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CTATBHU

OMAOCOONI KAHTA

VIIK 1(091)

V1. V1. LTI AJIBAVHT
V1 PEBOJTIOLIVISI YMOHACTPOEHMS
. KAHTA

JI. 3. Kpvimmon'!

B kanmoBedernuu npunamo Bosbooums yuernue Kan-
ma o peboayuu YMOHACMPOEHUS K YueHU1o o Hobom
poxodenuu 6 nuemusme. Haubosee noamo ocHobruie no-
A0XeHUA 0aHHO20 HanpaBienus OblAU U3A0XeHb. 6 npo-
epammublx  pabomax e2o ocHoBamens .. Illnenepa.
Ho mex0y amumu yueHusMu, HeCMOMps HA HeKOmopble
uepmol cxo0cmba, makxe ecns U Cyujectmbentvie pasiu-
uus. Jlaa yuenua Kawma xapaxmepHol cBedeHue noav3bl
peaueuu k ee 6030eticmbuio Ha HpabcmBennyio chepy u
noucky 603MOXKHOCU MOPAAbHO20 UcmoaKoBanus Beex
OCHOBHBIX 002MAMUYECKUX NOAOKEHUT Xpucmuancmeéa.
B nuemusme Heav3si ycmompemsans ocHOBaHUA 045 NO-
006H020 nodxoda x peaueuu. Kpome moeo, ucxoos us
YHeHUs nuemusma o Hobom poxoeHuu He yoaemcs 00ssic-
HUmMb mpancgpopmayuio 3navenus nonamus Gesinnung
(ymonacmpoetue), komopyio Mul Habawo0aem 8 «Peaueun
8 epanuyax 00Ho20 moavko pasyma». Ecmb docmamou-
HO ocHoBanuil npednosaeams Opyeotl UCHOYHUK BAuA-
Hus Ha Kanwma 6 dannom Bonpoce, a umenHo gpusocogp-
cko-meoso02uveckue 63ea0bl LInaivounea Ha obpaujerue
(Bekehrung) u cBssantoe c HuM paoukaibHoe UsMeHeHUe
8 ymonacmpoeHuu, ocobeHHo omuemAubo uU3A0XeHHble
um 6 «Mvicasax o yennocmu wybemé 6 xpucmuarcmée»
(1761). Kax sapuaniwuii npedcmabumert HeoA02UU,
HInarvourne noduepkubaem Hpabcmbernoe 3HaueHue pe-
AuUU U Unjem B03MOKHOCTU MOPAAbHOR0 MOAKOBAHUSA
0CHOB Xpucmuanckoil Bepul, umo 20pasoo dAu)e KaHmob-
ckomy nooxody. Kpome moeo, 6 smoii eeo pabome noms-
mue Gesinnung ynompebasemcs 6 3HaueHuu, cxo0HOM
c mem, komopoe 8 dasvHetiuiem 6ydem gpueypupobams 6
«Peaveun...» Kanma. Couunenue lInarsoutea o6v.10 xo-
pouto usbecmuo Kanmy, umo nosbossem npeonosoxums

! Poccmiickuit yHUBEPCUTET APy KObI HapoIoB

vim. IaTprica JIymymOsr (PY/IH vim. ITaTprca JIymymOsr),
Poccms, 117198, Mocksa, yi1. Muxiyxo-Makiiag, 1. 6.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 05.09.2025 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-4-1

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

JOHANN JOACHIM SPALDING
AND IMMANUEL KANT’S REVOLUTION
IN DISPOSITION

L. E. Kryshtop'

Kant scholars traditionally trace the origin of
Kant’s doctrine of revolution in the disposition to the
Pietist teaching on a new birth whose main tenets are
most fully set forth in the programmatic works of its
founder, Philipp Jakob Spener. However, in spite of
some similarities between these teachings there are
important differences between them. Chief of them
is Kant’s characteristic reduction of the usefulness
of religion to its impact on the moral sphere and the
search for the possibility of a moral interpretation of all
the main Chrisitan dogmas, an approach to religion for
which there are no grounds in Pietism. Furthermore, it
is impossible, proceeding from the Pietist teaching on a
new birth, to explain the transformation of the concept
of Gesinnung (disposition), which we find in Religion
Within the Bounds of Bare Reason. There is enough
evidence pointing to another influence on Kant in this
issue, and that is the philosophical-theological views
of Johann Joachim Spalding on conversion and the
related radical change of heart, most clearly observed
in Thoughts on the Value of Feelings in Christianity
(1761). An outstanding representative of neology,
Spalding stresses the moral significance of religion
and seeks opportunities for a moral interpretation of
the foundations of the Christian faith, an approach that
is much closer to Kant’s. Furthermore in this work the
concept of Gesinnung is used in the meaning similar
to that which would later appear in Kant’s Religion
Within the Bounds of Bare Reason. Spalding’s book
was well-known to Kant, such that it may well

!'RUDN University.

6 Miklukho-Maklaya st., Moscow, 117198, Russia.
Received: 05.09.2025.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-4-1

KanmoBexuit cooprux. 2025. T. 44, Ne 4. C. 7 —30.

Kantian Journal, 2025, vol. 44, no. 4, pp. 7-30.



JI. 3. Kppiurron

Bausnue nepBo2o Ha MpaHcOpMAayu0 3HAUEHUS 1OHA-
mus Gesinnung, Habawoaemyto 6 kanmoBckoil gpuaoco-

Gpuu.

KaroueBuvie caoBa: Kanm, Ilnarvoune, Ilnenep,
nuemusm, HeoA02us, YMoHacmpoerue, HoBoe poxoerue,
obpaujerue, peBoatoyus YMOHACIPOEHUS

OnHuM W3 HeHTpaJIbHBIX HOHATUI PUIIOCO-
vt perturnn Kanra siBj1sleTCsl IOHATVIE PEBOJIIO-
LMY YMOHACTPOeHMs. DTO MOHATHE IIproOpeTaeT
0cO0YI0 3HaYMMOCTD JINIIDb B «Pesiurum B rpaHu-
Ijax OJHOIO TOJILKO pasyMa», I[ie TeCHO CBA3aHO
C TIOHSTVEM KOPeHHOIo 3J1a, OyAydyu BO MHOIOM
npousBogHBIM OT Hero. [IpuHgaro ycmarpuBarh
OIIpeNe/IeHHYI0 IIPeeMCTBeHHOCTh MeX[y KaH-
TOBCKMM yUYeHMEM O PeBOJIIOLINY YMOHACTPOCHMA
¥ y4eHVeM O HOBOM POXIeHWUN B MueTm3Me (CM.,
Hanpumep: Bohatec, 1938, S. 331—335; Kobe, 2018).
Takort momxo, x0T v He JINIIeH CMBIC/Ia, TeM He
MeHee HecrIocOOeH OOBSICHUTH JiBe BaskKHbIe OCO-
GerHOCTI. Bo-TIepBBIX, 1)1 IIMETUCTOB He ObUIO
XapaKTepHO CBOOWUTL 3HaueHVe pPeJIUIVO3HOM
Bepbl K HpaBCTBEHHOMY BO3[IEVICTBIIO Ha Bepyro-
IIIero M HacTamBaTh Ha VCKJIIOUNUTEILHO MOpaIb-
HOM VCTOJIKOBAaHWMV JOIrMaTUYeCKMX ITOJIOKeHWI
XPUCTUAHCTBA, YTO CTaJIO BaXKHOVI COCTABJISAIOIIEN
KaHTOBCKOM wtocopum penmrun. Bo-BTOpbIX,
eI OPUHATH TUIOTe3y O IIPeeMCTBeHHOCTH,
OCTaeTCsl HeITPOSICHEHHBIM IOSIBJIeHVe B KOHTeK-
CTe pacCMOTpeHMsl PagVKaJIbHOIO BHYTPEHHEero
npeoOpaskeHMs YesloBeKa HoHsATH Gesinnung, Tie-
PEeBOIVIMOTO Ha PYCCKU SI3bIK OOBIYHO KaK «yMO-
HacTpoeHMe», IOCKOJIbKY B paboTax IIMeTHCTOB
OHO, XOT$I VI BCTpedaeTcsl, He IMeeT TOM crieldu-
YecKOVI CMBICJIOBOVI OKpacKy, KOTOPYIO IIprodpe-
TaeT B «Permrum...» KanTa. B TO e Bpems obenim
3TUM OCODEHHOCTSIM MOXKHO HalTu OObiICHeHUe,
€CJIV TIPeJITIONIOKUTD VHOV MCTOYHMK KaHTOBCKO-
rO BIOXHOBEHVISI, He CBSI3aHHBIVI HAIIPSIMYIO C V-
€TVICTCKOVI BePCHEN JIFOTEPAHCTBA, a BOCXOI I,
HaIIpOTMB, K BO MHOTOM BPakK[eOHOV NMeTU3MY
Teosioruu I Ipocserenms.

have influenced the transformation of the concept of
Gesinnung observed in Kant’s philosophy.

Keywords: Kant, Spalding, Spener, Pietism,
neology, disposition, new birth, conversion, revolution
in the disposition

The concept of revolution in the disposition
is one of the central ones in Kant’s philosophy
of religion. It was not until Religion within
the Bounds of Bare Reason, however, that it
acquired special significance, being closely
linked with and in many ways derived from
the concept of the root evil. There is thought to
be continuity between Kant’s teaching on the
revolution in the disposition and the teaching
on a new birth in Pietism (see, for example,
Bohatec, 1938, pp. 331-335; Kobe, 2018). This
approach, though not devoid of meaning,
fails to explain two important features. First,
the Pietists were not inclined to reduce the
significance of religious faith to its moral
impact on the believer and to insist solely on
the moral interpretation of Christian tenets,
which was an important component of Kant’s
philosophy of religion. Secondly, if we accept
the hypothesis of continuity, the appearance
of the concept of Gesinnung, usually translated
into English as disposition, remains unclear in
the context of the radical inner transfiguration
of the human being because, though it does
occur in the works of Pietists, it does not
acquire the specific connotation it has in
Kant’s Religion. At the same time both these
features can be explained if we consider the
possibility that Kant was inspired not directly
by the Pietist version of Lutheranism but, on
the contrary, by the theology of Enlightenment
which is in many ways hostile to Pietism.



PeBoJtIonysi yMOHaCTpOeHMsI
B dpmrocodpmm Kanra

IToHsITMIE «pPEeBOJIIOLNS YMOHACTPOEHMs» IIO-
gBiIsieTcsl B Ho3Hent pabore Kanra — «Penmrus
B I'paHMIIax OHOIO TOJIBKO pasyMa» (1793). 3mech
Xe MBI HaOJIr0[TaeM 1 crielndryaeckyro TpaHcdop-
MalVIo, IIPOVCXOMAINYI0 ¢ roHsATeM Gesinnung,
KOTOpoe yroTpedsssiock KanToM 1 paHee, oHa-
KO TOJIBKO B 3TOM COYMHEHUM HadlHaeT UIpaTh
0COOYIO POJIb, CTAHOBSCH OTHEJIBHBIM TEPMIHOM.
YMoHacTpoeHMe orperiesigeTcs Kak «1lepBoe cyOb-
eKTVBHOe OCHOBaHMe NPUHATISA MaKcuM» (AA 6,
S. 25; Kawnr, 2024, c. 104), HarrpaBieHHOe «BOOOIIIe
Ha Bce ymoTpeOreHme csobonbr» (Ibid.; Tam xe),
TO €CThb SBJILIOIIeeCs TaKOVI MaKCVIMOV, KOTopas
orpesiesisieT IPUHATYE Bcex Apyrux Makcum. OHO
JIXXUT B OCHOBe Halllero IIpOM3BOJIeHNs, oIpeie-
JI5s1, SBJISIIOTCS JIVL Hallly TIOCTYIIKM HpaBCTBEH-
HO IOOPBIMM VIV HPaBCTBEHHO 3/IbIMI. VIMeHHO
B 5TOM INIyOMHHOM yMoHacTpoeHvn KanT 1 ycMa-
TpUBaeT HPUCYIIYIO YeJIoBeKy ¥ YKOPeHEeHHYIO B
ero Inpupose M3HadaJIbHYIO VCIIOPYeHHOCTh, Ha-
KJIOHHOCTB KO 31y, KOTOPYIO Ha3bIBaeT «KOPeHHbIM
3710M». DTa HaKJIOHHOCTB, TaKM 00pa3oM, SIBJIseT-
Csl OCHOBaHMeM IPMHATUA MaKCMM, HO caMa He
XapaKTepu3yeT HUKAKyIO OTHeJIbHYI0 MaKCVMY.
IToHsTVIE KOPEHHOTO 3J1a YKa3bIBaeT JIMIIIb Ha U3-
BpallleHHOCTb ceplla (caMOro OCHOBaHWSI BHY-
TpeHHeV1 cpepbl MOTVMBALINI YeJIoBeKa), BhIpakato-
IITyIOCH B IIepeBePHYTOM HOPIKe VepapXiuecKom
ITOTYMHEHHOCTV MaKCUM, KOT7Ia BMECTO YBaskeH Vs
K MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY IIJISl YesloBeKa Oostee Bak-
HBIM CTAHOBUTCSI MOTUB cebstoOms. VIMeHHO Ta-
KOT1 UeJIOBeK, C TIepeBepPHY THIM HOPSTKOM MaKCHM,
1 Oy[eT CUUTaThCSI HPaBCTBEHHO 3JIBbIM:

CireoBaTesIbHO, pas3/Iidyie TOTO, SBJISeTCs JI
4eJIoBeK JI0OpBIM VTN 371bIM, JIOJDKHO HaXOIUTh-
Csl He B a3y MOTMBOB, KOTOpPbIe OH IIPVHM-
MaeT B CBOIO MaKCMMYy (He B 3TOVI ee MaTepUN),
HO B noduunenuu (ee dpopme): kaxywo us 08yx ot de-
aaem ycaoBuem Opyeotl. CriemoBaTeNIbHO, YeI0BeK
(TaKe HAVUTYUIINT) 30J1 Y Ke TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, UTO
OH IlepeBOpauMBaeT HPABCTBEHHBIVI IIOPSIOK
MOTMBOB B IIPUHSITUV VIX B CBOVI MaKCHUMBL [OH]
IIpUHMMaeT B Hee MOpa/IbHBIVI 3aKOH Hap#ly C

L. E. Kryshtop

Revolution in the Disposition
within Kant’s Philosophy

The concept of “revolution in the
disposition” crops up in Kant’s later work,
Religion within the Bounds of Bare Reason
(1793). It is here that we observe a peculiar
transformation of the concept of Gesinnung,
which Kant had wused before but which
acquired a special role of a distinct term in
this work. Disposition is defined as “the first
subjective basis for the adoption of maxims”
(Rel, AA 6, p. 25; Kant, 2009, p. 26), directed
towards “the entire use of freedom” (ibid.),
i.e. a maxim that determines the use of all
other maxims. This lies at the basis of our
assumption, determining whether our acts
are morally good or morally evil. It is to this
inner attitude of mind that Kant attributes the
“radical evil” inherent in man. This inclination
is thus the ground for the adoption of maxims
but does not characterise any specific maxim.
The concept of “radical evil” merely points to
the perversion of the heart (the foundation of
human motivations) manifested in a perverted
hierarchy of maxims, when the motive of
self-love is put above respect for the moral
law. Such a person with a perverted order of
maxims is morally evil:

Therefore, the distinction as to whether the
human being is good or evil must lie not in the
distinction of the incentives that he admits into
his maxim (not in the maxim’s matter), but in
their subordination (in the maxim’s form):
which of the two he makes the condition of
the other. Consequently the human being
(even the best) is evil only because he reverses
the moral order of the incentives in admitting
them into his maxims: he does indeed admit
the moral law into his maxims, alongside the
law of self-love; but when he becomes aware
that one cannot subsist alongside the other, but
that one must be subordinated to the other as
its supreme condition, he makes the incentive
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ceOsuI0OMEM, HO TaK KaK OH OCO3HaeT, YTO OTHO
He MOXeT COCYIIeCTBOBATh C JPYIVM, HO OIHO
IIOJDKHO IIOYVHSATECS IPYTOMY KaK CBOeMy Bbic-
wemy ycaobuto, OH AejlaeT MOTVBBI CceOsuTroOvIs
M ero CKJIOHHOCTM YCJIOBVMEM CJIeIIOBAaHMS MO-
PaJIBHOMY 3aKOHY, TOT/ia KaK CKOpee IT0C/Ie[IHee
KaK BBICIIIee YCIIOBYE YIIOBJIETBOPEHVIS IIEPBOrO
IIOJDKHO IIPVIHMMATBECS BO BCEOOIIYI0 MaKCUMY
IIPOM3BOJIEHNS KaK eIVHCTBEHHBII MOTUB (AA
6, S. 36; Kaur, 2024, c. 116 —117).

B To xe Bpemsa KaHT 1osiaraer, 4to yesioBek
criocobeH Ha IpeoOpakeHNe, KOTOPBIM U SIBJIS€T-
¢l peBormoIs yMoHacTpoeHws. Ilof, pesorory-
eVl YMOHaCTpOeHMs IIpY 3TOM ITOHMMAaeTCs TBep-
Ji0e HaMepeHVie He OTKJIOHAThCs OOJIbIIIe HMKOTTIa
B CBOVMIX MaKCVMaX OT MOpPaJIbHOTO 3aKoHa. Takorn
IIepPeBOPOT MOXeT OBITh TOJIBKO MHTEJUINTIOeTb-
HBIM ¥ IIPOV3OVTV TOJIBKO eIuHOBpeMeHHO. Ho
IIpeTBOPEeHVe 3TOr0 MHTEJUINTMOEIPHOrO Ilepe-
BOpOTa CepAlla B JXXV3HB B UyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPU-
HIIMaeMOM MVIpe He MOXET CBEPIINTHCS TaK Xe, B
OIIH MWT. DTO IIOCTOSHHBIVI IPOIlecC IIOCTelleH-
HOTO, HO HeyCTaHHOI'O M3MeHeHs], B Xo7le KOTOpPO-
rO IPUBBIUKM K JOOpoeTes M AOJDKHBI 3aMeHUTD
HIPUBBIUKM K IIOPOKY. DTO CBOeoOpa3Hoe pa3Bopa-
4dyBaHVe BOBHE, B MVIpe SMIIMPUYIECKOM, TOrO 3a-
PomBIIIa, KOTOPBIV yKe COCTOSUICS BHY TPV, B MUpe
MHTeIUTNTOeTbHOM. Takoe HEYKOCHUTEJIBHOe
IIpeTBOPeHVIe B XV3Hb pedOpPMUPOBAHNIS CBOETO
SMITVPUYECKOTO XapaKTepa BMEHSIETCsI UeJIOBEKY B
00s13aHHOCTb.

B KoHTekcTe paccMOTpeHMsS BO3MOXKHOM JIsI
JesioBeKa PeBOJIIONNY YMOHacTpoeHns KaHT He
TOJIBKO BBICKA3bIBaeT Wyiey, OJIM3Kye II0 CMBICITY
OVOIIericKoMy «HOBOMY POXIEHMIO» U «obade-
HWIO B HOBOT'O YeJIOBeKa», HO U VICIIOJIb3yeT Tpa-
OVIIVOHHYIO OMOJIeVICKyI0 TepMMHOJIOIMIO (CM.:
Bohatec, 1938, S. 327—328), a Takke HpsIMO CCBI-
JlaeTcs Ha COOTBETCTBYIOMINIL Onbsterickmit dppar-
MeHT 0 HOBOM POXX/IeHWM 13 TpeThell I71aBbl EBaH-
resms ot Voanna (MH. 3: 5—7). DTo sBnsgercs
BIIOJIHE ITpaBOMEPHBIM OCHOBaHMEM 15 IIpOBe]ie-
HVISL OIIpefleJIeHHBIX IIapasliesieVi 1 yCTaHOBJIeHIS
3HAYNTEJIBHOV IIPeeMCTBEHHOCTI MEeX/Ty KaHTOB-
CKMM y4YeHVEM O PeBOJIIOLVM YMOHACTPOEHWS
ydeHVeM O HOBOM POXKIEHWN IIMEeTVICTOB.
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of self-love and its inclinations the condition
of compliance with the moral law-whereas, on
the contrary, the latter should be admitted into
the universal maxim of the power of choice as
the supreme condition of the gratification of
the former and as the sole incentive (Rel, AA 6,
p- 36; Kant, 2009, p. 40).

At the same time Kant believes the human
being to be capable of transfiguration, or a
revolution in the disposition. By “revolution
in the disposition” he means a firm resolution
never to deviate from the moral law in
one’s maxims. Such a revolution can only
be thus intelligible and has to take place at
one stroke. But the implementation of this
intelligible change of heart in the sensually
perceived world cannot take place at once. It
is an ongoing process of gradual and tireless
change whereby virtuous habits must replace
evil ones. It is an unfolding in the empirical
world of the embryo which has already come
into being inside, in the intelligible world.
Such unstinting work to implement the reform
of one’s empirical character is the duty of the
human being.

In considering the possibility of the human
being’s changing his disposition, Kant does
not only express ideas close to the biblical
“new birth” and conversion into a new man
but uses traditional biblical terminology (see
Bohatec, 1938, pp. 327-328), and directly cites
the relevant biblical fragment about a new
birth in the third chapter of the Gospel of John
(3: 5-7). This provides a legitimate ground for
drawing certain parallels and establishing
significant continuity between Kant’s doctrine
of the revolution in disposition and the Pietist
teaching on a new birth.



quHMe 0 HOBOM POXOE€HWM B IIMETM3ME

Camo moHsiITMe «HOBOe poxieHwue» (Wiederge-
burt) He ABJISETCS VICKIIIOYNTEIBHO VETUCTCKIM.
OHO BOCXOAWT K HOBO3aBETHBIM TE€KCTaM ¥ IIPOY-
HO BXOIWUT B XPUCTMAHCKYIO TPAOWIIVIO BCeX KOH-
deccurt 1 jeHOMMHAIMTL. Yallle Bcero OHO CBSA3bI-
BaeTcs ¢ nocjaHmamm arn. [lasma mn Epanrenvem
ot VMoanna (Ma. 3: 5—7). Kak pa3 nHa crux Epan-
remug oT VloanHa cceutaercsa n Kant. Tem ne me-
Hee caMO CJIOBO «HOBOe poXkJIeHue» (IaAtyyeveoia,
regeneration, Wiedergeburt) 8 popme cymiectsu-
TeJIPHOTO wcronb3yercss B Hosom 3aBere siminb
nBaxael — B Ilocstarym am. ITasma x Tury (Tur. 3:
5) u EBanrermu ot Matdes (Md. 19: 28). Bo Bcex
OCTaJIBHBIX CJIy4asix, B TOM uwciie B EBanresnvm ot
Moanna (VH. 3: 5—7) npumeHstoTcst 6rm3Kme 110
CMBICJTy IJIarosibHble popMbL. Bee aTn pparmeHTsI
OTCBUIAIOT K KPEeIeHMIO ¥ CBSI3aHHOMY C HUM 00-
pallieHnIo, a TakxKe ITpelBeIlaeMoMy IIOCIIeTyTo-
1eMy BocKpeceHwto. Hanbortee riosiHoe mipeicTas-
JIeHVe OOTOCTIOBCKOTO OCHOBAHS yUeH VISl O HOBOM
poxaeHv Mbl HaxoayM B Ilociannm ar. ITasia x
PvivszsiHam (Pym. 6: 3—11): yBeposasImi B Vcy-
ca XpucTa KpeCcTUTCs ITocpeicTBoM Boabl 1 [lyxa,
TeM caMbIM HpMOOIIadgck K KpecTHOV CMepTU VC-
KyIWTeNsS VI yMUpasi IjIs Tpexa; IpVOOIIVBIIVICh
K cMepTy XPUICTa, UeJIoBeK 0Ty YaeT BO3MOKHOCTD
¢ HuM ke BOCKpeCHYTb yKe IS KM3HV BEUHOTL.
ITociieHee v 3HAMeHyeT cOOOVT HOBOe pOXKAEHE.
Taxmm oOpasoM, yueHMe 0 HOBOM POXIAEHUN He
paccMaTpmBajIOCh OTEIBHO OT KpellleHMs U Bepbl
B CIIaceHMe, JOPOry K KOTOPOMY OTKpbIBaJIO Kpe-
IIIeH1e, VI TOJIBKO OHO. B TakoM Buje oHO mpucyT-
CTBOBAJIO U B JIOTepaHCTBe. TeM He MeHee cero-
HSl IPUHATO CYMUTaTh, YTO Y IIMETUCTOB yYeHWe O
HOBOM POXX[IEHVVI HAYMHAEeT UTI'PATh OCOOYIO POJIb.

B marrle Bpemsl mmeTH3M IIOHVMMAETCs KpariHe
IIMPOKO ¥ pa3sHOOOpa3HO. DTO IPUBOLUT K HEOO-
XOIAVIMOCTYM KOHKPeTW3MpPOBaTh TOT BUL ITVET3Ma,
¢ KoTopbeIM MBI cTasikuBaemcst B XVII-XVIII BB. B
HeMeIKVX 3eMJISIX, Ha3bIBasl ero KJIacCYeCK/M V-
eTm3MoM (cM. 00 stom: Kpemrrrorn, 2020, c. 80— 88).
OcHoBaTesieM 3TOro JIIOTEPaHCKOIO Ty XOBHOTO Te-
uveHns cumtaercs . 5. [lnenep (1635—1705), a oc-
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New Birth Teaching in Pietism

The concept of “new birth” (Wiedergeburt)
is not exclusively Pietist. It goes back to
New Testament texts and is embedded in
the Christian tradition of all the confessions
and denominations. It is most frequently
connected with the epistles of St. Paul and
the Gospel of John (3: 5-7). Kant refers to
the latter. However, the word “new birth”
(maAwyyeveoia, regeneration, Wiedergeburt)
is used in the New Testament only twice, as
a noun, in Paul’s epistle to Titus (3: 5) and in
the Gospel of Matthew (19: 28). In all the other
cases, including John 3: 5-7, verbal forms of
similar meaning are used. All these cases are
directly linked with baptism and concomitant
conversion as well as with the promised
subsequent resurrection. The most complete
theological grounding of the teaching on new
birth is presented in St. Paul’s epistle to the
Romans (6: 3-11): Those who believe in Jesus
are baptised through water and the Spirit
thus, being united to the redeemer’s death
and dying to sin; by being united with Christ’s
death human being gains an opportunity to
be resurrected for eternal life together with
Him. The latter signifies a new birth. Thus,
the teaching on a new birth was not separated
from baptism and faith in salvation, the
road toward which was opened by baptism
and nothing else. It was in this form that it
was present in Lutheranism. Even so, the
prevailing view today is that the teaching
on a new birth starts to play a special role in
Pietism.

Today Pietism is interpreted broadly and in
many different ways. This makes it necessary
to define more concretely the variety of Pietism
that was current in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries in German lands, calling
it classical Pietism (see Kryshtop, 2020, pp. 80-
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HOBHBbIe JIMHWIM IaHHOIO HaIIpaBJIeHVs MBICIIN
JIOCTaTOYHO ITIOJTHO U YeTKO BBIpaXkaloTcsd B ITPO-
rpamMMHOVI paboTe aToro mMeicimTennss — «Pia De-
sideria» (1675). [larHOe HarIpasJieHVe M3HAYaIbHO
IIPOHM3aHO /Ty XOM CTpeMJIeHNs K HOBOV pedopMa-
LIV, BO3POXIEHMIO Jiesia JIroTepa, BbI3BOJIVBIIIETO
HeKoI7Zla XpUCTMaH M3 JIyXOBHOro pabdctBa Prm-
CKO-KaTOJINYeCKoV 1IepKBU (CpaBHMBaeMoVl C HO-
BBbIM Basusionom). ITpu aToM 1ipefiriosaraiocs, 4To
3aj10keHHBIe JIroTepoM ocHOBaHMS Tak 1 He ObLIN
J10 KOHIIa ITPeTBOPEHBI B XKU3HB M3-3a ITOCTUTTIIETO
JIIOTEPaHCKYIO 1IePKOBb KpM3Uica, IIPeoosieTh KO-
TOPBIVI BOSMOXKHO JIWIIIh OOpaTUBIIVICH K TIOMJIVH-
HOMY y4YeHIIO XpycTa 1 OTPeKIINCh OT 3a0iTyxK/ie-
HUM 1 cyesepuit. OIHMM U3 ITIaBHBIX CyeBepui
cumTasIachk IIpy 3TOM Bepa B BO3MOXXHOCTh oOpeTe-
HWSI CIIaCeH Vsl ITPY IIOMOIIN BBITIOJTHEHVIST OTHVIX
JIVIITB BHEITHVX KYJIBTOBBIX IEVICTBVAVI, UTO CBSI3BI-
BaJIOCh C KaTOJIMYECKVM IIPVIHIIUIIOM ex opere ope-
rato. Takasi Bepa B3pallliBaeT MHCTPYMEHTaJIbHOE
OTHOIIIeHVIe BepyIOIIVX K TafHCTBaM W Iy XOBHBIM
MpaKTVKaM, TaK KaK, Oy/Iy4un yBepeHHbIMU B TOM,
YTO OHW JAEVICTBEHHBI caMU TI0 ceOe, BepyloIye
HepeIKO CUNTAIOT HeOOXOAVMBIM ¥ IOCTaTOYHBIM
TS CTIACeHVIsI CaMo VX BHeIITHee VICTIOJTHEHMe, a He
BHYTPEHHIOI0 HaCTPOeHHOCTb JIIOZIeV, X IIPUHU-
MaloIMX MM B HUX y4YacTBYIOUIMX. B mpoTmso-
MOJIOKHOCTB 3ToMy LllTeHep 11 ero mocsiefioBaTesy
MOJTYepKMBaIVl BaKHOCTh BHYTpeHHew Ojiarode-
CTUBOV HaCTPOEHHOCTV BepyIollero, coOCTBeHHO
€ro Bepbl, UTO U CTaJI0 OCHOBaHWeM JIJIs Ha3BaHMs
JaHHOTO HarlpaB/leHUs (OT JiaT. pietas «Oiarode-
cTue»). B aTOM NMeTncTsl yeMaTpuBaIn BEpHOCTh
OCHOBOIIOJIarafoIeMy JII0TepaHCKOMY ITPUHIIN-
1y sola fide («TOJIBKO BepO») ¥ CBA3aHHOIO C HUM
HNpyHLMIIA sola gratia («TOIIBKO OJ1aroIaThIo»).
BoxecTsenHast OrarofgaTh [1apyeTcsl uesioBe-
Ky TOJIBKO IO €rO VICKpeHHeVl Bepe B MCKYIITe Ib-
HYIO XepTBy XpucTa, HO MeTOAbl HaIllOJIHeHWs
CaaTbim [IyxoM 10 5TOV Bepe y NMeTVICTOB BeCbMa
pasHooOpasHbL. K HiM oTHOCSTCA pasimdHble 60-
rOCITy>KeOHBIe ITPAKTVIKM, Ba)KHOE MeCTO 3aHVMa-
foT MostnTBa M uteHme CsireHHoro I Incanms. Ho
IIepBOCTeIIeHHOe 3HadeHue VIMeeT TaHCTBO Kpe-
ITIIeHIs, B KOTOPOM YeJIOBeK TOJIBKO 1 MOXeT oOpe-
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88). The founder of this Lutheran religious
trend is considered to be Philipp Jakob
Spener, and the main features of this current
of thought are fully and succinctly set forth in
his programmatic work, Pia Desideria (1675).
This trend was influenced from the start by the
drive towards a new reformation, the revival
of the cause of Luther who had liberated the
Christians from the spiritual slavery of the
Roman Catholic Church (compared to the
New Babylon). The assumption was that the
foundations laid down by Luther were never
fully implemented because of the crisis that
assailed the Lutheran church, the crisis that
could only be overcome by turning to Christ’s
true teaching and casting aside delusions
and prejudice. One of the main prejudices
was thought to be the faith in the possibility
of attaining salvation by following external
rituals in line with the Catholic principle of ex
opere operato. Such faith fosters an instrumental
attitude to sacraments and spiritual practices
since believers, being convinced that they
are effective in themselves, often think that
it is necessary and sufficient for salvation to
go through the motions, as opposed to being
inwardly committed to them and involved in
them. By contrast, Spener and his followers
stressed the importance of inner pious feelings
of the believer, the actual faith, which gave the
trend its name (derived from the Latin pietas,
or piety). Pietists considered this to be a sign
of adherence to the fundamental Lutheran
principle of sola fide (only by faith) and the
related principle of sola gratia (only by grace).
Divine grace is vouchsafed only to those
who sincerely believe in Christ’s redemptive
death, but with the Pietists the methods of
filling with the Holy Spirit vary a great deal.
These include various liturgical practices
in which prayer and reading of the Holy
Scripture figure prominently. But the most



CTU «HOBOe poxzieHme» (Spener, 1706, S. 47). Vimen-
HO B 9TOM TaMHCTBE ITPOVICXOOUT 3aK/IIOUeHVe
BeuHOro 3aseta ¢ borom. Co cropons! bora sToT
3aBeT OKa3bIBAaeTCs 3aBeTOM OJIaromarii, co CTOpoO-
HBI BEpPYIOIIIero — 3aBeTOM Bephl U JOOPOTI COBe-
cru (Ibid., S. 53). Takuim oOpa3oM, omUepKMBaeTCs,
UTO YeJIOBeK O0sI3yeTcsl MPUKJIafbIBaTh BCE CBOU
CWJIBI [IJISI TOTO, YTOOBI He TPEIINTh, UTO U SIBIIS-
eTCs eCTeCTBEHHBIM CJIEJICTBIEM ero Bephl B bora,
HO HMKaK He YCJIOBMEM ero CIlaceHus M He Ipu-
uyHOM 0oOpeTeHMs Oraromati. YesioBek, Bepyto-
IV B UICTMHHOro bora, He MoXxeT He jir00OuTh Ero
u He ObITh EMy OsraromapHBIM 3a Bce CBOe CyIIle-
cTBOBaHMe. I'pex e BOCIIpUHMMAaeTCs KaK OCKOp-
Osterme bora v HecoemuHEMM ¢ JIFOOOBLIO 11 OJ1aro-
mapHocThiO K Hemy. VIMEHHO Tak B 310Xy paHHEro
[TpocBelieHnss He TOJIBKO IMETVCTaMM, HO U BO
MHOI'OM IIPOTVMBOOOPCTBOBABIIVIMYL C HUMU BOJIb-
duaHIIaMM BO I71aBe ¢ cammM Xp. Boibdom noHm-
MaJics «CTpax Boxuir», SBJISIOMINMIICS OCHOBaHMW-
eM JoOporeTeNIbHBIX HOCTYIIKOB. Takom «cTpax»
HasbIBaJICA VHaue «IeTCKMM» VI CUMUTAJICS ITPOVIC-
TeKaolIM M3 HeXeJlaHWsS 4JesloBeKa Kak peOeH-
Ka boxust ockopOuTh 11 paccTponTh cBOero Hebec-
Horo Or1ra. Takort cTpax, KOTOPBIV OAVH 11 MOXKET
ObITP OCHOBaHVEM IOIJIVMHHON 100pOIeTeIbHO-
CTV, HIPOTMBOIIOCTABIIUICS «PabCKOMY CTpaxy»,
HoflpasyMeBaBIIleMy CTpax HaKasaHuM (11, KaK ero
00OpOTHYIO CTOPOHY, CTpeMJIeHVe K Harpajgam) B
KauecTBe OCHOBAaHISI COBEPIIIaeMBbIX ITOCTYIIKOB.
KperieHmte rpv1 5ToM BOCIIPMHMMAIIOCH KaK He-
00xoIMMoe ycjIoBrie BO3MOXKHOCTY BCTYIUIEHWS B
XPVICTMAHCKYIO XM3HB U CBSI3aHHOTO C 3TUM 00-
HoBileHUs. KpellieHre SBIIsieTCsl eIMTHOBpeMeH-
HBIM JIeVICTBOM, B pe3yJIbTaTe KOTOPOro YeJIoBeKy
maeTcst OokecTBeHHas OjylarogaTh Ha €ro ajib-
HeviIllee XpUCTMaHCKoe Bo3pactaHue. Kak 1 stro-
0oe TamHCTBO, caMoO KpellleHrie HeoOpaTmmo. Ho-
BOe pOXIIeHe Xe — 3TO IOC/IeAy IO IIpoLiecc
PasBUTVSI 3TOM Osraromaru, KOTOPBIV, B CBOIO O4e-
penb, MOXeT ObITh OOpaTMMBbIM (Or1aromaTb MOXeT
U yMeHbIIIaTbcd). TakuM oOpa3oM, HOBOe poKje-
HVe MOHMMaeTcsl IpollecCyaIbHO ¥ CBepIaeTcs
He eIMTHOBPEeMEeHHO, He O[IVIH pa3 Ha BCIO XI3Hb.
HexoTopsle vccrierioBaTesyt BbICKa3bIBaIVI MHe-
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important ritual is baptism in which alone
man is “born again” (Spener, 1706, p. 47).
This sacrament seals the eternal covenant
with God. From the standpoint of God it is a
testament of grace and, from the standpoint
of the believer, a pledge of faith and good
conscience (ibid., p. 53). This stresses the
human obligation to strive not to sin, which is
a natural consequence of human faith in God,
but it is emphatically not a condition of his/
her salvation or the cause of obtaining Grace.
The human being who believes in the true
God cannot but love Him and be grateful to
Him for all his/her existence. Sin is perceived
as an insult to God and is incompatible with
love and gratitude to Him. This was how, in
the epoch of early Enlightenment, the “fear
of God”, which is the foundation of virtuous
acts, was understood not only by the Pietists
but also by the followers of Christian Wolff
who opposed them in many ways. Such “fear”,
also called “child’s” fear, was attributed to
the reluctance of a human being, as God’s
child, to insult or upset their heavenly Father.
Such fear, which alone can be the basis of true
virtue, was contrasted with “slavish fear”,
which implied fear of punishment (and, as its
opposite face, the craving for reward) as the
basis of actions.

Baptism was seen as the precondition for
entering into Christian life and the resulting
renewal. Baptism is a one-time act which
confers divine grace on the human being’s
further Christian development. Like any
sacrament, baptism 1is irreversible. The
new birth is the subsequent process of the
development of grace which, in turn, may be
reversible (grace may diminish). Thus, the
new birth is a process and is not a once-in-a-
lifetime event.
investigators that the
concept of a new birth is central to Spener’s

Some believe
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HMe, YTO IIOHSTME HOBOTO POXAEHWS SBIISeTCs
LIeHTpaJIbHBbIM 1151 yueHmd lllnenepa u ommya-
€T TMEeTVCTOB OT IIPUBEp)KeHIIeB JIIOTepaHCKON
OPTOIOKCMM, TaK KaK 3aMelllaeT TpaJuIIOHHOe
JIIOTEPOBCKOe ydeHMe 00 ompapgaHuy. Hanbortee
APKUM IIpeficTaBUTeIeM 3TOVI TIO3UIIAW SIBJIdeT-
¢ M. Imunr (Schmidt, 19516; 1969b, S. 129-168;
1951a, S. 17—30; 1969a, S. 169—194; 1970, S. 9), miis
KOTOPOT'0 OHa CTaJla JIeMTMOTMBOM BCeX ero vccile-
pgoBaHm mvervsMma. OmHako mpm Oymoxarirem
paccCMOTpeHMM 3Ta TOUKa 3peHVsi OKa3blBaeTCsl He-
cocrogaTesibHON. Tak, IlInenep He TOIBKO He OIy-
CKaeT yueHVe 00 OIpaBiaHUM B €0 JII0TepaHCKON
BepCuy, HO, HAIIPOTWB, IIOYEePKIMBaET ero IIepBo-
CTeIleHHYIO 3Ha4MMOCTb [1J1s1 MICTUHHOV XPVCTU-
aHCKov Bepsbl (Spener, 1686, S. 62— 63). Kpome Toro,
v camo noHsATre Wiedergeburt, v Oi1m3Kuie eMy IIo-
HATUA (Harmpumep, neuer Geburt) MCHIONIb3yIOTCS
[IInenepoM kpariHe penko. B ero mporpammuon
pabote «Pia Desideria» 3TOT TepMuH ymoTpeOss-
eTcsl TOJIBKO TpvoKbl. HeT aToro Tepmumna 1 B iy-
KJIe TIponioBernient 1676/77 r. mox oOImMM 3ariaBu-
eM «HeoOXxomMoCTh 1 BO3MOXKHOCTB J1eITeJIbHOIO
xpuctuaHcTBa» («Des tdtigen Christentums Not-
wendgkeit und Moglichkeit»), xoropble Bo MHO-
TOM MOTYT pacCMaTpuUBaThCsl KaK PacIIVpeHHBIN
kommeHTapun K «Pia Desideria» (cm.: Wallmann,
2010, S. 50—51).

HemHoOro waiiie COOTBETCTBYIOIIME IIOHSTMS
BCTpedaroTcss B Mo3nHMX Ipornosersx Illmene-
pa, 9TO poXKJaeT IOIBITKY IIPOBEeCTV BoHopasel
MeXIy paHHUM U IO3IHVM 3TallaMy ero TBopue-
crBa. OmHAKO 1 3TOT MOAXO]], TAaKXKe ITpefiCTaBIIseT-
cs1 BecbMa Ipo0sieMaTaHbIM. Oco60ro BHMMaHMS
B 9TOM OTHOIIIEHWUN 3ac/IyXVBaeT LVKJI IIPOIIoBe-
nent 1691—1694 rr. mon oOrmM HasBaumeM «Oco-
G011 Ba’kKHOCTM IIOJIOXKEeHVIe O HOBOM POXKIIeHWUI»
(Spener, 1694). VIMeHHO 371€Ch MBI HaxOAVIM CaMoe
HOIpOOHOe OIMCaHVie HOBOIO POXKIAEHMIS, KaK ero
BUIST NWETNCTHI, a MMEeHHO KaK COCTOSIIEro 13
Tpex KOMIIOHEHTOB: IIpo0y>kJieHne Bephl (IHocperl-
CTBOM OJ1aroyjaTm), IpoIleHVe TPeX0B, COTBOPeH e
HOBOVI IIPVPOMIEI YesioBeka (cM., HarpvmMep: Ibid.,
S. 150—151). Takoe mpezcTaBieHie O HOBOM PO-
KIIEHWUN TOBTOpsieTcd U B Apyrux padorax Illme-
Hepa. TeM He MeHee 11 B 3TOM 1I1IKJIe, HSCMOTPsI Ha
€ro HasBaHIe, caMOMY HOBOMY POXIEHMIO yile-

teaching which distinguishes Pietists from the
adherents of Lutheran orthodoxy because it
supplants the traditional Lutheran teaching
of justification. The most notable proponent
of this view is Martin Schmidt (1951b, pp. 70-
112; 1969b, pp. 129-168; 1951a, pp. 17-30;
1969a, pp. 169-194; 1970, p. 9), for whom it
was the leitmotif of all his studies of Pietism.
However, on closer inspection this point
of view is untenable. Thus, Spener (1686,
pp. 62—63), far from omitting the teaching
on justification in its Lutheran version, on
the contrary stresses its primary significance
for true Christian faith. Indeed, Spener
very rarely uses the concept of Wiedergeburt
and related concepts (for example, neuer
Geburt). The term is used only three times
in his programmatic work Pia Desideria. Nor
does the term appear in his 1676/77 cycle
of sermons under the common heading The
Necessity and Possibility of Active Christianity
(Des titigen Christentums Notwendgkeit und
Moglichkeit) which in many ways can be seen
as an extended commentary to Pia Desideria
(see Wallmann, 2010, pp. 50-51).
Corresponding terms occur a little more
often in Spener’s later sermons, prompting
attempts to draw a distinction between the
early and late stages of his work. But this
approach is also highly problematic. The
cycle of sermons under the common heading
A Particularly Important Proposition on New
Birth (1691—1694) (Spener, 1694) contains
the most detailed description of new birth
as seen by the Pietists, i.e. consisting of three
components: awakening of faith (through
grace), forgiveness of sins, and the creation
of man’s new nature. This concept of new
birth is repeated in Spener’s other works (see,
for example, ibid., pp. 150-151). Yet even this
cycle, in spite of its heading, pays very little
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JIIeTCsl BechbMa He3HaduTeIbHOe BHUMaHme. VI3
66 IIporoBeIelt TOJIBKO 5 IOCBAIIEHBI Hellocpes-
CTBEHHO HOBOMY POXKIEHMIO. Bo Bcex OCTaIbHBIX
peub MaeT CKopee O ero IUIOHAX, TO eCTbh O TOM,
KaKVM JOJDKeH OBITh ITPeoOpa’keHHBIV UeTIOBEeK.
Taxum oOpa3om, OCHOBHOV aKIIeHT IIepeHOCUT-
cst [lIrmeHepoM ¢ caMOro HOBOT'O POXKIIEHMS Ha ero
pe3y/bTaT — HOBOI'O YeJIoBeKa, B KOTOPOI'O II0jI-
JKeH TIIPETBOPUTHCS MHIAVBUJ, YTO HUYEM ITPVH-
LIVIIVAJIPHO He OT/INYaeTcs OoT 0oJlee paHHUX pa-
6ot llInerepa (Wallmann, 2010, S. 53 —54). Bmecte
C 9TMM OTIaflaeT VI OCHOBaHMeE YTBEePXXIaTh, UTO B
IVieTr3Me TIOHSTVE HOBOTO POXJIeHMs IIprolpe-
TaeT KaKoe-TO 0coDoe 3HauveHle, CTAaHOBSICh 1IeH-
TPpaJIbHBIM VI CTPYKTYPOOOpasyIOImIyM.

Kax 6bI TO HI OBLIIIO, HEKOTOPOE CXOIICTBO MEX-
ny nosuuyen KanTa v ydeHneM IMeTVCTOB MOX-
HO yCMOTpeTb. be3yc/IoBHO Ba’KHBIM SIBJISIETCS TO,
4TO, KaK ¥ mmeTncTel, KaHT HacTtamBaeT Ha Iiep-
BOCTEITeHHO 3HaYMMOCTY BHY TPEHHVIX MOTVIBOB.
OnHako akIeHT y Hero sIBHBIM 00pa3oM IIepeHo-
cntca B cdepy HPaBCTBEHHOIO, Yer0 MBI He BU-
avM y nuetnctos. PakTrdecku B prsiocodpun pe-
mvrvvt KasTa MBI BUZIVIM MOpasIbHOE TOJIKOBaHVe
3TOW, caMoOWl 10 cede I JIIOTEPaHCKOV Tpaau-
IIMV He HOBOV, MIey HeJOCTaTOYHOCTY BHEIITHero
I IepBOCTEIIEHHOVI BaXKHOCTV BHYTpeHHero. [11s
TOTO UTOOBI HAIIIVI IIOCTYTIKV OBUIVI MOPAJIbHBIM,
HeJOCTaTOYHO, YTOOBI OHM OBLIIV COOOpasHBI JOII-
I'y, HeoOXomyMo, uTOOBI OHM BBITEKaIMI M3 IIpa-
BUJIBHOV BHyTpeHHen MoTuBaumm. V1 miis Kanra
IpaBUyIbHAS MOTVBALIVS 3aKJIIOUaeTcs yXke He B
Bepe B CIIAaCUTEITBHYIO XXePTBY XPICTa, a B yBaXke-
HUY K MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY.

Yuaenwne V. V. HInaneamara o6 odpaimeHnmn
¥ M3MeHeHMUY YMOHACTpOeHMsI

VictounnkoM BimssHusa Ha KanTa B OoTHOIIe-
HUV ero y4eHWs O PeBOJIIOLMY YMOHACTPOeHNs
BIIOJIHE MOIJIa OBITh HEOJIOrMs, a KOHKpeTHee —
narpuapx 3Toro uiIocodcKo-TeoI0rm4eckoro
HanpasieHns V1. VI naneguar. Heostormsa no-
JIy4nla CBOe Ha3BaHMe OT [BYX JIpeBHeTr peuecKmx
CJIOB — VE0G (HOBBIVI) 1 AOYOG (CJIOBO, ydeHMe) — 1
IIOCJIOBHO TIEPeBOIINTCS KaK «HOBOe yUeHVie». DTO
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attention to new birth itself. Of the 66 sermons
only five are devoted to new birth. All the
other sermons look rather at its fruits, i.e. at
what the converted human being should be
like. Thus, Spener shifts the accent from new
birth to its result, the new human being which
the individual should become, which is not
fundamentally different from Spener’s earlier
works (Wallmann, 2010, pp. 53-54). This
strikes the bottom from under the claim that
in Pietism the concept of new birth acquires
some new meaning and becomes central and
structure-forming,.

Even so, some similarity between Kant and
the Pietists can be discerned. It is undeniably
important that both the Pietists and Kant insist
on the primary significance of inner motives.
However, Kant, unlike the Pietists, clearly
shifts the emphasis to the moral sphere. In
fact, Kant’s philosophy of religion offers a
moral interpretation of the old Lutheran idea
that the external is insufficient and the internal
is primary. For our acts to be moral it is not
enough that they should conform to duty;
they should have the right inner motivation.
For Kant, the right inner motivation lies not in
the faith in Christ’s redemptive death, but in
respect for the moral law.

Spalding’s Doctrine of Conversion
and Change of Disposition

The source of the influence on Kant’s
teaching on the revolution in disposition
may well have been neology, specifically the
patriarch of this philosophical and theological
trend, Johann Joachim Spalding. Neology
took its name from two Greek words: véog
(new) and Aoyog (word, teaching), the literal
translation being “new teaching”. This
appellation fully reflects the main idea of
this trend which tried to take a new look at
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Has3BaHIe IIOJIHOCTBIO OTpa’kaeT OCHOBHYIO Ha-
IIPaBJIECHHOCTb IIpefiCTaBUTelIell 3TOr0 TedeHMs,
KOTOpbIe IIBITAJIVCh ITPEeJIOKUTh HOBBIVI B3IJISAL
Ha XPUCTMAHCKOe BepoydeHMe, COOTBeTCTBYIO-
IINVI, TI0O X MHEHWIO, OTPeOHOCTSIM BpeMeHI.
K sromy TeueHmrio omrymanay ceOs MpUYacTHBI-
M nommMo Inanpamara taxke V. C. 3emsep,
A.®.B. 3ax, V1. ®.B. Vlepysanem, B. A. Tesutep n
MHOTMe IpyT¥e BUIHBbIe IIPefCTaBUTesIV TeosIo-
rum ITpocseltieHnist, B CMITy 4ero MOHATIS «HeOoJIo-
rus» U «Teostorus [IpocsertieHns» HepeIKO OTOX-
JIeCTBIISFOTCSL.

D1s10c0dCKO-TeosIornIeckoe TedeHye HeosIo-
ruy ObUIO KpariHe HeOIHOPOIHBIM (cM.. Beutel,
2009, S. 115—146). Tem He MeHee MOXHO BBI/IEJITNTD
OfIHY 4epTy, OeccriopHO 00beIMHSIONIYIO BCeX ero
npeJcTaBuTesiert. B permrmosHor Bepe OHM IIOMI-
YepKMBaJIl TO BO3[EVICTBME, KOTOpOe OHa OKa-
3bIBa€T Ha HpaBCTBEHHOe COBepIIIeHCTBOBaHMe
yejloBeKa; MMEHHO 3TO BO3/IeVICTBMEe CYMTaJIOCh
[IepPBOCTEIIEHHO 3HAYMMBIM, BCE OCTaJIBHOE OTXO-
IVJIO Ha BTOPOV IUIaH MJIV K€ BOBCE CUMTAIOCh
M30BITOUHBIM. VI3 OOrMaTMYecKmX IIOJIOKEHUI
IIPVHVMAJIVICh TOJIBKO Te, KOTOpble MOIJIVI OBITH
VICTOJIKOBaHBI KaK CITOCOOCTBYIOIIVE HPaBCTBEH-
HOMY BO3pacTaHMIO BepyIOIIero, Bce OCTaJbHOe
[PV3HaBaJIOCh JIOKHBIM WJIVI, 110 KpavHeV Mepe,
HY>KJAIOIIVMCS B JIONOJIHUTEILHOM TPOSICHeHWM
Y VICKJIIOYaJIOCh M3 IIpOorpaMM IIpoIioBesieVt 1 pe-
JINTVIO3HOTO BOCITUTAHMSL.

@aKTH4YecKN Y HeoJIOroB Mbl BUIVM aKIIeHT Ha
TeCHOVI B3aVIMOCBSI3V1 HPaBCTBEHHOCTY VI PeJTUT N
VI TIOIBITKY IIPENICTAaBUTh MOPaJIbHOE TOJIKOBaHMe
BCeX OCHOBHBIX JIOTMaTMYeCKVX ITOJIOKEHW XPU-
CTMAHCKOro BepoydeHwsl. Takovt Ioxort K XpuCTy-
aHCTBY ropaszio Orvike KaHTOBCKOMY, HEXeJIN TOT,
KOTOpBIN ITpefyiaraiu nvetucTel. Kpome Toro, cire-
IyeT oOpaTUTh BHVIMaHVIE U eIlle Ha OIHO SBHOe
IIperMYyIIecTBO ITovicKka OCHOBaHM yueHs KaHTa
O PEeBOJIIOIINY YMOHACTPOeHMs B (pvII0cOPCKO-Te-
OJIOTMYeCKMX B3IVIAaxX IIpefcTaBUTesIeNl HeoJIo-
rum, B ocobenHocty y Inanpamara. Yuenme mm-
eTy3Ma O HOBOM POXIIEHVV IIOMOraeT OOBSICHUTD
caMy WIel0 pafMKaJIbHOIO IepeBOopoTa BO BHY-
TPpeHHeVl MOTMBALMM, KOTOpasi, KaK Mbl TIOKa3aIn
BBIIIIE, He SIBJISIeTCS COOCTBEHHO IMETVICTCKOV 1 TI0

the Christian faith purportedly to be in tune
with the times. In addition to Spalding, many
prominent representatives of Enlightenment
theology, including Johann Salomo Semler,
August Friedrich Wilhelm Sack, Johann
Friedrich Wilhelm Jerusalem and Wilhelm
Abraham Teller, identified themselves with
this current, owing to which the concepts of
“neology” and “theology of Enlightenment”
are often used interchangeably.

The philosophical and theological trend
of neology was highly heterogeneous (see
Beutel, 2009, pp. 115-146). However, we can
single out one feature that is shared by all its
representatives. In religious faith, they stressed
the impact it had on the human being’s moral
improvement; its impact was thought to be
primary, all the rest was secondary and even
superfluous. Of the dogmatic tenets, only those
were accepted which could be interpreted as
contributing to the believer’s moral growth,
while all the rest was dismissed as false or
needing clarification and was struck out of
the programmes of sermons and religious
education.

In fact, neologists stressed the close
interconnection between morality and religion
and tried to interpret all the main Christian
dogmas in moral terms. This approach to
Christianity was much closer to Kant’s than
the approach advocated by the Pietists. We
should draw attention to one more obvious
advantage of the search for the foundations of
Kant’s doctrine of the revolution in disposition
in the philosophical-theological views of
the representatives of neology, especially
Spalding. The Pietists” teaching on a new birth
helps to explain the very idea of a radical turn
in inner motivation which, as shown above, is
not strictly speaking solely Pietistic and can
just as well be present in other strands of the
Lutheran (and not only Lutheran) tradition.
However, it does not explain the appearance,
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STOVI IIPVIYIMHE B PABHOVI CTEIIEHM MOXET IIPUCYT-
CTBOBATh U B IPYIVIX HaIlpaBJIeHMSIX JIIOTePaHCKOM
(v He TOJIBKO JOTepaHCKON) Tpagmmuy. OHO He
MO3BOJIIET OOBSICHUTD TIOSIBJIEHME B 3TOM KOHTEK-
CTe TIOHSTHUS «yMOHACTpOeHe», a TOUHee, TOV ero
CMBICJIOBOVI TpaHCOpMaIiny, KOTOpasi TOSBIISeT-
cs1 y KaHTa, HO Takoe 0OBsicHeHVe MOXHO IIOJTY-
YUTH IIpY OOpartieHu K B3rysaam HlmansayHra.

ITonsiTMe «yMOHACTpOEHMEe» CeTOHS CUMTaeT-
cst crienydpriueckt KaHTOBCKMUM. VI TevicTBUTe b~
HO, 3TOT IIepPeBOJ] VICIIOIb3YeMOro B OPWUIVHAaIb-
HOM HeMeIIKOM TeKcTe HoHSTus Gesinnung oo cux
IIOp IIPUMEHSUICS. TOJIBKO B KOHTEKCTe KaHTOB-
ckomt purtococpum. [Tpn aTOM cumTanock, 4To aaH-
HOe TIOHSITVE XOTS M yIIOTpeOIIsIoch paHee B He-
MeLIKMX (PryIocopCKIX ¥ TEOJIOTMYEeCKIIX TeKCTaX,
a Takke camMmM KaHTOM B ero IOKpUTUYEeCKMX U
KPUTUYECKMX COYMHEHMSIX 110 «Permrnu...», ofn-
HaKO He VIMeJIO CIIelpIuecKor TepMITHOJIOrIye-
CKOVI OKpacKM ¥ ObUIO IIPOCTO CMHOHVIMOM CXOZI-
HBIX 10 3Ha4eHMIo TOHATU (Absicht, Denkungsart
u 1p.). Takoe oOBsicHEHMe y>ke JaBHO CTaJIO CBOe-
'O porIa OOIIIVIM MeCTOM B VICCIIETIOBAHISIX KAHTOB-
ckovt dprtocodpumt permrun. Bmecte ¢ Tem gacTto
yIlycKaeTcsl M3 BUY, YTO JaHHas TpaHcdopMa-
Ly 3HadeHus NoHATus Gesinnung crajia IIPOVIC-
XOIIUTB ellle 3aJ0JIr0 10 KAHTOBCKOWM «PeJTiurmm. . .»
B coumHenmsx Lmanpamara.

IIapaMHT B CBOe BpeMs B Cpelle HeMeITKMX
IIpocBeTnTeNeVt ObUT OTHOV 113 HamOosIlee M3BecT-
HBIX 1 yBakaeMbIx puryp. CeromgHs ero mms ms-
BECTHO JIUIIIh HeOOJIBIIIOMY UMCITy CIEHVaIICTOB
B obOrmactit prstocopmm M TeosIormm HeMeIIKOro
ITpocBermenns. B mociieqHme OecaTwieTus ero
B3IJISIZIBL CTAJIVI IIPVBJIeKaTh OOJIbIllee BHVIMAHIE,
OIHAKO OHO TIO-IIpeXXHEMY OCTaeTCs BecbMa M301-
paTeTbHBIM.

WVccnenosanms Teopuectsa IllmanpanHra mpo-
BOZSATCH II0 IBYM BO MHOIOM He3aBVICMBIM JIPyT
OT Apyra HallpabjleHMsIM. B obmacTi wmcropum
IIPOTECTAHTCKOV TEOJIOTMY OH IIpuBIIeKaeT 00JIb-
II10e BHMMaHVIe KaK OVH M3 sSpUaiiIInX IpeicTa-
BuTestent Teostornu IIpocsemtennis. Ho atm mccrte-
ZIOBaHMS B OCHOBHOM aKIIeHTUPYIOT BHUMaHMe Ha
Te acmiekTel TBopdYecTBa lllmaspamHra, KoTopble
BBIZIEJISIIOT €0 IMEHHO Kak Heostora (Beutel, 2003;
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in this context, of the concept of “disposition”,
or rather, its semantic transformation by Kant,
an explanation that can be obtained by turning
to the views of Spalding.

Today the concept of “disposition” is
associated with Kant. And indeed, this
translation of the German concept of Gesinnung
has up until now been used only with regard
to Kantian philosophy. Although the concept
had been used earlier in German philosophical
and theological texts, as well as by Kant in pre-
critical and critical works before Religion within
the bounds of bare reason it was not considered
to be a term and was just a synonym of words
with similar meanings (Absicht, Denkungsart
etc.). This was a standard explanation in the
studies of Kant’s philosophy of religion. And it
is often forgotten that the transformation of the
meaning of Gesinnung began to take place long
before Kant’s Religion in the works of Spalding.

In his time Spalding was one of the best
known and highly regarded figures in
German Enlightenment. But today his name
is known only to a small number of specialists
in the philosophy and theology of German
Enlightenment. The past few decades have
seen a revival of interest in his views, but the
interest is still very selective.

Research of Spalding’s work follows two
largely separate paths. In the field of the
history of Protestant theology he attracts
considerable attention as one of the most
brilliant representatives of Enlightenment
theology. However, this research is focused
mainly on those aspects of Spalding’s work
which highlight his contribution to neology
(Beutel, 2003; 2006a; 2006b; 2014 and others).
Historians of philosophy concentrate on the
study of his Reflections on the Destination of Man
which triggered one of the most important
debates among German Enlighteners on
the mission of the human being and its
cognisability, and was an important factor
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2006a; 200606; 2014 u np.). Victopukmu dutocodpmm
110 OOJIBITIel YacTV KOHIIEHTPUPYIOTCS BOKPYT M3~
yYeHMs ero counHeHms «PasMblIIIUIeHe O IIperl-
Ha3Ha4yeHW 4YeJIOBeKa», JIETIIET0 B OCHOBaHUE
OIHOW W3 BeAyIIMX IVICKYCCUVI B CpeJie HeMell-
KVX IIPOCBeTUTeJIeNl O NpeJHasHadyeHU YejloBe-
Ka " ero Io3HaBaeMOCTH, a TaKXe CyIIeCTBeHHO
IIOBJIVSIBIIIETO HA IIepexor] OT IeCCUMUCTIYUECKO
AHTPOIIOJIOT MY JIFOTEPAHCKOV OPTOHOKCUM K Oo-
Jlee ONTUMUCTIYECKOMY B3IJISITy Ha IIPUPOLY 4e-
soBeka (Schollmeier, 1967; Tippmann, 2011; Raatz,
2014; Macor, 2012; 2013a n gp.).

Counnenme «Pa3MbllIeHVe O ITpeTHa3HaAuYeHU
JeJIoBeKa», 0ecCrIopHO, 3aHMMaeT IIeHTpaJIbHOe Me-
cro B Haciegum IlInasbayHra, HO He McYepIIbIBaeT
BCe OOraTcTBO PasHOOOPA3HOV HAINTPHI €r0 B3IJIS-
nos. V3-3a aklleHTHpOBaHMS BHVMaHMSA TOJIBKO
JIUIIIb Ha 3TOVI CTOPOHe ero prsiocodpcKo-Teos1oru-
4ecKoro TBOpYecTBa BCe OCTaJIbHble He TOJIBKO 3a-
TEeMHSIOTCSI, HO ¥ IIPe[ICTalOT B HEeCKOJIBKO VCKa-
JKEHHOM cBeTe. «a3MblIIUIeHe O ITpelHa3HauYeH
yeJIoBeKa» BIIepBble ObLIO oIy OvkoBaHo B 1748 I. 11
B JTaJIbHEVIIIIeM ITpeTepIie/io MHOXKeCTBO Ilepensia-
HWUI, CYIIIeCTBEHHO pacIIVpUBIIVCH B 00BbeMe (¢ 26
1o 244 ctpanym). ITpy 3TOM B HIOC/IETHEM TIepevi3-
IaHMM JaHHOI'O COYMHeHMs, BeiemineM B 1794 1,
IPUHSATO YCMaTpuBaTh CUJIbHOE BIIVISIHVE KaHTOB-
CKOM IIpakTideckon dutocodpum. IlapasiensHo
TaKoe BJIVsIHVe OOHapY KMBaeTCsl M B CaMoVi TI031-
Hent pabote IInaipamnara — «Pemris, geso gesio-
Beka» (1797) (cm.: Hinske, 1994, S. 139). B aTom1 cBsi3n
IIOMVMO OOITIel HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTH €TO pa3MBbIIILIe-
HUI VCCIlefioBaTesI OOBIYHO OTMeUaloT IIOsBle-
Hute y IlImaspayiHra IOHA TS «MaKCcyMa, OoIbliiee
BHMMaHVe K TOHATWUIO HPaBCTBEHHOIO 3aKOHa U
ap. B aTor e psapg nonagaeT v moHsTre Gesinnung,
KOTOpOe sIKOOBI TOJIBKO B TO3IHMX padoTax [nae-
AMHTa IproOpeTaeT SIBHO KAHTOBCKOe 3BydaHve. V1
ecJIM B OTHOIIEHMN JIPYTUX aclleKTOB YCMOTpeHVe
pvsiHus Kanra na HnasipayHra BIIOJIHE OITpas-
JaHHO, TO B OTHOIIeHUM IoHATUsA Gesinnung y Hac
HeT HMKaKMX OCHOBaHWUM mojiarark, uto Ilnaie-
AVHT IIpUIIel K CBOeVl KOHIIeIIIMV IIepeBopoTa
yMOHacTpoeHwsi (KpaviHe Ormskoro Kaury) Berten
3a KanToM wm nof, ero HerocpecTBeHHBIM BIIV-
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in the transition from the pessimistic
anthropology of the Lutheran orthodoxy to
a more optimistic view of the human being’s
nature (Schollmeier, 1967; Tippmann, 2011;
Raatz, 2014; Macor, 2012; 2013a and others).

Reflections on the Destination of Man certainly
is central to Spalding’s legacy, but it does
not reflect the rich palette of his views. The
accent only on this aspect of his philosophical-
theological work overshadows and somewhat
skews the other aspects. Reflections on the
Destination of Man was published in 1748,
went through multiple editions and was
considerably enlarged (from 26 to 244 pages).
The last edition produced in 1794 is thought
to have been heavily influenced by Kant’s
practical philosophy. By the same token, such
influence has been found in Spalding’s last
work, Religion, Man’s Vocation, published
in 1797 (see Hinske, 1994, p. 139). In this
connection, apart from the general direction
of his reflections, researchers also note the
appearance of the new concept of maxima,
greater attention to the concept of the moral
law, etc. The same applies to the concept of
Gesinnung which allegedly acquires a distinctly
Kantian ring only in his later works. Whereas
with regard to other aspects, asserting Kant’s
influence on Spalding is justified, with regard
to the concept of Gesinnung there are no
grounds for claiming that Spalding arrived at
his concept of revolution of disposition (which
is very close to Kant’s) after Kant or under his
immediate influence. Indeed, considering that
the concept appears in Spalding’s works much
earlier than Kant’s Religion the reverse may
well be the case.

The clearest and most detailed exposition
of Spalding’s views on the revolution in
the human being’s disposition is found in
his work Thoughts on the Value of Feelings
in Religion (1761), whereas in Reflections on
the Destination of Man the subject is passed
over in silence. This may be one of the



sSHVEeM. A yIUTBIBas TOT (PAaKT, UTO 3Ta KOHIIEMITVs
riosiBIsieTcs B courHeHvsax 1naapamMHara HaMHOro
paHBIlle BBIXO/Ia B CBeT KaHTOBCKOV «Permmrum...»,
MOYKHO ITPeJIIIOJIOKNUTh, UYTO BIIMSIHME 371ech ObLIO
CKopee obpaTHoe.

CBort B3IVISAL Ha COBEpIIAIOIINIICS B desloBe-
Ke repeBopoT yMoHacTpoeHwms Ilnaneaunar Han-
Oosiee oTueTIBO M TIOAPOOHO IIpeNCTaBiIsieT B
counHeHMM «MBICJINT O IIEHHOCTV YYBCTB B XPU-
crraHcTBe» (1761) 1 oOxoguT MoryaHMeM B «Pas-
MBIIIUIEHUM O IIpeHa3HadeHM JesioBeKka». CaMo
1o cebe 3TO MOXeT ObITH OOHMM M3 (PaKTOPOB
TOrO, TIOYeMY 3Ta KpariHe VIHTepPeCHas M BaKHas
cTOpoHa (PMIIOCOPCKO-TEOTIOTMIECKIIX B3ITISIZIOB
[rraspayHra 10 CUX IOP OCTaeTcsl He3aMeueH-
HOVI, ITOCKOJIBKY, KaK y»Ke OTMeuasIoch BBIIIIe, 713
BCero KomIulekca courHennvt HInanpayara vate
BCEro TOBOPST JINIIb O «PasMbIIUIeHNM O TIpe]i-
Has3HauYeHWM 4eJIoBeKa», TOrfa Kak caM (pakT Cy-
IIIeCTBOBAHWS APYTMX PabOT Majlon3BeCcTeH M YK
TeM Ooslee Masio KTO oOpallfaeTcsl CeromHs K M3-
y4eHMIo 1x comepXaHus. Ho cosepiiieHHO MHOV
Obuta curyarms B 1760—1780-x rr. Kak m mpy-
rve counHenus HInanpavara, «Mpicim...» ObUIN
OYeHb IOIYJISIPHBL, XOPOIIIO M3BECTHBHI (B TOM UMC-
ie n Kanry (Macor, 20136, S. 116)) 1 HecKOJIBKO
pas niepensmaBayvich (B 1764, 1769, 1773 v 1784 rr).

Kak 1 mHorme gpyrue pabotst llInansanara,
Ka’K/IbIM HOBBIM M3[IaHVeM 3TO COUMHeHVe CTaHO-
BIJIOCH BCe TOJIIIIe U ToJIle. B pesyibraTte ueTBep-
TOe M3IaHNe, 3aBeplileHHoe pakTdecku B 1772 T,
HO natupoBaHHOe 1773 T, OblIO yXe Oe3 MaJioro B
IiBa pasa o0OBbeMHee IIepBOro, cocTasiisst 352 cTpa-
HUIIBI IIPOTUB IlepBoHavasIbHbIX 182. B TO ke Bpe-
M MBI He CMOXKEM HaWITV B HeM KaKMX-TO CyIIle-
CTBEHHBIX WM3MeHeHUV B3DIsaaos lllmasneayHra.
OuepenHoe M3IaHMe PacIIMPSIIOCh 3a CUET HEKO-
TOPBIX JIOIIOJTHEHMV, O0Jlee pa3BepPHYTHIX pasbsic-
HEHWVI, HO He BHOCWJIO HIYero MPUHIIUIIVIAIBHO
HOBOT'O B OCHOBHOE coflepKaHue paboTsl. He m13me-
HWIACh M CTPYKTypa COUMHEHMSI.

KimrogeBort TeMoVl 3TOro COUYMHEHWS SBJISIOT-
Csl YyBCTBa, a KOHKpeTHee — TO 3HadyeHMUe, KOTO-
poe oHM MMeIoT I peturui. IlapaiessHo mof-
HVMAaeTCsI BOIIPOC 1 00 VX 3HAaYeHWU N 1171 MOPaJIv,
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reasons why this exceedingly interesting and
important aspect of Spalding’s philosophical-
theological views still goes wunnoticed
because, as mentioned above, of the whole
body of Spalding’s works only Reflections
on the Destination of Man is discussed more
frequently while other works are little
known, let alone studied. The situation
was radically different in the 1760s—1780s.
Thoughts, like other works of Spalding, were
widely popular and well known, including
the works of Kant (see Macor, 2013b, p. 116),
and went through several editions (1764,
1769, 1773 and 1784).

Like many other works of Spalding,
Thoughts on the Value of Feelings in Religion
grew thicker and thicker with each new
edition. As a result, the fourth edition,
practically completed in 1772, but dated 1773,
was almost twice the size of the first one (352
pages versus 182). However, one does not
find any substantive changes of Spalding’s
views. Subsequent editions were enlarged
by additions and more detailed clarifications
without any fundamental changes in the core
content of the work. Nor did the structure of
the work change.

The key topic of this work is feelings,
more specifically, their significance for
religion. Along with this the question of
their significance for morality is raised,
which Spalding invariably closely links
with religious faith. The book was a reaction
of Spalding, who championed moderate
Enlightenment in all his works, to the rapid
spread of Pietist sentiments of a mystical
variety, as manifested in the emphasis on
constancy and conversion. Nevertheless, it
should be borne in mind that Spalding was
among the initiators of the discussion on the
role of feelings which would become one of
the main topics of German Enlightenment in
the last third of the eighteenth century. The
book is the first in a series of philosophical-



JI. 3. Kppiurron

KoTtopas y HInasnbanHra HeMsMeHHO paccMaTpu-
BaeTCsd B TECHOVI CBA3M C peJITo3HoM Bepon. Ha-
HycaHye JaHHOW pabOThl CTaJI0 HeIlOCpeICTBeH-
HOVI peakIiven ImranpavHra, OTCTaMBAIOIIEIO BO
BCeX CBOVIX COUMHEHMSX (Kak OoJlee paHHMX, TaK
Gostee mo3aHVIX) TO3MIIMM yMepeHHOro I Ipocsertie-
HMS, Ha IIMPOKOe 1 OBICTpOe pacIpoCTpaHeHVe
NVEeTUCTCKMX HacCTPpOeHMII MUCTUYeCKOV HallpaBs-
JIEHHOCTW, YTO BbIpa’kaJIoCh B BUax HAOOKHOCTY,
B KOTOPBIX aKIIeHT Jiejlajicsi Ha HeycTaHHOe ITOKa-
sHMe ¥ obparieHme. TeM He MeHee CTOUT TakXke
YUUTBIBaTh, YTO B JaHHOM ciydae IlmaneauHr
CTOUT Y VICTOKOB JAVICKYCCUM O POJIVI YYBCTB, KO-
TOpasi CTaHEeT OTHOV 13 OCHOBHBIX TeM HeMeIIKO-
ro IIpocsemienns B nociiennen Tpetu XVIII B. Do
COYVHEeHVie OTKpbIBaeT Yepey cCOOCTBEHHO PiyIo-
codpcko-Teostormueckmx pador Hlmanpamara, cos-
JaBasi COJIMIHBIN 3a/esl Ajig Oorlee TIO3MHMX €ero
pabot (Beutel, 2005a, S. XXVIII) u sBsisce peria-
FOILIEVI BEXOVI MEX/TY «Pa3MpIliUIeHIEM O IIpenHa-
3HaYeHUV JesioBeKa» 1 MO3IHen padoront «Penm-
T, aeiio gesioeka» (Beutel, 20056, S. V).
«MBpIcin...» BBI3BaJIM OOJIBIION pe3oHaHC. Bo
MHOTOM 3TOMY IIOCIIOCOOCTBOBaJI MIHTepec, IIpo-
SBJICHHBIVI K HeMy m3fjaTesieM «Bceobitieir Hemerl-
Kot ombmmorexkn» . Hukoran. Pertensns Ha BTO-
poe M3IaHMe 3TOro CouMHeHMs ObUIa HammcaHa
V3BECTHBIM B Cpefle IPOCBeTUTeJIell TeoJIoroM,
cropoHHuKoM Heosorum  @.I. Pesepuiiem. Ona
OTKpBIBaJIa TIEPBBIVT HOMep Wm3maHms «BceoOlrment
HeMeIIKOV OmOmoTekm», BuItenmii B 1765 1. Pe-
LIeH3eHT KPaTKO M3JIaral OCHOBHBIE Ve COUMHe-
HMs, YKasbIBasl PV 3TOM TakK)Ke, KaKye JacTy pa-
OOTHI IIpeTepriesINt CyIlleCTBEHHBIe M3MEHeHVs B
CpaBHeHUM C IepBbIM M3gaHveM. OOIIas olleHKa
couyHeHMs OblyIa TOTYEPKHYTO TIOJIOKUTETHHO,
ecIIi He cKasaThb Oojibllle — xBasteOHovL. Pesepuil
OTMeTWJI CKPOMHOCTb aBTOpa B M3JIOKEHNM, a TaK-
JKe SICHOCTB V1 071aropofICTBO €ro CTwiIsl, cooOpas-
Hble TOCTOMHCTBY camoro IiperaMera. OH IIpsgMO
BBICKa3bIBaJI TIOKeJIaHMe, YTOOBI «BCe TeosIoriye-
CKVe COUMHeHMS... CTPOWINCH IO 3TOMYy 00pas-
y» (Resewitz, 1765, S. 4). B 1770 r. Pe3esur mios1-
roToswI 1da «BceoOriert Hemerikon omnoImoTexm»
pelieH31I0 Ha TpeThe M3gaHue 3ToV paboThl, KO-
TOpasi TakXe ObUIa mooXuTeabHOM (Resewitz,
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theological works, creating a solid basis for
his later works (Beutel, 2005a, p. XXVIII) and
revealing the decisive landmark between
Reflections on the Destination of Man and the
later work Religion, Man’s Vocation (Beutel,
2005b, p. V).

Thoughts on the Value of Feelings in Religion
had great resonance, not least due to the
interest shown in it by the publisher of the
“Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek”, Frederick
Nicolai. The second edition of the work was
reviewed for the first issue of “Allgemeine
deutsche Bibliothek”, which appeared in 1765
at the hands of Friedrich Gabriel Resewitz, a
well-known Enlightenment theologian and
advocate of neology. The review opened the
tirst issue. It presented the main ideas of the
work and pointed out the parts which had
undergone substantive changes compared to
the first edition. The general tone of the review
was positive, indeed laudatory. Resewitz
praised the author’s humility and at the same
time the clarity and elegance of style that
befitted the subject matter. He expressed the
wish that “all theological works [...] follow
this pattern” (Resewitz, 1765, p. 4). In 1770
Resewitz wrote a review of the third edition
of the book for the “Allgemeine deutsche
Bibliothek”. This was also positive in tone
(Resewitz, 1770). But it concentrated on the
additions and clarifications introduced in the
third edition.

In addition to Resewitz’s reviews there
were other reactions to the book, although
they were generally less detailed and less
eminent. The book was noted in passing in
works devoted to totally unrelated topics
(Beutel, 2005a, p. XXXVI). Some works were
critical of Spalding. The most significant
of these is Trescho’s “Condemnation of
the Work: on the Value of Feelings in
Christianity” which accused Spalding of
Pelagianism and Socinianism (Trescho,
1764). It prompted Spalding to introduce



1770). OnHako B Hel pelleH3eHT KOHIIeHTPUpO-
BaJICsL y>Ke VICKJIIOUMTEJIbHO Ha [OIOJIHEeHMSAX U
HOSICHEHWSIX, BHECEHHBIX B TpeThbe M3IaHue.

ITommmo perieHsun Pesesuiia HOSIBIISUINCE U
IpyTrvie OTKJIMKM Ha JIaHHOe COUYMHeHMe, XOT B
11eJIOM He CTOJIb IIOIPOOHBIE 71 MeHee M3BEeCTHBIE.
Muimvoxomom paboTa yIoMyHaIach HOPOVI B COUV-
HeHMsX 10 COBepIIIeHHO MHOoM TeMaTuke (Beutel,
2005a, S. XXXVI). Kpome Toro, Mo>xHO Ha3BaThb U
LIEJIBIVI PSATL TIOJIEMITYEeCKIIX paboT, HallpaBJIeHHbIX
B agpec Inanmpaynra. CaMon 3HaYMMON U3 HUX
MOXHO cumutarh coumHeHmne C.®. Tpemo «Ocy-
KJIeHVe COYMHEHVs: O IIeHHOCTU YYBCTB B XpU-
CTMAHCTBe» B KoTopoM lllmasnpamHr oOBMHSIICS
B IlejlarnaHcTBe 1 couyHuaHcTse (Trescho, 1764).
2to m nobynmto IImanpayHra BHECTV BO BTOpOe
M3aHVe psll BaXXHBIX IOSICHEHU, B KOTOPBIX OH
SIBHBIM 00pa30M BBICTYIIaeT KaK IIPOTVMBHMK 3TVIX
epeTmYecKIX Te9eHWI1 B JIFOOBIX, JaXke CKPBITHIX,
dopmax mx nposibieHumit. IlyGrnmkosasck Tak-
Xe 11 IpyTue TojleMudeckue courHenms (Aichin-
ger, 1771, Anonymus, 1772). HexkoTopele 13 HuxX
Jlake Ilepens3IaBaIiiCh, KaK, B YaCTHOCTW, COUM-
HeHMe OuiuioMara M nepesoguvika P . JIvHapa
«[Ipy>keckme oOCyXXIIeHMs O MIeVICTBUX Oyaroma-
Tv» (Lynar, 1769), vHMUIIMMpOBaBIllee OXMBIIEH-
Hble [1e0aThl, UTO VI IIPVBEJIO K HeOOXOIVIMOCTY €T0
pacimpenus v niepensganms B 1774 1. Eme ogHyM
BaXXHBbIM KpuTukoM Ilmaneamara cran V. Hlte-
ed, HamVcaBIINL TIOOPS/], CPa3y HECKOJIBKO II0jle-
Mudeckmux counHenun (Schleef, 1770; 1771; 1772).
Ha HekoTOpbIe 113 HIX, B CBOIO O4epe/b, BBIXOAVIIN
pelLieH31Y, B TOM 4Yucile U B y>Ke YIIOMIVHAaBIIIeViCs
«Bceobmert Hemerikon OmbOmoTeke» (cM.: Beutel,
2005a, S. XXXVII—XXXVIII). Vi3BecTHOCTb TaHHOV
pabote! [1naspayHra JOCTaTOYHO OBICTPO BBIIIIIA
3a IIpefiesIbl HeMelKMX 3eMeJib. B Hagase 1770-x rr.
KHMTa OblyIa TIepeBefieHa Ha TOJUIaHICKUI U JaT-
CKMM s13bIKN. TTOBBIIIIEHHOE BHMMaHMe K 3TOV pa-
oore IInanpamHra croesiajgo ee OIHOM M3 CaMbIX
umTaeMbIX 1 00cyxaaembix B 1760—1770-x rT. OHa
CTasIa TaK>ke 3Ha4YMMOVI BEXOV B pa3BUTIUM 1ebaToB
0 Ba’KHOCTY PeJIUTVIO3HBIX UyBCTB.

MOXHO BBIIEIUTE HECKOIBKO KJTIOUEBBIX VIe
maHHOV pa®oTel. OHM COCTaBISIOT, IO CyTH, Oa-
30Bple ycTaHOBKM IlInanpavHra, KOTopble, MyCThb
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some important clarifications in the second
edition in which he openly repudiates these
heretical views in any form whatever. Other
polemical works were published (Aichinger,
1771; Anonymus, 1772). Some of them were
even reprinted, e.g. “Friendly Discussions
of the Effects of Grace” by the diplomat and
translator Rochus Friedrich Lynar (1769),
which sparked off lively debates and led to its
being enlarged and reprinted in 1774. Another
important critic of Spalding’s was Schleef
(1770; 1771; 1772) who composed a series of
polemical pieces. Some of them were in turn
reviewed, e.g. by the “Allgemeine deutsche
Bibliothek” (see Beutel, 2005a, pp. XXXVII-
XXXVIII). Spalding’s work quickly became
known outside German lands. In the early
1770s the book was translated into Dutch and
Danish. Keen interest in Spalding’s book made
it one of the most read and discussed books
in the 1760s and 1770s. It was also a milestone
in the development of the debates on the
importance of religious feelings.

Several key ideas of the work stand out.
These are the fundamental ideas of Spalding
which were already present, albeit in a less
overt form, in the early editions of Reflections
on the Destination of Man and which manifested
themselves ever more with each new edition,
beginning from the 1760s. One such idea is
the emphasis, in all of Spalding’s writings, on
the human being’s absolute dependence on
the Creator. It informs all of Spalding’s works
and goes back to one of the key Lutheran
principles, sola gratia, whose presence is very
obvious in Thoughts on the Value of Feelings
in Religion. No less significant is the work’s
concept of “the whole man” for whom the
heart (feelings) and reason are equally
important. We find here the grounding of two
other themes that are central for Spalding. On
the one hand, it is the critique of cold and one-
sided enlightenment, falsely understood as
the development of reason alone and denying
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U B MeHee SIBHOM BUJIe, YKe JlaBajiv O cebe 3HaTh
B paHHMX m3gaHMsX «PasMbIIUIeHNS O IIpeIHa-
3HAUeHWM YeJIoBeKa» M KOTOpble C KaXKIbIM HO-
BBIM IlepeyslaHyieM JaHHOIO COYMHeHWs, Ha4l-
Has ¢ 1760-x T, IposBIIsUINCh BCe oTUeT/IVBee. B
YaCTHOCTY, K HVYM MOXXHO OTHECTM IIO[IUepKIBa-
Hye abCOJTIOTHO 3aBUCHMOCTH YesloBeka oT TBop-
11a. DTa MBICJIb, HaXOJI4IIIas OTpaskeHVe BO BCex Co-
umHeHMax InaneamHra, BOCXOOUT K OTHOMY W3
KJTIOUeBBIX IIPVHIINIIOB JIIOTepaHCTBa — sola gratia,
YTO KaK pa3 OTUETJIVIBO IIPOCIIEXVBAETCS B «MBbIc-
J5X. ..». He MeHblIIlee 3Ha"eHe vIMeeT V1 pa3BliBae-
Mas B 3TOM COYMHEHWV KOHIIEMIINS «11eJIOCTHOIO
4eJIoBeKa, [J1 KOTOPOT'O PaBHO BaXKHBI KaK Ceprilie
(4yBCTBa), TaK 1 pa3yM. 3[1ecb MBI Haxo[AVM OCHO-
BaHe BYX JIPYTVX [IeHTPaIbHBIX TeM TBOPYeCTBa
[rransayara. C OIHOV CTOPOHBL, 3TO KPUTHKA XO-
JIOIHOTO VI OIHOCTOPOHHETO IIPOCBEIeHVIs], JIOXK-
HO TIOHVIMAaeMOro KaK COBEpIIIEHCTBOBAaHE TOJTBKO
pasyma 1 HeOOXOOMMOCTh OOpBOBI CO BceM UyB-
crBeHHBIM. 1o mbicim [llmaseayHra, MMEHHO 3Ta
yCTaHOBKa IIPVBOANT KaK K PaIVKaIbHOV KPUTVIKE
permrmy BooOllle U TIOMNBITOK ee YCTpaHeHMs, TaK
U K [IepeKOCy B CTOPOHY Hay4HOV TeoJIOruM, y4e-
HocTu B camont pertirnuu (Spalding, 1773, S. 2—4, 17,
20, 99, 177—178, 304—305, 333—339). C mpyrom cTo-
POHBI, He MeHBIIIeVl KpUTUKM 3aciTy K/BaeT U JIpy-
ras KpamHOCTb — IIepeKOC B CTOPOHY YYyBCTBEH-
HOTO, HeKpUTH4JecKoe (0e3 KaKov-I100 pa3yMHOM
IIPOBEPKM) JIOBEpVe CBOVIM PeJIUTMO3HBIM Ilepe-
KMBaHVSM, Ha3bIBaeMoe B TO BpeMsl MeuTaTeJIbHO-
creio (Ibid,, S. 4, 13, 179, 301—330). Ob6e >t Kpart-
HocT mpeHTHdUIMpyoTcd llmampamHroM Kak
OCHOBHBIe Bpary UCTVHHOV PeJIUTMO3HOCTY, a BMe-
CTe C TeM ¥ ueJIoBeKa, TApMOHMYHOE pasBUTHeE U
CYacT/IVIBas KM3Hb KOTOPOrO HeMBIC/IIMa Oe3 Bepbl
(Ibid., S. 98—99, 158, 279, 294). B sTout ke paboTe
[raneauHr TIpeyiaraeT cBoeodpasHoe JIeKapCTBO
oT 00oMX 3TVX HeIyToB. B mpeomorieHnyt mepBoro
MOXKeT IIOMOYBb ITPAKTMYeCKV OpVEeHTUPOBaAHHOEe
XPUCTMAHCTBO, KOTOpOe KOHIIEHTPUPYETCs JIVIIIb
Ha CYIITHOCTHO Ba’KHBIX [IJTS CITACeHVIST YTV VICTV-
Hax, CBA3bIBas VX HEIIOCPEIICTBEHHO C ITIaBHOVA 11e-
JIBIO YesIoBeKa M ero IIpeHa3HaueHVeM — pas3BU-
TreM nobponerernu (Ibid., S. 99, 177178, 323 —324).
IToGopoTh BTOpoe MOXKHO PV TIOMOIIIV COBEepITIeH-
CTBOBaHM pasyMa 1 00s13aTeIIbHOVI CBEPKM JIFOOBIX

22

everything sensuous. Spalding (1773, pp. 2-4,
17, 20, 99, 177-178, 304-305, 333-339) argues
that this attitude leads to radical criticism
of religion in general and attempts to dispel
it, as well as a tilt toward scientific theology,
learnedness in religion itself. Equally open to
criticism is the other extreme, a tilt toward the
sensuous, uncritical trust (i.e. not subject to
any reasonable verification) in one’s religious
experiences called dreaminess at the time
(ibid., pp. 4, 13, 179, 301-330). Spalding considers
both extremes to be the main enemies of true
religiosity and of the human being whose
harmonious development and happiness
are unthinkable without faith (ibid., pp. 98-
99, 158, 279, 294). In the same work Spalding
proposes a remedy for both these maladies.
The former can be aided by practically
oriented Christianity which concentrates only
on the truths that are essential for salvation
of the soul, linking them directly to the
human being’s supreme goal and vocation, the
development of virtue (ibid., p. 99, 177-178, 323-
324). The latter can be overcome by improving
reason and checking all inner impulses against
the Holy Scripture whose truth Spalding
never called into question (ibid., S. 15-16, 69-70,
78-79, 126, 326). However, the need to verify
religious experiences does not mean, according
to Spalding, that they are harmful and that
their impact on the religious sphere should be
minimised. On the contrary, Spalding tends to
consider them to be extremely important and
useful. If we approach them in the right way
and know how to work with them they can be
reliable fellow traveler on the path of moral
improvement (ibid., pp. 2-4, 127).

In this context Spalding raises the question
what a sincere purpose (Vorsatz) to be kind
should be and to what extent it is connected
with feelings. Such a resolution is a disposition
(Gesinnung), which, according to Spalding,
is often confused with a sense of pleasure



BHYTpeHHMX 1100y>XaeHum co CesiieHHbIM [lvica-
HVIeM, VICTVIHHOCTb KOTOPOrO HVKOI/Ia He IIofIBep-
rajiace y Inanpayura comueno (Ibid., S. 1516,
69—70, 78—79, 126, 326). Tem He MeHee HeoOXOmM-
MOCTB IIPOBEPKV PEJIUTVIO3HBIX IIEPEXVBAHII BO-
BCe He o3HauaeT, 1o llImaspamHAry, 9TO OHM caMu
110 ceOe BpeTHBI V1 VX BIIMSHYe Ha cdepy pesTnrios-
HOT'O JIOJDKHO MaKCVMAJIBHO OrpaHMuMBaThes. Ha-
rpotws, LImaapaMHr CKIIOHEH CUMTATh VX KpaviHe
Ba’KHBIMM 1 10JIe3HbIMM. Eciv K HUM ITpaBUiIbHO
OTHOCUTBCS VI YMETh C HUMMU PaboTaTh, OHM MO-
T'yT CTaTh Ha/IeXKHBIM IOy TYMKOM Ha ITyTV HpPaB-
cTBeHHOTO coBeprtieHcTBOBaHY (Ibid., S. 2—4, 127).
B srom xonTekcTe IlnansamHT paccMmarpuiBa-
€T BOIIPOC O TOM, YTO JOJDKHO IIPEeICTABIIATH CO-
6ot vickpeHHee rioctaHoBIIeHMe (Vorsatz) ObITE 110-
OpBIM 11 HACKOJIBKO OHO CBSI3aHO €O Chepovi UyBCTB.
Takoe mocraHOBiIeHMe SABJISETCA KaK pa3 HEKUM
yMoHacTpoeHneM (Gesinnung), KOTOpoe, IT0 MbICIIN
[raspamHra, O4eHb YacTo IyTalOT C IIPUSTHBIM
OIITYIIIeHVIEM VUJIVI MOJIMTBEHHBIM IIepeXXBaHeM,
HO KOTOpOe B JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTY He CBA3aHO Ha-
npsamyto co cdepont uyscTs (Ibid., S. 229). ITomo6-
HOe JIO)KHOe TIOHVIMaHVe BO3HMKAeT 3 TOro, YTO
VIMEHHO 3TO COCTOSIHVIE ¥ MOXKHO CUMUTATh COCTOSI-
HyieM OJ1arofgaTyi, Wi IyxXOBHOTo Os1aXkeHCTBa (Se-
ligkeit). Hepenko 3TO IIpMBOAUT K IIPUATHBIM Ile-
PeXMBaHMUSM BO BpeMsi MOJIUTBBI, HO 3TO CJle[lyeT
paccMaTpvBaTh JIMIIb KaK II00O0OYHOe BO3/IEVICTBIE,
a He Kak IIpsiMoe 00s13aTesIbHOe CIIefICTBYE.
CocrosiHMe OraromarTy, HETIOCPENICTBEHHO CB-
3aHHoe y IllmasibimHra ¢ mocraHoBjIeHVeM OBbITH
ZI0OPBbIM, MOXeT OBITh Pe3yJITaTOM JINIIIh IO IVH-
HOTO BHyTpeHHero oOpartieHns. PaKTudecKu 3T
7iBa TIOHSITUS OTOXJIECTBIISIIOTCS, TaK KakK oOpaiiie-
Hyte B oHVMaHVM HInanpayHra 1 SBIseTcs Hu-
criocstaHHOM Borom Graromarsio. OmHAKO HEKOTO-
poe He3HauMTeJIbHOe CMBICJIIOBOE PasJIiylie MeX/Ty
STVIMV HOHSTUSIMMU BCe e OcTaeTcs. bor Kak Jro-
Osrrmm Otert nockUIaeT Oy1aromarb BCeM CBOMM I1e-
TSIM ¥ IIPU3bIBaeT BceX K oOpallleHNIo, HO TOJIBKO
OT YesIOBeKa 3aBVICUT IIPVHSTH 3TOT IIPU3BIB VIV
ero oroOpocuTh. Takvm obpasoM, xots Llmameamar
ToJTUepKyBaeT M3HavaIbHYIO MHUIIMATUBY bora B
3TOM ITpoLIecce V1 HeBO3MOKHOCT J1JI5I YesIoBeKa J10-
CTUYB TaKOTO ITpeoOpakeHVsI OIHVIMMU JIUIIE CBO-
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or a prayer experience, but which in reality
is not directly connected with the sensuous
sphere (ibid., p. 229). This misconception
stems from the fact that it is this state that can
be considered as a state of grace, or spiritual
bliss (Seligkeit). This often leads to pleasurable
experiences during prayer, but it should be
seen merely as a side effect and not as a direct
obligatory consequence.

The state of grace which Spalding links
directly with the resolution to be kind
can only be the result of genuine inner
conversion. In effect these two concepts are
equated since in Spalding’s view conversion
is the grace vouchsafed by God. However,
there still remains a slight semantic
difference between these two concepts. God
as the loving Father bestows grace on all his
children and calls them to conversion, but it
is up to the human being to answer or reject
this call. Thus, although Spalding stresses
God’s initiative in this process, so that
man cannot attain conversion on his own,
nevertheless He does not deprive the human
being of free will and asserts the need for
voluntary interaction with grace bestowed by
God. Here we can easily discern an affinity of
Spalding’s ideas with the concept of synergy
embraced by Orthodoxy and going back to
eastern patristics. But there are no grounds
for claiming that Spalding was familiar with
this concept and that it exerted any influence
on him. Likewise, there is no direct evidence
of the influence of Catholic thought, which
in some ways comes close to the idea of
collaboration between the human being and
divine grace and which on the whole was far
better known among Protestant theologians
of the time (even though more often than
not presented in a polemical mode). Even so,
the seeming similarity of the main thrust of
Spalding’s thought to the Catholic teaching
was a cause of concern among the more
orthodox Lutherans. That is why Spalding
and his fellow neologists were regularly
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VIMI cyIamy, TeM He MeHee OH He JIMIIIaeT 4deJIo-
BeKa CBOOOIIBI BOJIV U YTBEp>KIIaeT He0OXOIMOCTh
OITperieJIeHHOT O JOOPOBOJIBHOIO B3aVIMOIEVICTBYS C
riocbuTaeMovt borom Gr1aromarero. B maHHOM Cci1yuae
HeCJIOKHO YCMOTPeTh HEeKOTOPYIO OJIM30CThb mien
[anpayHra K KOHIEIITNY CMHePIY, IPYHVIMA-
€MOVI IIPABOC/IABHBIMM V1 BOCXOISIIIIEV K BOCTOUHOV
narpuctike. OnHAKO HET HUKAKMX OCHOBaHUI
yTBepXX[1aTh, YTO [laHHas KOHIeMIIus ObUla 3Ha-
koma [InaspamHry 1 oKasajla Ha Hero Kakoe-jIn-
00 BimstHMIE. [laske BIIVISTHVIE KaTOJIMTYECKOVI MBICIIV,
KOTOpas TaK)Xe B HeKOTOPBIX acrieKTax OJIn3Ko Hofl-
XOOWT K Wfiee COTPYAHMYECTBa UesioBeKka 1 Or1aro-
maTtvt boxuernt v koTopas B 11€7I0M TOpaszo JIydllle
ObUIa 13BeCTHA TOITIA CPedy IIPOTECTAaHTCKIIX TeOo-
JIOTOB (XOT 4allle BCero M B MHOJIEMUYECKMX M3JI0-
JKeHMsIX), HallpAMYIO He IIpocsiexyBaeTcs. Tem He
MeHee TaKoe BUIVIMOe CXOIICTBO OCHOBHOVI HallpaB-
Jigromert JMHUN pasMbiiieHys mansauara ¢
KaTOJIMYeCKIIM BepOoyUeHVeM BbI3bIBaJIo OeCIIOKOT-
CTBO Y ITpeJicTaBuTesIeV Oojlee OPTOHOKCAJIBHO Ha-
CTpoOeHHOro JioTepaHcTBa. IlosTomy Ilnasnbamara
VI IPYTMX €r0 COPAaTHIMKOB 110 HEOJIOI MY C 3aBVIHOM
PEryIISIPHOCTHIO OOBVHSITI B CBOETO POJIA «KPUIITO-
KaTOJIMIIV3Me», XOTS TOpasfio dYallle 3Ta VerHas
HaIIpaB/IeHHOCTb aCCOLMMPOBAJIaCh C IleslarvaH-
CTBOM M ellle yarrle — ¢ coryHamaHcTBoM (Oemler,
1775, S. XXXII—XXXYV; Ulrich, 1778, S. 143 —144).

[napamHT coxpaHsieT yOeXXIeHHOCTb B TOM,
YTO O COCTOSHMV OJIarofaTyi Helb3sl CYAWUTH IO
BHYTPeHHNMM oOlIyIleHMsM. Takxke OIIyIeHMs
He MOTYT IIOMOYb OLIEHUTb 1 (PaKT oOpalreHmsl.
OHo sBiIsIeTCsl eVTHOBPEMEHHBIM 11 HeoOs13aTe Ib-
HO JIOJDKHO OBITH OCO3HaBaeMO CaMVIM UeJIOBEKOM.
OHO MOXeT CBepIINTbCA 1 HEOCO3HAHHO, TaK YTO
caM MOMEHT ODpalleHMsI OKaXkeTcs IS JesloBe-
Ka CKPBITBIM ¥ OH 3aMeTWUT JIUIIb ero CJIe[CTBUS
B cBOeV XM3HU. ENVHCTBeHHBIM Ha/IeXKHBIM KpU-
TeprieM OLIeHKV TOT0, HaXOIWMTCS JIVI YeJIOBeK B CO-
CTOsTHVM Oy1arofaTvi ¥ CBEpIIVIIOCH JIVI BHYTpeH-
Hee o0pallieHvie, MOXeT CJIY)KUTb ero IIOCTOSTHHOe
CTpeMJIeHVe CoBepIIaTh IIpaBeqHble feria (Spald-
ing, 1773, S. 256 —257).

B TO ke BpeMs IIpaBeJHOCTH BOBCE HEe O3HAYaeT
OIHVI JIVIIIb BHeIlIHe Jo0Opble mocTynku. Harrpo-
TUB, pedb MIeT O TaKMX [ejlaX, KOTOpble ITPOVC-
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accused of “crypto-catholicism”, although
this trend was far more often associated
with Pelagianism and still more often with
Socinianism (Oemler, 1775, pp. XXXII-XXXV;
Ulrich, 1778, pp. 143-144).

Spalding maintains that the state of
grace cannot be judged on the basis of inner
sensations. Nor can sensations be helpful
in assessing the fact of conversion. It is a
singular event of which a person may or may
not be conscious. A person may be unaware
of the moment when it happens and may
notice only the consequences of conversion
in one’s life. The only reliable sign that a
human being is in a state of grace and that
inner conversion has taken place is an abiding
desire to perform virtuous deeds (Spalding,
1773, pp. 256-257).

At the same time righteousness is not
confined to acts that appear to be good. On
the contrary, acts must flow from the inner
righteousness of the heart, sincerity, patience
and harmony of moods. God expects from
the human being only an inner righteousness
which comes from the heart, only growth in it
can be considered to conform with God’s will,
which alone has true moral value:

It would not depend on deeds, on acts
which externally or by themselves are right.
Although they must come from the goodness
of the heart they are not in themselves what
God seeks in man and what naturally lends
them moral value [...]. It is, after all, necessary
to know and think that it has to do with inner
righteousness and harmony of disposition, all-
conquering universal love of what is right and
good? (ibid., pp. 258-259).

2"“Es kommt hier nicht auf Werke, auf Handlungen an, die
duflerlich oder einzeln, dem Gesetze gemdf$ sind. Diese, so
nothwendig sie auch aus dem guten Grunde des Herzens
erfolgen miissen, sind freylich an sich dasjenige nicht, was
der Herr an dem Menschen sucht, und was diesen, auch
nattirlicher Weise einen moralischen Werth giebt [...]. Man
sollte es doch einmal wissen und daran denken, daf$ hier die
innerliche Richtigkeit und Harmonie der Gesinnungen, die
tiberwiegende allgemeine Liebe zu dem, was recht und qut ist,
verstanden werde.”



TeKaroT 13 BHYTPeHHeVI ITpaBeJHOCT cep/lia, 1c-
KPeHHOCTY, TepIlieHNs VI TapMOHMM HaCTPOEeHUTL.
Topko TakoVt BHyTpeHHeV IIpaBelHOCTH, ITPOVIC-
TeKalolllell 13 OCHOBaHMs cepialia, bor oxmmaer
OT 4YesIoBeKa ¥ TOJIBKO BO3pacTaHle B Hell MOXKHO
CUMTAaTh VICIIOJTHeHEeM BoyIv boxxmer, uTo ofgHo 1
VMeeT IOJIMHHYIO MOPaIbHYIO [IeHHOCTb!

DTO He 3aBUCEIO OBI OT JieJI, OT IIOCTYIIKOB,
KOTOpBble BHEIIHEe WIN MO0 OTHEIBHOCTU CO00-
pasHbl 3aKoHy. OHM, CKOJIb OB HEOOXOIVIMO OHI
He JIOJDKHBI ObUTM OBI ITpOMCTeKaTh U3 H100pOoro
OCHOBaHWS cepplia, camu 10 cebe, IpaBia, He
ABJTSIIOTCS TeM, 9TO ['OCITIOfIb MITIET B YesloBeKe U
YTO IPUJIAET VM TaKXe eCTeCTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM
MOpPAJIbHYIO 1I€HHOCTb... JJOJDKHO BCe ke 3HaTb
M yMaTb O TOM, YTO 3[1€Chb VIMEETCS B BU/LY BHY-
TPeHHSIS IIPaBeJHOCTb M TapMOHMS yMOHACTPO-
eHmI, Bce robexxmarolniasg BceoOmas JIro00Bb K
TOMY, 9YTO S$BJISI€TCS IIPABVWIBHBIM ¥ JOOPBIM

(Ibid., S. 258 —259).

B cBs3m ¢ sTim HInmamsayHT MHOTOKPATHO II0-
BTOpPsieT, YTO NIOOpOIeTeslb OLIEHWBAETCs He II0
BHEIIIHVM JleJlaM, HO 10 BHyTpeHHeMy yMOHa-
crpoenmio (Gesinnung), KOTopoe, ecJii OHO JieN-
CTBUTEJIBHO IIpaBe[IHO, Hen30eXHo Oy/eT BOILIO-
IIIaThCs BO BHEITHMX Orarvx gestHusx. VI iMeHHO
TaK TOHMMas JoOposieTesIb, Mbl MOXKeM T'OBOPUTD
0 TOM, UTO ODpallleHVe HeBO3MOXXHO 0e3 1oOpozie-
TeJI TaK Ke, KaK HEeBO3MOXXHO BOCKpeceHWMe 0e3
xm3HM (Ibid., S. 271). Ho peus mipm 3TOM BOBCe He
MIeT O TOM, UYTO 4YeJIoBeK ITocsle obOpallleHUs He
OyzmeT cosepIIiaTh TpexoB 1 He OyJieT HyXIaTbCs
B HpaBCTBEHHOV OOpbOe 1 coBepIlleHCTBOBaHWM,
IIOCKOJIBKY yoke OyaeT HeropodeH. HammpoTus, 00-
palreHyve IipefirosiaraeT Takyio 0opnOy, Oymyun
dyHmameHnTOM 151 Hee. VIMEHHO OHO [1aeT BO3-
MOXXHOCTB JIaJIbHEVIIIIeTO TyXOBHOTO PasBUTUS U
Bo3pacTaHus. [lociie obpartieHns BoIsl yeloBeKa
HaIlpaBJjIsieTcs B JPYryio CTOPOHY, OTBpalllaeTcs
OT rpexa ¥ >KeJlaHMs coBepIlaThk 3j10 U obparlria-
eTcs K J100py 1 KeJlaHUIO coBepIIaThk Jo0po. Tak
IIPOVICXOMIUT, ITOCKOJIbKY OHa HauMHaeT IoJiaraThb
cuacTee B Apyrux npenmMetax (Ibid., S. 261). Ho ato
JIVIIIB HadaJslo Iy TY, C KOTOPOTO YeJIOBeK B JIF000VI
MOMEHT MOXET CBEpPHYTh CHOBa Ha JIOKHYIO TPO-
my. 3ajavert desoBeKa SIBJISIeTCs HofepKaHue B
cebe 3TOVI IPaBMJIBPHOV HAIIPABJIEHHOCTV BOJIV,
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Spalding keeps repeating that virtue is
assessed not by external acts, but by the inner
disposition (Gesinnung), which, if it is truly
righteous, will inevitably be embodied in
external good deeds. It is proceeding from
this notion of virtue that we can say that
conversion is impossible without virtue, just
as resurrection is impossible without life (ibid.,
p- 271). This is not to say that after conversion
human being would not sin and would
not need moral struggle and improvement
because he/she would be without sin. On the
contrary, conversion presupposes and is the
foundation of such extensive effort. It makes
further spiritual development and growth
possible. Conversion redirects human will
away from sin and the wish to do evil towards
good and the wish to do good. The will
comes to see happiness in other things (ibid.,
p. 261). But this is only the beginning of the
road from which the human being may stray
at any moment. The challenge for the human
being is to preserve the right direction of the
will, which requires considerable effort. Thus,
conversion is only the beginning of the right
disposition, an advance payment for virtue
and fear of God.

A human being’s subsequent development
must follow the chosen path of spiritual
growth. The right directedness of the will
is called “the righteous heart”, or an inner
disposition, without which virtue cannot be
attained (ibid., p. 262).

All this shows that Spalding associates
the state of grace not so much with an
individual’s external deeds as with the inner
sphere of human dispositions. Thus, if it is
not finally clear whether a person is disposed
toward good or is still disposed toward evil,
we cannot say anything certain about the
person’s state of grace:
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4uTO TpebyeT OT Hero HeMaJIbIX yevumnit. Takvim 00-
pasom, obparrieHre — 3TO JIMIITb HavyasIo IpaBe]l-
HOTO HacTpOeHMs, CBOero poja 3ajlaTok J00po-
netenn 1 GorobogsHeHHOCTH. Bee mocitemyroriee
pasBuTHe YesloBeKa — 3TO IIPOIODKeHMe CIIefIo-
BaHM 110 5TOMY HaMeUeHHOMY ITyTU ¥ TIOCIIefy-
IoIllee JIyXOBHOe BO3pacTaHVe. DTO IpaBUjIbHOe
HarIpapjleHVie BOJIM KaK pa3 1 HasbIBaeTcs «IIpa-
BEIHBIM CeprieM», VIV MHade — BHYTPEeHHVUM
YMOHAaCTpoeHmeM, 6e3 KOTOPOro HeBO3MOYKHO OCy-
1tecTsiieHMe nobponeterm (Ibid., S. 262).

CocTosiHme Oraromariyt dejloBeKa CBSI3bIBAeT-
cs IInajapamHroM, cjiefioBaTesIbHO, He CTOJIBKO
co cdeport ero BHEITHVX IOCTYIIKOB, CKOJIBKO C
BHyTpeHHel1 cdpepol HacTpoeHu I JesloBeKa. Tak,
€CJIV He JI0 KOHIIa IIOHSATHO, SIBJISIeTCS JIV UeIIOBeK
yXe JoOpOHaCTPOeHHBIM WJIN ellle 3JI0HaCTpPOeH-
HBIM, TO VI O €T0 COCTOSTHMM OJ1arofiaTy Mbl TaKxXe
HIYEro yTBepXKIaTh He CMOXKeM:

Kak >m3Hp Ha4MHaeTcs HENOCPEICTBEHHO
TaM, TAe IIpeKpallaeTcss CMepTh, TaK M CIacu-
TeJIbHOe M3MeHeHVIe HaCTPOeHVIs CTOJIb JKe HeIlo-
CPeIICTBEHHO 3aK/II0YaeT B cebe JIydlliee Harrpas-
JeHMe Oymm wiv podpopererns. Ecim moxer
OBITH COCTOSIHVIE, B KOTOPOM ellle He JIOCTOBEPHO,
SIBJISIETCSL JIVI UeJIOBEK B OCHOBAHWVI CBOETO Cepy-
Ila ¥ B €ro TOCIOJICTBYIOIIEeV CKJIOHHOCTU eIlle
37IOHACTPOEHHBIM VTN YKe JOOPOHACTPOEHHBIM,
TO ¥ C eT0 COCTOSTHMeM Oy1arofgaTyvi Torya [ena 00-
crosT] Takke HemocrosepHoO (Ibid., S. 273 —274).

Taxvmm obpasom, mobpomererns y Illmaneamrra
TIOHVIMAeTCsl He KaK COOTBeTCTBVEe BHEITHUX JIeVi-
CTBVVI MOPaJIbHOVI HOPME, BBIPaKaIOIIEVICSI B 3a-
TIOBeJIsIX, HO KaK coIvlacuie BHYTpeHHero HacTpo-
enns Bosie boxwuern. Cdepa BHeITHVX [IEVICTBUI
IIpY 3TOM He VICKJIFOUaeTCsl M3 PacCMOTPeHMs], HO
OTOBUTAeTCs Ha BTOPOVI IUIaH, paccMaTpuBaeT-
Csl JIVIIITB KaK CJIeJICTBYIe 9TOIO CBepPIIVIBIIErocs B
Aylile yejloBeKa IlepeBOpOTa, M3MeHeHIs Hallpas-
JIEHHOCTW €r0 BOJIV OT HallpaBJIEHHOCTM Ha 3JI0 K
HaIIpaBJIeHHOCTI Ha JoOpo. K BHellIHe ITpaBe/THBIM
IIOCTYIKaM MBI BCe paBHO MPUXOAVM, HO He OHU
caMm 10 cebe CTaHOBATCSI KpUTepyieM OLIeHKN [10-
OporeTesTbHOCTH, a JIVIIL BHY TPEHHSIsS yMOHaCTPO-
eHHOCTh. CaMu BHEIITHVEe IIOCTYIIKWM ABJIAIOTCA HE-
ODOXOIMMMBIMIL, HO HE IOCTATOYHBIMIL YCIIOBVISIMYA,

26

Just as life begins where death ends, so the
redemptive change of disposition contains the
best impulses of the soul, or virtue. If there can
be a state in which it is yet unclear whether a
person deep in his/her heart and in his/her
main inclination is still bent toward evil or is
already bent toward good, it is also unclear
[how matters stand] with his/her state of
grace? (ibid., pp. 273-274).

Thus, Spalding understands virtue not as
conformity of external actions with the moral
norm as expressed in the commandments, but
conformity of the inner mood with God’s will.
The sphere of external acts is not excluded,
but takes the back seat, as it were, and is seen
only as a consequence of the revolution that
has occurred in a person’s soul, a change of
the direction of the will from evil to good.
We still arrive at right actions, but it is not
these actions but only the internal disposition
that is the measure of virtue. External actions
are necessary, but not sufficient conditions
for claiming that somebody is virtuous and,
accordingly, for concluding that the person
is in a state of grace. If a person is virtuous,
he/she is disposed toward good, which
will inevitably lead him/her to perform
externally right acts. However, acts without
a corresponding disposition are dead and
do not warrant that the person has been
converted.

Conclusions

The above exposition of Spalding’s
views on conversion as a radical change of a

*“So wie unmittelbar das Leben da anfingt, wo der Tod
aufhoret, so fasset auch eben so unmittelbar die heilsame
Verinderung des Sinnes eine bessere Richtung der Seele,
oder die Tugend, in sich. Wenn es einen Zustand geben
kann, worinn es noch ungewifs ist, ob ein Mensch im Grunde
seines Herzens und in seiner herrschenden Neigung noch
bose oder schon gut gesinnet sey, so ist es dann mit seinem
Gnadenstande gerade eben so ungewifs.”



4TOOBI yTBEpPXKIIAaTh, UTO KTO-TO IOOpOeTesIeH, 1,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, YTOOBI J1eJIaTh BBIBOI, O TOM, YTO
OH HaxXOOWUTCS B cocTogHMM Onaromaru. Ecim ye-
JIOBEK J00pozieTesieH, TO OH IOOpPOHACTPOEH, UTO
Her30e)XHO OyneT IPUBOONUTH €r0 K COBEPIIEHIIO
BHeIIIHe ITpaBeHbIX IOocTynKoB. Ho cammt o cebe
IIOCTYIKM 0e3 COOTBETCTBYIOILIEro BHYTpPEHHero
YMOHaCTPO€eHsI MePTBBI 1 He Jaf0T HaM ITpaBa ro-
BOPWUTB O COBEPIIVIBIIIEMCS B UeJIOBeKe OOpaIlieHm.

Utorn

PaccmorpenHoe Bbiitie TipesicTasiieHve 1Imase-
IyHTa 00 oOpartieHny KakK O parKaJIbHOM M3MeHe-
HVV YMOHACTPOEeHMs YeJIoBeKa, BhIpasKarolieecs B
TOM, UTO BOJIA VM3MeHseT CBOIO HallpaBJ/IeHHOCTh Ha
HOPpsIMO MPOTUBOIIOIIOKHYIO — C HallpaBJIeHHOCTH
Ha 3JI0 Ha HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTh Ha I00pO, ITOKa3bIBa-
eT, HackosIbKo noaxoz, IImassayHra B JaHHOM CITy-
yae Oy1M30K KaHTOBCKOMY. PaccMoTpenme «Mplciieit
O 1IEHHOCTV YyBCTB B XPUCTMAHCTBe» B KadecTBe
OTHOTO 13 VICTOYHVKOB BJIVMSIHMS Ha (POpMMIpOBa-
HIe KaHTOBCKOTO YYeHMs O PeBOJIIOLI yMOHa-
CTpOeHNs TIOMOTraeT OOBSCHUTH Cpasy JiBe KITode-
Bble 0COOEHHOCTM TIOCJIe[JTHEr0 — HalleJIeHHOCTB Ha
MOpasIbHOe VCTOJIKOBaHVe BCeX OCHOBHBIX IIOrMa-
TUYECKMX TIOJIOKeHWII XPUCTMAHCKOIO BEPOVICIIO-
BeJlaHVs 1 HOgBJIeHre caMoro rnoHsaTus Gesinnung
(ymonacTpoenme). I IpuHyMast Bo BHUMaHVe TO, UTO
310 coumHenne lllmampamHara OeUI0 XOpOMmIO W3-
BecTHO KaHTy 11 Bce ero m3gaHms BBIIUIN 3a/10JITO
1o «Permru B rpaHMIIaX OJHOIO TOJIBKO paszyMay,
MOXHO Ipefriosiararb, 4To «Mbiciam...» [llmans-
IOVHTa ¥ Ta TpaHcdopMalys 3HaueHMs ITOHSATUS
Gesinnung, KOTOPYIO MBI TaM HaXOJIVIM, BIIOJTHE MOT-
JIVI CTaTh VICTOYHMKOM BIIOXHOBEHMs J1JIsi KaHTOB-
CKOTO y4eHsI O PeBOJIIOINI YMOHACTPOEHSI.
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person’s disposition as a result of which the
will reverses its direction from being oriented
towards evil to being oriented towards good
shows the closeness of Spalding’s position
to that of Kant. Regarding the Thoughts on the
Value of Feelings in Christianity as a source of
influence on the formation of Kant’s doctrine
of the revolution in disposition helps to explain
two features of the latter: its commitment to
moral interpretation of all the main Christian
dogmas and the emergence of the very concept
of disposition (Gesinnung). Considering that
this work of Spalding was well known to
Kant and that all its editions saw the light of
day long before Religion within the Bounds of
Bare Reason, it is not unlikely that Spalding’s
Thoughts on the Value of Feelings in Religion
and the transformation of the concept of
Gesinnung that we find there could have
inspired the Kantian doctrine of the revolution
in disposition.
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA
VK 1(091)

TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHBIVI CUHTETVU3M
B.T. KPYTA M ETO PELIEITLIVISI
B. 1. KYPSIBLEBIM-IJIATOHOBBIM

II. O. Poxxun’

Pycckuni gpusocogp B. I1. Kyopsabuyeb-I1lramonob 3ua-
komuaca ¢ udesmu Kawma, onupasce wa mpyos. cBoux
cmapuwux cobpemennuxob, 8 uucie xkomopuix 0via u ab-
mop KOHUenyuu MpaHcyeHOeHMalbHoe0 CUHMEeMU3Ma
B.T. Kpye. Odnaxo cmenens u cheyugpuxa iusnus e2o
¢usocopckux udeir Ha meopuio nosranus Kyopabue-
Ba-Ilramonoba no ceni OeHv ocmaromcs Heuccare0oBam-
HolMU. [11a moeo umobsl sanoinums smy AaKyHy, onpe-
Oeasl0mcs  OCHOBHbIE  uepmbl  MPAHCYeHOeHMAAbHO20
cunmemusma u 06a3obvle ycmaHoBKu meopun NMOHAHUA
Kpyea, a markike ux cneyugpuxa no omHouwleHu0 K Kam-
mobckomy  mpancyendenmaiusmy. 3amem ycmanabau-
Baemcs xapaxmep 3naxomcmba KyopabuyeBa-I1lramoroba
¢ pabomamu Kpyea u npousbooumcs cpabrumessHblil
anaius 63215008 oboux gpusocogpoB. B pesyavmame noxa-
3aHo, umo meopemuueckas gusocopus Kpyea npedcmab-
Asem coboil cMmech KanmoBcKko2o mpancyeH0eHmalusma u
ybexxoenuil 30paboeo cmuicaa. Y cmarobaero, umo Kyopab-
ueb-I1ramornoB 00604bHO PaHO NO3HAKOMUACA C UOeAMU
«DyHoamenmanvHotl pusocogpuu» u «Cucmemol meope-
muueckotl pusococpuu» Kpyea. ITpu smom on Bvicmynan
npomub gpusocogpun 30paboeo cMvicaa, XOMA MAK xe, Kak
u Kpye, 6v1600us bvimue peasvioeo 1 u0ea1bHO0 MUpa
u3 ¢gpaxma camocosnanus. Kpome moeo, Kyopsabuyeb-Ilia-
moHo8, 6 omaunue om Kpyea, npunucoibaem anpuopHoim
hopmam no3nanus He moavko cybsexmubHoe, HO U 00veK-
muéroe 3nauerue. Haxorey, desaemcs 61600 o mom, umo
mparcyeHdenmarvHoill Monusm Kyopsabueba-Iliamornoba
uMeem 2eHemuueckyo c6A3b C MpancyeHOeHmalbHbIM
cunmemusmom Kpyea u npedcmabasem coboil eeo mo-
Oucpuxayuto ¢ memagpusuneckum yxiornom. Moeu Kpyea
o0HapyxuBaromces ocobbim 00pasom 6 meopemuko-no3Ha-
BameavHbix YyemanoBkax pycckozo gpusocogpa: 8 memo-

! banrTuvickuit demepanbHe yHUBepcuTeT M. V. KanTa,
Poccus1, 236041, Kaymmmaumrpag, yii. Anekcangpa Hescko-
To, 11. 14.
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TRANSCENDENTAL SYNTHETISM
OF W.T. KRUG AND ITS RECEPTION
BY V.D. KUDRYAVTSEV-PLATONOV

D. O. Rozhin'

The Russian philosopher Victor D. Kudryavtsev-
Platonov was introduced to Kant's ideas through the
works of his older contemporaries, one of whom was
Wilhelm Traugott Krug, the author of the concept
of transcendental synthetism. However, the degree
and character of the influence of his philosophical
ideas on Kudryavtsev-Platonov’s epistemology
remain unexplored to this day. To fill this gap I
have examine the main features of transcendental
synthetism and the basic tenets of Krug’s theory of
cognition as well as their specific relation to Kant’s
transcendentalism. 1 then describe the character
of Kudryavtsev-Platonov’s acquaintance with the
works of Krug and compare the views of these two
philosophers. I demonstrate that Krug’s theoretical
philosophy is a mix of Kantian transcendentalism
and common sense convictions. I establish that
Kudryavtsev-Platonov  became acquainted with
Krug’s Fundamental Philosophy and The System
of Theoretical Philosophy quite early on. He was
an opponent of the philosophy of common sense
although, like Krug, he derived the being of the real
and ideal world from the fact of self-consciousness.
Unlike Krug, Kudryavtsev-Platonov ascribes to a
priori forms of cognition not only subjective but also
objective meaning. I conclude that Kudryavtsev-
Platonov’s transcendental monism is genetically
connected with Krug's transcendental synthetism,
i.e. its modification with a metaphysical slant.
Krug’s ideas show themselves in a peculiar way in
the Russian philosopher’s epistemological ideas: in
the methodology of deriving the main principles
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H. O. Poxun

dosoeuu BviBedenuss ocHOBHbIX NpuHYUNoB dhusocogpuu,
6 cmpykmype meopuu no3HAHUA, a makke 6 MoM, Kakoe
Mecto nocaedHut omBooum etl 6 cucmeme gpua0cogckoeo
3HAHUA.

Karouebvre caoba: Kpye, KyopaBueB-ILiamonob,
Kanm, mpancyendenmarvioiii CuHmemusm, mpancyen-
0eHMabHbLL MOHUM, ANPUOPHbIE hOPMbL NO3HAHUA, Dbi-
mue, MblulieHe

BBenenmne

B. . Kynpssues-IIimatonos  (1828—1891, pa-
nee — KympsiBlies) sIBJIsieTCsI OTHOV M3 KJTFOUEBBIX
duryp B mcTOpUM PYCCKOM TyXOBHO-aKajeMu-
veckom1 drtocodny, pasmesIsBIINX MAeV TPaHC-
LIeHJIeHTa/I3Ma, OJHAKO B COBPeMeHHBIX Vccle-
JOBaHMSIX MPaKTUYeCcKy He yJie/IsieTcsl BHUMaHVe
VICTOUHMKaM pelenimy MM 3Tux upeir. boree
TOTO, IO CVIX IIOP HeT IIOJTHOVI SICHOCTY B TOM, KaKoe
3HaueHMe KypssiieB mpuaBall B Ha3BaHWUM CBOe
KOHIIEMIINIM — TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI MOHU3M —
TePMIUHY «TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHBI», XOTs 3Ta IIpo-
6r1ema ObuTa paHee obosHadyeHa A. H. Kpyriiosbim,
CIleJIaBIIVM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE IIPeIIoIOKeH s
(Kpyros, 2009, c. 478 —479). B psnie HegaBHUX ViC-
CJIefIoBaHUTL OBUIO TTOKa3aHoO, YTo KoHIerms Ky-
IpsiBlleBa HEIIOCPEIICTBEHHO CBs3aHa C KaHTOB-
CKMM ampuopmsMoM (cM., Hamp. Poxwun, 2023;
2024a; 20246), 1 BroHe BO3MOXHO, uTo Kympsis-
1IeB YHOTpPeOsIsI oIpefiesieHre «TpaHCIeH IeH-
TaJIbHBIV» B OJIM3KOM K KaHTOBCKOMY IIOHVIMa-
HMIO cMblcsle. Hanboriee BeposITHBIM MCTOYHMIKOM
IJIg VIHTepIIpeTaluy TpaHcleHIeHTanmsMa Ky-
npssLesbIM KpyTy10B HasbiBaeT prtocodcKyro cu-
creMy Bwieresrbma Tpayrora Kpyra (1770—1842)
(Kpymtos, 2009, c. 482), koTopy*0 ITOCIIeIHIV OIIpe-
HeJIsI KaK «TpaHCIeHIeHTa/IbHBIVI CMHTeTU3M» U
HIpeICTaBnI B paboTe «DyHIaMeHTaIbHas PrIo-
copus» («Fundamentalphilosophie», 1803).

Xotd 3™ dpustocodpckme KOHLeNUuy — TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTa/IbHBIVI CUHTETM3M ¥ TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHBIVI MOHU3M — W BBICTpaMBaJIUCh CHCTeMa-
TUYECKM, VX SAPO COCTABIISIOT TeOPVs MO3HAHMS
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of philosophy, in the structure of cognition and in
the place the latter assigns to it in the system of
philosophical knowledge.

Keywords: Krug, Kudryavtsev-Platonov, Kant,
transcendental synthetism, transcendental monism,
a priori forms of cognition, being, thinking

Introduction

Victor D. Kudryavtsev-Platonov (1828 —
1891, elsewhere Kudryavtsev) is one of the
key figures in the history of Russian religious-
academic philosophy who shared the ideas of
transcendentalism. However, modern studies
scarcely pay any attention to the source from
which he derived these ideas. Moreover, it is
still not quite clear what meaning Kudryavtsev-
Platonov attached to the term “transcendental”
in the name of his concept, “transcendental
monism”, although Aleksei N. Krouglov (2009,
pp. 478-479) has pointed to the problem and
made some relevant suggestions. Some recent
studies have shown that Kudryavtsev’s theory
is directly connected with Kant’s apriorism
(see e.g. Rozhin, 2023; 2024a; 2024b), such that
Kudryavtsev uses the term “transcendental”
in a sense that is close to Kant’s. Krouglov
(2009, p. 482) believes that the most probable
source of Kudryavtsev’s interpretation of
transcendentalism is the philosophical system
of Wilhelm Traugott Krug (1770—1842), who
defined it as “transcendental synthetism” and
presented it in his work Fundamental Philosophy
(Fundamentalphilosophie, 1803).

