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CTATBU

KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

VK 1(091):2-141

XPUCTVIAH BOJIb® 1 UMMAHYWII KAHT
O BbITUWM BOTA

JIL. 3. Kpvuumon®

Pacemampubaromcea nosuyuu Xpucmuana Boavgha
u Ummanyura Kanma no Gonpocy 6osmoxuocmu doka-
sameavcmba Ovimua boea. Auarusupyromea kpumuxa
Boavgha 6 adpec ¢pusuxo-meosoeureckoeo 00kasamesb-
cméa u npediazaemvle UM MepbL 10 e20 yayuuienuto. Ilo-
kasvibaemcs, umo boe 3anumaem yenmpaivHoe mecmo 6
¢husocogpckoni cucmeme Boavgpa u abasemces gpynoamen-
MaAbHOT NPednocvIAKOU KAK e2o meopemuyeckot, max u
npaxmuueckotl ¢pusrocogpuu. Xoms Boavgh nacmaubaem
HA 1MoM, 4mo ecmecmBerHblil 3aKoH cboiicmBeren npu-
pode uesoBexa u 1o 3moil npunLuHe 00CHYNneH NO3HAHUI
pasymom uesoBexa 0Oes obpaujeHus x 0oxecmbeHHoMY
omxpoBenuto, no cpaxmy mem He Menee umenHo boe
oxasviBaemca mBopyom 3moeo ecmecmbenro20 3aKOHA U
npudunoil eeo cobepuwiencmba. Coombemcmberno, u bepa
6 ucmunnoeo boea 8 gusococpuu Boavgha o0bszamesvta
0a5 docmuskeHus Bvicuieti cmenenu 0o0podemen, moeoa
KaK A3bIMHUKAM U AmMencmam 00CYynHa AUUb HU3UAA
ee cmynens. Kanm npednpunumaem xpumuky 6 adpec
mpaduyuoHHeIX dokasamesscmb dvimus boea kax 6 do-
Kpumuueckuil, max u 8 kpumuveckuil nepuod. Anaiu-
3upyemcs poav, komopyto boe uepaem 6 npaxmuueckon
¢usocogpuu Kanma. B pesyavmame cpabrenus nosuyuil
Kanma u Boavgha aBmop npuxooum x Bu1600y 0 Hasuuuu
001611020 uncaa cxodcmb. IrabHoe u3 Hux nposbasemcs
6 mom, umo, xoms 0ba Mvicaumersn paccmampubaru mo-
pasvhblil / ecmecmbBenHulil 3axkoH 6 kauecmbe yHubepcary-
Hoeo u nobBesebatoujeeo He3abucumo om Bepvl uesobexa 6
Boea, oonako no cpaxmy Bepa 6 boea okasvibasace Heus-
bexxHbiM credcmBuem NOOAUHHOT MOPAALHOU HACHIPOEH-
Hocmu uHOuBuoa.

KaroueBvie croba: Karnm, Boavgh, boe, dokasamens-
cmbo bvimus boea, moparv, ecmecmBennuiil 3ak0oH, ¢u-
3UKO-meo02u1eckoe 00Ka3ameAbCcmbo, OHIMOA02UUECKOe
dokasameavcmbo, nocmyaam

! Poccurickmit yHuBepcuTeT ApyKObl Haponos (PYIH),
Poccms, 117198, Mocksa, yi1. Muxiyxo-Makiiag, 1. 6.
Ilocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 10.02.2022 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-4-1

ARTICLES

KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

CHRISTIAN WOLFF AND IMMANUEL KANT
ON THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

L.E. Kryshtop'

The positions of Christian Wolff and Immanuel
Kant on the possibility of proving the existence of
God require some examination. Wolff's critique of the
physical-theological proof and his proposed ways of im-
proving it are here analysed. God is central to Wolff's
philosophical system and the fundamental prerequisite
of his theoretical and practical philosophy. Although
Wolff insists that the natural law is inherent in hu-
man nature and can therefore be comprehended by hu-
man reason without turning to divine revelation, in
reality God is the creator of this natural law and the
cause of its perfection. Accordingly, faith in the true
God in Wolff's philosophy is obligatory for achieving
the supreme degree of virtue, whereas pagans and athe-
ists can achieve only its lowest degree. Kant criticises
traditional proofs of the existence of God both in his
pre-critical and critical periods. The author looks at the
role God plays in Kant’s practical philosophy. Compar-
ing the positions of Kant and Wolff, the author finds
many similarities between them. Chief of them is that
although both thinkers saw the moral/natural law as
universal and obligating regardless of a person’s faith
in God, in fact faith in God turned out to be an in-
evitable consequence of the true moral attitude of the
individual.

Keywords: Kant, Wolff, God, proof of the exis-
tence of God, morality, natural law, physical-theolog-
ical proof, ontological proof, postulate

! Peoples’ Friendship University of Russia (RUDN
University).
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JI. 3. Kppiurron

ITpoGitema mokasareribcTBa ObrTviss boxuis siB-
JISIeTCS. OITHOW M3 KJIAaCCMYecKMx IIpobsieM Tpaau-
1yoHHOM MeTadp3uki. Ee ocMblciieHIe MBI Haxo-
IVIM B TOM YMCJIe U B TPyAax MHOIMX (prstocodpos
HeMerTkoro ITpocBelrieHnst — Kak paHHero, Tak U
[IO37IHero. DTO TeM Oostee 3aciTy’XKMBaeT OTHEIIHHO-
ro BHMMaHMS, TaK KaK ObITyeT BOCHpusTHE DU-
socodpum snoxu ITpocserrieHns: Kak yxe ceKyils-
PV30BaHHOM WJIY, IO KpaviHell Mepe, ObICTPhIMU
TeMIlaMV IIPOIBUTAIOIIEVICS B [lejle CeKysIapu3a-
umu, 1J1st KoTopovt bor Bce Oosibiiie 11 OoJIbIlle OT-
XOIWT Ha BTOPOVI IUIaH VI ITPeBpaIiaeTcs 13 causa
sui Bce OoJIbIIIe B HEKMVI BTOPOCTEIIEHHBIV IIpefl-
MeT MBIIIUIeHVs], YKe He CTOJIBKO (PYyHIVPYIOMINTA
4eJjIoBeYeCcKMIl PasyM, CKOJIBKO, HaIpOTMB, IIPO-
u3BOIHBIN OT Hero (Schneiders, 2014, S. 187—188).
B sToi1 cBs31t KaHT cTraHOBUTCSA CBOETO poia MaHM-
decTaryient 3TMX IIPOLIECCOB, BBICTYHAsl C KPUTU-
KOVI TPaZMIIMOHHBIX JI0Ka3aTesIbCTB ObITis bora
TpefyIarasi CBOvi Ioctysiar obrtvs bora. Xp. Boinbed
JKe paccMaTpuBaeTCs KaK CBOero pofia OCHOBATEITh
IBVDKEHVS B 3TOM HarpasiieHum. [Ipu aToMm B ero
dvtocodmm oguepKMBaeTcs, C OHOV CTOPOHBI,
pasBuUTHe KpUTepHeB OLIeHKN ayTeHTUYIHOCTI 6o-
JKeCTBEHHOT'O OTKPOBEHMS (4TO CTaHeT BIIOCIIEN-
CTBUV BaXKHOV TeMOV (PryTocOCKMX pa3MBIIIIIe-
HU1 prstocodos yxe nosmuero ITpocsertienns), ¢
IOPYTovi — yTBepXKIeHVe BO3MOKHOCTM ITO3HAHVIS
TOTO, 9YTO MOPAJILHO, U1 Oe3 Beprl B bora, Ha ocHOBe
OJTHOTO TOJIBKO Pa3yMa, B CVJIY Uero MOpaIbHbIMU
MOryT OBITh 1 s13bIYHVKN. Ha ocHOBe mocsieHero
3TUKy Bosbdpa mHOrza orleHMBarOT KaK a-TeUCTH-
uveckyio (Albrecht, 1985, S. XXXVL Klemme, 2018,
S. 295—296). Bce aT0 B 11€710M CKJIa/IbIBa€TCs Y HaC B
KapTUHY BOCIIPUATMS HEMEeLKMX IIpOoCBeTuTesIen
KaK IMOCJIe[IoBaTe/IbHO JIMMUHUPYIOMMX 13 du-
JI0COPCKOTO PacCMOTPEHVISI TeOJIOTYecKyie OCHO-
BaHMS U IIPEANOChUIKI. B manHOM cTaTthe MBI O0-
Jlee TIOIPOOHO OCTAaHOBMMCS Ha IIpobsieMe JT0Kasa-
TesibcTBa ObrTrst bora y Bostbda 11 Kanra 1, mocra-
BUB I10J] COMHEHVe CTPOVTHOCTD BbIIlle 0003HaUeH-
HOTO BOCIIPUSATIS PryTocodV paHHero U I03THe-
ro Hemerkoro ITpocserienns, mormpoOyeM orrperie-
JINTB Ty POJIb, KOTOPYIO bor mpu3san urpars B dpu-
JI0COPCKMX ITOCTPOEHMSX STVUX ABYX MBICIIATEIIENL.

Proof of the existence of God is a classi-
cal problem of traditional metaphysics. It en-
gaged the minds of many philosophers of the
German Enlightenment, both early and late.
This merits attention all the more because En-
lightenment philosophy is often seen as secu-
larised philosophy or at least moving rapidly
toward secularism, whereby God increasing-
ly recedes into the background becoming not
causa sui but a secondary object of thought, not
the foundation of human reason, but its de-
rivative (Schneiders, 2014, pp. 187-188). This
makes Kant a manifestation of these process-
es, as it were, since he challenges traditional
proofs of God’s existence and offers his pos-
tulate of God’s existence. Wolff in turn is seen
as the philosopher who initiated movement in
that direction. The aspects of his philosophy
that are stressed are, on the one hand, the de-
velopment of criteria of assessing the authen-
ticity of divine revelation (which would later
form an important theme for philosophers of
the later Enlightenment) and, on the other
hand, his claim that cognition of what is moral
is possible without faith in God and solely by
reason, so that pagans too can be moral. On
the strength of this Wolff’s critique is some-
times described as a-theistic (cf. Albrecht, 1985,
p- XXXVIL; Klemme, 2018, pp. 295-296). All
this seems to suggest that German enlighten-
ers were consistently eliminating theological
grounds and prerequisites from their thinking.
This article takes a closer look at the problem
of the proof of God’s existence in the works of
Wolff and Kant and, questioning the rigour of
the above perception of the philosophy of ear-
ly and late German Enlightenment, attempts to
determine the role God is called upon to play
in the philosophies of the two thinkers.



ITpoG1ema noka3aresabcTBa ObITHA bora
B dpmtocodpmm Borbda

Yxe B parHMX padotax Xp. Bormbda Ml BuamM
oOparrieHme K ITpo0iieMaTiKe OKa3aTeIbCTB Obl-
T bora. Ilpy sToM B IleHTpe BHMMaHWMS OKa3bl-
BaeTcs JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBO, KOTOpOe Mbl MOIJIV OBl Ha-
3BaTh (PU3MKO-TEOJIOrMYecKMM, YTO caMo 1o cebe
He BbI3bIBaeT 0CODOro yIMBIIeHWS, YUUThIBas, Ha-
CKOJIBKO 3HaumM ObUI MIMEHHO 3TOT BUJ, JIOKa3a-
TeJIbCTBa B 310Xy IIpocserieHns 11 CKOJIBKO 60JTb-
IIVie Ha/eX/Ipl Ha Hero Bo3maraymcek (Ciafardone,
1990, S. 211—212). B pa3HbIx counHeHMsAX Bonbda
MBI MOXKeM HalTV HeKOTOpble MOAMMVKAIIII 3TO-
ro JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBa, OHAKO OOIasi ero Hallpas-
JIEHHOCTBb OCTaeTcs IO CyTW CBOeV HeV3MeHHOVL
W yXe B paHHMX COUMHEHMSIX MBI BUIVM KPUTH-
yecKye 3aMedaHms Bosibda B agpec sToro Tua go-
Ka3aTeJIbCTBa, YTO U MPVBOAUT €ro caMoro B KO-
HEYHOM cYeTe K YOeXXIeHHOCTV B HeCOCTOSTeIIbHO-
CTY KJIAaCCMYeCKOTO BUJIa JaHHOTO JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa
1 HEOOXOIVIMOCTY €TO CYIeCTBeHHOV T0pabOTKM.
VIMeHHO 3TO [IOKa3aTeJIbCTBO BIIOCIIEZICTBUM CTa-
HeT IIpooOpa3oM OTHOI'O 13 BUIIOB J0Ka3aTeIbCTB,
NOIBEPrHYTEIX KaHTOM KpWUTHKe yXe B paHHeN
pabore «EnMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOe OCHOBaHUe 151
IloKa3aresrbcTBa ObITys bora» m 3arem B «TpaHc-
IIeH/IeHTaJTBHOVI TViajIeKTVIKe» TTepBovt «Kpu K.

OcobernHocTriO BortbdoBa paccMoTpeHMs IIpo-
OrreMbI JT0Ka3aTesIbcTB ObITVS bora ¢ cambIx pas-
HVIX COUMHEHUVI SBJIeTCs TIONbITKA IIPVMeHeH s
CTPOro MaTeMaTM4ecKoro MeTozia B 3Tov obs1acTy,
CYyTb KOTOPOTO 3aKJjIfoyaslach B TOM, UTO «BCe OT-
YeTIINBO Pa3bsCHSIOT, OCHOBATEJIHHO JJOKa3bIBAIOT
1 TIOCTOSIHHO CBSI3bIBAIOT OfJHY VICTUHY C IPYTOVl»
(Wolff, 1743, Vorrede [zu der ersten Auflage]).
VIMeHHO HecoOoTBeTCTBME 3TOMY MeTony Bobd 1
cumMTaeT IIPUYMHOV HelocsIeqoBaTe/IbHOCTI Tpa-
IOVIIVOHHOTO  (PU3MKO-TeOJIOTMYeCcKOro J1oKasa-
TeJIBCTBA, PACIPOCTPAaHEHHOro B ero Bpems. Ta-
KOTO pofia 3aMedyaHIsI BCTpedaloTcs yKe B IIepBOM
M3IaHUM ero padboTel «Ratio praelectionum» n 1o-
JIy4aloT JaIbHeriIlee pas3BUTVE B IIOCIIETYIOTX
ero padorax. ITpm 3TOM 3aMedaHIs], BEICKa3bIBae-

L.E. Kryshtop

The Problem of the Proof of God’s
Existence in the Philosophy
of Christian Wolff

The problem of the proof of the existence
of God is already addressed in Wolff’s early
works. He focuses on the proof which may be
called physical-theological, which is not sur-
prising considering the importance that was
attached to this proof during the Enlighten-
ment era and the great hopes that were pinned
on it (cf. Ciafardone, 1990, pp. 211-212). We
find different modifications of this proof in
Wolff’s works, but the general thrust remains
unchanged. Already in Wolff’s early works we
find critical remarks about this type of proof,
which eventually lead him to the conclusion
that the classical form of this proof is unten-
able and needs to be elaborated further. It is
this proof that prefigures one type of proof
which Kant criticised already in his early
work The Only Possible Arqument in Support of
a Demonstration of the Existence of God and then
in the “Transcendental Dialectics” in the first
Critique.

From the earliest works, Wolff’s approach
to the problem of the proof of the existence of
God is marked by an attempt to apply rigorous
mathematical methods which “clearly explain,
and thoroughly prove everything and constant-
ly link one truth with another”? (Wolff, 1743,
Vorrede [zu der ersten Auflage]). It is the failure
to comply with this method that Wolff consid-
ers to be the cause of inconsistencies in the tra-
ditional physical-theological proof which was
current in his time. Such remarks occur in the
first edition of his work Ratio praelectionum and
are elaborated in his following works. Wolff’s
remarks are in many ways similar to the later
Kantian critique of this proof.

2 “[...] alles deutlich erkliret, griindlich erweiflet, und eine
Wahrheit mit der andern bestindig verkniipffet.”
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Mble BosibdpoMm, BO MHOrOM HarloOMMHAIOT OCHOB-
HBbIe MOMEHTBI OoJIee IIO3IHEeV KaHTOBCKOVI Kpu-
TUKW B aJIpec 3TOro JJoKa3aTesIbCTBa.

DU3MKO-TeosIormyYecKoe 10Ka3aTeJIbCTBO VICXO-
JAWUT U3 TOTO, YTO, eC/IV CYLIeCTByeT HeKWUV HOopsi-
JIOK B MIpe, TO JOJDKEH CYIeCTBOBaTh TBOpeL] 3TO-
ro IopsjiKa, 6e3 KOTOpOoro 3TOT MOPS/IOK He ObLI
Ob1 BosMoxkeH. OiHAKO yoke B epBovt yacTu «Ratio
praelectionum» Borbd /1e1aeT OoroBopky, 4To 3TOT
apryMeHT He MOXeT ObITh IIPUMeHMM K TOMY CIIy-
Yaro, Koryla HopsifIoK Mypa caM I1o cebe siBjisteTcst ab-
COJIIOTHO HeoOXOomMMbIM. BrociencTsum 310 3ame-
yaHVe TIOBTOPSETCS VI BO BTOPOM M3IaHVV JTAHHOV
pabotsl, 1 B Apyrux paborax 1730-x IT, cTaHOBSCH
OJHVIM W3 OCHOBHBIX MOMEHTOB KPUTMKM JaHHO-
ro Tuma jJokasaresibctsa (Marcolungo, 2011, S. 148 —
157). 1151 TOro 4To0BI MBI MOIVIM 3aKJIFOYaTh OT CY-
IIIeCTBYIOIIEro Mopsijika B Mype K ero TBOpILy, He-
00XOIMMO, YTOOBI 3TOT HOPSAIOK ObUT caM IIo cebe
atydaeH. OmHaKO B TPaIMILIVIOHHOM PV3MKO-Te0II0-
I'MYecKOM JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBe Mbl He BUIVIM 00OCHOBa-
Hust 3Tov TTochUIKM. OHa ITpefirosiaraeTcsi Herjiac-
HO. B mTore xe nosry4aercs, 4To Pr3MKO-TEOJIOI V-
Jeckoe JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO IpefiCcTaBiIsgeT cobov pas-
HOBMTHOCTB JIOTVYECKOro Kpyra B apryMeHTalluy,
HpUXoAs K J0Ka3aTeIbCTBY TOIO, YTO M3Hadaslb-
HO OBIJIO 3aJI0KEHO B €ro IMOCBIIKI. DTO IIPVBOLNAT
Bornbdra B koHeUHOM cueTe K 3aK/IIOYeHIIO, UTO pu-
3MKO-TeOJIOrYecKoe JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO B TaKom pop-
Me 4BJIeTCsl HeCOCTOSITeJIbHBIM, TaK KaK B CTPOroM
CMBICJIe HMUEro He JOKa3blBaeT, UYTO BbI3BAJIO He-
IpUATVIE CO CTOPOHBI IVETVCTOB U IIOCITY KIJIO ellle
OIHVIM MOBOIIOM K M3rHaHMIO Bobda ms lasue.

B TO >ke BpeMs B KpUTVIKe IIETVCTOB Mbl HaX0-
IVM HeKoe IIpeBpaTHOe IIOHMMaHUe cjIoB Bojib-
da, 9TO M IIpMBEHET ero K HeOOXOMVIMOCTY IIPOSIC-
HeHMs CBOeV! IO3MIINN IO 3TOMY BOIIPOCY B Oosiee
Ho3AHMX paboTax. YKa3bIBas Ha SIBHBIE HE[JOCTaTKI
pUBMK-TEOIOrMYeCcKoro JoKas3aTesIbCTBa, Bosibd
TeM caMbIM BOBCe He JKeJIajl IIOJIHOCTBIO OITpOBep-
THYTb KaKyI0-JI00 BO3MOXXHOCTH JJOKa3aTeIbCTBa
ObrTIst bora Kak TakoBYIO (B 4eM, IIOKaIyT, HeCMO-
TPsl Ha BCe BUIMMOE CXOICTBO OCHOBHBIX ITOJIOXKe-
HWUV KPUTUKY U Oy/IeT COCTOSITh OCHOBHO€ pa3Jivi-
une Bonbdpa n Kanra). HampoTus, o imib yka-
3bIBaJI BO3MOXKHBIE HallpaBJIeHVs JOPabOTKM 3TO-
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The physical-theological proof proceeds
from the assumption that if there is some kind
of order in the world, then there must be a cre-
ator of this order without whom such order
would be impossible. However, early on in
Ratio praelectionum Wolff makes the reserva-
tion that this argument cannot be applied to
the case where order in the world is absolute-
ly necessary in itself. The remark is repeated
in the second edition of the work and in oth-
er works of the 1730s to become one of the key
aspects of the critique of this type of proof (cf.
Marcolungo, 2011, pp. 148-157). If the existing
order in the world is to lead us to the existence
of its creator, the order itself must be acciden-
tal. However, we do not find this premise in
the traditional physical-theological proof. It is
assumed tacitly. As a result, the physical-theo-
logical proof turns out to be a variety of the log-
ical circular argument leading to proof of what
has been initially present in the premise. Thus,
Wolff comes to the conclusion that the physi-
cal-theological proof in this form is untenable
because it does not prove anything in the strict
sense, a claim which was rejected by the Pietists
and gave added reason for Wolff's eviction
from Halle.

However, we find in the Pietists’ critique
a misinterpretation of Wolff's words, which
would prompt him to explain his position on
the issue in his later works. In pointing to the
obvious shortcomings of the physical-theolog-
ical proof, Wolff was not denying any possi-
bility of proving the existence of God as such
(which would constitute the main difference
between Wolff and Kant, in spite of the ap-
parent similarities of their critiques). On the
contrary, he merely pointed to the paths of per-
fecting this proof, the need to prove that order
in nature exists and that it is not accidental. It is



ro JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa, a MMEeHHO HeoOXOIVMOCTh 10-
Kas3aTeIbCTBA TOTO, YTO ITOPSIOK IPUPOIBI BOOO-
ITle CYIIeCTBYeT ¥ UTO OH CiTydaeH. ToJIbKo IIociie
3TOr0 MOXKHO OBLJIO OBbI TIEPEXOIMTH K BbIBEIEHWIO
M3 TIOpsiIKa IIPVIPOBI CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS ee TBOpIa.
VImenHo Ha 3TOM caM Boibd v KoHIIeHTpupyeTcs
B IIOCJIEIYIOIIMX CBOVIX PAaCCMOTPEHMSIX.

[TpobGriema Mypa v €ro CBOVICTB IOAPOOHO pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcs B ero JlaTuHcKom «Kocmorornm», a
Taxke B «EcrectBerHOM Teonornm» (Wolff, 17360,
S. 745—752). Mup cOCTOUT 13 OTEJIbHBIX JIeMeH-
TOB, B3aVIMOCBSI3aHHBIX MeXiy cobort. ITpu sTom
JTIO0BIe M3MEHEeHUs OOBSICHSIIOTCS 3aKOHOM JIO-
CTaTOYHOI'O OCHOBAHMS, YeTKYI0 (POPMYIIIPOBKY
KOTOPOTO MBI BUAUM yXe B «Hemerxon meTtadpn-
3uKe»: «Bce, 9TO cyIriecTByeT, JOJDKHO MIMETH JI0-
CTaTOYHOe OCHOBaHMe, TI0YeMy OHO CYyIIIeCTBYeT»
(Wolff, 1729, S. 16 —17; Bonted, 2001, c. 242). B nro-
re KaK B3aMMOCBSI3M MEX/y 3JIeMeHTaMM, TaK U
caMM 3JIEMEHTBI OKa3bIBAIOTCS CITyUYallHBIMVI, YTO
IPUBOAUT Hac K CJIy4altHOCTY caMOro Mupa B Iie-
JIOM, 113 KOTOPOVI MBI yKe MOKeM 3aKJTIouaTh K ero
COTBOpPeHMIO B TakoM Buie borom. OgHako crout
OTMeTUTh, 4TO B «Hemenxon MeTtadmsmke» ciry-
YaHOCTh MMpa OKa3bIBAeTCS JIVIIIh COCTaBHBIM
371eMeHTOM OoJiee OOIIMPHBIX pa3MBIIIIIEHUTI, KO-
TOpBIE, TI0 CYTW, CKJIA[IBIBAIOTCS B IHOW TUII [IO-
KasaTeJIbCTBa — JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO KOCMOJIOTIIYe-
ckoe. VIMEHHO OHO SIBJISIETCSI LIEHTPAIBHBIM LIS
«Hewmerixon metadpmsmkm». VI mmeHHO oHO OyneT
MMeThb OOJIBITIoe 3HaYeHVe B MOC/IeAyoIeM CpaB-
HeHUV 03U Bosbda ¢ KaHTOBCKMMM B3IVIS-
IJaMy Ha IIpobsieMy AOKa3aTesIbcTs ObITvs bora,
0CODEHHO B JOKPUTUYIECKUN ITI€PVIOL. Cnyqaﬁ-
HOCTb MIPa BXOOWUT COCTAaBHBIM JIEMEHTOM U €eIlle
B OJTHO JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBO, IIpeJicTaBIeHHOe B PVIIo-
codpum Borredpa 11 3aHMMAarOIIIEe [IeHTpaIbHOE Me-
cTo B ero «Hemerikov MeTadpmsmke».

bor craHOBUTCS OCHOBHBIM IIPEIMETOM pac-
CMOTpeHMSI B 3aKJIIOYMTEIBHOM (IIIecTO) IJIaBe
counHeHMs. Takasi CTPyKTypa pabOTBI MOXKET CO3-
JlaBaTh BIIeYATJIEHVe TOTO, UYTO PasMBIIUIEHVIS O
bore okaspIBaloTCSI CKOpee BBIBOIOM, CIJIECTBIEM
3 BCETO M3JIOKeHHOT'0 paHee, UTO Bz, JIVL MOXKHO
cuamnTaTh KOppeKTHbIM. CKopee, Bortbd 37ech cie-
myeT oOpaTHBIM ITyTeM — HaduMHasg OT Hamborlee
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only then that one can proceed to derive from
the existence of order in nature the existence of
its creator. This is what Wolff would concen-
trate on in his subsequent work.

Theproblem of the world and its proper-
ties is considered in detail in his Latin Cosmolo-
gia as well as in Natural Theology (Wolff, 1736b,
pp- 745-752). The world consists of intercon-
nected elements. Any changes are explained
by the law of sufficient reason which is clear-
ly formulated already in German Metaphysics:
“[...] all that exists must have a sufficient rea-
son why it exists [...]”* (Wolff, 1729, pp. 16-17).
As a result both the interconnections between
elements and the elements themselves are ac-
cidental; this leads to accidents in the world as
a whole, from which we may conclude that it
was created in this shape by God. However, it
is worth noting that in German Metaphysics the
accidental character of the world is but one
part of broader reflections which essentially
add up to a different type of proof, the cosmo-
logical type. It is central to the German Meta-
physics. It will be important in the subsequent
comparisons of Wolff’s position with Kant’s
views on the problem of the proof of the exis-
tence of God, especially in the pre-critical peri-
od. The accidental nature of the world becomes
an element of yet another proof in Wolff’s phi-
losophy, which is pivotal for his German Meta-
physics.

God becomes the main object of analysis in
the final (sixth) chapter of that work. The struc-
ture of the work may create the impression that
reflections on God come as a conclusion, a con-
sequence of all that precedes it, which is hardly
the case. Rather, Wolff follows the reverse path,

3 “[...] so mufy auch alles, was ist, seinen zureichenden

Grund haben, warum es ist [...]”
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OUeBMIHBIX Belllell M HMPOABUTasiCh K paccMOTpe-
HUIO BellleVl Bce Oostee pyHIaMeHTaIBHBIX. B pe-
3yJIbTaTe IIPVIXOAUTCS COIJIaCUTBCS CKOopee CO CJle-
AYIOLIVIM: HeCMOTPsI Ha To uto bor paccmarpusa-
eTcsl B caMOM KOHIIe, IT0 (paKTy MBI BbIHYK/I€HBI
KOHCTaTMpOBaTh, YTO 371eChb MBI VIMeeM JieJIo He C
HAJICTPOVIKOVI, a, HA0OOPOT, C OCHOBaHWEM BOJIb-
dmaHckom PrI0cOPCKOVE CUICTEMBL
ITpumeuaterien n gpyront ¢axT. Pasmbminie-
H1A Bostbda o bore HaunHarOTCS MMEHHO C JI0Ka-
3aTeJIbCTBA ero cylecTBoBaHMs. Vl Kak pas B 3TOM
eIVIHCTBEHHOM acIieKTe MbI ¥ BUOVM OTCBUIKY K
IIpeIIecTBYIOIeMY aHaIM3y (a MIMEHHO K JI0Ka3a-
TeJIbCTBY HaIllero COOCTBEHHOIO CYIIeCTBOBaHIIS,
IpeficTaB/leHHOMY B I1aBe 1). VIMeHHO OTTasIKu-
BasiCh OT Halllero COOCTBEHHOIO CYIIeCTBOBaHIIS,
Bomnbd mibITaeTcs gokasars, uto bor cyirecTtsyer, 1
IIPUTOM C HeoOXOIMMOCThIO. Pa3mbiruieHns Bois-
da 31ech BHOJIHE TpaaUIIMOHHBL Ecim MbI cylie-
CTByeM (a TO, UTO MBI cyIliecTByeM, Boribd yoxe r1o-
KasblBaJl B IVlaBe 1), TO MpuW4YMHA HaIlero cylie-
CTBOBaHMS MOXeT ObITh JIM0O B Hac cammx, JInbo
BHe Hac. [lastee Boirbd nestaeT HEKOTOPBIN CKaUOK
B apryMeHTallVM, TaK KaK cpasy >ke HaulHaeT pac-
CMaTpuBaTh aTpuOyTHI TOVI BeIM, KOTOpasl VMe-
eT OCHOBaHIe CBOEero CyIecTBOBaHMS B cebe ca-
Mo1 (0e3 KOHKpeTu3aluy, 9TO JKe VIMEHHO SIBJISeT-
Cs1 9TOVI BelIbIO 1 HACKOJIBKO OIIpaBIaHHBIMU MO-
I'yT OBITH HaIlIM COOCTBEHHBIe IIPUTS3aHMS Ha Ta-
KoM cTaryc). Takas Bellb SIBJIS€TCS CAaMOCTOSATEIb-
Hom cymiHocTeio (Wolff, 1729, S. 575; Boed, 2001,
c. 324), oHa sIBJIsIeTCSI OCHOBaHVEM CyIIIeCTBOBaHMS
npyrux serenn (Wolff, 1729, S. 575—576; Bomnbd,
2001, c. 324). Ona Beuna (Wolff, 1729, S. 576; Bobd,
2001, c. 324), vemsmepuma (Wolff, 1729, S. 576 —577;
Borned, 2001, c. 324), sBisieTcs nepBOM M TIOCIIEN-
Hent (Wolff, 1729, S. 577—578; Boned, 2001, c. 324),
HewieHHa (Wolff, 1729, S. 578; Bonted, 2001, c. 325),
HetestecHa (Wolff, 1729, S. 578; Boited, 2001, c. 325),
HeplesMa BBUAY cBoent mpoctoTel (Wolff, 1729,
S. 578—579; Bonbd, 2001, c. 325), He3aBuCKMa U CY-
IIECTBYET IIOCPENCTBOM CBOEVL CODCTBEHHOVI CUITBI
(Wolff, 1729, S. 579; Bormed, 2001, c. 325). V1 Tompko
T1I0CJIe BbIBEIEHMA OCHOBHBIX CBOVICTB TaKOV BeIlU
Borbd nepexonuT k J0Kas3aTeIbCTBY TOrO, YTO Ta-
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starting with the more obvious things and mov-
ing towards more fundamental things. As a
result, one has to concur with the following: al-
though God is examined at the very end, in fact
we are looking not at a superstructure, but at
the very foundation of the Wolffian philosoph-
ical system.

Yet another fact is worth noting. Wolff’s re-
flections on God begin with proof of his exis-
tence. This is the only pointer to the preceding
analysis (i.e. proof of our own existence, pre-
sented in Chapter I). It is by proceeding from
our own existence that Wolff tries to prove that
God exists; moreover, that he exists necessari-
ly. Wolff’s reasoning takes a traditional course.
If we exist (as Wolff has proved in Chapter I)
the cause of our existence is either within us or
without. Next Wolff makes a leap in his argu-
mentation and starts examining the attributes
of the thing that has the foundation of its ex-
istence within itself (without specifying what
exactly this thing is and how justified our own
claims to this status may be). Such a thing is
an independent entity (Wolff, 1729, p. 575), it
is the ground for the existence of other things
(ibid., pp. 575-576). It is eternal (ibid., p. 576),
immeasurable (ibid., pp. 576-577), first and last
(ibid., pp. 577-578), immortal (ibid., p. 578), in-
corporeal (ibid., p. 578), indivisible owing to its
simplicity (ibid., pp. 578-579), independent and
existing by its own force (ibid., p. 579). It is only
after deriving the main properties of such a
thing that Wolff proceeds to prove that such a
thing cannot be either the world (ibid., pp. 579-
580), or our own soul (ibid., p. 580). Important-
ly, this thing cannot be the world because the
world is accidental and composite. The soul
cannot claim to be such a thing because its es-
sence is in the representing force which de-
pends on the world outside it, i.e. the soul is



Kasl BeIlp He MoXeT ObITh Hy MupoMm (Wolff, 1729,
S. 579—-580; Bornbd, 2001, c. 325—326), Hu Haillem
cobcteernon mymon (Wolff, 1729, S. 580; Bombd,
2001, c. 326). ITpyt 5TOM Ba)KHBIM OKa3bIBAeTCsl, UTO
MIPOM TaKasl BeIllb He MOXXeT OBITh, TAK KaK MUpP
ABJIeTCS CJIydallHbIM M COCTaBHBIM. [lyIia >ke He
MOXeT ITpeTeHI0BaTh Ha TO, YTOOBI OBITH TaKoV! Be-
ITTBIO, TI0 IIPUYVIHE TOTO, YTO €€ CYIITHOCTb COCTOUT
B IIPEICTABJISIOIIEN CYJIE, 3aBUCSIIIEV OT MUpa BHe
ee, TO ecThb [yllla He SBJIZeTCS CaMOCTOSITeIIbHO,
YTO TaKXke IIPOTUBOPEUNT HabOPy YCTaHOBJIEHHBIX
CBOVICTB HEOOXOI MOV CyIITHOCTH. Takvm oOpasom
JIOKA3LIBAETCST, YTO HeoOXOoIMasl BeIllh HaXOMTCSI
BHe HAC M PV 3TOM SBJISIeTCS BEIIbIO BHe MuIpa.
VIMeHHO TaKasi BeIllb OOBIYHO VI Ha3bIBaeTCs borom.
VITax, ¢ OffHOVI CTOPOHBI, MBI BU/IVIM, UTO TaKas
KJTaccryeckast Metadpmsideckasl TeMa, KaK JIOKa-
3aTeTbcTBO ObITMsI bora, He Ob1a OOOVIZIEHa BHU-
MaHmMeM Xp. Borbda. C gpyrovt cTopoHBI, MOXHO
yTBepXIlaTh, 9YTO caMa 3Ta ITpobsieMa He HaxOmy-
JIach B IIeHTpe BHMMaHWMs Borbda 11 3aTparvBasiach
HepeKo KakK Obl MMMOXOfOM. bosiee 3HaummbIMMI
11 Boribdpa oKasbIBaJIMICh CKOpee pacCMOTpeHVe
aTpuOyToB bora m Ta CBsi3b, B KOTOPOVI TaK ITOHVI-
MaeMbIVT Bor cocTosiT ¢ IM COTBOPEHHBIM MM POM.

Mecto bora
B dpmtocodckornt cucreme Borbpda

OpHyM 13 acIieKToB JaHHOIO Mupa SIBJISeTCs
€CTeCTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH, PeryIMpyroInuii MOpaib-
HOe IMOBeleHVie YejIoBeKa. JTOT 3aKOH Ha3bIBaeT-
CsI «eCTeCTBEHHBIM» MMEHHO B CVJIY TOIO, YTO OH
ITOJTHOCTBIO BBIBOAMTCS M3 CaMOVI IIpUpObl, Osia-
rojrapsi YemMy OH ¥ OKa3bIBAETCSI TIOJTHOCTHIO [TOCTY-
IeH ITO3HAHWIO OTHVM JIUIIIH YeJIOBEUeCKIM pPasy-
MOM. VIMEHHO 3TOT 3aKOH SIBJISIETCSI B MOPaAJIbHOVL
dwtococpumt  Bosibda 1epBOIpMHIIUIIOM HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTM, B CBSI3U C YeM €ro STUYeCKy KOH-
HEIINIO MHOIMA XapaKTePU3YIOT KaK «aTencTimye-
CKYT0», TIOCKOJTBKY TaKOV B3IJISA, Ha €CTeCTBEHHBIN
3aKOH, KaK KaXkeTcs, yXe He HYXXIaeTCs [1JIsI CBO-
ero oOOCHOBaHMS ¥ YKpeIUIeHVs B KaKOro-amdo
porna oTchUIKax K bory, a cyienosaTesibHO, 11 HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTH TOIJIla He HyX[JaeTcs B Bepe B bora
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not independent; this also contradicts the set of
established properties of the necessary entity.
This proves that the necessary thing is outside
us and outside the world. This thing is usually
called God.

Thus, on the one hand, we see that Wolff
gave the classical metaphysical theme its
due — proving the existence of God. But, on
the other hand, the problem was not central for
Wolff who often touched upon it in passing, as
it were. He paid more attention to the attributes
of God and the connection between God thus
understood and the world he created.

The Place of God in Wolff’s
Philosophical System

One of the aspects of the given world is the
natural law which regulates man’s moral be-
haviour. The law is called “natural” precise-
ly because it is derived entirely from nature,
owing to which it lends itself fully to human
understanding. This law is, in Wolff’'s mor-
al philosophy, the primary principle so that
his ethical concept is sometimes described as
“atheistic” since such a view of the natural law
does not seem to need any grounding or rein-
forcement by any references to God, and mo-
rality consequently also has no need for God
(still less a concrete Christian God) and be-
comes equally possible for Christians, pagans,
deists and even atheists. At the same time this
account of Wolffian moral philosophy cannot
explain on what grounds Wolff seriously con-
siders the human being’s obligations to God
to be an inalienable part of his German Ethics
and why Wolff himself is convinced that di-
vine blessing is necessary for achieving the
maximum possible degree of virtue for hu-
mans which is out of reach for atheists and pa-
gans. These obvious inconsistencies in Wolff’s
position prompt the need to take a closer look
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(Tem Oorree KOHKpeTHO B bora xprcTraHCKOro) 11 B
PaBHOVI CTETIeHN CTAaHOBUTCS BO3MOXKHOM KaK I
XPVICTMAH, TaK VI [IJIS SI3BIYHVIKOB, JIEVICTOB U JJake
aTevcTOB. B TO >ke BpeMs Takasi TOUKa 3peHMs Ha
BOJIb(PMAHCKYI0 MOpaJIbHYI0 PrIocoduio He CIIo-
cobHa OOBICHWUTBH, Ha KaKOM OCHOBaHUM Boibd
BCepbe3 paccMaTpyBaeT OOg3aHHOCTV YeJloBeKa
[0 OTHOIIEHMIO K Bory B KauecTBe HeOoThbeMIle-
MOV COCTaBHOWM 4YacTm cBoem «Hemerikom sTuKm»
VJIVL TIOYeMY OH OCTaeTCsl YBepeH B HeoOXOIVIMO-
ctv OoXXecTBEeHHOV Oyiaromaril I JOCTVDKEHIS
MAaKCMaJIbHO BO3MOXXHOVI [IJIsl YejIoBeKa CTeIIeH
noOporeTernvi ¥ B HEIOCTVIKMIMOCTYL TaKOBOVI J1JISI
aTeVICTOB M SI3bIYHMKOB. DTH JIeXKalllyie Ha IIOBEePX-
HOCTV BUIMMBbIe HECOCTHIKOBKM B ITO3MIINM Boib-
da mpuBoIAT Hac K HeoOxoamMocT Gosiee i1y 00-
KOT'O pacCMOTpPeHMsI TOro, Kakoe Mecto bor mpu-
3BaH 3aHMMaTh B ero dusiocodckom cucteme. V1 B
JaHHOM CJTy4ae MbI CKJIOHHBI CKOpee COIJIaCUThCS
¢ P. TavicoM, yTBepXIaBIIIM, 4TO HEOOXOIVMOCTb
obocHoBaHMS bora ¥ BaXKHOCTM XPUCTVMAHCKOV
BepPBI BO3HMKaeT He TOJIBKO IIpu pa3dope Bormbdom
KOHKPETHBIX 00sS13aHHOCTEV! YesloBeKa 110 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K ceOe, OKpY KaIOIIVIM VI COOCTBEHHO K CaMo-
My bory, a kopeHUTCS TOpasno miyoxke, a MMEHHO
B 000CHOBaHMVI cCaMMX TIEPBOIIPUHITNATIOB 11 OCHOB-
HBIX MHOHATUV BoibdoBO 3TMKM M OHTOJIOTMUM
(Theis, 2013a, p. 5), TakVx KaK IIOHATWS €CTECTBEH-
HOT'O 3aKOHa, COBEPIIIEHCTBA 11 CBOOOIIBI BOJINL.

IloHsiITMIE ecTeCTBEHHOrO 3aKOHa IOIPOOHO
paccmarpuBaetcs B ero «Hewmerikon 3Tmke». Ecte-
CTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH $SIBJISIETCSI aDCOIFOTHO HeOoOXO -
MBIM IO IIpUYVHe TOTO, YTO BCTPOEH B IIPUPOIY
yejioBeKa. B j1r000M cirydae cBoM HeVICTBUS desIo-
BeK BBICTparBaeT IMEHHO B COOTBETCTBUM C HUM,
HEe3aBVCMMO OT TOI'O, 3HaeT OH O HeM TwIn HeT. Ta-
Koe MOJUepKHyTOe BHMMaHMe K 3aJI0KeHHOCTU
3TOrO 3aKOHA B IIPMpPOIie ¥ BBI3BIBAET BIIeUaATIIe-
HMe Toro, uro Bosbdy ymaeTcs BeIBecTM cBoe oc-
HOBHOe ITPaBIJI0 MOPaJIM He3aBVCMO OT bora.

B To ke Bpems ripu Oortee BHMMATEIIHOM pac-
CMOTPEHMM 3TOV IIPOOIeMBI MBI BUIIVIM, UTO ITO-
00HOe BrievatsieHue JIOKHO. XOTb €CTeCTBEeHHBIN
3aKOH V1 3aJI0KE€H B CaMOVI IIPVIPOZIE 1 B 9TOM CMBIC-
JIe MOXXeT OBITB IIOHST 0e3 HelloCPeICTBEHHBIX OT-
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at the place God occupies in his philosophical
system. I am inclined to go along with Robert
Theis (2013a, p. 5) who claims that the need to
ground God and the importance of the Chris-
tian faith arises not only when Wolff analyses
man’s concrete obligations towards himself,
the people around him and God, but has deep-
er roots in the grounding of the primary princi-
ples and main concepts of Wolffian ethics and
ontology, such as the concepts of natural law,
perfection and free will.

The concept of natural law is examined in
detail in his German Ethics. Natural law is abso-
lutely necessary because it is built into human
nature. Whether or not a human being knows
it, he acts in accordance with this law. The em-
phasis on the law being built into nature cre-
ates the impression that Wolff manages to
derive his main moral rule independently from
God.

But a closer analysis of the problem shows
that this is a false impression. Although natu-
ral law is built into human nature and therefore
can be understood without direct reference to
God, ultimately it is God who created nature. It
is precisely because nature was created by the
inherently perfect God that the natural law is
also perfect. Thus, although Wolff manages to
avoid theonomy in grounding specific ethical
prescriptions since all of them are derived from
the nature of things through natural law and
not from God’s will, an indirectly atheonomic
grounding of moral rules is made possible, ac-
cording to Wolff, only thanks to God.

Similar paradoxes crop up in Wolff's at-
tempt to apply his rules to the study of divine
revelation (cf. Casula, 1986). In German Meta-
physics we find a fairly detailed discussion of
the criteria for distinguishing genuine revela-
tion (cf. Wolff, 1729, pp. 623-629). Later we find
a still more detailed discussion of revelation
and its types in Natural Theology (Wolff, 1736,
pp. 417-431). Likewise in Latin Logic he stress-



CBUIOK K bory, omHako B KOHEUHOM cueTe VIMEHHO
bor siBiseTcss TBOprioM 3TOVI mpuponbl. VI mmen-
HO IIOTOMY, YTO 3Ta IIpMpOIa COTBOPeHa COBep-
IIIeHHBIM TI0 CBOeVl mpupone borom, ecrectBeH-
HBIVI 3aKOH TOXe coBepllleHeH. Takmm oOpasoMm,
xotst Borbdpy m ymaercst m3bexarb TEOHOMHOCTV
B 00OCHOBAHWMVI KOHKPETHBIX STUYECKIX ITPeIIN-
CaHMV, TaK KaK BCe OHM BBIBOASTCS TIOCPEICTBOM
€CTeCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHa W3 IIPVpPOIEI Beller, a He
n3 oy bora, ogHaKo omocperoBaHHO 3TO aTeo-
HOMHOe 0OOCHOBaHVIE IIPaBVJI MOPAJIV CTAHOBUIT-
cs1 BO3MOXKHBIM y Bostbda Bce paBHO He mHade, Kak
TOJIBKO Ortaromapst bory.

AHariornyHasi 1apajoKCaJIbHOCTh OTMedaeTCs
¥ B TIOIBITKaX Boribda mprMeHnTs BBIpaboTaH-
Hble MM IIpaBijla MeTofa K MCCIIeIOBaHMIO Doxke-
crBeHHOro oTkposeHus (Casula, 1986). B «Hemerr-
KOVI MeTadpui3MKe» MbI HaxXOAVIM IOCTAaTOYHO ITOZI-
poOHOe 0Oy XIeHe KpuTepyies, TPV IIOMOLIIV KO-
TOPBIX MO)KHO OTJIIMYNTH TIOJIVHHOE OTKPOBEHVe
ot noxxHOoro (Wolff, 1729, S. 623 —629; Bomsd, 2001,
c. 340—342). BriocrrencTBuM MBI BUAMM elre Oo-
jlee TIOMPOOHOE pacCMOTpeHe OTKPOBEHVIS 11 €T0
Br10B B «EcTecTBerHOM Teonormm» (Wolff, 17360,
p. 417—431). B «JlatuHckov j10rKe» Boitbd Taxxke
IIOYEePKMBAET HeOOXOIVMMOCTh IOIYMHEHHOCTU
VICTVIH OTKPOBEHVIS, 10 COIEPXKaHMIO CBepXbecTe-
CTBEHHBIX, OOITMM JIOTVYECKVIM ITpaByjlaM CBSI3V
vctvH (Wolff, 1732, p. 687). VIMeHHO 3TOT ITOIXOZ,
K OOXecTBEHHOMY OTKPOBEHMIO, IIpefIioslararo-
IV 151 €TO OLIeHKM VICIIOJIb30BaHVE Pa3yMHBIX
KPUTEpPVEB, B 3HAYMTEIIHHOV CTEIIEHVI OITperiesIsieT
oleHKy Borbda Kak MBICINTENIS, ITOCIIOCOOCTBO-
BaBIIero pasputuio B I'epmanum B snoxy IIpocse-
e’V KPUTUKY OVOJIeViCKoro OTKPOBEHMS M OC-
HOBAaHHOIO Ha HeEM XPUCTMAHCKOrO BepoydeHWs
(Gawlick, 1986, S. 141).

OnHako Takas OlleHKa YITyCKaeT 13 BUAY OLVH
HIOaHC — Bosibd HeycTaHHO TOTYEpKMBAET, UTO
bor sBiisieTcst TBOPIIOM BCeX VICTMH, KaK JIOCTYII-
HBIX €CTEeCTBEHHOMY IIO3HAHMIO CVJIaMU dYeJIoBe-
YecKoro pasyMa, Tak M eMy HeOCTYIIHbIX. Takum
00pa30M, rapaHTOM KpUTepVieB VICTVHHOCTY, IIPV-
MEHSIEMBIX YeJIOBEeKOM [IISI OLIEHKV JOCTOBEPHO-
CTVI COOOIIIEHHOTO B OTKPOBEHWMV, OKa3bIBAeTCs B
KOHEYHOM c4YeTe caM bor, uTo, 1o cyTw, mperncras-
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es the need for subordinating the truths of rev-
elation, which are essentially supernatural, to
the general logical norms of the connection of
truths (Wolff, 1732, p. 687). It is this approach
to divine revelation implying the use of rea-
sonable criteria that largely accounts for the
assessment of Wolff as a thinker who, in En-
lightenment Germany, contributed to the cri-
tique of biblical revelation and the Christian
faith based on it (Gawlick, 1986, p. 141).

However, this assessment overlooks an im-
portant nuance: Wolff constantly stresses that
God is the creator of all truths, both those that
can be grasped by human reason and those that
cannot. Thus the guarantor of the criteria of
truth that man uses to ascertain the veracity of
what the revelation says is, in the final analysis,
God himself, which represents circular argu-
mentation. We are faced with a situation when
“human reason, as something created, acquired
the legitimacy of its normative claims from the
divine reason. When, however [...] it contra-
dicts revelation, it can ultimately understand
itself only as an interpreter of the divine norm
and truth, but never falsely consider itself to
stand above them as their measure”* (Theis,
2013b, p. 59). This nuance prompts substantial
adjustments to the notion of Wolff as a think-
er who tried to put human reason above di-
vine revelation. One would rather go along
with Theis who claimed that Wolff was work-
ing out his rules of method and applied them
to the study of the truths of revelation, not in
order to annul them or even drastically restrict
their sphere of influence, but, on the contrary,
to prove the need for them with mathematical
precision (Theis, 2013b, pp. 34-36).°

t “[...] die menschliche Vernunft, als geschaffene, [hat] die
Legitimitit ihrer normativen Anspriiche von der géttlichen
her [...]. Dort, wo sie gegeniiber der Offenbarung [...] auf-
tritt, darf sie sich letztlich nur als Ausleger der géttlichen
Norm und Wahrheit verstehen, nie aber als deren Mafstab
sich als iiber ihr stehend vermeinen.”

> We find proof of this in Wolff’s autobiography. De-
scribing his youth in Breslau, where he witnessed in-



JI. 3. Kppiurron

J1seT cobom KpyT B apryMeHTaIm. Mel cTaIKuBa-
eMcs C CUTyallyel], KOrJla «4JeJIoBeUecKuil pasyM,
KaK COTBOPEHHBIVI, OOpeTaeT JIeTMTUMHOCTD CBO-
VIX HOPMaTVBHBIX IIPUTA3aHUI OT O0XKeCTBEeHHBIX.
Torma xe, Korfa OH... BCTyIaeT B IIPOTVBOpeYIe C
OTkpoBeHMeM, OH MOXeT IOHMMATh ceds B KOHed-
HOM CYeTe TOJIBKO KaK MHTepIIpeTaTop OOKeCcTBeH-
HOVI HOPMBI V1 ICTVIHBI, HO HY B KOeM CJTy4ae He I10-
jlarath ceOst oIMOOYHO X MEepPWIOM, BO3BBIIIIAIO-
myMest Haxn HuMm» (Theis, 20136, S. 59). DTot Hro-
aHC BHOCUT CYyIIIeCTBEHHBble KOPPEKTVBHI B IIpef-
cTaBjleHMsI 0 Bosbdpe Kak O MbICIMTeIIe, IIBITaB-
II1eMcs TTOITIVHNUTD 00KeCTBEHHOEe OTKPOBEHe Ue-
JIoBeuecKoMy pasyMmy. V 31eck, ckopee, crrefryeT co-
racuThbed ¢ Tavicom, yTBepkaasiimM, uTo Boinbd
paspabaTrIBajl CBOV IIpaBijIa MeTOA VI IIPVIMEHSIT
VIX 3aTeM K McciieoBaHMIo MCTH OTKpoBeHMs He
IS TOTO, YTOOBI T€EM CaMbIM YCTPaHWUTD IIOCIIEN-
HVIe VIV, IIO MeHBIIIeN Mepe, KpariHe OrpaHNYUTh
vx cdepy BIVSHMSA, 8, HAOOOPOT, A1 TOTO, YTOOBI
C MaTeMaTM4ecKOVI IOCTOBEPHOCTBIO JOKa3aTb VX
HeoOxomyMocTh (Theis, 20136, S. 34 —36)~

2 TlociemHee HaXOIWUT IIOATBEpXKEeHVe B aBTOOWMOTrpa-
v Bosibda. PacckasbiBasi o cBoert 1oHOCTH B bpeciiay,
I7le OH BBIHY>KIIeH ObUI OBITh CBUIIeTe/IeM HeCKOHYaeMBIX
VI IIOPOVI KpaViHe OXKeCTOYEeHHBIX CIIOPOB MEXIy KaToJIV-
KaMW ¥ JIoTepaHaMmy, OH mmieT: «Tak Kak s XXWI TaM B
Cpefie KaTOJIMKOB V1 C CAMOTO paHHeTO JIeTCTBa Habromart
PEBHOCTB JIFOTepaH ¥ KaTOJIVIKOB 10 OTHOIIIEHNIO IPYT K
JPYTY, ¥ IPU 3TOM 3aMeTWI, YTO KaK[IbIVI OIIMOO0YHO 10~
J1araeT ce0d MpaBbIM, TO Y MEHSI IIOSIBWIACH MBIC/Ib, HEJIb3s
JIM TI0Ka3aTh VICTMHY B TEOJIOI'MV HACTOIBKO OTYETIIVBO,
49TO OHa He OyjieT TofiBep)keHa IpoTmBOpeunio. Korma
)Xe 51 YCITBIIIAJI, 9TO MaTeMaTHKM JTOKa3bIBAfOT MX IIpe]l-
METHI CTOJTh JOCTOBEPHO, YTO KaXKIIBIVI [JOJDKEH IIPU3HATh
3a MCTMHHOE TO JKe caMoe, 1 JKakaJl M3y4duTh MaTeMaTu-
Ky paly MeTofa, 1abbl II0CTapaThCs IPUBECTY TEOJIOT VIO
K HeocriopumMon pocrosepHoctr» (Wolff, 1841, S. 120—
121). O6 obycrosieHHOCT MHTepeca Bonbda K Teoso-
TV ¥, TIVpe, K IpaKTU9IecKon (priocodnn B IIeJIOM U
€T0 TIOTIBITKAaX IMPVIMEHEHVIS M B 3TUX pasfienax ¢puIoco-
dnmr Heocnopmmoro Metoza rveT 1 T. ApHo (Arnaud,
2008, p. 205). XK.-I1. [TauéHn TakKe paccMaTpMBaeT 3TOT
PpaHHMIT IIeproL, KaK pelIarolyil, Iojaras, 4To Bce oc-
HOBHEIe TeMbl BosibdoBort putocodmm 1 0cHOBEI ero Ma-
TeMaTIecKOTO MeTofIa cpOpMUPOBAIINICh IMEHHO B 3TO
BpeMms (Paccioni, 2006, p. 35—37). [Ipyron Toukn 3peHms
npunepxmsaetcs 0. IIIMuar, yTBepKIaomniui, 4To oc-
HOBHOV cdepori MHTepecoB Borbda Obula MaTeMaTHKa
¥ (JIMIIb BO BTOPYIO odepenb) ecTecTBo3HaHMe (Schmidt,
1862, S. 419). Cpennroro osurro 3aumMaet K. HIsarrep,
TToJTaTaoIIINIL, UTO OIIpeesromert It Boinpda Ob1a He
TeoJIormyecKas mpobeMaTrKa cama 110 cebe, a ITpodieMa
«otHo1reHms “fides” n “ratio”, permrvosHovt Beps! 1 dpu-
stocodekoro pasyma» (Schwaiger, 2011, S. 213).

Wolff’s craving to combine affirmation of
logical laws of sufficient reason and contradic-
tion which he derived as the first grounds of
the existence of everything (including God) and
the claim that God is the perfect creator of all
that exists, leads to yet another insoluble para-
dox of his metaphysical system. On the one
hand, Wolff seeks to explain how God creates
the best of all possible worlds. On the other
hand, while keen to let God preserve his tradi-
tional attributes of perfection and omnipotence,
he is equally keen to preserve the significance
for him of the logical laws on which his system
is based. As a result Wolff has to transfer the

terminable and sometimes fierce arguments between
Catholics and Lutherans, he writes: “Because I lived
among Catholics and observed from early childhood
the jealousy of Lutherans and Catholics toward each
other, noticing that each mistakenly thought himself to
be right, I began to wonder whether it is not possible
to show the truth in theology so clearly as to be incon-
trovertible. When I heard that mathematicians proved
their objects with such certainty that everyone had to
recognise them as true, I was keen to study mathemat-
ics for the sake of the method in order to take up the
task of bringing theology to incontrovertible certainty”
(cf. “Weil ich aber da unter den Catholiken lebte und den Ei-
fer der Lutheraner und Catholiken gegen einander gleich von
meiner ersten Kindheit an wahrnahm, dabei merckte, das ein
ieder Recht zu haben vermeinete; so lag mir immer im Sin-
ne, ob es dann nicht moglich sei, die Wahrheit in der Theolo-
gie so deutlich zu zeigen, dass sie keinen Wiederspruch leide.
Wie ich nun nach diesem hotete, daf$ die Mathematici ihre
Sachen so gewis erwiesen, daf ein jeder dieselben vor wahr
erkennen musse, so war ich begierig die Mathematik metho-
di gratia zu erlernen, um mich zu befleissigen, die Theolo-
gie auf unwiedersprechliche Gewisheit zu bringen”) (Wolff,
1841, pp. 120-121). T. Arnaud (2008, p. 205) also writes
about Wolff’s interest in theology and — more broadly
— practical philosophy as a whole — and his attempts
to apply incontrovertible method in these departments
of philosophy as well. J.-P. Paccioni (2006, pp. 35-37)
also considers this early period to be decisive, believing
that all the main themes of Wolffian philosophy and the
foundations of his mathematical method were formed
at that time. A different view has been expressed by
Schmidt (1862, p. 419) who claims that mathematics was
the main sphere of Wolff’s interests while natural sci-
ence came second. Schwaiger (2011, p. 213) takes an in-
termediate position, noting that what mattered most to
Wolff was not theological problems in themselves, but
the problem of the “relation between fides and ratio, reli-
gious philosophy and philosophical reason”.
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XKenanme Bosbdpa coBMecTuTh yTBepXKiaeHue
HeIIpeJIoKHOCTY JIOTMYeCKMX 3aKOHOB J0CTaTOY-
HOTO OCHOBaHMS ¥ IIPOTMBOpeUNs, BbIBeJeHHBIX
VM B KayecTBe IIepPBbIX OCHOBaHWII CyIlleCTBOBa-
HMs Becero (B ToM umciie u bora), m yTeepxaenve
TOro, 4TO bor siBjiseTcsi coBeplIeHHBIM TBOPLIOM
BCero CYIIero, IPMBOOUT ero K ellle OTHOMY Hepas-
pelMMoMy HapagoKCy ero mMeTadpus3mdecKkon Cu-
cremel. C ofHOV cTOpOHBI, Bostbd crpemurest 060-
CHOBaTh, KaK1M 00pa3om bor TBopuT HamsydImmn
MUp 13 Bcex BO3MOXHBIX. C IpyTro — He B MeHb-
IIIeVl CTelleHV OH JKeJlaeT COXpaHWUTh 3a borom ero
TpaAWIIVOHHBIEe aTpUOyThI COBEepIIIeHCTBa U BCe-
MOTyIIlecTBa M 3HaYMMOCTb J1JIs HeTO JIOIMYeCcKMX
3aKOHOB, ITOJIOKeHHBIX B OCHOBaHVE ero CUCTeMBI.
B pesynprate Bonbdy mpuxonmurcs mepeHOCUTH
IpeJjlaraeMoe 1M I Halllero Mypa paszesieHue
Ha BO3MOXKHOE (JIOrMYecKy HeIIPOTMBOPEUNBOE)
VI [IeVICTBUTEIIbHOEe (IIOJTHOTA BO3MOXKHOCTM)® Ha
bora®. B pesysibTare 3TOro0 nepeHoca Iosy4JaeTcs,
uTo bor coBepiiieHeH 11 BceBey1I] B TOVI Mepe, B Ka-
KOVI OH IIpeJICTaBJIsieT B CBOeM COBepIlIeHHOM pac-
cyqke Bce 0e3 MCKIIIOUeHs BO3MOXKHbIE MIPEI (TO
eCTb Te, KOTOpBIe JIOTYeCKV HeITPOTMBOPEUNBhI),
OIHAKO He BCe M3 HMX MOTYT ObITh BOIIOIIEHBI B
JIeVICTBUTEJIBHOCTh B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aKOHOM J10-
CTaTOYHOro ocHoBaHMs. VI 113 Tex, KOTOpble MOIJIV
ObI cTaTh [EVICTBUTEIbHBIMY, JIUIIIL OIVH Bapu-
aHT sBJIgeTCs HaylydimM. B cuty coBepiiieHcTBa
cBoero paccyaka bor criocobeH orieHUTH pasHbIe
BO3MOXKHBIE MVPBI 1 BBIOpaTh HaVUTY IV, KOTO-
PBITI TIOCPEIICTBOM CBOETO BOJIEM3BbsIBIIEHNSI OH U
IIpeTBOpsieT B IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTE.

IIpn Taxom monbITKe IoasereHus bora o
ZIeVICTBYIe YHVBEPCAIbHBIX JIOTMYECKMX 3aKOHOB
BO3HMKAIOT TI0 MeHbIIIelI Mepe JIBe CJIOKHOCTML
[Ipexpe Bcero, xoTs caMa aprymeHTanus Bosb-

® P.Tavic orMeuaeT, 4TO HaHHOe pasfejieHIe BO3MOX-
HOT'O ¥ [IeVICTBUTEIbHOrO (PaKTYeCKM MOXET OBITh CBe-
JIeHO K TpaJVLVOHHOMY I IIKOJIBHOM dwutocodmm
pasgerieHmio ens universalis 1 ens singularis, v ke Ha
ceprr obrrero n enyamaHoro (Theis, 2013a, p. 25—26).
Brmsrme Tpagymmm mkoipHOM prstocodpum Ha popmu-
poOBaHIe KIIIOYEBBIX TepMUHOB prutocodpnm Boreda ot-
Meuaet Takke A. Kopp (Corr, 1983, p. 33).

* @. MayTHep ycMaTpMBaeT B 3TOM YePThI aHTPOIIOMOp-
dusma (Mauthner, 2010, S. 207).

L.E. Kryshtop

division into the possible (logically consistent)
and the real (the fullness of possibility),® which
he proposes for our world, to God.” As a result
of this transfer it turns out that God is perfect
and omniscient to the extent that he has in his
perfect reason all the possible worlds (i.e. those
that are logically non-contradictory) but not all
of them can be translated into reality in accor-
dance with the law of sufficient reason. Of the
variants that can be translated into reality only
one is the best. Owing to his perfect reason God
can assess various possible worlds, choose the
best one and will it into reality.

The attempt to explain God through univer-
sal logical laws raises at least two problems.
First of all, although Wolff’s argument is based
on the division between the possible and the
real and the need for God to exercise his free
will in order to translate elements of the for-
mer into elements of the latter, this division
is non-contradictory only with regard to hu-
man reason. Men can imagine many possible
things but by no means all of them can be put
into practice. For God, for whom thought is the
creating word, to think a perfect world already
means to create this world in reality. God, be-
ing perfect by nature, cannot create anything
that is not perfect, and so he has practically
no choice. It follows that we either have to de-
prive God of free will, recognising that he has
to create perfection, or we have to admit that
God makes no difference between the possible
and the real, since God considers as real alter-
natives those that are merely possible choic-
es, i.e. other, imperfect worlds which cannot

¢ Theis (2013a, pp. 25-26) notes that the division into the
possible and the real can actually be reduced to the tra-
ditional school division into ens universalis and ens sin-
gularis, or the spheres of the universal and the singular.
A. Corr (1983, p. 33) also notes the influence of school
philosophy on the shaping of key terms in Wolff’s phi-
losophy.

7 F. Mauthner (2010, p. 207) sees here features of an-
thropomorphism.
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da BeICTpamBaeTcs Ha pasieIeHUM BO3MOXKHOIO
U JIeVICTBUTEJIBHOTO 1 HeoOXOVIMOCTY ITpOsBIle-
HUst borom cBOOOIHOV BOIM IS IIPETBOPEHMS
3JIEeMEHTOB II€pBOrO B 3JIeMEHTHl BTOPOIO, pas-
JleJIeHVie 3TO OKas3bIBaeTCs HeIpPOTUBOPeUVBbBIM
TOJILKO B OTHOIIIEHWMI YeJIOBeYeCKOIro paccyika.
JIromy MOTYT TIpeNCTaBIIATh cebe MHOTIE BO3MOX-
HBbIe BelllV, OJJHAaKO JJaJleKO He BCe M3 HMUX MOIYT
IIPeTBOPSITHCS B IeVICTBUTENIBHOCTD. [171g bora e,
1711 KOTOPOrO MBICJIb €CTh TBOpsilliee CJIOBO, IO-
MBICJIUTh COBEpIIeHHBIVI MUP yXXe OKa3bIBaeTCs
VJIeHTUYHBIM C IIPeTBOpeHeM 3TOro Mupa B JieVi-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTE. A Tak Kak bor B cvity cosepiien-
CTBa CBOeVI IIPUPOJbl He MOXeT COTBOPUTEL Heco-
BepIIIeHCTBO, TO peasIbHOro BeIbopa y bora daxTu-
uvecky HeT. Takum obpasoM, Mbl JIMOO BBIHYX]Ie-
HBI JINIINUTH bora cBo0OIBI BOJIV, IIPU3HAB, YTO OH
BBIHY)K/IeH TBOPUTH COBEPIIIEHCTBO, JIN0O MBI BbI-
HY>XIeHBI IIPU3HAaTh, YTO A1 bora HeT pasimmuns
MeX]ly BO3MOXXHBIM ¥ JeVICTBUTEJIbHBIM, TaK Kak
JIAIIIb BO3MOXKHBIE BBIOOPHI JIPYT1X, HeCOBepIIIeH-
HBIX MMPOB, KOTOpble B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aKOHOM
JIOCTAaTOYHOI'0 OCHOBaHMS HMKOITIa He CMOI'YT pe-
aJmM3oBaThC, 1 bora TeM He MeHee paccmaTpu-
BaIOTCs KaK peajbHO BO3MOXHBIE aJIbTepHaTUBbIL.
Borbd xe oyHOBpeMeHHO MbITaeTcsd OTCTOATh Kak
pasidye BO3MOXKHOIO U JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOIO, Tak
u cBobony Boiu bora, 11 TeM caMbIM, 11O CyTH, MC-
KyouaeT bora m3 cdeprr gevicTBus 3aK0Ha J10CTa-
TOYHOTO OCHOBaHMS, VIM )K€ CAaMVM IO3UIIVIOHW-
pyeMoro Kak yHVBepCaIbHbIVL.

