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ITAPAJOKC KAHTOBCKOI'O
TPAHCHEHOEHTAJIBHOI'O CYBBEKTA
B HEMEIIKOM ®NJIOCODPUN
KOHIIA XVIII BEKA

M.B. PoB60"

Obpawenue x «nepBoii Boane» peaxyuu Ha «Kpumuxy vu-
cmoeo pasyma» 6 Lepmanuu co 6moponi nosoBunst 1780-x ee. do
nauasa XIX 6. 0aem Bosmosxnocms BviA6ums napadokcassHbLil
cmamyc kanmoBckozo mpancyeHoeHmaibHoeo cydvexma. He-
ocnopumocmy cyuecmBobanus mpaHcyeHOeHmaIbHo20 Clos-
ekma, cBA3AHHAA C CAMOU CYUyHOCTbIO KPUMu1eckotl ¢huao-
cogpuu BHe 3aBucumocniL O 111020, UIMO 100 HUM HOHUMAIMID,
cmasxubaemcs ¢ HepeOKUMU YmMBepKOeHUAMU O Helycmouti-
Bocmu smoeo cybvexma. Kaxywasca oueBuonocns sHaueHus
NOHAMUA MpaHcyeHoeHmaibHoeo cydvexma (xkax cybvexma
NO3HAHUS, HOCUTNEAS MPAHCUEHOCHMAABHBIX YCA0BUIL ONbiima)
pacnadaemcs Ha pasiuynsle e2o mpaxmobku. Iis peasusayuu
nocmabaeHHoll yeAu npousBoouNncs mexcmos0euteckuii ana-
AU3 COUUHEHU T CAMBIX PAHHUX ONNOHEeHN08 1 nocaedobameetl
KAHMOBCK020 KPUMUYUSMA U PEKOHCIPYUPYENICA UX KoHyen-
myaavHoe nose, 8 Komopoe 0bLA0 NOMeleHO NOHAMUE MPAHC-
yeHOeHmabHo20 cybrexma. B uacmuocmu, npubiexaromes pa-
bomvr maxux abmopob, kax 4.C. bex, A. Baticxaynm, W.I. T'a-
man, C. Maimon, K.JI. Petineoavo, I.D. Illyasye, V.A. Dbep-
xap0 u @D.I. fxobu. Abmopwl paccmampubaemoeo nepuooa
cepynnupobarsl Ha ocrobe obuux mem u 60npocob, ucxoos u3
KOIMOpbIX OHU 00PAUANUCE K NOHAMUI0 IMPAHCYEHOCHINAAHO20
cybrekma, Xoms pesyAbmansl UX pasMbliiAeHU MoeAU NpU
amom daxe npomubopeuunms opye opyey. Tpancyendenmans-
Holil cybsexm Y amux abmopo8 memamusupyemcs 6 coomHo-
WeHUL C MPAHCUeHOeHMAAbHbIM 006eKIOM, UAU «HEUNo = X»,
a makoke 6 pamkax omuouleHusa npedcmabienus k obveximy u
XApAKMepUsYemcs mo Kax Heurmo NpUHYUNUAALHO 1YCoe, 10
KaK NoAHOMA UCMUHHOU peassHocmu. TpancyendenmarsHoMy
cybsexmy npunucwvibaemcs cmamyc mo Bewsu camorl no cede,
mo «npocmoti» udeu. Haxoney, Hapady ¢ mem, umo kanmob-
CKUTL MpAHCUeHOeHMAAbHbIIL CYOBeK Moe pacyeHubanvca Kkax
Heu1mo, uimo 00AxHo bbb 1pe0doeHo, e20 MO2AU NOAARAIb U
Kak beckoHeuHyt0o 3a0auy 044 paccyoxa.

KatoueBoie caoBa: mparcyenoeHmanstblii cydsekni, mparc-
yendenmarvHuiil 00vekm, Bewyd cama no cebe, npedcmabierue,
cybsexim npedcmabaenis, 00sexim npedcmabeniis.

! BestopyccKuvt rocyiapCTBeHHEIVI YHUBEPCUTET.
220030, Pecriy6rmka Beapycs, MuHCK,

npocrr. Hesasucumoctw, m. 4.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuio: 26.02.2020 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-2-1
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ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

THE PARADOX
OF KANT’S TRANSCENDENTAL SUBJECT
IN GERMAN PHILOSOPHY
IN THE LATE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

M.V. Rouba!

The study of the “first wave” of reactions to the Critique
of Pure Reason in Germany from the second half of the
1780s until the beginning of the nineteenth century reveals
the paradoxical status of the Kantian transcendental subject.
While the existence of the transcendental subject, whatever
the term means, is not open to question since it arises from the
very essence of critical philosophy, the fundamental status of
the subject is sometimes questioned in this period. Although
the meaning of the concept of transcendental subject seems
obvious today (the subject of cognition, bearer of transcen-
dental conditions of experience) it lends itself to various inter-
pretations in the late eighteenth century. To achieve my goal
I have undertaken a textological analysis of the works of the
earliest opponents and followers of the Kantian critique and
a reconstruction of the conceptual field in the midst of which
the transcendental subject has been planted. Among others
Idraw on the works of |.S. Beck, J.A. Eberhard, ].G. Hamann,
F.H. Jacobi, S. Maimon, K.L. Reinhold, G.E. Schulze and
A. Weishaupt. The authors of the period are grouped depend-
ing on the common themes and questions that prompted them
to turn to the concept of the transcendental subject, even
though the results of their reflections did not always coin-
cide. These authors think of the transcendental subject in its
relationship to the transcendental object, or as “something =
x”, and in terms of the relationship of representation to the
object. It is characterised sometimes as something absolutely
hollow, and sometimes as the fullness of true reality. The sta-
tus ascribed to the transcendental subject is sometimes that of
a thing-in-itself and sometimes that of a “mere” idea. Finally,
Kant’s transcendental subject was sometimes seen as some-
thing to be overcome and sometimes as an infinite challenge
to understanding.

Keywords: transcendental subject, transcendental ob-
ject, thing-in-itself, representation, subject of representation,
object of representation.
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M.B. Pos6o

BBenenmue

OpuuM 13 Hamboslee 3HAYMMBIX MTOrOB KaHTOB-
CKMX PasMBIIIUIEHUV, MpefcTaBlIeHHbIX B «Kputu-
Ke YJCTOro pasyMa», TpaJUIIVIOHHO ITpU3HaeTcd KaH-
TOBCKUV «KOIEPHUKaHCKWUII IlepeBopoT». Ero HasbIBa-
IOT JIeTeHJIapHbIM, M3MEeHUBIINM Bech ITOC/Iey oI
xof, uctopum duiocodnns; B 4ecTb 3TOro IIepeBopo-
Ta VIMEHYIOT Hay4Hble MepOIpUsATHs, HOCBSIIeHHbIe
KaHTOBCKOV pvstocodmyt, KoTopasi O3HaMeHOBajIa CO-
©0V1 rpaHAMO3HYIO PEBOIIOIINIO B CIIOCO0E MBIITIIEHTIS.
CyTp «KOIepHMKaHCKOrO IIepeBOpOTa» Obljla KpaTKO
cchopmynuposara Karnrom B «l IpenviciioBun Ko BTOpo-
My M3IaHUI0» «KPUTUKM 41CTOro pasyMan:

...ClIenoBaIo OBl creslaTh IIOIBITKY BBIICHUTH, He
PpasperviM JIv MBI 3aaun MeTadm3mKy Oojlee yCIIel-
HO, ecyt OyImeM VICXOOUTH M3 IIPEIIIONIOKEHMS, UTO
IIpeaMeThl JOJDKHBI COO0pa3oBaThCsl C HAIllMM II03Ha-
HMeM, — a 3TO JIy4llle CoIjlacyeTcs ¢ TpeOyeMort Bo3-
MOYKHOCTBIO IIO3HAHWS 4 Priori, KOTOpOe JOJDKHO yCTa-
HOBUTb HEUYTO O IIpeIMeTax IIpexie, YeM OHM HaM
OynmyT maue! (B XVI; Kant, 20060, c. 17).

Kpurnuecknil «KolepHMKaHCKUI IepeBOpOT» 03-
HavaJl HeIOCpe[ICTBeHHBIV IIepecMOTp 3HadeHWs U
COOTHOIIIEHMSI 3JIEMEHTOB TI'HOCEOJIOIMTYECKOV ITaphbl
«cyOBeKT — 00BeKT». Kak oTMeuart elre COBeTCKMTI C-
crreposarent K.H. JIio6ytna, «KaHT mocTaBwil mper-
IIeCTBYIOIIee X 3HaYeHe C TOJIoBbl Ha Horu» (JIoby-
tiH, 1980, c. 5), mojpasymeBast BO3BbIIlIEHE CyObeKTa
OT IIPOCTOro Mojiyca OBITVS [I0 IleHTpa OBITHS, OT Te-
TepoHOMMM 70 aBToHOMUM. IloroOHas akiieHTyaIs
cyOBeKTa IoBJIeKIIa 3a COOOVI KOpeHHOe ITepeoCMbICiIe-
HVIe caMOVI CYIITHOCTY IO3HaBaTeJIbHOTO IIporiecca, a B
IIpakxTidecKon dpvtocodnn — Oraromapsi mjee aBTo-
HOMWM BOJIM — IIpeofoJiesia paMKu duiocodpum Teo-
peTuyeckor.

YTBepK/ieHMe NOMMHAHTHI CyOBbeKTa HalllIo IIpo-
IIOJDKEHVe B 3TOJIOTMYHOV HaIlpaBJIEHHOCTV IIOCIIe-
KaHTOBCKOTO HEMEIIKOTO Vijleasn3Ma, KOTOPYIO MOXKHO
YCMOTpPETh B MpeannsMe He ToibKo VI.I. duxre, HO n
@.B.V. lleyumara u I.B.®. Teres, IpyAaBaBIIVIX BaXK-
HOe 3HaueHVie IOHATUAM S1 1 11yxa, BEIpaKaloIM ak-
TUBHYI0 CyOBeKTHOCTB. B srororum cyObekT Kax S pac-
IIPWII CBOV (PYHKLIVOHA 0 CO3JaHMs TakxXe Mypa
He-fl, cTaB MICTOYHVIKOM He TOJIBKO (POPMBI, HO U BCETO
corepkaHMs TI03HAHWMS — YTO HaxOAUT IIOATBEpKie-
HVIe B TOXIECTBE «B cebe» 1 «IJIsI ceOs», «ObITrs B cebe»
" «OBITHA 171 Apyroro». HecMoTpst Ha ocyIiiecTBiieH-
Hyo KaHTOM KpUTHUKY pallMOHaJIbHOM IICHXOJIOTHW,

Introduction

A Copernican revolution is traditionally de-
scribed as one of the most significant outcomes of
Kant’s reflections presented in the Critique of Pure
Reason. It was a legendary paradigm shift that
changed the entire course of the history of philoso-
phy. Often enough, the scientific events due to Kant-
ian philosophy and signifying a grandiose change in
the mode of thinking, are named after this revolu-
tion. Kant summed up the essence of the Copernican
revolution in the “Preface to the Second Edition” of
the Critique of Pure Reason: “Hence let us once try
whether we do not get farther with the problems of
metaphysics by assuming that the objects must con-
form to our cognition, which would agree better
with the requested possibility of an a priori cogni-
tion of them, which is to establish something about
objects before they are given to us” (KrV, B XVI;
Kant, 1998, p. 110). The critical Copernican revo-
lution meant a direct revision of the meaning and
correlation of elements in the “subject-object” epis-
temological pair. As the Soviet scholar Konstan-
tin N. Lyubutin (1980, p. 5) put it in his time, “Kant
turned their previous meaning around completely”
referring to the elevation of the subject from the sim-
ple mode of being to that of the centre of being, from
heteronomy to autonomy. The emphasis on the sub-
ject led to a drastic revision of the very essence of
the cognitive process and in practical philosophy —
owing to the idea of autonomous will — transcend-
ed the framework of theoretical philosophy.

The assertion of the dominance of the subject
accounts for the egological character of post-Kant-
ian German idealism not only in J.G. Fichte, but
also in F.W.]. Schelling and G.W.F. Hegel who at-
tached great importance to the concepts of I and
the spirit as manifestations of an active subject. In
egology the subject as I broadened its functionality
to the creation of a non-I world, providing not only
the form but also the content of cognition as man-
ifested in the identity of “in itself” and “for itself”,
“being-in-itself” and “being-for-others”. In spite of
Kant’s critique of rational psychology, subsequent
transcendental-critical philosophy of the late eigh-
teenth and the first third of the nineteenth century
invested the subject with the status of substance.

Later, in the twentieth century, the establish-
ment of the dominant position of the subject in
Kantian philosophy provoked the emergence of
radical-constructivist interpretations of Kant’s crit-




B IIOCJIENYIONIEV TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHO-KPUTUYIECKO
dmnocodpun xonra XVIII B. — mepsont Tpetn XIX B.
CyObeKT HajlesIsyIcs CTaTyCoOM CyOCTaHIINA.

Yxe B XX B. yTBepXKJieHMe JTOMVUHUPYIOIIEN M031-
nun cyObeKkTa B KaHTOBCKOVI PMII0copmIt CITIPOBOLIV-
poBajio  TIOsIBJIEHVE  Pa/ivKaIbHO-KOHCTPYKTUBICT-
CKVIX MHTepIIpeTaluy KaHTOBCKOIO KPUTUIIM3Ma (CM.:
Watzlawick, 1992; Glasersfeld, 1981). 1151 KOHCTpPyKTH-
BIVICTOB OCHOBOITOJIArafOIIVM CTal IIPVMHITAI aKTUBHO-
rO, OPraHM3yOLIero OIbIT CyObeKTa, [1JIs MX TOIX0Aa
TaK>Xe XapaKTepHO BhITeCHeHVIe OHTOJIOT MM SIVCTEMO-
norvent. I'locsiesiHee HaxOAMT OIOPY B IIPOM3BEIEHHOM
eme KaHTOM «CKpOMHOM» OIIpeliesIeHU OHTOJIOTMU
KaK aHaJIMTVKM YMCTOro paccyrka (cm.: A 247 / B 303;
Kamnr, 200606, c. 401).

Hacrosiiiee BBefieHMe MMeeT LIeJIbI0 He IIpOu3He-
CTVI OUepPeTHOV ITaHerMPUK CyObeKTy B TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
taipHON rutocodmm KanTa (9acro obozHagwaeMomy
B VICCJIe/IOBATeIILCKOVI JINTepaType TePMUHOM «TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaJIbHBI CyOBEeKT»?) — KaK 3TO Y4acTo IIPOVIC-
XOIWT C y9eTOM TOTO, UTO POiIb CyOBbeKTa AeiCTBITE Ib-
HO CTaJIa ellle perlbedHee IIOMUePKIUBATHCS BO BTOPOM

2 CremyeT IpMHMMAaTh BO BHUMAaHWE pasjIndrie MeX/y cyObek-
TOM B TpaHCLeHeHTaIbHOI dptocodpun Kanra mn coberen-
HBIM KaHTOBCKVM T€PMVHOM «TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHEIV CyOBbeKT»,
KOTOPBIM BIIOCJIEZICTBUV HEPEOKO 0003HaYaM CyOBeKT I103Ha-
HWUS B KaHTOBCKOW TeopeTmdeckon dwiocodpum (cMm., Hamp.:
JlexTopckmir, 1980, c. 93—102; Kapmmm, 1983; Azeri, 2010;
Baumann, 2017, p. 595—596; Zoller, 2015, S. 2071). Ecrm ot-
BJIEYBCS OT ITOCJIEYIOIINX VMHTEPIIPETaINil STUX IIOHSTII, TO
MOXHO OOHapy>KWUTb, UTO CyOBeKT B KAHTOBCKOV TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOV Pry1ocodmm ecTb Cyry0o JIOTMYecKmil CyObeKT MBbIIII-
JleHNs (TO ecThb OH He MOXeT ObITh cyOcTaHIMer), Giaromaps
dopMaIbHOVI CTPYKType KOTOPOro obdecriednBaeTcst BCeoOII
v HeoOxoaumbIt xapakTep 3Hanwus (B XXIIL B 59, B 164; Kawnr,
20066, c. 25, 119, 241). B T0 ke BpeMs O «TpaHCIIEHAEeHTaTbHOM
cyObeKTe» B TePMMHOJIOTMYECKOM OTHOIIEHUM HU pa3y He ro-
BOPWTCS HM KaK O HOCUTeJIe allpUOPHBIX (POPM, HI KaK O CyOb-
eKTe TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO eJIMHCTBa arreprenty. TepMuH
«TpaHCIIEH/IEHTaJIbHBINT CyOBeKT» B COOCTBEHHO KaHTOBCKOM
ynoTpebiieHny, KOTopoe s 1 Oepy 3a OCHOBY B JIaHHOV CTaTbe,
O3HauaeT CyOCTaHIIMaIbHOE (HO He CyOCTaHIIVIO) B HAC caMMX,
HeJIOCTYIIHOE JIJIsi ITIO3HaHWs HeYTo BOOOIle = X, KOTOpoe Mo-
KeT 00O3HauaThCs IIpercTaBleHreM 5, HO 3TO HMKAKMX 3Ha-
HUIT 0 HeM He j1aeT (A 355; Kanr, 2006a, c. 449; A 346 / B 404,
B 427, A 478 / B 506; Kaur, 20060, c. 517, 543, 635). TpaHcrieH-
JIeHTaJIbHBIV CYOBeKT CjleflyeT OTIMYaTh KaK OT SMIIMpude-
CKVIX TIPE/ICTABJIEHNVI O CyObeKTe, TaK M OT €IVHCTBA CO3HAHVIS
(B 427; Kanr, 20060, c. 543). B crs1y HEKOTOPBIX IPU3HAKOB, C I10-
MOIIIBIO KOTOPBIX MI0cod XapaKTepm3yeT TpaHCIEH/IeHTalIb-
HBIVI CyOBeKT, paccMaTpuBaeMble B cTaThe coppeMeHHMKY KanTa
MOTIJIM OIIEHVBAaTh €ro KakK HeYTO BeCbMa HeHaJleXXHOoe JIIs CTa-
Tyca OCHOBaHWS CyOBeKTMBHOCTM (K TOMY Ke OHM He Bcerja
cobsrofan yKasaHHOe pasjindie MeX[y CyOBeKTOM B TpaHC-
IeHIeHTaIbHOVI PryI0codmY ¥ TEPMUHOM «TpaHCIIeH/IeHTalIb-
HBIVI CyOBEKT», KaK ¥ MHOTYE II0CIIeYIOIIVe MHTEPIPETaTOPEI
u uccnenosarenn dgpuiocodnn Kanra, npejicrasisioniye Tpad-
CLIEH/IEHTaJIbHBIN CyOBEKT IIEHTPOM «KOIIEPHMKAHCKOTO IIepe-
BOPOTa»).

M.V. Rouba

icism (cf. Watzlawick, 1992; Glasersfeld, 1981). The
key principle for constructivists was the principle of
an active subject that organises experience. Anoth-
er feature of their approach was the displacement
of ontology by epistemology. The latter also owes
something to Kant’s “modest” definition of ontology
as analytics of pure understanding (cf. KrV, A 247 /
B 303; Kant, 1998, p. 345).

This introduction is not intended to be yet an-
other panegyric on the subject in Kant’s tran-
scendental philosophy (often referred to as
“transcendental subject” in the literature?), under-
standable as that might be when one considers that
the role of the subject stands out in bolder relief in
the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason. The
intention rather is to highlight the strange situation
in which the transcendental subject finds itself in the
earliest reactions to Kant’s criticism (from around
the second half of the 1780s to the beginning of the
nineteenth century). First, it may seem surprising
that the “first-wave” reaction to the Critique of Pure
Reason assessed the existence of Kant’s transcenden-
tal subject as rather shaky and dubious. The early
followers and early “opponents” of Kantian critique
put the blame entirely on Kant himself, sometimes
seeing him as the author of a kind of subjectless phi-

2 One should bear in mind the distinction between the subject
in Kant’s transcendental philosophy and Kant’s own term
“transcendental subject” which was later often used to refer
to the subject of cognition in Kant’s theoretical philosophy
(cf. Lektorskiy, 1980, pp. 93-102; Karmin, 1983; Azeri, 2010;
Baumann, 2017, pp. 595-596; Zoller, 2015, p. 2071). Leaving aside
the subsequent interpretations of these concepts one discovers
that the subject in Kant’s transcendental philosophy is a strictly
logical subject of thought (i.e. it cannot be substance), whose
formal structure ensures the universal and necessary character
of knowledge (KrV, B XXIII, B 59, B 164; Kant, 1998, p. 113, 168,
263). At the same time, terminologically the “transcendental
subject” is never mentioned as the bearer of a pirori forms or
as a subject of transcendental unity of apperception. The term
“transcendental subject” in Kantian usage which I adopt in this
article means the substantial (and not substance) in ourselves,
something in general = x that defies cognition, which may be
indicated by the representation of I but gives no idea about
the I (KrV, A 355, A 346 / B 404, B 427, A 478 / B 506; Kant,
1998, p. 419, 414, 455, 504). The transcendental subject should
be distinguished from empirical representations about the
subject and from the unity of consciousness (KrV, B 427; Kant,
1998, p. 455). Because of the way the philosopher describes the
transcendental subject Kant's contemporaries considered in
this article might have felt that it was unfit to be a foundation
of subjectivity (besides, they did not always observe the
distinction between the subject in transcendental philosophy
and the term “transcendental subject” like many later
interpreters and researchers of Kant’s philosophy, representing
the transcendental subject as the centre of the “Copernican
revolution”).



M.B. Pos6o

vsgaauy «KpUTHUKM 91CTOro pasyMa», — HO BBISIBUTB
HECKOJIBKO CTPaHHYIO CUTYalMIO, B KOTOPOW OKa3bl-
BAeTCs TPaHCIIEH/IEHTAIbHBIN CYObEKT B CaMBIX PaH-
HVX PeLIeMIMSIX KaHTOBCKOro KpuUTuiiM3Ma (rrpuliim-
3UTEIBHO CO BTOpOU I10j10BMHBI 1780-x IT. 1O Hauasa
XIX B.). Bo-TiepBEIX, MOXKET ITOKA3aThCS YAMBUTEILHBIM,
YTO B «IIEPBOV BOJIHE» peaKIny Ha «KpuUTuKy dmcToro
pasyMa» CyIIecTBOBaHVE KaHTOBCKOTO TPaHCIIEHIIEeH-
TaJIBHOTO CyO'BeKTa OLIeHMBaIOCh KaK BechbMa IIIaTKOe I
COMHUTeIbHOe. By 3a 2TO paHHMe ITocieqoBaTei 1
[IepBbIe «OIIIO3MUINOHEPb KaHTOBCKOTO KPUTUIIM3MA
IepeKJIaibIBa/IV 1IeJIMKOM Ha camoro KanTa, mHorma
ycMaTpumBas B HEM JlaXke aBTopa CBOero popa deccyOb-
exTHOM puriocodmm. Bo-BTOPBIX, €CiTi O TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIbHOM CyObeKTe BO MHOTIX VICCIIeOBAHSIX TOBOPSIT
KaK O YeM-TO OJHO3HAYHOM W CaMO COOOVI pasyMero-
memMcst (mofpobHee 00 3TOM mpobiieme cm.: Kpyrrios,
2005), To B paMKax pacCMaTpMBaeMOro Ieproza Mbl He
OOHapy>XVBaeM e/IVHOV TPAaKTOBKM 3TOTO IIOHSI TS

IIpenBapuTenbHO CileyeT OTMETWUTB, UTO IIOHS-
TUVIHOE TIOJIE, 113 KOTOPOIo MHTEPeCyollie Hac aBTo-
PpBI OOpaIaanch K TpaHCIEHAEHTAIBHOMY CyOBeKTy,
3aJ1aeTCs MHBIMY OPVIEHTVPaMU, HEXEJIV ITPUBBIYHBIN
7T PYyCCKOSI3BIYHOTO YMTaTesIsl BOKaOyJsIsap arvcTeMo-
JIOTMYECKMX TPAKTOBOK KAHTOBCKOI'O TpPaHCIIEH/IeH-
TaJIBHOTO CyOBekTa. Tak, B COBETCKVIX VICCIIEOBAHISIX
KaHTOBCKOV (pryiocodpmyt TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIBHBIV CYO'b-
eKT B 3HaYeHMV CyObeKTa ITo3HaHM (CyOBbeKTa TpaHc-
LeHeHTaIbHON (brIocodni) TeMaTu3npoBasIcs B CO-
OTHOIIIEHNN C IOHSTUSAMMU SMIIMPUIECKOro CyOBeK-
Ta, TPaHCIIEHIEHTAJIFHOTO €IVHCTBA AaTIMepIIeTII,
aTpUMOPHBIX POPM UYBCTBEHHOCTM ¥ paccyaKa ¥ T.[I.
Y aBTOpOB Xe paHHMX penenumit driocodprn Kanra
TPpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIN CYOBEKT COOTHOCWIICS C IIOHS-
TUSAMU TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOro obbekra (Oymyum ero
aHaJIOrOM B CyOBEKTMBHOCTM) VIV TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIIb-
HOTO IIPeIMeTa, «HEeUTO = X», a TAKXe C IIPO0IeMo1 OT-
HOIIIEHWS ITPe/ICTaBIeHNs K CBOeMY 00beKTy. JaHHoe
0OCTOSITETIBCTBO MOXKET IIOCITYXKWUTE OTKPBITUIO «3a-
ITaCHOTO» ITyTU B IIOHMMAaHMY KaHTOBCKOTO TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTaJIbHOTO CyOBeKTa, aJIbTepPHATMBHOIO HOBOJILHO
YCTOVIUMBOV U TIO CeVl [IeHb, HECMOTPS Ha BbICKa3bIBae-
MBIe B ee aflpec COMHEeHWIS, SIVCTeMOJIOr MTUeCcKOVI Tpak-
ToBKe (cM.: Pobo, 2019).

Amnanus no3uuumi IpencraBuTesiell «1epBoVl BOJI-
HbD» pertentm «Kputnkm uncroro pasyma» (41.C. bek,
A. Banicxaynt, VLI Taman, C.Manmon, K.JI Penn-
rone, [.O. Mymere, V.A. D6epxapn, @.I. SIkobu) s
IIPEeICTaBIISAIO 371eCh B COOTBETCTBUVI C TEMM VICXOIHBI-
MM BOIIPOCaMV, KOTOpble ObUIV ITPEIMETOM Pa3MBbIIII-
JIEHUVI 3TVIX aBTOPOB TPV OOpaIeHNN K TpaHCIeHIeH-
TasipHOMY cyOBexTy V. KanTa.

losophy. Secondly, while many current authors take
the transcendental subject for granted (for more de-
tail on this problem see Krouglov, 2005), there is no
unanimity in the interpretation of the concept in the
period under review.

Before we go any further it has to be noted that
the conceptual field from which the authors that in-
terest us here proceeded in discussing the transcen-
dental subject is different from the vocabulary of
epistemological interpretations of Kantian transcen-
dental subject which Russian-speaking readers are
used to. Thus, in Soviet studies of Kantian philoso-
phy the transcendental subject, meaning the subject
of cognition (the subject of transcendental philoso-
phy), was defined in terms of the relationship to the
concept of empirical subject, transcendental unity of
apperception, a priori form of sensibility and intelli-
gence, etc. For the authors of the early followers and
critics of Kant’s philosophy the transcendental sub-
ject was related to the concepts of the transcenden-
tal object (Objekt) — as if the transcendental subject
were its analogue in subjectivity — or to the tran-
scendental object (Gegenstand) as “something = x”,
as well as to the problem of the relationship between
the representation and its object. This circumstance
may point to an alternative way of interpreting the
Kantian transcendental subject, departing from the
epistemological interpretation still current today in
spite of the doubts expressed about it (cf. Rouba,
2019).

My analysis of the positions of the representa-
tives of the first wave of reactions to the Critique of
Pure Reason (J.S. Beck, J.A. Eberhard, ].G. Hamann,
F.H. Jacobi, S. Maimon, K.L. Reinhold, G.E. Schulze
and A. Weishaupt) proceeds from the initial ques-
tions which engaged the minds of these authors
when they wrote about Kant’s transcendental sub-
ject.

J.A. Eberhard and A. Weishaupt:
in Search of Solidity

Before analysing the ideas of the first two au-
thors a short digression concerning Kant’s concept
of the transcendental object is in order. It would
be wrong to think of it as a companion piece to the
transcendental subject, as presented in the tradi-
tional epistemological subject-object relationship
which implied their one-directedness or mutual di-
rectedness. The transcendental object which Kant
distinguishes from the noumenon in the Critigue of
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M.A. D6epxapn n A. Baricxaynr:
B IIOMCKaX YCTOMYIMBOCTH

ITpexne yem nepenT K aHaJIN3y UAev IepBbIX IBYX
aBTOPOB, 5 CIeJIai0 HeOOJIbIIIoe OTCTYIIIeH e K KaHTOB-
CKOMY IIOHSITUIO TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOro oowvexra. Ilo-
CJIEAHUN He CJIeAyeT CUMTaTh Mapovl TPaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJILHOTO CyOBeKTa, KaK 3TO ObUIO B TpaaMIIVIOHHOM
THOCEOJIOTYECKOM CyOBeKT-00beKTHOM OTHOIIEHW,
I7le TorpasyMeBaslach MX OHO- VUIV B3aMIMOHAIIpaB-
7ieHHOCTh. TpaHCIieHIeHTa/IbHbI 00BeKT, B «KpuTnke
YMCTOro pasyMa» oTiandaeMbii KaHTOM oT HOyMeHa,
CITyXuUT dprstocody AjIs peasalliy IIpUMeHeHWs Ka-
Teropum K cosepraHuam (A 250; Kaxt, 2006a, c. 327), a
TaKKe 1711 0003HAYeHVIs UMCTO YMOIIOCTTaeMOVE IIP-
4MHBI sBJIeHNT BooOIe (A 494 / B 522; Kant, 20060,
c. 653)’. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI OOBEKT VI TpaHCIEH-

3 Kpome moOHSATMS TpaHCIeHeHTalbHOro obbekra (das
transzendentale Objekt) B «KpuTnke umcroro pasyma» Taxxke
BCTpeYaeTcsl IOHSTVE TpaHCIeHIIeHTaJIbHOro IpernMera (der
transzendentale Gegenstand). YTBepxueHne mx CMHOHMMMY-
HOCTM MBI HaXO[IVIM y HEKOTOPBIX TOJIKOBaTesler prtocodpmm
Kanra (cm., Hanp.: Kapmus, 1983, c. 43), Torma Kak, Hampumep, y
T. Korena ato pasusle nonstust (Koren, 2012, c. 390). B «Kpurn-
Ke UlCTOr0 pasyMa» TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHbIV OObEKT, B IIO3HAHNN
KOPPeCITOHIMPYIOIINI C 9yBCTBeHHOCTBIO (A 494 / B 522; Kawnr,
20066, c. 653) 11 KOppeMPYIOIINTL C eVHCTBOM aIlTepIIeTIIN
(A 250; Kanr, 2006a, c. 327), nMeeT ¢ TpaHCIIEHIEHTaIbHBIM
IIPEeIMETOM CXOXMe XapaKTepuCTHKM. Tak, o0a yrnorpebisror-
Cs1 B e[IVIHCTBEHHOM 4viciIe; HasbiBatoTcest = x (A 109, A 250; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 159, 327), Hem3BeCTHOM ¥ HEIOCTYITHOW VCCIIe0Ba-
HUIO ocHOBOM siBleHMt (A 358, A 372—373, A 379—380; Kanr,
2006a, c. 451, 469, 477; A 538 / B 566, A 540 / B 568, A 613 —
614 / B 641 —642; Kanr, 20060, c. 703, 705, 789); ipyamHoO IIpe-
CTaBJIeHNVI, He SIBJISTIONITVIXCS ITPeJICTaBIeHVISIMI TTPeICTaBIIeH
(A 108—109, A 393; Kawnr, 20064, c. 159, 477; A 494 / B 522; Kanr,
20060, c. 653); 0ba He MOTYT OBITb HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO MBICJIVIMBI
B KaTeropwsX, IIOCKOJIBKY JUIS 3TOrO HeOOXOIMMBI UyBCTBEH-
Hble popmbI 1 MHOTOOOpasHoe (A 250 —251; KanT, 20064, c. 327;
B 344, A 679 / B 707; Kanr, 20060, c. 449, 867); He SBIISIIOTCS OHU
TaKXKe IIpeMeTaMI II03HAHMS CaMUMM 110 ce0e, OJIHAKO JaioT
HaM SMIMpUYecKre IIOHSATUS M 00ecriedmBaroT MX OTHOIIIe-
HMe K HEKOeMY IIpeIMeTy, TeM CaMbIM IIpuaBas M OObeKTB-
HyI0 peasbHOCTB (A 109, A 380; Kant, 20064, c. 159, 477; A 566 /
B 594; Kanr, 200606, c. 733 —735). Tem He MeHee TTOHSTIE «TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV IIPeIMeT» OKa3bIBaeTCs Bee ke Oortee oOIIM.
B "acTHOCTM, OHO MOXeT yIIOTPeOIISAThCS B 3HAUEHNM KaK TpaH-
crieHzIeHTasIbHOrO oObekTa (A 358, A 372, A 393; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 451, 469, 491; A 557 / B 585; Kanr, 20060, c. 725), Tak 1 TpaHC-
IIeH/IeHTaJIbHOrO CyObeKTa — OCHOBaHW BCeX BHYTPEHHVIX sIB-
menmit (A 361, A 372; Kant, 2006a, c. 455, 469; A 479 / B 507;
Kanr, 200606, c. 635). Bosiee Toro, OHO MCIOJIB3yeTCs JlaXe OTHO-
CUTETBHO TIepBOOCHOBBI Muposfganms (A 679 / B 707, A 698 /
B 726; Kanur, 20066, c. 865—867, 887). TpaHclieHIeHTaIbHBIV
ke 0OBeKT 3asiBJIeH KaK OCHOBaHIE TOJIBKO BHEIIHUX SIBJICHVIIL
(A 366, A 379; Kanrrt, 20064, c. 461, 477; B 333; Kanr, 20060, c. 435).
Taxoke 3amedy, 4TO BOIIPOC O COOTHOIITEHUV TIOHATVIS TPAHCITeH-
JIeHTAJIBHOTO IIpefMeTa C IOHSTUSMI Bellly caMoVl 110 cebe m
HOYMeHa JJOCTaTOYHO IOIPOOHO PACCMOTPEH B MCCIIeN0BATEIIb-
cKovt mTepaType (cM., Harp.: Nitzan, 2014, p. 252 —262).

M.V. Rouba

Pure Reason, serves the purpose of applying catego-
ries to intuitions (KrV, A 250; Kant, 1998, pp. 347-
348), as well as to refer to the intelligible cause of
appearances in general (KrV, A 494 / B 522; Kant,
1998, p. 513).> According to Kant, the transcenden-
tal object and the transcendental subject are one in
having common features (they are inscrutable; are
outside empirical intuitions as “something = x”; are
impossible to capture when separated from sensible
intuition and have the function of the basis of ap-
pearances), which suggests that the transcendental
subject is an analogue of the transcendental object
in subjectivity.* Even in terms of the frequency of
its use in the Critiqgue of Pure Reason the concept of
the transcendental object is as marginal and in lit-
tle demand as the concept of the transcendental sub-
ject. Yet the transcendental subject has an important
distinctive feature. Whereas one cannot be sure of

* In addition to the concept of the transcendental object (das
transzendentale Objekt) the Critique of Pure Reason occasional-
ly uses the concept of der transzendentale Gegenstand. Some
interpreters of Kant’s philosophy take the two terms to be syn-
onyms (Karmin, 1983, p. 43), whereas Hermann Cohen, for
example, believes these are different concepts (Cohen, 1885,
p- 363). In the Critique of Pure Reason the transcendental object
corresponding to sensibility in cognition (KrV, A 494 / B 522;
Kant, 1998, p. 513) and correlating with the unity of appercep-
tion (KrV, A 250; Kant, 1998, p. 348) has common characteris-
tics with der transzendentale Gegenstand. Thus, both are used in
the singular and referred to as x (KrV, A 109, A 250; Kant, 1998,
p- 233, 348), the basis of phenomena unknown and unknow-
able (KrV, A 358, A 372-373, A 379-380, A 538 / B 566, A 540 /
B 568, A 613-614 / B 641-642; Kant, 1998, p. 421, 428, 431, 536,
574); the cause of representations that are not representations
of representations (KrV, A 108-109, A 393, A 494 / B 522; Kant,
1998, p. 233, 438, 513); neither can be thought of directly in cat-
egories because that calls for sensible forms and for manifold
(KrV, A 250-251, B 344, A 679 / B 707; Kant, 1998, p. 348, 381,
610); nor are they objects of cognition in themselves; however,
they provide us with empirical concepts and support their re-
lationship to a certain object thus conferring objective reality on
them (KrV, A 109, A 380, A 566 / B 594; Kant, 1998, p. 233, 431,
550). Even so, the concept of der transzendentale Gegenstand ap-
pears to be more general. Thus, it can be used in the meaning of
transcendental object (KrV, A 358, A 372, A 393, A 557 / B 585;
Kant, 1998, p. 421, 428, 438, 545), and transcendental subject as
the foundation of all internal phenomena (KrV, A 361, A 372,
A 479 / B 507; Kant, 1998, p. 422, 428, 504). Moreover, it is even
used to refer to the primordial (KrV, A 679 / B 707, A 698 /
B 726; Kant, 1998, p. 610, 619). By contrast, the transcendental
object is declared to be the foundation of external phenomena
only (KrV, A 366, A 379, B 333; Kant, 1998, p. 424, 431, 375). It is
worth noting that the question of the relationship between the
concept of the transcendental object (der transzendentale Gegen-
stand) and the concepts of thing-in-itself and noumenon have
been thoroughly discussed in the literature (cf. Nitzan, 2014,
Pp. 252-262).

* We are looking here at subjectivity in the meaning of subjec-
tive reality in the unity of its manifestations and functions and
not as the opposite of objectivity.
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HeHTaJIbHBIV CyOBEeKT B KaHTOBCKOV XapaKTePVCTVIKE
eIMHBI B HAJIMYMM OOLINX IPU3HAKOB (HEAOCTYITHOCTD
IUIsL VICCJIeOBaHMsT; HaXOX/IeHVe BHe 3MITMPUYecKIX
Co3epLiaHMI KaK «HEYTO = X»; HeYJIOBVMOCTB IIpM 000-
co0JIeHVM OT UyBCTBEHHBIX CO3epIIaHMIL; (PYHKITNS OC-
HOBaHWSL SIBJIEHUI), I 3TO IIO3BOJISIET IIPENTIONIOKUTE,
YTO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI CYOBEKT eCTh aHaJIOT TpaH-
CIIeHJIEHTaJIBHOrO 00beKTa B CyObekTrBHOCTI?. [ToHS-
TVe TpaHCLEeH/eHTaIbHOrO 00beKTa yxe fJaxe I0 Ja-
cToTe ero yrorpebnenns B «Kpurnke dmctoro pasy-
Ma» 3aHWMMaeT TaKOe >Ke MaprMHaIbHOe IIOJIOKeHWE,
KaK ¥ IOHsTHe TpaHCIleH/IeHTaIbHOro cyobexTa. Bme-
CTe C TeM TpPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHBIV CyOBeKT Bce ke 0bia-
JaeT BayKHOVI OTJIMYMTEIBHOV YePTOV: eCiIn B COXPaH-
HOCTW TpaHCLEH/IeHTaJIbHOrO OOBeKTa Hesb3si ObITh
YBEpPEeHHBIM PV YCJIOBUM OTCYTCTBUS UyBCTBEHHO-
CTW, TO TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHEIVI CyOBeKT caM BBICTYIIaeT
HpeeIbHBIM HOCUTeJIeM 4yBCTBEHHOCTY, 0 ueM KaHT
ynomuHaeT B0 dparmente A 492 / B 520 «Kpurtnkm
HCTOrO pasyMan.

Kpurnueckyto  mHTepnpeTanuio  KaHTOBCKOTO
TpaHCLIeH/IeHTaIbHOIO CyObeKTa — KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOTO OOBeKkTa (IpermMeTa) B CyOBEeKTMBHOCTM —
MOXKHO HaOJII0[laTh B MOJIEMWYECKIX TeKCTaX II03[He-
ro Boibduaniia VoranHa Asrycra D6epxapna (1739—
1809), ony6rmKoBaHHBEIX B BhITycKax «dDusiocodpckoro
XypHasna» (Philosophisches Magazin) 3a 1788—1789 rr.
[anHasg KpUTHKa MOJIydYnsia OTBETHYIO peakIuIio ca-
Moro KaHTa, uTo B HEKOTOpOM CMBICIIe YHVKaJIBHO, I10-
CKOJIBKY, KaK M3BeCTHO, KaHT He Xeslasl TepsITh CVIIBL 11
BpeMsI Ha «caMOOOOpOHY» B yIepO fasIbHeNIer pas-
paboTke KpuTHdeckoro mpoekra. Ha crpanuriax «Dn-
710cOPCKOTO XKy pHasIa» D0epxapyt BbICKa3bIBaeT COMHe-
HVe OTHOCWUTEIPHO HeOIpeIeIeHHOCT IS pasyMa
TOro, 4ro obo3HauaeTcsi KaHTOM TpaHCIieHIeHTaIIb-
HBIM IIpeIMeTOM, paBHBIM X. 1o ero MHeHMIO, B KaH-
TOBCKOVI (pryTocopmm MOHSTMS OHTOJIOIMY IIPOM3BO-
IHBI OT (PYHKIINI MBIIIIEHWS], OJJHAKO y HYX JIOJDKHA
ObITE MaTepIsl, B KOTOPOV YeJIOBEUeCKI PacCyIOK MO-
JKeT OOHApPYXUTb TOJIBKO CPaBHUTEIIFHO BHYTpPEHHeEE,
HO He 0e3ycsIoBHO BHyTpeHHee (cM. dpparmenT B 333
«Kputykn amcToro pasyma).

Wraxk, 31eck ecTh HEYTO, KOTOPOE, COITIACHO CBOe-
My pOIOBOMY IIOHSITVIO, COIEPKIUT MHOXKECTBO peaJlb-
HBIX ITpeIMKaToOB; HEYTO, K 4eMy OTHOCHMO MHOXe-
CTBO BEUHBIX VCTMH, HO MHIVBWIYaIbHOCTh KOTOPOTO
Hey3BecTHa KOHeYHOMY paccyaky. VI pamy aTovt Tem-

4 Peup 3/1eCb 1J1eT O Cy6'[>eKTVIBHOCTVI B3HaYeHUM Cy6'[>eKTV[BHOI7I
peasIbHOCTV B €OVIHCTBE ee HpOﬂBHeHVIVI mn quHKLU/IVI, a He B
3Ha4YeHN IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOCTU 00BEKTUBHOCTA.

the endurance of the transcendental object in the
absence of sensibility, the transcendental subject is
itself the ultimate bearer of sensibility, as Kant men-
tions in fragment KrV, A 492 / B 520.

A critical interpretation of the Kantian tran-
scendental subject — as a transcendental object
(Gegenstand) in subjectivity — is to be found in the
polemical texts of the later Wolffian Johann August
Eberhard (1739—1809), published in the Philoso-
phisches Magazin for 1788 —1789. This critique was
granted a reaction from Kant himself, which is in
a way unique because Kant did not want to waste
time and effort on “self-defence” at the expense of
his work on his critical project. In the Philosophisches
Magazin Eberhard questions the uncertainty for
reason of what Kant designates as a transcenden-
tal object equal to x. In his opinion, in Kant’s phi-
losophy the concepts of ontology are derived from
the functions of thought, but they must have matter
in which human understanding can discover only
what is comparatively and not absolutely internal
(see fragment KrV, B 333).

Thus, here there is something that, according
to its generic concept, contains a multitude of real
predicates; something to which many eternal truths
may be referred, but of which the individuality is
unknown to the finite understanding. And for the
sake of this dark part critical idealism casts away all
the rest that is cognised by the finite understanding;
it declares this something to be totally unknowable
for human understanding, totally = x. Kant asserts
this in a tone which one would not expect in the ex-
amining philosophy of a German critique of pure
reason’ (Eberhard, 1789, pp. 283-284).

In turn, Eberhard himself reinstates the
transcendental object in a new capacity investing the
subject of representation with the status of substance,
which cannot be considered a phenomenon.
Meanwhile the thinking subject itself cannot be a
phenomenon, but only a thing-in-itself.

[...] otherwise, if the representation and the

> “Es ist also hier ein Etwas, das seinem Gattungsbegriffe nach

viele reelle Pridikate enthilt, ein Etwas, wovon eine grofie Menge
ewiger Wahrheiten gelten, dessen Individualitit aber dem endlichen
Verstande unbekannt ist. Und um dieses dunkeln Theils willen
verwirft der kritische Idealismus alles iibrige dem endlichen Verstande
erkennbare; er erklirt das ganze Etwas fiir vollig dem menschlichen
Verstande unerkennbar, fiir vollig = x. Hr. Kant driickt sich dariiber
in einem Tone aus, den man kaum in der untersuchenden Philosophie
einer deutschen Kritik der reinen Vernunft erwarten sollte.”
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HOVI YaCTV KPUTUYIECKUV MIeaIvi3M 0T6paCbIBaeT BCe
OCTaJIPHOE, II03HaBaeMOe KOHEUYHBIM PacCygKOM; OH
IIpV3HAeT 3TO HEYTO COBEPIIEHHO HeIlO3HaBaeMbIM
71 9eJI0BeYecKOTo paccyKa, Beerlesio = x. ['ocmogma
KanT BBIpakaercss 00 3TOM TaKMM TOHOM, KOTOPOTO
efIBa JIVI MOXKHO OXW/IAaTh B MccIlemyeMont prtocodrm
HeMeIIKoV KpuTnkn amcroro pasyma (Eberhard, 1789,
S. 283 —284).

Cam D0epxapy, B CBOIO O4eperb, BOCCTaHABIIVBAET
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIV ITpeMeT B HOBOM KadecTBe, Ha-
Tiesisisg CyObeKT IpecTaBIeH s CTaTyCOM CyOCcTaHIINY,
KOTOpasi He MOXeT cumuTaTbcs siBjleHueM. lIpu sToM
MBICJIAIINTL CYOBEKT caM He MOXEeT OBITh SBJICHUEM, a
TOJIBKO BEIIIbIO CaMOV 110 cebe.

...B mpormBHOM citydae, ecim OBl caMoO IIpef-
CTaBjIeHVe ¥ IPeACTaBILIOIINY CyObeKT ObUIM elre
sIBJIEHVEM, IIPUIIUIOCh Obl CHOBa IIPWM3HABATH IIPErl-
CTaBJIeHVe ¥ IIPeICTaBIIIONIero CyObeKTa (3a HiM. —
M.P.) — u TaKk 5o OeckoneunHocTy. CiieioBaTeIIbHO,
VICTVIHHBIE Belll, BEIIV caMi 110 ceOe, KOTOpbIe CyTh
He SIBJIEHVS], €CThb IIPeCTaBIISIOIINE CYIIBL, ITPOCThIE
cyOcTaHIIMM, aKIMAEHINY KOTOPBIX CyTh ITpeJicTaB-
JleHMs. B caMoM Tieste, OHM He MOT'yT OBITB SIBJIEHVISIMIAL
ITosHaBaThcsl OHM MOTYT TOJIBKO paccyakoM. OmHako
OHVI CyTh VICTUHHBIE TPAHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHbIE ITPeIMEeTHI
(BBIpaskasich s13bIKOM r-Ha KaHTa) 11 He SIBJISIFOTCSI HEeO-
nperereHHbIM HeuTo... (Eberhard, 1789, S. 281 —282).

V3 maHHOTO OTpBIBKA $ICHO, UTO IJIst DOepxapra,
BO-TIEPBBIX, Belllb caMa I10 cebe M TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HBIVI OOBEKT CYTb OITHO ¥ TO Ke (4TO JOCTaTOYHO CIIOP-
HO, VUMTBIBasg MX pasrpaHudeHue camMmM KaHTom).
Bo-BTOpBIX, Bemu camm 110 cebe BBICTYIAIOT IIpeaMe-
TOM JIJIl pacCyika. B-TpeTbux, 6e30 BCSIKOro IIocpell-
CTBa UYyBCTBEHHOI'O CO3epliaHMsl M CXeMaTusMa K Be-
ImaM caMuM IIo cebe IIpMMeHSeTCS KaTeropusi Cyo-
CTaHIMM (TIOCTIETHSIS TIOHVIMAETCS KaK ITPeJICTaBIIsIo-
Iasi CuIa).

Otseuas D0epxapny, KanT orMedaeT, uTo JoKa3aTh
PeaTbHOCTb ITOHSTVS CYITBI KaK UMCTOV KaTeropmm 0e3
OpVIMeHeHMs ee K Ipe/iMeTaM 4yBCTBEHHOIO co3eplia-
HWs Ipo0JIeMaTaHO, He TOBOPS YKe O TOM, YTOOBI A0~
Ka3aThb ee 3HaUMMOCTD U JIJI5 CBepXUyBCTBEHHBIX CYIII-
HocTert (cM.: AA 08, S. 210—212; KanT, 1993, c. 131—132).
be30 BesAxov ke oropbl Ha 4yBCTBEHHOe 3a KaTreropuen
cybcraHy B «KpuUTHKe 4CTOroO pasyMa» COXpaHseT-
Cs1 TOJIBKO JIOTMYECKOe 3HaYeHMe: CyOCTaHINS eCTh TO,
YTO CYIIIECTBYET TOJILKO KaK CyOBEeKT V1 He MOXeT OBbITh
npenukaroM. Tak B 3Tux BozpakeHnax Kant crpemmt-
CSI COXPAHWTH OrpaHMUeH e TTO3HaHVS 00JIaCThIO OITbI-
Ta 1 pasjingvie JIOTMIeCKOro U peasIbHOTO.

M.V. Rouba

representing subject were also a phenomenon one
would have to again recognise representation and
the representing subject [behind it — M.R.] — and
so ad infinitum. Consequently, true things, things-in-
themselves, things which are not phenomena, are
representing forces, simple substances, accidences
of which are representations. Indeed, they cannot be
phenomena. They can be cognised only by under-
standing. But they are true transcendental objects (to
use Kant’s term) and are not an indeterminate some-
thing [...]° (Eberhard, 1789, pp. 281-282).

It is clear from this extract that for Eberhard,
first, the thing-in-itself and the transcendental ob-
ject are the same (which is debatable, considering
the distinction drawn by Kant himself). Second,
things-in-themselves are the object of understand-
ing. Third, the category of substance (understood as
the representing force) is applied to things-in-them-
selves without any mediation of sensible intuition
and schematicism.

In his reply to Eberhard Kant notes that it is
problematical to prove the reality of the concept
of force as a pure category without applying it to
the objects of sensible intuition, let alone to prove
its significance also for supersensible entities (UE,
AA 08, pp. 210-212; Kant, 2002, pp. 302-304). With-
out relying on the sensible, the category of sub-
stance in the Critique of Pure Reason retains only its
logical meaning: substance is what exists only as the
subject and cannot be a predicate. Thus, in his re-
sponse Kant seeks to limit cognition to the domain
of experience and preserve the distinction between
the logical and the real.

Kant’s other opponent, Adam Weishaupt
(1748 —1830), represents the functional analogy of
the transcendental subject and transcendental ob-
ject more clearly. He uses the term “transcendental
subject” in relation to the issue of limiting cognition
to phenomena (Weishaupt, 1788b, p. 13), citing frag-
ment KrV, A 492 / B 520. Weishaupt then makes the
following claim:

¢ “[...]sonstwiirde, wenn die Vorstellung selbst und das vorstellende
Subjekt noch Erscheinung wire, wieder von neuem Vorstellung und
vorstellendes Subjekt, und so ins unendliche, miissen angenommen
werden. Also sind die wahren Dinge, die Dinge an sich, die Dinge, die
keine Erscheinungen sind, vorstellende Krifte, einfache Substanzen,
deren Accidenzen Vorstellungen sind. Denn diese kinnen keine
Erscheinungen seyn; sie kinnen blof§ durch den Verstand erkannt
werden. Sie sind aber wahre transzendentale Gegenstinde (nach Hrn.
Kants Sprache); sie sind kein unbestimmtes Etwas |[...].”
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Y npyroro ommonenta Kanra, Agama Baricxayiira
(1748—1830), dyHKIMOHAIBHAS aHAJIOIMS TPaHCIeH-
IeHTaJIbHOrO CyOBbeKTa M TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIBHOIO 00h-
eKTa pernpeseHTHpoBaHa Oosiee oTuersiso. Cam OH
YIIOMVHaET TEPMUH «TPaHCIIeHAeHTAIBHBIVI CYObEKT»
B KOHTEKCTe BOITpoca 00 OorpaHMYeHUN ITO3HAHW SIB-
meavissmm (Weishaupt, 17880, S. 13), ccputasics Ha dpar-
MeHT A 492 / B 520 n3 «Kpurumkm amicroro pasyma». [la-
Jlee BaricxayniT yTBepKaaeT:

XoTs MBI 1 MIIIEM B COOTBETCTBUM C KaHTOBCKO
CUCTEMOV1 y BCeX sIBJIeHUII He4TO, YTO He 4BJIsSeTcs
sIBJIEHVIEM, VI JIEVICTBUTEIBHO IT03HaeM OBITMe TaKMX
BeTIIeT, HO MBI fieJlaeM BCE 3TO TOJTBKO C TTOMOITTBIO CO-
BepIIeHHO CyOBeKTMBHOIO IIpaBIIa paccyaKa, YToObI
HIPVBHECTV eIVMHCTBO ¥ CB43b B MHOIOOOpas3HbIe SIB-
merns. OHaKO Ha OCHOBAHWV 3TOTO IpaBIIa MBI He
VIMeeM HUKaKOoVi OOBeKTVBHOM TOCTOBEPHOCTI Peahb-
Horo ObrTre 3Tmx Bemeit (Ibid., S. 16).

BarnicxaynT pacrieHnBaeT KaHTOBCKUM KPUTUIIV3M
KaK IO3MIIMIO TOTJIBHOIO CKENTMIIN3Ma, B KOTOPOM
«Hallle 3HaHMEe He VMeeT HI CyObeKTa, HU 0OBbeKTa»,
ITOCKOJIBKY «MBI He 3HaeM, OCHOBaHBI JIV 3T SBJIEHMS
Ha 4eM-TO peasIbHOM, cyOcTaHImaibHoM» (Weishaupt,
1788a, S. 132), mycTb gake 3TO sIBJIeHMS ceOs caMoro: «...
MBI, CJIeIOBaTeIbHO, CaMI He 3HaeM, eCTh JIV MBI HEUTO,
€CTb JIVI MBI HeUTO OOJIblliee, YeM SIBJIEHVIE, IMEEeTCS JIN
y Ka’KIOro 3HaHMS CyOBeKT, KOTOpbIv mo3HaeT» (Ibid.,
S. 133). Orpuiiaame cyObeKkTa O3HaHWMS OBUIO CBOVI-
creenHo yxe [I. JOMy — Ha uto Barcxaynr mryTimso
3aMedaeT, UYTO He 3HaeT, KOMY aJpecoBaTh CBOIO KPUTVI-
Ky, BeZlb cyObekTa IOma He cymiectsyeT. UTo Kacaercs
KaHTa, TO ero He criacaeT naxe IIOHATVE TPaHCLIEH/IeH-
TaJIBHOr0 00'beKTa, KOTOPBIV JIOJKEH ObLJI, BO-IIEPBBIX,
CIIy>KUTh €IVHCTBY MHOrooOpasus 1, BO-BTOPBIX, BBI-
CTyIIaTh HEUyBCTBEHHOVI IIPUYMHON sABIeHn: «VITaK,
3TOT HEeW3BECTHBIN OOBEKT, KOTOPBIVI CUMTAeTCsl OCHO-
BOVI SIBJIEHNV, 3a IIpeielaMM paccyjiKa He eCTh HeuTo
peasibHOe. DTO OfTHA TOJIBKO Mfiesl, O KOTOPOV Mbl BOOO-
IIle HMYero He MOXKEM 3HaTh, COOTBETCTBYET JIVI eV pe-
aJIBHBIVI ITPEeIMeT, He3aBUCUMBIVI OT HaIllero paccyy-
Ka. DTO BCETro JIMIIb CYOBEKTMBHOE IPaBUIIO PacCy-
ka» (Ibid., S. 137). 3mech MOXXHO BUAeTh, Kak Baricxaymt
HaMedaeT BeKTOp 3a IIpefesIbl TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOIO
00BeKTa K HEKOeMy «peajIbHOMy OOBeKTy», eIle pas
yaBavBasi OObeKTHYIO peaIbHOCTh (dBJleHUe — TpaH-
CLeHIIeHTAJIbHBIV 00BEKT, TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHBIV 00'b-
€KT — peasIbHBIVI OOBEKT).

3amgauy myist pvstocodpunt cam BaricxaynT BUOUT B
IIOVICKE YCTOVIYMBOIO ITYHKTa, <K KOTOPOMY BCE OTHO-
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According to Kant's system, although we look in
all phenomena for something that is not a phenom-
enon and really cognise the being of such things,
we do all this using a thoroughly subjective rule of
understanding in order to bring unity and connect-
edness to diverse phenomena. However, under this
rule, we have no objective certainty of the real being
of these things’ (ibid., p. 16).

Weishaupt (1788a, p. 132) considers Kant’s crit-
icism to be a position of total scepticism in which
“our cognition has neither a subject nor an object”®
because “we do not know whether these phenom-
ena are based on something real, substantial”,’
even if these are phenomena of oneself: “And so we
ourselves do not know whether we are something
more than a phenomenon, whether every cognition
has a subject that cognises”? (ibid., p. 133). Already
David Hume denied the subject, which drew a jo-
cose comment from Weishaupt to the effect that he
did not know to whom to address his critique since
Hume had no subject. As for Kant, even the con-
cept of transcendental object which should have ex-
plained, first, the unity of the manifold and, second,
be a non-sensible cause of phenomena, is no excuse:
“Thus this unknown object, considered to be the
basis of phenomena, is not something real outside
the confines of understanding. It is merely an idea
of which we cannot know anything at all whether
it has a corresponding real object independent from
our understanding. It is merely a subjective rule of
understanding”"* (ibid., p. 137). Here we can see how
Weishaupt charts the path beyond the transcenden-
tal object to some “real object” doubling objective
reality once again (phenomenon — transcendental
object, transcendental object — real object).

7 “Nach dem Kantischen System suchen wir zwar bey allen
Erscheinungen etwas, das keine Erscheinung ist, wir erkennen
wirklich das Daseyn solcher Dinge: aber dies alles thun wir blof$ kraft
einer ganz subjektiven Verstandesregel, um in die so mannigfaltigen
Erscheinungen Einheit und Zusammenhang zu bringen: wir haben
aber kraft dieser Regel keine objektive GewifSheit von dem reellen
Daseyn dieser Dinge.”

8 “[...] unsere Erkenntnify weder Subject noch Object hat [...].”
 “[...] wir nicht wissen, ob diesen Erscheinungen etwas reelles,
substantielles zum Grund liegt.”

10 “Wir wissen also selbst nicht, ob wir etwas, ob wir mehr als
Erscheinung sind, ob jede Erkenntnif ein Subject hat, welches
erkennt.”

" “Dieses unbekannte Object also, welches den Erscheinungen
als zum Grund liegend angenommen wird, ist auser dem Verstand
nichts reelles; es ist eine blosse Idee, von welcher wir gar nicht wissen
kénnen, ob ihr ein reeller, von unserm Verstand unabhingiger
Gegenstand entspricht; es ist eine blosse subjective Verstandesregel.”



cuTcs M OJtarofmapsi KOTOpOMY Bce oOpeTaeT sICHOCTB,
IIOCTOBEPHOCTH, COITIACOBAHHOCTH 11 yOemMTeIbHOCTE»
(Ibid., S. 203). BmecTe ¢ TeM 3TOT yCTOMYMBBIN ITyHKT
BUAUTCS VIM He B peaJIbHOCTV CaMOCO3HaHMs, Kak 3a-
TeMm 310 npemyiokut V.I. Duxre, a B «cyOcTaHIMaIb-
HOM ObITHM Belrlent BHe Hac» (Ibid., S. 204).

HeomnpenesreHHOE «HEUTO = X»
B dumocodpmunu VN.I. Tamana u @.I. JIkoon

OnuH 13 TIepBLIX CJIy4yaeB KPUTWYeCKOro OTHOLIe-
HMS K KaHTOBCKOMY TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY CyOb-
eKTy MOKHO OOHapYy>XMTh B paMKax OOIIer KpUTUKM
nypmsMa uncroro pasyma (VLI T'epnep, VI.I. aman), B
KOTOPOVI II0f], COMHeHMe CTaBUTCS caMa BO3MOXKHOCTB
YMCTOTHI PasyMa BBULY HeW30eXKHOV IOrPy KeHHOCTH
g3blKa B Ipupony. KaHT xe, 1o MHeHMIO KPUTWKOB IIy-
pv3Ma, IyTaeT CBOVX 4YMTaTelIell MICKYCCTBeHHOV Tep-
MIHOJIOTVIEVT, IIOCJIeflOBaTeIbHO albCTparmpysich OT
TpaguIInY, OIbITa, A3bIKa. Ha MecTo JevicTBUTe ILHOM
Bemy KaHT cTaBUT mycThle MOHSATUS paccyiKa, Ipu
9TOM caM MoMajiaeT B JIOBYIIKY IMIIOCTa3VpOBaHMs,
TIOCTY/IMPYsl CaMOJIOCTaTOYHYIO HOyMeHaJIbHYIO pe-
aJIBHOCTB, 0ObEKTHI KOTOPOVI IIPEICTaBIISIOT COOOVT He-
M3BECTHBIN [1J14 Hac X.

Kax ytBepxmaer ®penepuk baisep, To, 4uTo, co-
rtacHo Vloranny leopry I'amany (1730—1788), ocTtaert-
Cs1 B pesyJIbTaTe yKa3aHHOT'O KaHTOBCKOI'O abCTparmpo-
BaHWs, — 3TO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHEIN CyOBeKT (Beiser,
1987, p. 39). Ilpu aTom barsep, oueBnaHO, MMeeT B BUILY
CJIeAy IOV TTaccaXk U3 coumHeHns lamaHa:

...MeTadM3MKa HEBEPHO VCIOJIb3yeT BCe CII0Bec-
Hble 3HaKV 1 PUTYPBI peduy Halllero SMIIPITIECKOTo
IIO3HAHMS, JIeJ1asl VIX OIHVIMU JIUIIb eporMdaMm u
TUIIaMU MaeasIbHbIX oTHoIleHuit. [TocpencTBoM 3TOM
3ay4eHHOV [IyIIOCTY OHa IlepepabaThiBaeT YeCTHOCTD
sI3bIKa B TaKoe OecCMBICIIEHHOe, HeyIIpaBsiisieMoe, He-
OIIpe[ieJIeHHOe HeUYTO = X, UTO He OCTaeTCs HWYero,
KpOMe CBVICTa BeTpa, BOJIIIeOHOI UTPEI TeHe — ca-
Moe ODojiblliee, Kak TOBOPUT «MYHPBIVI» TenpBerinii,
obeper 1 4eTKM TPaHCIeH/IeHTaIIBHO JIOXKHOW BEPHI
B entia rationis, ee mycteie Mexa u mpm3biB (Hamann,
1825, S. 8).

B «Kpwnruke yncroro pasyma» KaHT fgericTBUTe IbHO
HasblBaeT TPaHCIEHIEHTAIbHBIV CyOBeKT HEeKVM «He-
uTo BooOrte» (A 355; KanT, 20064, c. 449), «= x» (A 346 /
B 404; KanT, 20060, c. 517), 0 KOTOpOM HET HUKAKOrO
3HaHMd. Ba)kHo, 4TO X 37ech — He HeuTO CBOOOIHO 3a-
MellfaeMoe IV BapMaTMBHOE, a TO, UTO B IIPUHIIVIIE
HEBO3MOXKHO 3aMEHMTDb HMKAKMM COIep)KaHVEeM.
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Weishaupt believes that the task of philosophy
is to search for a solid standpoint “to which every-
thing refers and which confers clarity, certainty,
agreement and conviction on everything”' (ibid.,
p- 203). At the same time he sees this solid point not
in the reality of self-consciousness, as J.G. Fichte
would later propose, but in “substantial being of
things outside us”* (ibid., p. 204).

The Indeterminate “Something = X”
in the Philosophy of J.G. Hamann and F.G. Jacobi

One of the early cases of a critical attitude
to Kant’s transcendental subject can be found in
the general critique of pure reason (J.G. Herder,
J.G. Hamann) which calls into question the very
possibility of pure reason because language is inev-
itably immersed in nature. Meanwhile Kant, in the
opinion of the critics of purism, confuses his readers
by his artificial terminology, successively jettisoning
tradition, experience and language. In place of real
things Kant puts hollow concepts of understanding
and in the process himself falls into the hypostatis-
ing trap by positing a self-sufficient noumenal reali-
ty in which the objects are an x unknown to us.

Frederick Beiser (1987, p. 39) notes that accord-
ing to Johann Georg Hamann (1730—1788), what
remains as a result of Kant’s above-mentioned ab-
straction is the transcendental subject. Beiser is
probably referring to the following passage of
Hamann’s work:

[...] metaphysics abuses the word-signs and fig-
ures of speech of our empirical knowledge by treat-
ing them as nothing but hieroglyphs and types of
ideal relations. Through this learned troublemaking
it works the honest decency of language into such
a meaningless, rutting, unstable, indefinite some-
thing = x that nothing is left but a windy sough, a
magic shadow play, at most, as the wise Helvétius
says, the talisman and rosary of a transcendental su-
perstitious belief in entia rationis, their empty sacks
and slogans (Hamann, 2007, p. 210).

In the Critigue of Pure Reason Kant does indeed
refer to the transcendental subject as a “something
in general” (KrV, A 355; Kant, 1998, p. 419), "= x”
(A 346 / B 404; Kant, 1998, p. 414), about which
nothing is known. It is important that here x is not
something variable that can be substituted, but
something that is impossible to replace by any con-
tent in principle.

12 “[...] auf welchen sich alles bezieht, durch welchen alles Klarheit,
GewifSheit, Uebereinstimmung und Ueberzeugung erhilt.”
15 “I...] das substantielle Daseyn der Dinge auser uns.”
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Xorst mspectHemmmum KpuTuk Kanra @Ppuagpnx
Terpux SIkobu (1743—1819) n He ymorpebiseT Tep-
MWH «TpaHCIeHIEeHTaIbHBIN CYOBeKT», OIHAKO SIIpPO
SIKOOVIAaHCKOVI KPUTWMKV HEMBICJIIMO Oe3 yKa3aHMs Ha
TPpaHCIIeH/IEHTHBIN XapaKTep Toro, uto KaHT HasbIBa-
€T «TpaHCIIeH[IeHTa/IbHBIM IIpefiMeToM». TpaHcIieH-
HeHTaJIbHBIV IIpefMeT (00beKT) OTOKAeCTBIIgeTcs SIko-
Ou ¢ BeIIbIo caMoii T10 cebde.

B mebomemon crathe «O TpaHCIIEHAEHTaIEHOM
nneanm3me» (1786), mpriaraemMont K coumHeHMIo 1787 T.
«seum FOM o Bepe, mnu Vpeamsm n peanmsMm. Be-
cera», SIkobmu xpurukyer Kanra ¢ mosmumm peasyms-
Ma. Kant, o muenmro fkobw, Havas cBoro duioco-
umro Kak peasnicT (yueHue O IIaCCHBHOV UyBCTBEHHO-
CTV), HO «3aKOHYMII» ee KaK MIAeasIVCT (IIpeIMeThI CyTh
HpencTaBrieHs). TpaHcIieHIeHTaIBHBIV IIPeAMeT IIpH
3TOM PpacriojlaraeTcsi Ha pPealVICTIYeCKO «CTOPOHe»
KaHTOBCKOVI MeTapu3VIKy, Torga Kak Ha CTOpOHe Vzie-
alv3Ma — SMIVPUYECKUT IpeaMeT. Paccyok B mpo-
IIecce TIO3HAHVIS CBSI3bIBa€T MHOT0OOOpasve co3epIiaHs
B OJHOM CO3HAHWUW W CO3/JaeT CHHTETMYeCKOe eIIVH-
CTBO MHOrooOpasus. «...[lonamue amoeo edurcmba ecmo
npedcmabarenue o npedmeme = X. D1o [HeuTo] = X He ecTh,
OHAKO MIPAHCUeHOeHMAAbHbIT npedMent; 0O O TpaHC-
IIeHIeHTa/IbHOM IIpeJIMeTe MEI JTaKe VI CTOJIBKO He 3Ha-
eM...», — yTBepxaaeT SIxobm (Flxobu, 2006, c. 202). Tpan-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV IIPEIMET €CTh He TOT IIpeIMeT, KOTO-
PBIVL TIOJIaraeTcst 107, IIperiCTaBIIeHsIMI MaTepU VTN
MBICJISIIIETO CyITiecTBa (OTChIJIKA K pparmeHTy A 614 /
B 642 «KpuTHKM 4MCTOro pasyMa»), a HeUTo elrle Oojlee
[JTyOMHHOE, HedTo ITpo0IeMaTIHOe, 9TO XOTS 1 Hem3-
BECTHO, HO IIOJIpa3yMeBaeTcs KaK OCHOBA BHEITHWX W
BHYTPeHHVX sIBJIEHUVI, VX MHTeIUINT1OeIIbHas Ipyyn-
Ha V1 ICTOYHVIK OIITyITleHnVL. B nTore KaHTOBCKIII zie-
ayM3M JiernaeT KakK OOBeKT, TaK M caM CyOBeKT IO3Ha-
HVISL JIVIIIIB BUAVIMOCTBIO, JIMIMUHMPYS TIOTHOTY 1 KOH-
KPeTHOCTB JImaHoro Ob1Tis (Wesenheit).

B pabore «O mombITKe KpUTHITM3MA CBECTU PasyM K
paccynKy m naTh drtocodmy BoobIIie HOBoe Harlpas-
nerve» (1802) SIkoOu HamMIIET O KAHTOBCKOM CYOheK-
Te = X 11 00BeKTe = X, OHMHAKOBO IIPpO0JIeMATITUHBIX, HO
HeoOXOVIMO IpV3HaBaeMbIX KaK YCJIOBVS ITO3HAHWS
0e3 BCSKOro mMX IIOHMMaHMA (IIpM 3ToM SIKoOM cchbI-
saetcst Ha pparmeHT A 288 «KpuTHKM 4nCTOro pasy-
Ma», TIle pe4b WeT O TPAHCLEHIEHTAIIBHOM OOBEKTE,
a He Pa3BOANT, KaK paHee, IpeAMeT = X W TpaHCLEH-
IeHTaTbHBI IIpenMert) (Jacobi, 1816, S. 85—89). Ilo-
IOOHYIO [IBYCTOPOHHIOIO HEM3BECTHOCTh HeoOXomu-
MO y7epXuBaTh B OajtaHce, MHaue «duiocodms mpe-
BpaIraeTcs JInbo B JOrMaTU9ecKu MeasInsM, JI1bo B
mormarmdeckut marepuannim» (Ibid., S. 88). «Tak, oba

Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi (1743 —1819), a fore-
most critic of Kant, does not use the term “transcen-
dental subject,” but the nucleus of Jacobi’s criticism
is unthinkable without stressing the transcendental
character of what Kant calls “the transcendental ob-
ject.” Jacobi identifies the transcendental object with
the thing-in-itself.

In a short article “On Transcendental Ideal-
ism” (1786) attached to the 1787 work David Hume
on Faith, or Idealism and Realism, a Dialogue, Jacobi
criticises Kant from the position of realism. Kant,
he believes, began his philosophy as a realist (the
teaching on passive sensibility) but he “ended up”
as an idealist (objects are representations). The tran-
scendental object is positioned on the realism side
of Kant’s metaphysics whereas the empirical object
is on the side of idealism. In the process of cogni-
tion understanding connects the manifold of intu-
ition in one consciousness and creates a synthetic
unity of manifold. “The concept of this unity is the rep-
resentation of the object = X. This [something] = X is
not, however, the transcendental object; because we
do not even know that much about the transcenden-
tal object”** (Jacobi, 1815, pp. 302-303). The transcen-
dental object is not the object posited by the notions
of matter or the thinking being (reference to KrV,
A 614 / B 642), but something deeper, something
problematical, something that, although it is un-
known, is implied as the basis of external and inter-
nal phenomena, their intelligible cause and source
of sensations. As a result Kantian idealism turns the
object and the very subject of cognition into appear-
ance eliminating the fullness and concreteness of
personal being (Wesenheit).

In his work On Criticism’s Attempt to Reduce Rea-
son to Understanding and Give a New General Direction
to Philosophy (1802) Jacobi writes about Kant’s sub-
ject = x and object = x that they are equally prob-
lematical, but necessarily recognised as conditions
of cognition without any understanding of them
(Jacobi cites fragment KrV, A 288, which deals with
the transcendental object, but he does not distin-
guish, as before, object = x and the transcendental
object) (Jacobi, 1816, pp. 85-89). Such dual uncertain-
ty needs to be balanced lest “philosophy degenerate
into either dogmatic idealism or dogmatic material-

1 “[...] der Begriff dieser Einheit ist die Vorstellung vom
Gegenstande = X. Dieses = X ist aber nicht der transscendentale
Gegenstand; denn vom transscendentalen Gegenstande wissen wir
nicht einmal so viel [...].”
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VIKCa BMeCTe OTCBUIAOT ellle 3aTeM K oOIIeMy AJis HuX
+X, KOTOPBINL XOTS Telepb 1 606otite npobiemamuuen,
OIHaKO COMIepP>KUT BCIO MICTMHHYIO peasIbHOCTE, 11eJloe
eIVIHCTBEHHO UCMUHHO VCTMHHOIO, VI IOTOMY HU Ha
uTo Oortee He MoXeT ccpiTaThes» (Ibid., 1816, S. 89). I'o-
3HaBaTeJIbHAsl CIIOCOOHOCTh He MOXeT [OCTUYb 3TOV
VICTMHHOVI peasibHOCTH. «Hy>XHO TOIBKO f1aTh e (T1o-
3HaBaTeJIbHON criocoOHOCTN. — M.P) 3TO HOHSTEH, TO-
BOPUTE BBI, 1 OHa Cpa3y )Ke OrpaHNYUT cebs, pas v Ha-
BCerfa OTKa3aBIIIVICh OT pealbHo peasbHo20 VI UCTHUHHO
UCMUHHO020 KaK 11020, UMO MNO0ACKUM HOSHAHUIK..»
(Ibid., 1816, S. 90).

JI.C. bek u K.JI. Pertarosnpm:
peJcTaBjeHMe M 00beKT

B KOHTekcTe IIpOOIEMBI TpaHCIEHIEHTAIBHOIO
cyOBeKTa 3aciTyXMBAIOT BHUMaHMSA uaeu Skoba Cu-
rusMyHza beka (1761—1840) n Kapra Jleonapna Pert-
Hroneaa (1757—1823): xoTd B Mx paboTax He yIoTpe-
Ors7IcsT TePMUH  «TPaHCLIEHIEHTAJIBHBIN  CYOBEKT»,
B HIX paccMaTpyBaICsl 3HAYMMBI BOLPOC 00 OTHO-
HIEHWV TIpeZcTaBienns K oOvekTy. B «Kpurtnke un-
CTOrO pasyMa» TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHBIVI CyOBeKT Herlo-
CpencTBeHHO (UTypPUpPOBAII B TeMATM3aLUI OTHOIIIe-
HUS MeXIly «IIpeJicTaBieHVeM S» — co3HaHMeM, JIu-
IIIEHHBIM COLIEePXKaHWS VI COITY TCTBYIOIIVIM BCEM ITOHSI-
TUSIM, — VI €TO COOCTBEHHBIM (He BHEIIHWM, a JIeXa-
IIIIM B OCHOBE) OOBEKTOM, TO eCTh TPaHCLeHIeHTalIb-
HBIM cyObekToM (A 355; Kant, 2006a, c. 449; A 346 /
B 404; Kanrt, 20060, c. 517). 5, cornmacao KaHTy, TOIIBKO
obo3Hauaet (bezeichnet) cyOpexT mpucymHOCTH, WU
TpaHCLeHIeHTAJIbHBI cyOBeKT. [Ipornenypa obosHa-
YeHVISI HUKAK He PacKpbIBaeT CYIHOCTb TPaHCIIEHIeH-
TaJILHOTO CyOBeKTa, KOTOPBIVI eCTh JIUIIIb OecIipemny-
KaTHOe «HeuTo BooO11Ie» (ein Etwas tiberhaupt), a ceont-
CTBa, KOTOPBIMU O0JIajjaeT IIpencrasiieHye 51 (x mprme-
Py, IPOCTOTa), He BEIyT K OTKPBITVIO CBOVICTB TPaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaIbHOIO CyOBbeKTa.

PelfHTOIBI, B CBOIO OYepelb, yTBepXKIaeT HeBO3-
MOXKHOCTB CXOZICTBa MEXJIy IIpeJicTaBIeHVeM 1 o00bek-
ToM. DopMa B IIpeiCcTaBIIeHNN IIPEIOCTABIISETCS CYyOb-
€KTOM, «MaTepuasl» TakKKe He XpaHWUT CXOICTBO C ca-
MUM 00BEKTOM, IIOCKOJIBKY B IIpeICTaBJIEHUN IIPUHH-
MaeT popMy OT cyOBeKTa.

Sl HUKOIIa He MOIy CpaBHMBATh IIpelCTaBJIeHVe
pO3bl KaK 00pas ¢ caMovi po30Vi KaK opueuralom. B camom
TieJIe, eCIIN 51 MBICIIIO P03y KaK npeoMent, OTJIIYHBIV OT
MOETO IIpeJICTaBIIEHVISI 3TOTO IIPeIMeTa, TO S MOTY CIe-
JIaTh 3TO TOJIBKO OJIaroyiapsi TOMy, 4TO $I OTHOIITY 00HO

M.V. Rouba

ism”* (ibid., p. 88). “[...] Thus both x’s together then
refer us to the shared +x, which, though now doubly
problematical, contains all the true reality, the sum
of the solely truly true and cannot therefore refer to
anything further”*¢ (ibid., p. 89). Cognitive ability
cannot attain such true reality. “One only needs to
get it (cognitive ability — M.R.) to understand, you
say, and it will instantly limit itself giving up once
and for all the really real and the truly true as that
which is subject to cognition”" (ibid., p. 90).

J.S. Beck and K.L. Reinhold:
Representation and Object

The ideas of Jacob Sigismund Beck (1761 —1840)
and Karl Leonhard Reinhold (1757 —1823) merit at-
tention in the context of the problem of the tran-
scendental subject. Although they did not use the
term “transcendental subject” they addressed the
significant question of the relationship between rep-
resentation and object. In the Critique of Pure Rea-
son the transcendental subject was present in the
relationship between “the representation of 1,” i.e.
consciousness that is devoid of content and accom-
panies all concepts, and its own (not external but
underlying) object, that is, the transcendental sub-
ject (KrV, A 346 / B 404, A 355; Kant, 1998, p. 414,
419). The I, according to Kant, merely indicates (be-
zeichnet) the subject of inherence, or the transcen-
dental subject. This procedure does not in any way
reveal the essence of the transcendental subject
which is a non-predicative “something in general”
(ein Etwas iiberhaupt), and the properties of the rep-
resentation of I (for example, simplicity) do not lead
to the discovery of the properties of the transcen-
dental subject.

Reinhold in turn maintains that representation
and object cannot be similar. Form in representa-
tion is provided by the subject, “the material” does
not retain similarity with the object inasmuch as it
assumes the form of the subject through represen-
tation.

15 “[...] die Philosophie artet entweder in dogmatischen Idealismus,
oder in dogmatischen Materialismus aus.”

16 “[...] so verweisen einmiithig beide X X noch einmal weiter auf
ein ihnen gemeinschaftliches +X, welches, obgleich nun doppelt
problematisch, dennoch alle wahre Realitit, die Summa des allein
wahrhaften Wahren enthilt, und darum auf nichts weiter zu ver-
weisen hat.”

17 “Man solle ihm dies nur recht zu Gemiith fiihren, sagt ihr, und
es werde sich sogleich bescheiden, auf das reale Reale und wahr-
hafte Wahre, als ein zu Erkennendes, ein fiir allemal Verzicht zu
thun [...].”
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Aus npedcmabieniie PO3bl K UeMY-TO BHE MeHsl, UTO s
3HAI0 TOJIBKO IIOCPEICTBOM 3TOTO OMHOuieHusA. VI 310
He3aBVCHMOe OT IIpeJICTaBIIeHNs], B KOTOPOM (B Ipesi-
craBileHVn. — M.P.) VIMEIOTCS BCe ero ITpe/iMKaThl,
€CTB JIJISI MeHsI BCEeTo JINIIb cyObekT = x. CirefioBaresib-
HO, 51 He MOTY [IepevITH OT IIpefioIaraeMoro oopasa K
OpUIMHAITy, He CHeJIaB Cpasy ke 3TOT o0pas OpuriHa-
jioM. VIHBIMM cTT0BaMy1, y oOpasa I MeHs HeT HUKa-
KOO OPUTIMHAJIA; CJIe[IOBATeIbHO, 3TO He 00pas, a caMm
opurnaar (Reinhold, 1789, S. 242 —243).

Bmecte c Tem, B ommmune oT KaHTa, B cBoeVt Teopun
IIpecTaBiIeHsT PeVHTOIB, TIpM3HAET IIpecTaBile-
HVe BO3MOXXHBIM ITOCTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY MBICJIVIM CaM
CyOBEKT, a MBICJIIM OH TOJIBKO Yepes3 IpeaunKar. VHnave
OT HEro OCTaBaJIOCh OBI TOJIBKO ITYCTOE ITOHSTIE CYOh-
ekTa. «Hukakoe IipesicTapjieHne O IpeCTaBIIsSIOnIeM
cybvexme camom no cebe, T.e. B ero cobcTBeHHO Pop-
Me, OTJINIHOM OT (POPMBI OTHOTO TOJIBKO ITPEICTaB-
steHns1, HeBo3MoxHO (§ XVII). <.> Ilpencrasmenme o
Bocnpuumuubocmu VI CHOHMAHHOCHU, OCHOBAHHBIX B
CcyOBbeKTe, BOSMOYKHO TOJIBKO B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVI ITpe/l-
craBuM caM cyowekT» (Ibid., S. 273). Bre criocoOHOCTI
IpecTaBIeHNsI CyOBeKT He MOXeT ObITh IIpefcTaB-
JIeH KakK peasibHasl IIpUYMHA IIpercTasieHns. «[Ipas-
113, C APYTOV CTOPOHBI, B KAKOVI Mepe KaXXIbIV Cy66€K1’l’l
SIBJISIeTCSL 0CcHOBo1l TIpenyKara, a Bocnpuumuubocms u
cnowmanHocms (OMHAKO B3sIThle BMeCTe KaK CIIOCo0-
HOCTb IIpeJICTaBJIeHNsl) SBJISIOTCS Npedukanom IIpei-
CTaBJISIIOIIIETO CY0BeKMId, B TAKOVI Mepe CyOBeKT, KOHeu-
HO, TOJDKEH paccMaTpUBaThCsl KaK OCHOBA BOCITPUMM-
umMBOCTU ¥ crioHTaHHOCTM» (Ibid., S. 273). PertHromnb
IIPVI TOM OTMeYaeT, UTO IIpeICTaBIIeH e SIBJISeTCS Ca-
MWM CYOBEKTOM 11 He MOXeT CTaTh OOBEKTOM IS II0-
3HaHMS: TaK IJla3 He MOXeT BuaeThb cebs (cm: Ibid.,
S. 274). B stoMm dwtocod ycMmarpuBaeT IpuanHYy Oec-
IUTOHOCTY TIOMBITOK IOCTUYB IPUPONY AYIIU B TeX
KOHIIEMIIMSIX, TTe OHa IIOHMMaslaCch He KakK CII0co0-
HOCTB IIPEJICTaBIIeHNs, a KaK CyOCTaHIIMAL.

bBex B 0Ommi BoIpoc O CBSA3M IIPENCTABIIEHMS T
0o0BeKTa BIMCBHIBAaET IpoOJIeMy 371eMeHTOB ITO3HaBa-
TeJIPHON CrI0cOOHOCTM. OMOPHBIM ITyHKTOM IS YKa-
3aHHOV CBSI3M OH CUMTAET BOBCE He BO3IEVICTBUE O0D-
€KTa Ha 4YyBCTBa: YTOOBI O3HAYATh IS [TO3HAIOIIErO
Heknit adpduumpyommin oOBeKT, CO3epIaHMs yxKe
IOJDKHBI OBITH TIOYVHEHBI pacCyaKy. VIMeHHO ¢ pac-
CyZKa M CJIefyeT HadMHaTh M3JIoKeHve «KpuTnkm am-
CTOTO pasyMa». BMecTe ¢ TeM KaHTOBCKMVI KPUTUIIVI3M
HeJIb3sI Ha3BaTh OepKIIMHMAHCTBOM JTa’ke HECMOTPSI Ha
TO, UTO OO'BEKTHI ITO3HAHMIS €CTh IIPOCTO SIBJIEHVISL.

Kak ormeuaer bek, BBy TOro 4TO MBI 3aTPY/IHs-
eMCsI OOBSICHUTB CBSI3b MEX/Ty IIpeZICTaBIeHeM O Hac

I can never compare the representation of the
rose as image with the rose itself as original. If I think
of the rose as an object different from my represen-
tation of it, then I can only do this by relating the
representation of the rose itself to something outside
me which I only know by means of this relation and
which is for me a mere subject = X independently of
the representation in which all its predicates occur. I
cannot therefore proceed from the alleged image to
the original without making that image the original,
that is, the image has no original for me; it is then
not an image but is itself an original (Reinhold, 2011,
p. 113).

At the same time, unlike Kant, Reinhold in his
theory of representation considers that represen-
tation is possible inasmuch as we think about the
subject itself, and it can be thinkable only through
a predicate. Otherwise all that would remain of it
would be an empty notion of the subject. “Any rep-
resentation of the representing subject in itself, i.e. in
its proper form as distinct from the form of the rep-
resentation per se, is impossible (§ XVII). [...] Rep-
resentation of receptivity and spontaneity grounded
in the subject is only possible to the extent that the
subject itself is representable” (ibid., p. 128). Out-
side the capacity to represent, the subject cannot be
represented as the real cause of representation. “Of
course, insofar as each subject on the other hand is
the ground of the predicate, while receptivity and
spontaneity, taken together as the capacity for repre-
sentation, are the predicate of the representing sub-
ject, the subject must be viewed as the ground of
receptivity and spontaneity” (ibid.). Reinhold notes
that representation is the subject as such and cannot
become an object of cognition just like the eye can-
not see itself (cf. ibid., p. 129). This is how the philos-
opher explains the futility of attempts to understand
the nature of the soul through theories that inter-
preted it as a substance and not as a capacity to rep-
resent.