Transcendental synthetism and transcen-
dental monism are philosophical concepts
which, though designed as systemic, have as
their core the epistemology and ontology seen
as two sides of one discipline, i.e. metaphysics.
Arguably, this ‘merging’ of epistemology and
ontology by Krug and Kudryavtsev is due to
the close interconnection between these areas



VI OHTOJIOTM$I, pacCMaTpuBaeMble B e[IVTHCTBe, KaK
JB€ CTOPOHBI OHHOV IVICIIMIUIVIHAPHOV obJ1a-
cT — MeTadusuKu. MoXHO mpefmnoiaraTs, 4YTo
110/J00HOe «CIIMAHVe» TeOpUM IIO3HaHMs U OHTO-
norvm y Kpyra n Kynapssiiesa oOyciiosiieHO Tec-
HOVI B3aVIMOCBSI3bIO 3TVX 00J1acTent prtocodpcKoro
3HaHMs, KOTOpas HanOojlee sBHO ObLIa Iomuep-
KHyTa B KaHTOBCKOM «KpHTuKe 4mcToro pasyman.

Mor nau moBImATh — UM KaKuM oOpasoM —
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI CMHTETM3M, I B OCOOeHHO-
CTVL €r0 TeOpeTUKO-IIO3HaBaTe/IbHble YCTaHOBKM,
Ha KOHIIEMIINIO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO MOHM3Ma,
B TOM 4mcjle Ha BocrpuaTre KyapssiieBbIM KaH-
TOBCKOI'O TpaHCIeHAeHTaym3Ma? YToOsl OTBe-
TUTB Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, CHa4yaJIa Ha OCHOBE OLIeHOK,
IIpe/JIOKEeHHBIX MCTOpUKaMu dputocodpnm, Oyer
orpesenieHo MecTto Kpyra B mcTopuy HeMelkon
durtocopum. 3arem OymyT perrpeseHTHPOBaHBI
KOHLIEIIIVM TpaHCIeHeHTaJIbHOIO CUHTeTU3Ma
Kpyra, npexme Bcero ee 0a3oBble TeOpeTKO-IIO-
3HaBaTeJIbHble YCTaHOBKM, a TakKXe OIlpefieieHa
UX crenyduKa o OTHOIIeHUIO K KaHTOBCKOMY
TpaHClLeHleHTam3My. [lajiee OymeT ycTaHOBIIeH
xapakTep 3HakoMcTBa Kynpssiiesa ¢ pabGortamm
Kpyra, B TOM umnciie ¢ mipuBIiedeHVieM apXUBHBIX
MaTepuaJioB 13 pykonmcHoro donga Kynpsasiie-
Ba. Hakonerr, OyyT conocrasiens! dpniocodckme
koHuenmy Kpyra u Kynpsisiiesa i1t ompepesie-
HUs XapakTepa BimsHMs et Kpyra Ha Teopuio
IO3HaHMs Pycckoro dwiocoda, a Takxke Ha ero
BOCIIPUSATIE KAHTOBCKOT'O TpaHCIIeHleHTaIM3Mal.

Kpyr 1 ero mecro
B MICTOpUM HeMeInKov dpurocodpmmn

Ha ceropmsammnum nens nms B. T. Kpyra xak B
Poccum, Tak 1 3a pyOeskoM M3BeCTHO TOJIBKO Orpa-
HUYEeHHOMY YMCIIy CHelMasIiCTOB II0 VCTOPUN
HeMenkon dpwiocodpum koHua XVIII — Hauasa
XIX B. Bosee Toro, HeKOTOpBIE VICCTIEIOBATEIIN, Ha-
npumep I C. Xappuc, cunrarot, uro Kpyr He Obi1
BBIJTAIOIIVIMCS MBICJIVITEJIEM U 3aCiTy KMBaeT MecTa
B Hay4YHBIX IIpYMeYaHMsIX K VICTOPUM HEMeIIKOro
uJIeaI3Ma TOJIBKO 110 IBYM IOBOJIaM: BO-TIePBBIX,
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of philosophy which is highlighted in Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason.

Could transcendental synthetism and
especially its epistemological ideas have
influenced (and if so, how) the concept
of transcendental including
Kudryavtsev’s perception of Kantian
transcendentalism? To answer this question
I first determine Krug’s place in the history
of German philosophy as seen by historians
of philosophy. I will then present Krug's
concept of transcendental synthetism with
emphasis on its basic epistemological principles
and point out its difference from Kant's
transcendentalism. Next, I will consider how
Kudryavtsev was acquainted with Krug's
works, based partly on archive materials from
Kudryavtsev’'s manuscripts. Finally, I will
compare the philosophical concepts of Krug
and Kudryavtsev to determine how Krug's
ideas influenced the Russian philosopher’s
theory of cognition and his perception of
Kantian transcendentalism.

monism,

Krug and his Place in the History
of German Philosophy

Today, in and outside Russia, the name
of Wilhelm Traugott Krug is known to only
a few historians of German philosophy of
the eighteenth and the early nineteenth
centuries. Indeed, some researchers, e.g. Henry
Stilton Harris, believe that Krug was not an
outstanding thinker and merits a place in
academic footnotes to the history of German
Idealism only on two counts. First, because
he played a role in the emergence of Hegel's
mature system, and second, because after
Kant’'s death Krug was elected to the Albertina
Chair of Logic and Metaphysics (Hegel, 2000,
pp- 293-294). Although Harris is not quite
giving Krug his due, one has to admit that
Krug, overshadowed as he was by his great
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B CBSA3M C TeM, YTO OH CHIIpajl HeMaJIOBaKHYIO
poiib B cTaHOBJIeHUN 3peston cuctemsl [ B. @. Te-
rejisi, BO-BTOPBIX, B CBsi3u C M3OpaHmueMm Kpyra Ha
Kadenpy JormKy M MeTapumsvky AJIbOepTUHBI
nociie cmept Kanra (Hegel, 2000, p. 293 —294).
HecMmoTpsi Ha HecIlpaBeJIMBYIO OLIeHKY Xappu-
ca B orHomteHmy Kpyra, HeJlb3si He IpWU3HATh, YTO
TIOCJIeTHUVI, OKa3aBIIIVICh B TEHM CBOVIX BEJIVIKVIX
coBpemeHHUKOB V1. T. ®uxre, ®BJI. 1llerummara
u leresiss, He BoIlleI B MCTOPUKO-PWIIOCOPCKUT
KaHOH KaK 3Ha4VMMBIV MBICIINUTeIb. YTO KacaeTcs
PYCCKOVI MBICJIV, TO JIJI Hee, KaK Oy/ieT IToKa3aHo
Hxe, Kpyr — He noctoponHss durypa. Ho mpu
3TOM [I0 CMX IOp HeT MCCIIeOBaHMIL, TIOCBSIIeH-
HBIX BJIIVISHUIO €rO B3IVIAI0B Ha OTeUeCTBEHHYIO
dmtocodro.

Kpyr ponwica B cembe nomeniuka B 1770 T. B
HebostpIlioM TocesieHun Panuc okosio Burren-
Gepra. B 1788 1. on moctymwi B Burrenbeprekumm
YHVMBEPCUTET Ha TeoJIOrMYecKuil paKyJibTeT, rie
€ro yumTesieM ¥ IIOKpOBUTesIeM ObLI BIIMSTEIb-
HBIV IIpoTecTaHTCKMUI Oorocsiop @. d. Pentaxapr,
(1753—1812). B 1791 r. Kpyr mosiy4wns cTereHb
nokropa dpwiocodpumn. B 1792 1. on otpaBmics B
VleHy, r1e IO3HAKOMWJIICS ¢ KQHTOBCKOVI (pvII0CO-
duent 1of1, pyKoBOICTBOM HeMellKoro dwiocoda
K.JIL. Pevtaromnpaa (1758—1823) (cm.: Prantl, 1883).
PertHrosb, K 3TOMy BpeMeHU, XOTS M CUMUTaJICS
OTHVIM M3 CaMBIX aBTOPUTETHBIX MOMYJISPU3aTO-
POB KpuTHUecKon usiocodun, IIpon3Besl peBu-
310 KaHTOBCKOTO TpaHCIIeH/IeHTa/IbHOTO Wjlea-
JIV3Ma, IPEJIOKMB CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO CHCTEMY
07, Has3BaHMEM «3dJIeMeHTapHas Qwtocodis»
(cm.: Breazeale, Walsh, 2022). BriosiHe BeposiTHO,
uTo PvTocoPCKmIL IpoeKT PeitHroipaa Mor or-
pasuThCs Ha B3rIAzgax Mosiomoro Kpyra mpm ms-
yUYeHUM KaHTOBCKOIO KpUTHUIIM3Ma. PerHroms[
cTpeMwicss 000CHOBaTh PWIOCOPUIO B KadecTBe
CTPOroN HayKyu IIyTeM IIpUBEHEHNsS ee B CUCTe-
Mmy. IlocrieniHee TiperirionaraeT HeCKOJIBKO KpuTe-
pVieB: BO-TIEPBBIX, BO3MOKHOCTB BBIBEIEHNS BCEX
3JIEeMEHTOB CHUCTeMBbI M3 IepBOro IpMHINMIIA —
«IIpUHIIUIIA CO3HAHMS» BO-BTOPBIX, IOCIIEIOBA-
TEJIBHOCTb MEeXIy BCeMU 3JIeMeHTaMV ¥, B-Tpe-

contemporaries such as Fichte, Schelling and
Hegel, is not part of the canon of the history of
philosophy. But for Russian thought, Krug is
not an irrelevant figure as will be shown below.
And yet, to date, his influence on Russian
philosophy has not been studied.

Krug was born into a landowner’s family
in 1770. He entered the theological faculty of
the University of Wittenberg in 1788 where
he studied under Franz Volkmar Reinhard,
an influential German philosopher (1753 —
1812). Krug was awarded the degree of Doctor
of Philosophy in 1791. In 1792 he went to
Jena where he was introduced to Kantian
philosophy by the German philosopher Karl
Leonhard Reinhold (1758-1823) (see Prantl,
1883, pp. 220-221). Reinhold by that time,
although he was considered to be a major
populariser of critical philosophy, had revised
Kant’s transcendental idealism and proposed
a system he called “elementary philosophy”
(see Breazeale and Walsh, 2022). Reinhold’s
philosophical project may have influenced the
views of young Krug when he studied Kantian
critique. Reinhold tried to ground philosophy
as a rigorous science by putting it into a system.
The latter should meet several criteria. First, the
possibility of deriving all the elements of the
system from the first principle, “the principle
of consciousness”, second, consistency of all
these elements and third, completeness of the
system (ibid.). The principle of consciousness,
according to Reinhold, consists in that “the
subject in his consciousness distinguishes the
representation from the subject and object and
relates the representation to both” (Reinhold,
1790, p. 167).

In 1794 Krug went to Gottingen for
one semester before returning that same
year to Wittenberg where he became a
Privatdozent at the local university and
made an unsuccessful attempt to secure a
professorship at the philosophical faculty.
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TBUX, 3aBepIIeHHOCTh cvicteMsl (Ibid.). TTpyHImn
CO3HaHWM:, COIVIACHO PeVtHrosIpIy, cCoCTOUT B TOM,
YTO «B CO3HAHWUM CyOBEKT OT/IMYaeT IpesicTaBile-
HMe OT cyObeKkTa 1 0oOBeKTa ¥ COOTHOCUT IIperl-
crasyieHMe ¢ odommm» (Reinhold, 1790, S. 167).

B 1794 r. Kpyr Ha oguH ceMecTp OTIIpaBWICS B
['éTTyiHTreH 1 B TOM Xe rogy Bo3BpaTwicd B Bur-
TeHOepr, I7le B MeCTHOM yHMBepCUTeTe TIOIyUnI
3BaHVe IIpUBaT-IOLIeHTa V1 Oe3yCITeITHO TIOIbITal-
Cs1 3aHSTh JOJDKHOCTB ITpodeccopa dprstocodpcko-
ro dakyserera. [lo cBoero mpubertisg B 1805 r. B
Kénurcoepr Kpyr my6iamyHO BBICTYIIaeT IIPOTUB
®uxte B «[IicbMax 0 HaykoyueHUm» («Briefe {iber
die Wissenschaftslehre: Nebst einer Abhandlung
tiber die von derselben versuchte Bestimmung
des religiosen Glaubens», 1800), mporus Llleuinn-
ra B «[Tucemax o HoseviieM mpeanvsme» («Briefe
tiber den neuesten Idealism: eine Fortsetzung der
Briefe tiber die Wissenschaftslehre», 1801), a 3a-
TeM OTBeYaeT Ha KPUTWUECKYIO 3aMeTKy leress
«Kaxk 3mpaBbIVi CMBICJI IIOHMMaeT drstocodpmio»
(«Wie der gemeine Menschenverstand die Philo-
sophie nehme», 1802) crarpein «Kak He3mgpaBbIVt
CMBICIT TTIOHMMaeT dumstocopmio» («<Wie der unge-
meine Menschenverstand die Philosophie neh-
me», 1802). Taxxe npotms Illesumara n Terens
ObUTa HampasseHa craThbsi Kpyra «[IporuBopeune
pasyma ¢ cammM coborn» («Der Widerstreit der Ver-
nunft mit sich selbst», 1802) (Prantl, 1883, S. 221).

B 1801 r. Kpyr omybnmkosan «[Ipoekr HOBO-
ro opraHoHa ¢pusocodpum» («<Entwurf eines neu-
en Organons der Philosophie, oder Versuch tiber
die Prinzipien der philosophischen Erkenntnis»),
B KOTOPOM IIPeAIIPVHSII HOMBITKY IIepecMOTpPeTh
cucremy KanTa. B ToM ke romy oH crast mpodec-
copoMm Bo PpaHkdypre-Ha-Marine. B 1803 r. Kpyr
V3aJl TIePBbIVI KPYIIHBIN TPy, «DyHIaMeHTaIb-
Hasi prstocoduisi», B KOTOPOM pa3BUJI MZIeV CBOEro
«Opranona». B 1804 r. Kpyr xeHnics Ha reHepasib-
ckom fiouepu BruteresibMuHe ¢oH 3eHre 1 TIONTy-
YMIT HECKOJIBKO MPeJIOKeHNII PaboThl, OIHO 13
KOTOPBIX — 3aHSTh OCBOOOIVBIITYIOCS ITOCIIe CMep-
™1 Kanra xadenpy B Kénurcbeprckom yHmsep-
cutete. VIimenno 3meck Kpyr Havan my6iamkoBaTh
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Before he arrived in Konigsberg in 1805 Krug
publicly challenged Fichte in the Letters on
the Doctrine of Science of Knowledge; together
with a Treatise on the Attempted Definition of
Religious Belief (Briefe iiber die Wissenschaftslehre:
Nebst einer Abhandlung iiber die von derselben
versuchte Bestimmung des religidsen Glaubens,
1800), Schelling in the Letters on the Newest
Idealism; a Continuation of the Letters on the
Doctrine of Science (Briefe iiber den mneuesten
Idealismus: eine Fortsetzung der Briefe iiber die
Wissenschaftslehre, 1801), and then responded
to Hegel’s article “How the Ordinary Human
Understanding Takes Philosophy” (“Wie der
gemeine Menschenverstand die Philosophie nehme”,
1802) with an article “How the Non-Common
Sense Takes Philosophy” (“Wie der ungemeine
Menschenverstand die Philosophie nehme”, 1802).
Krug also challenged Schelling and Hegel in
the article “The Contradiction of Reason with
Itselt” (“Der Widerstreit der Vernunft mit sich
selbst”, 1802) (cf. Prantl, 1883, p. 221).

In 1801 Krug published The Outline of a
New Organon of Philosophy, or an Essay on the
Principles of Philosophical Knowledge (Entwurf
eines neuen QOrganons der Philosophie, oder
Versuch iiber die Prinzipien der philosophischen
Erkenntnis), in which he attempted to revise
Kant’s system. That same year he won a
professorship in Frankfurt am Main. In
1803 Krug published his first major work
Fundamental Philosophy, in which he developed
the ideas of his Organon. In 1804 Krug married
a general’s daughter, Wilhelmine von Zenge,
and received several employment offers,
including the chair at Konigsberg University
which became vacant after Kant’s death. There
he began publishing his three-volume work
The System of Theoretical Philosophy (System
der theoretischen Philosophie, 1806, 1808, 1810).
In 1809 Krug accepted an invitation from
Leipzig University, where he taught until his
death. When assuming his new position Krug



H. O. Poxun

CBOe TpexToMHoOe coumHeHVe «CricTeMa TeopeTu-
uveckon dpustocodpum» («System der theoretischen
Philosophie», 1806, 1808, 1810). B 1809 r. Kpyr mpu-
HsUI IIpUIVIaleHne oT JIeMIIIMIcKoro yHMBepCu-
TeTa, T7e IIperofaBasl 10 KoHIa Xu3Hm. [Ipu BeTy-
IJIEHVV Ha HOBYIO JIOJDKHOCTBh KpyT BBICTYTINIT €
orposepxeHvieM «DeHOMeHOJIOr MY Ty Xxa» [eres.
Taxoke B Jleniniiire oH M3AaI APYTryIO CBOIO KPyTI-
HyI0 paboTy B 3 TOMax 1of1, HasBaHVeM «CrcTema
npaxTmdeckon dpmtocodpum» («System der prakti-
schen Philosophie», 1817, 1818, 1819).

B 1820 r. Kpyr npeAnpuHsI HOIBITKY KOPOT-
KO W3JIOXKWUTB CBOM B3Il B «CIIpaBOYHMKE TI0
dutocodpmm 1 dputocodpckort uTeparype» (CM.,
HaIrpvMep, TpeTbe M3aHue 3Ton padboTel: Krug,
1828), a B xoHI1Ie 1820-x M31a7T cOOCcTBeHHBIN «O0-
UM cjIoBaph (prytocodckmx Hayk» B 4 Tomax
(«Allgemeines Handworterbuch der philosophi-
schen Wissenschaften», 1827—1829). Criicok Tpy-
nos Kpyra Ha camyio pasHOOOpasHYIO TeMaTu-
Ky HacuuTbIBaeT He MeHee 189 mammMeHOBaHWMIL.
B 1842 r. Kpyr orry6rmikoBast aBToomor padio oy,
HasBaHVeM «Ki3HeHHbIV Ty Th Kpyra B I1ecTn Be-
Xax, OIVCcaHHBIX MM caMuM» («Krug’s Lebensreise
in sechs Stationen von ihm selbst beschrieben»)
(Prantl, 1883, S. 221—222).

W3 Guorpadum Kpyra yxke MOXHO cpesaTh
BBIBOJ], YTO OH OBUI 3HAKOM C KaHTOBCKOV (brIo-
codpuert 1 CTpeMmJICs Ha Hee OIepeThcsl B CBOMX
drtocodpckmx momckax, KOTOpble IV Bpaspes
¢ npearmcTryeckummu cuctemamut Puxre, [lersr-
nuara n leresrss. Ho co cTOpoHBI ero coBpeMeH-
HUKOB — VICTOPUKOB (PpVJI0COUM — OTHOIIIEHe
Kpyra x xanTOBCKOVI pvstocodpmm 1osrydasio IIpo-
TUBOPEUVIBbIE OIIEHKIA.

M.D. Opoman (1805—1892) momerriaeT duio-
codpckme B3rAnbl Kpyra B pasgen «Mopndwu-
KallMM KaHTOBCKoro ydeHus» (Erdmann, 1848,
S. 345), a ero camoro Ha3sbpIBaeT IIOJIyKaHTMAH-
em (Halbkantianer), ockosibKy B €ro B3ITIsimax
HAIlUTVI OTpa’keHMe KaHTOBCKUI KPUTWUIIV3M W
«BOJTB(PVIAHCTBO, ITepelIefiIee B 3 PaBbIVi CMBICIT»
(Ibid., S. 346). Takoe codyeTaHMe, CUMTaeT DpOMaH,
ObLTIO 00YCIIOBIIEHO OITHOV 113 3a71ad, CTOSBIIIVIX T1e-
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published a challenge of Hegel's Phenomenology
of Spirit. Also in Leipzig he published another
major work in three volumes entitled The
System of Practical Philosophy (System der
praktischen Philosophie, 1817, 1818, 1819).

In 1820 Krug attempted to set forth his
views in the Handbook of Philosophy and
Philosophical Literature (e.g. see the third
edition of this work: Krug, 1828), and in
the late 1820s he published his own General
Dictionary of Philosophical Sciences in 4 volumes
(Allgemeines Handwdrterbuch der philosophischen
Wissenschaften, 1827 —1829). The list of Krug's
works on a huge variety of topics runs to at
least 189 titles. In 1842 Krug published his
autobiography entitled The Lifepath of Krug
in Six Stations Described by Himself (Krug's
Lebensreise in sechs Stationen von ihm selbst
beschrieben) (Prantl, 1883, pp. 221-222).

Already Krug’s biography shows that he
was familiar with Kant’s philosophy and
sought to proceed from it in his philosophical
quests which challenged the idealistic systems
of Fichte, Schelling and Hegel. But his attitude
to Kant’s philosophy met with a mixed reaction
among the historians of philosophy of his time.

Johann Eduard Erdmann (1805—1892)
places Krug’s philosophical views in the
section “Modifications of the Kantian Doctrine”
(Erdmann, 1848, p. 345) and calls him a semi-
Kantian (Halbkantianer) because his views
reflect Kantian critiques and “Wolffianism
which has become common sense” (ibid.,
p- 346). Erdmann attributes this combination
to the fact that one of his tasks was to take
Kantian analysis of consciousness to the
principle where it defies analysis and coincides
with the facts of common sense, i.e. the self-
evident facts that cannot be proved (ibid.,
pp- 367-368). Indeed, Erdmann writes, Krug
himself conceded that he “never was a Kantian
in the true sense of the word”, but merely “took
the Kantian philosophy as the starting point



pen, Kpyrom, a MMeHHO — J10BeCTV KaHTOBCKU
aHaJIN3 CO3HAHMS 10 IIPUHIINIIA, KOTOPbIV KaK Ta-
KOBOVI yXKe He MOXXeT OBbITh IOIBEPrHYT aHaJIN3Y,
a coBla/iaeT ¢ paKTaMM 37IpaBOro CMBICJIA, TO €CTh
CaMOOYeBMITHBIMM (paKTamM, KOTOpble HEBO3MOX-
Ho ntokasarts (Ibid., S. 367—368). 1a n cam Kpyr, -
IeT DpaMaH, IPU3HaBaJICs, 9YTO «HMKOI/Ia He 0BT
KaHTMaHIIeM B IOIJITHHOM CMBICJIe 3TOTO CJI0Bay,
HO HeKOI7Ia «B3sJI KAHTOBCKYIO (prytocodmio B Ka-
4yecTBe OTIIPaBHOVI TOUKM TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, UTO B TO
BpeMs OHa Obllla B MOfie», ¥ BCKOpe He Oe3 BiIvsi-
Hu4 PertHxapia oH Havyasl paclio3HaBaTh B Hell He-
mocrarkm (cM.: Krug, 1828, S. XII—XIII; Erdmann,
1848, S. 370).

DpAMaH OTMedaeT, YTO, XOTs AeKJIapupyeMasi
He3aBUCMMOCTb Kpyra oT KaHTOBCKOV JOKTPVHBI
He CTOJIb BeJIMKa, TeM He MeHee BepHO, UTO IIOITy-
JIIpHOE BOJIBPUMAHCTBO, KOTOpOe IIpefiCcTaBiIsieT
Pertnxapn, yxe B nepsov pabote Kpyra craHoBUT-
Cs1 HACTOJIBKO CYIIIeCTBeHHBIM 3JIeMeHTOM, uTo le-
rejIb Ha3blBaeT ero IIPYMepPOM TOro, KaK 3/paBbIi
cMBICIT BocrpuHMMaeT duitocodpuio (Erdmann,
1848, S. 370—371). Bo Bcex cBOMIX MCCIIEIOBAHMSIX,
yKasblBaeT DpaMaH, Kpyr HuKorma He MoOr BbIVI-
TV 3a paMKM BOJIbVAHCKOV SMIIMPUYECKOV IICH-
XOJIOTMV; SMIIMpUYecKoe «S» [jIg Hero — He4To
rOTOBOE, B KOTOPOM OH OOHapy XuBaeT M3Havdalb-
HBIVI CMHTe3, JIeXKallluil B OCHOBe (PaKTOB CO3Ha-
Hus (Ibid., S. 378 —379).

ITockoribKy DpaMaH B cBomx (pustocodckmx
B3mIsIax ObUI rerenpsHIieM (Schoeps, 1959) u, Be-
POSTHO, B o1leHKe Kpyra mcxonm1 3 cOOTBeTCTBY-
IOITIeV ITO3MIIVY, HeJIb3sl He YIIOMSAHYTh KPUTUKY
camoro Jererst B agpec Kpyra. Teresib ormedaer,
uro Kpyr fesaer sMmmmpuueckoe co3HaHUe Iiep-
BbIM IIPVHIIMIIOM CBOMIX CHEKYJIAINV, a BCe ero
corep)KaHue 1 BCe, UTO B HEM MBICJIUTCS, CUUTaeT
vctuHHBIM. CyTb cuHTeTH3Ma Kpyra Ieresns mpo-
HWYeCKN IIpeylaraeT IOHMMAaTh KaK «KYBIIMH?,
B KOTOPOM Kak (paKThl KaKMM-TO CJIyYalHBIM 00-
pasoM comep)KaTcsl PeviHIoJIbOBCKasl BoHa, KaH-

2 «KyBrmma» 1 «Kpyr» — wmrpa cimos. @ammms Kpyra
OMOHVMWYHA HEMEeLIKOMY CJIOBY, KOTOpOe Ha PyCCKUI
S3BIK ITePEBOINTCS KaK «KyBIITVH».
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because it was in vogue at the time”, and before
long, and not without Reinhard’s influence,
began to see its shortcomings (see Krug, 1828,
pp. xii-xiii).

Erdmann (1848, pp. 370-371) notes that
although Krug’'s professed independence
from Kant is not so pronounced, nevertheless
it is true that already in Krug’s first work the
popular Wolffianism represented by Reinhard
looms so large that Hegel cited it as an example
of how common sense perceives philosophy.
Erdmann notes that in none of his works does
Krug go beyond the framework of Wolffian
empirical psychology; to him the empirical “1”
is something ready-made in which he sees the
initial synthesis that lies at the basis of the facts
of consciousness (ibid., pp. 378-379).

Because Erdmann’s philosophical views
were Hegelian (Schoeps, 1959, p. 569) as was
his assessment of Krug, mention of Hegel's own
critique of Krug would not come amiss. Hegel
notes that Krug makes empirical consciousness
the first principle of his musings and considers
its whole content and everything thought in it
to be true. Hegel (2000, p. 304) ironically likens
the essence of Krug's synthetism to “a jug? in
which Reinhold’s pure-sweet [Reinholdisches]
water, beer that went flat in Kant’s corner
[Kantisches abgestandenes], enlightening syrup
(‘Berlin” brand) and other similar ingredients
that just happen to be around, are contained
as ‘actual facts’; the jug is the synthetic bond
of all these — (= ego)”. Then, Hegel goes on,
‘someone’ comes along and brings formal unity
to this confusion by comparing and separating
things and finally reports all this. As for the
difference between Krug’'s transcendental
synthetism and transcendental idealism, Hegel
notes that the latter in answering the question
what ought to be thought, does not turn to
empirical consciousness (ibid.).

2”Jug” and “Krug” is a play on words because Krug is
the German word for “jug”.



H. O. Poxun

TOBCKOe CKVICITIee IIVBO, ITPOCBEIAIOMINII CUPOII,
Ha3BaHHBIVI OepIVHW3MOM, W IPyTie IOmOOHBIe
VIHTpeIeHThl; KYBIIMH — 3TO MX cuHTe3 (das
Synthetische) = I» (Hegel, 1986, S. 202—203). 3a-
TeM, IIPOfIoJDKaeT leresib, «KTO-TO» HPUXOOUT U
BHOCUT (pOpMasIbHOe e[IMHCTBO B 3Ty IIyTaHWMILY
IIOCPEeICTBOM CJIMYeHMs W pasfiesieHns Bellen U,
HaKOHell, cocTaBisieT 000 BceM 3TOM oTdeT. UTo
KacaeTcs Pas3yIi4avis MeXy TpaHCIeHIeHTaTbHBIM
cuHTeT3MoM Kpyra m TpaHCleHIeHTaIbHbIM
uleasM3MoM, To, cortacHo leresto, TociieTHNT,
oTBedas Ha BOIIPOC, YTO IOJDKHO MBICJIUTB, He 00-
paliiaeTcs K aMImpudeckomMy cosHaHmo (Ibid.).

Hdpyroit wmcTOpuk HeMelKom driocodpmn
9. X.T. Pentaromnep, (1793—1855) orHOcuT Kpyra
KaHTOBCKOW IIIKOJIe KpWUTH4YecKo dutocodmm,
pasBuBabient uaen KaHta 1o jiorvke, metadm-
3UKe, TICMXOJIOTMI, eCTeCTBeHHOMY IIpaBy 1 u-
mocodpvm permmruu (Reinhold, 1830, S. 138—139).
Kpyr, mimer PertHrosea, 3meck 3aHMMaeT I0YeT-
HOe MeCTO, HO IIpV 3TOM He BHOCUT CyIIleCTBEHHO-
ro BKJIa/la B 00OCHOBaHMe U PasBUTVe KAHTOBCKMX
upnen (Ibid., S. 311—312). Vneto cunTeTmsma Kpyra
Pevtarosibg, xapakTepusyeT Kak HedmIocopcKyro,
GeccMBICJIEHHYIO ¥ TIOBEpXHOCTHYIO, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky B Hell oTBepraioTcs Oosiee riryOoKme 1 cyIe-
CTBeHHBbIe [JI TeOopuu IMO3HaHWUS HpPOoOJIeMBbI U
pesysIbTaThl VCCileJOBaHMT, 0OYCIIOBUBIIIE [TaJThb-
HeVIINI IIporpecc HeMelKov dpuiocodum mocsie
Kanra (Ibid., S. 316—317).

Magmmi coppemeHHUK Kpyra, nctopuk dpu-
socodpumn D. Vbepser (1826—1871) cumTaet, 4TO
Kpyr oTHOcmiics K KaHTOBCKOW IIIKOJIE JIOTMIKM
¥ pa3BMBal JIOTMKY B TOM Xe 1yxe, 4to 1 KaHT
(Ueberweg, 1857, S. 45). [laHHBI B3IVIsSAH, IIOA-
JepXuBaeT COBpeMeHHas  ViccilefioBaTe/IbHUIIA
JIx. Xevic, corsiacHO KOTOpPOV OCODEHHOCTh YKa-
3aHHOV IIIKOJIBI COCTOUT B TOM, UTO BCe ee IIpefl-
cTaBuTeIN, B ToM unciie v Kpyr, mpuiepXxmpasivich
KaHTOBCKOT'O ITOHVIMaHMs JIOTUKM KakK popMaiib-
HOVI, a IMEHHO — OT/INYaJIVi (POPMAaJIBHYIO JIOT M-
Ky KaK HayKy O MBIIIIIEHN, aOCTparnpyomnryocs
OT JIIOOBIX OTHOIIIEHWIT K 0ObeKTy, COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, He3aBUCUMYIO OT IICHXOJIOTMNM U MeTadpusu-
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Another historian of German philosophy,
Ernst Christian Gottlieb Reinhold (1793 —1855),
identifies Krug with the Kantian school of
critical philosophy who developed Kant’s ideas
on logic, metaphysics, psychology, natural law
and the philosophy of religion (Reinhold, 1852,
pp. 138-139). Krug, Reinhold writes, occupies a
distinguished place here, but his contribution
to the grounding and development of Kantian
ideas is insignificant (ibid., pp. 311-312).
Reinhold describes Krug’s idea of synthetism
as non-philosophical, senseless and superficial
because it ignores the more profound problems
and research results which are essential for the
theory of cognition and which ensured further
progress of German philosophy after Kant
(ibid., pp. 316-317).

Historian of philosophy Friedrich Ueberweg
(1826 —1871), a junior contemporary of Krug,
believed that Krug belonged to the Kantian
school of logic and developed logic in the same
vein as Kant (Ueberweg, 1857, p. 45). This
approach is shared by the present-day scholar
Jeremy Heis, who notes that the school’s
distinctive feature is that all its representatives,
including Krug, adhered to the Kantian concept
of logic as formal, i.e. they singled out formal
logic as a science of thought that abstracts itself
from any relations to the object and accordingly
is independent from psychology and
metaphysics, from transcendental logic as the
science of cognition (Heis, 2019, p. 29). Finally,
one more contemporary of Krug, Karl Fortlage
(1806 —1881), took the view that Krug was
developing the idea of a merging Kantianism
and sensualism (Fortlage, 1852, p. 347).

Some present-day scholars, too, tend
to regard Krug's philosophical views as
a combination of Kantian intuitions and
common sense. For example, Adolf Kemper
(1988, p. 63, 68) maintains that for Krug
common sense is key, but at the same time his
philosophy is a product not of common sense



K1, OT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO JIOTVIKM KaK HayKy O
nosHaunu (Heis, 2019, p. 29). Hakowers, ere onyH
coppemeHHUK Kpyra, K. Poptiare (1806—1881)
cunTasi, uto Kpyr passuBail maero ciamMsHUS KaH-
TraHcTBa U ceHcyanmsMa (Fortlage, 1852, S. 347).
Cpenu coBpeMeHHBIX MCCiIejoBaTesIel TaKxkKe
BCTpeYaeTCs ITO3MIINSI, COIVIaCHO KOTOpowm pmiio-
codpckme B3DIAnbl Kpyra ImpefcrasisioT codeTa-
HVe KaHTOBCKVIX MHTYVLIVI M 3PaBOro CMBIC-
na. Tak, A. Kemmiep yTBepXJaeT, 4TO OTIIPaBHOW
TOYKOWV IJI4 prra SIBJISIETCSI 3[paBbIVI CMBICII, HO
B TO XXe BpeMs ero pwiocodusi IpefcTaBisieT co-
0oV MPOAYKT He 3[OpaBOr0 CMBICTIA, a CIIEKYJIs-
umu (Kemper, 1988, S. 63, 68). Kpome Toro, mccie-
JoBaTesIb oOpalllaeT BHMMaHMe Ha To, 4yTo Kpyr
caM TIpedIIpUHSII MCCIleloBaHNe COBMECTMOCTY
TPpaHCIIEHIeHTaJIbHOTO CUHTeTU3Ma C y4YeHUeM
KaHTa, B pe3ysibTare 4ero mpuiiesl K BBIBOLY, YTO
OH YeTKO IPUAEPKMBAETCSI KAHTOBCKOV CHCTEMBI,
KOTOPYIO HeIlpaBVJIBHO Ha3bIBaTh TpaHCIIEH/IeH-
TaJIBHBIM MIeaIN3MOM, BeIb Ha caMOM Jejle OHa
OTHOCUTCS K TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY CHTETU3MY
(Ibid., S. 110—111). Xappwc o JaHHOMY IIOBOJLY 3a-
MedaeT: 1o MpoHuM cyasobsl KaHT, B 1799 1. 3agB11B-
IIIVVI B OTKPBITOM IIVICBMe («3asiBJIeHVIe TIO TIOBOLY
HayKoyueHUs Drxre»), 4TO KPUTUKY CJIeAyeT II0-
HMMAaTh OyKBaJIbHO 1 pacCMaTpVBaTh TOJIBKO C I10-
3UITAT 3paBOrO pacCyyiKa, I0CTaTOYHO Pa3BUTOrO
17151 aOCTPaKTHOTO MBIIIJIEHNS], TIONTy4unyl cebe B
IIpeeMHVIKV MBICJINTEIIS, HapsDKaBIIeTro 3paBbIvt
CMBICJI B CLIEHMYECKMUII KOCTIOM «TpaHCILIeH/IeH-
TasibHOTrO cHTeTM3Ma» (Hegel, 2000, p. 293 —294).

TpaHceHOeHTaNbHBIN cMHTETN3M Kpyra
M ero aHaJIMTUKA II03HaBaTeIbHBIX
CIIOCOOHOCTEeN

Kpyr crpemwics mpuparh IO3HAHMIO IIPOY-
HYIO0 Hay4YHYIO OCHOBY IIOCPEICTBOM OOHapyKe-
HWSI PeasIbHOrO M MIeaIbHOTO IIPUHIINIIOB, 000-
CHOBAaHHBIX He ITyTeM JIOTMUEeCKVX JJOKa3aTeJIbCTB,
a camom mx dakrmuHOCThIO (cM.: Kemper, 1988,
S. 69—71). g storo HeMerkuit ¢vtocod ab-
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but of speculation. He also draws attention
to the fact that Krug himself had undertaken
an investigation into the compatibility of
transcendental synthetism with Kant’s
teaching and came to the conclusion that he
strictly adhered to the Kantian system which
is wrongly called transcendental idealism,
whereas in reality it belongs to transcendental
synthetism (ibid., pp. 110-111). Harris notes
in this connection that by an irony of fate
Kant, who declared in a 1799 open letter
(“Public Declaration concerning Fichte’s
Wissenschaftslehre”) that criticism should
be understood literally and be considered
only from the standpoint of common sense
sufficiently developed for abstract thinking,
ended up having a successor in the person of a
thinker who dressed common sense in a stage
garb of “transcendental synthetism” (see Hegel,
2000, pp. 293-294).

Krug’s Transcendental Synthesis
and his Analysis of Cognitive Faculties

Krug sought to put cognition on a solid
scientific basis by discovering real and ideal
principles grounded not by logical proof but
by factuality (see Kemper, 1988, pp. 69-71). To
this end he abstracts himself from the external
world in order to focus on the inner world:
as a consequence, for him the main object of
cognition is the “I”. Krug (1803, pp. 59-62)
posits the cognising “I”, or the philosophising
subject, as the real principle of philosophical
knowledge which makes any philosophical
knowledge (including the ideal principles)
possible.

The ideal principles in turn are subdivided
into material, or constituting cognition, and
formal, or regulating cognition (making it
scientific). The material principles consist in
the facts of consciousness understood as the
initial synthesis of being and knowledge in the
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CTparmMpyeTcs OT BHEIIHero Mupa, 4ToObl cdo-
KyCHpOBaTbCsl Ha MUpe BHYTPEHHeM: KaK CJIefl-
CTBUe, IJIaBHBIM IIPeIMeTOM ITO3HaHMs I Hero
BBICTYIIaeT «f». B KauecTse peasibHOrO IPUHIIV-
na dpuiocodpckoro ro3HaHMs, O1arogaps KOTOpo-
My CTaHOBMTCSI BO3MOXKHBIM BCsIKOe prytocopckoe
IIO3HaHMe (B TOM YICIIe U MjleaIbHble ITPUHIINITBI),
Kpyr omnpepernser mosHaromee «5», vm dwio-
coderpyromero cyorekra (Krug, 1803, S. 59—62).

VneastbHBIE IPUHIINIIEL, B CBOIO OYepelb, TOI-
pasfesioTcs Ha MaTepuasibHble, VIV KOHCTU-
TyUpyIOlIMe II03HaHue U popMaIbHbIe, WIIN pe-
TyJIVpyIollye TO3HaHMe (Jearolye IOo3HaHVe
Hay4HbIM). MaTreprasibHble IPUHITUAIIBL 3aKJTI0Ya-
I0TCsL B paKTax CO3HaHM, TIOHMMaeMOro Kak ms3-
HavaJIbHBIV CVHTe3 ObITs 1 3HaHMs B «S» (Ibid.,
S. 68). Beicimit MaTepyaIbHBIN IIPVHIINIT PUIIO-
codpckoro Mo3HaHMs 3aK/II0YaeTCsl B IOJIOKeHMN:
«s1 mesrernier» (Ibid., S. 76—77). B cosmanmm, 6e3-
YCIJIOBHO, JTaH TOJIBKO SMIIVPUYECKIV CIHTe3, HO B
€ro OCHOBe JIEXUT TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHbIVI CHTe3,
KOHCTUTYMPYIOIINI CO3HaHVe U IIpeJIIIecTBYIo-
MV KKIOMY MOMEHTY BpeMeH, KOIfia 4esIoBeK
ocos3HaeT sMmmprdeckuit cuHTes (Ibid., S. 97—98).

@opMastbHbIe TPUHLINIIBL orpenessaoTes Kpy-
roM KakK 3aKOHBI, CBg3bIBaolye aKThl CO3Ha-
HM M CO3JaloIIe 3 MHOXXeCTBa OTIeIbHBIX I10-
sHaHVM enuHCTBO (Ibid., S. 87—88). «AbcomoTHas
rapMoHMs “S1” BO Bcerl ero [1eATesIbHOCTY SIBJISIeT-
Csl BBICIIIEV LIeJIbI0 PUIoCOPCTBOBAHMS» — 3TO
BBICIIINTI (POPMAJIBHBIV IPUHIINIT (PIIOCOPCKOrO
nosHaHu (Ibid., S. 90). Ha ocHoBaHMM Tpex mpe-
CTaBJIeHHBIX IPUHIINIIOB KpyT BBIBOOAUT BBICIINT
npyHOUI dwiocodpun: «fl mgesdTereH n cTpem-
JIIOCH K a0COJTIOTHOVI TApMOHMY BO BCEVI MOeT1 fiesi-
testbHOCTI» (Ibid., S. 93).

YKa3zaB Ha M3Ha4YaJIbHBIV VI allpVOPHBIVI CUH-
Te3 ObITMS 1 3HaHMS B «S» KaK Ha IepBOHAYAIIb-
HBIV (paKT, HOCPeICTBOM KOTOPOro KOHCTUTYMPY-
eTcs cosHaHMe Kak Takosoe (Ibid., S. 97—98), Kpyr
OOHapyXMBaeT B HeM IoJIaraHVie peaIbHOCTH I
Yero-To, UTO «s caM ecTb (f)», m duero-to, «aeM s
caM He SIBJISIOCH», TO eCThb I ObITis. bertue du-
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“1” (ibid., p. 68). The highest material principle
of philosophical cognition is contained in the
proposition “I am active”® (ibid., pp. 76-77).
In consciousness, of course, only empirical
synthesis is given, but its foundation is
transcendental synthesis which constitutes
consciousness and precedes every moment
in time when man is conscious of empirical
synthesis (ibid., pp. 97-98).

Krug defines formal principles as laws
which link the facts of consciousness and
create a unity out of a multitude of separate
cognitions (ibid., pp. 87-88). “ Absolute harmony
of the ‘I’ in all its activity is the supreme
goal of philosophising.”* This is the highest
formal principle of philosophical cognition
(ibid., p. 90). Proceeding from the above three
principles Krug (1803, p. 93) derives the highest
principle of philosophy: “I am active and I seek
absolute harmony in all my activity”>.

Having pointed to the initial and a priori
synthesis of being and knowledge in the “1” as
the primary fact through which consciousness
as such is constituted (ibid., pp. 97-98), Krug
discovered within it a positing of the reality
of something that “I am myself (I)”° and
something which “I am not”’, i.e. being. He
proposes to consider ‘being’ as real (das Reale),
and knowledge as ideal (das Ideale). In order to
determine whether we have the right — and
to what extent — to present ourselves and
external objects as real, Krug asks the question,
‘How do the real and the ideal correlate with
each other?” He proposes two strategies for
finding an answer. Under the first strategy
one thing must be designated as primary
and the other thing as derivative. There are
two variants here: either the real is primary

3“[...) ich bin thitig [...].”

*“Die absolute Harmonie des Ichs in aller seiner Thitigkeit ist
der oberste Zweck des Philosophierens.”

5“Ich bin titig und suche absolute Harmonie in aller meiner

Tatigkeit.”
6“[...] ich selbst bin (das Ich) [...].”
7% [...] was ich selbst nicht bin [...].”



j10cod IpeziylaraeT cunTarh peasibHbIM (das Reale),
a 3HaHme — wnaeabHBIM (das Ideale). Iist Toro
YTOOBI OIIpeeSTNTh, VIMEeeM JIVI MBI IIPaBO — W B
KaKOVI CTeTIeHV — IIPeJICTaBIsATh ceOsl VI BHEIITHIe
BeIlV KaK peasibHble, KpyT cTpeMnTcs paspermmTsb
BOIIPOC: KaK peayIbHOe U MjeaIbHOe COOTHOCATCS
npyr ¢ gpyrom? dusiocod mpesjiaraeT JiBe cTpa-
Ternm novicka orsera. CorylacHO IepBOVI, HY>KHO
IIPU3HATh YTO-TO OFHO IIepPBOHAYAJIBHBIM, a JIpPY-
roe Ipov3BOAHBIM. V1 37ech ecTh [Ba BapyaHTa:
7100 peasTbHOE IIepPBOHAYAJIBHO, a MjieaIbHOe BTO-
PUYHO, TOrAa MBI IMeeM JIeJI0 C peaIi3MoM, 1100
HaoOOPOT, M TOr7a MBI VMeeM [eJl0 C Weasvs-
MoM. PaccmarpuBasi 1o ouepenyt peasinsm 1 mziea-
3™, KpyT mpuxoauT K 3aK/II04eHIIO O HeCOCTOs-
TeJIBHOCTY 000VX BapVaHTOB peasIi3alliy IIepBovl
crpareruu (Ibid., S. 108 —111). Tak, mocsieroBaTeTb-
HBIVI peasIn3M IPVXOOUT K MaTeprasIn3My, corac-
HO KOTOPOMY WJleasIbHO€e IIPOVICXOIUT M3 MaTepum
(Ibid., S. 111—114), a nociiemoBaTeILHBIN MII€aI3M
BBUIMBAETCsl B HUTVUIVI3M, TO eCTh IIPUBOAUT K VIC-
Ye3HOBEHMIO KakK cyObeKTa, Tak 1 oObekra (Ibid.,
S. 116 —117). O0a, peani3aM 1 MeaIn3M, IPOTUBO-
pedar IpakTUYecKM MHTepecaM uejloBeKa Kak
CBOOOTHOTO CyIIeCTBa: IIePBbIVI — IIOCKOJIBKY IIO-
MelllaeT 4YesloBeKa IIOJIHOCTBIO B [IeTePMUHMPO-
BaHHBIVI MUP IPUPOOBI, BTOPOI — B CUJIYy TOIO,
UTO yCTpaHseTCs JIeVICTBUTeIIbHBIVI MUpP Kak cde-
pa OpWIOKEHMSI HPaBCTBEHHBIX YCWIINM dYeJlo-
Beka (Ibid., S. 121—122). B orHomeHun penmurumn
MaTepVayv3M nopoxmaet rmanrensM (Ibid., S. 113 —
116), a mean3M BefeT K ayTOTeN3MY, TO ecTb bo-
rom mpososmiataercst «5» (Ibid., S. 127—128). Kax
CTIEJICTBUE, TIepBasi CTpaTerus paspelleHns IIpo-
671eMBI COOTHOITIEH VIS MBIIIIJIEHVIS V1 OBITVIS OKa3bl-
BaeTCs HelTpreMJIeMOVI HY B CIIEKYJISITIBHOM, HI B
IIpaKTYeCKOM, HU B PeJIUTVIO3HOM IIJIaHe.

Torma octaeTcs BTOpas cTpaTerus:: peajyibHOe
U MeasibHOE CJleflyeT paccMaTpumBaTh KakK M3Ha-
YasIbHO JaHHBIE U CBS3aHHBIE IPYT C APYroM U
CUMTaTh BbIBEJEHME OIHOIO W3 JIPYroro HeBO3-
MOXHBIM, 9TO Kpyr m HasblBaeT TpaHCIeHJIeH-
TaJIbHBIM CHHTeTM3MOM. Takoil cuHTe3 TpaHC-
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and the ideal is secondary, and that means
realism, or vice versa, and then it is idealism.
Examining by turns realism and idealism, Krug
concludes that neither option of implementing
the first strategy is tenable (ibid., pp. 108-
111). Consistent realism leads to materialism
whereby the ideal originates from matter (ibid.,
pp- 111-114), and consistent idealism becomes
nihilism, i.e. both the subject and the object
disappear (ibid., pp. 116-117). Both realism and
idealism contradict the human being’s practical
interests as a free being: the first because it
places the human being totally within the
deterministic world of nature, and the second
because it eliminates the real world as the
sphere of application of the human being’s
moral efforts (ibid., pp. 121-122). With regard to
religion, materialism leads to pantheism (ibid.,
pp- 113-116), and idealism to autotheism which
proclaims the “I” to be God (ibid., pp. 127-128).
As a result, the first strategy of resolving the
problem of the relationship between thought
and being turns out to be unacceptable, either
on the speculative or on the practical or
religious levels.

That leaves the second strategy which
considers the real and the ideal as givens
connected with each other, while deriving one
from the other is impossible, which Krug calls
transcendental synthetism. Such synthesis is
transcendental: on the one hand, it is the initial
act of consciousness and is therefore impossible
to explain or fathom. On the other hand, it is
the basis of everything empirical, hence is not
transcendental, i.e. does not go beyond the
framework of philosophising and does not look
for the primary principle (ibid., pp. 129-132).
Krug believes that

transcendental synthetism recognises as
natural and necessary for every reasonable
person a threefold conviction: that of one’s own
being, that of the being of the things outside
oneself as well as the commonality existing
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LIeH/IeHTaJIeH, C OIIHOV CTOPOHBI, IIOTOMY YTO
SIBJISIETCS I3HAYaJIbHBIM (PaKTOM CO3HAHWISI, COOT-
BETCTBEHHO, HeOObscHUM 1 HerocTvokuM. C Ipy-
TOVI CTOPOHBI, OH JIEXXUT B OCHOBE BCETO SMIIVIPU-
YeCcKOro, a 3HauMT, He TpaHCIIeHIeHTeH, TO eCTh
He IIepexonuT 3a IpaHMIBl PrtocodCcTBOBAHS
VI He MITeT TpaHCIleHAeHTHOoe IlepBoHadasio (Ibid.,
S. 129—132). Kpyr 1osniaraer, 4To

TPaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHBINI CUHTETV3M IIpU3Ha-
€T eCTeCTBEeHHBIM U HeOOXOAVIMBIM UIS KaX-
ZIOTO 3 PaBOMBICIIAIIETO YeIoBeKa YOeXxeHme
TPOSIKOTO pofia: B COOCTBEHHOM OBITVV, B OBI-
TUV Belllell BHe ero, a Takke B OOIIHOCTH, Cy-
IIIeCTBYIOIIEeV MeX/y HUM ¥ STUMU BelllaMu, U
yTBEpXXaeT, 9TO 3TV YOeXOeHMs COBEpIIeHHO
He HY>XIaIoTcsl B 000CHOBaHMM [T0Ka3aTelIbCTBa-
MV CO CTOPOHBI PMII0COCTBYIOIIErO pasyMa, HO
TeM He MeHee SBJISIOTCS HeIIPeJIoXKHO JI0CTOBEep-
HBIMV, ITOCKOJIBKY ITepBoHauaibHbl (Ibid., S. 138).

PasMmpliuisss o [OesaTeIbHOCTM HaImero «Sl»,
Kpyr ykasbiBaeT Ha ee [BOVICTBEHHYIO IIPUPO-
Iy — TeopeTmdecKyIo 1 IIpaKTuyecKyto. TeopeTu-
4ecKasi JeATeJIbHOCTh COCTOUT B ITPeICTaBJIEHV O
4eM-T00 ¥ B TIO3HAHW, 3aBVCAIIIEM OT JaHHOTO
IIpeJICTaBJIeHNs, IIpaKTNYecKass — B CTPeMJIEHUN
K gemy-1r0o0 (Ibid., S. 173). B TeopeTndecko:, Kak
U B IIpaKTU4IecKon, aesrernpHocT KpyT yeMmarpu-
BaeT TPV MOTEHIINI: UyBCTBEHHOCTB, VIHTEJUIEK-
TyassbHOCTB (Intellektualitédt) u parmonansHOCTS,
73 KOTOPBIX BO3HVMKAIOT M3Ha4aJIbHbIe CIIOCOOHO-
cTu aymmn. B TeopeTmueckom mesiTe/IbBHOCTU yKa-
3aHHBIe TIOTEHIIUM IIpeCcTaBIeHbl 4yBCTBEHHO-
crpio, paccygkoM (Verstand) m TeopeTwdeckmm
pasyMmoM (theoretische Vernunft) (Ibid., S. 179).

VcertenoBarmeM mo3HaHMs, cortacHo Kpyry,
3aHMMaeTcd MeTadus3MKa — HaykKa, M3ydaroriasi
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHYI0 OCHOBY HaIllero o3HaHMs,
TO €CTh TO, UTO OIIpeieJIeHO B OTHOIIIeHM Halllero
nosHaHwus a priori (Krug, 1830, S. 3—6). MeTtadu-
3MKa CTPEMUTCS OIpelesTNTh TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hble YCJIOBVSI YeJIOBEYECKOro IO3HAHWS — VIHBI-
MU CJIOBaMV, OTKPBITH TIepBble 11 HanboJlee o01ve
norsTVs 1 ipuHIMIE (Ibid., S. 6—8). Metadwisu-
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between oneself and these things, and claims
that these convictions need no grounding by
proof on the part of the philosophising reason,
and yet are unassailably true inasmuch as they
are primary?® (ibid., p. 138).

Reflecting on the activity of “I”, Krug notes
its dual nature, theoretical and practical.
Theoretical activity consists in representation
of something and in cognition which depends
on this representation, and practical activity
consists striving towards something
(ibid., p. 173). In the theoretical as well as in
practical activity Krug sees three potentialities:
sensuality, intellectualism (Intellektualitit) and
rationality from which the original faculties
of the soul arise. In theoretical activity these
potentialities are represented by sensuality,
understanding (Verstand) and theoretical
reason (theoretische Vernunft) (ibid., p. 179).

According to Krug (1830, pp. 3-6), the study
of cognition is the domain of metaphysics —
the science that studies the transcendental
basis of our cognition, i.e. what is known
about our cognition a priori. Metaphysics seeks
to discover the transcendental conditions of
human cognition, in other words, the first
and most general concepts and principles
(ibid., pp. 6-8). Krug subdivides metaphysics
into pure metaphysics (ontology), which
establishes transcendental principles and
concepts in themselves, i.e. how they relate
to objects (Gegenstinde) in general, and
applied metaphysics which determines how
transcendental concepts and principles relate to
certain objects (ibid., p. 16).

in

8 “Der transzendentale Synthetism erkennt die jedem
Menschen wvon gesundem Verstande natiirliche und
nothwendige dreyfache Uberzeugung von seinem eignen
Seyn, von dem Seyn andrer Dinge aufer ithm, und von der
zwischen ihm und diesen Dingen stattfindenden Gemeinschaft
als giiltig an und behauptet, daf$ diese Uberzeugungen gar
nicht durch Beweise von der philosophirenden Vernunft erst
zu begriinden, aber nichts desto weniger unumstofilich gewifs
sind, weil sie urspriinglich sind.”



Ky HeMelKu1 dprstocod 1ofpasyiesiseT Ha YMCTYIO
MeTapM3MKy (OHTOJIOTMIO), yCTaHABJIMBAOIIYIO
TpaHCIeH/eHTaIbHble TIPVHINIIBL ¥ TTOHSTUS
camm 110 ce0e, TO eCTh KaK OHV OTHOCSTCS K IIpefI-
MeTaM (Gegenstand) BooOrite, 1 IIPUK/IaTHYIO Me-
TapU3MKy, OIpenesIdIoNnyo, Kak TpaHCLeHIeH-
TaJIbHble IIOHSTMS ¥ IIPUHINIIBI OTHOCATCS K
orpezesreHHbIM IpegMeTaM (Ibid., S. 16).

Ownrosnorus, numet Kpyr, ncxogut ms cyxie-
HUS «s TIO3HAIO», IIPeCTaBISIONIero Hermocper-
CTBEHHO JOCTOBEPHBIN (PaKT co3HaHWMS. [JaHHOe
cyXxaeHue riocod HasblBaeT BBICIINM MaTepu-
arpHBIM npuHIMIoM MeTtadrsukm (Ibid., S. 20).
I'maron «3Hath» (Erkennen) Kpyr ompeneriser kax
IIpefcTaBjieHNe 4ero-imdo B KadecTBe OIIperie-
nenHoro npenmeta (Gegenstand), To ecTh «3HaTh»
O3Ha4yaeT OTHOCUTH COOCTBEHHBIE ITPeICTaBIIEHS
K IIpeIMeTy MOETO TI03HaHVIs,, KOTOPBIVI IT0JIaraeT-
Csl KaK HEYTO peasIbHOE, B OTJIMYVE OT IIPOCTOrO
npeficTaBIeHMs. VICTMHHOCTD 3TOW IIPeNIochUI-
KV He MOXeT OBITh BhIBemeHa 13 0ojiee BHICOKOIO
IIPVHIIVIIA, HO COOEPXKUTCS B M3HAYAJIBHOVI CBSI3U
OBbITVISI I 3HAHUS — B TPAHCIIEH/IEHTAJIBHOM CVH-
Te3e peasIbHOIO 1 MIeasIbHOro. VIMeHHO 371ech, 110
MHEHWIO HEMEITKOIO MBIC/INTeIs, OOHapy K/BaeT-
Cs1 «abCOJTIOTHBIVI ITpezies] BCSIKOM (prtocodpmm», 1,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, JJaHHAas IIPeIIIOChUTKa HeoO'bsic-
HyMa 11 HeriocTvokmMa (Ibid., S. 20—-21).

Wrtak, «tostoxeHme “s1 mo3Haro”... SKBUBaJIEHT-
HO CJIeyIoIleMy IOJIOKeHMIO: “CyllecTByeT pe-
ajJIbHOe, KOTOPOMY COOTBETCTBYIOT OITpesiesieH-
Hble IIpeJICTaB/IeHNs B HaC 1 KOTOpoe TI03HAeTCs
HaMV VIMEHHO 4Jepe3 3T mpepacTasiteHms » (Ibid.,
S. 21). Kak crieficTBiMe, peajIbHOCTh ITO3HABaeMOIO
IIpVI3HAeTCs HEeIOCPeCTBEHHO B CaMOM aKTe IIo-
3HaHMs, 3HaUNT, nuieT Kpyr, «pwmiocod He Mo-
JKeT OTHENNTD PeaJIbHOCTh BeIell OT HMX CaMMX,
OOBSICHUTH ¥ TIOHSTH €e KaK Belllb, CYIIeCTBY-
IOIIYIO caMy IIo cebe, 1 IIOJIy4YUTh 3HaHMe O pe-
QJIBHOCTVI BeIlleyl OTOeJIBbHO OT 3HaHMS Berle»
(Ibid., S. 23). Bmecte ¢ Tem B nnosHaHuUM KpyT BbI-
ZIerIseT JiBa B3aMMOCBS3aHHBIX (paKToOpa: BO3HU-
KaIOILINV M3 IesITeJIbHOCTU [Ty I CYGBGKTMBHBIVI,
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Ontology, writes Krug, proceeds from
the proposition “I cognise”, which is the
immediate authentic fact of consciousness.
He calls this judgment the highest material
principle of metaphysics (ibid.,, p. 20). He
defines the verb “to cognise” (Erkennen) as
representation of something as a certain object
(Gegenstand), i.e. “to cognise” means to refer
my own representations to the object of my
cognition which is posited as something real
as distinct from a simple representation. The
trueness of this premise cannot be derived
from a higher principle, but is contained in
the initial link between being and knowledge,
in the transcendental synthesis of the real and
the ideal. It is here, Krug maintains, that lies
the “absolute limit of all philosophy”?, and
accordingly his premise is unexplainable and
unfathomable (ibid., pp. 20-21).

Thus, “the proposition ‘I cognise’ [...]
is equivalent to the following proposition:
‘there exists the real, which is matched by
certain representations within us and which
is cognised by us precisely through these
representations’”" (ibid., p. 21). Consequently,
the reality of the objects cognised is recognised
in the act of cognition, hence, writes Krug,
“the philosopher cannot separate the reality
of things from the things themselves, explain
and understand the thing as a thing existing
in itself, and gain knowledge of the reality
of things separately from the knowledge
of things”' (ibid., p. 23). At the same time
Krug singles out two inter-connected factors
in consciousness: the subjective, or formal
element emerging from the activity of the soul

2 [...] der absolute Grinzpunkt alles Philosophirens [...].”
10“Der Satz: Ich erkenne [...] ist [...] gleichgeltend dem
Satze: Es giebt ein Reales, dem gewisse Vorstellungen in uns
entsprechen und welches eben durch diese Vorstellungen von
uns erkannt wird.”

1 Daher kann aber auch der Philosoph nicht die Realitit der
Dinge von denselben losreifien, als ein fiir sich bestehendes
Ding erkliren und begreifen, und eine von der Erkenntniss
der Dinge abgesonderte Erkenntniss der Realitit des Dinge
sich verschaffen [...].”
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v OpMaJIbHBIN, 3JIeMeHT U IIPVBHECeHHBIV B
Oymry OOBEKTVBHBIV, VJIVI MaTepUaIbHBIV, dJle-
MeHT (Ibid., S. 25; cp.: B 34; KanT, 2006, c. 89—91).
Orcrona ¢dusocod pemyumpyeT BbICIIMiz ¢op-
MaJIBHBIVI TIPVHITNAI MeTapU3MKM, VIV BBICIINI
3aKOH TI03HaHWS: BCe, UTO AyIlla BOCIIPMHVIMAeT B
peasIbHOV BeIIV 10 ee IepBOHAYaIbHOMY 00pasy
HEeVICTBYSL, JOJDKHO IIpVHAJIeXaThb eV, TIOCKOJIb-
Ky OHa sBJIsieTcs IIpeMeTOM Io3HaHMs. VIHbpMMI
CJIOBaMM, BO BCSIKOM ITO3HAHWM MBI IOJDKHBI ITpefl-
rojlaraTb Hapsy C peaJbHOCTBIO TI03HaBaeMOIo
TaK>XXe TI03HAaBAeMOCTBb 3TOVI BeIlM B ee peasIbHO-
ci. B mpoTmBHOM ciTydae Gecriosnie3HO MCCIIeIO-
BaTh 3aKOHBI TIO3HAHVIS, BBIXOISIINE 3a IIPeIesThl
3aKOHOB MBIIIIJIEHNs], KOTOpble yXKe yCTaHOBMJIa
sorvka. CrleioBaTesIbHO, MPeaMEeThI MBI MOXKeM
VICCIIeNIOBaTh KaK IIpeMeThl IIO3HaHMs, TO eCThb
BeIllM TSI Hac, HO HMKOITIa KaK BeIly caM¥ IIO
cebe, TO ecTh He3aBUCVMO OT HAIIero ITO3HAHMS
(Krug, 1830, S. 27—28; cp.: B 59; Kanr, 2006, c. 119).

IorrpITKa Xe TIO3HAHMS Bellleyt caMmx 1o cebe
BBIXOAWT 3a aOCOTIOTHBIN TIperiesT pritocodpcTBo-
BaHWS ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, SIBJISIETCS TPaHCIIEH-
JEHTHOVI 3ajaveri, OTMEHSIOIeV V3HaYaIbHYIO
CBSI3b peasIbHOTO 1 MI€aJIBHOTO B MBIIIIJIEHN, TT0-
CKOJIBKY CTPeMWUTCS WCCIIeIOBaTh peajibHOe BHe
3aBUICMIMOCTY OT TPaHCIIEHJIEHTaJIbHOTO CUHTe3a
(Krug, 1830, S. 29). Camo HoHATHME «BeIy caMOV
1o cebe» Kpyr xapakTepusyeT Kak TOJIBKO «Or'pa-
HU4MBaIIee MOHATHe ITO3HaHMS» («ein blosser
Granzbegriff der Erkenntniss»), ykasbiBaroiiiee Ha
rpaHMILy, BHYTPWU KOTOPOV MOXeT ObITb 3 dek-
TVMBHA CIIOCOOHOCTH ITO3HAHWS VI MOXeT ObITh 00e-
CIIeYeHO WCTMHHOe cofepkaHue Io3HaHmsA. Ilo
collep>KaHMIO Belly caMy 110 cebe HaM COBepITIeH-
HO HeM3BECTHBI V1 HEJIOCTVIKVMBI 17T HaIIlero I10-
3raHm (Ibid., S. 29—30). TakuMm oOpasom, maHHBIE
HaM IIpeJIMeThl II03HaHMs (peaJIbHble Bellly) CyTh
SIBJIEHVIS; TIpeMeTaM ITO3HaHMS IIPOTVBOIIOIONK-
HBI HOyMeHB!I (MbIcMble Betnn) (Ibid., S. 31; cp.:
B 307; KanuTt, 2006, c. 405—407).

OO oTHOIIEHUNM CBOeV MO3UIMK KacaTeJTbHO
[IO3HABAaeMOCTY ITpPeIMeTOB IIO3HAHWS ¥ Belen
camux 1o cebe K KAHTOBCKOMY TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HoMy mnpeann3My Kpyr 3asBiiseT ciremyrorriee:
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and the objective or material element (ibid.,
p- 25; ¢f. KrV, B 34; Kant, 1998, pp. 172-173).
From this the philosopher deduces the highest
formal principle of metaphysics, or the highest
law of cognition: all that the soul perceives in
the real thing from its initial mode of action
must belong to it because it is the object of
cognition. In other words, in all cognition we
must posit, along with the reality of what is
cognised, also the cognisability of this thing
in its reality. Otherwise it would be futile to
investigate the laws of cognition which go
beyond the laws of thought already established
by logic. Hence, we can study things as objects
of cognition, i.e. as things for us, but never as
things in themselves, i.e. independently from
our cognition (Krug, 1830, pp. 27-28; cf. KrV,
B 59; Kant, 1998, p. 185).

The attempt to cognise things in themselves
transcends the absolute limit of philosophising
and is thus a transcendental task which cancels
the initial link between the real and the ideal
in thought insofar as it seeks to research
the real independently from transcendental
synthesis (Krug, 1830, p. 29). Krug characterises
the concept of “thing in itself” as merely
“limiting the concept of cognition” (ein
blosser Grenzbegriff der Erkenntniss) indicating
the boundary within which the cognitive
faculty can be effective and the true content
of cognition can be ensured. Content-wise,
things in themselves are totally unknown
and incomprehensible for our cognition (ibid.,
pp- 29-30). Thus, the objects of cognition given
us (real things) are phenomena; the objects of
cognition are opposed by noumena (things
thought) (ibid., p. 31; ¢f. KrV, B 307; Kant, 1998,
p. 360).

As for the relation of his position on
cognisability of the objects of cognition and
things in themselves to Kantian transcendental
idealism, Krug (1830, pp. 32-33) has this to say:



Vrtak, ecyim TpaHCIeHIEHTaIbHBEIV (TakkKe
dopMarTbHBIT WIM  KPUTWYECKUIT) Weasii3M,
Kak ero HasbiBaeT KaHT, He oTpuIlaeT peasbHOe
ObITVIe 0OBEKTOB ITO3HAHS, HO JIUIIIb YTBEPKIa-
€T, UTO OHM ITO3HaBaeMbl He KaK BeIlll CaMU 10
cebe, a JIMIb KakK SIBJIEHNS... €CJIM, TaKuM 00-
pasoM, OH TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHBIV ITpefIMeT II0-
jlaraeT B OCHOBY $BJIEHWUVI, HO yTBEepXK/IaeT ero
HEJTOCTVDKMMOCTE Yepe3 Hallli ITpeficTaBIIeH s
VIV Hero3HaBaeMOCTb ¥ OOBSBIISET ero Ipo-
CTBIM HOYMEHOM B OTPWUIIATEJIBHOM CMEICTIE, TO
TPaHCIIeHIeHTAJIbHBIV VIealn3M B 3TOM CMBbIC-
Jle, TIOXKaJTyVi, BITOJIHe JIOITyCTVM, XOTsI TOT7Ia ero
npaBiIbHee ObUTO OBl Has3bIBaTh TPaHCIIEH/IeH-
TabHBIM cuHTeTI3MOoM (Krug, 1830, S. 32 —33).

B mpoTtusHOM cilydae, Korga yTBepiKaaeTcs,
YTO BHEIIHWUI MUP — 3TO OTPa’keHve Halllevi BHY-
TpEeHHeVI IeITeJIbHOCTY, a TIOHSTVIE BEIVl CaMOVI
110 cebe IMpM3HaeTCsI HUYTOXHBIM, 3aMedaeT Kpyr,
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIV MeasIv3M IepexoanuT ad-
COJIIOTHBIVI ITpefIert prTocopcTBOBaHMS VM CTaHO-
BUTCS TPaHCIIeHIEHTHBIM, TaK )Xe KaK 1 B cIyJae
yTBEpP>XKIIEHVsI, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY SIBJIEHVISI TOX-
ZleCTBEHHBI BelllaM caMmmM 110 cebe (Ibid.).

VicertenoBaHMe 3aKOHOB IO3HAHVS BO3MOXKHO
TOJIBKO ITOCPEICTBOM aHajIy3a caMoV CIIOCOOHO-
CTV TIO3HAHMS BO BCeX BUAaX ¥ HaIIpaBJIeHMSIX ee
IesITeJIBHOCTH, T103ToMy KpyT mepexommt K pac-
CMOTPEHMIO TpeX IOTeHIINV TeOpeTUYecKou fesi-
TEJIBHOCTV HaIIero «5» B Tpex COOTBETCTBYIOIINX
pasmernax: «AHaJIUTUKA YyBCTBEHHOCTW», «AHa-
JIUTVIKA paccyliKa» 1 «AHanuTuKa pasyma» (Ibid.,
S.33-34).

YyBCTBEHHOCTb SIBJISI€TCS CIIOCOOHOCTHIO [Ty I
nontydarhk mperncrasieHus (Vorstellung) mocpen-
crBoM adpdurimposanus. B pesysbrare mesrens-
HOCTM UyBCTBEHHOV CITOCOOHOCTV BO3HMKAIOT
BocrrpusATua (Wahrnehmungen), v coseprianms
(Anschauungen), 1 omrymenns (Empfindungen)
(Ibid., S. 36). Bocipustne, corimacHo Kpyry, ecTs
HeTIoCpeJICTBeHHOe ITpeficTaB/leHie 00 oOBeKTe
B COOTBETCTBUM C IIPEIIeCTBYIONINM BIIVSHVIEM
aymm. TepMUHBI «co3epIiaHVie» U «OITyIIeHvie» B
IITPOKOM CMBICTIE VICIIOJIB3YIOTCS KaK paBHOLIEH-
Hble [JIsi 00O3Ha4YeHWsl YyBCTBEHHBIX ITPeCTaB-
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Thus, if transcendental (also formal or
critical) idealism, as it is called by Kant,
does not deny the existence of the objects
of cognition, but merely asserts that they
are cognisable not as things in themselves
but merely as phenomena [...] if therefore
it puts the transcendental object at the basis
of phenomena, but asserts it is unattainable
through our representations or unknowability
and declares it to be a simple noumen in the
negative sense, then transcendental idealism
in that sense is probably quite attainable,
although it would then be more correct to call it
transcendental synthetism'.

Otherwise, when it is claimed that the
external world is a reflection of our inner
activity and the concept of the thing in itself
is nullified, transcendental idealism, as
Krug notes, mutates into an absolute limit of
philosophising and becomes transcendental,
just as in the case of the claim that phenomena
are identical to things in themselves (ibid.).

The study of the laws of cognition is
possible only through analysis of the faculty
of cognition in all shapes and directions
of its activity. This is why Krug passes on
to the study of the three potentialities of
the theoretical activity of our “I” in three
corresponding parts: “Analysis of sensuality”,
“Analysis of understanding” and “Analysis of
Reason” (ibid., pp. 33-34).

Sensuality is the capacity of the soul to
receive representations (Vorstellungen) through
affection. The activity of senses creates

2 “Wenn nun der von Kant sogenannte transzendentale
(auch formale oder kritische) Idealismus das reale Sein
der Erkenntnissgegenstinde nicht leugnet, sondern nur
behauptet, dass dieselben nicht als Dinge an sich, sondern
blofs als Erscheinungen [...] erkennbar seien; wenn er mithin
den Erscheinungen zwar einen transzendentalen Gegenstand
zum Grunde legt, aber dessen Unerreichbarkeit durch unsre
Vorstellungen oder  Nichterkennbarkeit behauptet und
denselben fiir ein blofles Noumen in negativer Bedeutung
erklirt: so kann der transzendentale Idealismus in diesem
Sinne wohl zugelassen werden, ob er gleich dann schicklicher
ein transzendentaler Synthetismus [...] genannt wiirde.”



H. O. Poxun

seHV1 BooOme (cp.. B 33—34; KanT, 2006, c. 89).
CoseprianmeM B Y3KOM cMbIciIe prytocod HasbIBa-
€T IIpeJICTaBIIeH NS 3peHs, [IOCKOJIBKY B HIIX HaVl-
Gortbllast 4yBCTBEHHAsI SICHOCTh OOBeKTMBHOIO, a
OLIyIIleHVeM — IIpe[CTaB/IeHVs, BO3HMKAIOIIe
IIOCPENICTBOM APYIMX OPraHOB UyBCTB, I7Tle Ha-
OrroraeTcs OoJiblliee BIVISIHVIE COCTOSIHUL YTV
Ha Bocripusitie (Krug, 1830, S. 37).

Haree Kpyr nepexonuT K MccieoBaHUIO TOTO,
KaK/M 00pa3oM BO3HMKaeT ITpeficTaBjIeHVie By IIIe:
YTO HEOOXOAMMO [Iyllle, YTOObI HEYTO JaHHOe
OBUIO €0 CXBayeHO ¥ BO3HUKIIO IIpeJiCTaBIIeHME,
TO eCTh K VCCIIe[IOBaHUIO (POPM UYBCTBEHHOCTL.
Hemertkmit pmstocod oT/myaeT B IpercTaBIeHnN
TO, UTO JJAHO, — MaTepUIO — ¥ CII0co0, byraromaps
KOTOPOMY BO3MOXXHBI UYBCTBEHHBIE IIpeiCTaBle-
HUs, — POpMy — KakK OIIpefie/IeHHOe allpyopHoe
yCJIOBVIE BO3MOXKHOCTV UYBCTBEHHBIX ITPEIICTaB-
nermit. Kpyr BblesniseT 1nBe (OpMBI UyBCTBEH-
HOCTW: [IJISI BHEIITHETO YyBCTBA — IIPOCTPAHCTBO,
nyid BHyTpeHHero — Bpems (Ibid., S. 38 —40). ITpu
3TOM OH ITOJYEPKIBAET, UTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO U Bpe-
Ms He SBJISIFOTCSI HY PeasIbHbIMM BelllaMy, He3a-
BVICMBIMM OT HaC, HM CBOVICTBaMM TaKMX BeIlen,
HVI IIPOCTBIMI OTHOCUTEIBHBIMY ITOHATVSIMY, HUA
Jaxke IyCTBIMM BBIIIyMKaMV, a BBICTYIIAIOT IIep-
BOHAYAJIBHBIMU IIPEICTABJIEHMSIMY 9yBCTBEHHO
cnocoonoctn aymm (Ibid., S. 42—43). Bvecre ¢ Tem
Kpyr xapakrepnsyeT IIpoCTpaHCTBO U BpeMs KaK
4yCcThle, OOIIMe 1 HeoOXOmVMBble UyBCTBEHHBIe
IIpeZICTaBIIEH IS, VIJIVI CO3ePLIa s, HO B TO JKe Bpe-
Mg oOpalljaeT BHMMaHVe Ha TO, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO
¥ BpeMs BO3HMKAIOT allpVMOPHO, a He SBIISIOTCS
BpoxaeHHbMI (Ibid., S. 48 —49). Hakoner:, nipen-
CTaBJIeHMsI IIPOCTPAHCTBA M BpPeMeHM, COIJIacHO
Kpyry, obrafaroT TpaHCIeHIeHTaIBHO V/Iealb-
HOCTBIO ¥ SMIIMpudeckon peasbHOCTBHIO (Ibid.,
S. 52; cp.: B 36—53; KauT, 2006, c. 93—113).

Haree Kpyr mepexoamT K McciieJoBaHIIO pac-
CYJOYHOVI IeTeJIbHOCTY, KOTOPYIO pacCMaTpyiBa-
eT He aHAIUTUYeCKM — KaK IIPOCTOe MBIIIIeHe
C €ero 3aKOHAMM, a CMHTeTUUYEeCKM — KaK MBIIIIIe-
Hue peanbHbIX IpenmMeTos (Krug, 1830, S. 65; 1806,
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perceptions (Wahrnehmungen), or intuitions
(Anschauungen) and sensations (Empfindungen)
(ibid., p. 36). Perception, according to Krug, is
an immediate representation of the object in
accordance with the preceding influence of the
soul. The terms “intuition” and “sensation”
in the broad sense are used interchangeably to
refer to sensuous representations in general (cf.
KrV, B 33-34; Kant, 1998, p. 172). Krug (1830,
p- 37) uses intuition in the narrow sense to
refer to representations of sight because they
offer the greatest clarity of the objective and
sensation to refer to representations that arise
through other senses where states of the soul
influence perception more.

Krug then turns to the study of how
representation arises in the soul: what the
soul needs to be able to capture what is given
and produce a representation, i.e. the study
of the forms of sensuality. In representation,
Krug distinguishes what is given — matter —
and the method that makes sensuous
representations possible — form — as a certain
a priori condition of the possibility of sensuous
representations. He identifies two forms of
sensuality: for the external feeling (space) and
for the internal feeling (time) (ibid., pp. 38-40).
He stresses that space and time are not real
things independent from us, nor properties of
such things, nor simple relative concepts, nor
even figments of imagination, but they are
initial representations of the soul’s sensuous
capacity (ibid., pp. 42-43). At the same time
Krug describes space and time as pure, general
and necessary sensuous representations, or
intuitions, while stressing that space and time
exist a priori and are not inborn (ibid., pp. 48-
49). Finally, representations of space and time,
according to Krug, are transcendentally ideal
and empirically real (ibid., p. 52; cf. KrV, B 36-
53; Kant, 1998, pp. 173 —182).

Krug (1830, p. 65; 1806, p. 20) then passes
on to the study of understanding, which he



S. 20). AnasimTirdeckoe MbllIeHMe prtocod pac-
cMarpuBail B 1-M ToMme cBoeit «CrcTeMbl TeOpeTH-
yveckom prstocodpmm» 11071, HasBaHMeM «YdeHUe O
MBIIIITeHM, VI J1orvka» (1806). 3meck dvtocod
yKa3bIBaeT Ha BBICIIVI MaTepVaIbHBIVI ITPUH-
LIUII TeopeTmdecKon dutocodpum: «5» TeopeTn-
yeckn AesTesibHO (theoretisch thétig), mockompky
oHO mpericTasigeT u no3Haet (Krug, 1806, S. 6); a
TaK>ke Ha BBICIINY (pOpMasIbHBIVI ITPUHIIAII Teo-
peTmyeckomt usocodpun: «Bce, 4TO abCOTIOTHO
TapMOHWYHO BITVICBHIBAETCS B BO3MOXKHYIO CUICTEMY
vaer v IMO3HaHWM, MICTUMHHO; BCe, UTO He BIIVICHI-
BaeTcs, JIokHO» (Ibid., S. 7—8). Jlormka, cormacHO
Kpyry, — 3T0 y4ueHMe 0 UMCTOM MBIIIJIEHUN V1 €T0
3aKOHOMepHOCTSIX. CITOCOOHOCTH MBIITUIEHNIS TaK-
JKe MOXKHO Ha3BaTh PacCyZIKOM WJIV pa3yMoOM, KO-
TOpbIe B IIVPOKOM CMBICIIe TOXIIeCcTBeHHBI. Cire-
ZIOBaTeJIBHO, JIOTIKAa MOXET OBITh OIIpefiesieHa Kak
HayKa O 3aKOHOMEPHOM VCIIOJIb30BaHUM paccyaKa
u pasyma (Ibid., S. 16, 20).

B oTHomeHMM paccygodHOV esTeTbHOCTU
MeTadpm3MKa 3aHMMAeTCs WCCIIeoBaHMeM CIIO-
coba MBIUIEHVS peasIbHbIX IIPEIMeTOB ITOCper-
CTBOM ITOHSTVVI B COOTBETCTBUM C M3HAYAJTBHBIMU
3aKOHaMM MM dpopMaMm paccyaka (cp.. B 79—
82; Kanr, 2006, c. 143—145). Ilontyuast yepes uys-
CTBEHHOCTb MHOrooOpasue Bellleyl B IIPOCTpaH-
CTBe ¥ BpeMeHM, pacCyIOK OT/eIseT 1 pa3jIindaeT
XapaKTepUCTMKIM YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIMMAaeMBbIX
IIpeIMeTOB, pedprieKCHpYyeT O BBISIBJIEHHBIX Xapak-
TepPUCTUKAX KaK O IpMHAIIeXAIX APYT APYTY,
OOBeIVHSET MX B €IVHCTBO BBICIIIETO IIpefICTaBIle-
HVSI, VIV B BBICIIIee eIMHCTBO CO3HaHMs, 00pasys
TaKVIM 00pa3oM IIOHSTHE, VI, HaKOHeIl, COOTHOCUT
oOpa3oBaHHBIe IOHSTHS C 1yBCTBEHHO BOCITPVIHVI-
MaeMBIMU IIpeMeTaMV, YTOOBI OTIINYUTD IPYT OT
ZipyTa oIpefielleHHbIe 1M Beln. VIMeHHO B TaKov
ZIesATeJIbHOCTU U COCTOUT, corytacHo Kpyry, cuH-
TeTdeckoe MpinuieHve (Krug, 1830, S. 65— 67):
«II03HaBaHMe, TI03TOMY, €CTh He YTO MHOe, KakK
oOpa3oBaHIMe 11 OTHeCceHWe MOHATUI K JaHHbBIM
IpeMeTaM, O1aromaps YeMy OHV OTJIMYAOTCS OT
IPyI¥X Kak omperesieHHble Bemm» (Ibid., S. 67—
68; cp.: B 102—104; KanT, 2006, c. 169—171).
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examines not analytically, simply as thinking
with its laws, but synthetically, as the thinking
of real objects. He examined analytical thinking
in the first volume of his System of Theoretical
Philosophy titled “The Doctrine of Thought,
or Logic” (1806). In it he points to the highest
material principle of theoretical philosophy:
the “1” is theoretically active (theoretisch thitig),
because it represents and cognises (Krug, 1806,
p. 6); as well as the highest formal principle
of theoretical philosophy: “All that absolutely
harmoniously fits into the possible system of
ideas and knowledge is true; all that does not
fit in, is false”® (ibid., pp. 7-8). Logic, according
to Krug, is a teaching on pure thinking and
its regularities. The capacity to think can also
be called understanding or reason, which are
broadly identical. Consequently, logic can
be defined as the science of rule-based use of
understanding and reason (ibid., p. 16, 20).

As for the activity of understanding,
metaphysics studies the method of thinking
real objects through concepts in accordance
with initial laws or forms of understanding
(cf. KrV, B 79-82; Kant, 1998, pp. 195—-197).
Receiving through the senses the multiplicity
of things in space and time, understanding
separates and distinguishes the characteristics
of sensually perceived things, reflects on
the revealed characteristics as belonging to
each other, combines them into a unity of
higher representation, or the highest unity of
consciousness to form a concept and, finally,
relates the concepts formed to sensually
perceived objects in order to distinguish things
it has determined from each other. Krug (1830,
pp. 65-67) describes this activity as synthetic
thinking: “cognition is thus nothing other than
the formation and attachment of concepts to
given things, owing to which they differ from

B “Was in ein mdgliches System absolut harmonischer
Vorstellungen und Erkenntnisse pafst, das ist wahr; was
nicht, unwahr.”
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JJ1s OTKpBITVS M3HAYaJIbHBIX (POPM MBIIILTe-
Husg Kpyr oOparraercs, xak 1 Kaut (B 95—107;
Kamnr, 2006, c. 161—173), x n3HavaIbHBIM pOpMaM
CYXKII€HWVI, TTOCKOJIBKY OHW JIOJDKHBI HaXOIWUTb-
Csl B CaMOM TOYHOM OTHOIIIEHUN K IepBOHaYaIb-
HBIM pacCyZOYHBIM MOHSATUAM, VIV KaTeropusiM
(Krug, 1830, S. 73), KOTOpBIe XapaKTepu3yIOTCH UM
KaK YWCThle, OOIIMe 1 HeoOXOIVMBble ITOHSITHS.
Haree Kpyr feaeT oroBopky, 4To 1o, Kareropu-
SIMM TIOHVMMAIOTCSI He TOJIBKO ITepBOHAYaIbHbIE
paccyziouHble TIOHSTHUS, HO ¥ BCe IepBOHAYaIb-
Hble IIpeMKaThl IIPeIMeTOB MO3HaHMs. Tak Xxe
Kak 1 B jioruke (cm.: Krug, 1806, S. 92—93), B me-
Tapr3vKe TOHSTUS IIPUMEHUTENIBHO K IIpeaMe-
TaM MOXKHO pacCMaTpVMBaTh C TOUYKY 3pEeHIS X KO-
JIV9eCcTBa, Ka4eCTBa, OTHOIIEHNS I MOHAIBHOCTH
(Krug, 1830, S. 75—76; cp.: B 105—108; Kant, 2006,
c. 171-175). 3pecy Kpyr ciiemyet 3a Tabrmiient Ka-
Teropuii KaHTa ¢ TOV pasHuULIeN, 4TO IIPUNCHIBa-
eT IIepBOVI KaTeropmy KadecTBa — peajIbHOCTI —
Oostee BBICOKOE [IOCTOVMHCTBO IIO OTHOIIEHUIO K
npyrum Kareropusm (Krug, 1830, S. 78), mockois-
KY, KaK ObIJIO TIOKa3aHO BBbIIIIE, MBI, 110 KpyTy, Bcer-
7la TIpefTioyiaraeM peasIbHOCTh IIPeIMeTOB IT03Ha-
HUS VI BCer[ia MM IIpeuIpyeM 3Ty peasbHOCTh
KaK (pyHIaMeHTaIbHBIN IIpeaynKar B MbIcin. Crie-
ZIOBaTeJIbHO, B CUCTEMATMYeCKOV TeOpMM IT03Ha-
BaterrbHOM criocobHOocT (Theorie des Erkennt-
nissvermaogens) KaTeropwsi peajbHOCTU AO/DKHa
IIpe/IIecTBOBaTh BCeM APYIMM ¥ ObITh IOCTaBJle-
Ha BBIITIe OCTAJIBHBIX KaTeropmi Kak Iiepsasi, Win
nepsuuHasi, kareropus (Ibid., S. 26—-27).

Pasym (Vernunft) Kpyr ompenessger xax crio-
COOHOCTB TTO3HaBATh M3 IIPUHIINIIOB, VJIN VCKATh
yCJI0BUSL 111 JAHHOTO OOYCJIOBJIEHHOI'O, TO €CTh
vcKkaTe Oe3yciiosHoe, 1 Abcostrot (Ibid., S. 169—
170; cp.: B 355—356; Kant, 2006, c. 461—463). Ab-
COJIIOT He JjaH B OIIbITe, II03TOMY, 110 MbIciu Kpy-
ra, pasyM J0J/DKeH wcciiefioBaTb AOCoIoT B cebe 11
uepes cebs. Y Kpyra pasym mpercraer Kak cBoe-
00pa3HBIN MCTOYHVK BO3MOXKHBIX IIPEJICTaBIIeHNT
VI 3HAHVV, HE3aBVICVIMBIVI OT BCSIKOTO OITBhITa, CJIe-
JIOBaTEJIBHO, OH MOXKET OBbITh Ha3BaH YVCTHIM TeO-

other things as definite things”'* (ibid., pp. 67-
68; cf. KrV, B 102-104; Kant, 1998, pp. 210—211).

To discover primary forms of thinking
Krug, like Kant (KrV, B 95-107; Kant, 1998,
pp. 206-213) turns to the initial forms of
judgments since they should correlate exactly
with the primary concepts of understanding,
or categories (Krug, 1830, p. 73), which he
describes as pure, general and necessary
concepts. Krug makes the reservation that by
categories he means not only primary concepts
of understanding but all the primary predicates
of the objects of cognition. Like in logic (see
Krug, 1806, pp. 92-93), metaphysics can study
objects in terms of their quantity, quality and
relations to modality (Krug, 1830, pp. 75-76;
cf. KrV, B 105-108; Kant, 1998, pp. 211-214).
Here Krug (1830, p. 78) follows Kant’s table
of categories, except that he ascribes to the
first category of quality — reality — higher
value than to other categories, because, as has
been pointed out above, we always posit the
reality of the objects of cognition and always
predicate their reality as the fundamental
predicate of thought. Consequently, in the
systematic theory of cognitive capacity (Theorie
des Erkenntnissvermdgens) the category of reality
must precede all the other categories and must
be put above the other categories as the first or
primary category (ibid., pp. 26-27).

Krug defines reason (Vernunft) as the
capacity to cognise from principles, or to
inspect conditions for a given conditioned,
i.e. to search for the unconditional, or the
Absolute (ibid., pp. 169-170; cf. KrV, B 355-
356, Kant, 1998, pp. 387 —388). The Absolute
is not given in experience, such that reason
should explore the Absolute within itself
and through itself. For Krug reason is, as it
were, a source of possible representations and
knowledge independent from any experience,

““Das Erkennen ist daher nichts anders als ein Bilden und
Beziehen von Begriffen auf gegebne Gegenstinde, wodurch sie
als bestimmte Dinge von andern unterschieden werden.”
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PeTUYecKMM pa3yMoM, a IIOHATHS, K KOTOPbIM OH
IIPUBOONT, — YMCTBIMY HOHATUAMN pasyMa, VI
TpaHCIeHIeHTAJIBHBIMIY ViiesiMiL. XOTsI VeV eCTh
He UTO VTHO€, KaK BO3BeJIeHHBIe B CTelleHb 0e3yciIoB-
HOCTM KaTeropmy, pasHMIIa MeXy HUMW COCTO-
UT B TOM, YTO IOCIJIETHIIE OTHOCATCS K IIpeMeTaM
BO3MOXKHOTO OITBITa, B TO BpeMsi KaK IlepBble — K
Abcormroty. Ho BMecTe ¢ TeM j1r00ast OIBITKA MBIC-
7MTh AGCOITIOT KaK ITpeIMeT HeBO3MOXKHa Oe3 pac-
cypounbix kareropum (Krug, 1830, S. 174—175; cp.:
B 380—385; Kaur, 2006, c. 489—495).

J1714 TIoVCKa 11 oITpeiesieH sl YMCThIX Uelt pas-
yMa Kpyr oTTajKmBaeTcs OT B3alIMOCBSI3VI MeX-
Iy dopMaMy yMO3aK/IIOYeHMs pa3yMa KaK JIOTM-
YecKOVI CLIOCOOHOCTM ¥ YMCTBIMU MAeSIMU pasyMa
KakK MeTadrzmdeckon criocobHocTn. Takmm oOpa-
30M, HeMeLIKUTI (pryIocod yKasbiBaeT Ha IICHXO0JI0-
TMYecKYIo MIelo (MIek0 A1), KOCMOJIOTMYecKyIo
mzero (MIIero Mypa Kak I1eJI0T0) VI TeOJIOIMUYeCKy o
uneto (naeto o boxectse) (Krug, 1830, S. 176 —177).
[TocpercTBOM WMIIeVi YUCTBIVE Pa3yM HPUBOLUT
B CHUCTeMY BCe CBOV ITO3HaHWM:, HauMHas OT IIO-
3HaHMS ce0s, Oyl K MO3HAaHUIO MUpPa, a depes
Hero — K Ilepsocymectsy. ComepxaHue wmpen,
oTMeuaeT PriIocod, Mo CBOeMY XapaKTepy CBepX-
YyBCTBEHHOE, 3HAYNT, VJIeV CYyTh HOyMeHBI U HU-
KaKoe 3HaHMe O 0e3yCJIOBHOM B CTPOIOM CMBICITE
HEBO3MOXKHO, TaK ke KaK HeBO3MOXHO JOKa3aThb
IIOCPEICTBOM CIIEKYJISIINI HY OOBeKTMBHYIO 3Ha-
YMMOCTB TPAHCILIEHICHTAIBHBIX VIIeVI, HVI TO, UYTO
Ve — «XVIMepbl, KOTOPBIM BOOOIIe HIYEro He
cooTBeTCTBYeT, Kpome MbIcin» (Ibid., S. 181; cp.:
B 390—-394; Kanr, 2006, c. 501—-505). B utore o
CBEPXYYBCTBEHHOM MBI He MOXKeM HIUero 3HaTh,
HO MBI MOXeM, corsiacHo Kpyry, BepuTh B cBepx-
YyBCTBEHHOE Ha CYOBEKTVBHBIX ITPaKTMYeCKIX
OCHOBaHMSIX, TO €CTh C MOPAJIBHOV yBePEeHHOCTHIO
(Krug, 1830, S. 179—181; cp.: B 825—828; KaHT,
2006, c. 1003—1007).

Ha ocHoBaHWMM HpecTaBIIeHHBIX BBIIIE VICTO-
PUKO-PMIIOcOPCKIMX OIIEHOK, a Takke aHasIu3a
KOHIIEMIINY TPaHCIEeHIeHTaJIbHOTO CHHTETM3Ma
Kpyra MoXHO cziesiaTh BEIBOJL O TOM, UTO €T0 Teope-
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hence it can be called pure theoretical reason
and the concepts it leads to can be called pure
concepts of reason, or transcendental ideas.
Although ideas are just categories elevated to
the degree of unconditionality, the difference
between them is that the latter are objects of
possible experience whereas the former are the
Absolute. At the same time no attempt to think
the Absolute as an object is possible without
the categories of understanding (Krug, 1830,
pp- 174-175; cf. KrV, B 380-385; Kant, 1998,
pp. 400 —403).

To search and define pure ideas of reason
Krug proceeds from the interconnection
between the forms of inferences of reason
as a logical faculty and pure ideas of reason
as a metaphysical faculty. Thus he identifies
the psychological idea (the idea of the soul),
the cosmological idea (the idea of the world
as a whole) and the theological idea (the
idea of Deity) (Krug, 1830, pp. 176-177).
Through ideas pure reason systematises all
its knowledge, starting from knowledge of
itself, the soul, knowledge of the world and
through it, the First entity. The content of ideas,
Krug argues, is essentially supra-sensual, so
ideas are noumena and no knowledge of the
unconditional in the strict sense is possible, just
as it is impossible to prove by speculation the
objective significance of transcendental ideas
and that ideas are “chimeras to which nothing
corresponds except thought”® (ibid., p. 181; cf.
KrV, B 390-394; Kant, 1998, pp. 405-407). As a
result, we cannot know anything about the
supra-sensual, but we can, according to Krug
(1830, pp. 179-181), believe in the supra-sensual
on subjective practical grounds, i.e. with moral
conviction (cf. KrV, B 825-828; Kant, 1998,
pp. 673-674).

The above historical-philosophical assess-
ments and the analysis of Krug’'s concept

1541...] es seien jene ldeen nichts als Schimdren, denen gar
nichts aufSer dem blofen Gedanken entspreche.”
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TdecKas dpwiocodrs MpUHMMaeT BO BHUMaHMe
PAIL TOJIOKEHWMV KaHTOBCKOTO TpaHCIIeHeHTa-
JIM3Ma, HO Ga3oBas IIpeIrochlIKa BCe JKe BBIXOAUT
3a paMKM Y4YeHUs KEHUTCOeprcKoro MbICIITe-
ng. KaHTmaHcKasg cocTaB/IsolIasi cocpernoTode-
Ha IIperMYyIecTBeHHO B OoJjlee IO3AHMX Tpydax
Kpyra 11 kacaeTcst yueHms1 00 anipropHbIX popMax
4yBCTBEHHOCTH, PaccyIKa U TeOPeTIIecKOro pas-
yMa, B TO BpeMsI Kak B Oojlee paHHen «DyHaaMeH-
TaJIbHOM (prstocodmm», IJie BIIepBble IIpelyIokeHa
KOHIIETIIVIS
Ma», OOHapPyXMBaIOTCs gBHBIE CJIefbl BOIbUaH-
CKOVI SMIIMpHYecKom Icmxosornm (cm.: JKydxos,
2001, c. 19) u ycraHOBOK brmsIocodpmmt 34paBOro
CMBICJIa. DTO IIPOSBIIsieTCs IIpeX[e BCero B OIo-
pe dwtocodcKkoro cozHaHMs Ha CaMOOUYeBVIHBIe
daxTel co3HaHMH, IJII KOTOPOro aOCOIIOTHBIM
npeziesioM priocodcTBOBaHMS BBICTyIIaeT M3Ha-
JaJIbHBIVI CMHTe3 MBIIITIeHns 1 0T [Tpu aTom,
cortacHO Kpyry, B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM CHTe3e
Hnpu3HaTCs 0e3 Kakmx-JImbo J10Ka3aTeJIbCTB TpU
«HEeOOXOIVIMBIX» U «eCTeCTBEHHBIX» YOeXKIeHVs: B
VieaJIbHOM OBITVV, B peajIbHOM OBITUM U B OOIII-
HOCTM Mexay HuMu. Takowt B3IIsAd, IIpelcTas-
JISIIOLIVVI B KAHTOBCKOV II€PCIIEKTVBE [I0rMYy, He-
IpUTONHYIO 111 crieKysisituu (B 765—766; Kanr,
2006, c. 71), obycrosiieH TeM, yTo Kpyr momerria-
eT dwiocodcKoe co3HaHVE B T'PaHUIIBI SMIIVPU-
ygeckoro «fI». TakuM obpaszoMm, MeXy paHHUMU U
Gostee mosnHMMM B3riggamu Kpyra nmeercs gB-
HOe pacxoXkJleHue: ycTaHOBUB B «DyH/1aMeHTaIb-
HOM (prytocodpmm» abCOMIOTHYIO T'paHUIly PuTo-
codCcTBOBaHMS JAHHBIM B «f» criHTE30M OBITHS U
MBIIIUIEHNS, OH B Oojlee MO3THMX paboTax CTpe-
MUTCS VCCJIEZIOBATh alpyopHble (POpMBI ITO3Ha-
HMs IOCPeICTBOM aHasIu3a OIIbITa, Wi (PaKTOB
CO3HaHM:I, KOTOPbIe TI0 OIpeJIeIeHNIO CITyYaiiHbl
" He 00amaroT BCeOOIIHOCTBIO M HeoOXOoMMO-
cTrio. bortee Toro, Kpyr sBHO BBIXOOWT 3a paMKU
KaHTOBCKOTO MOHMMaHMs MeTadu3MKM KaK Hay-
KV, KOTOPYIO COCTaBJIAIOT CHMHTETUYeCKIe II0JI0-
XeHms a priori (B 18; Tam ke, c. 71). B aTom ot-
HOILIeH BITIOJIHe cITpaBesyivBa olleHKa K. Kénke:

«TPaHCHEHIEHTa/IbHOI'O CUMHTETN3-
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of transcendental synthetism warrant the
conclusion that although his theoretical
philosophy does take into account some
provisions of Kantian transcendentalism, his
basic premise goes beyond the framework
of Kant’s doctrine. The Kantian component
is concentrated mainly in Krug's later works
and is connected with the doctrine of a priori
forms of sensibility, understanding and
theoretical reason. Meanwhile, his earlier work,
Fundamental Philosophy, in which the concept
of “transcendental synthetism” first appears,
reveals clear traces of Wolffian empirical
psychology (see Zhuchkov, 2001, p. 19) and
the principles of the philosophy of common
sense. This shows first and foremost in the
reliance of philosophical consciousness on self-
evident facts of consciousness for which the
initial synthesis of thought and being is the
absolute limit of philosophising. On Krug’s
view, transcendental synthesis accepts without
any proof three “necessary” and “natural”
convictions: the ideal being, real being and
the link between them. This view, which in
the Kantian perspective is a dogma that is not
subject to speculation (KrV, B 765-766; Kant,
1998, pp. 642-643), stems from the fact that
Krug places philosophical consciousness within
the empirical “I”. This shows the difference
between Krug's earlier and later views: having
drawn, in Fundamental Philosophy, an absolute
boundary of philosophising in the synthesis of
being and thought within “I”, in his later works
he tries to explore a priori forms of cognition by
analysing experience, or facts of consciousness
which are, by definition, random and are
neither universal nor necessary. Moreover,
Krug obviously goes beyond the framework of
the Kantian view of metaphysics as a science
constituted by synthetic a priori propositions
(KrV, B 18; Kant, 1998, p. 145). One can
go along with Koehnke (1991, p. 43) who
wrote that Krug did not need a theory of the



Kpyry He TpeboBasiach Teopyis BOSMOKHOCTM, VIV
IPaHMUIl, IO3HAHWS, a ero «y4eHue O ITO3HaAHWI»
(Erkenntnislehre) He siBiigeTcsi «Teopmen mo3Ha-
Hus» (Erkenntnistheorie) (Kohnke, 1991, p. 43).
Bmecte ¢ Tem Kpyr paspesisier KaHTOBCKMV B3IJIS]]
Ha HeII03HaBaeMOCTh Belllelt caMumx I1o cebe (B 66;
Kawnr, 2006, c. 127) v HEeBO3MOXHOCTH ITO3HAHWS
IIOCPEeICTBOM VeVl YMCTOTO TeOPeTMUYeCcKOro pas-
yMa, 00JIacTh MpVIMeHeHMsI KOTOPbIX — IIPaKTH-
yeckmy MHTepec (cM.: B 825; Tam xe, c. 1001).

Mpen Kpyra B 1eknmsix no metadpusmnke
Kynpssuesa-Ilinaronosa

3nakoMcTBOo Kynpsisiiea ¢ dutocodpckmmm
B3rggamMu Kpyra yxoguT KOpHSMU ellle B TOJIbl
ero obyuenms (1848 —1852) B MOCKOBCKOVI [Ty XOB-
Ho akazmemuu (gastee — MJIA). Tlo xpavizen
Mepe B HeM3[JaHHbBIX pykonucsax Kynpssiiesa, oT-
HOCHIIIVIXCSL K paHHEMY Ieprofly ero IperofaBa-
TEIbCKOV JIesTeIbHOCT B MJIA, MOXHO HamTH
He TOJIbKO yrioMmHaHus camoro Kpyra, Ho m 13J10-
KeHMe ero mzert. Peub mieT o KOHCIIeKTe JIeKIINII
1o MeTadm3VKe, XpaHAIIeMcsl B OT/esle pyKOMu-
cev1 Poccuiickovt rocyiapcTBeHHOM OMOIMOTeKN B
BUle IBYX MaHYcKpunTos: 1) «Jlekuym 1o mera-
Jusuxke 1854»; 2) «"AHayMTIKa 4yBCTBEHHOTO I10-
3HaHMA", “AHaJINTMKA PacCyAOYHOrO IO3HaHMA,
“AHarMTMIKa YMCTBEHHOIO MO3HaHMSA — Kypc
ek 1854, 1856, 1874».

«JIexim o MeTadpm3VIKe» MPEACTaBIIAIOT CO-
Oor1 ITporTeNIeBTIYeCKMUTI MaTepyiasl 11718 BCero Kyp-
ca B Buje 4deTblpex 3aHATUINL. [lepBble qBa mocss-
IIIeHBI BOIIPOCaM O TOM, YTO Takoe dntocodrs,
KaKOBO ee 3HaueHMe B Poccun u 3a pybexxoM, 4To
TaKoe VICTMHA ¥ 4TO TaKoe MeTadu3lKa, a TpeTbe
U YeTBepToe — paszdbopy driocodpckoro morma-
TW3Ma, 3paBOrO CMBbIC/IA, CKeNITUIIM3Ma, KPUTK-
LI13Ma ¥ B3aIMOOTHOIIIEH Vs peaIbHOTO U ViflealTb-
Horo. 31eck KynpssrieB HeOITHOKpaTHO CChbIIAeTCS
Ha «DyHmameHnTabHYyI0 driocoduro» Kpyra,
TOUHee, Ha Haparpad u3 «ydeHus o Hadajax» O
pasmunm Mexay dniocodert 1 «odImM pasy-
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possibility or boundaries of cognition and that
his “doctrine of cognition” (Erkenntnislehre), is
not “a theory of cognition” (Erkenntnistheorie).
At the same time Krug shares Kant’s view on
unknowability of things in themselves (KrV,
B 66; Kant, 1998, p. 188) and on impossibility
of cognition through ideas of pure theoretical
reason whose area of relevance is practical
interest (see KrV, B 825; Kant, 1998, p. 673).

Krug’s Ideas in Kudryavtsev-Platonov’s
Lectures on Metaphysics

Kudryavtsev’s first exposure to the
philosophical views of Krug goes back to the
years of his study at the Moscow Theological
Academy (elsewhere MTA) (1848 —1852). At
least his unpublished manuscripts belonging
to the early period of his teaching at the
MTA contain references to and renderings
of his ideas. The reference here is to the notes
of lectures on metaphysics available at the
manuscript department of the Russian State
Library in the shape of two manuscripts:
1) “Lectures on Metaphysics 1854”; and
2) “Analytics of Sensual Cognition, Analytics
of Understanding Cognition and Analytics of

Intellectual Cognition — Course of Lectures
1854, 1856 and 1874”.
“Lectures on Metaphysics” constitute

propaedeutic material for the entire course
in the shape of four classes. The first two are
devoted to the questions ‘what is philosophy’,
‘what is its significance in Russia and beyond’,
‘what is truth” and ‘what is metaphysics’, and
the third and fourth classes are devoted to
philosophical dogmatism, common sense,
scepticism, criticism and the relation between
the real and the ideal. Here Kudryavtsev
refers more than once to Krug’'s Fundamental
Philosophy, specifically to the paragraph from
the “teaching on first principles” about the
difference between philosophy and “common
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Mom» (Kynpssries-ITiaronos, 1854, i1. 24; cp.: Krug,
1803, S. 168), Ha cTpaHUIIEI ¢ IIUTaTaMu 13 Drix-
Te (Kynpsisres-ITinaronos, 1854, 1. 28—29; Krug,
1803, S. 117, 122) u1, ri1aBHOe, Ha KOHIIENIINIO Pn-
710cOPCKOTO, MIIV TPAHCIIEHAEeHTAJIBHOIO, CHTe-
tusMa Kpyra (Kyapssres-IIiatonos, 1854, 1. 32).
Taxoke pycckmit dpvtocod ccpitaeTcs Ha pasziesisl
«YueHms 0 MeTOne» 13 Tov e paboTsl Kpyra, Kor-
71a 3aXOIUT peub 00 olIIMX Hadatax dprstocodmn,
B YacTHOCTU O dwiocodpckoM gormarmsme (Tam
xe, 11. 20; cp.: Krug, 1803, S. 305) 1 o ckenTuiisme
(Kynpssues-I1imaTonos, 1854, 11. 26; cp.: Krug, 1803,
S. 308). BmecTe ¢ TeM Orvke K KOHITY PYKOIMCH
BCTpeYaroTcsl HesBHBIE OTCBUIKM KO 2-My TOMY
«Cucremsl TeopeTmueckon dpuiocodpum» Kpyra. B
YaCTHOCTWY, peub MaeT 00 MCTOpuY TEPMIMHA «Me-
Tadpm3mKa», pasaereHny MeTapM3MKM Ha YMUCTYIO
VI IPUKJIAZIHYIO, @ TaKXXe 00 MMeHOBaHMI YMCTOM
MeTadpV3MKM YIeHVeM O TIO3HaHWM U B TO e Bpe-
M OHTOJIOTVEV, TIOTOMY YTO IIOCJIeAHSIS 3aHsTa
VICCJIEMOBAHVIEM CAMOVI CIIOCOOHOCTV IO3HAHWIS
(Kygpssues-IlinaTonos, 1854, 1. 34—35; cp.: Krug,
1830, S. 3—4, 16, 19).

OtnocutennbHO  PMIIOCOPCKOro  CMHTETM3Ma
KympsiBlLieB nminetT, uTo B HEM IepBOHauYasIbHBIM
IIPVHIIVIIOM IT0jIaraeTcsi paKT caMOCO3HaHMs, KO-
TOpPOe eCTh HavaJIo BCSIKOTO ITO3HAHIS 11, B YaCTHO-
cTn, Metadpmsukm. [Tocpencrsom anasmsa Harero
IIO3HAHMS MBI OOHaApyXVBaeM B HEM TpU KOpeH-
HbIX yOexneHMs, WIM Hadala, He TpeOyrommx
HMKaKOro JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa: CyIlecTBOBaHME Ha-
IIIeTO «s», CyIlleCTBOBaHMe «He-s» ¥ CyIlecTBOBa-
HVie OTHOIIEeHNS MeXTY «si» 1 «He-si». [TociieqHim
yOexaeHneM yTBepXaaeTcs HAeVICTBUTEIbHOCTD
Hamtero nosHanus (Kyngpssues-IlnaTonos, 1854,
71. 32). Hasiblile pycckui ¢pviiocod oTMedaeT, uTo
B IIPeJICTaB/IeHHBIX Havajlax 4ero-To HeI0CTaeT, a
VIMEHHO 0oJIee BBICOKOI'O BceoOIero, HeoOXOmi-
MOT'O ¥ HeCOMHEHHOT 0 111 prII0codpCKOro ro3Ha-
HMS Hadasla, YeM HeIIOCpelICTBeHHOe yOexIeHve
(Tam xe, 1. 33). B ;1060M ciTygae HeOOXOAVIMO CHa-
YJajla OTTaJIKMBAThCS OT IIepBOHAYaIBHBIX (hak-
TOB CO3HaHWS, KOTOpBIe IOJDKHBI CTaTh IIpeaMe-
TOM PWIOCOPCKOro M3ydeHUs (KPUTUIECKOro
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reason” (Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 24; cf. Krug,
1803, p. 168), the pages with quotations from
Fichte (Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 28, 29; Krug,
1803, p. 117, 122), and most importantly, Krug’s
concept of philosophical, or transcendental
synthetism (Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 32). The
Russian philosopher also refers to sections
from “The Doctrine of Method” from the
same work of Krug when he speaks about the
general principles of philosophy, in particular
about philosophical dogmatism (ibid., sheet
20; c¢f. Krug, 1803, p. 305) and about scepticism
(Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 26; cf. Krug, 1803,
p- 308). At the same time closer to the end
of the manuscript oblique references crop
up to the second volume of Krug’'s System of
Theoretical Philosophy. In particular, they have to
do with the history of the term metaphysics, the
division of metaphysics into pure and applied,
as well as the naming of pure metaphysics as
a doctrine of cognition and at the same time as
ontology because the latter explores the faculty
of cognition (Kudryavtsev, 1854, sheet 34-35; cf.
Krug, 1830, pp. 3-4, 16, 19).

As regards philosophical synthetism,
Kudryavtsev writes that its primary principle
is the fact of self-consciousness which is
the beginning of all cognition, including
metaphysics. Analysing our cognition we find
three root convictions, or principles, which
need no proof: the existence of our “I”, the
existence of “non-I” and the existence of the
relation between “I” and “non-1”. The last
principle affirms the reality of our cognition
(ibid., sheet 32). Next, Kudryavtsev notes that
something is missing in the above principles,
namely, the universal which is necessary
and indisputable for philosophical cognition,
a principle that is higher than any specific
conviction (ibid., sheet 33). In any case it is
necessary to begin with the primary facts of
consciousness which should be the subject



pasbopa). CooTBeTCTBEHHO, HEOOXOIMMO OIperie-
JINTH, 9TO HETIOCPEICTBEHHO IIPMHA/JIEXNUT IIep-
BOHAUaJIbHO, allpMOPHO HaIlleMy «s»;, YTO TaKoe
IIO3HAHVE, KAaKOBO OTHOIIIEHVIE 3aKOHOB HAIIIero
MBIIIUIEHMS 1 3aKOHOB ObITHsL. IlomoOHast MeTozmo-
jlormyeckas ycraHoska y Kyzmpssiiesa accormmpy-
eTCsl ¢ KPUTUIIM3MOM 1, TI0 MHeHMIo dwtocoda,
TI03BOJISIET TIEPENITH K IIOCTPOEHMIO TIOJIOXKITE b~
Hom MeTadpmsuku (Tam xe, 11. 33—34). Cucremy Ta-
komt MeTacpmsukm KympsiBlieB mpefijiaraeT Ha3BaThb
OOBEKTMBHBIM W/IeajIn3MOM, IIOCKOJIBKY OHa He
OIPaHMYMBAETCA TOJIBKO CYOBEKTMBHO-M/IeaIb-
HOVI IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTBIO, HO IIPV3HAEeT MIeasIn3M
TIeVICTBUTEIIBHBIM JIJIsI OOBeKTMBHOIO MIMpa U CTa-
paeTcs HaMTU CBsI3b M €IVHCTBO MeXIy peaib-
HBIM U neabHbIM (TaMm xe, 71. 34).

Yactps dwtocodpckoro Io3HaHMS, 3aHMMAIO-
Iasicsl TIOVICKOM OCHOBHBIX Hadasl MBIIIUIeHS
¥ ObITIS, @ TaKXKe OIperlesIeHVeM VX B3alIMOOT-
HOIIIeHMsI, MOXeT ObITh Ha3BaHa, cortacHo Ky-
IpsIBLIEBY, YMCTOV MeTadM3MKOV 1100, COrIacHO
VICTOYHVIKY, 113 KOTOPOT'O OHA 3aVIMCTBYeT CBOV ITO-
3HaHVs, CyOBbeKTUBHOV MeTaU3MKONL. DTa JacTh
MeTapM3MKY, IUIIeT pycckuit dpustocod, mmeer
pas3yuHble Ha3BaHVS: OHTOJIOIMSI, THOCEOJIOT IS,
«Kputuka uncroro pasyma» y Kanra, «/lormka»
y Terens, nHa nonsax KynpsBiieB Takke IIpUBOAUT
TepMuH, BcTpedarommiics y Kpyra: «reine Erken-
ntnislehre» («y4eHue o uMcTOM IO3HAHWUWM»), HO
caM pycckum dpuitocod ocTaHaBiIMBaeTcss Ha Oo-
Jlee yIIOTpeOMTeIbHOM Ha3BaHUM — «OHTOJIOTVASI».
Hpyrasg dwacTb MeTadm3MKM, XapaKTepumsyeMas
KaK IIpUKJIaJHas, MM OObeKTVBHAS, IMeeT CBO-
VIM TIpeIMeTOM 1ziet0 AOCOITIOTHOTO B ee IIPOosiBIIe-
HUW B JEVICTBUTEJIBHOM MUpe W IO pas/iesiseTcs
Ha ecTeCcTBeHHOe OorocsioBue (yueHue ob Abco-
JIIOTHOM CaMOM B ce0e), ITHEBMATOJIOTMIO (YUueHe
0 TIposiBIIeHVV AGCOJTIOTHOT'O B Iy XOBHOM MMpe) 11
KOCMOJIOTMIO (YUeHUe O IIposiBIeHn 1 AOCOTIOTHO-
ro B uyBcTBeHHOM Mupe) (Tam xe).

Hebe3piaTepecHo u To, uto Kympssiies B «Jlek-
HIMSAX 10 MeTapm3MKe» eOVHOXAbl YIIOMMHAeT
VI BUTHEVIINX IIPeACcTaBuUTesIeVl ITOT/IaHICKOM
IIKOJIBI 34paBoro cmeiciia — T. Pupa, [Ix. burTn,
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of philosophical study (critical scrutiny).
Accordingly, it is first necessary to determine
what belongs to the “I” a priori; what is
cognition and what is the relationship between
the laws of our thought and the laws of being.
Kudryavtsev believes that this methodological
approach, associated with criticism, makes it
possible to start building positive metaphysics
(ibid., sheets 33-34). He suggests calling such
metaphysics objective idealism, because it
is not limited to subjective-ideal reality, but
recognises idealism as real for the objective
world and tries to find a connection and unity
between the real and the ideal (ibid., sheet 34).
The part of philosophical knowledge dealing
with the search for the basic principles of
thought and being, as well as the definition of
the relationship between them may, according
to Kudryavtsev, be called pure metaphysics
in accordance with the source from which
it draws knowledge, subjective
metaphysics. This part of metaphysics,
writes the Russian philosopher, has various
appellations: ontology, epistemology, Critique
of Pure Reason with Kant, Logic with Hegel.
On the margins he mentions Krug’s term reine
Erkenntnislehre (doctrine of pure cognition),
but he himself settles for the more frequent
term “ontology”. The other part of metaphysics
characterised as applied or objective, is
engaged with the idea of the Absolute and
its manifestation in the real world. It is

its i.e.

subdivided into natural theology (teaching on
the Absolute in itself), pneumatology (teaching
on the manifestation of the Absolute in the
spiritual world) and cosmology (teaching on
the manifestation of the Absolute in the sensual
world) (ibid.).

It is worth noting that Kudryavtsev in
“Lectures on Metaphysics” mentions (once)
prominent representatives of the Scottish
school of common sense, Thomas Reid, James
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k. OcBanpra, . Crioapra (Tam xe, 1. 22) — B
KOHTeKCTe paccykiaeHun o dpniocodmm «obIero
CMBICJIa», KOTOPBIVI OH OIlpefiesisgeT KaK «dyBCTBO
VICTVIHBI, O0Illee BCeM JIIOIISIM VUIN. .. DoJIblent ya-
CTVL VIX», VIJIVI «BCEOOIIITI pasym», CITy Kamim Kpu-
TepuieM O4eBUIHOCTU M JocToBepHOCcTH (Tam xe).
ITpn aToM pycckum dpmtocod oTMedaeT SBHBIN
«aHTUPWIOCOPCKNUI XapaKTep» TaKOro HallpaB-
neHus. B dpuitocodun smpasoro cMmbiciia, OuIneT
Kynpssiies, oOrivie Hauasia, a BMeCTe ¢ HYMV 3aKO-
HBI TIO3HAHMS U OBITUS OTKPBIBAIOTCS He IIPY TI0-
MOILIIV HeTIOCPeIICTBEHHBIX ITpeICTaBIeHnI U JTaH-
HBIX (PaKTOB, a TOCPEACTBOM YOeXKIeHVI 3[PaBOro
cMbicia. Ho camm yGexxieHns 30paBoro cMbIciia,
B CBOIO O4epejlb, IIPeJICTaBJIAI0T TaKXXe HepelleH-
Hyto 1mpobremy (Tam xe, 1. 22—23) 11, IO MHEHMIO
pycckoro dpwiocoda, He SIBIAIOTCS HavaIoM Bce-
obmm u 6e3ycsioBHO-MCTUHHBIM (Tam xe, 1. 24).
BriocsiesicTBum IpesicTaBiieHHBIV pa3dbop u-
710copuM 3APABOrO CMBIC/IA TIOIYUUT OTpakKeHvie
B cTatbe Kypssiiesa «O6 ocHOBHBIX Hadasiax pu-
socodckoro nosHaHus» (1885). 3mech pycckmi
dunrocod Takke BBICTyIIaeT C KPUTUKOV OCHOB-
HOro IIpMHIIMIIA 3paBOro CMBICJIa — IIPUHIIN-
I1a 4yBCTBa, VIV Bephl, Kak pyHIaMeHTa 3HaHWs,
OCHOBHBIM BBbIpasuTejleM KOTOPOro OH Ha3bIBaeT
@.T. Sxobn (1743—1819) (Kympssues-I1naToHoB,
1914a, c. 21—22). B pesyibraTe aHajn3a KiItoue-
BBIX YCTaHOBOK prtocodpmm 3apaBoro cMbicia Ky-
IpsABLIEB IIPUXOOUT K BBIBOIY, YTO Hauasla 37pa-
BOTO CMBICJIa He MOTYT OBITh IIPM3HAHBEI CTPOTO
Hay4HBIMM IIPUHITUIaMMU PYII0cOdCKOro Mo3Ha-
HMs, Bedb I II0C/Ie[IHer0 HeoOXOIMMO paliuo-
HastbHOe obocHoBaHMe (TaMm xe, c. 27—29).
Crenyromiast pyKonmch «/AHaJIMTIKa YyBCTBEH-
HOro Io3HaHMs”, “AHaJINTMKA PacCyIOYHOrO IIO-
3HaHMs” ¥ “AHaJIMTVIKa YMCTBEHHOrO TIO3HaHMA »
ABJIIeTCSL TPONOJDKeHNMeM Kypca IIo MeTadpusu-
ke (cMm.: Poxwm, 202506, c. 32) n nocssiiieHa THOCe-
OJIOTMYeCKON ITpo0sieMaTiKe, KOTOpas, COIVIaCHO
paHee pPacCMOTPEHHOV PYKOIMCK, OTHOCUTCH K
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Beattie, John Oswald, Dugald Stewart (ibid.,
sheet 22) when discussing the philosophy
of “common sense” which he defines as
“a sense of truth common to all people or
[...] most of them”, or “universal reason”
which serves as a criterion of veracity and
authenticity (ibid.). Kudryavtsev notes the
obvious “anti-philosophical character” of
this trend. The common sense philosophy, he
writes, discovers the general principles and
the laws of cognition and being, not through
immediate representations and factual data,
but through the judgments of common sense.
But the common sense judgments, in turn, are
problematic (ibid., sheets 22-23) and are not
universal and patently right (ibid., sheet 24).

The above analysis of common sense
philosophy would later be reflected in
Kudryavtsev’s article “On the Main Principles
of Philosophical Cognition” (1885). The article
is also critical of the main principle of common
sense, i.e. the principle of feeling, or faith as the
foundation of knowledge, naming Friedrich
Heinrich Jacobi (1743—1819) as the main
representative of that trend (Kudryavtsev,
1914a, pp. 21-22). On the basis of his analysis of
the key principles of the common sense school
Kudryavtsev concludes that these principles
cannot be seen as rigorous scientific principles
of philosophical knowledge, for the latter calls
for a rational grounding (ibid., pp. 27-29).

The next
Sensuous

of
of
Understanding Cognition” and “Analytics

manuscript, “Analytics

Cognition”, “Analytics
of Rational Cognition” is a continuation of
the metaphysics course (see Rozhin, 2025b,
p- 32) and is devoted to epistemological
problems which, in accordance with the
manuscript considered above, pertain to pure
metaphysics. The text of the manuscript was



uncTovt MeTadmsuke. TekcT MaHyCKpHIITa HEOTHO-
KpaTHO pellaKTMpOoBasiCs aBTOPOM, Ha YTO yKasbl-
BaIOT COOTBETCTBYIOIIMe 3amvcy B pykormcn (Ky-
npssues-I iaronos, 1854—1874, 1. 38, 105). 3mecs,
HeCMOTPsI Ha OOJIBITIVIVE TI0 CpaBHEHMIO ¢ «Jlekmy-
SIMU TI0 MeTadm3VKe» 00BbeM, BCTPedaeTcsl BCEro
HEeCKOJIBKO CChUIOK Ha Kpyra: BHOBb Ha CTpaHMILY
3 «DyHmaMeHTaIbHOM ytocodmm» C IIUTaTON
3 Ouxre (Tam xe, 11. 76; cp.: Krug, 1803, S. 122) n
Ha 2-1 ToM «CucTeMbl TeopeTHUdecKo ¢uIoco-
dvm» (Kyapssues-Iinatonos, 1854 —1874, 11. 22, 27),
B YaCTHOCTM Ha pasjesl Iop HasaHmeM «Crcre-
MaTidecKoe IIpeficTaBjieHVe BceX KaTeropui 1 X
CTIEIICTBUIL — MaTeMaTWYecKMX ¥ OVHAMIUYECKIX
Kareropui» (cm.: Krug, 1830, S. 84), a Taxxke Ha pac-
cyxneHuss Kpyra o cxemarmsMe M TpaHCLIEHZIeH-
TasIbHOM BooOpaskeHmm (cM.: Ibid., S. 91—94).

[TprmeyaTesTbHO 1 TO, UTO Ha3BaHVe PyKOMVICH
Kynpsisriepa 0:1113K0 coBIT1ajiaeT c Ha3BaHMSAMM pas-
ZleJIoB y4eHMs O INo3HaHuM Kpyra: «AHammMTmKa
4yBCTBEHHOCTI», «AHAJIMTVKA pacCyaKa» 1 «AHa-
JUTUKa pasyMa». Ilpasaa, B JajpHenImmx myonm-
KaIlMsIX CBOMIX WVCCIIEIOBAaHMV IO TeOpuM IIO3Ha-
HVS pyccKuit pniocod Bce Tpu IIpeficTaB/IeHHBIE
pasmerna nepenMenyeT B «MeTtadusmaecknit aHa-
JIN3 AMIIMPUYECKOro Io3HaHUs», «MeTadusmde-
CKMVI aHaJIN3 PaIlMOHAIBHOIO MO3HaHMs» U «Me-
TadpV3MUeCcKMII aHaJIN3 MJ1eaIbHOTO ITO3HAHVIS».

Ha ocHOBaHUM IIpeiCTaBIIEHHOTO aHaIM3a
elrle TPYJHO YCTaHOBUTH TOUHBIE T'PAHMUIIBI BIIV-
auns Kpyra Ha Kypgpssuesa. OpHako sICHO, 9TO
pycckuit prtocod He MOXKET IPUHSTH B KauecTse
IepBOHAYaIbHOTO IIpMHIINIIA PYIIOCOPCKOro Io-
3HaHMS OTCBUIKY 3 paBOro cMbIciIa K pakTam co-
3HaHMA. [laslee HaM HEOOXOIVIMO TIEPeVIT K CO-
IIOCTaBJIEHUIO, BO-TIEPBBIX, TPAHCIIEH/IEHTaJIbHOTO
CHMHTeTVU3Ma ¥ TpaHCIIeHJeHTaJIbHOTO MOHM3Ma
11, BO-BTOPBIX, TEOPETMKO-TIO3HABATeIbHBIX VHTY-
mim obomx dprrocodoB, Kacaromyxcsl arprop-
HBIX (POPM ITO3HAHMSL.
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repeatedly edited by the author, as witnessed
by the corresponding alterations to the text
(Kudryavtsev, 1854, 1856, 1874, sheets 38,
105). Here, in spite of the larger volume of
text compared to “Lectures on Metaphysics”,
only a few references to Krug occur: again
to the page from Fundamental Philosophy
with a Fichte quote (ibid., sheet 76; c¢f. Krug,
1803, p. 122) and volume 2 of The System of
Theoretical Philosophy (Kudryavtsev, 1854,
1856, 1874, sheets 22, 27), including the
section titled “Systematic Representation
of Categories and Their Consequences —
Mathematical and Dynamic Categories”
(see Krug, 1830, p. 84), as well as Krug’s
thoughts on schematism and transcendental
imagination (see ibid., pp. 91-94).

It is also worth noting that the title of
Kudryavtsev’'s manuscript is very similar to
the headings of the sections of Krug’s teaching
on cognition: “Analytics of Sensuousness”,
“Analytics of Understanding” and “Analytics
of Reason”. True, in further publications of
his researches into the theory of cognition, the
Russian philosopher changed the titles of all
three sections to “Metaphysical Analysis of
Empirical Cognition”, “Metaphysical Analysis
of Rational Cognition” and “Metaphysical
Analysis of Ideal Cognition”.