Ha 5Tu cJjI0KHOCTM, CBSI3aHHBIE C IIOIBITKa-
My Bornbda coracoBaTh ero coOcTBeHHBIE IIpa-
BIJIa MeTOJIa C aHaJINM30M O0XKeCTBeHHOV ITpUpO-
Apl, oOpalllaeT BHMMAaHWe, B YaCTHOCTM, POCCUTI-
ckum KaHTtoBen, B. A. JKyukos. Hekoropyro mapa-
JIOKCaJILHOCTh aprymeHTanuu Bornbda oH ckiio-
HeH O0BsCHSATH IIOCPE/ICTBOM CChIJIKM Ha Hapyllle-
Hue Boribdom vm e caMyM mpesijiaraeMbIX «I1ep-
BBIX IIPVHITUIIOB» MeTadU3NM4YecKoro MOo3HaHMUs,
KOTOpOe TeM He MeHee «OKasbIBaeTcsl HeoOXomu-
MBIM /)15 HOCTPOEHVISI CaMOVI XKe CHCTeMBI, 1714 pe-
IIIeHVsE ee COOCTBEHHBIX BHYTPEHHMX ITpo0sieM»
(Kyukos, 2001, c. 82). VI B 3TOM ¢ HUM OBIIO OBI
CJIOKHO mocriopuThb. OfHAKO B [TajIbHEVIIeM 3TO
npusoauT B. A. J)KyukoBa K KpariHe CKeIITHYeCcKOV
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be realised in accordance with the law of suf-
ficient reason. Wolff, however, simultaneously
asserts the difference between the possible and
the real and God’s free will, thereby effective-
ly excluding God from the sphere of the law
of sufficient reason which he himself posits as
universal.

These difficulties, stemming from Wolff’s at-
tempts to conjoin his own rules of method and
the analysis of the divine nature, have been
noted among others by the Russian Kant schol-
ar Vladimir A. Zhuchkov. Zhuchkov (2001,
p- 82) attributes the paradoxical elements of
Wolff’s argumentation to Wolff's own viola-
tion of his “first principles” of metaphysical
cognition, which is nevertheless “necessary for
building the system itself, for the solution of
its own internal problems”. Quite acceptable.
However, it leads Zhuchkov to make an ex-
tremely sceptical assessment of the theological
implications of Wolff’s thinking and to claim
that they are superfluous and irrelevant and
have no cognitive value. In the final analysis,
Zhuchkov considers the introduction of God
who preserves his classical attributes as the
prime entity to be simply an obeisance to tradi-
tion, which lacks proper grounding in Wolff’s
own philosophy.

Violation of the principle of division of the
spheres of the real and the possible is also not-
ed by Theis (2013a, pp. 25-26), who, howev-
er, comes to a fundamentally opposite opinion
concerning the significance of theological prem-
ises for Wolff. Martin Pott (1992, p. 185) also
stresses not only the importance of the initial
theological premises for Wolff’s philosophical
system but also the significance of the theolog-
ical consequences which directly explicate his
main rules, such that he speaks about a “the-
ological continuation” of the rules of Wolff’s
scientific method. This is arguably the most cor-
rect position.



OILIeHKe TEeOJIOTMYeCKMX VIMIUIMKAIIUI TIOCTpOe-
Hu1 Boribdba 11 K yTBEp)KIEHIO, UTO OHU SIBJISIOT-
sl VI3JIVIIITHVIMY VI TIOCTOPOHHVIM, a B CBOEM IIO-
3HaBaTeJIbHOM 3HAYeHWV ¥ BOBCE HWYTOXHBIMIL
B xoHeuHOM cueTe BBefieHVIEe B paccMOTpeHMe bora
U COXpaHeHMe 3a HUM KJIaCCUYeCcKMX aTpudyTOB,
npucymyx nepsocysHocTy, B. A. JKyukos cunra-
€T CKopee IIPOCTOVI JAHBIO TPaJVILIVI, He HaXOs-
1er1 B camont pvtocodpmm Borredpa mormxrHOro o6o-
CHOBaHVISL

Hecobmrofierte B oTHOIeHMM bora mpmHIIM-
I1a pasyerteHs cpep HeVICTBUTETHFHOTO 1 BO3MOX-
Horo ormedaeT 1 P. Tavic (Theis, 2013a, p. 25—26),
IIPVIXOMs, OIHAKO, K IPWHINIINAIIBHO IIPOTVBO-
IIOJIOKHOMY MHEHMIO II0 BOIIPOCY 3HAYMMOCTU
i1t Boibdra Teosmormueckmx noceutok. M. IToTT
TaK>ke TIOTYepKVBaeT He TOJIPKO BaXKHOCTB VICXOI-
HBIX TEOJIOTMYeCKVX MOCBIIOK 1t (PrytocodpcKom
cucteMbl Boribpa, HO ¥ 3HAYMMOCTB TEOJIOTMUe-
CKMX CJIICTBUV, SBJISIOIIVXCS HEIOCPeNCTBeH-
HOVI KCIUIVIKAIIVeV! er0 OCHOBHBIX IIPABUJL, B CVITY
Yero OH TOBOPUT O HEKOEM «TeOJIOIMUEeCKOM ITPO-
IO/DKEHUV» IIpaBWI Hay4YHOro MeToma Borbda
(Pott, 1992, S. 185). VImeHHO 3Ta TTO3MIINS U Ipe/-
cTaBJIsieTcs 60jIee KOPPEKTHOL.

He MeHee 3HauMMBIM [1JI TIOHVIMaHWS POV
bora B dustocodckon cucreme Bostbda craHOBUT-
Cs aHaJIV3 €ro IIOHVMMAHVIS TOrO, YTO eCTh J00po-
netertb. [loOporerers SBISETCS OCHOBHBIM IIpe]I-
METOM paccMOTpeHMs B ero «Hewmerkom sTmke»,
I7le OHa, II0 CYTW, OKa3bIBAaeTCs CTpeMJIEHVEM K
Orary, Torga Kak Or1aro orpesesisieTcs Kak To, 9TO
«iertaeT copepieHHee» (Wolff, 1743, S. 6), 1 xe
KaK TO, YTO «COBEPIIIEHCTBYET HaC M HAIIIN COCTOSI-
s (Wolff, 1729, S. 260; Borted, 2001, c. 272; Wollff,
17364, p. 390). OnHaxko He MeHee MHTepeCHa B Ha-
II1eM KOHTEKCTe pacCMOTpeHMs ero padbora «Peub
0 IIpaKTIdecKon dusocodny KuTanies», B KOTO-
pov1 B OOIITMX YepTax MBI BUIVM M3JIOKEHVIe BeexX
OCHOBHBIX IIPMHIIUIIOB €r0 IIPaKTUYecKo puIo-
codpumn. Kpurepuem nobpa B «Peun», Tak ke Kak 1
B IPYTVIX cCOuMHeHMsIX Borbda o MopasHOV ur-
s1ocodn, SBJIETCS COBEPIIEHCTBO. Bee, uTo mera-
€T Hallle COCTOsSIHIIe COBEpIIIeHHee, sBiIsieTcs Ora-
ruM. HampoTus, To, 9TO IejtaeT Hac MeHee COBep-
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No less important for understanding the
role of God in Wolff’s philosophical system is
the analysis of his concept of virtue. Virtue is
the main subject of analysis in his German Ethics
where it is essentially defined as the pursuit of
the good, while good is defined as that which
“makes perfect”® (Wolff, 1743, p. 6), or as that
“which improves us and our state” (Wolff,
1729, p. 260; Wolff, 1736a, p. 390). However, in
our context, his Discourse on the Practical Phi-
losophy of the Chinese is no less interesting. In it
we find the formulation, in a general way, of
all the main principles of his practical philoso-
phy. The criterion of the good in the Discourse,
as in Wolff’s other works on moral philoso-
phy, is perfection. Everything that makes our
state more perfect is good. On the contrary,
what makes us less perfect is evil (Wolff, 1985,
pp- 51, 31-33). It is natural for the soul to choose
the good and equally, to avoid evil (ibid., p. 31),
which leads Wolff to assert that the highest
moral rule should be to follow the law of the
nature of the human spirit (ibid., p. 25). If the
soul chooses evil, this is only because it is de-
luded into perceiving evil as good (ibid., p. 31).
That is why learning is so important because in
the process the human being understands the
nature of things and learns to avoid delusions
concerning the good or evil of their nature
(ibid., pp. 45-47).

Thus, at first glance, it may seem that Wolff
consistently adheres to the idea that the human
being’s natural forces are sufficient to achieve
virtue, which consists in constant orientation
toward improvement, and that no divine help
is required (ibid., p. 33). Wolff goes even fur-
ther. Some passages in the Discourse may be

8 “[...] vollkommen machet [...]".
9 “Was uns und unsern Zustand vollkommener machet

L.].
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IIIeHHBIMY, OKasbiBaeTcs 3716IM (Wolff, 1985, S. 51,
31—33). Beioupars moOpo IjIs AYIIM eCTeCTBEeH-
HO, PaBHO KaK eCTeCTBEHHO /ISl Hee 130erars 371a
(Ibid., S. 31), B custy yero Bonbd 1 yTBepXKIaeT, 4To
BBICIIIVIM IIPaBMJIOM MOpaIi JOJDKHO CTaTh CJle-
JIOBaHMe 3aKOHY IIPUPOIBI YeJIOBEYeCKOro Jayxa
(Ibid., S. 25). Ecyin ke fmyia m BbIOMpaeT 3710, TO
TOJIBKO TIOTOMY, UTO 3a0iIy>K/IaeTcs, IIperCcTaBIIsis
3710€e Kak goopoe (Ibid., S. 31). IToaTomy cTosib Baxk-
HYIO pOJIb UT'paeT 0OydeHe, B IIporiecce KOTOPOro
4eJIOBeK ITOCTUTAeT IIPUPOAY Bellel I CTAHOBUTCS
CHOCOOHBIM M30eraTh 3a0iTy>KAeHMsl OTHOCUTEIb-
HO ee Osaroctu 1 3710ctHOCTH (Ibid., S. 45—47).

TakuM oOpa3oM, Ha IIepBBEII B3IVISI MOXET
IOKa3aThbCsl, 4To Bosbd BecbMa IIOCiIeZIOBATEIb-
HO TIPOBOIWJI MBICJIB O TOM, UTO JJISI HOCTVIKe-
HMSL 10OpopeTey, 3aK/TIOYarOIeVicsl B TIOCTOSH-
HOVI OpVIeHTAIIMV Ha COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHIE, [JOCTa-
TOYHO IIPUMPOIHBIX CVJI YesloBeKa 1 He TpelyeT-
cs1 OoxxectBeHHOe BecriomoxeHve (Ibid., S. 33). ITpu
sToM Bombd mper emte masbie. Hekoropere mac-
caxn «Peur» arOT OCHOBaHMS IIOJIaraTh, YTO, C
€r0 TOYKV 3peHMs], OTCYTCTBYE PeJIUTUN Y KUTarl-
1IeB He TOJIBKO He SIBJISIeTCS IIperpafion Ha Iy T
COBEpIIIEHCTBOBAHMS 100pOJIeTesNN, HO OKa3bIBa-
€TCsI Uy Th JIV He IIPeVIMYIIIeCTBOM: Oy dn JIVIIIe-
HBI 0Opa3sa bora, oHV He MOTyT OCHOBBIBAaTh HpaB-
CTBEHHBIE TIOCTYIIKV Ha BHEIITHMX MOTVBaX, TAKVIX
KaK CTpax Ilepell BEPXOBHBIM T'OCIIOAVMHOM (KOTO-
PBIM OKasbIBaeTcsl bor) mim Hamexa Ha BO3Ha-
I'pa’kKeHVie CBBIIIIEe, HO BBIHY KII€HBI PYKOBOICTBO-
BaThCS TOJIBKO MOTVIBAMM BHYTpPeHHMMM. Bce mix
Or1arve MOCTYIIKM IIPOVICTEKAIOT MCKITIOUMTEITBHO
13 CBOOOIIBI BOJIN, a He U3 IIPUHYXKIEeHS, pean-
syemoro borowm (Ibid., S. 47—51).

Onpnako Ooslee BHMMATeJIBHOE —IIPOYTEHVIE
«Peur» moOKaspIBaeT, UTO ¢ HOOpOAETEIbI0 K-
TavilleB Jiejla OOCTOSIT BCe Jke He TaK IIPOCTO, TaK
Kak elle B Havdajle «Peun», IIpeXxie ueM BBICKa-
3aTh IIPEITIOJIOKEHVIE O II0JIb3e OTCYTCTBUS Y KU-
Tan1ieB permruy, Boibsd orosapmsaeTcs, 4To mo-
OponeTennb MOXeT ObITH Tpex BuoB: 1) mobpone-
TeJIb, IOCTUTaeMasl TOJIBKO OJlarofmapst ecTeCcTBeH-
HBIM CrIaM; 2) HoOpopeTess, JocTuraeMas oaro-
Haps pasyMHOMY IIOCTVDKEHMIO CBOVICTB bora (To
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construed to mean that the fact that the Chi-
nese have no religion, far from being an ob-
stacle in the way of improvement of virtue, is
arguably an advantage: not having the image
of God, they cannot base their moral acts on
external motives such as fear of the overlord
(who turns out to be God) or the hope of a re-
ward from above, and have to be guided sole-
ly by internal motives. All their good acts stem
from free will, and not from coercion by God
(ibid., pp. 47-51).

However, a more attentive reading of
the Discourse shows that things with virtue
among the Chinese are not as simple, since
at the beginning of the Discourse, before sug-
gesting that lack of religion benefits the Chi-
nese, Wolff makes the reservation that virtue
can be of three kinds: 1) virtue achieved sole-
ly owing to natural forces; 2) virtue achieved
through an understanding of God’s prop-
erties by reason (i.e. natural religion); and
3) virtue achieved thanks to divine guidance
through truths set forth in revelation (ibid.,
p- 27). Wolff calls the first kind “philosophi-
cal virtue,” the second “philosophical piety”
and the third “theological or Christian virtue”
(ibid., p. 139). It can readily be seen that only
virtue of the first, lowest, kind is ascribed to
the Chinese.

We see that, although Wolff tries to build
his philosophical system without reference to
God as the ultimate ground, he still has to ap-
peal to the supreme being. The fact that the
reference occurs toward the very end and that
the chapters devoted to the investigation of
the essence of God are set forth strictly in ac-
cordance with his method, does not eliminate
the fact that without God the key provisions
of Wolff’s philosophical system hang in the
air, having no solid basis. Thus, theology and



€CTh eCTeCTBEHHOV peJTnrim); 3) JoOpoIeTesns, 10-
cTuraeMasi Oyarogapst 00)KeCTBeHHOMY BOIMTEIb-
CTBY ITOCPEIICTBOM VICTWH, SIBJIeHHBIX B OTKpOBe-
Huu (Ibid., S. 27). Ilepsast Ha3piBaeTcst Borbdom
«rtocodckon mobdporIeTesbo», Bropas — «pu-
socodpckuM Or1arodecTvieM», TpeTbs — «TeO0JIOrM-
YecKOVI VIV XpUCTMAHCKoM foOpopaeTesibio» (Ibid.,
S. 139). Kak HeCJIO)KHO HOHSTH, KUTaIIaM IIPUIIN-
CBIBAETCS TOJIBKO JOOpOrIeTeIb TIePBOro BU/IA, TO
€CTb caMasl HM3IIas CTYIIeHb.

Taxvim 00pa3oM, MBI BUIMM, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha
crpeMsieHMe Bosbdpa BBICTpamBaTh CBOIO (PVITO-
codpcKyIo crcTemy, He puberas K ccbUIKe Ha bora
KaK II0CJIe/THee OCHOBAHME, eMY BCe PaBHO IIPVIXO-
IUTCS 0OpaIlaThCs K BBICIIIEV! CYIITHOCTHA. V1 To, uTo
3TO o0pallieHe IIPOVICXOINT B CaMOM KOHIIE ¥ 13-
JIO)KEHVIe Pas3IIesIoB, IIOCBSIIEHHBIX VICCIIEIOBAHIIO
cymrHocT bora, IMpOBOOMTCS CTPOrO B COOTBET-
CTBUMI C BBIPaOOTaHHBIM VM METOIOM, He OTMeHsI-
eT Toro akra, 9To Oe3 bora OCHOBHBIE ITOJIOKEH IS
drtocodckont cricteMsl Boribda ocTaroTcst moBe-
ITIEHHBIMY B BO3/TY X€, He VIMes] 1071 COOOVI ITPOYHOV
ocHOBBL. Teosiorms v Teostormyeckoe vccjieoBaHe
IIPUPOIEL 1 IIPEIVKATOB BBICIIIEVI CYIITHOCTY, CJTe-
JIOBaTEJIBPHO, OKa3bIBAIOTCS He IIPOCTO OIHUM W3
paszesioB ero MeTadmsMKM, a CTPYKTypooOpasy-
IOITMM 3BEHOM, He MeHee 3HauVMBIM, YeM IIpaBu-
Jla MaTeMaTuueckoro Merora. IIpr aTom Kak B J10-
T'MKe, TaK U B APYTUX pasaernax priocodckot cu-
creMbl Bortbdpa bor mrpaet ornpefiesisromniyo poiis,
SIBIISISICH TBOPIIOM BCEX VICTVIH VI BCEX COBEPIIIEHCTB
VI TEM CaMbIM TapaHTUPYs HOMIVTHHOCTD YeJIoBe-
YeCKOV TI03HaBATeJIBHOVI [IeATeJIBHOCTI VM HpaB-
crBerHom xu3HM (Theis, 201306, S. 58 —59).

KaHT 0 nokasaresrbcrBax ObITHsA Bora

Obparumcs Terlepb K PacCMOTPEHMIO OKa-
3aresbcTB OBbITMSA bora m mx KpuTuke B pmioco-
dum Kanra. [JanHas Tema sBiIseTcsl IIOVUCTVIHE
6e30pexxHON, Tak Kak MHTepec KaHTa k paccMo-
TPeHMIO aOCOITIOTHO HEOOXOIVIMOV CYIITHOCTH, ee
HIPVPOB], aTprOyTOB, BOSMOXXHOCT JIOKa3aTelIb-
CTBa ee CYIIeCTBOBaHMS OTMeYaeTCsl Ha IIPOTS-
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theological study of the nature and predicates
of the supreme being turn out to be not just
a chapter in his metaphysics, but a structur-
al link no less significant than the rules of the
mathematical method. And it has to be borne
in mind that in other parts of Wolff’s philo-
sophical system God plays the defining role,
being the creator of all truths and all perfec-
tions and thereby ensuring the genuineness
of human cognitive activity and moral life (cf.
Theis, 2013b, pp. 58-59).

Kant on Proof of the Existence of God

Let us now examine the proofs of the exis-
tence of God and their critique in Kant’s phi-
losophy. This is a truly boundless topic because
Kant had an abiding interest in the absolutely
necessary being, its nature, attributes and the
possibility of proving its existence. It accompa-
nied him throughout his career from the early
pre-critical period (Kopper, 1955/1956, p. 31),
and all through the critical period. Kant’s ap-
proach, of course, evolves. In the pre-critical
period and in the first Critique he discusses the
attributes of God and proof of his existence (or
refutation of it). In the Critique of Practical Rea-
son and later God interests Kant above all as the
object of faith and, consequently, as a postulate
of practical reason. Although Kant treats it as
the object of theoretical inquiry, it is clearly not
his prime concern (cf. Kryshtop, 2016, pp. 179-
224). The key, of course, is provided by Kant’s
critique of the possibility of proving the exis-
tence of God and his placing God outside the
framework of possible experience, hence be-
yond the framework of possible knowledge.
That is why Kant’s critique of the proof of the
existence of God, presented in the first Cri-
tique, is perceived as the central turning point
in Kant’s examination of God. I think this per-
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JKeHUM BCero ero TBOPYecKoro myTH, Kak B paH-
HU gokpuTtndeckun riepuon (Kopper, 1955/1956,
S. 31), Tak M Ha IPOTSKEHUN BCETO KPUTUIECKO-
ro nepuosa. besycioBHO, KaHTOBCKOe paccMOTpe-
HIe IIpeTeprieBaeT HEKOTOPYIO TpaHCcOpMaLIMIO.
B nmoxputiraecknit iepuon u B iepsot «KpuTuke»
pedb uzeT o BbiBeeHM aTpulOyToB bora 1 moka-
3aTeJIbCTBE ero CyIeCTBOBaHMS (VJIV OIIpOBepIKe-
HUM BO3MOXXHOCTM TakoBOro). B «Kpuruke mpak-
TUYeCKOro pa3yMa» 1 1o3xe bor nHTepecyeT Kan-
Ta IIpeXJie BCero y>ke MMeHHO Kak IIpe/iMeT Bepbl,
a cJlefjoBaTesIbHO, KaK ITOCTYJIaT IPaKTUYecKOro
pasyma. Xorsa KanT 1 obpartaeTcs K paccMoTpe-
HUIO €ro B KauyecTBe IIpelIMeTa TeOpPeTUIeCcKVX
M3BICKaHWI, 3TO SIBHBIM O0Opa3oM y>ke He Haxo-
OWUTCS I Hero Ha mepBoM IulaHe (Kpemirror,
2016, c. 179—224). Be3yc/I0BHO, KJIIOYEBOV 371€Ch
OKa3bIBaeTCsl KAaHTOBCKAsI KPUTMKA BO3MOXHOCT
oKas3aTrenbecTBa OblTra bora u BoiBeenme bora 3a
PpaMKM BO3MOXKHOIO OITbITa, a 3HAYUT, 1 32 PaMKU
IIPeIMETOB BO3MOXKHOIO 3HaHMS. B CBsI3M ¢ 3TUM
HepeIKO KaHTOBCKasi KPUTMKa JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTB Obl-
T bora, nipesicTasiieHHas B riepBont «Kputuke»,
BOCIIPVMHMMAaeTCsl KaK IIeHTpaIbHBIN IIepesioM-
HBIVI MOMEHT B KaHTOBCKOM paccMoTpeHmn bora.
Ha namr B3mis, oHAKO, 3TO HEBEPHO, TaK KakK
npu Oosiee IeTaJIBHOM PacCMOTPEHMV VIMEHHO
3TOT pparMeHT mepsoit «KpuUTHKI» OKas3bIBaeT-
€SI MaKCMMaJIBHO TIPMOJIVKeHHBIM K KAaHTOBCKVIM
Pa3MBIIIUIEHMSAM JOKPUTWYECKOrO IIeprozia, XOTs
VI He TI0JIHOCTBIO MIEHTUYHBIM C HUMU. [1J1s Toro
4TOOBI MOATBEPANTH Hallle IIPeIIoIoKeHe, 00-
paTumcs K Oosiee TOApOOHOMY aHasI3y KaHTOB-
CKOVI MO3UIIUY JTIOKPUTUYECKOro Iepuosa (rpe-
CTaBJIEHHOVI ITpeX/ie Bcero B pabote 1763 r. «Egma-
CTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOE OCHOBaHUe ISl JJOKa3aTeIb-
cTBa ObITMS Bora»®) m ee cpaBHEHMIO C TIO3UITVET

> B pmanHom pabore KaHT BriepBble IIpefcTaBiIsieT IIOM-
PpOOHYyIO KITaccmUKaIMIO ToKas3aTeTbeTs ObITvs bora m
CrCTeMaTHYecKyl pacCMaTpPVBaEeT BOITPOC O BO3MOXKHOCTH
TaKOTo JI0KasaTesbcTBa. OIHAKO OT/Ie/IbHbIE BUIBI JOKa-
3aTeJTbCTB MBI HaXOVIM 1 B Oortee paHHUX paborax Kan-
Ta. Tax, B pabore «BceoOmiast ecrecTBeHHas MCTOPUS 1
Teopust Heba» (1755) Kantom paspabarbiBatorcst pmsm-
KO-TEOJIOTMYecKoe I KOCMOJIOTMYecKoe JI0Ka3aTeTbCTBa.
ITpu sTOM pustocod He BbICKa3bIBaeT COMHEHMIL B X [10-
crosepHOocTi. B «HOBOM OCBeleHMNM TIepBBIX IIPUHIIN-
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ception is wrong because on closer inspection
this fragment of the first Critique is very close
to, though not identical with, Kant’s thinking of
the pre-critical period. To prove this point, let
us take a closer look at Kant’s position in the
pre-critical period (represented above all in his
1763 work The Only Possible Argument in Sup-
port of a Demonstration of the Existence of God'’)
and compare it with Kant’s position on the is-
sue of the possibility of proving the existence of
God in the first Critigue.

The 1763 work has the following classifi-
cation of available proofs. To begin with, all
proofs are divided into two kinds: the first
kind seeks to derive the existence of God sole-
ly from concepts, while the second proceeds
from experience. In turn, Kant divides each
of the two kinds into two. In the case of proof
based only on concepts an attempt can be made
to proceed from the possible as ground to ex-
istence as a consequence (the Cartesian proof),
but conversely, one may proceed from possi-
ble things as consequences to the being of God
as the foundation. If one proceeds from experi-
ence, one may either conclude toward the exis-
tence of an independent cause of all that exists
and then, by splitting the concept of this inde-
pendent and necessary cause, move toward the
divine properties of the supreme being (accord-
ing to Kant, Wolff followed that path) or one
may conclude directly from experience toward
the existence of God and divine attributes. Kant

10 In this work Kant for the first time presents a detailed
classification of proofs of the existence of God and sys-
temically considers the issue of the possibility of such
proof. However, we find some kinds of proof in his ear-
lier works. Thus, in Universal Natural History and Theory
of the Heavens (1755) Kant works out physical-theologi-
cal and cosmological proofs. He does not question their
validity. In New Elucidation of the First Principles of Meta-
physical Cognition (1755) we find the Kantian version of
the ontological proof, while the Cartesian proof is not
the subject of critique. For more on proofs of the exis-
tence of God in pre-critical works see Laberge (1973)
and Schmucker (1980).



KanTa mo BoIpocy BO3MOXXHOCTM IIOKa3aTeIbCTB
ObrTust bora B iepsont «Kputuike».

B pabore 1763 roma Mbl HaXOOVIM CJIeAYIOITYIO
KJIacCMPUKAIINIO  VIMEIOIIMXCSL  JTOKa3aTesIbCTB.
IIpexyie Bcero Bce JIOKa3aTeIbCTBa MAEJISITCS Ha
IIBa BUIIA: TIEPBBIVI B, IIBITAETCS BHIBECTV CYIIle-
crBoBaHMe bora 113 OTHMX TOJIBKO MOHSTUM, BTO-
POVL ke MCXOAUT 13 ombiTa. Kaxkaet 3 aTnx BU-
IIOB, B CBOIO oOdueperp, Hoppasmersercs Kanrom
ellle Ha /iBa. B ciTydae c fJokasaTesibcTBaMy 13 Of1-
HVIX TOJIBKO IIOHSTVVI MOT'YT IIBITAThCS OT BO3MOX-
HOrO KaK OCHOBaHWs 3aKJII0YaTh K CYIIIeCTBOBa-
HUIO KaK CJIeJICTBUIO (3TO M Oy[eT Tak HasbIBae-
Moe KapTe3/aHCKOe JJ0Ka3aTeIbCTBO), HO MOTYT 1,
HaITPOTMB, 3aKJI0YaTh OT BO3MOXXHBIX Belllell Kak
cirencTBUm K ObITii0 bora xak ocHosaHwmio. Ecim
Ke VICXOIISIT 3 OIIBITa, TO MOI'YT JINOO 3aKJTI04YaTh
CHavaJla K CyIIeCTBOBaHWIO He3aBUCYMOV ITPUY M-
HBI BCETO CYIIECTBYIOIIEro, a IIOTOM yKe pacujle-
HeHVeM TIOHSITMS TOVI He3aBUCUMOVI U HeoOXo-
OVIMOVI TIPUYMHBI IIPUXOANUTH K OOXKeCTBeHHBIM
CBOVICTBAM IIE€PBOCYIITHOCTM (TaKMM IIyTeM IIIes,
rio Meicyin Kanra, Borbd), mmbo moryT cpasy or
OITBbITa 3aKJIFOUaTh K CylllecTBOBaHMIO bora m 0o-
JKeCTBEHHBIM CBOVICTBaM. [lepBble TOKa3aTeIbCTBa
000X pomoB (1 KapTe3MaHCKOe, 1 BOJIb(aHCKOE)
KaHTOM mIpm3HAIOTCS HEBO3MOXHBIMU, TO €CThb
«OHVM He TOJIBKO He JIOKA3bIBAIOT C HaJJIeXKallen
CTPOTOCTBIO, HO M BOOOIIle He JI0KasblBaloT» (AA
02, S. 162; Kanrt, 1994a, c. 497). [Isa npyrux suaa
IIOKa3aTeIbCTB (OHTOJIOrMYecKoe VI KOCMOJIoTde-
CKOe) TI0JTyYaloT ropasyio Oojiee BBICOKYIO OIIEHKY.
VHTepeceH, omHAKO, He CaM BBIBOJI, MBICTIUTEIIS O
CTeIleH! JI0Ka3aTeJIbHOCTV 3TUX J0Ka3aTeJIbCTB,
HO XOJI, €r0 paccy KIeHUTA.

KapTre3snanckoe moKas3aTesIlbCTBO IIpM3HAETCS
panHHUM KaHTOM HecocTosTesTbHBIM Ha TOM OCHO-
BaHM, YTO OHO OIINOOYHO IIPMHMMAET CyIIeCTBO-
BaHMe 3a IIpeIVKaT, Tora Kak CyIllecTBOBaHVIe HIA
B KOeM cJIydae He ecTb IpefuKaT WIN orpesesie-

noB MeTadmsmdeckoro nosHaums» (1755) Mbl Haxommm
KaHTOBCKIII BapyaHT OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO JTI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa,
KapTe3MaHCKOe JKe JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO Y)Ke 371ech IIoJIBep-
raercss kpurtuke. IlompoOHee o /ToKa3aTesTbeTBaxX OBITHS
bora B mokpurmueckmx paborax cm.: (Laberge, 1973;
Schmucker, 1980).
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declares the first proofs of both kinds (Carte-
sian and Wolffian) to be impossible (“I do not
mean that they are proofs which simply lack
proper rigour; I mean that they prove nothing
at all”) (BDG, AA 02, p. 162; Kant, 1992, p. 201).
The two other kinds of proof (the ontological
and cosmological) get higher marks. What is
more interesting, however, is not Kant’s conclu-
sion about the validity of these proofs, but the
train of his thought.

Early Kant considers the Cartesian proof
to be untenable on the grounds that it mistak-
enly takes existence to be a predicate whereas
existence is by no means a predicate or an at-
tribute of a thing. Consequently, the concept of
an existing thing contains just as much as the
concept of a thing that is merely possible. Yet,
according to Kant, the Cartesian proof is based
entirely on this false assumption. As for the
Wolffian proof, Kant claims that it ultimately
boils down to the same Cartesian argument. It
is only at the first stage that the concept of an
independent cause is derived from experience.
But thereafter, a very dubious transition occurs
to necessary existence and an attempt is made
to split the concept thus obtained to arrive at
divine properties of the supremely perfect
being and unity, i.e. only concepts are dealt
with, which is what happens in the Cartesian
argument. It is important to note that in gen-
eral Kant’s critique of the ontological and cos-
mological proofs in the Critique of Pure Reason
would repeat the arguments put forward in
the 1763 work.

In The Only Possible Argument Kant pays
far more attention to the proof which is here
called cosmological (which is in fact physi-
cal-theological). It is sufficiently convincing to
simulate moral impulses, which makes it the
most preferable of all possible proofs. Apart
from being practical, the underlying method
has such advantages as simplicity (it can be
understood by the most ordinary brain) and



JI. 3. Kppiurron

Hue ey, Crie1oBaTeIIbHO, IIOHSATIE O CYIIeCTBY-
IOITIEV! BEIIV COIEPXKUT B cebe HIYIYTh He OOJIBIIIE,
JeM IIOHATYME O Belly JIMIIb BO3MOXHOVL. [lekap-
TOBCKOE€ Xe JTI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO, 110 Mbicyii KaHTa, 11e-
JIMKOM ¥ TIOJTHOCTBIO OCHOBBIBAeTCSI MMEHHO Ha
3TOM JIOXKHOM [IOITyIeHnn. YTo ke KacaeTcd [10-
KasaTeJIbCTBa BOJIbPVMAHCKOro, TO OHO, o KaHTy,
daxTIyecK CBOAUTCH BCe K TOMY ke KapTe3aH-
CKOMY apryMeHTYy. JIuIib Ha 1epBoM 3Tarie IIOHS-
TVe He3aBUCVMOVI IIPUYMHBI BBIBOIWTCS U3 OIbI-
Ta, [IOTOM 3Ke, lejIast BeCbMa COMHUTEJIbHBIV I1epe-
X071, K HeOOXOAVMMOMY CYIIeCTBOBAHMIO, IIBITAIOT-
Csl pacuIeHeHVeM y>Ke 3TOro ITOJIyYeHHOIO IOHS-
TV IPUIATY K OOKEeCTBEHHBIM CBOVICTBAM BBICITIE-
r'O COBEpILIEHCTBA M eAVHCTBa, TO €CTh HauMHAIOT
oleprpoBaTh OAHVMM TOJIBKO HOHATUSMY, YTO U
VIMeeT MeCTO B KapTe3MaHCKOM aprymeHTe. Bax-
HO OTMETUTB, YTO B OOIIVX YepTax IIpeyiaraemMast
KaHnTOoM KpuTIMKa OHTOJIOIMYeCKOro VI KOCMOJIOI -
YecKOro JJ0Ka3aTesIbCTB B «KpuTuke 4mcToro pasy-
Ma» OyZeT BIIOCITIeICTBUVI TIOBTOPATH BbICKa3bIBae-
MBIe yoKe B JTaHHOM paboTe 1763 T. apryMeHThbL.
Topasmo Oorbitiee BHMMaHMe KaHT yrmerser
B «EAMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHOM OCHOBaHWUV» TOMY
JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBY, KOTOpoe 3[1ech II0JIydaeT Ha3Ba-
HVie KOCMOJIOTMYeCKOro (1 KOTOpOe, IO CYTH, SB-
ngetcss pusmKo-TeontorndeckuyM). OHO obrazma-
eT JIOCTAaTOYHOI y6e)II/ITeJ'IBHOI7I CVJION IIJISd CTU-
MYJIMPOBaHMS ~ HPABCTBEHHBIX  IIOOYKHIEHUT,
4TO U feJIaeT ero Hanboslee IIPeAIoUTUTEeTbHBIM
U3 BCeX BO3MOXHBIX BUIOB JOKa3aTelbcTB. Kpo-
Me CBOeVl IIPaKTUYHOCTY JIeXXallluil B er0 OCHOBe
MeTOJI MMeeT TaKXe TaKue IperMYIecTBa, Kak
IIPOCTOTa (OHO TIOHSITHO HaXke caMoMy 3aypsif-
HOMY YMY) M €CTeCTBEHHOCTD, TaK KaK «KaK/IbIVi,
HeCOMHEHHO, HaulMHaeT MMeHHO c Hero» (AA 02,
S. 117, KanT, 19%4a, c. 445). Bce sT0 nemaer man-
HOe JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO 3aciTy KMBAIOIIVM He TOJb-
KO TOTO, YTOOBI IIPM3HATh €ro BO3MOXXHBIM, HO U
4TOOBI «OOBEIVHEHHBIMI YCVUIVISIMU JIOBECTH €T0
110 HajlJIeXxalrero cosepireHcrsa» (AA 02, S. 159;
Kanrt, 19%4a, c. 494), Tak KaK OHO «BCerjla OCTaeTCs
OHVIM "3 HamboJIee COOTBETCTBYIOMINX U TOCTO-
VHCTBY, " CJIa0OCTV UeJioBedecKoro yma» (AA 02,
S. 123; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 451). D10 1 nbITAaeTCS CHe-
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natural character since “it is with this proof
that everybody initially starts” (BDG, AA 02,
p- 117; Kant, 1992, p. 159). Thus this proof
“wholly deserves to be brought to proper
perfection by the concerted efforts of philos-
ophers” (BDG, AA 02, p. 159; Kant, 1992, p.
198), since it is most in harmony both with the
dignity and with the weakness of the human
understanding” (BDG, AA 02, p. 123; Kant,
1992, p. 164). This is exactly what Kant tries to
do in offering his variant of physical theology.
Having said that, even in this improved form
the argument can only be moral and not math-
ematically rigorous. Besides, it cannot lead us
to a definite concept of the supreme being (we
can speak about its greatness, power, omni-
science, but not about its supreme perfection).
Nor can we prove its singularity.

His analysis leads Kant to the conclu-
sion that either it is in general impossible to
prove God’s existence with logical rigour, or
the proof should be ontological, i.e. it should
move from the concept of the possible as a
consequence to the existence as the ground.
We should proceed not from the concept of
conditioned possibility (in that case we could
never arrive at an absolutely necessary being)
but from an inner and absolute possibility of
the existence of things in general. It is the in-
ner possibility that, if abolished, abolishes all
that is thinkable. That denying divine exis-
tence is total nonsense is what distinguishes its
existence from the existence of all other things.
It follows that either this attribute contains the
only possible proof or attempts to find one
should be abandoned altogether. That said,
Kant himself does not consider this property
to be proof, calling it merely ground for proof,
only initial touches of the main drawing based
on which a grand building can be erected
(BDG, AA 02, p. 66; Kant, 1992, pp. 111-112).

Thus we see that early Kant does not deny
the existence of God and is in fact eager to find



saTh KaHT, mpemytaras cBovi BapMaHT MeToma u-
3MKOTeoJIormi. BripoueM, ake B 3TOM yIlydllleH-
HOM BWJIe JaHHBIVI apIYMeHT He MOXeT o0J1aziaTh
MaTeMaTI4ecKOV [IOCTOBEPHOCTHIO, HO oOaia-
€T JIMIIb JIOCTOBEPHOCTHIO HpaBCcTBeHHON. Kpo-
Me TOrO, OH He MOYKeT IIPVBEeCTV Hac K OIlpeJiesIeH-
HOMY TOHSITHIO O IIePBOCYIIIeCTBe (MBI MOXKEM 3a-
KJIIOYaTh O €r0 BeJINYMV, MOTYIIeCTBe, OOJIBIIIOM
3HaHWM, HO He O ero BcecoBepIreHCTBe). He Moxkem
MBI TaK>Ke 3aKJII0UaTh M K ero eIMHCTBeHHOCTVA

[TponenanHbIt aHams npusBoauT KaHTa K BbI-
BOJIY O TOM, YTO JIMOO BOOOIIIe HEBO3MOXKHO JIOKa-
3aTh ObITHE bora ¢ JIOrm4eckon CTporocToio, Moo
9TO [IOKA3aTeIbCTBO HOJDKHO OBITH OHTOJIOrYe-
CKVM, TO €CTh 3aKJII0YaTh OT HOHSTUS BO3MOXXHO-
rO KaK CJIEJICTBY K CYIIIeCTBOBAaHNIO KaK OCHOBA-
Hvito. [Ipy 5TOM MBI JOIDKHBI VICXOIUTE He M3 I10-
HATUS OOYCJIOBJIEHHOV BO3MOXHOCTM (B TaKOM
cJTydae MBI HUKOIZJa He CMOXKeM IPUMTH K abco-
JIIOTHO HEOOXOIVMOVI CYIITHOCTH), HO M3 BHYTpeH-
Hell M abCOIIOTHOV BO3MOXXKHOCTM CyIIIeCTBOBa-
HUs Bellert BooOmie. VIMeHHO BHYTpeHHSIS BO3-
MOXXHOCTB €CTh TO, YIIpa3IHeHVie Yero YHUYTOXa-
€T Bce MBICTIMOe. A B TOM, UTO OTpuIIaHMe Ooxe-
CTBEHHOI'O CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS €CTh IIOJIHBIV B3IIOp,
Y 3aKJTFOYAEeTCs OTIIMYMTEIBHBIV IIPU3HAK €ro OT
CyILlIeCTBOBaHMSA Bcex Npyrumx Belren. Criemosa-
TEeJIBHO, JIMOO B 3TOM IIpM3HaKe CJleflyeT VCKaThb
€IMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOE€ I0Ka3aTeIbCTBO, JIMOO
Y BOBCE CJIeZlyeT OTKa3aTbCs OT IIOIBITOK HaMTU
TaKOBOe. Bripouem, IpeiaraeMbIvt IpU3HAK caM
KaHT BOBce ele He cUMTaeT IOKA3aTeILCTBOM,
HO VIMEeHYeT JIUIIIb OCHOBaHVEM /IS JI0Ka3aTellb-
CTBa, JIVIITb HAOPOCKOM TIEPBBIX IIITPVIXOB IJITaBHO-
TO YepTeXka, PyKOBOACTBYSCh KOTOPBIMM MOXKHO
Ob110 OBI BO3BeCTM ImpeBocxoiHoe 3anme (AA 02,
S. 66; Kanrt, 1994a, c. 386).

Taxmm oOpasom, MbI BumM, uTo paHHM KaHT
BOBCe He OIIpOBepraeT cyllecTBoBaHMe bora u
Jlake KpariHe 03a004eH IOVICKOM BO3MOXKHBIX OC-
HOBAaHWUV IS JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBa €ro OBITMS, IIpu-
YeM He ITPOCTO JTI0Ka3aTeTbCTBa, JOCTATOYHOTO IS
yOexxmeHvst B OBITIV HEKOVI HEOOXOIVIMOVI TIepBO-
IIPUYMHBI (YTO MBI IMeeM B CJTy Yae I0Ka3aTesIbCTBa
KOCMOJIOTTYeCKOT'0), HO allOAVKTIYeCKI IOCTOBEP-
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possible proof of his existence, and not only
proof sufficient to demonstrate the existence of
the necessary prime cause (which is offered by
the cosmological proof), but also apodictical-
ly valid proof of the existence of the Christian
God with all his attributes (omnipotence, om-
niscience, extra-temporality, singularity etc.).
It has to be noted, though, that already here
Kant does not insist on proof being found:
“it is absolutely necessary that one should
convince oneself that God exists; that His ex-
istence should be demonstrated, however, is
not so necessary” (BDG, AA 02, p. 163; Kant,
1992, p. 201).

At the same time, the third and fourth argu-
ments of the first chapter are more important
for the comparison of the positions of Kant and
Wolff. Here Kant dwells on the concept of abso-
lutely necessary existence and derives its main
properties. Such properties are singularity, sim-
plicity, immutability and eternity, the highest
reality as well as spiritual nature (BDG, AA 02,
pp- 81-89; Kant, 1992, pp. 126-133). He then
concludes that precisely such a being is God,
hence God exists. This part replicates Wolff’s
reasoning in terms of structure. The sequence
of deriving the main properties of the necessary
entity is also the same. The fundamental differ-
ence is that Wolff makes a point of stressing, in
the first paragraph of Chapter Six, that he pro-
ceeds from the existence of ourselves which has
been proved earlier. Even so, as we have seen
above, much of the rest of the reasoning makes
no reference to our existence purported to be
the key aspect of the argument. In fact, a return
to the examination of our existence as an ex-
amination of the capacity of our soul to be nec-
essary existence turns out to be a fiction. This
return has nothing to do with the proof of our
own existence mentioned at the beginning. In
other words, all the proofs presented by Wolff
can be cited without any reference to the fact
that our own existence has been proved. Yet



JI. 3. Kppiurron

HOTO JIOKa3aTeIbCTBa CYIIeCTBOBaHMS VIMEHHO
xpucTraHckoro bora, co Bcemn cooTBeTCTBYIOIIN-
MW CBOVICTBaMM (BCEMOTYIIIECTBO, BCe3HAHIIE, BHEB-
PEeMeHHOCTh, eOVHCTBEHHOCTh U T.J.). Brpouem,
cJleflyeT OTMeTUTD TakJKe U TO, UTO yke 31ech KaHT
BOBCe He cUmTaeT HeoOXOIMIMBIM JIJIsI YeJIOBEKa 9TO
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBO HaWTH, TaK KaK «0e3ycJIOBHO He-
obxomyMo yoenuThbcsd B ObrTint bora, HO BoBce He
HeoOXOIVIMO B TaKOV ke Mepe JIOKa3blBaTb ero»
(AA 02, S. 163; KanT, 19%4a, c. 498).

B T0 xe Bpems mipu cpaBHeHVy nosuimi KanTa
v Borntedpa 117151 Hac Gostbiriee 3HaAUYEHVIE VIMEIOT Tpe-
The ¥ 4YeTBepToe pacCyXAeHWs MepBOro paseria.
B narHoM cityuae KanT nompobHO paccmarpuiBaeT
caMo TMOHATHMe 0e3yCcJIOBHO HEOOXOOVMMOIo Cylile-
CTBOBaHMS, BEIBOAVT OCHOBHBIE €rO CBOVICTBA. Ta-
KVIMVI CBOVICTBaMW OKa3bIBAIOTCS €MMHCTBEHHOCTD,
IIPOCTOTA, HEM3MEHHOCTD V1 BEUHOCTB, BBICIIIAs pe-
aJIbHOCTh, a TakXke JyxoBHas Iipupopa (AA 02,
S. 81—89; KanT, 1994a, c. 404—413). [Tastee neraert-
Cs1 BBIBOJ], O TOM, UTO VMIMEHHO TaKoe CYIIIeCTBO W B~
ngercs borom, n bor, crrenmoBaresibHO, cylecTByer.
JJaHHBIVI pas[iesl IOJIHOCTBIO ITOBTOPSIET 110 CBOeN!
cTpyKType paccmoTpenve Borbda. Tovt sxe camont
OCTaeTcsl U TIOC/IeIOBATEIILHOCTh BBIBEIEHWIS OC-
HOBHBIX CBOVICTB HEOOXOIMIMOVI CyIITHOCTH. [TpmH-
[IMIOVAJIbHOE OT/INYVE 3aK/II0YaeTCs JIUIIb B TOM,
uto Bonbd crenmanbsHO orosapuBaeT B IepBOM
Haparpadpe I1ecToV IJ1aBbl, YTO OTTaJIKMBAETCHd OT
y’Xke paHee JJOKa3aHHOI'O CYIIleCTBOBaHMs HacC ca-
MMX. XOT¢, KaK MBI Y Ke BUJIeJIV Bblllle, Jjajlee 3Ha-
4TesIbHAs YacTh PacCMOTPEeHMs IIPOBOAUTCS Oe3
KaKOVI-IM0O OTCBUIKM K 3TOMY HallleMy CYIIeCTBO-
BaHMIO KaK SKOObI KJTIOUeBOMY ITyHKTY paccMOTpe-
Hud. [lo dpakry, Bo3BpallleHMe K pacCMOTPEHWIO
HaIllero CyIIecTBOBaHMsS B BUE PacCMOTPeHMs
BO3MOKHOCTVI Hallleyl JyIIy ObITh HeOOXOMMMBIM
CylllecTBOBaHMEM TaKXe OKasblBaeTcsi (PUKTUB-
HBIM. DTO BO3BpallleHVe K HaM He ViMeeT HKaKOIro
IIPSIMOTO OTHOIIEHVSI K BCIIOMMHaeMOMY B HaJasle
JIOKa3aTesIbCTBY CylllecTBOBaHMsSA Hac cammx. py-
TMIMM CJIOBaM, BCe ITpeficTaBiisieMble Boibdpom fo-
KasaTeJIbCTBa BIIOJIHE MOTYT ITPOBOOWUTBCS 1 Oe3
KaKOV-JIOO OTCBUIKM K (PaKTy JTOKa3aHHOCTY Ha-
I1Iero coOCTBEHHOTO cylecTBoBaHMs. OTHAKO MBI
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we see that Wolff claims otherwise, stressing
that the existence of ourselves and of the whole
world is assumed in this proof and is its point
of departure. It is this point that Kant criticises.
Leaving the core of Wolff’s proof, Kant claims
that it is an a priori proof which need not be
based on experience since “it presupposes nei-
ther my own existence, nor that of other minds,
nor that of the physical world” (BDG, AA 02,
p- 91; Kant, 1992, p. 135).

Let us compare Kant’s view of the problem
of the possibility of proving God’s existence in
the pre-critical and critical periods. In the cor-
responding section of “Transcendental Dialec-
tics” in the Critique of Pure Reason we find three
speculative proofs of God’s existence: ontologi-
cal, cosmological and physical-theological. The
ontological and cosmological proofs are tran-
scendental, whereas the physical-theological
one is empirical. What immediately catches the
attention is that in spite of some changes in ter-
minology the classification of proofs is practi-
cally unchanged. And so are the main points
of criticism of these arguments. Strangely, the
conclusion which Kant repeats again and again
in this section is also unchanged: the ontolog-
ical proof (based solely on pure concepts) is
the only possible proof, if it is at all possible to
prove the existence of God (KrV, A 625 / B 653,
A 630 / B 658, A789 / B 817; Kant, 1998, p. 580,
583, 668).

Thus, at first glance, it seems that by refut-
ing all possible proofs of the existence of God
Kant thereby contradicts the claim he made
in an early 1763 book to the effect that an on-
tological proof of the existence of God is pos-
sible. But on closer inspection we find that the
proof proposed in The Only Possible Argument is
not criticised at all in the Critique of Pure Reason.
Repeating all the main points of the critique of



BUIMM, 9TO caM Borbd HactamBaeT Ha oOpaTHOM,
IIOTYepKMBasi, YTO CYIIIeCTBOBaHe KaK Hac CaMmX,
TaK " BCETO MMpa B 3TOM JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBe IIpe]l-
TIojIaTaeTcs ¥ SIBJISIeTCSL €T0 OTIIPaBHOW TOYKOTL.
VImenHo 3TOT MOMeHT KaHT, 110 cyTH, 1 noxsepra-
eT Kputuke. OcTaBiIsgsi HEV3MEHHBIM OCTOB Bosib-
doBa gokaszaresTbcTBa, KaHT OTHOCUT ero K J10Ka-
3aTeJIbCTBAM allPVOPHBIM, KOTOPbIE MOTYT IIPOBO-
IUThCs Oe3 oOpalmeHs K OIBITY, TaK KaK «HU MOe
COOCTBEHHOE CYIIIECTBOBAaHVIE, H CYIIIeCTBOBAHVIE
IOPYTMX MBICTISIIVX CYIIECTB, HU CYIeCTBOBAHVIE
TEeJIeCHOTO Mupa [IIpy 3ToM| He IIpelroiaraeTcsh»
(AA 02, S. 91; KanT, 19%4a, c. 416).

CpaBHMM KaHTOBCKMVI B3IJISif, Ha IIpoOsieMy
BO3MOXKHOCTM JIOKa3aTeJibcTBa ObiTms bora [mo-
KPUTUYECKOT0 TIeprofia C ero KPUTUYECKOVT TTO3M-
nyent. B coorsercTByromem pasperte «I'paHcren-
IeHTaJIBHOM JAMaleKTuKm» «KpuTmkm dmncToro
pasyMa» MBI HaXOIVM TPY BO3MOXKHBIX CITEKYJIIS-
TVIBHBIX JIOKa3aTeJIbcTBa ObITMsI bora: oHTOIOrM-
yecKoe, KOCMOJIOrdecKkoe 1 (pU3MKO-TeosIorye-
ckoe. OHTOJTOrMYecKoe M KOCMOJIOTMUeCKoe JT0Ka-
3aTeJIbCTBa CYTh IOKas3aTelbCTBa TpPaHCIIeHIIeH-
TaJIbHble, (PUBMKO-TEOJIOrTUeCcKoe K€ SBIISIeTCS
smmmprrdecknM. Cpasy OpocaeTcs B I1a3a, UTo, He-
CMOTPsI Ha HEKOTOPBbIe TEPMIHOJIOTTYeCKIIe M3Me-
HeHVs, KlaccudpmKaIs JoKa3aTeJIbCTB OCTaeTCs
[IpaKTUYecKy Hem3MeHHOV. HersMeHHBI 1 OCHOB-
Hble MOMEHTBI KPUTMKM 3TMX aprymeHToB. Kax
HV CTpaHHO, 0e3 M3MeHEeHUTI OCTaeTcs ¥ BBIBOI,
HEOJTHOKPATHO TIOBTOpsieMblt KaHTOM Ha cTpa-
HUIIaX JaHHOIO pasfiella: OHTOJIOTMYecKoe JI0Ka-
3aTeIbCTBO (MICXOSIIee M3 OTHMX TOJIBKO YVCTBIX
IIOHSTW) €CTh eIMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOE JI0Ka3a-
TEJIbCTBO, €CJIM TOJIBKO BOOOIE BO3MOXKHO JIOKa-
3aTh cyIlecTBoBaHue bora (A 625 / B 653, A 630 /
B 658, A 789 / B 817, KanT, 1994r, c. 376, 379, 463).

Taxmm oOpasoM, Ha TepBBIVI B3IV KaXkKeTCs,
uyro KaHT, ompoBepras Bce BO3MOXHBIE JIOKa3a-
TesbcTBa OBITHS bora, TeM caMbIM ITIPOTMBOPEUNT
BBICKa3bIBa€MOVI yoke B paHHel paboTe 1763 r. MbIc-
JIM O BO3MOXXHOCTV OHTOJIOTMTYECKOTO apryMeH-
Ta Oprrms bora. OgHako mpu Oorlee BHMMATeIb-
HOM PacCMOTPEHUV BUAMM, YTO IIpefylaraeMoe B
«EMMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOM OCHOBAaHWM» JIOKa3a-
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the three main proofs in the above-mentioned
early work, he sidesteps the ontological ground
on which such great hopes were pinned earlier.
In effect, it means that Kant again, as in 1763,
maintains that if it is at all possible to prove the
existence of God, it has to be looked for only in
the sphere of pure concepts. But almost in the
same breath he claims that cognition of the ex-
istence of God is a priori-synthetic cognition.
And the latter is possible for a human being
only with regard to things of possible expe-
rience to which God as a transcendental idea
does not belong. Consequently, speculative rea-
son can neither prove nor disprove his exist-
ence (KrV, A 641 / B 669; Kant, 1998, p. 589).
Speculative reason is of no avail to help us in
establishing the fact of the existence of God. But
the inference should not be made that no other
way is possible. Practical use of reason is such
a way. Thus, Kant’s main conclusion in the Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason remains the same as in The
Only Possible Arqument: “It is absolutely neces-
sary that one should convince oneself that God
exists; that His existence should be demonstrat-
ed, however, is not so necessary” (BDG, AA 02,
p- 163; Kant, 1992, p. 201).

At the same time, in considering the cosmo-
logical proof, Kant stresses that it only seems
to proceed from experience, but in fact with
the very next step switches to the track of onto-
logical proof, no longer turning to experience.
This gives him grounds not only to refute the
possibility of ontological proof, but the possi-
bility of the cosmological proof (and then the
physical-theological proof) proceeding from
the critique of the ontological proof. Behind the
analysis of the cosmological proof and its illu-
sory relation to experience there lurks critique
of Wolff’s proof which Kant presented in The
Only Possible Argument as early as the begin-
ning of the 1760s.
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TEeJICTBO B «KpUTHKe 4mcTOro pasyma» BOBCe He
rofiBepraeTcsi Kakor-ioo kpuruke. KanT, rosro-
Psisl BCe OCHOBHBIE MOMEHTBI KPUTMKV OCHOBHBIX
TpeX JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTB, VIMEBIIIVIE MECTO U B YITOMS-
HyTOW paHHel paboTe, 0OXOAMUT BHMUMAaHVEM TO
OHTOJIOTMYeCKOe OCHOBaHMe, Ha KOTOpoe paHee
BO3JIaraJIviCh CTOJIb Ooribiivie Hamexnbl [lo cyTn
Xe 3TO 03Ha4aeT, uTo KaHT mo-rpe)xHeMy, Kak 1 B
1763 ., yTBepXXjaeT, 4To ecsiv ¥ BO3MOXKHO JI0Ka3a-
TeJIbCTBO ObITHsE bora, To ero criesryeT mcKaTh TOIIb-
Ko B ccpepe umcThix moHsTH. HO Besten 3a 3TMM OH
He/IBYCMBICJIEHHO KOHCTaTVUpyeT, YTO IIO3HaHUe
cylecTBoBaHMs bora sIBJIseTCs alproOpHO-CHUHTe-
TryeckKM nosHaHreM. OHO e BO3MOYKHO [IJISI ue-
JIOBEKa JIVIIIb B OTHOIIIEHUI BeIeyl BO3MOXKHOIO
OITbITa, K KAaKOBBIM boOr, KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaTbHAS
ujiesl, He OTHOCUTCS. A cilefloBaTesIbHO, M yCTaHO-
BUTB €0 CYIIeCTBOBaHVE CIEKYJIITVBHBIN pasyM
He MOXXeT, HO PaBHO He MOXeT VI OIIPOBEPrHYTb
(A 641 / B 669; KanT, 1994r, c. 385). CniexysaTus-
HBIVI Pa3yM OKa3bIBaeTCsl HeCIIOCOOEeH ITOMOYb HaM
B JleJle yCTaHOBJIeHM s paKTa cyIecTBoBaHMs bora.
Ho sTo He OyeT o3HayaTh, YTO HaM HeIOCTyIleH
HEeKWI1 VIHOV Iy Th. DTVM VHBIM ITyTeM CTaHOBUT-
sl IpaKTMYecKoe IpyMeHeHne pasyMa. Takmm o6-
pasom, ocHoBHOM BbIBOf, KanTa B «Kputumke um-
CTOTO pasyMa», Kak 1 B «<EVIHCTBEHHO BO3MOKHOM
OCHOBaHUW», MO-TIpeXXHeMy IJIacuT: «besycioBHO
HeoOxomMo yOenuTbcs B ObiTum bora, HO BoBce
He HeoOXOIMIMO B TaKOVI )Ke Mepe JI0Ka3bIBaThb 3TO»
(AA 02, S. 163; Kanr, 1994a, c. 498).

B TO Xe BpeMs Ipm paccCMOTpeHMM KOCMOJIO-
I'MYeCcKOro JI0KaszarelbcTBa KaHT momdepkmBaer,
YTO OHO JIVIIIH VJUIIO30PHO HauMHAaeT C OIIbITa, IT0
drakTy Xe y>ke Ha BTOPOM Illare IlepecKaKBaeT Ha
PeTIbChI OHTOJIOTTYECKOT0 JJOKA3aTeIbCTBA, K OIThI-
Ty Oorlee He oOparlrasch. DTO U JaeT eMy OCHOBa-
HVIe OIIPOBEPTHY T He TOJIBKO BO3MOXKHOCTBH OHTO-
JIOFMYECKOro JIOKa3aTeIbcTBa, HO M BO3MOXXHOCTD
KOCMOJIOTMYECKOTO (a BCJIeH, 3a HUM 1 (PU3MKO-Te-
OJIOTMYEeCKOr'o), ONMpasich Ha y>Xe IIpOV3BeieH-
HYIO KPUTVMKY OHTOJIOIMYECKOTO JOKa3aTesIbCTBa.
[Tpm 5TOM TIpM aHAIM3e KOCMOJIOTMTUECKOTO JI0Ka-
3aTeIbCTBA M €T MIITI030PHOVI COOTHECEHHOCTM C
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The Role of the Postulate of the Existence
of God in Kant’s Ethical System

The existence of God, immortality of the soul
and freedom turn out to be premises which,
as we have seen above, can neither be proved
nor disproved by the theoretical application of
reason because their objects are not objects of
possible experience (indeed, precisely for this
reason are not, strictly speaking, objects). These
conclusions give Kant grounds to start crafting
his practical philosophy proceeding from the
three above-mentioned premises as postulates.
These premises are premises of faith and are
accepted solely in the interest of practical rea-
son, which is the following of prescriptions of
the moral law. These objects have to be real for
human morality. Without freedom there would
be no point in talking about morality as such.
But without faith in the existence of God and
the immortality of the soul the moral predispo-
sition of the subject would lose much, though
not all, of its power: “Thus without a God and a
world that is now not visible to us but is hoped
for, the majestic ideas of morality are, to be
sure, objects of approbation and admiration but
not incentives for resolve and realization” (KrV,
A 813 / B 841; Kant, 1998, p. 681).

This position, reflected in the first Cri-
tique, is still seen by many as introducing het-
eronomy and is attributed to the hangovers
of eudaimonism, characteristic of Kant in the
pre-critical period (Schmitz, 1989, pp. 81-100),
or as an obeisance to the Christian tradition
(Wimmer, 1990, p. 31). Perhaps Kant himself
was aware of a certain ambiguity here, which
prompted him to address this aspect of criti-
cal philosophy in more detail in his subsequent
works. Kant never tired of stressing that the
postulates of practical reason do not affect the
purity of the self-determination of will toward
a moral act and do not introduce any heteron-
omy, a claim which prompts questions and ob-



OITBITOM HeJIBYCMBICJIEHHO IIPOIJISi/IbIBaeT KPUTY-
Ka BosipdoBa mokasaTesibcTBa, IIperCTaBIeHHAs
KanToMm yxe B «EOMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOM OCHO-
BaHMM» B Hayaste 1760-x IT.

Posie moctysiara 6pITHsA bora
B 3TU4ecKon cucreme Kanra

berrre bora, xak Oeccmeprme mymm 11 cBOOO-
71a, OKa3bIBAIOTCS TeMM IIOJIOKEHVISIMYI, KOTOPEIE,
KaK MBI BUJIEIVI BBIIIIE, HEBO3MOXKHO ITOATBEPIVTH
VJIVI OITPOBEPTHY Th IIOCPENICTBOM TeOPeTIYeCKOrO
IIpVIMEHeHM pa3yMa, BBUJIY TOT'O UTO VX IIpeIMe-
THI HE OTHOCSITCS K IIpeMeTaM BO3MOYKHOTO OIThI-
Ta (1, COOCTBEHHO, B CTPOTrOM CMBICJIe V1 ITpe/IMeTa-
MM TI0 3TOVI IIpUUMHe He gBJISI0oTCs). VIMeHHOo 3T
3aKJIIOUeHNs JafoT ocHoBaHMe KaHTy mepenTit K
TIOCTPOEHMIO CBOEV IIpaKTudecKon drstocodmn,
IIPVIHSB TPY YIIOMSIHYTBIX IIOJIOXKEHVS B Ka4eCTBe
[IOCTYJIVIPYEeMBIX. DTV IIOJIOKEHMS CYTh IOJIOXKe-
HVIS BePbI VI IIPVHMMAIOTCS VICKITIOUMTEITHHO B VH-
Tepece MPaKTUUECKOrO pa3yMa, KOTOPBIM SIBJIsSeT-
Csi cjlefioBaHMe ITPeNCaHIsIM MOPaIbHOTO 3aK0-
Ha. [leniCTBUTEIPHOCTD 3TNX IIPeIMeTOB HeoOXo-
IVIMa JIJ1sl HpaBCTBEHHOCTY YelloBeKa. bes cBobo-
Iibl He ObIO OBbI CMBICIIa TOBOPUTH O MOpasI Kak
takosot. Ho 6e3 Bepsl B ObITHe bora 11 GeccmepTie
Iy MopaIbHasl HACTPOEHHOCTh CYyObeKTa XOTs
I He YCTpaHsylach ObI IIOJTHOCTHIO, HO 3HAYNTEIIb-
HO Tepsila Obl cBorO cwty: «CileoBaTesIbHO, Oe3
Kakoro-HMOyzap bora v HeBuaMMOro HaMm Terepb
MMpa, Ha KOTOPBIVI MBI BO3JIaraeM HaJIeXX/Ibl, IIpe-
KpacHbIe 1ieVt HpaBCTBeHHOCTY BbI3bIBAIOT, IIPaB-
Ila, onoOpeHMe 11 YAMBIIeHMe, HO He CJIy>KaT MOTHU-
BOM HaMepeHWI 1 MX ocyIecTsieHns» (A 813 /
B 841; Kanr, 1994, c. 476).

B sroim mosmiimum, Harlremiien OTpaXkeHre B
niepsont «KpuTuKe», MHOIVe VCCIleIoBaTeIn 1 TI0
ceVi IeHb CKJIOHHBI YCMaTpVBaTh IIPVBHECEH e Te-
TEPOHOMHOCTM VI OOBSCHSITH 3TO HepeXUTKaMU
3BIIeMOHM3Ma, XapakTepHoro jy1s1 KanTa B mokpu-
Trdeckut niepror, (Schmitz, 1989, S. 81—100), vn
IaHbo xprcrraHckov Tpaguaum (Wimmer, 1990,
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jections to this day. The biggest problems here
are precisely the postulate of the existence of
God and the postulate of the immortality of the
soul inseparably linked with it.

In the Critique of Practical Reason Kant shifts
his accents a little in considering the postulates
of practical reason, above all the existence of
God and the immortality of the soul. As in the
Critique of Pure Reason, it deals with the high-
est good, which is a combination of virtue and
happiness, in which the second component —
happiness — is as important for the human
being as the first, but unlike the first, is abso-
lutely outwith his control. But the first Critique
stressed the independence of happiness from
virtue and the need of exertion to propose con-
ditions that would make the combination har-
monious. Kant underscores that the primary
task is virtue, which is impossible if the moral
law is followed only out of hope for a reward
or out of fear of punishment. So, it would not
be proper to see heteronomy here. However,
what comes to the fore is the attempt to explain
how it would be possible to combine happi-
ness in a fair proportion with the individual’s
virtue. In the second Critique the highest good
comes to the fore, with the moral law prescrib-
ing efforts to contribute to its realisation. Kant
still defines the highest good as consisting of
two inherently heterogeneous components:
virtue, which depends on the human being,"

It Kant usually defines the highest good as consisting

of virtue and happiness. It is only in the chapter in the
Critique of Practical Reason devoted to the immortality of
the soul postulate that we encounter the definition of the
highest good as consisting of sanctity (understood as
total congruence of the subject’s will with the bidding of
the moral law) and happiness (KpV, AA 05, p. 110; Kant,
2015, p. 99), which leads to a modification in the course of
postulating the immortality of the soul. Life after death
is necessary not because it will reward the righteous
man but because the soul must continue to exist after
death so that the process of moral improvement could
continue to infinity, which is the only possible condition
of realisation of the sanctity component (if not in statics
at least in dynamics in the eyes of the eternal observer,
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S. 31). BeposiTHO, HEKOTOPYIO IIByCMBICJIEHHOCTB
37ech ycMaTpuBasl 1 caM KaHT, 4To mmpuBesio ero x
Oosiee meTasIbHOV MPOpPabOTKe 3TOTO acreKkTa ero
IIpakTraeckon drIocodmn B TaJIBHENIINX pa-
6otax. ITpn sTom KaHT HeycTaHHO HomUepKmBal,
UTO MOCTYJIaThl ITPaKTMUYECKOro pasyMa He Ha-
PYIIAIOT YMCTOTY CaMOOIIpeesIeHNs BOJIVI K MO-
PaJIBHOMY IIOCTYIKY VI He IIPVBHOCAT HUKAKOV
reTepOHOMHOCTY, OHAKO 3TO U IO CeVl [eHb BbI-
3bIBaeT BOIIPOCHI 11 Bo3pakeHMs. VI Hamnborsiee mipo-
0J1eMHBIMM 3/1€Ch OKa3bIBAIOTCS IMEHHO IIOCTYJIaT
ObITIst bora v HepasphIBHO CBSI3aHHBIVI C HUM ITO-
CTysIaT OeccMepTus TyIIIL.