Beck introduces the problem of elements of the
cognitive ability into the question of the connection
between representation and object. The connection
is not based on the affect of the object on the senses:
in order to constitute an object affecting the subject
of cognition, intuitions must already be subordinate
to understanding. A summation of the Critique of
Pure Reason must begin with understanding. At the
same time Kant’s criticism cannot be called Berke-
leyanism even though objects of cognition are sim-
ply phenomena.
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CaMVIX U HaIllIM COOCTBEHHBIM CyObEKTOM, MBI HE MO-
KeM 00OCHOBaTb yTBEPXKOeHMs O cebe caMmmx, a 3Ha-
9UT 1 00 27IeMeHTaX, COCTABIISIOMINX VICTOYHVIKVL IIO-
3HaHMS (BOCIPUMMUMBOCTD W CIIOHTaHHOCTB) (Beck,
1796, S. 46). MBI BBIHY>KI€HBI pa3jIN4arh TO, 113 YeTo CO-
CTaBJISIeTCS Hallle TIO3HaHVe (B SIBJIEHUM), VI TO, 113 YeT0
OHO Ha caMOM fiejIe COCTOUT. Tak, «BHyTpeHHIO0» He-
M3BECTHOCTh DeK KCTparoMpyeT Ha HEM3BECTHOCTH
Y BHEIIHMX OOBEKTOB KaK OHM CYIIIECTBYIOT CaMMU II0
ceOe. IlosHarOIMIT MMeeT B PaCIOPSDKEHUN TOJIBKO
IIpefiCcTaBJIeHNs], IIOTOMY, CTPOrO IOBOPs, HESICHO, 4TO
VIMeEeTCS B BUIY IO CTOJIb JKeJJaeMBIM VM COOTBET-
CTBVEM C OOBEKTOM.

MBI TOSTBKO CUMTaeM, UTO HaIITV IIPeICTaBIIeHISI CO-
OTBETCTBYIOT OObEKTaM, Ha JIeJIe JKe PacCyHOK MBICIINT
0OBEKT He KaK He3aBMCVIMO OT HETO CYIIECTBYIOLIYIO
BelIb BoOOIIe, adpPUIMPYIONIyI0 UyBCTBEHHOCTD, HO
«TOJIBKO KaK TPaHCIeH/IEHTaIbHbINT OOBEKT... OTHOCH-
TEJIBHO KOTOPOI'O COBEPIIIEHHO HEVM3BECTHO, HaXOMWT-
Cs1 JIVI OH B HAC VJIM TaKKe BHe HAc, YHUYTOXAeTCs JIU
OH BMeCTe C YyBCTBEHHOCTBIO VIV, €CJIVI MBI TaKOBYIO
ycTpaHsieM, elile octaercsi»’ (Ibid., S. 31). 3gech BumHO,
KaK bek pasimdaeT OOBEKT, CyIIECTBYIOIINMIT caM IIO
ceOe, 1 TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBHBIVT 00BeKT. K coxareHmio,
B JAJIBHEVIIINX CBOMX PasMBIIUIEHMSIX bek HuKak He
IIePEXOIINT OT TPaHCIIEH/IEHTAJIBHOTO O0hEeKTa K TpaH-
CIIeH/IEHTaJIbHOMY CyOBEeKTY (TO eCcTh He pa3BMBaeT
9TOT Te3VC OTHOCUTEIIBHO CaMOCTM), XOTS M oOparia-
eTcs K IIpobrieMe eIMHCTBa CO3HAHS, KOTOPOe B CBOE
Bpemsi KaHT oT/1iM4art oT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBHOTO CyOb-
exta (B 427; Kaut, 20060, c. 543) 1 0 koTOpOM, IIpaBaa,
Tax>Ke Hirdero He m3BecTHO (A 383; Kant, 20064, c. 481).
«[IpercraBrieHne peiMeTa — 3TO BCETa IIpeCcTaBIe-
HVie HeOOXOIIMIMOrO €IVIHCTBAa CO3HAHWS, KOTOPOe MO-
JKeT MBICIIUTBCS TaK e IIpobIeMaTuHO, KaK B TIOHS-
Tum HoyMeHa...» (Beck, 1793, S. 145—146). B cBoro oue-
penb, 51, colpoBoXKIaroIiee BCe IIpefiCTaBIIEHMS, TI0JTy-
YJaeT CMBICII TOJIBKO B CBSI3Y C IIPEJICTAaBIIEHMSAMM, 1 <00
9TOM S, 000COOTIEHHOM Xe OT BCeX ITPeIICTaBIIeH T, MBI
He VIMeeM HY Maslerirero nousaTus..» (Ibid., S. 145).

I.D. lyneue 1 C. ManMoH: cBepxdusndeckoe
CYIIIeCTBO MJIN He CyIIleCTBO BOBCe?

B 3aK/IIOYMTENIFHON YacTV CTaThU CileflyeT obpa-
TUTBCA elrle K IByM aBTopam: [omioby Dpacry Ilyse-
e (1761—1833) n Comomony Marmony (1753—1800).
Onu, B ominanie ot beka v PertHrossa, mprHamiexar
K unciy KpuTukos KanTa.

® OuesmaHa oTchUIKa K (pparmenty B 344 «Kpurukm amcroro
pasyma» (cm.: Kanr, 200606, c. 449).
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Beck (1796, p. 46) notes that because we find it
hard to explain the link between representation of
ourselves and our own subject, we cannot ground
propositions about ourselves and hence about the
elements that constitute the sources of cognition
(receptivity and spontaneity). We are forced to dis-
tinguish what constitutes our cognition (in appear-
ance) from what it really consists of. Thus Beck
extrapolates ‘internal’” uncertainty to uncertainty
of external objects as they exist in themselves. The
cognising subject has at his disposal only repre-
sentations therefore, strictly speaking, it is unclear
what is meant by the coveted correspondence to the
object.

We only believe that our representations corre-
spond to the objects, in reality understanding con-
ceives of an object not as a thing in general existing
outside it and affecting the senses but “only as a
transcendental object [...] with regard to which it is
totally unknown whether it is inside us or also out-
side us, whether it is destroyed along with sensibil-
ity or remains after sensibility is removed”'® (ibid.,
p- 31).” Obviously, Beck distinguishes the object ex-
isting by itself from the transcendental object. Un-
fortunately, in his further reflections Beck does not
move from the transcendental object to the transcen-
dental subject (i.e. does not elaborate the thesis con-
cerning self) although he does turn to the problem
of the unity of consciousness which Kant in his time
distinguished from the transcendental subject (KrV,
B 427; Kant, 1998, p. 455) of which, too, nothing is
known (KrV, A 383; Kant, 1998, p. 433). “The repre-
sentation of an object is always the representation of
the necessary unity of consciousness which also can
be thought of problematically, as in the case of the
concept of a noumenon [...]"% (Beck, 1793, pp. 145-
146). In turn the I which accompanies all represen-
tations only acquires meaning in connection with
representations and “we do not have the faintest
concept of the I separate from all the representations
[...]7* (ibid., p. 145).

8 “[..] blof als transcendentales Object |...], wovon vollig unbe-

kannt ist, ob es in uns, oder auch aufier uns anzutreffen sey, ob es

mit der Sinnlichkeit zugleich aufgehoben werden, oder, wenn wir jene

wegnehmen, noch 1ibrig bleiben wiirde.”

9 An obvious reference to fragment KrV, B 344 (Kant, 1998,
. 381).

b “Die Vorstellung eines Gegenstandes ist immer die der nothwen-

digen Einheit des BewufStseyns, die auch problematisch gedacht wer-

den kann, wie in dem Begriffe eines Noumenon [...].”

2 “Von diesem Ich haben wir aber abgesondert von aller Vorstellung

niemahls den geringsten Begriff [...].”
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Ilysiblte, M3BECTHBIVT KPUTMK ¥, IIO BBICKA3bIBa-
Huio A. Illonenrayspa, caMblil «OCTPOYMHBIVI IIPOTVB-
Huk» Kanra (omenraysp, 1999, c. 369), moctaTodro
cllep’kaH B TEPMMHOJIOIMY, OTHOCSIIEVICS K 0OIacTu
CyOBEKTMBHOCTY, TOBOPS IIPEVMYIIECTBEHHO O JYIIle
(Gemiithe) xak o cybwekTe mpencTasiieHun (Subjekt
der Vorstellungen). Y KanTa cam mo3Harommii, a He
€CTEeCTBEHHBIVI XOf], IIPUPOBI SIBJISIETCS VICTOYHVKOM
HeoOXO/IMMOro Xxapakrepa 3HaHMs. [losHarormi o0-
pasyeT ¢ MOPSAAKOM IIPMPONBI IIPUUMHHO-CIIeICTBEH-
HYIO CBf3b, OKa3bIBasCh €r0 «TPaHCIIEeHEHTAIBHBIM
aBTOpoM» (transscendentaler Urheber) (Schulze, 1911,
S. 119). BmecTe ¢ TeM B pasjesie 0 mapajorusmMax — a
ero lllysbIte HaspIBaeT «OTHMM M3 CaAMBIX IIPEBOCXOII-
HBIX B KPUTMKE pa3yMa, Kakzlas CTpoKa KOTOPOTO JIbl-
mmt dwiocodpckmum gyxom» (Ibid., S. 120) — Kanr
SICHO yTBepXKJaeT HeM3BeCTHOCTh 3TOrO TpaHCIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOTO aBTOpa [1J1s cebs caMoro (CyOBeKkT B cO3Ha-
HUM BBICTYIIaeT TOJIBKO SIBJIEHVEM Yero-TO HeW3BeCT-
HOT0) U He JIaeT YeTKOro OOBSICHeHMs], UTO, COOCTBEH-
HO, CJIeflyeT MOHMMATh IO HVUM: Belllb caMy 1o ceOe,
HOYMEH VIV TPaHCLIEHIeHTaIbHY IO MIero’.

[Ilysplle apryMeHTUpPYeT, YTO OIpPeNeIUTh CYII-
HOCTb CyOBeKkTa IIpefiCTaBJIeHMs dYepe3 KaKoW-Inbo
U3 Tpex IlepeuncileHHBIX BapMaHTOB IIpoOeMaTid-
Ho. Cunrarh CyOBEKT IIpelCTaBIIeHNs BEIIbI0 CaMOV
110 cebe WIIMT HOYMEHOM B 3HAYEHWV MHTEIUINT MO Ib-
HOVI CYIIHOCTM — 3HA4YWUT HPOTMBOPEUYUTDH IPUHIIV-
Iy KPUTWKY, OrpaHMYIMBAOIIEMY IIPUMeHeHe KaTe-
rOpUM IPUYMHBL IIpefesiaMy SMIIMPUYECKX CO3ep-
maauit. Ecim TpakToBaTh cyOBeKT-HOyMeH JIMIIBb KaK
dpopMy MBICIIV, TO OKa’KeTCs, YTO TOPSOK OIIBITa CO3-
maBajsics ObI TOJIBKO HeKOM abcTpakiivert, He cofepka-
IIeV HMKaKou MCTrHbL Hesb3s HasBaTh cyObeKT rpest-
CTaBJIEHUsI VI TPAHCIIEHIEHTaJIbHOV Vi/IeeVt, IIOCKOJIbKY
VeV 1o cBoevt (PyHKIMN He Taf0T HUKAKOro 3HaHVIS O
TPpaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIbHOM IIpeJIMETE, a TOIIBKO IIPUBHOCAT
€[IVIHCTBO VI IIOJIHOTY B OIIBITHOE 3HAHVIE.

B nesom IlyJiblie cunTaeT KaHTOBCKUM IIAT, «KOTI-
7la Te VIV VIHBble OCOOEHHOCTVI HaIlIVX TIO3HAHWI CTpe-
MSTCS OOBSACHATD M3 TPaHCIEHIEHTaIBHOT'O CYIIeCTBa,
VIV VI3 CBePX(PU3IIIecKOro CyO'beKTa HalllMX IIPeICTaB-
JIEHVIVI VI €0 CI10co0a IeVICTBISI CAMOT0 110 cede, 0 KOTO-
POM MBI COBEpPITIEHHO HIYero He IMOHMMaeM» (Schulze,

¢ Ormeuy, 4To B ApyroM, Oojlee TIO3AHEM COUMHEHUN «DHIIN-
wiIonenms PuIocoPCKMX HayK IS VICIIOIb3OBAHMS B JIEKIIN-
sax» (Encyklopddie der philosophischen Wissenschaften zum
Gebrauche fiir seine Vorlesungen, 1814) I'.D. Illyseiie onpejie-
JIeHHee CKJIOHUTCS YK€ B IIOJIb3Y BeIlM CcaMoit o cebe: «...co-
m1acHO KaHTy, cyOBeKT B CO3HAHWI SIBJISIETCS He YeM MHBIM, KaK
SIBJIEHVIEM HeWM3BEeCTHOVI Bery camon 1o cebe» (Schulze, 1824,
S. 296).

G.E. Schulze and S. Maimon:
Supra-Natural Being or Non-Being at All?

In the final part of the article we should take
a look at two more authors: Gottlob Ernst Schulze
(1761 —1833) and Salomon Maimon (1753 —1800).
Unlike Beck and Reinhold, they are critics of Kant.

Schulze, a well-known critic described by
Arthur Schopenhauer (1969, p. 438) as “one of his
(Kant’s — M.R.) opponents, in fact the cleverest of
them,” is fairly cautious in his terminology regard-
ing subjectivity and prefers to speak about the soul
(Gemiith) as the subject of representations (Subjekt
der Vorstellungen). With Kant, it is the subject and
not the natural course of nature that is the source of
the necessary character of knowledge. The cognising
subject is in a cause-and-consequence relationship
with the natural order, being its “transcendental
author” (transscendentaler Urheber) (Schulze, 2000,
p- 124). At the same time in the section on paralo-
gisms — described by Schulze as “one of the most
splendid in the Critique of Reason; each line exudes
philosophical spirit” (ibid.) — Kant plainly asserts
that the transcendental author is unknown to him-
self (the subject in consciousness is merely a phe-
nomenon of something unknown) and does not
clearly define what exactly it means — the thing-in-
itself, noumenon or the transcendental idea?*

Schulze argues that it is problematical that the
essence of a subject of representation can be de-
fined through any of the three above-mentioned
variants. To consider the subject of representation
to be a thing-in-itself or a noumenon in the mean-
ing of an intelligible entity means to run counter
to the principle of the critique that limits the use of
the cause category outside the area of empirical in-
tuitions. If one interprets the subject-noumenon as
just the form of thought it will turn out that the or-
der of experience has been created by a certain ab-
straction that contains no truth. Nor can the subject
of representation be called the transcendental idea
because ideas, according to their function, provide
no knowledge about the transcendental object but
merely introduce unity and completeness to experi-
ential knowledge.

2 In a later work, Encyclopaedia of Philosophical Sciences for Use
in Lectures, Schulze (1824, p. 296) leans more definitely towards
the thing-in-itself: “Only according to Kant, the subject in con-
sciousness is none other than the phenomenon of an unknown
thing-in-itself” (“Nur nach Kant ist das Subject im Bewuftseyn
auch nichts weiter, als die Erscheinung eines unbekannten Dinges
an sich”).
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1911, S. 120), HedwOCOPCKMM M CHOCOOCTBYIOIIVM
JleHM pasyMa. B pabote «Kpnrnka Teopermdeckoit -
socodpum» (1801) Llyselie mocesIaeT OTALIBHYIO IT1a-
By TIpupore 3HaHWS O IpeJCTaB/IsioneM CyObeKTe,
yIOMMHAS O pasrpaHMYeHNV BHYTPEHHero 4yBCTBa
Y alIepIienIny, a TaKXke O 3aKPBITOCTV IIOMJIMHHO-
ro Sl — wuIu TpaHCIEeHAeHTAIBHOIO CyObeKTa HaIlIx
MIPEJICTaBJIIeHN — OT BHYTpPEHHeV YyBCTBEHHOW WH-
Tyunuu (O9eBUIHO, OTChIIag K doparmeHTy A 492 /
B 520 «Kputmku umcroro pasyma») (cm.: Schulze, 1801,
S. 317). Ilytem niepeocmbIciieHMs 51 v IpUPOABI paccyil-
Ka KaHT paspy1aeT KaXMOCTb, UTO MBI IMeeM CyO-
CTaHIIVAJIBHOE CBOEVI CaMOCTVI B CAaMOCO3HAaHWN V1 He-
riocpericreHHOM coseprianmu (Ibid., S. 452—453). Tor-
Ila Kak, 3amedaert lllysiplte, cTomsio Obl, HAIIPOTMB, Kak
3TO CHeIIaIy «MHOI'Me CTOPOHHUKI KPUTWYECKOV CH-
CTeMBI», CaM CYOBeKT IPUHSATDH 3a IOCTVDKIMYIO «pe-
QIBPHYI0 ¥ OOBEKTVBHO IeVICTBUTEIBHYIO Belllb»
(Schulze, 1911, S. 117). Eme Oosiee cOOTBETCTBYIOMINM
IyXy KpuUTmdeckor puocodmt ObIo OBl «BBIBOONUTH
OBITVIE HEOOXOAVIMOTO CHHTETMYECKOTO IIOJIOKeHMs B
HacC M3 CBOVICTB CYXXIEHWV M IPeNCTaBJIeHVIVI, BCSIKN
pa3 MMeIOIMXcs B HaC IIpeXIe Hero, 4eM IiojlaraTh
IIPUYVHY 3TOTO OBITUS B TPAaHCIIEHAEHTAIBHOM ITperl-
MeTe, KOTOPBINT MBI BOBce He 3HaeM» (Ibid., S. 118).

B cBoro ouepern, MaiiMoH, yposkeHel Oe10pyccKO
3eMJIV I OPUTMHAIBHBIVI MBICINTEIIb-CaMOYy UKa, IT0J1a-
raet, yto [lyJsibe «cTpesisieT» MuMo e, Kpuruinsm
SIBJIsIeT COOOVI MeTay POBEHb VCCIIeIOBaHIS, TTIe, BO-TIep-
BBIX, ITpo0JIeMa IIPMYMH OITbITa BOBCe He 3aTparvBaeT-
51 M1, BO-BTOPEIX, Pedb MeT He O CyIIecTBe (IIyCTh JTaxKe
3TO MO3HAIOMINIL CYOBEKT), a O TOM, UTO COIEPKUTCS B
camoM 3HaHMM (Maimon, 1912, S. 354—355). CyObekT B
TpaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIbHOM VICCIIeOBAaHMY He MOXKET OBIThH
HeKVIM peasIbHBIM CYITUM. MBICIIAIIas CyIHOCTb MO-
KeT OBITh TOJIPKO HeOoIIpeJieJIeHHOVI «CaMOVl olIern
dopMOVI MBIIIITIEHNS U CO3epIIaHIs BOOOIIIE, a IMEHHO
€IVHCTBOM CO3HaHNs, KOTOPOe eCTh yCJIOBIeE BCeX CO-
3eplIaHMIT U IOHATU Boobme» (Marimon, 2017, c. 111),
TO €CThb TOJIBKO JIOTMUYeCKUM CyObheKToM 0e30 BCAKOM
IIpeTeH3MM Ha CyOcTaHIIMaaIbHOCTh. B «OmnblTe 0 TpaH-
cIieHAeHTaIbHOM (prtocodpmm» (1790) TepMmH «Tpas-
CLIeH/IEHTaJIBHBIN CYOBeKT» CIIYXUT MarMoHy i
OOBSICHEHMS CITEIIMPVIKI TPAHCIIEHIEHTAIBHOIO Tle-
aisMa yepes Metadopy 3epKasia:

...IlpefcTaBjIeHe OOBEKTOB CO3epLIaHMII BO Bpe-
MEHW ¥ IIPOCTPAHCTBe SBJIIeT cOOOI CJIOBHO OBI OOpa-
3bI, KOTOPBIE CO3MAIOTCS TPAHCIIEHIEHTaIbHBIM CyOb-
€KTOM BCeX TIpefICTaBIeHN ! (dncToe S, TOMBICTIeHHOe
IIOCPEZICTBOM CBOEVI YMCTOVI POPMEL 4 priori) B 3epKasie

M.V. Rouba

On the whole Schulze considers Kant’s move “to
wish to explain certain properties of our cognitions
from a transcendental being, or from a supra-natural
subject and its mode of operation ‘in-itself’, of which
we understand nothing at all [...]” (ibid., p. 124) to
be non-philosophical and contributing to laziness
of reason. In his work Critique of Theoretical Philos-
ophy (1801) Schulze devoted a separate chapter to
the nature of knowledge of the representing subject,
mentioning the distinction between inner sense and
apperception as well as the hiddenness of the prop-
er I, or the transcendental subject of our represen-
tations, from inner sensible intuitions (an obvious
reference to fragment KrV, A 492 / B 520) (c¢f. Schul-
ze, 1801, p. 317). By reinterpreting I and the nature
of understanding Kant destroys the impression that
we have the substantial of our self in self-conscious-
ness and immediate intuition (cf. ibid., pp. 452-453).
Meanwhile, Schulze (2000, p. 122) argues, it would
make sense, as “many followers of the critical sys-
tem” have done, to treat the subject itself as a know-
able “real and objectively actual thing.” It would be
still more in the spirit of critical philosophy “to ex-
plain the existence in us of each necessary synthetic
proposition by deriving it from the characteristics of
the judgements and representations that have pre-
ceded it in us, than to posit the cause of this exis-
tence in a transcendental object that we do not know
atall” (ibid., p. 123).

In turn, Maimon, an original self-taught think-
er born in Belarus, believes that Schulze “misses the
point.” Critique is the meta-level of research where
first, the problem of the causes of experience is not
touched upon at all and second, the discussion has
to do not with the being (even if it is the cognising
subject) but with what is contained in knowledge
itself (Maimon, 1912, pp. 354-355). The subject in
transcendental research cannot be a real being. The
thinking being can only be an indeterminate “uni-
versal form of thinking and intuiting in general,
namely the unity of consciousness, a condition of all
intuitions and concepts in general” (Maimon, 2010,
p. 85), i.e. only a logical subject without any claim to
substantiality. In Essay on Transcendental Philosophy
(1790) Maimon uses the term “transcendental sub-
ject” to explain the specificity of transcendental ide-
alism through a mirror metaphor:

The representations of the objects of intuitions in
space and time are like images produced in a mirror
(the empirical I) by the transcendental subject of all
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(aMIIMpIYecKoe 5); HO KaXkKeTCsl, YTO OHM ITPOVICXOMST
W3 9ero-To II03anu 3epKala (0T OOBEKTOB, OTIINYAO-
mmxcst oT Hac cammx) (Marnimos, 2017, c. 138).

ITpu sTOoM MarimMoH, cpaBHMBas CBOIO MO3UIINIO C
KaHTOBCKOVL, 5] KaK YMCTOe co3eplaHue a priori Hasbl-
BaeT cyOcTaHIMern (KaK 3TO IIpofesibiBasl ermre DOep-
Xapm), UTO, Ha TEePBBIVI B3ITISIM, IIPOTVBOPEUNBO V1 He
OCTaBJIsIeT BO3MOXKHOCTY COXPaHWUTBh KAaHTOBCKOE XPYTI-
Koe cTpoeHMe cyOobekTa. OmHaKO ecsIv He OCTaBaThCs
Ha TIOBEPXHOCTYU TePMIHOB M OOpaTUTh BHUMaHe Ha
MarIMOHOBCKOe ITepeOCMBICTIEHNe TTesITeITBHOCTY pac-
CyaKa (MTOCTIeTHMIT CIIOCOOEH MBICIIUTh OOBEKTHI Me-
TapM3MKY, co3/IaBaTh peasibHble OOBEKTEI B IIpOIIecce
MBIIUIeHMs]), TO KoHIernns 1 y MariMoHa okaxkeTcst
bostee crroxront. Onpenenenve 5 Kak cyOcTaHIIMM 03-
Ha4yaeT TpaflaliiOHHOe NPpUOJIVDKEeHNe K MaKCMallb-
HO O0IIeMy IpeauKary 10 TOV IIPeITIOIOKNTEIBHON
KOHEUYHOVI TPaHMUIIEL, I7ie 5l OKas3bIBaeTCs W OIperests-
IOIIMM, U OIIpeJiesIsieMbIM, a IIpecTaBIeHle 1 Belllb
TOXK/IeCTBEHHBL.

2T0 «b KOHYe KoH106», IpaBaa, HMKOTAAa He HaCTy-
I1aeT, IIOTOMY 4TO 51, K KOTOPOMY I IIPVIXOXKY, SIBJISIETCS
BCe ellle IpeyKaToM (BHyTpeHHero 4yBscrsa). Vl Bce
JKe 4 ITOCTOAHHO HpT/I6J’H/I)KaIOCI) K VICTVIHHOMy H KaK K
4eMy-To, UTO, ITpaBjia, ISt MOErO CO3HAHMS eCTh JIIITh
west, HO caMo 110 ceDe SBJIeTcsl MCTUHHBIM OObeK-
TOM, UIMEHHO HOTOMy, qTo K HeMy MOXHO ITOCTOSHHO
IpUOIIVDKATECS IIOCPENCTBOM OIIPENeIeHHOrO Psifa;
W3 3TOTO CJIeyeT, YTO ero B IeVICTBUTEIBHOCTY C He-
0OXOIMMOCTBIO [TOJDKEH MBIC/IUTD OeCKOHEUYHBIN pac-
cynok (Marmos, 2017, c. 134).

Cwmpicir ctuaHOrO £, 0 KoTopoM nuier MaviMoH,
Ypes3BblUaiHO OJIM30K K KAHTOBCKOMY CMBICITY TpPaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaIbHOTO cyObekTa: KaHT HasbIBaeT ero Ioj-
JIVHHBIM 51, v 51 B cODCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBa, KO-
TOpOe He MOXeT OBITh ITPeCTABIIEHO B OITpeIesIeHIIsIX
BHyTpeHHero 4yBcTBa (cM.: A 492 / B 520; Kant, 20060,
c. 651).

3aK/IroueHe

Takum oOpasoM, yCTaHOBJIEHO, UTO B paHHUX pe-
LIETIINAX KaHTOBCKOTO KPWUTMIIM3Ma oOOpallleHne K
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY CyOBeKTY IIPOVICXOIMIIO B CBS-
31 C pasHOOOPa3HBIMM VICXOIHBIMM 3ajjadaMi 1 BO-
npocamn. Kpome Toro, mpejyiarajanch coBepIIeHHO
pasIMyuHbBle BepCUM TPaKTOBKM IIOHSTUS TpaHCIeH-
IEeHTaJIFHOIO CyObeKTa.

HexoTopsle aBTOpbI (D0epxapm, BavicxayiT) Bumernm
3apady pmocodnrt B TOM, YTOOBI OOHAPYKUTH HEKMIA

representations (the pure I, thought by means of its
pure a priori form); but they appear as if they came
from something behind the mirror (from objects that
are different from ourselves) (Maimon, 2010, p. 108).

I as pure intuition a priori is designated as sub-
stance by Maimon (as Eberhard did much earlier)
comparing his position with Kant’s. It seems to be
contradictory and to leave no chance of preserving
Kant’s delicate structure of the subject. However, if
one pays attention to Maimon'’s reinterpretation of
the activity of understanding (the latter can think of
metaphysical objects, create real objects in the pro-
cess of thought) without being stuck on a terminolog-
ical level, it would be revealed that there is more to
Maimon’s concept of I than meets the eye. The defini-
tion of I as substance means gradual approximation
to the most general predicate, ending with the sup-
posed final point where I is both the defining and de-
fined and representation and thing are identical.

This last thing [dieses Zuletzt] is of course never
to be found because the I that I reach is still always a
predicate (of inner sense). I approach the true [ ever
more closely as something that for my consciousness
is only an idea, but in itself is a true object, and pre-
cisely because we can approach it ever more closely
by means of a determinate series, so it follows that
an infinite understanding must actually think it
(ibid., p. 104).

The meaning of the true I, Maimon writes, is
very close to Kant’s meaning of the transcendental
subject: Kant calls it the proper I or the real I which
cannot be represented in the definitions of the inner
sense (KrV, A 492 / B 520; Kant, 1998, pp. 511-512).

Conclusion

Thus we have established that early reactions to
Kant’s criticism turned to the transcendental subject
in accordance with their initial tasks and questions.
And interpretations of the concept of transcendental
subjects varied widely.

Some authors (Eberhard, Weishaupt) believed
that the task of philosophy was to discover some
fundamental point in cognition whose role could
not be performed by Kant’s transcendental subject.
One could either revert to the treatment of the sub-
ject of representation as substance (Eberhard), as in
rational psychology before Kant, or proceed from

22



YCTOVIYMBBIVI ITYHKT B IIO3HAHWM, POJIb KOTOPOrO KaH-
TOBCKM TPaHCIIEHICHTaJIbHBIV CYOhEKT He MOXET VIC-
TIOJTHUTB: IIPV 3TOM MOXKHO OBLIO MJIVI BO3BpalaThCs K
TpaKTOBKe cCyOBeKTa ITpefICcTaBIIeH s KaK CyOCTaHIINN
(D6epxapm), KaK OBITIO B PaIMOHAIIBHON TICHXOJIOT IV
no Kanra, v e MCKaTh TOYKY OIOPBL BO BHEIITHVIX
Bertax (BavicxaynT). TpasclieHzeHTaIBHBI CyOBEKT
TaK)Xe TeMaTM3MPOBAJICS KaK «HEUTO = X», KOTOPOMY
KaK ITyCTOVI aOCTPaKIIVV IIPeIIIOYNTaIN JeVICTBITE b
Hble TIpefiMeThl onbiTa (aman) — MM ke MPUMNCH-
BaJIM CTaTyC MCTMHHON peanbHOCTN (SkoOm). Tocsen-
Hee 3aCITy’KMBaeT OTOEIBLHOIO VCCIIeIOBAaHNS C yIeTOM
TOro, YTO B COBPEMEHHOVI TeOpeTndYecKoV aHaJInTu-
geckovt drstocodun UAYT CHOPbI OTHOCUTEIBHO BO-
Ipoca, cirefryeT Jivt canTaTh KaHTa KOHCTPYKTMBUCTOM
vy peasctoM (cM.: Cobortesa, 2018, c. 129).

Takue aBTOpBI, Kak Pertarons u bek, momyepkusa-
JIV pa3pbIB MeXIY IIpefCcTaBIeHVIeM 11 er0 00beKTOM
(Oymp TO umMCTHINT OOBEKT MIM HOyMeHasIbHOe ), T10-
CKOJIBKY SIBJIEHVSI JOJKHBI OBITh IIPVHIIMAIIVAIBHO OT-
JIMYHBI OT TOTO, YTO «€CTh Ha CaMOM fejie». [JocTyIr K
TOMY, UTO «eCTh Ha CaMOM JieJie», [1JIg [O3HaIOIIero 3a-
KPBIT, TaK KaK MBI 3aMKHYTHI B cpepe IIpeJicTaBIIsIeMO-
TO: caMo IIpeJICTaBJIeHIe eCTh eIVHCTBEHHBIV JOCTYTI-
HBIVI OPUTMHAJL, @ OOBEKT IIpEeICTaBIIEHISI MOXKET pac-
CMaTpMBaThCS He KaK caMOCTOsTeNTbHas adpuimpy-
IOIasi Belllb, a JIMIIb KaK OHTOJIOTMYeCKM HEeYCTOVI-
BBIVI TPaHCLIEHIEHTAIbHbBIV OOBEKT.

®durypa TpaHCIEH/IEHTAJIbHOIO CyObeKkTa Morjia
CIIY)XWUTB TIOBOIIOM [IJISI KPUTWMKM KaHTOBCKOW (PUIIO-
codpmm Ha TOM OCHOBAHWW, YTO IIPeHesIbHbBIN PyH/Ia-
MEHT Hay4HOTO 3HaHM: OKas3blBaeTcs KaK pa3 Hems-
BeCTHBIM — KOHIIBI OpOIIIeHEI B BOMy. Brpodem, 11 113
3TOr0 MOXeT OBITh HaMeUeH TeJIe0JIOrMUYeCKIUTT BEKTOP
I71s TIO3HAIOIIETO, XOTS M IIYHKTMPHO BBUAY OrpaHM-
UEHHOCTM YeJIOBEYECKOr0 pacCyziKa, HECIIOCOOHOrO ITe-
pentu ot maen K uctuHHOMY S (MariMoH).

Crmcok IuTeparypbl

Kanm V. O6 ogHOM OTKPBITWM, IIOCJIe KOTOPOTO BCSKas
HOBasi KPUTWMKA YMUCTOTO pasyMa CTAHOBUTCS W3JIMIIHEN
BBUAYy Hammuns npexHerr (ITporus D6epxapma). ITpomor-
xeHne / myOs. n niep. ¢ Hem. VI.JI. Korriesa // KanTosckuit
cooprmk. 1993. Ne 1 (17). C. 129—145.

Kanm M. Kputnka umcroro pasyma, 1-e nsm. (A) // Cou
Ha HeM. 1 pyc. g3. M. : Hayka, 2006a. T. 2, u. 2.

Kanm M. Kputnka uncroro pasyma, 2-e usa. (B) // Cou
Ha HeM. 1 pyc. s13. M. : Hayka, 20066. T. 2, 4. 1.

Kapmun A.C. TIpobGiema cyObekTa M 0ObekTa B KaHTOB-
cKovt Teopmm nmo3HaHMA // KanToBckmi cOopHMK. 1983. Ne 1
(8). C.33—54.
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external things as a support (Weishaupt). The tran-
scendental subject was also seen as “something =
x”, which was rejected, being an empty abstraction,
in favour of real objects of experience (Hamann) or
given the status of true reality (Jacobi). The latter
merits a special study in light of the current argu-
ments in modern theoretical analytical philosophy
as to whether Kant should be regarded as a con-
structivist or a realist (cf. Soboleva, 2018, p. 129).

Such authors as Reinhold and Beck stressed the
gap between representation and its object (be it a
pure object or a noumenal I) because phenomena
should be fundamentally different from what “is in
reality.” The cognising subject is denied access to
what “is in reality” because we are confined within
the sphere of what is representable: representation
is the only accessible original and the object of rep-
resentation can be seen not as an affecting thing in
its own right, but only as an ontologically unstable
transcendental object.

The figure of the transcendental subjects could
be a pretext for criticising Kantian philosophy on
the grounds that the ultimate foundation of scientif-
ic knowledge turns out to be unknown and no one
will be any the wiser. However, that too can be the
starting point of a teleological journey for the cog-
nising subject if only in the shape of a dotted line on
the map because of the limitations of human under-
standing incapable of moving from the idea of I to
the true I (Maimon).
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YHVBEPCYM HAYKIA.
APXUTEKTOHMYECKWVE VIZIEV HAYKY,
OTPACJIEV I YACTEV HAYYHOTO 3HAHVIS
B ®MJIOCODUY KAHTA

M.P. JTeBun'

Mo mesuc saxaouaemcs 8 caedyroujem: Kanm cosoar
BeeoxBamviBaroujee cucmemamu4eckoe onucanue cnocobHocmu
41CI020 PASYMA K NOCHIPOCHUIO CUCHIeM (ApXUimneKoHuye-
CKOIl CHOCOBHOCIIU HUCHI020 PA3YMA), KOTHOPOE MOKHO YCHEUIHO
npumerams u pasbubams 6 cobpemennvix ycaobusx. Pasym (6
Y3KOM cMblcae) omBedaem 3a popmupoBanue kKapmuHsl Yynopsa-
douenHol HAYUHOIL CucteMbl, Bkatouaoyei 6 ceba apxumeximo-
Huyeckue ueu HAyku, camy HAyky u OMpacAu HAY4HO20 3HA-
HuA. B nepBom pasdese cmamwu nocpedcmbom onpedeseHus u
ycmanobaenus B3aumochszu Mexoy makumy NOHAMUAMU, KAK
(a) cnocobrocms pasyma, (6) udeu (kax npunyunst), (6) menod
u (2) Hayku pasyma, s packpwiBato mo, umo Kanm nodpasyme-
Baem nod apxumexmonuneckumu udesmu. Haree 6o 6mopom
pasdese 5 AHAAUSUPYIO KAHIMOBCKOe NOHUMAHUE 1eA0CHTHO20
HAYHUHORO 3HAHUSA, 4 MAKKe HAYUHO20 Npo2pecca U npediazaio
npobecmu Oucpgpepernyuayuio uemvipex ypobreil npumeHeHus
apxXumexmonuHeckux uoetl, ONUPAACs NPU I1MOM Ha 0dpas eap-
MOHUYHO YcmpoerHol Bceentot, komopsiti daem Ham Kanm 6
cBoem mpaxmame «Bceobujas ecmecmBernnas ucmopus u meo-
pus neba» (1755). 5 maroke ymbBepsxkoato, uimo kaxoyio B03Mox-
HY10 UOe10 pasyMa MOKHO (NOMUMO ee OCHOBHOT hyHKyUU) pac-
cmampubams u 8 kauecmbe apxXumekmoHUUecKol KOHYenyuu
yembepmoeo ypobus, 6 cayuae ecau ona sA6Ho npedcmabanemcs
HAaM Kkak 00sekm uccaedobanuil (Hanpumep, puiocopckux), mo
ecmy 6 memodosoeuneckoi nepcnexmube. B nocaeonem (I1I)
pasdese 5 packpwibato nomenyuas meopuu Kanma, ykassiBas na
1m0, KaK 3ma cucmemoodpasyouas Memooos0eUeckas yHk-
YA HUCII020 pasyma npumeHsaemca 6 nacmosuyee Bpemsa 6 npo-
epamme cpusocogpcxux uccaedobanuti Kapaa-Ommo Aneas.

KatoueBore caoBa: pasym, udeu, HayKu, CUCHIEMHOCHTb,
ucnoavsobanue pasyma 6 cobpementoil husocogpuu.

BBenenmue

B 1O BpeMs Kak KaHTOBCKasl dpwtocodpus HayKw,
cofepxaHyue IJIaBbl «ApPXMUTEKTOHMKA YWUCTOrO pasy-
Ma» «KpuTykm amcToro pasyma» (1781) v Teopwst pery-
JISTUBHBIX VIVl OKa3aJIUCh B LIEHTpe MHOIMX IIOCTIeN-
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THE UNIVERSE OF SCIENCE.
THE ARCHITECTONIC IDEAS OF SCIENCE,
SCIENCES AND THEIR PARTS IN KANT

M. Lewin'

I argue that Kant has developed a broad systematic ac-
count of the architectonic functionality of pure reason that
can be used and advanced in contemporary contexts. Rea-
son, in the narrow sense, is responsible for the picture of a
well-ordered universe of science consisting of architectonic
ideas of science, sciences and parts of sciences. In the first
section (I), I show what Kant means by the architectonic
ideas by explaining and interrelating the concepts of (a) the
faculty of reason, (b) ideas (as principles), (c) method, and
(d) sciences of reason. Thereafter (1I), I think through his
holistic understanding of science and scientific progress
and suggest differentiating between four levels of use of ar-
chitectonic ideas, drawing on the metaphor of a well-struc-
tured universe as imagined by Kant in his work on the Uni-
versal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens. I also
claim that each possible idea of reason can be (apart from its
primary function) additionally regarded as a fourth-level
architectonic concept when explicitly conceived as an object
of (e.g. philosophical) studies, i.e. from a mere methodologi-
cal perspective. In the final section (I1I), I unveil the poten-
tial of Kant’s theory by pointing out how this architectonic
methodological function of pure reason is tacitly used in
Karl-Otto Apel’s contemporary philosophical research pro-
gramme.

Keywords: reason, ideas, sciences, systematicity, use of
reason in contemporary philosophy.

Introduction
While the Kantian philosophy of science, the

“Architectonic” chapter of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son and his theory of regulative ideas have become
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HVIX VICCJIeIOBaHMVI?, TIOCBSAIIeHHBIX dritocodpmm Kan-
Ta, TeMe CaMMX «apXMTeKTOHWMYEeCKVX Vei» He ObIIo
yIIeJIeHO A0CTaToYHOro BHMMaHMs. CIpaBeyMBOCTU
pany Halo 3aMeTWTh, YTO MHOI'Vie aBTOpbI oOpaliaroT-
¢l K KAaHTOBCKOMY IIOHSITVIO MJIeV HayK, HO TPV 3TOM
KacaloTcsl CKOpee CMeXHBIX TeM, He 3aHMMasiCh yIJIy-
OJIeHHBIM MCCIIeOBaHVeM U OOBSICHEHVEM KOHKpeT-
HOM (PyHKIIMOHAIIBHOCTY YWMCTOTO pasyMa B OTHOIIIe-
HyM 1I0f00HBIX MAerr. [TomHIMaeMble cCOBpeMeHHBIMI
VICCTIEZIOBATEIISIMI BOIIPOCHL BKJIIOYAIOT B ce0sl CIlemy-
IOMTYI0 ITpOOJIeMATMKY: CUCTEMaTVYHOCTD ¥ B3aVMOC-
Bs13b HayK (McRae, 1957), cBs3b MeXIy oTpaciisiMu Ha-
VKU ¥ (IpaKTWYIecKrMM) IestamMm pasyMa (Sturm, 2020;
Gava, 2014), cToprdecKrte KOPHW CVUCTEMBI ITOHSTU
KaHTOBCKOV prtocodpmm (cm.: Switzer, 2014; Sturm,
2009, p. 131—146) n 1.7 51 Xe X049y IIONTY MHBIM ITyTeM
VI COCPeIIOTOUMTHCH VMIMEHHO Ha apXUTeKTOHWYeCKO
deticmbennocmu, cnocodbHocmu m npoyedype Oeiicmbus
pasyMa (B y3koM cMbIcie)’. Sl yTBepxmaro, uro KauT pas-
paboTast y4yeHre 0 MeTOIOIOrMYecKovl (PyHKITVMOHAIIb-
HOCTM YMCTOTrO pa3yMa B OTHOIIIEHWI Hay YHOV ITPaKTH-
KV CHCTEMATMYeCKOTrO IUIaHVPOBAHNS, Pa3BUTHS, IIO-
JIyUeHVs M yIOPpsIOYeH Vsl 3HAaHUV 1107, PyKOBOICTBOM
apXMTEKTOHIYIECKIX My, KOTOpoe IIvpe 1 Oorade 110
cofiepKaHMIO, 9eM 3TO YacTo ITpeJICTaBjIeHO B COBpeMeH-
HOM KaHTOBe[IeHMIL. bolee TOTo, 51 CTpeMIIIOCh ITOKa3aTh,
YTO IpeaMeT MOMIX VCCTIeIOBAaHMM — He IIPOCTO, TaK
CKa3aTb, «9KCIIOHAT» B «My3ee VCTOpum (prsocodm,
a BaXXHBIVI TEOPETUYECKVT MaTepuasl, KOTOPbIVI MOXXHO
IIPVIMEHATD VI pa3BUBATh B COBPEMEHHBIX YCIIOBSIX.

2 CyIecTByeT JJ0CTaTOYHO MHOT'O CBEXXMX ITy OJIMKAIIVTL ITO pas-
JIMYHBIM acIleKTaM KaHTOBCKoW dwtocodpum Hayku. [Tepeunc-
JINTH VX ITOJTHOCTBIO B paMKaX MO€VI CTaTbU He IIpeJICTaBIseTCs
BO3MOXKHBIM. /17151 M3y deHws oO1iero xapakTepa dwocodum Ha-
yku Kanra cm., Hartpumep: (Sturm, 2009; Kant and the Sciences,
2001; Friedman, 1992; Kitcher, 1983). ITocitename myo6rmkanm
no teme apxmurekToHukm Kanra: (Gava, 2014; Switzer, 2014;
Manchester, 2008), o KoHIeNIM peryIsSTUBHBIX Maevt Kanrta
v X PYHKIINVI, CBSI3aHHBIX ¢ HayKow, cM.: (Meer, 2019), o Teme
TpaHcIeHaeHTanbHBIX Mpen B 1ertom: (Willaschek, 2018; Bunte,
2016; Pissis, 2012; Klimmek, 2005).

* Vimew HayK He CJleflyeT IIyTaTh C TpPaHCIIEHeHTaIbHBIMI
VIIIesIMV, YVCIIO KOTOPBIX OrpaHM4eHo, a (PyHKIMA (KakK pery-
JIATVBHBIX ViJIeVl) coBepllieHHO nHad. VIx Taxke He cilefyeT pac-
CMaTpVBaTh M B KadyecTBe IOJIBUJIOB «PeTyJIITMBHBIX WJIEN» B
mestoM. 118 ToJTHOTO 1 TabymMaHOro ob30pa (cemut) BUIOB WjIevt
B dmtocodum KaHTa 11 COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX PasIMUHbBIX PyHK-
oy pasyMa (B Y3KoM cMbiciie) cM. paboty (Lewin, 2021, B neua-
). HekoTopble 13 TeKyIIyx pe3yJIbTaToB MOMX MCCIIEIOBaHMI
ObUIn omyOskoBaHeL B paborax (Lewin, 2018; JTesus, 2020).

* 3pech S CIIeIyr0 KaHTOBCKOMY Pas3IMYMIo MEX]y pasyMoM (B
Y3KOM CMBICIIE), KOTOPBIV CBSI3aH MCKITIOUNTEIBHO C UIESMU U
IIPVHIIMITAMI BBICIIIETO TIOPSI/IKA, ¥ PasyMoM B OoJiee IIMPOKOM
CMBICIIe, KaK HeKVM IIeJIbIM, 00pa30BaHHbIM 13 PallVIOHAIbHBIX
CII0cOOHOCTEV, BKJIIOYasl PaccyIoK 1 pasyM (B Y3KOM CMBICTIe).
ToBopsi MpocTO 0 «pasymMe» B HEKOTOPBIX MeCTaX 3TOVI CTaTbH, s
VIMeIO B BUJLy IlepBoe 3Ha4YeHwe.
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the focus of recent research,” the topic of “architec-
tonic ideas” has not received enough attention and
has been addressed only in passing. Although, ad-
mittedly, not a few authors mention the Kantian
notion of ideas of sciences, they are rather concerned
with adjacent topics than with an in-depth explora-
tion and explanation of the concrete functionality of
pure reason regarding this kind of ideas.? The topics
include the systematicity and the interrelation of the
sciences (cf. McRae, 1957), the relation between the
sciences and the (practical) ends of reason (cf. Sturm,
2020; Gava, 2014), the historical roots of the Kant-
ian conceptual framework (cf. Switzer, 2014; Sturm,
2009, pp. 131-146) etc. I want to choose a different
path and focus on the architectonic functionality, ca-
pability and procedure of reason (in the narrow sense)
per se.* I argue that Kant has developed an account
of the methodological functionality of pure reason
regarding the scientific practice of systematic plan-
ning, developing, acquiring and ordering of knowl-
edge under the guidance of architectonic ideas, which
is broader and richer in content than often presented
in Kant research. Moreover, I aim to show that it is
not — so to speak — a mere “exhibit” in the “muse-
um of the history of philosophy”, but an important
and plausible theoretical endeavour that can be ap-
plied and advanced in contemporary contexts. I will
proceed as follows: First (I), I will explain the basic

2 There are too many recent publications on different aspects
of the Kantian philosophy of science to list them all here. For
analyses which include general inquiries into the nature of the
Kantian philosophy of science see e.g. Sturm (2009), Watkins
(2001), Friedman (1992) and Kitcher (1983). For recent publi-
cations on Kant's Architectonics see Gava (2014), Switzer (2014)
and Manchester (2008). For Kant’s concept of regulative ideas
and their science-related functions see Meer (2019), for tran-
scendental ideas in general Willaschek (2018), Bunte (2016),
Pissis (2012) and Klimmek (2005).

* The ideas of sciences are not to be confused with the tran-
scendental ideas, whose number is limited and whose function
(as regulative ideas) is completely different. They are also not
merely a subtopic to “regulative ideas” in general. For a com-
plete and tabular overview over the (seven) kinds of ideas in
Kant and the corresponding different functions of reason in the
narrow sense see Lewin (in press). Some of the ongoing results
of my studies were also published in Lewin (2020) and some of
the initial deliberations in Lewin (2018).

* T herewith follow the Kantian distinction between the reason
in the narrow sense (which is exclusively concerned with ideas
and principles of higher order) and the reason in the wider
sense (as the whole of the rational faculties including the un-
derstanding and the reason in the narrow sense). By speaking
simply of “reason” in some passages of this paper, I will mean
the reason in the first sense.
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51 Oyny mevicTBOBaTh CIIEAYIOLIMM OOpa3oM: B pas-
merte | 1 OOBSCHIO OCHOBHBIE IIOHSITHS, C KOTOPBIMM
Oymy paboTars: (a) ciocobHOCTH pasyMma, (0) mmen (kax
IPVHINIIEL), (B) MeTOx 1 (T) Haykn pasyMa. Iocrte aTo-
ro B pasmese 1l s BbIAeITIO YeThIpe YpOBHS IIpUIMeEHe-
HMSL apXUTEKTOHMYECKMX VeV, ONMpasch IIPU 3TOM
Ha o0pa3 rapMOHWYHO yCTPOEHHOV BCeJIeHHOV, KOTO-
peii maet Ham KaHT B TpakTare «BceoOrrjas ectecTBeH-
Has vicTopms U Teopws Heba» (1755). B mocemaem pas-
merste (I1I) s mokaky Ha IIpUMepe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO-
ro nparmaTtnsma Kapira-OtTo Amesis, Kak MeTOJIOJIO-
rudeckast PyHKIVS YMCTOrO pasyMa (KOTopas 3acily-
JKMBAEeT CBOEro COOCTBEHHOIO JIOJDKHOIO OO'BSICHEHVIS)
YCITETITHO TIPVMEHSIeTCS B COBpeMeHHO prtocodmm.

I

B rraBe «ApXmMTEKTOHMKA YMCTOro pasyMa» «Kpu-
TUKM 9MCTOro pasyma» (1781), a takxke B «Jlexirmsix
o storuke» (1800) Kaut yTBepxmaer cienyromee: «Bo
BCeX HayKaX, 0COOEHHO JXe B palViOHaJIbHBIX, Mzles Ha-
YKV eCTh OOIINII IUIaH VIV OYepK, CJIeIOBATEIIbHO —
00BeM BCcex OTHOCSIIMXCS K HayKe 3HaHM. Takas mes
LIeJIOTO — IIepBOe, YTO HY>KHO BWUIETh U VICKATh B Ha-
yKe, — SBJISIETCS apXWUTEKTOHMYECKOM, KakK, HaIlpu-
Mep, mpaes HayKu o mipase» (AA 09, S. 93; KanT, 199406,
c. 348). [ToaToMy He3aBMCHMO OT TOTO, IMEEM MBI JIeJI0
C CHCTeMaTMYeCcKM 3HaHVEM, COIepP)KallMCs B ecTe-
CTBEHHBIX HayKaX, OPUCIIPyIeHIIM v doumstocodmm,
MBI JIOJDKHBI IIPV3HATD, UTO «B KaXKIIOV CHCTEME JI0JDK-
Ha OBITH myes, BBICTyIAIOIIAs KaK I1ejIoe 1 Ol perests-
forrast I1aH 1 1etb. CaMa Xe 3Ta vesl IIPerCcTaBiIs-
eT cobovi crcTeMaTyeckoe enmHCTBO» (AA 24, S. 530).
B 5Tmx v momoOHBIX MM BBICKA3LIBAHVSIX, TTIOCBSIIEH-
HBIX «VICKyCCTBY IIOCTPOeHMs crcTeMbl» (A 832 / B 860;
KanT, 20064, c. 1043), KanT omnmiceiBaeT orrpeiesieHHY IO
METOJIOJIOIMIO VI IIOHVMaHVe TOro, KaK ydeHble IIpo-
V3BOIAT W MOJIYYalOT CUCTeMaTudecKye 3HaHVS, VIC-
ITOJIB3Y$l CBOVI CIIOCOOHOCTM pa3yMa (B Y3KOM CMBICIIE).
ITpu sTOM Ha/lo noHMMark, uto s Kanrta camo 11o-
HATHE «Vfes» IpelHasHauYeHO WCKITIOYNTEIBHO I
0003HAUEH s CAaMOr0 BBICOKOI'O ¥ CAMOI'O YMCTOIO M3
BO3MOXXHBIX 00pa3oB MbIciM. Tak, B ero MeTadpusnke
MBICJIUTEIIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTET! pasyM (B Y3KOM CMBIC-
Jle), TIO-ZIPYTOMYy VMMEHYEMBIV «CIIOCOOHOCTBIO JaBaTh
IIPUHIIIIB», OTBEYaeT 3a CO3[aHue ¥ pean3arinio
TaKOTO pofia IIpefCTaBJIeHNIl, HallpaBJIAIOmX HaIry
BOJIIO ¥ HaIll pacCy/IoK. brraromaps aTovt mx dpyHKImm
VIIeV MOKHO paccCMaTpuBaTh B CJIEAYIOIINX 3HAUEHMSIX:
KaK ITPeATIOChIIKY, 3a71a4Vl, IIeJIN, TIPOOJIEMBI VIV B 1ie-
JIOM IIPVHLIVIIBI BBICIIIETO IIOPsIKa, KOTOPBIMU Pa3yM
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concepts I will be working with: (a) the faculty of rea-
son, (b) ideas (as principles), (c) method, and (d) scienc-
es of reason. After that (II), I will distinguish four
levels in the use of architectonic ideas, using the
metaphor of a well-structured universe as imagined
by Kant in his work on the Universal Natural History
and Theory of the Heavens. In the final section (III), I
will show through the example of Karl-Otto Apel’s
transcendental pragmatism how the methodologi-
cal function of pure reason, which deserves its own
proper account, is tacitly used in contemporary phi-
losophy.

Kant states in the “ Architectonic” chapter of his
first Critigue and in his lectures on logic, that “[i]n
all sciences, above all in those of reason, the idea of
the science is its universal abstract or outline, hence
the extension of all the cognitions that belong to it.
Such an idea of the whole — the first thing one has
to look to in a science, and which one has to seek —
is architectonic, as, e.g., the idea of jurisprudence”
(Log, AA 09, p. 93; Kant, 1992, p. 591). Whether we
are dealing with systematic knowledge of natural
sciences, jurisprudence or philosophy, we have to
recognize and presuppose that in “every system
there must be an idea as the whole which deter-
mines the arrangement and the purpose, and this
idea represents the systematic unity”® (V-Lo/Pdlitz,
AA 24, p. 530; transl. M.L.). Kant develops in these
and similar passages on “the art of systems” (KrV,
A 832 / B 860; Kant, 1998, p. 691) a certain method-
ology and understanding of how scholars produce
and acquire systematic knowledge using their fac-
ulty of reason in the narrow sense. For Kant, the
term “idea” is strictly reserved for designating the
highest and purest kind of mental representations.
In his metaphysics of mental powers, reason in the
narrow sense, alternatively called “the faculty of
principles”, is responsible for creating and imple-
menting this kind of representations to guide our
will and our understanding. Due to this function,
they can be regarded as presuppositions, tasks, pur-

5 “In jedem System muf eine Idee als das Ganze seyn, die die Ein-
teilung und den Zweck bestimmt, und diese Idee macht die systema-
tische Einheit aus.”



Hen30eXXHO oOpeMeHseT HAaCc B HECKOJIBKMX pasjInd-
HBIX 00J1acTsx AevicTsus 1 3HaHM. OHAKO CaMo I10-
HATME «TIPVMHIUID» B dprstocodpmm KanTa HOCUT Heor-
peneneHHBINT XapakTep. Hammpumep, oHO MoXeT 0O3Ha-
4JaTh, COIJIACHO CeMaHTVIKe HeMelKoro ciioBa Grundsatz,
oITpesiesieHHOe 00s3aTesIbHOE IIPaBIJIo, OCHOBaHHOE Ha
ITO3HABATEJIBHOVI CIIOCOOHOCTY 11 BBIpakeHHOe B hopme
yMo3axaoueHus. B TaKOM 3Ha9eHMM €ro0 MOXKHO OTOX-
TIeCTBUTD C IPVHINUIIOM paccynka. OmHako B CTydasix,
KOI7Ia OHO VICIIOJIB3YeTCs B3aMO3aMEHSIEMO C «VIeev»
(A 569, 619, 672 / B 597, 647, 700; KarT, 2006a, c. 727, 795,
857), oHO yKa3bIBaeT (Ha OCHOBE CMBICJIOBOTO COIIEPIKa-
HWS JIaT. principium "Hadasio’) olnpeesieHHYIO OTIIpaB-
HYIO TOUKY, BooOpaskaemyto (vorgestellt) vy cpopmm-
POBaHHYIO pa3yMOM (B Y3KOM CMBICTIe). B Takmx ciry4a-
SIX TIPUHIINII SIBJIS€TCS HEeKMM IIIaroM BIIepef], OKula-
HVEM pe3yJibTaTa, K KOTOPOMY JIOJDKHBI IIPUBECTI BCE
YCUIIMSL paccy/ika B COYETAHMM C Pa3jIMYHBIMM ITa-
IIaMM II03HaHMS. DTOT CKa4OK o0pasyeT pas3pblB MeX-
1y pakTgecKmM (00yCII0BIIEHHBIM) M BOOOpakaeMbIM
(ycrtoBreM), B pe3yJIbTaTe 4ero pasyM IIpuiaeT IoCiIes-
HeMy (pOpMy abCOIIOTHOCTM W IJIaBE€HCTBA Hafl Ilep-
BBIM I PYKOBOIWUT PacCyZKOM M BOJIEVI AEVICTBOBATh B
COOTBETCTBUM C IIPVHIIUIIOM, YTOOBI IIPEOJOJIETh STOT
paspsiB. 1 3T0M 1Iem pasyM popMyIMpyeT MaKCy-
MBI, Uepe3 KOTOPbIe OH pacIIpseT IIpeICTaBIIeH s, Ta-
KVie KaK, Halpumep, «0eckoHeuHocms BceseHHo», 0O Ta-
KOT'0 pofia 3aj1ad, KaK npo0oaxail npoyecc uccaedobanus
U NOHUMAHUA BceseHHOU, kak ecau Obl oHa ABaAsach
beckoneunon (cm.: A 672 / B 700; KanT, 2006a, c. 857;
A 685 / B 713; Kanr, 2006, c. 873).

OOrriee onpenerneHve vmen (VI IIPVWHIINIIA), KO-
Topoe KanT mpusogut B Havasle «IpaHcIieHeHTaIb-
HOVI MaJIeKTVKV», OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha ITOHSATUM pa3yMa,
«IJIs1 KOTOPOr'o B YyBCTBaX HE MOXET OBbITh JIaH HUKa-
KOV aJIeKBaTHBIV ITpenMeT» (A 327 / B 383; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 493). TyT, mpaBma, Haflo yYMTHIBATh, UTO caMo II0 cebe
3TO TIOHSTVIE UJIEV BXOIWT B pa3psif], TEPMIHOJIOI M, OT-
HOCSIIIEVICS K TEOPETMKO-PMII0COPCKIM ITOCTPOEHVISIM
KaHTOBCKO (prstocodpun (CBA3aHHBIM C OOBSICHEHMEM
IIPOTVBOIIOCTABIIEHVIS. «KOHIEIIN pasyMa» (A) «00Bb-
eKTy, TaHHOMY B 4yBcTBax» (B)), 1 He gaBiseTcs BceoOB-
eMJTIOIIVM orpererieHmeM. Kpome Toro, KanT mosmHee
HEeCKOJIBKO V3MEHWII (POPMYIIMPOBKY 3TOTO OIIperesie-
HVIS TI0CTIE VI3YYeHMS IPYTnX (PYHKIIUI «CIIOCOOHOCTY
IlaBaTh [IPVHLINIIE» B Pa3/IMYHBIX OOJIACTSIX YerloBede-
CKOVI 1eTeTLHOCTYI, OCOOEHHO B OTHOIIEHUWV VICKITIO-
UUTEIBPHOIO CTaTyca 3CTeTYecKMX Mien. B kadecTtse
npuMepa Ooslee OOIIero BapmaHTa OIIperesIeHMs II0-
HATUS «fiesk» CIleflyeT o0paTUThC K KaHTOBCKOV pa-
6ote «O mnemarorvke» (1803), B KOTOPOVT MOXHO HalITI
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poses, problems, or in general: principles of higher
order that reason inevitably imposes on us in sever-
al different fields of acting and knowing. The term
“principle” is ambiguous in Kant. It may mean —
according to the German word “Grundsatz” — a
certain binding rule based on a cognition and in
form of a sentence. The principles of understanding
are examples of this. In cases, however, when it is
used interchangeably with “idea” (cf. KrV, A 569
/ B597, A 619 / B 647, A 672 / B 700; Kant, 1998,
pp- 552, 577, 606 etc.), it indicates — based on the
Latin “principium” (beginning) — a certain starting
point imagined (vorgestellt) or projected by reason
in the narrow sense. In such cases, a principle is a
leap ahead, an anticipation of a result that all efforts
of understanding in combining different elements
of cognitions should lead to. This leap produces a
gap between the actual (conditioned) and the imag-
ined (condition), whereby reason gives the latter
the form of absoluteness and priority over the for-
mer, and commands the understanding and the will
to act according to the principle and to bridge this
gap. For this purpose, reason formulates maxims; it
expands representations such as the infinity of the
universe to sentences, such as continue the process
of discovery and understanding of the universe as
if it were infinite (cf. KrV, A 672 / B 700; Kant, 1998,
p- 606; A 685 / B 713; Kant, 1998, p. 613).

The general definition of idea (or principle) that
Kant gives us at the beginning of the “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic”, is of a concept of reason “to which
no congruent object can be given in senses” (KrV,
A 327 / B 383; Kant, 1998, p. 402). It is, however,
bound to the terminology of his theoretical philos-
ophy (to the opposition “concept of reason” (A) vs.
“object given in senses” (B)) and is not an all-en-
compassing definition. Kant will slightly change it
after examining several other functions of the fac-
ulty of principles in different fields of human act-
ing, especially with respect to the exceptional status
of aesthetical ideas. An example for a more gener-
al version can be found in his Lectures on Pedagogy:
“An idea is nothing more than a concept of perfec-
tion which is not yet to be found in experience”®

¢ “Eine Idee ist nichts anderes, als der Begriff von einer Vollkommen-
heit, die sich in der Erfahrung noch nicht vorfindet.”
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crlefyroliee BbICKasbiBaHMe: «VIfest eCTh He UTO MHOE,
KaK IIOHSTIME O COBEpPIIEHCTBE, ellle He OCYyIIeCTBIICH-
HoM Ha ombITe» (AA 09, S. 444; KanuT, 19948, c. 402). Oc-
HOBHasI MBIC/Ib, BEIPa’KeHHas B 9TOM OITpelle/IeHN, CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YUTO CYIIIECTBYeT IIPeAIIOIOKeHIe O YeM-
TO HACTOJIBKO COBEPIIIEHHOM (YMCTOM ¥ 3aBepIIIeHHOM,
=A), 4TO KOHKpPeTHOe " PeajIbHO CYyIIIeCTBYIOIIee UTo-
TO (=B) He cOOTBETCTBYeT BBIABMHY THIM K HEMY M/Iealb-
HbIM TpeboBaHMsiM. Harpumep, kak yreepxgaer Kanr
B cBOeV TpeThert «KpuTrke», Takas 3cTeTdecKast nyesl,
KaK ITpeKpacHOe, Ha caMOM JieJIe VICXOAUT He 113 Hallle-
ro pasyMma, a U3 Hallley CIIOCOOHOCTV K BOOOpPasKeHMIO
(dparTasmposanmio — Einbildungskraft). Ogxako 3To
oIperiesieHVie BCe JKe IIOfTIa/iaeT 10 olIree TTOHSTIE
VIIIeVI, TIOTOMY YTO IIPe/iCTaBJIeHe O IIPeKpacHOM Ha-
CTOJIBKO HEYJIOBMMO, UTO HaIll PacCyIOK He MOXeT ero
IIOJTHOCTBIO OXBAaTUTh U ommcarh (cM.: AA 05, S. 313—
317, 342—344; Kawnr, 2001, c. 425—435, 493—497). AHa-
JIOTMYHO 3TOMY, Korga KaHT ropoput o0 maesx Hayk B
ry1aBe 00 apXMTEKTOHVKE YVCTOro pasyMa B CBOE Iiep-
Bovi «KpuUTHKe», OH IIPOBOAUT pasiIndme Mexay (A) am-
CTBIM TIOHSATMEeM Hayku u (B) cxemoil, comepxamernt B
cele IUTaH M 2JIEMEHTHI HayYHOro 3HaHMA. VX B3anmo-
CBSI3b, KOTOpasl TakKke MOXKET OBITH OIVCaHa B Tep-
MMHaX COBEPIIEHHOro o0pasiia ¥ HeyIadHOV KON
(A 838 / B 866; Kant, 20064, c. 1049—1050), s1exxmT B oc-
HOBe BCex HayK 0 pasyMe: «HMKTO He IIbITaeTcs co3marhb
HayKy, He rIoJ1arasi B ee 0CHOBY mero. OgHaKo mpu pas-
paboTke HayKm cxeMa M JIaXXe JlaBaeMas BHauaJle Jie-
pvHMIIMS HayKM BecbMa PeIKO COOTBETCTBYIOT Wiiee
CXeMBl, TaK KaK OHa 3aJI0KeHa B pa3yMe II0I00HO 3apo-
IIBIIITY, BCEe YaCTV KOTOPOTO ellle He pa3BUTHI U efBa JIn
TOOCTYIHEI JaXke MUKPOCKOIITUECKOMY HaOITIOeHIO»
(A 834 / B 862; Kanr, 2006a, c. 1045). CrrerroBaTesibHO,
4ycTas KOHLEMIIVS HayKu — 3TO (A) Heollpe/iesleHHas
¥ HeyJIoBMMas vfesl, KOTopasi MOXKeT OBITh JaHa HaM
TOJIBKO YaCTUYHO i1 concreto; KpoMe Toro, oHa ectb (B)
HEeYTO, JJAaHHOe HaM B OIVCAHU U B CHICTEMATYeCKO
cxeMe HayKV, IIPY 3TOM HVKOIZIa IIOJTHOCTBIO He COOT-
BETCTBYS €€ VICXOIHOMY ITPeICTaBIIEHIIO VIV O0pasILy.

51 mpemyIararo 0003HAYUMTE 3TV HayIHO-TIpaKTIde-
cKMe udeu Kax apxumexmonuueckue (cMm.: AA 09, S. 93;
Kanr, 19946, c. 397, A 833 / B 861; Kanr, 20064, c. 1045)
VI Memodooeuyeckie. DTO IIO3BOJINT YeTKO OTIIU-
YUTh MX OT TPaHCLEHIEHTAIBHBIX, TeOPETUUYECKIIX,
MPaKTUYeCcKMX, 3CTeTUYECKNX, PeIUTMO3HBIX, IIOJIV-
TUYECKVIX ¥ TOMY ITOJOOHBIX IIPUHIINIIOB pasyMa. O0-
JIaCTb VX IIpVIMeHeHnsI — pOopMMpOBaHMe CYCTeMaTH-
YeCKMX €IVIHCTB 3HaHWMI, OCOOEHHO, KaK yTBEpXKIaeT
Kant, B Haykax o pasyme. [71aBa «ApXUTeKTOHVKA 9V-
cToro pasymMa» B «Kputuke umcToro pasymMa», a Takxe
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(Pad, AA 09, p. 444; transl. M.L.). The basic deter-
mination expressed in this definition is that there is
an assumption of something so perfect (demanding,
pure, and complete) (=A), that a particular some-
thing (=B) does not meet the posited demands. For
example, an aesthetical idea like the beautiful does
not really originate from our reason, but from our
faculty of imagination (Einbildungskraft), as Kant
states in the third Critique. It falls, however, under
the general definition of ideas, because the imagina-
tion of beautiful is so elusive that our understand-
ing cannot fully reach and describe it (cf. KU,
AA 05, pp. 313-317, 342-344; Kant, 2000, pp. 191-195,
217-219). Analogously, when Kant speaks of ideas
of sciences in the chapter on the architectonic of pure
reason in his first Critique, he differentiates between
(A) a pure concept of a science and (B) a schema,
which contains the outline and a subdivision of the
elements of a science. Their interrelation, which can
be also described in terms of a perfect archetype
and a not-fully-appropriate image of the same thing
(ectype) (cf. KrV, A 838 / B 866; Kant, 1998, p. 694),
underlie all sciences of reason: “Nobody attempts to
establish a science without grounding it on an idea.
But in its elaboration the schema, indeed even the
definition of the science which is given right at the
outset, seldom corresponds to the idea; for this lies
in reason like a seed, all of whose parts still lie very
involuted and are hardly recognizable even under
microscopic observation” (KrV, A 834 / B 862; Kant,
1998, p. 692). Hence, a pure concept of a science is
(A) a vague and elusive idea, which can be given
only partially in concreto, and it is (B) in a descrip-
tion and systematic schema of a science, which nev-
er completely matches the original representation or
the archetype.

I suggest calling these scientific-praxis-related
ideas — to clearly distinguish them from the tran-
scendental, theoretical, practical, aesthetical, re-
ligious, political etc. principles of reason in the
narrow sense — architectonic (cf. Log, AA 09, p. 93;
Kant, 1992, p. 591; KrV, A 833 / B 861; Kant, 1998,
p- 692), or methodological ideas. They are used to
create systematic unities of knowledge, especial-
ly, as Kant states, in the sciences of reason (cf. Log,
AA 09, p. 93; Kant, 1992, p. 591). The “Architecton-



IOJTOOHEIE €Vl BBICKAa3bIBaHNs, IOCBSIIIEHHbIe «VCKYC-
CTBY IIOCTPOEHWISI CCTEM», He TOJIBKO OTBEYAIOT Ha BO-
IIPOC O TOM, KaK MeTadm3nyecKas cricTeMa MOXKeT ObITh
IIOCTPOeHa 13 MaTepyasia, TIIaTeIbHO VICCIIelOBAHHOIO
1 BBIOpaHHOT0 (p1yI0cOPOM IIKOJIBI TPaHCLIeHIeHTa Tb-
Hom dustocodmm, HO U, KO BCceMy IIpodeMy, cofeprKar
acriekTsl obmient rtocodun panMoHAIBHEIX HaykK
KanTa. Cama xe mporienypa dpopMupoBaHs (A) MeTo-
TIOTIOTMYeCKMX (apXMTeKTOHMYecKmXx) e 1 (B) ocHos-
HBIX IIPVUHIIAIIOB XapaKTepHa [JIs TpaHCIeH/IeHTaslb-
HOI pryocopmit (TO eCcTh KPUTHUIecKo rstocodmm
KakK 2JIeMeHTa MeTan3MKI), MeTa31K, aHTPOIIOJIO-
TUM, STUKY, IOPVUCIPYIEHIINY, eCTeCTBO3SHAHUA U T.]I.
Bce orm sBsttored (1) Haykamm (B oOrieM MOHVIMaHWUM
KanToM TepMmmHa «Hayka»®), KOTOpble (2) parioHasIb-
HBL B TOM CMBICJIe, UTO IIPEACTABIISIOT COOOV He IIpo-
CTOe (3MIIVpIYecKoe) HaKoIIeHVie PaKTOB, a COCTaBJIs-
10T (3) crcTeMy, BKITIOUAIOITyT0 B cebs: (4) obrme 11emm,
OCHOBHBIE 3a/1a4M VI IIPUHITUITEL pasyMa’, a Takxke (5)
COOTBETCTBYIOIINe M MeTofbl. [Tpy aToM myHKTHI (3)—
(5) mMmetoT permatortiee 3HaUeHME 1711 POPMUPOBAHIL
XapaKTepPUCTUK JIOCTOBEPHOCTM ¥ BCEOOITHOCTM Ha-
yuHoro 3HaHMsA. ITo Mbeicsi KaHTa, crcTeMa HaydHBIX
3HaHWW He JO0JDKHa ObITh cpopMMpOBaHa Ha OCHOBe
IIPOCTOVI KOMIIVUISIINY ee JacTeVl (IlepBOHaYaIbHBIN 1
OOIIIVTI CMBICIT Ip.-Tped. 000TH A ‘Tierloe, COCTaBIeHHOe
U3 gacTell’ OT Ap.-Tped. 00VIOTAVAL ‘COeqVIHWUTh, O0benu-
HWTB, COOpaTh YTO-TO BMecTe'). Berpakasick MeTadopu-
4ecK!, HeIOCTATOYHO IIPOCTO HOAOMpaTh IOIXOI I
IpyT OPYyTy 371eMeHTHI TOJIOBOJIOMKM VI COeIVIHATD VX,
Tlayke VICTIOJIB3YSL PV 9TOM CTPOIWV, HaIIpUMep Mare-
MaTW4ecKny, Meron’. B IIpOTMBOIIOIOXHOCTE 3TOMY
yUeHBIVI JOJDKEH VMIMeTh VOeI0 pasyMa KaK V3Hadalb-
HO IIpeficTaBuMOe HesiCHOe 11300paskeH1e BCevl TOJI0BOo-
JIOMKVI VI OIIpefeJIsATh ero 1IeJIb IIpeXkie, YeM IpPUCTY-
aTh K COEOVHEHWMIO W yIOPSAOYMBAHMIO COCTaBHBIX
9JIEMEHTOB BCEVI CKJIaJIbIBAEMOVI MM Hay4HOW KapTu-
HBI B eIMHOe 1esioe. VnmocTpaliyert K JaHHOV MBbIC-
nn sBsietcst pabota Kanra «Vpest BceoOrert netopmm
BO BCEMVPHO-TpakIaHCKOM ItaHe» (1784). B memn (A)
OH pa3BMBaeT KOHLETIIIMIO NCTOPMYeCKOV HayKu, OCHO-
BaHHOVI Ha 1jlee O IIpeJIoIpesie/IeHHOCTY YeJI0BeUeCKo-
TO pasyMa, COCTaBJISIOIIEro OTHY V3 HalllX eCTeCTBeH-
HBIX CIIOCOOHOCTeV, K TOMY, YTOOBI TIOJTHOCTBIO peajiy-
30BaTh CBOVI ITOTEHI[aJI B IIepCIIeKTVBe BCeVl ueslopede-
ckont mcropun. 3ateM (B) KauT pemaer mcropvko-du-

° TloppoOGHbIit 0030p koHuenuuy Hayku Kaxra cm.: (Sturm,
2009, S. 128 —182).

¢ CBsI3b MEXJTy NPaKTIIeCKVIMU IIeJISIMI PasyMa U apXUTEeKTO-
HIYEeCKUMI eIVHCTBaMM HOApOOHO paccMaTpuBaeTcs B pabo-
tax (Gava, 2014; Sturm, 2020).

7 O KkputndeckoM oTHoIeHny KaHTa K MaTeMaTH4eCcKOMy Me-
TOJTy TIOCTPOeHWsI cucTeM (Ha mmpumepe Boredpa 1 Meriepa) cm.:
(Meer, 2019, S. 151 —154).
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ic” chapter of the first Critiqgue, as well as the re-
lated passages on the “art of systems” do not only
answer the question of how a metaphysical system
can be built out of the material thoroughly exam-
ined and chosen by a transcendental philosopher,
but also contain aspects of Kant’s general philos-
ophy of rational sciences. The procedure of creat-
ing (A) methodological (architectonic) ideas and
(B) basic outlines is common among transcenden-
tal philosophy (i.e. critique, as part of metaphysics),
metaphysics, anthropology, ethics, jurisprudence,
natural sciences etc. They all are (1) sciences (in
Kant’s broad understanding of the term “science”),”
which are (2) rational in the sense that they are not
a mere (empirical) accumulation of facts, but make
up a (3) system under (4) the general purposes, es-
sential ends and principles of reason,® and (5) cor-
responding methods. The points (3)-(5) are crucial
for certainty and universality of a science. In Kant’s
peculiar and — against the backdrop of the previ-
ous history of philosophy — innovative view, a sci-
entific system is not and should not be based on a
mere compilation of parts (the original and general
meaning of the Ancient Greek “ovompa” (a whole
compounded of parts) is based on “ooviotaval”
(to combine, to unite, to set something together)).
Metaphorically speaking, it is neither enough to col-
lect similar puzzle pieces nor to unite them — even
using a strict, e.g. mathematical, method.” A scien-
tist has and should have an idea of reason as a pre-
liminary vague picture of the whole puzzle, and
determine its purpose, before combining and or-
dering the pieces to a whole of a science. An exam-
ple for this is Kant’s own Idea for a Universal History
with a Cosmopolitan Purpose (1784). In this essay (A)
he develops a concept of a historical science based
on the idea that human reason — being one of our
natural capacities — is predestined to reach its full
potential throughout the course of history. And (B)

7 For a detailed analysis of Kant’s concept of science see Sturm
(2009, pp. 128-182).

& The relationship between the practical ends of reason and
architectonic unities is discussed in detail in Gava (2014) and
Sturm (2020).

° For Kant's critical attitude towards the mathematical method
of construction of systems (by example of Wolff and Meier) see
Meer (2019, pp. 151-154).
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stocodpcKme HabPOCKM, yKa3bIBas IIPV ’TOM Ha HECKOJIb-
KO Ba’KHBIX MOMEHTOB, KOTOpBIE CJIEYeT Y4YUTHIBATH
PV peaIM3amiyl OCYIIecTBIITeMOro UM mpoekra. Kak
MBI BUAMM, Oe3 371eMeHTOB (A) 1 (B) mcTopmst Kak HayKa
ObuTa OBI HITYEM MHBIM, KaK IIPOCTHIM HaOOpOM 3HAHWT
O CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVIX MICTOPUYECKIX PpaKTax.

W3 BbIIITeCKa3aHHOIO CIIEMTYET, YTO apXUTEKTOHMYe-
CKMe (MeTOIOJIOrMYecKye) IIPVHITUITBL SIBJISIOTCS He-
IpeMeHHBIM yCJI0BUeM (POpMIMPOBaHWLs 1 IprodpeTe-
HMS CUCTEeMaTUYecKVX 3HaHWI B 00JIacTV HayK O pa-
syme. [loHmMaHMe 1X (PYHKIMV CTAHOBUTCS YacThIO
OOIIIerT METOIOJIOI M ITOCTPOEHMS CUCTEMBI Hay4IHO-
ro sHanud. [Ipu atom, no Kanry, MeTor, B TeopeTiye-
CKOVI (apXMTEKTOHWYECKOV) IEPCIIEKTIBE COCTOUT «B
TaKOM OOpase HeVICTBUIL II0 npuxyunam pasyma, oma-
rojapsi KOTOPOMY €IMHCTBEHHO ¥ MOXKeT MHOrooOpas-
HOe B TTIO3HAHMM CTaTh cucteMoi» (AA 05, S. 151; Kanr,
1997, c. 697). DTo TIOHATHE He CJIeyeT CMeIINBaTh HI
C MeTOIaMM B TIEPCIIEKTVIBE MIPAKTIIECKOrO IIpVIMeHe-
HVS pa3yMa, HVI C METOaMM B SMIIMPUYECKIX HayKax.
Tax, B xoHI1Ie «KpUTHKM ITpaKTIdecKoro pasyma» (1788)
MBI HaXOIVM METOZOJIOT VIO, KOTOpasi KacaeTcs Iefaro-
TMYeCKVX ¥ AUAAKTIYeCKUX BOIIPOCOB «yCTaHOBJIEHS
Y KYJIBTYPBI MCTMHHO MOPaJIBHOTO OOpasa MBbICIIeN»
(AA05,S.153; KaxT, 1997, c. 703). [1paBma, Hajo cKasars,
4YTO TeopeTuyecKasl (apXMTeKTOHMYEecKas) MeTOHOJIo-
IS C TOYKM 3PeHSI KaHTVMAHCTBA SBJISIeTCS YacThIO JIO-
TVIKV, KOTOpasl MCCIIeyeT CIIOCOOBI OIIeprpOBaHsL CH-
CTeMaTWYeCKVMV Hay4YHBIMM 3HaHMSAMMU. Ee rr1aBHas
1elb — Ao0euyeckoe cobepuieHcmbBobarue nosHaHUsA, KO-
TOPO€e «COCTOUT B OTYETIIMBOCTY, OCHOBATEJILHOCTY 11 B
CYICTEMATYeCKOM VIIOPSIOYEeHNN ero B 1esIoe HayKiu»
(AA 09, S. 140; Kanr, 19946, c. 389). OTo «cmcTemarmye-
CKOe yTIOpsiZJoYeHe B IieJIoe HayKi», eIV OHO JIOJDKHO
OBbITH YeM-TO OOJIBIIINIM, YeM ITPOCTBIM COOMpPaHVeM CO-
CTaBHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB, ITpeXXJie BCero JO/DKHO OBITH OCHO-
BaHO Ha CIIOCOOHOCTM pasyMa (B Y3KOM CMBICIIE) CO3/ia-
BaThb VI PeaJIN30BbIBATh APXUTEKTOHIIIECKVIE VIJIEA.

II

Ecym Bce-Takm KaHT 1paB 11 ONvICAaHHBIV BBIIIIE 00-
pas IeVICTBUVE SIBJISIETCS OOIIVM JIJISL BCeX paliyiOHaIb-
HBIX HayK, TO €CTh eCJIV MbI IPMHVIMaeM ero MO3UIINIO
He TIPOCTO 3a HeKMM (PaKT B mMcTopum pvtocodpmmt n3
Ppaspsaa yCTapeBIIVIX TEOPUT, HO KaK peaIbHYIO MCCIIe-
JI0BaTeJILCKYIO IPOrpaMMy U HOTEeHIIMaIBHO I0JIe3HOe
HIpeyIoKeHVIe ISl TIOHVMaHVIs 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTeNT Ha-
YYHOVI JIesITeJIbHOCTY, TO HaM IIOHafgo0uTcs Ooslee cu-
CTeMaTUYHOe M3JIOKeHMe MeTOHOJIOTMM ITPUMeHeH s
4gycToro pasyma. OCHOBBIBasiCh Ha IIpeqBapUTEIIbHBIX
TePMIMHOJIIOTTIECKIIX TIOSCHEHMSIX, JAHHBIX MHOU B
IIepBOM pasfielle HacTOSIIEeN CTaThl, I X049y OTBETUTH

he sketches and points out several important mo-
ments that should be considered during the realisa-
tion of this project. Without (A) and (B), history as a
science would be nothing more than knowledge of
existing historical facts.

The architectonic or methodological principles
are therefore inevitable conditions in the field of
sciences of reason for the construction and acquisi-
tion of systematic knowledge. The understanding of
their functions is a part of the general methodology
of scientific systems. A method, in theoretical (archi-
tectonic) perspective, is for Kant “a procedure ac-
cording to principles of reason, through which alone
the manifold of a cognition can become a system”
(KpV, AA 05, p. 151; Kant, 2002, p. 189). This is nei-
ther to be confounded with methods in practical
perspective nor with methods in empirical sciences.
At the end of Critique of Practical Reason we find a
methodology which deals with the pedagogical and
didactical issues of “founding and cultivating gen-
uine moral attitudes” (KpV, AA 05, p. 153; Kant,
2002, p. 191). The theoretical (architectonic) method-
ology is, however, in the Kantian view a part of log-
ic, which examines ways to operate with systematic
scientific knowledge. Its main goal is the logical per-
fection of cognition, which “consists in its distinct-
ness, thoroughness, and systematic ordering into the
whole of a science” (Log, AA 09, p. 140; Kant, 1992,
p- 630). This “systematic ordering into the whole of
a science” — if it should be more than a mere ac-
cumulation of parts — is, above all, based upon the
capacity of reason in the narrow sense to create and
implement architectonic ideas.

II

If Kant is right, and this procedure is common
to all rational sciences, and if we take his position
as not a mere fact in the history of philosophy and
an outdated theory, but as a research programme
and a potentially helpful suggestion to understand
the logic of scientific practice, we need a more sys-
tematic account of the methodological use of pure
reason. Based on the preliminary terminological
clarifications in Part (I), I want to answer the ques-
tion whether there are different “planes” or “lev-
els” in the use of methodological ideas. Are, e.g., the
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Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, CYIIIECTBYIOT JIV pa3JIUHbIe «ILIOC-
KOCTV» WJIVI «yPOBHV» B WCIIOJIB30BAHMI METOIOJIO-
rdecknx mpent. Harpyimep, BKJIIOYEHBI JIM MAen Beel
IOPUCIIPYIEHIINI VJIV BCEOOIIIENt VICTOPUM C BCEMMUP-
HO-TPa’k[TaHCKOM IIeJIBI0 B HEKYIO ODIIYIO CTPYKTYpPY
Hayku? I[TogoOHBI 1 OHM HEKOV 00pa3sHON «MaTper-
Ke», COCTaBJIEHHOVI M3 OOJIBIINX 2JIEMEHTOB, 3aKJII0Ya-
IOITX B ce0e MEHBIIVe JIeTalIV, UJIV JKe OHU ITpefiCTa-
IOT IIepes] HaMM B BUJie padodumMx 3CKM30B, HAOPOCKOB
Ha 9mcToM JmcTe Oymarn? OTBedasi, 51 cobMparoch 0-
OpaTbcs 0 CYTM LeJIOCTHOTO WM3JIOKEHMS HayKM, Kak
ee noHmMaeT KaHT, BKITIOUast CBSI3b METOI0JIOI MTUECKVIX
IIPUHIIVIIOB ¢ APYTVIMY THUIIAMV IIPEeJICTaBJIeHIII O Pa-
3yMe ¥ BO3MOYKHOCTBIO OIPEJIesISTh CTeNeHb IIPHPOCTa
3HaHWV TI0]T, PYKOBOJICTBOM METOIOJIOT MTYeCKOVI MJIEN.

He MoxeT ObITh HMKaKMX COMHEHWII B TOM, UTO VIC-
arenoanve KaHTa, MHOCBSINEHHOE TIOHVMMAHWIO IIPU-
porBl HayKM, OOYCJIOBJIEHO €ro MHTEPEeCOM K BO3MOXK-
HOCTSIM MeTaPV3MKI B €e CBSI3M C SMIIVMPUUECKVIMU U
vcToprYecKnMy HayKamy. OnHaKo ObI1o OBl OmmOKov
IIpeJIToJIaraTh, YTO €ro CHUCTEMATOJIONMS OCHOBaHa Ha
yPaBHUBAHUM «HAyKM» C «MeTapU3MKOV» B TOM CMBIC-
Jle, UTO IOCTIETHSIS, €CJIVI MOXKHO TaK BBIPasnThCs, OymeT
BBICTYIIaTh (Kak B oOpase [lekapToBa AepeBa) KOpHeM
BCEX PYIMX HAyK.

Ob6pa3 Hayky, KoTopeI gaeT HaMm KaHT, ckopee TOT,
YTO IIpeJICTaBIIeH HaM B ero JIOKPUTIUecKort pabote «Bee-
o0Ias ecrecTBeHHas MCTOpWs 1 Teopust Heba» (1755). B
HeV! TIepefT HaMI IIpefiCTaeT BceJleHHas, cofeprKalas B
ceOe MasIble crCcTeMbI HeOeCHBIX O0BeKTOB BHYTpU Dosiee
kpyrHbIX'. Hayka, vicxoms n3 storo obpasa, — 3T0 «Cu-
cTeMa crcTeM», (A) oOrast iest BCero HayYHOrO 3HaHVIS
uestoBeKa BMecTe ¢ (B) orpenesieHHOV cxeMovt MITH TIpe]I-
BapUTEJIbHBIM ITOHVMMaHMEM COOTHOIIIEHVSI ee COCTaB-
HBIX JIEMEHTOB, TO €CTh OTpacjlell HAyYHOIO 3HaHWS'.

