwm. Taxcke: (Nagl, 2021).
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5. Raising Awareness
of What Is Missing
in the Contemporary Life World

In response to the fact that, today, many
people seem convinced that Kant’s conception
of the “ethical state” does not prove relevant in
any way let us proceed step by step. First of all,
it is important to consider that Kant provides
well-argued critical tools. For instance, his ex-
planation that even “in an already existing po-
litical community all the political citizens, as
such, are in an ethical state of nature and are
entitled to remain therein” (RGV, AA 06, p. 95;
Kant, 1996f, p. 131), may prove helpful in ana-
lysing current social challenges. It allows us
to underline that even just institutions cannot
prevent the gradual corrosion of social bonds
in both the private and the public sphere. As
Habermas observes, severe “social pathologies”
have been generated by unregulated processes
of market economy: “Today, the all-pervasive
language of the market puts all interperson-
al relations under the constraint of an egocen-
tric orientation towards one’s preferences”
(Habermas, 2003, pp. 110-111). Due to the pres-
sures of competition, he argues, social relations
have “derailed”, giving way to the emergence
of atomised conditions. He notes a tendency
towards “the transformation of the citizens of
prosperous and peaceful liberal societies into
isolated, self-interested monads who use their
individual liberties exclusively against one an-
other like weapons” (Habermas, 2008, p. 107).'®
Further challenges created by aggressive atti-
tudes that are increasingly impacting on social

8 See also Habermas (2008, p. 111). In a similar man-
ner, the social atomism caused by an unregulated glob-
al market economy is discussed from the perspective of
Chinese Neo-Confucian thought, for instance in Tu We-
iming (2022). See also Nagl (2021).



IIVJIBHYIO KM3Hb, — 3TO S3bIK HEHABVICTY U 3J10-
HaMepPeHHOCTV MJIV ITpeHeOpeXXTeIIbHbIe Halla/l-
KV, 9acTO IlepejaBaeMble OOIIeCTBEHHOCTH depes
TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIe «COLIMAJIbHBIE» Me[Ila.

I'To Mepe TOro KaK MbI CETOIIHS CTAJIKMBAEMCS C
TakMMU (peHOMeHaMM, KaK «3TIYeCcKoe COCTOSHe
NIPVIPOMBI», KaXkeTCs, CTOUT BCIIOMHUTH YTBEPXK-
meume Kanra o HeoOXoomMocTi OOIIecTBeHHOIO
0oOCyXIeHMsT MOpasii. B cBOMX pasMBIITUIEHMSIX
O IIPOCBeIlIeHN OH YTBepXIaeT, UTo IJIs MHIN-
BUIOB SIBJISIETCSI HEITOCMJIBHOW 3ajaderl caMOCTO-
ATeJIbHO OTKa3aThCd OT YKOPEHMBIIVIXCS MOJlelIeit
nosenenns. «Ho 0osiee BOSMOXHO, U Jake IOUTH
Hen30eXHO, YTo Iy0OsmKa cama cedsi TPOCBeTUT»
(AA 08, S. 36; KanT, 19%4e, c. 30).

MoyxHO TIOfyMaTh, UTO B CBETCKYIO 3II0XY, KOT-
Zla OOJIBIIIMHCTBO JIfofIelt OOoJIbIlle He pa3MBIIIIIS-
10T Ha/l MOPaJIbHBIMV BOIIPOCAMM B PEJITATVIO3HOM
KOHTEKCTe, O0I1IeCTBEHHBIVI IVICKY PC O MOPaJIV CTa-
HOBUTCH ellle Oorlee BakHBIM. Takov AMCKYpC Tpe-
OyeT pellieHMsI BOIIpOCa peaIn3aliiL KaK CO3IaTh
COOOITIECTBO, B KOTOPOM JIIOMM OYIy T B3aIMHO MO~
ZlepXXMBaTh APYT IpyTa B BOCIUTAHMY MOPaJIbHOV
JyBCTBUTEIIBHOCTY, a He BOBJIEKAThCS BO BCe Oolee
u Oortee BpakzeOHbIe oTHOIIeHMs? KanT 00prico-
BaJI CJIOYKHOE COOTHOIIIEHVIE MeXXITy HIVBUIYaIb-
HOVI 11 ODIIIel OTBETCTBEHHOCTHIO. XOTS, VICXOLIS 13
MOpaJIbHOTO MIMIIepaTyiBa, KaXkIIbIVl YeJIoBeK O0si-
3aH «BCTyHaTh B OOIIIHOCTD sTudeckyo» (AA 06,
S. 96; Kanr, 1994, c. 100), co3maHme n Tofaepx-
Ka TaKOr'o COCTOSTHVIS 3aBVICUT OT COBMECTHBIX [IeVi-
crBuit. KaHT miofruepkiBaeT, YTo MOpasIbHOE Tpe-
OoBaHMe 3aK/IIOYaeTcss B COBMECTHOM CO3IaHWMU
00IIIecTBa, «yCTPOEHHOTO COIVIAaCHO 3aKOHAM [I0-
Opometernu 1 I ee TOib3b» (AA 06, S. 94; KanrT,
1994k, c. 98). Tounee, oH yKasbIBaeT 3[leChb Ha Me-
TaypoBeHb, YTBepXKJas, YTO MOPaJIbHBIN JOJIT He
TIOJDKEH TIOHVMAThCS KaK OffHa 13 IIPoYMX 00si3aH-
HOCTeVT; CKopee, IIOJIT KaK TaKOBOV ITPeZICTaBIIseT
cobor1 I1aBHYyO 11e71b fIevicTBist. Kpome Toro, KanT
BBOIIWT I7100aJIbHY 0, BCEOXBATbIBAIOIITYIO ITepCIIeK-
TUBY, TIOCKOJIBKY OH pa3BMBaeT mjeasl «00IIecTBa,
CO3[IaHVe KOTOPOro, T. €. BOBJIEUeHVIe JIIOZIEV! B €r0
cdepy, cTaHeT 10 TOOYXIEHMIO pasyma 3ajadent
Y JIOJITOM /111 BCEro pofia desioBedeckoro» (AA 06,
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life are hate speech and malicious or disdainful
attacks, often transmitted to the public via so-
called “social” media.

As we face such current phenomena of an
“ethical state of nature”, it seems worth re-
calling Kant’s claim that a public discourse on
morality is needed. In his reflections on enlight-
enment he argues that it proves a tall order for
individuals to give up entrenched behaviour
patterns on their own. “But that a public should
enlighten itself is more possible; indeed this
is almost inevitable” (WA, AA 08, p. 36; Kant,
1996, p. 17).