ITpu paccMOTpeHMY TOCTYIIATOB ITPAKTUYECKO-
TO pa3yMa, 1 IIpexie Bcero Obrtnst bora n Geccmep-
THs gy, B «KpuTrKe IIpaKTH9ecKoro pasyma»
KanT HeMHOro mHaue paccrasiseT akileHTHL. Kak
u B «KpuTHKe 41cTOro pasyMa» pedb MIeT O BbIC-
11eM 0J1are, IIpeICTaBIISAIONIEM COOOVI COeVHEeH e
moOpopeTesIv 1 CHacThsl, BTOPOVI KOMIIOHEHT KOTO-
poro — cuacTbe — CTOJIb JKe BaKeH [IJISI JesIoBe-
Ka, KaK ¥ IepBBIVl, OJHAKO, B OT/IYNE OT IIepBO-
'O, COBEpPIIIEHHO He 3aBUCUT OT Hero. Ho B mepBoit
«Kputnke» ymop mesajics MMeHHO Ha He3aBUCH-
MOCTM CYacTbs OT AOOPOIeTeIbHOCTM I HeoOxo-
IOVIMOCTM TIpeIioaraTh yCJIOBIs, KOTOpbIe [efla-
71 OBI BO3MOXKHBIM TapMOHWYHOE VX COUeTaHe.
ITpn sTom KaHT noguepkmBaeT, 4To IepBOCTereH-
HOVI SIBJISIETCS TOOPOIETETTBHOCTD, KOTOpasi HEBO3-
MOXKHa, eCJIVI MOpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY CJIeAyIOT TOJIb-
KO 3 Ha/IeXX/Ibl Ha BO3[lasgHe VI U3 cTpaxa Ha-
KasaHms. CileqoBaTesIbHO, YyCMaTpMBaTh 3[1eCh Tre-
TEPOHOMHOCTE OBIJIO OBI Bce Jke HeKoppeKTHO. Of1-
HAKO Ha IEepBBIV IIaH 3/1eCh BBIXOOWUT ITOIBITKA
OODBSICHUTD, KaK MOIVIO OblI OBITHh BO3MOXXHBIM CO-
eIVHEeHVIe CYaCThsl B CIIPaBEJIVBOV ITPOIIOPIIV C
noOporeTesTbHOCTHIO MHAVBMIA. Bo BTOpon «Kpu-
TMKe» Ha IIePBBIVI IUIAH BBIXOIWUT CaMO BbICIIIee
Or1aro, crocoOCTBOBaTh peai3aniyi KOTOPOro
IIpeIVIChIBaeT MOpaIbHBIN 3aKOH. Beiciiiee 6r1aro
Ho-TIpeXXHeMy orpenerigeTcss KaHToM Kak cocTo-
d11ee 13 ABYX HEOIHOPOIHBIX IO CBOEN Ipupofie
KOMIIOHEHTOB — 3aBUCSIIEV OT YesioBeKa 100po-

and happiness, which does not. But it is neces-
sary to posit the existence of God and immor-
tality of the soul not in order to acquire hope
for happiness after death, but to have hope for
the implementation of the highest good whose
promotion the moral law prescribes. Thus
Kant’s conviction of the need to introduce God
and immortality of the soul in his ethics as ob-
jects of faith is still present but the eudaimonic
notes that can be detected in the first Critique
are substantially muted.

It is in these terms that he casts the postu-
lates of an immortal soul and God'’s existence in
the third Critique. On the one hand, Kant again
stresses that morality does not depend on reli-
gion. The existence of God and the immortal-
ity of the soul are not necessary for following
the moral law or fulfilling one’s moral duty."
Consequently, we can well imagine “a right-
eous man (Spinoza, for example) who actively
reveres the moral law [but] who remains firm-
ly persuaded that there is no God” (KU, AA 05,
p- 452; Kant, 1987, pp. 341-342).

But in the third Critique Kant comes to the
conclusion that genuine morality still inevitably
leads to religion because “[a] dogmatic unbe-
lief in a person is incompatible with his having
a moral maxim prevail in his way of thinking
(since reason cannot command us to pursue a
purpose that we cognize as being nothing but
a chimera)” (KU, AA 05, p. 472; Kant, 1987,
p- 366). On closer examination, the Spinoza ex-
ample has a continuation whose significance
is noted by Sala (1990, p. 443) and Striet (2005,
p- 180). The lengthy passage which begins with
the oft-quoted words about “a righteous man

i.e. God). The shift did not pass unnoticed by Kant's
contemporaries (Schulze, 1795, p. 52). It was noted later,
and was considered to be inconsistent and superfluous
(cf. Sala, 1990, p. 276; Zobrist, 2008, p. 305; Albrecht,
1978, pp. 124-126).

12 Fugate takes the opposite view (Fugate, 2014, p. 328-
329).
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IEeTeJILHOCTI® 1 He 3aBUCSIIEero OT Hero CYacThbs.
Ho Oprtnie bora n GeccmepTrie myIi oKa3bIBaeTCs
HeOoOXOAMMBIM ITpe/IIioslaraTh He 1JIs TOro, YTOObI
HOJIyYNUTh HafeXdy Ha oOpeTeHMe 3arpoOHOrO
CYaCThs, a [IJIs TOTO, YUTOOBI MMETh HazleX] 1y Ha pe-
aIM3aInIo BeICIIero O1ara, criocoOCTBOBATH UeMy
IIpeAIVIChIBaeT MOPa/IbHBIN 3aKOH. TakumM oOpa-
30M, HEM3MEHHOVI OcTaeTcs yoexxaeHHOCTh KaHTa
B HEOOXOIVIMOCTY BBeIeHM B CBOIO 3TUKY bora n
GeccMepTust AyIIN KaK IIpeIMeTOB Bepbl, OTHAKO
HOTKM 3BJIEMOHW3Ma, yJIaBjIMBaBIIIViecs B IIepBOV
«KpuTinke», mpu TakoM BapuaHTe apryMeHTallum
CYIIIECTBEHHO 3aTyIIIeBbIBaIOTCA.

VIMeHHO B TaKOM BapMaHTe HaxOIMM MBI II0-
CTysIaThl OeccMepTst Ay v ObITrist bora 1 B Tpe-
Then1 «Kputnke». C omHOM cTOpoHEl, 30eck KaHT
CHOBA IOTYEepPKIMBaeT, UTO MOpaslb He 3aBUCUT OT
permurum. U cymectsoBanue bora, n 6eccmepTie
IOyIIN He SBJISAIOTCS HeOOXOIVMBIMM IIJIS CJIeH0-
BaHMs MOpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY W BBIIIOJIHEHMS CBOe-
ro MopasibHoro gosira’. CrieoBaTesIbHO, HUYTO He
MeIlTaeT HaM IIpeICTaBUTh cele «I00ponopsiaod-
HOro uesiopeka (Harpmmep, CHmHO3y), KOTOPBIN
TBepIo yBepwicsa B ToM, 4To bora ner» (AA 05,
S. 452; Kanr, 19948, c. 295).

¢ BeIcmree 671aro o0br4HO orpenegercs KanroM Kak co-
cTositee M3 TOOpOIeTeN 1 CYacThbsl, M TOIIBKO B pasmie-
je «KpuTMKM IIpaKTUUecKoro pasyMa», MOCBSIIIEHHOM
paccMOTpeHVIIO TTOCTYJIaTa beccMepTUs I, MBI BCTpe-
4JaeM OIlpefiesieHVe BBICIIero OjIara Kak COCTOSIIErO W3
CBSITOCTY (ITOHMMaeMOV KaK ITOJTHOE COOTBETCTBUE BOJIV
cyObeKkTa ITOBEJIEHVSIM MOPaJIbHOIO 3aKOHA) I CUACThd
(AA 05, S. 110; Kanur, 19940, c. 505—506), uro npmBognT
" K MoaudUKaI Xofa IOCTYJIMPOBaHMs beccMepTst
nymm. Peus yke He mmeT o HeoOxommMocTu 3arpoOHO-
ro Mupa, B KOTOPOM IIPaBeIHMKY HOJDKHO BO3IATHCH IO
3acilyraM, HO O HeOOXOOVIMOCTM IPOIOJDKEHMWS CyIIle-
CTBOBaHVIS IyIIV IIOCIIE CMEPTV IS BO3MOXKHOCTL IIPO-
TTOJDKeHMST TIPOIecca MOPaTbHOTO COBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHWS
B 0ECKOHEUYHOCTB, YTO ¥ OKa3bIBACTCS OMHCTBEHHO BO3-
MOYXHBIM yCJIOBMEM pean3ariyi KOMIIOHEHTa CBSITOCTY
(ecyv1 He B CTATMYECKOM, TO XOTSI OBbI B IMHAMIYECKOM CO-
CTOSIHMW, B IJIa3aX BHEBPEMEHHOI0 HaOJIroaTesis, To eCTb
bora). DTa 3aMeHa He ocTajlach He3aMeUeHHOVI COBpeMeH-
Hukamu Kanra (Schulze, 1795, S. 52). Otmedariach OHa 1 B
TasIbHeTIIIeM, TIPUYeM Jallle BCETO ee CUMTaIN Herocse-
nmosaTestbHOV 1 m30brTounon (Sala, 1990, S. 276; Zobrist,
2008, S. 305; Albrecht, 1978, S. 124 —126).

7 TIpOTMBOMIOJIOXKHYIO TOYKY 3peHMs
K. Dyrare (Fugate, 2014, p. 328 —329).

BbICKa3bIBaeT
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(Spinoza, for example) who actively reveres the
moral law but who remains firmly persuaded
that there is no God” ends with an unexpected
and frequently forgotten conclusion:

And so this well-meaning person would
indeed have to give up as impossible the
purpose that the moral laws obligated him to
havebeforehis eyes, and thatin compliance with
them he did have before his eyes. Alternatively,
suppose that, regarding this [purpose ] too, he
wants to continue to adhere to the call of his
inner moral vocation, and that he does not want
his respect for the moral law, by which this law
directly inspires him to obey it, to be weakened,
as would result from the nullity of the one ideal
final purpose that is adequate to this respect’s
high demand (such weakening of his respect
would inevitably impair his moral attitude): In
that case he must — from a practical point of
view, i.e., so that he can at least form a concept
of the possibility of [achieving] the final purpose
that is morally prescribed to him — assume the
existence of a moral author of the world, i.e.,
the existence of a God (KU, AA 05, pp. 452-453;
Kant, 1987, p. 342).

In other words, we can imagine a
well-meaning person who is persuaded that
there is no God. But in imagining such a per-
son we would have to admit that such a per-
son cannot remain an atheist without impairing
morality since, in giving up the purpose set for
him by the moral law, he thereby renounces his
moral vocation, i.e. is in principle unable to ful-
ly perform his moral duty (c¢f. Wagner, 1975,
pp- 515-519; Schaeffler, 2005, p. 170).

Thus, we see that beginning from the first
Critigue and throughout his career Kant kept
coming to one and the same conclusion: moral-
ity does not need religion, but it “inevitably
leads to religion” (RGV, AA 06, p. 6; Kant, 1998,
p- 35). Kant invariably stressed not only moral-
ity’s independence from religion but also their
close interconnection. Direct dependence on re-
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Ho n B Tperben «Kputuke» KanT cHoBa mmpm-
XOAUT K BBIBOJY, YTO IIO[JIMHHAsl MOPaIbHOCTh
TeM He MeHee HeV30e)XHO BelleT K PeJINIuM, Io-
CKOJIBKY «JJOrMaTu4eckoe Hefepilie HeCOBMECTVIMO
C TOCIIOZICTBYIOIIeVl B MBIIIIEHUM HPaBCTBEHHON
MaKcuMon (100 pasyM He MOXeT IOBeJIeBaTh CJle-
ZI0BaTh 1IeJIV, IIPV3HAHHOV IIPOCTO VIJLIIO3VIET)»
(AA 05, S. 472; KanT, 19948, c. 316—317). VI npu-
Mep co CrmHO301 Impu OiIvDKamIleM paccMOTpe-
HUU VIMeeT CBOe ITpOIoJKeHVe, 3Ha9IMOCTb KOTO-
poro ormeuarot [Ix. Cana m M. rpur (Sala, 1990,
S. 443; Striet, 2005, S. 180). ITpencrasisist codbovt m1o-
CTaTOYHO IIPOHOJKMTEIbHBIV TEKCTOBBIV ITacCaXX
VI HauMHaACh 9acTO IUTUPYEeMbIMU CJIOBAMW «MBbl
MOXKeM, CJIeJoBaTeJIbHO, IIPeNICTaBUTh cebe 100po-
HOPAIOYHOro YesioBeka (Hampumep, Cnunosy), Ko-
TOPBIVI TBEPO yBepwiics B TOM, uTo bora HeT», oH
3aKaH4YMBaeTCsd BecbMa HeOXMIAaHHBIM M YacTo
3a0bIBaeMBbIM BBIBOJIOM:

Ot nenmm, cemoBaTeNIbHO, KOTOpasl CTOsUIA
Ileper; >TNM OJlarOHaMepeHHBIM YeJIOBEKOM U
JIOJDKHA ObUIa CTOSITH Iepell HUM, KOTa OH Cile-
ZIoBaJI 3aKOHYy, OH JIOJDKEH, IPWU3HaB ee Hemo-
CTVDKVIMOVI, OTKAa3aThCsl; VIV eCJIVI OH CTPEMUT-
Csl COXPaHWUTHh B 3TOM BE€PHOCTH T'OJIOCY CBOETrO
BHYTpPEeHHEro HpaBCTBEHHOI'O Ha3HAYEHWs VI He
X04eT, HeCMOTps Ha HeHeVICTBUTEIbHOCTD Viie-
JIBHOVI KOHEYHOW IIeJIN... YMaJIUTh YBaXkKeHWe,
KOTOpO€e eMy HeITOCPeICTBEHHO, Tpedys IocTy-
IIaHVS, BHYIIAeT 3TOT 3aKOH (YTO He MOXET CO-
BepIaTecs Oe3 HaHeceHNs yIriepOa MOpaIbBHOMY
yOeXIeHnIo), TO OH AOJDKeH... IPU3HAaTh Cylle-
CTBOBaHME MOpa/AbHO20 TBOPIla Mmpa, T.e. bora
(AA 05, S. 452-453; Kanrt, 19948, c. 295 —296).

Adpyrumu cjioBaMy, MBI MOXeM ITPe/ICTaBUTh
cebe OrylaroHaMepeHHOTrO deJIOBeKa, YBepVBIIIe-
rocs B ToM, 4TO bora Her. OmHako, IIpecTaBiIsis
cebe Takoro desioBeKa, Mbl OylieM BBIHYKIEHBI
IIPU3HATh, YTO OCTaBaTbCS aTEMCTOM Oe3 yIuep-
0a I MOPaIbHOCTV TaKOW 4YeJIOBeK He MOXeT,
TaK KaK, OTKa3bIBasCh OT eIy, OOO3HAYEHHOV
71 HETO MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM, OH OTKa3bIBaeTCs
TeM CaMbIM ¥ OT CBOETO MOPaJIbHOTO Ha3HaueH!s,
TO €CTh B IIPVHIIVIIE He MOXET VCIIOJIHUTH CBOV
MopaJIbHBIV J0JIT B mosiHo Mepe (Wagner, 1975,
S. 515—519; Schaeffler, 2005, S. 170).
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ligion would eliminate morality. The moral law
cannot be broken and it is man’s duty to follow
its prescriptions regardless of the consequences,
be it in this or in another world. Indeed, this
is why we can well imagine a virtuous atheist.
Nevertheless, an equally natural consequence
of a true moral attitude and sincere desire to
fully follow the prescription of the moral law is
faith in the existence of God and the immortal
soul (cf. Stangneth, 2003, p. XLI).

Summing up

Thus, we see that the problem of proof of
the existence of God played an important role
in the philosophical reasoning of both Kant and
Wolff, with both insisting that the physical-the-
ological proof is untenable (in spite of its many
merits). And on the main points the Kantian
critique of this proof replicates the main thrust
of Wolff’s thinking; this is particularly appar-
ent when we compare the latter’s position with
the critique of proofs of the existence of God
presented by Kant in his pre-critical work The
Only Possible Argument in Support of a Demon-
stration of the Existence of God where Kant still
believes that an ontological proof of the exist-
ence of God is possible. At the same time it has
to be noted that Wolff’s proof prefigures Kant’s
critique of the cosmological proof which is also
thought to be untenable.

In any case, for both Wolff and Kant the
problem of the search for proof of God’s exis-
tence is arguably of secondary importance. But
while for Wolff it is important to understand
the relation between God and the world he has
created (including the universal law of suffi-
cient reason which determines the changes tak-
ing place in this world), for Kant the problem of
proof of the existence of God is but one of the
steps in moving from the sphere of theoretical
philosophy to practical philosophy.



Taxum oOpasom, MBI BUIMM, YTO Ha4MHAS C
riepBot «KpuTukm» 11 Ha IPOTSKEHMUM BCETO I10-
CJIENTYIOIIEro CBOero TBopueckoro myTtu Kaut
IIPUIXOINMII K OJJHOMY ¥ TOMY K€ BBIBOIY: MOPaIb
He HY)X/IaeTCs B PEeJIUTMN, HO «<HeM30eXKHO BeeT K
permirum» (AA 06, S. 6; KauT, 19947, c. 8). KaHT He-
VI3MEHHO IIO/TYePKIMBaJl He TOJIBKO He3aBVCVMOCTh
MOpaJIVI OT PeJIUT, HO TaK)XXe M VX TeCHYIO B3au-
MOCBsI3b. HerocpeicTBeHHast 3aBUCHMOCTD OT pe-
JIUTUY yCTpaHsu1a Obl MOPaIbBHOCTb. MOpaJIbHBIN
3aKOH IIOBeJIeBaeT C abCOIIIOTHOM HeOoOXOmMMO-
CTBIO, ¥ JOJIT YeJIoBeKa 3aKJII0YaeTcs B TOM, YTOObI
CJIEJIOBATh €ro IPeAIVICAaHVSIM BHE 3aBVCVIMOCTV
OT OXXUIAIOIINX ero MOCJIICTBUN — Ha 3TOM CBe-
Te vt Ha ToM. COOCTBEHHO, IIO3TOMY MBI BIIOJI-
He MOXeM IIpeJICTaBUTh cebe I00poreTeIbHOro
arercra. TeM He MeHee eCcTeCTBeHHBIM CJICICTBU-
€M TIOJJTMHHOVI MOPaJIBHOVI HaCTPOEHHOCTY U VIC-
KpeHHeT0 CTpeMJIeHNsI HanOosiee IIOJTHO peasin3o-
BBIBaTh TpeOOBaHVE MOPaJIPHOTO 3aKOHA OKa3bl-
BaeTcs Bepa B cyllecTBoBaHMe bora 1 Geccmepte
anymu (Stangneth, 2003, S. XLI).

Utorn

Taxvm obpaszom, Mbl BuamM, uto mis KaHTa,
TaK ke Kak u 11t Boribda, rpolbiiema Jokasaresib-
crBa ObITHs bora mrpasa BakHyIO posib B UX pu-
nocodpckmx nocrpoeHmsx. ITpu sTom oba MbIcn-
TesIsl HacTavBa/Il Ha HeCOCTOSTeIBHOCTU (PU3N-
KO-Te0JIOIMYeCcKOro JJoKa3aTesIbCTBa (HeCMOTpsI Ha
MHOYKEeCTBO €T'0 JOCTOVHCTB). OCHOBHBIE MOMEHTBI
KaHTOBCKOV KPUTMKN JJaHHOI'O JJOKa3aTeIbCcTBa B
11eJIOM IIOBTOPSAIOT OCHOBHOe HallpaBjleHue pas-
MBIIUTeHUT Bortbda, uTo 0coGeHHO SIBHO ITIpocTe-
JKMBaeTCs TPV CPaBHEHUM IIO3UIINW IIOCJIe[IHEero
C KPWUTHUKOW [I0KaszaTesbcTB ObITMs bora, mpen-
crapsieHHOV KaHTOM B ero moKpuTHUYecKko pado-
Te «EIMHCTBEHHO BO3MOKHOe OCHOBaHWMe J1JId J10-
KasaTeJIbcTBa ObITHs bora», rme KanT emte nipen-
rioJj1araeT BO3MOXKHOCTb OHTOJIOIMUECKOro JI0Ka3a-
TesibcTBa ObITUA bora. B To ke Bpems npumeua-
TeJILHO, UTO camo BosibdoBo /10Ka3aTesIbcTBO CTa-
HOBUTCS IIPO0Opa3oM KaHTOBCKOV KPUTUKM KOC-
MOJIOTMUeCKOIo JI0Ka3aTesIbCTBa, KOTOpoe Takxke
I10j1araeTcsl HeJIoCTOBEPHBIM.
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It is also important to note a certain simi-
larity as to the role God is called upon to play
in the sphere of the two thinkers” moral phi-
losophy. On the one hand, they stress that the
moral/natural law is valid regardless of faith in
the existence of God, which is why it preserves
its significance also for atheists: “Therefore if it
were also possible that God did not exist and
that this present nexus of things could exist
without him, all the free acts of people would
still be either good or evil”®® (Wolff, 1743, p. 7).
On the other hand, both Kant and Wolff come
to the conclusion that God must be introduced
into moral philosophy, as faith in his existence
is evidence and an inevitable consequence of
an individual having a true moral disposition.
We see that the problem of proof of the exis-
tence of God is one of the central problems
for the thinkers of early and later Enlighten-
ment and although it undergoes certain chang-
es, in general it remains constant, permeating
as it does the spheres of theoretical and prac-
tical philosophy and forming in many ways
a bridge between the former and the latter. It
is the problem of the proof of the existence of
God that best demonstrates the diversity and
richness of philosophical thought in the era of
Enlightenment, which is often wrongly and
simplistically depicted as a step-by-step process
of accelerating secularisation.
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JI. 3. Kppiurron

Bmecre ¢ Tem Kak B ciryuae Bonbdpa, Tak m B
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KAHT VIV XAVIIEITEP —
META®U3UKA, AHTPOIIOJIOT U
VIJIV DK3UCTEHLIMAJTBHA SI OHTOJIOTVIST?
KPUTUYECKVE 3AMEUAHWMSI
T10 [TIOBO/TY AJIBTEPHATMBBI,
BBIIBVIHYTOV XAVIZIETTEPOM B 1929 TOITY

P. Duckam?

B cBoeii nepboii knuee «Kanm u npobaema memacgpu-
suxu» (1929) Mapmun Xarideeeep cocpedomouubaemcs,
u1mo HeyouBumenvHo, Ha 00HOU U3 0BYX UEHMPALLHBIX
mem cBoeti Bviueduieis 0Byma eodamu paree 24aBHOT
kHueu «bwuimue u Bpemar» — Bonpoce o cywyHocmu Bpe-
meHu. Heavss e samemums e2o cmpemaerue nokasants,
umo e2o KOHYuenyusa Bpemenu npe6ocxo0um KoHyenuyuio
Kanma. Tem ne meree nacmano Bpems paccmompens, Mo-
xem au ymbepxoenue Xatideeeepa Bvideprans MUKpo-
eepmeHeBmuyeckyio U MUKpOAHAAUMUYECKY0 npobepky.
Taxoiu anaiu3s, umobv. 0bims cnpabedsubovivm u adexBam-
HbIM Be0yujum noaoxeHusm 06yx gpu.rocogpob, dosxen ¢
camoeo Hauasa umems 8 6udy eayboxue pasiuuus 3mux
Bedyuyux nosoxenuii: Kanm xonyenmpupyemcs na gpop-
MAABHOT CIpYKIype U cnpoeo cybsexmubHom cmantyce
Bpemenu kax gpopmol cosepyanus, Xaideeeep — Ha poal,
Komopyt Bpems uepaem 6 nobcednebHom uesoBereckom
opuenmupobaruu 6 mupe. IIpu 5mux memoouseckux u
KOHYenmyaibHvlX 1peonocviakax Brumamenstoe pac-
cmompenue 00/kHO npubecmu k Bvi6ody, umo obe KoH-
yenyuu 00noAHAOM, 0axe 3a6epuiarom opye opyea. Xarl-
Oeeeep nooxodum bauxe k muny Bpemenu-nepexubanus,
Kkax eeo packpwvibaem Abeycmun, Kanm nooBepeaem
cmpozomy awaiusy ueroBeveckutl cnocod npedcmabie-
HUuA 0 nocaedoBamenvroil gopme Bpemenu. OuebuoHo,
U1mMo ce200Hs Mbl MOXKeM npudepxubamncs 0boux nymetl.

KaroueBuie croBa: Kanm, Xaiideeeep, Bpems, ucmo-
pus npedcmabienuii o Bpemeru, memagusuka, gyHoa-
MEHMAALHAA OHMOA0US, AHMIPONOA0RUS, MEMNOPALb-
HAsL (hopMa co3epyaniLs

! Tame-Burrenbeprckum yHMBepcuTeT WM. MapTuHa
JTrotepa,
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KANT ODER HEIDEGGER —
METAPHYSIK, ANTHROPOLOGIE
ODER EXISTENZIAL-ONTOLOGIE?
KRITISCHE BEMERKUNGEN
ZU EINER ALTERNATIVE HEIDEGGERS
IM JAHR 1929

R. Enskat!

In his first Kant book of 1929 Kant and the Prob-
lem of Metaphysics Martin Heidegger focusses, not
surprisingly, on one of the two central themes from his
two years earlier major book Being and Time — the
question of the essence of time. It cannot be overseen
that he tries to show that his conception of time is supe-
rior to Kant’s. Nevertheless, it is high time to examine
whether Heidegger’s claim can bear up against a mi-
cro-hermeneutical and micro-analytical test. Such an
examination, to be fair and appropriate to the leading
aspects of the two philosophers, has to bear in mind
from the very beginning the deep differences of these
leading aspects: Kant concentrates on the formal struc-
ture and the strictly subjective status of time as a form
of intuition, Heidegger concentrates on the roles time
plays in the daily human world orientation. Under
these methodical and conceptional pre-suppositions
a close examination must come the result, that both
conceptions complement, even complete one another.
Heidegger comes closer to the type of time-experience
as it is exposed by St. Augustine, Kant exposes a strict
analysis of the human way to conceive of the successive
form of time. It is evidently possible for us today to
continue on both paths.

Keywords: Kant, Heidegger, time, history of con-
ceptions of time, metaphysics, fundamental ontology,
anthropology, temporal form of intuition
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B centa0pe 1928 r. B pvoxckoM VuacTuTyTe I'ep-
Zlepa Xavierrep Ipo4mTal JI0KJIajibl, TeMbI KOTO-
PBIX OBLIV TIOJTHOCTBIO CPOPMYIIMPOBaHBL B pyciie
€ro TorJallIHen AVMCKYCCUM C KaHTOBCKOM «Kpu-
TUKOVI YMCTOro pasymar». OHM IpeflnecTBOBaIN
nyonmKanmm ero KHuUru «Kant m mpobrema Me-
TadpM3VKI», BBILIEAIIEN TOHOM ITO3Ke. DTO ObUI
LIVIKJI IOKJIaZIoB Ha TeMy «Beemenme B “Kpurtuky
uycroro pasyma’ Kanra B cBssu ¢ mpoOieMamu
COBPEeMEeHHOCTI», KOTOPBIVI Xanjerrep IpodmnTall
no npumiamenuio ViacruryTa ¢ 11 1o 14 cenrsa-
Ops 1928 r. Ilo cBemeHMSIM, MOTyUYeHHBIM MHOIO
ot ®punpuxa-Buisresibma dpon XeppMaHHa, JIMY-
HOTO ceKpeTapsi Xarjerrepa, Iocsie IIyoIKamm
3TOVI KHUTM Xavigerrep YHUUTOXWI BCe TEKCTBI
IIOKJIA/IOB, TIOCBAITIeHHBIX KaHTy 1 ITpounTaHHBIX
M B KoHIle 1920-x IT.

Kak >xe cremyeT olleHMBaTh pa3sMbIIIICHS
Xanperrepa B kHure 1929 r. B cBg3u ¢ mcciieioBa-
TeJIBCKUMM  IIpo0sIeMaMu  coBpemerHo20 KaHTO-
BefleHns? VIsydeHure mepBomt KaHTOBCKOM «Kpu-
TUKW» CO BCeVl FepMeHeBTMYeCKON ¥ cucTeMaTy-
YecKOV TIIATeJIbHOCThIO HadyMHaeTCs TOJIBKO BO
BTOpOV Toj10BMHe 1930-X IT. B ABYXTOMHOM TpY-
ne I'epbepra [Ixerimca IlaTona «KanToBckast me-
Tadpmsmuka onwita» (cM.: Paton, 1961) 1 TpexTom-
HoVi pabote «TpaHclleHIeHTaIbHAS AeIyKINs B
TBOpuecTBe KaHTa» XeHprka e Brumrayspa (cm.:
Vleeschauwer, 1934—1937). C Tex mop mo3HaBa-
TeJIBHBIVI ITOTeHIIMAaJI TIepBOVI KaHTOBCKOM «Kpu-
TUKW» TIOCTENIEHHO pacKphIBaJICs Oraromaps Bce
Oosiee THIATEIBHBIM FepMeHEBTMUECKIM ¥ CUCTe-
MaTudeckuM vccitegosaHysaM. C ydeToM aTmx 00-
CTOSITEJIBCTB TE3VMChI XaVAerrepOBCKOVI KHUIML O
KasnTe 1929 r. Hentp3s1 60sIBIIIEe paccMaTpyBaTh IIPO-
CTO paayu Hux cammx. Ha3sBaHne prikcKmx JIeKImm
JIOKa3bIBaeT, UTo caM Xavijierrep CJIMIIKOM cepbes3-
HO OTHOCWJICA K KPyTy IIpoOJIeM CBOero HacTOs-
IT[ero, II03TOMY MBI He MOXKeM II03BOJIUTD cebe mr-
HOPVPOBaTh KPYT IIPpo0JIieM Halllero HaCTOSIIIEro,
ecJIV XOTVM COOTBETCTBOBATh METOI0JIOIMTYEeCKIM
yCcTaHOBKaM, pa3paboTaHHBIM XarierrepoM B ero
nepBovi KHure o Kanre.

R. Enskat

Im September 1928 hat Heidegger am Her-
der-Institut in Riga Vortrége gehalten, deren The-
men ganz im Zeichen seiner damaligen Ausein-
andersetzung mit Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft
standen. Gleichzeitig gingen sie der Publikation
seines ein Jahr spater verdffentlichten Buchs Kant
und das Problem der Metaphysik voraus. Heidegger
hatte seine Vortragsreihe auf Einladung des Her-
der-Instituts in der Zeit vom 11.—14. September
1928 zum Thema , Einfithrung in Kants Kritik der
reinen Vernunft mit Riicksicht auf die Problemla-
ge der Gegenwart” gehalten. Friedrich-Wilhelm
von Herrmann hat mich freundlicherweise un-
terrichtet, Heidegger habe ihm w&hrend seiner
Zeit als dessen Privatsekretdr erzihlt, dass er
alle Texte der Kant-Vortrage, die er in den spiten
zwanziger Jahren gehalten hat, nach der Publi-
kation dieses Buchs vernichtet habe.

Doch wie sind Heideggers Uberlegungen im
Buch von 1929 mit Riicksicht auf die Problemla-
ge der Kant-Forschung unserer heutigen Gegen-
wart zu beurteilen? Die Forschungen, die sich
mit Kants erster Kritik mit aller hermeneutischen
und systematischen Sorgfalt auseinandersetzen,
beginnen erst in der zweiten Hélfte der dreifSiger
Jahre mit Herbert James Patons zweibdndigen
Untersuchungen Kant’s Metaphysics of Experience
(s. Paton, 1961) und Henrik de Vleeschauwers
dreibéndigen Untersuchungen La déduction tran-
scendentale (s. Vleeschauwers, 1934—1937). Seit
damals sind die Lernpotentiale von Kants ers-
ter Kritik durch immer mikroskopischer gewor-
dene hermeneutische und systematische Unter-
suchungen schrittweise immer mehr erschlos-
sen worden. Unter diesen Umstdnden kann man
sich mit den Thesen von Heideggers Kant-Buch
von 1929 nicht mehr einfach um ihrer selbst wil-
len auseinandersetzen. Heidegger selbst hat, wie
der Titel seiner Rigaer Vortrage zeigt, die Prob-
lemlage seiner eigenen Gegenwart zu ernst ge-
nomimen, als dass wir es uns leisten konnten, die
Problemlage unserer Gegenwart zu ignorieren,
wenn wir den methodischen Einstellungen ge-
recht werden wollen, die Heidegger selbst in sei-
nem ersten Kant-Buch getibt hat.
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B nepsoM nipensioxenun «Beenenvia» Xarmer-
rep CTaBUT «CBOEW 3aavert VICTOJIIKOBaHVe KaH-
TOBCKOM Kpumuku wucmoeo pasyma Kak oOOCHO-
BaHMs MeTapU3MKIM, YTOOBI TeM CaMbIM IIpeJICTa-
BUTH “TIpo0OsieMy MeTadpm3ukit” B KadecTBe IIPO-
OrremMbl (PyHIAMEHTaIBHOV OHTOJIOI MM (Xarier-
rep, 1997, c. 1). VItak, n3Ha4yaIbHOM LIeJIBIO Xali-
JIeITepOBCKOV VHTepHpeTaluy sSBJISeTCS TaKoe
vcTosikoBaHme «KpUTHUKM 4mnCcTOro pasyma», 4To-
ObI CTasIo OYEBMIHBIM OTOXIIECTBJIEHVIE ITpODIIe-
MBI MeTapM3UKM ¢ IpobsieMort dpyHIaMeHTaIb-
HOVI OHTOJIOrMM, cpopMyIMpoBaHHOV Xavierre-
POM B ero BBIIIIe/IIeN JBYMs rojlaMy paHee KHI-
re «beiTe u Bpemsa». IIpoTMB mocTaHOBKM IIO-
HOOHOV 3a7auyyt HUYero Hejb3s, II0 CyTH, Bo3pa-
3UTh, €CJIV He 3HaTh, Kakue 371eMeHThl «KpuTuku
UJCTOro pasyMa», KOTOpble Xawjerrep cumrTaeT
IpvieMJIeMbIMY, BO3MOXKHO VCIIOJIb30BaTh B 3TOM
cmpicsie. OOBIKHOBeHHbIe OyKBaJIbHble OTCHUIKM K
KJIaCCYeCKOMY OTPBIBKY 13 IiepBot «KpuTukm»,
B KOTOpoM caM KaHT pe3Ko oTfesisieT cBoe Vccile-
J0BaHMe OT M3BECTHBIX eMy OOpasIoB TpaiuIlu-
OHHOVI OHTOJIOT MW, TOXKe HI4Yero He JalOT B OTHO-
LIeH MHTepIIpeTalIOHHON Henu Xavgerrepa,
ecJIM He WCCIefloBaTh KOHKpeTHBIe IIaryi, KOTo-
pule Xavijerrep IpefiipvHMMaeT IS ee JI0CTU-
xenud. [IpaBaa, oTHOCUMTEILHO ITOBEPXHOCTHBIV
B3I7IA]1 Ha OIyOJIMKOBaHHYIO IBYMs TofaMu pa-
Hee paboTy Xarerrepa MoxeT IIPOIeMOHCTPUPO-
BaTh, YTO IIpeJicTaBIeHHas 37lech PyHIaMeHTaIb-
Hasi OHTOJIOI'MsI He MMeeT Hidero olIrero c odbpas-
11aM¥ OHTOJIOT MM, C KOTOPBbIMYU ObLT 3HaKOM KaHT.
[TosTomy criertyeT TeM Oojlee BHMMATEIBHO M3Y-
4nUTh, KaKye 3JIeMeHThl 13 KaHToBckom «KpnTn-
KV 4MCTOro pasyma» Xamgerrep CTpeMuTcs cre-
JIaTh IUIOAOTBOPHBIMM JJIs BXOXKAEHW B TeMaTu-
4yecKylo o0J1acTh paspaboTaHHON MM (PyHIaMeH-
TaJILHOVI OHTOJIOT VL.
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Mit dem ersten Satz der ,Einleitung” seines
Buchs stellt sich Heidegger ,die Aufgabe, Kants
Kritik der reinen Vernunft als eine Grundle-
gung der Metaphysik auszulegen, um so das
Problem der Metaphysik als das einer Funda-
mentalontologie vor Augen zu stellen” (Hei-
degger, 1965, S. 13). Es ist also von Anfang an
das Ziel von Heideggers Auslegung, die Kritik
der reinen Vernunft so auszulegen, dass sichtbar
wird, dass das Problem der Metaphysik mit dem
Problem einer Fundamentalontologie identifi-
ziert werden kann, wie Heidegger sie zwei Jahre
zuvor in seinem Buch Sein und Zeit prasentiert
hat. Gegen diese Zielsetzung ist an sich so lan-
ge nichts einzuwenden, wie man die Elemente
der Kritik der reinen Vernunft noch nicht kennt,
die Heidegger fiir geeignet hilt, in diesem Sin-
ne fruchtbar gemacht zu werden. Auch einfache
buchtechnische Berufungen auf die klassische
Stelle in der ersten Kritik, an der Kant selbst sein
Unternehmen scharf gegen die ihm vertrauten
Gestalten der {iberlieferten Ontologie abgrenzt,
geben gegen Heideggers leitendes Auslegungs-
ziel so lange nichts her, wie man die konkreten
Schritte Heideggers nicht gepriift hat, die er in
den Dienst dieser Zielsetzung stellt. Zwar kann
ein relativ einfacher Blick in Heideggers zwei
Jahre zuvor publiziertes Werk zeigen, dass die
hier prasentierte Fundamentalontologie nicht
das geringste mit den Kant vertrauten Gestal-
ten der Ontologie gemein hat. Umso sorgfaltiger
sollte man priifen, welche Elemente aus Kants
Kritik der reinen Vernunft Heidegger zugunsten
einiger Schritte in das thematische Feld der von
ihm entworfenen Fundamentalontologie frucht-
bar zu machen sucht.



III

Ha mytn x sTovt obmactu Xampgerrep, Kak ms-
BECTHO, JIeJIaeT HeCKOJIBKO BaKHBIX ITPOMEXKYTOU-
HBIX II1aroB, HECKOJIBKO OTKJIOHHASICh OT Hee. DTO
OTKJIOHEeHMe BeJleT OT «MTOora KaHTOBCKOIro 00o-
CHOBaHMS MeTaM3MKN» K IOIBITKE «00OCHOBa-
HUs B aHTponosnorun» (Xanzerrep, 1997, c. 119).
Xamperrep crpaBejIBO CChUIaeTCs Ha 3HaMe-
HUTBIVI KAHTOBCKMV BOIIPOC «YTO eCTh YesioBeK?»
(Tam xe, c. 120), o xotopom cam KaHT rosopwur,
YTO «TPW IIePBBIX BOIIpoca (a MMeHHO: Umo 1 moey
3Hame? Ymo a doaxen desams? Ha umo a Bnpabe
Hadeamvca? — P.D) cBsa3zaHbl ¢ nocienHM» (Tam
xe, c. 120—121). B To Xe Bpems mpenrosoxeHme
Xamperrepa, uro KaHT «cam... OJHO3HAYHO BBIpa-
3171 COOCTBEHHBIV MITOT CBOETO0 OOOCHOBAHMS Me-
tadpusukm» (Tam xe, c. 121), BbI3bIBa€T COMHEHMS,
IIOTOMY UTO XOT$ aHTPOMOJIOIMYeCKNUI BOIIPOC U
COCTaBJIsIeT pe3ioMe IepBoVi 1 Bropont «KpnuTuk»,
TeM He MeHee ITpaBO OOOCHOBaHWS MeTapU3VIKU
ocTaBJigeT 3a cobovt neppasi «Kpuruka», a ee ro-
PVI30HT OIperiesisieTCs ePBbIM 13 TPex BOIIPOCOB:
Umo s mo2y sHams?

OpHako Koe-4To MOXKHO 100aBuTh. B mmceme
Mapxkycy Tepiry ot 11 mas 1781 r. KanTt xapakTe-
pusyeT niepByto «KpuTnky» Kak «MeTapvsnKy Me-
tadpusukm» (AA 10, S. 269). Takoro pona pedrirek-
CMBHO I'pajlyMpOBaHHOe VCIIOIb30BaHMe IIpooIie-
MaTMYHBIX CaMMX I10 cebe Ha3BaHUM IUCHIVUIUINH
He sBJIgeTcd 0cobo IoKasaTerapHBIM. OHO 3ava-
CTYIO ITpeJiCcTaBjIsieT cobol — II0 KparHel Mepe,
Cpeny MeHee CTPOro MBICJISAIINX dpriocodos, He-
xerm KaHT, — yJIOBKy 3aMelnaTesIbCTBa, OCTaro-
II[erocsi He3aMeTHBIM 1171 camoro cebds. OpHako
ecsiv KaHT, caMbIVi pagViKaIbHbIVE KPUTUK TpajIv-
IIOHHOVM MeTadW3MKM CBOEro BpeMeHU, BbICKa-
3bIBaeTCs IOJOOHBIM 00pa3oM, BO3HMKaET BOIIPOC,
He UI'paeT JIU 3[1eCh poJib HeKoe 3aciIyXuBalolee
BHVMaHMsI cCOOOpakeHwe.

DTO OCTOpPOXXHOe ITpeIlooKeHVe [1eVICTBU-
TeJIbBHO CTOWUT wuccsleoBaTk. KaHT upessbruari-
HO TOYHO Pa3bsICHVJI ABOVIHOVI CMBICJI IpaTyMpo-
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IT1

Auf seinem Weg in dieses Feld unternimmt
Heidegger bekanntlich einige wichtige Zwi-
schenschritte auf einem Umweg. Dieser Umweg
fithrt vom ,Ergebnis der Kantischen Grundle-
gung der Metaphysik” (ebd., S. 185) zum Ver-
such einer ,Grundlegung in der Anthropolo-
gie” (ebd.). Zu Recht beruft sich Heidegger auf
Kants beriihmte Frage ,Was ist der Mensch?”
(ebd., S. 187), von der Kant selbst sagt, dass ,sich
die drei ersten Fragen [also Was kann ich wissen?
Was soll ich tun? Was darf ich hoffen? — R.E.] auf
die letzte beziehen” (ebd., S. 188). Ob Kant damit,
wie Heidegger zu bedenken gibt, ,[...] selbst das
eigentliche Ergebnis seiner Grundlegung der
Metaphysik unzweideutig ausgesprochen [hat]”
(ebd.), ist jedoch fraglich. Denn die anthropolo-
gische Frage bildet ja die Zusammenfassung der
ersten und der zweiten Kritik. Die Grundlegung
der Metaphysik ist indessen der ersten Kritik vor-
behalten und deren Horizont ist durch die erste
der drei Fragen umrissen: Was kann ich wissen?

Doch etwas anderes kommt hinzu. In seinem
Brief an Marcus Herz vom 11. Mai 1781 charak-
terisiert Kant die erste Kritik als ,die Metaphy-
sik von der Metaphysik” (Br, AA 10, S. 269). Nun
sind solche reflexiv gestuften Anwendungen
von an sich schon problematischen disziplina-
ren Titeln nicht sonderlich aufschlussreich. Sie
bilden — zumindest bei weniger streng denken-
den Philosophen als Kant — nicht selten Spiele-
reien einer sich selbst verborgen bleibenden Ver-
legenheit. Wenn Kant, der zu seiner Zeit radi-
kalste Kritiker der tiberlieferten Metaphysik, so
spricht, ist jedoch Vorsicht geboten, ob hier nicht
eine beachtenswerte Uberlegung im Spiel ist.

Tatsdchlich lohnt es sich, diesem vorsichti-
gen Verdacht nachzugehen. Kant hat gerade
dem Doppelsinn der gestuften Verwendung des
Metaphysik-Begriffs eine auflerordentlich auf-
schlussreiche Klarung gegeben. In der ,Archi-
tektonik der reinen Vernunft”, dem letzten Teil
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BAHHOTO VICITOJIb30BaHMS TIOHATVS MeTaU3MKIL.
B «ApXMTEeKTOHVKe Y4MCTOro pasyMa», IOCIIeTHeN
4JacTn «YueHns o MeTofe» repson «KpnTnkm», oH
MNPUBOAUT JIJIsI pacCCMOTPeHMsl CHavdala apxumex-
moHuYeckuil KpUTepmm MeTapms3mKIL: «..Bce (Vc-
TUHHOe ¥ MHUMOe) dwiocodckoe I03HaHMKe... B
CHICTeMaTIYeCKOV CBA3M... Ha3bIBAeTCs Menahusi-
kot» (A 841 / B 869; Kant, 2006a, c. 1053). KanT
IJIaHWpPYyeT 3aBepIIUTh IOHMMaeMyo TaKuM 00-
pasoM MeTadm3MKy, pa3paboTaB IIpexse BCero
MeTapU3MKy HPUPOIbl M MeTadusMKy HpaBOB.
OnHako 3TOT apXUTEKTOHMYECKUIT KpUTepUil Me-
TaPU3MKN OH Cpa3y Ke JIOMOJIHSeT Men1000.102ute-
CKUM KpUTeprieM, KOTOPbIVI YUUTBIBAETCS CIIVII-
KoM periko. [lajiee B ToM e npemyioxennn Kanr
JieJylaeT OTOBOPKY: «.BIIPOYEM, 3TUM TEPMMHOM
[MeTadr3vKOVI] MOXXHO Tak’ke Ha3bIBaTh... VI KPU-
TUKY, YTOOBI OXBAaTUTB V1 VICCIIEI0BaHVe TOTO, UTO...
omInyalercsd] OT BCAKOTO SMIIMPUYECKOro... yIIo-
TpebrieHns pasyma» (Tam xe). Takum obpasom,
niepBas «KpuTnka» mpefcTapiisgeT cOOOV HeAMIIV-
puueckoe vccitefopane. OHa B TOVI Mepe CIIoco0-
CTByeT OTBeTy Ha aHTPOIIOJIOIMYeCKIT BOIIPOC, B
KaKOVI IIpeIoCTaB/IsseT BO3MOKHOCTb OTBETUTh Ha
Hero HesMIMpuUecKuMm cpercrsamu. Iloatomy
nig KaHTa aHTpPOIIOJIONMYecKm BOIIPOC CBg3aH
C MEeTOJIOJIOTMYeCKMM YCJIOBVIEM BO3MOXKHOCTH y3-
HaTb O YeJIoBeKe TOJIBKO TO, YTO MOKHO y3HaTh He-
SMIMPUYECKUMI cpeficTBaMu. Ecim yuecTs 311
00CTOsITeIILCTBa, TO II0 CpaBHeHMIO ¢ KaHTOM BO-
rpoc Xarizierrepa «4ro cocrasiisieT priiocodpcKyro
aHTpornosiorno?» (Xavimerrep, 1997, c. 121) uyTs-
4yTh IpOMaxuBaeTcss MUMO Iieyin. V6o mpm 3Tmx
YCJIOBMSIX, COIJIACHO METOJIOJIOrMYecKOMy KpuTe-
pVIIO KaHTOBCKOM MeTadpu3mKy, K priocodcKo
AHTPOIIOJIOT VML OTHOCUTCS TO JKe caMoe, UTO U K
MeTadu3MKe B COOTBETCTBUM C YKa3aHHBIM KpU-
TepuieM, — BCe, UYTO MOXXHO BBISICHUTD O YeJIOBeKe
HeSMIVPUYECKIM ITyTeM.

ITpy Takmx IpeAIochUIKaxX BO3HMKAIOT TPU
BOIIpOCa, KOTOpBIE B CBOEVI B3aMMOCBS3V [1afOT
BO3MOXXKHOCTh CHOBa HaudaTh PasroBOp O IepBOV
«Kpuruke» Kanra 11 o nosuiium Xarnjerrepa B ero
niepsont kHure o KaaTe — pasymeercsi, B IUCKycC-

der ,Methodenlehre” der ersten Kritik, gibt er
zundchst ein architektonisches Metaphysik-Krite-
rium zu bedenken: ,[..] die ganze (wahre sowohl
als scheinbare) philosophische Erkenntnis im
systematischen Zusammenhange [..] heifst Me-
taphysik” (KrV, A 841 / B 869). Die so verstan-
dene Metaphysik plant Kant durch Ausarbeitun-
gen vor allem einer Metaphysik der Natur und
einer Metaphysik der Sitten zu vervollstandigen.
Doch Kant ergénzt dieses architektonische Me-
taphysik-Kriterium unmittelbar durch ein viel
zu selten beachtetes methodologisches Metaphy-
sik-Kriterium. Er fihrt in demselben Satz mit
einer Einschriankung fort: ,[..] wiewohl dieser
Name [der Metaphysik] auch [..] der Kritik ge-
geben werden kann, um [..] die Untersuchung
alles dessen, was [..] von allem empirischen [..]
Vernunftgebrauche unterschieden ist, zusam-
menzufassen” (ebd.). Die erste Kritik prédsen-
tiert also eine nicht-empirische Untersuchung.
In dem Mafs, in dem sie zur Beantwortung der
anthropologischen Frage beitragt, trégt sie da-
her mit nicht-empirischen Mitteln zu ihrer Be-
antwortung bei. Fiir Kant ist die anthropologi-
sche Frage daher an die methodologische Bedin-
gung gebunden, tiber den Menschen nur solches
ausfindig zu machen, was jemals mit nicht-em-
pirischen Mitteln erkannt werden kann. Hei-
deggers Frage ,Was gehort zu einer philosophi-
schen Anthropologie?” (Heidegger, 1965, S. 188)
schiefst unter diesen Voraussetzungen mit Blick
auf Kant haarscharf am Ziel vorbei. Denn un-
ter diesen Voraussetzungen gehort nach Kants
methodologischem Metaphysik-Kriterium zu
einer philosophischen Anthropologie dasselbe,
was im Licht dieses Kriteriums zu einer Meta-
physik gehort — alles, was tiber den Menschen
jemals mit nicht-empirischen Mitteln ausfindig
gemacht werden kann.

Unter diesen Voraussetzungen ergeben sich
drei Fragen, die in ihrem Zusammenhang erlau-
ben, Kants erste Kritik und den Ansatz Heideg-
gers in seinem ersten Kant-Buch erneut in ein
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CMOHHOM KJTIo4e. DTy IMUCKYCCUIO, OYeBU/IHO, CIle-
ZlyeT pa3BepHYTb BOKPYT YeTBIPEX OCHOBHBIX BO-
IIPOCOB, B I€pBOHAYAIBHOM BHJIE eIlle I0CTaTOY-
HO mmpokmx: 1. YTo oTHOCUTCS K crenmdude-
CKM aHTpPOIOJIOTMYECKMM 3JIeMeHTaM B IIepBO
«Kpurnke» Kanra? 2. Kakne crrienmdmyeckn an-
TpoOHoJIOrM4YecKue 3JIeMeHThI BbifessieT Xarijer-
rep B nepsont KaHTosckon «Kpuruke»? 3. Cyrme-
CTBYeT JIVI HeKasi O4YeBVIHAs CBS3b MEXJIY CITell-
VUYIecKy aHTPOIIOJIOTMYECKMYL  JIeMeHTaM,
KOTOpBIe deMoxcmpupyem caMm KaHT, n crieridm-
YecKV aHTPOMOJIOTMYeCKUMU 3leMeHTaM U, BblA6-
Aaemuimu XavimerrepoM? 4. VI kakoe OTHOIIeHVe
BCe 3TO MMeeT — ecyIu BooOIlle nmeeT — K PyH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHO-OHTOJIOTMYeCKOVI MHTepIIpeTalm
KaHTOBCKOTO 0OOCHOBaHMSI MeTapM3KI ITOCperI-
CTBOM KPUTMKM YMCTOrO pasyma?

IV

YToOb!I BBISBUTH CIEIMUYecK aHTPOIOJIO-
rYecKye 3J1eMeHTBI B IIepBOVi KaHTOBCKOM «Kpu-
TUKe», Xaujerrep WCHO/Ib3yeT B KadecTBe 3BpU-
CTMYECKOVI TUIIOTE3bI LIEHTPAJIbHBIV 2JIEMEHT CBO-
eyl SK3VCTEHIIMAJIBHOV OHTOJIOTMV, OITyOJIVKO-
BaHHOV IByMs FOflaMV paHee: «.MHTepIIpeTals
Dasein Kak BpeMeHHOCTM SIBJISI€TCS 11eJIbl0 (PyH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHOV OHTOJIOrMu...» (Xampgerrep, 1997,
c. 138). Ilo noBomy nepsovi kKaHTOBCKOM «Kputu-
KV» OH, B YaCTHOCTY, YTBEPXK/IaeT: «..BpeMs... 00-
petaeT B Kpumuxe uucmoeo pasyma eHTpaJIbHYIO
MeTadpmsmdeckyto dyHkumo» (Tam xe, c. 141).
OnHOBpeMeHHO OH KPUTUYECKM OTMedaeT, YTO
KanT «e mmen paspaboTaHHOVM WHTEpIIpeTa-
LIV VI3HAYaJIbHOV CYyIITHOCTY BpeMeHV» (Tam ke,
c. 116—117). be3syciioBHO, Xarizerrep BefieT CIop C
KaHTOM He TOJIBKO O TOM, UTO OTHOCUTCS K «pas-
paboTaHHOV MHTepHpeTaly M3HavaIbHOM CyIIl-
HOCTM BpeMeHW». He MeHee JTMCKyCCMOHHBIM sB-
JISIeTCs BOIIPOC O TOM, YTO CJleflyeT OHVMAaTh 0[]
«IIeHTpaJIbHOV MeTadpn3ndecKor pyHKIIMel», KO-
TOpyIO «BpeMsi obpetaeT B Kpumuxke uucmozo pa-
3yma». Ecrv ydecThb KaHTOBCKMVI METOOJIOrYe-
CKUM KpuTepunt MeTadnsnky, To Kanry, momMmmmo
IIpOYero, MOKHO IIOCTaBUTh B 3aCJIyTy U TO, YTO OH
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Gespridch zu bringen, allerdings in ein Streit-Ge-
sprach. Dieses Streitgesprach sollte offensicht-
lich von vier zunéchst noch ganz offenen Leit-
fragen bestimmt werden: 1. Welches sind die
spezifisch anthropologischen Elemente in Kants
erster Kritik? 2. Welche spezifisch anthropologi-
schen Elemente identifiziert Heidegger in Kants
erster Kritik? 3. Besteht ein irgendwie aufschluss-
reicher Zusammenhang zwischen den von Kant
selbst prisentierten spezifisch anthropologischen
Elementen und den von Heidegger identifizierten
spezifisch anthropologischen Elementen? 4. Und
was hat das alles — wenn tiberhaupt — mit ei-
ner fundamental-ontologischen Auslegung von
Kants Grundlegung der Metaphysik durch eine
Kritik der reinen Vernunft zu tun?

IV

Um die spezifisch anthropologischen Ele-
mente in Kants erster Kritik zu identifizieren,
macht Heidegger im Sinne einer heuristischen
Hypothese ein zentrales Element seiner zwei
Jahre zuvor publizierten Existenzial-Ontologie
fruchtbar: ,[...] die Interpretation des Daseins als
Zeitlichkeit [ist] das Ziel der Fundamentalonto-
logie [..]” (ebd., S. 215). Mit Blick auf Kants ers-
te Kritik gibt er daher zu bedenken: ,[...] die Zeit
[gewinnt] [..] die zentrale metaphysische Funk-
tion in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft” (ebd.,
S. 219). Gleichzeitig bemangelt er, dass ,Kant kei-
ne ausgearbeitete Interpretation des urspriingli-
chen Wesens der Zeit hatte” (ebd., S. 182). Nun ist
zwischen Heidegger und Kant gewiss nicht nur
strittig, was zu ,einer ausgearbeiteten Interpreta-
tion des urspriinglichen Wesens der Zeit’ gehort.
Es ist gewiss ebenso strittig, was unter der ,zen-
tralen metaphysischen Funktion” zu verstehen
ist, die ,die Zeit in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft
gewinnt’. Halt man sich an Kants methodologi-
sches Kriterium der Metaphysik, dann traut sich
Kant zu, u. a. mit seinen Bestimmungen der Zeit
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C TIOMOIITBIO CBOVIX OITpe/ieJIeHNII BpeMeHW BBISIC-
HWWI O YeJIoBeKe HeuTo TaKoe, UTO MOXKHO Y3HaTh O
HeM TOJIBKO HeAMIIMPUYECKVIM ITy TEM.

KaHT XxapakTepnsyeT ocoOy0 TeMIOpaIbHYIO
0aszoByio0 popMy BpeMeHU BCSAKWI pa3 IIO-HOBO-
My: Kak «Aufeinanderfolgen» («rtocienosaresib-
HOCTb»), «hacheinander» («1ociIeOBaTEIHLHO»)
(A 30 / B 46; Kanr, 20064, c. 105; cM. Takxke: A 33 /
B 50; KanT, 2006a, c. 109; B 67; KaaT, 2006a, c. 129),
«Sukzession» («IIpeeMCTBEHHOCTb», «I10CJIeIOBa-
TerbHOCTH») (B 154; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 229; cM. Tak-
xe: A 500 / B 528; Kanurt, 2006a, c. 659—661). Ha
3TOM 3TaIle CTOUT c/ieJlaTh HeOOJIBIIION 3KCKYypC B
VICTOPUIO KJIACCMYEeCKVX Teopuil BpeMeHU. Bemb
He TOJIBKO JIETKO TI0Ka3aTh, YTO KaHTOBCKOE pac-
CMOTpeHMe TIOCIIeIOBATeIBHOCTY  ITPEBOCXOIT
OCHOBHBI€ OITpeJiesIeH1IsI BpeMEeHI B 3TVIX TeOPUSIX
110 POpMaJIBHBIM, TO €CTh HeAMIIMPUYECKIM, T1a-
pamMeTpam. He ToitpKO ee popmatbHOE ITpeBOCXOI-
CTBO SBJISIeTCS Ba’KHBIM IIOKa3aresieM (popmaiib-
HOTO XapakKTepa KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIIINI BpeMe-
HVI, HO V1 3TOT (pOpMasIbHBIV XapaKTep — Ba’KHBIN
ITOKa3aTeJTh ee HeSMITVPUYHOCTHL.

Pabouee ompererieHvie BpeMeH, JaHHOe Apu-
CTOTes/IeM B ueTBepTOM KHUTe «DU3MKI», 3HaMe-
HWTO TeM, YTO BpeMs eCTh He UTO MHOe, KaK YVC-
JIO [IBVDKEHWSI TI0 OTHOIIEHMIO K IIPedbIIyIeMy U
nocstenytorieMy (Apmcroresis, 1981, c. 150). 51 moka
BO3IEPXYCh OT CyI'y0O W3MepuTeIbHO-TeOpeTH-
UEeCKOTO acrieKTa 3TOro pabodero ompernesieHus
IIpOCTO OOpallly BHMMaHMe Ha CTPOro BpeMeHHO
acrieKT IpedbIAyINero u mnocienymolero. B ceere
KaHTOBCKOIO TOX0Ia K II0CTIeIOBaTeIbBHOCTY Cpa-
3y CTAaHOBITCS OYeBIIHA Pa3sHUIIAa MEXXITy TIOCTIey-
IOITVIM ¥ IIPEIBIIYIINM, COCTOSIIAs B TOM, YTO II0-
CIleqIyoIiee IIPOVICXOOUT TI0CTIe TIPeIbIIyIero, Ho
He Hao0OopoT. JIormaecknit CMBICIT 3TOTO IIPOCTOrO
CpaBHEeHVIS 3aKJTIOYaeTCs B TOM, YTO pasjIdvie Mex-
1y 06yms OTHOIIEHVISIMV IIPeIBIIYINero ObITIS U
[TOCITEMYIOITIEro OBITVISI MOXKET OBITB CBEEHO K 1po-
C1MOMY OTHOIIEHUIO OBITVSA-TIOCIIeIOBATE IBHOCTIA
IocrremoBaTeTbBHOCTE OOECIIEUMBAET JIOrMUYeCKy 00-
Jlee IIPOCTOVI BpeMeHHOV xapakTep. Sl He paccma-
TPMBALO 3[1€Ch CJIOKHBIV YaCTHBIVI CJIyYarl XapaKTe-
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etwas tiber den Menschen ausfindig gemacht zu
haben, was nur mit nicht-empirischen Mitteln
tiber ihn ausfindig gemacht werden kann.

Die spezifisch temporale Grundform der Zeit
charakterisiert Kant immer wieder von neuem
als ,Aufeinanderfolgen”, als ,nacheinander”
(KrV, A 30 / B 46; vgl. auch A 33 / B 50; B 67),
als ,Sukzession” (KrV, B 154; vgl. auch A 500 /
B 528). An diesem Punkt lohnt sich ein kleiner
Exkurs in die Geschichte der klassischen Zeit-
theorien. Denn man kann nicht nur leicht zei-
gen, dass Kants Ansatz bei der Sukzessivitdt den
temporalen Grundbestimmungen dieser Theo-
rien in formaler, also in nicht-empirischer Hin-
sicht tiberlegen ist. Ihre formale Uberlegenheit
ist nicht nur ein wichtiges Indiz fiir den forma-
len Charakter von Kants Konzeption der Zeit,
dieser formale Charakter bildet auch ein wichti-
ges Indiz fiir ihren nicht-empirischen Charakter.

Aristoteles” Arbeitsdefinition der Zeit im
Vierten Buch der Physik legt die Zeit bekannt-
lich darauf fest, die Anzahl der Bewegung ge-
mé&fS dem Frither und dem Spéter zu sein (vgl.
Aristoteles, 1995, S. 113, 219b2). Ich sehe von dem
im Kern messtheoretischen Aspekt dieser Ar-
beitsdefinition vorldufig ab und mache ledig-
lich auf den strikt temporalen Aspekt des Friiher
und des Spéter aufmerksam. Im Licht von Kants
Ansatz beim Nacheinander liegt sofort auf der
Hand, dass der Unterschied des Spater vom Frii-
her darin besteht, dass sich das Spétere nach dem
Friitheren einstellt, aber nicht umgekehrt. Die lo-
gische Pointe dieses simplen Vergleichs besteht
also darin, dass der Unterschied zwischen den
zwei Relationen des Friither-seins und des Spa-
ter-seins auf die einfache Relation des Nachein-
ander-seins zuriickgefiihrt werden kann. Das
Nacheinander bildet den in logischer Hinsicht
einfacheren temporalen Charakter. Den kompli-
zierten Sonderfall der Zeitcharakteristik durch
Plotin in der Enneade 111, 7, der die grofite Ver-
wandtschaft mit Kants Zeitcharakteristik zeigt,
lasse ich hier unberticksichtigt.



pucTuky Bpemenu y Inoruna B «DHHeane» (111, 7),
KOTOpasi IEMOHCTPUpYeT Hanboriee TeCHOe POICTBO
C KAHTOBCKOVI XapaKTePVICTUKOV BpEMEeHA.

XapakTepucTuka BpeMeHW, JaHHas ABrycTu-
HoM B XI kHure «VcrioBenm» (cM.: ABryctus, 1991,
c. 228), mpepcTaBIsieT cOOOVI BTOPOVI CITyJart ee V-
10J1b30BaHMs. Xanjerrep MoapoObHO paccMOTpert
3Ty XapaKTepucTuKy. TporiHoe pasiuune MexXiy
IIPOIUIBIM, HACTOSIIMM ¥ OyayIIM, KOTOpoe siB-
JII€TCsl CaMbIM Ba)KHBIM Y ABIyCTMHa, TaKXe MO-
XeT OBITh CBe[IeHO K IIPOCTOMY BpeMeHHOMY Xa-
paKkTepy II0CJIeIoBaTeIIbHOCTY, TIOCKOJIbKY HacTo-
s1Iee IPUXOOUT 1oce IIPOIUIoro, a dyayee —
noc/ie HacTOMIIero?. TpeTmZ Ba’KHBIVI CJTyYan ViC-
II0JIb30BaHMs JAHHOIO IIOHSATMSL — 3TO XapakKTe-
puctuka BpemMeHu y Hprotona B Ilpumeuanum I
K «MareMaTnueckKMM HaudajlaM HaTypaJIbHOM
dutocodpum»: «Abcostomnoe, ucmuxHoe Mamema-
muueckoe Bpems camo 1o ceGe ¥ MO caMOM CBoOeVt
CYIITHOCTH, Oe3 BCIKOIro OTHOIIIeHM K 4eMy-I100
BHeIIIHeMY, IIpOTeKaeT paBHOMepHO...» (HproToH,
1989, c. 30). HeyzmauyHOCTb 3TOV XapaKTePUCTVUKM
3aKJII0YaeTcs Ipexze Bcero B ToM, uto HpioToH
onpeseseT 3aech OPMYy BpeMeHU C IIOMOIIBIO
MeTadophl IIpoTeKaHs. Pasymeercs:, oOpareHe
K 3TOV MeTadpope MOHSTHO, IIOTOMY UTO BpeMeH-
Hasi dpopMma HpoTeKaHUsE POpMUPYeTCs MMEeHHO
II0CJIeZIOBaTeIIBHOCTRIO. TakuM obpasoM, HetoToH
COBepIIIaeT METOIOJIOI MYeCKYIO OIIMOKY, XapaKTe-
pU3ys CTPYKTYypy BpeMeHM C IIOMOIIbI0 MeTado-
PpBl, OyKBasIbHOE 3HaueHe KOTOPOV Y Ke IIperIIIo-
JlaraeT paccMoTpeHHyI0 KaHTOM cTpyKTypy Bpe-
MeHV. OHAKO TaKye 3JleMeHTapHble OIIVOK CO-
BepIIayIil He TOJIbKO Hay4HBbIe CBeTWIa J1aJjIeKOro
npornuioro. Hamprmep, Bo BceMpHO 13BeCTHOW,
HO PeJIKO YMTaeMOVI 1 ellle peXke IO-HaCTOAIIeMY
ocMbIciisteMort KHure «Kparkast McTopus BpeMe-
H1» CTrBeH XOKMHI pacCMaTpuUBaeT He TaK Hasbl-
BaeMYIO VICTOPWIO fpeMeHi, a CKopee, KaK ¥ IofI0-
OaeT PU3MKY, MICTOPUIO U3MepeHla BpeMeHu (Xo-
kuHr, 2001). TakuM oOpa3om, OH IIpefriosaraer
HEeKYIO CTPYKTY Py BpeMeHM, KOTOpasi OCTaeTcs CO-
BepPIIIEHHO HeBbIsICHeHHOVL.