8 B moxpwurmyeckoit paborte «BceoOiasi ecrecTBeHHasl VCTO-
pust v Teopms Heba» (1755) KaHT omepupoBasT TaKuM IOHSTH-
eM, KaK «CHCTeMHOe yCTpPOVICTBO Muposmaams» (AA 01, S. 246;
Kant, 19%4a, c. 138) — pesysbraT pabotsl bora, mpezcrarore-
TO TIepef HaMW B KadecTBe «BeJIMKoro 3omdero» (AA 01, S. 256;
Kant, 1994a, c. 148). /1711 0OBsicHeHMST yCTPOVICTBA BCEJIEHHO
KanT mpuberan x momorry agastornit (AA 01, S. 253 —258; Kawnr,
1994a, c. 142 —149). ITogo6Ho ToMy Kak 1TaHeTsl B COTHeTHOM
crcTeMe BparaioTcs Bokpyr CoitHIla, Bce 3Be3bl B MileuHOM
ITyTi, B CBOIO OdYepelb, HOJDKHBI BpaIaThCsS BOKPYT OOIero
1eHTpa nputspkeHns. To Xke caMoe OTHOCUTCS U K TaJIaKTIKaM,
«MJIEUHBIM IIyTSIM» caMyM 1o cebe. Takim oOpasom, 1o aHaJIo-
TVV, apXUTEKTOHWYECKIE MIeN — 3TO TaKye TPaBUTAlIIOHHbIE
LIEHTPbI, BOKPYT KOTOPBIX BPAIIAIOTCS CHUCTEMATHUYecKie 3Ha-
HMSL. B TO BpeMs Kak $ IIpeJijlaraio IIPOBECTU pasyiMuie MeXIy
qe"n;x(prsI YPOBHSIMM B IIpe/IIojiaraeMoM oOpase BCeJIEHHOV Ha-
VKU (CO3MAHHOV YeJI0BEYECKIM gasyMOM ¥, CJIEIOBATEIIbHO, TI0-
HaTHOM emy), KaHT B cBOeit paboTe roBoput 0 OecuncIieHHOM
MHOJeCTBE MVUPOB U CUCTeM (CO3MaHHBIX borom).

° VIHTepecHBle 3aMeyaHVs 10 TOBOMy MbIci KanTa 060 Beeit
Hag‘Ke KaK O «pacIUIbIBYATON Milee» CM. Takke B pabote: (McRae,
1957). K coxatennro, Mak-Pae He mcciiefioBasl B JOCTaTOYHO
Mepe CyTb JIAaHHOT'O BOIIpOca.
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ideas of the whole of jurisprudence or of the univer-
sal history with a cosmopolitan purpose embedded
into some general structure of science with princi-
ples above and below them? Are they boxes inside
a bigger box and contain smaller boxes inside them,
or are they just sketches on a blank paper? In an-
swering this question, I will think through Kant’s
holistic account of science, the relation of method-
ological principles to other kinds of ideas of reason
and the possibility of differentiating between grades
of growth of knowledge under the guidance of a
methodological idea.

There can be no doubt that Kant’s inquiry into
the nature of science is led by his interest in the pos-
sibility of metaphysics and its relation to empirical
and historical sciences. It would, however, be a mis-
take to assume that his systematology is based upon
an equation of “science” with “metaphysics” in the
sense that the latter (if possible) would be — like in
the Cartesian tree metaphor — the roots of all other
sciences. Kant’s image is rather — as presented in
his pre-critical work on the Universal Natural History
and Theory of the Heavens — the one of the universe
containing smaller systems of celestial objects with-
in bigger ones.” Science is a “system of systems”,
(A) a general idea of the whole of human scientif-
ic knowledge with (B) a certain sketch or preunder-
standing of the relation of its parts, i.e. of sciences."
Philosophy, metaphysics (as part of philosophy),
Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Purpose, juris-
prudence etc.

" In his pre-critical work Universal Natural History and Theory
of the Heavens (1755) Kant was concerned with what he called
the “systematic constitution of the universe” (NTH, AA 01,
p. 246; Kant, 2015, p. 214) as a work of God, “a great architect”
(cf. NTH, AA 01, p. 256; Kant, 2015, p. 222). To understand
the structure of the universe, Kant was thinking in analogies
(cf. NTH, AA 01, pp. 253-258; Kant, 2015, pp. 220-223). Just
as planets in the Solar System orbit around the Sun, all stars
in the Milky Way must in their turn move around their com-
mon gravitational centre — and the same applies to the galax-
ies, the “Milky Ways”, themselves. The architectonic ideas are
such gravitational centres with systematic knowledge circling
around them. While I suggest differentiating between four
planes in the suggested metaphor of the universe of science
(created, and therefore comprehensible by human reason),
Kant, in this text, was however thinking of an overwhelming
unimaginable infinite progression of analogically constructed
unities (created by God).

' For interesting remarks on Kant’s idea of the whole of the
science as a “vague idea” see also McRae (1957). Unfortunately,
McRae did not inquire into its concrete structure.
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ITpu sTom KaHT, roBops 0 Takux pasferax 3HaHMs, KakK
duocodpmst, metadpmsnka (Kak vacTh riocodpum), udes
Bceobuyeii ucmopuu 60 6ceMupHO-eparkoanckom niare, Opy-
CHPYHEHIIVIS 1 T. 1., YTBEPXKIA€eT, 9TO

He TOJIbKO KasKJasi 3 HUX caMa 1o cebe pacwieHe-
Ha COOTBETCTBEHHO WJlee, HO M BCe OHMU Iieslecoo0pas-
HO O6'be,HV[HeHbI B CucTreMe 4YeJyIOBeYeCKOro 3HaHM:A
KaK 9acTV eVHOIO IIeJIOrO M JOIYCKAIOT apXUTEKTO-
HIIKY BCETO YeJI0BeYeCcKOro 3HaHVIA, KOTOPYIO He TOJIb-
KO BO3MOJKHO, HO jaXe VI HeTPY/JHO CO3JaTh B Hallle
BpeMs1, KoT/ia coOpaHO WITM MOXeT OBITh B3SITO U3 Pas-
BaJIVH CTaphIX 3TaHNVI TaK MHOTO MaTepwmaia (A 835 /
B 863; Kant, 20064, c. 1047).

TaxviM oOpasoM, CIIocOOHOCTB HaBaTh IIPUHIIVIIBL B
ee MeTOJIOJIOITYeCKOM WJIV apXUTeKTOHWYeCKOM IIpy-
MeHeHWN CBsi3aHa ¢ Hanbosree oOIMM, crCcTeMaTde-
CKMM ¥ TIOJIHBIM OTOOpa’keHVMeM Hay4HBIX 3HaHMIL
DTO HamMBBICIIAS W caMas CJIOKHAs 3alada, KoTopas
crout miepern pasymoM. [aree, (1) ecyim Hayka Ipeq-
CTaBJIsieT CODOVI CHCTeMY CHCTeM, a (2) crcTeMa, B CBOIO
odepe]ib, IIPe/iCTaBIIseT COOOVI 11eJI0e, COCTaBJIeHHOe 113
COBOKYITHOCTM 3HaHWV, IOJyYeHHBLIX Ha OCHOBE ap-
XUTEKTOHWYECKOro MpuHINIA, U (3) ey BBICIINM W
HIOJIHBIM ITOHSITVIEM SBJISeTCA VIes 11eJI0ro, 00pa3oBaH-
HOTO 3 BCETO MHOXECTBa BO3MOYXKHBIX UeJIOBeUeCKMX
3HaHWV, TO TOrJa JOJDKHO OBITh CHCTeMaTHYeckoe jie-
JIeHVe 3TOTO 11eJIOr0 B COOTBETCTBUM C UJIesMU pasyMa
Ha MeHBIIIVie COCTaBJISIONINE eT0 CUCTeMBL. Sl mpeia-
rafo IIPOBECTY Pa3JIylie MeXIY YeThIPbMs Y POBHSIMMU
METOJIOJIOTMTUeCKVIX TIPUHITUTIOB («VIIeU B iziee», KOTO-
pBle comlepXKarcd B «CUCTeMe CUCTeM») JIsi TOTo, UTo-
ObI TIOJIyuNTh IIpeficTaBiieHre O PyHKIIVOHAIBHOCTI
pasyMa (B Y3KOM CMEBICTIE) B €TO apXWTEKTOHMYECKOM
npuMeneHnn. [lep6viii i HanbosTee BBICOKMTI yPOBEHb
IpeJICTaB/IeHsl HayYHOV CMCTEeMaTUYHOCTY C BBbIIIe-
OIVCAHHBIM OTHOIIIEHWeM «obpasell / KOIWs» VI
«pest / 3CKMU3» — 3TO udes Hayku kax maxoboi. Kon-
LIETIMY HayK, TaKMX KakK puiocodns vy IOpUCIIpy-
HeHITNs, — 3TO IIPOCTO MV CYICTEM CPeyt APy X CH-
CTeM WWIN «TaJIaKTVK» BO BCEeJIEHHOVI HayKW, Vi, CJIe[o-
BaTeJIbHO, OHVI HaXOHATCS Ha 6mopom ypOBHE IIpyMe-
HEeHIsI MeTOIOJIOTMYeCcKOro UMCToro pasyma. B monu-
MaHumM KaHTa dpntocodpms (kak 1 IOPUCITPYHAEHIINs,
0 KOTOPOVI TOBOPVJIOCH BBIIIIE) €CTh «MfIes BO3MOXKHO
HayKM, KOTopas HUT/e He JaHa in concreto, HO K KOTO-
POVI MBI IIbITaeMCS IIPUOIV3NUTECS PasIMYHBIMU ITy-
TSIM, ITOKa He OyZeT OTKpbITa eIMHCTBeHHas, CYJIBHO
3apocias 9yBCTBeHHOCTBIO TPOIMHKA U TTOKa YesloBe-
Ky He y/IacTCsl, HACKOJIBKO 3TO JI03BOJIEHO eMy, C/ieJlaTh
IO CVIX IIOp He yIaBaBIIIyIOCs KOIIMIO paBHOVL 00pasiy»
(A 838 / B 866; Kant, 2006a, c. 1049).

are not merely each articulated for themselves
in accordance with an idea but are rather all in turn
purposively united with each other as members of
a whole in a system of human cognition, and allow
an architectonic to all human knowledge, which at
the present time, since so much material has already
been collected or can be taken from the ruins of col-
lapsed older edifices, would not merely be possible
but would not even be very difficult (KrV, A 835 /
B 863; Kant, 1998, pp. 692-693).

The faculty of principles in its methodological
or architectonic use is therefore concerned with the
most general, systematic and complete image of
scientific knowledge. This is reason’s highest and
most demanding task in this field. Subsequently, (1)
if science is a system of systems, and (2) if a sys-
tem is a whole of cognitions based on an architec-
tonic principle, and (3) if the highest and complete
notion were the idea of the whole of all possible hu-
man knowledge, there must be a systematic sub-
division of it into smaller systems under ideas of
reason. | suggest differentiating between four lev-
els of methodological principles (“ideas within
idea” in “system of systems”) to get an overview of
the functionality of reason in the narrow sense in
its architectonic use. The first and highest level of
representation of scientific systematicity with the
above-described relation of archetype / ectype or
idea / sketch is the idea of science as such. Concepts
of sciences like philosophy or jurisprudence are just
ideas of systems among other systems or “galaxies”
in the universe of science, and are, therefore, on the
second level of the use of methodological pure rea-
son. In Kant’s understanding, philosophy (just as
jurisprudence, as cited above) “is a mere idea of a
possible science, which is nowhere given in concre-
to, but which one seeks to approach in various ways
until the only footpath, much overgrown by sensi-
bility, is discovered, and the hitherto unsuccessful
ectype, so far as it has been granted to humans, is
made equal to the archetype” (KrV, A 838 / B 866;
Kant, 1998, p. 694).

Kant's own “sketch” of the idea of philoso-
phy is based on a distinction between pure (cog-
nition from pure reason) and empirical (rational
cognition from empirical concepts) philosophy.
The former is subdivided into propaedeutic (cri-
tique or transcendental philosophy, which is also
metaphysics in a wider sense) and metaphysics (cf.
KrV, A 841 / B 869; Kant, 1998, p. 696). The idea
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KanToBckum «3ckms» mgen dnaocodnn oCHOBaH
Ha PasHUIIe, CYIIECTBYIOIEN MEXTy YMCTON (3HaHMe,
OCHOBaHHOE Ha UVICTOM Pa3yMe) VI SMIIVPIYeCcKO (3Ha-
HIe pasyMa, OCHOBaHHOe Ha SMIVPUYeCKVX TIPUHIIV-
nax) dustocodwmert. ITpr aToM mepBast 3 HUX, B CBOIO
odepenp, HeINTCA Ha MPOIENeBTUKY (KPUTUKY WIIN
TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHYI0 PrIocoduio, To ecTb MeTadu-
3MKY B OOJiee IIMPOKOM CMBICIIE) U caMy MeTapV3UKy
(cm.: A 841 / B 869; Kanr, 2006a, c. 1053). CrermoBaresib-
HO, Mziest MeTapM3MKM He JIOJDKHA CMeIVBAThCs C 00-
et vpeent dovytocodpvn. S mpepsararo (I1J1s JTydIrnero
IIPOSICHEHVISI 3TOVI MBICIIN) TIepeBECT BCe METOIOJIOT V-
dJecKrie VeVl OTpacyierl HaydYHOro 3HaHM (BKJIIOYast U
CoCTaBHBIe JIEMEHTEI X CAMVIX), TO €CTh «CO3Be3[IMi» B
«raJIaKTVKax», Ha mpemuil ypoBeHb CHICTEMATIIHOCTL.
Ha aToM ypoBHe MBI BCTpedaeM Takye oOpasIipl / KO-
i, Kak (1) «mpaes metadpmsukm» (A 849 / B 877; Kanr,
20064, c. 1063), Taxke MMeHyeMast «mzeet pvtocodpmm
4ycToro pasyma» (A 847 / B 874; Kaurt, 2006a, c. 1061),
VIV ViZiesl Hay KV, KOTOpasi «CTOJIb JXKe CTapa, Kak Vi CIle-
KYJIATUBHBIVI desioBedeckKui pasym» (A 842 / B 870;
Kanr, 20064, c. 1055); (2) «maest TpaHCIIeHAEHTaIbHOM
durocodpnm» (A 01; Kanr, 20060, c. 83), koropas Hauu-
Hasi ¢ «KpuTHKm umcToro pasyma» mojaydaeT pasBuUTHe
BO Bcex npomssenenusax Kanra'?; (3) «imes v Heobxo-
IMMocTh MeTadmsuky Hpasos» (AA 06, S. 214; KanT,
1994r, c. 235); (4) BBIIIEyIIOMSAHYTas «MjIes BceoOIen
VICTOPVY BO BCEMVIPHO-TPask/TaHCKOM IIJTaHe»; (D) myien
«npaba eocyoapcmba Hapodod (us gentium)», «npaba
epaxxoanuna mupa (ius cosmopoliticum)», yOmmaHOrO
mpasa 1 T.1. (AA 06, S. 311; KanT, 1994r, c. 343).

DTU «CO3BE3AUS» BHYTPU «TaJlaKTUK» «HayK pa-
3yMa» MOYKHO, B CBOIO OUYepeb, ITOpa3/ieINTh Ha ellle
Oorree MesKve OOBeAMHEHNIS (YTOOBI OCTAaThCA B paM-
KaX B34TOro MHOIO oOpa3a BCeJIEHHOV HayKW, IIpyMe-
HVM TepPMUH «IUTaHeTapHBIE CYICTEMBI»). Bce 3TO MOX-
HO pacCMaTpyBaTh KaK OCHOBaHVE JIJIS apXUTEKTOHVI-
YecKOro IIpVIMeHeHMs YMCToro pasyma. Ilpn stom cu-
cTeMa 3HaHWV eCTh CMCTeMa IT03HaBaTEeIBHBIX CIIOCO0-
HOCTeV], IIONUMHEeHHBIX MeTOIOJIOIMTYeCKOMY IIPVIHIIV-
ny pasyma ((A) obpaser; n (B) cxema). MBI mocTuraem
yembepnoeo M IOCTIETHETO YPOBHS B TOM CJIydae, eyl
VeV, KOTOpPBbIe COCTaBJISIOT OTpPaciIib Hay4HOIO 3Ha-
HVISI, Y’Ke HeBO3MOXKHO PaslIesInThb Ha Oostee MeJIKue co-
CTaBHBIEe JIEMEHTHI I IX MOXKHO OOBEIVHUTE TOJIBKO
BO B3aMIMOCBSI3aHHBIE IIETIOYKIM. Takoy IIpuMmep IIpe-
CTaBJIsgeT cOOOVI Maes YncToro MeInuieHvs. [Ipu aTom
KaHT sicHO [TaeT OHSATH, UTO W/ies TPaHCILIEHIeHTaIb-
HOVI JIOTYIKM KaK 9acTV TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOV (pryIoco-
v ocHOBaHa MMEHHO Ha 3TOV KOHIIETIIIV:

10 Kpartkwuvi 0630p pa3BnTVS KOHIIEINY TPaHCLIEH/IeHTaIbHOV
dwtocodpum Kanra npericrapien B pabore (Forster, 2015).

M. Lewin

of metaphysics is, therefore, not to be confounded
with the general idea of philosophy. I suggest —
to make it clear — allocating all methodological
ideas of the parts of sciences (including the parts
inside the parts of sciences), i.e. of “stellar group-
ings” within “galaxies”, to the third level. On this
level we find such archetypes/ectypes as (1) “idea
of metaphysics” (KrV, A 849 / B 877; Kant, 1998,
p. 700), alternatively called “idea of a philosophy
of pure reason” (KrV, A 847 / B 874; Kant, 1998, p.
699) or idea of a science which is “as old as spec-
ulative human reason” (KrV, A 842 / B 870; Kant,
1998, p. 696); (2) “idea of transcendental philos-
ophy” (KrV, A 01; Kant, 1998, p. 127) behind the
Critique of Pure Reason which evolves throughout
Kant’s works;"? (3) “idea and necessity of a meta-
physics of morals” (MS, AA 06, p. 214; Kant, 1991,
p.- 43); (4) the above-mentioned “idea of universal
history with a cosmopolitan purpose”; (5) ideas “of
a Right for all nations (ius gentium)”, of “cosmopolitan
Right (ius cosmopoliticum)”, of public law etc. (MS,
AA 06, p. 311; Kant, 1991, p. 123).

These “stellar groupings” within the “galax-
ies” of “sciences of reason” can be subdivided into
smaller unities (to stay with the metaphor of the
universe of science: “planetary systems”). This may
be considered as the ground-level of the architec-
tonic use of pure reason. How far does it reach? A
system of knowledge is a system of cognitions un-
der a methodological principle of reason ((A) ar-
chetype and (B) outline). The fourth and final level
is reached if ideas which construct a part of a sci-
ence cannot be subdivided into smaller ones and
can be only interconnected in a network. An exam-
ple for this is the idea of pure thinking. Kant states
clearly that the idea of transcendental logic as a
part of transcendental philosophy is based upon
this concept:

In the expectation, therefore, that there can
perhaps be concepts that may be related to objects
a priori, not as pure or sensible intuitions but rather
merely as acts of pure thinking, that are thus concepts
but of neither empirical nor aesthetic origin, we
provisionally formulate the idea of a science of pure

12 For a concise overview of the development of Kant’s con-
cept of transcendental philosophy see Forster (2015, pp. 2319-
2325).
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VTak, B OXXMoaHWy TOTO, YTO BO3SMOYXHBI IIOHSTIS,
a priori oTHOCAImVecs K IIpeaMeTaM He KaK YuCThble
WIVI YyBCTBEHHBbIE CO3€pIIaHVsl, a TOJIBKO KakK Jevi-
CTBVS YVICTOT'O MBIIUICHMS, CTAJIO OBITh, IIOHATMS, HO
He SMIIVIPUYECKOTO V1 He YYBCTBEHHOTO ITPOVICXOXKIIEe-
HMsI, MBI yoKe 3apaHee ycTaHaB/IMBaeM Vielo HayKu O
UMCTOM paccyzKe 11 OCHOBaHHBIX Ha pasyMe 3HaHMSIX,
Osrarofiapst KOTOPBIM MBI MBICJIVIM IIPEIIMETHI COBEP-
1IeHHo a priori. Takad Hayka, onpeieIsioniast IIpoviC-
XOX[eHne, o0beM 1 OOBeKTMBHYIO 3Ha4MMOCTB IIO-
JTOOHBIX 3HAHMM, JOJDKHA Ha3bIBAThCS TPAHCIIEHIIEH-
TaJIbHOV JIOTMKOML... (A 57 / B 81; Kant, 20064, c. 145).

UnicToe MBIIIUIEHVE KaK WjIesl HelloCPeNCTBeHHOro
dopMUpOBaHS KOHIIEIINIL 11 IIPVHIINIIOB, II0JTy YeH-
HBIX OJ1arorapsi alprMopHBIM CIIOCOOHOCTSIM paccy/iKa
7 pasyMma, sIBJISIETCSI METOMOJIOTIYEeCKOVI KOHIIEIIIIVEN
4eTBepPTOro yposHs. IIpu 5TOM TpaHCLleHIeHTaIbHAS
JIOTMKa — 3TO €IMHCTBO ITO3HaBaTeIbHBIX CIIOCOOHO-
CTeVl, yCTaHaBIIMBAIOIIVIX eIMHCTBO (PYHKIIVIOHAIBHO-
CTW YMCTOrO MBINUIEHNS, HaIIpyMep HOpsIKa ¥ KOJIU-
JecTBa yMO3aKJIIOUeH NI 9VCTOro pa3yMa B «['paHcIieH-
HOEeHTaJIbHON ayasieKTrKe». COOTBETCTBEHHO, VIes Yn-
CTOVI BOJIV (IIPaKTMYECKOVI CBOOOBI, UMCTOrO MpaKTH-
UeCKOro pasyMa), KJII0UeBOe SBPUCTIYECKOe IIOHSTIE,
Jlexalriee B OCHOBaHMM «KpUTVKM IPaKTIYeCcKOro pa-
syMa» 1 «MeTadu3MKI HPaBCTBEHHOCT», CTAHOBUTCS
LIEHTPOM IIPUTSDKEHVSI COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIX 3HAHMIL.

Criemyst 3TMM MBICJISIM HEMHOTO [IaJIbIIle, 5 OBl CKa-
3aJ1, UTO BCe UVCThIe IIOHSTS pa3yMa, C KOTOPBIMVL MBI
CTaJIKMBaeMCsl BHYTPU 1 BHe KaHTOBCKMX pabOT, MOTyT
IOIOJTHUTEIIFHO PacCMaTpUBATHCS KaK METOIOJIoTYe-
CKVe (apXMUTeKTOHMYECKNe) IIPVHLVIIBL PV YCIIOBIV,
YTO OHW SIBHO BOCIIPVHVIMAIOTCS KaK O0OBEKTHI VICCITeI0-
BaHMS (TIPEAIIONIOXMM, priocoda). 51 TIOIbITaroch 00b-
SICHUTB 3TO Ha ITpuMepe. TpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHBIN MjTeal
(Bor B 4mCTO TEOpeTIUeCKOV! IlepCcIIeKTBe) B «KpuTike
YMCTOrO pasyMa» IIpefcTaBisieT cobot JI1bo JorMaTi-
JecKoe TPaHCIeHIeHTHOe IIOHSTHE (€CIIM CIIOCOOHOCTD
CyXXJIeHWsI 0OOMaHyTa), JIM0O0 peryJIsITUBHBIV IIPVHIINIL.
B mocrieiHeM ciIydae eCcTeCcTBOVICIIBITaTe/Ib MOXET CH-
cTeMaTu4ecK/ aHaJIV3VPOBATh IIPVUPOLY, CIIENysl SBPU-
CTUYECKOI 1iiee O Ll',eJ'IeCOO6pa3HOCTVI BCeJIEHHOVI, KaK
ecyv Obl OHa ObLTa co3maHa Orraromapst HEKOVI BBICIIIENT
npraviHe. C MeTOIOIIOr TYecKovt TOYKY 3peHMsl, Hallpy-
Mep KanTa xak dusocoda, «Vmean umcroro pasyma»
SIBJISIETCS TVIABOVI B «IpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBHON [IVaJIeKTI-
Ke» VI — KaK 4VCTOe IOHSTIEe — OOBEKTOM V3YUeHVIs.
B 3TOM paKypce OH BbIpakaeT CCTeMaTI9ecKoe eIH-
CTBO HO3HAHWMV OTHOCUTEJILHO BBIBOIIOB M KaTErOpwui,
VICIIOJIBb3YEeMBIX JIJISI OCMBICJIEHIISI 3TOrO IIOHSTVIS, OLLIV-
OOK CTIIOCOOHOCTI CY>KIIEHMS, PeTyIITUBHOV (PYHKIIV-
oHaTbHOCTM 1 T.J1. COOTBETCTBEHHO, MjIes IIPeKPacHOro
VICHIOJIB3YyeTCsl XYAOKHMKOM HalpsAMYIo, a He Tak, Kak,
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understanding and of the pure cognition of reason,
by means of which we think objects completely a
priori. Such a science, which would determine the
origin, the domain, and the objective validity of such
cognitions, would have to be called transcendental
logic [...] (KrV, A 57 / B 81; Kant, 1998, p. 196).

The pure thinking as an idea of spontaneous cre-
ation of concepts and principles a priori by the fac-
ulties of understanding and reason is a fourth-level
methodological concept. The transcendental logic is
a unity of cognitions related to the functionality of
pure thinking — e.g. the procedure and number of
inferences of pure reason in the “Transcendental Di-
alectic”. Accordingly, the idea of pure will (of prac-
tical freedom, of pure practical reason) is a heuristic
key concept behind the Critique of Practical Reason
and Metaphysics of Morals, and is a gravitational cen-
tre of corresponding cognitions.

Following these thoughts a little further, I
would go so far as to say that all pure concepts of
reason we encounter inside and outside Kantian
works may be additionally considered as method-
ological (architectonic) principles under the condi-
tion that they are explicitly conceived of as objects
of a study (e.g. of a philosopher). I will try to ex-
plain this by an example. The transcendental ide-
al (God, in a merely theoretical perspective) in the
Critique of Pure Reason is either a dogmatic tran-
scendent concept (if the power of judgement is de-
luded) or a regulative principle. In the latter case
a natural scientist may systematically analyse na-
ture by following the heuristic idea of the purpo-
siveness of everything — as if it were created by a
higher reason. From a mere methodological point
of view, e.g. of Kant as a philosopher, the “Ide-
al of Pure Reason” is a chapter within the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic” and — as a pure concept — an
object of study. In this perspective, it expresses a
systematic unity of cognitions regarding the infer-
ences and the categories used to think this concept,
the mistakes of the power of judgement, the regula-
tive functionality etc. Correspondingly, the idea of
beautiful is used by an artist directly and not — e.g.
by a philosopher who works in aesthetics to under-
stand this concept — as an object of studies. In the
same way, the invisible church is an example for re-
ligious concepts of reason, but from the perspective
of Kant as a scholar this idea is necessary to analyse



Harpumep, y driocoda, KOTOPbIVT paboTaeT ¢ 3CTeTH-
4ecKoM ITpo0JIeMaTVKOVL, YTOOBI IIOHSTh 3Ty KOHIIEII-
VIO, — TO eCTh KaK OOBEeKT VccireioBaHms. ToIHO Tak
)Ke HeBUIVMasl IepKOBb IIPeCTaBIIseT coOOV IIprMep
B KOHTEKCTe PeJIVIIVIO3HBIX KOHLIEIIINII pa3yMa, HO, C
Toukm 3peHMs KaHTa Kak y4eHoro, aTa mest Heooxomu-
Ma TS aHaJIM3a BO3MOXKHOCTU «Peyirum B Iipejierax
TOJIBKO pa3yMa». Tak e ¥ myieu TocyIapcTBa, Tocyaap-
CTBEHHOV KOHCTUTYLWM ¥ OOIIEeCTBEHHOIO OTroBOpa
(gacto popmynmpyemele y KanTa Kak «fes lepBoHa-
4aJIbHOTO IOrOBOPa») MOTYT MpUHAIJIEXATh CyIe0HO
VJIV TIOJIUTWMYECKON ITPAKTUKe, HO JIJIS YYeHOro-Iipa-
BOBeTIa WIM (prtocoda-IIpaBoBeia 3T0 00pasIbl eVH-
CTBa 3HAHWI, BCTYIAOIINE B IIPOTUBOpEYNEe C X BO-
IUIOIIEHVISIML B PeaJIBHOCTb (KOIIVISIMIA).

CoryracHO MOEMY ITPeJIOKEHUIO YIIOPSIOYNTD KaH-
THMAHCKOe yUeHVe 00 apXUTEKTOHMYECKOM VCIIOIb30Ba-
HUM 9¥CTOTO pa3yMa Iy TeM YCTaHOBKY I'PaHUI] MEX/IY
YeTBHIPHMSI Y POBHSIMY METOIOJIOTMYECKVIX IIPVHIIVIIOB,
CIIeyIONTe IIPVIMEPBI MOTYT CTaTh BO3MOXKHBIMU TJI-
JIIOCTPAIVISIMU LIETIOUeK «IfeVl B VIIee» VI COOTBETCTBY-
FOITIVIX «CVICTEM B CUICTEME» BO BCEJIEHHOV HayKIL:

(I) mpesa mayxkm — (II) umea dpwrocodpmmr — (III)
vaes ancton dustocodprm, mmes MeTadpV3MKY, VAest
TpaHCLeHAeHTAIBHON prytocomy, nyes TpaHCIIEeH-
TeHTaTbHOV JTOTMKM — (IV) maes amcToro MeIIeHs;

(I) mmest mayxn — (II) maes mpasa — (1) npges my-
Ormanoro npaBa — (IV) mmes obrectBeHHOTO 710TO-
BOpA.

BcesleHHas HayKu pacTeT 1 PacIIVIPseTCs, eCIIv pas-
BITVE OTMeYaeTCs Ha BCeX TVX YETBIPeX YPOBHSIX Me-
TOHOJIOT MTYeCKIMX IIPVHINIIOB. B cBs3m ¢ aTmim KanT ro-
BOPUT O «pa3BepThiBaroriemMcs pasyme» (A 835 / B 863;
Kant, 2006, c. 1047) — TepMuMH, KOTOpPBIV OyIeT IO3/1-
Hee VCIOIb30BaH leresieM B mHOM cMblciie!. Takvim
o0Opa3oM, pasyM (B y3KOM CMBICJIE) COBEPIIIAET HEKM
IIPBDKOK BIlepen 1 POPMUPYET CMYTHBIE 3BPUCTIIYE-
CKV1e KOHIIETIIIVVI, KOTOPBIE OIIPEAeIISIOT BOJIIO T MBIIII-
JIeHVe YYeHOro (He3aBVCUMO OT TOTO, SBJISIETCS JIVI OH
VIccIIefioBaTesieM, IIperiofaBaTelleM VUIM CTYIEHTOM).
C O1HOVI CTOPOHBI, POCT 3HAHUW B PallVIOHaJILHBIX Ha-

" A. Hynrio coBepIIeHHO CIIpaBeyINBO yKasblBaeT Ha TO, YTO
reresieBcKasi KOHIIETIINS (CaMOPaCKPBIBAIOIIeVICs) men (Takxke
0003HaYaeMOVt TaKVMM ITOHATHSIMY, Kak abCOIIOTHAs Vjiesi, pa-
3yM, pa3yMHOCTb, CyObeKT-00BEKT 1 T.J1.) IMEET CKOpee MeTO0-
JIOrVUecKoe 3HaveHme nyeana drutocodekoit crcrems! (Nuzzo,
1995). OmHaKo He crTefyeT My TaTh 3TO MTOHATIE C TPAHCIIeH/IeHT-
HBIM WIeasioM (IIpezcrasiieHreM bora). Hackosbko s Mory o6
3TOM cyauTh, Hy11110 He roBOpuT 00 apXMTEKTOHUYECKNX (METO-
IIOJIOTMYECKIX) MIesIX, BbIIess (KaK 9TO JieaeT OOJIbIIMHCTBO
nccrentoBartesient KanTa) Tormbko Tpu TuIa nyent B prtocodpum
KaHTa: TpaHCIeH IeHTaIbHbIe, MOPaJIbHBIE V1 3CTETIYECKIE (CM.:
Ibid., S. 97) — u TeM cambIM OCTaBIsIs O€3 BHUMAHWS 9Ty 3HAUN-
MYIO 9acTh TEKCTa B caMOM KoHIIe «KpuTuku arncroro pasymar.
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possibility of Religion within the Bounds of Bare Rea-
son. The ideas of state, state constitution and social
contract (often formulated as “idea of the original
contract” in Kant) may belong to judicial or politi-
cal practice, but for a legal scholar or a legal philos-
opher they are archetypes of unities of knowledge
(with competing ectypes).

Following my suggestion to bring order into
the Kantian account of architectonic use of pure
reason by differentiating between four levels of
methodological principles, these could be possible
examples of sets of “ideas within idea” and corre-
sponding “systems within system” in the universe
of science:

(I) idea of science — (II) idea of philosophy —
(II) idea of pure philosophy, idea of metaphysics,
idea of transcendental philosophy, idea of transcen-
dental logic — (IV) — idea of pure thinking

(I) idea of science — (II) idea of jurispru-
dence — (III) idea of public law — (IV) idea of so-
cial contract

The universe of science is growing and expand-
ing if progress is made on these four levels. Kant
speaks in this regard of a “self-unfolding of rea-
son” (my translation for: “sich blofi auswickelnden
Vernunft” — KrV, A 835 / B 863; cf. Kant, 1998,
p. 692) (a term that will be later prominently used
by Hegel in a different way),"® Reason in the narrow
sense leaps ahead and creates vague heuristic con-
cepts that guide the will and the understanding of
a scholar (regardless of whether she is a researcher,
lecturer or student). On the one hand, the growth
of knowledge in rational sciences is dependent on
this function. On the other, there are the success-
ful and unsuccessful attempts to define these con-
cepts and to develop fitting systems of cognition
(ectypes) which lead to a clearer conceivability of
architectonic ideas. The progress in rational scienc-
es is therefore based on this interplay of archetypes

5 Nuzzo (1995) points out quite rightly that Hegel’s concept
of the (self-unfolding) idea (also called: absolute idea, reason,
reasonability, subject-object etc.) rather has the methodologi-
cal sense of an ideal of a philosophical system. It is not to be
confounded with the transcendental ideal (representation of
God). As far as I can see, by differentiating — as the majority of
Kant scholars usually do — between only three types of ideas
in Kant (transcendental, moral and aesthetical, cf. Nuzzo, 1995,
p. 97), she does not thematise the architectonic (methodologi-
cal) ideas and misses this interesting passage at the end of the
Critique of Pure Reason.
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yKax 3aBUCUT OT 3Tovt pyHKImM. C Ipyrom xe — ecTb
yCIeIIHble VI HeyJadHble IIOIBITKI OHpPEeNeInTh 3T
KOHIIEIIIIVN ¥ pa3paboTaTh MOIAXOIAIIIE CYICTEMBI I10-
3HaHMA (KOIMM), KOTOpBle IPUBOISAT K OoJiee siCHOMY
OCMBICJIEHVIO apXUTEeKTOHWYecKnX myern. Takym obpa-
30M, IIPOrpecc B palViOHAJIPHBIX HayKax OCHOBAaH Ha
3TOM B3aMMOJIEVICTBII 00pasIoB 1 KOIINVI, a MCTOPWS
HayKM, Kak IokasbiBaeT KaHT Ha mipuMepe MeTadsy-
KU B IIOCJIe[THeN iaBe nepBot «KpuTukm», mpescras-
JIsIeT cODOVI ICTOPUIO CTapBIX 3[IaHWI, KOTOPOVI CII0CO0-
CTBOBaJIO OOIee MOHVIMaHMe 1 passuTue nien. Creno-
BaTeJIbHO, MOXKHO IIPOBOIUTD Pasjinyme MeX/Iy OIeH-
KaMI B poCTe 3HAHWMV 110 OTHOILIEHWIO K caMOVi Mee,
a TakK)Xe MeX/y CTeleHsIMV sICHOCTVI B M[esIX Ha Bcex
3TUX ueTblpex ypobHsx. dwtocodmss, HamIpuMep, SIB-
JISIeTCST ViJIeaIbHOVI KOHIIEIIIIMEVI TOTO, YTO €eIlle Ipes-
CTOUT OTKPBIThH, @ UEV VI CUCTEMBI TPETHETO U YeTBEP-
TOr'0 YPOBHEVI BCE eIlle MOI'yT BHECTV M3MEHEHIST B 3Ty
KOHIIETIIIVIO. DTO U eCTh Ta OAMHaMMUYHAasl 11eJI0CTHAas
KapTVHa Hay YHOV ITpaKTUKK, KOTopyto KaHT 1aeT Ham
B CBOVIX Pa3MBIIIJIEHUSIX O JIOTVIKE HayYHOIO MCCIIeI0-
BaHMA (B CBOEVI apXMTeKTOHWYeCKOV MeTOIO0IOT V).

IT1

Ecnm Xe MBI Bce-Takym XOTMM OBITH UeM-TO OOiIb-
IIIVIM, YeM IIPOCTO «IMIICOBBIM ciiertkoM» (A 836 / B 864;
Kanrt, 20064, c. 1047) ¢ cosnanms KaHTa, TO MBI JIOTDKHBI
IIPOBEPUTH, 00JIA/IAET JIVT TEOPUS APXUTEKTOHMYECKIIX
VIZIeVI BCe TeM Ke HaeXXHBIM, ITOJIe3HBIM 1 000CHOBaH-
HBIM CTaTyCcoM, KaK 1 IIpexxze. [les1o B ToM, 9TO 10 1po-
HUM CyAbObI MHOTME IOCTHUIEAIIVCTITYECKIEe (PUII0CO-
b1 XIX—XX BB., IIPSIMO 3asIBIISIBIIIVIE, YTO OHU «ITPEOI0-
JIeJIV» KaHTOBCKYIO («CyOBEKTVBHYIO», «yCTapeBIIYIO»
Y T.JI) TOYKY 3PeHMs, MOJIYaJIMBO WICIONIB3YIOT CBOVI
pasyM (B y3KOM CMBICIIe) IJIs1 pabOTHI Hafl CBOMMMU (pu-
JI0COPCKMMM ITpOeKTaMM. Sl ITOKaXKy 3TO Ha IIpuMepe
mpancyendenmavioezo npaemamusma Kapia-Orro Are-
JIs. 37ech HaJIO CKas3aTh, uTo Arresib v Xabepmac IibITa-
FOTCSI HaVITU CII0co0 MCIOJIb30BaTh TO, yTo KaHT HasbI-
BaeT «MIesMI pasyMa», B KOHTEKCTaX COBPEMEHHOCTV,
BCTparBas MX B CTPYKTYPbl KOMMYHUKATUBHOVI Pariy-
OHAJTBHOCTM ¥ IIPAKTUKV TIOBCETHEBHOVI XV3HU U VH-
TepIIpeTpys KaK «IeTpaHCLeHIeHTaIN3POBaHHbIE»
vneaymsupyomie npennocsuiky (Habermas, 2003,
p- 83—130)"2. Bce aT0 (xax u1 jr0bOM Ipyron dprutocod-
CKUVI IIPOEKT) camo 1o cebe SIBJISIETCS BIIOJIHE 3aKOHHOV
VI CAMOCTOSITEITEHOV VICCITEIIOBATEITECKOV ITPOrPaMMOTL.
Ho Gosiee mpricTayIbHBIV B3IJISII Ha COOTBETCTBYIOLIVIE

12" Anestb mpefiriodert ObI TOBOPUTE O MpaHCGopMaLui TPaHCIIeH-
neHTabHOM rtocodum B 3ToM KoHTeKcTe. CM.: (Apel, 19%4a,
p. 235—237).
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and ectypes, and the history of a science — as Kant
shows by the example of metaphysics in the last
chapter of his first Critique — is a history of fallen
edifices which contributed to a general understand-
ing and evolution of an idea. Hence, it is possible
to differentiate between grades in the growth of
knowledge in relation to an idea as well as between
grades of clarity in the ideas on all four levels. Phi-
losophy, e.g., is an ideal concept of what is yet to
be discovered, and third- and fourth-level ideas
and systems can still bring a change into this con-
cept. This is the dynamic holistic picture of scientif-
ic practice that Kant gives us with his thoughts on
the logic of scientific research (in his architectonic
methodology).

I11

If we want to be something more than a “plas-
ter cast” (KrV, A 836 / B 864; Kant, 1998, p. 893) of
Kant’s mind, we should examine whether the the-
ory of architectonic ideas is still a reliable, help-
ful and well-grounded position. Ironically, many
post-idealistic authors in philosophy in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries, who explicitly claim
to have “overcome” the Kantian (“subjective”,
“outdated” etc.) standpoint, tacitly use their rea-
son in the narrow sense to create their philosoph-
ical projects. I will show this using the example of
Karl-Otto Apel’s transcendental pragmatism. Apel
and Habermas try to find a way to make use of
what Kant calls the “ideas of reason” in contem-
porary contexts by embedding them into the struc-
tures of communicative rationality and everyday
life practice and understanding them as “detran-
scendentalised” idealising presuppositions (see
Habermas, 2003, pp. 83-130)." This is — just as any
philosophical project — per se a legitimate and au-
tonomous research programme. But a deeper look
at the corresponding texts and passages reveals that
(1) both communicative rationalists are aware of
only a very limited number of kinds of ideas (see,
e.g., the list in Habermas, 2003, p. 87), (2) which
may be partially the reason for the poor articulation
of their actual functionality (see the point (a) below)
as well as (3) for the unnecessary polemics against

" Apel would prefer to speak of a transformation of transcen-
dental philosophy in this context (cf. Apel, 1994a, pp. 235-237).



TEKCTBI 1 OTPBIBKYM MOKasbiBaeT, uTo (1) oba koMmMyHmM-
KaTVBHBIX palMOHAJIMCTa O0JIafaloT BecbMa OrpaHU-
UeHHBIM IIpeJICTaBJIeHVieM O HUNCile pa3HOBIMIHOCTEN
vzen (cM., HarrpyMep, crvicok B: Habermas, 2003, p. 87),
4TO (2) OTYACTV MOXET OBbITH IIPUYVIHOVI IJIOXOVI apTH-
KyJISLVM MX (Mer) paKTideckovt (PyHKIIVOHAIBHOCTY
(cM. IyHKT (a) HYOKe), (3) @ OTYACTV — W3JIVIITHET ITojle-
MIYHOCTY, HallpaBjleHHOV npoTvs KanTa (cM. cHOCKY
13 HYKE). 31eCh 1 Hasiee s He Oy/y Kacarbcs yIiiyOreH-
HOTO aHaJIM3a ¥ OOCY KIeHs M3JIOKeH Vs ryert Ateris
W ero ¢prITocodpCKOV o3I B IeJIoM. Most 11esTb
COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI ITPOCTO yKasaTh Ha HEKOTOpPBIe
13 HaBeIIVBaeMbIX VIM SIPJIBIKOB, KOTOpPbIE IIOIPEIBAIOT
TeVICTBUTEIIPHYIO CIULY VI BaXKHOCTh KAHTOBCKMX TEO-
pvint naevt pasyma. KT0-TO, KOHEYHO, HIOIIBITAeTCS «IIe-
TpaHCIEHIEeHTPOBaTh» APXUTEKTOHWYECKMe UIen U
BCTPOUTBH VX B I10JIe KOMMYHMKATMBHOIO aKTa W paliy-
oHatbHOCTL. [Tpy 3TOM eMy, IipaBia, IIPUIETCs CIIeHo-
BaTh BeCbMa COMHWTEJIFHOMY Te3VCY O TOM, YTO TpaH-
CIIeH/IEHTAJIFHOCTh  MCKJIIOUaeT KOMMYHMKAaTVBHBIE
akThl. Ho cHauasia emy Bce-Taky HY)KHO Oy[IeT YSCHWUTB
IJIs cedsl, UTO apXUTEKTOHWYECKIe VeV CyIIeCTBYIOT
Ha caMOM JIeJIe, YCTIEIITHO TPV 3TOM paboTaroT U IIpviMe-
HATOTCH, U TIOHSITh VIX KOHKPeTHbIe (PyHKIINL.

[1st Atierist FOBOPUTP O CIIOCOOHOCTAX (CMJIax) pac-
CyOKa ¥ pa3yMa COBEpIIEHHO M3JIMIIHE, TaK KaK 3TO
IIPOCTO He COOTBETCTBYET B €r0 IIOHVIMaHWI COBPeMeH-
Hovi jiornke Haykw. Crapble TeopeTndecKyie MOeIIn
pasyMa [IOJDKHBI OBITh 3aMeHeHBI O0IIerT KOHIIeITIviern
palVoHaIBHOCT (V1 371eCh OH CJleflyeT, Kak 1 Xabepmac,
mparMaTideckor Tpagunuy Bebepa, Burrenmrrer:-
Ha u Ilonmepa), 1 mpeXxe Bcero KOMMYHUKATVIBHO
PallMOHAIPHOCTBIO. B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTe KOHIIeIIIIVs
TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOCTY IIProOpeTaeT «OOHOBIEHHOE»
3HaueHMe. «YCIJIOBMS BO3MOXKHOI'O OITBITa» CJIeJTyeT VIC-
KaThb He B CyObeKTe 1 ero yMe, a B akTaxX oOITieHms KaK
IIpaBWIax ¥ IPerocklIKax, KOTOpkle BOOOpaXkaeT
HpedBVONT KaXKIBIVl YUaCTHMK AVCKypca. ITockobKy
HUKTO He MOXXeT HMKOMM 0Opa3oM m30eXXaTb MJIu ce-
PBe3HO abCTparnpoBaThCs OT 3TUX IIPaBWJII U IIPeJIIIo-
CBUIOK, He3aBVICHIMO OT TOT'O, HAXOWTCS JIV OH B IIOJIN-,
IVa- VI MOHOJIOTe, AIle/Ib HPUXOOUT K BBIBOMY, UTO
OKOHYaTeJIbHOe O0DOCHOBaHMe palVIOHaJIbHOCTH, 3TV-
K1 1 prstocodry Kak TaKOBBIX BIIOJIHE BO3MOXKHO. Of1-
HaKo, II0 €r0 MHEHWIO, aBTOPEI, paboTaole B paM-
Kax HapagurMbl CyObeKTUBHOM prtocodpmm pasyma u
3MMCTEMOJIOIMY, CKJIOHHBI (KaK U ee POIOHadaIbHUK
exapT) K «abCcTpaKTHBIM 3a0JIyK/IeHVSIM»: OHV FOBO-
PST O «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOV armepiienun» (KaaT)
IV O «caMorosioxkeHum SI» (DuxTe), UTHOpUPY: IIpo-
1IeCCHI 1 TIpaByyIa KOMMYHMKATVBHOIO AEVICTBIS.

Sl xody moKasaTh, YTO, OTKa3aBIIVCh OT «CTapom
TpaHCIeHeHTaIbHOU pvtocodpumt cosHaHms» (Apel,
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Kant and ad hoc modifications (see the footnote 17).
In what follows, I will not be concerned with an in-
depth analysis and discussion of Apel’s account of
ideas or his position in general. My goal is simply
to point out some of his shortcuts that undermine
the actual power and importance of Kant’s set of
theories regarding the ideas of reason. One can, of
course, try to “detranscendentalise” the architec-
tonic ideas and embed them into the communica-
tive acting and rationality (if one follows the highly
problematic thesis that transcendentality excludes
communicative acting and if one does not recog-
nise that for Kant scientific practice (e.g. the work
on the idea of metaphysics) is a collective enterprise
of the community of former, contemporary and fu-
ture scholars), but one has first to know that there
are architectonic ideas, that they are actually used,
and understand their concrete functions.

For Apel, to speak of faculties (powers) of un-
derstanding and reason is completely redundant
and it simply does not fit the contemporary log-
ic of science. The older theoretical models of rea-
son must be replaced — and herein he follows,
like Habermas, the pragmatist tradition, Weber,
Wittgenstein and Popper — by a general concept of
rationality, and primarily: communicative ration-
ality. The concept of transcendentality receives a
new, “updated” meaning in this context. The “con-
ditions of a possible experience” are not to be found
in the subject and its mind, but in the acts of com-
munication, as rules and presuppositions, imagined
and anticipated by every participant in a discourse.
Since nobody can in any way avoid or seriously ab-
stract from these rules and presuppositions, regard-
less of whether she is in a poly-, dia- or monologue,
Apel concludes that an ultimate grounding of ra-
tionality, ethics and philosophy as such is possible.
The authors, however, who work within the para-
digm of subjective philosophy of mind and episte-
mology are — like its initiator Descartes — prone
to “abstractive fallacies”: they speak of a “transcen-
dental apperception” (Kant) or of a “self-positing of
the I” (Fichte) disregarding the processes and rules
of communicative acting.

I want to argue that by abandoning and trans-
forming the “older transcendental philosophy of
mind”* (Apel, 1988, p. 112, transl. M.L.), espe-

15 “[...] dlteren Transzendentalphilosophie des Bewusstseins.”
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1988, p. 112) — u mpexme Bcero peysb 371ech UIET O KaH-
TOBCKOVI TEOPWUI pasyMa, — a 3aTeM TpaHcopMmpo-
BaB ee, AlleJlb, B CBOIO Ouepeflb, caM yTpaumBaeT pu-
JI0COPCKMII anmapar IOHVIMaHMS M VCTOJIKOBAHVS
CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX AEVICTBUM KaK priiocod, TO ecTh
TepsieT BO3MOXKHOCTh OBITh OOJIee OCO3HAHHBIM B HIIX.
ITpw 3TOM cam OH IIprIMeHsieT Oe3 TOJKHOTO TOMY 000-
CHOBaHMS apXUTEKTOHMYECKIe MeN (a) 4eTBEPTOro U
(0) TpeTpero mopsizika, a Takxe IpOLERypPY, KOoTopast
He BIIOJIHe OOBSCHVIMA C TOUKM 3peHMs TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOTO IIparMaTi3Ma 1 HO-IIpeXXHeMy TpeOyeT 11y1s
cebsd TeopeTYecKoV OCHOBBI KaHTOBCKOW TpaHCIIeH-
ZleHTaJIbHOM prtocopmm cO3HaAHMSL.

(@) Ilpexme Bcero paccMOTpPUIM KOHIIEIIINIO VifIe-
aJIBHOTO KOMMYHUKamubHoeo coobujecmba — OmHO U3
Hanboslee BaXKHBIX IOHATUN B (PUIIOCOPCKOM IIPOeK-
Te Anesrs. Io ero ciioBaM, udeasvHoe KOMMYHUKAMUBHoe
coobuyecmbo — TOT 0Opaser], KOTOPBIVI BCET Ia IIPeJICTaB-
et cebe 1 KOTOPOro oXyjaeT KaKAblil YIacTHUK Oe-
cefipl. DTO 3TaJIOHHOE JIONOJIHEHVIe K peaIbHOMY KOM-
MYHMKATMBHOMY coo0miecTBy. Bo Bcex Hammx akTax
apryMeHTaIl 1 KOMMYHMKAIIM, Aa’ke B MOHOJIO-
re, MBI IOJDKHBI OpaTh Ha ce0st postb ombemcmbermuix
U paBHonpabrbix MapTHEPOB, KOTOPBIe IIPVHIIVIINAIIb-
HO cnocobrsr docmuys koxcencyca (Apel, 1996, p. 47—51,
235—236). OxoH4YaTesIbHOEe OOOCHOBAHME ParlVIOHAIIb-
HOCTW, 3TUKV 1 (PMIIOCOPUI CTAHOBUTCS BO3MOXKHBIM
Or1aromapsi HEIIPeOHOIMIMOMY XapaKTepy YCIIOBUT KOM-
MYHMKALVV, KOTOPBIe BKJIFOYAIOT B ce0st OXKIaHVie viie-
aJIPHOTO KOMMYHWMKAaTMBHOIO cooOriecTsa. VIHTepec-
HO, UTO 3Ta KOHIIEMIN, KaK IIOHMMaeT ee ATlesIb, Me-
€T CTaTyC, AHAJIOTMYHBIV «PeryJISTUBHON maee» «Kpu-
TUKM umcToro pasyma» Kanra. Harpumep, cam Arerrs
yTBepXKIaeT, 4TO IIOHsSTHMe WeabHOr0 KOMMYHUKa-
TMBHOTO COOOIIIeCTBa HOCUT «XapaKTep HeKOM “perysis-
TUBHOM MfIen», KOTOPOV, Kak ToBopuT KaHT, «He MoxeT
OBITH TaH B UyBCTBaX HUKAKOV afleKBaTHBIN IIPeIMeT»
(Apel, 1988, S. 101; cMm. Taxke: Apel, 1996, S. 236—237).
AT1esib, OJTHaKO, He IIOrPy’KaeTcsi B 3Ty TeMY HacTOJIBKO
I71y0OKO, KaK 3TOrO XOTeJIn ObI OT HeTo VCCIIefloBaTes I
KaHTa, 11 ero HeOCTaTOUHBIV aHAIN3 TaHHOV IIpo0IIe-
MBI IIOBOOMT 110 KpaviHe Mepe K [IByM KpaTKUM IIy-
TSIM pereHvs. Bo-nepboix, Atiesib He IPOBOANT pasivi-
9yl MEXAY ITPaKTUYeCKMMY ¥ TPaHCIIeHeHTaIbHbI-
MU MMM VI COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMV (PYHKIVISIMU UMCTO-
ro pasyma. VlcToIKoBaHwMe mievi, Ha KOTOpble OH CChlIa-
eTcsl, KaK YIIOMVHAIIOCh BbIIIIe, OF pAaHITYeHO TeopeTide-
ckomt pvtocodpmert. Ho, kak ykasbiBaeT Ha 3T0 KaHT B
caMoOM Hauajle TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM AMaIeKTUKM, CY-
IIecTByeT pasHmIla Mexmy (1) TeM, 94To s MOT'y cKasaThb
«3TO moavko vmes» (A 328 / B 384; Kant, 2006a, c. 495),
" (2) mpieert Kak 00s3aTeIIbHBIM YCIIOBVEM LTS IIPAKTV-
YeCcKOro IIpyMeHeHMsl pasyMa. TpaHClleH[IeHTasIbHble
KOHIIEIIINY PasyMa IeVICTBUTEIIBHO SIBJISIOTCS 1M04bK0
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cially Kant’s theory of reason, Apel, in turn, loses
possibilities and an apparatus to understand and
explain — i.e. to become more conscious of — his
own actions as a philosopher. Apel uses, without
giving a proper account of it, (a) fourth- and (b)
third-level architectonic ideas, a procedure that is
not fully explicable by the transcendental pragma-
tism and that still requires the theoretical frame-
work of the Kantian transcendental philosophy of
mind to be understood.

(a) First, consider the concept of an ideal com-
munication community, which is one of the most
central terms in Apel’s philosophical project. Ac-
cording to Apel, the ideal communication community
is something that is always imagined and antici-
pated by every discourse participant. It is an ide-
al add-on to the real communication community. In
all our argumentative communicative acts, even in
a monologue, we must assume responsible and equal
discourse partners who are principally able to reach
consensus (cf. Apel, 1996, pp. 47-51, 235-236). The
ultimate grounding of rationality, ethics and phi-
losophy is possible because of the uncircumventa-
bility of the conditions of communication, and this
includes the anticipation of an ideal communica-
tion community. Interestingly, this concept has, as
Apel understands his own position, a status sim-
ilar to the “regulative idea” in the Critique of Pure
Reason. He states, the notion of ideal communica-
tion community has “the character of a ‘regulative
idea’, — to which, as Kant says, — ‘nothing congru-
ent can be given in the senses’”® (Apel, 1988, p. 101,
transl. M.L., cf. Apel, 1996, pp. 236-237). Apel does
not, however, go as deeply into this topic as Kant
scholars would wish him to do, and his insufficient
analysis leads to at least two shortcuts: Firstly, Apel
does not distinguish between practical and tran-
scendental ideas and the corresponding functions
of pure reason. The definition of ideas to which he
refers is, as mentioned above, restricted to theoret-
ical philosophy. But as Kant already puts it at the
beginning of the transcendental dialectic: there is
a difference between (1) something of which I can
say “it is only an idea” (KrV, A 328 / B 384; Kant,
1998, p. 402) and (2) an idea as an indispensable
condition for practical use of reason. Transcenden-
tal concepts of reason are indeed only ideas, inso-
far as we can, e.g., think of an infinite universe, but

16 “[...] den Charakter einer ‘requlativen Idee’, der — nach Kant —

‘nichts Empirisches villig korrespondieren kann’.



10eAMi, TIOCKOJIIbKY MBI MOXKEM, HaIIpyIMep, MbLCAUTNb O
OeCKOHEYHOVI BCeJIEHHOV, HO HeCIIOCOOHBL npedcmabums
abcoITIOTHOe 11eJ10e BCex SIBJIEHMUV BO BCEX €TO JIeTasIsIX.
Bce 3To ommmM4aeTcs OT MPOCTHIX IIPAKTIYECKVIX VeV
YroOrI mevicTBOBaTh MY/IPO, MBI IOJDKHBI CO3aTh KOH-
nenmyio Myapocti. A mio KanTy, myzpoe perreHne —
3TO pellleHe, IIPUHITOe B COOTBETCTBUN C Mleert My/I-
poctu (cM.: A 569 / B 597; Kant, 2006a, c. 538). B ciry-
4ae IIPaKTMYeCcKOro MprIMeHeHNs Halllero pasyMa MbI
MOXKeM HYaCTUYHO IIPOIEeMOHCTPUPOBATh pPeasTbHOCTD
VeV B HaIIMX VIMIIEpaTUBax M PeaIbHBIX [IeVICTBIUSIX.
Taxum obpasoM, neasibHOe KOMMYHMKATVBHOE CO00-
IIECTBO — 3TO He IIPOCTO Wjesl, a TO, YTO MOXKET OBIThH
B OIIpezieJIeHHOVI CTeTIeHN TaHO in concreto, a IMEHHO B
peaslbHOM KOMMYHMKATMBHOM cooOrrectse. Kaxmbrit
YYaCTHUK OVICKYCCUV IOJDKEH IIpedrionararb v IIpef-
BUJIETh B IPYIMIX PaBHBIX M Pa3yMHBIX ITAPTHEPOB IO
IIVaJIory, M peaibHble (PVIIOCOCKIe MM TIONIUTIYe-
CKMe f1ebaThl TOKa3bIBaoT, UTO 3TO He IPocTo mies. Ta-
KVIM 0OpasoM, He IIPOBOZIs pas/Ivdiis MKy CyIIecTBY-
TOITVMMY TUIIAaMU VIIeVI, ATIeNTb yITycKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTD
IIpU3HATh peasIbHBIN ITOTeHIIMaI KaHTOBCKOV Teopuit
pasyMa (B y3KOM CMBICJIe) M IIOJTyYUTh PacIIvipeHHOe
TIOHVIMaHVe JIOTVIKV ¥ TTOJIOKeHVIS ITpaKTUYecKy HeoO-
XOIIVIMBIX MfleaIbHBIX ITPEeIIOChUIOK .

Bo-6mopubix, oH He 3aTyMbIBAaeTCS O METOHOJIOrYe-
cKom (PYHKIMW KOHIIEIIIIMM VifieaIbHOrO KOMMYHVIKa-
TMBHOI'O cOO0IIecTBa. A 3TO, B CBOIO OYeperlb, BKJIIOYaeT
B ce0s1 OTBET Ha BOIIPOC, KOTOPBIVI MOYKHO CUMTATh MeTa-
prTocoCKMM 1IN MeTaTeOPeTUIeCKMM: UTO S fIeIato,
KOI'Zla IIPeCTaBIIAI0, OOBSICHSIIO VI BBIIBUTAI0 KOHIIEI-
1o pasyMa? I[lepen Hamv HeM30e)KHO BCTAOT [IBe IIep-
CIIEKTVIBBL: PAlVIOHAJIBHOIO areHTa, KOTOPBIVI OCHOBBI-
BaeT CBOV VIMITEPaTMBEI V1 AEVICTBYIS Ha Vifiee MjIeaIbHo-
ro KOMMYHVKaTVBHOIO COOOIIIeCTBa VI VIM SIBJISIeTCsL, Ha-
IpyMep caM Ariesb, OOIIAIOIMINIICS CO CBOVMMWM HaCcTO-
AMVMI ¥ OyIyIIMMY YUTaTeIsIMU B CBOMX paboTax;
i aBTOpa (prstocoda), KOTOPBIVE CO3IAET M OIVICHIBa-
€T 3Ty MIeI0 B TepMIMHAX CBOEro MCCIIeoBaHs. B mep-
BOM CJTy9ae MOYKHO TOBOPUTE O IIPaKTIYeCKOM IIpVIMe-
HEHW 91CTOrO pa3yMa, BO BTOPOM — O CyTy0o MeTomo-
JIOTMYeCKOM €ro MCrosb3oBaHmu. OCHOBHaS IIejb I10-
CJIETHETO COCTOUT He B TOM, UTOOBI [IeVICTBOBATh ITpak-
TUYECKV B COOTBETCTBUM C KaKOV-INOO MIIeer:, a B TOM,
4TOOBI CO37laBaTh HayYHBIE 3HAHVIS B OTHOIIEHWVI TIJTU
B pe3yJIbTaTe ee, TO eCTb OOBEIMHATH TIO3HAHWS U ap-
TYMEHTHI B CHICTEMY B paMKaX OJJHOT'O MJIV HECKOJIBKIX
(B3aMIMOCBsI3aHHBIX) [IEHTPaJIBHBIX YVMCTBIX IIOHATUL.

1 BmecTo 3TOT0 ArIelIb UINET CrI0co0 00beIMHNTD KaHTOBCKYIO
KOHIIEIIIINIO Mieil (KOTOpBIe, 10 ero MHEHWIO, 6ce SIBIISIOTCS
PeryJISTBHBIMM 1 HE JIaHBI i1l concreto) C FereJIeBCKVM IIOHSTIEM
pasyMa, TaHHBIM B fievicTBuTesibHOCTI (Apel, 1988, S. 69 —102).
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are incapable of imagining the absolute whole of all
appearances in all its details. This is different from
simple practical ideas. To act wisely, we must cre-
ate a concept of wisdom. A wise decision is a deci-
sion made in accord with the idea of wisdom (see
KrV, A 569 / B 597; Kant, 1998, p. 552). In the case
of the practical use of our reason we can partially
demonstrate the reality of a concept in our imper-
atives and real actions. The ideal communication
community is therefore not a mere idea, but some-
thing which can be to some extent given in concre-
to, namely in the real communication community.
Every participant in an argumentative discourse
must presuppose and anticipate equal and reason-
able conversation partners, and functioning philo-
sophical or political debates demonstrate that this is
not a mere idea. Thus, by not distinguishing differ-
ent types of ideas, Apel misses the chance to recog-
nise the actual potential of the Kantian theory of
reason in the narrow sense and to get a broader un-
derstanding of the logic and the status of practically
indispensable ideal presuppositions.” Secondly, he
does not reflect on the methodological function of
the concept of the ideal communication community.
This involves answering the question, which can be
considered to be of a metaphilosophical or metathe-
oretical nature: What am I doing when I am intro-
ducing, explaining and putting forward a concept
of reason? Two perspectives must be distinguished,
the one of a rational agent, who bases his impera-
tives and actions on the idea of the ideal commu-
nication community, and this is also Apel himself
communicating with his present and future read-
ers in his works, and the one of an author (philos-
opher) who is creating and describing this idea in
terms of his research. In the first case one can speak
of a practical use of pure reason, in the second of a
methodological use. The main purpose of the latter
is not to act practically in accordance with an idea,
but to produce scientific knowledge in relation to or
resulting from it, i.e. to combine cognitions and ar-
guments into a system under one or more (correlat-
ed) central pure concepts.

(b) Hence, Apel is using (without realising it)
his practical and methodological functions of pure
reason within his project on the fourth level which
are described in detail in the “older transcen-

7" Apel (1988, pp. 69-102) does instead seek for a way to com-
bine the Kantian concept of the ideas (which are in his view all
regulative and not given in concreto) with the Hegelian notion
of reason given in the actuality.
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(6) CrremoBaresibHO, Ariesib B paMKax cBoero ¢uio-
CO(PCKOro MpoeKTa HeOCO3HAHHO ITpMMeHseT IIpaKTy-
4JecKye I MeTOIOJIOruecKe (PyHKIIMW YMCTOrO pas-
yMa 4eTBEPTOr0 apXTeKTOHIYECKOIO IOpPsiIKa, KOTO-
Ppble HOAPOGHO OITMCAHBI B «CTAPOV TPAHCIIEH/IeHTa b
Hom puytocodpum cosHaums» (Apel, 1988, S. 112). bo-
Jlee TOTO, Udeu MpaHcyeHOeHMaAbHO20 NPAMANUIMA T
ouckypcubHol 3muky Kak dacTu wIocodckoro 3Ha-
HVSL IIPEJICTaBIIAIOT COOOV apXMTEKTOHWYeCcKe IpIH-
MBI TpeThero nopsnaka. Oba 3TMX NOHATHS SBIISIOT-
Cs1 apxeTHIIaMVI CHICTeM 3HAHWVI, OIVICAHHBIX VX aBTO-
poM B camoM Havaste. Kaxkmast w3 oTmx mpeit, Kak ro-
sBoput KaHT, «3aj10)keHa B pasyMe IIOIOOHO 3apOIbIIILY,
BCe YacTV KOTOPOTO eIlle He Pa3BUTHI 1 eJ1Ba JIVI [JOCTYII-
HBI JTa’ke MUKPOCKOIIITUecKOMY HabJTioreHmEo» (A 834 /
B 862; Kant, 20064, c. 1045). OcHOBHBIe paboOTHI Atiesist
VI €T0 OIyOJIMKOBaHHbIe JIEKLIVVI — 9TO PeIIPOmyKIIVIVL,
HIOIIBITKYI ITOMEINTBCS CBOVIMI OTKPBITVMSIMM V1 TIO3Ha-
HWSAMY, OCHOBAaHHBIMM Ha (PyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX Mesx
VICCIIETIOBATEIIBCKMX IIPOEKTOB ¥ IIO3VLINV (KOTOpBIe
ellle He JaHbI VIV TOIBKO YaCTVYHO JaHEL B OIIBITE).

3akjIroueHme

ApXuUTeKTOHMYeCKasi METOHOJIOT ST — BayKHemIas
Teopwsl, He TOJIBKO OTHOcsAMIasicss K KaHTy kak wmcro-
pUYecKon JIMYHOCTY, HO ¥ IIpeJICTaBIIsoNIas caMo-
cToATeNIbHBIN MHTepec. OHa IperocTaBiIsseT HaM arl-
mapar I ITOHVIMaHWS JIOTMKV Hay9HOV ITPaKTUKI
B paIlMIOHAJIBHBIX HayKax, KOTOpas MOXET ITOJTy4YnTb
IasIbHeVIIIiee pa3BUTIE B COBPeMeHHBIX yciIoBusx. Kak
OBLIO ITOKA3aHO B IIEPBOM pasfiesle JAaHHOV CTaThM, U3-
stoxeHMe KaHTOM apXMTEKTOHWMUECKMX MIIEN SIBJISeT-
CSI 9aCTBIO €r0 OOIIero McCiIeoBaHMs IIPVIPOMBI UM-
CTOro pasyma, KOTOpPBIV, OyAyuu yMCTBEHHOW CIIO-
COOHOCTBIO, OTBEYAET 3a UMCTHIe IIpeacTaBiieHs. OHMI
CIIyXaT HIPearochlyIKaMy, KOTOPble COBEPIIAIOT MPbI-
JKOK, CTaBSIT 3a/lau JIsl HAIlIMX BOJIM M paccyaka. VIx
HOIJIMHHAg MeTofoJIornyeckast (OYHKIIMS, ONMChIBa-
emas KaHTOM B TepMMHax OTHOIIEHMS «Komms / 00-
pasell», — 3TO KOHCTPYKTMBHas KOHIIEIITyaIn3alius
HayKl KaK TaKOBOVI, pallMOHaJIbHBIX HayK, X dacTen
VI OIIpeJieIeHHbIX 0a30BbIX MV C IeJIbI0 IUIaHVPOBa-
HVS, PasBUTHS, IIpMoOpeTeHMs M 0DOOIIEeHMS CrCTe-
MaTu4decKux 3HaHu. lapHeVImmi aHaIn3 BO BTO-
POM Ppasferie TI0Ka3ajl, YTO MOXXHO BBIJIEJIUTE YeThIpe
YPOBHsI HEIIPEPBhIBHO PACTYINEV M PaCIIVPSIOIIEVICS
«BCEJIEHHOVI HayKW», IIPEeICTaBIEHHOV apXMTEKTOHM-
geckmmu naesmm Kaxra: (I) Hayka kak TakoBas, Kak
CHUICTeMaTIYecKoe eIVHCTBO BCETO UeJI0BeUecKoro 3Ha-
Hust; (II) KoHKpeTHBIe pallViOHasIbHBIe HayKu, TaKue
Kak pwtocodpmst mnm ropuctipynertius; (1) pasgernst
¥ HarIpaBJIeHNs B 3TUX HayKax, TaKye KakK 3T1Ka, MeTa-

dental philosophy of mind” (Apel, 1988, p. 112).
Moreover, the ideas of transcendental pragmatism
and discourse ethics as parts of philosophy repre-
sent third-level architectonic principles. They both
are archetypes of systems of knowledge pictured
by their author at the outset. Each of these ideas,
as Kant puts it, “lies in reason like a seed, all of
whose parts still lie very involuted and are hardly
recognizable even under microscopic observation”
(KrV, A 834 / B 862; Kant, 1998, p. 692). Apel’s ma-
jor works and published lectures are ectypes —
efforts to impart his discoveries and cognitions
based on fundamental ideas of research projects
and positions (which are not yet, or only partially,
given in experience).

Conclusion

The architectonic methodology is an important
theory, not only regarding Kant as a historical per-
son, but also in its own right, concerning its pur-
posive content. It provides us with an apparatus to
understand the logic of scientific practice in ration-
al sciences, which can be developed further in con-
temporary contexts. As shown in the first section of
this paper, Kant’s account of architectonic ideas is
a part of his general inquiry into the nature of pure
reason, which, being a mental faculty, is responsi-
ble for pure representations that serve as presuppo-
sitions, leaps ahead, demanding tasks for our will
and our understanding. Their genuine method-
ological function that he describes in terms of an
archetype-ectype-relation is the constructive con-
ceptualisation of science as such, of rational scienc-
es, their parts and certain basic ideas for the sake
of planning, developing, acquiring and ordering
of systematic knowledge. The further analysis in
the second section has shown that it is possible to
distinguish four planes of the continuously grow-
ing and expanding “universe of science” repre-
sented by architectonic ideas in Kant: (I) science as
such as a systematic unity of all human knowledge;
(I) the specific rational sciences, such as philoso-
phy or jurisprudence; (III) the parts and directions
within these sciences, such as ethics, metaphysics,
transcendental philosophy, public law; (IV) all the
different “ground-level” ideas like the invisible
church, pure thinking or the social contract when
they are explicitly considered as objects of studies.
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dwsmKa, TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHas puitocoduast, Iy omd-
Hoe 11paBo; (IV) Bce MHOroobOpasue pasjIMaHBIX UIEV,
TaKMX KaK HeBuoumas yepkoBv, uucmoe Mol 1eHie VIV
obujecmbennviii 00206op, KOra OHM paccMaTpyBaIOT-
csl B KadecTBe 00BeKTOB vicciiefioBaHms. HakoHerl, xak
3TO TaKXKe yKa3blBaJloCh, IIOCTMOIEPHIUCTCKasT KPUTH-
Ka Wiy TpaHcdopMalinsg KoHIennuu pasyma Kanra,
a TaK)Ke HaCTOMYMBOCTB, IIPOsIBJIsieMas B OTHOIIEHWI
OTKasa OT OoJiee CTapbIX 3IMCTEMOJIOIYECKIX VICCIIe-
ZIOBaTeJIbCKMX IIPOrpaMM, MOTYT IIPUBECTH K IIOTepe
BaXKHBIX 3HaHUI. dearenvrocts Kaprra-Otro Anesis
Kak (pvtocoda Obuta ObI HEBO3MOXKHA 0e3 MeTOJI0II0-
I'MYeCKOTo M3MepeHNs IIPYIMEeHeHs YVCTOro pasyMa,
TO eCTh Oe3 Mievl AVCKY PCUBHOVI 3TUKV, TPaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOVI IIparMaTVIK/ V1 V1eaIbHOrO KOMMYHUKATVIB-
HOT'0 COODITIeCTBa, KOTOPBIE IIPECTaBIISIOT apXUTEKTO-
HWYecKVe Vfieu TPEThEero 1 YeTBePTOro HopsiKa.

Baazodapnocmu. Dma cmamvs ocHoBana Ha mex-
cme moe20 Bvicmynienus 6 pamxax Tpemvei mexoyHa-
POOHOTUL AemHel WKoAbL N0 U3yueHurw Hacaeous Vmma-
nyusa Kanma, npobedennon Axademuen Kanmuawnoiu 6
Bbaamutickom ¢pedeparvrom ynubepcumeme um. V. Kanu-
ma (Kaaununepad, Poccus). 4 xouy nobaaeodapums Beex,
KMo npoxkommeHmupoBas u odcyous co MHOU mamepua-
AbL CTAMbU, BKAI01A5 AHOHUMHO20 PeUeH3eHa, 3a 104e3-
Hble 3ameuanis, a maxxe Aapouna Xueeunc-bpaka, komo-
puitl nomoz ompedakmupobams ee AHeAUNCKUT 1MekC.
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Finally, as pointed out, the postmodern critique or
transformation of Kant’s concept of reason and the
insistence on the necessity of abandoning the old-
er epistemological research programmes may lead
to a loss of important knowledge.’® Karl-Otto Apel’s
action as a philosophical author would not be pos-
sible without the methodological dimension of use
of pure reason; it is without the ideas of discourse
ethics, transcendental pragmatics and ideal com-
munication community that represent third- and
fourth-level architectonic ideas.

Acknowledgments. This paper is based on my
talk at the Third Immanuel Kant International Sum-
mer School of the Academia Kantiana at the Immanuel
Kant Baltic Federal University (IKBFU) in Kaliningrad,
Russia. I want to thank everyone who commented on it
and discussed it with me, including the anonymous peer
reviewer for hetr/his helpful remarks and Aaron Hig-
gins-Brake, who additionally checked it for the linguistic
correctness.

References

Apel, K.-O., 1988. Diskurs und Verantwortung. Das Prob-
lem des Ubergangs zur postkonventionellen Moral. Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp.

Apel, K.-O., 1994a. Selected Essays, Volume 1: Towards a
Transcendental Semiotics. Edited by E. Mendieta. New Jer-
sey: Humanities Press.

Apel, K.-O., 1994b. From a Transcendental-Semiotic Point
of View. Edited by M. Papastephanou. Manchester & New
York: Manchester University Press.

Apel, K.-O,,1996. Selected Essays, Volume 2: Ethics and the
Theory of Rationality. Edited by E. Mendieta. New Jersey:
Humanities Press.

Bunte, M., 2016. Erkenntnis und Funktion. Zur Vollstin-
digkeit der Urteilstafel und Einheit des kantischen Systems. Ber-
lin & Boston: de Gruyter.

Forster, E. 2015. Transzendentalphilosophie. In:
M. Willaschek, J. Stolzenberg, G. Mohr and S. Bacin, eds.
2015. Kant-Lexikon. Berlin & Boston: de Gruyter, pp. 2319-
2325.

Friedman, M., 1992. Kant and the Exact Sciences. Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press.

Gava, G., 2014. Kant’s Definition of Science in the Ar-
chitectonic of Pure Reason and the Essential Ends of Rea-
son. In: Kant-Studien, 105(3), pp. 372-393.

18 Apel (1994b) rather insists on the necessity of a paradigmatic
change (in Kuhn's sense, but applied to philosophy) instead of
(and I personally would prefer this position) letting different
research programmes co-exist and complement (or compete
with) one another at the same time. His critique must be seen
in the light of this general metaphilosophical presupposition.



M.P. JleBun

Kanm U. Kputvka umcroro pasyma (A) // Cobp. cou. Ha
HeM. 1 pyc. 3. M. : Hayka, 200606. T. 2, . 2.

Kant and the Sciences / ed. by E. Watkins. N. Y. : Oxford
University Press, 2001.

JleBun M. Pazym, mien n nx (PYHKIIUM B KJIaCCMYeCKOV
Hemenkon dvocodpun // Bectamk Cankr-IleTepbyprekoro
yHuBepcuTeta. Oustocodms n kodrvkrosormd. 2020. T. 36,
Ne 1. C. 4-23.

_ Apel K.-O. Diskurs und Verantwortung. Das Problem des
Ubergangs zur postkonventionellen Moral. Frankfurt a/M :
Suhrkamp, 1988.

Apel K.-O. Selected Essays. Vol. 1 : Towards a Trans-
cendental Semiotics / ed. by E.Mendieta. New Jersey :
Humanities Press, 1994a.

Apel K.-O. From a Transcendental-Semiotic Point of
View / ed. by M. Papastephanou. Manchester ; N. Y. :
Manchester University Press, 19946. P. 43 —63.

Apel K.-O. The A Priori of the Communication Com-
munity and the Foundation of Ethics: The Problem of
a Rational Foundation of Ethics in the Scientific Age //
Apel K.-O. Selected Essays. Vol. 2 : Ethics and the Theory of
Rationality / ed. by E. Mendieta. New Jersey : Humanities
Press, 1996. P. 1—67.

Bunte M. Erkenntnis und Funktion. Zur Vollstindigkeit
der Urteilstafel und Einheit des kantischen Systems. Berlin ;
Boston : de Gruyter, 2016.

Forster E. Transzendentalphilosophie // Kant-Lexikon /
hrsg. von M. Willaschek, J.Stolzenberg, G.Mohr and
S. Bacin. Berlin ; Boston : de Gruyter, 2015. S. 2319—2325.

Friedman M. Kant and the Exact Sciences. Cambridge :
Harvard University Press, 1992.

Gava G. Kant’s Definition of Science in the Architectonic
of Pure Reason and the Essential Ends of Reason // Kant-
Studien. 2014. Vol. 105, Ne 3. P. 372—393.

Habermas ]. Truth and Justification / transl. by B. Fultner.
Cambridge, Massachusetts : The MIT Press, 2003.

Kitcher P. Kant’s Philosophy of Science // Midwest Stu-
dies in Philosophy. Vol. VIII : Contemporary Perspectives
on the History of Philosophy / ed. by P. French, T. Uehling,
H. Wettstein. Minneapolis : University of Minnesota Press,
1983. P. 387—408.

Klimmek N.F. Kants System der transzendentalen Ideen.
Berlin ; NY. : de Gruyter, 2005.

Lewin M. Ist die theoretische Vernunft selbst eine Idee?
Fichtes Umgang mit Kantischen Ideen um 1810 // Fichte-
Studien. 2018. Bd. 46. S. 288—307.

Lewin M. Das System der Ideen. Die Begriindung der
Vernunft und das Problem der unterschiedlichen Ansprii-
che. Freiburg ; Miinchen : Alber, 2021 (B megarmn).

Manchester P. Kant’s Conception of Architectonic in its
Philosophical Context // Kant-Studien. 2008. Vol. 99, Ne 2.
P. 187—-207.

McRae R.Kant’s Conception of the Unity of the
Sciences // Philosophy and Phenomenological Research.
1957. Vol. 18, Ne 1. P. 1-17.

Meer R. Der transzendentale Grundsatz der Vernunft.
Funktion und Struktur des Anhangs zur transzendentalen
Dialektik der Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Berlin ; Boston : de
Gruyter, 2019.

44

Habermas, J., 2003. Truth and Justification. Translated by
B. Fultner. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.

Kant, I, 1991. The Metaphysics of Morals. Translated by
M. Gregor. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kant, I, 1992. The Jische Logic, in: Lectures on logic.
Translated by J.M. Young. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, pp. 521-640.

Kant, I, 1998. Critique of Pure Reason. Translated by
P. Guyer and A.W. Wood. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Kant, L., 2000. Critique of the Power of Judgement. Trans-
lated by P.Guyer and E.Matthews. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Kant, I., 2002. Critique of Practical Reason. Translated by
W.S. Pluhar. Introduction by S. Engstrom. Indianapolis &
Cambridge: Hackett.

Kant, 1., 2015. Universal Natural History and Theory of
the Heavens or Essay on the Constitution and the Mechanical
Origin of the Whole Universe According to Newtonian Princi-
ples. Translated by O. Reinhardt. In: E. Watkins, ed. 2015.
Kant: Natural Science. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, pp. 182-308.

Kitcher, P, 1983. Kant’s Philosophy of Science. In:
P. French, T. Uehling and H. Wettstein, eds. 1983. Midwest
Studies in Philosophy VIII: Contemporary Perspectives on the
History of Philosophy. Minneapolis: University of Minneso-
ta Press, pp. 387-408.

Klimmek, N.F.,, 2005. Kants System der transzendentalen
Ideen. Berlin & New York: de Gruyter.

Lewin, M., 2018. Ist die theoretische Vernunft selbst
eine Idee? Fichtes Umgang mit Kantischen Ideen um 1810.
In: Fichte-Studien, 46, pp. 288-307.

Lewin, M., 2020. Reason, Ideas and Their Functions
in Classical German Philosophy. Vestnik of Saint-Peters-
burg University. Philosophy and Conflict Studies, 36(1),
pp- 4-23. (In Rus.)

Lewin, M., (in press) Das System der Ideen. Die Begriind-
ung der Vernunft und das Problem der unterschiedlichen An-
spriiche. Freiburg & Miinchen: Alber.

Manchester, P, 2008. Kant’s Conception of Architec-
tonic in its Philosophical Context. In: Kant-Studien, 99(2),
pp. 187-207.

McRae, R., 1957. Kant’s Conception of the Unity of
the Sciences. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 18,
pp. 1-17.

Meer, R., 2019. Der transzendentale Grundsatz der Ver-
nunft. Funktion und Struktur des Anhangs zur transzen-
dentalen Dialektik der Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Berlin &
Boston: de Gruyter.

Nuzzo, A., 1995. ,Idee’ bei Kant und Hegel. In: C. Fric-
ke, P. Kénig and T. Petersen, eds. 1995. Das Recht der Ver-
nunft. Kant und Hegel tiber Denken, Erkennen und Handeln.
Stuttgart: frommann-holzboog, pp. 81-120.

Pissis, J., 2012. Kants transzendentale Dialektik. Zu ihrer
systematischen Bedeutung. Berlin & Boston: de Gruyter.



Nuzzo A. ,Idee’ bei Kant und Hegel // Das Recht der
Vernunft. Kant und Hegel tiber Denken, Erkennen und
Handeln / hrsg. von C. Fricke, P. Konig and T. Petersen.
Stuttgart : frommann-holzboog, 1995. S. 81—120.

Pissis J. Kants transzendentale Dialektik. Zu ihrer sys-
tematischen Bedeutung. Berlin ; Boston : de Gruyter, 2012.

Sturm T. Kant und die Wissenschaften vom Menschen.
Paderborn : mentis, 2009.

Sturm T. Kant on the Ends of the Sciences // Kant-
Studien. 2020. Vol. 111, Ne 1. P. 1-28.

Switzer A. The Traditional Form of a Complete Science:
Baumgarten’s Metaphysica in Kant’s “Architectonic of Pure
Reason” // Philosophica. 2014. Ne 44. P. 149—166.

Willaschek M. Kant on the Sources of Metaphysics. The
Dialectic of Pure Reason. Cambridge : Cambridge University
Press, 2018.

OO0 aBTOpPE

Muxaua Pomanobuy JleBun, noxrop druiocodpum,
Yuusepcurer Bynmneprais, Bynmeprans, I'epmanms.

E-mail: michael.lewin.di@gmail.com

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5097-5725

O nepeBogumKe

Henuc Baadumupobuy MuxaaéB, banruvickuin de-
nepanbHbl yHUBepcuTeT uM. V. Kanrta, KanmHun-
rpaz, Poccust.

E-mail: DMikhalevl@kantiana.ru

71 nuTUpOBaHMS:

JleBun M.P. YHUBepCcyM HayKW. APXMTEKTOHUYECKVe
WIen HayKW, OTpaciieVt U JacTeyl HayJHOTO 3HaHMSA B u-
nocodmm Kanra // Kanroscknit cooprmk. 2020. T. 39, Ne 2.
C. 26—45. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-2-2

45

M. Lewin

Sturm, T., 2009. Kant und die Wissenschaften vom Men-
schen. Paderborn: mentis.

Sturm, T, 2020. Kant on the Ends of the Sciences.
Kant-Studien, 111(1), pp. 1-28.

Switzer, A., 2014. The Traditional Form of a Complete
Science: Baumgarten’s Metaphysica in Kant’s Architecton-
ic of Pure Reason. In: Philosophica, 44, pp. 149-164.

Watkins, E., ed. 2001. Kant and the Sciences. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Willaschek, M., 2018. Kant on the Sources of Metaphysics.
The Dialectic of Pure Reason. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

The author

Dr Michael Lewin, University of Wuppertal,
Wuppertal, Germany.

E-mail: michael.lewin.di@gmail.com

ORCID: https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0002-5097-5725

To cite this article:

Lewin, M., 2020. The Universe of Science. The Ar-
chitectonic Ideas of Science, Sciences and their Parts in
Kant. Kantian Journal, 39(2), pp. 26-45. http://dx.doi.
org/10.5922/0207-6918-2020-2-2.



KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

YIK 1(091)

«MOPAJIBHO OBYCJIOBJIEHHBIN
MOHOTEWM3M» KAHTA —
KPUTUKA JIECCMHTOBOM ITPUTUYU
O KOJIBIOAX, OPUEHTVIPOBAHHA /I
HA «MICTMHHOE ITPOCBEIIIEHME»?

P. Jlanemanep'

Muoeouucaennvle cioxenui 6 Konmexcme gpusocopuu pe-
Aueuu 0e3 comHenus cBudemeascmbyrom o snaxomcmbe Kan-
ma c pabomamu Jleccunea. HeB3upas na ouebuonyio 6ausocno
u coaaacue mexoy oboumu abmopamu 6 omHoOueHUY MHORUX
hyndamenmanvrvLx Bonpocob, HeAb3A He 3AMemuUmbs U cepbes-
Hoble pasaunus mexoy Humu. OOHAKO MU HAUUMEAbHbIE Pas-
AUMUS U MHO2UE CHOPHbE MOMEHIbL, HECMOMPA HA 110 U0
onu sampazubaiom ouenv BaxHvle npobiemv. 6 Konmexcme
IIpocBewjenus u ghusocogpuu peauiens, 00 Cux nop 00bIUHO Yny-
cKaAUCy U ueHopupobasuce 8 ucciedobanusx, — Bepoamo,
npeumyuyecmberHo U3-3a 4acno OuaHoCMupyemoeo cxoocmsa
U WUPOKO 1PednoAazaemozo «co3Byuus» Mexoy smumu 06ymsa
abmopamu. Xoms Jleccune u Kanm oba npubepixerst udesim
IpocBewjenus, a maixke OeMOHCHpUpyiom «cyujecmberroe
poocmbo» 6 ommuouweHuu npexoe 6ceeo ghusocogpcro-pesu-
eu03HbIX B0npocol, KaHmoBCKull «MOpaAbHO 00YCcA0B1eHHbLT
MOHOmMeUsM»  codepxcum ouebudHylo kpumuky guiocogp-
CcKo-peAu2u03Ho20 yuenus Jleccumea. Dmo maxxke 3amemHo 6
kpumuyeckoi nosuyuu Kanma, Boipaxennoil npsamo uiu Koc-
Bento, O OMHOUEHUIO K NpUIMYe 0 mpex KoAbYax u3 Opambl
Jleccunea «Haman Myopwii». Kpumuxa, xomopaa 6 smom
cayuae cmanobumcea abroi, xacaemca 6 nepByio ouepeds bo-
npocob o «npunyunax», ocmabaennvix Jleccurneom 6es nosc-
HeHus, 0 «paBHom cmamyce» MOHOMEUCTNUYECKUX pesueutl,
KOmopblil OH npobosesauiaen, U 0 «KOHKYPeHYUL pestuil», Ha
Komopot on Hacmaubaem. Vccaedyomcs ocHoBHble MOMEHNIbL
MO KpUMUKU.

