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CTATEA

OMAOCOQN I KAHTA

VK 1 (091):17

PA3YM U BEPA. O KAHTOBOVI JEOYKIIVM
YYEHWS O MWIOCTU

Y. 3ebepe!

KanmoBa dedyxyua xpucmuarckoeo yuenusa ob onpab-
danuu u, coomBemcmbBenno, yuenus o muiocmu edem x bo-
npocy o0 mom, Kakum o0pasom puaocous Moxem umems
npeomemom cBoux 3aHAMuULIL D0XKbI0O MUAOCTIb, HE NOOMEHAA
ee outbouro cBoumu cobcmbennvimu apeymenmamu. Ombem
Kanuma saxaouaemcsa 6 mom, umo (a) Bmenenue 31a 6 Buny
be3 nonsimku onpaboams 3mo 340 eeo cboumu cobcmben-
Huimu cpedcmbamu mpebyem muicaums boea xax Brewneeo
cyovio bo Buympennem cyousuuye u, coombemcmbenno, kax
cobcmBennyio cobecmyv. Dma pegpepernyua k boey nodpa-
3ymeBaem, umo auuHocmv Oeaaem cebs Bocnpuumuubor
K npuxyuny 000pa, 6mecno Mo2o umodsl MujenHO NbiMab-
cA cleaamsv e20 3a6UcUMbIM 0m nocmynxob u muicaei. Om-
Ka3 0 Nonsimox onpadoams uvio-Aub0 CKAOHHOCHL KO 34Y,
mo ecmv Hpabcmbennsiii nepexod k CKAOHHOCHU K 000py
Bosmoren, maxum odpasom, uepes npunyun 0obpa. Umax,
MOXHO numams pasymuyto Hadexoy docmuus dobpodemenu
MopasvHbiMu nocmynkamu BcaedcmBue 6oxKvel MUAOCHIU.
Tpancyendenmanvias dedyxyus (b) doaxna obocroBams yc-
106Uz, nosbosawujue npedsabiams pasymrsie mpebofanus.
ObocHobanue nocmyaama npaxmuuecKoeo pasyma 0 mMoM,
umo Bepa — HeobxoOdumoe ycaoBue MopasbHoe0 noBedeHus,
menepy cAedyent NOHUMAMb 6 couemanuu c pe3yAbmamom
mpancyeH0eHmaibHol 0e0ykyuu Kameeopuii — ¢ 0mMKA30M
meopemuyeckomy pasymy 6 docmyne k uybcmbenromy mupy.
Bepa 6 6oxcvio musocmy He daem obvexmubrozo snanus. O0-
HAaKo, mpaxcyeHoupya obsexmubroe sHanue, fepa omcviiaem
K meopemuuecku HeBbipasuMot 0c6edoMAEHHOCTIL 0 MOPALL-
HOll 006A3ameAbHOCHU KK HeobX00UMOM YcA0BUU MOPAALHORO
noBedenus 8 uybemberrom mupe, a Bmecme ¢ IMUM U K udee
uHmMes1uUbeALHO0 MUPA.

KaroueBvoie cro8a: nepemena 6 mvicasx, cobecms, 0edyk-
yus, epa, boe, Buna, musocms, onpaboariie, npocnynox.

!YuausepcureT M. MaprtuHa JTrotepa I'asute-Burrentepra,
Tepmanms, 06108, T'anmte, YamBepcureTcriiar, 10.
Ilocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuio: 04.09.2018 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-4-1

© 3ebepr Y., 2018.

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

VERNUNFT UND GLAUBE
ZU KANTS DEDUKTION DER GNADENLEHRE

U. Seeberg’

Kant’s deduction of the Christian doctrine of justifica-
tion, respectively the doctrine of grace, leads to the question
in what sense philosophy can deal with God’s grace without
falsely replacing it with its own arguments. Kant’s answer
(a) is that the imputation of evil without attempt to justi-
fy it by means of one’s own resources requires thinking of
God as the external judge in the internal court of justice,
respectively as one’s conscience. This reference to God im-
plies that one makes oneself susceptive to the principle of the
good instead of vainly trying to make it dependent on one’s
own deeds and thoughts. The renunciation of the attempt
to justify one’s evil disposition, i.e. the moral conversion
to a good disposition, is thus enabled by the principle of the
good. Thus one can reasonably hope to achieve goodness in
one’s moral conduct because of God’s grace. A transcen-
dental deduction (b) has to justify conditions that enable
the acquisition of rational claims. The justification of the
claim of practical reason that faith is a necessary precon-
dition of one’s moral conduct has now to be understood as
complementary to the result of the transcendental deduc-
tion of the categories, namely the restriction of theoretical
reason to the sensible world. Faith in God’s grace does not
represent objective knowledge. As transcending objective
knowledge, however, faith refers to the theoretically inex-
plicable awareness of moral obligation, and with it the idea
of an intelligible world, as a necessary precondition of one’s
moral conduct in the sensible world.

Keywords: conversion, conscience, deduction, faith,
God, guilt, grace, justification, transgression.

! Martin-Luther-University Halle-Wittenberg, Universitdtsplatz
10, 06108 Halle, Germany.

Received: 04.09.2018.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-4-1

© Seeberg U., 2018.
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V. 3ebepr

K 70-s1emuio epxapoa Béavgae
BBenenne

B «Peymrum B nipenernax TosbpKo pasyma» KanT ms-
JlaraeT HemyKIIMIO0 XPUCTMAHCKOIO YUYeHUS O MVIOCTV
¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 00 ompaBmanmu. [1pm atom mop-
HVIMAaeTCsI BOIIPOC O TOM, B KaKOV Mepe 4UeJIoBeKy Kak
I'PENIHVKY MOXKHO Ha/lesiIThbCsl Ha OIIpaBIaHVie Ieper
Borowm, Bepyst mputom B Mucyca Xpwucra. DTOT BoIpoc,
dpyHIaMeHTaIbHBINT IS XPUCTMAHCKOV TEOJIOTMW,
BCTaeT Takke u B 3Tuke Kanra. ITocKONIBKY TyT IOHS-
TMe HPaBCTBEHHOTO 10JIra KaK TaKOBOTO IIpeJirosiara-
€T, YTO eMy He 00s13aTeIbHO HaXOIMUTCS COOTBETCTBYIE
B KaKOM-JIOO ITOCTYIIKE COIJIACHO JIOJNITY, BO3HMKAeT
BOIIPOC, YTO JXe O3Ha4yaeT BMEHSEMBIVI B BUHY IIOCTY-
IIOK ISl CO3HAHMS HPaABCTBEHHOV OOS3aHHOCTM TBO-
puTh 100po. YesloBeK I0JDKeH IIOCTYIIaTh XOPOIIO, TO
€CTh MICXOMs M3 J0JIra, HO OH He JIeJIaeT 3TOr0 — OTTO-
ro 1te-daKTo /IS YestoBeKa KaK HpaBCTBEHHO HEeCOBEP-
IIIEHHOTO CYIIleCTBa JIaKe Hem30eXXHO IIpV3HaHe CBO-
et MopastbHOV BuHEL Ho 310 npmsnanme, no Kaury,
HojpasyMeBaeT MAero BHeuiHeeo CyIby BO BHYmMpeHHeM
CYOWIVIIIE, TO €CTh B COBECTH UeJIOBEKa, a UMEHHO —
npero bora. Ilepen borom, To ecTh BO BHyTpeHHeM Cy-
IIVIIVIIE YeJIoBeKa, pedb JKe MAeT He O TOM, coo0paseH
JIVL C JIOJITOM VIV JIETaJIEH TOT VUIV VIHOVI IIOCTYIIOK, HO
O TOM, YTO BHEIITHe HEBO3MOXXHO PacIIO3HAaTh, a IMEH-
HO — COBEepIIIEeH JIM OH MICXOJIS M3 JOJITa ¥, 3HAYNT, 110
MOpaJIBHO JOOPBIM yOexmeHmsM. Borpoc, o koTopom
VIIeT pedb B YUEeHUM O MIWIOCTHU VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 00
OIIpaBIaHNM, JIVIIb B TOM, HACKOJIBKO ITO3BOJIUTETHHO
CBSI3BIBATh IIpV3HAHNE II0BEIeHNS He U3 JOOPHIX II0-
6y>KJ:[eHVIT7[ C HageXIoV Ha HpOIleHMe BUHBI Doxnern
MWJIOCTBIO. DTa Hafexxaa, 1o KaHTy, MOXXeT ITOKOUThCS
Ha TOM, YTO B IIPU3HAHWMM COOCTBEHHOV BMHBI IIE€PE]]
Borom 3axsrodaercs mepeMeHa B MBICIISIX, WIN OOpa-
meHne K 7o6py. [lockoreky 3T0 0OpamieHme k 7oOpy,
B KOTOPOM YeJIOBEK CTAaHOBUTCS BOCIIPUMMYMB K II0-
Opy 1, TeM caMbIM, K IIOCTYIIKaM MCKITIOUMTEIIEHO pasiy
Orara, He cjIeflyeT, OJHAKO, IIOHMMAaTh KaK CJIEJICTBIIE
IIOCTYIIKOB UeJI0BEKa, TO BO3MOXKHOCTBIO TAaKOTro oOpa-
IIeHMs YejIoBeK 00si3aH He ToNIbKo camoMy cebe. ITo-
3TOMy oOpalrieHIe 3JI0T0 4esjloBeka K ToOpy Kak 00b-
eKTVIBHO HeOOBSICHVIMOE MOXKHO CBSA3aTh C BEPOVI U Ha-
IIeXXIOVI Ha OTITyIIleHVie BUHBI JOOPBIM 1 MVJIOCTUBBIM
Borom. A moromy 1 mipuHIMI 100pa, KOTOPBIV TI03BO-
JISIeT B CYXKIEeHMM COOCTBEHHOVI COBECTH, TO €CTh CaMO-
MY pa3iIndarte JoOpo u 3710, IpercTasiseT, o Kaary,
«11epBO00Opa3» HPaBCTBEHHO J0OpOro yoeXmeHvs, Ko-
TOPBIVI CJIOBHO COITIeNT K HaM ¢ Heba (AA 06, S. 61; KaHT,

Fiir Gerhard Wolfle zum 70. Geburtstag
Einleitung

Kant tragt in der Religionsschrift eine Deduktion
der christlichen Gnaden- bzw. Rechtfertigungsleh-
re vor. Darin geht es um die Frage, inwiefern sich
der Mensch als Stinder vor Gott gerechtfertigt hof-
fen darf, und zwar im Glauben an Jesus Christus.
Diese Grundfrage der christlichen Theologie stellt
sich auch fur Kants Ethik. Da es ndmlich zum Begriff
der sittlichen Pflicht als solcher gehort, dass ihr nicht
notwendigerweise in einem Handeln aus Pflicht
entsprochen wird, fragt sich, was ein schuldhaftes
Handeln fiir das Bewusstsein der sittlichen Ver-
pflichtung zum Guten selbst bedeutet. Der Mensch
soll gut, namlich aus Pflicht, handeln, er tut es aber
nicht — de facto ist es daher fiir den Menschen als sitt-
lich unvollkommenes Wesen sogar unvermeidlich,
seine moralische Schuld einzugestehen. Dieses
Eingestdandnis impliziert aber, so Kant, den Gedan-
ken eines externen Richters im inneren Gerichtshof
bzw. Gewissen des Menschen, ndmlich Gott. Vor
Gott, also im inneren Gerichtshof des Menschen,
geht es namlich nicht darum, ob eine Handlung blof3
pflichtgemafs oder legal ist, sondern darum, ob sie,
was duflerlich nicht zu erkennen ist, auch aus Pflicht
bzw. aus moralisch guter Gesinnung getan wurde.
Die Frage, um die es in der Gnaden- bzw. Rechtferti-
gungslehre geht, ist nun, inwiefern das Eingestiand-
nis, nicht aus guter Gesinnung gehandelt zu ha-
ben, zugleich mit der Hoffnung auf Vergebung der
Schuld durch die Gnade Gottes verbunden werden
darf. Diese Hoffnung kann sich nach Kant darauf
stiitzen, dass im Eingestdndnis eigener Schuld vor
Gott eine Sinnesdnderung bzw. Zuwendung zum
Guten liegt. Da diese Zuwendung zum Guten,
in der sich der Mensch empfinglich fiir das Gute
und damit fiir ein Tun alleine um des Guten willen
macht, aber nicht als eine Folge menschlicher Taten
zu verstehen ist, verdankt sich ihre Moglichkeit auch
nicht alleine dem Menschen selbst. Die Zuwendung
des bosen Menschen zum Guten kann daher, als ob-
jektiv unerklérlich, mit dem Glauben und der Hoff-
nung auf Vergebung der Schuld durch einen giitigen
und gnédigen Gott verbunden werden. Das Prinzip
des Guten, das es erlaubt, im eigenen Gewissens-
urteil und also von selbst zwischen Gut und Bose
zu unterscheiden, stellt daher nach Kant ein , wie
vom Himmel herabgekommenes [...] Urbild” (RGV,
AA 06, S. 61) sittlich guter Gesinnung dar, das wie-




1994, c. 61) 1 KOTOPBIVI MOXKHO IIepCOHM(PUIPOBATD
B 0Opase Vucyca XpwicTa, creraB ero 00 BbeKTOM «IIpaK-
Tudeckot Bepel» (AA 06, S. 62; KanT, 1994, c. 62).

IIpn BCceM oOrpoMHOM 3HaueHWM HOKTPUHBI 00
OIIpaBIaHM ISl HPaBCTBEHHOI'O CaMOCO3HAHIS UesIo-
BeKa KaK CyIIlecTBa, OTAAIOIIero cebe OoT4eT B CBOWIX
TIEeVICTBVISIX, TIPOEKT IeAyKIIMV 3TOVI JOKTPWMHBI ITOI-
HUMaeT ¢yHIaMeHTaJIbHbIe BOIIPOCHI KaK C TeoJIo-
I'MYecKor, Tak U ¢ dpwiocodpckornt Touku 3peHms. Ilo
XPUCTMAHCKOMY y4eHUIO, IIpollleHlie BUHEI He MOXXeT
OBITH HOCTUTHYTO TWIM KYIUIEHO AOOPBIMW IeIaMu.
Ono mpomcxoauT uepes akT Ooxbert MyutocTi. ITosTo-
My HaMepeHUe IIPOBeCTV IJI CaMOro 3TOTO aKTa OT-
TeIbHYIO OeAyKIIMIO, TO eCTh OIpasraHve, ObUIo ObI
HeJlellbIM. VIMeHHO OTKa3 OT OIlpaBHaHMs COOCTBEH-
HBIMI CWwiIamy, OyIOb TO IeamMu, TO eCcTb JOOpBIMU
MIOCTyTIKaMV, WIV e OIIpaBIbIBAIOIIVIMI apryMeHTa-
MU, — TO, B 4eM 3aK/IIOYaeTcs sIpo yUeHVs ob ompas-
TlaHWV YeJIoBeKa uepe3 O0XKbIO MIUIOCTb 2.

YueHwe o mpolieHVV BUHBI, OJHAKO, He yTBepXKia-
eT, 9T0 OOXbS MWIOCTD IIPerCTaBiIsieT coOOM aKT He-
TIOCTVDKMMOTO TIpomssosieHs. CKopee, HafeXda Ha
Ormaromare MwIocTMBOrOo bora mis packassirerocs
TpellIHVKa, KOTOPBIV, IIpM3HaBasi CBOIO BUHY, n30era-
€T OIIpaBIbIBaTh CAMOIO CeDsl, C XPUCTUMAHCKON TOUKM
3peHVs HoIiepXMBaeTcs ¥ 00OCHOBBIBAeTCS IpeX/e
BCErO JXM3HBIO, CMEPTBIO U BOCKpeceHMeM XpUCTa.
Kaxk EBanrenme, mim Kak Oj1arast BeCcTh, 3ajada JOHe-
CTV 3TO OCHOBaHVIE BePbl 10 KaKIOro 4esloBeKa OTHO-
CUTCA TIO3TOMY K SIAPY XPUCTMAHCKOTO BEPOYUEHIS.
Onnaxko, Kak y>ke ObUTO CKa3aHO, He MOXeT VATV peun
0 TOM, YTOOBI clIerIaTh OOXKBIO MVJIOCTD ITOCTVIKUMOT
VICXOJIs1 3 [TOBOZIOB pa3yMa, TO eCTh KaK Obl IIOCTaBUTh
cebst cympert Ha Mecto bora. Ho morectnt Hy»HO, 110-
XaJIy7i, ¥ TO, 9YTO OTKa3 OT OIpaBHaHMs cedsl IIpemrio-
JlaraeT IIpM3HaHVe cOOCTBEHHOV BUHBL, a TEM CaMbIM
M MOpaJIbHO-Pa3syMHyIO IIO3HaBaTeIbHYIO CIIOCOO-
HOCTP gestoBeka. K TakoMy IIpm3HaHWMIO cOOCTBEHHO
BVHBI OOXBbSI MWIOCTb He npunyxoaem. Benb 310 ObUIO
OBl PaBHOCIIJIBHO TOMY, YTOOBI CHATBH ¢ cebsi BooOrre
BCKylo BuHY. Ho, kKak cBoObormHOe cobcTBeHHOe IIpu-
3HaHWe, 3TO IPEeATIOChUIKa K TOMY, YTOOBI IIOHSTh BO3-
MOKHOCTB MIUIOCTH, TO eCTh HafleX/Ay Ha OTIIyIIeH!e
coOcTBeHHOV BUHBL MWIOCTUBBIM boroM. Bepa B ocBo-

2DTOMy CYXXI€HWIO, HeCMOTPSI Ha CJIOXKHOEe W IIPOTUBOPEUMBOe
VICTOPVYECKOe pasBUTHE XPUCTMAHCKOTO y4eHMs o0 orpas-
JlaHMM, MOXKHO HauTV HofrsepxaeHus. CM. 0030pHyIO cTaThIO
«Omnpasganme» K. Tu, B. Kinanbepa, 3. IOnTen: (Tietz, Klaiber,
Jiingel, 2004), a Taxke crareio X. [lInikepmanna, K. Kepresesre,
B. Hetnodda, I.3ayrepa (Spieckermann, Kertelge, Dettloff,
Sauter, 1997).
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derum durch Jesus Christus personifiziert und zum
Gegenstand eines , praktischen Glaubens” gemacht
werden kann (RGV, AA 06, S. 62).

Trotz der eminenten Bedeutung der Rechtfer-
tigungslehre fiir das sittliche Selbstverstiandnis des
Menschen als eines schuldfdhigen Wesens wirft das
Vorhaben ihrer Deduktion sowohl aus theologischer
wie auch aus philosophischer Sicht grundsatzliche
Fragen auf. Nach christlicher Lehre kann die Verge-
bung der Schuld nicht durch gute Werke verdient
oder erkauft werden. Sie beruht vielmehr auf einem
Gnadenakt Gottes. Fiir diesen Akt der Gnade selbst
nochmals eine Deduktion, also eine Rechtfertigung,
geben zu wollen, wire daher widersinnig. Es ist
gerade der Verzicht auf eine Rechtfertigung aus eige-
ner Kraft, sei es durch Werke, also durch gute Taten,
oder auch durch rechtfertigende Argumente, worin
der Kern der Lehre einer Rechtfertigung des Men-
schen durch die Gnade Gottes besteht.?

Nun besagt jedoch die Lehre von der Vergebung
der Schuld nicht, dass die Gnade Gottes einen Akt
unbegreiflicher Willkiir darstelle. Vielmehr wird
das Vertrauen auf die Gnade eines giitigen Gottes
fiir den reuigen Stinder, sofern er im Eingestdndnis
seiner Schuld darauf verzichtet, sich selbst zu recht-
fertigen, aus christlicher Sicht insbesondere durch
das Leben, den Tod und die Auferstehung Christi
getragen und begriindet. Die Aufgabe einer Vermitt-
lung dieses Glaubensgrunds als Evangelium bzw.
als frohe Botschaft an jeden Menschen gehort daher
zum Kern der christlichen Lehre selbst. Hierbei kann
es zwar, wie gesagt, nicht darum gehen, die Gnade
Gottes aus Vernunftgriinden heraus einsichtig zu
machen, sich also gleichsam richterlich an die Stelle
Gottes zu setzen. Wohl aber gehort zu dieser Ver-
mittlung auch eine Verstindigung dariiber, dass der
Verzicht auf eigene Rechtfertigung das Eingestand-
nis eigener Schuld und damit die sittlich-verniinftige
Erkenntnisfahigkeit des Menschen voraussetzt. Ein
solches Eingestdndnis der eigenen Schuld erzwingt
nicht die Gnade Gottes. Denn dies wire gleichbedeu-
tend damit, sich selbst von aller Schuld freizuspre-
chen. Es ist aber als freies eigenes Eingestiandnis eine
Voraussetzung dafiir, die Moglichkeit der Gnade,
also die Hoffnung auf Vergebung der eigenen Schuld
durch einen giitigen Gott, zu verstehen. Der Glaube

2 Diese Aussage ldsst sich sachlich trotz der komplexen und
kontroversen geschichtlichen Entwicklung der christlichen
Rechtfertigungslehre treffen. Vgl. die Uberblicksartikel ,Recht-
fertigung” von C. Tietz, W. Klaiber und E. Jiingel (2004); sowie
von H. Spieckermann, K. Kertelge, W. Dettloff und G. Sauter
(1997).
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OomTeNTbHBIN T KaK/IOTO YesloBeKa CMBICII CMEPTH
¥ BOCKpeceHVs1 XpucTa Kak cblHa boxxbero oTHOCHTCS
VIMEHHO K 3TOVI BHYTpPEHHEV B3aMMOCBSI3V HadeXIIbI
v npusHaHWs BUHBL [losTOMy Takxke m ¢ Teosyormdye-
CKOVI TOUKM 3peHVS pa3yM KaK CIIOCOOHOCTD pa3/IndaTh
mo0po 1 3710 cjIefyeT IOHUMATh TOJIBKO BO B3aVIMOCBSI-
31 C Bepom KaK HaIeXXIOV Ha IIpoIleHre MpU3HaHHOM
BUHBI MIJIOCTUBBIM borom?®.

CooTBeTCTBEHHO, B KAHTOBCKOVI IEeAYKIIUV YIeHS
00 oIpaBaHMM peyb WIIET He O TOM, YTOOBI OT IMEHM
pasyMa IocTaBuUTh ceds cyapert Ha Mecto bora 11 mpo-
CTUTBH cebe II0 CBOeMY BeJIEHUIO BCIO BUHY, a O IPyIoM:
0 HageX7le ¥ BMecTe C TeM O Bepe desIoBeKa, KOTOPHIV,
VICIIBITBIBAs «PEeBOJIIOLIVIO B oOpase Mblicien» (AA 06,
S. 47; Kant, 1994, c. 50), oco3HaeT ce0st BUHOBHBIM IIe-
pen borowM, sTM BHeIIHVM CyZbell Ha BHyTpeHHeM
CyZe deJjioBeKa, — O HajleXje U Bepe BIIpelb B CBOVIX
IOCTYIIKaxX HAaIIPaBJISThCS ¥ yTellaThcs OoXbert Oria-
rogaTeio 1 00Xbert MyIocTh0. OIMHAKO JKelaHue [Ievi-
CTBOBATh B TpaHMIIaX TOJILKO pa3yMa MCXOMASA U3 Bepbl
B OOXBIO MWIOCTh BBIIJIIAUT IIOHA4aly HeJlelbIM
TakXe 1 ¢ PrIocodcKot TOUKM 3peHs. Benp moHs-
Tie bora orceuIaeT He TOIBKO B TEOJIOTMM K TaKOMY
VM3MepeHUIo, KOTOpoe HeJIOCTYIIHO BCSIKOMY YesloBe-
JecKoMy pasyMmy. KanrTosa memykius xpucTyaHCKO-
TO y4eHMs 00 OIIpaBHaHWMVI II0 ee 3aMBICITy CTOJIb JKe
MaJIO UIeT HarepeKop pa3yMy, CKOJIb IIPOTMBOpeda-
VM pa3yMy MoxkeT ObITh EBaHTesIe B XpricTraHCKOM

3 Borrpoc 0 TOM, ¢ KaK/MW Te0JI0rMYeCcKMY TIO3UIVIIMU B TPazIy-
LMV XPVICTMAHCTBA MOXKHO CBSI3aTh IIOAXO, ITPeIOKeHHBIN
KanTowm, 311ech 0bcy xaaTbest He OyrieT, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO OTHSUIO Obl
crvkoM MHOTO MecTa (cMm.: Winter, 1975; Raffelt, 2005). [Tocraro-
YHO B3BellIeHHOV BuauTcs orelka Hopbepra Pumepa, coriacHo
koropovt KaHTa «cirefyeT paccMaTpuBaTh He Kak OIpe/IesieHHOTO
B KOH(ECCHOHaIIbHOM OTHOIIIEHWY ITPeJICTaBUTe sl KOHKPETHOV
ITIKOJTBI XPYCTMAHCKOVE TeOJIOI MY OTKPOBEHVIsI, HO KaK diutocoda,
KOTOpOMY coflepykaHue O1OIericKoro 1ocsiaHvst ObIo HaCTOJIBKO
TIOPOTO, UTO OH CChUIAJICS Ha HETo C sIBHBIM ofoOpenvem» (Fischer,
20106, S. 132). IloHMmaHMe TOro, YTO (IIPAKTMYECKWV) pasyM
U Bepa MOTYT OBITH OCMBICTIEHBI B TEOJIOTMV TOJIEKO B CBSI3U
IPyT C IPYroM, BOCXOIWUT HECOMHEHHO K ABIyCTMHY, HO 3TO
OTHOCWTCS, TIOXaJy, U K JTioTepy, Ube ydeHme 00 OrpaBIaHMI
CTaJIo OIPEJIeIIAIOIIM [T ITPOTECTaHTCKOV TeOJION MM, PABHO Kak
VI IS KaHTOBCKOTO TpaKTaTa o permmrv (o cesisu JIrorepa 1 KanTa
cm.: Heit, 2006, S. 21 —26). [JaHHasI cTaThsi CKOHIIEHTPVpPOBaHa Ha
CVICTEMATIIIeCKOM TOJIKOBaHVM apryMeHTaryy KaHra B 3ammry
ydeHVss 00 OIIpaBIaHWMV, KOTOpas B IIepCIEeKTMBE MoIvia Obl
CTaTh OCHOBOVI V1 [jIsI MHTepnpeTanyy JIroTepa ¢ mosvym KanTa
(cm.: Heit, 2006); Tem camMpIM 51 pacxoxXych ¢ DuirepoM, KOTOPBIV
cunraeT prtocodo pervrmy KaHTa HeCOBMeCTVIMOY € TIpOTec-
TaHTcKOVI Teostoruent (1 JTrorepom) (Fischer, 2010a, S. 7; Fischer,
20106, S. 132), HO IpM 3TOM COBMECTMMOVI, BOIIPEKV MHEHVIO
MxoBannn b. Casta (Sala, 1990), ¢ Asrycrizom n domovi AKBUH-
CKmM, TO ecThb ¢ Karormueckon Teonorment (Fischer, 2010a, S. 7;
Fischer, 20106, S. 132—133). O6 opToHOKCaIbHO-IIOTePAHCKMX
VICTOUHMKaxX Tpakrarta Kaura o permrum cm. pabory Moseda
Boxareka (Bohatec, 1938).
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an die fiir jeden Menschen befreiende Bedeutung des
Todes und der Auferstehung Christi, als Sohn Gottes,
bezieht sich auf eben diesen inneren Zusammenhang
von Schuldgestindnis und Hoffnung. Vernunft, als
Fahigkeit der Unterscheidung von Gut und Bose,
und Glaube, als Hoffnung auf Vergebung der einge-
standenen Schuld durch einen giitigen Gott, sind da-
her, recht verstanden, auch aus theologischer Sicht
nur im Verhiltnis zueinander zu begreifen.’

Auch in Kants Deduktion der Rechtfertigungs-
lehre geht es erkldrtermafien nicht darum, sich im
Namen der Vernunft richterlich an die Stelle Gottes
zu setzen und sich damit aus eigener Kraft von aller
Schuld freizusprechen. Stattdessen geht es um die
Hoffnung und damit um den Glauben des Menschen,
der sich in einer ,Revolution in der Gesinnung”
(RGV, AA 06, S. 47) vor Gott, dem externen Richter
im inneren Gerichtshof des Menschen, als schuldig
begreift, sich fortan in seinen Taten durch Gottes
Giite und Gnade getragen und getrostet zu wissen.
Gleichwohl scheint es auch aus philosophischer
Sicht zundchst widersinnig zu sein, in den Grenzen
blofler Vernunft vom Glauben an die Gnade Gottes
handeln zu wollen. Denn der Begriff Gottes verweist
nicht nur fiir die Theologie auf eine Dimension, die
alle menschliche Vernunft iibersteigt. Kants Deduk-
tion der christlichen Rechtfertigungslehre ist ihrem
Ansatz nach jedoch so wenig widerverniinftig, wie
nach christlichem Verstindnis das Evangelium wi-
derverniinftig sein kann. Wie im Folgenden deutlich

% Die Frage, mit welchen theologischen Positionen der Tradi-
tion des Christentums sich ein solcher, von Kant her gedachter
Ansatz verbinden lasse, wird im Folgenden aus Umfangsgriin-
den nicht diskutiert (vgl. Winter, 1975; Raffelt, 2005). Angemes-
sen scheint Norbert Fischers Einschdtzung, dass Kant ,,nicht als
konfessionell festgelegter Vertreter einer bestimmten Denomi-
nation der christlichen Offenbarungstheologie zu sehen ist,
sondern als philosophischer Denker, dem der Inhalt der bib-
lischen Botschaft so sehr am Herzen lag, dafd er sich explizit
zustimmend auf sie bezogen hat.” (Fischer, 2010b, S. 132) Dass
fuir die Theologie (praktische) Vernunft und Glaube nur im Ver-
hiltnis zueinander zu verstehen seien, trifft sicher auf Augusti-
nus zu, wohl aber auch fiir Luther, dessen Rechtfertigungs-
lehre bestimmend fiir die protestantische Theologie wie auch
fur Kants Religionsschrift ist (zum Verhaltnis Luther und
Kant vgl. Heit, 2006, S. 21-26). Der vorliegende Essay konzen-
triert sich auf eine systematische Deutung von Kants Vertei-
digung der Rechtfertigungslehre, die perspektivisch aber auch
eine Interpretation Luthers von Kant her ermoglichen konnte
(vgl. Heit, 2006); damit anders als Fischer, der Kants Religions-
philosophie fiir unvereinbar mit der protestantischen Theo-
logie (und Luther) erklart (Fischer, 2010a, S. 7; Fischer, 2010b,
S. 132), zugleich aber gegen Giovanni B. Sala (1990) fiir kom-
patibel mit Augustinus und Thomas v. Aquin und also mit
der katholischen Theologie (Fischer, 2010a, S. 7; Fischer, 2010b,
S. 132-133). Zu den lutherisch-orthodoxen Quellen von Kants
Religionsschrift vgl. Josef Bohatec (1938).



noHnMaHuy. Kak s HamepeH IlokKasaTb HiKe, KaHT
VIMeeT B BUy CaMOIIOHMMaHMe 4YesloBeKa, KOTOPBIV,
omperessis cedsl B COZHaHWMI CBOeVI BUHBI KaK KOHed-
HOe HpaBCTBEHHOE CYIIeCTBO, MOXeT COOTHeCTU ceds
C W3MepeHMeM, MPeBOCXOISIIVM €ro CaMoro, M TaM
IIOJIOXKWUTEIIBHO OCMBICIIATE, UTO 3HAUWT JIesiaTh T00po
BO 1M1 0Opa. B 3ToM IIpeBoCcX0XKIeHMN Pa3yMoM, TI0-
HIMMAaIOIIMM CBOIO KOHeYHOCTBb, CaMOTo cebst Oiraroma-
P Bepe poXIaeTcs PasyMHBIN CMBICT PryTocodpcKoro
paccyxuenus o bore. IToaToMy Bectu peus 0 bore xax
00 myee, KOTopasi TpaHCIIeHAMpPYeT IT03HaBaTe/IbHbIe
BO3MOXXHOCTV pasyMa, — 3TO BOBCe He TpaHCLeHeHT-
HOe IMpUMeHeHMe pa3yMa B OTHOIIEHUM CBepX4UyB-
CTBEHHBIX IIpeJIMeTOB, KoTopoe KaHT cam KpuUTHKoBal
Kak Heslermity. HampoTtus, pasyMm m Bepy Hy>KHO OcC-
MBIC/IVBATh eVICTBUTEIIBHO U J1axe, coracHo Kanry,
VICKJTFOUMTEIIHO B OTHOIIEHWM APYT K IPYTY.

YTOoOBI pa3bsCHUTE 3Ty BHYTPEHHIOIO B3alIMOC-
BSI3b pasyMa ¥ Bepbl, s CHadasa 00OOIIy CIIOXHYIO
apryMeHTanuio KaHTOBOV OeAyKUMM YIeHUS O MWU-
mocti. Ero cumcreMarmdeckmMM SOpoOM OKas3bIBaeTCsA
yKasaHye Ha COOTHOIIIeHVIe YMOIIOCTUIaeMOro U UyB-
crBeHHOro mupa. IlotoMy uro ymomocruraemoe mo-
Opo IeTaeT BO3MOXHBIM IlepeMeHy oDOpasa MBICIIeN
4eJIoBeKa OT 37100 K I0OpoMy, IIpy KOTOPOVI UeJIoBeK
TleJIaeTcs BOCIIPUVIMYVBEIM K ToOpy. [lastee pedp movi-
IIeT O 3aTparmBaloNIuX IpobeMy MOPasIbHOV BVIHBI
dyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX BO3pakeHVISIX IIPOTVIB BO3MOKHO-
cTV BOODIIIe paccyXgaTh 00 YMOIIOCTUTaeMOM MUpe.
Cama xe mpobiiemMa BUHBI, Kak OyIieT copepKaTeIbHO
o0OBsicHeHO ¢ momoinpo KaHTa, OTChUIaeT destoBeKa
K YMOIIOCTUIaeMOMY, a UMeHHO K bory. Tosibko nepen
borom uesioBex MoXxeT BMeHUTH cebe cOOCTBEHHYIO
BUHY, He OITpaB/IbIBasd CaMoTro ceds, — U 3TO, B KOHed-
HOM CueTe, COCTaBJIsieT ero BOCIIPUMMYMBOCTD K J10-
Opy. Kanrosa sammra yueHns o Muioctvi yoemmrertb-
Ha IpeXJe Bcero B TOM, YTO OHa BCepbe3 CUMTaeTCs
C KOHEYHOCTBIO YeJIoBeKa Kak CyIllecTBa HpaBCTBEHHO
OTBETCTBEHHOTO ¥ IO3TOMY OTHAloIero cebe oTder
B CBOMIX JIEVICTBUSX. B 3aximodeHue, uToOBI yCHMiINTh
copeprkaTesIbHble apryMeHTHI KaHTa, HemyKims yde-
HVSL O MWJIOCTM OyZeT paccMOTpeHa C TOUKM 3peHVIs
MeTO/I0JIOTMUeCKOTO CMBICIa TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHbBIX
nenykmuy y Kanra. OHM ciTy>kaT yKa3aHMIO YCIIOBUT,
IpY KOTOPBIX MOXHO OOpecTy HpaBCTBEHHO BMeH:-
eMple TIpuUTs3aHMs pasyMa. demykuym KanTta B 00-
JIaCTM IIpakTHdeckon dwmiocodum ciiemyeT CUMTaTh
TIOTIOTHUTETEHBIMY K JIeAYKIIVIV BO3MOKHOCTY O0beK-
TMBHOTO 3HaHM: B 00JIaCTV TeOpeTudecKor puIoco-
¢vm. Tax, orpaHTdeHe 00BEKTMBHOIO 3HaHMS 00JIa-
CTBIO IeTICTBUTEIILHOTO OIIBITa IIOPOKIAAeT TOT CMBICTT,
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werden soll, geht es Kant um das Selbstverstandnis
des Menschen, der sich, indem er sich im Bewusst-
sein seiner Schuld als endliches sittliches Wesen be-
greift, auf eine ihn selbst iibersteigende Dimension
beziehen kann und darin in einem positiven Sinne
versteht, was es heif$t, das Gute um des Guten willen
zu tun. Aus diesem Sich-Selbst-Ubersteigen einer sich
als endlich begreifenden Vernunft im Glauben ergibt
sich der verniinftige Sinn der philosophischen Rede
von Gott. Von Gott als eine die Erkenntnismoglich-
keiten der Vernunft transzendierende Idee zu han-
deln, stellt daher gerade keinen transzendenten Ver-
nunftgebrauch in Bezug auf iibersinnliche Gegen-
stinde dar, wie er von Kant selbst als widersinnig
kritisiert wird. Vernunft und Glaube sind vielmehr
auch und gerade fiir Kant nur im Verhéltnis zuein-
ander zu begreifen.

Um diesen inneren Zusammenhang von Vernunft
und Glaube zu verdeutlichen, wird im Folgenden zu-
néchst eine Zusammenfassung der komplexen Argu-
mentation von Kants Deduktion der Gnadenlehre ge-
geben. Als deren systematischer Kern ergibt sich dabei
der Verweis auf das Verhiltnis von intelligibler und
sensibler Welt. Denn das intelligible Gute ermoglicht
die Sinnesénderung des Menschen vom Bosen zum
Guten, in der sich der Mensch empfinglich fiir das
Gute macht. Im Anschluss geht es um eine auf das
Problem moralischer Schuld bezogene Diskussion
grundsatzlicher Einwdnde gegen die Moglichkeit,
tiberhaupt philosophisch von einer intelligiblen Welt
zu handeln. Das Problem der Schuld selbst aber, so
soll mit Kant inhaltlich verdeutlicht werden, verweist
den Menschen auf ein Intelligibles, ndmlich Gott. Nur
vor Gott kann sich der Mensch die eigene Schuld
zurechnen, ohne sich selbst zu rechtfertigen — und
dies macht seine Empfanglichkeit fiir das Gute tiber-
haupt aus. Uberzeugend ist Kants Verteidigung der
Gnadenlehre vor allem darin, dass sie die Endlich-
keit des Menschen als eines sittlich verantwortlichen
und deswegen schuldfidhigen Wesens ernst nimmt.
Zuletzt wird, im Sinne einer Bestdrkung von Kants
inhaltlicher Argumentation, die Deduktion der Gna-
denlehre im Blick auf den methodologischen Sinn
transzendentaler Deduktionen bei Kant betrachtet.
Diese dienen dem Aufweis von Bedingungen, unter
denen zurechenbare Vernunftanspriiche erworben
werden konnen. Kants Deduktionen im Bereich der
praktischen Philosophie sind komplementér zur De-
duktion der Moglichkeit objektiven Wissens im Be-
reich der theoretischen Philosophie zu sehen. Aus der
Begrenzung des objektiven Wissens auf den Bereich
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B KOTOPOM MOXKHO YTBEPAUTEIIFHO paccyXmaTb o0
YMOIIOCTUTaeMOM MUpe ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, O OOXb-
eVl MWIOCTU KaK YCJIOBMY HPaBCTBEHHOIO IOBeIeHMs
CyILIecTBa, B MOpPaJIbHOM OTHOIIEHUV BMEHSIeMOIro
VI CITOCOOHOTO K OCO3HaHWIO BUHBI .

KanToBa AeayKOm:A yYeHmMs 0 MUJIOCTU

KanToBa «1enyKims wuewt onpaboanus deioBeKa,
XOTS M COT'PEIMBIIETo, HO TeM He MeHee IIepellie/Ie-
ro K yronHomy bory obpa3sy mbicien» (AA 06, S. 76;
Kanr, 1994, c. 79), cTaHOBUTCS peakiyer Ha Cleyro-
IIYIO 3TUYECKyIO IIpo0JIeMy: MPaKTMYIECKUII pasyM
4JesioBeKa TpeOyeT OpMEHTMpPOBaTbCA Ha WMaeal MO-
PaJIBHOTO COBepIIeHCTBa. TaK, KaTeropmaecKmiI MMIIe-
patuB TpebyeT NpoBepsTh COOCTBEHHBIE MaKCHUMBI Ha
X 0000111aeMOCTh BIUIOTH [I0 HEIIPEJIOKHO AeVICTBYIO-
VX 3aKOHOB ¥ IIOCTyTIaTh COOTBETCTBEHHO pe3yJyIbTa-
TaM 3TOVI IPOBEPKM. DTO TpeOoBaHIe, OMHAKO, OTHO-
CUTCS K 4eJIoBeKy KakK K CYIIecTBY, KOTOpOe, CO3HaBas
CBOVI MOPaJIbHBIV [1OJIT, BOBCE He obs13aTesIbHO ciresryer
emy. I'opasgo Oosiblile 4estoBeK IIBITAETCSI OPVEHT-
poBaTbCsl B IIOBEIEHMN Ha CBOM STOlIeHTpUYHble Ha-
KJIOHHOCTH ¥ TIO3TOMY, CChUIAsICh Ha «XPYIIKOCTB» VIV
crmabocth cBoert mpupons! (AA 06, S. 20; Kanr, 1994,
c. 29), onpaBipIBaTh UCKITIOYUEHNS M3 OOIIe3HAYMMOT
3anoBeny monra (cMm. AA 04, S. 413; KanT, 19976, c. 119,
121). Jastee, 4estoBeK IOHMMAET, YTO BCTYIIAET CO CBO-
el «<HeIT0OpOCOBECTHOCTHIO» B KOH(IIVKT, ITPOSIBIISIO-
IIUVICA B TOM, 9TO, Jake KOT/Ia OH IIOCTyTIaeT BHEIITHe
coo0OpasHO [OITy, OH [eJlaeT 3TO HeoOs3aTeIbHO TC-
XOJIsl M3 IOJITa, HO CJIeysl MHBIM MOTVBaM, HaIlpuMep
cebsmo0OuMIo W cobcTBeHHOMY OrtakeHCTBY (AA 06,
S. 30; Kaur, 1994, c. 31). HakoHel, paguKaIbHOE 3710
B 4eJIoBedecKovl IIpUpoie, Kak ero HasbiBaeT KaHT, co-
CTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI IIPUBBIYHO OTBOPA4YMBAThCS OT Ca-
MOTO Hleajla MOPaJIbHOTO COBEpPIIIeHCTBa, IIpeBpariias
B MaKCUMY IIOJYMHEHVE IIOCTYIIKOB, VICXOISIIVIX W3
IoJIra VIM W3 yBaKeHMs K 3aKOHY, IPYTMM MOTMBaM,
a VIMEHHO MOTVBaM ceOsTroOMsI, BMeCTO TOrO YTOOBI
IIepBBIM OTUMHNTE Tocsiename (AA 06, S. 30, 32, 36;
Kanr, 1994, c. 30, 33, 37).

* YuureiBas BaXXHOCTb 3TVIX BOIIPOCOB ¥ CJIOXKHOCTB paccyKiie-
Hum KaHTa, cremyer oTMeTnTh, 9TO pedb 371ech WJIET JIUIIb O
HEKOTOPBbIX HEMHOIVX acIeKTaxX OOJIBIION M TPYIHOW TeMbI,
IIpeJICTaBUTh KOTOPYIO MOXKHO TOJIBKO B IIepBOM ITPUO/IVDKEHWN.
DTO KacaeTcs B paBHOVI CTEIIEHM KaK TeOJIOIMUEeCKOV TPaILIIY,
Tak 1 pwrocodpun KaHTa B 11e710M, 111 KOTOPOTI BOIIPOIIIaHVIE
o bore B cBSI3M C BOIPOCOM O KOHEYHOV I YeJIOBeKa
B MMpe KaK MOPaJIbHOTO CyIllecTBa — CKBO3Has Tema (cM.: Die
Gottesfrage... 2010; a taxxe Fischer, 2010a; n nanee Kopper,
1955/56; Langthaler, 1991; Wimmer, 1990).
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der Erfahrungswirklichkeit versteht sich namlich der
Sinn, in dem positiv von einer intelligiblen Welt bzw.
der Gnade Gottes als Bedingung des sittlichen Han-
delns eines moralisch zurechnungs- und schuldfihi-
gen Wesens gesprochen werden kann.*

Kants Deduktion der Gnadenlehre

Kants ,Deduktion der Idee einer Rechtfertigung
des zwar verschuldeten, aber doch zu einer Gott
wohlgefilligen Gesinnung tibergangenen Menschen”
(RGV, AA 06, S. 76) reagiert auf folgendes ethische
Problem: Die praktische Vernunft des Menschen
fordert, sich am Ideal der moralischen Vollkommen-
heit zu orientieren. So verlangt der kategorische Im-
perativ, die eigenen Maximen auf ihre Verallgemei-
nerbarkeit zu ausnahmslos geltenden Gesetzen hin
zu priifen und dementsprechend zu handeln. Diese
Forderung trifft jedoch den Menschen als Wesen, das
im Bewusstsein seiner moralischen Pflicht nicht not-
wendigerweise auch schon aus Pflicht handelt. Der
Mensch ist vielmehr versucht, sich im Handeln an
seinen blof3 selbstbezogenen Neigungen zu orientie-
ren und daher, unter Verweis auf die , Gebrechlich-
keit” oder Schwiche seiner Natur (RGV, AA 06, S. 20),
Ausnahmen vom allgemein geltenden Gebot der
Pflicht geltend zu machen (vgl. GMS, AA 04, S. 413).
Der Mensch sieht sich ferner darin mit seiner eigenen
,Unlauterkeit” konfrontiert, dass er selbst dann, wenn
er duflerlich pflichtgemafs handelt, dies dennoch nicht
notwendigerweise auch aus Pflicht tut, sondern an-
deren Triebfedern folgt, namlich der Selbstliebe bzw.
der eigenen Gliickseligkeit (RGV, AA 06, S. 30). Das
radikal Bose der menschlichen Natur, wie Kant es
nennt, besteht schlieilich darin, sich habituell gegen
das Ideal der moralischen Vollkommenbheit selbst zu
kehren, indem man es sich zur Maxime macht, das
Handeln aus Pflicht bzw. aus Achtung fiirs Gesetz
anderen Triebfedern, namlich jenen der Selbstliebe,
nachzusetzen bzw. unterzuordnen, statt es ihnen
tiberzuordnen (RGV, AA 06, S. 30, 32, 36).

* Angesichts des Gewichts dieser Fragen wie auch der Kom-
plexitit von Kants Ausfithrungen sei angemerkt, dass es sich
hierbei nur um einige wenige Aspekte eines ebenso grofien wie
schwierigen Themas handelt, deren Darstellung auch lediglich
den Versuch einer Anniherung bedeutet. Dies betrifft eben-
so die theologische Tradition wie auch Kants Philosophie im
Ganzen, fiir die das Fragen nach Gott, und zwar im Zusammen-
hang mit der Frage nach dem Endzweck des Menschen als eines
moralischen Wesens in der Welt, durchgéngiges Thema ist (vgl.
Fischer und Forschner, 2010; darin wiederum Fischer, 2010a;
ferner Kopper, 1955/56; Langthaler, 1991; Wimmer, 1990).



Pemarorriee 3Ha9eHMe AJI 3TOVI IIPOOIIEMBI VIMeeT
TO OOCTOSITEIBCTBO, UTO 3Ta BCeoOllasi derloBedecKasi
«HaKJIOHHOCTB KO 371y» (AA 06, S. 32 —34; KanT, 1994,
c. 28—30), KoTopyIO CIIeAyeT OTIMYIaTh OT Oe3yC/IoB-
HO 3JI0VI WJIVI AbSIBOJILCKOV (He UeJIOBeYecKOV) BOJIV,
OPsIMO IeJIafOIent CBOeV MaKCMMOVI ITPOTUBOCTOSTHIE
1obpy (AA 06, S. 37; Kant, 1994, c. 38), — sTa HaKJIOH-
HOCTB BCe )K€ He peJIATVBMPYyeT 3Ha4MMOCTh Veasla
MOP&JIBHOTO COBepIIeHCTBa. [loToMy dTo mpaeas, v
«11epBo00Opa3», HpaBCTBEHHO N0Oporo obpasa MbIciIen
He TIOMYVHSAETCSI YCMOTPEHWIO VUM PacIIOPsDKEHVIIO
uesioBeKa: 3Ta myes, et KaHT, «co3laHa He HaM,
HO 3aHVMAeT B 4YeJIOBeKe OIIperielleHHOe MeCTO, XOTs
MBI 1 He IIOHMMaeM, KaKuM obpa3oM IIpupopaa 4esio-
BedecKasi MOXeT 00JIalaTh BOCIPMVMYMBOCTBIO U IIO
OTHOIIIeHMIO K Hemt» (AA 06, S. 61; KanT, 1994, c. 61).
«MoXHO cKa3aTb, cKopee, — mpopospkaer Kaxr, —
YTO 3TOT IIepBOO0Pa3 coules K HaM ¢ HeDa, YTO OH BOC-
HPUHSII YerioBedHoCTh» (ibid.). HpaBcTBeHHBIN Meart
yrogHoro bory uesiopedecTBa, TO €CTh TaKOro, KaKoe
OJIMIIETBOPSieTCsT KM3HBIO XPUCTa, BKIIIOYaeT B ceds,
OIISITB K€, He TOJIBKO TO, UTO 4YeJIOBEK BBIIIOJIHSET BCe
CBOM 00SA3aHHOCTY, HO ¥ TO, YTO OH ITOCPENICTBOM yde-
HVS ¥ HpUMepa IIbITaeTcsi PaclpoCTpaHUTE T00po
B BO3MOXXHO OosIpIlieM oObeMe, V1 9TO OH, CTOVIKWII IIO
OTHOIIIEHMIO K cobjIa3sHaM, «BCe )Xe T'OTOB IIPVHSTBH
Ha ceOs Bce cTpamaHMs BIUIOTH IO cMepTW paau Oiia-
ra mupa» (AA 06, S. 61; Kant, 1994, c. 62). ITpobrema
3JI0TO COCTOWT, CJIefIOBaTeIbHO, B TOM, UTO YeJIOBEK,
KOTOPBIVI, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHEI, OCO3HAET, YTO JIOJDKEeH
CTPEMUTBCS K 3TOMY WfIealy MOPaJIbHOTO COBEpIIIeH-
CTBa, C APYroul — IIOCKOJIBKY OH He-paKTO HUKOITA
He 3HaJI ce0sI CBOOOIHBIM OT BUHBI, «IOJDKEH CUMTATh
cebst HemoCTOVMHBIM OOBenMHEeHMsT CBoero obpasa
MBICJIEVI C ITIOOOHOM MIIeeVt, XOTsI OHa U CIIYKUT eMy
repBoobpasom» (ibid.). B mpoTmBomonoxHOCTh 3TOMY
TemyKuys OIpaBHaHMs M3 MWIOCTY HO/DKHA IIOKa-
3aTh, UTO B «IIPaKTIdecKou Bepe» B CbiHa boxbero «He
JIVIIIEHO Pa3syMHOCTV» HaesIThCs OBITH TeM, «KTO He
COBCEM He IOCTOMH OOXXeCTBEHHOTO O0JIaroBOJIEHVIS»
(ibid.). DTa mpakTMUecKasl Bepa 3aKIIIOYAETCs, B CBOIO
odepenb, B YBEPEHHOCTY, YTO «B IOJOOHBIX VCKYIIIe-
HVSIX Y CTPa/IaHMSIX» MOXKHO OCTaBaThCS «HEM3MEHHO
IIpeIaHHBIM I1epPBO00pa3y UeIOBEYHOCTH VI, B BEPHOM
CJIeiOBaHMVI €My, TIOHOOHBIM ero mpumMepy» (ibid.).