2 O smamenntont XI xuure «Vcrosenm» ABrycTvHa u
€e CaMBIX 3HAYWUTEIbHBIX HEBePHBIX TOJIKOBAHWISIX CM.:
(Enskat, 1988).
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Die Zeitcharakteristik des Augustinus (1955,
S. 654) im XI. Buch der Confessiones bildet den
zweiten Anwendungsfall. Mit ihr hat sich Hei-
degger ausfiihrlich beschiftigt. Der hier zentra-
le dreifache Unterschied zwischen Vergangen-
heit, Gegenwart und Zukunft kann ebenfalls
auf den einfachen temporalen Charakter des
Nacheinander zurtickgefiihrt werden. Denn die
Gegenwart kommt nach der Vergangenheit und
die Zukunft nach der Gegenwart.2 Den drit-
ten wichtigen Anwendungsfall bildet die Zeit-
charakteristik Newtons in der I. Anmerkung
der Principia: , Die absolute, wahre und mathema-
tische Zeit verfliefit an sich und vermoge ihrer
Natur gleichformig” (vgl. Newton, 1872, S. 25).
Das Missliche an dieser Charakteristik besteht
zunéichst darin, dass Newton die Form der Zeit
hier mit Hilfe der Metapher des Verfliefiens be-
stimmt. Aufschlussreich ist dieser Riickgriff ge-
rade auf diese Metapher selbstverstdandlich des-
wegen, weil die temporale Form des Verflieflens
gerade vom Nacheinander, von der Sukzessivi-
tdat gebildet wird. Newton begeht hier also ein-
fach den methodologischen Fehler, die Struktur
der Zeit mit Hilfe einer Metapher zu charakte-
risieren, deren wortliche Bedeutung bereits die
von Kant erorterte Struktur der Zeit voraussetzt.
Doch solche simplen Fehler unterlaufen nicht
nur naturwissenschaftlichen Koryphden einer
ferneren Vergangenheit. Z. B. bietet das weltbe-
rithmte, aber selten gelesene und noch seltener
wirklich durchdachte Buch von Stephen Hawk-
ing (2011) Eine kleine Geschichte der Zeit alles an-
dere als die apostrophierte Geschichte der Zeit,
sondern, wie es sich fiir einen Physiker ja auch
gehort, eine Geschichte der Zeit-Messung. Es
setzt also eine vollig ungeklart bleibende Struk-
tur der Zeit voraus.

2 Zum berithmten XI. Buch von Augustinus’ Confessiones
und seinen wichtigsten Fehlinterpretationen vgl. Enskat
(1988).
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Ecrim BepHYTBCSI K KaHTOBCKOV TEOPWUN Bpe-
MeHV, TO BaXXHBIM OKas3bIBaeTCd BOIIPOC, B YeM
COCTOUT B CBeTe JTAHHOW TEOpPUM «M3HadasIbHAs
CYIIHOCTb BpeMeHM». Kak Teopwsi, oHa He mcuep-
IbIBaeT ceds, oTAesisasl 0a30BYIO TEeMIIOPaJIbHYIO
dopMy 1ociIe10BaTeIIBHOCTI OT JPYTMX BO3MOX-
HBIX TEMIIOpaIbHBIX popM. B cBeTe KaHTOBCKOTO
yUYeHMsI OHa OTIIMYAeTCsl TaKKe TeM, UTO CTPOro
IpUBsA3aHa K YCJIIOBUIO, KOTOPOe OTHOCUTCS K Ca-
MOVI Cy TV TOTO, YTO, IO BbIpakeHMIo KaHTa, «Kkor-
Ha-mbo MoXKeT OBITH ITO3HAHO a priori» (A 841 /
B 869; Kant, 2006a, c. 1053). B koHTeKcTe 3TOro yc-
JIOBUSI TeMIIOpasibHas popMa II0C/IeoBaTeThHO-
CTU sBJIsieTcsa (POPMOVI «HAIIIeTO (YeJI0BEUECKOro)
cosepranms» (A 35 / B 51; Kant, 2006a, c. 111), a
VIMEHHO «CO3epLIaHMs HAC CaMUX WM HAule2o0 BHY-
TpeHHero coctostHms» (A 33 / B 49; Kant, 2006a,
c. 109; kypcus mont. — P.D). KanToBCcKOe BaKHeVI-
Illee YVICTO aHTPOIIOJIOrMYecKoe IIOJIOKEHVE O
BpeMeH! IJIaCUT, 4To popMa IMOcjIefoBaTesIbHO-
CTVL — 3TO TeMIIopaJTbHas (popMa, B KOTOPOV Kak-
IIBIVI YesIoBeK co3epliaeT cedsi M cBoe BHyTpeHHee
cocrosgaMe. KaHT M3/1araeT Ty ke OCHOBHYIO UJIel0
CBOeVI TeOpUM BpeMeHV, WCIIOJIb3ysl HeraTVBHOe
CJIOXKHOIIOTYMHEHHOe TIpeJIJIoXKeHe C YCIIOBHBIM
OpUIATOYHBIM: «Ec/u MBI OTBJIEYeMCsI OT CIIOCO-
0a, KaK/M MBI BHYTPeHHe co3epliaeM caMUux ceds...
mo BpeMs ecTb HU4YTO» (A 34 / B 51; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 111; xypcus mon. — P.D).

Ho perttarorym 1151 MeTOIOJIOITYeCKOro op-
MaTa KaHTOBCKOVI TEOPWI BpeMeHW SBJISeTCs He
IIPOCTO pedprIeKCUBHBIN B3IVISAI, IIPY KOTOPOM KaXk-
IBIVI UeJIoBeK co3epliaeT ceDsi 11 cBoe BHYTpeHHee
cocTosgHMe. Perttaromym siBjsieTcs To, YTO 3TO BHY-
TPpeHHee COCTOsIHIIE CO3epIIaeTcs B (POpMe IIOCIIeNIo-
BaTesIbHOCTI. CaMo BHYTpeHHee COCTOSHUE JIMIIb
CO31aeT COOTBETCTBYIOILIVIV SMIIVMPUYECKIVI IIOBOL,
cosepriaTh ceds B popMe MoCiIe10BaTe IbHOCTIA

Mertomororueckast aHajIOIMsI MOXET ITPOsiC-
HUTB, IOYeMY SMIIVPUYECKIT MOMEHT 3Tov ped-
JIEKCVY, KOTOPOr0 MOXXHO JOCTUYB B 3TOM BOIIPO-
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Kommt man zu Kants Theorie der Zeit zu-
riick, dann wird die Frage wichtig, worin in ih-
rem Licht ,das urspriingliche Wesen der Zeit’
besteht. Als Theorie erschopft sie sich nicht dar-
in, die temporale Grundform des Nacheinander,
der Sukzessivitdt vor anderen moglichen tempo-
ralen Formen auszuzeichnen. Sie ist im Licht von
Kants Theorie auch dadurch ausgezeichnet, dass
sie strikt an eine Bedingung gebunden ist, die
zum Kern dessen gehoren, was, wie Kant ja for-
muliert, ,jemals a priori erkannt werden kann”
(KrV, A 841 / B 869). Im Sinne dieser Bedingung
ist die temporale Form des Nacheinander, der
Sukzessivitdt eine Form ,unserer (menschli-
chen) Anschauung” (KrV, A 35 / B 51), und zwar
,des Anschauens unserer selbst und unseres inne-
ren Zustandes” (KrV, A 33 / B 49, Hvh. v. R.E).
Kants wichtigster spezifisch anthropologischer
Satz tiber die Zeit besagt also, dass die Form des
Nacheinander, die Sukzessivitdt, die tempora-
le Form ist, in der jeder Mensch sich selbst und
seinen inneren Zustand anschaut. Kant gibt den-
selben Grundgedanken seiner Zeittheorie durch
einen negativen Konditional-Satz zu verstehen:
Wenn wir von unserer Art, uns selbst innerlich
anzuschauen [..], abstrahieren, so ist die Zeit
nichts” (KrV, A 34 / B 51, Hvh. v. R.E).

Doch ausschlaggebend fiir das methodi-
sche Format von Kants Theorie der Zeit ist nicht
einfach die reflexive Einstellung, in der jeder
Mensch sich selbst und seinen inneren Zustand
anschaut. Ausschlaggebend ist, dass dieser inne-
re Zustand unter der Form der Sukzessivitit an-
geschaut wird. Der innere Zustand selbst bildet
nur die jeweilige empirische Gelegenheit, ihn
unter der Form der Sukzessivitit anzuschauen.

Eine methodologische Analogie kann ver-
deutlichen, warum die empirische Gelegenheit
dieser Reflexion nicht immer den nicht-empi-
rischen Charakter storen muss, die man in die-
sem Punkt durch eine solche Reflexion gewin-



ce C IIOMOIIBIO Takoy pedJieKCuy, OTHIONL He
BCerJla HapyllaeT HeIMIMPUUYECKU XapaKTep.
Hampumep, coro3 «1» B HallleM OOBbIIEHHOM SI3bI-
Ke SMIIVPUYeCKN VICTIOJIb3YeTCs Il COeVTHeH s
IBYyX WiV Oojlee IIpefjIOKeHUIT B OIHO JIOTMYe-
cku cBsisHoe. IlyTeM pedpriekcuy, HarpabieHHOM
Ha JIOTMYeCKY0 (pOpMy 3TOV CBSA3M, MOXKHO ITOJTY-
YUTH (POpMaJIbHOE, TO €CTh HeAMIIMPUYECKOe, I0-
HVIMaHMe TOTO, YTO kax0oe IperjIoKeHVe TaKou
¢OpMBI MCTVHHO TOT/a M TOJIBKO TOIZ1a, KOrjia Mc-
TUHHO Ka’k7I0€ 13 COCTaBJISIONIVIX €r0 IIpejIoxKe-
HMV-9acTel, B IIPOTVMBHOM e CJIy4yae OHO JIOXKHO.
Hesmmnmpuyeckast popMaibHOCTb 3TOTO IIOHVIMa-
HMS BbI3BaHa OCOOBIM YCJIOBMEM WHBAapMaHTHO-
CTV: YCJIOBUS VICTUHHOCTY U-TIpeJIoKeHNTI IHBa-
PVIaHTHBI OTHOCUTEJIBHO BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX Cofiep-
JKaHWVI CBI3aHHBIX ITPELIJIOKEHTA.

AHaJIOTMTYHO MOXXHO COCPEeIOTOYMTH BHMMa-
HVe Ha JIIO0OM 3MIMPUYECKOM COCTOSTHUM CeOst
KaK CyObeKTa — TO eCThb Ha UyBCTBaX, OIIyIIle-
HUSIX, BOCIIPUISITSIX, BIIeUYaT/IeHSIX, ITpeJiCcTaBIle-
HMX, MBICIISIX M T.11. CrielyasibHO pasMBIIIUISAS O
TeMIIOpaJIbHON POpMe, B KOTOPOVI OHM CBS3aHBI,
MOYKHO TIOJTyYUTh pOpMasIbHOe, TO eCTh He3MIIN-
pudeckoe, IIOHMMaHVe TOrO, UTO 3JIeMEHTBI Kax-
0020 COCTOSTHVISI UeJIOBEYECKOT0 CyObeKTa CBSI3aHbI
MeX1y cobom B riocsiefioBaTessbHOCTH. V 31ech He-
sMIprdeckass popMa 3TOro IoHMMaHMs 00s3a-
Ha YCJIOBMIO MHBAPVMAHTHOCTV: COCTOSHUS 4eJIo-
BEYeCKOro cyObeKTa CBg3aHbI MeX[y cobom dop-
MOV IIOCJIe[IOBaTeIbHOCTU UHBApUAHMHO TIO OT-
HOIIIEHVIO KO BCeM CHelMdrUecKM pasImdmsiMm
MeX/1y 4yBCTBaMV, OIIyIIeHVIMY, BlieuaT/IeH s
MW, IIpeICTaBIeHVSIMY, MBICJISIMU U T.I1.

Ho B xaxo1 crertennt KauT 1 Xarierrep Bosiie-
YeHBI B CIIOp 00 «3HavasIbHOV CYIITHOCTY BpeMe-
H1»? VI B Kakov crerteHn KaHT mmpefcrasisieT KOH-
CTPYKTMBHYIO aJIbTepHATVBY XalerrepoBCKOV
KoHIlenmu «Dasein Kak BpeMeHHOCTb»? Teopwis
KanTa ciimimkoM cj1okHa, 9TOOBI OTBETUTD Ha 3TU
BOITPOCHI B 1By X cjioBax. Ho MO)XHO cHadasta oocy-
IVTH HanOoJslee BaKHbIE 3JIEMEHTHI 3TOVI TeOPUM
B VX B3aMMOCBSI3M M paay HuX cammx. KoHeuHo,
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nen kann. Z. B. wird die Konjunktion ,und” un-
serer Umgangssprache empirisch gebraucht, um
zwei oder mehr als zwei Sdtze zu einem einzigen
logisch zusammenhéngenden Satz zu verkntip-
fen. Durch die gezielte Reflexion auf die logische
Form dieser Verkniipfung kann man die forma-
le, also nicht-empirische Einsicht gewinnen, dass
jeder Satz dieser Form dann und nur dann wahr
ist, wenn jeder seiner Teil-Sdtze wahr ist, und an-
dernfalls falsch. Die nicht-empirische Formalit&t
dieser Einsicht verdankt sich hier einer spezifi-
schen Invarianz-Bedingung: Die Wahrheitsbe-
dingungen von und-Sétzen sind invariant gegen-
tiber allen moglichen Inhalten der verkniipften
Satze.

Analog kann man jedem beliebigen empiri-
schen Zustand des eigenen Subjekts seine Auf-
merksamkeit schenken — also Gefiihlen, Emp-
findungen, Eindriicken, Vorstellungen, Gedan-
ken u. 4 Durch die gezielte Reflexion auf die
temporale Form, in der sie miteinander verbun-
den sind, kann man die formale, also nicht-em-
pirische Einsicht gewinnen, dass die Elemen-
te jedes Zustands eines menschlichen Subjekts
durch Sukzessivitit miteinander verbunden
sind. Auch hier verdankt sich die nicht-empiri-
sche Form dieser Einsicht einer Invarianz-Be-
dingung: Die Zustdnde eines menschlichen Sub-
jekts sind invariant gegentiber allen spezifischen
Unterschieden zwischen Gefiihlen, Empfindun-
gen, Eindriicken, Vorstellungen, Gedanken u. &.
durch die Form der Sukzessivitdt miteinander
verkniipft.

Doch inwiefern sind Kant und Heidegger in
einen Streit {iber das ,urspriingliche Wesen der
Zeit" verstrickt? Und inwiefern ist Kant einer
konstruktiven Alternative zu Heideggers Auf-
fassung vom ,Dasein als Zeitlichkeit’ auf der
Spur? Kants Theorie ist zu komplex, als dass man
diese Fragen mit einigen wenigen Federstrichen
beantworten konnte. Doch man kann zunéchst
die wichtigsten Elemente dieser Theorie im Zu-
sammenhang und um ihrer selbst willen eror-
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3TO TpebyeT OOJIbIIIero TepreHms K XapaKTepHbIM
JeTajIIM KaHTOBCKOV TEOPWM, YeM B CBOE BpeMsI
cMor pogBuTh Xarigerrep. OgHaKo TOJIBKO M0CIIe
TaKOrO TecTa Ha TepIIeHVe MOXHO OyeT IIposic-
HWUTb OTHOIIIEHVISI MEXTY 3TOVI TEOPUEN U TIOIXO-
namu Xangerrepa.

VI

sl HauHYy ¢ 277eMeHTa KaHTOBCKOV Tlepsout «Kpu-
TUKI», KOTOPBIVI XOTs 1 00Opa3yeT HeuTo BPOfIe «OC-
HOBHOT'O TOJIOCa» B KaHTOBEJIEHMV, HO olJa/iaeT
[7TyOVHHOVI TapMOHMEV, TeM He MeHee KaXXyIIer-
Cs 3aTEMHEHHOV B BAXKHBIX JIeTaJIsIX. DTOT «OCHOB-
HOVI TOJIOC» CO3IaeTCs MUKPOITpeJIoKeHeM (VTN
TICeBIOIIpeIJIOKeHeM) «i Mmobicaio» (B 131; Kawnr,
20064, c. 203). 51 cpa3sy ke HO3BOIIIO ceDe 3aMEeTUTB,
uTO Xavjerrep caM IIpuBeJl TeMy BpeMeHU B He-
IIOCPeJICTBeHHYIO0 (PaKTUUECKYIO CBSI3b C 3TUM «i
muicato». B cBoem sekmum «Borrpoc 00 mcTuHe»,
IIPOYNTAHHON B 3MMHeM ceMecTpe 1925/26 r., oH
IIOCTaBVJI IMEHHO TOT BOITPOC, Ha KOTopent KaHT B
KOHIIe KOHIIOB OTBETWJI, «BOIIPOC... O CBSI3U MEXITY
“a muicat0” v Bpemenem» (Heidegger, 1976, S. 344;
cm. Takke: S. 309). Bopouem, oH cMmor 3amaTh BO-
IIPOC TOJIBKO B ariopeTndeckon dopme: «SIBigercs
7M1 BpeMs MofycoM “s muicato” virmu “s moicaro” mo-
nyc spemeHn?» (Ibid., S. 346). Xarerreposckuie Bo-
IIPOCHI OyAy T MHTEpecoBaTh HaC M IIOCIIe TOro, Kak
MBI y3HaeM oTBeT KaHTa. DT0 HeOoriblloe Ipes-
BOCXMIIIEHVIe OBUIO TeM He MeHee HeOOXOIVIMBIM
JIJTS1 TOTO, YTOOBI IIOKA3aTh, B KAKOM HEOXXVITaHHOM
KJIIOUeBOM MecTe KaHTOBCKOV Teopun Xavigerrep
HOIHMMaeT BOIIPOC O BpeMeH! KaK TaKOBOM.

Cam KaHT xapakTepusyeT MUKpO- VIJIM IICEeB-
JIOTIpeJIoKeHe «i MblCA0» KaK «opmaibHOe
nosiokeHvie» (A 354; Kanr, 20060, c. 447). Kak ms-
BECTHO, 3TO TOJIOKEHVIE SIBJISIETCS SI3BIKOBBIM BBI-
paXkeHVeM caMOrO 3JIeMeHTapHOI'0 KOTHUTVBHOTO
aKTa, KOTOPBIVI Ha3bIBAETCS «HUCHION. .. VIJIVI TAKXKe
usHauasvnou annepyenyuei» (B 132; Kant, 2006a,
c. 203). MoxHO J0JITO JIOMaTh TOJIOBY Hajl TeM, 4YTO
IIpeziCTaByIsieT cOOOV 3TOT aKT MbIIIIeHMs. VI3-3a
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tern. Dazu ist zwar mehr Geduld fiir charakte-
ristische Einzelheiten von Kant Theorie nétig als
Heidegger sie zu seiner Zeit aufbringen konnte.
Doch erst nach einer solchen Geduldsprobe wird
es moglich sein, die Beziehungen zwischen die-
ser Theorie und Heideggers Ansatzen zu kldren.

VI

Ich beginne mit einem Element von Kants ers-
ter Kritik, das zwar fast schon so etwas wie einen
cantus firmus der Kant-Forschung bildet, dessen
zugrunde liegende Harmonien aber dennoch in
wichtigen Einzelheiten im Dunkeln zu liegen
scheinen. Diesen cantus firmus bildet der Mik-
ro-Satz bzw. Pseudo-Satz Ich denke (KrV, B 131).
Ich greife hier gleich einmal vor und mache dar-
auf aufmerksam, dass Heidegger selbst das The-
ma der Zeit in einen unmittelbaren sachlichen
Zusammenhang mit diesem Ich denke gebracht
hat. In seiner Vorlesung ,Die Frage nach der
Wahrheit” vom Wintersemester 1925—-1926, hat
er haargenau die Frage gestellt, die Kant schlief3-
lich beantwortet hat, ,die Frage [..] nach dem Zu-
sammenhang von Ich denke und Zeit” (Heideg-
ger, 1976, S. 344; vgl. auch S. 309). Er vermag je-
doch schliefslich nur noch in aporetischer Form
zu fragen: ,Ist die Zeit ein Modus des Ich denke
oder das Ich denke ein Modus der Zeit?” (ebd.,
S. 346). Diese Fragen Heideggers werden uns
noch beschiftigen, sobald wir Kants eigene Ant-
wort kennen. Doch dieser kleine Vorgriff war
notig, damit sich zeigt, an welcher unerwarteten
Schliisselstelle von Kants Theorie Heidegger die
Frage der Zeit selbst unmittelbar ins Spiel bringt.

Den Mikro- oder Pseudo-Satz Ich denke cha-
rakterisiert Kant selbst als ,formalen Satz”
(KrV, A 354). Dieser Satz bildet bekanntlich den
sprachlichen Ausdruck des elementarsten ko-
gnitiven Akts, des Akts der so apostrophierten
Jreine[n] [..] oder auch [...] urspriingliche[n] Ap-
perzeption” (KrV, B 132). Man kann viel dari-
ber ritseln, was es mit diesem Akt des Denkens



HEKOTOPOro TePMIMHOJIOIMYeCKOro HarpoOMOXK7le-
HVS CJIOB «YVICTOV, MJIV TaKXXe M3HadasIbHOM all-
HeplLernn» 3TO BbIpaXkeHVe CKopee o3a/jauiBaerT,
ueM nposcHseT. OgHako Xavizerrep 3aJyMbIBaeT-
Cs1 HaJl, «9MCTBIM MBIIIIEHVIEM B KOHEYHOM IT03Ha-
Hun» (Heidegger, 1976, S. 53). Borrpoc o ToMm, 4Td
TaKoe MBIIIJIeHVe, He JlaBaJl eMy ITOKOsI 10 CAMOIO
KOHIIQ, ¥ OH VICKaJI IIOMOIIIY, KaK M3BEeCTHO, Jaxe
y ITapmennpga. KanT xe cam obpaTii BHUMaHMe
Ha KJIFOYeBOVI ITYHKT CBOEVI TEOPU, I OH IIOMOXET
HaM B JasibHerIeM. B «[Iposeromenax», metonm-
YecK! BbIBEPeHHOM KpPaTKOM W3JIOKeHMW IIepBOv
«KpuTnkm», oH XapakKTepusyeT MBIIIJIEHUE CIle-
ayrommM  obpasom: «CilegoBaTesIbHO, MBICIIUTD
eCTb TO e, UTO COCTaBJISATh CYKAeHMs...» (AA 04,
S. 304; KanTt, 1994a, c. 62—63). OH OOCTaTO4YHO
4eTKO popMysIMpyeT CyTh KJIIOU€BOIO MOMEHTa
B «3ameTKe 5650»: «MBI MOXXeM MBICIIUTD TOJIBKO
npu nomowu CcyxmeHun...» (AA 18, S. 300, Kanr,
2000, c. 237; xypcus Movt. — P.D) Takum obpasom,
B CBeTe KaHTOBCKOVI T€OPUY MBI MOXKeM MBICIUTD
TOJIBKO B JIOrm4ecKkom popme cyxaeHus. biraromna-
ps aTomy KaHTy ymasock TO4HO OOBSICHUTD M3Ha-
yaJIbHO ellle HeCKOJIBKO HedCHYI0 POpMYIIpOB-
Ky u3 nepsont «Kputukm». 37eck OH orpesessier
Sl MBIIIITEHNS KaK TO, YTO OHO «€CTh TOJIBKO JIO-
rudeckas pyHkums» (B 428; Kant, 2006a, c. 545),
ITIOCKOJIBKY 3Ta JIormdeckasi (PyHKIIVS MBIIIJIeHS
I B cBeTe KaHTOBCKVIX OOBSICHEHIVI, OUeBUIHO, CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI CIIOCOOCTBOBATH JIOI'TUECKO
dopme cyxieHM.

Ha manHOM 3Tare 11e51eco00pasHO VCIIPaBUTh
3a0s1yX[IeH1e, KOTOpoe CYIIecTByeT B KaHTOBejle-
HUM 1 3a ero IIpezie/laMy CO BpeMeH BBbIXOfla B CBET
B 1799 r. xuuru Voranna I'ordpuna l'epoepa «Me-
TaKpUTMKa KPUTUKM YUCTOro pasyMa». C Tex 1op
ommbOYHOe TIpefiCTaB/IeHVie O TOM, YTO (PVITOCO-
dust KaHTa B ompernesieHHOM CTereHM 3aObIBaeT
O sA3bIKe U I03TOMY Oe3Ha/Ie)XHO yCTyIlaeT BCeM
OPMEHTMPOBAaHHBIM Ha $3bIK aHaJIUTUYECKVM
rofrxofiaM B (pustocodpun, sBjIsIeTCs, TaK CKa3aTh,
«OCHOBHBIM TOJIOCOM» B KaHToBeleHun. Ocoboe
BHIVIMaHVIEe 5TOMY CJIa0OMy MeCTy YAeJIWJI, B 9acT-
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auf sich hat. Durch das kleine terminologische
Wortungeheuer der ,reinen oder auch urspriing-
lichen Apperzeption” wird er mehr verritselt als
geklart. Heidegger thematisiert zwar ,Das rei-
ne Denken im endlichen Erkennen” (Heideg-
ger, 1976, S. 53). Und die Frage, was Denken ist,
hat Heidegger bis zuletzt in Atem gehalten und
bekanntlich Hilfestellungen bis zurtick bei Par-
menides suchen lassen. Doch Kant hat selbst auf
den fiir seine Theorie springenden Punkt auf-
merksam gemacht, der hier alleine weiterhilft.
In den Prolegomena, den methodisch gereiften
Retraktationen der ersten Kritik, charakterisiert
er das Denken so: , Also ist Denken so viel als
Urteilen” (Prol, AA 04, S. 304). Ganzlich klar for-
muliert er den springenden Punkt in der Reflexi-
on 5650: ,Wir konnen nur durch Urteile denken”
(Refl, AA 18, S. 300, Hvh. v. R.E.). Denken kénnen
wir im Licht von Kants Theorie also nur in der
logischen Form des Urteilens. Damit ist Kant die
unmissverstandliche Kldarung einer zundchst
noch ein wenig undeutlichen Formulierung der
ersten Kritik gelungen. Hier sagt er vom Ich des
Denkens, dass es ,[..] blofs die logische Funkti-
on [ist]” (KrV, B 428). Denn diese logische Funk-
tion des Denkens des Ich besteht im Licht von
Kants Erlduterungen offensichtlich darin, zur lo-
gischen Form des Urteils beizutragen.

An diesem Punkt ist eine Korrektur eines Ir-
rtums zweckmafsig, der seit Johann Gottfried
Herders Buch Eine Metakritik der Kritik der rein-
en Vernunft von 1799 innerhalb und aufSerhalb
der Kant-Forschung hartnickig am Leben er-
halten wird. Gleichsam einen cantus firmus des
Kant-Studiums bildet seit damals der Irrtum,
dass Kants Philosophie gewissermafsen sprach-
vergessen sei und deswegen insbesondere allen
sprachanalytisch orientierten Ansitzen in der
Philosophie hoffnungslos unterlegen sei. Vor al-
lem Ernst Tugendhat hat in seinem einflussreich
gewordenen Buch SelbstbewufStsein und Selbst-
bestimmung von 1979 den neuralgischen Punkt
markant beriihrt. Hier hat er der sog. Vorstel-
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HocTy, DpHCT TyreHaxar B cBoeyl aBTOPUTETHOM
kHmre «CaMoco3HaHMe 1 camooripesiesiere» (Tu-
gendhat, 1979). B nent o mpepncrasi 00o0IeH-
HBIVI aHaJIM3 TaK HasblBaeMow dpriocodum Ipes-
CTaBJIEHUTI, TO eCTh BceX PryIocodCKmX MozIesIer,
B KOTOPBIX IIPE/ICTABIIEHN], a He SI3BIKOBbIE BhIpa-
JKeHWMS ABJISIOTCA MUHVIMaJIbHBIMU JIOTMYeCKMU
dyHKIIMOHAJIBHBIMM  3JIeMeHTaMM IIOCTPOeHWs
CY>XIOEeHMVI, VIJIV IIPeIJIOKEHTA. OpgHako HeT HU-
yero OoJiee JIOKHOTO, 4YeM MHeHMe, YTO pvIocod-
ckue m3bickaHng KaHTa He yUMTBIBAIOT SI3bIK WIIN
3allMKJIeHbl Ha IIpefcTaBiieHMsX. JlocTaTodHo
IIPVBECTY [IBe INTATHL «MBbI OBI BOOOIIIE HE MOTIIN
CTPOUTB CYXXIeHMsI, eciIv Obl y Hac He OBIJIO CJIOB»
(AA 24, S. 588), 1 «Mpbl HyX/TaeMcsl B CJIOBax, 4To-
ObI OBITH ITIOHSATHBIMIU He 1104bk0 0pY2uM, HO VI Ca-
mum cebe» (AA 16, S. 839, No 3444).

Kak >xe mpom3omnulo, 4To KaHTOBCKOe uJIo-
codcKoe TBOPUECTBO MOIJIO TIOMACTh IIOf, Kasa-
JI0CB OBI, HeITpeoI0JIMOe ITOI03peH e B 3a0BeHMN
s3bIKa IV B JOrMaTWYecKOV 3alKJIeHHOCTY Ha
npepcrasaeHnax? OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC OYeHb
npoct: A1 KaHTa Todka 3peHms, UTO KaxKioe
IIpezicTaBjIeHe, KOTOpOe MOXeT OBITh VCIIOIB30-
BaHO B CY)X[I€HUW, [JOJDKHO OBITH BBIpakaeMo CJI0-
BOM WJTV IPYTOV SI3bIKOBOVI €IVHWIIEV, HACTOJIBKO
CcaMOOuYeBM/IHa, UYTO OH JjaXke He IIpMBeJI B CBOMX
KJTFOUEBBIX TEOPETUUeCKMX pabdoTax OTHAEeIbHYIO
TeopeMy 1 Hee. Eciv BOcIIosib30BaThCsl TepPMMU-
HOM M3BECTHOTO TeOpeTVKa peueBbIX aKToB [Iko-
Ha Céprg (Searle, 1971), TO 3Ty MBICIIb MOXXHO Ile-
pedopmynpoBatrhk crenyomuM obpasom: Kant
HerJIaCHO OIMpaeTcsd Ha IIOCTYJIaT SI3bIKOBOVI BbI-
PasMOCTVI, COCTOSIITNTL B TOM, UTO Ka KIIbIV JIOT V-
YUecK! 3Ha4VIMBIN 2JIEMEeHT CY)XX/IeHWs 00s3aresnb-
HO 00JTaziaeT BO3MOXKHOCTBIO OBITH BBIPa’KeHHBIM
CJIOBOM WUIU (PPa3OTL.

VIl

ITpexxae ueMm riepeiTyl K LIeHTpaIbHOMY BOIIPO-
Cy, HEOOXOOMMO cIeaTh IIOCJIe[IHee IIperBapu-
TeJIbHOe yBe[JOMJIeHMe, OT KOTOPOro, B CBOIO Oue-
penp, IIposieraeT IIyTh B TEMaTUYeCKyIo 00JIacTh,
OIM3KyI0 KIIIOUeBBIM mpesM Xarviferrepa. Bemp B
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lungs-Philosophie eine Generalabrechnung
présentiert, also allen philosophischen Entwiir-
fen, in denen Vorstellungen und nicht sprachli-
che Ausdriicke die minimalen logischen Funk-
tionselemente der Urteils- bzw. Satzbildung sind
(Tugendhat, 1979). Doch nichts ist falscher als die
Meinung von der Sprachvergessenheit bzw. Vor-
stellungs-Fixiertheit von Kants philosophischen
Untersuchungen. Zwei Zitate mogen gentigen:
,Wir wiirden gar nicht urteilen, wenn wir kei-
ne Worter hitten” (V-Lo/Politz, AA 24, S. 588),
und ,Wir bediirfen Worte, um nicht allein andern,
sondern uns selbst verstandlich zu werden” (Refl
3444, AA 16, S. 839).

Was ist passiert, dass Kants philosophische
Arbeit in den anscheinend untiberwindlichen
Verdacht der Sprachvergessenheit bzw. einer
dogmatischen Vorstellungs-Fixiertheit geraten
konnte? Die Antwort ist denkbar einfach: Fiir
Kant ist die Auffassung, dass jede Vorstellung,
die in einem Urteil verwendet werden kann,
durch ein Wort oder ein anderes sprachliches
Gebilde ausgedriickt werden kdnnen muss, so
selbstverstandlich, dass er fiir diese Auffas-
sung in seinen zentralen theoretischen Schrif-
ten gar kein eigenes Theorem vorgesehen hat.
Mit Hilfe eines Terminus des bedeutenden
Sprechakt-Theoretikers John Searle kann man
es auch so formulieren: Kant verldsst sich still-
schweigend auf das linguistische Expressibili-
tat-Postulat (vgl. Searle, 1971), dass jedes logisch
relevante Element eines Urteils durch ein Wort
oder durch eine Phrase ausgedriickt werden
konnen muss.

VII

Doch eine letzte Vorverstandigung ist notig,
bevor man in das thematische Zentrum gelangt,
aus dem wiederum ein Weg in die thematische
Néhe von Heideggers zentralen Auffassungen
fithrt. Denn in der wichtigen langen Fufinote



Ba)KHOW AJIMHHOV cHOcKe «[ IpenviciioBms» K «Me-
TadpM3YecKM HavdajlaM ecTecTBO3HaHMs» KaHT
dopmyripyer pabodee omperesieHVe MOHSTS
CYX[IeHWsl, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY CYXXIIeHUe — 3TO
«aKT, eJVHCTBeHHO IIOCPe[ICTBOM KOTOPOro HaH-
Hble ITPeJICTaBIIeH sl CTAHOBSITCS TIO3HaHMEM 00b-
exta» (AA 04, S. 474; KanT, 199406, c. 258). Tem ca-
MbIM KaHT IIogcHSeT, UTO IIOHMMaeT CyXX[eHue
KaK «akKT». CHCTeMHBII MacITabd 3Toro paboue-
TO omperiesleHMs cpasy OpocaeTcs B IJIa3a, eciu
BCIIOMHUTBL KaHTOBCKYIO 3aMeTKy: «Mrak, B Ka-
XKIOM CY KIeHUM CyOBeKTMBHO IIPUCY TCTBYET TaK-
Ke ¥ BpeMeHHAs IOCIIefIOBaTeIbHOCTE» (AA 20,
S. 369). KaHT dpukcrpyeT, eciiy MO3BOJINTeIBHO TakK
BBIPa3sUThCA IS SICHOCTY, BTOp)KeHVe BpeMeHV B
CBOVI TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHO-JIOTMYeCKUI aHaJIn3.
OmHako 3To BTOp)KeHVie BpeMeHM KacaeTcsl CaMOr'o
TOHKOI'O MOMEeHTa B KAaHTOBCKOM aHaJIn3e. Berp oH
oOparraetr BHMMaHMe He Oortee 1 He MeHee KaK Ha
TOT (paKT, YTO MBI He MOXKeM OCYILeCTBJIATh Jaxe
camMble MVUKPOCKOINMYECKVe aKThl CY>KAeHWs VMHa-
4e, YyeM VICIIOJIb3Ysl OHO IIpeJICTaB/IeHue 3a JApy-
TVIM VJIVI OJTHO CJIOBO 34 IPYTVIM, KOI'Zia MBI CTPOVIM
CyXIeHue. H03T0My Ja’ke TaKOVI ITPOCTOVI KaTero-
PUYeCKNI aKT CYXIIeHWs, KaK «i MblCA10», TIPVBS-
3aH K 3TOV IIOCJIeIOBATEeIIbHOV BpeMeHHO op-
Me, TaK YTO CyOBeKT M IpeanKaT MOTYT VCIIO/Ib-
30BaThCs TOJIBKO IIOCIIeOBATEIILHO APYT 3a [py-
roM. PopMyIMpysl KpaTKo, B CBeTe KaHTOBCKOV
dvtocodryt apxeTuIl BpeMeHHOCTY OBITHS UesIo-
BeKa OOHapyXKVBaeTCs B €ro aKTax cyxkueHus. Te-
Iepb HaM OCTaeTCsd TOJIBKO BBISCHUTB, MOXKHO JIV
Cpeny MHOXeCTBa BUJIOB CyXX[eHui, (POpMbI KO-
TOpBIX aHaIM3MpoBal KaHT, 0OHapyXMUTh UTO-TO
Bpojle IlapaJurMbl BEIpaskeHHOV B popMe cyK]le-
HVISI BPEMEHHOCTV 9eJIOBEUYeCKOT0 OBITVS.

Bo Bcakom cirydae 3aech yxke IIposiBiIgeTcs ca-
MBIV BaKHBIVI ITYHKT PacXOXJIeHVs B HEYperyJivi-

® Tlosromy Bosbdranr Buuiann cripaBeyMBo oTMeda-
eT, yro KaHT roBOpUT 0 npoyecce cyxoerus TOpasHo dyallie
B cyGCTaHTMBMPOBaHHoVI [JIaroJIbHOVL q)opMe, aAKILIeH-
TUPYIOIIeVl VCHOIHSIONNII XapaKTep CyXIeHWs, a He
VICKITFOUMTEITbHO B HOMMHATMBHOV (popMe, aKIIeHTUPY-
IOIIEVT XapaKTep pe3yJIbTaTa WIN YCIEeITHOCTI CYKOeHA
(Wieland, 2001, S. 88 —89).

R. Enskat

der ,Vorrede” der Metaphysischen Anfangsgriin-
de der Naturwissenschaft formuliert Kant eine Ar-
beitsdefinition des Urteilsbegriffs. Demnach ist
ein Urteil eine ,Handlung, durch die gegebene
Vorstellungen zuerst Erkenntnisse eines Objekts
werden” (MAN, AA 04, S. 474). Mit ihr stellt Kant
klar, dass er das Urteil als , eine Handlung” auf-
fasst’ Die systematische Tragweite dieser Ar-
beitsdefinition spring sofort in die Augen, wenn
man Kants Reflexion berticksichtigt: ,Nun ist in
jedem Urteil subjektiv auch eine Zeitfolge” (Lose
Blitter, AA 20, S. 369). Damit formuliert Kant,
wenn ich um der Verdeutlichung willen einmal
dramatisch formulieren darf, den Einbruch der
Zeit in seine transzendentallogische Analyse.
Allerdings betrifft dieser Einbruch der Zeit den
mikroskopischsten Punkt in Kants Analysen.
Denn er macht auf nicht mehr und nicht weniger
aufmerksam als darauf, dass wir auch die mikro-
skopischsten Urteilsakte nicht anders vollziehen
konnen als dadurch, dass wir eine Vorstellung
nach der anderen bzw. ein Wort nach dem ande-
ren gebrauchen, wenn wir ein Urteil bilden. Also
auch ein so simpler kategorischer Urteilsakt wie
Ich denke ist an diese sukzessive temporale Form
gebunden, so dass das Subjekt und das Pradikat
nur nacheinander gebraucht werden konnen.
Kurz: Im Licht von Kants Philosophie zeigt sich
die Urform der Zeitlichkeit des Seins des Men-
schen in seinen Urteilsakten. Wir miissen jetzt
nur noch kldren, ob sich unter der Vielzahl von
Urteilstypen, deren Formen Kant analysiert hat,
so etwas wie ein Paradigma der urteilsformigen
Zeitlichkeit des Seins des Menschen findet.
Jedenfalls zeichnet sich hier schon der wich-
tigste Differenzpunkt im unausgetragenen Streit
Heideggers mit Kant tiber das ,urspriingliche
Wesen der Zeit” ab: Im Licht von Kants Theorie

 Zu Recht macht daher Wolfgang Wieland (2001, S. 88-
89) darauf aufmerksam, dass Kant signifikant haufig in
der den Vollzugscharakter des Urteils akzentuierenden
substantivierten Verbalform vom Urteilen spricht und
nicht ausschliefSlich in der den Resultat- oder Erfolgs-
charakter des Urteils akzentuierenden Nominalform
vom Urteil.
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poBarHOM criope Xamperrepa ¢ Kanrom o0 «i3-
HaJaJIbHOVI CYIITHOCTV BpeMeHI»: B CBeTe KaHTOB-
CKOVI TeOPUY «M3HadaIbHasl CyITHOCTb BpeMeHV»
OOHapy>XMBaeTcs B aKTaxX CyKaeHWs jionent. Tem
He MeHee He CTOUT CIIeIINTE C IOABeAeHeM VTO-
T'OB 3TOrO CIIOPa, CBOJIsL KAHTOBCKYIO TEOPWIO M K-
3VCTEeHIIaJILHYIO OHTOJIOIMIO Xarijerrepa K Ipo-
CTOMY JIOIMY€CKOMY OTHOLIEHVIO ITPOTUBOPEUNSL.
Bortee rytonoTBOpHEIM ITpeficTaBIIsieTcs 3a7aTh BO-
npoc, pykosoncTsyroresa v Kant n Xavigerrep B
CBOVIX VICCJIC[IOBAHMAX Pas3/IMUHBIMM aclleKTaMu 1
KpUTepUAMM M3HavaIbHOCTA.

VIII

[17151 TOro YTOOBI OTBETUTH Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, He-
00X0MMO YIIIyOUTbCSI B KAHTOBCKYIO TEOPUIO 00
akte cyxaenms. Cam KanT momorrern x yrity6iie-
HMIO 3TOr0 BOIpOca Ha y[MBJIeHVe paHO U I103-
TOMYy HadyaJl ero C TOr0O MOMEeHTa, KOTOPBI IIpu-
BJIEK €r0 BHMMaHUVe ¢ caMOro HavaJla, TO eCThb yKe
B IlepBoM M3aaHUM «KpUTHMKIM 4MCTOro pasymanr.
Peub mjieT 0 TOM caMOM ITPeCJIOBY TOM MUKPO- VI
TICeBIIOCY KIIEHUU «A MblCA10». B TlepBoM m3maHum
OHO (PYHKIIVMIOHVPYeT VCKJIFOUMTEIbHO KaK BBIBOZ],
OITMOOYHOr0 YMO3aK/IIOueHNs B IJIaBe O Iapajio-
rusme. Tam KaHT Bce emie xoreOriercd B oTBeTe Ha
BOIIPOC, TOBOPUTCH JIVL T€M CaMBbIM «O IIOHSTUM
VIV, €CJIV YTOITHO, O CYKAEHUM A MbicAt0» (A 341 /
B 399; Kant, 2006a, c. 511). Ho yXe B jieKium 1o
Metadmsuke (L1), koTopas, BepoITHO, OTHOCUT-
cst K KoHILy 1770-x IT. 1 dase OTKpBITHS T1apasio-
I'M3Ma, OH JIOBOIUT paccMaTpuBaeMbIll BOIIPOC 1O
MpopaboTaHHOIO pasbsacHeHMs: «JlormuecKnm akT
5L MbLCAI0... €CTh CyXIleHue (iudicium)... OHO gBJIseT-
Cs1 JIOTMYeCcKMM aKToM 1o popme..» (AA 22, S. 95).

ITocste 3TOrO OJJHO3HAYHOIO Pa3bsCHEHMs KaH-
TOBCKOVI aHaJIUTMYeCKon POKyCUpPOBKM Ha op-
MaTe Cy>XKIeHMs 1, 3HaunT, Ha (popMaTe [eviCTBIS
VIV aKTa «f MblCAH0», a CTIeIOBaTeIIbHO, 11 Ha Bpe-
MeHHOV dopMe pean3aliuy Cy>XKIeHUiI Heobxo-
IIVIMO CZieJIaTh ellle HeCKOJIbKO II1aroB, 4ToObI 000-
3HAYNUTB KJIFOUEBOVI MOMEHT, Ha KOTOPOM IIpOsic-
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zeigt sich das ,urspriingliche Wesen der Zeit" in
den Urteilsakten der Menschen. Dennoch sollte
man diesen Streit nicht voreilig dadurch abzu-
schliefsen suchen, dass man Kants Theorie und
Heideggers Existenzialontologie auf das simple
logische Verhiltnis eines Widerspruchs zurtick-
fithrt. Fruchtbarer ist es zu fragen, ob Kant und
Heidegger sich in ihren Untersuchungen von un-
terschiedlichen Aspekten und Kriterien der Ur-
spriinglichkeit leiten lassen.

VIII

Um diese Frage beantworten zu kénnen, ist
eine letzte Vertiefung in Kants Theorie des Ur-
teilsakts notig. Kant hat selbst erstaunlich friih
zu dieser Vertiefung gefunden. Daher setzt die-
se Vertiefung auch an einem Punkt an, der von
Anfang an — also schon in der ersten Aufla-
ge der Kritik der reinen Vernunft — seine Auf-
merksamkeit auf sich gezogen hat. Es handelt
sich um das bertthmt-beriichtigte Mikro-Urteil
bzw. Pseudo-Urteil Ich denke. In der ersten Auf-
lage fungiert es im Paralogismus-Kapitel aus-
schliefdlich als Conclusio eines Fehlschlusses.
Kant schwankt hier noch, ob dadurch ein ,,Be-
griff, oder, wenn man lieber will, das Urteil: Ich
denke” (KrV, A 341 / B 399) zur Sprache gebracht
wird. Doch schon in einer Vorlesung tiber Me-
taphysik (L1), die wohl aus den letzten 1770er
Jahren und der Phase der Entdeckung des Para-
logismus” stammt, hat er den fraglichen Punkt
zu einer reifen Kldarung gebracht: ,Der logische
Akt Ich denke [..] ist ein Urteil (iudicium) |[...]. Es ist
ein logischer Akt der Form nach [..]” (OP, AA 22,
S. 95), namlich seiner kategorischen Form nach.

Nach dieser unmissverstdndlichen Kldrung
von Kants analytischer Konzentration auf das
Urteilsformat und damit auch auf das Hand-
lungs- oder Aktformat des Ich denke und deswe-
gen auch auf die zeitliche Vollzugsform der Ur-
teile sind nur noch wenige Schritte notig, um



HUTCS HapagurMa BeIpaXkeHHOM B popMe CyKile-
HVs BPeMeHHOCTM dYesloBedeckoro Obrtms. KanT
Zles1aeT IIepBbIV 111ar, 0ObACHHS XapaKTep aKTa Cy-
KIIEHUST « MbLCAI0» 3aMedaHVeM «s, TIOCKOJIBKY
MBICIIIO, cyIecTByIo» (B 420; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 535).
OpHako, TIOCKOJIBKY s yKe yKasbiBasl, uro KanT
COBEpIIIEHHO $ICHO JIaeT IIOHSTh, UTO «CJIefIOBa-
TEeJIbHO, MBICJIUTD €CTh TO YK€, UYTO COCTaBJISATh CY-
xaeHus» (AA 04, S. 304; Kanrt, 199%4a, c. 62—63) u
«MBI MOXXEM MBICJIUTD TOJIBKO NpU HOMOUU CyXK-
menui» (AA 18, S. 300, Kant, 2000, c. 237, xyp-
cuB MoVL. — P.5), o4eBMIHO, UTO B CBeTe KaHTOB-
CKOVI TeOpUY TIepBOHaYaJIbHAs BpeMeHHAs (popma
SK3VCTEHLIVM YeJIoBeKa OCYIIeCTBIIseTCs dJepes
aKTBI Cy>XIIeHWsl, a UMEHHO Yepe3 aKThl CYKIAeH s
IIPOV3BOJTIBHO MMKPOCKOIIMYECKVIX JIOTMIeCKMX
dopM. AKT CyXXOeHUs «1 MblCA10» He TOJIBKO Ta-
KOVl MMKPOCKOIIMYEeCKUVI aKT CyXXJeHus. B csere
Teopuy KaHTa OH Takke 00pasyeT MCKOMYIO HaMU
IapaJurMy repBoHavasIbHOV BpeMeHHOV (POpMBI
9K3VCTeHLINM YesIoBeKa, OCYIecTBIIeMOoVl depes
aKThI CyKaeHns. HaMm Hy»KHO TOJIBKO BCIIOMHUTB,
urto KaHT OTOXIECTBIISIeT 3TOT aKT CyXXIeHUS C
«ToJI0coM camoco3HaHMs» (A 346 / B 404; Kanr,
20060, c. 437; Kant, 2006a, c. 517).

Taxvm o6paszom, coOpaHBbI Bce 371eMeHTBI, KOTO-
pble TIO3BOJISIIOT BBISIBUTH, TIOHATH M (PAKTIUIECKN
OLIEHMTHh BaKHemInmi1 BKJIazd KaHTa B ormcaHve
IIepBOHAYAJIBHOV BpeMeHHO (POPMBI 3K3UCTEH-
MM 4YesloBeKa. BOT OH: «...B COBOKyITHOe B3siTO€
BpeMs], KOI/ja s OCO3Haro cedsl, S CO3HAIO 3TO Bpe-
M KaK IpUHaIexalree K eIyHCTBY Moero ...»
(A 362; Kanr, 20060, c. 457). ITosTomy 3TO OcO3Ha-
HVIe CaMOro ce0si OTHOCUTCS 1711 KasKAOIo CyObek-
Ta, IIPOM3BOLIIErO Cy XK/IeHVe, B TAaKOV JXe Mepe K
11eJIOCTHOCTY €0 CaMOro, KaK VI OCO3HaHVie BpeMe-
H, KOTOpOe 3aTpaveHo Ha COOTBETCTBYIOIINII aKT
cyxaeHns. Ho B cBeTe KaHTOBCKOVI TEOPVV MBI XKe
MOYKEM MBICJINTB TOJIBKO 110CpedctnBom CyKIeHWUIA.
[lepBoHavaIPHOE CO3HAHME, KOTOPOE UeJIOBEK MO-
XeT MIMeThb O cebe 11 0 BpeMeHM, SIBJISeTCs], TaKMM
o0OpasoM, B cBeTe 3TOV TeOPUM He YeM MHBIM, KaK
CO3HaHMEM, KOTOPOrO OH MOXXeT JOCTUYb C IIOMO-
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den springenden Punkt zu markieren, an dem
das Paradigma der urteilsféormigen Zeitlichkeit
des Seins des Menschen ans Licht kommt. Den
ersten Schritt tut Kant, indem er den Aktcharak-
ter des Urteilsakts Ich denke mit der Bemerkung
erldutert ,Ich existiere denkend” (KrV, B 420). Da
ich aber schon daran erinnert hatte, dass Kant
unmissverstindlich klarstellt , Also ist Denken
so viel als Urteilen” (Prol, AA 04, S. 304) und , Wir
konnen nur durch Urteile denken” (Refl 5650,
AA18,S.300, Hvh. v. REE.), liegt es auf der Hand,
dass im Licht von Kants Theorie die urspriingli-
che zeitliche Existenzform des Menschen durch
Urteilsakte vollzogen wird, und zwar durch Ur-
teilsakte beliebig mikroskopischer logischer For-
men. Der Urteilsakt Ich denke ist nicht nur ein
solcher mikroskopischer Urteilsakt. Er bildet im
Licht von Kants Theorie auch das von uns ge-
suchte Paradigma der durch Urteilsakte vollzo-
genen urspriinglichen zeitlichen Existenzform
des Menschen. Wir miissen uns lediglich noch
daran erinnern, dass Kant diesen Urteilsakt mit
dem ,Ausspruch des Selbstbewufitseins” (KrV,
A 346 / B 404) identifiziert.

Damit sind alle Elemente gesammelt, die er-
lauben, Kants wichtigsten Beitrag zur Charak-
terisierung der urspriinglichen zeitlichen Exis-
tenzform des Menschen zu identifizieren, zu
verstehen und sachlich zu wiirdigen. Er lautet:
,»[..] in der ganzen Zeit, darin ich mir meiner be-
wufst bin, bin ich mir dieser Zeit, als zur Einheit
meines Selbst gehorig, bewufst” (KrV, A 362). Die-
ses Bewusstsein seiner selbst gehort daher fiir je-
des urteilende Subjekt ebenso zur Einheit seines
Selbst wie das Bewusstsein der Zeit, die sein je-
weiliger Urteilsakt in Anspruch nimmt. Doch
wir konnen im Licht von Kants Theorie auch
nur durch Urteile denken. Das urspriingliche Be-
wusstsein, das ein Mensch von sich selbst und
der Zeit haben kann, ist im Licht dieser Theorie
daher gar kein anderes als das Bewusstsein, das
er mit jedem beliebigen seiner (denkenden) Ur-
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IITBFO JTFOOOTO 13 CBOVIX (MBICJIMTEIIBHBIX) aKTOB CY-
JKIAEHMST — ¥ TOJIBKO C VX TIOMOIIBIO. VI TTOCKOJIBKY
B CBeTe TOVI JKe TeOPUM «sl, TIOCKOJIBKY MBICIIIO, CY-
IIeCTBYIO», TO (MBICJIMTEIIbHBIE) aKThl CY>XIAeHWs
B CBeTe 3TOV TeOopuM Takke 0o0pasyloT IepBOHa-
4JaJIbHYIO BpeMeHHYIO PopMy OBITHS VI POPMY
9K3VICTEHIIVV YeJIOBeKa.

Tem OoJtee oueBNIHO, OOHAKO, 3aMeIIaTeIbCTBO
Xaniperrepa (cum. Bbite c. 48). OtBer Kanta 0 TOM,
UTO BpeMsl SIBJIZeTCsl MOYCOM He TOJIBKO aKTa Cy-
KOEHUS «i MblCAI0», HO, TAKUM 00pa3oM, ¥ MOy-
COM HaWMBBICIIIEV ¥ IepBOHAa4YaJIbHOM (POPMBI CY-
I1IeCTBOBaH UeJIoBeKa, YCKOJIb3HYII OT Xariierre-
pa B Te rogbl 1 gaxe B 1929 . B ero kuure o Kanre.
B To1 kHmMre oH moOmsics Toro, 4To POAYKTVUBHBIN
caMm 110 cebe aJIbTEpPHATUBHBIN BOIIPOC, SABJISETCS
JIVI BpeMSI MOITYCOM <« MbLCAI0» VIV « MbLCAI0» —
MOJIyC BpeMeHM, 1cue3 Kak Obl ycusiveM Bosu Ola-
rofaps Tesucy o ToM, uto «Bpems m “a MpIciio”...
TOXAecTBeHHbD» (Xangerrep, 1997, c. 111).

IX

TaxyuM obOpaszoM BBISBIIsieTCsl IIepBasi 3HAUM-
Mag TOYKa COIIPMKOCHOBEeHMS, a TaKxke Hanboslee
CylllecTBeHHas pasHUIla Mexay Teopuent Kan-
Ta ¥ TeM, K yeMy cTpeMuTcst Xavierrep, JoKasbl-
Bag, 4TO «MHTepIrpeTanysa Dasein Kak BpeMeHHO-
CTU SIBJISIeTCs 11eJ1bI0 PyHJaMeHTasIbHOVI OHTOJIO-
run...» (Xamperrep, 1997, c. 138). Xarimerrep mpo-
IoJDKaeT: OTCIofla «BbIpacTaeT 3ajiada IIpojiesiaTh...
IIyTh BO3BpallleHNs K KOHEUHOCT! YeJloBeKa Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, YTOOBI YCMOTpPeThb B 3[1eChb-ObITUM
(Da-sein) KaK TaKOBOM BpeMeHHOCTb KaK TpaHC-
1LIeH/IeHTaJIbHY IO ITpa-cTpYKTypy» (Tam xe, c. 140).
W B 3aximrouenme: «Ha myTu K 3101 LIenu pyHOa-
MeHTaJIbHOVI OHTOJIOT MW, VI BMECTe C TeM B CBSI3U C
Ppa3pabOTKOVI KOHEYHOCTI B UeJIOBEKe, CTAHOBUTCS
HeoOXOAMMO 3K3VCTeHIIMasIbHasl MHTepIlpeTa-
LMs coBecTH, fAoira v cMepTi» (Tam xe).

31eck HeT HeOOXOOVIMOCTM OCTaHaBJIMBATBCH
Ha TOM 3HaueHUV, KoTopoe Xarierrep mpuaaBal
pa3paboTKe KOHEYHOCTM UesioBeka. BmecTo 3Toro
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teilsakte — und nur durch sie — gewinnen kann.
Und da im Licht derselben Theorie gilt Ich existie-
re denkend, bilden die (denkenden) Urteilsakte im
Licht dieser Theorie auch die urspriingliche zeit-
liche Seins- oder Existenzform des Menschen.
Umso mehr f&llt jedoch Heideggers Verlegen-
heit auf (vgl. oben S. 48). Kants Antwort, dass die
Zeit ein Modus nicht nur des Urteilsakts Ich den-
ke ist, sondern damit auch der Modus der sub-
limsten und urspriinglichen Existenzform des
Menschen, war Heidegger damals und auch im
Kant-Buch von 1929 entgangen. Er hat die an sich
fruchtbare Alternativ-Frage, ob die Zeit ein Mo-
dus des Ich denke ist oder das Ich denke ein Mo-
dus der Zeit, in diesem Buch gleichsam durch ei-
nen Kraftakt zum Verschwinden gebracht durch
die These, dass ,das ,ich denke’ und die Zeit |...]
dasselbe [sind]” (Heidegger, 1965, S. 174).

IX

Damit ist der erste wichtige Bertihrungs-
punkt, aber auch der wichtigste Differenzpunkt
zwischen Kants Theorie und dem geklart, was
Heidegger durch eine ,Interpretation des Da-
seins als Zeitlichkeit [als] das Ziel der Funda-
mentalontologie [..]“ (ebd., S. 216) anstrebt. Hei-
degger fahrt fort: Daraus ,erwichst [...] die Auf-
gabe, den [..] Riickgang in die Endlichkeit im
Menschen so durchzufiihren, dafi im Da-sein
als solchem die Zeitlichkeit als transzendentale
Urstruktur sichtbar wird”. Und schliefilich: ,, Auf
dem Wege zu diesem Ziel der Fundamentalon-
tologie, d. h. zugleich im Dienste der Herausar-
beitung der Endlichkeit des Menschen, wird die
existentiale Interpretation von Gewissen, Schuld
und Tot notwendig” (ebd., S. 218).

Es ist hier nicht notig, der Tragweite nach-
zugehen, die Heidegger der Herausarbeitung
der Endlichkeit des Menschen beigemessen hat.
Stattdessen ist auf die Punkte in seinem Kant-
Buch und in Sein und Zeit aufmerksam zu ma-
chen, in denen er einen der wichtigsten Ziige von



crlefiyeT oOpaTuTh BHMMaHVe Ha Te MeCTa B €ro
kHure o KanTe 1 B KHure «bbITHE 11 BpeMsi», B KO-
TOPBIX OH He TOJIBKO YIIyCTWJI, HO U B KOpHe He-
BEpPHO VCTOJIKOBAJI OHY M3 BaKHEVIIINX 0COOeH-
HocTel1 Teopunt BpemeHu KaHta. OmHako 3T He-
BepHble MHTepIIpeTalui MMeIoT He COBCeM IIpo-
CTYIO CBSI3b C TeM, 4To Xamjerrep Haspasl B «bbI-
TUM VI BpeMeHI» BYJIbrapHBIM IIOHVIMaHVEM Bpe-
menn. V160, mo ero mueHmro, KauT nmoaragaer mox
3TO ByJIbrapHOe IOHVMaHWe C OCHOBHBIMMU 3Jle-
MeHTaMM CBOeVl TeOpUI BpeMeHT.

B xuure o Kanre 3T0 HenoHMMaHMe KpaTKo 1
Oe301mMO0YHO XapaKTepusyeTcs KaK TOuKa 3pe-
HVIs, COIJIAaCHO KOTOPOVI BpeMs IIOHMMAaeTCs «Kak
4ycTas depena hociedoBamesvHocmu  “rerieps’»
(Xamperrep, 1997, c. 116). B «berTvivt 1 BpeMeHM» OH
JlaXke paccy’k1aeT Ha KBa3/MaTeMaTUecKOM SI3bl-
Ke 0 TOM, YTO B paMKaX 3TOro OOBIZIeHHOI'O TIOHU-
MaHWS BPEMEHM «3TO... BPeMSL... IIPEITOIHOCUTCS
TaKVM 00pa3soM KaK HAAUUHASL MHOXeCBeHHOCb
men ep v» (Xanperrep, 2006, c. 417). C moMo1ibio
KaTeropmi «HaJIMYHOCTb» U «IIPEITHAXOIVMOCTb»
Xarmizerrep OHO3HAYHO J1aeT IIOHATH, YTO TaKoe
MIOHMMaHMe BpeMeH! CJleflyeT «aHTUYHOW OHTO-
JIOTUW», VI CTPEMWUTCs clieslaTh ITPOIYKTUBHBIM
«apucmomesebckutl aHamv3 BpeMmeHn» (Tam ke,
c. 421). ITockopKy B paMKax 3TOro aHaJIn3a Bpe-
MeHV paHbIlle ¥ I03)Ke CYIIero CTaHOBATCH I10-
CTYIHBIMU [IJISL YMCJIOBOVI XapaKTePUCTUKI pas-
HUIIBI MEXY «pPaHBIIIe» U «[103Xe», TO eCThb IJI
V3MepeHs [JIUTeJIbBHOCTU 3TOV pa3sHUIIbL. «PaHb-
ITIe» CYIIero TaK XKe CBsI3aHO C «Tellepb», KaK ¥ ero
«I103XKe» CBA3aHO C IPYIMM «Tellepb»: «lerepb-ro-
BOpEHME... ITPOsIBIIsieT ceOsl KaK OTINYMTeITbHAS
aKTyasv3auys HajaHoro» (Tam xe, c. 416).

Ho KaHT B cBOMX TpyZIax MO Teopuy BpeMeHM
HMKOIIa He IIPUINCHIBAJI HY MaJIeviIler TeMaTu-
YecKOV 3HAYMMOCTI «Telepb» U ero poiu. Ilpu-
VchbIBass KaHTOBCKOW TeOpulM BpeMeHM YKJIOH
B OOBbIIeHHOe TIOHMMaHVie BpeMeHV, Xawjerrep
TeM caMbIM IIPUIINCHIBAET eVl M YKJIOH B KJlacCu-
YeCKYI0 OHTOJIOIMIO HaJIMYHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIEero
BO BpeMeHHBIX dopmax. VIrak, B Ha3BaHUM CBO-
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Kants Theorie der Zeit nicht nur verfehlt, son-
dern grundsatzlich missdeutet hat. Allerdings
stehen diese Missdeutungen in einem nicht ganz
unkomplizierten Zusammenhang mit dem, was
Heidegger in Sein und Zeit als das vulgdre Ver-
standnis der Zeit apostrophiert hat. Denn in die-
sem vulgdren Verstidndnis ist nach seiner Auf-
fassung Kant mit wichtigen Elementen seiner
Theorie der Zeit befangen.

Im Kant-Buch wird dieses Missverstandnis
knapp und unmissverstandlich als die Auffas-
sung gekennzeichnet, dass ,die Zeit [...] als reine
Jetztfolge genommen” (ebd., S. 182) wird. In Sein
und Zeit spricht er sogar in quasi-mathematischer
Sprache davon, dass im Rahmen dieses vulgéaren
Zeitverstandnisses ,[d]iese [.] Zeit [.] gleich-
sam wie eine vorhandene Jetztmannigfaltigkeit vor-
gefunden [wird]” (Heidegger, 1960, S. 417). Mit
den Kategorien der Vorhandenheit und der Vor-
findlichkeit gibt Heidegger unmissverstandlich
zu verstehen, dass dieses Zeitverstdandnis ,der
antiken Ontologie” folgt und ,die Aristotelische
Zeitanalyse” (ebd., S. 421) fruchtbar zu machen
sucht. Denn im Rahmen dieser Zeitanalyse wird
das Friither-sein und das Spater-sein eines Sei-
enden einer zahlenformigen Charakterisierung
der Differenz zwischen seinem Friiher- und sei-
nem Spéter-sein zuganglich gemacht — also der
Messung der Dauer dieser Differenz. Das Frii-
her-sein eines Seienden ist ebenso an ein Jetzt
gebunden wie sein Spater-sein an ein anderes
Jetzt: ,Das Jetzt-sagen [...] erweist sich als ausge-
zeichnetes Gegenwartigen eines Vorhandenen”
(ebd., S. 416).

Doch Kant hat dem Jetzt und seiner Rolle in
seinen Schriften zur Theorie der Zeit niemals
auch nur die geringste thematische Bedeutsam-
keit zugeschrieben. Indem Heidegger Kants
Theorie der Zeit eine Befangenheit im vulgéren
Zeitverstindnis zuschreibt, schreibt er ihr daher
auch eine Befangenheit in der klassischen Onto-
logie des in zeitlichen Formen Vorhandenen zu.
Nun habe ich im Titel meines Artikels angedeu-
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el CTaThM s yKa3aJl, UTO X0TeJI Obl ccpopMysImpo-
BaTh KpUTWYeCKMe 3aMedaHs 110 TIOBOLY aJIbTep-
HaTVBHOIO BbIOOpa MeXy MeTadpV3VKOV, aHTpPO-
TIOJIOTMEN WJIV 3K3MCTEHIIMAJIBHOV OHTOJIOT VeV,
KOTOpbIVI Xanjerrep paccMarpusaeT B 1929 r. Ha
done meppoit kaHTOBCKOM «Kpmtmkm». Coep-
IIIeHHO OuYeBMIHO, uYTo caM KaHT m3iaraer HedTO
VMHOe, HeXeJIy SK3VUCTeHIIVaJIbHYIO0 OHTOJIOIMIO.
Ho modeMy ero KoHIeMIIMs M3Ha4daJIbHOIO Bpe-
MEHHOTO CaMO- M 3K3VCTEHIIMaJIbHOTO CO3HAHMS
yesIoBeKa, BBIHOCSIIETO CyXKIIeHWs, He SIBJISIeTCs
OHTOJIOTVIeVI HaJIVTYHO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIero?