KatoueBuie caobBa: Ipocbewenue, Kanm, Jleccune, «Ha-
mar Myopbwii», monomeusm, OmxpoBenue, npum4a o KoAbYax.
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

KANTS ,MORALISCH-BESTIMMTER
MONOTHEISMUS” — EINE AN DER
+WAHREN AUFKLARUNG” ORIENTIERTE
KRITIK AN LESSINGS RINGPARABEL?

R. Langthaler!

Numerous passages in the context of Kant’s philoso-
phy of religion show without doubt his acquaintance with
Lessing. But apart from the obvious affinity and agreement
between Kant and Lessing with regard to many substan-
tial questions, serious differences cannot be overlooked; the
frequently diagnosed closeness and widely suspected “har-
mony” between the two is probably also the primary reason
why important factual differences and controversial aspects
have so far usually been neglected or ignored in research,
although they still continue to raise problems and contro-
versies in the context of the Enlightenment and the philos-
ophy of religion. Although Lessing and Kant are both com-
mitted to the ideas of the Enlightenment and also appear as
“related in essence”, above all with regard to religio-philo-
sophical questions, Kant’s “moral determined monotheism”
also contains an obvious criticism of Lessing’s religio-phil-
osophical doctrines. This is also obvious in Kant’s — di-
rect and indirect — confrontation with the “Ring Parable”
in Lessing’s drama Nathan the Wise. The criticism that
becomes apparent there concerns above all the question of
“principles” left unclarified by Lessing, the “equal rank” of
the monotheistic religions which he claimed, and the assert-
ed “competition of religions.” I investigate some of the main
points of this criticism.

Keywords: Enlightenment, Kant, Lessing, Nathan the
Wise, monotheism, revelation, Ring Parable.
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Ormvoke Beero»? (Irrlitz, 2002, S. 31)° u uro Kaut 1 Jlec-
CVHI «B IIJIOM CYIIECTBEHHO OJIVM3KM B CBOMIX PeJIv-
rmosHbIX Barrsgmax» (Vorldnder, 1977, Bd. 2, S. 160)4,
He I103BOJIsIeT 00oMTI BHMMaHMeM (PaKT: KaHTOBCKAs
KOHIIEIIVST «MOPAJIBHO OOYCJIOBJIEHHOIO MOHOTEM3-
Ma» (AA 23, S. 440) Taxke BKJIIOYaeT B ce0s1 pyHIaMeH-
TaJIbHYIO KPUTUKY pvstocopum permmrun JleccuHra m
npurun o konsiax B «Harare Mynpom»®. Heoxnman-
HBIM — U COMBAIOMIVM C TOJIKY — MOXET ITOKa3aTbCs
opas3uTeIbHO JKecTKoe BbicKasbiBaHMe KaHnTa o «Hara-
He Myapom»:

CB43HOCTH, HAaKOHEII, COCTaBJISIeT CaMoe IJIaBHOe B
IIO3HAHWW, HO OHA TaKKe IIpeliCcTaB/IsieT HanOoJIbIIYIO
TPYAHOCTD JUIS TIOHVMaHWS TOTO, UTO B IO3HaHUM
OKasbIBaeTcs PpasferleHHbIM. HekoToprle komenuw,
Jlake eciIi OHM He HeCyT MHOI'O CMBICJIa, MHOIIa J10-
CTaBJISIIOT HaM yAOBOJILCTBME, HO B LIJIOM OHU Ham
BCe )Xe He HpaBdTcd. JleccHT BO Bcex CBOMX COUMHe-
HWSIX [ejlaeT OMMOKy, CTpeMsCh K YBJIeKaTeIbHOCT

[N}

31eck M Jlajsiee IIpU LUTHMPOBAHWM aBTOPOM CTaTbu paboT
IPYIMX aBTOPOB MCIIOJIB3YIOTCS OOBIYHBIE KaBBIYKN. B ciyda-
gx napadpasa Wiy IOAYepKMUBaHNS CIeNUYecKoro cMbIcIa
dpassl aBTOp pMMeEHSeT OMHAPHbIE KaBbIUKL. [Tpy1 IoAroTos-
Ke PYCCKOTO IlepeBojia CTaTh/ MBI COWIN YMECTHBIM COXPaHWUTh
aBTOPCKYIO ITyHKTYyaIuro. — Ped.

* ToJIBKO B OUeHb Y3KOM CMBICIIE MOXKHO YTBEPIKIATh, UTO «elle
Gortee cxOHBI MeX[y cobovi TpakTaT o permryy Karra 1 Teo-
sorvaeckue Tpyapl Jleccunra» (Irrlitz, 2002, S. 31) n yro «11oHM-
Manme permrvm y KanTa m 'y Jleccunra ouens Ormmskm» (Ibid.,
S. 383). O6 ornomenuu Kanra x JleccuHry cM. mpexjie Bcero:
(Arnoldt, 1908, S. 229 —318; Fischer, 1881; Fischer, 1910; Bohatec,
1938). dutocodmst penmrnm JleccuHra B 11e710M Hamboslee II07I-
pobHoO ocemaercs B cemyomnmx paborax: (Fick, 2010; Nisbet,
2008; Vollhardt, 2013).

* Kanr x0Ts 1 He obrrancs ¢ JleccrHroM JIMIHO, HO, TIOXaIyT,
3HaJI €r0 COYMHEHMsI 10 3TOVI TeME U, BEPOSITHO, OTYACT TaKxKe
€T0 TI033MI0 ¥ TIheCH, K KOTOPBIM, OfTHAaKO, OTHOCWIICS, «KaK HU
crparHo, 6e3 ocobor cummarmm» (Vorldnder, 1977, Bd. 1, S. 216).
doprennep, KpoMe TOro, mojaraer, uro KanT «moutn Hasep-
HsKa YMTaJl TaKXe Teoyormyeckue Tpyzasbl Jleccunra, a Taxke,
BEPOSITHO, 1 Ipyrux aBropos» (Vorlander, 1977, Bd. 2, S. 166).
DIUIMCOH, B CBOIO OdYepeslb, ITOYepKMBaeT 3HakoMCTBO KaHra
CO MHOTVIMM COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMV TpyAamu JleccuHra, a Takxke
YIIOMMHAET, YTO TOYHO OIIpeJle/INTh CTelleHb WX BIVIAHWMSA Ha
Kkénurcoeprckoro dwiocoda sarpyguurensHo (Allison, 2011,
p- 52). To, uro B 6ubimoTeke KanTa OBUIO HECKOJIBKO ITPOM3BE-
nerwvi JleccyHra, TIOITBEPIKIaeTcsl KaTaJloroM KHWT, COCTaBIIeH-
HbIM A. Bapmon (Warda, 1922, S. 22). MHorue orMedasy, 4To
KanT 6511 3HAKOM € «JTa0KOOHOM» JIeccmHTa V1 UTO € 3TVM CBs3a-
HO CXOJICTBO 3CTETUYECKMX B3IJIsI0B 000X aBTOPOB.

® Slcnepc B Habpocke K JieKImy o JleccwHTe CTaBUT BOIPOC (K
KOTOPOMY OH, IIpaB[ia, B JIaJIbHeNIIeM He Bo3Bparlraercs): «4To
Obw10 OBI, ey ObI ermte m JIeccrHr o3HaKOMMWIICH € PryTocoPm-
ent Kanra?» (Jaspers, 1981, S. 756). B o6onx drtocodax fcnepe
BUJIUT «TeX HeMIIeB, KOTOPbIe IIPeO0JIeTIV TIOJIOBMHIATOE 1 IUIO-
cKoe paccyriouroe ITpocserienve v IIpOIBMHYIINCE K TIOIIMHHO-
my ITpocserienmo» (Ibid., S. 759) u noguepkmsaer y JleccuHra
COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE 0coObIe «rapavienu K Kanty» (Ibid., S. 761).
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nédchsten” (Irrlitz, 2002, S. 31)* stand und Kant mit
Lessing ,tiberhaupt in seinen religivsen Anschau-
ungen wesensverwandt erscheint” (Vorlander, 1977,
Bd. 2, S. 160),®> kann nicht iibersehen lassen, dass
Kants Konzeption des ,moralisch-bestimmten Mo-
notheism” (VASE, AA 23, S. 440) auch eine zentrale
Kritik an Lessings Religionsphilosophie und auch
an der Ringparabel in Nathan der Weise enthalt.* Als
tiberraschend — und als irritierend — mag Kants
auffallend schroffe Auflerung tiber Lessings Nathan
der Weise erscheinen:

Die Verkntipfung endlich macht das Wichtigste
der Erkenntnis aus, aber sie ist auch zugleich das
Schwerste, das Gegliederte in einer Erkenntnis ein-
zusehen. Manche Comddien, wenn sie auch nicht viel
enthalten, vergniigen uns bisweilen, aber im Ganzen
gefallen sie uns hernach doch nicht. Lessing hat in
allen seinen Schriften den Fehler, in den Teilen un-
terhaltend zu sein,” und im Ganzen weiff man doch

2 Nur in einem eingeschrdnkten Sinne lasst sich behaupten:
»~Noch mehr geht Kants Religionsschrift mit Lessings theolo-
gischen Schriften gleich” (Irrlitz, 2002, S. 31); ,Kants Religions-
auffassung ist der Lessingschen sehr verwandt” (ibid., S. 383).
Zum Verhiltnis Kants zu Lessing siehe vor allem Arnoldt
(1908, S. 229-318), Fischer (1881; 1910) und Bohatec (1938). Zu
Lessing siehe die kenntnisreichen Gesamtdarstellungen von
Fick (2010), Nisbet (2008) und Vollhardt (2018).

* Kant hatte zu Lessing zwar keine persénlichen Beziehungen,
kannte aber wohl seine einschlidgigen Schriften und vermutlich
teilweise auch seine Dichtung und auch Theaterstticke, jedoch
,merkwiirdigerweise ohne besonderes Wohlgefallen” (Vor-
lander, 1977, Bd. 1, S. 216). Vorlander (1977, Bd. 2, S. 166) ist
auch der Meinung, dass Kant ,ziemlich sicher auch Lessings
und wohl auch anderer theologische Schriften gelesen hat.”
Auch Allison (2011, p. 52) betont Kants Vertrautheit mit vie-
len einschldgigen Schriften Lessings und benennt auch die
Schwierigkeit, das Ausmaf3 ihres Einflusses auf Kant genau zu
bestimmen. Dass Kant einige Werke Lessings besessen hat, be-
legt Arthur Wardas Verzeichnis von Kants Biichern (Warda,
1922, S. 22). Kants Bekanntschaft mit Lessings Laokoon und die
daraus resultierenden &dhnlichen dsthetischen Auffassungen
wurde oftmals registriert.

* Jaspers (1981, S. 756) erwihnt in seiner Disposition einer Vor-
lesung tiber Lessing die (allerdings dann nicht weiter verfolg-
te) Frage: ,Was wire, wenn Lessing Kants Philosophie noch
kennengelernt hétte?” In beiden sieht Jaspers die ,deutschen
Uberwinder der halben und flachen Verstandesaufkldrung zur
echten Aufklarung” (ibid., S. 759) und betont Lessings diesbe-
ztigliche besondere , Parallele zu Kant” (ibid., S. 761).

,,Viele Schriften sind in ihren Teilen sehr unterhaltend, im
ganzen genommen, befriedigen sie aber nicht, z. B. Lessings
theatralische Werke. Die Ursache ist ein Mangel an Einheit und
folglich auch an Zweck” (Kant, 1924, S. 194-195). Vgl. auch die
Kritik in Vorlesungen aus dem Jahr 1772/73 (also schon vor
Lessings Nathan: V-Anth/Parow, AA 25.1, S. 353, 388), und aus
dem Jahr 1784 /85 (V-Anth/Mron, AA 25.2,S.1301). Auch Irrlitz
(2002, S. 31) verweist darauf, dass Kant von , Lessings Stticken”
gesagt habe, ,sie seien geistreich, aber ohne rechten Zweck” —
»anders” sei es jedoch mit den , Prosaschriften.”
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KayKIoV yacTm®, HO B 1I€JIOM BCe YK€ OCTAeTCSI HeSICHBIM,
9ero OH XodeT; 3To oTHocuTcs 1 K «Harany Mygnpo-
My», ¥ BCE €T0 IIbeChl HeyIaUHbI IMEHHO TeM, YTO OHWV
He COCTaBJISIOT 11estoro. Harma mpupopa yerpoeHa Tax,
YTO 4YeJIOBEK XOUeT OOpecTy eOVHCTBO LIeJIOro U He
YIIOBJIETBOPEH, €C/IM He BUIUT BCe B 0CODOV CBS3M C
€JIVHOVI 11eJTBIO; TT09TOMY MBI JIOJDKHBI IIOMHUTB O TOM,
YTO BBI3BIBAET Y Hac OI0OpeHVe MM HeTOBOIBCTBO,
OTYACTM TSI TOTO, YTOOBI YKas3aTh NPUYVHY HaIIIero
MIOPUIIAHMS, OTYACTH /ISl TOrO, YTOOBI 0OHAPYXMBATh
HacTosme ook (AA 25.2, S. 886).

Jleccuur mmcas o ceoem «Harane»: «2to Oyger Hu
B KOel Mepe He caTuMpumyecKas ITbeca, YTOOBI YUTHU C
oJIst OOs ¢ SI3BUTEIIBHBIM CMeXOM. DTo OyreT camast
TporarejibHas ITbeca, KaKyIo s KOI7Ia-In0o cosgaBar
(Lessing, 1907a, S. 289). Takas camoorieHka Jleccumra,
BO3MOXKHO, ellle pa3 yTeepawIa 061 KaHTa Bo MHeHIM,
4TO, HeCMOTPs Ha HajIn4ye TporaTeJIbHbIX MOMEHTOB,
«B IIEJIOM BC€ >K€» MeVICTBUTEIHHO HEeSICHO, Yero XoueT
Jleccmnr (AA 25.2, S. 886)%.

DTa yAMBUTEIBLHO IpsMoe BbIcKasbiBaHue KaHTom
CBOETO MHEHWSI, BO BCSIKOM ClIydae, TpebyeT oObscHe-
HUs. MHOroe CBUJIeTeILCTBYET O TOM, YTO OH CUMTaJl

¢ «MHOrVe COUMHEeHNs OYeHb yBJIeKaTeJIbHbI B CBOMX YacTsX, HO
He BIIeUaT/ISIOT KaK 11eJ10€, HallpyMep TeaTpaslbHbIe IIpov3Beie-
Hus Jleccmura. TTpuamHOT SIBIIS€TCS HEIOCTATOK €IVIHCTBA U,
crteoBaTesbHo, 1eyv» (Kant, 1924, S. 194 —195). Cm. Taxke Kpu-
TUKY B JieKumsx 1772/73 ., To ects emte 1o nyonmkanmm «Ha-
taHa» Jleccunra: (AA 25.1, S. 353, 388), m 1784/85 r. (AA 25.2,
S. 1301). Kpome Toro, Mppsm ykasbisaet, uto Kant rosopwt o
«mbecax Jleccunra», OyATO «OHM 3aHMMAaTeIbHBI, HO 0e3 BHST-
HOVI LIeJIN» — «MHa4e», OFJHAKO, OOCTOUT JIeJIO C €r0 «IIpo3ande-
ckmMu counHeHMsMI (Irrlitz, 2002, S. 31).

7 Tloka T'amaH «I0O-HacTosIEeMy HaciaaXgaycs ureHueMm “Ha-
tana”, dwiocody [r. e. KanTy] npeca (mpu uTeHwn) oHpaBy-
Jlach TOpPa3/io0 MeHbllle, OH Ha3BaJl ee BCero JIMIIb 2[01] yacTbio
“EBpeeB” — m3BecTHOW 1bechl panHero Jleccunra [17491.] — n
3asIBWJI, YTO “He COUYBCTBYET HU OITHOMY TepOIO 3TOro Hapoza.
Tax OoxxecTBeHHO cTpora Haria rIocodus B CBOMX IIpepac-
CyJIKax, IIpV BCEV ee TePIMMOCTI 1 OecrpucTpacTHOCTI » (LIAT.
rio: Immanuel Kant..., 1990, S. 156, micemo Ne 166). Dto, mipasria,
SIBHO HeCIIpaBelIMBOe TI0JIeMIYecKoe CyaeHne ['amaHa; cyTb
€ro 3aK/IovaeTcs He B IOCJIEHIO oueperb B ToM, uto Kant,
B CYIIIHOCTVI, BOBCE He XOTeJI IIPU3HABaTh €BPEVICKYIO PEJINTIO
pesueuell — VIMEHHO W3-3a ee OeCIIPMHIIUITHOTO «s3bIYecTBar.
IToxpoGHee 00 3TOM CM. MO0 KHUTY, KOTOPas Cert4ac TOTOBUTCS
k nieuatt (Langthaler, 2020).

8 CoBepIlIeHHO VMHbBIE CY)XXIeHs, KaK M3BECTHO, BbICKa3aJl APYyT
Jleccunra (u SIko6u) Mennenbcon. Kak mvcan Menjienbcon Opa-
Ty Jleccunra Kapny, «Haran» mpeBocxomuT Bee, 9TO IO CUX TTOP
Harvicasl JIeccHr, B CBSI3M C 9eM CTOUT IIPEBO3HOCUTH 0COOYIO
«3acinyTy aToro Tpyna» (Mendelssohn, 1977, S. 7): «O npowmsseie-
HVM JTyXa, KOTOpoe IpeBocxoaywio 061 “HaTtana” HacTobKo Xe,
HACKOJIBKO 3Ta IIbeca IIPeB30IUIa B MOVX IJIa3ax BCe, YTO OH Ha-
IIVCaJl JIO 3TOTO, 5 He MOT'y COCTaBUTh cebe HVMKAKOIro IIOHSITS.
OH He MOT IIOJHSTBCS BBILIIE, HEe BOVIS B 00JIaCTh, KOTOPasi I10JI-
HOCTBIO YCKOJIb3aeT OT HalllVX YyBCTBEHHBIX IJ1a3; VI OH czesal
aro» (Ibid.). KanTa, o4eBmaHo, He BrrieyamIvua M OLEHKA, TaH-
Has MenpebcoHoM JleccuHry B «MOpPreHIITyHIeH».
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nicht, was er haben will; man findet dies in ,Nathan
dem Weisen”, und alle seine Schauspiele missfallen,
und zwar, weil sie kein Ganzes ausmachen. Unsere
Natur ist so eingerichtet, dass der Mensch eine Ein-
heit des Ganzen haben will, und nicht zufrieden ist,
als wenn er alles in einer besondern Verbindung zu
einem Zwecke sieht; daher miissen wir darauf mer-
ken, was Beifall oder Missfallen bei uns erweckt,
teils um den Grund unsers Tadels angeben zu kon-
nen, teils um wirkliche Fehler aufzusuchen (V-Anth/
Mensch, AA 25.2, S. 885-886).°

Hatte Lessing von seinem Nathan gemeint: ,Es
wird nichts weniger, als ein satirisches Stiick, um den
Kampfplatz mit Hohngeldchter zu verlassen. Es wird
ein so rithrendes Stiick, als ich nur immer gemacht
habe” (Lessing, 1778¢, S. 289), so hitte sich Kant wo-
moglich gerade durch solche Selbsteinschitzung
Lessings in seiner Auffassung noch einmal bestétigt
gesehen, dass man ungeachtet solcher einzurdumen-
den Rithrungsaspekte, ,im Ganzen [...] doch nicht”
recht wisse, was Lessing damit ,haben will” (V-Anth/
Mensch, AA 25.2, S. 886).”

Diese erstaunlich direkte Stellungnahme Kants
verlangt jedenfalls eine Erkldrung. Es spricht vieles
dafiir, dass Kant die fiir Lessings Nathan bestimmen-
de religionsphilosophische Konzeption in entschei-
denden Punkten als unvertraglich mit seiner Konzep-
tion eines , moralisch-bestimmten Monotheismus”
und einem entsprechenden Religionsverstdndnis an-

¢ Wihrend Hamann ,,sich an der Lektiire des Nathan ,recht
weidete’, gefiel das Stiick (beim Lesen) dem Philosophen [d. i.
Kant] weit weniger, der es blof als den 2[.] Teil der ,Juden’ —
bekanntlich ein Jugendstiick Lessings [aus dem Jahr 1749] —
beurteile ,und keinen Helden aus diesem Volke leiden kann.
So gottlich streng ist unsere Philosophie in ihren Vorurteilen,
bei aller ihrer Toleranz und Unparteilichkeit” (zit. nach Mal-
ter, 1990, S. 156, Brief Nr. 166). Das ist zwar sicher ein unge-
rechtes polemisches Urteil Hamanns; sein Kern liegt indes
nicht zuletzt darin, dass Kant die jiidische Religion im Grunde
gar nicht als ,Religion” anerkennen wollte — eben wegen ihres
prinzipienlosen ,Heidentums®. Das ist hier nicht nidher zu ver-
folgen; siehe dazu Langthaler (im Erscheinen).

7 Ganz anders fielen bekanntlich die Urteile des Lessing-
Freundes Mendelssohn (und auch Jacobis) aus: Der Nathan
iiberrage alles, was er bis dahin geschrieben habe (so Mendels-
sohn an Karl Lessing), weshalb das besondere , Verdienst die-
ses Werkes” (Mendelssohn, 1781, S. 7) zu rithmen sei: ,Von
einem Werke des Geistes, das eben so sehr iiber Nathan her-
vorragte, als dieses Stiick in meinen Augen tiber alles, was er
bis dahin geschrieben, kann ich mir keinen Begriff machen. Er
konnte nicht hoher steigen, ohne in eine Region zu kommen,
die sich unsern sinnlichen Augen voéllig entzieht; und dies tat
er” (ibid.). Kant blieb auch von Mendelssohns Lessing-Ein-
schitzung in den ,Morgenstunden” offenbar unbeeindruckt.



CBOIO KOHIIEIIINIO «MOPaIBHO OOYCJIOBJIEHHOIO MO-
HOTeM3Ma» ¥ COOTBETCTBYIOIlee eVl IIOHMMaHWe pe-
JIUTUV B BaKHEVINMX ITYHKTaX HECOBMECTUMBIMU C
TOVI PeTUTTO3HO-PMITOCOMCKO KOHIIETIIVENI, KOTO-
past Obu1a onpepessoment i «Harana» JleccuHra
(AA 23, S. 440). Kputndaeckne Mepna 3TOro ‘MOHOTe-
m3Ma”? BeIcTymatoT y KaHTa, BEpOsSTHO, OMHOBPEMEHHO
KaK CTOI-CMTHAJIbI 110 OTHOIIEHWIO K IIPUITIAIIEHNIO
Jleccuura «Introite, nam et heic Dii sunt»'’, koTopoe, KaK
M3BeCcTHO, ObLy10 annrpadom K «Harany Mygpomy» u B
KoTOpoM KaHT, 110 Bcert BUAMMOCTY, YBUZIEIT CITUIIIKOM
LINPOKO pacIlaXHyThle BOPOTa IAJIs «si3brdecTBa». [103-
TOMY HIDKe CJIeIyeT KpaTKasl BBOIHAsS aKTyaIn3aIiys
3TOr0 «MOpPaJIBHO OOYCIIOBJIEHHOTO MOHOTEVI3Ma».

O KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEIIIINN
«MOPAJIbHO 00YC/IOBJIEHHOTO MOHOTEM3Ma»

KanTosckasi xapakTepucTuKa HeOOXOIMMO «Co-
TBOPEHHOV HaMM caMmMm» uaen bora opmeHTHpOBa-
Ha B ee KPUTMYECKOV HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTV Ha TOHSITIE
bora, koTopoe OH paccMaTpuBall KaK «HeU30eXKHOe»,
IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO YKOPEHEHHOe B 1Meopernuueckom Ip-
MeHEeHVN pasyMa «TpaHCIeHJIeHTaJIbHOe IIOHSTIE O
Bore xak naupeasvreiuiem cyujecmbe», «Ckoiab OHO HU
abcTpakTHO, B (prtocodum oOoNTH BHMMaHVEM He-

? Yro kacaeTcsi O0jlee TOYHOTO PasINUNs MEX]Ty «MHOTOOOXN-
eM» I <MOHOTeM3MOM», To KaHT yTBepK[ia1, 4To «MHOroboXme»
camo 110 cebe errfe He SIBJISIETCS OTIIMUMTEITLHOV UEPTOM «SI3BI-
uvecTBa»: «MHOroboXue, IOXaIyVl, ¥ BIIpaBiy IIPVHaJJIEKUT
SI3BIYECTBY; MO0 €IMHCTBO €T0 [MHOTOOO0XMS] HpaBCTBEHHOTO Xa-
pakTepa, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY BCe HPaBCTBEHHbIE 3aKOHBI ObUIN
ObI OZTHOBPEMEHHO ero [MHOroOOXMs] 3arIoBeIsIMIM, BO3MOXKHO
MIPEJIIIONIOKNUTE TOJIBKO IIyTeM BechbMa IIPOTMBOECTECTBEHHOIO
v3MblureHns. Ho MHOroOoxme He sBjisieTcst caMOOBITHON Yep-
TOVI SI3BIY€CTBA, KaK IIPUHATO CYUTATh; MOHOTEV3M TaKKe MOXKeT
OBbITH 3arps3HEH S3bI4eCTBOM. [IOTOMY YTO ITOKJIOHEHNE OJIHO-
My-eIMHCTBeHHOMY Bory 110/10I0KI0HHYecKM 00pasomM, To
€CTh BO3BOJIS CYIITHOCTH PEIVITVI K IIePKOBHOVI Bepe, OT/IiJaeT-
4 (Kak popMasIbHOE 1004010KAOHCMB0) OT BEPBI, YTO HYXKHO CITy-
JKITb MHOXeCTBY OOrOB, TOJIBKO TeM, YTO [rHaue] nMesioch Obl
OecKOHeUHOe YWCIIO MPeJIVCaHNI, OTJIMYAIONINX 0CoDyIo 1ep-
KOBHYIO Bepy, KaXkI0e 13 KOTOPBIX MOIJIO ObI IMeTh CBOErO 0CO-
6oro bora B KauecTBe TBOPIIA, 1] KasK/IOMy 13 KOTOPBIX MOXKHO
ObUTO GBI Ha3HAYNTH CBOEro ocoboro Gora» (AA 23, S. 445).

10 «Bowimte, 160 1 31ech oOmTaror Goru!» (71ar.) — smmrpad K
«Hartany Mympomy». ApucTOTeI b ITPUIIVICBIBAeT 3T cJIoBa ['e-
paxmty (cM.: ApucTtoTesb. O 4acTsx XMBOTHBIX / IIep. C rped.,
BcTyIL cT. v mpumed. B.I1. Kapriosa. M. : T'oc. m3maTestscTBo Orio-
JIorvdeckovi M MepuivHckovt smreparypel, 1937. C. 50). Jlec-
CHHT OIIMOOYHO CChUIAETCS Ha JIPEBHEPVIMCKOTO Icartesis ABjia
Tesumst. Bo3sMOXKHO, OH I10J1b30BaJICs KOMMEHTaPVSAMM JIaTCKOTO
dwnrtorrora Xpuctmnana damscrepa (1690 —1752) x counHeHMIO
Apna Teyynsi «ATTrdecKme HoOuM», rjle 3Ta dpasza BOCIPOW3-
BefleHa Oe3 cCBUIOK Ha APVICTOTeNIs (CM., HaIlp., KOMMeHTapuit
20 B m3manmm: Auli Gellii Noctes Atticee, ex ed. J. Gronovii, cum
notis et interpretatione in usum Delphini variis lectionibus notis
variorum. Londini, 1824. Vol. 1. P. 44). — IIpumeu. nep.
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gesehen hat. Die kritischen Mafistdbe dieses ,Mono-
theismus® fungieren bei Kant wohl auch als Halte-
signale gegentiber der Lessing’schen Einladung ,In-
troite, nam et heic Dii sunt” — bekanntlich das ,Motto’
in Lessings Nathan —, wodurch Kant vermutlich all-
zu leicht auch dem ,Heidentum” Tiir und Tor geoff-
net sah. Deshalb sei einleitend eine kurze Vergegen-
waértigung dieses ,moralisch-bestimmten Monothe-
ismus” vorangestellt.

Zu Kants Konzeption
des ,moralisch-bestimmten Monotheismus”

Kants Kennzeichnung der notwendig ,von uns
selbst hervorgebrachten” Gottesidee orientiert sich
in ihrer kritischen Absicht an dem von ihm als ,, un-
umganglich” angesehenen, weil im theoretischen
Vernunftgebrauch verankerten ,transzendentale(n)
Begriff von Gott, als dem allerrealsten Wesen,” der
»in der Philosophie nicht umgangen werden” kann,
,s0 abstrakt er auch ist” (VT, AA 08, S. 399 Anm.),
sowie an den unverriickbaren Mafistdben der mo-
ralischen Prinzipien der ,reinen praktischen Ver-
nunft”, die so auch als Schutzwehr gegentiber ,prak-
tischen Vermessenheiten’ in den positiven Religio-
nen fungieren. Wahrend also die — nach Kant un-
umgédngliche — rationaltheologische Bestimmung
des ,allerrealsten Wesen[s]” den Gottesgedanken
vor Verendlichungen bzw. vor einem unkritischen
Anthromorphismus bewahrt, stellen die Prinzipien
einer autonomen Moral das praktisch nicht relati-
vierbare Fundament der Religion dar; gilt es doch,

8 Beztiglich der ndheren Unterscheidung zwischen ,Polythe-
ismus’ und ,Monotheismus’ machte Kant freilich geltend, dass
die , Vielgotterei” allein eben noch nicht als Abgrenzungs-Kri-
terium fir das ,Heidentum” tauge: ,Die Vielgétterey gehort
zwar freilich zum Heydenthum; denn die Einheit des mora-
lischen Charakters derselben wonach alle moralische Gesetze
zugleich ihre Gebote wiren ist nur durch eine sehr unnatiir-
liche Erdichtung anzunehmen maoglich. Aber sie ist nicht der
eigentiimliche Charakter des Heydenthums wie man gewohn-
lich annimmt; der Monotheism kann eben sowohl durch dieses
verunreinigt werden. Denn einen einigen Gott abgéttisch d.i.
so zu verehren dass man im Kirchenglauben das Wesentliche
der Religion setzet, ist (als formale Idololatrie) von dem Glauben
viel Gottern zu dienen nur in der Weise unterschieden weil es
unendlich vielerley Satzungen geben konne als specifische Un-
terschiede eines besondern Kirchenglaubens deren jeder seinen
besondern Gott zum Urheber haben kénnte deren jedem man
einen besondern Gott vorsetzen kan” (VASF, AA 23, S. 445).



P. Jlanrranep

BO3MOXHO» (AA 08, S. 399 Anm.; Kant, 19947, c. 511
IIpVMed.), PaBHO KaK ¥ Ha He3bIOleMble KpUTepUM MO-
PaIbHBIX IIPUHIINIIOB «9VCTOrO IIPAKTUYECKOTO pasy-
Ma», KOTOpbIe TaK/UM 00pa30M BBICTYIIAIOT 1 B KauecTBe
3aIINUTHL OT ‘TIPaKTMYeCKOV CAaMOHAIIeHHOCTM B IIO-
3UTMBHBIX pesnrusgX. VIHBIMM cJloBaMM, ITOKa (coryrac-
Ho KaHTy, Hem30e)XHoe) paIioHaIbHO-Te0I0r MYecKoe
orperiesieHVe «HaupeaivHetuezo cyuecmba» obepera-
€T MBICJIb O bore oT OKOHe4YMBaHUM 1, COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, OT HEKPUTWYECKOrO aHTporoMopdr3Ma, TPUHIIV-
ITbI aBTOHOMHOVI MOpaJIu IIPeICTaBIIsIIOT COOOVI IIpaK-
TUUEeCKV HETIOKOJIeOMMBINT (DyHIaMeHT PeJINIUVL; Bedb
VIMeeT K€ CMBICII «COCTaBUTh cebe COBepIIeHHO TOYHO
olperiesleHHOe TIOHsATIE 0 bore, IIprHOpaBIvBasg ero K
MopasipHOCTM» (AA 28.2.2, S. 1012; Kanr, 2016, c. 37)",
«¥1, IO MOPaJIbHBIM TIOHSTUSM. .. [MBI] Taske oOs13aH([bI]»
ero coctaBuTh (AA 06, S. 168 Anm.; KanT, 19947, c. 182
IIpMMed.) — IIpuYeM O4YNIeHHOoe TIoHsTIe bora, KoTo-
poe TOJIBKO OTCIOla M BO3HMKAET, MBI «CUTaeM Tereph
HpaBWIBHBIM He IIOTOMY, YTO CIIEKYJISTVBHBIV pasyM
yOeXX/TaeT Hac B €T0 IIPaBIIIBHOCTH, a IIOTOMY, YTO OHO
IIOJTHOCTBIO COIIIACYeTCsI C MOPaIbHBIMU IIPVHIIAIIAMM
pasyma» (A 818 / B 846; Kaur, 2006, c. 1027)2. Ecte-
CTBeHHas PeJININS, OCHOBAaHHAS Ha 3TUX allpUOPHBIX
VesiX pasyMa, — 3TO «MOPaJIBHO 0OYCIIOBJIEHHBIVI MO-
HOTeV3M», JOCTUTHYTHIVI B VICTOPUYECKOM Pa3BUTUN
eIy ocpencTBoM «boltee 3HaumMTeINIBbH[OVI] 0Opa-
OoTK[n] HpaBCTBEHHBIX VeV, KOTOpasi caerasach He-
oOxomyMoNt Ortaroapst B BBICIIIEN CTEIIEHW UYVCTOMY
HpaBCTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY Hairew pesurum» (A 817 /
B 845; Kawnr, 2006, c. 1027). Vcxomss 3 3TOro, MOXXHO
HNPVHSATH ¥ IPOBOLVPYIOIINIL ¥ OTHOBPeMEHHO IIpe-

' TIOCKOJIBKY «TOJIBKO ITOHSTVE MOPaJIM BCEIlesIo OIpefieriseT

nonsaTne o bore» (AA 2822, S. 1235). Kanr nHeycranHO
noruepkmBai:  «Mot  comBopsem cebe Boea. 3BydnmT XOoTH U
COMHWTEJIHO, HO OTHIOJIb He IIPeOCy IUTeIIbHO, KOI/ia TOBOPSIT,
YTO KaXKJIbIVI YesIoBek caM cebe mbopum boea vi, IO MOPaIbHBIM
TIOHATVISAM. . . JTaKe 00s13aH €ro TBOPUTB, 1a0bl yBaXkaTh B HEM TOT'O,
Kmo co30as eeo camoeo» (AA 06, S. 168 Anm.; Kanr, 19947, c. 182
IIpVIMeY.). DTO O3HAYaAeT, UTo Miest 0 bore «Bcelesio MpomcxXoIuT
¥3 Haiero coOCTBEHHOro pasyma m cosdaenica Hamu» (AA 06,
S.443 —444, cp.:S. 487; Kawnr, 2019, c. 161, cp.: c. 253) — «mroHSATHE
o bore» HEOOXOIMMO «IOJDKHO IIPOMCTEKATh 13 HAILIEro pa3yMa,
IIOJDKHO OBITH IIpOM3BeieHo Hamm Xe cammmm» (AA 08, S. 399
Anm.; Kanr, 19948, c. 513 nmpumetu., 515 mprmveu.). Tem He MeHee B
pesyJibTaTe — TOJIBKO — HEOOXOJIMMOIO COeVIHeHVIS TeOJIOT I
v Mopamu (cp.: B 395 Anm.; Kanr, 2006, c. 505—507) poxmaeTcs
permrus. DTO SBHO yKasblBaeT Ha YIIOPHYIO ‘MOpaIV3aliuiio
GoxxectBerHoro’ y Kanra, B KOTOpOVI «TOJIBKO ITOHSTVIE MOPAJIV
BCelleIO OIpefiesIsieT oHsTIe 0 bore» (AA 28.2.2, S. 1235).

12 TIpw 3TOM OCOOBIVT aKIIEHT CIeJIaH Ha TOM, YTO KPUTINYECKOV
dwtocodrnt B 5TOM OTHOIIIEHWUV BBIIIA/IAeT IJIABHBIM 00pa3oM
3a7ava M «CKpOMHasl 3aciTyTa» MpeIoXPaHsTh OT 30Ty KIeHiT
(A 796 / B 824; Kanr, 2006, c. 1001), To ecTb CIIy>KUTb «He I
pacmmpeHms, a TOJIBKO IS OUMITIeHVs HaIllero pasymMa u
ocBoboXKIIeHNs ero oT 3abiyxaenui» (B 25; Kant, 2006, c. 79).
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~einen ganz précis bestimmten Begriff von Gott
[zu] machen, indem [man] ihn nach der Moralitét
einrichtet” (V-Phil-Th/Pélitz, AA 2822, S. 1012)/°
~ja nach moralischen Begriffen [...] sich einen sol-
chen selbst machen miisse” (RGV, AA 06, S. 168
Anm. — wobei wir den daraus erst resultieren-
den gelduterten Gottesbegriff ,jetzt fiir den richti-
gen halten, nicht weil uns spekulative Vernunft von
dessen Richtigkeit tiberzeugt, sondern weil er mit
den moralischen Vernunftprinzipien vollkommen
zusammenstimmt” (KrV, A 818 / B 846)."° Die auf
diesen apriorischen Vernunftideen beruhende na-
tiirliche Religion ist der religionsgeschichtlich ent-
wickelte ,moralisch-bestimmte Monotheismus”,
der sich durch ,grofiere Bearbeitung sittlicher Ide-
en, die durch das dufierst reine Sittengesetz unserer
Religion notwendig gemacht wurde” (KrV, A 817 /
B 845) ausgebildet hat. So darf auch Kants — pro-
vozierender und gleichermafien mahnender — An-
spruch aufgenommen werden, dass erst durch die
aus dem hervorgehenden ,genugsam gereinigt[en]”
(KrV, A 817 / B 845) moralischen Begriff, iiber eine
blole ,Vertrdglichkeit’ hinaus, auch ein entspre-
chender Begriff vom ,gottlichen Wesen’ resultieren
kann.® Darin manifestiert sich ein ,Fortschritt im

 Denn: ,Blofl der Moralbegriff bestimmt den Begriff von Gott
ganz” (V-Th/Baumbach, AA 28.2.2, S. 1235). Kant betonte uner-
miidlich: , Wir machen uns einen Gott. Es klingt zwar bedenk-
lich, ist aber keineswegs verwerflich, zu sagen: Dass ein jeder
Mensch sich einen Gott mache, ja nach moralischen Begriffen
[...] sich einen solchen selbst machen miisse, um an ihm den,
der ihn gemacht hat, zu verehren” (RGV, AA 06, S. 168 Anm.).
Dies besagt, dass , die Idee von Gott [...] ganz aus unserer eige-
nen Vernunft hervorgeht, und von uns [...] selbst gemacht wird”
(MS, AA 06, S. 443-444; ibid., S. 487) — der ,Begriff von Gott”
notwendig , aus unserer Vernunft hervorgehen muss, von uns
selbst gemacht sein miuisse” (VT, AA 08, S. 399 Anm.). Gleich-
wohl resultiert — allein — aus der notwendigen Verkniipfung
von Theologie und Moral (vgl. KrV, B 395 Anm.) Religion. Es
indiziert dies offenkundig Kants eindringliche ,Moralisierung
des Géttlichen’, wonach ,, blof3 der Moralbegriff [...] den Begriff
von Gott ganz” bestimmt (V-Th/Baumbach, AA 28.2.2, S. 1235).

10" Dass der kritischen Philosophie auch diesbeziiglich vor-
nehmlich die Aufgabe und das ,stille Verdienst” zufillt,
Jrrtiimer zu verhiiten” (KrV, A 796 / B 824), d.h. ,nicht zur
Erweiterung, sondern nur zur Lauterung unserer Vernunft die-
nen, und sie von Irrtiimern frei halten” (KrV, B 25) soll, erhalt
so noch einen besonderen Akzent.

1 So hat Kant beispielsweise auch Platon und Anaxagoras aus-
driicklich gewtirdigt, die sich wenigstens auf dem Weg zum
,moralisch-bestimmten Monotheism” der Antike befanden:
,Es scheint zwar, dass ohne einen vorhergehenden bestimim-
ten Begrif von Gott es gar keine Religion geben konne: es ist
aber ganz umgekehrt, die Religion muss vorhergehen und der



mocTeperaromui Tesuc KaHTa o ToM, 4TO JIMIIB I10-
cpencTBOM (POPMUPYIOMIETOCs «B HOCTATOYHON CTelle-
HY ouniteH[Horo]» (A 817 / B 845; Kant, 2006, c. 1025)
MOpPaJIBHOTO TIOHSATHS, 3a IIpefielaMIL IIPOCTO ‘COBMe-
CTVIMOCTW, MOXeT OBITH ITOJTy9eHO ¥ COOTBETCTBYIO-
IIlee TIOHATHE O ‘OoXecTBeHHOV cyImTHOCTII®. B aTOM
MIpOsIBJIsAeTCA ‘TIpOrpecc B CO3HaHMUM OOXXecTBeHHO-
e’ IIO3IHMI IUION, MCTOPUYECKM CIIOXKVIBIIIEVICS
‘ecrectBenHOM permmrun’. Jlummp 3 3TOoro oObervHe-
HVISL PallVIOHAIBHOVI TeOJIOT MV VI MOpaJIVi MOIJIA BbIpa-
ctu u permrus (B 395 Anm.; Kant, 2006, c. 505—507
IIpuMeyY.), IV IIPUTOAHOe I1Jis Hee IoHsTHMe boral,
IIpeziCcTaBIIsAIoNIee coOOM PyHAAMEeHT 3TOro ‘Mopajlb-
HOro MoHoTensMa. TakyM oOpasoM, W3 OFHOV TOJIEKO
CBSI3 9TUX [IBYX He3bIOJIEMBIX acIIeKTOB 3alllUThL — pa-
LIVIOHAQJIBHOV TEOJIOT VIV VI MOPaJIVI — BBITE€KaeT Ta KOH-
LIETIIIMST STUYECKN, VIV «MOPaJIGHO O0YCIIOBIIEHHOTO
MOHOTeV3Ma», B COOTBETCTBUM ¢ KOTOpbIM KaHT Kpm-
TUYeCKM OLIeHMBAET BCe MCTOpUYecKre (POPMBI MOHO-
Tey3Ma 1 Bce puTsa3aHms Ha OTKpoBeHe 1 KOTOPBIN
OH TaKXe KJIaJleT B KaueCTBe KPUTePWs B OCHOBY XPU-
CTVMAHCTBA KaK ‘eCTeCTBEHHOV PeJIUTUN .

Vrax, npeacrasieHns o bore B mcropuyecknx pe-
JIATUSIX JOJDKHBL OBITh COM3MEPUMBI C KPUTUYECKIM
MepPWJIOM IIPVHITNIIOB aBTOHOMHOV MOpaJIVl ¥ KPUTV-
4UecKM OUMIIEHHOro IOHSATHS bora m3 coxpaHsromiern
KPWUTWYECKYIO TPAHCLIEHIEHIINIO KPUTIYeCKOI MeTa-

B Tax, Hanpumep, KaHT mpsiMo ormedai 3aciayru IDiaroHa u
Amakcaropa, KOTOpble HaXOIVIIVICh TI0 MEHBIIIeV Mepe Ha Iy T
K «MOpPaJIbHO OOyCJIOBJIEHHOMY MOHOTeM3MY» AHTUYHOCTM:
«XoTs KaXKeTcst, 9To 6e3 IIpe/IIIecTBYIOIIero omperieIeHHOro I10-
HaTHUA 0 Bore BooOIrie He MOXeT OBITH PeIUIuy, HO Ha CaMOM
TieTie COBEPIIEHHO HAOOOPOT: Pelmrus JOJDKHA IIPeJIIIecTBO-
BaTb, a OIlpesieJIleHHOe ITOHATHE O bore JOJDKHO MCXOIUTE TOJIb-
KO 13 Hee. Mopaib gepe3 MOTpeOHOCTH pasyMa MBICTIUTE cebe
3aBepllieHye B CBOell HPaBCTBEHHOV KOHEYHOM ey (BBICIIIeM
Or1are) HeM30€XHO MPUBOAUT K TOMY, YTOOBI IIPVHSTE BBICIITYIO
VI TIPV 3TOM COBEPIIeHHO MOPaJIbHYIO CYITHOCTb, COCTaBJISIO-
IIyI0 ONpefieJieHHOe IIOHSTIE, U3 KOTOPOTO MOXHO BBIBECTU
BCe COOCTBEHHO peJINIVO3HbIe 0053aHHOCTY; HAIIPOTUB, ITOHS-
THe BBICIIIETO CyIIecTBa Kak TBOPIIa Mypa OCTaBjIsieT COBepIIIeH-
HO HeoIlpesieJIeHHBIM TO, KaKOBa €ro BOJIs, IIOTOMY YTO HY>KHO
OBUTO OBI 3HATH €r0 IIPUPO/Y, YTOOEI BEIBECTH 3TO W3 Hee. DTUM
yTeM Anaxcaeop, ITramon v prvtocodpcTByIOIIVIe pUMIISIHE IIPU-
UM K MOPaJILHO 00YC/TOBJIEHHOMY MOHOTEN3MY, V1 51 XOTeJT ObI
HaszsaTh CokpaTa He 0JIaroyecTVBBIM SI3BIYHMKOM, a, JaXke pu-
CKysi OBITh BEICMESTHHEIM 3a 3TO, Beer/ia JOOPBIM XPUCTHAHVHOM
in potentia, IOTOMy YTO OH, HAaCKOJIBKO MOXXHO CY/INTb, IIPVHA/I-
J1eKaJT ObI K 3TOVI PEJIVITVVI U IIPVHSII OBI ee B KauecTBe yUeHVIs
06 OTkpoBeHMY, eciv ObI OH XX BO BpeMsi ee ITy OJIMYHOro 1Ipo-
BosmIameHs» (AA 23, S. 440).

* VIMeHHO OTCIOZIa BO3HVIKAET «CHIPO20 OnpeoeseHHoe MNOHAMmUe
amott nepbocyugnocmu» (AA 05, S. 139; Kanr, 1997, c. 669), «Oaro-
napst yemy bor cranosurcs npemmerom permrvm» (AA 05, S. 131
Anm_; Kanr, 1997, c. 643 mpumet.). CofepskaTeTbHO 3TO paccykie-
Hve KanTa MOIJI0 OBITH HallpaBJIeHO ¥ IIPOTUB ITIPOCTOV OTCHUIKN
K «boxectBeHHOMY CyriecTBY» 11 «Bory» y FOMma (ycramm dnroHa
B «/[Imasorax o ecrectBeHHOV permrim») (FOm, 1996, c. 395).
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Bewusstsein der Gottheit, der als spéte Frucht der
geschichtlich herausgearbeiteten ,nattirlichen Reli-
gion’ resultiert. Erst aus dieser Vereinigung von ra-
tionaler Theologie und Moral kénne so auch Religi-
on (KrV, B 395 Anm.) bzw. ein fiir sie tauglicher Got-
tesbegriff erwachsen,”” der das Fundament dieses
,moralischen Monotheismus’ darstellt. Allein aus
der Verkniipfung dieser beiden nicht relativierba-
ren Schutzwehr-Aspekte ,rationale Theologie und
Moral’ ergibt sich also jene Konzeption des ethi-
schen bzw. ,moralisch-bestimmten Monotheismus”,
an dem Kant alle geschichtlichen Monotheismus-
Gestalten und Offenbarungsanspriiche kritisch be-
misst und dies auch der christlichen Religion als
nattirlicher Religion” als Mafistab zugrunde legt.
Demnach miissen sich die Gottesvorstellungen
der geschichtlichen Religionen am kritischen Maf3-
stab jener Prinzipien einer autonomen Moral und des
kritisch gelduterten Gottesbegriffs der die kritische
Transzendenz wahrenden kritischen Metaphysik —
ex negativo, als , Probierstein” — bemessen lassen. Der
,moralisch-bestimmte Monotheismus” und die dar-
auf gegriindete natiirliche Religion bieten so durch-
aus differenzierte Kriterien an, die eine kritische Ab-
wadgung bzw. Entscheidung tiber die Wahrheit der
Religionen ermoglichen und dies auch fordern. Weil
in dem genannten Sinne , Gott ein aus der Moral ent-
springender Begriff” (Refl 8110, AA 19, S. 650) sei, ist

bestimmte Begrif von Gott nur aus ihr hervorgehen. Die Mo-
ral fithrt durch das Bediirfnis der Vernunft, zu ihrem sittlichen
Endzwecke (dem hochsten Gut) die Vollendung hinzuzuden-
ken unvermeidlich dahin ein héchstes und zwar vollkommen
moralisches Wesen anzunehmen welches ein bestimmter Be-
grif ist von dem alle eigentliche Religionspflichten abgeleitet
werden konnen: dagegen der Begrif eines hochsten Wesens als
Weltschopfers es ginzlich unbestimmt lisst wie sein Wille be-
schaffen seyn werde, weil man seine Natur kennen miifste um
diesen daraus abzunehmen. Diesen Weg sind Anaxagoras Plato
und die philosophierenden Rémer zum moralisch-bestimmten
Monotheism gekommen und ich moéchte einen Sokrates nicht
einen frommen Heiden sondern selbst auf die Gefahr dartiber
ausgelacht zu werden immer einen guten Christen in potentia
nennen weil er diese Religion so viel man urteilen kann gehabt
und sie auch als Offenbarungslehre wiirde angenommen ha-
ben wenn er zur Zeit ihrer 6ffentlichen Verkiindigung gelebt
hitte” (VASF, AA 23, S. 440).

12 Erst daraus resultiert ,ein genau bestimmter Begriff dieses
Urwesens” (KpV, AA 05, S. 139), ,wodurch Gott [erst] der Ge-
genstand der Religion wird [!]” (KpV, AA 05,S. 131 Anm.). Dies
ist moglicherweise der Sache nach auch gegen Humes (2007,
p- 18) blo8en Rekurs auf ein , divine being” bzw. eine , deity” (im
Munde Philos in den Dialogen iiber natiirliche Religion) gesagt.
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dvsukmn — ex negativo'®, Kak IIpoOHBINT KaMeHb. «Mo-
pasibHO OOYCIIOBJIEHHBIVI MOHOTEM3M» VI OCHOBaHHAs
Ha HeM eCTeCTBeHHas PeIUrus IIpelyiaratoT, TaKuM
00pa3oM, COBEpIIEHHO pas3JIMYHble KPUTEPUM, KOTO-
PpPBle TIO3BOJISIOT U Take TPeOyIoT KpUTUYECKN B3BEIIIV-
BaTh VIV OIIeHMBATh VICTMHHOCTD pertnIuit. I1ocKkoTs-
Ky B YIIOMSIHYTOM CMBICIIe «Bor ecTh ITOHSTIE, BEITEKa-
torriee 13 Mopain» (Refl 8110, AA 19, S. 650), Takomn bor
TOXe SIBJIsieTcs «IIpenMeToM permrum» (AA 05, S. 131
Anm.; Kant, 1997, c. 643 ripumed.) (a He TOJIBKO cyTy0o0
HapTUKYJIIPHOIO VMCTOPUYECKOrO THUIIA BEPBI) 1 AOJI-
JKeH OBITh He TOJIBKO HammMm borom, HO IIpu MopaJib-
HOM OTHOIIIEHNW K HEMY, B COOTBETCTBUM C TEM, YTO
KauT Hassail «BceoOlIleil 4esroBeueckort penmuruer»
(AA 06, S. 155; KanT, 19947, c. 166), borom Bcex Jtrozert.
Mepuiiia 3TOro «MOpasIbHO 00YCIIOBJIEHHOIO MOHOTE3-
Ma», 1o KaHTy, 0fHOBpeMeHHO CITy’KaT eVHCTBEHHBIM
KpWUTepVeM TOTO, UYTO 3ac/IyXMBaeT Ha3BaHM TIoOpast
perurms’. Llemp 1MCTOPMUECKOTO PasBUTMS COCTOUT,
COOCTBEHHO, B TOM, YTOOBI Yepe3 cOpachIBaHVIe ‘MVCTI-
YeCcKMX HOKPOBOB  TO3UTVIBHBIX PEIUTUVI IIPOABUTATh-
Cs1 B PasBUTUN KYJIBTYPBI K SIIPY ‘eCTeCTBEHHOV pejI-
run, K MOpaJIbHOMY MOHOTEWM3MY, B OTHOIIEHW KO-
TOPOTO «He MOXeT OBbITh HMKAKMX CIIOPHBIX MHEHWI»
(AA 06, S. 115; KanT, 19947, c. 142). KanToBO OTBepXKe-
HVIe VICTOPUYECKVX IIPUTSI3aHUN «BUJIOB BEPBI» BIOX-
HOBJIEHO, HAIIPOTWB, TPeOOBaHMEM «BCeODIIer YeTIoBe-
uveckont penurum» (AA 06, S. 155; Kanr, 1994n, c. 166),
KOTOpast IIPOVICTEKAaeT «I3 UMCTOrO MCTOYHMKA BCeoO-
Ievt, KaXXJIOMy IIPOCTOMY YeJIOBEeKY ITPVCYIIEN pelv-
v 3 pasyma» (AA 07, S. 63; Kant, 1999, c. 158).

PermraroriiiM, TO €CTh OCHOBOITOJIATAIOIIM, OCTaeT-
Cs1 B 3TOMI CBsi3U crlenytomiee KaHToBo pasidenme:

Permmrus ectp Bepa, KOTOopasl CYujHOCHIb BCAKOI'O
moumTanvsa bora IIoMeniaeT B MOPaJIbHYIO cdpepy qe-
JIOBEKaQ, A3bIYeCTBO He J1eJIaeT 3TOro mbo IIOTOMY, 9TO
Y Hero HeT IIOHATVIS CBePXbeCTeCTBEHHOI'O VI MOpaJlb-
HOro cymiecrsna... 7100 II0TOMY, 9YTO OHO IIPVHVIMAaET
3a IIpeaMeT peJIMIMO3HOCTV HEYUTO JPyroe, 4eM CO3Ha-
HVie HPpaBCTBEHHOI'O 06pa3a KV3HM, CJIeJoBaTeJIbHO,
HEeYTO, YTO He JBJIAETCA CYyHIeCTBeHHBbIM JISI peINImn
(AA 07, S. 49; Kant, 1999, c. 122).

Onnaxo, o KauTty, oTa 3acityra nmpmHamiiexuT mc-
KJTIOUVTEIIBHO XPUCTMAHCTBY, [IOTOMY 4TO ero pyH/Ia-
MEHTaJIbHO OPMEHTVPOBAaHHBIM TpeOOBaHMSIM He OT-
BEYAIOT HU MyIansM, HU MCJIaM, B KOTOpbIX KaHT He
HaxOA VI MOPaJIbHBIX IPUHUNIIOB. C y4eToM 3TOro Ile-
peviieM Teriepb K KaHTOBCKOV OLIEHKE IIPUTYM O KOJIb-
max B «Harane Mypgpom» Jleccunra'®.

> B orpuriaresisHOM cMbIcite (J1aT.) — [Ipumeu. nep.

6 Hioke ymacTcsl OCBETWUTH JIVIIb HEMHOIVIE M3 ITyHKTOB 3TOVI
kputkn. IoppoGubnt pasbop xpurnkn KanTa B ampec dwio-
codpum pesrnm Jleccnnra em.: (Langthaler, 2020).
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es auch dieser Gott als ,Gegenstand der Religion”
(KpV, AA 05,S. 131 Anm.) (und nicht einer blof$ parti-
kulédren historischen Glaubensart), der eben nicht nur
unser Gott ist, sondern im moralischen Verhiltnis zu
ihm, gemaf3 der von Kant so bezeichneten ,allgemei-
nen Menschenreligion” (RGV, AA 06, S. 155), tatsdch-
lich ein Gott aller Menschen sein muss. Die MafSstidbe
dieses , moralisch-bestimmten Monotheismus” sind
nach Kant auch das alleinige Kriterium dafiir, was
eine ,gute Religion” genannt zu werden verdient. Ei-
gentliches Ziel der geschichtlichen Entwicklung sei
eben dies, nach Ablegung der ,mystischen Hiillen’
der positiven Religionen in der fortgehenden Kultur
zum Kern der ,natiirlichen Religion’, des ,moralisch-
bestimmten Monotheismus”, vorzudringen, tiber
den es ,keine streitenden Meinungen [mehr| geben
kann” (RGV, AA 06, S. 131), wahrend hingegen ,iiber
historische Glaubenslehren der Streit nie vermieden
werden kann” (RGV, AA 06, S. 115). Kants Absage an
die historischen Anspriiche der ,Glaubensarten” ist
demgegeniiber inspiriert vom Anspruch der ,all-
gemeinen Menschenreligion,” die ,aus dem reinen
Quell der allgemeinen, jedem gemeinen Menschen
beiwohnenden Vernunftreligion geschopft” ist (SF,
AA 07, S. 63).

Entscheidend, d.h. mafigebend bleibt diesbeziig-
lich Kants Unterscheidung:

Religion ist derjenige Glaube, der das Wesent-
liche aller Verehrung Gottes in der Moralitédt des
Menschen setzt; Heidentum, der es nicht darin setzt;
entweder weil es ihm gar an dem Begriffe eines tiber-
nattirlichen und moralischen Wesens mangelt [...],
oder weil er etwas Anderes als die Gesinnung ei-
nes sittlich wohlgefiithrten Lebenswandels, also das
Nichtwesentliche der Religion, zum Religionssttick
macht (SF, AA 07, S. 49).

Nach Kant ist diese Auszeichnung freilich allein
dem Christentum vorbehalten, weil dessen grund-
satz-orientierten Anspriichen ihm zufolge weder das
Judentum noch der Islam — aufgrund der von ihm
darin vermissten moralischen Prinzipien — gentigt.
Vor diesem Hintergrund sei nun Kants Einschétzung
der Lessing’schen Ringparabel in Nathan der Weise
thematisiert."”

3 Im Folgenden kénnen freilich nur einige wenige Kritikpunk-
te zur Sprache kommen. Fiir eine ausfiihrliche Kritik Kants an
Lessings Religionsphilosophie siehe Langthaler (im Erschei-
nen).



CkenTmueckun B3miaAn Kanra
Ha JIleccHIOBY IIpUTYy 0 KOJIbIaX.
Onxo — dpyHmameHTanbHOe — comHeHMe Kanra:
CIJIa>KMBaHVe BOIIPOCa 0 «IIPUHIIMIIaX», KOTOpoe
obHapy>xmuBaeTcs TakKe y Jleccmura B «HaTaue»

B BBINIEYIIOMSAHYTOM IIPOXJIaJTHOM OTHOIIEHWN
Kanra x «Hatany» JleccuHra, mo-BuayMoMy, Harresn
CBOe IIpOsIBJIeHIe TIPeXIe Bcero ToT dakT, uro KanT, B
ommane ot JleccuHra, B KOHEYHOM CUeTe TOJIBKO XPU-
CTMAHCTBO — pa3yMeeTcsl, COITIaCHO ero «ijiee» — To-
TOB OBUI IPM3HATh COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIM ‘€CTeCTBEHHOV
permurvin’”, B TO BpeMsl KaK My[au3My ¥ VCJIaMy OH
B 3TOM PpeIINTeNTFHO OTKas3biBajl (B IEPBYIO Odeperb
Ha OCHOBaHMVI HEIOCTAIOIIVIX B HUX, ITO €0 MHEHUIO,
MOpaJIbHBIX IIPUHIIUIIOB) BBUIY WX HECOOTBETCTBVASL
TpeOOBaHMAM peIUIMN KaK «IejIa UVCTOro pasyMa»
(AA 07, S. 67; Kanr, 1999, c. 168). OOHapyxuTh 00s3a-
TeJIbHBIe KPUTEPUV Pa3INdeHNs BBIXOISIINX 3a IIpe-
TIeJIBL IIPOCTOTO COCYIIECTBOBAHNS «BUIOB BEPhl» CMOT,
ro KaHTy, TO/TBKO «MOpaIbHO 00YCIIOBJIEHHBIVI MOHO-
Ten3M», KOTOPOMY COOTBETCTBYeT JIMIIIb XPUCTMaH-
CTBO KaK ‘ecTecTBeHHasl penmrus. Takmm obpasom,
«permrumt OTKpoBeHMs» KaK MCTOPUYECKNe «BUIbL
Bepbl» Pa3IMYVMEL, coracHo KanTy, vckmounrestsHO
10 Kpumepusm, IIOCKOJIBKY OHU JIOJDKHBI OBITH B TO ke
BpeM:i ‘eCTeCTBEHHOVI peJIUTTIENT, HO He SIBJISTIOTCS TaKO-
BOVI B CJTydae MyJan3Ma M VcjlaMa, TO eCTh He YIOBJIeT-
BOPSIOT CBOVIM IIPUTSI3aHMSM KaK «/IeJIa YMCTOTO pasy-
ma»'®. TToaTomy, corracHo KaHTy, y Tpex MoHOTeMCTI-

7' B CBSI3M C 3TVM WI€aJIOM «eCTECTBEHHOW PeJIUIMN» IIpuMe-
yJaTeJIbHa, Cpey IIpodero, roxsasia KarTa B ajipec «OpaxmaHCKO
permrmm»: «VIx permryst ObUla odeHb umcTort. Ho 3a HecKoJIbKo
coreH Jjler 10 PoxgiectBa Xpucropa oOHa ObUIa TIOMeHeHa
MHOTOUVICITEHHBIMY  CyeBepUsIMM, KOTOpPbIe OTJYacTW JIOJDKHBI
ObUmM  OBbITH CHMBOJIMYECKVMIM, a B KOHIE KOHIIOB CTaJIu
perMeTamy ITOKIToHeHs. Ho Bce ke B 3TOV permmrin 3aMeTHBI
CJIeTBI YVCTOrO HOHSITUS O boXKecTBe, KOTOpOe HeJIerko HamTu
rae-bo eme. Harmpumep, Bor rosoput: s — BbICIIask MyIpOCTD
VI ICTOYHVIK BCeX CYIIeCTB, He MCCIIeTy Tl MOIO CYIITHOCTB, KOTOpasi
HeTTOCTVDKVMa, HO CTpeMWCh depe3 OrarodecTriBoe ITOBeTIeHVIe
HpVBECTV MOV 3aKOHBI B COOTBeTCTBMe ¢ ToOow. VI, KoHeuHO,
3T0 OBUTO OBI JIydllle, YeM JIOMATh TOJIOBY Hajl, HEITOCTVDKMMBIMI
BelllaMI1 11, BepOSITHO, BEPUTD B TO, UTO JKeJIaTh M3BeJlaTh pa3yMHbIe
TaVTHBI CBOVIMU CIIEKYJIAIMSMY — 3TO HeKas 3aciayTa» (IWT. TI0:
Glasenapp, 1954, S. 33).

® B «3aMeTkax II0 aHTPOIOJIOTMW», JAaTMpPOBaHHBIX 1772—
1775 r1r., HemosoyibcTBO KaHTa (azpecoBaHHOe, IIPeIIOO-
XuTenbHO, amaHy, a Taxke I'epmepy) HaxomuT ciiemyrolnee
BeIpaxeHne: «an bor, Mbr OpuIvt OBl M30aBJIeHBI OT BOCTOY-
HOVI My[ApOCTM; OTTy[a HedeMy Hay4WThCs, M MUP HUKOT/IA
He 1ocTur Obl M3 Hee 4ero-mbo Bpojie MeXaHN4ecKOoro VCKYcC-
CTBa, aCTPOHOMMW, 4MCesl U T.JI. Y>Ke Korja y Hac ObUIO 3araji-
Hoe oOpa3oBaHMe Orrarofraps rpekam, MbI MOTJIVI BHECTV CMBICIT
B BOCTOUHBIe TIVICaHMsI, HO HMKOTITa OHI caMVI COOOV YM He ITpo-
ceerttaym. ITpasyia, JaBHBIM-TIaBHO OBbUT OAVIH MyJIperl, KOTOPBIV
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R. Langthaler

Kants skeptischer Blick auf Lessings Ringparabel.
Ein — grundsitzliches — Bedenken Kants:
Die auch in Lessings Nathan zutage tretende
Einebnung der ,Prinzipien“-Frage

In dem eingangs erwédhnten distanzierten Ver-
héltnis Kants zu Lessings Nathan scheint sich vor-
nehmlich jener Sachverhalt widerzuspiegeln, dass er,
im Unterschied zu Lessing, letztlich allein das Chris-
tentum — freilich seiner ,Idee nach” — der ,natiir-
lichen Religion” entsprechend anerkennen wollte*
wéhrend er ebendies — vornehmlich aufgrund der
von ihm darin vermissten moralischen Prinzipi-
en — dem Judentum und auch dem Islam entschie-
den abgesprochen hat, weil diese den Anspriichen
der Religion als einer ,reinen Vernunftsache” (SE,
AA 07, S. 67) eben nicht gentigen. Die Auffindung
von — tiber ein blof gleichgiiltiges Nebeneinander
der , Glaubensarten” hinausfithrenden — verbindli-
chen Unterscheidungskriterien vermag nach Kant al-
lein jener ,moralisch-bestimmte Monotheismus” an-
zubieten, denen nur das Christentum als ,natiirliche
Religion” entspricht. Die ,Offenbarungsreligionen’
als historische ,Glaubensarten” sind nach Kant also
durchaus kriteriell unterscheidbar, sofern sie zugleich
nattirliche Religion’ sein sollen, dies jedoch — im Fall
des Judentums und des Islam — eben nicht sind, d.h.
ihren Anspriichen als ,reiner Vernunftsache” nicht
geniigen.”” Ein gemeinsames Fundament fiir die drei

™ Auffallend ist in dieser Hinsicht auf das Ideal der ,nattir-
lichen Religion” nicht zuletzt Kants Wiirdigung der ,brah-
manischen Religion”: , Ihre Religion hat eine grofie Reinigkeit
gehabt. Ein paar hundert Jahre vor Christi Geburt aber ist sie
mit vielen abergldubischen Dingen versetzt worden, die zum
Teil symbolisch sein sollten und am Ende Gegenstinde der
Devotion wurden. Doch findet man darin Spuren von einem
reinen Begriff von der Gottheit, die man nicht leicht anders-
wo findet, z. E. Gott sagt: ich bin die hochste Weisheit und
Quelle aller Wesen, forsch nicht hinter mein Wesen, das un-
begreiflich ist, sondern trachte darnach durch einen frommen
Wandel meinen Gesetzen dich gemifs zu verhalten. Und ge-
wiss, das wire auch wohl besser, als unter [iiber] unerforschli-
chen Dingen zu griibeln und auch wohl zu glauben, das sei ein
Verdienst, mit seinen Spekulationen Vernunftgeheimnisse aus-
forschen zu wollen” (zit. nach Glasenapp, 1954, S. 33).

» In den ,Reflexionen zur Anthropologie” (datiert 1772-1775)
findet Kants (vermutlich gegen Hamann und auch Herder ge-
richteter) Unmut Ausdruck: ,Wollte Gott, wir wiren mit orien-
talischer Weisheit verschont geblieben; man kann nichts daraus
lernen und die Welt hat niemals von ihnen als eine Art mecha-
nischer Kunst, die Astronomie, Zahlen etc. gelernt. Wenn wir
schon okzidentale Bildung durch die Griechen hatten, so konn-
ten wir in die orientalischen Schriften Verstand hinein denken,
niemals aber haben sie durch sich selbst den Verstand aufge-
klart. Es war zwar einmal ein Weiser, welcher sich ganz von
seiner Nation unterschied und gesunde praktische Religion
lehrte, die er seinen Zeitlduften geméf in das Kleid der Bilder,



P. Jlanrranep

YeCKIX PeJIUruil fe-¢dakTo HeT olIiero dpyHIaMeHTa
BBUIY MPUHIVIIMAIBHBIX Pa3Indiii, TeM Oojlee 9TO
5TV «BVIBI BEPbl» OTJIMYAJIVCh IPYT OT IPyra He TOJIBKO
VICTOPMKO-3MIIVIPITYECKY, HO VI MEPIJIOM «BECKVIX TIPV-
4MH» VI BHYTPEHHUM HOATBepXaeHMeM. [loaTomy 1o
CyTM — KOCBeHHO Wi Jlaxe npsimo — KaHT Hampas-
JISeT CBOIO KPUTHIKY, BepoaTHO, IpoTuB «Harana» Jlec-
CVHTa, KOIZa IIOIUepKMBaeT, UTO «3 BCeX KOrma-ibo
CYIIeCTBOBABIIVIX IIPM3HAHHBIX PEJIVIMI TaKOBA TOJIb-
KO xpucTraHcKas» (AA 06, S. 51—52; Kant, 19947, c. 55),
KOTOPYIO — B Ka4eCTBe «MOPaJIbHOVI PeJINTUM» — MOX-
HO CYMTATh HACTOSIIIEV VI «COBEPIIIEHHOV PeInrmei»"
(AA 06, S. 162; KanT, 19947, c. 174), TIOCKOJIBKY 3epHO
«UCTUHHOVI PEJINTMO3HOVI BEPBHL... Telepb 3aJI0KEHO B
XPUICTMAHCKOM MVIpe, IIyCTh VI OTAEIbHBIMIL JIVIIAMW,
Ho myormmaHo» (AA 06, S. 131; KanT, 19947, c. 142).
OrmeHka M BOCXBasleHMe Mydav3Ma U ¥cCjIaMa, KO-
TOpBIe IOSIBJISIIOTCS B IIpUTYe O Koiblax y JleccmHra,
obutn st KaHTa, ¢ yueToM ero 6a3oBbIX KpUTepUeB 1
3a7laHHBIX VIMU TOYEK 3peHMs, OUeBUIHO, HeJIOCTaTOu-
HO mddepeHIPOBaHHEIMY VIV YPE3MEPHO «II03V-
TUBHBIMW», a 3HAYWUT, IPENCTaB/IsUIM COOOV «HACTOs-
myto ommoky» (cMm.: AA 252, S. 886). [Ipososmiamien-
HBIe B 3TOVI OIleHKe ‘paBHO3HAYHBIMI (BO BCSKOM CITy-
4ae, B pyH/IAMEHTAJIBHBIX OTHOIIIEHVSIX) MOHOTEVCT-
decKie MUpOBble permmrvm vmern oyt Kanra, Hampo-
TWB, OUYeHb PA3HYIO 3HAUYVMMOCTB, IIOCKOJIBKY, COIJIACHO
eMy, BhIpakasch cioBaMu JleccyHra, y HEKOTOPBIX €CTh,
TIOXKAJTY¥1, «OTTUCK» MOHETBI, HO He HaCTOSIIN ‘ee BeC’
(em.: JTeccmsr, 1980, c. 262)®. Tak ke 11 IIpeIIOTHECEHHOe

COBEpIIIEHHO OT/INYAJICS OT CBOEVI HaIlMV W YUWI 37[PaBo ITpaK-
TUYECKOVI PeJINIUM, KOTOPYIO OH JIOJDKEH OBUI, COOTBETCTBYS
IIyXy CBOETO BpeMeHM, HapsKaTh B 00pasbl  IIPENOTHOCUTE Kak
CTapble IPUTYY; HO BCKOPE ero ydeHue TIOoMano B PyKu, KOTO-
pBIe pacIpoCTpaHsUI BOKPYT HEro BCSAKUIL BOCTOUHBIVI XJIaM W
CHOBA BO3IIBUIJIV IIperpajly Ha Iy Ty BCSKOTro pasyma» (Refl. 798,
AA 15, S. 345). Bo3aMOXXHO, 9TO HaMeK HeITocpeJiCTBeHHO Ha Jlec-
cunra (ero coumHenmve «EBpen»): KaHTOBO oTBepykeHmMe «BOC-
TOYHOTO XJIaMa» MOXKHO CUMTATh €J1Ba JIV He IPSIMBIM OTBETOM
Ha O00PUTEIIbHYIO CChUIKY JIeccrHra Ha MBICIIb O «IIpeZICyIiie-
CTBOBAHWN JIyIIN VI METEMIICUXO03€» Y «eTWIITSH, U XaJlJees, 1
TIepcoB, KOpode roBops, y Bcex Mymaperios Boctoka» (Lessing,
19026, S. 525). BoamoxHo, kputrka KaHTta HarpasiieHa u IIpo-
TUB «BOCTOYHOIO TOHa» B «HaraHe».

19 CpaBHUTEJILHO boJlee CHEpP’KaHHO, OYEBUIHO, B TOVI CBS3M
ykaszaame KaHTa Ha TO, 9TO «XpUCTMAHCTBO, HACKOJIHKO HaM W3-
BecTHO (!), Hanbosree momxopsIIas» opMa cpey PasIMIHbIX
TUTIOB «BePHI B O0XecTBeHHOE oTKpoBeHMe» (AA 07, S. 36; KanT,
1999, c. 90). D10 BO BCAKOM CJTydae HECOMHEHHO Oojiee OCTOPOXK-
Hee BBICKa3bIBaHIeE, YeM CJI0Ba O «MOPAIbHOVI PeJIUTUI» B €T0
TpaKTaTe O PeJINIUN, COIIaCHO KOTOPBIM B CYITHOCTM «M3 BCEX
KOIJIa-JIN0O0 CYIIeCTBOBABIIMX IIPU3HAHHBIX PEJIUIMI TaKOBa
TOJIBKO XPUCTMAHCKAs».

2 Tloatomy KaHT cues1 GbI BBOIAIIIM B 3011y K/I€HVe ITPV3HAHE
Jleccunra o «Harane»: «OgHaKo 3TOT Myfien yke HauMHaeT cOu-
BaTh MeHs ¢ TonKy» (Lessing, 1983, V. 1252 —1253; cp.: Jleccusr,
1980, c. 234); MHy10 OIIeHKy — C HEKOTOPBIM 3/I0pajICTBOM — Jajl

monotheistischen Religionen gibt es deshalb nach
Kant angesichts der prinzipiellen Differenzen de fac-
to nicht, zumal diese , Glaubensarten” doch nicht nur
historisch-empirisch, sondern auch nach dem Richt-
maf ,guter Griinde” und der inneren Beglaubigung
voneinander unterschieden. Es ist deshalb der Sache
nach — indirekt oder auch direkt — wohl auch gegen
Lessings Nathan gerichtet, wenn Kant betont, dass
Junter allen 6ffentlichen [Religionen], die es je gege-
ben hat, allein die christliche ist” (RGV, AA 06, S. 51-
52), die — als ,moralische Religion” — als eigentli-
che und ,vollstindige Religion” (RGV, AA 06, S. 162)
gelten konne," weil der , Keim des wahren Religions-
glaubens, so wie er jetzt in der Christenheit zwar nur
von einigen, aber doch 6ffentlich gelegt worden” sei
(RGV, AA 06, S. 131).

Die in Lessings Ringparabel zutage tretende Ein-
schiatzung bzw. Wiirdigung des Judentums sowie des
Islam erschien Kant hingegen offenbar — im Blick
auf die zugrunde gelegten Mafistibe bzw. deren Per-
spektiven — als viel zu undifferenziert bzw. als zu
,affirmativ” und bedeute deshalb einen ,wirklichen
Fehler” (V-Anth/Mensch, AA 25.2,S. 886). Die darin —
jedenfalls in fundamentalen Beziigen — als ,gleich-
rangig’ behaupteten monotheistischen Weltreligio-
nen werden von Kant hingegen ganz unterschied-
lich gewichtet, weil ihm zufolge, mit den Worten
Lessings, wohl zwar manche den ,Stempel” tragen,
jedoch nicht das ,Gewicht der Miinze’ (vgl. Nathan,
V. 1869-1872)" verraten.”® Dagegen kann ihm zufolge

der alten Sagen einkleiden musste: aber seine Lehren gerieten
bald in Hénde, welche den ganzen orientalischen Kram dar-
iiber verbreiteten und wiederum aller Vernunft ein Hinder-
nis in den Weg legten” (Refl. 798, AA 15, S. 345). Es ist dies
moglicherweise ein direkt auf Lessing (seine Schrift , Die Ju-
den”) gemiinzter Vorwurf; Kants Verwerfung des ,orientali-
schen Krams” liest sich beinahe wie eine direkte Antwort auf
Lessings affirmative Bezugnahme auf den Gedanken der ,See-
lenpriexistenz und Metempsychose” bei den ,, Agypter(n) und
Chaldéder(n) und Perser(n), kurz alle(n) Weisen des Orients”
(Lessing, 1795, S. 525). Moglicherweise richtet sich Kants Pole-
mik auch gegen den , orientalischen Ton” im Nathan.

6 Vergleichsweise zuriickhaltender ist diesbeziiglich offenbar
der Hinweis Kants, dass, ,soviel wir wissen [!], das Christen-
tum die schicklichste Form” der auf ,gottliche Offenbarung”
gestiitzten ,Glaubensarten” (SF, AA 07, S. 36) sei. Dies ist je-
denfalls uniiberhorbar vorsichtiger als jene Bezugnahme auf
die , moralische Religion” in seiner Religionsschrift, der zufol-
ge im Grunde ,unter allen 6ffentlichen, die es je gegeben hat,
allein die christliche” als eine solche gelten diirfe.

7 Hier und im Folgenden wird Nathan der Weise nach der
Reclam-Ausgabe (Lessing, 1983) mit den Angaben der Vers-
nummern zitiert.

8 Als irritierend mag Kant deshalb Lessings Zugestdndnis an
den Nathan empfunden haben: , Bald aber fangt // Mich dieser
Jud’ an zu verwirren” (Nathan, V. 1252-1253); dem steht die —
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JleccurroMm Kak yoexnenne Hartana «.uynen, // Xpu-
CTVAHVIH, ITapC VI MYCYJIbBMaHUH — €My BCe eIHO»
(Lessing, 1983, V. 1069—1071; cp.: Jleccuar, 1980, c. 226),
comtacHoO KaHTy, He MOXeT OBITh IIPVHSATO W BOILIOLIE-
Ho. Berrencrsue sToro mpososmialieHHoe JlecciiHrom B
KadecTBe OCHOBHOVI VifIeV ‘paBeHCTBO PEJITVTN OTKPO-
BEHIS, JINIIIEHHBIX, TAKMM 00pa3oM, CBOeT TIpeTeH3nN
Ha abcomoTHOCTE, Obl1o 115t KanTa, BEpOosiTHO, CIINII-
KOM ypaBHUTEIBHBIM U ITIO3TOMY He ITO3BOJISIIO IO-Ha-
CTOSIIIIEMY IIPU3HATD VX MOIJIMHHYIO ‘KOHEUHYIO IeIE.
KanT He cTasr Obl BecTM pedb O ‘PaBHO3HAYHOCTU pe-
JIATUI OTKPOBEHMS yXKe XOTs Obl II0TOMY, UTO, Ha €ro
B3IISAI, «MOPAJIEHO OOYCIIOBJIEHHBIVI MOHOTEM3M» [I0TI-
JKeH TIpeJjIararh BIIOJIHe ArdpdepeHIIpoBaHHbIE KPY-
Tepn, KOTOPBIE TI03BOJISIOT 1 OHOBPEMEHHO TPeOyIoT
IIPOBECTY VX KPUTMHUECKYIO OLIEHKY U IIPUHSTD pellle-
Hue. JleccrHT yXe B Habpocke mpemucriosns K «Hara-
Hy» SIBHO IIOJTYEPKMBAET KacaTeJIbHO IIPUTUYM O KOJIb-
IaX, 9TO OH «IIpeTHa3HaudaleT| ee IS TOrO, UTOOHI C ee
TIOMOIIIBIO ITPEJICTABUTH BCIO VICTOPUIO XPUCTMAHCKON
permrum» (Lessing, 1902a, S. 444), v Ha 310 KanT Mor
OBI BO3PA3UTh, YTO B TAKOM CJIydae OCTAETCS HepellleH-
HBIM KJIIOUEeBOVI BOIIPOC O IpMHIMIaX. DTo e Kant
Mor ObI OTBETUTDH Ha TO BBICOKOE IIPUTSA3AHME («..XOTb
esIbIvt Mup 661 Hac yosiman)» (Lessing, 1983, V. 1895;
Jleccyr, 1980, c. 263)), kotopoe «Haran» JleccuHra cBs-
3bIBAET C IIPUTYEN O KosIbIlax. [ToaToMy MOXXHO OBITE 1
«He eBpeeM», I «He MycyJIbMaHMHOM» (Lessing, 1983,
V. 2803; cp.: Jleccmar, 1980, c. 300) — Takos ObLI OFL, IO-
JKaJly Vi, pelmTesIbHbIVI OTBET Kanra Ha «Harama».
KaHToBa xapakTeprcTiKa XpUCTMAHCTBA KaK €JIVH-
CTBEHHOVI «MOPAJIBHOV PeUInm» ¥ KakK «HanOoslee
TIOIXOMSIIeT (POPMBI» Cpely «BUJIOB BEPBl» BO BCS-
KOM CJIydae IIPOTVMBOPEUNUT — IIpaBa, B PasHBIX IIyH-
KTax — TeM B3IVIJaM, KOTOpble oTcTamBayii JleccuHr
u MenpesibcoH. Yke paHHee cyxieHne Jleccurra: «Vc-
TUHA JIEVICTBYeT 11071, O0Jlee ueM OIHVMM O0JIMdIbeM; 101
3TVIM OHa yTOJHA MVPSHaM, IO TeM — IIPVUIBOPHBIM»
(Lessing, 1889, S. 277) — KawnT, BeposiTHO, cuesI ObI 3a0-
BEHVEM IIPVHIINIIOB, KOTOpOe OH Iofio3pesast 1 B «Ha-
TaHe» U KOTOPOe OCHOBAHO TOJIBKO Ha VMCKITIOUMUTEITEHO
‘BHEIITHeM, SMIIMPUYECKOM cpaBHeHMM. Takyio oleHKy
SIBHO MOYKHO OTHECTV ¥ K TOVI ITOCIIeIIIHO 3asIBJICHHOV
‘paBHO3HAYHOCTY perUrmil (KaK «BUJIOB BEPBI»), XOTS
KaHT oTHOCUTCS K 3TOMY C OIIpe/Ie/IeHHBIM ITOHVIMaHV-
€M, eCJIVl TOYHO Pas3JIMYaioTCs YVCTO 3MIIVIPUKO-VICTO-

l'aman (B 1779 1., cM. TipyMen. 6), cortacHO KoTopomy KaHT, Bepo-
SITHO, paccMaTpuBal «HaTaHa» JIMIIE KaK «BTOPYIO 4aCThb» ITbEChI
«EBpen». (3meck m flajiee B CCHUTKAX Ha HEMEIIKIMII TEKCT PaMbl
Jleccmrra, KOTOpbIe IIPUBOMSATCS B CIIydae M3MeHeHMs (YTOUYHe-
HST) TeKCTa PYCCKOTO TTepeBoia, yKasbiBaeTcst HoMmep cTpokm (V.)
B HEMEIIKOM m3fiaHun. — IIpumeu. nep.)

R. Langthaler

auch das von Lessing fiir Nathans Gesinnung rekla-
mierte: ,Jud” und Christ und Muselmann und Par-
si, alles ist ihm eins” (Nathan, V. 1069-1071) nicht auf-
geboten bzw. ausgespielt werden. Demnach war fiir
Kant die von Lessing als ,Grundbotschaft’ verkiin-
digte ,Gleichheit der Offenbarungsreligionen’, die
derart ihres ,Absolutheitsanspruches’ beraubt sind,
offenbar zu nivellierend und lasse so ihren eigent-
lichen ,letzten Zweck’ nicht hinreichend erkennen.
Von einer ,Gleichrangigkeit der Offenbarungsreligio-
nen’ hitte Kant wohl schon deshalb nicht gesprochen,
weil ihm zufolge jener ,moralisch-bestimmte Mono-
theismus” durchaus differenzierte Kriterien anzubie-
ten vermag, die eine kritische Abwagung derselben
bzw. eine Entscheidung dariiber ermoglichen und
diese gleichermafsen fordern. Wenn Lessing (1779b,
S. 444) noch im Entwurf zur Vorrede zum Nathan
tiber die Ringparabel ausdriicklich betont: ,Ich habe
sie bestimmt, die ganze Geschichte der christlichen
Religion darunter vorzustellen,” so hétte dies inso-
fern Kants Einspruch provoziert, dass darin gleich-
wohl die entscheidende Prinzipienfrage noch ausge-
klammert bleibt. Dies wére auch Kants Antwort auf
den hohen Anspruch gewesen (,Mocht” auch doch //
Die ganze Welt uns horen” — Nathan, V. 1895), den
Lessings Nathan mit der Ringparabel verbindet. Des-
halb kénne man, dies wire wohl Kants entschiedene
Antwort auf Nathan, eben auch , kein Jude” und ,kein
Muselmann” (Nathan, V. 2803) sein.

Kants Kennzeichnung des Christentums als al-
leinige ,moralische Religion” und als die ,schicklich-
ste Form” unter den ,Glaubensarten” widerspricht
jedenfalls, freilich in unterschiedlichen Akzenten,
den von Lessing und Mendelssohn geltend gemach-
ten Auffassungen. Schon in Lessings frithem Diktum
,Die Wahrheit rithret unter mehr als einer Gestalt;
unter dieser gefillt sie den Weltwesen, unter jener
dem Hofmanne” (Lessing, 1751, S. 277), hitte Kant
wohl die auch noch im Nathan vermutete ,Prinzipien-
vergessenheit’ gesehen, die auf einem lediglich ,du-
Berlich” bleibenden, empirischen Vergleich beruht.
Dies ist offenbar auch gegen jene voreilig geltend ge-
machte ,Gleichrangigkeit’ der Religionen (als ,Glau-
bensarten”) gesagt, obgleich Kant dafiir ja insofern
ein gewisses Verstdandnis zeigt, wenn von dieser blof3
empirisch-historischen Ebene diejenige der ,Prinzi-
pien’ und des ,moralischen Glaubens” genau unter-

ein wenig boshafte — Einschitzung Hamanns (aus dem Jahr
1779) entgegen (s. Anm. 6), Kant habe den Nathan wohl ledig-
lich als den ,, zweiten Teil” des Stiickes , Die Juden” angesehen.
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pvYecKnii ypoBeHb U YPOBEHB IIPUHIIVIIIOB VI «MOpPaJIb-
HOVI Bepbl» — JaXke C YUYeTOM «CBOVICTBEHHOVI KaXKIOMY
HeyBepeHHOCT OTHOCUTEeJILHO TOTo, KaKasi Bepa (cpemy
VICTOPUYECKIX) SIBJISI€TCS VICTVIHHOV, — ITPV TOM UTO MO-
PpasIbHas Bepa Bceryia Vi IOBCIOAY OffHa 1 Ta xe» (AA 06,
S. 132 Anm,; KanT, 19947, c. 143 —144 ipumeu.). He B mmo-
CIIEITHIOIO OYepPeb STVM OOBSICHSETCS, BEPOSITHO, TaKXKe
avictanuys KanTa 110 OTHOIIEHUIO K ITPUTYe O KOJIbIax,
00ycyIoBJIeHHas MPVHIUIIAMI ¥ CBs3aHHas, MOKaIIyTI,
IJIaBHBIM OOpa3oM C ero IOHWMMaHVEeM eCTeCTBEeHHON
permmrmmy (VM «IUCTOV PeJTUTIO3HON Bephbl» B KauecTBe
«COBEPITIEHHOVI PEJIVTU») I €€ OTHOLIIEHVISI K TOMY, 4TO
OH Ha3bIBaJI ICTOPMUIECKVIMVL «BVIAMI BEPBI».