PasymuocTe 3TOV Hamexawl, 1o Kaxty, cremy-
€T OTCTOSTh IIeper] JINIIOM CJIeAYIOMMX TPYHZHOCTEN
B ydeHUM o MutocTi. ITockorbKy, BO-TIepBBIX, COOT-
BETCTBYE «KV3HEHHOI'O II0BeJIeHVIsI», HAUHAIOIIeroCs
BO 3JIe, «CBSTOCTV 3aKOHa... HUKOITA He ITOCTVDKIMO»
(AA 06, S. 66; Kanurt, 1994, c. 68), To HpaBCTBEHHO [10-

13

U. Seeberg

Entscheidend fiir das Problem ist nun der Um-
stand, dass dieser allgemeine menschliche ,Hang
zum Bosen” (RGV, AA 06, S. 32-34) — der noch von
einem schlechterdings bosen oder teuflischen (nicht
menschlichen) Willen zu unterscheiden ist, welcher
sich den Widerstreit gegen das Gute selbst zur Ma-
xime macht (RGV, AA 06, S. 37) — dennoch nicht die
Geltung des Ideals der moralischen Vollkommenheit
relativiert. Denn das Ideal oder ,,Urbild” der sittlich
guten Gesinnung untersteht nicht dem Belieben oder
Verfiigen des Menschen: Wir sind nicht ,Urheber”
dieser Idee, schreibt Kant, sie habe vielmehr ,in dem
Menschen Platz genommen [...], ohne daf$ wir be-
greifen, wie die menschliche Natur fiir sie auch nur
habe empféanglich sein konnen” (RGV, AA 06, S. 61).
»~Angemessener”, so Kant weiter, sei es daher sogar
zu sagen, ,,dafs jenes Urbild vom Himmel zu uns he-
rabgekommen sei, dafl es die Menschheit angenommen
habe” (ebd.). Das sittliche Ideal einer in diesem Sinne
Gott wohlgefilligen Menschheit, und zwar so, wie es
durch das Leben Jesu personifiziert wird, beinhaltet
wiederum nicht nur, dass der Mensch allen seinen
Pflichten nachkommt, sondern auch, dass er durch
Lehre und Beispiel das Gute in grofitmoglichem
Umfang auszubreiten sucht und dass er, standhaft
gegentiber Versuchungen, alle Leiden bis zum Tod,
und zwar um des Weltbesten willen, zu iibernehmen
bereit ist (ebd.). Das Problem des Bosen besteht daher
darin, dass der Mensch, der sich einerseits durch sich
selbst verpflichtet weifs, diesem Ideal moralischer
Vollkommenheit nachzustreben, sich andererseits,
welil er sich de facto nie frei von Schuld weifs, , der
Vereinigung seiner Gesinnung mit einer solchen Idee,
obzwar sie ihm zum Urbilde dient, [fiir] unwiirdig
halten mufs” (ebd.). Demgegeniiber soll die Deduk-
tion der Rechtfertigung aus Gnade zeigen, dass es
,nicht unvernuinftig” ist, im , praktischen Glauben”
an den Sohn Gottes zu hoffen, ,ein des gottlichen
Wohlgefallens nicht unwiirdiger Gegenstand” zu
sein (ebd.). Dieser praktische Glauben besteht wie-
derum im Vertrauen, ,unter dhnlichen Versuchun-
gen und Leiden [...] dem Urbilde der Menschheit un-
wandelbar anhdngig und seinem Beispiele in treuer
Nachfolge dhnlich bleiben” zu kénnen (ebd.).

Die Verntinftigkeit dieser Hoffnung muss nach Kant
angesichts folgender Schwierigkeiten der Gnadenlehre
verteidigt werden. Weil, erstens, im Ausgang vom Bosen
die ,, Angemessenheit des Lebenswandels zur Heiligkeit
des Gesetzes [...] in keiner Zeit” (RGV, AA 06, S. 66)



V. 3ebepr

Opoe cBOVICTBO YeJIOBEKa, HACKOJIBKO OH BIIpaBe Ha-
mesiTbest (IIPVL yCJIOBUM IepeMeHBI oOpasa MBICTIENT OT
371010 K moOpoMmy) OBITH olpaBIaHHBIM Iepen, borom,
MOXeT 3aK/IF0UaThCs TOJIBKO B TOOPOM TV YIIydIlleH-
HoM obpase mbiciten (ibid.). Kak, omaako, moOpsm v
YJIy4IIIeHHBIVI 00pa3 MbICIIEVI MOXKET BJIMSTD Ha IIOCTY-
IIOK, KOTOPBIVI BO BCSIKOE BpeMsi HECOBEpPIIIEHEH, eCiIn
MOPaJIbHBIV 3aKOH TpeOyeT CBATOCTY B 00pase >KV3HM
cornacHo npeany Croma boxwero? Paspernenue 3Ton
tpynHocTy KaHT Bunut B ctenyiomeM. HermmpepbisHoe
IBVDKEHVE BIIeper], OT He BIIOJIHE JJOOPOro K JIy4IleMy,
HpaBa, OCTAETCS BO «BPEMEHHBIX YCIIOBMSIX» BCEra
HEOKOHYEHHBIM, TaK 4TO «I00pO B SIBJIEHNM, TO €CTh
IO IEVICTBUIO, MBI BCerja IO/DKHBI OLleHMBATh B Hac
KaK HeIOCTaTOYHOE II0 OTHOIIEHWUIO K CBSIIEHHOMY
3akoHy» (AA 06, S. 67; Kanr, 1994, c. 68). Ho mockose-
Ky H0OpBITT 00pa3 MBICIIeVI OTHOCUTCS KO BCEVI IIOJTHOTE
JKM3HM, KOTOpasl KaK TaKoBasl He MOXeT OBbITb CXBade-
Ha BO BpeMeHW U, CJIe[I0BaTeJIbHO, SBJISETCS CBEePXUYB-
CTBEHHOV, TO IIPUOJIVIKEHNE K JOOPY, IIpeCcTaBiIseMoe
BO BPeMEHHBIX YCIIOBVSIX TOJIBKO OeCKOHEeUHBIM, OyIieT
BCe JK€ paccMaTpUBaThCA CEPHLIEBEIOM «C ITOMOIIBIO
YCTO VIHTEJUIEKTYJIBHOIO CO3€pLIaHM. .. KaK 3aKOH-
4JeHHOe IleJIoe TaKXe ¥ 10 HEeVICTBUIO (KM3HEHHOMY
nosefteHmio)» (ibid.). «Crajyio ObITh, uesIoBeK, HecMo-
TPps Ha CBO€ IIOCTOSIHHOE HECOBEPIIIEHCTBO, BCe-TaKM
MoT OBl OXMIaTh, 4YTO OH OyneT Boob1ie yrogen bory,
B KaKovi ObI MOMEHT BpeMeHW HM 000pBajIoCh €ro Cy-
mrectpoBaHMe» (AA 06, S. 67; Kant, 1994, c. 68 —69).

Bropast TpygHOCTb yueHMS O MWJIOCTU KacaeTcs
«MOPJIBHOTO OJIaKeHCTBa» — YBEPEHHOCTW B TOM,
YTO IIOCJIe CBEPIIVBIIIEVICS IIepeMeHbI 00pas3a MbICIIeN
Ha IyTu K J00py He OyJeT HOCTOSHHO IOBTOPSATLCH
ITazieHe BO 3710. DTa YBEePEeHHOCTh IIOIAeTCs TOJIBKO
OIIOCPEIOBAaHHOMY OIIPaBIAHNIO Yepe3 COIIOCTaBIIe-
Hue 1oOporo HaMepeHMs M PaKTIIECKOrO XOma K3~
Hu. [Tpu 3TOM M3 yIrydirieHns oGpa3a MbICIIeV Ha jerte
BO3HMKAET yCIIOKAMBAOIIIN U 00O POV «B3TJISAL,
B He0003p1IMOe, HO )KeJITaHHOE V1 CUaCTIINBOe OyyIiee»
(AA 06, S. 69; KarT, 1994, c. 71). V13 omplTa HeCKOHYA-
€MOTO0 TTaJIeHMsl BO 3/I0 BO3SHUKAET, HAIIPOTMB, «B3IJISIL
B TaKoe ke HeoDo3pmMoe OeficTBIE», M 3TO IIpeICTaB-
JIeHWE, B CBOIO OY€eperib, MOXeT CIIOCOOCTBOBATh «ITPO-
OyXXIeHMIO Cy[ISIIert COBEeCTV, Jalbl, HACKOJIBKO BO3-
MOJKHO, YS3BUTB 3710» (ibid.).

Brrarovt u avcTe 06pa3s MpIciIert (KOTOPBIVE MOX-
HO Ha3BaTh ITPaBAIIMM B Hac TOOPBIM yXOM) ITPUHO-
CUT C coDoM, cTaJIO OBITE (KOITIA ero OCO3HAIOT), U J10-
Bepuie K ero IIPOYHOCTH U YCTOMYMBOCTY, ITyCTh JIMIIIb
OIIOCPeJOBaHHO, U SIBJISieTCsl YTelmTesieM (Iapakiiv-

14

zu erreichen ist, kann die sittlich gute Beschaffenheit
des Menschen, sofern er (unter Voraussetzung einer
Sinnesanderung vom Bosen zum Guten) berechtigter-
weise hoffen darf, vor Gott gerechtfertigt zu sein, al-
lein in der guten bzw. gebesserten Gesinnung liegen
(ebd.). Wie kann aber die gute bzw. gebesserte Gesin-
nung fiir die zu jedem Zeitpunkt sittlich mangelhafte
Tat gelten, wenn doch das Sittengesetz die Heiligkeit
des Lebenswandels nach dem Ideal des Sohnes Gottes
fordert (ebd.)? Die Auflssung dieser Schwierigkeit
sieht Kant darin, dass der kontinuierliche Fortschritt
vom mangelhaften Guten zum Besseren unter ,,Zeit-
bedingungen” zwar immer unvollendbar bleibt, ,so
dafl wir das Gute in der Erscheinung, d.i. der That nach,
in uns jederzeit als unzuldnglich fiir ein heiliges Gesetz
ansehen miissen” (RGV, AA 06, S. 67). Weil die gute
Gesinnung aber ein Ganzes des Lebens betrifft, das als
solches nicht in der Zeit erfasst werden kann und also
tibersinnlich ist, kann die unter Zeitbedingungen nur
als unendlich vorstellbare Anndherung zum Guten
doch ,von einem Herzenskiindiger in seiner reinen
intellectuellen Anschauung als ein vollendetes Ganze
auch der That (dem Lebenswandel) nach beurtheilt”
gedacht werden (ebd.). Daher kann ,, der Mensch un-
erachtet seiner bestindigen Mangelhaftigkeit doch
tiberhaupt Gott wohlgefillig zu sein erwarten [...], in
welchem Zeitpunkte auch sein Dasein abgebrochen
werden moge” (ebd.).

Die zweite Schwierigkeit der betrifft die Erwar-
tung , moralischer Gliickseligkeit”, namlich das Ver-
trauen, nach erfolgter Sinnesénderung auf dem Weg
zum Guten nicht stindig erneut zum Bosen abzufal-
len. Dieses Vertrauen lédsst sich nur mittelbar aus dem
Vergleich des tatsdchlichen Lebenswandels mit dem
guten Vorsatz rechtfertigen. Aus einer Besserung der
Gesinnung in der Tat ergibt sich hierbei der beruhi-
gende und befestigende Ausblick in eine , unabsehli-
che, aber gewtinschte und gliickliche Zukunft” (RGV,
AA 06, S. 69). Ergibt sich hingegen umgekehrt aus
der Erfahrung eines standigen Abfalls zum Bosen der
Blick ,in ein eben so unabsehliches Elend”, so kann
diese Vorstellung doch wiederum ,zur Aufweckung
des richtenden Gewissens, um dem Bosen so viel
mdglich noch Abbruch zu thun”, dienen (ebd.). , Die
gute und lautere Gesinnung (die man einen guten
uns regierenden Geist nennen kann), deren man sich
bewufdt ist, fithrt also auch das Zutrauen zu ihrer Be-
harrlichkeit und Festigkeit, obzwar nur mittelbar, bei



TOM), ec/ii Hac OecroKOST HaIllM OIIMOOYHbIe Iarv
CpaBHUTEJILHO C ero HocTostHCcTBoM (AA 06, S. 70—71;
Kanrt, 1994, c. 72—74).

TpeTps 11, «I10 BUAMMOCTY, caMasl cepbe3Has TPY-
HOCTB» YYEHWSI O MUJIOCTV COCTOWT B TOM, UTO Y€eJIOBEK,
ZlaXe KOTTIa OH 00paTwIcs K oOpy 1 ocTaeTcss BEpHBIM
3TOMY HaMepeHMIO, Havdasl Bce XKe CO 3/1a — «U 3aIjla-
IUTH 3Ty BUHY OH y>Ke HUKOIZa He cMoxeT» (AA 06,
S.72; Kant, 1994, c. 74). Pasperienue 3Toi TpyaHOCTHU
He MOXeT COCTOSITh B TOM, UTO YJIyUIIeHHBIVI YeJIOBEK
He CTaHeT CHOBa BMHOBHBIM. Beb «T0, UTO HocCse Ie-
PEMeH B CBOEM cepfille OH OOJIbIIIe y>Ke He COBEpIIIaeT
HIMKaKVX HOBBIX IIPOBMHHOCTET, BCe JXKe He IT03BOJIIeT
4UeJIOBeKY CUMTATh, YTO 3TVM OH BO3MeIIlaeT CTapble»
(ibid.). Cronp >xe Masio OH cIIOCOOeH 3aciryramMu Jo-
OpbIx Ienr moracuthb cout goir. I[loroMmy dro, riacur
aprymenT KaHTa, IIocTymars no-gobpomy — 1o u Oe3
TOTO JIOJIT YeJI0BEeKa, TaK UTO HeJIb3sI CO3aTh M30BITOK
3aciyr (AA 06, S. 72; Kant, 1994, c. 74—75). HakoHer,
MOpaJIbHAsl BMHA OJHOTO YeJIoBeKa He MOXeT OBITH
oIUTaveHa KeM-TO IPYIVIM VIIU IlepeJIo’keHa Ha JIpyTo-
ro, TO €CTh 37IeCh 1eJI0 OOCTOUT MHauve, 4eM C JeHeX-
HbIM JoroM. OCHOBaHMEe 3TOTO B TOM, UTO OCO3HaHMe
37IBIX HaMepeHWUVI KacaeTcs He OTHEIbHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB
B TOM BUle, KaK OHM pacCMaTpUBAIOTCS BHEIIIHVM CY-
IIOM ¥ IIPY 3TOM B3aMMOOOpPasHO KOMIIEHCUPYIOTCS.
11 Takov BHEIITHEV OLIEHKWM OTHEIbHBIX TTOCTYTIKOB
He Ba’kKHO, KTO II0 CBOEMY MHAVBIMAYaJIbHOMY 00pa3sy
MBICJIEVI TOT UeJI0BeK, KOTOPBIN VX COBepIIIIL. i1 Mo-
PaJIbHOVI CaMOOILIEHKM desioBeKa, KOTOpasl BEPIIIITCS
B €TI0 COBECTV, KaK BO BHyTpeHHeM cyzie (AA 06, S. 438;
Kanrt, 2019, c. 149), sToT BOIpPOC, HAIIPOTUB, peIIaro-
I — OH KacaeTcsl ero MakKCuM ¥ TeM caMbIM ero ca-
MOIIOHVMMaHMS KaK JIMIHOCTHM, KOTOpasl XejlaeT caMa
HEeCTV OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a CBOIO XXVM3Hb U BUIETh cels
B Hell KaK MHOMBUOYaJIbHYIO YacTb HEKOero IIeslo-
TO AEeVICTBUTEIFHOCTY BOOOIIE, a MMEHHO — IIapCTBa
nesient. [ToaToMy depes 3710e B cBoeM oOpa3se MBICIIEN
4UeJIOBEeK BUIUT CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO WHIVBUIYAJIb-
HOCTB IIOCTaBJIEHHO TI07, Borrpoc. Kak ciienctsute, «B
BBICIIIET! CcTerleHM jimaHas» (AA 06, S. 72; Kanr, 1994,
c. 75) 1 MO3TOMYy TaKXke He IOJIeXallas IlepeKia-
IBIBAHMIO Ha JIPyroro BMHA 3a 3JI0M o0pa3 MBICTIEV,
B KOTOPOM UeJIOBeK BHyTpeHHe oDOpaliaeTcs IIpOTVB
caMoro cebsi Kak MOPaJIbHOTO CYIIECTBa, ITO-BUIMMO-
MY, MOXET B €ro COOCTBEHHBIX IVIa3aX IIPaBOMEPHO
KapaTbCsl TOIIPKO «OeCKOHeUHBIM» HaKa3aHMeM B BUe
«VM3THAHMS M3 IapcTBa O0XXbero» — UeIoBeK CUMTaeT
camMoro cebsl HeTOCTOVMHBIM OO0XXeCTBEHHOro 0j1aroBo-
neHms (ibid.).
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sich und ist der Troster (Paraklet), wenn uns unsere
Fehltritte wegen ihrer Beharrlichkeit besorgt machen”
(RGV, AA 06, S. 70-71).

Die dritte und ,dem Anscheine nach grofite
Schwierigkeit” der Gnadenlehre besteht darin, dass
der Mensch, auch wenn er sich dem Guten zugewen-
det hat und in diesem Vorsatz beharrlich bleibt, er
dennoch vom Bosen anfing — ,,und diese Verschul-
dung ist ihm nie auszuléschen moglich” (RGV, AA 06,
S.72). Die Auflosung dieser Schwierigkeit kann nicht
darin bestehen, dass der gebesserte Mensch nicht er-
neut schuldig wird. Denn dass ,er nach seiner Her-
zensidnderung keine neue[n] Schulden mehr macht,
kann er nicht dafiir ansehen, als ob er dadurch die
alten bezahlt habe” (ebd.). Ebensowenig kann er
durch das Verdienst guter Werke seine Schuld ab-
tragen. Denn, so Kants Argument, gut zu handeln ist
ohnedies Pflicht des Menschen, es kann daher keinen
Uberschuss an Verdienst produzieren (ebd.). Mora-
lische Schuld ldsst sich schliefdlich auch nicht von an-
deren begleichen oder iibernehmen, anders also als
etwa im Falle einer Geldschuld. Der Grund hierfiir
besteht darin, dass das Bewusstsein der bosen Gesin-
nung nicht einzelne Taten in der Weise betrifft, wie sie
vor einem dufleren Gerichtshof verhandelt und dabei
gegeneinander aufgerechnet werden konnen. Fiir
eine solche duflerliche Beurteilung einzelner Taten ist
es nicht entscheidend, wer der Mensch seiner indivi-
duellen Gesinnung nach ist, der sie begangen hat. Fiir
die moralische Selbstbeurteilung des Menschen, die
in seinem Gewissen, als innerem Gerichtshof, stattfin-
det (MS TL, AA 06, S. 438), ist hingegen gerade diese
Frage entscheidend — sie betrifft seine Maximen und
damit sein Selbstverstindnis als eine Person, die ihr
Leben selbst verantworten und sich darin als indi-
viduellen Teil eines Ganzen der Wirklichkeit iiber-
haupt, ndmlich eines Reichs der Zwecke, verstehen
mochte. Der Mensch sieht sich daher durch das Bose
seiner Gesinnung in seiner eigenen Individualitét in
Frage gestellt. Die aus diesem Grunde , allerperson-
lichste” (RGV, AA 06, S. 72) und deswegen auch un-
tibertragbare Schuld der bosen Gesinnung, mit der
sich der Mensch innerlich gegen sich selbst als mora-
lisches Wesen kehrt, scheint daher in seinen eigenen
Augen rechtméfiig nur mit der ,unendlichen” Strafe
einer , Verstoffung aus dem Reich Gottes” geahndet
werden zu konnen — der Mensch hilt sich selbst des
gottlichen Wohlgefallens fiir unwiirdig (ebd.).



V. 3ebepr

KanroBa memykins HamexOel dejloBeKa Ha TO,
49TOOBI, COBEPIINB MPEAIVICAHHBIV MOPAJIBIO IIOBOPOT
K [100py, He OKa3aTbCsl HEIOCTOVHBEIM OOXKeCTBEHHO-
ro Os1aroBosieHVIs, 3VDKIIETCS M 3[1eCh Ha pa3IM4eHnN
YyBCTBEHHOIO W VHTeIUIMIMOeIbHOro Mupa. Ecam
JesioBeK, IOKa OBUI 37IBIM CYIIECTBOM, TO eCTh MO ITe-
peMeHBI cBoero oOpasa MBICIIeVI, 3aCIIy XKWL, TTOXKaIyVi,
OecKOHe4YHOe HaKa3aHWe, TO IIOC/Ie €T0 ODpallleHVIs
K I0Opy, TO eCTh B KadecTBe «OOrOYTOMHOTO 4desioBe-
Ka», TaKoe HaKa3aHle KaXeTcsd eMy y’Ke HeyMeCTHBIM
(AA 06, S. 73; Kart, 1994, c. 76). Ho nockosipKy «Bce
JKe OH JIOJDKeH IaTh YIOBJIETBOPEHVIE BBICIIEV CIIpa-
BEJIMBOCTY, IIepel], KOTOPOV YeIOBEK, ITOJIeXKaIlluil
HaKa3aHWIO, HMKOI/a He MOYXKeT OCTaThcs Oe3sHaKa3aH-
HBIM», TO TOJIBKO «B ITEPMOJT CAMOTO 3TOT'O M3MEHEHVIS»
OH MOJXET «II0JIaraTh, 9YTO OHO cOpa3MepHO evr» (ibid.).
Ecym xe uertoBek paccMaTpuBaeT cebsi KaK CyIIeCTBO
TOJIBKO 4yBCTBEHHOT'O MUpa, TO €CTh POCTPaHCTBEH-
HO-BPeMEHHOT'0 MIpa OIIbITa, TO JOOPBIVI 11 371011 00pa3
MBICJIeTI KaXXYTCsI MY IByMsI pa3IMIHBIMY COCTOSHVIS-
MU, HECOBMECTVMBIMU JIPYT C APYroM Bo BpeMeHu. Ho
o0Opa3 MbICiIeN], Kak yKe ObUIO CKa3aHO, 3aTparvBaeT
BCe CYIIeCTBO VI TeM CaMBIM BCIO JKM3HBb YeloBeKa —
a CIJIefoBaTeNIbHO, Takke M cdepy yMOIIOCTUTaeMOIo
MMpa, KOTOPBIVI BEIXOOWT 3a IIperesIbl OIbITa JIVIIb
OTEJIbHBIX COCTOSIHMIL M IIOCTYIIKOB B MVIP€e UyBCTBEH-
HoM. [lepemena oOpasa MBICTIEVI OT 37100 K 1oOpo-
My, KOTOpasi KaXeTcs 4eJIOBeKy HeBO3MOXKHOV, IT0Ka
OH IIpMHIMMaeT BO BHUMMAaHME TOJIBKO UYBCTBEHHBIN
MMp, COAEPXXUT IIO3TOMY He [IBa OTHEIbHBIX COCTOS-
HWS, a CBSI3bIBAeT VX B €OMHCTBEHHOM aKTe. DTOT aKT
HPOVICXOANT, B CBOIO Odepenb, IPW yCIOBUI JOOPBIX
ybexpenmt:

[B mepemerne oOpasa MbIcier] KakK WMHTeIUIEK-
TYaJIbHOM OIIpeleIeHUM 3aK/IIoueHbl He [1Ba pasme-
JIEHHBIX IIPOMEXYTKOM BpeMeHV MOpPaIbHBIX aKTa,
a TOJIBKO OfIVIH-€[IMHCTBEHHBINT aKT, MO0 OTKa3 OT 371a
BO3MO>KEH JIVIITB IIPY 3aMeHe II0CIIeHero JoOpeIM 00-
Pa3oM MBICIIEVI, KOTOPBIV IIPUBOAUT KO BCTYIUICHVIIO
B 100po, 1 HaoOopoT. JoOpbi IIPMHINII COCTOMUT,
TaK/M 00pa3oM, KaK B OTKase OT 3JI0T0, TaK U B YCBO-
eHuM 1o00poro obpasa MbICiIeVt, M CKOpOb, KoTopas
IIPaBOMEPHO COIIPOBOXK/IAET IIEPBHIVI, COBEPIIIEHHO
ncyesaet m3 BToporo (AA 06, S. 74; Kaur, 1994, c. 77).

VItak, mepemeHa obpasa MBICTIEV, COITIACHO pellia-
IOITI[eMy IIYHKTY B apIyMeHTaIIU, COCTOUT B TOM, YTO-
OBl OBITBH CITOCOOHBIM B CBeTe J00pa YBUAETH 3710 B CBO-
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Kants Deduktion der Hoffnung des Menschen,
in der sittlich gebotenen Zuwendung zum Guten
dennoch des gottlichen Wohlgefallens nicht un-
wiirdig zu sein, setzt auch hier bei der Differen-
zierung zwischen sensibler und intelligibler Welt
an. Wihrend der Mensch als boses Wesen, also
vor seiner Sinnesdnderung, eine unendliche Strafe
wohl verdient hitte, scheint dies ihm nach seiner
Zuwendung zum Guten, also in der Qualitét eines
,Gott wohlgefilligen Menschen”, gerade nicht an-
gemessen zu sein (RGV, AA 06, S. 73). Da nun aber
~der hochsten Gerechtigkeit, vor der ein Strafba-
rer nie straflos sein kann, ein Gentige geschehen”
muss, kann dies nur ,,in dem Zustande der Sin-
nesdnderung selbst ihr angemessen und ausgetibt
gedacht werden” (ebd.). Betrachtet sich nun der
Mensch als Wesen nur der sensiblen Welt, also
der raum-zeitlichen Erfahrungswelt, scheinen ihm
gute und bose Gesinnung als zwei verschiedene
Zustinde in der Zeit miteinander unvereinbar
zu sein. Die Gesinnung betrifft aber, wie gesagt,
das ganze Wesen und damit das ganze Leben des
Menschen — und damit zugleich die Dimension
einer intelligiblen Welt, die tiber die Erfahrung
blof§ einzelner Zustinde und Taten in der sensi-
blen Welt hinausgeht. Die Sinnesidnderung vom
Bosen zum Guten, die dem Menschen, sofern er
nur auf die sinnliche Welt achtet, unmoglich zu
sein scheint, beinhaltet daher nicht zwei getrennte
Zustinde, sondern verbindet diese in einem einzi-
gen Akt. Dieser Akt geschieht wiederum seinerseits
unter der Voraussetzung der guten Gesinnung:

[in der Sinnesdnderung] als intellectueller Be-
stimmung sind nicht zwei durch eine Zwischenzeit
getrennte moralische Actus enthalten, sondern sie ist
nur ein einiger, weil die Verlassung des Bosen nur
durch die gute Gesinnung, welche den Eingang ins
Gute bewirkt, moglich ist, und so umgekehrt. Das
gute Princip ist also in der Verlassung der bosen eben
sowohl, als in der Annehmung der guten Gesinnung
enthalten, und der Schmerz, der die erste rechtméfiig
begleitet, entspringt ganzlich aus der zweiten (RGYV,
AA06,S.74).

Die Sinnesdnderung besteht also darin, so der
entscheidende Punkt der Argumentation, das Bose
der eigenen Gesinnung im Lichte des Guten sehen



eM 06pa3e MBICJIET — U OIHOBPEMEHHO, He ITbITasACh
OIpaBaaTh CaMOT'o ce6$1, IIPVIHATE 3a 3TO OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTB, a IMEHHO 4epes3 IIOCTYIIOK paan ):L06pa.

[XoTst genoBek] B dpmsmdeckom oTHOIIEHNUN (pac-
CMaTpVBaeMBblil COIVIACHO CBOEMY SMIIMPUYECKOMY
xapaKTepy, TO eCThb KaK UyBCTBEHHOE CYIIIECTBO) ...
VI OCTaeTCs TeM XKe CaMBbIM HaKa3yeMBIM UeJIOBEKOM,
a B 3TOM KadecTBe JIOJDKEeH IOJIeXaTh MOPaJIbHOMY
cyny (3HaUWUT, U CBOeMy COOCTBEHHOMY), — BCe XKe
B CBOeM HOBOM 0oDOpa3se MBICTTIeVt (KaK MHTeIUINTOeTh-
HOe CyIIIeCTBO) OH IIpelcTaeT Iieper 0OXXeCTBEHHBIM
Cyabevi, KOTOPBIVI II0 [IeJIaM CyOUT 3TOT HOBBI o6pa3
MBICJIEV, MOPaJIbHO COBepIIeHHO ApyruM (ibid.).

B srom akrTe oOpareHms Oo)XecTBeHHas CIIpa-
BEIVIVIBOCTD Y OBJIETBOPSETCS CIIEAYIOMMM 00pa3oM:
HOBBIVI YeJIOBEK Tellepb JOOPOBOJIBHO IIPMHMMAeT Ha
ceOs B cBOeM 1OOpOM oOpase MBICTIEN TO CTpafaHMe,
KOTOpOE BETXMV YeJIOBEK CUMTaI HEBO3MOKHBIM IIPY-
HSTHh Ha ceDs1 B KauecTBe OECKOHEYHOTO HaKa3aHWs
VIV Kapbl, a IMEHHO cTpafaHyue pagu nobpa. [Toromy
uTo 106po, Kak mmmrer KaHT, yxxe caMo 110 cebe «sIBIIs-
€TCsI )KepPTBOV M BCTYIUIEHVEM B [JIMHHBIN PSIIT TeX 3071
JKVM3HV, KOTOpble IIPVHVMaeT Ha ceOsl HOBBIVI 4eIoBeK
B 00pase mbicitert CpiHa boxxbero, a MMeHHO MCKITIOUM-
TeslbHO paay Ostara» (ibid.). HoBwmi yertoBek ¢ ToTOB-
HOCTBIO IIPWHMMAeT CTpaflaHWs M HeB3TOHbI KM3HU
BOODIIIe, KOTOpEIe ObUIVM HUCIIOCTIAHBI BETXOMY 4eJIo-
BEeKY B HaKasaHMe KaK «IIOBOJI K MCIIBITAHWIO U YIIPaXK-
HEHIIO CBoero obpasa Meicient B 1obpe» (AA 06, S. 75
Anm.; KanT, 1994, c. 78 cH.), ¥ MOXeT CYUTATh UX B TO
e BpeMs HaKasaHWeM, ITOCKOJIBKY OH, oOparasich
B HOBOTO UeJIOBEKa, YMUPAET JIJI YeJIoBeKa BETXOTO.

Korna mpmest sToro HoBoro obpasa MBICTIEVT OJIVIIE-
TBOpsiercst B ChiHe boXkbeM, Tora 3TOT «IIpefcTaBu-
TeJIb» YeJIoBeKa «HeceT CBOVMMM CTpaflaHVsIMU U CMep-
TBIO KaK VICKYIIUTENIb YIOBJIETBOPEHVE BBICIIIEN CIIpa-
BeryBOCTI» (AA 06, S. 74; KanT, 1994, c. 78). OnHako
B TO BpeM:I KaK 4eJIOBeK BCIO CBOIO JAJIbHEIITYIO XXU3Hb
IIOJDKEH BBIHOCUTBH TO CTpajlaHMe, KOTOpOe CBSI3aHO
C «OTMMPaHMEM BETXOTrO UeJIoBeKa», IIPeIICTaBUTEITIO
«BCET0 YeI0BeYeCcTBa» OHO SIBJISETCS «KaK eIVHOXIIHI
¥ HaBceT/la BEICTpa/laHHasg cMepTh» (AA 06, S. 74—75;
Kant, 1994, c. 78 —79). Hazmexxma ueroBeka cTaTh JIevi-
CTBUTEJILHO YTOOHBIM bory, oGpers yiydIeHHBI 110-
OpbIit 00pa3 MEBICIIeV], OKa3bIBaeTCs, CJedOBaTeIbHO,
B IIpakTyaecKo Bepe B CblHa BoXxbero «mpeBbIneHy-
eM» (AA 06, S. 75; Kanr, 1994, c. 79) Hayt ITOHATBIM KaK
HellpepbIBHOE CTaHOBJIEHWE IIEPEXOIOM OT BETXOTO
K HOBOMY YeJIOBEKY B IIPUTSI3aHMM, KOTOPOe yKe 37eCh
Y cevidac yIIOBJIETBOPSETCS M3 MVIJTOCTIA:
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zu konnen — und damit zugleich unter Verzicht auf
eine eigene Rechtfertigung doch die Verantwortung
hierfiir, ndmlich in einem Tun um des Guten willen,
tibernehmen zu kénnen. Obwohl der Mensch , phy-
sisch (seinem empirischen Charakter als Sinnenwe-
sen nach betrachtet) eben derselbe strafbare Mensch
ist und als ein solcher vor einem moralischen
Gerichtshofe, mithin auch von ihm selbst gerichtet
werden mufs, so ist er doch in seiner neuen Gesin-
nung (als intelligibles Wesen) vor einem gottlichen
Richter, vor welchem diese die That vertritt, mora-
lisch ein anderer” (ebd.).

In diesem Akt der Umkehr wird der géttlichen
Gerechtigkeit auf folgende Weise Geniige getan:
Der neue Mensch nimmt in seiner guten Gesinnung
das Leiden, das der alte Mensch als unendliche
Strafe der Gottesferne bzw. Verdammnis nicht auf
sich nehmen zu konnen meinte, nun freiwillig auf
sich, ndmlich um des Gutes willen. Denn, so Kant,
das Gute ist ,an sich schon Aufopferung und An-
tretung einer langen Reihe von Ubeln, die der neue
Mensch in der Gesinnung des Sohnes Gottes, ndm-
lich blofs um des Guten willen tibernimmt” (ebd.).
Der neue Mensch nimmt die Leiden und Ubel des
Lebens tiberhaupt, die dem alten Menschen als
Strafe gebiihren wiirden, als ,, Anldsse der Priifung
und Ubung seiner Gesinnung zum Guten” (RGV,
AA 06, S. 75 Anm.) willig auf sich und kann sie sich
zugleich als Strafe zurechnen, ndmlich insofern er
in der Hinwendung zum neuen Menschen dem al-
ten Menschen abstirbt.

Wenn die Idee dieser neuen Gesinnung durch
den Sohn Gottes personifiziert wird, so tut dieser
,Stellvertreter” des Menschen ,durch Leiden und
Tod der hochsten Gerechtigkeit als Erloser genug”
(RGV, AA 06, S. 74). Wihrend jedoch der Mensch
das Leiden, das mit dem ,,Absterben des alten Men-
schen” verbunden ist, im Leben fortwihrend iiber-
nehmen muss, wird es , an dem Reprédsentanten der
Menschheit als ein fiir alle Mal erlittener Tod vorge-
stellt” (RGV, AA 06, S. 74-75). Die Hoffnung des
Menschen, aufgrund seiner gebesserten guten Ge-
sinnung wirklich Gott wohlgefillig zu sein, nimmt
daher im praktischen Glauben an den Sohn Gottes
einen ,, Uberschuf3” (RGV, AA 06, S. 75) tiber das im
kontinuierlichen Werden begriffene Ubergehen vom
alten zum neuen Menschen in Anspruch, der ihm
aus Gnade bereits jetzt zugerechnet wird:
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Benp gabsl TO, 4TO y HAC B 3€MHOVI XMU3HU (a MO-
JKeT OBITB, 11 BO Bce OymyIyie BpeMeHa, 11 BO BCeX BO3-
MOKHBIX MVpax) Bcerzla HaXOOWUTCS TOJIBKO B CTAHOB-
JIeHMM (TO ecTb OBITh YTOOHBIM bory deroBexoM), HaMm
3acYMUTAIN, KaK ecyv ObI MBI yKe 311ech 00JIagamm uM
B IIOJIHOVI M€pe, — Ha 3TO, pa3yMeeTcsl, MbI He MOXKEM
VIMeTb HMKAaKMX 3aKOHHBIX IPUTSI3aHWUM... DTO, Cile-
IIOBATeJIbHO, BCETMa TOIBKO IIPUTOBOP W3 MWIOCTH,
x0Ts1 OH (Oymydm OCHOBaH Ha MCKYIUIEHUM, KOTOpOe
IUIS HaC 3aK/IF0UEHO B VijIee IIPeIOIOKITEIbHO YiIyd-
IIEHHOTO 00pasa MBIC/IeV], HO M3BeCTHO JIMIIb bory)
BIIOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET BEYHOVI CIIPABEIJINBOCTYI, €CIIV
MBI OCBOOO>KTaeMCsI OT BCSAKOVI OTBETCTBEHHOCT Pamy
nopoOHoro Osara B Bepe (AA 06, S. 75—76; Kanr,
1994, c. 79).

KanaT noggepkmBaeT, 9TO 3Ta OeHyKIIMs IpemIIo-
JlaraeT Iepexof, dejioBeKa OT 37I0T0 K Tobpomy oOpa-
3y MBIC/Iel, HO OHa He IIpeTeHIyeT Ha TO, YTOOHI Ha
OCHOBe ITOIOOHBIX apTYMEHTOB CIIOCOOCTBOBATE STOMY
Hepexoy Wiu Aaxke IpUHyAUTE K HeMy (AA 06, S. 76;
Kant, 1994, c. 80). OHa nbITaeTcs OOBSICHUTH BOIIPOC,
II0YeMy B 9TOM Ilepexofie Ha/leX/la YejloBeKa Ha I0JI-
HOe olIlpaBiiaHue reper; borom He TepseT CMBICI Iie-
pern, JINIIOM TpeX YIIOMSHYTBIX TpyaHocTet. O0ocHO-
BBIBA€TCS 3TO T€M, UTO BUHY VI MWIOCTb, KOTOpas CBS-
3aHa ¢ 00pa3oM MBICIIEV YeJIoBeKa B OTHOIIEHWW €ro
IIOCTYTIKOB, MOXXHO OITpeNIeINTDb TOJIBKO B pacueTe Ha
YMOITOCTUTaeMBIVI MUP, KOTOPBIVI IIPEBOCXOANUT O0B-
eKTVBHO IT03HaBaeMbII MUP OTHEJIbHBIX IIOCTYIIKOB.
Taxmm o6pa3omM, MOXKHO IIosIaraTh, YTo caM bor BeIHec
CyXIeHne o moOpore obpas3a MBIC/IEVI YeloBeKa, He-
CMOTpPSI Ha €ro IIOCTOSHHO HecOBepIIIeHHBbIe ITOCTYII-
KI, — 3Ta IoOpoTa Kak OecKOHeYHOe IpuOJIVDKeHe
K [00py, MO-BUOMMOMY, O3HadaeT HeCOBMEeCTMMOCTb
obpasza xm3HM ¢ HoOpoM camMmm 10 cebe. 1oOpwmt
o0pa3 MBICIIeVt K TOMY JKe OIIOCPeIOBaHHO, TPV CpaB-
HEeHUU y6€)K,[[eHVH7I VI IOCTYIIKOB, CBsI3aH C Bepom
B COOCTBEHHOEe YIIOPCTBO CJIeA0BaTh JOOPY M Ha Jerle.
Hamporus, omaceHme cjiemoBaTh B IIOCTYIIKe IOOPY
HeIOCTAaTOYHO YIIOPHO CMATYaeTcsl IIOCPeACTBOM II0-
6poro oOpasa MbIc/Ient KaK TaKOBOT'O, a UMEHHO uepe3
OCO3HaHWe BO3MOXHOCTV 00paTUThCs K HOOpY B JIfO-
Ooe Bpems. HakoHer, pagmkaiibHOe 3710, B YaCTHOCTH
IIOCTOSIHHOE W3BpallleHlie MOTVBOB, IIpeIlouTeHVe
ITOCTYTIKOB I10 JIOJITY IOCTYIIKaM M3 ceOsuro0ms], MOX-
HO IPU3HATH B BBICIIEV CTEIIeHV JIMYHOVI, Hellepera-
BAaeMOV I HEKOMIIEHCUPYeMOVI BUHOW Ileper Ooxe-
CTBEHHBIM CyJIbeV VI BMECTE C TEM CBSI3aTh C HaJIeXIIOM
Ha TI0JTHOe IIPOIIleHe WIN OIlpaBraHue. [leo B ToMm,
4TO JOOPBIVI 00pa3 MBICIIEN UYeJIOBeKa, KOTOPBIN 0le-
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Denn damit das, was bei uns im Erdenleben
(vielleicht auch in allen kiinftigen Zeiten und allen
Welten) immer nur im bloSlen Werden ist (ndm-
lich ein Gott wohlgefélliger Mensch zu sein), uns,
gleich als ob wir schon hier im vollen Besitz des-
selben wiren, zugerechnet werde, dazu haben wir
doch wohl keinen Rechtsanspruch [...]. Es ist also
immer nur ein Urtheilsspruch aus Gnade, obgleich
(als auf Genugthuung gegriindet, die fiir uns nur in
der Idee der gebesserten Gesinnung liegt, die aber
Gott allein kennt) der ewigen Gerechtigkeit vollig
gemifs, wenn wir um jenes Guten im Glauben wil-
len aller Verantwortung entschlagen werden (RGV,
AA 06, S. 75-76).

Kant betont, dass diese Deduktion den Ubergang
des Menschen von der bosen zur guten Gesinnung
voraussetzt, sie beansprucht nicht, diesen Ubergang
aufgrund ihrer Argumente zu bewirken oder gar zu
erzwingen (RGV, AA 06, S. 76). Was sie verstandlich
zu machen sucht, ist die Frage, wieso in diesem Uber-
gang angesichts der drei angefiihrten Schwierigkeiten
die Hoffnung des Menschen auf eine vollige Recht-
fertigung vor Gott nicht vernunftwidrig ist. Das Ar-
gument hierfiir lautet, dass Schuld und Gnade — die
sich auf die Gesinnung des Menschen im Verhiltnis
zu seinen Taten bezieht — nur aus dem Zusammen-
hang einer intelligiblen Welt zu begreifen sind, die die
objektiv erkennbare Welt einzelner Taten tibersteigt.
Die Giite der Gesinnung des Menschen ldsst sich da-
her trotz seiner stets mangelhaften Taten — die als
unendliche Anndherung an das Gute eine Unver-
einbarkeit des Lebenswandel mit dem Guten selbst
zu bedeuten scheint — als von Gott beurteilt denken.
Die gute Gesinnung ist zudem mittelbar, im Vergleich
von Gesinnung und Tat, mit einem Zutrauen in die
eigene Beharrlichkeit verbunden, dem Guten auch
in der Tat folgen zu kénnen. Die Sorge hingegen, der
Tat nach nicht beharrlich dem Guten gefolgt zu sein,
erfahrt durch die gute Gesinnung selbst einen Trost,
nédmlich als Bewusstsein der Moglichkeit, sich jeder-
zeit dem Guten zuwenden zu konnen. Das radikal
Bose schliefilich, ndmlich die habituelle Verkehrung
der Triebfedern, das Handeln aus Pflicht dem Han-
deln aus Eigenliebe unterzuordnen, lasst sich als aller-
personlichste, untibertragbare und nicht kompensier-
bare Schuld vor einem gottlichen Richter eingestehen
und dabei zugleich mit der Hoffnung auf ginzliche
Vergebung bzw. Rechtfertigung verbinden. Die gute
Gesinnung des Menschen, die diese Sinnesdnderung
im Eingestandnis der Schuld tragt, hangt ndmlich nicht



criedyBaeT 3Ty IlepeMeHy B3IJISZIOB B IIPU3HAHWUU
BVHBI, He 3aBUCUT OT €r0 IIOCTYIIKOB B UyBCTBEHHOM
mupe. HaoGopoT, mobpemt 06pa3 MBICITIEN TTO3BOIISIET
4UeJIOBEKY PacIIO3HATh CBOWM IIOCTYIIKV B UYBCTBEHHOM
MMpe KaK XOPOIIe VIV ITIOXVE ¥ II09TOMY PacKasiTh-
cs1 BO 371e M 3a00TUTBCH O J100pe paay caMoro j100pa.
3501 obpa3 MbIcIent dejioBeKa COCTOWT, HAIIPOTWUB,
B JKeJIaHUWM CJieJIaTh I00pO 3aBMCMIMBIM OT ceOs JId-
HO, a IMEHHO OT ITOCJIEZICTBUI CBOVMX IOCTYIIKOB IS
dmsugeckoro OarogeHCTBUS B UyBCTBEHHOM MUpe.
Ho orToro v Haka3zaHwMe 3a 3710, KaXKeTCsT, MOXKeT COCTO-
SITh TOJIBKO B OECKOHEUHBIX (PM3MUECKMX CTPalaHVIsX
B YYBCTBEHHOM MUpe. A TPeXOBHBIVI YeJIOBEK He MO-
XeT 3TOTO IPVHSTh MMEHHO IIOTOMY, 9TO 3a00TMUTCs
TOJIBKO O CBOeM (pmsmraeckom brtaromeHcTsmm. Ho eciin
4JeJIOBEK BO3[IEPXKUTCS OT XKeJIaHWSA CYUTATh TOOPHIN
0o0pas MBICIIEV CIIEMICTBMIEM CBOMIX IIOCTYIIKOB B UyB-
CTBEHHOM MWpe, TO €CTb YMPeT UL BETXOTO YeJIoBeKa,
Torma M (PM3MUIecKMe CTpaaHMsl OH MOXET IIPVHSTH
Ha ce0s1 T0OpOBOJIPHO, a MMEHHO B IIOCTYIIKE BO MM
Oy1ara v Ipy 5TOM HaIesICh Ha ITOJIHOE OIIpaBIaHVe CO
cTOpoHBI bora.

DTa memyKuus, KakK y’Ke TOBOPWIOCh, He MOXXET
¥ He JJOJDKHA BBI3BIBATh OTKA3 OT IIOIBITKM OIIpaBIaTh
ce0s1, TO ecTh ITepeMeHy 00pasa MBICIIEVT OT 3JI0TO K J10-
O6pomy. Ho ee HeraTMBHOe 3HaueHME COCTOUT B TOM,
9TOOBI IOKA3aTh, «YTO JIVIIIB PV YCIIOBIM IIOTHOV ITe-
PEeMEHEI B YOEXKIEHNSIX OTSTYEeHHOTO BUHOM UeJIoBeKa
MOXHO IyMaTb O €ro OIIpaBIaHWMM Ilepel HeOecHOV
cripaBeyIMBOCTBIO» (AA 06, S. 76; Kant, 1994, c. 80).
OmHako nepemMeHa B MBICJISIX — BOCCTAHOBJIEHVE «UM-
CTOTBI» MOOY>XHAIOMIMX K JOOPY MOTWMBOB, KOTOPBIE
COCTOST B yBaXkeHMU K MOpajibHOMY 3akoHy (AA 06,
S. 46; Kanr, 1994, c. 49), — Bcerna ocTaeTcss MOPaJIbHOM
3artoBeipto: «HecMoTpst Ha OoTIajieHue, 3aI10BEb: Mbl
ITOJDKHBI CTaTh JIy4Ille, He ocsiabeBast, 3ByYUT B HAIIIEN
nyure. CieroBaTeIbHO, MBI JIOJDKHBI TaKXXe U MOYb
coeraTthb 3T0» (AA 06, S. 45; KanT, 1994, c. 47). Bce xe
ocTaeTcsd OOBbeKTUMBHO HEeOOBICHUMBIM TO, KaKUM 00-
PpasoM 4eJIoBeK, KOTOPBIVI «B OCHOBAHMM CBOVIX MaKCVIM
VICIIOpYeH. .. COOCTBEHHBIMM CVIaMU OBUT B COCTOSTHU
COBEPIINTH 3Ty PEBOJIIOLMIO VI caM coDOV crerasics
moOpemM gertoekoMm» (AA 06, S. 47; Kart, 1994, c. 50).
HenocTioKMMOCTE BO3MOXKHOCTYL CAENIAThCS JOOPBIM
YeJI0BEeKOM COOCTBeHHBIMM CUIaMV — «KakK ¥ BO3MOX-
HOCTB BCET0 TOTO, YTO JI0JKHO OBITh ITpeICTaB/IeHO KaK
coObITIIe BO BpeMeHWM (M3MeHeHVe) 11 IIOCTOJIBKY KakK
HeoOXO/IMIMOoe I10 3aKOHaM IIPVIPOBI, IIPOTUBOIIOIOXK-
HOe YeMy BCe e JIOJDKHO B TO JKe BpeMsI IIPY JIeVICTBUN
MOPaJIbHBIX 3aKOHOB OBITB ITPE/CTaBIEHO KaK BO3MOXK-
Hoe Yepe3 cBobomy» (AA 06, S. 50; Kanr, 1994, c. 53—
54), — «BO3MOXXHOCTM CaMOTO BOCCTAHOBJIEHVS... He
npormsopeunt» (AA 06, S. 50; Kart, 1994, c. 54).
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von seinen Taten in der sensiblen Welt ab. Die gute
Gesinnung ermoglicht es dem Menschen vielmehr,
seine Taten in der sensiblen Welt als gut oder schlecht
anzuerkennen, deswegen das Bose zu bereuen und
sich um das Gute um des Guten willen zu bemiihen.
Die bose Gesinnung des Menschen besteht hingegen
darin, das Gute von sich selbst abhéngig machen zu
wollen, ndmlich von den Folgen seiner Taten fiir die
physische Gliickseligkeit in der sensiblen Welt. Damit
scheint aber auch die Strafe fiir das Bose nur in einem
unendlichen physischen Leiden in der sensiblen Welt
bestehen zu kénnen. Das wiederum kann der stindige
Mensch, gerade weil es ihm nur um seine physische
Gliickseligkeit geht, nicht akzeptieren. Verzichtet der
Mensch jedoch darauf, die gute Gesinnung als Folge
seiner Taten in der sensiblen Welt verstehen zu wol-
len, stirbt er also dem alten Menschen ab, dann kann
er auch das physische Leiden freiwillig, namlich in
einem Tun um des Guten willen, auf sich nehmen
und damit zugleich auf eine génzliche Rechtfertigung
vor Gott hoffen.

Der Verzicht auf den Versuch eigener Rechtfer-
tigung, also die Sinnesdnderung vom Bosen zum
Guten, kann und soll, wie gesagt, durch diese De-
duktion nicht bewirkt werden. lhr negativer Nut-
zen besteht jedoch darin zu zeigen, ,,das nur unter
der Voraussetzung der gidnzlichen Herzensdnderung
sich fir den mit Schuld belasteten Menschen vor
der himmlischen Gerechtigkeit Lossprechung den-
ken lasse” (RGV, AA 06, S. 76). Die Sinnesdnderung
selbst, ndmlich die Wiederherstellung der ,Rei-
nigkeit” der Triebfedern zum Guten, die in der Ach-
tung fiir das moralische Gesetz besteht (RGV, AA 06,
S. 46), ist allerdings jederzeit sittlich geboten: ,un-
geachtet jenes Abfalls erschallt doch das Gebot: wir
sollen bessere Menschen werden, unvermindert in
unserer Seele; folglich miissen wir es auch konnen”
(RGV, AA 06, S. 45). Gleichwohl bleibt es objektiv
unerkladrlich, wie der Mensch, der ,,im Grunde seiner
Maximen verderbt ist, [...] durch eigene Kréfte diese
Revolution zu Stande bringe und von selbst ein guter
Mensch werde” (RGV, AA 06, S. 47). Die Unbegreif-
lichkeit der Moglichkeit, von selbst ein guter Mensch
zu werden — ,wie alles dessen, was als Begebenheit
in der Zeit (Verdnderung) und so fern nach Naturge-
setzen als nothwendig und dessen Gegentheil doch
zugleich unter moralischen Gesetzen als durch Frei-
heit moglich vorgestellt werden soll” (RGV, AA 06,
S.50) —, ist ,aber der Moglichkeit dieser Wiederher-
stellung selbst [...] nicht entgegen” (ebd.). Wenn da-
her der Mensch
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[Ho ewm wuesioBek] BhICIIIEE OCHOBAHWE CBOVIX
MaKCMM, ¥3-3a KOTOPOrO OH OBUI 37IbIM YEIOBEKOM...
HVCIIPOBepraeT ONHVM-eIVHCTBEHHBIM TBEPIObIM pe-
1IeHVieM (11 Yepe3 3T0 00JieKaeTcst B HOBOTO UesIoBeKa),
TO B 9TOM CMBICIIE OH IO IPVHIINITY U1 00pasy MbICiIert
€CTb CyOBeKT, BOCIIPUMMYMBEIN K TOOPY, HO IOOpHIN
YeJI0OBEK OH TOJIBKO B OeCITpephIBHON HesTeTbHOCTI
Y CO3VMIAHMV, TO €CTb OH MOJKeT Ha/IesIThCsI, YTO [P Ta-
KOV YMCTOTe IIPVHIINIIA, KOTOPBIVI OH B3sUI 3 BBICIITYIO
MaKCMMYy CBOETO ITPOM3BOJIEHWS, I IIPU TBEPHOCTU
TOTO IIPVHIIMIIA OH HAXOOUTCS Ha J0OpOM (XOTS U y3-
KOM) ITy TV IIOCTOSTHHOTO [IBVIKEHMSI BIIepe]] OT IUIOXOTO
K JryurieMmy (AA 06, S. 47 —48; Kant, 1994, c. 50).