[71s1 TOro 4TOOBI B IIOJTHOV Mepe OTBETUTH Ha
3TOT BOIIPOC, HEOOXOAMMO OOpaTUTBCS IIpeXKiie
Bcero K 3HaMeHUTBIM § 15—16 BTOporo msmaHms
nepBont «Kputnkm». V100 B 3TOM TeopeTndecKoM
doxyce KaHTOBCKOVI prstocodmit HaKOILIEHHBIe
OCHOBHBIE ITPENTIOChUIKN PacCMaTPMBAIOTCS Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, 4TOoObI CTajl OHO3HAYHO TIOHSTEH
HEOHTOJIOTMUECKIVI XapaKTep KOHIIETIIINI 3Ha-
YaJIbBHOTO BPEMEHHOro CcaMoO- ¥ 3K3VCTeHIIVaslb-
HOTO CO3HaHMS YesloBeKa, BBIHOCAIIErO CyXKie-
Hug. Sl nutupyto: «Céase (conjunctio) MHOTrooo-
pasHOro BOOOIIE... eCTh aKT CIIOHTAaHHOCTM...»
(B 129—-130; KanT, 2006a, c. 201). B cBeTe xaHTOB-
CKOVI TEOPWM JIOTVTUeCKe CBSI3W IIPeICTaBIIeHNT],
VIV CJIOB, C JIOTMYeCcKN O(POPMIIEHHBIMU CYKe-
HUSMM 00pasyIoT caMyIo 3JIeMeHTapHYyIo opMy
CBSI3M1 MHOTOOOPa3HOIO uepe3 aKT CIIOHTAHHOCTL.
KaHT mpomorrkaer: «...cpem Bcex IIpecTaBlle-
HUVI c643b €CTh eVHCTBEHHOE, YTO... MOXXeT ObITh
CO3IaHO TOJIBKO CaMMM CyObeKToM, 100 [ycTaHOB-
JIeHVie CBsI3M| eCTh aKT ero CaMOIesTeIbHOCTVI»
(B 130; Kanr, 2006a, c. 201). « mobicato» obpasyeT
CaMBIVI 3JIeMEHTAPHBINI aKT CIIOHTAHHOTO CBSA3bI-
BaHWS IIpeCTaBIeHNl, WIN CJIOB, B «CyXKIIeHVe
1o popme», Kak noguepkmsaeT KaHT.

AKTBI, VIV IeVICTBIS, OPOPMIIEHHOV B CYyXKJle-
HVe CBSA3M IIpefiCcTaBIeHN, WIN CJIOB, 00pa3yIoT
cpeny crierdyIecKy 4eJIoBedecKort ClIOHTaHHO-
CTH, KOTOpasi HUKOMM 00pa3oM He 3aBVUCUT OT Ha-
gHO cytiectsyorero. [Tosromy Teopus Kanra
He obOpasyeT oHTOsIOrMI0. HO K Kakomy Tuiry teo-
PV OHa TOrzia OTHOCUTCS?

tet, dass ich kritische Bemerkungen zu der Al-
ternative Metaphysik, Anthropologie oder Exis-
tenzial-Ontologie formulieren mochte, die Hei-
degger 1929 im Ausgang von Kants erster Kritik
erortert. Es ist selbstverstdndlich klar, dass Kant
selbst alles andere als eine Existential-Ontologie
prasentiert. Doch warum ist seine Konzeption
des urspriinglichen zeitlichen Selbst- und Exis-
tenzbewusstseins des urteilenden Menschen
keine Ontologie eines Vorhandenen?

Um diese Frage angemessen beantworten zu
konnen, muss man vor allem die bertthmten
§§ 15-16 der zweiten Auflage der ersten Kritik zu
Rate ziehen. Denn in diesem theoretischen Zen-
trum von Kants Philosophie werden die wich-
tigsten bisher gesammelten Voraussetzungen so
erortert, dass der nicht-ontologische Charakter
der Konzeption des urspriinglichen zeitlichen
Selbst- und Existenzbewusstseins des urteilen-
den Menschen unmissverstandlich klar werden
kann. Ich zitiere: ,[..] die Verbindung (conjunc-
tio) eines Mannigfaltigen tiberhaupt [...] ist ein
Aktus der Spontaneitdat” (KrV, B 129-130). Die
elementarste Form der Verbindung eines Man-
nigfaltigen durch einen Aktus der Spontaneitit
bilden im Licht von Kants Theorie die logischen
Verbindungen von Vorstellungen bzw. von Wor-
ten zu logisch geformten Urteilen. Kant fihrt
fort: ,[...] die Verbindung [...] [kann] nur vom Sub-
jekte selbst verrichtet werden, weil sie ein Ak-
tus seiner Selbsttdtigkeit ist” (KrV, B 130). Das
Ich denke bildet den elementarsten Akt der spon-
tanen Verbindung von Vorstellungen bzw. Wor-
ten zu einem ,Urteil der Form nach’, wie Kant
betont.

Akte oder Handlungen urteilsférmiger Ver-
bindungen von Vorstellungen oder Worten bil-
den das von keinem vorhandenen Seienden ir-
gendwie abhdngige Medium der spezifisch
menschlichen Spontaneitdt. Deswegen bildet
Kants Theorie keine Ontologie. Doch zu was fiir
einem Theorie-Typus gehort sie stattdessen?
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YroOpl OTBETUTH Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, 1I€JIeCOO0-
OpasHo ellle pa3 BOCIOJIb30BAThCS YK€ ITPOIUT-
POBaHHBIMM ITPETIOCHUIKAMM, C TIOMOIIBIO KOTO-
peix KaHT kpaTko 00bscHMII Hamboslee BaKHBIE
atemeHTHI § 15 B Apyrux Tekcrax. C oHOM CTO-
POHBI, «B KaXX[IOM CYXXJIeHWUM CyObeKTUBHO IIpU-
CYTCTBYeT.. BpeMeHHAsl II0C/IeJoBaTeIbHOCTb»
(AA 20, S. 369), moTOMy UTO CyXXAeHMe — 3TO JeVi-
CTBUe, CBsI3aHHOe C 3aTpaTraMm BpeMeHn. KanT
VIMeeT B BUJY 3Ty popMy eVICTBIS B BUIe CYXKe-
HMs, Koraa (popMyIInpyeT «s, TIOCKOJIBKY MBICIIIO,
cymiectsyto» (B 420; Kaut, 2006a, c. 535), Takum
o0Opa3oM, 5 CyIIecTBYIO, iy IeVICTBYIO, MBIC/IS B
dopme cyxaeHud. Benb B cBeTe 3TOM Teopuyt Tak-
)Ke 3HauMMO TO, YTO «Mbl MOXK€M MBICJIUTbH TOJIb-
KO npu nomouju cyxgenum» (AA 18, S. 300; Kanr,
2000, c. 237; kypcus mont. — P.D.). Ho y>xe 3T0 g4BHO
oOo03Ha4aeT TUII Teopuy, Hax Kotopont KaHT pa-
OoTaet, mpeObIBast B TaK Ha3bIBAEMOVI BBICITIEV TOU-
Ke. V160 «dopmaibHOe IPeIJIOKEHVIe» «5 MbICAI0»,
BBIpaKeHHOe CJI0BaM, 110 (popmysmposke Kanra,
TaK>Xe eCThb «T'0JIOC CaMOCO3HaHMs» (A 346 / B 404;
KanT, 2006a, c. 535). Eciii coOparb BoemmHO Bce
3TV TIPEATIOCBUIKM, TO MBI IOJTyumM Te3uc Kanra
00 M3HaYasIbHOV BpeMeHHOV dhopMe OBITHS VI
dopme cyIiecTBOBaHM UesloBeKa: «...B COBOKYTI-
HOe B34TOe BpeMs, Korja s OCO3Halo cels, g co-
3HaIO 3TO BpeMs KaK ITprHajljleXxaliiee K efITHCTBY
Moero JI...» (A 362; Kanr, 20060, c. 457).

Ortcrona HY>XHO czieJ1aTh ellle OfMH IIIar, YTOObI
pacIiosHaTh TUII Teopuy, Haj, Kotopont KaHT pa-
OoTaeT, mpeObIBasi B TaK Ha3bIBa€MOVI BBICITIET] TOU-
ke dpmstocodpum. CTOUT JINIITE B HECKOIIBKO MHOM
KJIIOUe, YeM paHbllle, aKIIeHTUPOBaTh yXXe JIBak-
IIbI IIPVBEIEHHYIO IUTATY: «MBbI MOXXeM MBICIIUTD
TOJIBKO npu nomouju cyxueHuin» (AA 18, S. 300,
Kanrt, 2000, c. 237; kypcus mont. — P.9). D1o kxan-
TOBCKOE BBbICKa3bIBaHMe 00 VICKJIIOYMTeIbHOVI CIIO-
COOHOCTM yeJIOBeKa ITO3BOJISIeT IOHSATHh Ha YpPOB-
He pa3sMBbIIIJIeHUT 1 aHaIn3a Ieppont «KpuTukm»,
YTO OH paboTaeT HaJl, 0COOOV aHTPOMOJIOTrVet —
dopmaibHOM U TpaHCIleHAeHTaIpHOV. Ho B Me-
TOHOJIOTMYECKV OIPAaHMYEHHOM CMBICIe 5Ta aH-
TPOIIOJIOT VS SABJISI€TCS TaKXKe U MeTadv3mKov (00
stoM cm.: Enskat, 2015; 2020).
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Fur die Beantwortung dieser Frage empfeh-
len sich noch einmal die schon zitierten Voraus-
setzungen, mit denen Kant die wichtigsten Ele-
mente des § 15 in anderen Texten prégnant er-
lautert hat. Zum einen ,[.] ist in jedem Urteil
subjektiv [...] eine Zeitfolge™ (Lose Blitter, AA 20,
S. 369), weil ein Urteil eine an einen Zeitaufwand
gebundene Handlung ist. Diese urteilsformi-
ge Handlungsform hat Kant im Auge, wenn er
formuliert ,Ich existiere denkend” (KrV, B 420),
also ich existiere, indem ich urteilsférmig den-
kend handle. Denn im Licht dieser Theorie gilt
auch ,Wir konnen nur durch Urteile denken”
(Refl 5650, AA 18, S. 300, Hvh. v. R.E.). Doch da-
mit ist auch schon unmissverstdandlich der The-
orie-Typus gekennzeichnet, an dem Kant vom
so genannten hochsten Punkt an arbeitet. Denn
der zur Sprache gebrachte ,formale Satz’ Ich den-
ke ist auch, wie Kant formuliert ,,der Ausspruch
des Selbstbewufitseins” (KrV, A 346 / B 404).
Nimmt man alle diese Voraussetzungen zusam-
men, dann erhilt man Kants Satz iiber die ur-
springliche zeitliche Seins- bzw. Existenzform
des Menschen: ,[..] in der ganzen Zeit, darin ich
mir meiner bewuf3t bin, bin ich mir dieser Zeit,
als zur Einheit meines Selbst gehorig, bewufst”
(KrV, A 362).

Von hier braucht man nur noch einen Schritt,
um den Theorie-Typus zu erkennen, an dem
Kant vom so apostrophierten hochsten Punkt der
Philosophie arbeitet. Man muss nur ein schon
zweimal prasentiertes Zitat anders betonen als
bisher: ,Wir kénnen nur durch Urteile denken”
(Refl 5650, AA 18, S. 300, Hvh. v. R.E.). Mit die-
sem Satz tiber eine exklusive Fahigkeit des Men-
schen stellt Kant auf dem Reflexions- und Ana-
lyseniveau der ersten Kritik klar, dass er an ei-
ner speziellen Anthropologie arbeitet — an einer
formalen und transzendentalen Anthropologie.
Doch in einem methodologisch eingeschrankten
Sinne handelt es sich bei dieser Anthropologie
eben auch um eine Metaphysik (vgl. hierzu Ens-
kat, 2015; 2020).
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X

Kak B JaHHBIX yCIIOBVISIX MOXKHO OXapaKTepu30-
BaTh OTHOIIIEHVISI MeXITy SK3VCTEHIIVIaJTBHOV OHTO-
noruert Xavgerrepa v riepsont «Kpurvkor» Kanra?
Onu He IpOTMBOpEYAT APYT IPYTy U He KOHKYPU-
pytoT ApyT c apyroMm. Kak 3To yacTo cjIy4asock ¢
dustocodp kMY TeopUSIMU B UICTOPUY PrTocomm,
OHU HaXOZSATCS B KOMIUIEMEHTAPHBIX OTHOIIEHVISIX.
Kaxmasi 3 HUX xapakTepusyeT IepBOHaYaIbHYIO
BpeMeHHYI0 (popMy ObITHSI UesloBeKa B acIieKTax, He
YUUTBIBaeMBIX JIPyTOVL. Bormpoc o ToM, ITpeBocXofuT
JIV OfTHA 3 HUX JIPYTYIO B CBOMX acreKTax, MOXKHO
CMeJIO OCTaBUTB B cTOpoHe. BosmoxHo, To, uTo Ie-
resib popmysmpyet B § 548 coent « DHIMKIIONIEA NN
dmtocodpckmx Hayk» (1830), BHONIHE HpPUMEHVIMO
" K 9TOMY BOIIPOCY: BCeMMpPHas VICTOPYs eCTh Bce-
MUPHBIN cyz, (cM.: Terertn, 1977, c. 364).
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Wie ist unter diesen Voraussetzungen das Ver-
hiltnis von Heideggers Existential-Ontologie und
Kants erster Kritik zu charakterisieren? Sie stehen
weder in irgendeinem Widerspruch zueinander
noch in einem Konkurrenzverhiltnis. Sie stehen,
wie das so oft mit philosophischen Theorien in
der Geschichte der Philosophie war und ist, in
einem komplementédren Verhiltnis. Jede von bei-
den charakterisiert die urspriingliche zeitliche
Seinsform des Menschen unter Aspekten, wie sie
von der jeweils anderen ausgeblendet bleiben. Die
Frage, ob eine der beiden der jeweils anderen un-
ter ihren Aspekten tiberlegen ist oder nicht, kann
man getrost auf sich beruhen lassen. Vielleicht
gilt auch fiir diese Frage, was Hegel (1989, S. 347)
im § 548 seiner Encyklopddie der philosophischen
Wissenschaften von 1830 zu verstehen gibt — die
Weltgeschichte ist das Weltgericht.
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TUKA
KATETOPMYECKOT'O IMITEPATVBA.
H.O. JIOCCKWM IO BJISIHVEM . KAHTA

I1.P. BonaodviceBa’

Pycckuii - purocogp-unmyumubucm H. O. Jlocekuii
He0OHOKpAMHO ommeas, 4mo 6 nepuod c6oeeo Hay4HO20
cmanobaeHus Haxo0uAcs noo cyujecnbenHbiM BAUAHUEM
Kanma. Boaee moeo, Jlocckuii 0bia yyueHUKOM PYccko2o Ka-
muanya A. V. Bbederckoeo, a maxxe okazaics 00HUM U3
Hauboee ycnewivix nepeBoouukol nepboi «Kpumuru».
Oonaxo eeo cobcmbBertviil ghusocogpckutl npoexim ckopee
npedcmabasem coboll npomubonos0KHOCHL KPUMULU3-
my. U ecau 6 pamxax enoceosoeuu Jlocckoeo cneyugpuxa
npoumenus um Kanma usyuena 6 pycckoasbiuHoM uccae-
doBamenvckom nose 00CMamouHo noopodHo, mo 6 smuke
KomMMmeHmapuil pycckoeo ¢pusocopa k Kawmy ocmaics
npakmuuecku HesameueHHviM. Mos 3a0aua — BviaBump
cBasb mexoy kawmoBckon npaxmuueckoi ¢huiocoguei
U amukotl pycckoeo ¢usocogpa. emoncmpayus cmene-
Hu Kkanmobckoeo Bausnus 6 dannotl obaacmu nosboium
00noAHUmMb U ymouHums cyuecmbyroujee 6 cobpemenHolx
uccaedobanusax npedcmabaenue o Bocnpusmuu Kawma
Jlocckum. Peuv udem o yesom psde napasiesei u 3aum-
cmbBoBanuil. 51 npoBoxy komnapamubHvlil aHaius caeoyio-
wux acnekmoB: 1) onpedesenue u ucnoav3obarue mepmu-
HA «kamezoputeckutl umnepamub», 2) c6oboda Goiu xax
ycaoBue Bo3moxHOCHIY MOpAAbHO20 OelicmBus, 3) npuyu-
HA MOpaAbHoe0 344, 4) poab udeu boea 6 smuxke. B pesyav-
mame 5 Bviabas10 mom cnocod, kaxum Jlocckuil Ucnosb-
306a 31emenmul npakmuveckoil ¢gpusocopuu Kawma 6
Kadecmbe NOHAMUUHbLX, MEPMUHOA0SUHECKUX U PUIMOPU-
ueckux pecypco 045 cboeil MeOHOMHOU SMUKU, 4 AKKE
ocobeHHOCTU UX UHMepnpemayuy pycckum gpuiocogpom
6 dyxe cobcmBennoeo yuenus. 5 nokasvibar cnopHocms u
HeoCmopoXxHoCcms ucnoav3oBanus Jlocckum xanmobekor
MOPANbLHOTL MEPMUHOAO0UL U 0EMOHCTPUPYI0 PAO nepece-
uenyil smueckon apeymenmavuu y Kanma u Jlocckoeo ¢
yuemom ee npoekyull Ha paouKaibHO PasAutHbe OHNIOAO-
euteckue u 2HOCeo102uHecKie YcmaHobKu.

KaroueBuvie caoBa: Jlocckuii, Kanwm, xameeopuue-
ckutl umnepamub, smuka, c60600a, 110606, npakmute-
ckas gpusocopus

! Barnrrmiickmit denepaibHbI yHUBepeuTeT vM. V. Kanra,
Poccns, 236016, Kasmmanarpan, yi1. A. Hesckoro, . 14.
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THE ETHICS
OF THE CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE.
LOSSKY UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF KANT

P.R. Bonadyseva'

The Russian intuitivist philosopher Nikolay Loss-
ky repeatedly admitted Kant’s substantial formative
influence on him as a scholar. Moreover, Lossky was
a disciple of the Russian Kantian Aleksander Vveden-
sky, and was one of the most successful translators
of the first Critique. However, his own philosophical
project is rather the opposite of the critical programme.
While in the framework of Lossky’s epistemology the
specificities of his reading of Kant have received a fair
amount of attention in Russian scholarship, in the eth-
ical field the Russian philosopher’s comments on Kant
have passed largely unnoticed. My task is to reveal the
link between Kant’s practical philosophy and Lossky’s
ethics. A demonstration of the degree of Kant’s influ-
ence in this field will enlarge and concretise the cur-
rent thinking about Lossky’s perception of Kant. We
are looking at a whole range of parallels and borrow-
ings. My comparative analysis focuses on the follow-
ing aspects: 1) definition and uses of the term “cate-
gorical imperative”, 2) free will as the condition of the
possibility of moral action, 3) the cause of moral evil, 4)
the role of the idea of God in ethics. As a result, I reveal
how Lossky used elements of Kant’s practical philos-
ophy as conceptual, terminological and rhetorical re-
sources in his theonomic ethics, and how the Russian
philosopher interpreted them in line with his own doc-
trine. I arque that Lossky’s use of the Kantian moral
terminology is incautious and debatable and point out
several intersections of ethical arqumentations in the
light of its projection on radically different ontological
and epistemological principles.

Keywords: Lossky, Kant, categorical imperative,
ethics, freedom, love, practical philosophy
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1. BBenenme

IlepBoe, 4TO IPUXOAUT Ha yM MCCiIefOBaTe-
JII0, 03a7ladyeHHOMY CTeIleHbI0 KaHTOBCKOIO BIIVI-
sHMS Ha prrtocodckoe TBopuecTso Jlocckoro, —
OCYIIIeCTBJIEHHBIVI PycCKUM puitocodom Iiepe-
Boz, «Kputukn uncroro pasyma» (1907). Dto ser-
KO OOBSACHMMO, TaK KaK JJaHHBIV IIepeBof, 0 CUX
IIOp CYMTaeTCd peJleBaHTHBIM B PYCCKOSI3bIYHOM
KaHTOBeleHMN. B oTimume ot mepesopa mepsont
KaHTOBCKOM «Kputmkm» M. V. Briaguciasiiesa
(1867) m mosiBuBIerocs cryctst 30 jleT mepesoma
H. M. Cokosnosa (1896—1897, Bropoe m3maHme —
1902), comepkaBix O0sIbIIIOe KOJIMYECTBO HETOU-
HocTev, JIocckoMy yaasioch He TOJIIBKO M30aBUTh-
Csl OT OHIMOOK ¥ VCKaKeHMVI IIPOIUIBIX IIepeBO-
JI0B, HO ¥ JJOCTaTOYHO TOYHO IlepeaTh aBTOPCKUIL
ctiib KanTa. DT0 M onpenenio TOT akTt, 4To
€ro BapMaHT [I0 CMX IIop OepeTcs 3a OCHOBY IS
BCeX ITOCIIeAYIONINX NAMY aKageMU4ecKux n3za-
Hui rlepeBofia «KpuTukm umcroro pasyma» B Poc-
cum. XOTs BO BCex 3TUX IlepeBopax TekcT Jloccko-
ro IpoIesl KOPPeKINIo MOocjle CBepPKM C OpPUTH-
HaJIOM, HeJIb3s He IPWU3HaTh, YTO CTOJIb YCIIeIITHO
OCYIIeCTBUTh TUTAHMUYECKUI TPY[, IO IepeBOIy
Y agaIITarny TaKOro CJIOKHOIO TeKCTa BO3MOXKHO
JITITH TPV YCJTOBMM BBICOKOV JTMYHOV 3aMTHTEpPe-
COBAHHOCTV B €T0 COfIepKaHMI>.

KaHnT cpirpas sHaunMyo posib B pryiocodckom
craHosJteHMM Jlocckoro. Bo MHOrom 3Ta posib Obli1a
o0ycsioBIIeHa TeM, 4To JIocckmit yumsicsi B yHUBep-
cutere y A. V1. BBereHCKOro, OfHOTO 13 KpyIIHeVI-
VX IIpefiCTaBuTesIell HeOKaHTMaHCcTBa B Poccum
TOTO BpeMeHM, U JI0 BCTpedN C JIeOHUITMAHIIEM
A. A. Ko3JI0BBIM UCITHITaJI CVJIBHOE BIIMSHIME KaH-
tnaHctBa. A.IO. bepnaukosa nmiet, uto Jloc-
CKUL y>XXe B IIepuoj] CTyJleHuYecTBa BbIHAIIVBaJI

2 C srom MbIcJibio cortacHa u B. C. TToniosa, oftHako oHa
CYMTaeT, 9TO IIOMVIMO MHTepeca K Pa3sBUTIIO COOCTBEHHO
THOCEOJIOTMI VI JKeJIlaHMs MCIIPaBUTh MHOTOYVICJIEHHBIe
OIIMOKM B IIepeBojiax IpeIecTBeHHMKOB JIocckmM pyKo-
BOJIWIO CTpeMJIeHNe I10Ka3aTh CBOKO KOHIIETIIINIO KaK 3a-
KOHOMEPHYIO C TOUKM 3peHMsl MCTOPUKO-(PIIOCO(PCKOro
IIpoIiecca, a Takke HeoOOXOIMMOCTb 00IalaTh MHCTPYMEH-
TapvieM I IIoJleMUKM ¢ yumTesieM — A. VI BeemeHckym
(ITomosa, 2015, c. 71).
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1. Introduction

The first thing that comes to mind when
we turn our attention to the degree of Kant's
influence on Nikolay Lossky’s philosophical
work is the fact that he translated the Critique
of Pure Reason (1907). Indeed, this translation is
still relevant in Russian Kant scholarship. Un-
like the translation of the first Kantian Critique
by Michail I. Vladislavlev (1867) and by Niko-
lay M. Solovyov thirty years later (1896 —1897,
second edition 1902), which had many inaccu-
racies, Lossky managed not only to get rid of
the mistakes and distortions of earlier transla-
tions, but to convey Kant’s style, which is why
his version is used as the basis in all five Rus-
sian academic translations of the Critique of
Pure Reason. Although in all these translations
Lossky’s text was checked against the original,
it has to be admitted that the daunting task of
translating and adapting such a complicated
text could only have been successfully accom-
plished by someone who had a keen personal
interest in its content.

Immanuel Kant played a significant role
in Lossky’s development as a philosopher.
The reason for this is that Lossky’s teacher
at university was Aleksander I. Vvedensky,
one of the most prominent representatives of
Neo-Kantianism in Russia at that time, and be-
fore he met the Leibnizian Alexey A. Kozlov he
had experienced deeply the influence of Kan-
tianism. Alexandra Yu. Berdnikova (2017, p. 39)
writes that already as a student Lossky enter-
tained the idea of “productively overcoming

2 Varvara S. Popova (2015, p. 71) goes along with this
view but points out that in addition to having an interest
in the development of his own epistemology and the
wish to correct the numerous mistakes in previous
translations, Lossky sought to demonstrate that his
concept was valid in terms of the historical-philosophical
process, as well as to acquire a toolkit for a polemic with
his teacher, A. Vvedensky.
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UIIero «IIpoAyKTUBHO ITpeonosteTs IOma 1 KanTa»
VI «IIPUMUPUTE» THoceostoruio KanTta n mMetadpm-
3uKy JlentOHuia. Ilo ee MHeHMIO, 3aHSTHE TIepe-
Bogamu KanTa Ob110 00yCITOBIIEHO 3TVIM CTpeMIle-
HueM (bepmHuKoBa, 2017, c. 39).

@DakTrueckn B KaXXIoM cBoeM Tpyae Jlocckmit
YIIOMVHAJI HEMEITKOTO MBICJINTeIIsA, 00Cy>X1ajl ero
ugen win ux abeppalyio B IIO3UTUBU3ME, Heo-
KaHTMAHCTBe, (PeHOMEHOJIOrMM ¥ MHBIX PuIo-
codpckmx HampasiieHUsX. Tak, B «OOocHOBaHMM
VHTYWTVBI3Ma», CBOEM IJIABHOM Tpyze 1o dhwIo-
codprmt mozHaHMs, JTocckuit ocatv KanTy 3Ha-
YUTEIPHYIO YacTh TeKCTa ¥, IIPU3HAB PEBOJIIOIN-
OHHOe 3HaueHVe KaHTOBCKOM dwiocodnm, cae-
J1aJ1 CJIeY FOIIIVIVA BBIBOZ; «...Teopwisi 3HaHMs KaHTa
HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHO IIOITOTOBWIIA TIepexor K YHU-
BEPCAIICTYeCKOMY SMIIMPU3MY (MHTYUTVUBW3-
My)» (JTocckmir, 19916, c. 141)°. VHBIMU CITOBaMM,
JTocckmit cumTasl KaHTOBCKML KpUTULIVI3M Hanbo-
Jlee IIPOrPeccUBHBIM (PMIIOCOPCKUM yUeHVeM 13
CYIIIeCTBOBaBIIINX 0 €r0 COOCTBEHHOV THOCEOIIO-
run. OmHaAKO IpY JaJIbHEVIIeM pasBUTUM CBOEV
KOHIIEIIIVY VHTYUTUBU3Ma JIOCCKMTI COBEpPIIINII
MHOTOKpaTHBIe TOIBITKI IIe€PeOCMBICIIEHNS KaH-
TOBCKOTO TpaHCIleHIeHTasm3Ma. I1o ero MHeHmIO,
kpuTnmsM KaHTa He IO3BOJISTI COXPAaHUTH THO-
CEOJIOrMYEeCKMIL OITVMMU3M OTHOCUTEIBHO II03Ha-
BaeMOCTVI MIPa, TIO3HaBAa€MOCTH «s1» 1 «OTKPBITO-
CTV» OOBEKTa [T CO3HAHMS CyOpeKTa’.

YauTeiBas BCe 3TO, MOXHO OIIpeJIeJIeHHO
yTBepXXIIaTh, 9TO JIOCCKIMVI HaXOMMJIICS IIOf, CUJIb-
HBIM BJIMSHMEM KaHTOBCKOM MbIci. OmHako
ecJIM B OHTOJIOCMM Y THOCeojIornm JIocckoro 3to
BJIVISIHVIE ODO3HAYaeTCs SIBHO ¥ HEIIOCPEICTBEeH-
HO, OHO MHOT'OKPATHO IIO/IBepPrajoch aHaJIu3y, TO
B 3TUKe Jlocckoro muen kéHUrcOeprckoro pwto-
codpa IO CMX TIOP YCKOJIB3ajIM OT IIPVICTAJIBHOTO
VICCITeIOBATETHCKOro BHMMaHMST . COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, 3aj1ava JaHHOV CTaThbVI COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI

® TlompobHee 06 3Tom cm.: (I[Tomosa, 2015, ¢. 63, 65).

* O mpeeMCTBEHHOCTM B THOCEOJIOTMM W CIIEKTpe
po0rTeM, K KOTOphIM cBofMTCs Kputika KanTa JTocckum,
cm.: (bonaspicesa, 2020, c. 97, 99, 104).

> Hampumep, 3eHBKOBCKMW paccMaTpuBaeT Jlocckoro
KaK MPUHIMINAIEHOTO ITPOTUBHMKA 3TUYEeCKOro pejls-
tBm3Ma (3erpkosckmir, 2001, c. 638).
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Hume and Kant” and “reconciling” Kant’s epis-
temology with Leibniz’s metaphysics. She be-
lieves that this accounts for his taking up the
translation.

In practically all of his works Lossky men-
tioned the German thinker, discussed his ideas
or their aberration in Positivism, Neo-Kantian-
ism, Phenomenology and other philosophical
trends. Thus in his main work on the philos-
ophy of cognition, The Intuitive Basis of Knowl-
edge, Lossky (1919, p. 158) devotes a major part
of the text to Kant and, recognising the revolu-
tionary significance of the Kantian philosophy,
arrives at the following conclusion: “Kant’s
theory thus seems to me to prepare the ground
for universalistic empiricism (intuitional-
ism).”? In other words, Lossky considered
Kantian criticism to be the most progressive
of all the philosophical schools pre-dating his
epistemology. However, in developing his
concept of intuitivism, Lossky made multiple
attempts to rethink Kantian transcendentalism.
In his opinion, Kant’s critique had no room for
epistemological optimism concerning the cog-
nisability of the world, the cognisability of “I1”
and the “openness” of the object to the cognis-
ing subject.

All this leaves no doubt that Kant had a
strong influence on Lossky. However, while in
Lossky’s ontology and epistemology this influ-
ence was overt and direct and was repeatedly
analysed, Kant’s ideas in Lossky’s ethics have
to date eluded close study.” Accordingly, the
task of this article is to reveal the link between
Kant’s practical philosophy and Lossky’s eth-
ics, which will enlarge and concretise the idea
of Lossky’s perception of Kant in Russian

® For more detail see Popova (2015, pp. 63, 65).

4 On the continuity in epistemology and the range of
problems encompassed by Lossky’s critique of Kant see
Bonadyseva (2020, pp. 97, 99, 104).

> For example, Vasily V. Zenkovsky (2001, p. 638)
considers Lossky to be a principled opponent of ethical
relativism.



BBISIBUTB CBSI3b MEXK/Ty KaHTOBCKOV ITPAaKTIYeCKO
dutocoduent 1 3TUKON pycckoro dpmstocoda, 4To
IIO3BOJIUT 3HAUYMTEIBHO JIONOJIHUTE M YTOYHUTH
CyIIeCTByIOIllee B POCCUVICKMX WCCIIeOBaHMAX
npencrasiaeHne o BocnpuATun KanTa Jlocckmm.
51 mpoBenly cpaBHeHMe IO CJIEIYIOIIVMM TeMaTu-
YeCcKVM acIieKTaM, KJTFOUeBBbIM JIJI STUYecKX Te-
opum 0doux dustocodos: 1) IOHATHE «KaTeropu-
YeCcKMUVI MMIIepaTuB», 2) cBo0OoIa BOJIM KakK yCJIO-
Bli€ OCYIIIeCTBJIEHVSI MOPaJIbHBIX JIeVICTBUTL, 3) ce-
Osu1I00Me KaK IpyYVHa MOpasIbHOIO 371, 4) maes
bora B sTnke.

B pesysibraTe s 1okaxy, Kakye 3JIeMeHTBHI ITpak-
Trdeckon dpwtocopmm Kanra JIocckmit McIosb-
3yeT B KadeCTBe TePMMHOIOIMYECKIX Y TIOHSATUTI-
HBIX PeCcypcoB il IOCTPOeHMsI STIYECKON Teo-
PUM 1 KaK MHTepIIpeTUpPYeT MX B yXe cCOOCTBEeH-
HOM (p1I10cOPCKOM CHCTEMBIL.

2. 3amMcTBOBaHME TEpPMMHA
«KaTeropmuuecKui MMIepaTmB»

LleHTpa/IbHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM KaHTOBCKOV ITpak-
TUYecKom prtocodnm sIBJIseTCs KaTeropudecKuii
MMIIepaTuB — aIllpUOPHBIV 3aKOH UMCTOrO ITpak-
TIYeCKOro pa3yMa, 0003HaYarOIIVT BBICIITY IO HOP-
My MOpaJIbHOTO roBefieHns. OH HallpaB/leH Ha Je-
JIOBEUeCKYIO BOJIIO, YS3BUMYIO ISl IIPUPOIHBIX
CKJIOHHOCTeV, IIPeIIATCTBYIOIIMX peasI3aliii J10-
Opa, 11 MpUHYX/IaeT YyesioBeKa K JJ00poMy IOCTyTI-
Ky JIMIIb OOHVM pasyMOM. DTy XapaKTepuCTH-
Ky MOpasIbHOTO 3akoHa KaHT Ha3bIBaeT «I0JDKeH-
CTBOBaHVEM», OHA BbIpa’kaeT OOBeKTVBHYIO 3Ha-
YMMOCTE J100pozeTeTi. DTO O3Ha4aeT, YTo, ecjIn
ObI pasyM CMOr IIOJTHOCTBIO OIIPeesIUTh BOJIIO,
71000V IOCTYIIOK Hen30eXXHO OblI Obl coBeplleH
I10 JTAHHOMY 3aKOHY.

MopastbHBIVI aOCOITIOT, KOTOPBIM CUMTAaeTCs Ka-
TeropyMyeckKUy VMIlepaTuB, HeoOXOIVMMO IIOHU-
MaTh KaK TaKoe YCJIOBMe dYeJIOBeUeCcKVX IOCTYTI-
KOB, KOTOpO€e caMO He 00yCJIOBJIeHO HUKAKVM JIpy-
ruM. OH cyIIecTByeT a priori KaK BBICIINVI ITPaKTU-
YeCKVVI IIPYHIIVIII ITO OTHOIIEHWIO K YeJIOBeUeCKO
BOJIe, V1 erO ITPOVCXOXK]IeHNe, KaK ¥ ITPOVCXOXK]Ie-
He CBOOOIBI IEVICTBOBATh COITIACHO 3TOMY IIPVIH-

63

P.R. Bonadyseva

scholarship. I propose to compare the follow-
ing aspects that are key to the ethical theories
of both philosophers: 1) the concept of “cate-
gorical imperative”, 2) freedom of will as the
condition of moral actions, 3) self-love as the
cause of moral evil and 4) the idea of God in
ethics.

As a result, I will show which elements of
Kant’s practical philosophy Lossky uses as ter-
minological and conceptual resources in build-
ing his ethical theory and how he interprets
them in the spirit of his own philosophical
system.

2. Borrowing of the Term
“Categorical Imperative”

The central element of Kant’s practical phi-
losophy is the categorical imperative, the a
priori law of pure practical reason signifying
the highest norm of moral behaviour. It is di-
rected at the human will which is exposed to
natural proclivities that obstruct the manifes-
tation of good; it demands of the human being
to act morally by mere reason. Kant refers to
this feature of the moral law as “oughtness”,
which expresses the objective value of virtue.
That is, if reason could determine the will en-
tirely, any act would inevitably correspond to
this law.

The moral absolute, otherwise termed the
categorical imperative, should be seen as a
condition of human acts which itself is not con-
ditioned by anything. It exists a priori as the
supreme practical principle with respect to
the human will, and its origin, like the origin
of the freedom to act in accordance with this
principle, cannot be established in the frame-
work of transcendental philosophy (GMS,
AA 04, pp. 428-431; Kant, 1997, pp. 36-39). The
moral law is the condition of deserving to be
happy congruent with reason (KpV, AA 05,
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LIVITY, HeJIb34 YCTaHOBUTE B paMKaXx TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TasibHO pvtocopmm (AA 04, S. 428—431; Kanr,
19948, c. 205—207). MopasIbHBII 3aKOH €CThb CO-
o0pasHOe C pa3yMOM yCJIOBUe JOCTOVIHOCTM OBITh
cgacmBbIM (AA 05, S. 144—145; Kanut, 19%4a,
c. 545). OgHako B XM3HU YejioBeKa MOopaJlb COBep-
IIIEHHO He 00s3aTeJIbHO IIpeqIioiaraeT C4acThbe,
IIOTOMY M cyacThe, corlacHo KaHTy, — He camo-
11eJIb M y>K TOYHO He 11eJ1b MOPaJIbHOTO TIOBeIeH s

JIocckmmt Besten, 3a KaHTOM IpOTMBONOCTABIISA-
eT CBOe yueHMe 3BIeMOHmcTrYecko stuke. Co-
ry1acHo JIocckoMy, Mopasib He ecTh 00yCIIOBJIIEHHOE
npuponon npuHyxaeHve soym. OgHako oHa SB-
JIgeTcsl NPUHYXKIeHWeM, IIOCKOJIBKY OCO3HaeTCcs
pa3yMHBIM CYIIIeCTBOM U OKa3bIBaeT BJIVIIHIME Ha
ero nosezieHye. JIocckmyl MPUXOANUT K BBIBOAY, YTO
MOpaJib — MMMaHeHTHasl CiJla CBepX4yBCTBEeHHO-
ro nopsifika. ITomo6no Kanry, Jlocckum yTBepkia-
eT, 4YTO MopaJlb JOJDKHA CyIIecTBOBaTh OIHOBpe-
MeHHO B (popMe 3aKOHa 1 PeryJIsiTUBHOIO Mleasla.
OH muIrerT:

...ifleaJtbHOE Oy/IyIliee HaJIMUECTBYeT B IIPerICo-
3HaHWMM KaXIIOTO CYITecTBa, HO OHO He eCTb npu-
pooHas, cCOTBOpeHHasi borom CymiHOCTb MHIVBU-
IyyMa, BBIHYXXAaloIasg ¥ deTepMUHMPYIOas
€ro IOBefieHIe: OHO eCTh co3epIliaeMbli borom
Vileasl, CJTY KAyl IS VIHOVIBUIYYMa HOPMOIO
€ro MOBeJIeHs’, T.e. Y4eM-TO TaKlM, 4TO CBOOO/I-
HO MOXXeT OBITh OCYIIIECTBJIEHO B JI€VICTBUTEIIb-
HOM IIOBEZIeHN, HO MOXET OBITh U OTBEPTHYTO
(/Toccxmmz, 1991a, c. 60).

JIocckuit mosiaraeT, 4YTo 3TOT 3aKOH OTKPhIBaeT-
Cs HaM B HeIIOCPeJICTBEHHOM pedIIeKCBHOM CO-
sepuanum (Tam xe, c. 148). UroObl nogyepkHYThH
CXOIICTBO (POPMYJIVIPYEMOrO MM 3aKOHa C KaHTOB-
CKOV KOHIIemimert, Jlocckum maxe 3aMIMCTBYeT
TepMUH «KaTeropu4ecKmuii mmMieparus». Ho Mo-
IyT Jiui OBITh MIAEHTUYHBI JBa MMIlepaTuBa Ipu
CTOJIb Pas3/IMYHBIX OHTOJIOIVIYECKMX ¥ THOCEOJIO-
rmueckmx noaxogax? KoneutHo, HeT.

¢ Cyps no BceMy, TO, uTO JIocckmit Ha3BasI 37ech «co3ep-

LaeMbIM borom mpieasom», — B CTpOrom cmbicie Metado-
pa. Pwiocod maree MOSICHSET, UTO ITOHMMAET IO HUM
BO3MOJKHBIVI ITyTh [IOBEIE€HMS MHIMBIMIA, KOTOPBI BCe-
BemymeMy bory Takke mM3BecTeH, JaxKe ecyI U He Oyner
ocyiectsiteH (JIocckmir, 1991a, c. 148).
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pp. 144-145; Kant, 2002, pp. 182-183). Howev-
er, morality does not necessarily imply hap-
piness because even happiness, according to
Kant, is not an end in itself and certainly not
the goal of moral behaviour.

Lossky, following Kant, counterposes his
doctrine to eudaimonic ethics. According to
Lossky, morality is not coercion of the will
conditioned by nature. Yet it is coercion inso-
far as a conscious being is aware of it and his
behaviour is influenced by it. Lossky con-
cludes that morality is an immanent force of a
supra-sensible kind. Like Kant, Lossky main-
tains that morality should exist simultaneously
in the form of law and of a regulative ideal. He
writes:

[...] the ideal future exists in the pre-con-
sciousness of every being, but it is not a nat-
ural, God-created essence of the individual
that forces and determines his behaviour: it is
a God-contemplated ideal which serves as a
norm of individual behaviour,® i.e. something
that can be freely exercised in real behaviour,
but can also be rejected (Lossky, 1991a, p. 60).

Lossky assumes that this law is open to us in
direct reflexive contemplation (ibid., p. 148). To
underscore the similarity of the law he formu-
lates to Kant’s concept, Lossky even borrows
the term “categorical imperative”. But can two
imperatives be identical given such dissimilar
ontological and epistemological approaches?
Of course not.

In Kant’s doctrine, “things-in-themselves”
are totally inaccessible to human cognition. In
turn, according to the ontological concept rep-
resented in Lossky’s ideal-realism, the real
world is the result of the creative force of su-

¢ The signs are that what Lossky refers to as a “God-
contemplated ideal” is strictly speaking a metaphor.
Further on he explains that he means a possible behaviour
of an individual which is known to the omniscient God,
even if it does not materialise (Lossky, 1991a, p. 148).



B ydyenun KanTa «Berm camu 1o cebe» co-
BEPIIIEHHO HEIOCTYIIHBI UeI0BeUYeCKOMY II03Ha-
HI0. B cBOIO 0Yeperb, COrsIacHO OHTOJIOITYECKO
KOHLIEIIIMY, IIpefCTaBjIeHHON B Weasl-peans-
Me JIocckoro, gecTBUTe IbHBIN MWUP SIBIISIETCS Pe-
3yJIBTaTOM TBOPUYECKOV CVJIbI CBEpPXBPEMEHHBIX U
CBEpPXIIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHBIX CYIIIHOCTEV, IMEIOIIIVIX
MOTEHIINIO K JIMYHOCTHOMY OBITUIO U peasin3yio-
VX ee IIyTeM CO3IaHus SMIVPUYECKOVl peaslb-
HocTu (Jlocckmit, 1995, c. 148). Ilpu aTom Kax gen-
CTBUTEJIbHBIV, TaK M MAeaIbHbIVI MUP JOCTYITHBI
yestoBedeckomy nosHaHMIO (Tam xe, c. 133). Iomy-
yaeTcs, 9To JIocCKmMiT MMesT IPOTMBOIIONIOKHYIO
KaHTy OHTOrHOCEOJIOrMUeCcKYIO TIO3UIINIO, HO BCe
JKe VMICKpeHHe CUMTaJl, YTO BbIBEeJI OCHOBOIIOJIara-
IOV TIPVHILINIIBI CBOe1 (prytocodryt BO MHOIOM
6marogapst Kaury. Tarores x dpwiocodpum Bcee-
OVMHCTBa, Jlocckum cTpeMmicss IIpeofosieTh KaH-
TOBCKME I'PaHMUIIBI MeXIy CyObeKTOM 1 0Obek-
TOM, IIpeXKJIe BCero ITyTeM IOMYIIeHVs CIIOCOOHO-
CTVI HEIIOCPEIICTBEHHOIO0 3HaHWs, KOTopas B ero
y4eHUN PacIipoCTpaHMIIach 1 Ha STUKY.

Jlocckmit TIBITaeTCs COEOVHUTH CBOE THOCEO-
JIOTMUecKoe yueHe 00 MHTYUTVBHOM IIO3HaHWN
C XPUCTMAHCKVIMM MOpaJIbBHBIMM IIOCTYJIaTaMA.
Tax, onvceIBast COOCTBEHHYIO 3TIUYECKYIO TEOPUIO,
Has3blBaeMYIO MM XPVCTMAHCKOV TEOHOMHOV 3TU-
KO, pycckmuit pmitocodp HEOTHOKPATHO BOCIIPO-
M3BOOUT Onbsierickue 3arioBeny JIIOOBYU, yTBEpXK-
Jasi, 4TO pasfesisgeT XPUCTUAHCKYIO YCTaHOBKY O
JM00BM KaK IVIaBHOM 3TW4ecKoM mocrysiare (JIoc-
ckmt, 1991a, c. 60, 67). JTxo60Bb y JIoccKoro MoxxHO
paccMaTpuBaTh B IBYX aclieKTax. Bo-TiepBeIx, 3TOT
TePMVH IIPVCYTCTBYeT B €r0 TeKCTe 17151 0003Have-
HVS CJIOXKHOTO TICXO3MOIIMOHAIBHOTO SIBJIIEHMS,
MIPOSIBJISIONIErOCsl B KadeCTBe JIMYHOCTHOIO VM-
MaHeHTHOro IepexxuBanus (TaMm xe, c. 67). DTOT
acIeKT OTChbUIaeT B IIePBYIO ouepeb K rpedecko-
My TepMUHY ¢iAia. A BO-BTOpBIX, JIIOOOBb — 3TO
BOJIeBOe OTHOIIIeHVIe, CMBIC]I KOTOPOTO B CTpeMle-
HUM K COeIVMHEHMIO 3K3VUCTEeHIUM cyiecTs. Ta-
Kas JII0OOBb — IIPEeBO3MOTaoIIas 1 )KepTBeHHasl.
B Hert mpovicxommT oco3HaHMe Jo0pa Kak JI0JIra,
a IIOTOMY OHa HeoOxommMo BezleT K Mopain (Tam
Xe, c. 68 —69). MbI MOXXeM cKa3aTb, UTO B OTHOIIIe-
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pra-temporal and supra-spatial agents who
have the potential of personal being and im-
plement it by creating empirical reality (Loss-
ky, 1995, p. 148). Both the real and the ideal
worlds are accessible to human cognition (ibid.,
p. 133). It turns out that Lossky held an onto-
logical-epistemological position opposite to
Kant’s, yet sincerely believed that the founda-
tional principles of his philosophy owed much
to Kant. Gravitating toward the philosophy
of vseyedinstvo (“all-unity”) Lossky sought to
overcome the Kantian boundaries between sub-
ject and object by positing the possibility of
direct knowledge which in his doctrine also ap-
plied to ethics.

Lossky attempts to combine his epistemo-
logical doctrine of intuitive cognition with
Christian moral postulates. Thus, in describ-
ing his ethical theory, which he calls Christian
theonomic ethics, Lossky repeatedly invokes
biblical commandments of love, declaring that
he shares the Christian principle of love as the
main ethical postulate (Lossky, 1991a, pp. 60,
67). Love, according to Lossky, can be viewed
from two perspectives. First, the term is present
in the text to denote the complex psycho-emo-
tional state which manifests itself as a personal
immanent experience (ibid., p. 67). This aspect
harks back mainly to the Greek term ¢idia. And
second, love is a relation of the will which is a
striving for the unification of human existences.
Such love involves overcoming and sacrifice.
It brings awareness of good as duty and thus
inevitably leads to morality (ibid., pp. 68-69). It
can be said that when Lossky speaks about love
in the ethical sense, he has in mind the ancient
Greek word dyadnn or the Latin caritas. But the
same concept also enables Lossky to validate
the key thesis of his onto-epistemology, “All
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HUM JIFOOBU B 3TMUYECKOM CMBbICiIe JIocckuin mme-
€T B BUJLy JIpeBHerpevuecKoe dyart] VIV JKe JIaTVH-
ckoe caritas. Ho 3T0 moHsTHMe TakXXe II03BOJISET
Jlocckomy obecrieunTh ITpaBOMEPHOCTH IJIaBHO-
r'o Te3vca CBOeVl OHTOrHoceosiornm — «Bce mMmma-
HEHTHO BceMy»'. Eciii pasBepHYTBb 3Ty MBICIb B
JaHHOM KJIIOUe, IOJIy4IIoCh OBl BCe MIMMAaHEeHT-
HO BCeMy, TIOTOMY UTO BCe eCTh JII000Bb.

BorteBas j11060Bb TTOHVIMaeTCs PryI0copoM Kak
KaTeropmueckmny mmirepatus. VI B camom perte,
JIocckmit mpUIIVICHIBAET Psifl €r0 IIPM3HAKOB 3TOMY
3TUYeCKOMY Hadasly. Bo-miepBblX, J1I000Bb — 3TO
VIMIIEPATVIB, He 3HAIOIIMV VICKJTIOUeHW VI TIpefl-
moJIararommin qoypkeHcrsopanvie. ITo moicim JIoc-
CKOTO, IOJDKEHCTBOBAHeE SIBIISIeTCS BhICITIEN pop-
MOV TIOBEIeHMS U CJICIICTBYEM OCO3HAHMS 00BHeK-
TUBHOV LIEHHOCTY IPYTUX, TO €CTh HeOOXOIVIMBIM
CIIEJICTBVIEM OOBEKTMBHOI'O JJOCTOVIHCTBA 11eJIN CY-
IIIeCTBa, HEOOXOIVIMO CTPEMSIIerocss K IT0JTHOTe
OBITUSL: «...KOHeuHble yeAU YCTaHABIIMBAIOTCS KaK
HeuTo 004xH0e. ODBIACHSICTCS 3TO IOJKeHCTBOBA-
HVIe CCBUIKOIO Ha TO, UTO COoflep>KaHue JaHHOM KO-
HEYHOVI 11eJIV eCTh HeuTo IIeHHOe caMo I1o ceDe...
<...> ...OHO MMeeT 0e3YcA06HbLIl XapaKTepP; ITO Ka-
mezopuveckuil umnepamub: modbu bora Oosbiire,
yeM cebst; 71r00m OiIvKHero, Kak cedst...» (Tam xe,
c. 68). IlomuepkmBas 310, JIocckm1 He eITHOXK/IBI
LUTUPYET KaHTOBCKYIO popmyity «Ibl IOJDKeH,
CJIeZIOBaTeIIBHO, THI MOXelllb» (Tam ke, c. 98).

Bo-BTOpBIX, Kak camTaeT prtocod, BosieBas JIio-
0oBb HITUeM He 0OYCJIOBJIeHA M3BHE, HO CIIOCOOHa
OIpeesIATh MoBeeHVe YesloBeKa, IIOCKOJIBKY SIB-
JIIeTCS BHY TPEHHVIM OCHOBAHVIEM €0 HPaBCTBEH-
Hom JleaTenbHOCTU (TaMm ke, c. 67). VInTepecHo 1
TO, YTO MMIIepaTuB JIOCCKOro MMeeT MHTEHIIVO-
HaJIBHYIO HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTh. JIoccKmv yTBepKia-
€T, UTO JII00OBb MOpasIbHa, eCciIV HallpaBJleHa Ha
abcormroTHBIE 1IeHHOCTY (IOOPO, JTI000BL, KpacoTy
VI T.IL), I aMOpaJIbHa, €CJIV IMeeT CBOeVI 11eJIbI0 OT-
HOCUTeJIbHBIE IIEHHOCTY (yIOBOJIBCTBYIE, MaTepy-
apHyI0 nobpornetests u T.IL) (Tam xe, c. 182).

B-Tperpux, cornacHo Jlocckomy, j11000Bb Kak
KaTeropMyecKnyl MMIlepaTuB o0J1aaeT adCcoIroT-

7 O mo3HaBaTeIbHOM aciieKkre Jio0Bu B 3THKe JIocckoro
(B cpaBrenMM ¢ KoHLemmerr M. [llennepa) cm.: (Navickas,
1978, p. 123 —124).
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is immanent in all”.” To spell out this idea in a
different way, all is immanent in all because all
is love.

The philosopher sees volitional love as a cat-
egorical imperative. Indeed, he ascribes some
of its features to this ethical principle. First of
all, love is an imperative that brooks no ex-
ceptions and implies oughtness. According to
Lossky, oughtness is the highest form of be-
haviour and a consequence of awareness of the
objective worth of others, i.e. a necessary conse-
quence of the objective worth of the goal of the
being that necessarily strives toward a fullness
of being: “...finite goals are set as something that
ought to be. The oughtness is explained by the
fact that the content of this finite goal is some-
thing valuable in itself [...] it has an uncondi-
tional character; it is a categorical imperative:
love God more than yourself; love your neigh-
bour as you love yourselt” (ibid., p. 98).

Second, Lossky argues, volitional love is not
conditioned by anything external, but can de-
termine human behaviour because it is an inner
foundation of the individual’s moral activity
(ibid., p. 67). Interestingly, Lossky’s imperative
has an intentional character. Lossky claims that
love is moral if it is directed toward absolute
values (good, love, beauty, etc.) and immoral if
it is directed toward relative values (pleasure,
material goods, etc.) (ibid., p. 182).

Third, according to Lossky, love as a cate-
gorical imperative is an absolute necessity for
any willing creature (ibid., p. 59), and for the
philosopher it becomes, accordingly, a univer-
sal criterion for assessing the actual morality of
individual human beings and entire cultures.
Lossky, like Kant, rejects the relativity of mo-
rality and claims that the true moral ideal is

On the cognitive aspect of love in Lossky’s ethics
(compared with Max Scheler’s concept) see Navickas
(1978, pp. 123-124).



HOVI HeOOXOIVIMOCTBIO J171s JIFOOO0TO BOJISIIETO CY-
mectsa (Tam xe, c. 59), a ny1st pustocoda oHa cTa-
HOBUTCS, COOTBETCTBEHHO, YHMBEPCAJIBHBIM KPVI-
TepreM OIeHKM (PaKTMIeCKOV HPaBCTBEHHOCTH
KaK OT/[eJIbHBIX JIIOHeV, TaK M IIeJIbIX KYJIBTYP.
JIocckmmt, xak m KaHT, oTBepraer OTHOCHTEIIb-
HOCTB MOpaJIV VI yTBEPK/IaeT, YTO B 3eMHBIX yCJIO-
BUSIX TIOIJIVHHBIV MOPaJIBHBIN M/Ieall, BeposiTHee
BCEero, He OCYIIeCTBMM. B IicuxomarepmaibHOM
MUpe Jake JIydlllyie TOCTYIIKM COfepKaT JIVIIIb
yvacTruHoe goopo (Tam xe, c. 96—97).

31eck BO3SHMKAET BOIIPOC 00 YMeCTHOCTM 3a-
VMIMCTBOBaHMS KaHTOBCKOIO TepMIMHa. bostee Toro,
caM HeMelKui (pwiocod OTBEPr BO3MOXHOCTH
VCIIOJIB30BaTh IIOHATVE JIFOOBM B KadecTBe O0b-
€KTVBHOIO OCHOBaHMS HPaBCTBEHHOCTN. [lero B
TOM, UTO IIOHSTHE «JIF000Bb» OIVICHIBAET HE TOJIb-
KO popMy IIOCTYIIKa, KaK 3TO IIpM3BaH IeJIaTh
KaHTOBCKMVI VIMIIEpaTVB, HO ¥ €ro copepkaHue.
Kareropuuecknit vmiiepars, KpoMe CaMOro 3a-
KOHa, BCeoOIllero M He OrpaHMYeHHOro HUKa-
KVM YyCJIOBVIE€M, COAEepXXUT B cebe TOJIbKO Heobxo-
IVIMOCTh MaKCUMBI — OBITh COOOpa3sHBIM C 3TUM
3akoHOM (AA 04, S. 420—421; KanT, 19948, c. 195).
JIroGoBb Xe, eciv AOIYCTUTH ee B KauecTBe MO-
PaJIBHOTO IIPWHIINIIA, ObUIa ObI OrpaHNYeHa YyB-
crBeHHOCTRIO. KauT mmrrer: «JI10006b ecTh eiio
oujyuieHs, a He BOJIEHMS, U 51 MOT'Y JIFOOUTD He I10-
TOMY, UTO s XO4Yy, U ellle B MeHBbIIIell Mepe — YTO
s 0o4keH (OBITH IPUHYKAEHHBIM JIFOOUTE); CJIeo-
BaTeJIBHO, 0012 A100ums — Oeccmbicmiia» (AA 06,
S. 401; Kant, 19946, c. 443).

KaHT He orpwuilaeT pom JIIO0BM B IIpoliecce
CTAHOBJIEHNS YeJIoBeKa Ha IIyTh HPABCTBEHHOTIO
copepiieHCTBOBaHMA. I1. PuHHe B cBoeM mcciiernio-
BaHVM ITOKa3bIBAET, UTO JTFOOOBb pacCMaTpVBaeTCs
KaHTOM Kak 9acTh TOVI OTEHIMM K J00pPY, KOTO-
PYIO UesioBeK MMeeT B cBoert Iipupoze (cM.: Rinne,
2018). Ho To, uTO mbITaeTcs caesnarsb Jlocckun, He-
morycTuMo. VI maxke pasierieHVe MOHATUS «IHO-
60Bb» Ha IICMXOJIOTMYECKOe U IIpaKTHUYecKoe He
IIOMOTaeT PeIIUThb BCe IIPOo0IIeMbl, BO3HMKAIOIIIVE
IIpU JOIyIIeHNN ee B KadeCTBe KaTeropuyeckoro
MMIlepaTyBa. B jIydireM ciiydae ee MOXXHO OBLIO
ObI paccMOTpeTh KaK VMIIEpaTVB IUIIOTETVIUe-
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probably not feasible under earthly conditions.
In the psycho-material world even the best acts
have only partial goodness (ibid., pp. 96-97).

The question suggests itself, is the borrow-
ing of the Kantian term apposite? Moreover,
Kant himself rejected the possibility of using
the concept of love as an objective ground for
morality. The concept of love describes not only
the form of an act, like Kant’s imperative, but
also its content. The categorical imperative, be-
sides the law itself, which is universal and not
limited by any condition, contains only the
need for a maxim to be congruent with this law
(GMS, AA 04, pp. 420-421; Kant, 1997, pp. 30-
31). Love, if adopted as a moral principle,
would be limited to sensibility. Kant writes:
“Love is a matter of feeling, not of willing, and
I cannot love because I will to, still less because
I ought to (I cannot be constrained to love); so a
duty to love is an absurdity” (MS, AA 06, p. 401;
Kant, 1996, p. 503).

Kant does not deny the role of love in the
process of man’s embarking on the path of
moral improvement. Rinne in his study shows
that Kant sees love as part of the potential for
good that is intrinsic in the human being (see:
Rinne, 2018). But what Lossky tries to do is im-
permissible. Even the introduction of the dis-
tinction between psychological and practical
love is incapable of solving the problems that
arise if it is assumed to be a categorical imper-
ative. At best, it can be seen as a hypothetical
imperative whereby, according to Kant, acts are
only means towards achieving a certain end.
Such acts may well be legal, that is, congruent
with duty, but performed not out respect for
the moral law, but due to inclination or wish
(KpV, AA 05, p. 81; Kant, 2002, p. 105).

Yes, both philosophers place at the centre of
their practical philosophies an absolute prin-
ciple around which they build the grounding
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CKWVI, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIM, coriacHO Kan-
Ty, TIOCTYIIKI OKa3bIBAIOTCS TOJIBKO CpefCcTBaMMu
17T JOCTVDKEHMS KaKOM-To Liein. Takme mocTyIi-
KV BIIOJTHE MOTYT OBITB JIETaJIbHBIMM, TO €CTb CO-
00pasHbLMU TOIITY, HO COBEPIIIATHCS TPV 3TO He 13
yBakeHVsI K MOpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY, a M3 CKJIOHHO-
ctu m xermaums (AA 05, S. 81; Kant, 19944, c. 471).
Ha, oba ¢dpustocoda momernaroT B OCHOBY CBO-
eyl mpakTideckon dpvuiocodprm Hekuii abCoroT-
HBIVI IIPUHIINAI, BOKPYT KOTOPOI'O BBICTpPaVBaeT-
s BCSL CMICTeMa OOOCHOBaHMS 3TUKU. MBI BUINM,
uto Jlocckmit Bester 3a KantoMm HanesisteT mn30paH-
HBIVI IM LEeHTPaJIbHBIVI IIPUHIIUII STUKN IIPU3Ha-
KaM¥ KaHTOBCKOTI'O KaTerOpiIecKoro nMmIrepaTrvsa
BIUIOTB /IO TOTO, YTO 3aMMCTBYeT caM TepmuH. Ofi-
HAaKO 3TO 3a/IMCTBOBaHVIe CIIeJIaHO, BEpOsiTHee BCe-
ro, OoJIbIIIe 171 PUTOPUUECKOTO YKpallleHus coo-
CTBEHHOVI apryMeHTaluy, deM i yIIpOdeHMs
drtocodpckort crtbl apryMeHToB. ITpu aToM pyc-
CcKMMt (pustocod MTHOPUpPYeT CyIleCTBEHHBIE CO-
CTaBJISIONIVE TIOHSTIS, KOTOPOE VICTIONb3YeT.

3. CBoOoga BO/IM KaK ycJIOBMe
OCYIIeCTBJIEHU MOPAJIbHBIX JIEeMCTBUM

Crenyrommit ypoBeHb COIIOCTaBjIeHMsl TpeOy-
eT mepexofia K 00OCHOBaHMIO COOCTBEHHO ITpak-
TUYECKOM CYIIHOCTU cyObekTa. OcHOBOMOIIAarao-
111eVl YacThI0 KAHTOBCKOVI ITPaKTMUecKom prsioco-
Jum saBsieTcs yuenue o ceobopie Bosu. Ilo Kanry,
4eJIoBeK OJHOBPeMEHHO W IIOJIHOCTBIO Kay3alb-
HO 00ycII0BJIeH MPOM (peHOMeHasIbHBIM, TaK Kak
CyIIIeCTBYyeT B (pM3MYeCcKOM MUpe, 1 IIprUYacTeH K
MIUpYy HOyMeHaJIbHOMY, Ifle cBobomeH. Cpoboma
3Ta 3aKJII0YaeTcsl B IIPUPOJIe ero BoJIu M HasblBa-
eTCsl «aBTOHOMMeN». ABTOHOMMSI — HeoOXoIyumoe
yCJIOBYMe MOPaJIbHOIO JIeVICTBIA (ratio essendi), B TO
BpeMsl KaK KaTeropuyecKuil VIMIIepaTuB SBJIsSeT-
sl JI0Ka3aTe/IbCTBOM BO3MOXKHOCTV CBOOOJIBI (ratio
cognoscendi)®. KaHT IomuepKnBaeT ee He3aBWCH-

8 Tlostomy B «OCHOBOIOIOXEHMSAX MeTadU3MKM Hpa-

BOB» BO3HVKaeT BOIIPOC O «IIOPOYHOM Kpyre» B 0OOCHO-
BaHUM KaTeropmdeckoro mmriepatmsa (AA 04, S. 453;
KanT, 19948, c. 233). O gucKyccry OTHOCUTENIBHO pellle-
Hnst Kanroum sToro Bormpoca cM.: (Schonecker, 1999; Puls,
2011; Lewin, 2021, S. 71—78).

of ethics. We see that Lossky, following Kant,
ascribes to his chosen ethical principle fea-
tures of the Kantian categorical imperative and
even borrows the actual term. However, the
borrowing is most probably more a rhetorical
embellishment of his own argument than an
attempt to reinforce it. And the Russian philos-
opher ignores essential elements of the concept
he uses.

3. Free Will as Condition
for Performing Moral Deeds

The next level of comparison calls for a tran-
sition to the grounding of the practical essence
of the subject. The foundational part of Kant's
practical philosophy is the doctrine of free will.
According to Kant, the human being is simul-
taneously totally causally conditioned by the
phenomenal world since he exists in the phys-
ical world and free as he is a part of the noume-
nal world. The freedom consists in the nature
of his will and is called “autonomy”. Autono-
my is the necessary condition of moral action
(ratio essendi), while the categorical imperative
is proof of the possibility of freedom (ratio co-
gnoscendi).® Kant stresses its independence
from any external conditions: “the moral law
expresses nothing other than the autonomy of
pure practical reason, i.e., freedom; and this
[autonomy] is itself the formal condition of all
maxims, under which alone they can harmo-

nize with the supreme practical law” (KpV,

8 That is why in Grounding for the Metaphysics of
Morals the question crops up of a “vicious circle” in the
grounding of the categorical imperative (GMS, AA 04,
p- 453; Kant, 1997, p. 453). On the discussion of Kant's
solution of the issue see Schonecker (1999), Puls (2011),
Lewin (2021, pp. 71-78).
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MOCTbB OT JIFOOBIX BHEITHWX YCJIOBUIL «...MOpaIb-
HBIVI 3aKOH BBIpakaeT He YTO MHOe, KaK afmoHo-
MU0 9VCTOTO IPaKTUYeCKOro pasyMa, T.e. CBOOO-
IBIL, ¥ 3Ta cBoOOIa caMa ecTh popMasIbHOe yCIJIo-
Bl€ BCEX MaKCVM, TOJIBKO PV KOTOPOM ¥ MOTYT
OHVI OBITB COIVIACHBI C BBICIIIVIM ITPAKTIYECKVIM 3a-
KOHOM...» (AA 05, S. 33; Kant, 19%4a, c. 412—413).
Hasmmrame stomt cBoOombI 00yC/IOB/IVIBaE€T OTBET-
CTBEHHOCTB 3a MOpaJIbHOE ITOBEJIEHNIE.