The foregoing analysis still falls short of
establishing the exact boundaries of Krug's
influence on Kudryavtsev. However, it is clear
that Kudryavtsev cannot accept the reference of
common sense to facts of consciousness as the
primary principle of philosophical cognition.

We now have to compare, first, transcen-
dental synthetism and transcendental monism
and second, theoretical and cognitive intuitions
of the two philosophers concerning a priori
forms of cognition.
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Upneu Kpyra
B CHICTeMe TpaHCIleHJeHTaJIbHOI0 MOHM3Ma
Kynpsisiesa-Ilnaronosa

Kynpssues Tak xe, Kak v Kpyr, crpeMnurcst oT-
KPBITh OCHOBHBIE Hadasla VIV IIPUHIIAIIBL JOCTO-
BEPHOCTV HAyYHOTO IIO3HAHWMS — HEeYTO Heco-
MHeHHOe 11 He TpeDyIolllee CBOETO JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBa
(Kympssues, 1914a, c. 1-2). Pycckmit dpmitocod BbI-
ferIsieT TPY BUJIA 3HAHMS: ) 3HaHVe He CTPOro Ha-
y4HOe; 0) 3HaHVMe Hay4YHOe; B) 3HaHMe PrIocod-
ckoe. IlepBbIit BUJI 3HAaHMS OCHOBaH, IO CyTH, Ha
yOeXIIeHsIX, B TOM UVCITe U TTOJIOKeHMX 3 paBo-
rO CMBIC/Ia, HE3aBUCVMO OT TOTO, VIMEOT JIVI OHU
panoHaibHoe obocHopaHMe. HayuHoe sHaHMe
TpebyeT SMIMPUYecKoro MiIv palioHaIbHOIO J10-
KasaTeJIbCTBa ¥ OCHOBAHO Ha aKCHoOMaX, TO eCThb
TIOJIOXKEHWSIX, Ube JJOKa3aTeIbCTBO B TPaHMIIaxX ca-
MoV1 HayKu HeBo3MoKHO. Hakoner1, dpustocodckoe
3HaHVe CTPEeMUTCS pallIOHaJIbHO OOOCHOBATh BCe
Hallle 3HaHVe, a MIMEHHO — VICCJIeIOBaTh OYeBU]I-
Hble HadaJla VI OCHOBaHMs JAPYTMX HayK 1 o0Irero
cosHaHMs. Ho cama dpwtocodus Takke HyXIaeT-
Cs1 B HECOMHEHHOM W JIOCTOBepHOM Hauasle (Tam
Xe, . 2—5).

ITouck ocHOBoOMOJIAraOIIVX IPUHITAIIOB (Pu-
nocodpum KynpsiBries Ipepjiaraer HadaTb ¢ 00-
palleHms K caMOMY pasyMy, [JIsl 4ero OH aHaJIu-
3upyeT popMysTy aOCOJTIOTHOTO CKENTUIIM3MA «s
CcOMHeBaroch BO Bcem» (TaM ke, c. 44—45). Ocras-
7151 B CTOPOHe BCe JIormdeckme xombl Kympsbiie-
Ba, CJleJlyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO B UTOre PyccKum u-
710cop BBIBOOWUT TPY OCHOBHBIX Hadala HaIllero
nosHaHMs: 1) McTYHA cOOCTBEHHOIO COCYIIeCTBO-
BaHN4 (IepBOHAYaIbHBIN (PAKT CaMOCO3HaHMS),
2) ObITHe «He-s1» M 3) MIIes VICTMHHOIO 3HAHWUS U
obrTist (Tam xe, c. 47—51). Tpu ykazaHHBIe MCTU-
HBI TI0O3HaHMS, 10 MHEHUIO pyccKoro dwiocoda,
MIPUBOIAT K IIPU3HAHMIO CYIIIeCTBOBaHM CyObek-
TUBHOTI'O MVPa, 0OBEKTVBHOTO MIMpa V1 aOCOITIOTHO
coseprierHoro CytrecTsa, copMertatorero B Cebe
MOJIHYIO UCTUHY ObITusA ¥ 3HaHMUs — bora (Tam
xe, c. 53). Hasee KynpsiBiieB cBOOIUT Tpu OOHapy-

Krug’s Ideas
in Kudryavtsev-Platonov’s System
of Transcendental Monism

Kudryavtsev (1914a, pp. 1-2), like Krug,
sought to discover the main principles of
validity of scientific knowledge, something
indubitable and not requiring proof. He
distinguished three types of knowledge:
a) knowledge that is not rigorously scientific;
b) scientific knowledge and c) philosophical
knowledge. The first type is essentially based
on convictions, including common sense
judgments, whether or not they have a rational
grounding. Scientific knowledge requires
empirical or rational proof and is based on
axioms, i.e. propositions that are impossible
to prove within the boundaries of science
itself. Finally, philosophical knowledge aims
to provide a rational grounding of all our
knowledge, i.e. to investigate the obvious
principles and grounds of other sciences and
universal consciousness. However, philosophy
itself also needs an indubitable and valid basis
(ibid., pp. 2-5).

Kudryavtsev proposes to begin the search
for fundamental principles of philosophy
by turning to reason itself and to this end he
analyses the formula of absolute scepticism, “I
doubt everything” (ibid., pp. 44-45). Leaving
aside all his logical moves, it has to be noted
that Kudryavtsev arrives at three main
principles of our knowledge: 1) the truth of
its own coexistence (the initial fact of self-
consciousness), 2) the existence of “non-I” and
3) the idea of true knowledge and being (ibid.,
pp. 47-51). Kudryavtsev maintains that the
three above-mentioned verities of knowledge
prove the existence of the subjective world,
the objective world and the absolutely prefect
Being, combining within Itself the whole truth
of being and knowledge — God (ibid., p. 53).
Kudryavtsev then brings the three principles
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JKEHHBIX HadaJla K OJJHOMY O0lIlleMy IlepBOHavaIy
Ha TOM OCHOBaHWMM, YTO OOIIMM ISl HMX IIOHSITH-
eM sBiisteTcs OprTre. Omipesiesisisi, Kakoe ObITiie MO-
KeT OBITh OJTHOBpEMEHHO OOIIVM [JIsl IBYX IpY-
I'VIX, OH IIPUXOONT K BBIBOAY, YTO TAaKOBBIM MOYKET
ObITH TOIBKO abcorrroTHOe ObITHe (Tam xe, c. 54—
55). 11 mmenHo OvrTme abcomrorHoro CyirecTsa,
o MbIcn KypsiBiieBa, I03BOJIsIe€T paliOHAIBHO
OOBSICHUTH CyIlleCTBOBaHME Mupa (Pr3M4ecKoro
I JIyXOBHOTO ¥ CaMy JIOCTOBEPHOCTB IO3HAHMS O
HeM (Tam xe, c. 55—56).

TaxuM o6pasom, HauasioM rTocodckoro mo-
3HaHMSA PyccKum riocod mpusHaeT uziero ab-
comorHoro CymectBa — wupmeto boxectBa. DTO
HaJyaJIo OH Ha3bIBaeT peasIbHBIM, TO eCThb OIlperie-
JISIONIVMM COflep’KaHMe, TOCKOJIBKY ITOCPeICTBOM
ero obecrieumBaeTcs 11 prstocodnnt HeCOMHEH-
HOCTb CaMBIX IIPEIMETOB ee VICCIIeOBAHMS —
bora, pusmyeckoro mupa 1 myxosHoro mupa (Tam
Xe, c. 57). Bmecte ¢ Tem KynpsiBiies BeizesiseT dop-
MaJTBHBIVI TIPVHIINTI, OIIPeHesISIONINT CIIOCO0 10~
3HaHUS — «CaMOJJOCTOBEPHOCTH Halllero pasymMa»,
BBIPOKEHHYIO B JIOTMYECKVX 3aKOHax MBIIIIe-
Hud (Tam xe, c. 60). CooTBeTCcTBEHHO, HEOOXOI M-
MO CYMTaTh VICTMHOV TO, INIIET Prstocod, 4To C
HVIMM COTJIaCHO, M JIOXKBIO, YTO M IIPOTUBOPEYNT
(Tam xe, c. 64—65).

[anee, aHamM3upysl 4yBCTBEHHOE IIO3HaHMe,
KynpsiBlieB BbIIEIsleT B HeEM IIpMHAaJJIeXallui
HaM Cy6’BeKTT/IBHbII7[ VI IPUBXOOSIIIV VI3BHE 00B-
eKTUBHBIN 371eMeHThI. Kak ciieficTBre, Mbl MeeM
IIeJI0 He C BelllaMlM caMMMM 1O cebe, a ¢ sSIBJIeHVI-
amu (Kygpsisues, 19146, c. 83). 11t KaxXgoro sjie-
MeHTa CYIIIeCTBYIOT CBOVI OHTOJIOTMUYEeCKVe OCHO-
BaHM: [IJIs1 CyOBEeKTMBHOIO 3JleMeHTa — ObITHe
IIyXOBHOe, VIV HeMaTepuasbHOe, 1J1 O0beKTB-
HOro — ObITVe (PU3MYecKoe, VIV MaTepyaIbHOe
(Tam xe, c. 102). IIpr3HaHMe ABYX OTOEIBHBIX, He-
3aBUCVIMBIX IPYT OT ApyTa BUAOB ObITHA (MaTepu-
aJIBHOIO I HeMaTepVaJIbHOI0) ITOPOXKIAeT OHTO-
JIOTVYECKUV, VI CyOCTaHIMaIbHBIN, OyasiunsM,
YTO CTABUT IO, COMHEHVE BO3MOXXHOCTH IIO3Ha-
HMSI KaK TaKOBOTO, TaK Kak cyOcranHIinm, Oymy-
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to a common first principle on the ground that
they all share the concept of being. In defining
what being can be simultaneously common to
the remaining two, he comes to the conclusion
that it can only be absolute being (ibid., pp. 54-
55). It is the being of the Absolute Being,
Kudryavtsev believes, that offers a rational
justification of the existence of the physical
and spiritual worlds and the authenticity of the
knowledge thereof (ibid., pp. 55-56).

Thus, Kudryavtsev considers the beginning
of philosophical knowledge to be the idea of
the Absolute Being, the idea of God. He calls
this principle real, i.e. content-defining, because
it secures for philosophy the indubitability of
the very objects of its study: God, the physical
world and the intellectual world (ibid., p. 57).
At the same time he points to the formal
principle which determines the mode of
cognition: “the self-authenticity of our reason”
expressed in logical laws of thought (ibid., p.
60). Accordingly, he writes that what agrees
with them is true and what contradicts them is
false (ibid., pp. 64-65).

Further, turning to sensuous cognition,
Kudryavtsev identifies in it our subjective and
external objective elements. Consequently, we
deal not with things in themselves, but with
phenomena (Kudryavtsev, 1914b, p. 83). Each
element has its own ontological justification: for
the subjective element it is intellectual, or non-
material being, and for the objective element
it is physical, or material being (ibid., p. 102).
Recognition of two separate and independent
beings, material and non-material, creates an
ontological, or substantive dualism, which
questions the possibility of cognition as such
since substances, being opposites, cannot
act upon each other (ibid., pp. 141-142). But
the opposition is not absolute, moreover,
there is something the material and the non-
material have in common, namely limitedness
manifested in the forms of space and time
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YUY ITPOTMBOIMOJIOKHBIMY, He MOT'YT HEeVICTBOBATh
apyr Ha gpyra (Tam xe, c. 141—142). Ho sTa nipo-
TUBOIIOJIOKHOCTh He VMMeeT abCOJIIOTHOIO Xapak-
Tepa, Oojlee TOro, MeXiy MaTepuabHBIM 1 He-
MaTepuaJIbHBIM €eCThb HeuTo oOIlee, a VIMEHHO
OrpaHMYeHHOCTh, BbIpakeHHasi B ¢popmax IIpo-
CTpPaHCTBa ¥ BpeMeHU, OOBICHSIONINX, B CBOIO
ouepeslb, B3aMOIEVICTBIE MEXIy HAIUM «» U
BHemtHUM MupoM (Tam xe, c. 143). ITpu sTom Ky-
IpsABLIEB IIpefIiojlaraeT cCyllleCTBOBaHMe Ooilee
«TECHOVI BHYTpPEHHEeV CBsI3M» MEeXIY IyXOBHBIM
VI MaTeprasIbHbIM U JIOYCKaeT, YTO B OCHOBaHUM
0DOVIX JISXKMT OIHO M TO e OBITHMe, a MMEHHO a0-
coimroTHOe ObITie (Tam xe, c. 144).

Hy>XHO OTMeTUTb, UTO TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHbIN
MOHW3M SIBJISIeTCs pe3yJIbTaToM pellleHs ITpooJie-
MBI COOTHOIIIEHVSI HAIlIVIX 3HAHW 1 IIpefiCTaBIIe-
HU C IeVICTBUTeIbHBIM ObITHeM (TaMm ke, c. 69—
70). CTparerms novcka pereHms 3ToN IIpo0ieMsl
y KynpsiBlieBa cvyIbHO HarloMMHaeT Ty, YTO IIpe]l-
cTaBjleHa B «DyHOaAMeHTaJIbHOV vIocodm»
Kpyra. Pycckuit dpmstocod paccmarpusaet 110 OT-
IeJTbHOCTY pearviaM 1 myearmsM (Tam xe, c. 98—
99). Tak xe xak 1 Kpyr, Kynpsislies yTeepxaer,
YUTO peas3M BelleT K MaTepuraIi3My, He CIIoco0-
HOMY OOBICHUTH IIPOVICXOXAEHMEe VIeaIbHO-
ro (Tam xe, c. 127), B TO BpeMsi KaK maeans3M He
CrI0co0eH OOBACHUTDH ITPOVICXOXK[IEHVe MaTepu-
anpHOrO Mupa (Tam xe, c. 149) n BmecTe ¢ 0OBeEK-
TOM yCTpaH4eT Takxke cyopekra (Tam xe, c. 154). B
MIPaKTUYeCKOM OTHOIIEHWN MaTepuasv3M IIpef-
CTaBJIsleTCs pa3pyLIUTeIbHBIM B HpPaBCTBEHHON
cepe (Tam xe, c. 134—135), Tak ke Kak 1 mzea-
mm3M (Tam ke, c. 168), o Tovt mpu4MHe, 9TO B 000-
VX VICYe3aeT CaMOOIIPeIesIsieMOCTh JejloBeKa Kak
cBobomHoro cyiectsa. B pesynesrate Kympssiies
OPUXOOUT K 3aK/TFOUEHMIO: «HEeCOCTOSTEIbHOCTD
yKa3aHHBIX OJHOCTOPOHHWX BO33PEeHU... BeleT
Hac K IIPU3HAHWIO ABYX BUJIOB CYIIIEro’ C PaBHbI-
MM IIpaBaMM Ha CaMOCTOSTeIbHOe CYIIeCTBOBa-
Hu1e» (Tam xe, c. 182).

*Pedb mpieT 0 IyXOBHOM V1 BeIlleCTBEHHOM (VIeaJIbHOM 1
peasibHOM).
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which, in turn, explain the interaction between
“1” and the external world (ibid., p. 143).
Kudryavtsev suspects the existence of “closer
internal connection” between the intellectual
and the material and does not rule out that
both are founded on one and the same being,
i.e. absolute being (ibid., p. 144).

It has to be kept in mind that transcendental
monism is the outcome of the solution of the
problem of the relation of our knowledge
and representations to real being (ibid.,
pp. 69-70). Kudryavtsev’s strategy of solving
this problem is strongly reminiscent of the
strategy Krug presents in his Fundamental
Philosophy. The Russian philosopher examines
separately realism and idealism (ibid., pp. 98-
99). Like Krug, he holds that realism leads to
materialism, which is incapable of explaining
the origin of the ideal (ibid., p. 127), while
idealism is incapable of explaining the origin
of the material world (ibid., p. 149), eliminating
the subject along with the object (ibid., p. 154).
In practice, materialism is destructive in the
moral sphere (ibid., pp. 134-135), and so is
idealism (ibid., p. 168), because both eliminate
self-determination of the human being as a free
being. As a result, Kudryavtsev comes to the
following conclusion: “the untenability of the
two one-sided views [...] leads us to recognise
two types of existence'® with equal right to
independent existence” (ibid., p. 182).

In his ontology Kudryavtsev, like Krug,
in analysing different stages of cognition,
identifies their a priori subjective forms: space
and time for sensibility and pure categories for
understanding (see Rozhin, 2023, pp. 49-55),
ideas for reason (see Rozhin, 2024b, pp. 123-
127). The distinction between subjective
forms and content of knowledge leads both
philosophers to the conclusion that cognition
is about phenomena and not about things in

16 These are intellectual and material (ideal and real).



B cBoen onronmorum Kynpssries, Tak ke Kak
u Kpyr, aHaymsupyst pasjivdHble CTYIEeHM IIO-
3HaHMS, HAXOOUT MX allpuOpHble CyOBbeKTBHBIE
dopMBL: 11 YYBCTBEHHOCTM — ITPOCTPAHCTBO U
BpeMs, IJId pacCyllKa — YMCTble KaTeropuu (CM.:
Poxwn, 2023, c. 49—55), my1st pasyma — migen (CM.:
Poxun, 202406, c. 123—127). Paznuuenue cyOobek-
TUBHBIX (POPM U COllep>KaHMsI 3HaHMS BefleT 000-
X Pr10codoB K BBIBOY O TOM, UTO B IIO3HAHUM
MBI VIMeeM JIeJI0 C gBJIeHVMMY, a He C BelllaMU ca-
Mumu 1o cebe. Ho eciin Kpyr Bestenn 3a KanTom
yTBep)KAaeT MX Hello3HaBaeMOCTh B CVWJIy TpaHC-
IIeHJIeHTaJIbHOV VIeaJIbHOCTV II03HaBaTeIbHbIX
dopwm, To Kyapssiies cuntaeT nHauve. [lesio B ToM,
YTO B BOIIPOCe 3HaueHMs allproOpHBIX popM Mo-
3HaHVS T10 OTHOIIEHUIO K JeVICTBUTEIIbHOMY Obl-
TUIO OH IpuHMUMaeT mosurnio A. D. Tpennernen-
Oypra u ®. A. ToiyOmHCKOro, corzacHo KOTOpPOW
anpuopHble (POPMBI YYBCTBEHHOCTM W paccy-
Ka MMeIOT He TOJIBKO CyOBeKTUBHOe, HO M O0B-
eKkTrBHOe 3HaueHme (cM.: Poxmn, 2023, c. 63—64;
2024a, c. 351—352; Rozhin, 2025, p. 78—85). Yro
KacaeTcsl KaHTOBCKOV TabiImITel KaTeropmii, To Ky-
IpsIBLIeB B IVIaHe CUCTeMaTMUecKOro IIoCTpoeHs
IIPEeAIIOYNTAET eVl BhIBeIeHe KaTeropuin Terenem
"3 OJTHOrO Haudajla — moHsTus ObiTus (Kympsas-
ues-IIr1aTonos, 19148, c. 172—173), uTo MO CMBICITY
Omke K Tabymile kareropuit Kpyra. K obrmactu
IIpVYIMEeHeHMs pacCyHouYHbIX KaTeropun Kynpss-
11€B OTHOCUT IIOMVMO YyBCTBEHHOTO eIlle 11 CBepX-
YyBCTBEHHOE OBITIe, UTO IPOTMBOPEUUT B3IJIS-
naMm Kanrta u TpeHpmenenOypra Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC
(Poxwun, 2023, c. 53, 60) n oxa3pIBaeTCsi yCJIOBHO
6mmvoke K mosunmm Kpyra: uToObI MBICTIUTE AGCO-
JIIOT KaK IIpeIMeT, HeOOXOIVIMBI pacCyIOuHble Ka-
teropun. Tem ne menee Kpyr, B omvmmume ot Ky-
IpsiBlieBa, OTPUIlAeT OOBEKTMBHYIO 3HAYVIMOCTB
TpaHCIleHIeHTaJIbHbBIX 1el, Ipr3HaBasi BCIel 3a
KanToM TOIBKO MX CyObeKTMBHOe 3HaueHue I
TeOpeTNYecKOro pasyma.

ITommmo Toro uto Kpyr nosinsi Ha paspaboT-
Ky TpaHCLieHeHTalbHoro MonmsMa Kypgpsisuesa,
OH OKa3aJI BJIVsHMe Ha PrI0cOPCKyIO MeTOI0II0-
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themselves. However, while Krug, following
Kant, maintains that they are unknowable
because cognitive forms are transcendentally
ideal, Kudryavtsev thinks otherwise. On
the issue of the significance of a priori forms
relative to actual being, he embraces the
position of Friedrich Adolf Trendelenburg
and Fyodor A. Golubinsky whereby a priori
forms of sensibility and understanding have
not only subjective, but also objective meaning
(see Rozhin, 2023, pp. 63-64; 2024, pp. 351-352;
Rozhin, 2025a, pp. 78-85). As for the Kantian
table of categories, Kudryavtsev (1914c,
pp- 172-173), in terms of systematic structure,
prefers Hegel’s approach, i.e. deriving
categories from the concept of being as a
single principle, which is essentially more like
Krug’s table. Kudryavtsev includes in the area
of application of categories of understanding
not only sensuous, but also supra-sensuous
being, which is at odds with the views of Kant
and Trendelenburg on this issue (Rozhin,
2023, pp. 53, 60) and is rather closer to Krug’s
position: to think the Absolute as an object,
categories of understanding are necessary.
Even so, unlike Kudryavtsev, Krug denies the
objective significance of transcendental ideas
recognising, after Kant, only their subjective
meaning for theoretical reason.

Apart from influencing Kudryavtsev’s
development of transcendental monism, Krug
also influenced his philosophical methodology.
For example, Kudryavtsev looks for general,
real and formal, principles of philosophical
knowledge, derives the idea of real and ideal
being from self-consciousness and proposes
ontology in which he investigates a priori
forms of sensibility, understanding and reason.
Finally, like Krug, the Russian philosopher,
though taking a negative stand towards
the philosophy of common sense, uses the
dogmatic method in building his philosophical
system.
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ruto pycckoro dpwiocoda. Tak, Kynpsasies mier
o0rmre Havaa PUII0COPCKOro MO3HAHUS — pe-
aJIbHBIV 11 (pOpMasIbHBIV IIPVHIINIIBIL, 113 CAMOCO-
3HaHWS BBIBOAUT YOeXIeHWs B ObITUM PeasIbHOrO
VI M/ieaJIbHOro OBITS, J1ajlee IIpefyIaraeT OHTOJIO-
I'MI0, B KOTOPOV VCCIIeyeT allpyvopHBIe POPMBI
UyBCTBEHHOCTH, paccyika M pasyma. Haxowrer,
Tak xe Kak u Kpyr, pycckum dwiocod, Hecmo-
TPps Ha TO YTO BbIpakaeT HeTraTVBHOe OTHOIIIEHVe
K dprtocodum 311paBoOro CMbICIIa, TOJIb3YeTCs 10T -
MaTMYeCKM MeTOIOM B IIOCTPOeHUN cBoel du-
JI0COPCKOTI CCTEMBL.

3ak/IroueHe

3Hamenutsle Bompockl KaHTa «uro g Mory
3HaTE?» (B 833; KanT, 2006, c. 1011), «<kak BO3MOX-
Ha MeTadm3VKa Kak Hayka?» (B 22; Tam xe, c. 77)
«KaK BO3MOXXHBI CMHTeTUYecK/e CY>XIAeHs a pri-
ori?» (B 19; Tam xe, c. 73) BeIpaXkalOT B HEKOTOPOT
CTelleH CyITHOCTh KaHTOBCKOIO TpaHCIIeH/JeHTa-
JIV3Ma, CTPeMSIIIerocs Ipex]ie BCero orpenaeInTb
BCe TIOHATVS ¥ IIPVHIINITBL, Oy1arofgapsi KOTOPbIM
BO3MOXKHO aIlpyOpHOe 3HaHVIe 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
cama MeTtadmsmka. Kéunurcbeprexkmuin dpnocod B
nepsont «KpuTuke» mileT OTBeT Ha BOIIPOC O I'pa-
HUIIaX 4eJI0BeueCcKoro I03HaHIs yepes olpeierie-
HUe YCJIOBUW U MX XapaKTepa, HO caMoe IJIaBHOe
— WccIIeyeT BO3MOKHOCTD ITO3HAHWUS M3 YVCTO-
ro pasyMa. TakoBa cyTe KpuTHuiMsma. B cirydae
Kpyra n KygpsBresa oTBeThl Ha IIOCTaBJIeHHBIE
KaHTOM BOIIpOCHI ITOJTyYaroT JJorMaTdeckoe pas-
peliieHe IIpeXx/ie BCSIKOrO VCCIIeI0BaHIS BO3MOXK-
HOCTeV TI03HaHMs, X0Td 00a driocoda yHaeIsoT
BHVMaHMe VCCIIeIOBAaHMIO ITO3HAHWS U CTPEMSIT-
CsI YCTAaHOBUTB YCJIOBMSI YeJIOBeUeCKOro ITO3HAH .

Kynpssues seen 3a Kpyrom, kak ObIIo ITOKa-
3aHO, onMpaeTcs Ha paKT caMOCO3HaHMH, U3 KO-
TOPOrO BBIBOAUT TPV MICTMHBI IO3HAHM, U IPU-
XOIUT K YTBEPXKII€HWIO peasIbHOCTY MBIIIUIEHWS 1
ObITIS, a TAaKXKe COOTBETCTBIS MeXIy HUMM B IIO-
sHaHUM. [Tpu aTOM pycckuit dpustocod elrie B paH-
HVe TObl CBOEV IIPEIoIaBaTeIbCKOV JIesITeIbHO-
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Conclusion

Kant’s famous questions “What can I
know?” (KrV, B 833; Kant, 1998, p. 677), “How
is metaphysics possible as a science?” (KrV, B
22; Kant, 1998, p. 147) and “How are synthetic
a priori judgments possible?” (KrV, B 19; Kant,
1998, p. 146) express to some extent the essence
of Kantian transcendentalism which seeks
above all to determine all the concepts and
principles which make a priori knowledge and
hence metaphysics itself possible. In his first
Critigue Kant seeks an answer to the question
about the limits of human knowledge by
determining conditions and their character, but
most importantly, he explores the possibility
of cognition out of pure reason. This is the
essence of criticism. In the case of Krug and
Kudryavtsev, they give dogmatic answers to
Kant’s questions before any investigation of
the possibilities of cognition, although both
philosophers pay attention to the study of
cognition and try to establish the conditions of
human cognition.

Kudryavtsev, following Krug, as has been
shown here, proceeds from the fact of self-
consciousness, from which he derives three
truths of knowledge and comes to assert the
reality of thinking and being, and their mutual
correspondence in knowledge. The Russian
philosopher, early on in his teaching at the
Moscow Theological Academy, stressed that
being and thought demand a higher, universal
and necessary principle than direct persuasion,
and that is absolute being. By introducing
this concept in his teaching, he did not only
provide a metaphysical (transcendental) basis
for the concept of transcendental synthetism,
something Krug would have objected to,
but came to a different real principle of
philosophical cognition, namely the idea
of Deity, while the two philosophers were
in agreement with regard to the formal



ctut B M/IA obparmasi BHMMaHMe Ha TO, YTO IS
OBITVISL VI MBIIIUTeHMS TpebyeTcst Oolee BBICOKOE,
BCceoOIIIee 11 HeOOXOIVIMOe Hayaslo, YeM HeIlocpesl-
CTBEeHHOe YyOexIeHme, — aOCOIIOTHOe ObITHe.
BBerns 5TO TIOHATHE B CBOe ydYeHWe, OH He TOJIb-
KO JIOTIOJTHWJI KOHIEIIIVIO TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHO-
rO CMHTEeTM3Ma MeTan3MIecKon (TpaHCIIeHIeHT-
HOVI) OCHOBOVI, IpOTMB 4Yero Kpyr Obl Bo3paxai,
HO U IIpUIIIesI K APYTOMYy peasIbHOMY IIPVHIINITY
dmtocodckoro rosHaHMS — K mzee boxecTsa, B
TO BpeMsi KaK (POpMaJIbHBIVI IIPVHIIVII CAMOIOCTO-
BEpPHOCTV MBIITUIeHMS y 000mX prstocodoB ocTasl-
Cs1 CXOXMM. B pamkax KaHTOBCKOTO TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIM3Ma BBefleHVe MeTadr314ecKoro IpyHIINMIIA
B Bue boxxecTBa B 00JIacTh ITO3HAHMS SIBJISIETCS
HEJIOIYCTVIMBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY BBIXOIMT 3a ITpeJIesIbl
BO3MOYKHOTO OITBITA.

Bmecre c Tem KanT, Kpyr u Kynpssies copnaza-
IOT BO B3IVISI/Ie Ha XapaKTep UesI0BeUecKoro Io3Ha-
HsI, OOYCJIOBJIEHHOTO OOBeKTUMBHBIM M CyObek-
TUBHBIMI 3JIeMeHTaMM (allpMOpHBIMM popMaMu
IIO3HAHWIS) 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, MIMEIOIIETOo /1eJI0 C
SIBJIEHVISIMY, a He ¢ BelljaMy camyMu 110 cebe. Ho
pycckuit pustocod He corjiamiaeTcsd C TeM, 4TO
arpuopHble (POPMBI ITO3HAHWS YyBCTBEHHOCTN U
paccy/ika MMeIOT TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHBIN Xapak-
Tep, U Bolen 3a TpeHmeneHOyprom npumaeT MM
Takke oOBeKTUBHBIN xapakTep. Kak ciienicTsue, y
KanTa Kynpssiies 3aMcTByeT KOHIIEIIITNIO arTpu-
opr3Ma, MOOVMUIIMPOBAHHYIO C IIOIPAaBKOV Ha
uneu TpenperrenOypra m ['oiyOunckoro.

VtaK, MOXXHO C/1eJ1aTh BBIBOJL O TOM, YTO KOH-
LIeMIMs TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOro MoHm3Ma Ky-
IIpsIBIIEBa, HAITpaBJIeHHAs Ha pellieHe IIpo0sieMbl
COOTBETCTBVISI MBIIIUIEHNS U OBITHS, TaK XKe KaK "
CyOCTaHIIMAJIBHOTO [yasiv3Ma, VMeeT IeHeTude-
CKYIO CBSI3b C KOHIIEIIIIVEN TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOIO
cuHTeTn3Ma Kpyra u npescrasiisier cobovt ee Mo-
IudUKaIMio ¢ MeTadpu3MUecKM yKIIOHOM. YTo
KacaeTcs TpaHCIeHIeHTaIn3Ma, B mporpamme Ky-
IpsiBlieBa II0 VCCJIeZIOBAHMIO YCJIOBUV YesloBeye-
CKOTO TI03HaHM HalmomaeTcs: cuHTe3 myen Kan-
Ta, TpeHnenenbypra, lomyOuHCcKoro 1 oT4acTin
I'eresnss, B TO BpeMs Kak BimsHue Kpyra MoXHO
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principle of self-authenticity of thinking. In
the framework of Kantian transcendentalism
the introduction of the metaphysical principle
in the shape of Deity into cognition is
inadmissible because it goes beyond the
boundaries of possible experience.

At the same time Kant, Krug and
Kudryavtsev are on the same page as regards
the character of human knowledge, conditioned
as it is by objective and subjective elements (a
priori forms of knowledge) and dealing with
phenomena and not things in themselves. But
Kudryavtsev disagrees with the view that
sensibility and understanding as a priori forms
of cognition have a strictly subjective character,
and, following Trendelenburg, ascribes to
them an objective character. As a consequence,
Kudryavtsev borrows Kant’s idea of apriorism
but modifies it in line with the ideas of
Trendelenburg and Golubinsky.

The overall conclusion is that Kudryavtsev’s
concept of transcendental monism, aimed
at solving the problem of correspondence
between thought and being, like that of
substantial dualism, is genetically connected
with Krug’s concept of transcendental
synthetism and represents its modification with
a metaphysical slant. As for transcendentalism,
Kudryavtsev’s programme of investigating the
conditions of human cognition is a synthesis of
the ideas of Kant, Trendelenburg, Golubinsky
and partly of Hegel, whereas Krug’s influence
can be discerned in the methodology of
deriving the main principles of philosophy,
the structure of the Russian philosopher’s
epistemology and its place in the system of
philosophical knowledge.
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Century”, https;//rscf.ru/en/project/25-78-00132/.
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YCMOTpPETh B METOMOJIOT MY BbIBEIEHsI OCHOBHBIX
NpVHOUIOB dwiocopun, B CTPYKType Teopun
IIO3HAHMS PyccKoro dumsiocoda 1 ee MecTe B CU-
creme PrIT0cOPCKOro 3HaAHMSL.
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YOK111.1

TE3MC KAHTA
«BBITVIE HE ECTDb PEAJIbHBIV ITPEOVKAT»
B TOJIKOBAHMM XAVIEITEPA

E. C. Mapuykoba'

Cmamus nocbawena anaiusy pevenyuu xiwoue6o-
20 KanmoBckoeo nosoxenus «boimue He ectib peatbiblil
npeduxam» 8 cpusococpckom npoexme Mapmuna Xail-
deeeepa. OcHoBHoe BHUuMAHe cOCpedonoueHo HA UHIep-
npemayuu, npedsoxennon Xatoeeeepom 6 AeKyUOHHOM
kypce «OcHoBHble npobaemvl peromenorouu» (1927),
20e kanmoBckoe noaoxerue paccmampubaencs kax 00uH
u3 uemvipex (pyHOAMEHMAALHbIX me3ucof o Ovimuu 6
ucmopuu usocogpuu. B cmamve nposicusemca ucmo-
PUKO-PUAOCOPCKUTI KOHmMeEKCm KAHMOBCKOT KpUumuku
oHmooeuteckoeo dokasamesscmba Ovimusa boea. B oc-
HoBe 3motl kKpumuku obnapyxubaromea mpu 63aumoc-
BasamHble KOMNOHEHINbL: A02UHeCKAs, 2HOCe0A02UHeCKAas
u onmosoeuneckas. Iasee packpvibaemcs cneyugpuxa
KaHMOBCKO20 NOHAMUIHO20 annapama — noopodHo pas-
Oupatomea kaoueBvie 045 NOHUMAHUSA KAHMOBCKO20 Mie-
3UCaA NOHAMUA <PeasbHOCHIb», «PeaibHblil NpeouKant»,
«Obimue», a makxe NPOACHAEMCA COOMHOUIEHUEe IMUX
noHAmMUU ¢ kanmoBckotl mabauyerl xkameeoputl. Buisc-
Haemcs, umo Xaildeeeepa UHMmMepecyem He CHOAbKO CO-
Oepikanue KaHmMoBCKOU KpUMuKu OHMOAOSUHECKO20 aAp-
2yMeHma, ckoAvko BuiB00uMas U3 He20 UHmepnpemayus
Kanmom xatoueBuix 045 paspabomxi (pyHOAMeHMAAbHOU
oHmoA02UU NOHAMULL «Obimue» U «cyujecmbobarue».
Xatideeeep c600um HenposcHeHHOCHb NOHAUT ObimUs U
cyujecmBobanus y Kanma k npodaeme onpedeserus nous-
mus «Bocnpusmue» u, nodBepeas Kpumuke KaHmobckoe
omosxdecmbaenue cyujecmbobanusa c «Bocnpusmuem»,
dokasviBaem, umo cyujecmbobaniie He Mosxem ObLMb MOX-
decmBerno Hu axmy Bocnpusamus, Hu BocnpuHuUMaeMomy
obsexmy, Hu «Bocnpunamocmu» (Wahrgenommenheit).
Xanoeeeep ynpexaem Kanma 6 neomuemauBocmu u om-
cymcembuu nosumubHo20 onpedeseHus NOHAMUA Cyuje-
cmBoBanus, umo, 00HAKO, He OMMeHsen 044 Heeo YeHHO-
cmu kaumoBckoeo mesuca kak omnpabroeo nyHkma o4
pasBumus cobcmBentort pyHOAMeHMANBHOU OHINOA0UU.

'MuctutyTt dprtocodpvm PAH,

Poccms, 109240, Mocksa, yi. 'onwaphas, a. 12, crp. 1.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 17.09.2025 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-4-3

KANT’S THESIS
“BEING IS NOT A REAL PREDICATE”
INTERPRETED BY HEIDEGGER

E. S. Marchukova

The focus of this article is an interpretation of the
key Kantian thesis, “being is not a real predicate”,
advanced by Heidegger in his lecture course, The
Basic Problems of Phenomenology (1927) wherein it
is presented as one of the four fundamental theses on
‘being” in the history of philosophy. The article describes
the historical-philosophical context for Kant’s critique
of the ontological proof of the existence of God. This
critique is based on three interconnected components:
logical, epistemological, and ontological. Next, it
describes the specificities of the Kantian conceptual
apparatus, with a detailed analysis of concepts key
to understanding Kant’s thesis — ‘reality’, ‘real
predicate’, and ‘being’ — and explains the relation of
these concepts to the Kantian categories. I submit that
Heidegger is interested not so much in the content of the
Kantian critique of the ontological argument as in Kant’s
interpretation of the concepts of ‘being” and “existence’,
which are central to the development of a fundamental
ontology. Heidegger reduces the opaqueness of these
concepts to the problem of the definition of the concept
of ‘perception’; and, challenging Kant's identification
of existence with ‘perception’, arques that existence
cannot be identical either to the act of perception,
or to the perceived object, nor to its ‘perceivedness’
(Wahrgenommenheit). Heidegger accuses Kant of a
lack of clarity, and of a positive definition of the concept
of ‘existence’ — which, however, does not undermine
the relevance of Kant's thesis as a starting point for his
own fundamental ontology. I demonstrate that, in spite
of its shortcomings, Heidegger sees the Kantian thesis
as a solid foundation upon which to pursue further
the project of building ontology as phenomenology.
This, however, calls for a more solid grounding and
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E. C. MapuykoBa

Iloxasaro, umo, nHecmomps Ha Bvlabaernble HedoCmAamKu,
Xandeeeep 6udum 6 kanmobckom mesuce NPoUHbILL (PyH-
Oamenm 044 OavHeriulel paspabomKi npoekma nocmpo-
eHUs OHMOAO0RUU KAK (beHoMeroA0euu, mpedyousutl,
00Hako, bosee paduxasbHo20 000CHOBANUA U NPOACHEHUA
eopusonma, 6 komopom cmaBumcs 6onpoc o Ovbimuu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: bvimue, cywecmbobanue, peats-
Hulll npedukam, Gocnpusmue, OHMOAOSUUECKULL apey-
menm, Kanm, Xaiideeeep

BBeneumne

Obospesas kopryc paboTt Xarmperrepa, Tpya-
HO He 3aMeTWTb, HACKOJIBKO BaXHYIO pOJIb B IIO-
CTpoeHUM ero PpuI0codCKOro MmpoeKkTa ChIrpajio
yuyenne Kanra. Xammerrep oOpariaercss K ¢u-
mocopum  KanTa, mpemsarag OpUIrMHaIBHYIO
VHTePIpeTallnio ¥ KPUTUKY €ro Waevi, B cile-
ayronimx pabortax: «OcHOBHBIe IpobsieMbl deHo-
Menosiorum» (1927) (Heidegger, 1989; Xamperrep,
2001), «®PeHOMeHOIOrMYeCKasl WHTepIIpeTals
KaHTOBCKOM “Kputukn umcroro pasyma™ (1927)
(Heidegger, 1995), «KanT 1 npobiema Mmetadu-
sukm» (1929) (Xanperrep, 1997), «Borpoc o Bemm.
K yuenmio KaHTa 0 TpaHCIeleHTaJIbHBIX ITPVIH-
nunax» (1935) (Heidegger, 1984), «Tesuc KanTa o
obrTim» (1961) (Xamperrep, 1993). K stomy crim-
CKy TaK>ke CTOUT oTHecTH «beITrie 1 BpeMsi» (1927)
(Heidegger, 1967; Xavinerrep, 2015): xoTs 3Ta pabo-
Ta ¥ He TIOCBsIleHa 1emKoMm dutocodprn Kan-
Ta, HEKOTOpBIE ee Taparpadsl cofepkar IIeHHbIe
VI IOBOJIBHO OOIIVIPHBIE KPUTHUYECKVIe paccyKile-
Hus Xangerrepa o noHnManun Kantom Bpemenn
VL O €ro oIlpeyiesileHNI TIOHSATUS «ObITVIe».

B sToit cratee s cdoKycupyroch mpeumylile-
crBeHHO Ha «OCHOBHBIX ITpoOiieMax (peHOMeHO-
JIorMy». DTa paboTa IpecTaBiIsieT coOov JIeKITN-
OHHBIVI KypC, MPOYNTAaHHBIVI XariJIerrepoM JIeTOM
1927 r. B Map0Oypre. I71aBHas 11€J1b 3TOrO Kypca co-
CTOsiIa B TOM, UTOOBI BBECT CIIyIIaTesiet B heHo-
MEHOJIOTMUYEeCKYIO0 OHTOJIOTUIO — ITPOeKT, paspa-
OarbIBaeMbIVi XarjerrepoM BOKPYT IIOIHSITOM B
«bbITMM M BpeMmeHV» TIpo0OIeMBI BO30OHOBIIEHIS
Boripoca o Oerrunt. CoryacHo Xarierrepy, «B3sitast
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clarification of the horizon within which the question of
‘being’ is raised.

Keywords: being, existence, real predicate,
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Introduction

Surveying the body of Heidegger’s works,
it is hard not to notice the importance of
Kant’s doctrines for his philosophical project.
Heidegger invokes Kant’s philosophy, while
offering an original interpretation and critique
of his ideas, in the following works: The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology (1927) (Heidegger,
1982; 1989), Phenomenological Interpretation of
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (1927) (Heidegger,
1995; 1997), Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics
(1929) (Heidegger, 1962b; 1997), What Is a
Thing? (1935) (Heidegger, 1967b; 1984), and
“Kant’s Thesis about Being” (1961) (Heidegger,
1993; 1998). The list should also include Being
and Time (1927) (Heidegger, 1962a; 1967a):
although the work is not entirely devoted to
Kant’s philosophy, some of its paragraphs
contain valuable and extended remarks on
Kant’s interpretation of time and definition of
the concept of ‘being/.

My article focuses mainly on The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology, a course of lectures
Heidegger delivered in Marburg in the summer
of 1927. The main aim of the course was to
introduce the audience to phenomenological
ontology, a project Heidegger developed to
reopen the debate on ‘being’ raised in Being and
Time. According to Heidegger (1962a, p. 61; cf.
1967a, p. 37), “With regard to its subject-matter,
phenomenology is the science of the Being of
entities, ontology.”

The aim of all ontology, Heidegger argues,
should be to clarify the meaning of the being
of the existent as distinct from the extant.
But there are a number of difficulties along
the way, including those of a grammatical,



co cTopoHbI corlepkanms (sachhaltig) dperomeno-
JIOTVs1 €CTh HayKa O OBITUVI CYIIIer0 — OHTOJIOT Vs>
(Heidegger, 1967, S. 37; cp.: Xainerrep, 2015, c. 37).
DyHIaMeHTaTBHOV LIEJIBIO BCSIKOVI OHTOJIOT VL,
comiacHO Xaverrepy, JOJDKHO OBITh IIpOsCHeHVe
cMbIciIa OBITHS cyIero 8 omauvue ot cyrero. Ho
3TO CONPSsDKEHO C PSIOM TPYIHOCTEVI, B TOM YMC-
Jle TpaMMaTIYecKOro, MeTOI0JIONYecKoro 1 rep-
MEHeBTIYeCKOro XapaKTepa: Belb OITHO [1eJI0 CO00-
IIaTh O cyujeM B popMe ITOBECTBOBAHMS, VI COBCEM
Ipyroe — CXBAaTUTH CylIee B ero Ovimuu. VIHBIMI
cJIOBaMVI, IJIaBHAs VI BMeCTe C TeM caMasi TpyIHas
poOsiema (PeHOMEHOJIOI MY, IIPEe/IIIIeCTBYOIas
dyHIaMeHTaIbHON 3a]ade IIPOSICHUTD CMBICIT ObI-
TUs, — pasjivdeHue ObITHS 1 cylero. Bce panHme
TIOITBITKY OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC O CMBICTIe OBITHS, TIO
MHeHMIO0 Xarjerrepa, OKa3aJIICh HECOCTOATelIb-
HBI, paBHO KaK ¥ (POPMBI BOITPOITIAHS O OBITHA.
Crenys cdopmynmpoBaHHON B «BbITHM U Bpe-
MeHW» 3ajjade IIO3UTUBHOV HeCTPYKLWUIM OHTO-
JIOTMVI, KOTOpasi MOXeT OBbITh IIpOBeJleHa «TOJIBKO
IIPYMEHUTEIIBHO K pelllafolIM y3/IaM» ee VICTO-
pun, Xavizerrep B MapOyprckumx JieKImsix pason-
paeT YeThIpe Te3uca O OBITUM, pa3paboTaHHBIE B
VICTOPUKO-PVIIOCOPCKOT TpaauIinmL. Xavijgerrep
VIMEeHYeT VX cIlefyfomym obpasom: «Tesvc Kanra:
ObITVe He eCThb peasIbHBIVI IIpeanKar», «Bocxoms-
U K APUCTOTEIIIO Te3UC CpeqHeBeKOBOVI OHTO-
jorvn: OBITUIO CYyIIero IIpMHa/JIeXaT YTo-ObITie
(essentia) m ObITHe-B-HaTIITUMM (existentia)», «Te3wc
oHTosiornu HoBoro BpeMeHm: 0CHOBHBIE CTIOCOOBI
ObITIIS CyTB OBITVIE IPUPOMEI (Tes extensa) v1 ObITHE
yMa (res cogitans)», «Teswuc jorukm: Bcsikoe cyiiee
Oe3 y1repOa 11715 IPUCYIIIET0 eMy criocoba ObITH I1o-
3BOJISIeT Ha3bIBaTh Ce0si VI TOBOPUTH O ceDe Iocperi-
cTBOM “ecTn’. BeITHe Kak Komysia» (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 32—33; Xamperrep, 2001, c. 29). Yxe n3 oriasiie-
HusA nepont dacTu «OCHOBHBIX IIpo0iieM deHo-
MEHOJIOTVV» CTAHOBUTCSI OYEBVIHBIM, UTO (PUIIO-

2 1ns Xavigerrepa «eHOMEHOJIOTVS» — IIpeXIe BCero
C110c00 MPOPabOTKY BOIIPOCa O CMBICITE OBITIS, «Mernooi-
ueckoe nonsmue» (Methodenbegriff), xapakTepusyroliee «He
comepykaTesIbHOe 4110 TIPeIMeTOB (PII0coCKOro mccire-
ToBaHMs, HO mX kak» (Heidegger, 1967, S. 27; Xavinerrep,
2015, c. 27).
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methodological, and hermeneutic character: for
it is one thing to talk about entities, and a totally
different thing to capture the extant in its being.
In other words, distinguishing ‘being’ from
‘existence’ is the main, and at the same time,
the most difficult, problem of phenomenology;?
distinguishing ‘being’ from entities must
precede the fundamental task of explaining
‘being’. Heidegger considers all earlier attempts
at asking and answering the question of the
meaning of ‘being’ to be failures.

In line with the task of the positive
destruction of ontology formulated in Being
and Time, which can be accomplished “only
with regard to stages of that history which are
in principle decisive” (Heidegger, 1962a, p. 44),
Heidegger, in the Marburg lectures, examines
four theses about ‘being’ developed in the
philosophical tradition. He puts them in the
following way: i) “Kant’s thesis: ‘Being is not
a real predicate’”; ii) “The thesis of medieval
ontology which goes back to Aristotle: To
the constitution of the being of a being there
belong (a) whatness, essence (IWassein, essentia),
and (b) existence or extantness (existentia,
Vorhandensein)”; iii) “The thesis of modern
ontology: The basic ways of being are the being
of nature (res extensa) and the being of mind (res
cogitans)”; and iv) “The thesis of logic: Every
being, regardless of its particular way of being,
can be addressed and talked about by means of
the “is’. The being of the copula” (Heidegger,
1982, p. 15; cf. 1989, pp. 32-33). The table of
contents of the first part of The Basic Problems of
Phenomenology already shows that Heidegger
considers Kant’s philosophy to be a “decisive
stage” in the history of ontology. To varying
degrees, Heidegger turns to Kantian doctrine in

2 For Heidegger (1962a, p. 50; cf. 1967a, p. 27),
“phenomenology” is above all a method of approaching
the question of the meaning of being, “a methodological
conception”  (Methodenbegriff), ~which “does not
characterize the what of the objects of philosophical
research as subject-matter, but rather the how of that
research”.
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codpmsa Kanra crasza mis Xamjerrepa OmgHUM 13
TaKMX «PeIIaoIVX Y3JI0B» B ICTOPVV OHTOJIOT VM.
K xanToBckoMy yueHuio Xavijerrep B OojibIert
VUIVI MEHBIIIeV CTelleHM oOparraeTcss Ipy aHaIu-
3e KaX/I0r0 M3 YeThIpex IepeuncIeHHBIX TE3VICOB O
ObrTi. OHAKO B paMKaXx 3TOVI CTaThU S OTpaHM-
1yCch pa30opOM TOJIBKO IIEPBOTO Te3Nca.

VItak, epBblii Te3uc O ObITVV, KOTOPBIV BbIfe-
sisieT Xanzjerrep B MCTOPUKO-PIIIOcOPCKOM Tpa-
AVIIAW, IIpesicTaBiigeT cobon nmpuseaeHHyo Kan-
ToM B «KpuTmke umcroro pasyma»’, a MMEHHO B
pasnerie «I'paHciieieHTa/IbHas AMaleKTKa», CeH-
TeHIIMIO: «BeITHe (Sein) He eCTh peasIbHBIN Ipey-
KaT». DTOT Te3uc KaHT dpopmynpyeTt B KOHTEKCTe
CBOeVl KPUTWMKM TaK Ha3bIBA€MOIO OHTOJIOTVIYe-
CKOro JToKasaresbcTBa ObrTmst bora' (B 620—630;
Kant, 2006a, c. 765—777). Ilpexye yeM mpucTy-
OUTh K aHaJIN3y (PeHOMEHOJIOIMYeCKOro TOJIKO-
BaHM4 XarerrepoM MHTepecyIoIero Hac Te3uca,
HeoOXOAMMO yKa3aTh Ha COIep’KaTeJIbHBIV KOH-
TEKCT €ro ITOSIBIIEHVIS VI IIPOSICHUTD, B YeM, COO-
CTBEHHO, COCTOUT IIpeMeT KaHTOBCKOV KPUTUKIL.

OpwenTalys OHTOJIOTMM Ha Mjeto bora mMeer
IABHIOIO VICTOPUIO I YXOAUT KOPHSIMM ellle K ITe-
purony HajlaXXVMBaHVs OTHOILIEHWUI MeX1ly aHTIY-
HOM prstocodment 1 XPUCTMAHCKOV TpaauIivern, K
JJINTEJIBHOMY M HeITIPOCTOMY IIPOIIeCcCy 3aMMCTBO-
BaHMS ¥ IIepeTOJIKOBaHMS XPUCTUAHCKUMM Teo-
JIoramMu pa3paboTaHHOTO B aHTMYHOV OHTOJIOI N
MOHATUITHOTO VHCTPYMEeHTapys 171 IIOCTPOeH s
XPVICTMAHCKOIo yueHus o ObITun. B pamkax aTon
CTaTbM HaC MHTepecyeT TOJIBKO OffHa M3 MHOXe-

* CTOUT OTMETUTB, UTO IIpeBaPUTEIIbHBIE PACCYXKIEHVIS O
BO3MOYKHOM JI0Ka3aTe/IbcTBe ObiTis bora, rime KanT Taxoke
pasbsicCHsSeT WMHTepPeCcyoIMiI Hac Te3lC, COIepKaTcs
B ero JoKpuTmdeckor pabore 1763 r. «EmmHCcTBEeHHO
BO3MOXXHOE OCHOBaHMe IS [JOKa3aTeIbCTBA OBITHS
(Dasein) bora» (cm.: AA 2, S. 63 —163; KanT, 1994).

¢ Crout 00paTnTh BHMMaHMe Ha 3ameuanue A.JI. JloGpo-
XOTOBa O TOM, YTO B CAMOM BBIPKEHUM «I0KA3aTeILCTBO
oIV bora» mprMeHNTeIbHO K OHTOJIOIMTYeCKOMY apry-
MEHTY OJIHO M3 Tpex CJIOB Bcera OyaeT ymmmHmM: 1) ecrin
IIPVHATH €0 KaK JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO OBbITVIS, HeJIOKa3aHHbBIM
OCTaHeTCs TOXIecTBo Ot 11 bora; 2) ecyivt IpUHSATH ero
KaK OIVicaHMe CyITHOCTH bora, Heltoka3zaHHBIM OCTaHeTCs
Ero ObITite; 3) €cvi IPUHSATB JIUIITE TO, 9TO YTBEPIKIAETCS
B HeM 0 ObITnmt bora, oHO IepecTraHeT OBITH JOKa3aTelIb-
crBoM (cMm.: [loGpoxoros, 1986, c. 155).
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his analysis of each of the four above-mentioned
theses about ‘being’. In this article, however, I
will confine myself to the first thesis.

The first thesis on being which Heidegger
singles out in the historical-philosophical
tradition is Kant’s statement in the Critique of
Pure Reason,® in the chapter on “Transcendental
Dialectic”: “Being (Sein) is [...] not a real
predicate” (KrV, A 598 / B 626; Kant, 1998,
p- 567). Kant formulates this thesis in the context
of his critique of the so-called ontological proof
of God’s existence (KrV, A 592 / B 620-630;
Kant, 1998, pp. 563-569).* Before I embark on
the analysis of Heidegger’s phenomenological
interpretation of the thesis, it is necessary to
give an idea of the context in which it appeared,
and to clarify the object of Kant’s critique. The
orientation of ontology toward the idea of God
has a long history, rooted in the period when
the relationship between antique philosophy
and the Christian tradition was being
established — the prolonged and complicated
process of borrowing and reinterpretation by
Christian theologians of the conceptual toolkit
developed in antique ontology to build the
Christian teaching on being. For the purposes
of this article, I am interested only in one of the
many lines of scholastic philosophy; namely, the
one which goes back to St. Augustine and links
the concept of ‘being” in man’s soul with ‘being’
as such. This is known as “the ontological
argument”.

*It is worth noting that early remarks on the possible
proof of God’s existence, in which Kant explains the
thesis that concerns us here, are already contained in
his pre-critical 1763 work, The Only Possible Argument in
Support for a Demonstration of the Existence of God (BDG,
AA 02, pp. 63-163; Kant, 1992).

* One should note Aleksandr L. Dobrokhotov’s
observation that, in the expression “proof of the existence
of God” in relation to the ontological argument, one of
three words is always an odd one: 1) if it is taken as “proof
of the existence of God’, the identity of being and God
remains to be proven; 2) if it is taken as a description of
the essence of God, then His being remains to be proven;
3) if one accepts what it says about the being of God, it
ceases to be a proof (cf. Dobrokhotov, 1986, p. 155).



cTBa CPOPMMPOBABIINXCA B CXOJIACTUUECKOVI OH-
TOJIOTMV JIMHUV — Ta, YTO BOCXOIUT K ABI'YCTUHY
U CBA3bIBaeT IIOHsTVE OBITHA B AyIlle YyesloBeKa U
ObITHe KaK TakoBoe. Peub myieT o0 Tak Ha3blBaeMOM
OHTOJIOTMYeCKOM apryMenTe. Kak ormeuaer Xari-
Ierrep, HeT HUYEro yIWBUTEJIBHOIO B TOM, UTO
KaHT, KpuTMKysd OHTOJIOrMYeckoe JloKasaTeslb-
cTBO ObITMA bora, TaMm, rme mMeer mesio ¢ IIO3Ha-
BaeMOCTBIO COBEpPIIIEHHO OIIpeJleJIeHHOrO CYIIero
(bora), 3aHAT pa3bsiCHEHVEM CaMOro OOIIero Io-
HaTusg Oertus (Heidegger, 1989, S. 37—38). Kant
IIPVIMBIKAET K «BeJIVKOVI TPaIWIINY aHTUYIHOM U
CXOJIACTMYECKOVI OHTOJIOTMW»: OyaydM MO OIpe-
JleJIeHVIO BBICIIVIM ¥ COBepPIIIeHHeVIIINM CYIIVIM,
Bor siBiisieTcst cBOero popa «OHTOJIOTMYECKMM 00-
pasIioM» J1JIs1 BCSIKOTO TBApPHOTO CYIIETO, TIO3TOMY
CTpeMJIeHVe OCMBICIIUTh ObITHe TBapHOIO Cyllle-
rO 13 OBITHS COBEPIIIEHHOTrO CYIIIero, To eCTh bora,
BIIOJIHE eCTecTBeHHO u obocHoBaHO. IloaTomy,
00BsicHsIeT Xariferrep, He CTOUT yAUBIISATHCS KaH-
TOBCKOMY Pa3bsICHEHUIO TIOHATNS OBITUS B CBS3U
C BO3MOXXHOCTBIO TT03HaHMs bora.

B ncropuko-dumtocodpckoit Tpaamim OHTOIIO-
TMYeCKNUIT apryMeHT IPVHSITO CBA3bIBATh C VIMe-
HeM AHcesrbMa KeHTepbOepurickoro. B HeGosbiiom
countHeHUM «Proslogium seu alloquium de Dei
existentia» (cMm.: Anselmus Cantuariensis, 1938;
AnceribM  KentepOepuiickuii, 2011)  AmncesibMm
dopmypyeT ero cieayonMM o0pa3oMm:

V1 HecOMHEHHO, YTO TO, OOJIBIIIE Yero HeJIb3s
IIOMBIC/IUTh, HEe MOXET CYIIecTBOBaTh TOJIIBKO B
yme. V0o maxke ecymi OHO CYIIIECTBYeT TOJIBKO B
yMe, MOXXHO TIOMBICIIUTE €ro CyIIlecTBOBaHMe U
B IEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTI, YTO OOJIbIlle [deMm cyIie-
CTBOBaHIe TOJIbKO B yMe]. CrleoBaTesIbHO, ecin
TO, OOJIBIIIE Yero HeJIb3sl IIOMBICIIUTD, CYIIeCTBY-
eT TOJIBKO B yMe, TOI7la TO, OoJIbllle Yero Heyb3s
IIOMBIC/TUTH, €CTh TO, OOJIbIIIe Yero ITOMBICTIATH
MoxxHO. Ho, HecomMHeHHO, 4TO 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO.
CrernoBaTesIbHO, HEUTO, OOJIBIIIE UeTO HeJIb34 I10-
MBICJIUTB, CyIIIeCTByeT Oe3 COMHEHVs U B yMe, U
B nevicteuTesibHOCTH (Ibid., p. 101 —102; mepesor,
Mont. — E.M.; cp.: AHcerrbM KenTtepOepuiickums,
2011, c. 231).
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Heidegger (1982, p. 29; cf. 1989, pp. 37-38)
argues that there is nothing wrong with the
fact that Kant, in criticizing the ontological
proof for the existence of God, “where he
is dealing with the knowability of a wholly
determinate, distinctive being, namely, God”,
is engaged in explaining the most general of
all the concepts of ‘being’. Kant here places
himself within “the great tradition of ancient
and Scholastic ontology” (ibid.). As the
supreme and most perfect being by definition,
God is an “ontological example” (ibid.) for
all the creatures, which is why the desire to
understand the being of everything created,
proceeding from the being of the supreme
being, i.e. God, is quite natural and justified.
Therefore, Heidegger notes, it is not surprising
that Kant explains the concept of ‘being’ in
connection with the possibility of knowing
God.

In the history of philosophy, the ontological
argument is traditionally associated with the
name of Anselmus Cantuariensis (1938, pp.
101-102; 1979, p. 8) who frames it in a short
work entitled Proslogium seu alloquium de Dei
existential in the following way:

And assuredly that, than which nothing
greater can be conceived, cannot exist in the
understanding alone. For, suppose it exists
in the understanding alone: then it can be
conceived to exist in reality; which is greater.
Therefore, if that, than which nothing greater
can be conceived, exists in the understanding
alone, the very being, than which nothing
greater can be conceived, is one, than which
a greater can be conceived. But obviously this
is impossible. Hence, there is no doubt that
there exists a being, than which nothing greater
can be conceived, and it exists both in the
understanding and in reality.?

> Cf. “Et certe id quo maius cogitari nequit, non potest esse in
solo intellectu. Si enim vel in solo intellectu est, potest cogitari
esse et in re, quod maius est. Si ergo id quo maius cogitari non
potest, est in solo intellectu: id ipsum quo maius cogitari non
potest, est quo maius cogitari potest. Sed certe hoc esse non
potest. Existit ergo procul dubio aliquid quo maius cogitari
non valet, et in intellectu et in re.”



E. C. MapuykoBa

1. AHaIM3 KaHTOBCKOV KPpUTUKNU
OHTOJIOIMYeCKOro apryMeHTa

KaHT mMeHyeT 3TOT apryMeHT OHTOJIOTMIYe-
CKMM [OKa3aTeJIbcTBOM ObITms bora. B xanToB-
CKOVI KPUTMKE OHTOJIOTMYECKOr0 apryMeHTa, Ha
MOVI B3IVISIZT, MOXXHO BBIJEJIINTE HECKOJIBKO CMBIC-
JIOBBIX Y3JI0B, BOKPYT KOTOPBIX BBICTPAVIBAETCS €TI0
3HaMeHUTOe KPUTIYeCKoe paccyXaeHve. MoxXHO
ObUIO OBI yc/106HO Ha3BaTh VX Pa3IMYHBIMU Me-
TOZOJIOTMYECKMM  TIOIXOMaMV, BKJIIOUAFOIIIVIMIA
JIOTMTUECKYI0, THOCEOJIOTMYECKYIO I OHTOJIOTIYde-
CKYIO KOMITOHEeHTHL. Ho TIOIBITKa BBIUJIEHEHWS
OTHEJTBHBIX METOOJIOIMYEeCKNX IIPVEMOB B pac-
cyxueHny KaHTta o HEBO3MOXXHOCTV OHTOJIOTMUe-
CKOT'0 JTOKa3aTesIbcTBa ObITis bora Oblita ObI cimIi-
KOM ITPeTeHIIVIO3HBIM IIPENIIPUATIIEM, K TOMY JKe
He 100aBJISIOIINM KaKO-IM00 VMCKITIOUMTEIbHON
IIOJIE3HOCTY [JISL IIOHVIMAHMS CYTV KaHTOBCKOV
KPWUTVKV OHTOJIOIMYECKOro aprymeHra. [Toaromy
3TV TECHO CBS3aHHBIE VI IePeKJIVKAIOIIVecs Kak
0bl pa3IMUHBIe TIOAXOABl S 0003HAUy JIMIIL KaK
TOYKM OIOPEI, ITo3BoJIsAroNIe KanTty aprymeHTn-
pOBaTh CBOe pacCy>kKIIeHVe pa3HbIMI CIIOCO0aMIL.

Jozuueckasn xomnonenma. Kax MbI BUIMM,
OHTOJIOTVIYECKUII apryMeHT IIpeCTaBiIsieT Co-
0011 110 CyTM JOKa3aTeIbCTBO OT IIPOTMUBHOrO. o-
Ka3aTb OT IIPOTMBHOTO MOYXHO aHAJIMTUYECKIIE,
VIV IOSICHSIIONIIVIE, CYKIEHVISI, TO €CTh T€, B KOTO-
PBIX CBS3b CyOBeKTa ¥ IIpeyKaTa MBICIITCS de-
€3 TOXIIeCTBO, IIOCKOJIBKY ITPeKaT COMEePKUTCS
B TIOHSATUM cyOBekTa (cM.: B 11-12; KanT, 2006a,
. 63). SBisieTcs TV aHAJIUTUYECKVIM BBICKa3bIBa-
Hue «bor cymecTsyer»? KaHT IIbITaeTCA IIOKa3aTh,
YTO OHTOJIOIMYECKOe JOKa3aTeIbCTBO ObITrs bora
(B dopmymmpoBke AHcesIbMa) 10 pOopMe BBICTPO-
€HO TaKMM 00pa3oM, kak ecAu 0bl BHICKa3bIBaHVIE
«bor cyirecTByer» ObUIO aHAJIMTUYECKUM — TO
ecTb B IIOHATUM bora (Kak B cyObekTe) ¢ HeoOXo-
AVIMOCTBIO 3aKJIIOYEHO €ro CYIIeCTBOBaHVE (Kak
IIpeVKar), a y>ke MCXOMs M3 3TOr0 HeTPYAHO JI0-
Kas3aTb, YTO MBI He MOXeM HeIIPOTVBOPEYNBO
MBICJIUTh bora HecyIecTBYIOIINM, IIOCKOJIBKY B
TOXIIECTBEHHOM CYXKIeHUW HeJIb3s HeIIpOTUBO-
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1. Analysis of Kant’s Critique
of the Ontological Argument

Kant refers to the argument as ontological
proof of God’s existence. As I see it, the
Kantian critique of the ontological argument
contains several semantic hubs around which
his famous critical reasoning is built. They
may be tentatively described as different
methodological approaches, which include
logical, epistemological, and ontological
components. However, an attempt to single
out separate methodological devices in
Kant’s argument against the possibility of
ontological proof of God’s existence would
be overly ambitious; and besides, it would
not be helpful in any exceptional way in
understanding the essence of his critique. This
is why I propose to treat these different — and
closely interconnected — approaches as props
which enable Kant to shore up his argument in
various ways.

The logical component. We see that the
ontological argument is essentially a proof
by contradiction. Proof by contradiction
is possible with regard to analytical or
explanatory judgments; that is, those which
establish a link between subject and predicate
through identity, inasmuch as the predicate
is contained in the concept of the subject (cf.
KrV, B 11-12; Kant, 1998, pp. 130-131). Is the
utterance “God exists” analytical? Kant seeks
to demonstrate that the ontological proof of the
existence of God (as formulated by Anselmus)
is structured as though the utterance “God
exists” were analytical, i.e. the concept of
God (as subject) assumes its existence (as
predicate) such that, proceeding from this,
it can readily be proved that we cannot think
God as non-existent without a contradiction.
In an identity judgment, the predicate cannot
be negated without contradiction, since it



PeurBO OTPUIIATh IIPEAVKAT, COXPaHss PV 3TOM
cyobexT. Ho eciim B TOXIIeCTBEHHOM CY>XKAeHUM
MBI OTpuIIaeM cybsekm Bmecme co Bcemu e2o npe-
ouxamamu, TO HUKAKOrO IIPOTMBOpeunss He Oy-
zer. ITosromy, rosoput KanT, B Berpakennm «bora
HeT» He COIepPXXWUTC IIPOTUBOPEeUNsi, IIOCKOJIBKY,
oTpuiias 6bITHe bora, MBI OTHOBpeMeHHO OTpHIIa-
€M BCe ero IpeIuKaThl BMecTe C CyObeKTOM.

Vtak, BpicKasbiBaHMe «bor cyrectsyer» (paBs-
HO KaK ¥ «Ta MJIV MHas Belllb CyII[eCTByeT») He MO-
JKeT IPeJICTaBIISITh COOOV aHAIIMTITYeCKoe Cy>Kle-
HVIe, TIOCKOJIBKY B 3TOM CJIy4ae yTBepKIeHVeM O
OorTum bora x mMuiciim o bore Hmdero He mobas-
JIeTCS: «...B TAKOM CJIydae Ballla MBICJIb OJDKHA
OBITB MJIVI CAMOVI 3TOVI BEIIIBIO, VIJIV JKe BbI ITPeJIIIO-
jlaraete, 94TO ObITVIE IIPVMHAJIEXNUT K BO3MOXKHO-
CTV Bellly, 1 3aTeM yBepsieTe, OyaTo o [ee] ObITHM
BBl 3aKJIIOUMIIN U3 [ee] BHYTpeHHEV BO3MOXKHO-
CTW, a 3TO eCTh JINIIb XKaJIKas TaBTosorus» (B 625;
Kanrt, 20064, c. 771). A ecyiut e IIpU3HATB, YTO CY-
XaeHune «bor cyiiecTByeT» cuHTeTHYeckoe (Kak
BCe CYKIEHMS O CYIIIeCTBOBaHMM), TO B 3TOM CIIy-
Jae yyKe HeJIb3sl yTBep>KIIaTh, UTO IIpeaKar CyIIle-
CTBOBaHWS HeJIb3sl OTPUIIATh 0Oe3 MpoTmBOpedns,
IIOCKOJIBKY «3TO IIPEMMYIIEeCTBO IIPHCYIIe TOJIBKO
aHAJIUTUYECKOMY CY>XIEHWUIO, OT/IMYMUTeIIbHBIN
IIpU3HAK KOTOPOro MMEHHO Ha 3TOM ¥ OCHOBBIBA-
etcs» (B 626; KanT, 20064, c. 771).

Tax KaHT 00OCHOBBIBAeT HECOCTOSITEIIHHOCTH
OHTOJIOTMTYECKOrO apryMeHTa depe3 aHaJIU3 BbI-
cKasbIBaHM: «bor cylecTByeT» Kak Cy>k[IeHWs Cy-
IecTBoBaHMs. [loxkasyvi, 3mech MOXHO CKasaThb,
uro KaHT mpuMeHsieT kak 0b/ OHTOJIOTMYECKUII
apryMeHT K OHTOJIOTMTUeCKOMY apryMeHTY: eciIu
MBI XOTMIM IIOKa3aThb JIOTMYECKOe IIPOTMBOpeUne
BbICKasbIBaHMA «bora HeT», ToO MBI ¢ HEOOXOIMMO-
CTBIO TOJDKHBI OMVIPAThCS Ha 3aKOHBI (POpMaTh-
HOVI JIOTVIKM, HO, OIIMpasiCh 3a 3aKOHBI (popMasIb-
HOI JIOTVIKY, IIPUIeM K OUeBUTHOMY BBIBOIY, YTO
JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBO JIOITYECKOV ITPOTUBOPEUMBOCTI
BBICKa3bIBaHMs «bora HeT» camMo SIBIISIETCS JIOTVI-
YeCcKy IPOTVBOPEYVIBBIM.

TI'noceonozuueckans womnonewma. B camom
Havasle pasfgenia «O HEBO3MOXHOCTV OHTOJIOII-
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cannot be negated while preserving the subject.
But there is no contradiction if, in an identity
judgment, we negate the subject together with
all is predicates. This is why Kant says there is
no contradiction in the expression “There is
no God”: in denying the existence of God, we
simultaneously negate all its predicates, along
with the subject.

Thus the utterance “God exists” (like “this
or that thing exists”) cannot be an analytical
judgment because “[...] then with existence you
add nothing to your thought of the thing; but
then either the thought that is in you must be
the thing itself, or else you have presupposed
an existence as belonging to possibility, and
then inferred that existence on this pretext
from its inner possibility, which is nothing but
a miserable tautology” (KrV, A 597 / B 625;
Kant, 1998, p. 566). And if we concede that the
judgment “God exists” is synthetic (like all
judgments about existence), then we cannot
claim that the predicate of existence cannot
be negated without contradiction because
“this privilege pertains only in the analytic
propositions, as resting on its very character”
(KrV, A 598 / B 626; Kant, 1998, p. 566).

Thus, Kant proves that the ontological
argument is untenable through an analysis of
the proposition “God exists” as a proposition
about existence. It can be said that Kant here
seems to be applying an ontological argument
to the ontological argument: if we want to
show a logical contradiction in the utterance
“there is no God” we must perforce proceed
from the laws of formal logic; but based on
the laws of formal logic, it is obvious that
proof of the logical contradiction within the
utterance “There is no God” is, itself, logically
contradictory.

The epistemological At
the very beginning of the chapter “On the

component.
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YecKoro mIokasaresbcrBa OblTmsa bora» Kanr 3a-
SIBJISIET, UTO IIOHSATME aDCOTIOTHO HEeOOXOOVIMOIO
CyIIIeCTBa «CJIYXKUT CKopee I1JIs TOro, YTOOBI Orpa-
HUYMBATh PacCyIOK, YeM 0Ooramiarh ero HOBBIMM
npenmeramm» (B 620; Kant, 2006a, c. 765). Kpuru-
Ka OHTOJIOTMYECKOro apryMeHTa CTPOWUTCH M Ha
TOM ODOCTOSATEJILCTBE, UTO B PACCYKIEHMSIX O IIO-
HATUV aOCOJIIOTHO HEeOOXOAVMOro CyIlecTBa Ha
IIPOTSDKEHMM BCeyl MCTOPUKO-PrIIOcOPCKON Tpa-
IOVITAV KaK OBl Iy TalOTCs cpephl JIOTMKM, THOCeO-
JIOTVIVI VI OHTOJIOT MY, IIOCKOJIBKY «yCWMJIVS HallpaB-
JISUTVCH He CTOJIBKO Ha TO, YTOOBI ITIOHSTH, MOXHO
JIVI I KaKVIM 00Pa30M MOYKHO XOTsI ObI TOJTBKO MBIC-
JIUTH TaKyIO Belllb, CKOJIBKO Ha TO, YTOOBI [JOKa3aTh
ee ObiTHe» (B 620; KanT, 20064, c. 765). Mexny Tem
BCe IIpuMepbl, roBopuT KaHT, K006l 00BsICHSIO-
IIye TOHATMEe O0e3ycJIOBHO HeOOXOOVIMOIO, «OT-
HOCSITCS TOJIBKO K CYok0eHUAM, a He K Beujam M MX
obrTrio. Ho GesycrioBHast HEOOXOIMMOCTE CyKe-
HU He eCTb a0COTI0THAS HeOOXOIMMOCTE BeIller»
(B 621; Kanr, 20064, c. 767).

ITortoxxeHVIe TEOMETPUM O TOM, UTO TPEYTOiIb-
HVIK VIMeeT Tpu yIJia, Oyjyum Oe3yciioBHO HeoO-
XOOVIMBIM, He O3HayaeT, YTO HeOOXOOMMBI CaMii
TPU yIJIa, a JIUIIIb YKa3bIBaeT, YTO ecAu ectmb Tpe-
YTOJIBHUK, TO 6 HeMm HeOOXOOVMO WMMEIOTCS Tpu
yria. AOCOmOTHas HeOOXOOVMMOCTb CYXKIeHVIS
yCTaHaBJIVBaeT JIVIIb HEOOXOIVIMOCTD npedukama
B cyxaeHvm. ITpomorrkas meicne KanTa B cTpo-
TOM COOTBETCTBUVI C IIPVBEIEHHBIM BBIIIIE 3aKITIO-
YeHMeM, MOXXHO CKa3aTh, YTO BKJIIOUEHIE OBITVIS
B IoHsATMe bora B KauecTBe IIpeAMKaTa IIPUBEIIO
Obl Hac K CJIeyIonen (T/I HUKaKOM z[pyroﬂ) CeH-
TeHOMM: «ecau ecmy bor, To OH ¢ HeobxommMo-
CTBIO cyImecTByeT». [loiydaeTcsi, uTo camo 3TO
«ecJINl ecTb» siBjigeTcs ycaobuem cyuecmbobanus
TOTO, YTO eCTh. DTO CyXKIeHUe CIIpaBeINBo, HO
camo 1o cebe OHO HUKAK He 00OCHOBBIBAET HEOD-
XOIOMMOCTb cyujecmbBobanusi oObeKTa, B IIOHSITE
KOTOpOro BK/ItoYeHo ObITre. Ha Mot B3misan, Kaut
IIBITaeTCs IIOKa3aTh, UYTO B 3Ty JIOBYIIKY VJLIIO-
3UM JIOCMYECKOVT HeOOXOMMMOCTVI JIETKO MIOIAaCTh
TeM, KTO CKJIOHEH IleperuieTaThb ¥ CMeIBaTh 00-
JIaCTVI THOCEOJIOT VIV, JIOTVIKU ¥ oHTOTormm. Hike
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Impossibility of an Ontological Proof of God’s
Existence”, Kant declares that “the conception
of an absolutely necessary [...] serves more to
set boundaries to the understanding than to
extend it toward new objects” (KrV, A 592 /
B 620; Kant, 1998, pp. 563-564). Critique of the
ontological argument rests on the fact that,
throughout the history of philosophy, the
spheres of logic, epistemology, and ontology
seem to be entangled: “one [...] has taken
trouble not so much to understand whether and
how one could so much as think of a thing of
this kind as rather to prove its existence” (KrV,
A 592 / B 620; Kant, 1998, p. 564). Meanwhile,
Kant argues, all the examples purportedly
explaining the concept of the absolutely
necessary are “taken only from judgments,
but not from things and their existence.
The unconditioned necessity of judgments,
however, is not an absolute necessity of things”
(KrV, A 593 / B 621; Kant, 1998, p. 564).

The geometrical proposition that a triangle
has three angles, while being absolutely
necessary, does not mean that the three angles
themselves are necessary — it merely says that
if there is a triangle, if necessarily has three
angles. The absolute necessity of a judgment is
established only by the necessity of a predicate
in a judgment. Elaborating Kant’s idea strictly
in accordance with the above conclusion, it
can be said that the inclusion of ‘being’ in the
concept of ‘God’ as a predicate would lead us
to the following (and no other) sentence: “if
God exists, He exists necessarily”. Thus “if X
exists” is the condition of the existence of what
exists. This proposition is fair, but does not
in itself justify the existence of the object, the
concept of which includes ‘being’. In my view,
Kant tries to show that those who are prone
to confuse the spheres of epistemology, logic,
and ontology all too easily fall into the trap of
the illusion of logical necessity. Further down,



KanT npemocreperaet mpoTuBs TOro, 4TOOBI OT BO3-
MOYKHOCTY IIOHSITUV (JIOTYeCKOVI) MBI TOTYaC e
3aKJIOYaI K BO3MOXKHOCTM Bellerl (peasibHOV)
(B 625; Kant, 20064, c. 769).

Oumoaozuueckas komnoHenma. B orHoIe-
HUM OHTOJIOIMYECKOro CTaTyca IIpeaMeTa, KOTO-
PBITI HeJIb3sI OTPULIATh (3TOT CTaTyC COOTBETCTBY-
eT TOHATUIO BcepeasIbHENIIero cyIrecTsa), Kanr
IIPSIMO TOBOPWT, YTO BBICTYIIAeT IIPOTMB ITPEMIIIO-
JIOXKEHMS O TOM, UTO CYILIeCTBYIOT 0e3Y/c106H0 Heoh-
xooumvle cybwexmul (B 623; Kant, 2006a, c. 769). On-
TOJIOrMYecKasl KOMIIOHEeHTa KaK TaKoBasi, TO €CThb
BO3MOXXHOCTb BOOOIIe CYAUTb O cyujecmbobanuu
npenMeTa, 110 KaHTy, BoBCce TOJDKHA OBITH MCKITIO-
yeHa 13 00JIacTU YMCTOrO MBIIIIEHIS, TIOCKOJIb-
Ky OCO3HaHUIe BCSKOTO CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS «IIeJTVIKOM
IIpUHAIJIEXNUT K eIVMHCTBY ombITa» (B 629; Kanr,
2006a, c. 775). OnHako KaHT He yTBep)XHaeT, 4To
HEBEpHO caMO 1pednooxeHue O CyIecTBOBaHUN
BHe 00JIacTVI OITBITa, OH TOBOPUT JINIIIB, YTO MBI HE
pacrioslaraeM HUKaKUMM CpefCcTBaMM, YTOOBI 3TO
IIpeIIoNIOKeHNe TTOATBEPaANTh. MOXHO CKa3aTh,
uto KaHT BBICTyIIaeT HPOTMB TaKOrO IIPEeIIoso-
JKeHM JIVIIb B CYJIY HeCOCTOSTEeIIBHOCTY CaMoOV
IIOCTAHOBKM BoIIpoca. To ecTh IOIBITKAa BBIBECTU
n3 noHaTusa bora Ero cymecrsosanue, mpeanpu-
HsTas B paMKaxX OHTOJIOTIYeCKOro apryMeHTa, 13-
Ha4ya/IbHO OblyIa 0OpeueHa Ha IIPOBaJl, IIOCKOJIBKY
cama IpobriemMa He JIOJDKHA 1 He MOXKeT OBITh 000-
3HaUYeHa UMEHHO MAaKuM 00pasom.

Bospaxxennss Kanrta oOyciosieHrpl, Ha Mom
B3IJIS[I, B TOM YMCIIe M pas3IMaysIMy B IOHMMaHUM
MM CaMVM VI CXOJIaCTaMV COOTHOIIEHWUS Obimus
8 Bosmoxnocmu v Owmus 8 OeticmBumenvrocmu
KaK ITpo0JIeMBl, a TaKXe PSIIOM TepMMHOJIOTve-
CKVIX TOHKOCTeVI, TPeOYIOIIVIX CIIeIaJIbHOrO BHI-
MaHMs. UTOOBI pa3o0paTbcs B 3TOM, MOIpPOOyeM
MBICJIEHHO, IIPeJICTaBMB cedsi Ha MecTe CXOJIaCTOB,
3agars KaHTy Bormpoc: Korga peus mzeT o bore kak
CyOBeKTe, B OTHOIIEHW KOTOPOro (Kak m JI000-
TO JIPYTOro JIOTMYecKoro cyobeKTa) Ovimue He MO-
KeT BBICTYIATh peasIbHbIM IIpeIKaToM, TIofpas-
yMeBaeTcs cyuyHocms bora vt Ero umoinocms?
O KakoM MMEeHHO IOHATUM UeT peub! Bormpoc
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Kant warns against immediately inferring
from the possibility of concepts (logical) the
possibility of things (real) (KrV, A 597 / B 625;
Kant, 1998, p. 566).

The ontological component. As for the
ontological status of the object, which cannot be
denied, this status corresponds to the concept
of the all-real entity: Kant says upfront that
he is against the proposition that there exist
absolutely necessary subjects (KrV, B 623; Kant,
1998, p. 565). The ontological component as
such — that is, the possibility of judgement
about the existence of an object — does
not have to be excluded from the realm of
pure thought, according to Kant, because
consciousness of any existence “belongs
entirely and without exception to the unity
of experience” (KrV, B 629; Kant, 1998, p.
568). However, Kant does not deny existence
outside experience altogether; he merely says
that we have no means of ascertaining this
hypothesis. It can be said that Kant objects to
this supposition only because the question
itself is untenable. In other words, the attempt
to derive the existence of God from the concept
of God, undertaken as part of the ontological
argument, was doomed from the start because
the problem should not and cannot have been
framed in this way.

I believe that Kant’s objections stem partly
from the differences between him and the
Scholastics on the relation between being
as a possibility and being in reality, and from
several terminological niceties which merit
special attention. To unpick this situation,
let us mentally put ourselves in the place of
the Scholastics and confront Kant with the
following question: when we speak about
God as the subject with respect to whom
(like to any logical subject) ‘being’ cannot
be a real predicate, are we speaking of the
essence of God or His quiddity? This is not an



E. C. MapuykoBa

HerrpasgHet. Hamprumep, ®oma AKBUHCKNU, He-
CMOTps Ha KaXXYIIYIOCS PaBHO3HAUYHOCTBH ITOHS-
TUVI CyHIHOCTM (essentia) v gTontHOoCcTH (quidditas),
BCe JKe IIPOBOINWI MEXIy HUMM pasinane. «A
Ms “9TOVMHOCTE, — ToBopuT Poma B «O cyieM
VI CYIITHOCTW», — OepeTcsi OT TOro, uTo obo3Hava-
eTCsI TIoCpencTBoM onpenerteHns. “CymrHocTs ke
HasblBaeTcd [TakK| IOTOMY, YTO Uepes3 Hee 11 B Hell
cylree mMeeT [cBoe] cymiecTBoBaHme» (Poma Ak-
suHckmL, 2004, c. 137; cp.: Thomas Aquinas, 18830,
p- 394 (cap. I, 2)). IloHsiTas Tak YTOMHOCTH COOTBET-
CTByeT ToMy, uTo KaHT mompasyMmeBaeT IIof, IIpe-
IIVIKaTOM, — CMBICJIOBOE COZepXKaHVe IIpeIMeTa
IIOHATVS, TO €CTh OIperierieHIe, KOTOpOoe MOXeT
ObITH IIpMOaBIeHO K IIOHSTUIO BEIV, PaclInpss
TEM CaMbIM ero CoflepyKaHue.
KanT rosopur:

Ecrn 51 Gepy cy6pekt (Bor) BMecTe co Bcemm
€ro IpeauKaTamu... M roopio boe ecmpv v
ecmb Boe, TO 1 He HMpMOaBIIsI0 HUKAaKOTO HOBOTO
IIpeaVKaTa K IIOHATHIO bora, a TOJIBKO ITo1araro
cyOBeKT cam 110 cebe BMecTe CO BCEMU €ro IIpe-
IMKaTaMW, I IIPUTOM KaK npedmert B OTHOIIIEHN
K MoeMy noxsamuto. Oba OHV JOJDKHEI IMETH CO-
BEpPIIIEHHO OfVTHAaKOBOe CofepKaHwe, ¥ IIOTOMY
K IIOHSTUIO, BBIPaXKaIOIeMy TOJIBKO BO3MOX-
HOCTb, HUYEro He MOXeT OBITh IIp1baBiIeHo, IIo-
TOMY UTO 51 MBICJIIO €T0 IIpeMET IIPOCTO KaK JTaH-
HBIVI (ITOCPEICTBOM BbIPaKEHWS: OH ecmib). Takum
o0pa3oM, B [IeVICTBUTEIILHOM COMIEpPXKUTCS He
OoJplire, UeM TOJTBKO B BO3MOXXHOM (B 627; KaHT,
20064, c. 773).

VItax, ecii B KOHTEKCTe OHTOJIOIMYECKOro ap-
ryMeHTa pedb MIeT MMeHHO o umotunocmu bora,
TO KpuTuKa KaHTa mpencrasisieTcs cripaBeljiv-
BOV. MBIC/TEHHBIT 3KcTIepuMeHT (DOMBI’, yKa3sbl-

> Kak ormeuaer Xamperrep, ®oma pasdupaer oHTOIO-
IMYeCKMI apryMeHT B ueTbIpex Mectax: B «In Libros
Sententiarum Petri Lombardi», I, dist. 3, qu. 1, art. 2 ad 4
(Thomas Aquinas, 1998, p. 32 —33); BO-BTOPBIX, B «Summa
theologica», I, qu. 2, art. 1 (Thomas Aquinas, 1875, p. 14—
16); B-TpeThIX, B «<Summa contra gentiles», I, cap. 10—11
(Thomas Aquinas, 1905, p. 8 —10); B-ueTBepTHIX, B «De
veritate», qu. 10, art. 12 (Thomas Aquinas, 1883a, p. 403 —
409). Hy>kHO OTMETUTB, UTO OITpoBepkeHe PoMort OHTO-
JIOTVYeCKOro apryMeHTa BBICTpaMBaeTCsd BOKPYT Te3vca O
TOM, 4TO 4eJIOBeKy B IIPMHIINIIe HeIOCTYIIHO 3HaHVe HU

idle question. Thomas Aquinas, for example,
despite of the apparent identity of the concepts
of essence (essentia) and quiddity (quidditas),
made a distinction between them. Quiddity,
he writes in Being and Essence, “is taken from
the fact that what is signified by the definition
is the essence. But it is called essence from the
fact that through it and in it a real being has
existence”® (Thomas Aquinas, 2004, p. 45; cf.
1883b, p. 394 (cap. I, 2)). Quiddity, understood
in this way, corresponds to what Kant means
by ‘predicate’, i.e. the content of the object of
a concept; that is, the definition which can
be added to the concept of a thing, thereby
broadening its content.
Kant writes:

[...] if I take the subject (God) together with
all his predicates [...] and say God is, or there is a
God, then I add no new predicate to the concept
of God, but only posit the subject in itself with
all its predicates, and indeed posit the object in
relation to my concept. Both must contain exactly
the same, and hence when I think this object as
given absolutely (through the expression, “it
is”), nothing is thereby added to the concept,
which expresses merely its possibility. Thus the
actual contains nothing more than the merely
possible (KrV, A599 / B 627; Kant, 1998, p. 567).

So, if the ontological argument is about
God’s quiddity, Kant’s critique appears to be
valid. Thomas’s thought experiment,” which

8“Quiditatis vero nomen sumitur ex hoc, quod per diffinitionem

significatur. Sed essentia dicitur secundum quod per eam et in
ea ens habet esse.”

"Heidegger notes that Thomas examines the ontological
argument in four places: first, in In Libros Sententiarum
Petri Lombardi 1, dist. 3, qu. 1, art. 2 ad 4 (Thomas
Aquinas, 1873, pp. 51-52); second, in Summa theologica
I, qu. 2, art. 1 (Thomas Aquinas, 1875, pp. 14-16); third,
in Summa contra gentiles 1, cap. 10-11 (Thomas Aquinas,
1905, pp. 8-10); and fourth, in De veritate, qu. 10, art. 12
(Thomas Aquinas, 1883a, pp. 403-409). Thomas builds
his refutation of the ontological argument around the
thesis that knowledge about quiddity and the essence of
God is inaccessible to man. In other words, we cannot
derive proof of the existence of God from the concept
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BaIOIIIVVI Ha TO, YTO MBI OJIMHAKOBO MBICJIM, 4TO
€CTh YeJIOBEK VIIM 9TO eCTh (PeHMKC, He3aBVCIMO
OT TOTO, CYIIECTBYIOT JIV OHV B AEVICTBUTEIEHOCTI
(v He3aBVICVIMO OT TOr'O, 3HaeM JIV MBI 00 11X CyIIe-
CTBOBaHWM), CJIy>KUT IOIATBEpPXKIeHWeM ¥ Te3vca
KanTa «bbITe He ecTb peasIbHBIVI IpeAMKaT», U
ero yTBepXKeHMsl, YTO CyXKJeHle O CyllecTBOBa-
HUM JTO/DKHO OBITH VMCKJTIOUEHO 13 00/I1aCTU YMCTO-
TO MBIIIJIeHMS], TIOCKOJIBKY IIpUHAJIeXUT edVH-
cTBy onblTa. Ho Tak jim Bce $ICHO M OHO3HAYHO
B OTHOIIEHWV KaHTOBCKOV KPUTWKWM OHTOJIOIM-
YecKOro apryMeHTa, eCJIV peub UIEeT O CYuyHoCHu
bora? Benp 11j1s1 cx0J1aCcTOB MBIC/IVIMas CYIITHOCTD
VI CYIITHOCTb HaJIMYHOV, TO €CTh B JeVICTBUTEIIbHO-
CTVI CYIIIECTBYIOIIIEV], BEIIV He CYyTh OIHO M TO JKe.

[TomuepkHy, 9TO O CIIpaBeJIBOCTH IIPVIBEIEH-
HBIX Cy>KII€HWVI VIJIV O TOM, KaKasl [IO3MIIVS BEPHa,
a Kakag ommbodHa, pedb BoBce He maeT. B cpen-
HEBEKOBOVI TPaAWMIIUM IIOHATUS «OBITHE», «Cy-
Imee», «CyIHOCTb», «CYIIeCTBOBaHVIe» Hepa3pbIB-
HBI, a IIpo0JIeMa X COOTHOIIEHVS VI Pa3/INUeHs
ABWJIaCh OBOMIOM J1J1Sl MHOTOBEKOBOVI IVICKYCCHUL.
B yuennn KanTa peasibHOCTB, 1TOf, KOTOPOVE TIOA-
pasyMeBaeTCs BelllHasi OIlpeie/leHHOCTh, TO eCTh
CYIIIHOCTB, OTHOCUTCH K KaTeropuy KauecTsa, TOr-
Jla KaK CylIllecTBOBaHMe — K KaTeropuy Mofajib-
HocTi. CorocTaBjieHVe ABYX PasHBIX «OITMK»,
CXOJIAaCTVUeCKOV I KaHTOBCKOVI, B BOIIPOCaxX OH-
TOJIOTMW — VIHTepecHas ¥ MacIITaOHasi TeMa /115
OT/IE/IBHOIO VICC/IemoBaHMsl. B KOHTeKkcTe HacTosI-
ITIeVI CTaThY OBIJIO BaXKHO XOTSI ObI ITOIIBITATHCSI Ha-
IITyIIaTh VI PacIIO3HATh BO3MOXKHBIE TOUKM PACXOXK-
OeHMs B IIOHMMaHMM cxoactaMiu v KaHTtoM Kak
OynTo Obl OmHOV M TOVI XKe IIPOOJIEMBI, a TaKXke
IIPOBECTU 3TY YCJIOBHYIO T'PaHMUILY.

0 UTOMHOCTY, HU O cyltHocTy bora. To ecTh MbI He MOXeM
BBIBECTV JIOKa3aTeIbCcTBO ObITVs bora m3 moHsTus bBora,
ITOCKOJTBKY y HaC HeT CaMOTO 3TOTO TIOHATHS, VI TIO3TOMY
MBI He MOXeM 3HaTh O CyIIeCTBOBaHWUM KakK IpUHazjle-
KarreM 3TOMY ITOHSTVIO. XaryIerrep oTMedaeT, uto KaaT
BEepHO «yXBaTbIBaeT HEpPB» OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO JIOKa3a-
TeJibcTBa ObITHs bora, HO B cBoeM BBIBOJIE 3aXOAUT Hallb-
1te, vem doma, yTBepKIIasi, UTO CyIIecTBOBaHVe BOOOIe
He OTHOCUTCS K ompenereHHocTn moHsaTus (Heidegger,
1989, S. 42 —43; Xanperrep, 2001, c. 37 —38).
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shows that we think alike what is man and
what is phoenix, regardless of whether they
exist in reality (and regardless of whether or
not we know about their existence), goes to
confirm Kant’s thesis that “being is not a real
predicate”, as well as his claim that judgment
about existence must be excluded from pure
thinking because it belongs to the unity of
experience. But is everything about the Kantian
critique of the ontological argument so clear
and unambiguous when it comes to the essence
of God? For the Scholastics, the thought essence
and the real essence of an existing thing are not
the same.

It must be stressed that at issue is not the
validity of the above judgments, nor which of
them are true or false. In the medieval tradition,
the concepts of ‘being’ (esse), ‘existent’ (ens),
‘essence’ (essentia), and ‘existence’ (existential)
are inseparable, and the problem of their
interrelation and distinction was the subject of
a centuries-long debate. In Kant’s teachings,
‘reality’, meaning thing-determinateness, that
is, essence, belongs to the category of a quality,
whereas ‘existence’” belongs to the category
of a modality. A comparison of two different
“optics” — Scholastic and Kantian — in terms
of ontological issues is an interesting and
large-scale theme that merits special study.
In the context of this article, it is important to
(at least gropingly) identify possible points of
divergence between the Scholastics and Kant
on seemingly one and the same problem, and to
mark this tentative boundary.

I also believe it was wrong to accuse Kant
(as happened in the history of philosophy) of
equating God and 100 talers (read: any thing).

of God because we do not have the very concept; hence
we cannot know about existence as belonging to this
concept. Heidegger (1982, p. 32; ¢f. 1975, pp. 42-43) notes
that Kant “attacks the real nerve” of the ontological
proof of the being of God, but goes further than Thomas
in claiming that “existence does not belong to the
determinateness of a concept at all”.
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Ilosararo Tak>ke, YTO HeIIpaBUJIBHO 3/1eCh yIIpe-
KaTh KaHTa (Kak cydasioch B MCTOPUKO-PUIIO-
codpcKov TpazuIVN) VMEHHO B TOM, UTO TOT HPU-
pasas1 bora 11 100 Tasiepos (dmTart: TIOO0YIO BEIllb).
KanT nmpekpacHo nonnmMarsi, 4to noHstue bora —
oco0oe TIOHSTME, KOTOpOe BKJIIOYaeT B ceds BCIO
IIOJIHOTY peaIbHOCTH V1 KOTOPOMY He MOXeT COOT-
BeTCTBOBATh HMKaKas Belllb. KaHT 11 He IIbITaeTcs
OTOXAeCTBUTH bora jiroboMy ApyroMy IIOHSTMIO.
OH uIIIb TOBOPUT, UTO «OTCYTCTBYE IIPOTUBOpPE-
Uyl B IOHATUM J1aJIeKO ellle He CJIYKUT JI0Kasa-
TeJILCTBOM BO3MOXXHOCTY ITperMeTa» (B 624; Kanr,
20064, c. 769).

2. [TorATUMHBIN anliapaT
KaHTOBCKOTIO Te3rca

[Ipexye dWeM mepeniTy HEIIOCPEACTBEHHO K
aHaJIM3y TOJIKOBaHMs XarijerrepoM KaHTOBCKOIO
Te31ca, Hy>KHO pa300paTbcsi B KAHTOBCKOM TOJI-
KOBaHWY Psifia BaXXHBIX /IS TOVI TEMBI TIOHSI T,
uro Xampgerrep u npemsiaraer (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 46; Xannerrep, 2001, c. 42). PaspsicHeHMe, Ha MOV
B3IVISAT, HEOOXOIMMO IJISI KaXKIOrO IIOHSTVS B BbI-
paxeHnM «bBITHe He eCTh peasIbHBIV ITPeaKaT».

OnHVM 13 BaXKHEVIIIVX OJIsl HAIlell TeMBbl SB-
ngetcs noHgTre peasvHocmu (Realitdt). Y Kanra
OHO yTIOTpeOJIsieTcs He B TOM JKe CMBICTIe, B KOTO-
POM OHO VCIIOJIB3YeTCS CETOIHSI, KOIa FOBOPAT O
PeayTbHOCTY BHEIITHEro M1pa; Y Hero OHO He TOX-
JIeCTBEHHO IIOHSTWIO JeVICTBUTEILHOCTY VIJIU TI0-
HATHUIO cyImecTBoBaHMs. Ilof peasibHOCTEIO / pe-
anpHBIM KaHT mompasymeBaer BemiHOCTH (die
Sachheit) (B 182; KanT, 20064, c. 260), TO ecTs BelIl-
HYIO OIpeesIeHHOCTD, CYIIHOCTb, TO, YTO IIPU-
Ha/JIEKUT Bely (res), CMBICJIIOBOe COIepKaHue
BO3MOXHOW Belln (Bue 3abucumocmu OT TOTO, Cy-
IIIecTByeT JIV Belllb, MIMeeTCsl JIM OHA B JIeVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTM). Xavzerrep rosoput, uro y Kanra
«IIOHSTMEe peaJIbHOCTV pPaBHO3HAYHO IIOHSATUIO
IJIATOHOBOM 10éd, 3TO TO B CyllleM, YTO MOIpas-
yMeBaeTCsl B BOIIpoOce: Tl €0TL, 410 eCTh cylee?»
(Heidegger, 1989, S. 45—46; Xannerrep, 2001, c. 41).
VIHBIMU CITTOBaMM, peasIbHOCTb €CThb onpedeseHue
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Kant knew full well that the concept of God
was special, including, as it did, the whole
reality, and to which no thing can be equated.
Kant does not try to identify God with any
other concept. He merely says that “a non-
contradictory concept falls far short of proving
the possibility of its object” (KrV, A 596 / B 624;
Kant, 1998, p. 566).

2. The Conceptual Apparatus
of Kant’s Thesis

Before we dive into the analysis of
Heidegger’s interpretation of the Kantian
thesis, we need to find our bearings in relation
to Kant’s interpretation of certain concepts
important to our theme, which is exactly what
Heidegger (1982, p. 35; 1989, p. 46) proposes to
do. In my view, every concept in the expression
“being is not a real predicate” needs to be
explained.

One of the key concepts for our theme is
that of ‘reality” (Realitit). Kant does not use
this term in the same sense as it is used today
when we speak about the reality of the external
world. For him, it is not identical to our concept
of ‘reality’ or of ‘existence’. By ‘reality’/the
‘real’ Kant means thinghood (die Sachheit)
(KrV, B 182; Kant, 1998, pp. 274-275), i.e.
thing-determinateness or essence; that which
belongs to the thing (res), the semantic content
of a possible thing (irrespective of whether the
thing exists in reality). Heidegger (1982, p. 34;
cf. 1989, pp. 45-46) says that for Kant, “The
concept of reality is equivalent to the concept
of the Platonic idea as that pertaining to a
being which is understood when I ask: Ti esti,
what is the being?” In other words, reality is
determination (Bestimmung) of the thing-content
of a res. Determination is that which determines
a thing, i.e. is included in the quiddity of a



(Bestimmung) BemHoro comepskaHusi HEKOTOPO
res. OmpefiesieHrie — TO, UTO OIIpefiesigeT HeKOTOo-
PYIO Belllb, TO €CTh IIPUBXOAUT K «4TO» BEIIN (CM.:
B 626, Kanr, 20064, c. 770; Heidegger, 1989, S. 45;
Xanperrep, 2001, c. 41).

[IpenukaToM B IIMPOKOM CMBICTIe VIMEHYeT-
Cs1 BBICKA3aHHOE B CY0eHUl, a Cy>KIeHVe B CBOIO
oueperib, comtacHo KaHTy, mpescrasiisieT cobort
c643b 4ero-To ¢ 4eM-To (B (POpMaIbBHOM OTHOIIIe-
HUM — CBs3b CyObeKTa 1 npenukara). Kant mpe-
ZoCcTeperaeT OT CMEIIeHNS 102Uteck020 IpeamnKa-
Ta C peasvHuiM. Jloeuneckum npeduxaniom, TOBOPUT
KanT, MoXeT cjIyX1Tb BCe UTO yrOTHO, B TOM YNC-
Jle VI caM CyOBbeKT, IIOCKOJIBKY popMasIbHas JIOI -
Ka — 3TO OTBJIEUEHHAsI OT BCSIKOIO COMepyKaHIs
o0sacTh; popmasIbHas JIOrMKa OTBJIeKaeTCs OT CO-
Zep’KaTesIbHOCTY CyObeKTa 1 IIpefyKara 1 TeMa-
TU3MPYeT TOJIBKO popmy IIpenyuKaluim (OTHOIIIe-
HVie, CBsI3b, pasaerteHne). Ho peavruiil npeduxam,
TO €CTb OnpedeleHue, €CTh TO, 9YTO «IIpNOaBIIseTCs
K TIOHSITUIO CyObeKTa ¥ pacIIpsieT ero, clefioBa-
TEeJIBHO, OHO Y)Ke He JIOJDKHO COIEepPXKaThCs B HeM»
(B 626; Kant, 20064, c. 771). Takum obpasom, 1mpo-
671eMa CBOIMTCH K BOIIPOCY: MOXKET JI Obliiie Bbl-
CTyIaTb B Ka4eCTBe MIMEHHO peabH020 IIpeayKara,
TO €CTb SIBJISIeTCS JIV OBITVIE TIOHSTVIEM «O YEM-TO
TaKOM, UTO MOIJIO OBl OBITH IIpMOaBJIeHO K IOHS-
TVIO Belmy»? KaHT pemmresbHO yTBepXXKaaeT —
HeT, ObITVe He eCTh peasIbHBIN IIpefyKaT, «OHO
€CTh TOJIBKO MO3UYUOHUPOBaAHUE BEIIV VIIV HEKO-
TOPBIX OITpefIeIeHniI caMo I1o cebe» (B 626; Kanr,
20064, c. 771; xypcus mort. — E.M.), a B jtornueckom
BBICKA3bIBaHVI OHO He 0oJjlee YeM ITIarosI-CBsi3Ka.

s Ooree eTayibHOTO IIPOSICHEHMS, dYTO
nMeHHO KaHT nopmpasyMeBaeT IOI «peaIbHBIM
IIpeauKaToM», OyIeT HeJIUIITHMM COOTHECTU WH-
TepecyIolye Hac IOHSATUS ¢ KaHTOBCKOV TabiIu-
Liey1 KaTeropuii, 4To u festaeT Xanpaerrep. Karero-
pum, comtacHo KaHTy, BbIpakaioT He OOBEKTHI, a
oItepaumm paccyaka, PyHKIIMM MbIIUleHus. Ta-
OnIza KaTeropmil BBICTPOEHa B COOTBETCTBUM C
TabsIMIIeVt Cy XXIIeHM1, TO eCTh (PYHKIIV MBIIILTe-
Hys. Ecyiv paccy1ok MOXKHO IIpeicTaBUTh KaK CITO-
COOHOCTB COCTABJIATH CYXKIeHM IO POpMaIbHBIM

E.S. Marchukova

thing (cf. KrV, A 598 / B 626; Kant, 1998, p. 567;
Heidegger, 1982, p. 34; 1989, p. 45).

The ‘predicate’, in the broad sense, is that
which has been uttered in a judgment; and a
judgment, in turn, according to Kant, is the link
of one thing to another (in formal terms, the
link between subject and predicate). Kant warns
against confusing the logical predicate with the
real one. Anything can be a logical predicate, Kant
says, including the subject itself, because formal
logic is an area abstracted from any content —
formal logic is not concerned with the content
of the subject and predicate. It thematizes
only the form of predication (relationship, link,
separation). By contrast, the real predicate, i.e.
the determination, “goes beyond the concept
of the subject and enlarges it. Thus it must
not be included in it already” (KrV, A 598 /
B 626, Kant, 1998, p. 567). Thus, the problem
boils down to the question: can being be a real
predicate, “a concept of something that could
add to the concept of a thing”? Kant’s emphatic
answer is ‘no’, being is not a real predicate —
“It is merely the positing of a thing or of certain
determinations in themselves” (KrV, A 598 / B
626, Kant, 1998, p. 567; my italics — E.M.), and
in a logical utterance, it is just a link-verb.

To further clarify what Kant means by ‘real
predicate” it would be helpful to juxtapose
the concept that we are interested in with the
Kantian table of categories, something which
Heidegger does too. Categories, according
to Kant, express not objects but operations of
the understanding, functions of thought. The
table of categories corresponds to the table
of judgments, i.e. the functions of thought.
While ‘understanding’ can be seen as the
capacity to form judgments according to the
formal rules of linking one with the other (any
joining presupposes a possible unity with
respect to which the link obtains), categories
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IpaBWJIaM CBsI3V OJHOTO C APYIMM (a BCsIKOe 00b-
eIMHeHNe IIpefirosiaraeT HeKOTOpOoe BO3MOXKHOe
€IVIHCTBO, B OTHOIIIEHMVI KOTOPOTO VI IIPOVICXOINAT
CBSI3bIBaHIE), TO KaTETOPUN IIPEACTABIISIOT OO0V
BO3MOXXHBIe (POPMBI e/IMHCTBA TOT'0, YTO CBS3bIBAET-
cs1 B cyKaeHun. Vl peatbHOCTB, 11 OBITHE, COTTIAaCHO
KanTy, mpencrasiisior cobovt KaTeropmm, a MMeH-
HO — Takve pOpMbI eIVHCTBA. PeasTbHOCTD IIpU-
HaJIJIeXUT KaTeropuy KadecTsa ¥ B COOTBETCTBUN
¢ Tabmmient pyHKIMV MBIIUIEHVS IIpeICTaBIIsa-
eT cobort PopMy eIMHCTBa yTBEPIUTEIIBHOIO CY-
XK1eHmus. ITpoTMBOIIOIOKHOCTBIO PeasIbHOCTY, Ta-
KM obOpasoM, sBisteTcss Heranust (Negation), To
ecThb oTpullaTesibHOe cyxaeHue. bertme (Dasein)
HPVHAJIEXNUT KaTeropuy MOOAJIBHOCTV M COOT-
BETCTBYeT acCepTOPUUYECKUM CYKIeHWsM, TO eCTh
TaKMM, B KOTOPBIX YTBepXKIIeHIe VIV OTpUIlaHVie
NIPUHVIMAETCST KaK IeVICTBUTEIbHOE, VICTVMHHOE.
MopnanpHOCTE, corslacHo KaHTy, 3T0 Takas yHK-
LS Cy>KAeHMII, KOTopasi Hu4dero He mpubasiiser
K VX COlep’KaHMIO, «a KacaeTcsl TOIIBKO 3HAYeHVIs
CBSI3KM I10 OTHOIIIEHMIO K MBIIIUIEHVIO BOOOIIIe» (A
74; Kanr, 20060, c. 117), TO ecTh MOJAJIBHOCTB BbIpa-
KaeT MO3MIINIO TTO3HAOIIETO 10 OTHOIIEHNN K Cy-
XaeHnto. ITpoTuBOIOIOKHOCTBIO MOHSATUIO «OBl-
THe» (KoTopoe OepeTcsi 37lech B Iape C IIOHATHEM
«HebbITre» (Nichtsein), TTOCKOJIBKY B KaTeropmsx
MOJIQJIBHOCTVI MBI OTBJIEKaeMCsI OT TOT'O, SIBJISIETCS
JIVL CY>K/IeHVIe YTBEPAVTEIIBHBIM VIV OTPULIATE Tb-
HBIM), TAaKVIM 00pas3oM, SBJIsieTcs He Heralys (Kak B
CJIydae C peasibHOCTHIO), @ «BO3MOXKHOCTh — HEBO3-
MoxHOCTE» (Moglichkeit — Unmoglichkeit) v «te-
obxommMocTh — ciry4dantHocTh» (Notwendigkeit —
Zufalligkeit).

VITak, MOXXHO CKa3aTh, YTO IO OOJIBIIIEV YacTu
VIMEHHO CITelipvKa KaHTOBCKOIO ITOHVIMaHWS
peayIbHOCTU 4BJISeTCSl KJIIOYOM K OCMBICIIEHVIIO
€ro KPWUTWMKV OHTOJIOTMYECKOro JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa
ObrTiss Bora, KoTOpoe, B CBOIO O4epelb, BBICTPO-
€HO BOKPYT IIOHSITUS BCepeasIbHEVIIero Cylile-
cTBa (ens realissimum). I'lo KauTy, moiHoTa moHs-
T BcepeasibHewIero cymectsa (der Begriff des
allerrealisten Wesens) (B 624; Kanr, 20064, c. 768)
3aKJIIOYaeTcsi He B BBICIIIeVI CTeIIeH) ero JevICTBY-

are possible forms of the unity of that which
is linked in a judgment. According to Kant,
reality and being are categories, that is, such
forms of unity. Reality pertains to the category
of unity and, in accordance with the table of
thought functions, is a form of the unity of
an affirmative proposition. The opposite of
reality is thus negation, i.e. a negative judgment.
Being (Dasein) belongs to the category of
modality and corresponds to assertorical
(affirmative)
which assert or negate something real or true.
Modality, according to Kant, “concerns only
the value of the copula in relation to thinking
in general” (KrV, A 74 / B 100; Kant, 1998,
p- 209), i.e. modality expresses the position
of the cognizing person in respect of the
judgment. Thus, the opposite of the concept
of “being” (which is here paired with “non-
being” (Nichtsein), because the category of
modality is not concerned with whether or
not a judgment is affirmative or negative)
is not negation (as in the case of reality) but
“possibility — impossibility” (Mdglichkeit —
Unmdglichkeit) and “necessity — contingence”
(Notwendigkeit — Zufilligkeit).

Thus, it is the peculiarity of Kant's
understanding of reality that more often than
not is the key to understanding his critique of
the ontological proof of God’s existence which,
in turn, revolves around the concept of the
‘most real” being (ens realissimum). According
to Kant, “the concept of a most real being”
(der Begriff des allerrealisten Wesens) (KrV, A
596 / B 624; Kant, 1998, p. 566) consists not in
its being ‘most real” but in the rich content, the
fullness of substantive determination. In other
words, that “than which nothing greater can be
conceived” is the being which cannot fall short
of some positive reality (to which ‘being” does
not belong).

judgments, i.e. judgments
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TeJIBHOCTY, a B MaKCMMaJIbHO OoraTom copepska-
HWY, B TIOJIHOTe COlepKaTeJIbHOTO OIpeflesIeHNs.
To ectp B dopmynmpoBke AHceslbMa «TO, OOJIb-
IIe Yero HeJIb3sl IIOMBICIINTD», O3HadaeT B TOJIKO-
BaHMM KaHTa cyIiecTBo, KOTOpOMy He MOXeT He
JloCTaBaTh KaKOW-IMOO IO3UTUBHOV peasIbHOCTV
(k Koev1 ObITHe He OTHOCUTCSI).

3. TonkoBaHme Xavimerrepom Te3mca Kanra

s Xarigerrepa mogpoOHBIVT aHAIN3 KaHTOB-
CKOVI KPUTVKV OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO JOKa3aTeIbCTBa
ObrTist bora BaXkeH IIpeXx/ie BCEro IS IIPOsICHe-
HWSL TIOHATUY OBITHSA 1 CyIecTBoBaHMS. To ecTh
Xarizerrepy MHTepecHa He CTOJIBKO IIpobsieMa J10-
KasarejbcTBa ObITMs bora Kak TakoBasi, CKOJIBKO
pasesicHeHMe KaHTOM ITOHSATWII, KITIOYEBBIX LIS
XaviJIeITePOBCKOrO IIPOeKTa ITIOCTPOEHVSI OHTOJIO-
vy KaK peHOMEHOJIOT A

st Xaviperrepa O4YeBMIHO, YTO BbIpaXkeHUe
«eCTb», yHOoTpebiiseMoe B CMbICJIe KOITYJIbl, TO eCTh
IJIaroJIa-CB3KM, B BBICKA3bIBAHMISIX (POPMBI «A eCTh
B» cylmecTBeHHO OT/IMYaeTCst OT TOTO JKe «ecTb» B
IIpeJIOKeHUN «Belllb eCTb», TO eCTh «Belllb CyIIle-
cTByeT». Ecyiui ObITHIE He ecTh peasIbHBIN IIpeAMIKaT,
TO, CIIpalvBaeT Xaverrep, «kak MOXHO ornpede-
AUMb 0bimue no3uUmMubHo M 4eM OTIINYaeTCs OT I10-
HATUS OBITMSI BOOOIIe IIOHSTHE CYIeCTBOBAHIAS,
Haymumsa?» (Heidegger, 1989, S. 54; Xamperrep,
2001, c. 47). O ccputaeTcsd Ha padoty «EgmHCTBeH-
HO BO3MOXHO€ OCHOBaHWe [JIsS 0Kas3aTejIbCTBa
ObrTia bora», roe KanT, mpsiMo ykasbiBas Ha pas-
savie ObITVS U CYIIIeCTBOBaHSI, TOBOPUT:

ITongrne mosumyu (Position) vt mosarasms
COBepIIIeHHO ITPOCTO ¥ COBIIAlaeT C IOHSTHEM
ObITIIsE BOOOIIIE. [lajiee, HEUTO MOXKET MBICIIUTBCS
KaK I10JI0)KeHHOe Bcero Jimiiib (blofS) oTHOCHTE B
HBIM 00pa3oM WiV, TOYHee, — KaK OTHOIIIeHIe
(respectus logicus) yero-To, IIOHATOTO B KayecTse
IIpu3HaKa HEKOTOPOV BeLM K CaMOVI 3TOVI Belly,
¥ Toraa ObITue, T.e. TIOJIaraHie 3TOTO OTHOIIIe-
Hus [A ecTpb B, ecTh He 4TO MHOe, KaK IIOHSTHE
cBs3u B cyxaeHmn. Ho ecimm paccMmarpuBaeTcs
He MPOCTO 3TO OTHOIIIeHMe [T.e. ecyin OBITHE U
“ecTp” ymorpebiisieTcsi He IIPOCTO B CMBICTIE KO-
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3. Heidegger’s Interpretation
of the Kantian Thesis

For Heidegger, a detailed analysis of the
Kantian critique of the ontological proof of the
existence of God is of the utmost importance
for clarification of the concepts of ‘being’” and
‘existence’. Heidegger is interested not so much
in the problem of proving the existence of God,
but in how Kant elaborates the concepts that
are key for Heidegger’s project of grounding
ontology as phenomenology.

Heidegger has no doubt that the “is” used as
a copula, or link-verb, in utterances in the form
of “A is B” is essentially different from the “is”
in the sentence “a thing is”, i.e. “a thing exists”.
If being is not a real predicate, then, Heidegger
(1982, p. 39; cf. 1989, p. 54) asks, “how can
being be determined positively and how does the
concept of existence, of extantness, differ from
the concept of being in general?” Heidegger
cites Kant’s work, The Only Possible Argument
in Support for a Demonstration of the Existence
of God, which says the following about the
difference between being and existence:

The concept of position is utterly simple
and is one and the same as the concept of
being. Now something can be thought as
posited merely relatively, or, better, we can
think merely the relation (respectus logicus)
of something as a mark to a thing, and then
being, that is, the position of this relation [“A is
B”], is nothing but the combining concept in a
judgment. If what is had in view is not merely
this relation [i.e. if being and “is” are used not
merely in the sense of the copula, “A is B”] but
instead the thing as posited in and for itself,
then this being is tantamount to existence [that
is, Vorhandensein] (Heidegger, 1982, p. 39; cf.
1989, p. 52; ¢f. BDG, AA 02, p. 73; Kant, 1992,
p- 119).®

8 The text in square brackets has been added by
Heidegger. He quotes Kant’s Beweisgrund from the 1922
edition.
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myJel — A ecThb B], Ho Be1rp, mooXkeHHas B cebe
v [yist cebsi, To OBITHE 371eCh — TO K€ camoe, uTO
cymlectBoBaHue [T.e. Hasmume] (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 52; Xamperrep, 2001, c. 47—48; cp.: AA 02,
S. 73; Kant, 1994, c. 394)°.

Xanperrep BeIsiBisgeT y KanTa 3710 pasmmyne
OBITH V1 CyIIIeCTBOBaHMS M Pe3IOMIPYeT, YTO Obl-
THe (Sein) ciieyeT MHTepHPeTNPOBaTh KaK «IIpo-
cto nonaranue» (bloPer Position), a cyiecTBoBa-
Hre (Dasein) — kak «abcosIfoTHOe IoJIaraHue»
(absoluter Position).

«[TpocTo rostarase», roBoput Xarnjerrep, 3Ha-
YUT «OBITVIE YeM-TO», TO €CTb IIoJIaTaHVe peaibHo-
cmeil BeIy, oOpasyIomInX ee IIOHATIE U OIpere-
nsrommx ee Bosmoxrocme. Ilpencrasisss cobom
MIpeaVKaT, «IPOCTOe IIOJIaraHVe» ITPOVICXOIUT
BCerza OTHOCUTEIBHBIM O0Opa3oM. «AOcCoIoTHOe
IIoJjIaraHue» COOTBETCTBYET BBICKA3bIBAHMIO «He-
uTo cyiecTByeT (ist da), aksucTupyet (existiert)»
¥ He IpeariosaraeT MOero OTHOIIEHVS K BeIu
VJIVI HEKOTOPOTI ee peasTbHOCTH. B BhICKa3bIBaHM
«Belllb CYIIIeCTBYeT, MMeeTCsl B HaJlM4ui», TOBO-
put Xavimerrep, s Iojlarao Bellb Oe30THOCUTEIb-
HO, B ceDe 1 Jy1s1 ceDs1, «IIOMMMO BCSIKOIO OTHOIIIE-
HUs, He peJIsTUBHO, HO abcormoTHOo» (Heidegger,
1989, S. 52; Xanpnerrep, 2001, c. 48). 1, kak roBOpUT
Xanperrep, no Kanrty ObITiie He eCcTh pealbHBIN
IpeIVIKaT HU B CMBICJIE «IIPOCTOrO IIOJIAaTaHVIs»,
HVI B CMBICJTe «a0COJTIOTHOTO IIOJTaraHIs.

CornacHo Kanuty (Xamperrep muier majiee o
ABYX pasHBIX BapMaHTax ITOCTAHOBKM BOIIpOCa B
OTHOIIIEHWV! TIOJIaraHMs AeVICTBUTEILHOV, CyIile-
CTBYIOIIIEVI Belll), CJIeAyeT pas3iIfNdaTh, 410 IoJo-
JKeHO (was da gesetzt sei) 1 kak 3TO TIOTIOXeHO (wie
es gesetzt sei) (Heidegger, 1989, S. 55; Xavnerrep,
2001, c. 50). OTBeuas Ha mepBbIN Borpoc, KaHT ro-
BOPWT, UTO B JIEVICTBUTEJILHOV BEIIIN ITOJIOKEHO He
OorIbllle, YeM B IIPOCTO BO3MOYKHOVI, TIOCKOJIBKY BCe
oIperiesieHVIs U IIPeIVIKaThl IeVICTBUTEIIBHOIO MO-
I'yT colepXaTbcs M B ee BO3MOXXHOCTH. Ho oTse-
TOM Ha BTOPOV BOIIpOC OyZeT yTBep)KIeHWe, UTO

¢ Kak ormeuaer nepeBomumk A.I. YepHSKOB, TeKCT B
KBaZIpaTHBIX CKOOKax Jo0aBsieH Xarmerrepom. Xarmierrep
uutupyet «Beweisgrund...» mmo msganmio 1922 r.
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Pointing out that Kant distinguishes ‘being’
and ‘existence’, Heidegger concludes that
being (Sein) should be interpreted as “merely
position” (blofer Position), and existence
(Dasein) as “absolute position” (absoluter
Position).

“Mere position,” Heidegger argues, means
“being something”, i.e. the positing of the
realities of a thing which form its concept
and determine its possibility. Representing a
predicate, “mere position” always happens
relatively. “Absolute position”, meanwhile,
corresponds to the utterance “something
exists” (ist da / existiert) (Heidegger, 1982,
p- 39) and does not imply my attitude to the
thing or some realities thereof. In the utterance
“A exists”, “A is extant”, says Heidegger
(1982, pp. 39-40; cf. 1989, p. 52), I am positing
“without relation, non-relatively, absolutely”.
As Heidegger says, for Kant, being is not a real
predicate, either in the sense of mere positing,
nor in the sense of absolute positing.

According to Kant (Heidegger here speaks
of two different ways of asking a question
about the positing of a real, existing thing), one
has to distinguish between “what is posited
(was da gesetzt sei)” and “how is it posited” (wie
es gesetzt sei) (Heidegger, 1982, p. 41; cf. 1989,
p- 55). Answering the first question, Kant says
that no more is posited in an existing thing
than in a merely possible thing because all
the attributes and predicates of an existing
thing may be contained in its possibility. But
his answer to the second question claims that
more is posited through actuality (BDG, AA 02,
p- 75; Kant, 1992, p. 121). To avoid confusion,
Kant recaps: “[...] nothing more is posited in
an existent thing than is posited in a merely
possible thing (for then one is speaking of the
predicates of that thing). But more is posited
through an existent thing than is posited
through a merely possible thing, for positing
through an existent thing involves the absolute



TIOCPEICTBOM JIeVICTBUTEILHOCTH TIOJIOXKEHO O0iTh-
e (AA 02, S. 75; Kant, 1994, c. 396). Bo mustexa-
Hue nmyTaHnibl KaHT pestoMupyer: «B cyiecTByro-
IT1[eM TIojIaraeTcsl He OOJIbIlle, YeM B YeM-TO TOJIBKO
BO3MOXXHOM (1100 B TaKOM CjTydae pedb UIeT TOJIb-
KO O ero IpeiyKarax), OJJHaKO ITOCPeICTBOM CYy-
ITIeCTBYIOIIIErO IIoJIaraeTcsl OOJIbIlle, YeM IOoCperl-
CTBOM TOJIBKO BO3MOXKHOIO, MOO CyIllecTByIoIIee
KacaeTcsi TakKe M aDCOJTIOTHOTO IoJIaraHms Bely»
(AA 02, S. 75; Kanr, 1994, c. 397). Ilogsons wmror
aHaJIM3y KaHTOBCKOI'O Tesuca, Xarerrep roBOpuT,
YTO «CB3b, ITOJIOKEHHas B aOCOTIIOTHOV MHOZUIINN
(Position), ecTh OTHOIIIEHE cCaMOTrd CyIIeCTBYIOIIe-
o IIpe/IMeTa K CBOeMY IOHSTHIO. .. TaKMM 00pasoM,
KaHT XxoueT ykasaTp, UTO CyllleCTBOBaHVIe MBICIIUT-
cs He B IIpefIMKaTe, HO B CyObeKTe IpeyIoKeHs»
(Heidegger, 1989, S. 55—56; Xaiinerrep, 2001, c. 51).

ok ok

Kak yxe ObUIO cKasaHO, myrst Xavimerrepa vH-
Tepec IIpefCTaB/IsAIOT IIpeX/ie BCero caMy IIOHS-
TV OBITVIS M CyIIIeCTBOBaHM B ToyikoBaHMM KaH-
Ta. Xavjerrep IbITaeTcs OTBETUTh Ha BOIIPOCH,
pocturaer i KaHTOBO 0OBbsiCHeHVE OBITMS Kak
IrojlaraHusl TOVI CTelleHU SICHOCTY, Ha KOTOPYIO
IIpeTeH/IyeT, COCTOATelIbHA JIV BOODIIle TaKasl VH-
TepIpeTalus U «He BelleT JIV, 4ero 100poro, Te-
3uc “BeITMe paBHO IIOJIaraHUIO, CyIleCTBOBaHUEe
paBHO abCOIIOTHOMY IIOJlaraHui0” B TEeMHOTY?»
(Heidegger, 1989, S. 57; Xamperrep, 2001, c. 52).

Xanizierrep HauMHaeT C Pas3bsiCHEHUS IIOHH-
TS «II0JIaraHye», HaMepeBasCh IIOHaYaIy CTPOro
HpUaepXuBaTbcsd OO0BsicHeHMs camoro KaHra, a
3aTeM OILIeHWMTH, HACKOJIBKO KaHTOBCKOE OOBSICHe-
HIe «0OOCHOBAHO C TOYKM 3PeHMs CBOeVl IIPaBo-
MepHOCTHU 1 cBoem HeobxopumocT» (Heidegger,
1989, S. 61; Xavtmerrep, 2001, c. 56).

Kax MOXXHO OBIO 3aMeTHUTB, U B CJTydae IPOCTO-
ro IoJIaraHus, 1 B CJIy4dae abCOIFOTHOT O IOJIaraHys
VIMeeT MeCTO HeKMV CMHTe3. B ciryuae mpocToro rio-
JlaraHus, KOTOPOMY COOTBETCTBYeT BbICKa3bIBaHVe
«A ectb B», — mpenuKaTMBHBIN CUHTE3, TO €CThb
IIprcoeiViHeHMe IIpefinKaTta K cyopekry. Taxom
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positing of the thing itself as well” (ibid.).
Summing up his analysis of the Kantian thesis,
Heidegger (1982, pp. 41-42; cf. 1989, p. 55-56)
writes that “The relation posited in absolute
position is the relation of the existent object
itself to its concept [...]. Kant wishes to indicate
by this conversion of the proposition that
existence is thought not in the predicate of the
proposition but in its subject.”

%ok

As mentioned above, Heidegger is interested
primarily in how Kant interprets the very
concepts of ‘being’ and ‘existence’. He asks
whether Kant’s explanation of being as
‘positing” attains the degree of clarity it claims
and, indeed, puts such interpretation into
question: “Does the thesis that being equals
position, existence equals absolute position,
perhaps lead us into the dark?” (Heidegger,
1982, p. 43; cf. 1989, p. 57).