Taxm obpasom, samyariaemas KauToMm pasym-
HOCTb Bepbl B IIPOIIeHVe BUHBI OOXBbeV MVIOCTHIO
OITperIesIsieTCs TeM, HACKOJIBKO MOXKHO IIOHSTB B T'pa-
HUIIaX TOJIBKO pa3syMa, YTO MOpPaIbHO JOOpEIT oOpa3
MBICJIEVT YeJIoBeKa pacKphIBaeTCs B YMOIIOCTUIaeMOM
VI3MepeHI, KOTopoe PopMMpYyeTcsi He IOCTYIKaMMU
JesloBeKa. DTO MHTeUTUTIOeTTbHOe M3MepeHve 1o0pa
OTKPBIBAE€T T'PEXOBHOMY YEJIOBEKY II€PCIIEKTUBY ITO-
CTyIIaTeJIbHOTO OBVDKeHMS K HoOpy, IpudeM VMeH-
HO TIpV3HaBasi Ha 3TOM ITy TV CBOIO JIMYHYIO BVHY, OH
BIIpaBe HaZlesThCd Ha TO, YTO B JIIOOOVI MOMEHT OyzeT
ITOJIHOCTHIO orpasraH borom®.

BuHa 1 Mmuit0CTH

ITpotuB menyKimu ydeHMs O MUJIOCTY HarIpallmu-
BaeTCs IIpeXJe BCEro HOBOJIBHO OOIllee BO3paXkeHWe,
4uTo KaK pa3 ee TPyJAHOCTH, BblsBileHHble KanToMm, fe-
J1afoT OecIrepCrIeKTMBHOV BOSMOXKHOCTE OT MIMEHU pas-
yMa BeCTV pedb O TaKVMX VMHTeUINIMOeTbHBIX Bellax,
Kak OOXXeCTBeHHasI CHPaBeJIBOCTb, MWIOCTb M IO-

5 Pa3BepHyTBle KOMMEHTapuW, IIpeJylaraemMble, IIpaBza, TOIIbKO
B aHIJIOS3BIYHBIX MccTTemoBaHsx, cM. (Palmquist, 2016, S. 179 —
214). TTaypMKBUCT crpaBeyMBo 3ammiaer Kanra ot momos-
peHVs B TIOAMeHe XPWCTMAHCKOTO TTOHSTMS MVIIOCTVI HeKVM
MOpaJIbHBIM yueHMeM o camowucKyruliennn. Cam ITajgpMkBucT
BUJIVT B IlepeMeHe MBICIIeVI OT 371a K I00PY KaK «Helto3HaBaeMOM
VI HEBBIPA3VIMOM OIIbITE» IIPVMEP KaHTOBCKOTO «KPUTUYECKOTO
vuctiimsMa»  (Palmquist, 2016, S. 202). M sT0 BepHO, 1O
KpaiiHeVI Mepe, B OJJHOM IIyHKTe — B ToM, 4ro KaHT, ciiemys
Tpaguiiy, WAyIIenr OT amocrornia IlaBima, cTaBUT B IIEHTp
TenyKIUY Y4eHVs O MIWIOCTY IpeIviCaHHOe MOpaJIblo obpa-
IIleH1e JerioBeKa, B KOTOPOM, TIOCKOJTBKY 3TO TlepeMeHa B yOex-
IeHVsIX, HEeBO3MOXKHO YHOCTOBepwUThcs w3BHe. Ho, kak 4
HaMepeH IIOKa3aTh B CIIEAYIOIMIMX ABYX YacTSIX 3TOW CTaThV,
mw1g KaHTa Bce e Ha IIepBOM IUIaHe CTOWUT Pa3yMHOCTb 3TOTO
obparrieHsI — B KadeCcTBe BMEHSEMOTO Pa3yMHOTO ITOCTYIIKa
OHa MOXeT ¥ JIaXKe JTOJDKHA Ha CJIOBax U Ha JieJle ObITh IIpM3HaHa
TIPyTVMM KaK pa3yMHOCTB BEPHI, ¥ B 3TOM CMEBICITe ee KakK pa3 He
CJleflyeT IOHVMATh KaK MVCTUYECKIIT OIIBIT.
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den obersten Grund seiner Maximen, wodurch er
ein boser Mensch war, durch eine einzige unwandel-
bare Entschliefung umkehrt (und hiemit einen neuen
Menschen anzieht): so ist er so fern dem Princip und
der Denkungsart nach ein fiirs Gute empféangliches
Subject; aber nur in continuirlichem Wirken und
Werden ein guter Mensch: d.i. er kann hoffen, daf3
er bei einer solchen Reinigkeit des Princips, welches
er sich zur obersten Maxime seiner Willkiir genom-
men hat, und der Festigkeit desselben sich auf dem
guten (obwohl schmalen) Wege eines bestindigen
Fortschreitens vom Schlechten zum Bessern befinde
(RGV, AA 06, S. 47-48).

Die von Kant verteidigte Verntinftigkeit des
Glaubens an die Vergebung der Schuld durch die
Gnade Gottes hiangt somit davon ab, inwiefern sich,
innerhalb der Grenzen bloler Vernunft, verstandlich
machen lasst, dass die moralisch gute Gesinnung des
Menschen sich von einer Dimension des Intelligiblen
her versteht, die sich nicht den Taten des Menschen
verdankt. Diese intelligible Dimension des Guten
eroffnet dem schuldigen Menschen die Aussicht auf
ein kontinuierliches Werden zum Guten, wobei er
sich auf diesem Weg gerade im Eingestdndnis seiner
personlichen Schuld doch bereits jederzeit vollstan-
dig vor Gott gerechtfertigt hoffen darf.?

Schuld und Gnade

Gegen die Deduktion der Gnadenlehre scheint
nun zundchst ganz allgemein eingewendet werden
zu miissen, dass gerade ihre von Kant selbst expli-
zierten Schwierigkeiten die Moglichkeit aussichtslos
erscheinen lassen, tiberhaupt im Namen der Vernunft
von intelligiblen Dingen wie gottlicher Gerechtigkeit,

5 Fir eine ausfiihrliche Kommentierung, mit Bezug allerdings
nur auf die englischsprachige Forschungsliteratur, vgl. Palm-
quist, 2016, S. 179-214. Palmquist verteidigt Kant zu Recht ge-
gen den Verdacht, in Verkehrung des christlichen Gnadenbe-
griffs eine Art moralische Selbsterlosungslehre zu vertreten.
Palmquist selbst sieht in der Sinnesénderung vom Bésen zum
Guten als ,, unknowable and ineffable experience” einen Beleg fiir
Kants , Critical mysticism” (ebd., S. 202). Insofern Kant in paulini-
scher Tradition die sittlich gebotene Konversion des Menschen
in das Zentrum der Deduktion der Gnadenlehre stellt, die als
Herzensanderung nicht dufierlich tiberpriift werden kann, trifft
dies zwar einen Punkt. Wie in den folgenden beiden Abschnit-
ten verdeutlicht werden soll, steht fiir Kant jedoch zugleich
die Verniinftigkeit dieser Konversion im Vordergrund — als
eine zurechenbare Handlung der Vernunft kann und muss sie
sogar in Worten und Taten vor anderen als Verniinftigkeit des
Glaubens geltend gemacht werden und ist in diesem Sinne
eben gerade nicht als mystische Erfahrung zu verstehen.



Opora. He sBisieTcs jym coBepllleHHO OIMOOYHBIM,
KaK IJIACUT BO3pa’keHNe, Ha OCHOBE PUTOPVCTUYECKOT
KOHIIeNITNY MOpaIVl IIPUIVICATh UeJIOBeKYy BUHY, KO-
TOPYIO OH COBCEM He MOXXeT HeCTVI, UTOOBI 3aTeM IOT-
MaTWUYeCcKN IIPeIJIOKUTh eMY IO CTPaxoM M3THaHWSA
u3 LlapcrBa boxbpero yueHme o Mmitoct, KOTopoe Me-
Tad3M4IeCcKy, B CBOIO OYeperlb, BeCbMa COMHUTEIILHO?
He [0/DKHO JIM1 BMECTO 3TOTO CJIEACTBIME IIPOCBEIIEH-
HOTO YMOHACTPOEHVIS HeJINKOM COCTOSTh B KPUTVIKE
VIHCTUTYIIUW, KOTOpasi XOTs ¥ oDelllaeT 9eI0oBeKy OT
nMeHmn bora craceHme, HO B [IEVICTBUTEILHOCTM, KaK
MOXeT IIOKa3aTbCs, TOJIBKO WHCTPYMEHTAIVM3VIPYET
€r0 CTpaXx B I10JIb3Yy HEJIETUTVMHBIX IIPVIBVJIETVL?

Ho m wmcxomst m3 Teosiormueckmx coobpakeHMI
MOXKHO OCITOPUTB TO, YTO OOXKbIO MUJIOCTH BO3MOXXHO
OTCTOATB, ONVIpasiCh Ha OCHOBaHHOEe Ha pa3yMe yde-
HVe O caMooIlpeneleHMM deriopeKa. He TpeOyer ym
cJrericTBYE 3 3ammiraeMoro Kanrom MopasnbsHOro pu-
TOpM3Ma, a MMEHHO IIPaBOMEPHOCTh TaKOV Kaphbl, KaK
M3rHaHME M3 IjapcTBa OOXBEro, CIIMIIKOM MHOTOIO,
BKJIIOYAs V1 XVBYIO BEPY, C OIHOV CTOPOHBL, VI MOPaIb-
HOCTB 4eJIoBeKa, ¢ Apyron? He cienyer yiv 3aMeHUTD
HpaBCTBEHHOE yUeHIe O CaMOOIIpe/ieJIeH M, OCHOBaH-
HOe Ha OJTHOM TOJIBKO Pa3yMe, VIV, II0 MEHBIIIEVI Mepe,
IIOTIOJIHUTD €ro, IIOKOSIIMMCs Ha EBaHrern yyeHveM
06 OtkpoBeHMM, 4TOOBI MMeTh BO3MOXKHOCTB 3allly-
IIaTh camy Bepy?

Yrpexk B MHCTpyMeHTa/M3allUV BWHBI, KOTOpas
TOJIBKO BHYIIIA€TCS, HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO KacaeTcs Tex
BHEIITHVX ¥, TEM CaMBbIM, CIIOPHBIX OTBETOB Ha IIpO-
Orremy rpexa, Koropsle caM KaHT KpuTUKyeT: IIporia-
raHga OMHOVI JIUIIb MCTOPUYECKOVI BEpPhl B OEVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTD XW3HM U cMepTu Vmcyca, yepe3 KOTOPYIO
cobcTBeHHas MOpaIbHasI BUHA SIKOOBI yKe 3apaHee TaK
MCKyTIaeTcsl, OyATO pedb MIET O JeHEeXKHOM JI0JTe VIV,
110 MeHBIIeN Mepe, II03BOJISET KOMIIEHCAIVIO COO-
CTBEHHOVI BUHBI 3aciiyramu HoOpeix geir. KauT B cBo-
€M TpaKTaTe O PeJIUTMM HaCcTaMBaeT, II0 CYyTI, Ha TOM,
4TOOBI He CMeIIMBaTh 3Ty KPUTHUKY B afpec JIOXKHOIO
pereHs IpobsIeMsl ¢ camont mpobrremornt. [TpobGrrema
COCTOUT He B MHVIMO JIOKHOM PUTOPU3Me MOpaIy, KaK
ecyI OBl 371eCh pedb IIJIa O TEOPETUIECKOVI KOHIIETIITIA,
KOTOPYIO MOXXHO MOAMMUIIMPOBATh WIIN JJaKe OIpO-
BEPTHYTh JaHHBIMM OIIbITa, HO B CAMOM I'PeXe 11, COOT-
BETCTBEHHO, B 37I0M 00pase MbIC/Iert. A IMEHHO, TO, UTO
B CO3HAHMI MOPJIBHOTO 00s13aTeIbCTBA ITOTHMMAETCS
K MealTy JoOpa Hamo BCceM IIPOM3BOJIbHBIM, — 3TO MH-
IVBVIIYaIbHOCTD VI JIOCTOVIHCTBO YeJIOBeKa, KOTOPBIV
BMeCTe CO CBOeV CBODOION 0CO3HaeT OTBETCTBEHHOCTh
3a CBOIO XM3Hb. JI0)KHBIe OTBETHI Ha ITpobiieMy 371a cite-
IlyeT II03TOMY TOXe KPWUTMKOBaTh B Imyxe IIpocserre-
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Gnade und Giite handeln zu wollen. Ist es nicht grund-
sétzlich abwegig, so der Einwand, dem Menschen auf
der Basis einer rigoristischen Moralkonzeption eine
Schuld einzureden, die er gar nicht tragen kann, um
ihm dann in der Angst vor einer VerstofSung aus dem
Reich Gottes dogmatisch eine Gnadenlehre anzubie-
ten, deren metaphysische Einsichtigkeit wiederum
ganzlich zweifelhaft ist? Muss nicht stattdessen die
Konsequenz einer aufgekldrten Geisteshaltung ganz
in der Kritik einer Institution bestehen, die dem Men-
schen zwar im Namen Gottes Erlosung verspricht, in
Wabhrheit jedoch, wie es scheinen mag, seine Angst nur
zugunsten illegitimer Privilegien instrumentalisiert?
Aber auch aus theologischen Motiven kénnte man
bestreiten wollen, dass die Gnade Gottes auf der Ba-
sis einer auf Vernunft gegriindeten sittlichen Selbst-
bestimmungslehre des Menschen verteidigt werden
kann. Wiirde die Konsequenz des von Kant vertei-
digten moralischen Rigorismus, ndmlich die Recht-
maéfligkeit der Strafe einer VerstofSung aus dem Reich
Gottes, nicht sowohl dem gelebten Glauben einerseits
wie auch der Moralitdt des Menschen andererseits viel
zu viel zumuten? Miisste nicht also, um den Glauben
selbst verteidigen zu konnen, eine blofS auf Vernunft
gegriindete sittliche Selbstbestimmungslehre durch
eine auf dem Evangelium beruhende Offenbarungs-
lehre ersetzt oder doch zumindest ergédnzt werden?
Der Vorwurf der Instrumentalisierung einer
blof3 eingeredeten Schuld tréfe allerdings unmittel-
bar lediglich jene dufierlichen und insofern missver-
stindlichen Antworten auf das Problem der Siinde,
die Kant selbst kritisiert: die Propagierung eines blofs
historischen Glaubens an die Wirklichkeit des Lebens
und Sterbens Jesu, durch das angeblich die eigene
moralische Schuld schon vorab so beglichen worden
sei, als ob es sich um eine Geldschuld handele oder
doch zumindest eine Kompensation eigener Schuld
durch das Verdienst guter Werke erlaube. Kants Re-
ligionsschrift insistiert jedoch der Sache nach darauf,
diese Kritik an einer falschen Losung des Problems
nicht mit dem Problem selbst zu verwechseln. Das
Problem liegt nicht im vermeintlich falschen Rigo-
rismus der Moral, als ob es sich hierbei um eine theo-
retische Konzeption handelte, die durch Erfahrung
modifiziert oder gar widerlegt werden kénnte, son-
dern in der Siinde bzw. der bosen Gesinnung selbst.
Dasjenige namlich, was im Bewusstsein der sittlichen
Verpflichtung zum Ideal des Guten tiber alles blofie
Belieben hinausgeht, ist die Individualitidt und Wiirde
des Menschen, der sich aus Freiheit heraus selbst fiir
sein Leben verantwortlich weifs. Die falschen Ant-
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HIsL, 10O OHV HEJTOOLIEHMBAIOT IIPO0JIeMy MHIMUBYLY-
aJIPHOTI'O CaMOOIIpeieJIeHVs, HO BOBCE HE IIOTOMY, YTO
3TOM IIpo0IIeMbl, COOCTBEHHO, He CyIIIeCTBYeT.

Wrak, mpobiieMa MHAVMBUIYJIBHOTO CaMOOIIpere-
JIEHVSI OCHOBBIBAETCSI Ha TOM, UTO UeJIOBEK B OTHOIIIE-
HVI OCOOEHHBIX I1eJIeVl, KOTOPbIe OH ITpeciIenyeT B XKM3-
HV, He MOXeT CITelaJIbHO O0OCHOBATD, II0YeMY 1 KaK
OH KakK VHIMBWI, OJDKEH OTBeYaTb 3a CBOKO KM3Hb
B 1ieyioM. Ho nopo3peHne B ToM, uTo Takoe TpeboBa-
HVIe IIpefcTaBIsieT cobovt He Oolee YeM HEOOOCHOBAH-
HOe 0OBMHEHNE, IIPOVICTEKAET 113 CMeIIIeHNsI BHy TPeH-
HeV OLIeHKU 06pa3a MBICJIEV C BHEIITHEV OLIeHKOW OT-
IeJIbHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB. [lepert BHEIITHMM Cy[IOM OT/eIIb-
HbIE ITOCTYIIKM B3BEIIVBAIOTCS U OLIEHMBAIOTCS B CBS3M
C BOIIPOCOM O BUHE ¥ HaKa3aHUM — COITIACHO CHCTeMe
IIO3UTUBHOTO IIpaBa, COBPEMEHHBIVI IIPUHIIUII KOTO-
port orATh Xe, cortacHo KaHTy, cocTont B cBoOoIIE OT
HPVHYKIAOIIEr0 IIPOM3BOJIeHNs ApyToro (cM. AA 06,
S. 237; Kanr, 2014, c. 107). ITosToMy mojir HelpeMeH-
HO OTBeYaTh 38 COOCTBEHHBIE MBICIN KaK JI00pbIe VI
371Ble, TpeOyeT, O-BUAMMOMY, YTOOBI OTIeIBHBIM II0-
CTyIIKaM Ha BHYTPeHHeM Cy/ie IIpuIaBaoch abCOIIIOT-
HOe MOpaJIbHOe 3HadeHMe. DTO B CBOIO OUePellb BBITTIS-
IWUT KaK CKPBITBIVI PyHIAMEHTAIIM3M B IIPeIIICaHI
VDIV 3allpeleHny OTHEeIBHBIX IIOCTYIIKOB, KOTOPBIV
KaK TaKoOBOW IIpeHeOperaeT IIPaBOBBIM ITPVHIIVIIOM
cBODOOIIBI OT IIPVHYXIAIOIIErO IIPOM3BOJIeHISI IPYTO-
ro. Ho HerrpaBrisHBIM 6BUI0 OBI HOHMMATE 3Ty ITOOPO-
Ty COOCTBEHHBIX MBICTIEVI, IIPOBEPSIEMYIO BHY TPEHHUM
CyHOM, KaK aHaJIOT IIeJIV OTHEJIbHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB, KO-
TOpas IOJlaeTcs BHEIIHeN olleHKe. MopasbHO perte-
BaHTHBIM sIBJIsIeTCs, 110 KaHTy, Kak pas BOIIpoc o ToM,
M3 KaKMX HOOY>XIEeHWUII COBepIleH ITOCTYIIOK, a BOBCe
He KaKoe IIPeNIIOIOXUTeIbHOe 3HaUYeHVe MM KaKue
IIOCTIENICTBYISL MIMeeT IIOCTYIIOK IS oOpa3a MBICIIeN.
ITostomy mobpoTa 0Opasa MBICIIEV He SIBIISIETCS B XKM3-
HVI YaCTHOW I1eJIbI0, KOTOPYIO MOXXHO JIOCTUYb MJIU He
IOCTMYb OTIEIBbHBIMM IIOCTYIIKaMM, KaK, HallpuMep,
JyBCTBEeHHOe OjIarofmeHCTBUME TWIM MpW3HaHWe Opy-
rvvm. 1oGpoTta B oOpase MBIC/IeVT OTHOCUTCS OOJIbIITe
K BOITPOCY O TOM, KaK MOXKHO B Ka)KIIbII MOMEHT [IaBaTh
ceOe OTYeT B CBOEV MHIAVBUIYaJIBHOV XV3HU M IIO-
BEeIeHUIM B COOTBETCTBUN C ILIeJISIMU BOODIIlEe, TO €CThb
paccMaTprBaeMbIMU B 11€JIOM. B 3TOM CMBICIIe, YTOOBI
JKITB COITIACHO cBOOOIe, Oe3 BHeITHero mpHYy KIeHsT
YOIV TIOHY>KAEeHVs, )XWUTb TaK, 9TOOBI B JII000TT MOMEHT
MOXHO ObUTO matb ceOe oruer, TpeOyetcs, coryac-
HOo KanTy, camompoBepka, HACKOJIBKO COOCTBEHHBIE
MaKCVMBI IOBeJleHNs (a He KOHKPETHBIE YYBCTBEHHO
OIIpezieJIeHHbIE 11T IIOBEIIEHS) MOXHO MBICIIUTD
VIV XeJIaTh HeIPOTMBOPEUMBO KaK YacTh BCeOOIIero

worten auf das Problem des Bosen sind daher des-
wegen auch im Geiste der Aufkldrung zu kritisieren,
weil sie das Problem individueller Selbstbestimmung
verharmlosen, nicht aber deswegen, weil es das Pro-
blem eigentlich gar nicht gébe.

Das Problem individueller Selbstbestimmung
beruht nun darauf, dass der Mensch nicht eigens
im Rekurs auf besondere Zwecke, die er im Leben
verfolgt, begriinden kann, warum und wie er sich
als Individuum fiir sein Leben insgesamt zu verant-
worten hat. Der Verdacht jedoch, dass eine solche
Forderung nichts als eine blof3 eingeredete Zumu-
tung darstelle, resultiert aus einer Verwechslung der
inneren Beurteilung der Gesinnung mit der dufSerli-
chen Beurteilung einzelner Taten. Vor einem dufieren
Gerichtshof werden einzelne Taten auf die Frage der
Schuld und der Strafe hin beurteilt und gewichtet —
und zwar nach einem System positiven Rechts, des-
sen modernes Prinzip wiederum nach Kant die Frei-
heit von eines anderen nétigender Willkiir ist (vgl.
MS RL, AA 06, S. 237). Die eigene Gesinnung daher
in unbedingter Weise als gut oder bose verantworten
zu sollen, scheint zu erfordern, einzelnen Taten vor
einem inneren Gerichtshof eine absolute moralische
Bedeutung zuschreiben zu miissen. Dies wiederum
scheint einen Fundamentalismus im Vorschreiben
oder Verbieten einzelner Handlungen zu implizie-
ren, der als solcher gerade das rechtliche Prinzip der
Freiheit von eines anderen notigender Willkiir miss-
achtet. Nun ist aber die vor einem inneren Gerichts-
hof zu priifende Giite der eigenen Gesinnung nicht
analog zu einem duflerlich beurteilbaren Zweck
einzelner Taten zu verstehen. Moralisch relevant,
so Kant, ist ndmlich die Frage, aus welcher Gesin-
nung die Tat begangen wurde, nicht aber, welche
vermeintliche Bedeutung oder Folgen die Tat fiir
die Gesinnung hat. Die Giite der Gesinnung stellt
daher gar keinen besonderen Zweck im Leben dar,
der durch einzelne Handlungen erreicht oder auch
verfehlt werden konnte, wie zum Beispiel sinnliches
Wohlergehen oder auch Anerkennung durch andere.
Die Giite der Gesinnung betrifft vielmehr die Frage,
wie man sein individuelles Leben und Handeln
nach Zwecken tiberhaupt, also im Ganzen gesehen,
jederzeit vor sich selbst verantworten kann. In die-
sem Sinne aus Freiheit, ohne dufseren Zwang oder
Notigung, so zu leben, dass man dies jederzeit vor
sich selbst verantworten kann, erfordert nach Kant
die Selbstpriifung, ob sich die eigenen Handlungs-
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3aKOHOJaTeIbcTBa. [loaToMy TpeGoBaHMe KaTeropm-
YEeCKOro MMIIepaTvBa IIPOBEPATh COOCTBEHHBIE MaK-
CVIMBI ITOCTYTIKOB Ha 11X 0000111aeMOCTh IIpefICTaBIIgeT
cobovt mpeast, CTPeMUTBCST K KOTOPOMY UeJIOBeK C He-
0DXOOMMOCTBIO OCO3HAET celsl 00sS3aHHBIM CaMVIM Xe
coboit — mcxons m3 cBOOOIBI, HE3aBMCVIMO OT TOIO, Ka-
KVie YacTHBIe I1eJIV OH IIpecyleflyeT B IIOBEAEHUN. DTO
00si3pIBaHIE K CaMOIIPOBEPKe CBOEro obpasa MbICIIEN
3aKII0YaeT COOCTBEHHYIO IIejIb M HeoThbeMJIeMoe I0-
CTOVMHCTBO [JIsI YeJI0BeKa B cebe caMOM, TO €CTh OHO He
CITY>KUT 1IeJ M30eXXaTh BYHBI VIV 00pecTV MOpalb-
HYIO T0OpOTY.

Ho B pevicTBuTeNbHOM 1100poTe COOCTBEHHOTO
oOpasa MbICJIeVi HUKOTHA HeJIb3s ObITh yBepEeHHBIM
x0T OBl yXe IOTOMY, 4TO 0Opas MBICIeV KacaeTcs
BCeVI XXV3HY, KOTOpasl, OAHaKO, BHavaJIe JOJDKHA OBITH
npoxura. Ho mposepka cobcTBeHHOrO 0oOpasa MBIC-
JIeVl TakXe He [1aeT HMKAKOTO PYyKOBOJACTBA, B COOT-
BETCTBUM C KOTOPBIM KaK CPeJICTBOM MOXKHO ObUIO OBl
CJIEMIOBATh K I1eJIV, 9YTOOBI TEM CaMBbIM ITPEX]IE BCETO CO-
TBOPUTH cebe TOOPHINT 00pa3 MBICIIEV, IPUMEPHO KaK
CyMMYy JOOPBIX Ien B Xn3HM. [JoOpora coOcTBeHHOTrO
obpasa MBICIIEVT COCTOUT, CKOpee, TOJIBKO B CO3HaHWM
TpebOBaHMS IIOCTOSHHO BO30OHOBIIIEMOVI CaMOIIPO-
BEpPKM cOOCTBeHHBIX MakcuM. [Tostomy c HeoOxomm-
MOCTBIO JI00poV siBiIsieTcs], Kak KaHT mmieT B mM3BecT-
HBIX pparMeHTax «OCHOBOIIONIOXKEHNS K MeTadpm3VKe
HpaBOB», OfHa Ho0Opas BOMIS cama IO cebe, TO ecThb
cosHaHme nonra. CooOTBeTCTBEHHO, MOpasbHasl BMHA
COCTOUT B TOM, YTO B CO3HaHWV A0JITa M3BpallaeTcs
HPaBCTBEHHBIVI TIOPSIOK MOTVMBOB IIOBELEHMS — IIO-
BEJIEHVIO I10 JIOJITY IIPENIIOYMUTAETCS IIOBEHeHMEe U3
cebsumrobmst. OreHKa 3TOr0 MCKaKeHWs OIISITh JKe He
3aBVICUT OT CYXKIIE€HMS KaKOV-JIM0O BHEIITHEeV MHCTaH-
VIV, IIPEIIOCJIaHHON B KauecTBe aBTOpPUTeTa U Kapa-
IOITIEVI VIV BO3HATPaKIIAOIIIel] 3a OTAeITbHbIe ITOCTYII-
k1. [Toromy uto 00 mckakeHMY COOCTBEHHBIX MOTVBOB
MOJKET 3HATh TOJIBKO CaM 4eJIoBeK. XOTs paKTIIecKoe
MIPOTMBOpeYNe C CaMMM CODOVI, COCTOsIIIee B TOM, UTO-
OB, cO3HaBasl MOPAJIbHBIV JIOJT, He VICXOAWUTH 13 HETO
B CBOVIX IIOCTYIIKax, OCTaeTCs I YejloBeKa HeIlOCTH-
XUMBIM (cM.: AA 06, S. 43; KanT, 1994, c. 45), orrpaspa-
HVIe BO MIMSI 3J1a OCTAeTCsI BCe JKe HeMBIC/IMMBIM. [ToaTo-
My mpobsieMa MHIVBWUIYaJIBHOIO CaMOOIIpeIeIeHNs
COCTOWT B TOM, 4TO JIe-(paKTO He yIaeTCs COOTBETCTBO-
BaTh COOCTBEHHOMY MOPaJIbHOMY MepVUTy XXWM3HM C OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTHIO ITeper] caMMM COOOVI, BCJIETICTBIIE UYeTO
HIPVIXOAWTCS COMHEBaThCs B J0OpoTe coOCTBEHHOTO
obpasa MBbICIIENt.

MTaK, mpakTUYecKnit pasyM desioBeKa IIPY BbIHe-
ceHVI ceOe MOPaJTLHOVI OIIeHKV MBICIUT BHEIITHETO Cy-
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maximen, nicht aber die einzelnen, sinnlich deter-
minjerten Handlungszwecke, widerspruchsfrei als
Teil einer allgemeinen Gesetzgebung denken und
wollen lassen. Die Aufforderung des kategorischen
Imperativs, die eigenen Handlungsmaximen auf ihre
Verallgemeinerbarkeit zu tiiberpriifen, stellt daher
ein Ideal dar, dem nachzustreben sich der Mensch
in unbedingter Weise durch sich selbst verpflichtet
weifs — aus Freiheit, unabhéngig davon, welche be-
sonderen Zwecke er im Handeln verfolgt. Diese Ver-
pflichtung zur Selbstpriifung der eigenen Gesinnung
tragt ihren Zweck und ihre unbedingte Wiirde fiir
den Menschen in sich selbst, sie dient also auch nicht
dem Zweck, Schuld zu vermeiden oder moralische
Giite zu gewinnen.

Nun kann man sich der tatsdchlichen Giite der
eigenen Gesinnung schon deswegen nie sicher sein,
weil die Gesinnung ein Ganzes des Lebens betrifft,
das doch allererst gelebt werden muss. Das Priifen
der eigenen Gesinnung stellt aber auch gar keine An-
leitung dar, der als Mittel zum Zweck zu folgen wire,
um sich daraus eine gute Gesinnung allererst zu ver-
schaffen, etwa als Summe guter Werke im Leben. Die
Giite der eigenen Gesinnung besteht vielmehr alleine
im Bewusstsein der Forderung einer stetig erneuerten
Selbstpriifung der eigenen Maximen. Unbedingt gut
ist daher, wie Kant bekanntlich in der ,Grundlegung
zur Metaphysik der Sitten” schreibt, alleine der gute
Wille selbst, also das Bewusstsein der Pflicht. Mora-
lische Schuld besteht demgemafs darin, im Bewusst-
sein der Pflicht die sittliche Ordnung der Triebfedern
des Handelns zu verkehren, ndmlich nicht aus Pflicht,
sondern aus Selbstliebe zu handeln. Die Beurteilung
dieser Verkehrung hingt wiederum nicht vom Urteil
irgendeiner als Autoritit vorausgesetzten dufieren
Instanz ab, die strafend oder lohnend in Bezug auf
einzelne Taten wirkte. Denn um die Verkehrung
der eigenen Triebfedern kann der Mensch nur selbst
wissen. Der faktische Selbstwiderspruch, im Wissen
um die moralische Pflicht dennoch nicht aus Pflicht
zu handeln, bleibt dem Menschen aber unbegreiflich
(vgl. RGV, AA 06, S. 43), ist eine Rechtfertigung im
Namen des Bésen doch undenkbar. Das Problem der
individuellen Selbstbestimmung besteht daher darin,
dem eigenen moralischen Mafistab eines selbstver-
antworteten Lebens de facto nicht gerecht zu werden
und daher an der Giite der eigenen Gesinnung zwei-
feln zu miissen.

Nun denkt sich aber die praktische Vernunft
des Menschen in der moralischen Selbstbeurteilung
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npio (AA 06, S. 438; Kanrt, 2019, c. 149). Benp npusHats
HeCOOTBETCTBIE COOCTBEHHOMY mjiealy obporo oopa-
3a MBICTIEVT BO3MOXXHO TOJIBKO IIEpeN], «CEepAIIeBENOM».
TouHee, B oTJIuMe OT BHEIIHEV IIPaBOBOV OLIEHKN
IIOCTYTIKOB, IJIsI KOTOPOV 0e3pa3iiMiHo, KaKoB IO ero
VIHOVIBUIYaJIbHOMY OOpa3y MBIC/IEV TOT YeJIOBEK, KO-
TOPBIVI X COBEPIIWI, IIPV BHYTPEHHEV MOpPaIbHOW
OIleHKE peyb WIET O TOM, YTOOBI IIPOBEPSTH CAMOIO
cebs1. OmHAKO CKOJIb MaJIOBEPOSTHO B TOVI IIPOBEPKE
oIpaBIaTb AOOPOTYy COOCTBEHHBIX MBICTIEVI CBOVIMMW
IIOCTYTIKaMM IV TPyHaMU, CTOJIBKO JKe MaJIOBEpOSIT-
HO OIlpaB/aTh Ilepell caMyM COOOV TO 3710, KOTOpoe
3aKJII0YAeTCS B WMCKAKEHMM COOCTBEHHBIX MAaKCVIM.
«Ho cunTaTh, 9TO OOBUMHSIEMBII CBOEVl COBECTHIO 1 cy-
IIbsl — OHO VI TO XKe JINIIO, eCTh HeJlelloe IIpeCcTaBIIe-
HVIe O CyJe, Belb B TaKOM CJTydae OOBMHWTEIb BCerza
npourpeBasl Obl» (AA 06, S. 438; Kaur, 2019, c. 149).
Ecym Ovl Ha BHyTpeHHeM cyneOHOM 3acemaHUM COBe-
CTV OTCYTCTBOBaJI BHEIITHUVI CY/IbsI, TOT/Ia He ObUIO OBl
VI CAMOVI COBECTM ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, MOPaIIN .

Ho sTOoT BHEmHMIT Cy/psl Ha BHyTpPeHHEM Cyniel-
HOM 3acefaHUM ITPaKTUUIECKOTO pasyMa uejoBeKa —
3TO, cornacHo KaHTy, mmes MopajbHOTO CyIIecTBa,
VIMEIOIIIero BJIacTh HaIo BCEM, TO €CTh Mes JIMYHOCTU
Bora (AA 06, S. 439; Kanr, 2019, c. 151). IMeTs c1r1oco6-
HOCTB IIPpU3HATh MOPaJIbHYIO BUHY O3HadaeT IIO3TOMY
XOTSI VI OPVIEHTUPOBATHCS, OYydn MOPaIbHBIM CYyIIle-
CTBOM, Ha WleaJl COBEPIIIEHCTBA, HO OBITh COBEpPIIIEH-
HBIM He B CMBICJIe TOJTBKO BHEIITHEeTO MCIIOITHeHVS HOp-
MBI WIN IIpaBWia, TO €CTh IO pe3yJIbTaTy IIOCTyIIKA.
ITpu3sHaHMe BUHBL IIEpel] «CEPALIEBENOM» — CaMO IIO
ceOe sIBJIIETCS MOPAJIBHBIM aKTOM, IIPVIHIIUII KOTOPO-
ro — goOpevi 00pa3 MBICIIENT — HEJIb34 IIOHMMATh KakK
pe3ysbpTaT 3T0ro akrta. [TosTromMy mpusHaHMe BUHBI OfI-
HOBpPEeMEeHHO CBsI3bIBaeTCs C HaeXXIOoM Ha IIpollleHle
BUHBI BHEIIIHVIM Cy/Ibell Ha BHYTPeHHEeM Cy[le COBECTH:
HPpU3HATh MOPAJIBHYIO BUHY O3Ha4aeT CIIOCOOHOCTBb
HpU3HATh COOCTBEHHYIO IIOTPeOHOCTh B yTeIleHWN
KaK IOTpeOHOCTh COMHEBAIOIIErocs B cebe CcyIrecTna.
Ecym Obl yepes mpwsHaHMe CBOEV BVIHBI, HAIIPOTUB,

¢ Cynmpsi, KOTOPBII Ha BHYTPeHHEM Cyjie JejloBeKa MBICITUTCS
KaK BHEIIHWW, He SBJIseTCs IIpeIMeTOM BO3MOXKHOTO TIO3HaHMS
TEOPEeTIIeCKOrO pa3yMa, OH IIPEBOCXOANT PeaTbHOCTh, 00heK-
TMBHO IIO3HaBaeMylo B ombiTe. ITpuTsa3aHMe Ha IIPaKTUYECKYIO
00SI3yIONTYIO CIUTy 3TOV ViAen OOBSICHSeTCS yXKe OFHWMM OCO3-
HaHVMeM KOHEYHOCTWM pasyma. PasyM KOHe4YeH B OCO3HaHUM
IpaHUIl TEOPeTMIEeCKOro ITO3HAaHWs, PaBHO KaK B OCO3HAHMM
MopasibHOV BuHBL Ho, Oyayum KOHeYHBIM, pasyM BOCXOIWT
K npee 0e3yCcJIOBHOIO ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, MHTe/UIUIMOe/IbHOrO.
ITpn 3TOoM pasyMm ymoTpeOssieTcss He TpaHCLEHIEHTHO WIIN
M30BITOYHO B TEOPETMYECKOM CMEBICTIe, HO MeTadm3udecKn
B IIPaKTN4YeCKOM CMBICIE.
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einen externen Richter (MS TL, AA 06, S. 438). Denn
das Bekenntnis, dem eigenen Ideal der guten Ge-
sinnung nicht entsprochen zu haben, ist nur einem
~Herzenskiindiger” gegeniiber moglich. Anders
nédmlich als bei der dufleren rechtlichen Beurteilung
von Taten, fiir die es irrelevant ist, wer der Mensch
seiner individuellen Gesinnung nach ist, der sie be-
gangen hat, geht es bei der inneren moralischen
Beurteilung darum, sich selbst zu priifen. So wenig es
aber moglich ist, in diesem Priifen die Giite der eige-
nen Gesinnung durch eigene Taten oder Werke zu
rechtfertigen, so wenig ist es moglich, das Bose, das
in der Verkehrung der eigenen Maximen liegt, vor
sich selbst zu rechtfertigen. Dass daher, so Kant, ,,der
durch sein Gewissen Angeklagte mit dem Richter als
eine und dieselbe Person vorgestellt werde, ist eine
ungereimte Vorstellungsart von einem Gerichtshofe;
denn da wiirde ja der Anklédger jederzeit verlieren”
(MS TL, AA 06, S. 438). Gébe es keinen externen Rich-
ter im inneren Gerichtshof des Gewissens, so gébe es
auch kein Gewissen bzw. keine Moral.®

Dieser externe Richter im inneren Gerichtshof
der praktischen Vernunft des Menschen ist aber, so
Kant, der Gedanke eines iiber Alles machthaben-
den moralischen Wesens, nidmlich die Person Gottes
(MS TL, AA 06, S. 439). Moralische Schuld bekennen
zu konnen, heifst daher, als moralisches Wesen zwar
an einem Ideal der Vollkommenheit orientiert zu sein,
nicht aber vollkommen im Sinne des dufieren Erfuil-
lens einer Norm oder Regel, ndmlich als Ergebnis der
Tat, sein zu miissen. Das Bekenntnis der Schuld vor
einem ,Herzenskiindiger” ist selbst ein moralischer
Akt, dessen Prinzip, die gute Gesinnung, nicht als
Ergebnis dieses Aktes verstanden werden kann. Da-
her verbindet sich das Schuldbekenntnis aber zu-
gleich mit der Hoffnung auf Vergebung der Schuld
durch den externen Richter im inneren Gerichtshof
des Gewissens: moralische Schuld zu bekennen heifst,
die eigene Trostbediirftigkeit als eines an sich selbst
zweifelnden Wesens anerkennen zu kénnen. Wiirde
man sich hingegen durch das Bekenntnis eigener

¢ Der als extern gedachte Richter im inneren Gerichtshof des
Menschen ist kein Gegenstand moglicher Erkenntnis der theo-
retischen Vernunft, sondern iibersteigt die objektiv erfahrbare
Wirklichkeit. Der Anspruch auf praktische Verbindlichkeit
dieser Idee erklart sich daher alleine aus dem Bewusstsein der
Endlichkeit der Vernunft. Endlich ist die Vernunft im Bewusst-
sein der Grenzen des theoretischen Erkennens wie auch im Be-
wusstsein moralischer Schuld. Als endlich aber tibersteigt sich
die Vernunft auf die Idee eines Unbedingten oder Intelligiblen
hin. Der Vernunftgebrauch ist darin nicht transzendent oder
tiberschwinglich im theoretischen sondern metaphysisch im
praktischen Sinn.



XOTeJI COOCTBEHHBIMVI CIJIaMV, TO €CTh HOOPBIMI [Ie-
7amu ce0si ollpaBIaTh, KaK CPefCcTBO I 11eJIv, Toraa
peOrpIBaHME BO 3JIe MPMBOAWIO OBI TOIBKO K OTYas-
HIo. XemaHme TOro, 9ToOBI TOOPO M 3710 3aBUCEINL OT
COOCTBEHHBIX IIOCTYIIKOB, CBeJIOCH ObI K O0prOe Jobpa
IIPOTUB 371, B KOTOPOW OBl 3710 IIOIBEpPraioch IIOCTO-
SIHHBIM HaIla/IkaM, HO He MOIJIO ObI OTPUIIATECS B €T0
IIEeVICTBUTEIHOCTI. B OTHOIIEHMM 3TOro OTYASHMS
I'PEXOBHOIO per se MOPaJIbHOTO CyIIIecTBa MOXKHO, Cile-
IIOBaTeJIbHO, TOJIKOBATh YUeHVe O MIWIOCTU KaK SIpo
Epanremmst: fo6po IpuUCyTCTByeT yXXe TaM, IZe ero,
Kas3aI0Ch Obl, HET, a MMEHHO BO 3/Ie, IIOTOMY YTO OHO
IIO3BOJISIET IIPV3HATh 310 KaK TaKOBOE, TO eCTh CO0-
CTBEHHYIO BUHY, U II03TOMY, COBEpIIIast IIOCTYIIOK VIC-
KJIIOYWTEeIFHO BO MMS J00pa, 110 MpaBy HalesThCs Ha
BO3/asiHIIE.

[Tomospenne B QyHIaMeHTaI3Me IIO OTHOIIe-
HUIO K TaKOV MOpaJIyi, KOTOpasi COCTOUT B HeoOXou-
MOM pasiinueHnn 1o0pa v 371a 11 KOTOPYIO TeM CaMbIM
MOXHO BMecTe ¢ KaHTOM HasBaTb PUTOPUCTCKOV,
yIIyCKaeT, TakuM oOpasoM, 13 BUY pasiiidue MexXIy
MBICTISIMY, HTOIUIEXAIVMM MOPAJIBHON OLleHKe, VI II0-
CTYIIKOM, ITOIIeXAIlM IIPAaBOBOM OIleHKe. be3 sToro
HeOOXOIMMOrO pas/IMueHNs MeXIy IoOpoM U 3710M
B 00pase MBIC/IEVT JTake IIPABOBOVI IIPVHIINIT CBOOOIEI
OT IIPUHYXXIAIOIIEro IIPOM3BOJIEeHNS IIPYroro Ipe-
BpaTWICS OBl B JOrMaTWYeCKUI (PyHIAMEHTAIN3M.
IToroMy 4TO TOCyHapcTBEHHOe peryyMpoBaHUe IIpaB
7 00SI3aHHOCTEVI COCYIIeCTBOBAHMS B OTCYTCTBUE Ha-
IIOMVHAHMA O MOPaJIbHOM pasmmamy goOpa m 371a
MOJKHO OBUIO OBI 000CHOBATH TOJIPKO IIparMaTITIecKy,
TO eCThb VMICXO M3 LIeJIV YKJIOHeHMs oT Bpena. Ho cob-
CTBEHHO ODOCHOBaHMe ITOJIMTUYECKOTO Jimbepaisma
BBITEKaeT KaK pas3 13 TOT0, YTO HeJIb3s IaTh BHEIIIHIOKO
OILIEHKY COBECTH, M II0O3TOMY B 00JIacTW JIeraIbHOCTY,
KOTOpasi IIofiaeTcsi BHEIIHeV OIeHKe, IeVICTBYeT He-
raTMBHO 0a30BBIVI IPVHIWIL HWUKOTO He I03BOJIEHO
OpUHYXIaTh 10 npoussoiny (cMm.: AA 06, S. 93—95;
Kant, 1994, c. 97 —99). [1o sTtont npuumnHe ocabieHne
CBSI3M MeX]ILy BepOv 11 COOCTBEHHO ITpaKTIIeCcK/M pas3-
YMOM CTaJIo OBl MeJIBEXXBeV! YCITyTOVl He TOJIBKO 3THKe
I TIOJINTVIKeE, HO VI caMoVl peyurin. Bemp ecyv ¢ oHOM
JIVIIB 11eJIBI0 He TpeOoBaTh CIIMIIKOM MHOTOIO OT de-
JIOBEYeCKOVI BePbl OIPAHUYNUTL PasyM POJIbIO TOJIBKO
CperncTBa IS JOCTVDKEHVS JIFOOBIX LieJIeVt 1 IIpeocTa-
BUTH pelLleHVe IIpo0JIeMbl CaMOOIIpeiesIeH s, TO eCTh
BOIIPOC O HEOOXOIVIMOM CMBICIIE CAMUX IIeJleVi, HpaBaM
¥ O0BIYasiM IV CKJIOHHOCTSIM, TOrma B cdepe Ipwm-
TA3aHWS PeIATUYI Ha YHUBEPCAJIbHYIO 3HA4VMMOCTh
TPyOHO OBITIO OBI OTOMTBCS OT OOBMHEHMTI B CyEeBEPUA.
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Schuld aus eigener Kraft bzw. durch gute Werke
gerecht machen wollen, und zwar als Mittel zum
Zweck, dann konnte man am Bosen nur verzwei-
feln. Gut und Bose von den eigenen Taten abhingig
machen zu wollen, liefe ndmlich auf einen Kampf des
Guten gegen das Bose hinaus, in dem das Bose stan-
dig bestritten werden miisste und doch seiner Realitét
nach nicht geleugnet werden konnte. In Bezug auf
diese Verzweiflung des per se stindigen moralischen
Menschen lésst sich daher die Gnadenlehre als Kern
des Evangeliums verstehen: das Gute ist bereits dort,
wo es zu fehlen scheint, ndmlich im Bdsen, weil es er-
laubt, das Bose als solches, also die eigene Schuld, zu
bekennen und deswegen, in einem Handeln allein um
des Guten willen, auf Vergebung hoffen zu diirfen.
Der Verdacht des Fundamentalismus gegentiber
einer Moral, die auf einem unbedingten Unter-
schied zwischen Gut und Bose besteht und die in-
sofern mit Kant rigoristisch genannt werden kann,
tibersieht daher den Unterschied zwischen mora-
lisch zu beurteilender Gesinnung und rechtlich zu
beurteilender Tat. Ohne die unbedingte Unterschei-
dung von Gut und Bose in der Gesinnung wiirde das
rechtliche Prinzip der Freiheit von eines anderen no-
tigender Willkiir sogar selbst in einen dogmatischen
Fundamentalismus umschlagen. Ohne Erinnerung
an den moralischen Unterschied von Gut und Bose
konnte ndmlich die staatliche Regelung der Rechte
und Pflichten des Zusammenlebens lediglich prag-
matisch begriindet werden, ndmlich aus dem Ziel
des Vermeidens von Nachteilen. Die eigentliche Be-
grindung des politischen Liberalismus ergibt sich
aber gerade daraus, dass das Gewissen nicht dufSer-
lich beurteilt werden kann und dass deswegen im
Bereich der &duflerlich beurteilbaren Legalitdt nega-
tiv als Grundprinzip gilt, dass niemand willkiirlich
von anderen gendétigt werden darf (vgl. RGV, AA 06,
S. 93-95). Aus diesem Grunde tdte man ferner nicht
nur Ethik und Politik, sondern auch der Religion
selbst keinen Gefallen, die Verbindung des Glaubens
mit der eigentlich praktischen Vernunft zu lockern.
Beschrinkte man ndmlich die Vernunft, um nur dem
Glauben des Menschen nicht zu viel zuzumuten,
darauf, blof3 als Mittel zur Realisierung beliebiger
Zwecke zu dienen, und iiberliefSe das Problem der
Selbstbestimmung, also die Frage nach einem unbe-
dingten Sinn der Zwecke selbst, den Sitten und Ge-
wohnheiten oder den Neigungen, so liefle sich, was
den universalen Geltungsanspruch der Religion
betrifft, der Vorwurf des Aberglaubens nur schwer
abwenden. Wollte man sich stattdessen aber in Fra-
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Ho ecyim BMecTo 3TOrO MBI IOXeJIam ObI B BOIIpOCax
PeIIUY COCJIAThCS Ha HEKOe 0co00e IIIeCTOe YyBCTBO,
TOTHa, COTIacHo KpuTrKe KaHTa, moTepsuiv Ob BCSIKmMi
KpUTepWiT HpaBCTBEHHOTO CY>KIAeHM VI IOV OBl Ha
PVICK YTOHYTB B IIyCTOV MEYTaTeIbHOCTV B OTHOIIIE-
HVM TIpo0sieMbl BUHBI 11 Miwtocti (AA 06, S. 113 —114;
Kant, 1994, c. 120—121). Eciim e, HampoTuB, IIbI-
TaTbCS Pa3yMy, CBEIEHHOMY K WMHCTPYMEHTaJIbHOW
PaIMOHATIBHOCTYI, UMCTO IOTMATWYECKV IIPOTMBOIIO-
CTaBUTHh HEOOBICHMMOCTb BEPHI KaK CBEPXUYBCTBEH-
HOTO OTKPOBEHVISI, TO 3TO IIPMBEJIO OBI K IIOTPYKEHWIO
B HepaspelMyio ¥ II03TOMY OeCIUIONHYIO Jyayiek-
TUKY TEOPETMYECKOro pasyMa: BOIPOCHl MeTadm3MKI
¥ B OCOOEHHOCTV TaK)Xe BOIIPOCHI Teosorny, Kak KaHr
pasbsacHsaeT B «KpuTnKe gncToro pasyma», Hejlb3s HI
OTOPOCUTE, HYI pa3pelInTh C TIOMOIIBIO TEOPETIIECKO-
ro pasyMa.