Crnenpyromas 3 3Toro
KpuTHuKa HenuddepeHIMpoBaHHO
HacTpoeHHOCTH JleccuHra «IIPOTUB Bcex
MO3UTUBHBIX PEJIUTUI» B IIPUTYE O KOJIbLIAX —
M BO3pa)keHWUe Ha ero e «Bocumnranne
eJI0BeYeCcKOro poga»

OmHako STMMM HEOOXOAMMBIMY  Pas3IMIeHMSIMI
JleccuHr nipeHeOper, He B IIOCTIEIHIO OYepeb CIIeysi
cBoeMy IIporpamMmHoMy Tesucy: «Hactpoennocts Ha-
TaHa IIPOTUB fcex TIO3UTMBHBIX PeTUTMiI ObTa Moevt
m3HadaIpHO. Ho 3m1ecs He MecTo, 9YTOORI ee OIIpaBIbI-
BaTh» (Lessing, 1902a, S. 444)*', xors Gosiee Bcero B I10-
IOOHOV TIO3MIMM OOHApyXXMBaeTCsd HUBEIMPYIOIas
paBHOYyIa7IleHHOCTD JleccuHTa OT HMIX, a TaKke, ITO-BU-
OVMOMY, €ro 3aK/Ilo4eHre O HeoOXOIMMOM ycTpa-
HEHWM «IIO3UTUBHBIX PEJINIUIT». DTO TaKXKe BIIMSET
Ha BIledamTIeHMe, 4TO y JleccmHra HesiBHO mpeo0biia-
maeT (masiexkoe KaHTy) «paBHOmyIIVMe MM mdaxe Iyx
poTusieHns mobomy OTkposenmio» (AA 06, S. 119;
KanT, 19947, c. 127)%. KauT enBa Obl IIPUHSIT IpU3Ha-
Hue JleccuHra B cuMIaTusX K «HacTpoeHHocTy Hara-

2l DTo 3aMevaHVie B HeKOTOPOM POJIe JIBYCMBICJIEHHOE, ITOCKOJTb-
Ky «ITPOTVIB BCEX PEJIUTHI» MOXET ObITh VICTOJIKOBAHO TAKXKe B
CMBICIIe «KacaTeJTbHO», «IT0 TIOBOJTY BCAKOV PeITUTHV»; OIHAKO
yKa3aHle «HO 37IeCh He MeCTO...» TOBOPUT BCe e, IIOXaIy, B
MOJIB3y ‘TIOJIEMWYECKOro IpoduTeHus’ . DTOMy, IpaBra, B Ka-
KOVI-TO Mepe IIPOTMBOPEUNT cilefyiolriee 3apepeHne JleccuHra:
«...5 TaK)Ke... HUKOT/Ia HY B MaJIeViITIeVl CTeleHy He ITucasl ¥ ITy-
OmMuHO He yTBep)KHal TOro, YTO MOIJIO OBI CJIy>XWMTh OCHOBa-
HUeM JUTs TIO[[03peHvis, OyJITO s TaVfHBIVI Bpar XPUCTHMAHCKON
permrvv» (Lessing, 18978, S. 182 —183). D10 paBHOE AMCTaHIIN-
pOBaHVe «ITPOTUB BCEX PEJIUIMIT» B HAOPOCKe IPeTMCIIOBUS K
«Harany» JleccuHra He IOy 9aeT IIPONOIDKEHNS 1 B U3TAHHOM
HEeMHOTO IT03]THee TpaKTaTe O BOCIITaHUN.

2 DT0 0cODEHHO KacaeTcsl OJHOTO 3aMedaHlis M3 IUTUPYeMOTo
Habpocka rpesmciosus K «Harary» — 0 TOM, 9TO «HEJIOCTaTOK,
KOTOPBIVI ITPOVICXOMIAT OT PEJIIVIVI OTKPOBEHVIS TSl UejloBede-
CKOTO POJia, HU B KaKoe JIpyroe Bpems He GpocaeTcsi Tak SpKO
B I7Ia3a Pa3yMHOr0 4eJIoBeKa, KaK BO BpeMeHa KPeCTOBBIX TI0X0-
nos» (Lessing, 1902a, S. 445).
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schieden bleibt — mag diesbeziiglich auch die Unge-
wissheit tatsdchlich unaufhebbar sein, ,die ein jeder
in sich fiihlt, welcher Glaube (unter den historischen)
der rechte sei, indessen dass der moralische aller-
warts der namliche ist” (RGV, AA 06, S. 132 Anm.).
Nicht zuletzt dies erklédrt vermutlich auch Kants —
prinzipien-motivierte — Distanz zur Ringparabel,
die wohl vornehmlich mit seinem Verstindnis der
nattirlichen Religion (bzw. dem ,reinen Religions-
glauben” als der ,vollstindigen Religion”) und deren
Verhiltnis zu den von ihm sogenannten geschichtli-
chen ,Glaubensarten” zusammenhéangt.

Eine daraus resultierende Kritik an Lessings
undifferenzierter Gesinnung ,gegen alle
positiven Religionen” in der Ringparabel —
und ein Widerspruch zu Lessings Erziehung des
Menschengeschlechts

Diese notwendigen Differenzierungen habe Les-
sing nicht zuletzt jedoch mit seinem programmati-
schen Urteil: ,Nathans Gesinnung gegen alle positi-
ven Religionen ist von jeher die meinige gewesen. Aber
hier ist nicht der Ort, sie zu rechtfertigen” (Lessing
1779b, S. 444),° versaumt, zumal dies doch eine ni-
vellierende Aquidistanz zu ihnen verrate und of-
fenbar auch seine Einschitzung einer notwendigen
Ablosung der ,positiven Religionen” erkennen las-
se. Auch dies erhirtet wohl den Eindruck einer bei
Lessing latent vorherrschenden (von Kant jedoch dis-
tanzierten) ,Gleichgiiltigkeit, oder wohl gar Wider-
setzlichkeit gegen alle Offenbarung” (RGV, AA 06,
S. 119). Jene Sympathie-Erklarung Lessings fiir ,Na-
thans Gesinnung gegen alle positiven Religionen”,*

¥ Diese Bemerkung ist zwar in gewisser Weise zweideutig, zu-
mal dieses , gegen alle Religionen” auch im Sinne eines ,, iiber”,
~gegentiber aller Religion” gelesen werden kann; der Hinweis
,Aber hier ist nicht der Ort [...]” scheint jedoch die ,polemische
Lesart’ zu begiinstigen. Dem widerspricht freilich in gewisser
Weise Lessings Beteuerung: ,[...] ich habe auch [...] nie das ge-
ringste geschrieben, oder 6ffentlich behauptet, was mich dem
Verdachte aussetzen konnte, ein heimlicher Feind der christ-
lichen Religion zu sein” (Lessing, 1778a, S. 182-183). Diese im
Entwurf zur Vorrede von Lessings Nathan behauptete Aquidis-
tanz ,gegen alle Religionen” wird ja auch in der nur wenig spa-
ter erschienenen Erziehungsschrift nicht befolgt.

% Dies gilt besonders auch fiir die aus diesem Entwurf zur
Vorrede des Nathan stammende Notiz, wonach ,der Nach-
teil, welchen geoffenbarte Religionen dem menschlichen Ge-
schlechte bringen, zu keiner Zeit einem verniinftigen Manne
miisse auffallender gewesen sein, als zu den Zeiten der Kreuz-
ziige” (Lessing, 1779b, S. 445).

2 Nathans Gesinnung gegen alle positiven Religionen”
kommt vielleicht am deutlichsten in seiner Bemerkung gegen-
tiber dem Sultan zum Ausdruck: ,Soll // Mich blofs entschuldi-



Ha IIPOTVB BCeX MO3UTMBHBIX PeJIUTmin»? (0cOOeHHO B
OTHOIIIEHWMY XPUCTUAHCTBA), IIOCKOJIBKY YBUIEII Obl B
HeM OIIaCHOCTb YpaBHMBaHM CYIITHOCTY PEJIUTUM (TO
€CThb «COIVIaCHO MfIee») ¢ (popMaMi IIPOSIBIICHIST PesIu-
Ui (KaK MCTOPUYECKVX «BUIOB Bepbl»). CorsacHo cy-
xnenmio Kanra, «Hartam» JleccHra HUBEIMpPYyeT TeM
CaMBIM VIMEHHO TO pasindeHne, Kotopoe KaHT B cBo-
€M TpaKTaTe O PeJIUTMI IIPefCTaBI KaK HeolIpoBep-
Xnmoe: «Bce pesnrum MOXXHO PasfieInTh Ha PeJIUTII0
CHUCKAHUA 04a20CKA0HHOCTY (OIHOTO JIVIIIB KYJIbTa) U
Ha MOpAbHyw0, T.e. PEIIUTUI0 000p020 00pasa xusHu»
(AA 06, S. 51; KanT, 19947, c. 54—55), vim, xak B Oortee
niosHert centeHimn Kanra: «PermurmosHast Bepa ecTb
mbo mcropuyeckasl Bepa, JnOo... pasymHas (Oosee
4yicTasi) Bepa»?, KOTopasi, MOXXHO ITPEJIIIOIIOKNUTb, Xa-
paKTepusyeT «uIer0» XpUcTuaHcTBa 1, 1o Kanry, BbI-
BO/IVIMA VICK/TFOUMTEJIBHO M3 Pa3syMHBIX OCHOBaHMIT™.
Onnaxo ecnu B «HacTpoeHHOCTH HaTaHa» BOIUIOmIia-
eTcst KpUTHKa JleccHTroM ‘3acTBIBIIIEVT TIO3UTHUBHOCTI
permruit (Mim mx «be3gyIrHOro opromoxcmsma» (SE,
AA 07,5.59; cm.: KanT, 1999, c. 146, rrepeBort yTOYHEH))
", TaKMM 00pas3oM, oTpakaeTcsi 1 ero crop c ['ére, To
KanT, KoHeuHo, pasnesvI Obl IIpoBo3IIIalIeHHbI Jlec-
CVIHT'OM OTKa3 OT ‘TIO3UTVBHBIX PeIirimi 2.

DTa «HaCTPOEHHOCTb», IpumvcanHas Harany, octa-
eTcsi, ¢ Touku 3peHns KaHra, B jo0oM cirydae 3aramgod-

? «HacrpoenHocTs HaTaHa mIpoTuB Beex IOJIOXKUTEIBHBIX pe-
JINTUV», TIOXKaJTyVi, Hanborlee SIpKO BbIpakeHa B €ro 3aMedaHnm
cyJstaHy: «JInimb — B M3BMHEHME TOMY, 4TO 3TMX // 51 Tpex Ko-
JIel] He B cvulax pasmmauTh. // OHu oTiioM m 6bUM [Tt TOTO / /
3akasaHsbl, uTo0 X He pasymyann» (Jleccunr, 1980, c. 265).

% Ilnrara m3 HaOpocka 1800 r. k «IIpocrekTy», KOTOPBIN IUIa-
HUPOBAICS IS COUMHEHNS ero yYeHMKa SIXMaHa M COXpaHWII-
Cs1 CpefIn pa3po3HeHHBIX JcToB (1mT. 1o: Henrich, 1966, S. 42).
% «CaMoe CyIIecTBEHHOE 1 IIEHHO€e B yueHuy XpucTa IMEHHO
CJlefTyIolee: YTo IIaBHBIVI CMBICTT BCeVl PEJIUIMY OH ITPOBO3IJIa-
CWI B TOM, YTOOBI BCEM CYUIaMV OBITH IIPaBeIHBIM B BEpE, T.€. B
Ge3ycsioBHOM J10Bepuy, uTo bor BocriosHMT Bee TO Gr1aro, KOTo-
poe He B HallleVl BJIaCTI. DTO BepOyUeHMe 3alpelaeT BCsSKoe 3a-
HOCYMBOe IIpUTs3aHNe 3HaTh, KaKuM criocobom bor ato senaer,
PaBHO KaK ¥ BBICOKOMEPHYIO CAMOHA/IESTHHOCTD B OIIpeJIeIIEHNN
TOrO, YTO HaubosIee IOJIXOINT K CPeICTBAM ero My/IPOCTH, BCs-
Kye M3bICKaHVs OJaroCKJIOHHOCTM IIO YCTaHOBJIEHHBIM IIpell-
MOVICAaHVSAM [IJIsi OOTOCIIY>)KeHWUI — U HUYero He IIpyeMIeT U3
HECKOHYAeMOI'0 PeJIUIVIO3HOIO OCJIeIUIeHs], K KOTOPOMY JIFOIIN
CKJIOHHBI BO BCe BpeMeHa, a IpreMyIeT TOJIBKO IIOJIHOe 1 Oe3yc-
JIOBHOE JIOBEpPMeE, YTO 3TO Os1aro, Kakoro Obl HM OBUIO OHO pojia,
OyIieT HaM JapOBaHO, €CJIV TOJIBKO MBI, HACKOJIBKO 3TO B HaIIVIX
cwlax, He crieytaeM ce0st uepes Hallle ITOBeJIeHie HEeTOCTOVHBIMU
ero» (13 yepHoBuMKa nceMa K JTadarepy 1775 .: AA 10, S. 180).
% B mmceMe Opary JleccuHr, Bens peus o «HaTane», momuep-
KHYJI — IIO-BUIIMIMOMY, CO CCBIIKOV Ha ['érie — uTo «ero cozep-
JKaHVe OTYACTV CXOHO C TeM CIIOPOM, KOTOPBIV 5 Cedac Bemy»
(Lessing, 1907a, S. 285). KanT Toxe 1os1araji, 4To yCTaHOBJIEHE
«BCeoOlIIerl pesIuy pasyMa» IHIpu Iepexoie «K (DoKecTBeH-
HOMY) 3TUUYEeCKOMY roCy/lapCTBy Ha 3eMIe... BCe ellle OecKoHeu-
HO yJaJIeHO OT Hac», OJHAKO «HeIPepbIBHOE IPUOIVDKeHVIe»
(AA 06, S. 122; Kanr, 199471, c. 131) K HeMy BITOJIHE BO3MOXKHO.
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hitte Kant (mit besonderem Blick auf das Christen-
tum) kaum akzeptiert, hitte er darin doch eher die
Gefahr einer Nivellierung zwischen dem Wesen der
Religion (d.i. ,der Idee nach”) und den Erscheinungs-
formen der Religionen (als den historischen ,Glau-
bensarten”) gesehen. Dem Urteil Kants zufolge ni-
velliere eben auch Lessings Nathan damit genau jene
Differenz, auf der seine Religionsschrift unbeirrbar
insistierte: ,Man kann aber alle Religionen in die der
Gunstbewerbung (des bloSen Cultus) und die mo-
ralische, d.i. die Religion des guten Lebenswandels,
einteilen” (RGV, AA 06, S. 51) — oder, wie es noch in
einer spaten Auflerung Kants heifit: ,Der Religions-
glaube ist entweder Geschichtsglaube oder [...] Ver-
nunftglaube (reiner),”?* welcher freilich der ,ldee”
des Christentums vorbehalten wird und nach Kant
durchaus aus Vernunftgriinden entscheidbar ist.”
Sofern sich jedoch in ,,Nathans Gesinnung” Lessings
Kritik an einer ,erstarrten Positivitdt’ der Religionen
(bzw. deren ,seelenlosem Orthodoxism” (SF, AA 07,
S. 59) manifestiert (und so noch dessen Auseinander-
setzung mit Goeze widerspiegelt), hitte Kant freilich
diese von Lessing bekundete Ablehnung durchaus
geteilt.

Jene dem Nathan zugeschriebene ,Gesinnung”
bleibt nach Kant jedenfalls auch ratselhaft, sofern

gen, wenn ich die Ringe // Mir nicht getrau zu unterscheiden,
die // Der Vater in der Absicht machen lies, // Damit [!] sie
nicht zu unterscheiden wiren” (Nathan, V. 1966-1969).

2 So in einem aus dem Jahr 1800 stammenden Entwurf zu ei-
nem , Prospectus”, der fiir die Schrift seines Schiilers Jachmann
gedacht war und auf einem ,losen Blatt” erhalten ist (zit. nach
Henrich, 1966, S. 42).

2 Das Wesentliche und Vortrefflichste von der Lehre Christi
ist eben dieses: dass er die Summe aller Religion darin setzte,
rechtschaffen zu sein aus allen Kriften im Glauben d.i. einem
unbedingten Zutrauen, dass Gott alsdenn das tibrige Gute, was
nicht in unserer Gewalt ist, ergianzen werde. Diese Glaubens-
lehre verbietet alle Anmafiung, die Art, wie Gott dieses tue,
wissen zu wollen, imgleichen die Vermessenheit, dasjenige aus
eignem Diinkel zu bestimmen, was in Ansehung der Mittel sei-
ner Weisheit am geméfesten sei, alle Gunstbewerbungen nach
eingefiihrten gottesdienstlichen Vorschriften und ldsst von
dem unendlichen Religionswahn, wozu die Menschen zu allen
Zeiten geneigt sein, nichts {ibrig als das allgemeine und unbe-
stimmte Zutrauen, dass uns dieses Gute auf welche Art es auch
sei, zu Teil werden solle, wenn wir, so viel an uns ist, uns durch
unser Verhalten dessen nur nicht unwiirdig machen” (so im
Entwurf eines Briefs an Lavater aus dem Jahr 1775: Br, AA 10,
S. 180).

# In ginem Brief an seinen Bruder hat Lessing (1778¢, S. 285) —
offenbar mit Verweis auf Goeze — von seinem Nathan betont,
dass ,dessen Inhalt eine Art von Analogie mit meinen gegen-
wartigen Streitigkeiten hat.” Auch Kant sah die Ausbildung ei-
ner ,allgemeinen Vernunftreligion” in einem zu errichtenden
»(gottlichen) ethischen Staat auf Erden” ,noch in unendlicher
Weite von uns entfernt” (RGV, AA 06, S. 122), eine ,allmahli-
che Anndherung” sei jedoch durchaus méglich.
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HOV, eCJIV HOIpa3yMeBaTh IIOJI HeW 4To-TO OoJiblliee,
YeM HepusTie CcaMoaOCOJIIOTM3ALNI VICTOPUYECKIMX
«BUJIOB BepPbl», KOTOpoe KaHT, KoHeYHO, oIepXmBaJl
Kak HempumsTie 3TOV aOCOTIOTM3ALNI CIIeyeT TTOHV-
MaTbh, BEPOSITHO, 1 3aMedaHMe JleccuHra cBoemy Opa-
Ty Kapny: «Haseproe, Moit “Hatan” nmest Obl B 11e510M
MeHBIIIVT yCIieX, ecyIu OBl ero IIOCTaBWIIN B TeaTpe, UTo,
BEPOSITHO, HUKOTIZIa He IIpom30rizeT. JlocTaTouHO, ey
€ro C MHTEPeCOM UMTAIOT, VI CPedy THICSY YuTaTesIent
XOTb OJIVIH HAy4MTCS COMHEBATHCS B OUYEBMIHOCTU U
BceoOmTHOCTM cBoent permrum» (Lessing, 19076, S. 314).
Ho He B 3TOM COMHeHMM COCTONT, corrtacHo KaHTy, ras-
Hasl 11eJ1b, a CKOpee B TOM, UTOOBI ITOCITe CHATMS "MUCTV-
YEeCKVX [TOKPOBOB  «IIO3UTVBHBIX PEJIUTVI» IIPOOUTHCS
K SIpPYy ‘eCTeCTBEHHOV PeJIUINMI, «MOPaIbHO OOYCIIOB-
JIEHHOro MOHOTem3Ma». A 1iesb Jleccnra KaHT, yunTsr-
Bas ‘BCeOOIIIHOCTD, €IVMHCTBO M HeOOXOMMMOCTE ‘ecTe-
CTBEHHOVI PeJIVTMIT, TIOCTaBVII ObI TI0/], COMHEHVE ellle
VI TIOTOMY, YTO, IIO €TO CJIOBaM, HV OOVH W3 VCTOpIde-
CKVX «BVZIOB Bepbl» He IOCTUT TpebyeMOot «BCeoOIITHO-
CTV VI €IMHCTBA OCHOBHBIX MaKCUM Bepb» (AA 07, S. 52;
Kant, 1999, c. 128)¥, maxe ecin «IIpeHa3HAYEHHOMY
Ob1TH MUpOBOTL pernruer» (AA 08, S. 339; Kant, 19940,
c. 218) XpUCTMAHCTBY («COITIaCHO mfee») OymeT Ipefio-
CTaBJIEHO HeKoe 0coDoe MeCTO. DTO MOXKEeT IIOKA3aThbCst
YOVIBUTEIIBHBIM, OIJHaKO «HacTpoeHHOCTh Harana mpo-
TUB BCeX TOJIOKUTEIBHBIX PEJIUTIIT», KOTOpasi He B IT0-
CJIEJTHIOI0 OYepellb CIIIaKMBaeT pelaroliee pasjidme
MeXIy «pesInrveit 1o0poro oopasa XKIU3HV» U «PeTri-
eVl CHMUCKaHWMS 0J1arOCKJIOHHOCTY (OIIHOTO JIVIIb KYJIb-
Ta)» (AA 06, S. 51; Kanr, 19947, c. 54—55), MeXy «CBO-
OOMHBIM ¥, 3HAYNT, MOPAJIBHBIM CITy>KeHneM» bory u
3aCITy>KMBaIOIIVIM OCY KIEHVSI IIPOCTBIM «JDKeCITyKe-
H1eM» (AA 06, S. 179; KanT, 1994z, c. 194), BBUIY Takoro
HVBEJIMPOBAHNS HECOBMECTVIMA C BEYIIIEN MIeelt «VIC-
TUHHOrO mpocsemeHns» (AA 06, S. 179; KanT, 19947,
c. 194y,

W Bce xe 310 BBICTyIITIeHME JleccuHTa «IIpOTUB BeexX
ITO3UTVBHBIX PEJIUTUI» SBHO PAaCXOAUTCS C IPyTUMU
B3rstamMu KaHta, B TOM 4uciie ¢ ero onpezesieHneM
COOTHOIIEHMST MEX]Ty MCTOPMYECKOVI ¥ eCTeCTBEHHOM

¥ D10 OTCBUIKA K «BOry Beex jmoieit», KoTopas 3aK/IFoueHa B BO-
rpoce Paxu, obparenHom k Harte: «Yro 3a Gor, // Koropsri
Ob1 ITpyHasyIeXKa KoMy-To // VI 3a KOro HaM c KeM-TO OUTbCs
Hamo?» (Jleccurr, 1980, c. 248). [lamee Paxa pacckaseiBaeT mpo
Harto: «OHa, BelIb s CKa3aJla, XpUCTUaHKa, // A vm 71r000Bb 110-
BeJIeBaeT MyunTb. / / DeIHsKKa MHIT, 4TO BEIOM TOJIBKO eVl / /
ITyTh K BeUHOVI XXM3HY, U ITyTH Ipyroro / / Her k Be3gecyiiemy»
(JIeccmmr, 1980, c. 336).

% Obpairato BHYMaHNME, YTO IIPV ITOM COBEpIIIEHHO He 3aTpa-
I'MBAETCS BOIIPOC O IIPaBOMEPHOCTV KAHTOBCKOVI OLIEHKM My Ian-
3Ma ¥ McIama.
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dies mehr besagen soll als die natiirlich auch von
Kant unterstiitzte Zuriickweisung der Selbstverabso-
lutierung der historischen ,,Glaubensarten.” Als eine
Absage dagegen ist wohl auch Lessings Bemerkung
an seinen Bruder Karl zu verstehen: , Es kann wohl
sein, dass mein Nathan im Ganzen wenig Wirkung
tun wiirde, wenn er auf das Theater kdme, welches
wohl nie geschehen wird. Genug, wenn er sich mit
Interesse nur lieset, und unter tausend Lesern nur Ei-
ner daraus an der Evidenz und Allgemeinheit seiner
Religion zweifeln lernt” (Lessing, 1779a, S. 314). In-
des, nicht solcher Zweifel ist nach Kant das eigent-
liche Ziel, vielmehr dies, nach Ablegung der ,mysti-
schen Hiillen” der ,positiven Religionen” zum Kern
der ,natiirlichen Religion’, des ,moralisch-bestimm-
ten Monotheismus”, vorzudringen. Dieses Ziel hat-
te Kant mit Blick auf die durch ,Allgemeinheit, Ein-
heit und Notwendigkeit’ ausgezeichnete ,nattirli-
che Religion” auch insofern in Zweifel gezogen, weil
ihm zufolge keine der historischen ,Glaubensarten”
tiber die geforderte ,Allgemeinheit und Einheit der
wesentlichen Glaubensmaximen” (SF, AA 07, S. 52)
verfiigt,” wenngleich dem zur , allgemeinen Weltre-
ligion” (EaD, AA 08, S. 339) bestimmten Christentum
(,der Idee nach”) eine gewisse Sonderstellung ein-
gerdaumt wird. Es mag tiberraschen: Doch ,Nathans
Gesinnung gegen alle positiven Religionen”, die nicht
zuletzt den entscheidenden Unterschied zwischen
der ,Religion des guten Lebenswandels” und den
~Religionen der Gunstbewerbung (des bloien Cul-
tus)” (RGV, AA 06, S. 51), zwischen dem ,freien, mit-
hin moralischen Dienst” Gottes und dem verwerfli-
chen blofien ,Afterdienst” (ibid., S. 179) einebnet, ist
aufgrund solcher Nivellierung mit der Leitidee der
,wahren Aufkldarung” (ibid., S. 179) unvereinbar.?
Jenes Bekenntnis Lessings ,gegen alle positiven
Religionen” steht jedoch auch in einer uniibersehba-
ren Spannung zu anderen Auffassungen Kants —
so auch zu dessen Verhiltnisbestimmung der histo-
rischen und der natiirlichen Religion. Nur nebenbei
sei diesbeztiglich angemerkt: Die von Lessing seinem

» Esist der Rekurs auf den,Gott aller Menschen’, der die Frage
Rechas gegeniiber Daja gebietet: , Wem eignet Gott? was ist das
fur ein Gott, // Der einem Menschen eignet? der fiir sich //
Muss kdampfen lassen?” (Nathan, V. 1556-1558). Von Daja sagt
Recha ja auch: ,Ach, die arme Frau — ich sag dir'sja — //
Ist eine Christin — muss aus Liebe quilen; — // Ist eine von
den Schwiarmerinnen, die // Den allgemeinen, einzig wahren
Weg // Nach Gott, zu wissen wihnen!” (Nathan, V. 3585-3590).
% Wohlgemerkt, die Frage der RechtmiBigkeit der kantischen
Einschitzung des Judentums und des Islam bleibt davon noch
ganz unbertihrt.



permruert. OTHOCKUTEIIBHO 3TOr0 MOYKHO JIVIIB IOy T-
HO 3aMeTUTh: «HaCTPOEHHOCTH IIPOTWUB BCeX IO3UTVB-
HBIX peJININil», HpunrcanHasi Jleccuarom ceoemy Ha-
TaHy, He BIIOJIHe COUeTaeTcs TaKKe C MCTOPrOCOd KO
U peUIVO3HO-PMII0COMCKON ITePCIIeKTUBON Pa3Bu-
TSI, TpeICTaBIeHHON B Oojlee IIO3AHEM COYMHEHVIN
Jleccnnra «BocrmraHme dYesioBedeckoro poma» (CM.:
Cunico, 2015, S. 50). Bo BcsgxoM citydae, HeJb3sl yIIy-
CKaTh U3 BUILy, YTO B HeM 3Ta JleccrHroBa «HacTpoeH-
HOCTB IIPOTMB BCeX TIO3UTVBHBIX PEJIUTUIT», OUYEBVIIHO,
PeImTeIbHO MOOMMUIIMPYeTCs, JaXxe KOPPeKTUpyeT-
cs1?’, TeMm OoJlee 4TO TaM, IIO-BUJIVIMOMY, BCe YK€ IIPOVIC-
XOIWT IIePeOIeHKa «II0JIOKUTETbHBIX pestnrmi». [1oa-
tomy KaHT, BeposiTHO, 00BVHMII ObI Jleccurra ere u B
HeCOIIacOBaHHOCTY B3IJISI0B MJIV B HETIOC/IefIoBaTe Ib-
HOCTM. [1eVICTBUTEIIBPHO, HeJIb3d He 3aMeTUTh TO 00CTO-
STEJILCTBO, YTO B «BocmmTaHmm YesioBeueckoro poma»
JleccuHT (B HEKOTOPOVI CTEIIeHN IIPOTMUBOpPEYa CBOEMY
cosceM HerlasHeMy «HaTaHy») sIBHBIM 0OpasoM OTHO-
CUT PeJIUIMIO MyHdan3Ma K CTaauy JeTCTBa, B TO BpeMs
KaK XpucTraHcTBo (¢ HoBbIM 3aBeToM) cpaBHMBaeTCs ¢
OTPOYECTBOM — TaKMM obpa3oM, naxe y JleccuHra oM
371ech CTOSAT He Ha OTHOVI CTYTIeHM (a VIcJIaMy TPV 3TOM
He OTBOAMTCS BooOITe HMKakoro Mecta!). To sxe camoe,
BEpOATHO, KacaeTcsl M PeJINTITIO3HO-VICTOPUYECKON! ITep-
CIIEKTVBBI, KOTOpyIo JleccMHT ToKasasl B TpaKTaTe O
«Bocrmranum»: «HacTtano Bpemsi, Korma AOIDKeH ObLI
HIPUATY JIYUIINA YYUTeIb U BBIPBaTh U3 PyK pebeH-
Ka y’Xe HEHYXXHYIO eMy KHuUrY. VI mpumerr Xpuctoc»
(JTeccunr, 1995, c. 490, § 53) — TO eCcTb «y4uUTeND, IIPO-
cseTsieHHBI borom» (Lessing, 1898, S. 157), crasmumn
«npakmuyeckum ydurereM OeccMepTMs AYIIN, KOTO-
poivi 6ryuias doBepue» (Jleccunr, 1995, c. 491, § 58). Io-
sToMy KaHT oTMmeTw1 Obl, 4TO 3Ta OLleHKa, JaHHAS B
«BocrmTanmm gesroBevyeckoro poaa», cama 1o cede, 1mo-
JKaJIy71, He COrTIacyeTcsi C ‘paBeHCTBOM permruit OTKpo-
BEHIsT, IIPOBO3IJIallleHHEIM B «HartaHe». VIMeHHO aTHM
He B ITOCJIEIHIO0 OUepeb MOKHO OOBSICHUTD ITPOXJIaj-
HOe (Ha IIPUHIIVIVAJIBHBIX OCHOBAHMSX) OTHOIIEHVIE
KaHnTa x mipuTde 0 KOjbIlax, KOTOpPOe, BEPOsITHO, CBs-
3aHO IIpeXIe BCero C ero IOHWMMAaHVeM «eCTeCTBEeH-
HOVI PeJTUTUV» (VIJIU «9VCTOVI PEJINTVIO3HOV BEPhI» KaK
«COBEPIIIEHHOV PEeIUTMI») Y OTHOIIEHWS II0CIIeTHE
K VICTOPUYeCKMM «BUOAaM Bepbl». Tak WIN MHade, BO
MHOT'VIX acIleKTaX Hem30eXHO BIledaTiIeHlie HeCoryIaco-
BaHHOCTVI WJIVI HEeIIOC/IeIoBaTeIbHOCTY B JleccHIOBO
«HACTPOEHHOCTV» B CPaBHEHUVI C IPVOPUTETOM XPW-
CTMAHCTBA B TpaKTaTe O BOCIMTaHW.

¥ TeM He MeHee 3Ta ITO3[IHSISI cAMOKOppeKIs Jleccunra ocra-
€TCsl B SIBHOM IIPOTVBOPEYNI C €r0 MHEHMEM O «HACTPOEHHOCTH
Harana». D10 Ipu3HaHMe TakXe HECKOJIBKO PACXOMUTCS C TeM,
uto HaraHn y JleccuHra (Ha Borpoc: «...Kakasi Bepa, // Kaxor 3a-
KOH Te0s coeto 1pasziovt // Beex Gostee mieHIIT?») OTKPBITO 3a-
spset: «CyiTaH, Tbl 3Haets, // I — wuynen» (Jleccunr, 1980,
c. 261).
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R. Langthaler

Nathan zugedachte ,Gesinnung gegen alle positiven
Religionen” ist wohl auch mit der in Lessings spéter
Schrift tiber Die Erziehung des Menschengeschlechts ent-
falteten geschichtsphilosophisch-religionsgeschicht-
lichen Entwicklungs-Perspektive nicht recht vertrag-
lich (vgl. Cunico, 2015, S. 50). Es ist jedenfalls nicht zu
tibersehen, dass jene Lessing’sche ,Gesinnung gegen
alle positiven Religionen” darin offensichtlich ent-
scheidend modifiziert, ja sogar korrigiert wird,” zu-
mal darin offenbar doch eine Neueinschitzung der
,positiven Religionen” zutage tritt. Kant hétte Les-
sing deshalb vermutlich auch einer sachlichen Un-
stimmigkeit bzw. Inkonsequenz geziehen. Ist doch in
der Tat der — zu seinem Nathan in einer gewissen
Spannung stehende — Sachverhalt nicht zu {iberse-
hen, dass Lessing in dieser (zeitnahen) Erziehung des
Menschengeschlechts der jiidischen Religion ausdriick-
lich das Stadium der Kindheit zuweist, wihrend das
Christentum (mit dem Neuen Testament) mit dem
Knabenalter identifiziert wird — also beide auch bei
Lessing hier nicht auf ein- und derselben Stufe ste-
hen (und der Islam dabei tibrigens tiberhaupt ort-
los bleibt!). Ahnliches gilt dann wohl auch fiir die
in Lessings Erziehungsschrift geltend gemachte re-
ligionsgeschichtliche Perspektive: ,Ein bessrer Pad-
agog mufs kommen, und dem Kinde das erschopf-
te Elementarbuch aus den Handen reiflen. — Chris-
tus kam” (Lessing, 1780, S. 427, § 53) — d.i. der ,von
Gott erleuchtete Lehrer” (Lessing, 1750, S. 157), ein
nzuverlissiger, praktischer Lehrer der Unsterblichkeit
der Seele” (Lessing, 1780, S. 428, § 58). Diese in der
,Erziehung des Menschengeschlechts” bestimmen-
de Einschitzung hitte Kant deshalb wohl nicht so
ohne weiteres mit der im Nathan geltend gemachten
,Gleichheit der Offenbarungsreligionen’ vereinbar
angesehen. Nicht zuletzt dies erklart vermutlich auch
Kants — prinzipien-motivierte — Distanz zur Ring-
parabel, die wohl vornehmlich mit seinem Verstand-
nis der ,nattirlichen Religion” (bzw. dem ,reinen
Religionsglauben” als der ,vollstindigen Religion”)
und deren Verhiltnis zu den geschichtlichen ,Glau-
bensarten” zusammenhingt. Jedenfalls ist der Ein-
druck einer Inkonsistenz bzw. einer Inkonsequenz in
Lessings ,Gesinnung” gegentiber dem in dieser Er-
ziehungsschrift eingerdumten Vorrang des Christen-
tums in mehrfacher Hinsicht nicht zu vermeiden.

7 Gleichwohl bleibt auch diese spéte Selbstkorrektur Lessings

in einer uniibersehbaren Spannung zu seiner Auffassung iiber
»Nathans Gesinnung.” Dieses Bekenntnis steht auch in einer
gewissen Spannung dazu, dass Lessing den Nathan (auf die
Frage: ,Was fiir ein Glaube, was fiir ein Gesetz // Hat dir am
meisten eingeleuchtet?”) ausdriicklich bekennen lasst: ,Sul-
tan, // Ich bin ein Jud” (Nathan, V. 1842).



P. Jlanrranep

dyHpameHTabHOE Bo3parkeHne Kanra
Ha JIeccMHTOBY IpUTYy O KOJIBIIAX:
BO3MO>KHA «TOJIBKO 00Ha (MCTVHHAsI) peauui»
(AA 06, S.107; KanuT, 19947, c. 114)

IIpn Gosee BHMMAaTeTBHOM paccMoTpeHUm Jlec-
CUHTOBOVI TIPUTYM O KOJIblIax coMHeHme KanTa momk-
Ho erre Gonee ycumtbes. C omgHov ctoponsl, Kanra
TOYHO He yHoBJIeTBOpWII Obl oTBeT HaraHa, TaHHBIN B
BIiZle IIPUTYM, Ha Bompoc cyinrada CasaaynHa o0 mcru-
He («..Kakas Bepa, // Kakom 3axoH TeOs cBoero Ipas-
mont // Bcex Oostee myteHWMI?») U Ha €ro perumky («VI3
3TUX Tpex // Bepoyuenwrt MoxeT auIib onHO // BbITh
vcTHHBIM»Y (Jleccmnr, 1980, c. 261)), Tem Gortee uto
9TOT OTBeT BOOOIIe He KacaeTcs ryaBHom s Kas-
Ta 1pobsemsl. C APyrovi CTOPOHBL, OIHAKO, HUYTO He
MOTJIO BBEI3BaTh OoJlee pelmTelIbHOe Hecornacue Kan-
Ta, 4eM IIpsiMoe Bo3pakeHne Harana Ha mmporect cyJi-
taHa CananuHa («Casadun: Yro — xosbial He myTn
co mHom! Te Tpu // Perturumn... // Craercs, naxe odeHb
pasmamMel, // BIstoTs 10 TATHSI, VI TN, V1 OOPSIIOB»
(Tam xe, c. 265)), moToMy 4TO B cBoeM Bo3pakeHmm Ha-
TaH IOIUePKIBaeT, YTO CaM OH, He CYMTas 3TUX CyTry0o
BHEIITHVIX [IPOSIBJIEHNV], YIIOMSIHY TBIX CYJITAHOM, He BU-
IOUT MeXIy peIUIVSMI HUKaKMX CYIIeCTBEHHBIX Pas-
siami: «Ho TostbKo He 110 mx obocHoBaHbO! // OcHOBa
VIX IIpeJIaHMeM Kpelika, // e ycTHbIM, I71e, HallpoOTuB,
sleTonMCHBIM. // IlpvxonmuTcs mpuHSATE ero Ha Bepy //
C OnaroroBeHbem feTckmM. Passe — Hetr?» (Tam xe).
«Pernmmrms pasyMa», KOTOpyIo Irporaraianposast KaHt,
OCHOBBIBAETCS, HAIIPOTMB, He Ha IIPeTaHN, [TOCKOJIb-
Ky MICTOpIYecKOe OCHOBaHMe KaK pa3 He MOXeT rapaH-
TUPOBATh MICTVHHOCTD U, CJIEIOBATEIIBHO, B 9TOM OTHO-
IIIEHMM MOXKHO T10J1aTraThCsl TOJIBKO Ha KPUTEPUU PeJIu-
TUN pa3yMa, VIV «MOPaJIBHO OOYCIIOBJIEHHOIO MOHOTe-
n3Ma». Onpenersromnm 11t KaHta octaercst TOIBKO
yOexxIieHmne, corslacHO KOTOPOMY BCSIKOe oDOparlrieHme K
YCTHOMY VJIVI JIETOIIVICHOMY IIpeIaHNIO U K IIPUHSITON
«Ha Bepy ¢ OyaroropeHbeM HETCKMM» MICTOPUM VICTO-
PUYeCKMX «BUIOB Bepbl» He o0yIazmaeT KpUTepueM IjIst
BHYTPEHHEV VICTVHHOCTY PeInrmm’ — coOCTBEHHO,
TaK ke, KaK I TyMaHHBIVI 00pa3 >KM3HM caM IIo ceDe,
TeM 0oJIee YTO OH BOILIOIIAETCS M YIOCTOBEPSIeT s He-
3aBVICVIMO OT BEPBIL, TO €CThb ITOATBEPK/IAETCS SKM3HEeH-

% KaHT oTyacTy pasmesisul 3TO MHeHMe cyinTaHa: «EcTh Tosb-
KO 00Ha (MICTVMHHAsL) peAueus, HO MOTYT OBITb Pa3I4HbIe BUIbI
Bepel» (AA 06, S. 107; KanT, 19947, c. 114).

31 Anle/USIMIO K MICTOPUYECKUM «BUiaM Bepbl» KaHT, BeposT-
HO, paccMaTpuBaI ObI TOJIBKO KaK ITPOSIBJIEHNE «HECOBEPIIIEHHO-
JIeTVsI TI0 COOCTBEHHOVI BUHE» 1, KpOMe TOro, ObUT yOexk/ieH, 9To
«HVIKOT/IA HeJIb3s M30eXaTh Criopa 110 OBOY MCTOPUYECKMX Be-
poyuenu» (AA 06, S. 115; Kant, 19947, c. 123, nepeBoyt yTouHeH).
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Ein grundsitzlicher Einspruch Kants gegen
Lessings Ringparabel: Dass es ,nur eine (wahre)
Religion” geben kann (RGV, AA 06, S. 107)

Ein néherer Blick auf Lessings Ringparabel soll
Kants Bedenken noch vertiefen. Kant hitte — einer-
seits — wohl auch die Antwort Nathans mit der Ring-
parabel auf die Wahrheitsfrage (,Was fiir ein Glaube,
was fiir ein Gesetz // Hat Dir am meisten eingeleuch-
tet?” — Nathan, V. 1840-1841) und auf den Einwurf von
Sultan Saladin (,Von diesen drei // Religionen kann
doch eine nur // Die wahre sein”, — Nathan, V. 1843-
1845)* — gewiss nicht befriedigt, zumal sie die Kern-
problematik doch nicht einmal beriihrt. Indes, nichts
musste — andererseits — den entschiedenen Ein-
spruch Kants mehr provozieren als Nathans direk-
te Erwiderung auf diesen Protest des Sultans — , Die
Ringe! — Spiele nicht mit mir! — Ich déchte, // dass
die Religionen [...] // [...] doch wohl zu unterschei-
den wiren. // Bis auf die Kleidung; bis auf Speis” und
Trank!” (Nathan, V. 1970-1973) —, betont Nathan hier
doch, dass er selbst, iiber diese vom Sultan genann-
ten bloen AuBerlichkeiten hinaus, keinerlei substan-
ziellen Differenzen zu erkennen vermag — denn, so
Nathans direkte Erwiderung darauf: ,Und nur von
seiten ihrer Griinde nicht. — // Denn griinden alle
[Religionen] sich nicht auf Geschichte? // Geschrie-
ben oder iiberliefert! Und // Geschichte muss doch
wohl allein auf Treu // Und Glauben angenommen
werden? — Nicht?” (Nathan, V. 1974-1978). Die von
Kant propagierte reine ,Vernunftreligion” griindet
hingegen ,nicht auf Geschichte”, weil Geschichtli-
ches eben keine Wahrheitsgewdhr leisten kann und
deshalb allein die Mafistdbe der Vernunftreligion
bzw. des ,moralisch-bestimmten Monotheismus”
hierfiir in Frage kommen. Mafsgebend bleibt bei Kant
allein die Einsicht, dass alle Berufung auf jenes ,ge-
schrieben oder iiberliefert” und auf die auf ,Treu
und Glauben” angenommene Geschichte der histo-
rischen ,,Glaubensarten” eben tiber kein Kriterien fiir
die innere Wahrheit der Religion verfiigt® — so we-
nig freilich wie die humane Lebensfithrung selbst,
zumal diese doch auch aufserhalb des Glaubens ge-
lebt und bewédhrt, also ,lebenspraktisch’ bezeugt

% Kant teilte demnach in gewisser Weise diese These des Sul-
tans: ,Es ist nur eine (wahre) Religion, aber es kann vielerlei
Arten des Glaubens geben” (RGV, AA 06, S. 107).

» Den Rekurs darauf hitte Kant womoglich lediglich als Aus-
druck einer ,selbstverschuldeten Unmiindigkeit” angesehen
und iiberdies , tiber historische Glaubenslehren der Streit nie
vermieden werden kann” (RGV, AA 06, S. 115).



HOM HpakTMKoi. ITocKoIbKy mcropuueckast Bepa He
JaeT IIPOYHOV OCHOBBI, TO TOJIBKO O €CTEeCTBEHHOW U
«COBEpILEHHOV peJINTMI» MOXKHO BeCTH pedb Kak O 0-
CTaTOYHOM ¥ IIPUTOTHOM (PyHIaMeHTe, YIIOBJIETBOPSI-
IOIT[eM KPUTEPVSIM 3TOrO «MOPAJIBHO 00YCIIOBIIEHHOTO
MOHOTeM3Ma». Elfle pa3: HeOTHOKpaTHO OBTOPEHHBIN
Tesrc KaHTa OTHOCUTEIIBHO XPUCTMAHCTBA, YTO OHO
KaK ecTecTBeHHasl PeJIUINs «COIJIacCHO ee 1ijee» OIpe-
TIeJsIeHO CTaTh BCeoOIIert MIPOBOVI PeJINTTIEV, IO pasy-
MeBaeT TaKXKe — ¥ 3TO KaK pa3 pelaroliee, IoCKOJIbKY
PUHIMINAJIBHOE, pacxoXaeHne ¢ JleccuHroMm, — 4to
Y MICJIaMy, M yJan3My OTKas3bIBaeTCsl B TaKOM pyH/Ia-
MeHTaJIbHOM CTaTyce.

ITpumenurensHo k «Harany» JleccmHra 3To 03Ha-
4aeT, YTO, C OLHOV CTOPOHBI, MCTOPUIO «IIPUXOLNTCS
IIPVHATH... Ha Bepy C OJaroroBeHbeM JIeTCKIM»; OffHa-
KO TaKOe «IIPMHSATME» He KacaeTcs PeIUIMo3HO 000-
CHOBaHHOV J0OporieTesv 1 OasmpyIoIIerics Ha Hell pe-
muruosHort Bepel. CornacHo KaHTy, B cOOTBeTCTBUM C
KPUTepUSMM PeJIUIUKM YUCTOr0 pasyma, IPOCTO MO-
JlaraThCsl Ha HaMBHYIO Bepy M OJIaroropeHue HeJIb3s
VIMEHHO TI0TOMY, UTO pesturuy OTKpOoBeHMsI He MOTYT
VICTOpUYeCKM JOKas3aTh CBOIO MCTMHHOCTb. IloTomy m
BBIBEJIEHHYIO 113 3TOr0 ‘PaBHO3HAYHOCTEL PEeJIUTH CIle-
JIyeT IIPpU3HAaTh MOCHEeIIHO ITPOBO3IIAalIeHHON U yKa-
3aTh, TAKMM 00pa3oM, Ha «BHYTPEHHIOIO VICTHY», KO-
TOpasi TOJDKHA OBITE 000CHOBaHa COOTBETCTBEHHO KPI-
TepusiM. XOTs OIIpesiesieHie ICTMHHOCTY PeJIUT U J10-
myckaercs: 0e3 yOemMTeIbHBIX TeOPeTMYeCcKMX J10Ka-
3aTeJIbCTB, «MOPaIbHO OOYCIJIOBJIEHHBIVI MOHOTEN3M»
[IpefocTaByIsieT jId Hero Mepusla, oTBedalolie Kpu-
TUYeCKVM TpeOOBaHMSIM TEOPeTUYeCKOro U IIPaKTU-
4Jeckoro pasyma. Takoe ucIbITaHVE — 3TO, KOHEUHO,
COBEPIIIEHHO TeOpeTUYeCcKIM BOIIPOC, TO €CTh BOIIPOC
y6e>1<,ueHVH71 VI 3HaHWUV, a He Bepbl, 1 [IOTOMY OHO IIPO-
TUBOpPEeYNT To HacTpoeHnHocTn HaTaHa «1poTus Beex
TIOJIOXKUTEIJIBHBIX PeJINIUTD».

Ecymm Haran — c¢ xoTopsiM JleccuHr cebst, oxoxe,
LIEJIVKOM OTOXIIECTBJISIET — JKeJIaeT, YTOOBI €ro BbI-
CKasbIBaHMe YCIIBIIIAT «..XOTb LIeJIbIt Mup» (JleccuHr,
1980, c. 263), HO yTBepXXIaeT, YTO UCTUHHOCTD PeSTUT U
He JJOJDKHA OIIPeNeIaThCs «TOMBKO... II0 MX ODOCHO-
BaHBIO (!)» IOCKOJIBKY «OCHOBa MX IIpeaHVeM Kpell-
Ka», — TO B 3TOM ITyHKTe KaHT He JO/IXKeH corIacuTh-
cst ¢ HatarHoM XOTst OBbI TOJIBKO IOTOMY, YTO PeJIUTMS
MOXET BBIBOIMTB CBOIO 3HAYMIMOCTD 11 CBOE «BHYTPEH-
Hee yJI0CTOBepeHVe» VCKIIIOUUTEILHO M3 MOPaJIbHbBIX
IIPVHIIUIIOB M TaKVIM CITOCOOOM JIOJKHA COOTBETCTBO-
BaTh TOMY, YTO «PeJIUIMs eCTh JIUIIb JIeJI0 UMUCTOrO
pasyma» (AA 07, S. 67; Kanr, 1999, c. 168) — B omimume
OT Pa3/IMYHBIX UCTOPUYECKUX «BUOB BEpBl», MMeH-
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wird. Weil der Geschichtsglaube keine tragfdhige
Basis bietet, kommt als zureichendes und taugliches
Fundament allein die den MafSstidben dieses ,mora-
lisch-bestimmten Monotheismus” gentigende natiir-
liche und ,vollstandige Religion” in Frage. Noch ein-
mal: Kants wiederholt geduflerte Auszeichnung des
Christentums, dieses sei ,,der Idee nach” als natiirli-
che Religion zur allgemeinen Weltreligion bestimmt,
impliziert ebenso — ebendies markiert ebenfalls ei-
nen entscheidenden, weil prinzipiellen Unterschied
zu Lessing — dass ein solcher Prinzipien-Status so-
wohl dem Islam als auch dem Judentum abgespro-
chen wird.

Im Blick auf Lessings Nathan besagt dies: Dass
,Geschichte [...] doch wohl allein auf Treu und Glau-
ben angenommen werden” miisse, ist das Eine; je-
doch gilt solche ,, Annehmung” eben nicht fiir die re-
ligions-begriindende Tugend und den darauf basie-
renden Religionsglauben. Das blofie Angewiesensein
auf ,Treu und Glauben” kann nach Kant geméf: den
Mafistdben der reinen Vernunftreligion gerade nicht
das letzte Wort bleiben, weil die Offenbarungsreli-
gionen ihren Wahrheitserweis nicht historisch zu lei-
sten vermogen. Deshalb muss auch die daraus abge-
leitete ,Gleichrangigkeit” der Religionen als voreilig
erscheinen und verweist so auf die kriteriell begriin-
dungs-pflichtige ,innere Wahrheit”. Die Entschei-
dung tiber die Wahrheit der Religionen erlaubt zwar
keinen zwingenden theoretischen Beweis, jedoch bie-
tet der ,moralisch-bestimmte Monotheismus” dafiir
Mafistdbe, die den kritischen Anspriichen der theore-
tischen und der praktischen Vernunft gentigen. Sol-
che Priifung ist freilich durchaus eine theoretische
Angelegenheit, d.i. der Einsicht, des Wissens, nicht
des Glaubens, und widerspricht so auch jener Gesin-
nung Nathans ,gegen alle positiven Religionen”.

Wenn Nathan — mit dem Lessing sich wohl ganz
identifiziert — sich von seiner Botschaft wiinscht:
,Mocht” auch doch die ganze Welt uns horen” (Na-
than, V. 1895), dann aber die Wahrheit der Religionen
ihm zufolge ,nur von seiten ihrer Griinde [!/]“ doch
wiederum nicht entscheidbar sein soll, zumal sie
,alle sich [...] auf Geschichte griinden” — so musste
Kant dem Nathan hier hingegen schon deshalb die
Zustimmung verweigern, weil eine Religion doch
allein aus moralischen Prinzipien ihren Geltungs-
anspruch und ihre ,innere Beglaubigung” ableiten
kann und derart einlésen muss, dass ,Religion eine
reine Vernunftsache ist” (SF, AA 07, S. 67) — eben
im Unterschied zu den verschiedenen historischen
,Glaubensarten”; soll der ,Vernunftglaube” (im Un-
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HO «pa3yMHas Bepa» (B OTINYME OT «UCTOPUYECKOV
Bepbl») JIOJDKHA OKa3aThCsl «He OCHOBBIBAIOIIEVICS HU
Ha KaKMX JPYyIMX JaHHBIX, KPOMe TeX, KOTOpbIe Comep-
JKarcs B 4MCTOM pasyme» (AA 08, S. 141; Kanrt, 19%4e,
c. 219). INoatomy u xerrarve HaTtana, 94TOOBI «I1eJIbIN
MUp»* €ro YCIIBIIa, OCTaeTcsl HeM30eXXHO CBs3aH-
HBIM, cortacHO KaHTy, ¢ «OIVHaKOBO SCHOV IS BCe-
ro Mupa penurmosHout seporn» (AA 06, S. 135; Kanr,
19947, c. 147), TO eCTb C «€CTeCTBEHHOV peJIUTuen», B
KOTOPOVI «He MOXKeT OBITh HMKAKIX CIIOPHBIX MHEHWII»
(AA 06, S. 131; Kanr, 19947, c. 142) u KOTOpPOTL, TIO €r0
MHEHWIO, COOTBETCTBYeT TOJIBKO XPUCTMAHCTBO Kak
BCceoOIIIast MUpPOBasi PeIUTsL.

B paccyxmenmnsx Jleccurra (i Hatama) Kamr,
OYeBJIHO, MOI' yCMOTPeThb TOJIBKO pajiuKasIbHOe yKJIO-
HEHMe OT TOW BBICTPOEHHOV COIJIaCHO HPVHIIUIIAM
OCHOBHOVI 3a[1a4y CBOEW «PeJINIMI PpasyMa», KoTopas
(VMeHHO ITOCKOJIBKY OHa OpVEHTVpOBaHa Ha IIPUHIIN-
ITBI) He MOXKeT ObITh OCHOBaHa Ha IlpegaHum. B aTom,
BEpOSITHO, KpOeTcsl ¥ OCHOBHAsl IIpUUMHA YIIOMSHY-
TOTO B Hadajle CTaTbV KPUTWYECKM-OTCTPAHEHHOIO
orHomenuss Kanra kx «Harany» Jleccunra. Ilotromy
YTO IPVBEP)KEHHOCTh Bepe [I0JDKHA ObITh 00OCHOBa-
Ha VHade, HeXXeJIV MHMMOW ‘paBHO3HAYHOCTHIO TOTO,
YTO WMCTOPMYECKN CJIOKWIIOCH U “yHacJIeOBaHO, KaK
nonaraet Haran. ITosromy KaHT Buzes, 4To B IIpuUT-
e 0 KOJIbITax IIeJIMKOM BbIHECeH 3a CKOOKV He TOJIBKO
BOITPOC 00 MCTVIHE, HO U IO-TIpeXHEMY Hem30eXHBIN
BOITPOC O IIPUHIINIIAX, BCJIEACTBYE Yero M BO3MOXKHOE
pasdeHyie peInIil OMOOYHBIM 00pa3oM cpasy ke
CMelllaeTcsl Ha YPOBEeHb MCTOPMYECKOro. ViMeHHO I10-
3TOMY Ta MCTOpwUdYecKas Bepa, o KaHTy, He mpuros-
Ha CJIYXKUTb YCTOMYMBLIM OCHOBaHUEM Bephl pasyMa,
a Bepa u Os1aroroBeHue TpedYyIOT COBEPIIEHHO MHOTO
yKOpeHeHmMs, KOTOpoe YCTHOe IpuaaHue U JIeTOIVCh
HVKOI7Ia He CMOT'YT IIPEIJIOKNUTD VIV 00eCTIeunTh.

B Tom, uto JleccuHr sBHBIM 00pa3oM IIOCTaBWII
Kak cynrada CananuHa, Tak 1 Harana B mpocserien-
HO-KpUTWYeCKM-pedrieKCBHOe, BIyMUYMBOE OTHOIIIe-
HMe K MX COOCTBEHHOW TPaauIINM, a IaTpuapxa M30-
Opaswil, HaIIpOTMB, B PE3KOM KOHTpAacTe ¢ HVUMI, TeM
CaMBIM TIPEIJIOKWUB XPVICTMAHCKOV TPafyIIVUI B3IJIS-
HYTb Ha ce0s1 co cTOpoHBI, — B 3ToM 11 KaHT, moxaiyw,
ycMoTpest Obl ITPOBOKAIVOHHBIN (HO HUYYTh He VIC-

%2 Tem campim HaTaH B cCBO€V IIpUTYE O KOJIBIIAX B OIIPEJIeIIEHHOM
CMBIC/IE PAaCKpBIBAET («I1IeJIOMY MHUPY») CBOIO BEPCHIO M CBOE
BUZIeHIe «BceoOIrent yermosedeckon permvrnm» (AA 06, S. 155;
Kant, 19947, c. 166).

% HeycTpaHMMBble, KOPEHSIIECS TOJIBKO B CTOPUM pasJINyys
KaKk pa3 oOpasyloT CyIlecTBEHHOe OTINYMe OT «UWCTON
PeJINIVMO3HOV Bepbl, B OTHOIIEHWI KOTOPOVI He MOXeT ObITb
HVKaKMX CIIOPHBIX MHeHUI» (AA 06, S. 131; Kant, 19947, c. 142).
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terschied zum ,historischen Glauben”) doch gerade
derjenige sein, ,welcher sich auf keine anderen Data
griindet, als die, so in der reinen Vernunft enthalten
sind” (WDO, AA 08, S. 141). Deshalb bleibt auch jener
Wunsch Nathans: ,Mocht” auch doch die ganze Welt
uns horen,”* nach Kant unabdingbar an den , fiir alle
Welt gleich einleuchtenden Religionsglauben” (RGV,
AA 06, S. 135), d.i. an die ,natiirliche Religion,” ge-
bunden, in der es ,keine streitenden Meinungen ge-
ben kann” (RGV, AA 06, S. 131) und der ihm zufolge
freilich allein die christliche Religion als allgemeine
Weltreligion entspricht.

In Lessings (bzw. Nathans) Argumentation konn-
te Kant offenbar lediglich eine radikale Verfehlung
des prinzipien-orientierten Kernanliegens seiner
,Vernunftreligion” erkennen, die sich deshalb, eben
prinzipien-orientiert, gerade nicht ,auf Geschich-
te griinden” konne.* Hier liegt vermutlich auch ein
Hauptgrund fiir die eingangs erwéhnte kritisch-dis-
tanzierte Haltung Kants gegentiber Lessings Nathan.
Denn die Anhinglichkeit des Glaubens ist notwen-
dig anders begriindet als in der angeblichen ,Gleich-
wertigkeit’ des derart geschichtlich Tradierten und
,Ererbten’, wie Nathan unterstellt. Demnach sah Kant
in der Ringparabel nicht nur die Wahrheitsfrage, son-
dern ebenso die — jedoch unumgingliche — Prin-
zipien-Frage gidnzlich ausgeklammert, weshalb sich
auch die mogliche Unterscheidung fdlschlicherwei-
se sogleich auf die Ebene des Geschichtlichen verla-
gert. Genau deshalb taugt dieser historische Glaube
nach Kant auch nicht als tragfdhiges Fundament des
Vernunftglaubens und verlangen ,Treu und Glau-
be” eine ganz andere Verankerung, die Geschriebe-
nes und Uberliefertes indes niemals zu bieten bzw.
zu leisten vermag.

Dass Lessing jedoch offenbar sowohl Sultan Sa-
ladin als auch Nathan durchaus ein nachdenkliches,
aufgeklart-kritisch-reflexives Verhiltnis zur eigenen
Tradition einrdumte, wihrend er den Patriarchen da-
von, in denkbar scharfem Kontrast, ausnahm — auch
so hdlt Lessing der christlichen Tradition den Spie-
gel vor —, dies hitte Kant wohl in einer — allerdings
durchaus zustimmungsfihigen — provokanten
Spannung dazu gesehen, dass es ihm zufolge doch

% Damit eréffnet Nathan gewissermafien seine in der Ringpa-
rabel (fiir , die ganze Welt”) propagierte Version und Vision ei-
ner ,allgemeinen Menschenreligion” (RGV, AA 06, S. 155).

31 Die nicht ausrdumbaren, blof$ auf ,Geschichte griindenden”
Differenzen markieren eben den entscheidenden Unterschied
zu dem ,einen reinen Religionsglauben, iiber welchen es kei-
ne streitende(n) Meinungen geben kann” (RGV, AA 06, S. 131).



KJIFOUAIOITNV OfI00pEeHsI) BBI30B CBOEW IIO3UIINN, CO-
CTOSIIIIEV B TOM, YTO «V3 BCEX KOITIa-/I00 CYIIeCTBOBaB-
VX OpU3HAHHBIX pernuruin» (AA 06, S. 51—52; Kanr,
19947, c. 55) TOIBKO XPUCTMAHCTBO MOIJIO OBI CYMTATh-
CsI MOpPaJIbHOVI penurueit. B kaHTOBCKOM ITpodTeHUM
n Hatan, n cynran Camanne mpeacTaioT (IIpemBoc-
XVIIAIOMIVIMY) BOIUIOIIEHWMSIMW TOVI «TyMaloOIer Ya-
CTVI JIIOTIEVI», KOTOpasl «KaK OBl ee HY ITOJABIISUIN, C PO-
CTOM KYJIBTYPBI CTAaHOBUTCS O4eHb OosibIon» (AA 20,
S. 440). To, uto cynran CanagnH, IIPOBOLIPYS TEM ca-
MBIM MyzZporo HaraHa, pyKoBOOCTByeTCS wyeent Wic-
TUHBI («..a OH xoueT — wmcTuHBL Vctuabl» (Lessing,
1983, V. 1867; cp.: Jleccuur, 1980, c. 262)), nokasbIBaerT,
YTO VI OH TOXE, JIBUTASICh B TIPOCTPAHCTBE IIPUYNH, Ha-
XOIMTCS BO BIIOJIHE pedpiIeKCMBHOM OTHOIIIEHM K CO0-
CTBEHHOVI TpaJUITUN VI IIPUHMMAeT BO BHUIMaHMe TOU-
Ky 3peHusd gpyrux. [IpMeuaresibHO, UTO MMEHHO CYII-
TaH CBOVIMY BOIIPOCaMVI CTaBUT IO/, COMHeH1Ie BCAKYIO
CaMOOBITHYIO IIPEeTEH3MIO PESIMTMO3HBIX TPagUIINIL Ha
3HAYVMIMOCTB, KOTTIa OH, HallpuMep, o3agaumBaeT Hara-
Ha, TpeOy:l IaTh OTBeT:

...PasyMHBIN yestoBex
Crogrs He OyzeT TaM, Kyza CJIy4aiHOCTb
PoxpeHwst 3akuHyJ1a ero.
A ecyin OyzeT, TO IO yOeXIEeHBIO,
Ha mpoutiom ocHoBaHbe. Tak ckaxxm
Mnue — Ha kakoM? [lav B I0BOIbI IPOHVKHYTE,
Kotopkele 51 B3BecuTh He ycIies
3a Heprocyrom. [lait MHe BBIOOD TBOVA
be3 corrsamaraes mpoBepUTH TOIIKOM,
Yt006 g npwrren k Tomy xe (Jleccmnr, 1980, c. 261)*.

Cynrran CastaziiH BBICTYIIAET 3[1€Ch OITHOBPEMEHHO
KaK 3alIUTHMK JOJITa OCMBICJIEHHOCTW, OOYCIIOBIIEH-
HOTO ‘IIPOCBEIIeHHBIM 00pa3oM MBICIIV, apTUKYIIVPYS
3asBJIeHHOe JleccHIOM HaMepeHe ITPeoi0JIeTh IIPefl-
paccyAKM yHacJIeqOBaHHOW OT IIPEIKOB PEeIUIUU, U
TpebyeT IpOBEpPKM Ha «BCEOOIITHOCTD M €IMHCTBO OC-
HOBHBIX MakcyM Bepel» (AA 07, S. 52; KaaT, 1999, c. 128).

Ilo KanTy, XOTs 1 CyIIECTBYIOT «pa3IVivHbIe BUIbI
Bepbl», TO eCTb «BUIBL Bepbl B OOXKeCTBEHHOe OTKpPO-
BeHMe 1 yCTaHOBJIeHHBble MMM yueHUs» (AA 07, S. 36;
KanT, 1999, c. 90), HO BO3MOXXHa «TOJIBKO 00HA (VICTMH-
Hasl) peAueus». DTOT 3HAMEHUTBIV Te3VC B OIIperieIeH-
HOVI CTeIleHM (IO CYTM) HallpaBjieH, KpoMe IIPOYero,
npotus «Hartama» Jleccurra m mput 3TOM COHEpPXXUT
KOCBEHHBIVI OTBET Ha BOIIPOC CyJITaHa 00 MCTUHHOCTU

¥ Tem caMbIM yTBepXKIaeTcsl, UTO 3HAUMMOCTH «OCHOBAHWIVI»

IIpeariojiaraeT BO3MOXXHOCTb OCIIOPUTH MX ¥, CJIe10BaTeJIbHO,
CBsi3aHa C OOMeHOM apryMeHTaMI IIO IIOBOAY MX VICTVIHHOCT,
KOTOprVI HeJIb3s 3aMEeHUTD «COIIepHMYeCTBOM 3a ,EL06p0>>.
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allein das Christentum ist, das ,unter allen 6ffentli-
chen [Religionen], die es je gegeben hat” (RGV, AA 06,
S. 51-52), als die moralische Religion gelten diirfe. So-
wohl Nathan als auch Sultan Saladin wéren so ge-
méfs dieser kantischen Lesart gleichsam als — anti-
zipierende — Verkodrperungen jenes ,verniinftelnden
Teils der Menschen” zu verstehen, ,, der aber bei zu-
nehmender Kultur, man mag ihn niederdriicken so
sehr man will, allmdhlich sehr grof8” (FM, AA 20,
S. 440) sein wird. Dass Sultan Saladin — damit den
weisen Nathan provozierend — sich an der Idee der
Wahrheit orientiert (,[..] und er will — Wahrheit.
Wahrheit!” — Nathan, V. 1867), verrit, dass jedenfalls
auch er, sich demnach im ,Raum der Griinde’ bewe-
gend, in einem durchaus reflexiven Verhéltnis zur ei-
genen Tradition steht und auf den Standpunkt ande-
rer Riicksicht nimmt. Bemerkenswerterweise ist es ja
offenbar der Sultan, der mit seinen Fragen jeden na-
turwiichsigen Geltungsanspruch religioser Traditio-
nen problematisiert, so wenn er Nathan mit der gebo-
tenen Rechenschaft konfrontiert:

[...] Ein Mann, wie du, bleibt da
Nicht stehen, wo der Zufall der Geburt
Ihn hingeworfen: oder wenn er bleibt,
Bleibt er aus Einsicht, Griinden, Wahl des Bessern.
Wohlan! so teile deine Einsicht mir
Dann mit. Lass mich die Griinde horen, denen
Ich selber nachzugriibeln, nicht die Zeit
Gehabt. Lass mich die Wahl, die diese Griinde
Bestimmt, — versteht sich, im Vertrauen — wissen,
Damit ich sie zu meiner mache. [...] (Nathan,
V. 1845-1854)%

Sultan Saladin fungiert also gleichsam als An-
walt der einer ,aufgeklidrten Denkungsart’ geschul-
deten Rechenschaftspflicht, sofern er das von Lessing
propagierte Vorhaben artikuliert, tiber die Vorurteile
ihrer angeborenen Religion hinwegzukommen und
die Priifung der , Allgemeinheit und Einheit der we-
sentlichen Glaubensmaximen” (SF, AA 07, S. 52) ver-
langt.

Dass es nach Kant zwar ,vielerlei Arten des Glau-
bens” — d.h. ,verschiedene Glaubensarten an gottli-
che Offenbarung und deren statutarische Lehren” —
aber doch ,nur eine (wahre) Religion” geben konne,
diese bertihmte Erkldrung ist in gewisser Weise (der

* Damit ist gesagt, dass die Geltung von ,Griinden” ihre Be-
streitbarkeit voraussetzt und somit an einen argumentativen
Austausch iiber ihre Wahrheit gebunden ist, der nicht durch
den , Wettstreit um das Gute” ersetzt werden kann.
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pesmruit. XOTs CUTyallus ¢ HaJludyeM pas3IMIHbIX BU-
7I0B Bepbl 1 OaronpmsTHa KaK 3HaK IOJIMTIYeCKOM
OTHOCWTEJIBHOCTY 1 OJ1aropasymms>,

...caMo 110 cebe Takoe ODIIIeCTBeHHOe PeITTTIO3HOe
cocTosiHMe He ecThb Os1aro, nOo MPMHIINII ero He BefeT
K YUpeXIeHWUIO BCeOOITHOCTY M eIVHCTBAa OCHOBHBIX
MaKCVM Bephbl, KaK TOro TpedyeT IOHATHe PeJIATIN, U
He fieJlaeT pasIidus MeXITy CITIOpoM, 00y CITOBTIeHHBIM
HeCyTIIeCTBeHHBIMY BeIllaMyi, I VM [ITOHSTVeM pesn-
rum]. Pasjare Bo MHEHMSIX OTHOCUTEIIBHO OOJIbIIIe
VIV MeHbIIeV IIPUTOAHOCTY WIM HeNpPUrogHOCT
BHEIITHEr0 IpuaTKa peJmrmn K HeVl caMOM Kak KO-
HeYHOU Tien (T.e. JIeJIaTh JIFofIeV MOpaJIbHO JIydIlle)
MOXXET, CJIefIOBaTeIbHO, TOPOX/IATh PasiIuyms Iiep-
KOBHBIX CEKT, HO He Pas/Idms CeKT PeJIUTMIO3HBIX, UTO
HaxOIUTCS B IPSMOM ITPOTMBOPEUUN C €IVHCTBOM
VI BCEOOIITHOCTRIO peyUrmu (T.e. He3pVMOV IIePKBM)
(AA 07, S.52; Kanr, 1999, c. 128).

HaHHOe yTBepXXIeHWe, BepOATHO, HallpaBJIeHO W
nporus nputun JleccuHra o Kosbliax; He B IIOCIIe-
HIOIO ovepenb rostoMy KaHT momuepkmBai (KOCBeH-
HO M npoTuB JleccmuHra?), 9YTO MOXHO, TIOKaJTyVl, Be-
CTVI pedb O «TOV VUIV 3TOW (MYHEVICKOVI, MaroMeTaH-
CKOVI, XPVICTMAHCKOV, KaTOJIMYECKOV, JIIOTepPaHCKOVI)
Bepe», HO He 0 «TOV1 VI MHOM permrum» (AA 06, S. 108;
Kanrt, 19947, c. 114), paBHO KaK HelIb3d TOBOPUTH O
TOVI WJIVI VIHOVI MOPaJIV: CY>KIEHWMS O pasjIvduu pe-
JINTUII — «CTpaHHOe BbIpaxkeHue! Bce paBHO 4uTO TO-
BOPUTB O PasIUIHBbIX Mopaisax» (AA 08, S. 367 Anm.;
Kanr, 1994a, c. 423 opumed.).

IIpennonaraemoe Bospa>kernne Kanra
Ha Cy>X[IeHVe «KMYIPOro CyIbi»
B IpMUTYe 0 KOJIbIIaxX

Eme onmn acniekt B nputde JleccmHra o Kosbliax
mosKeH ObUT cMymaTh KaHTa, a MMEHHO TOT, KOTOPBIV
IIPSMO IPOTVMBOPEUNUT KPUTEPVSIM MOPAIBHOTO MOHO-
TemsMa. [Ipexyie Bcero ciemyeT yIOMSHYTh Hecypas-

% TakoB ‘NIpoCBeIieHHbII 00pa3 Mbiciwn’, Kortopeli Kast

SBHBIM 00Pa3oM IIpeIChiBa)l M IIpuBeTCcTBOBAL «locymaps,
KOTOPBIVI He HaXOIWUT HEeJOCTOVIHBIM /IS ce0sl CKasaTh, UTO ero
0042 — HVYETO He IIPEeIINCHIBATE JIOMSM B PEJIUIVIO3HBIX Iej1aX,
HO IIPEJIOCTaBIISATh VM 3[IeCh ITOJIHYIO CBOOOMY, KOTOPBIVL, TAKUM
006pasoM, OTKa3bIBaeTCs JTaKe OT TOPIOTO VIMEHW 8epormepnimoeo,
CJIeflyeT CYMTaTh IIpocBeleHHbIM. OH 3aciIy>KVMBaeT TOro, YTOOBI
GraropapHble COBPEMEHHVIKI 1 IIOTOMKM BO3/IaJIV €My JI0JDKHOe
KaK rocyiapIo, IIpeXkJie BCero M30aBuBIIIEMY POJI, YeTI0BEYECKIUTT
OT HECOBEPILEHHOJIETNS, II0 KpaviHell Mepe, OT OIeKMU CO
CTOPOHBI IIPABUTEJIbCTBA, IPENOCTABUB KaXIOMY CBOOOMY
II0JIb30BATbCS CBOVMM COOCTBEHHBIM pasyMOM BO BCeX rejiax,
Kacatoryxcs copectn» (AA 08, S. 40; Kanr, 1994r, c. 143).

Sache nach) wohl auch gegen Lessings Nathan gerich-
tet — und enthalt zugleich eine indirekte Antwort
auf jene Frage des Sultans nach der Wahrheit der Re-
ligionen. Der Zustand, dass es vielerlei Glaubensar-
ten gibt, sei zwar als Zeichen politischer Relevanz
und Klugheit wiinschenswert,*

[a]n sich aber ist ein solcher o6ffentlicher Religi-
onszustand doch nicht gut, dessen Prinzip so be-
schaffen ist, dass es nicht, wie es doch der Begriff der
Religion erfordert, Allgemeinheit und Einheit der
wesentlichen Glaubensmaximen bei sich fiihrt und
den Streit, der von dem Aufierwesentlichen herriihrt,
nicht von jenem unterscheidet. Der Unterschied der
Meinungen, in Ansehung der grofieren oder minde-
ren Schicklichkeit oder Unschicklichkeit des Vehikels
der Religion zu dieser als Endabsicht selbst (namlich
die Menschen moralisch zu bessern), mag also allen-
falls Verschiedenheit der Religionssekten bewirken,
welche der Einheit und Allgemeinheit der Religion
(also der unsichtbaren Kirche) gerade zuwider ist
(SF, AA 07, S. 52).

Dies ist wohl auch gegen Lessings Ringparabel
gesagt; nicht zuletzt deshalb betonte Kant (indirekt
auch gegen Lessing?), man kénne ,von diesem oder
jenem (jidischem, mohammedanischem, christli-
chem, katholischem, lutherischem) Glauben” wohl
sprechen, jedoch nicht ,von dieser oder jener Religi-
on” (RGV, AA 06, S. 108) — so wenig wie von dieser
oder jener Moral: Die Rede von der Verschiedenheit
der Religionen sei , ein wunderlicher Ausdruck! gera-
de als ob man auch von verschiedenen Moralen spré-
che” (ZeF, AA 08, S. 367 Anm.).

Und ein vermutlicher Einwand Kants gegen den
Spruch des ,weisen Richters” in der Ringparabel

Irritieren musste Kant an Lessings Ringparabel
auch noch anderes, das den Maf3stiben eines mora-
lischen Monotheismus geradewegs widerspricht: Zu

% Es ist eine ,aufgeklidrte Denkungsart’, die Kant ausdriicklich
forderte bzw. begriifite: ,Ein Fiirst, der es seiner nicht unwiir-
dig findet, zu sagen: dass er es fiir Pflicht halte, in Religionsdin-
gen den Menschen nichts vorzuschreiben, sondern ihnen darin
volle Freiheit zu lassen, der also selbst den hochmiitigen Na-
men der Toleranz von sich ablehnt, ist selbst aufgeklart und
verdient von der dankbaren Welt und Nachwelt als derjenige
gepriesen zu werden, der zuerst das menschliche Geschlecht
der Unmiindigkeit, wenigstens von Seiten der Regierung ent-
schlug und jedem frei liefs, sich in allem, was Gewissensangele-
genheit ist, seiner eigenen Vernunft zu bedienen” (WA, AA 08,
S. 40).
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HOCTB B CaMOVI IIPUTYE: II0CTIe JIOCTaBKM KOJlel MacTe-
POM-VICKYCHVIKOM «He MOT V1 CaM 3aKa34MK XOTb B YeM-
TO... ONIMYNUTB» MX OT 00paslia, CiIeIoBaTeNIbHO, TPU
KOIIMM KOJIbIIa, BPY YeHHBIE OTLIOM OpaThsIM, J1aKe B €ero
I7Ia3ax He OT/IMYaIVICh IPYT OT ApyTra 10 VX IIOJIVIHHO-
ctn. «JIump — B U3BMHEHME TOMY, uTo 3Tnx // 51 Tpex
KoJIel] He B cylaxX pasianunTe. // OHU oTioM u ObUIn
It Toro // 3axasaHsbl, uTOD VX He pasmrdan» (Jlec-
cuHr, 1980, c. 265). TakmM o0pasomM, Tereps B pe3yIIbTa-
Te oOMaHa*® OTIINMYNTE IOIJIMHHOE KOJIBIIO OT TeX, KO-
TOpbIE TOJIBKO CUMTAIOTCS TAKOBBIMYI, HE CMOTJIV ObI HIA
Te, «KTO € BepOIo Hocwt ero» (Jleccur, 1980, c. 264), vt
naxke cam orert! To, 9TO ITOXOXVIe 1T0 HEPa3IMIVIMOCTI
IyOIKaThL KOJIbIIa, CMBOIM3Mpyome OTKpoBeHMe
bora, Termepp, Kak 9TO HM IIapafOKCaIbHO, HOJIKHBI
CTaTh HepasIMIMMBI 1171 caMoro ‘OTKpOBUTeIIST, HEM3-
OeXHO MOBJIeUeT CIJIECTBUS IJISI X VICTMHHOCTI — W,
KOHEUYHO, TaKXXe JIJISI COBEPIIEHCTBA 3TOV MHCTAHIIUN
Otkpoenms. Kpome Toro, orery ObLI (110 3aKITIOYEHVIIO
CYZABV) MHUIIMATOPOM 3TOro oOMaHa, B KOTOPOM 3aTeM
yxe caM ObUI HecriocoOeH pa3obparbcs, 100 «3aBert-
HOe€, JIOJKHO OBbITh, TIOTEpsyIock, // VI moToMy-TO Bari
orets Besiest // Tpu msaroroBuTh HOBbIX» (JTeccur, 1980,
. 267), KOTOpble CTaIll UI'PaTh PoJib 3p3all-OTKpOBe-
HVIVI BMECTO yTPadeHHOro OIHOro HacTosimero OTkpo-
BeHMSL. YoKe OJTHO TO, UTO OTell BTaviHe, 1a0bl CKPBITh U
BO3MECTUTB IIPOIIAXY, «BeJleJl TPV M3TOTOBUTH HOBBIX»,
SIBJISIETCS TPy OBIM, HECOBMECTVIMBIM C «MOPAJIBHO 00Y-
CJIOBJIEHHBIM MOHOTEV3MOM» BBelIeHWeM B 3a0iIyxKiie-
HVIe, IIOTOMY YTO II0CJIe 9TOrO HY OTHO M3 OTKPOBEHWM
He MOXeT OoJjlee CUMTATBCS «ay TEHTUYHBIM»; He 3TO JIN
MIpOsIBJIeHVIe SIBHOTO ‘3a0BeHS ITPUHITUIIOB B OTHOIIIe-
HUU K OpaThsM, KoTopele «Bce Tpoe // Emy moxopHsI
ObuIM B paBHOV Mepe» (Jleccusr, 1983, c. 264)?¥ Orern,
TIeJISIINTL KOJIBIA, TIO-BUIVIMOMY, OCTaBJISe€T CBIHOBE
B HeBeZIeHMM I10 II0BOY KaK CO3ZaHMs KONV, TaK U

% Y3ke 3/1€Ch BCTA€T BOIIPOC, HEJIb34 JIV IIPOUTHOPUPOBATH 3a-
MedYaHIe CyJIbV O HellocIe0BaTe/IbHOCTM, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOT,
110 JleccuHTy, Bee TPM KOJIbIIA SIBHO CJIEflyeT pacCMaTpMUBaTh Kak
HeIo/UIVHHbBIe — V1 TeM He MeHee KaX/IbIil — YCIIeITHO oOMa-
HYTBIVI — «BEPUT..., 9TO OHO 3aBeTHOe» (Jleccunr, 1980, c. 267),
U «BCe, KaK OJIVH, OTBaXKaTCs JIOOUTD JIPYT Apyra 6ecKOphICTHO
n cBobopro!» (JIeccunr, 1980, c. 267). Takum oOpasoM, «TauH-
cTBeHHas cwia» Kosblia (Jleccunr, 1980, c. 263) yBszaHa ¢ 3101
BEPOVI 11 TEM CaMBIM IIPEJICTABIISET COOOVI IIPVBSI3KY OTKPOBEHIS
K COOTBETCTBYIOIIIEMY — MOPaJIbHO MOTVBUPOBaHHOMY — CyOb-
€KTMBHOMY BOIUIOIIIEHVIO BEPBI, 0e3 KOTOPOTrO HEBO3MOXKHO Y3~
HaTh O IIO/UIMHHOCTY KOJIbITa. DTOT Iapa/ioKCaJIbHBIN acIeKT
obcysxnaercs Taoke B pabore X. Trmma (Timm, 1983, S. 120).

¥ MeX[1y TeM B OTHOIIIEHVV IIPUTYN O KOJIbI[aX BO3HWUKAET BO-
IIpOC: pa3Be CIIEAyeT ellle B YeM-TO COMHEBAThCsl, €CIIN BCe TPU
KOJIBbIIa — 10 JKeJIAHWIO OTIIa!l — COBEpPIIIeHHO HEBO3MOXKHO pas-
JIM4InUTh? BepOsITHO, MIMEHHO TaKye HeCOOTBETCTBVS ITNTAJIV BO3-
paxenns Kanrta nporus «Hatana» Jleccmnra.
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nennen ist zundchst die in der Ringparabel zutage
tretende Unstimmigkeit, dass bei Lessing nach der
Lieferung der Ringe durch den beauftragten Kiinst-
ler ,selbst der Vater seinen Musterring nicht unter-
scheiden” (Nathan, V. 1952) kann, dass also die drei
vom Vater der drei Briider in Auftrag gegebenen Du-
plikate des Ringes hinsichtlich ihrer Echtheit auch
von ihm selbst nicht mehr auseinanderzuhalten sind.
,Soll // Mich blof$ entschuldigen, wenn ich die Rin-
ge // Mir nicht getrau zu unterscheiden, die // Der
Vater in der Absicht [!] machen lief3, // Damit [!] sie
nicht zu unterscheiden wiren” (Nathan, V. 1966-1969).
Der echte Ring wire also — getduschterweise* — von
den fiir echt gehaltenen Ringen — ,wer in dieser Zu-
versicht ihn trug” (Nathan, V. 1917) — gar nicht mehr
zu unterscheiden — und zwar auch vom Vater selbst
nicht! Dass die einander zum Verwechseln &hnli-
chen Duplikate des Ringes, die die Offenbarung Got-
tes symbolisieren, also paradoxerweise zuletzt vom
,Offenbarer’ selbst gar nicht mehr zu unterscheiden
sein sollen, hat freilich Folgen fiir deren Wahrheits-
gehalt — und nattirlich auch fiir die Vollkommenheit
dieser ,Offenbarungs-Instanz’. Hinzu kommt dies:
Der Vater selbst wire (der Auskunft des Richters zu-
folge) der Initiator dieser — zuletzt von ihm selbst
nicht mehr durchschaubaren! — Tduschung, denn:
,Den Verlust zu bergen, zu ersetzen, lief} der Vater
die drei fiir einen machen” (Nathan, V. 2025-2027), die
dem Bild zufolge quasi als Ersatzoffenbarungen der
verloren gegangenen einen und eigentlichen Offen-
barung fungierten. Schon dies, dass der Vater — still-
schweigend — um , den Verlust zu bergen, zu erset-
zen [...] die drei [Ringe] fiir einen machen” liefs, ist
deshalb eine grobe — mit dem , moralisch-bestimm-
ten Monotheismus” unvereinbare — Irrefiihrung,
weil damit doch keine der Offenbarungen mehr als
,authentische” gelten kann — Ausdruck einer beson-
deren ,Prinzipienvergessenheit”, die auch in dem Be-
zug auf die alle , gleich gehorsamen” (Nathan, V. 1932)

* Schon hier liegt natiirlich die Frage nahe, ob die Mafinah-
me des richterlichen Rates tiber die Inkonsequenz hinwegse-
hen lassen kann, dass nach Lessing offenbar alle drei Ringe
als unecht anzusehen sind — und dennoch ein jeder — erfolg-
reich getduscht — ,sicher seinen Ring den echten” (Nathan,
V. 2034) glauben und ,jeder seiner unbestochnen, von Vorur-
teilen freien Liebe” nacheifern solle! Die ,geheime Kraft” des
Ringes ist also an jene Zuversicht gebunden und stellt insofern
eine Bindung der Offenbarung an den jeweiligen — moralisch
motivierten — subjektiven Glaubensvollzug dar, ohne den die
Echtheit des Ringes unerkennbar bleibt. Von einem , parado-
xen” Ansinnen Lessings ist auch bei Timm (1983, S. 120) die
Rede.
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TOTO, YTO M3-3a X CXOJCTBA OH VI CaM He B COCTOSTHUM
OIIpeeIINTh HACTOsAIIIee KOJIbLIO. VIHBIMM cJI0BaMM, 03-
Ha4aeT JIV 3TO, 4TO J1j1st bora ctaHOBMUTCS COBEPIIIEHHO
HeII03HAaBaeMbIM (Hepas3IMUMMBIM) €ro COOCTBEHHOe
Ortxposenne? Orell, Kak ObI 3a0BIBIIINIT CBOE COOCTBEH-
Hoe OTKpoBeHMe (KOTOpoe Teleph cileflyeT IMOHMMAThb
Kak oDparreHme kK camMoMy cebe?), 3aTeBaeT Iy TaHMILY,
B KOTOPOVI CaM JXe U 3aIlyThIBaeTcs. V1 3To TeM He Me-
Hee JIOJDKHO cunTaTbhes ero (?) «OTkpoBeHMeM»*, B TO
BpeM:I KaK J1e-(paKTO OHO CTAHOBUTCS TOJIBKO ITefiaro-
I'MYecKMM PyKOBOJICTBOM B ‘COIlepHIYeCTBe 3a 100po’?