One might think that in the secular age,
when most people are no longer involved in
pondering over moral issues in a religious con-
text, a public discourse on morality would be
even more important. Such a discourse would
have to take up the issue of implementation:
How to establish a community in which people
would mutually support one another in the cul-
tivation of moral sensitivity, rather than being
drawn into ever more hostile attitudes? Kant
sketches a complex relation between individu-
al and shared responsibilities. While, based on
the moral imperative, it is a duty for every sin-
gle person to “become a member of an ethical
community” (RGV, AA 06, p. 96; Kant, 1996f,
p- 132), the creation and support of such a state
depends on joint action. Kant emphasises that
the moral demand is to establish a society co-
operatively “in accordance with, and for the
sake of, the laws of virtues” (RGV, AA 06, p. 94;
Kant, 1996f, p. 130). More precisely, he points
out a meta-level here, arguing that this mor-
al duty must not be understood as one duty
among others; rather, duty as such represents
the leading concern of action. Furthermore,
Kant introduces a global, inclusive perspective,
as he elaborates the ideal of “a society which
reason makes it a task and a duty of the entire
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S. 94; KanT, 1994, c. 98). OH nosicHseT, 9TO «B TaH-
HOM CJIyvae Ilepef] HaMU JIUIIIb JOJIT OCOOEHHOTrO
CBOVICTBA — IOJIT... UeJIOBEUECKOro pofa 10 OTHO-
IIIeHVIo K camoMy cebe» (AA 06, S. 97; KanT, 1994k,
c. 102). (AHasI0rMYHyI0 MBICIIb MBI HAXOVIM B KOH-
TekcTe dpvtocodpnn nctopuy Kanra B oTHomeHnm
O0SI3aHHOCTVI COTPYOHWYATh B COHEVICTBUM pea-
JIM3anmy TIPVHIINIIOB CIIPABEIJIVBOIO TIOJINTIIYe-
CKOro rocynapcrsa’®) DTa MBICIb HOIpa3yMeBaerT,
YTO TOJIBKO B TAKOM YHVIBEPCAJIBHOM COIO3€ MOX-
HO TIIIATEeJIFHO KYJIBTVBMPOBATh Pa3sHOOOpasHbIe
00sI13aHHOCTY, KaK OHM yKa3aHbI B PprII0COPCKMIX
viccriefoBaHMsIX JooponeTer. Ocoboe 3HaueHMe B
CBSI3M C myIeert popMIMPOBaHMS 1IapcTBa J00porie-
TEJIV VIMEIOT pa3MblluleHnsi KaHTa 0o HpaBCTBeH-
HOM BOCHITaHWY (He TOJIBKO feTern)”.

DT MBICJIV 3By4aT IIPaBIOIIO00HO B HBIHEIII-
HeM KOHTeKCTe, TIOCKOJIBKY OHM TIO3BOJISIOT pac-
CMOTPeTb TO, 4e20 Hedocmaen: OOIIECTBY, B TOM
YVICITe YYUTHIBAS IIVIPOKO PacIIpOCTpaHeHHbIe CO-
LIVIaJTbHbIEe TTPVBBIUKIL.

OOpatumcs Temlepp K pasMmblnuieHMsM Kas-
Ta 0 peaueuu. IIpexme Bcero oH mperjiaraeT pac-
CMaTpuBaTh OIPOMHOe pa3sHOOOpasue pesIuIvos-
HBIX HappaTVUBOB M IPAaKTUK B KauecTBe MHOIO-
UIICIIeHHBIX TIONBITOK pealn30BaTh B paMKax KOH-
KPEeTHBIX KYJIBTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTOB CaMYIO CJIOX-
HYIO MOPaJIBHYIO 3a/]auy 4esioBeuecTBa®. DTa TOU-
Ka 3peHms, 0e3yCIIOBHO, IIPeICTaBIIseT MHTEPeC B
CBSI3V1 C COBPEMEHHBIMY KOH(IIVKTAMV, VIMEIOIIIVI-
MU PeIUTMO3HYIO HoforuieKy. KaHT ymernser oc-
HOBHO€e BHVIMaHVe He ITOBePXHOCTHBIM Pas/Indvi-
SM JIM CXOZICTBAM PeJIMIMO3HBIX KOHdeccuit, a
aHaJIN3y MX OOIIEeV OCHOBBI B «UVICTO MOPAJIBHOV
permarum» (AA 06, S. 103; Kanr, 1994, c. 109). C
3TOVI TOYKM 3PeHS KaXk[I0e BepoydeHie HauHas
C CaMBIX PaHHMX PeJINTVO3HBIX WIEV YeJloBede-
cTBa OOJIa/TaeT BHYTpPEeHHeV 1IeHHOCTBIO, VI 3ajia-

B Cwm., Hamp.: (AA 08, S. 22—23).

19 Cwm., Hamp.: (AA 09; Kanr, 19943).

20 Ha camom geite KaHT HOJIOKUTEILHO OTHOCUTCH K
nee co3maHMsd «3TUYEeCKOTO ODIEXUTVISA» C OTKa30M OT
71100071 TPaIMIIMOHHON [IePKBY, YTBEPIXKIasi, YTO ITOCIIeI-
HSISI LIPEICTABIIsIeT COOOV JINIITh ICTOPMTYIECKOe «BCIIOMO-

rareslbHOE CPelCTBO», Bedylllee K COCTOSHVIO BCceoOIert
nobpoperenu (AA 06, S. 123 Anm.; Kant, 1994k, c. 147).

human race to establish in its full scope” (RGV,
AA 06, p. 94; Kant, 1996f, p. 130). He explains
that “here we have a duty sui generis, [...] of the
human race toward itself” (RGV, AA 06, p. 97;
Kant, 1996f, p. 132). (We find a similar thought
in the context of Kant’s philosophy of histo-
ry with regard to the duty to cooperate in pro-
moting the implementation of principles of the
just political state.””) This thought implies that
it is only under the roof of such a universal un-
ion that the diverse obligations, as specified in
philosophical research on virtue, can be careful-
ly cultivated. Of particular relevance, with re-
gard to the idea of forming a realm of virtue,
are Kant’s reflections on moral education (not
only of children).”

These thoughts do sound plausible in the
present context, as they allow addressing what
is missing, given the widely shared social hab-
its.