Oprako I OCHOBAaHHOV Ha MOpaJIM IIpaKTuUde-
cKOM Bepsl B cMbIcile KaHTa coBepllleHHO He BaKHO,
B COOTBETCTBUM JIM C TEOPETMUYECKMM PasyMOM WIN
BOIIPEKNM eMy HYXHO HaIeJIsThb CWION HeIIOCTVDKW-
MBIM O0pa30M YCTaHOBJIEHHYIO CBEPXIIPUPOAHYIO pe-
aIIbHOCTB. BrickasbiBanme KanTa o bore kak BHeItHEeM
Cybe Ha BHYTPeHHEM CyZie COBECTV Ha IIePBbIVT B3ITISL,
MOJKET IT0Ka3aThCsl BO3SMYTUTEIBHBIM KaK C TOYKM 3pe-
Hus drtocodpvm ITpocseltieHnst, Tak U ¢ TO3NUIIUN Te-
ostormu Otkposenws. Ho 1 Bormpoca 0 MopasibHOM
OTBETCTBEHHOCTM He VMeeT 3HadeHm:s, KaK CJIemyeT
HIPEeCTaB/IsITh TOI'0 BHyTPEHHETO CYIbIO B CMBICTIE Te-
OPeTMKO-00BbEeKTVBHOTO ITO3HAHVIS: KaK YMCTO Mzleab-
HYIO VIV KaK peasIbHYyI0 Itepcony. [ToTomy urto Borpoc
O TOM, YTO 3HAYWUT CAMOMY HECTV OTBETCTBEHHOCTb,
OTHOCUTCA He K KakKoMy-Imbo OObeKTy, KOTOpPBIV
CHayvasIa eIlfe JO0JKeH ObITh IT03HAH, a K COOCTBeHHO
KIM3HV, KOTOPYIO KaXKIBIVI JIOJDKEH BECTM CaM. DTOT
BOIIPOC O COOCTBEHHOV OTBETCTBEHHOCTM, TO €CTb He
O TOM, UTO V3 BHEIIHNX IIPEIICAaHUI YeJIOBEKOM BbI-
ITOJIHEHO HEBEPHO, a O TOM, YTO CaM YeJIOBEK CIeJIal
HNpaBWIbHO, — 3TOT BOIIPOC IIOIpa3yMeBaeT, OIHAKO,
TaKOVI KpWTEpWI, KOTOPBII He yCTaHaBJ/IVIBAETCS II0
YCMOTpPEeHMIO YeJloBeKa, — TOT mzeas JoOporo obpasa
MBICIIeT], KOTOPBI KaXkeTcsl cortenmiM ¢ Heba. [Toa-
TOMY BBbICKa3bIBaHIE O BHEIITHEM Cy/ibe Ha BHYTpPeH-
HeM Cy/ie IIOHVMAEeTCs He JOrMaTN4eCcK-00BbeKTUBHO,
a TICXOMISI VI3 OCO3HAHMS TOTO, UTO BHEIITHWM VICTIOJTHe-
HVeM HpeAIIICaHHbIX HOPM HeJIb3s HU 3aC/IyXUTh, HI
BOCCTAHOBUTB JOOPOTY COOCTBEHHOTO 0Opa3a MBICIIEV,
¥ 9TO IIpU3HaHMe cOOCTBEHHOV MOPAJIHOVI BUHBI, CO-
CTOSIIIEVT KOHKPETHO B TOM, YTO XOPOIIEMY HACTPOIO
IIOCTYTIaTh TOJIBKO M3 [10JIra IIPeIIIoYnTaeTCss MaKCMa
ceOsTI00MsT, — 3TO MpW3HaHMe TpebyeT MHOIO CyIbY,

gen der Religion auf ein besonderes, iibersinnliches
Gefiihl berufen, so verlore man, wie Kant kritisiert,
jeden sittlichen Urteilsmafistab und liefe daher Ge-
fahr, sich in blofler Schwirmerei in Bezug auf das
Problem von Schuld und Gnade zu verlieren (RGV,
AA 06, S. 113-114). Wollte man wiederum gegen die
auf einen blof8 instrumentellen Rationalititssinn re-
duzierte Vernunft blofs dogmatisch die Unerklarlich-
keit des Glaubens als einer iibersinnlichen Offenba-
rung geltend machen, so verlére man sich in einer
unaufloslichen und daher unfruchtbaren Dialektik
der theoretischen Vernunft: Fragen der Metaphysik,
und dazu z&hlt insbesondere auch die Theologie,
lassen sich, wie Kant in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft
ausfithrt, von der theoretischen Vernunft weder
abweisen noch beantworten.

Fiir einen auf Moral begriindeten praktischen
Glauben im Sinne Kants ist es nun aber gar nicht
entscheidend, fiir oder wider alle theoretische Ver-
nunft, eine als unbegreiflich gesetzte tibernatiirli-
che Realitédt geltend machen zu miissen. Kants Rede
von Gott als externem Richter im inneren Gerichts-
hof des Gewissens mag zwar auf den ersten Blick
sowohl von Seiten der Aufkldrungsphilosophie wie
auch von Seiten der Offenbarungstheologie anstofiig
erscheinen. Fiir die Frage der moralischen Verant-
wortlichkeit ist es aber irrelevant, ob dieser innere
Richter im Sinne theoretisch-objektiver Erkenntnis
als eine blof3 idealische oder als eine reale Person
verstanden werden kann. Denn die Frage, was es
heifst, selbst Verantwortung zu tragen, gilt gar kei-
nem Objekt, das allererst zu erkennen wire, sondern
dem eigenen Leben, das jeder selbst zu fiihren hat.
Diese Frage nach der eigenen Verantwortlichkeit,
nicht danach also, was man nach dufieren Vorgaben
falsch, sondern danach, was man von selbst richtig
macht, impliziert aber einen Mafstab, der nicht
dem Belieben des Menschen untersteht — namlich
jenes ldeal der guten Gesinnung, das wie vom Him-
mel herabgekommen zu sein scheint. Die Rede von
einem externen Richter im inneren Gerichtshof ver-
steht sich daher nicht dogmatisch-objektiv, sondern
aus dem Bewusstsein heraus, dass man die Giite
seiner eigenen Gesinnung durch das dufSerliche Be-
folgen vorgegebener Normen weder verdienen noch
restituieren kann, und dass das Bekenntnis eigener
moralischer Schuld, ndmlich die Unterordnung der
guten Gesinnung, alleine aus Pflicht zu handeln, un-
ter die Maxime der Selbstliebe, einen anderen Rich-
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4eM TOT, KOTOPBIM MOXeT OBITh caM uestoBeK. CooT-
BeTCTBEHHO, TpeOoBaHMe MHAVBIIYaIbHOTO MOpalb-
HOTO camooIIlpeieJIeHs KaK pa3 He COOepXXUT TaKou
HeIOCTVDKMMOVI IIPEIIIOChUIKM KaK COBEPILIEHCTBO VIIN
HeTIOIPEeLIVIMOCTb UeJI0OBeKa B er0 CIIOCOOHOCT ITOCTY-
HaTh COIVIACHO MPeNCaHHOV HOpMe WIV B COOTBET-
CTBUW C IIPaBWIOM, — OHO OPVMEHTUPOBAHO IIpeXje
BCEro Ha CIIOCOOHOCTB, OTIMYasd 100po OT 31a, Ipu-
3HATBCSA B COOCTBEHHOM HeCOBEPIIIeHCTBE.

Henykunn y Kanra

Haxxe ecyTit B KaHTOBCKOM 3alllITe yYEeHVISI O MIJIO-
CTW He WJIET peun O TOM, YTOObI CTaBUTh cebs rocpe-
CTBOM pa3yMa Ha MecTo bora, HO, ckopee HaobopoT,
0 TOM, HacKOJIBKO 3TO, IIOJIOOHO HajeXje Ha OTIIy-
IIeHVe BUHBI DOXBeVT MIUJTOCTBIO, KaK pa3 HEBO3MOX-
HO, — OcTaeTcsi OOBsICHUTB, B KAKOM CMBICIIe YUeHVe
0 MWIOCTH JefdyImpyercs. B aToM Bompoce 1ioseseH
3KCKypC B HOHATHe demyKoyu y KanTa BooOrre (cM.:
Henrich, 1989; Seeberg, 2006; 2008; 2012; 2015). [de-
nykuys y KanTa o3HadaeT He JIOTMYecKoe 3aKiIiOde-
HUe, TO eCTh He JIOTMYecKoe BhIBeIeHUe CIIeICTBUI
73 TIOCBUIOK. BMecTo 3TOTO Aemykumm KaHTa mOrmKHEL
II0Ka3aTh B paMKax IOPWINYECKV CMOJIEIMPOBAHHON
KPUTIYIECKON CaMOIIPOBEPKM pa3yMa, KaK BOOOIIe
U B KaKOM OOBeMe C IOMOIIBIO pa3yMa MOTYT OBITBb
TIOJIyYeHBl IIPUTA3aHNSA TOrO WIV MHOTO poja Ha 00-
IIe3HAYMMOCTb. Pelllaromiyto posb Ipy 3TOM UrpaeT
IIOHSITHE BMEHEHMs. B oTiMune OT IIpMIIMCHIBAHS’,
BMeHeHMe TpeOyeT, 4TOOBI IIOCTYIIKM COBEPIIAJIVCH
C OCO3HAHWMEM TeX YCIIOBUI, KOTOPble KOHCTUTYUPYIOT
MX KaK IIOCTYIIKM, 0OOCHOBBIBAIOIIIVE VIV HapyIIao-
IITMe IIPUTS3aHVs B OTHOIIEHNM IPYIMX, KaK, Hallpu-
Mep, mproOpeTeHVe COOCTBEHHOCT VIV Kpaka COOT-
BeTcTBeHHO. [103TOMY MCIIOIHEHMEe BMEHSEMBIX JIeVi-
CTBUIVI OIIpenerIsieTcs IIpasiulaMit. Bemp mpaBiito — 310
TO, UTO B KauecTBe BCeOOIIET0 MIAEHTNYHBIM 00pa3oM
IIpVIMEHSIeTCS B PasINYHEIX ciTydasix. CilemoBaTesIbHO,
BMEHSEMBIVI IIOCTYIIOK (Ha SI3bIKe IIpaBa factuim) Takxke
€CTh He YTO MHOe, KaK JeVICTBIE COIJIaCHO IIpaBiulaM
(AA 06, S. 227; Kanrt, 2014, c. 83). ITpuTsasaaus pasy-
Ma Ha 3HA4MMOCTb IeAyLMPYIOTCS TeM CaMbIM Kak
IIpaBOMEpPHBIE IIOTOMY, UTO IIPEeNbsBIISIOTCS YCIIOBSL
VJIU TIpaBWIa, IIPY KOTOPBIX BO3MOXHO HpMoOpeTaTh
IIpeTeH3VN K IPYTVM VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, BMEHSTD VIX

7 TlonsitTme «BMeHeHMe» (Zurechnung) B HeMeIIKOM si3bIKe
obpasoBaHO IIyTeM IIpmOaBIeHUs Ipedukca «Zu» K CIIOBY
«cueT», Rechnung, — Ha 3TOM OCHOBaHa OYEBNMIHOCTb €ro
TIPOTVBOITOCTABIIEHNSI TIOHSTUIO «IIPUIMCBIBaHMe» (Zuschrei-

bung). — ITpumeu. nep.
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ter, als man selbst sein kann, verlangt. Die Forderung
nach individueller moralischer Selbstbestimmung
setzt daher gerade nicht in unzumutbarer Weise
eine Vollkommenheit oder Unfehlbarkeit des Men-
schen voraus, nach einer vorgegebenen Norm bzw.
regelkonform handeln zu konnen, sie bezieht sich
vielmehr auf die Fahigkeit, mit der Unterscheidung
des Guten vom Bosen die eigene Unvollkommenbheit
zugeben zu kénnen.

Deduktionen bei Kant

Auch wenn es also in Kants Verteidigung der
Gnadenlehre nicht darum geht, sich durch Vernunft
an die Stelle Gottes zu setzen, sondern vielmehr
umgekehrt um die Frage, inwiefern dies, wie in der
Hoffnung auf Vergebung der Schuld durch Gottes
Gnade, gerade nicht moglich ist, bleibt zu klédren, in
welchem Sinne die Gnadenlehre deduziert wird. Fiir
diese Frage ist ein Blick auf Kants Deduktionsbegriff
tiberhaupt hilfreich (vgl. Henrich, 1989; Seeberg,
2006; 2008; 2012; 2015). Deduktion bedeutet ndmlich
bei Kant keinen logischen Schluss, also eine vernunft-
gemifie Ableitung von Konklusionen aus Pramissen.
Stattdessen haben Kants Deduktionen im Rahmen
einer juridisch modellierten kritischen Selbstpriifung
der Vernunft aufzuzeigen, wie und in welchem Um-
fang durch Vernunft {iberhaupt allgemeine und not-
wendige Geltungsanspriiche von je bestimmter Art
erworben werden konnen. Hierbei spielt der Begriff
der Zurechnung eine entscheidende Rolle. Im Unter-
schied zur Zuschreibung erfordert die Zurechnung,
dass Handlungen im Bewusstsein derjenigen Bedin-
gungen ausgefithrt werden, die sie als Handlungen
konstituieren, die Anspriiche anderen gegeniiber
begriinden oder verletzen, wie zum Beispiel der
Erwerb von Eigentum oder ein Diebstahl. Das Aus-
fithren zurechenbarer Handlungen ist daher durch
Regeln bestimmt. Denn eine Regel ist das, was als
Allgemeines in identischer Weise in verschiedenen
Féllen eine Anwendung findet. Daher ist eine zure-
chenbare Tat, im juristischen Sprachgebrauch ein
»factum”, auch nichts anderes als eine Handlung un-
ter Regeln (MS RL, AA 06, S. 227). Geltungsanspriiche
der Vernunft werden daher dadurch als rechtméfSiig
deduziert, dass die Bedingungen bzw. Regeln auf-
gewiesen werden, unter denen es moglich ist, An-
spriiche anderen gegeniiber zu erwerben bzw. sich
oder anderen zuzurechnen. Diese philosophische
Klarung und Rechtfertigung der Bedingungen des
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cebe wm npyrmM. 210 Pmiocodckoe IIPOSCHEHVE
VI OIlpaB/iaHMe yCIOBUI IIPUODpeTeHMs IPUTA3aHUI
pasyMa Ha 3Ha4YMMOCTB IIO3BOJISIET, B CBOIO OdYeperb,
OIIpeneyINTh VX KOHKPETHBINI 00beM ¥ I'pPaHWUIbl —
B OCODEHHOCTV C yU4eTOM Pa3sHOPOAHBIX IIPUTSA3aHUIA
TeOPeTHUIeCKOI'o ¥ IIPaKTNIeCcKOro pasyMa.

Kax KaHT nipITaeTcsd mokasats K «Kpurike umcroro
pasyMa», yCcJI0Bs, HeOOXOMMMBIe [IJIs IIOJTy YeHvIs 00'b-
eKTVBHOIO 3HaHWs, 3Ha4MMOTI'O B 00JIacTV JOCTYITHOM
IUIL 9yBCTBEHHOIO OITBITAa PEeaIbHOCTV, OTpPaHUYIeHBI
HPOCTPaHCTBOM U BpeMeHeM. ITosTomy nipimsiaraemyro
crofla MIer0 HeoOXOAVMOV, CBepXUyBCTBEHHOW WJIN
VIHTeJUTUTVIO€JIFHOV peayIbHOCT B ee IIeJIOM HeJIb3d
MBICJTUTB KaK BO3MOXXHBIVI 00BEKT IIO3HaHMA. B To Xe
BpeMsI 9Ta Mesl, B YaCTHOCTY KaK Mes, TPaHCIeHIN-
pymomasi CIlocOOHOCTh UejIoBeKa K TeOpeTMYecKOMY
MO3HAHMIO, II0JIy4YaeT CBOe OITpapaHie TeM, 9TO Mo-
JKeT OBITh IIOHATa B pa3IMYHOM OTHOIIEHMY KakK IIpefI-
IOChUIKA OCO3HAHWMA STUYEeCKOV OTBeTCTBEHHOCTM.
Permarortiee 3meck — moHMMAaTh BOIIpOIIaHMe O 100pe,
VIV CO3HaHVe HpaBCTBEHHOIO 00s3aTesIbCTBa, He Kak
HOJIeXKAIINVI CIIepBa OIIpesleIeHII0 00beKT OIIBITHOM
peasIbHOCTV, UTO HOTpeboBasio Obl, B CBOIO Oudepers,
00ocHOBaHVSA 00BEKTMBHOV BO3MOXKHOCTY TaKOT'O I10-
HVMaHWS, a KaK HeIIpepbIBHO CyIIIeCTBYIOLIyIO, 00b-
€KTVBHYI0, HO HEOOBICHIMYIO BO3MOXHOCTb CAMOMY
CTPOUTB CBOIO XXV3Hb VICXOMIS 113 CBOOOIBI, OPUEHTHPY-
sICb Ha KOHEYHYIO IIeJIb XXV3HM 4eJIoBeKa B Mupe, IO-
CJIEITHIOO I1eJ1b, 32 KOTOPYIO IIPVIXOAMTCS HeCTV OTBeT-
CTBEHHOCTb Ilepef] BCeMU OCTaJIbHBIMU JIOOBMI. DTO
CO3HaHVe HPaBCTBEHHOTO 00s3aTe/IbCTBa IIepel] BceMu
OCTaJIbHBIMV JIIOIbMY HEBO3MOXKHO JIeAypoBaTh Kak
oOpekTMBHOe 3HaHMe. OTHaKO B CBOEM yUeHWN O He-
AenyrpyeMoM ¢akTe UMCTOro IIPaKTUYecKoro pasy-
Ma (AA 05, S. 46 —48; Kant, 19974, c. 391 —395) Kaur
He yTBepXXJIaeT, 9TO ITOCTYIIOK 110 HpaBCTBeHHO 00si-
3aHHOCTW ITPOM3BOJIEH, TO eCTh He IOIUYMHIeTCs Bee-
oOrremy mpasmty. COOTBETCTBYIOIIee ITpaBwiIo dpop-
MYJIVIpYyeTCsl, HalIpOTVB, BBICIIVIM IIPVHIIVIIOM IIpaK-
TIYECKOTO pasyMa — KaTeropuyecKyM VMIIepaTIBOM.

HeBo3MOXHOCTb JIeAyLIMpOBaTh IIPaBOMEPHOCTh
3TOro ¢akTa IIpaKTMUeCKOro pasyMa, TO eCTb CO3Ha-
HVsSL HPaBCTBEHHOV OOS3aHHOCTV, MOXKHO IIOHSATE,
CJlefjoBaTesTbHO, IMEHHO BO B3aMIMOCBSI3M C IedyIpy-
€MOCTBIO OCHOBHBIX IIPVHIIVIIOB TEOPETIIEeCKOIo pas-
yMa. Pedb nzmeT o pasHOPOIHBIX IIPUTSI3aHIX pa3yMa,
Ybsl Pa3HOPOIHOCTD KaK BMEHSIEMBIX IEVICTBUI pasyMa
ompesesIsgeTcs: TOJIbKO U3 VX COOTHOIIEeHVs, a IMeHHO
U3 MPOSCHEHHOIO (PMIOCOdCKM CO3HAHMUS MX KOH-
KpeTHbIX ycioBum. IloaToMy TOJIBKO B crcTeMaTimde-
CKOWI B3aMIMOCBS3V O Beent prmmocodmm Kanra MoxxHO
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Erwerbs von Geltungsanspriichen der Vernunft er-
laubt es wiederum, deren jeweiligen Umfang und
Grenzen zu bestimmen — und zwar insbesondere
im Blick auf die verschiedenartigen Anspriiche der
theoretischen und der praktischen Vernunft.

Wie die Kritik der reinen Vernunft zu zeigen sucht,
sind die notwendigen Bedingungen fiir den Erwerb
objektiven Wissens in ihrer Geltung auf den Be-
reich der sinnlich erfahrbaren Wirklichkeit in Raum
und Zeit beschrinkt. Der sich hieran anschliefSende
Gedanke einer unbedingten, iibersinnlichen oder in-
telligiblen Wirklichkeit im Ganzen kann daher nicht
als mogliches Objekt der Erkenntnis verstanden
werden. Gleichwohl gewinnt dieser Gedanke, und
zwar als eine die theoretische Erkenntnisfihigkeit des
Menschen transzendierende Idee, seine eigene Recht-
fertigung dadurch, dass er in verschiedener Weise als
Voraussetzung des Bewusstseins ethischer Verant-
wortlichkeit verstanden werden kann. Entscheidend
hierfiir ist es, das Fragen nach dem Guten bzw. das
Bewusstsein sittlicher Verpflichtung nicht wie ein
allererst zu bestimmendes Objekt der Erfahrungs-
wirklichkeit zu verstehen, was wiederum seiner
objektiven Moglichkeit nach zu rechtfertigen wire,
sondern als jederzeit bestehende, objektiv aber un-
erklarliche Moglichkeit, das eigene Leben aus Frei-
heit heraus selbst zu fithren — und zwar im Blick
auf ein vor allen anderen zu verantwortendes letztes
Ziel, einem Endzweck des menschlichen Lebens in
der Welt. Dieses Bewusstsein sittlicher Verpflichtung
vor allen anderen ldsst sich daher nicht als objektives
Wissen deduzieren. Die Lehre vom nicht-deduzier-
baren Faktum der reinen praktischen Vernunft bei
Kant (KpV, AA 05, S. 46-48) besagt aber nicht, dass
das Handeln aus sittlicher Verpflichtung willkiirlich
wire, also keiner allgemeinen Regel unterldge. Die
entsprechende Regel wird vielmehr durch das obers-
te Prinzip der praktischen Vernunft formuliert, durch
den kategorischen Imperativ.

Die Nicht-Deduzierbarkeit der Rechtméfligkeit
dieses Faktums der praktischen Vernunft, also des
Bewusstseins der sittlichen Verpflichtung, ldsst sich
daher selbst gerade im Zusammenhang mit der De-
duzierbarkeit der Grundsétze der theoretischen Ver-
nunft verstehen. Es handelt sich um verschiedenartige
Anspriiche der Vernunft, deren Verschiedenartigkeit
als zurechenbarer Vernunfthandlungen sich aber nur
aus ihrem Verhiltnis, ndmlich dem philosophisch
geklarten Bewusstsein ihrer jeweiligen Bedingun-
gen, bestimmen ldsst. Deswegen ldsst sich der Sinn,
in dem Kant die Gnadenlehre deduziert, zureichend



YIIOBJIETBOPUTEIILHO OOBSICHUTH, B KAKOM CMBICIIE OH
IenynupyeT yueHue o MiIocTn. Takum obpasoM, ecrv
He 00OCHOBaTh HPUTs3aHMe TEOPETUYEeCKOro pasyMa
Ha CII0cOOHOCTH (POPMYyIMIPOBaTh OOBEKTVBHEIE YCIIO-
BVSI TEOPETMUECKOTO ITO3HAHWMS VI 00HOBpeMeHHO orpa-
HWYWUTH 3TO IPUTSI3aHVe 00J1acThIO HeVICTBUTEIILHOCTI
YyBCTBEHHOTO OIIBbITa B IIPOCTPAHCTBE I BPEMEHV, TO
IUIS pasyMa OCTAHeTCS HEIIOHSTHBIM, B YeM COCTOUT
0CODEHHOCTb CO3HAHMS HPaBCTBEHHOTO OO0s3aTeTh-
CTBa, TO €CTb IIPUTSI3aHMS UMUCTOTO IIPAKTUIECKOTO
pasyMa: OBITH OCHOBaHHBIM Ha CBOOOJIe 11 TeM caMbIM
Ha VJiee yMOITOCTUTaeMOT0 MVpa CaMo00s3aTe IbCTBOM
yeJIoBeKa K HPaBCTBEHHOMY IIOBEIIEHWIO B YyBCTBEH-
HOM MMpe, Ubs 00beKTMBHAs BO3SMOXHOCTb HEOOBSIC-
HMMa. Benb 00ObsicHeHMe OOBeKTMBHOM BO3MOXXHOCTM
KaTerOpMUIecKOro VMMITepaTyBa 3HAYMWIIO ObI IIpM3Ha-
BaTh ceOsI HpaBCTBEHHO 0OsSI3aHHBIM VCXO/IS He U3 cbo-
000bL, XOTSI VI CO3HaAHVIE [OJIra He BeJIeT elrle ¢ HeoOXoam-
MOCTBIO K IIOCTYIIKY, — HO, CO3HaBas I0JIT, IIOCTYIIaTh
BCcerfa HpaBcTBeHHO (Seeberg, 2012, S. 8; 06 yuenumn
KanTa o dakre pasyma cm.: Henrich, 1973). ITlosTomy
CO3HaHMe HPaBCTBEHHOTO OOSI3bIBaHMS CaMOro celst
Ha OCHOBe CBOOOIIBI — 3TO He (paKT OIbITa U He VIMeeT
OTHOIIIEHMS K (PaKTy OIbITa, OHO, CKOpee, IIPU3bIBAeT
COBEPIIIATD IIOCTYIIKN B UYBCTBEHHOM MUpPE VICXOJIS 13
nobporo obpasa MbIciIert abCOJIIOTHO HE3aBMCUMO OT
OIIBITa. DTa BO3MOXKHOCTB M BMeCTe C HeVl Vjiesi yMOIIO-
CTUTAeMOro IIapCTBa IfejieVl, B KOTOPOM HPAaBCTBEHHO
OpVEHTHpOBaHHas XM3Hb UelloBeKa oOpeTaeT B UyB-
CTBEHHOM MUpe IIOCJIIEMHMV, Oe3yCJIOBHBIVI CMBICIL,
ocTaBaJIICh ObI Oe3 IIPOSICHEHHOTO CO3HAHWS I'PaHMI]
TEOPETUUYECKOrO pasyMa BO BJIACTV COMHEHWS, He SIB-
JIAIOTCS JIVI OHM Trojiovi pukimert. B atom comHenmn
pasyM OBl He CMOT IIOHATB, YTO Ha VA0 YMOIIOCTU-
TaeMoro Mupa, KOTOPBIVI €ro CaMoOro ITPEBOCXOIINT,
OH CCBUIAETCS MMEHHO U TOJIBKO KaK KOHEYHBIV pas-
yM. DTa B3aMIMOCBS3b VIMEET CWIy B OCOOEHHOCTY IS
CO3HAHMS CITOCOOHOCTM K BMHOBHOCTM, ¥ 3Ta CII0CO0-
HOCTB KaK VIMIUIMKAII/S HPaBCTBEHHOTO JOJDKEHCTBO-
BaHMS OOBEKTMBHO HeOOBSICHVIMA, IIPUTOM, OITHAKO,
YTO BO3MOXKHOCTB ee, ITo KaHTy, HeocriopmmMa.
[Tosromy menmyknyy, KoTtopele KaHT BbIBOOUT
B 00JIaCTV IIPAKTUYECKOTO pasyMa, He CJIy’KaT, B CBOIO
odeperip, 10Ka3aTeJIbCTBY OOBEKTVBHOV BO3MOYKHOCTY
CO3HaHMS HPAaBCTBEHHOIO OJDKeHCTBOBaHM:. CKopee,
VX CJleflyeT IIOHMMATh KaK [IOIIOJTHeHMS K HeIyKInn
BO3MOXXHOCTV OOBEKTVBHOTIO 3HAHMSI, IIOCKOJIbKY OHU
MIpeNIIosIaraoT ero OrpaHNYeHHOCTh KaK OrpaHI4eH-
HOCTBb camoro pasyma. CiiefioBaTesIbHO, OHV OTHOCSIT-
Csl K viiee KOHEYHOW LIeJIV XM3HU YeJI0BeKa, KOTOPBIN
oco3HaeT cebsg 0ObeKTMBHO HeOOBICHMMBIM 00pasoM
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auch nur im systematischen Zusammenhang seiner
ganzen Philosophie erkldren. Liefle sich also der An-
spruch der theoretischen Vernunft, notwendige Be-
dingungen der objektiven Erkenntnis formulieren
zu konnen, nicht rechtfertigen und dabei zugleich auf
den Bereich der sensiblen Erfahrungswirklichkeit in
Raum und Zeit begrenzen, so bliebe fiir die Vernunft
unverstdndlich, was die Besonderheit des Bewusst-
seins der sittlichen Verpflichtung, also des Anspruchs
der reinen praktischen Vernunft, ausmacht: namlich
eine auf Freiheit und damit auf der Idee einer intelli-
giblen Welt beruhende Selbstverpflichtung des Men-
schen zu einem sittlichen Handeln in der sensiblen
Welt zu sein, deren objektive Moglichkeit unerklarlich
ist. Eine Erkldrung der objektiven Moglichkeit des
kategorischen Imperativs wiirde namlich bedeuten,
sich nicht aus Freiheit heraus sittlich verpflichtet zu
wissen, wobei das Bewusstsein der Pflicht nicht auch
schon notwendigerweise die Tat impliziert, sondern
im Bewusstsein der Pflicht immer schon sittlich zu
handeln (Seeberg, 2012, S. 8; vgl. zu Kants Lehre
vom Faktum der Vernunft auch Henrich, 1973). Das
Bewusstsein der sittlichen Selbstverpflichtung aus
Freiheit ist daher keine Erfahrungstatsache und gilt
auch keiner Erfahrungstatsache, es fordert vielmehr
vollig unabhédngig von Erfahrungen zum Handeln
aus guter Gesinnung in der sensiblen Welt auf. Diese
Moglichkeit und mit ihr die Idee eines intelligiblen
Reichs der Zwecke, in dem das sittlich gefiihrte Le-
ben des Menschen in der sensiblen Welt einen letz-
ten, unbedingten Sinn gewinnt, bliebe aber ohne ein
geklartes Bewusstsein der Grenzen der theoretischen
Vernunft dem Zweifel ausgesetzt, eine blofse Fiktion
zu sein. Die Vernunft verstiinde in diesem Zweifel
nicht, dass sie sich gerade und nur als endliche Ver-
nunft auf die Idee einer sie selbst tibersteigenden in-
telligiblen Welt bezieht. Dieser Zusammenhang gilt
insbesondere auch fiir das Bewusstsein der Schuld-
fahigkeit, die als Implikation des sittlichen Sollens
objektiv unerklérlich ist und doch ihrer Moglichkeit
nach, wie Kant betont, nicht bestritten werden kann.
Die Deduktionen, die Kant im Bereich der prak-
tischen Vernunft fithrt, gelten daher auch ihrerseits
nicht der objektiven Moglichkeit des Bewusstseins
sittlicher Verpflichtung. Sie sind vielmehr insofern
komplementédr zur Deduktion der Moglichkeit des
objektiven Wissens zu verstehen, als sie dessen Be-
grenztheit als Begrenztheit der Vernunft selbst
voraussetzen. Daher gelten sie dem Gedanken eines
letzten Zwecks des Lebens des Menschen, der sich



V. 3ebepr

HpaBCTBEHHO OOs3aHHBIM M B KadecTBe KOHEYHOTO
CyIIecTBa CCbUIaeTCs, TaKM 00pa3oM, Ha MHTEeJUINT -
OenpHbI MUp. B «KpuTike npaxTmdeckoro pasyma»
B 3TOM CMBICIIe IeAyLuupyeTcs Bepa B bora Kak ycio-
BlIe BO3MOXKHOCTH BBICIIero 0j1ara — HeoOXOMVMOW
LIeJIV JKM3HY, 3a KOTOPYIO HeceT OTBETCTBEHHOCTh CaM
uesioBeK. Vmest bora B TakoM cilydae oIlpelesIseTcs
KaK Bepa B COe[IVHeHVe, KOTOpoe UeJIoBeK He MOXKET
obecriednTh COOCTBEHHBIMM CWJIAMM, — B COeIVHEHIe
0J1a)keHCTBa C HPaBCTBEHHOV JOCTOVHOCTBIO CUACTBSI
B BBICIIIeM OJ1are OJ1arofaps CyIlecTBy, KOTOpoe B Hal-
BBICIIIEVI CTelleHN o0JIafaeT JIMIHOCTHBIMY aTpulyTa-
MM pasyMa, Moryiectsa 1 o (AA 05, S. 113, 124 —
132; Kanrt, 1997a, c. 589, 591, 625—647). B TpaxTaTe
o permrviv KaHT B TomojIHeHMe K 3TOMY OIpefeisieT
¥ 0DOCHOBBIBAaeT BepPYy B JOOPOTY M MUIIOCTH DOXKBIO
KaK MpeATIoChUIKY ellle ¥ I HafdeXXIbl Ha TO, YTO Je-
JIOBEK B HPaBCTBEHHOM OTHOIIEHNN JOCTOVH CUACThSL.
B HpaBCTBEHHYIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTh YeJI0BeKa BXOLWUT
crocobHOCTh K BUMHOBHOCTH. Ho desioBek, kak ObUIO
IIOKa3aHO, He MOXXeT CaMOCTOSITEeJIbHO OIIpaBHaTh
HpaBCTBeHHYIO BUHY. Benlb momo0HOe orrpaBraHie He-
00XOIIMMO IIpeIIosiaraio Obl TaKOV HMPVHIINII 100pa,
KOTOPBIVI KaK pa3 He coOJofaeTcs Npyu M3BpalleHn
MaKCVM IpeBpallaTh B BBICIIYIO IBVDKYIIYIO CIJIY IIO-
CTYIIKM He 13 [0JIra, a U3 cebsurobms. [losToMmy Bepa
B IIpOIIIeHVe BUHBI, IpMU3HaHHOM Iteper borom, mpen-
cTaBJIsieT coDOVI yCJIOBYIe BO3SMOXKHOCTV HpaBCTBEHHO-
ro IOBefleHNs BMEHSeMOTO CyIIlecTBa, KOTOpoe KakK Ta-
KOBO€ COOTHOCUT ce0si ¢ ieelt KOHEUHOV 11eJIM CBOETO
oerTiss. Ho 3T0 yotoBue, Kak yXe ObUIO cCKa3aHO, He CO-
OTHOCHUTCA ¢ 00BEKTVBHOVI BO3MOXKHOCTRI0. OHO He 03-
HadvaeT, YTO TOJIBKO BepYIOIIVI YeJIOBEK MOXeT OBITh
HpascTBeHHBIM. CKOpee, OHO O3Ha4aeT, YTO 4eJIOBeK,
HOCTYIAIOIINI MOPaJIbHO, VIMeeT IpaBo Ha Pa3syMHYIO
BEPY U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, HameXnay. emyKuus sTou
BePBI KaK yCJI0BYe BO3MOYKHOCTVI MOPasIbHOT'O IT0BefIe-
HWs1 KacaeTcsl TOTo 4esIoBeKa, KOTOPHIVI B XOJIe PeBOJIo-
LIVIOHHOVI ITepeMeHBI CBOero obpasa MBICIIeN CIIOcO0eH
OCO3HATh 37I0€ B CBOVMX MBICIISIX, He IIBITasiCh ceOsi IIpn
3TOM OIlpaBaTh. B 3ToM cOOCTBEHHO MOPaJIFHOM aKTe,
B KOTOPOM deJIOBeK fejlaeT ceOs BOCIIPUVMYVBBIM
K A00py, He 3aBUCSIIleMy OT HErO caMoro, OH CChUIa-
eTcsl Ha IPeBOCXOIsiIee ero caMoro YMOIIOCTUTaeMoe
OCHOBaHIe, a IMEHHO Ha To, KoTopoe KaHT 1o Tpagu-
LV HasbiBaeT boeom. DTa OTChUIKa HOSIBIISETCS B OCO3-
HaHWUV CBOeVl KOHEYHOCTU — B HeCIIOCOOHOCTW 00B-
SICHUTB TO, KaK 0OBEKTVBHO BO3MOXKHA B UyBCTBEHHOM
Mupe cBobOozla KaK IpeIiockUIKa MOpaJIbHOIO IT0BefIe-
HWSI, VI TO, KaK cIeJIaTh ceOsl IIpaBbIM MIIN TOOPBIM VIC-
KIIIOUUTEIBHO CBOMIMM CWIaMM. [1O3UTVMBHBI CMBICIT
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in objektiv unerkldrlicher Weise sittlich verpflichtet
weif$ und sich damit als ein endliches Wesen auf eine
intelligible Welt bezieht. In der Kritik der praktischen
Vernunft wird in diesem Sinne der Glaube an Gott als
Bedingung der Moglichkeit des hochsten Guts, des
unbedingten Ziels eines vom Menschen selbst verant-
worteten Lebens, deduziert. Die Idee Gottes bestimmt
sich hierbei als Glaube an die dem Menschen nicht
aus eigener Kraft mogliche Verbindung von Gliickse-
ligkeit und sittlicher Gliickswiirdigkeit im hochsten
Gut, und zwar durch ein Wesen, das in hochstem
Grade die personalen Attribute von Vernunft, Macht
und Willen besitzt (KpV, AA 05, S. 113, 124-132). Die
Religionsschrift bestimmt und rechtfertigt wiederum
zusétzlich den Glauben an die Giite und Gnade Gottes
als eine Voraussetzung auch der Hoffnung auf die
sittliche Gliickswiirdigkeit des Menschen. Zur sitt-
lichen Verantwortlichkeit des Menschen gehort die
Schuldfahigkeit. Sittliche Schuld kann der Mensch
aber, wie ausgefiihrt, nicht selbst rechtfertigen. Denn
eine solche Rechtfertigung miisste das Prinzip des
Guten voraussetzen, das in der Verkehrung der Ma-
ximen, nicht das Handeln aus Pflicht, sondern das
Handeln aus Selbstliebe heraus zur obersten Trieb-
feder zu machen, gerade nicht beachtet worden ist.
Der Glaube an die Vergebung der vor Gott einge-
standenen Schuld stellt daher eine Bedingung der
Moglichkeit des sittlichen Handelns eines schuldfghi-
gen Wesens selbst dar, das als solches auf den Gedan-
ken eines letzten Zwecks seines Daseins bezogen ist.
Diese Bedingung gilt aber, nochmals, keiner objek-
tiven Moglichkeit. Sie besagt nicht, dass der Mensch
glauben miisse, um sittlich sein zu kdnnen. Sie besagt
vielmehr, dass der Mensch, sofern er sittlich handelt,
verniinftigerweise glauben bzw. hoffen darf. Die
Deduktion dieses Glaubens als eine Bedingung der
Moglichkeit sittlichen Handelns bezieht sich auf den
Menschen, der sich in einer revolutiondren Anderung
seiner Sinnesart das Bose seiner eigenen Gesinnung
zurechnen kann, ohne sich dabei selbst zu rechtfer-
tigen. In diesem eigentlich moralischen Akt, in dem
sich der Mensch empfénglich fiir das Gute macht, das
nicht von ihm selbst abhéngt, bezieht er sich auf einen
ihn selbst tibersteigenden intelligiblen Grund, ndm-
lich dasjenige, was Kant mit der Tradition Gott nennt.
Dieser Bezug geschieht im Bewusstsein eigener End-
lichkeit — ndmlich weder erkldaren zu konnen, wie
Freiheit als Voraussetzung sittlichen Handelns in der
sensiblen Welt objektiv moglich ist, noch auch, sich
aus eigener Kraft alleine gerecht oder gut machen zu
konnen. Der positive Sinn dieses Bezugs besteht im



3TOVI OTCHUIKM 3aKJII0UaeTcs B Bepe B TO, UTO UeJIoBeK
I He JI0JDKEH OIlpaBIbIBaTh ceOst CBOVIMM CWiIaMu, 100
nieper; borom oH yxxe ompasman®.

Kparkne BpI1BOOBI

DTUYeCKNIT BOIIPOC O HPaBCTBEHHO JI00poM — 3TO
BOITPOC pasyMa, HY>XIAIOIIVVICS B JIMYHOW U cB0o0O]I-
HOVI CIIOCOOHOCTU CyXKIOeHVsT WM IIpedIioiararorim
B HeW YHUBEPCAIbHBII KpuTepumt oneHKN. OpHako
ITOCKOJIBKY BOIIPOC O HPaBCTBEHHO JI00POM ITOCTOSH-
HO OTHOCUTCA M K CaMVM BOHpOIHaIOHIT/IM, B 4aCTHO-
CTV KaK BOIIPOC 0 ToOpoTe cobcTBeHHOTO 00pasa MBIC-
JIeVt ¥ 00 OTBETCTBEHHOCTM, OH HEeM30eXXHO IIPUBOINUT
K IIpo0JrleMe KaK BO3MOXXHOIO, TakK M (PaKTMUECKOro
yBHSaHT/IH YgeJjioBeKa B BVHE M1 COMHEHW. Pa3yM qeJio-
BeKa, TIpaB/a, IT03BOJISIeT pasMdarh noopo u 31mo. Ho
OH He CII0cO0eH OOBSICHUTD 11, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OIIpaB-
IaThb TO, IIOYEMY YeJIOBeK, IIOHVMAsl 3TO pasJIndlie, BCe
Xe nocrynaeT AypHo. OnHaKo IIpaKTUYeCKUm pasyM,
HAaCKOJIBKO OH OCO3HaeT ce0sI KaK CTIOCOOHOCTD CYANUTD
0 TIOJIOXKEHWM JIeJl, caM He Toaercs cyxaeHmio. Co-
rracHo KaHTy, pa3syM desioBeka B KauecTBe IIpaKTide-
CKOTO pasyMa CChUIaeTCs Ha COOCTBEHHBIE MaKCVIMBI,
TO eCTb Ha CBOV HPaBCTBEHHBIE OCHOBOIIONIOXKeHsT. OH
OIIeHMBaET VX Ha 0000IIIaeMOCTb COMIACHO MPVHIIUITY
mobporo 1t Bcex B paBHOV Mepe. Ho mipenmer orien-
KM — He 3TOT IPVHINII caM II0 ceOe, a cOOCTBEHHBIE
MaKCMMBI pasyMa. IlosToMy cam pasym MoXeT Ipwu-
3HATb, YTO €T0 MaKCVMBI MCIIOpY€eHBb], HO 0e3 OTKa3a oT
HPVHIIUIIA HPaBCTBEHHO OLIEHKM. DTO, B CBOIO OYe-
penb, 03HaYaeT, 9To pa3yMy He TpeOyeTcs OTpeKaThbCs
OT CBOVIX 3a0JTy>KIeHWI VIV BUHBI BBUY X HepasyM-

8 3mech OBUIO OBI yMeCTHO OOCYOWUTH CTaTyC XPWUCTMAHCKOW
Bephl y KaHTa, 9TO, OHAKO, 3aHUIO OBI CJIMIIIKOM MHOTO Me-
cra. KaHT, npaB/a, TpyHIMINAIEHO OOBSCHSET, YTO UeJIOBEK
BCeT/Ia JIOJDKEH BOCIPUHMMATh XPUCTa MMEHHO KaK OJIMIIET-
BOPEHHBIVI II€PBOO0Pa3 HpaBCTBEHHO 100poro obpasa MbICIIENL.
OrurierBopenHbIVi ChIHOM BOXXbVIM HpaBCTBEHHO TOOPBIVI 06pa3
MBICJIeTT CJIelyeT II05TOMY IIOHVIMATbh KaK Bepy B BOXXBIO MIMJTOCTb.
OHa, KaK y>Xe YIIOMVHAJIOCh, II03BOJISIET OCO3HATE B cebe 3710, He
npuberasi K OIIpaBJIaHIO CaMOro ceOsi, VI TeM CaMbIM CIIeJIaTh ceDst
BOCIIPUMMHYVIBBIM K JOOPY 11 HaVITH yTellleHVe B IIOCTYIIKaX pajin
O1ara, TO eCTh Ha ITy TV K TOMY, YTOOBI CTaTh JOOPHIM YeJTOBEKOM.
BO3MOXXHOCTB 3TOVI IIPEIIMCAHHOV MOPAJIBIO II€peMeHEI MbIC-
jert oOBbeKTMBHO HeoObsicHMMa. TO, KakK IIPOMCXOOUT 3Ta
IepeMeHa, TakXke He SIB/IIETCS TEMOV KaHTOBCKOTO TpaKTaTa
o permrum. Ho Gubrevickoe OTKpOBeHVIe COIIIEMIIIEro CJIOBHO
¢ HeDa mepBooOpasa HPaBCTBEHHO I00poro obpasa MbICIIEN
B ymiie CoiHa Boxbero KaHT Bce ke IOHMMaeT KaK AapOBaHe
TOVI BO3MOXXHOCTVA, [TO KOTOPOVI pa3yM MOT OBI V1 JTOJDKeH ObUT OBl
IIOVITY CAMOCTOSITeIIHO, HO caM He gorrert (AA 06, S. 155; Kanr,
1994, c. 162 —163). 311ech yMeCTHO 3a1aTh BOIIPOC, KaK OTHOCUTCS
3T0 OTKpOBeHWe, TroBOpsI €ro coOcTBeHHBIM (OmbIIeTicKIM)
SI3bIKOM, K ITOHVIMaHWIO ITPAaKTMYECKOro padyMa, 4YTO pedb naeT
06 Otkposennn bora. Ho maHHas cTaThsl CKOHIIEHTPUPOBaHa,
HaIIpOTMB, Ha HEKOTOPEIX acIleKTaX BOIIPOCa O TOM, HACKOJIEKO
BOODIIIe pa3yM MOXeT CTPOWUTD ITOBeeHIe Ha Bepe, He HapyIlast
CBOVIX COOCTBEHHBIX TPAHMII.
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Glauben daran, dass der Mensch sich auch nicht aus
eigener Kraft rechtfertigen muss, sondern vor Gott
schon gerechtfertigt ist.”

Resiimee

Die ethische Frage nach dem sittlich Guten ist
eine Frage der Vernunft. Sie erfordert ein eigenes und
freies Urteilsvermogen, und sie setzt darin einen uni-
versalen Maf3stab voraus. Weil die Frage nach dem
sittlich Guten aber stets auch auf den Fragenden selbst
bezogen ist, namlich als Frage nach der Giite der ei-
genen Gesinnung und Verantwortlichkeit, fiihrt sie
unausweichlich auf das Problem der mdoglichen wie
auch faktischen Verstrickung des Menschen in Schuld
und Zweifel. Die Vernunft des Menschen erlaubt es
zwar, zwischen Gut und Bose zu unterscheiden. Sie
kann aber nicht erkldren bzw. rechtfertigen, warum
sich der Mensch im Wissen um diese Unterscheidung
dennoch bose verhilt. Nun ist sich jedoch die prak-
tische Vernunft, und zwar sofern sie um sich als Ver-
mogen weifs, Sachverhalte zu beurteilen, selbst kein
beurteilbarer Sachverhalt. Als praktische Vernunft
bezieht sie sich zwar, so Kant, auf ihre eigenen Maxi-
men, also ihre sittlichen Grundsitze. Diese beurteilt
sie nach dem Prinzip des fiir alle in gleicher Weise
Guten auf ihre Verallgemeinerbarkeit hin. Nicht
dieses Prinzip selbst ist aber der Gegenstand ihrer
Beurteilung, sondern ihre eigenen Maximen. Da-
her kann die Vernunft selbst eingestehen, dass ihre

7 An dieser Stelle wire der Sache nach der Status des Chris-
tusglaubens bei Kant zu diskutieren. Dies kann aus Umfangs-
griinden hier jedoch nicht geschehen. Kant erklart allerdings
grundsatzlich, dass Christus, als personifiziertes Urbild der
sittlich guten Gesinnung, als solcher auch stets vom Menschen
erkannt werden miisse. Die durch den Sohn Gottes personifi-
zierte sittlich gute Gesinnung ist daher selbst als Glaube an die
Gnade Gottes zu verstehen. Sie ermoglicht es, wie angefiihrt,
sich das Bose zuzurechnen, ohne sich selbst rechtfertigen zu
miissen, sich darin fiir das Gute empféanglich zu machen und
sich in einem Tun um des Guten willen, also auf dem Weg,
ein guter Mensch zu werden, getrostet zu wissen. Die Moglich-
keit dieser sittlich gebotenen Sinnesidnderung ist objektiv un-
erklarlich. Wie es zu ihr kommt, ist auch nicht Thema von
Kants Religionsschrift. Die biblische Offenbarung eines wie
vom Himmel herabgekommenen Urbilds sittlich guter Gesin-
nung im Sohn Gottes versteht Kant jedoch als Ersffnung einer
Moglichkeit, auf die die Vernunft von selbst hitte kommen
konnen und sollen, ohne es doch von selbst getan zu haben
(RGV, AA 06, S. 155) Hier wire mit der Frage anzusetzen, in
welchem Verhiltnis diese Offenbarung in der ihr eigenen (bib-
lischen) Sprache zur Einsicht der praktischen Vernunft steht,
dass es sich um eine Offenbarung Gottes handelt. Der vorlie-
gende Essay konzentriert sich hingegen auf einige Aspekte der
Frage, inwiefern tiberhaupt die Vernunft vom Glauben han-
deln kann, ohne ihre eigenen Grenzen zu verletzen.
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HocTn. CKOpee, Oymyum CItocOOHOCTBIO CY)KIEHWS, OH
CII0CcO0eH K CaMOKOPPEKTUPOBAHMIO — K IIPM3HAHWIO
COOCTBEHHOTO 3a0JTy XIEHS ¥ COOCTBEHHOVI BUHBI .
Urak, pasyMm ompenessier caMm cebs He Kak abco-
JIIOTHBIV IIpEIMET — B 3TOM Ka4ecTBe OH MOr OblI Ha
Mecte bora BepmmThk IpaBocyame Ham cobom M Haf
BCEM MMPOM. 3a00Tsch O AoOpe, OH KaK IIpaKTude-
CKMIT pa3yM CCbUIAaeTCsl Ha caMoro ce0s, TO4YHee, Ha
CBOM MAaKCMMBI — B COOTBETCTBUU C KPUTEPUEM, TO
€CTb IIPVIHLINUIIOM H00pa, IIPeBOCXOAAIINM TO, UTO pas-
YM MOXXET OOB€KTMBHO OOBSICHUTD M Ha YTO OH MOXeT
oB/msATh. HO TeM caMmbIM orperesisieTcs vies yMo-
IIOCTUTaeMOI0 MUpa, KOTOPBIVI He IIPOTMBOCTOUT Ye-
JIOBEKY KaK BpakaeOHBIVI, HO, CKopee, 00OCHOBBIBAaeT
€r0 HPaBCTBEHHYIO BMEHSEMOCTb VI OTBETCTBEHHOCTb
KaK KOHewHOro cymecrsa. CylIlecTBo, HecIIoCOOHOe
OBITH BMHOBHBIM, He MOIJIO ObI OTBeuYaTh 3a cebst 1 He
HYXXIaJIOCh OBI B 3TOM, paBHO KaK M B OIpaBHaHWMN.
OHo Takke He MOIVIO Obl M 00JIazaTh CBOEW JIMYHOW
cBOOOION M TeM caMbIM BO3MOKHOCTBIO JIMYHOTO 3a-
Orry>xpenms v siaHo BUHBL CyIIiecTBo, HecltocoOHOe
ObITh BUHOBHBIM, He MOTJIO ObI CAMOCTOSITEIILHO HAITU
IIyTh CO3HAHNA, KOTOpOe KaK IyTb K JOOpy IpumaeT
€ro0 XM3HM 0e3yCcII0BHOe JOCTOMHCTBO. IToaTOoMYy Takoe
CYIIeCTBO He Hy>XXHaJIock Obl H B EBaHresmm, To ecTsh
B OJ1arovi BeCTy, HeCyIIleVl eMy Ha 3TOM ITyTH yTellleHe
BepOW1, HI B (PWIIOCO(CKOV ITUKE, KOTOpas, KaK 3TUKa
KanTa, CIy>Xnt 11 yBeIOMIJIEHWMSI pasyMOM CaMOIO
cebs 0 TOM, UTO >Ke O3HavaeT CII0OCOOHOCTb BO MM 10-
Opa n, crremoBaTeIbHO, Bepys, HeCTU OTBETCTBEHHOCTb.
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Beriicksichtigung ihrer theologisch-dogmatischen Quellen.
Hamburg : Hoffmann & Campe, 1938.