Heidegger (1982, p. 45; cf. 1989, p. 61)
begins by explaining the concept of “position’
with the initial intention of sticking to Kant's
interpretation before assessing how “well
founded” that explanation is “in its right and in
its necessity”.

As can readily be seen, both simple
positing and absolute positing involve a kind
of synthesis. In the case of simple positing
(“A is B”), this is predicative synthesis, i.e. the
addition of a predicate to the subject. Such
synthesis, Heidegger notes, has to do with the
real certainties of the thing and their relations,
and belongs to the sphere of content-bearing
relations. In absolute positing (“A exists”),
there is existential synthesis, i.e. that which
is posited in the utterance and that which is
added to the concept is “a relation of the actual
thing to my own self”; it is the relation of the
whole content of the concept, its full reality,
to its object: “This object is posited absolutely.
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CMHTe3, KaK OTMedaeT Xarijlerrep, KacaeTcs peaib-
HBIX OIIpesieJIeHHOCTeV! Bellly ¥ VX OTHOLIeHWU,
IBVDKeTCs B cdpepe cofieprKaTeIbHBIX CBsizell. B ad-
COJIFOTHOM ITOJIaraHMM, TO eCTh B 3K3VCTeHIIalb-
HOM BBICKa3bIBaHUM «A CYIIIECTBYeT», 3aKIIIOYeH
9K3MCTeHIIMAJIbHBIVI CMHTe3 — TO, YTO MoJIaraeTcs
B BBICKa3bIBaHMM TaKOI'O TWUIIA, U TO, UTO 00aBIIs-
eTCs K TIOHSTUIO, eCTh «OTHOIIIEHEe JIeVICTBUTE b
HOVI Bl KO MHe CAMOMY»; 3TO CBSI3b LI€JIOCTHOTO
coriep)KaHMs IIOHSITHS, TO €CThb ero IIOJTHOV pealb-
HOCTV, CO CBOMIM IIPeIMeTOM: «DTOT IIOCIIeIH
(sc. mpenmert) nipocto nonaraercs. [Ipu sk3ucren-
LIMaJIbHOM ITOJIaTaHMVI MBI JIOJDKHBI BBIVITY 3 IIpe-
mestbl ToHATY. CB3b TIOHATHS C IIPEIMETOM, T.€. C
JeVICTBUTEeIIbHBIM, €CTh TO, YTO CMHTeTUYeCKI ITpY-
coentiHgeTcs K noHATHIo» (Heidegger, 1989, S. 54—
55; Xammerrep, 2001, c. 50). Takum obpa3oM, B k-
3VICTEHIIVa/IbHOM BBICKA3bIBAHUM «A CYyIIeCTByeT»
A mornaraetcst abCoTIOTHO (BMeCTe cO BCEMU CBOVI-
MU peasIbHBIMM IIpeyKaTaMu), ¥ K 3ToMy A mpu-
COeNIMHLeTCs IIojlaraHye, KOTOpoe IIpeJCTaBiIsdeT
co0OVI HEKYIO CBsI3b — «OTHOIIIEHVE I1eJIOCTHOIO
corlepkaHms (A) K MoeMy MblieHMO Bery. Ilo-
CPeZICTBOM 3TOr0 OTHOIIEHMs IIOJIOKeHHOe BCTY-
I1aeT B CBs13b ¢ cocTosiHreM Moero I (Ich-Zustand)»
(Heidegger, 1989, S. 61; Xarimerrep, 2001, c. 56). I'To-
CKOJIBKY TOJIBKO MBICJIIMOe A, ToBOpuUT Xarijer-
rep, y>ke HaxoAWUTCS CO MHOV B YMCTOM OTHOILIIe-
HUM MBIIUIeHNs, B pe3yJIbTaTe IIPVICOeIVTHeHs
aOCOJTIOTHOTO TOJIaraHVIsL 3TO TOJIBKO-TIPeiCTaBIe-
Hue A (das Nur-Vorstellen von A) craHoBuTCs yem-
TO MHBIM. To ecTb aOCOIOTHOe TojIaraHue — 3TO
OTHOIIIeHVe ITpe/iMeTa IOHATIS KaK COOTBeTCTBY-
IOIIEr0 3TOMY IIOHSATWIO OellcmbumessHoeo Cylile-
IO K TIOHSTHIO KaK TOJIBKO MBICJIMIMOMY. Xarifierrep
pestomupyet: «CytrecrsoBanue (Existenz, Dasein)
BBIpa’kaeT, TeM CaMbIM, OTHOIIIeHe 00beKTa K CIIO-
cobHocty nosHaHus» (Heidegger, 1989, S. 61; Xan-
nerrep, 2001, c. 56).

Hasnee Xanigerrep obparaercs k pasgerny «llo-
CTyJIaThl SMIIMPUYECKOIO MBIIIUIEHWUs BOOOIIe».
ITocTysnar mo3HaHMSA HEVICTBUTEIBHOCTY IJIACUT:
«...TO, UTO CBSI3aHO C MaTepUaJIbHBIMU YCJIOBUS-
MU OIIBITa, (OmIyItieHms) deicmbumensro» (B 266;

In positing existence we have to go outside
the concept. The relation of the concept to the
object, to the actual being, is what gets added,
or ap-posited, synthetically to the concept”
(Heidegger, 1982, p. 41; c¢f. 1989, pp. 54-55).
Thus, in an existential utterance (“A exists”),
A is posited absolutely (together with all the
real predicates); and added to A is the positing
which is “the reference of the whole thing
(A) to my thought of the thing. By means
of this reference what is thus posited comes
into relation to my ego-state” (Heidegger,
1982, p. 45; cf. 1989, p. 61). Because the merely
thought A, says Heidegger, is already in a
pure relation of thought with myself, “the
mere representing of A (das Nur-Vorstellen von
A) becomes different due to the addition of
the absolute positing” (ibid.). In other words,
absolute positing is the relation of the real
object to the thought object. Heidegger sums
it up thus: “Existence consequently expresses
a relationship of the object to the cognitive
faculty” (ibid.).

Heidegger then turns to the chapter
entitled “The Postulates of Empirical
Thinking in General”. The postulate of
the cognition of reality is framed in the
following way: “That which is connected
with the material conditions of experience
(of sensation) is actual” (KrV, A 218 / B 266;
Kant, 1998, p. 321). This means, says Kant,
that cognition of the reality of things calls for
perception; that is, conscious sensation. The
being of a thing, according to Kant, cannot
be derived solely from the concept of thing,
even if it is a full concept and we can think
the thing with all its inner determinations.
Being (Dasein) is synonymous with reality
(Wirklichkeit), and cognition of the being of
the thing, Kant writes, is inseparable from
its perception, depending entirely either
on the direct perception of the thing whose
being is to be cognized, or on its links with
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Kanr, 20064, c. 359). Oto 3HaunT, rosoput Kanr,
4TO IS TO3HAHUS OelcmbBumesvHocmu Belen
TpebdyeTcs Bocnpusmue, TO €CTh OCO3HAHHOE OIITy-
1ieHe. beiTre Bety, corstacHo KaHTy, Heslb3s BbI-
BECTW V3 OIHOI'O JIVIIIb ITOHSITS BEIIIV, Take eCIn
5TO HOHSTHE IIOJIHOE VI MBI MOXKEM MBICJIUTD BeIllb
CO BCeEMM ee BHYTPEHHVMU OIlpefiesleHUsMI. bbl-
e (Dasein) CMHOHMMWYHO IEVICTBUTEITBHOCT
(Wirklichkeit), n mosHanme OpITVIS Belyi, TOBOPUT
KanT, HepasppIBHO cBsA3aHO c ee ocnpusmuem
1IeJIMIKOM 3aBVICUT OT Bocnpusmu s b0 Hermocpes-
CTBEHHO caMOVI Belly, ObITyie KOTOPOVI HY>XHO I10-
3HATB, JIVI0O ee CBS3M C IPYTVMM HeVICTBUTEIbHbI-
MW BOCHPUSTUSIMYM COITIACHO aHAJIOIVSIM OITbITA:
«ecJIV TIOHATVE IIPENIIeCcTBYeT BOCIIPUSTUIO, TO
5TO O3HAYaeT JINIIb B03MO)XHOCHb €r0, VI TOJIBKO
BOCIIPVMSITIE, Jarolllee MaTepuiasl IJjIs TIOHSTHS,
ectb enuHcTBeHHBII npmsHak (Charakter) deii-
cmBumenvrocmu» (B 273; Kanurt, 2006a, c. 367; Kyp-
cus Mont. — E.M.). Xarizerrep 3akjitodaet, 4To I
Kanra BoctipusTiie — 3TO «TO, B IIpeziesiax I0Cs-
raeMOCTV 4Yero JIeKWUT CylllecTBOBaHMe, 1eVICTBU-
TeJILHOCTB, 3K3ucTeHINs Beln» (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 62, Xanperrep, 2001, c. 57), u B aToM i1 KaHTa
BBbIpa’kaeTcs creldrIecKurt xapakTep abcooT-
HOTO TTOJTaraHs KaK BOCIIPUSTHS .

Kareropmm BO3MOXHOCTV, IEVICTBUTETBHOCTY
VI HEOOXOIIMIMOCTY KaK IIpeyKarhl (KOTOpble, KaK
oTMedvaeT Xavifierrep, MOKHO HasbIBaTbh IIpeIViKa-
TaMM TOJIBKO HeCOOCTBEHHBIM O0Opa3oM) cyObek-

"Hy>XHO OTMETUTb, YTO «BOCIIPVTIIE» SBIJISeTCS 11715 Xavi-
Zlerrepa OIHVM M3 KIIOUEBBIX OHATUV IS pa3paboTKm
9K3UCTeHNMaIbHOM aHaymMTHKY Dasein. OHO 11071p00HO
pasOupaetcst M He TOJIBKO B CBsi3u ¢ pustocopment Kan-
Ta, HO TaKXXe B CBSA3VI C YUeHVSIMI CpeTHeBeKOBBIX MBICIIN-
TeJIell, B YaCTHOCTY IIPV aHayIn3e Te3lca CpeJHeBeKOBO
OHTOJIOTUV: OBITUIIHOMY YCTPOEHWIO CYIIEro MpVHaI-
JiexxaT 4To-ObITre 1 OblTnme-B-Hamrumm (cM.: Heidegger,
1989, S. 108 —172; Xamperrep, 2001, c. 99—160); como-
CTaBJIeHMe pe3yJIbTaTOB pacCyXIeHwir Xariierrepa o
«BOCHPWSTUI» VI CBSI3aHHBIX C HVM IIOHSTWSX B 00emx
TpaVILIMsIX OTKPBIBaeT, Ha MOV B3IVIA, HOBBIVI TOPV30HT
MoHMMaHMs ero diocodckmx mocrpoennit. O TojIKoBa-
"M XavgerrepoM paccyxaennuii u Kanra, v cxormactos,
a TakKe O cofep>KaTeJIbHbIX TOHKOCTSIX OHTOJIOITYeCKIX
TIOHSITUIL B 9TOM KOHTEKCTe IIMCaJI BBIIAIOIINIICS OTede-
crBeHHbI MbICJIUTeNb A.T. YepHaxkos (cm.: YepHsIKOB,

2001; 2016).

E.S. Marchukova

other actual perceptions by analogy with
experience: “For that the concept precede
the perception signifies its mere possibility;
but perception, which yields the material
for the concept, is the sole characteristic of
actuality” (KrV, A 225 / B 272-273; Kant,
1998, p. 325; my italics — E.M.). Heidegger
(1982, p. 46; cf. 1989, p. 62) concludes that, for
Kant, perception is that “which intrinsically
bears within itself the reach to the actuality,
the existence or, in our terminology, the
extantness, of things” and this, according
to Kant, manifests the specific character of
absolute positing as perception.’

The categories of actuality, possibility,
and necessity, as predicates (which for
Heidegger (1982, p. 46; cf. 1989, p. 62) can be
called predicates only in an improper sense)
are subjective and, according to Kant, add
cognitive power to the concept of a thing (KrV,
A 234 / B 286; Kant, 1998, p. 332). Here, as
could be expected, Heidegger, famous for his
particularity about definitions, seems to catch
Kant out committing an inaccuracy; although
Kant, who took great pains to explain concepts
thoroughly and in detail (Heidegger (1982,
p. 44; cf. 1989, p. 59) takes a jab at a “certain
fussy circumstantiality characteristic of Kant”),
can hardly be accused of carelessness.

“When we say that in apprehending the

? It should be noted that, for Heidegger, ‘perception’
is one of the key concepts in developing existential
analysis of Dasein. He scrutinises it not only in
connection with Kant’s philosophy, but also in
connection with the teachings of medieval thinkers
and, in particular, in analysing the thesis of medieval
ontology: to the constitution of the being of a being there
belong essence (essentia) and existence (existentia) (cf.
Heidegger, 1982, pp. 77-121; 1989, pp. 108-172). In my
opinion, a comparison of Heidegger’s thinking about
‘perception” and the concepts associated with it in both
traditions opens a new horizon in understanding his
philosophical ideas. The outstanding Russian thinker
Alexey G. Chernyakov (2001; 2016) has written about
Heidegger’s interpretation of Kant, the Scholastics, and
about the fine details of ontological concepts.
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TUBHBI 1, corrlacHO KaHTy, mpuOaBIIsioT K ITOHS-
TUIO Bemmy criocobHocTe mosHauwms (Heidegger,
1989, S. 62, Xamperrep, 2001, c. 57, B 286, Kawr,
2006a, c. 383). 3mech, Kak M CJI€IOBAJIO OXKXMIATH,
Xavizierrep €O CBOVICTBEHHOVI €My IIPUAVNPYMBO-
CTBIO K OIIpefieIeHNsIM CJIOBHO M3o0imyaaer Kan-
Ta B HETOYHOCTW. XOTs yIpekHyTh KaHTa, kOoTO-
PBIVI, KaK M3BeCTHO, Ipwlaraa OosIbIve yCusIms
7T 1eTaJIbHOTO VI OCHOBATEJIBHOIO ITPOSICHEHVIS
TeX VIV MHBIX IOHATUM (Kak Xarjerrep KOJIKO
3aMedaeT, «C XapaKTepHOVI 111 Hero IlepeMOHHO
obcrogrenpHOCTBIO» (Heidegger, 1989, S. 59, Xan-
nerrep, 2001, c. 54)), B HeOpe>XXHOCTV HEBO3MOXKHO.

Korpa MbI TOBOpUM: «K BeIlV, JaHHOV B OIIbI-
Te B Ka4uecTBe [IeVICTBUTEIIBHOV, IPVICOeNHSIET-
CsI CIIOCOOHOCTH ITO3HAHWS, BOCIIPUSTIIE» — YTO
VIMeeTCsl B BUY, KaK 3TO ITPOVCXOAUT U YTO BO-
o0111e 3HAaYNUT — TIPMOABUTH K TOJIBKO MBICJIVIMO-
My IIpeIMeTy CYyOBeKTVBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB, VIV
BOCIIpUsITMe? — CIIpalllyBaeT Xavijgerrep (Cm.:
Heidegger, 1989, S. 63, Xavnerrep, 2001, c. 58). Ka-
KM 00pa3oM MBICJIEHHBIVI IIpeaMeT (B KauecTBe
rpriMepa 371ech DepeTcst «OKHO») HaJIeIsieTcs BOC-
HpUsATIEM, U KaK 100aBsieHe CyObeKTMBHOV CIIO-
COOHOCTV TTO3HAHMS K MBICIIVIMOMY OOBEKTY 00e-
CrieuynBaeT ero CyllecTBoBaHme? Xarizerrep He 6e3
vpoHUM Jo0aBIgeT: «4To ke 3TO Takoe — YpeBa-
TOe BOCIIPUSTVEM OKHO, CHaOXXeHHBIN “abcoitoT-
HBIM nojsraragveM” HoM? MBICIIMMEBL JIM BOOOIIe
TTof00HBIe KOHCTPYKIMM? MoXeT v JTake camast
nbUIKask paHTa3Msl M3MBICJIUTE IOAOOHBIX yPO-
1IeB — OKHO, ypeBaroe BocripusTrieM?» (Ibid.; Tam
xe). KoHegHo, 9TO0bI CHATH 3TO CIIpaBeINBO BO3-
HVIKIIIee OITyIIeHVe 3aMellaTeIbCTBa, ITOPOXKIeH-
HOe IOI00HOVI MBICJIEHHOVL KOHCTPYKIIVIEV, CJIEIO-
BaJIo ObI pa3o0paThcs, UTO MMEHHO IO pa3yMeBaeT
KanT nosg moHATHEM «BOCTIPUSITIIE.

Ho Xarierrep roBoput, 94TO KaHTOBCKOE TOJI-
KOBaHMe CaMOro IIOHSITUS CyIIeCTBOBaHMS, VIV
SK3VICTEHIINM, He JIOIyCKaeT VHOVI MHTepIlpeTa-
LIVIVI €TO YTBEPXKAeHVS O J00aBIIeHMM K BEIITN BOC-
IIPUSATHS, PaBHO KaK M CCBUIKA Ha BOCIPUSITHE
He IIPOSCHSIET IIOHSTME CYyIIecTBOBaHWS; OyaTo
661 KaHT He ocTaBisieT BO3MOXKHOCTM JIydlIlle I10-

84

thing as existent the faculty of knowledge,
or perception is added to it”, what is meant,
how does it take place, and what in general
does it mean to add the subjective faculty,
or perception, to an object that is merely
thought? — asks Heidegger (1982, pp. 46-47;
1989, p. 63). How is a thought object (in this
case, “a window”) endowed with perception,
and how does the addition of a subjective
faculty of knowledge to a thought object ensure
its existence? — he wonders. And, Heidegger
adds, with more than a touch of irony, “What
is a window with a perception attached to it,
a house furnished with an ‘absolute position’?
Do any such structures exist? Can even the
most powerful imagination conceive such a
monstrosity as a window with a perception
attached?” (ibid.). Of course, if we are to get
rid of the justified sense of embarrassment
generated by this mental construction, it would
be proper to establish what exactly Kant means
by “perception’.

But Heidegger says that the Kantian
interpretation of the concept of ‘existence’
(existentia) does not allow for any other
interpretation of his thesis about adding
perception to the thing, just as the reference
to perception does not clarify the concept of
‘existence’; it is as if Kant leaves no chance of
better understanding what he means. Thus
far, what Heidegger sees in Kant’s thinking is
that: “To say that the perception that belongs
to the subject as its manner of comportment
(Verhaltungsweise) is added to the thing
means the following: The subject brings itself
perceivingly to the thing in a relation that is
aware of and takes up this thing ‘in and for
itselt’. The thing is posited in the relationship
of cognition. In this perception the existent,
the extant thing at hand, gives itself in its own
self. The real exhibits itself as an actual entity”
(ibid.).



HSTh, 4TO JKe OH MMeeT B Buay. /g Xangerrepa
u3 paccyxaennn Kanra Ha 3ToM 3Tare odeBuI-
HO JIMIIIb OJHO: «TO, YTO BOCHpPUATHE, IIpUHAI-
JeXaliee CyObeKTy KaK ero CIoco0 [esTesIbHO-
cru (Verhaltungsweise), moGaprsieTcst K Bemw,
O3HauaeT, YTO CyObeKT B BOCHPUSATUN BCTyIIaeT
C BeIIIbI0 B HeKoe BHIMMaroIIlee 1 IIpUHMMaloIIee
OTHOIIIeHVIe. Bellls BOBjIeKaeTcsl B OTHOIIIEHE I10-
3HaBaHMs. B TakoM BOCIIpUSATHM CYIIeCcTBYIOIIIee,
HaJIMYHOe JIaeTCsi caMo 110 cebe. PeasibHOe yiocTo-
BepsieT cedsl Kak fericTBuTesibHOoe» (Ibid.; Tam xe).

Xamperrep IosICH4eT, UTO CyIlleCTBOBaHMe Kak
TaKOBOe He eCTh BOCHpusTHe. B camoM ferte, o-
CKOJIBKY 00 aKTe BOCIIPUSITHMS MOXKHO CKa3aTh «OH
€CTb» OH IIPEJCTaBIIsieT co0OV, TOBOPUT Xaryer-
rep, «HEYTO Cyllee, CIocod IesTeIbHOCTHM, OCYy-
IIIeCTBJIIeEMOVI CyIIMM S, HeuTo [eVicTBUTeIbHOe
B JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOM cyObekTe» (Heidegger, 1989, S.
64; Xarpnerrep, 2001, c. 59). Ho camo BocripusTue,
TIOHATOE KaK JIeVICTBUTEIIbHOE B [IEVICTBUTEIILHOM
cyOBeKTe, He eCTh HI caMa JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTh KaK
TaKoBasi, HV JIEVICTBUTEILHOCTEL 00BbeKTa. B sToM
Xanperrep, 6esyciioBHo, mpas. Ho mpencrasiisieT-
Csl COBepIIIeHHO HejslenbIM, uTo KaHT, pasbscHss
IIOHSTIIE «CYIIIeCTBOBaHM», B CAaMOM JIeJle VIMeJl B
BU/IY «dpeBaToe BOCIIPUSATVIEM OKHO».

Benp KaHT B cTporom cMbIciie He OTOXIECTBIIA-
eT MOHATUS «BOCHPUSTIE» U «CyIIeCTBOBaHMe.
Xotg Xanzerrep u 3amedaeT, uTo KanT «roBoput
3TO IIOCTOSIHHO» — «CYIIIeCTBOBaHVE PaBHO abCo-
JIIOTHOMY IIOJIaTaHUIO, PaBHO BOCIIPUSITUIO», —
3TO YTBepX[eHNe, Ha MOV B3IVIAM, JIVIIb IIOA-
yepKmBaeT MbICIIb KaHTa O TOM, YTO, €CIM MBI
HaMepeBaeMcsl CYAUTb VIMEHHO O cyujecmbobanuu
BeIlV, HaM HeOoOXOOMMO 3aJericTBOBaTh 00e CIIo-
COOHOCTMI — ¥ PacCyHoOK, M UyBCTBEHHOCTD, IIO-
CKOJIBKY «0e3 UyBCTBEHHOCTV HW OIVH IIpeIMeT
He ObUT ObI HaM 0aH, a Oe3 paccyiKa HvI OIIVIH HeJlb-
3s1 6pU10 OBI MBICTUTE» (A 51; KanT, 20060, c. 91;
Kypcus Mont. — E.M.), To ecTb BO3MOXXHO IIO3Ha-
HVe Belllyl KaK cyujecmbynouei, JIVIIb ecJIn Belllb
dana HaM B uyBcTBeHHOM ombiTe. Korma KaaT ro-
BOopuUT: «ECiy MOHSATHME HpeIecTByeT BOCIIPUS-
TUIO, TO 3TO O3HAYaeT JIVIIb BO3SMOXHOCTb €TI0,
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Heidegger explains that existence as such
is not perception. Indeed, if one can say “it is”
about the act of perception, Heidegger (1982,
p. 47; cf. 1989, p. 64) argues, then perception
is “something actual in the actual subject”.
But perception itself, understood as the actual
in the actual subject, is neither reality itself,
nor the reality of the object. Heidegger is
undoubtedly right on that. But it is utterly
absurd to believe that Kant, in explaining the
concept of existence, indeed had in mind “a
window fraught with perception”.

Kant, strictly speaking, does not equate
the concepts of “perception” and “existence”.
Although Heidegger claims that Kant says
so constantly — “existence equals absolute
positing, equals perception”, this merely
underscores Kant’s message that if we want
to judge precisely about the existence of a
thing, we have to bring in both faculties —
understanding and sensibility — because
“Without sensibility no object would be given
to us, and without understanding none would
be thought” (KrV, A 51 / B 75; Kant, 1998,
p. 193; my italics — E.M.), that is, a thing can
be cognized as existing only if the thing is given
to us in sensible experience. When Kant says
“For that the concept precede the perception
signifies its mere possibility; but perception,
which yields the material for the concept,
is the sole characteristic of actuality” (KrV,
A 226 / B 273; Kant, 1998, p. 326), he, strictly
in line with his terminology, merely claims
that one cannot speak about the existence of
a thing unless one is certain that it exists in
experience (or in possible experience in the
sense of a comparable a priori, if the thing is
connected with some perceptions according
to analogies of experience). In other words,
the object must lend itself to being perceived.
Perception is understood as the area within
which cognition of the being of things is at all
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TOJIBKO BOCIIpUSATHE, Aalolllee MaTepuasl [jisd IIo-
HSATWS, eCThb eIVHCTBeHHBIV HpPU3HAaK [IeVICTBU-
tenpHOCTV» (B 273; Kamt, 2006a, c. 367), oH, B
CTPOrOM COOTBETCTBUV CO CBO€Vl TepMIHOJIOIV-
eVl, TOJIbKO yCTaHaBJIVIBaeT, YTO TOBOPUTH O CY-
IIIeCTBOBaHMM BellV MOXXHO, JIUIIB yIOCTOBEpPVB-
IIIVICh B €e HaJIMYMW B OIBbITe (M1 B BO3MOXXHOM
OIIbITe B CMBICJIe CpaBHUTEIBLHOIO a priori, ecym
BeIIlb HAXOIWITCS B CBSI3M C HEKOTOPBIMI BOCIIPVS-
TUSIMM COIVIACHO aHaJIOTVSIM OIIBITa). VIHBIMM CIT0-
BaMI, OOBEKT JOJKeH MMeTh BO3MOXKHOCTE OBITh
BOCIIPMHSITBIM. BocripusiTiie moHMMaeTcst Kak 00-
JIaCTh, B TpaHMIIaX KOTOPOV TOJIBKO M BO3MOXKHO
IIO3HaHVIe OBITHS Belllel: «Hallle II03HaHVie ObITIS
Belllelt IIPOCTVPaeTCsl HaCTOJIBKO, HACKOJIBKO ITPO-
CTVIPaeTCs BOCIIPYVISITHIE VI €TO Pe3yJIbTaT COIJIaCHO
sMImpudecknM 3akoHam» (B 273; Kant, 2006a, c.
367). DtuM paccyxgeHmeM KaHT nonrsepxkraer
CBOVI TE€3VIC O TOM, YTO B OJTHOM JIVIITb OHATUM (in
dem bloPen Begriff) Beriy He1b3st HaVITV IPU3HAK
ee HasiuHoro ObITus (Dasein), a TakuM npusHa-
KOM $IBJIsIeTCsI BOCIIPUSATYE, U1 He Oosiee TOro.
Ilomararo, yTto Xamjerrep akLeHTUPYeT BHWU-
MaHVe Ha $IKOObl oToXxnecTsiieHnn KanToMm mmo-
HATUI «CyIIeCTBOBaHME» W
TeM, YTOOBI IIPOBECTM pasjInure MeXAy ak-
toM BoctpusTus (Wahrnehmen), Bocripunmma-
embiM (Wahrgenommenes) 1 BOCIPUHSTOCTBIO
(Wahrgenommenheit), a Takxe MeXxay BOCIIpUHS-
TOCTBIO 1 HaimumeM HaymaHoro (Vorhandenheit
des Vorhandenen). A obcTosTesibHOe ITpOsICHeH e
3TMX MOHATUI 111 PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKOro TOJI-
KoBaHM4 Te3vca KaHTa mpocTo HeoOXonmmo.
Haree Xavizerrep JesaeT HOIBITKY VCTOJIKO-
BaTh KAHTOBCKOE «BOCIIPYMSTIE» He B CMBICIIe aKTa
BocripusiTvs, BocnpuHMMaHusa (Wahrnehmen),
BOCIIPVIHVMAIOIIIEV! JIeSITeJIbHOCTY, HO B CMBIC-
se Bocnpunamoeo B akTe BocupusaTus (das
Wahrgenommene). Bens nHOIIa, 3aMeuaet Xarize-
ITep, CJIOBO «BOCIPUSITVIE» YIIOTPEOIISIOT 1 B 3Ha-
UeHWM «BOCIIPVIHATOE», KOITIa TOBOPSIT, HallprMep,
«s1 DOJIE3HEHHO 3TO BOCIPUHSII», M B 3TOM CJIydae
VIMEIOT B BUJLy, 4YTO OOJIe3HeHHBIM ObIIT He caM aKT
BOCIIPUATIS, HO VIMEHHO BOCIIPUMHSITOE B 3TOM

«BOCIIpVIATVIE» C
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possible: “wherever perception and whatever
is appended to it in accordance with empirical
laws reaches, there too reaches our cognition of
the existence of things” (ibid.). This reasoning
confirms Kant’s thesis that it is impossible to
find the sign of a thing’s actual being (Dasein)
in the concept alone (in dem blofen Begriff)—
only perception can be such a sign.

I think Heidegger stresses Kant’s alleged
equating of “existence” and” perception” in
order to draw a distinction between the act
of perceiving (Wahrnehmen), the perceived
(Wahrgenommenes), and  perceivedness
(Wahrgenommenheit), as well as between
perceivedness and the extantness of what exists
(Vorhandenheit des Vorhandenen). A thorough
clarification of these concepts is a must for
explaining Kant’s thesis phenomenologically.

Heidegger then takes a shot at explaining
Kantian ‘perception’, not as an act of
perception, but as that which is perceived in
an act of perception (Wahrnehmen); perceiving
activity, but in the sense of that perceived in
the act of perceiving (das Wahrgenommene).
Sometimes, Heidegger (1982, pp. 47-48) notes,
the word ‘perception’ is used in reference
to the ‘perceived’, as when one says, for
example, “The perception I had to have there
was painful” meaning that what was painful
is not the act of perceiving, but what has been
perceived. Heidegger asks: can existence be
identified with that which exists? Yet this, too,
here does not get us any nearer to clarifying
the meaning of “existence” because perception,
understood as something perceived, Heidegger
argues, cannot be existence as such, for in that
case (understood as the perceived existing)
existence itself would have to be something
actually existing, i.e. something real. But
existence understood in this way would
contradict Kant’s thesis that ‘being is not a real
predicate’. To put it another way, according to



aKkTe OoJle3HEHHO IlepexmBaeTcs. MOXHO 11, 3a-
JlaeT BOIIPOC Xarijierrep, OTOXIeCTBUTD CYIIeCcTBO-
BaHMe C BOCIPUHATBIM cylrecTsyrommm? Ho u
371ech MBI HMKaK He IIPOJIBUTaeMcs B IIPOSICHEHNN
3HAYeHMsl «CyIIeCTBOBaHVIs», ITIOCKOIBKY BOCIIPU-
STV, TIOHSTOe KaK HeYTO BOCIIPUHSITOE, TOBOPUT
Xarmierrep, Takke He MOXeT OBITH CYIIeCTBOBa-
HVeM KaK TaKOBBbIM, Bef[b B 3TOM CJIydae (IOHSToe
KaK BOCIPWHSATOE, KaK BOCIIPMHSITOE CYIIECTBY-
IoIIlee) CyIIlecCTBOBaHVe CaMoO JOJDKHO OBITh HEKO-
TOPBIM HEVICTBUTEIIBHBIM CyIIIM, TO €CTh UYeM-TO
peastbHBIM. Ho Tak moHsiTOE cyImecTBOBaHMe IIPO-
TuBOpeuwIo Obl Tesucy KaHrta «beiTme He ecTb
peasIbHBIN IIpeyKar». VIHade roBOpsl, COIVIACHO
KaHTOBCKOMY Te3VICY, IeVICTBUTEIIFHOCTE (OBITHIE,
CyIIlecTBOBaHMe) KaK TaKOBas He MOXeT ObITh paB-
Ha BOCIIPUHSATOMY [IeVICTBITEILHOMY.

Wrak, MbI Bcjlenm 3a XamierrepoMm BBISCHU-
JIV, 9TO CYIIIeCTBOBaHVE He TOXIIeCTBEHHO aKTy
BOCHPUSATIS ¥ He TOXIECTBEHHO BOCIIPVHVIMA-
eMoMy cymecTsyromiemy. Torma Xavimerrep me-
JlaeT «IIar HascTpeuy KanTy» 1 mIpeanpuHu-
MaeT IIOIBITKY OTOXIECTBUTBH CyIIleCTBOBaHMeE C
ovimuem-Bocnpunsamoim  (Wahrgenommensein  des
Wahrgenommenen), ¢ focnpunamocmuio BOCIpU-
HsaToro (Wahrgenommenheit). B 3ToM ciydae Ha-
J4gve CyIIecTBYIOIIel Bellly BblpakaeTcs B MO-
MeHTe BOCIIPUHSATOCTY, AEVICTBUTEIbHOe CyIllee
CTaHOBUTCS JOCTYIIHBIM [JIS Hac B KauecTBe Ha-
JINYHOro 4epes pocrpusaTue. V1 Torma Xamper-
rep yTBepX/aeT, 4YTo Ha si3blke KaHTa BOCIpms-
TVie O3Ha4asIo OBl TO YK€, UTO VI «BOCIIPUHSTOCTH»
(Wahrgenommenheit), «OTKpbITOCTb B BOCIIpPWU-
aruv» (Entdeckheit im Wahrnehmen). VMubmvn
cjioBaMm, Xavizierrep IojlaraeT, YTO TaKOW CMBICTT
TIOHATNS «BOCIIPUSTHE» ObLT OBl Hamboslee azek-
BaTHBIM KaHTOBCKOMY TIOHVMAaHMIO.

Onnako Xarijerrep 3aKjIo4aeT, UTO ITOCKOJIBKY
y camoro KaHTa HesIb3d HamTM KaKMx-JIMOO ykKa-
3aHM Ha CIIeMUKY ero TOJIKOBAHMS «BOCIIPYS-
TVs1», TO KAHTOBCKOE ITPOsICHEHVIe TTOHSTHS CyIIle-
CTBOBaHMS HEOTYETIVBO U [IOIYCKaeT, BOIIPEKM
yTBepKaeHMo camoro KanTa, 60s1bIIIyIO CTelleHb
SICHOCTU. VIMEHHO HEBHSTHOCTH IIOHSTHUS «BOC-
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the Kantian thesis, reality (being, existence) as
such cannot be equal to perceived reality.
Thus, following Heidegger, we have
found that existence is not identical to
the act of perceiving, or to the perceived
existent. then takes
‘step to meet Kant halfway’ and attempts
to identify existence with the being-perceived
of the perceived (Wahrgenommensein des
Wahrgenommenen) — with its perceivedness
(Wahrgenommenheit). In this case, the
extantness of the existing thing is expressed
in the moment of perceivedness; the actual

Heidegger another

existing becomes accessible to us as being
extant through perception. Then, Heidegger
asserts that, in Kant’s idiom, perception would
have the same meaning as ‘perceivedness’
(Wahrgenommenheit), ‘uncoveredness in
perception’ (Entdeckheit im Wahrnehmen). In
other words, Heidegger believes that this
meaning of the concept ‘perception” would be
closest to Kant’s.

However, Heidegger concludes that because
we cannot find in Kant any references to the
specificity of his interpretation of “perception’,
Kant's clarification of the concept of ‘existence’
is vague and, contra Kant himself, open to a
higher degree of clarity. It is the opaqueness
of Kant’s interpretation of ‘perception’ that
makes it impossible to find in Kant any positive
definition of the concept of ‘existence’.

Moving forward, Heidegger (1982, p. 48),
seeks to reveal what he calls a fatal flaw in
Kant’s approach (when fundamental concepts
like “being” and “existence” are at issue),
adopting “an interpretation of perception most
favorable for Kant”. He identifies ‘existence’
with “perceivedness’ and accordingly, with
‘absolute positing” (Gesetztheit); and ‘being” in
general with “positing” in general (ibid., p. 43).
Heidegger (1982, p. 49; c¢f. 1989, p. 66) then
writes: “We then ask whether something is



E. C. MapuykoBa

npusiTe» B paccyxaeHusix KaHta He faeT BO3-
MOXXHOCTb OOHapyXWUTb Y HEro Kakoe-Inbo mo3su-
TUBHOe OITpefiesieHie TIOHSTS «CYIIeCTBOBaHVe».

Hasee, mibITasich BeIsIBUTH Y KaHTa, 110 cj10BaM
Xaﬂnerrepa, Fy6T/IT€J'[bHBIT7[, B CJIy4ae Korja pevb
uageT o pyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX HOHATUAX «ObITHe» 1
«CyIIIeCTBOBaHMe», M3bSH, OH, IIPUHVIMAas «Hanbo-
Jlee OraronpusATHYIO 1 KaHTa MHTepIIpeTaliio
BOCIIPUSTYS», OTOXIECTBIIsieT CyllleCTBOBaHMe C
BOCIIPUHSITOCTBIO ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, C a0COIIOT-
Hovt nosiokeHHOCTHIO (Gesetztheit), a ObITHIE BOOO-
ITle — CII0JIOKEHHOCTHI0 BooO11Ie. [lartee Xarerrep
CIIpallBaeT: «...BePHO JIY, YTO HeUTO CyIIeCTByeT
rocpencTBoM BocipuHATOCT? OOpasyeT i Boc-
IPVHSTOCTh HEKOTOPOIO CYILETO ero CyIIecTBO-
BaHMe? BepHo 111, 4TO CcylecTBOBaHwMe, JIEVICTBY-
TeJIBHOCTb ¥ BOCITPUHSTOCTh — 3TO OTHO U TO Xe?
Ho Benb OKHO He oOpeTaeT cBoOe CyIlleCTBOBaHe
Oaromaps TOMY, 4TO s €ro BOCIIPMHVMAIO, Hao-
OOpOT, 51 MOTr'y ero BOCIIPVHSATH, €CJIVi OHO CyIlle-
CTBYeT U 1n0CcK04bKY OHO cyIecTByeT» (Heidegger,
1989, S. 66; Xanperrep, 2001, c. 61). OgeBnIHO, YTO
CyIIleCTBOBaHVe Belly JAO/DKHO IIPeIecTBOBaTh
BOCIIPVHSITOCTY, TIOCKOJIBKY VIMEHHO CYIIIeCTBOBa-
Hue obecrieunBaeT BOCIIPMHIMAEMOCTh TOIO, YTO
OyzeT BOCIIPMHSATO, a He Ha00OPOT (B IIPOTMBHOM
cJIy4ae BOCIIPVHIMMATB OBUIO OBI IIPOCTO HEYETO).
B sToMm Xarzerrep, GesyciioBHo, ipas. [lajiee oH ro-
BOPUT: «BocmipusiTite vimvt abCOITIOTHOE TToJIaraHye
€CTh BO BCAKOM CJIydae CIocod JocTyma K CyIe-
CTBYIOILIEMY, HAJIMYHOMY, CIIOCOO €ro pacKpbITHS;
HO PacKpBbITOCTh TeM He MeHee He eCTh HayIndue
HaJIMYHOIO, CYIeCTBOBaHMe CYIIeCTBYIOIIEro»
(Ibid.; Tam »xe). Haymame, cyiiecTBoBaHMe IpCy-
11le CYIIecTBYIoIeMy 1 0e3 TOro, YToObI OHO OBLIIO
packpsiTo (entdeckt). VI B aTom Xarerrep, koHeu-
Ho, mpaB. Ho cMero mpeanonoXuTe, 4ro Xavpjer-
rep HEeCKOJIBKO TOPOIMTCS 371eCh IIPeNCTaBIISATH
CBOe paccykJleHVe MMEHHO KaK KOHTPapryMeHT
K nosunmmu Kanrta. Benp B camoMm neste, Kant He
3aXOOUT HACTOJIBKO JaJIeKO B OOBICHEHUM ITOHS-
TUS «CyIIecTBOBaHMs», a, HAIIPOTMB, OCTaHaBJIV-
BaeTcs 1 He J1aeT KaKOro-jI0o TIO3UTVIBHOTO OIIpe-
HerieHVis. BeIBOIBI, K KOTOPBIM IIPUXOOUT 37€Ch

existent by virtue of its being perceived. Does
the perceivedness of a being, of an existent,
constitute its existence? Are existence, actuality,
and perceivedness one and the same? The
window, however, surely does not receive
existence from my perceiving it, but just the
reverse: I can perceive it only if it exists and
because it exists.” Obviously, the existence of
a thing must precede its perceivedness, since
existence ensures the perceivability of that
which will be perceived, and not vice versa
(otherwise there would be nothing to perceive).
Heidegger has a point there. He continues:
“Perception or absolute position is at most
the mode of access to the existent, the extant;
it is the way it is uncovered; uncoveredness,
however, is not the extantness of the extant,
the existence of the existent” (ibid.). Extantness,
existence are properties of the existing,
even without its being uncovered (entdeckt).
Heidegger, of course, is right on this. But I
would hazard a suggestion that Heidegger
shows undue haste in presenting this reasoning
as a counterargument to Kant’s position.
Indeed, Kant does not go this far in explaining
the concept of “existence’ — on the contrary, he
stops short of giving any positive definition.
Heidegger’s conclusions, to my mind, reflect
his own elaboration of the theme in a way he
thinks Kant would have been likely to, but did
not choose to do. Kant, while including the
concept of ‘perception’ in his argument, does
not define the concept of ‘existence” and, in the
strict sense, speaks not so much about existence
as about the possibility and limits of cognising
things as existent.

Conclusion
Heidegger draws two conclusions from

Kant’s interpretation of ‘existence’. First,
Heidegger considers Kant’s interpretation
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Xavizierrep, Ha MOV B3IJIsAII, 0OYCIIOBJIEHBI €ro co0-
CTBEHHBIM pa3BepTBHIBAHVEM TEMBI B TOM KIIIOUE,
Kak, 10 ero MHEHIO, 3TO Moz v caenaTh KaHT, HO
He crenai. KaHT, BKIIIOUasi IIOHSITVE «BOCIIPUSI-
TVe» B PacCy>kK/IeHVie, He JIaeT OIperiesieHe [I0HS-
TUIO «CYyIIIeCTBOBaHME» ¥, B CTPOIOM CMBICJIe, TO-
BOPWT He CTOJIBKO O CYIIIeCTBOBAHMM KaK TaKOBOM,
CKOJIBKO JIVIIITb O BO3MOXKHOCTY M TPaHUITaX VIMEH-
HO 103HAHU S BeIIIV KaK CYIIIeCTBYIOIIEVL.

3akiIroueHme

VI3 KaHTOBCKOV MHTepIIpeTalni CyIecTBOBa-
Hus Xavigerrep fejaeT [IBa BbIBoda. Bo-Iiepsblx,
uHTepnpeTanys KaHToM HOHATHMS CylllecTBOBa-
HU IIpeficTaBIsgeTcs Xargerrepy HeoT4YeTIMBON
1 TpebyeT OoJlee UeTKOrO M MOIPOOHOTO pasbsc-
HeHMs. B camom neste, KaHT ToBOpUT B OTHOIIIE-
HUV TIOHSTUS CYIIeCTBOBaHMS, YTO <«IIOHSTHE
TOro, 4TO TIOHJIEXUT OOBICHEHUIO, JIUIIIh B OYeHb
MaJIOVl CTEIIeHV CTAHOBUTCS 0OjIee OTUYETIIMBBIM
yepes yKaszaHMe Ha cyllecTsoaHve. OgHaKko mpu-
poria IpeaMeTa B €ero OTHOIIIEHUM K CTIOCOOHOCTI
HalIllero paccylka BooOIlle He IOITycKaeT Oosee
BBICOKOVI cTelleHU [sgcHOCcTM]» (AA 02, S. 73—74;
Kanrt, 1994, c. 394). Bo-BTOpBIX, rOBOpUT Xaviier-
rep, «Jlaxke B pesysbTaTe CaMOro JoOpoxkesiaTesnb-
HOTO TOJIKOBAHMS» KaHTOBCKAsl MHTepPIIpeTarls
MOHATUS «CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS» OCTaeTCsl COMHUTEIIb-
ot (Heidegger, 1989, S. 67; Xaitnerrep, 2001, c. 61).

Onnako, 3axitodaet Xavigerrep, xots KaaT He-
JIOCTaTOYHO OTYET/IIBO BUAUT «TOPU30HT, U3 KO-
TOPOrO " B KOTOPOM... XOUYeT BBICTpamBaTh CBOVI
pa3bsICHEHNSL. .. IIOTOMY, YTO OH C CaMOro Hauajla
He oOecrieunBaeT /1151 ceOsl 3TOT TOPU3OHT B COOT-
BETCTBUM [C TIpeMeTOM VICCIIeIOBaHVIsA| 11 He TIOf-
TOTaBJIVIBAET €r0 SIBHO IIJISL CBOMIX HYXKI», OH [IBU-
XeTcsi B BepHOM Harpasiienun (Heidegger, 1989,
S. 67; Xanpmerrep, 2001, c. 61—62). Takm oOpasom,
KaHTOBCKasl MHTepIIpeTalys ObITIS U CyIIecTBO-
BaHs, BBIBOAMMas 13 Te3nca «bbITie He ecThb pe-
aJIbHBIV IIpeVKaT», IpefcTasisieTcs Xargerrepy
TIOIXOMSIIEVT OCHOBOVI [JISI TIOVICKA ITO3WTMBHOIO
OITperiesieHNsl 9TVX TOHSITHU, a caM Te3NC — JIOo-
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of the concept to be opaque, and needing a
clearer and more detailed explication. Indeed,
speaking about the concept of ‘existence’,
Kant writes that “it is only in a very small
degree that our definition renders distinct
the concept of that which is defined. But the
nature of the object in relation to the faculty of
our understanding does not admit of a higher
degree of distinctness” (BDG, AA 02, pp. 73-
74; Kant, 1992, p. 119). Second, Heidegger
(1982, p. 49; cf. 1989, p. 67) claims that “even
when given the most favourable reading”,
the Kantian interpretation of the concept of
‘existence’ remains dubious.

However, Heidegger concludes, although
Kant does not quite clearly see “the horizon
from which and within which he wants to
carry through the elucidation because he did
not assure himself of this horizon in advance
and prepare it expressly for his explication”
(ibid.), he is moving in the right direction.
Thus, Heidegger concludes that the Kantian
interpretation of ‘being’ and ‘existence’,
derived from the thesis “being is not a real
predicate”, is a valid foundation for the search
of appositive definitions of these concepts; and
the thesis itself is a solid enough basis for the
elaboration and pursuit of his own ambitious
project of ontology as phenomenology. But the
problematic content of the thesis, according
to Heidegger, calls for “a more fundamental
formulation” and “a more radical foundation”
(ibid.) — a task he would later tackle in his
lectures.
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OIIbIT COBPEMEHHOCTU
B KAHTUMAHCKOWM ITEPCITEKTVUBE

A.T. Kopnuenxo'!

B cmamve cmabumca yeav npobecmu pexoncmpyx-
yuto kanmobBcrozo npoexma npocBewserus, paccmampubasn
ee0 KaK KOMMAeKCHblll ¢heHoMeH, obvedursAuuil 6 cede
pasaudbie npoepammmbie ycmanobku Beex mpex «Kpu-
mux» u 3a0aouuil ocobyr nepcnexmuy Bocnpusmus
coBpemenrocmu. B kauecmbe macucmparvrioeo Hanpabie-
HUA 044 1poBodumoeo anasusa dviaa Bvidpana unmepnpe-
mayua M. @yxo, 6 pamxax komopou npoexm WM. Kanma
npedcmaem Kak nonvimka nociedobamensrioeo nepexooa
om pua0copCKotl KpUmuKy K NOAUMUUecKol npazma-
muxe. Caedys no nameuenromy Pyxo nymu uxmepnpe-
mayuu, nocaedoBamessHo anasusupyemcs pso croxenos,
pasbumoix Kanmom 6 pamkax eeo xkpumuueckot ¢pu.oco-
¢huu u obecnevubuiux meopemuteckuil pyHoamerm 045
nocaedyioujetl pearu3ayuL eeo npoekma mnpocbeujeHus
6 npaxmuxe nobcednebroi nosumuueckorl xusuu. Tax,
8 nepBoti uacmu uccaedoBanus paccmampubaemcs, Kow-
Uenyus INUCMeMu1eckoi aBmoHoMuY Kax Heodxooumon
npeonocviAKU K AeeUMUMHOMY Ynpabienuto — CcHA4AAA
cobott, a 3amem u Opyeumu. Bo 6mopoti anarusupyemcs
ONbIM 2ePOU3AY UL HACTIOAU4E20, 6 PAMKAX KOMOpo2o 3a-
Oaemcs ocoboe Mopasvioe omHouienue 1eaobexa x cboeil
ucmoputeckoil snoxe. B mpemveil paccmampubaemcs xom-
yenyus obujeeo uybecmba, noHAmMo2o kax ocHobanue 041
hopmupoBarun NoAUMUUECKO20 MEXAHUIMA, CHOCOOHO20
obecneuums BO3MONKHOCHIb COAACUA MEKOY 2PaXKOaHAMU
6 Bonpocax obujecmBentrozo ycmpoticmba. B saxatouenue
Oesatomcsi Bv1600b1, Ha OCHOBAHUU KOMOPbLX ONbim Bocnpu-
AMUSA CoBpeMenHocmu, paccmompenviii 6 Kowmexcme
npoexma npocbeujenus Kanma, npedcmaem xax onwim cy-
wecmbBobanus 6 ocobom ucmopureckom npocmparcmée,
OMKPBIMOM He 1OABKO 044 KpUMUKU, Ho 1 045 OetlcmButl
u duasoea, a mpu kanwmobekue «Kpumuxu» Gvicmynarom
Kak 63auMo00noAHAIOULUe ACNEeKbL eOUHOU KPUMUKU MO-
MeHma Hacmosueeo 8 Ouckypce coBpemeHHoCu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: Kanm, @yko, npocBewjenue, co-
BpemerHocmy, Anucmemuueckas aBmMoHOMUS, 2epousa-
yua Hacmosiueeo, obujee uyBcmbo

!Cankr-IleTepOyprckuiirocyqapcTBeHHBIN YHUBEPCUTET,
199034, Cauxr-TletepOypr, YHMBepcurerckas HaO., 1. 7—9.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 01.10.2024 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-4-4

THE EXPERIENCE OF MODERNITY
FROM THE KANTIAN PERSPECTIVE

A. G. Kornienko'

In this article, 1 attempt to reconstruct Kant's
enlightenment  project, viewed as a complex
phenomenon which combines various programmatic
principles of all three Critiques, and which offers a
special perspective on the perception of modernity. I have
chosen, as the lens for my analysis, the interpretation
of Michel Foucault, who presents Kant’s project as
a phased transition from philosophical critique to
political pragmatics. Following the path charted by
Foucault, I analyse a number of ideas developed by
Kant within the framework of his critical philosophy,
which laid the theoretical foundations for subsequent
implementations of his enlightenment project in daily
political practices. The first part of my study examines
the concept of epistemic autonomy as a prerequisite
of legitimate governance, first of oneself, and then
of others. The second part analyses the experience of
‘heroisation of the present’, which determines people’s
attitudes toward their historical epoch. The third part
explores the concept of ‘common sense’ as the basis of
the political mechanism that makes agreement possible
among citizens with respect to social issues. I arrive at
conclusions which present the perception of modernity,
in the context of Kant’s enlightenment project, as the
experience of existence within a special historical space
that is open not only to critique but also to action and
dialogue, and in which the three Kantian Critiques
appear as mutually complementary aspects of a single
critique of the present moment in modern discourse.

Keywords: Kant, Foucault, enlightenment,
modernity, epistemic autonomy, heroisation of the
present, common sense
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BBemenmne

@deHOMeH ITPOCBeIleHNs], TIOHSTHIVI He IIPOCTO
KaK OIIpeJie/IeHHas MCTopuYecKasl 3110xa, HO IIpe-
XJIe BCEro KakK IIPOEKT B VCTOPUIM €BPOIIEVICKO
MBICJIVI, He TOJIBKO ITOZIapuJl 4YeJlIoBeYeCTBY Bepy B
MOT'YIIIECTBO pa3yMa, HO ¥ BO3JIOXKVUI Ha Hero o0si-
3aHHOCTb COM3MEpPSTh CBOWM IIPeJICTaBJIeHNs O pe-
JIBHOCTY C CaMOV PeaIbHOCTBIO, YTOOBI OHU He
IIpeBpallia/IViCh B 3aKOpeHesIble IIpeIpacCydKi U
cyesepus. Tak, atoc vin gaxe mnadoc sroxu ITpo-
CBEIIeH Vs COCTOSJI, TI0 pacxoXkeMy MHeHUIO, VIMeH-
HO B TOM, YTO HMKAaKasi MBICJINTEJIbHAS VJIVI MUPO-
BO33peHYecKasl yCTaHOBKa He MOIJIa OBbITh IIpUHATa
K JIEVICTBUIO [IO TeX IIOp, IIOKa OHa He OyzeT BcecTo-
POHHe paccMOTpeHa B CBeTe KPUTWYEeCKOro pasy-
Ma. [Toxxastyvi, He OyfieT IpeyBe/deHreM cKas3aTh,
YTO Hanboslee OTUETIIMBO CyTh 3TOVI IIPOCBETH-
TeJILCKOVI TTapaaurMbl Obula cxBadeHa V. Kantom
B €ro 3HaMeHUTON paboTe «OTBET Ha BOIIPOC: UTO
TaKoe IIpOoCBelieHe?». V1 XOTs 04eBIIHO, 9TO IIPo-
CBelleH e HMKOITIa He ObUIO 1e/IbHBIM SIBJICHVIEM U
IIpeZICTaBIIsIIO COOOVI COBOKYITHOCTD pa3sHOPOIHBIX
M 3a4acTyio [ake B3aVMOVICKIIIOUAIOIINX ITPOeK-
ToB (cM.: Kpyrros, 2023), MBI TeM He MeHee MOXKeM
yTBepXJiaTh, uTo npoekT KaHTa 110 crx nop sisiis-
€TCs eciI He CaMbIM BJIVSITEIIBHBIM, TO TI0 Kpari-
Hell Mepe caMbIM 0Ocy>k/1aeMbIM. Benb maxke ecyim
OTBJIEUbCSl OT MHOXeECTBA CTaTeVl, OImyOIMKoBaH-
HBIX 3a IOCJIeTHe [1Ba JeCcATUIeTVIs, VI COCPedoTOo-
YUTh BHUMaHME VICKJTIOUMTEeIFHO Ha MaCIITaOHBIX
MepOHpPUATHAX, TaKMX KaK BCEBO3MOXKHBIE KOH-
rpecchl 1 KOH(epeHIIN, TO 31eCh MbI MOXXeM (PUIK-
CHpOBaTh HEYCTaHHBIVI HTepeC K JIaHHOVI ITPpo0Jie-
MaTMKe KaK Ha OTedyecTBeHHOM (cM.: [IMuTpuresa 1
1p., 2019; Crapuesa, Cabanos, 2023), Tak 1 Ha 3apy-
OeXXHOVI 1CCI1e10BaTeIIbCKOV CLIeHe?.

2B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHNMN TI0Kas3aTesleH TOT (PAKT, UTO MIPUy-
POUYeHHBIN K TpexcoTyieTHeMy fobwmiero Kanra XIV Mex-
IyHApOOHBII KOHIPecc, OpraHum3oBaHHBII OOMIecTBOM
Kanra n VHctutyToM dwtocodpum BoHHCKOro yHUBEpP-
CUTeTa, IIPOIIIes oA, HasBaHMeM «[IpoekT mpocserieHms
. KanTa». Kpome Toro, cjiemyer oTMeTuThb, 4TO M B paM-
kax Mexnynaponnoro KanToBckoro kKoHrpecca «Mm-
poBsoe moHsATHE duIocodun», opraHmusoBaHHOro bdY
M. V. KaHTa Tarxke B CB3M C IIpa3HOBaHMeM [oOvIes
KanTa, maHHas TemaTmKa TOXKe He ObUIa ocTaBjieHa 0e3
BHVIMaHIISL.
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A. G. Kornienko

Introduction

The phenomenon of the Enlightenment,
understood not simply as a historical epoch,
but first and foremost as a project in the
history of European thought, not only gave
humankind faith in the power of reason,
but also made it responsible for measuring
its ideas of reality against reality itself, lest
these ideas turn into ossified prejudices
and superstitions. Thus, the ethos and
even the pathos of the Enlightenment is
commonly believed to be that no intellectual
or worldview-related proposition can be a
guide to action until it has been examined
from all sides, in the light of critical reason.
It would not be an exaggeration to say that
Kant most clearly captured the essence of the
Enlightenment paradigm in his famous essay,
“An Answer to the Question: What is the
Enlightenment?” Although the Enlightenment
obviously monolithic
phenomenon, but rather a collection of diverse
and often mutually exclusive projects (see
Krouglov, 2023), it can be argued that Kant’s
project is still, if not the most influential,
at least the most widely discussed of these
projects. Even if we put aside the many articles
published in the last two decades and focus
only on high-profile events such as congresses
and conferences, we see unflagging interest
in his problematics in Russia (see Dmitrieva
et al., 2019; Startseva and Sabanov, 2023) and
abroad.?

was never a

2Tellingly, the 14" International Congress, organised by
the German Kant Society and the Institute of Philosophy
at Bonn University was billed as “Kant’s Project of
Enlightenment”. It should be noted that this theme
received its due share of attention at the International
Kant Congress “World Concept of Philosophy”,
organised by the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal
University which was also part of the celebrations of
the Kant jubilee.



A.T. Kopuuenko

Kak msBectHo, M. ®DyKo OOBSCHSII 3TOT He-
MpexofAIINil MHTepeC K IIPOEKTY IIPOCBelleHs
KanTa npuHATON B €ro paMKax «yCTaHOBKOVI Ha
coBpeMeHHOCTR» (Dyxko, 2002, c. 344), Gnaromaps
KOTOpOVI prytocoCKMiI IVICKYPC BIIepBble CTajl
«OIlpefieJIeHHbBIM ~ pofIoM  pwtocodCcTBOBaHM,
VICTOpMsI KOTOPOTO HacUMThIBaeT yXe [iBa BeKa»
(@yxo, 2011, c. 27), a MMEHHO «IVICKYPCOM O CO-
BPEMEHHOCT», VI «IVCKYPCOM COBPEMEeHHOCT»
(Tam e, c. 25). CyTb 3TOVI yCTaHOBKM 3aKJIF0Uasiach
B TpeDoBaHM 3aHSTH ITO OTHOIIEHVIO K COOCTBeH-
HOMY HacTosIleMy KaKylo-To mosuiyo. Crernarh
3TO MOXKHO ObUIO, 110 MHeHMIO PyKo, TOIIBKO 000-
3Ha4YMB CBOKO MPUHAJIEKHOCTh K HEKOMY «Mbl»,
TO €CThb K COOCTBEHHBIM COBpeMeHHMKaM, K TOM
camort obpa3oBaHHOM ITyOJIVKe, KOTOpasi IIbITaeT-
Cs1 OCMBIC/IUTH CBOe COOCTBEHHOe HacTosIIlee C I0-
3ULUY YHUBepCcaJIbHOTro cyObekTa nosHaHms (Tam
xe). [Tpu aTOM, B3gTast B KoHTeKcTe ITpocBertienis,
roffoOHast YHMBEpPCaIbHOCTD B3IVIsAIa BXOOWIa B
IIPOTMBOpEeYMe C CYIIeCTBOBAaBLIVIMI Ha TOT MO-
MeHT COIIMAJIbHBIMU W IIpeX[e BCero MoInTiye-
CKMMW MHCTUTYTaMW, CO3IaHHBIMU U PYHKIIVO-
HUPOBaBIIVIMM B Y3KMX PaMKax JOMVHMPYOLIeN
permirmosHon Tpaguuuu. Hapoxmasiascss Bepa
B HEIIOKOJIEOMMBIVI aBTOPUTET pasyMa M KPUTU-
Ka PeJINTVO3HBIX IpefCTaBieHNi1 TpeboBasn Iie-
pepacriperiesieHsl poJiell BHYTPY CIJIOKVBIIIEVICS
CTPYKTYPHBI BJIaCTHBIX OTHOIIEHUT ¥ B KOHEYHOM
MTOTe JOJIKHBI OBIIIV ITPUBECTY K «<HOBOVI pacKJIal-
Ke», «HOBOMY pacIIpesieJIeHVIO yIIpaBjieHus: cobov
v yrpasiieHns gpyrumm» (Tam xe, c. 50). ITockosns-
Ky Takoe IlepepaclipesiejieHlie, C TOUYKU 3peHMs
DyKo, 11 coCTaBJIsieT CYIIHOCTb ITOJIUTUKM KaK VH-
CTUTYIIMM BJIaCTH, PaccesiHHOV 110 BceM aclleKTaM
COIIMAJIBHOrO [IVCKypca, OH paccMaTpuBaeT BO-
IIPOC O ITPOCBeIeHNN IIpeX]ie BCero B KOHTeKCTe
HOJIUTUYECKOM. B 3TOM OTHOIIIeHIM, KaK OTMedaeT
k. HImuar (Schmidt, 2011, p. 49), dyko no-csoe-
My IPOJIOJDKaeT, a TOuHee, [0JIeMU3VpPYeT C JIMHU-
ell VHTepIpeTalny paboTel KaHTa, mpemioxen-
Hovt . BeHTypw, COITIAaCHO KOTOPOVI KaHTOBCKOE
BUZIEHVIe CyTU IIPOCBeIIeHNs CMeCTUJIO aKIIeHT C
po0sIeMaTMKM HOJIMTUYECKON Ha IIpo0IeMaTKy
VICKJTIOUMTEIIBHO (PriIocopcKyIo, TeM caMbIM BBe-
14 B 32071y KIeH1e He TOJIBKO €r0 COBpeMeHHVIKOB,
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Michel Foucault, of course, attributed this
enduring interest in Kant’s Enlightenment
project to its inherent “attitude of modernity”
(Foucault, 1984, p. 38), which turned
philosophical discourse into “a certain way
of philosophising which has had a long
history over the following two centuries”
(Foucault, 2011, p. 15), namely, a “discourse
on modernity” (ibid., p. 13), or “discourse of
modernity” (ibid.). This attitude demanded
taking a stance toward one’s own present.
According to Foucault, this could only be
done by identifying oneself with a “we”; that
is, with one’s contemporaries, the educated
public which tries to make sense of its own
present by looking at it from the viewpoint of
the universal subject of cognition (ibid.). Such
universality of perspective in the context of
the Enlightenment contradicted the social,
and above all, political institutions of the time,
created, and functioning within, the narrow
framework of the dominant religious tradition.
The nascent faith in the unassailable authority
of reason and the critique of religious ideas
called for a “new dividing up” (ibid., p. 37),
“a new distribution of government of self and
government of others” (ibid.). Because, for
Foucault, such redistribution forms the essence
of politics as an institution of power spread
over all aspects of social discourse, he discusses
the question of enlightenment primarily from
a political angle. In that sense, James Schmidt
(2011, p. 49) notes, Foucault continues with,
or rather polemicises, the interpretation of
Kant’s work by Franco Venturi (1971, p. 2),
who claims that the Kantian view of the
essence of the Enlightenment had shifted the
focus from politics to exclusively philosophical
problems, thereby misleading not only his
contemporaries, but those who came after him,
who thus overlooked the issue of the right to
free expression and dissent.



HO 11 TIOTOMKOB, YITyCTUBIIVX U3 BUAY KITIOYeBOV
11 [TpocsertieHnis BOIrpoc o Iipase Ha CBOOOIHOe
BBIpa)KeHVe CBOVIX MBICJIeVl ¥ HelloJuuHeHue Cy-
mecTsyomlemy nopsanky (Venturi, 1971, p. 2).

Tax, mo MaeHII0 PYKO, PeHOMEH ITPOCBeIeHI
B mHTeprpeTtaryy KaHTa Helb3s BOCIIPUHMMATD
VICKJIFOUMTEIIFHO KaK HeKoe «o0Iilee IBVDKeH e, 3a-
Tparusalolliee Bce 4eJIoBeuecTBO», 1IN, Ha00OpoT,
KaK HeKOe «I0JDKEHCTBOBaHME, IIPeIIChIBaeMoe
VHIVIBUIaM», IIOCKOJIBKY B OOOMX CIIydasiX YIIy-
CKaeTcsl I1aBHas MHTeHIMs KaHTa, a MeHHO Tpe-
GoBaHIe paccMaTpMBaTh BOIIPOC O CYIITHOCTY IIPO-
CBeIlleHNMs KaK «BOIIpoC HoymTudeckuin» (Pyxo,
2002, c. 342). CyTp 3TOro BOIpOCa, IO MHEHWIO
@DyKO, CBOAMTCS He TOJIBKO V1 He CTOJIBKO K HeoOxo-
JVIMOCTV IIOBCEMECTHOT'O VCIIO/Ib30BaHMs pa3yMa,
CKOJIBKO K BO3MOXXHOCTM €r0 «CBOOOIHOIO», VIIN
«a1yOrmraHoro», npumeHeHus (Tam xe). Hpyrivm
cj1oBaMy, oOpasoBaHHasi Iy 0J1vKa JOJ/DKHA He IIpo-
CTO OOpaIlaThcs K pa3yMy KaK eIMHCTBEHHOMY aB-
TOPUTETY B cdpepe MeTap31MIecKor, HO U BbICKa-
3bIBaThCS OT €ro JInIia B cpepe MPaKTIIeCcKO, TO
ecTb 00pecTyt CBOIO MOJIUTUYECKYIO CyOBeKTHOCTD,
¥ BOIIPOC, KOTOPBIN BCTaeT Ieper, Kanrom, cocro-
UT B TOM, KaK 3TO IepepacIipefieieHVie BJIaCTHBIX
OTHOIIIEHNVT BO3MOXXHO peasl30BaTh Ha IIpak-
THKe. PeltieHrieM 3TOro BOIIpoca, C TOUKM 3PeHVIS
@DyKo, cTajI CBOeOOpa3HBIN JIOrOBOP, IpejIoKeH-
Hem1 Kanrom @puppuxy II, B cooTBeTcTBUM C KO-
TOPBIM OOpasoBaHHas IyOsvKa oOsizaHa He TOJIb-
KO IIOBMHOBAaTBCS IIPABUTEIIIO, HO U MMeeT IIpaBo
cBobonHO paccyxaaTh (Tam xe). VI ecsim B Tekcte
KaHTa MBI He BCTpeuaeM HpsMOro yKas3aHWMs Ha
HeOOXOIMMOCTb ITOJOOHOTO IOroBOpa, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky IIpaBO paccyXgaTh ObUIO J1apoBaHO Dpuapu-
XOM 1 0e3 Hero, TO MbI BIIOJIHE MOXXEM COIVIACUThb-
cst ¢ Dyko B ToM, uTO KaHT cTpemmics yKpenuThb
Y pacIIVIPUTh BBEIEHHYIO IIPOCBEeIIIeHHbIM MOHap-
XOM IPaKTVKY. DTO 3HAYNMIIO, UTO OTHBIHE IMEHHO
pasyM, a He KHUTA, CBSIIIEHHVIK VIV Bpad JOJDKEH
BBICTYIIaTh CYOBEKTOM BJIAaCTHBIX OTHOIIIEHWI, a
€ro IJIaBHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM HOJIMTIYeCKOTO BO3-
TeVICTBVSI CTAHOBUTCS KPUTWKA, TIOHATasl yXKe He
KaK IIyCTOe pe30HePCTBO, a KaK «BbIpakeHVe Heco-
I7IacHsl», KaK «VICKYCCTBO He OBITh YIIPaB/IsSieMbIM»
(Foucault, 2007, p. 45). DTO UCKyCcCTBO, OTMeYaeT
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Thus, Foucault (1984, p. 37)
Kant’s interpretation of the phenomenon
of the Enlightenment should not be seen as
“a general process affecting all humanity”

on the contrary,

argues,

or,
prescribed to individuals”, because both
interpretations ignore Kant’s main intention,
viz., the imperative to consider the question
of the essence of enlightenment as “a political
problem”. In Foucault’s view, the question
boils down not solely or largely to the need to
use reason everywhere, but to the possibility
of its “free” or “public” application (ibid.).
In other words, the educated elite should not
only appeal to reason as the sole authority in
the field of metaphysics, but also speak out on
its behalf in the practical sphere, i.e. acquire
political agency; and the question facing Kant
is how such redistribution of governance
relations can be effected in practice. A solution
to the issue, Foucault believes, was a covenant
of sorts, which Kant proposed to Friedrich
II, whereby the educated public would obey
the ruler, but would enjoy freedom of speech
(ibid.). While there is no direct reference to
the need for such a covenant in Kant’s text,
Friedrich Il having granted free speech without
him, we can go along with Foucault in that
Kant sought to reinforce and broaden the
practice that the enlightened monarch had
introduced. This meant that, thenceforth, the
subject of governance relations would not be
the book, the priest, or the doctor, but critique,
understood not as hollow reasoning, but as
“an act of defiance” (Foucault, 2007, p. 44); as
“the art of not being governed” (ibid, p. 45).
This art, Aleksandr V. Dyakov (2010, c. 385)
argues, entails the “determination not to trust
anything but one’s rationality” and “to resist
all forms of intellectual (and above all political)
despotism”.

as “an obligation
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A.B. [TpsIKOB, 0O3Ha4aeT He 4TO VHOE, KaK «pelleHve
He JI0BEePsIThCSL HUUYEMY, KpoMe COOCTBEHHOV pa-
LVOHAJIBHOCTW», U «OOpOThCs CO BceMy popMamm
VHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHON (@ 3HAYNT, IIpeX/e BCero Io-
JITIYecKovi) mecrioTvm» (Apsikos, 2010, c. 385).
Taxvm obpasom, B mHTeprpeTary Pyko KaH-
TOBCKWII IIPOEKT IIPOCBEIIeHNIs IIPeJICTaeT B IIep-
BYIO ouepeb KaK ITPOeKT ITOJIUTUYeCcKNil, I1eJIb
KOTOPOTO COCTOUT He TOJIBKO B JOCTVDKEHWUM WH-
TeJUIeKTyaIbHOVI Y1 MOPaJIbHOVI aBTOHOMUM YeJIo-
BeKa IIOCPe/ICTBOM ITpUMeHeHVsI KPUTUKIU B pas-
JIMYHBIX ee IIPOsiBJIIEHMSAX, HO U B Ilepexore OT
OTBJIeUeHHOVI KPUTMKM K IIOBCETHEBHOM KpUTIUe-
CKOM IpakTuKe. Ipyrumu cjioBaMy, He3aBVCHIMO
OT TOTO, IIPVIMEHSETCs JIVT KPUTUYEeCKUTL MHCTPY-
MeHTapuil K BOIIpOcaM TeOopeTUYecKuM, 3Tide-
CKVIM VJIV 3CTETUYECKIM, 11eJIb0 €TO ITpVIMeHeHs
BCeI7la OCTaeTcsl YesloBeK, a 00JIacThiO ITpaKTuye-
CKOTO HPWIOXKEHUsSI — IIOJIUTMKA, IOCKOJIBKY B
HeVl 9eJIoBeK Ha ITpaKTVKe pean3yeT ce0si KaK CBO-
GorHast IMYHOCTD BO B3aMMOIEVICTBUN C IPYT MM
JIIOBMVI, VIHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHO Y MOPaJIbHO OTBeT-
CTBEeHHBIMI He TOJIBKO Ilepef], CBOMM HaCTOSIIINM,
HO U Tiepef1 OyayIIMM Bcero ydesioBedecTsa. Tak,
no Mblcii Pyko, KkpuTndeckas: pedriexcus Kan-
Ta IlepelleTaeTcsd C MCTOPUYECKOV, a yCTaHOBKa
Ha COBPEMEHHOCTh CTAaHOBUTCSI He TOJIBKO HUTBHIO,
CBsI3bIBaIOIeN (PeHOMEeH ITPOCBEIeHNsI C COBpe-
MeHHBIM (PrIOCOPCKUM AMCKYPCOM, HO VI CBOEO-
OpasHBIM KaMepPTOHOM, B COIJIaCUM C KOTOPBIM BCe
Tpu «KpuTtnkm» KaHTa BBICTpamBaroTcs B TapMo-
Huto cortacus (Dyko, 2002, c. 342). Ciienys HaMe-
ueHHOMY DyKO IyTV MHTepIIpeTaly, B JAHHOM
CTaThe MBI ITPeIITPUHIMAaeM IOIBITKY PeKOHCTPY-
MpOBaTh OIIBIT COBPEMEHHOCTV WJIV, IO BbIpaske-
Hyto Dyxo, «onbIT cammx cebs» (Tam xe, c. 357), B
KOTOPOM JIMCKYPC COBPEMEeHHOCTY HaXOIUT CBOIO
peanmzanyio. 1y pelteHns IOCTaBJIeHHO 3a/1a-
4y B XOZIe VICCTIeIOBaHMS Oy/eT ITOC/Ie0BaTeTbHO
MpOaHAJIN3VPOBaH Pl CIOKETOB, Pa3BUBaeMbIX
B Tpex «Kputukax» Kanra. Tak, B miepont yacTut
ViccIIefIoBaHV MBI OOpaTMMCs K aHaJIU3Y SIVCTe-
MIYeCcKOVI aBTOHOMUY ¥ psifia IIPOr paMMHBIX Tpe-
GoBaHMT1, 3asBJIEHHBIX B KOHTeKCTe «KpuTHKy am-
CTOro pasyma». Bo BToport yacTu Mbl IlepeneM K
aHaJIM3y OIbITa repou3allny HaCTOSIIETO VI ITOITbI-
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Thus, according to Foucault, the Kantian
project of enlightenment is first and foremost
a political project aimed not at achieving
man’s intellectual and moral autonomy
by using various forms of critique, but at
replacing abstract critique with daily critical
practice. In other words, no matter whether
the critical tools are applied to theoretical,
ethical, or aesthetic issues, the target is
always humankind, and the area of practical
application is politics. It is there that the free
individual fulfils oneself, interacting with other
people, intellectually and morally responsible
not only before the present, but also before the
future of the whole of humankind. As Foucault
(1984, p. 37) sees it, Kant’s critical reflection is
intertwined with historical reflection; and the
attitude to modernity is not only the thread
connecting the phenomenon of enlightenment
with modern philosophical discourse, but
also a kind of tuning fork that brings the three
Kantian Critiques into harmony. Following the
path of Foucault’s interpretation, I will attempt
to reconstruct the experience of modernity, or
what Foucault calls “the experience that we
have in it of ourselves” (ibid., p. 49), in which
modern discourse is realised. To accomplish
this task, I will sequentially analyse several
narratives that are unfolded in Kant’s three
Critiques. In the first part of my research, I
will look at epistemic autonomy and several
programmatic requirements framed in the
context of the Critique of Pure Reason. In the
second part, I will analyse the experience of the
heroisation of the present, viewing it through
the prism of the Critique of Practical Reason; and
in the third part I will consider Kant’s teachings
on common sense and attempt to fit it into the
overall structure of the Critique of the Power of
Judgment.



TaeMCsl pacCMOTPETB ero depes mpmMy «KpuTukm
HPaKTIUYECKOIO pa3yMa», a B TPEThEN pacCMOTPUM
yuenme KanTa 00 obiieM uyBcTBe 11 HOIBITaeMCs
BIIVICATh €ro B 00MmIMit KOHTYp «KpuTukm criocoo-
HOCTVI CY K/IEHVISD».

nucreMuyvecKass aBTOHOMM S

VITak, ecsiv B BOITpOCe O CYIIIHOCTW ITpOCBellie-
HIS pedb MIEeT IIpeXie BCero o Iepepacripere-
JIEHVIVI OTHOIIIEHVS B YIIpaBJIeHUN coOov M IIpy-
TMMM, TO B paMKax 3TOro BOIIpOca JJOJDKHA OBITh
paccMoTpeHa wurypa aBTOpPUTETa, IOCKOJIBKY
VIMEHHO aBTOPUTET TPaJUIIMIOHHO BBICTyIIaeT He-
KOVI MHCTaHIIVIeV], IIpeTeHYyIoIe Ha VICKIIIOYUM-
TeJIbHBIe ITpaBa B Bollpocax yirpasieHus. «llofra-
JIaTh 101, aBTOPUTET JPYroro» — BOT, 10 MHEHIIO
dyKo, Ta HOTPeOHOCTB, OT KOTOPOVI HaBcera JAoJI-
JKEH OCBOOOIMTH YesIoBeYeCTBO KaHTOBCKMIL IIPO-
ekT 1pocserieHus (Pyko, 2011, c. 43). IToaTomy B
VMHTepIIpeTany, mpenjioxkeHHo PyKo, 3HaMeHU-
TOe KaHTOBCKOe OIlpeJlesleHIe ITPOCBelleHNsl KaK
«BBIXOZIa UeJIoBeKa 13 COCTOSIHMS HeCOBepIIIeHHO-
JIeTVIsL, B KOTOPOM OH HaXOOWTCS IO COOCTBEHHO
BuHe» (AA 08, S. 35; KanT, 20248, c. 48), mpmobpeTa-
eT criennduryeckoe 3BydaHue. Tak, cocTosiHue He-
COBepIIIeHHOJIeTVS TIOHVIMaeTCsl M He B MOpaJlb-
HO-IOPUIMUECKOM KOHTEKCTe, TO eCThb KaK CBOero
poria HeleecriocOOHOCTD, a KakK popMa «MCKaKeH-
HOT'O OTHOIIIEHVs» MeXITy yIIpaBJieHueM coOovt 11
ynipasiieHveM apyrumu (Pyxo, 2011, c. 45). To, uTo,
CO3HaTeJIbHO OTKa3bIBasiCh OT yIIpaBjleHus coDbor,
JIIOIV  aBTOMATWUYECKVI CTAHOBSITCSI OOBeKTaMM
yIIpaBJIeHVs PYT1X, JaeT HaM BIIOJIHE OTYeTIIVIBO
noHATh M caM KaHT, korga paso0riadaeT «OIeKy-
HOB», CTPeMSIIMXCs OTPaHUYNUTD MBIIIIJIEHVIE CBO-
VX TIOHOIIeYHBIX, Ha/IeB Ha HUX «KaHIaJIbl IIOCTO-
SIHHOTO HecoBeplleHHosIeTs» (AA 08, S. 36; KaHT,
202483, c. 49). OgHaxo w1t PyKo KIIFOUeBbIM CTaHO-
BUTCH CKOpee JIPYrovl aclekT B IIOHMMaHWUU CYIII-
HOCTVI HeCOBepIIIeHHOJIeTVS, a VIMEHHO TOT, 4TO
IIpaKTVKa yIIpaBJieHus IPYyTrMI OKa3bIBaeTcs He-
Pa3pBIBHO CBsI3aHa C YIIpaBJIeHeM COOOVL: IIpeX/ie
yeM YHpaBJIATh [PYyTMMU, CJleflyeT Hay4UThCs

97

A. G. Kornienko

Epistemic Autonomy

the
revolves

While the issue of essence of
enlightenment largely around
redistributing the relations governing self and
others, this issue has at its centre the figure of
authority, since authority traditionally plays
an exclusive role in matters of governance.
Foucault (2011, p. 31) claims that “[p]lacing
oneself under the authority of another”
is the propensity from which the Kantian
enlightenment project is called upon to
liberate mankind once and for all. This is why
Foucault interprets Kant’s famous definition
of enlightenment as “the human being’s
emergence from his self-incurred minority”
(WA, AA 08, p. 35 Kant, 1996, p. 17) in a
somewhat peculiar way. He sees ‘minority’
not in its moral or legal sense, i.e. as moral and
legal incapacity, but as a “vitiated relationship
between government of self and government
of others” (Foucault, 2011, p. 32). Kant himself
sends an unambiguous message when he
speaks about people who consciously renounce
governing themselves, automatically becoming
objects of governance by others, and exposes
the “guardians” who try to constrain the
thinking of their charges with “the ball and
chain of an everlasting minority” (WA, AA 08,
p. 36; Kant, 1996, p. 17). However, Foucault
stresses another aspect of minority: the fact that
the practice of governing others is inseparably
bound up with governing oneself — or rather,
that before governing others one should learn
to govern oneself®> Foucault (2011, p. 35)
believes that critique, especially at the early
stages, is important for mastering the art of
governing the self.

% Foucault developed an interest in this issue while
working on a series of lectures devoted to antique
practices of caring for the self, delivered at around the
same time he was reflecting on Kant’s “Answer”. Not
surprisingly, Foucault uses similar lines of analysis in
his interpretation of “An Answer”.
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yIpasiIsaTh coborr’. CoOCTBEHHO, 11e/IV OBJIafleH s
3TVIM VICKYCCTBOM YIIpaBJIeHMsI cOOOV ¥ JOJDKHA,
1o MbIci DYKO, CITYXKUTh, TIO KpavHel Mepe Ha
IepBbIX Iopax, Kputnka (Pyko, 2011, c. 49).

Tax, mo mMHeHmi0o DyKO, M MpOCBelleHMe, U
CKOHCTPYMpOBaHHAsi B €ro paMKax COBpeMeH-
HOCTb HauMHaloTcs 1j1d KaHTa He B TOT MOMEHT,
KOTZja palloHaIbHOe IIpeounTaeTcs Upparo-
HaJIbHOMY, a B TOT, KOIla IJIaBeHCTByomye dop-
MBI pallYOHaIBHOCTY HOJIBePraroTcs KpUTIYeCKO-
My OCMBICJIEHIO, TO €CTh KOIZja caM pa3yM CTaBUT
II07], COMHeHVe OCHOBBI TOTO, UYTO HPUHSTO CUM-
TaThb pasymoMm. [Ipyrumm ciioBamm, npoekt IIpo-
cBellleHNs HaunHaeTcs 11711 KaHTa 3amorro 1o ero
«OTBeTa...», a MMeHHO — ¢ «KpuUTHKIM YmcTOro
pasyMa», TIOCKOJIBKY VIMEHHO 37IeCh pa3yMy BIIep-
Bble IIPECTOSUIO IIPOBECTM CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE
IPaHMIIBL, TO €CTh IIO3HATh Ce0sl IV, B MHTEPIIpe-
tauym DyKo, HAyIUThCS YIpaBiIsaTh codon. [Toa-
TOMY B €0 MHTepIIpeTaly KaHTOBCKUI IIPV3bIB
VIMeTb «MY>KeCTBO IOJIb30BaThCsI CBOVIM co0cmBeH-
HoiM paccynkom» (AA 08, S. 35; Kanr, 20248, c. 48)
cJlefyeT IOHMMATh KaK IIPU3bIB He TOJIBKO U He
CTOJIBKO K Pa3BUTMIO He3aBUCVIMOIO MBIIJIEHS,
CKOJIBKO K OIpeieJIeHIIO IPaHMI] 1 «aHaJIN3Y IIpe-
nesos» (Dyxo, 2002, c. 352) yesoBeUeCKOro I103Ha-
HuA. B aTOM cmbicste, kak noscasgeT C. XeHIOpUKC,
TpeboBaHIEe aBTOHOMHOCTV pa3yMa OKa3bIBaeT-
Cs1 Hepa3pbIBHO CBsI3aHHBIM C TpeboBaHMEM ero
nerntuMHOCTU (Hendricks, 2008, p. 366). Ympas-
JIATH COOOVI B JAHHOM CJTy4ae 3HauMT He UTO VIHOE,
KaK 3HaTb ITpeziesIbl CBOVIX BO3SMOXKHOCTEVI 11 YMeThb
B HUX ocTaBaTbcs. [loaToMy KpuTMKa, Kak IOsic-
HseT DYKO, — 3TO «BaxXTEHHBIN XypHa» (PyKo,
2002, c. 343) BoreqIero B CBoe COBEpPIIIEHHOJIE-
THe desioBedecTBa. Ee poiib cOCTOMT B TOM, UTO-
ObI OCBOOOAMBIIINTICS OT BCAKOTO aBTOpPUTETa pas-
yM OCTaBaJICsl JIETUTVMHBIM, TO €CTh He BII1ajiajl B
«be33aKOHHOe VICIIONIb30BaHVe», IMOpOoX[aroliee

* Kak m3BecTHO, MHTepec K 3TOMY CIOXKeTY BO3HMKAeT B
TBOopuecTBe (DyKO B paMKax ero paboTHl Hall IIMKIOM
JIEKLIVVI, TIOCBSIIIEHHBIM aHTMYHBIM IIPAaKTVKaM 3a00TEI
0 ce0e ¥ IIPOYNTAHHBIM HPUOIV3NUTEIIEHO B TO Xe Bpe-
M1, 4TO OBUIM HaIIVICaHBI ero paboThl, pedpyieKcupyrome
Hag, «OTtBeroMm...» KanTa. [TosTroMy HeyaMBUTEIILHO, YTO
B cBoell MHTeprperaunn «OTBeTa...» PYKO BOCIIPOMU3BO-
IIAT CXOXKMe JIMHUM aHaJIu3a.
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Foucault believes that enlightenment, and
the ‘modernity” constructed in its framework,
begin not at the moment when the rational is
preferred to the irrational, but at the moment
when the dominant forms of rationality are
examined critically, i.e. when reason puts
into question the foundations of what is
considered to be reason. In other words, for
Kant the enlightenment project begins long
before his “Answer”, but from the Critique of
Pure Reason — it was there that reason was
to mark its own boundaries for the first time,
that is, to come to know itself or, in Foucault’s
interpretation, to learn to govern itself. For
this reason, his interpretation of the Kantian
call to have “courage to make use of your
own understanding” (WA, AA 08, p. 35; Kant,
1996, p. 17) should be understood not only
or largely as a call to develop independent
thinking, but as a call to define the boundaries
and “analyse and reflect upon the limits” of
human knowledge (Foucault, 1984, p. 45).
This, as pointed out by Christina Hendricks
(2008, p. 366), links the demand for autonomy
of reason to the demand for legitimacy. To
govern oneself in this case is to know the
limits of one’s capacity and to stay within
these limits. Critique, Foucault (1984, p. 38)
explains, is “the handbook of reason” for
mankind which has attained maturity. Its
role consists in ensuring that reason which
has liberated itself from all authority should
remain legitimate, because “[i]llegitimate
uses of reason” engender “dogmatism and
heteronomy”. For, as Kant himself observes,
if reason independently marks the boundaries
of its applicability, it thereby asserts itself,
and not somebody else, as the source of laws
and rules regulating its activity and thus acts
autonomously (WDO, AA 08, p. 10; Kant,
1991d, pp. 247-248).



«TOrMaTw3M U rerepoHoMIIo» (TaM ke). Bemp, kKax
oTMeuaeT caM KaHT, ecjti pasyM caMOCTOSITEITBHO
yCcTaHaBJIVBaeT T'PaHUIIBI COOCTBEHHOW IIpyMe-
HUMOCTV, TO TeM CaMbIM OH yTBepXKiaeT ce0si, a
He KOT'0-TO [IPYyTroro, B Ka4ecTBe MCTOYHMKA 3aKO-
HOB U IIpaBWJ1, perylaMeHTVPYIOIIVIX ero JesiTeIb-
HOCTB, VI II03TOMY OH [IEVICTBYeT B IIOJIHOVI Mepe
aBTOHOMHO (AA 08, S. 10; KanT, 202471, c. 110—111).

ITpu sTom mpmmedaresibHO, uTo KaHT ere B
HIpeaVcIOBUN K ITlepBoMYy M3AaHMIo «KpuTukm am-
CTOTrO pasyMa» cxoXvM ¢ DyKo 0Opas3oM yKasbIBal
Ha 0COOBIVI CTaTyC KPUTUKM B COBPEMEHHYIO eMy
310Xy, KOI7a yTBepKasl, YTO ero BeK eCTh «IIOf-
JIVIHHBIV BeK KPUTWKY, KOTOPOV JOJDKHO TIOTYN-
HATbCs Bee» (A XI, Anm.; KanT, 2006, c. 15, mpu-
Med.), 1, Kak orMedaeT K. MakkniaH, HeT HUKaKMX
OCHOBaHM TI0JIaraTh, YTO Peub 371eCh MAET O Ka-
KOM-TO MHOM BeKe, OTJINYHOM OT Beka [ Ipocserrie-
H11s (McQuillan, 2012, p. 70). OmHako, KaK HOSICHS-
eT VICCITeTIoBaTelTh, TIOCKOJIBKY «KpmTiKa 4rcToro
pasymMa» — 3TO WMCCIIe[IoBaHMe, 11eJIbI0 KOTOPOro
SIBJISIETCS. He «BBIXOJ YeJIOBeYeCTBa M3 COCTOSHIS
HecoBepireHHosTeTs» (Ibid., p. 74), a oTBeT Ha Bo-
IIPOC O BO3MOXHOCTM MeTapm3mKy KakK HayKwu,
OBbIJIO OBI CJIMIIIKOM IIOCITEIITHBIM OTOXJIeCTBIISITh
TUII KPUTHKY, O KOTOPOM roBopuT 31eck Kanr, ¢
TeM, KOTOPBIVI OH pa3BuBaeT B paMKaX CBOETO IIpo-
exta mpocsermenns (Ibid.). Cremyer ormeTuTs,
uto 1 PyKo ompenessy TUII KPUTUKY, pa3Bopa-
umBaemont Kanrom B «Kpuruke gncroro pasyma»,
KaK OTJIMYHBIV OT TOrO, KOTOPBIV OyZeT pa3BUT B
JaJIBHEVIIIIEM B paMKaX ero IIpoeKTa ITpocBellle-
Hus. Tak, ecyiv B IIepBOM CJTydae MBI IMeeM /1eJI0 C
«aHaMTUKON MCTUHBD (Dyko, 2011, c. 33), ipen-
HVICBIBAIOIIEV! OIpeleINTh YHUBepcaJIbHbIe I'pa-
HUIIBI pa3yMa ¥ TeM caMBbIM OOeCIIeYWTh ero aB-
TOHOMHOCTB, TO BTOPOVI CKOpee yKa3bIBaeT ITyTh,
C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOTO YeJIOBeUeCcKMM pa3syM MOT
Obl BBITHU 3a IIpenebl OrpaHWYeHN I, Hajarae-
MBIX Ha HETO CJIOKMBIIVIMWCS VMHCTUTYyTaMM, aB-
TopuTeTamu 1 TpanuiysiMu (Pyxo, 2002, c. 354).
Tem He Mmenee, nonaraer Myko, HECMOTpPs Ha 3TO
pasarie, MIMEHHO pa3BuTas B paMKax «Kputukn
YJCTOrO pasyMa» MeTOHOJIOrMsl, OCHOBaHHAasl Ha
TpeboBaHUM «IUCIIUIUIMHBL pasyMa», obecrieqn-
JIa BO3MOXXHOCTB €r0 3IMCTEeMITYeCKO aBTOHOMMM
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It is noteworthy that already in the preface
to the first edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason, Kant, like Foucault, noted the special
status of critique in his own time, asserting
that his was “the genuine age of criticism,
to which everything must submit” (KrV, A
XIn; Kant, 1998, pp. 100-101n); and, as Colin
McQuillan (2012, p. 70) comments, there is
nothing to suggest that he was referring to any
other age than that of the Enlightenment. But,
he explains, because the Critique of Pure Reason
is not about “the human being’s emergence
from his self-incurred minority’” (ibid., p. 74),
but about the possibility of metaphysics as a
science, it would be rash to identify the type
of critique Kant has in mind here with what he
says in his enlightenment project. It has to be
noted that Foucault himself distinguishes the
type of critique Kant deploys in the Critique of
Pure Reason from that he would later present
in the framework of his enlightenment project.
Thus, whereas in the former case we have
“the analytic of truth” (Foucault, 2011, p. 20),
which prescribes determining the universal
boundaries of reason in order to ensure its
autonomy, in the latter case, he rather shows
the path which would lead human reason
beyond the limitations imposed on it by the
established institutions, authorities,
traditions (Foucault, 1984, p. 47). Even so, in
spite of this distinction, Foucault maintains
that it was the methodology developed in the
Critique of Pure Reason, based on the demand
for the “discipline of reason”, that ensured
its epistemic autonomy and thus asserted
it as the highest authority, not only in the
theoretical domain, but also in the sphere of
social life.

At the same time, as Brian A. Chance
(2015, p. 88) observes, the ‘discipline of
reason’ referred to here is a set of rules

and
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VI TeM CaMbIM yTBepJula ero B KadecTBe BbICIIIe-
ro aBTOpUTeTa He TOJIBKO B BOIIpOCax TeopeTuye-
CKMX, HO 11 B cpepe 0OI11eCTBEHHOV KM3HIA.

I'Tpu 5TOM, Kak ormeuaet b. Yenc, nucumruiinaa
pasyma, 0 KOTOPOW 3[leCh MIeT pedb, eCTb He 4TO
VHOe, KaK Habop ITpaBwII 1 3aKOHOB, 0OecTieuBaro-
VX MICKOMYIO JITUTVIMHOCTD pa3yMa ¥ I03BOJIs-
IOIIVIX M30€eXXaTh TIIETBOPHOTO BO3/IEVICTBUS TPaH-
cuennaeHTanbHbIX 1nTo3ui (Chance, 2015, p. 88).
Hpyrnmm ciioBamy, IucOUIUIMHA pasyMa ITO3BO-
JieT HUBEIVPOBaTh M3HAYaJIbHO VIMEIOIIYIOCS Y
pasymMa CKJIOHHOCTB K MeTapV3MUecKM CIIeKyJIs-
IIMSIM VI TeM caMbIM 00eCITedmTh ero «3IICTeMITye-
CKYIO aBTOHOMMIO», TO €CTh He3aBMCHMOCTh KaK OT
BHEIITHMX YCJIOBUV, TaK ¥ OT CBOeVl HecoBepIleH-
HOVI IIpUpOopLl. B aTOM cMBICiIe OUCIIUIUINHA Pas-
yMa — IIpaKTMKa yIIpaBJIeHWsl cOOOVI, a TOUHee,
IpaKTMKa YIIpaBJIeHNsI COOCTBEHHBIM pa3yMoM,
pean3yIoIasicsd B aHaIu3e ero IIpefiesioB 1 JOCTH-
rarolras CBoem I1ejI B IOJTHOM 3ITMCTEMUYECKON
asroHoMmmm. Ilocrtenass, kak ormeuaer A. KosH,
110 aHAJIOTMM C aBTOHOMMEVI MOPaJIbHOM 0OOCHO-
BbIBaeT CTaTyC areHTa MBIIUIeHMsI KakK paryo-
HaJILHOI'O 3aKOHOJIATeJISI, YbM KOTHUTMBHBIE CIIO-
COOHOCTY MOTYT BBICTYIIaTh B KauecTBe VICTOYHKA
He TOJILKO €ro, HO M BCeOOINMX SIMCTEMIMYECKIIX
MakcuM (Cohen, 2021, p. 690). dpyrumu ciosa-
MW, TTOCKOJIbKY aBTOHOMHBIVI pa3yM — 3TO yMefo-
UV YIIPaBJISATE COOOM pasyM, OH MOXeT yIIpaB-
JIATH He TOJIBKO co0o1, HO 1 Apyrmmu. Tak, eciamn
MBIIIITIEHVIe, OOpeMeHeHHOe IIpeIpacCyAKaM VIV
BBe[leHHOe B 3a0JIyX[IeHue WUTIO3MSIMM, Bcelle-
JIO yIpaBjisgeTcd MMeHHO 3TUMM IIpefpaccy/iKa-
MM 1 IIOTOMY $IBJIIeTCs KaK Obl OrpaHMYeHHbIM B
cdepe cBoero mprMeHeHMs, TO aBTOHOMHBIV pas-
YM Bcerjia OCTaeTCs YHVBepCaJIbHbIM Pa3yMOM, TO
€CTh CIIOCOOHBIM IIPEIICHIBATh 3aKOHBI HE TOJIb-
KO ceDe, HO 11 APyTrMM. B 3TOM OTHOITIEHM SMI1ACTe-
Mm4ecKasi aBTOHOMM L, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, €CThb Tpe-
OoBaHMe Bcer/ia 3aHMMaTh B CBOVIX TEOPETMUECKIIX
CYXXIAeHMSAX HeKYI0 YHMBEpPCaJIbHYIO ITO3UIINIO, C
KOTOPOVI CIIOCOOEH CyamMTh KaKIABI YeJIoBeK Kak
pasyMHOe CyIIeCTBO, a C APyToVl — KOHEUHBIN pe-
3yJIbTaT CO3HATEJILHO ITPOBeIeHHOV ITPaKTUKI ca-
Mo-O-TIpefleJleHNsl pa3yMa, Bcerja TakK vl MHage
BIIVICAHHOW, 110 MBICJI PYKO, B paMKM IMCKypca
Bi1actu (Foucault, 2007, p. 46—49).
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and laws that ensure the legitimacy of
reason and counter the pernicious impact
of transcendental illusions. In other words,
the discipline of reason keeps at bay the
inherent proneness of reason to engage in
metaphysical speculations, and thus ensures
its “epistemic autonomy”, i.e. independence
from external conditions and from its own
imperfect nature. In that sense, the discipline
of reason is the practice of governing oneself
or, more precisely, the practice of governing
one’s reason, which takes the form of analysis
of its limits, achieving its aim through full
epistemic autonomy. The latter, as Alix
Cohen (2021, p. 690) notes, by analogy with
moral autonomy, ensures the status of the
agent of thought as a rational law-maker
whose cognitive faculties may be the source,
not only of its own maxims, but of universal
epistemic ones. To put it another way, because
autonomous reason is reason that can govern
itself, it can govern not only itself, but also
others. Thus, whereas thought encumbered by
prejudices or misled by illusions is governed
entirely by these prejudices and its sphere of
application is limited, as it were, autonomous
reason always remains universal reason,
i.e., it is capable of prescribing laws not only
for itself, but also for others. In this regard,
epistemic autonomy, on one hand, in its
theoretical judgments, needs always to take
a universal position from which any person
can judge as an intelligent creature; and on
the other hand, it must be the end result of a
conscious practice of the self-determination
of reason which, according to Foucault (2007,
pp. 46-49), should in some way fit in the
framework of the discourse of power.

Thus, the task that is tackled in the Critique
of Pure Reason, i.e. ensuring the epistemic
autonomy of reason by clearly marking the
limits of its applicability, enables reason



Taxmm oOpasom, perrraemast B pamkax «Kpmn-
TUKW YMCTOTO pasyMa» 3ajlada, IIpu3BaHHasg oOe-
CIIeYNTD SMVUCTEMUYECKYI0 aBTOHOMMUIO pa3yMa 3a
CUeT IIpOBeleHNsI OTYeTIIVMBBIX TPaHNL] ero Ipu-
MEHVIMOCTY, obecrieunBaeT BO3MOKHOCTB yIIpaB-
JIeHMs1 OO0V B paMKax BOIIPOCOB TeOPeTIYecKIX
U TeM caMbIM, C TOUKM 3peHMss Dyko, BBICTyIIa-
eT B KadecTBe cBoeoOpasHOro dyHgaMeHTa JIs
JIaJIbHEVIIIIerO Ilepexoia OT KPWUTUKM, IIOHSTOV
KaK aHaJIUTMKa UCTUHBL, K KPUTVIKe, TIOHSATOV KaK
«oHTOJIOrMSL Hac cammx» (Pyko, 2011, c. 33). Ilo-
citepHssA, comtacHo (Dyko, IpepcrasiseT cobom
«TpaHcrpeccuBHyIo dopMmy Kputukn» (Foucault,
1984, p. 45), koTOpas y>ke He IPOCTO BBICTABJISET
IIpefieTbl pasyMy, HO 3a/iaeTcsl BOIIPOCOM O BO3-
MOXHBIX IIpeoOpasoBaHMSIX B HacTOsIeM, IIpe-
X7e Bcero B cpepe monmTmdeckon. Tak, 00o3Ha-
uyB COOCTBEHHBIe IIpelesibl, TeopeTUYecKuil
pasym obOpes1 Bj1acTh Ha/l, caMMM coOOV1, 1 Telepb
OH JOJDKEeH YCTYHUTb CBOe MeCTO pasyMy IIpak-
TUYEeCKOMY, TIOCKOJIBKY WMMEHHO Ha OCHOBaHWU
€ro IIPVHIIUIIOB MOXeT OBITh BO3IBUTHYTO 371a-
HVie HOBOT'O BCeOOIIero rpakJaHCKOro o0ImecTsa.
Tem cambIM, TIpeTeHAys Ha IIpaBO MeHSTh oOpa3
KM3HW JIIOZeV], KaHTOBCKMUI IIPOEKT IIpOcCBellle-
HVs pacIIipsieT CBOV T'PaHMIIbI, BEIXOOWUT 3a paM-
K1 «KpuUTHUKM 4mcTOro pasyMa» 1 BCTyIaeT B 00-
71acTh «KpUTHUKIM IIPpaKTMUeCcKoro pasyMa.

I"epon3aun;1 HaCTOAIIIEIro

Kak m3BecTHO, pe3ysibraToM IOTOOHOV IIpak-
TUKI IepeyCTPOVICTBa MIMpa Ha PasyMHBIX OCHO-
BaHMsX, 110 MHeHwto KaHTa, HO/DKHO crarh 00-
IIIEMVIPOBO€ TIOJIMTIUECKOe COODITECTBO, KOTOpOe
OyIeT yCcTpOeHO B IIOJTHOM COIJIACHVI C Pa3yMOM U
I7le 3aKOHBI IPHoOpeTyT POpMy YHMBEpPCATIHHO-
CTW, a TpakJlaHe CMOT'YT IIOJTHOCTBIO OOOPATH 11X
u coriararbest ¢ Humm. Crass eper; codbort mogoo-
HYIO 3ajlady, 4ejIoBeYeCKMI pasyM yKe IIbITaeTcs
He IIPOCTO OTCTOSITh CBOIO aBTOHOMUIO B Cy>Kie-
HVISIX O MUPe, HO 11 00ecrieunTh cebe aBTOHOMUIO B
o0s1acTy1 IpaKTVKY, B TOM UMC/Ie VI TIOJIUTIYECKON
npaxTukn. ITpu aTom, kak nogcusger M.E. Coborte-
Ba, TIOCKOJIBKY TIOJIMTMYECKUII pa3yM IIOfIIazaeT
y KanrTa oy moHs TV IPaKTI9ecKoro pasyma, OH
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to govern itself on theoretical matters. It
is thereby, Foucault (2011, p. 21) argues,
a kind of foundation for the subsequent
transition from critique as analytic of truth
to critique as “an ontology of ourselves”.
The latter, according to Foucault (1984,
p- 45), is “a practical critique that takes the
form of a possible transgression”, which
does not merely mark the limits of reason,
but is engaged with the question of possible
transformations in the present — notably, in
the political sphere. So, by marking its own
boundaries, theoretical reason gains control
of itself, and should now yield its place to
practical reason, whose principles would
form the foundations of the edifice of a new
universal civil society. Thus, in claiming to
be able to change people’s way of life, the
Kantian project of enlightenment broadens its
boundaries, goes beyond the framework of the
Critique of Pure Reason, and enters the domain
of the Critique of Practical Reason.

Heroisation of the Present

The result of such a practice of transforming
the world on reasonable grounds, Kant
maintains, should be a worldwide political
community structured in accordance with
reason, in which laws become universal and
citizens can approve them and agree with them
entirely. In setting itself such a task, human
reason does not merely uphold its autonomy
in judgment about the world, but seeks to
establish its autonomy in the practical field,
including in politics. As Maja E. Soboleva (2014,
p. 48) explains, because Kant considers political
reason to be part of practical reason, it should
be guided by the principles of practical reason
and not the principles of theoretical reason.
Thus, whereas epistemic autonomy demands
that every judgment be based exclusively on
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JOJDKeH PYKOBOIICTBOBAThCS IMEHHO ero IPVHIIN-
IaMy, a He IPVHIIMIIAMIU pa3yMa TeOPeTUYeCKOro
(CoGoresa, 2014, c. 48). Tak, ecriit B cjIydae ¢ aBTO-
HOMWVIeVI SIIVICTEMITYECKOVI pedb IIIJ1a O TpeOoBaHMM
OIMPAThCs BO BCSIKOM CY KIEHWM MCKITIOUMTEIIBHO
Ha CBOVI Pa3yM, TO B CJIy4ae C aBTOHOMUEV MOpaJIb-
HOVI MBI VIMeeM JIeJI0 C TpeboBaHMeM MCXOOUTH BO
BCSIKOM JIEVICTBUV He M3 BHEIIHMX 00CTOSITeIILCTB,
a VCKJTIOYMTEIBHO W3 CBOMIX COOCTBEHHBIX IIperl-
cTaBjleHUVI 0 Mopan 1 goinre. IloHsitoe B Ootee
y3KOM, IIOJIMTMYECKOM acIiekTe, 3TO TpeOoBaHMe
TpaHCchOpMUIPYeTCs B IOOPOBOJIBHO IIPUHATOE Ha
celst 00s13aTeNTbCTBO IIpeCcIeIoBaTh 11eJIb JIOCTVIKe-
HUS BCEMMPHO-TPaKIaHCKOro coctosiHus. [py-
TVIMM CJIOBaMM, TIOCKOJIBKY B CJIydae C IpaKTiJe-
CKMM JEVICTBMEM BO3MOXKHOCTb aBTOHOMUVL OIHOI'O
VIHAVBYA HEOOXOOMMBIM OOpa3oM OKa3bIBaeTCs
OrpaHNYeHHOVI aBTOHOMVIEV! JIPYTOro, OHa MOXET
OBITH peas30BaHa TOJIBKO B TOM JEVICTBUM, KOTO-
poe mmeer BCEOOLIINI, VI YHVBEpCaJIbHbIVI, Xa-
pakTep. DT0 TpebOBaHIMe YHUBEPCAIIBHOCTV €CTh
He 4TO MHOe, KaK TpeOoBaHMe IIOCTYIIaTh BCersa
Tak, 4TOOBI MaKCMMa Hallleil BOJIV BCerma COOTBeT-
CTBOBaJIa IPaBIJIy BCeOOIIero 3aKOHOIATeIIbCTBA.
B3sTOe He B MOpaJTbHOM acIIeKTe, a B IPakKIaHCKOM,
3TO TpeboBaHMe IIpelCTaeT KaK HEeOOXOMVMOCTH
o0pasoBaHMs TaKOro IOJIUTIYECKOrO YCTPOVICTBA,
B KOTOPOM BCSIKM Ipak[IaHVH OyJieT paccMaTpu-
BaThCS He TOJIBKO KaK CPeICTBO K ero CyIIecTBOBa-
HIIO, HO M KaK ero 11ejIb caMa 1o cede.

ITpr 5TOM BO3MOXXHOCTB Pe3KOTrO IIepeyCcTpori-
cTBa oOrecTBa M (POPCHPOBAHHOIO HPUOIIVIKe-
HMS WAeaJIbHOTO BCEMVPHO-TPaXXJaHCKOIO CO-
crosHMs KaHT, Kak W3BeCTHO, HEOIHOKpPAaTHO
oTBepral. B aToM cMblIcite, kKak oTMeuaeT DyKo, BO-
IIPOC O CYTW IIPOCBeIleHMs 11 OTKpPBIBAIOIIeVics B
€ro pamkax coppemeHHocTy OpUT 11t KaHTa He-
Pa3pbIBHO CBs3aH C BOIIPOCOM O BO3MOYKHOCTM pe-
sorrrortu (Foucault, 1986, p. 91). OmHako HecMOTps
Ha TO, 4TO IocslemHsis orBepraercss KaHToMm, oHa
TeM He MeHee pacCMaTpMBaeTCs IM KaK CBoeoOpas-
HOe ITOAITBEPKIeHVEe IIporpecca B MICTOPU YesIo-
BeuecTBa (AA 07, S. 84; Kanr, 2024r, c. 329). Tounee,
KakK oTMeuaeT PyKo, OTOOHBIM CBUIIETEIHCTBOM
w1t KaHTa okasbIBaloTCsl He camMyl M3MeHeHUs, K
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reason, moral autonomy demands that every
action be based not on external circumstances,
but exclusively on the notions of morality
and duty. In the narrower, political sense,
this demand takes the form of a voluntary
commitment to work toward achieving a
worldwide civil state. In other words, because
in the practical sphere the autonomy of a single
individual is perforce limited by the autonomy
of the other, it can be exercised only through
an act that has a universal character. The
demand for universality is, in fact, the demand
to act always in such a way that the maxim of
our will conforms to the bidding of universal
legislation. Considered not from the moral
but rather the civil angle, this requirement
envisages a political system under which every
citizen is seen not only as an instrument for
ensuring its existence, but as an end in himself.

It should be remembered that Kant
resolutely rejected the idea of an abrupt
reordering of society to force the advent of
an ideal, worldwide civil state. That is why,
as Foucault (1986, p. 91) notes, for Kant,
the issue of the essence of enlightenment
and the modernity it hearkens is intimately
connected with the question of the possibility
of revolution. However, although he rejects
revolution, Kant sees it as proof of progress in
the history of human being (SF, AA 07, p. 84;
Kant, 1991c, p. 181). Or rather, as Foucault
(1986, p. 93) points out, for Kant, proof of
progress is not in the actual changes brought
about by the revolution, but in the fact that
it is accompanied by a sense of “a wishful
participation” experienced by members of the
public totally uninvolved in the revolutionary
struggle. This feeling, in Kant’s opinion, is
essentially moral in character, based as it is on
the recognition of the right of every people to
be the sole source of legislative power (SF, AA
07, p. 85; Kant, 1991c, p. 182). In other words,



KOTOPBIM BeJleT PeBOJIIOIINS, a COIyTCTBYIOIIee
VIM UyBCTBO «COUYBCTBUS ee dasiHusIM» (Foucault,
1986, p. 93), BO3HMKarOLIIee y CTOPOHHEN! ITyOJIVIKA,
HVIKOMM 00pa3oM He BOBJIEYeHHOV B IIPOIlecC pe-
BOJIIOLIVIOHHOVI OOPBOBL. DTO UyBCTBO, II0 MHEHIIO
Kanra, nmeer, B cyIIiHOCTY, MOpaJIBHBIV XapaKTep
VI OCHOBBbIBaeTCs Ha IIpM3HaHMM IIpaBa BCAKOrO Ha-
pora BBICTYTIaTh €IVHCTBEHHBIM VICTOYHVKOM 3a-
KoHoptaTestbHOV BitacT (AA 07, S. 85; KanT, 2024r,
c. 330). dpyrumm cjioBamy, cTpemsIeHMe Hapopia
CaMOCTOSTeIIbHO yCTaHaB/IMBaTh I cebs 3aKo-
HBI, TI0 CY TV, SIBJIeTCS IIPOsiBJIeHVIEM B ITOJIUTIIUe-
CKoM1 cdpepe yHMBEpCaIbHOrO IIPUHIINIIA MOpaIb-
HOW aBTOHOMMUM. TakmM 00Opa3oM, Kak OTMedaeT
®yxo, KaHTt, oTBeprast yMecTHOCTb M pa3yMHOCTb
VIMEHHO PEBOJIIOLIVIOHHBIX IIpeoOpa3oBaHMI, Ha-
IIpaB/IeHHBIX Ha JIeMOKpaTM3allMio OOIIecTBa,
TeM He MeHee He OTBepraeT HeOOXOHAVMMOCTH IIO-
IoOHBIX IMpeoOpas3oBaHMI Kak TakoBbIx (Foucault,
1986, p. 94). IloaToMy HeyIMBUTEJIBHO, UTO IIPO-
11ecC IpUOIIVDKeHMsE K BCeMUPHOMY I'PaKIaHCKO-
MY COCTOSHUIO ITpeJiCTaeT y Hero He Kak pe3yJsIbTar
OTHOMOMEHTHBIX PeBOJIIOIIMOHHBIX IIpeo0pa3oBa-
HUVI, a KaK «HeIIPepbIBHO IIOCTyIIaTeIbHOe, XOTS
Me[TeHHOoe, paspuTie» (AA 08, S. 17, Kanr, 202406,
c. 31), B kotopoMm IIpocBeliieHrie BbICTyIIaeT B Kaue-
CTBe CBOeOOpa3HOro Karaans3aropa.

Tax, crmocobcTByst dopmMmpoBaHMIO 0COOOro
«o0pasa MBICIIN», IIPOCBeIIeHNe TI03BOJISeT «IIpe-
BpaTuUTh TIPyOyl0 IPUPOSHYIO CKJIOHHOCTH K
HPaBCTBEHHOMY pa3/INMueHUIO B OIperie/IeHHbIe
IIpaKTHUYecKye IPUHIIAIIEL 1 TaKUM 00pa3oM na-
mo/oeuyecku-BbIHY)KIEHHOe corvlacuie Ha >KM3Hb
B oOIIIecTBe Ipeobpa3oBaTh HaKOHeI] B MOpPA1bHOe
restoe» (Ibid., S. 21; Tam xe, c. 35—36). Kak Tako-
BOVI, IIPOEKT IIPOCBEITEHS IIPeXK/Ie BCero 3azaBasl
OCOOBITT TWUII MOPaJIBHOTO IIOBEIEHVIsI, JIeXKaIIIUI1
B OCHOBe yHMBepCaJIbHOIO I'paXXJaHCKOro oolile-
CTBa, IPUOJIVIKAIOIIErocs 10 Mepe BO3MOXKHOCTM
K Meally «IIapCTBa Iiejler» 1 00ecriednBaloiero
cBOOOIY, MVIp 11 0€30I1aCHOCTH KaK BHY TPV OTI€Ib-
HBIX FOCYJIapCTB, TaK 1 3a vx npesenamu (Ferrone,
2015, p. 8). I'lo 3ameuanuto B. ®eppone, HaumHas
co cBoero acce «laes BceoOIIIeN MCTOpNUI BO BCe-
MUPHO-TPaXIaHCKOM IUTaHe» KaHT peryssgpHO
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the desire of a people to establish its own laws
is a political manifestation of the universal
principle of moral autonomy. Foucault (1986, p.
94) points out that while rejecting the relevance
and rationale of revolutionary transformations
aimed at democratising society, Kant does not
deny the necessity of such transformations.
Not surprisingly, Kant sees the process of
progression toward a worldwide civil state
not as a result of one-off revolutionary
transformations, but as “a steadily progressing
though slow development” (InG, AA 08, p. 17;
Kant, 2007, p. 108), in which enlightenment is a
kind of catalyst.

Thus, in contributing to the emergence of
a special mode of thought, enlightenment can
“transform the rude natural predisposition
to make moral distinctions into determinate
practical principles and hence transform a
pathologically compelled agreement to form a
society finally into a moral whole” (IaG, AA 08,
p. 21; Kant, 2007, p. 111). The enlightenment
project above all promoted a special type of
moral behaviour which underpins universal
civil society as it strives toward the ideal
“kingdom of ends”, and seeks to ensure
freedom, peace, and security within individual
states and beyond (Ferrone, 2015, p. 8).
Vincenzo Ferrone notes that beginning from
his essay, “Idea for a Universal History with a
Cosmopolitan Aim”, Kant repeatedly turned
to the Enlightenment project, considering it
to be “the engine and fundamental condition
for progress” (ibid.). Reinhart Koselleck (1985,
p. 198) notes that Kant saw projection of
the future, first and foremost, as the sphere
of the moral imperative, and history as “a
temporalized house of correction for morality”.
This framing of the final goals and tasks of the
enlightenment project envisaged a historical
perspective on the perception of modernity in
which the future not only enjoyed priority over
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obpariiasics K IPOeKTY POCBeIIeH s, paccMaTp-
Bas ero B KauecTBe «IBUTraTesIs ¥ PyHIaMeHTaIb-
Horo ycsiosust riporpecca» (Ibid.). B cBoro ouepers,
P. Koseiutek ormeuaet, uro KaHT paccMarpuBail
3a71a4uy IO IIPOeKTUPOBaHMIO OyIyIero Ipexe
BCEro Kak cdepy MpmIokeHMs MOPaJIbHOTO VM-
repaTyBa, a UICTOPUIO — KaK «MCIIpaBUTEIbHBIN
JIOM», B KOTOPOM IIOC/IeZIOBaTEeIIBHO KYJIBTUBUPO-
BaJIChb MopaJib U HpabcTBeHHOCTh (Koselleck,
1985, p. 198). ITpu 3TOM TakOe OHMMaHVIEe KOHeY-
HBIX I1eJIeVl U 3a/ja4 IIpoeKTa IIPOoCcBellleHNs 3a/1a-
BaJI0 OCOOYIO VICTOPUYECKYIO IIepCIIeKTUBY BOC-
HPUSTIS COBPEMeHHOCTY, B KOTOpO OyzyIiiee He
TOJIBKO 3aHVIMAJIO IIPVMOPUTETHOE IIOJIOKEHVIE TI0
OTHOIIIEHNIO K IIPOIIJIOMY, HO 1 TpeboBasio He3a-
MEeIUIUTEILHOIO ¥ HesSTeIbHOTO BMeIlaTeIhCTBA
JeJIoBeKa, TeM CcaMbIM IIpobsieMaTusnpysi ero Ha-
crosimmee. Benp MMeHHO HaCTOSIIEMY CIIeZIOBajIO
pasBesiTh MpadHble IIpef3HaMeHOBaHWS CYIbOBbI,
YBWJIEB B HVX IIPOCTO «BBIIYMKI», a Ha MECTO Be-
KaM¥ HaBVCAIOIEero HaJl 4eJIoBeYeCTBOM POKa ITo-
MECTUTh aBTOHOMMIO TOCITOZICTBYIOIIETO ITPaKTV-
ueckoro pasyma (AA 07, S. 187; Kanr, 2024a, c. 234).

Tax, no yGexpenuio KanTa, B cmiy camon
CBOEVI IIPVUPOBI YeJIoBeK He CIIOCOOEH OcTaBaTh-
Csl «paBHOMYIIHBIM» K CyAbp0e J1ake caMovi OTHa-
JIHHOVI 3II0XV, B OCOOEHHOCTH €CJIM OT €ro «Cob-
CTBEHHOTO pa3yMHOro ycrpoeHus» (AA 08, S. 27;
Kant 20240, c. 43) 3aBucuUT IIpuOIIVDKEHVE MO-
MeHTa OO0BbeIVHEeHNs YeJIOBeUecKoro poaa B eIy-
Hoe «MopaJIbHOe 11es10e» (Ibid, S. 21; Tam xe, c. 36).
B sToM 4yBcTBe compmuacTHOCTM CyapOe Oymy-
VX TIOKOJIeHMT, 10 MHeHMIo KaHTa, iposiBiseT-
Csl «IyllIeBHas 3a/fHTepPecOBAaHHOCTD IIPOCBeIIeH-
HOTO 4eJjIoBeKa B JJOOPOM, KOTOpOe OH IIOCTUTaeT
nostHOCTHIO» (Ibid., S. 28; Tam xe, c. 43). ITpu sToM
ofI00HOe yJacTue BefleT He TOJIBKO K IIpoOyKiie-
HMIO YyBCTBa, «4TO COXPaHeHVe 11eJI0r0 BBITOIHO
kaxzoMmy» (Ibid.; Tam xe, c. 44), HO U K BOJIEBBIM
pellieHVsIM, TIePeXOIIIIM B HelloCpeICTBeHHBIe
JIEVICTBISI, HalleJIeHHble Ha peayln3aniio JaHHO-
ro TpeboBaHM:. DTO AyIIeBHAsl 3aMHTEpPeCcOBaH-
HOCTB, K KOTOPOVI He MOJKEeT OCTaBaThCs PaBHOMYIII-
HBIM BCSIKMVI IIPOCBEIEHHBIVI YeJIOBEK, II0 CyTH,
SBJISeTCs He YeM VIHBIM, KaK YyBCTBOM JI0JITa, B KO-

the past, but demanded the immediate and
active interference of man, thus problematising
the present as well. For it was up to the present
to dispel the grim forebodings of fate as a
“chimera” (Anth, AA 07, p. 187; Kant, 2007,
p- 295) and replace the doom that had been
hanging over mankind for centuries with the
autonomy of the dominant practical reason
(ibid.).

Kant is convinced that, owing to his
very nature, man is incapable of remaining
“indifferent” to the fate of even the remotest
of epochs, especially since his “own rational
contrivance” (laG, AA 08, p. 27; Kant, 2007, p.
117) is crucial for bringing forward the advent
of the moment when the human race will
form itself into “a moral whole” (InG, AA 08,
p- 21; Kant, 2007, p. 111). Kant sees this moral
sense of engagement with the fate of future
generations as “a certain participation in the
good by the heart of the enlightened human
being who understands the good perfectly”
(IaG, AA 08, p. 28; Kant, 2007, p. 117). Such
participation does not just awaken the
feeling that “each [...] has an interest in the
preservation of the whole” (IaG, AA 08, p. 28;
Kant, 2007, p. 118), but prompts decisions that
lead to acts aimed at realising this demand.
The impulse toward “participation in the
good by the heart”, to which no enlightened
man is a stranger, is essentially the sense of
duty through which the universal demand for
moral autonomy is realised. In other words,
regardless of the concrete socio-political
circumstances in which an individual exists, in
one’s civil life, one should always proceed from
the universal principle of seeking good not for
any one party, class, or even state, but for the
whole mankind as the potential bearer of the
worldwide civil state. Indeed, this is not only
about abstract reasoning linked with universal
good, but about concrete historical situations
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TOPOM peasin3yeTcsl yHUBepcaibHOe TpeOoBaHMe
MOpaJIbHOVI aBTOHOMUM. Ipyrvmu cjioBaMy, BHe
3aBUICMOCTM OT TOTO, B KaKMX KOHKpPETHBIX CO-
LIVQJIBHO-TIOJINTYECKMX OOCTOSITeIIbCTBAX CyIIle-
CTBYeT OTHeJIbHO B34ThIVI MHAMUBW/, B CBOEV I'PaXk-
HAHCKOV XM3HWM OH BCerjga JO/DKeH VCXOOWTH U3
HEKOVI YHVBEPCaJIbHOVI TIO3VIIVY, IIPeCIeayIoIIe
O71aro He OTAEIBHO B34TON MapTWUM, KJlacca VI
Ilake TOCyHapcTBa, HO BCErO YesloBeUecTBa KakK
IIOTEeHIIMAJIBHOTO HOCUTEIS BCEMMPHO-TpaXKIaH-
CKOTo cocTosiHMS. bortee Toro, peus 371ech MIeT He
IIPOCTO O KaKMX-TO OTBJIEYEHHBIX PacCyXIeHMX,
VIMEIOIIIVIX CBOVIM ITpeIMeTOM BceoOlIriee 6r1aro, HO
O KOHKPETHBIX ITOJINTIYECKIIX JIeVICTBIISIX, peasiv-
3yeMBIX B paMKaX KOHKPETHOVI VICTOPUYIECKO CU-
Tyallu¥ M HallpaBJIEHHBIX Ha JOCTVDKEeHVe 3TOro
6mara. ITocTymnaTe mogoGHBIM 00pa3soM — 3HA4YMUT
«Tepou3MpoBaTh» COOCTBEHHOe HACTOSIIee (CM.:
dyko, 2002), To ecTh OcO3HaBaTh ceOs1 OTBETCTBEH-
HBIM 3a OymyIlee duerioBedecTBa ¥ pacCMaTpy-
BaTh CBOIO MCTOPUYECKYIO CUTYyallMIO KakK 3a/ady,
B paMKax KOTOpOV HacTosiIllee He IIPUHOCUTCS B
«KepTBy MeTadm3ndecKyt HeobecriedeHHOMY Oy-
nymemy» (Mexyes, 2023, c. 146), HO paccMaTpuBa-
eTCsl B KaueCTBe OTKPBITOV BO3MOXKHOCTM [J151 pea-
nv3aryv Ooslee CIipaBeyIIBOrO OOIIIeCTBa.

Taxym 0Opas3oM, PyKOBOLCTBYSICH yCTaHOBKOV
Ha repow3alio HacTOsIero, 4yejloBekK pelaeT ofl-
HOBpeMeHHO HOJIUTUYeCKyIO 1 HpaBCTBEHHYIO 3a-
Zlauy. B milepoM cilydae OH BBICTyIIaeT KaK OTeH-
LIVaJIBHBIV FPak[IaHVH U YCTPOUTEIIb elrle TOJIBKO
IPSiAYIIero BCeMMPHO-TpaXkIaHCKOrO OOIIecTBa,
a BO BTOPOM — KaK CBOOOIIHOe HpaBCTBEHHOE CY-
IIIECTBO, BUISAIIEE B CBOEM OJIVDKHEM He TOJIBKO
CPeICTBO, HO U LieJIb caMy IIo cebe, 11 TeM caMbIM
cjlefiyeT B IIPaKTMKe CBOeV XMU3HM 0e3ycsIOBHO-
My TpeOOBaHMIO KaTeropu4eckoro mmIieparyba.
B obBoux ciryuasix ero AevicTBUs OCHOBBIBAIOTCS
Ha TpeOOBaHMY MOPaJIbHOV aBTOHOMMV, PacCMO-
TPEHHOV B ee YaCTHOM, WJIV TPak[IaHCKOM, IIPO-
SBJIEHVV, @ BCEeMVPHO-TPa’KIaHCKOe COCTOSTHIIE, C
OOHOVI CTOPOHBI, OKa3bIBA€TCs PEe3yJIBTaTOM [Ievi-
CTBVSI OTHEJIbHBIX JIIOHEV, a C OAPYrov — KOHeY-
HBIM Pe3yJIbTaTOM IIpollecca MpOCBellleHMs Kak
aisIerocs odrreyesiopedeckoro ycuimst. OmHako
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aimed at achieving this good. To act in this way
means to “heroise” one’s present (Foucault,
1984, p. 40): to feel responsible for the future
of the humankind, and to see one’s historical
situation as a task which does not demand
“sacrifice for the sake of a metaphysically
unproven future” (Mezhuev, 2023, p. 146), but
which is an open opportunity to bring about a
more just society.

Thus, by adopting the principle of the
heroisation of the present, one solves
simultaneously a political and a moral task. In
the former case, one is a potential citizen and
builder of the future world civil society; and in
the latter case, one is a free moral individual
for whom the people around one are not only
instruments, but ends in themselves, and who
thus follows in practice the demands of the
categorical imperative. In both cases, one’s
actions are based on the principle of moral
autonomy in its individual, civil manifestation,
while the world civil status is, on one hand,
the result of the actions of individuals and, on
the other, the result of the ongoing process of
enlightenment as a common endeavour of the
whole of humanity. And yet, the foregoing
analysis, which links the ethical and political
dimensions of Kant’s thought, still falls short
of clarifying the political mechanism through
which, in the view of Foucault, Kant managed
to seamlessly redistribute roles in governing
oneself and others. Therefore, the next part
of this article will be devoted to the analysis
of several theses in the Critique of the Power of
Judgment which make this possible.