Let us now turn to Kant’s thoughts on reli-
gion. First of all, he suggests viewing the great
diversity of religious narratives and practices as
so many efforts to realise, within the respective
particular cultural contexts, humanity’s most
demanding moral task.” This point of view is
certainly of interest with regard to current con-
flicts with religious connotations. Kant’s prime
focus is not on addressing the disparities — or
similarities — of religious confessions on the
surface level, as it were, but on considering
their shared basis in the “purely moral reli-
gion” (RGV, AA 06, p. 103; Kant, 1996f, p. 137).
From this perspective every creed, since hu-
manity’s earliest religious ideas, has intrinsic

19 See, for instance, [aG, AA 08, pp. 22-23; Kant, 2007a,
pp- 112-114.

2 See, for instance, Pid, AA 09; Kant, 2007b.

2l In fact, Kant addresses, in an affirmative manner, the
idea of establishing an “ethical community” by leaving
behind any traditional churches, maintaining that the
latter only represent historical “vehicles” leading to-
ward the universal state of virtue (RGV, AA 06, 123n;
Kant, 1996f, p. 152n).
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Ya COCTOUT B TOM, UYTOOBI M3y4MTh, KaKOV BKJIal
KaK7Ioe 13 HVX BHeCJIO B CO3[aHVe OOIIeXWUTIS,
uJIeHbl KOTOPOr'o COO0IIa CTpeM4TCs TofepKaTh
Y YIIYYIIUTB CBOIO HPABCTBEHHYIO KM3HB. TakmMm
obpasom, KaHT mpernyiaraer momxon, K peuiruu,
OCHOBaHHBIVI Ha OIleHKe, KOTOpasi SIBJIsSeTCd Ipu-
eMJIeMOV KaK [IJIsl BepYIOIIVIX, TaK M [1JIsl arHOCTU-
KOB VIJIVI aTeVICTOB.

KanT mpenrionaraer eme 6oriee TeCHYIO CBS3b
MeX/]Ty aTeM3MOM U peJIUTieV, TIOCKOJIbKY pa3By-
BaeT CBOV Te3nc 00 M3HavaIbHOV yKOPeHeHHOCTN
PeJINTMO3HOCTY B KaXK/IOM desioBeke. 371ech MOXKHO
IaTh JIVIIb KpaTKoe omvcaHue. JIrobas «vicropu-
yeckasi Bepa» (AA 06, S. 129; Kanrt, 1994x, c. 134),
yTBepXJlaeT OH, KOPEHUTCS B ITOVICKe KOHEUHOIO
CMBICJIa 4eJIOBeUecKoro cyirectsopaHms. Crasiku-
BasiCh C ITPECJIOBYTHIM PacXOXKIeHVeM MeXIy Mo-
pasIblO M cuacTbeM, KKV YesIoBeK Hen30eXHO
3afaercs BorrpocoM «Ha d9To s cMero HafesThCs?»
(A 805 / B 833; Kanr, 2006, c. 1011). ITomuepxmBsasi,
UTO 3TOT PyHAaMeHTaJIbHBIVI SK3VCTeHIIVIaJIbHbIV
BOIIPOC He MOXXeT OBITh pellleH JIIOIbMW B XOfe
ncropuy, KaHT yTBepXkiaeT, 4To CriocOOHOCTHM pa-
3yMa KaXX[IOro ueJioBeKa Iofpa3yMeBalOT — XOTs
U HeqgBHO — «ecTeCTBeHHYIO penuruio» (AA 06,
S. 154; Kant, 1994, c. 165). OH npeprionaraeT, 4To
B 3apOjIblllle «MOpaJIbHOe JI0Ka3aTesIbcTBo [boral»
«OBUTO 3aJI0KeHO B YeJIOBeKe ellle 10 IOABJIeHVs
CaMbIX paHHMX POCTKOB CIIOCOOHOCTM €ro pasyMa»
(AA 05, S. 458; Kant, 19948, c. 301). Pasmbiursas
HaJl 5TVIM «3apOofbIllieM» B IepBbIX Jrogax, KanT
OTMeYaeT: «...HeM30eXHO [I0JDKHO ObLJIO BO3HVIK-
HYTb Cy>XJIeHVe, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY B KOHIIE JKI3-
HVI He MOKeT OKa3aThCs Oe3pasiIuHbIM, IIOCTYIIA
JIV 4eJI0BEeK YeCTHO VIV OOMaHBIBaJI, CIIPaBeIIBO
JIVL AeVICTBOBaJI VIV IIPVIMeHsJT HacwiIvie, — IIyCThb
Ja’ke B TeUEHVIE BCEVI XXV3HY €My, 10 KparHe Mepe
SIBHO, He OBIJIO JTapOBaHO CUacThe 3a ero Hodpore-
TeJIV IV He ToficTeperasio HaKasaHue 3a ero rpe-
crymieHus. Kasaiock, 9To JII0oau CiIbIIIaT HeKuUm
BHYTPEHHWII TOJIOC, KOTOPbIVI YTBEPXKIAeT, UTO BCe
JIOJDKHO OBITH MHBIM» (AA 05, S. 458; KanT, 19948,
c. 301). Ha stom done KaHT onpenernser 3agauy
dprtocodvm Kax 3azady BeISICHEHs, a He 1300pe-
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value, and the task is to examine which con-
tribution each of them has made to creating a
community whose members jointly seek to
support and improve their moral lives. In this
manner, Kant provides an approach to religion,
based on esteem, which is an option for believ-
ers as well as agnostics or atheists.

Kant suggests an even closer link between
atheism and religion as he elaborates his the-
sis that religion is originally rooted in every
human being. Only a brief outline can be pro-
vided here. Any “historical faith” (RGV, AA 06,
p.- 129; Kant, 1996f, p. 157), he argues, has been
rooted in the search for the ultimate sense of
human existence. Facing the notorious rift be-
tween morality and happiness, each human
being is bound to raise the question “What
may I hope?” (KrV, A 805 / B 833; Kant, 1998,
p. 677). While emphasising that this fundamen-
tal existential issue cannot possibly be resolved
by humans in the course of history, Kant con-
tends that everybody’s faculty of reason does
imply — albeit in an in-explicit manner — the
“natural religion” (RGV, AA 06, p. 154; Kant,
1996f, p. 177). The “germ” of a “moral proof [of
God]”, he suggests, “was lying in the mind of
man when his reason first quickened into life”
(KU, AA 05, p. 458; Kant, 1978, p. 128). Ponder-
ing over this “germ” in the earliest humans,
Kant notes: “One inevitable judgment must
have forced itself upon them: It could never be
that the issue is all alike, whether a man has
acted fairly or falsely, with equity or with vi-
olence, albeit to his life’s end, as far at least as
human eye can see, his virtues have brought
him no reward, his transgressions no punish-
ment. It seems as though they perceived a voice
within them say that it must make a difference”
(KU, AA 05, p. 458; Kant, 1978, p. 129). Against
this backdrop, Kant determines the task of phi-
losophy as one of elucidation rather than in-
vention, noting, “This moral proof is not in
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TeHVsI, OTMeYast: «2TO MOPaJIbHOE JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO
He BIIEpBble OTKPBITO, a JIVIITH 3aHOBO IIOSICHEHO»
(AA 05, S. 458; KanT, 19948, c. 301).