? XoT4 3a0I1y>K/IeHVe TeOPEeTINYEeCKOro pasyMa Bee ellle cileflyeT
OT/INYaTh OT MOPaJIbHOV BVHBI IIPaKTU4ecKoro pasyma, Kaur
HeCJIyyallHO VIMeHyeT «HaOOXHOro s3bluHMKa» Cokpara
«IIOTeHIAJIbHO JI00phIM XpucTnaHuHoM» (AA 23, S. 440)
vMeHHO 1oToMy, 4ro COKpaT B IpuUMep JIPYTMM BBICTyIIaeT
3a IMO3UTMBHBIVI CMBICJI OCO3HAHHOTO 3a0iIyXXIeHWs B OTHO-
meHMy 100pa: BO3MOXHOCTB YUYUTECS Ha OIIPOBEpKeHUN
CBOMIX B3IVIZIOB Ha JOOpo — He MeHee, 4eM BO3MOXHOCTb
VI CIIOCOOHOCTB IIPU3HATh COOCTBEHHYIO BUHY, — JIaeT IIOBOI He
K 0GecIIoKOVICTBY, HO K 0J1aroflapHOCTM.
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Maximen verderbt sind, ohne damit das Prinzip der
sittlichen Beurteilung selbst preiszugeben. Das wie-
derum bedeutet, dass die Vernunft weder Irrtum
noch auch Schuld als widerverniinftig aus sich selbst
auszuschlieffen braucht. Als Urteilsvermogen besitzt
sie vielmehr die Fahigkeit der Selbstkorrektur, nam-
lich im Eingestédndnis eigenen Irrtums wie auch im
Eingestdndnis eigener Schuld.?

Die Vernunft begreift sich also nicht selbst wie
einen absoluten Gegenstand — als ob sie an der Stelle
Gottes tiber sich selbst und das Ganze der Welt rich-
terlich urteilen konnte. Sie bezieht sich als praktische
Vernunft im Bemiithen um das Gute auf sich selbst,
namlich auf ihre Maximen, und zwar nach einem
Mafsstab, dem Prinzip des Guten, der dasjenige, was
sie selbst objektiv erkldren und bewirken kann, tiber-
steigt. Dies aber bestimmt die Idee einer intelligiblen
Welt, die dem Menschen nicht fremd gegentiber-
steht, sondern vielmehr seine sittliche Zurechnungs-
fahigkeit und Verantwortlichkeit als endliches Wesen
begriindet. Ein Wesen, das nicht schuldfdhig ware,
konnte und brauchte sich nicht zu verantworten bzw.
zu rechtfertigen. Es konnte auch nicht seiner eigenen
Freiheit und damit der Moglichkeit eigenen Irrtums
und eigener Schuld inne sein. Ein Wesen, das nicht
schuldfihig wére, konnte sich auch nicht auf einem
Weg der Einsicht wissen, der als Weg zum Guten
seinem Leben eine unbedingte Wiirde verliehe. Ein
solches Wesen briuchte daher weder ein Evangeli-
um, also eine frohe Botschaft, die ihm im Glauben auf
diesem Weg Trost zuspricht, noch brauchte es eine
philosophische Ethik, die, wie bei Kant, der Selbst-
verstandigung der Vernunft dartiber dient, was es be-
deutet, um des Guten willen, und damit im Glauben
Verantwortung tragen zu konnen.
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

VOK 1 (091):17:14

ABJISIETCSI JIVT DTUKA CIIMHO3bI
TETEPOHOMHOV B KAHTOBCKOM CMBbICIJIE?

B. Kosvipa®

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

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

BBegenmne

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

W. Kozyra*

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

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

Introduction

The manifold relations between Kant and
Spinoza is rather an interesting subject. Historical-
ly speaking, Kant’s attitude towards co-called “Spi-
nozism” was clearly negative, but his attitude to-
wards Spinoza himself was positive. In Kant’s judg-
ment Spinoza was an example of a “practical” theist
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B. Kosbipa

CTW) M pa3Be TOJIBKO «TeOpeTMYecKoro» aremcra (AA
27.2/2,S. 1456, cm. Takxe: AA 05, S. 452, Kanr, 2001a,
c. 749 —751), onipoBepraroIiero peImrio JIVIIb Ha I10-
BEPXHOCTHOM YPOBHE OOrocIIOBCKOM M (Pry1ocodpCcKomt
crexkyssy. HecMOTpst Ha 3Ty JIMYHYIO CUMITATUIO,
KanT permressHO OTPUIIAIT CIIMHO3M3M (XOTSI CAMOTO
CrmuHO3y OH HUKOI[a He 4yuTas, cM.: Zammito, 1992,
p- 231, 402), KoTOPBIN B PMITOCOPCKOM CMBICITE 3aKIIIO-
yaJIcs 110 OOJIBIIIEVE YacT B YTBEPXKIeHUM, OyATO OT-
TesIbHBbIe Bellly (COOTBETCTBEHHO, MOYCHI) cyujectmby-
tom 6 Bore, aT0 O6BUI0 BcKOpe HasBaHO [Isepom berorem
«Hanboslee UyHOBUIITHOV», «aOCypHHeVIIen», " «B
BBICIIIEVI CTEIIEH [IMaMeTPaJIbHO IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOVI
CaMBbIM OYEBMIHBIM IIOHSATMAM pasyMa» THMIIOTe30M
(cm.: Melamed, 2013, p. 5).

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

% That Kant had no vital interest in Spinoza and Spinozism is
also testified by his reluctance to take part in the so called “pan-
theism controversy” (see Br, AA 10, pp. 432, 442, 455-456; Kant,
1999, pp. 243, 251, 257-258).



B. Kosbipa

OpHako s He OyIy IpeJCcTaB/IsTh pa3BepHYTHIX apry-
MEHTOB B IT0JIb3Y Te3ca 00 aBTOHOMHOCTV 3TKM Crin-
HO3BI, XOTd 5 CYUTAIO, UTO BCe yKas3blBaeT Ha 3T0. Mos
LeJIb 371ech HeraTMBHAs: S XO4y IT0Ka3aTh 4TO MOpaJIb-
Has Teopvst CITMHO3HI, BOITPEKW yTBEPXKIEHVISIM MHO-
I'MX KOMMEHTaTOPOB, He FeTepOHOMHA B TOM CMEICIIe,
KaKOVI IIPUIINCEIBaeTCsl 3ToMy IoHsaTuio Kanrom. B To
XXe BpeMsI s MPWU3HAI0, YTO IPWYVHEIL, 110 KOTOPBIM, CO-
IJIACHO ycTosBIIeMycss MHeHVIo, CIIMHO3a SBJISeTCS
IIpe7icTaBuTeIeM TeTepOHOMNUM, TPpeOyloT oObsicHe-
Hus. 51 ITpeUIoXy ero B Moc/IeHeM, YUeTBepPTOM pasjie-
Jle JaHHOVI CTaThA.

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

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

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

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



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

1.2. ABTOHOMWMSI V1 TeTepOHOMMA
KaK KadecTBa 3TUKU

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

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

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

1.2. Autonomy and heteronomy
as the properties of ethics

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

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

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

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

2. Hexoropsle nHTepripeTanny 3TMK CIIMHO3BI

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

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

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

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

2. Some Interpretations of Spinoza’s Ethics

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.1. Obmiasa npobsiemMa ¢ «<MMMOPaIU3MOM»
CnmHO3BI

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Crrenyroriyie UTaThI U3 «DTUKM» TOIEPKMBAIOT
TIIAHHBIN BBIIE aHAJIN3, a TAKXe II03BOJISIOT MHe IIPOo-
IOIDKUTE AucKycenio: 1) «ToT, KTo pyKoBOICTBYeTCs
CTpaxoM U felaeT HoOpo st TOro, yToObl M30eXaTsb
371a, TOT He PYKOBOHCTByeTcsi pasymoM» (CrmeOo3a,
20064, c. 438); 2) «[evicTBOBaTH AOCOIIIOTHO II0 TOOPO-
IeTeJIn eCcTh JJIsE Hac He UTO MHOEe KaK JeVICTBOBATh. ..
II0 PYKOBOJCTBY pasyMma...» (Tam ke, c. 410—411);
3) «JlericTBOBaTH BIIOJIHE II0 TOOPOIETEV €CTh He UTO
VHOe, KaK JIeVICTBOBATh I10 3aKOHaM COOCTBEHHOI ITPU-

43

W. Kozyra

(i.e. “moral” actions). We saw in the passage cited
above that, for Spinoza, the agent’s internal attitude
which accompanies his action makes a difference
for the moral estimation of the action itself; if an
action is done out of the recognition of the valid-
ity of the laws, it is truly just, if not, then it is not.
Spinoza also provides us, as I said at the beginning
of this paragraph, with the term which does the
systemic job of moralische Gesinnung. This term in
Latin is consesu animi, which translates to English as
“consent of the mind”. Let me quote extensively the
relevant fragment of the Theological-Political Trea-
tise, where Spinoza illustrates a vital philosophical
point using a biblical example.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Notice that not only has reason in Spinoza the
same content, at least with regard to truthfulness,
as in Kant, but it also performs Kant’s well-known
“universalisation test” in order to establish if a given
principle of action is permitted or forbidden under
the moral law. Spinoza clearly argues in a Kantian



B. Kosbipa

Hepe. ComlacHO eMy, JIOXKb 3allpellleHa, IIOCKOJIbKY
pasyM He MoXeT 0e3 IpOTMBOpeUNsi «IIPU3BaTh» BCexX
JIOfIeVI IPVIHATD «MaKCHMY» (ec/IV VICIIO/Ib30BaTh KaH-
TOBCKWIL TepMT/IH) JDKVI, TO €CTh TaKOV IPMHIIVII JeVi-
CTBMSL HeJIb3s 0000mmThs Oe3 poTnBopeunst. Ha ator
MOMeHT yxe oOpatwi BHuMMaHue Crtusen Hamiep:
«Kak M KaHTOBCKMe KaTeropwdeckue (MOpasIbHBIe)
VIMIIepaTVBhl, IIpenmvcaHvs pasyma [y CHomeO3bI]
BBIXOZISIT 3a IIpeesIbl JIMYHBIX PasINdIuil ¥ CO3IaioT
yHUBepcajlbHble TpeOoBaHMS K YeJI0BeUecKOMY IIO-
BelleHMIo. DTo HonTeepxaaeTcs: Te3ricoM CIIMHOS3HL. ..
(B uetBepront KHure “OTUKM”. — I[lpumeun. nep.), e
OH paccy>faeT, OyAeT M BeIOMBIVI Pa3yMOM UeJIOBeK
KOIZla-in0o0 MOCTyIIaTh HEYeCTHO, — TE3VICOM O TOM,
9TO “eciIn pa3yM HpeIvceBaeT 3T0, OH IPeAIIChiBa-
et 370 BeeM smiorsiM” » (Nadler, 2014, p. 46).

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8 ,[...] die Rechtssphire des einzelnen Menschen erstreckt
sich eben so weit wie seine Machtsphire. Dieses Naturrecht er-
kenne den Unterschied von Gut und Bose, von Tugend und
Laster, von Hingebung und Vergewaltigung gar nicht an”. We
read in Graetz as well that Spinoza’s philosophy does not rec-
ognise any kind of moral law (Graetz, 1998, p. 165).
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ellle He XBaTaeT, — COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO OOCYKIeHNS
HoHATUI fobpa 1 371a y CrimHO3be1. OOpaTiMcs Terepsb
K 3TOMY BOIIPOCY.

3.4. Ho6po n 3710 y CIMHO3bI

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

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

* Kax mer momuum, Kosn yreepxman, uro cybbpekr CromHO3BI
VIMeeT palIOHaJIbHOe IIpaBO He OOpallaTe BHMMAHWS Ha MO-
patb. Ho aT0 BepHO TOJIBKO B OTHOIIEHMM pPalliOHAIBHOCTH,
ommceiBaeMort KaHTOM B TepMMHaX «TMIIOTETMYECKVX VIMIIe-
PpaTMBOB», TO €CTh HallpaBJIeHHBIX Ha II0JIyYeHVe YA 0BOJIbCTBIS
npaswi Onaropasymmus. Ho, Kak s 1okasasl, «IMIoTeTn4ecKas»
paroHasibHOCTh Y CIIMHO3BI SIBHO YCTYIIaeT II€PBEHCTBO
MOPpaTbHOM (WM «KaTeropwdecKoi», B TepmuHax KanTa) pa-
LVIOHAJIBHOCTA.
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quoted passage. The only thing we still lack is the rel-
evant discussion about Spinoza’s notions of good and
evil. Let me now turn to it.

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Kaut nponosrxaert:

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

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

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

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

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

Kant continues:

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

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



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

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

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

3.5. Ceoboma u HeoOxoammocTh y KanTa 1 CrimHO3BI

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

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

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

3.5. Freedom and necessity in Kant and Spinoza

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Kant says here that the conscious act of choosing,
for or against the law (“choice as a phenomenon”)
does not constitute a substantive case of freedom. We
see here again that freedom for Kant is not an unqual-
ified ability to “act and not to act”, which means that
he dismisses the Latin view. The rejection — implicit
or explicit — of this view is indeed often present in
Kant’s writings. For a conclusive implicit rejection
may serve Kant’s claim that God who possess holy
will (heiliger Wille) does act out of freedom yet He
lacks the very possibility of contradicting moral law
(cf. Ludwig, 2014, p. 260; cf. also KpV, AA 05, p. 32;
Kant, 2002, p. 47; V-Mo/Mron, AA 27.2/2, p. 1418; see
also Refl 1021, AA 15, p. 457) and therefore He does
not possess arbitrary freedom of choice (libertas). Ac-
tually, if we consider Kant’s claims about a degree
of freedom increasing with a decrease of resistance
of sensual nature vis a vis the demands of morality
(V-Mo/Mron, AA 27.2/2, p. 1417, MS TL, AA 06,
p. 382; Kant, 1996c, p. 514; see also MS TL, AA 06,
p- 397; Kant, 1996c, p. 527), then we can conclude that
Kant’s God is perfectly free precisely because He lacks
libertas, possession of which involves an option of col-
lapsing into the order of sensual nature, and hence of
unfreedom (note that in Spinoza as well, only God —
notwithstanding the differences between Kant’s and
Spinoza’s concept of God — possess perfect freedom
understood as law-governed self-realisation).



B. Kosbipa

Eme oHO MMIDIMIIMTHOE OTpUIaHME JIATVHCKOTO
B3rga KanT npencrasiser, korma Bo Bropont «Kpm-
TVKe» IIPedVIIMPYeT aBTOHOMMVIO YMCTOrO IIpaKTirde-
CKOTO pasyMa (KOTOPBIVI OH OTOXIECTBIISET C UMUCTOM
Borten1 (reiner Wille)), a ToToM IIpOCTO OTOXIIECTBIISIET
BCE 3TO, TO €CTh aBTOHOMMIO YMCTOTO IIPAaKTINIECKOro
pasyma, co cBobozovt. Ml 310 HeyAMBUTEIIBHO, IIOCKOITb-
Ky B cBoMX paborax KaHT BO MHOTMX MecTax IIOBTOPSI-
eT, 9To cBoOoa B prymocodcKm CyOCTaHIIVIOHATIBHOM
ITO3UTMBHOM '° CMBICIIe ecTh crienvdirdeckas (IIo3HaBa-
eMasi) IIPUMYIMHHOCTD, OTITYHAs OT eCTECTBEHHOM (M-
OUPUYIECKOV) IIPUYMHHOCTY, VICIIOJIB3YIOIIasl 3aKOHbI
MOpaJI KaK IIpaBiula KOTOPBIE OIPeNerIsioT Heobxo-
IOVMOCTDb B3aVIMOJEVICTBUIN ITOMYVHEHHBIX MM OOBbek-
TOB. B «AHaJIMTMKe YMCTOro IPaKTUUYECKOro pasyma»
Bropont «Kputukn» KanT nmier: «MopaIbHbIV 3aKOH
eCTb JEVICTBUTEIIFHO 3aKOH IPWYMHHOCTY Yepe3 CBO-
Gomy 1, cilemoBaTesIbHO, 3aKOH BO3MOXKHOCTV HEKOTO-
POVI CBEpXYYBCTBEHHOVI IIPVUPO/IBL, TIOJOOHO TOMY KaK
MeTaM3MIecKiT 3aKOH COOBITHMII B UyYBCTBEHHO BOC-
HPVHMMaEeMOM MUpe ObUI 3aKOHOM ITPUYMHHOCTY He-
KOTOPOV 4yBCTBeHHOV puponsl» (AA 05, S. 47; Ka#T,
19974, c. 389 —393, cm. Taxke: AA 05, S. 49; Kaxr, 1997a,
€. 395—399; AA 05, S. 73; Kanr, 1997a, c. 467 —471).

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

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

7 B cBoert panee yriomsiHyTovi craThe (Kozyra, 2018) 51 jokaspisas,
uro Willkiir — 3T0 TO, uTO TIpOoVcxomwT ¢ freie Wille, xorma oHa
OdeticmBumensto omperiesisieTcs: 3aKOHaMV 4y BCTBEHHOVI IIPVIPOJIBL.
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Another implicit rejection of the Latin view on
freedom is performed by Kant when, in the second
Critique, he predicates autonomy of pure practical rea-
son, which he identifies with pure will (reiner Wille),
and then simply identifies the whole thing, i.e. the au-
tonomy of pure practical reason, with freedom. This is
not surprising since Kant repeats in numerous places
in his writings that freedom, in a philosophically sub-
stantial and positive'® sense, is a specific (intelligible)
causality distinct from natural (empirical) causality,
having laws of morality as rules which determine the
necessary interactions of objects that fall under them.
In the section of the second Critique, entitled “ Analyt-
ic of Pure Practical Reason” Kant says that “The mor-
al law is in fact a law of causality through freedom
and hence a law of the possibility of a supersensible
nature, just as the metaphysical law of events in the
world of sense was a law of the causality of sensible
nature (KpV, AA 05, p. 47; Kant, 2002, p. 66)."”

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



B. Kosbipa

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

% TlpencrapjieHHass MHOVI TpaKTOBKa KOHLIENIIMWM CBOOOIIBI
y Kanxra nenonrysisipra. Ha camoM fierte, coBpeMeHHBIMY KaHTO-
BerlaMy ObUT IIpO7IesIaH 3HaYMTe IbHBIVI TPY/, /IS IHTe PIIPUTal N
monsTHS cBoOOME! y KaHTa ckopee Kaxk libertas, ueM Kax eleutheria.
Ora mapagurma Obula oOo3HaueHa ['eHpw DIUIMCOHOM B €ro
ocHoBonoJaramer padore «Kanrtoa Teopust cBobompr». Oc-
HOBHOVI ee Te3WC 3aK/Ilo4aeTcss B TOM, uTo B3mgnel KaHnra Ha
cBOOOTy JIydllle BCErO BBIPaXKAIOTCS TaK Ha3bIBAEMBIM «TE€3VICOM
BrIoueHvs» (cm.: Allison, 1990, p. 132), KOTOpPBII yTBepXKaaeT,
4TO CBOOOIHOE IIEVICTBME 3aKIIIOYAETCs BO BKJIIOYEHMV MOTMBA
B MaKCUMYy [EVICTBUSI, B TO BpeMs KaK MaKCMa MOXKeT ObITh
YHUBEpCcaVI3UpyeMont (¥ B TaKOM CJIydae HpPaBCTBEHHOV) VUV
HeT. Co BpeMeH (pOpMYJINPOBKI «IIapafUIMbl DIUIMCOHA», KaK
MOXHO ee Has3BaTh, TaKas MHTeplperarys csobompl y Kanta
MoJIy4Ymla MHOXKEeCTBO CTOPOHHMKOB (cM., Hamp.: Reath, 2006,
p- 12—19; Yovel, 1998, p. 288; Wood, 1999, p. 51—53; Kloc-
Konkotowicz, 2007, s. 21 —23). Bsmrsn [I>xona Posza Ha KaHTOB-
CKOTro cyOpekTa KakK OOJIa/IaioIIero «M30MpaTeIbHOVI BOJIEVD»
(tepmue Poriza), ubst pyHKIMS 3aK/IIOYAETCS BO «BKJIIOUEHUN
JKeJlaHVsL B MAaKCHMYy, VICXOfs W3 KOTOPOW MbI coOmpaemcs
mevictBoBaTb» (cMm.: Rawls, 2000, p. 152), Takke BO MHOrOM
HaITOMIMHAeT VHTEPIIPETALINIO DIUIMCOHA. [ JTaBHBIM MICTOYHMKOM
IUIS VIHTepIIpeTalyy DJUIMCOHa CTyXwia «Permrus B mipemerax
TOJIBKO pasyma» (1793), B kotopoit KaHT ericTBUTe IbHO B IBHOM
BUJIe TIOMepXMBaeT JIATVHCKUI B3IVIAI. 37lech He MeCTO s
PeLINTEIBHOTO OIIPOBEPKEHMS ITapaIUrMbl DIUIVICOHA C TOYKM
3peHMst OOIIEV HEeIpOTMBOPEYMBOCTY OIVICAHWUI CBOOOIIBI
y KanrTa. 5 TOJIbKO XO4y 3aMeTnTb, YTO M3BecTHas m3 «Permrviv»
nonnepxka KaHToM JlaTvHCKOro B3IIfa, €ciiv VCIIOIb30BaTh
TepMyH Mumess Koml, KOTOpbII OHa MCHOIB3yeT B TOM JKe
caMOM KOHTeKCTe, «3acoHmaBuueHa» (cm.: Kosh, 2006, p. 46)
Mexyay coumHeHwsaMy KaHTa KpuTideckoro mepumopa (HO
u Gostee panHMMY; cM. Bbie «Habpockm») n «Mertadnsnkon
HpaBoB» (1797), BEIpaXKaroIIMI TO, UTO S IS yA0OCTBa Ha3Basl
TpevecKVIM B3IJISIIOM Ha cBOOO/y.
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W. Kozyra

I should also add the following elucidation in or-
der to avoid a possible misconception. As I argued
above, in Kant, free will in the sense of libertas is not
required for autonomy (i.e. freedom as autonomy),
but it should be noted that it is also not required for
morality as such, since — to give the simplest exam-
ple — Kant’s God does not have free will in this sense
but his actions, nevertheless, are both perfectly free
(in the relevant, causal and nomological, sense of
“free”) and perfectly moral (i.e. there is no possibili-
ty for God to transgress the laws of morality). On the
other hand, it is true that, for Kant, without libertas,
the arbitrary will — and with holy will only — there
would probably be no morality in the sense of moral
worth, for moral worth, in Kant's ethical theory, can
arise only in beings capable of feeling respect towards
the law, and, consequently, in beings who do possess
sensible nature. Interesting as it is, I don’t have space
to pursue this theme here.”

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

% The interpretation of Kant’s conception of freedom which I
have presented above is not a popular one. Actually a signifi-
cant effort has been made in contemporary scholarship to de-
pict Kant’s concept of freedom rather in terms of libertas than
eleutheria. The paradigm in this regard has been set by Henry
Allison’s seminal work Kant’s Theory of Freedom published in
1990. The main thesis of the book is that Kant’s view on free-
dom is best expressed by the so-called “incorporation thesis”
(see Allison, 1990, p. 132) which states that the act of freedom
consists in an incorporation of a given incentive into a maxim
of action, while the maxim itself can be either universalisable
(and in this sense moral) or not. Since the time of its formula-
tion the “Allison paradigm”, as we may call it, in the interpre-
tation of freedom in Kant has gained many supporters (see e.g.
Reath, 2006, pp. 12-19; Yovel, 1998, p. 288, Wood, 1999, pp. 51-
53, Kloc-Konkotowicz, 2007, pp. 21-23; also John Rawls’ view on
the Kantian subject as possessing “elective will” (Rawls’ term)
which function resides in “[...] incorporating the desire into
the maxim from which we propose to act” (Rawls, 2000, p. 152)
much resembles Allison’s interpretation). The main source of
textual evidence for Allison’s interpretation is to be found in
Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason (1793) where Kant
indeed clearly expresses support for the Latin view. This is not
the place for decisive refutation of Allison’s paradigm from the
point of view of the overall coherency of Kant’s account of free-
dom. I just want to note that Kant’s support of the Latin view,
taken from Religion, is, to use Michelle Kosh’s term (which she
uses in exactly the same context), “sandwiched” (see Kosh,
2006, p. 46) between Kant's writings from the critical period
(and even earlier ones; see above Reflexionen) and Metaphysics
of Morals (1797) which all are in line with what I called for con-
venience the Greek view on freedom.



B. Kosbipa

HACTOSIIIVM MHTEPECOM K STHMKE, IIPOCTMPAIOIIMCH 3a
Hpeferbl CoOOOpaXkeHUIT 0 OyraropasymMmy, B pasfesiax
3.2 u 3.3 000CHOBaHO, COOTBETCTBeHHO, uTo CIMHO3a
VICIIOJIb3yeT TIOHATVE pa3yMa, coIlacyrolleecs B Cy-
IITeCTBEHHBIX acIleKTax C IOHATMEM IIPaKTIIeCKOro
pasyma y KanTa, # 9TO, HECMOTpSI Ha CBOVI MOHWM3M,
CrmHo3a pa3MyaeT pamyioOHAIBHYIO (MOPaIbHYIO)
¥ SMIMpUIecKyio (adpdeKTVBHYI0) NPUPOMHY dUesIo-
BeKa ¥ OIpenesIgeT MX HOMOJIOTMUYECKVe T'pPaHMWIIBL.
B pasperne 3.4 Me1 ycranoBwv, uto CrimHO3e OiIM3KO
ITO/1I00HOe KaHTOBCKOMY ITOHSATME H00pa, BBIBOAIIIlE-
ecs M3 TpebOBaHMI MOPaJIBHOTO pasyMa, a pasieil
3.5 3artoyHWI IIpo0esI B MOelt apryMeHTalym, OIvcaB
B3rya, KarTa Ha cBoOomy v HEOOXOAMMOCTD. B HeM s
yKasasl Ha To, uTo, Kak 1 y Crmmao3sl, y KanTa cBobo-
IIa V1 0co0biil BU, HOMOJIOIMYECKOVI HeOOXOIMMOCTI He
TOJIbKO He VCKITIOYAIOT IPYT ApyTa, HO KOHIIEITYaIb-
HO ¥, BO3MOYXHO, OHTOJIOTMYECKV B3alIMO3aBVICVIMBI.
OT0 ompenesleHHO Tak I COMHO3bI, OCKOJIbKY OH
IIPSIMO CBSI3bIBAJI ITIOPSAOK BBIBEIEHMS IIOHSTHUM C I10-
panxom npuunH. Y KanTa oTHOIIeHMe MeXxay KOH-
LeNTyaJIbHBIM VI OHTOJIOTTYeCK/IM HaMHOTO CJIOXKHee.
Mos porazka 3aK/IIOYaeTcsl B TOM, YTO, IOCKOJIBKY
KaHT omgHO3HaYHO yTBEpXKHaeT, uTO pasyM obiasia-
€T CBEPXIIPUPOIHOWN, kay3aAbHOl CIIOCOOHOCTBIO, OH
HIpVBepIKeHel] ITOJIHOIIPABHOVI peaibHOCHIU TAKMUX CYII-
HOCTeV, KaK pa3yM, CBOOO/a 11 3aKOH.

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

4. ITouemy 3TMKY CIIMHO3BI CYMTAIOT
reTepOHOMHOVI?

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

VIOK 141.5:124.5:304.2

IIOHSITUE CBOBO/IbI BOJIV B KOHLIEITLINM
KYJIbTYPBI C.J1. TECCEHA

M.IO. 3azupnax?

Céoto gpunocogpuro kyavmypsr C.U. Ieccen Bvicmpaubaem,
onupasce Ha meopuio yernnocmen I'. Puxxepma. I1o0o6Ho Puxk-
kepmy, Leccen omBooum unoubuoy Baxwetiusyio pos 6 popmu-
pobanuu kyavmypsl. Mnoubuo nposbasem cboro c60000y Auuib
6 mbopuecmbe, u cmenens peasusayuu e2o0 méopueckozo 1o-
MeHUUANA 3aBUCUTN He MOALKO 01 KYABIMYPHO20 KOHIMmeKcmad,
6 yca0BusAx KoMopo20 310 NPOUCXO00U, HO U 01 peeAaMeHma-
yuu Bo3moxxrocmetl 045 camoaxmyaiusayuu 6 onpedeseHHom
obuecm@Be. B c6asu ¢ smum Leccen paccmampuBaem obuyecmbo
Kax cgpepy KOMMYHUKAYULL MHOxecba uHOuBud0b, uve méop-
wecmbo cAYKUM NpoooXKeHU0 npoyecca cHpykmypupobanus
Kyavmypsl kax maxoboi. Ipgpexmubrocms peasusayuy yem-
Hocmetl 8 KyAbmypHOUl 0ellcBumeabHOCIU, MAKUM 00pasom,
Haxodumcsa 6 npamoti sabucumocmu om obecheuenus ycio6ui
peasusayuu c60600v. boau. [TomenyuarsHo cyuwecmbyem Heo-
epanuyennoe MHoxecmbo Bapuanmob packpvimus NOHAMUA
6060001 Boau, KAXOBLI U3 KOMOPBIX Npednosdeaent onpedeieH-
Hble 0Oepanuvenus 6 akmyaiusayuy unoubuoa 6 kyasmype. Bos-
Huxaem Bonpoc, Kakum 00pasom Kaxowiil uHOUBUO ocosHaerm
BosmosxHocms mbopuecmba 8 ycaobusax KOHKpemHOU KYAbmy-
pol, a maioke umo nosboasem emy Bvicmpaubams Bexmopu ca-
moaxmyasusayuu. B nouckax omBema na smom Gonpoc I'eccer
npubeaaem Kk OuarexmuueckoMy mMemoody Kax yHubepcarsHomy
hopMarLHOMY UHCTPYMEHINY OUeHKU pasbumus KyAsmypol.
I1peodosems 6 meopuu pacnad kyasmype. Ha MHoxXecmBo Bapu-
ayuil axmyasusayuu c6o6o0st Boau I'ecceny nosbossem mpax-
moBxa obujeri Boau Kak nepmaHeHmHo 00HOBAAIOW,e20Cs Pe3yAb-
mama B3aumodeticmbus mroxecmba unoubuoob. Omoesviviil
ueqo0bex, coeaacro Iecceny, moxem ocMmvicaums cobcmBentoe
npouLL0e KaK KOHMUHYAALHOCTb, M0AbKO conocmabul cocmab-
ASI0U4Ue ee COYUAALHbIE NPAKIMUKU C YeM-1110 1peBocxX00AUUM
e20 ueau.

Katoueboie caoBa: C.U. Teccen, I. Pukxepm, yeHHOCH®,
uHOUbU0, obuecmbo, cboboda boau, xysvmypa, npabo, KOMMY-
HUKAYUS.

ITocTaHoBKa IIpoGIeMbl
Cepren VMocudosma T'eccern (1887 —1950) — m3-

BECTHBIVI IIpefcTaBUTe/Ib PYCCKOrO HeOKaHTVaHCTBa
Kak B JOpeBOJIIONMOHHON Poccnm, Tak v B pyccKoM 3a-
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NEO-KANTIANISM

THE NOTION OF FREE WILL
IN SERGEY HESSEN’S
CONCEPTION OF CULTURE

M. Yu. Zagirnyak'

Sergey Hessen builds his philosophy of culture on Hein-
rich Rickert’s theory of values. Like Rickert, he believes that
the individual plays a key role in the formation of culture. The
individual exercises freedom only in creative activity and the
degree to which he fulfils his creative potential depends not
only on the cultural context in which it happens, but also on
the regulation of the opportunities for self-actualisation in
any given society. Accordingly, Hessen defines society as the
sphere of communication among a multitude of individuals
whose creative activities serve to continue the process of cul-
ture-structuring. Thus the effectiveness of the realisation of
values in cultural reality depends directly on ensuring the
conditions for the exercise of free will. There is potentially an
unlimited number of ways of defining the concept of free will,
each imposing certain limitations on the actualisation of the
individual in culture. The question arises, how does each indi-
vidual understand the possibility of creative activities within
a concrete culture and what permits him to determine the vec-
tors of self-actualisation? In seeking an answer to this ques-
tion Hessen resorts to the dialectical method as a universal
formal instrument for assessing the development of culture.
What enables Hessen to overcome in theory the fragmentation
of culture into a multitude of variations of actualisation of free
will is the interpretation of the common will as a continuously
renewed result of interaction among a multitude of individu-
als. An individual, according to Hessen, can understand his
own past as a continuity only by comparing its component so-
cial practices to something that transcends his goals and that
is not reduced to a fragment of personal being.

Keywords: Sergey Hessen, Heinrich Rickert, value, indi-
vidual, society, free will, culture, law, communication.

Stating the Problem
Sergey Hessen (1887 — 1950) is a prominent rep-

resentative of Russian Neo-Kantianism in pre-revolu-
tionary Russia and in the Russian émigré community.
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M. 10. 3arupnsx

pyOoexse. [Tpemioxennas ['ecceHoM Momesb comyyMa
OCHOBaHa Ha 0Ge3yCJIOBHOM IpUOpUTeTe CBOOOBI BOJIM
VHOVBYA, obecTiedeHie KOTOPO SIBJIETCS YCIIOBVIEM
passuTia KynbTypbl. CormacHo ['ecceHy, KaXmpiv MH-
AVIBUTL Y9acTBYeT B CO3JaHVN U pasBUTHUN KYJIbTypbl —
Y AerlaeT 3TO HaCTOJIBKO 3P (eKTMBHO, HaCKOJIBKO He
OrpaHIYeHbI €T TBOPYecKye BOSMOXKHOCTYL. BosHIKaer
BOIIpOC, TToueMy ['ecceH O3MIIMOHMpPYeT CBOOOIY BOTIN
VIHOVBYIA KaK IVIAaBHBIVI KPUTEPWIL IS OIIeHKM KYJIb-
TYpPHOTO pasBUTH per se. B Iouckax oTBeTa Ha 3TOT
BOIIPOC s OOpalllych IpeXme Beero K paboraM ['ecceHa
10 TIoyIMTITdeckon dpvtocodum 1 dprtocodum Ipasa,
IIOCKOJIBKY B HWMX OH OOBSCHSET 0COOeHHOCTM (PYHK-
LVIOHMPOBAaHMS M pasBuUTHA conmyMa. [IpuHyMas Bo
BHIUMaHNe VHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHble VCTOKM Drutocodpm
T'eccena B 1iestom (T'eccen, 19996, c. 782)2, s cobmparock
BBISICHUTD, Ha KaKvie IIPVIHIIVIIBL 1 TIOJIOKEHIIST aKCHO-
storum 0afleHCKOro HeOKaHTVAHCTBA OH OIMPasICsS IIpU
CO3MaHMV MOTE/M ISl aHayI3a AVMHaMVKM COIMalb-
HBIX peHOMeHOB. 3aberasi BIleper], cJIeyeT OTMETWUTB,
uTo, 1o yOexmeHmto I'ecceHa, B3aMMOHEVICTBVS JIIO-
IeVl CO3MAal0T KYJIBTYPY, KOTOPYIO MOXXHO ITOMBICIVITH
TOJIPKO B MICTOPUYECKOVI IIePCIIEKTMBe KaK AVHAMUKY
BOIUIOIIEHVS VIleVt®. DTV 1jen He MOryT OBITh penyLin-
PpOBaHBI K MHTepecaM U CTpeMJIeHVsIM KaKOT0-JI0o 1H-
nuByaa. [loaToMy BO3HIKaET ellie OaMH BOIIPOC: KaKMM
oOpa3oM peasmzyeTcs cBOOOma BOJIM OTHEIBHBIX MH-
AOVIBUJIOB B paMKaX PasBUTHSL KyJIbTYPBI, oOsIafaromiern
COOCTBEHHOVI JIOTMIKOTI?

ITpuanmnel akcnosorumu I'. Pukkepra

Pukkept, yaeHMKOM KoToporo Obu1 'ecceH, HacTa-
VIBJI Ha e/HOM YHVBEPCAIbHOM JITOPUTMe PACKpPHI-
TV KyJIBTYPHOTO COMIep>KaHVs ¥ IIPeIOXIII aKCyo-
JIormdecKoe 0OOCHOBaHMeE CONMaIbHBIX (PeHOMEeHOB
KaK yCJIOBUVI, HeOOXOAVIMBIX IJISl CO3AAHMS KYJIBTY PBL
B 0CHOBY cBO€VI KOHLIEIILIMI OH TI0JI0XKMJI IIOHSITHS:

1) yenrocmu (Werte) — BHeBpeMeHHOro 0OpasoBa-
HVSI, HaXOIAIIErocs 3a IIpefeslaMil B3avIMOIEVICTBIASL
cyobexTa 11 o0bekTa (Puxkept, 19980, c. 23) 1 HUKOTa
COMIep>KaTeJIbHO BO BCeVl IIOJIHOTE He COBIIA/IAOIIEro
C IEeVICTBUTEIFHOCTHIO (TaM Xe, . 22);

2 M. CTEIMMHBCKUI TI0Ka3aJl, 9To I'ecceH BBICTpamBaeT co0c-
TBeHHOe ydeHMe KakK (wIocodmio KyapTypbl Ha OCHOBe
HeMeIKOV WIeaJicTideckot dwiocodum u mpexpie BCero
akcmostorum I'. Pukkepra (Styczynski, 2004, p. 57).

® [TanHas 0COOEHHOCTDH pa3sBUTHS KyJIbTYPbl PacIpOCTpaHseTCs
Ha Bce cdepbl J1esTeIbHOCTY YesloBeKa, HallpyIMep «ITPsUIKa V1 coxa
MOTYT COXPaHSTBbCS B My3esiX KaK BellleCTBeHHBle ITaMSTHUKI
IIPOIIIOTO TOJILKO IIOTOMY, UTO OHM B ropasio 0osee riyOoKoM
CMBICITe TPOIOJDKAIOT JXWUTh ¥ JeViCTBOBaTh B paboTarommem
C IIOMOIIBIO 3JIEKTPUYECKOTO [IBUTaTeIsd HPSAWIBHOM CTaHKe
" B IWIyry-TpakTope» (Feccen, 1999r, c. 156 —157).

Hessen’s model of society is based on the uncondi-
tional priority of individual free will whose exercise
is a precondition for the development of culture.
According to Hessen, every individual takes part in
the creation and development of culture, doing this
as effectively as his creative potential permits. The
question arises, why does Hessen position the indi-
vidual’s free will as the main criterion in assessing
cultural development per se? In search of an answer
to this question I will draw above all on the works of
Hessen on political philosophy and the philosophy of
law, because it is in these that he explains the pecu-
liarities of the functioning and development of the so-
cium. Considering the intellectual sources of Hessen's
philosophy as a whole (Hessen, 1999b, p. 782),* I have
to clarify the principles and provisions of the axiology
of the Baden Neo-Kantianism he proceeded from in
developing his model of analysing the dynamics of
social phenomena. If I may anticipate here, it has to
be noted that, according to Hessen, the interactions
among people create a culture which can only be
conceptualised in the historical perspective as the dy-
namic of implementing ideas.’ These ideas cannot be
reduced to the interests and strivings of any particular
individual. This prompts yet another question: how is
the free will of particular individuals exercised in the
framework of the development of culture which has
its own logic?

Principles of Rickert’s Axiology

Rickert, who was Hessen’s teacher, insisted on
a single universal algorithm for revealing the cultur-
al content and proposed an axiological grounding of
social phenomena as conditions required for the cre-
ation of culture. His theory is based on the following
concepts:

1) values (Werte) — an extra-temporal entity out-
side the realm of the interaction between subject and
object (Rickert, 1910/1911, p. 12) which never quite
coincides with reality in terms of content (ibid., p. 11);

2 Marek Styczynski has shown that Hessen builds his teach-
ing as a philosophy of culture on the basis of German idealism,
above all on the axiology of Rickert (Styczynski, 2004, p. 57).

 This feature of the development of culture applies to all
spheres of human activity, for example, “the spinning wheel
and the hoe may be preserved in museums as physical monu-
ments of the past only because, in a far more profound sense,
they continue to live and act in the spinning machine and
tractor plough driven by an electric motor” (Hessen, 1999c,

pp- 156-157).
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2) Oaae (Giiter) — IIposIBIIEHMSI LIEHHOCTV B IIEVI-
CTBUTEJIGHOCTY B OIlpefle/leHHBIX apTedaKTax (TaM e,
c.21-22);

3) oyenxu (Wertung) — oOHapy XxeHVISI MTHAVBUIOM
B KaKOM-JI100 00beKTe MpOosiB/IeHNs IIEHHOCT, TO eCTh
BBISIBJIEHM: O1ar (TaM Xe, . 22 —23).

Takum obpasom, KynbTypa, comtacHo Pukkepry,
IIpefcTaBIsieT cCOOOV «COBOKYITHOCTD Or1ar», B KOTOPBIX
«KaK OBI Ocesa, BEIKPUCTAJUIN30BASIACh MHOXKECTBEH-
HOCTB IIeHHOCTeN» (TaM Xe, c. 27). CyIecTBoBaHvIe Xe
BHeBpeMeHHBIX [IEeHHOCTeVI He IT03BOJISIeT OTPaHNINUTh
HaOOp BO3MOXHBIX aKTOB OII€HKW. DTVM HeOTpaHM-
UeHHBIM 00beMOM 11eHHOCTeNI, KOTOPBIV JlaeT BO3MOXK-
HOCTh VIHAVIBUILY COPMMUPOBATh COOCTBEHHYIO OlleH-
Ky Jr000T0 (peHOMEeHa M BBIIBUTH HOBOe Oi1aro, 00o-
CHOBBIBaeTcs y PrkkepTa cBoOOmIa MHAVBIIA.

Emme omHWMM BaXXHBIM IIOHATWEM B aKCVMOJIOIMN
Puxkeprta siBj1steTCs cMbica (Sinn), KOTOPBIV BCSIKUML pa3
TIOPOXXIIaeTcs OIIEHKOVI VI COIEP>XUT B cebe pacKphITOe
3Ha4eHVe IIEHHOCTY 110 OTHOIIEHNIO K OIIpeesleHHO
TIeVICTBUTEIBHOCTM (TaM ke, ¢. 35—36). CMBICT Iipe-
TOCTaBIIsieT KaKIOMY VIHAVBUIY BO3SMOXKHOCTB VICTOJI-
KxoBaHMs (Sinndeutung) akTa OLIEHKV IO OTHOIIEHWUIO
K TOMY, 4TO 0o0JlajlaeT 3HaYMMOCTBIO (TaM Xe, C. 36).
ITpvaem Kakaplil 4elIoBeK caM oOpeTaeT CMBICTI B pe-
3yJIbTaTe aKTOB OIIeHKM, TO eCThb B IIpoIiecce olpererie-
HVIS 3HA9EeHWS ¢ TOUKY 3peHs IIeHHOCTeV CYIIecTBY-
tormx Onar. Tostomy, kak BepHO 3amevaer b. Kpoy,
B pwtocodprt PUKKkepTa CMBICII aKTy /M3 PYeTCs ITep-
coHasTbHO *. CMPBICII JaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB TOJIKOBATh KyJIb-
Typy KaK MCTOPUIO BOIUIOIIEHVIS IIeHHOCTell B Or1arax
(Pukkept, 1998a, c. 90—92), TO eCTb BBISBIISATH TO, YTO
CYIIIECTBEHHO VI CVIMIITOMATVYHO IS OIIpele/IeHHOTO
3Tama KyseTypHoro passutisi. CormtacHo Y. bambaxy,
PuxkepTr ObUI yOeXmeH, UTO aKCMOJIOTMS IIO3BOJIIET
IIPeOIOJIeTh paspblB MEXAy CyOBeKTVBHOV OIIeHKOV
KYJIBTYPbI M OOBEKTMBHBIM IIOHVMAaHVEM KyJIbTYPBI’.
OnHako HECOMHEHHO, YTO B KOHIennuyn PrukkepTa
IJIaBHYIO POJIb B Pa3BUTUM KYJIBTYPBI UIPaeT CyOb-
€KT, KOTOPBIVI ITyTeM OCMBICTIEHVIS IIeHHOCTEVI CO3TaeT
00BEKT — KyJIBTYpHOeE cofleprkaHye, IIO3BOJIsIA 1IeHHO-
CTSIM IIPOSIBUTBCS B [IEVICTBUTEIILHOCTY B popMe Oriar.
Takmm obpasoM, packpeiTie comep KaHVS KyJIbTypPBI
TpeOyeT IIOCTOSIHHOTO B3aMMOIEVICTBUS VIHIVBWIOB,
KOTOpOe 00OCHOBAHO OOIIMMI TSI BCeX JTIOZeVI IIeHHO-
CTSAMM, CJIy>KaIllIMV OCHOBOVI [JIsL OIIeHKV U TIOCIIeNy-
o11ero popMMPOBAHVISL CMBICIIOB.

* «Takum obpasom, mpobiema “cMbicia’ BO3HMKaeT BOOOIIe
TOJIBKO y cyOpexTa» (Crowe, 2010, p. 620).

° «PuKKepT 6bUI yOeXxIeH B TOM, UTO HallleJI CII0co0 IIpeos1oeTh
packos, CIOXWMBIIWMVICS B METOAOJIOTMM  MCTOpuorpadmm
MeXIy CyOBEeKTMBHOV, OIIEHOYHO Harpy>KeHHOV KyJIBTYpOil
M OOBEKTMBHBIM, BHEOLIEHOYHBIM W3yUeHWEM KYJIbTYPbD»

(Bambach, 2009, p. 481).
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2) goods (Giiter) — manifestations of value in real-
ity in certain artefacts (ibid., p. 12-13);

3) evaluations (Wertung) — discovery by the indi-
vidual of manifestations of value in some object, i.e.
revealing goods (ibid., p. 11).

Thus, culture according to Rickert is a “totality of
goods” in which “the multitude of values has settled
and crystallised as it were” (ibid., p. 17). The existence
of extra-temporal values precludes the limiting of the
range of possible acts of evaluation. This unlimited
volume of values, enabling the individual to form
his own assessment of any phenomenon and reveal a
new good, is the basis of individual freedom, accord-
ing to Rickert.

Another important concept in Rickert’s axiology
is sense (Sinn), which is generated on each occasion by
evaluation and contains the disclosed meaning of the
value with respect to a certain reality (ibid., pp. 25-
26). Sense enables every individual to interpret (Sinn-
deutung) the act of evaluation with regard to what
has significance (ibid., p. 26). Every person obtains
sense himself as a result of the acts of evaluation,
i.e. in the process of determining meaning from the
viewpoint of the values of existing goods. One can go
along with Benjamin Crowe that sense is actualised
in Rickert’s philosophy personally.* Sense makes it
possible to interpret culture as a history of the em-
bodiment of values in goods (Rickert, 1915, p. 89-93),
i.e. to reveal what is substantial and symptomatic
for a certain stage of cultural development. Accord-
ing to Charles Bambach, Rickert was convinced that
axiology helps to bridge the gap between subjective
assessment of culture and objective understanding
of culture.® However, it is clear that the key role in
Rickert’s concept of the development of culture is
played by the subject who by understanding values
creates an object, i.e. cultural content, enabling val-
ues to manifest themselves in reality in the shape of
goods. Thus, understanding the content of culture
requires constant interaction between individuals
based on values shared by all people and providing
the basis for evaluation and subsequent formation of
meanings.

* “That s, it is only for a subject that the issue of ‘meaning’ aris-
es at all” (Crowe, 2010, p. 620).
5 “Rickert was convinced he had found the means to overcome
the split that reigned in historiographic methodology between
subjective, value-laden and objective, value-free cultural sci-
ence” (Bambach, 2009, p. 481).
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TeopduecTBO MEAMBMIA B akcoorumn [ecceHa

I'eccen pasBwWI IIpemyIOXeHHyI0 PukkepromM Mo-
Zlelb, aKIeHTUPYsS BHMMaHMEe Ha KOHTUHYaJIBHOCTU
CTaHOBJIEHNMS KYJIBTYPBI, pPa3BUTIE KOTOPOV 3aBVUCUT
OT COLVIAJIFHO OOYCIIOBJIEHHOV CBOOOIBI BOJIVI VIH[VI-
BUIA. AHaINU3 yCIIOBUM AeATeIbHOCTY VHAVBU/IA J1aeT
BO3MOXXHOCTh OLIEHUTh 3(PPEeKTVMBHOCTb Pa3BUTH
KYJIBTYPBL, B PaMKaX KOTOPOVI OH ITpOsIBIsieT cebs Kak
WIeH CoLMyMa.

I'eccen, xax numer H. XaHc, ocHoBaTesIbHO Hepe-
paboran teoputo neHHocren Puxkepra (Hans, 1950,
p- 298). C omHOVI CTOPOHBI, KaK ¥ B TEOPUN IIEHHOCTET
HEMEIIKOTO MBICIINTENIS, KYJIbTypa OCMBICIIVBAETCS
lecceroMm kak mporfecc peaymsanuii B AEVICTBIITEIb-
HOCTV IIEHHOCTeT, coflep kaHvie KOTOPBIX IPVHIIUIIN-
aJIbHO Oe3rpaHMYHO, «Hewncdepriaemo» (Ieccen, 1995,
c. 33). Ho c gpyrov — onmpasick Ha aKCMOJIOTMYeCKIe
KaTeropmm ILieHHOCTM M Omar, I'ecceH wmmer masblire
U paspabaThiBaeT IOHATUS UeAU-3A0aHUA VI NPe0aHUsl.
Lleav-3a0anuie — 3TO BEKTOP PasBUTHS OIPeHeIIEHHO
cdpepbl KyJIBTypBI C HewcuepIlaeMbIM cofepkaHVeM
(Tam xe, c. 33—34), Torna Kak npedaxue — 3TO CyIIle-
CTBEHHBIE KYJIbTYpHBIE (peHOMEeHBI IIPOIIOro, Ipes-
CTaBJIAIONINe COOOV ITOCIIeIOBATeIbHOCTh OCYIIeCT-
BJIEHMS 1IeNT-3af]aHMs 11 COBePIIIeHCTBOBaHMS ee pea-
nm3armm ®. PUKKepTOBCKIME aKT OLIEHKY M CMBICTI CTaJIV
y I'eccenna ocroBom onsTIS Mbopuecmba.

TBopuecTBO, comtacHo T'ecceny, — 3TO HesTelIb-
HOCTh MHOVBW/A, KOTOpas 3aK/II0YaeTcsl B BBISBIIEHUN
3HadeHMs 11eJIV-3aaHVs IPVMEeHUTEIIbHO K CYIIeCcTBY-
IOITIeMy IIPeaHNIO ¥ B TIOCTIEYIOIEM ero KadecTBeH-
HoM n3MeHeHuM. Kak cripaBemymso 3ameuaer M.B. Bo-
poOweB, B conmanbHOM dwtocodpun I'eccena TBopue-
CTBO «CTaHOBWTCS BOIUIOIIEHMEM cBOOOIBI» (BopoObeB,
2017, c. 76). KaxxapIvt MHOVBWL IIOJIy9aeT BO3MOXHOCTb
OCO3HAaTbh, KaKMM O00pa3oM OBUIM OCYIIECTBJIEHBI Iie-
TM-3ajaHysl B YCJIIOBUSX OIIpelelIeHHOWM KyJIBTYPBI,
¥ Ha OCHOBE 3TOTO ONPeHe/INTh BEKTOPHI BO3MOXKXHOTO
pasBUTHA colepXaHMs HMpedaHMsl KaK HaIIpaBiIeHMs
coOCTBEHHOTO TBOpYecTBa. TOJIBKO B pe3ysIbTaTe TBOP-
YeCKVX HEeVICTBUV VIHAVBUZ, yTBEpXKIaeT cebsg B nmemn-
CTBUTEJIFHOCTY Kak cBOOOIHOe cytrecTso (I'eccen, 1995,

¢ s pasBUTWUS KyJIBTYPbI OOJIBIIIOE 3Ha4YeHVe VMEIOT TOJIb-
KO CyIIecTBeHHBIe Il MCTOpUM coObrTms. UToOBI mpowii-
JIOCTPVIPOBaTh 3Ty MBICJIb, l'ecceH IIPMBOIUT HpVIMEP W3
cdeprl MOIUTUYECKOrO PasBUTHA POCCUIICKOTO TOCYAapCTBa:
«Yupexnenue VanoMm I'posHbiM B 1564 r. OIpUYHMHEL U IIPO-
WTPHIIT M YTPOM TaKOTO-TO TOfia IITaXMaTHOVI MapTUV CBOEMY
JleKapio SBJISIOTC B paBHOWM Mepe dpakramy mporwioro. Ho
OnVMH 3 3TUX (PAKTOB €CTh UCmopuueckuil paxm, OPyTovi Xe
B JIydIlleM CJIydae IpocTo daxT, céudemesvcmByiouyuil HaM O TexX
VIV VIHBIX VICTOPWYECKVX OTHOIIEHWSIX M cOOBITHsX>» ([eccen,
1999r, c. 152). O1oT xe mpumep cm.: (l'eccen, 1995, c. 31).