Common Sense

McQuillan (2012, p. 79) says that Kant,
in insisting that people are capable of
determining the political system as they
see fit and of openly criticising the existing
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IIpOBeleHHOe HaMV pacCMOTpPeHMe, cOTvpKaroIee
STUYECKOe W IOJINTUYECKOe V3MepeHVe MBICIIN
KaHTa, Bce ke He [1aeT HaM SICHOTO IIpeJICTaBIIe-
HMS O CYIIHOCTM TOTO IIOJINTMYECKOIO Mexa-
HW3Ma, OJlarofgapst KOTOpoMmy, o MHeHUo Pyko,
KanTy ynmasnocs obecriednTh BOSMOXXHOCTB 0e300-
JIE3HEHHOT'0 IlepepacIiperiesIeHNsl poJiell B YIIpaB-
JIEHVV COOOVI M YIIPaBJIEeHUM IPYTVIMY, II03TOMY B
CIIEMTYIOIEeM paszielie JaHHOIO VICCTIEIOBAHVIS Mbl
obpaTmMcs K aHam3y psifja croxeTos n3 «Kpurm-
KV CITOCOOHOCTM CYXKIeHWs» B PaMKax KOTOPBIX
TaKasi BO3MOXXHOCTB OyzieT 0O0CHOBaHa.

OOm1ee 1yBcTBO

Vrtak, ormeuaer K. Makkwitan, Kant, Hactam-
Basl Ha TOM, YTO JIOMIV CIIOCOOHBI OITpeesIsTh TI0-
JIUTVYECKOe YCTPOVICTBO B COOTBETCTBIV CO CBOVIM
COOCTBEHHBIM Pa3yMOM ¥ OTKPBITO KPUTMKOBATh
CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVie MHCTUTYTHI, TaKye KakK IIepPKOBb
VJIV TOCYAApCTBO, BBIXOAUT TeM CaMBIM 3a PaMKN
TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOrO Wjleasin3Ma, paspaboTaH-
Horo 1M B «KpuTnke uricroro pazyma» (McQuillan,
2012, p. 79), n BcTymnaeT B 00J1aCTh HEITOCPeICTBeH-
HOVI TIpaKTVKM, a MeTadusudeckuit dpyHIaMeHT
TaKOV CIIOCOOHOCTY, TT0 MHEHWIO VICCIIeoBaTerIs,
paspabatbiBaeTcst dpusiocodom B «KpuTrKe mpak-
TUYECKOTO pasyMa» W, II0 CyTW, OasupyeTcss Ha
YyBCTBe HPAaBCTBEHHOIO 0JIra VHAMBUIA II0 OT-
HOIIIeHMIO K OyaymieMy uesiosedecTtsy (Ibid.). On-
HAaKo, KaK OBbITO IO[TYePKHYTO BBIIIIE, OCTaeTCs He-
MOHATHBIM, KaK 3TO TpeboBaHVe SIIMCTEeMITYeCcKOVT
VI MOPaJIbHOVI aBTOHOMMW, KOTOpOe, IO MHEHIO
DyKo, TOTDKHO IIPUBECTN K IepepaciIperiesieHIIo
posient B CTPYKType BJIaCTHBIX OTHOILIEHW, MO-
KeT OBITh peaIn30BaHO Ha ITpakTuKe. pyrumu
CJIOBaMU, HEIIOHATHO, KaK TpeOOBaHVe He TOJIb-
KO IyMaTb, HO U JIeVICTBOBATh CaMOCTOATEILHO
MOXeT OBITh peasIi30BaHO W TPV 3TOM He IIpBe-
CTM K paJVKaJIbHBIM M3MeHEeHMsIM CyIIeCTBYIO-
eVl TIOJIMTUYECKOV CTPYKTYPBI, TO €CTh K PeBO-
mortny. OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIPOC, 110 MbIcin Dyko,
CTlefyeT VICKaTh B peyiokeHHoM KaHToM pasim-
ueHMM (PYHKIIM YaCTHOT'O 1 ITyOJIMYHOTO pa3yMa
(@yxo, 2011, c. 49), a TeopeTHUeckoe 0OOCHOBaHMe
3TOrO Pas3JIMUeHNs MBI TIOIbITaeMCsl OOHAPYXUTh
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institutions such as church and state, thereby
goes beyond the framework of transcendental
idealism which he developed in the Critique of
Pure Reason, and enters the space of practice;
whereas the metaphysical foundation of this
faculty, McQuillan argues, was developed
in the Critigue of Practical Reason and is
essentially based on the individual’s sense
of duty to the future generations (ibid.).
However, as I have said, it is still unclear
how the demand for epistemic and moral
autonomy, which, Foucault believes, should
lead to a redistribution of roles in the structure
of power relations, can be implemented in
practice. In other words, it is unclear how
the demand not only to think but also to act
independently can be met without a radical
change of the existing political structure, i.e
a revolution. Foucault (2011, p. 35) claims
that the answer to this question can be found
in Kant’s distinction between private and
public reason; and I submit that the theoretical
foundation for this distinction can be found
in the Critique of the Power of Judgment. It
must be noted that Foucault’s approach
was not ground-breaking, since a similar
attempt had been made earlier by Hannah
Arendt (1992), who, proceeding from Kant’s
concept of common sense, investigated the
faculty of judgment as an instrument of civil
interaction and communication within political
associations. Moreover, pointing to the role
of all three of Kant’s Critiques in developing
the enlightenment project, Foucault (2011,
p. 30) did not pay enough attention to the
third Critiqgue, confining himself to a general
statement to the effect that it grounded
the possibility “of making use of his own
technical knowledge concerning his own life”,
without replacing it with the directives of an
authorised person (for example, a doctor). In



B «Kputnke criocobHocT cyxmeHus». Criemyer
OTMETUTBH, YTO IPeJIoKeHHBIT DyKO II0IX0L, BO-
BCe He ObIJT HOBAaTOPCKVMM, IIOCKOJIBKY CXOXYIO TIO-
IIBITKY IO Hero y>ke mpenipvHuMaia X. ApeHT,
KOTOpasi, OIMpasich Ha KOHIIEIIIVIO OOIIero uyB-
crBa KaHra, paccmarpumBasa criocoOHOCTB CyKle-
HVSL B KaueCcTBe MHCTPYMeHTa I'PakKIaHCKOro B3a-
VIMOZIEVICTBYSL VI KOMMYHWKAITUV B TIOJTATIIYECKIX
obpenmuenMsAx (cM.: Apennr, 2011). Boree Toro,
yKasblBas Ha posib Bcex Tpex «Kpuruk» Kanra B
pasBUTHUM ero IpoekTa IpocselrieHns, Oyko He
yzesieT aHaimsy Tperbent «KpuTuki» gocraTod-
HO BHVIMaHW$I, OT paHMYVBASICh JIVIIITH OOIIIVIM YKa-
3aHVeM Ha TO, 4YTO B Hell 000CHOBaHa BO3MOXXHOCTH
«CIIONB30BaTh COOCTBEHHOE TeXHIMYecKoe 3HaHue
cBoert Xu3Hn» (Dyko, 2011, c. 42), He 3aMeHsIs ero
Ha IUPEKTVBbI HEKOro YIIOJTHOMOYEHHOrO BJla-
CTBIO JINIIA, HaIIpuMep Bpadva. [laspHeririee pac-
CMOTpeHe TIOIBITAeTCS. BOCIIOIHUTD 3Ty JIAKYHY
B MHTeprpetanyy PyKo 1 IOKa3aTk, KaK pas3Bu-
Tas B paMKax «KpuUTKM criIocOOHOCTM CYXKIeH s>
KOHIIeTIIIMSL OOIIero 4dyBcTBa CIIOCcOOHa obecrie-
YUTHb BO3MOXXHOCTB JIJTSI TAKOI'O VCIIO/Ib30BAHIS.
Kak ormeuaer dyko, KaHTOBCKOe pasiIde-
HJle YaCTHOI'O ¥ ITyOJIMYHOrO IIPVIMEHeHMs pas-
yMa He IIPOCTO OPUTMHAJIBHO, HO I IIepeBOpavl-
BaeT oObIIeHHOe IipeficTaBiieHMe o0 HuX (TaMm ke,
c. 48). Tak, 4aCTHBIM IIpVIMEHEeHVeM OKa3bIBaeTCs
He HeKasl JesiTeJIbHOCTh, KOTOPOV VIHJIVIBVZ, MOT
ObI TIpeaBaThCs B CBOOOIHOE OT CBOVIX I'PakIaH-
CKMX 00sI3aHHOCTEV BpeMsl, HO HaoDOpOT — 3TO
HesITeJIBHOCTD, TOHSATas KaK YacTHas (PyHKIVS
B paMKax IIeJIOr0 roCyAapCTBEHHOrO OpraHm3Ma.
Hpyrumu cjioBaMu, 3TO TaKasl JesiTeJIbHOCTD, B KO-
TOPOVI VIHAVBI, BBICTYIIaeT He Kak IeJIb, HO KaK
CPeCTBO B COCTaBe I1eJIOr0, TO eCTh TOCyAapCTBa.
B cBoro ouepenp, myOimuHOe IIprIMeHeHVe pasy-
Ma — 9TO Ta JIeITeJIbHOCTb, B KOTOPOV VMH/IVIBU/L
peaym3yeT cebs KaK yCTPOUTeNIb OyIyIero Bce-
MV PHO-TpaKJaHCKOrO OOIIlecTBa, M KaK TaKOBOV
OH HapaBHe C JIPyTMMI y4YacTBYeT B HEM yXKe He
TOJIBKO KaK CPeJICTBO, HO TaKXXe KaK IIeJTb caMa TI0
cebe. B aToM cmpIciie dakT 1myOIMIHOrO IIprMe-
HEHVSI pa3yMa SBJISIeTCS IIPOSIBJIEHVIEM He TOJIb-
KO SHUCTEMUYECKOV aBTOHOMWMM WHAMBMIA KakK
CyIIecTBa, CAMOCTOSITEJTBHO MBICIISIIETO, HO M €T
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what follows, I will attempt to fill this lacuna
in Foucault’s interpretation and to show how
the concept of common sense developed in the
Critique of the Power of Judgment can make such
use possible.

Foucault maintains that Kant’s distinction
between the private and public use of reason
is not just original, but overturns conventional
wisdom (ibid., p. 35). ‘Private” use is not just
any activity in which the individual could
indulge when not fulfilling his civil duties;
on the contrary, it is activity understood as
a private function within the whole state
organism. In other words, it is activity in
which the individual is not the end, but an
instrument within the whole, i.e. the state. The
public use of reason is activity in which the
individual fulfils himself as a builder of the
future world civil society, taking part in this
along with others not only as an instrument,
but also as an end in himself. In that sense,
the fact of public use of reason manifests not
only the epistemic autonomy of the individual
as an independent thinking being, but the
moral autonomy of a being that has a moral
sense and is incapable of being indifferent
to the fate of future generations. Foucault
maintains that this distinction between the
private and public use of reason enables Kant
to balance the need to criticise with the need
to obey. However, although this explanation,
Foucault believes, pinpoints the essence of the
covenant Kant proposes to the main subject
of political power, it says nothing about how
such agreement in the public sphere can be
achieved. As pointed out above, emergence
from a state of minority includes two different,
albeit mutually complementary, aspects. On
one hand, it demands that every individual be
aware of oneself as an agent of autonomous
thinking capable of critically judging the
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MOpaJIbHOV aBTOHOMMM KaK CYIIlecTBa, VIMefollle-
ro HpaBCTBEHHOE YyBCTBO ¥ HECIIOCOOHOIO OCTa-
BaThCsl Oe3pasIMYHBIM K Cy[ab0Oe OyIyIimx IIOKO-
nenun. Takoe pasideHne PyHKIIUI YaCTHOIO U
IyO/IMYHOTO IPVMEHEeHMsI pasyMa ¥ II03BOJISeT
KanTy, o mpiciin dyxo, obecrieunTs OataHC MeX-
IOy TOTPeOHOCTBIO KPUTMKOBATh M HEOOXOIVMO-
CTBIO TIOBMHOBaThcA. OIHAKO, XOTS IIpeIIOKeH-
Hoe OOBSICHEHMe ¥ pacKpblBaeT CYTh JOrOBOpa,
KoTopbIvi, o MHeHMIo Pyko, Kant mpenyaraer
IJIABHOMY CYOBEKTY IIOJIMTUUECKOV BJIACTV, OHO
ocTaBJIsieT Oe3 BHMMaHMA TO, KaKM oOpas3om Oy-
JAeT JIOCTUIHYTO coIjlacue B caMOVl ITyOImdaHON
cdepe. Bep, Kak OBIJIO OTMEYEHO BBIIIIE, BBIXOZ 113
COCTOSIHVISI HeCOBepIIIeHHOJIeT S BKJIIoYaeT B ceOs
7IBa pa3JINYHBIX, HO TeM He MeHee JIOIOTHSIOIIX
apyr apyra acriekta. OH TpeOyeT OT BCSKOTO MH-
IOVBU/IA,C OIHOV CTOPOHBI, OCO3HAHM Ce0sl areH-
TOM aBTOHOMHOI'O MBIIIJIEHMS, CIIOCOOHOIO BBI-
HOCUTB KPUTHUYECKIe CYXXIeHNs O CBOeM MUpe 1
TeKyIIeN 3II0Xe, a C IPYroil — BBIXOIA 3a IPaHU-
116l COOCTBEHHOVI MHAVBIIYaJIbHOCTY, TO €CTh 3a-
HATVSI HEKOVI YHVBEPCAJIBHOV O3V, IIPVHM-
MarolIleVt BO BHUMaHe Cy>XXIIeHVe JPYTX.
HdpyruMm cjioBamu, ecjiy IPOeKT IIpocBellle-
H1s KanTa — 3TO IIpoeKT mpexie Bcero MmoImTy-
YecKNil, TO B €r0 paMKax JO/DKHa ObITh He TOJIb-
KO pellleHa Ipo0OsieMa OTHOIIEHMs TpaXaaH K
JIeVICTBYIOIIIeV! BJIacTH, HO 1 obecriedeHa BO3MOXK-
HOCTB VX COIJIacWs OPYT C IPYTroM KaK CBOOOTHO
MBICJISIIIVX CYIIECTB, CAMOCTOSITEJIBHO BBIOVIparo-
myx coocTBeHHOe Oyayiiee. VIMeHHO 3Ta 3a71a4a 1
IIpe/IIoIaraeT arnesuIsiio K mporpamme «Kpuru-
KVI CIIOCOOHOCTM CY>KIEeHWs», TIOCKOJIBKY ee peltle-
HIIe BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO 3a CHeT oOparreHms K «00-
II[eMy 9yBCTBY», TO €CTh CIIOCOOHOCTM VICXOIUTD B
CBOEM CY>KIeHMM KakK ObI 113 BceoOlIero gyeopeye-
CKOTO pasyMa " TeM CaMbIM M30eraTh VIJUIIO3UI
IpepacCyIKOB pasyMa WMHOMBUAyaIbHOro (AA
05, S. 293; Kawnrt, 2001, c. 379). ITpn sToM, Kak OT-
MeuaeT KaHT, Takasi cIIocOOHOCTH HasIM4ecTByeT
abcoIIOTHO y Beex, yeM oDecrieurBaeTCsl BO3MOX-
HOCTB «Bceobujett coodujaemocmu Oe3 ocpencTBa
nousTus» (Ibid., S. 295; Tam xe, c. 381). Opyrumn
CJIOBaMM, eCJIM CYXKIIeHUsI TeopeTUYecKoro pasy-
Ma, OIepUpPYIOIero MOHATUSAMM, BCerga IIpoBe-

world and the current epoch; and on the other
hand, it demands one be able to go beyond
one’s own individuality — that is, to take a
universal stance and take into account the
judgment of others.

In other words, if Kant’s enlightenment
project is first and foremost a political one,
it should not only solve the problem of
the attitude of citizens toward power, but
enable them to come to an agreement with
one another as freely thinking beings who
independently choose their own future. This
task requires turning to the programme of
the Critique of the Power of Judgment, because
it can be only accomplished by appealing to
“common sense,” that is, the ability to judge
proceeding, as it were, from universal human
reason, and thus to steer clear of the illusions
and prejudices of individual reason (KU, AA
05, p. 293; Kant, 2000, p. 173). Kant stresses that
absolutely everyone possesses this capacity,
which ensures universal communicability
“without the mediation of a concept” (KU,
AA 05, p. 295; Kant, 2000, p. 175). In other
words, while the judgments of theoretical
reason deal with concepts that are always
verifiable by experience, judgments based
on common sense, which are not actually
concepts or ideas but judgments based on
intuition, make it possible to come to an
agreement on how the ideals of the kingdom
of freedom can be implemented in the world of
nature (KU, AA 05, p. 178; Kant, 2000, p. 14).
The task of implementing the enlightenment
project thus ceases to be just a moral duty of
a single individual and the space of the use of
autonomous reason, and is enhanced by being
perceived as the space of the use of universal
reason. In this context, Andrew Benjamin
(2012, p. 36) notes, public space becomes a
“space of activity” and “[m]ore importantly,
[...] an open space of activity”: that is, space
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PpsieMBbl, HO IIPV 3TOM OrpaHMYeHbI IAPCTBOM IIPU-
POIbl, a naey MpaKTUYecKoro pasyMma JOCTUTaloT
IIapcTBa CBOOOIBI, HO IIPVHIIUIIMAIBHO He Bepu-
duipyeMbl Ha OIbITe, TO CYXXAeHNs Ha OCHOBe
00I11er0 YyBCTBa, ABJISIOIVIECS, TI0 CYTH, He TIOHS-
TUSIMY, He UIesAMM, a CyXAeHMsIMI, 00yC/I0BIIeH-
HBIMIU VHTYVIIVIEV, II03BOJISIIOT IIPUMTY K COIJIa-
CMIO O TOM, KaK MyeasIbl IIapcTBa CBOOOIBI MOTYT
ObITh BOIUIONMIEHB! B Mupe pupons! (Ibid., S. 178;
Tam xe, c. 97). Tax 3amaua 110 peasm3aryy IIpoeKTa
IIPOCBeIIeH s TIepecTaeT ObITh IIPOCTO HPABCTBEH-
HBIM JIOJITOM OT/IeIbHOTO MHIVBIIA U IIPOCTPaH-
CTBOM HPWIOXKEeHMs ero aBTOHOMHOIO pasyMa
¥ oboralaeTcs IIpeficTaB/IeHVeM O Hell Kak 00
OITpezieJIeHHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBe IPVJIOKEHMS pas-
yMa BceoO1iiero. B 3Tom KoHTeKcTe, KaK OTMedaeT
A. beHbsMMH, IyO/IMYHOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO CTAHO-
BUTCS «IIPOCTPAHCTBOM aKTUBHOCTV» U, «4TO ellle
Oosiee Ba’KHO, OTKPBITBIM IIPOCTPAHCTBOM aKTWB-
HocTy» (Benjamin, 2012, p. 36), To ecTb TakuM, B
KOTOPOM «OOIIeCTBEHHOCTh» MOXET IeVICTBOBATh
HOJIUTUYECK KaK HeKoe eflVTHOe I1eJI0e, OCYyIIecT-
BJISSI B CBOEM HACTOSIIEM ITPOEKT COOCTBEHHOIO
Oymy1iero, 1 TeM caMbIM IIepMaHEHTHO peaKTya-
JIVI3UPOBaTh €ro Kak MOMeHT COBPEeMEeHHOCT.
CrerryeT Takke OTMETUTb, UTO, HECMOTPs Ha
TO 3HaueHMe, koTopoe KaHT mpuaasai ycmamsam
MHAMBUA B IIporiecce IPUOIVDKEHNMS K BCeMUp-
HO-T'Pa’kJIaHCKOMY COCTOSIHUIO, OH TeM He MeHee
ojiarajl, 4To OOIIecTBY B IIeJIOM Tropasfo Jier-
ye BBIVITU U3 «COCTOSIHVS HECOBEPIIIEHHOJIETIS»,
yeM OT/eIBHO B3ATOMY desioBeky (AA 08, S. 36;
Kanr, 20248, c. 49). Kak nosicasger K. CBUT, «cKpbI-
TOV TIOCBUIKOV» JaHHOro yTBepxkueHus KaHTta
ABJISIeTCS €r0 KOHILIeTIINS pa3yMa, KOTOPBIV, «/1JIs
TOrO YTOOBI ITOJTHOCTBIO Pa3BUTHCS», HYXKIAETCS
He TOJIBKO B CaMOAVCLMIUINHE, HO ellle U B «IU-
asiore» (Sweet, 2024, p. 68) vwin, B popMyJIMpOBKe
K. denmvmxopmxy, HOIJIVTHHO aBTOHOMHBIV Pa3-
yM MOXXET CYIIEeCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO B «HEM30eXHO
COIMaIbHOM M3MepeHUN KpUT14ecKor camoped-
nekcun» (Deligiorgi, 2002, p. 148). Memutenne,
KOTOpoe Oy/ieT COOTBETCTBOBATh 3TOMY YCJIOBUIO,
KanT HaspIBaeT He TOJIBKO IIPOCBEIEHHBIM, TO
eCTb CBOOOIHBIM OT IIpepacCyAKOB IIPeIIIecTBY-
IOLLIeVI TIOX, HO U «IIVPOKMM», TO €CTh 3aCTpaxo-
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within which the “community” can act
politically as a single whole, implementing, in
the present, the project of its own future and
thus permanently re-actualising it as a moment
of modernity.

It should also be noted that despite the
importance Kant attached to the individual’s
efforts in bringing about a world civil state, he
felt that it was far easier for society to emerge
from “the state of minority” as a whole than
for a single individual to do so (WA, AA 08,
p- 36; Kant, 1996, p. 17). Kristi Sweet (2024,
p. 68) elaborates that the “hidden premise” of
his Kantian proposition is “his conception of
reason”, which, “in order fully to develop”,
needs not only self-discipline, but also
“dialogue”; or, as this is framed by Katerina
Deligiorgi (2002, p. 148), truly independent
reason can exist in an “irreducibly social
dimension of critical self-reflection”. According
to Kant, thinking that meets this condition is
not only enlightened, i.e. free of the prejudices
of the preceding epoch, but also “broad”, i.e.
insured against the prejudice of self-love and
the trap of logical egoism (KU, AA 05, p. 295;
Kant, 2000, p. 175). It has to be noted that in
Kant’s opinion, headlong following of the
independent thinking maxim is fraught with
the risk of falling victim to new prejudices,
i.e. “prejudices based on self-love”, and the
“logical egoism” (Log, AA 09, p. 80; Kant, 1992,
p. 582) that accompanies it. As Kant explains
in his Logic, such prejudices are preliminary
judgments made without reflection, and are
essentially products of merely mechanical work
of reason (Log, AA 09, p. 76; Kant, 1992, p. 579).
Thus, the “prejudice based on self-love” which
underlies logical egoism is the opposite of the
“prejudice of prestige” and stems from the
erroneous proposition that in judgments about
truth agreement with the judgments of others is
superfluous (ibid.).
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BaHHBIM OT IIpeIpaccy/iKa ceOsTIo0vs V1 JIOBY LK
sorngeckoro sromsma (AA 05, S. 295; Kanr, 2001,
c. 379). 3uech ciieflyeT MOSICHUTD, YTO, 10 MHEHUIO
KanTa, Oe3ymepHoe ciiefjoBaHMe MaKCVIMe MBIC-
JIUTh CAMOCTOSTEIIBHO TauT B cebe PUCK IIOsBIIe-
HMs HOBBIX IIPeIpacCylIKOB, a VIMEHHO <«IIpefl-
paccynKoB ce0s.4100us» ¥ COMYTCTBYIOIIETO eMy
«oeuteckoeo 32ousma» (AA 09, S. 80; Kaut, 1994,
c. 339). Kak nosicaster KaHT B cBOen «Jlormxke», mmo-
HOOHBIE IIPeApacCyIKI SBJISIOTCS IIpeBapuTesIb-
HBIMM CY>KAEHMSIMI, KOTOPbIe BBIHOCSTCS 0e3 BCs-
KO pedpiieKcmm 1 IIpefiCTaBIIsIOT COOOVI pe3ysIbTaT
JIVIIIb MexaHn4deckov paboTsl pasyMa (Ibid., S. 76;
Tam xe, c. 334). Tax, «rpempaccymok ceOsTooms»,
JIeXKAIUII B OCHOBAHWMM JIOIMYECKOIO Srovi3Ma,
BBICTYIIaeT IPOTMBOIOIOKHOCTBIO «IIpefpaccy/l-
Ky aBTOPUTEeTa» M ICXOAWT 3 OIIMOOUHOrO TI0JI0-
JKeHUsI, UTO B CYXXIAEHMsIX 00 MCTMHe coriacue C
CYXXAEHUSIMU JPYTUX SABJIsIeTCH Jj11 aBTOHOMHOTO
pasyma 130srTouHbIM (Ibid.; Tam xe).

ITpu aToM, kKak nosicHsieT H. XurHcke, mpempac-
CYHOK JIOTMYEeCKOro 3romsMa «cJIoBHO JaeT Kamn-
Ty CUTHaJI [JIsl M3JI0KEeHVsI CBOEro COOCTBEHHOTO
B3IVISI/Ia Ha pasyM», a MIMEHHO KaK Ha pasyM «00-
mrevestopevecknin» (Xmacke, 2007, c. 109). Ilo ero
MHeHm1o, KaHT B cBoer KOHIIEIIINN «O0IIeuesio-
BEYECKOr'0 pasyMa» IIbITaeTCsl COeIVMHNTD [Ba MO-
MeHTa: «yHMBEpPCaJIbHBINI pa3Max 4YeJIoBeYeCKO-
ro pasyma» U ero «koHedHocTb» (Tam e, c. 111).
VIEBIMU CTIOBaMU, C OIIHOV CTOPOHBI, pa3yM IIpu-
CYIII BCeM, a C IPyTrol — OH oOpeMeHeH pa3iind-
HBIMIM TIOPOKaMM ¥ HeIOCTaTKaMM II03HaHMS,
VIMEIOIIVIMUCS Y KaXkIIOrO B CWJIY CaMOWI ero de-
jloBedeckoy Iipupomsl. IlosToMy mepcrekTmBa
BOCIIPUSITVSI MUpa C OHOM HO3MLMK, Oydb TO
nosuims, cdopMmupoBaHHas IIpepaccygKaMu
OTHEJIPHO B34TOV T'PYIIIIBI JIIONEN VIV COOCTBEH-
HBIM 3TOVM3MOM, BCETJIa OCTAeTCsl IepPCIIeKTMBO
IPVIPOSHOV, TO €CTh TaKOVI, B KOTOPOVI OTCYTCTBY-
IOT BCSAKas MCTOPUS M IIporpecc. YHUBepcasIbHas
Ke TIO3MIINS, AOIyCKaloIas COIIPUCYTCTBIE APY-
T'MX, OTKPBIBAeT IIPOCTPAHCTBO IJIsI IIOCIIEIOBa-
TEJIPHOV peaIn3alliii B YeJIOBEUeCKO VICTOPUN
MeasioB IjapcTsBa cBobonbl. IToaToMy, Kak oTMe-
4JaeT XVMHCKe, eCJIM CTIOCOOHOCTH COM3MEPSITh CBOV
CYXKIIEHWS C CYXKIEHVUSMU APYTUX SABJISeTCS 9y Th
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As Norbert Hinske (1998, p. 82) explains,
the prejudice of logical egoism “seems to give
a keyword to Kant to lay out his own view
on reason”!, namely, as “universal human
reason”’. He suggests that Kant, in his concept
of “universal human reason”, tries to combine
two elements: “the universal [...] sweep of
human reason and its finiteness”® (ibid., p. 84).
Thus, on one hand, reason is something all
people have, while, on the other hand, they are
encumbered by the various vices and shortages
of knowledge which everyone also has, owing
to human nature. This is why a perspective on
the world from one position, be it a position
formed by the prejudices of a certain group
of people or by individual egoism, always
remains a natural perspective, i.e. one in which
history and progress are non-existent. By
contrast, the universal position which allows
for the co-presence of others opens space for
temporalised realisation of the ideals of the
kingdom of freedom in human history. As
such, Hinske writes, while the capacity to
commensurate one’s judgments with those
of others is just about the only guardrail
against logical egoism, the need to share one’s
thoughts with others is seen by Kant not
simply as an idle indulgence, but as a “moral

obligation””;

and freedom of publication and
free use of public reason are natural rights as
well as means of ensuring logical “pluralism”
(ibid., p. 88). Thus, Kant not only defines the
historical boundaries of his modernity, which
is not yet “an enlightened age”, but already “an
age of Enlightenment” (WA, AA 08, p. 40; Kant,

1996, p. 21), but tentatively marks the spatial

* Cf. “Das genannte Vorurteil liefert Kant gleichsam
das Stichwort, sein eigenes Verstindnis von Vernunft
auseinanderzusetzen.”

> Cf. “allgemeine Menschenvernunft.”

8 Cf. “[...] die universelle [...] Spannweite der menschlichen
Vernunft und ihre Endlichkeit.”

7 Cf. “die moralische Verpflichtung” .



JIVI He eIMHCTBEeHHBIM TapaHTOM 3alllUTBl OT JIO-
I'MYECKOro 3romsMa, TO IOTPeOHOCTh coobIaTh O
CBOVIX MBICJISIX JIPYTVIM CTaHOBUTCA 11t KanTa He
IIPOCTO JOCY KM >KeJlaHVeM, HO «MOpaJIbHOVI 0051~
3AHHOCMIbIO», a TIPABO Ha CBOOOMY ITyOJIMKaImm 1
cBOOOIHOEe IIpUMeHeHMe IIyOJIMYHOro pasyMa —
€CTeCTBEHHBIM IIPaBOM ¥ CPEICTBOM oOecrieve-
HVIS JIOTMYeCcKoro «wrnopanvsma» (Tam xe, c. 114).
Tem campim KaHT He TOJIBKO 3a/1aeT MICTOpIUECKVie
T'PaHUIIBI CBOEVI COBPEMEHHOCTV, IIOHATOV e1lle He
KaK «IIpOCBellleHHas 3I10Xa» HO yXe KaK «3I110Xa
ITpocsemenus» (AA 08, S. 40; Kanr, 20248, c. 53),
HO ¥ ompenesisieT TPaHMIIbl YCJIIOBHO HPOCTpaH-
CTBeHHBbIe, yKa3blBas Ha OIIpe/ieJIeHHOe «MeCTO»,
B KOTOPOM [laHHas TpaHcdopMalysd MOXeT Co-
CTOATBCA. DTO MeCTO, Ille pa3BopaudmBaeTcs Kpu-
TUYECKOe CaMOOCMBICJIEHVE HACTOSIIEr0, €CTh, 110
MHeHMIo KaHTa, He 4TO MHOe, KaK 00JIacTh «IIy-
OsM4HOrO» IIpMMEHeHMs pas3yMa, IOCKOJIBKY
VIMEHHO B 3TOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE He TOJIIBKO obectie-
YyBaeTcsd BO3MOXHOCTH CBOOOIHO IIOJIB30BaThCS
COOCTBEHHBIM pacCyZIKOM, HO ¥ TIOfpa3yMeBaeT-
CsI, YTO €rO0 VICIIOJIB30BaHVIE CITOCOOHO ITPUBECT K
BCeoOIIleMy COIJIaCHIO B BOIIpOcax 00 yCTPOVICTBe
Oymy1iero rpaxaHCKOro ooIIecTsa.

Taxmm ob6paszom, KoHIenys Iy OITaHOTrO pas-
yMa, yHOMpOBaHHAS B KOHIIEMIMM OOIIero
4yBCTBa, IO CyTH, IIpM3BaHa (PyHKIIMOHVPOBATH
KaK KOHKPeTHBIVI HOJIMTUYeCKUII MexaHW3M, II0-
CPeZICTBOM KOTOPOrO aBTOHOMHBIVI pasyM Haxo-
IIUT CBOe CBOOOIIHOE BhIpakeHVe B MIpPe, a HpaB-
CTBEHHBIVI OJIT Teper], OyayIIIMM TIOKOJIEHUSMM
OKa3bIBaeTCs VICIIOJIHEeHHBIM. B 3TOM cMBICiIe, KaK
orMmedaeT A.I. IloroHsvio, yesioBeyecTBy /115 Bbl-
XOla M3 COCTOSHMS HeCOBEepPIIeHHOJIeTs HUKOI-
Jla He JIOCTaTOYHO ITPOCTO aBTOHOMUM pasyMa,
VIV MOpaJIv, HO BCerzia TpeOyeTcs «IIpaKTUKye-
Mast aBToHOMMS pasyma» (IToronsrio, 2017, c. 59).
[Tocnennsiss peanusyerca B popMe CyXOeHUs,
C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOTO «MBI», TO €CTb COOOIIe-
CTBO CBOOOIHBIX M MBICJISIINX CYIIIECTB, OIpee-
JIleM BMeCTe, COOTBETCTBYeT JIM YTO-I1M00 B Ha-
ITIeV TIOBCeTHEBHO XKV3HY BCeoOIIeMy IIpaBuily,
yCTaHOBJIEHHOMY pa3yMoM, Win HeT. [Ipyrumm
cJI0BaMM, MMeHHO Osiarofaps MyOJIMYHOMY IIpU-
MeHEeHMIO pasyMa «duTaromias IyOiIvKa» MOXeT
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boundaries, pointing to a certain “place” in
which such transformation may occur. The
place where critical self-cognition of the present
unfolds is, according to Kant, the area of the
“public” use of reason because not only is it the
space that permits the free use of one’s reason,
but it assumes that its use can bring about
universal concord on the structure of future
civil society.

Thus, the concept of public reason founded
on the concept of common sense is essentially
meant to function as a concrete political
through which autonomous
reason finds free expression in the world,
and the moral duty to future generations is
fulfilled. Aleksandr G. Pogonyaylo (2017, c. 59)
comments that if humankind is to emerge from
the state of minority, mere autonomy of reason
or morality is never enough, and “practiced
autonomy of reason” is required. The latter
is realised through judgment when “we”, i.e.
the community of free and thinking beings,
together define whether or not something in
our daily life conforms to the universal rule
established by reason. To put it another way,
it is thanks to the public use of reason that the
“reading public” can act as a subject of political
action; and the concept of common sense
ensures the very possibility of such agency,
since it brings about consensus within a wide
spectrum of opinions.

mechanism

Conclusion

Having successively analysed several
aspects of Kant’s enlightenment project in the
overall context of his critical philosophy, we are
now in a position to outline his concept of the
present as experience of modernity.

First, the experience of modernity in the
framework of Kant’s enlightenment project
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BBICTYIINTh B Ka4decTBe ITOJTHOLIEHHOro CyObeKTa
MOJIUTUYECKOrO JIeVICTBIMS, a KOHIICIIIINS OOIlle-
T'O 9yBCTBa OOOCHOBBIBAET CaMy BO3MOXKHOCTB IIO-
HOOHOV CyOBEKTHOCT, IIOCKOJIBKY OJ1arofapsi e
B IIIMPOKOM CIIEKTPe Pa3JIMYHBIX MHEHUT o0ecIie-
YUBaeTCs BOSMOKHOCTD COIJIACHSL.

3ak/1roueHve

Wrak, mocaenoBaTesIbHO —ITpOaHaJIM3IPOBaB
PSIT CIOXKETOB, TIO3BOJIMBIIIVIX PACCMOTPETH ITPOEKT
npocserieHns Kanrta B o0mieM KOHTEKCTe pas3Bu-
BaeMOVI MIM KpUTIYecKon prytocodriv, MbI MOXXeM
O4epTUTB OOIITNII KOHTY P MPEeIJIOKEHHOrO MM IT0-
HVIMaHVS HaCTOSAIIIET0 KaK OITbITa COBPEMEHHOCTIA.

Bo-TrepBBIX, OIIBIT COBPEMEHHOCTV B paMKax
KaHTOBCKOT'O IIpOeKTa ITPOCBeIeHNs IIpeJCcTaeT
KaK OIIBIT KPUTMUYECKOTO BOCIIPUSATUS pPealbHO-
CTV, B KOTOPOM KPUTMKA BOCIPUMHMMAETCs IIpe-
JKJle Bcero Kak cCaMOKpUTHMKa pa3yMa, MJIv Kak aHa-
JIVI3 €T0 «IIpefiesIoB ¥ pasMBIIIIIeHVe Hall HVM»
(@yxo, 2002, c. 352). [Ipn aTOM, Kak IOKasasia MH-
TepIpeTalus, npemiokeHHass Pyko, nomobHas
KpUTVKa BCeTzia MMeeT He TOJIBKO TEOPETIUECKOe,
HO ¥ TIOJIUTWYEeCKOe 3HaueHMe, ITOCKOJIBKY OHa
BCerJa TaK WIM VHa4e BKJIIOYeHa B AVCKYpC Bila-
CTU M CIIOCOOHA He TOJIBKO O0ecreumTh JIIiCcTe-
MMYecKyI0 aBTOHOMUIO pasyMa B CyXXIeHMsX 00
VICTMHE, HO VI CTaTh (PYHAAMEHTOM [IJIsI JaJIbHel-
IIIero Iilepexoia K HeIOCPeCTBEHHOV IIOINTIIYe-
cKom mpakTuke. Tak, pasyM, 3HAIOIINUV IPaHUIIBI
CBOeVl IIPMMEHVIMOCTY, MOXeT YIIPaBJIsTh coOOTL,
a 3HA4YUT, OBITH B II0JIHOM CMBIC/IE aBTOHOMHBIM U
IIOTOMY CIIOCOOHBIM yIIPaBJIATh OAPyruMu. VIHBI-
MM CJIOBaMM, Or1aromapsi MpaKTUKe AVCITATUIVIHBI
pasyMa BCsIKOe CyXIeHMe, B TOM 4lciIe 1 CyXKie-
He OJINTUYEeCKOro XapaKTepa, MOXeT IIpeTeH/10-
BaTh Ha VMCTMHHOCTb TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae, eCiI
OHO OCHOBBIBAETCSI He Ha BHEIITHEeM aBTOpWUTe-
Te WJIN aBTOpUTeTe TPaguIINM, a VCKIIOUNTEIb-
HO Ha SIIMCTEeMMYEeCKOV aBTOHOMMV IIO3HAIOIIle-
ro cyowvekrta. TeM caMbIM He TOJIBKO peaIn3yeTcs
nporpamMma «KpuTHKIM 4nCTOro pasyMa» IIo IIpo-
BEIEHNIO TpaHNI] YeJIOBeYeCKOro IO3HaHMS, HO
M 3a71aeTcs crenydmryeckas MoJInTIYecKas Iep-
CIIeKTMBA BOCIIPUSATIS HACTOSIIEro KakK CBOOOZ-
HOTO «BeKa KPUTWKI», IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEHHOIO
HaXOJISIIEeMYCsl BO BJIACTV BHEITHEro aBTOpUTeTa
JOrMaTUYeCKOMY ITPOIIIOMY.
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is an experience of the critical perception of
reality in which critique is seen, above all, as
self-critique of reason, or as “analysing and
reflecting upon limits” (Foucault, 1984, p. 45).
As the interpretation proposed by Foucault has
shown, such critique has not only theoretical
but also political significance because it is
always, in one way or another, part of the
discourse of power, and can not only ensure
epistemic autonomy of reason in judgments
about truth, but also serve as a foundation for
subsequent transitions to political practice.
Thus, reason that knows the limits of its
applicability can govern itself, and hence can
be fully autonomous and capable of governing
others. This means that ,thanks to the practice
of the discipline of reason, any judgment,
including judgments of a political character,
can claim to be true only if it is based not on
external authority or the authority of tradition,
but exclusively on the epistemic autonomy of
the cognising subject. This not only fulfils the
programme of the Critique of Pure Reason for
marking the limits of human knowledge, but
offers a specific political perspective on the
present as a free “age of criticism”, in contrast
to the empowered external authority of the
dogmatic past.

Second, the experience of modernity is
situated within a certain historical perspective
based on Kant’s faith in the possibility of the
moral progress of humanity, and his implying
the existence of a universal world historical
task of creating a just civil society. This goal,
according to Kant, can be achieved not through
revolutionary transformations, but through
prolonged political practice which calls not
only for the epistemic authority of reason, but
also for moral autonomy, specifically its civil
aspect manifested in the form of a sense of duty



Bo-BTOpBIX, OIIBIT COBpeMEHHOCTV IIpeficTaeT
BKJIIOYeHHBIM B KOHTEKCT OITpefleJIeHHOV UCTOPU-
YeCKOVI IIepCIeKTVBbI, OCHOBaHHOV Ha Bepe KaHTa
B BO3MOXKHOCTB MOPAJIBHOTO ITpOrpecca desioBeyde-
CTBa U IpeIioiaraioier: Hajludye YHUBepcalb-
HOVI BCEMMPHO-VCTOPVUYECKON 3aaui MO COo3/a-
HWIO CIIPaBeIMBOrO T'PakIaHCKOro OOIecTna.
I[Tpn 3TOM AOCTVIKEHVIe TTIOOOHOVI 1IeJIV SIBJISIETCS,
¢ Toukn 3peHus KaHra, pe3yrsraroM He peBOJIIO-
IIVIOHHBIX IIpeoOpa3oBaHMU, a JIJIUTeIbHOV TI0JIV-
TVYECKOV IIPaKTVKM, BO3MOXXHOCTb KOTOPOVT 00y-
CJIOBJIEHA He TOJIBKO SIVCTEMITYECKOV aBTOHOMVIET
pa3syma, HO VI aBTOHOMVIEV MOPaJIbHOV, a IMEHHO
ee TpakXIaHCKMM acIleKTOM, IPOSBJISIOMINMCS B
dopme uyBcTBa yBakeHUs K JIOJITY, BBIHYXX/IAFO-
ITI[erO YesIoBeKa VICIBITHIBATE OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a
cyap0y Oymylyx MOKOJIEHWUV M VICXOOUTb BO BCS-
KOM JIeVICTBUV He 13 BHEITHMX OOCTOATEeIbCTB, a
VICKJIIOUMUTEIBHO 13 CcooOpaskeHUM BceoOIIero
Orara. Tem caMbIM B paMKax IIpOeKTa IIpOCBelIie-
Hust KaHTta pearmmsyercst mporpamma «KpuTmkm
IIPaKTUUYECKOr0 pasyMa», TpeOyrolreit pacIivpe-
HWSI TPaHUII, YCTAaHOBJIEHHBIX Pa3yMOM TeOpeTU-
YeCKMM, 3a CYeT Iepexoria B cpepy HOBCeTHEBHO
IIOJIUTUYECKON IIPAKTUKY, a OMBIT BOCIIPUSTVS
COBPEMEHHOCTVI OTHAEIbHBIM VIHIAVBUIOM IIpe-
CTaeT KaK OITBIT repou3alliy HaCTOSIIEro, B KOTO-
POM TIOC/Ie/IHee TIOHMMaeTCd Kak 3aziada, TpeOy-
IOIIAsl OT YeJIoBeKa PelVTeIbHbIX AeVICTBU IS
peaymM3aliny B paMKaxX TEKYIIEro MICTOPITYECKOro
MOMEHTa ITpOeKTa JIyYIIlero Oy IyIiero.

B-TpeTepnx, OmBIT COBpPEeMEHHOCTV SIBJISITCS
OITBITOM ITpeOBIBaHMS B 0COOOM ITyOIIMIHOM IIpo-
CTpaHCTBe, B KOTOPOM 3a CUeT areJUIsiuin K o0-
II[eMy YYyBCTBY KaK CpeJiCTBY peayiM3alliy CIIO-
coOHOCTeV Ha/IBIHAVBUTYaJIbHOTO YeJIoBeUecKoro
pasyMa IIPOVICXOIUT HUBEJIVPOBAHVE PVICKOB, BbI-
3BaHHBIX €CTECTBEHHOVI CKJIOHHOCTBIO OT/IEeJIbHBIX
VHIVBUIOB K JIOTVTYECKOMY 3TOV3MY, 1 obecriedn-
BaeTCsl BO3MOXKHOCTH IIOJIMTUYECKOV CYyOBEKTHO-
CTV HapOXIAIOIIErocs I'PaKIaHCKOro OOIIecTBa.
Tax B paMKax KaHTOBCKOIO IIPOeKTa ITpOCBeIlle-
HVISL peasnyeTcs ImporpaMMa «KpuTukm criocoo-
HOCTU CY>XXIIeHWs» KaK CIeldrdeckot ooiacTu
3HaHWS, BBICTYTIAIOIIEVI B KadecTBe Meyaropa
MeXAy pa3syMOM OTIEeJIBHOrO MHAMBUIA W pasy-
MOM YHUBepCaJIbHBIM, HOCKTEIEM KOTOPOIO SiB-
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which commands a person to be responsible for
the fate of future generations and to proceed, in
every action, not from external circumstances,
but solely out of consideration for the common
good. Thereby Kant’s enlightenment project
implements the programme of the Critique of
Practical Reason that calls for the broadening
of the boundaries set by theoretical reason
through a transition to the sphere of daily
political practice, and the perception of reality
by a single individual becomes the experience
of the heroisation of the present in which
the latter is perceived as a task that demands
resolute actions to realise the project of a better
future in the current historical moment.

Third, the experience of modernity is
presented as the experience of being in a
special public space in which the appeal to
common sense is a means of bringing out the
capacity of supra-individual human reason,
risks created by the natural tendency of
certain individuals toward logical egoism are
neutralised, and in which the emerging civil
society acquires political agency. Thus, the
Kantian enlightenment project implements the
programme of the Critique of the Power Judgment
as a specific area of knowledge which mediates
between the reason of the individual, and
universal reason, of which the educated public
is the bearer. Regardless of whether the power
of judgment is applied to matters of theoretical
knowledge, ethical, or political questions,
in every case the tribunal for it can only be
the inter-subject community which bases its
judgments exclusively on the principles of
universal judgment. This makes it possible
to take into account the judgments of others
in order to adjust one’s own, and contributes
to the perception of modern experience as
a special, socio-political space open to free
dialogue.
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nseTcs obpasopaHHas myOimka. Hesasucumo ot
TOT'O, IIPUIMEHSETCSI JIM CITIOCOOHOCTD CYXKIIeHWS K
BOIIpOCAM TEOPeTUYeCKOro IO3HaHM, K BOIIPO-
caM 3TMYeCKOro VUIM IIOJIUTUYeCKOro IopsiiKa, B
KaXJIOM CJTydae TpuOyHasIoM J1jIsi Hee MOXeT Bbl-
CTyIIaTh TOJIBKO MHTepPCYOBeKTMBHOE COODITIeCTBO,
aTleJUIMpyIoIiee B CBOVIX CYXKIEHWSX VICKJIIOUV-
TeJIbHO K IPMHIIUIIAM YHUMBEPCAJIBHOIO pasyMa.
Tem campIM ObecriednBaeTcsi BO3MOKHOCTD IIpVI-
HVIMaTh BO BHUMaHWVe CYXX/IeHVs IPYTIVX I KOp-
PEKTMPOBKM CBOVIX COOCTBEHHBIX 1 (popMmpyeTcs
BOCITPUIATVIE OIBITa COBPEMEHHOCTM KaK 0c00o-
TO COITMaIbHO-TIOIIMTIYECKOrO MMPOCTPaHCTBa, OT-
KPBITOTO /17151 CBOOOIHOTO JIyiaJIora.

TaxuMm obpasoM, mpocsiesioBas 110 HaMe4eHHO-
My DyKO MyTM MHTepIIpeTaIuyi, MbI BIIOJTHE MO-
JKeM YTBepXKIaThk, YTO IpemIoxkeHHBbIT KaHTOM
IIPOEKT IIPOCBEIeHNsl 110 CyTW CBOeVI SBJISIICS
ITPOEKTOM He TOJIBKO ¥ He CTOJIBKO KPUTIUYEeCKIM,
CKOJIBKO TIpaKTMYeCcKuM, a TOYHee, IOJIUTIYe-
ckuM. HpyrvMm citoBamu, aKKyMymaupysi B cebe
pasIMyHble acreKThl KpuTudeckor dutocodnm
KaHTa, OH He TOJIBKO IIpesyIarajl IIporpaMmy IIo
TIepeOCMBICJIeHVIO CYIIIHOCTY ¥ TpaHWUIL dYeJlo-
BEUEeCKOTO 3HaHWS, HO U OOOCHOBBIBaJI BO3MOX-
HOCTP ITOCTeIIeHHOTO IlepepacIiperiesieHVsl poieit
B CTPYKTYpe BJIaCTHBIX OTHoIeHn1. [loB3pociies-
IIIeMy 4eJIoBeuecTBy TpeOoBasloch OCO3HATh cels
KaK HeKOe «Mbl», 3HalOIIlee IIpeiesIbl COOCTBEHHO-
ro pasyMa M IIOTOMY MMeloITiee TI0JTHOe ITpaBo Ha
yIIrpaBjieHVie caMyM coOovi BO Beex cdpepax XKMU3HM,
B TOM 4mcile U B ccpepe nonmriraeckont. Kpnrirge-
ckag dwiocodpua KaHra BbICTyIMIa cBOoeoOpas-
HBIM MHCTpyMeHTapyeM, 0j1arofiapsi KOTOpoMy 3Ta
aMOuIIMO3Has 3aJada Oblyla BIepBble cpopMyIIn-
poBaHa B OITpeleJIeHHOV VICTOPUYECKOVI TIepCIiek-
TuBe «Beka IIpocBerieHns», a BpIpaKeHHOE B €ro
paMKax BOCIIPUSITIIE COBPEMEHHOCT IIpefiCTaeT 1
IO CeVl JIeHb KaK OITBIT CYIIeCTBOBaHMs B 0COOOM
VICTOPVYECKOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE, OTKPBITOM He TOJIb-
KO JIJIs1 KPUTVIKW, HO M IS AeVAICTBUVL U Iyiajiora.

Cmamps nodeomobaena npu gurancoboi noo-
depxxxe PH®, npoexm Ne 24-18-00895 «Konyenmy-
arusayus cobpemennocmu 8 gpurocogpckom ouckyp-
ce», https://rscf.ru/project/24-18-00895/.
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Thus, after following the path of
interpretation charted by Foucault, we can
safely say that Kant’s project of enlightenment
was essentially not solely or largely critical,
but practical (or, more precisely, political).
In other words, in accumulating different
aspects of Kant’s critical philosophy, it not
only offered a programme for rethinking the
essence and boundaries of human knowledge,
but grounded the possibility of the gradual
redistribution of roles in the structure of power
relations. Mature humanity needed to become
conscious of itself as a “we” which knows the
limits of its reason and is therefore entitled to
govern itself in all spheres of life, including
the political sphere. Kant’s critical philosophy
provided a kind of toolkit, thanks to which
this ambitious task was first formulated as
a concrete historical perspective on “the age
of Enlightenment”, and the perception of
modernity it expressed is, to this day, viewed
as the experience of existing in a special
historical space open not only to criticism, but
also to action and dialogue.

The article was financial supported by the
Russian Science Foundation, project Ne 24-18-
00895 “Conceptualization of the Modernity in
the Philosophical Discourse”, https://rscf.ru/
project/24-18-00895/.
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TPAHC®OPMAIIVISI HEOKAHTVMAHCKOM
TEOPUU BOCIIPUATVS B PYCCKOM
DN3MOJIOIMN: CEHEHOB M I'EJIbMI'OJIbI]

C.A. ®ysnumec I'oncaaec'

B cmamve uccaedyromea mouku nepeceueHus ¢pu-
3uon02u u ¢pusocogpuu cepeduns. — Bmopoi noarobu-
Hol XIX 8. na npumepe moeo, kax I. gpon I'eavmeonrvy u
M. M. Ceuenob mnepeocmvicausu KaumoBcKyo 1meopuio
Bocnpusamus. Oba ¢usuosoea cmpemusucy obocHobams
nosHaxue 8 smnupudeckux npoveccax, c6asvibai gusu-
04102ut0 opeano8 uybecmé ¢ enoceosoeuneckuM 1ccae0oBa-
Huem. Tesvmeoavy, 00sscHAN Bocnpusmue nocpedcmbom
2Unomesvt 0CCO3HAMEABHBIX YMOIAKANUEHUTL — AHAAO-
euteckotl Mooeau, B00XHOBAEHHOT HAYUHbLIM Men1000M
obsscHenUA U Oeaabuieil npocmpancmbertoe npedcmabe-
Hue nocmuxumsim. Ceuenob, 8 c6oro ouepeds, Bvipaboman
pearucmuecku-Mamepualucmu4ecKylo  aibmepHamu-
8y, nepeonpedesu obsekmubHOCHIL Uepes CeHCOMOMOop-
Hyt koopounayuto. E2o nonamue muiuiedroeo wybcmba
— HenpepbiBro20, Hacmo Heoco3Habaemozo Bocnpusmus
MbLUEUHOU AKMUBHOCU — CAYIKUAO (DUSU0A02UHECKUM
cybcmpamom  npocmpancmbeHHo-GpeMeHHo20  CuHme-
3a. IlepeBods ycaobus Bocnpusamus 6 usmepumvle pegp-
sexmopHvle mexanusmol, CeuernoB neperocus Bonpocol,
mpaouyuonHo npuxaoexabuiue gpurocogpuu, 6 0baacme
IKCHepuMenmarvhoi  pusuosoeuu. Memodosrozuqecku
uccaedoBanue couemaen meKCmyassHblil AHAAUS C KOH-
UenmyaibHoll pekoHcmpyKkyuei, npociexubas npeem-
cmbennocmy KAOUeBbIX 2HOCe0A02UMEeCKUX NOHAMULL 6
¢husuosoeuu, ncuxosoeuu u pusocopuu. B anarus max-
JKe BraroueHo paccmompene napasiesvHol nepegopmy-
AUpoBKu 2unomesbt 0eCCOHAMEALHBIX YMOSAKAIOUEHUTI
y Buaveeavma Bynoma 8 pamkax eeo parneeo gpuaocogp-
cKoeo mpoexma, umo nosossem onpeoesunms no3ULUIO
Ceuernoba Ha nepeceuenuu smux Hanpabaenui. OdocHo-
Ban mesuc o mom, umo mpyos. CeuenoBa npedcmabaa-
tom coboil camobbimmbLil 6xaad 6 npoexm HamMypaiusa-
yuu nosHanusa XIX 6.: onu c6asvibarom meao0Buxetue ¢

! BarrTuvickmt pemrepanbHBIV yHUBepcuTeT MM. V. KanTa,
Poccns, 236041, Kaymuumrpan, yi. Anekcangpa Hescko-
ro, 1. 14.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 02.06.2025 e.
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NEO-KANTIANISM

TRANSFORMATION
OF NEO-KANTIAN PERCEPTION THEORY
IN RUSSIAN PHYSIOLOGY:
SECHENOV AND HELMHOLTZ

S. A. Fuentes Gonzilez'

This article investigates the intersections between
physiology and philosophy from the mid- to late
nineteenth century by examining how Hermann
von Helmholtz and Ivan M. Sechenov reinterpreted
the Kantian theory of perception. Both physiologists
sought to ground cognition in empirical processes,
linking sensory physiology with epistemological
inquiry. Helmholtz explained perception through the
hypothesis of ‘unconscious inferences’, an analogical
model inspired by scientific explanation that rendered
spatial representation intelligible. Sechenov, in turn,
developed a realist — materialist alternative, redefining
objectivity in terms of sensorimotor coordination. His
concept of the muscular sense — an ongoing, often
unconscious awareness of muscular activity — served
as the physiological substrate for spatial and temporal
synthesis. By translating the conditions of perception
into measurable reflex mechanisms, Sechenov relocated
questions traditionally reserved for philosophy into the
domain of experimental physiology. Methodologically,
the study combines textual analysis with conceptual
reconstruction,  tracing the continuity of key
epistemological notions across physiology, psychology,
and philosophy. The analysis further considers Wilhelm
Wundt’s parallel formulation of the hypothesis of
unconscious inferences within his early philosophical
project, situating Sechenov’s position at the crossroads
of these developments. The study argues that Sechenov’s
work represents a distinctive contribution to the
nineteenth-century project of naturalizing cognition:
it links bodily movement with perceptual synthesis,
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nepuenmuBHsIM CuHmMe30M, NoKasbibas, Kax ¢usuoioeus
OeticmBus U OuyuweHuUs MOXKem CAYKUms IMnupuye-
CKUM OCHOBaAHUEM MeOpUtl COSHAHUSL.

KaroueBoie caoBa: xkanmobekas enoceoroeus, ¢u-
3uos0euteckoe Heokanmuarcmbo, Iervmeonsy, Ceuerob,
Bynom, beccosnamenvtioe ymosaxaouenue, MboluieuHoe
uybembo

BBemenmne

B cepenune XIX B. B Poccn nepeceueHve skc-
repyMeHTaIbHOVI pU3MoIornm 1 puiocodckoro
VICCJIEIOBAHMS TIOPOAMIIO CBOeOOpasHbIVI MHTeII-
JIeKTyasIbHbIV JTaHamadT. Ha sToMm sTane pycckue
MBICJTATEIN He IIPOCTO 3aiIMCTBOBAJIV HayUHbIE U
dwtocodpckme Momeny, paspabotaHHble B EBpo-
Ile, — OHM aKTMBHO VX ITlepepabaThIBajIv, CO3IaBast
OpUTIVHaJIbHble KOHPUTYypalluy, yKOpeHeHHbIe B
MeCTHBIX THOCEOJIOTMYeCKMX ¥ KYJIBTYPHBIX YCIIO-
Busgx. Cpenyt aTux puUryp eHTpajIbHOe MecTO 3a-
HuMaeT VBar Muxariosia CeueHos (1829—1905).
IToiryumns obpasoBaHme B 1aboparopusx lepmana
don I'entemrorteiia, Kapria JTrogsura v Oy Ien-
puxa Jrobya-Perimona B 1856—1860 rr.,, CeueHos
npuse3 B Poccuio He TOJIBKO 3KCIIepUIMeHTaIbHY IO
CTPOrOCTh, HO ¥ IIeJIbIVI KOMIUIEKC THOCeOIoriye-
CKVMX HaITpsDKEHWVI, KOTOpbIe IT03IHee Iepepalo-
TaJl B cOOCTBeHHO KOHIIEIITYaJIbHOVI CUCTEME. Ero
Oor1ee O3IHIE PAOOTHI, TOJITOe BpeMsl CUMTABIIIV-
ecs MOIYJISPHBIMM VIV BTOPVYHBIMM, OTpa’katoT
IIpo0sIeMaTNKYy, IlepeceKaroIyocs ¢ HeOKaHTMAH-
CTBOM ¥ (PWIIOCOPCKMMYL OCHOBAHVISIMY Hay YHOM
TICVIXOJIOT IV, — acIIeKT, KOTOPBIVI 10 CUX IIOp TI0Y-
TV He TIpMBJIeKasl BHMMaHUe 1ccilefIoBaTerIer.

VaTeriexTyasibHOe cTaHoBjIeHMe CeueHoBa
B 3HAUMTEJIBHOV CTelleH) OBUIO OIlpefieleHO ero
JIMYHBIMY M aKaJIeMUYeCK/MY OTHOIIEHUSIMU C
I. don lesmpmroneriem. B anipeste 1859 r., 3aBepmis
oOyuenne B Bene niop pyxosopcrsoM K. JTronsura,
Ceuenos niepeexait B I'erienbOepr, uToObI paboTaTh
B (pm3moriormgeckot j1adopatopun [enbMmroseiia,
ITle ero VCCileIoBaHMs B o0acTy pvsmosornde-
CKOVI OIITVIKY IIPVBEJIV K OTKPBITUIO diTyopeciieH-
Iy Ipo3pavuHbix cper miaza (I'puropesan, 2004,
c. 22). Ero ycnexm 3aciyxwin yBaxkeHue leib-
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demonstrating how the physiology of action and
sensation could provide an empirical foundation for
theories of mind.

Keywords: Kantian epistemology, physiological
Neo-Kantianism, Helmholtz, Sechenov, Wundt,
unconscious inference, muscular sense

Introduction

In mid-nineteenth-century Russia, the
convergence of experimental physiology and
philosophical inquiry produced a distinctive
intellectual landscape. At this juncture,
Russian thinkers did not merely adopt the
scientific and philosophical models developed
in Europe; they actively reworked them,
generating original configurations rooted in
local epistemic and cultural conditions. Among
these figures, Ivan Mikhailovich Sechenov
(1829 —1905) occupies a pivotal place. Trained
in the laboratories of Hermann von Helmholtz,
Karl Ludwig, and Du Bois-Reymond (1856 —
1860), Sechenov brought back to Russia not
only experimental rigour but also a set of
epistemological tensions that he would later
reformulate within his own conceptual system.
His later writings — long dismissed as popular
or derivative — reflect concerns that intersect
with Neo-Kantianism and the philosophical
foundations of scientific psychology, an aspect
largely neglected in the secondary literature.

Sechenov’s intellectual trajectory was
significantly shaped by his personal and
academic relationship with Hermann von
Helmholtz. In April 1859, after completing
a period of study in Vienna under Karl
Ludwig, Sechenov moved to Heidelberg to
work in Helmholtz’s physiological laboratory,
where his research in physiological optics
led to the discovery of the fluorescence of the
transparent ocular media (Grigorian, 2004,
p- 22). His performance earned Helmholtz’s
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MTOJIbII, O YeM JIroBUT II03/THee COO0ITIal B YacT-
Hovi nieperntucke (Grigoriev, Grigorian, 2007, p. 24).
Xotst [erbMrosIbI] He OTHOCUTCS K HEOKaHTVAH-
I1aM B Y3KOM CMBICJTE, TO €CThb He SIBJISIeTCS ITpeJiCTa-
BuTesIeM H1 MapOyprckoit, Hu baieHcKom IIKOIIBL,
ero IPUHSTO paccMaTpvBaTh KaK IIpefTedy Heo-
KaHTMaHCTBa B Oojlee 1mpokoM cwmbiciie. Ero dpu-
J10cOpCKOe 3HaueHMe 3aKJIF0UaeTCs IIpeXkIie BCero B
dopMysIMpoBKe Teoput IMO3HAHS, OCHOBAaHHO Ha
3KCIIepyMeHTasIbHOV dpusmostormm. Kak MeTko 3a-
MeTw1 . A. JlaHre, «pu3mosoris opraHoB 4yBCTB
€CTh pasBUTOe ¥ VICIIPaBJIeHHOe KaHTVAHCTBO»
(Tarre, 1900, c. 252). DTOT TIOIXOM, TIOIIOKIUT HAava-
JIO TaK Ha3bIBaeEMOMY (pU3110402UHecKoMY HeOKAHMIU-
arcm@y, B KOTOPOM aIlpMOpHOe TPaKTyeTcs: He Kak
dopmasIbHOe yCIIoBMe, a KaK MaTepyaIbHO BOIUIO-
IIIeHHOe B CTPYKType M PYHKIMIM OpraHOB YyBCTB.
INombiTka IestbMrosblia mepeocMBICIUTE KaHTOB-
CKYIO TEOPUIO aIllpMOPHOTO, JIOKAJIM3ys ee B Oeccos-
HaTeJIPHBIX YMO3aK/IIOUeHVSIX HEPBHOW CHCTEMBI,
CTajla pelIarolIyM IIaroM B (prIocodcKoM OCMBbIC-
JIeHVIVI PUI3MOJIOT ML M HaTy pasIv3allyi TIO3HAHMSL.
ITomo6Ho Tempmroseily, CeyeHOB CTpeMwIICs
0DOCHOBaTh TO3HaHMe B (PU3MOIOTUN OIIyIIe-
HUVI ¥ JIBVDKEHWV, BBIpakasl 3TOT IIOIXOI depe3
KOHIIENITya/IbHble paMKI pedIieKTOpHOI pusn-
osiormmn. B cityuae CeueHoBa 3Ta ImporpamMma Io-
CTEIIeHHO pa3BMBaJIach B CTOPOHY CBOeoOpa3HO-
ro uU3MOJIOrMYecKoro peajansMa, Ipyu KOTOPOM
pobsieMa 0OOBEKTMBHOCTY TIepeHOCIIach C TpaH-
CIIeHIeHTaIBHBIX CTPYKTYyp Ha CEHCOMOTOpPHOe
B3aMIMOJIEVICTBIIe, TO €CTh Ha AMHAMUYECKyIO
CBSI3b MEX/1y CEHCOPHBIM BBOJIOM "1 MOTOPHBIM OT-
BETOM, B KOTOPOV ¥ KOHCTUTYWMPYETCs BOCIIPUS-
tne. Kak ormeuaet 1. Creria, «[ersMrosbIt ObII,
HECOMHEHHO, [ero] HacTodImmM “HacTaBHMKOM
IIPsIMO — B (PM3MOIIOr ML, KOCBEHHO — B IICVIXOJIO-
rum» (Steila, 1991, p. 112). Torma xak [esrbMrosbIy
COXpaHsUI OTHAeIbHBIE YePThl TPaHCIIeHJIeHTaIb-
Horo mnpaeaysmsMa (Heidelberger, 1993; 2018), Ce-
YeHOBa XapaKTepPM3YIOT KaK OTOIIEIIero OT Me-
TaPM3NUECKNX YCTaHOBOK ¥ CTPeMUBIIErocs K
11eJIOCTHOMY ITOHVIMaHWIO IICHXMYEeCKVX 1 HepB-
HBIX (PYHKIIVII, KOTOpOe OTBeprasio Kak ayasnsMm,
Tak 1 snudeHoMeHanmsM (Sporesckmir, 1980,
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respect, as Ludwig later reported in private
correspondence (Grigoriev and Grigorian,
2007, p. 24).

Although Hermann von Helmholtz is not
regarded as a Neo-Kantian in the narrow
sense — i.e., as a representative of either the
Marburg or Baden schools — he is recognised
as a forerunner of Neo-Kantianism in the
broader sense. His philosophical significance
lies especially in the articulation of a theory
of knowledge based on experimental
physiology. As Friedrich Albert Lange (2010,
p. 202) famously put it, “the physiology of
the sense organs is developed or corrected
Kantianism”. This approach gave rise to
the so-called physiological Neo-Kantianism, in
which the a priori is interpreted not as a formal
condition, but as materially embodied in the
structure and function of the sensory organs.
Helmholtz’s attempt to reconfigure Kant’s
theory of the a priori by locating it within the
unconscious inferences of the nervous system
represented a decisive step in the philosophical
reflection on physiology and the naturalization
of cognition.

Sechenov, like Helmholtz, sought to ground
cognition in the physiology of sensation and
movement, articulating this approach through
the conceptual framework of reflex physiology.
In Sechenov’s case, this programme evolved
toward a distinctive form of physiological
realism, shifting the problem of objectivity
from transcendental structures to sensorimotor
interaction; that is, the dynamic coupling of
sensory input and motor response through
which perception is constituted. As Daniela
Steila (1991, p. 112) notes, “Helmholtz was
undoubtedly [his] real ‘master’, directly in
physiology, indirectly in psychology”. While
Helmholtz retained traces of transcendental
idealism (Heidelberger, 1993; 2018), Sechenov
has been characterized as departing from



c. 239—240). Ero nombiTka 00BeIVMHNTL PU3NIO-
JIOTVIIO M TICMIXOJIOTMIO pa3BMBajlach apajijleIbHO
¢ npoekToM BuribresibmMa BynpTa, KoTOpbIV Tak-
Xe paboTas B j1aboparopuu lespmrosibiia n Ite-
peHec TO )Xe TeopeTUdYeckoe cTpeMsleHue B (op-
MUPYIOHIYIOCS AVCHUIUIMHY Ticyxonorun. Ecim
BynaT cosmaBait JIOrMKO-TICMXOJIOTMYECKYIO MoO-
JleJib BOCIIPUATUS U yMo3akiioueHns, To Cede-
HOB IIepeOCMBICIIMBaJI IIpobiIeMy 0OBEKTMBHOCTY
uepes pusmosIornio pediekcos u aBvoKeHm. Ofi-
Hako obovx 0OobeyHsIIa Oortee mpoKas 11ejTb —
IIOKa3aTh, KaK CEHCOPHBIe IIPOIIecChl IIOPOXKIAIOT
IIpesicTaBjleHVie BHeIlIHero Mupa.

Crarbs HOCBsIIleHa TOMY, KaK KaHTOBCKas Te-
opus BOCIIpUATMS ObUIa yCBOEHa M ITePeoCMBbIC-
JIeHa B PYCCKOVI VIHTeJIIEKTyaJIbHOV Cpefie depes
KOHIIeIITyaIbHble paMKu I'esibMrosibiia 1 CeueHo-
Ba — B JIMaJiore c IapajuleJIbHOV (bopMyJIMpOB-
Ko Bynnra. B viccerioBaHy BeIZIBUTaeTCS TE3WC
0 TOM, YTO IIOHSATMe MBIIIIedHoro uyyscrsa y Ceue-
HOBa IIpeficTaB/IsgeT cO0OV MaTepuaICTIYeCKyIO
repepaboTKy KaHTOBCKOV YYBCTBEHHOCT — CBO-
ero poma U3MOIOrMYecKyIo 3MMCTEMOJIOIMIO, B
KOTOPOVI IO3HaHVe BO3HMKaeT He M3 TpaHCIeH-
JIeHTaJIbHOTO CHHTe3a, a U3 TeJIeCHOV KOOpIVHa-
unn. IIpocriexnBast reHeasIornio KJIOYeBbIX THO-
CeoJIOTMYeCcKMX TIOHATU O0O0BEKTVBHOCTY,
CUHTe3a, Oecco3HaTeJIbHOTO YMO3aKJIIOUeHUs U
MBIIIIEYHOI'0 YyBCTBa — 4Yepe3 (Pu3MoJIorngeckoe
KaHTMaHCTBO lesIbMrosbila, pedrieKTOpHYIO Teo-
puro CedeHoBa M paHHIOIO IIcMxonorvio Bynnra,
aBTOp II0Kas3bIBaeT, uTo CeyeHOB He SIBJISeTCS U30-
JIMPOBAHHOW (PUTYPOVI PYCCKOTO TIO3UTUBU3MA, a
BKJIIOYEH B Oojlee IMMPOKUV — €BPOIEVICKUIT —
rporiecc IpeoOpa3oBaHMsl COOTHOIIEHVS MEXIy
dwtocoduent n dpusmonorven. B sTom KoHTeKcTe
TO, UTO OOBIUHO HpesicTaB/IsieTcsl KaK YMCTO 3a-
MaJIHOe pa3BUTe, OKa3blBaeTCsl HEOTAEIVIMBIM OT
TMOPUIHBIX U HeprdepUHbIX TedeHm1, cop-
MMPOBABIINX €TI0 TPaeKTOPWUIO, YTO BBISABIISET ca-
MOOBITHBIVI BKJIaJl, PyCCKOVI MBICIV B (pOpMITpOBa-
HVie OCHOBaHWVI HayYHOVI IICVIXOJIOT VA

Bo nepsom paspiesie cTaTey pacKpbIBaeTcsl IIO-
noxeHne CeueHoBa Ha TpaHulle durocopum u
dusnonorny, aHaIM3MpyeTcs ero MeTOIOJIOrN-
YeCKM/ OTKa3 OT CIIeKYJIATMBHOM MeTadu3MKU
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metaphysical commitments, moving towards
an integrated account of mental and neural
functions that rejected both dualism and
epiphenomenalism (Yaroshevskii, 1980,
pp. 239-240). His attempt to unite physiology
and psychology also unfolded in parallel with
that of Wilhelm Wundt, who, likewise trained
in Helmholtz’s laboratory, carried the same
theoretical impulse into the emerging discipline
of psychology. While Wundt elaborated a
logical-psychological model of perception
and inference, Sechenov reformulated the
question of objectivity through the physiology
of reflexes and movement. Both, however,
shared the broader aim of explaining how
sensory processes yield the representation of an
external world.

This article examines how Kant’s theory
of perception was received and transformed
within the Russian intellectual context
through the Helmholtz —Sechenov conceptual
framework, in dialogue with Wundt’s parallel
formulation. It argues that Sechenov’s notion
of the muscular sense constitutes a materialist
reworking of Kantian sensibility
physiological epistemology in which cognition
arises from bodily coordination rather than
transcendental synthesis. By tracing the lineage
of key epistemological concepts — objectivity,
synthesis, unconscious inference, and muscular
sense — across Helmholtz’s physiological
Kantianism, Sechenov’s reflex theory, and
Wundt’s early psychology, the study situates
Sechenov not as an isolated figure of Russian
positivism bu t as part of a broader European
transformation in the relation between
philosophy and physiology. In this light,
what is often framed as a purely Western
development appears inseparable from the
hybrid and peripheral currents that shaped its
trajectory, revealing the distinctive contribution
of Russian thought to the foundations of
scientific psychology.

— a
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U TepeorperesieHre PrI0codpcKoro mccsenoBa-
HUS B paMKaX SMIVPUYecKor Hayku. Bo Bropon
YacTy IMPOCJIeXMBaeTCs THOCeosIormyeckoe pas-
BUTHE ero pedrieKTOpHON Teopuu — oT «Ped-
JIEKCOB TOJIOBHOTO MO3Ta» 110 Ooslee pmytocopckm
OpMeHTHpPOBaHHBIX 3cce 1890-x IT., 4TO MO3BOJI-
€T TIT0Kas3aTh, KaK MojIesIb pedpiekca IIpeBpaTiiach
B PUBMOJIOrMUecKyIo TeOpuio Io3HaHMs. TpeTbs
yacTh oOpallleHa K ITpeficTassieHio [esbMrosibiia
00 OOBEeKTVMBHOCTY U €r0 TUIOoTe3e Oecco3HaTeITh-
HBIX yMO3aKJIIO4eHUI. 3/iech paccMaTpuBaeTcs,
kKak CeuyeHOB ocBavBaJl 3TU UIIEW B COIOCTaBJIe-
HUM C TapaUIeJIbHO pa3BUBaBIIMMCH PaHHUM
durocodcko-TIcuxoIornyecKkM mpoekTom Bymsi-
Ta. HakoHel1, B ueTBepTON YacTV aHaIM3UpPyeTCs
MIOHSATVIE MBIIIIEYHOTO YyBCTBa KaK (pu31MosIorye-
CKOro aHajiora KaHTOBCKOro cuHTes3a. ITokasaHo,
KaK 3TOT KOHIIENT IIepeoIlperiesisieT COOTHOIIIe-
HMe Tejla Y TIO3HaHMs M IIpesIcTaBlIsieT cobovt ca-
MOOBITHBIVI BKJIaJl B IIPOEKT HaTypaJIi3allny KaH-
TOBCKOVI Teopvut ayBcTBeHHOCTH XIX B.

1. CeueHoB Kak ¢pm3mosior-dpmaocod

CedeHOB 3aHMMaeT pyOeXHOe MecTo MeXIy
dusnonorment XIX B. 1 3apoXxgaBIIIericss HAyKovi O
ricuxvike. Ero skcriepriMeHTasIbHBIE VICCIIEIOBAHS
IbIXaHWs, OOMeHa BeIeCTB ¥ HepBHO-MBIIIIEUHO-
rO KOHTPOJISL, IIPEX]Ie BCETO OTKPBITHE IIEHTpaIb-
HOTO TOPMOXKEHWs, ITO3BOJIVUIN II€peOCMBICIIUTD
HEpBHYIO CHUCTeMy KaK [IMHaMWYecKylo caMope-
TYJIMPYIOIIYIOCd CeTh, a He KaK MeXaHW4ecKu
poBOmHMK pedtekcos (Stuart et al, 2014). Kax
ormeuaroT A.VI. I'puropres u H. A. I'puropess,
3TO OTKPBITHME «IIPOJIVJIO HOBBIVI CBET Ha 3aKOHO-
MEepPHOCTW PerysIainm XMU3Heles TeJIbHOCT Opra-
Hu3MoB» (Grigoriev, Grigorian, 2007, p. 20). XoTs
CedeHOB He CO3[1aJT LIEJIOCTHOV TEOPUM TICHIXOJIO-
TMYEeCKOV 3BOJIIOLNV, €TO VCCIIeNOBaHMS yKasbl-
BaIM Ha HENPepbIBHOCTb MEXy 3JIeMeHTapHBbI-
MM (PU3MOIIOrMTUeCKMY ITPOIieccaMyl M BBICIIIVIMU
ncvxmdeckvvm pyakimsamu (Kofler, 2007; Spo-
mreBckmy, 1980). Tem caMbIM OH 3aJIOXKIMIT OCHOBBI
VIHTErpaJIbHOTO IIOHVMIMAHMS IIOBEHeHMs, B KOTO-
POM oIyIrieHvie I ABVDKeHVe o0pa3yloT Hepasie-
JIVIMBIE acCIIeKThbl eIVIHOW qJYHKLIT/IOHaJ'H:HOVI cu-
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The first section outlines Sechenov’s
position between philosophy and physiology,
examining his methodological rejection of
speculative metaphysics and his redefinition
of philosophical inquiry within the framework
of empirical science. The next section traces
the epistemological development of his
reflex theory, from Reflexes of the Brain to the
more philosophically oriented essays of the
1890s, showing how the reflex model evolved
into a physiological theory of knowledge.
Section 3 turns to Helmholtz’s conception of
objectivity and his hypothesis of unconscious
inferences, situating Sechenov’s engagement
with these ideas in relation to Wundt’s parallel
formulation in his early philosophical and
psychological project. The fourth and final
section examines Sechenov’s notion of the
muscular sense as a physiological analogue of
Kantian synthesis, showing how this concept
redefines the relation between body and
cognition, offering a distinctive contribution to
the nineteenth-century project of naturalizing
the Kantian theory of sensibility.

1. Sechenov as Physiologist-Philosopher

Sechenov stands at the turning point
between nineteenth-century physiology
and the emerging science of psychology.
His experimental work on respiration,
metabolism, and neuromuscular control —
above all, his discovery of central inhibition —
redefined the nervous system as a dynamic,
self-regulating network rather than a mere
conduit of reflexes (Stuart et al., 2014). As
Grigoriev and Grigorian (2007, p. 20) note,
this finding “shed new light on the regulation
of the life activity of organisms”. Though
Sechenov never constructed a full theory of
psychological evolution, his investigations
pointed to the continuity between elementary
physiological processes and higher mental
functions (Kofler, 2007; Yaroshevskii, 1980).
He thus laid the groundwork for an integrated



CTeMBIL. DTa OpMeHTaIs ObUIa OJHOBPEMEHHO U
TeopeTMYecKOV, VI MHCTUTYLMoHasIbHOM. Kak moz-
uvepkmBail M.T. fIporesckir, Herrpodr3noIors
XIX B. MOXXeT OBITB pa3fesieHa Ha TP HaIMOHAIIb-
Hble IIKOJIBL: «B I'epmaHmm rocriofcrsosas pusu-
KO-XVIMMUYeCKUI Ioaxo... Bo @pannumu riaBHoe
BHVMMaHIe YAeJIssIoCh VCCIIeOBaHMIO (PYHKIINI
OT/IeJIbHBIX OT/IEJIOB CIIMHHOIO MO3ra VI HEePBHBIX
myTeir, a B Poccun opraHmsMm B ero B3avMojel-
CTBUM CO CPeIoV IOCTUTraeTcs Ha OCHOBe ITPUH-
nmra sposmonm» (Yaroshevskii, 1982, p. 235). Ilo
MHeHwuIo SIpomesckoro, CedeHOB co31all Hay YHYIO
IIIKOJIYy B HOJIHOM CMBICJIe 3TOIO CJIoBa — TaKylo,
KOTOpasi OIpefiesisieTCs He TOJIBKO COBOKYITHOCTBIO
OOKTPVH, HO ¥ MHOI'OYPOBHEBOVI CHICTEMOVI KOM-
MYHUKAIINW, ITeTaroruKy 1 j1abopaTOpHO ITpak-
TUKY, (POPMMPOBABIIEVICS B JIOTMYECKOM, COITV-
aJIbHOM M JINYHOCTHOM M3MepeHMsIX.

Ero nambosee 3HaumTe/IbHOE M3JIOKEHVE 3TOM
IIpOrpaMMBbI TIOSIBIIIOCH B paboTte «PedprieKchl ro-
JIOBHOT'O Mo3ra» (1863, mepepaboTarHHOe 0TI IbHOE
M3IaHMe BHIIUIO B 1866 T.), IIaBHas 3agada KOTO-
POVI 3aKJTIOUasIach B TOM, YTOOBI ITOKa3aTh, YTO «BCE
aKTBI CO3HATEJIFHOV 11 Oecco3HaTe TbHOV XKM3HY T10
CII0cO0y ITPOVICXOXKIEHMS CyTh pedprrekchl» (Ceue-
HOB, 1947a, c. 176). D10 OBUIIa He IIPOCTO TEOPeTN-
yecKasl yCTaHOBKa, a VccilefloBaTelIbcKasi IIporpaM-
Ma, HallpaBJIeHHasl Ha 00OCHOBaHMe TICVXOJIOTMM
Kak paspesna dwsuonornu. VI.I1. Ilasnos Hassai
3TOT TPY/I, «IIe€PBbIM BKJIaJIOM PYCCKOIO yMa B BaXk-
HYIO OTpacjIb eCTeCTBO3HaHMs» (IUT. 11o: KaraHos,
1947, c. 6). Onnako «Pedrrekcbl TOJIOBHOTO MO3ra»
BbI3BaJIVI 3HAYMTEJILHYIO TI0JIEMUKY B POCCUVICKOM
obrrectBe: KpuTHKY 00BMH:IM CedyeHOBa B HUT-
JIVCTVYeCKOM MaTepriaivi3Me?, BUIS B €T0 PacCyk-

2Kak ormeuaet I'. Knunrnaa, «Bxitag CeueHoBa B pasBuUTHe
9KCIIEPVMEHTAIBHON (PU3MOJIOTMI HePeaKO 3aciIOHSIIC
HEKOTOPBIMM 13 ero IOy IIPHbIX COYMHEeHN, Tae duIo-
codpckrie IIpo0IIeMBI BOCIIPUSTIS, CO3HAHMS 11 CBOOOIHOV
BOJIM PpacCMaTPUBAJIVICh C MeXaHUCTUYeCKM-MaTepuaiy-
crmaeckmx o3t (Kichigina, 2009, p. 301). bosee Toro,
B PYCCKOM KYJIbTY PHOM BooOpakeHm CeueHOBa HEPeIKO
BOCHPVHMMAaJIM KaK peasIbHbIVI IIPOTOTHUII «HUITUICTA-Y-
UEHOIo»: «...IIePBbIM M300pa3uJl IpeJcTaBuTesIsi HOBOIO
HayuHoro mupososspenus V1. C. Typrenes — B obpase ba-
3apoBa, HUIWIMCTa-Bpada B poMare “Otmpl 1 getnn”. Co-
BpeMEeHHVKIM HeIOCPe[ICTBeHHO CBi3blBa/IM basaposa ¢
CeueHOBBIM, (PV3MOJIOTOM 11 aBTOPOM BBI3BaBIIIeN CIIOPbI
xaUrM “Pedriexce! rosiosHoro Mosra”» (Ibid.).

123

S. A. Fuentes Gonzalez

view of behaviour in which sensation and
movement form inseparable aspects of a
single functional system. This orientation
was at once theoretical and institutional.
As Yaroshevskii (1982, p. 235) suggests,
nineteenth-century neurophysiology can be
distinguished into three national schools: “In
Germany the physical-chemical approach
dominated [...]. In France the orientation was
toward research on the functions of the various
parts of the spinal cord and the brain [...],
and in Russia the organism as a whole in its
interaction with the environment was grasped
on the basis of the principle of evolution.”
According to Yaroshevskii, Sechenov founded
a scientific school in the fullest sense: one
defined not merely by a set of doctrines but
by a multilayered system of communication,
pedagogy, and laboratory practice, shaped by
logical, social, and personal dimensions.

His most influential statement of this
programme appeared in Reflexes of the Brain
(1863/1866), whose “chief task” was to show
that “all acts of conscious and unconscious
life are reflexes by origin” (Sechenov,
1866, p. 137). More than a thesis, it was a
research programme to found psychology as
physiology. Pavlov later hailed this as “the
first contribution of Russian thought to a
major domain of natural science” (as quoted
in Kaganov, 1947, p. 6). Reflexes of the Brain,
however, sparked considerable controversy
within Russian society: critics condemned
it as a form of nihilistic materialism? that

2 As Kichigina (2009, p. 301) observes, “Sechenov’s
contributions to experimental physiology were
frequently overshadowed by some of his popular
writings, which tended to treat the philosophical
problems of perception, consciousness, and free will
on mechanistic —materialistic grounds.” Moreover, in
the Russian cultural imagination Sechenov was often
regarded as a real prototype of the “nihilist scientist”:
“it was Ivan S. Turgenev [...] the first to depict a
representative of the new scientific worldview in
Bazarov, the nihilist medical scientist in Fathers and Sons.
Bazarov was directly associated, by contemporaries,
with Sechenov, a physiologist and author of the
controversial Reflexes of the Brain” (ibid.).
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JeHVSX peqyKIIVIO YeJIoBedecKoro CO3HaHM K Me-
XaHMYeCKM ¥ XVIMWYeCKVM IIpolieccaM’, TOTrTia
KaK ITpeJICTaBUTesIV IIepe[IoBOV MHTeJUINIeHIINM,
B yacTHOCTM Hukorant YepHBIIIeBCKUT, TpUBET-
CTBOBAJIVI MaTe€PUAIVICTYECKOe VI JTeTePMWHVICT-
CKoe OOBsICHeHMe IOBeleHNs, yCMaTpuBasi B HeM
NOTeHIIVaJIbHBIVT MHCTPYMEHT COLVAJIbHOTO U
HpaBCTBeHHOro peobpasosanus Poccuu (cm.: Ka-
ranos, 1947; Kichigina, 2009, p. 251—-252, n. 37).

Ha stom ¢one obparenmne xk CeueHOBY Kak
dunrocodpy MoXkeT rokasaTbcsl B M3BECTHON Mepe
IIPOTMBOPEUMBBIM, YUUTBIBas, YTO €ro HeperKo
IPe/ICTaBJIAI0T KaK aHTMMeTadu314eckoro Ma-
TepuaJIvicTa WIN JaXe Kak cBoeoOpa3sHOro aHTU-
dwocoda. OpHaAKO 3TO IPOTMBOpeUNe CHUMa-
eTcsl, ecJIn IIpU3HaTh, YTO aHTUMeTadm3MIecKast
nosuiyss CedeHoBa vMesla MeTOJIOJIOTYeCKUT, a
He JOKTPVUHAJIBHBIV XapakTep. B gericrBuresbHO-
ctu ppasa Ceuenosa «MeI He Procodbl» cTasma
IIPOrpaMMHBIM 3asiBJIeHVieM, BbIpa’kaBIIVIM OpU-
eHTaLVIO Ha SMIIVMPUYECKYI0 HayKy ¥ OTKa3 OT
MeTapU3MIecKMx CHeKysanuit. YToObl MOHSTH
HOJJIVIHHBIVI CMBICJI 3TOTO BBICKa3bIBaHMsl, HeoO-
XOIVIMO PacCMOTpPeTh ero B KOHTeKCTe Dostee IIu-
POKMX MHTeJIJIeKTyasIbHbIX TpaHcdopmanium Es-
POIIBI cepeHbI — BTOPOVI 1osIoBMHEL XIX B.

H. A. ImuTpuesa HpOBOOWUT Ilapajulelb MeX-
ny Poccuent n I'epmaHwmers, oTmeuasi, 9To eciv B
Iepmanvit Kpusmc rerejieBckont dyiocodnmt Ipy-

* Pykormce CeuenoBa 1863 r. mepBoHa4Ya/IbHO IIpeHa-
3Havaslack T Iy OrmmKanym B Xy pHasie «CoBpeMeHHVK»
riort HaszBaHMeM «ITombITKa BBeCTV PM31MOIIOrYecKyie oc-
HOBBI B TICMXMYeCKMe IIporiecchl» (Spomresckum, 1968,
c. 90; I'puropban, 2004, c. 124; Kichigina, 2009, p. 234).
ITeTepOyprckmit IeH3ypHBIVI KOMUTET OXapaKTepu30Bal
ee KaK «MaTepuasIMCTUYeCcKyIo IpoIlaraHiay» 1 IpusHal
3aryiaByie IIpe1oCy IUTe/IbHBIM OLIEHVB ero KaK «CIVIITKOM
SICHO yKasblIBalolllee Ha KOHEUYHEIe, BEITEKAOIIVie 13 HeTo
BBIBOBD> (LMT. 110: SIpomresckuii, 1968, c. 91). ITocite 06-
cyxmenvs CedeHOB ITepeviMeHoBasT padoTy B «PedieKcer
TOJIOBHOTO MO3Tra», 11 OHa ObUIa omyOimkoBaHa B «Memu-
yHCKOM BecTHMKe» (1863, Ne 47 —48) (I'puropnsan, 2004,
c. 125). B 1866 r., xorfia cTaThs TlepepabaThIBasach 1 ro-
TOBWJIACh K KHIDKHOMY M3IaHMIO, IIeH3ypa BHOBb BMellla-
Jlach; XOTsI MMHMCTP BHYTPEeHHUX JIeJI OXapaKTepu3oBal
ee KaK [Ipom3BefleHre «HeoCIIOPUMO BpeIHOIO HallpasJie-
HWsI» ¥ IIpOIIaraH/ly «y4YeHNs KparHero MaTepuain3Mar»
(T'puropssn, 2004, c. 126), cynebHas nposepka He oOHa-
PpyXwiia cocTaBa TIPeCTYIUIEHUs, W 3allpeT ObIT CHST B
1867 r. (Tam ke, c. 126, 128).

appeared to reduce the human mind to
mechanical and chemical processes,® while
progressive intellectuals such as Nikolai
Chernyshevsky welcomed its materialistic and
deterministic explanation of behaviour, seeing
in it a potential instrument of social and moral
transformation in Russia (see Kaganov, 1947;
Kichigina, 2009, p. 251-252n37).

Against this background, referring
to Sechenov as a philosopher may seem
somewhat contradictory, given that he is
often portrayed as an anti-metaphysical
materialist — or even as something of an anti-
philosopher. Yet this tension dissolves once we
recognise that Sechenov’s anti-metaphysical
stance was methodological rather than
doctrinal. In fact, Sechenov’s phrase “we are
not philosophers,” became a programmatic
declaration of alignment with empirical science
and a rejection of metaphysical speculation.
To grasp the full significance of this statement,
it is necessary to situate it within the broader
intellectual transformations of mid- to late-
nineteenth-century Europe.

Nina A. Dmitrieva (2007, p.33) draws
a parallel between Russia and Germany,
noting that while in Germany the crisis of
Hegelian philosophy led to a devaluation
of speculative metaphysics and the rise

® Sechenov’s 1863 manuscript of Reflexes was initially
intended for publication as an essay in “Sovremennik”
under the title “An Attempt to Establish the Physiological
Foundations of Mental Processes” (Yaroshevskii, 1968,
p. 90; Grigorian, 2004, p. 124; Kichigina, 2009, p. 234).
The St. Petersburg Censorship Committee branded
it “materialist propaganda” and deemed the title
“objectionable” because it “too clearly indicates the
ultimate conclusions flowing from it” (quoted in
Yaroshevskii, 1968, p. 91). After discussion, Sechenov
retitled the work “Reflexes of the Brain” and it appeared
in Medical Herald (1863, nos. 47-48) (Grigorian, 2004, p.
125). In 1866, when the essay was being revised and
prepared for book publication, censorship intervened
again; although the Minister of Internal Affairs
denounced it as of “undoubtedly harmful tendency”
and as promoting a “doctrine of extreme materialism”,
judicial review found no criminal grounds, and the ban
was lifted in 1867 (ibid., pp. 126, 128).
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BeJI K JIeBaJIbBALNN CIIEKYJISTUBHON MeTadV3MKI
" TOoIbeMy HeOKaHTMaHCTBa, TO B Poccum «ymap
HpuIIesicsl He TI0 VHTeJUIeKTYaIbHOV TPaauLIVINL...
a 1o HeoUTY, TOIILKO-TOJIBKO HayJMBIIeMycs (u-
siocodpckort rpamote»* ([Immtpuesa, 2007, c. 33). Ilo
MHeHMIO [IMuTpueBor, Hapsily ¢ TakKuMu puUrypa-
My, Kak [Tasnos, Menpernees, I Iviporos 1 Bepnan-
ckmit, CeueHOB IpVHALJIEXaI K TOKOJIEHMIO WH-
TeJIJIeKTyaJIoB, KOTOpble BOCIIPUHSJIV CIIMEeHTV3M
B Tyxe nosuTusysMa KoHTa Kak «MUpoBo33peHye-
CKYIO YCTaHOBKY» ¥ BBICTYHaJIV IIPOTUB KaK CIIeKY-
JISSTUBHOV MeTapU3VIKY, TaK Y PeJTUTI0O3HO-MUCTH-
ueckmx popm dpustocodprmt (Ammtpuesa, 2007, c. 34;
cM. Takke: Dmitrieva, 2016, p. 380). Kak nosicusger
VICCTIENIOBATENTb, «3[1eCh OHW CBITPaJIMl Ty JKe POJIb,
uTO UX Koyuieru B [epmanmm, — xota B Poccunt sTo
ITPOVICXOMIWIIO C OIO3[aHueM JieT Ha JlecaTb-IBajl-
1ate. OTKa3aBIIMCh OT ITyCTBIX CHEKYJISTMBHBIX
IIOCTPOEHNT1, TO ecTh OT “drtocodpum” — 3HaAMe-
HUTOe ceueHOBCkoe “MbI He dwtocodsl!”... oHMI
o0paTWwINCh K HayYHOMY — SMIIVPUYECKOMY —
MeTony...» (AmuTpuesa, 2007, c. 37).

TouHoe npovicxoXIeHe 3TOro BbIpaskeH Vsl BOC-
XOOWUT K paboTe «PedpieKcbl TOJIOBHOTO MO3ra», I7ie
OHO BCTpeyYaeTcs B CJleflyrollieM KOHTeKCTe: «Mbl He
drtocodbl 1 B KPUTHKY 3TUX Pas/IMUmil BXOAUTD
He Oynem» (CedeHos, 1947a, c. 71). C ston dpopmy-
nont CedyeHOB $IBHO IVICTAHIMPYeTCs OT CIIOPOB
MeX/1y JlyaJIiCTaMI M MaTepyaIicTaMy O COOTHO-
ITIeHWVI Iy IV U TeJIa, IIpefijlarasi BMecTo 3Toro pu-
3M0JIOTMUECKYI0 VHTepIpeTallio ICUXMYeCKMX
sBJIeHVL. [1j1s Hero ObUIO JIOCTaTOYHO ITPU3HATDH,
YTO MOS3T SBJISI€TCS OPraHOM IYIIIV, TO €CTh «TaK/M
MexaHWM3MOM, KOTOPBIVI, Oyyun IpuBelieH KaKu-
Ml HUM Ha eCcTb IIpUYMHaMU B JIBVDKeHMe, JaeT B
OKOHYaTeJIbHOM pe3yJIbTaTe TOT Psifl BHEIIIHVIX SB-
JIEHWVI, KOTOPBIMV XapaKTepu3yeTcs IICXTdecKast

*B.H. bestoB oTMeuaet, 4TO BOCIIpUMSITIIE HEOKAHTMAHCTBA
B Poccrm Ha 3apoppimieBoM sTarie ee pVII0COPCKON Tpa-
JVILVIV TIOCITY KVJIO OITHOVI M3 OCHOBHBIX IIPMYNMH OTpPBIBa
PYCCKOrO HEOKAHTVAHCTBA OT CJIOXKMBIIVIXCS HEMeIIKMX
HEOKaHTMAHCKVIX IKOJL: «OTCyTCTBIE JOJITOVE U TIIyOOKOW
dwtocod Ko TpagILIVY, B TOM UNCIIe ¥ B ICCIIeOBaHMU
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHO dwiocodrm KanTta, craso omHom
V3 IPUYMH TOTO, YTO B PYCCKOM HEOKaHTVAHCTBE HeJIb-
35 Ha3BaTh KOTO-TO IIOC/IeZIOBaTeJIbHBIM IIperCTaBIITesIeM
Map6yprcxon wm banerckon mkosier» (bestos, 2012, c. 28).
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of Neo-Kantianism, in Russia, “the blow
struck not at a well-established intellectual
tradition but [...] at a neophyte who had
only just begun to learn the rudiments of
philosophy”.* According to Dmitrieva (2007,
p- 34), alongside figures such as Pavlov,
Mendeleev, Pirogov, and Vernadsky, Sechenov
belonged to a generation of intellectuals who
adopted scientism in the spirit of Comtean
positivism as “a worldview orientation” and
who opposed both speculative metaphysics
and religious-mystical forms of philosophy
(cf. Dmitrieva, 2016, p. 380). As she explains:
“One could say that they played the same role
in Russia as their colleagues did in Germany,
although in Russia this occurred with a
delay of ten to twenty years. Rejecting empty
speculative constructions — i.e., “philosophy’,
in Sechenov’s famous phrase ‘We are not
philosophers!” — [...] they turned to the
scientific, empirical method, which over time
evolved into a general scientific method of
objective knowledge” (Dmitrieva, 2007, p. 37).

The phrase, to be precise, originated
from Reflexes of the Brain (1866), where it
appears in the following context: “We are
not philosophers and will not enter into the
criticism of these differences” (Sechenov, 1947,
p- 71; my translation — S.F.). With this formula,
Sechenov explicitly distances himself from
debates between dualists and materialists on
the relationship between soul and body, instead
proposing a physiological interpretation of
psychic phenomena. For him, it sufficed to
recognise that the brain is the organ of the soul,
that is, “a mechanism which, if brought into

*Vladimir Belov (2012, p. 29) identifies the reception of
Neo-Kantianism in Russia during the germinal stage of
its philosophical tradition as one of the main reasons
for its detachment from the established German Neo-
Kantian schools: “The absence of a long and profound
philosophical tradition, including in the study of Kant’s
transcendental philosophy, was one of the reasons why
in Russian Neo-Kantianism it is impossible to name
anyone as a consistent representative of either the
Marburg or the Baden school.”
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mesTertbHOCTE» (Tam ke). OmHaKO 3Ta TIO3UIVS He
O3Ha4aeT TI0JTHOTO OTKasa OT dumytocodmns, a Iper-
CTaBJIsIeT cODOVI ITepeopreHTaII0 PVITOCOPCKOrO
VICCJIEZIOBAHMS B paMKaX HAyYHOT'O OOBSICHEHVIS.
DTO HaIpsDKeHVe MeXIy OTKa30M OT puitoco-
vt 11 Bocripon3BelieHeM ee BOIIPOCOB B paMKax
dumsmonorny B pasHoOM CTelleHY OTMeYasioch B CO-
BpeMeHHBIX MHTepIIpeTalysax TBopdectBa Ceue-
HoBa. Tak, B. Kodriiep 3ameuaet, yto «CeueHOB He
cumTasl ceOsl ecTeCTBOVCIIBITaTesIeM-priocodpom»
(Kofler, 2007, p. 31—32), onHako yKa3bIBaeT: «...OH
Hammcasl TI0 MeHBIIIel Mepe OfHY padoTy, KOTo-
pasi IeJIMKOM TIOCBSIIeHa eCTeCTBEHHO PrIoco-
Py — “BriedariieHuss M OEMCTBUTEIIBHOCTE ...
<...> OH HauMHaAeT C HO3WUIIVMN, KOTOPYIO MOXXHO
OTHeCT! K (PU3MOJIOrMYecKOMY HeOKaHTMaHCTBY»
(Ibid., p. 34). [levicTBITEIFHO, B CAMOVI IIOCTAHOBKE
3TOM ITpobsIeMbl y CedeHOBa CIIBIIINTCA OTTOJIOCOK
I'estbMroseia: «CyImecTByIOT JIv, HallpyMep, B TOp-
HOM JIaH/IIadpTe OUepTaHMs, KpacKy, CBET VI TeHU
B JIeVICTBUTEJIBHOCTY, VIV BCe 3TO — YYBCTBEH-
Hble MUpPaXV, CO3/JaHHble Halllell HepBHO-TICUX-
YeCKOVI OpraHms3aliyer II0f, BIVSHMEM HeIIOCTU-
JKVIMBIX [IJISI Hac, B X 000CO0/IeHHOCTI, BHEIITHIIX
Bo3ericTBum?» (Ceuenos, 19478, c. 328). U Temns-
Mrosiel], 1 CedeHOB CTaBMIIV CXOIHBIe (PyHIaMeH-
TaJIbHBIE BOIIPOCBL B KAaKOV Mepe IIpeJCTaBIIeHe
ompenernsiercss (PU3MOIOTMYECKOVI CTPYKTYpOut
YyBCTBEHHO-TIO3HABATe/IPHOTO aIllapaTa ¥ IIpu
KaKMX YCJIOBMSIX 3HaHVE MOXKeT CUMTAThCs 00bek-
TUBHBIM? VIX McciIefoBaHVIS OVIpaIVICh Ha O0IIee
171 HayKM TOTO BpeMeHM MOJIOKeHVe — Ha JI0Ka-
3aHHYIO KOPPeJISLNIO MeX/Ty CTpOeHeM OpraHoB
4yBCTB M OpraHm3aliyiern IeplenTNBHOIO OIIbITa.
B coorBercTBuM ¢ Habmomenmsimu Kodrepa,
CvuT oTMeuaet, uTo «CeueHOB He IPOSBIISII VH-
Tepeca K 00CY>KIeHIIO THOCeOJIOrMYeCKMX BOIIPO-
coB... OH He nmca1 B pmitocodpckoM KiTrode. DTO
OBUIO YaCcTBIO €ro JIMYHOro xapakrepa». OpHa-
ko CMUT paccMaTprBaeT 3TOT BOIIPOC HECKOJIBKO
mupe, yeM Kodrep, mpusHasas Hammune y Ce-
YeHOBa 3MM30MYECKMX TI'HOCEOJIOIMYEeCcKMX pas-
MBIIIUTEHWVI B TPeX ero TOo3THMX padoTtax: «brivoke
BCero K (prrocodckoMy OOCYXKIEHWUIO BOIIPOCOB
rHoceortormy CedeHOB ITOZIOIIENT B TPeX KOPOTKMX
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action by a certain cause, ultimately produces
a series of external phenomena which are
expressions of psychical activity” (Sechenov,
1866, p. 33). This position, however, does not
signify a rejection of philosophy altogether but
a reorientation of philosophical inquiry within
the framework of scientific explanation.

This tension between disavowing
philosophy and reproducing its questions
within physiology has been acknowledged
to varying degrees in modern assessments of
Sechenov’s work. Kofler (2007), for instance,
observes that “Sechenov did not consider
himself a natural philosopher” (ibid., pp. 31-
32), yet notes that: “[...] he has written at
least one paper that deals exclusively with
natural philosophy: Impressions and Reality”
and acknowledges that “he starts with a
position that can be attributed to Physiological
Neokantianism” (ibid., p. 34). Indeed, one could
almost hear Helmholtz’s voice in Sechenov’s
formulation of the central problem of the
paper: “[...] are the outlines, colours, lights
and shadows of a mountain landscape real, do
they exist, or are they simply sensory mirages
created by our neuro-psychical organisation
under the influence of external factors the
specific nature of which cannot be cognised by
us?” (Sechenov, 1890, p. 422). Both Helmholtz
and Sechenov shared a set of fundamental
questions: To what extent is representation
shaped by the physiological structure of the
sensory-cognitive apparatus? And under what
conditions can knowledge be said to attain
objectivity? Their investigations were grounded
in a common fact of science: the demonstrable
correlation between the structure of the sense
organs and the organisation of perceptual
experience.

In agreement with Kofler, Roger Smith
observes that “Sechenov was uninterested
in engaging epistemological questions [...].
He did not write philosophically. This was



CTaThsIX HepBoVt TOJTIOBMHBEI 1890-x rT» (Smith, 2018,
p- 9). DT TeKCThl, HallMCaHHBIE C ABYXJIETHUM VH-
TepBasloM, pa3BUBAIOT eVIHYIO JIMHWIO VCCIIeI0Ba-
HWS: cTaThs «BrieuaTsieHVIst 11 J1€VICTBUTEIEHOCTD»
(1890) paccmarpmBaeT BOIIPOC O TOM, HACKOJIBKO
4YyBCTBEHHBIE BIIeYaT/IeHVsI COOTBETCTBYIOT BHeIII-
Hel JIeVICTBUTEIBHOCTV, pa60Ta <<Hpe)1MeTHa5[
MBICTIb W JIEVICTBUTEIBHOCTE» (1892) HarpasiieHa
Ha 00bsCHeHMe TOro, KaK BIleyaT/leHs CTaHOBST-
sl IpeIMeTHBIM MbIIIUIeHVeM, a Aoky1az, «O mpes-
MEeTHOM MBIIIUIEHUN C (PU3MOIIOrMYecKO TOYKN
spenus» (1894) amamusupyer dusmoormyeckve
MexaHW3MBI, JIeXalllyie B OCHOBe 3TOro IIpoliecca.

Orka3 CeueHoBa OT CHEKYJISTUBHOM (PUIIOCO-
dum He o3Hauasr Oe3pasianums K THOCEOJIOTMVL;
HaITPOTWB, OH IlepeoITpesiesInI ee IIpeIMeT U rpa-
Hunpl [lo ero yOexmeHnto, ycjaoBus TO3HaHMS
cJleflyeT MCKaTh He B MeTapu3MyecKmx IOCTyJla-
Tax, a B (PU3MOJIOrMYecKol OopraHu3alny Tejla.
Ero mspeuenmne «Mpbl He dpriocodrl» cirefyeT, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, IOHMMAaTh He KaK BbIpakeHVe aH-
TUPMIOCOPCKOM IIO3UIINY, a KaK MeTOHOJIOrM-
yecKoe 3asBJleHMe, yTBepXKialllee IIpUOpUTeT
9KCHepVIMEHTaJIBHOIO VICCIIefIoBaHMsl Hajl, CIIeKy-
JIATVBHBIM YMO3pPeHMeM. DTa OpueHTaIys IoIy-
yaeT Hamboslee ITOJIHOe BbIpakeHVe B TIO3IHUIX
Tpyaax CeuenHosa 1890-x 1T, rme pedpiekTopHas
MoOJIe/Ib  IIproOpeTaeT $BHO I'HOCEOJIOrmdecKoe
3HadeHMe. B ciemytomiem paspesie ImpocsiexiuBa-
eTcs 9TO pasBUTHe, ITOKa3bIBarolllee, Kak pedriek-
TopHasi Teopus CeueHOBa ITpeBpalliaeTcs: B THOCe-
OJIOTMUYEeCKYIO paMKy ero aHajIy3a BOCIIPUSATHUSA U
IIpeIMeTHOIO MBIIIUIEHNIS.

2. PednnexTopHas ¢pmsmonorms
M YCJIOBWMSI TI03HAHMSA

B «Pedyiekcax rosoBHOro Mosra» BbIIBUTaeTCs
Te3VIC O TOM, YTO BCe IIPOSIBIIEHNS TICUXITUECKO —
KaK CO3HATe/IbHOW, TaK ¥ OeccosHaTe/IbHOM —
XKVM3HM TI0 CBOEMY ITPOVICXOXKIIEHUIO U CTPYKType
IIpeZICTaBIISAIOT cOOOV pedprieKchl. Pasimyme Mexy
BHEIITHVIM JIeVICTBVIEM VI BHY TPEeHHeVI MBICITBIO, KaK
yrBepXaaeT CeueHOB, SBJISeTCS pasIMdyieM CTe-
IIeHV, a He CYIIHOCTH. B IleHTpe KHUIM HaxOoUT-

127

S. A. Fuentes Gonzalez

part of his personal character [...]”. Smith
(2018, p. 9), however, takes a somewhat
broader view than Kofler, acknowledging
occasional epistemological reflection in three
of Sechenov’s later writings: “The closest
Sechenov came to a philosophical discussion
of epistemology was in three short papers from
the first half of the 1890s.” The texts, composed
at two-year intervals, pursue a single line of
inquiry: Impressions and Reality (1890) examines
the question of whether sensory impressions
resemble external reality; the article, “Object
Thinking and Reality” (1892), aims to explain
how impressions become objective thought;
and the 1894 speech “The Physiological Aspect
of Object Thinking”, explores the physiological
mechanisms underlying that process.

Sechenov’s rejection of speculative
philosophy did not entail indifference to
epistemology; rather, it redefined their scope.
The conditions of knowledge, he held, were
to be sought not in metaphysical postulates
but in the physiological organisation of the
body. His dictum “We are not philosophers”
should therefore be read as a methodological
declaration rather than a profession of anti-
philosophy a statement of allegiance
to experimental inquiry over speculative
abstraction. This orientation finds its fullest
expression in his later writings of the 1890s,
where the reflex model acquires explicit
epistemological significance. The following
section traces this development, showing
how Sechenov’s reflex theory evolves into an
epistemological framework in his analyses of
perception and object thinking.

2. Reflex Physiology
and the Conditions of Knowledge

Reflexes of the Brain advances the thesis that
all manifestations of mental life — whether
conscious or unconscious — are reflexes in their
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Cs1 TIOHSITYE TICVIXIYEeCKOro pedyriekca — ITpoliecca,
IIOCPEeICTBOM KOTOPOI'O BHEIIIHVE pasIpakKnTesn
yepes3 IIOCPeICTBO MO3ra BbI3BIBAIOT KOOPOVHMPO-
BaHHble MblllIeyHble peakiyy. CeueHOB IIMIIIeT,
4To «BCe OeckoHeuHOe pasHooOpasve BHEITHMX
IIPOSIBJIEHVVI MO3TOBOVI eI TeJIbHOCTV CBOAUTCS
OKOHYaTeJIbHO K OJHOMY JIVIIb SBJIEHUIO — Mbl-
IIeyHoOMY J1BVoKeHMIo» (CeueHos, 19473, c. 71).

B mnpenenax 3TOm oOmrert KOHIENIINM MBbI-
IIeYHasi CcrcTeMa 3aHMMaeT LieHTpajIbHOe MeCTo.
Kaxnemn mecmxmueckmum akT, nostaraer CeueHOB,
HEOTIeJIMM OT HedTeTbHOCTY MBIIIIIL: OH JIM0O 3a-
BepIIaeTCs IBVDKEHVEM, JIMOO0 BBIPaKaeTCs B TOP-
MOXXEHUM y>Ke ITOATOTOBJIEHHOIO B HEpPBHOW CU-
cTeMe [IBVDKeHVIS. MBIIIIIBI TPV 5TOM He SIBJISIOTCS
BHEITHVM VHCTPYMEHTOM pa3yMa, a BBICTYIIalOT
KOMITOHEHTOM eITHOrO pedpiIeKTOPHOI0 MexaHM3-
Ma, CBSA3BIBAIOIIETO BOCIIPUSATIE, BO3OYXIeHVe 1
ABUTaTeIbHYIO perysanyio. ITocpencTBoM MBIy
MO3I' He TOJIBKO JIeVICTBYeT Ha BHELIHUV MUP, HO
Y HOJIy4aeT CBefleHMsI O COOCTBEHHBIX COCTOSTH-
gX. DTOT KPYTOBOPOT MICXOISAIIVIX M BO3Bpalliaro-
IIVIXCS VIMITYJIBCOB ITpMIaeT MBIIIeYHOMY arllla-
paTy ABOVIHYIO (PYHKIIVIO — WCIIOJIHUTEIBbHYIO U
BOCIIPVMHIMMAIOIIY0, — Oy1arofgapsi KOTOpOW IIOf-
JepX1BaeTCs eMHCTBO ICUXUYeCKIX 1 (Pr3MOII0-
TMYecKMX IIPOIeccoB. VIMeHHO B 9TOM KOHTeKCTe
€CTeCTBeHHBIM 00pa3oM BO3HMKAET IIOHSTVIE MBbI-
IIIEYHOI'0 4yBCTBa KaK UyBCTBEHHOro cyOcTpara
pedpriekTopHOrO OOMeHa.

Hw B «Pedpnekcax», HU B ApyTrux IpoM3BeIeHN-
sax CeuyeHOBa HeT 1IeJIbHOI'O TeOPETMYeCKOro W3-
JIOXKeHMsI TIOHSTUS MblllegyHoro uyscTBa. OH He
YTOUHSeT, paccMaTpuBaeT JIM ero KakK CaMOCTO-
ATeJIPHYI0 «MOJAJIBHOCTb» B COBpeMeHHOM u-
3UOJIOTMYEeCKOM cMEbIcIe. Ero msjmoxeHme HOCUT
II0OBECTBOBATEJIbHBIVI XapaKTep ¥ IIOCTPOEHO Ha
IIpyMepax M3 IOBCeTHEBHOIO OIbITa M KJIVMHIYe-
ckmx HabmomeHuit. Hamboriee Ommiskoe k orpe-
JleJIeHUIO OIVCaHVe BCTpedaeTcs Cpefy KpaTKMX
oIvcaTe/IbHBIX 3aMeuaHWil, pa3OpOCaHHBIX IIO
Bcer KHure, rie CedyeHOB xapaKTepusyeT TaKue
OILIYIIEeHM: KaK «COIPOBOXKAIOIIVe COKpalle-
HVe COOTBeTCTBYIOIIVX OPraHOB», KaK «eJiBa JI0XO0-
nsrye 1o cosHauus» (Tam xe, c. 104—105); Takoe
OLIyIIIeHVe «Bceryla COITyTCTBYeT KaK aKTy COKpa-

origin and structure. The distinction between
external action and inner thought, Sechenov
argues, is one of degree rather than kind. At
the core of the book lies the concept of the
psychical reflex: a process by which external
stimuli, through the mediation of the brain,
produce coordinated muscular responses.
Sechenov (1866, p. 34) maintains that “the
infinite diversity of external manifestations of
cerebral activity can be reduced ultimately to a
single phenomenon — muscular movement”.
Within this general framework, the muscular
system occupies a central place. Every
psychical act, Sechenov argues, is inseparable
from the activity of the muscles: either it
culminates in movement or in the inhibition
of a movement already prepared within the
nervous system. The muscles are not external
instruments of the mind but components of a
single reflex mechanism that unites perception,
excitation, and motor control. Through them,
the brain both acts upon the external world
and receives information about its own states.
This circular traffic of outgoing and returning
impulses gives the muscular apparatus a dual
function — executive and perceptive — by
which the unity of mental and physiological
processes is maintained. It is in this context that
the notion of a muscular sense naturally arises,
as the sensory substrate of the reflex exchange.
Neither in Reflexes nor elsewhere in
Sechenov’s corpus is there a self-contained
theoretical exposition of the muscular sense.
He does not specify whether he conceives it
as an independent “modality” in the modern
physiological sense. His account is narrative,
built from examples in everyday experience
and clinical cases. The closest he comes to
a definition appears in brief descriptive
remarks scattered throughout the book: “the
sensations which arise during the contraction
of corresponding muscles”; a “vague” sense
that “hardly reaches consciousness” (ibid.,
pp. 66-67); sensations that “always accompany
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IIIeHVsT MBIIIIIEL, TaK ¥ COKpaIlleHHOMY COCTOSI-
HIo TTocsieiHei» (TaMm xe, c. 141). HecMmoTpst Ha oT-
CYTCTBUE CUCTEMATIYeCKoro n3jioxkeHs, CeueHOB
HeOJTHOKPATHO TOIuYepKBaeT (PyHKIIVOHAIIBHOe
3HayeHVe 3TuX omlyieHmi. Tak, mpu xompOe oHM
o0ecIieynBalOT BHY TPeHHIOI 0OpaTHYIO CBSA3b, He-
00XOIVMMYIO [T KOOPAMHALVN IBVDKEHWIT, KOT-
Ila MBIIIEYHbIe OITYIIeHNs yTPAauMBaIOTCs, — 9TO
CeueHoB HaOJTIOAIT Y JINII C HApYIIIeHVEM KOXKHO
VI MBIIIIEYHOVI YYBCTBUTEIIBHOCTY, — IIepeBU-
JKeHVe B TeMHOTe CTAaHOBUTCS ITPAKTUYECKN He-
BO3MOXHBIM. Kak ormeuaer P. CvMut, «Kakmum Obl
“cMyTHBIM” U efBa OCO3HaBaeMbIM HU Ka3aJioCh
3TO 4YyBCTBO, HoauepknBajl CeyeHOB, OHO TeM He
MeHee UTrpaeT CyIIIeCTBeHHYIO pOJIb B TOUHOM pe-
Ty asvokeHuin» (Smith, 2018, p. 5). B cde-
e 3PUTEITLHOTO BOCIIPUSATVSL MBIIIIEUHOE UyBCTBO
y4acTByeT B IIepeXMBaHUWM TPeXMEepHOro IIpo-
CTpaHCTBa Yepe3 yCuINe, CBsI3aHHOe C IIPYCIIOCO-
OrleHMeM OITMYECKNX OCell — B CTOPOHBI, BBEPX
U BHU3, B IJIyOMHY, — YTO IIO3BOJISieT BOCIIPVHM-
MaTh IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHYIO ITPOTSDKEHHOCTH (CM.:
Ceuenos, 1947a, c. 121—122). B cOBOKYIIHOCTHM 3TU
IIpVIMepBI IIO3BOJISIIOT TOBOPUTD O MBIIIIEYHOM Uy B-
CTBE KaK O HEeIPEepPhIBHOV, YaCTO HEOCO3HABAEMOW
dopme TerrecHOTro BOCIIPUSITIISI, HEOOXOIVIMOV IS
IBVDKEHMS VI IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHOV OpVIEHTAIINL.
BaxaHo orMeTwTh, uTO M3JIoKeHVe CeueHOBBIM
y4eHVs O MBIITIIEYHOM YYBCTBE CO3BYYHO, HO B TO JKe
BpeMsi OTVI4aeTcs OT Ooslee MO3MHMIX U MEXKIyHa-
POITHO IIPU3HAHHBIX (POPMYIIMPOBOK — TaKMX, KaK
noHsiTe nporpuoneniymu y Ileppunarrona. Oba
VICcIIeioBaTesIs YUUThIBaIM (PYyHKIINIO OOpaTHOM
CBSA3Y BO BHYTPEHHVX CeHCOPHBIX CHCTeMaXx, OffHa-
k0 CedeHOB paccMaTpVBal MBIITIEYHBIE OITYITIeHVIS
B OoJlee IIMPOKOM THOCEOJIOTMUECKOM KOHTEKCTE.
OH noHMMAaJI X KaK «CBSI3YIOIIVe 3BeHbs» MeXITy
CEHCOPHBIMU 3JIeMeHTaMV1, KOTOpBIe He TOJIBKO 00e-
CIIeYMBaIOT MHTErPaLMIO pa3INMIHbIX MOIAJIBHO-
CTeVl YyBCTB, HO VI CIIOCOOCTBYIOT BO3HMKHOBEHIIO
camoro MbiieHMs. Hanborree HarsisiitHO 3T0 IIpO-
SIBJISIETCS B €0 IIpVIMepe C BOCIIPUSITVIEM alleJTbCli-
Ha. [leppoHauaibHO 3peHVie [JaeT 11BeT V1 KOHTYP, HO
TIOJTHOE Y3HaBaHVe (POPMBI ¥ IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHOTO
IIPUICYTCTBUS 3aBUCUT OT Y4YacTWs JIBUTaTeJIbHON
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the process of muscular contraction, as well
as the contracted state of the muscle” (ibid.,
p. 103). Despite the absence of a systematic
account, Sechenov repeatedly illustrates the
functional significance of these sensations. In
walking, for instance, they provide the internal
feedback necessary for the coordination of
movement; when muscular sensations are
lost — as Sechenov observed in individuals
with impaired cutaneous and muscular
sensitivity — locomotion in darkness becomes
virtually impossible. As Smith (2018, p. 5)
notes, “however ‘hazy’, or barely perceived
in consciousness, the feeling may appear to
be, Sechenov emphasised, it nevertheless has
an essential role in the precise regulation of
movement”. In visual perception, the muscular
sense contributes to the experience of three-
dimensional space through the effort involved
in adjusting the optical axes — side to side,
up and down, and in depth — thus allowing
for the perception of spatial extension (see
Sechenov, 1866, p. 83). Together these cases
suggest an implicit definition of the muscular
sense as a continuous, often unconscious form
of bodily awareness essential to movement and
spatial orientation.

It is important to note that Sechenov’s
account of the muscular sense resonates
with, yet also diverges from, later and more
internationally recognised formulations such as
Sherrington’s notion of proprioception. While
both recognise the feedback function of internal
sensory systems, Sechenov framed muscular
sensation within a broader epistemological
context. He interpreted muscular sensations
as “connecting links” between sensory
elements, even enabling integration across
sense modalities and fostering thought itself.
A clear illustration of this view appears in
his example of how we come to perceive an
orange. Initially, vision provides the colour
and outline, but the full recognition of shape
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axtypHOCcTU. Kak noscHsger CeueHOB, I1apoByIHAas
dopma BoCIIpUHMMaETCS «IIpeVMYIIeCTBeHHO Py-
KOVI C ee MBIIIIeYHOV crcTeMor». Korma Cy6’beKT Td-
HeTCsl, IOJIHVIMaeT U IlepeKJIaJiblBaeT IIpeIMeT, pas-
BOPaYMBaeTCsl MOCIIeI0BATEIILHOCTD JIBUTATEeTBHBIX
akToB. [Ipy moBTOopeHmn «pasfesibHble JBUraTeIb-
Hble peakIMy CTYIIeBBIBAIOTCS, HO CBA3aHHBIE C
HVUMM (POPMBI MBIIIIEYHOI'O UyBCTBa — HET, IOTOMY
4YTO B BOCIIOMMHAHWM OCTaeTCs BeJINYVIHA ITpefiMe-
Ta, €ro IapOBVUIHOCTE U Jake HallpaBJIeHue, B KO-
TOPOM HaxXOOWICS alleJIbCH OTHOCUTEIBHO CyOb-
exta» (Ceueno, 1947x, c. 472). Takum oOpasom,
MBIIIIeYHOe YyBCTBO He TOJILKO HallpaBJIsieT JBU-
JKeHMe, HO U CTabwIM3upyeT IIpeMeTHOe IIpel-
CTaBJIeHVe, CBA3bIBas YyBCTBEHHBbIE BIleUaT/ICHS
¥ YKOPEHSISI TIO3HABATETBHBIV ITPOITeCC B T€JIECHOM
aKTMBHOCTI. B oTyiamie oT 3arafHbIX KOHIIEHIINT,
CBOIOMBIIVX IPOIIPUOLENIINIO K YMCTO PU3MOIIO-
T'MTYeCKOVI cricTeMe 0OpaTHOV cBsi311, CeueHOB ITOH-
MaJI MBIIIIeYHOe YyBCTBO KakK (pOpMYy ITO3HaBaTeIb-
HOr0 KOHTaKTa C BHEIITHMM MUpoM’. B aToMm cMbIcie
ero Teopusi ObUIa HaITpaBjleHa He IIPOCTO Ha OIV-
caHMe TeJIeCHBIX OIIYIIeHMV, HO Ha 00OCHOBaHwe
CaMoro IO3HaHM B OIIbITE TeJla — Kak Heyau-
CTUYecKast THOCeOJIOorNsl, OObeIMHSIomas pusmo-
JIOT'VIIO VA TICVIXOJIOTVAXO.

OcHoBHBIe 110J10)kKeHMs1, CPOPMYJIpOBaHHbIE B
«Pedrexcax roJIoOBHOr0 MO3ra», IIPOIOILKAIOT [Iev-
cTBOBaTh B paboTtax CevyeHosa 1890-x rr. He orka-
3bIBasiCh OT CO3[IAaHHOV paHee (PU3MOIOrUeCcKON
OCHOBBI, OH pacIIVpsieT ee 0 THOCeOJIOrMYecKo-
rO YPOBH#, VICCJIeIysl TIO3HaBaTeJIbHbIe CIIeICTBAS
pedrIeKTOpHOT MOJIesIV, BIIepPBbIe VI3JIOKEHHO
M B 1863 1. VI3MeHseTcs He cofepKaHMe TeOpu,
a ypoBeHb ee aHaJIM3a: pedrleKTOpHasi CBA3b MeX-
Ay OLIyIIeHWeM U IBVDKeHVIeM CTaHOBUTCS OCHO-

>Kak orMmeuaer P. CMuT, Hociteyoniye COBETCKYIe aBTOPBI
yCWIMBAJIN 9TO M3MEpPeHIe, TPAKTysl MbIIIIEUHOe TyBCTBO
KaK KI0Y K MaTepuaicTideckoMy peammsMmy CedeHo-
Ba: «[JI1aBHAs MIIes B COBETCKOE BpeM:i 3aK/II0YaIach B TOM,
YTO MapKCUCTCKasi domtocodckasi KysIbTypa Oblla peasim-
CTIYECKOVI, MaTePUATTCTIYECKOVI VI JIVaJIeKTUIECKOV. ..
B pamkax 3TOV KyJbTYphI OBUIO €CTeCTBEHHO CChUIATb-
¢t Ha yTBepxyeHne CeueHOBa O TOM, UTO SMIIMPIUE-
CKoe (PU3MOJIOrYecKoe 3HaHe SBJISIeTCS OCHOBOVI Hay KN
TICVIXOJIOT MV, KaK Ha Ba’KHBIVI HayYHBIV IIIaT Ha PeajIiCTH-
YecKo-MaTepuasIicTdeckoM oy Tr» (Smith, 2018, p. 10).
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and spatial presence depends on motor
engagement. The spherical form, Sechenov
explains, is conveyed “predominantly by
the hand with its muscular system”. As the
subject reaches, lifts, and manipulates the fruit,
a sequence of motor actions unfolds. With
repetition, “the separate motor reactions are
effaced, but the forms of the muscular sense
connected with them do not disappear, because
the memory retains the size of the orange, its
spherical form and even its position relative
to the subject” (Sechenov, 1903, p. 337). Thus,
muscular sensation not only guides movement;
it stabilises object-representation by binding
sensory impressions and grounding perceptual
knowledge in bodily activity. In contrast to
Western accounts that reduced proprioception
to a purely physiological feedback system,
Sechenov conceived the muscular sense as a
form of epistemic contact with the external
world.® In this light, his theory aimed not
merely to describe bodily sensation but to
ground cognition itself in bodily experience —
an explicitly non-dualist epistemology that
unified physiology and psychology.

The fundamental theses of Reflexes remain
operative in Sechenov’s writings of the
1890s. Rather than abandoning his earlier
physiological framework, he extends it into
the epistemological domain, exploring the
cognitive implications of the reflex model he
had first articulated in 1863. What changes
is not the substance of the theory but its
level of analysis: the reflex relation between
sensation and movement now becomes the
foundation for explaining how perception

> As Smith (2018, p. 10) notes, later Soviet authors
amplified this dimension, interpreting the muscular sense
as the key to Sechenov’s materialist realism: “The key
message in Soviet times was that Marxist philosophical
culture was realist, materialist, and dialectical [...]. In
this culture, it was natural to refer to Sechenov’s claim,
that empirical physiological knowledge is the basis for
the science of psychology, as a major scientific step
along the realist—materialist path.”



BaHMEM JJI OOBSICHEHMS TOTO, KaK BOCIIPUSITIE
IIOPOXIaeT 3HaHVe O BHEIIHEN HeVICTBUTEIIbHO-
cti. B aToM cMpicite acce 1890-x IT. MOXXHO paccMa-
TpUBaTh KaK IHOCEOJIOrMYeckoe pasBUTHe IIPVH-
LIVIIIOB, YKe 3aJI0keHHbIX B «Pedrtekcax.. .».