Kaszasocw 6bl, TeOHOMHas’ 3TMKa IIpeIIonara-
eT VHOe MOoHMMaHMe cBodompl. OgHako Jlocckmmt
COeNIVHSET ee C IpeCTaBIeHMSIMI IIepCOHAIN3-
Ma, VI B €r0 KOHIIEIIINI CYIIHOCTHBIM OIIperielte-
HMeM CyOCTaHIIMAIBHOTO JIesiTeNIsi TOXe CTaHO-
BUTCS cBOOOma miponsBosieHms. OO0 sToMm Jlocckmmt
OUIIeT B OTAeIbHOM pabore «CBoOoma BOJIM»
(1927) n ynommHaeT B coumHeHMaX «bor 1 Mupo-
Boe 3710» (1941) 1 «YcoBus abcomoTHOrO JO00Opa»
(1944). ®urtocod yTBepkIaeT: «AOCOMIOTHAS 3TU-
Ka HeoOXOIVIMO coflepXXUT B cebe kamezopuyeckie
umnepamubol... OHM VCTIOJIHUMBI U, CJleJoBaTeIIb-
HO, IMEIOT CMBICJI JIUIIIb B TOM CJIy4ae, ecI Cy-
1ecTByeT ceobona o> (Jlocckmm, 1991a, c. 98).
CooTBeTCTBEHHO, cBOOOIA BOJIVM CTAHOBWUTCS OfI-
HVIM 13 CMBICJIOBBIX IIEHTPOB 3TIYeCKOVI KOHIIEII-
mmn pycckoro dpustocoda. Bons B mpeasn-peanms-
Me Jlocckoro sBiIsieTcs IIaBHBIM OTJIMYMEM KOH-
KPeTHO-V/IeaJIbHOrO Hadasia (CyOcTaHIIMOHaIb-
HBIX JiesiTelIell) OT OTBJIeYeHHO-MIeaIbHOTO (YHM-
Bepcaiiyi, He OOJIaIaoIMNX CaMOCTOSTEIbHBIM
obrTirem) (JTocckmrt, 1995, c. 10). Tosvko € IOMOITIBIO
BOJIV MOXXHO MBICTIUTB JVMHAMUUYECKYI0 TBOpUe-
CKYIO CITOCOOHOCTB JIesiTelIsl, & COOTBETCTBEHHO, 1
€ro BO3MOXKHOCTBb cTpeMuThbcst K [lobpy (Tam ke,
c. 253). VI xOTs CTelleHb IIO3UTVBHOV CBOOOMBI y
TAKOI'O MOPAJIBHOTO aKTOpa CVWJIBHO OrpaHMYeHa,
CTerleHb ero POpMaJIBHOV CBOOOIBI — OecKoHeu-
Ha. VIMeHHO Ormaromapsi eVt OH OKa3bIBaeTCs CIIO-
cobeH Ha camo3akoHOaTesIbcTBO. CyOcTaHIIaATb-
HBIVI JIesITellb, [IOHVMaeMbIi JIocCKM 1o aHaJIo-

? «TeoHOMHas 3TVKa» — TEPMIH, VICTTOITb3YEeMbIVI CAMVM

H. O. JTocckmM m1st 0003HaUeHMs CBOEI STMUYECKO KOH-
nertmm. IlompasyMeBaeTcs, 4TO 3TUYeCKyie HOPMBI CO-
OTBETCTBYIOT KaK boXkbell Bojle, TaK M YCTPOVICTBY MUpa
(JTocckmm, 19916, c. 67).
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AA 05, p. 33; Kant, 2002, p. 49). The existence
of this freedom implies responsibility for moral

behaviour.

Theonomic® ethics would seem to imply a
different concept of freedom. However, Lossky
combines it with the notion of personalism, so
that in his concept freedom of will becomes the
essential definition of the substantive agent.
Lossky writes about it in his 1927 work Freedom
of Will (see Lossky, 1932) and mentions it in the
works God and Evil (1941) and The Conditions of
Absolute Good (1944). He argues: “ Absolute eth-
ics necessarily contains categorical imperatives...
They can be fulfilled, and hence have meaning,
only if free will exists” (Lossky, 1991a, p. 98).
Thus, freedom of will becomes one of the pil-
lars of the Russian philosopher’s ethical theory.
Will in Lossky’s ideal-realism is the key differ-
ence of the concrete-ideal element (substan-
tive agents) and the abstract-ideal (universals
which have no independent existence) (Loss-
ky, 1995, p. 10). It is only by will that one can
think the dynamic creative ability of the agent,
and, accordingly, the possibility for the agent
to seek Good (ibid., p. 253). Although the de-
gree of such a moral agent’s positive freedom
is very limited, the degree of formal freedom
is infinite. It is thanks to this latter kind of free-
dom that the agent is capable of self-legisla-
tion. In the sphere of his will the substantive
agent, understood by Lossky by analogy with
the monad, is not conditioned by the impact of
the sensible world, is protected from any caus-
al influences from without and cannot be influ-
enced in his free will even by the power of God
(Lossky, 1991a, pp. 67-68).1°

? “Theonomic ethics” is a term Lossky himself uses as
a name of his ethical concept. He assumes that these
ethical norms correspond to God’s will and to the order
of the world (Lossky, 1991b, p. 67).

10 For more detail on freedom from God see Blauberg
(2017, p. 115).
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T C MOHA/OV, B Cq)epe CBOVI BOJIVI He O6YCJ'IOB-
JIeH BJIMSHVIEM YyBCTBEHHOIO MMpa, 3alllUIIeH OT
BCSIKVIX Kay3aJIbHBIX BO3IEVICTBUVI M3BHE U He IO/~
BJIacTeH JJaXke Bo3encTBIIo bora Ha cBobomy cBo-
ent oy (JTocckmr, 1991a, c. 67—68)™.

Taxmm obpasom, kak y KanTa, Tak n y Jloccko-
ro, HECMOTps Ha COBEpIIeHHO pa3Hble yUeHMs O
MOpaJIbHOM CyOBbeKTe, yCIIOBMeM OCYyIecTBIIeHs
MOpaJIVI CTaHOBWUTCS ITPUHIVINAJIbHAA aBTOHO-
Mus maHocTr. Oba dustocoda momeniaroT ee B
cdepy BOJIM, KOTOPYIO CUUTAIOT CBOOOIHO U He-
3aBVICYIMOVI OT JIFOOBIX BHEIIHMX ycIoBuiL. VIMen-
HO CBOOOIA ITPOV3BOJIEHMSI CTAHOBUTCS ITPVIH-
LIUIIOM, HeOOXOIMMBIM JIJIsl BO3MOXKHOCTM J00pa
camoro 1o cebe, 11 00ycCJIOBIIVIBaeT BO3MOXXHOCTB
OpaTh OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a COOCTBEHHOE MOpaJlb-
HOe IToBefleHe.

4. Cebsi1r00m1e M mpupoaa MOpoKa

OueBnIHO, 4TO CBOOO/IA BOJIV He FapaHTVPYyeT
MIOZIJIHHO HpaBCTBEHHOro moseneHms. [Ipemrio-
Jlarasi BO3MOXKHOCTb MOPAJIPHOTO TIOBETIEHVIS, aB-
TOHOMMSI BCerMa OCTABI/ISeT BOSMOXKHOCTH VI [IJISI
amopasibHoro. CormacHo KaHTy, 13-3a TOro, 4To
YejioBeueckast BOJISI COBCeM He 00s3aTesIbHO BbI-
OvpaeT MaKCVMYy ITOBEIEHWS M3 YBaXkKeHMS K MO-
PpaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY WJIM XOTs ObI COOOpa3HO C HUM,
MOXXeT IIPOVICXOIUTD TO, UTO SIBJISIETCS MOPAJIBHO
MIpeIoCyANTETBHBIM. YeIoBeK CKJIOHEH M30MpaTh
MOTVBBI CBOVMIX IIOCTYIIKOB VICXOISI M3 UyBCTBEH-
HBIX TIOOY>KIIeHT VIJIV CMeIlIVBasi MOpaIbHbIe MO-
TUBBI C HEMOPAJIBHBIMV, TO €CTh PYKOBOICTBYSICh
TUIIOTETNYECKMY MMITeparvBaMiu. [Ipexye Bce-
rO K SMIIVPUYECKMM OCHOBAHVSIM OTKJIOHEHWS OT
MOPAJIBHOTO EVICTBMSI OTHOCUTCSI YeJloBevecKast
YyBCTBEHHOCTB, HaXOJISIIasl BbIpakeHMe B (pop-
Me cebstrooms (AA 05, S. 70; Kant, 19%4a, c. 458).
OnHaKoO MCTOYHMKOM 3J1a ABJISeTCs He ceOsu1oome
camo 110 cebe, a Ta ero ¢opma, KOrjia aromsM CTa-
HOBWTCS IJIaBHBIM IIPVHIIVIIOM BCEX PeIleHNII ue-
noseka (Onzepman, 1994, c. 13).

10 TTompoGHee o cBoboyte ot Bora em.: (Bray6epr, 2017, c. 115).
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Thus, both in Kant and Lossky, in spite of
their totally different doctrines concerning the
moral subject, the fundamental autonomy of
the personality is the condition of morality.
Both philosophers locate it in the sphere of will
which they consider to be free and independent
of any external conditions. It is freedom of will
that is the principle necessary to make good in
itself possible and ensures the possibility of as-
suming responsibility for one’s own moral be-
haviour.

4. Self-Love and the Nature of Evil

Obviously, free will does not guarantee tru-
ly moral behaviour. While assuming the pos-
sibility of moral behaviour, autonomy always
leaves room for amoral behaviour. According
to Kant, because human will does not necessar-
ily choose a maxim out of respect for the moral
law or at least in line with it, morally reprehen-
sible things may happen. Man tends to choose
the motives for his acts proceeding from sen-
sible impulses or mixing moral and immoral
motives, i.e. he is guided by hypothetical im-
peratives. The empirical ground for deviation
from moral behaviour is above all human sen-
sibility which takes the form of self-love (KpV,
AA 05, p. 70; Kant, 2002, p. 92). However, the
source of evil is not self-love per se, but its form
in which egoism becomes the main principle of
all human decisions (Oizerman, 1994, p. 13).

The human being (even the basest), no mat-
ter in what maxims, does not, as it were, in a
rebellious manner renounce the moral law [...].
But if he admitted them into his maxim as by
themselves sufficient for determining the power
of choice, without being concerned about the
moral law (which he does, after all, have within
himself), then he would be morally evil (RGV,
AA 06, p. 36; Kant, 2009, pp. 39-40).



YesoBek (Hake cambIVl XYAIINIL), KAKOBBI OBI
HY OBUIM €ro MaKCHMBbI, He OTpPeKaeTcsi OT MO-
PaIBHOTO 3aKOHa... <...> Ho B cm1y cBOMX ecTe-
CTBEHHBIX 33/]JaTKOB, B HaJIMYMM KOTOPBIX OH
TakKe He BMHOBAT, OH IPUBSA3aH M K MOTMBaM
YyBCTBEHHOCTM W IIPVHMMAET UX (10 CyOBbeKTIB-
HOMY HPVHONITY ceOsuTo0ns) B CBOIO MaKCVIMY.
Ecrit >ke OH IIpUHMMAaeT MX B CBOIO MAaKCHMY KaK
camu no cebe docmamouHsle IS OIIpeIeIeHS ITPO-
V3BOJIEHNS, He oOpalliasi BHMMAaHMS Ha MOPalb-
HBIVT 3aKOH (@ OH BCe >Ke B HeM eCTh), TO OH Oyrier
MopasbHO 3516IM (AA 06, S. 36; Kanrt, 1994r, c. 37).

CebsytroOMe  4yBCTBEHHO, a COOTBETCTBEHHO,
OHO He Tofpa3yMeBaeT HOIJIVIHHOV aBTOHOMMUM 11
TeM caMbIM BelleT K HEMUHYeMOMY OTKJIOHEHUIO
OT MopasibHOro 3akoHa. OpHako IepBOIIPUYN-
HOVI MOpaJIbHOTO 371a, 10 KaHTy, ABiIseTcs coBceM
He cebsurroOMe, a HeKOoTOpasl Hew3BeCTHasl HaM
CKJIOHHOCTB B 4eJIOBEUeCKOV IIPVUPOIe, CIIO/IBITa-
IoIas Hac K HeMy (cM.: TaM xe).

Yro e KacaeTcs B3ILI0B JIocckoro, To OH, Ha-
000pOT, yTBEpXX/IaeT, UTO IIePBOIIPUYIHA MOPaITh-
HOTO 3J1a JaBHO HaM m3BecTHa. OHa COCTOUT B Ha-
PYIIeHMM Viepapxui MOIJIMHHBIX IIeHHOCTell, a
VIMEHHO B ceOstirroOummt 1 sromsme (JTocckmr, 1991a,
c. 62). To ecTp cebsmIOOMe MOHMMaeTCS (PrIOCO-
doM KakK aKcHosIorMdecKasi OpMeHTaIVis JINY-
HocTi. OcHOBHas IpobriemMa, KoTopyro Jlocckmmt
CBSI3BIBAET C 3TOVI OpMeHTaIleri, BHOBb OyZITO Obl
BocxoruT K Kanrty. OHa 3akiiodaeTcs B yTBepXk-
IeHWMV, YTO eC/IM CeOsUTIoOMe CTaHOBUTCS OCHO-
BOVI TIOBEIIEH VST JIMYHOCTY, TO 3Ta JIMYHOCTH yTpa-
YMBaeT CBOO IOJIMHHYIO aBTOHOMMUIO ¥ TBOpYe-
CKYIO cITocOOHOCTB. JIF000Bb cyIitecTBa K cebe, Kak
OoTMeuaeT pyccKumt pvtocod, HopMaslbHa 1 Jaxe
IIpaBUJIbHA, HO TOJIBKO €CJIVI OHA BhIPa’keHa B CIIO-
COOHOCTV BUIIETHh B CBOEM JINMIIE UeJIOBEUECTBO U
CO3HABaTh OTBETCTBEHHOCTH Neper HUM (Tam xe,
c. 60). Ho paspirre JTocckmii 3aKjIr04aeT, UTO STOM3M
KakK BBICIIIASI CTEIIeHb ceOsTioOmst BeeT K obemHe-
HVIO OBITVS ¥ BCEM BO3MOXXHBIM (popMaM ITpoms3-
BOJIHOTO 371a. JIOCCKMII TINITIET: «..Xpe3MepHasi JIfo-
60Bb K cele, IpeouTeHe ceds IPyrM JIMYHO-
CTSIM eCTb y>kKe HapyIlleHe paHra IIeHHOCTeVT; OHa
eCTb IIepBUYHOe, 0CHOBHOoe HpabcmbenHoe 340, Tpe-
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Self-love is sensible, and accordingly it does
not imply genuine autonomy, thereby lead-
ing inevitably to deviation from the moral law.
However, Kant argues that the prime cause of
moral evil is not self-love, but a proclivity in
human nature that inclines us to it (ibid.).

As for Lossky’s views, he on the contrary
claims that the prime cause of moral evil has
long been known to us. It consists in the vio-
lation of the hierarchy of true values, i.e. self-
love and egoism (Lossky, 1991a, p. 62). In other
words, he interprets self-love as the axiological
orientation of the personality. The main prob-
lem Lossky links with this orientation seems
to hark back once more to Kant. It is his claim
that if self-love becomes the basis of a person’s
behaviour, that person loses genuine autono-
my and the creative faculty. Self-love, the Rus-
sian philosopher argues, is normal and even
right, but only if it manifests itself through the
capacity to see humanity in oneself and to be
aware of one’s responsibility toward it (ibid.,
p. 60). But Lossky then goes on to conclude that
egoism as the highest degree of self-love im-
poverishes being and leads to every form of de-
rivative evil. Lossky (1994, p. 347) writes: “[...]
excessive love of oneself, preferring oneself to
other individuals, already constitutes a viola-
tion of the hierarchy of values; it is the primary,
main moral evil, the sin of a creature. All other
types of evil, all the imperfections in the world
are the consequence of this core moral evil of
self-love, egoism.”

It turns out that for both philosophers the
main cause of amoral behaviour is self-love, al-
though they interpret it in different ways. For
both philosophers it is a property of non-ideal
human nature. And yet, for Lossky, egoism in
its absolute form is literally the only source of
evil. For Kant it merely distances a person from
the moral law, but is not the ultimate cause of
evil as such.



I1.P. bonanriceBa

XOIlaJIeHVe TBAPHOI'O CyIlecTBa. Bce ocrasibHbIe
BUJIBI 3714, BCe HECOBEPILIEHCTBA B MIIPe CYTh CIIe]l-
CTBME 3TOr0 OCHOBHOTO HPABCTBEHHOIO 3JIa Ce-
Osutr00MsL, srom3ma» (Jlocckmit, 1994, c. 347).

[Nosry4aeTcs, 4TO KIIIOYEBOVI IIPUYMHOV aMo-
PaJIbHOTO TIOBeIeH s y 000mx PriiocodoB BHICTY-
raeT cedsUTIo0Me, XOTSI TPAKTOBKA 3TOTO HOHSTS
ommyaercs. s obonx ¢pmtocodos 310 CBOVI-
CTBO Hew/IeasIbHOVI YeJI0BeYeCcKOVI IIprpobL. I Bce
xe 11151 JIocckoro ceOsiroOme B cBoert abCOITIOTHON
dopme craHOBUTCS OyKBaJIbHO €IVHCTBEHHBIM
VICTOYHVKOM 371a. B cBOIO oueperns, 11y1st Kanrta oHO
TOJIBKO JIVIIIIb OTHAJISIET YeJloBeKa OT MOPaJIBHOIO
3aKOHA, HO He SIBJISeTCS IPUYMHOV MOPaJIBHOIO
3J1a KaK TaKOBOIO.

5. Mecto noeu bora B 3THKe

Hakonerl, HeEBO3MOXHO IIPOMTHOPUPOBATH
OIVIH W3 KJIIOUeBBIX acleKTOB pyHIaMeHTasIbHO-
ro pacxoxaenms dpunocodcknx 3Tk Jlocckoro m
KanTa. Jlocckum, mosumyoHMpytommit ceds Kak
permrmo3He dpriocod BHE IIPABOCIIABHOV JI0T-
MaTMKW, CIUTAIT Te31UC 00 aKCMOJIOrMYecKOM CTa-
Tyce bora omHMM 113 HaMBa)KHENMIINX 1714 IIOCTPO-
eHVIs CBOeV 3TUYeCKoV cucTeMsbl. JIocckum crpe-
MUTCA JI0Ka3aTb HeOOXOOVMOCTb OIyIIeHWs
TBOPLIa MUPa, [JIs1 TOTO YTOOBI MBICJIUTE MUP KaK
opraHmnyeckoe ” cucreMarmdeckoe Iiesioe (Jloc-
ckum, 1917). DTudeckue KaTteropum paccMaTpyBa-
IOTCSL MIM KaK BOIUIOIIEeHVIe DOXKeCTBEHHOV BOJIV,
¥ caMO Ha3BaHMe «TeOHOMHas 3TMKa» IOTYepK-
BaeT, UTO VX Ccolep’kaHue ¥ CMBIC/I TaK WIM MHa-
e OIpefesIsioTCs VICXOIHBIM MeTOIO0JIOI TUeCK M
npuHIoM TemsMa (Jlocckum, 1991a, c. 67—68).
B xoneunom cuete Jloccknit yTBepxaaeT, 9To bor
B 4eJIOBEUeCKOM OI'pPaHMUYEeHHOM OITbITe OTKpbIBa-
eT ce0s MMeHHO Kak BbICIIast JTIF000Bb: «...bor oT-
KpBIBaeTCs B PeJINTTIO3HOM OITbITe He TOJIBKO KakK
abcosrroTHAs MOJIHOTA OBITHSL, HO elle M KaK BbIC-
masi abCOIIOTHO COBepIlleHHas! IIEHHOCTh, Kak
camo [1o6po BO Bcex CMBICTIax 3TOrO CJIOBa, IMEH-
HO Kak cama Kpacora, Hpascreennoe [1o6po (JIro-
60Bb), VcTrHa, abcomoTHas Xu3Hb» (Tam xe, c. 51).
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5. The Place of God in Ethics

Finally, let us consider one of the key aspects
of the fundamental divergence between the eth-
ics of Lossky and Kant. Lossky, who positioned
himself as a religious philosopher outside the
Orthodox dogma, considered the thesis of the
axiological status of God to be one of the un-
derpinnings of his ethical system. Lossky (1928)
strives to prove the necessity of assuming the
existence of the creator of the world in order to
think the world as an organic and systematic
whole. He considers ethical categories to be the
embodiment of divine will, the expression “the-
onomic ethics” stressing that their content and
meaning are in one way or another determined
by the underlying methodological principle of
theism (Lossky, 1991a, pp. 67-68). Finally, Loss-
ky maintains that in the limited human experi-
ence God reveals himself as supreme love: “[...]
God is revealed in the religious experience not
only as absolute fullness of being, but also as
the highest absolutely perfect value, like Good
in all senses, namely as Beauty, Moral Good
(Love), Truth and absolute Life” (ibid., p. 51).

For Kant, the idea of the Divine, which has
only a regulative significance for theoretical
cognition of the world, is necessary for under-
standing the highest good. God guarantees
that moral acts are matched by a proportion-
ate amount of happiness. However, unlike
freedom, immortality of the soul and the exis-
tence of God are not constitutive for moral acts.
These two additional postulates are based not
on an objective, but on a subjective need of the
reasonable subject, on moral faith (KpV, AA 05,
p- 125; Kant, 2002, p. 159).

In contrast to this concept, Lossky’s moral
theory is fundamentally theistic. He insists on
the need to believe in a transcendental God
who is at once the moral ideal and the goal of
the existence of all creatures (see Titarenko,
1991, p. 9).



Co cBoen croponrel, s Kanra mnes boxe-
CTBEHHOTO, MMeIoIlias IJIs TeOpeTNdecKoro IIo-
3HaHWS MYpa JIMIIb PeryysTUBHOe 3HaYeHVe, He-
obxommMa Id MOHMMAaHM BbICIIero Osiara. bor
BBICTYIIaeT TapaHTOM TOI'O, YTO MOPaJIbHBIM JeVi-
CTBUSM OyJleT IpOHOpPIMOHAJIBHO COOTBETCTBO-
BaTb cuacThbe. OmHaKO, B OTIMYMe OT CBOOOIBI,
OeccMmepTie Ay 1 CyllecTBoBaHMe bora He sB-
JIIOTCS KOHCTUTYTUBHBIMM 1711 MOPaJIBHBIX J1eVi-
CTBUW. DTU 1Ba JOIOJIHUTEJIBHBIX IIOCTYyJIaTa Oc-
HOBBIBAIOTCS He Ha OObeKTVBHOV, a Ha CyOBeKTVB-
HOWI TIOTPeOHOCTY pa3yMHOro CyObeKTa, Ha MoO-
pasnbHOM Bepe (AA 05, S. 125; KanT, 19%4a, c. 523).

Bormpekn sTort KoH1IenMy, MopasibHas TeOpys
JIocckoro mprHIMIIMAIBHO TemcTaHa. Prtocod
HacTavBaeT Ha HeOOXOIVIMOCTY BEPHI B TPaHCIIEH-
IIeHTHOTo bora, KOTOpbIN sABJIsieTcss OHOBPEeMeH-
HO MOpPaJIbHBIM MIeasIoM ¥ IIeJIbIO0 CyIleCTBOBa-
HMS BCeX COTBOPEeHHBIX CyIecTs (cM.: TurapeHKo,
1991, c. 9).

6. 3ak/IroUeH1e

VITax, B 3TMyecKovt KoHIIenI 1y JIoccKoro BeISB-
JIsleTcs 3HauMTeIbHOe KaHTOBCKOe BiivsiHue. J]oc-
CKMVI 3aIMCTBYeT BaKHermm i 3Tuky Kanra
TEPMUH «KaTeropuyecKuUM VMIIepaTuB», OIHAaKO
IIOJTHOCTBIO MeHsleT ero copepkaHmue. B cymiHo-
ctu, pustocod ckopee obpariaeTcsd K HeMy Kak K
MeTadpope, yeM KakK K CPeCTBY [JId YKpeIUIeHMs
dustocodpckort cniibl COOCTBEHHBIX apryMeHTOB.
BmecTe ¢ TepMMHOM OH coBepllaeT MOIBITKY Ile-
peHecT Ha CBOVI MOpPaJIbHBIVI HPUHIIUII W Psif
CBOVICTB KaHTOBCKOTO MMIlepaTuBa. Tak, Jlocckni
yTBep)KJaeT, 4TO WCIIOIb3yeMbII MM IIPVHIINII
JTI00BY TIpefirosiaraeT I0/KeHCTBOBaHMe 1 SIBJIS-
eTcsd BHYTPEeHHUM OCHOBaHVEM HpPaBCTBEHHON
JlesITeJIbHOCTY YesioBeKa. Pycckuit dpustocod cos-
JlaeT M CXOXKMe MeXaHW3MBbI peasIi3aliiy Mopaslb-
HOTO 3aKOHa. YCJIOBMeM OCYIIeCTBJIeHVs MopaIn
y Hero, Kak 1 y KanTa, craHOBUTCS IpUHIIANIN-
aJIbHasl aBTOHOMMS JIMIHOCT. HecMmoTpst Ha BBe-
JleHVe B CBOIO TeOPWUIO ITpeJicTaB/IeHnsl O HeoOXo-
IVIMOM CyIIleCTBOBaHMM TpaHClIeHIeHTHOro bora,
Jlocckmit HacTamBaeT Ha TOM, UTO ero abcosmoT-
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6. Conclusion

To sum up, Lossky’s ethical concept reveals
a significant Kantian influence. Lossky bor-
rows the term “categorical imperative”, key
for Kant’s ethics, but completely changes its
meaning. In fact, he uses it as a metaphor rath-
er than a philosophical instrument to bolster
his own arguments. Along with the term he at-
tempts to transfer some features of the Kantian
imperative to his moral principle. Thus, Loss-
ky claims that the principle of love he uses im-
plies oughtness and is the foundation of man’s
moral behaviour. Lossky creates similar mecha-
nisms of the implementation of the moral law.
As in Kant, in Lossky’s doctrine the fundamen-
tal autonomy of the personality is a precondi-
tion of moral behaviour. Although his theory
includes the notion of the necessary existence
of the transcendental God, Lossky insists that
his absolute principle is not heteronomic and is
not given from outside, but is the result of the
self-legislation of the personality. Both philos-
ophers build an ethics of the absolute princi-
ple which claims to be universal. For Lossky, as
for Kant, ethics is a branch of philosophy that
is about oughtness and freedom as such. Al-
though Lossky considers Kant’s key principle
to be abstract and formal, the principle he pro-
poses is no less abstract and, as we have seen, is
on the whole problematic.
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HEOKAHTUAHCTBO

YK 1(091):14

OBPA3 ®MNJIOCODPUN PUXTE
B HEMEIIKOM HEOKAHTVMAHCTBE

JLIO. Kopnuaaeb'

Heoxanmuancmbo mpaouyionno mpakmyemcs kax
¢husocogpus, komopas popmupobaracy c yeavio pasbu-
mus u akmyasusayuu gpusococpuu Kanma u kanmobexoil
mpancyenoeHmaisotl memoodosoeuu. O0Haxo Bausnue
Kanma ma cmanobrenue HeokaHmuanckou mpaouyuu
0bL10 XOMA U ONpedesfIousUM, HO 0a1eK0 He UCKAHU-
meavHoiM. Ha nHeokanmuarcmBo oxazaira cyujecmbennoe
Bausnue Bca Hemeykas nocaexkanmobekan gpuaocopus,
6 ocobenrocmu cucmemvr Duxme u leeeas, xoms camu
Heokanmuarckue abmopv. HEeOOHOKPAMHO NblIMAAUCD
ommesxebamoca om Besuxux udeasucmol. Heoxarnmu-
arcmbo 6o MHo20M KYALMUBUPoBaso umenHo puxmear-
ckoe npoumenue Kanma, umo nosboauio nociedyousum
¢usocogpam, 8 wacmuocmu X.-I. Tadamepy, cuumams
HEOKAHMUAHCIBO — «CKPBIMBIM — HEOPUXTEaHCTnBoM».
I1abnas yeav uccaedobanus cocmoum 6 ucmopuxo-gpu-
A0cogpekoil pexoHcmpykyuu obpasa gpusocopuu Ouxme,
cgpopmupobabuiecocs BHympu HemeyKo20 HeoOKAHMUAH-
cmba. JIrs docmuskenus nocmaBieHHOU yeAu NpoaHa-
AU3UpoBarsl kA10ueBoie npoexinsl HeMeyKUX HeoKaHmu-
anyeb, 8 komopuix Haubosee omuemaubo npoabasemcs
Gausnue gurocogpuu Duxme, 6 uacmuocmu unmepnpe-
mayus KanmoBcekoeo yueHus 0 npumame npaxkmuiecko-
20 pasyma. IemoHcmpupyemcs, Kax meopus yenHocmu
baderckux HeokaHmuanyeb u smuka wucmou 6oiu map-
bypeckux HeokanmuanueB c6a3anvl c uxmeanckoil pe-
Busueil kKaHmMoBCKo20 YHeHus 0 npuMane npaKmu4eckoeo
pasyma. BuiaBasiomces ocHoBHvie uepmol 00pasa ¢pu.soco-
uu Duxme: guxmeanckas guiocodpus oxasvibaemcs
04u3KA HEOKAHMUAHUAM UMEHHO B CUAY CmpemAeHUs
COCOUHUMb 1Meopermuteckutl U NpaKmuueckui pasym;
udeu Duxme nosyuawm 2Aa6HviM 00pasom MuHecKkuil
pasbopom 8 weokanwmuarcmbe; opuuHAAbLHbIE MEOPUU
HeokanmuaruyeB cooepkam uoeu camocosHarus «8 oyxe»
Quxme. Heaaemca 6vi600, umo Bo3pacmanue memagu-
3uteckoil cocmabasoujell 6 HeOKAHMUAHCKUX YHeHUAX
Moxxem Ovimb cBs3ano ¢ Gauanuem gusocogpuu Duxme.

KaroueBvie caoBa: neoxanmuarcmbo, Duxme,
npaxmuveckutl pasym, Kanm, neogpuxmearcmbo

! Banrruvickmit penepanbHbiv yHUBepcnTeT nM. V. KaHTa,
Poccns, 236016, Kanmmanarpaz, yi1. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 02.09.2022 e.
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NEO-KANTIANISM

THE IMAGE OF FICHTE’S PHILOSOPHY
IN GERMAN NEO-KANTIANISM

L.Yu. Kornilaev'

Neo-Kantianism is traditionally seen as a philos-
ophy that was formed to develop and actualise Kant's
philosophy and Kantian transcendental methodology.
However, Kant was the determining, but by no means
the only, influence on the emergence of the neo-Kantian
tradition. Neo-Kantianism was strongly influenced by
the entire German post-Kantian philosophy, especially
by Fichte and Hegel, although neo-Kantians have re-
peatedly tried to dissociate themselves from the great
idealists. In many ways neo-Kantianism was cultivated
by the Fichtean reading of Kant, which enabled succeed-
ing philosophers, notably H.-G. Gadamer, to consider
neo-Kantianism to be “hidden neo-Fichteanism”. The
main goal of this study is a historical-philosophical re-
construction of the image of Fichtean philosophy formed
within German neo-Kantianism. To achieve this aim I
have analysed the key projects of the German neo-Kan-
tians in which the influence of Fichte’s philosophy, in
particular his interpretation of the Kantian doctrine of
the primacy of practical reason, is most clearly mani-
fested. I show that the theory of values of the Southwest
neo-Kantians and the ethics of pure will of the Marburg
neo-Kantians are associated with the Fichtean revision
of Kant’s doctrine of the primacy of practical reason.
The following, in my opinion, are the main features of
the image of Fichte’s philosophy: it is close to neo-Kan-
tians precisely because it strives to combine theoretical
and practical reason; it is in ethics that Fiche’s ideas
are most manifest in neo-Kantianism; neo-Kantian
original theories contain the ideas of self-consciousness
“in the spirit” of Fichte. The conclusion is drawn that
the growth of the metaphysical component in neo-Kan-
tian doctrines may be connected with the influence of
Fichte’s philosophy.

Keywords: Neo-Kantianism, Fichte, practical rea-
son, Kant, neo-Fichteanism
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1. BBenenmne

B nocrientme mecaTmiieTs IpoaoyKaeTcs Bbl-
paboTka MaKCMMaJIbHO a/IeKBaTHOV I BCECTOPOH-
HeVl OLIeHKM (peHOMeHa HEeOKaHTMAHCTBA B VICTO-
pvn durtocodpunt. Touxa 3peHms, paccMarpuBa-
IoIfasi HEOKAHTMAHCTBO VICK/IIOUMTEIBHO B Kaue-
cTBe (prI10copCKOro HaIrpapiieHNs], HEYKJIOHHO
crieryroriero «Oykse u 1yxy» duocodpum Kan-
Ta, Ha HaCTO4IIIeM 3Tarle VcCiIeJoBaHVs IIpeficTaB-
JIeTCsl KpaviHe OfHOCTOpoHHel1. be3yciioBHo, de-
HOMEH HeOKaHTMAHCTBA ObIJI HaIleJIeH Ha CHUCTe-
MaTM4ecKoe M3ydeHe ¥ aKTyaIn3aliio KaHTOB-
ckom (prstocodpmn, HO Heslb3sl HETOOIIeHMBATh TO
00CTOSATEIIBCTBO, UTO B CBOEM (POpMMPOBAHMM 3TO
TedeHVe PelyIIpoBaIo He TOJIBKO KaHTOBCKYIO,
HO U BCIO IIOCJIEKaHTOBCKYIO dwiocodpuio — B
HepByI0 odepens pustocodpckme cructeMbl Prixre
u leresrsi®. B maHHOV cTaThe s OBI XOTEJI CKOHIIEH-
TPVIPOBaThCS Ha ITposicHeHM BIvsTHMS DrxTe Ha
HeMeIIKOe HeOKaHTMaHCTBO.

Uutepec x dwnocodpum Puxrte B KoHile XIX
crosieTss B IepMaHMM 3aMeTHO BO3pacTaeT, YTO
OBUTO CBSA3aHO ITIABHBIM 00Pa30M C peakTyasIn3a-
uuent dpustocodrn KanTa 1 mmerommxcs ee MH-
TeprpeTanni. HeokaHTHaHCKMe TIPOEKTHI KOHIIA
XIX B., omHOM 13 3a71a4 KOTOPBIX OBITO OUMITIeHe
KaHTOBCKOM (pvy10copmy OT JINIITHYIX 3JIEMEHTOB,
TO U J1esio TpeboBain obpaliieHnsl K IMOCTKaHTH-
AQHCKVM PeBM3MSAM KPUTHUIeCKoV vtocodmm.
OmHoOM M3 TaKMX peBvi3nTi, BOOXHOBVBIIIEVI He-
OKaHTMaHIleB, cTaysia dwiocodpus Puxte. Llensb
CTaTbl — PEKOHCTPYKLMsS obpasa puXTeBCKOM
drtococpum, copmumpoBaBIlierocsi BHyTpY I1aB-
HBIX IIIKOJI HEMeIIKOIr'0 HeOKaHTMaHCTBa, IIPOsICHe-
Hue point ment PuixTe B CTAaHOBJIIEHUM W Pas3BU-
TV OPUTVHAJIBHBIX YUeHUTI KITIOUeBbIX IIpefiCcTa-
BUTesIet OameHCKOro 1 MapOyprcKoro HeoKaHTH-
aHctBa (B. Buanensbanpa, I. Pukkepra, D. Jlacka,
I. Korena, I'l. Hatopria), 9TO IO3BOJINT ajieKBaTHee
OLIEHUTH 3HaueHVe HEeOKAaHTMAHCTBA B VCTOPWIV

2 Anpayms coorHolenns Bavsaamug Puxrte u Terensa Ha

BO3POXIEHNMEe ¥ Peleiiio KaHTOBCKOM dutocodun B
HEeOKaHTMAHCTBe [IOCTO€H CTaTh TeMOVI OTHEeIBHOIO WC-
CIIefIoOBaHVIs.
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1. Introduction

The past decades have seen continued ef-
forts to work out an adequate and all-sided
assessment of the phenomenon of neo-Kantian-
ism in the history of philosophy. At the current
stage of research, the view that neo-Kantian-
ism is exclusively a philosophical current that
unswervingly follows the “letter and spirit”
of Kant’s philosophy appears to be extremely
one-sided. That neo-Kantianism was directed
towards a systematic study and actualisation
of the Kantian philosophy cannot be gainsaid.
But we should not underestimate the fact that
as it evolved this trend was exposed not only
to the Kantian but also to the post-Kantian phi-
losophy, above all the philosophical systems of
Fichte and Hegel.? In this article I propose to fo-
cus on Fichte’s influence on German neo-Kan-
tianism.

Interest in Fichte’s philosophy increased
markedly in nineteenth-century Germa-
ny, chiefly due to the resurgence of interest
in Kant’s philosophy and its interpretations.
Neo-Kantian projects in the late nineteenth cen-
tury, one of whose tasks was to cleanse Kantian
philosophy of superfluous elements, frequent-
ly involved turning to post-Kantian revisions
of the critical philosophy. One such revision
that inspired neo-Kantians was Fichte’s philos-
ophy. This article aims to reconstruct the im-
age of Fichtean philosophy formed within the
main schools of German neo-Kantianism, to
clarify the role of Fichte’s ideas in the emer-
gence and development of original doctrines of
key representatives of the Southwest and Mar-
burg neo-Kantianisms (Wilhelm Windelband,
Heinrich Rickert, Emil Lask, Hermann Cohen,
Paul Natorp), which would help to assess the
significance of neo-Kantianism in the history of
twentieth century philosophy more accurate-

2 Analysis of the comparative influences of Fichte

and Hegel on the revival and reception of the Kantian
philosophy in neo-Kantianism merits a separate study.
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dvtocodpum XX B. [Ij1d mocTvkeHMs 3TON LefIn
s pacCMOTPIO aCIeKThI AVCKYCCHV BOKPYT Te3vca
0 HeopMXTeaHCTBe HEOKAHTMAHCKIIX KOHIIEIIITNT
V1 COCPeIOTOUYCh UCKJIIOUUTeIIbHO Ha naee duxre
O IIpyMMare OPaKTMYECKOro pasymMa — KJIIOYEeBOVL,
Ha MOV B3IVIsSd, [JII HEOKAaHTMAHCKMX YYeHWM,
IpeHeOperast COILMaJIBHO-IIPABOBBIMM ¥ HaIIMO-
HaytbHBIMM MesiMy DuixTe Kak Oostee 113y YeHHBI-
MW M BTOPOCTEIIeHHBIMI B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe.

2. «<HeoKaHTMaAHCTBO — 3TO
HeodnxTeaHCTBO»? ACMIeKThI AUCKYCCUM

ComepXaTelIbHYI0  CBS3b ~ HEOKaHTWMAHCTBA
¢ dwiocodpuenn Puxre yOEOIUTETHHO IIOKA3bI-
BafoT wmccnenoBanus M. Xarai (Heinz, 1997),
IO. tomnerienbepra (Stolzenberg, 2002), I Dme-
i (Edel, 2013), ®. Buriyiebena (Witzleben, 2013),
@. bamszepa (Beiser, 2018), JI. A. KajimHHMKOBa
(2010), H. A. Imutpueson (2007) v mp.

B cBs3u ¢ 3asiB1eHHOV TTPO0JIEMAaTUKOVI YMeCT-
HO IIPOKOMMEHTVPOBATh pacxoxmui Tesuc: «Heo-
KaHTMAHCTBO — 9TO HEO(PVIXTEaHCTBO»®, COIJIACHO
KOTOPOMY IIpeCTaBUTesIV HeOKaHTMAaHCKO du-
stocodpmyt OBUIM TTOCTIEIOBATEIISIMU VI PEBU3VIOHN-
ctaMmm He ctoiibko KaHTta, ckoitbko @mxre. OmHa-
KO pa3HBIMMU VICCIIe[IOBATEISIMI B 3TOT Te3VC BKJla-
IIbIBaeTcs pasm4aHbI cMbIcL. A. Hopac oTMeudaer,
YUTO 03BYUEHHBIVI TE3VIC BCTpevaeTcs yxe y O. PoH
lapTMaHa, 1O MHEHUIO KOTOPOro (pvXTeaHCKoe
BJIVSIHVIE B HEOKAHTMAHCTBE BbIPakeHO B Tpak-
TOBKE «BeIIV B ce0e» KaK UMCTOrO ITPeJICTaBIIeHS
(Noras, 2020, S. 235). X.-I. lTagamep Takke yKa3sbl-
BaJI Ha OJIM30CTh HEOKAHTMAHCTBA K prytocodpmm
DuixTe IIpeXKie BCETro PV PacCMOTPEHMM ITpobIie-

* Ha 1aHHBIVI MOMEHT He yIaeTcst OOHaPYXUTh B MCCITe-
JI0BaTeJILCKOV JINTEpaType IIeJIOCTHOIO IIPEeICTaBIIEH IS O
denomene HeodMxTeaHCTBA KaK OTeIbHOro dhuiocod-
ckoro HarpasiieHus. Ilom pyOpuky «HeodmxTeaHCTBO»
roraaloT (pvIocodbl pasHBIX IIKOJI ¥ HAIIPaBIIEHWN,
vcrionp3yomye e Prixre B CBOMX IIpoeKTax. B uact-
HOCTW, KaK 0 HeoprXTeaHIIaX TOBOPAT O HEOKAHTHMAaHIIAX
I'. Puxxepre u D.Jlacke, oTMeudaeTcs HallMOHaJIBHO-TIO-
ymrnyeckoe Heoduxteanctso P.K. Diikena, P. don
Moritst, @. FO. Hlrasst vom J1. don HTerntHa.
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ly. To this end I propose to examine aspects of
the discussion around the thesis that neo-Kan-
tian concepts are neo-Fichtean, concentrating
exclusively on Fichte’s idea of the primacy of
practical reason — which I consider to be key
to neo-Kantian doctrines, ignoring Fichte’s so-
cio-legal and national ideas which are better
studied separately and are secondary in this
context.

2. “Is Neo-Kantianism Neo-Fichteanism?”
Aspects of the Discussion

The strong link between neo-Kantianism
and Fichte’s philosophy has been convincing-
ly demonstrated in the studies of Marion Heinz
(1997), Jirgen Stolzenberg (2002), Geert Edel
(2013), Frank Witzleben (2013), Frederick Beiser
(2018), Leonard A. Kalinnikov (2010), Nina A.
Dmitrieva (2007) and others.

In the light of the stated problem it would
not be irrelevant to comment on the popular
thesis that “neo-Kantianism is neo-Fichtean-
ism”,”> whereby the representatives of neo-Kan-
tian philosophy were the followers and
revisionists not so much of Kant as of Fichte.
The thing is that different scholars invest this
thesis with different meanings. Andrzej No-
ras (2020, p. 235) notes that the thesis already
appears in Eduard von Hartmann, who claims
that Fichtean influence on neo-Kantianism is
expressed in the interpretation of the thing in
itself as a pure representation. Hans-Georg Ga-
damer also noted that the closeness between
neo-Kantianism and Fichte’s philosophy is
most readily apparent in their treatment of the

* At the time of writing I have not found in the liter-

ature a comprehensive idea of the neo-Fichteanism
phenomenon as a distinct philosophical trend. The
“neo-Fichtean” label is stuck on philosophers belonging
to different schools and trends who use Fichte’s ideas in
their projects. Thus, Rickert and Lask speak of neo-Kan-
tians as neo-Fichteans, and Rudolf Christoph Eucken,
Robert von Mohl, Friedrich Julius Stahl, and Lorenz von
Stein are mentioned as neo-Fichteans.



MBI MHTepCcyOBbeKTMBHOCTH (cM., Harp.: Gadamer,
1995, S. 88). DTOT Te3uc Ppurypupyer Takke B CTa-
The . barsepa «HeokaHTMaHCTBO Kak HeopMXTe-
aHCTBO», T7I€ BbI/IeJIEHbI YeThIpe YepThl, COIvIKa-
IOI/ie HeOKAaHTMAHCTBO C (PVIXTeaHCTBOM: HallV-
OHAaJIV3M, COLIMaJIN3M, aKTMBU3M U AVMHaAMU3M B
IIOHVIMaHMV COOTHOIIeHVS pacCy/iKa 1 4UyBCTBeH-
HocTu (Beiser, 2018). /laHHBIe YepThI OTCHIJIAIOT
IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM K COLIVaJIbHO-HOJINTUYECKOMY
acniekty et @uxre. bansep Takxe yTBepXna-
€T, UTO B TeOpeTNYeCcKOM IUIaHe B paHHEM Heo-
kaHTuaHcTBe (O. JInOman, @. JlaHre) rocroncTso-
BaJla dppusmaHcKas Kputuka dpuiocodpum Prix-
Te, KOTOpasi HacTarBajla Ha HeBO3MOXXHOCTHU pea-
mmsanym ero upaen. dOwiocodpus Prixre TpakTO-
Baslach KaK OTCTyIIJIeHVe B JIOKAHTOBCKMeE JI0rMa-
TUYeCKVe BpeMeHa, ¥ VIMEHHO II03TOMY KOHCTa-
TUpOBajlach He0OXOOVMOCTh BepHYThcsa K KanTy.
C Toukmu 3peHns bansepa, 3Ta JorMaTusupyomas
TpaKToBKa dwtocodpmum PuxTe rocHoacTBoBasa
10 TIOSIBJIEHMS ayccepTarimm Oafenia . Jlacka B
1902 r. JIack cMmerriaeT ppmsmaHCcKoe IIOHVMaHe
dutocodpryt PuxTe 1 TPaKTyeT ee B IO3UTUBHOM
KJIIoue KaK CIIOCOOHYIO COXPaHUTbh KaHTOBCKUM
norennmait (Ibid., S. 325), uTo peanusyercs rias-
HBIM 00pa3oM B (PVIXTeaHCKOM pelleH IIpobie-
MBI UppaloHaabHoro. OgHaKO CTOUT OTMETUTB,
uTo Bansep urHopupyer aHanvs BiavgHMUSA duIIo-
codpum DrxTe Ha CTAaHOBJIEHVIE TEOPUY 1IEHHOCTY
Gapenckmx ¢rrocodoB, Beb IMO3UTVBHOE BIIV-
sgHne duxrte B TeopeTmyeckon dwiocodum He
OrpaHMYMBaETCs IIpo0IeMON MppaIMOHAIBHOIO
VI He CKOHIIEHTPMPOBaHO TOJIBKO BOKPYT Hee.

TTo muenuro JI. A. KaamHHMKOBa, HEOKAHTU-
aHCTBO CJleflyeT KBaJIMUIIMpOoBaTh KaK Heovix-
TeaHcTBO (Kaymunmkos, 2010, c. 59—60). DTo 00o-
CHOBBIBaeTCsl TeM, UTo prstocodrsi HeOKaHTMAH-
CTBa OKa3bIBaeTCsl He YCOBEpPIIIeHCTBOBaHMEM -
mocopm KanTa, a ee mckaxeHmeM. OCHOBHBIE
IIpeJICTaBUTelIN 3peJloro HeOKaHTMaHCTBA CTpe-
MWIVICh UCIIPaBUTH omnoky KaHTa, 9yTo moponm-
JI0 TIPOEKTHI, Oim3Kme ckopee K dpvtocodpmmt Drx-
Te v He mMerore Hnyero oorrero ¢ Kantom. Ka-
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problem of intersubjectivity (see, for exam-
ple, Gadamer, 1995, p. 88). This thesis is also
present in Beiser’s article “Neo-Kantianism as
Neo-Fichteanism”, in which he names four fea-
tures that neo-Kantianism and neo-Fichtean-
ism share: nationalism, socialism, activism and
dynamism in interpreting the relation between
reason and sensibility (Beiser, 2018). These fea-
tures mainly have to do with the socio-political
aspect of Fichte’s ideas. Beiser also maintains
that, at the theoretical level, early neo-Kan-
tianism (by Otto Libman and Friedrich Albert
Lange) was dominated by the Friesian critique
of Fichte, which claimed that the latter’s project
was impossible to implement. Fichte’s philoso-
phy was construed as a retreat to the pre-Kan-
tian dogmatic times, and this dictated a return
to Kant. On Beiser’s view, this dogmatic inter-
pretation of Fichte’s philosophy prevailed until
the 1902 dissertation of the Southwest scholar
Emil Lask. He shifted the Friesian interpreta-
tion of Fichte’s philosophy in a positive direc-
tion, arguing that it is capable of preserving the
Kantian potential (ibid., p. 325), which is mainly
realised in Fichte’s handling of the problem of
the irrational. However, it has to be noted that
Beiser ignores the influence of Fichte’s philos-
ophy on the emergence of the Southwest phi-
losophers’ theory of values, for Fichte’s positive
influence on theoretical philosophy is not limit-
ed to the problem of irrationality and does not
revolve around it.

Leonard Kalinnikov (2010, pp. 59-60) be-
lieves that neo-Kantianism should be qualified
as neo-Fichteanism on the following grounds:
Neo-Kantian philosophy turns out to be not
an improvement but a distortion of Kant’s phi-
losophy. The main representatives of mature
neo-Kantianism sought to rectify Kant’s mis-
takes, which gave rise to projects that are close
to Fichte’s philosophy and have nothing in
common with Kant. Kalinnikov cites a quota-
tion of Kant from the “Declaration Concerning
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JIVHHMKOB yKasblBaeT Ha InTary KaHra 13 «3ass-
JIeHW 110 HoBoAy HayKoydeHMs Duixte» 1799 r.: «51
HaCTOSIIVIM 3asBJIAI0, YTO CUUTAIO HAYKOYUeHUe
@uxme COBEPIIIEHHO HECOCTOSTEIIBHOV CUCTEMOVL.
V6o uncroe HaykoydeHMe IpesicTaBiisieT coOOV
TOJIBKO JIOTVMIKY, KOTOpas CO CBOVIMM IIPMHIINIIA-
MU He JIOCTUTaeT MaTepraIbHOrO MOMeHTa I03Ha-
HUS U KaK 4UCmas A02uka OTBJIeKaeTcsl OT ero co-
nepkaHus. [TombITKa BBIKOBBIPSTH 13 Hee pealb-
HBIVI OOBEKT ITpefiCcTaB/IsieT cOOOV HalpacHBIV U
IIOTOMY HUMKOT/ia He BBIIOJIHUMBIV Tpya» (AA 12,
S. 370; Kant, 1994a, c. 263). ITocKo/IbKY ITPOEKTBI
HeOKaHTMaHIIeB ObIJIV HalleJleHbl Ha pa3paboTKy
VIMEHHO «YVICTOV JIOTMKI», TO OHM, CJIeflOBaTeIb-
HO, Kak 1 prstocodpmist Duixre, He MMEIOT peasIbHO-
ro oobekra. Tpancdopmarins Bery B ceOe B TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHBIV 1leasl, CMellleHye MbIITUIeHWs
U MO3HaHWU, Hajle/leHVe MHIVBUIYaJIbHOIO ue-
JIOBeKa CIIOCOOHOCTBIO UMCTOTO MBIIUIEHMS JaeT
OCHOBaHMSI TOBOPUTH, YTO HEOKAHTMAHCTBO He
CTOJIBKO OTHOCUTCS K KaHTMaHCTBY, CKOJIBKO [Ty-
6rmmpyeT MeTadmsIUecKyto omoOKy drixTe, 1 110-
TOMY HeOKaHTMaHIIbI Oyivke K HeorxTeaHCTBY,
cuntaer Kamuanukos. B.H. benos, Bospaxas
JI. A. KaJIMHHMKOBY, yKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO BaXKHO
He cMelnBaTh GprtocodcKme MO3UIINY, CIIeTyTo-
e «OykBe» WIIM «ayXy» KaHTOBCKOV puioco-
. HeokanTmaHI1eB cilefiyeT OTHeCTH K TeM pu-
socodpaM, KOTOpBIe CIIefyIoT «1yxy» Kanra, uTo
He IojjpasyMeBaeT 3allpeTa Ha OTXOf, OT (puioco-
rm KaHTa mpu caMoCTOSI T TbHBIX IOCTPOEHVISIX.
I'lo muenuto besosa, «c omenkont mpod. J1. A. Ka-
JIVHHVKOBA HeOKaHTMAaHCTBa KakK HeoduxTeaH-
CTBa CJIeflyeT COIJIalIaThCs JIVIITb HAIIOJIOBUHY, TO
€CThb OTHeCTU K HeoUXTeaHCTBY (PUI0COPCKYIO
no3uIyMIo bajieHcKor IIKoJIbI HeoKaHTMaHCTBa.
Yro ke KacaeTcss MapOyprcko IITKOIbL, 11 0COOeH-
HO ee OCHOBHOTrO IipericTaBuTesis lepmana Kore-
Ha, TO TaKasl OJHO3HauHasl OlleHKa IIpeJICTaBIIs-
eTCs CJIVIIIIKOM CXeMAaTWYHOV U ITOBEPXHOCTHOV»
(bernos, 2016, c. 14). B HenaBHeM wCCIIEIOBAaHUN
B.E. CemeHOB mpoeMOHCTpUpPOBaJl, YTO PN Ka-
Xymevicss ormmsocT prmocodpekmx yuenun Ko-
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Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre”, 1799: “I hereby de-
clare, that I regard Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre as
a totally indefensible system. For pure theory of
science is nothing more or less than mere logic,
and the principles of logic cannot lead to any
material knowledge, since logic, that is to say,
pure logic, abstracts from the content of knowl-
edge; the attempt to cull a real object out of log-
ic is a vain effort and therefore something that
no one has ever achieved” (Br, AA 12, p. 370;
Kant, 1999, p. 559). Since neo-Kantian projects
were aimed at developing “pure logic” they,
like Fichte’s philosophy, have no real object.
The transformation of the thing in itself into a
transcendental ideal, the confusion of thought
and consciousness, the imputing of the capac-
ity of pure thought to the human individual
warrant the conclusion that neo-Kantianism be-
longs less to Kantianism than it repeats Fichte’s
metaphysical mistake, which is why neo-Kan-
tians are closer to neo-Fichteanism, Kalinnikov
argues. Vladimir Belov challenges this view,
pointing out that it is important not to con-
fuse philosophical positions that follow “the
letter” and “the spirit” of Kantian philosophy.
“Neo-Kantians” should be referred to as those
philosophers who embrace the “spirit” of Kant,
which does not imply a ban on independent
theories departing from Kant’s philosophy. In
Belov’s opinion, “one can go along with Prof.
Kalinnikov only half of the way, i.e. by includ-
ing only the Southwest school of neo-Kantian-
ism in neo-Fichteanism. As for the Marburg
school, and especially its main representative,
Hermann Cohen, such a flat assessment is too
schematic and superficial” (Belov, 2016, p. 14).
A recent study by Valerii E. Semenov (2022) has
demonstrated that, notwithstanding the seem-
ing similarity of the philosophical doctrines of
Cohen and Fichte, Cohen’s concept of construc-
tive subjectivism is substantially different from
Fichte’s subjectivism.



reHa 1 Puxre cjreyeT KOHCTaTMPOBaTh, YTO KOH-
LIETIIVT KOHCTPYKTMBHOTO cyOBeKkTmBI3Ma Kore-
Ha U CIIeKYJISTUBHBIV CyOBpekTrBI3M duxTe nme-
10T cy1iecTBeHHBIe pasinuns (CemeHos, 2022).

HecmoTps Ha BaXKHOCTH JaHHOW IVICKYCCUM,
s HaMepeH OTTPaHMYUTHCS OT IIPSIMBIX ITOITBITOK
IOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, YTO HEOKAHTMAHCTBO — 3TO HEO-
duxreancTso. Eciiv coriacuTbes ¢ 3TUM Te31COoM,
TO HECOMHEHHO Ba’XKHBIM OyZleT ITposCHeHMe Tex
nnent Prixre, KOTOPbIe CHITPaIVt BaXXHYIO, a VHO-
rga M K/IIOYEeBYIO POjIb B CTAaHOBJIEHWM OPWUIV-
HaJIBHBIX (PMIIOCOCKIMX ITPOEKTOB HEOKaHTMAaH-
meB. Mog runoTesa 3aKJIFOUaeTCsl B TOM, UYTO KITIO-
yeomt maeert DOrixTe, IOBJIMIBIIEN Ha CTaHOBIIE-
HVie 3TUX IIpoeKToB (y OazeHIleB — Teopws IeH-
HOCTEeN, Y Map6yp>1<ueB — STUKa 4YUCTOM BOHT/I),
cTasia pvxTeaHCKasl MHTepIIpeTalyis KaHTOBCKOM
VeV O IIpMMaTe IIPaKTUYeCKOro pasymMa.

3. IIpumaT mpaKTM4ecKOro pasyma
M IIpaKTUYecKoe caMOCO3HaHVe

Onna n3 xirodeBbIx maent Kanra, moiny4dmsiias
paciIpeHie 1 paclpocTpaHeHVe B HEOKaHTW-
aHCTBe, — Vjles IpVMara IIPaKTUYeCKOro pasy-
Ma HaJl TeOPeTMYEeCKMM: PV «COeIVHEHUN Yl-
CTOT'O CHEKYJIATVBHOIO Pa3yMa C YMCTBIM IIPaKTH-
YeCKVIM B OJTHO ITO3HaHVIE YVCTBIV ITPAKTIYIECKIA
pa3syM obrajiaeT npumManiom, ecyvi IIpearioIoXITh,
YTO 3TO COeAMHeHVe He CAY4auHoe Vi IIPOU3BOIIb-
HOe, a OCHOBaHHOe a priori Ha caMoM pasyMe, CTa-
710 OBITB, Heobxo0uMoe» (AA 05, S. 121; Kant, 19946,
c. 518). IIpakTudeckuit pasym parioHaJIbHO op-
MyJIMIpyeT OOlIlle3HauMMble 1 HeOOXOOVMBIe Cy-
KIeHMs MOpasIbHOro cosHaHMs. OH He ITO3HaeT
TO, UTO €CTh, & YTBEP)KIAaeT TO, UTO JOJDKHO OBITE.
[TpakTuyeckuit pasyM II03BOJISeT UeJIOBEKY BBIV-
TV 3a Ipefessl IIPUPOLIb, IIPOpBaThCcd B HOyMe-
HaJIbHYIO cpepy, 4TO He OCyIeCTBVUMO [IJIs Teo-
peTmdecKoro pasyMa. brarogaps mpakTiaeckoMy
pa3yMy CTaHOBUTCSI BO3SMOXXHOV CBOOOIHAs aBTO-
HoMmms. Kareropmdecknit MMIiepaTus paccMaTpy-
BaeTCsl KaK 3a/lava TeOpeTMYecKoro pasyMa, Kak
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Important as this discussion may be, I will
refrain from direct attempts to prove that
neo-Kantianism is neo-Fichteanism. If one goes
along with this thesis, it would be important
to explain those ideas of Fichte which played
an important, and sometimes key role in the
emergence of original philosophical projects
of neo-Kantians. My hypothesis is that the key
idea of Fichte that influenced the emergence
of these projects (the theory of values with the
Southwest school and the ethics of pure will
with the Marburgers) was the Fichtean inter-
pretation of Kant’s idea of the primacy of prac-
tical reason.

3. The Primacy of Practical Reason
and Practical Self-Consciousness

One of Kant’s ideas which has been expand-
ed and extended in neo-Kantianism is the idea
of the primacy of practical reason over theoret-
ical reason: “[I]n the union of pure speculative
with pure practical reason in one cognition, the
latter has primacy, assuming that this union is
not contingent and discretionary but based a
priori on reason itself and therefore necessary”
(KpV, AA 05, p. 121; Kant, 1996, p. 237). Prac-
tical reason rationally formulates universally
meaningful and necessary judgments of moral
consciousness. It does not cognise what is, but
affirms what ought to be. Practical reason en-
ables man to go beyond the limits of nature, to
break into the noumenal sphere, which is im-
possible for theoretical reason. Practical reason
makes free autonomy possible. The categori-
cal imperative is seen as the task of theoretical
reason, as a synthetic a priori judgment, which
Windelband (1880, pp. 106-107) puts in the fol-
lowing form: “[...] our mission goes beyond
the world of our cognition [...] the life of cogni-
tion is always conditioned by the ethical striv-
ing toward the supersensible world [...]. This
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CHHTETIMYeCKOe CYXX/IeHe alipyopw, YTO B IHTEP-
npetaruy BuHnensOaH#a 3ByUMT CITAYIOIIVIM
obpasoM: «...Hallle IIpeflHa3HaueHVe BBIXOOWUT 3a
IIpefesIbl Mypa Halllero mosHaHus. ... KvsHp no-
3HaHMS BCe BpeMsl OOyC/IOBIIMBAETCS STUYECKVIM
CTpeMJIEHVIEM K CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOMY MWUPY... DTO-
to KaHT 1 HasBasl npumamom pasyma npaxmute-
cko0eo Had meopemuueckuM...» (BurmensOanz, 1998,
c. 118—119). Takum obpasom, ¢ Toukm 3perms Kan-
Ta, UMEHHO HPaBCTBEHHOCTH BefleT K (popMMpoBa-
HUIO TIO3HaBaTeIbHOM (PyHKIIMM pasyMa. IlosHa-
Hue 00yCITOBJIEHO CTpeMJIeHVIeM K CBepXUyBCTBEH-
HOMY, K BBIXOJ1Y 3a IIpeJIesIbl IIPUPOLIBI, @ CaMO 3TO
CTpeMJIeHVIe VIMeeT STIYeCKII XapaKTep.

[NoHsITVIE TPAKTIYECKOro pasyMa IOIBEPIiIOCh
CIJIOXKHOVI TpaHCOpMaIIvV B HEMEITKOM ViIeasIv3-
Me. [Ipaktmdeckum pasym y DuxTe cTaHOBUTCS
OCHOBaHVIEM JIJIsI €r0 KOHIIEIIIINYI CO3HAHMS — Te-
opum cyObekTrBHOCTI'. DUIXTe CUMTAET, YTO KaH-
TOBCKYIO CUCTeMy CJleflyeT paccMaTpuBaTh Kak
coelMHeHVe TeOpeTUYecKOro ¥ IMpPaKTHUYecKOro
pasyMa B COOTBETCTBUM C TeM IPUHIIAIIOM, YTO
MIePBEHCTBO CPeI HVX A0/DKHO OBITh ITPUIIVICAHO
MPaKTYeCKOMY.

[Touemy pedpiiekcust ITOJDKHA VICXOOUTH W3
TEOPeTIIEeCKOVI YacTV, OCTaBIIAsd Oe3 BHUMaHMS
TO, YTO B JAJIbHEVIIIEM OKaXeTCs, YTO He Teo-
peTmyecKasi CIIOCOOHOCTb [IeIaeT BO3MOXXHOV
IIPaKTUYeCKylo, a HaoOOpOT, IpaKTuJecKass —
TEOPeTMIECKYIO (YTO pa3yM IIO CBOeV CYITHOCTHU
TOJIPKO ITPaKTIYeH 1 UYTO OH JIVIIIIb Yepe3 IIpVMe-
HEeHVe CBOMX 3aKOHOB K OIpaHMYMBAOIIEMY ero
He-fI craHOBUTCSA TeopermdecknM). Pediexcus
IIOJDKHA IIOCTYTIATh TaK IIOTOMY, YTO MblCAUMOCHTb
IIPAKTNYeCKOrO OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHNSI OCHOBBIBAET-
Csl Ha MBICJIVIMOCTVI TEOPETNYECKOTO OCHOBOIIO-
JoXxeHMs. A pu pedpyieKCuy Beb [1eJ10 MJIeT Kak
pa3 o mercymmoctn (Puxre, 19936, c. 113).

* B mcropun dpvrmocodunt mpes mprMaTa TPaKTIIecKo-
ro pasyMa IIpeTeplieBajia MHOTO n3MeHeHmi1. Harrpumep,
y I'ererns mpaxTirgeckmvi pasyM TpaHchOpMIUpPyeTcs B Ka-
TErOpUIO «IIPaKTUUYeCKOro Ayxa». Vmesa mpumara mpax-
TUYECKOTO pasyMa IIpeBpaTiiach B MapKCUCTCKYIO U0
IIpyIMaTa IIPeIMeTHO-IIPaKTIUeCKOTo OITbITa KaK Hayl Ha-
YUHOV Teopuier:, TaK ¥ Haf, JIFOOBIMI STIIeCKVIMIL TOCTO-
BEPHOCTSIML.
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is what Kant called the primacy of practical over
theoretical reason [...]”.* Thus, from Kant’s point
of view, it is morality that leads to the forma-
tion of the cognitive function of reason. Cogni-
tion is conditioned by the striving toward the
supersensible, toward transcending the limits
of nature, while this striving itself has an eth-
ical character.

The concept of practical reason has under-
gone complex transformation in German ide-
alism. In Fichte, practical reason is the ground
of his concept of consciousness, the theory of
subjectivity®. Fichte believes that the Kantian
system should be seen as the union of theoret-
ical and practical reason in accordance with
the principle that ascribes primacy to practical
reason:

[...] why reflection must begin with the
theoretical part, even though it will eventually
become evident that it is not the theoretical
power [Vermdgen] that makes possible the
practical power [of the I], but just the reverse; it
is the practical power that first makes possible
the theoretical power. (It will become evident
that reason in itself is purely practical and first
becomes theoretical through the application of
its laws to a Not-I that limits it.) — Reflection
must proceed in this manner, because the
thinkability of the practical foundational
principle is grounded in the thinkability of the
theoretical foundational principle. Thinkability,
after all, is always what concerns reflection
(Fichte, 2021, p. 227).

* “[...) und dieses tiefere Bediirfnis kann nur in dem sittlichen
Bewusstsein von unserer Bestimmung bestehen, welche tiber
die Welt unserer Erkenntnis hinausreich. So zeigt sich, dass
das Leben der Erkenntnis in seiner ganzen Ausdehnung durch
den ethischen Trieb nach der tibersinnlichen Welt bedingt ist
[...]. Das ist es, was Kant den Primat der praktischen tiber die
theoretische Vernunft genannt hat [...].”

5 In the history of philosophy the idea of the primacy
of practical reason has undergone many changes. For
example, in Hegel practical reason metamorphoses into
the category of “practical spirit”. The idea of the primacy
of practical reason turns into the Marxist idea of the
primacy of objective-practical experience over scientific
theory and over any ethical verities.



[IpymaT mpakTHMUecKoro pasyma pasBepThbiBa-
ercsa y ®Puxre B OeccosHaTeILHOV M CO3HaTeIb-
Hom ccpepax. K mepBoit ciiemyeT oTHeCcTH yueHue
00 M3HavaJIbHOM UyBCTBe, KOTOpOe JlaeT yCJIOBIe
BO3MOXKHOCTW BCSIKOV TeopeTndeckon ¢popmel. B
IaHHOM CJIy4Jae 3HaHVe OCHOBBbIBaeTcs Ha Oeccos-
HaTeJILHOM [IeVICTBVAVL

DTO [eWCTBMe Has3bIBaeTCS CO3epliaHueM;
3TO — CBOero poza 0e3MoIBHOe, Oecco3HaTeIb-
HOe TIOTpy>KeHVe B30pa B IIPeIMeT, TePSIoIIeecs
B HeM... 371eCh BIIepBble IIPOHMKAeT B CO3HaHVe
HEKOTOpBIVI cyOcTpar it S — Ta uncras pes-
TEeJIbHOCTB, KOTOpasl I10JIaraeTcsl Kak CyIasi U B
TOM CJIy4ae, eCJIVl He JOJDKHO ObUIO OBITH HMKa-
KOT'O TIOCTOPOHHETO BJIVISIHVSI, HO KOTOpasi IoJia-
raeTcd BCJIeICTBIe HeKOTOpOFO HpOTVIBOHOHO)I(e-
HVISL, CJIE[IOBATEIIbHO, Yepes B3arMOOIIpesiesieHiie
(DPuxre, 19934, c. 362 —363).