Individual Creativity in Hessen’s Axiology

Hessen developed Rickert's model of culture
focusing on continuity in the emergence of culture
whose development depends on the socially deter-
mined free will of the individual. Analysis of the con-
ditions of the activity of an individual makes it possi-
ble to assess the effectiveness of the development of
culture within which the individual manifests him-
self as a member of a socium.

Hessen, according to Nicholas Hans, has thor-
oughly reworked Rickert’s theory of values (Hans,
1950, p. 298). On the one hand, like Rickert, Hessen
interprets culture as a process of realisation of values
whose content is in principle infinite, “inexhaustible”
(Hessen, 1995, p. 33). But on the other hand, pro-
ceeding from the axiological categories of values and
goods, Hessen goes further to develop the concept of
end-task® and legend. End-task is the vector of develop-
ment of a certain sphere of culture with inexhaustible
content (ibid., pp. 33-34), whereas legend refers to es-
sential cultural phenomena of the past representing
a sequence in the implementation of the end-task
and improvement of its implementation.” Rickert’s
act of evaluation and meaning provided the basis for
Hessen’s concept of creativity.

Creativity, according to Hessen, is activity of the
individual that reveals the meaning of the end-task
with respect to existing legend and its subsequent
qualitative change. As Maxim Vorobiev rightly notes,
in Hessen’s social philosophy creativity “becomes
an embodiment of freedom” (Vorobiev, 2017, p. 76).
Every individual has an opportunity to understand
how end-tasks were implemented in the context of a
certain culture and on that basis determine the vec-
tors of possible development of the content of legend
as areas of his own creative activity. It is only as a
result of creative actions that the individual asserts
himself in reality as a free being (Hessen, 1995, p. 70),
becomes aware of a multitude of discrete moments

¢ “End-task” was created by Hessen from two German (Neo-)
Kantian terms “Zweck” and “Aufgabe”.

7 Only events essential for history are important for the devel-
opment of culture. To illustrate this, Hessen cites an example
from the political development of the Russian state: “The cre-
ation of Oprichnina by Ivan the Terrible in 1564 and his losing a
game of chess in the morning of a certain year to his physician
are equally facts of the past. But one of these facts is a historical
fact, the other is at best a fact attesting to certain historical rela-
tions and events” (Hessen, 1999c¢, p. 152). This example is given
a second time (Hessen, 1995, p. 31).
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c. 70), oco3HaeT MHOXKECTBO IIVICKPETHBIX MOMEHTOB
COOCTBEHHOVI XM3HM KaK HEeKYIO efVHYyIO II0CIIeIoBa-
TerpHOCTE ([eccer, 1999a, c. 93 —94). I'eccern obOocHo-
BbIBaeT B3aMMOJIEVICTBIME LejM-3afaHusl M IIpedaHus
Jepe3 TBOPUECTBO, BCe WMHAMBUAYAJIbHBIE BapMalnn
KOTOPOTO SBJISTIOTCSI IIPOSIBIIEHMSIMY OOITETO IIeII0TO,
TIPEJICTaBIIsAA COOOV pasHble peIleHVsl OHOTO M TOro
XKe 3amaHus (TaM xe, c. 93). Takum obpasom, T'eccen
00ocHOBBIBaeT CBOOOIY BOJIV KaK BO3MOXKHOCTB CAMO-
aKmyaiu3ayuy IHOVIBYA B IIPOCTPAHCTBE KyJIbTyPBI’.

KynprypHOe copepkaHme (IIperaHvie) IIpecTaB-
€T coOOovI pe3ysIbTaT TBOpUYeCTBa MHOXeCTBa MH/IV-
BUOB, HO OJraromapst HersiM-3agaHnsIM MOXeT MeTb
3HaUeHMe BHe CBS3WM C KaKMM-IMOO KOHKPETHBIM
vanvBuaoM (leccen, 1995, c. 33—34). Benp xaxobii
VIHAVBWUI, MOXET OCMBICIIUTh OIpaHWYEeHHYIO YacTb
LeM-3afaHus 1 aKTyaJIn3MpoBaTh ee B IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HoctH (['eccen, 1999a, c. 92). D10 1103BOJISET KAXKIOMY
VHOVBUIY aKTyaIn3MpoBaTh CBOOOAY VI COEIVIHUTD 13
MHOXXeCTBa pa3pO3HEHHBIX KyCKOB IIPOIIEe/IIero Bpe-
MEeHWV CBOIO XIM3Hb KaK KOHTVHYaJIbHOCTb BOIUIOIIIe-
HUA Liejier-3aaHni, OLeHUTHb CO6CTB€HHy10 XIV3Hb
KaK eIVHYyI0 TPaeKTOPWIO caMOaKTyaJu3alliu B ycC-
JIOBUSAX OIpeesleHHON KyIpTypsl. (dopMuposaHue
JIMYHOTO IPOIIUIOTrO, TaKMM 00pa3oM, 3aBUCUT OT OC-
MBICJIEHUSI VIHOVBUIOM IIeJIeVi-3aJaHVVi, BBIITOJTHSIO-
VX POJIb KPUTEPUEB IO OTHEJIEHNIO CYIeCTBEHHBIX
COOBITHMV IIPOIIUIOTO OT HECYIECTBEHHBIX COITyTCTBY-
fommx ¢akTos. [loaToMy BO3MOXXHa OIleHKa Yber-Ju-
60 XM3HM KaK CJIefICTBYSA YCTAaHOBJIEHMS YHVKAIBHO-
CTVI TBOPUYECKMX PE3YIIbTATOB (TaM Xe). A TOCKOIBKY
LIeJIb-3a/JaHMe HeucuepliaeMa, TO KaXXIbI MHIMBULL
obJlajTaeT IIaHCOM aKTyaJInM3MpoOBaTh ceOsS B TBOpUe-
CTBe KaK CBOOOIHOE CYIIeCTBO, BHeCS BKJIa/, B KyJIb-
Ty PHO-UCTOPUUECKYIO JMHAMMUKY.

MraK, TBOpUeCTBO — 3TO CTpeMyIeHMe VHAMBUIA
B YCIIOBUSIX (PAKTOJIOTMM OIIPeieIeHHO KYyJIBTy PBI pe-
aJIM30BaTh CBSI3aHHBIN C CYIIECTBYIOIIVIM COfepKaH-
€M HOBBIVI 7IeMeHT, KOTOPBIV BOIUIOIIAET IleTb-3a/1a-
Hue. Takym oOpasoM, ['ecceH B cBOMX TeKcTax Ieprona
SMUTPaLVV PellaeT IpobiIeMy, KOTOPYIO, IT0 MHEHUIO
H.A. ImutpmeBovi, TOCTaBWI IIeper; coOo ertie B J{OK-
TOPCKOW JyccepTaliui: IHpoOsieMy «OOBEKTMBHOCTHU
7 OOIIe3HauYMMOCTM WHIOVBUIyaTbHOTo» (IMuTpue-
Ba, 2013, c. 143). Benp, cormacHo ['ecceHy, He KaXabIi
OTHEeIBHBIVI MHAMBUIL CO30aeT YHUKAIBHYIO KYJIbTYPY
TOJIBKO 151 ce0sl, HO COBMECTHASI eI Te/IbHOCTD JIFOIeN
OpUBOAUT K (POPMIMPOBAHWIO KyJIBTYPBIL, ITOCKOJIBKY
B COOCTBEHHOM TBOPYECTBE JIIOIIM IIpelyjlaraloT Bapy-
auuyM peayvsalvu IiefleVi-3aJaHul, OOVHAKOBBIX IS
BCex pasyMHBIX cytecTs. [loaToMy KysbTypa — mpo-

’ITo sToMy moBomy A. MacJIOBCKM 3aMedaeT, uTo B dvuiocodum
T'eccena cBoOoJia JIMYHOCTY OIIpeMeIIseTcss KaK BO3MOXKHOCTD
caMOaKTyaIV3al[Myl P  B3aMMOAEVICTBUM C KyJIBTYPHOM
mevicTBuTesIbHOCTBIO (Mastowski, 1982, s. 89—90).
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of his own life as a single sequence (Hessen, 1999a,
pp.- 93-94). Hessen explains the interaction between
end-task and legend as creativity of which all the in-
dividual variations are manifestations of a common
whole, representing various solutions of one and the
same task (ibid., p. 93). Thus, Hessen explains free will
as the possibility of self-actualisation of the individual
in the cultural space.®

Cultural content (legend) is the result of the cre-
ativity of many individuals, but thanks to end-tasks it
can have a meaning apart from any concrete individ-
ual (Hessen, 1995, pp. 33-34). For each individual can
only understand a limited part of the end-task and
actualise it in reality (Hessen, 1999a, p. 92). This en-
ables every individual to actualise freedom and put
together his own life from a multitude of separate
portions of the past as a continuity of implementation
of end-tasks, assess his own life as a single trajectory
of self-actualisation in the context of a certain culture.
The formation of the personal past thus depends on
the understanding by the individual of end-tasks per-
forming the role of criteria in separating substantial
events of the past from insubstantial accompanying
facts. Therefore it is possible to assess someone’s life
as a consequence of the establishment of the unique-
ness of creative results (ibid.). Because end-task is in-
exhaustible, every individual has a chance to actual-
ise himself in creative activity as a free being contrib-
uting to cultural-historical dynamics.

Thus, creativity is the individual’s desire, in the
context of the facts of a certain culture, to implement
a new element which embodies the end-task and is
linked with existing content. Thus, Hessen in his texts
written in emigration, solves the problem which, ac-
cording to Nina Dmitrieva, he set for himself already
in his doctoral dissertation: the problem of “objec-
tivity and universal significance of the individual”
(Dmitrieva, 2013, p. 143). For, according to Hessen, an
individual does not create a unique culture only for
himself, but the joint activities of people lead to the
formation of culture, because in their own creative
activity people offer variations of implementation of
end-tasks that are the same for all thinking creatures.
Therefore culture is a product of creative interaction
among many individuals and does not depend on
the subjective interests and aspirations of any par-
ticular human being. Accordingly, culture forms its

8 Andrzej Mastowski remarks in this connection that in
Hessen'’s philosophy the freedom of the individual is defined
as the possibility of self-actualisation in interaction with cultur-
al reality (Mastowski, 1982, pp. 89-90).
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IyKT TBOPYECKOTO B3aMMOJIEVICTBIS MHOXeCTBa MH/IV-
BUJIOB, VI IIOTOMY OHa He 3aBVICUT OT Cy ObeKTMBHBIX MH-
TEPeCOB U CTPEMJIEHNTT KaKOTO-JTM00 OTHEIIHOTO YeJIo-
Beka. COOTBeTCTBEHHO, Y Hee (pOpMMPYIOTCA COOCTBEH-
Hble BEKTOPBI Pa3BUTH, KOTOPBIE SIBJISIIOTCS YEHHbIMU
camu no cebe®. ITpu 3TOM KasKOBIVI OTOEIIbHBIV YelloBeK
He yTpadmBaeT cBOOOIy, He IIpeBpalraercs B 0e3B0IIb-
HBIVI 3JIEMEHT WIM BUHTMK MeXaHW3Ma KYJIBTYPHOU
IVHaMMKU. Bo3HMKaeT Bomipoc, KakmuM oopasom 'eccer
yCTaHaBJIMBaeT KOPPEeJIAINI0 MeXIy BO3MOXXHOCTBIO
pearm3anyt cBOOOMIBI BOJ OTHEIBHBIM VHIAVBUIOM
Y TIPOIIeCCOM KyJIbTYPHOTO PasBUTHS.

YHUBepcasIbHBIE TIEHHOCTH, TWIM, B TEPMMUHOJIOT
I'eccena, memm-3amaHyis, BBICTYIIAIOT B KadecTBe HeoO-
XOIVIMOTO YCJIOBVISL B3aMIMOZIEVICTBVISI MEXIY JIIOIBM,
IOCKOJIBKY 3TU IIeJIM-3aflaHMsI OCO3HAIOTCS ITPUHIIN-
HMVJIBHO KAXObiM OT/IEIBHBIM YeJIOBEKOM KaK ITyTH ca-
MoocyIrecTsieHysi. YToOb1 obocHOBaTE cBOOOTY BOTN
OTHeIbHOTO uesioBeka, ['eccen Bolen 3a Prukkeprom oT-
KasaJI oOIIIecTBy B CaMOCTOSITEIIBHOM OHTOJIOTTIECKOM
craryce. CoIliyM — 3TO TOJIBKO CUCTeMa KOMMYHMKa-
i, JIroOast cormaibHasi OOIIHOCTB, PABHO KaK U ee
VIHCTUTYLIMOHAIV3AINS, coIlacHO ['ecceHy, He Ooree
JeM MHCTPYMeHTaJIbHOe oOpa3oBaHIe, 3ajada KOTOpO-
ro — obecrieurBaTh BO3MOXXHOCTb CaMOAKTyasIM3arlii
ymraroctu (Hessen, 1968, s. 48 —49), y4acTBys, Takum
o0pasoMm, B co3maHmy KysbTypbl I10CKOIIBKY co3maHme
KYJIBTYPbI HalIpsAMYIO 3aBVICUT OT CBOOOIIBI BOJIVI VIHVI-
BUIa, TO obecrieueHe CBOOOIIBI BOJIV pacCMaTPUBAETCS
KaK IIaBHBIVI KpUTepUI KadecTBa (PYHKIVOHVPYIOIIeVt
crcTeMbl KOMMYHMKAIIUIL, TO eCTh colmuyma. l'eccen
HpeyIaraeT I XapaKTepUCTUKN COIMAIBHBIX (PeHO-
MEHOB VICTIO/Ib30BaTh IOHSTIE 00weil boau (cm.: Bopo-
OveB, 2017, c. 78 —79). Obm1ast BoIsI — 3TO Co3mmaTeIb-
HBIVI 1poyecc TIOCTOSTHHOTO ITovicka KoMrrpomucca (ec-
ceH, 1999r, c. 200—201) w1 MaKCMaIbHO BO3MOXXHOTO
pasBUTKSL PasHBIX COLMAaJIBbHBIX IPYIHL DTV TPYIHIbI
BBIpa’KalOT pa3Hble BEKTOPBI CAMOAKTYasIM3allii VIHAV-
BUZIOB TaKMM 0Opa3oM, 4TOObI B HaVIMEHBIIIEV! CTETIeHN
OrpaHMYNUTL CBOOONY Kamoro wmHaysuaa®’. Ilostomy
3P PeKTMBHOCTE PasBUTMA KyJIBTYPHOTO COIep>KaHId,
w1, B TepMmHax ['ecceHa, mpeaHms 3aBUCHUT OT OTCYT-
CTBVISI IPETIITCTBUM [JIsl TBOpUeCTBa.

8 TecceH, TakuM 0OOpa3soM, OIIpefe/IsseT OTINUMe IIeHHOCTeN
KyJIBTYPBI (HayKa, ICKyCCTBO, HDaBCTBEHHOCTbD, XO3SVICTBO U Ip.)
OT BCeX IIPOUMX IIeHHOCTeN: «/ Mol He Oymaem ymBeproams, umo
KYABIMYPHble YeHHOCTU CYNb UCKAIOUUMEALHO yeau B cebe, umo oHu
He MO2Ym UAU He O0/KHbL CAYXKUMb OpYOUAMU OOCIUNEHUS Ueeo-
mo dpyeoeo. ML ymBepidaem moavko, umo cpedu Bcex Opyeux yesei
UMEHHO KYAbIMYpPHble UYeHHOCU Bbl0eAs10mes 1meM, Umo, CAYxKa
opyousmu 0pyeoeo, OHU KpoMe 1moeo yeHHbl U camu no cebe» (Teccen,
1995, c. 32).

°B omHOM W3 caMbIX IIepBbIX pabor — B craThe «[eplieH»,
omnyoymkoBaHHOU B cObopHUKe «O Meccum» B 1909 ., 'eccen
HacTamBaeT Ha IIepBOCTEIIEHHOV Ba’KHOCTVI CO3[aHVS yCIIOBUIL
IUIS CaMOAKTyasIM3alyyl JIMYHOCTY, IIPVBOIS IIPUMep JINYHOCT-
Horo craHositeHus A. VL. Tepriena (I'eccen, 2010, c. 48).
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own vectors of development that are valuable in them-
selves.? The individual does not forfeit freedom, does
not become a passive element or a screw in the mech-
anism of cultural dynamics. But the question arises,
how does Hessen establish a correlation between the
possibility of exercising free will in an individual and
the process of cultural development?

Universal values, or — to use Hessen’s terminolo-
gy — end-tasks, are a necessary condition for interac-
tion among people, because these end-tasks are seen
by every individual as a path to self-fulfilment. To ex-
plain the free will of an individual person Hessen, fol-
lowing Rickert, does not recognise society’s indepen-
dent ontological status. The socium is only a system
of communications. Any social community, and its
institutionalisation, according to Hessen, is no more
than an instrumental entity whose task is to make
individual self-actualisation possible (Hessen, 1968,
pp- 48-49), thus taking part in the creation of culture.
Because the creation of culture depends directly on
the individual’s free will, ensuring free will is seen as
the key criterion of the quality of the functioning sys-
tem of communications, i.e. the socium. Hessen pro-
poses to use the concept of common will to character-
ise social phenomena (cf. Vorobiev, 2017, pp. 78-79).
Common will is a creative process of constant search
for a compromise (Hessen, 1999¢, pp. 200-201) to
achieve maximum possible development of various
social groups. These groups express different vectors
of self-actualisation of individuals in a way that mi-
nimises limitations of the freedom of each individu-
al.’? Therefore the effectiveness of the development of
cultural content or — to use Hessen’s term — legend,
depends on the absence of obstacles to creativity.

The question arises however: how to link togeth-
er disparate elements of legend and present them as
sequences in the implementation of end-tasks? How
does Hessen try to lend dynamics to creative solu-
tions formed by individuals in conditions of free will

° Thus Hessen defines the difference of cultural values (sci-
ence, art, morality, economy, etc.) from all the other values: “It
is not my intention to maintain that cultural values are exclusive-
ly ends in themselves, that they cannot or must not be instruments
of achieving something other. I merely maintain that among all the
other ends the cultural values are unique in that while serving as in-
struments of something other they are also valuable in themselves”
(Hessen, 1995, p. 32).

0 In one of his early works, the 1909 article “Herzen”, pub-
lished in the symposium of articles “On Messiah”, Hessen
stresses the prime importance of creating conditions for self-ac-
tualisation of the personality, taking the personal evolution of
Alexander Herzen as an example (Hessen, 1909, p. 49).



Onnako BO3HMKAaeT CJIedyIOINM BOIIPOC: KaK CB-
3aTh MeXITy OO0V paspo3HeHHbIe 3JIeMeHTHI ITpeflaHis
U IpeNICTaBUTh VX KaK noc1edoBamesHocmy B peastnsa-
v nenert-3aganHvi? Kak I'eccen mplTaeTcs mpumaTh
IVHAMVKY TBOPYECKVM pelleHusaM, cdopMIpoBaH-
HBIM VHAVBUOAMI B YCIIOBUSIX CBOOOMBI BOJIV, IIOHU-
MaeMOI oIpefeleHHbIM o0pasoM? [ pyrumMu cJioBamuy,
KaKyM 00pa3oM MOXHO OOOCHOBaTh JIMYHOE TBOpUe-
CTBO KaK YacThb IIporiecca popMmpoBaHMs IIpelaHvs
Bcelt KyJIbTyphl? I'ecceH BHeApseT B NpeIOKeHHYIO
MOIEIIb OUAJIEKTIYECKVIVI MeTOL, KOTOPBIV II03BOJISIET
PpasHble BOIUIOIIEHWS IeJI-3a7laHus B JIeVICTBUTEIIbHO-
CTVI IIPEIICTaBUTD KaK npoepeccubHyo KOHTVHYaJTbHOCTD
dopmMIpOBaHVIL IpedaHIs.

OuanexkTnaeckuit Mmeron, B prvtocodpmmu l'eccena

Kaxmpemr vaaysym, cormacHo ['ecceny, mpoxommr
CTagyM IIPUHSTYS KYJIbTY PHOTO COfIepyKaHVIs, €0 Kpu-
TUYECKOTO ITePEOCMBICIIEHVIS, 0TMPUYAHUA YIKe VIMETOIIIe-
rocs collep>KaHvs IIpeiaHs, BEIpabOTKM BEKTOPOB €ro
VI3MEHEHVS VI IIOCJIeNyIOIIeN! IesTeJIbHOCTY, HallpaB-
JIEHHOV! Ha JIOCTVDKEHVIe TIOCTaBJIEHHBIX 3aa4. [laHHas
MOZIeJIb TI03BOJIsIeT He HapyIlaTh JIMHUIO JeMapKarym
MEX]Ty EeHHOCTBIO WM JIeVICTBUTEIBHOCTBIO, OCTaBJIss
CyOBEKTY KYJIBTYPY KaK OOBEKT CTPYKTYpM3aLMM CO-
Ilep>KaHVs B COOTBETCTBUM C LeJISIMM-3a/IaHVISIMIL.

leccen oTmeuaet, uTo crierndurKa pacKpbITH 1ie-
JIM-3aJIaHNS 3aBVCUT OT HAIIMIOHAJIBHOVI TPa/IULINIL, KO-
TOpasi MpercTaByIsseT cOOOI HeIIOCPeACTBEHHYIO OKPY-
Xafornyto TBopdueckyio cpeny (Ieccen, 1999a, c. 94).
ITpormwtoe MHAMBUIA, aKTyJIM3VIPOBaHHOE KaK KaHBa
IIOCIIEIOBATEIIbHBIX COOBITHMIL, KOTOPBIM MOXXHO I1aTh
OIIEHKY, TO €CTh COIIOCTaBUTh C OOIIMM 00BEMOM IIpe-
IIaHVIS VI OIIPEIeIATD MX 3HaUeHNe, BCer/ia BOSHMKAET
B YCJIOBUSIX OnpedeseHHOU kyavimypsl. TBOpUeCTBO cIio-
coOCTByeT CO3MaHMIO KYJIPTYPHOV TPanvLuy (TaM e,
c. 96) u, xaK crreAcTBIIe, POPMIMPOBAHNIO M YKpelule-
HVIO COIIMaJIbHBIX KOMMYHMKAIIUVI, KOTOPbIe U IIpefl-
CTaBJISIIOT coOOM1 ObITHe Harmm (TaM Xe). InasekTmka
JKe IT03BOJISIET IIPAaBWIIBHO OCMBICIIUTE ObUTOe M m30e-
JKaTbh OIIMOKY VICKITIOUEHVS 3JIEMEHTOB IIPOIIUIOTO, KO-
TOpPBIE KaXYTCS Pa3sHOPOIHBIMMU, TPV IIOABEIEHNUN VX
K OOIIeMy 3HaMeHaTeIl0 — KPUTEPUIO oOecriedyeHs
CcBOOO/IBI BOJIA.

Csobopa oy craHoBITCs s ['eccera BooOrte Bak-
HEVIIIVIM KPUTEPVEM VIS OLIEHKM Pa3BUTVIL KaKOM-JINO0
KyJIBTYPBL: OIIpefielleHVie CTeIleH, B KaKoVi caMOaKTya-
JIM3anys JIMYHOCTY OrpaHMYeHa B KOHKPETHOW KYJIb-
Type, IIO3BOJISIET CPaBHMBATH pas3/IMUHble IIEPVOIBI ee
VCTOPUM VI OOHAPY>KMBATh IIPOrPECCUBHOE / perpeccus-
HOe IBVDKeHVe B obecriedeHVV cBoOoze! Boimm. [Ipraem
leccen akieHTVIpyeT BHMMaHMe Ha IIpefaHWM Kak IIO-
CTOSIHHOV KOHTVMHYa&JIBHOCTV, B KOTOPOVI MOXKHO BbIIle-
JINTD 3TAarlbl C IIOMOIIBIO IMAJIEKTIYECKOr0 MeToIa (CM.
Teccen, 1999r, c. 165—166, 441). [Ipemanue — IOCTOSH-
HO dopMUpYIOlTeecs ColepKaHNe KyJIbTypbl, KOTOpoe
IIPVHIIMITAJIEHO HE MOXKET JIOCTUYb CTATMYHOTO COCTOSI-
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understood in a certain way? In other words, how can
one explain personal creativity as part of the process
of forming the legend of an entire culture? Hessen in-
troduces into his model the dialectical method which
makes it possible to present various embodiments
of end-task as a progressive continuity in forming the
legend.

The Dialectical Method in Hessen’s Philosophy

Every individual, according to Hessen, passes
through the stages of accepting cultural content, its
critical analysis, negation of existing content of the leg-
end, working out the vectors of its change and subse-
quent activity aimed at achieving the end-determina-
tions. This model makes it possible to keep intact the
demarcation line between value and reality leaving to
the subject culture as an object of structuring content
in accordance with end-tasks.

Hessen notes that the specificities of the disclo-
sure of end-task depend on the national tradition
which forms the immediate creative environment
(Hessen, 1999a, p. 94). The individual’s past actual-
ised as a sequence of events that can be evaluated,
i.e. compared with the entire body of the legend, and
which define their meaning, always appears in the
conditions of a certain culture. Creativity contributes
to the emergence of a cultural tradition (ibid., p. 96)
and as a consequence to the formation and strength-
ening of social communications which constitute the
being of a nation (ibid.). Dialectics makes it possible to
correctly understand the past and avoid the error of
excluding elements of the past that seem to be dispa-
rate, while bringing them to a common denominator,
the criterion of ensuring free will.

Free will becomes for Hessen the key criterion
for assessing the development of any culture. Deter-
mining the degree to which self-actualisation of the
individual is limited in a concrete culture makes it
possible to compare various periods in its history
and discover progressive / regressive movement in
ensuring free will within these periods. Hessen focus-
es attention on legend as a permanent continuity in
which stages can be identified by using the dialectical
method (cf. Hessen, 1999¢, pp. 165-166, 441). Legend
is a constantly evolving content of culture that cannot
achieve a static state in principle. Completion of the
formation of legend would mean substantive limita-
tion of the end-task which contradicts an essential fea-
ture of this concept, its being inexhaustible. Legend is
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H. 3aBepIiieHVe (popMUpoBaHy IpeaHisl 03HadasIo
ObI comepaTeJIbHYIO OrPaHNYeHHOCTD IieIV-3a/IaHuis,
YTO HNPOTMBOPEUNT CyIlleCTBeHHOMY IIPU3HaKy JaHHOIO
HoHsATUS — HeycuepriaemocT. IIperanve HaxommTcs
B COCTOSHWM TIOCTOSTHHOTO dopMmpoBaHys. VIMeHHO
HaHHas 0COOEHHOCTH IIO3BOJISIET HaM IIOHMMATh IIpO-
IIUT0e KaK MCTOPMYECKYIO IIepCreKTHBY B peaym3allni
erievi-3a/1aHmi. 3aBepieHvie poOpMMpOBaHMs IIpesia-
HIS 03Ha4aI0 OBI He UTO MHOE, KaK CMePTh KyJIbTYPBL

B pabore «ITpaBoBoe rocygapcTBO 1 colvam3M»
I'eccen mpyMeHsieT OMaIeKTMYECKMUT METOZ, IUIS OIIpe-
JeTIeHVsl CTafyi PasBUTVS TIOJTUTUYECKVX yaeHu !
ITostoxxwB B OCHOBY pasrpaHMYeHVIS STallOB Pa3BUT
IOJINTIYEeCKOVI MBICIV obecTieueHVie CBOOOABI BOJI,
I'eccen BBIAEMMIT CiIeAyroIIVe CTaAMI B Pa3sBUTUM I10-
JINTUYECKX YIEHUN B eBPOIIeVICKON KyJIbType: 1) -
GepasibHble ydeHMs; 2) COLMaJVCTUYECKUe YUeHUs;
3) coumanbHOe IIpaBO. B cooTBeTCTBMM C AMaIeKTH-
YecKVM MeTOIOM AaHHas MporpeccrBHas TeHIEHIINI
HpeficTaBIsieT cobOv ITOC/Ie0BaTeIbHOCTh CMEHEI Hie-
3uca, aHmumesuca vi cunmesa '

B Gostee mospaMx pabotax 'eccen mpymMensieT nya-
JIEKTUYIEeCKVIVI METOTI, IS TOTO, YTOOBI CBsI3aTh pasiIvd-
Hble IONIUTWYecKle YIeHWs B OOHY IIPOrPecCUBHYIO
IIOC/IEIOBATEIFHOCTh Pa3BUTMS IIPaBOBOTO TOCyAap-
CTBa, MMOOUYMHEHHYIO KPUTEPUIO YIIYUIIeHNs YCIOBUI
IUIsL cCaMOaKTyaIM3alyyl JIMIHOCTM, TO eCTh CO3IaHMs
MaKC/MaJIbHO OJIarompusITHONM CUTyalWW IJIS TBOP-
gectBa. C Toukm 3penHus I'eccena paHHero sMurpaHT-
CKOTO Iepuofa, A0coA10Mu3M — 3TO IIepPBBIV 3Tall B pas-
BUTMM IIPABOBOrO TrOCyHapcTBa'?, KOTOPBIV ChIrpal
POJIb Te3lca B PasBUTUM TOCyAapcTBa M mpasa. JInbe-

10 Kaura BxIouaeT B ce0si IepepaOOTaHHBIV LVKII CTaTeu
«IIpobriema IIpaBOBOTO colLanMsMa (BOJOLYSL JIMOepaIns-
Ma)», M3[TaHHbIV B xyﬁ)ﬂane pgccx(oro 3apy06exps «CoBpeMeHHbIe
sarmckn» (Feccen, 1924—1927), w IpuMBIKaONIyI0 K HeMy
CTaTBIO <<prH_IeHVIe yTonmsma» (FecceH, 1924).

1 Cm. 06 aTOM HozrpobHee: (3armnpHsik, 2017).

12 ByiisiHMe reresIeBCKOVI AVAJIeKTVIKV JIETKO IIPOCIIeXKMBAETCs
maxe B HasBaHmsX miaB: «l. Yrommueckmit cormanmsm Kak
abcTpakTHOe OTpuIIaHMe JmbepaTbHO-KaIMTaIMCTIYeCKOTO
crposi» (Feccen, 1999r, c. 237); «Il. MapkcmsMm Kak peaslbHOe
oTpunlanue MbepaIbHO-KAIIMTAIMCTIYECKOTO CTPOs»  (TaM
Xe, c. 255); «II. BelpoxieHne peaJIbHOTO OTPUILIAHMS B YMCTOE
YHIYTOXXEHIe: PeBOJIIOIVIOHHBINT KOMMYHM3M» (TaM Xe, c. 283),
«IV. Tlepepoxx/ieHre peaJIbHOrO OTpUIIaHVs B IIpeoOpasKarolree
(yTBepxmaromiee) orpuuaHme» (Tam ke, c. 313). Ilpuuem
JeTBepTas I7laBa HauMHAeTCsl TakuMu cstoBamur: «Y ['eresst ecthb
3ameuareibHasi PopMyJla, Kacarollascs CyllecTBa OTPUIIAHVI:
CTaHOBSICh PeaIbHbIM, OTBJIEYeHHOe OTpUIIaHNe VIMeeT Ileper
cobori [1Ba Iy TH — VIV BRIPOAUTBCS B YHUUYTOXKEHMe, VIV CTaTh
“cusarrem”’, “oTMeHOVI”, TO €CTb OTPULIAHMEM, OIHOBPEMEHHO
YTBEP KIAIOIIVIM OTPUIIaeMOe VIM, IIePeBOJISIIVIM er0 Ha BBICIIY O
CTyneHb ObITVIs» (TaM Xe, c. 313). B Tekcre 'eccen mosicHsieT, UyTO
VICIIOJIB3Y€T TaHHBIVI METOI, [IJ15 [IOHVIMaHWS ICTOPUL.

13 [TaHHas1 03MLVst 0O0CHOBBIBAETCS CIIEAYIOIIVIM T0BOOM: «Mo-
HOIIOJIM3aIVIsl HOPMOTBOPYECTBa I'OCY/1aPCTBEHHOV BJIaCTHIO CBSi-
3bIBAETCS C YHMQUKAIVEN U CUCTeMaTU3aleVt TPaguIIIOHHOTO
IIpaBa OJJHOBPEMEHHO C €ro peBu3MeVl, HalleJIeHHOW Ha IIpu-
BeJIeHVIe €T0 B COOTBETCTBIE C HOBBIMV 3KOHOMWYECKVIMM U CO-
LyagbHbIMM yotoBusiMm» (Feccen, 2011, c. 94).
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in a state of constant formation. This feature enables
us to understand the past as a historical perspective
in implementing end-tasks. Completion of the forma-
tion of legend would signify the death of culture.

In his book Rule-of-Law State and Socialism™
Hessen applies the dialectical method to determine
stages in the development of political teachings.'
By delimiting stages in the development of polit-
ical thought in terms of ensuring free will Hessen
identifies the following stages in the development
of political teachings in European culture: 1) liberal
teachings, 2) socialist teachings, 3) social law. In ac-
cordance with the dialectical method this progressive
trend is a sequence of changes of the thesis, antithesis
and synthesis.”®

In his later works Hessen applies the dialectical
method to combine different political teachings into a
single progressive sequence of the development of the
rule-of-law state judged by the criterion of improving
conditions for self-actualisation of the personality, i.e.
the creation of the most favorable environment for
creativity. According to Hessen in his early emigra-
tion period, absolutism is the first stage in the devel-
opment of a rule-of-law state,* which played the role
of thesis in the development of state and law. Liber-
alism, according to the Russian Neo-Kantian, had to
arise on the soil of absolutism (Hessen, 2011, p. 96)
as a critique of the conditions of self-actualisation of

" The book includes a reworked series of articles, “The Prob-
lem of Legal Socialism (Evolution of Liberalism)” published in
the Russian émigré journal Sovremennye zapiski (Hessen, 1924-
1927), and the related article “The Collapse of Utopianism”
(Hessen, 1924).

12 See more: (Zagirnyak, 2017).

3 The influence of Hegelian dialectics can easily be traced even
in the titles of chapters: “I. Utopian Socialism as an Abstract
Negation of the Liberal-Capitalist System” (Hessen, 1999c,
p- 237), “II. Marxism as Real Negation of the Liberal-Capitalist
System” (ibid., p. 255), “III. Degeneration of Real Negation into
Pure Destruction: Revolutionary Communism” (ibid., p. 283),
“IV. Regeneration of Real Negation into Transformative (As-
serting) Negation” (ibid., p. 313). Chapter Four opens with the
words: “Hegel has a wonderful formula concerning the es-
sence of negation: by becoming real, abstract negation is faced
with two options: either to degenerate into destruction or be-
come ‘sublation’, ‘canceling’, i.e. negation which at the same
time asserts what it negates by elevating it to a higher stage of
being” (ibid., p. 313). In his text Hessen explains that he uses
this method to understand history.

4 This position is backed by the following argument: “Monop-
olisation of norm-setting by state power is associated with uni-
fication and systematisation of traditional law simultaneously
with its revision aimed at harmonising it with the new econom-
ic and social conditions” (Hessen, 2011, p. 94).



paJyM3M, COITIaCHO PYCCKOMY HEOKaHTMaHILy, JOJDKeH
ObUl BOSHMKHYTh Ha mouse abcormormsma ([ecces,
2011a, c. 96) Kak KpUTMKa YCIIOBUM CAMOAKTyaJIM3allUm
cBOOOMBI BOIM B abCOTIOTMCTCKOM T'OCYHapCTBe, Kak
pacmmpenvie n yriayOseHVe HOHSTHS CBOOOIEI (TaM
Xe, . 99), KaK IOMbITKa OrPaHNYNTh BMeIIIaTeIbCTBO
rocyfapcTsa B JIMYHYIO XWU3HB, TO €CTh KaK aHTUTe3MNC.
OnHako ymbepasibHbIe IIPVHIINAIIEL CBOOOIBI 1 PaBeH-
CTBa OCTaIUCh B CTaTyCe IIPOBO3IJIAIIIEHHBIX, HO He
obecIieueHHBIX TOCYIapCTBOM, KOTOpOe He HOJDKHO
OBUIO BMEIIMBATHCSA B cepbl SKOHOMMKM ¥ COLVIaTb-
HOV XM3HU (TaM Xe, c. 104). ITosTomy mocremyromias
CTamus CUHIMe3q TIPeICTaBIIIeT COOOVT B COOTBETCTBUM
C AVaJIeKT49ecKIM MeTOIOM COe[IVHeHWe YCJIOBW,
comepKaryxcsi B mesuce v anmumesuce'. Jlemoxpa-
THUYeCcKoe TOCyIapcTBO II03BOJISIET CO3AaBaTh IS MH-
IVIBUIOB yCJIOBUS VX BO3MOXKHOVI CaMOAKTyasIv3alium
B KyspType (['eccen, 2012, c. 82) .

A. Baymmxmit 110 3TOMY IIOBOAY HWIIIET, YTO IS
I'eccena «amartekTnka ObLla cpencTBOM OOPBOBI € pe-
JIATVIBVI3MOM VI 3aII[UTHI IIEHHOCTEV OT YHUYTOXEHVIST:
OHa T03BOJIsUIa eMy OOHapyXMBaTh IIPeeMCTBEHHOCTD
Y TIOCTOSTHCTBO B VICTOPWMUECKVIX IlepeMeHax, BUIETb
oTpakeHVe abOCOIFOTHBIX IIEHHOCTEeV B 00JIacTi OTHO-
curentbHOro» (Barmmxurs, 2012, c. 502). Takmum xe 00-
pasoM ['eccer mprMeHsieT AVaIEKTIIECKMTVI METOZ, TIIs
TPaKTOBKM BCero MHOrooOpasmsl paKTOB ITPOIIIOTO
KaK COCTaBJIAIOMVIX KyJIbTYPy IPOILeCCOB peav3aliii
nene-3amanmii. HeobxommMbiM YCIIOBUEM peastnsa-
VIV TIOCJIEHMX OKa3bIBAIOTCS CONVaIbHbIe KOMMYHTVI-
KaIlny, perylaMeHTaIIMIO0 KOTOPBIX 00ecreunBaioT, Co-
rmacHo ['ecceHy, rocymapcTBo u IIpaso.

CTaTyc IIpaBa M rocygapcrBa

Ha npoTspxeHmit Bcero pmiocodcKoro TBoOpUecTBa
I'eccen orcramBasl mzero O0e3yCIIOBHOM II€EHHOCTM CBO-
Gonpl Bon'®. IIpaBo M rocymapcrso — BaKHEVIIINe

“«B omMuMe OT HeraTMBHOV CBOOOABI JIMOepayM3Ma Iiepe-
uMcIeHHble IIpaBa Ha oOpasoBaHMe, TPy, coIuajibHOe obec-
Ie4yeHye — 3TO IIpaBa MO3UTUBHOM cBOOOmEL. OHM TpebyloT
OT TOCY[IapCTBEHHOW BJIaCTVI HEe TOJIKO BO3[I€PXKMBATBCS OT
BMeIIaTeIbCTBa B JKM3Hb VHAMBUIOB ¥ VX OObeIVHeHwMI, Ho,
HaIlpOTWB, OKa3aTb WHIVBUIY IIOMOIIb, TpebyloT OT IIpa-
BUTENIbCTBA TTO3UTUBHON AeSTeIIbHOCTY B cdepe obOpasoBaHNs,
COIIMAJIBHOVI 11 9KOHOMWYecKot Xn3Hm» ([eccen, 2012, c. 78).

15B cBoert ctaThe «[IpaBa gestoBeKa B ubepansme, ComasizMe
M KOMMYHM3Me» I'ecceH j100aBIsieT 4eTBepTYIO CTa/IVIO Pa3BUTIS
MpaBOBOIo rocyjaapcTsa — cTapguio couyansma (Hessen, 1948,
p-99).

6B yacTHOCTH, B paboTe «IIpaBoBOe roCy1apCcTBO M COLIMAI3M
Teccen mmImer o sype JIMYHOCTM, KOTOPOe JIOJDKHO OCTaBaThCs
HeIIPOHMIIaeMBIM He3aBVCHMO OT HaMepeHMiT TOCyHdapcTBa
B yOIOBUSAX J000V IpaBoBoVi cucTeMbl. Ecy Hapyiraercs
TIpUHINII Oe3y CJTOBHOV 3HaUMMOCTVI CBODOIBI BOJIN OT/IE/TEHOTO
4esioBeKa, TO (PYHKIVOHMPOBaHME 3TVX COIVIAJIbHBIX MHCTU-
TyTOB TepseT cMbici. OCHOBHas 3a7jada rocygapcrsa — obec-
IIe4nTh yCIOBMsI OJI1 MaKCMMaJIbHO HeOorpaHMYeHHOM caMo-
axryavsanyv yiranoctu (Feccen, 1999r, c. 190—191).
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free will in an absolutist state, as an expansion and
deepening of the concept of freedom (ibid., p. 99), as
an attempt to limit state interference in personal life,
i.e. as an antithesis. However, the liberal principles
of freedom and equality were merely proclaimed but
not ensured by the state which should not have in-
terfered in economic and social spheres of life (ibid.,
p. 104). Therefore the following stage of synthesis is,
in accordance with the dialectical method, a combi-
nation of the conditions contained in the thesis and
antithesis.'® The democratic state makes it possible to
create conditions for self-actualisation of individuals
in culture (Hessen, 2012, p. 82)'°.

Andrzej Walicki comments that for Hessen “dia-
lectic was a means of combating relativism and sav-
ing values from destruction: it enabled him to detect
continuity and permanence in historical change, to
see in the realm of the relative a reflection of absolute
values” (Walicki, 1987, p. 417). Thus Hessen applies
the dialectical method to interpret the whole diversi-
ty of facts of the past as the processes of realisation of
end-tasks that constitute culture. A necessary condi-
tion for implementing end-tasks is social communi-
cations regulated, according to Hessen, by the state
and law.

The Status of Law and State

Throughout his philosophical work Hessen up-
held the idea of the absolute value of free will.” Law
and state are the key indicators and instruments of
ensuring free will. Hessen links the possibility of the
exercise of free will by an individual to the process of
the development of culture by turning the state and

5 “Unlike the negative freedom of liberalism the above-men-
tioned rights to education, labor and social security are the
rights of positive freedom. They require state power not only
to refrain from interfering in the life of individuals and their as-
sociations, but on the contrary, to help the individual, they re-
quire from the government positive activity in the sphere of ed-
ucation, social and economic life” (Hessen, 2012, p. 78).

16 In his article “The Rights of Man in Liberalism, Socialism
and Communism” Hessen adds the fourth stage to the devel-
opment of rule-of-law state — the stage of socialism (Hessen,
1948, p. 99).

7 In his work “Rule-of-Law State and Socialism” Hessen writes
about the nucleus of the personality that should remain imper-
meable, regardless of the intentions of the state within any le-
gal system. If the principle of the unconditional significance of
free will of the individual is violated, the functioning of these
social institutions becomes meaningless. The main task of the
state is to provide conditions for as unlimited self-actualisation
of the personalisation as possible (Hessen, 1999¢, pp. 190-191).
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VIHIIVIKATOPbI ¥ MHCTPYMEHTHI obecrieueHst CBOOObI
Boym. I'ecceH HemoCpenCcTBEHHO CBA3BIBAE€T BO3MOX-
HOCTb peaIn3aluy CBOOOBI BOJIVI OTHEJIBHBIM UeJIo-
BEKOM U TIpOIlecC pa3BUTUSL KyJIBTYPBI, IIpeBpallias
TOCYHApCTBO M MpaBO B MeXaHWM3MBI, Ubs (PYHKIIVIO-
HaJIPHOCTB He ITPeBBIIIIaeT peleHmns 1y keOHovE 3a1a-
UM — OOTUMM3AIIAY COIIMATBHBIX KOMMYHUKAIIU IS
MaKCUMM3aLUM pealn3alyyl CBOOOIBI BOJIM OT/IEiIb-
HBIM destoBeKoM. OITHaKO HercuepIiaeMOoCTh Iiejleli-3a-
TJaHWU KaK (paKTOp BO3SHMKHOBEHWSI HOBBIX BapMaluil
TBOpYeCcTBa IPMBOAUT K CUTYalUM IIOCTOSHHOTO 3a-
Ha3abIBaHMS CUCTEMBI TOCYIapCTBEHHOTO IIpaBa o OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K PasBUTUIO COLMaIbHBIX KOMMYHMKAITUTA.
Kak 3ameuaer M.B. BopoGbeB, B dpwtocodpmm I'eccena
«HOPMBI IIpaBa IIPeCTaB/IsIoT coboi “reTepoHOMHOE
IOJDKeHCTBOBaHve”, OHM, OXWas IIoauMHeHus cebe,
“IPUTA3AIOT IEMCTBOBATh  TaK, KaK ecyiv ObI OHM ObUIN
3aKOHaM¥ HOpUpoAbl. Bymyum mo cBoemy cyIiecTBy
HOpMaMM yCTaHOBJIEHHBIMI, HOPMEI IIpaBa BCerza 3a-
MA3IBIBAIOT 10 OTHOIIEHUIO K IIOCTOSIHHO MEHSIIOIIIeVI-
cs1 peastbHOCTV» (BopoOwes, 2017, . 79).

ITpaBo nosuimonupyercsa 'ecceHOM KakK MHCTPY-
MEHT HaJIaKVBaHMsI OOIIECTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHMII, KaK
CpPernCTBO IofAepKaHs M YKpeIUTeH s O0IIeCTBeHHO-
T'O TIOpSI/IKa, IVIABHBIM KpUTEpMeM KOTOPOTO OCTaeTCs
co3faHMe ¥ TIOAfepKaHVe YCJIOBUM I caMOaKTya-
JM3anMyt  KaKAoro WHAMBUAA, CopMUpOBaBIIero-
cs B gaHHOU Kyibrype'”. I'eccen mmmret: «B ocHoBe
COLIMAJIBHOTO IIpaBa JieXaT pasHooOpasHble “MbI”, TO
eCThb (PaKTBI peasyIbHO CYIIEeCTBYIOMINX COILVAIbHBIX
oOIIIeHMy, BOIUIOMIAIONINX B cebe pasinMuHble lieH-
HOCTM KyJIBTYPHOTO uejioBedeckoro Obrtusi» ([eccem,
1932, c. 424). CooTBETCTBEHHO, BO3HMKAET eIlle OfMH
BOIIPOC: KaKMM O00pa3oM OIIpeleTnTb IPaHMIIBI CBO-
Oombl BOMIN, KaK perlaMeHTHPOBATh B3aVIMOIEVICTBIAS
mmopert? Vizero crpaBeyIMBOCTY KaK (PyHIAMEHT ITpa-
BOBOVI CHCTEMBI HEBO3MOXHO IIPeICTaBUTb B BUIE
YHUBEpCaJIbHON MHCTPYKIMM TI0 JIOTUCTUKE B cdepe
COLMAaIBHOCTY, TOCKOJIBKY B Pas/IMUHBIX KYJIBTypax
¥ B pa3IMyHOe BpeMs COfepKaHue CBOOOMBI BOJIN
packpbiBaeTcs mo-pasHoMy. B sTom I'eccen cienyer 3a
b. KorcraroMm, ommpasics Ha ero vaev 00 M3MeHIMBOM
comepxaHum cBobome! (cm.: I'eccen, 19998, c. 106 —108;
Teccen, 1999r, c. 187 —188). CiemoBaTenbHO crienmdm-
Ka CIIpaBeIMBOCTY KaK KpuUTepus obecIieueHms CBO-
OOl BOJIVI 3aBUCUT OT OCOOEHHOCTEV pasBUTHS OIIpe-
IeJIeHHOM KYJIBTYPBI, B YCJIOBMSAX KOTOPOW MHIOVBVIL,
OBUT chopMmpoBaH.

7 VlccrremoBaTenu  prmocodpmm p%CCKOI‘O HeOKaHTVaHCTBa
H. A. Imutpuesa, M. B. Bopo6ses 1 K. }FO. MupoHoBa cripasei-
JIMBO OTMEYAlOT, YTO I MHOIMX IIpefICTaBuTesIell PyCCKOTO
HEOKAaHTVAHCTBa XapaKTepHO BbIIeJIeHNe «IJIaBeHCTBYIOIIEV
PpoJi IIpaBa B fiejie HopMaJsIu3alliy oOIecTBeHHBIX OTHOLIEH M
Ha HeHACWIBCTBEeHHOV ocHOBe» ([IMuTpuesa, BopoOses, Mupo-
HoBa, 2017, c. 99).
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law into mechanisms whose functionality does not
exceed its task of optimising social communications
to maximise the exercise of free will by the individual.
However, because end-tasks as a factor contributing
to the emergence of new variations of creativity are
inexhaustible the system of state law constantly lags
behind the development of social communications.
As M. Vorobiev notes, in Hessen’s philosophy “legal
norms represent ‘heteronomic obligation’; expecting
subjugation to them they “claim to act” as if they
were the laws of nature. Being essentially established
norms, legal norms always lag behind the constantly
changing reality” (Vorobiev, 2017, p. 79).

Hessen defines law as an instrument for estab-
lishing social relations, as a means of maintaining and
strengthening social order, whose main criterion re-
mains the creation and maintenance of conditions for
the self-actualisation of every individual formed in a
given culture.”® Hessen writes: “Social right is based
on a diverse ‘we’, i.e. the facts of real social communi-
cations that embody various values of cultural human
being” (Hessen, 1932, p. 424). Accordingly, yet anoth-
er question arises: how to define the limits of free will,
how to regulate interactions among people? The idea
of justice as the foundation of the legal system cannot
be presented in the shape of universal instructions in
social logistics, because the content of free will differs
in different cultures and at different times. On this
issue Hessen follows Benjamin Constant, proceeding
from his idea of the changing content of freedom (cf.
Hessen, 1999¢, pp. 106-108; Hessen, 1999d, pp. 187-
188). Consequently, the specificities of justice as a cri-
terion of ensuring free will depend on the character of
the development of a certain culture within which the
individual has been formed.

Because there are no extra-temporal universal
factors of assessing sociability' that are external with

18 Researchers of the philosophy of Russian Neo-Kantian-
ism Nina Dmitrieva, Maxim Vorobiev and Kristina Mironova
note with good reason that many representatives of Russian
Neo-Kantianism have stressed the “key role of law in normal-
ising social relations on a non-violent basis” (Dmitrieva, Voro-
biev and Mironova, 2017, p. 99).

¥ Sociability is a concept reflecting the dependence of the struc-
ture of social interactions on the cultural-historical situation of
the interpretation of free will of the individual (cf. Withington,
2007, p. 294). Social communications form a complicated and
constantly evolving infrastructure that contributes to the cor-
relation of the actions of individuals in the process of self-actu-
alisation. Therefore the study of sociability makes it possible to
assess the diversity of social phenomena as effective or ineffec-
tive instruments for the exercise of the potential of free will by
the individual (cf. for example: Hardtwig, 2009).