KaHT pestomMupyeT JIOrMKy «MOpaIbHOTO JI0Ka-
3aTeIbCTBa» B TEPMMHAX «BbICIIero Grara». Iloz-
uyepKuBas, 4TO «000podemess (KaK JTOCTOVIHOCTb
OBITH CUACT/IVBBIM) ecThb nepboe (oberste) ycarobue
BCEro TOr'0, YTO TOJIBKO MOXKEeT Ka3aThCs HaM XKeJla-
TeJIBHBIM, CTaJIO OBITh, VI BCeX HaIIIMX IIOVICKOB CYa-
cThsi» (AA 05, S. 110; KauT, 19946, c. 505—506), on
YTBEPXKIIAET, UTO «I00pOIeTesIb 1 CUacThe BMeCTe
COCTaBJILIOT O0JIajiaHVe BBICIIIM OJIaroM B OIHOW
gHOCTH...» (AA 05, S. 110; KanT, 19946, c. 506).
Kak oH 0ObsicHSIET, «MMeTh IOTpeOHOCTh B Cua-
CThe, OBITH eIlle [JOCTOVMHBIM ero 1 TeM He MeHee He
ObITh eMy IIpr4acTHbIM» (Tam >xe) — 3HauuT Cre-
JIaTh 4YeJIoBeuecKoe CYIIeCTBOBaHVE B KOHEYHOM
cgete OeccMbIciieHHBIM. [103TOMY, IIOCKOJIBKY MOe
MoOpaJsIbHOe 00s13aTeIbCTBO COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI
CIIeyIaTh BBICIIIEe OJ1aro «IIpeMeToM MOelT BOJIV,
4uTOOBI COMEVICTBOBATH €My BCEMV MOVIMM CUJIa-
MIL... 51 JOJDKEH HOIYCTUTDH BO3MOXXHOCTD €ro, CTa-
JI0 OBITB, M1 YCIIOBYMSL 3TOVI BOSMOXKHOCTY, a VIMEH-
Ho bora, cBoOoxy 1 Oeccmeptie...» (AA 05, S. 142;
Kant, 19946, c. 542). Takum oOpa3oM, «10Tped-
HOCTB. .. YMCTOTO IIpaKTU4YecKoro pasyma» (AA 05,
S. 142; KanT, 19940, c. 542) 3aK/Ir09aeTcs B Oy IIle-
HUM CyIIeCTBOBaHMS «BbICIIero pasyma» (AA 08,
S. 139; Kanr, 1982, c. 113), TO eCTh «MOpaJIbHO He-
obxomymMo Tipu3HaTh ObITie bora» (AA 05, S. 125;
Kant, 19946, c. 523). KauT nioguepkmBaeT, 4To 3TO
CyOBEeKTMBHAS YBEPEHHOCTb, KOTOPYIO COCTABIIS-
eT IIOTPeOHOCTh YNMCTOTO IIPAKTMUYECKOIo pasy-
Ma: «...s1 Hem30eXXHo Oymy BepuThb B ObITre Oora m1
3arpoOHYIO XM3HB, 1 5 TBepao yOexeH, uTo 3Ty
BEpPy HUUTO He MOXeT IToKosedaTb...» (A 828 /
B 856; Kant, 2006, c. 1039). PasBuBas mmpakTide-
CKHUVI XapakTep 3TOM «yBepeHHOCTH», KaHT BBO-
IIVT TIOHSITVIE «IIOCTYJIATOB YVCTOIO IIPaKTUUECKO-
ro pasyma», yTBepxaas: «DTU IOCTYJIaThl He Te-
opeTudYecKye IOTMBI, a NpednoL0KeHU s B HeoOXo-
IVIMO TIpaKTU4YecKoM oTHoreHnm» (AA 05, S. 132;
Kant, 19946, c. 530)*'. Kak oH [1astee MOSICHSIET, 3TO

2 KaHT pa3bpscHseT 3Ty MbICIIb B (AA 05, S. 122 —141).
I''myGoxoe mccemoBaHme KOHIIIMM nocTystaTos KanTa
npepcTasiieHo B pabote bupna (Byrne, 2007, p. 84 —93).
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any sense a newly discovered argument, but at
the most only an old one in a new form” (KU,
AA 05, p. 458; Kant, 1978, p. 128).

Kant summarises the logic of the “moral
proof” in terms of “the highest good”. Empha-
sising that “virtue (as worthiness to be happy)
is the supreme condition of whatever can even
seem to us desirable and hence of all our pur-
suit of happiness” (KpV, AA 05, p. 110; Kant,
1996¢, p. 228), he argues that “virtue and happi-
ness together constitute possession of the high-
est good in a person” (KpV, AA 05, p. 110; Kant,
1996¢, p. 229). As he explains, “to need happi-
ness, to be also worthy of it, and yet not to par-
ticipate in it” (KpV, AA 05, p. 110; Kant, 1996c,
p- 228-229) would render human existence ul-
timately senseless. Therefore, as my moral ob-
ligation amounts to making the “the highest
good [...] the object of my will so as to promote
it with all my powers, [...] I must suppose its
possibility and so too the conditions for this,
namely God, freedom and immortality” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 142; Kant, 1996c, p. 254). Thus, it is
“a need of pure practical reason” (ibid.) to as-
sume the existence of “a supreme intelligence”
(WDO, AA 08, p. 139; Kant 1996e, p. 12), i.e. “it
is morally necessary to assume the existence of
God” (KpV, AA 05, p. 125; Kant, 1996c, p. 241).
Kant underscores that it is a subjective certain-
ty that the need of pure practical reason consti-
tutes: “I will inexorably believe in the existence
of God and a future life, and I am sure that
nothing can make these beliefs unstable” (KrV,
A 828 / B 856; Kant, 1998, p. 689). Elaborating
on the practical character of this “certainty,”
Kant introduces the concept of the “postulates
of pure practical reason”, maintaining: “These
postulates are not theoretical dogmas but pre-
suppositions having a necessarily practical
reference” (KpV, AA 05, p. 132; Kant, 1996c,
p. 246).” As he further explains, that

2 Kant elucidates this thought in KpV, AA 05, pp. 122-
141; Kant, 1996c¢, pp. 238-254. An in-depth examination
of Kant’s concept of the postulates is provided in Byrne
(2007, pp. 84-93).



ybOexxieHme ecTe He jorMyecKas, a MOpaibHAS
JIOCTOBEPHOCTh, ¥ TaK KaK OHO OITMpaeTcs Ha
CyOBeKTMBHBIE OCHOBaHMS (MOPaJIbHBIX yOexIe-
HUVI), TO 51 He MOTY JlaXe CKasaTb: UMeenics Mo-
pasibHasl JIOCTOBEPHOCTB, UTO OOr ecTh ¥ T.]I., a
MOTY JIVIIIIb TOBOPUTB: 51 MOPaJIbHO YBEepeH U T. /1.
VIEBIMY CTTOBaMYL, Bepa B Oora 11 B 3arpOOHBIV MVIP
TaK CIUIeTeHa C MOVIM MOpPaJIbHBIM YMOHAacCTpoe-
HIeM, 9TO S CTOJIb JKe MaJIO OITacaloch yCTPOWUTH
3Ty Bepy, CKOJIb MaJIO VCTIBIThIBaIO OeCIIOKOVICTBO,
YTO 3TO YMOHACTPOeHVie MOXeT OBITh OTHATO OT
Mmens (A 829 / B 857; Kanr, 2006, c. 1039).