B cosHarenbHOM cdepe mmpymMaT IIpaKTUUeCcKo-
ro pasyMa pasBepTbIBaeTCd uepe3 peasin3aliyiio
norkHoro. Ha OeccosHaTeslbHOM ypoBHe IIpak-
TUYeCKUI pa3yM sBJISeTCs TIOOyAuTesIeM BCAKON
IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOM ~ aKTMBHOCTY, KOHCTPyMpOBa-
HUS SMIIVMPUYECKOro MIUpa, Ha CO3HATeIbHOM —
yTBepXKAaeT JI0JDKHOe B KauecTBe IJIaBHOIO PyKO-
BOJICTBA HAIIIVIMM JEVICTBVSIMY M IIOCTYITKaMM KaK
cBoboHOro areHTa. /laHHas TpaKTOBKa IIpaKTU-
YecKOro pa3yMa MoBJIeKJIa 3a coOovi 11 criervidde-
CKYIO TPaKTOBKY cyObekTuBHOCTM y Puxre. Kax
ykasbiBaeT M. @. brikosa, «rpenmpuHsaTas POuxre
ri1yOoKasi peBn3is KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEITNY TPpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbBHOTO CyObeKTa IIpmBesla K Kapau-
HaJIbHOMY M3MeHEHWIO MOoaxoia K CyObeKTUBHO-
CTV M CTaJIa OCHOBaHMeM [IJIsI pa3BUTMS HOCTKaH-
TOBCKOTO HEMeIIKOro MjeaIi3Ma C ero OpueHTa-
IIMeyl Ha KOHKPeTHOro MHAVBMUAA KaK HOCUTeJIs
TEOPEeTUYECKOV W ITPAKTUYEeCKOM aKTUBHOCTI»
(beixosa, 2006, c. 155).

3.1. Badenckasa mxosa HeokanmuaHcmba

B bajenckonm mikose HeoKaHTMaHCTBa uix-
TeaHCKas peBr3us KaHTOBCKOV MJIen O ITpyMaTe
IIPaKTMYeCKOro pasyma IIojlydaeT IIVPOKOe pac-
npocrpaHenue. [ Touarmsa Ouxre o mpaKTYecKoM

L.Yu. Kornilaev

The primacy of practical reason, according
to Fichte, manifests itself in the unconscious
and conscious spheres. The former must in-
clude the primary feeling which is the pre-
condition of any theoretical form. In this case
knowledge is based on unconscious action:

The name of such an action is intuition, a
silent, unconscious contemplation, which loses
itself in its object..Here for the first time a
substrate for the I enters consciousness: namely,
that pure activity which is posited as existing
even in the absence of any foreign influence,
but which is posited only in consequence of
what is opposed to it, and is therefore posited
by means of reciprocal determination (Fichte,
2021, pp. 394-395).

In the conscious sphere the primacy of prac-
tical reason manifests itself through the real-
isation of the ought. At the unconscious level
practical reason is a stimulus of all cognitive ac-
tivity, of constructing the empirical world, and
at the conscious level it affirms the ought as the
main guide of our actions and decisions as free
agents. This interpretation of practical reason
led Fichte to his peculiar interpretation of sub-
jectivity. As Marina F. Bykova (2006, p. 155) ob-
serves: “[T]he profound revision of the Kantian
concept of the transcendental subject undertak-
en by Fichte has led him to a cardinal change of
approach to subjectivity, providing the founda-
tion for the development of post-Kantian Ger-
man idealism, oriented toward the concrete
individual as the bearer of theoretical and prac-
tical activity.”

3.1. The Southwest School
of Neo-Kantianism

Fichte’s revision of the Kantian idea of the
primacy of practical reason gains wide curren-
cy in the Southwest school of neo-Kantianism.
The Fichtean concepts of practical self-con-
sciousness and original feeling acquired a sys-
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CaMOCO3HaHMM Y M3Ha4aIbHOM YyBCTBe IIOJIy4YM-
nu y Bunpensbanma u Pukkepra cucremarmde-
CKOe 3HaueHMe ¥ CTajm (y KaXJIoro 1mo-ocooomy)
OCHOBaHWVEM VX TEOPUVI IIEHHOCTET.

Ob6partiasics K Teopum lieHHOCTe BuHens6an-
J1a, M3JIOKEHHOVI T7IaBHBIM 00pa3oM B cTaThe «4To
Takoe wIocopmrg?», MOXHO OOHAPYXUTH Pl
KJIIOUEBBbIX IlepecedeHni1 1 paclIvpeHnn duxre-
aHCcKux MHTyumn. Hopmarususm Bunnens6an-
71a, BBIPaKEHHBIV B €ro y4eHMM 00 OLleHKe 1 Cy-
JKAEeHUM, IOCTYJIMpYeT CyIlecTBoBaHMe abcoIoT-
HBIX OLIEHOK ¥ HOPM, KOTOpBbIe COCTaBJIAIOT «HOP-
MaTMBHOe co3HaHMe». CorslacHo Bunnens6anmy,

HOpMaTMBHOe CO3HaHMe... 3Ha4MMO He B Kade-
cTBe (paKTWUecKy IIPU3HAHHOIO, a B KadecTBe
TaKoOro, KOTOpoe JI0JDKHO CTaThb 3HAYMMBIM; OHO
He sMIIMpUYecKas AeVICTBUTeIbHOCTb, a vaearl,
KOTOPBIM JIOJDKHA OIIpefesIaThCs 1IeHHOCTb BCs-
KOV SMIIMPUYeCKOVI JeVICTBUTeIbHOCTI. 3aKOHBI
STOTO «CO3HAHMS BOOOIEe» — TaK 3TO IIOHSTVIE
ompenernsieT KaHT — y)XXe He 3aKOHBL IIPUPOIBL,
ZIEeVICTBYIOIIVIE PV BceX OOCTOSTENIbCTBAX VI BJIa-
CTBYIOIIIVE HaJl BCeMI OTAeJIbHbIMU paKTaMM, a
HOPMBI, KOTOPbIE JIOJDKHBI OBITH 3HAYMMBIMU U
OCyIIlecTBJIeHe KOTOPBIX OIlpeesiseT 1IeHHOCTh
sMImpudeckoro Mwupa (Bumapensbanpg, 1995,
c. 51).

VIMeHHO HOpMaTMBHOE CO3HaHMe SIBJISeTCs
00BeKTOM mccienoBanms dwtocodvm. B ormm-
4yie OT OPyIMX HayK, UCCIIEYIOINX TO, UTO eCTh,
drtocodrist 3aHMMaETCS TEM, U4TO JOIDKHO OBITH,
TaK KaK OIleHKa — 3TO OTChIJIKa K HOpMe (IIeHHO-
CTM), MIMeIOIIer MOAYC HAOJDKeHCTBoBaHMs. JIro-
Oasi olleHKa, yTBepXaaeT Bunmensbany, goimkHa
IIpefriojiaraTb HEYTO, Ha OCHOBAaHMY Yero MOXKHO
3Ty OLIEHKY OCYIIeCTBUTh. TaKUM «MepuiIoM» y
Hero OKasbIBaeTcs 11eJIb, KOTopas J0JDKHa TpM3Ha-
BaThbCs TeMM, KTO BEIHOCUT orleHKy. Cama 110 cebe
OlleHKa BO3MOXXHa TOJIBKO IIPV HaJIM4YMWU OTChUI-
KV K HOpMe, MIMEIOITIeV TeJIeOJIOIMYeCKMII XapaK-
Tep. «[loaToMy BcsiKasi OlleHKa BBICTYIIAeT B ajlb-
TepHaTVBHOW popMe ooOpeHMs MM Heomobpe-
HMs, CyOBeKT IpesicTaBiIeH s JInb0 COOTBETCTBY-
€T 1171V, JIN0O eVl He COOTBETCTBYeT, 1 CKOJIb pas-

tematic meaning in Windelband and Rickert
who made them (each in his own way) the
foundation of their theories of values.

Turning to Windelband’s theory of values,
set forth mainly in his article “What Is Philos-
ophy?” we find some crucial intersections with,
and expansion of, Fichtean intuitions. Windel-
band’s normativism, expressed in his doctrine
of evaluation and judgment, posits the exist-
ence of absolute evaluations and norms which
constitute “normative consciousness”. Accord-
ing to Windelband (1915, pp. 44-45),

[...] a normative consciousness which is not
valid in the sense of factual recognition but
ought to be so; not empirical reality, but an ideal
that must determine the value of all empirical
reality. The laws of this “consciousness in
general” — as Kant calls it — are no longer
laws of nature, valid under all circumstances
and holding sway over particular facts, but
norms which ought to be valid and whose
implementation determines the value of the
empirical world.®

It is normative consciousness that is the ob-
ject of philosophy’s study. Unlike other scienc-
es which research what is, philosophy deals
with what ought to be, since evaluation refers
to the norm (value) which is in the imperative
mood. Any evaluation, Windelband maintains,
must imply something on the basis of which
the evaluation can be made. In his view, the
role of such “measure” is played by the goal
recognised by the evaluators. An evaluation is
only possible if there is a reference to the norm
which has a teleological character. “Therefore

6 “[...] ein Normalbewufitsein, welches nicht im Sinne der
faktischen Anerkennung gilt, sondern gelten sollte, — keine
empirische Wirklichkeit, aber ein Ideal, daran der Wert aller
empirischen Wirklichkeit gemessen werden soll. Die Gesetze
dieses ‘BewufStseins iiberhaupt’ — das ist Kants Ausdruck
dafiir — sind nicht mehr Naturgesetze, welche unter allen
Umstinden gelten und wonach die einzelnen Tatsachen
sich gestalten miissen, sondern Normen, welche eben gelten
sollen und deren Verwirklichung den Wert des Empirischen
bestimmt.”
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JIMYHBL OyJIyT CTeIleHM 3TOr0 COOTBETCTBUS VJIU
HECOOTBETCTBUS WIM IHPOTUBOPeUNs, CTOIb JKe
pasIMYHOV OyZeT HO3TOMY MHTEHCUBHOCTb OfIO-
OpeHis 111 HeOHOOPeHMsl; HO OHO M3 ABYX, OI0-
OpeHme v HeomOOpeHVIe, TOTDKHO ITPOSIBUTHCS,
ecJI pedyb BOOOIIe MIET O COCTOSBIIEVICS OIeH-
ke» (Tam xe, c. 42). OTcbUIKa K HOpMe, SBJISIOIIET-
Csl OTHOBPEMEHHO WJIeaJIOM ¥ IIeJIbI0, IIPVBOIT
Bunnensbanma Kk popMyImpoBaHMIO KOHIEHITNN
CaMOBBIpa)KeHMsI KaK CaMOCO3HaHMs pasymMa —
OH IIOKa3bIBaeT, UTO Uepe3 CaMOCO3HaHVe pasyMa
KOHCTUTYMpPYeTCs oIbIT. Pasym co3HaeT ceOs cam,
HO He Jepe3 COOTHeceHMe ¢ YiCThIM S, Kak y Duix-
Te, a Yepe3 COOTHeCeH e C KyJIBTY PHBIMU aIlpyrop-
HBIMJ HOPMaMU 1 OLIEHKaMI.

PukkepT pasBuBaeT’ HOpPMaTMBM3M BuHenb-
OGanpa B MOHMMaHWM HOPaKTUYECKOTO pasyMa,
HO IIpUJIaeT IIpo0JieMe IIpyMara IIPaKTIIecKOro
pasyMa THOCEOJIOTMYeCKMUI XapaKTep. YcIioBreM
BCSIKOTO TIO3HAHMS SIBJII€TCSL CYOBEKT, OCYIIeCcT-
BJIAIOMINI CYXKeHIe, KOTOpOe, corlacHO Prikkep-
Ty, peaym3yeT HO/DKeHCTBOBaHMe. Takmm oOpa-
30M, PukkepT pasmessieT puxTeaHCKYIO Mzero 00
3TMKO-BOJIEBOM Hauajle ¥ ero Iipymare IJjIs BCs-
KOro MO3HaHM, M IOTOMY IIpeMeT IO3HaHUSI Y
Hero MOJIHOCTBIO HOIpy>KaeTcsi B cdepy HO/KHO-
ro. B 0CHOBY BCSIKOTO TeOpPeTM4ecKOro HO3HaHWS
PukkepT TIOMeITiaeT YMCTHIV ITPaKTUUECKIT BOJle-
BOVI aKT: «JIVIITb IOCKOJIBKY £ €CTh MOpaJIbHOE CY-
IIIeCTBO, IJIs1 MEHs BO3MOKHA JIOCTOBEPHOCTH, 1100
KPWTEPUI BCSIKOV TEOPETUYECKOVI ICTUHBI CaM He
MOYKeT OBITH TEOPeTIIECKIIM, OH eCTh HeUTO ITpaK-
TUYECKOe, I OCHOBBIBATbCSI HA HEM — MOV JOJII»
(Rickert, 1899, S. 8, mut. mo: I'animenko, 1979, c. 108).
B pesyibrare Bcsikas TeopeTmuecKas HOCTOBep-
HOCTb CTaBUTCS VIM B 3aBVCUMOCTD OT ITpaKTuUe-
ckoro akTa®. ITpakTumdecKmyi aKT, HalIpaBJIeHHbIV
Ha JOJ/DKHOE, OKA3bIBAETCS VICKOMBIM BCEOOIIIVIM
KpUTepreM IJIsi BCSIKOTO BO3MOYKHOTO ITO3HAHVIS.
be3 BoreBoro mevicTBusi CyOBEKTa, comeprKalliero

> KpaTkyio peKOHCTPYKIIMIO TeOpUM IIeHHOCTel Puk-
KepTa cM., Harp.: (3arnpHsx, 2012, c. 41).

¢ Kpurmky srom KoHIlenumm PUKKepTa, B Y4aCTHOCTU
C.JI. PybunrmrerHoM, cM.: (Dmitrieva, 2021, p. 1134).
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any evaluation carries the alternative form of
approval or disapproval; the imagined subject
of the statement either conforms with the goal
or does not; although the degree of approval
or disapproval depends on the degree of this
conformity or non-conformity (or contradic-
tion), one or the other, approval or disapproval,
must manifest itself if a successful evaluation is
to be spoken of at all”” (ibid., p. 31). The refer-
ence to norm, which is at once an ideal and a
goal, leads Windelband to the formulation of
the concept of self-expression as the self-con-
sciousness of reason — it shows that experience
is constituted through the self-consciousness
of reason. Reason is conscious of itself, but not
through a relation with the pure I as in Fichte,
but through a relation with cultural a priori
norms and evaluations.

Rickert develops® Windelband’s normativ-
ism in the interpretation of practical reason, but
gives an epistemological twist to the problem
of the primacy of practical reason. The condi-
tion of all cognition is the subject that makes a
judgment, which, according to Rickert, realis-
es the ought. Thus, Rickert shares the Fichte-
an idea of the ethical-volitional principle and
its primacy over all cognition, hence for him
the object of cognition is totally immersed in
the sphere of the ought. Rickert puts the pure
practical act of will at the basis of all theoretical
cognition: “It is only insofar as I am a moral be-
ing that certainty is a possibility for me, for the
criterion of every theoretical truth cannot itself
be theoretical; it is something practical and I am

7 “Jede Beurteilung tritt deshalb in der alternativen Form
der Billigung oder der MifSbilligung auf. Das Vorgestellte
Subjekt des Satzes entspricht entweder dem Zweck oder es tut
das nicht, und so verschieden die Grade dieses Entsprechens
oder Nichtentsprechens resp. Widersprechens, so verschieden
deshalb die Grade der Billigung oder der Mifsbilligung sein
mogen, eins von beiden, Beifall oder Mififallen, muf$ eintreten,
wenn iiberhaupt von einer erfolgreichen Beurteilung die Rede
sein soll.”

8 For a brief reconstruction of Rickert’s theory of values
see, for example, Zagirnyak (2012, p. 41).
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OTCBUIKY K JIOJDKHOMY, oOsIajiaromieMy HaJbIHIIV-
BUIyaJIbHOVI 3HA4YMMOCTBIO, TeopeTudecKoe IIo-
3HaHVe OKa3blBaeTcs y PrKkepTa HEBO3MOXKHBIM.
ITpropuTeT oLleHMBAIOIIIE BOJIV CYOBEKTa TpaHC-
dopMupyeT NOHATHE VHTeJIJIeKTa, HO He IIPUHU-
JKaeT, a YCJIOXKHSeT ero, TO eCTh IpyMaT IIpaKTH-
YecKOoro pasyMma, corjiacHo PukkepTy, ycusimBaeT
TEOPETUYECKUT pasyM.

Mitapmmit xosutera Bunpensbanma 1 Pukkep-
Ta 2. JIack B cBoen nyiccepranum «Vpeammsm POuix-
Te 1 uctopusi» (1902) HeckoNIbKO IlepeolieHVBaeT
dmtocodpckoe yuyenmne Duxre. ComtacHo Jlacky,
@uixTe IEVICTBUTENIPHO Ha IIar ornepexaer Kas-
Ta, IOTOMY YTO BUWT, YTO IyaI3M MeXIy IIOHV-
MaHVeM V1 9yBCTBEHHOCTBIO CKOpee OTHOCUTEJIeH,
ueMm aOcormoTeH. Jlack BoccTaHap/BaeT Duxrte
Kak drmstocoda B ero coOCTBEHHOM ITpaBe 1 IOKa-
3bIBaeT €ro KaK MBICIINTEJIS, Y KOTOPOr'o [IeVICTBI-
TEJIPHO eCTh HanboJtee IIpaBIoIioff00HOe peltieH e
IpobsIeMBl MppPalVOHAIIBHOCTY, ITPOHOJIKABIIIEN
MYy4mUTb COBpeMeHHYI0 obomm — Duxrte m Jla-
cKy — dutocoduro. LleHTpabHBIV Te3Vc ayccep-
Taummn o dpvtocodpryt OrxTe, COCTOSBIINI B TOM,
YTO IOJTHAS PAIIMOHAIM3AIINS OITBITa TIOHVIMAETCS
@DuixTe He KaK KOHCTUTYTUBHAs PeasIbHOCTh, a KaK
PeryJISTUBHBIV Mzieast, ObII IO XBaueH HeOKAHT-
aHITaMM MJIAJIIIIero IoKostleHmst' . Jlack oObscHseT,
UTO B pelleHnN IIpo0sIeMbl MppaliOHaIbHOCTU
CYIIIECTBYIOT /IBe ITPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIE CTpaTeruu,
VI «JIOrMKWM». EcTh aHamMTHYecKkad jtorvka Kan-
Ta, KOTOpasi MpV3HaeT AyasIv3M MeXXITy BceoOIM
VI YaCTHBIM, I7ie BceoOIriee aOCTPaKTHO U «aHaJIV-
TUYHO», a PaKTHI MCTOPUM ¥ OIIBITA IO OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K HEMy YacTHBI U CJIyYaliHbl, VI eCTh 3MaHa-
LIMOHWCTCKas JIorvKa leresis, xoTropasi oTpuiia-
eT JIyaIn3M MeXXIy BCeOOIINM ¥ YaCTHBIM, ITOTO-
My 4YTO TIOHMMaeT BceoOlllee KaK KpUTHUUYeCKoe 1
«CUHTETUYECKOe» OpraHMYecKoe IIeJIoe, M3 KOTO-

7 Darisep ykasblBaeT Ha JIFOOONBITHBIV (PaKT: B CBOEVI
pabore «IIpobGrema mosHaHwms B driocodpmm 1 Hayke
Hosoro Bpemenmn» DpHcr Kaccupep passusaeT mMHTep-
nperanyio Puxre, KOTOpas YAMBUTEILHO IIOXOXa Ha
vHTepIpeTauyio Jlacka, 1, BeposITHO, He CJIy4YallHO OH
IUTHpyeT paboTy Jlacka B caMOM Hadasle CBOEeVI TJIaBBlI O
®Duxre (Beiser, 2018, S. 315).
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duty-bound to proceed from it”? (Rickert, 1899,
p- 8). As a result he makes all theoretical verac-
ity contingent on the practical act®. The prac-
tical act directed at the ought is the sought-for
universal criterion of all possible cognition.
For Rickert, theoretical cognition is impossi-
ble without the subject’s act of will which ap-
peals to the ought that has supra-individual
significance. The primacy of the subject’s eval-
uating will transforms the concept of the intel-
lect; it does not belittle it, but complicates it, i.e.
the primacy of practical reason, according to
Rickert, strengthens theoretical reason.

Emil Lask, a junior colleague of Windelband
and Rickert, in his dissertation “The Idealism
of Fichte and History” (1902) somewhat over-
estimates the philosophy of Fichte. Lask be-
lieves that Fichte is really a step ahead of Kant
because he is aware that the dualism of under-
standing and sensibility is rather relative than
absolute. Lask reinstates Fichte as a philoso-
pher in his own right and shows him as a think-
er who does indeed offer the most plausible
solution to the problem of irrationality which
continued to torment the philosophy of which
both Fichte and Lask were contemporaries. The
central thesis of the dissertation on Fichte, viz.,
that Fichte understands the complete rationali-
sation of experience not as the constituting re-
ality, but as a regulative idea, was taken up by
neo-Kantians of the younger generation." Lask
explains that there are two opposite strategies,
or “logics”, in solving the problem of rational-
ity. There is the analytical logic of Kant which

® “Nur inwiefern ich ein moralisches Wesen bin, ist Gewis-

sheit fiir mich moglich, denn das Kriterium aller theoreti-
schen Wahrheit, ist nicht selbst wieder ein theoretisches, es
ist ein praktisches, bei welchem zu beruhen Pflicht ist.”

1 For a critique of Rickert’s concept, for example by
Sergei L. Rubinstein, see Dmitrieva (2021, p. 1134).

1 Beiser (2018, p. 315) points to a curious fact: in his
work “The Problem of Cognition in Modern Time Phi-
losophy and Science” Ernst Cassirer elaborates Fichte’s
interpretation which is uncannily similar to that of Lask
and it is perhaps not by chance that he quotes Lask’s
work in the very beginning of his chapter on Fichte.



poro HeoOxommMMo McxoaT Bce gacTHocTH (Lask,
1923, S. 31—72). JIack yTBep)KaaeT, UTO OpUTMHAIIb-
HOCcTh DUXTe 3aK/IoYasIach B €ro IOHBITKe HalTu
CPeIVHHBIV ITy Th MEXIy 3TUMI KpallHVIMM ITO31-
mmamu (Ibid., S. 73 —80). @uxte B coracum ¢ Kan-
TOM CIIpaBeIVBO IIpM3HaBaJI, roBopuT Jlack, 9To
KOHKpeTHOe BceoOITlee HEBO3MOXKHO IIJIs1 Hac, JTIO-
Tier1, C HaIllIM KOHEYHBIM V1 AVICKY PCUBHBIM IIOHU-
MaHmeM. TeM He MeHee OH HacTayMBaJI Ha TOM, YTO
3TO HOJDKEH OBITH PeryJISTUBHBIN Vjieall, [eJIb VC-
CJIEIOBAHMS VI STMYECKOIO JIeVICTBVISL

Taxvim 0bpasom, kirroueBont naeent PrixTe, Oka-
3aBIIeV BIMSHYE Ha 0aJeHCKMX HeOKaHTUAHIIEB,
ABJIsIeTCS IMEHHO 3TUKO-BOJIeBasl TpaKTOBKa IIpU-
MaTa HpaKTHU4YecKoro pasyma. Y Bumpmensbanma
3TO BbIpakaeTCsl B IIOCTYJIMPOBAHMM alIPUIOPHBIX
HOPM ¥ OLIEHOK, KOTOpble BBICTYIIAIOT YCJIOBMEM
CaMOCO3HaHM pa3yMa; y PukkepTa mipmmar mpax-
TUYeCKOro pasyMa IojlydaeT IHOCEOJIOrMYecKmit
IIOBOPOT, B pe3yJIbTaTe uero cdepa MO3HaHMS CTa-
HOBUTCS cdeport ToJDKeHCTBOBaHMS; a Jlack KoH-
LIEHTPUpPYeT CBOe BHMMaHMe Ha pelleHuN IIpo-
O71eMBI MPPAIVIOHAIIBHOTO.

3.2. Mapbypeckan wikosra Heokanmuarncmeéa

B mpaxTmueckon dwmtocodpum MapOyprckoro
HeOKaHTMaHCTBa LIeHTPpaJIbHbIM KaHTOBCKMM I10-
HsSTVEM, cofepkaHMe KOTOpPOro B MHTepIIpeTa-
v I. Korena n I1. Haropma mcreitano cuipHOe
BigHMe DuxTe, CTajo IIOHIATUE YMCTOVI BOJIV.
OrtHorrenne k PuxTe B MapOyprckoM HeOKaHT-
AHCTBE, B OT/IVIYMe OT DAeHCKOr0, BBITJISIANT CKO-
pee HoIeM9ecKiM, HeXkesn 071arOCKIIOHHBIM.

ITonemunka Korena c¢ ®@uxrte oTpaswmack Ipe-
KJle BCero B TMKe. DTMKa Obljla IpM3BaHa, 10 3a-
nymke KoreHa, o0 beIMHIUTD BCIO BHICTpaVBaeMYyIO
cucreMy dputocodnn, TIOCKOIIBKY B Hell 3ajIoxe-
HO TO IO3UTMBHOE Si7IpO, KOTOpoe JIejlaeT prstoco-
duro Haykon. [TpakTideckas gesiTe IbHOCTD pasy-
Ma MOpOXIaeT ocobyio cdpepy, He3aBUCUIMYIO OT
npuponsl. B nanHoM Tesnce KoreH okaseiBaeTcst
OrmmskmM DrixTe ¢ ero veevt BOJIEBOrO UyBCTBaA U
TIeVICTBYSI, KOTOPbIe OIIpeielIgIoT cdepy TeopeTu-
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recognises the universal versus particular dual-
ism where the universal is abstract and “analyt-
ical” while the facts of history and experience
are particular and contingent relative to it; and
there is the emanationist logic of Hegel which
denies the general versus particular dualism,
because it interprets the general as a critical and
organic “synthetic” whole from which all the
particulars are necessarily derived (Lask, 1923,
pp- 31-72). Lask claims that Fichte’s originality
consists in his attempt to find a middle way be-
tween these two extreme positions (ibid., pp. 73-
80). Lask writes that Fichte, like Kant, rightly
admitted that the concrete general is impossible
without us humans, with our finite and discur-
sive understanding. Even so, he insisted that it
should be a regulative idea, the goal of research
and ethical action. Thus, Fichte’s key idea that
influenced the Southwest neo-Kantians is the
ethical-will interpretation of the primacy of
practical reason. Windelband expresses it by
positing a priori norms and evaluations which
are the condition of the self-consciousness of
reason; Rickert gives an epistemological turn to
the primacy of practical reason; as a result the
sphere of cognition becomes the sphere of the
ought, and Lask concentrates on solving the
problem of the irrational.

3.2. The Marburg School
of Neo-Kantianism

In the practical philosophy of Marburg
neo-Kantianism the central concept whose in-
terpretation by Cohen and Natorp was most
influenced by Fichte was the concept of pure
will. Marburg neo-Kantians, unlike those of the
Southwest, saw Fichte in polemical rather than
favorable terms.

Cohen’s polemic with Fichte was reflect-
ed above all in ethics. In Cohen’s project ethics
was called upon to unite his entire system of
philosophy since it contains the positive nucle-
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yeckoro 3HaHMd. Koren cornamaercs ¢ duixres-
CKMM yTBepXK[eHVeM MOprMara HpaKTUYecKOro
pasyMa, oHaKo K dpntocodpny PuixTe B 11€JI0OM OT-
HOCUTCSI KPUTWYECKN U CTapaeTcs OT Hee IVCTaH-
umposarbcs. Tak, B kHuUre «KaHTOBCKOe 000CHO-
BaHue 3Tukm» (1877), B r1aBe «IIpumar mpaxTu-
YecKoro pasyMma v HoHuMaHUe ero y duxre», mo-
CBSILIEHHOV (PUIXTeaHCKOV VMHTepIIpeTalun Ipu-
MaTa IpakTndeckoro pasyma Kanra (Cohen, 1877,
S. 254—277), KoreH HacTanBaeT Ha TOM, YTO VH/IV-
BUJIyaJIbHOe CO3HaHMe, 5, He MOXeT OIIpeesInThb
cdepy mpaKTU4ecKoro OevicTBus — cdepa Impak-
TUYeCKOro pasyMa 141 Korena HagpIHAVBYyaIb-
Ha®. B npencrasrennn Korena ®uxre He yaaiock
IOCJIeIOBATeJILHO IIPYMEHUTD TPpaHCIIeHIeHTalb-
HBIVI MeTOII, YTOOB! aKTyaJIM3MpPOBaTh M3HAYaIb-
HOe 4yBCTBO, II03TOMY (PVIXTEaHCTBO IIOJIOKWIIO B
ocHoBaHMe TI03HaHMs cyobekTusmsM (Edel, 2002,
S. 40). duxTeBCKOe yUeHMe, ITOMellIaoIiee B OCHO-
BaHVe HayYHOI'O TeOPeTHYeCKOro Mo3HaHMs CaMo-
CO3HaHMe, VICKaXkKaeT MICTMHHBIV CMBICII TPaHCIIeH-
JleHTaJIbHOrO MeToJla. B ycraHoBjleHWN TOTaslb-
HOIo IIpyMaTa IpaKTW4eckoro pasyma y Pux-
Te, 110 MHeHMIO KoreHa, mckakaercsi cama mpes
VI CYTb KPUTUYECKOrO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO Me-
tora Kanra. Jucranimposanme ot @uxre Koren
pasBMBaeT B CBOeV «DTUKe YmCTon Boiv» (1904),
I7le HacTaMBaeT Ha M3JIMIITHeV ICUXOJIOIMYHOCTI
dvxTeaHCKOro I0IX0/1a, CBOISAIIEro caMopasBep-
ThIBaHVe CO3HaHWS K MHIVBUAYaIbHOMY CO3Ha-
HU1IO. BMecTe ¢ TeM Ha ocHOBe (PUIXTEBCKOV MIIen
camoco3zHaHMsA KoreH BeICTpanBaeT cOOCTBEHHYIO
TEeOPVIO CaMOCO3HaHM YMCTOVI BOJIV. YCTaHaBIIV-
Basl YMCTYIO BOJIIO B KauecTBe IIPaKTNUecKOoro mje-
aJjia v PeryJIsiTIBHOVI VeV, Koren BO3BpaIllaeT e
alpUOPHBIV XapaKTep, a 3TUKe — TpaHCILeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOCTB, yTpadeHHY 10, 10 ero MHeHMIO, B puIo-
codpum ®Puxre. [Ipy 3TOM KOreHoBCcKasi CTPyKTypa
CaMOCO3HaHM coXpaHsieT B cebe MHTymLmM Prix-
Te: CBSI3b C JIeVICTBIIEM, CBOOO/TY, aBTOHOMMIO V1 JIp.
(Cohen, 1904, S. 156 —367).

8 TloppoGree o xputnke Puxre Koremom cm.: (beros,
2014, c. 192).
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us that makes philosophy a science. The prac-
tical activity of reason creates a special sphere
independent of nature. This thesis brings him
close to Fichte with his idea of the will’s feel-
ing and action that determine the sphere of the-
oretical knowledge. Cohen agrees with Fichte’s
affirmation of the primacy of practical reason,
but on the whole he is critical of Fichte’s phi-
losophy and tries to distance himself from it.
Thus, in the book Kant’s Foundations of Ethics,
in the chapter “Primacy of Practical Reason and
Its Interpretation by Fichte”, Cohen (1877, pp.
254-277) insists that individual consciousness,
the I, cannot determine the sphere of practical
action (for Cohen the sphere of practical rea-
son is supra-individual).’? In Cohen’s view,
Fichte failed to consistently apply the transcen-
dental method to actualise the primary feeling,
which is why Fichteanism considers subjec-
tivism to be the foundation of cognition (Edel,
2002, p. 40). The Fichtean doctrine, which puts
self-consciousness at the basis of scientific the-
oretical cognition, distorts the true meaning of
the transcendental method. In Cohen’s opinion,
by affirming the total primacy of practical rea-
son Fichte distorts the very idea and essence of
Kant’s critical transcendental method. Cohen
further distances himself from Fichte in his Eth-
ics of Pure Will (1904), in which he argues that
Fichte is unduly psychological in reducing the
self-unfolding of consciousness to individual
consciousness. At the same time Cohen builds
his own theory of self-consciousness of pure
will on the basis of the Fichtean idea of self-con-
sciousness. In positing pure will as the prac-
tical ideal and regulative idea, Cohen brings
back its a priori character and returns to ethics
its transcendental character which, he argues,
is lost in Fichte’s philosophy. Nevertheless, Co-
hen’s structure of self-consciousness preserves
Fichte’s intuitions: the link with action, free-
dom, autonomy, etc. (Cohen, 1904, pp. 156-367).

12 See more on Cohen’s critique of Fichte in Belov (2014,
p- 192).



I'l. Hatopn B 3pesblii epurof CBOEro TBOpYe-
CTBa OPMEHTMPOBAJICS IJIaBHBIM 0OOpa3oM Ha Co-
umasbHele uger Duxre, KOTOpble OH peasin3o-
BaJI ¥ pas3BUJI B CBOEM IIeIarOTrMYeCcKOM YUeHUN
(Goubet, 2012, S. 3—4). B gpyrux cdepax dpnio-
copun imgHre Puxre Ha Haroprna craHoBUT-
Csl 3aMeTHee B IIO3IHMX ITPOM3BEIEeHMSIX, TaKMUX
Kak «BceoOrmast jormka» (1918/19), «IIpaxriue-
ckasg dpurtocodpusa» (1920/21), «Putocodekast cu-
crematuka» (1958)°. LleHTpasbHOe MOHSTIE TTO3I-
Hent dwtocodpum Hartopria — «momacuc». Ilons-
cuc, coracHo HaToprty, — 3T0 3aKJIIOUMTeTbHBIN
3Tall TI03HaHMs, IIPeACTaBIISIOMINI 11eJIOCTHOCTD
BCEro MHOrooOpasusi OIlbITa, 1IeIb VI MTOT B3au-
MOJIEVICTBYSI TEOPETUYECKOro M IIPaKTUUecKoro.
C ero Toukm 3peHMs], IO3HAHVE yXKe COHePXUT B
cebe COBOKYITHOCTb BCErO KOHKPETHOTO, ITIOCKOIIb-
Ky caMopa3BOpauMBaeTcsl B «KMU3HW». lIpeneis-
Hasl caMOpa3BepHYTOCTb IO3HAHMS M eCTh IIOV3-
cuc. Konuennims noviacuca 1o3posigeT COeAVHUTD
TeopeTUYecKoe U IIpaKTudecKoe B eVHCTBO. DTO
IIOHATME OKa3bIBaeTCs CXOXKMM C KOHIIeIIIven ca-
MocosHaHu 51 y @uxre. oracuc Boruiomnaer 1e-
JIOCTHOCTb KOHKPETHOI'O OIlbITa, KOTOpas 3aIy-
CKaeT paboTy M TeOpeTNdecKOoro,  MpaKTINIecKo-
ro pasyMa. Iloviacuc siBjigeTcsi MICTOUHMKOM U OC-
HOBaHMeM [IJIsi TeOpeTUYecKoro M IIpaKTU4ecKo-
roO «yCTaHOBJIeHM IIpeiMeTa ro3HaHus» (Natorp,
1980, S. 251—252). HeuTo ecTh 11 HEUTO MOXKHO OC-
MBICIIUTB TOJIBKO B CVJIY HaIMuus IIpeeIbHOrO
€IMHCTBA OIIbITA — IIOVIICVICA, KOTOPBIVI SIBJISIETCS
VICXOIHBIM ¥ TIOCJIENHUM (VIea/IbHbIM) ITyHKTOM
niosHaHusA. Obparenne Hartopra K dpvxTeaHcKOM
vee, BO3MOXXHO, CTaJIO pe3yJIbTaToM MeTadpusu-
YeCKOro IT0BOPOTa B €ro To31Hen prytocopmt.

TaxuM obpasoM, cilefyeT KOHCTaTMPOBATB,
4uTO MapOyprckye HeOKaHTMAHIIBI VICIIONIb30BaIn
unen duxrte Takxke I YTBepXK[IeHWUs IIpyMara

? Bce Tpu cOuMHEHMsI B3aVMOCBSI3aHbI U IPEICTABIISIOT
€IVIHBIV LIVKJI, B KOTOPOM BBICTpayBaeTcs MO3IHsAsA Pu-
socodpmst Puxre. XK.-D. 'yd> B cBoelt craTbe rOBOPWUT
TOJIBKO ITpO Kypc siekummt «IIpakTiaeckas dprtocodmsi»
(Goubet, 2012), HO, IO MOEMy MHEHWIO, TE3VC O BIIVISTHUN
@uxTe MOXHO PaCIPOCTPaHUTh Ha BeCh LIVKJI HO3JHUX
nponssefenni Hatopra.
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Natorp in his mature period was oriented
chiefly toward Fichte’s social ideas which he
implemented and developed in his pedagog-
ical doctrine (Goubet, 2012, pp. 3-4). In other
spheres of philosophy Fichte’s influence on Na-
torp becomes more noticeable in later works,
such as General Logic (1918/19), Practical Phi-
losophy (1920/21), and Philosophical Systematics
(1958)." The central concept of Natorp’s later
philosophy is poiesis. According to Natorp, poi-
esis is the final stage of cognition representing
the unity of the diversity of experience, the goal
and outcome of the interaction between the
theoretical and the practical. In his view, cog-
nition already contains the totality of all that is
concrete inasmuch as it self-unfolds in “life”.
Poiesis is the ultimate in the self-unfolding of
cognition. The concept of poiesis makes it pos-
sible to combine the theoretical and the practi-
cal in unity. The concept turns out to be similar
to Fichte’s concept of the self-consciousness of
the I. Poiesis embodies the wholeness of con-
crete experience which launches the activity
both of theoretical and practical reason. Poiesis
is the source and the foundation of theoretical
and practical “object positing” (Gegenstands-
setzung) (Natorp, 1980, pp. 251-252). Something
is and something can be thought only because
there exists the ultimate unity of experience,
poiesis, which is the starting and final (ideal)
point of cognition. Natorp’s turn to the Fichte-
an idea was probably the result of the meta-
physical turn in his later philosophy.

Thus it can be said that the Marburg
neo-Kantians used Fichte’s ideas also to assert
the primacy of practical reason, but they con-
strued Fichte’s approach as psychological and
sought to confer a new transcendental status on
the idea of self-unfolding of consciousness.

13 All three works are interconnected and form a sin-

gle cycle in which Fichte’s later philosophy is present-
ed. Jean-Francois Goubet (2012) in his article refers only
to the Practical Philosophy course of lectures, but in this
writer’s opinion the thesis on the influence of Fichte can
be applied to the entire cycle of Natorp’s later works.
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IIPaKTMYECKOro pasyMa, OIHaKO TpaKTOBaJIN IO~
X0z, duxTe Kak IICUXOJIOTMYHBIN CTPEMUIIVICH
IIpuaaTh ero mjaee caMopasBepTbIiBaHMA COSHAHNS
HOBBI TpaHCHeH)IeHTaJ'IBHBIVI cTaryc.

3ak/1r0oueHe

Otnueckunt maeanvsM Duixte ObLI OITHOM M3
LIEHTPaJIbHBIX ¥ AVUCKYCCMIOHHBIX TeM IJIsi 00enx
HeOKaHTMaHCKMX IIKoJI. Bunnensbanm v Pukkept
BUZIeIN B (PUIXTeaHCKOV MHTepIIpeTaly KaHTOB-
CKOI'O yUYeHMsI O IIprMaTe IIPaKTUYecKoro pasyma
pemaronivvi II0BOPOT B COBPEMEHHOM MBIIIIJIEHVIA.
IongaTnsa PuxTe 0 MPaKTUUYeCKOM CAMOCO3HAHWN
V1 M3Ha4YaJIbHOM 4YyBCTBe MOnyuwin y Bumpens-
Ganma m Pukkepra cucreMaTnyeckoe 3HaueHVe
VI CTaJIvi OCHOBaHMEM [IJIsI IX TEOPUI LIEHHOCTEN.
Ydaenne o moypKHOM Oa/IeHCKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB
IpesicTaBIgeT COOOVI CiIMHVIe KAaHTOBCKOVI MIeU O
IpyMaTe IPaKTUYecKoro pasyMa ¢ (prxTeaHCKUM
yCTaHOBJIEHVEM JIOJDKeHCTBOBaHMS. TobKo y Oa-
JIeHIIeB pa3yM CO3HaeT ceOsi He uepe3 COOTHeceHVe
C UNCTHIM I, a yepes cooTHeceHe C allPUOPHBIMU
CTpPyKTypamu KyisTyphl Ilepeonienky dpuxrean-
cTBa Impomssert O. JIacK, mpeIoKuBIINI paccMa-
TpUBaTh PUXTEBCKOe pellleHVe ITpoOsIeMbl Mppa-
LVOHAJIBHOIO KaK CPeAVHHBIV Iy Th MEXIY II03V-
nusamu KanTa m Teresis.

B mpaxTiueckon dutocodpum MapOyprckoro
HeOKaHTMaHCTBA [eHTPaJIbHBIM KaHTOBCKVMM II0-
HATVIEM, COfep KaHvie KOTOPOro B MHTepIIpeTariii
Korena vt Hatopmna rpeTepriesio cujIbHOe BIVSTHVE
@duxTe, cTasIo IOHATVE YMCTOV BojIn. Ha ero ocHo-
Be KoreH BBICTpOWII COOCTBEHHYIO TEOPUIO ITpaK-
TUYECKOTO CAaMOCO3HAHWS U CBS3aJI CBOVI ITOIXOLT,
C OPUHIIUIIOM MHTepcyObekTuBHOCTH y PDuxre.
Hecmotps Ha pasnmune nosuimii @uxre n Kore-
Ha, OYEBMTHO, UTO IEePBLIV ABJISETCH 1JIsI BTOPOrO
OTIPaBHOVI TOUKOV 11 (POHOM, KOTOPBIM OH «OTTe-
HsIeT» CBOIO TeOPMIO caMOCO3HaHMs. B cBoro oue-
penp, nosgHMI HaTopn mop, BimsHMEeM dwitoco-
Jurm OrixTe BO3BesI CaMOOTHOIIIEH Ve YVMCTOVI BOJIN
B BBICIIIVIVI IIPVIHIIVITI CBOEV STUKIA.
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Conclusion

Fichte’s ethical idealism was a central
and controversial theme of both neo-Kan-
tian schools. Windelband and Rickert saw the
Fichtean interpretation of Kant’s doctrine of the
primacy of practical reason as a decisive turn
in modern thought. Fichte’s concept of practi-
cal self-consciousness and original feeling ac-
quired systematic significance in Windelband
and Rickert and formed the foundation of their
theories of values. The Southwest school’s doc-
trine on the ought is a blend of the Kantian
idea of the primacy of practical reason and the
Fichtean establishment of the ought. It is only
in the Southwest school that reason is conscious
of itself not through correlation with the pure I,
but through correlation with a priori structures
of culture. Lask reassessed Fichteanism by sug-
gesting that the Fichtean solution to the prob-
lem of the irrational is a middle way between
the positions of Kant and Hegel.

In the practical philosophy of the Marburg
school the central Kantian concept which was
heavily influenced by Fichte was the concept of
pure will as construed by Cohen and Natorp.
On its basis Cohen built his own theory of prac-
tical self-consciousness, linking his approach
with Fichte’s principle of intersubjectivity. In
spite of the difference between the positions
of Fichte and Cohen, it is obvious that the for-
mer is, for the latter, the starting point and the
background which accentuates his theory of
self-consciousness. In turn, the later Natorp,
under the influence of Fichte’s philosophy, ele-
vated the self-relation of pure will to the status
of the highest principle of his ethics.

The study of the way German neo-Kan-
tians assimilated the key provisions of Fichtean
philosophy and integrated them in the philo-
sophical discourse of neo-Kantianism makes
it possible to reconstruct the image of Fichte’s
philosophy formed by German neo-Kantians
which later spread to Russian neo-Kantianism.



Viccnenosanme crieliduKmM yCBOeHMSI HeMell-
KMMM HeOKaHTHaHIIaMV OCHOBHBIX IIOJIOKEHW
duxTeanckon drtocodun U Ux MHTErpauun B
durocodpckyro mpobieMaTnKy HeOKaHTMaHCTBa
IIO3BOJISIET PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTh TOT 00pa3 prytoco-
drrt PuxTe, KOTOPBIVI CJIOKMIICH Y HEMELIKMX He-
OKaHTMaHIIEB ¥ BIIOCJIEJICTBUM PacIIpOCTPaHMII-
Csl M B PyCCKOM HeoKaHTHaHCTBe. OCHOBHBIE uep-
ThI 3TOro oOpasa BbIpakeHbl B citefyrorieM: drixre
1171 HeOKaHTMAHIIEB sBJIsteTCs yI00HO pury pori,
OT KOTOPOVI MOXXKHO OTTaJIKMBaThLCs IIPY MOCTpPOe-
HUV COOCTBEHHBIX YUeHUVI B CVJIY €IVHCTBa Ile-
JleVl, a UMeHHO — CTpeMJIeHMs COe[IMHUTh Teope-
TUYeCKU ¥ IPaKTUUeCcKni pazyM; prstocodckme
ngent OuxTe MOIy4YaOT B HEOKAHTMAHCTBE APKO
BBIPaKeHHBIVI STUYeCKUVI pa3BOpOT; HeOKaHTMaH-
ckme ¢rtocodrl paspabaTeIBalOT CaMOCTOSTENIb-
HbIe TeOpUI CaMOCO3HaHM «B JTyxe» Duxre; ykpe-
IIJIeHVie TIO3UTVIBHOIO OTHOIIIeHMs] y HeOKaHTVaH-
11eB 00enx IIKOJI K nesM DrxTe MOXHO CBSA3aTh C
BO3pacTaHVeM MeTadM314ecKoVi COCTaBIIAIOIIel! B
OpPUTMHAJIBHBIX HeOKAHTMAHCKIMX YUeHMsIX.

Baaeodaprnocms.  VccaedoBanue  Bvinoarero
npu noddepxxe epanma Ilpesudenma Poccuiickoi
Dedepayuu 044 2ocyoapcmberHol n1o00eprKU MOAO0-
0blX poCCUTICKUX YUeHbIX — KaHOu0amob Hayx, npo-
exm MK-4700.2021.2 «@usocopus Quxme 6 pyc-
ckoM Heokanmuarncmee».
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The main features of this image are as follows:
for neo-Kantians Fichte is a convenient fig-
ure that can be used as a jumping-off point in
building their own doctrines, owing to the com-
mon goals, viz., the striving to connect theoret-
ical and practical reason; Fichte’s philosophical
ideas gain a pronounced ethical character in
neo-Kantianism; neo-Kantian philosophers de-
velop their own theories of self-consciousness
“in the spirit” of Fichte; growing acceptance of
Fichte’s ideas by neo-Kantians of both schools
can be attributed to the growing metaphysical
component in original neo-Kantian doctrines.
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ITPOCTPAHCTBO V1 BPEMJI
KAK AIIPVIOPHBIE ®OPMbI
B PABOTAX TEPMAHA KOI'EHA
M VIBAHA JIAIIIIIVHA

B.U. Cabunueb,' B.C. IlonobBa’

Heobxooumocmbs nepeocmbicaenus npedcmabienutl
0 cmamyce npocmparcmba u Bpemenu, omueceHHvx 6
napadueme Kanma x anpuopruim popmam uybembero-
cmu, 6 xonye XIX — nauasre XX 6. bvi1a cBssana c gpop-
MmupoBaruem HoBbLX 100x0008 K MemodoA0eUU HAYUHO20
nosHamus. B weokanmuanckou mpaxmobke 3mu no3Ha-
Bamenvrole hopmel 00pemarom 0cobbiti AMUCTEMOA0U-
ueckuil cmamyc, nposabaaace 6 meopemu4eckom noucke
6 xauecmbe «nped3adannbix» ocHobanuti 3Hanusa. Leavio
uccaedoBanus cman komnapamubucmcekuil anaius 06yx
cBasannbix Heokanmuanckux konyenyui — I. Koeena u
V. V. Jlanwuna. Ipu obpawenuu x pusrococpuu Kanma
HAYUHAA €O cmyOdenyeckoil ckamvu Jlanuwiun nocmeneu-
HO NpUX00UM K NOHUMAHUI HACYUfHOCHIU YIMOUHEHUA
u cobepuiencmbBobanus mMpaHcyeHOeHMaIbHo20 Mermooa
Kanma, ouxmyemorl camum pasBumuem HAyuHO20 3HA-
HuA. IIpu amom 6 mbopuecmbe pyccko20 HEOKAHMUAH-
Ua 00HApYKUBAIMCA PEMUHUCYCHY U U 101eMUYecKue
ymouHeHus K cnamuo-memnopaishuim udeam Koeena.
B pesyavmame uccredoBanus Bviabaeno, umo y Koeena
u Jlanwiuna umeiomcsa CX0xue 3NUCHeMOoL02UMeCKUe
ycmanoBxu: cmpemaerue ycobepuieHcmbobams 31emeH-
Mol KaHmoBckou gpusocogpuu, npucnocodbub ux 044 10eu-
ueckoeo 000cHoBanusa 6o3moxHOCHIEN HAYHHO-1eopemu-
4eck020 NO3HAHUA, A MAKKe 1Ppeo0oserns NCUX0A0UM U
pasBums a02uyucmcKuil n00xX00 K Kpumuke no3sHAHUA.
Kaxowiii us abmopoB Bvipadoman cobcmbenmviil «mexa-
HU3M» cBedenus npocmpancmba u Bpemeru K KOM1AEKCY
UHMeANeKMYAAbHbIX NPOYedyp 1o KOHCIpPYupoBaHuio
obwvexma snanus. B konyenyuu Koeena npocmparcmbo u
Bpemsa npedycmanabaubarom A3k HadA00eHUS U PYH-
oupytom Bcaxoe HayuHo-meopemuueckoe mbopuecmbo.
Jlanwiun xe, ykasviBas Ha popmasvivie U co0epKamesb-

! Barrruiickni denepaibHEI yHUBepcuTeT M. V1. Kanra,
Poccns, 236016, Kasmmamarpan, yit. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 19.12.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-4-5

SPACE AND TIME
AS A PRIORI FORMS
IN THE WORKS OF HERMANN COHEN
AND IVAN LAPSHIN

V.I. Savintsev', V.S. Popova'

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
the need to rethink the status of space and time which
Kant considered to be a priori forms of sensibility was
prompted by the emergence of new approaches to the
methodology of scientific cognition. In neo-Kantian in-
terpretation these cognitive forms acquire a special epis-
temological status, manifesting themselves in theoreti-
cal research as “pre-given” foundations of knowledge.
It seems necessary to conduct a comparative analysis of
two interconnected neo-Kantian concepts, of Hermann
Cohen and Ivan Lapshin. Studying Kant’s philosophy
since his student days, Lapshin gradually came to the
conclusion that the need to clarify and develop Kant’s
transcendental method was dictated by the development
of scientific knowledge. Indeed, the works of the Rus-
sian neo-Kantian contain echoes and polemical adjust-
ments of Cohen’s spatio-temporal ideas. Our study has
revealed common epistemological attitudes in Cohen
and Lapshin: the wish to improve elements of Kantian
philosophy, adjusting them to prove the possibility of
scientific-theoretical cognition and of overcoming psy-
chologism and developing the logicistic approach to the
critique of cognition. Each of the two authors developed
their own “mechanism” of reducing space and time to
a range of intellectual procedures for the construction
of the object of knowledge. In Cohen’s account space
and time pre-establish the language of observation and
found all scientific-theoretical work. Lapshin, on the
other hand, in discussing the formal and substantive
features of these categories (the introduction of “axi-
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Hble ocobeHHocmu smux kameeopuil (66edenue «akcuom»
Bpemen, HeobX00UMOCHL KOHKpeMmuU3Ayuu NOoHAMU
Bpemenu u npocmparcmba nocpedcmbom UHbIX Kame-
eopuil), ommeuaen, 4mo ux npumexenue 6 HayuHoM
CYxkOeHUU npednoazaent 3MUCeMOA02UYeCKYI0 3a0aH-
HOCHIb NOHUMAHUA 00BeKMa, UMo, ¢ HAuLel Mouku 3pe-
Hus, Abasemca Bapuanmom peuleHuss 00HOU U MOl e
anucmemoso2uveckorl 3a0auu. Mol nosaeaem, umo Jlan-
wun 6 umoee Bvipadbomar camocmosmessHyO KOHYen-
yuto npocmpancméba u Bpemenu Kax no3HABAMEAbHBIX
opm, coomBemcmByrouyro Oyxy eBponeiickoeo HeOKaH-
muancmba u cobpemeHHoll eMy HAYKU.

Karouebote caoBa: I. Koeern, U.W. Jlanwiumn, Heo-
kanmuarncmbo, npocmparcmbo, Bpems, nonsmue, Kame-
eopus, anpuopHbvie hopmbl, HayUHoe 3HAHUE

1. BBemenmne

ITpoGsiema ocMbICTIeHMSI M YTOUYHEHMS IIOHU-
MaHMs BpeMeHU M IIPOCTPaHCTBa KaK allpyOPHBIX
dopM UyBCTBEHHOCTM CTaBMJIach KaK B 3arla/ Ho-
eBPOIIeVICKOM KaHTMaHCTBe ¥ HeOKaHTMAaHCTBeE,
TakK 1 B poccurickoM. HeobxonmmocTs cBoeobpas-
HOW «peBU3MI» PrII0COPCKOro IIOHMMaHM IIPo-
CTpaHCTBa VI BpeMeHM, Ha Halll B3IV, CBsA3aHa C
psanom teHpenunit. HamomumM, XIX Bek o3HaMme-
HOBaJICSI POCTOM MHOIoo0Opasys 3HMUCTeMOJIOI -
YeCKMX ITOCTPOEHUN U CTpAaTErMVi B €BPOIIEVICKOV
Hay4HOW MBICJIV, YTO IIOTpeboBajIo OTKasa OT Ofl-
HOCTOPOHHOCTW MeXaHMIIVICTCKOTrO IIOIX0/a B VIH-
TeprpeTaly OTOe/IbHBIX ITO3HABaTeJIbHBIX CU-
Tyaluii, Kak 3T0 ObUIO HNPUHATO B (prstocopun
Bropov nosiopuHel XVIII B. DTu nosHaBaTeIbHbIE
TIOAIBVDKKYL TIPOVICXOIVUIVL B CUCTeMe KOOPIVHAT
HaTypaln3Ma / aHTUHATypasi3Ma, HO Jlake BHY-
TPW 3TUX TeHIAEHIINVI CUTyallys BCe YCIIOXKHAIach
¥ BeIBOAMIIa (Pr1s10c0POB K ITOHMMAHUIO TOT'O, YTO
yCBOeHHBIe aBTOpUTeTHI (Hanpumep, Kanra) mo-
JIAIOT WAeV I VIHTepIIpeTauvi, ITPYIIOKIMBIX
K HOBBIM 3MVCTEMOJIOTMYeCKUM «BbI3oBam». VI3-
MeHeHWsI TeOPeTMUYeCKOro 1 ITpaKTUUYecKoro cTa-
Tyca HayKW, pacIlVipeHVe ee IPeIMeTHOIo I10JId
VI METOJIOB, JIICKYCCUW O COOTHOIIIEHMY Hay YHOIO

V.L Savintsev, V.S. Popova

oms” of time, the need to specify the concepts of time
and space through other categories), notes that their use
in scientific judgment implies an epistemological given-
ness of the concept of the object. This I see as a variant
of solving one and the same epistemological task. I sub-
mit that Lapshin worked out an independent concept of
space and time as cognitive forms that are congruent
with the spirit of European neo-Kantianism and con-
temporary science.

Keywords: Hermann Cohen, Ivan Lapshin,
neo-Kantianism, space, time, concept, category, a priori
forms, scientific cognition

1. Introduction

The problem of explicating and clarifying
time and space as a priori forms of sensibili-
ty has been raised in both Western European
and Russian Kantianism and neo-Kantianism.
The need to “revise” the philosophical con-
cept of space and time is arguably prompted
by several trends. The nineteenth century was
marked by a growing diversity of epistemologi-
cal theories and strategies in European thought,
which militated against the one-sidedness of
the mechanistic approach to the interpretation
of specific cognitive situations that prevailed in
philosophy in the second half of the eighteenth
century. These cognitive shifts took place in
the naturalism/anti-naturalism system of coor-
dinates, but even within these trends the situ-
ation was becoming more and more complex,
leading philosophers to the conclusion that the
old authorities (e.g. Kant) offered ideas for in-
terpretations that were applicable to the new
epistemological challenges. The changes in the
theoretical and practical status of science, the
broadening of its subject area and methods, dis-
cussion of the relationship between scientific
and philosophical aspects in the cognitive pro-

95



B. . Casunues, B. C. ITonosa

” dpurstocodpckoro Havasl B IIO3HaBATeIbHOM IIPO-
llecce TakXKe OKaszaslv BIIVIAHME Ha OOCYXXIeHms
BOITPOCOB IIPOCTPAHCTBa ¥ BpeMeHM KaK yHUBep-
CaJIBHBIX KaTeropuil pas3/INUYHBIX I103HaBaTeIb-
HBIX obsacTernt. Pustocodpam roTpedoBaIOCh BIIV-
caTh JIpeBHMe KaTeropun B KOHTEKCT HOBEVIIINX
HAy4HBIX OOCYXIIE€HMV TaKMM 00pa3oM, 4TOOBI
durocodpua kak BuUA, 3HaHMSA OOperla aKTyallb-
HOe 3By4aHMe 11 TeKYIIIMX HayYHbIX VcCilefloBa-
HUML. Bemb 11 caMa HayKa IepeXmuBajla poXXaeHVe
HeKJIaCCMYeCKOV — pallViOHaJIBHOCTY, ~CUMBOJIOM
KOTOPOV CTaJI PEJIATUBVCTCKIMV MUP «IIPOCTpaH-
CTBa-BpeMeHTI».

B pesysprare movicka ameKBaTHOIO IIpVIMeHe-
HUSL CTPOTMIX U B TO K€ BpeMsl HeOIHO3HauHbIX
U TOOyXHarolx K cBobore CyXIIeHWs ITOHs-
TUV KAaHTOBCKOTO KPUTUIIM3MA IIPOVICXOIIIO OC-
MBICJIEHMe POJIM allpropu3Ma B HapOXIlaBIIer-
Csl HeKJIacCYeCKOV Hay4YHOVI KapTuHe Mupa (CM.,
Harp.: [JImurpuesa, 2013; ITepries, 2015). Tpebosa-
Jlach IepepaboTKa TaKMX IOHSTUM, KaK «OITBIT»,
«co3epIliaHMe», «MBIIIUIeHVIe», «MaTepus», «op-
Ma» U IIp., @ BMeCTe C HVIMM U TeX IIOHSATUI, KOTO-
PpBle COITPOBOXIAIOT V1 pacKpBIBAIOT prytocodpeMbl
npocrpaHcTsa 1 BpeMenn. H. A. [Imurpuesa npu-
BouT mmpumep ¢ . A. JIaHre, KOTOPBIVI CUMTaIT

ry1aBHOM 3aciyrovi KaHTa... maHHyI0 HaMm BO3-
MOXXHOCTB PacIPOCTPaHUTEb MBICJIb O IIPOCTPaH-
CTBe, BpEMEHU 1 KaTeropmsiXx KaK HeOOXOIVMMBIX
dopmMax Halllero cosepraHs 1 paccyaka Ha Ta-
KVie MBICTIUTe/IbHbIe 00pa3oBaHMs, KaK MaTepus,
aroMm, cwia. C Toukn 3penus Jlanre, oHm ecTb
He 4YTO MHOe, KaK «fcnomoeamenshuie BoipaxeHus»
(Pexrep), oOo3HAUATOIIIIE «OMHOULEHU ABACHUTL>
U IIpe/ICTaBIIAIONINe COOON «3aMady meoputl no-
3Hanua» (Immrpuesa, 2007, c. 54).

C TOuKM 3peHMs VICTOPUM SIVICTEMOJION MM 3Ha-
YVIMO TO, UTO OT/e/IbHbIe ITPOCTPaHCTBeHHO-TeM-
IopaJIbHbIe ITIOCTPOEHM MOITIV POPMMUPOBATHCS
KakK IIoJleMiJecKasl peakiys Ha YbM-TO TeOpeTu-
veckme Mopenn. Tak, Harmpumep, B 1871 r. osiBu-
JIVICh Ha CBeT cHavaJla crarbs [epmana Korena «K
cnopy Mexny TpenpenenOyprom n Kyno ®uire-

96

cess also had an impact on the debates about
space and time as universal categories in vari-
ous fields of cognition. Philosophers had to put
ancient categories in the context of the latest
scientific discussions in such a way that philos-
ophy as a branch of knowledge would become
relevant to the current scientific research. In-
deed, science itself was witnessing the birth of
non-classical rationality, symbolised by the rel-
ativistic “space-time” world.

The search for an adequate use of rigor-
ous and at the same time open-ended and
thought-provoking concepts of Kantian critique
informed the study of apriorism in the nascent
non-classical scientific picture of the world (see,
for example: Dmitrieva, 2013; Pertsev, 2015). It
was necessary to take a new look at such con-
cepts as “experience”, “intuition”, “thought”,
“matter”, “form” etc. along with the concepts
that accompany and explain the philosophemes
of space and time. Nina A. Dmitrieva (2007,
p. 54) cites the example of Friedrich Albert
Lange who believed that

Kant’s main contribution was [...] to have given
us the opportunity to spread the thought of
space, time and categories as necessary forms of
our intuition and reason to such thought entities
as matter, atom, and force. In Lange’s view they
are “auxiliary expressions” (Fechner) signifying
“relationships of phenomena” representing “the
task of the theory of cognition”.

From the viewpoint of the history of epis-
temology it was important that particular
space-temporal ideas could be expressed as
a polemical reaction to someone’s theoreti-
cal models. For example, 1871 saw first the
publication of Hermann Cohen’s article “On
the Argument Between Trendelenburg and
Kuno Fischer” and then his book Kant’s Theo-
ry of Experience (Kants Theorie der Erfahrung) as



poMm», a 3areM 1 ero KHura «Teopust onerta KanTa»
KakK (pyHIaMeHTasIbHBIVI OTBeT Ha CIIOp O CBOWI-
cTBax IIpocTpaHcTBa 1 Bpemenu y Kanra, 3are-
auaein Kyno @uimepom mn Anonibdpom Tpenjie-
71eHOyproum (cM. moxgpobHee 006 aToM: IMuTpHUeBa,
2007, c. 49—53; Hemun, 2010; [Toma, 2012, c. 27—-38).
B sTovt myickyccuyt mepBbIit OTCTanBal CyObeKTIB-
HYIO COCTaBJIAIOINIYIO POPM ITPOCTpaHCTBa U Bpe-
Menn y Kanrta, a BToport mpumnvcheiBal uM amou-
BaJICHTHYIO ipupony. B ykasanHon kaure Koren,
Uccileiysl cofepXKaHMe «OIbITa» B KaHTOBCKOV
KOHLIEIIINY, TPUHIMUINAIBHO IIO-MHOMY WCTOJ-
KOBBbIBaeT allpropHble (POPMBI YYyBCTBEHHOCTW,
ycMaTpuBas B HUX ITpeXK/ie BCero MHCTPyMeHTaJlb-
HYIO COCTaBJIAIONIYIO ITO3HaBaTeJIbHOM (PYHKIIVM
CO3HaHM TPAHCIIeHAeHTaIBHOrO CyobekTa. Booo-
11e, Kak oTMedaeT Ppeniepuk K. bernsep, «ecsv Obl
MBI CYMMWPOBaJIV B OITHOM IIpefljIoKeHMY 3Haue-
Hyte “Teopun ombita KanTa”, TO 3TO — OTKpBITHE
Korenom TpanciieHieHTa/IbHOTO. .. TpaHcIieHIeH-
TasibHOe 7151 Korena cosraziaeT ¢ alipyopHBIM, TO
€CTh YHUBEPCAJIbHBIMU 1 HEOOXOIVIMBIMM YCIIO-
BUSIMI BO3MOXKHOT'O OITBITa, KOTOPbIe Ha3bIBAIOTCS
“anpropHBIMIT”, IOTOMY 4YTO OHU “HIpeIlecTBY-
I0T” OMBITy (He BO BpeMeHHOM, a B JIOTMTYeCKOM
cMbIcTie)» (Beiser, 2018, p. 56).

Ho, BeposiTHee Bcero, He TOJIBKO JaHHas JVICKYC-
cus crasia 1 Korena vMITyJIbcoM K BbIACHEHWIO
TeOpPeTUYeCcKoro craryca MpoCTpaHCTBa U BpeMe-
HU B TpaHClLIeHIeHTaJIbHOM HapanurMe. [iyOun-
HOVI IIPUYMHOV OCTaBaJIOCh CBOVICTBEHHOE HeOop-
IVHAPHBIM MBICINTEIISIM CTpeMJIeHVe K BhIpaOoT-
Ke COOCTBEeHHOrO, HawJIydIIlero, I1ocjiefoBaTelIb-
HOTO V1 YeTKOro NoHnMaHus KaHTosov snmcreMo-
normyeckomt cricteMbl. Kak ormeuaer B. H. besios,
71 pellleHNs BOIIPOca «CTaHOBJIEHVS V1 pa3sBUTA
KaHTOBCKOTO allpyopy OT IIPOCTPaHCTBa ¥ BpeMe-
HM K KaTeropmam mjiy Haobopot» (besnos, 2012,
c. 6) Koren obpamasics 1 x Mmanyckpunram Kan-
ta 1770—1781 1T, 1151 pabOTHI C KOTOPBIMY CIIEIV-
asibHO npuesxast B Kéuurcbepr B 1885 r. Cerogus
It Hac oueBnAHO, uTto Koren marn dpmtocodcko-
My MUPY OJHY U3 aBTOPUTETHBIX MOJIeJIel TIOHU-
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a definitive answer to the arguments about the
properties of space and time in Kant, initiated
by Kuno Fischer and Adolf Trendelenburg (for
more detail see: Dmitrieva, 2007, pp. 49-53; Dy-
omin, 2010; Poma, 1997, pp. 4-13). In this debate
the former upheld Kant’s subjective component
of the forms of space and time, and the latter
argued that they had an ambivalent nature.
In the above-mentioned book Cohen, exam-
ining Kant’s concept of “experience”, offers a
ground-breaking interpretation of a priori forms
of sensibility as primarily an instrumental com-
ponent of the cognitive function of conscious-
ness of the transcendental subject. In general, as
Frederick Beiser (2018, p. 56) observes, “If we
were to summarize in a single phrase the signif-
icance of Kants Theorie der Erfahrung, it would
have to be Cohen’s discovery of the transcen-
dental [...]. The transcendental is for Cohen
co-extensive with the a priori, i.e., the univer-
sal and necessary conditions of possible expe-
rience, which are called ‘a priori” because they
are ‘prior to” experience (not in a temporal but
logical sense).”