ITockorbKy He CyIecTByeT BHEIIHVIX II0 OTHOIIIE-
HUIO K KyJIbTypaM BHEBPEMEeHHBIX YHUBEPCaIbHBIX
dakTOpOB OIIEHKM COIVMabeIbHOCTY ¥, TO OLIEHUTD Ba-
PUaHTBl peayin3alliii CBOOOIBI JIMIHOCTM BO3MOXKHO
TOJIBKO Ha OCHOBe TeX IOHATUI O CBOOOje, KOTOpble
cdopMmpoBaHsl B JaHHON KyibType . [losTomy du-
socodpckas KoHIlermms ['ecceHa 103BOJISIET OOOCHO-
BaTh MYJIBTVKYJIBTYPaIi3M, COIJIACHO KOTOPOMY BCe
V3BECTHBIE KYJIBTYPhI — 3TO BCETO JIWIIb YacTh HEVIC-
YMCIIVIMOTO MHOKECTBA BCEX BO3MOXKHBIX KyJIBTY P BCEX
BpeMeH ¢ OIlpelleJIeHHBIM BOIUIOIIeHVeM VeV cBo0o-
IIBI JIMTYHOCTY B Kakmont n3 HuX. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OC-
MBICJIEHVIe TPaKTOBKY CBOOOIBI BOJIV B JIIOOOVI IPyTOWI
KyJIbType IIpefriojiaraeT MIpeXie BCero KOMMYHWMKa-
IIMIO, B XOZe KOTOPOVI CpaBHMBAIOTCS Bapuarmm obe-
CIIedeHWMs Ve CBOOOOBI B KOHKPETHBIX KyJIBTypaX,
TIOPOXIIAoIe pa3Hble (BO3MOXKHO, HepenyIpyeMble
K 0OIlleMy OCHOBAHWIO) TPAaKTOBKW COIMaIbHBIX KOH-
cTpykTOB >

CiienyeT 3aMeTWUTh, UYTO B YUEHUN O COIMaIbHOM
paBe ['ecceH TO3UIIMOHMPYET TOCYIapCTBO KaK K0OpouU-
HUPYI0WYI0 0peanu3ay 110 TI0 OTHOIIIEHNIO K Pa3/INTIHBIM
obmmecteeHHbIM oprarm3anysM (leccer, 1999r, c. 384,
405), KOTOpBIe perylaMeHTUPYIOT caMOaKTyaIM3aliyiIo
mofent B pasHbIx cdepax xusHm: «Hawnbosnpien ra-
paHTVeVI CBOOOIEI JIMIHOCTH SBJISETCA TO, UTO... JINI-
HOCTh IIPVHAIUIEXNUT celdac OIHOBpeMEeHHO MHOITIM
pasHooOpa3HbIM OOITecTBeHHBIM I1eIbIM (“corozam”),

1 CoyuabesvHocms — 3TO IIOHATHME, KOTOPOe OTpaXkaeT 3aBu-
CYMOCTb CTPYKTYPBl COLMaJIBHBIX B3avIMOAEVICTBUI OT CJIO-
KVBIIEVICS B JIAaHHOW KyJIBTYPHO-MCTOPVYECKOW CUTYya-
OV TPaKTOBKM CBOOOABI BOJIM OTMEILHOIO dejIoBeKa (CM.:
Withington, 2007, p. 294). ConpanbHble KOMMYHMKaIMM 00pa-
3yIOT CJIOKHYIO TIOCTOSTHHO (POPMMPYIONIyIocs WMH@pacTpyk-
TYpPY, CIOCOOCTBYIOILIYIO KOPPEJISILIVV [IEVICTBUVI OTHEIbHBIX
VIHAVIBUIOB B TIpollecce caMoaKTyaymsamym. IlosTomy mcciie-
JloBaHMe COLVAOeIbHOCTM [laeT BO3MOXKHOCTH OLIeHWMBAaTh Bce
MHOToo0pasue conyaabHBIX (PeHOMEHOB KaK 3 eKTVBHBIX VIV
He3DEKTUBHBIX MHCTPYMEHTOB I peayM3alii VHIUBUIOM
roTeHIMas1a cBooozIer Boim (cM., HarrpumMep: Hardtwig, 2009).
B cBsi3u ¢ aTiM ['ecceH B OTHOVE 113 TTO3IHMX paboT OOBSCHSIET,
uTO copMMpoBaTh OOOOIIEHHOE YHMBEPCAIBHOE IIOHSTHE
710001 cocTaBJ IOV IIpelaHs HeBO3MOXKHO. Tak, ¢ ero Toukmu
3peHus, NPUHIMIINAIBHO HEBO3MOXKHO [IaTh yHMBEpCaJIbHOe
olperieJIieHMe IeMOKpaTuy, IPVIMEHVMOe K XapaKTepUCTUKe
moboro obmmectBa: «OIpeneynTe IeMOKpaTUIO BOOOIe —
JaTh OIIpeJieJIeHNe, OXBaThIBalolllee HACTOIBKO Pa3sHOPOJIHbIE
MOPOMYKTHl MCTOPWM, KaK aHTW4Has adWMHCKas JIeMOKpaTws,
CperiHeBeKOBas JeMOKPATHs IIBEVIIIAPCKMX KaHTOHOB, HEMOK-
patusi nmypurtaHckmx oOmmH B Amepuke XVII-XVIII Bekos,
aMepuKaHCKas JleMoKpaTvs Aspaama JIHKoIIbHA, TTaplaMeHT-
ckag geMmokpatmsi XX BekKa, — IIpe[cTaBIsieTcss MHe HeBO3-
MoxHBIM» (['eccen, 2011, c. 93).

% «[TosTOMy M Ha BOIIPOC “UTO TaKoe JeMOKpaTusi?” B pa3HbIe
3MOXM JaBaJICs PasHbIVI OTBET, U I BCSIKOTO, UYBCTBYIOLIErO
CBOe0Opasyie CTOPIIECKOro IIpefIMeTa M VICTOPUYEeCKOro 3aKoHa,
HeT HMKAKOro co0jla3sHa B TOM, YTO OTBETHL 3TV He MOKPbIBaJIN
IpYyr Ipyra, HO B pasHble II€PVOMbI VICTOPUWM BBIIBUTAIN Te
MOMEHTHI BHY TPV MIeU JIeMOKpaTu, KOTOPbIe [Is UX BpeMeHU
OCBeIIIVICh JTy9aMy akTyasibHoro» (I'eccen, 1935, c. 362).

77

M. Yu. Zagirnyak

regard to cultures, variants of exercise of the freedom
of the individual can only be assessed on the basis of
the concepts of freedom that have been formed in a
given culture.® Therefore Hessen’s philosophical
concept supports multiculturalism, whereby all the
known cultures are but part of a countless number of
possible cultures of all times with the idea of individ-
ual freedom implemented in each of them. Accord-
ingly, the interpretation of free will in any other cul-
ture assumes above all communication, in the course
of which variants of ensuring the idea of freedom in
concrete cultures are compared, generating various
interpretations of social constructs (which probably
cannot be reduced to a common denominator).”!

It has to be noted that in his teaching on social
law Hessen positions the state as a coordinating or-
ganisation with regard to various social organisations
(Hessen, 1999d, pp. 384, 405), which regulate the
self-actualisation of people in various spheres of life:
“The biggest guarantee of freedom of the individual
is the fact that [...] the individual today belongs to
many different social entities (‘'unions’) which inter-
sect among themselves and within a single person
while not wholly belonging to any of them” (Hessen,
1935, p. 369). The state should smooth over interests,
find a compromise for the exercise of freedom (Hes-
sen, 1999d, p. 199), i.e. the state must optimise the sys-
tem of social communications.

Cultural Relativism

According to Hessen, the level of (un)freedom in
a culture can be judged by how the idea of free will

% In one of his later works Hessen explains that it is impossi-
ble to form a generalised universal concept of any component
of legend. Thus, from his point of view, it is impossible to give
a universal definition of democracy applicable to any society.
I think it is impossible to determine democracy in general, i.e.
to give a definition covering such disparate products of history
as the ancient Athenian democracy, the medieval democracy
of the Swiss cantons, the democracy of Puritan communities in
America in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Ameri-
can democracy under Abraham Lincoln, and twentieth-century
parliamentary democracy” (Hessen, 2011, p. 93).

2 “Therefore different answers were given in different epochs
to the question ‘what is democracy?” and anyone who is aware
of the originality of the historical object and historical law
would not be tempted by the fact that the answers have not
covered one another but in various periods of history gave
prominence to those elements in the idea of democracy which
were illuminated by the rays of the actual for their times”
(Hessen, 1935, p. 362).



M. 10. 3arupnsx

ITepEKPEITMBAIOIIIMCS MEXIY COOOI0 1 B JIMIYHOCTH
OTHETBHOTO YeJIoBeKa CKpeIMBaIOIMIMCs, HII K KOMY
V3 HUX OHAKO He IpuHa/Iexa Oe3pasgerbHO» ([ec-
ceH, 1935, c. 369). I'ocymapcTBo AO/DKHO CITIaXkMBaTh
VIHTEepeChl, HaXOOUTb KOMIIPOMMCC IIJIS BBIpaKeHVIS
cgobons! (l'eccer, 1999r, c. 199), To ecTh OTUMM3UIPO-
BaThb CUICTEMY COITMaIbHBIX KOMMYHVKAIIVIL.

KyneTypHBIV pe1aTUBU3M

Cortacto I'ecceny, 06 ypoBHe (He)cBOOOZIBI B oIIpe-
ZleJIeHHOWM KYJIbType MOXXHO CyOUTB, TOJIBKO MCXOS
M3 TOTO, KAK Vifes CBOOOIBI BOMIVM pacKpbIBAaeTCs B yC-
JIOBMSIX JAHHOV KysibTypbI®l. IToka He moKasaHO orpa-
HU4YeHre CBOOOIbL, CUMTAIOIeecs HeII03BOINTE IbHBIM
B paMKaX (PyHKIIMOHWMPYIOIIEro B JaHHOW KYJIbType
IOHSATMS. CBOOOIBI, HEJIb3d CYMTaTb, 4YTO KaKoe-JIu-
00 mevicTBme HapymIaeT cBoOopay. [laHHas ITO3WIIVS
COIMEepPXUT YCTAaHOBKY Ha KYyJIBTYPHBI PeISTUBU3M
V1, IIOJIOKeHHAsI B OCHOBY MeXXIyHapOIHOIO 3aKOHOAa-
TeJIbCTBA, MOXET CIIY)KUTb OCHOBOVI MeXIyHapOIHBIX
OTHOIIIEHWUII B CiIydae IIPMHIVIIMAIBHBIX PacXoXie-
HWV B TPAKTOBKE CBOOOBI BOJIVL.

Axcuoriordeckie  KOHCTPYKTBI  «IleJTb-3afaHuie»
VI «IIpeflaHue» 3afaroT OVHAMIYecKoe ITIOHVMaHve 00-
IIlecTBa U KyJIBTYypPBI, IIpOrpecc KOTOPBIX 3aBUICUT OT
CIIeoBaHVs TEHIEHITNY YHUYTOXEHMSI ICKY CCTBEHHBIX
OrpaHMYIeHUT IJI1 CaMOaKTyasIn3almy MHAvBMAA. B oc-
HOBaHMe KyJIbTYPHOM AVMHAMUKM 'ecceHOM I0JIOXKeHa
TBOpUeCKasl aKTVMBHOCTb OTHEIBHOIO WMHAWMBIA, Ubs
caMOaKTyaJIM3allyisl 3aBUCUT OT HeorpaHITIeHHOCTH ero
CBODOIIBI BOJIV B YCIIOBYAX 3(pPeKTMBHO perylaMeHTIIPO-
BaHHOI'O ITPOCTPaHCTBa COLVIBHOV KOMMYHMKAIIVML.
Konrmermyst 'ecceHa 1mo3BosisteT BBIpabOTaTh HMPVIHIIN-
bl MeXXIYHapPOIHOTO IIpaBa, B KOTOPOM Bce KYJIbTYPBI
II0 YMOJTYaHVIO IIPV3HAIOTCS SKBUBaJIEHTHBIMM, O0Ia-
JAFOIIMVI PaBEHCTBOM, HE3aBVICVIMO OT ITOJIUTIIeCKIX
VI 5KOHOMWYECKVIX PECYPCOB.

B cBs13M ¢ 9TMM BCIIOMMHAIOTCS BOIIPOCHI, ITOCTAB-
JleHHble Y. DKo: «BMelmBaTbcs, ecin B 3TOV CTpaHe
TBICSTIETIETVISIMU CyIIIeCTBY €T PUTY JIbHOE JIIOIIOEICTBO,
KOTOpOe IS Hac KOIIMap, a Il HUX — HOpMaJIbHOe
Horocyxerne? He Tax jv riporres 1o yity 3emsv Oe-
JIBIVI YeJIOBEK CO CBOVIM TSDKeJIOBECHBIM ITPOCBEIIIeHVIEM
VI pacTOITAJI IPEeBHIE, XOTS VI He IIOXOXVe Ha Hallly,
myBmvsarmn?» (Oko, 2003, ¢. 153 —154). C mosurmm
dwiocopun I'ecceHa MOXHO OIHO3HAYHO OTBETUTH
Ha 3T BOIIPOCHI: YPOBEHb CBOOO/IBI B OOIIECTBE OIIpe-
ZleJIsieTCsl He BHEIIHVIMM IO OTHOIIEHUIO K KyJIbType
KPUTePUSIMH, a MICXOMs 13 MaKCUMaJIbHBIX OXXUIAaHUIA,

2B omgHOM M3 TIoC/IeqHMX paboT 'eccen cnemyromym obpazom
MPOKOMMEHTMPOBal IIPUHIUII OIeHKM ITPaBOBOVI CUCTEMBI,
IIpeNCTaBIISIONIeV cobomm uacth IpeJaHviss OHpeeIeHHO
KYJIBTYPBL: «... BCe 0COObIe IIpaBa, KaK MbI 3aMeTIIV, IIOJIyYaroT
CBOe KOHKpeTHOe 3HadueHVe B paMKax MCTOPWYeCKOVI CUTyaruu,
KOTOPYIO OHW JI0JDKHBI cdpopmuposatb» (Hessen, 1948, p. 113).
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manifests itself in a given culture.” Until a restric-
tion of freedom, considered to be inadmissible in the
framework of the concept of freedom functioning in a
given culture, is proven, no action can be considered
to violate freedom. This position supports cultural
relativism and, when forming the basis of interna-
tional law, can underpin international relations in the
event of fundamental differences in the interpretation
of free will.

The axiological constructs “end-task” and “leg-
end” offer a dynamic understanding of society and
culture whose progress depends on following the
trend of destroying artificial restrictions on the self-ac-
tualisation of the individual. Hessen places at the
foundation of cultural dynamics the creative activity
of an individual whose self-actualisation hinges on
his unlimited free will in the context of an effectively
regulated social communication space. Hessen’s con-
cept makes it possible to work out the principles of
international law in which all cultures are tacitly rec-
ognised to be equal irrespective of their political and
economic resources.

This brings to mind the questions asked by Um-
berto Eco: “Is intervention necessary because for
thousands of years a certain country has practiced
ritual cannibalism, which is a horror for us but a reli-
gious practice there? Isn’t this the way the white man
shouldered his virtuous burden and subjected the
peoples of civilizations that were ancient, although
different from the white man’s” (Eco, 2002, p. 108).
In terms of Hessen’s philosophy these questions can
be answered unequivocally: the level of freedom in
society is determined not by criteria that are exter-
nal with regard to a culture, but proceeding from the
maximum expectations determined by the possibili-
ties of personal self-actualisation in a given culture.
Otherwise a representative of a culture who decides
to judge how free will is ensured in another culture
can potentially experience Kipling's [the] white man’s
burden. Therefore, it is impossible not to recognise as
fair the remark of Vladimir Belov that Neo-Kantian-
ism for the present time provides the “grounding for
a new humanism in the era of differences and differ-

2 In one of his latest works Hessen thus commented on how
a legal system representing part of the legend of a certain cul-
ture should be assessed: “all special rights, as we have seen, get
their concrete meaning from the historical situation which they
have to shape” (Hessen, 1948, p. 113).



00y CIIOBJIIEHHBIX BO3MOXKHOCTSIMM CaMOAKTyaJIM3aIiim
JIMYHOCTY B TAaHHOW KyJIBType. B IIpoTuBHOM citydae
MIpefCTaBUTENIb KYJIBTYPBl, KOTOPBINI PEIINT CyOuUThb
obecrieueHme cBOOOIIBI BOJIV B APYTOVI KYJIBTYpE, I10-
TeHIIMaIEHO MOXET VCIIBLITATh Ha cebe KMIUIMHIOBCKOe
Opemsa besoeo uesoBexa. IloaToMy Hemb3sl He IIPU3HATH
crpaseyMBbIM 3aMedaHue B.H. bertosa, uto Heokan-
TMAHCTBO JUJISI COBPEMEHHOCTM — 3TO «ODOCHOBaHMe
HOBOTO TyMaHW3Ma 3IOXV pa3Iuauil u nuddepeH-
Iyaruyi, CO3HaHVIEe YeJI0BEUECKOV KYJIbTY DB, cpmnoco—
dwnst muastora v KomMyHMKanm» (bertos, 2016, c. 104).

3akiIroueHme

OO01mecTBO, TOHATOE KaK CHMCTeMa COITMAaIbHBIX
KOMMYHMKaIMii, oOpas3yIommxcst M pa3BUBaIOIINIXCS
KaK CpercTBo (pOpPMMPOBAHMS KYJIBTYPBI, CIIOCOOHO
obecrieunTh yCIOBMS WIS aKTyaJm3alluy CBOOOIBI
Borm. [ToaToMy TIpaBoO 1 rocyIapCcTBO KaK MHCTPYyMeEH-
TBI perJIaMeHTaIV CBOOO/IBI BOJIV B ITPOIIecce CaMOaK-
TyayM3alliy MHAWBYUA B OOIIecTBe II0JTydaioT B du-
socodpmm I'ecceHa 3HaUeHMe IVIAaBHBIX (PAKTOPOB pas-
BUTKS KyJIbTypeL. VIMeHHO OHM obecrieumBaroT (VI
He 00eCITeYMBaIOT) YCJIOBUS YISl CAaMOAKTyaIM3aliim
KaKOTro 4eJIoBeKa C yUeTOM OCODeHHOCTeVl IIOHVIMa-
HVSI cBOOOIIBI BOJIVL B TOVI KYJIBType, B KOTOPO [IaH-
HBIVI 4eJIoBeK COPMUPOBAIICS KaK YUaCTHUK COLV-
AJIBHBIX OTHOIIIEHWA.

TBopYecTBO BO3MOXHO KaK ITI€peOCMBICTIEHIIE YKe
CYIIECTBYIOIIETO KYJIBTYPHOTO COAepKaHMs, WV,
B TepMuHax [ecceHa, KaK COOTHeCEHMe VHIVBUIOM
IpefdaHVs C LeIsIMU-3amaHmsaMu. [1OCKOIBKY KyJlb-
Typa ToHUMaeTcs ['ecceHOM KaK KOHTMHYaJIbHOCTB
CTPYKTYPUPOBaHMS COLIMAIIBHO CpepBl, IIpe/ICTaBIIs-
rorien cobonn CHUCTEMY COLMAJIbHBIX KOMMYHMKALIVIV,
TO COLVIAJIBHBIN CyOBEKT OCO3HAET cels KaK JIMIHOCTD
TOJIBKO B IIpoliecce IIPUODIIEHMS K y’Ke CyIIeCTBYIO-
ImeMy KyJIbTypPHOMY copep aHvio. ITpideM KaKmopIi
VIHAVBUI, KPUTUYECKV IIepeOoCMBICIIMBAeT IIperaHVie
Y TEM CaMbIM OTKPBIBaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB IUISL YCOBEP-
IIIEHCTBOBAHMS BOIUIOIIEHNS IeJIM-3alaHus ITOCpeN-
CTBOM OUAJIEKTMYECKOr0 MeToja. JImayleKTmka I1o-
3BOJIIET CTPYKTYPUPOBaTh MHOXKECTBO OVICKPETHBIX
MOMEHTOB COOCTBEHHOVI XXWM3HM KaK €IVMHYIO II0CiIe-
IOBaTeIbHOCTD, BHICTPOEHHYIO B YCJIOBVSIX ITpeIaHs
OIIpezlelIeHHO KYJIBTYPBI, TO €CTh OCO3HATh CBOE IIPO-
IIUI0€ KaK IIPOLIecC aKTyasIn3aryy CBOOOIBI BOJINA.

YestoBeK CTaHOBUTCS CBOOOMHBIM TOJIBKO TOITIA,
KOI'Zla 3aHMMAaeTCsl TBOPYEeCTBOM, IIOTOMY YTO VIMEHHO
B 3TOM IIpollecce OCO3HaeT COOCTBEHHYIO aKTMBHOCTD
Kak ¢daxTop popMmpoBaHMs KyJIbTYPBL A IIOCKOJIb-
Ky IlejTb-3ajlaHVie HeycuepIlaeMo, TO ¥ BO3MOXXHOCTU
TBOPYECTBA HEOIPAHWYEHHBI, YTO ITO3BOJISET KaXKIOMY
VIHOVIBUTY BHOCUTB YHUKAaJIBHBIV BKIIQZ] B POPMUPO-
BaHme npemanmng (leccen, 1995, c. 32—33).
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entiations, the consciousness of human culture, the
philosophy of dialogue and communications” (Belov,
2016, p. 104).

Conclusion

A society understood as a system of social com-
munications formed and developing as a means
of forming culture can provide conditions for the
actualisation of the free will. Therefore law and the
state as instruments of regulating free will in the
process of self-actualisation of the individual in so-
ciety become in Hessen’s philosophy key factors for
the development of culture. They ensure (or fail to
ensure) the conditions for self-actualisation of every
person, taking due account of the way free will is
understood in the culture in which that person has
been formed as a participant in social relations.

Creativity is possible as a reinterpretation of the
existing cultural content or, to use Hessen’s termi-
nology, as the way the individual links legend and
end-tasks. Because Hessen interprets culture as a con-
tinuity of the structuring of the social sphere, which is
a system of social communications, the social subject
becomes aware of himself as a personality only in the
process of becoming part of the existing cultural con-
tent. Every individual critically reinterprets legend
and thus creates an opportunity for improving the
implementation of end-task by a dialectical method.
Dialectics makes it possible to structure a multitude
of discrete elements of one’s own life as a continuity
built according to the legend of a certain culture, i.e.
makes it possible to understand one’s past as a pro-
cess of actualisation of the free will.

Man only becomes free when he engages in cre-
ative activity because it is in this process that he be-
comes aware of his activity as a factor in forming cul-
ture. Because end-task is inexhaustible, the possibili-
ties of creativity are unlimited, which enables every
individual to make a unique contribution to the for-
mation of legend (Hessen, 1995, pp. 32-33).

Creativity, according to Hessen, implies that
each individual looks towards the supra-individual
(Hessen, 1999a, p. 93). Owing to this every individ-
ual has an opportunity to structure the multitude
of discrete elements of his life as a single process of
creative self-actualisation which has a past, a present
and a future in the framework of a certain culture.
In this connection Hessen interprets general will as
a non-stop process of creation linking the individual
and culture, which is not a multitude of narratives of
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TeopuecTBO, MO0 MHeHMIO ['ecceHa, mpenmosaraer
YCTPeMJIEHHOCTb KaKIIOTO IHAMBWIA K cBepxunouBuoy-
asvnomy (I'eccer, 1999a, c. 93). brraromapst 3ToMy Kax-
ABIVI IHAVBUYY, TI0JIy9aeT BO3MOXKHOCTb CTPYKTypw3a-
LWV MHOXKeCTBa OVCKPeTHBIX 3JIeMEHTOB COOCTBEHHO
KV3HM KaK eIVIHOTO IIpoliecca TBOPUYecKOov caMoaKTya-
JM3anuy, 001aaroIero MpOoILIbIM, HACTOSIIM 1 OY-
OYIINM B paMKaXx pa3BUTHS OIIpefe/IeHHOV KYJIbTY PBL
B cBsasu ¢ atim T'eccen TpakTyeT obmiyo BOMIIO Kak
HeITpeKpallIafolIiIcs IIPOLlecC CO3VIaHMUs, CBSA3bIBa-
0NV VIHAVBWIIA U KYJIbTYPY, KOTOpasi Ipe/iCTaBIIseT
co0OVI He MHOXXEeCTBO VICTOPUV Pa3BUTVSL JIMIHOCTEVA,
a mporecc dpopMupoBaHMs IIpedanns. Tak, passubas
ydueHme PukkepTa O IIeHHOCTV, HeOKaHTWMaHeIl pyc-
CKOTO 3apyOexpsi HMOnmepXuBaeT COIVaIbHO-PWUIIO-
COPCKYIO TEH/IEHIIVIO OCMBICIIEHNS KYJIbTYPBI Kak 3¢-
peKTMBHOCTV pa3BUTHM OOIIECTBEHHBIX (PeHOMEHOB.
CormnacHo xoHnemmmm ['ecceHa, KyipTypa KOHCTpyU-
pyeTcs B IIpoliecce B3aMMOEVICTBIS MHIVIBUIIOB, B KO-
TOpO€e OHU BCTYTIAIOT pafyi TBOPYeCTBa, TO eCTh BOIUIO-
IeHNs Mejlef-3a/IaHnll B IpefaHui. DTO BO3MOXHO
TOJIBKO B YCJIOBUSIX perjIaMeHTalWM, OIpeleIsieMbIX
rocyJlapCTBeHHO-TIPaBOBOVI CVYICTEMOVI, B OCHOBe KOTO-
POTI JIEXXWUT TO VUIVI VIHO€ TIOHSTVIE CBOOOBI BOJIVL.

Hanroe uccaedobanue 0vi10 noddepxano us cpedcmé cyo-
cuduu, BvidesenHotl Ha peasusayuto IIpoepammsl noBuiuieHus
Konxypernmocnocobnocmu bQY um. . Kanma.

Cnmicox auTepaTypsl

beao6 B.H. [Perm.:] Memux 1O.B. MpparnonasnsHoe pac-
mmmpenne ¢utocodprm Kanra B Poccum // KanToBckui
cbopnmk. 2016. Ne 4 (35). C. 103 —105.

Basuyxui A. dwrocodust mpaBa pycckoro ymbepasms-
Ma. M. : Mrbicis, 2012.

Bopobveb M. B. dumocodcko-TipaBoBoe cofepKaHvie KOH-
mermmy smaHoct C.V. Teccena // KanTOoBCKMiT cCOOpHUK.
2017.T. 36, Ne 2. C. 73 —86. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2017-2-6.

T'eccen C.U. Kpymenne yrormsma // CoBpeMeHHBIE 3a-
mmickn. 1924. Ka. 19. C. 277 —295.

T'eccen C. M. TIpoGsieMa TIpaBOBOTO COITMaIM3Ma (IBOJIFO-
s mubeparmsma) / / CoBpemeHHsble 3anvickn. 1924. Ku. 22.
C.257—-293;1925. Ka. 23. C. 313 —342; 1926. Ku. 27. C. 382 —
430; 1926. Ka. 28. C. 299—345; 1926. Ka. 29. C. 308 —342;
1926. Ku. 30. C. 380 —409; 1927. Kn. 31. C. 328 —358.

Teccen C. 1. Vimest conmanbHoro npasa // CoBpeMeHHBIE
sarmckn. 1932. Ku. 49. C. 421 —435.

Teccen C.U. TIpaBma memoxpatum // CoBpeMeHHEBIe 3a-
mmckn. 1935. Ka. 58. C. 361 —377.

T'eccen C.M. OcHoBBI Ilefarorvku. Beegenve B mpukiiaz-
Hy!o prtocodpuro. M. : IlIkomna-TIpecc, 1995.

Teccen C.U. Vines mamvm // Teccen C.VI. VI30paHHBIE
counHeHMs1. M. : Poccurickas mommTirdecKast SHITMKITOTIE VST
(POCCIIZH), 1999a. C. 78 —105.

Teccer C.V. Moe xmsHeommcaume // VI30paHHBIe co-
umHeHMs. M. : Poccuiickast monmmTidecKast SHIVIKIIOTIEIS
(POCCIIZH), 19996. C. 723 —782.

development of personalities but a process of forming
a legend. Thus, by developing Rickert’s teaching on
value, the Russian Neo-Kantian émigré contributes to
the socio-philosophical trend of understanding cul-
ture as the effectiveness of the development of social
phenomena. According to Hessen’s concept, culture
is constructed in the process of interaction of individ-
uals in which they engage for a creative purpose, i.e.
the implementation of end-tasks in the legend. That is
only possible in conditions of regulations determined
by the state and legal system based on this or that
concept of free will.

This research was supported by the Russian Academ-
ic Excellence Project at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal
University.
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KAHT M COJIOBbBEB:
KOHBEPTEHLIVV 1 AVUBEPTEHIINV

O030p Me>XXTyHapOIHOV KOHEepeHIUN
(Kammamarpan, 15—16 Hos16pst 2018 1.)

C.B. JlyeoBoi*

B 0630pe npedcmabaensvt ocHoBHble udeu, npo3Byuabuiue
HA MexO0yHapoOHou HayuHoil koHgepenyuu «Kanm u Coao-
Gveb: xonbepeenyuu u oubepeenyuu». Korgepernyus npouwiia
15 u 16 Hosbpsa 2018 e. 6 Kaaununepade. Ee opeanusamopom
Bvicmynuia Axademus Kanmuana, Hayuno-ucciedoBament-
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um. W. Kanma, cobmecmuo c xaghedpoil ucmopuu pycckoi
gusocopuu gpusocogpckoeo paxysvmema MI'Y um. M.B. Jlo-
MoHocoBa. Boicmynaenus 0viau pasdesenst Ha 06a memamute-
ckux 040xa. IlepBuiii Ovia nocBaujen peyenyuu udeti Kanma
u Coao6veba 6 pyccxoti pusocogpcxoil mpaduyuu, 6mopoi —
peyenyuu u kpumuke npaxmuueckot gpusocopuu Kanma
CosoBveboim. Hoxaaduuxu yoeausu BHumanue ucmopuxo-gu-
A0cogpcKotl npobaemamuke, 4 MaKKe pasAULHbIM ACHeKmam
KanmoBekoil u cor06vebekoil mpaxmobxu 3muKu, CMemuKy,
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This review sums up the main ideas presented at the
international conference “Kant and Solovyov: Convergen-
ces and Divergences” held in Kaliningrad, Russia on 15-
16 November 2018. The Conference was organised by the
Academia Kantiana, a research unit of the Humanities
Institute, Immanuel Kant Baltic University, in conjunc-
tion with the Department of the History of Russian Philo-
sophy at the Philosophical Faculty of Lomonosov Moscow
State University. The presentations were divided into two
thematic blocks. The first was devoted to the perception of
the ideas of Kant and Solovyov in the Russian philosophi-
cal tradition and the second to the perception and critique
of Kant's practical philosophy by Solovyov. The speakers
also paid attention to historical-philosophical problems as
well as to various aspects of Kant and Solovyov’s treat-
ment of ethics, aesthetics, politics, law, religion and cul-
ture in general. The review sums up the presentations and
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oy ObUTa paspaboTaHa KaHOMAATOM (PUIOCOPCKMX
Hayk, gorieHToM MI'Y 1 M. M. B. Jlomonocosa Bopucom
BadumoBuuem Mexyeuim ipyt yaacTvt TOKTOpa du-
710coCKMX HayK, HaAy4HOTO IMpeKTopa AKageMun
KanTnansr Hunvt AnamoaveBuol Imumpuefoil, KOTopble
BO3IJIaBVIIV IIPOTPAMMHBIVI V1 OpTaHW3aI[IOHHBIV KO-
MUTEeTHL. DTUM MeponpuaTieM Axagemnsa KaHtuana
b®Y wm. M. KaHTa OTKpbUTa OUKI KOH(epeHIMI
«VIvmvarywt KasT n pycckie drtocodsl: KOHBEpreH-
LV ¥ avBepreHmm» °. LIukit paccMatpuBaeTcs opra-
HM3aTOpaMVI KaK OfIVIH M3 HayYHO-TeMaTidecKmx 0110-
KOB B ITporpaMMe 1toarotoku K 300-7ieTHeMy 100mIIet0
V. KaHTa, KoTOpHBIVI OyzeT oTMedaThest B 2024 1.

B mepsovt kxoH(MepeHIMM HMKIA, TOCBSIIEHHON
BOIIpOCaM pelienmm v KpuTukn dwotocodpnm Vim-
MaHywia Kanra pyccknm drotocodpom Brragymmpom
ComnosreBbIM, IpUHAIN y4aacTre drtocodst n3 Poc-
cum, Hunepnanpos, CIIA, Oumnsanum, OpaHimm
v IBenirapvn, IpudeM He TOJIBKO MacTUTBIE CITela-
JINCTBL, HO ¥ MoJiofble vcciieqoBaTert. Ha koHdeper-
LWV IeVICTBOBAIV IBe CEKIINN, B XOfe paboThl KOTO-
PBIX OBUIO IIpefCTaB/IeHO YeThIPHAOLIATh ITOKIaI0B.

Ha oTKpbITHY, TOMVMMO HerloCpe/ICTBeHHBIX Opra-
HW3aTOPOB, BBICTyIIWIA AypeKkTop VHcTMTyTa ryma-
HUTapHBIX HayK, KaHAMAAT PuiIojIorm4ecKnx Hayk,
moruieHT Tamvana Basenmunobna LGueyn, KoTopast mom-
UepKHyJIa BaKHOCTb ITPOBOAVMOV KOHpepeHIN,
BCTpaMBaIOLIEVICs. B IJIVHHBIV CLIEHApUVi YHUBEPCU-
TeTCKVIX MepOIIPUSITIIL, CBI3aHHEIX ¢ MMeHeM KaHTa,
¥ OTMeTWIa, YTO TaKUM IIyTeM BO BpeMeHW U IIpo-
CTpaHCTBe BBhICTpamBaeTcsi auasior Mexuay Cosiosbe-
BbIM 11 KanToMm.

INepsbiit TeMaTaecKmit 0JI0K KOHQepeHIIMY ObUI
HOCBSIIEH OOCYKHEHMIO KYJIbTYPHO-MCTOPIYeCKMX
" TeopeTudecknx acrexkTos peneniumn Kanra n Co-
JIOBbEBa B pycckom driocodckont Tpaguumm. Ero
OTKpBUT Hoxiian, Auamoausn Baadumupobuua Yepnseba
(MacturyT dpumocopum PAH, Poccust) «K Bompocy
0 COBpeMeHHOM perfeniy prIiocodcKOro Hacaeamst
Karnrra 1 Conosbesa B Poccuy (OIIBIT pearm3ariyv IIpo-
IOJDKAIOIINXCSA IIPOEKTOB MHOTOTOMHBIX M3IAHU MIX
TpynoB)». ITo MHeHMIO TOKIag4MKa, OCHOBHAs Hayd-
Has V1 [yXOBHO-KYJIbTY pHasl MVCCVS M3HAHs COUlHe-
Hut KanTa, CortoBreBa 1 IpyIvX MBICTIUTENIET — BOC-
CTaHOBJIeHMe CBsA3M BpeMeH. A.B. Uepnaeb coobuni,
uTo 6 HOsIOps 2018 r. B MOCKBe IIpoIIlIa IIpe3eHTarys
V3JaHNs BTOPOro II0JIyTOMa IISTOTO TOMa coOpaHMs

* KondepeHuys, B HeKOTOPOVI CTeleHM IIpeBapuBIIas 3TOT
rpoekT, niponvia B bAY um. V. KanTa B Hosi6pe 2017 r. 1 Gpu1a
HocBpsIeHa npobeme pesoymonm y Kadra v B HOIMTIIecKom
dwtocodprm XVIII-XXI BB. Cm. mopgpobree: (KopHitaes, 2018).

V. Mezhuev, Associate Professor at Lomonosov
Moscow State University in collaboration with
Prof. Dr Nina A. Dmitrieva, Scientific Director of
the Academia Kantiana, who led the programme
and organisation committees. The event sponsored
by the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University’s
Academia Kantiana opens the cycle of conferences
“Immanuel Kant and Russian Philosophers: Con-
vergences and Divergences”.> The organisers see
the cycle as a research-thematic block in the pro-
gramme of preparations for the three-hundredth
anniversary of Immanuel Kant which will be
marked in 2024.

Taking part in the first conference of the series
devoted to the perception and critique of Immanuel
Kant’s philosophy by the Russian philosopher
Vladimir Solovyov were philosophers from Russia,
the Netherlands, the USA, Finland, France and
Switzerland, including both established scholars
and young researchers. The conference comprised
two sections where fourteen presentations were
submitted.

The opening of the conference was addressed
by the two organisers and by the Director of the In-
stitute for the Humanities, Dr Tatyana V. Tsvigun.
She stressed the importance of the conference as
part of a long series of university events associated
with the name of Kant which between them signi-
fied a dialogue between Solovyov and Kant across
time and space.

The first thematic block of the conference was
devoted to cultural-historical and theoretical as-
pects of the perception of Kant and Solovyov in
the Russian philosophical tradition. It was opened
by the presentation by Anatoly V. Chernyayev (RAS
Institute of Philosophy, Russia) “On Modern Per-
ception of the Philosophical Legacy of Kant and
Solovyov in Russia (Experience of the Implementa-
tion of Ongoing Projects of Multivolume Editions
of their Works)”. The speaker believed that the
main scholarly and spiritual-cultural mission of
the publication of the works of Kant, Solovyov and
other thinkers was to restore continuity in time.
Anatoly Chernyayev said that a presentation of the

% The conference that to some extent anticipated this project
was held at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University in No-
vember 2017 and was devoted to the problem of revolution in
Kant and political philosophy from the eighteenth to the twen-
ty-first century. For more detail see: Kornilaev, 2018.
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counHeHmt KaHTa, 3aBepIIMBIIETr0 MHUIIMMPOBaH-
mei H.B. Morponmwiosonn n b. Tynumuarom asys-
3bIYHBIVI PYCCKO-HEMELIKMI W3OATEeIbCKIUI IIPOEKT,
IIPOAOJDKABIINIICS TIOYTH YeTBepTh Beka. Ham Ilo-
HBIM coOpaHMeM coumHeHM 1 mceM CosioBbeBa pa-
OoTa, HayaTas B KOHIIe 1990-X IT., Ipoo/DKaeTcss — m3
IUTaHVPYeMBIX IBaAllaTii TOMOB IIOKa BBIIIUIO TOJIBKO
dgeTbIpe. Joxmagumnk otMeTws1, uyTo B XXI B. Bce elre
HesCHO, Kakoe MecTO 3aHMMaeT CoJIOBbEB B PYCCKOM
dumtocodckoM Hacrequu, U B 3ToM cMbicile o KanTe
mycarh IIPOIle, TaK KaK MCTOpUYecKasl JIVMCTaHIINS
MeXIy HMM ¥ HaMM HaMHOTO UIMHHee. B xome muc-
Kyccum b.B. Mexyef momdepKHyI, dWTo BOIpoc 00
akTyasrbHOCTM mert CosloBbeBa BO3HMKa/I BCerTa,
HO BMeCTe C TeM Bce KpPYyIIHbIe OTedeCcTBeHHbIe (PrITo-
codcKme MPOEKTHI CBSA3aHBI C STUMMU WIEIMM, JTaKe
B Tex CJIydasix, KOrga OHM II0JIEeMU3MPOBaIN C COJIO-
BbEBCKMM YUeHMeM, OTTAJIKMBAIVICh OT HETO I IIbI-
TaJIVICh €ro IIpeonosieTb. D06apd Chudepcku 3amaics
BOIIPOCOM O BO3MOKHOCTV OIIPENEINTh YHUKAIBHYIO
cernduky dpunocodprn CososbeBa, ITO3ULIMOHMPO-
BaBIIIero ce0si KaK YHMBepCcaIbHOTo uejiopeka. C Tou-
Kxu 3peaus b.B. Mexye6a, yaukaneasiM y CortoBbeBa
SIBJISIETCST VIMITIEPCKOE MMPOOIIIyIIleH e, er0 BCeMVIp-
Hasl OT3bIBUMBOCTb.

Anexceii TlaBaoBuu Kosvipef (MI'Y vm. M.B. JTomo-
HocoBa, Poccust) ceomm mokimagoM «CoTOBBEBCKUTA
B3IVISA7], Ha PyCCKOe IpocBelrieHne B jiekmsix “O xome
pycckoro mpocserienns” 1881 roma» xak OvI IIpo-
IOJDKWI Hadaryo D. CBUAEPCKM OVCKYCCUIO, ITOKa-
3aB, YTO YHMKaIbHOCTb COJIOBbEBA 3aK/IIOYaeTCs ellle
U B TOM, 4TO Ojlaromaps eMy pycckas dpwIocodris
BIIepBble BBIIUIA B ITyOIMYHOE IIPOCTPaHCTBO. B cBo-
eVl [IepBOVI JIEKLIU O HpOCBeH_[eHVII/I, KoTOpasi 10 CmX
IIOp He OIyOJIMKOBaHa ¥ JOJDKHA BBIVITY B 5-M TOMe
ITosaoro coOpanms coumHenmy:, ColIOBbEB Il CBOE
onpenertenvie [IpocserieHns, BBIASIIVWII TPU 3Talia
ero passuTus B Poccum, momuepKHy I IapaulesiusM
nyTem eBpoIerickoro m pycckoro IIpocsemmeHns
7 TIOCTaBWI B €T0 LIEHTP WAelo [eHHOCTY JejloBede-
CKOVI JIMYHOCTY, IIOJIyYWBIIYIO IeTaJIbHOe O0OOCHO-
BaHMe B ¢wiocopum Kanmra. IIporpammy BTOpOII
sexim COJIOBbEB CXKaJl — BO3MOXXHO, M3 OIACEHMS,
YTO IPOAOJDKEHVS JIEKINI He IIoC/IenyeT, — cOmics
Ha paccka3 0 HapOJHOV Bepe, a B (pvHasIe IIpm3Ba
OTMEHUTH CMEPTHBIN IIPUTOBOP IIEpBOMApTOBIIAM —
yowuriiam nMiiepaTopa Astekcanppa II, aro mosiexito
3arpeT MOCIIeNyIOIIVIX JIEKIIUV IIMKITa. D8epm Ban dep
36etipde 3amart BOIIPOC O YWMCIIEHHOCTN W Crieldu-
Ke ayguTopuu, KOTopask IPUCYTCTBOBajIa Ha BTOPO
nexkimm CostoBbeBa. JJOKIaTumMK OTBETWII, UTO M3BECT-
HO O HNPWCYTCTBUN Ha JIEKIIMV BeCbMa pasHOPOIHOW
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publication of the second half of Volume 5 of the
collection of Kant’s works had taken place in Mos-
cow on 6 November 2018. It completes the bilat-
eral Russian-German publication project initiated
by Nelly V. Motroshilova and Burkhard Tuschling
which lasted nearly a quarter of a century. Work on
the Complete Collection of the Works and Letters
of Solovyov, begun in the late 1990s, is still in prog-
ress: so far only four volumes have been published
out of the planned twenty volumes. This speaker
noted that in the XXI century it is still unclear what
place Solovyov occupies in the Russian philosoph-
ical heritage, and that in this sense it is easier to
write about Kant because the historical distance
between him and ourselves is much greater. In the
course of the discussion B. Mezhuev stressed that
the question of the relevance of Solovyov’s ideas
has always cropped up, but at the same time all
the major Russian philosophical projects are linked
with these ideas, even in those cases where they
polemicised against Solovoy’s doctrine, departed
from it, or tried to overcome it. Edward Swiderski
asked whether it was at all possible to define the
uniqueness of Solovyov’s philosophy, seeing
that Solovyov positioned himself as a universal
man. From Mezhuev’s point of view, what makes
Solovyov unique is his imperial perception of the
world, his “universal responsiveness”.

Alexei P. Kozyrev (Lomonosov Moscow State
University, Russia), who presented a paper entitled
“Solovyov’s View of Russian Enlightenment in his
1881 Lectures ‘On the Course of Russian Enlight-
enment’”, continued, as it were, a discussion start-
ed by Edward Swiderski, showing that Solovyov
is also unique in that he for the first time brought
Russian philosophy into the public domain. In his
first lecture on enlightenment, still unpublished
and due to be included in Volume 5 of the Com-
plete Works, Solovyov gave his definition of en-
ligtenment and identified three stages of its devel-
opment in Russia, stressing the parallel pathways
of European and Russian enlightenment, putting
at its centre the idea of the value of the human in-
dividual which has been thoroughly elaborated in
Kant’s philosophy. Solovyov had restricted the pro-
gramme of his second lecture — probably because
he feared that there would be no follow-up to his
lectures — sidetracking into the story of people’s
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IyOJIMKIL — OT BEJIVIKMX KHSI3€eV O KyPCUCTOK M CTY-
IIeHTOB, O KOJIVTYEeCTBE )K€ IPVICYTCTBYIOMINX TOUHBIX
CBeIeHNVI ITI0Ka HeT — IIPeNIIoJIOKMUTEeIbHO, Ha JIeK-
v 66u10 300 — 400 yeroBex.

Anexcanopa IOpvebua beponuxoba (VIEcTUTYT ruto-
codum PAH, Poccmst) mocBsiTviIa BBICTYIUIEHME KaH-
TMAHCKOMY acIIeKTy 3TIYeCcKOro easla B KOHIIETIII
«cBobogHOM TeokpaTuv» CoroBbeBa. C TOUKM 3peHs
DOK/IauMKa, «TeOKpaTUIeCKIi» IIepuoy], TBOpUecTBa
ComnoBbeBa, KOTOPBIVI BeHYaeT He3aBepIIeHHBIT TPY/]
«Vcropust m OymymHocTe Teokpatum» (1887), Obu1
TOJIPKO Ha IIePBBIVI B3IJIsA, CBOOOAEH OT KaHTMAHCKOV
peditexcun. Ho 310 BrieuaTieHMe JOJDKHO OBITH OT-
KOPPEKTVPOBaHO: KaHTMAHCKI/E€ MOTVBBI IIPOSIBIISTIOT-
cst 3mech U B ToM, KaKk CoJIOBbeB IIOHVMaeT CBOOOMIY
B TEOKPATIIeCKOM OOIIecTBe, I B €r0 PacCy KaeHVIsIX
0 TOCyJapCcTBEHHOM YCTPOVICTBe, IIpaBe, CIIpaBeJIn-
BOCTM ¥ IIPMHITUIIAX XPUCTVAHCKON ITOJINTUKY, O Me-
CTe U pOJIVI JIMYHOCTY B VICTOPWUM, O IeJIVl VICTOPWW,
vfeaste borouesioBeuecTBa, a Takke B wiee VCTOPU-
YecKOoro ¥ OOIIecTBEHHOTo Iporpecca. B xome myic-
Kyccvm b.B. Mesxye8 TpenIosoXwi, 9TO B PyCcCKOM
permrro3Hon prvIocodV OKOHUIATEIIBHBIV IIEPEXOT,
OT HeWTpalbHOro BocpusiTisa KanTa K BpakaeOHOMY
Hnpownsomtesl b rnocile craTteu A.Vl. BBemeHckoro
o MuctuImsme u kpurnimsme CososeeBa (cM.: Bee-
menckurt, 1901). A.B. Yepnsaed oTMeTws1, 9TO B IIPaBoO-
CJIaBHBIX JTyXOBHBIX akamemusix K KaHTy oTHocmich
KakK K mouTeHHoun durype. b.B. Mexye8 B KauecTse
KoHTprpuMepa mpusen mnosuumio I1.J1. IOpkesuya,
yTBepXKHaBIIero, KaK CBUAeTeIbcTBOBaSI COJIOBBEB,
uto dwtocodpmsi HaumHasi ¢ Kanra commia ¢ yma.
A.Il. KosvipeB KOHCTaTUpPOBaJL, 4YTO B IyXOBHBIX aKajle-
Musx B CoperckoM Coro3e 3aIlIMIIAIINCh OYCCePTaL
o Kaure gaxe B 1970-e rT.

Doyap0 Kupap (Yumsepcurer Ilapwox-1 IlawnTe-
on-CopbonHa, ®PpaHIs) B cBoeM HAOKIIazie paccMo-
TpeJl COJIOBBEBCKOe ITOHSTHE SKyMeHW3Ma, KOTOpoe
y CoroBbeBa B omIM4me OT TPagMUIIMOHHOTO IOHWU-
MaHVS He IIPOCTO OTHOCUTCS K COBOKYITHOCTM pas-
JIMYHBIX XPVICTMAHCKUX JINTYPTUL B paMKaxX OIHOM
KOHIIEeIIIINY, He 3aTparusasi CMbIC/Ia VUIV CeIVPUIKA
KaKIIOVI JINTYPIUN B OTAEIBHOCTY, HO HOApa3yMeBaeT
BCEOXBATHOCTb VI XKeJIaHVIe MI3MEHUTh MUP, OO beIHMB
ero uepe3 XpUCTMAHCTBO. Takoe ITOHMMaHVIE SKyMe-
HM3Ma KaKeTcs IIOXOXKMM Ha rerejleBCKoe IIOHVMaHe
peJmrum, corjiacHo KOTOpoMy pemrus — He dop-
MaJIbHOe TIOHSITIE, a IMaIeKTUYeCKUT, CaMOI0CTaTOU-
HBIV IIPOLIeCC. OnHaKo rerejIeBCKuI IIOIXozI K ompeze-
JIEHVIO PeJIATUN IIpefCTaBIIgeTCs IPOTUBOpeYaliiM
aHTPOIIOJIOTTYeCKOMY OOOCHOBaHMIO CBOEro YUeHVIs
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faith and ending with a call to rescind the death
sentence on the “First of Marchers”, the assassins of
Emperor Alexander. This led to the remaining lec-
tures of the cycle being banned. E. van der Zweerde
asked a question about the size and composition of
the audience that attended Solovyov’s second lec-
ture. The speaker replied that from available in-
formation the audience was a motley assemblage
ranging from Grand Princes to students. The exact
number of attendees is still unknown but was prob-
ably around 300-400.

Alexandra Yu. Berdnikova (RAS Institute of Philo-
sophy, Russia) devoted her speech to the Kantian
aspect of Solovyov’s ethical ideal of the concept
of “free theocracy.” She believes that the “theo-
cratic” period in Solovyov’s work, crowned by
the unfinished book The History and Future of Theo-
cracy (1887), was free of Kantian reflection only at
the first glance. That first impression needs to be
corrected: Kantian motives are manifested here,
among other things, in the way Solovyov interprets
freedom in a theocratic society and in his reflections
on state structure, law, justice and the principles of
Christian politics, the place and role of the indi-
vidual in history, the goal of history, the ideal of
God-manhood, as well as the idea of historical and
social progress. During the course of the discussion
B. Mezhuev suggested that in Russian religious phi-
losophy the final transition from neutral to hostile
perception of Kant did not occur until Vvedensky’s
article on mysticism and Solovyov’s critique (see
Vvedensky, 1901). A. Chernyaev noted that in Or-
thodox religious academies Kant was treated with
reverence. B. Mezhuev cited as an opposite exam-
ple the position of P. Yurkevich who claimed, ac-
cording to Solovyov, that philosophy had gone
mad beginning with Kant. A. Kozyrev stated that
dissertations on Kant were still being defended at
religious academies in the Soviet Union even as late
as the 1970s.

Edouard Girard (L'Université Paris 1 Pan-
théon-Sorbonne, France) in his presentation looked
at Solovyov’s concept of ecumenism which in
Solovyov, unlike the traditional concept, refers
not only to the body of different Christian liturgies
within a single concept without touching upon the
meaning or specifics of each liturgy separately, but
also implies an all-embracing attitude and the wish
to change the world by uniting it through Chris-



ComnosbeBbM. [ToaTomy 2. Kupap obpamaercs x KaH-
TOBCKOVI prutocoduit Kak Ooslee MPOMyKTUBHOW VIS
ommcanms Toro, uro CosioBbeB MOHMMAeT 107, SKyMe-
HU3MOM, ITOCKOJIBKY KaHT mpenriosaraer mMsHadasib-
HOe OTHOIIIeHe JesioBeKa K bory 1 ocHoBbIBaeT KOH-
LIEMLVIO YVCTOTrO pa3yMa Ha 4eJI0BeYeCKOV CIIOCOOHO-
ctv noHuMaHMs. Bmecte ¢ Tem CoroBbeBa He ycTpa-
MBaeT KaHTOBCKas TpakToBKa bora kak Bemy camont
110 cebe, 11 OH IIBITAETCS ee BUIOM3MEHNUTb, VICIIOIb3Y sl
reresiesckoe ydyeHvie o permrun. CorzacHo CosioBbeBy,
HeoOXOIMM CBOOOIHBIV, peayIbHbIV 1 BCEOXBATHIBAO-
Wi coro3 Mexxay boroMm u destopekom. B ocHoBaHmm
COJIOBBLEBCKOT'O 9KyMeHM3Ma, I1ojlaraeT JOK/IamunK, —
deHOMEHOIIOTMUECK! Hello3HaBaeMoe eIVIHCTBO CO-
3HaHM: YeJIoBeK IIocTuUraeT eduHCTBO Llepksu, mom-
pasyMeBasi BcTpedy CyIIHOCTM ¢ caMyM cODOTL.