KanT gBHO 3amiuinaeT 3Ty KOHIEIIINIO 10 OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K JIIOAAM, YTBepXKJAIOIIVIM, YTO OHM
aTeucCThl, MOoUepKMBasl pasHUIy MeXIy Teopuen
U TIPaKTUKON: «ATEVCTOM MOXKHO OBITH B UVCTOV
CIIeKYJIAIINY, a B IIpaKTVKe TaKOV YeJIoBeK MOXKeT
OBITH TenCTOM V1 ITouMTaTesieM bora; 3a0imykeHne
€ro PacIIpoCTpaHseTcs Ha TeOJIOrNIO, a He Ha pe-
muruio» (Kant, 2000, c. 97). PekoHcTpymnpys 3Ty
MBICIIb, AJuteH By ormeuaer: «MopasibHbIe apry-
MEHTBI [IOKa3bIBaOT, UTO MOPAJIbHO HaCTPOEHHBIe
JIIONIV BOBJIEYEHBI B CBOErO PoJia IPaKTUUYECKYIO
MPppalViOHaIBHOCTB, €CJIV TOJIBKO OHV He BepsT B
OynyInyro XU3Hb M B IIPOBUIEHIIVaJIbHOe Y MU-
soctuBoe boxectso» (Wood, 1992, p. 404). Tanee
oH 3aMedaeT: «VHorma KaHT ocrrabrsieT cBoe 3a-
KTroueHne... “Teosormdyecknii MUMHUMYM”, TOBO-
PUT OH, 3aKJIfouaeTcsi He B TOM, 4To bor cyrrecTsy-
€T, a TOJIBKO B TOM, uTo bor BosmoxeH... [Ipeman-
HOMY CTpeMJIEHUIO K KOHEUHOV MOPasIbHOV 11eJIu
MOXeT JIydllle IIOCJIyXXWUTb yYBepeHHOCTb B TOM,
YTO BbICIIIee OJ1aro B KOHIIe KOHIIOB OyzleT JoCTur-
HYyTO, HO HeOOXOIWMMBIVI MUHMMYM pasymMa —
3TO Bepa B BO3MOXXHOCTB €ro focTvokeHns» (Ibid.,
p. 405). KauT yTBepXaeT, 1o cjiosaM Byria, uTo «B
3TOM CMBICJIe Y MEHSI MOXeT OBbITh pesInrus, Jaxe
ecyu 51 arHOCcTUK» (Ibid., p. 406)%.

DTOT MHKIIIO3MBHBIN B3IIAL 1Ho3BosisteT Kan-
Ty HPOH3UTEJIBHO 3asiBUTh: «Pemrus — 3To TO,
YTO MHTepecyeT Kaxzoro» (AA 28, S. 1323). Crour
OTMETUTB, UTO AFOPHO 1 XOpKXxariMep B3sUIN 3TO
yTBep)XIeHe Ha BOOpYy>keHVe B KOHTEKCTe CBOVIX
Ppa3sMBbIIIUIeHN 00 y>KaCcHBIX IIPeCcTyIUIeHNSIX, CO-

2 Byn ccpptaercs 3feck Ha Kanra: (AA 06, S. 154; Kamnr,
1994, c. 165).
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conviction is not logical, but moral certainty;
and, since it depends on subjective grounds
(of moral disposition), I must not even say ‘it
is morally certain that there is a God” etc., but
‘I am morally certain’ etc. That is, the belief in
a God and in another world is so interwoven
with my moral disposition that I am in as little
danger of ever surrendering the former as I am
worried that the latter can ever be torn away
from me (KrV, A 829 / B 857; Kant, 1998, p. 689).

Kant explicitly defends this conception with
regard to persons who claim to be atheists, un-
derscoring the difference between theory and
practice: “Atheism can be in pure specula-
tion, but in praxi such a person can be a theist
or can venerate God; his error concerns theol-
ogy rather than religion” (Kant, 2004, p. 125; tr.
H.N.-D.).”? Re-constructing this thought, Allen
Wood (1992, p. 404) notes: “What moral argu-
ments show is that morally disposed people are
involved in a kind of practical irrationality un-
less they believe in a future life and a providen-
tial and gracious Deity.” He goes on to observe:
“Occasionally Kant weakens his conclusion
[...]. The ‘minimum of theology’, he says, is
not that God exists but only that God is possi-
ble. [...] Devoted pursuit of one’s final moral
end might be better served by a confidence that
the highest good will at last be attained, but the
bare minimum reason requires is belief that it
is possible of attainment” (ibid., p. 405). Kant
claims, Wood states, that “I can have religion
in this sense even if I am an agnostic” (ibid.,
p. 406).*

This inclusive view allows Kant to state
poignantly: “Religion is that which is of in-
terest to everybody” (FRT, AA 28, p. 1323; tr.
H.N.-D.).” It is worth noting that Adorno and

B “Der Atheismus kann in der puren Speculation sein, aber

in der praxi kann ein solcher [Mensch] ein Theist oder ein

Verehrer Gottes seyn; dessen Irrtum erstreckt sich auf die

Theologie und nicht auf die Religion.”