B pabote «BrieuatsieHust 11 JeMICTBUTEIEHOCT»
CeueHOB paccMmaTpmBaeT BOIIPOC O TOM, COOTBET-
CTBYIOT JIVI BITeUaTJIeHVs BHENIHEN JeVICTBUTEITb-
HOCTW, IIOKa3bIBasi, YTO, XOTs caMy 110 cebe OIITy-
IIeHNnsT He O0JIalafoT IIPSMBIM COOTBETCTBUEM,
IIPVYVHHBIE CBS3M, TaKle KaK ceTuyaTOYHbIe oOpa-
3bl VJIVI MBIIIIEYHble OLIYIIeHNs, IeVICTBYIOT KaK
IIOCpeTHMKN, o0ecIiedrmBasi JacTMYHOe, HO Ha-
JleXKHOe coryiacyie MeXy BOCIIPUSITMIEM W pealb-
HOCTEIO. B Hauaste cratbn CedeHOB mpeyTipexia-
€T, YTO IIpobsIeMa orrpesiesIeHNsI CTEIIeH CXOJICTBA
MeXX/1y BHEIITHVIM MUPOM U €0 OTpa’keHWeM B CO-
3HaHUM CTAaHOBUTCA HepaspelIVIMOV, «eCJIN... CO-
IIOCTaBUTH MeXITy COOO0 BHEIITHMVI MICTOUYHVIK KaK
IIPUYMHY ¥ BlleyaT/leHne Kak 3ddekt». Omryie-
HI, 3aMedaeT OH, He COXPaHSIOT CJIeJOB CBOeVl
BHeIITHeV IIpUUnHBL «B ayBcTBe GO0 He copep-
KUTCA TIPAMO HUKaKMX yKaszaHWUV, Kakowo IIpu-
YMHOIO OHa IIpom3BefleHa». OH IIOABITOXMBAET:
«Cj10BOM, BO BCell 00J1acTVl UyBCTBOBaHMS MeX-
71y OLIYIIeHVeM U €rO BHeIITHVM VICTOYHVIKOM IIe-
pexonHoro mocrta Het» (CeueHos, 19478, c. 328—
329). DTOT rHOCEOJIOTMTYEeCKITI Pa3phIB, OTHAKO, He
oIIpoBepraeT BO3MOXXHOCTb 3HaHMs, a TpeOyeT Iie-
PeOCMBICIIEHVISI €T0 YCIIOBUL

Pemmenye 3akiitouaeTcsi BO BBeeHUM ITpOMe-
JKYTOUYHOI'O 3BeHa B IIPUYVHHBIV Al — 3JIeMeH-
Ta (PU3MOIIOrTYeCKOT0 ITIOCPETHYIECTBA, KOTOPHI
JleJlaeT BO3MOXKHOVI KOCBEHHYIO PEeKOHCTPYKIIVIO
BHeIITHero Mupa. 4toOrl nosicHuTs o1y nzeto, Ce-
4eHOB ITprberaeT K PU3MIeCKM 1 TeXHYECKIM
aHaJIorMsM — KoJleOJIrommericss CTpyHe, Testedo-
HY U OITHYecKov cucteMe. Bo Bcex aTmx ciryuasnx
CXOZICTBO MeX/1y Hada/IbHbIMM V1 KOHEYHBIMM UJle-
HaM1 psifia (pasopakeHreM 1 BlledaT/IieHVeM) 110-
CTUTaeTcs He IMyTeM IIPsMOro KONMpPOBaHNs, a 3a
cYeT CTPyKTypHoro coorseTcTus: «lIpencrasim
cebe B caMoM jejle pm3MKa, CIIyLIAOIIero yepes
TeslepOH 3a HECKOJIBKO BEPCT peyub He3HAaKOMOTO
eMy desioBeKa. ['osoc rosopsiiero, kak 1-m ujeH
IIPUYMHHOIO Psifia, COCTABIISET A1 PU3MKa Hens3-
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yields knowledge of external reality. In this
sense, the essays of the 1890s can be read as
an epistemological unfolding of the principles
already present in Reflexes.

Impressions and Reality examines whether
impressions correspond to external reality,
showing that while sensations alone lack
direct correspondence, causal links such as
retinal images or muscular sensations act as
intermediaries, allowing partial yet reliable
conformity between perception and reality.
At the outset, Sechenov (1890, p. 422) warns
that the problem of determining the extent
of similarity between the external world and
its impressions in consciousness becomes
insoluble “if we hold that the external source
is the cause and that the impression is the
effect”. Sensations, he notes, retain no trace of
their external cause: “The sensation of pain, for
instance, does not directly indicate the cause
of the pain” (ibid.). He concludes: “In a word,
throughout the sensory sphere there is no
transitional bridge between the sensation and
its external source” (ibid., p. 423). This epistemic
gap, however, does not invalidate knowledge
but calls for a reformulation of its conditions.

Sechenov’s solution lies in introducing an
intermediate term in the causal chain — an
element of physiological mediation that enables
indirect reconstruction of the external world.
To illustrate this, he turns to physical and
technological analogies: a vibrating string, a
telephone, and the optical system. In each case,
resemblance between endpoints (stimulus and
impression) is achieved not by direct copying
but by structural continuity. As he writes, “Let
us imagine, say, a physicist listening on the
telephone to an unknown person several versts
away. To the physicist the voice of the speaking
person, as the first member of the causal series,
is an unknown X; but, aware of the properties
of the telephone as a connecting link, he knows
that the voice he hears resembles the actual
voice which is concealed from him” (ibid.,
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BeCcTHOe X, a MeX/Ty TeM, 3Hasi CBOVICTBA TejlepOHa
KaK COeIVHMTEeILHOrO 3BeHa B IIPUYVHHOM PSLy,
OH yBepeH, UTO CJIBIIIVIMBIVI TOJIOC TIOXOX Ha CKPbI-
TBHIVI OT HEro JIeVICTBUTENbHBIN» (Tam xe, c. 331).
DTa JIOrMKa IIPONOPIIMOHAIBHOV aHAJIOTUV ITO-
3BOJISIET BBIBECTVI BHEIITHIOIO IIPUYVHY 3 COOTHO-
IIeH s MeX/Ty 3 deKTaMm: «...CKPBITHIVI HadaIb-
HBIVI WIEH HaxXOHWUTCS MIPUOIM3UTEIPHO TaKUM
Xe 00pa3oM, KaK HeVM3BEeCTHBIVI WIeH IreoMeTpu-
YecKOV IIPOIIOPIVII: HeM3BECTHOE BHEIITHee OTHO-
CUTCA K COEIVHUTEIHOMY 3BeHY Kak IIoCIIe[THee
K KOHegHOMY 3pdekTy» (Tam xe, c. 331—332). Ta-
KM 00pasoM, «HeusBecmHuiil GHewHULl npeomen,
uAu npedmem cam no cebe, cxo0eH ¢ e2o ONMuteckuMm
obpasom 8 cosnanuu» (Tam xe, c. 333).

OmHako 3T0 cxofACTBO MMeeT cBou Itpenessl. Ce-
UEHOB OrPaHWYMBAET €ro IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHBIMU
cooTHomreHMsiMI: «Hu 11 Kpacok, HU It CBe-
Ta M TeHeVl JI0Ka3aTb II0Io0OMs [3puTesIbHOro 00-
pasal AericTBITEeITBHOCTM HeBO3MOXHO» (Tam ke, c.
334). IIpoBepke MOAIAIOTCS JIUIIL OYepTaHMs, OT-
HOCHUTETbHBIE TIOJIOXKEHIS VI [IBVDKEHIS, TO €CTh Te
CBOVICTBA, KOTOPbIe MOTYT OBITH BbIpa)KEHBI B Ieo-
MeTpugeckort dopMe. CrieoBaTesIbHO, THOCEOIIO-
I'IYecKasi JJOCTOBEPHOCTD paCIIpererIsieTCsl MeX/Ty
YyBCTBaMV HEPAaBHOMEPHO VI 3aBVICUT OT MOHAJIb-
HOCTVI BOCITPVISITUS V1 CTETIeHV! (PYI3MOIIOrTYeCKOro
B3aVIMOJIEVICTBIS], BOBJIEUEHHOI'O B IIPOIIeCC TI03Ha-
Hys1. Ocoboe rHOceosorueckoe 3HadeHve CeyeHOB
IIpUIaeT COBIIAIEHMIO IBVDKeHMsI O0beKTa 1 Opra-
Ha YyBCTB, «IIPEJICTABISIS B OPraHM3aliy YesioBe-
Ka eIVHCTBEeHHBIVI Cilydail, Ife Bocnpunumaemoe
Buewinee. .. vi opyoue bocnpuamus. .. cobnadarom opye
c Opyeom 6 cBoux OdesimeavHOCHIAX, TIOHOOHO TOMY,
KaK COBIIA/IAIOT B (PU3MUECKX KOMOVHAIIMSIX [IBe
CO3ByHaIlVie CTPYHBI VIV BOCIIPVHVIMAOITAS U TTe-
penarorias 1tacTHKM TeslepoHa» (Tam xe, c. 343).

TaxmM 00pa3oM, HIpocTpaHCTBEHHOE 3peHVe
HOCUT KOHCTPYKTVMBHBIVI XapaKTep, ONMpasich Ha
MBIITIeUHble OITyIIeHNs], JBVDKeHe 1 Oecco3Ha-
TeJIbHBIe oreparuy. OnuceiBas OMHOKYJISpHOE
3peHMe M BoclpusTHe T1yOnHbI, Ce4eHOB IIOI-
UepKMBaeT, YTO HaOJIIO[aTellh BBIIIOIHSET IIPO-
LIeypPel, CTPYKTYPHO aHAJIOTMYHBIE TeOMeTpPUN
u tonorpacdum: «4roObpl BEIyUMUTBCS 3TON POp-
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p. 425). This logic of proportional analogy
allows the inference of the external cause from
the relation among effects: “[...] the concealed
initial link of the chain is found approximately
in the same way as the unknown member of a
geometrical proportion: the unknown external
is related to the connecting link as the latter is
related to the final effect” (ibid., pp. 425-426).
Hence, “the unknown external object, or the
object itself, is similar to its optical image in the
consciousness” (ibid., 427).

This resemblance, however, has its limits.
Sechenov restricts it to spatial relations: “[...]
it is impossible to prove the similarity of the
image to reality where colours, light and
shadow are concerned” (ibid., p. 428, amended
translation — S.F.). What can be verified are
outlines, relative positions, and movements —
that is, those properties expressible through
geometric form. Epistemic reliability, therefore,
is not evenly distributed across the senses but
varies depending on the modality and the
degree of physiological interaction involved.
Sechenov assigns special epistemic weight to
the coincidence of movement between object
and sensory organ, “because it is the only
case in man’s organisation where the external
object perceived [...] and the instrument of
perception [...] coincide in their activities in the
same way as two strings vibrating in unison,
or as the transmitting and receiving plates
of the telephone coincide in their physical
combinations (ibid., p. 437).

Spatial vision is thus constructive, relying
on muscular sensation, movement, and
unconscious operations. When describing
binocular vision and depth perception,
Sechenov stresses that the observer performs
procedures structurally analogous to geometry
and topography: “To master this form of
vision, man unconsciously and involuntarily
uses the methods of topographers or land-
surveyors when they plot points situated at



Me BUJIeHWs, YeJIoBeK HeHaMepeHHO, He c03Habas
TOTO, UTO JieJlaeT, ITyCKaeT B XOI, Te caMble ITpUeMBbI,
KOTOpbIe YIOTpeOsiseT Tonorpad min semsemep,
KOI'7Ia CHMMaeT Ha IUIaH pa3JINdHo yJajleHHbIe OT
Hero IyHKTbI MecTHOCTH...» (Tam xe, c. 336; Kyp-
cuB Mont. — C.@.[)). CBemeHne ABVDKEHWMI IJ1a3 U
CBSI3aHHBIX C HVIMU OIIYyIIIeHN1 0Opa3yeT aBToMa-
TUYECKYI0 TPUAHTYJIAIINIO IPOCTPAaHCTBEHHBIX
TT0JIOKeHVIVL. TeM caMbIM TpexMepHOe BOCIIPYSITIIE
BO3HMKAaeT He 13 IIPOCTOr0 CeTYATOUHOrO 1300pa-
JKeHMs, a 13 0ecco3HaTeIbHOrO BBIUVCIIEHNS, CO-
BEPIIIaeMOr0 CEHCOMOTOPHOW CUCTEMOVA.

Pabora «IpemmeTHast MBICIIb W HEVICTBUTEIb-
HOCTb» ITPOIOJDKAEeT VICCIIeIOBaHe Ha VIHOM YPOB-
He: eCJIM B IIpeIpIAylleM odepKe paccMaTpuBasIach
npo0sieMa TOro, B KaKOVI CTeIlleHM BIledaTsIeHVis
CXOITHBI C JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTBIO, TO B 3TOM cTaTbe Ce-
4yeHOB oOpalliaeTcss K AOMNOIIHUTEIBHOMY BOIIPO-
Cy — KaK BIleYaTJIeHVs IIpeBpalIaioTcs B 0OBbek-
TBHOe MbIUIeHVe. OH HauMHaeT C BbISABJIEHVS
leMeHTapHbIX II03HaBaTeJIbHBIX aKTOB, [eslaro-
IIIMIX BO3MOXKHBIM Hallle OCO3HaHHO€e 3HAaKOMCTBO C
BHEIITHVIM MIPOM, BBIBOZIS M3 3TOTO IIepeueHb «BCe
BOOOITIe MBIC/IVIMBIE YeJIOBEKOM KaTerOpVI CBS3eVL U
OTHOLILIEHNUVI MEeXTy IIpeMeTaMI1 BHEIITHETO MyIpa»
(Ceuenos, 1947t, c. 346), KOTOpbIe OH TaKXe 0003Ha-
YaeT KaK «KaTeropuy YMCTBEHHBIX COIIOCTaBIIe-
"y (Tam xe, ¢. 347, 360). Takrim oOpas3om, cTaTbs
pasBopadmBaeTCs KaK CYICTEMaTITIeCcKOe V3JI0KeHVie
TV TIOOOHBIX KaTeropuit: (1) o6ocobrienis mper-
MeTOB B IIPOCTPAHCTBe; (2) pas/vMueHs X IIpr3Ha-
KOB; (3) y3HaBaHMs 10 IIpuMeTaM; (4) cpaBHeHMS 1
(5) ycTaHOBIIEHVA MX HPUYMHHON B3aVIMO3aBICH-
Mocti. [j1st CedeHOBa 3TOT IlepevdeHb SBJISETCS He
TOJIBKO VICUEPIIBIBAIOIIVM, HO ¥ VCKITIOYMTEIHHO
4eJI0BeYeCKVM — K TaKOMY BBIBOLY OH IIPVIXOIMNT,
COTIOCTABJISAS «II0 ITyHKTaM IIPVBENEHHBIV IIepe-
yeHb 3JIeMeHTApHBIX YMCTBEHHBIX aKTOB peOeHKa
C TeMV YMCTBEHHBIMI IIpVieMaMVi, KOTOpbIe ITyCKa-
eT B XO[I HayKa O IIpUpOJIe, T.e. eCTeCTBO3HAHE, 13-
ydas BHEITHUV MUP CO BCEMU €TO IIPeIMeTHBIMI
CBSI35IMU VI OTHOIIIeHVSIMI» (Tam e, c. 346).

B anaymmse CedeHoBa LieHTpasIbHOe MeCTO 3a-
HMMAIOT [IBa aclieKTa — Oecco3HaTeJIbHBIE IIPO-
11eCCBl 11 MBIIIIEYHOE YYBCTBO. Bo-TiepBbIX, KaK OH
yTBepXIaeT, TO, YTO Ka’keTcs HaMepeHHBIM YM-
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various distances from them” (ibid., p. 431; my
emphasis — S.F.). Convergent eye movements
and their sensations effect an automatic
triangulation of spatial positions. Three-
dimensional perception thus arises not from
a mere retinal image but from an unconscious
computation carried out by the sensory —motor
system.

“Object Thinking and Reality” resumes the
inquiry on a different plane: while the earlier
essay examined the problem of the extent
to which impressions resemble reality, the
later addresses the complementary question
of how impressions are transformed into
objective thought. Sechenov (1892) begins by
identifying the elementary cognitive acts that
make possible our conscious acquaintance
with the external world, thereby deriving
a list of “all the categories of links and
relationships between objects which can only
be conceived by man” (ibid., p. 440), which he
also calls “categories of mental confrontation”
(ibid., p. 454). The article thus develops as a
systematic exposition of five such categories:
(1) isolation of objects in space; (2) discernment
of their attributes; (3) recognition through
distinguishing marks; (4) comparison; and (5)
determination of their causal interdependence.
For Sechenov, this enumeration is not only
exhaustive but uniquely human, a conclusion
he reaches by comparing “point by point, the
[...] mental acts of the child with the mental
methods of natural science in studying the
external world and the links and relationships
between objects” (ibid., p. 440).

Two aspects are central to this analysis:
unconscious processes and the muscular sense.
First, Sechenov claims that what appears to be
a deliberate mental act (separating attributes,
recognising and comparing objects) is in fact
performed unconsciously by memory: “the
elaboration of the raw impressions, which
is implied here, takes place wholly in the



C.A. ®ysnrec ['oHcanec

CTBEHHBIM aKTOM (OTIeJIeHVe IIPW3HAKOB, y3Ha-
BaHVe 1 CpaBHeHUe IIPeMeTOB), Ha Jejle COBep-
raeTcst Oecco3HaTesIbHO, Oy1aroapst MaMsITI: «BCS
HofTpasyMeBaeMasi 371ech IepepaboTKa CBIPBIX BIle-
YaT/IEHUI IIPOVICXOAUT B TallHMKaX ITaMsITH, BHe
cosHaHmMs» (Tam xe, c. 356). Camo y3HaBaHMe, 110-
GapsigeT OH, IIpefCTaBiIseT COOOV HeyJIOBMMBIV
IIpOIlecC CpaBHEHMS TEKYIIMX BI€YaTIEHUIT C
HNPOIUIBIMI  CJIeIaMI: «IIPOLIecC CIIUIIIKOM Jle-
Ty4... HO HY>KHO JIyMaTh, YTO IIPOVCXOIUT HEYTO
BpOJie CpaBHEHVS peayIbHOTO BIIeYaT/IeHNs C BOC-
IIPOVM3BEIeHHBIM ¥ KOHCTaTMpPOBaHMSI WX TOX-
nectBa...» (Tam xe, c. 358). ToxmecTBo, B CBOXO
odepeib, BO3HIKAET B pe3yJIbTaTe IIOBTOPHOIO BO3-
Oy>KIleHMsI OpraHOB YYBCTB U 3aKpeIUIeHMUs 3TIUX
BO3IEVICTBUV B aMATU: «aKThl Y3HaBaHM IIPe-
MEeTOB ITPEJICTaBIISIOT pe3ysIbTaThl OUYeHb CIIOKHO
IepepabOTKM MOBTOPSIOIIVIXCS BHEITHMX BO3ZIeV-
crBuit... ObocobiieHe HEKOTOPBIX IIPU3HAKOB B
IIPUIMETY He eCTh IUIOf, HaMepeHHOIO YMCTBEeH-
HOTO aHa/IM3a, a pe3ysIbraT Oecco3HaTeIbHO Iev-
CTBYIOIIIEr0 MexaHm3Ma amMaT» (Tam xxe). Takum
o0pa3om, IIpeIMeTHOe MBIIIJIeHVe OIVIpaeTcs Ha
OeccosHaTe IbHBIE IIPOLIECCh], B KOTOPBIX IIOBTOPSI-
IOIINVICS OIIBIT IlepepalaThIBaeTCs B BOCIIPUSITIIE
IIOCPEeICTBOM CPpaBHUTEIbHOV ITaMSIT.
Bo-Broppix, CeueHOB MOOUEpPKMBaEeT, YTO BOC-
NpUsTYE OBVDKEHMS, TlepeMeltieHns U Jaxe IIpo-
CTPaHCTBEHHOV OpPMEHTAIIMV 3aBUICUT He TOJIBKO
OT CeTYaTOUHBIX M300paKeHMVI, HO 11 OT OIIyIIle-
HWVI, CONIPOBOXKOAIOMIINX ABVDKeHMs I71a3. OH mm-
meT: «V3sMepuTesieM IyTM U BpeMeHU IlepeMe-
e’V CJIY>XKUT BO BCeX CIIydasiX YIpa’kKHEHHOe
MBIIIIEYHOE YYBCTBO, COIIPOBOXK/IATOIIIee TIepeB-
KeHMd I71a3» (Tam xe, c. 348). MpliieuHoe 4yBCTBO
obecrieurBaeT (PUBMOJIOIVYECKYIO Mepy, [Ie/laro-
IIIyI0 BO3MOXXHBIM BOCIIPUSTVIE HAIIpaBJIeHUS W
CKOPOCTM ¥ TeM caMBbIM OOOCHOBBIBAOIIIEe JOCTO-
BEPHOCTh UyBCTBEHHOI'O 3HaHMs. AHaJIOIMYHBIM
o0pa3oM B aHa/IM3e IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHOV TOIIOTpa-
dum CeueHOB OTMeYaeT: «...0aromapsi MOCTOSH-
HOVI IIpaKTVKe JIBVDKeHWUT IJIasaMy PV CMOTpe-
HWUV, OH BBIy4VBaeTCS Pa3/INYaTh 10 MBIIIIEYHOMY
YYBCTBY, IPYT OT ApYyTa, IepeBVDKeH NS I71a3 BBEPX
VI BHW3, BIIPaBO ¥ BJIEBO, V1 KaK TOJIBKO OHM pasiiv-
UeHBl, TO BMeCTe C 3TUM pa3INyueHbl YyBCTBEHHO
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recesses of memory, outside consciousness”
(ibid., p. 450). Recognition itself, he adds,
is an ephemeral process of comparison of
current impressions with past traces: “[...] the
process is too fleeting. [...] it can be assumed
that what takes place is a kind of comparing
of an actual impression with the one that
is reproduced followed by ascertainment
of their identity” (ibid., p. 452). Identity, in
turn, results from repeated stimulation of
the sensory apparatus and its consolidation
in memory: “the acts of recognising objects
are the result of a highly complex elaboration
of repeated external influences [...]. The
isolation of certain attributes into a sign is
the result not of a deliberate mental analysis,
but of the unconsciously acting mechanism of
memory” (ibid.). In short, object thinking rests
on unconscious processes in which repeated
experiences are elaborated into perception
through comparative memory.

Second, Sechenov emphasises that the
perception of motion, displacement, and even
spatial orientation depends not only on retinal
images but on the sensations accompanying
eye movements. As he writes, “In all cases the
path of the displacement and its duration are
measured by the exercised muscular sense
which accompanies the movements of the eyes”
(ibid., p. 442). The muscular sense provides
the physiological metric that makes possible
the perception of direction and speed, thereby
grounding the reliability of sensory knowledge.
Similarly, in his analysis of spatial topography,
Sechenov observes that “thanks to the constant
exercise of the eyes in visual acts, man learns
to distinguish by means of the muscular sense
the movements of the eyes upwards and
downwards, to the right and to the left, and
once they are distinguished, he simultaneously
differentiates [...] those parts of the object
which we designate by the terms: top, bottom,
left side and right side” (ibid., p. 448).



Te... OTHOLIEHWS MeX/1y YacTsMM IIpefiMeTa, KOTO-
pble Ha cJI0BaxX MBI OOO3Ha"YaeM TepMIMHaMIL: BepPX,
HI3, IIpaBas 1 JleBasi cropoHa» (Tam xe, c. 354).

PasBuBasi IIpeIIecTBYIOIIVe pacCyKIeHs,
CeueHoB B f1oK1a71e «O IIpeIMeTHOM MBIIIJIEHNN C
dwsmonIordecKot Toukm 3peHus» (1894) pactm-
psieT aHaJIVI3 OCHOBAHWVI IIO3HAHS, BIIEPBbIE IIPsi-
MO paccMaTpuBasi MbIIIUIeHMe KakK prsnoiorye-
ckmm miportecc. Ecyii B Gortee paHHMX CTaThAX OH
ViccrleioBajl COOTBETCTBYIE MeX/Ty BlledaT/IeHUAMM
Y [IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTBIO U IIpeBpallieHle BIievarsie-
HUW B 00BEKTMBHOE MBIIIIeHVe, TO 3/1eCh BHMA-
HUe COCpeJOoTOUeHO Ha (PU3MOJIOrMYecKX Mexa-
HVI3MaX, JIEXKAIIX B OCHOBE 3TOTO IIPeBPaIIeH .
CeyeHOB OTXOAUT OT PacCMOTPeHNs OTBJIeYeHHO-
TO VI CMMBOJIMYECKOrO MBIIIIIeHVs, oOpalasch K
IIpeIMETHOMY MBIIIUIEHUIO — MBIIIUIEHNIO B KaTe-
rOpusIX BHEIIHMX, YyBCTBEHHO BOCITPVHVIMaeMBbIX
00BEKTOB, IIPeIIIIeCTBYIOIEeMY CJIOBECHOMY BbIpa-
JKeHV1I0. YTOOBI OXBATUTB BCe pasHOOOpasue popM
MBIIIIEHVs, OH 3aIMCTBYeT IpaMMaTI4ecKyIo Mo-
ZleJlIb TPeX4JIEHHOrO IpeyIoKeHus — IIofjIeXKa-
I1lee, CKazyeMoe U CBA3KY — KaK YHMBepCaIbHYIO
Y TIpaKTUYeCcKN YIOOHYIO CXeMy, YCTOMUYMBYIO BO
Bcex KysbTypax u snoxax (Cedenos, 19477, c. 376).
Vcxomst v3 3TOro HOBOVI 3aja4ert CTAaHOBUTC OIIpe-
ZlersleHVie (PU3MOJIOTMYECKIX SKBUBAJIEHTOB KaX-
JIOTO 113 KOMIIOHEHTOB ITPEJIOKEHISL.

s CedeHoBa Iofjiexalllee M cKasyemoe co-
OTBETCTBYIOT peasIbHbIM 3JIeMeHTaM BHeIIIHero
MMpa, OIIOCPeIOBAaHHBIM OpraHaMy YYBCTB,
OT/IeJIbHBIM peakIVigM yIIpaKHeHHBIX OpraHOB
YyBCTB Ha CJIOKHBIE BHeIIHWe pasIpaXuUTen
(Tam xe, c. 377, 379). LlenTpaspHas mpobirema co-
CTOUT B ompenesieHnn (Pr3MOIIOrMIecKoro 3KBU-
BaJIeHTa CBsI3KM, BbIpakarolllell OTHOIIeHe MeX-
1y HofjieXalyM 1 ckasyeMbIM. CeueHOB pelliaeT
ee, olMpasdCh Ha TPOVHYIO KJlacCUUKAIIIO OT-
HOIIIEHWVI MeX/Ty ITpeJIMeTaMI: COCYIIleCTBOBaHe
(IpOCTPaHCTBO), IIOCIIEIOBATEIIFHOCTE (BpeMs) U
CXOLICTBO. DTN KaTeropwy, JaBHO IIpVM3HAaHHbIE B
€CTeCTBO3HAHMV, OIIPeNeIIsIOT OCHOBHBIE (POPMBI
CBS3UL B CTPYKTYpe IIpeIMeTHOro MblieHns (Tam
xe, c. 378). CornacHo CeueHOBY, CB43Ka eCTh aKTVB-
HOCTb MBIIIIEUHOT'O YyBCTBa. [leVicTBys depe3 co-
I7lacOBaHHBIe [IBVDKEeHWS IJ1a3 ¥ TOJIOBbI, 3TO UyB-
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Building on these analyses, Sechenov’s
1894 address “The Physiological Aspect of
Object Thinking” extends the inquiry into
the foundations of cognition by explicitly
framing thought as a physiological process.
Whereas the earlier essays had examined the
correspondence between impressions and
reality, and the transformation of impressions
into objective thought, this text turns to the
physiological mechanisms underlying that
transformation. Sechenov sets aside abstract
and symbolic thought and instead concentrates
on object thinking: thought in terms of external
objects perceived by the senses, prior to verbal
expression. To encompass the vast diversity of
thoughts, he adopts the grammatical model of
the three-part sentence — subject, predicate,
and copula — as a universal and practical
framework persistent across cultures and
epochs (Sechenov, 1894a, p. 458). On this basis,
the new task is to determine the physiological

equivalents of each of the sentence’s
components.
For Sechenov, subject and predicate

correspond to real elements of the external
world as mediated by the sensory organs —
discrete reactions of exercised sense organs
to complex external stimuli (ibid., pp. 459,
461). The central problem is to determine the
physiological equivalent of the copula, which
expresses the relation between subject and
predicate. Sechenov resolves this by drawing
on the tripartite categorization of relations
between objects: coexistence (space), succession
(time), and similarity. These categories, long
recognised in natural science, define the basic
modes of connection within object thinking
(ibid., p. 460). The copula, Sechenov contends,
is the activity of the muscular sense. Operating
through the coordinated movements of the eyes
and head, this sense provides the organism
with spatial and temporal information, thereby
linking discrete perceptions into meaningful



C.A. ®ysnrec ['oHcanec

CTBO CHaO)aeT OpraHM3M IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOV U
BpeMeHHOVI MH@OpMaIlert, TeM caMbIM CBsI3bIBasi
OTZIeJIbHbIe BOCHPUATHS B OCMbBICJIEHHBIE IPYIIIIbL.
Mpineunast cucreMa yHKIVOHMPYeT KaK COBO-
KYIIHOCTh TOHMOMETPOB, IlepefiaBasi MO3Iy CBefle-
HM O HaIIpaB/IeHUSIX VI CKOPOCTSX Y TeM CaMbIM
KOIMpysl CTPYKTypHBIE OTHOIICHVS BHEITHero
mupa (Tam xe, c. 380—381).

Dwtocodckme paborbr CeueHoBa CXOHATCS B
JBYX IIEHTpPaJIbHBIX ITOJIOKEHVSIX: MBIIIIEYHOE UyB-
CTBO YKOpeHsieT ITIpOCTPaHCTBeHHbIe 11 BpeMeHHbIe
OTHOIIIeHWsI B (PU3MOJIOrMUecknx Irporieccax, a
Gecco3HaTeIbHBIE M@XaHM3MBI ITaMSATV ITpeBpallia-
IOT BIleyaTsieHVsl B IIpefMeTHOe MeblleHne. Obe
3TU VeV PacKpbIBAIOT HEIPepbIBHOCTh MEXTy
ero pedrieKTOPHOV (PU3MOIIOrVeNt ¥ TIO3[IHeVI THO-
ceoriorvier, moMeniasi mpoekT CedyeHoBa B IIPAMON
avanor ¢ IesbMrosbrieM, KOTOPOMY YacTO ITpu-
MVCHIBAIOT BBeIeHNeE IOHSTMS Oecco3HaTeIbHOIO
ymosaksroueHmst. Kak v y Tesmemrosibiia, Bocripmsi-
Tre y CedeHOBa 3aBVICUT OT CCHCOMOTOPHOVI aKTVB-
HOCTU ¥ OeccosHaTe/IbHBIX OIeparinii, IIpuaao-
VX OIBITY 00beKTUBHOCTD. CIleyroimmit pasierl
PeKOHCTpyMpyeT HpericTaBieHVe [erpMrosibiia 00
O0BEKTMBHOCTY 11 OeCcco3HaTeIFHOM YMO3aKIIoue-
HUW, IIPOCIIeKMBas €ro pasBUTHe V1 COITOCTaBIISA C
napasuleJIbHO POpMYJIMPOBKOVI ByHTa, 4ToOBI
MPOSICHUTD VIHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHBIVI KOHTEKCT, U3 KO-
TOPOro BO3HMKJIa KoHIen1ys CedeHoBa.

3. O0BEeKTMBHOCTD
u Oecco3HaTeIbHOE YyMO3aKJIIOUeHe:
I'enemrosen, Cevenos 1 Bynar

I'estbMrosbll  Halmesr KOHIIENTYaIbHBII  MOCT
MeX]Jly KaHTMaHCTBOM ¥ (PW3MOJIOrVel HepBHOM
cucteMbl B ydeHun lVloranna Mroswrepa o crien-
MUUECKX SHEPIMsIX HEPBOB, COIVIACHO KOTOPO-
MY XapakTep OLIYIIeHVI OIpeaesIsieTCsl He BHeIll-
HVM BO3IEVICTBUEM, a cpnsnonormeﬂ CaMOro opraHa
qyBCTB. KakAbIVl TUIT 4yBCTBUTEIIBHOTO HEpBa, 110
Mroriyiepy, niepeaeT JIVIIb OAVH BUJ, CUTHaJIa, 00-
YCJIOBJIVMBAOILIVIV Ka4eCTBEHHOE cBoeobOpasme OI11y-
mieHn. Xots IeslbMrosielia HepeaKo CBA3BIBAIOT C
SMIIVPVU3MOM, €r0 SIIVICTEMOJIONS, KaK CIIpaBeyiv-

136

groups. The muscular system functions like a
set of goniometers, supplying the brain with
indices of both directions and speeds and thus
encoding the world’s structural relations (ibid.,
pp- 462-463).

Sechenov’s philosophical writings converge
on two central claims: the muscular sense
grounds spatial and temporal relations in
physiological processes, and unconscious
mechanisms of memory transform impressions
into object thinking. Both claims reveal the
continuity between his reflex physiology and
his later epistemology, bringing his project
into direct conversation with Helmholtz, who
is often credited with introducing the notion
of unconscious inference. For Helmholtz,
too, perception depended on sensory —motor
activity and unconscious operations that confer
objectivity upon experience. The next section
reconstructs his conception of objectivity and
unconscious inference, tracing its development,
while considering Wundt’s parallel formulation
to clarify the intellectual context from which
Sechenov’s own adaptation emerged.

3. Objectivity
and Unconscious Inference:
Helmholtz, Sechenov, and Wundt

Helmholtz found a conceptual bridge
between Kantianism and the physiology of
the nervous system in Johannes Miiller’s
doctrine of specific nerve energies, according
to which the nature of sensations depends on
the physiology of the organ rather than on
the stimulus. Each type of sensory nerve was
thought to transmit only one kind of signal
that determines the qualitative character of
experience. Although Helmholtz is often
linked with empiricism, his epistemology is
more accurately described, following De Kock
(2014, p. 712), as “empirico-transcendentalism”;
a “combined adherence to both idealism



B0 orMedaeT JI. [le Kok, TouHee xapakrepusyercs
KaK SMIIVPUKO-TPaHCILIeH/JeHTaIV3M «coyeTa-
HVe 3JIEMEHTOB MeasI3Ma ¥ SMIIMPU3Ma», paspa-
GoTaHHOe 117151 0OBSICHEHMS «IICVIXOTeHe3a IIpeMe-
Ta B BoctipuaTum» (De Kock, 2014, p. 712), To ecTb
TOro, Kak ITpeficTaB/IleHVe O Bellld BO3HMKaeT W3
ITPOCTOTO COCTOSTHVS BO3OY K/IeHs B HepBax.

B reyenuie Tpetrent yersepTy XIX B. ['estbMrosibig
IIOCTeIIeHHO ITepedpopMysIpoBal CBoe IIpesiCcTaB-
sieHVe 00 oOpekTMBHOCTI. B 1850-€ IT. 0OH errie ripm-
TleprKMBaJics peasIviCTYecKOV TO3MIINM B OTHOIIIe-
Hym TipocTpaHcTBa (cM: Heidelberger, 1993; 2018;
Edgar, 2015, Hatfield, 2018), pasmmuas «cyObek-
TUBHOe» collepKaHVie HalllviX IIpeJiCcTaBIIeHn 1, 00-
yCIJI0BJIEHHOe (PU3MOJIOrvierl OpraHoB UyBCTB, U X
«00BbeKTUBHOe» coflepKaHue. Bosiee KOHKpeTHO,
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE IIPeCTaBIeHNs, OOBeKTIB-
HO ollpeyiesiieMble BHEIITHVMY CBOVICTBaMY MUpa,
«II0I0OHBI BHEIITHEMY MWVIPY, COCTOSIIEMY M3 Ma-
TepPUN ¥ CUJIbI, PACIIOJIOKEHHBIX B IIPOCTPAaHCTBE»
(Edgar, 2015, p. 108). B 3TOM OTHOIIEHMI TIO3UIIVA
CeueHoBa I10 IIOBOJ1y ITIPOCTPAHCTBa CXOIUTC C I10-
sunment TespMrosbiza: 0ba JOMYCKaroT, YTO HEKO-
TOpbIe YepThbl HAIIVIX ITPeICTaBIeHNII He 3aBUCAT
OT CTPOEHMsI OpraHoOB UyBCTB. Y [epMrosibiia 310
OTHOCUTCH K MaTepuu 1 cuile, a y CedeHoBa — Kak
OH sICHO popMyJIMpyeT B cTaTbe «BrieuaTsieHus n
TEeVICTBUTEJIBHOCTh» — K TaKMM CBOVICTBaM, KakK
ouepTaHMsl, OTHOCHUTeJIbHOe IIOJIOKeHVe W JIBU-
keHe. Elrie 0fTHOVI TOYKOVI COITPMKOCHOBEHMS SIB-
JIeTCs VX B3IJISAZ, Ha BTOPUYHBIe KadyecTBa, TaKye
KakK IIBeTa, CBeT U TeHU, KOTOpble He 00sg3aTeIbHO
CXOIHBI C BHeIIHVMY ITpeaMeTaMit. [ losmaee Testb-
MTOJIBL], YTOUHSET 3TO pasjindie, yTBepxKaasi, 94To
«HAIIIV IPOCTPaHCTBEHHBIE ITpeICTaB/IeHNs He 00-
yCJIOBJIEHBI HaIllIMM OpraHaMW YyBCTB B TOW e
CTelleH!, B KaKOV OOyCJIOBJIEHBI VIMU OLIYIIeHVs
BTOPUYHBIX KadecTB» (UmT. 110: Ibid., p. 109), Tem
CaMBIM ITepeHOCsI BOIIPOC 00 11X 0O BeKTMBHOCTY 3a
IIpeziesIbl SMIIMPUYeCcKOro VCCiIeIoBaHVIs.

K 1860-m rr. I'esibMrosibly HepeocMbIC/INIT IIPU-
POy OIIYIIEeHNUV, pacCMaTpuBasl UX yXXe He Kak
OTpa’keHMsI BHEIIIHeTO0 MMpa, a KaK «CHMBOJIBI,
dyHKIMOHMpPYIOIINe KaK HaZle)kHble IIPYYHHbIe
VIHAVKATOPBI BHeITHMX IIpeameros» (Edgar, 2015,
p- 109; cm.: Helmbholtz, 1925, p. 19). B mocrremaent ga-
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and empiricism,” developed to address “the
psychogenesis of the object in perception”,
namely, how the idea of a thing arises from a
mere state of excitation in the nerves.

During the third quarter of the nineteenth
century, Helmholtz progressively reformulated
his conception of objectivity. In the 1850s, he
still maintained a realist position on space
(Heidelberger, 1993; 2018; Edgar, 2015;
Hatfield, 2018), distinguishing between the
“subjective” content of our representations,
determined by sensory physiology, and
their “objective” content. More concretely,
spatial representations that are objectively
determined by the external properties of
the world “resemble an external world
consisting of matter and force arrayed in
space” (Edgar, 2015, p. 108). In this regard,
Sechenov’s position on space converges with
Helmholtz’s: both allow that certain features
of our representations are independent of
the constitution of the sensory apparatus.
In Helmholtz’s case, these concern matter
and force; in Sechenov’s, as he made clear in
Impressions and Reality, they concern properties
such as outlines, relative positions, and
movements. Another point of convergence
is their view that secondary qualities —
such as colours, light, and shadows — do
not necessarily resemble external objects.
Helmholtz later refined this distinction,
maintaining that “our spatial representations
are not conditioned by our sense organs in the
same way our sensations of secondary qualities
are” (ibid., p. 109), thereby shifting the question
of their objectivity outside the bounds of
empirical investigation.

By the 1860s, he recast sensations not
as reflections of the external world, but as
“symbols that function as reliable causal
indicators of external objects” (Edgar, 2015,
p. 109; cf. Helmholtz, 1925, p. 19). In the last
part of the Treatise on Physiological Optics
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ctu Tpyaa «Pusmoriornyeckas onTuka» (1867) on
JieJIaeT pelIarolyil 11ar, YTBepXKaas, YTO Hallu
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE ITPEJICTaBIIEHS 3TO He
OLIYINEeHNs], a «MHTepIpeTaly OIIyIIeHN1, Co-
CTaBJIsieMble HaIllIM Pa3yMOM IIOCPeACTBOM Oec-
CO3HATEJIPHBIX VHIYKTVBHBIX yMO3aK/IIOUeHVIID»
(umt. mo: Edgar, 2015, p. 109), To ecTh HO3HaBaTeIb-
Hble KOHCTPYKIIMM, a He KOIUM Bellert. XOTd 3T
IIpe/ICTaB/IeHNs] He OTPaKaloT JeVICTBUTEIEHOCTD
HETIOCPENICTBEHHO, OHM 00JIaIaf0T IIPaKTNUECKOV
VICTUHHOCTBIO, IIOCKOJIBKY oDecrieumBaroT 3d-
deKTUBHYIO OpMeHTalMIo 1 JeicTBre. Takoe Iie-
peonpenerteHie 0OBEKTMBHOCTY, OCHOBAHHOE Ha
dusmonormyeckoM IocpegHUYeCcTBe MeXy pas-
ApakeHreM ¥ BOCHPUATVEM, IOCITYXXWJIO OCHO-
BOVI J1JI5 TTOCJIENTYIOITIeNT Teopuy Oecco3HaTeTbHbIX
YMO3aKJIIOYeHN1, Hanboslee M3BECTHOIO acIieKTa
SHVCTEMOJIOr MM [ esTbMTosIbIIa.

B nexiiim «®akTel B BocupuaTum» (1878) I'esib-
MTOJIBLI 3aXOOUT elle [ajibllle, OTKa3bIBasCh OT
yTBEpXXAEeHNMs, UTO IIpefCTaB/IeHMs [aoT HaM
3HaHMe O MUpe, CYIIeCTBYIOIIeM He3aBVCHUMO OT
cosHaHuMs (unT. o: Ibid., p. 119). Takont Mup cra-
HOBUTCSI ITPEOIIOYTUTEIBHOV, HO HeIOoKa3yeMou
rurnoresont (Helmholtz, 1977, p. 137). On nepeo-
npezieisieT OOBEKTMBHOCTD KaK TO, UTO IIPOTVBO-
CTOUT BOJIe CyObeKTa: «3aKOHBI, KOTOpble MBI He
MOXeM W3MeHWUTb II0 COOCTBEHHOMY >KeJIaHWIO,
COCTABJIAIOT “HmeViCTBUTEeIbHOE », — TO, UTO OH
HasbIBaeT objectum, TI0 aHAJIOIMN C «He-f» DrixTe
(Helmholtz, 1977, p. 126; cm. Taxxe: Edgar, 2015,
p- 119—120). Obparienne I'estbMrosbliia K dpvxTe-
AHCKOVI TEePMWMHOJIOIMV HeCIIy4YalMHO: OHO YyKa-
3pIBaeT Ha MIyOMHHYIO (UIOCOPCKYIO ITpeeM-
CTBEHHOCTb, Ha KOTOPYIO BCe dallle oOpalaroT
BHVMaHVe COBPeMeHHBbIe VCCITeIoBaTeI .

B mocienHee BpeMs TeOpwMs BOCIIPUATIS [ eJIbMrosibiia
VIHTEpPIIPETUPYeTCS B (PUXTeaHCKOM KIII0Ye: MCCiIeoBa-
TeJIV CIIOPSIT, OTpakaeT JIn ero obpariieHve K IIPOU3BOJIb-
HOMY HeVicTBuIO 1 ripormsorioctasiieHmio Ich / Nicht-Ich
e rcuxostormdeckyto crparermo (De Kock, 2014;
Hatfield, 2018) vum xe, kak yrBep>kmaer M. Xanmisoep-
rep, Oostee TiyOOKMIT MeTapM3MUECKUV IIPVIHINIT —
«3KCIIEPMMEHTAIBHBINT MHTEPAKIMOHN3M», CO3BYYHBIN
drtocopun Puxre (Heidelberger, 2018, S. 171). On-
HAKO OCTaeTcs BO MHOTOM He3aMe4YeHHBIM, UTO 3TOT XKe
pvIxTeaHCKMVI MOTVB HaXOOUT OTK/IMK B yueHum Ceue-
HOBAa O MBIIIIEYHOM YyBCTBE: OH IIPSIMO IIPOTMBOIIOCTAB-
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(1867), he took a decisive step in arguing
that our spatial representations are not
sensations, but “interpretations of sensations
[...] assembled by our minds by means of
unconscious inductive inferences” (Edgar, 2015,
p- 109), that is, cognitive constructions rather
than correspondences with things. Though
these representations do not mirror reality,
they possess practical truth insofar as they
allow effective orientation and action. This
redefinition of objectivity, grounded in the
physiological mediation between stimulus and
perception, provided the basis for Helmholtz’s
later theory of unconscious inferences, the most
noted aspect of his epistemology.

In his 1878 lecture, “The Facts in
Perception”, Helmholtz went further,
withdrawing the claim that representations
inform us about a mind-independent world
(Edgar, 2015, p. 119). Such a world becomes
a preferred yet indemonstrable hypothesis
(Helmholtz 1977, p. 137). He redefined
objectivity as that which resists the subject’s
will: “laws that we cannot alter at will
constitute ‘the actual’”, which he called the
objectum, in analogy with Fichte’s “Not-1”
(ibid., p. 126; cf. Edgar, 2015, pp. 119-120).
Helmholtz’s appeal to Fichtean terminology
is far from incidental; it points to a deeper
philosophical continuity that recent scholarship
has increasingly emphasised.®

¢ Helmholtz’s theory of perception has been read
through a Fichtean lens, with scholars debating whether
his appeal to voluntary action and the Ich/Nicht-Ich
distinction reflects merely a psychological strategy (De
Kock, 2014; Hatfield, 2018) or, as Heidelberger argues,
a deeper metaphysical “experimental interactionism”
aligned with Fichte (2018, p. 171). What remains largely
overlooked is how this same Fichtean motif resonates in
Sechenov’s account of the muscular sense: he explicitly
contrasts the “subjective” character of muscular
sensations with the “objective” character of visual
impressions, tying the former to the genesis of the I
and its distinction from the external world (Sechenov,
1867, pp. 240—241; Smith, 2018, p. 7). In this respect,
Sechenov — likely through Helmholtz — might have
appropriated a voluntarist model of objectivity in which
sensorimotor co-activity grounds the correspondence
between representation and world.



XoTd caM TepMMH «Oecco3HaTesIbHbIe YMO-
3aKroueHns» (unbewusste Schliisse) Briepsbie
nogBiIsieTcss y lesrpMrosiblia BO BTOpPOW 4YacTu
«Handbuch der physiologischen Optik» (1860), oc-
HOBHasl uped ObUla copMysIMpOBaHa MM ellle B
1855 . — x0Tt 1 0e3 MCIOJIb30BaHMS 3TOrO Tep-
muHa (cM.: Hatfield, 1990, p. 196 —198; Araujo, 2016,
p. 69). C. ne ®peritac ApayXy BbljesigeT [1Ba KO-
4eBbIX IIpV3HaKa PaHHe (POpMYJIVPOBKY TUIIOTe-
3b1 [estbmrosibiia: (1) oHa « oY MHeHa ITPeIIoChUT-
Ke IIPUYVMHHOCTY KaK aIllprOpHOrO IIPVMHIIVIIA,
YTO SICHO BBISIBJISET ero KaHTMaHCKYIO MCCiIeloBa-
TEeJIBCKYIO IIporpaMmy» (Araujo, 2016, p. 72); 1, 9To
0COOEHHO Ba)kHO, (2) «Oecco3HaTeTbHBIE ITPOIIECCH
He SBJIAIOTCA JIOTMYECKMMM YMO3aKJIIOUeHSIMNU
caMu 110 ce0e; MBI MBICIIMM MX aHaJIOTMYecK —
Kak eIy Obl OHM ObLIV TAKOBBIMM, — UTOOBI CiIe-
naTh MX nocTvokuMbeiMu» (Ibid., p. 73). Emie onun
Ba)KHBIVI MOMeHT, oTMeueHHBI . XaTdniaom, 3a-
KJIFOYaeTCs B TOM, UTO «l eJTbMTOJIBI TT0JIarajl BO3-
MOXHBIM IIOJIHOCTBIO OOBIACHUTBH IICVIXOJIOIMIO
GeccosHaTeIbHBIX YMO3aKJIIOUeHUN depe3 OObIu-
Hoe (PyHKITVOHVIPOBaHVe ITaMTV U aCCOLIVALIVIL»
(Hatfield, 1990, p. 200). OGmimte mrpasmia 3pmUTeITb-
HOVI JIOKasIM3ayum OpMUPYIOTCsS VMHITYKTUBHO
Ha OCHOBE IIOBTOPSIOIIETOCs OIbITa: IaMATh CO-
XpaHsieT yCTOMUMBble 3aKOHOMePHOCTY, TOrJla Kak
cJly4ariHble OTKJIOHeH s vcde3atoT. [loaTomy «Hm-
KaKOro aKTMBHOIO ITpoliecca YMO3aKJ/TIOUeHMsl He
TpebyeTcsi Ipy MOCTIeIyIoIeM IIpVMeHeHUN ac-
COITMATMBHOIO IIpaBWJIa: MMes IIpeCcTaBJieHue O
IIpeJIIIecTBYIONIeM, CBI3aHHOe C HUM CJIeJICTBIe
aBTOMaTM4ecKn akTyaymsupyetcs» (Ibid.).

CedeHOB OTMeuasl 3HaYeHIe 3TOV IMIIOTE3bl B
nokitaze «[epman ¢.-[esrbMrosibl, Kak prizmosior»
(1894), mpousHeceHHOM dYepes3 J1Ba Mecslla IIOCiIe
CMepTM y4eHOro Ha 3acefaHuM /IMIepaTopcKoro
oOr1iecTBa JIrOOMTEIIeN ecTecTBO3HaHMs. JloKiIarl,

JI5IeT «CyOBeKTUBHBIN» XapaKTep MbIIIEeUHbIX Oy IIIeHT
" «OOBEKTVMBHBIND» XapaKTep 3PUTEIbHBIX BIIeYaTIeHIVL,
CBsI3bIBas IIepBbIe C TeHe3MCOM Sl 1 ero oTrpaHnYeHreM
ot HerHero mupa (Cedenos, 1867, c. 240—241; Smith,
2018, p. 7). B aToMm otHOIIeHNYT Ce4eHOB — BEPOSATHO, Ye-
pe3 mocpencTBo ['eTbMrosibiia — MOT BOCIIPUHSITE BOJTIOH-
TapPUCTCKYIO MOIIeNTb OOBEKTUBHOCTHM, COITITACHO KOTOPOTA
CEHCOMOTOpPHAs CO-IeSTeIbHOCTh CITy>KUT OCHOBaHWEM
COOTBETCTBS MEXTY ITpefICTaBIeHeM U MUPOM.
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Although Helmholtz first introduces the
label “unconscious inferences” (unbewusste
Schliisse) in the second part of the Handbuch
der physiologischen Optik (1860), the underlying
thesis had already been articulated (without
the term) in 1855 (see Hatfield, 1990, pp. 196-
198; Araujo, 2016, p. 69). Araujo identifies two
main features of Helmholtz’s early formulation
of the hypothesis: (1) it “is subordinated to the
assumption of causality as an a priori principle
and reveals, thereby, his Kantian agenda”
(Araujo, 2016, p. 72); and, more importantly,
(2) “the unconscious processes are not in
themselves logical inferences; we conceive of
them analogically, as if they were such in order
to make them intelligible” (ibid., p. 73). Another
relevant aspect is that, as Hatfield (1990,
p. 200) explains, “Helmholtz thought that the
psychology of unconscious inference could
be wholly explicated in terms of the ordinary
functioning of memory and association”.
General rules of visual localization thus arise
inductively from repeated experience: memory
retains stable regularities while irregularities
fade, so that “no active process of inference is
required in the subsequent application of an
associatively based rule; given a representation
of the antecedent, the associated consequent
comes to life” (ibid.).

Sechenov recognised the importance of
this hypothesis in his 1894 address “Hermann
Helmholtz as a Physiologist”, delivered two
months after Helmholtz’s death before the
Imperial Society of Friends of the Natural
Sciences. Part eulogy and part scientific
appraisal, the speech praised Helmholtz’s
achievements in nerve physiology, muscular
mechanics, acoustics, and optics. Sechenov
(1894b, p. 468) called the measurement of
nerve-conduction velocity a “veritable exploit”,
crediting it as the basis for the psychometric
methods used in physiological psychology.
He also highlighted Helmholtz’s explanation
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MIPEe/ICTaBIIABIINIL COOOVI OTHOBPEMeHHO Hayu-
HYIO OIIeHKY U pedb-TIaHeTrMPVK, IIPOCIIaBIISII JI0-
cTvokeHMs TestpMroribiia B obrmacTv prismosornm
HepBOB, MeXaHVKM MBIIII], aKyCTUKW ¥ ONTUKMA.
CeueHOB HasbIBaJI M3MepeHVe CKOPOCTM IIPOBe-
JeHs BO30Y K/IeHMsI 110 HePBY «I10JIOKUTEIbHBIM
MOZIBUTOM», CYMTas €ro OCHOBOW IICHXOMeTpPU-
YecKMX MeTOOB, IIpUMeHsIeMBIX B (PU3MOJIOrH-
uveckon rcuxosntorun (Ceuenos, 1947e, c. 364). OH
TaKXXe TIO[TuepKyBajl oObsicHeHMe [epMrosbiieM
IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOIO 3peHMs dYepe3 BbIpaOoTaH-
HYIO 3PUTeJIbHO-IBUTaTeIbHYI0 KOOPAMHAIINIO 11
ero popMyJIMPOBKY I'MITOTe3bl Oecco3HaTeTbHOIO
YMO3aKJII0OUeH s, KOTOPYIO II03[IHee CUnTall Opu-
I'MHAJIbHBIM BKJIaZloM I'elTbMrosielia B JIOTMKY BOC-
npusitus (Ceuenos, 1947x, c. 509).

Ha sToM poHe ymMecTHO paccMOTpeTh, Kak
VICCIIE[IOBAHMSI VIHTEJUIeKTyaJIbHOIO — CTaHOBJIe-
Hus leIbMTosiblla COOTHOCSTCA C TIOHVMAaHV-
eM TBopuecTtBa CeueHoBa. B HemaBHMX paboTax
IIEPEOCMBICIISIOTCS  IIPOVICXOXKIEHVE V7 BOIIPOC
IpUopuTeTa TepMIHa «Decco3HaTesIbHOe yMO3a-
KJIIOUeHMe» Mpy ocoboM BHMMaHUM K ByHary u
T'estemroribily’”. Kak ormedasiock Beiire, CedeHOB
npvsHaBal 3a [ebMrosiblieM IepBeHCTBO B YIIO-
TpebieHn TepMMHa. B aTOM cBeTe Borpoc o ToM,
IoueMy OH CChUIAQJICS. MMeHHO Ha [esibMrosibiia,
a He Ha ByHITa, MOXeT IIPOSICHUTH COOCTBEHHOE
orHomleHre CeyeHoBa K JJaHHOMY HOHSATUIO. DTa
npobsiemMa mproOpeTaeT JOIOIHUTEIBHYIO aKTy-
aJIbHOCTh 1O ABYM HpwumHaM. Bo-mepsbix, Ce-
ueHOB 1 ByHAT nepecekaimich B TenmernnsOepre,
oba paboraymm B maboparopunt I'embmrorieiia. Ce-
4JeHOB paboTasl TaM ¢ Mas 1859 r. 1o 3UMHMII ce-
Mectp 1859/60 r?, a Bynar saHmMasn gO/KHOCTD

7 it o030pa M IepeolieHKM OMUCKYCCUM O IIPUOpPUTe-
Te TepMuHa «Oecco3HaTeJIbHOE yMO3aKIIOUeHWe» CM.:
(Araujo, 2016, p. 69—73). Xors ApayxXy He WMCKIIOYa-
eT BO3MOXKHOCTH BJIMsgHMsA 'esibMrosibiia Ha Bynrira, Ha-
JIM4are MHOXecTBa IHpemmiectBeHHVKOB (LLlomenraysp,
Mrosuiep, BebGep, LlgiuipHep) ycmoxHseT Jroboe OmHO-
3Ha4HOe yTBepKaeHne o mpuopurete. [ToaToMy, Kak oH
OTMedYaeT, B CJly4ae ByHITa 3TO IOHATWE IIpefCTaBIIsieT
coboV1 «yCBOeHVe U CMHTE3 MJIeV, UICXOISIINX 13 pas3/iid-
HbIX Tpagymin» (Ibid., p. 73).

8 SIpomieBckmit ommMbouHO aTupyeT mpuessy CedeHoBa B
I'enmensOepr 1858 r. (SApomesckmu, (1968, c. 39). B comx
aBToOMorpadmyecknx 3amckax Ce4eHOB BOCIIPOV3BO-
nut riucbMo Kapita JTrogsura ot 4 mast 1859 r., mpsamo oT-
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of spatial vision through learned visuomotor
coordination and his formulation of
unconscious inference, which he later credited
as Helmholtz’s original contribution to the
logic of perception (Sechenov, 1903, p. 373).
Against this background, it is worth
considering how scholarship on Helmholtz’s
intellectual development also bears on
Sechenov. Recent work has revisited the
emergence of — and claims to priority for —
the term “unconscious inference”, with a
special focus on Wundt and Helmholtz.” As
noted above, Sechenov credits Helmholtz
with priority. In this light, the question of
why he appealed to Helmholtz rather than
Wundt may illuminate Sechenov’s own
stance toward the notion. This question gains
further relevance for two reasons. Sechenov
and Wundt crossed paths in Heidelberg, both
attached to Helmholtz’s laboratory. Sechenov
was there from May 1859 through the Winter
Semester 1859—1860;> Wundt, for his part,
held an assistantship under Helmholtz from
October 1858 to March 1865 and remained in
Heidelberg until 1874 (see Araujo, 2014, p. 55;

7For an exposition and reassessment of the priority
debate over the term “unconscious inference”, see
Araujo (2016, pp. 69—73). While Araujo does not rule
out influence from Helmholtz to Wundt, the presence
of multiple antecedents (Schopenhauer, Miiller, Weber,
Zollner) complicates any straightforward claim of
priority; he therefore argues that, in Wundt’s case, the
notion reflects “an appropriation and fusion of ideas
coming from different traditions” (ibid., p. 73).

8Yaroshevskii (1968, p. 39) misdates Sechenov’s arrival
in Heidelberg to 1858. In his Autobiographical Notes,
however, Sechenov (1952, p. 149) reproduces a letter
from Carl Ludwig dated 4 May 1859, explicitly relating
it to the beginning of his stay in Heidelberg. Taking
this evidence into account, Grigorian (2004, p. 22; see
also p. 285) offers a more precise chronology: “[...] he
spent the spring and autumn of 1859 in H. Helmholtz’s
physiological laboratory and R. Bunsen’s chemical
laboratory in Heidelberg”. On the basis of this letter
and adjacent passages of the Autobiographical Notes (see
Sechenov, 1952, pp. 149-158), one may conclude that
Sechenov was in Heidelberg at least from 4 May 1859
through the winter semester of 1859 —1860, combining
attendance at lectures with experimental work.



accucrerTa [esrbMrosbia ¢ okTs0ps 1858 o mapT
1865 1. mt ocTaBasics B [enmensOepre o 1874 r. (cm.:
Araujo, 2014, p. 55; 2016, p. 69, n. 104). Ha sTom
XPOHOJIOTMYeCKOM (poHe MX JIMYHBbIe KOHTAaKTBhI,
[IO-BUIMIMOMY, OBUIV MMHVMAJIBHBI, a CBSI3b MeX-
71y HVMM HOCWJIa IPeMMYIIeCTBeHHO VMHTeJUIeK-
TyasbHbIN XapakTep. Kak BcnommnaeT CeueHOB B
CBOMX aBTOOMOrpadryeckmx samnmckax: «B jgabo-
paTopuit... paboTalo JeThIpe ueJioBeKa: aBa Od-
TasibMosiora — Owre (Mont ToBapmin) n Knarr...
u 4. ByHAT cupienn HemsMeHHO Bech rofl 3a KaKu-
MW-TO KHUTaMV B CBOeM YyIJly, He oOpallias HI Ha
KOro BHVMaHWS VI He TOBOPsI HU C KeM HM CJIOBa.
I He cibIIa HU pasy ero rosoca» (CeyeHos, 1952,
c. 151—152). Bo-Bropbix, CeueHOB OBIJI 3HaKOM C
Tpygamu Bynara u paccmarpuBail ero Kak ofgHY
V3 KJIFOUeBbIX PUTYP B IICHXOJIOIMYECKOV MHTep-
IpeTalyy COBpeMeHHBIX (PU3MOJIOrMYecKmX J10-
cTvoKeHMM (cM.: SIporesckum, 1968, c. 235).
Yuenukn IerbMroseila mHo-pasHoMy WHTep-
IIpeTMPOBaJI TUIIOTe3y Oecco3HaTeIbHOrO YMO-
3aKJIIOYeHMs], ToMelllasi ee B COOCTBEHHBIE Teo-
peTnueckue paMku. [ monopgoro Bynpra sra
ruroTesa 3aHMMajsla lleHTpajlbHOe MeCTO B TOM,
uto Apayxy (2012; 2016) Ha3bIBaeT ero «iIorude-
CKOVI Teopuert CO3HaHMs». ByHIT BriepBble IIpriMe-
HWI ee B 1858 I. K ocg3aTeJILHOMY BOCITPVISATUIO,
3areM B 1859 r. pacmpocTpaHMI Ha MOHOKYJISAP-
Hoe, a B 1862 r. — Ha OMHOKYJISpHOe 3peHwe
(Araujo, 2012, p. 35—37; 2016, p. 35—39). K 3axsto-
YMTeIbHOM IT1aBe TpyAda «Beitrdge zur Theorie der
Sinneswahrnehmung» (1862) «3Ta mges nepecra-
eT OBITh JIMIIIb YaCTHOV IMITOTe30¥ U IIprodpeTa-
eT XapaKTep OOIIIelT Teopui BOCIIpUATHs» (Araujo,
2016, p. 38). Ha sTom aTarie, 1o cjioBaM Apayxy,
«ByHIT BriepBble orperiesigeT TOUHYIO IIPUPOLY

HOCH ero K Hadajly CBOero IpeObiBaHVs B ['evinensbepre
(Ceuenos, 1952, c. 149). YunutsiBas 3Ty faty, I'puropbsan
npefyiaraeT Oojlee TOYHYIO XPOHOJIOTHMIO: «...BeCHY W
oceHb 1859 r. ripoBest B pu3MOII0rYecKot 1adopaTopmm
I'. TesrpMrosba 1 xvmirdeckon jtaboparopun P. bynse-
Ha B ['ennensbepre» (I'puropsss, 2004, c. 22; cM. Takxe C.
285). Ha ocHOBaHMM TaHHOTO IIVICbMa M CMEXHBIX dpar-
MEHTOB «3aIyCcoK» MOXHO 3aKmounTh, uto CeueHOB
Haxoxwicst B [eviiensbepre 1o kparviHen Mepe ¢ 4 Mas
1859 r. m go 3mmHero cemectpa 1859/60 r., coBMeras mo-
cellleHNe JIEKLIUVI C SKCIIEePUIMEHTAJIbHOM paboTON (CM.:
Ceuenos, 1952, c. 149—158).
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2016, p. 69n104). Against this chronological
backdrop, their personal contact appears
to have been minimal, and the connection
between them chiefly intellectual. As Sechenov
(1952, pp. 151-152) recalls in his Autobiographical
Notes, “In the laboratory [...] there were four
of us at work: two ophthalmologists, Junge
(a friend of mine) [...] Knapp [...] and me.
Wundt sat, invariably throughout the year,
over his books in a corner, paying no attention
to anyone and not saying a word to anyone; I
never once heard his voice.” Second, Sechenov
knew Wundt’s work and regarded him as a
major figure in the psychological interpretation
of contemporary physiological advances (see
Yaroshevskii, 1968, p. 235).

Helmholtz’s trainees reinterpreted the
hypothesis of unconscious inference within
distinct theoretical frameworks. For the young
Wundt, the hypothesis was central to what
Araujo (2012; 2016) terms his “logical theory
of the mind”. Wundt first applied it in 1858
to tactile perception, then extended it in 1859
to monocular vision and in 1862 to binocular
vision (Araujo, 2012, pp. 35-37; 2016, pp. 35-39).
By the concluding chapter of Beitrige zur Theorie
der Sinneswahrnehmung (1862), “this idea ceases
to be a mere local hypothesis and assumes the
character of a general theory of perception”
(Araujo, 2016, p. 38). At this stage, “Wundt
for the first time defined the exact nature of
unconscious inference, identifying it with the
logical processes of induction” (Araujo, 2012,
p- 36). This identification reshaped Wundt’s
ontology, as he became convinced of “the
identity between the logical and ontological
spheres, that is, that all mental processes
were actually logical processes (a mental
panlogism)” (ibid., p. 38).

Turning to Sechenov, his stance on the
notion of unconscious inference can be
discerned in the way he expounds Helmholtz’s
idea. In his 1873 article, “Who Is to Elaborate
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Oecco3HaTENIBHOTO  YMO3aKJIIOUeHVsI, OTOXJIeCT-
BJIASL €r0 C JIOTMYEeCKMMM IIporieccaMy WHIYK-
unm» (Araujo, 2012, p. 36). D10 OTOXIECTBIIEHE
VI3MEHWIIO OHTOJIOIMYeCKVie OCHOBAHMS B3IJISIOB
BynyTa, mockosibKy OH Iipuiiies K yoexieHuo B
«TOX[IeCTBe MeXy JIOIMYEeCKO ¥ OHTOJIOriYe-
CKOV cpepami, TO eCTb B TOM, YTO BCe IICVIXIde-
CKMe ITPOIIecChl TI0 CBOEVI CYTU SBJIAIOTCS JIOTMYe-
CKMMM IIpolleccaMy (MeHTasIbHBIVI IIaHJIOTV3M)»
(Ibid., p. 38).

Obparmasice k CeueHOBY, MOXXHO YBUETb €ro
MIO3UIIMIO TI0 BOIIPOCY O Oecco3HaTeIbHBIX yMO3a-
KJIFOUeHMSX B TOM, KaK OH M3j1araeT mpero leib-
Mroseiia. B crarpe 1873 1. «Komy m Kak paspabo-
TBIBATh IICYIXOJIOTMIO?» OH FOBOPUT O I'esibMrosibiie
KaK «OJTHOM W3 BeJIMYaIIINX COBPEMeHHBIX YMOB»
U TIepeJiaeT ero TOUYKy 3peHVs], COrJIaCHO KOTOPOV
«IIpefiCTaBjIeHNs O BeJIMYVHe, yIaJleHN, odepTa-
HMSAX Y TeJIeCHOCTV IIpeIMeToB pasbubaromcs Kak
ObI nymem beccosHamesbHbIX ymodaxatoueHui». la-
siee CeueHOB OrpaHMYMBaET cdepy [IeVICTBIS 3TOV
TUIOTe3bl, IIpefyiaras BMeCTO Hee COOCTBeHHOe
YTOYHEHME: «...JIOCTATOYHO OyAeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO
peasibHasl MOAKJIA/IKa ITpoliecca PasBUTUS ITpell-
CTaBJIEHWUVI M3 OIIYIIEHWI €CTh JINIIIb Yactioe 603-
0ykdenue uybemByroujeeo cHapa0a npu MeHAOUUXCA
YcA08UsX CO COPOHDLL NePUUNUPYIOU4e20 0p2aHa. DTO
eIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHOe KpariHee 000OIIeHe
daKTOB, KacaroIIxcsi mpoliecca pasBUTHs Ha3BaH-
HBIX 00pasoBaHU» (Ceueros, 19470, c. 266 —267).

B pabote «DOnemenTs! Mbicin» (1903) Ceuenos
BO3BpalaeTcs: K 3Tont TeMe. OH IepecKasbIBaeT
TOYKYy 3peHus [eIbMrosiblia, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOV
paHHee IPOCTpaHCTBEHHOe 3peHMe y pebeHKa
PYHKIMOHMPYET YMO3aK/IIOUMTEeIBHO elle [0
PasBUTHS CO3HATEJIBHOTO PacCyKIeHUs: «DTOT
paccy/IOUHBIV XapaKTep BbIpaskeH B UyBCTBEHHBIX
aKTax HacTOJIbKO, 4TO I'esTbMroJibll He moKosieOasl-
Cs1 Ha3BaTh VIX 30KA104eHUAMU, HECMOTPS Ha TO UTO
MPOCTPaHCTBEHHOe BlIeHe ObIBaeT TOTOBO yiKe
B TaKyIO PaHHIOIO IIOPY XXW3HM, KOra 10 YMeHU
pebeHKa paccyxoams co3HameAbHO VI pedn OBITH
He MoxeT. Ho ¢ pyrovi cTOpOHBI, YTOOBI BBIITH
Y3 IIPOTUBOpeUNs, eMy IIPUIIIOCh Ha3BaTb 3TU
3aKIIIoUeHms  OeccosHameavHbimu  (unbewusste
Schliisse)» (Ceuenos, 1947k, c. 509). 3aTem oH WI-

the Problems of Psychology, and How?”, he
referred to Helmholtz as “one of the greatest
thinkers of our time” and summarized his
view that, “concepts of magnitude, distance,
outline and corporeity of objects derive, as
it were, from unconscious inferences”. He
then restricts the scope of the hypothesis,
proposing instead: “I shall confine myself to
the proposition that the process of forming
concepts from sensations is engendered by
frequent stimulation of the given sense organ under
changing conditions. This is the sole possible,
extreme generalisation of the facts relating
to the development of the above-mentioned
formations” (Sechenov, 1873, p. 220).

In Elements of Thought (1903), Sechenov
revisits the topic. He recounts Helmholtz’s
view that early spatial vision in children
operates inferentially even before conscious
reasoning develops: “This reasoning is so
pronounced in the sensory acts that Helmholtz
did not hesitate to call them inferences, although
spatial vision exists even at this early period of
life when there can be no talk about the child
being able to reason consciously. Helmholtz,
however, finds a way out of the contradiction
by designating these inferences as unconscious
(unbewusste Schliisse)” (Sechenov, 1903, p. 373;
modified translation — S.F.). He then illustrates
the point with a simple example: a child who
notices an object to the right, turns toward it,
walks over, stops at arm’s length, reaches out,
and grasps it. To an observer this looks like
reasoning; yet, he writes: “[...] at first nothing
is seen in the acts performed by the child
except elements of spatial differentiation; but
the moment this differentiation is seen as a
deliberate act on the part of the child, one
involuntarily begins to believe that the child
reasons” (ibid., p. 373n). The hypothesis is
thus introduced to resolve a tension: children
act as if they inferred, yet they cannot reason
consciously.
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JIIOCTPUPYET 3Ty MBICJIb ITPOCTBIM IIPUIMEPOM:
pebeHOK 3aMedaeT IpelMeT CIIpaBa, OBOpAYM-
BaeTcsi K HeMy, IIOIXOOWUT, OCTaHaBJIMBaeTCd Ha
PacCTOSIHUM BBITSIHYTOW PYKM, IPOTATVIBAET ee
u Oepet mipenmert. 11 HabIromaTesist 3TO BBITIIS-
IWT KaK paccykIIeHue; OfHaKo, Kak ruirer Ceve-
HOB, «ITOKa BBl CMOTPWUTE Ha aKTbl, IIPOsIBIIIeMble
pebeHKOM, 0€30THOCUTEIIBHO, B HVIX HET HUYEro,
KpOMe 3JIEMEHTOB ITPOCTPAHCTBEHHOIO pasiIde-
HVIST; HO CTOUT TOJIBKO OTHECTV pa3jIMdeHue K pe-
OeHKY KakK K JIeVICTBVIO C €0 CTOPOHBI, 1 TOI/Ia He-
BOJIBHO Ka’kKeTcs, UTO OH paccyskoaen» (Tam xe, c.
509, mpumeu.). Tem cambIM rumoTesa BBOAUTCS I
paspelrieHs] HaIpsDKeHMsS: peOeHOK IeVICTBYeT,
Kkak ecau Obl OH [Ieslajyl YMO3aKJIIOUeHVe, XOTs CO-
3HATeJIBHO pacCy’KaTh ellle He CIIOCO0eH.

Taxvm obpaszom, CeueHOB He OTpUIIATI, YTO TM-
rore3a Oecco3HATENTBHBIX YMO3aKITIOUeHMIT o0JIa-
JIaeT SBPUCTMUECKVM 3HadYeHVeM. B 3ToM oTHoIIe-
HUI OH IpWIepXBasics No3uIyyu leIbMrosbiia,
COIVIACHO KOTOpPOVI Oecco3HaTeJIbHbIe ITPOLIeCCH,
JIeXallyie B OCHOBe (POPMMPOBAHMS IIPOCTpaH-
CTBEHHBIX IIOHATUI, MOTYT pacCMaTpvBaTbCsl —
10 aHAJIOTUV C HAay4YHBIM OObBsSCHEHMeM — KakK
JIOrYecKyie YMO3aK/IIoueH s, [eslafoliye X Teo-
peTdecKy ocTVOKMBbIMIL Bmecte ¢ Tem CeyeHoB
yCTaHaBJIVIBaeT SMIIVIPUYECKe IIpefeiIbl ee Ipu-
MeHVIMOCTH, YTBepK/asi, YTO Hanbostee OOIIVT BBI-
BOJI, BBITEKAFOIINI 113 (DAKTOB, KACAIOIIIVIXCS TeHe-
3¥ca IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX TIOHS TV, COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO OHM OCHOBAaHBI Ha IIOBTOPEHUN I CEHCOPHOM
nuddepentiposannit. Tem caMbIM OH pa3BOOUT
JIOTVYeCKYIO VI OHTOJIOITYeCKYTO cdpephl 1 AVICTaH-
LMpyeTcs OT Ooslee paIyKaIbHOV ITO3UIINYL paHHe-
ro IpoekTa ByHziTa, KOTOpPBIVL, 10 ApayXy, BO3Bel
OeccosHaTesIbHOE YMO3aK/IIOUeHVe B paHT BCeoOb-
eMJTIOIIIEV TeOpUM CO3HAHWS, OTOXIIECTBUB €ro C
VHIYKIIVeV 1 paclIpOCTpaHB Ha BCe IICUXITIecKie
IIPOIIeCChl Kak POpMy MEHTAJIBHOTO ITaHJIOTM3Ma.

4. MpIi11e4Hoe 4yBCTBO
M HaTypajau3anus 4y BCTBEHHOCTH

Ecim B mpepmpiayineM pasperie paccMaTpyiBa-
710Ch TostKoBaHVe CeyeHOBLIM I'MIIOTe3bl becco3Ha-
TEeJIBHOI'O YMOSaKJ'[IOLIeHVISI, TO B HACTOLAIIIEM aHa-
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Therefore, Sechenov did not deny that the
hypothesis of unconscious inferences serves a
heuristic function. In this respect, he aligned
with Helmholtz’s view that the unconscious
processes underlying the formation of spatial
concepts might be understood, by analogy
with scientific explanation, as logical inferences
that make them intelligible. He nonetheless
imposed empirical limits on its scope, holding
that the most general conclusion to be drawn
from the facts concerning the process of spatial
concepts is that it is grounded in repetition
and sensory differentiation. In doing so,
he separates the logical sphere from the
ontological and distances himself from the
more radical stance of Wundt’s early project,
which, following Araujo, elevated unconscious
inference into a comprehensive theory of mind,
identifying it with induction and extending it
to all psychic processes as mental panlogism.

4. The Muscular Sense and the
Naturalisation of Sensibility

If the previous section examined Sechenov’s
treatment of unconscious inference, the present
one turns to a second major Helmholtzian
theme developed in his epistemologically
oriented writings: the muscular
Functioning as what might be called ‘the
organ of unconscious inference’, it occupies in
Sechenov’s system the mediating role through
which bodily activity gives rise to spatial
and temporal representation. By translating
Helmholtz’s explanatory framework into
reflex-physiological terms, Sechenov sought
to show how sensorimotor coordination could
naturalise the synthetic function that, in Kant,
is effected by the transcendental imagination
under the guidance of the understanding’s
categories. The following analysis situates this
conception within the broader nineteenth-
century project of naturalising Kantian

sense.
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JIV3VIPYeTCs BTOpasi KpyIlHasl IeJIbMIOJIbLIeBCKas
TeMa, pas3BUTasi UM B THOCEOJIOIIUECKV OPVIEHT-
POBaHHBIX paboTax, — MBIIIIEYHOe YYBCTBO. BbI-
CTyIasi B KayecTBe «opraHa OeccosHaTesIbHOTO YMO-
3aKJTIOUeHMsI», OHO 3aHMUMaeT B cvcteMe CeueHoBa
ITOCpeTHITYeCKoe TTOJIOKEHIE, Yepe3 KOTOPOoe Tele-
CHas aKTMBHOCTH IIOPOXK/JaeT IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHBIE
VI BpeMeHHBble IpericTasiieHns. IlepeBoms oObsic-
HUTeJIbHYIO cxeMy lerpmrosiblia Ha pedpieKTop-
HO-pM3MoIorm4Yecknit  yposeHb, CedeHOB cTpe-
MWJICS TIOKa3aTh, KaKMM 00pa3oM CeHCOMOTOpHas
KOOPIVMHAIVS MOXeT HaTypaIn30BaTh CUHTETV-
yeckylo pyHKIMIO, KoTopasi y KanTa ocymiect-
BJISI€TCA TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIM BOOOpakeHVeM
071, PYKOBOJICTBOM KaTeropmit paccyika. IIpen-
JIaraeMBbIVl HIDKe aHaIn3 OMEIaeT 3TO IIOHIMAa-
HVie B KOHTEKCT Oojiee mmpokoro mpoekra XIX B.
I10 HaTy paIn3anyy KaHTOBCKOVI THOCEOJIOT VI, CO-
IIOCTaBJISAS €70 C MapasUIeIbHOV MHTepIIpeTalent
Bynarom nmonsarusa Muskelsinn v 1iokasbiBas, Kak
dwmsmoriorndeckass M IICHIXOJIOTMYecKasl JIMHUN
reJIBMTOJIBIIEBCKOTO HaCIIEMVISI COITUIVICH B TIepeoc-
MBICJIEHVIV KAaHTOBCKOVI TEOPVIV TTO3HAHMISL.
ITormManme CeueHOBBIM MBIIIIEUHOI'O YYBCTBa
BOCXOOUT K (PU3MOJIOTMYECKOVI MOIENIN 3peHMs
Tepmrosieiia. Kak ormeuaer P. Cmut, CeuenoB
3aMMCTBOBaI y [lempMromnera OOBSCHUTEIIBHYIO
CXeMy 3PUTEJIBHOIO BOCIPUSTHS, BKIIIOYAsi OMVI-
CaHVe POJIV MBIIIIEYHBIX OIIYIIEHWT B IIPOCTPaH-
creHHOM 3peHUM (CmuT, 2021, c. 173). ITpu sToM
CMUT HTOIT9epKIBaeT, uTo, XOTs m3ioxkeHme Ceue-
HOBBIM YyUYeHWsI O MBIIIIEYHOM 4YyBCTBe He ObLIO
OPUTVHAJIBHBIM B CTPOTOM CMBIC/IE, OHO CBIIpajio
CYIIeCTBEHHYIO POJIb B PacIpOCTpPaHEeHUV 3TOrO
MIOHATNS B PYCCKOM (PU3MOJIOTMM ¥ OTIINYAIIOCH
OT [IPyTVIX COBPeMEHHBIX IIOIXOI0B TeM, UTO ObLIIO
VIHTeTpUpOBaHO B pedIeKTOPHYIO Mopeilb du-
3MO0JIOTIYeCKOM TICHXOJIorni. B Gosiee mmpoxoM
KOHTeKcTe pasputus Tpynos Ceuenosa 1890-x rr.
pabota «O mpeaMeTHOM MBIIITIEHUY ¢ (PU3MOIIO-
T'MYeCKOV TOUKV 3peHs» ITPeICTaBIIsieT COOOVI ITo-
IBITKY IIPUIATh 3TOV MHTerpaumm gpvytocodpckoe
ocHoBaHIe. Kak 00cy»k/1a10ch BO BTOpOM pasfierie,
B [IOKJIAJI€ CBSI3KA — KOMIIOHEHT, COeMMHSIOIIIATL
TiofiyIe)karriee 1 ckasyeMoe B MBICJIV, — OTOXIECT-
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epistemology, placing it alongside Wundt's
parallel treatment of the Muskelsinn to show
how the physiological and psychological
strands of the Helmholtzian legacy converged
in reinterpreting Kant’s theory of cognition.

Sechenov’s conception of the muscular
sense draws on Helmholtz’s physiological
model of vision. As noted by Smith (2019,
ch. 9, § 1), Sechenov borrowed from
Helmholtz the explanatory framework of
visual perception, including the account of
the role of muscular sensations in spatial
vision. He further emphasises that, although
Sechenov’s treatment of the muscular sense
was not original in a strict sense, it contributed
significantly to the dissemination of the concept
within Russian physiology and distinguished
itself from other contemporary approaches
by integrating it into a reflex-based model of
physiological psychology. Within the broader
development of Sechenov’s writings of the
1890s, “The Physiological Aspect of Object
Thinking” constitutes an attempt to provide a
philosophical foundation for this integration.
As discussed in Section 2, the address identifies
the copula the relational component that
unites subject and predicate in thought — with
the physiological activity of the muscular sense.
Sechenov extends this identification beyond
its descriptive role in motor physiology,
advancing it as a general epistemological
principle: the muscular sense supplies the
metric, sensorimotor information by which
spatial and temporal relations are articulated
for the subject. In this respect, it serves as the
physiological actualisation — or correction —
of the notion of synthesis that Kant developed
in theorising the faculties of sensibility and
imagination. As he puts it,

Since the times of Kant the view has been
widespread that man has a special organ —
a kind of internal vision — for perceiving
the spatial relations and the relations of



BJISIeTCS. C (PU3MOJIOTMUECKOT aKTMBHOCTBIO MBbI-
IIIeYHOro uyBcTBa. CeueHOB pacIInpseT 3TO OTOX-
JleCTBJIEHVE, BBIXOMS 3a IIpefeIbl OIVCaTeITbHO
dyHKIMM MOTOPHOW (PU3MOJIOTMY, U BBIABUTA-
eT ero Kak o0IIee rHOCeOIOTMYEeCKOe TI0JIOKEHIE:
MBIIIIEYHOE YyBCTBO 00ecrieurBaeT MeTPUUIEeCKYIo,
CEHCOMOTOPHYIO MH(POPMAIINIO, TIOCPEICTBOM KO-
TOPOV 115 CyOBeKTa apTUKYJIVPYIOTCS IIPOCTPaH-
CTBEeHHBle 7 BpeMeHHBIe OTHOIIeHMs. B 3Tom
CMBICJIe OHO BBICTYIIaeT (PU3MOIIOrMYeCcKON aKTy-
ar3anmet — VUIV «VICIIpaBJleHreM» — IOHSITUS
CUHTe3a, paspaboranHoro KantoMm mpm aHaimse
CIIOCOOHOCTeVI YyBCTBEHHOCTM ¥ BOOOpakeHMs.
Kaxk riurmer CeueHOB:

Co BpemeH Kanma ObUIO CVUIBHO pacIIpocTpa-
HEHO MHEeHWe, YTO IS BOCHPUSTVS IIPOCTpaH-
CTBEHHBIX ¥ IIPEEeMCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHWI y Ye-
JI0OBEeKa eCTh OCOOBIVI OpraH Bpoje BHYTPEHHEro
3peHVs, JAroMMil CO3HAHMIO HeITOCPeICTBEHHO
CBefleHMsi 00 OTHOIIIEHNSX TOTO U APYToro pofa.
MprpIcib 9Ta OKasaslach [0 W3BECTHOW CTeleHU
CIIpaBeINBOV, IIOTOMY YTO TaKOVI OpraH [evi-
CTBUTEJIHO CYyIIecTBYeT U J0/DKeH ObUI OBl HO-
CUTb UM opeana Muluieuroeo 4ybcmba (CeueHOB,
1947n, c. 380).

Ccputasick Ha TOT Xe dpparment, Crevnia cripa-
BEIJIVBO OTMeYaeT, UTO «TaKoe IOHMMaHVie IIpo-
CTPAHCTBEHHOTO 3peHMs BIIOJIHE MOXHO pac-
cMaTpuBaTh KaK acnekT “dusmornormyeckoro”
TonikoBaHus KaHTa, mpesyioxeHHOro lesbMross-
nem» (Steila, 1991, p. 115—116). [levicTBUTETBHO,
CeueHOB OCyIIIeCTBJISeT 371ech (PU3MOJIOrMUeCcKyIo
perHTepIIpeTalii0 KaHTOBCKOVI TeopuM IIO3Ha-
HUA IOMNBITKY HaTypaIn30BaTh YyBCTBEH-
HOCTB, 0OOCHOBBIBasi (POPMBI ITPOCTPAHCTBEHHOTO
Y BpeMeHHOI'0 co3epliaHMs B KOHKPeTHBIX pr3u-
onornyecknx mponeccax. CormacHo Kanry, mpo-
CTPaHCTBO U BpeMsi CyTh allpyOpPHbIe (DOPMBI Uy B-
CTBEHHOCTV — UMCTBIe cO3epliaHsl, KOTOpble He
BBIBOJISITCSL M3 OIIbITa, @, HAIIPOTWB, JIeJIalOT ero
BO3MOXHBIM. [IpocTpaHcTBO ecTh popMma BHeII-
Hero cosepliaHMs, MO3BOJISIONIas HaM IIpeicTaB-
JIATh MpeIMeThl KaK CYIIeCTBYIolIyie BHe Hac U
BO B3aVIMHBIX OTHOIIIEHNSIX; BpeMs xe — dopma
BHYTpeHHero co3epliaHys, OpraHu3yolas IIpes-
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succession, an organ which directly furnishes
the consciousness with information concerning
the foregoing relations [Similarity, temporal
succession, and spatial coexistence]. This idea was,
in a way, justified, because this organ really
exists and should be designated as the organ of
muscular sense (Sechenov, 1894a, p. 462).

In referring to the same passage, Steila
rightly notes that “this conception of
spatial vision could easily be considered
as an aspect of Helmholtz’s “physiological’
understanding of Kant’s transcendental”
(Steila, 1991, pp. 115-116). Indeed, Sechenov
here offers a physiological reinterpretation
of Kant’s theory of cognition — an attempt
to naturalise sensibility by grounding the
forms of spatial and temporal intuition in
concrete physiological processes. According
to Kant, space and time are a priori forms of
sensibility — pure intuitions that do not arise
from experience but rather make experience
possible. Space is the form of outer intuition,
allowing us to represent objects as existing
outside of us and in relation to one another,
while time is the form of inner intuition,
organising representations in a sequence. These
forms are not features of things in themselves
but the necessary conditions through which
the mind receives sensory input. By identifying
the muscular sense as the organ that supplies
the mind with information about spatial
and temporal order, Sechenov attributes to
a specific physiological faculty a role that, in
Kant’s system, belongs to the general capacity
of sensibility. This move suggests that a priori
structures central to Kant’s epistemology may
have a neurophysiological basis — a marked
departure from the transcendental framework,
where such conditions are non-empirical and
not reducible to bodily mechanisms.

What is more, this approach entails that, if
the muscular sense functions as the copula,
it must successively group discrete sensations
into pairs — a process that echoes the Kantian
notion of synthesis:
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CTaBJIeHUsI B IIOCJIeJOBATeIbHOCTb. DTU (POPMBI
He IIpVHAJJIeXaT BelllaM caMMM IIo ceDe, a IIpef-
CTaBJIAIOT cOOOVI HeOOXOIVIMBIE YCIIOBM, IIOCPe/l-
CTBOM KOTOPBIX PacCydoOK BOCIIPMHMMAET YyB-
CcTBeHHBIe HaHHBIEe. OTOXIECTBIISS MBIIIEUHOe
YyBCTBO C OpraHoM, CHaOXXAIOLIMM CO3HAHMe CBe-
JEeHVSIMV O IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHOM VI BpEMEHHOM I10-
psanke, CeyeHOB IIpUIIVCHIBaeT KOHKPeTHOM u-
310JIOTVYeCKOV CIIOCOOHOCTM Ty pOJIb, KOTOpas B
cucreme KaHTa nmpmHaziexmT olrieit criocoOHo-
CTVM 4yBCTBEHHOCTVL. DTOT IIar IIpeJiIiojiaraeT, YTo
arnpriopHble CTPYKTYPBI, JIeXaIIe B OCHOBe KaH-
TOBCKOVI THOCEOJIOT MV, MOTYT VIMETb Helpodusu-
OJIOTVIYECKOe OCHOBAHVE — Pe3Koe pacXOoXXOeHVe
C TpaHCLEHAEHTAJILHOV ITO3UIIVIEV, B KOTOPOW Ta-
Kye YyCJIOBVSL MBICJIVIIVICH HESIMIIVIPMYECKUMM 7
HECBOAVMBIMM K TeJIeCHbIM MeXaHV3MaM.

CriertoBaTesIbHO, eCJIV MBIIIIeYHOe UyBCTBO BbI-
HOJIHST PYHKIIMIO CBSI3KM, OHO JIOJDKHO IIOCIIe-
ZOBaTeJIbHO TPYILIMPOBATh OTHAE/IbHBIE OLIyILe-
HUs B IIapbl — IIPOLECC, IePeKJIMKAIOMINIICI C
KaHTOBCKVMM IIOHATUEM CUHTEe3a.

VItak, Hackoavko mbicab npedcmabasem uieHo-
pasdeavhyto epynny 6 npocmparcmbe uiu 6o Bpe-
MeHu, cbaske 6 uyBcmbennou epynne Bceeda coom-
BemcemByem O0BueamenvHas peakyus YnpaxHeHHO20
opeana uybemb, 6xodawasn 6 cocmab axma Bocnpu-
amus. ITomerasch Ha TIOBOPOTax 3PUTEILHOTO,
0Cs3aTeJIbHOTO ¥ JPYTMX (POpM UyBCTBOBaHNS,
MBIIIIeYHOe YYBCTBO IPUIaeT, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI,
BIleYaT/IeHWUIO WIeHOPas1eIbHOCTh, C IPyTO —
CBsA3bIBAeT 3B€Hbsl €ro B OCMBICJIEHHYIO T'PYIITY
(Ceuenos, 1947n, c. 381).

B «Kputuke umncroro pasyma» Kanrt sBOOWT
CIIOCOOHOCTh  BOOOpakeHMs KaK IIOCpeIHMKa
MeXJly YyBCTBEHHOCTBIO ¥ PacCygKoM. VIMeHHO
OHa OCYIIIeCTBJIsIeT CIHTe3 CO3epLiaHul B COOTBET-
CTBUM C KaTeropusaMm paccyaka. Tak, Harpumep,
KaTeropus IPUYMHHOCTY, IIpeTioaraolas Bpe-
MeHHYI0 TI0CTIe[I0OBaTeJIbHOCTD, TPedyeT, YTOObI BO-
oOpakeHVe IPUMeHsJIO BpeMeHHYIO cxeMy, Oila-
rogaps KOTOPOV IIPUUMHHO-CIIEICTBEHHbIE CBS3M
MOTryT OBITH BOCHIPUHSATHL B mporiecce Takoro cxe-
MaTM3Ma MHTYWIII TOABOAATCS MO, YMCThIe II0-
HSITWS VI TeM CaMbIM CTaHOBIATCS OOBbeKTaMI 3Ha-
Hus. B «A-penyknmm» KanT pasidaer Tpu Bua
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Hence, since a thought is a discrete group in
space and time, in the sensory group it is the motor
reaction of the exercised sense organ participating
in the act of perception that always corresponds to
the copula. Located at the turning-points of the
visual, tactile and other forms of sensation, the
muscular sense, on the one hand, communicates
a discrete character to the impression, and, on
the other, unites its elements into a group having
a definite sense (Sechenov, 189%4a, p. 463).

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant
the faculty of
a mediator between sensibility and
understanding. It performs the synthesis of
intuitions in accordance with the categories of
the understanding. For instance, the category
of causality, which presupposes a temporal
sequence, requires that imagination apply a
temporal schema in order for causal relations
to be apprehended. Through this process of
schematization, intuitions are subsumed under
pure concepts and thereby become objects
of knowledge. In the “A-Deduction”, Kant
distinguishes three kinds of synthesis: the
first, the synthesis of apprehension,’ consists in
running through and combining the manifold
of intuition (KrV, A 99; Kant, 1998, p. 228). This
act, much like in Sechenov’s account of the
muscular sense, is a sequential and discretized
process: “I must necessarily first grasp one of
these manifold representations after another in
my thoughts” (KrV, A 102; Kant, 1998, p. 230).

introduces imagination

as

? A summation of the previously taken together
multiplicities is required for the representations to
have continuity in consciousness, which corresponds
to the synthesis of reproduction in the imagination. Since
imagination is a “faculty for representing an object even
without its presence in intuition” (KrV, B 151; Kant,
1998, p. 256), it can reproduce a complex concatenation
of the simpler representations previously apprehended
in intuition. Finally, the synthesis of recognition in the
concept integrates the manifold of intuition into a
coherent and meaningful experience. This step involves
the application of concepts to the sensory data that have
been processed by the earlier syntheses.



CVIHTe3a; IIEPBBIVI U3 HUX — CUHMme3 annepyenyuu’
(cx8amviBanus) B co3epLIaHUM — 3aKJIIOYAETCS B
TI0CJIeZIOBATEIBHOM OXBATBIBAHMM ¥ COEIVIHEHVIV
4yBCTBeHHOro MHoroobpasusg (A 99; Kant, 20060,
c. 147). Drot aKT, nomo6Ho onvcaHmMio CeueHOBBIM
MBIIIIEYHOT' O YYBCTBa, IIPeICTaBIIsieT cOOOTI IToCIIe-
ZIOBATEJIBHBIVI V1 JVICKPETHBIV ITPOIIECC: «.. .5l He0D-
XOAMMO JIOJDKEH CHauajla MBICJIEHHO OpaTh OIIHO
3a APYTMM 3TV MHOTOOOpa3Hble IIpeICTaBIeHIs»
(A 102; Kanr, 200606, c. 151).

DTO IOHVMMaHMe MBIIIIEYHOTO 4yBCTBa MMe-
eT psij] TOYeK COIIPUKOCHOBEHMS C KOHLIeMIVen
Bynpara, xotopslir, monobHo CeueHOBY, BOCIIPU-
Hs1 vy TenpMmroseia  dwsmorornyeckuie IIpuH-
LIWIIBI 3peHMs, JIeXallle B OCHOBe IIOHSTMS
Muskelsinn. ByHOT cricTeMaTnyecKn msjiaraeT cBoe
y4eHue o0 oTom uyBctBe B pasmene «Uber den
Muskelsinn», cocTapisiolieM BTOPyIO 4YacTh Iile-
cToro ouepka B coopHuke «Beitrdge zur Theorie
der Sinneswahrnehmung» (Wundt, 1862, S. 400—
422). OH ompeperseT ero Kak CaMOCTOSITEIIbHYIO
CyOBeKTMBHYIO CEHCOPHYIO MOMaJIbHOCTE (ein
selbststandiger Sinn), omIMuHy0 OT OOBEKTWB-
HBIX YYBCTB (3peHus, clyxa, OCsi3aHMUs U JIp.), IO-
CPeICTBOM KOTOPOVI IlepeXXMBAIOTC OLIyIIeHs
yCUIIVSL VI MBIIIEUHOro JIBvDKeHus. Onmpasich Ha
HaOJTIoeHMsT MeIVIIVTHCKO-TIaTOJIOT MYeCKMX CITy-
yaeB ¥ JaHHBbIe IICUXOPU3MUECKIX SKCIIepUIMeH-
TOB, ByHAT 3akimouaer: «DaKThL.. BBIHYXXIAIOT
HacC IIPM3HATH CyIIeCTBOBaHEe CAMOCTOSTEIIEHOIO
MBIIIIEYHOIO YyBCTBA, KOTOpOe, KaK BaKHeVIIIlee
13 CyOBeKTMBHBIX YYyBCTB, COeNVHHIETCS C 00b-
eKTUBHBIMI UyBCTBaMl — JIMIIb B COYeTaHUM C
HIMM OHU CITOCOOHBI o0ecrieunBaTh OOBEKTVIBHOE
BocripusiTve» (Ibid., S. 414).

9 It Toro YTOOBI IpeACTaBIIEHMSI COXPAHSUIM Helpe-
PBIBHOCTB B CO3HAHNM, HEOOXOAVIMO CyMMUPYIOIIlee BOC-
HIpOV3BEJIEHNe paHee CXBaYeHHOIO MHOT0OOpasws, 9To
COOTBETCTBYeT cunmesy Bocnpousbedenus 6 BoobpaxeHui.
ITockosbKy BoOOpaskeHMe eCcTh «CIIOCOOHOCTD IIperCcTaB-
JISTH HIpeIIMeT B CO3ePIIaHMUM TakKe M Oe3 npucymcmbus
sToro npeamera» (B 151; Kant, 2006a, c. 225), oHO crio-
COOHO BOCITPOM3BOANUTDL CIIOXKHYIO ITOC/IEIOBATEIIBHOCTD
IIPOCTBIX IIPeJICTaBIeHN I, paHee TaHHBIX B MHTYWUIIVINL.
Haxonern, cunmes yswabanus B TIOHSTUW WHTETPUPYeT
MHOTOOOpasve MHTYULIUN B CBSI3HOE 11 OCMBICTIEHHOE ITe-
peXxuBaHVe. DTOT STall BKIIOYaeT IpVMeHeHVIe TTOHS T
K 9yBCTBE€HHBIM OaHHDBIM, YXe O6pa6OTaHHBIM IIpeniie-
CTBYIOIIVIMM CUHTE3aMIA
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This conception of the muscular sense
shows several points of convergence with that
of Wundt, who, like Sechenov, drew from
Helmholtz the physiological principles of
vision underpinning his notion of Muskelsinn.
Wundt presents his account of the concept
systematically in the section titled “Uber den
Muskelsinn”, which constitutes the second
division of the sixth essay in Beitrige zur
Theorie der Sinneswahrnehmung (Wundt, 1862,
pp- 400-422). He defines it as an independent
subjective sensory modality (ein selbststindiger
Sinn), hence distinct from the objective senses
(vision, hearing, touch, etc.), through which
sensations of effort and muscular movement
are experienced. Drawing on observations
of medical — pathological cases and results
from psychophysical experiments, Wundt
concludes: “The facts [...] compel us to assume
an independent muscular sense, which, as
the most important subjective sense, joins
the objective senses — only in combination
with it are they capable of mediating objective
perception” (ibid., p. 414).

In the final section of Beitrige Wundt
undertakes a “logical analysis of the individual
acts of perception”, encompassing the processes
of colligation, synthesis, and analogy. The first
perceptual act, colligation, consists in “the close
connection of different series of sensations
(Empfindungsreihen)” (ibid., p. 442). This process
involves a sequential dyad of sensations,
arising “solely by virtue of the immense
frequency with which they are combined
in reality”, and capable of extending the
number of sensory links “beyond the number
two” (ibid.). This emphasis on frequency of
conjunctions finds its physiological counterpart
in Sechenov’s account of recognition in “Object
Thinking and Reality”, where repeated sensory
stimulation and unconscious memory serve
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B saxymrounTenibHOM yactu «Beitrédge...» Bynar
MIpeAIIpUHMMAET «JIOTMYeCKUI aHaIN3 OT/elIb-
HBIX aKTOB BOCIIPVISITVS», OXBaTBIBAIOIIVIV IIPO-
mreccwl xoaaueayuu (Colligation), cunmesa (Synthesis)
v anasoeuu (Analogie). IlepBbIl aKT IIpeACTaBIIs-
eT coOoVl «TecHOe CoefIVHeHVe PasJINYHBIX PIIOB
omymieHuit (Empfindungsreihen)». DToT miporiecc
BKJIIOYaeT IOC/Ie0BaTe/IbHYIO AValy OIIyIIeHWU,
BO3HMKAIOIIYIO «VCKJTIOUMTEIIBHO B CUITy Upe3Bbl-
YartHOVI YaCTOThI VIX COUeTaHMs B JIEVICTBUTEIbHO-
CTV» ¥ CIIOCOOHYIO PacIIMpPsITh KOJIMYECTBO UyB-
CTBEHHBIX CBsA3ell «cBepx Hapbl» (Ibid., S. 442). Dtor
aKIIeHT Ha 4YacToTe COYeTaHMUM HaxoOuT pusmo-
JIOTVYeCKUTI SKBUBaJIeHT B OMNVCAHWMM y3HaBaHVA
y Ceuenosa B padote «[IpemmeTHast MbIC/Ib 1 [1€V1-
CTBUTEJILHOCTB», T7le MOBTOPSIOIIAsCsS CeHCOpHasi
CTUMYJIAIMA 1 Oecco3HaTe/IbHasl IIaMATh BBICTY-
MAOT MaTepraIbHBIMM MeXaHM3MaMI CTaOvI3a-
LIVIVI TIepLIEITUBHBIX peryssspHocTent. Ecim Momers
ByHnra coxpaHseT NCMXOJIOIMYECKUVI XapakTep,
TO CeueHOB IIePeBOIIUT TY JKe CTPYKTYPHYIO JIOI -
KY B IJIOCKOCTb pedpiIeKTOpHOM (PV3VOIIOT ML,

Bropowt akt BocmpmsaTus, Synthesis, — 3TO
«CJIVISTHYE CBsi3eVl, YCTaHOBJIEHHBIX IOCPEeICTBOM
KOJUIMrammm, B enyiHoe 1iesioe» (Ibid., S. 443). Bynar
VWIUTIOCTPUPYeT 3TOT IIPoIlecC IIPUMEPOM [IBYX
CBETSIIMXCSI TOYeK, pacIloJIKeHHBIX Ha oIlperie-
JleHHOM paccTtosiHum. Kaxias Touka Bo3Oyxmgaer
pa3IMuHble ceTYaTOUHbBIE OINIYIIeHNUs, KOTOpbIe
yepe3 IIPUBBIUYHYIO KOOPVHAIIVIO C JIBVDKeHMs-
MM TJjla3 CBSI3bIBAIOTCS C COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMY MbI-
IIeYHBIMM OlnyIneHussMu. Korpma Toukm cMerra-
IOTCsl, a IJIa3 OCTaeTcs HENOIBVDKHBIM, «CBS3b C
MBIIIIEUHBIMY OIIYIIEeHWSAMY, paHee YCTaHOBJIeH-
Hasl IOCPeZICTBOM KOJUIMTaLMM, pacliafgaeTcs... 1
BCe JXKe pasHMIIa B IIOJIOKEHWUN M3MepsieTcs CTe-
IIeHSIMY COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIX MBIIIIEYHBIX OLIyIIle-
HUM. 3[ech HauMHaeTcsd JedTeJIbHOCTh CUHTe3a»
(Ibid., S. 444). TakuM obpasoM, pas3InumMs ceTya-
TOUHBIX OIIYIIEeHWII He IIPOCTO acCOUMPYIOTCS,
HO KOJIMYECTBEHHO COM3MEpPSIOTCSI — IIpeBpallia-
I0TCS B IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHBIE OTHOIIEHMs O1aroma-
PsL MeTpUKe, 3a/1aBaeMOVI MBIIIIEYHBIM UYBCTBOM.
CuHre3 00beIVHSeT TeTeporeHHble YyBCTBEHHBIE
JaHHBIE B IPOCTPaHCTBeHHYIO popmy. Muskelsinn
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as the material mechanisms through which
perceptual regularities are stabilised. Whereas

Wundt’'s model remains psychological,
Sechenov translates the same structural logic
into reflex physiology.

The second perceptual act, synthesis, is
“the fusion of the connections established
through colligation into a unified whole” (ibid.,
p- 443). Wundt illustrates this process with
the example of two luminous points set at a
certain distance. Each point excites distinct
retinal sensations that, through habitual
coordination with ocular movements, become
linked to corresponding muscular sensations.
When the points shift position while the
eye remains still, “the connection with the
muscular sensations, previously established
through colligation, is dissolved [...] and yet
the difference in position is measured by
the degrees of the corresponding muscular
sensations. Here begins the activity of
synthesis” (ibid., p. 444). Retinal differences are
thus not merely associated but quantified —
transformed into spatial relations through
the metric provided by the muscular sense.
Synthesis fuses heterogeneous sensory data
into spatial form. The Muskelsinn provides the
indispensable physiological basis for object
perception,
impressions into spatial form through a lawful

converting successive retinal

coordination of sensation and movement. In
Wundt’s model, the transition from colligation
to synthesis parallels Kant’s movement from
the synthesis of apprehension — where
sensations are successively combined — to
that of reproduction and recognition, through
which they acquire unity in consciousness.
Sechenov’s notion of the copulative function of
the muscular sense fulfils a comparable role: it
naturalises these successive acts of synthesis by
rooting them in sensorimotor coordination and
comparative memory.



obecrieunBaeT HeoOXommMMoe (PU3MOIOTTIecKoe
OCHOBaHMe IIPEIMETHOIO BOCIIPUSATHS, IIpeBpa-
Imasl 1ocjieqoBaTe/IbHble ceTYaTOUHbIe BIevyaTiie-
HUs B IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHYIO POPMY IIOCPeICTBOM
3aKOHOMEPHOVI KOOPIVHAIIMY OLIYIIeHWs U IBU-
XeHwns. B momenu Bynpara mepexop oT Kosyuinra-
LIWN K CMHTE3Yy COOTBETCTBYeT KaHTOBCKOMY Ilepe-
XOfy OT CMHTe3a CXBaTbIBaHMs, — I/ie OLIyIIeHs
TIOCIIeIOBATEIILHO COEIMHSIIOTCS, K CUHTe3y
BOCIIPOM3BeIeH N ¥ y3HaBaHMsI, Oy1arofgapsi KOTo-
PBIM OHUM OOpeTaroT eAMHCTBO B CO3HaHMM. [ ToHs-
Tre CedyeHoBa O CBsA3bIBaroIeV PyHKIIMY MbIIlIey-
HOTO YYBCTBa BBIIIOJIHAET aHAJIOTMYHYIO POJIb:
OHO HaTypa/Ii3yeT 3TU II0cjIefjoBaTeIbHble aKThl
CUHTe3a, YKOPEeHsIs X B CEHCOMOTOPHOV KOOPIN-
HAIIUM ¥ CPaBHUTEIBHON TTaMSITHL.

3ak/IroueHne

ITpoBerieHHOe 1CCIIeIOBaHMe IIOKas3aIo, Kak
ro3gHMe paboTel CeyeHOBa OTHOBPEMEHHO Ilepe-
CeKaloTcsd ¢ IIpobsieMaTrKoM (Pr3MOIIOrM4ecKoro
HeOKaHTMaHCTBa U TPaHCHOPMUPYIOT ee B paM-
Kax Oosiee IIMPOKOV MHTEIUIEKTYaIbHO KOHPU-
rypanum Iesibmrosiery — CeueHoB — ByHpat. Bme-
CTO TOrO YTOOBI OTBeprarh priocodmro, CeueHOB
HepeorIpesie/InIl ee BOIIPOCkl BHY TP PU3MOJIOr -
YeCKOVI MOJIeJIV, CTPeMSIIIeNics K SMIIMPUYeCKOMY
00OCHOBAHWIO yCJIOBUV ITO3HAHVISL.

ITogo6ro letbmroribiry 1850-x rr., CeueHoB vic-
XOAWJI U3 TOIO, YTO OllpesiesleHHble ITpOCTpaH-
CTBeHHBbIe XapaKTepVICTUKI IIpeCcTaBIeHNs He-
3aBVICVIMBI OT YCTPOVICTBA OpraHOB YyBCTB, TOI7Ia
KaK BTOPUYHbIe KauecTBa He VIMel0T HeoOXOIIMO-
IO CXOJICTBa C BHeITHMMM oO0bekTamu. OHaKo mx
MOfIe/ I OOBEKTVBHOCTY PaCXOISATCA. I eTbMIoIbIT
CBS3bIBaJI OOBEKTMBHOCTH C TUIIOTe301 Oeccos-
HaTeJIbHBIX YMO3aKJIIOUeHWV, TOHVMaeMbIX Kak
aHaJIOTMYeCcKMl IIpoliecc, o0 obpasily Hay4YHOro
00BsICHEHMS JieJIaloIINil BOCIIPUSTIE TTOCTVIKN-
MbIM, Torga Kak CedeHOB BUjesl ee MCTOYHVIKOM
aKTVBHYIO KOOPIVMHAIIMIO Tejla C BHEITHUM MU-
pom. [ CedyeHoBa MBIIIeUHOE UyBCTBO CTaHO-
BUTCA TeM CaMbIM (PU3MOJIOTMYeCKM OpraHoM,
IIOCPe/ICTBOM KOTOPOIO 3JIeMEeHTBI BOCIIPUISATIS
OOBeIVIHSAIOTCS B OIIBITE.
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Conclusions

This study has shown how Sechenov’s later
writings both intersect with and transform
the epistemological problems raised by
physiological Neo-Kantianism within the
broader  Helmholtz —Sechenov—Wundt
constellation. Rather than rejecting philosophy,
Sechenov redefined its questions within a
physiological framework that sought empirical
grounding for the conditions of knowledge.

Like Helmholtz in the 1850s, Sechenov
maintained that certain spatial features of
representation are independent of the sensory
apparatus, while secondary qualities bear no
necessary resemblance to external objects. Yet
their models of objectivity diverge. Helmholtz
grounded objectivity in the hypothesis of
unconscious inferences, conceived as an
analogical process modeled on scientific
explanation that renders perception intelligible,
whereas Sechenov understood it as emerging
from the body’s active coordination with the
world. For Sechenov, the muscular sense thus
becomes the physiological organ through
which perceptual elements are unified in
experience.

Wundt’s early philosophical writings
developed a parallel framework, reformulating
Helmholtz’s hypothesis of unconscious
inference as a form of logical induction
extended to all psychic processes. Sechenov’s
reflex-physiological model, although
independent, resonates with this effort to
naturalise synthesis, grounding it not in mental
operations but in the material dynamics of
sensation and movement. Together, these
approaches reveal a shared nineteenth-century
ambition to translate Kant’s transcendental
structures into physiological processes. Within
this context, Sechenov’s work stands as a
distinctive materialist—realist reformulation
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Pannme dwtocodckme Tpynpl Bynnra passu-
BaJIM MapajuleIbHyIO CXeMy, IlepeoCMbICIIVBasi M-
roTe3y OeccosHaTeJIbHOIO yMoO3aKIodeHms [enb-
Mrojiblla Kak ¢opMy JIOTMYEeCKOW WHIYKIINV,
pacrpocTpaHsieMOVI Ha BCe IICHXMYecKyue IIpo-
1eccel. PedrtekTopHO-dmsmoriorndeckass Mopesib
CeuyeHoBa, XOTs M COXpaHsieT CaMOCTOSTeIbHBIN
XapaKTep, CO3By4YHa 3TOMY CTpeMJIeHUMIO HaTypa-
JIV30BaTh aKT CMHTe3a, 0OOCHOBBIBas €ro He B MeH-
TaJIbHBIX OIlepalyisX, a B MaTepyaIbHOV JITHAMM-
Ke OIIyIIeHWs U ABVDKeHMs. B coBokymmHocT 3T1
HOIXOABI BBIABIIAIOT obmryto mist XIX B. ycraHOB-
Ky — IlepeBecTV KaHTOBCKMe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hble CTPYKTYpPBI B S3bIK (PM3MOIIOTMYeCcKUX Ipo-
1eccoB. B aToM koHTekcTe TBOpuecTBO CeueHoBa
IIpefICTaeT KaK CaMOOBITHAs MaTepyaIicTiae-
CKU-peasliCTIyecKasl IlepepaboTKa KaHTOBCKOV
pobsieMbl OOBEKTMBHOCTM ¥ BaXHBIVI BKJIaJl B
npoekT XIX B. o HaTypasm3alyy O3HAHVSL.

Cmamova nodeomobrena 6 pamkax pearusayuu
npoexma BOY um. M. Kanma «Hao passomom: Poc-
cus u 3anadusliil Mup 8 pycckoil gpusocogpuu».

Crvicok 1uTeparypsl

beo6 B. H. Pycckoe HEOKaHTMAHCTBO: MICTOPVISL U OCO-
OernnocTy passuris // KarTosekmit cooprmK. 2012. Ne 1.
C.27-39.

I'pueopvan H. A. ViBarn Muxarnosua CeueHos, 1829—
1905. M. : Hayxa, 2004.

Jmumpueba H.A. Pycckoe HeokaHTMaHCTBO: «Map-
Oypr» B Poccun. Vicropuko-dmtocodckme ogepki. M. :
Poccniickas monmmtraeckast sHovkstonenyst (POCCITSH),
2007.

Kaeano8 B. M. V1. M. Ceuenos // Ceuernos V. M. V130p.
dntocodcke 11 TICXOIOrTYECKIe ITPOV3BeIeH s / TIo,
pen. B. M. Karanosa. M. : Tocnonmutmspar, 1947. C. 3—68.

Kanm WM. Kpuruka umcroro pasyma, 2-e m3a. // Cod. Ha
HeM. 1 pyc. 43. M.: Hayka, 2006a. T. 2, u. 2.

Kanm WM. Kpuruka umcroro pasyma, 1-e m3p. // Cod. Ha
Hewm. u pyc. g3. M.: Hayka, 20060. T. 2, u. 1.

Jlanee @.A. Victopust MaTepuaiM3Ma M KPUTHKA €ro
3Ha4YeHWs B HACTOsIIEM / TIep. ¢ 5-To HeM. W3/, TIOfL Pel.
B.C. Conosbepa. Kues ; Xapbkos : KOxHO-pycckoe KH-BO
®. A. Viorancona, 1900. T. 2 : VicTopust MaTepuamsma co
Bpemenu Kanra.

of the Kantian problem of objectivity and a key
contribution to the nineteenth-century project
of naturalising cognition.

The article was prepared as a part of the IKBFU
project “Above the Rift: Russia and the Western
World in Russian Philosophy”.
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PYCCKVV HEOKAHTVIAHEILL
O HAPOIHOM ITOJIMTUYECKOM VIEAJIE
B EBPA3SUVCKOWV ITEPCITEKTVBE

H. A. ImumpueBa’

ITosonenuiue abmoxapaxmepucmuxu H. H. Azexcee-
6a o0 eeco He3aBucUMOM OMHOUIEHU K COBpeMEHHbIM eMYy
¢usocogpckum meuenuam 0asu noBod uccaedobamenim
cuumams, 4mo gpusocogpckue ocHobanus e2o Mupobos-
3peHus 0aseKku om HeOKAHMUAHCKUX NPUHYUNoB guio-
cogpcmbBobBanus. Mexoy mem Brnumamenvroe npoume-
Hue eeo dpusocodpckux U nybauyucmuveckux pabom,
a marxoke usyuenue apxubHvix mamepuasob u 2emesuca
eeo 63244008 nosbossem NpuvUCAAML €20 K PYCCKUM
HeOKAHMUAHYAM, MHO2UEe U3 KOMOpbIX wiAu 6 0aibHen-
uiemM codcmbBenHvIMU  UHMeANeKMYAAbHOIMU  NYMAMU,
coxpanss, 00HAKO, PAO 3HAUUMBLX HEOKAHMUAHCKUX pe-
pepenyuni. Obpaujernue Axekceeba k Bonpocy o Hapoo-
HOM noaumuveckom uoeaie o0yci061eHo e2o ybieveHu-
em 6 1920 —1930-x ee. eBpasuticmBom, HO 1n00x00bl K
9Motl meme HAMemuAucs euje 6 nepuod 08yx peboaoyuil
1917 2. u I'paxcoarckoi Botinbl. AHAAUSUPYA MeEKYULYIO
noaumuyeckyto cumyayuro, Asexceef obpamus 6numa-
HUe HA MO, KAK AHApXUYecKue npeonoumenus Hapooa 6
omHoueHuY ynpabaeHus o0uecmBeHHol KUHBI0 U HA-
poOHbLe ke npedcmabienus 0 coyualbHoll «npaboe» cbs-
3ambl ¢ udeeti camodepxaBHotl MOHApXUuL, 0oMUHUpoBab-
uiell Ha NPOMsKeHUU SHAYUMEAbHO020 Nepuoda pyccKoil
ucmopuu u BocnpousBooumort oaxe 8 cayuae HAPOOHO20
oyHma. B c6oux pasmvluiieHuax o pycckom Hapode Asek-
cee8 coedunsem HeOKAHMUAHCKOE Y4eHUe 0 YeHHOCHIAX C
KOHYeNnMyaibHbiMu  YCmanoBKamu  «ncuxoA02u Hapo-
006» (Volkerpsychologie), coxpansabuieir c6oe ausmue Ha
UHMeANeKMYAAbHYI0 HKU3Hb N0 Kpatiteil Mepe 6niomb 00
Bmopoii mupoBoit Botinbl. B saxatouenue noxasana cba3v
Mex0y HeMmeykoA3buHol cmamveil Axexceeba «I[Ipouc-
X0KOeHUe NOAUMUHeCKUX 10ea108 pycckoeo Hapooa»
(1931), nepeBodsr komopon Ha pycckuil U AH2AUTLCKUT

! barTuvickuit demepanbHE yHUBepcuTeT M. V. KanTa,
Poccn,236041, Kaymmamnrpag, yi1. Anekcanpa Hesckoro,
n.14.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 20.08.2025 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-4-6

A RUSSIAN NEO-KANTIAN ON THE
PEOPLE’S POLITICAL IDEAL
FROM THE EURASIAN PERSPECTIVE

N. A. Dmitrieva’

The later self-assessment of Nikolai N. Alekseev
concerning his independence from the philosophical
trends of his time led researchers to believe that the
philosophical foundations of his worldview were remote
from the Neo-Kantian principles of philosophy. And
yet, an attentive reading of his philosophical and public
writings, as well as the study of archive materials and
the origins of his views, warrant the conclusion that
he was among the Russian Neo-Kantians, many of
whom would subsequently follow their own intellectual
paths while, however, preserving some significant Neo-
Kantian references. Alekseev’s focus on the question
of the people’s political ideal was conditioned by his
involvement in the movement of Eurasianism during
the 1920s and 1930s; but there are signs that he was
edging toward this theme already during the period of
the two 1917 Russian revolutions and the Civil War.
Analysing the political situation of the time, Alekseev
drew attention to the fact that the anarchic inclinations
of the people concerning the running of public life, as
well as the people’s views on the social “truth-justice”,
were linked to the idea of autocratic monarchy, an idea
which had been dominant for much of Russian history
and was apparent even in cases where the people
revolted. In his reflections on the Russian people,
Alekseev links the Neo-Kantian doctrine of values with
the principles of “folk psychology” (Vélkerpsychologie)
which influenced intellectual life at least until the
Second World War. In conclusion, I demonstrate the
connection between Alekseev’s German-language
article “The Origin of the Russian People’s Political
Ideals” (1931) — Russian and English translations
of which are included in this issue of the “Kantian

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.
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A3bikU nydaukyromes 6 oannom Homepe «KanmobBckoeo
coopruxa», u mexcmamu 1917 — 1919 ee., nepepaboma-
Hoimu 6 1927 2. 044 xypHara «[Tymp».

KaroueBuie caoBa: H. H. AzexceeB, pycckoe HeokaH-
muancmBo, ncuxosoeus Hapoool, eBpasuiicmbo, noau-
muueckutl udeas, pyccxoe 3apyobesxuve

1. BBegenme.
b1 i Hukostann AtekceeB
HeoOKaHTHMaHIleM?

Purypa pycckoro HeoKaHTMaHIIa-eBpasuiiia
Huxomnas Hwukormaesrua Asiekceea (1879—1964)
CTOWUT, Ha IIePBBIVI B3IJISAZ, B CTOPOHE OT Maru-
CTPaJIbHOTO MYTW, KOTOPBIM IIUIO HeOKaHTWaH-
cTBo. 1 ero crarbgd O MOIUTUYECKMX WjeaIax
pycckoro Haporma (Alexejew, 1931), mepeBon ko-
TOpOVI IyO/IMKyeTcs B JaHHOM HoMepe «KaHTOB-
CKOro cOOpHMKa», TOMY, Ka3ajloch Obl, sSipKoe ITOI-
TBepXXaeHne. HamvcanHas B miepuos; yBjiedeHMs
aBTOpa €BPasuUVICTBOM, OHa BOCITPOM3BOIUT CKO-
pee oOIIVie IPVHLINIIBI «IICUXOJIOTVIV HApPOJIOB»,
yeM HeOKaHTMaHCKMI MeTor. OmHaKo MO Kpari-
Hell Mepe [1Ba 0OCTOATEIIbCTBA 3aCTaBIISIOT yAep-
KaTbCsd OT KaTeTOpWYHBIX CyXaeHun. Bo-mep-
BBIX, Cpe[I}1 eBpa3urilieB ObUIN V1 JIpyTuie aBTOPbI,
BBILLIE/IIIINE 3 HEOKAaHTMAHCTBA, IOHo0HO Bacu-
o DMwibenuy CesemaHy, MM ke oOpalias-
mviecs 7111 0OOCHOBaHMS CBOMIX Pa3MBIIIICHUI
K HeOKaHTMaHCKMM KOHIIeMIINsAM, ITogobHo Bia-
avmupy Huxomnaesnuay Vnsuny (cM., Hanpumep:
Vinbun, 1931). A BO-BTOpPBIX, CTapTOBbIE YCJIOBMS
dmtocodpckoro paspuTrs AsleKkceeBa BeCbMa CXO-
XM C TeMM, B KOTOPBIX IIUIO CTaHOBJIEHVE [py-
I'MX PycCKMX HeoKaHTMaHIleB. Ha BropoM myHKkTe
OCTaHOBITIOCH TIOJTPOOHEe.

BeirmyckHuK  MOCKOBCKOTO  yHUBEPCUTETA,
AJlexceeB TOTOBIII CBOIO AVICCEpPTAIIMIO IO Kade-
Iipe vicropum dpviocodum IrpaBa TOro Ke YHUBep-
cUTeTa B HEOKAHTMAHCKMX IIeHTpaX, B TeueHle
1909—1910 rr. mocetns bepmuacknm, ITenpens-
Oeprckum n MapOyprckmum yHUBEPCUTETHI, ITie
CITyIIIaJI JIEKITVY U Y4acTBOBaJI B ceMMHapax AJIo-

N. A. Dmitrieva

Journal” — and the 1917 —1919 texts reworked in
1927 for the journal “Put’”.

Keywords: Nikolai Alekseev, Russian Neo-
Kantianism, folk psychology, Eurasianism, political
ideal, Russia abroad

1. Introduction.
Was Nikolai Alekseev
a Neo-Kantian?

At first glance, the figure of Nikolai
N. Alekseev (1879—-1964) does not belong to
mainstream Neo-Kantianism, as apparently
witnessed by his article about the political
ideals of the Russian people (Alexejew, 1931),
the translation of which is published in this
issue of the “Kantian Journal.” Written at a time
when its author was carried away by the idea
of Eurasianism, it reproduces more the general
principles of “folk psychology” than the Neo-
Kantian method. But at least two circumstances
caution us against being so categorical. First,
there were other authors who emerged from
Neo-Kantianism, like Vasily E. Sezemann, or
who referred to Neo-Kantian conceptions to
justify their own reflections, such as Vladimir
N. Ilyin (e.g. Ilyin, 1931). Second, Alekseev’s
philosophical background was very similar
to those of other Russian Neo-Kantians. This
second point merits a closer look.

A graduate of Moscow University,
Alekseev worked on his dissertation from the
seat of the University’s Chair in the history
of the philosophy of right, in Neo-Kantian
centres — he visited Berlin, Heidelberg, and
Marburg universities from 1909 to 1910. There
he attended lectures, and took part in the
seminars of Emil Lask (cf. Dmitrieva, 2007,
p- 155), Hermann Cohen, and Paul Natorp
(ibid., p. 197). The dissertation turned out
to be moderately Neo-Kantian, in both its
conception (cf. ibid., pp. 198-200) and execution.
In the preface, Alekseev (1912, p. xiv) himself
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m3a Pwg, Teopra 3ummers, Busbrensma Bumn-
nenbbanma, Omwrs Jlacka ([mwurpuesa, 2007,
c. 155), I'epmana Korena n I'layns Haropra (Tam
xe, c. 197). HuccepTaums moiny4dmiach yMepeH-
HO HEOKaHTWMaHCKOV VI IO CBOEMY 3aMBICITy (CM.:
Tawm xe, c. 198—200), 11 o McioTHeHMIO. B mpeny-
cj10BUM AJleKceeB caM MIMIUIMIIMTHO ITPV3HAeTCs
B IPVBEP)XKeHHOCTN KaK MapOyprcKmM, Tak u Oa-
JIEHCKMM HeOKaHTMAaHCKMM IpuHIMIAM ¢duio-
codpCcTBOBaHMS:

...CMMITaTUM aBTOpa BcelleJIo JIeXaT Ha CTO-
POHe «4VCTOVI JIOTMKI». OIIHAKO $I PacX0oXych €
COBPEMEHHOVI YVCTOVI JIOTMKOV TOTYacC XXKe, Kak
OHa IIepPexXOAUT B OHTOJIOTMIO " MeTaU3MKY.
[evicTBUTEIIbHOCTh, BO BceM OoraTcTBe ee KOH-
KPeTHOTrO cofepyKaHMs, He MOXeT OBbITh BIIOJI-
He BBUIMTA B PaIlVIOHAJILHO-JIOTMYECKVIe CXeMBbI.
HekoTopoe mppanyoHaIpHOe HavdaIo SBJISeTCs
ee KOHCTUTYTMBHBIM MpU3HaKoOM. <...> Moen
OCHOBHOW WJIeen sBJIdeTCd THlaTeIbHasd m/[cb—
depenIMays METOIOB, M IIOTOMY, He OTpuUIlas
«MOpaJIM [I0JIra», IIOCKOJIBKY OHa MIEeT HaBCTpe-
49y 3TOVI TeHIeHIINM, 5 ¢ 0COD0VI OCTOPOKHOCTHIO
OTHOIITYCh K TeM ee (popMaM, KOTOPbIe CO3TaIVCh
IOy BIIMAHMEM Wjeajla palyOHaJIbHBIX HaykK.
ABTOp — He 3TMYeCKUV VHAVBUIYaINCT... Of-
HaKO OCOOBIVI XapaKTep... 0e3ycJIOBHOCTU [Mo-
paJIbHBIX BeJIeHUV| 1 0co0oe OTHOIIIeHVe STUKN
K IIpo0JieMe «VMHIOVBVIYaJIbHOTO» CJIeyeT, 10
MOeMy MHEeHWIO, HaCTOATeJIbHO MOog4epKuBaTh
(Asexcees, 1912, c. xiv).