Kpowme Toro, ¢ Touku spenmnst Kanra, «Mympomy cy-
Ibe» B IIPUTYE TPYTHO BBIHECTV TOT IIPUTOBOP, KOTO-
POro TaK XJIEeT CyJITaH, TeM DoJiee YTO MO Py OCHO-
BaHWVI OH IIPECTaBIISeTCS HECOBMECTMMBIM C ITPVH-
LUIIaMM  «MOPAJIBHO OOYCJIOBJIEHHOTO MOHOTEM3Ma»
(KOTOPBIVI OITHOBPEMEHHO CIIYXKWUT 3TaJIOHOM PeJIn-
ruvt Otkposenns). [Toromy 4TO Bepcuis, BBIIBUHYTAs
cyapeit: «OOMaHyThIVI OOMaHINVK Beak us Bac! // Bee
TPpW KOJTbITa TIOMIeIbHBL. A KOJIBIIO // 3aBeTHOE, OITK-
HO OBITH, mOTepsIOCh, // V1 mOTOMY-TO Ball OTell Be-
stent // Tpw M3rOTOBUTH HOBBIX. <...> B0O3MOXHO, UTO
ponurens // He moxernasn TeprieTs B cBoeM pony // 3a-
curme Kosela..» (Jleccwar, 1980, c. 267) — sto ymIms
IIPeATIONIOKEHIe VT BBIIyMKa SIKOOBI «MYIIpOro» 1
«CKPOMHOIO», a Ha CaMOM JieJle, BO3MOXKHO, HaCTpPO-
€HHOTO KPUTWUYECK!M B OTHOIIEHWV PEJINIVU CYHBIL.
Bepcust 0 moTepe Koiblla, 10 CyTH, TOBOPUT B IOJIB3Y
TOTO, YTO PEJINTMY HOCST BBIMBIIIIIEHHBIVI XapaKTep,
B CIJIy Y€ro Mx IPWUTS3aHMS Ha II03HAHVE He TOJIBKO
PeJIATUBU3MPYIOTCS, HO ¥ IIOJIBEPraloTCs COMHEHWIO
B CAaMOM MX OCHOBaHMM. AIIOpWS BIIOJIHE OUYeBM/IHA:
TPpY KOJIblIa, 3aKa3aHHbIe OTLIOM, ObLIV JINIIb (DUKTVB-
HOVI 3aMEHOVI €IVMHCTBEHHOI'0 3aBEeTHOI'0 KOJIbLIa, KO-
TOpoOe (IIPeIIIONIOKNTEIIHHO) OBIJIO YTePSHO, TTIO3TOMY
BCe Tpoe — «0OMaHyTBEIe OOMaHIIVIKI», KOTOPBIE, BV-
IIVIMO, TOJDKHBI CJIeJIOBATh TPeM PasHBIM IPUTA3aHVISIM
Ha OTKpoBeHVIe (B CMBIC/Ie BBIMBIIIITIEHHOTO Kak 0bl), B
TO BpeM:I KaK eIMHCTBEHHOro IofimaHoro OTKpoBe-
HMS B IeVICTBUTEIEHOCTY HUKTO He 3HaeT (JIOo Tako-
ro niommHHOro OTKpOoBeHMs BooOIIe Het). [ToydaeT-
Cs1, CBIHOBbSI, HOCAIIIVIE «C BEPOIO» CBOM KOJIbIIa, Ha Ca-
MOM JIeJIe XVJIV BCe BMECTE B «BBIMBIIIUIEHHOM» Mupe!
KanT, BeposITHO, cuesr Obl TOT (He CTOJIb YK MYHIPBIV)
COBET CyIIbV IIPsIMO-TaKM ITapaloKCaJIbHBIM eIlle V1 II0-
TOMY, UTO CTpeMJIeHVe K TOMY, YTOOBI JaKe «depe3 ThlI-
cs4y TogmH cedd TauMHCTBeHHas cwla KaMmHs» (Jlec-

% OueBnIHO, 9TO rPyOBIN ‘aHTPOIIOMOPdM3M’, KOTOPHI OOHa-
PYXMBaeTCs B STOVE CBSA3M V1 OJIM30K peTMIMO3HO-KPUTIIeCKM
CcOOOpaskeHVISIM.
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Bruder sichtbar wird?* Der die Ringe austeilende Va-
ter lasst offenbar die Sohne sowohl tiber die herge-
stellten Imitationen als auch dariiber in Unkenntnis,
dass er selbst den echten Ring wegen ihrer Ahnlich-
keit nicht mehr zu unterscheiden vermag. Ubertra-
gen heifit dies: Fiir Gott selbst sollte also — seine! —
Offenbarung ganz unerkennbar (ununterscheidbar)
geworden sein? Dieser seine eigene — als Selbstmit-
teilung zu verstehende? — Offenbarung gleichsam
vergessen habende Vater ldsst sich offenbar auf eine
Verwechselbarkeit ein, die auch fiir ihn selbst gilt —
und dies soll dennoch — seine? — ,Offenbarung’
sein,* wéhrend sie de facto doch blof3 zur padagogi-
schen Anleitung im ,Wettstreit um das Gute” wird?
Auch die vom Sultan ersehnte Auskunft des ,,wei-
sen Richters” in der Ringparabel ist nach Kant schwer
nachvollziehbar, zumal sie aus mehreren Griinden
mit den Prinzipien jenes ,, moralisch-bestimmten Mo-
notheismus” (der zugleich als Richtmafs der Offenba-
rungsreligionen fungiert) als unvereinbar erscheint.
Denn die vom Richter aufgetischte Version: ,Oh, so
seid ihr alle drei // Betrogene Betriiger! Eure Rin-
ge // Sind alle drei nicht echt. Der echte Ring // Ver-
mutlich ging verloren. Den Verlust // Zu bergen, zu
ersetzen, lie$ der Vater // Die drei fiir einen machen.
[...] // Moglich, dass der Vater nun // Die Tyrannei
des Einen Rings nicht langer // In seinem Hause dul-
den wollen!” (Nathan, V. 2023-2037) — ist ja lediglich
eine Vermutung bzw. eine Erfindung des angeblich
~weisen” und , bescheidenen” — in Wahrheit jedoch
religionskritischen? — Richters. Diese Version des
verloren gegangenen Ringes begiinstigte in Wahr-
heit doch lediglich den irreal-fiktiven Charakter der
Religionen, der den kognitiven Anspruch derselben
also nicht nur relativiert, sondern diesen vielmehr
grundsdtzlich in Frage stellt. Die Aporie ist klar er-
sichtlich: Die drei vom Vater in Auftrag gegebenen
Ringe wiren demnach lediglich ein fingierter Ersatz
fiir den (vermutlich) verlorenen einen echten Ring —
deshalb sind alle drei ,betrogene Betriiger”, die frei-
lich den drei verschiedenen Offenbarungsansprii-
chen (im Sinne eines ,fiktionalen als ob’) folgen sol-
len, wihrend die eine wahre Offenbarung in Wahr-
heit doch niemand kennt (bzw. es diese echte Offen-

% Indes ist im Blick auf die Ringparabel zu fragen: Woran soll
denn noch gezweifelt werden, wenn die drei Ringe doch ohne-
hin — vom Vater gewollt! — gar nicht unterschieden werden
konnen? Es waren wohl auch einschlédgige Inkonsistenzen, die
Kants Bedenken gegen Lessings Nathan nihrten.

% Es ist offenbar ein grober ,Anthropomorphismus’, der in
diesen Zusammenhingen zutage tritt und wohl auch religions-
kritische Erwagungen nahelegt.



cuHr, 1980, c. 267) He mepecTasa TPOSBIIATD, JOJDKHO
OCYIIECTBIISATECS C OCO3HAHWEM TOIO, UTO Belb He MO-
T'YT BCe KOJIbLIA OBITh IIOJIMHHBIMI — HO TeM He Me-
Hee MM BCeM IIpyMedaTeIbHBIM 00pa3oM IIPUIICHIBA-
eTcs ocobas cvia. MOXXHO TIpedIonoXuTs, uro KanT
CKa3aJjI OBl TI0 TOMY TIOBOMY CJIeAyIoIiee: CMBOIIIIYe-
CKOe M300pakeHMe Tpex aBpaamiruecknx peamrui OT-
KPOBEHWS B 9TOVI IIPUTYe B 00pa3e Tpex KoJIel] OKa3bl-
BaeTcs (Cpasy B HECKOJIBKVIX OTHOIIEHWMSIX) HeHaIleX-
HBIM, IIPOTVBOPEYMBO-TIapaloKCaIbHBIM. Vcxomst n3
KPUTEPUEB, VIV IPVHIIUIIOB, «<MOPaJIbHO 00YCIIOBIIEH-
HOTO MOHOTeNM3Ma», KaHT orpejiesieHHO He IIPUHSUT Obl
TOrO, 4TO TpM Opara, BOIIJIOIIAOIIE TPY MOHOTENCT Y-
yecke permrnyt OTKpOBeHMs], «IIOKOPHBI ObLIN B PaB-
HOVI Mepe», VJIVI 9TO OTel VX «BceX JII00mI 0e3 MCKITIo-
ueHbs» (Tam ke), Tem OoJiee UTO 3TO He B IIOCIIEIHIOO
ouepesb HECOBMECTVIMO TaK)Ke ¢ KAHTOBCKOV XapaKTe-
PYICTUKOVI «€CTECTBEHHOV PeINIUI» U €€ OTTpaHye-
HVEM OT «SI3bIYecTBax.

B aTomt cBsi3M TakKe M apyroe cyxpaeHue Haraxa:
«Jloxasate, // Uent mlepcTeHb HACTOSIINT, OBUTO TIIET-
HO... <...> [louTM CTOJIB TIIETHO, KaK YCTaHOBUTH, //
I'me ncrnnHas Bepa» (Jleccmnr, 1980, c. 265) — moimkHO
ObuT0 BEI3BaTh Y KanTa Hecorrmacue c JleccmHroM yike
TOJIBKO TIO IIPMYMHE SBHO BBIPAXXEHHOIO B HEM HUBe-
JIMpoBaHM Borpoca o mpuHmax. [lostomy KaHr, Be-
POSTHO, TIOJTHOCTBIO TIOf/IepsKasl Obl YAMBIIeHE CyJITa-
Ha CajyragyiHa (BBICKAa3aHHOe, IIpaB/a, 110 APYroMy Io-
BOAy): «2TO BCe, // YUTO MHe IOIDKHO CITy>XXUTH OTBe-
TOM [Ha BOIIpoC 00 MCTMHHOCTY permrum|?» (Tam xe,
c. 265). B nogyiepixky HaCTOMUYMBOIO Cy XKIeHMs CyITa-
Ha O TOM, YTO «PEeJIUTUMN. .. CIAETCs, Jaske OYeHb pasJiv-
4mMBl», KaHT Mor OBl [1a’ke IIpUBIIeUb TaKOV BaskKHBIN
IJISL CTATyCa eCTeCTBEHHOV PeJIVIIVIVI Te3VC, UYTO peJIv-
TS SBJISIETCS «/IeJIOM YMCTOrO pasyMa». DTOT Te3NC
obpallleH He B IIOCJIEIHIOI0 OYepeIb IIPOTVB TOTO, UTO
JleccyHT TOPOVI MIIIET OCHOBY [IJ1sL PEJIUTV B 4yBCTBE™,

% O0parenne K «4yBcTBY» KaHT ObI He IpUHSUI, a 3aMeHWI
€r0 BOIIPOCOM O IPVHIIMIIAX, [IOTOMY YTO «IIPOBEPKY BHYTpEH-
Hemt nctnHel (Lessing, 1897r, S. 131) Henp3s mpowit, oOpaTms-
LINCh K «9yBCTBY»; IIpu 3ToM KaHT, HeCOMHEHHO, HOIepKal
Obr mosTeMuKy JleccuHra IpOTMB MCKaKeHHOV ‘ydYeHOCTH Kak
HeIIPaBWIBHOTO KpUTepus. B TOM ke CMbIC/Ie ‘MOpasIbHOV
ybexaenHocT B Bepe’ KaHT, BeposITHO, MICTOJIKOBaI ObI 3aMeya-
Hue JleccrHra 0 TOM, UTO «y4eHOe ITOHSTIE» XPUCTMAHCKO pe-
JINTN «BbIBeleHo He n3 bubmvm» (Ibid., S. 132). BnoxxHoBeHHOE
Bo33BaHme Kanra k «pasym[y], Ge3 koroporo, pasymeercs, He
MOXKET CyIIeCTBOBATh HIKAKasl PeJININs KaK TaKoBas, KOTopasi,
KaK ¥ BCS HPaBCTBEHHOCTh BOOOIIIE, JOJDKHA OBITH OCHOBaHA Ha
npuHImax» (AA 06, S. 175; Kaur, 19947, c. 189), HampasieHo,
IIPEJIIIOIOKIM, TaKXKe IIPOTUB JIeCCMHIOBOVE ‘MOpaJIu cocTpasia-
HysL ¥ IpOTUB (IIpeoOyIafalolnero B IPyrmx counHeHmsx Jlec-
CVHTa) YKOPEeHEHMsI peJINIUN B «4yBCTBe». [10 3TOMy IOBOZLY y
KanTa ectpb Takke mpsiMoe 3asiBiteHne: «Eciv, HakoHerl, McToOY-
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barung auch gar nicht gibt). Die in ,Zuversicht” ihre
Ringe tragenden Sohne lebten in Wahrheit also alle-
samt in einer fiktiven" Welt! Als geradezu paradox
hétte Kant jenen — gar nicht so weisen — richterli-
chen Rat vermutlich auch insofern angesehen, als sol-
ches Bestreben, , die Kraft des Steins in seinem Ring’
an Tag // Zu legen!” (Nathan, V. 2044-2045), wohl in
dem Bewusstsein erfolgen miisste, dass doch nicht
alle Ringe echt sein konnen — und dennoch auch
ihnen bemerkenswerterweise ein solches besonde-
res Vermogen zugedacht wird. Kants diesbeziigli-
ches Urteil wire vermutlich: Die in der Ringparabel
vorgenommene Symbolisierung der drei abrahami-
tischen Offenbarungsreligionen durch die drei Rin-
ge erweist sich in mehrfacher Hinsicht als briichig,
als widerspriichlich-paradox. Dass die die drei mo-
notheistischen Offenbarungsreligionen verkorpern-
den drei Briider ,alle [...] gleich gehorsam waren,”
bzw. der Vater ,alle drei [..] gleich geliebt” (Nathan,
V. 2038-2039) habe, hétte Kant mit Blick auf die Maf-
stdbe bzw. Prinzipien des ,moralisch-bestimmten
Monotheismus” gewiss abgelehnt, zumal dies nicht
zuletzt auch mit Kants Charakterisierung der ,natiir-
lichen Religion” und deren Abgrenzung vom ,Hei-
dentum” unvertraglich sei.

Nicht zuletzt musste deshalb auch Nathans Auf-
fassung, dass der ,rechte Ring [...] nicht // Erweis-
lich; — [..] Fast so unerweislich, als // Uns itzt — der
rechte Glaube” (Nathan, V. 1963-1965) — sei, schon
wegen der darin ebenfalls zutage tretenden Nivel-
lierung der Prinzipienfrage Kants Widerstand ge-
gen Lessing provozieren; insofern hitte er — in ei-
ner ganz anderen Hinsicht — fiir den von Sultan
Saladin erhobenen Einspruch ,Wie? das soll // die
Antwort sein auf meine Frage [nach der Wahrheit
der Religion]?” (Nathan, V. 1965-1966) wohl durchaus
ein gewisses Verstdndnis gezeigt. Fiir seine Zustim-
mung zur insistierenden Einschédtzung des Sultans,
dass die ,Religionen [...] doch wohl zu unterschei-
den” sein miissen, hitte Kant sogar jene fiir den Sta-
tus der nattirlichen Religion bedeutsame These gel-
tend machen koénnen, dass doch Religion eine ,reine
Vernunftsache” ist; sie wendet sich nicht zuletzt auch
gegen Lessings gelegentliche Fundierung der Reli-
gion im Gefiihl,” welche, kantischen Mafstdben ge-

¥ Die Berufung auf ein solches , Gefiihl” hitte Kant also nicht
akzeptiert, sondern durch die Prinzipien-Frage ersetzt, denn
die , Probe der inneren Wahrheit” (Lessing, 1778b, S. 131) kann
nicht in Berufung auf das , Gefiihl” entschieden werden; indes
hitte Kant zweifellos auch Lessings Polemik gegen eine schie-
fe ,Gelehrsamkeit” als falschen Mafistab unterstiitzt. Im Sinne
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KOTOpOe, 110 MepKaM KaHTa, HeBepHO olleHMBaeT VI
persaTUBM3MpPYeT MOpasibHble IpuHIIMIBL KaHT ¢ mo-
SUIIVU «BCEOOITTHOCTM M €IMHCTBA OCHOBHBIX MaKCVM
Bepb» (AA 07, S. 52; Kant, 1999, c. 128) He mopaep»ait
Ob1 mpoposmiameHHy0 HaTamoMm «HemoKa3yeMocTb»
VICTVIHHOVI BepBI (VI IIpefaHue «IIPVXOIUTCS IIPUHSITE...
Ha Bepy ¢ OJ1aroroBeHbeM JIeTCKVIM»?), HeB3Mpas Ha TO
YTO HY OIVIH U3 VICTOPUYECKMX «BUJIOB BEPbI» HE YII0B-
JIETBOPSIET 3TUM «BCEOOIITHOCTV M €AVHCTBY OCHOBHBIX
MaKCIM Bepbl», BKITIOYas JaXe XPUCTUaHCTBO, KOTOpoe
KaK MCTOpMYecKasl peJIIVS JIVIIB IIOCTEIIEHHO OCBO-
OOoXITaeTcs OT CBOMX IIJIAKOB, HO ellle He OTBeYaeT Tpe-
OOBaHVISAM «UMCTOV PEIUTVIO3HOV BEPBI» («COITIaCHO ee
MIIee») B KadecTBe «COBepIIeHHom permrui» (AA 06,
S. 162; KanT, 19947, c. 174) Kak e «MCTUHHOTO IIPO-
ceerteHVs» (AA 06, S. 179; Kant, 19941, c. 194).

Hnsa KanTta camo cobort pasymeeTcsi, 9TO BOIIPOC O
ITOZUIMHHOCTY KOJIELl HY)KHO, KOHEYHO, PelInTh — U
IIpeXJIie BCero MX IlepBOHAYaIbHOMY BiIa/IeJIbIly; €ro
HY)KHO PeIINTh LIeJIVIKOM B COOTBETCTBUM C TEOPeTH-
KO-TTO3HaBaTeJIbHBIMM CTaHIAPTaMU W KPUTEPUSIMU
cormacHo «theismus moralis» (AA 28.2.2, S. 1002; Ka#xT,
2016, c. 23), pu ycJI0BUM, YTO «IIpaBUJIbHAS Bepa»
00s13aTesTbHO JTOJKHA OCHOBBIBATHCST MCKITIOUMTEITHHO
Ha MOpaJIli, IIOTOMY 4TO «MOpaJlb Hen30eXXHO BefeT K
permirum» (AA 06, S. 6; Kart, 19947, c. 8), a He Haobo-
pot. Tem He MeHee TpeboBaHMe CYIAbN BBISICHUTD ITOM-
JIMHHOCTB KOJIel] 110 «TaMHCTBeHH[ov1] cwile] mpuBite-
Katb // briaroBosieHbe rocriona v cMepTHBIX» (JleccuHr,
1983, c. 267) ocTaeTcst MpaKTUYeCKMIM BO33BaHMEM K Be-
PYIOIINM ¥ VIX MOPaJIBHOVI CTOVIKOCTI — HeB3Mpasi Ha
BCerza BO3MOXHYIO Heynady B 3ToM. OHaKoO 3TO He-

HVIK ITPOBO3IJIallIaloNiero cebs 3aKOHOM ydeHus He Ooliee deM
acmemuyeckutl, T.e. OCHOBAaHHBIV Ha CBSI3aHHOM C KaK/M-HUOYIb
yYeHueM YyBCTBe... TO dwIocodpckoMy aKysIbTeTy JOIDKHO
OBITB [103BOJIEHO OeCIIPUCTPACTHO IIPOBEPSITH IIPOVICXOXKJIEHVIE
VI cofiepKaHVe TaKOro MHVMOTO OCHOBAHWS HaCTaBJIEHMS U J1a-
BaTh eMy OIleHKY, He CTpaIllack CBSTOCTV CaMOTO IIpefMeTa, KO-
TOPBIVE Oy/ITO OBl YyBCTBYIOT, VI PEIINTEIIEHO CBECTY 3TO MHVIMOE
qyBCTBO K ToHATHSM» (AA 07, S. 33; Kanr, 1999, c. 82). ITockoss-
Ky «4yBCTBa — 3TO ellle He [TI03HaHW: 1, CJIe[I0BaTeIIbHO, He 00b-
SICHSIOT HMKaKoV TaHbD (AA 06, S. 138; Kaut, 199471, c. 150),
«9yBCTBOM... KaXIIbIVi 00JIaiaeT TOJIbKO Jijisi celst 11 He MOXKeT
TpeboBaTh €ro OT APYIX, a CTAJIO OBITh, HE MOXET V1 IIPEBO3HO-
CUTh €ro KaK IIPOOHBIVI KaMeHb MICTUHHOCTY OTKPOBeHMsI, 100
YyBCTBO COBEPIIIEHHO HMYEMY HE YUYUT, HO 3aK/IlodaeT B cebe
JINIIB TOT CITIOCO0, KaKMM CyOBeKT MCIIBITBIBAeT BO3JIEVICTBYE B
OTHOITIEHVIVI CBOETO yJIOBOJIBCTBYIS VIJIVI HEYIOBOJTLCTBIIS, Ha UeM
HMKaKoe II03HaHVe OCHOBBIBAThCS He MoxeT» (AA 06, S. 114;
Kanr, 19947, c. 121). [ToctaTo4Has OCHOBa MOXeT ObITh 00pas3o-
BaHa TOJIBKO «BCeOOIIeV, KaK/IOMy IIPOCTOMY YeJIOBEKY IIPUCY-
mient permrviv n3 pasyma» (AA 07, S. 63; Karr, 1999, c. 158), B
TO BpeMsI KaK «4yBCTBO» COBEPIIIEHHO HEBO3MOYKHO OT/IMYNUTD OT
‘IIPOHMKHYTOTO IIPEeIUyBCTBUSAMI YIIPSIMCTBA, KOTOPOE HEJo-
CTYIIHO HY JIJIs1 KAKOTO IIPOOHOT0 KaMHSI.
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miéf, die moralischen Prinzipien verkennt bzw. die-
se relativiert. Die behauptete ,, Unerweislichkeit” des
rechten Glaubens ist nach Kant in gebotener Riick-
sicht auf die , Allgemeinheit und Einheit der wesent-
lichen Glaubensmaximen” (SF, AA 07, S. 52) eben
nicht aufrechtzuhalten ,Und Geschichte muss
doch wohl allein auf Treu und Glauben angenom-
men werden?” — und ungeachtet dessen, dass keine
der historischen ,Glaubensarten” dieser geforderten
~Allgemeinheit und Einheit der wesentlichen Glau-
bensmaximen” gentigt — auch nicht das erst nach
und nach von seinen Schlacken zu befreiende Chris-
tentum als historische Religion, die als solche noch
nicht den Anspriichen des ,reinen Religionsglau-
bens” (,der Idee nach”) als der ,vollstindigen Reli-
gion” (RGV, AA 06, S. 162) als dem Ziel der ,wahren
Aufklirung” (RGV, AA 06, S. 179) genitigt.

Dass die Frage der Echtheit der Ringe sehr
wohl — und nattirlich erst recht vom urspriingli-
chen Besitzer derselben — zu entscheiden ist, ist nach
Kant also ganz selbstverstandlich; dies ist durchaus
nach theoretisch-kognitiven Maf$stiben und Kriteri-
en gemdfl dem ,Theismus moralis” (V-Phil-Th/Pélitz,
AA 28.2.2,5.1002) zu entscheiden, sofern der ,rechte
Glaube” doch notwendig allein auf Moral gegriindet
sein muss — denn ,Moral fiithrt unausbleiblich zur

der ,moralischen Glaubensgewissheit’ hitte Kant womoglich
auch Lessings Bemerkung verstanden, dass der ,Lehrbegriff”
der christlichen Religion nicht ,aus der Bibel gezogen” (ibid.,
S. 132) werde. Kants energischer Rekurs auf die ,Vernunft,
ohne die doch gar keine Religion, als welche wie alle Morali-
tdt tiberhaupt auf Grundsitzen gegriindet werden muss, statt
finden kann” (RGV, AA 06, S. 175), richtet sich vermutlich glei-
chermaflen gegen Lessings ,Mitleids-Moral’ und gegen die (in
anderen Schriften Lessings vorherrschende) Verankerung der
Religion im , Gefiihl”. Dagegen wandte sich auch direkt Kants
entschiedenes Anliegen: ,Wére endlich der Quell der sich als
Gesetz ankiindigenden Lehre gar nur dsthetisch, d.i. auf ein mit
einer Lehre verbundenes Gefiihl gegriindet, [...] so muss es der
philosophischen Fakultit frei stehen, den Ursprung und Ge-
halt eines solchen angeblichen Belehrungsgrundes mit kalter
Vernunft dffentlich zu priifen und zu wiirdigen, ungeschreckt
durch die Heiligkeit des Gegenstandes, den man zu fithlen vor-
gibt, und entschlossen, dieses vermeinte Gefiihl auf Begriffe zu
bringen” (SF, AA 07, S. 33). Denn ,,Gefiihle sind nicht Erkennt-
nisse und bezeichnen also auch kein Geheimnis” (RGV, AA 06,
S. 138); ,Gefiihl [...] hat jeder nur fiir sich, und kann es an-
dern nicht zumuten, also auch nicht als einen Probierstein der
Echtheit einer Offenbarung anpreisen, denn es lehrt schlech-
terdings nichts, sondern enthilt nur die Art, wie das Subjekt
in Ansehung seiner Lust oder Unlust affiziert wird, worauf gar
kein Erkenntnis gegriindet werden kann” (RGV, AA 06, S. 114).
Zureichende Basis ist allein die ,allgemeine, jedem gemeinen
Menschen beiwohnende Vernunftreligion” (SF, AA 07, S. 63),
wiéhrend ,Gefithl” somit von einem — jeden ,Probierstein”
entbehrenden — ,ahnungsvollen’ Eigensinn gar nicht zu un-
terscheiden wire.



00X0IVIMOe MOpaIbHOE VICITBITaHVIe HIYero He pelaeT
OTHOCUTEJIBHO TeOPeTMYeCKOTro MPUTA3aHUsS U YPOB-
Hs peJINTu 1, 110 MHeHMio KaHTa, faxke He JOXOOWUT
TI0 BOIIpOCa O KpUTepusx'’, KOTOpble TOJKHBI COOTBET-
CTBOBATh BEAYIIEN Wiee «MOPAJIbHO OOYCIIOBIIEHHO-
TO MOHOTEN3Ma» I KOTOPbIE, BII0OABOK, ITO3BOJISIIOT, 110
KaHuTy, B 00s13aTesIbHOM HOpsiIKe IIPOBECTV OTTPaHU-
YeHvie OT s13bIuecTBa. To, UTO «BaXKHee BCero B pesInrim
noserieHme» (AA 07, S. 41; KanT, 1999, c. 102) — 3710, KO-
HEYHO, BOIIPOC JIMYHOIO OTHOIIEHNS VMHIVBUIOB, KO-
TOpBle MOIYT aMOpPaJIbHBIM IOBeleHMeM IIOHOPBaTh
HpUTSA3aHVe CBOeVI PeJINTVV; HO 3TO OTHOCUTCS yXKe K
npyront obnacty. O0s3aTe/IBHOCTh ‘MOPaJIBHOIO II0Be-
ZleHVsT, Ha KOTOpOe CIIOCOOHEI B paBHOVI CTEIIeHU BCe
(Bepyrolive 1 HeBepyloIlye) IO — TeM Doslee UTO
YeCTHBIX JIIOJIeVl «MHOTO... XXVBeT B IIOJIyHHOM MIUpe»
(JTeccrmr, 1980, c. 235), — Bce )Ke HUYErO He MEHSIeT, TI0
KanTy, B HeoOxoyMov (OpreHTMpOBaHHO Ha IIPUH-
HUIVaIbHbIe KPUTEPUI) OIleHKe PeIUIU KaK CCTeM
Bepbl. VIMEHHO [IJI 3TOVI OLIeHKM TpeOyeTcsl «COOTBeT-
CTBME TOMY, YTO pa3yM CUUTaeT IIPUIINIeCTBYIOIIVM
bory» (AA 07, S. 46; Kart, 1999, c. 114)*. DTa oueHKa
oCTaeTcsl HeOOXOVIMOVI, HeCMOTPsI Ha OYeBIMIHOe Teo-
peTnyecKoe IperMyIIecTBO TaKOrO COOTBETCTBHS, IT0-
3TOMY 3TOT BOIPOC YK€ «VICIIOKOH BEKOB» CTaJl paly-

4 T. Popmosep, pazbupasi IOCTaHOBKY IrpoOiieM y Jleccmrra,
XapaKTepu3yeT 3Ty artopuIo cemyrormymM obpasom: «ITpobrema
VICTMHHOCTV PeJINTMI HaXOOUTCS BHE BJIACTV TEOPETIIEeCKOro
pasyMa v IpeJjIoKeHa IIPaKTUIecKOMY pasyMy IS PeIIeHVIs.
Ho 5T0 o3HauaeT, 4TO CyOBEKTMBHOCTH BBICTYIIAeT KaK OXKIB-
JICHHBIVI M MEHSIOIIWUVCSA LeHTp >XKuBom permruy. Hososza-
BETHBIVI Te3VIC O IUIOHAX, II0 KOTOPBIM ee MOXXHO PacIIO3HAaTh,
TIepeoTKphIBaeTcsl JIeCCMHIOM B €ro OCTpPOV aKTyaJbHOCTV B
pasrap IpOCBeIleHHOro BeKa. B To e Bpemst JleccuHr B mpoTu-
BOIOJIOKHOCTE HoBOMY 3aBeTy OTHOCKT 3TOT BOmpoc K cepe
pellleHniT pasyMa B €ro OTHOIIeHWMN K peymrun. HpascTBeH-
Hasl IIpaKkTHKa CTAHOBUTCS KpWUTepueM I OTBeTa Ha BOIIPOC
00 mcrmuHOM perrum» (Rohrmoser, 1970, S. 49). Vimenso sTo
OTMedYaeT YIOMsHyTyIo anopuio «Harana», KoTopyio ciemyer
YUUTBIBATh B CBeTe BEIBOIOB PopMosepa: «B LieHTpe BHMUMaHMS
“Hatana” Haxomurcs Borpoc o0 mcTvHHOCTM permrun» (Ibid.,
S. 32). ITpn aTOM, OfTHAKO, HelIb3s1 CKa3aTh: «KaHT palyKabHbBIM
obpasom npomorrkaer pabory Jleccurra» (Ibid., S. 53). ‘Pagm-
KaJIbHOCTh KaHTa COCTOMT, ITOYKaJIy i, He B IIOCIIEIHIOO OUeperlb
B TOM, UTO OH ITOfIBepraeT 3Ty Io3umyio Jleccuura dyHmameH-
TaJIbHOMY I1€peOCMBICTIEHMIO.

1 VIMeHHO TaKOBO OBUIO OBI, BepOATHO, Bo3pakeHne Kanra Ha
MBIV COBET TOTO — CKPOMHOT0? — CyIIbI; OH ObI OTMETIIL, UTO
YIIOMSIHyTasi HEOT/IMIVMMOCTD, HeJIOKa3yeMOCThb 3aBeTHOTO KOJIb-
I1a HECOBMeCTIMA Tak>Ke C TOV II03VI1eT, KOTOPYIo JIecCHT BEI-
PaswI IPUMEPHO B TO JKe BpeMsi B IPYTOM MeCTe: XPUCTMAHCKasT
noktpuHa «bora Gosiee ymecTHa 1 Ooslee GyIaroCKJIOHHA K de-
JIOBEYeCKOMY POJIy, UeM JIOKTPWMHEI BCeX OCTaIbHBIX PeJIVTHVL,
IIOTOMY YTO OH uyBcmbyent, 4TO 5Ta XPUCTMAHCKas TOKTPUHA
ymupotsopsieT ero» (Lessing, 1897r, S. 132). Kant Taxcke roz-
4JepKMBal IIPaBo IIPOMAHOB; OIHAKO OH, BEPOSITHO, YBUIET ObI
MIPOTMBOpeUNe B apryMeHTamy JleccuHTa MeX/Iy OpVMeHTUPO-
BaHHBIM Ha IIPVHIIVIIEL «yOeXIeHneM» 1 «9yBCTBOM».
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R. Langthaler

Religion” (RGV, AA 06, S. 6) und nicht umgekehrt. Die
Forderung des Richters, die Echtheit der Ringe nach
der ,Wunderkraft beliebt” und ,[v]or Gott und Men-
schen angenehm” zu machen (Nathan, V. 2016-2017),
bleibt hingegen praktischer Appell an die Gldubigen
und deren moralische Bewdhrung —, ungeachtet des
stets moglichen Versagens darin. Diese notwendi-
ge moralische Bewéhrung entscheidet jedoch nichts
tiber den theoretischen Anspruch und das Niveau der
Religionen und reicht nach Kant eben auch nicht an
die Frage nach den Kriterien heran,*® die der Leitidee
eines ,moralisch-bestimmten Monotheismus” genii-
gen miissen, und die nach Kant auch die Abgren-
zung vom Heidentum verbindlich moglich machen.
Dass in der Religion alles auf das ,Tun ankommt” (SF,
AA 07, S. 41), ist freilich Sache der jeweiligen Haltung
der Individuen, die durch ein moralwidriges Verhal-
ten den Anspruch ihrer Religion moglicherweise ver-
raten; doch dies liegt auf einer anderen Ebene. Die
Notwendigkeit des ,moralischen Tuns" — wozu auch
alle (glaubigen und ungldubigen) Menschen glei-
chermafien in der Lage sind, zumal doch ,alle Lan-
der gute Menschen tragen” (Nathan, V. 1274) — dndert
nach Kant jedoch nichts an der notwendigen — krite-
riell-prinzipien-orientierten — Einschédtzung der Re-
ligionen als Glaubenssystemen. Eben darauf zielt die
geforderte ,,Ubereinstimmung mit dem, was die Ver-
nunft fiir Gott anstindig erkldrt” (SF, AA 07,S. 46),* es

% Diese Aporie spiegelt sich auch in Rohrmosers Charakteri-

sierung der Lessing’schen Problemstellung wider: , Das Wahr-
heitsproblem der Religionen ist dem Verfiigungsbereich der
theoretischen Vernunft entzogen und der praktischen Ver-
nunft zur Entscheidung vorgelegt. Das heifst aber, dass die
Subjektivitit als bewegende und lebendige Mitte gelebter Re-
ligion hervortritt. Der neutestamentliche Satz von den Friich-
ten, an denen man sie erkennt, wird mit einer bedringenden
Aktualitdt von Lessing auf der Hohe des aufgeklarten Jahrhun-
derts wiederentdeckt. Gleichzeitig wird er auch von Lessing
in einer dem Neuen Testament widersprechenden Weise auf
die Entscheidungsfrage der Vernunft in ihrem Verhéltnis zur
Religion bezogen. Die sittliche Praxis wird zum Kriterium der
Beantwortung der Frage nach der wahren Religion” (Rohrmo-
ser, 1970, S. 49). Genau dies markiert freilich auch die ange-
zeigte Aporie des Nathan, die somit mit Blick auf Rohrmosers
Befund zu beachten ist: ,Im Mittelpunkt des Nathan steht die
Frage nach der Wahrheit der Religion” (ebd., S. 32). Insofern
lasst sich jedoch nicht sagen: , Kant setzt das Werk Lessings ra-
dikal fort” (ebd., S. 53). Die ,Radikalitdt’ Kants liegt wohl nicht
zuletzt in einer grundlegenden Problematisierung dieser Les-
sing’schen Position.

¥ Dies hétte Kant vermutlich auch dem weisen Rat jenes — be-
scheidenen? — Richters entgegengehalten; er hitte wohl dar-
auf hingewiesen, dass die behauptete Ununterscheidbarkeit,
Unerweislichkeit des echten Ringes ebenso mit der andern-
orts, ungefdhr zeitgleich, von Lessing (1778b, S. 132) geltend
gemachten Einsicht ganz unvereinbar ist, dass der christliche
Lehrbegriff ,Gott anstandiger, und dem menschlichen Ge-



P. Jlanrranep

OHaJIPHO paspelMbIM — HO y Jleccurra B «Harane»
(xak ospkeH Obl1 3amMeTnTh KaHT) BCe 3TV BasKHbBIE BO-
pocel ¥ IpobsieMbl onyieHsl. TToaromy Kant cuert
HeyJa4qHOV OIBITKY CYIAbN BCeTIUTh HaIeXKIy OTHUM
TOJIBKO «3CXaTOJIOTMYECKMM» IOKa3aTeIbCTBOM  VIC-
TUHHOV pernrun. bosee Toro, eciu, 1o cjio0BaM CyJibK,
JINIIb «9epe3 THICAYY TOOVH» «CYHAUS MeHS IOCTOVI-
Her» (JleccuHr, 1980, c. 267) MOIDKeH BBIHECTM PEJIUT-
sIM 9CXaTOJIOTMUECKWVI IIPUTOBOP, TO 3TO BelIb TaKXe B
KOpHe IIPOTUBOPEUNUT TOMY, YTO, 10 MHEHWIO TOTO JKe
CYy[IbY, HU OJHO M3 TpeX KoJjlell He sBJIsSeTCsl MO INH-
HbIM? Ho KpuTepny MOpajIbHOrO MOHOTeM3Ma I103BO-
JISIOT PEIINTE BOIIPOC O MOJIMHHOCTY KOJIbIla 0e3 BbI-
X071a 3a IIpeziesIbl Iepriofia XKU3HN — II0 KpaviHel Mepe,
ex negativo, Ha ypoBHe KOH(UIVIKTa, He BIafas Ipu
3TOM B «CJIaJIOCTh Tpe3bl» (Jleccunr, 1980, c. 182) ‘ab-
COJIIOTHOTO TEOPeTMUYECKOro MPUTs3aHMs Ha UCTUHY
(KaK ‘egMHOIMYHYIO COOCTBEHHOCTE ). B r000M cirydae
«JI0KasyeMa», coriacHo KaHTy, ToibKo «amcTasi pesu-
r'Mo3Has Bepa» — ¥ 3TO VIMEHHO XPUCTMAHCTBO, OUl-
II[eHHOe OT «VCTOPUYECKMX IIUIAKOB», eQVHCTBEHHO
YIIOBJIETBOPSIIOIIEe TOMY CaMOMY pPa3yMHO-BbIBEpEH-
HOMY TIOHSITUIO «BCEOOIITHOCTM VI eMHCTBA OCHOBHBIX
MakcuM Bepel» (AA 07, S. 52; Kanrt, 1999, c. 128), xoTo-
poe TpebyeTcst OoT penurvm*?. DTO CBUIETEIILCTBYET O
TOM, 4TO B JIFOOOM cilyuae nputya JleccmHra o Kosib-
11ax COIepXXMUT BHYTPeHHVIe HeCOOTBETCTBIS, KOTOPBbIe
SIBHO YCVUIVUIVI CBSI3aHHBIe ¢ Hevl comHeHs KaHTa.

BosmoxxHblIe nipenybexmenns Kanra
B OTHOIIIEHMY MOTMBA «COCTAA3aHMs PeJINTUI»
y JIleccmnra

He menee m1ybokyro o3abouennoctp KanTa — C
y4eToM KpuTepueB, CPOpMYIMPOBaHHBIX WM [IJIS
HPU3HAHWS €CTEeCTBEHHOV PeJIUTMI, VIIV «MOPaJIBHO
00yCJIOBJIEHHOTO MOHOTeM3Ma», — HOJDKeH OBII BbI-
3BaTh BOIIPOC O TOM, He CJIeyeT JIM II0 ITPVHIINIIV-
aJIBHBIM COOOpPa’keHMSIM OTBEPrHYTb BEAYIIYIO M0
‘cocTazaHMs pesUruil’ (KOTOPYIO IPeIOKWII CyIibs B
«Harane» JleccuHra), ecsivi OpMeHTMPOBAThCS Ha MO-
PpaIbHBIe IPVHIINIIBL 1 OLIeHWBATh II0 HUM PeJINIVIO:
«V KakmeIvi ycTh crapaercst sommdy // Kospla 3a-
BETHOTO CaM IIPMyMHOXWUTD // V1 KpoTOCThIO, 11 IIpa-

# KaHT Kak pa3 Iojiarajl, 4To «pasHOIJIacysl 13-3a LIePKOBHOV
Bepel» (AA 06, S. 108; KanT, 19947, c. 114) mIOCTOSTHHO BO300-
HOBJISIIOTCS W3-3a SMIVPVUYECKOVI U «CBOVICTBEHHOV KaXk[IoMy
HeyBepPeHHOCTM OTHOCUTETFHO TOTO, KaKas Bepa (Cpefu MCTo-
pvuecknx) siBisercss McTuHHOM» (AA 06, S. 132 Anm.; Kanr,
19947, c. 143 mpuMed.) M B IPUHIINIIE HE MOTYT OBITH MCKOpe-
HEHBL.
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bleibt notwendig beim durchaus ausweisbaren theo-
retischen Vorzug derselben, der deshalb auch schon
vor den ,tausend, tausend Jahren” rational entscheid-
bar ist — diese entscheidenden Fragen und Problem-
aspekte sah Kant jedoch wohl auch in Lessings Na-
than ausgeblendet. Auch die richterliche Vertrostung
auf den allein ,eschatologischen” Erweis der wah-
ren Religion schien Kant deshalb als kurzschliissig.
Uberdies: wenn, dem Richter zufolge, erst nach ,tau-
send, tausend Jahren” ein ,weisrer Mann” (Nathan,
V. 2053) das eschatologische Urteil tiber die Religio-
nen sprechen soll, dann steht dies doch auch grund-
sétzlich in eklatantem Widerspruch dazu, dass eben-
diesem Richter zufolge keiner der drei Ringe echt ist?
Die Kriterien des moralischen Monotheismus ma-
chen die Frage nach der Echtheit des Ringes jedoch
schon zu Lebzeiten — wenigstens ex negativo, im Sin-
ne des Widerstreits — entscheidbar, ohne dabei dem
,stilen Wahn” (Nathan, V. 163) eines ,absoluten’ theo-
retischen Wahrheitsanspruchs (als ,Alleinbesitz’) zu
verfallen. , Erweislich” ist nach Kant jedenfalls allein
der ,reine Religionsglaube” — und dies sei eben das
von den ,historischen Schlacken” befreite Christen-
tum, das allein jener vom vernunft-geméfien Begriff
der Religion geforderten ,Allgemeinheit und Ein-
heit der wesentlichen Glaubensmaximen” (SF, AA 07,
S. 52) gentigt.** So zeigt sich: In Lessings Ringparabel
treten jedenfalls interne Unstimmigkeiten zutage, die
Kants diesbeziigliche Zweifel offensichtlich eher be-
giinstigt haben.

Mogliche kantische Vorbehalte gegen Lessings
Motiv eines ,Wettstreits der Religionen’

Ein ebenso grundsitzliches Bedenken Kants
musste sich — unter der Voraussetzung der von ihm
tiir die Anerkennung einer natiirlichen Religion bzw.
des ,,moralisch-bestimmten Monotheismus” geltend
gemachten Mafistdbe — wohl auch daran entziin-
den, ob denn eine an moralischen Prinzipien festge-
machte Orientierung bzw. Beurteilung das Leitbild

schlecht erspriefSlicher ist als die Lehrbegriffe aller andern Re-
ligionen, weil er fiihlt, dass ihn dieser christliche Lehrbegriff
beruhiget.” — Das Recht des ,Laien” betonte auch Kant; er hat-
te hier vermutlich jedoch einen Widerspruch in Lessings Ar-
gumentation zwischen prinzipien-orientierter , Einsicht” und
,Geftihl” gesehen.

4 Kant war eben der Auffassung, dass ,Zankereien um den
Kirchenglauben” (RGV, AA 06, S. 108) stets neu aufleben, weil
die empirische ,Ungewissheit’, , die ein jeder in sich fiihlt, wel-
cher Glaube (unter den historischen) der rechte sei” (RGV,
AA 06, S. 132 Anm.), prinzipiell nicht zu beheben ist.



BEJTHOIO XXWM3HbBIO, // VI GrmaromeTestbHO KO BCEM JTIO-
6oBbI0 // B cosHaHMM ci1yXeHbs OoxecTBY» (JleccuHr,
1980, c. 267). DTm MOpaIbHbIe KadecTBa: KpOTOCTb, TIpa-
BeHAsI XM3HBb M OaroferesibHas KO BCeM JII000Bb, a
Takke TpeboBaHMe ‘TiesaTb 100po paay moOpa’, ode-
BUTHO, BBITEKAIOT V3 T€X VICTOYHVIKOB, KOTOpPble — Kak,
HaIIpyMep, KaHTOBCKUI MOTUB «JOCTOVIHOTO JIOOBI»
XPUCTMAHCTBaA U ero «KpoTocTi» (AA 08, S. 339; Kanr,
19946, c. 218) — Bce-TaKV COBEPIIIEHHO HECOBMECTVIMBI
C Iy XOM KOHKYPeHLIUV U VI0JIaMI HeSIBHOTO “PeITH-
ra’ pesInIuiL, a TaKKe TalTHBIMY MIMITYJIbCaMM JIIOOBI K
cebe 11 gecTo00OMeM, TeM Oosree 4ToO 3TO OBLIO OBbI He-
COBMECTVIMO ¥ C IIPaBUJIBHO IOHSATHIM TpeboBaHMEM:
«Tak mycTs e // Bce, Kak ofuH, OTBaXkaTcs JIOOUTH //
Hpyr gpyra OeckopblcTHO M cBobomHO!» (JleccuHr,
1980, c. 267). He mormKHO 7T B 3TOVI CBSI3U CMBICJIOBOE
SAIPO VICTUHHO PEeJIUIMO3HOrO (B OT/IMYMe OT PEBHU-
BBIX T10 OTHOIIIEHVIO JIPYT K IPYTY MCTOPUIECKUX «BVI-
TIOB BEpPbI»?) 11 MOPaJILHO ‘PeBOJTIOLIOHU3MPOBAaHHOIO’
YMOHACTPOEHMS OCTaBaThCS UYXKIBIM, TO €CTh COBEP-
IIeHHO Hecopa3MepHBIM JII000V 1ziee ‘KOHKYpeHIn
1 “60pBOBI, 1 YK TeM Oostee ‘cocTsa3anms ?

Brio6aBoK HY)XKHO y4ecTb CIIeIyollee: IIOMIIMO TOTO
urto, 110 KaHTy, B MOpa/IbHOVI peINrum «Ba’kKHee BCe-
TO... TIOBefIeHVIe», VI B TOM CMBIC/Ie ‘CYIIHOCTE pev-
MY 3aKJIIOYaeTcsl ‘B MOpayn, He ciiefyeT 3a0bIBaTh,
uTO, corlacHO KaHTy, «BHyTpeHHee YMOHACTpOeHe»,
KOTOpPOE VMeeT pelalolee 3Ha4eH e 111 MOPaIbHOrO
KauecTBa, He IIOJIIaeTCsl HUKAKOV BHEIITHEeV OlleHKe —
daxT, KpariHe BaXXHBIVI TaKXe C TOYKM 3peHNs MOTU-
Ba ‘KOHKYpeHI MY peranrui’. V1 B OTHOIIeHMII O4UeBU]I-
HO J100pbIX J1eJ1, BocxBasisieMbix B «Harane» Jleccunra,
KanT HartoMHMII GBI TOMY O CBOEM IIEHTpPAJIBHOM pas-
JIMYEHMV MEX/TY ‘TIeTaJIbHOCTBIO 11 MOPAJIBHOCTBIO 1 O
«BHYTpPeHHEM YMOHACTPOEHW», IIOTOMY YTO KpuTe-
P IJIST TOTO, UTOOBI «IIpMBIIeKaTh OJIaroBOJIeHBbE TO-
crofa», o Kanry, 3ak/Iro4aeTcss TOJIBKO B COBECTU WU
TpeOyeT IPOHVKHOBEHMS «B caMble ITTyOMHBI yMOHa-
crpoenms» (AA 06, S. 99; Kanr, 19947, c. 104, iepesor,
YTOYHEH), B TO BpeMs KakK JIIO[IsIM, HaIIPOTWUB, HPaBIT-
Csl Cy>KIeHVe Ha OCHOBaHWV OUeBMIHO HOOPBIX Hell,
HO IIPVL 3TOM He IIPOVICXOOVT «HU MaJIeVIIIIero yBeJIv-
YeHMsI OCHOBBI MOPaJIBHOCTW B UEJIOBEYECKOM POJie»
(AA 07,S. 92; KarT, 1999, c. 218). CooTBeTCTBYIOIIIIE BO-
rpockl KaHT roctaBisl Obl Tak>ke B OTHOIIEHWV SIBHO
JKeJIaTeJIBHOrO IIporpecca Ha IYTM OT KOH(MPOHTa-
UM K COCTSI3aHUIO PEIUTMI KaK MCTOPUYECKMX «BU-
IIOB Bepbl», KOTOPBIV, OJIHAKO, B UTOTe — He3aMEeTHO —
IIpeBpallaeTcs B ‘coCTsI3aHMe 3a JoOpO, — BOIIPOCH B
TOM YWCIIe VI K BEIIYIIEeN Miee O TOM, UTO IIO/JITHHOCTD
KOJIBLIA MOXKeT OBITh PacIlO3HaHa TOJIBKO II0 ITOCTYII-
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eines — in Lessings Nathan vom Richter vorgeschla-
genen — Wettstreits der Religionen’ hingegen nicht
schon aus prinzipiellen Griinden ablehnen muss: ,Es
strebe von euch jeder um die Wette, // Die Kraft des
Steins in seinem Ring’” an Tag // Zu legen! komme
dieser Kraft mit Sanftmut, // Mit herzlicher Vertrag-
lichkeit, mit Wohltun, // Mit innigster Ergebenheit
in Gott // Zu Hulf” (Nathan, V. 2043-2048). Diese mo-
ralischen Eigenschaften — Sanftmut, herzliche Ver-
traglichkeit, Wohltun und innigste Ergebenheit —
sowie das geforderte ,Tun des Guten um des Gu-
ten willen’ speisen sich offenbar allesamt aus Quel-
len, die — so wie das kantische Motiv der ,Liebens-
wiirdigkeit des Christentums” und seines ,sanften
Geistles]” (EaD, AA 08, S. 339) — mit einem Wettstre-
bens-Geist und den Idolen eines latenten Religions-
,Ranking’ sowie heimlichen Impulsen der Selbstliebe
und Ehrsucht jedoch ganz unvereinbar sind, zumal
dies doch auch mit der recht verstandene Forderung
unvertraglich wire: , Es eifre jeder seiner unbestoch-
nen // Von Vorurteilen freien Liebe nach!” (Nathan,
V. 2042-2043) Muss also der Sinndimension des wahr-
haft Religiosen (im Unterschied zu den aufeinander
eiferstichtigen historischen ,Glaubensarten”?), aber
auch der moralisch ,revolutionierten’ Gesinnung,
nicht jedwede Vorstellung eines ,Wettstrebens’ und
,Rangelns’, gar eines ,Wettstreits, fremd, d.h. ganz
unangemessen bleiben?

Hinzu kommt dies: Abgesehen davon, dass zwar
auch nach Kant in der moralisch verankerten Religi-
on alles auf das ,, Tun ankommt” und in diesem Sin-
ne auch das ,Wesentliche’ der Religion ,im Morali-
schen’ liegt, so bleibt nicht zuletzt auch daran zu er-
innern, dass die nach Kant fiir die moralische Qua-
litdt entscheidende ,innere Gesinnung” sich jeder
dufleren Beurteilung entzieht — ein wohl auch im
Blick auf das Motiv des ,Wettstrebens der Religio-
nen’ entscheidender Sachverhalt. Auch mit Blick auf
die in Lessings Nathan gertthmten augenfillig guten
Taten hétte Kant wohl an seine zentrale Unterschei-
dung von ,Legalitdt und Moralitdt” und an die ,in-
nere Gesinnung” erinnert, weil der Mafstab dafiir,
,vor Gott angenehm” zu machen, nach Kant doch al-
lein im Gewissen, im , Innersten der Gesinnungen”
(RGV, AA 06, S.99), liegt, wihrend bei den Menschen
hingegen das Urteil nach den augenfillig guten Ta-
ten gefallt wird, ohne dass dabei jedoch ,die morali-
sche Grundlage im Menschengeschlechte im minde-
sten vergrofiert werden” muss (SF, AA 07, S. 92). Auch
jenen gewiss erstrebenswerten Fortschritt vom Streit
zum Wettstreit der Religionen als historischen ,Glau-

71



P. Jlanrranep

KaM ero HocuTesid. KaHT He mpuH:siI ObI 3TO B KauecTse
MUTOTa — PaBHO KaK M (MHVMBIV) BBIXOJI M3 3TOV alIlo-
PV, KOTOPBIV IIpefiCTaBjleH B MaJIou3y YeHHOM, OUeHb
IIOCJIefIoBaTeIbHOM pasbsicHeHVM JleccuHra B (TIpriMe-
4JaTeJIbHO OJIVM3KOM II0 BpeMeHw co3nanmd K «Haramy»)
courtHeHMM «O [0Ka3aTeIbCTBe IyXa W CUJIBD! «..5 He
oTpuIIaJI CTapylo OIarodecTBYIO cary... He COMHeBasI-
Cs1 B HeVl — a IIPOCTO II03BOJIVUI €Y1 3aHATh ee MeCTo? —
He Bce i1 MHe paBHO, JIOKb VIV IIpaBia B 3TOVI care:
IIIOOEI ee mpeBocxofgHbl» (Lessing, 18976, S. 8)*. B Ta-
Kov1 OecIiedHOCTH BOITPOC 00 MCTVHE SIBHO OTO/IBUTaeT-
cs1 Ha Tepudepmio.

IlocTaByM BoOIIpOC IIPSIMO: YeM ke JIOJDKHO OTIIV-
JaThCcd ‘COCTA3aHMe pemruir’ (IpeBpaTuBIIeecs, W3-
MeJIbuaB, B ‘COCTsI3aHMe 3a I00po’ 1 IIbITaromeecs 1pe-
HeOpeub HeM30eXHBIM CIIOPOM O «BCEOOITHOCTM W
€MIVIHCTBEe OCHOBHBIX MaKCUM Bepbl» — WJIM He JIOITy-
CTUTB €ro) OT 3TOV OecIIeYHOCT, B KOTOPOVI KpPUTepU-
eM CJIYXXUT ‘TIPeBOCXOTHOCTH IUIOHOB U KOTOpas, II0
CyTW, Beb CKOpee OTpa’kaeT KpuUTmKyeMoe KawHTom
Oe3pasymare B OTHOIIEHMYM peyurum? Brobasok ocra-
eTcsl BOIIPOC: O 4eM, COOCTBEHHO, JIOJKHBI WJIVI MOTYT
ellle CIIOPUTB Te, KTO 0O BeIMHWIICS B ‘cOCTsI3aHMM (CIIO-
pe) 3a 1oOpo’, eCIIN 3TOT CLIOP B CAMOVI CBOEVI OCHOBE OT-
pUIIaeT TO caMoe «II0 YOeXXIeHBbIo, Ha IIPOYHOM OCHO-
BaHbe» (Jleccuar, 1980, c. 261), kK KOTOpPOMY CTpeMuJI-
cs cynran Castazi, 11 cKopee mireT yOexxmira B 3TOM
«ITPEBOCXOTHOCTY IIOZIOB», TO €CTh IIPOCTO UTHOPUPY-
€T BOIIPOC 00 VMCTVHE, paBHOIYIITHO PaccTaBasiCh C HVIM?
Ilo KaHTy, «cocTs3aHMe pelurui» (IepeTeKaloliee B
‘cocTs13aHMe 3a HOOPO’), KOTOpOe peKOMeH/IOBaJI CYbsI B
«Harane» Jleccurra, He MOXeT CJIYXKUTB IPVeMIIeMBIM
BBIXOZIOM W3 TOVI CUTYaIIVH, YTO HUKOI/Ia HEBO3MOXKHO
m30eXXaTh criopa 00 MCTOPUYECKMX «BUJIaX BePhl»; TeM
Gorlee uTO perreHNe (OCHOBaHIIE PeIlleHVIs]) CTIefyeT ViC-
KaThk HO-IPYroMy — HO 3TO KaK pa3 BO3MOXHO U 3TO
€IVIHCTBEHHOe, YTO COOTBETCTBYET IIPUTSI3aHMIM VC-
TUHHOM permrun. Takym o0pasoM, cocTs3aHMe 3a c-
TUHHOCTb eIV HEeBO3MOXHO (MOITYasIMBO!) 3aMe-
HWUTB NPaKTUYECKNM ‘COCTsA3aHMeM 3a 00po, He ypas-
HSB PV 3TOM IIPO0JIeMBI PasHBIX YPOBHEN, ITOTOMY
YTO 3TO IpeBpallleHVie ‘COCTA3aHMs PeJIUTIIT’ B ‘COCTS-
3aHVIe 3a JOOpO’ HEKOTOPBIM 0Opa3oM ‘HemTpaIn3yeT B
JKM3HEHHO-TIPaKTIYeCKOM IUIaHe’ BasKHbIe pasjIndms.

# Tlo cytn, Takas «DecriedHOCTE» JIMIITb BapbUpPyeT yTBepKie-
HIe, CIleJIaHHOe B penyciiopum K «HaTaHy»: «...JII0fIm, oTBepra-
To1TTVe BesKyo permryio OTkposeHms (1), eCTh B KaXXIIOM Hapofie,
VI TIOSIBVUIVCh OHM He Buepa, 1 BCE JKe OHIL XOPOIIIVe JIFOMV; €CIINn
1100aBITb, YTO MOE HaMepeHVe COCTOSIIO B TOM, YTOOBI SICHO IIpe]I-
CTaBUTb TaKMX JIOLIEVI B MeHee IyTalolieil MaHepe, YeM X OObIU-
HO BVUT XPUCTMAHCKasl YePHb, TOITla HEMHOTO HaWIEeTCs TOro,
YTO MOXKHO ObUIO OBl BO3pasuTh Ha 310> (Lessing, 1902a, S. 444).

bensarten,” der sich letztendlich doch — stillschwei-
gend — zu einem ,Wettstreit um das Gute’ verfliich-
tigt, hitte Kant deshalb mit einschldgigen Ruckfra-
gen konfrontiert — auch die leitende Auffassung,
dass die Echtheit des Ringes allein sichtbar gemacht
werden konne durch die Praxis seines Trédgers. Auch
dies héitte Kant nicht als letztes Wort akzeptiert —
ebenso wenig den — vermeintlichen — Ausweg aus
dieser Aporie, der in der zu aktualisierenden, sehr
konsequenten (bezeichnenderweise zeitnah zum Na-
than formulierten) Erkldarung Lessings in der Schrift
,Uber den Beweis des Geistes und der Kraft” zum
Ausdruck kommt, ndmlich: Dass ,ich die alte from-
me Sage [...] nicht etwa leugnete, nicht etwa bezwei-
felte — sondern bloff an ihren Ort gestellt sein lie-
$e? — Was kiitmmert es mich, ob die Sage falsch oder
wahr ist: die Friichte sind trefflich” (Lessing, 1777b,
S. 8).#! In solcher Unbekiimmertheit wird die Wahr-
heitsfrage eben doch augenfillig beiseitegeschoben.
Direkt gefragt: Was soll den zum ,Wettstreit um
das Gute’ verflachten ,Wettstreit der Religionen’, der
jenen unumganglichen Streit tiber die , Allgemeinheit
und Einheit der wesentlichen Glaubensmaximen”
vernachléssigt bzw. zu vermeiden sucht, von dieser
blof3 an der Trefflichkeit der Friichte’ Maf$ nehmen-
den Unbekiimmertheit denn noch unterscheiden, die
im Grunde doch eher jene von Kant kritisierte Gleich-
gltigkeit in Ansehung der Religion widerspiegelt?
Zu fragen bleibt tiberdies: Woriiber sollen die im
,Wettstreit um das Gute’ Vereinten eigentlich noch
streiten (konnen), wenn dieser sich jenen von Sultan
Saladin erstrebten ,Einsicht[en], Griinden, Wahl des
Bessern” im Grunde doch geradewegs verweigert
und vielmehr bei jener ,Trefflichkeit der Friichte’ Zu-
flucht sucht, d.h. die Wahrheitsfrage eben doch ein-
fachhin preisgibt, d.h. ,geltungsneutral’ verabschie-
det? Dafiir, dass iiber historische ,,Glaubenslehren”
der Streit nie vermieden werden kann, bietet dem-
nach nach Kant auch der im Sinne der richterlichen
Empfehlung in Lessings Nathan empfohlene — zum
,Wettstreit um das Gute” verfliichtigte — ,Wettstreit
der Religionen’ keinen gangbaren Ausweg, zumal die

' Im Grunde variiert solche ,Unbekiimmertheit’ doch ledig-
lich die noch in der Vorrede zum Nathan gedufserte Erklarung,
,dass es nicht erst von gestern her unter allerlei Volke Leute ge-
geben, die sich tiber alle geoffenbarte Religion hinweggesetzt
[!] hédtten, und doch gute Leute gewesen wéren; wenn man
hinzufiigen wird, dass ganz sichtbar meine Absicht dahin ge-
gangen sei, dergleichen Leute in einem weniger abscheulichen
Lichte vorzustellen, als in welchem der christliche Pobel sie ge-
meiniglich erblickt: so werde ich nicht viel dagegen einzuwen-
den haben” (Lessing, 1779b, S. 444).
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Ecyim oTBileubCsl OT BCeW IPenB3ATOCTI, KOTOPOU
HeIIpEeMeHHO XapaKTePU3yeTCsl BCAKOe «COCTSI3aHVe»,
TO IIpaBeIHMK U VICTVHHO BepyIOIINil, MOXKHO CKa3aTh,
‘Bcettesio ¢ boroM’, B TO BpeMs Kak IIyX COpeBHOBaHVI,
BEPOSITHO, IleCTyeT, ropopsl ciaoBamu KanTa, ckopee
KOJIBLIEHOCHBIX PEJINTVMO3HBIX JlesiTeIel], 00pasyommx
«YCTOVMUMBO COXPaHSIONTyIocs cucteMy» (AA 06, S. 114;
Kanr, 19947, c. 122), wm e TO IpeacTaBiIeHNMe O He-
SIBHOVI PEJINIMO3HOV KOHKYPEHIINY, KOTOPOe, XOTs M
B M3SIIITHOVI MaHepe, IIPOIoJDKaeT YIIOMSIHYTYI0 v Jlec-
CVMIHTa YCTaHOBKY «KaXKIIbIVI, 3HaTh, cedsl Bcex OoIIbIlre
mobut» (Jleccmnr, 1980, c. 267). VimeHHO 3TN XpUCTH-
aHCKMe ‘Hesblbl (Takye, IOXasly¥l, KakK HaTpuapx B
«Harane» Jleccurra) 3amHTepecoBaHBI B IIEPBYIO Ode-
penp B pacIIpoCTpaHEHUM «MMeHV», a He B Jo0pose-
Temn: «VIx cdacTbe, YTO OH [XpHUCTOC| IpaBeIHVKOM
obutl // VIx cuacTbe, uto XpucToBY HoOponerens //
Onm Ha Bepy npunsiu! A sBupouey, // Ha uto um mo-
Oponerens? He ee, // A muime XpucToBo MMs Ha 3eM-
7le // PacmpocTpaHUTH CTpeMSITCSI XpUCTHaHe...» (Jlec-
cuHT, 1980, c. 216). 111 KaHTa 3TO TeM caMbIM O3HaYa-
eT oOpallleHMe «PeJIMTU XPUCTa» B «XPUCTUAHCKYIO
Ppeuruio», Koraa pacipocTpaHeHe «MeHI» 3aHMMa-
€T MeCTO JJ00pozieTesIn, CoBepIlaeMoVi «Ha Bepy ¢ Oia-
TOoroBeHbeM». 10, UTO MBI «BepMM Ha CJIOBO OXOTHETL...
pommaam», «deM IIpoumM BceM» (Jleccurr, 1980, c. 266),
HaXOIWTCS OTHIONB He Ha OITHOM yPOBHe ¢ J00porieTe-
JIBIO, COBEPIIIAEMOV «Ha BePy € OJIaroropeHbeM».

Yro kacaercss KOHIIEIIINM TaKOW ‘KOHKYPEHIIN),
TO B yKazaHmy KaHTa yXe comepXMTCs BakKHasi Kpu-
TUYecKass — IOCKOJIBKY HallpaBjleHa Ha PEeBOJTIOLIO B
YMOHACTPOEHUN — KOPPeKTMPOBKa: «..y Hac HeT MHO-
ro Mepwia ISl HaIlliIX IOCTYIIKOB, KpOMe TIOBeIeHVIs
3TOro OOXKEeCTBEHHOI'O YeJIoBeKa B HAc, C KOTOPBIM MBI
CpaBHUMBaeM ce0si, orleHVBaeM cebst 1 Or1aromapst SToMy
VICIIpaBJIsieMcs], HMKOTTIa, OfHaKo, He Oymaydn B COCTO-
STHUM CPaBHATHCS ¢ HUM» (A 569 / B 597, KarT, 2006,
c. 739). Eciiu 9TOT cocTsI3aTeNTBHBIVT MOTUB 3aKJTIOYaeT-
Cs1 He TOJIBKO B TOM, YTOOBI CJIeZI0BaTh OPUEHTUPOBAH-
HOVI Ha KOHKY PEHIINIO JIOTMIKe (3aMaCKVMPOBAaHHO ITOJ,
‘cocTsazaHMe 3a 10OPO”) UeCcTOII0OMBOro «MEBI JIydIIe»,
HO TaKXe M3MepsieTcs KpuTepueM «BHYTpeHHew VIC-
TUHBI», KOTOPbIN JleccuHr Takxke mpemyarai (Lessing,
1897a, S. 429; 1897t, S. 128, 131), Torma Borrpoc o6 orpe-
TIeJISTIOIMX TIPUHIIUIIAX He MOXeT ObITh 0DOovjIeH 1,
CJIeJIOBaTeIIbHO, HEM30EXXHO BeIeT K APYTMM CTaHap-
TaM 3TOVI «BHYTPEeHHEV MCTUHbI», OIIPeIe/IeHHO He VC-
JepIIbIBaeMBbIM TeMV KPUTEPVSMM «dyBCTBa», KOTOpPbIe
Jleccunr npenyiarar panee. TpeOyemast ‘KoHKy peHIIVS
ME>XITy PeIUIVSIMU B JII0OOM CiTydae IIpeXKie BCero He
IIOJDKHA YIIyCKaTh M3 BUY HEOOXOAVIMYIO «IIOCTOSIH-
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Entscheidbarkeit (der Entscheidungsgrund) doch auf
andere Weise gesucht werden muss — dies aber auch
moglich ist und allein den Anspriichen der wahren
Religion gentigt. Der Wettstreit um den Wahrheitsge-
halt der Religionen kann also, ohne Nivellierung der
unterschiedlichen Problemebenen, auch nicht — still-
schweigend! — durch den praktischen ,Wettstreit um
das Gute’ ersetzt werden, weil diese Verwandlung
des Wettstreits der Religionen in den ,Wettstreit um
das Gute’ die mafigeblichen Differenzen gewisser-
mafien ,lebenspraktisch neutralisiert”.

Jenseits allen Schielens, das jeden ,Wettstreit’
unvermeidlich kennzeichnet, ist der Rechtschaffe-
ne und wahrhaft Religiose gewissermafien ,absolut
zu Gott" — wihrend jener Wettbewerbs-Geist ver-
mutlich, mit Kant gesprochen, eher die ring-tragen-
den religiosen Funktiondre eines ,sich bestindig
erhaltende(n) System(s)” (RGV, AA 06, S. 114) bzw.
auch jene Vorstellung einer heimlichen Religions-
Konkurrenz begtinstigt, das die von Lessing erwahn-
te Haltung des ,Jeder liebt sich selber nur am mei-
sten” (Nathan, V. 2022) lediglich in subtiler Weise fort-
setzt. Es sind auch diese christlichen ,Geschéftsleu-
te’ (wie wohl auch der Patriarch in Lessings Nathan),
denen es vornehmlich um die Verbreitung des , Na-
mens” und nicht um Tugend zu tun ist: ,Wohl ihnen,
dass sie seine [Christi] Tugend // Auf Treu und Glau-
be nehmen konnen! — Doch // Was Tugend? — Sei-
ne Tugend nicht; sein Name // Soll iiberall verbreitet
werden [..]“ (Nathan, V. 873-878). Mit Kant besagt es
deshalb auch eine Verkehrung der ,Religion Christi”
in die ,christliche Religion”, wenn die Verbreitung
des ,Namens” an die Stelle der , auf Treu und Glau-
be” angenommenen Tugend gesetzt wird. Dass , Treu
und Glauben” ,der Seinen” ,,am wenigsten in Zwei-
fel” (Nathan, V. 1979-1980) gezogen wird, steht eben
nicht auf einer Ebene mit der auf , Treu und Glauben”
genommenen Tugend.

Beziiglich der Konzeption eines solchen ,Wett-
strebens’ enthilt schon Kants Hinweis ein wichti-
ges kritisches — weil auf die Revolution in der Ge-
sinnung abzielendes — Korrektiv: ,(W)ir haben kein
anderes Richtmafs unserer Handlungen, als das Ver-
halten dieses gottlichen Menschen in uns, womit wir
uns vergleichen, beurteilen und dadurch uns bessern,
obgleich es niemals erreichen kénnen” (KrV, B 597).
Wenn jenes Wettstreit-Motiv nicht lediglich der kon-
kurrenz-orientierten Logik des (durch den ,Wettstreit
um das Gute’ getarnten) ehrstichtigen ,Wir sind die
Besseren” folgen soll, sondern sich an dem (auch von
Lessing (1777a, S. 429; 1778b, S. 128, 131) vorgeschla-
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HyI0 OoppOy MeXxiy Oorociry)keGHOVI 1 MOpaIbHOV
penmiruosHon Bepamm» (AA 06, S. 124; Kant, 19947,
c. 134), xoropont KanT yzesst ocoboe BHMMaHMe.

Elrte onmH BOIIpOC, ITOXAITYVI, HeM30eXeH B CBSI3M C
nosuiivert Kanra: 3Ta KapTiHa coCTA3aHMS, B KOTOPO
PellaloIIyo poiib UTPaoT (PyHKIIMOHAIBHBIE M KBa-
SUYTWJINTAPVICTCKIIE KPUTEPUN IIOJe3HOCTM W IIpW-
FOIHOCTM (TO €CTh TOJIBKO «BHEIIIHEV! 11e71eCo00pasHo-
CTW»), KaK TaKOBble KaK pa3 He OpMEHTMPOBAHHbIE Ha
VIIIEIO VICTVHBI KaK 0e3yCJIOBHOIO KpUTepwsi, — He CO-
JIEVICTBYET JIM 3Ta KapTVHA VMMEHHO IIJIOCKOMY ‘TIpO-
CBeIlleHYecKOMY KYIMPOBaHMIO PEJINIWN VI He OTHaeT
JIM ee, TaKMM 0Opa3oM, Ha OTKYII TeM CaMBbIM ITPOBOP-
HBIM ‘OorocsioBaM-ziestbiiam’? V1 aTo BIIOJIHE IIpreMIle-
MOE, TO eCTb KYJIbTYPHO-00J1aropoyKeHHOe ‘CoCTs3aHe
3a 100po’ — He MOIMEHSIOT JI UM, II0 CyTH, TOT He-
0OXOIMIMBIVI, TPeOyIOmMil B3aVIMOIOHMMAaHM, CIIOP
0 «BCEOOIITHOCTV ¥ €OMHCTBE OCHOBHBIX MaKCUM Be-
pe»**? anusi criop urpaer y Kanra posnps npakTu-
YeCcKOro ‘COCTSI3aHMS PeTUTUI I B COCTOSHUN IIPel-
JIOKUTBH IIYTEM TOJIBKO BBICKA3bIBaHMS apryMeHTOB
oOsi3pIBaroIIMe (He CBOAVIMBIE K MCTOPMUYECKOMY CO-
mepXaHuIo!) KpUTepun OIeHKWM TPaaWIIVOHHBIX pe-
JINTVMO3HBIX IIpEIaHUN. DTO, HO-BUIVIMOMY, VIMEHHO
TO, uTo KaHT cumTan Hem30eXXHOI «IIPUITeXXHOM pado-
Tov» (AA 06, S. 135 Anm.; cp.: Kaut, 19947, c. 147 ipu-
Meu.), 11 IIO3TOMY ee He CJleflyeT CBOOWUTH K ‘cOCTs3a-
HVIO 3a JOOpO, peKOMEeHIIOBaHHOMY MYJIPBIM CYALeV B
purde JleccuHra 0 KOJIbIaX, — BeJIb 3TO O3HAYaIo Obl
«paspyonTts ysemn» (AA 06, S. 119; KanT, 19947, c. 127).
B cBsa3m ¢ aTMM durtocodpum «B IIpereTax TOJIBKO pa-
3yma» oTBelleHa, 1o KaHTy, He3ameHMMas poiib —
1o KpalHel Mepe ex negativo IIpOsICHUTb, TOJIBKO JIV
IpescTaBieHe o bore B Buax Bepbl M OIpPeNeTIsIo-
IIlee €ro ‘peIMrio3Hoe OTHOIeHMe «He IIPOTUBOpe-
9UT» «pasyMa HoHATHIo bora» kak oprenTmpy (AA 08,
S. 142; Kanrt, 19%4e, c. 223), He ‘ype3as’’ IIpu 5TOM ero
‘TIO3VTMBHOCTE B JIyxe pemyKIIMOoHM3Ma. B To ke Bpe-
Ms HeoThemsleMasi 3aada prstocodpckornt pedpriekcmu,
KOTOpasi C HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO SIBJISIETCS] HAaIIPaBIISIOIIIEN
(V7T XOTST OBI COITPOBOXKIIAOIIIENL) B ‘COIIEpHMUECTBE 3a
I00pPO’, COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI, MCXOIIS M3 KaHTOBCKO-
ro «Mmupoboeo nouamus dpvocodpum» (A 839 / B 867

“ BBeCTM «UMCTYIO PEJIUTMO3HYIO BePY, B OTHOIIIEHN KOTOPOV
[Gostee] He MoXxeT ObITH HUKAKMX CHOPHBIX MHeHM» (AA 06,
S. 131; Kanr, 19947, c. 142) — 310 B /1I00OM CJTydae ocTaeTcs 3a-
siBJIeHHON 1eyblo KaHTa, KOTOPYIO HeJIb3sl 3aMEHNTh «COCTS3a-
HVIeM 3a JJ00p0» (SKOOBI TEOpeTNYecKy pasrpy>KeHHBIM); TeM He
MeHee ¥ TyT OCTaIOTCS OTKPBIThIE BOIIPOCEHL

* B pyCcCKOM IlepeBoLie — «yCePIIHO COMeVICTBOBATE». — [IpuMey. nep.
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genen) Kriterium der , inneren Wahrheit” bemisst, so
ist jene Frage nach den mafigeblichen Prinzipien nicht
zu umgehen und fiihrt so unvermeidlich auf andere
Mafistdabe dieser ,,inneren Wahrheit”, die sich auch in
den vom fritheren Lessing hierfiir angegebenen Kri-
terien des ,Gefiihls” gewiss nicht erschopfen. Der ge-
forderte ,Wettstreit” zwischen den Religionen darf je-
denfalls vor allem auch den notwendigen, von Kant
betonten , bestindigen Kampf zwischen dem gottes-
dienstlichen und dem moralischen Religionsglauben®”
(RGV, AA 06, S. 124) nicht aus den Augen verlieren.
Auch die Frage lasst sich wohl gerade mit Blick
auf Kant nicht vermeiden: Wird durch jenes Wett-Bild
mit den darin mafigebenden funktional-quasi-utili-
taristischen Kriterien der Niitzlichkeit und Dienlich-
keit (d.h. blof ,, duflerer Zweckmafligkeit”) — ,die sich
als solche eben gerade nicht an der Idee der Wahrheit
als unbedingtem Maf3stab orientieren —, nicht gera-
dewegs einer flachen ,aufklidrerischen’ Verkiirzung
der Religion Vorschub geleistet und diese so den
Kalkiilen jener tiichtigen ,theologischen Geschifts-
leuten’ ausgeliefert? Und verdrangt nicht auch ein
zwar durchaus vertraglicher, d.h. kultiviert-geldu-
terter Wettstreit um das Gute’ im Grunde jenen —
verstindigungs-orientierten — notwendigen Streit
um die ,Allgemeinheit und Einheit der wesentlichen
Glaubensmaximen“?*? Letzterer tritt bei Kant an die
Stelle eines praktischen ,Wettstreits der Religionen’
und vermag so in einem allein argumentativ auszu-
tragenden Streit auch verbindliche (nicht aufs Histori-
sche reduzierbare!) Beurteilungskriterien der tradier-
ten religiosen Uberlieferungen anzubieten. Dies wur-
de von Kant offenbar als unumgangliche ,fleifSige Ar-
beit” (RGV, AA 06, S. 135 Anm.) angesehen und darf
demzufolge keinesfalls auf einen — von dem wei-
sen Richter in Lessings Ringparabel empfohlenen —
JWettstreit um das Gute’ reduziert werden. Denn
dies hiefle, ,den Knoten zu zerhauen” (RGV, AA 06,
S. 119). Diesbeziiglich kommt nach Kant freilich der
Philosophie ,innerhalb der Grenzen der blofSen Ver-
nunft” eine unentbehrliche Rolle zu — wenigstens ex
negativo zur Kldrung, ob die Gottesvorstellung der
»Glaubensarten” und das darin mafigebende ,religi-
Ose Verhiltnis” dem ,Vernunftbegriff von Gott” als
Richtschnur nur ,nicht widerspreche” (WDO, AA 08,

# Dass es iiber den ,reinen Religionsglauben [...] keine strei-
tenden Meinungen [mehr] geben kann” (RGV, AA 06, S. 131)
bleibt nach Kant jedenfalls das erklérte Ziel, das durch den —
vermeintlich ,theoretisch entlastenden’ — ,Wettstreit um das
Gute’ nicht ersetzt werden kann; gleichwohl bleiben auch of-
fene Fragen.



Anm.; Kaat, 2006, c. 1051 riprmed.)*® — 1 cileyoIero
U3 HETO «IIpellHa3Ha4YeHns Jesiopeka» (A 840 / B 868;
Kanr, 2006, c. 1051) — nposicHMUTB He3bI0JIEMBIe YCTOM
«MOPaJIbHO OOYCJIOBJIEHHOTO MOHOTEM3Ma», a TaKxKe
CBSI3aHHBIE C HUM HellpeMeHHbIe aHTPOIIOJIOIIYecKyie
(morpaHMYHBIe) BOIIPOCH], 03 KOTOPBIX IIPUIIIIOCH ObI
ocTaBaThbCs C Oe3pas/IMUHBIM WIV KOHKYPEHTHO Opu-
€HTMPOBaHHBIM COCYIIeCTBOBaHWEM BUIIOB BEPHI U OT-
KasaThkCs OT VX KPUTHUUECKOro camMorpocsenienns. Io-
3TOMY KaHTOBCKasl Pa3sHOBVIHOCTB 3TOVI B3aVIMOCBSI3M
MOTWBOB JOJKHA OBITB, IIOXKaJTyT1, TAKOBa: OT ‘CTOIKHO-
BEeHMS K COCTSA3aHWMIO, OT ‘COCTsA3aHMA K ‘KOHKYpeH-
1y’ peTUTUII — U C Y9eTOM KaHTOBCKOV pPeleTIIm
JIeVIOHMIIMAHCKOIO MOTMBA «CJIaBbl BOXber» (HeIZG—
Hutl, 1989, c. 155), BeposiTHO, B 3aKJIIOYEHME ellle pa3
IIPeOIOJIeTh 3TOT ‘MOTWB KOHKYPEeHIINIL.

Bce 370 03HauaeT, uto KaHT Bpsif, v mofiiep>kasl Okl
HaMepeHMe JleccuHra permmTh (VIIn Ty dIlle — ‘CHSTE ?)
BO3BE/IEHHBIVI Ha YPOBEHb KOHKYPEHIIVM BOIIPOC 00
VICTVIHe Ha 3TOM IIyTM ‘collepHMYecTBa 3a 1oOpo. U
g KanTta momobHast mest cocTs3aHmMs MOHOTEVICT-
YeCKMX «BVIIOB BEPBI» B IIPUTUE O KOJIbIIAX He MOXET
3aMEeHNTh HeOOXOOMMYIO OPVEHTALIVIO Ha eI/HCTBEeH-
Hoe («IIOfJIMHHOe») Kosbllo. IIpencrasienne o Tpak-
TIYeCKOM’ COCTSI3aHMM OcTaeTcsi, 1o KaHTy, coepiiieH-
HO BHeIITHe Y9y KIIbIM /I He COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIM YCTpeM-
7eHnIo K nee MctuHbL. Crajio ObITh, 3TO TpebyeT Io-
mobarorert ciep’KaHHOCTY B OTHOIIEHWMM WJIe ‘KOH-
KYPEeHIIN PeJIVTUIT, KOTOpas SIBJISeTCs IIeHTPaIbHON
B Iiputde JleccuHra o KoibIlax, HeB3Mpas Ha TO, CKOJIb
HEeCOMHEHHO IIPU 3TOM IIpeooJIeBaeTcs OjrarodecTi-
BOe «pBEeHIe» MCTOPUUECKMX «BUIOB BEPb» — «..3a
Bepy Outbcsi B “Oora coero”’, // IlpoBosmiamaTh ero
JIUIIB ICTBIM OoroM, // Hass3biBaTh ero gpyrmum Hapo-
nmam?» (Jleccunr, 1980, c. 236). B HermpusiTim aTOrO pBe-
Hus KaHT, KoHeuHo, OBIJI ITOJTHOCTBIO corviaceH c Jlec-
CMHTOM; TeM He MeHee IOXOIAIINI KPUTEePUIl I1Jis
pelreHIs BoIIpoca 00 VICTVHE 3TOrO IIpeylaraeT TOIb-
KO «MOPaJIBHO O0YCIIOBJIEHHBIVI MOHOTEM3M», KOTOPBIT,
KOHEYHO, HeCOBMECTMM TaKJKe U C CVIMITaTMeV! K B3IJIs-
nam CrimHo3b1Y, BBIKa3aHHOW ITO3IHMM JIecCMHTOM.

 TIpuHSB BO BHMMAaHME 3TO KaHTOBCKOE «MIMPOBOE IIOHSTIE
dwtocodr» (M pacKpeITEIe B HEM «CyIIIeCTBEHHBIE» 7 «BBIC-
mmve» renm desiopeka, cm.: A 840 / B 868; Kant, 2006, c. 1051),
MOXHO OBUIO OBl TakXe, IIO-BUIVIMOMY, IIOJIYYUTb OCHOBY IS
MPpOOIEMHO OPVMEHTUPOBAHHOV IMCKYCCUN MEXIY pas/INdHEI-
MV peruTusMy (KaK «BUIaMV BEPBI»), IIeIsIMIU KOTOPOU ObUTI
OBI TOJIEPaHTHOCT, TOTOBHOCTh K B3aMMOIIOHVIMAHIIO VI MUP
B IUIIOPAJIMCTUYECKOM MMPOBOM COOOIIECTBE, BBIXOISIINM 3a
PaMKI IIPOCTOTO COCYIIIECTBOBAHISL

¥ Dty cymmariio k CrimHose 1 K «bory CImHO36I», B CBOIO 0de-
perb, TPYIHO COBMECTUTh C COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMY MOTMBAMI B
«Harane» Jleccutra — B 0COOEHHOCTM CO 3BYUalllVIM TaM «MO-
TBOM Teoxmiien» (cM.: JTeccnnr, 1980, c. 311).
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S. 142), ohne damit deren ,Positivitdt” einfachhin re-
duktionistisch zu ,kiirzen.” Es bleibt dabei die unum-
géngliche Aufgabe der den ,Wettstreit um das Gute’
notwendig leitenden (oder doch wenigstens beglei-
tenden) philosophischen Reflexion, im Ausgang vom
kantischen , Weltbegriff der Philosophie” (KrV, A839 /
B 867 Anm.)* (und der darin zu entfaltenden , Bestim-
mung des Menschen” — KrV, A 840 / B 868) die un-
verriickbaren Grundpfeiler des ,moralisch-bestimm-
ten Monotheismus” und auch die daran gekniipften
unverzichtbaren anthropologischen (Grenz-)Fragen
zu kldren, ohne die es bei einem gleichgiiltig koexi-
stierenden bzw. konkurrenz-orientierten Nebenein-
ander der ,,Glaubensarten” bleiben miisste und so auf
ihre kritische Selbstaufkldrung geradewegs verzich-
ten wiirde. Deshalb muss fiir eine kantische Variati-
on dieses Motivzusammenhanges wohl gelten: Vom
,Streit zum Wettstreit!, vom ,Wettstreit” zum ,Wett-
streben’ der Religionen — und, mit Blick auf seine Re-
zeption des Leibniz’schen Motivs der ,Ehre Gottes”
(z. B. Leibniz, 1879, S. 126), zuletzt wohl auch tiber die-
ses Wettstrebens-Motiv’ noch einmal hinaus.