2 Wood refers here to RGV, AA 06, p. 154; Kant, 1996f,
.177.

£ “Religion ist das, was jeden interessiert.”
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BEPIIIEHHBIX TOTAIUTAPHBIMI PeXVIMaMI VX Bpe-
Menn. Hampumep, Makc XopkxariMep B MHTep-
BBIO, OITy O111iKOBaHHOM B KHure Die Sehnsucht nach
dem Ganz Anderen («KerraHue abcoIIOTHO IpyToO-
TO»), IIPENCTABIISIeT «TEOJIOIMI0 HadeX b Croi-
KHYBIIVICh C OTPOMHOVI O0JIBIO, IIPVYVIHEHHOV He-
BUHHBIM JTIOISIM, MBI OKa3bIBaeMCsI He B COCTOSI-
HVV IIPUHSATH VZIEI0 O TOM, YTO KOHEYHOI'O «CMBIC-
Jla» MOXeT He ObITh, YTBepXKAaeT oH. [laxe aTen-
CTBI OTBEPIVIN OBI 3Ty ME0 — XOTS U Hepediek-
CMIBHO, — TIIOCKOJIBKY OHV YYBCTBYIOT JKeJIaHUE,
«4TOOBI yOUTIIIa He TOp>KeCTBOBaI Hajl HEBMHHO
xeptBor» (Horkheimer, 1970, S. 62). DTta Tocka
yKasbIBaeT Ha 3a9aTOUYHYIO «TeOJIOr IO HaIeXKIbl»,
KOTOpasi OCHOBaHa Ha YTBepXIEeHWM, «4TO He-
CIIpaBeIlJIBOCTb, XapaKTepu3ylolasg Halll MUp...
MOXKeT He ObITh OKOHUaTesTbHO» (Ibid., S. 61)%.

Eciit 060011 Th, TO cerogHs KaxXeTcsl aKTyalb-
HbIM, uTo KaHT noguepknBaeT (haxT, COITIaCHO KO-
TOPOMY PeJIUTMO3HbIe BEpOyUYeHMs YCUIIVBAIOT
OCO3HaHMe HeIIpeofoIMMOV KOHEYHOCTH YesIoBe-
YeCcKOro CyIllecTBa — B YaCTHOCTW, €CJIN yUecCTh,
YTO B HBIHEIITHIOIO 310Xy HaBSI3aHHOIO KOHCIOMe-
pu3Ma IpeobsiaziaeT TeIOHWUCTIYECKOe IIOoBerle-
HMe, CKJIOHHOe IIOfJaB/IsiThb OCO3HaHVe KOHEYHO-
CTV VI TEM CaMbIM IIPEeISITCTBOBATh OCMBICIIEHHO-
My OTHOIIIEHMIO K O0JIe3HM 11 CMEPTIL

Yro criestyeT 13 BCErO 3TOTO C TOUKV 3peHVIs VH-
IOVIBUIIyaJIbHOV OTBETCTBEHHOCTY 371eCh M celrdacy?
Kax nomuepkmaer KanT, mmgean MopabsHOTO 00-
IIEXNUTVS He OIIpaBIbIBaeT Te3VC O HeOOXOMVMO-
CTV CHeJIaTh CUMMETPUIO YCJIOBMEM HaIlVX HbI-
HeIITHVX AeVICTBUI. MopasIbHBIVI 3aKOH CKOpee Ha-
JlaraeT Ha HacC OTHOCTOPOHHWI JOJT: 51 00s13aH yBa-
KaThb ¥ HOIAAEePKMBaTh APYTVX JIFOfeVl KaK JIMIHO-
CTer1, Jake eCIIN y MeHs eCTh BeCKVie OCHOBaHVIS CO-
MHeBaTbCS B TOM, YTO OHY OyIyT BecTw cebsi 1o OT-
HOIIIEHIIO KO MHe TI000HBIM 0Opasom?. B TourHOM
dopmymposke KaHT yTBepXmaeT, 4To Mopab-

2 Tlompobubi KomMmeHTapuit cMm. B cratbe (Nagl-
Docekal, 20200).

% KaHT, HampuMep, oTMedaeT: «/loJr KaXIoro deiose-
Ka — OaroTBOPWTH, T.€. IO Mepe BO3MOXKHOCTV ITOMO-
raTb JIOISM ¥ COIEVICTBOBATh MX CYACThbIO, He Hajesch
IIOJIyYNTh 3a 3TO Kakoe-bo Bo3Harpaxaenme» (AA 06,
S. 453; Kanr, 1994r, c. 498).
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Horkheimer have adopted this claim in the
context of their reflections on the horrendous
crimes committed by the totalitarian regimes
of their time. For instance, Max Horkheim-
er, in the interview published in Die Sehnsucht
nach dem Ganz Anderen (The Desire for the Total-
ly Other), introduces a “theology of hope”. Fac-
ing the tremendous pain that has been inflicted
on innocent people, we find ourselves unable
to accept the idea that there might be no ulti-
mate “sense”, he argues. Even atheists would
dismiss this idea — albeit un-reflectedly — as
they feel a longing “that the murderer must not
triumph over the innocent victim” (Horkhei-
mer, 1970, p. 62; tr. H. N.-D.). This longing indi-
cates a rudimentary “theology of hope,” which
is based on the claim “that the injustice which
characterizes our world [...] may not represent
the final verdict” (Horkheimer, 1970, p. 61; tr.
H.N.-D.).®

More generally speaking, it seems relevant
today that Kant emphasises the fact that reli-
gious creeds enhance the awareness of the in-
surmountable finiteness of the human being.
This becomes particularly clear when we con-
sider that in the present era of enforced con-
sumerism a hedonistic attitude prevails, that
tends to suppress the consciousness of finite-
ness and thereby prevents meaningful ways of
dealing with sickness and death.

What follows from all this, here and now,
in terms of individual responsibility? As Kant
clearly points out, the ideal of a moral commu-
nity does not justify the thesis that we ought to
make symmetry a precondition of our present
actions. The moral law rather imposes on us
a unilateral duty: I am obliged to respect and
support others as persons, even when I have
good reasons to doubt that they would behave
likewise towards me.?” Pointedly phrased, Kant

% For a detailed commentary see Nagl-Docekal (2020b).
¥ Kant notes, for instance, “To be beneficent, that is, to
promote according to one’s means the happiness of oth-
ers in needs, without hoping for something in return,
is everyone’s duty” (MS, AA 06, p. 453; Kant, 1996d,
p.-572).