B myGrnmkarimsx 3Tux jeT MOXXHO HamTu u 60-
Jlee sIBHBIE CBUJETeIbCTBA cuMHaruy AjiekceeBa
K HeokaHTHaHCTBY. Tak, B 1909 . on KpuTnkoBal
crateio Makca Bebepa o Pynoibede IllTammizepe
(Weber, 1907) nmeHHO 3a TO, uTo Bebep, mocrasms
CBOeVl 3ajiauert «pa3BeHYaTb ¥ YHUUTOXUTH IIpO-
TVBHVKa», He CTaJl pacCMaTpPUBaTh «3HadYeHve MIei
IIIramMmmizepa BO BHYy TPeHHEM PasBUTV HOBEVIIIIEN
HeOKaHTWAaHCKOV MBICTIV» VI TeM CaMbIM «OCBODO-
ant cebst OT HeOOXOIVMMOCTY TIOIHSTH BOIIPOC Ha
IOCTaTOUHYIO PrITOCOCKYIO BBICOTY» (AJleKcees,
1909, c. 4). CoBpeMeHHMKaMM OH TOXe BOCIIPVHMN-
MaJicd KakK IpeJicTaB/TesIb HeOKaHTMaHCKOIro Ha-
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implicitly admits his adherence to both the
Marburg and Baden Neo-Kantian principles of
philosophy:

...the author’s sympathies lie entirely on
the side of ‘pure logic’. But I am at variance
with contemporary pure logic when it turns
into ontology and metaphysics. Reality, in
all the richness of its concrete content, cannot
be cast in rational-logical schemes. A certain
element of irrationality is its inherent property.
[...] My core idea is thorough differentiation
of methods, therefore, without denying “the
morality of duty” inasmuch as it endorses this
tendency, I treat with particular caution those
of its forms which have been created under the
influence of the ideal of rational sciences. The
author is not an ethical individualist [...] but the
special [...] unconditional character [of moral
imperatives] and the special relation of ethics
to the problem of “the individual” needs to be
stressed.

Alekseev’s publications of that period offer
still more explicit evidence of his sympathy
toward Neo-Kantianism. Thus, in 1909, he
criticised Max Weber’s article about Rudolf
Stammler (Weber, 1907) precisely because
Weber, having set out to “decrown and
destroy the enemy”, chose not to examine
“the significance of Stammler’s ideas for
the internal development of the latest Neo-
Kantian thought”, thereby “relieving himself
of the need to raise the issue to a sufficient
philosophical height” (Alekseev, 1909, p. 4).
Alekseev’s contemporaries, too, saw him as a
representative of the Neo-Kantian movement
in philosophy. Vladimir I. Vernadsky (1912,
p- 129), reviewing his dissertation, noted that
“Alekseev’s philosophical constructions”
“ultimately go back” to Kant. A year after he
defended his dissertation, Alekseev (1913)
wrote an article criticising Leon I. Petrazycki’s
“psychological theory of right”. This and other
reviews, noted Andrzej Walicki, triggered
in Petrazycki an “anti-Kantian obsession”,



npasJieHns B dpustococdpmm: Brragymup VBaHoBMY
Bepragckuit B pelieH3uM Ha IMCCEPTAIIVIOHHYIO
paboTy 3ameTn1, UTO «(prstocodcKme OCTPOeH s
AJiekceeBa» «B KOHIIe KOHIIOB BOCXoAAT» K KaHTy
(Beprapgckmiz, 1912, c. 129). Ha cienyrormi rof,
1ocsIe 3alllUThl AViccepTary AJjleKceeB Harvicall
CTaTBIO C KPUTUKOW «IICHXOJIOTYECKOV TeOopum
npasa» J1. V1. Tlerpaxkuiikoro (Asekcees, 1913). Dta
U Opyrue pelieH3nM, Kak 3amedaeT AHpkent Ba-
JIALTKUTL, BBI3BaJIN Y TIOCJIETHETO «IIPUCTYII aHTH-
KaHTMaHCTBa», 10CjIe Yero OH «IIPUCTYIIWII K U3Y-
uvennio KaaTa» (Bammrikm, 2012, c. 343).
CummaTtio  AslekceeBa K HEOKaHTVAHCTBY
MOXKHO JJOKYMEHTWHPOBaTh II0 KpaviHell Mepe /10
1919 1. B wacTtHOCTH, B JIEKLMSIX IO IIpaBoOBesle-
HWIO, IIPOYNTaHHBIX MM B TaBpuyeckoM yHMBep-
cutete B 1918/19 yueGHOM TOmY, B CBSI3M C 00OBsIC-
HeHVeM, YTO TaKoe I0pUANYecKmy HOpMaTUBU3M,
OOHapy>XMBaeTCs ero BOCTOP>KeHHBIVI OT3bIB O Pu-
nocodpmm KanTa 11 GajieHCKOro HeoOKaHTVAHCTBA.
Vimmanywnn KaHT B HeM onipefiesisieTcs Kak

TBOpel] OJHOV U3 3aMedaTeIbHenmmx duio-
codpckmx cucreM, BimsiHME Kotoport B XIX Beke
ObUTO HACTOJIPKO 3HAUMUTEIBHO, UYTO He IIOJJIaeT-
s Take IPUOJIM3UTEIbHOMY Y4eTy COBpeMeHHM-
KOB. BosHuKII1a51 BO BTOPOVI ITOJIOBVIHE IIPOIIIOrO
crosteTusi ocobasi IIKOJIa McTosikoBaTestet Kanra,
VI HeOKaHTMaHIIeB, oOpaTwia ocoboe BHMMa-
HMe Ha UJIer0 HOPMBI 1 Ha CBsi3aHHOe C Helo I10-
HATVIe JTI0JDKeHCTBOBaHMs. VImero HOpMbI cieral
LIEHTPOM CIeIVaIbHBIX PWIOCOPCKMX M3bICKa-
HWUV M3BECTHBIVI repMaHCKU pwiocod, onuH
3 BBITAIONIVIXCS HeOKaHTHaHIeB, Bruibren<om>
Bunpjens6any 1 IIKoja ero MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX
ydyeHukoB. Hexoropsle durmocodckme rumore-
361 Bunpenbsbanma ObUM IIPSIMO 3aMIMCTBOBAHBI
IOpUCTaMU M IIOCITY KWV pr10codCKOV OCHOBOV
JUIS FOPUIIMYecKOro HopMaTvBu3Ma. Tak B3I
Ha IIpaBO KaK Ha HOPMY CBs3asI cedsi C OIIHOM 13
CaMBbIX BJIVISITEJTbHBIX HOBeVIMX prIocodckix
cucteM, — c cucremort KanTa, o KOTOpov c1oxXm-
JIOCh TIpefaHIe, UTo ee ellle HUKOMY He y/1ajoch
onposeprHyTh (Asiekcees, 1919a, c. 33 —34).

B 10 xe Bpemsa yumrens Anekceesa [1aser ViBa-
HoBy4d Hosropopiies, oOcyxmasi ayccepTaliyioH-
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such that he “embarked on a study of Kant”
(Walicki, 1992, p. 282).

Alekseev’s sympathy toward Neo-
Kantianism can be documented at least until
1919. For example, in lectures on the science of
law delivered at Taurida University in 1918/19,
explaining legal normativism, he eulogised
the philosophy of Kant and Baden Neo-
Kantianism. He referred to Kant as

the creator of one of the most remarkable
philosophical systems, whose influence in
the nineteenth century was so vast as to defy
measurement. The school of Kant interpreters,
or Neo-Kantians, which sprang up in the
second half of the last century, drew particular
attention to the idea of the norm and the
related concept of ought. The noted German
philosopher and an outstanding Neo-Kantian,
Wilhelm Windelband, and the school of his
numerous disciples, made the idea of norm the
subject of separate philosophical research. Some
of Windelband’s philosophical hypotheses
were directly borrowed by lawyers and formed
the basis of legal normativism. Thus, the view
of right as norm became linked with one of
the most influential, newest philosophical
systems, the system of Kant, which, as legend
claims, no one has yet disproved (Alekseev,
1919a, pp. 33-34).

At the same time, Alekseev’s teacher,
Pavel Ivanovich Novgorodtsev, in discussing
his disciple’s dissertation, praised his
independence from philosophical authorities
and his determination to move forward: in
Nogorodtsev’s opinion, Alekseev had set
himself the task of a “new synthesis” and
was inspired by “the search for new paths”
(Novgorodtsev, 1913, p. 717). Independence is
clearly visible in Essays on the General Theory of
the State published in 1919, in which Alekseev
(1919b, p. 31n53) extols the importance of
Neo-Kantianism (of the Marburg variety) in
intellectual history: “Particular credit is due
to Cohen’s school for managing to show the
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HYyIO PabOTy CBOero y4eHMKa, XBaJIWJI ero 3a He-
3aBUCUMOCTb OT (PWIIOCOPCKMX aBTOPUTETOB U
JKeJlaHVIe VIZITY BIiepel: 1o MHeHuIo HoBropoyite-
Ba, AJlekceeB B IyccepTallNM IIOCTaBIII cebe «3a-
Jladqy HOBBIX CMHTE30B», €r0 BOOYIIIEBJISJIO «VC-
KaHMe HOBbIX ITyTei» (Hosropomiies, 1913, c. 717).
DTa He3aBUCUMOCTb OTYET/IVIBO IIPOCIIeXVBaeT-
csi B «OuepKax 110 OOIIIENT TeopuM rocydapCTBay,
orryOimmKoBaHHBIX B 1919 T, rie AjtekceeB BBICOKO
OlLleHVBaeT 3HaueHVe HeOKaHTMAaHCTBa (IIpydeM
MapOyprckoro) B MHTe/UIEKTYaIbHOVI VCTOPUMN:
«Ocobovt 3aciyron mkosnsl Korena HyXXHO cum-
TaTh TO, UTO eVl yJaJIoCh MOKa3aTh [JIyOOYariIIyIo
CBSI3b JJAaHHOro ToyIKoBaHMs®* KaHTa ¢ mpeniie-
CTByIOLIeN mcTopument dpuiocodpnn, B 0CobeHHO-
CTHU Xe C VUCTOpUeNn mieav3Ma. 3aMedaTesIbHbIe
yiccilefIoBaHMs aHTUUYHOM utocodumn, B 0cCo-
GerHocTM Xe Ili1aToHa, BhIIIENIIVE 13 MapOypr-
CKOVI IITKOJTBI, OTKPBUIV MHTVIMHOE POICTBO MeX-
Ay IUIAaTOHM3MOM ¥ KaHTMaHCTBOM» (AJjleKcees,
19196, c. 31, npumeu. 53)°. Ho otmasast mormkHOe
dyHIaMeHTaJIbHOCTMI M 3HA4YMMOCTU  (PUIIOCO-
v KaHTa 11 ee HEOKAaHTMAHCKMX MHTepIIpeTa-
1uii, AjlekceeB BBICTYHaeT U C X KPUTUKOM (CM.,
Hanpumep: Tam xe, c. 23).

IMocnienyromme  dusmocodpckme  yBIedeHMUs
BesIM AJlekceeBa OT HEOKAaHTMAHCTBA K eBpasuii-
CTBy " CBOEOOpPa3HOMY SK3VCTEHIIMAIN3MY, HO
HeOKaHTMaHCKas IIpocMaTpuBaeTCs
7 B DoJIee IIO3HMX ero COUMHEHVISIX: B IIOCTaHOB-
Ke Ipo0sieMbl IIEHHOCTEV, BO BHMMaHUM K VCTO-
PUYeCKMM MCTOYHMKAM, B CTparermy oOOCHOBa-
HMSI COOCTBEHHBIX pasMbllyieHN A. .. CITycTs rofpl
caM AJlekceeB TaK OITMChIBAJI CBOE€ OTHOIIIEHVe K
HEOKaHTMaHCKMM (PrIocopcKmM  IIKoiam:  «S1

«3aKBaCKa»

2Peus mmeT 0 TOM, 9TO MapOy Kbl paspadaTbIBasIit Kpy-
TIUYECKYI0 MeTOHOJIOTMIO KaK «(PmIocodCKyo HayKy O
npuHIMIax» (Asrexcees, 19196, c. 23), ctenys 3a KauTom,
KOTOPBIV «CTapasics OOHAPYXUTh IIPUHIIVIIBL, JIeXKalllye
B OCHOBaHWMM TaK Ha3bIBAEMOTI'O UMCTOI'0, MaTeEMaTUYECKO-
ro ectecTBO3HaHMS» (TaMm xe, c. 22).

*3aMedy, UTO 3TO POICTBO OBUIO TEM CYIIECTBEHHBIM MO-
MEHTOM KaHTOBCKOVI (prytocopmm, KOTOPBIN He B ITOCIIeI-
HIOIO OYepelb IIPMBJIEKaI K HeVl PYCCKMUX MBICIIUTEIEN,
mpvdeM Jaxe TeX, KTo oOparmasics Kk KaHTy Kak K cBoeMy
OIIIOHEHTY C IIeJIBIO €T0 OIIPOBEPTHYTh.
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profound links of this interpretation® of Kant
with the preceding history of philosophy,
especially the history of idealism. The superb
studies of ancient philosophy, especially
Plato, that emerged from the Marburg
school revealed the intimate affinity between
Platonism and Kantianism.”®> However,
while giving due to the fundamentality and
significance of Kant’s philosophy and its Neo-
Kantian interpretations, Alekseev also criticises
them (see, e.g., ibid., p. 23).

Alekseev’s subsequent philosophical
pursuits led him from Neo-Kantianism
to Eurasianism, and to a peculiar kind of
existentialism, but the Neo-Kantian undertow
is felt even in his later works: in his treatment
of the problem of values, his attention
to historical sources, in the strategies for
grounding his own reasoning, and so on. Years
later, Alekseev thus described his attitude
to the Neo-Kantian philosophical schools: “I
learned a lot in Marburg, but I did not join
‘the Marburg school” like Vysheslavtsev and
Savalsky; nor did I join the Heidelberg school
[...]. I tried, while borrowing a great deal from
the foreigners (in particular the Germans), to
create our own Russian national philosophy”
(quoted from Dmitrieva, 2007, p. 200). It is
true however that he wrote this many years
after leaving Marburg, when he viewed the
development of his own philosophical views
through the prism of his later Eurasianism.

2. The Problem of the Political Ideal
2.1. The Pre-Eurasian (Kantian) Period

There is no doubt that Alekseev’s turn to the
historiosophical problem of the political ideals

2 This reference is to the fact that the Marburg school
developed its critical methodology as “the philosophical
science of principles” (Alekseev, 1919b, p. 23) following
Kant who “sought to discover the principles underlying
so-called pure or mathematical knowledge” (ibid., p. 22).
It has to be noted that this affinity was not the least
of the features of Kantian philosophy which attracted
Russian thinkers, even those who challenged him.



MHOroMy Hayuwicsi B MapOypre, HO He BolllesI B
“MapOyprckyro mkoiy”, Kak Boresn Beimecsas-
1ieB 11 CaBaJIbCKIMIL; HE BOIIIEJI V1 B IIIKOJTy Tevi/IesIb-
Oeprckyio... S cTpemmsics, 3aMCTBys MHOIO Y
VHOCTPAHIIeB (B YaCTHOCTY, OT HEMIIEB), CO3/IaTh
COOCTBEHHYIO PYCCKYIO HallMOHAJIBHYIO (PUIIOCO-
duto» (umt. no: Imurpuesa, 2007, c. 200). ITpas-
7la, 3T CJIOBA OH IIVICaJI CIIYCTSI MHOTO JIET IIOCIe
orbe3ria 13 MapOypra, korga craHOBJIeHMe COO-
CTBEHHBIX (PVIIOCOPCKIMX B3IJISIOB BUIEIIOCH EMY
CKBO3b IIPV3MY IIOCJIeIYIOIIeTro eBpasuiCTBa.

2. ITpoGsiema IIOIMTMIECKOrO M/ieasia

2.1. JoeBpasuiickuil (kanmuanckuil) nepuoo

ObparieHne AjiekceeBa K VCTOPVOCO(CKO
npobsieMe IOIUTUYECKMX MeasioB PYCCKOro Ha-
pofa COCTOsUIOCh, HECOMHEHHO, B pe3yJIbTaTe Tex
PaAVKIIBHBIX VICTOPUYECKMX COOBITWIL, B KOTO-
PpBle OH OBIT BOBJIEUEH CVIJION OOCTOSITEITBCTB 1 COO-
CTBeHHOro BbIOOpa: PeBpaibckort 1 OKTAOpbCKOT
pesormrotmit 1917 1., I'pa’kmaHCKOV BOVIHBL 1 3MU-
rpaun. [lepBas pedprekcrss 00 3TMX COOBITHSX,
VIX IPUYMHAX Y CJTEICTBYISIX HaIIlIa SIPKO€e OTPaske-
HVIe B €70 CTaThsIX, Oy OJIMKOBAaHHBIX B eXKeHe e/ Ib-
HOM XypHasle «HapomorpascTBo»!, KOTOpBIVI B
1917 r. Havas1 M3gaBaTh «MUCTUYECKUII aHAPXVCT»
I'. V1. YynxoB B MOCKOBCKOVI ITPOCBETUTEITEHOV KO-
Muiccum Ipy BpemerHOM KomuTeTe [ocymapcTBen-
HOVI IyMBI, a Takxe B KHurax 1918 —1919 rr. Muo-
rvie vaen AJlekceeBa 3TVIX JIeT IIOBTOPSIOTCS M3
IyOyMKauy B Iy OJIMKaLINIO, YTO TI03BOJISET CUM-
TaTh WX BBIPaKAIOMIVIMI TIOJIMHHYIO MO3WIINIO
aBTOpa B 3TOT IIepuoll, a He CUIOMUHYTHYIO ITy-
OIIMILIMCTIYUECKYTO PEaKIIVIO «Ha 37100y THS».

B mepBBIX e CTpOYKax CTaThV, OTKpPbIBAOIIEN!
BTOPOVI HOMepP HOBOIO XypHasla, AJiekceeB 3ajia-
eTcs BOIIPOCOM 00 mjieasie PycCKOV PEBOJIIOLINV,
TO €CTh O «CMMBOJIE Bepbl» BOCCTAaBIIIETO HapomIa
(Arexcees, 19176, c. 2). I'lon «Hapomom» OH IIOHM-
MaeT IIpeXK/ie BCero «BeJIMKMM KPecThbSIHCKUM Ha-
POr», KOTOPBIVI BCera ObUI, Kak ItojlaraeT AJleKce-

*O0 sroMm xypHaste cM.: (bormanosa, 2018).
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of the Russian people was motivated by the
radical historical events in which he became
involved by force of circumstance and his own
choice: the February and October revolutions of
1917, the Civil War, and emigration. His early
reflections on these events, their causes and
consequences, were vividly reflected in articles
published in the weekly “Narodopravstvo”
(“The People’s Rulership”),* which was
launched in 1917 by the “mystical anarchist”
Georgy I. Chulkov at the Moscow Educational
Commission under the State Duma Provisional
Committee, as well as in books published
in 1918 —-1919. Many of Alekseev’s ideas in
this period are repeated in publication after
publication, warranting the conclusion that
they reflect the author’s strongly held position
at the time, and were not merely “topical”
comments on current events.

In the very first lines of the article that
opens the second issue of the new journal,
Alekseev (1917b, p. 2) raises the question of
the ideal behind the Russian revolution, i.e.
the rebellious people’s “profession of faith”.
By “the people”, he means first and foremost
“the great peasant folk” which, as he believes,
has always been the subject of Russia’s history
and which has “a great will for power”, as
well as sympathy for the Cossacks’ free forces
(Alekseev, 1917a, p. 6). His focus on the
peasantry generally chimed with the ideas of
those Russian Neo-Kantians (such as Dmitry
O. Gavronsky, Ilya I. Bunakov-Fondaminsky,
and Nikolai D. Avksentiev) who were involved
in the activities of the Socialist Revolutionary
Party that put its stake, above all, in the
peasantry, the largest social stratum in pre-
revolutionary Russia.

Alekseev (1917b, p. 2; 1918, p. 4) is
convinced that the anarchic sentiments
prevalent both in rural and urban Russia
correspond to the very essence of the Russian

* About this journal, see Bogdanova (2018).
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eB, cyOpexToM vicTopum B Poccum v KOTOpBITI iMeeT
«BEJIVIKYIO BOJIIO K BJIACTV» VI CUMIIATUIO K «Ka3all-
KOV BOJIbHMIIe» (Astekcees, 19174, c. 6). Ero dpokyc Ha
KPEeCThSHCTBE B 11€JIOM COOTBETCTBOBaJI ITpeCTaB-
JIHVSIM TeX PYCCKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB (HaIrprMep,
. O. TaBponckoro, V1. V1. bynakosa-®oniaMyHCKO-
ro, H.JI. ABKceHTBeBa), KOTOpble NPUHMMaIN aK-
TMBHOE y4acTuie B JedTeJIbHOCTV IapTuu COlLiyia-
JIVICTOB-PEBOJIIOLIVIOHEPOB, OPVEHTVPOBAaHHOM B
IIepByI0 ouepelb Ha KPeCcThsSHCTBO KaK Ha caMoe
MHOT'OUVICJIEHHOE COCJIOBIe ITapckot Poccm.

AjtekceeB yOexmeH, UuTO IIpeoOsafaBliive U
B JIepeBHe, M B TOpofe aHapXudecKre HacTpoe-
HMs OTBEYaroT caMOV CYHIHOCTV PYCCKOro Hapo-
na: «be3rpaHNYHBIV OOIIIeCTBEHHBIV IIPOCTOP, OO-
A3Hb BCSKVIX IIPVHYAMUTEIBHBIX M IIPaBOBbIX POPM
XapaKTepusyeT Hallle coliiajibHOe CO3HaHWe B OT-
JMgue OT 3allafHoro. [laBHO yXke IpPU3HAHO, UTO
MBI TIPUPOXIEHHbIe aHAPXWMCTBL AHapxmus —
9TO Hallla CTuxms...» (Anekcees, 19176, c. 2; 1918,
c. 4). Omnume pycckoro aHapxusMa OT 3arla/fHo-
ro AJsiekceeB BUIUT B CTUXVUIIHOCTY Y1 MaCCOBOCTM
sToro TedeHus B Poccuut (Tam xke), uTo 0OBsicHSIET-
Csl OTCYTCTBMEM Yy OOJIbIlIerl JyacTy Hapoja MOJIN-
TUYECKIMX V1 SKOHOMMYECKMX [IeHHOCTeV, KOTOpble
v POpMUPYIOTCst 0Opa3oBaHVeM, IV BIIUTHI B
PpeINro3HOe MUpoco3epliaHme, KaK y 3amaJHbIX
Hapozos (Asekcees, 19178, c. 13).

PasBuBast TeMy aHapxm3Ma® KaK CTVXWUVIHO

5 CrrertyeT OTMeTHTbh, YTO AJlekceeB ObUI XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM
C HEOKAaHTMAHCKOV KPUTMKOV aHapXM3Ma, IIpejIosKeH-
Homt IITamMMiIepoM, KOTOPEIV, TI0 €r0 MHEHMUIO, TIePBbIM
IIOIHSUT BOIIpoc 00 aHapxm3Me «Ha obIiedrIocodckyro
BBICOTY>» M IIO/IBePT 3TO TeUeHMe «CKOJIbKO-HMOY/ b IIPVIH-
LVIVAJIBHOMY OOCY>KHEHWMIO ¥ IPWHINIVAIBHON KpU-
THKe» (Astekcees, 1909, c. 3 —4; cm.: IllaBeko, 2021, c. 152).
AJleKceeB «He CUMTaJI M3/IVIITHNIM» II0sIBJIeHVie 3Tov Opo-
mrope! HItamMMitepa B Poccnut B Tpex pasHBIX IepeBofiax
(Anexcees, 1909, c. 4): «AHapxmU3M: TeOpUS U KPUTUKa»
(CII6.: Hauaro, 1906), «TeopeTiueckme OCHOBBI aHap-
xm3ma» (M.: CBoOonHast Mmeicsib, 1906) n «Teopms aHap-
xvsMma» (M.: Tpyn n Boirs, 1906). Kpome Toro, ero npyr
" poncTBeHHMK (mrypwmH) bopwmc Ilerposua Bemmecrtas-
11eB OIy0OJIMKOBaJI 3a IIATh JIeT H0 peBosmormii 1917 1. B
cboprmKe B uecTh I'. KoreHa craTbio, McxomHOM IIpo0Ite-
MOV KOTOPOVI HOCIIY>KIMJIO IIPOTHBOpedne, (prkcrupyemoe
VI paOVKaJIbHO «CHVUMaeMoe» B aHapXu3Me, — IIPOTH-
BOpedme MeXy waeeVl ToCyJapcTBa M wjeem Oiara
(Wischeslavzeff, 1912, S. 191).
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people: “Boundless social space, fear of any
coercive and legal forms characterise our social
conscience as distinct from that of the West.
We have long been considered to be born
anarchists. Anarchy is our element [...].” The
difference of Russian anarchism from that of
the West is that, in Russia, it is spontaneous
and more widespread (ibid.), due to the fact
that the vast majority of the people has no
political and economic values which are either
formed by education or are hardwired into
the religious consciousness, as they are with
Western peoples (Alekseev, 1917c, p. 13).
Elaborating the theme of anarchism® as a
spontaneously-formed, folk notion of the ideal
political life, Alekseev (1917b, p. 2; 1918, p. 5)
identifies two “opposite and even hostile”
elements within this notion: “one of them
is an ‘evil” element of rebellion, the other is a
groundless and romantic social idealism”.
The first element is revolt, and is aimed at
liberation from authority and coercion that it
implies. Alekseev takes a very sober view of the
people’s attitude towards political leaders: “For
centuries we were guided by bad shepherds,
such that we think that any leadership and
any authority are inherently evil” (ibid.). No
wonder the negating part of the anarchic ideal

>It has to be mentioned that Alekseev (1909, pp. 3-4)
was thoroughly familiar with the Neo-Kantian criticism
of anarchism by Stammler who, in his opinion, was
the first to elevate the issue of anarchism to “a general
philosophical level”, and to subject this movement to
“a discussion that is at all principled and to principled
criticism” (cf. Shaveko, 2021, p. 152). Alekseev (1909,
p- 4) did not think it was “superfluous” to have this
brochure of Stammler’s published in Russia in three
different translations: Anarchism: Theory and Practice
(St. Petersburg: Nachalo, 1906), Theoretical Foundations
of Anarchism (Moscow: Svobodnaya mysl’, 1906) and The
Theory of Anarchism (Moscow, Trud i volya, 1906). Besides,
five years before the revolutions of 1917, his friend
and relative (brother-in-law), Boris P. Vysheslavtsev,
published in a volume in honor of Hermann Cohen an
article whose starting point was the contradiction that
anarchism flags, and radically resolves, the contradiction
between the idea of the state and the idea of good
(Wischeslavzeff, 1912, p. 191).



cpopMMpOBaBIIIerocsi HApOIHOTO IIpeJICTaB/IeH s
00 mmeasIbHOVI IIOJIMTMYECKOV XKM3HM, AJIeKceeB
BBISIBJISIET B 9TOM ITPEJICTaBIIEHNN [IBa «ITPOTVBO-
TIOJIOKHBIX 1 JaXke BpakaeOHbIx» HadaIa: «OIHO
"3 HUX eCcTh “3710e” Hauasio OyHTapcCTBa, Apyroe
OecrIouBeHHBINT U POMaHTUYECKNMII COLIVaJIbHbBIV
uneanusM» (Asekcees, 19176, c. 2; 1918, c. 5). Ilep-
BOe HayaJlo — OyHm — HaIpaBIeHO Ha 0CBODOO-
KJIeHVe OT BJIaCTU M CBA3aHHOI'O C HeVl IIPUHYX]le-
HU, IpyyeM AJjleKceeB BeCbMa Tpe3BO OlleHNBaeT
OTHOIIIeHe Hapoja K HOJINTUYeCKM PyKOBOIV-
TessAM: «[lypHBble IacThIPV CTOJIETVS PyKOBOIVIIN
HaMl — VI BOT MBI JIyMaeM, 4TO BCSIKOe PYKOBOJI-
CTBO, BCSIKVII aBTOPUTET eCTh Oe3ycJIOBHOe 3710»
(Tam xe). TloaTOMy HeynuMBUTEIIBHO, YTO OTPU-
11aTeJIbHAsI COCTABJILIONIAS aHAPXMYeCKOro viziea-
JIa HallesleHa Ha 130aBjieHve OT JIF000V BJIacTH, OT
BCSIKOT'O aBTOpUTETa. AHaIM3MpPys IpUpORy OyH-
Ta, AJleKceeB TIOKa3bIBAEeT, UYTO €ro YYacTHUKM He
pa3IMYaroT KauecTBO aBTOpPUTETa, ero Ipupony 1
POJIb B YeJIOBEUECKOV — WHAVIBMOYaJIbHOW U 00-
IIeCTBEHHOV — J>XWM3HM, TaK YTO CJIeICTBUMEM WMX
OTKasa OT «aBTOpUTeTa» CTaHOBUTCA OTKa3 OT ca-
MOTO pasyMa:

Hauasio 6e3ycioBHOro GyHTa €CTh UMCTO OT-
PpUIIATeIBbHBIV ¥ TBOPUECKV HUYTOXHBIV ITPVH-
1. YToObl OYHTOBATE CO CMBICIIOM, Ha/IO 3HATH,
6o uma uve OyHTyelIb. ABTOPUTET NPWHIIMIIA
ecTb OoXecTBO IpaBoro OyHTa... <...> PasBe
IIpU3HaHMe aBTOpuTeTa 0ojlee pPa3syMHOTO 4esIo-
BeKa 3aKJIfodaeT B cebe UTO-HMOYIB Tioxoe? U
pasBe 6e3yCJIOBHOMY OTBEP>KeHMIO ITOJIJIEXKNUT aB-
TOPUTET HPaBCTBeHHBIN? <...> ByHTys mpoTus
aBTOpUTeTa BOOOIIle, aHApXWs TeM CaMbIM OyH-
TyeT ¥ IIPOTMB aBTOPUTETa IIOJIOKUTEIIHHOTO,
TBOpuUecKoro (Astekcees, 191706, c. 2; 1918, c. 6).

B miepmion mexxy ®PeBpastbekort 1 OKTSOpbCKOTL
peBormoLvsiMy AJIeKceeB ellle Jiejiesiyl Hamexy,
YTO MO-KaHTOBCKM IOHSITBHIN OOIIeUeIOBEUeCKIVE
pasym (cm.: B 780; KanT, 2006, c. 951) BozoOiamia-
eT 11 IIOMOXKeT Hapo[ly IIpeoIojieTh aHapXJeckoe
«yMOHACTPOEHVIe» U €T TIOCIIECTBS:
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is aimed at getting rid of any rule and any
authority. Analysing the nature of such revolt,
Alekseev (1917b, p. 2; 1918, p. 6) shows that the
rioters fail to discern the quality of authority,
its nature and its role in human — individual
and social — life, as a result of which, in
renouncing “authority”, they renounce reason
itself:

Unconditional revolt is based on a purely
negative principle that is creatively null and
void. To revolt meaningfully you have to
know in whose name you rebel. The authority of
principle is the divinity of the right revolt [...].
What is wrong with recognising the authority of
a more reasonable person? Is moral authority to
be rejected? [...] In rebelling against authority
in general, anarchy also rebels against authority
that is positive and creative.

In the period between the February and
October revolutions, Alekseev still cherished
the hope that universal human reason in the
Kantian sense (cf. KrV, B 780; Kant, 1998, p. 650)
would prevail, and help the people overcome
the anarchic “mindset” and its consequences:

Overcome the “devildom” of anarchy,
recognise that authority is a positive force if
it is based on reason! To recognise this means
to recognise not only the authority of the
inner voice of conscience, but the authority
of another’s counsel, persuasion or ask; even
the authority of power and coercion if reason
speaks with their voice. When the Russian
people realises this, it will bring new light to
the European culture. Its idealism will be active,
creative idealism and not meaningless rioting
against all, not a drive toward bare destruction
(Alekseev, 1917b, p. 3).

This “idealism” is precisely the second,
positive, element of anarchism. It manifests
itself in “love for a human being” and “love for
the people” which underpins the naive faith
in a “social paradise” and “the good forces
of the human spirit” (ibid.). The anarchist is
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Ceepruem «0ecoBCcTBO» aHapXUW, IIPU3HaeM,
YTO aBTOPUTET €CTh ITOJIOKWMTEIbHAS CUIIa, eCIIN
B HeM JIeXUT pasyM. A IpU3HaATh 3TO O3HadaeT
Opuv3HATh HE TOJIBKO aBTOPWUTET BHYTPEHHETO
rojyroca COBeCTU, HO U aBTOPUTET UY>KOT'O COBETA,
yOexmenmns, mpockObl; JaXke aBTOPWUTET BJIaCTU
VI TIPUHYXOEHWs, KOT[a VX TOJIOCOM TOBOPWUT
pasym. Korma pycckuit Hapop, HOVIMET 3TO, OH
BHECET HOBBIVI CBET B €BPOIIEVICKYIO KYJIBTYpPY.
VmeamsMm ero OyzmeT maea3MOM JIeATeIbHbIM,
TBOPYECKVM, a He HWYTOXHBIM OyHTapCTBOM
OPOTHUB BCETO, HE CTpeMJIEHVIEM K TOJIOMY pas3py-
meHvio (Asekcees, 19176, c. 3).

DTOT «udeaiusm» M €CTb BTOPOE, IIO3UTWUB-
Hoe Havaslo aHapxms3ma. OH BbIpa’kaeTcs B «de-
JIOBEKOJIIOOM 11 HapOOII00MI», KOTOPbIe JjIeXaT
B OCHOBE HAWMBHOV BEPHI B «COLIMAJIBHBIVI pav» W
«100pbIe CIIBI YesioBeueckoro myxa» (Tam xe), a
TaKXe B OCHOBe aHapXM4eCcKOro OTKasa OT aBTO-
puTeTa. AHapxuCT yOeXxmeH B NPUHIIMIIVAIbL-
HOM PaBeHCTBe BCeX JIIOZIEVI, VJIVI, eCJIV IIepeBecTi
Ha s13pIK KaHTa, B CIIocOOHOCTVI KaXKIOI'0 YesIoBe-
Ka TI0JIB30BaThCsl COOCTBEHHBIM pa3syMoM 0e3 py-
KOBOJICTBA CO CTOPOHBI KOro-JInbo Ipyroro (cm.:
AA 08, S. 35; Kanr, 2024, c. 48): «... MCTMHHO-CO-
BEpPIIIEHHBIV COIVAIBHBIN COI03 HE MOXET OBIThH
COIO30M BJIACTHBIM. VlgeasibHOe OOIleHVIe HOJIK-
HO OBITh TaKMM, YTO B HEM HeT MeCTa aBTOPUTETY
OIHVIX VI TIOCJTYIIaHWUIO JPYTMX, HeT MecTa BJIacTu
M IIOOYMHEHMIO. AOCOIIOTHBIVI OOIeCTBEHHBIN
uJIeasl eCTh O3TOMY oOOIeHMe Oe3BIacTHOe, VIV
aHapxmudeckoe» (Asiekcees, 19196, c. 167—168).
AjtekceeB yOeamTesIbHO ITOKa3bIBaeT, UYTO TaKOW
vJIeasl TakxXe SIBJIIeTCsl HeraTVBHBIM, IIOTOMY YTO
He COTEepPXXNUT pa3pabOoTaHHOIO IIpeICTaBIIeHVS O
IIPaKTVYECKOV peai3alini 1aen oOIecTBeHHO-
ro paseHcTBa: «DaKTMUecKN Measl YnCToro oes-
BJIACTVSI OOBIYHOE CBO€ BOIUIOILIEHME HaXOOWT B
oTpuULIaHUM TOM (POPMBI BJIaCTBOBaHM, KOTOpasi
VIMEHYeTCs TOCyJapCTBOM, MeUThl )Ke O BeYHOM
CTaTM4YeCKOM paBeHCTBe MH/VBUIIYYMOB OCTaIOT-
cs1, OOBIKHOBEHHO, BeCbMa TYMaHHBIMM ITpeJICTaB-
JIEHVISIMY O KaKOM-TO KOHEYHOM wyzeaste...» (Tam
xe, c. 171).
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convinced that all human beings are equal
in principle, or, to put it in Kant’s terms, that
every person is capable of using one’s own
reason without guidance from anyone else
(cf. WA, AA 08, p. 35; Kant, 1996, p. 17): “[...]
a truly perfect social union cannot be a union
ruled by authority. In ideal communication,
there is no room for the authority of some and
the obedience of others; no room for power and
subordination. Therefore, the absolute social
ideal is a communication without authority,
or an anarchic one” (Alekseev, 1919b, pp. 167-
168). Alekseev shows convincingly that such an
ideal, too, is negative, since it lacks a developed
conception of how the idea of social equality
can be put into practice: “In fact, the ideal of
pure anarchy is usually embodied in negation
of the form of the exercise of power called the
state, while the dreams of eternal static equality
of individuals typically remain very vague
notions of some kind of ultimate ideal [...]”
(ibid., p. 171).

In his course of lectures on the theory
of right delivered at Taurida University in
Crimea, Alekseev thus formulates a scientific
challenge: “to revive the forgotten science of
political ideals” (Alekseev, 1919a, p. 16). In his
view, this area of social studies calls for close
attention: “[...] each historical epoch and each
people, except moribund peoples, have their
own political ideals; and these ideals should
be reasonably identified and formulated”
(ibid., p. 17). Because every people is a subject
of history, Alekseev argues, its political life
should be organised in a way that takes into
account the state and the content of its political
consciousness, since “in its underlying feelings
and experiences the people cherishes what
it considers to be just and true, while the
scientist’s task is to identify and formulate
this political ideal” (ibid). At the same time,
Alekseev marks the methodological framework
for such research, with an obvious reference to



B cBOeM Kypce JIeKITNTI TI0 TEOPUY IIpaBa, IIPo-
unTaHHOM B TaBprdeckom yHUBepcuTeTe B Kpbl-
My, AsiekceeB popMyIMpyeT aKTyaIbHYIO Hayd-
HYIO 3a/jady: «BO3POOUTH II03a0BITYIO HayKy O
HIOJTATUYECKMX myeaiax» (Astekcees, 1919a, c. 16).
DT0 Ta 00s1acTh OOIIeCTBOBEIeH s, KOTOpas Tpe-
OyeT, IO ero MHEHWIO, OCOOEHHO IIPUCTaIbHO-
ro BHMMAaHVS: «...KaXgas VCTOpudecKas 3Ioxa
KasKIIbIVI HapoJl, 3a VICKJIIOYeHVeM HapO[oB YMWU-
paroIIyX, MMEeIOT CBOM ITOJINTIYEeCKIe Vizleaslbl, 1
MJIeasIbl 3TV JIOJDKHBI OBITH Pa3yMHO OIIO3HAHBI U
dopmynmposanbs (Tam xe, c. 17). Vicxoms vix Toro,
YTO VIMEHHO HapOJl SIBJISIeTCsl CyOBEKTOM WCTO-
PV, TS TIOJIMTYECKOV OpraHM3aliy ero Kiu3-
HVI HeOOXOIIVIMO, COIJIacCHO AJIeKCeeBY, YUUTHIBATh
COCTOSIHVIE VI COZIEpKaHVIe ero ITOJIMTIUYECKOTO CO-
3HaHMS, IIOTOMY YTO «B CBOMX IJIyOOKMX 4yBCTBaX
U lepeXMBaHMAX TauT HApoJl, TO, UYTO OH CUMUTAEeT
CIIpaBeIJIIBBIM ¥ VICTVIHHBIM, 3a7lada JKe Y4eHOIro
3aKJTIOYaeTcsl B YMEHUM OIO3HATh 3TOT IIOJIUTH-
yecKmny upgeasl n ero dopmysmposark» (Tam xe).
OnHoBpeMeHHO AjleKceeB yKa3bIBaeT Ha MeTOIO-
JIOTVYecKrie paMKM TaKOro pofa VCCIIeOBAaHU,
SIBHO 0Opariasich K MeTO0IIOr v OaieHCKOTro Heo-
KaHTVAHCTBa, IIpeIIIoIaraolier pasiesieHne Me-
TOHOB Ha mayorpadnyeckrie 1 HOMOTETUYeCKIe:
«Vmeanpl MOXHO OOHapyXXUThb ¥ OMNWCaTh, HO
HeJIb3$ I0KA3aTh MX TaK, KaK MbI JJOKA3bIBaeM Ma-
TeMaT4deckye TeopeMbl» (Tam xe, c. 18). 3aberas
BIIEpell, MOKHO CKa3aTh, YTO B HEMEIIKOS3BIUHON
ctatbe 1931 . OH HpeasIOXWI VIMEHHO onucaHue
HOJIMTUYECKIX M[IeasloB PyCCKOro Hapoya BKyIIe C
IIpOsICHEHEM VX MCTOPUYeCKMX MCTOKoB. OnHa-
KO HAaCKOJIBKO 0OOCHOBAHHO caMoO 3TO 0DOOIeH-
HOe IIOHSTIEe — «IIOJINTUYECKUT Measl Hapoa»,
VIV «HAPOIHBIN iJIear»?

ITocste OKTAOpbCKOV peBOITIOM JIeKCUKa I1y-
OrmmmcTYeckmx crareri AjleKkceeBa 3aMEeTHO W3-
MeHWIaCh:

Mne HauMHaeT Kas3aTbkCsd, YTO TaK Has3blBae-
MBIVI GOJIBIIIEBUCTCKII PeXXMUM CyOcTaHIMaIbHO
ecTb OoJlee opeanuteckas Belllb, YeM HaM 3TO B OC-
JIeTUIeHMM HallleM KaxeTcs. <...>
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the methodology of Baden Neo-Kantianism,
which distinguishes ‘idiographic” and
‘nomothetic’ methods: “Ideals can be identified
and described, but they cannot be proved the
way we prove mathematical theorems” (ibid.,
p. 18). Running ahead, it can be said that in
his 1931 German-language article, he offered
precisely a description of the Russian people’s
political ideals, coupled with the clarification of
their historical sources. But how well-grounded
is the general concept of “the political ideal of
the people”, or the “folk ideal”?

The vocabulary of his public articles saw a
noticeable change after the October revolution:

I am beginning to suspect that the so-called
Bolshevik regime is substantially a more organic
thing than we tend to think in our dazzlement.

[...]

In Bolshevism, to use old philosophical
terms, the people’s soul or at least one of its
elements, finally attained self-awareness and
true national creativity. Whatever one may
say, isn’t there colourful nationality in our
internationalists? Has not Russia at long last
started to speak the language of “Stenka” and
“Emelka”®? The “soul of the people” has found
itself and stands in awe of itself (Alekseev,
1917¢, p. 13).

At first glance, this reference to the
people’s soul and “Emelka’s” language
may seem odd for yesterday’s Neo-Kantian
weaned on German idealism and rigorous
anti-psychologism; but this is only the
first impression if one remembers that the
founders of the main Neo-Kantian schools,
Hermann Cohen and Wilhelm Windelband,
as well as Georg Simmel who was close to
Neo-Kantianism and meant just as much to
Alekseev, started their path in philosophy
with research into “folk psychology”
(Vélkerpsychologie), and published their early

¢This refers to the leaders of the people’s uprisings of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Stepan Razin and
Emelyan Pugachev.
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B OGosbieBnsme, BeIpakasch CTapbIMmU Pu-
710cOPCKMMIM TepMUHAaMM, J1yIlla HapogHas VIn
10 KpaViHer1 Mepe OfIVH U3 ee 3JIeMeHTOB JIOIUIN
HaKOHeI] JI0 CaMOIIO3HaHMS U [0 HOUIMHHOIO
HaIMOHAaJILHOTO TBOpYecTBa. YTo OBI TaM HM ro-
BOPUTE, & pas3Be 3TOV KPaCOYHOV HallVIOHaJIbHO-
CTV HeT B HallluX MHTepHalMoHaamcTax? Passe
He «CTeHbKIHa» 1 He «eMeJIbKMHa» Pych 3aroso-
pvla HaKOHeL CBOUM sI3bIKOoM? «JlyIa Hapoga»
Halla cebsi — ¥ OCTaHOBWJIACh B CAMOYIIOEHWN
(Asexcees, 19178, c. 13).

OOGparieHrie K HapOAHOM [Iyllle M «eMeJIbKU-
HOMY» SI3bIKY ITpeICTaBJIsIeTCsl Ha IIePBBIVI B3IJIA]L
CTpaHHBIM J1JIs1 BYepalllHero HeoKkaHTHaHIIa, B3pa-
I1IeHHOT0 Ha IT0YBe HeMeIIKOro ujeain3ma 1 CTpo-
roro aHTUIICMXOJIOIM3Ma; OTHAKO TOJIBKO Ha IIep-
BBIVI B3IJIAJ, €CJIV BCIIOMHWUTB, UTO OCHOBaTeIN
IJIaBHBIX HeOKaHTMaHCKux 1Ko, Iepman Koren
n Bwisrensm Bunmennbanm, a Takke He MeHee
3HAUMMBIN 11 AjleKceeBa 1 OJIVM3KMI K HEOKaH-
TUAHCTBY leopr 3uMMmerTh HauvHaJIVI CBOVI IIyTh B
dmtocodrn vccIeIOBaHMSAMM B 00JIaCTY «IICVIXO-
noruy Haponos» (Volkerpsychologie), a mx pan-
HVIe CTaThM BBIITYCKaJIVCh B «KypHarte o IIcmxosio-
'V HApOJIOB 1 Hayke O s13bIke» Mopwiia Jlamapyca
m Xavimasa HreraTasns®. B nepron dpniocodcko-
rO CTaHOBJICHVSI caMOro AJieKceeBa Hadasla BBIXO-
anth 10-TromHas «llcuxonorus Hapomos» (1910—
1920) Busibresibma BynpTa, 3a paboTamu KOTOporo
ArtexceeB CIIefIVUI ¥ Ha KOTOpPBIE CChUIAJICS B CBO-
VX MCCIleloBaHMAX. B dacTHOCTYM, OH IpUMBOOAUT
BYHJITOBCKOe OIlpefiejleHiie HapoJHOro Jiyxa: B
OCHOBE 3TOTr'0 ITOHATUS JIEXKUT MBICIIb, «4TO SI3BIK,
oOBIYan 1 IIPaBo IIPECTABIISIOT COOOVI Hepa3phIB-
HO CBfI3aHHBbIe OPYT C IPYyroM IIpOsiBJIeHWUs CO-

°O cepbe3HocTHM yBIIeueHMs KoreHa «Iicmxosiorvert Hapo-
ZIOB» M O BJIVISTHWUVI STOrO HaIlpaBJIeHWS Ha €ro 3TUKY U
acreTnky cm.: (Beiser, 2018, p. 21—39, 236, 252). O 3Ha-
venvm ugen Jlanapyca n IIterHTass mis 3MMMerns CM.:
(Beiser, 2011, p. 472—479). [1ns Bunnpensbanma oTo yde-
HMe CTaJIo OTIIPaBHBIM IIyHKTOM VIS IIPMHIIUIIVAIBHO-
IO pasJIM4eHns MANorpadieckoro 1 HOMOTETITYECKOTO
MeTomoB. IlepBBIM HOJDKHA ITOJIB30BATBCS «IICVIXOJIOTVS
HapPOIOB», VIV «COLMaIbHAS IICUXOJIOIVS», KaK CO Bpe-
MeHeM IIperoYnTall HasblBaTh 3Ty HayKy Burnens0OaHz,
9TOOBI M30eXaTh accoranmii ¢ Byngrom u ero «Ilcmxo-
storven Hapomos» (Gundlach, 2017, S. 151 —152).

articles in the “Journal of Folk Psychology
and the Science of Language” (Zeitschrift
fiir Volkerpsychologie und Sprachwissenschaft)
brought out by Moritz Lazarus and Heymann
Steinthal.” Alekseev’s formative period as a
philosopher saw the start of the publication of
the ten-volume Vdlkerpsychologie (1910—1920)
by Wilhelm Wundt, whose works Alekseev
followed and cited in his research. In particular,
he cites Wundt's definition of the people’s
spirit, based on the idea that “language
[...], like customs and law, are inseparably
connected manifestations of communal life”®
(Wundt, 1912, p. 65; cf. Alekseev, 1918, p. 89).
This may account for Alekseev’s attention
to Russian proverbs and sayings, an interest
he developed no later than 1923, of which
there is documented proof.” This turn toward
Viélkerpsychologie may have led him to embrace
Eurasianism, the new intellectual movement
which arose in the Russian émigré community
in the early 1920s.

2.2. The Eurasian Period

Alekseev joined Eurasianism in 1926; that
is, not from the very beginning, but before
what became known as “the Clamart schism”
of 1928 —-1929 which split this intellectual
movement into the left (Paris, pro-Soviet) and
right (Prague, Orthodox) (Nazmutdinov, 2017,

7On the seriousness of Cohen’s interest in “folk psy-
chology” and the impact of this trend on his ethics and
aesthetics, see Beiser (2018, pp. 21-39, 236, 252). On the
influence of the ideas of Lazarus and Steinthal on Sim-
mel, see Beiser (2011, pp. 472-479). For Windelband, this
doctrine was the starting point of the fundamental dis-
tinction between idiographic and nomothetic methods.
The former should be used in “folk psychology”, or “so-
cial psychology”, as Windelband eventually preferred
to call this discipline, in order to avoid association with
W. Wundt and his Volkerpsychologie (Gundlach, 2017,
pp. 151-152).

¥“[...]dafi die Sprache|...] wie Sitteund Recht[...] untrennbar
aneinander gebundene AujfSerungen des gemeinsamen Lebens
sind” (Wundt, 1911, p. 60).

?See the final section of this article on p. 168.
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BMECTHOVI XXV3HU Jiiofiert» (Bynnar, 1912, c. 66; cm.:
Agexcees, 1918, c. 89). Otcrona, BEpOSATHO, 1 IIPH-
CTaJIbHOE BHMMAaHMe AJIeKceeBa K IIOC/IOBMIIAM WU
IIOTOBOPKaM PYCCKOTO Hapofia, BO3HMKIIIee, Kak
CBU/IETeJILCTBYIOT JIOKYMEHTBI 3I10X1, He I03[IHee
1923 .7 MOXHO IIPeIIoNIOXNTh, YTO MMEHHO II0-
BopoT K Volkerpsychologie Bositek ero 3arem B HO-
BO€ VHTeJUIEKTyaJIbHOe TeueHe, IOsBUBIIIeeCs B
pycckom smurpanum B Hadaste 1920-x rT., — eBpa-
3UVICTBO.

2.2. EBpasuiickuii nepuood

K eBpasuiictBy AJlekceeB NPUCOeAVHWICS B
1926 1., TO ecTh He ¢ caMOro Hauajia, HO IO TaK Ha-
3p1Baemoro «Kjramapckoro packosa» 1928 —1929 rr.,,
pasfie/IuBIIero 3TO WIeVHOe [BVDKeHMe Ha Jle-
BOe (IIapyKCKoe, ITPOCOBETCKOe) M MpaBoe (ITpak-
CKOe, oOpTofoKcaibHOe) Kpbulo (HasmyTtawhos,
2017, c. 351). AsiekceeB IIpMCOEIVHMIICS K IIPAaBOMY
KpbULy, Bo3IyIaBiiseMoMy Ilerpom HukoraeBiruem
CaBuIIKMM, C KOTOPBIM €T0 CBSI3bIBAJIN JIPYy KecKue
OTHOIIIEHNsI V1 KOTOPBIVI, BEPOSITHO, IIPUBJIEK €T0 B
eBpas3umCTBO (cM. TIompobHee: Tam xe, c. 351—357).

Eme o smurpanmm AjiekceeB BbIZIBUHYJI Te3WC
00 ykopeHeHHOCTU (POPMBI ITpaBJIeHs B TIOJINTH-
4UecKmx IIpeficTaBileHMsIX Hapopa: «OcHoBaHVEM
caMofIep>KaBHOVI BJIaCTV CITy>XKUT He KaKoV-HMOYIb
IOPMAVYecKNI aKT, HO HpaBCTBeHHOe ITpM3HaHVe
IO7IJJaHHBIX, OCHOBAaHHOE Ha MOpaJIbHBIX U peJu-
T'TIO3HBIX Vfleasiax Hapora» (Astekcees, 1918, c. 145).
IIpyMKHYB K eBpasuCTBY, OH BO3BpalllaeTcs K
3TOMY BOIIPOCY B CEpMM CTaTeVl, OITyOJIMKOBaHHBIX
B XypHasle «[IyTe. Opran pycckon pemrio3Hoi
MbICTIV» (ATtekceeB, 1926; 1927a; 192706). Beibopou-
HO cofiep>KaHvie STVX ITy OJIMKaIIV JIETJIO B OCHOBY
ero Hemenkov ctatbu (Alexejew, 1931).

Crarbs «Pycckuii Hapofl I TOCyJapCTBO», OITy-
6imkoBaHHas B asrycre 1927r., Oblyia pesysibra-
ToM TniosleMukm AjtekceeBa ¢ H. A. bepmsieBbim:
AJlexceeB 1oj1araji, uTo opma rocygapcrba Xpu-
cTuaHMHY He Oe3pasnmuHa (Apxkakosckuri, 2000,

7 CM. TIOCJTETHWV Pas[iel HaCTOSIIert CTaThy Ha ¢. 168 —169.
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p. 351). Alekseev joined the right wing led by
his friend Pyotr N. Savitsky, who apparently
introduced him to Eurasianism (for more
details, see ibid., pp. 351-357).

Even before his emigration, Alekseev
(1918, p. 145) put forward the thesis that
the form of government is rooted in the
people’s political attitudes: “The foundation
of autocratic power is not a legal act, but the
moral recognition its subjects, based on the
moral and religious ideals of the people.” After
joining Eurasianism, he revisited this issue in a
series of articles published in the journal “Put’
[The Way], Organ of Russian Religious Thought”
(Alekseev, 1926; 1927a; 1927b). Selected parts
of these publications formed the basis of his
German-language article (Alexejew, 1931).

The article, “The Russian People and the
State”, published in August of 1927, was a
spin-off of Alekseev’s polemic with Nikolai
A. Berdyaev: Alekseev maintained that the
Christian was not indifferent to the form of
government (Arjakovsky, 2000, p. 150; cf.
Alekseev, 1927b), pointing to four components
of the Russian people’s political ideal: “1) the
idea of Orthodox rule-of-law monarchy; 2) the
idea of dictatorship; 3) the idea of Cossack
anarchy; 4) the idea of a sectarian conception
of the state” (Alekseev, 1998b, p. 83). All four
points were later included in the German
article.

In the brochure, On the Ways to the Future
Russia (1927), he claims that the old, pre-
Petrian “intelligentsia preaching the ideals
of Orthodox asceticism” “lacked purely
political ideals” (Alekseev, 1998a, p. 294):
“The religious-moral ideal was understood as
belonging to the sphere of personal morality,
as a personal feat” (ibid., p. 293). This ideal
underpinned the positive political ideal of the
Russian people, the so-called “Moscow truth”
(Alekseev, 1998b, p. 92), in which Alekseev
identifies three components: “the personal,
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c. 150; cm.: Asekcees, 19270), n yKa3ayl Ha YeTkIpe
COCTaBJILIOIIVIE PYCCKOTO HAPOIHOTO IIOJIMTIYe-
ckoro mpaeana: «1) vmaest IIpaBOCIIABHOV IIPaBOBOV
MOHapxuy; 2) mjlest JVKTaTypel; 3) mies Ka3allKou
BOJIBHUIIBL; 4) 11J1es] CeKTaHTCKOIO ITOHVMaHMS TO-
cygapcTsa» (Asekcees, 19986, c. 83). Bce uernipe
ITyHKTa BOIIUIV 3aTe€M B HEMEIIKYIO CTaThIO.

B 6pomrope «Ha myTsax x Oymyten Poccri»
(1927) oH perucTtpupyeT y CTapov, HOIeTpPOB-
CKOVI «VMHTEJUIMI€HIIVN, WCIIOBEIYIOIIEeN uiea-
JIbI IIPaBOCJIABHOTO acKeTM3Ma», «OTCYTCTBUE Ul-
CTO TOJIMTUYECKMX WeasioB» (Ajekcees, 1998a,
C. 294): «Penmmrmo3sHO-HpPaBCTBEHHBIV Veasl IIO-
HMMAJICS TIPeVIMYIIeCTBEHHO KaK OTHOCSIIIMIACS
K cdepe JIMUHOV HPABCTBEHHOCTV, KaK JINMYHBIN
nonsur» (Tam xe, c. 293). Ha sTom npeasie BbI-
CTpamBaJICd Y PyCCKOrO Hapofia IOJIOKUTEeIbHBIN
HOJIUTUYECKUI MOeayl — TaK Has3bIBaeMasl «MO-
CKOBCKasl IipaBra» (Ajrekcees, 19986, c. 92), B xo-
TOpOV AJleKceeB BBISBIISIET TPWU COCTABIISIOIINE:
«AUYHblIl, HPABCTBEHHBIV CMBIC/I», TPeOOBaBIINII
«BHYTpeHHeV! paboThI Hafl CODO00»; «COYUANLHO-I-
KOHOMUYeCKU Il CMBICII», TPeOOBABIIINII «COIJIacOBa-
HMs daKTMUecKoro yKiiajaa XXU3HU ¢ IIpaBuIaMm
eBaHIeJIbCKOIL HI06BT/I>>,' «NOAUMUUECKUT CMBICIT»,
TpeboBaBIIINI «IIpeoOpa3oBaHIsl MOCKOBCKOV MO-
HapxuU¥ B ToCcydapcTBo IIpaBoBoe» (Tam xe, c. 93).
AJlekcees T1071araeT, 4YTO B pe3yJsIbTaTe IIPOHVKHO-
BeHMs B Pocciio «3amaHOro IIpOCBeIleHNs» Te
PYCCKMie JIIOfM, KOTOpBIe «CTaIil VICKaTh JKM3HEeH-
HOVI TIpaB/Ibl», PyKOBOIACTBYSCh €r0 MIesIMMU, «3a-
ObUTM 00 MIeasTe JIMYHOIO COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHMS»
(Astexcees, 1998a, c. 293), 1 3TO TIPMBEJIO K pacxo-
KIIEHWIO MeXIy <« IIpOrpecCHBHOV VHTeJUINIeH-
Ivev» Vi HapOOOM.

HaxoHerl1, Hy>XHO BBISICHUTB, KaKoe copeprKa-
Hue AJlekceeB BKJIAIIBIBAET B IIOHSITHME «HAPOI»,
oIpeziesieHVie KOTOPOrO He BOIIUIO B HEMEITKOs-
3BIYHYIO CTaThlO. AJleKceeB yCTaHaB/IMBaeT eIH-
CTBO, WJIM «POICTBO» MEXY PasHBIMIU CIIOSMU
oO11iecTBa ¥ IIOKOJIEHUSIMU B «VICKOHHBIX CTpeM-
JIEHUSIX PYCCKOV OyIIV», TO €CTh B OTHOIIEHWNU
K IonMTrdeckoMy naeany. Ilo ero MHeHMIo, 3TN
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moral meaning” which demanded “inner work
on oneself”; the “socio-economic meaning”,
which demanded “harmonising the actual way
of life with the rules of evangelical love”; and
the “political meaning”, which demanded “the
transformation of the Moscow monarchy into
a law-governed state” (ibid., p. 93). Alekseev
(1998a, p. 293) claims that, as a result of the
penetration of “Western enlightenment” into
Russia, those Russians who “started seeking life
truth” in accordance with these ideas “forgot
the ideal of personal self-improvement”, which
created a cleavage between “the progressive
intelligentsia” and the people.

Finally, we should clarify the content with
which Alekseev invests the concept of “the
people”, a term which is not defined in the
German-language article. Alekseev posits a
unity, or “kinship” between different social
strata and generations in terms of “the intrinsic
strivings of the Russian soul”, i.e. in the attitude
toward a political ideal. In his view, these
intrinsic strivings are characteristic “not only of
the intelligentsia of the Petersburg period, but
are equally dear to the old Muscovite, educated
and uneducated alike” (Alekseev, 1998b,
p- 83). He gives a clearer definition in the 1927
article, “Eurasianists and the State”: the people
is “a coalescence of historical generations”
(Alekseev, 1998c, p. 182). His programmatic
work “The Theory of the State” (1931) has a
whole chapter devoted to the concept of “the
people” (narod). Its underlying thesis is that
“the people [...] is a psychic being” (Alekseev,
1998d, p. 431). Alekseev then approaches
the concept of ‘nation” by referring to the
organic unity of the people (ibid.), and frames
a definition thus: “A nation is the unified
community of all individuals who, in their own
way, reflect the features of national life in their
circumstances” (ibid., p. 442).

Alekseev (1930, pp. 101-102) sees his own —
Eurasian, normative — political ideal as a



VICKOHHBIE CTpeMJIEHVISI CBOVICTBEHHBI «BOBCE He
OIHOV VIHTeJUIUTeHIINM I1eTepOyprcKoro mepuo-
7la, HO CTOJIb JXKe JIOpOrue CTapOMY MOCKOBCKOMY
1 IIPOCBeIlIeHHOMY, 11 HEeIIPOCBEIIIeHHOMY YeJIoBe-
Ky» (Astekcees, 19980, c. 83). B cTarbe «EBpasmiiiis
U TOCYIapCTBO», TOXe omyOimKosaHHOM B 1927 T,
OH faeT Ooslee WeTKOe OITperiesieHVE: HApOIm —
3TO «COBOKYITHOCTH WCTOPWYECKMX ITOKOJIEHWIT»
(Anexcees, 19988, c. 182). B mporpammMHoOM pabote
«Teopust rocymapcersa» (1931) nernas 11aBa 1ocBs-
II[eHa MTOHSTUIO «Hapor». Ee mcxomHbIt Tesnc —
«Hapom... cyuwecmbo ncuxuueckoe» (Ajlekcees,
1998r, c. 431). Nastee AjiekceeB IOIXOAUT K IIOHS-
TUIO «HalMs» 4depe3 yKasaHMe Ha OpraHui4ecKoe
enuHcTBO Hapoa (Tam xe) 1 dpopmympyer orpe-
nenenve: «Hamms ectb coOOpHOe eIMHCTBO BCex
VHAMBUIYYMOB, CBOEOOPa3sHO OTOOpakaloIinx B
CBOVMIX COCTOSIHMSAX OCOOEHHOCTV HallVIOHaJIbHOV
xm3HM> (Tam xe, c. 442).

CoOcTBeHHBIT —
HBIVI — TIOJIUTUYECKUII meall AJleKceeB BUIUT
B COYeTaHWN JIYUIINX 4YepT Oyp)KyasHOro 1 CO-
HVQJIMCTUYECKOTO OOIIIeCTBEHHOrO YCTPOVICTBA:
«OXpaHa CBOOOIBI» YesloBeKa, KaK B OypiKyasHbIX
o0rriecTBax, 9TO II03BOJISIET ITPOSIBIISTBCS W pac-
KPbIBaTbCSI TBOPYECKOVI aKTMBHOCTM T'pakKia-
HVHa, BOBJIEKalolllell ero B 00llecTBeHHOe CTpPo-
UTEJIbCTBO, M «COIMAJTbHAS TTOMOIIIb»,
yJIydllleHye «MaTepyaIbHbIX YCIIOBU CYIIeCTBO-
BaHWSL JIIOMIEV», K 9eMy CTPeMSITCS COLIMAIIVICTV-
yeckmie obOmecTBa (Asekcees, 1930, c. 101-102; cm.:
3arupnsx, 2020). Crarsio «Pycckmit Hapof,  ToCy-
IapCcTBO» OH TaKXe 3aKaHYMBaeT (POPMYIIVIPOB-
KOV TIOJIUTWYECKOro Mleasla, YUUTHIBAIOIIero vc-
KOHHBIe CTPeMJIeHNs PyccKoro Hapopa: «bymyiree
IPUHAIIIEXUT npabocaabromy npaboBomy eocyoap-
cm@y, KOToOpoe CyMeeT CoueTaTh TBEPIyIO BJIACTh
(Ha4asI0 AMKTATYPhI) C HAPOHAOIIPABCTBOM (HadasIo
BOJIBHUIIBI) M CO CJIY)KEHVIEM COLVIQJIBHOV ITpaB-
ne» (Arekcees, 19980, c. 116).

BriocienictBum  AstekceeB MIpuM3HaJI 3a COBET-
CKVMM OOIIIeCTBEHHBIM YCTPOVICTBOM Ty TOCYHap-
CTBEHHYIO (pOpMY, KOTOPOVI Ha ITPaKTUKe yAaI0Ch

€BPasmVICKNVI, HOPMaTWB-

TO eCTb
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combination of the best traits of the bourgeois
and socialist social systems: the “protection of
freedom” of the human being, as in bourgeois
societies, which stimulates the creative activity
of the individual, involving him or her in the
building of society; and “social support”, i.e.
improvement of “the material conditions of
people’s lives”, the goal that socialist society
seeks (cf. Zagirnyak, 2020). He ends the
article, “The Russian People and the State”,
by formulating the political ideal that takes
into account the traditional aspirations of the
Russian people: “The future belongs to the
Orthodox law-governed state which will manage
to combine firm power (the dictatorship
element) with the people’s rulership (the
element of liberty) and service to social truth”
(Alekseev, 1998b, p. 116).

Later, Alekseev conceded that the Soviet
social system was a state form that had, in
practice, succeeded in overcoming the Russian
people’s anarchic tendencies and provided the
political school which he lacked for such an
achievement. On 11 March 1959, he wrote to
Savitsky from Geneva:

Ilyich! introduced to Marxism a new
interpretation, but it cannot be called
“Eurasian”. His politically genius insight was
that he understood the predilection towards
his political ideal (or rather, to socio-political
programme) of poor, impoverished peoples,
and not peoples who had become rich. [...]
Among American barbarians, Europeanism had
taken on an exaggeratedly farcical character.
Russians are an old people, may God forbid
them to fall into Americanism.

[...] I despise Americanism as a caricature
of Europeanism; I love Descartes and Pascal,
Kant and Hegel; I love the Italian Renaissance,
the Sorbonne and Oxford; I love the category
of moderation as Aristotle’s principal virtue
and contrast it with Russian immoderation,
both that of the intelligentsia and that of the
“schismatics”, which leads to chaos. I think the

10The reference is to Vladimir Ilyich Lenin.
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IIpeosIoJieTh aHaPXWYeCKYI0 TeHJIeHIINIO PYyCCKO-
ro HapoJia, U Ty HOJIUTUYECKYIO IIIKOJIy, KOTOpOU
eMy He xBaTaJlo JjIsl TaKoro IpeoposieHs. Ogus-
Hajuaroro Mapta 1959 r. on nincasn CaBuiikomy 3
KeneBwr:

Vnena® BHeC B MapKCV3M HOBOE VICTOJIKO-
BaHVe, HO «eBPasUIICKIMM» €r0 Ha3BaTb HeJIb3sl.
Ero moymrudecky reHMaJIbHOWM MBICJIBIO OBUIO
TO, YTO OH IOHSUI IIPepacIioI0KeHHOCTb K CBO-
eMy IOJIMTUYeCKOMy njleasly (BepHee, K COI<U-
TBHO->TIONINT<IYIECKOV> IIporpaMMe) OeTHBIX,
HUIIIEHCKMX HapO/0B, a He HapoIoB pa3borares-
mmx. <...> Y aMepuKaHCKMX BapBapoB eBpoIle-
V3M JOCTUI IIpeyBeJINUeHHO aHeKIOTWYecKOoro
xapakrepa. Pycckue — Hapon crapsii, n30asu
bor M BracTe B aMeprKaHM3M.

<...> Ilpesuparo aMepuKaHMU3M KakK aHeK-
IOTMYeCcKoe BBIpaXKEeHNe eBpoIlen3Ma, JII00IIo
Hexapra n Ilackais, Kanra n leress, oo
utanbsHckuin  Peneccanc, Copbonny mu  Ok-
cdopi, 00110 KaTeropuio Mepsl KakK OCHOBHYIO
moOpozeTestb ApUCTOTeIIs U IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIAIO
pycckoit 0e3MepHOCTH, KaK MHTEJUIMIeHTCKOV,
TaK ¥ «PpacKOJIbHNYbEV», ITPUBOIISAIIEN K XaocCy.
JlyMaro, 4TO COBETCKM PeXUM Hay4dmI PyCCKMUX
Mepe VI TIOPAIIKY KaK OCHOBHOW foOpoperenn u
OTy4WI OT «HeucToBcTBa» («doporoii...», 2017,
c. 376).

3. K ucropun nyoamkanumm crarbu
B )XypHaJle «Bocrounasa Espona»

Beixon B cBer crarbm AstekceeBa «lIpomcxox-
JleHVe TIOJIMTMYEeCKIX 1JieasioB PyCcCKOTro Hapoa»
(Alexejew, 1931) oxBesI cBOEro pofa UTOr IIOYUTH
IISTHaALATUIIETHVIM pa3sMBIIIUIEHMSM Hall TeMOV,
yKa3aHHOV B Ha3BaHUM CTaTb. [lepBble MOTMBBI,
KaK MBI BUIeJIVI, BOCXOMIST K ITyOnmmKanysm 1917—
1918 rt. 0 HapogHOM OyHTe M aHapxmsMme B Poc-
cun. CieayIonmM M0 BpeMeHU IOKYMeHTaJIbHO
MOATBEPXIEeHHBIM yKa3aHMeM Ha IIPOIoDKeHVe
3TOM PabOTHI MOXKHO cuMTaTh NoKjIaf b. I1. Beire-
CJIaBlIeBa, IIPOYMTAaHHBIN B HosOpe 1923 1. B Prime
Ha KOH(epeHIINI, OpPraHM30BAaHHOV WTaJIbgIH-

$meetcs B Bumy Braammmup Viteia JTeHnH.

Soviet regime has given the Russians a sense
of moderation as the main virtue, and turned
them away from “frenzy” (Ermishin and
Nazmutdinov, 2017, p. 376).

3. On the History of the Publication
of the Article in the Journal “Osteuropa”

The publication of Alekseev’s article, “The
Origin of the Russian People’s Political Ideals”
(Alexejew, 1931), summed up, as it were, the
results of almost fifteen years of reflections on
the theme indicated in this article’s title. As we
have seen, early signs appeared in publications
from 1917—18 about the people’s revolt and
anarchism in Russia. The next documented
evidence that this work continued is arguably
the report delivered by Boris Vysheslavtsev
(1995, p. 121n1) in Rome in November of 1923,
at a conference organised by the Italian Eastern
Europe Institute. In it, Vysheslavtsev mentions
Professor Alekseev who had reminded him of
the bylina (heroic epic) about Ilya Muromets,
which is marked by “positive clairvoyance”:
it prophetically presents “the whole picture
of the Russian revolution” (ibid., p. 116). The
same epic, also with a reference to its prophetic
character, is discussed in Alekseev’s article
published in the journal “Put” (Alekseev, 1927b,
pp. 50-51; 1998b, pp. 106, 118n85), and again in
his German article (Alexejew, 1931, p. 324; f.
Alekseev and Dmitrieva, 2025, pp. 192-193).

In 1927, Alekseev gave several lectures
on a similar theme: according to a notice in
the newspaper, “Latest News”, there was to
be given a lecture on “The Political Ideals
of the Russian People” at the Eurasian
Seminar in Paris on 10 January (Anonymous,
1927a). The newspaper “Rul’” announced a
lecture in German, entitled, “Die politischen
Anschauungen des russischen Volkes” (“The
Political Views of the Russian People”), which
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ckuM VHcTuTyTOM BocTounHOmM EBpormsr (Bbirrie-
ciasiies, 1995, c. 121, npumeu. 1). B Hem Berrrec-
JaBlIeB cocJIasicsl Ha Itpodpeccopa AjlekceeBa: TOT
rozickasajl eMy ObuIMHY 00 Viibe Mypowmiie, ko-
Topasi «objIafjaeT IIOJIOKMTEIIBHBIM  SICHOBUJIE-
HVeM» — B HeVl IIPOPOUECKN IIpefiCTaBIeHa «BCS
KapTuHa pycckom pesormonnm» (Tam e, c. 116).
DTOT Xe CIOXeT TakXKe C yKa3aHMeM Ha ero IIpo-
pOYecKuI XapaKTep BbIBefleH B cTaThe AJlekceeBa,
orryOikoBaHHOM B XypHase «[lyTe» (cm.: Ajtek-
cees, 19276, c. 50—51; 19986, c. 106, 118, mpumeu.
85), a 3aTeM 1 B ero HeMeIIKOVI cTaTbe (cM.: Alexe-
jew, 1931, S. 324; cp.: Anekcees, [Imutpuesa, 2025,
c. 192—193).

B 1927 r. AjiekceeB BBICTYNWMJI C HECKOJIBKM-
MM TeMaTH4decKy OJIM3KMMM JIOKJIaJaMu: coryiac-
HO aHOHCY raseTsl «I locsienHme HoBoCcTM», B EBpa-
suvickoM cemmHape B ITapvoke 10 stHBapst moypkeH
ObUT cocTogThCa mokitam «l losmmTaeckre mmeasl
pycckoro Hapopa» (Bectn..., 1927). I'aseta «Pysib»
aHOHCHpOBaJsla JOKJIazl Ha HeMeIKoM si3bIke «Die
politischen Anschauungen des russischen Volkes»
(«ITormmTrraeckmie BO33peHMSI PYCCKOTO HApOma»),
KOTOPBIV ZIOJDKEeH ObLJT ObITh IpounTaH B PycckoMm
Hay4YHOM MHCTUTYTe B bepiune (manee — PHU)
9 despains (1-g nexkums) (B Pycckom..., 1927a) u
16 deppains (2-s nmexius) (B Pycckowm..., 19270) B
paMKax NWKJIa HAyYHO-TIOMYJISPHBIX JIEKIINA,
craproBasliero 24 siHBaps (B Pycckom..., 19278).
Ha 9 n 16 mroHs TaM XXe ObII 3aIUIaHMPOBAH J10-
KJ1ag, «Vlest IMKTaTy pel, AeMOKpaTUW 1 IIPaBOBO-
IO rocy/IapCTBa B IIOJIUTUYECKMX BO33PEeHMSIX pyc-
ckoro Haporma» (Chronik..., 1999, S. 321 (Ne 5225),
322 (Ne 5237)), a Ha 15 mioHss — [OokJIaj Ha He-
mernikoM a3bike: «Die Besonderheit der russischen
Geschichte» («Oco0eHHOCTb PYCCKOV MCTOPWMII»)
(Ibid., S. 314 (Ne 5235)). [IBanmaTe BocbkMOro ges-
paist 1928 1. AjlekceeB BBICTYIIVJI Ha HeMeLIKOM
sa3pIKe ¢ jokiIamoM «Besonderheiten in der rus-
sischen Staatsentwicklung» («OcobGenHocTt B
pasBUTUM pyccKoro rocymapcrsa») (Ibid., S. 345
(Ne 5628)), B KOTOpOM TaK ke MOIJIV 3aTparmBaThCs
BOITPOCHI, ITO3[THee Bollelne B crarbio 1931 ., —

169

N. A. Dmitrieva

was to be given at the Russian Scientific
Institute in Berlin (elsewhere RSI) on 9
February (Lecture 1) (Anonymous, 1927b)
and on 16 February (Lecture 2) (Anonymous,
1927c) as part of a series of popular science
lectures that had been launched on 24 January
(Anonymous, 1927d). The lecture, “The Idea
of Dictatorship, Democracy and the Law-
Governed State in the Political Views of the
Russian People”, was scheduled for 9 and 16
June (Schlogel et al., 1999, pp. 321 (Ne 5225)
and 322 (Ne 5237)), and the lecture in German,
“Die Besonderheit der russischen Geschichte”
(“The Peculiarity of Russian History”), was
scheduled for 15 June (ibid., p. 314 (Ne 5235)).
On 8 February 1928, Alekseev gave in German
a lecture on “Besonderheiten in der russischen
Staatsentwicklung” (“Peculiarities the
Development of the Russian State” (ibid., p. 345
(Ne 5628)), which also may have touched on
the issues that would later be included in the
1931 article — for example, the problems of
the establishment and stability of an absolute
monarchy in Russia.

It is not unlikely that the final framework
of the article took shape in the lecture “Die
sozialutopischen Ideale des russischen Volkes”
(“The Social Utopian Ideals of the Russian
People”), which was also given in German on
5 June 1930 (ibid., p. 405 (Ne 6576)).

The name of the German specialist in Slavic
studies who invited Alekseev to write an
article for the Berlin-based journal “Osteuropa”
(“Eastern Europe”) is not known; but it may
have been Otto Hoetzsch (1876—1946), the
founder (in 1925) and chief editor of the
journal until 1935, or some member of his staff.
Besides, Hoetzsch was one of the organisers
of the RSI in Berlin on the German side
and, as mentioned above, Alekseev actively
collaborated with the Institute, including
by giving lectures in German. Hoetzsch

in
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HarpumMep, IIpo0iieMbl 0POPMIIEHVS I YCTOMYV-
BocTi B Poccum abcosTioTHCTCKO-MOHAPXYeCKOro
IIpaBJIeHMsl.

MoOXHO IIpeAIoyIoKUTh, YTO pPaMKM CTaTby
OKOHYaTeJIbHO OINpefenncek B Jokiage «Die
sozialutopischen Ideale des russischen Volkes»
(«CormanbHO-yTOIMYecKe Mieabl pyccKOro Ha-
pona»), mpo3By4dasiiieM Takxe B PHV nHa Hemerr-
koM s13bIke 5 mroHs 1930 1. (Ibid., S. 405 (Ne 6576)).

HensBecTHO, KTO MIMEHHO 13 HEMeLIKMX CJIaBU-
CTOB IpuUryacwiI AjlekceeBa HaIlvicaTb CTaThIO J1JIs
OeprmHCKOro XypHasa «Bocrounas Eepora», HO
MOXXHO HPeNoiIoXNUTh, YTo 3T0 Op1 OTTO XéTu
(1876 —1946), ocHoBatenb (B 19251) n mo 1935 .
IJIaBHBIVI pefakTop XXypHasla, Wi KTO-TO U3 €ro
corpygHuKoB. Kpome Toro, Xéru ObUI OTHVUM 73
opranmsaropos PHVI B beprmte ¢ nHemerikor cro-
PpoHEL a ¢ 3TuM VIHCTUTYTOM, KaK ObUIO IIOKa3a-
HO BBIIIle, aKTVBHO COTpyAHMYal AJleKCeeB, Bbl-
CTyHasi B TOM 4ucJle C JOKJIaJjaMi Ha HeMeIKOM
ga3pIke. Xéru mpopospkan Kypuposate PHIUL 1o
1933 r? 1 Kak BuIle-Tipe3neHT Hemerikoro oOrrre-
CTBa 110 n3y4eHnto Bocrounon Espomnel, 1 B cuity
cobCcTBeHHBIX HayuHbIX MHTepecoB. C 11epBoro mo-
asytennsi pabor H. C. Tpyberikoro, 3a0XmBIINX
OCHOBY HOBOIO TeUeHWsl — eBpasuVICTBa, OH, KaK
IpV3HABaJICA caM, IIpyUcMaTpuUBaIcad «K 3TUM TaK
HasplBaeMbIM “eBpasumiam™» (Hoetzsch, 1925,
S. 3) u maxke HarmmMcaI IIPeANCIIOB/e K HeMeITKO-
My IiepeBofly coumHeHus: TpyOerikoro «Eppomna 1
uesiopeuecTBO» (1920), BBIIIIEMIIEMY B MIOHXeHe B
1922 r,, x0T 1 He pasfesIsl IIOJTHOCTBIO B3IJIAIbI
eBpasuiilleB Ha WCTOPVKO-KYJIBTypPHOe II0JIoXKe-
Hue Poccumt «mexy» EBporioit 1 Asuer, riosarasi,
uro Poccus «ipunagiexut x Espore, B ropasmo
Gortbltiert cTerieHn, YeM K A3, HeCMOTPs Ha Bce
gBJIeHV TlepexofHoro riepuopga» (Ibid., S. 4). beiio
ObI HEeBEpHO yTBepXXaTh, UTO XETY BIIOCIIEACTBUM
yhesIsul IIpeyBeIMueHHO MHOTO BHVIMaHMs eBpa-

9 Cm.: (Unser, 1975, S. 568 —569). O porm XéTtua B opra-
Hy3anym VIHCTUTyTa M ero 3HayeHWN I M3Yy4deHVIsd
PYCCKOVI MICTOPUM U KYJIbTYPbI B ['epManmm eM.: (cM.: Mu-

xasmpueHko, Tkauenko, 2017, c. 96; Pe3Brix, LIpiraHkos,
2022, c. 91—-95).

170

continued to curate the RSI until 1933, both
in his capacity as Vice President of the German
Society for the Study of Eastern Europe, and in
pursuit of his own research interests. From the
very first publications of Nikolai S. Trubetzkoy,
which laid the foundation for the new
movement — Eurasianism — as he admitted
himself, he kept a close eye on “these so-called
‘Eurasians’”'?> (Hoetzsch, 1925, p. 3). He even
wrote a foreword to the German translation
of Trubetzkoy’s work, Europe and Mankind
(1920), which was published in Munich in
1922, even though he did not entirely share the
Eurasianists’ views on the historical-cultural
positioning of Russia “between” Europe and
Asia, believing that “Russia, despite all the
appearances of transition, belongs far more to
Europe than to Asia!”* (ibid., p. 4). It would be
wrong to say that Hoetzsch subsequently paid
too much attention to Eurasianism. During
his time as chief editor of the journal, of the
texts written by Eurasianist authors, apart
from Alekseev, we can mention philosopher
Lev P. Karsavin’s article about the essence
of Russian Orthodoxy (1925, vol. 1, no. 2),
and several articles by the jurist Lev M.
Zaitsev on social-legal issues in the Soviet
Union (Anonymous, 1975, pp. A470-A471).
True, the journal included some detailed
coverage of the “Clamart schism” within the
Eurasianist movement and mentioned its
protagonists, including Alekseev (M. v. K.,
1929), and published an article by the poet and
philologist Mikhail G. Gorlin, “Philosophical-
Political Currents in the Russian Emigré
Community”, which focused on Eurasianism

1 See Unser (1975, pp. 568-569). On Hoetzsch’s role
in organising the RSI and its significance for the
study of Russian history and culture in Germany, see
Mikhalchenko and Tkachenko (2017, p. 9), Rezvykh and
Tsygankov (2022, pp. 91-95).

12Cf. “Ich habe eben jene sogenannte ‘Eurasier” im Auge.”
BCf.“[...]Russlandgehdrttrotzaller Ubergangserscheinungen
sehr viel stirker zu Europa als zu Asien!”
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3UNCTBY. B )XypHase «Bocrounas Espona» B iepu-
o7l peaKTopcTBa XéTua M3 TeKCTOB, BBIIIEIIINX
U3-TI0]], IIepa aBTOPOB-eBpasuiiLieB, IOMUMO AJlek-
ceeBa, MOXKHO yKas3aTh TOJIBKO Ha CTaThO PMJIOCO-
da JIeBa ID1aroHosnua KapcasrHa 0 cymiHOCTM
pycckoro mmpaBociasys (1925, T. 1, Ne 2) 1 HecKoiTb-
Ko cTraren 1opucTa JIbBa Monceesiya 3ariiieBa 110
COIIMAJIBHO-ITPaBOBbIM BorpocaM B CoBeTcKoM
Coroze (cm.: «Osteuropa»..., 1975, S. A470—A471).
ITpaBna, mOBOIIBEHO TTOAPOOHO OBIT OcBeleH «Kita-

and its main ideologists: N.S. Trubetzkoy,
P.N. Savitsky, G.V. Vernadsky, L.P. Karsavin,
P.P. Suvchinsky and N.N. Alekseev (Gorlin,
1933, pp. 281-287). Considering the time of its
publication (February 1933) it effectively drew
a line under the movement, and especially its
participation in German intellectual history.
The style in which the Eurasianists, and
Alekseev in particular,
reflections was also not alien to the editor-

structured their

MapCKMUT pacKkoil» B [IBVDKEHVY €BPa3uUIIeB C yIIo-
MVHAHVEM ero ITIaBHBIX IIPOTaTrOHMCTOB, BKITIOYas
AnexceeBa (M. v. K., 1929), a Takxe ory0skoBaHa
CTaThd 1103Ta U dputortora Mmxansia [enprxosraa
TopimmHa «@utocodpcko-TIoIUTIYeCcKe TeueHUs

in-chief of “Osteuropa”. Like the Eurasianists,
he routinely used the conceptual apparatus
of Volkerpsychologie,”* and did not hide his
sympathy for Kant, urging the need for mutual
understanding between the Russian and
German cultures, and the journal’s task in this
respect:

B PYCCKOV 3MUTpaIli», B KOTOPOVI IIperMyIIie-
CTBEHHOe BHMMaHVe ObUIO yIIeJIeHO eBpasuVICTBY
u ero miaBHbIM MaeotoraMm — H. C. TpyOenxomy,
I1. H. CaBunixomy, I.B. Bepnanckomy, JI.II. Kap-

capuny, [L.IL CyBumnckomy wm H.H. AnexceeBy
(Gorlin, 1933, S. 281—-287), a yunTbIBasi BpeMs ee
nyormkarun — despanb 1933 1, oHa, 10 CyTH,
MOABOVIIA UTOI Pa3sBUTWIO 3TOTO JABVDKEHMS U B
0COOEHHOCTV €ro y4JacTMIO B HeMeIIKOV WHTeJl-
JIeKTyaJIbHOVI VICTOPUIA.

CT1151b, B KOTOPOM BBICTParBasIvi CBOV pa3MBbIIII-
JIEHUSI eBPasUILIbl, B YaCTHOCTY AJIeKceeB, TaKxKe
He OBUI 4yXXIl IJIABHOMY perakTopy «BocTounom
EBponer». IlomoGHO eBpasmiiiaM, OH IIPUBBIYHO
I10JIB30BaJICS TIOHATUVIHBIM arrapaToM Volkerpsy-
chologie' v ripu 5TOM IpV3HABAJICA B CUMIIATUN K
KanTy, roBopsi 0 HeoOXOIMMOCTY B3aVIMOIIOHVIMa-
HUs MeX]Jly HeMeIIKOV M PYCCKOV KYJIBTypaMu M
00yCJIOBJIEHHBIX €10 3a7ladax XXy pHaJla:

CompuKOCHOBEHME ¥ CTOJIKHOBEHWE CO CJIa-
BSIHCKVIM, BOCTOYHBIM /Ty XOM JIOJDKHBI ITPOSIBUTE-
s ¢ 0co0OVI CIIION. .. B OOpBb0e 3a MIPOBO33peHIIe

0D pur; DITITITENTH OTMeYaeT, YTO BOCTOPKEHHOE TI03/IpaB-

The contact and confrontation with the
Slavic, Eastern spirit must be strong [...] in the
struggle over worldview and religion, amidst
the intellectual upheavals into which we are
caught up, the contact and confrontation
precisely with the religious forces of the Russian
soul, with that which determines the greatest
works of the poets of the Russian soil [...].

Germany brings to this contact its heritage
and assets in the shape of its rigorous scientific
methodology and its classical, ethical idealism.
“There is no bridge leading from Dostoyevsky
to Kant,” these words of the late Ernst
Troeltsch still ring in my ears. It seems to me
that the problem is always posed incorrectly.
The question is whether a bridge leads from
Solovyov to Kant. We can only be presentient of
the paths into these far distances, quietly open
the gates leading there, but we must recognise
this task, and we sense in it the world mission

sleHMe XétuyeM IpesupenTa Hemerkoro obrecTsa 1o ms-

genmio Bocrounom Espomer @pumpuxa IImuar-Otra
(1860 —1956) ¢ cemumecsTIIIETIEM COAEPXKATIO, TIO CYTH,
«IIpW3HaHMe B IpuBepKeHHOCTN Hekon Volkerpsycholo-
gie» (Epstein, 1975, S. 544).

" Fritz T. Epstein (1975, p. 544) notes that the exalted
congratulations Hoetzsch sent to Friedrich Smidt-
Ott (1860—1956) on his 70" birthday amounted to
“recognition of adherence to a Vélkerpsychologie” (“ein
Bekenntnis zu einer Vélkerpsychologie”).
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VI PeJIUTUIO, B T€X AyXOBHBIX IIOTPACEHNIX, B KO-
TOPbIe MBI HOTIAJIV, — COIIPMKOCHOBEHNE W CTOJI-
KHOBeHVe VMEHHO C PeJIUTMO3HBIMU CYJIaMU
PYCCKOVI oY1, C TEM, YTO OIpenesIsieT Bendari-
LIVie IIPOU3BEAEHNS [I03TOB PYCCKOVI 3eMJIML. ..

B 310 compuxocHoBenme I'epmanus IIPUBHO-
CUT HacJIeIvie Vi JOCTOsIHVIE B BYJIe CBOEVI CTPOrovi
Hay4HOV MeTOIOJIOINI, CBOEro KJIacCuU4ecKo-
ro, 3TMueckoro maeammsMa. «Ot ocToeBcKoro
K KanTy He BereT HMKaKOVM MOCT» — S IO CUX
HOp CJIBIILY 3TV CJI0BA M3 yCT IIOKOVHOT'O DPHCTa
Tpénmpua. MHe KaxeTcs, uTo mpobiieMa Bcerma
CTaBUTCSI HeBepHO. Boripoc B TOM, BefeT JI1 MOCT
ot ConosbéBa Kk KanTy. MbI MOXXeM JIuIIIb IIpe-
4yBCTBOBAaTh ITyTU B 3Ty Aajlb, TMXO OTKPBIBATh
BOPOTa, BeZlyIlyie Tya, HO MBI JIOJDKHBI OCO3HATh
3Ty 3aJa4dy ¥ IIOYYBCTBOBAaTb B HeVl MUPOBYIO
MUCCUIO Halllero Hapojia 1, BO3MOXHO, TakXe
Cpe/ICcTBa I UCLeJIeHVs 3paHeHHOW AyIIn Ha-
mrero Hapopa (Hoetzsch, 1925, S. 6).

TakomMy OCO3HaHWMIO V1 IIOUCKY ITyTU K B3auIMO-
MOHVIMAHMIO JOJDKHA ObliIa, 110 BCEVI BUIMMOCTY,
CJIYXXUTb U CTaThs AJlekceeBa 00 MICTOKax IOINUTH-
YeCKMX MIeasIoB PYyCCKOro Haposa.

Eok okl

B nepeBorie BoccTaHOBJIEHBI ay TEHTUYHBIE PYC-
CKMe ITOCITIOBUITEI ¥ TIOTOBOPKM'. SI3BIK mepeBoma
MaKCVIMaJIbHO IPVOIVIKEH K CJIOBAPHOMY BBIOOPY
AJekceeBa B COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIX PYCCKOSI3BIUHBIX
crarpsix. OOHapy>keHHble (paKTUYecKye OIIMOKM
VICIIpaBJIeHbl ¥ IIPOKOMMEHTMPOBaHbL B Hemerr-
KOSI3BIYHOM TeKCTe BCe IIUTaThI JAlOTCs Oe3 yKa-
3aHMS MICTOYHMKA, TI03TOMY B KOMMEHTapwsIx, Ha-
CKOJIBKO OBLIIO BO3MOXKHO, II0 CTaThbsaM AJiekceeBa
1920—1930-x rr. BOCCTaHOBJIEHBI MICTOUYHWMKM, KO-
TOPBIMM OH ITOJTb30BaJICS VIJIV MOT TIOJTB30BAThCSL.

1 Takol mepeBOIYECKUII BBIOOpP OOYCIIOBIIEH He TOJIb-
KO HaMepeHVeM IIepeBOIYMKa MaKCUMaIbHO BO3MOXKHO
BOCCTAHOBWTbH ay TEHTMYHOCTH TEKCTa, HO 11 HEOOXOIIMO-
CTBIO WCIIPaBUTh HETOYHOCTV KYJIBTYPHO-VICTOPUYECKO-
ro IUIaHa. B wacTHOCTH, B YIIOMSIHYTOVI BbIIlle ObUIIHE 00
Wibe MypoMiie TOBOPUTCS. O TOM, UTO OOVDKEHHBINT KHS-
3eM OOraThIpb CTajl OOCTpeNIMBATD M3 JIyKa 30JI049€HbIe Ma-
KOBKM I1epksert (Asiekcees, [Imutpuesa, 2025, c. 192—193,
202, mpvmeu. 42, 43), a B HEMELIKOM TeKCTe BMECTO MaKoO-
BOK, TO €CTb KYIIOJIOB, — LIIWIN / HaBeplus OalreH
(Turmspitzen) (cm.: Alexejew, 1931, S. 324).

of our people and perhaps also the means to

heal the scarred soul of our people’ (Hoetzsch,
1925, p. 6).

Alekseev’s article on the origins of the
Russian people’s political ideals undoubtedly
was, it would seem, intended to foster this
recognition and search for a path towards
mutual understanding.

%ok ok

The translation restores the authentic
Russian proverbs and sayings.'® Factual errors
have been found, corrected, and commented
on. In the German text, the quotations are not
provided with sources, which is why, as far
as possible, the sources Alekseev used or may
have used have been restored based on his
articles of the 1920s and 1930s.

The research was supported by the Russian
Science Foundation, grant No. 24-18-00651
“Ontology of the Nation in Russian Neo-
Kantianism”, https.//rscf.ru/project/24-18-00651/.

5 Cf. “Die Beriihrung und Auseinandersetzung mit
dem slawischen, 0stlichen Geiste wird auch im Kampf
um Weltanschauung und Religion, in den geistigen
Erschiitterungen, in die wir geraten sind, stark sein miissen,
Bertihrung und Auseinandersetzung eben mit den religidsen
Kriften der russischen Seele, mit dem, was die grofiten Werke
der Dichter russischer Erde bestimmt |...].

Zu dieser Beriihrung bringt Deutschland Erbe und Gut
mit in seiner strengen wissenschaftlichen Methode, seinem
klassischen, ethischen Idealismus. ‘Es fiihrt keine Briicke
von Dostojewski zu Kant’ noch hore ich dieses Wort aus dem
Munde des verstorbenen Ernst Troeltsch. Mir scheint so das
Problem immer falsch gestellt. Die Frage ist, ob eine Briicke
fiihre von Ssolowjow hin zu Kant. Wir konnen nur eben erst
die Wege ahnen in diese Fernen, die Tore leise dffnen, die
dazu fiihren, aber die Aufgabe miissen wir erkennen, und wir
spiiren darin eine Weltmission unseres Volkes und vielleicht
auch Mittel, die wund gewordene Seele unseres Volkes zu
heilen.”

16This choice of translation was prompted not only by the
translator’s wish to restore the authentic text, but also by
the need to correct cultural and historical inaccuracies.
For example, while the story about Ilya Muromets says
that the latter, slighted by the prince, begins shooting
arrows at the gilded church domes (Alekseev and
Dmitrieva, 2025, pp. 192-193, 201n42, 202n43), in the
German text the domes are replaced by tower spires
(Turmspitzen) (cf. Alexejew, 1931, p. 324).
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MccaedoBanue Bvinoaneno 3a cuem epanma Poc-
cutick020 HayuHoeo ¢ponda Ne 24-18-00651 «Onmo-
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rscf.ru/project/24-18-00651/.
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HUKOJIAV AJTEKCEEB:
ITPOVICXOXKIEHWME
IMOJIMTUYECKVX VIEAJIOB
PYCCKOI'O HAPOIA

H. H. Azexceeb', H. A. [Imumpueba*

Cmamusa Huxosas Huxonraebuua Asexceeba nanu-
cana 6 smuepayuu u npuHaoLexum eBpasutickomy ne-
puody e2o ¢pusocodpckoeo mbopuecmba. B Heil ucnoas-
3yromcs udeu, komopole 0vLAU paspadbomarnst 6 cmamvax
1927 e., onybauxobannvix 6 xypuase «Ilymv. Opean
PYCccKoil peAu2uo3Houl moicau». Onupasce Ha uccaedoba-
Hus pycckux ucmopuxob XIX — nauara XX 6., Azexceeb
noxasvibaem, kax popmupobarucy 6 Hapode 6324706 Ha
eocyoapcmbBernyio baacms u gpueypy npabumeas. C eeo
MOUKU 3peHUs, HAAUYO YHUKAAbHOE couematie npubep-
JKeHHOCTU HAPOOA K ADCOAMUCTICKOU MOHAPXUYECKOTL
hopme npabaerus, ¢ 00HOU CHOPOHbI, U NPeOnoUmeHUs
AHAPXUHECKO20 NpUHYuna opeanusayuu obuecméa — c
opyeotl.

KatoueBuie cro8a: pycckoe neokanmuarcmbo, eb-
pasuticmbo, pycckoe 3apydexve, nosumuueckun uoeas,
abcoaromuas monapxus, Vocugp Boaoyxuil, Méan [pos-
Houl, nampuapx Hukon, xasauecmbo, cexmanmcmbo

Hu B onHomI 3ar1aTHOEBPOIIEVICKOVI CTPAaHe MBI
He BCTPeTUM TaKOro sBJIeHWs, KOTOpoe elle He-
maBHO HaOmromasock B Poccum: riyGokmm pas-
PBIB MeXJy YyXOBHOV >KM3HBIO BBICIIVIX KJIac-
COB ¥ J1yXOBHOV KVM3HBIO IIVPOKMX Macc Hapoza.
Co BpemeH Ilerpa Benmkoro obpasoBaHHBIE CO-
CJIOBUSL JKVWJIM JIyXOBHBIMM VIHTepecaMu 3aria/l-
HOEBPOIIEVICKOIO KYJIBTYPHOI'O MMpa, He TOJIBKO
CTpeMsICh BO BceM IofIpakaTh 3ama/y, HO U CBOe-

! Beprmy, ['epmanms.

2banrurickun defiepaabHbI yHUBepcuTeT nM. V. KanTa,
Poccursa, 236041, Kammamuarpan, yin. Anekcadnpa Hesc-
Koro, 1. 14.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 20.08.2025 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-4-7

Ilepebod Bvinoanen c paspeuteniis pedaxyuu xypHaia «Osteu-
ropa» (bepaun) no usdanuo: (Alexejew, 1931). Bce npumenanus
npunadsexam nepeboouuxy. Coxpaner kypcub abmopa.

NIKOLAI N. ALEKSEEV:
THE ORIGIN
OF THE RUSSIAN PEOPLE’S
POLITICAL IDEALS

N. N. Alekseev', N. A. Dmitrieva?

Nikolai Alekseev’s article was written whilst in exile
and belongs to the Eurasian period of his philosophical
work. It draws on ideas developed in articles from 1926
and 1927, written for the journal “Put’ [The Way]: A
Journal of Russian Religious Thought”. Based on the
research of nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
Russian historians, Alekseev demonstrates how the
Russian people’s views on state power and the figure
of the ruler took shape. From his perspective, these
views uniquely combine, on one hand, attachment to
an absolutist monarchical form of government, and, on
the other, a preference for an anarchic principle of social
organisation.

Keywords: Russian Neo-Kantianism, Eurasian-
ism, Russia abroad, political ideal, absolute monarchy,
Joseph Volotsky, Ivan the Terrible, Patriarch Nikon, the
Cossacks, sectarianism

In no Western European country do we
encounter a phenomenon such as that which
was still observable in Russia until recently:
the deep divide between the mental life of the
upper classes and that of the broad masses of
the people. Since the time of Peter the Great,
the educated castes had been living the mental
interests of Western European culture, not only
striving to emulate the West in everything, but
also merging the foundations of Western culture
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H.H. Anexcees, H. A. I]mutpuesa

00pas3HO CIIIaBIISAS OCHOBBI 3aIla[HOVI KYJIBTYPBI C
repBo3JIeMeHTaM pycckoro ObITis. OgHako pyc-
CKMI HapoJ, MPOIoDKal XXUTh CBOEV COOCTBEH-
HOVI, BO MHOTI'MIX OTHOILIEHMX 10 CVX ITOP He 0CO3-
HaHHOV XM3HBIO, B KOTOPOV He OBUJIO 3aIlaJTHBIX
BIIVISIHUV VI KOTOpasl IIMTaIach VICKJIFOUMTEIIHBHO
CrJIaMy PyCCKOVI HAPOIHOVL TYIIIVAL. Bruto ObI co-
BEPIIEHHO HEPaBWIbHO YTBEPXOATh, 4YTO PyC-
CKMVI HapOJl, JINIIIb IIP03s0al B TIOJTHOV Ty XOBHO
TEMHOTEe VIV PYKOBOACTBOBAJICS VCKIIFOUUTEIb-
HO MaTepuaIbHBIMU MHTepecamyu. HeT, B Heko-
TOPBIX OTHOIIEHVSX OH BeJI CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO
IYyXOBHYIO XKM3HB, ITO-CBoeMy Bepwl B bora, 00-
Jlafjajl COOCTBEHHBIM ITO3TUYECKMM VCKYCCTBOM,
IaXke IIMCBMEHHOVI JINTEPATyPOVi, COOCTBEHHBIMU
MOpPaJIBHBIMY IIOHSTUSIMU U T7TyOOKO YKOpEeHWB-
IIVIMCST OOBIYHBIM ITPABOM.

MBI NOJDKHBI Terepb 3aHATbCS OYeHb MaJlo OC-
BEILIEHHOVI CTOPOHOV PYCCKOVI HAPOMHOVI XXKM3H,
a MIMEHHO COLMaJIbHO-TIOJIUTUYECKMMM Wileajla-
MM ¥ B3IJIsIZIaMM PyccKoro Hapopa. MoXHO yTBep-
JKIATh, YTO B CTAHOBJIEHWMW ¥ PA3BUTUN PYCCKON
VICTOPUIM B3aMIMOIEVICTBOBaJ/IVI [I[B€ IIPOTMBOIIO-
JIOXKHBIE CVJIBL: OIHA I10 CBOEVI Cy TV KOHCTPYKTVIB-
Has, gpyrasg — JectpyKruBHas. COOTBeTCTBEH-
HO, COLIMAJIBHO-TIOJINTVYECKIE B3IJISAIbI PYyCCKOI'O
Hapoxa ObUmM 100 KOHCTPYKTMBHBIMU, TO €CTh
KOHCepBaTVBHBIMY, JIMOO [eCTPYKTMBHBIMW, TO
€CTh PeBOJIIOLVIOHHBIMI. DT [Ba TWUIIa HOIUTU-
YeCcKMX MOEeVl PyCCKOro Hapozia sIBJISIOTCS IIpegMe-
TOM JaJIBHEWIIIero MCC/IeIOBaHM.

KpaeyronbHbIM KaMHEM MCTOPUM PYCCKOTO IO-
CyapCTBa CYMTAETCs MIesi MOCKOBCKOV abCOIIIo-
TUCTCKOVI MOHApPXWUW, MHTeprpernpoBaHHas [le-
TpoM Bermkmm (1682—1725)" B myxe 3aramHOro
abcormormsma. Ilpasma, 3TO0 ObUIa IpeBHes3bIUe-
CKag wies, O4eHb OyIM3Kasl vijgee BOCTOUHOIO ab-
COJTIOTM3MA, TIOCKOJIBKY TeOopwsi abCOJTIOTM3Ma Ha
BocToke” TokoBaslach Tak, OyATO 3€MHOM TrOCy-
JApCTBEHHBIV IIOPSJIOK — OTpakeHye HeOeCHOTo.
CoryracHO 3TOVI KOHIIEIIINY, ITPABUTEIb Ha 3€M-
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in a unique way with the primordial elements
of Russian existence. The Russian folk, however,
continued to live their own form of life, which
is in some respects still not recognised to this
day, untouched by Western influences and
nourished solely by the forces of the Russian
national soul. It would be fundamentally
wrong to claim that the Russian people simply
vegetated in complete intellectual darkness or
were guided solely by purely material interests.
No; in many respects they led their own
mental life, believed in God in their own way,
possessed their own poetry, even their own
written literature, their own moral concepts,
and a deeply rooted customary law.

We must now address the little-known side
of Russian folk life, namely the socio-political
ideals and views of the Russian people. It can be
argued that two opposing forces have interacted
in the structure and development of Russian
history: one constructive, the other destructive
in nature. Consequently, the socio-political
views of the Russian people have been either
constructive, i.e. conservative, or destructive,
i.e. revolutionary. These two types of political
ideas of the Russian people are the subject of the
following investigation.

The idea of the Moscow absolutist monarchy,
interpreted by Peter the Great (1682—1725)" in
the spirit of Western absolutism, is regarded as
a cornerstone of the history of the Russian state.
Admittedly, this idea was an old pagan one — it
was very close to the idea of Eastern absolutism,
since the theory of absolutism was interpreted in
the East® as though the earthly state order were a
reflection of the heavenly one. According to this
view, the ruler on earth is the bearer of divine
power; at the same time, however, he is also a de-
monic, punishing and pardoning being, and the
life and death of human beings lie in his hands;



jle — HOCUTEeJIb OOKeCTBEHHOV BJIACTV, BMecCTe C
TeM OH TaKXke CyIIeCTBO JeMOHMYecKoe, HaKa3bl-
Barolllee 1 MUJIyIOIIee, B pyKax KOTOpOro HaXOJIsIT-
Cs1 XXVI3HB VI CMepTb JIofielt; TTofo0Ho Criacurertio,
OH MOXET IIPVMHECTV CBOVIM IO JaHHBIM HebecHOe
crtaceHme. OTHVIM 13 CAMBIX PEBHOCTHBIX CTOPOH-
HVKOB 3TOV MIEOJIOTUM CUMTAJICA M3BECTHBI MO-
ckoBckmt yoymmmcet Vocud Bostorkmm™.

WMocug Bosroykui (Carun) (ym.* B15151) Opr13a-
OOTJIVIBBIM XpaHWTEIIEM IIEPKOBHOVI OPTOIOKCUA,
SHEPTrMYHBIM OOPIIOM C epecsiMi ¥ OCHOBaTeIeM
COOCTBEHHOI0 y4eHMsI BOCTOYHOIO MOHAIIleCTBa.
B T0 Xe BpeMs OH sABIIsIeTCs co3/1aTeseM IIBIIITHOrO,
3CTeTMYeCK) BOJIHYIOIIEro PycCKOro 11epKOBHOIO
KYJIbTa, KOTOPBIVI XapaKTepPHO OT/IYaeT PyccKoe
(mpaBocitaBHOe) xpucTuaHcTBO. Vocud Borori-
KWV, COIJIaCHO TOYHOW XapaKTepuCTuKe, — TU-
IIMYHBIV TPVIMEP XO3SIVICTBEHHOI'O HACTOSITEIIS U
aJMIMHNCTpaTOpPa, KOTOPOMY 10 HaType ObUT IIpu-
CYIII, M3BeCTHBIVI KoHcepBaTu3M. «[lycTh Bce ocTa-
eTCsl KaK eCTh, HO TOJIBKO TaK, KaK 3TO aBTOPUTET-
HO IIPU3HAHO» — 3TO caMoe sipKoe IIPaBWJIO ero
MymapocTi®. Ilo ero MHTepIipeTalyiy, BjlacTb Iapst
SBJISIeTCSL 3MaHarmen OoxectBeHHOro. «Llapm m
KHSI3bsI BO3BelleHbl Ha mpectoi Tocriomom borom;
II03TOMY 1Iaphb, II0 CBOEV IIPUpOie, paBeH yesloBe-
Ky, HO YTO KacaeTcsl ero BJIacTV, TO OHa paBHa BJla-
ctu bora»®. IimaBHas 00s13aHHOCTH IIapsl COCTOUT
B 3a00Te 0 HPaBCTBEHHOCTM CBOVIX IOIJIAaHHBIX U
B COZIEVICTBUM CIlaceHMIo mx Ayl Vocud Bosor-
KWV JaXke yTBepXK/jaeT, YTO MOCKOBCKVe ITpaBuTe-
JIVL CAaMU SIBJISIIOTCSI OoraMy MJIVM VIX CBIHOBBSIMUA
II03TOMY OHM O0si3aHBI 3a00TUTBHCS O CIIaCeHWUN
uestopedeckyx Ayl CorslacHO 3TOM TOUYKe 3pe-
HU, ICTVHHAs 11eJIb TOCyapcTBa — 3alliyTa IIpa-
BOCJIaBMS ¥ IIPABOCJIABHOIO BepPOVICIIOBEIAHVIS.
CooTBeTCTBEHHO, 11aphb JOJKEH BCeMU BO3MOXKHBI-
MM ¥ MBICJIMIMBIMU CpefICTBaMM 3alllUIIaTh «IIpa-
BIJIBHYIO», IIPAaBOCJIaBHYIO BEpY, U [1JId 3TOVI LIeJIn
eMy JaXke I03BOJIEHO ITPUMEeHSTE «IIPeMyJIPOCT-
HOe KOBapcTBO» . Ha 3TOM OCHOBaHO 1 IIpeIoxKe-
Hue Vocuda Bosorkoro, B KOTOpOM OH COBETYeT
MOCKOBCKOMY I1apio: «EpeTrKOB JOJIKHO pa3bICKN-
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like the Saviour, he can bring heavenly salvation
to his subjects. One of the most fervent repre-
sentatives of this ideology was the well-known
Moscow publicist, Joseph Volotsky.*

Joseph Volotsky (Sanin) (died* 1515) was a con-
cerned guardian of ecclesiastical orthodoxy, an
energetic fighter against heresy, and the founder
of his own doctrine of Eastern monasticism. At
the same time, however, he was also the found-
er of the opulent, aesthetically stimulating Rus-
sian church cult that characterises the unique-
ness of Russian (Orthodox) Christianity. Joseph
Volotsky is — according to an apt characterisa-
tion — the archetype of an economical abbot and
administrator, whose inner nature was imbued
with a certain conservatism. “Let things remain
as they are, but only as they are authoritatively
recognised” — this is the most striking rule of
his wisdom.” According to his interpretation, the
power of the tsar is an emanation of the divine.
“The tsars and princes are placed on the throne
by the dear God; therefore, the tsar, according to
his nature, is equal to man, but as far as his pow-
er is concerned, it is equal to the power of God.””
The tsar’s main duty is to cultivate the morali-
ty of his subjects and to assist in the salvation of
their souls. Joseph Volotsky even asserts that the
rulers of Moscow are themselves gods or their
sons; therefore, they have a duty to be concerned
for the salvation of human souls. According to
this view, the actual purpose of the state is to
protect Orthodoxy and orthodox beliefs. Accord-
ingly, the tsar must defend the “true” Orthodox
faith by all possible and conceivable means; he is
even permitted to use “cunning cabals”” for this
purpose. This is the basis for Joseph Volotsky’s
proposal, in which he leaves it up to the Moscow
tsar: “Heretics are to be persecuted under all cir-
cumstances” (inquirere).* His followers went even
further, referring to the “Spanish king” and his
deeds” as an example. This doctrine thus trans-
fers to the state the mission that the Catholic
Church and the Inquisition pursued in the West.
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BaTbh BCSYECKVIMU CTapaHMsMI» (inquirere)®. Ero
rocslefioBaTesIN MOIUIN ellle JasIblile, IIpUBes B
IIpUIMep «IIIIaHCKOT'O KOpoJIsi» 1 ero aesHus’ . Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, ydeHre 3TO Bo3jlaraeT Ha rocyaap-
CTBO Ty MICCHIO, KOTOPYIO Ha 3artajie BBIITOJTHSIIN
KaToJIyecKasi IIepKoBb 1 MHKBU3MLMA. [ToaTomy
B npepcrasieHnn Viocuda Borsorkoro 1 ero mno-
crlesioBaTesient («ocudIsiH») TOCy1apcTBO CTOUT
BBIIIIe IIepKBI: «bor mepemnas mapro BIacTh 1 3a00-
Ty 000 Bcex jies1ax, KacaloIxcs [IepKBU VI XPUCTY-
am»'”". [Ipn 3TOM 11aph IpHOOpeTaeT Bce KavecTBa
CBSIIIIEHHOTO JINIlA, IIOJOOHO IIePBOCBSIIIEHHVI-
Ky VIV IJIaBHOMY IIpeficTasuTerto HebecHoro Ha
3emste. VocudpisiHe TakKe yumiiv, 94To Ooxkeckue
IIOYeCTy Ha/lJIeXKUT BO3[1aBaTh He TOJIBKO XKMBOMY
11apro, HO 1 ero n3odpaxeHmsM. «Korga BHOCHUTCS
B Topofia LapcKui obpas, TO He TOJIBKO IIPOCThIe
3eMyIefiesIbIIbI VI peMecsIeHHVIKY, HO VI BOVHBI, TO-
POICKMe CTapeniIHbIl, YeCTHENIIE CAaHOBHUKM,
BOEBOJIBI VI CMHKJIUTBI BCTPEUalOT €ro C BeJIMKON
YeCThIO 1 TIOKJIOHSIOTCS IapCKOMY 00pasy Kak ca-
MoMYy Iapro»'’.

Kax wsBectHo, yuenme Vocuda Bororxoro
CTaJio oq)mumaanoﬂ MIIeoJIorverm MOCKOBCKO-
ro abcomormsma XVI Beka. Lapp VBan I'posHbIi
II0-CBOEMY BOCIIPMHSII 3TO yueHmMe. Jlormka sTon
JOKTPVIHBI YeTKO ITPOCIIeXIBAETCH B €T0 IT0JIeMIIKe
¢ OertbIM pycckmM KHs3eM KypOckmm, 3armmTHy-
KOM VHTEpPecoB PYCCKOro KPYITHOTO 3eMJleBjlajie-
Hus. [IpaBia, oueHb cBOEOOPa3HO 1 OPUTTHAIIBHO
crofia jobasisieTcs ues, Kotopyio Visan I'posHbIn
HPUBHOCUT B Myccuio Mockosum, — maesa Mocko-
BUN KaK «TpeTbero Puma»'?, yxxe B XV Beke mmes-
IIask IPOTOTHUIIBI, B KOTOpbIX MockBa BooOpaxa-
j1ack TpeTbM PriMom — Roma nova'®.

Crnenyst stont upaee, Mban IV yTBepXnai, 4To
«3HaKM VIMIIepaTOPCKOrO BeINUls» ObUIN Bpyde-
HblI Vncycom Xprctom cHavasia Mieparopy Kon-
CTaHTVMHY BesimkoMy, mocjie Hero 3Tu 3HaKM IO-
JIy9MJIv €TO IIPeeMHMKM, TOKa HaKOHell «/CKpa
VICTMHHOW Bepbl (IIpaBOCjIaBus) He Ipocusijia B
Poccrm»'*'. Tlosromy VBan IV npusHaBai 3akoH-
HBIMI VIMIIEpaTOPaMy TOJIBKO TeX, KOTOpble Hec-
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As such, in the eyes of Joseph Volotsky and his
followers (“Josifliane” or “Josephiners”), the state
ranked higher than the Church: “God gave the
tsar the power and care of all things concerning
the Church and Christianity.”” The tsar thus ac-
quires all the characteristics of a sacred person,
like a high priest or chief representative of the
Heavens on earth. The Josephiners also taught
that divine honours should be paid not only to
the tsar himself, but to his images: “When an
image of the tsar is carried through the streets
of a city, not only the peasants and craftsmen,
but also the servants, the city elders, the digni-
taries, the army commanders and the councillors
should greet it and offer it signs of honour, just
as they would the person of the tsar.”*"

It is well known that Joseph Volotsky’s teach-
ings became the official ideology of Moscow ab-
solutism in the sixteenth century. Tsar Ivan the
Terrible adopted these teachings in his own
way. The train of thought behind this doctrine
is clearly evident in his polemic with the exiled
Russian prince, Kurbsky, a defender of the inter-
ests of Russian large-scale landowners. Howev-
er, the addition of the idea, in Ivan the Terrible’s
teachings, about the mission of Muscovy is very
peculiar and original — the idea of Muscovy as a
“third Rome”,'* which already had precursors in
the fifteenth century, in which Moscow was en-
visaged as the third Rome — Roma nova.”>

Following this idea, Ivan IV argued that “the
insignia of imperial sovereignty” were first be-
stowed by Jesus Christ upon Emperor Constan-
tine the Great, after whom these insignia were
passed on to his successors, until finally “the
spark of the true faith (Orthodoxy) flashed in
Russia”*" Therefore, Ivan IV recognised as em-
perors by right only those who had passed on
the succession from Constantine the Great to
him, Ivan IV. In this sense, Ivan IV considered
himself the sole ruler of the world. The idea of
service to the state, already familiar in the West,
remained completely foreign to him. In his view,



7 mpeeMcTBeHHOCTh OT KoHcTranTrHa Besvkoro
K Hemy, ViBany IV. B sTom cMbicste ViBan 1V cumrait
ce0si eIVMHCTBEHHBIM BJIaJIBIKO Mupa. Vifes city-
JKeHUs TOCyJIapCcTBY, y’ke M3BecTHasd Ha 3ariajie,
Obula eMy cosepileHHO uyxna. [lo ero ybexme-
HUIO, 1Iapb HU B KOeM cJIydae He CJIyra, Kak-JIu-
00 3aBMCUMBIVI OT Hapoda, «TOYHO CTApOCTa B
BOJIOCTW», M «aPXVENVCKOI VI COBeTHUKM B TOBa-
puiax»"". VI3BeCTHBIV ITariCKmit jieraT AHTOHVIO
ITocceBrHO onmchIBaeT YCJIOBMS, KOTOpble OH Ha-
Or1roar Bo BpeMsi cBoero IpebbiBaHMsA B Mockse
B 5110xy VIBaHa IV, B TOM CMBICIIe, 9TO MOCKOBCKWMIA
IIapb CTaBUJI Ce0sl HeCpaBHEHHO BBIIIIE OCTaITh-
HBIX XPVICTMAHCKMX MOHapx0B Ha 3amaze'. Korma
MaIICKN JIeraT IIepeucsIvII CaMbIX M3BeCTHBIX U3
HUX, I1aphb C IIpe3peHneM OTBeTWI: «[la 4To 3TO 3a
practutenmh»” — Viean IV mosnarast, 4To BJIacTh
JlaHa eMy JJIS JIOCTVDKeHVS BBICIIVIX MOPaJIbHBIX
" perUro3HeIx 1iestert. Ilomoono Mocudy Bosorr-
KOMY, OH XOTeJI OOpOThCH ¢ «Oe3ymueM 3JIeVIIX
yeJIoBeK JIyKaBbIX» C IIOMOIIbIO OOXXeCTBEHHOIO
Teppopa'®’.

ITockosnbKy 3Ta MAeOsIoOrus BO3HMKIIA B oOpa-
30BaHHBIX, VHTEJUIMTEHTCKNX Kpyrax, BO3HVKa-
€T BOIIPOC: KaK K Hell OTHOCUIIOCH OOJIBIIIVIHCTBO
Hapona? OTBeyas Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, MOXKHO BBI[IBU-
HYTb IIpefriookeHe, YTO HUKOrga Obl He yha-
JIOCh TIOCTPOUTH TaKOe ITPOYHOe 371aHie, KaKiM
ObUIa MOCKOBCKasi aOCOJIIOTHAsi MOHApXWs, eciIn
Obl 5Ta Teopmsl oMMpasIach VCKITIOUMTEIFHO Ha
VMHTEJUIUTeHTCKYIO BRIIYMKY'" . [IJIsi mocTpoeHms
rOCyJapCTBEHHOIO IOpsIKa aOCTPaKTHBIX CIIEKY-
JISIIVVE HE[TOCTAaTOYHO, TOpas3zIo BaKHee, YTOOBI ero
HOJIJIep>KMBaJIV IV POKMe HapomHble Macchl. Crie-
JIOBaTeJILHO, PYCCKMIL HapOL IOJDKEH ObLJT IIOUyB-
CTBOBaTh Ce0si KOHTE€HWAaJIbHBIM ITOJINTIYECKO
mneortorum Vocuda Bosorikoro, nHaue He OBLIO
ObI 1 MOCKOBCKOVI MOHAPXWIA.

To, uTo MOCKOBCKast MOHapxVIs He ObLyIa JInIIe-
Ha IIOMYJIAPHOCTM B IIMPOKMX HapPOIHBIX Mac-
cax, HOOTBepXXIaeT OTHOIIeHMe Hapola K lapio
VBany I'posHomy. VcTpebienune Gosip 1 6opbda
C POHOBOV apMICTOKpAaTMell ObUIM BOCIIPUHSTHI
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the tsar was by no means a servant dependent
in any way on the people, as “a village official
is, with the bishops and councillors as his com-
rades””™ As the well-known papal legate, Anto-
nio Possevino, describes the conditions he ob-
served during his stay in Moscow at the time of
Ivan IV, the Moscow tsar placed himself incom-
parably higher than other Christian monarchs in
the West." When the papal legate listed the most
famous among them, the tsar replied with con-
tempt: “What sort of rulers are they?”” Ivan IV
believed that power had been given to him to
fulfil higher moral and religious goals. Like Jo-
seph Volotsky, he wanted to take up the fight
against “the folly of the most wicked and cun-
ning men”"" with divine terror.

Since this ideology emerged from educat-
ed, intellectual circles, the question now arises
as to how the masses felt about it. In answering
this question, one can argue that it would never
have been possible to build such a well-found-
ed building as the Moscow absolute monarchy if
this theory had been based solely on intelligen-
tsia fantasy."”” Abstract speculation is not enough
to establish a state order; rather, it is necessary
for large masses of people to commit to it. The
Russian people must therefore have been con-
genial to Joseph Volotsky’s political ideology —
otherwise, the Moscow monarchy would not
have come into being,.

The fact that the Moscow monarchy was
not unpopular among the broad masses is con-
firmed by the people’s attitude towards Tsar Ivan
the Terrible. The extermination of the boyars and
the struggle with the hereditary nobility were
perceived by the broad masses as a truly popu-
lar act. “Better a strict tsar than the reign of the
many boyars,” says a popular proverb. “Strict
reign is better than interregnum.” As Russian
literature has often pointed out, the people have
forgotten most of the tsars in their songs and leg-
ends, but they have remembered Ivan the Terri-
ble, mainly for the lighter sides of his character.
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IIVPOKVIMIM HApOIHBIMM MaccamMM KaK VICTVIHHO
HapoaHoe Jeso. «Jlydiiie rpo3HBIN Iaphb, UeM ce-
MuOOsIpIIMHa», — I[JIaCUT HapofHasl IIOCJIOBHUIIA.
«['po3HOe 1TapcTBMe JTyYllle MeXIyIlapcTBrs». Kak
He pa3 yXXe 3TO OTMeYaJIoch B PYCCKOV JIMTepa-
Type, Hapofl, B CBOVX IeCHsX 1 ObUIMHAxX IIpenal
3a0BeHMI0 OOJIBIIVHCTBO IIapeVt, HO COXpaHWII Ia-
M4Th 00 VIBane ['po3HOM, ImpriueM ri1aBHBIM OOpa-
30M O CBETJIBIX CTOPOHAX €ro xapakTepa. DTO IIo-
KasbIBaeT, YTO PYCCKOMY Hapofy IO IyIie ObLJIo
TO KpaviHee BBbIpa’keHVe MOHAPXMYECKOVI WIIeo-
JIOT' MY, KOTOpOe OJIUIIeTBOPEHO ObUIO U B JIMYHO-
CTVI, VI B BO33peHMsX I'po3Horo Iapsa. Ho uro ca-
Moe TJIaBHO€: PYCCKMTI Hapo, B IIOCJIOBMIIAX CBOVIX
OyKBaJIbHO BOCIIPOM3BeJI TEOPMIO caMojepKab-
HOVI MOHAPXW¥, KaK OHa B TOYHOM COOTBETCTBU C
S3BIYeCKMMY OOpastiaMy copMysIpoBaHa Oblita
VoCUIITHAMM 7 VIX ep>KaBHBIM y4eHKoM™"",
Hapoodnuie nocio6uysl TIOATBEPXXAAIOT IIPEX/Ie
BCEro Te3VC, JIeXKAIINI B OCHOBE BOCTOYHOT'O SI3bI-
UecKoro abcoIIoTH3Ma: COOTBETCTBUE HeOecHOro
¥ 3eMHOro ropsifka. «bor Ha Hebe, ITapp Ha 3eM-
JIe», — TJIaCUT X MyApOocTh. «4T0 Bor Ha Hebe, TO
Ha 3emJIe 11apb». I[ToaTomy: «bes bora cser He cro-
UT, Oe3 11aps 3eMJIs He cTrpounTcs». Kak m gpeBHMe
HapOIbl, PyCCKMI HApO, JIIOOUT YOm0 Th Hapst
coiHiy: «CBeTUTC OHO COIHIIe Ha HeDe, a 11apb
pycckmit Ha 3emsie». OTTOro Iapb U SIBJISIeTCs HO-
cuTesieM boxkecTBeHHOV Bosv: «Hero bor He 113B0-
JIUIT, TOTO U I1apb He M3BOJINT». «Llapb HoBeseBaer,
a bor Ha McTVMHHBIV ITyTh HacTaBiIgeT». «Ceptie
1apeBo — B pykax boxwnux». «OgHomy bory rocy-
Japb OTBET AePXKUT». 3[1eCh MbI IIOHVIMaeM, Ha YeM
ITOKOMTCSI HeOTrpaHWYeHHas BJIACTh IIaps: OH Heo-
rpaHM4YeH 1o OIM30CTH CBoe K bory, Kak Hocu-
TesIlb OOXKecKMX IpedHadepTaHUI U OOXKeCTBeH-
HOVI ITpaBabl. «[7e 11app, TyT 1 mpasaa». «Llapckoe
ocy>kzeHue OecCyHO, He CyayMa BOJIS IlapcKas».
«[Japb cyaut, kak bor Ha ceprlie eMy IIOJIOXWT».
«I[IpaBma boxws, a cyz mapes». «Cyz 11apes — cyp,
Boxun». VI3 aToro ciemyet, 4To HOCUTEIb DoXe-
CTBEHHBIX IIpefHaudepTaHWUV, CYIIecTBO, 0cobo
Orm3Koe K HeOy, He MOXXeT OBITh VIHBIM, KaK CTPO-

This proves that the Russian people approved
this most extreme expression of monarchical
ideology, which was manifest in the person and
views of the strict tsar. But most importantly, the
Russian people literally preserved the theory of
absolutism in their proverbs, as formulated in ac-
cordance with the pagan models of the Josephin-
ers and their crowned disciple.”