All dies zeigt: Die von Lessing auf die Wettbe-
werbs-Ebene verlagerte Wahrheitsfrage auf diesem
Weg des ,Wettstreits um das Gute” entscheiden (bes-
ser: ,entsorgen’?) zu wollen, hitte wohl kaum Kants
Zustimmung gefunden. Auch diese Wettstreit-Idee
der monotheistischen ,Glaubensarten” vermag nach
Kant in der Ringparabel die notwendige Orientie-
rung an dem einen (,echten”) Ring nicht zu erset-
zen. Die Vorstellung eines ,praktischen’” Wettstreits
bleibt nach Kant der Orientierung der Idee der Wahr-
heit vollig duSerlich-fremd bzw. unangemessen. Dies
verlangt demnach eine notwendige Zuriickhaltung
gegeniiber dieser in Lessings Ringparabel zentra-
len Idee eines ,Wettstrebens der Religionen’, so un-
zweifelhaft darin auch die ,fromme Raserei” der his-
torischen ,Glaubensarten” — , Den bessern Gott zu
haben, diesen bessern / der ganzen Welt als besten
aufzudringen” (Nathan, V. 1298-1299) — {iberwun-
den sein mag. In Lessings diesbeziiglicher Ableh-
nung war Kant freilich ganz auf seiner Seite; gleich-
wohl bietet allein der ,, moralisch-bestimmte Mono-

# Im Blick auf diesen kantischen ,Weltbegriff der Philoso-
phie” (und die darin entfalteten ,wesentlichen” und ,hoch-
sten” Zwecke des Menschen — KrV, A 840 / B 868) wire so
vermutlich auch ein Fundament fiir eine problem-orientierte
Auseinandersetzung zwischen den verschiedenen Religionen
(als ,Glaubensarten”) zu gewinnen, die das Ziel einer verstin-
digungs-bereiten Toleranz und eines tiber ein blof§ ko-existie-
rendes Nebeneinander hinausgehenden Friedens innerhalb
einer pluralistischen Weltgesellschaft verfolgt.
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3aK/JIIYMTEeIbHOE 3aMeYaHue

[71aBHBIM HIpeIMeTOM PacCMOTPEHMS B 3TOV CTaThe
ObUIV ITyHKTBI KAHTOBCKOVI KPUTHUKY B afipec «Ipama-
TU4ecKot oaMel» Jleccunra «Haran Myapem». Haps-
Ay C HUMM HeJIb3sl ObUI0 00OMTH BHUMaHVEM U pY-
rvie IleHTpaJIbHbIe IIPO0sIeMbl, KOTOpPbIe CTaii OOBbek-
TOM IucKyccumn Mexay Jleccmurom n KanroMm, m Bo3-
HMKAaIOIIVe B Hell IIPOTUBOPeUNs, OCOOEHHO IIOTOMY,
YTO OHW MO-TIPeXHEMYy — IOACIYAHO — OIlperesis-
IOT TeKYIITYIO CUTYaIIO VI IIPeACTaB/ISIOT MHTepecC OT-
HIO/Ib He TOJIBKO JIJIst McTopum duitocopum v jiiTe-
paryposerieanss. OHM B 11000M CiTydae HEOOXOIVIMBI
VI 17T TIPOAYKTUBHOIO «CIopa paKysIbTeToB» 00 «uic-
TUHHOCTY PeJIUINI» C LEJIBI0 MX CaMOIPOCBeIleHIs
¥, TaKVM 00pa30M, MOT'yT 3HaUYMUTeILHO 000raTUTh Me-
JKPeJTUTVIO3HBIVI AMasior — He B TIOCJIeIHIO Odeperb B
KOHTEKCTe PeJIUTVOBEIeHNs M TeOIOr M VI HaCyIITHBIX
IUISL 3TVIX AVCIVIUIVH JIMCKYCCUTL B 00s1acTy TeMbl «Pe-
murust n ITpocserieHme», Tem Oortee 4TO 3Ta 00JIACTb
BCe elre sSIBHO ITpeICTaBJIsIeT coboi1 ‘He3aKOHYEeHHBIN
HpoeKT™® 11 IOTOMY WMHTepecHa He TOJIBKO C VCTOPU-
4JecKom Toukm 3peHms. Ilycts atn dmtocodcko-6oro-
CJIOBCKVIE TEMBI M ‘TIpeIMETEHI criopa’ CTaHyT 00beKTOM
MOBBIIIIEHHOTO BHMMAaHM B TObI HACTYIIAIOIIEro ‘TIe-
caTminerus Jleccuara — KanTta' — To ecTh mecsTuie-
s B nipegasepun 300-metunt Kanra (1724—1804) n
Jleccunra (1729—1781)! Do mccirenoBaHme ObUIO 3ay-
MaHO Kak HeOoJbIoe MobyxeHne K yriiyOieHHOMY
VI3YUEHMIO MBICJIV 0OOVX CTOJIb BaXKHBIX ITPeCTaBITe-
nievt Hemertkoro IIpocserieHmsi.
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theismus” hierfiir einen zureichenden Mafistab, der
freilich auch mit der vom spiten Lessing bekundeten
Spinoza-Sympathie** nicht vereinbar ist.

Schlussbemerkung

In diesem Aufsatz standen vor allem einige Kri-
tikpunkte Kants an Lessings ,dramatischem Ge-
dicht” Nathan der Weise im Vordergrund. Jedoch
sollten dartiber hinaus auch andere zwischen Les-
sing und Kant verhandelte zentrale Probleme und
die darin zutage tretenden Kontroversen gebiihren-
de Aufmerksamkeit finden, zumal auch diese nach
wie vor — latent — die gegenwdrtige Situation be-
stimmen und keineswegs bloff von philosophie-his-
torischem und literaturwissenschaftlichem Interesse
sind. Sie sind jedenfalls auch fiir einen produktiven
,Streit der Fakultiten” iiber die ,Wahrheit der Reli-
gionen” im Dienste ihrer ,Selbstaufklarung’ unver-
zichtbar und konnten so den interreligiosen Dialog
wesentlich bereichern — nicht zuletzt auch in einem
religionstheologischen Kontext und den hierfiir not-
wendigen Diskussionen zum Themenfeld ,Religion
und Aufkldrung’, zumal dieses offenbar nach wie vor
ein ,unvollendetes Projekt’ darstellt® und deshalb
nicht nur von blof§ historischem Interesse ist. Mo-
gen diese philosophisch-theologischen Themen und
,Streitsachen’ in den Jahren des bevorstehenden ,Les-
sing-Kant-Dezenniums’ — d.i. rundum den 300. Ge-
burtstag Kants (1724 — 1804) und Lessings (1729 —
1781) — also vermehrte Aufmerksamkeit finden! Als
eine kleine Anregung zu einer intensivierten Ausein-
andersetzung mit dem Denken dieser so bedeuten-
den Wortfiihrer der deutschen Aufklarung versteht
sich dieser Beitrag.
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APXVIB

YK 1(091)

PELIEH3MUM C.A. ACKOJIBJOBA
O KAHTE N1 OPYI'UX
B OBIIEIOCTYITHOV IIEUATU
HAYAJIA XX BEKA

M.A. Koaepo8*

KauecTBerHas pycckasi razeTHas JIMTepaTypa ocTa-
eTcs ATJIaHTUIOV, pa3sMepbl KOTOPOVI MBI MOXKeM cebe
IIPeACTaBUTh TOJIBKO B CaMOM 0OIIeM IuTaHe. [aseTst
XOPOIIIO M3Yy4eHbI C TOYKM 3peHms IIyOJIMKaumy B HUX
IIPOV3BEIEHNII XYI0KeCTBEeHHOV JInTeparypel. MHOTO
Xy>Ke VccilefjoBaHa Tra3eTHas MOJIMTWMYecKask MHQOp-
Mamys, KOTOPYIO B HaIllell CTpaHe Il PeKOHCTPyK-
LV oI Tideckovt ncrtopun Poccuu cricteMaTaeck
HNPUHVMAaJIV BO BHUMAaHVe eIVHIIbI.

Ha py06exe XIX n XX BB. crienmasibHoe drtocod-
CKOe 3HaHWMe B I1eJIOM HaXoayioch B Poccumt B TeHNI ak-
TMBHO IIPOHVKAIOIIVX B ITyOJIMKAIIVVI MacCOBOVI ITpec-
CBI eCTeCTBEHHBIX M IIPUKJIAIHBIX COLIMAIIBHBIX HayK’,
Ife JOMWHMPOBaIN II€PeBOfbl C HeMeIKoro, dppaH-
IIy3CKOTO, aHTJIMVICKOTO, MTAJIBSHCKOTO s3BIKOB. [lo-
KasaTeJIbHO, UTO [IaKe ITIaBHBIV HPpodeccroHaIbHBIN
dprtocodckmit Ky pHaI MMeJI CJIOKHOe Ha3BaHMe —
«Borrpocer dvtocodmmt u ricvxorornm» (1889—1918)°.
KypnasnbHas cpema TOro neprosa maeT Oorareviiiiee
VI 710 CVIX He McUuepIlaHHOe fjake B 00s1acTy Impodeccio-
HaJtbHOM Onbsorpadmm dpustocodckoe cofepxanme’.
Ho dwumocodckoe Hacsenme crapont Poccun He orpa-
HUYMBaEeTCs MeYaTHBIMM KypcaMu ¥ IVccepTarisMu
B YHVBEPCUTETaX U [IyXOBHBIX aKa/[eMMIX, KHUTaM U
«TOJICTBIMVI» JKYpHasIaM¥, M3OaHMAMV aBTOPW30BaH-
HBIX CTY/IeHUEeCKVX 3aIlViCell Ky PCOB JIEKITVIL

B wmccnenoBaHmM mcTOopumM pycckomn dvtocodun
¥ $rItocopckoro ObITa IO-IIPeXXHEMY BaXKHBIM OCTa-
eTCs TCIIONIb30BaHMe eXeHeleJIbHBIX ¥ MHBIX Ta3eT-
HBIX MCTOYHVKOB, HO IyOJIMKAIMI TI0 3TOVI TeMaTVKe
B micToprorpadpum — KparHss pegkocTs’. ITpu sTom

1 Mocksa, Poccus.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 02.04.2020 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-2-4

© Konepos M.A., 2020.

2 TIpexe BCero Takye COBpeMEHHBIE aBTOPbI, KaK 2. BurirHes-
cxn, O.P. Anpanietos, ®.A. I'anma n mpyrme.

® SIpKuvi IIpyMep MHTEHCUBHOIO IIPOHVMKHOBEHNS COLMaIbHO-
0 3HaHMS B POPMAIEHO IIPYUKITIATHOVI SKOHOMIIECKIT XKy pHaT
(cm.: Komepos, 2004a).

* Cm. moHOMepHOM yKasatesik: (boprcosa, [laBrimosa, 1998).

5 Cwm. 06 atom: (Purtocodpckoe comepxanve, 2001; Pwtocod-
ckoe comepkanme, 2000).

¢ Cwm., Hatp., HauboJlee OyIM3KMe K IIPODECCHOHAIIEHOMY IIpel-
Mety nyonmkanmm: (Bysrakos, 2007, Mexyes, 1998; Kosepos,
2019a; JTocckmit, 2007).

ARCHIVE

SERGEY ASKOLDOV’S REVIEWS
CONCERNING KANT AND OTHERS
PUBLISHED IN THE RUSSIAN PRESS

IN THE EARLY TWENTIETH CENTURY

M.A. Kolerov '

The Russian quality newspaper press remains
an Atlantis of whose size we are only dimly aware.
The newspapers have been well studied in terms of
the publication of literary fiction. Meanwhile polit-
ical information published in newspapers has been
much less well-studied. Only a few scholars have
systematically paid attention to this subject, working
at the reconstruction of Russian political history.?

At the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries specialised philosophical knowledge in
Russia was largely overshadowed by the natural
and applied social sciences that were massively pen-
etrating the popular press® mainly in translations
from the German, French, English and Italian lan-
guages. It is a tell-tale sign that even the main pro-
fessional philosophical journal had a composite title,
Questions of Philosophy and Psychology (1889 —1918).4
The journalism of the period offers vast philosoph-
ical content which has yet to be explored even in
terms of professional bibliography (cf. Ermichev,
2001; 2006). But the philosophical heritage of old
Russia is not limited to printed courses and disser-
tations at universities and ecclesiastical academies,
book publishing and “thick” journals, and publica-
tions of authorised notes of lecture courses.

In the study of the history of Russian philoso-
phy and the life of the philosophical community the
use of weeklies and dailies is still extremely rare de-
spite its importance.” And it is a fact well-known in
the professional milieu that many members of the
Russian scientific, humanitarian, university and es-

1 Moscow, Russia.

Received: 02.04.2020.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-2-4

© Kolerov M. A., 2020.

2 First and foremost such modern authors as E. Vishnevski,
O.R. Airapetov, F.A. Gaida and others.

® See a striking example of intensive penetration of social
knowledge into what is a formally an applied economic journal
in Kolerov, 2004a.

* See number index in Borisova and Davydova, 1998.

5 See, for example, publications that are closest to the pro-
fessional subject (Bulgakov, 2007, Mezhuyev, 1998; Kolerov,
2019a; Lossky, 2007).
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¢aKTOM, XOpOIIO M3BECTHBIM B ITpodeccroHaIbHON
cperie, SIBJISIETCS TO, UTO 3HAYMTEIbHEIIIas 9acTh Pyc-
CKOV Hay4HOW, TYMaHWUTApPHOW, YHUBEPCUTETCKOW,
crenyaabHO-PUIOCOPCKON  MHTE/UIMTeHIIMY  Oblyla
4Upe3BbIYaTHO OOITIECTBEHHO ¥ HOJIUTUYECKM aKTUB-
HOVI ¥ HEIIPEPBIBHO BBICTYTIaIa B IIEPVIOIITYIECKO 00-
IIeIOCTYITHOV (He HaquoVI) IeyaTry M 110 UIIEVTHBIM,
¥ IO KapbepHBIM, U [0 MaTepUaIbHBIM COOOpakeH!-
aM. V1 ecrm Xy pHasIbHBIE TEKCTHI (TOXKe oOerIaromye
OTKPBITHS, CBSI3aHHBIE C VIMEHAMVI TIePBOTO Psifia) ellle
HETPYZAHO OOHApPYXXWMTh, TO MEHee BCEr0 HaM M3BECT-
HBI Ta3eTHBIE ITyOIMKaImm, 0cOOeHHO B eXeIHeBHO
Imevari M B TOVI €e 4acTy, YTO MMeJIa B JOIIOJTHEHVEe K
YTPEHHVIM BeYepHIIEe BBIITYCKIL' .

HawOoriee miepcrieKTMBHEI B 9TOM OTHOIIEHUM OV-
Ormmorpadpriueckne mM3gaHMS, Cpenyt KOTOPBIX CBOUM
KauyecTBOM ¥ KPyrOM aBTOPOB, HECOMHEHHO, BbI/IesIs-
eTcs eXXeMecCsuHBbIN XypHasl «Kpurndeckoe obospe-
Hre» (1907—1909), BBIXOAMBIIINIT TON, KOJUIEKTVIBHOM
penakumert b.A. Kuctsikosckoro, M.O. I'epiieHsoHa,
H.[I. Bunorpanosa n V.M. Tonpmamrennad. K exxermaes-
HOVI ITeYaTy XaHPOBO OJIVI3KM eXXeHeJleIbHbIe OroIm-
orpadudeckme XypHasbl, KOTOpble TaKXe XpaHST B
cebe MHOTOYNCIIEHHBIE TEKCTHI aBTOPOB IIEPBOTO PsIa;
371eCh HECOMHEHHBIMY JIVIepaMy SIBJISIIOTCST 00ITeco-
OUAJIMCTUYECKUI XKy pHal «KHmura», BBIXOOWMBIINI B
csetr B Caskr-IletepOypre B 1906 —1907 rT. IOzt pemak-
1vent u3BecTHoro vccsreaoBarensg M.K. Jlemke 1 mimeB-
LWV ClIelaIbHY 0 pyOpuKy «Dusocodis», v ero Ha-
CITeTHVK-TIPOOJIKaTelIb, HO yKe C COBEpIIIeHHO OIIpe-
JeJIEHHOVI COLMAJI-AIeMOKpPaTIeCKOVI OpVIeHTalen —
exeHenenbHUK «HoBast KHura», msmapasinmics B Ile-
TepOypre c cepenyubl 1907 r. mon pegakmyent K.J1. Berr-
nmemioitepa (Mux. [IHeriposa).

Hacrosimasg myOnmkaimst HpomoDKaeT — HaIlIu
IIpeXXHVe pa3bICKaHMs B Hacequm XypHasta «KHnray,
KOTOpble yBEHYaJIVICb OOHapy>XeHVeM HeWM3BECTHBIX
tekctoB H.A. Bepnsesa, C.H. bynrakosa 1 H.O. Jloc-
cxoro (Komepos, 1993; cm.: Konepos, 2017; Kosepos,
2009), u TIpefcTaBIILeT elie OIHOIO 13 ero aBTOPOB-u-
mocodpos — C.A. ArekceeBa (IceBAOHMM ACKOJIBIIOB).
Ecim 1 coBpeMeHHOTo ypoBHS 3HaHUM O Omorpa-
v 1 Ppuocodpckom nytn beprsiea, Bynrakosa u
Jlocckoro mx y4dacTyie B COLVIIICTITYECKOM, XOTS U Ov-

7 Cw., Hamp., penyonmkarmn: (Kosepos, 2018a, c. 109—111;
20186; 20196, c. 100 —104; Ppanxk, 2018).

8 Tlo cBOeMy >KaHpY, COeIVHSIOIIEMYy TeMaTWdecKye ¥ IIpo-
Gr1eMHBIe 0030pBI (CTATBM) C PeIeH3MsMM, K 3TOMY KypHasLy
O/IM30K ¥ HEIOJIrO IIPOCYIeCTBOBABIINII TIOC/IEPEBOJIIOIVIOH-
Hb dwtocodekni KypHat «Meicib»: (Koepos, 20040). Cwu.
TaxKe 0030p IIOCIePEBOJTIOIVIOHHOV IIePUOIMIEeCKON TIedaTit:
(Kostepos, 2016, c. 277 —288).
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pecially philosophical intelligentsia were extreme-
ly active in social and political life and constantly
published articles in the periodicals aimed at the lay
reader — they did so for ideological, career and fi-
nancial reasons. While texts in journals (where there
is still much to be discovered about high-profile
names) are not hard to track down, the same cannot
be said about publications in newspapers, especially
in the daily press and in outlets that had both morn-
ing and evening editions.®

Particularly “attractive” pieces are bibliograph-
ical publications of which an outstanding specimen
in terms of quality and the personalities of contrib-
utors was undoubtedly the monthly “Kriticheskoye
obozreniye” (“Critical Review”) (1907 —1909) under
the collective editorship of Bogdan A. Kistyakovsky,
Mikhail O. Gershenzon, Nikolai D. Vinogradov
and Joseph M. Goldstein.” Similar to the daily
press in genre were weekly bibliographical jour-
nals which contain many texts by eminent authors;
top among them was the general socialist jour-
nal “Kniga” (“Book”) published in Petersburg in
1906 —1907 under the editorship of prominent schol-
ar Mikhail K. Lemke that had a philosophy section.
Its heir, albeit with a pronounced social-democratic
orientation, was the weekly “Novaya kniga” (“New
Book”) published in Petersburg from the middle of
1907 and edited by Karl L. Veidemuller (Mikhail
Dneprov).

This article continues the author’s research
into the legacy of the journal “Kniga”, which was
crowned with the discovery of unknown texts
by Nikolai A. Berdyaev, Sergei N. Bulgakov and
Nikolay O. Lossky (Kolerov, 1993; cf. Kolerov, 2017;
2009), and presents yet another philosophical con-
tributor, Sergei A. Alexeyev (pen name Askoldov).
While the participation of Berdyaev, Bulgakov and
Lossky in a socialist, if bibliographical, journal is
not a new fact in the study of their lives and philo-
sophical paths, the same fact reported with regard
to Askoldov adds a missing element of his ideolog-
ical profile. Previously, Askoldov’s participation in
the collection Problemy idealisma (The Problems of Ide-
alism, 1902) might have been attributed to his link

¢ See, for example, reprints in Kolerov (2018a; 2018b; 2019b)
and Frank (2018).

7 In terms of genre, which combines thematic and problem
overviews (articles) and reviews this journal is similar to the
short-lived philosophical journal “Mysl”” published after the
1917 Revolution (Kolerov, 2004b). See also my review of the
post-Revolutionary periodical press (Kolerov, 2016).



M.A. Konepos

OrmorpadrrueckoM XypHasie He OyZeT OTKPBITMEM, TO
1)1 ACKOJIbZIOBa JaHHBIVI TBOPYECKUL @aKT — Hemo-
CTaroIas 4epTa K ero maenHoMmy mnoptpery. Ilpexme
yd4acTye 3Toro MelciuTess B «[ Ipobnemax mpeanmsmar»
(1902) Mmo>xHO OBIIIO TpaKTOBATh KaK CJIEACTBIUE €ro K-
eBCKMX CBsI3€Vl C IPYTMMM aBTOPaMM ¥ 3HAKOMCTBA C
OparesimMu TpyOerkmmu, a ero IpUCYTCTBIE BMeCTe C
B.IL. CBernunnkmuy, B.®D. Dpuom, I A. drnopeHckum
u H.A. beprsieBbIM cpelit aBTOPOB BTOPOTO BBIITyCKa
XPVICTMAaHCKO-COIMAaINCTIYeCKOro cOopHIMKa «Borpo-
col permmrun» (1908) HaseBaTh cuTyarnBHBIM. Ho Te-
ephb Or1aromapst OOHapy>KeHHBIM B XKy pHaJIe COLVaIv-
CTUYECKOV KPpUTHKM 1 Oubimorpadvm «Kunra» cra-
ThIM ACKOJIBIOBA (VI €T0 pelleH3M N Ha TIePBbIil BBIITYCK
«Borpocos pernmmrum») u c y4eToM BbIII€Ha3BaHHBIX
paKTOB MOJKHO IIOCTaBUTh €TO B TECHBIVI PS T€X Pyc-
CKVIX MBICJIVITEIIEVI, KOTOPbIE VICKaJIVI COI03a MjIeaIn3Ma
v cotranmsMa. V sormyaHo, uto B smoxy 1890 —1900-x rr.
3TOT COIO3, CO3HAHHBIV U MCUYEPITAaHHBIVI HEMELKMMU
coImasI-IeMoKpaTaMy, oreprposait HacirenveMm Kanra
Y TIOCTPOEHMSIMI HeoKaHTHaHIleB. B Poccrin ke orrsIT
IT.M. Hosropomuiesa, «[Ipobriem mpeanmsma» m «upe-
aJINCTVYECKOrO HAIllpaBJIeHMs» B OCBOOOAMTEIIBHOM
IOBVDKeHMM OTBOAWII Hacienmio KaHTa moMmHMpyIo-
ITyI0 POJIb B MICTOpWM JIOepai3Ma, a Hacreayie lere-
JIs JI0CTaJIoCh BO BJlajleHVe OPTOHOKCAaJIbHOMY COllvia-
JIM3MY M MapKCM3MYy. DTOT MHTEJJIEKTYaJIbHBIN Oarax
MOYKHO OOHapyXUTb M B (POpMaIbHO XPOHUKAIBHBIX,
He HOCMBIIMX IIPVHIIUIIMAIIBHOTO XapaKTepa pereH-
3usAX AcKoJIbp[IoBa Ha TeKyllylo JiuTeparypy. B aTom,
COOCTBEHHO, 11 COCTOUT crielnduKa 110 KpaviHer Mepe
pycckont drtocodekoit cpensl pydexa XIX—XX BB,
KOTI'7Ia HIM4ero He OBIJTO HAlIVICaHO, CKA3aHO U IIPOUMTa-
HO BHe «330I10Ba SI3bIKa», HeIIPeMeHHBII (POH KOTOPOrO
COITPOBOX/IAJI JIFOOOE TYMaHVTapHOe 3HaHE.

A. Menrep. HoBoe y4yeHme 0 HpaBCTBEHHOCTM®
Touka 3penwsi, mposommmMas MeHrepoM', BecbMa

POACTBEHHA VMICTOPMYECKOMY MaTepuaiidMy, HO OTJIV-
HYaeTcs OT IIOCJIeAHEero OTCYTCTBVEM I10C/IeJOBAaTEe/IbHO-

? Ackoavdo8 C.A. [Perr.:] A. Menrep. HoBoe y4eH1e 0 HpaBCTBEH-
HocTn. Mocksa. 1906 r. V3n. Komokoma. 180 crp. 1. 20 x. V3.
Cxupmynra. CIT6. 1906 1. 80 crp. m. 25 k. Usn,. «Hemo» CIIG.
1906 1. 92 crp. 11. 30 k. V31. O.H. ITommosowr. CI16. 1906 1. 92 cTp.
11. 20 k. «ITpocsererne» CI16. 1906 r. 105 crp. 11. 20 k. / / Kawra :
eXeHeeIIbHbI KpUTUKO-0mbmorpadraeckwmi xyprait (CI16.).
1906. Ne 2 (9 1Ho=0.). C. 25. 3ech 1 11ajiee B TEKCTHI BHECEHA M-
HVMaJIbHasl ITyHKTyallVIOHHAs IIpaBKa, BCe IpMMedYaHus K pe-
1eHsusM mon. — M.K.

10 AuToH Memnrep (Anton Menger, 1841 —1906) — aBcTpuvicKumit
IOPWUCT, CIeNMaINCT II0 IyornmusHoMmMy mpaBy. OpurmHai
KHUTY, TepeBoasl Kotopom periersupyer C.A. ACKOIBIOB:
Menger A. Neue Sittenlehre. Jena : G. Fischer, 1905.

in Kiev with the other authors and his acquaintance
with the Trubetskoi brothers and co-authorship with
Valentin P. Svenitsky, Vladimir F. Ern, Pavel A. Flo-
rensky and Bedyaev in the second issue of the Chris-
tian-Socialist collection Voprosy religii (Questions
of Religion, 1908) could be considered coincidental.
Now, thanks to the articles of Askoldov (and his re-
view of the first issue of Questions of Religion) dis-
covered in the socialist criticism and bibliography
journal “Kniga”, and considering the above-men-
tioned facts, he can be ranged with the Russian
thinkers who sought to combine idealism and so-
cialism. It is logical that in the period between 1890
and the 1900s this alliance, created and exhausted by
the German Social Democrats, drew on the legacy of
Kant and the thinking of Neo-Kantians. In Russia,
the experience of Pavel I. Novgorodsev, The Prob-
lems of Idealism and the “idealistic current” in the lib-
eration movement assigned to Kant the dominant
role in the liberal movement while leaving Hegel’s
legacy to orthodox socialism and Marxism. This in-
tellectual baggage can be found also in Askoldov’s
ostensibly routine, not watershed, reviews of cur-
rent literature. This reveals a special feature of at
least the Russian philosophical community at the
turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries when
nothing could be written, said or read outside the
“Aesopian language” which provided an inevitable
background for all humanitarian knowledge.

Anton Menger. A New Teaching on Morality®

The viewpoint put forward by Menger’ is akin
to historical materialism but differs from it in that it
lacks consistency and unity. Both social and individ-
ual morality consist in adaptation to the correlation
of social forces. Morality and all moral assessments
change with the change of this correlation. Sin is re-
sistance to the prevailing forces and conscience can
be defined as fear of the evil consequences of such

8 Askoldov, S.A., 1906. [Rev..] A.Menger. The New Teach-
ing on Morality. Kolokol Publishers, Moscow 1906, 180 pp.;
Skirmunt Publishers, St. Petersburg 1906, 80 pp.; Delo Pub-
lishers, St. Petersburg 1906, 92 pp.; O.N.Popova Publish-
er, St. Petersburg 1906, 92 pp.; Prosveshcheniye Publishers,
St. Petersburg 1906, 105 pp. Kniga. A Weekly Critical-Bibliograph-
ical Journal (Saint Petersburg). Ne 2 (9 Nov.), p. 25. Here and
elsewhere the notes to reviews are mine. — M.K.

 Anton Menger (1841 —1906) was an Austrian jurist, a special-
ist in public law. The original book, whose translations are re-
viewed by S.A. Askoldov, is Neue Sittenlehre (Jena: G. Fischer,
1905).
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crv 1 envHcTBa. Kak obiiecTBeHHast, Tak M MHAVBULY-
aJIbHasi HpaBCTBEHHOCTH COCTOUT B IIPYCIIOCOOIIEHIN K
COOTHOIIEHSIM COITMasIbHbIX cL. C I3MeHeHMeM 3TIX
COOTHOIIEHWVI MEeHSeTCd ¥ HPaBCTBEHHOCTh 1 BCe MO-
paJIbHBIe OLIEHKM!. [pex ecTh compoTiBIIeHVe TOCIION-
CTBYIOLIMM CUJIaM, a COBECTb MOXeT OBITh OIIpefiesleHa
KaK CTpax Iepet Iy pHBIMU IOCTIEZICTBVSIMM TaKOTO CO-
IIpOTUBJIeHNs. beckoHeuHBIMY CChUIKaMV Ha VICTOPUIO
MeHrep crapaeTcs HOATBEPOUTH I WIIIOCTPUPOBATh
CBOM TIapaJIOKCHL B amoxy dppaHITy3ckom peBosonmm
BBIIIIe BCETO CTABUJICSI PEBOJIIOIVIOHHBIV [Ty X, B TIOCITe-
TLyIOIIy IO PeaKIIMIo CTaslo OOIIIVIM sIBJIeHVIEM CThIIUTh-
Csl PEBOJTIOLIVIOHHBIX [IEVICTBUIA. YOouriiie cep6c1<0171 KO-
poreckor geTrl (1903 T.) cTasm reposMu TOIBKO IIO-
TOMY, YTO JIOBKO COBEPIIVIIV CBO IJIaH W YCIIeJIV OB-
naneTs BiacTeio. BpyT m Kaccuit nomgseprimce ocy-
XKIIEHVIO COBPEMEHHVIKOB W ITO3IHEVIIINIX 310X TOJIBKO
IIOTOMY, YTO IIOAHSUIM PyKy Ha Ile3apsi He BOBpeMs —
KOI'/Ia COITMasIbHBIMII CMJTaMM OBJIajiesia Ve Iie3apus-
Ma. Ecyv Gb1 oHV 0OHaXVIIV CBOV KME KAk, Korpa Lle-
3apb repetes PyOrKoH, To, HABEPHO, VX IIPOC/IaBIIsIIN
OBl KaK 1130aBUTeTIeV OTeUeCcTBa OT THpaHMN. BaxkHerr-
mvMu paKTOpaMy COIMaIbHOM CviIbl MeHrep cumTa-
eT 1) rocy1apcTBeHHBIN U MIPaBOBOV TIOPAIOK, 2) 1ep-
KOBb, 3) IpodeccroHasbHble TPYyIIbl, 4) mapTum u
5) obrmecTBeHHOE MHeHMe. YUTo, B CBOIO OUePeNTb, JIEXKIAT
B OCHOBE 3TMX (PAKTOPOB, aBTOP He BBISCHSET, XOTS B
OOJIBIIMHCTBE C/Ty4aeB BUAUT B HIUX IIPOsIBJIEHVE TeX
VIV MHBIX MaTepuasIbHBIX WMHTepecoB. [lpuraresem
HPaBCTBEHHOIO YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHMS MOIYT OBITBH
TOJIBKO COLIVaIbHBIE CVITBL. Perirrosnas n duiocod-
CKasl IIPOIIOBeIlb, eCiIVl OHV He OBJIaleBafoT COLValIb-
HBIMI YCJIOBUSIMM W VIM IIPOTMBOpEYAT, COBEPIIeHHO
OeccrUTBHEBL B [Iejle BOCIIUTaHM destoBedecTsa. Cyiie-
CTBYIOIIIasl HPaBCTBEHHOCTDb HalIpaBjleHa K Oyary ys-
KOTO KpyTa JIIO[IeV, BhICIIIas HpaBCTBEHHOCTD JIOJ/DKHA
VIMeTb B BUAy MHTepeckl Bcex. CpecTBaMu A1 yiTyd-
IIeHST HPaBCTBEHHOCTVI JOJDKHBI CIIYXKUTH HapOgHOe
o0yueHmMe, JeMOKpaTy3allys HOJIUTIYeCKOro 1 SKOHO-
MIYECKOTO CTPOsi, CMJIBI VI MOIIN VI OpraHm3alus o0-
IecTBeHHOro MHeHVss. OCHOBHOV HPWMHIIVII TeOPUNU
MeHrepa, COCTOSAIINI B TOM, YTO HPaBCTBEHHOCTH CO-
3M7IaeTCsi CUIION, MOXKET ITOKa3aThCsi HOBBIM pasBe TOMY,
KOMY He IIPVIXOIVJIOCH [HV] 3HAKOMUTBCS C YUEHVSIMU
rpedecKmx copyCTOB, HU CJIBIIIATh VMeHU [o0beca'?.
O dwrocodckoM 3HaAUEHMN ITOVI TEOPWV, OTPUIIAO-
ITieVT He3aBVICHMBbIe OT COITMaIbHBIX CYJI HPaBCTBEHHBIe

" Koposp Cepovm Anekcanzp I O6penosira (1876 —1903) 1 ero
xeHa JIpara (1861 —1903) Obuiv yOuTBI B XOJ1€ TOCY/1apCTBEHHOTO
nepesopota 11 monsg 1903 r.

2 To ects T. T00O6ca.
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resistance. Menger tries to confirm and illustrate
his paradoxes by endlessly referring to history. In
the era of the French Revolution the revolutionary
spirit was put above everything else and, in the re-
action that followed, feeling ashamed of revolution-
ary actions became common. The murderers of the
Serbian royal couple (1903) became heroes solely
because they deftly put their plan into practice and
managed to seize power.!’ Brutus and Cassius were
condemned by contemporaries and by later epochs
solely because they made an attempt on Ceasar’s life
at the wrong time when the social forces embraced
the idea of Ceasarism. If they had drawn their dag-
gers when Ceasar crossed the Rubicon they would
probably have been extolled as men who had de-
livered their country from tyranny. Menger consid-
ers the following to be the key factors of the social
force: 1) state and legal order, 2) church, 3) profes-
sional groups, 4) political parties and 5) public opin-
ion. The author does not clarify what underlies
these factors though in most cases he sees them as
the manifestation of various material interests. Only
social forces can be the engine of moral improve-
ment. Religious and philosophical preaching is to-
tally powerless in educating humanity unless they
take possession of and contradict social conditions.
The existing morality aims to benefit a narrow cir-
cle of people, the highest morality should take into
account the interests of all. The following should be
the means of improving morality: education of the
people, democratisation of the political and econom-
ic system, power, might and organisation of pub-
lic opinion. The main principle of Menger’s theory,
which is that morality is created by force, may seem
to be new only to those who have never acquainted
themselves with the teaching of the Greek Sophists
and have no awareness of Hobbes or of the philo-
sophical significance of his theory, which rejects
moral norms independent of social forces and at
the same time calls for moral improvement. The is-
sues of morality here are not even raised, let alone
solved. Several witty and plausible remarks con-
cerning present-day and historical social conditions
constitute the warp and woof of Menger’s “teach-
ing”. The extraordinary success of this book, insig-
nificant in its positive content, published in Russia
in four translations, is due not only to its talented

10" The King of Serbia, Alexander I Obrenovi¢ (1876 —1903) and
his wife, Queen Draga (1861 —1903), were assassinated in the
coup d’état of 11 June 1903.
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HOPMBI U1 B TO JK€ BpeMsI IIPV3bIBAIOIIENE K YTy YIIIeHVIIO
HPaBCTBEHHOCTV, TOBOPUTL He IIpmxopurcs. Bompo-
CBhI MOPaJIV 3eCh He TOJILKO He PeIleHbl, HO JaXke 1 He
rocTasjieHbl. HecKollbKO OCTpOyMHBIX M He JIMIIeH-
HBIX IIPaBJIbl COOOpaXkeHUI IO TIOBOJTY COBPEMEeHHBIX
VI VICTOPVYECKVIX YCIIOBUT OOIIeCTBEHHOCTI COCTaBIIs-
IOT BCIO KaHBY U y30p «ydeHns» Menrepa. Ypespbraarn-
HBIVI yCIIeX 3TOV He3HAUYMTEeIbHOV IO IOJIOXKMUTEThHO-
My colepKaHWIO KHVDKKY, M3gaHHo! B Poccrm B ueTsI-
pex riepeBoriax, OObSCHSETCS, IIOMVMO TaJlaHTJIMBOCTH
VI3JIOKEH s, €[IKOVI KPUTMKOV XPUCTUAHCTBA M COBpe-
MEHHOI'O COLMaIbHOro cTposl. VIHTepecHbI IIpuIoXKe-
Hud B mzga"numu CkupMmyHTa 1 «Kosokosa», Kputude-
ckas craThs KayTckoro, IposmBarolas cBeT Ha OTHO-
IIeHye B3MJIA10B MeHrepa K MapKcusmy.

K. KayTckmii.
DTHUKaA M UICTOpUYecKUY MaTepuaansm?

3ajiagert COUMHEHMS SBJIseTCsl OOOCHOBaHME TIPUH-
LIVITIOB 3TVKMV Ha TI0YBE MCTOPUYECKOr0 MaTepraIi3Ma.
ITpenmoceutas cBOEMy VCCIIEIOBAaHVIO KPaTKiZ 0030p
Ba KHEIIIVX, 10 MHEHUIO aBTOPa, MOMEHTOB VCTOPIIYe-
cKoro pasBuTvs 3TmKM, KayTckmit crapaeTcs obHapy-
JKUTB VX VCKJIIOUMTEIBHYIO 3aBVCUMOCTh OT MaTepu-
aJIBHBIX U [JIABHBIM 00Pa30M SKOHOMIYECKVIX YCIIOBUIL
OcHOBY 1171 MaTepUasIMCTIYeCKOro IIOHVIMaHWS HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTM JaeT JIapBMHM3M. MopasibHble II00yXIie-
HUS JIIOIEV BOSHMKAIOT M3 COLIVAJIbHBIX VMHCTUHKTOB
JKMBOTHBIX. TaKyMy oOIIMMYL C XXMBOTHBIMY MOpaJIb-
HBIMM KauecTBaMM SIBJISIFOTCS.  CAMOOTBEP)KEHHOCTH,
XpabpocTh, BEPHOCTH OOIINHE, AVCINIUIVIHA, TTPaBIV-
BOCTh ¥ yecTotobme. Ho Bce 5Tu cormasibHble MHCTUH-
KTBI SBJIIOTCS HUYEM MHBIM, KaK CAMBIMI BO3BBIIIICH-
HBIMU JTOOPOJIETEIISIMYI, COBOKYITHOCTb KOTOPBIX LIeJIV-
KOM TIOKpPBIBaeT HPABCTBEHHBIV 3aKOH. Bripodem, myis
00BsCHeHMS HpaBcmBenno2o vimearia JapBUH3M SBIIS-
€TCs HeIOCTaTOYHBIM. «JariHa HpaBCTBEHHOIO Wjlea-
Jla» pacKpbIBaeTcs, 1o MHeHVI0 KayTckoro, B yueHMm
Owuresrbca 1 Mapkca. Bce HpaBcTBeHHOe pas3BuTHe de-
JIoBeYeCcTBa OOYCJIOBJIEHO pa3BuTHeM TexHMKM. Camoe
O4YesIOBeUMBAHVIE «KMBOTHOIO YeJIOBEKa» HAYMHAETCS
¢ MoMeHTa npousboocmba cpedcmb npousboocmba. DM

B Ackoavdof C.A. [Pery.:] K. KayTckmit. DTuKa M MCTOPUUYECKII
MarepuasM. [ep. c nem. ®. Kanermora. K-so Meicibs. A. M-
step Jlevmmr — CIT6. 1906 r. 90 cTp., 11. 25 K.; DTHKa 1 MaTepma-
JICTIYecKoe rmoHmMaHme mcropun. C IpuioX. cTaTbn «KusHs,
Hayka " 3TvKa». VM3m. CxmpmyHTa, cTp. 146. 1. 25 K., DTMKa
¥ MaTepuaNCTIYecKoe MOHMMaHue WUCTopun. Ilepes. ¢ HeM.
.. Mocksa. 1906 r. M3z, «Komnokosa». 131 crp., 1. 25 k. / / Kun-
ra (CTI6.). 1906. Ne 3 (16 rHo#6.). C. 18 —19. Opwurmnan xkanru Kap-
s1a Kayrckoro (1854 —1938): Kautsky K. Ethik und materialistische
Geschichtsauffassung. Stuttgart : ].H.W. Dietz, 1906.

presentation but also to its biting criticism of Chris-
tianity and the contemporary social system. Supple-
ments in the Skirmunt and Kolokol publications and
Kautsky’s article that sheds light on the relationship
of Menger’s views to Marxism are of interest.

Karl Kautsky.
Ethics and Historical Materialism"

The purport of the work is to justify ethical prin-
ciples based on historical materialism. In a brief in-
troductory overview of what the author considers
to be the key moments of historical development
of ethics, Kautsky attempts to discover their excep-
tional dependence on material, mainly economic
conditions. The foundation of the materialistic con-
ception of morality is provided by Darwinism. The
moral impulses of humans arise from the social in-
stincts of animals. The moral properties shared with
the animals are self-sacrifice, bravery, loyalty to the
commune, discipline, truthfulness and ambition.
But all these social instincts are the most sublime
virtues which in totality completely cover the mor-
al law. That being said, Darwinism does not go all
the way to explain the moral ideal. “The secret of the
moral ideal,” according to Kautsky, is revealed in
the teaching of Marx and Engels. The whole moral
development of mankind is determined by the de-
velopment of technology. The humanisation of the
“animal man” begins from the moment he starts to
produce means of production. This sets him apart from
the rest of the animal world. The emergence of so-
cial classes as a result of the division of labour and
the development of technology complicates the de-
velopment of social instincts introducing a new
moral stimulus, class struggle. The moral ideal aris-
ing from this struggle is expressed through the old
slogans of “liberty,” “equality,” “fraternity.” How-
ever, coming from the mouth of a Social Democrat
these slogans acquire a different meaning than that
with which the French Revolution utopians invest-

T Askoldov, S.A., 1906. [Rev.:] K. Kautsky. Ethics and Historical
Materialism. Translated from the German by F. Kapelyush.
Mysl’” and A.Miller, Leipzig & St. Petersburg 1906, 90 pp.;
Ethics and the Materialist Conception of History. Supplement
article “Life, Science and Ethics”. Skirmunt Publishers, 146 pp.;
Ethics and the Materialist Conception of History. Translated from
the German. Kolokol Publishers, Moscow 1906, 131 pp. Kniga, 3
(16 Nov.), pp. 18-19. The original book of Karl Kautsky (1854 —
1938) is Ethik und materialistische Geschichtsauffassung (Stuttgart:
J.H.W. Dietz, 1906).
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OH OTKaJIBIBAETCsI OT OCTAJILHOTO XXMBOTHOTO Mupa. O0-
pasoBaHMe KJIACCOB, SIBJISIOIIEECS Pe3yJIbTaToM pasie-
JIeHVSI TPyOa Y PasBUTV TEeXHWKM, ITPOM3BOLUT OC-
JIOKHEHVIEe B pa3sBUTUI COLIMAJIBHBIX MHCTVHKTOB, BHO-
Csl HOBBIVI MOPAJIBHBIVI CTUMYJI — KJIacCOBYIO OOpBOYy.
BosHMKaroIIMI Ha II0YBE 3TOVI OOPhOBI HPaBCTBEHHBIN
vzeast 0003HAYAeTCs CTAPBIMI JIO3YHIAMIL: «CBOOOIA»,
«PaBEHCTBO» 1 «OpaTcTBO». OMHAKO B yCTax CoLasI-ie-
MOKpaTa JIO3YHI'M 3TV II0JIy4aloT MHOe 3HadyeHue, YeM
y YTOIWCTOB (PpaHIly3CcKOV peBosonuit. Ecyvt mmocren-
HIEe TIOHVMAJIV TI0f, PAaBeHCTBOM PaBEHCTBO IIpaB Ha
COOCTBEHHOCTH, TO COIMAJI-AIEMOKpaTs IoOvBaeTcs
paBeHCTBa ITpaB Ha IIPOAYKTHL OOIIIeCTBEHHOIO TPyAa.
Ilom, cBOOOIOVI OHa pa3yMeeT BO3MOXKHOE YKOpOUeHVe
HeoOXxoMMoro pabodero BpeMeHM, a MeCTO TyMaHHO-
ro OpaTcTBa 3acTyllaeT YHUUTOXKEeHVIe KJIacCoB 1 HacTy-
IUIeHVe BeYHOIo Mupa cpeny Hapomos. Marepuaiu-
CTUYecKasi Teopysi HpaBcTBeHHOCTV KayTckoro He HOBa
HU B IIpMHLNIIAX, HU B apryMeHTauumn. Bo BceMm csoem
VICCJIEIOBAHMM OH UJIeT 0 VICTONTaHHBIM CJIe[aM aH-
TJIUVICKOVI STUKM, Dojtee By X CTOJIETVAVI 3aHVIMAaBIIIEVICSI
BOIIPOCOM: KaK BO3HMKAeT HPaBCTBEHHOCTH? VI 1omo0-
HO aHIVIMVICKVIM IIPeOCTaBUTEIISIM SBOJIIOLIVIOHHOV MO-
pasivi, He CO3HAeT CTOJIb BaXKHOIO MMEHHO B 3TUKe pas-
JIMYVsL MeXy quaestio facti u quaestio juris'. lorrycrms
MPaBWIBHOCTH OTrPYOJIeHHOVI VI [JOHEJIb3sl YIIPOLIEHHOM
TeopMM BO3HVMKHOBEHMS HPaBCTBEHHOCTY, KakK (pakTa,
JpTaTesIb He HavleT B kHuUre KayTckoro Hu Masieriien
HONBITKM ee onpasaanus. VI 3To mocie norpsiceHwri,
IIpOV3BeleHHBIX B 00J1aCTV MOPaJIV TAKVIMU MCKYCHUTe-
JIaMuU yMa 1 Boiu, Kak JJoctoesckuit n Humme! Hema-
JIOBa)KHYIO YaCTh KHWIM COCTABJISAET II0JIEMVIKA IIPOTVB
PeIUTMO3HON U MeasICTUYecKor Mopasu. Brpouem,
robezp1 KayTckoro B 3TVt 001acTy He TIOTpeboBasIit OT
HETO O4YeHb OOJIBIIOro IITyOOKOMBICIIVSL. XPUCTUAHCTBO,
BUIVIMO, OJIMIIETBOPSIETCSI aBTOPOM B oDpase OTKOpM-
JIEHHBIX MOHAXOB, a JIJTSI OIpoBepXeHMs prtocodcko-
TO Maeasn3Ma OH M30pajl MUIIEHBIO ITOJTypa3pyIleH-
HBIVT yyke HOBEVIIIIeV KpUTUKOV ocToB 3TrKM KaHTa®.

K. Mecannb. CBoGogHBIV Gpak’
ABTOp BCeCTOpOHHE U IIPaBOVBO BCKPBIBAeT OTPU-

naTejIbHbIE CTOPOHBI COBPEMEHHOI'O 6pa1<a, OCHOBaH-
HOro Ha IIpeapaccy/ikax, pacduere 1 [1aXe HaCcinm n

4 Bormpoc drakTa 1 BOIIPOC IIpaBa (JI1aT.).

5 B myOnmkarim ommbouno: KoHra.

16 Acxoav0o8 C.A. [Pey.:] K. Mecruab (Jacques Mesnil). CsoGoz-
HbI 0pak. V3m. «Cobomron Mbicyv». Jlormon — CII6. 40 crp.
1. 10 x. // Kawra (CII6.). 1906. Ne 3 (16 ros06.). C. 19—20. JKak
Menwis (1872—1940) — OeyrbIMiICKMVI Ky pPHAIUCT M MCTOPUK
nckyccrBa, aHapxuct. Opurunan xkaurn Mewmwiss: Mesnil |. Le
Mariage libre. Bruxelles : Bibliotheque des Temps nouveaux, 1901.

M. A. Kolerov

ed it. While the latter interpreted equality as equal
right to property, the Social Democrats advocate
equal right to the products of social labour. By lib-
erty they mean the possible reduction of hours of
labour, while the vague concept of fraternity gives
way to the elimination of classes and to the advent
of eternal peace among nations. Kautsky’s materi-
alistic theory of morality is not new either in terms
of principles or in terms of argumentation. In all his
research he follows the well-trodden path of En-
glish ethics which had over more than two centuries
wrestled with the question: how did morality arise?
And, like the English representatives of evolution-
ary morality, he is oblivious of the ethically so im-
portant difference between quaestio facti and quaestio
juris. If the reader accepts the rightness of the crude
and extremely simplistic theory of the emergence
of morality as a fact he will not find in Kautsky’s
book the slightest attempt to justify it. And this af-
ter all the upheavals caused in the moral domain by
such seducers of the mind and will as Dostoyevsky
and Nietzsche! Polemic against religious and ide-
alistic morality occupies a considerable part of the
book. However, Kautsky’s victories in this field did
not require too much of an intellectual effort from
him. The author seems to identify Christianity with
the image of well-fed monks, and in order to refute
philosophical idealism he chose as his target the
skeleton of Kant’s ethics already half-destroyed by
the latest critique.'

Jacques Mesnil. Free Marriage

The author provides an all-round and truthful
exposition of the negative aspects of modern mar-
riage which is based on prejudice, calculation and
even violence and is remote from the genuine feel-
ing of love. The obstacles in the way of free marriage
for love are partly economic and partly moral. The
economic ones are the consequences of the whole
bourgeois system of social life, the moral ones con-
sist in habits and convictions sanctified by centu-

12 The publication mistakenly refers to Comte.

B Askoldov, S.A., 1906. [Rev.:] J.Mesnil. Free Marriage.
Svobodnaya Mysl” Publishsers. London & St. Petersburg, 40 pp.
Kniga, 3 (16 Nov.), pp. 19-20. Jacques Mesnil (1872 —1940) was
a Belgian journalist, art historian and anarchist. The original
title of his book is Le Mariage libre (Bruxelles: Bibliotheque des
Temps nouveaux, 1901).
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MeHee BCEero YIOBJIETBOPSIOIIEro ICTMHHOMY 4yBCTBY
o0, TTpensiTcTBiS, JIeXallye Ha Iy T K 3aKJIIode-
HUIO cBOOOHOrO Opaka I1o JIFoOBY, YacThIO SKOHOMU-
UeCKOro, YacThi0 MOPAJIBHOTO XapaKTepa. DKOHOMW-
JecKrie BBITEKAIOT M3 BCero Oyp’Kya3HOro CTposi obIie-
CTBEHHOVI XV3HW, MOPaJIbHbIE COCTOST B OCBSAIIIEHHBIX
BeKaM IIPUBBIYKAX VI YOXIEHNSIX, VIMEIOIINX OTYa-
CTU peynruosHoe obocHopaHme. He jmimeHo ricmxo-
JIOTMYeCKOV IIpaB/bl OOBSCHEHVE pa3BpallleHHOCTH
COBpeMEHHOro OOIIlecTBa MOPAIBHBIM OCYXKIIeHVEM
«Terta». YeM CrIbHee MOMABIISIOTCS MHCTVHKTEI TesTa
B TEOPWI 1 IIOJ, BJIVISIHVIEM IIPeIpacCyIKOB, TeM BJIacT-
Hee IIPOSIBJISIOT OHWM cebsg B pgevicTBuTestbHOCTYL. Ho
LIPVL 5TOM $IBHOE CTAHOBUTCS TallHBIM, €CTeCTBEHHOe
HIPOTVBOECTECTBEHHBIM.

H.O. JTocckmnit. OdocHOBaHVMe MHTYUTHUBMU3Ma”

MaTynums, M MHUCTUYecKoe IIO3HaHMe, — IIOo-
HSATVe, Haxonusliilee cebe IIpMMeHeHNe IJIaBHBIM 00-
pa3oM B TEOJIOTMYECKNX, OTUACTV 3TUUECKMX yUeHV-
sx. ['HoceosIormyeckmyt CMBICTI ITOITydaeT TePMUH «MH-
Tynays» y KaHTta 11 ero mpeeMHIMKOB, IprdeM MHTY-
VITVS TIPOTVBOIIOJIaraeTCsl YyBCTBEHHOMY IIO3HAHIO
U ompesessieTcss KaK BO3MOXHBINI OpraH TpaHCIeH-
IeHTHOTO Io3HaHM: Bemen B cebe. CoBepllieHHO HO-
BBIVI CMBICTI VI HeOOBIUHOE IIpVIMeHeHVe TI0JTyJaeT I10-
HaTMe mHTyunmumn y Jlocckoro. Ilo MHeHMIO aBTOpa,
BCe TIO3HaHVeE, KaK YYBCTBEHHOE, TaK M HEUYBCTBEH-
HOe, HaCKBO3b MHTYWUTMBHO, T.e. COCTOUT B HeIlocpesl-
CTBEHHOVI IaHHOCTV OOBbeKTa IO3HAIoIIeMy CyObek-
Ty. JIoccKmvI IPUIXOAWUT K 9TOMY YTBEPXKIEHWIO IIyTeM
KPWUTUMKM CYIIeCTBOBABIINX IO CMX IIOp FHOCeoJIorye-
CKVIX HaIIpaBJIEHVVI, OCHOBAaHHBIX Ha JIOrMaTUYeCKO
IIPEATIOCEIIKE Pa3IeIbHOCTI «s» U «He-s1». Bce 31U Ha-
HpaBJIeHNs VIV IPUHYXXIEHB Ipuoerath K HeloKa-
3yeMBIM IPETIONIOKEHVISIM O IIPelyCTaHOBIEHHOM CO-
OTBETCTBUVI MKy IIPUHIUIIAMY pa3yMa ¥ BHEIITHew
HEVICTBUTEIPHOCTBIO (palliOHaIN3M), TUIV Hem30ex-
HO IPUXOAAT K CKenTumysMy (@mmvpnsmM). CTorb xe
Oes3Hazie)XHa IMO3MIVS KPUTUIIM3MA, OIMPAIOIIerocs
Ha He0OOCHOBAHHBIVI IOIMAT aIlpYOPHOCTI POpM IIO-
3HaHMS. VIHTYUTUBM3M, YTBepKIas HaJIMIHOCTb 00B-
eKTa B caMOM aKTe ITO3HaHWs, yCTpaHsdeT Hepaspeln-
MYIO IIpo0sIeMy II03HaHMS KaK IIpoIiecca BOCIIPOu3Be-
JIeHMST B CO3HAHWUM «51» BHEIIHEro ¥ OT/EJIEHHOIO OT
Hero Mupa «He-s». MUp «He-si» He TOJIBKO He OTHeJIeH
OT «1», HO HEPA3PBIBHO CJIUT C HUM B aKTaX ITO3HAHI

7 Ackoavdo8 C.A. [Pem.:] H.Jlocckmit. OBocHOBaHMe WMHTYU-
tuBmsma. CII6. 1906 r. 368 cTp. 11. 2 p. // Kuwura (CITI6.). 1906.
Ne 4 (23 1o40.). C. 16.

86

ries and grounded partly in religion. There is some
psychological truth in attributing the corruption of
modern society to the moral condemnation of “the
body.” The more corporeal instincts are suppressed
in theory and due to prejudice, the more they man-
ifest themselves in reality. But as a result what is
open becomes secret and what is natural becomes
perverted.

Nikolay O. Lossky.
The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge™

Intuition, or mystical cognition, is a concept
mainly used in theological and partly ethical doc-
trines. The term “intuition” acquires an episte-
mological meaning in the works of Kant and his
successors, with intuition opposed to sense percep-
tion and defined as a possible organ of transcenden-
tal cognition of things-in-themselves. With Lossky
the concept of intuition acquires a totally differ-
ent meaning and a special usage. In his opinion, all
cognition, both sensual and non-sensual, is intu-
itive through and through, i.e. consists in immedi-
ate givenness of an object to the cognising subject.
Lossky comes to this conclusion through a critique
of previous epistemological trends based on a dog-
matic premise of separateness of “I” and “non-1”.
All these trends either have to resort to unprovable
assumptions of the predetermined correspondence
between the principles of reason and external real-
ity (rationalism) or inevitably arrive at scepticism
(empiricism). Equally hopeless is the position of
criticism based on the ungrounded dogma of apri-
ority of cognition forms. Intuitivism, in asserting
the presence of the object in the very act of cogni-
tion, eliminates the insoluble problem of cognition
as the process of reproduction of the external and
detached world of “non-1” in the consciousness of
“1”. The world of “non-1”, far from being separate
from “1”, is inseparably merged with it in acts of
cognition in an epistemological unity. Thus, cog-
nition is not a transcendental process of reproduc-
tion of something that is beyond consciousness, but
immanent intuition of objects given in conscious-
ness accompanied by their comparison, distinction
and differentiation. However, the simplicity of the

1 Askoldov, S.A., 1906. [Rev.:] N. Lossky. The Intuitive Basis of
Knowledge. St. Petersburg 1906, 368 pp. Kniga, 4 (23 Nov.), p. 16.



B THOCEOJIOrMYecKoe eIuHCTBO. [loaToMy Io3HaHMe
He eCTh TPAHCIIEHIEHTHBIV IIPOLIeCC BOCIIPOM3BEIe-
HIS 9ero-TO HaXOISIIerocs 3a IIpefelaMi CO3HAHI,
HO UMMAHEHMHOe cOo3epliaHVe ITaHHBIX B CaMOM CO-
3HaHMUM 00BEKTOB, COIIPOBOXK/IAOIIIEECS VIX CPABHEHVI-
eM, pasndenveM U nuddepenimposanvem. OgHaxko
IIPOCTOTa OCHOBHOTO T'HOCEOJIOTMYECKOro IIPVMHITNIIA
IIaJIeKo He yIIpoIIaeT IpobiieMy IO3HaHS, B34TYIO B
tresioM. V1 ecym JIocckmit ¢ JIerkoCcThIO OTBeYaeT Ha BO-
IIPOC, KaK BO3MOYKHO II03HAHME, TO 3aTO OH II0IajaeT
B Upe3BBIYANHO 3aTPYIHWUTEIbHOE TIOJIOKeHNe, KOrma
eMy IIPVXOOWUTCS OTBeYaTh Ha BOIIPOCHI, KaK BO3MOX-
HO He3HaHMe, KaK BO3MOXKHO OIIMOOYHOEe 11 MCKaKeH-
HOe II03HaHMe. AXIJIJIECOBOV IITON BCeVl TeOpuUi MH-
TYUTWUBU3Ma SBJISETCS YUeHVe O BOCIPUATNN, HeIo-
CTaTOYHO pa3pabOTaHHOe aBTOPOM. 311eCh MMEHHO OH
HaTaJIKMBAETCS Ha HEIIPEOIOJIVIMBIE JIJISl €r0 TeOpuu
3aTpyIOHeHVs], KOTOpEle eMy YHaloch JIMIIb OOOWTH,
HO He TIpeooteTs. Kpome Toro, ocHoBHOe ero Iosoxe-
HVie HeM30eXXHO PVBOINUT K YPe3BbIYariHO CMeJIBIM U
IapaJ0KCaJIbHBIM BBIBOIaM O TPaHCCYOBEKTVBHOV pe-
aJIBHOCTY OOIITHOCTEVI, O THOCEOJIOTMIeCKOM TOXKEeCTBe
BOCIIPVISITUM W IIPeICTaBIeHNI, 00 OHTOJIOTMYeCcKOu
VJITIO30PHOCTY IIPOCTPAHCTBA 1 BpeMeHM. Bee aTu BbI-
BOJIBI aBTOP OOOCHOBBIBAET C YPe3BbIYarHbIM IJTyOOKO-
MBICIIVIEM ¥ OocTpoyMueM. Boobirie mccrremoBanme, oT-
KpbIBaroIliee HOBbI€ ITIEPCIIEKTVIBBI ¥ Oaloiiee HOBbIe
CII0COOBI 15T paspeleHys TPYHENIINX IIpo0sIeM I1o-
3HaHVI, HeJIb3s He IIPV3HAaTh BbIJAIOIIVMIMCA B COBpe-
MeHHOT durtocodckort muTeparype. OHO IIpMHAaTe-
KUT K KaTeTOPUM TeX PeIKMX KHUT, B KOTOPBIX U 3a-
OrTy>KzIeHMs IITyOOKO MHTEPECHBI 1 IVIOIOTBOPHBIL.

KanT. Kputuka amucroro pasyma
(mepeBox H. JTocckoro)™

ITepeson, «Kpurnkmu uwncroro pasyma» H.O.Jloc-
CKVMM HeJIb3d He OTMEeTUTD KaK BbIIafoIeecs COOBITIe
IS BCem pycckomt doustocopmm. DTo 10 cueTy 3-11 Ie-
peBoJl 3HAMEHWTOrO COYMHEHMSI Ha PYCCKUI S3BIK.
Ilepsemn (1867 r) BragviciiasieBa, He JIMIIIEHHBIV He-
IIOCTaTKOB, VIMeJI HeMaJIoBaskKHOe 3HadeHle B CBOe Bpe-
ms1. Terrepp oH cTat yxxe Onbiorpadmdeckoro peKo-
ctrio. I[lepesom H.M. Cokos1oBa, BBILIEAIINT B IBYX 13-
IaHMsX", XOTs 1 CII0coOCTBOBAJI 3HAKOMCTBY ¢ KanToM
B Poccm, HO BeitencTBIie MHOXKeCTBa OIIMOOK 7 MICKa-
JKeHMVI MBIC/IV HOAJIVHHVKA B OOVHAKOBOV Mepe CIIO-

8 Ackoav006 C.A. [Pen.:] Kant. KpnTnka uncroro pasyma. Iepe-
sop, H. JTocckoro. CII6. 1907 r. crp. 464, 1. 2 py6. // Kaura
(CIT6.). 1906. Ne 8 (21 mex.). C. 15—16.

1 B 1897 111902 rr.
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main epistemological principle does not in any way
simplify the problem of cognition as a whole. And
while Lossky easily answers the question how cog-
nition is possible, he finds himself in an extremely
difficult situation when he has to answer the ques-
tions how non-knowledge is possible and how er-
roneous and distorted cognition is possible. The
Achilles heel of the whole theory of intuitivism is
the teaching on perception which the author has
not sufficiently elaborated. It is here that he con-
fronts insuperable obstacles his theory has managed
to bypass but not to overcome. Besides, his main
provision inevitably leads to extremely bold and
paradoxical conclusions about the trans-subjective
reality of entities, about the epistemological identity
of perceptions and representations, and about space
and time being ontological illusions. The author
presents all these conclusions with extraordinary
insight and wit. In general, the study which opens
up new vistas and offers new ways of resolving the
most difficult problems of cognition cannot but be
recognised as an outstanding piece of research in
contemporary philosophical literature. It is one of
those rare books in which even delusions are pro-
foundly interesting and fruitful.

Kant. Critique of Pure Reason (translated by
N. Lossky)®

Nikolay O. Lossky’s translation of the Critique of
Pure Reason has to be recognised as an outstanding
event in Russian philosophy. This is the third Russian
translation of the famous work. The first one (1867),
by [Mikhail 1] Vladislavlev, had its shortcomings,
but it was important for its time. It is now a rarity.
Nikolay M. Sokolov’s translation, which had two
editions,”® while acquainting more Russians with
Kant, equally contributed to the misunderstanding
of the philosopher owing to a multitude of mistakes
and distortions of the meaning of the original.
Lossky’s work provides an opportunity to study the
Critique through a lucid translation that conveys all
the tinges of thought. The translation is based on the
second (1787) edition. All the deviations from the first

> Askoldov, S.A., 1906. [Rev.:] Kant. Critique of Pure Reason.
Translated by N. Lossky. St. Petersburg 1907, 464 pp. Kniga, 8
(21 Dec.), pp. 15-16.
16 In 1897 and 1902.
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cobcrBoBast 1 HertonnManwmto Kanra. Tpyp 1. JTocckoro
JaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB M3ydaTh «KpUTUKY» B ICHOM, TOYHO
IepesiaroIieM Bce OTTeHKV MBICIV ITepeBofie. B ocHoBy
IIepeBofa MOJIOKeHO BTOpoe m3aaHme (1787 ), a Bce oT-
KyI0oHeHVs iepsoro (1781 r), 3a MCKITIoUeHeM MeJIKVIX
CTVIIVICTMYECKMX pa3jINdulL, IIPUBeeHbl B ITOACTPOU-
HBIX IIprMedaHmax. OpuUrHaIoM AJIs IiepeBoia CIIy-
xuto nsganve [pycckorn akagemmn Hayk. O 3HaYeHUN
«KpuTnkm» mjsi coBpeMeHHON U OymyIrein dyioco-
dvm msnuHe pacripoctpaHaThcs. C KaHTOM MOXHO
He CoIIalllaThCs, ero CUCTeMY MOXKHO CUMTaTh CITIONI-
HBIM 3a0JTy>kKIeHreM, HO HeJlb3s B TO JKe BpeMs He BU-
TeTh B yueHMm KaHTa Hem30eXXHOVI CTaguy B PasBUTIN
dpmtocodckort MBICITN, Hen30eXXHOT He TOJIBKO 7Tt 00-
IedesIoBevueckoro rmocodckoro passutms (pusiore-
HeTWMYeCcKN), HO ¥ AJIS VHAVBUIYaIBHOIO (OHTOTeHe-
Trueckyt). CocTapIIsoNnas BCIO CyIHOCTh yueHns Kan-
Ta MBICJIb O TOM, YTO He pa3yM B aKTax II03HaHMs cO00-
pasyeTcs ¢ IIPUPOIOVI BHEIITHeTo Myupa, HO, HaIlpOTUB,
BCS CTPYKTYpa II03HaBaeMOro Mipa oOycIIoB/IeHa Ipu-
OOV YeIoBeYeCcKOro pa3yMa, HaCTOJIBKO Hem30exHa
Ha M3BECTHOV CTaguV THOCEOJIOTMYeCKOro aHaimsa
HaCTOJIBKO COOJIa3HMTeIbHA II0 CBOVMM BBIBOZAM, UTO
IIpOLyMaTh ee 710 KOHIIA VI XOTh BpeMeHHO Ha HeVl OCTa-
HOBUTBCS HEOOXOIVMO 15l BCSIKOTO (PrII0coPCTBYIO-
mero yMa. V Hesp3si He mobriarogapuTh T. Jlocckoro 3a
TO, YTO IIepeBOJ] TOro KJIaCCMYeCKOro COuHeHMs, B KO-
TOPOM 3Ta MBICJIb [IOJTyYWJIa CBOe IIepBoe 1 Hanborlee
MIOJTHOE pasBUTeE, CJIeJIaH ero OITBITHOV PYKOVA.

Bompocs! pennrumn. Beimyck nepsbrin®

Coopumk crarem Bam CseHimkoro, Impod.
C.H. bynrakosa, B.®. Dpna, IT.A. ®dropeHckoro wm
Borypkckoro?, BBIIYIIEHHBIVI IIOH, 3TUM 3aljlaBUeM,
IpeCcTaByIsieT YPpe3BbIYanHbIVI MHTEPEeC C IBYX TOYEK
3peHms: peIuIMo3HON 1 oOIecTBeHHON. BocctaHOB-
JIeHVe WCTUHHOIO XPUCTMAHCTBA, OYMUIIEHHOIO OT
BCell JDKI, CBA3aHHOM C MMeHeM XpHCTa, yXKe JaBHO
CTaJIO 3a/1a4ert BCeX TeX, KTO COeIVHSET B cebe MCKpeH-
HIOIO PEJIMTMO3HOCTh CO CIIOCOOHOCTBIO OCBOOOXKIIe-
HIS OT BHEIITHET 0 aBTOPUTeTa 1IepKBIL. DTa 3aj1ava CTa-
J1a 0COOEHHO HACTOSITeILHOV B HAIlleM OTedecTBe, Iie
penuryst 008U 1 cBOOOIIBI ITpeBpallieHa oduIaIb-
HBIM IIPaBOCJIaBVEM B PEJIUTUIO CaMOIIEeP’KaBUs U 00-
psiba, peInrnosHoe akTUBHOE BO3EVICTBYE Ha MUP —

2 Acxoav0o8 C.A. [Per.:] Bompocsl penrmm. Bsrmyck  I-1.
Mocksa. 1906 r. 334 crp. LI. 1 p. 50 x. // Kuwura (CII6.). 1907.
Ne 11 (18 stmB.). C. 15—16.

2 TIcesmonmm A.C. I'mHKN.
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(1781) edition with the exception of minor stylistic
differences are indicated in footnotes. The original
for the translation was the Prussian Academy of
Sciences edition. One need hardly enlarge upon the
significance of the Critiqgue for contemporary and
future philosophy. One may disagree with Kant, one
may think his system a delusion from beginning to
end, but one cannot help seeing Kant’s doctrine as an
inevitable stage in the development of philosophical
thought, inevitable not only for humanity’s
philosophical development (phylogenetically) but
also for individual development (ontogenetically).
The thought making up the essence of Kant’s
doctrine — that it is not reason in its acts of cognition
that corresponds to the nature of the external
world, but, on the contrary, the whole structure of
the cognised world is determined by the nature of
human reason — is so inevitable at a certain stage
of epistemological analysis and so tempting in
its conclusions that it becomes necessary for any
philosophical mind to think it through and dwell on
it if only temporarily. And we must thank Mr Lossky
for applying his skill to the translation of this classic
work in which this thought was first and most fully
elaborated.

Questions of Religion. Issue One"

The collection of articles by Valentin Sven-
tsitsky, Professor S.N. Bulgakov, V.F. Ern, P.A. Flo-
rensky and Volzhsky™ released under this title is
of extraordinary interest from both religious and
social points of view. Restoring true Christiani-
ty, cleansed of all the lies connected with the name
of Christ, has long been the task of all those who
combine sincere religiousness with the ability to
free themselves from the external authority of the
Church. This task has become particularly urgent in
our country where official Orthodoxy has turned the
religion of love and freedom into a religion of au-
tocracy and ritual, and active religious influence on
the world into monastic abdication from the world.
Among the numerous recent articles and books
aimed at fulfilling this task Questions of Religion un-
doubtedly takes first place owing to the fundamen-

7" Askoldov, S.A., 1907. [Rev.:] Voprosy religii. Issue 1. Moscow
1906, 334 pp. Kniga, 11 (18 Jan.), pp. 15-16.
8 Pen-name of Alexander S. Glinka.



B MOHaIIlecKoe OTpeueHue OT Mupa. B psie MHoroumc-
JIEHHBIX CTaTell ¥ KHUT TI0CJIe[ITHEer0 BpeMeHM, CIyKa-
VX BBITIOJTHEHVIIO 3TOVI 3a71aun, «Borpocsr penmrmm»
3aHMMAalOT, HECOMHEHHO, TIepBOe MeCTO II0 ITPUHIIN-
HVaJIBHOCTY TI0CTaBJIEHHBIX BOIIPOCOB, 10 TIIyOmHe 1
TOHKOCTHU MX paspeleHus. He ¢ oparopckum mado-
COM VI JIVPUYECKMMMY M3IVISTHVSIMY IIPVIXOMMUTCS 371eCh
CUMTATHCS HAIMM papricesiM M KHVDKHMKAM BO XPH-
CTMAHCTBE, HO C HEOTPas3MMOIO apryMeHTallVel, OC-
HOBaHHOW Ha IMepBOMCTOYHMKAX XPUCTMAHCTBa, OT-
pUIlaTh KOTOPBIX OHM He OCMeIMBaloTCs. Bripodewm,
He 71 OXWMBJIEHMS 3TUX MEPTBEIIOB IpeTHa3HAUeH
COOpPHMK, HO IS IPO3PEBAIOIINX ¥ OXMBAIOMINX K
HOBOVI peJINTVO3HON XMU3HM. BOIIpockl XpucTraHCcKom
00I11eCTBEHHOCTY, IIOCTaBJIEHHBIE B COOPHIKE, MIMEIOT,
OIIHAKO, He ONVH PeIUTMO3HBIN MHTepec. V romsm
Oe3peTMIMo3HBIM Helb3sl He CUMTAThCS C 00IIecTBeH-
HBIMU Viflea/laMV OOHOBJISIIOITIETOCS. XPUCTMAHCTBA T
He IIPOBEPUTH Uepe3 HIIX CBOe OTHOIIeHVe KO XPUCTY.
ITporma mopa, Korga MOXXKHO OBIJIO OTMaXMBaTbCS OT
XPUCTMAHCTBA KaK OT PeJIUT UM HOITyCTUTEIbCTBA BCS-
KOTO HacwIMs M mopaborreHns. VigertHoe oTheneHMe
XpUCTMAHCTBAa XPUCTa OT XPUCTHUAHCTBA CYHOIATBHO-
TO Tellepb y>Ke IIPOM3O0IIIO0, MEXAY I1ejloM XpUcTa 1
o0I11euesIoBeuecKoVt KYJIBTY POV ITPOBEIEHBI YK CBSI-
3yIollye 3BeHbs I OTpedeHMe OT XPUCTMAHCTBA CO-
BPeMEeHHOTO IIPOrPeCCUBHOrO OOITIeCTBa MOXKET MMETh
TOIIBKO  (PMIIOCOPCKO-TeOpeTrdecKoe OODOCHOBaHVIE.
Ho Ta cBs3b fgesta XpucTa co Beero ueJioBedecKoro KyJlb-
Ty POV, KOTOpasi Tak SICHO OOHapy>keHa MIMEHHO B Ha-
crosieM cOOpHMKe, He JI0JKHA JIV 3aCTaBUTh BCEX pa-
OOTHMKOB 3TOV KYJIBTYPBI JIMIIHWUI Pa3 3alyMaTbCs
Ha/l OCHOBAHMSIMM TEOPEeTMUECKOrO OTPULIAHMS XPU-
ctmaHcTBa? Hamborplilee mpuvHOMIIMAIBHOE 3Hade-
Hue uMeroT Tpu cratbu Tipod. C.H. Bynrakosa, BbIsic-
HSIOIIMe OTHOIIeHVe IIepKBU K KyJIbType, Tocydap-
CTBY ¥ K COITMaJIbHO-3KOHOMMYECKOVI OpraHm3amnmm. B
Upe3BBIYAlHO KPacKBOI II0 CBOEMY HACTPOEHMIO CTa-
The «llepKoBb M KyJIbTypa» DByJIrakoB BBISICHSIET BCe
POKOBBIe [JII TOVI M HPYTOV CTOPOHBI IOC/IENICTBUS
VICTOPMYECKOTO OTHeIMHEeHMs KyJILTYPBI OT PeIUTUMN.
BmecTe ¢ TeM oH TpeOyeT IOIIHOrO BHYTPEHHEro OT-
IesleHVs epKBY OT TOCyHapcTBa M SKOHOMWYECKOTO
XO3AVICTBa KaK OpraHu3aIliyi, OCHOBAaHHBIX Ha BHeIII-
Hell TIPUHYAUTEIBHON BJIacTM M Ha MaTepurajIbHOM
IIpUOBITKE ¥ HAKOIUIEHMN. DTO OT/eJIeHe He JJOJDKHO
MeIllaTh CaMOMY AesITeTbHOMY BO3IEVICTBIIO XPUCTVI-
aHCTBa Ha (POPMBI ITMX OpPraHM3aINI, HO IIPU 3TOM
VIHCTUTYT 3€MHOV BJIaCTV VI XO34VICTBa JI0JKeH Bceryia
OCTaBaThCA MJISL XPUCTMAHCTBA YMCTO BHEITHMM. B cTa-
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tal nature of the questions raised and to the depth
and subtlety of their solution. In it our Pharisees and
Christian bookworms do not face oratorical pathos
and lyrical outpourings but compelling argumen-
tation based on Christian primary sources which
they do not dare to challenge. Not that this collec-
tion is intended to revive these inanimate figures. It
is meant for those who are seeing the light and are
being born again for a new religious life. The ques-
tions of the Christian community addressed in the
collection have more than just religious relevance.
And non-religious people cannot ignore the social
ideals of renewed Christianity and through it check
their attitude to Christ. Gone is the time when one
could brush aside Christianity as a religion of con-
nivance at every kind of violence and enslavement.
Ideological separation of Christ’s Christianity from
Synodic Christianity has already happened, con-
necting lines have been established between Christ’s
cause and universal human culture and modern
progressive society can only abandon Christiani-
ty on philosophical-theoretical grounds. But should
not the link of Christ’s cause with all human cul-
ture, so clearly revealed in this collection, induce
all cultural workers to take a long hard look at the
grounds for theoretical negation of Christianity? The
three articles by Professor S.N. Bulgakov which clar-
ify the attitude of the church to culture, to the state
and social-economic organisation are of the greatest
principal importance. In an elegant article “Church
and Culture” Bulgakov explains the consequences
of the historical separation of culture from religion
which has been fateful for both sides. At the same
time he calls for an inner separation of the church
from the state and the economy as organisations
based on external coercive power and on material
gain and accumulation. This separation need not im-
pede the most effective impact of Christianity on the
forms of these organisations, while the institution of
earthly power and economy should always remain
for Christianity something purely external. Valentin
Sventsitsky’s article offers a very interesting philo-
sophical solution to the question of the attitude of
Christianity to violence. He allows violence inso-
far as it is used in the name of Christian freedom
and, with man as its object, puts him as the end and
not just as a means. A thoughtful article by Ern on
Church revival contains some deeply true thoughts
on the transformation of Christian service on the ba-
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The Basr. CBeHIIMIIKOrO BOIIPOC 0O OTHOIIEHWUN XPU-
CTMAHCTBa K HACWINIO IIOJIydaeT Upe3BbIYallHO VH-
TepecHOe B (PMIIOCOPCKOM OTHOIIEHUN paspelleHVe.
ABTOp AOITyCKaeT HacwIve, HACKOJIBKO OHO IIeJIaeTCs
BO VIMSI XPUCTMAHCKOV CBOOOIBI 7, MMesI CBOUM O0B-
eKTOM dYeJIOBeKa, CTaBUT ero B TO JKe BpeMs Kak IIeJIb,
a He Kak mpocToe cperactso. ComepKaTesIbHas CTaThs
DpHa 0 IepKOBHOM BO3POXKIEHWN 3aK/IIodaeT IiIy0o-
KO BepHBIe MBICIIV O IIpeoOpa3oBaHMI XPUCTMAHCKO-
ro OOrociTyXKeHNs Ha OCHOBaX PeIUTMO3HOIO TBOpUe-
ctBa 1 BuoxHoBeHMs. CraTbs Borpkckoro «[IpobGiema
31ma y B. CostoBbeBa» ysCHSET BaXHOE B MMPOBO33pe-
Hum CosloBbeBa TIOHSATVE MUPOBOV IyIIN. ABTOp He
yIIOBJIeTBOpsieTCs abCTpPaKTHO-(PIMIIOCOPCKIIM pellte-
HueM 1pobsiemsl 371a y CorloBbeBa M CTapaeTcs II0Ka-
3aTh, uTo 1 caM CoJIOBBEB KpoMe IIPO0JIeMBbI MIIPOBOTO
371a BoOOIIIE, T10/100HO [10CTOEBCKOMY, CTaBWMJI BOIIPOC
00 ompaBHaHMN VHOVBUAYAIBHBIX IPOSBIIEHU 371a.
Ho sTOT BOIIpOC, 10 MHEHUIO aBTOPa, He MOXET yXKe
VIMeTh pallMOHAJIBHOIO paspeleHns. VlHTepeceH 00-
pa3 HemaBHO CKOHYABIIIEToCs apXxmnMaHapuTa Ceparm-
oHa MormkmHa, HaOpocaHHBITT DJIOPEHCKNM B €T0 CTa-
The «K ImouecT BBIIITHETO 3BaHIS».

WM. JlanmrmH.
3aKOHBI MBIIIJIEHVS] ¥ POPMBI IIO3HAHM ST

ABTOp 3a/aeTcs LIeJIbI0 BBISICHUTH OTHOIIIeHNe 3a-
KOHOB MBIIIeHM (TOXeCTBa, ITPOTUBOpeUnsl M VC-
KJIIOUeHHOTO TpeThero) K dpopMaM IMO3HaHMs U, B CBOIO
ouepeslb, OTHOINIEHNE 3TVX IOCIeHNX K UyBCTBEHHO-
My comepKaHWIO onblTa. ITpercrasigror v Bce 3T
HPVHINIIEI THOCEOJIOTMYECKM pasfle/leHHble cjlarae-
MEIe 4eJIOBeYeCKOroO IIO3HAHIS, VIV BCe OHV COeIVIHe-
HBI B Hepas[OeIbHOe e[VHCTBO VI IPUCYIIN KaXXIOMY
aKTy IO3HaHMA? — BOT BOIIPOC, KOTOPBIN ABJISETCS OC-
HOBHOVI TeMOVI BCeTO Vcc/IefoBaHus. ABTOp HacTayBa-
eT Ha IocjiegHeM pemeHVy. OH pelnTeIbHO OTPULia-
€T BO3MOXKHOCTb KaK UVCTBIX OecrrpocTpaHCTBeHHBIX
OIIYIIEeHNT, TaK 1 aOCTPaKTHOTO MBIITIIEHVIs], COBEP-
IIIeHHO OCBOOOXKIEHHOI'O OT UyBCTBEHHOIO COep’Ka-
Hus. B Takom pemennu porrpoca V.V JlammvH syanT
KJII0Y K OoJlee ITpaBVJIbHOMY IIOHVMAHWMIO KPUTUIIV3-
Ma ¥ HeOoTpas3sUMBIN apI'yMeHT ITPOTMB IIOIIBITOK OITpO-
BepPrHYTbh KPUTUIIM3M Ha OCHOBaHUM IIPOTUBOPEUNTA,
CBSI3aHHBIX C IIOHSTHEM Bellly B ceOe. Bee Bo3pakeHNS
HPOTUB KPUTUIIM3Ma, OCHOBaHHbIE Ha 3aKOHE ITPOTH-

2 Ackoav0o8 C.A. [Per.:] W.Jlammme. 3aKoHBI MBIITUIEHWS
n dpopmer nosHanys. CI16. 1906 r. 327+93 crp. 1. 2 pyons //
Kawura (CIT6.). 1907. Ne 13 (1 desp.). C. 10.
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sis of religious creativity and inspiration. Volzhs-
ky’s article “V. Solovyov’s View of the Problem of
Evil” explains the concept of the world soul which
is important for Solovyov’s worldview. Not content
with Solovyov’s abstract philosophical solution of
the problem of evil, the author seeks to demonstrate
that Solovyov himself, in addition to the problem of
world evil in general, like Dostoyevsky, raised the
question about justification of individual manifesta-
tions of evil. But, the author believes, this question
defies a rational solution. In the article “In Honour
of the Highest Title” Florensky sketches an inter-
esting portrait of Archimandrite Serapion Moshkin,
who had died recently.

I. Lapshin.
The Laws of Thought and Forms of Cognition®

The author sets out to clarify the relationship
between the laws of thought (identity, contradic-
tion and the excluded middle) and forms of cogni-
tion and, in turn, the relationship of the latter to the
sensible content of experience. Are all these princi-
ples epistemologically separate parts of human cog-
nition or do they form an inseparable unity and are
inherent to every act of cognition? This is the piv-
otal question of the whole study. The author advo-
cates the latter solution. He vehemently denies the
possibility of pure non-spatial perceptions and ab-
stract thought entirely devoid of sensible content.
Ivan I. Lapshin believes this solution is the key to a
better understanding of criticism and an irrefutable
argument against attempts to deny criticism con-
nected with contradictions concerning the concept
of the thing-in-itself. All the objections to criticism
based on the law of contradiction and the sharpest
argument causing criticism, according to the law
of the excluded middle, to accept or deny the real
existence of things-in-themselves lose their power,
or so the author believes, since the laws of thought
have been proved to be inseparable from the cate-
gories of space and time and from sensible proper-
ties. The thing-in-itself as the idea of non-sensible
being is invulnerable from the viewpoint of the law
of contradiction and elusive under the law of the ex-
cluded middle because these laws cannot be applied

9 Askoldov, S.A., 1907. [Rev.:] L. Lapshin. The Laws of Thought
and Forms of Cognition. St. Petersburg 1906, 327+93 pp. Kniga,
13 (1 Feb.), p. 10.



BOpeuns, a TaKXe CaMbIl eIKUI apryMeHT, BBIHYX-
TN Y KPUTUILNM3Ma, II0 3aKOHY VICKJIIOU€HHOTO
TpeThero, Mpu3HaHMe VI OTPUIaHVe PeasIbHOTO Cy-
IIIeCTBOBAHMS Belllerl B ceOe, TepsIIoT, 110 MHEHMIO aB-
TOpa, CBOIO CWJIY, pa3 JoKa3aHa HeOTAeJIMMOCTh 3aKOo-
HOB MBIITIJIEHS OT KaTeropuil IIpoCTpaHCTBa U BpeMe-
HI ¥ 9yBCTBEHHBIX KauecTB. Bempb B cebe kax mnyes He-
4yBCTBEHHOTO OBITMS HEYsI3BMMa C TOUKM 3peHMs 3a-
KOHa IpOTMBOpeUns ¥ HeyJIOBMMa 10 3aKOHY VICKJIIO-
UEeHHOT'O TPEeThero, TakK KaK caMble 3TV 3aKOHBI K Hell
HerrpriMeHVMBL. Ho pa3 3aKOHBI MBIIIJIEHNS ABJISIOT-
€SI TIPaBOCTIOCOOHBIMM JINIIB B CBSI3VI C COflepKaHVEM
UyBCTBEHHOI'O OITBbITa, TO CHOBA TOPXKECTBYeT KPWUTH-
4JecKasl TPe3BOCTh, BO3OpaHsIoNIas IIprKacaTbCs K 3a-
IpeTHBIM IUIOIaM MeTadpusukm. Bapmarmss xpwuty-
nusma, ganHasg VIV JlanmmHelM, IIpeficTaBiisieT He-
COMHEHHBIVI MHTepec KaK 3aKJIovalomias CyIlecTBeH-
HOe JIOTIOTHeH Ve K cucteMe KaHTa, yaesmsImero 3axko-
HaM MBIIIJIEHNs] OYeHb Mayio BHuMaHus. Ho 3To mo-
TIOJTHEeHe efIBa JIVI BCe-TaKM ViMeeT KaKoe-H1Oy Ib 3Ha-
ueHMe 15 CyApObl Kputndeckon dustocodpvm. K cBs-
31 KaTeTOpuIl C cofepKaHVeM UyBCTBEHHOI'O OITBITa,
ycraHoBjleHHO yxe Kawutom, JlammmH mprbasisger
TOJIBKO JIVIITHEe 3BeHO — 3aKOHBI MbIIITeHns. Ho ripu
9TOM ITOHSITME YYBCTBEHHOI'O OITbITa OCTaJIOCh Y aBTO-
pa CTOJIb JXe HeollperleJIeHHBbIM V1 COMHUTEJIbHBIM, KaK
y Kanra. Iy Jlanminaa coxpaHmiack poKoBasi OIIio-
ka KanTa, cocrosias B 00beMHOM ypaBHEHUM TIOHS-
TV 9YBCTBEHHOTO OITBITA C KaTeropuert KadecTsa (pe-
aJIbHOCTM) 1 B IIOAUMHEHUVI 3TOMY Ke ITOHSATIIO KaTe-
ropuu cybcranuym. Kpome Toro, Hejb3s He IIOCTaBUTh
B BUHY aBTOPYy, OOHaApYXWBIIEMy B OOIIeM W3yMU-
TeJIbHYIO (PVYIIOCOCKYIO 3PYAUIINIO, IIOUTH ITOJTHOE
UrHopupoBaHue coBpeMeHHom KpuTukn Kanra. Kax
OyITO B 9TOM OTHOIIEHMV HIYero He ObUIO CIeIaHo 3a
rocslefiHee BpeMs, Kak OyJITO y4acTh KpUTHUIIM3MA 3a-
BVICWT TOJIBKO OT OCBOOOXIIEH WM Belllell B cede OT Biia-
CTU 3aKOHOB MBITIIJICHSI.
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to it. But since the laws of thought are legitimate
only in connection with the content of sensible ex-
perience critical sobriety, which prohibits touching
the forbidden fruits of metaphysics, triumphs again.
The variety of criticism provided by L.I. Lapshin is
of undoubted interest since it makes a substantial
addition to the system of Kant who paid scant at-
tention to the laws of thought. However, this addi-
tion hardly makes a difference to the fate of critical
philosophy. Lapshin adds only one extra link — the
laws of thought — to the connection of categories
to the content of sensible experience already estab-
lished by Kant. However, the author’s concept of
sensible experience remains as vague and dubious
as it is with Kant. Lapshin also makes the fateful
Kantian mistake of putting the concept of sensible
experience on a par with the category of quality (re-
ality) and subordinating the category of substance
to this concept. Besides, the author, who generally
displays impressive philosophical erudition, has to
be charged with almost totally ignoring contempo-
rary critique of Kant. It is as if nothing had recently
been done in this respect, as if the fate of criticism
depended only on liberating things-in-themselves
from the power of the laws of thought.
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AVICKYCCUS

DISCUSSION

VMMAHYWI KAHT —
PACHCT V1 KOJIOHUAJIMICT?