HBIVI VIMIIepaTVB IIpU3bIBaeT CyObeKTa K HadMHa-
Huto. YTo KacaeTcsl «COIMAIBHBIX IIATOJIOIVI», O
KOTOPBIX TOBOPMJIOCH BBIIIIE, TO IIEHHBIE YKa3aHVIs
MOYKHO TTOYepHHYTh U3 pasMbliuteHn Kanrta oo
yBakeHUM (Achtung), KOTOpoe MBI O0si3aHBI IIPO-
SBJIATH KO BCEM IIPYTVIM JIIOISM IIPOCTO IIOTOMY,
yTo oHM Jironn?. V1 XoTs HeBO3MOXHO IaTh I10J10-
XKVTeJIbHOe VICYepIIbIBAIOIIlee OIIperiesIeHVie STOro
II0JITa, HaM CJIeAyeT COCPEIOTOUNThCS Ha OTHOIIIe-
HVVI, KOTOpOe IIPEeIATCTBYeT IIPOsIBIIEHNIO HajljTe-
XKarrero yBakeHns. KaHT yKkaspIBaeT Ha Takwe IIO-
POKM, KaK «BBICOKOMEpVIe», «3JIOCIIOBVIe» 1 «V3[IeBa-
TesTbcTBO» (AA 06, S. 465—468; KanT, 1994, c. 512)%.
Crout TaKXe pPacCMOTPETh CKPOMHBIE II€pBbIe
IIIaryM K CO3IaHMIo oOrecTsa godponerenn. Pas-
MBIIIUTSIS O TaKMX HpaBax, KakK CJIOBOOXOTJIVMBOCTB,
BEXXJIVIBOCTB M MSITKOCTE, KaHT OTMeuaeT, uTo, XOTs
OHVI V1 He CIIOCOOCTBYIOT HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO JIOCTV-
JKEHWIO TOVI LIeJIVI, OHM MOI'YT «COIEVICTBOBATh J10-
OporereslbHOMY 00pa3y MBICIIEV», ITOCKOJIBKY IT0-
MOTAIOT ITPOSIBUTE «MaHepy», KOTOpasi IO3BOJISET
CIeNIaTh «I00pOmIeTesTb IO MEeHBIIeVl Mepe IIperl-
MeToM 11006u» (AA 06, S. 473; Kant, 1994r, c. 522).
[Togemy ObI He IPUCITYIIIATHCS K STOVI MBICTIV B MO-
MEHT, KOrja Ha JIeCTHWYHOWM IUIOIIAaKe HaIllero
QHOHVIMHOIO MHOTOKBapTVPHOIO JJOMa MBI BCTpe-
JaeM He3HaAKOMBIX HaM COCeTIeVI, VI He IIPOSIBUTH I10

OTHOIIIEHMIO K HVIM JJ0OpOXKeJIaTeTbHOCTH? >

3aK/II0OuUeHMe

Obpartasice K cOlMaIbHBIM TIaTOJIOTMAM, KO-
TOpBIe CerofHs OKa3bIBAIOT BIIVSHME Ha IJI00asIb-
HBIVI )KM3HEHHBIVI MUP (BKJIIOYasi KOPPO3UIO COLIV-
QJIbHBIX CBsI3€V, yracaHue COJIVIAaPHOCTVI 1 arpec-

» Kak ytBepxpaer KaHT, KaXIpIil 4eIoBeK «00s3aH
MPaKTUYeCcK! IIPM3HABaTh TOCTOMHCTBO YeJIOBEYeCTBa
BO BCeX JAPYIVX JIOJISIX; CTAJIO OBbIT, Ha UeJIOBEKE JIEXKUT
IIOJIT, CBSI3aHHBIV C YBaKeHMEM, KOTOpoe HeOOXOMVMO
cjleflyeT oKasbelBaTh BceM Apyrum» (AA 06, S. 462; Kawnr,
1994r, c. 510).

% TTompoOHBIVI KOMMEHTAPWI K 3TOMY [IOIXOMY IPWBO-
nures B pabore OmBepa 3ensena (Sensen, 2013).

7 [lanbHeVIIIIee BIOXHOBEHWME [UIS PeIIeHns 3aaadun
dopmupoBaHMs «roCyIapcTBa JOOPOHeTe» MOXKHO I10-
YepIIHYTh 13 pasMeliviennyt KaHTa o MOpaIbHOM BOCIIV-
ta"umu (AA 06, S. 477 —484; Kanr, 1994r, c. 524 —532).
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contends that the moral imperative appeals to
the subject to make a beginning. With regard to
the increasing “social pathologies” outlined
above, valuable guidelines may be drawn from
Kant’s reflections on the respect (Achtung) we
are obliged to show towards all other human
beings, simply because they are humans.” He
explains that, while it is impossible to provide a
positive comprehensive definition of this duty,
we need to focus on attitudes that inhibit due
respect. Kant specifies the vices of “arrogance”,
“defamation” and “ridicule” (MS, AA 06,
pp- 465-468; Kant, 1996d, pp. 581-583).% It also
seems worth considering humble first steps to-
wards establishing the community of virtue.
Reflecting on manners such as sociability, cour-
tesy, and gentleness, Kant notes that, although
they do not contribute directly to this end, they
may “promote the feeling for virtue itself”, as
they help to “cultivate a disposition” that al-
lows at least “to associate the graces with vir-
tue” (MS, AA 06, pp. 473; Kant 1996d, p. 588).
Why not heed this thought when, on the stair-
case of our anonymous apartment building, we
meet neighbours whom we do not know, by
showing them our kind attention?*

Conclusion

As we address the social pathologies that
currently impact the life world across the
globe — including the corrosion of social
bonds, the dwindling of solidarity, and ag-
gressive habits expressed, for instance, in hate

% As Kant argues, every human being “is under obli-
gation to acknowledge, in a practical way, the dignity
of humanity in every other human being. Hence there
rests on him a duty regarding the respect that must be
shown to every other human being” (MS, AA 06, p. 462;
Kant, 1996d, p. 579).

» A detailed comment on this approach is provided in
Sensen (2013).

% Further inspiration regarding the task of forming a
“republic of virtue” can be drawn from Kant's reflec-
tions on moral education (MS, AA 06, pp. 477-484; Kant
1996d, pp. 591-597).
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CUBHBIE ITPVBBIYKY, BbIpakalolllyecs, HallpumMep,
B IIPOSIBJIEHNSIX HEHABVICTV B COLIVIAJIBHBIX CeTsX),
MBI HaXOIIVIM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE aHaJIMTIYecKye
VIHCTPYMEHTHI B pasrpaHndeHny KanTom goropop-
HOTO ITpaBa ¥ MopaIn. BBoisg TepMuH «aTmdeckoe
COCTOsIHVIE TPUPOLbD», KaHT 00BsAcHSeT, uTO nonm-
TUYeCKoe COOOIIIeCTBO He MOXET yepXKaTb I'pak-
IaH oT Oe3HPaBCTBEHHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB 1 UTO II03TO-
My MBI HeceM MoOpaJIbHOe 00s13aTeJIbCTBO Y4acTBO-
BaThb B CO3aHMM ¥ HOIJIep>XKKe IONOJITHUTEIHHO-
ro OOIIEXUTNSA, B KOTOPOM JIIoAM OyIlyT B3aMIMHO
NOIIePKMBATh IPYT Apyra B BOCOUTaHVV MOpaJlb-
HOVI UyBCTBUTEIBHOCTN. TakuM obpasom, OH pas-
pabaTpiBaeT KOHLIEIIINIO «3TUYECKOro Trocydap-
CTBa», KOTOpOe CO3[1aeTcsl «B COOTBETCTBUM C [0-
OpomeTerbio 11 pany Hee». CoBpeMeHHas COLaIb-
Hasl Teopusi, OlHaKO, OTKa3aslach IIPUHSATH KIIIoue-
BOVI ITYHKT 3TOVI KOHIIETIIIVIVL Kanr YTBEpPXK/IaeT,
YUTO TUUECKOe COCTOSTHIE «He MOXKeT ObITh peaiy-
30BaHO (4eJIoBeUeCcKOV! OpraHu3aliyert) HMKaK MHa-
4Je, KpoMe Kak B popMme IIepKBI». YUUTBIBASI TOT
aKT, UTO CeroiHs BO MHOTMX YacTSX Mypa 3Haun-
TeJIbHas YacTh HaceJIeHNs IIpuIep>XK1BaeTcs arHo-
CTUYeCKVX MJIV aTeCTYeCKMX YOeXXIeH 1, HeKO-
TOpBIe aBTOPBI BOOOIIE MTHOPUPYIOT «3TUYECKOe
cocrosiHMe» KaHTa, B TO BpeMsl Kak [pyrue repe-
UUTBHIBAIOT €r0 TaKMM 00pas3oM, 4ToObI 130exaTh
7II000r0 yIIOMMHAHWS TeMbl PeJIUTvY, pas3BuBas
VIJIeI0 COO0IIIeCTBa, OCHOBAHHOIO Ha HOPMAaTVBHBIX
IIPVHITNTIaX, KOTOpble ObUIM COIJIacCOBaHBI B IIPO-
ey pHoM nopsijike. [TocieqHuit BapyaHT, OHaKoO,
paBHOCWJIEH IIOHVMIMAaHWIO MOPasIi B JOrOBOPHBIX
TepMMHaXx (HeIOCTaTKV KOTOPOro OObICHIIOTCS BO
BTOPOVI YaCTV HACTOSIIIEN CTaTh).