The folk proverbs confirm, above all, the thesis
underlying Oriental pagan absolutism: the con-
cordance of the heavenly and earthly order. “God
in heaven, the tsar on earth,” says their wisdom.
“What God is in heaven, so is the tsar on earth.”
Hence: “Without God, the world does not ex-
ist; without the tsar, the earth is not governed.”
Like the ancient peoples, the Russian people
also like to compare the tsar to the sun: “A sun
shines in heaven — and the Russian tsar shines
on earth.” That is why the tsar is also the bear-
er of divine will: “What God does not want, the
tsar does not want either.” “The tsar commands,
and God points the way.” “The tsar’s heart is in
God’s hand.” “The ruler is accountable only to
God.” From this we understand the basis of the
tsar’s unlimited power: he is unlimited by his
closeness to God, as the bearer of divine disposi-
tion and divine truth. “The truth is also with the
tsar.” “The tsar’s judgement is not subject to any
court, the tsar’s will is unchallengeable.” “The
truth is God’s, the tsar’s is judgement.” “The tsar
judges as God puts it in his heart.” “The tsar’s
judgement is God'’s judgement.” From this it is
clear that the bearer of divine decrees, a being
particularly close to heaven, cannot be anything
other than strict and fearsome. “The tsar is not
fire — but if you come too close to him, you will
be scorched.” “Those who are close to the tsar
are close to death.” Such a ruler is the media-
tor of divine wrath and divine mercy: “Punish-
ment and reward belong to God and the tsar.”
“The tsar’s resentment is a messenger of death.”
“There is no greater mercy than in the heart of
the tsar.” Therefore, the tsar is a father, a saviour

182



I'VIM ¥ BHyIIaronmMm crpax. «[lapp — He orons, a
xofs 07113 Hero, OnaINIIbCs». «bs maps — 63
cmepTi». Takom 11ape ecTh HOCUTENTh OOXKeCTBeH-
HOT'0 THeBa 11 0okecTBeHHOV MiTocTi. «Kapats ga
MwiIoBaThk — bory mn napro». «Llapes raeB — 1iocoit
cmepTi». «HeT Ooriblire Mystocepms, Kak B ceprilie
1apeBoM». IlosTOoMy I1apb ecTh «DaToOmIKa», CIia-
cuTeNIb M XpaHuTeb. «Llapp menp — oTery ecThb
BceM». «be3 mapsa — Hapopn cupotar. «be3 maps
3emsIs BrIoBa (vym: Pyck BoBa)». «borom fa apem
Pycp xpernka».

ITocnoBuiia ectb «roToBast dpopMysia Hpas-
CTBEHHOIO IIOBEMIeHWS» II€PBOOBITHBIX HApPOIOB;
CYyTb €e B TOM, YTO KpUTePWUil UCTUHBI yCMaTpu-
BaeTCs He B COIVIaCMM C pa3syMOM, a B IIPUHIIVIIE
«VICKOHHOCTW», B OpeoJle HepyIIIMOro IIpefaHms,
yHacJIeJIOBAaHHOIO OT IIpenkoB. «llocsioBuiia He
JIapOM MOJIBUTCSI» — ¥ He JapOM PYCCKUV Hapof,
B IIOCJIOBMIIAX CBOVIX OOOrOTBOPWMII MOHApXMIO™.
OHa Obly1a /1151 HETO CBAIIEHHOV «C JaBHUX Bpe-
MeH», [IOYNTaHVe ¥ [IOBMHOBEeHVe MOHApXy ObUIN
€ro VICTMHHBIM HPaBCTBEHHBIM W PeJIUTVIO3HBIM
3akoHoM. Ho Hapon ripusHaBasl 3TOT 3aKOH 1 IIOI-
YMHAJICSL €My 4acTO C TOPbKMM YYyBCTBOM IIO OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K CyIIecTBYIomuM dpopMaM rocypaap-
CTBEHHOIO YyCTPOVCTBa. B pycckux mocioBuiiax
BbIPakaeTcs He TOJIBKO OOOXKeCTBJIeHVe MOHap-
XVW, HO 1 rny601<vn71 COLTMIAJIBHBIV IIPOTECT, pe3-
Kas noyinTudeckas Kputuka. CiiaBaHOMWMIIBI Tpa-
BbI, KOI'7TIa YTBEPXKIAkOT, YTO 3Ta KPUTMKa HUKOIa
He 3aTparvBaeT OCHOBBI MOHAPXUH, a CKOpee ITpu-
OrvpKaeTcst K HM, HO OOUTCS X paspyIInTb. «/[1o
bora BbIcOKO, — roBOpUT HapoIHas MyApOCThb, —
1o Laps naneko»”. «He Bemaer 1apsp, 4To [eaeT
ricapb». «Llapb Xxastyet, ricapp pasxainyer». B aTmx
V3pedueHNsIX MOpULIaeTCs He caMa MOHapXMsl KaK
VHCTUTYT, HO ee peaJIbHbIe BOIUIONIeH . MoHapx
MOKVHYJI Hapoy, Kak bor mokmuyi Mup, — Tako-
Bbl HACTPOEHMsI, CIIOCOOCTBYIOIIVE B PeINUIio3-
HOM CO3HaHMV PacIIpOCTPAHEHNIO MaHMXEVICKOTO
JlyaJiv3Ma, a B IIOJINTUYEeCKOM — pa3BeHUYVBaHIIO
permmro3Ho oOOCHOBaHHOV MoHapxumn. VIHorma,
BIIpOUYeM, pyccKasl ITOCJIOBUIIA UAeT U ellle JTalb-
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and a protector. “The tsar is generous — a fa-
ther to all.” “Without the tsar, the people are or-
phaned” and “Without the tsar, the earth is wid-
owed (or: Russia is widowed).” “Through God
and the tsar, Russia is powerful.”

The proverb is “the ready-made formula for
morality” of primeval peoples; its meaning sees
the criterion of truth not in conformity with rea-
son, but in the principle of “time-honoured leg-
end”, in the aura of inviolable tradition handed
down from the ancestors. “A proverb is not cre-
ated in vain” — and it is not in vain that the Rus-
sian people idolised the monarchy in their prov-
erbs.?” It had been sacred to them “from time
immemorial”; reverence and obedience towards
the monarch were their true moral and religious
law. Yet the people recognised this law and often
submitted to it with a bitter feeling towards the
existing forms of government. Russian proverbs
express not only the deification of the monarchy,
but also a deep social protest and sharp political
criticism. The Slavophiles are right in asserting
that this criticism never dares to touch the very
foundations of the monarchy; rather, it comes
close to them but shrinks from shattering them.
“God is high”, says the folk wisdom, “the tsar is
far”** “The tsar knows not what the boyar does.”
“The tsar shows mercy, the servant — disfavour.”
These sayings do not criticise the monarchy as
an institution, but rather its actual implications.
The monarch has abandoned the people, just as
God abandoned the world — such were the sen-
timents that fostered the spread of Manichaean
dualism in religious consciousness and the dis-
crediting of the religiously-founded monarchy
in the political sphere. Incidentally, the Russian
proverb sometimes goes even further: the people
resent being entirely dependent on third, high-
er powers. “The soul belongs to God, the head to
the tsar, and the back to the boyar.”*" “Our mas-
ters, do as you please, let us even haul wood, but
do not burden us too heavily”*" — The protest
becomes particularly sharp when it concerns not
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ITIe: HapoJly He IO AyIIle, YTO OH BO BCEM 3aBUCUT
OT IIOCTOPOHHMX, BBICIINX CWIL «[lyIra — Boxbs,
rojioBa — IjapcKas, ciumHa — Oosipckas». «Ocy-
Japyi HaIlly, BOJIS Ballla, XOTh JIpOBa Ha HAC BO3Y,
JINIIB TIOHEeMHOry Kitagy»?*. OcobeHHO Iporect
3TOT Pe30K TOr7a, KOrha AesIo MAEeT O 3aBUCHMO-
¢t He oT bora  11apsi, a OT BBICIINX KJTaccOB. «MbI
U B ajly CJIYXUTb OyzieM Ha Gap: oHM OyAyT B KOT-
Jle KUIIeTh, a MBI JIpOBa MOAK/IaAbIBaTh». bape m
Oosipe — BOT KOpeHB COIMAJIBHOTO 371a, VICKaXka-
IOIero M Ipupony Liapckom BiacTu. «llapckume
MWJIOCTY CKBO3b DOSIPCKOe CUTO CeroTCs». OcobeH-
HO ke BpPeIIHBIMM CUUTAIOTCS TOCyIapeBbl CIIyTH,
CIIyXKMJIOe COCIIOBUE, OropoKpaTis. «BoeBoma XoThb
He CTOWUT JIbIKA, a CTaBb ero 3a BejnKa». «[lomy-
T, Tocrionm, Hapon, Ja HMOKOpMM BOeBOm». «bor
COTBOPWJI [Ba 3/1a: IIPMKA3HOIO Ja Ko3Jar. «[le-
peT Ko3a JIO3y, a BOJIK — KO3y, a MYXXIK — BOJIKa,
a IoIl — MY)KMKa, a IIora — IIPUKAa3HBIV, a Ipu-
Ka3HOro — uepT». «[IprKa3HbIV 3a TIepo BO3bMET-
csl, Yy My>XKMKa MoIIIHa 1 6opopa TpsiceTcs». brrue-
BaHMIO TTO[BEPraeTcs IMPOIaKHOCTh ¥ CBOEBOJIVIE
LIApCKMX CIIyT. «Bop BMHOBAT, a IOABSYMIL MOIITHE
ero pam». «OT dyepTa OoTOOBeIIbCcs AyOMHON, a OT
MOIBSTUero MOITUHON». «C IMOIbIYMM BOSUTHCS —
KaMeHb 3a [1a3yXOoVl Iep>XXaThb». «[IpsK y MecTa, 4TO
KOT y TecTa: a [IbgK Ha IIIomanan, To boxe norra-
am». OcobeHHO ke HapoHOe CO3HaHe BO3MYIIIa-
eT HellpaBeJHOCTb rocynaapesa cyga. «V3 jromen
He CKOpO IpaBeTHbIX Havelb cyaer». «Cya npsi-
MOV, I1a Cy/bst KpuBoin». «He Goricst 3akoHa, ovicst
cynpn». «ToT 1 3aKOH, Kak Cylibs 3HaKoM». «Korza
PaK CBUCTHET, TOI[a Cybsl PelnT I1paBo». «[lom-
IVCh CyHeViCKasi, a COBECTh JIaKeViCKasi». «bor Jtr0-
OUT IIpaBeTHMKA, a CyIAbd — g0emHMKar. «Cyabam
TI0JIe3HO, YTO MM B KapMaH I1051e3710». «CyIericKmit
KapMaH, 4TO IIOIIOBCKOe OPIOX0, YTO YTUHBIN 300».
«Cy b0 TIOmapWIITh, BCE TOOEIMIIT».

Eitre omHMM D0Ka3aTeIbCTBOM TOI'O, UTO MIEs
MOCKOBCKOVI MOHApXWV ITPOHWKIIA B CaMble HI3-
IIIe CJIOV HaceJleHMs, MOXeT CIYXWUTb YHU-
KaJIbHBIVI B MICTOPUM CJIydall 1IepKOBHOI'O PacKo-
Jjla — TOrO packKojia B PYCCKOVI LIEPKBU, KOTOPbIN
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dependence on God and the tsar, but on the rul-
ing classes. “Even in hell we shall serve the lords:
they will simmer in the cauldron, whilst we pile
up the firewood.” The lords and the boyars are
the roots of social evil, which also distorts the
nature of the tsar’s power. “The tsar’s bounties
are poured through the sieve of the boyars.” The
tsar’s paid servants, the civil service, the bureau-
cracy, are regarded as particular pests. “The gov-
ernor is not worth a linden bark, yet he still wish-
es to be highly honoured.” “Confuse the people,
Lord, but feed the governors.” “God created two
evils: the bailiff and the billy-goat.” “The goat
plucks the bush, the wolf the goat, the peasant
the wolf, the priest the peasant, the official the
priest, the devil the official.” “When the official
picks up his pen, the farmer’s purse and beard
tremble.” The corruption and arbitrariness of of-
ficials are lambasted. “The thief is guilty, yet the
official’s purse rejoices.” “The devil is warded off
with a club, the official — with half a rouble.” “If
you have dealings with an official, put a stone
in your pocket.” “The official sits in his seat like
a tomcat on a lump of dough; may God protect
us from the official at the market.” The people
are particularly outraged by the injustice of the
courts. “It is not easy to find just judges amongst
men.” “The court is just, but the judge is unjust.”
“Fear not the law, but fear the judges.” “He finds
justice in the land who is well acquainted with
the judge.” “When the crab whistles, the judge
will pass a just judgement.” “God loves the right-
eous, the judge the slanderer.” “What jingles in
their pockets benefits the judges.” “He who gives
gifts to the judge triumphs everywhere.”

Further evidence that the idea of the Moscow
monarchy had permeated the deepest strata of
the population can be found in the historical-
ly unique case of the schism within the Russian
Orthodox Church, which took place in the sev-
enteenth century during the reign of Tsar Alex-
ei Mikhailovich. The Russian schism refers to the
separation of significant Orthodox circles from
the official Church, which was based on the au-
thority of the state.



nponsorterr B XVII Beke, BO BpeMs ITpaBiieHMsA
naps Asnekcess Muxartosnya. Ilon pycckum yep-
KOBHbIM pACKOAOM TIOHVIMAeTCsl OT/IeJIeHue BIIN-
ATeJIbHBIX ITpaBOCJIaBHBIX KPYyroB OT oduiiy-
aJIbHOVI 1IepKBM, OIMpaBIIeVicd Ha aBTOPUTET
rocyaapcTBa.

Tem He MeHee 3TOT LIEpKOBHBIVI PacKojl He sB-
«pedpopMaTOpCKVIM»
JBVDKEHVIEM, KaK/M €ro 3HaeT 3amaj, a, Harpo-
TUB, YXOOUT KOPHSMU B IJTyOMHBI MOCKOBCKOTO
KOHCepBaTu3Ma, C TOUKM 3peHMsI KOTOPOro rocy-
JapCTBO M ONMIPAOIIAACS Ha HEro EePKOBb He SIB-
JIFOTC 3aKOHHBIMI. DTO MHEHMe OTCTavBasl U

JIdeTcda  IIpoTeCTaHTCKIUM,

VI3BECTHBIVI JINJEp PYCCKMX «CTapOBEpOB», IIpO-
tonon Ab6axym (1620—1682). Tlo ero yOexmeHmto,
roCy1apCTBO I1eJIMKOM ITpeJlaeTcsi Tpexy; BMecTe C
3TUM PYILIUTCI M Teopus O O0XeCTBEHHOM IIPO-
VICXOXKAEHWM TocyapcTBeHHOM BiiacTu. Bo Bpe-
MeHa Ilerpa Benmkoro rocymapcrBeHHast BJIacThb
OOBSIBIIIeTCSL TIOCTIENIOBATEIIAMI «CTapOV» BEpPbI
sSMaHaumen gayxa AHTUXpucTa. B HapomHoMm Bo-
obpaxenuu Ilerp Bermmkmit mpmoOpetaer ario-
KaJIUIITUYeCcKre 4YepThl U paccMaTpuBaeTcsd Kak
BOIUIONIeHVe AHTUXPUCTA. DTU HapoOgHbIe Ha-
CTpoeHmsI OJecTsIlle ommcajl B CBOEM pOMaHe
«Ilerp n Anexcern» /1. C. MepeXKOBCKMI™ .
PenurrosHoe B KeHMe, BO3HYMKIIICE B Pe3YJIb-
TaTe IepKoBHOro packosa B XVII Beke, 1oy ansio
HasBaHMe «CTapooOpsiguecTBo». OHO IHpercTas-
JISITI0 coDOoM pamvKaJIbHYIO peaKIIMIO CTapou MO-
CKOBCKOVI Tpa/juiIiyi Ha HOBYIO Poccuro, IMpoHMK-
HYTYIO 3allaJHbIMV BIIVIIHVSIMU Y IIOCTPOEHHYIO
ITerpom I. Co BpemeHeM paspbIB MeX[y IIpaBu-
TeJILCTBOM, a TOUHee, TOCIIOICTBY IOV IIepKOBbIO
M 3aCTBIBIIMM B HEIOIBVDKHOCTY «CTapooOpsia-
4ecTBOM» CTaHOBWICA Bce Ii1yOxe. «CrapooOpsi-
IIb» 3aMKHYJIVICh B CBOEM OIpaHWYeHHOM MMUpe,
KOTOPBIVI JIUIIIb YaCTUYHO ObLI Y3aKOHEH IIpaBu-
TeJILCTBEHHBIM YKa30M; HO YaCTMYHO 3TOT MUP
HaXOMWJICST B IyXOBHOVI ¥ [1a)ke ITOJIMTUYECKOV
OMITIO3UIINM K TOCyJapCTBEHHOMY IIPaBUTEJIbCTBY.
[TormmTryeckyio IIporpaMMy CTaporo MUpPOBO3-
3peHusl B pe3KMX BBIPaKeHWSX U3JIOKWII CBOEMY
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Nevertheless, this schism is not a Protestant,
Reformation-style movement such as those
known in the West; on the contrary, it stems from
the depths of Moscow conservatism, from whose
perspective neither the state nor the church
that relies on it are legitimate. This view was
championed by the well-known leader of the
Russian‘Old Believers’, the protopope (archpriest)
Avvakum (1620—1682). In his view, the state is
entirely steeped in sin; thus, the theory of the
divine origin of state power collapses. In the time
of Peter the Great, state power was declared by
the adherents of the ‘old’ faith to be an emanation
of the spirit of the Antichrist. In the popular
imagination, Peter the Great took on apocalyptic
traits and was regarded as an incarnation of the
Antichrist. The writer Dmitry S. Merezhkovsky
brilliantly depicts these popular sentiments in
his novel, Peter and Alexei.*™

The religious movement that emerged from
the schism in the seventeenth century came to
be known as ‘Old Belief” (Staroobryadchestvo).
It represented the radical reaction of the old
Muscovite tradition against the new, Western-
influenced Russia built by Peter I. Over time,
the rift between the government and the
governing church on the one hand, and the ‘Old
Believers’, who remained rigidly entrenched
in their ways, on the other, grew ever deeper.
The Old Believers shut themselves away in
a self-contained world of their own, which
was only partially legalised by government
decree; in part, however, this world stood in
spiritual and even political opposition to the
state government. A political prisoner from
the Old Believer circles described the political
programme of the old faith in stark terms to
his examining magistrate. The document
dates from 1855 and reads as follows: “I do
not recognise Alexander II as imperator; to me,
he is merely the tsar. In my opinion, the title
of imperator is equivalent to the pagan gods
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CJIETICTBEHHOMY CYyAbe™ MOJTUTUYEeCKUTI apecTaHT
U3 KPYTOB «CTapoBepoB». [IOKyMeHT IaTupoBaH
1855 romom m miacut crrenytoniee: «5 He Ipu3HaIO
Anekcanppa II iMnepaTopoM; A1t MeHsI OH JINIIIb
uapb. TuTyn mMrmeparopa, o0 MOeMy MHEHWUIO,
paBHO3HaueH sA3bIYecKM OoraM u cataHe. B rocy-
JapCTBEHHOM repbe C JIByXTOJIOBBIM OPJIOM €CTb
4TO-TO [IbsBOJIbCKOe. [TpaBociiaBHOrO 11aps 1 BCIO
€ro CeMBIO s IIpM3HaJI ObI TOJIBKO TOTZIa, Koraa Obl
OH 0CBOOOIWII HaIIly JIPEBHIOI0 1IepKOBb OT IIPU-
TeCHeHWVL. 3aKOHBI, M3JaHHbIe VMIIEpaTOPOM, I
CYNTAIO JIOKHBIMM ¥ HE3aKOHHBIMV; s IIPU3HAIO
TOJIBKO 3aKoHopmaresibcTBO VIBana I'posHoro. Ho
ceryac HaJl HaMV HeT HMKAKOW BJIaCTU M HUKaKO-
TO yIIpaBJIeHVs; paHbllle Haj Hamy ObUiv Oosipe
¥ BOEBOIBL. A MIMIIepaTOpCKOe FOCyapCcTBO — 3TO
yupeX/ieHre caTaHb»? . DTa IIporpaMMa Iopasu-
TeJIbHa /I TOTO BpeMeHM, Korja oHa Obljla 03BY-
uveHa. BumHo, uto maxe B cepenynae XIX Beka gyt
HeKOTOpPbIX Kpyros B Poccunt cyTh IoJIMTIYecKom
IIporpaMMBbl MOIJIa OBITH BBIpa’keHa B CTOJIb Jla-
KOHMYHOV (popMe: ITpaBOC/IaBHBII MOCKOBCKUT
IIapb BMeCTO WMIIepaTopa, IIepPKOBHBIE yupeX-
IeHVd 310X A0 narpuapxa Hukona smecto HEI-
HEIITHIX, CTapOe MOCKOBCKOe IIPaBO BMeCTO 3aKO-
HOB, KOAMMUITMPOBAHHBIX BO BTOPOVI YeTBEPTU
XIX Beka; Oosipe 11 BOEBOIBI BMECTO MMIIEPATOP-
CKVX UWMHOBHMKOB. DTOT MEHTAJIUTET SIBJISIeTCS
JTyYIIMM JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM aKTyaIbHOVI CUJIBI CTa-
POro MOCKOBCKOI'O MUPOBO33peHsl, COXpPaHMBIIIe-
roCs BIUIOTH JI0 HAIIIMX THEVA.

II

B mpenmpimyimeit miaBe OBUIM pacCMOTpPEHBI
KOHCTPYKTMBHBIE  COIMaJIbHO-TIOJIUTUYeCKIe
VJien, IPOSIBUBIINECS II0-pPa3sHOMY B WIEeOJIOTMN
pycckoro Hapopa. Termepb MBI XOTMM HOITBITATh-
Cs1 omvcaTh OOPATHYIO CTOPOHY, a MMEHHO — Jie-
CTPYKTVMBHBIE MJIeViHble KOHCTPYKIMN. [pyrumm
CJIOBaM¥, MBI IPeJIpuMeM IIOIBITKY OXapaKTe-
pU30BaTh OCHOBHBIE YePTHI IOIUTUYECKX VIea-
JIOB PYCCKOTO Ka3ayecTsa.

186

and Satan. There is something demonic about
the state coat of arms with the double-headed
eagle. I would only recognise the orthodox
tsar and his entire family if he were to free
our old Church from oppression. I regard the
laws enacted by the imperator as false and
unlawful; I recognise only the legislation of
Ivan the Terrible. But now there is no power
and no office above us; formerly the boyars
and voivodes were above us. The imperial
state, however, is an institution of Satan.”?”
This programme is astonishing for the time in
which it was articulated. One sees that, even in
the mid-nineteenth century, for certain circles in
Russia, the essence of the political programme
could be expressed in such succinct terms: the
orthodox Moscow tsar in place of the imperator;
the church institutions from the time before
Patriarch Nikon in place of those currently
in existence; the old Moscow law instead of
the laws codified in the second quarter of
the nineteenth century; boyars and voivodes
instead of imperial officials. This mentality is
the best proof of the enduring power of the old
Muscovite worldview, which has survived right
up to the present day.

I1

In the previous chapter, we examined
the constructive socio-political ideas that
were manifest in various forms within the
ideology of the Russian people. We shall now
attempt to describe the opposite side, namely
the destructive ideological constructs. In
other words, we shall attempt to outline the
fundamental characteristics of the political
ideals of the Russian Cossacks.

In examining the political conceptions of
the Russian ‘free forces’, neither the settled
Cossacks nor those affiliated with the state can,
of course, provide us with material; rather, we
must look solely to the social formations —



[Tpu vcciiemoBaHMM MOIUTUYECKUX ITpeiCcTaB-
JIEHUVI PYCCKOW «BOJIBHUIIBI» MaTepuasl HaM He
MOXeT IpeloCTaBUTb, KOHEYHO, HU IOMOBUTOE,
HI OrocyJapcTBJIeHHOe Ka3ayecTBO, HO Te COBep-
IIeHHO OpPUIVHAJIbHbIEe B MCTOPUM COLMAJIbHBIE
oOpa3zoBaHs, KoTOpble BIUIOTH 10 XVIII Beka Bo3-
HUKaJIM 110 Ty CTOPOHY PYCCKMX W JIUTOBCKMX
IrpaHUIl, MOJIy4WIN COOCTBEHHBIE OOIIVHHBIE
odpopmiIeHNs, [JEMOHCTPUPOBAJIM COBEpPIIEeHHO
0COOBINI YKJIa[d, MOJIMTUYECKOV VI SKOHOMMYECKO
KM3HU ¥, CMOTpPS IO 0OCTOSITeILCTBAM, HaXOMV-
JIVICh BO BPaXkK[IeOHBIX MJIV MUPHBIX, TOTOBOPHBIX
OTHOIIIEHNSIX C FOCYIapCTBOM. DTU BOJIbHBIE OTPSI-
bl B 3HAYUTEILHOV CTETIEHV COCTOSIITV M3 BCEBO3-
MOYKHBIX O€rJIBIX CeJIbCKVX 3JIEMEHTOB ¥ CiIydari-
HOVI TOJIBITBOBI, O€IHOrO JIfofa, KOTOPOMY Hedero
ObUIO TepAThb. BpeMsi oT BpeMeHU 3T HapoOIHbBIE
Macchl BBIXOIWIV Ha HOJIUTUYECKYIO apeHy Kak
CaMOCTOSATeJIbHbIe PEeBOJIIOLIVIOHHBIe CUJyIbL Tak
ObUIO, HaIIpUMep, BO BpeMsi BeJIMKMX CMYT MeX-
nynapctsus, B anoxy Crenvku Pasvinza n EMenbs-
Ha Ilyrauesa. O6 ocoboM MeHTaIMTETE PYCCKOM
BOJIBHUIIBI MOXXHO T'OBOPWUTB TOJIBKO B OTHOILIIe-
HUW 3TOr0 YHOMSHYTOI'O IIOC/IeHVIM Ka3adecTsa.
«/mearnbl» OCemIbIX Ka3aKoB ObLIV, KOHEYHO, CO-
BCeM IPYTMMIM — OHU B JaJIbHeVIeM OyayT pac-
CMaTpUBaThCS B HAVIMEHBITIelT CTeTleHn™ .

[oaumuueckyio udeos02uto pycckux xazaxol
cdopmysIMpoBaIvi B OCHOBHOM VCCiIeZloBaTelIN
3aI1aJTHOrO Ka3ayecTBa, VIMeBLIVe Ilepel] Ila3aMu
KJIaCCMYeCKMVT 0Opaser] Kas3allKoyl OpraHuM3arin:
CJIaBHOe TOBapMILeCTBO B IIOHM30Bbe [IHerpa, Tak
Ha3bIBaeMbIX 3allOPOXKCKMX Kas3aKoB. 3[ech Ka-
3aK/, — TOBOPSAT HaM, — «BO BHYTPEHHEM CBO-
eM YCTPOVICTBe IIpe/ICTaB/IsSIOT COXpaHUBIIIee-
Csl BIIOJIHE HauayIo OOMIMH CJIaBIHCKMX». OHu
ZIake pasBUIIN «I0 BOSMOKHBIX ITPeJIesIoB OOIIH-
Hble HavaJia. <...> 311eCh... MHCTVMHKT HapOIHBIN,
OCTaBJIEHHBIVI caMoMy ce0e, pasBWIcs TIOJIHee 11
cBODOTHee, He M3BpallleHHBIVI BHEIITHVIM, Y KIbIM
BivsgHVeM». [ToimTidaeckne ¢popMbl, B KOTOPBIX
BOIUTOIIAJIOCH 3TO Pa3BuUTHeE, ObUIM BecbMa IIpO-
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entirely unique in history — which emerged
beyond the Russian and Lithuanian borders up
to the eighteenth century, adopted their own
forms of community, exhibited a way of life that
was quite distinctive in political and economic
terms, and, depending on the circumstances,
maintained hostile or peaceful relations with
the state. These free forces consisted largely of
all kinds of rural fugitives and random rabble,
poor people who had nothing to lose. From
time to time, these masses of people entered the
political arena as independent revolutionary
forces. This was the case, for example, during
the great turmoil of the interregnum, in the time
of Stepan Razin and Emelyan Pugachev. One
can speak of a particular mentality among the
Russian free forces only in relation to the latter
Cossacks. The ‘ideals’” of the settled Cossacks
were, of course, quite different — they are the
least considered in the following.?

The political ideology of the Russian Cossacks
was formulated mainly by researchers of
Western Cossacks studies, who had in mind the
classic example of a Cossack organisation: the
famous community at the mouth of the Dnieper,
the so-called Zaporozhian Cossacks. Here, we
are told, the Cossacks “have, in their internal
structures, fully revived the earliest Slavic forms
of community”.* They have even developed
“the foundations of community to the utmost
extent possible. [...] Here, the instinct of the
people, left to its course and unspoiled by
external, foreign influences, has been allowed to
develop more freely and fully”.*”” The political
forms in which this development took shape
were quite simple: “Supreme authority was
entrusted to the people’s assembly, to whose
judgement every individual was subject; this
assembly (‘Rada’) also determined the annual
expenditure and examined the accounts. All
members of the community were equal in
status and rights. Together, they monitored
and ensured the upholding of public morality
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CTBL: «...BepXOBHAsl BJIACTh ObIJIa IIpeIoCTaBjIeHa
o0I111e71 cXOofIKe, Cyly KOTOpOV HofIeXasia Kax/ast
oT/e/IbHas JIMYHOCTE; Ta ke CxoIKa (pajia) ycTa-
HOBJIsUIa TOOVYHBIV Vs 1 cOMparia ¢ Hero oTyer.
Bce uiieHs! oOrriecTBa ObUIM Oe3yCJIOBHO paBHBI 1
PaBHOITPaBHBI, BCe BMeCTe COXpaHsJIV 1 HabTroa-
JIV OOIIIeCTBEHHYIO HPaBCTBEHHOCTD 110 CBOVIM IIO-
HATUAM. . »*"". OIIHUM CJIOBOM — MBI IMEeM 3/1eCh
IeJI0 C TIOAJIMHHOW, XOTd W [IOBOJIBHO IIPVIMMU-
TUBHOM HeMoKparueit. OcobeHHO mpumevaTesTb-
HO IIOJIHOe OTCYTCTBVe ITpaBOBOVI OCHOBBI: 3Ta Ka-
3aIikas JeMOKpaTus He 3HaeT HUKAKMX JIMIHBIX
IpaB, HY YCTaHOBJIEHHBIX, HU €CTeCTBEHHBIX.
Ona TakXe He 3HaeT TPAHMNII, OIPENEIISIOIIVIX
KOMIIETEHIIVIO HapOTHOTO cCOOpaHMs 1 Ha3HaJae-
MBIX IM OPTaHOB BJIACTH; 3[1€Ch TaK)Ke OTCYTCTBY-
eT pacrpesenenve pyHkumit. I[Tostomy «rerman-
CKas» BJIACTb [JeCIIOTIYEeCKV HeorpaHYeHHa, KaK
Y BJIaCTh HAPOIHOrO coOpaHMsI — «padpl». B TO
JKe BpeMsl, OTHaKO, HM TeTMaH, HU JII000V WIeH
OOIIMHEI He OBUI 3allIMINeH OT «pabl». «lIpoms-
BOJI MacChl» M «DecripaBuie JIMYHOCTV» OT/INYa-
IOT 3Ty CBOeOOpa3HYIO IeMOKpaTMIO OT 3alla-
HBIX JIeMOKPaTUIL. DTO TakKXe OOBSICHSIET, TI0YeMy
TaKas [1eMOKpaTusl CTOJIb JIETKO CMOIJIa Y>KUTb-
cs ¢ JecrioTrdeckont MoHapxwuern. CaMble 113BeCT-
HBIe «Ka3allKyie IIpaBUTelN», KaK, Harpumep, Ty-
mHCKUM Bop (y3yprnatop JDxemmutpuin II) v
Crenpka Pasun, 6pu111 VIV OpYAVISIMU MaCChI, VI
JlecrioTaMy BOCTOYHOI'O THIIA, UTO CJIeAyeT OCO-
00 oIUepKHYTh, TaK KaK PO30BbIV IIPpU3paK «00-
IIIMHHOTO OBbITa» KaK BeIpaKeHVie HEKOTOPOVI Vile-
aJIbHOV (POPMBI TOCYIAPCTBEHHOIO YCTPOVICTBa
cMmy1ai ymel B Poccun BrotoTs 110 1917 ropa.
CkaszaHHOe [ejlaeT IMOHSTHBIM, II0YeMy TakK
TPYIHO, JaXke IPIMO HEBO3MOXXHO IPUMEHATH K
OBITy Kas3allKoro TOBapwmIllecTBa KakKwe-nbo co-
BpeMeHHBIe TOCyIapCTBeHHO-IIPaBOBble TIOHSTHS,
HaIpyMep «MOHapXVs» WIN «peciryonmka»*. Ka-
3a11Kue OOIIMHBI ObUIN pecITyOiIKaMu, IMeBIIIV-
MM CBOMIX KHSI3€eVl U 1Iapels; M B TO JXe BpeMs VX
MOKHO HasBaThb MOHapXMsIMM, BJIaCTb B KOTOPBIX
HpvHazlexasa Hapoay. Korma pycckiit KpecTbsi-
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according to their own standards.”*" In a

word — we are dealing here with a genuine,
albeit rather primitive, democracy. Particularly
noteworthy is the complete absence of a legal
foundation: this Cossack democracy recognises
no personal rights whatsoever, neither
established nor natural.* Nor does it recognise
any boundaries defining the jurisdiction of
the people’s assembly and the authorities
appointed by it; there is also no distribution
of functions here. Therefore, the power of the
‘hetman’ is despotically unlimited, as is the
power of the people’s assembly, the Rada. At
the same time, however, neither the hetman nor
any member of the community was safe from
the Rada. The ‘arbitrariness of the masses” and
the “lack of individual rights” distinguish this
peculiar democracy from Western democracies.
This also explains why such a democracy could
so easily adapt to a despotic monarchy. The
most famous “Cossack rulers’, such as the Thief
of Tushino (the usurper False Dmitry II) or
Stepan (Stenka) Razin, were either blind tools
of the masses or despots in the Asian sense of
the word — a point which must be particularly
emphasised, since the rose-tinted phantom of
‘community life” (obshchina) as an expression
of an ideal form of state order continued to
confuse minds in Russia right up until 1917.
This explains why it is so difficult, indeed
impossible, to apply any modern state-law
concepts to the Cossack communities, such
as the concepts of ‘monarchy’ or ‘republic’.**
The Cossack communities were republics that
had their princes and tsars; equally, one might
also call them monarchies in which power lay
in the hands of the people. When the Russian
peasant sometimes claimed in 1917 that he
wanted a republic, but with a ‘tsar’, he was
certainly right in his own way: for him, the
ideals of the Russian “free forces’, the ideals of
the free Cossack brotherhoods, were still valid.
These ideals had become deeply ingrained in



HUH B 1917 roy vHOIIa yTBepiK1ajl, 4To OH XO4eT
PecITyOIIMKYy, 1a TOJIBKO C «IlapeM», OH II0-CBOEMY
ObLJI, KOHEYHO, ITpaB: OH IIPOCTO XMJI eIlle Mlea-
JlaMV PYCCKOV BOJIBHUIIBI, VjleaslaMM Ka3allKoro
«BOJIBHOT'O TOBapMILleCTBa». DTU VeaIbl IITyOOKO
3arevaTriIesIvich B PyCCKOVI HapOIHOVI IyIlle, OHW
CTaJIM OHVIM W3 OCHOBOIIOJIarafoIIVX 3JIeMEeHTOB
PYCCKOTO HapOIHOIO YyBCTBa, €ro IIOf3eMHOV,
BYJIKAQHMYECKOVI CVJIOVL.

DTOT OCHOBHOVI 3JIeMEHT O0J1ajjasl, BIIpOYEM,
ecJI He COOCTBEHHOV ITOJIMTMYECKON JIMTEpaTy-
poVL, TO, IO KpayHel Mepe, cBoen Ioa3uert. Tot,
KTO XO4YeT C Hell TIO3HaKOMMWTECS, JTOJDKeH obpa-
TUTBCS K PYCCKOMY HAPOOHOMY 2epouteckomy dno-
cy (Tak Ha3biBaeMoVl «ObITMHEe»). B HeM MBI y3Ha-
€M, 4TO PYCCKMUI KPeCTbSHWH BCerfa MBICIISAMU
CTpeMWICs B «IMKYIO CTeIlb» 1 BOCTOprayics 0e3-
YIOEP>)KHOVI Ka3allKovl BOJIBHWLIENL. OcobenHo cite-
JlyeT y4ecTb, UYTO MBI IIepeHsJI PYCCKUN Iepou-
YeCKWMII 31I0C He B JINTepaTypHOV 00paboTKe, KakK,
Hanpumep, «[lecus o Ponannge» vwim «CkasaHue o
Hwubenynrax». Hamm ckasaHus Obliiv 3aIivicaHbl
II0 YCTHOMY IlepecKasy, KaK HeIllOCpelCTBeHHBIN
IpOOyKT HaponHoun dpaHTasum. Takum obpasom,
371eCh HeJIb3sl COMHeBaThCs B OJIMHHOCTY TOTO, O
yeM paccKasbIBaeTcs VI IIOeTCs; B 9TUX 3I10cax, He-
COMHEHHO, 3By YT «PyCCKUM Ty X». MHeHMe o ToM,
YTO HapOHble CKa3aHVs Hallly He JpeBHero IIpo-
VICXOXXIeHWs, HUYYTh He yMaJldeT CyIllecTBa Jiela;
TeM sIBCTBeHHee, OfJHAaKO, OOHapyX1nBaeTcsl Ipo-
acTh MeXIy MUPOBO33peHVeM BBICIINX KJIacCOB
VI BO33PEHMSAMM PYCCKIMX HapOAHBIX Macc.

Vsyuass ObBUIMHHBIE IIpeCTaBJleHMs Hallle-
ro Hapoja O TOCyJapCTBe M ITpaBUTelle, MOXKHO
C IOJIHBIM IIPaBOM T'OBOPUTH O Ka3allKOM IIOJIV-
TUYECKOM Mjleasle, KOTOPBIVI XKW1 B HallleM Hapo-
Ile U TIpeCTaBIIsAsICa IIpoodpa3oM CIIIBI 1 CBODO-
IIbl, OIperesleHHbIM BOIUIOIIeHVIeM BHYTPEeHHMX
CTpeMJIeHMII Hapoja. 3amedaresIbHO, YTO Jlaxke
Bo BpeMeHa [lerpa Benukoro, To ecTp B Hauaste
XVIII Beka, Korga cTpovi MMIIepumn yke Ob11 cdop-
MMpPOBaH, KasalKuil maeal IIPOHoiDKal XUTh B
PYCCKMX JlecaxX M CTeIlsIX, COCTaBJIsAs OCHOBY IS
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the Russian national soul; they had become a
fundamental element of the Russian national
feeling, its subterranean, volcanic power.

Incidentally, this fundamental element
possessed, if not its own political literature,
then at least its own poetry. Anyone who wants
to learn about it must turn to the Russian heroic
folk epic (the so-called ‘bylina’). From it we learn
that the Russian peasant’s thoughts constantly
wandered out into the “wild steppe’, and that he
was enthralled by the Cossacks” unrestrained,
free way of life. It is particularly worth noting
that we have not adopted the Russian heroic
epic in a literary adaptation, such as “The Song
of Roland” or “The Nibelungen Saga”. Our
sagas were written down according to oral
tradition, as a direct product of the people’s
imagination. In this way, no doubts can arise
here as to the authenticity of what is told and
sung; the ‘Russian spirit’ speaks unmistakably
from these epics. The assumption that our folk
sagas are not of ancient origin does little to alter
this fact; yet it serves to highlight all the more
distinctly the chasm between the worldview of
the upper classes and the mentality of the broad
masses of the people.

If we examine the visions held by our people
regarding the state and its rulers, as reflected in
these legends, we are fully justified in speaking
of a political Cossack ideal that lived on within
our people and which can be regarded as an
archetype of strength and freedom, as a concrete
realisation of the people’s inner aspirations. It
is significant that even in the time of Peter the
Great, that is, at the beginning of the eighteenth
century, when the structure of the empire was
already well established, the Cossack ideal
continued to live on in the Russian forests
and steppes, forming the basis for sentiments
that have not yet been explored but have
appeared here and there. This was perhaps
the elementary ‘conception of the state’ of the
Russian people, one that was understandable
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HEeOINO3HAaHHBIX [I0 CUX IIOP, HO ITPOSIBIIAIOIIVIXCS
TaM ¥ 371eCb HaCTPOeHMIL. DTO, MOXaJIyVl, 1 ObIJIO
JIeMeHTapHOe «IIpeICTaBIeHre O TOCyHdapCcTBe»
PYCCKOTO Hapofia, IOHSATHOe ¥ OJIM3Koe KaXXIoOMy
KpecTbsiHMHY. Ero 0ocHOBHbBIe MOMEHTBI TaKOBBI.

B pycckoM GbUIMHHOM 3110ce He BBIKPUCTasIJIN-
30BaJIOCh ellle TIOHSATVe eIIHOTO POCCUTICKOIO T'o-
CyHapcTBa C eVIHBIM HaceJIeHVeM, OIlpeie/leHHOV
TEPPUTOPMEVT U IIEHTPaIM30BaHHOV BJIACTHIO.
Poccnst mipepicTaBiisieTcs ellle COBOKYITHOCTBIO Ca-
MOCTOSITeJIbHBIX 3eMeJlb, KHSXKeCTB ¥ TOpPOIOB,
IIPOMeX KOTOPBIX XMBYT pa3OOVMHMKM, CTpalll-
Hble HenpyTu U Bparn’. EqyHCTBeHHON coemy-
HSIIOIIEV! ee CUJIOVE SIBJISIeTCs IpaBOC/IaBHasl Bepa.
Pychb emyina, TTOCKOJIBKY OHa ITpaBOC/IaBHA — «CBs-
Tas Pyce». [loToMy coeVHSIONIIM MOMEHTOM $B-
JIeTcsl He HallMOHAJILHOCTh, a Bepa. MupoBos-
3peHue, BEIpaKeHHOe B ObUIMHAX, O M3BeCTHOM
CTerleHV WHTepHaIMOHaJIbHO, BO3MOXHO, B TOM
JKe CMBICJIe, B KAaKOM ¥ CTapoe KaToJIM4ecKoe M-
PpOBO33peHe, KOTOpoe 00BeAVHSIIO JIIoIeV He T10
VIX HaIlMIOHAJILHOCTY, a 110 MX IPUHAaJJIeXKHOCTU K
eruHOV Bepe. I'epou pycckmx ObUINH, pycckiue 60-
raTbIpyl, He BeJAIOT Pas/IYVsL MeXOY «CBOVIMID VI
«qy>XKMMW», pa3 [1eJ10 UJIeT O IIPpaBOC/IaBHbIX, a He O
6acypmanax. CronbHbIi Kues rpajy, craBuTces nMm
B ofuH pan ¢ Llaperpamom, pycckme KHs3bI — C
BU3aHTUVICKMMY MMIIepatopaMm. CrtaBHBIV Oora-
TBIPb [10OpeIHs rysigeT o Llapbrpasiy Tak e cBo-
6010, kak 1o Kuesy. aTepecrr Kuesa Gorarsrpu
UTyT TaK e, KaK IlapbrpajIcKiie, 1 He pa3 pyc-
cKyre OoraThIpy BCTYHAIOT B 0OV, YTOOBI 0CBOOO-
anuthb Llaperpag n mvmeparopa KoHncranTtuHa ot
TYPOK — 3TO MX JIFOOVIMBIVI TIOIBUT " .

B ObuiMHHOM 310CEe OTHOIIEHMS C Tocysap-
CTBEHHOV BJIaCTBhIO HOCIT XapaKTep CIIy4daviHbIV,
JIOrOBOPHOVL. Ipyrovt oueHb IOITyJISPHBIVI TepOV,
Viea Mypowmerl, DpuxoguUT Kak-TO B OAVIH T'OPOf,
VI IIPOCUT JXKMTeJIeVi II0OKa3aTh eMy IIPAMYIO JIOPOry
Ha Kwues. JTrony oTBedaroT eMy: «Avi e ThI yIAJI0N
nobpovt Mosofiert! / A 71 XUBU-KO ThI y Hac a Boe-
BO/IOI0, / A Oepern-Tko ropoy Haril...»**. Ha Hava-
JlaX CBOOOTHOTI'O COTJIacHs CITy>KaT pyccKue OoraTel-
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and familiar to every peasant. Its fundamental
elements are as follows:

In Russian epic poetry, the concept of a
unified Russian state with a unified population,
a specific territory, and a centralised authority
has not yet crystallised. Russia still appears
there as a group of independent countries,
principalities and towns, amongst which
dwell bandits, fearsome foes, and enemies.**
The only force binding them together is the
Orthodox faith. Russia is united insofar as it is
orthodox — ‘Holy Russia’. Therefore, it is not
nationality that constitutes the unifying factor,
but faith. The worldview expressed in the sagas
is, to a certain extent, international, perhaps in
the same sense as the old Catholic worldview
which organised people not according to their
nationality but according to their belonging
to the same faith. The heroes of Russian epic
tales, the Russian bogatyrs, make no distinction
between ‘their own’ and ‘strangers’ when
the matter concerns Orthodox Christians
rather than pagans. The capital city of Kiev
is placed on a par with Byzantium, and the
Russian princes are held in equal esteem to
the Byzantine emperors. The valiant bogatyr,
Dobrynya, roams Byzantium as freely as he
does in Kiev. The interests of Kiev are held
in as high regard by the bogatyrs as those
of Byzantium, and more than once Russian
bogatyrs go into battle to liberate Byzantium
and Emperor Constantine from the Turks —
this is their favourite heroic deed.

In epic poetry, relationships with the
state authorities are purely coincidental and
contractual. Another very prominent hero,
Ilya Muromets, once comes to a city and asks
the inhabitants to show him the direct route to
Kiev. The people reply: “Brave, noble warrior!
Stay with us as voivode and protect our city.”**
On the basis of free agreement, the Russian
bogatyrs also serve the Russian princes. For
example, Prince Vladimir once hosted a feast at



PV VI PYCCKMM KHsI3bsIM. Tak, ycTpows1, Harpumep,
KHsA3b Briagyimup nmp, v npumiies Ha Hero He3Ba-
He Ve Mypowmerr. Kusaspe Bragumup paccep-
Iuics, IIprKasall 3acajliTh ero B norped m ymo-
PUTD FOJIOIOM. DTO BO3MYTIMJIIO MOTYYVIX KMEBCKVIX
GoraTeIpert, OHM BCKOUWJIV Ha CBOVIX KOHeVI 1 ye-
XaJIv B YMCTO T10J1e: «A 71 He OyzieM BeIb MBI XXUTb
6orbitie Bo Knesn, / A He OyzeM MBI CITYKUTb KHsI-
310 Briagymupy»*”. BooOrie B aTmx OputnHax Pych
IIpeJICTaBIIsIeTC s CTPAHOM, ITle CBOOOIHO V1 BOJIBHO,
UIICTO aHapXW4eCcKy BO3HMKAIOT BJlaCTHBbIE OTHO-
meHns. CBoOOIHO OpomsT OoraTeIpy MO PyccKOm
3emJle, HaOMpParoT APYKXMHBI, ye3KaloT C HUMU B
CTellb, OBIOTCS ¢ DacypMaHaMVi, IIPUXOIOST K KHSI-
3bM ¥ VX BbIpy4aroT. KHa3bs pagyroTcs 6oraTsl-
PSIM, TIPMHMMAIOT X TOCTAMM, JapsiT MM HOTAPKA.
He mosr noBrHOBeHMs, a CBOOOIHAsI BOJIA OIIperie-
JIeT OTHOIIIeHVe OoraTbIpent K KH310. OnHaX/Ibl,
HarpyMep, TpuBO3UT Viibd K KHA310 Brragmmupy
ConoBbg-Pa30omHMKa — 1 KHS3b He BUOUT B 9TOM
VICTIOJTHEHW L [I0JITa CIIYKOBI, HO TPy KeCKyIo YCIIy-
Iy, 3a KOTOPYIO IIPUXOOUTCs Oy1aronapuTh. «ba-
rofapcTsyeltib Ves f1a cbil VBaHosuy, / 36aBumit
Hac OT CMepTH OT HampacHbIt»*. 1 mreHeHHBIN
CostoBert 4yBCTBYeT IIOKOPHOCTb He KHS3I0, a Viibe
Mypomiry. Takum oOpasoMm, B HapOgHOM IIpef-
CTaBJIeHUW OTCYTCTBYeT IOHATVE HPUHYOUTEIb-
HOVI KHSDKeCKOVI CJTYKOBI.

Kwepckuy  kHa3p  Bragymup, mposBaHHBIN
Kpacto CoHBIIIKO, — JIIOOMMBIVI T€POVT PyCCKO-
r'O repoVYecKoro sroca. B jeromnmicsax oH m300pa-
JKaeTcsl MjlealoM KHsI34, MyJIpOro, SHeprm4yHOro u
npeanpurMunsoro. Ho Begs 310 mpeanvsanys,
KOTOPYIO TIO3JHEeVIIN JIeTOIIVCeL], IIPOV3BeJI CO
cBOeVI TOUKM 3peHNs. B HapomHom nossun Biagy-
MUP IIpeJIcTaeT JIACKOBBIM ¥ TOCTEIIPUVMHBIM, HO
B TO JXe BpeMsi OOHapy>XMBaIOIIVIM 11eJIbIVI Psifl, He-
npuBJieKaTeIbHbIX YepT. CorocTaisd Kas3aka U
KHI35,, Hapoy, Halll BUAUT OoJIblile IIOJIOKUTeIIb-
HBIX YepT B IIepPBOM, UeM B ITocsiefiHeM. B ipoTuso-
IIOJIOKHOCTB OoraTeIpsM, ocobeHHO Vtbe Mypou-
11y, KMeBCKMI1 KHs3b BragmmMup obOHapykmsaeT
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which the hero Ilya appeared as an uninvited
guest. In a rage, Prince Vladimir ordered him to
be thrown into the dungeon and left to starve
to death. This enraged the mighty bogatyrs of
Kiev, who quickly mounted their horses and
rode out into the open field: “We will no longer
stay in Kiev, nor serve Prince Vladimir!”*” In
general, Russia is depicted in these sagas as a
land where power relations arise quite freely
and spontaneously, indeed almost anarchically.
The bogatyrs roam freely through the land,
recruit warriors, ride with them out into the
steppe, fight with infidels, gather at the princes’
courts, and stand by them in times of danger.
The princes rejoice at their arrival, welcome
them warmly, and present them with gifts.
It is not a duty of obedience, but free will that
determines the bogatyrs” attitude towards the
prince. One day, for example, Ilya brings the
defeated Nightingale the Robber to Prince
Vladimir; the latter does not see this as the
fulfilment of a duty, but as a favour for which
he must express his gratitude. “Thank you, Ilya,
for saving us from an undeserved death!”*
And the captured robber is now subject not to
the prince, but to Ilya. In this sense, the people’s
conception of service to the prince does not
involve any notion of compulsory duty.

Prince Vladimir of Kiev, known as “the Fair
Sun”, is the favourite hero of the Russian epic.
In the chronicles, he is portrayed as the ideal
of a wise, energetic, and dynamic prince. Yet
this is an idealisation made by later chroniclers
from their own perspective. In folk poetry,
Vladimir appears as amiable and hospitable,
but is at the same time endowed with a number
of less attractive qualities. When comparing
the Cossack and the prince, the people see far
more positive qualities in the former than in the
latter. In contrast to the bogatyrs, particularly
Ilya Muromets, Vladimir, the prince of Kiev,
shows excessive cowardice in the face of every
danger — a trait that is portrayed in the legends
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PV BCAKOVI OMAacCHOCTY HEIIOMEPHYIO TPYCOCTh —
TIOPOK, Becero Oojiee IIpesvipaeMbIlt B GOraThIPCKIIX
ckaszaHmsix. Tak, xorma Kanma mape nopcryma-
eT K KueBy ¢ BovickoM, «TyT Brragemmup KH:3b fa
cTosibHE-KMeBckor / OH o TOpeHKM fla CTaJl IloxXa-
XuBaTh, / C CHBIX OUYIIIOK OH POHUT CJIE3bI BeJlb
roprounys, / I1leJIKOBBIM IUIaTKOM KHsI3b YTUpPaeT-
cs1, / ToBoput BriazbiMup KHsI3b [1a TaKOBBI CJIOBA:
/ “Het xmuBa-To craparo xazaka Vs Mypomiia,
/ Héxkomy cTosTh Telleph 3a Bepy, 3a 0TeuecTBo, /
Héxomy cToATb 3a 11epKBbI BelIb 3a boxmn, / Heko-
My CTOSTBH-TO Bedb 3a Kues rpas, / [la Benb Heko-
My cOepeub KHs3s Brragmmmpa...”»". Ouens Jio-
OOIBITHBI M300pakeH s MOMEHTOB CCOPBI KHSI35 C
GoraTeipsami. B OpIHax IIOCTOSIHHO BCTpevaroT-
Cs1 )KaJI00Bl OoraThIpert Ha KHs3ev, IIOTOMY YTO Te
HeOJ1arofgapHbl ¥ He IIeHAT HapOIHYIO OoraTeIp-
cKyIo cmiy. «[la He OyeMm Mbl Oepeub, — TOBOPSIT
Oorareipy, — KHs3s BiageimMupa... / Y Hero Benp
ecTe MHOTO J1a KHs13em1 6osip, / Kopmut mx n néur
na u xasyet, / Hudero HaM HeT OT KHs134 OT Bia-
neiMupa»*?, Vi Bot yTo roBopuT 11po Brragmmu-
pa crapsi borarsipe Camcon Camortoia: «Kita-
JleHa y MeHs 3arioBefib Kpenkas: / He ObiBaTh Obl
MHe Bo ropoze Bo Kuese... / V1 He cTosiTh OBI OOIIB-
11e MHe 3a Kuies rpazi. / OH ciryiiaeT kHs3em-00sp,
/ A He moumTaet GoraTeIper»*!.

Takum obOpasoMm, Hapop ITPOTMBONOCTaBIIgeT
ce0si KH43I0 1 BBICIIMM KjlaccaM 1 TpebyeT cebe
yBakeHMd. [lesio JOXOAMUT MHOrAa 110 CTOJIKHO-
BEHsI, KOTOpoe 1300pa’kaeTcss KXYTKMMM ClieHa-
MM 0OpIuHOro pycckoro dyHnra. Cienyroriye Kap-
TUHBI, PUICyeMble HapOomHOV (aHTa3Mer, MOXXHO
CUMTATh daXke IIPOPOYECKVM IIPeadyBCTBIEM
manpHeven cyaposr Poccymt. BeummHa pacckaser-
BaeT, UTO KH:I3b Biramymuip ycTpons nvp, Ipuria-
CWJI BCeX KHs3er, Oosip, Oorarbipers, HO I1103a0bIT
1o3BaTh cTaporo Kasaka Vliero Mypomiia. «/1 TyT-
To Vb possopopwics... / Kak ckopo HaTgaHyI
OH CBOWM T};FOV[ JyK, / A KJlajl OH TyT CTPeJIOUKY
KajleHylo... / A CTpeliiyI-To OH TyT 1o Bboxbiim
1epkBay, / A IO TBIM CTPeJIVI 110 4yAHBIM Kpe-
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as the most despicable. For example, when
Tsar Kalin approached Kiev with his army:
“Vladimir, Prince of Kiev, began to pace the
hall in sorrow; from his clear eyes he shed bitter
tears; the prince wiped them away with a silk
handkerchief, and Prince Vladimir spoke these
words: “The old Cossack Ilya Muromets is no
longer alive, There is no one now to stand for
the faith, for the fatherland, There is no one
to stand for God’s churches, There is no one
to stand for the city of Kiev, And there is no
one to protect Prince Vladimir [...]”*" — The
descriptions of the quarrels between the princes
and the bogatyrs are very interesting. In the
sagas, we often find the bogatyrs complaining
about the princes, because the latter are
ungrateful and do not sufficiently appreciate the
power of the people’s bogatyrs. “So, we will no
longer protect Prince Vladimir,” they say, “for
he has enough princes and boyars to whom he
provides food and drink and whom he delights
with his grace, whilst we receive nothing good
from him.”*" In a similar vein, the old bogatyr
Samson speaks of Vladimir: “I have firmly
vowed never to set foot in the city of Kiev again.
[...] Never again will I stand guard over the city
of Kiev. He listens to the princes and the boyars,
but disregards the bogatyrs!”*"

In this way, the people confront the prince
and the upper classes, and demand their
respect. Occasionally, this leads to clashes,
which are then depicted with the sinister
characteristics typical of every Russian
uprising. The scenes that follow, conjured up
by the people’s imagination, can be described
as a prophetic foreshadowing of Russia’s later
fate. The legend tells that Prince Vladimir had
given a feast to which all the princes, boyars
and bogatyrs had been invited, but the old
Cossack Ilya Muromets had been forgotten. Ilya
thereupon grew furious, took his bow, nocked
an iron-tipped arrow, and began to shoot at the
churches, their magnificent crosses and gilded



crtaMm, / A 110 TBIM MakKOBKaM 30ji0ueHbIM. / [a
rajm TyT ThIM MakoBKy, / [la maim TyT, oTHam
Ha cbIpy 3eMmsT10, / [la caM OH 3aKpryasl TyT BO BCIO
rosioBy: / “J1a a1 e BbI ObUIV TOMIVM MOM, / A TOIIN
MoM BbI Kabarkmn... / A cobupanTech-KO BBI Ja
Crofta-To By, / A obmpariTe MaKOBKM BCU 30J10U€-
Hble. / A moméMTe-Ko BbI fa co MHoW errre... / Kak
CTaHeM HYH IIVTb Jia 3eJIeHd BiHa...”»**. I mormern
HeycToBbIV nup. Kuas3b xe Brragyumup Buant, uto
Oema mpullula HeMMHYYasi, IIPeKpaTusl OH CBOe
HIVPIIIeCTBO, CO3BaJI Ha KHsi3ev, Oosip 11 OorarbIpent
VI CTaJI CIIpalllvBaTh, YTO eMy jesiaTh. Pervm rmo-
crarek K Viiee oOperHI0O Hukmriga, Gorarbips
3HATHOT'O ¥ MCKYCHOro AuIuIoMara. V1 Tomy yna-
ercst cMarauThb Vero. Torma ornpasmics Vimba x
Brranumupy, mocagmiiy ero 3a CTOJI Ha IOYETHOe
MecTo, JaJIn Japy 3eJleHa BuHa. [opoput TyT Viibs
Brnagymupy: «Kax OblI ThI He mociian Ko MHe [o-
OpeHIO HukmTirua, HaTSHYIT OBI 51 CBOVI TSKEJIBIV
JIyK, a yOus1 Obl T KHSI34 O KHATMHEO. A Telleps 5
TeDs IIPOIIIATO 3a TBOIO BEJIMKYIO 00my. . »*.
Kasarkmim wjgeasl MOXHO Has3BaTh WIeaIOM
HapoIHBIM, AeMOKpaTudecknM. CoIlacHO eMmy,
IJIaBHas MOJIUTUYECKas Cvjla — 3TO Hapof, OJIv-
IIETBOPEHHBI B MMUMUYIECKOM 00pasze MOrydero
OoraTeIps, KPeCThSTHCKOIO ChIHA ¥ BOJIBHOIO Ka-
3aKka («Vipss Mypowmerr»). Ho B To ke Bpems sTa
IIepBOOBITHAST KOYeBasl [IeMOKpATMs ITOJIMTIIUe-
CKM aMOpdoHa 11 IoJTyaHapxu4Ha. B Helr HeT MecTa
KaKOMy-JIn0O OpraHmsylolieMy Haudajly, HeT Me-
cTy 1 npaBy. Ha ocHOBe Takoro meMoKpaTmndecKo-
ro yKJIaJa MOXET CTPOWUTBCS CTeITHasl Kasalkas
BOJIBHMIIA, HO Ha HeV He IOCTPOWIIIb HMKAKOIO
roCyJIapCTBEHHOrO mopsaka. Kasaikmit mommTu-
4uecKu1 vyeasl ObI MeuTaTeJIbHBIM ¥ POMaHTIYe-
CKVMM ¥ MOI' HaMTV BOILJIOILIEHVIE TOJIBKO B CTapO1
Pycu, cocTosiBIIIel n3 yIeIbHBIX KHSDKECTB, VI
B 3anopoxckort Ceunt. OH JIMIIIeH IIPaKTUYecKou
HOJIMTIYECKOVI IIPOrpaMMBbl, y Hero He ObUIO Hajl-
JIe)Xalllero IUIaHa COOCTBEHHOI'o roCyJapCTBEHHO-
rO CTPOUTEIbCTBA. 1eM He MeHee B J1aJIbHEVIIIIEM
Xofle PYCCKOVM WCTOpUM OBUIM MOMEHTBI, KOTI-
Ila 3TOT Kas3allKuUI 1jeal, IIyCTh TOJIbKO BpeMeH-

193

N.N. Alekseev, N. A. Dmitrieva

domes. The golden domes fell to the ground.
Ilya shouted loudly: “Hey, you vagabonds,
you poor drinkers, gather round here and
pluck the gilded domes, and come with me to
drink the grain wine”.*” Now a wild drinking
spree ensues. At that moment, Prince Vladimir
sees disaster approaching, interrupts his feast,
summons princes, boyars, and bogatyrs to
a council and asks them what should now
be done. It is decided to send Dobrynya, a
respected bogatyr and skilled diplomat, to Ilya.
He succeeds in appeasing Ilya. Now Ilya goes
to Vladimir and is given the place of honour at
the table; a cup of grain wine is placed before
him. Then he says to Vladimir: “Had you not
sent Dobrynya to me, I would have drawn my
sturdy bow and killed you, Prince, along with
the Princess. But now I will forgive you for this
grave insult [...]”*"

The Cossack ideal can be described as a
people’s democratic ideal. According to this
ideal, the most important political power is
the people, embodied in the mythical figure
of the mighty bogatyr, the farmer’s son
and free Cossack (‘Ilya Muromets’). At the
same time, however, this primeval nomadic
democracy is politically amorphous and semi-
anarchic. It contains no constructive element
and knows no law. On the basis of such a
democratic conception, a Cossack steppe
community might well be established, but no
form of state order. The political ideal of the
Cossacks, which was dreamy and romantic,
could only be realised in the old Russia, which
was composed of individual principalities,
or in the Zaporozhian Cossack community. It
lacked a practical political programme; it had
no viable plan for establishing its own state
structure. Nevertheless, there were moments
in the further course of Russian history when
this Cossack ideal was realised, albeit only
temporarily. This was the case during the
Interregnum (1598 to 1613), and the uprisings
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HO, CTAaHOBWJICS JAEVICTBUTEILHOCTHIO. Tak ObUIo B
CmyTHOe Bpemsd (1598 —1613), B mepmozibl BOCCTa-
Hut Creneku Pasuna (1668—1671) n Emernbgana
Ilyrauesa (1773—1775). B CMyTHOe BpeMs Ka3aKu
HeHaJI0JIT0 3aXBaTWJIN BJIacTh V1 IIOCTaBVJIV CBOETO
cobcTBenHOrO KH435; Ilyraues mpu omnpereseH-
HBIX 00CTOATeIIbCTBAX MOT 3aXBaTUTh BCro Poccriro.

CornmaTbHO-TIOIMTIYECKYIe BO33PeHMs PyCCKO-
ro KazagyecTBa MOXHO OOHapyXUThb TakKxe B HEKO-
TOPBIX PeJINTVMO3HBIX YUeHMIX CTapooOpsiIuecTBa
71 OCOOEHHO B YUeHMSX pas3IMUHBIX PYCCKMX CEKT.
YTBepKeHmne HEeKOTOPBIX PYCCKMX CEKTaHTOB O
TOM, UTO OHW SIBJISIOTC Ka3aKaMw, ObUTO He JIV-
IIIeHHBIM OCHOBaHUVI VI COOTBETCTBOBAJIO (paKTaM.
CymiecTBoBasia orperieleHHas CBSI3b MeXy BOJI-
HeHVSIMY, 3a9MHIIKaMy KOTOPBIX ObUIM Ka3aKu,
VI [IBVDKEHMEM CTapOBepoOB: IOCJIeTHMe aKTVUBHO
y4acTBOBa/IM B Ka3allKVMX BOJIHEHWSIX W IOfep-
KMBaIM KaszakoB. Tak, yxe BoccTaHMe IO, ITpe]l-
BoguTernbcTBOM CreHbKM PasmnHa ObUIO CBsSI3aHO
CO cTapoBepaMm: Kaszaky PasuHa IbITaInCh BCTY-
IUTBh B KOHTAKT C HaTpuapxoM HukonoM n miepe-
MaHWTB €ro Ha CBOIO CTOpoHY*”. Tak>ke 1 B IPyTmIX
HapOIHBIX IBVDKEHMSIX, VHUIIMVPOBAaHHBIX Ka3a-
KaMl, CTapoBephbl COCTaBJISUIM HeOTheMJIEMYIO
4acTh, KaK, HaIllpyMep, B BOCCTaHMSIX I107T, TIpeJiBOo-
aurTertbcTBoM byrasuima* 1 [Tyravesa.

Erte Gostee riryGokast CBS3b CyIIeCTBYeT MeXITy
PYCCKMM Ka3adeCTBOM U PasJIMYHBIMM PYCCKUMU
permrnosHbMm cekTamm. Camo 1o cebe pyccxoe
cexmanmcmbo ropasfio ApeBHee, YeM pacKoJl, IIpo-
maormenmv B XVII Beke. Vxe B XVI Beke B Poccum
BCTPEYAIOTCsl OTIeJIbHBIE PeJIUTMO3HBIE CeKTHI,
HEKOTOpPBIe 13 KOTOPBIX ObUIN BecbMa BIIMSITEIb-
HbIMU. MOXHO C oOIlpefieJleHHOV yBepPeHHOCTBIO
MIPEeIIIONIOKNUTE, YTO KOPHM 3TUX PeIUTMO3HBIX
ABVDKEHUT! YXOIST Ha IOT U 3arajl: K IPOHUKHY-
TBIM MaHWXeVICTBOM OOJIrapcKiM «borommiam», K
YeIICKMM TyCUTaM U Jlake K HeKOTOPBIM pallyo-
HaJIVICTUYIEeCKV HaCTPOEHHBIM €BPEeVICKMM CeKTaM
(«KMIOBCTBYIOIIME»)! . DTOT pacKosl, IIPOV3OIIIe]I-
mmn B cepenvHe XVII Beka, ciocobcTBOBaI Jaib-
HeVIIIIeMy PasBUTHMIO PYCCKMX PeTUTMO3HBIX CEKT.
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of Stepan (Stenka) Razin (1668 to 1671) and
Emelyan Pugachev (1773 to 1775). During
the Interregnum, the Cossacks seized power
for a time and appointed their own prince;**
Pugachev could have taken over the whole of
Russia under certain circumstances.

The socio-political views of the Russian
Cossacks can also be traced in some religious
teachings of the Old Believers, and particularly
in the teachings of various Russian sects. The
claim of some Russian sectarians that they were
Cossacks was not unfounded and corresponded
to the facts. There was a certain connection
between the uprisings instigated by the
Cossacks and the Old Believer movement: the
latter actively took part in the Cossack uprisings
and supported the Cossacks. Thus, the uprising
led by Stenka Razin was already linked to the
Old Believers: Razin’s Cossacks attempted
to make contact with Patriarch Nikon and
win him over to their side.*®" In other people’s
movements instigated by the Cossacks, too, the
Old Believers formed an integral part, as, for
example, in the uprisings led by Bulavin*"and
Pugachev.

There is an even deeper connection between
Russian Cossacks and the various Russian
religious sects. Russian sectarianism itself
is significantly older than the schism that
arose in the seventeenth century. As early
as the seventeenth century, we find isolated
religious sects in Russia, some of which exerted
considerable influence. It can be assumed with
some certainty that the roots of these religious
movements originated in the south and west,
from the Manichaean-influenced Bulgarian
Bogomils, as well as from the Czech Hussites,
and even from some rationalist-minded Jewish
sects (Judaizers).”” This schism within the
church, which took place around the mid-
seventeenth century, fostered the further
development of Russian religious sects. Whilst
Old Believers gradually split into different



B To Bpems Kak cTapooOpsIuecTBO IOCTEIIEHHO
PacKaJIBIBAJIOCh Ha pa3jIMYHble TeUeHs], HeKOTO-
pBle ero OTBeTBJIeHMS BCTYHWJIV B IIPSIMOV KOH-
TaKT C CEeKTAHTCTBOM, TaK UTO I'PaHMIIBI MEXIY
HVIMV BCKOpe CIVIaAVUIVICh VI IIPOV3O0IIUIO IIOJTHOE
cmstHMe. [Ipy 9TOM He crlemyeT yIycKaTh 13 BUY,
YTO PyCcCKOe CTapooOpsiuecTBO Beera ObljIo KOH-
CepBaTMBHBIM, TOI7Ia KaK CEKTAaHTCTBO VCIIOBEIIO-
BaJI0 pagMKasIbHble B3R CTapooOpsayecTBo
He yMeeT HM4ero oorero c gyxoM Pedopmariim,
B TO BpeMsI KaK CEeKTaHTCTBO ITPEVICIIOJIHEHO 3TVM
IIyXOM ¥ IIO3TOMY WMeeT IIPOTeCTaHTCKYIO Ha-
ITPaBJIEHHOCTb.

Kax ctapooOpsaiiel, Tak 1 ceKTaHTBI He XOTe-
JI IIpU3HaBaTh CyIIeCTBYIOIee pOCCUVICKOe ITpa-
BUTEJIBCTBO, HO Pa3/INdasIiCh B XapaKTepe 3TOro
HerrpuaTys. [Tpy 3TOM 9acTh cTapooOpsiies cum-
TaJla, 9YTO CyIIeCTBYIOIIasl BJIacTh Oe30r1aromaTHa;
Ipyrasi, Oojlee paamMKajIbHO HacTpPOeHHas 4acTb
yTBepKaasla, YTO roCyJapcTBO — OOrompoTus-
HOe yupeX/eHle ¥ YTO IIPaBUTENV CO3HATeIh-
HO TBOPSIT BOJIIO [IpsiBosia. Ecim crermaTe oTcroma
ellle OfIVH IIar BJIeBO, TO Cpasy ke HamayTcs cek-
ThI, KOTOpPbIe 3axOVUIN TaK JajieKo, YTO OTBepra-
IV caMy W7iefo TocyapcTBa’® v B CBOMX BBIBOTIAX
ZIOLITIV 10 aHapXxm3Ma. Ha mpakTuike 3T0 BbIpaXka-
JIOCh B TOM, YTO OHM He IIOJYMHSIJINCH FoCyaap-
cTBeHHOM BJlacTu. TouHyio (popMyIMPOBKY 3TOM
MIOJIMTUYECKON TaKTMKM MBI HaXOOUM B PYyKO-
mvcy XVIII Beka: «KTo criocobeH cpakaTbcsi, TOT
IIyCTh BCTYIIaeT B OOpbOy ¢ caTraHOM (T.e. ¢ TOCY-
napctsoM). TpyciiviBble IIycTh HaBcerda IOKMHYT
rojie 0os!»*",

Yro KacaeTcsl HEPBBIX, TO MBI y>XXe TOBOPWIIN
O POJIN CEeKTAaHTOB B IOJIMTUYECKMX BOCCTAHVISX.
3mech XOTeJI0Ch OBl JIVIITBL JOOABUTE, UTO ITOINTH-
JecKye OMTBBI, ONVpAONIVeCs] Ha PeJINTVIO3HBIN
IIPOTeCTaHTM3M, — He CHeUUdUYecKn PyccKoe
gBJIeHVIE: TaKye MOJIUTIYecKye IBVDKEHMS XOpo-
IO M3BeCTHHI 1 Ha 3amajge. Boccranms rycmuTos,
BoccTtaHMe LIBmHriu, aBrvkenns Tomaca MroHIe-
pa 1 aHITIUVICKMX IIPOTECTaHTOB CJIyXKaT TOMY J10-
CTaTOYHBIM CBUIETEIECTBOM.

N.N. Alekseev, N. A. Dmitrieva

currents, some of their branches came into
direct contact with sectarianism, so that the
boundaries between them soon disappeared
and a complete fusion took place. However, it
should not be forgotten that Russian Old Belief
was always conservative, whereas sectarianism
professed radical views. Old Belief has nothing
of the spirit of the Reformation in itself, whereas
sectarianism is imbued with this spirit and is
therefore Protestant in outlook.

Both the Old Believers and the sectarians
refused to recognise the existing Russian
government, but they differed in the nature
of their aversion. Some of the Old Believers
held the view that the existing authority was
graceless; while another, more radical group
claimed that the state was an institution that
is hostile to God and that the rulers were
consciously carrying out Satan’s will. If one
takes a further step to the left, one immediately
encounters those sects that went so far as to
deny the very idea of the state*™ and, as a
consequence, embraced anarchism. In practice,
this was effected by a refusal to submit to the
state. A precise formulation of this political
tactic can be found in an eighteenth-century
manuscript: “Those who are capable of fighting
should take up the fight against Satan (i.e. the
state). The weaklings should leave the field for
all time!”*”"

As for the former group, we have already
discussed the role of sectarians in political
rebellions. We would only like to add here
that political struggles based on religious
Protestantism are not a specifically Russian
phenomenon: these political movements are
just as well known in the West. The Hussite
uprisings, the Zwingli uprising, the Thomas
Miintzer movement, and those of the English
Protestants bear sufficient witness to this.

In the passive resistance expressed in
the words contained in the aforementioned
manuscript, “The weaklings should leave the
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B mmaccvBHOM COIIPOTVIBIIEHNV, BEIPAKEHHOM B
CJIOBaX, CONEPXKAIIVIXCS B YIIOMSIHYTOW PYKOIV-
cn: «TpycrvBble IycTh HaBcerza IOKMHYT IIOJE
6os!», v, opyrumu ciaosamm: «[lycte oM Ge-
ryT u Tagarcsa»’, MOXHO OOHapyXWUTb CBO€O-
OpasHyIO CBSI3b C MMPOBO33PEHUYECKOV YCTAHOB-
kot Bocroka (Gesinnung der morgenldndischen
Weltanschauung)". 3mecs BHOBb BCTpedaeTcs CTa-
past BocTouHas mzes Oercrsa M3 Mmpa, KOTopas C
PEeJTUTVIO3HOVI TOUKM 3peHVs IIpuBesia K acKeTM3-
My, a C HOJIUTUYECKON — IoTpeboBaia ocoborn
TaKTVKV, IIPVHIVITBI KOTOPOVI MOYXHO VICTOJIKO-
BaTh CJIEYIOITVIM 00pa3oM:

W3 yOexxmieHvIsI, 9TO TOCYIAPCTBO JIEKUT BO 371I€,
BO3HMKJIO CTpeMJIEHVe K TIOJTHOMY 000COo0sIeHII0
Y YAaJIEHVIO OT CYIIIeCTBYIOIIEro HUMKOHMAHCKOTO
rocygapcTsa 1 opuIaIbHbIX POPM OOIIIeCTBEH-
HOM XM3HM. «HecTp BO Ipajiax XMBYIIVMM CIIa-
CeHMS... — YYWIN CeKTaHTBI, — BO emyuHbIX TOK-
MO ITyCTBIHSIX M CKMUTax bor xmBeT, TaMo oOpaTiit
€CTb JINIIE CBOE, VI TAMO TOKMO CJTYIIIaeT MOJISIITVIX-
ca Emy.. »". TlosToMy mocesieHve B ITyCThIHE U B
Jlecy IOJIy4daeT y CeKTaHTOB 0coboe IIpM3HaHMe.
«KTo GBI MHe IIOCTaBVII IIPEKPACHYIO ITYCTHIHIO, —
IIOeTCs B OTHOM JyXOBHOM cTmxe, — KTo ObI MHe
IIOCTPOWJI He Ha XMUTEJIBHOM TVIXOM MecCTe, UTO-
ObI MHe He CJIBIIIATh YeJIOBEYEeCKOro Iraca, YToObI
MHe He BUIETh ITPeJIeCTHOIO Cero MIpa, JaObl MHe
He 3peTVI CyeTy IIpeJIecThb CBeTa cero, 1adbl MHe He
JKeJIaTH YeJIoBeUecKyie CiIaBbI?»*, JIefICTBUTEIRHO,
CEKTAHTBHI M CTapOOOPSIIIIBI 0O0CHOBAIVICH B JIecax
Cesepnont 1 Bocrounon Poccun Brtots go Ilo-
JISTpHOTO MOps™”, a TakXe B [ToBokbe 11 Ha Ypais-
CKMX ropax BIIIOTh 10 CrOnpnt. DT ImocesteHs
VIX CBOEOOpa3HBIM XKM3HEHHBIM YKJIaZIoM ¥ OObI-
JasMy IIPeKpacHO OIVICAaHBI B XYIOXKECTBEHHOV
mmrepatype JleckoBeiM 11 MenbsHUKOBBIM-I Ieuep-
ckmM. Pycckmit xymoxHmK Hectepos ¢ riryGokmm
COUYBCTBMEM BOIUIOTMII B KpacKax II033WI0 3TOV
ITyCTBIHI® .

HekoTopble CeKTaHTHI IIOHMMAJIVL YXOH W3
MMpa COBEPIIEHHO OyKBaJIbHO, IIPUYeM HaCTOIIb-
KO, U4TO IPM3BIBAJIN K CMepTH, K caMowmcTpebie-
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field for all time!” or, to put it another way:
“Let them flee and keep themselves hidden!”>"
one can discern a peculiar connection with
the mindset of the Eastern worldview.”"” Here
we find the ancient Eastern idea of fleeing the
world, which, from a religious standpoint, led
to asceticism but, from a political one, required
a particular tactic, the principles of which can be
interpreted as follows:

Based on the conviction that the state was
steeped in evil, a desire arose for complete
seclusion and distancing from the existing
state, inspired by Patriarch Nikon, and from
the official forms of social life.”* “There is no
salvation for those who dwell in cities,” the
sectarians taught, “only the solitude of the
desert and the forest, only the hermitage built
in the wilderness is blessed by the Lord; His
gaze is turned only there, and only a prayer
that comes from there is pleasing to him.”*
Hence, settling in the desert and the forest
gained special esteem among the sectarians.
“How I long for the desert,” says a religious
song, “where I might settle lonely and alone,
where no human voice reaches me, where
worldliness avoids me, where I am beyond the
spell of vanity, and from where I would have
no desire for all human frailties.”>*" Indeed,
the sectarians and Old Believers settled in the
forests of northern and eastern Russia as far as
the Polar Sea,” as well as in the Volga region
and the Ural Mountains as far as Siberia. These
settlements, with their unique way of life and
customs, are superbly depicted in the fiction
work of Leskov and Melnikov-Pechersky. The
Russian painter Nesterov, moved by deep
empathy, has captured the poetry of this desert
with his colours.>

Some sectarians understood separation
from the world quite literally, to the extent
that they called for death and self-destruction.
The practice of self-destruction was very
widespread in various forms: “If you cannot



Hyto. CamonctpeOrieHVie TIpY 3TOM ITpaKTMKOBa-
JIOCh OYeHb IIMPOKO B pasHBIX popMax. «Aliie jIn
He MOXXeTe MYyK TepIeTV, — TOBOPUTCS B OIHOM
U3 TeKCTOB, MOSIBUBILIMXCA B 3TUX Kpyrax, — TO
camm cebe cMepTU IIpelaBaiiTy, KTO KaK MOXET,
yOuBariTecs 11 B BOLLy OpocarmTecs, ¥ HOXXeM 3aKa-
JaiTecs], a Ilade B XpaMMHax coOpaBIIecs, COXM-
ramrech 0e3 comHenms: bor Bac OrmarocioBuT!»,
D10 OBUTO CBOErO pofia IAacCMBHBIM COITPOTVIBIIE-
HVIeM, KOTOpOe CeKTaHTBI OKa3bIBaJIVI TOCYAAPCTBY
¥ opuIIVIaTIBHOV LIEPKBYL; MBI MOXKeM IIPOCIIeNTD
pa3JIMYHbIe CJIy4Yay IIPOsiBIIeHNIS 3TOr0 PeINrio3-
Horo cpaHaTm3Ma BIUIOTH 110 KoHIIa XIX Beka.

Lk

OB630p HoIMTUYeCKNX B3IJISAOB PYyCCKOrO Ha-
pola mMeeT He TOJIBKO TeopeTuyecKkoe, HO U
IIpaKTUYecKoe 3HaudeHMe. 3[1ech Yy Hac IOABIISeT-
csl IIpeKpacHas BO3MOXXHOCTBb IIO3HAKOMUTBCS C
VIeOJIOTMYeCKM  IPalpUMUTUBOM, KOTOPBIV,
Oymyum m1yOOKO CKPBIT B HapOAHOM fyxe, Oec-
CO3HATeJIPHO OIIpelesIsiyl CyIbOBl ToCyHdapcTBa.
JlevicTBeHHBIe CMIIBL 3TOTO IIPUMUTVBA OOHAXM-
ek B 1917 rogy — TOJIBKO TOrAa CTajio OYeBUI-
HO, KaK MaJI0 CTOPOHHMKOB MMesla Poccuiickas
mriepust. I1oaTomy-To nmepeBopoT Jajicd Tak Jier-
KO, a TIajIeHe OBIJIO CTOJIb IITyOOKMM. Pycckme vH-
TeJIJIeKTyaJsIbl, TaK Ha3blBaeMas VIHTeJUIUTeHIINs,
IBITAJIVICh IOCTPOUTh Ha pasBaJIMHaX MMIIEpUN
HOBO€ TIOJTUTUYECKOe 37IaHVe B 3allalHOM CTUJIE.
Ho mmpokne HapomHbIe MacChl OKa3aIvCh paBHO-
IOYIIHBIMY K 5TOMY IPeAIPUSTIIO. DTO OOBACHS-
JIOCh TeM, YTO 3allajiHasi JeMOKpaTus BbIpociia 13
IJIyOMH IIpOTeCTaHTU3Ma — MUPOBO33peHMs, KO-
TOPOEe OCTaBaJIOCh YUY K/IbIM PyCCKOMY HapOLy.

Yro xe nipomsonwio B 1917 rony? Tenpenyn,
Kotopele ¢ XVII Beka mpuBoAwIVN B ABVDKEHVE
IIMPOKIe HapoIHble MacChl, HO OBIJIM CKOBaHBI
VIMITEPCKVMM TOCYAApPCTBEHHBIM YCTPOVICTBOM, Te-
IIepb BBIIIUIV Ha IIOBEPXHOCTB, TIOJIY YMIIVI CBOOOMY
TIEeVICTBUIL M MOIJIU 6€CHp6H$[TCTBeHHO orrpene-
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bear the torment,” reads one of the texts
circulating in these circles, “then take your
own lives as best you can: kill yourselves,
throw yourselves into the water, or stab
yourselves with a knife; and above all, gather
in the churches and burn yourselves without
hesitation: God will bless you!”*” This was a
kind of passive resistance that the sectarians
opposed to the state and the official church;
we can trace various instances of this religious
fanaticism being practised right up the end of
the nineteenth century.

Lkl

An overview of the political views of the
Russian people is significant, not only in
theoretical but also in practical terms. Here
we have the best opportunity to acquaint
ourselves with the primordial ideological force
which, hidden deep within the people’s spirit,
unconsciously determined the fate of the state.
The forces executing this primitivism revealed
themselves in 1917 — only then did it become
apparent how few supporters the Russian Empire
had. That is why the overthrow was so easy,
and the fall so deep. The Russian intellectuals,
the so-called intelligentsia, attempted to build
a new political entity in the Western style upon
the ruins of the Empire. The broad masses of the
people, however, remained indifferent to this
endeavour. This can be explained by the fact that
Western democracy grew out of the depths of
Protestantism — a worldview that remained alien
to the Russian people.

So what happened in 1917? The tendencies
that had been setting the broad masses of
the people in motion since the seventeenth
century, but which had been restrained by the
imperial state order, now came to the surface,
gained freedom of movement and were able
to determine the further course of the political
process unhindered. The driving force behind
this political process was Marxism, which
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JISTH JaJIBHEVIIINTL XOM, TTOJIMTUYECKOIO IIPoIiec-
ca. GopMupyrOLIelt CHJION 3TOTO HOJIMTUYECKOro
nporiecca ObUI MapKcK3M, ITPUMBHECEHHBIN ¢ 3a-
naja. Yro KacaeTcss HApOAHBIX Macc, TO OHW U3-
BJIKJIVI W3 3TOT'O Y4eHWs TOJIBKO TO, UTO COOTBET-
CTBOBAJIO MIX CTapbIM, HEVCIIOJIHeHHBIM, 3a4acTyIO
MaJIo OJIarOpOIHBIM VI BO3BBIIIIEHHBIM JKeJIaHVISIM.
Mapxkcnsmy, TlepeHeceHHOMY Ha PYCCKYIO IIOYBY,
yOaJ0ch OPraHM30BaTh Ka3alKylo BOJIBLHMILY, KO-
TOpas IPaKTUYIeCKN OCYIeCTBIIIA COLVAIbHO-TIO-
mTrdecKyro rmporpaMmy Crenku Pasuna n [yra-
ueBa. Vnesd, KoTopas B cepefiyiHe IIPOIIOrO Beka
IpUIUIa B TOJIOBY M3BECTHOMY aHapxmcTy Mnxa-
niny bakynuny — «manTu Ilyrauesa, crioco6HOrO
K OpraHmM3anmum»>*, — HalllIa CBOe BOIUIOIIEHVE B
okTs10pe 1917 roma B stutte JlennHa.

KoneuHo, MapKcu3My He yJ1aj1oCch CyOIMMmpo-
BaThb MpallpYMUTVB Hapopa. 3ajada IIOJIUTUKN
Oy/1yI1iero 3akJiroyaeTcsi IJIaBHbIM 00pa3oM B TOM,
9TOOBI CIOCOOCTBOBATE 3TON CyOrmMarun. byger
JIV 3TO CJIeJIaHO, TIOKa HeW3BeCTHO, 100

Ymom Poccuio He MOHSTE,
ApiiHOM OGIIMM He M3MEPUTD:

Y Heit ocobeHHast cTaTh —

B Poccuio MOXXHO TOJIBKO BepUTH™ .
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TeJILHO Pa3BuII 1 00CTaBIII 3TO yueHMe» ([IpskoHoB, 1889,
c. 99). B nanpHermen xapakTepucTuke yueHus Vocuda
Bosorikoro, pycckoro 00orociosa v IepKOBHOTO JIeSITeIs,
KaHOHWM3MPOBAaHHOIO B 1579 1., AJlekceeB orvpaeTcs mpe-
VMIMYIIIeCTBeHHO Ha mccilefoBaHve JIpskoHoBa (cm.: Tam
xe, €. 91—132) v VICIIOIB3yeT TUTYII «Ilaph» IPUMEHWTEIb-
HO K BEJIMKVM KHS3bSIM MOCKOBCKVIM ¥ BJIaJIVIMUPCKIM,
rocymapam Beesd Pycu Vipamy III n Bacvommo III, cospe-
MeHHMKaM Vocuda Bortorkoro, B 6v10r1erickoM cMbICTIe 1
B IIPVBBIYHOV KaK ISl PYCCKOSI3BIYHOTO, TaK W ISl IHO-
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had been imported from the West. As for the
masses, they drew from this doctrine only that
which corresponded to their old, unfulfilled,
and often less than noble or sublime desires.
Marxism, as it was transplanted onto Russian
soil, succeeded in organising a Cossack free
force that put Stenka Razin and Pugachev’s
socio-political programme into practice. The
idea that the well-known anarchist Mikhail
Bakunin had had in mind in the middle of the
last century, “to find a Pugachev capable of
organisation”,” found its realisation in the
October 1917 revolution in the person of Lenin.

Admittedly, Marxism has not succeeded
in sublimating the primal primitivism of the
people. The main task of future policy is to
promote this sublimation. Whether this will
happen remains to be seen; for

Russia is a thing of which
the intellect cannot conceive.
Hers is no common yardstick.

You measure her uniquely:

in Russia you believe!™”

Commentary

" Nikolai N. Alekseev is indicating here the years of
Peter the Great’s reign.

¥ This refers primarily to the Byzantine, or Eastern
Roman, Empire (395—1453).

¥ As Mikhail A. Diakonov (1889, p. 99) suggests,
hints of the deification of the tsar’s person “appear quite
early in Russian literature. But Joseph was the first to
develop and elaborate this doctrine in detail”. Alek-
seev relies mainly on Diakonov’s study (see ibid., pp. 91-
132) in his subsequent description of the teaching of
Joseph Volotsky, a Russian theologian and church figure
canonised in 1579. In reference to the Grand Princes of
Moscow and Vladimir, as well as the sovereigns of all
Russia, Ivan III and Vasily I1I, contemporaries of Joseph
Volotsky, he uses the title ‘tsar” in the biblical sense and
in accordance with the later tradition, familiar to both
Russian-speaking and foreign readers, of designating
all Russian rulers.

# The original text contains an error: ‘geb.[oren]
(‘born’). Joseph Volotsky (secular name: Ivan Sanin) was
born on 14 November 1439 and died on 9 September 1515.



CTPAaHHOTO YMTaTesIs ITO3[THEVIIIeVT TPaInIiny 0003Have-
HUS BCEX PYCCKMX ITPaBUTEIEN.

¥ B opurmHarte ommoO0o9HO: «geb.<oren>» («pOmyIICS»).
Nocud Bonouxmmt (8 Mupy — Vean Camun) pommrics
14 sO56ps 1439 1, y™mMep 9 cenT:a0Ops 1515 1.

” CM. cxoxyro xapaktepuctuky Vocuda Bororikoro:
(Xpy1os, 1868, c. 173).

¢ B crarbe AteKkceeBa «XpUCTMAHCTBO W Viiesl MOHap-
XWW», OIYOIVMKOBAaHHON IO-PYycCcKM B XypHaie «lIyTp»
(1927, Ne 6), 3Ta e I(MTaTa IPUBOIUTCS TakK: «bor B cebe
MeCTO II0Cafyl Ha IIpecTosle CBOeM, a IIOTOMY Iapb y0o
€CTecTBOM IOJ00eH ecTh BCeM YeJIOBEKOM, a BJIACTUIO JKe
110/100€H ecTh BBIIIHAMY Oory» (Asekcees, 1998a, c. 60—
61). Cp.: Ilocnanmus. .., 1959, c. 184).

7 Cwm.: (Arexcees, 19983, c. 61).

8 Cm.: (Tam >xe); cp.: IIncemo 14 B «IIpocsermTerte»:
(Mocmd Bomortkm, 2011, c. 375).

" Peub mmer o ®epnmuanne II Aparonckom (1452—
1516), B TIpaBiIeHMe KOTOPOrO MHKBU3UIIVS U IIpeciieio-
BaHWS HEXPUCTMAH M epeTMKOB JlocTuUru B Vcranum
arorest. Cu.: (Kossoa, 2015, c. 166).

10" Arexcees 3mech nmTupyet ciosa Vocuda Borsor-
KOTO B IIepefiade [IpIKOHOBa: «...roCygaph, KOTOporo bor
YCTPOWJI B CBOE MeCTO, “Cyf "I MIJIOCTD IIpefiacTb eMy, U
yepKobHoe U MOHACMbIPCKOE, Y1 BCETO ITPaBOCJIABHOTO XPU-
CTMAHCTBa BCes PYCCKOV 3eMJIV BJIacTh ¥ IoIedeHwue”»
(OpsixoHoB, 1889, c. 121; cp.: Arnekcees, 1998a, c. 61).

" 3pecp AslexceeB IIOBTOPSIET TE3UC CBOEVI CTaThU
«XPpUCTMAHCTBO M Ve MOHApXWUW» W IIUTUPYET Ilepe-
JIoXeH1e [IpsIKOHOBBIM (pparMeHTa M3 COUMHEHVS THOKA
3uHoBMs OTeHckoro (?—1568) (pskoHoB, 1889, c. 112; cp.:
3uHoBM, 1863, c. 283; Arexcees, 19983, c. 61).

12 Konnermmst «Mocksa — Tperuvi Prum» Obiia cdop-
MysMpoBaHa cTapieM Puiodeem B «[locrmaHum o He-
OJIaronpusATHBIX AHSAX WM Yacax» K IICKOBCKOMY JIBSKY
M.T. Muctopro-MyHexuHy 1 aTupyeTcsd KoHIoM 1523 —
HavasioM 1524 1. (TTocimanmst. . ., 2000, c. 298 —299, 539).

13" AteKceeB, IIONOOHO VICTOPVIKY, OIIIIOHEHTY eBpas3ui-
nes E. @. [lImypro (Imypro, 1922, c. 125; cp.: Pobuncos,
Hocrais, 1997, c. 52, 55—56, 63), ciemyet 3a [IpIKOHOBBIM,
KOTOpBIV moyrarast, 4to wmaest «Mocksa — Tpermit Prvim»
ObUIa BIIEpBble BbIpa’keHa MOCKOBCKMM MUTPOIOJIITOM
3ocumont B «V3moxernn mmacxanvm» 1492 1. (IpsIKOHOB,
1889, c. 66), 4TO 0OOCHOBAHHO OCIIAPVIBAET COBPEMEHHBIN
vicropuk H. B. Cuaymieraa (Cramtieiaa, 1998, c. 121-125).

¥ OrcyTCcTBYIOIIVE B HEMEIIKOM TEKCTe 3aKphIBatOIIiie
KaBbIUKM BOCCTAHOBJIEHBI 110 CTaTbe AJjleKceeBa «XPUCTH-
aHCTBO U Mes MOHapxum» (Arnekcees, 1998a, c. 62), rme
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 See a similar description by Joseph Volotsky in
Khrushchov (1868, p. 173).

¢ In this section of the article, Alekseev uses text and
quotations from his earlier article “Christianity and the
Idea of Monarchy”, published in Russian in the journal
“Put’ [The Way]”, 1927, no. 6 (Alekseev, 1998a). See this
quotation ibid., pp. 60-61; cf. Joseph Volotsky (1959, p. 184).

7 See Alekseev (1998a, p. 61).

8 See ibid,; cf. Letter 14 in Prosvetitel [The Enlightener]
(Joseph Volotsky, 2011, p. 375).

%" This refers to Ferdinand II of Aragon (1452—1516),
during whose reign the Inquisition and the persecution
of non-Christians and heretics reached their peak in
Spain. See Kozlova (2015, p. 166).

10" Here Alekseev cites the words of Joseph Volots-
ky as reported by Diakonov (1889, p. 121; cf. Alekseev,
1998a, p. 61).

" Here Alekseev repeats the thesis of his article,
“Christianity and the Idea of Monarchy”, and quotes
Diakonov’s adaptation of a fragment from the work of
the monk Zinoviy Otenskiy (?—1568) (Diakonov, 1889,
p. 112; ¢f. Zinoviy, 1863, p. 283; Alekseev, 1998a, p. 61).

2 The conception of ‘Moscow — the Third Rome’
was formulated by the starets Filofei (Philotheus) in his
“Epistle on Unfavourable Days and Hours”, addressed
to the Pskov deacon Mikhail G. Misyur-Munehin, and
dating from late 1523 to early 1524 (cf. Kolesov, 2000,
pp. 298-299, 539).

15 Alekseev, like the historian and opponent of Eur-
asianism, Evgeniy F. Shmurlo (1922, p. 125; ¢f. Robinson
and Dostal, 1997, pp. 52, 55-56, 63), follows Diakonov
(1889, p. 66), who believed that the idea of ‘Moscow —
the Third Rome” was first expressed by the Metropoli-
tan of Moscow, Zosima, in the ‘Exposition of the Easter
Cycle” of 1492, a view which is reasonably disputed by
the contemporary historian Nina V. Sinitsyna (1998,
pp. 121-125).

¥ Cf. both quotations from this sentence in transla-
tion by Fennell (1963, p. 13): “[...] the conquering banner,
the Holy Cross [...]7, “[...] a spark of piety reached even
the Russian kingdom”. The closing quotation marks,
which are missing in the German text, have been re-
stored based on Alekseev’s Russian-language article
(Alekseev, 1998a, p. 62) where this passage is rendered
more faithfully to the original, and a reference to the
source is provided (see Ustryalov, 1842, p. 156).

5" See Alekseev (1998a, p. 62). Here and in the fol-
lowing, Alekseev refers to Lev A. Tikhomirov’s work
Monarchical Statehood, using the quotations cited therein
(see Tikhomirov, 1905, p. 42).
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3TOT (PparMeHT IleperiaH OJIVDKe K OpUTMHAIY M yKa3aHa
ccpUIKa Ha rcTouHmK: (CkasaHms. .., 1842, c. 156).

15" Cm.: (Artexcees, 1998a, c. 62). Asiekcees 311ech 1 fjasiee
orpaercs Ha counHerve J1. A. Tuxommposa «MoHapxu-
4yecKasl FOCYIapCTBEHHOCTb», MOJIB3YSICh M IIPUBOIVIMBI-
Mu TaM nuratami (cM.: Trxommpos, 1905, c. 42).

¢ Cp.: (Alexeev, 1937, S. 8).

17 Cp.: (IToccesuto, 1983, c. 62).

8 Cm.: (Arnexcees, 1998a, c. 62; Ckazanms..., 1842,
c. 176).

" B riepeBozIe MCIIOTIb30BAHO COOTBETCTBYIOIIIEe BbIpa-
JKeHVe 13 CTaTby Astekceesa «PycCKumil HapoOz 1 TOCYAap-
CTBO», OIyOIMKOBaHHON B XypHasie «[IyTe» (1927, Ne 8)
(Anexcees, 19986, c. 76).

2" Dror ab3arl, KakK IIPeIbIIYIINIT 1 TIOCIIETy oI,
TIOYTH JIOCJIOBHO BOCITPOM3BOLAMT COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE al-
3amel M3 cTateit (Arekcees, 19986, c. 77—78; cM. Takxe:
Alexeev, 1937, S. 9—10). ITpuBomgMble 371eCh ITOCTIOBIUIIBI
3aMMCTBOBaHBI, BepodTHO, y Tuxomuposa (Tmxommpos,
1905, c. 46—48), KOTOPBINL, B CBOIO OYepelb, VCIIOIB30BaT
cobpanme B. V1. ans (cm.: Hais, 1862, c. 244 —246).

" Bech dparmMeHT ¢ Hadasia 3TOro absalia IOYTH JIO-
CJIOBHO BOCIIPOM3BOIMT COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIE CTPOKW W3
crarbeu: (Arekcees, 19980, c. 78). VIcTOUHMK I1epBOVL B 9TOM
ab3arie IMTaTHl YCTAHOBUTD HE YAAJIOCh.

2 HaupHad ¢ 3TOVI IIOCJIOBUIIBI TEKCT A0 KOHIIA ab3ara
IOYTY JIOCJIOBHO IIpeJICTaBJIeH B cTaThe: (Asiekcees, 19980,
c. 82—83).

¥ Drta morosopka y Tuxommposa u Hais npusene-
Ha HeCKOJIbKO mHave: «[lyma — Boxbs, Tero mapckoe, a
crvHa Oapcekaa» (Tuxommpos, 1905, c. 192; kypcus Moit. —
H.JI; cp.: Hais, 1862, c. 315).

# Cm.: (Crmonw, 1899, c. 131).

" Poman 6bu1 HanvicaH B 1903 —1904 rr., orry6rmKosaH
B 1905 r. 11 cocTaBIIsAeT OCIIeIHIOK YacThb TPUJIOT MM «Xpy-
cToC I AHTUXPUCT».

%" B WCTOYHMKE — YMHOBHWK OCOOBIX IIOPYYeHWI
(IToxazanme..., 1860, c. 219).

7 llurarta mepeaeTcs B IiepeBofie ¢ HEMEIKOTro, II0-
CKOJIBKY ObIIa SIBHO OTpeNaKTHpoBaHa AJIeKCeeBBIM IS
Hemenkoro msmanus. Cp.: «Mmnepamopom Ajiekcanjpa
HukostaeBrya He Ipu3HAIO, a IIPU3HAIO €ro yapem. <...>
Turynn umnepamop suaunt Ilepyn, Turan v Hpasois;
rep0 IBYIJIABOIO Opild €CTh TOXE HABSBOJILCKUIL.. biaro-
YeCTUBEVIIIMI 11 OJIarOBEPHBIMM 1Iapsl U BCIO ITAPCKYIO
CeMBIO IIPV3HAIO TOTZa, KOITIa OHML... OCBOOOMIST Hac, Be-
PYIOILINX B OPEBHIOIO IIEPKOBb U CTPaXkAYIINX B 3aTOde-
HMU, OT BaIllero JIOKHOTO TPEXIIEPCTHOIO JTyXOBEHCTBA...
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& Cf. Alexejev (1937, p. 8).

7 Cf. Possevino (1586, p. 29; 1977, p. 27).

18 Fennell (1963, p. 59), cf. Alekseev (1998a, p. 62) and
Ustryalov (1842, p. 176).

" The translation uses the corresponding phrase
from Alekseev’s article “The Russian People and the
State”, published in the journal “Put”, 1927, no. 8 (see
Alekseev, 1998b, p. 76).

2" This paragraph, like the preceding and follow-
ing ones, reproduces almost verbatim the correspond-
ing paragraphs from Alexeev’s Russian-language article
(1998b, pp. 77-78; see also Alexeev, 1937, pp. 9-10). The
proverbs cited here were probably borrowed from Tik-
homirov (1905, pp. 46-48), who in turn used the collec-
tion of Vladimir I. Dal (1862, pp. 244-246).

2" The entire passage from the start of this paragraph
also reproduces the relevant lines from the article al-
most word for word: (Alekseev, 1998b, p. 78). It has not
been possible to identify the source of the first quotation
in this paragraph.

2" From this proverb onwards, the text up to the end
of the paragraph is reproduced almost verbatim in the
article: (Alekseev, 1998b, pp. 82-83).

%" This saying is quoted slightly differently by Ti-
khomirov (1905, p. 192) and Dal (1862, p. 315): “The soul
belongs to God, the body to the tsar, and the back to the
master” (my italics — N.D.).

# Cf. Simoni (1899, p. 131).

%" The novel was written in 1903—1904, published in
1905, and forms the final part of the trilogy Christ and
the Antichrist.

%" According to the source — an official with special
assignments (Kelsiev, 1860, p. 219).

7" The quotation is in Alekseev’s version, prepared
specifically for the German edition. Cf. “I do not recog-
nise Alexander Nikolaevich as Emperor, but I do recog-
nise him as Tsar. [...] The title emperor signifies Perun,
Titan or the Devil; the coat of arms of the double-headed
eagleis also devilish [..]. I shall recognise the tsar and the
entire royal family as most righteous and faithful when
they [...] free us, believers in the ancient church and
those suffering in captivity, from your false three-fin-
gered clergy [...]. Civil laws were not created by the tsar,
but by the authorities; the tsar signed them solely out of
fear and concern for his own life; and therefore I consid-
er these laws to be false and unlawful; I recognise the
Stoglav [i.e. Book of Hundred Chapters] Law of Ivan the
Terrible. [...] There are now absolutely no rulers over us,
the true believers, whereas before there were boyars and
voivodes. As for your Senate — it is a devilish commit-
tee” (Kelsiev, 1860, pp. 220-221; cf. Alekseev, 1998, p. 81).



<...> 3aKOHBI I'paX/JaHCKVIe CO3/IaHbI He IIapeM, a Ha4ajlb-
CTBOM; I1apeM >Ke IIOJIIMCAHBI M3 OJIHOV OOSI3HM M Olla-
CeHVIS 3a CBOIO XKV3HB; a TIOITOMY S 3TM 3aKOHBI CUMTAI0
JIOKHBIMM ¥ 0e33aKOHHBIMM, 5 Npu3Hao CTOITIaBHBIV
<sic!> 3akon VoanHa rposHoro. <...> HauaJbHVUKOB Haf,
HaM1, IIpaBOBePHBIM, HBIHE BOBCE HEeT HMKAKMX, a IIpe-
X1ie ObUTN Gosipe v BoeBombl. CeHar Ke Balll — €CTh /b
BosIbcKML KomureT» (Ilokasanme..., 1860, c. 220—221; cp.:
Arrexcees, 199806, c. 81).

28" TekcT Ha4MHAS C 3TOro ad3ara v a0 CJIOB «...He II0-
CTPOMINb HWMKAKOTO TOCYHAAPCTBEHHOIO IIOPs/iKa» Ha
c. 193 B0 MHOTOM TIOBTOPSIET M3JIOKEHHOe B CTaThe: (AJlek-
cees, 19986, c. 100—107). B miepeBome mpw cOBIIafieHN BBI-
CKa3bIBaHWI MCIIOJIB30BAH TEKCT PYCCKOS3BIYHOV CTAThIL.
DTOT Xe pparMeHT IleperredaTaH AJIeKCeeBBIM B IIPYTOV
HEMeITKOSI3BIUHOV CTaThe (B pasyierie V «PeBOITOIMOHHbIe
MfieaJIbl»), IPUOJIVDKEH K TEKCTY YKa3aHHOW BbIIIE pyc-
CKOSI3BIYHOVI CTaTh M CHAOXKEH ITPYIMEeYaHSMY, YacTIY-
HO HOBBIMW, CO CChUIKaMV Ha VCCJIEHOBAHMS HEMEIIKVIX
pycuctos - Aprypa JItotepa, bepuxapna llrepra n Kap-
na Xantapuxa ¢oH bycce (cm.: Alexeev, 1937, S. 45—53).

¥ Jlurata BOCCTAHOBJIEHA I10 VICCIIEIOBAHMIO: (AHTO-
HOBIY, 1863, c. XXV). CM. Taxke 3Ty U CIlefyIomue IIn-
TaTel U3 vccrenoBaHns AHToHOBUYA: (Ajiekcees, 19980,
c. 100).

%" IIprara yrouHeHa 110: (AHTOHOBIY, 1863, . LXXIV—
LXXV).

" InraTa maercs ro: (AnToHOBIY, 1863, c. LXXIV).

%" B pycCKOSI3BIUHOV cTaTbe AJIeKCeeB YTOUHSET, UTO
TIOJ], YCTaHOBJIEHHBIMY ITpaBaMyi JIMIHOCTY VIMEET B BUY
npasa, Kak mx nonmnmai JK.-K. Pycco, To ecTp ycraHOB-
JIeHHBIe B pe3yJIbTaTe O0OIIeCTBEHHOI'O I0r0BOPa, BKJIIOYast
IIpaBO COOCTBEHHOCT, a IIOf, eCTeCTBEHHBIMM — IIpaBa
yesioBeka B mx HoHMMaHMM JIK. JIokkoM (cM.: AJiekcees,
19986, c. 100).

3" Cwm.: (Pupeos, 1922, c. 281). Anekcees [1aeT CCBUIKY
Ha 3Ty pabOTy B CBOEVI PYCCKOSI3BIYHOV CTaThe, HO YKa3bl-
BaeT HeBepHYIO cTpaHMIly (cM.: Asekcees, 19980, c. 118).

' ArlekceeB 31ecCh CChUIA€TCS Ha pasHble Bepcum Obl-
mmas! «Viest Mypowmer: 1 Costosert Pasbortank» 13 cobpa-
Hus A. @. Iwisdepnmara (Onexckue. .., 1873, ctd. 1621,
298 —303, 439—445; cm.: Anekcees, 19980, c. 118).

%" ArekceeB omvpaeTcs Ha ObUTiHBIL «/iTbst Mypomery
u nponmie» (Onexckue..., 1873, ¢16. 22—24, 129—131,
236—242) n «[Jobperasa Hukntia» (cm.: Asexcees, 19980,
c. 118), mpaBa, Ha yKa3aHHBIX VIM CTpaHMIIaX, TOYHee, B
crosbmax Het yromvHaHwM Llapsrpazia, Ho ecTb Ha cocell-
Hux: (OHexckue..., 1873, cr0. 42, 495). B nopTeepxieHe
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%" The text from this paragraph up to the words
“...might well be established, but no form of state order”
on p. 193 largely repeats the content of the article: (Alek-
seev, 1998b, pp. 100-107). This same passage is reprint-
ed by Alekseev in his other German-language article
(see Section V: “Revolutionary Ideals” in Alexeev, 1937,
pp- 45-53), closely following the text of the Russian-lan-
guage article mentioned above and accompanied by
notes, some of which are new, with references to the re-
search of German specialists on Russia: Arthur Luther,
Bernhard Stern, and Karl Heinrich von Busse.

¥ The quotation has been reconstructed based on
Vladimir B. Antonovich (1863, p. XXV). See also this,
and the following quotations from Antonovich’s study,
in Alekseev (1998b, p. 100).

3" Cf. Antonovich (1863, pp. LXXIV-LXXV).

" Cf. Antonovich (1863, p. LXXIV).

*" In his Russian-language article, Alekseev (1998b,
p. 100) clarifies that by established individual rights, he
means rights as understood by Jean-Jacques Rousseau,
i.e. those established through a social contract, includ-
ing the right to property; whilst by natural rights, he
means human rights as understood by John Locke.

%" See Firsov (1922, p. 281). Alekseev cites this work
in his Russian-language article, but gives the wrong
page number (see Alekseev, 1998b, p. 118).

¥ Here, Alekseev (1998, p. 118) refers to various ver-
sions of the epic poem, “Ilya Muromets and the Night-
ingale the Robber” from the collection by Alexander F.
Gilferding (1873, pp. 16-21; 298-303; 439-445).

¥ Alekseev refers to the epic tales, “Ilya Murom-
ets and the Idol” (see Gilferding, 1873, col. 22-24; 129-
131; 236-242) and “Dobrynya Nikitich” (Alekseev, 1998b,
p. 118); however, on the pages — or, more precisely, in
the columns — he cites there are no mentions of Tsar-
grad (i.e. Constantinople), though they do appear in
the adjacent ones (Gilferding, 1873, col. 42, 495). In sup-
port of Alekseev’s thesis, see also the various versions of
“The Tale of the Russian Bogatyrs” in the collection: (As-
takhov, 1960, pp. 148-165).

%" Cf. Gilferding (1873, col. 299).

" A quote from the epic tale, “Ilya Muromets and
Tsar Kalin”, ¢f. Gilferding (1873, col. 304).

¥ Cf. Gilferding (1873, col. 21).

¥ Cf. Gilferding (1873, col. 447).

4" Cf. Gilferding (1873, col. 451).

" Cf. Rybnikov (1864, p. 210).

4" Cf. Gilferding (1873, col. 234).
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Te3uca AJlekceeBa CM. TaKXe pasHble Bepcum «CKaszaHus
0 pycckmx OoraTbipsx» B cbopHuke: (bpummHEL.., 1960,
c. 148—165).

3" Iutata maetcs 1o mctounmky: (Onexckue.... 1873,
c10. 299).

% Ilnrara m3 OsumHbl «Veg Mypomer n Kama
Lapb» aeTcs 1o ncrouHmky: (Onexckue. . ., 1873, cr6. 304).

%" Iurara maetcs o mctouHuKy: (Onexckne.... 1873,
0. 21).

¥ llmrara maercs mo mcrouHuKy: (OHeXxckme..., 1873,
cT0. 447).

40" IIntara maetcst o uctouHmky: (OHeXxckne..., 1873,
ct0. 451).

4" Ilurara paercs mo wmcrouHwky: ([ecam..., 1864,
c. 210).

2" IInrara maetcst o mucrtouHuKy: (OHeXcKne..., 1873,
cT0. 234).

#" IInTaTa nepemaercs 1o crarbe: (Asrekcees, 19986,
c. 106). B mpemioxkeHMsIX, IPeAIIeCTBYIOIVIX TaHHOV IT-
TaTe, VI B CaMOVi I[uTaTe AJsieKcees TiepeaeT OJIM3KO K Tek-

cty dpparment GpumiHbL «VTbs B ccope ¢ Bramyvmpom»
(Onexckwe..., 1873, ctb. 234—236).

" BeposTHo, Astekcees nMeeT B Buny JDxemmumrpus 11,
v IckoBckoro Bopa, KoTopoMy B MapTe 1612 . mpucsr-
HYJIO IIepBOe HapOIHOe OIOJTYeH e 1107T KOMaHJOBaHVeM
atamasa V1. M. 3apytxoro n kas3s . T. TpyGerikoro. Cu.
countenmns C. . [Tmarorosa n H.H. ®upcosa (ITmaTo-
HoB, 1901, c. 417; ®upcos, 1918, c. 20), koTOpbIe yIIOMMHa-
IOTCS Ha TIepPBBIX CTpaHMIIAX PYCCKOSI3BIYHON CTaTbU U B
IIpUMedYaHMsAX K HuM (cM.: Astekcees, 199806, c. 75, 77, 116).

#" Hen3BecTHO, Ha KaKOe COUMHEHVIE OIMPaeTCs 371eCh
Anekcees. H. V1. KoctoMapoB Tak OIMCbIBaeT 3TOT CIOXKET:
Crenbka Pasna «pactryctist cityx, OyATo ¢ HUM HaXOmuT-
sl TTapeBmd AJTeKceri VI HU3Bep)KeHHBIN IaTprapx Hukon.
INociranier CreHbKM... OINOIYAsIM IIPaBOC/IABHBIX 3a IO-
HVIMOTO TIaTpyapxa " B TO JKe BPeMsI pasXurasiv Bpaxmay
CTapOOOpS/IIIEB IIPOTMB HOBILIECTB, BBEIEHHBIX ITUM I1a-
Tpuapxom» (Kocromapos, 1991, c. 338). D1tu cobbITms OT-
HOCSITCS K oceHM 1668 T. (cM.: Manbkos, 1975, c. 6), xorma
HukoH mocie oTKasa oT nmarpuapirectsa (1658) m n3sep-
xeHMs n3 caHa (1666) Haxommics B ccblike B DeparioH-
TOoBOM besozepckoM MoHacTeIpe. O BO3MOXKHOW CBS3U
Hukona c kasakamu PasuHa cM. Takke COUMHEHN, KOTO-
peIMI TTOTTB30Basics Arekcees: (VIkoHHMKOB, 1869, c. 502,
rpumeu. 2; Corosbes, 1861, c. 388 —390).

4" Kasaube BOCCTaHME, KOTOpPOe BO3IJIABIII OaxMyT-
ckum1 coTHUK KonppaTtuit ByraBuH, BCIBIXHYIIO B OKTS-
Ope 1707 . n3-3a yka3a Ilerpa I cbickmBatrh 1 Bo3Bpaiars
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" Cf. Alekseev (1998b, p. 106). In the sentences pre-
ceding this quotation and in the quotation itself, Alek-
seev reproduces a passage from the epic tale “Ilya’s
Quarrel with Vladimir” that is faithful to the original
text (cf. Gilferding, 1873, col. 234-236).

" Alekseev is likely referring to False Dmitry III,
or the “Thief of Pskov’, to whom the first popular mili-
tia, under the command of Ataman Ivan M. Zarutsky
and Prince Dmitry T. Troubetskoy, swore allegiance in
March 1612. See the works of Sergey F. Platonov (1901,
p- 417) and Nikolai N. Firsov (1918, p. 20), which Alek-
seev (1998b, pp. 75, 77, 116) mentions in the opening pag-
es of his article, “The Russian People and the State”, and
in the notes thereto.

#" It is unclear which work Alekseev is referring to
here. Nikolai I. Kostomarov (1991, p. 338) describes this
episode as follows: Stenka Razin “spread the rumour
that Tsarevich Alexei [1654—1670, the second son and
heir of Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich] and the deposed Pa-
triarch Nikon were with him. Stenka’s emissaries [...]
roused the Orthodox to support the persecuted patri-
arch and at the same time stirred up the Old Believers’
hostility against the innovations introduced by this pa-
triarch.” These events date to the autumn of 1668 (see
Mankov, 1975, p. 6), when Nikon, following his resig-
nation from the patriarchate (1658) and his defrocking
(1666), was in exile at the Ferapontov Monastery in Be-
lozersk. On Nikon's possible connection with Razin's
Cossacks, see also the works consulted by Alekseev:
(Ikonnikov, 1869, p. 502n2; Solovyov, 1861, pp. 388-390).

%" The Cossack uprising, led by Kondraty Bulavin
(1667—1708), a sotnik from Bakhmut, broke out in Octo-
ber 1707 in response to Peter the Great’s decree ordering
the search for and return of peasants who had fled to the
Cossacks on the Don because of increased labour duties.
It was crushed by November 1708, and Bulavin himself
fell on 7 July 1708 near Azov.

" In his Russian-language article, Alekseev (1998b,
p- 108) makes no mention of the Bogomils, but refers to
the Russian ‘version’ of this movement — the Strigol-
niki — and directs the reader to a work by Vladimir
S. Ikonnikov (see ibid., p. 118), where one may find re-
flections on the ideological connection between the Bo-
gomils, the Strigolniks and the Judaizers. See Ikonnikov
(1869, pp. 376-380, 389-399, 455n4). In his German-lan-
guage article of 1937, Alekseev on pp. 13-15 almost en-
tirely reproduces the text of this article (¢f Alexejew,
1931, pp. 326-327) and provides references to Karl Kon-
rad Grass’s two-volume work on Russian sects, and Na-
thanael Bonwetsch’s review of it. These authors, who
were of Baltic German origin, emphasised the need to



KPeCTbsH, OeXaBIINMX ¥3-3a BO3POCIIMX ITOBMHHOCTEN
K Ka3akaM Ha [oH. OHO OBUIO pasrpoMIIeHO K HOSOpIO
1708 r., a cam Bysasun rorm6 7 vrosst 1708 . oz AzoBoM.

47" B pycCKOSI3BIYHOM CTaThe AJIEKCEeB He YIIOMMHAET
OoroMmsIoB, a yKaselBaeT PyCCKYIO «BepPCUIO» 3TOTO JIBU-
KEHMSI — CTPUTOJILHMKOB (Ajtekcees, 19980, c. 108) — u
oTchutaeT uymTaTens K counmHenwuio B.C. VIkoHHMKOBa
(cm.: Tam xe, . 118), e MOXKHO HaTV pasMBIIIIEHNS 00
VEVIHOV CBsi3 OOrOMWIIOB, CTPWUIOJIBHMKOB W JKVJIOB-
creytontnx. Cum.: (VMxonnamkos, 1869, c. 376 —380, 389—399,
455, mpumeu. 4 1 1p.). B HeMeITKOA3BIUHON cTaThe AJIek-
ceeB Ha ¢. 13—15 mOUTHM MOITHOCTBIO TOBTOPSIET TEKCT Ha-
crosimient ctatsu (cp.: Alexejew, 1931, S. 326—327) n maet
ccouiky Ha asyxromubin Tpyn K.K.Ipacca o pycckmx
cekTax M peueHsuio Ha Hero H. Bonseua. DTu aBTOpBI,
IIPOVICXOIVBINIE 3 OaTTUVICKMX HEMIIEB, ITOTUepPKiBa-
711 HeOOXOIVIMOCTD VICCIIE[IOBAHMS CTapooOpsIyecTBa 1
CeKTaHTCTBa B Poccuy 171 MOHMMaHMS CHelnUKM ee
mcropudeckoro pasutis B Hosoe Bpems (Alexejev, 1937,
S. 13, Anm. 1; Grass, 1907, S. IV, Anm. 1; Bonwetsch, 1906,
S. 1043).

#" Cm.: (Menprmkos, 1860, c. 195—197; cp.: Arekcees,
199806, c. 108, 118).

#" [InTaTa IpUBOAWICS B IiepeBorie ¢ Hemerkoro. Cp.:
«...alle KTO CIIBIIIeTCs culeH ObITi, Zla Oopetcs ¢ cara-
HOIO, He 0CJIa0JIsisl IIEPKOBHBIX XXWJI, CTPAIUIMBUN Xe 04
beearom» (Bprmicka. .., 1862, c. 269; Arexcees, 19986, c. 108).
B mpviMeuaHY K PYyCCKOSI3BIYHON CTaThe AJleKceeB B Ka-
YecTBe VICTOYHMKA 3TOVI LIMTaThl Has3bIBaeT MCCIIeIoBa-
Hye 1. C. Cvmpnosa (CmupaOB, 1909), HO He yKa3bIBaeT
HOMep crpaHuIpl (AsekceeB, 199806, c. 119). Dro nuta-
Ta 13 counHeHms «LIBeTHWMK» cTapoobpsnna Esdrmus
(1743/44—1792), opranmsaTopa OeCIIONIOBCKOIO COTJIACHs
crpaHHMKOB (OeryHOB) (cM.: ['ypesiHOBa, 2008); EBdrammiz
B Hell ccbUTaeTcs Ha ¢B. Kupnnta Mepycammckoro (315—
387).

" Cu. «YBelaHe OeraTh 1 TAUTHCS» B IIPVIJIOKEHVIN B
kHMre: (CMupHOB, 1909, . 020, 023).

" B HeMeIIKOS3BIYHOVI CTaThe AJIeKCeeB yTOYHSET:
«...c ycraHoskov (Gesinnung) BOCTOYHOVI ITPaBOCIIaBHOT
tiepksn» (Alexejev, 1937, S. 14).

" Cm.: (CmmpHOB, 1909, c. 334; Asexcees, 19980, c. 109,
119, mpumew. 90).

%" Iurara pmaercst 1o mcrouHmky: (Cmupros, 1909,
c. 339; cp.: Arexcees, 19986, c. 109, 119, mpumeu. 91).

> Cm. «beryHckue cTvxm», cobparHsle B. V1. CpesHes-
ckuM (Matepuarnsr..., 1908, c. 231; cp.: Anekcees, 19980,
c. 109, 119, mpumeu. 92).
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study Old Belief and sectarianism in Russia in order to
understand the specific nature of its historical develop-
ment in the Modern Era (Alexejev, 1937, p. 13n1; Grass,
1906, p. IVn1; Bonwetsch, 1907, p. 1043).

¥ See Melnikov (1860, pp. 195-197), cf. Alekseev
(1998b, pp. 108, 118).

¥"The quotation is given here in translation from the
German. Cf. “[...] and if anyone feels strong enough, let
them fight against Satan without weakening the bonds
of the Church; as for the fearful, let them flee” (Kelsiev,
1862, p. 269; Alekseev, 1998b, p. 108). This is a quotation
from the work “Tsvetnik [Flower Garden]” by the Old Be-
liever Evfimiy (Euthymius) (1743/44—1792), organiser of
the priestless community of wanderers (beguns) (see Gu-
ryanova, 2008); and with these words Euthymius refers
to St. Cyril of Jerusalem. In a note to his Russian-lan-
guage article, Alekseev (1998b, p. 119) cites Petr S. Smir-
nov’s study (1909) as the source from which he took this
quotation, but does not specify the page number.

%" See “An Exhortation to Flee and Hide” in the ap-
pendix to the monograph by Smirnov (1909, pp. 020, 023).

°"In his German-language article, Alekseev clarifies:
“[...] with the mindset (Gesinnung) of the Eastern Ortho-
dox Church” (Alexejev, 1937, p. 14).

' See Smirnov (1909, p. 334), cf. Alekseev (1998b,
pp- 109, 119n90).

%" See Smirnov (1909, p. 339), cf Alekseev (1998b,
p. 109, 119n91).

> See “Begun Poems”, collected by Vyacheslav I
Sreznevsky (Bonch-Bruevich, 1908, p. 231; ¢f. Alekseey,
1998b, pp. 109, 119n92).

%" The name of the Arctic Ocean prior to 1935.

*"The Russian writers Nikolai S. Leskov (1831—1895)
and Pavel I. Melnikov (alias Pechersky) (1818 —1883), and
the painter Mikhail V. Nesterov (1862—1942) are also
mentioned by Alekseev in his later German-language
article, with references to existing translations of works
by Leskov and Melnikov-Pechersky into German (see
Alexejev, 1937, p. 15).

" Cf. Smirnov (1909, p. 358) and Alekseev (1998b,
pp. 110, 119n94).

%" Cf. “What will happen? What form will the move-
ment take? Who will lead it? [...] If it is Pugachev, then
may God grant that he possesses Pestel’s political ge-
nius, for without it he will drown Russia — and, per-
haps, Russia’s entire future — in blood. If it is Pestel,
then let him be a man of the people, like Pugachev,
for otherwise the people will not tolerate him. Or per-
haps neither Pestel, nor Pugachev, nor Romanov, but the
Zemsky Sobor will save Russia” (Bakunin, 1862, p. 46).

%" The quatrain by Fyodor 1. Tyutchev (1803-1873),
written in 1866. Here is the translation by Frank Jude.
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%" Haspanme Ceseproro Jlemiosnroro okeaHa /10 1935 .

%" Pycckme mmcatermn Hukomanm Cemenosnu Jleckos
(1831—1895) m IlaBen ViBarosma MenbHumkos-I legepckmit
(1818 —1883) 1 xymoxxumuK Muxann Bacunbsesnra Hectepos
(1862—1942) ynommHatoTcst AjiekceeBbIM 1 B Oosiee TI031-
HeVl HeMeIIKOSI3BIYHOV CTaThe C yKa3aHVeM VIMEeIOIINXCS
nepeBoioB coumHeHUM JleckoBa 1 MemnpHuKoBa-Ileuep-
CKOTO Ha HeMeLKNM s13bIK (cM.: Alexejev, 1937, S. 15).

57 Ilprara yrounena no: (Cmmpros, 1909, c. 358; cp.:
Artexcees, 19986, c. 110, 119, mpumeu. 94).

% Cp.: «Yro Oymer, kKakyto ¢opMy IpUMeT IBVDKEHVE,
KTO CTaHeT Bo I7iaBe ero? <...> Ecym Ilyraues, To mav Gor,
uTOO B HEM HalllesIcs OIUTIYecKut reHmit [lecterts, mo-
ToMy 4TO Oe3 Hero oH yTonmt Poccuio m, TIoXxayit, BCio
OynymsocTs Poccum B xposu. Ecsim Tlectests, To mycts
OymeT oH 4eJI0BeKOM HapOIHEIM, Kak Ilyrades, nbo nHaue
€To He TIOTEPINT Hapor. A MoxeT ObITh HU [lecTers, HI
Iyraues, au Pomanos, a 3emckuit Cobop craceT Poccriio»
(baxyHnms, 1862, c. 46).

¥ @. V1. Trorues, «Ymom Poccrio He OHATB. ..» (1866).

WccaedoBarnue Bvimoaneno 3a cuem eparnma Poccuil-
cko2o HayuHo2o ¢porda Ne 24-18-00651 «Onmosoeus
Hayuu 6 pycckom Heokawmuarcmbe», https./rscf.ru/
project/24-18-00651/.
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