B.A. Yaavui!

B «onye maa 2020 e. 8 CLIA nocae 6vi36aBuieco 0oab-
ol pe3oHanc younicmba noAuyetickum 3a0epxanio2o agpo-
amepuxanya pasbepHysace KAMNAaHus npomub namamHuxol
OeAmenam, 4va penymayus, N0 MHEHUIO NPOMECTYIOUjUX,
sanamuana pacusmom. Hexomoposle nemeyxue nybauyucmeol,
BneuamaenHvle 31Ol KAMNAHUEL, NPEONPUHAAL AHANL0LUUHDLIL
nouck pacucmob cpedu HAYUOHAALHLIX MbiCAUIMeAL U HOAU-
muko6 npouaoeo. Heoxu0anHo «K0340M OmnyujeHus» okasai-
ca Kanm. Dma penauka — nonsimxa oyeHums nepchekmuby
0anHoeo Bvibopa 6 cpabreruu ¢ pYCCKUM ONbITIOM.

B Hos10pe 2018 r. mamaTHuk KanTy B KasmuanHrpa-
Tle ObUT aTaKOBaH PO30BOVI KPaCcKOV V1 0OCHITIaH JIMCTOB-
KaM¥, HasbIBaBIIMIMU prstocoda BparoM U Ipu3bIBaB-
IIVIMW CTY[I€HTOB IIPOTeCTOBaTh IIPOTUB MCIIOIb30Ba-
HWS ero MMeHM YHUBepcuTeToM. [7100apHBIe Menva
KagHO BImTanmm dororpadmm «poszosoro Kawnra». K
TOMY BpeMeHM, KOIja HOBOCTV JJOCTUIJIV OOJIbIIIelt a-
T TyOIMKY, TIaMSTHUK y>Ke BepHYyJICs B HOpMaJlb-
HBIVI BUJI, B KOTOPOM C TeX IIOp OJIaroIoJIy4HO U Ipe-
OsBaeT. Ho mesto ObUTO creaHO, M MMpoBas OOIIe-
CTBEHHOCTH eMHOYIIIHO OCy/IWIa aKT BaHzaIn3Ma B
Poccum. Poccurickast KysieTypHast 1y0OivKa TakKe BbI-
pasuia BO3MYyIlleHMe 10 OTHOIIEHWIO K 3TOM aKIINW,
Hpasja, pasde/IVBIINCG B OLIEHKAX: OfHU COWIN ee
IIpOsiBJIEHVIEM TIOYBEHHIYECKOTO CTUXVITHOTO BaHa-
JIM3Ma, JpyTvie — crelyaabHbIM IpoIlaraHICcTCKUM
MepOITPUATVIEM.

[Tporio monTopa rojga, v CUTyauus: M3MeHWIIach.
Terrepp y>ke mporpeccuBHOV OOITECTBEHHOCTBIO CUVI-
TalOTCA Te, KTO aTaKyeT IMaMATHUKM — KaK OTJIUTbIe
B OpOH3e, Tak M HalledaTaHHBIe Ha Oymare. B Amepu-
Ke IOCTpajayli He TOIBKO KOoHermepaTwel m [xed-
depcon, Ho 1 CepBaHTec, a B HEMEITKOV IIpecce CHOBa
3a3BydaJIv rosioca o ToM, 4to KanT 661 pacvcrom. Yro
cOmvpKaeT 3amaJHBIX KPUTUKOB, cMemyBarommx Kan-
Ta ¢ KoH(erepaTaMy 1 KOJIOHVAIBHBIMM MarHaTaM,
VI PYCCKMX MeTaTeJlell KpacKy, BUAAIIVIX B HeM Bpara?

Bo-miepBbIX, 3TO peceHTUMEHT, HeYyBCTBUTEIb-
HBIV K apryMeHTaM U aJIpeCOBaHHbBIV BCEMY, UTO XOTh

! Bantunickuit dperiepanbab yauepcuTet vM. V. KanTa.
236016, Poccwst, Kammamarpap, yi1. Anexcaampa Hesckoro, 7. 14.
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IMMANUEL KANT —
RACIST AND COLONIALIST?

V.A. Chaly'

A murder of an Afro-American detainee by a policeman
at the end of May 2020 caused a public outrage in the United
States, which led to a campaign against the monuments
to historical figures whose reputation, according to the
protesters, was marred by racism. Some German publicists,
impressed by the campaign, initiated an analogous search
for racists among the national thinkers and politicians of
the past. Suddenly Kant emerged as a ‘scapegoat’. This
statement is an attempt to assess such reactions from the
perspective of Russia’s experience.

In November 2018 Kant’s monument in Kalinin-
grad was attacked with pink paint and strewn with
leaflets calling Kant an enemy and urging students
to protest against the local university’s use of Kant’s
name. The global media eagerly absorbed the pho-
tos of “pink Kant'. By the time the news reached its
audience, the monument was restored to its normal
condition in which it has since safely remained, but
the deed was done and the global public unequivo-
cally condemned the act of vandalism in Russia. The
Russian public did so, too, but they differed in opin-
ion whether this was a genuine act of spontaneous
vandalism, or a special propaganda operation.

Over a year passed and the situation changed.
Now the progressive public are the attackers of the
monuments — of both those in bronze and those
printed on paper. In the USA the confederates and
Jefferson fell victims to the statue-toppling cam-
paign as did Cervantes, while in the German press
Kant is again accused of racism. What brings togeth-
er the Western critics, blending Kant with confeder-
ate generals and colonial moguls, and the Russian
paint-throwers proclaiming him an enemy?

First there is ressentiment, insensitive to ar-
guments and directed at anything that scratches
against the sore consciousness. It can seem sponta-
neous and “authentic” when expressed by a crowd

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.
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CKOJIBKO-HMOY/b 3a7leBaeT yS3BJIEHHOE CaMOCO3HAHIE.
OH MOXeT BBIITIA1eTh CLIOHTAHHBIM U «IIO[JIVHHBIM» Y
TOJIIBL B AMepIKe, CHOCSILIeV ITaMSATHUK, VUIV B 3Ha4YN-
TeJIbHOV Mepe HauTPaHHBIM y M3BECTHOIO POCCUTICKO-
TO aIMMparta, o0s3aHHOTO CBOVIM ITOJIOKEeHeM TpaHC-
JIMPOBATh CBEPXY OIpelesIeHHbIVI KOMIUIEKC 3MOIIVIV
(KanT m3BmHMIT OB aIMIMpaTbCKIT BBIIAL], KakK CITydant
MIyO/IMYHOTO HMpVIMEHEHWsS TOTo, 9YTO MOXKHO Ha3BaTb
pasymom). OriHaKO 3TO OHO ¥ TO XKe sIBJIeHe, OIICaH-
Hoe Hurimre u [lesiepoM 11 BHOBB TIOIHMIMATOIIIee TOJI0-
By. DTO BooOpakaeMas MeCTb 3a JIOJITie IIPUTEeCHEeH I,
HaCTOsIIlee YCTpaHeHVe KOTOPbIX TpeOyeT BBIIEPKKY,
GOJIBIIION PAOOTHI MBICIIV U CIIOKOVIHOVI YBEPEHHOCTY B
cBoer1 mpaBoTe. OcKBepHeHMe TaMATHMKa aHOHVIMHBI-
MM HeIOOpOXKesIaTeIIsIMU VJIV €0 CHOC SMOLIVOHAIb-
HOVI TOJIIIOVI — He pellleHVe IIpoOJIeEMBl, a CYMIITOM
ysI3BJIEHHOTO Oeccvuivis, Ipu3HaHVe COOCTBeHHOV He-
CIIOCOOHOCTM peImTh IIpobsIeMy B CyJie, CO3/1aB TaKou
CyZA, B CTy4ae HeOOXOMMMOCTIA

Bo-BTOpPBIX, 3TO HETIOCPEICTBEHHOCTD, C KOTOPOTI CO-
OrTroieHIe HBIHEIITHYIX CTaHIAPTOB U IIPVBEP)KEHHOCTh
aKTyaJIbHBIM yOeXIeHMsIM TpeOyIOTCsS OT MCTopuye-
ckmx uryp. g agmupana KaaT «1penarn cBoo po-
IVHY», B 1758 . mpUHSB poccuiicKoe MOMIIaHCTBO BMe-
CTO TOTO, YTOOBI IPM3BaTh K OPYXKWIO VIV YTV B ITOM-
TIOJIbe, U «TI0J13aJ1 Ha KOJIeHsIX, BbIMasBasi Kadeapy» B
CBOEM ITPOIIEeHN, aJIpecOBaHHOM PYCCKOV MMITepaTpu-
11e. To, 4TO JIOSITTBHOCTYM VI MIEHTUYHOCTY, KaK VI HOPMBI
mviceMa 11 popMeI BexmBocTy, B XVIII crommeTviv Opin
YCTPOeHBI Hade, He MTHTePeCHO KPUTYKY, TIOTOMY YTO
ero epOPMaTUBHBIVI PeUeBOVI AKT VIMeeT I1eJIVI VIHBIE,
HeXXeJIVI aKKypaTHBIVI TIOVCK MCTUHBL [1omoOHbIM ke
obpa3oM, XOTSI 1 ¢ MHOTO OOJIBITIEV! TIIATeIbHOCTHIO,
YCTPOEHBI BBICTYIUIEHVSI HEKOTOPBIX HBIHEITHUX KPU-
TukoB Kanra: npencrasienns XVIII B. nogronsgiorcs
TI07], COBpeMeHHBble CTaHapThl, CTaBIIIVe BO3SMOXKXHBIMU
BOOOIIIe-TO MMEHHO Or1aromaps pasBUTHIO STMX CAMBIX
IIpeJICTaBIIeHNIL. DTO CBUETEIILCTBYET JIMO0 O HEBHI-
MaHWMM K TIIATeJIPHOCTY apryMeHTaInu, JI1bo O ToM,
4TO 1leJIb HalaJo0K KPUTUKOB, KaK U BBICTYIIJIEHMS ajl-
Mupajla, — He IIOUCK MCTWHBI, a KOHCOIVAALs 1 Ha-
paBJIeHNe SHePIrUy peceHTMeHTa pajiy peas3aluin
TOVI VUIVI VIHOVI ITOJIMTVYECKOV IIPOrpaMMbl, KOTOPOV
CJIYXKUT Ta MJIV MHasl Ta3eTHasl pelaKiiysL.

g unratensd, cypsimero o Kanre He no raseram,
KaHTOBCKMV pacu3M — [ajleKo He HOBOCTb. B duisio-
codpckovt JIMTepaType 3Ta IpobiieMa obCyKaaercs fe-
CATWIIETUSAMM, VM OHA JIeVICTBUTEIbHO Cepbe3Ha, IIo-
CKOJIBKY pacu3M He SIBJIgeTcsl epudepuitHbIM TIpef-
paccyziKoM, cIydaliHO COXPaHMBIIMMCS Y BEJIUKOrO B
OCTaJIbHOM MBICJINTENIS, a OTpaXkaeT ero TeopeTude-
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toppling a monument, or mostly feigned when
adopted by a certain admiral, obliged by his posi-
tion to transmit a particular complex of emotions
from above (Kant would have excused the admi-
ral’s salvo as a private use of what could be called
reason). But this is still the same phenomenon de-
scribed by Nietzsche and Scheler and again rearing
its head. It is imaginary revenge for the long last-
ing injustice, the real elimination of which requires
much thought, endurance and calm confidence in
one’s rightness. Throwing paint at a monument or
its toppling by an emotional crowd is not a solution
to the problem, but a symptom of wounded impo-
tence, a recognition of one’s own inability to solve
the problem by taking it to court, creating one if
necessary.

Second is the unabashed immediacy with which
current standards and conventions are applied to
historical figures. To the admiral, Kant was a “trai-
tor of his motherland” because in 1758 he assumed
Russian citizenship instead of calling to arms or
starting a resistance, and he “grovelled to obtain a
chair” in his letter to the Russian empress. The fact
that the forms of loyalties and identities, as well as
the norms of writing and courtesy, were vastly dif-
ferent in the eighteenth century than they are today
did not occur to the speaker, because his perform-
ative act pursued agendas beyond accuracy and
truth. Although far more nuanced and careful, some
of the present attacks on Kant follow the same tem-
plate. The ideas of the eighteenth century are judged
by current standards which themselves were made
possible by the development of these very ideas.
This either signifies the neglect of thoroughness in
argumentation or reveals that the purpose of the
critics, just as that of the admiral, is not truth but the
consolidation and channelling of ressentiment to fuel
this or that political agenda, served by this or that
newspaper editorial.

To the readers who do not judge Kant by the
newspapers his racism is old news. It has been
discussed in the philosophical literature for decades
and does indeed present a serious challenge. For
Kant’s racism is, arguably, not a remnant peripheral
prejudice in the worldview of the otherwise brilliant
thinker, but a systematic part of his theoretical
statement regarding the natural development of
humanity. Criticising and overcoming this statement,
not least from the platform of Kant's own moral
philosophy, is an important theoretical task carrying



B.A. Yanslit

CKVe IIpeJICTaBIIeHNsl O eCTeCTBeHHOM Pa3BUTUN YeJIo-
Bedeckoro poxa. Kpurnka v mmpeoyiosieHue 3Tmx mIpes-
CTaBJIEHN, B TOM UVICJIe C TIO3UITUYI MOPAJIBHON (Pu-
socodpum camoro ke KamTa, ocTaeTcst BaKHOM Teope-
TUYeCKON 3a/Jader], VIMeloIel paKTUJecKye IocyIe-
crust. Ho aTa 3a/1aua He MIMeeT HMKAKOrO OTHOIIeHVS
K pasBopadmBalolliericss KaMIaHUWM IIPOTUB ITaMsT-
HWKOB VI He MOXeT OBITb pellleHa ¢ ee Iiomombo. Ha-
IIPOTWB, IIOAOOHBIe KAMIIAHUV 3aTPyIHSIOT IIPOrpecc,
Hpuryamnas HOCUTesIell peceHTMMeHTa «00OoraTuTh»
AVICKYCCUIO X cHelydudeckuMy MeTogaMu. MoxXHo
JOITyCTUTD ITI0JIb3Y B BlUJle HEKOTOPOIro BHMMaHM CO
CTOPOHBI XOT$ OBbI YacTM paccep’KeHHOV OOIIeCcTBeH-
HOCTM K BIEUaTJIAIONIMM pe3ysibTaTaM, KOTOphIe II0-
JIyYeHbl YYeHBIMM, KPUTUKYIOIIMMM pacUCTCKIe TeH-
mennmm y Kanra n BooOrie B I[Ipocserennm. OnHako
3Ty HOJIB3Yy HaJleKO IIPeBOCXOOWUT Bpe], HaHOCUMBIN
MPSMOJIMHEVIHBIMY ¥ YIIPOIIIEHHBIMM acCollMaliaMu
Mexxay KanToM m pacusMoM B IVlazaxX IIMPOKOM ITy-
Ok, Ecriv ogyiH 113 BeTTMaaiinmx 3armagHbIX MBICTIV-
Teslert He OoJiee YeM pacyiCT, KOTOPOMY CJIy4aioch II-
CaTh «HEIOHSITHbIe KHUIM» U O OPYIMX, HellepeHOCH-
MO CKYYHBIX ITpefiMeTax, TO YTO MOXET CIIacTy 3arlajl-
HyI0 pustocodmio?

ITomyMoO HerooBaHMs ¥ MCTOPUYECKOVI HeTloCpei-
CTBEHHOCTW, B 3aHMMaeMbIX aJIMMPaJIOM ¥ HbIHEeIITHN-
My obmmumTenaMy KaHTa mo3ummsx ecTh v KOHIIETI-
TyasibHOe popacTBo. Pycckasti dpumstocodua pasHo, 3a-
T0JITO 710 KPUTWYECKOVI TeOpWM, IIOCTKOJIOHMAJIU3Ma U
TeKOJIOHM3allUY, pasIiIsijesia KOJIOHMaIbHBIVI KOMIIO-
HEeHT 3ala/JHOro IIpocserieHns. MHorue pycckue Mbic-
JIVTEJIV BOCITPUHSJIV 3TOT KOMIIOHEHT KaK CyTh 3aIiajl-
Hom dwtocodun 1, B yacTHOCTH, prstocoprm KanTa.
3amnaHbBI pa3yM, KOJIOHU3UPYIOIIUIL PYCCKUI OBIT,
HaBA3BIBAIOIINT eMY Yy XKIyI0o (pOpMY, ITOIMeH IO
PYCCKYIO OOIITMHHOCTD I PEJIMITO3HOCTE (peabHbIe
WIM BooOpakaeMble) CaMO3aKOHHOCTBIO pallViOHaIb-
HOTo MHAVBUAYyaJIM3Ma ¥ IOpsaKaMy VHAYCTpUalb-
HOTO KanmnTasmsMa, B Poccrv ObIT MUIIIEHBIO KPUTVIKA
KaK MyHMMYM ¢ repsoit Tpetu XIX B. HanbGosnee pa-
OVKaJIbHBIe 13 CJIaBIHO(MIIOB PasIIsfesIu IJIaBHBIN
VIHCTPYMEHT 3allaJIHOVI KOJIOHM3allUM B COBpPEeMeH-
HOM PYCCKOM rocyaapcTse. Dmoxa, Hadartas Ilerpom I
VI IO CVIX ITOp He 3aKOHYMBIIAsCS, pasfesiniia PyCcCKIX
Ha 3KCIUIyaTaTOpcKoe 3alla/JHI4ecKoe MeHBIIVHCTBO,
KOMITPAJIOPCKYIO «3JIUTY», M 3KCIUTyaTUpyeMbIl Ha-
POl XXMBYIIUV OCTaTKaMW TPaJUIIMOHHOIO yKJaja.
VckyccTBeHHBIVI Oapbep MeXIy HMMV OKa3aJics efBa
JIM MEHBINM, 4eM Oapbep MeXJly pacaMmu, a 3aKpe-
IOIIIeHHOe PYCCKOe KPeCTBSHCTBO CBOVIM IIOJIOXKEeHVI-
eM MaJjlo OTJINYasIoch OT adprKaHCKMX pabos 3amana.
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practical implications. But this task has nothing to
do with the anti-monument campaign and cannot
be accomplished by its means. On the contrary,
such campaigns inhibit progress by inviting those
infected with ressentiment to ‘enrich’ the discussion
with their methods. Granted, some good can be
made from bringing at least a portion of the public’s
attention to the impressive conceptual work already
accomplished by scholars criticising racist tendencies
in Kant and the Enlightenment in general. But this is
overshadowed by the harm done by the immediate
and simplistic association of Kant with racism in
the eyes of the general public. If one of the greatest
Western thinkers is little more than a racist who also
happened to write “incomprehensible books” on
other utterly boring subjects, what can save Western
philosophy?

Ressentiment and primitivism aside, there are
conceptual similarities between the two positions that
seem especially vivid from a Russian perspective.
Russian philosophy long before critical theory,
postcolonialism and decolonization noticed the
colonial component of Western Enlightenment. To
some Russian thinkers this constituted the essence of
Western modern philosophy as such, and particularly
that of Kant. Western reason, colonising Russian
being, subjugating it to an alien form, replacing
Russian communitarianism and religiosity (whether
real or imaginary) with the autonomy of rational
individualism and the industrial capitalist order, was
the target of criticism in Russia at least since the early
nineteenth century. The mostradical of the Slavophiles
went as far as seeing the Russian modern state itself
as the chief instrument of Western colonisation. The
epoch initiated by Peter the Great, and still ongoing,
divided the Russians into a westernised minority of
the exploiters, a “comprador elite”, and the exploited
people subsisting on the shrinking remains of
traditional ways of life. The artificial barrier between
the two proved comparable to that between races, and
the position of Russian peasant serfs was not much
different from that of the African slaves of the West.
On such a view, the catch-up modernisation of Russia
was in fact double colonisation, external and internal,
and German philosophy was essentially a tool of
oppression. Kant provided not only for the Western
guns of Krupp but also for the batons of Russian
police and the shape of Russian jails. Thus, the pink
paint on Kant’s monument was not an accident but an
echo of a long standing debate.



B Takom IiepcrieKTiBe MCTOPWS JIOTOHSIOIIEN MOep-
Hysauun Poccum — 3TO MCTOPMS [IBOVIHOIO KOJIOHWI-
ajIM3Ma, BHEIIHerO ¥ BHYTpPeHHero, a HeMellKas u-
710cop1Isl BBICTYIIaeT MHCTPYMEHTOM yrHeTeHM:. KaHT
oOecrieurBaeT He TOJIBKO 3aranHble ITymky Kpyra,
HO W IIyOVHKV PYCCKOVI ITOJIUITNM, M (POPMBI PYCCKMX
TIopeM. [ToaToMy mcTopms ¢ Po3oBoVT Kpackov Ha Iia-
MaTHUKe KaHTy — He CJIy4aifHOCTB, @ OTTOJIOCOK [IaB-
HO M/YIIETO CIIopa.

BospaskeH11s Ha 3TOT B3IJIsI, MMeEIOT B Poccui cTosTb
JKe JTaBHIOI0 VICTOPWMIO M HaBepHSKa IOKaXyTCs 3Ha-
KOMBIMM. OHM VICXOHSAT M3 TOTO, YTO Y YeJloBeuecTBa
o0Irasi KocMmdeckasi cyapba, 94To OpMeHTHpaMy HaM
CJIy’KaT obIiye HOpMaTWBHBIE WAeM U YTO 3Tu ab-
CTpaKTHBIe MIIeV HATIOIHSIOTCS KOHKPEeTHBIM COmep-
JKaHVEM TOJIBKO B JXVM3HW pa3/IMIHBIX M MHOrooOpas-
HBIX pac, HApOZOB U 4eJioBevYecKmX JimaHocTert. OnHa-
KO M TIapTUKYJISPU3M BO3MOXKEH JIUIIb BMECTe C YH-
BepCcaIVi3MOM, ITOCKOJIBKY TOJIBKO Ha YHUBEPCAJIBHBIX
OCHOBaHWAX MOYKHO IIOCTPOVUTH OOV MUpP I pas-
maHoro. K TakmM OCHOBaHMSAM OTHOCATCS YHUBEP-
caJIbHasl deJioBevYecKasl pasyMHOCTb M CIIOCOOHOCTB
K cocTpagaHmio u jobsu. [la, Kant ObT HeBBICOKO-
o MHEHWMS O JI00BYM, HO 0e3ycIIoBHO ObUI prsiocodpom
pasyMa. AJIBTepHATVBOVI PasyMy SIBJIS€TCSI OOCKYpaH-
TW3M, Ubd VZIeVHasg HUIIeTa BBEIHYKIaeT ero IIpuBep-
JKEHIIeB OTHATBCSA ABYM cocTosHMAM. [lepoe — 3TO
OyHT, B KOTOPOM WCIIOJIHEHHbBIE peCeHTHMeHTa U He
VIMEIOIIIVe CBSI3HOVI MBICIIV JIIO/IVI COKPYIIIAIOT TO, YTO
He CMOIJIV IIOHSATH M HaJl YeM He CMOIJIV ITOI[HSTBCH.
Pycckas pesorronius 1917 r. m nocsieioBaBsIliast 3a Hemt
CTaJIMHCKas peaKIs CTaJIV pe3ysIbTaTaM IBVDKEHVIS
TI0 5TOMY IIyTW, VI TIOCJIEICTBYS TaKOrO BBIOOPA 0 CMX
riop ntosyieroT Haj, Poccuert. Bropoe — 310 npuaATHE U
J1ake ITPOCIIaBJIeHVe CBOEVI CKOJIb YTOIHO HEIIPUIIIS/I-
HOVI I€VICTBUTEIIBHOCTU VI CKOJIb YTOOHO IIPOTUBOpPE-
YMBOVI VI KPOBOXKa/THOVI MJIEOJIOI N, €CIIV OHa OCeHeHa
aBTOPUTETOM «CBOETO» TOCYIApCTBa, IIapTUM, STHIUe-
CKOVI TPYIIIIBI WJIVI PEITUTMO3HON ceKThL. [IpunaTHe 1
IIpOBO3IJIallleHVe ceOsl TaKMMMY, KaKyie Mbl Y>Ke eCTb, U
SIPOCTHAS KPUTWKA ITPOCBEIIeHNs 1 00pa3oBaHMs Kak
KOJIOHM3AIIMV, OCYIIeCTBJIEHMSI KJIacCOBOVI TereMo-
HUV VIV YTHEeTEHVs Hallleyl TIOJIMHHON MIeHTUIHO-
CTVI OOpeKaroT Hac Ha CAMOJOBOJILCTBO 1 JIeTPazialiyiio
B COCTOSIHMM HECOBEPIIEHHOJIETUS. DTO IIyTh, TaKXe
IPOVIIEHHBIN B PyccKomt (prstocommt 3a HECKOIIBKO fie-
CSATUIIETHV TTO3aIIPOIIIIOTO BeKa.

Pycckmil onbIT TIOKa3bIBaeT, UYTO CETOTHSAIIHYE 3a-
HagHble pafMKalibl, OTBepraromye «Praocodnio
MEPTBBIX O€JIBIX MYXXUVMH» ¥ €€ YHUBEPCaIMCTCKII
pasyM ¢ MOpaJIbHBIX, KaK MM Ka’KeTcsl, TO3MIINIL, 00-
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The objections to this view in Russia are as old
and will certainly sound familiar. They state that
humanity has a common cosmic destiny, that we
are subject to the same normative ideas and that
these universal ideas acquire being only through
the variety of particular races, nations and human
personalities. However, such particularlism has to
rely on universalism to secure the basis for a peaceful
proliferation of plurality. And this universalism is
drawn from the universality of human reason and
the capacity for compassion and love. Admittedly,
Kant was not a champion of love, but he certainly
was the champion of reason. The alternative to reason
is obscurantism, the intellectual poverty of which
forces its adherents to immerse themselves into two
states. One is the state of riot, in which resentful and
thoughtless mobs crush whatever they have failed to
understand and overcome. The Russian revolution of
1917 and the Stalinist reaction offer an example of this
path, and Russia’s present is still carrying the burden
of this historical choice. The other is the state of
acceptance and glorification of whatever negligence
one happens to possess and whatever contradictory
and bloodthirsty ideology is offered by one’s “own”
and “true” state, party, ethnic group, or religious sect.
Acceptance and glorification of whatever we already
are and vehement criticism of enlightenment and
education as attempts at colonisation or oppression of
one’s identity doom us to smugness and degradation
in self-incurred immaturity. This path was also well-
travelled in Russian philosophy throughout the
nineteenth century.

Russian experiences show that today’s Western
radicals, discarding the “philosophy of dead white
males” and its universalist reason from what they
take to be moral perspectives, foredoom themselves
to these conditions of riot and smugness. However,
the refined public causes far more surprise when it
opts for the policy of appeasement, or is overtaken by
empathy towards the protesters, or gets carried away
by what it mistakes for a fun game of statue-toppling
or takes for a career opportunity, or, conversely,
accepts the guilt and kneels in front of a mob. From an
outsider’s point of view this seems like a capitulation
to ressentiment and has nothing to do with the
elimination of evil done by racism and racists. On
the contrary, this capitulation to immaturity means
abandoning one of the very few positions from which
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pekaror cebst Ha OyHT 1 camonoBosibeTBO. Ho HacTos-
ITiee yIIMBJIEHVE BBI3BIBAIOT He OHY, a yTOHYeHHas Iy-
Orvka, OO BeIOMpalOIas IOJIUTUKY YMUPOTBOpPe-
Hus1, 1100 3axJlecThIBaeMasi SMIIaTVeVi TI0 OTHOIIIEH VIO
K IIPOTECTYIOIIMM, 100 OMmMOOYHO IIpUHMMArOIIAs
cOpaceiBaHe TTaMSATHUKOB 3a BeCeJIyIO UI'Py MIIN Ka-
PBEPHYIO BO3MOXKHOCTB, JI0O, HAa0OOPOT, ChermaeMasi
YyBCTBOM BVHBI 1 BCTAIOINAsi Ha KOJIEHU IIepeJ] TOJ-
nort. Ecjim cMOTpeTh cO CTOPOHBI, TO 3TO BBIIJISIANT
KaK KaIllUTYJISLMS Ilepell PeceHTMMEHTOM, KOTopasi
He MMeeT HUYero oOIIero ¢ Bo3MellleHVeM 3j1a, IIpu-
YVHEHHOTO pacu3MoM 1 pacuctamu. HaoGopoT, crars-
Cs B IUIEH HECOBEPIIEHHOJIETMIO O3Ha4daeT OCTaBUTh
OIIHY "3 OYeHb HEMHOI'VX ITO3MIINV, C KOTOPBIX CErofi-
HS MOXXHO YOeIWUTeIIbHO apryMeHTHpPOBaTh, 3aKOHHO
TpeboBaTh ¥ IPaKTUYECKV OCYIIECTBIISTh IIOCIIeIO0-
BaTeJIbHOE ¥ IIOJIHOe VCKOpeHeHMe pacusMa. YToObI
BCKapaOKaThbCs Ha IIeYl TaKMX IT'MraHToB, Kak KaHT,
Y YBUIIETB JaJIbllle, YeM BUIeJIV OHM, HaJl0 He HUCIIPO-
Beprarb 1x, He 0OJIMBATh MX ITaMSTHUKW KPAacKow, He
HEeHaBUJIETh MV OOrOTBOPUTD VX, HO IIBITATHCS TIOHW-
Marb, OTJaBasi JOJDKHOe VX OTKPBITVSAM U IIpeofiosie-
Basi VX 3a0JTy KIIeH VIS
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it is possible today to forcefully argue, lawfully
demand and practically organise the consistent and
thorough eradication of racism. If we wish to climb
on the shoulders of giants like Kant and see further
than they did, it makes sense not to overthrow them
or spray their monuments with bright paint, not to
detest or worship them, but try to understand them,
paying due respect to their discoveries as well as
overcoming their errors.
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VK 1(091):17
BECITOPSITOK B IIAPCTBE LIEJIEV

A.Il. Becedun

Per. Ha xH.: Korsgaard Ch.M. Fellow Creatures:
Our Obligations to the Other Animals. Oxford :
Oxford University Press, 2018. 252 p.

Kpncrmaa Kopcraapn — m3BecTHBIN viccileioBaTe b
MopasibHoV dwtocodun KanTta, cosmgaTens opuru-
HaJIBHBIX TEOPUTI B 00JIaCTV 3TUKM, prsocodpum mievi-
crBus, amaHoCTH. Ee nepy npunamtexar Kanrm «Cos-
naBad 11apcTso nerer» (Korsgaard, 1996a), «Mcrounm-
Ku1 HopMatuBHOCTI» (Korsgaard, 199606), «Koncturyn-
posanme areHTHOCTM» (Korsgaard, 2008), «Camokon-
ctutymuposanme» (Korsgaard, 2009) n peneHsnpyemas
3mleck pabota «bimskme cosmaHWMS: HaIM oOs3aTesIb-
CTBa TI0 OTHOIIEHUIO K IPYTVIM XMBOTHBIM», DTa KHU-
ra 94acTMYHO OCHOBaHa Ha TaHHEPOBCKMX JIEKIIVISAX O
JeJIoBeuecKMX IeHHOCTsIX, KoTopble Kopcraapn dmra-
n1a B 2004 r. B yausepcurere IOTsI (Korsgaard, 2004).

ComepkaHre KHUTY MOXeT OBITh BBIPa’KeHO B OfI-
HoVI ppase: «MblI IemM MUP C OIM3KMMY CO3TAaHS-
Mm» (Korsgaard, 2018, p. 3; majtee B KpyIJIBIX CKOOKax
YKasbIBaIOTCs CTPaHMIIBI 3TOro M3HaHs). ABTOp 000-
CHOBBIBaeT VI pa3ByMBaeT 3TOT Te3VC, ONMpPasiCh Ha 3TN-
ugeckue npen Kanra n Apucroress.

YcromunBoe aHIIMIICKOe BBIpakeHme fellow crea-
tures MOXkeT OBITB TlepeBefieHo Kak O.usxHue. Ho miepe-
BO, «OJIVI3KMe CO3HAHMSs» JIydllle CXBAaThIBAeT CMBICII,
BJIOKeHHBI B Hero Kopcraapy, Bep Kaxyoe 13 3THX
CJIOB VIMeeT 11151 Hee ocoboe 3HaueHMe. K ToMy e oHI
KOCBEHHO OTCBUIAIOT Hac K KaHTy — m1aBHOMY coro3-
HUKY " OpoTuBHUKY Kopcraapn. B xagectse snurpa-
da K 11ecTor rase ceoeit KHUTK (p. 97) OHa MCTIONb3Y-
eT nuTary n3 paborsl Kanra «[IpemnmonaraemMoe Hada-
JIO Y€eJI0BEYECKOVI ICTOPUIII».

Korpa on [geoBek] B IepBBIVI pa3 cKasal OBIE:
Mex, KOMOpbIM bl HOKpbima, npupoda 0asa mebe He 044
mebsl, HO 015 MeHA, — CHSUI C Hee IIKYPY U Hajiell ee Ha
cebs, — TOrZa OH IIOHSUI IIPUCYIlee eMy B CHJIy €ro
IIPVPOJIEI IIPEVMYIIIECTBO Hajl BCeMI XMBOTHBIMM, Ha
KOTOPBIX OH OTHBIHE CMOTpeJI He KaK Ha PaBHBIX eMy
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TROUBLE IN THE KINGDOM OF ENDS
A.P. Besedin'

Review: Christine M. Korsgaard, Fellow Creatures:
Our Obligations to the Other Animals. Oxford,
Oxford University Press, 2018, 252 pp.

Christine Korsgaard is a well-known specialist
on Kant’s moral philosophy and author of original
theories in the field of ethics, philosophy of action
and self. Her books include Creating the Kingdom of
Ends (Korsgaard, 1996a), The Sources of Normativity
(Korsgaard, 1996b), The Constitution of Agency (Kors-
gaard, 2008), Self-Constitution: Agency, Identity, and
Integrity (Korsgaard, 2009) and Fellow Creatures: Our
Obligations to the Other Animals, the book being re-
viewed here. The book is partially based on the Tan-
ner Lectures on Human Values which Korsgaard
delivered at the University of Utah in 2004 (Kors-
gaard, 2004).

The substance of the book can be expressed in
one phrase: “We share the world with fellow crea-
tures” (Korsgaard, 2018, p. 3; elsewhere the pages
of this publication are cited in brackets). The author
advances and develops this thesis proceeding from
the ethical ideas of Kant and Aristotle.

The English set phrase fellow creatures may be
translated into Russian in a single word: blizhniye.
But “fellow creatures” better captures the meaning
with which Korsgaard invests it because to her each
of these words carries a special meaning. Besides,
they contain an oblique reference to Kant, who is
Korsgaard’s main ally and opponent. She uses a
quotation from Kant's Conjectures on the Beginning of
Human History as the epigraph to the sixth part of
her book (p. 97):

When [the human being] first said to the sheep,
“the pelt which you wear was given to you by nature not
for your own use, but for mine’ and took it from the
sheep to wear it himself, he became aware of a pre-
rogative which [...] he enjoyed over all the animals;
and he now no longer regarded them as fellow crea-
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TBapevi, HO KaK Ha ITpejOCTaBJIeHHbIE ero BOjle Cperl-
CTBa I OPYOMs IS JOCTVDKEHVISL JIIOOBIX CBOVIX 1ieJIert
(AA 08, S.114; Kant, 1994, c. 165).

«PaBHbIe eMy TBapm» — 3T0 1 ecTb fellow creatures, B
opurunaie Mitgenossen an der Schopfung («codpaTesi 1o
TBOpeHmIo») (AA 08, S. 114; KanT 1994, c. 164). men-
HO ITPOTWB TaKOr0 OTHOIIeHMs K OJIM3KMM HaM Co3[1a-
HVSAM — OTHOIIEHNS TOJIBKO JINIIIh KaK K CPeICTBY —
BeIcTyIIaeT Kopcraapm, kak aTo sICHO 113 ee OTBeTa Ha
Borrpoc B.B. BacuiibeBa o «iaBHOM ommbke KanTa»:
«[Tomararo, 4TO OHOVI M3 Ba’KHBIX OIIVOOK, HOITyIIIeH-
HbIX KaHTOM, OBUIO TO, YTO OH HEIOCTATOYHO JTyMaJl
O HeYeJIOBEYHBIX XMBOTHHIX. ..Kak ero dummocodns
TIeVICTBUS, TaK ¥ ero (pvyIocodmsl CO3HAHMS MeIaroT
YSICHUTB MeCTO, 3aHMMaeMoe HeueJIOBeUHBIMI JKVBOT-
HbeIMI» (100 sTIOIOB 0 KanTe, 2005, c. 149)*. DTu cioBa
Obutn Harmcans! B 2004 1. VicripasiieHnIo TON Ommob-
ku1 Kanra 1 mocssiena padora 2018 T.

Kumnra Kopcraapn cocrout n3 Tpex vacreit. B nep-
BOVI "acTu «JI1omm v mpyrue XMBOTHBEIE» aBTOP 3aKJla-
ZIBIBAeT apMCTOTEIMAHCKUT (DYHAAMEHT JIJIsI CBOE Te-
opumn. Bo Bropont wactu «/Immanywt KaaT n XmuBoT-
HBle» OHa KPUTUKYeT KaHTOBCKWe IIpefICTaBJIeHUs O
MOpaJIbBHOM CTaTyce XMBOTHBIX U BBICTpaMBaeT CBOV
LIeHTpaJIbHbIVI KAHTUMaHCKUI apryMeHT. B TpeTbei ya-
ctu «IlocrencTBus» oOcyKXmaeTcs «KMBOTHAs aHTVIHO-
MWS» VI JIeJIaI0TCS ITPAaKTUYeCKie BBIBOIBL.

OcHoBHBIe MieVt KHUTY MOTYT OBITh PacKpBITHL de-
pe3 aHaiM3 HOHATNSA «OIM3KMe co3maHms». VIcTorko-
BaHVIIO IIOHSTH «CO3IaHN» IOCBAIIIEHa ITepBasi YacThb
paboter. Co3maHmss — 3TO XMBOTHBIE, BKJIIOYAs JIIO-
ment. JKuBOTHOe — «3TO OpraHM3M, KOTOPbI PyHKITH-
OHMpPYeT KakK JIesATesIb, IIPY 3TOM IIOf, AeATeJIbHOCTEIO
s IMEIO B BUJYy YUTO-TO HaIlofo0ve PyKOBOAVIMOV pe-
IIpe3eHTaIVISIMM JIOKOMOIT» (p. 22). PemrpeseHTarim
B JAaHHOM Cjly4ae — 3TO CO3HAaTeJIbHBIE COCTOSHIIS.
JKuBoTHBIE OT/IMYAIOTCS OT JIPYTVX OPraHU3MOB TeM,
YTO OHU «PEeIPe3eHTUPYIOT OKPY)KeHVEe TPV TIOMOIIN
YyBCTB U JEVICTBYIOT B CBeTe ITWX pellpe3eHTalli»
(p- 20). Bce >xxmBOTHBIe 00IaJAIOT CAMOCO3HAHWIEM, TIJIV
CaMOCTBIO, IPVYEM B OOoJIbIIIeVT VIV MeHbIIIeV CTeIIeH
(p- 32). YermoBeK HEVICTBUTEIIBHO ABJISIETCS PAIIVOHATIb-
HBIM (rational) XVBOTHBIM, HO, Kak cunTaeT Kopcraaps,
3TO He JiejlaeT ero Oojiee MOpasIbHO 3HAYMMBIM, YeM
IOpyTrve XXuBOTHEIE (p. 52). PannoHa IbHOCT B TepMU-
Hostorny Kopcraapn omimdgaeTcss OT paccyoouHocmu:
«PaccymouHoe XXMBOTHOe XapaKTepu3yeTcsl CIIOCOOHO-
CTBIO YUNTBCS Ha OIIBITE W pellaTh po0iIeMBl, Ovpa-
§Cb Ha MbIIUIeHMe. <...> PalnoHaIbHOCTE... 9TO HOP-

2 51 6rmaromapro Banyma BarepbeBnua BaciuibeBa 3a ykasaHwue
Ha 3Ty LIUTaTy.
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tures, but as means and instruments to be used at
will for the attainment of whatever ends he pleased
(MAM, AA 08, p. 114; cf. Kant, 1991, p. 225).2

Fellow creatures corresponds to Mitgenossen an
der Schépfung in the German original (ibid.). It is this
attitude to our fellow creatures as mere instruments
that Korsgaard opposes, as witnessed by her answer
to Vadim Vasilyev’s question about Kant’s “main
mistake”: “I think one important mistake Kant made
was not thinking enough about non-human animals
[...]. What I have in mind is that both his philosophy
of action and his philosophy of mind make it hard
to see where non-human animals fit in” (Vasilyev,
2005, p. 149).> This was written in 2004. The 2018
book is devoted to correcting that mistake.

Korsgaard’s book consists of three parts. In the
first part, “Human Beings and the Other Animals”,
she lays the Aristotelean foundation for her the-
ory. In the second part, “Immanuel Kant and the
Animals”, she criticises Kant’s ideas of the moral
status of animals to build her central Kantian argu-
ment. In the third part, “Consequences”, she dis-
cusses the “animal antinomy” and draws practical
conclusions.

The book’s main ideas can be revealed through
the analysis of the “fellow creatures” concept. The
first part is devoted to the interpretation of “crea-
tures.” Creatures are animals, including humans.
According to Korsgaard, “An ‘animal’ [...] is an or-
ganism that functions as an agent, where by agen-
cy I mean something like representation-governed
locomotion” (p. 22). In this case representations
are conscious states. An animal differs from oth-
er organisms in that she is “representing her envi-
ronment to herself, through her senses, and then
by acting in light of those representations” (p. 20).
All animals have self-consciousness or self, though
to varying degrees (p. 32). Man is indeed a rational
animal but, Korsgaard believes, this does not make
him more significant morally than the other animals
(p. 52). Rationality, according to Korsgaard, differs
from intelligence: “ An intelligent animal is character-

2 Korsgaard's translation of this passage differs somewhat
from Nisbeth’s English translation. She uses the word pelt in-
stead of fleece to translate the German Pelz. She explains the rea-
son in footnote 4 on p. 99 of her book.

I thank Vadim Vasilyev for drawing my attention to this
quotation.



MaTWMBHas CIIOCOOHOCTb, YKOPeHEHHasl B OllpeJiesieH-
Hom popMe camocosHaHMs» (p. 39). ViHade roBops, pa-
IVIOHAJIBHOCTb — 3TO CIIOCOOHOCTH AEVICTBOBAaTh B CO-
OTBETCTBUIL C 3aKOHAMU, JTaHHBIMM HaM CaMVUMM CO-
601t (p. 43). YIOBOJIBCTBIIE M CTpaiaHMe, II0 MHEHWIO
Kopcraapmn, — 3To dpopmbl camocosHaHmA (p. 31), mo3-
TOMY BCe 4yBCTBYIOLIMeE CYIIecTBa 00JIaaroT TOUKOM
3peHms], ¢ KOTOPOVI IM OTKPBIBAeTCSI MUP, I CAMOCTBIO
(p- 32). VM XMBOTHBIX, KOTOPBIM CBOVICTBEHHO TOJIBKO
VHCTMHKTVUBHOe caMoco3HaHMe, Kopcraapn HasbiBaeT
VHCTVHKTVBHBIM B IIPOTVBOIIOJIOXKHOCTD PallViOHaIb-
HoMYy yMy stofeii (p. 38).

IlousiTe «co3maHMsA» VIMeeT ¥ HAPYTyIO CTOPOHY:
OHO CIIeIJIeHO ¢ IoHsATHeM Orara. Kopcraapm mexomur
U3 TOTO, UTO BCAKas II€HHOCTB, MiIn Oraro, npubasa-
HA K TodKe 3peHMs. «HMYTO HEe MOXeT OBITH Ba’KHBIM
0e3 Toro, uTOOBI 3TO OBUIO BaXKHBIM JJIS KAKOIO-TO Cy-
IecTBa — desioBeKa WUIM KMBOTHOro» (p. 9). OgHaxo
Kopcraapz TyT >ke IIlepexoauT K ITOHATHIO aOCOTIOTHON
BaKHOCTV-IJISL M aOcorrtorHoro Omara-mist. «Her pe-
aJIHOVI Pa3HUIIBI MEXIy TeM, YTOObI OBITH abCOoIIOT-
HBIM, M TeM, 4TOOBI OBITH OTHOCUTEILHO KaXXIOrO...
Abcoatomnoe baazo 6.4a2a-045: aDCOIIFOTHO XOPOIIIO, XO-
POLIIO-TITIA BCeX Hac, YTOOBI KaXKoe UyBCTBYIOIIee Cy-
IIIECTBO TI0JIYYasIo TO, UTO XOPOIIO-71JIs HeTo, U 130era-
JI0 TOT'O, YTO TUIOXO-IJ1s Hero» (p. 10).

Kopcraapy, mmpoBonmuT pasjiesieHre B apuCTOTEIIV-
AHCKOM J1yXe MeXXAy (yHKIIMOHAIBHBIM 1 KOHEUHBIM
6r1arom. HeuTo xoportro B pyHKIIMOHaIBHOM CMBICTIE,
€CJIV IIPUTOHO [IJISI BBIIIOJIHEH WS KaKOV-TO (PyHKITNM
(1 HOXaA XOpoIro ObITh OcTpbIM 1 T.I1.) (p. 18), Tor-
I1a Kak «“XxoporM”’ B KOHEYHOM CMBICIIE MbI Ha3bIBa-
€M He4TO, eC/IM pacCMaTprBaeM 3TO KakK TO, YTO CTOUT
VIMETb, peasI30BbIBaTh VIV OCYIIIECTBIIATh Paiy Hero
camoro» (p. 17). CoenuHsis vmeto mpuBsizaHHOCTY Oi1a-
ra K TOYKe 3peHNs M HOHATVEe PYHKIIMOHAIBHOrO O1a-
ra, Kopcraapz mprxoauT K BBIBOZLY, UTO KOHeUHOe OJI1a-
ro cymecTByeT. PyHKIINS XKMBOrO OpraHM3Ma — IIOf-
IepXmBaTh coOcTBeHHOe PyHKIMOHMpoBaHMe (p. 20).
JKvuBoTHBIE — 3TO OpraHM3MBbI, OOJIaAOIIVe TOYKON
3peHMs], KOTOpasi II03BOJISIET VIM BOCIIPMHMMATH He-
uTo Kak Osaro wm 3i10. [Toatomy Xxoportee pyHKITN-
OHMPOBaHVE OPraHM3Ma KMBOTHOIO — 3TO KOHEYHOE
6m1aro it Hero (p. 22). MiaTepecto, uto Kopcraapn He
OIIVIpaeTcs B CBOEM OIIpelleJIeHNN XVBOTHOIO Ha Ouo-
JIOTVIO, OCTaBJISIsl MECTO /IS BOSMOXKHBIX VCKYCCTBEH-
HBIX KMBOTHBIX: «Eciit ObI MBI CO3[1QJIM MaIIHY, KO-
Topas ObUIa ObI cO3HaTEIIBHO 1 00J1a/1a1a ObI OIleHOY-
HBIM OIIBITOM, BEIIyIIVIM K TOMY, YTO OHA IIpeciiefoBa-
71a ObI cBOe PYHKITMOHAJIBHOE 0J1aro, TO, COrJIacCHO MO-
eMy OIIpefieIIeHII0, OHa ObUIa ObI XMBOTHBIM 1 y Hee
ObUT0 OBl KOHEYHOE Oy1aro» (p. 24).

101

A.P. Besedin

ized by his ability to learn from his experiences and
to solve problems by taking thought. [...] Rational-
ity [...] is a normative power grounded in a certain
form of self-consciousness” (p. 39). In other words,
rationality is the ability to act in compliance with
the laws we lay down for ourselves (p. 43). Pleasure
and suffering, in Korsgaard’s opinion, are forms of
self-consciousness (p. 31), therefore all sentient crea-
tures have a point of view from which they look at
the world and possess self (p. 32). Korsgaard con-
siders the mind of animals to be instinctive self-con-
sciousness as opposed to the rational mind of
humans (p. 38).

There is also another side to the concept of
“creature” that is linked to the concept of good.
Korsgaard believes that every value or good is teth-
ered to a point of view. “Nothing can be important
without being important to someone — to some
creature, some person or animal. [...] the creatures
themselves do not stand in some absolute rank or-
dering of importance” (p. 9). However, Korsgaard
immediately passes on to the concept of absolute
importance-to and absolute goodness-for. “There’s
no real difference between being absolute, and be-
ing relative to everyone [...]. The Absolute Goodness
of Goodness-For: 1t is absolutely good, good-for us all,
that every sentient creature get the things that are
good-for her, and avoid the things that are bad-for
her” (p. 10).

Korsgaard draws an Aristotelean distinction be-
tween functional and final good. Something is good
in the functional sense if it is suitable for the per-
formance of some function (it is good for a knife to
be sharp, etc.) (p. 18), whereas “We call something
‘good’ in the final sense when we consider it worth
having, realizing, or bringing about for its own
sake” (p. 17). By conjoining the idea of good being
tethered to a point of view and the concept of final
good Korsgaard arrives at the conclusion that final
good exists. The function of the living organism is
to maintain its own functioning (p. 20). Animals are
organisms that have a point of view which enables
them to perceive something as good or evil. There-
fore proper functioning of the animal’s organism
is the final good for it (p. 22). Interestingly, Kors-
gaard’s definition of animal is not anchored in biol-
ogy, thus leaving room for various artificial animals:
“If we invented a machine that was conscious and
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PesroMmpoBaTh 3Ty 4acTh KHUTY MOYKHO TaKM BbI-
BomoM: «Co3maHme — 3T0 cyOcTaHIINS, KOTOpast Heoo-
xoamMo 3aboTuTcs o cebe, TIpMpoma KOTOpOr — Iie-
HUTB ce0s» (p. 137).

Bropyio — KaHTMaHCKYIO — 4YacTb pabOTBI MOXKHO
paccMaTpmBaTh KaK VICTOJIKOBAHVE ITOHSTS OJIVI3KOTO.
DTOT TepMMH yKa3blBaeT Ha TO, B KAKOM OTHOITIEHU
MBI HaxXOOMMCs (stand) pyT K IPyTY, ¥ 9TO OTHOIIIEHe
MOpaJIbHOE, TO eCTh OTHOIIIeHNe K CyIIiecTBaM, odJaga-
IOIIMM MOpPaJIBHBIM cTaTycoM (p. 96). OHO mpenriona-
raet Hajm4ane oOs3aTesTbeTB. [IposcHs TIOHSITIIE MO-
pasibHOrO craTtyca, Kopcraapn ananmsupyet apeymenim
noepanuunsix cayuaed: «Kaxoe ObI CBOVICTBO MBI HU BbI-
Opar B KadecTBe OCHOBaHWS MOPAJIBHOTO CTaTyca,
HaVJIeTCs TaKOW YeJIOBEeK, KOTOPOMY OHO He IIPUCY-
IIle, VIV KMBOTHOE JIPYTOro Bujla, KOTOpoe MM obia-
maeT» (p. 79). DTOT T0OBOZ MOXKHO VCIIOIB30BATh U IIJIS
3aIIMTHl MOPaJIBHOTO CTaTyca XMBOTHBIX. Ho B city-
4gae Kopcraapm aToT [H0BO, 4BIIseTCsI CKOpee yIpo30vi
ee TIONBITKe YHMBepCaIM3alui 3TUKN. [ericTBuTeb-
HO, eI 0J1aro VI 3710 MOXKET OBITH TOJIBKO ITPWBS-
3aHHBIM K TOYKe 3peHMs CO3HAIOIIero CyIectsa, TO
MOPaJIBHBINI CTATyC YesloBeKa, CKa’keM, HaXOHAIIero-
csl B KOMe, BbI3bIBaeT comHeHMs. Otser Kopcraapn Ta-
KOB: MOPaJIbHBIVI CTaTyC OTHOCUTCS K KM3HVI CO3TaHs
B 11eJIOM, 3TO aTeMIIopaIbHOe oHsATHe (p. 86). DTO 1I0-
JIOKEHVE BeIeT K KBa3UTeJIeOJIOrMUeCKOMY yTBepXk-
nenmro: «Co3aHme, KOTOpoe ObUIO CKOHCTPYWPOBAHO
17151 PYHKITMOHMPOBAHMS OTYACTM TPV ITOMOIIM pac-
CYXX[IeHMsI, HO KOTOpoe ellle pa3BMBaeTCs VI IIepe-
HeCJIO TIOBPEeXKAeH IS, BCe JKe SBJISeTCs PaIlIOHaTBHBIM
cosmaHmeM» (p. 85). KOHCTpyKTOpOM B TaHHOM CiTydae
BBICTYIIAET, pasyMeeTcs, 3Borroums (p. 83).

Harnee Kopcraapn mepexoquT K KpUTHKe KaHTOB-
CKOTO IIPEJICTaBJIEHNMSI O MOpasJIbHOM CTaTyce XMBOT-
HBIX, KOTOpOe COCTOUT B TOM, YTO y Hac MOTYT OBITBH
TOJIBKO HeIIpsMBble 00sI3aTeIIbCTBA Ieper] KMBOTHBIMIL.
OHa apryMeHTVPOBaHHO U C VCIIOIb30BaHVIEM TIpVIMe-
POB IOKa3bIBaeT BHYTPEHHIOI MPOTUBOPEUNBOCTD Ta-
KOT0 OTHOIIEHMS K XMBOTHBIM: «Kak ecim Obr Kant
HpU3bIBaJI HAC JIFOOMTE XMBOTHBIX IIO-HACTOSIIEMY U
VICKpeHHe, Oy/ITO JIIOfevi, HO IIPV 3TOM yTBep>Kaal Obl,
YTO MBI JIVIIIIb IIPUTBOPSIEMCS, YTO OHM JTFofm» (p. 105).

Hpyras npobriemMa ¢ MOpasIbHBIM CTaTYCOM >KVMBOT-
HBIX COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OHU He IIPOXOOAT uepes TaK
HasbIBaeMBbIlI MOPaJIbHBIN PrIsTp. «Peaxims Ha Apy-
TOro 4gesyiopeKa JIMOO HaIlpaBjieHa Ha MOpPa/IbHBIN Xa-
pakTep €ro MOTWIBOB WM IEVICTBUVI, mbo, 1o Kparn-
Hell Mepe, oIpefiejieHa 1 orpaHudeHa vmm» (p. 107).
YcrenHoe mpoxoxaeHue depe3 PWIIBTP, KaK IIpef-
CTaBJISIETCS], HEOOXOIVIMO JIJIsi MOPaJIBHOIO CTaryca. B

had valenced experiences that guided her to pursue
her own functional good, then she would be an an-
imal, by my definition, and she would have a final
good” (p. 24).

This part of the book can be summed up as fol-
lows: “A creature is a substance that necessarily
cares about itself, a substance whose nature it is to
value itself” (p. 137).

The second (Kantian) part of the work can be
seen as an interpretation of the concept of fellow
(creature). This term refers to how we stand with
regard to each other, since it is a moral attitude to-
wards creatures that have a moral standing (p. 96). It
implies the existence of obligations. Elaborating the
concept of moral standing, Korsgaard analyses the
Argument from Marginal Cases: “Whatever proper-
ty we choose as the ground of moral standing, there
will be some human being who lacks it, or some
other kind of animal who has it” (p. 79). This argu-
ment can be used to protect the moral status of an-
imals. However, in Korsgaard’s case it is more of a
threat to her attempt to universalise ethics. Indeed,
if good or evil can only be tethered to the stand-
point of a sentient creature then the moral status of
a person in a coma is open to question. Korsgaard
answers that the moral status refers to the life of
the creature as a whole, it is an atemporal concept
(p. 86). This leads to a quasi-teleological conclusion:
“A creature who is constructed to function in part
by reasoning but who is still developing or has been
damaged is still a rational creature” (p. 85). The
constructor, of course, is evolution (p. 83).

Korsgaard then proceeds to criticise the Kant-
ian idea of the moral status of animals, which is that
we can only have indirect duties towards animals.
She builds a well-argued case, illustrated by exam-
ples, to show the contradictory nature of this atti-
tude to animals: “It is as if Kant were inviting us to
love animals quite wholeheartedly and genuinely,
just as if they were people, while at the same time
telling us that we are just pretending they are peo-
ple” (p. 105).

Another problem with animals is that they do
not pass through the “moral filter”. “Response to
another person is either directed to the moral char-
acter of his motives and actions, or at least con-
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orBeT Ha 3T0 Kopcraaps Bo3paxkaeT, 4TO MOpaIbHBIN
CTaTyc MOXeT OBITH IIPaBOM Ha OIIpefieJIeHHOe OTHO-
mreHvie (p. 109—111). ITpoxoxmeHne yepe3 MOpaIbHBIN
drIIETp HEOOXOIVIMO I 3aCJIy)KEHHOCTH B CVJIBHOM
cmpicie. HekTo «3acityXmBaeT o0palieHs B CVIBHOM
CMPBICJIe — 3HAYWT, OH JI0JDKEH IIOJIyYNTh Takoe obpa-
meHve (I ObITh HOOBEPTHYT TaKOMY OOpallleHMIo),
IIOTOMY YTO OH B HEKOTOPOM BaKHOM CMBICJIe IIOCTY-
MJT XOpoITo vu wioxo» (p. 109). B To sxe BpeMs ecTb
M CJ1abbIvi CMBICIT 3acTy keHHOCTH: «Hekro “3acirysxu-
BaeT” 9ero-To, IIPOCTO eCJIN 3TO MPaBIJIBHO M 1o00a-
1o11le, UTOOBI OH 3TO0 oIy unyD» (p. 110). DToT cMBICH 3a-
CITy>KeHHOCTV IIPVIMEHVIM U K KVIBOTHBIM.

IleperimeM K pacCMOTPEHMUIO IIEHTPaIbHOIO apry-
meHTa Kopcraapn. Crienyst Kanrty, ona npusHaéT, 4To
HEKTO, YTOOBI IMEeTh MOPaJIbHBIVI CTaTYC, JJOJDKEH II0fI-
TazaTh Iof, AeVICTBYIe MOpasIbHOTO 3aKoHa. CorracHo
KaHTy, TakoBBI TOJIBKO palliOHAJIbHBEIE CYIIleCTBa —
aBTOHOMHBIE JITIHOCTVI, KOTOPBIe CaMVl SIBJISIOTCS 3a-
KoHoparessimu. Ho Kopcraapn, yrsepkiiaeT, 4To Mo-
PaJIBHBIVI 3aKOH MOXXET IIPeAIVCEIBATh 00s3aTeIbCTBa
B [IBOSIKOM CMBICIIE: «Y BaCc MOXeT ObITh 00s3aTeIbCTBO
riepey1, KeM-TO B TOM CMBICJIe, YTO 3TOT KTO-TO SBJISETCS
IIPU3HAHHOV VHCTAHIIVIEVI, CO3/IAIOIIIeV! [IJIs1 Bac 3aKOH,
VIV y Bac MOXKET OBITh 00s3aTeIIbCTBO Meper] KeM-TO B
TOM CMBICTIe, UTO 3aKOH CBOVIM COfIep’KaHeM JaeT eMy
IIpaBO IIPEIBSIBIISITE K BaM OIlpelle/leHHbIe TpeboBa-
Hus> (p. 125). VicTrouHmKaMy 3aKOHa MOT'YT OBITH TOJIb-
KO paIioHasIbHBIe CYIIecTBa, HO caM MOPasIbHBIN 3a-
KOH MOXET PacIIpOCTPaHsThCS ¥ Ha IPYTVX CYIIecTB.
Torma moceqHMe TakXe CTAHOBSTCS LIEJISAMU CAMVIMU
110 cebe, uileHamM 1apcTBa 1esten (p. 131).

Csoe rmaBHOe paccyxieHne Kopcraapy oI Toxm-
BaeT Tak:

Kak paimoHa/IbHBIM CyIIecTBaM HaM HY>XHO 000-
CHOBBIBATh CBOVI JIEVICTBSI, TO €CTh IIPeIIonaraTe Ha-
JIM4re y HUMX OCHOBaHWUIL. DTO TpeOyeT OT Hac TOTO,
9TOOBI MBI CUMTAITV KaKe-TO I1eITH 3aCI Ty KMBaFOIITVIMU
IOCTVDKeHMsI, abcorroTHO xoporrmmMu. He nmvest meta-
dusMIecKMX 03apeHniT OTHOCWUTETHHO BHYTPEHHVIX
LIEHHOCTEVI, MBI BBIHY KII€HBI ITPU3HABATh, YTO HEKOTO-
Ppble Bellyt oIpefeIeHHO IUIOXM-IUIS VIV XOPOIIV-IJIL
Hac. Takum 06pa3som, 3To HauasTbHas TOUKa, C KOTOPOVI
MBI BBICTpaVBaeM Hallly CHCTeMY LIEHHOCTEVI: MbI IIPU-
3HaéM HEKOTOpPBIe BeIl abCOITFOTHO XOPOIIVIMY VIV
IUIOXVIMU VI, TIOCTYTIasl TaK, MBI CIMTaeM ceOsl 11eJIsIMm
cammmm TIo ceGe. Ho MBI He eTMHCTBeHHBIe CyIIIeCTBa,
IUTSL KOTOPBIX BeIM MOTYT OBITh TUTOXVIMU VTV XOPO-
LIMMI; ApyIve >KMBOTHBIE He OT/INYAIOTCSI OT Hac B
3TOM OTHOIIIeHNN. [103TOMY MBI He MOXKeM He CUUTaTh
IPYTMX JKMBOTHBIX LIEJISIMV caMyMM 110 cebe (p. 145).
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strained and limited by them” (p. 107). Successful
passing through the filter seems to be a pre-con-
dition for the moral status. Korsgaard responds
that moral status can be the right to a certain kind
of treatment (pp. 109-111). It is necessary to pass
through the moral filter in order to deserve a cer-
tain kind of treatment. If someone “deserves to
be treated a certain way [...] he ought to be given
(or subjected to) that treatment because he has be-
haved well or badly in some way that is relevant”
(p- 109). However, “someone is said to ‘deserve’
something simply if it is right and proper that he
should have it” (p. 110). Animals belong in the lat-
ter category.

Let us now consider Korsgaard’s central argu-
ment. Following Kant, she admits that to have mor-
al status someone must be amenable to the moral
law. According to Kant, this can only apply to ra-
tional creatures, autonomous individuals who
are law-makers themselves. Korsgaard, however,
maintains that the moral law can prescribe obliga-
tions in two senses: “You can owe a duty to some-
one in the sense that he is the recognized authority
who made the law for you, or you can owe a duty
to someone in the sense that the law by its content
gives him a right, which enables him to make a
claim on you” (p. 125). Only rational creatures can
be the sources of the law, but the moral law itself
can apply to other creatures. The latter then be-
come ends in themselves, members of the kingdom
of ends (p. 131).

Korsgaard thus sums up her main argument:

As rational beings, we need to justify our actions,
to think there are reasons for them. That requires us
to suppose that some ends are worth pursuing, are
absolutely good. Without metaphysical insight into
a realm of intrinsic values, all we have to go on is
that some things are certainly good-for or bad-for us.
That then is the starting point from which we build
up our system of values — we take those things to
be good or bad absolutely — and in doing that we
are taking ourselves to be ends in ourselves. But we
are not the only beings for whom things can be good
or bad; the other animals are no different from us in
that respect. So we are committed to regarding all
animals as ends in themselves (p. 145).



ATl Becenun

Mgl ycTaHaB/IMBaeM 3aKOH KakK palliOHaJIbHbIe CY-
IT[ecTBa, HO MOZIIajaeM TI07], ero JIeVICTBYIe TIOTOMY, UTO
U151 Hac eCTh HeuTO Xopollee 11 HeuTo Iyioxoe. IToaro-
My ¥ IpyT¥e CyIIecTBa, 1JIs1 KOTOPbIX eCTh 3TO pasJiy-
4ute, TOfIIa/IaioT IO/, MOPasIbHEIV 3aKOH. OTHOCKUTHCS
K IPyT¥M Kak K LIeJIsIM caMVM IT0 ceOe 3HaUMT «OTHO-
CUTBCS K HUM B COOTBETCTBIM C MX Oy1arom» (p. 220).

OTKpbIBast XMBOTHBIM [IBEpPU B LIaPCTBO LieJiel], Mbl
CTaJIKVBAEMCsl C HECKOJIbKVIMM HeIIPUsTHBIMM ITOCIIefI-
CTBUSIMI. BO-TIepBBIX, XXMBOTHBIE CTAHOBATCS «T PakKia-
HaMM BTOPOTO COpPTa», Belb MICTOYHMKAMV MOpPaJIbHO-
O 3aKOHA OCTAIOTCH PallMoOHaJIbHbIe CyIiecTBa. Bo-BTo-
PBIX, XKMBOTHBIE He MOT'YT IeVICTBOBATh B COOTBETCTBUM
¢ MopaJsIbHBIM 3aKoHOM (p. 150). B-TpeTbunx, «korga Ml
HpuryaiaeM XUBOTHBIX B LAPCTBO Iiejiel], Hazex/a
criesaTh MVIP XOPOIIVIM IS Beex ncuesaet» (p. 154). Ilo
nosozy 3Tmx 3aTpynHenut Kopcraapy nmiet: «To 00-
CTOSITEIIBCTBO, UTO JKMBOTHBIE IIPVBHOCIT OeCIIopsiioK
B LIAPCTBO 1ieJiefl, He SIBJISeTC OCHOBaHMEeM JIJIS VX VC-
KJIIOUeHMsI U3 Hero, eCJInt OHM, KakK sl C4UTalo, K HeMy
yxxe mpuHaziexat» (p. 153). To ects 31n1 3aTpynHeHMS
He CHMMAIOT C Hac KaK pallyoHaJ/IbHbIX CyIecTs 0bs3a-
TeJIbCTB Tepe]] JKMBOTHBIMIAL

TpeTrs yacTb KHUT'M COOEePXXUT HeKOTOPbIe BHIBOMbI
13 Teopuy, paspaboTarHoi Kopcraapy, B IIepBbIX [BYX.
B maparpade 10.3.2 aBTOp pOopMyIMpPYeT «KUBOTHYIO
AHTVHOMUIO»:

1. MbI 00s13aHBI CeIaTh BCeX »KMBOTHBIX OMalll-
HVIMV, IIOCKOJIBKY MBI He MOXKEM 3aIllUTUTh AKX K-
BOTHBIX OT €CTeCTBEHHBIX 30J1.

2. MBI 00s13aHbBI cIe/IaTh BCeX XXMBOTHBIX OVIKVIMU,
IIOCKOJIBKY MBI CaMVI He MOKeM M30eXXaTb IpUUMHe-
HIA 3/1a JOMAIITHNM XVBOTHBIM (p. 181).

Ilox omoMaItHMBaHVEM B JAHHOM CJIydae MMeeT-
Cs1 B BUIY IIpMBeIeHNe XVBOTHBIX B COCTOSIHVIE 3aBU-
CUIMOCTM OT 4eJIoBeKa, KOTOpBIVI OyHeT KOHTPOJIIPO-
BaTh MX pa3sMHOXXEHVe, INTaHVe 1, BO3MOXHO, BIIVSTD
Ha X TeHeTMKY. Te3uc B 9TOVI aHTMHOMWM OTCTauBa-
et /Ixedp Maxmaxan. Kopcraapn HaselBaeT ero Imosm-
LIMIO «3TVIKOVI TBOPEHNsI», TaK KaK YeJIOBEK B TOM CIIy-
yae yacTMYHO OepeT Ha cebs poinb bora (p. 182—183).
ITpoTMBOIOIOXHYIO TOUKY 3peHms (aHTUTEe3NC) OHa
VIMEHYeT «abOJIMIIVIOHM3MOM», K CTOPOHHMKAaM KO-
TOPOrO IPUHAJIEXAT, HAIPUMep, WIeHbl OpraHmusa-
umn «JIronm 3a aTM4YHOe oOpalleHVe ¢ KMBOTHBIMID
(PETA) (p. 178 —-179).

Uro0bl  paspemnTh <«KUBOTHYIO aHTVHOMIIO,
Kopcraapn oOpartmaeTcss K BOIPOCY O LIeHHOCTM Ovio-
JIOTMYeCcKX BUIOB. TpymgHOCTE C OmosormdecKuMm
BUAMV COCTOUT B TOM, YTO O71aro u 3710, IO ee MHe-
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We make the law as rational creatures, but we
are amenable to it because there is something good-
for us and bad-for us. This means that the moral law
applies also to other creatures for whom this differ-
ence exists. To treat others as ends in themselves
means to “treat them in ways that are compatible
with their good” (p. 220).

Letting animals into the Kingdom of Ends, we
encounter several unpleasant consequences. First,
animals become “second-rate citizens” because the
sources of moral law become rational creatures.
Second, animals cannot act under the moral law
(p- 150). Third, “once we invite the animals into the
Kingdom of Ends, that hope of making the world
good for everyone is gone” (p. 154). Korsgaard re-
sponds: “But the fact that animals cause trouble in
the Kingdom of Ends is no reason to lock them out
if they otherwise belong there, as I believe they do”
(p- 153). In other words, these problems do not re-
lieve us of our duty to animals.

The third part of the book sets forth some con-
clusions from the theory Korsgaard develops in the
first two parts. She formulates the “animal antino-
my” in paragraph 10.3.2:

1) It is our duty to make all animals domestic,
since we cannot protect wild animals from natural
evils.

2) It is our duty to make all animals wild, since
we cannot avoid wronging domestic animals our-
selves (p. 181).

In this case, domestication means making an-
imals dependent on man who will control their
procreation, nutrition and perhaps influence their
genetics. Jeff McMahan advocates the antinomy the-
sis. Korsgaard calls his position the “ethics of cre-
ation” because man in a way assumes the role of
God (pp. 182—183). She describes the opposite view
(antithesis) as “abolitionism” which is promoted, for
example, by members of People for Ethical Treat-
ment of Animals (PETA) (pp. 178-179).

To resolve the “animal antinomy” Korsgaard
brings in the question of the value of biological spe-
cies. The problem with biological species is that
good and evil, in her opinion, are linked with indi-
vidual creatures who have moral status. Korsgaard
then introduces the concept of normatively significant



HWIO, IIPMBsI3aHbl K OTAEJIbHBIM CO3JaHMAM — HOCU-
TeJIsIM MopaJsibHoro craryca. ITostomy Kopcraaps Bso-
IUT B CBOIO TEOPWIO IIOHSATME HOPMAMUBHO 3HAUUMOI
epynnet (p. 190), cBsi3aHHOE ¢ HOHATVMEM 10 cyujecmby
coBmecmuo ucnoavsyemozo 6aaea (p. 206) (mprumep —
OericOosIbHas IUIOIIA/IKA, KOTOPAsi MOXET WCIIOIb30-
BaThCS TOJIBKO COBMECTHO). brlaro Takoro Tuia sBjIseT-
cs1 Gr1aroM IS TPYIIIBL, ¥ TOTa IPyIia OKas3bIBaeTCs
HOPMaTVBHO 3HauMMOVL. [jIs HOIyJIAIni JXMBOTHBIX
TaKXXe CYIeCTBYIOT COBMECTHO WCIIOJIb3yeMble Ojlara
(HamrprMep, MecTa OOMTaHMS), TO3TOMY OHV CTAaHOBSAT-
€Sl HOPMAaTMBHO 3HaYMMbIMU TpyTiriaMu (p. 208).
Hpyron Borpoc Kopcraaps 3BydmnT HeOXWIaHHO:
«He porpxHbl 11 BIMepeTh jrroan?» OTBeT Ha Hero Ia-
pamokcasieH: «f gyMaro, 9To y Hac eCThb CBOEro pora
IIpaBO IIBITAThCsL 00ECTIeUNTH [I0JIroe Oy TyIIiee I Ha-
mero Buya. Ho coryracHo KaHTMaHCKOMY ITOAXOMY, KO-
TOPBIN S 3aIlIMINA0, STOrO IIpaBa MBI MOXKEM JIMIINTE-
csl — MBI MOKEM He 3aCJIyXUTb €ro, — eCJIV IPOHoIl-
KVIM JKeCTOKO 00paIliaThCs C OTIeJIbHBIMM JKMBOTHBIMM
1 coolIIiecTBaMI JKMBOTHBIX, C KOTOPBIMI MBI JIeJIVIM
3TOT MUp» (p. 214). OnHAaKO yTBEpXKIeHMe, YTO pallyio-
HaJIbHOE CyIIIeCTBO — IIeJIb caMa 10 cebe — MOXKeT JIV-
IINTHCS IIpaBa Ha CyllleCcTBOBaHMe, IJIOXO COIJIacyeTcs
C KaHTMaHCKMM TIOJIXOIOM B 3TVKe, B3SITBIM JaXke B ca-
MOM IIMPOKOM cMbIcsIe. Bosmoxxno, Kopcraapy vicrions-
3yeT 3Ty HEOIHO3HAYHYIO (ppasy JIVIIb I TOrO, YTO-
OBI IIpVIBIIeYb BHMMAaHVe YiTaTelIsd K HelIPaBIIbHOCTI
MHOTI'MX JEeVICTBU JIXO[eVl B OTHOIIIEHU W JKMBOTHBIX.
Kak e paspemaercd «KMBOTHas aHTUHOMUSI»?
Kopcraapn oTBepraeT v Te3uc, M aHTUTE3NC, IIperyIarast
MPOCTO B KaXkJIOV KOHKPEeTHOV CUTyalyi OTHOCUTLCS
K XKMBOTHOMY KaK K I1eJI/ caMo1 1o ceOe, TO eCThb BCer-
Ila «AyMaThb O “meTasIsix, KOTOpble OTIMYIAIOTCS OT CITy-
yas K cryda”®» (p. 220). Tak, ynorpebsieHne XUBOT-
HBIX B IIVIITY VUJIM VICIIONIb30BaHMe I1JIs MeIVIIMHCKIX
9KCIIePVIMEHTOB HEeCOBMECTVMO C MX MOpPaJIbHBIM CTa-
TycoM. B To e Bpems paboTa XVMBOTHBIX B BOOPY>KeH-
HBIX CMJIaX VUIM VIX WCIIOJIb30BaHNe B KauecTBe KOM-
[IaHBOHOB OITYCTVIMO IIPV COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM 0Opa-
meHVN. B 1esioM pelrieHvie IOMUMHAETCS IPUHITAILY
«OTHOCUTBCS K XVBOTHBIM B COOTBETCTBUM C MX OJIa-
rom» (p. 220). Kak MBI BUIVMM, TEpMUH «aHTVMHOMMS»
ucnonb3yeTcss Kopcraaps sIBHO He B CTPOrOM CMBICTIE:
MBI He CTaJIKMBaeMCs 371eCh C IIPOTMBOpeUNeM, Te3VIC
7 aHTWUTE3MC KOTOPOro B PaBHOV Mepe moKasyemsl. V1
HMKaKas HaCTOsIIasi aHTMHOMIS He MOXeT ObITh pas-

* Kopcraaps, mcnosib3yeT 3iech parMeHT M3 cTaTtb Toma

Perara, KOTOpPBIVI CYUMTAeT, YTO OTHOIIEHME K >XMBOTHBIM
crremryeT m3MeHUTH B 1iesioM (Regan, 1985, p. 13), Torma Kak mrs
Kopcraapy, BaXHBI IMEHHO J1€TaIN.
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group (p. 190) connected with the concept of essen-
tially shared good (p. 206) (an example is a baseball
field that can be used only jointly). This kind of
good is good for a group and then the group be-
comes normatively significant. Animal populations
also have jointly used goods (for example, their
habitats), so they become normatively significant
groups (p. 208).

Another question Korsgaard asks may sound
surprising: “Should humans go extinct?” Her an-
swer is paradoxical: “I think we have a sort of right
to try to secure the long-term future of our species.
But on the Kantian view I advocate, it is the kind of
right we can forfeit — we can fail to deserve it —
if we continue to abuse the individual animals and
the animal communities with whom we share the
world” (p. 214). However, the claim that a rational
creature — an end in itself — may forfeit the right to
exist is not compatible with the Kantian approach to
ethics, not even in its broadest sense. It may be that
Korsgaard uses this ambiguous phrase to draw the
reader’s attention to the wrongness of many human
actions with regard to animals.

How, then, is the “animal antinomy” resolved?
Korsgaard rejects both the thesis and the antithe-
sis, suggesting that in each concrete situation it is
necessary to see the animal as an end in itself, i.e.
always “to think about ‘the details that vary from
case to case’” (p. 220).* Thus, using animals for
food or for medical experiments is incompatible
with their moral status. At the same time, the work
of animals in the armed forces or their uses as com-
panions is admissible, given proper treatment. On
the whole the decision should follow the princi-
ple “treat them in ways that are compatible with
their good” (p. 220). It will readily be seen that
Korsgaard uses the term “antinomy” loosely; we
are not dealing with a contradiction in which the
thesis and antithesis are equally provable. And no
real antinomy can be resolved by sifting through
cases. Rather, we are looking at opposite opinions
bolstered by probable arguments. That said, Kors-
gaard’s solution appears to be more “humane”

* Here Korsgaard uses a fragment from Tom Regan’s article in
which he argues that the attitude to animals as a whole should
be changed (Regan, 1985, p. 13), whereas for Korsgaard it is the
details that matter.
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peltreHa riepebopoM cirydaeB. CKopee, MBI IMeeM 3/1eCh
JeJI0 C IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIMI MHEHWSIMM, IO KperIeH-
HBIMV BEepOSITHBIMM JI0BOflaMI. B To ke Bpemsi perite-
Hue Kopcraapy mipesicrasrigeTcs 0osiee «4eIoBedHbBIM»,
ueM paJViKasIbHbIV aOOIMIIVIOHM3M ¥ 3TUKA TBOPEHMSL.
«PopMmpoBaHVe OTHOIIEHUTI C KMBOTHBIMM, — IIV-
IIIeT OHa B KOHIIe KHUTM, — paboTa ¢ HMUMM, IIOIBIT-
KV TIOHATB, KaK OHM IyMaloT ¥ UYTO OHV YyBCTBYIOT, —
3TO YacTh crenydudecKy dejiopedeckoro Oiara. Kom-
ITaHMs XVBOTHBIX XOPOIIIa 11 Hac» (p. 237).

VI37105k1B OCHOBHOE coflepKaHe KHUTY, 5 XOTeJI ObI
MPUBECTV OTHO Bo3pakeHMe. 3aKoHoraTesleM B Ilap-
CTBe IleJleVl BLICTYIIaeT pa3yMHOe CYIIeCTBO, OJHaKo,
ycTaHaBJIMBas 3aKOH, OHO paccMaTrpuBaeT cebst He Kak
pasyMHoOe, a Kak uyBcTByloilee. CHavana Kopcraapy,
TOBOPUT O CTpafZaHMM M YHAOBOJIBCTBUM JIVIIL KaK O
dpopmMax caMOCO3HaHWMSI, HO B IEBSATOV IJIaBe yTBepXKIa-
€T, YTO OHM CYIIIeCTBEHHBI IJI CO3HAH B IIPUHIINIIE,
IOTOMY YTO YAOBOJIbCTBUE U CTpajaHue — 3TO OLeH-
KV, BCTPOEHHBIE B CO3HATEIbHYIO XKV3Hb BCSIKOIO XKVI-
BOTHOTO (p. 166). PyHKIMOHMpPOBaHME [IJIS XMBOTHO-
ro — 3TO KOHe4Hoe 0J1aro, 1 OKa3bIBaeTCsl, 9YTO «CO3Ha-
TeJIbHOe XOpolllee (PyHKIIMOHWPOBaHMe — 3TO Takoe
COCTOsIHVE, KOTOpOe caMo 110 cebe ¢ HeoOXOIMMOCTBIO
HIPVSATHO IS XOPOLIO (PYHKIIMOHVIPYIOIIETO >KVMBOT-
HOTO B JOCTaTOYHO XOPOLIMX YCIIOBUSX» (p. 165). 1HBI-
MU CJIOBaMM, paljyioHaIbHOe CYINecTBO, Oyayum co-
3HaTeJIbHBEIM, 110 OIIpeesIeHN IO JTOJDKHO MMeTh OIIBIT
cTpafgaHud U yaoBobcTBua. Takosa nosuumst Kopcera-
apa. Ho 3meck oHa oTCTyHaeT He TOJIBKO OT KAaHTOBCKO-
o, HO, IIO-BUIVIMOMY, U OT OOIIEIIPUHATOrO IOHSTIS
PpaloHaIBHOTO CyIrecTsa. s palyoHaIbHOrO W
Jake IIPOCTO CO3HATEILHOI'O CYIIIeCTBa OIIBIT YAOBOJIb-
CTBUSL M CTpajjaHMs He gBJIseTCs HeOOXOAMMBIM XOTsI
ObI IOTOMY, UTO MOYKHO IIPeZICTaBUTh ceOe TaKoe cO3Ha-
TeJIbHOE CYIIIeCTBO, KOTOPOE ero He VMeeT.

B samury Kopcraapm MOXXHO cKasaTh, 4TO Te Y/0-
BOJIBCTBYE VI CTPa/IaHMe, O KOTOPhIX MAET peub, — 3TO
He KBaJITaTVBHBIE IIePeXXMBaHVIs, a IIPOCTO OIIEHKM CO-
CTOsTHWMS OpraHmsMa. Ha 3To MOXXHO OTBeTUTB, BO-IIep-
BBIX, UTO TaKOV MOHUTOPUHI COOCTBEHHOIO COCTOS-
HVS OIATH XKe He HeoOXOMMM IIJIs CO3HATeJIBHBIX CY-
1miecTB. Bo-BTOpBIX, TIOITpobyeM 3aMeHUTh B paccyskie-
Huax Kopcraapn uybembyrowux cywecmb na cyujecmé,
npousBoosuux MOHUMOpUHe cBoeeo COCMOSAHUSA, He CO-
npoBox0arouutics (heHOMeHALHBLMU Nepexubanuimu
604y uau yooBosscmbus. Eciv Mbr OymeM roBopuThb O
HaIlMX 00g3aTesIbCTBaX Iepes], TaKMMV OecdyBCTBEH-
HBIMU CO3JaHVAMM, a He Ilepel, XMBOTHBIMU, VIMeFO-
MW (peHOMeHasILHBIV OIIBIT YIOBOJILCTBUS W CTpa-
JaHWs, Halm cuMmnaTtum K Teopun Kopcraapm moryT
OBITH TOKOJIE0JIEHBL.
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than radical abolitionism or the ethics of creation.
“Forming relationships with animals, and working
with them, and trying to figure out how they think
and what they feel, is part of the specific good of
being human. The company of animals is good-for
us” (p. 237).

Having presented the content of the book I
would like to raise just one objection. The law
in the Kingdom of Ends is laid down by a ratio-
nal creature; however, in laying down the law it
considers itself to be a sentient and not a rational
being. Initially, Korsgaard speaks about suffer-
ing and pleasure only as forms of self-conscious-
ness, but in chapter nine she claims that they are
essential for consciousness in principle because
pleasure and suffering are valences built into the
conscious life of any animal (p. 166). For an ani-
mal, functioning is the final good. “It follows from
this that conscious well-functioning is itself a con-
dition that is necessarily pleasant to the well-func-
tioning animal in reasonably good circumstances”
(p- 165). In other words, a rational creature, being
conscious, must by definition have experience of
suffering and pleasure. This is Korsgaard’s stand.
But there she departs not only from the Kantian,
but arguably from the generally accepted concept
of a rational being. For a rational or even simply
a conscious being the experience of pleasure and
suffering is not necessary, if only because one can
imagine a conscious creature that does not have
such experience.

It can be said in Korsgaard’s defence that the
pleasure and suffering referred to here are not qual-
itative experiences but simply assessments of the
state of the organism. But one may counter this,
first, by stating that such monitoring of one’s own
state is not necessary for conscious beings. And
second, let us try to replace in Korsgaard’s reason-
ing sentient creatures with creatures which conduct
monitoring of their state, unaccompanied by phenom-
enal experiences of pain or pleasure. If we talk about
our obligations to such insentient creatures, and
not to animals which have phenomenal experience
of pleasure and suffering our sympathy for Kors-
gaard’s theory may be diminished.

The overall conclusion that suggests itself is that
the method of universalisation of morality proposed
by Korsgaard does not cover all the possible rational
beings. She may be prepared to admit that because
she describes her position as naturalistic (p. 168),



TaxuM 00pa3oM, MOXHO 3aKJIFOYMTB, YTO CIIOCOD
yHMBepcaIm3aluy Mopaiy, IpensaraeMmbit Kopcra-
api, pacIIpocTpaHseTcsl He Ha BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX pa3yM-
HBIX cyImiecT. OHa, BO3MOXKHO, TOTOBa 3TO IPWU3HATh,
TaK KaK Ha3bIBaeT CBOIO TIO3MIIVIO HaTy PaIMCTYeCKO
(p. 168), TO ecTb 3aBMCKMON OT OIIpeeIeHHBIX dMIIV-
puyeckmx dakros. Ho BaxkHee, 4TO B CyIeCTBEHHOM
IyHKTe cBoero paccyxpenus Kopcraapn ommpaer-
Cs Ha IIPOM3BOJIbHOE, y/I00HOe /IS Hee oIpeesieHue
Pa3syMHOTrO CyIIecTBa, C KOTOPBIM YMTaTesIb He 00si3aH
comtamarbcs. [1ooOHbI ITprieM MOXeT IOOpBaTh ee
TJIaBHBIE BBIBOIBL.

Tem ne menee xuura Kopcraapn mammcana Oesy-
IIpeYHO, OXBaThIBaeT IIMPOKNIL KPYT 3TMYeCKIX IIpo-
O71eM, a ee apryMeHTBI OTJIIMYAIOTCS CHOCTBIO VI BHU-
MaHMeM K JleTasisiM. Kpome Toro, 3Ta paboTa mHTepec-
Ha KaK VICTOPUKO-(PrIocodcKas MHTepIIpeTaryis KaH-
TOBCKOTO OTHOIIEHMS K >KMBOTHBIM. OHa, Oe3ycsioB-
Ho, Oyzer mosie3sHa BceM, KTO VIHTepeCcyeTcsi MOpaslb-
Hom dustocodmert KanTa miIv 3TUKOV OTHOMIEHMS K
0AUBKUM CO30AHUAM.

Baazodapuocmu. Sma peyensusn nosbusacy 6 pe-
3yavmame o0cyxOenus Bvicmynienus abmopa Ha ce-
munape Mockobckoeo yenmpa uccaedoBanus cosHAHUA
25 dexabps 2019 e. A baaz00apio 6cex yuacmHuukoB cemu-
HApa 3a ux Kommenmapuu, cnocobcmbobabuiue moemy
noxnumanuto knueu Kopceaapo.
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i.e. dependent on certain empirical facts. Even more
important is the fact that at a critical point of her
argument Korsgaard proceeds from an arbitrary
definition of a rational creature, which may be con-
venient for her but need not necessarily be shared
by the reader. Such an approach may undermine her
main conclusions.

Even so, Korsgaard’s book is impeccably writ-
ten, covers a wide range of ethical problems and her
arguments are remarkable for clarity and attention
to details. The book is also interesting as a histori-
cal-philosophical interpretation of the Kantian atti-
tude to animals. It will surely be useful for all those
who are interested in Kant’s moral philosophy or
the ethics of the attitude to our fellow creatures.
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