Dpedepux Tpemboasu (DY mm. V. KanTa, Poccns /
Codumickuit yausepcureT uM. Cs. KimmmenTa Oxpun-
ckoro, bosrapus) B cBoeM BBICTYIUIEHMM 3alllyINasl
Te3uc o npeogosieHuyt KanTta CosioBbeBbIM B BOIIpoOCe
0 CyIlleCTBOBaHMM VI II0O3HAaBae€MOCTV BHEIITHEero Mupa.
OH ykasas1, utro otHeceHme CosioBbeBa K MaeacTaM
OBUTO HaMepeHHOV TWIM HeHaMepeHHOW OIVOKO
MapKCUCTCKMX UCTOPUKOB prutocodmyt, TaK Kak I
PYCCKOTO MBICIIATEIISI BHEIIHUI MWpP CyIIecTByeT
U SBJISIeTCS. PeaIbHOCTBIO caM II0 ceDe, a JIIOy 3HAIOT
0 CyIllecTBOBaHWM APYTIux Jiodent o aHaigorum. Co-
7I0BbeB, coriiacHO @. Tpem04310, — OHTOJIOTMYECKUI
Y SMVCTEeMOJIOTMYeCcKUIl pealnicT. B xome mmckyccum
B.B. Cudopun yxasajl, 94TO aHaJIOTMsl — 3TO He e[IVH-
CTBEHHBIVI MeXaHW3M IT03HaHMs peaJbHOCTH, a 3. 6an
dep 3Beipoe HamoMHWII, 9TO B cBomx ImckMax Corto-
BbEB COOOIIIAET, YTO BEIIN KaXyTCsS eMy HepeabHbI-
MW, ¥ TIPeroIoXWI, YTO pealbHOCTDb IS PYCCKOTO
dwiocoda — AnastekTdeckoe spiieHMe. B.A. Yarvii
OTMeTWJI, YTO CMBICJIOBOe HaIloJIHeHMe TepMMHa «pe-
aJIPHOCTB» MEHsUIOCh BO BpeMeHM, a CoJIOBBeB CKIIO-
HsieTcs K IUIATOHOBCKOV €rO TPaKTOBKe, [IO9TOMY, Ha
ero B3IJIsi7], HEOCTOPOXXHO HasbiBaTh CoJloBbeBa Hew-
IleaJICTOM TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO OH ITpM3HAaeT CyIIle-
CTBOBaHMe MVpa BHeIITHMX Beller.

Bauecaa8 Ueopebuu Cabunyef (bDY mm. V. Kanra,
Poccuist) B cBOeM [oKJIazie CpaBHIWI pellelIny KaH-
TOBCKOVI TeMIIOpaJIbHOVI KOHIIEMIIM B TBOpUYeCTBe
B.C. Conosbesa, C.H. Tpy6enxoro 1 H.fI. I'pota. ITo
€ro MHEeHIIO, OJIVDKe BCero K KaHTOBCKOMY ITOHMMa-
Hto BpemeHn Opur CostobeB. TpyOelikont cumrai,
uto KaHT paccyxnai o BpeMeHM Kak 00 MHTeJUIeK-
TyaJIbHOV MOeJIN, TorAa KaK B peaIbHOCTU MMeIOT-
Csl YHUKaJIbHbIe KOHKpPeTHBIe JIMYHOCTY ¥ AyXOBHbIe
CBSI3U MeXy HVMM, YTO OIVCHIBAETCSI IIOHSATMEM «CO-
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tianity. This perception of ecumenism appears to
be similar to Hegel’s understanding of religion,
whereby religion is not a formal concept but a dia-
lectical self-sufficient process. However, Hegel's
approach to defining religion appears to contradict
Solovyov’s anthropological grounding of his teach-
ing. Therefore E. Girard proposes to invoke Kantian
philosophy as being more productive in describing
what Solovyov means by ecumenism because Kant
assumes an initial relationship of man with God and
bases his concept of pure reason on human capaci-
ty for understanding. At the same time Solovyov is
not satisfied with the Kantian treatment of God as
a thing in itself and tries to modify it using Hegel's
teaching on religion. According to Solovyov, there
is aneed for areal and all-embracing union between
God and man. The speaker believes that Solovyov’s
ecumenism is based on the phenomenologically un-
knowable unity of consciousness: man understands
the unity of the Church, meaning an encounter of
the Entity with itself.

Frederic Tremblay (Immanuel Kant Baltic
Federal University, Russia / Sofia University
“St. Kliment Ohridski”, Bulgaria) in his speech
defended the thesis that Solovyov sublated Kant
on the issue of the existence and cognisability of the
external world. He noted that referring Solovyov
to idealists was a witting or unwitting error of
the Marxist historians of philosophy because, for
the Russian thinker, the external world exists and
is a reality in itself and people know about the
existence of other people by analogy. Solovyov,
according to Frederic Tremblay, is an ontological
and epistemological realist. During the course of
the discussion V. Sidorin pointed out that analogy
is not the only mechanism of cognising reality,
while E. van der Zweerde recalled that in his letters
Solovyov writes that things appear to him to be
unreal and suggested that reality was a dialectical
phenomenon for the Russian philosopher. V. Chaly
said that the semantics of the term “reality” was
changing over time and Solovyov was inclining
towards its Platonic interpretation; therefore in
his opinion it would be risky to describe Solovyov
as a non-idealist only because he recognises the
existence of the world of external things.

Vyacheslav 1. Savintsev (Immanuel Kant Bal-
tic Federal University, Russia) compared the
perceptions of the Kantian temporal concept in
V.Solovyov, S. Trubetskoy and N. Grot. In his opin-
ion, Solovyov’s understanding of time was the clos-
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OopHOCTh cOo3HaHMS». [POT, IIPOBO3IIIACUBIINIL Bpe-
MsI AYXOBHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM, YIOpPsIOYMBaIOIIM
sIBJIEHUS CO3HaHMs, Bunen y Kanra gBe ommoOkm: Ké-
HuUrcOeprckmit ¢pwriocod paccyknal o BpeMeHI Kak
0 TIOHATWUM ¥ MpU3HaBaJl BpeMs TOJIbKO BHyTpeHHe!
dopwmorit onbrta. B nyckyccun seicrymn b.B. Mexy-
e6, mpenmomnoxusimi, uto Costosbes yBuaesn y I'pora
coOcTBeHHBIE MBICIINL O BpeMeHW, KOTOpble He CyMerl
II0 TeM VIV MHBIM IPUYMHAM BbICKa3aThb caM (HaIlpu-
Mep, OTKpBITME IICHXOJIOTMYeCcKOVl BeYHOCTHU), I103-
TOMY PacXOXIEeHWUII MeXAy HUMI OBITh He MOXeT.
B momosmenne x pasMbIIUIeHNSM TOKIagdnKa O II0-
HyMaHUM BpeMmeHn TpyGenkum A.I1. Kosvipef ykasai,
uto TpyOenkom McKal B 9yBCTBEHHOCTY aIlpMIOPHBIE
KaTeropuajibHble POPMBI, IIO3TOMY Y Hero ObUIa MH-
TeHINs Ha IIpeogosieHne KaHTa.

IIpennonoxenmns, OOBSACHSIONNE 3arago4HOe
OpuOIIVDKEHMEe COJIOBBEBCKOVI MBIC/IVI K KaHTOBCKOW
B IIO3[IHEeV HeOKOH4YeHHOW paboTe «Teopermueckas
dwtocodmsi», rae ConoBbeB KpuUTuKyeT [ekapTa
MOYTK TakK ke, Kak KaHT, BBIIBUHYJI B CBOeM HOKJIa-
me Beca Oummumnen (XeIbCVMHKCKMUV YHVBEPCUTET,
Oumraaans). Ho, HecMoTps Ha Bce cxofIcTBa KaHTOB-
CKOVI KPUTVKM C COJIOBbEBCKOVI, JOKJIAIUVK BBISABIIAET
VI CyIIeCTBEHHbIe OT/INYIMS: IMCTEIN cyOobekT y Coslo-
BbeBa OKasblBaeTcsl PeHOMeHOJIOTIYecKM ¢aKToM,
«51» He ompepernsgercs UM KakK TpaHClleHIeHTaIbHas
anmepuenmyusa. PyHKIMM, Kotopble y Kanra Opuin
CBOVICTBEHHBI TpaHClIeHIeHTaIbHOMY eIVHCTBY all-
nepuemniiy, ColoBbeB IpuaaeT cIoBy. YesoBeueckoe
MbIUTeHe y CojloBbeBa He ecTh HeYTO caMOoco3Mya-
IOITlee, OHO JIVIIb peaKIys Ha IIaMsTh 1 cj10Bo. Cy0b-
eKT ynitaeTcs: y CostoBbeBa aBTOHOMMUM M IIOABOAMUTCS
K HagnepcoHaiabHoMy CiioBy. I1oaToMy KoIlepHMKaH-
CKUTI IIepeBOPOT, OCyIlecTBIeHHbIT KanToM B dputo-
codun, HyXHO, coriacHO CoJI0BbeBY, IPeoAosIeTh:
VUCcTMHHasA d¢wiocodusi HauMHaeTcs Toraa, Korda
CyOBeKT IogHMMaeTcs K cBeTy VICTVHEL

Baadumup Huxoaaebuu beaob (PYAH, Poccuist) B mo-
KiIage «Bi. CosoBbeB 1 pycckoe HeOKaHTMAHCTBO:
VcTOpudecKas cynpba yueHms IDiaToHa» moOKasai,
uro CosloBReB U pyccKas peyuruosHast dpriocodus
HOBITAJIVCE  XPUCTMaHU3MpoBaTh ydeHue IDmarona
n HeorulaToHMKOB. Heokantuaniier Koren n Haropr,
Hao0OpOT, «KaHTOHM3MpOBaM» cBoero IDlIiaToHa.
B.D. Ceseman co3fgasl 1LIEJIOCTHYIO WMHTepIIpeTalyio
IJIaATOHM3Ma, He paspblBasi OHTOJIOIYecKe I THoce-
oJIornyeckme MoMeHTHL. Prutocodms, cornacHo Ce-
3eMaHy, — OIBITHas HayKa, HO 3TOT OIBIT JIOCTyIIeH
4JejyIoBeKy TOJIBKO B pefdKyue MOMEHTBI ITOJIHOV KOH-
neHTpauuu. Ha Boripoc D. 8an dep 36eiipde, ccputaeTcs
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est to that of Kant. Trubetskoy believed that Kant
thought of time as an intellectual model whereas
in reality there are unique concrete individuals and
spiritual links between them, described by the con-
cept of sobornost soznaniya (roughly, “catholicity of
consciousness”). Grot, who proclaimed time to be
a spiritual instrument that orders the phenomena
of consciousness, identified two mistakes in Kant:
the Konigsberg philosopher spoke about time as
a concept and recognised time only as an inner
form of experience. The discussion was joined by
B. Mezhuev who suggested that Solovyov saw in
Grot some of his own thoughts about time which
for various reasons he failed to formulate himself
(for example, the discovery of psychological eter-
nity). For this reason there can be no divergences
between them. A. Kozyrev made an addition to
the speaker’s reflections on Trubetskoy’s concept
of time by pointing out that Trubetskoy sought in
sensuality a priori categorical forms, so he had the
intention to overcome Kant.

Vesa Oittinen (Helsinki University, Finland)
in his presentation suggested explanations of the
enigmatic rapprochement of Solovyov’s thought to
Kantian thought in the later unfinished work Theo-
retical Philosophy in which Solovyov criticises Des-
cartes almost in the same way as Kant. However,
in spite of all the similarities between Kantian and
Solovyovian critique, the speaker found substantial
differences: the pure subject in Solovyov is a phe-
nomenological fact. The self is not determined as
transcendental apperception. Solovyov attributes
to the word the functions which Kant attributed to
the transcendental unity of apperception. Human
thought, according to Solovyov, is not something
that creates itself, it is merely a reaction to memory
and word. Solovyov strips the subject of autonomy
and brings it to the suprapersonal Word. Therefore
the Copernican revolution accomplished by Kant
in philosophy has to be overcome, according to
Solovyov: true philosophy begins when the subject
ascends to the light of the Truth.

Vladimir N. Belov (RUDN University, Russia) in
his presentation “Vladimir Solovyov and Russian
Neo-Kantianism: the Historical Destiny of Plato’s
Teaching” demonstrated that Solovyov and Rus-
sian religious philosophy tried to Christianise the
teaching of Plato and the neo-Platonists. Neo-Kan-
tians Hermann Cohen and Paul Natorp, on the con-
trary, “Kantonised” their Plato. Vasiliy Seseman



mu Ceseman Ha CostoBbeBa, B.H. be1o8 oTBeTmsI, 4ro
CeseMaH BOCIIPUHVMAI CBOIO PabOTY B KOHTEKCTe VH-
TepHaIMOHaIBPHOV TPagyIVV 1 He Jejajl CIielyiaib-
HOTO aKIleHTa Ha OTedecTBeHHOV (priocodum 1 Ha
yU4eHMsIX ee IIpeficTaBUTesIeVl, XOTs VX BIIVIsIHME IIpO-
CIJIeXVBaeTcs B ero paboTax.

Bropovi 610K MOK/Ia/I0B, TIOCBSIIIEHHBIV TTPaKTU-
ugeckont pwmtocodpum Kanra n CornoBbeBa B KOHTEK-
CTe PYCCKOM M 3amagHou puiocopcKom TpamuLinm,
OTKPBUIO BhICTyIUIeHMe bopuca Badumobuua Mexyeba
(MI'Y vm. M.B. JlomoHocoBa, Poccus) «2tmka cThima
BMECTO 3TWKM JIOJITa: OIBIT IIpeofiosieHnsi KaHTHaH-
crBa». OH TOOUEpKHYJI, YTO IJIaBHOE OT/INYNE 3TU-
k1 CoroBreBa OT KaHTOBCKOVI — pPacCMOTpeHMe He
TOJIBKO OTHOIIEHUM MeXIy Pa3yMHBIMMU CyIIecTBa-
MW, HO ¥ OTHOIIIeHUVI UejIoBeKa K XVMBOTHBIM 1 bory.
Ecrmm KaHT BBIpaswI mpero mobpa B MaKCHUMasIbHOW
unctoTe, To COIOBBEB MBITAETCS 3TO CHelaTh B MaK-
CUMaJILHOI IIOJIHOTe. PacmpocTpansisi moOpo Ha Bce
cdepsl yestoBedeckort Xn3HM, COJIOBbeB ITOCTEIIEHHO
IIepexoauT OT YMCTO (PUITOCOPCKOM 3TUMKN K IIpU-
KJIQOHOV, paccMaTpwBasl COLViaJIbHbIe VI IIPaBOBbIE
acreKkTbl HpaBcTBeHHOCTH. b.B. Mexyef mnonbiTancs
BBISIBUTH IPWYWHEL 1100y nmsIe CojIoBbeBa MCIIONb-
30BaTh [JOCTATOYHO CIENU(PUUHYIO TEPMIHOJIOTVIO
B «OnpaBmanvm [1oOpa», 1 akIleHTrpoBasl BHUMAaHVE
Ha TOM, 4TO B OTJINUVIE OT IIpeJiCTaBuTesIerl HeMeIKO
KTaccudeckon dpwiocodpum — mpexse Bcero Kanra
1 ocobenro ®duxre — CoroBLEB He cUMTaeT CBOOO-
Iy BBICIIIEVI IIEHHOCTBIO, Y Hero abcosmoTHas cBoboma
BO3MOXHa TOJIBKO mid abcomrorHoro 3ma. A.Il Ko-
3bipeB 3aMeTww1, uTO y no3gHero CoJIoBbeBa UeJIOBEK
CMEIOIINIICS IIpeBpallaeTcs B UejIoBeKa CTBIISIIero-
Csi, VI CIIPOCWIL, OOYCIIOBIIeHa JIV 3Ta TpaHcdopMallys
psHmeM Kanra. Ilo muenmto b.B. Mexyeba, 3mech
CornoBreB co3zHaTeIpHO oTorrenn or KaHTa, KOTOpPBI
CY3WI 3TUIKY, CBE/IA ee K JOITY.

Aunexceit Huxoaaebuu Kpyeao6 (PITY, Poccuisz) B cBo-
eM pacCMOTPEeHWM COJIOBBeBCKOV KPWUTMKM B ajipec
KaHTOBCKOVI ITpaKTudeckon Quaocodmm CKOHIIeH-
TpuUpoBaJIcd Ha IIbece « AjbcM», auccepTatinm «Kpu-
THIKa OTBJIEY€HHBIX Hauasl», pacckase «Ha sape Tyman-
HOVI FOHOCTM. .. », CJIOBapHOV cTaThe «KaHT» 11 r1aBHOM
3TUYeCcKOM Tpyhe pycckoro dpmiocoda «OnpapaaHms
Hobpa». Ilo MHeHMIO OOKIAAYMKa, COJIOBBEBCKUI
nepeson «lIporleromMeHOB...» CBUIETEIBCTBYET, UTO
pycckmmt dprtocod 6bUT OecITpelieleHTHBIM 3HATOKOM
KaHTOBCKVIX TEKCTOB, OOHAKO B «Omnpasaanvm [JoOpa»
BTOpPYIO (POPMYJIMPOBKY KaTeropm4eckoro mmilepa-
TnBa KaHTa oH nmpuBonmT ¢ HeOOJIBIIMM COKpaIleHM-

S. V. Lugovoy

created a coherent interpretation of Platonism
without severing ontological and epistemological
aspects. Philosophy, according to Seseman, is an
experiential science, but this experience is avail-
able to man only at rare moments of complete con-
centration. Asked by E. van der Zweerde whether
Seseman was referring to Solovyov, Vladimir Belov
replied that Seseman saw his work in the context
of international tradition and did not specifically
focus on Russian philosophy and the teachings of
its representatives, although their influence can be
traced in his works.

The second block of reports, devoted to the
practical philosophy of Kant and Solovyov in the
context of Russian and Western philosophical
tradition, opened with the presentation by Boris
V. Mezhuev (Lomonosov Moscow State University,
Russia). “The Ethics of Shame in Place of the Ethics
of Duty: an Experiment in Sublating Kantianism”.
He stressed that the main difference of Solovyov’s
ethics from that of Kant was that he considered not
only the relations between reasonable creatures but
also the relations of man to animals and to God.
Whereas Kant expressed the idea of good in its pur-
est form, Solovyov tries to make it as full as possible.
By spreading good to all the spheres of human life
Solovyov gradually moves from purely philosoph-
ical to applied ethics, considering social and legal
aspects of morality. Boris Mezhuev tried to identify
the reasons that prompted Solovyov to use some-
what unusual terminology in The Justification of the
Good and drew attention to the fact that unlike the
representatives of German classical philosophy —
notably Kant and especially Fichte — Solovyov
does not consider freedom to be the highest value;
for him absolute freedom is possible only for abso-
lute evil. A. Kozyrev noted that in later Solovyov
the laughing man turns into a shame-ridden man
and asked whether this transformation was due
to Kant’s influence. In Boris Mezhuev’s opinion,
Solovyov deliberately departed from Kant who
had narrowed ethics by reducing it to duty.

Alexei N. Krouglov (Russian State University
for the Humanities, Russia) examining Solovyov’s
critique of Kant’s practical philosophy, concentrat-
ed on the play “Alsim”, the dissertation Critigue of
Abstract Principles, the story “ At the Dawn of Misty
Youth”, the dictionary entry “Kant” and the Rus-
sian philosopher’s main ethical work The Justifica-
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eM. BosmoxxHO, CostoBbeBy OBUIO BaXKHO ITOYEPKHYTE,
YTO KJTaCCHI M TOCYIAaPCTBO MOKYIIIAIOTCS Ha YeJIoBeKa,
HpeBpaInas ero B rojioe cpezctso. Ho Takoe Tokosa-
Hue, nonaraet A.H. Kpyros, BeposiTHO, criocoOcTBO-
BaJIO M3BPallleHHBIM VICTOJIKOBaHMAM KaTerOpIIecKo-
ro mMIepartvsa B Poccur, B COOTBETCTBIM C KOTOPBIMU
JeJIoBeK SKOOBI HMKOIZA He TJ0JDKeH OBITh CPefiCTBOM,
a Bcerga 1esblo. Cam CoJioBbeB HEM3MEHHO BOCXU-
I1asIcs KaTeropriecKM MMITepaTBOM, HO OT OCTalb-
HBIX IIOJIOXXEHWV KaHTOBCKOVI STVMKM OH ITOCTEIEeHHO
otkasasics. Iocrte moxiTama cocTosiack IMCKyCCHs OT-
HOCUTeJIPHO aBTOHOMVW VI TeTepOHOMWV BOJIV B 3TUKE
CornosbeBa. b. B. Mexyef moq4epKHYyJI, UTO B HOIIBITKE
CoroBreBa COBMECTUTH KaTETOPWYECKUI MIMIIEPATVIB
C BBICIIVIM OJIaroM — BeCh CMBICII TIO3/THEro Ieprofa
€ro TBOPUECTBa, 1 B TOM CTpeMJIEHNI MOXKHO YBUIETh
pasBuTHe KaHTOBCKMX umer. Ilo muenuio A.H. Kpy-
2106a, BpsA IV BO3MOYKHO COIJIaCOBATh TaKOe Pa3BUTVIE
C KaHTOBCKMM Yy4eHWeM, IOCKOJIBKY B «OcHOBOIIO-
JIOXKeHMsIX MeTadU3MKM HpaBOB», KJIFOUeBOM TeKCTe
wist ceoent 3TvKY, KaHT 00BsiCHSeT, UTO reTepOHOMMS
BOJIV €CTb IIPMHITNII BCeX HEeTIOMJIMHHBIX 3TMIECKVIX
cucreM. CoBepIIIeHHO HEBO3MOXKHO COBMeCTUTD KaTe-
rOpMYecKnyl VMIIepaTuB C OTpUllaHeM aBTOHOMUM
Boy1 — a vMeHHO 3T0 CoJIOBBEB IIBITAETCS CHeslaTh
B «Onpasganv 1ob6pa», BBOIS B 3TMKY BhICIIIee Orla-
ro, wiu bora.

Hoxitan Baadumupa Bumavebuna Cudopuna (VacTN-
TyT drwtocodr PAH, Poccyst) GpUT ITOCBSIIIEH 3HAYe-
Huio maen KaHra mig HpaBcTBeHHOWM druiocodpnn
Comnosbesa 1 H.V1. Kapeesa. [Joxmagumk mokasasi, 4To
oba PYCCKMX MBICJIUTESI YBaXXUTeIPHO OTHOCIIIVICH
K prtocodpvm KanTa, HBITaIMCh IIpeoioyieTh yTVIIN-
TapVCTCKVIe TeHIEHITNY B 3TVKE, HO OHU IO-Pa3sHOMY
popMyIMpOBaTIV 11 pa3pelIaIv STIIecKyie IIpooIeMbl
B paMKaX CBOMX YUeHWTI, IMeJIV pa3Hble UnTaTeIbCKiie
ayamropvin. [1i1s KapeeBa HpaBCTBEHHOCTE CYIIIECTBY-
€T TOJIPKO B CO3HAHMM 4deJjIoBeKa. 371eCh OH CChUIAeTCS
Ha vzen @. bpeHTaHo 0 TPOMCXOXIEHMV HPaBCTBEH-
HOTO CO3HaHMS, CMArdasl aHTMKAHTMAHCKUI madpoc
nocsiemHero. Ilcuxonormdeckme paspuTiie CyObeKTa,
jleXxalee B OCHOBE €ro HpPaBCTBEHHOIO COBEpIIeH-
crBoBaHMs, BuOuTcs KapeeBy yciioBueM BceoOrero
cuactes. CornosreB B oTimunie ot Kapeepa cyObpekToM
HPaBCTBEHHOTO PasBUTWs IPOBO3ITIAIIal He TOJIBKO
JIMYHOCTB, HO ¥ 001IecTBO B 11eyioM. HekoTopsle r71a-
BBl «Onpasans [1o6pa» coepkaT KpUTHKY CyObek-
TUBHO-COLVIOJIOTMUeCKOT0 ITO/IX0a B 3TUKe, OIHVM 13
HpencTaBuTeriert Kotoporo 6su1 Kapees, n motomy mx
MOXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK KpUTHYecKre U B alpec

tion of the Good. In his opinion, Solovyov’s trans-
lation of the Prolegomena attests that the Russian
philosopher was a peerless connoisseur of Kantian
texts, but he cites the second definition of Kant’s
categorical imperative in a slightly abridged ver-
sion in The Justification of the Good. Perhaps it was
important for Solovyov to stress that social class-
es and the state infringe upon man by turning him
into a bare means. But such an interpretation, ac-
cording to A. Krouglov, probably prompted dis-
torted interpretations of the categorical imperative
in Russia, whereby man should never be a means
but always an end. Solovyov himself invariably
admired the categorical imperative, but gradual-
ly renounced all the other provisions of Kantian
ethics. The presentation was followed by a discus-
sion between A. Krouglov and B. Mezhuev on au-
tonomy and heteronomy of the will in Solovyov’s
ethics. B. Mezhuev stressed that Solovyov’s at-
tempt to combine the categorical imperative with
the supreme value forms the gist of the later period
of his work, an impulse in which one can discern
a development of Kantian ideas. In the opinion of
A. Krouglov it is hardly possible to match such a
development with the Kantian teaching because in
the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, the key
text for his ethics, Kant explains that the heteron-
omy of the will is the principle of all non-genuine
ethical systems. It is totally impossible to combine
the categorical imperative with negations of the
autonomy of will, which is precisely what Solovyov
attempts in The Justification of the Good by introduc-
ing the supreme value or God into ethics.

The presentation of Vladimir V. Sidorin (RAS
Institute of Philosophy, Russia) was devoted
to the significance of Kant’s ideas for the moral
philosophy of Vladimir Solovyov and Nikolai
Kareev. The speaker argued that the two philo-
sophers had respect for Kant’s philosophy and
tried to overcome utilitarian trends in ethics, but
they formulated and resolved ethical problems
in different ways in their teachings and had dif-
ferent audiences. For Kareev, morality exists only
in the human consciousness. He cites the ideas of
F. Brentano on the origin of moral consciousness,
muting the latter’s anti-Kantian pathos. The psy-
chological development of the subject that under-
lines its moral self-improvement is seen by Kareev
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Kapeepa. Onnaxo sicHbIX yKaszaHwy Ha To, uro Coslo-
BBEB PV 9TOM VIMeeT B BUIYy KOHKpPEeTHBIE 3TIUeCKe
counHenms Kapeesa, moka oOHapyXuUTb He YHaJIOCh.
B mmckyccrm o moxsiamy ObUIa apTHKYIJIMPOBaHa IIpo-
0JreMa yIIpOIIEHHOTO IIOHMMAaHMs KaHTOBCKOTO KaTe-
TOPUYECKOTo VMIlepaTvBa B pyccKom dwrtocodum,
Kak 3To mMeeT MecTo y Kapeesa, KoTopor1 cunral, 4To,
cornacHo KaHTy, desoBeK HOJIDKEH SIKOOBI Beerna BbI-
CTYIIaTh TOJIBKO KaK IIeJIb, HO HMKOTAA KaK CPeICTBO
Harmix moctynkos. I[To muenmto A.H. Kpyeao6a, Takas
VHTepIIpeTarys ObUIa XapaKTepHa IId IIO3IHEro Co-
BETCKOTO BpeMeHM, a BO BpeMeHa CojloBbeBa PYyCCKMX
dwrocodoB MHTEepecoBaIN MPEVMYIIECTBEHHO IIPO-
Os1eMBl aZeKBaTHOIO IlepeBofa Ha PYCCKMUV KaHTOB-
ckmx coB m Belpaxenwrt. Ha Bompoc 3. Cudepcku,
nosvisv v Ha CosioBbeBa Men bpeHTaHo 11, B 9acT-
HOCTW, €T0 ¥esl O TOM, UTO JII000Bb JOJDKHA MIPaTh
oco0yro poib B 3tMKe, B.B. Cudopun OTBETWI, UTO A0
peBOJIIOLNIL M1 B COBETCKUII Ilepuop bpeHTaHO OBUI
MaJIo M3BecTeH B Poccuyt 11 HOTOMY, BEpOSTHO, He OBUI
msBecteH 1 CosoBbeBy. b.B. Mexyef orMeT1, 9To oo
spoce CoOJIOBBEB BCIIOMHWI TOJIBKO B «KIM3HeHHOM
npame [matona», To ecTh mocrte 3aBeprreHs «Ompas-
mauus [loopar.

Dbepm Ban dep 3benple (HevimereHcKmit yHUBEP-
curer vM. CB. Panboma, Hwneprnawpsr) B moxitaze
«O HeVM3MeHHOM JIOKaHTMaHCKOM STpe IIPaKTIIeCcKOo
dmmocodvmt B.C. ConoBbeBa» cOCpenoTOUMICS Ha TI0-
JIATUYECKOM V3MepeHMM prytocodmm pyccKoro MbIc-
JIATEJIS: COJIOBBEBCKME TEKCTHI BCerva ITOJIEMIYHBI,
a nojleMuKa — 3T0 popMa IOJIUTUKU B prtocopmm.
Bocnonp3oBaBimmick 1oHsITMEM K. Porza  «mmeartnb-
Hasl Teopwsi», MOXKHO TOBOPWTBH, HoJiaraer 2. Ban dep
36etipde, 0 CXOICTBe KAHTOBCKOVI WIEN BCEMUPHOIO
rocyIapcTBa v IIpedllecTBYOMeN eMy uaen denepa-
LM HapOJOB C COJIOBLEBCKMMM VeaioM CBOOOIHOV
TeOKpaTHI ¥ CIIPaBeIVBBIM XPVICTVAHCKVIM ToCcyHap-
crBoM. Ho Cososbes B omune ot KanTa moryckaer
BO3MOYXHOCTH TTO3HAHMS PeaTbHOCTM CaMoVi 10 cele.
Hastee, mo3namit CosloBbeB IIOJIaraeT, YTo 3HaHMeE He
MOXeT OBITb OOBEKTOM fcex palMiOHaJIBHBIX YMOB,
a JIOJDKHO OBITh 3KCKITIO3VIBHOV IPUBWIIETMEN HEKO-
TOpbIX Wi HJaxe omHoro yma. ITostomy CostoBbes
dokycupyeTcss Ha WMCTOYHMKE CBOEVl MyOpPOCTU —
Codpvm. On crpemmrcs ObITh prirapem Codun, xpu-
CcTMaHCKMM HToymTrKoM. OHako BO3HUKAeT IIpobiie-
Ma: boxecTBeHHass MyIOpOCTb JOJDKHA OBITH €VIHOM
¥ BCceoOIIIer, HO P ee VCIIOBEIAHMUY OHa Hemn30ex-
HO IIpeBpalllaeTcs B YaCTHEBIV OIIBIT, & YaCTHOe — 3TO
3710. BosMoxxHO, T103TOMy COJIOBBEB OCTaBIISIET CBOIO
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as the condition of universal happiness. Solovyov,
unlike Kareev, declared as the subject of moral de-
velopment not only the individual but society as a
whole. Some chapters in The Justification of the Good
contain a critique of the subjective-sociological ap-
proach to ethics, one of whose representative was
Kareev, so that they can be seen as being critical of
Kareev. However, no definitive proof has yet been
found that Solovyov had in mind specific works
of Kareev. The discussion of the above-mentioned
presentation articulated the problem of a simplis-
tic understanding of Kant’s categorical imperative
in Russian philosophy as is to be found in Kareev,
who believed that according to Kant man should
be only an end and never a means of our acts. Ac-
cording to A. Krouglov, such an interpretation was
characteristic of the later Soviet period, whereas in
the times of Solovyov Russian philosophers were
interested primarily in the problems of an ade-
quate translation into Russian of Kantian words
and expressions. Asked by E. Swiderski whether
Solovyov was influenced by Brentano’s ideas, no-
tably his idea that love must play a special role in
ethics, V. Sidorin replied that before the revolution
and during the Soviet period Brentano was little
known in Russia and was probably unknown to
Solovyov. B. Mezhuev noted that Solovyov turned
to Eros only in Plato’s Life Drama, i.e. after complet-
ing The Justification of the Good.

Evert van der Zweerde (Radboud University
Nijmegen, Netherlands) in his presentation “The
Permanent Kantian Core of Vladimir Solovyov’s
Practical Philosophy” concentrated on the polit-
ical dimension of the Russian thinker’s philos-
ophy: Solovyov’s texts are invariably polemical
and polemics is a form of politics in philosophy.
E. van der Zweerde believes that, taking advan-
tage of John Rawls’s concept of “ideal theory”, one
can say that the Kantian idea of the world state
and the preceding idea of the federation of nations
were similar to Solovyov’s idea of free theocracy
and a just Christian state. However, unlike Kant,
Solovyov allows for the possibility of cognising
reality in itself. Furthermore, the later Solovyov
believes that knowledge cannot be the object of all
rational minds, but only an exclusive privilege of
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paboty «La Sophie...» He3aBepIIeHHOV. B x071€ mocite-
mosasmert ayckycennt 3. Cudepcky oOpaTwl BHUIMA-
Hue, uTo y CosoBreBa B «Onpasmanum J1obpa» urpaer
POJIb KOHKpEeTHas SMIIMpUYecKasl MICTOPUS B ee pas-
BuUTHMU. 2. Ban dep 3Beripde cormacwics, 9To, C OTHOV
ctopoHsbl, CoJI0oBBeB — TUIIMYHBIV MbIcIUTENb XIX B.,
IIOTOMY YTO BEPUT B IIPOTpecc U fIaXke B FTapMOHWYHOE
pasBuTHe YejloBedecTBa — U 3[1eCh UyBCTBYETCS BIIN-
stHMe KoHTOBCcKoro nosutusmusMa. C gpyron — Coro-
BbEB CMOTPUT Ha VICTOPUIO KaK Ha IITaXMaTbl, TIOpasy-
MeBasl 3a VICTOPMYeCKMM pa3BUTVIEM HEKUV IUIaH, UTO
IIOPOJX/IaeT CBOErO PoOJia VICTOPUYECKMUI CXEMATM3M.
B «Onpaspanmm Jobpa» CooBseB HECKOJIBKO M3Me-
HVJI CBOVI B3IVISALI Ha MICTOPMIO, 0OpaTyB BHUMAaHVE Ha
KOHKpPETHBIE SMIIMPIYECKVie VM3MEHEHMS 1 COOBITMS.
Boo0irie B 3TOVI paboTe OH ITOCTaBWII TaKVe BOIIPOCHI,
KOTOpPBIe OKa3a/IMCh JTakKe BaKHee TIPeyIOKeHHBIX VIM
otBeTOB. b.B. Mexyef 3aMeTws1, 9TO B CBOEM ITOHVIMa-
HyM victopum CoJloBbeB He MOT COIJIACUTBCS C ITPUH-
LIVITIOM 3JIa BO CITaceHNe, TOYHee, OH TOTOB ObUI J10-
IyCTUTD, UTO, HAIIpUMep, 3TOM3M esATeIel IIPeXHVIX
BpeMeH MOT IHPMBECTV K IIOJIOXMTENIbHBIM II0CIIEN-
CTBUSIM, — Y B 3TOM Y HETO IeVICTBUTEIILHO IIpOociIe-
XyBaeTcs HeKui acxaronorvdeckmit wiad. Ho Cormo-
BbEB He IIpreMJIeT 3TOT IPVHIINII JII COBpeMEHHOM
3IT0XV1, KOTOpasi JO/DKHa ObLIa, IT0 ero MHEHIO, HaCTy-
Tk 1ocyte Beixoma «Orpasnanmvs [Jobpa». 3. 6an dep
36eiipde TIpeNIIONIOXWIL, UTO TaKas Io3umyisi CoyloBbeBa
OOBsICHSIET, TTIOYeMy OH He jmbepajl, ec/iv IIOHMMATh
1071, JTMOepaioM YeJIoBeKa, KOTOPBIVI CUMTAET 3T0U3M
VI VIHOVBVIAYa&IM3M HEOTheMJIEMBIM IIPaBOM JIIOfEV
¥ TpuuMHOV OorarcrBa obirecTBa. B amom cmbicrte
Kaar — mbepant n dpwrocod MomepHa, a TO3THWUN
CosioBbeB — KOHCepBaTOp U prstocod aHTUMOEPHA.
Onnako MBICTIUTE TaK, Oyaro dpwriocodun Kanra He
65U10, COTIOBBEB yKe He MOT — ¥ B 3TOM OAMH W3 MH-
TepeCHEVIINX ITapaloKCOB ero KaK MBICIINTEJIS.
D08apd Céudepcku (Ppubypckmii yHMUBEPCUTET,
IIsenapms) B cBoeMm moxiage «CaMmooIlpernesieHve
v / v peakitns Ha rieHHOCTH? KanT, Cosnosres, Lle-
sep — u 'appu @paHKPypT — 0 MOpPaJIBHOV IICU-
XOJIOTMIV» PACCMOTPeJT CJIIOXKHOE COOTHOIIIEHVE CaMO-
OeTepMUHUPOBAHHOVI aBTOHOMHOV BOJIVI VI YyBCTBa
mo0su. lllerrep n CooBbeB HACTPOEHBI KPUTUIECKN
¥ ONIIO3MUIIMOHHO IO OTHOIIEHWMIO K KaHTOBCKOW
dpopMarIbHOVI 3THKe, II0JIarasi, YTO HOJDKEH CyIIIeCcTBO-
BaTh VICTOYHMK HOPMATMBHOCTVI BOJIVI, JIEXKAIIIVL 3a ee
npenetamu. B oryimune ot Kanra, Cososbses u [lenep
IIPV3HAIOT HaJIM4lie OOBeKTMBHBIX [IEHHOCTEV, BEPSIT,
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some or even one mind. Therefore Solovyov focus-
es on the source of his wisdom: Sophia. He seeks
to be the knight of Sophia, a Christian politician.
However, a problem arises: divine wisdom should
be one and universal, but when preached it inevi-
tably turns into particular experience and the par-
ticular is evil. This may be why Solovyov left his
work “La Sophie” unfinished. During the discus-
sion after the presentation Edward Swiderski drew
attention to the fact that in Solovyov’s The Justifi-
cation of the Good concrete empirical history in its
development plays a role. Evert van der Zweerde
agreed that on the one hand Solovyov was a typical
nineteenth-century thinker because he believed in
progress and even in the harmonious development
of humankind, which is redolent of Comte’s pos-
itivism. On the other hand, Solovyov sees history
as a game of chess, seeing a certain plan in histor-
ical development, which generates a kind of his-
torical schematicism. In The Justification of the Good
Solovyov tweaks his view of history, drawing at-
tention to concrete empirical changes and events.
In general, in his work he raised the questions that
turned out to be even more important than the
answers he proposed. B. Mezhuev noted that in
his approach to history Solovyov could not agree
with evil for the sake of the redemption principle,
or rather, he was prepared to admit that, for exam-
ple, the egotism of historical figures of earlier times
could have brought positive consequences — and
this does indeed indicate a certain eschatological
aspect. However, Solovyov rejects that principle
for the modern epoch, which in his view must come
after the publication of The Justification of the Good.
Evert van der Zweerde suggested that Solovyov’s
position explains why he is not a liberal if by liberal
one understands a person who considers egotism
and individualism to be an inalienable right of peo-
ple and the source of society’s wealth. In that sense
Kant is a liberal and modern philosopher and the
later Solovyov is a conservative and an anti-mod-
ern philosopher. However, Solovyov could no
longer think as if Kant’s philosophy did not exist,
and this is one of the most intriguing paradoxes of
Solovyov as a thinker.



uTto Bor n GeccMepTHas myIa IeViCTBUTEIFHO CyIIle-
CTBYIOT, a He SABJIAIOTCA JIUIIh IIOCTyJIaTaMV IpaKTu-
YeCKOT0 pa3yMa, IIO3TOMY Y HUX HpaBCTBEHHBI YeJIo-
BeK CBOOOTHO BBIOMpaAET reTepOHOMIUIO COOCTBEHHOT
Borm. CoBpemenHst ¢pwiocod I'. Ppaukdypr mpo-
tBoctonT CornosbeBy u Illernepy, corramasce ¢ KaH-
TOBCKOVI KOHIIEITIIMe aBTOHOMHOM Boyvt. Hu oTkimk
Ha IIeHHOCTB, Kak y Illestiepa, H/ OTKpBITHE UCTVHHO
HpPaBCTBEHHOVI IpUpoxbl, Kak y CostoBbeBa, He SIBIIS-
IOTCS TIPaBWIBHOV XapaKTepVICTMKON POJIV JIIOOBU
110 OTHONIEHUIO K Bosle. MBI KOHCTUTyMpYyeM Hallly
BOJIIO, €CJIVI VI TOJIBKO €CJIM MBI 3a00TMMCSI O U4eM-TO
WIVI O KOM-TO, OTOXIECTBIIsIeEM ceOsl ¢ Haller 3a00To,
00s3y5Ch IeVICTBOBATh HalJIeXXaIIM 00pa3oM, 4TOOBI
VICKITIIOUNTH OpyTmx. JIFoOOBE BoBce He 00s3aTeIbHO
BO3HMKAET KaK pe3yJIbTaT IIeHHOCTM KOTro-In0o v
gero-mbo. CKopee, HA0OOPOT: HEUTO VIV HEKTO IIJIS
Hac IIeHHBI, IMEHHO IIOTOMY YTO MBI X JIFo0vm. JIro-
0OBb MMeeT OTHOIIIEHVE K JIMYHOV MHTerpaluu: s He
Mory JIIoOUTE, ecyiv He 3a0604ych 0 cebe Kak O CBOeM
3aboTamemcs «f». Omnaako, cornmacHo Kaxty, momnr
mobuTs — 310 abcypn, y PpaHKdypTa Xe Bce, UTO
HaM HYXHO I (pyHOaAMeHTaJIbHOU MAeHTMUdMKa-
uyn cebs, — 310 yroboBe. Ha Bompoc B.H. Beaoba,
npucytcrsyeT g y CoroBbeBa XOTs1 ObI B IMIUIVILINAT-
HOM BVIJIe 3CTETIYECKUTI acIleKT j1oosu, 3. Cudepcru
OTBETWI, UTO 3TOT acrekT y CosloBbeBa He UrpaeT Hi-
Kakovt porny, a a1t PpaHKdypTa 3TOT aceKT MMeeT
cMBIci. Harpumep, MBI, 110051 1ICKyCCTBO, caMm Hajle-
JIIeM ero IIeHHOCTBIO VI OPVEHTMPYEM CBOIO BOJIIO Ha
3Ty LeHHOCTb. B. Oummunen yKaszajl Ha CIIVIHO3VCT-
CKYIO KOHIIEIIIVIO VIHTeJUIEKTYJIbHOM JII00B1 K bory
KaK BO3MOXKHBIVI MICTOYHWK IIJII MOP&JIbHOTO YUeHWs
CosoBbeBa 1 ero moHMMaHMS JI00BU. b.B. Mesxyeb
yrounwi, uTo B «Onpasgaummn Hobpa» y mosmre-
ro CosioBbeBa pedb MET TOJIBKO O IIOJIOBOVI JIFOOBML.
ITapmmioau Punne oOpaTvyl BHUMaHME Ha TO, YTO IS
KanTta mo00Bb — 3TO HIposBiIeHVE He TOJIBKO YyB-
CTBa, HO M BojileHM. B «MeTtadmsuke HpaBos» KaHT
MVIIET O «IPaKTUIeCKON JIF0OBM», UTO HAIIOMIHAET
nosutmo OpaHkdypra, X0Ts 00OCHOBaHMe IIOCTIEN-
HVIM CBOVIX T€3VICOB CYIIIECTBEHHO OTJINYAETCs OT KaH-
TOBCKOTO.

PaboTta KoHdepeHIIVN 3aBepIIVUIACH BBICTYIUIE-
uvem Tomaca Hemema (Hpio-Vlopk, CIIA) Ha Temy:
«2cretnka y Comnosbesa u Kanra: [JoypkHa 11 KpacoTa
COOTBETCTBOBAaTh MOpaJIbHOMY Osiary?» Ilo MHeHuo
IIOKJIa/T9MKa, TpakToBKyM KpacoTel y Kanra n Coso-
BreBa pasurestbHO omimyarorcsd. Comracao Karary,

S. V. Lugovoy

Edward Swiderski (Fribourg University, Switzer-
land) in his presentation “Self-Determination and/
or Reaction to Value? Kant, Solovyov, Scheler —
and Harry Frankfurt on Moral Psychology” looks
at the complicated relationship between self-deter-
mination of the autonomous will and the feeling of
love. Scheler and Solovyov are critical of Kant's for-
mal ethics, believing that there must exist a source
of normative will outside its limits. Unlike Kant,
Solovyov and Scheler recognise the existence of ob-
jective values, believe that God and the immortal
soul do exist and are not merely postulates of prac-
tical reason, therefore for them the moral man free-
ly chooses the heteronomy of his own will. Mod-
ern philosopher Harry Frankfurt takes issue with
Solovyov and Scheler agreeing with the Kantian
concept of autonomous will. Neither a response to
value, as with Scheler, nor the discovery of the true
moral nature, as with Solovyov, are correct charac-
teristics of the role of love with regard to will. We
state our will if and only if we care for something
or somebody, identifying ourselves with our care,
pledging to act in a proper way in order to exclude
others. Love by no means always arises as a result
of the value of somebody or something. The re-
verse is probably true: something or somebody are
valuable for us because we love them. Love relates
to personal integrity: I cannot love if I do not care
about myself as about my caring self. However, ac-
cording to Kant, the duty to love is an absurdity.
But according to Frankfurt, all we need for funda-
mental self-identification is love. Asked by V. Belov
whether Solovyov at least implies the aesthetic as-
pect of love, Edward Swiderski replied that this as-
pect plays no part in Solovyov while it has mean-
ing for Frankfurt. For example, in loving art we
invest with value and orient our will towards this
value. V. Oittinen brought up Spinoza’s concept
of intellectual love of God as a possible source of
Solovyov’s moral teaching and his understanding
of love. B. Mezhuev added that in The Justification
of the Good later Solovyov speaks only about sexual
love. Parttyli Rinne drew attention to the fact that
for Kant love manifests not only feeling but also
volition. In Metaphisics of Morals Kant writes about
“practical love” which is reminiscent of Frankfurt’s
position, although the latter’s explication of his the-
sis differs substantially from that of Kant.
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MBI MOXXEM TOBOPUTH OO 3CTETMYECKMX CBOVICTBAX
HpeIMeTOB, WCIIOJIb3Ysl VICKITIOYNTEIbHO CYOBeKTB-
HBIVI KpUTEPUIL: TIpeIMeT pacCMaTpPMBaeTCsT HaMM KaK
SCTETUYEeCKUII TOJILKO TOITIa, KOIja OH oDecrieumBaeT
yIOBOJIBCTBYE HaM KaK HaOJIofmaTesIsiM yXe TOJIBKO
OIJHVIM CBOWM cylllecTBoBaHMeM. COJIOBbeB He I'OBO-
PUT O KITIOUEBOV POiIM HabJIIojaTesIs B 3CTETUKE, IS
Hero KpacoTa OObeKTVBHA U SIBJISIETCS HEOTheMJIEMBIM
Ka4eCTBOM IIperMeTa caMoro 1o cebe. OgHako OH He
MPUBOANUT HUKAKOTO OITpefieJIeHHOro KpuTepus, py-
KOBOJICTBY$ICh KOTOPBIM MBI MOXeM YCTaHOBWUTH, UTO
Takoe Kpacora. B «KpwuTuke OTBIIeUeHHBIX HavaI»
CorioBbeB yTBepKIaeT, UTO peayn3allyisl BceeqMHCTBa
BO BHeIITHeM MaTepUaIbHOM Mipe OyzeT abCcoIIOTHO
KkpacoTovt. Ho mockosibKy aTa KpacoTa He IPUCYTCTBY-
eT B Hallle/l peaJIbHOCTH, ee OCyIIecTBIIeHMe IIpef-
cTaBjIsieT coOOVI SCTeTMYECKYIO 3aady 4deloBedecTBa.
A B cTaTbe «Kpacora B mpupoze» CortoBbeB OIpeess-
€T KpacoTy KaK pe3yJIbTaT TpaHcdOopMalyy Bely ITy-
TeM BOIUIOIIEeHMS B Hell «CBepXMaTepUaIbHOTO IIPH-
nuna». B xome auckyccun mo moxiany b.B. Mexyeb
HIPeIIONIOXIWI, uTo ecyiv 061 COJIOBBEB HayYasI IIVCATh
«Onpaspanme Kpacotsl», To, CKopee BCero, oH ObI ero
He 3aKOHYIWT: B IIO3IHWI IIEPMOLL TBOPUYECTBA O0BeK-
TUBM3M KPacOThI CTaJI IS HeTO HellpreMJIeMBbIM.

Bce moxsiazpl 1 BEICTYIIIEHVIS B AVICKYCCUSIX, COCTO-
SIBITIVIECS B paMKax KOH(epeHITM, IIPOIeMOHCTPUPO-
B/ HeOCIabeBaroIuil MHTepeC MeXIYyHapOIHOro
dwtocodckoro coolrrecTBa K pruiocodpckoMy Ha-
ctegmio ViMManywia Kanra v Biragummpa Cornosbesa
¥ Haymravie OOJIBIIIOTO KOJIMYeCTBa OTKPBITHIX MCCiIe-
ZIOBaTeJILCKMX BOIIPOCOB, IIOMJIeXAIlIMX HajbHerIe-
My cKpymysesHoMmy m3ydeHwmto. [To mroram KoH(e-
PpeHLIVN IUIaHMPYeTCs M3aaHve COOpHMKa CTaTell.

Kongpepenyusa u dannas nybaukayus 6viiu nodep-
skanvl u3 cpedcmb cybcuouu, BvideseHHOl HA peasusa-
yuto ITpoepammel noBviuieHa KOHKYPeHmocnocobHocmu
B®Y um. Y. Kanuma.
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The Conference ended with the presentation by
Thomas Nemeth (New York, USA) on “Aesthetics in
Solovyov and Kant: Must Beauty Parallel the Moral
Good?” He drew attention to the striking difference
in the way Kant and Solovyov interpret beauty. Ac-
cording to Kant, we can speak about the aesthetic
features of objects using an exclusively subjective
criterion: we consider an object as an aesthetic one
only when it gives us pleasure as observers by just
being in existence. Solovyov does not speak of
the key role of the observer in aesthetics. For him
beauty is objective and is an inalienable quality of
the object in itself. However, he does not provide
any coherent criterion by which we can establish
what beauty is. In his Critique of Abstract Principles
Solovyov claims that the implementation of unito-
tality in the external material world would amount
to absolute beauty. But because this beauty is not
present in our reality, implementing it is the aes-
thetic task of humanity. In his article “Beauty in
Nature” Solovyov defines beauty as the result of
the transformation of a thing through making it an
embodiment of “supramaterial principle.” In the
discussion that followed B. Mezhuev suggested
that if Solovyov had started writing “Justification
of Beauty” he would probably never have complet-
ed it because in his later period he no longer accept-
ed the notion that beauty was objective.

All the presentations and the discussions held as
part of the Conference demonstrated an unflagging
interest of the international philosophical commu-
nity in the philosophical legacy of Immanuel Kant
and Vladimir Solovyov and the existence of a large
number of open questions that call for further scru-
pulous study. A collection of articles on the results
of the Conference is planned.

This International conference and this publication were
supported by the Russian Academic Excellence Project at
the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.
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