Opnaxo mig Ooslee IIPOMYyKTMBHOIO IIOAXOA
K KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEIIIUW «3TUYeCKOro rocyaap-
CTBa» HeOOXOOVMO TIIATeJIPHO M3y4YaTh ero pas-
MBIIIUIEHUS O «IIepKBW», a He OTOpachIBaTbh WMX.
Baxxxo ormeruTs, uro KaHT He nipusbiBaeT K He-
KPUTUYECKOMY COXPaHEHWIO JII00OVI CYIIIeCTBYIO-
eV LIepKBY; OH CKOpee ITpefjlaraeT paccMaTpu-
BaTh MHOTOYVC/IEHHBIE TPaJAMIIVIOHHBIe OOIIVHEI
KaK «BCIIOMOTaTeJIbHble CpefICTBa» Ha IyTU K 00-
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speech in the social media —, we find relevant
analytical tools in Kant’s distinction of con-
tract-based right and morality. Introducing the
term “ethical state of nature”, Kant explains
that the political community cannot prevent cit-
izens from acting immorally, and that we there-
fore have the moral obligation to participate in
establishing and supporting an additional com-
munity in which people mutually support one
another in the cultivation of moral sensitivity.
He thus elaborates the concept of the “ethical
state” which is designed “in accordance with,
and for the sake of, virtue”. Contemporary so-
cial theory has refused, however, to adopt the
key point of that concept: Kant’s claim that a
state of virtue “cannot be realised (by human
organisation) except in the form of a church”.
Given the fact that, today, in many parts of the
world significant segments of the population
adhere to agnostic or atheist convictions, some
authors ignore Kant’s “ethical state” altogether,
while others re-read it in a way that avoids any
reference to the topic of religion, elaborating
the idea of a community based on normative
principles that have been agreed in a procedur-
al manner. The latter option, however, amounts
to an understanding of morality in contractual
terms (the deficiencies of which are explained
in the second part of the present essay).

For a more fruitful approach to Kant’s “eth-
ical state” a careful examination of his reflec-
tions on “church” — rather than their sweeping
dismissal — is required. Importantly, Kant
does not plead for an uncritical retention of any
existing church; he rather suggests viewing the
multiple traditional congregations as “vehicles”
toward a community that is dedicated to the
mutual promotion of virtue. Addressing believ-
ers, agnostics and atheists alike, Kant explains
the legitimacy of defining the ethical commu-
nity in terms of a “church” by emphasising
the sacrosanct character of the moral law, i.e.



IIeXXUTNIO, IpeIHa3HAYeHHOMY IS B3aVIMHOIO
yKperuieHnst fooponerenyt. Obparasich B paBHO
CTeIleHV K BePYIOIIVIM, arHOCTMKAM VI aTevcTaM,
KaHT 0OBsCHSET IIpaBOMEPHOCTH OIlpelIeIeHs
STUYECKOro OOIIEXUTUS B TEPMIUHAX «IIEPKBI»,
TOJTUepPKMBasl CaKpaIbHOCTh MOPAJIBHOIO 3aKOHa,
TO €CTh TIOKa3bIBasi, UTO JIIOMIV KaK HapoJl He MOT'yT
CUMTATBCA 3aKOHOHaTe My Mopaat. OmHUM 113
Ba)KHEVIIIIVIX aCIIeKTOB «3TIYeCKOro roCyiapCTBa»
SIBJISIETCS €To II00asTbHasl MHKIIIO3VBHOCTh — OC-
HOBAThb ¥ PasBUTh COODIIECTBO C VICKIIIOUMTEITb-
HOVI IIeJIBI0 ODOIOTHOTO TIOfIepyKaHMs To0poze-
TeJIVI, YTO B Vjleasle IpeCTaBIsieT coOOM 3amaqy
«BCETO YesoBevyecKoro popa». Kak ormeuaer Kanr,
COODIIIeCTBO, OCHOBAHHOE Ha MOPAJIBHOM 3aKOHE,
CITOCOOCTBYET OCO3HAHWIO HEM30eXXHOV KOHEYHO-
CTU YeJIOBeKa VI OTKPBIBAeT IePCIIeKTMBY HaJlexX-
IIbI Ha CHPaBeIJIMBOCTb B TPAIyIeM MUpe. DTOT
acCITeKT IIPeJICTABIISIeTCS OCOOEHHO aKTyaIbHBIM
B 3IIOXY, KOITIa TOCIIOJICTBYeT T'eIOHVCTUYECKN
KOHCIOMEPUI3M.
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by demonstrating that the people, as a people,
cannot be regarded as moral legislators. One
crucial aspect of the “ethical state” is its glob-
al inclusiveness: to found and develop a com-
munity with the exclusive purpose of mutually
supporting virtue is, ideally, a task for the “en-
tire human race”. As Kant also points out, a
community based on the moral law furthers
awareness of the unavoidable finiteness of the
human being and opens a perspective of hope
for justice in a future world. This aspect seems
of specific relevance in an era in which hedonist
consumerism prevails.
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