Even so, the chances are that it was not this
discussion that prompted Cohen to address the
issue of the theoretical status of space and time
in the transcendental paradigm. The underly-
ing reason was the tendency of out-of-the-or-
dinary thinkers to seek to work out their own,
superior, consistent and clear understanding of
the Kantian epistemological system. Vladimir
N. Belov (2012, p. 6) notes that in order to
solve the question of “the emergence and de-
velopment of the Kantian a priori from space
and time to categories and vice versa” Cohen
studied Kant’s manuscripts of 1770—1781,
for which purpose he travelled to Konigsberg
in 1885. Today it is evident to us that Cohen
gave the philosophical world an authoritative
model of interpreting the link between the sys-
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MaHWs CBSI3U CHCTEMBI KaTeTOpuM C alpyOpPHBI-
MU (popMaMy UyBCTBEHHOCT, IIPVUBES [IJIS 3TO-
ro dyHaaMeHTaJIbHYIO apryMeHTallio, KoTopasi
cama 110 cebe TIproOperIa BECOMBIVI Hay YHO-Teope-
TUYecKnyi cTaryc. [ToaToMy ocoObIvt MHTepec s
PYCCKOTO UMTaTesIs MpescTaBiisieT BOIIPOC O TOM,
KaKOBO MeCTO OTeYeCTBEHHBIX HEOKaHTMAHCKVIX
uHTepnpeTarnii Kantosa mpocTpaHcTBa 11 Bpe-
MeHI Ha 3ToM ¢oHe. Hambosee paspaboTanHyIO
VI OPUTVHAJIBHYIO KOHIIENIINIO ITPOCTPaHCTBA W
BpeMeHN B PYCCKOM HEOKaHTWMAHCTBe IIperIo-
xuit Visan Visanosnu Jlammmna (1870—1952). Co-
TIIOCTaBJIeHVIe ero O3 ¢ ToUuKom 3peHmst Kore-
Ha Ha ITPOCTPaHCTBO 1 BpeMsi, a TaKKe aHaJIU3 ap-
ryMeHTalym JlamiiiHa B IIOCTPOEHMI €T0 CIIaTy-
O-TeMIIOPaJIbHOV KOHIIeNIuu OyzeT IIpeMeToM
HaCTOSIITIeV CTaThA

2. lopn3oHTHBI AMCKypca

«Teopust onbita KaHTa» He TOIBKO MOB/IVSIIA
Ha IOCJIe[IyIoIInI TBopueckuit nyTh KoreHa (aB-
TOP [IBa’KIIbI JJOIIOJIHSUI U Tlepen3iaBasl ee Ha IIpo-
TsDKeHUM Xvi3HM — B 1885 m 1918 rr.), HO crasna
Takke OOpas3oM (IIIKOJION) IIperapyvpoBaHMS U
PpasBUTIS KaHTOBCKVMX WJEV B MeXIyHapOIHOM
HeoKaHTHaHcTBe. Kak mosraraer CkorT Dprap,
KoreHn cumnras, uTo paspuTie 3HaHWUS CTPEMUTCS
KO Bce Oostblient yHMBepcaIbHOCTH. Tpn aTOM Te
3JIEMEHTHI Hay4YHBIX TeOPWV, KOTOpbIe OCTAIOTCS
CTaOVWIBHBIMYM IIPU IOCTPOeHUN Oojlee yHUBEP-
CAJIBHBIX TEOPWV, IPUOIIVDKAIOT VICCIIenoBaTesIent
K CTPOrOCTV YHMBEpPCaIbHBIX (POpMaIbHBIX YCIIO-
Bun omnbiTa (Edgar, 2021). Koren 6bU1 4y TOK K pe-
BOJIIOIIMIOHHBIM VM3MeHeHVsIM B HayKe, B (pU3VKe
Y TJIaBHBIM oOpa3oM B MareMarnke. OH miepecMo-
TpeJl CTPYKTYPYy KaHTOBCKOIO BHEVICTOPVIECKOTO
TPaHCIeHIeHTaJIBHOTO CYObeKTa B CBSI3VI C STUMMU
VI3MeHeHMSIMM, 000OCHOBaB BO3MOXHOCTB IIOCTPO-
eHMs HeKJIaCCMYeCcKOro MaTeMaTM3VPOBaHHOIO
eCTeCTBO3HaHMS M3 OIbITa HAy4YHOIO McCileioBa-
HMs, OTIMYHOIO OT OIbITa B IIOHVIMAaHMM CEHCY-
anmctos (Cokyinep, 2013). 3. A. CokyJiep 1osaraert,

98

tem of categories and a priori forms of sensi-
bility, deploying robust argumentation which
itself acquired a scientific-theoretical status.
Against this background, the Russian reader is
sure to be interested to know the place of Rus-
sian neo-Kantian interpretations of space and
time. The most thorough and original concept
of space and time in Russian neo-Kantianism
was proposed by Ivan Lapshin (1870—1952).
The aim of this article is to compare his posi-
tion with Cohen’s views on space and time and
to look into Lapshin’s argumentation in build-
ing his spatio-temporal concept.

2. Horizons of Discourse

Not only did Kant’s Theory of Experience in-
fluence his whole career (he enlarged and pub-
lished newly-edited versions twice, in 1885
and again in 1918), but it became a model
(school) of unravelling and developing Kant's
ideas in international neo-Kantianism. Accord-
ing to Scott Edgar (2022), Kant believed that
knowledge develops toward greater universal-
ity, with the elements of scientific theories that
endure and are subsumed into more universal
theories adding to the rigour of universal for-
mal conditions of experience. Cohen was sen-
sitive to revolutionary changes in science, in
physics and especially in mathematics. He re-
vised the structure of the Kantian extra-histor-
ical transcendental subject in connection with
these changes and grounded the possibility
of building a non-classical mathematised nat-
ural science from the experience of scientific
research, different from the experience as un-
derstood by sensualists (Sokuler, 2013). Zina-
ida Sokuler (2021, p. 381) believes that these
changes prompted Kant to develop his own
theoretical philosophy of science: “The ability
of scientific knowledge to outgrow itself, to as-



YTO 3TU M3MeHeHMs moOyamian KoreHa K Bepa-
60TKe cBOe0Opa3HOV TeopeTIruecKon priocodpmm
Hayku: «BO3MOXHOCTb Hay4HOIO 3HaHUS nepe-
pacmams camoeo ceds, IPUHUMATh HOBbIe (POPMBI
CTaHOBUTCS IJIaBHBIM IIPEIMETOM €T0 pa3MBblIIle-
Hui» (Cokyiep, 2021, c. 381). ITpenstoxennsiin Ko-
TeHOM B3IVISA[, Ha OIBIT KaK CHUCTEMY aIllpVOPHBIX
3HaHUW CTajl pe3yJIbTaTOM €ero BOCIIPUMMYNMBO-
CTV K CTPEMUTEJIbBHOMY Pa3BUTUIO HayKu, B KOTO-
POM Bce OOJIBIITYIO pOJTb HAa4MHAJIV UT'PATh BOIIPO-
CBl OCHOBaHWII MaTeMaTMKM, a TaKXe OTKPBITM
HOBBIX TOPM30HTOB MaTeMaTu3allii eCTeCTBO3-
HaHusA. Ha sTom dpone mpopaboTka Takmx yH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHBIX KaTeropmil, Kak IIpOCTPaHCTBO U
BpeMsi, sIBJIsUIach OOIIe3HaunMon prIocodCKom
3a/1a4eri, yCwIvs II0 PeIIeHnI0 KOTOpOu ObLIM
BayKHBI C TOYKV 3peHVISI MMPOBOTO 3IVCTEMOJIOT -
YecKoro Irporiecca.

Mp1 nos1araeM, 4To pyccKye HeOKaHTMAHITBI BO-
BCe He IOTepsUINCh Ha 3TOM (POHE, UTO OHM 3aHU-
MaroT 0coboe MeCTo B AVCKYy pce BOKPYT aIllpuop3-
ma Kanta. Kak ormeuaer B. H. besos, oru «cmor-
JIV, COXpPaHMUB KpUTMUecKni “myx” HeoKaHTMaH-
CKOT'O y4eHVs, CaMOCTOSITeJIbHO pa3BMBaTh €ro Kak
C TeopeTMYecKMX TO3MIINT, oborarasi HeOKaHTV-
aHCTBO IO3UTMBHBIMM JOCTVDKEHMSIMIU (PeHOMe-
HOJIOTMW, TerejIbsgHCTBa, PeJINIMO3HON PUII0Co-
dum, Tak M C TO3MLINUT MPAKTUUECKNX, IIPUBIIe-
Kasl HeOKaHTMAaHCKYIO MeTOIOJIOI IO 171 aHasIM3a
rearorm4eckKmx 1 MOJIMTUKO-IIPaBOBBIX KOHIIETI-
uni» (bernos, 2020, c. 49). Kputndeckas napagur-
Ma IIpOCTpaHCTBa M BpeMeH! (Kak 1, Hallpumep,
KOHIIEIIIV JIOTMYeCKMX 3aKOHOB) BOCIIPVHMa-
J1aCh PYCCKOVI MBICJIBIO U KaK 4acTh aTpuOyTUBHO-
ro nojsi puIocopcKon 3pyauInM, BCeeBpoIIer-
CKOTO KpyTa OOIeHMsl, ¥ KaK CBOero popa KJIou
K IIOCTPOEHMIO CaMOCTOSTEIIbHBIX (PUIIOCOPCKIIX
y4eHUT, KOTOpble PV 3TOM OKaKyTCsl 3HAaUMMBbI-
MU B IPaKTUYeCKOM CMBICJIe, OyAyT MMeTb OTHO-
IT1IeHVie K Ty XOBHOVI XKV3HV JINUHOCT.

IIpencraBuTen  JIOTMKO-METOIOJIOIMYECKOrO
HaITpaBJIeHMsI OTEUYEeCTBEHHOVI YHWBEPCUTETCKOM
dwtocodry, HeCOMHEHHO, HaxXOOWINCh B Men-
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sume new forms becomes the main subject of
his reflections.” Cohen’s view of experience as
a system of a priori knowledge was the result
of his awareness of the rapid development of
science in which questions of the foundations
of mathematics and the discovery of new ho-
rizons of mathematisation of natural science
played an ever more important role. This
spurred the development of such fundamental
categories as space and time which were im-
portant for the world epistemological process
as a whole.

In our opinion, Russian neo-Kantians were
not lost in this process, having carved out a
special niche for themselves in the discourse
around Kant’s apriorism. As Belov (2020, p. 49)
points out, they “managed, preserving the crit-
ical spirit of the neo-Kantian doctrine, to con-
tribute to its development from the theoretical
point of view, enriching neo-Kantianism with
positive achievements in phenomenology,
Hegelianism and religious philosophy, and
from the practical point of view, bringing in
neo-Kantian methodology to analyse peda-
gogical and political-legal concepts”. The crit-
ical paradigm of space and time (like, indeed,
the concept of logical laws) was perceived by
Russian thought as part of philosophical erudi-
tion, the Europe-wide discourse, and a key to
the development of independent philosophical
teachings which would also have practical sig-
nificance and would be relevant to the spiritual
life of the personality.

The representatives of the logical-methodo-
logical strand in Russian academic philosophy
were undoubtedly engaged in an ideational di-
alogue with Cohen. This is particularly notice-
able if we look at the history of philosophy as
“an archive of the epoch”, as “the sphere of
conversation” (methodological concepts intro-
duced by Tatiana G. Shchedrina (2004; 2008)
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HoM fiasiore ¢ KoreHoM. DTo cTaHOBUTCS 0COOEH-
HO 3aMeTHO, eC/IM paccMaTpyBaTh MCTOPUKO-PU-
JI0COPCKYIO CUTyalIMIO KaK «apXWB 3M0XM», KaK
«cdpepy pasropopa» (3TM MeTOHOJIOTMYecKye II0-
HaTus, BeegeHHble T.I. empuaon (cm.: Hlempn-
Ha, 2004; Hlenpuna, 2008), 3mech Kak HeJb3s KCTa-
). Tortoc Korena 3amasait B aToM dpnstocodpckoM
pasrosope IocjIeIoBaTeIbHYIO U YeTKYIO TOHAIb-
HOCTb Yepe3 BOCIIPUSTYIE KOHILIEMIINT er0 YUYeH!-
KOB (B IIepBYIO ouepeslb 3TO NepesefieHHbIe B Poc-
cum B Havaste XX B. I1. Hatopr n . Kaccupep),
uepe3 CTaXMPOBKM B HEOKaHTMaHCKMUX LeHTpax,
yepe3 TBOPUYECKO-VHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHYIO Cpefly Bpe-
MeHU 1 MecTa. DTU (PaKThl MBI IIPOIOJDKAEM OT-
KpbIBaTh 1 OCMBIC/IVIBATh cerrdac, Bce OoJiee TIOHM-
Magd 3HauMMocTh KoreHa [i1si pycckovi MBICIIV B
cwity ero KoHrenmasbHocTu Kanry. Tak, mampu-
Mep, Ormaromapst apxeorpadmdeckoy 1 KOMMEH-
Tatopckovt pabore H.A. [IMutpueBort Mbl y3Ha-
eM o pabote Ajsekcanapa JIusepuesnua CakkeT-
T, TIocBsAteHHON dpvtocodpnu Korena (Amutpu-
esa, Cakkerry, 2021). ITpryem Kpyr cTaHOBJIEHNS,
oOmieHnst m TpyHoBow AesitenpHOCTM CakeTTn
ObUT OJIM30K 11 BTOPOMY T'epolo Hallleyl CTaTbil —
. V. Jlammmny. B aToit «cdpepe pasrosopa» Obuta
Ba)XHa 1 oOImasg J1000Bb K MY3bIKe, 1 OOIIVe
yuuTesisd, KOJUIer¥, OVICKYCCHMOHHBIE IUIOMIAIKNU
(A. C. JTattmo-Hanwmtesckum, 2.J1. Pazgyos, obrre-
H1e B Putocodckom obrrectse 1ipu IletepOypr-
CKOM YyHUBepcuTeTe), M NyOnIMKalMOHHas Aes-
TesrbHOCTE (Pazytos v CakeTTnt paboTasv B KHUTO-
vsnarebckont apren «Hayka v Hkosta» (Tam xe,
c. 97), kotopas B 1922 r. BBIITyCTMIIa KPYITHEVIIIYIO
paboty Jlammmua «@Putocodnst nM3obpeTeHMs 1
msobpeteHue B dprtocodpur» (Jlammms, 1922)).
V. V. Jlammmmy, 0Ge3yciioBHO, OBLJI 3HAKOM C
IIPOCTPaHCTBeHHO-BpeMeHHoV KoHIeruen Ko-
reHa. bostee Toro, B paboTe «3aKOHBI MBIIIUIEHVIS 1
dopmMbl o3HaHMS», TAe POPMEI IIPOCTPAaHCTBa
BpeMeHV OCMBIC/IMBAIOTCS B HEOKaHTMaHCKOW T1a-
pafurme, IIpUCYTCTBYeT Jlake CKpbITasl IOJIeMU-
Ka Jlammmmaa ¢ KorenoM o ToM, BO3MOXKHO JIVI CUM-
TaTh IPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMsl KaTeropusMu (IIoHs-

100

come in very handy). Cohen’s voice gave a very
consistent and clear tone to this philosophical
conversation through the perception of the con-
cepts of his pupils (most notably Paul Natorp
and Ernst Cassirer who were translated in Rus-
sia in the early twentieth century), through in-
ternships at neo-Kantian centres, and through
being part of the creative intellectual milieu.
As we discover more and more such facts we
become aware of the significance of Cohen for
Russian thought, due to his congeniality with
Kant. Thus, for example, thanks to the arche-
ographic and commentating work of Nina A.
Dmitrieva we learn about the work of Alexan-
der Sakketti (see Dmitrieva and Sakketti, 2021)
devoted to Cohen. Incidentally, Sakketti grew
up, studied and worked in a circle that was
close to the other central figure of this article,
Ivan Lapshin. Important factors in this “sphere
of conversation” were love of music, com-
mon teachers, colleagues, and discussion ven-
ues (Aleksander S. Lappo-Danilevsky, Ernest
L. Radlov, Petersburg University’s Philosoph-
ical Society), and publishing activities (Rad-
lov and Sakketti worked at the publishing artel
“Nauka i Shkola” (“Science and School”) (ibid.,
p- 97) which brought out Lapshin’s main work
Philosophy of Invention and Invention in Philoso-
phy in 1922 (see Lapshin, 1922)).

Lapshin was certainly familiar with Co-
hen’s space-time conception. Indeed, his work
The Laws of Thought and Forms of Cognition,
which explores forms of space and time in the
neo-Kantian paradigm, contains disguised po-
lemics with Cohen about whether or not space
and time can be considered to be categories
(concepts). In answering this question in the af-
firmative and thus challenging Cohen’s view,
Lapshin (1906, p. 58) cites the Marburg philos-
opher: “On the above-quoted words of Renou-
vier (about the possibility of ‘empty” space and



TsiMm). [lostoXXnTeIbHO OTBeYasi Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC
U ocrapvBasi TaKMM oOpa3oM Touky 3peHus: Ko-
rera, Jlammma DpUMBOOUT CIIEAYIONIYIO MBICIIb
MapOyprckoro dwiocoda: «KoreH 10 moBomy
BBILIIEIIPVBEIeHHBIX CJIOB PeHyBbe (0 BO3MOXHO-
CTU «ITyCTOTO» IIPOCTPAHCTBA U «ITyCTOrO» BpeMe-
Hu. — B.C., B.II) 3amedaeT: “...KTO cUMTaeT IIpo-
CTPaHCTBO M BpeMsd KaTeropusiMy, TOT paspyllla-
eT Bechb PyHIlaMeHT TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHO CUCTe-
MbI"» (JTarmms, 1906, c. 58). OTMeTnM 31€ech, 9TO B
KOTI'eHOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIINY IIPOCTPaHCTBO U BpeMs
OTJIEJIAIOTCSA OT MOMEHTa UyBCTBEHHOI'O BOCITPUS-
THs. B ero cucreMe OHM M «TUIIBI U CpeACTBa 00-
pa3oBaHMs IPeICTaBIIeHNIT», «IIepBble CTYIIeH! B
yCTaHOBJIeHUM CBsi3ell B cosHaHUW» (Koren, 2012,
c. 153), m NOHATMSA NOJTHOLIEHHBIX OTBJIEYeHHBIX
KOHCTPYKIIUVL. DTO «KOHCTUTYWUPYIOIIVe YCIIOBYS
OIbITa», KOTOpPBle HEVICTBYIOT KakK «dyHIaMeH-
TaJIbHbIe opyaus Hayku» (TaMm xe, c. 268).

31eck MOXKHO 3adpVKCHPOBaTh TaKyIO TUIIOTE3Y:
KaHTMaHCKas MapaJurMa IIpocTpaHCTBa 1 BpeMe-
HM aKTyaJu3upoBaslach Ha HOBOM BUTKe pa3BU-
TV Hay4YHOW palliOHaJIbHOCTU. DTa TeHOeHIIVS
crernasia consmepuMbiMm mzten Korena um Jlarmmm-
Ha Ha TOM OCHOBaHWUM, 9TO 0oba dpumitocoda, cTpe-
MSICh BBICTPOUTB VI OPOPMUTH COOCTBEHHBIE THO-
ceosylormyeckyie KOHIENINM, 1O CYTW, OTTaJIKV-
BaJIVICh OT TIOCTAHOBKW ITPOOJIeMBI COOTHOIIIEHWS
¢deHOMEeHOB JIOTMYeCKOIo ¥ IICHXOJIOIMYecKOro,
YJICTOrO ¥ peasIbHOro 3HaHms. Tak, M3BecTHO, 4TO
rpobrieMa TICMXosIorM3Ma B (prIocopmut JIOTVIKI
CTasla KaMHeM ITpeTKHOBeHMs U IIpeIMeTOM OXe-
CTOYEHHBIX IVICKYCCUVI B €BPOIIEVICKOVI U PYCCKOM
SMVCTEMOJIOT MV BTOPOV HoIoBuHBI XIX — Havasa
XX B. B 210 ke BpeMs BO3HMKaeT HacyIlllHas MO-
TpeOHOCTh B HOBOW He TOJIBKO 3KCIlepyMeHTalb-
HOVI, HO U JIOTMIKO-METOI0JIOrMYeCcKOV IT0JJOCHOBE
ricuxosiorvyeckort Haykn. IloHmmanwme stom cu-
Tyauun JlammmH nepenaeT, HarrpuMep, B padote
«Yro ecTh McTMHA?»: «CoBpeMeHHas r3MKa 1Me-
eT /1eJI0 He ¢ MeTadpu3MUIecKo uieeri MaTepuu, HO
C BOCIIPMHVIMaeMbIM B OIbITe BerecTsoM. CoBpe-
MeHHBIVI aTOM He eCTb YMO3puUTe/IbHas PUKIIS,
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‘empty’ time — V.S., V.P.), Cohen notes: “[...]
those who consider space and time to be cate-
gories are destroying the very foundation of the
transcendental system’.” It should be noted that
Cohen separates space and time from sensi-
ble intuition. In his system they are “types and
means of the formation of representations”?,
and “first stages in establishing links in con-
sciousness”? (Cohen, 1885, p. 84), and concepts
of full-scale abstract constructs. They are the
“constituent conditions of experience”* which
operate as “fundamental tools of science””
(ibid., p. 268).

This warrants the following hypothesis: the
Kantian paradigm of space and time was put
forward at a new turn of the spiral of the de-
velopment of scientific rationality. This ten-
dency made the ideas of Cohen and Lapshin
commensurate on the grounds that both phi-
losophers, seeking to build and form their own
epistemological concepts, proceeded from pos-
ing the problem of the relationship of the phe-
nomena of logical, psychological, pure and real
knowledge. The problem of psychologism in
the philosophy of logic became a stumbling
block and a subject of fierce debates in Euro-
pean and Russian epistemology in the latter
half of the nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
turies. At that same time an urgent need arose
not only for a new experimental, but also a
logical-methodological foundation of psycho-
logical science. There is an awareness of this
situation in Lapshin’s work What is Truth?:
“Modern physics deals not with the metaphys-
ical idea of matter, but with substance per-
ceived in experience. The modern atom is not a
cerebral fiction, but reality. True, we do not yet

2 “[...] Typen und Gestaltungsmittel der Vorstellungen
3...”.[.“] die ersten Stufen [...] in der Herstellung von
Verbindungen im Bewusstsein [...].”

t “[...] constituirende Bedingungen der Erfahrung [...].”

> “[...] fundamentale Werkzeuge der Wissenschaft [...].”
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HO peastbHOCTH. [IpaBma, MBI He BOCHIPUMHMMAEM
HeIIOCPEeICTBEHHO aTOMa, KaK TaKOBOI'0, HO CTPYyK-
Typa BelllecTBa Bce TTyOxe 1 IIyOXKe IOCTUTaeTcst
HaMU OIIBITHBIM ITyTeM. . .» (Jlammmg, 2006, c. 290).
VItak, cTaHOBJIEHVIE HOBOVI HAayYHOV palliOHa/Ib-
HocTu neprofa KoHia XIX — nagaia XX B. Tpe-
GoBaJIo BBIPAOOTKM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIX MeTaTeo-
peTM9ecK X OCHOBAHWMVI, BJIEKIJIO 3a COOOVI HeoO-
XOIAVIMOCTD BBISICHEHM CTaTyca JIOTMYeCKMX 3aKo-
HOB, COOTHOIIIEHVISI TTI03HaBaTeJIbHBIX PopM, TIpo-
sICHeHVIS TIo3uIIn arrpriopmaMa. [Tapagurma kpu-
TUIIM3Ma OKa3aslach afleKBaTHA 3TVIM SIIMCTEMOJIO-
I'MYeCKVM BBI30BaM, IIOCKOJIBKY «3a/jada KPUTUKI
ITO3HAHMS — BBISICHUTH, Orlaromaps KakumM dJle-
MEeHTaM CO3HaHWs MjeayIbHble 00pa3oBaHMS BbI-
pacTaioT 10 ypoBHSI OOBEKTOB eCcTeCTBO3HaHVIS»
(Cexynmanrt, 2010, c. 222). TeopeTndeckne paspa-
6otkm Korena cpopmmposasnm cBoeoOpasHbI Ka-
HOH MapOyprckoro HeOKaHTVAHCTBa B JIaJIbHEVI-
VX VICCTIEOBAHMSIX 3TVIX BOIIPOCOB.

3. IIpocTpaHCTBO M BpeMsI
B TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM ONbITe
corsiacHo Koreny

VaTepripeTnpys M KOPPEKTUPYS TpaHCIIeH-
HeHTanM3M KéHurcobeprckoro dutocoda, Koren
dopMupyeT IPUHIIUIINAIBHO HOBOEe OTHOIIIEHe
K OIBITY — OH KOHIIEHTPUpYeT IO3HaBaTe/IbHbIe
ycuivsl He Ha MeTadpM31I4ecKOM OMVCAaHUY, a Ha
BBIPKEHHOM B CTPOTMX W IIOCTIEIOBATeIbHBIX
JEeVICTBMSIX HayyHOM MO3HaHMUW. B ocHoBaHWMU
3TOrO MOIXO0/A JIEXXWUT «TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHbIV Me-
TO» (OH e «PrIT0cOPCKIT MeTOI» U «KpUTIUe-
CKUM MeTO):L»), I peaCTaBIAIOIINT cobor, Kak BEp-
HO oTMeTniI A.A. TIOTIOHHUKOB, «0edykmubHovlil
METO/I, XapaKTep KOTOPOro VIMeeT 3Ha4eHVe HOp-
MBI He IIPOCTO IS YeJIOBEYeCKOrO MBIITIIEHIS,
HO — uTo fAestaeT Korena Korenom — mjist nayu-
H020 MBIIUIEHNS], IIOCKOJIBKY OHO HaIlpaBjleHO Ha
OOBEKTMBHYIO PeayIbHOCTh, YKOPEHEHHYIO B He-
VI3MEHHBIX 3aKOHax omnblta» (TrorroHHMKOB, 2018,
c. 10). CyTp aTOr0 MeTosa COCTOUT B TOM, UTO BCe
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perceive the atom directly as such, but we are
gaining an ever deeper insight into the struc-
ture of substance experimentally [...]” (Lap-
shin, 2006, p. 290). Thus, the emergence of a
new scientific rationality in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries called for the de-
velopment of corresponding meta-theoretical
grounds, and entailed the need to clarify the
status of logical laws, the relationship between
cognitive forms, and clarification of the posi-
tion of apriorism. The criticism paradigm was
able to meet these epistemological challeng-
es since “the task of the critique of cognition
is to determine the elements of consciousness
thanks to which ideal entities grow to the lev-
el of objects of natural science” (Sekundant,
2010, p. 222). Cohen’s theoretical work formed
a kind of canon of Marburg neo-Kantianism in
turther study of these issues.

3. Space and Time
in Transcendental Experience
according to Cohen

Interpreting and adjusting Kant’s transcen-
dentalism, Cohen forms a fundamentally new
attitude to experience: he concentrates cogni-
tive efforts not on metaphysical description,
but on scientific cognition expressed in rigor-
ous and consistent actions. This approach is
based on the “transcendental method” (or “the
philosophical method” and “the critical meth-
od”) which, as Aleksander A. Tyutyunnikov
(2018, p. 10) pointed out, “is a deductive method
whose character has the significance of a norm
not simply for human thinking but — and this
is stated in Cohen — for scientific thinking, inas-
much as it is directed at objective reality root-
ed in the immutable laws of experience”. The
essence of this method is that all the parame-
ters of experience are not given but “assigned”:
if we think about the properties of some object,



IIapaMeTpBl OITbITa He JaHBl, HO «3alaHbl»: eCiIn
MBI pa3MBIIIUISIEM O CBOVICTBaX KaKOro-Imbo o0b-
eKTa, TO, Kak riojiaraet Koren, ero 6a3oBble xapak-
TEPUCTVIKY yKe 3afJaHbl CO3HAHVEM, IHaue MbI He
cMorn ObI TTOCTpOUTE 00 3TOM OOBeKTe HU Of-
HOT'O, [Ja’Ke CaMOro 3JIEMEHTApHOro, CY XKIeHMs, a
CITy>KeOHBIe XapaKTePUCTUKY (TO, YTO COCTaBIISET
Marepwasl IIPOTOKOJIBHBIX IIPeJIOKEHNIL) OepyT-
CsT VI3BHE:

Hwukakovt OIeIT, HMKaKOV OCOOBIN TPeyroib-
HUK He JTOKa)XeT MHe, YTO B KaKIOM TpPeyroJib-
HVKe CyMMa IIByX CTOPOH OOJIbIlle, UeM TpeThs
CTOpOHa: 3TO CJIeJTyeT M3 MOEro COo3epraHus C
IIOCTOBEPHOCTHIO, KOTOPYIO C JaBHMX IIOP TOJIb-
KO He C CMCTeEMaTUYeCKOV ITOCJI€/IOBATEIIbHOCTHIO
BBIZIEITVITN KaK 0Opaser] JIOCTOBePHOCTY, KaK Oove-
BUIHOCTb, KaK JIOCTOBEPHOCTh co3eprjaHus. Moe
cosepliaHvie SBJISIETCS TE€M, YTO IIPUIOTOBIISIET
3Ty mocrosepHocTh (Koren, 2012, c. 186).

Heciryuanino mHorme wucciengosatest pusio-
codckoro Haciienms KoreHa oTMedaroT reHeTu-
YeCKYIO CBSI3b €r0 THOCEOJIOMM C IIJIAaTOHOBCKOV,
I7le XapaKTepVCTUKIM CyIIero He M3BJIeKaloTCs U3
OITbITA, a CXBaTbIBaroTCs B wmmesx. CoOcTBeHHO,
Koren nocsgaiaer monorpaduio «IImaronosckoe
ydeHmne o0 wmIesix M MareMaTVKa» VHTepIpeTa-
LIV IPVIPOZIBI MaTeMaTN9eCcKOro 3HaHMs Kak 00-
pasiia BCSIKOTO TEOPETMUECKOT0 3HaHMS, 0e3 KOTo-
pOro HeBO3MOXKHO ITO3HaHMe Kak TakoBoe. Korena
VMHTepecyeT BOIIPOC O TOM, KaK 4ycTasi HayKa Mo-
XeT OBbITH MO3HaHMEM peaslbHBIX ITpenmeTos (Ce-
kyHaaHT, 2010, c. 220). CirenyeT ynoMsHYTb, YTO
B OCMBICJIeHUM 3Toro Borpoca KoreHom, a Takxke
B KOHCTPYMPOBAaHMV MM COOCTBEHHOTO KpPWUTW-
KO-TTO3HaBaTeJIbHOIO TIOIXOma K 3TOM IIpolrieMe
3BPUCTUYECKYIO POJIb CBIIPajl MeTO, OeCKOHEeYHO
MasbIx (cm.: bestos, 2018; beprornno, 2018; Cekyn-
nanT, 2010). V1 x0Tt B 3TOM IIOIXOfIe IIpOoCcMaTpu-
BaeTCsI CBSI3b C aHTWMYHOW TpaguIyeri, OCHOBOIIO-
JlaralolIyM OCTaeTCsl KPUTWYeCKU B3IJIA[, KO-
TOPBIVI YUUTHIBaeT 3BOJIIOIVIO HayUYHOIO 3HaHMS
U TIO3BOJISIET «BOCIIPENSTCTBOBAThH TOMY, UTOOBI
Teopwsl IO3HAHMS CHOBA ObUIa JIOKHO IIOHSITa B

V.L Savintsev, V.S. Popova

then, according to Cohen, its basic characteris-
tics are already assigned by our consciousness,
otherwise we would not be able to form even
the most elementary judgment about this ob-
ject, while the auxiliary characteristics (what
forms the material of protocol sentences) are
drawn from outside:

No experience, no particular triangle can
prove to me that in any triangle the sum of two
sides is larger than the third side: this follows
from my intuition with a certainty which has
long been identified, albeit not with systematic
consistency, as the model of certainty, as
something evident, as the certainty of intuition.
It is my intuition which produces this certainty®
(Cohen, 1885, p. 124).

It is not by chance that many students of Co-
hen’s philosophical legacy note the genetic con-
nection of his epistemology with that of Plato
in which the characteristics of being are not de-
rived from experience, but captured in ideas.
In fact, Cohen devotes his monograph Plato’s
Teaching on Ideas and Mathematics to the inter-
pretation of the nature of mathematical knowl-
edge as a model of all theoretical knowledge
without which cognition is impossible. Cohen
is interested in how pure science can be cog-
nition of real objects (Sekundant, 2010, p. 220).
It should be noted that infinitesimal values
played a heuristic role in Cohen’s thinking on
this question and in his construction of his own
critical-cognitive approach to this problem (see:
Belov, 2018; Bertolino, 2018; Sekundant, 2010).
Although this approach has something of the
antique tradition about it, the key is the criti-
cal view which takes into account the evolution
of scientific knowledge and makes it possible

¢ “Keine Erfahrung, kein einzelner Triangel beweist mir,
dass in jedem Triangel zwei Seiten zusammen grosser sind,
als die dritte: aus meiner Anschauung folgt es mit einer Ge-
wissheit, welche man von jeher, nur nicht mit systematischer
Consequenz, als Muster der Gewissheit, als Evidenz, als An-
schauungs — Gewissheit ausgezeichnet hat. Meine Anschau-
ung ist es, welche jene Gewissheit herrichtet.”
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IICMXOJIOrMUeckoM 3HaueHun» (beprommao, 2018,
c. 76—77). [1ns 3TOrO CiiegyeT IIpOW3BECTV Kpu-
TUKY TICMXOJIOTM3alV allpUOPHBIX POpM IIpo-
CTpaHCTBa M BpeMeHW; MHbIMM cjioBamy, Koren
CTaBUT IIPO0JIeMy IICHXO0JIOrM3Ma B TeOpMY IT03Ha-
HUs, CIIaCTV OT KOTOPOIrO MOXeT IToCjlejoBaTelIb-
HOe IIpoBefieHle IIPorpaMMBbl JIOTUIIM3Ma B MH-
TepIpeTaly Hacjleans Kanra.

CornacHo Koreny, ampuopHble pOpMBI UyB-
CTBEHHOCTV — 3TO TO, YTO IIOPOXKIIAeT «BepHBIe
npenybexaeHmns» dYTO obecriedmBaeTcs Cyllle-
CTBOBaHVIEM Hay4HOV OOBEKTMBHOCTY (B ViIeaTb-
HOM Buzle — B (popMe HBIOTOHOBCKOV MeXaHVIKN
nig KaHTa) 1 oOecrieunBaeT Hay4yHBle yCIIexXy U
OTKpeITHA. V1 BBUITy HEJIOrOBOPEHHOCTM, HEOKOH-
4aTeJIbHOCTY ¥ HedoNoHATOCTV KaHTOBBIX Tpak-
TOBOK VICCJTEJIOBATENIVI «He 3HAIOT IIeHHOCTU IIO-
mobHoro umcroro cosepraHus» (Koren, 2012,
c. 186).

Kak >xe mmpepicTaBiieHbl IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMsi
B TpaHCLIeH/JeHTaJIbHOM o11bITe, 110 Koreny? 3asds-
JIgs, 9TO IJIaBHad IIeJIb ero Tpyda — HPOSICHUTH
BCe 3JIeMEHTBI TeOpUM OIIbITa, IpefcTaBjleHHbIe
B KputnimsMme Kanra, Koren rmiaBHBIM 00pasom
OUIIeT O IPOCTPAHCTBE W JIVIIL BCKOJIB3b YIO-
MyHaeT BpeMms. OHTOIOrMYecKasi HelpopaOoTaH-
HOCTB (OTCYTCTBVE OOBEKTMBVICTCKON VUIN CyOB-
eKTUBVCTCKOM IIO3UIINY, CyOCTaHIIMAJIICTCKOIO
VIV PEITSIIVIOHVCTCKOTO TIOIXOIa VI IIP.) OOBSICHS-
eTcs TeM, UTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO M BpeMsi a1 Kore-
Ha — JIMIIb VMHCTPYMEHTHI MbIIUIeHN:A. B oTiu-
upe ot KanTa, nosararorero, 4To rneppas CTyIeHb
MO3HaHVSA HauMHAeTCs C OLIYIIeHWUV, IIpeJcTaB-
JIEHHBIX PacCyKy € IIOMOIIIBIO allpUOPHBIX (PopM
4yBCTBEHHOCTU — IIpocTpaHcTBa 1 Bpemenu, Ko-
reH He IpuAaeT OIIYIIeHWAM Y 4yBCTBEHHOCTU
ceppesHoro 3HadeHus. T. b. [inyrau nmimer:

Ecim MBI IpM3HAiM, 9TO O3HAHMe He Hauu-
HaeTCsl C OIIYIIeHNI1, TO BCe e KaKyIo-TO PoJjib
onn urpator? ComiacHo Koreny, fna, Ho coBceM
He TaKylo, KaKyto mpummceBal M Kanr. Ornry-
IIIeHMsT BOOOIIe B .102uKy IIO3HAHWUSI He BXOISIT,
OHI — HaKaHYHe, B actmemuke, I poJIb X COCTOUT
TOJIBKO B TOM, UTO OHV CBUIETEJIbCTBYIOT, UTO MBI

“to prevent the theory of cognition from be-
ing again falsely understood in the psycholog-
ical sense” (Bertolino, 2018, pp. 76-77). To this
end critique of the psychologisation of a priori
forms of space and time is necessary; in other
words, Cohen raises the question of psycholo-
gism in the theory of cognition, the only rem-
edy for which is consistent adherence to the
programme of logicism in the interpretation of
Kant's heritage.

According to Cohen (1885, p. 124), a prio-
ri forms of sensibility is what engenders “the
right presuppositions”, which is ensured by
scientific objectivity (ideally, in the form of
Newtonian mechanics for Kant) and ensures
scientific breakthroughs and discoveries. Re-
searchers “do not know the value of such pure
intuition”” because Kantian ideas are not fully
explained, are not final and have not been en-
tirely understood.

How are space and time represented in tran-
scendental experience according to Cohen?
While he declares that his main aim is to clarify
all the elements of the theory of experience rep-
resented in Kant’s critical philosophy, Cohen
writes mainly about space and only mentions
time in passing. His argument is ontological-
ly wanting (lack of a stated objectivist or sub-
jectivist position, substantialist or relationist
approach, etc.) because for Cohen space and
time are merely instruments of thought. Unlike
Kant, who believes that cognition begins with
sensations presented to understanding through
a priori forms of sensibility, space and time,
Cohen does not attach much significance to
sensations and sensibility. Tamara B. Dlugach
(2016, p. 149) writes:

If we have conceded that cognition does
not begin with sensations, do they still play
some role? According to Cohen, yes, they do,
but not the role ascribed to them by Kant. In

7 Cf.” Man kennt den Werth einer solchen reinen Anschauung
noch nicht.”
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C YeM-TO CTOJIKHYJIVICh, HO [oTBeTHTE Ha BOHpOC,]
YTO TaKOe 3TO HeUTO, M JakKe IIOCTaBUTh BOIIPOC
00 3TOM HeuyTo OIIyIIeHMs He MOTYT. <...> Ou
yrpekaeT KaHTa B TOM, 4TO B €ro crcTeMe TpaHC-
LeH/IeHTaJIbHBIVI METOJ «KakK ObI cropaeT B OIIy-
meHun» (diyray, 2016, c. 149).

s Korena mpenMeT 3HaHMS KOHCTPYUpPYyeT-
cs1 B MpluieHnn. [Ipyyem MbluieHve BBIIOIHS-
eT JiBe 3aj]a4ll: BO-TIepBbIX, OHO POpMUpyeT CyIIl-
HOCTHYIO CTOPOHY IIpefMeTa, BO-BTOPBIX, BBICTY-
IaeT Kak obpas, BujI mpeaMeTa. B iepsom ciryuae
MBIIIUIEHV® MbICAUN, @ BO BTOPOM — coO3epyaen.
Tax BOT, B IepBoM ciIydae BpeMsi ¥ IPOCTPaHCTBO,
KaK ¥ VHBle XapaKTepUCTUKM eCcTeCTBO3HaHM,
BBICTYIAIOT B KaueCcTBe ITOHSATNV, C IIOMOIIIbIO KO-
TOPBIX MBICIb ITPOU3BOANUT 3HaHMeE, a BO BTOPOM
BpeMsl 1 IIPOCTPAHCTBO — OOpasHble 3JIeMEeHTHI,
criocoOcTByfoIIVe (POPMUPOBAHUIO I1€JIOCTHOTO
obpasa mpemmera.

CraJio ObITE, IPOCTPAHCTBO 1 BpeMs, 1o Kore-
HY, HeKOPPeKTHO HasblBaThb IOHATUSAMU VIV Ka-
teropusiMn. Koren ormeuaet, uro KanT pasnu-
yajl cosepanmsa n dpumocodpckme nmoHaTrs. Kak
OH IMUIIIET, «IIPOCTPAaHCTBO U BpeMsl SIBJIAI0TCS ab-
CTPaKTHBIMM IIOHATUAMM — 3TO €AVHOMAYIIHOe
peleHe, KOTOpOe JlaBaJla JIOKaHTOBCKas duio-
codusi» (Koren, 2012, c. 159). Ho Takast TpakToB-
Ka CTajla OCHOBaHUMeM QyHIaMeHTa/IbHBIX pas-
HOUTeHUV cperin pr1ocodoB OTHOCUTEIBHO BO-
Ipoca O BPOXAEHHOCTV WJIN IIPHOOpeTeHHOCTU
uent mpocTpaHcTBa M BpeMeHn. CumTarh IIpo-
CTPaHCTBO M BpeMsi IIOHATUSMM OIIMOOYHO elrle
VI IIOTOMY, YTO «JIOTMYeCKVe IIOHATUS He MOIYT
OBITH JIOCTATOUHBIMU [1JI1 TOTO, YTOOBI KOHCTPY-
MpOBaTh OMBIT, KOTOPBIVI pa3BepTHIBaeT Coep-
JKaHVe eIVHWYHOIO B CUHTeTUYecKre 3HaHVe»
(Tam xe, c. 182). VTaK, MBI JIVIIIb TIOJIB3yeMCS ITPO-
CTPaHCTBOM ¥ BpeMeHeM KaK ITOHSTUSMM, HO MX
VICTMHHBIVI CMBICJT IJTyOXKe: OHM COCTaBJISIOT KOH-
CTPYKTMBHYIO IIOJIOCHOBY 3HaHMs1. Koren mipezrio-
4pTaeT MCHOIL30BaTh TaKye HavMeHOBaHM:, KaK
«CO3HaHVIe IIPOCTPAHCTBA», «IIPe/ICTaBJIeHIe TIPO-
CTPaHCTBa», YTO HMKaK HeJIb3sd CBeCTU K JIoruye-

V.L Savintsev, V.S. Popova

general, sensations do not come into the logic
of cognition, they are prior, belonging to
aesthetics, and their role consists only in that
they attest that we have encountered something
but they cannot answer the question what this
something is, and indeed sensations cannot
even pose the question about this something.
[...] He admonishes Kant because in his system
the transcendental method “burns up, as it
were, in sensation”.

According to Cohen, the object of knowl-
edge is constructed in thought. Thought per-
forms two tasks: first, it forms the essence of
the object; second, the image, the look of the
object. In the former case thinking thinks and in
the latter case it contemplates. So in the former
case time and space, like other characteristics
of natural science, are concepts with the help of
which thought produces knowledge, and in the
latter case time and space are image elements
that help to form a complete image of the ob-
ject.

Thus, according to Cohen, it would be
wrong to call space and time concepts or cate-
gories. Cohen notes that Kant distinguished in-
tuitions and philosophical concepts. He writes
that “space and time are abstract concepts —
this is the unanimous verdict of pre-Kantian
philosophy”® (Cohen, 1885, p. 91). But this in-
terpretation gave rise to fundamental differenc-
es among philosophers as to whether the ideas
of space and time are inborn or acquired. An-
other reason why it would be wrong to consid-
er space and time to be concepts is that “logical
concepts cannot be sufficient to construct expe-
rience which unfolds the content of the singu-
lar into synthetic knowledge”? (ibid., p. 119). So,
we merely use space and time as concepts, but

8 “Raum und Zeit sind abstracte Begriffe — dies ist die
einstimmige Ldsung, welche die vorkantische Philosophie
gegeben hat.”

? “Die logischen Begriffe konnen daher nicht ausreichend
sein, die Erfahrung, welche den Inhalt des Einzelnen in
synthetischen Erkenntnissen entfaltet, in jenen Entwiirfen zu
construiren [...].”
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CKOMY TIOHSTHIO Hamnpsimyio. ITpu 3ToM, Boripe-
K11 oIleHKe JlarmmiHa o MOHSATUIIHOM CxeMaTv3Me
Korena, xotopsint pasoOiraer ¢niocodos B Bo-
IIpoce O IIPOCTPAHCTBE I BpeMeHV, MOXHO yBU-
IeThb V1 cOVDKaroIIyie X MOMEHTBHI.

4. Bpems 1 IpocTpaHCTBO
B paborax JlammmHa

Kak ormeuaer H. A./IMutpueBa, «HeoKaHTWU-
aHCKVIe fieVl — He B IIOCIIeHIOI0 O4Yeperib, [I0-Bi-
IAVIMOMY, MapOyprckoro HeOKaHTMAHCTBA, — OKa-
3as11 Ha JlamimmHaa cepbesHoe BiivsiHMe. Yoke B I1Iep-
BBIX CBOVX paboTax JIammmH 1ocTaBil BOIIPOC O
TeOpuUM IIO3HAHMS KaK OCHOBe (POPMaIbHOM W,
MO3IHEee, CIMBOJIMYECKOVI JIOTVIKV, a TakKXe — 00
aKTVBHOCTV THOCEOJIOTYeCcKOro cyopeKkTa 1o oT-
HOIIIEHMIO K 00beKTy» (IMmTpuesa, 2007, c. 139).
ITomo6ro Koreny, JIamimmH, ¢ OIHOV CTOPOHBI, OT-
cTamBaeT Kilaccudeckue dpopmysnposkn KaHra o
IIPOCTPaHCTBe U BpeMeHM (HarpuMmep, BCTyIaeT B
CIIOp O «IIyCTOM» IIPOCTPAHCTBe ¥ BpeMeHM), a C
OPYTOM — CTPeMUTCS IlepepadoTaTh OTIIeIbHbIe
TTOJIOXKEHVIS, UTOOBI «yCVUIUTD» KAHTOBCKYIO ITO3V-
LIVIO, ClleJlaB ee IIPUTOHON U J1JId HY>K] HeOKaH-
TUAHCKOM prtocodmm, MCCiIeAyToIeil IJlaBHbIM
o0pa3oM IIpMpOIy Hay4HO-TEOPETUUYECKOro 3Ha-
HM. B 3TOM TIepepalboTKe CrIaTO-TEMIIOpaIbHbIX
3JIEeMEHTOB — W3 allpMOPHBIX (POPM UyBCTBEHHO-
CTU B allpriopHble (POPMBI MBIIIUIEHUST — U POp-
MUpyeTcs coOCTBeHHas KOoHILemys JlammHa.

CriertyeT oTMeTUTB, UTO JIamimmH, MCIIBIThIBaA
rirybokoe mouTeHme K reHuio KaHra, sammmiaer
CMeJIOCTBb M aKTyaJIbHOCTb, TJIIyOMHY KOHIIeIIINM
«OHOTO ™3 OJIarOpPOMHENIINX IIperCTaBUTesIeN
ueJsiopeueckort MeIcI». OH oOpariiaeT BHUMaHVE
Ha TO, YTO COBPEMEHHVIKV-eCTeCTBOVICIIBITATEe N
Ge30CHOBaTEIIBHO OTBEPraloT KPUTUYECKUI Vife-
amsM KaHTa, mmTast cTpacTHYIO aHTUIATUIO K
HeMY, a TI0 CyTV — IIPOCTO OOSATCS ero, HOCKOJIBKY
paccMaTpuBalOT B CBOVMIX HayKaX pasBUTHe OObek-
TOB BO BpeMeHU 1 COCpeJOTOYeHbl Ha 3BOJIIOLIV-
oHHOM mpee. OTcroia HelpuATHe U HeIIOHMMa-

their true meaning lies deeper: they make up
the constructive sub-base of knowledge. Cohen
prefers such terms as “consciousness of space,”
“representation of space” which cannot be di-
rectly reduced to a logical concept. In contrast
to Lapshin, who charges Kant with conceptual
schematism which divides philosophers on the
question of space and time, one can see things
they have in common.

4. Time and Space in Lapshin’s Works

Dmitrieva (2007, p. 139) notes that
“neo-Kantian ideas — not least probably those
of the Marburg neo-Kantianism — exerted con-
siderable influence on Lapshin. Already in his
early works Lapshin raised the question of the
theory of cognition as the basis of formal, and
later, symbolic logic as well as the active role
of the epistemological subject vis-a-vis the ob-
ject”. Like Cohen, Lapshin, on the one hand,
upholds classical Kantian propositions on space
and time (he weighs in on the issue of “emp-
ty” space and time) and, on the other hand, he
tries to rework some propositions to “bolster”
Kant’s position by making it fit the needs of
neo-Kantian philosophy, which studies primar-
ily the nature of scientific-theoretical knowl-
edge. Lapshin’s own conception emerges from
this reworking of spatial-temporal elements
from a priori forms of sensibility into a priori
forms of thought.

It has to be said that Lapshin, who felt great
reverence for Kant’s genius, defends the au-
dacity, relevance and depth of the concept of
“one of the noblest representatives of human
thought.” He claims that contemporary natural
scientists who felt great animus towards Kant,
groundlessly rejected Kant’s critical idealism,
but in reality were simply afraid of him because
in their sciences they studied the development
of objects in time and concentrated on the evo-
lutionary idea. Hence their rejection of and fail-
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HVIe «VJTJTIO30PHOCTV» BPEMEHW, €T0 «IIPU3PAIHO-
ctu» y KanTta. Takoe BocrmpusaTre dpuocodckmx
npent Kanra Jlammme onvceiBaeT ¢ MPOHMYHBIM
HeofoOpenueM: «Ecii Bech Myp II03HaeTCsE HAMM
SV KaK Hallle IIpeficTaBJIeHNe, ecJIi BCe ero
IIpOIUIOe PUCYeTCs Iepen, HaMM JIMIIb KaK psl
HaIlIVX COOCTBEHHBIX IIPeICTaBJIeHNUI B HACTOS-
I11eM, ecJIV IIPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMsi NOSIBIJIVICh Ha
CBeT JIVIIIb BMeCTe C CO3HaHVIEM, TO KaK/M ke ab-
CypIOM AOJDKHO OBITH M3ydeHVe pasBUTHS Bce-
JIEHHOVI 10 IIOSIBJIEHVSI HA HEVI XMBBIX CYILIECTB U
uestopeka!» (JTammms, 1900, c. 842). Cam oH fatee,
IIPUBHOCS HEKOTOpPbIe MOIIpaBKM B TEOPUIO aIlpy-
OpHBIX POPM UYBCTBEHHOCT, BCSTUECKN 0OOCHO-
BbIBaeT pPeJIeBAaHTHOCTh KaHTOBCKOIO Haciledus
aKTVBHO pa3BMBalOIeVicsl HayKe U 1jlee Hay YHOrO
TBOpPUECTBa, a OeCIIOYBEHHOE OTBep)KeHe KPUTH-
4ecKoro mjieasinsMa MMeHYyeT «TPYCOCTBIO B MbIIII-
seHVV». 1omOOHBIN cTpax Teper MAesIMU «CVIIb-
HeVIIIM 0Opa3oM BiIMseT Ha JIOTMYecKye BBIBO-
ObL.. B cpepe umcTo HayuyHOM MbIcian» (Tam xe,
c. 852). B aToM cTpaxe niepes1 HecoryiacyomyMucs
C CODCTBEHHOVI TOYKOW 3peHMms PuiIocOPCKUMM
KOHIIeITaMM M COCTOUT IIOAJIVIHHBIVI JOrMaTU3M,
KOTOPBIVI y4YeHBIM HY)XHO IIpeofoJieBaTh, PYyKO-
BozricTBYsdch KanToMm. PaccMoTpmm, Kak MMeHHO
pycckuit dviocod Ipepyiarasl akTyalnsupoBaTh
MzIeVt BeJIMKOro KEHUTCOepXKIIa.

Jlanmme obpaliiaeT BHMMaHVe Ha HEKOTOPYIO
CTelleHb HEeIIPOsICHEHHOCTM (PYHKIWUI 1 IPUPO-
IIbI allpropHBIX popM uyBcTBeHHOCTN ¥ KanTa (a
BeJlb T10 3TOMY IIOBOIY HamvcaHa 1 pabota Kore-
Ha). JIarmmmH paccyXmgaeT:

MHe KaXeTcs TakKe, UTO caMa Hepeulunest-
Hocmy KaHTa O mpaBe CyIWUTh O YMCTOM IIPO-
CTpaHCTBe ¥ BpeMeHM XapakTepucTinyHa. OH Kak
ObI TOBOPUT: Ha CaMOM JIeJle CYAUTb O YMCTBIX CO-
3epIlaHMsX, KaK O IIOHSATHSIX, MBI He 1IMeeM IIpa-
BO, HO ITOITpo0yeM, 0 KpaviHeil Mepe, oIInoKa
Oyner Hepesmmka. Ho mpuHmMas Bo BHUMaHMe,
YTO HEeMBICJIMMOCTb IIyCTOTO IIPOCTpaHCTBA U
BpeMeH! KaK OOBLeKTOB OITbiTa COCTaB/IsieT OC-
HoBy «Kpurnkm», uro misa Kanra (oH 3TO 110-
CTOSIHHO TIOBTOPS$ieT) HaJIMYHOCTD OITYITIeHWUN B

107

V.L Savintsev, V.S. Popova

ure to understand the “illusory” character and
“ghostliness” of time in Kant’s account. Lap-
shin (1900, p. 842) describes such perception of
Kant’s philosophical ideas with ironic disap-
proval: “If we cognise the whole world only as
our representation, if all its past is painted be-
fore us only as a series of our own representa-
tions in the present, if space and time appeared
only together with consciousness, how absurd
it would have been to study the development
of the universe before living beings and the
human appeared in it.” Further, making some
adjustments to the theory of a priori forms of
sensibility, he vehemently defends the rele-
vance of the Kantian legacy to the rapid de-
velopment of science and the idea of scientific
creative endeavour, while declaring groundless
rejection of critical idealism to be “cowardice of
thinking”. Such fear of ideas “greatly influences
logical conclusions in the sphere of pure scien-
tific thought” (ibid., p. 852). The fear of philo-
sophical concepts which are at odds with their
own viewpoint constitutes true dogmatism,
which scientists should seek to overcome under
Kant’s guidance. Let us see how the Russian
philosopher proposed to actualise the ideas of
the great citizen of Konigsberg.

Lapshin draws attention to the fact that Kant
does not completely clarify the function and na-
ture of a priori forms of sensibility (note that
Cohen wrote about this, too). Lapshin (1906,
p- 52) reasons as follows:

It also seems to me that Kant’s very indeci-
sion concerning the right to judge about pure
space and time is characteristic. He seems to
say: in reality we have no right to judge about
pure intuitions as concepts, but it's worth an
attempt and, at least, the error would not be
great. But considering that inconceivability of
empty space and time as objects of experience
forms the core of Critique, that for Kant (as he
constantly repeats) the presence of sensibility
in cognition is etwas sehr Positives und ein un-
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O3HaHUM eCTh «etwas sehr Positives und ein un-
entbehrlicher Zusatz»? K MBIIIUIEHNMIO, MbI JOJIK-
HBI JIOITyCTUTb, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO 1 BpeMsl CyTh
B CYIITHOCTY TaKuie ke TIOHSTH, KaK VI KauecTBO,
KOJIMYEeCTBO, IPWYMHHOCTB, CyOCTaHIIMAIb-
HOCTB, T.e. — Bvicuiue poobl, kamezopuuy TIO3HAHWS,
a He wucmole cosepyanus (Jlammmn, 1906, c. 52).

Yro xe noby>xaet JlanmmiHa MBICIUTE BpeMs
VI IIPOCTPAHCTBO KaK KaTeropwmu, NoHsaTusA? Pyc-
cKmmt pustocod comocTapiIsieT MX C IOHSATWUSIMM,
KOTOpBIe B IIPMHIINIIE He VIMEIOT «dyBCTBEHHOIO
cybcTpaTta» — Hampumep, «KadeCTBa» WIIM «3BY-
Ka BooOIe». Beskuit pas mx mpuMeHeHve TpeOy-
eT KOHKpeTu3allm (TaKoe-TO KauyecTBO, TaKOVI-TO
3BYK 1 T.11.). To ke, o MHeHwto JlamimiiHa, mpovic-
XOIAUT W C MOHATUSAMM IIPOCTPAHCTBA ¥ BpeMeH:
«BCsIKasl MHTYUIIMS ITIPOCTPAHCTBa U BpeMeHU, —
HOUIIEeT OH, — eCThb TOJIBKO WJUIIOCTpAILs IIpo-
crpaHcTBa U BpeMeHm» (Tam e, c. 51). Ho mouemy
ke KaHT oTHOCWMIICS K HUM JIMIIIb KaK K arpuop-
HBIM popMaM cosepriaHms? Jlamnmme ycmaTpuBa-
eT 37Iech NCUX0A02UtecKyto OMMOKy KEéHurcOepr-
ckoro Melcurestd. /g KaHTa 4yBCTBEeHHOCTD
(4McThIe OIIyIeHMs) caMy IO ceOe TIOMBICIIUTD
HEBO3MOXKHO: Ka’Kflas KaTeropwisi, «OTpelleHHas»
OT YyBCTBEHHOIO coOfepXaHUus, — «PUKIWs».
YroObl IOABICKATh COOTBETCTBYIOIee UyBCTBEH-
HOe corepKaHMe MBICJIVIMOMY IIOHSTUIO, HeoO-
XOIVIMBI «IIOCPEIICTBYIOIIVE 3BeHbs» MeXIy pac-
CYZAKOM ¥ 4YBCTBEHHOCTBIO — (POpPMBI BpeMeHU
¥ mpocTpaHcTBa: «[Ipu mocpencTse amnmpereHcUmn
BO BpeMeHI MbI MOXKeM HaIJIS[IHO MJUIIOCTPUPO-
BaThb KaTeropuio KOJIMYeCTBa, IIOCTPOUB UUCAO;
ol1yIIeHue, obraaroliee peaJbHOCTBIO BO BpeMe-
H1, OyIeT 11 Hac WITIOCTPUPOBATh KaTeropuio
kauecmba...» (Tam xe, c. 53).

Ho, eciim «BcMOTpeTbcs» B CUTyalLMIO MBIIII-
JIEHVISI 3TOrO IOCPeIHNYeCTBa, TO BpeMs caMo I10

2 JlammmH 37eck cChUTaeTcs Ha KaHTOBCKYIO «AHTpO-

IIOJIOTMIO C IParMaTHUYecKOV TOYKM 3PeHMs»: «...dyB-
CTBEHHOCTb — HEYTO OYeHb IIO3UTUBHOE W CIIy>KUT
HeOoOXOIVIMBIM JIIsI [IO3HAHMS [JOTIOJIHEHVEM K PacCyHod-
HoMy npercTasiieHnio» (AA 07, S. 141 Anm.; KanT, 1994,
c. 157, npumen.).

entbehrlicher Zusatz'" to thinking, we should as-
sume that space and time are essentially no dif-
ferent from such concepts as quality, quantity,
causality, substantiality, i.e. the highest genera,
categories of cognition, and not pure intuitions.

What causes Lapshin to think of time and
space as categories, concepts? He compares
them to concepts which in principle have no
“sensible substratum,” e.g. “quality” or “sound
in general.” Each time they are used they have
to be specified (such and such quality, such
and such sound, etc.). Lapshin argues that the
same thing happens to the concepts of space
and time: “each intuition of space and time, he
writes, is merely an illustration of space and
time” (ibid., p. 51). Why, then, did Kant consid-
er them to be merely a priori forms of intuition?
Lapshin discerns here Kant’s psychological mis-
take. For Kant, sensibility (pure sensations) per
se is inconceivable: a category divorced from
sensible content is a “fiction”. To find corre-
sponding sensible content for the concept being
thought, there have to be “mediating links” be-
tween understanding and sensibility, i.e. forms
of time and space: “Through apprehension in
time we can vividly illustrate the category of
quantity by forming a number; a sensation that
is real in time would illustrate the category of
quality [...]” (ibid., p. 53).

However, if we take a closer look at the situ-
ation of thinking this mediation, time by itself,
as Lapshin demonstrates, is not pure intuition:
in it the concept is separated from sensibility,
like in any category (time and space as such
and as characteristics of concrete processes).
Kant’s psychological mistake, Lapshin argues,
consists in the following;:

10" Lapshin quotes Kant's Anthropology from the Pragmatic
Point of View: “[...] sensibility is something very positive
and an indispensable addition to ideas of the under-
standing [...]” (AA 07, p. 141n; Kant, 2007, p. 251n).
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cebe, Kak meMoHCTpupyeT JlammmH, He ecTh Un-
CTOe co3epliaHMe: B HeM IIOHSTHEe OT[eJIeHO OT
YyBCTBEHHOCT, KaK M B JIIO0OV KaTeropuu (Bpe-
M M IIPOCTPAHCTBO KaK TaKOBble U KaK XapaKTe-
PVICTVIKM KOHKpPEeTHBIX ITporieccos). [Icuxosozuye-
ckasn ommmbka KanTta, Kak mojraraer Jlammmms, 3a-
KJTIOUAEeTCs B TOM, UTO

BCSIKO€ UNCTOe CO3epliaHvie eCTh TOJIbKO npubau-
JKeHue K HeIPeCTaBUMOMY WleaTy-IIOHSTHUIO,
HO IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE IIOHSTHMS BCETO JIerde
CMeIaTh C IMPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIMW VHTYVIIVISMY,
IIOTOMY YTO B TIOCJIETHVX UyBCTBEHHAas IIPVIMeCh
TaK MaJia, YTO MOXeT OBITh MBICJIEHHO OTOpOIITe-
Ha Kak quantité négligeable Ge3 Bcsxoro ymiep-
6a mpu mop3oBaHVM NOHsATHEM. Ho He Toiibko
¢ dmmocodckort, HO JTaxe M C IPaKTUUECKON
TOYKV 3PEeHVISI OTOXXECTBIIEHIE VIHTYMLIVIV I ITO-
HSTVSL HEIOITyCTMIMO, KaK 3TO MOXXHO BUIETH 13
reoMeTpUYecKnX COPWU3MOB, ONMPAIOIIVXCS Ha
HepepHbI yepTex (Tam xe, c. 54).

K coxarnenmio, Kant, nmpencrassomnimin cebe
MUP Bellel «depe3 IIOCPeNCTBO 3peHMs», He yUell
CTOJIb 3HAYMMOTrO IICUXOJIOTMYecKoro adpdeKra u,
B TIOMICKax SMIIMPUYECKOV TOYHOCTY, BOCIIPUHSII
IIpOCTpPaHCTBEHHBIE 1 BpeMeHHble ITOHATUS Kak
cosepriaTesibHble (POPMBL

JlanmmH Xe VICXOOWUT U3 MIeN, YTO IPOCTpaH-
CTBO ¥ BpeMsl — IIOHSITMSI, C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPBIX
Halll pacCyIoK (popMyJIpyeT CyXK[IeHMs O CBOV-
CTBax IPeIMeTOB BHeIIIHero ¥ BHy TPeHHero Mupa.
3aMeTnM, 9To pyccKkomy driocody Ge3pasimaHo,
C KaK1MM PU3MYeCKMMY CpeflaMy VIMeeT J1eJI0 I10-
3HAIOIIUVL ITPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMs — CyObeKTUB-
Hble VIHCTPYMEHTBI MBIIUIeHNs, cPOpMUPOBaH-
Hble B CO3HaHWMM 4YeJloBeKa ITpY IepBbIX OIbITaX
KOHTaKTa C BHEIITHUM MUpPoM. Bo BcsaxkoM cirydae,
KakK mosiaraeT JIammmmHs, Ipy KOHTaKTe C SBJIeHN-
dAMU CO3HaHMe B KaueCTBEHHBIX U KOJIMYeCTBeH-
HBIX OIIeHKaXx y’Ke VICXOIIUT U3 Cofep KaHMs 3TUX
noHsATUMN. BeposiTHee Bcero, Kak u B cJIyvae C reo-
MeTpUYecKMIM akcroMaMu EBkinza, 3T moHs-
TUS VIMEIOT MHTYWUTUBHOE ITPOVICXOXKeHue, 00b-
SCHUTD VX SMIIVIPUYeCcKye ICTOKM IIpodsieMaTiy-
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Any pure intuition is merely an approximation
to an unrepresentable ideal-concept, but
spatial concepts are the easiest to be confused
with spatial intuitions because the sensible
element in the latter is so small that it can be
mentally cast aside as a quantité négligeable
without any damage in using the concept. But
the identification of intuition and concept is
inadmissible not only from the philosophical,
but even from the practical point of view, as
will be seen from geometrical sophisms based
on a wrong drawing (ibid., p. 54).

Unfortunately, Kant, who sees the world of
things “through sight,” overlooked such a sig-
nificant psychological effect and, in search of
empirical accuracy, perceived spatial and tem-
poral concepts as forms of intuition.

Lapshin, by contrast, proceeds from the
idea that space and time are concepts with
the help of which our reason formulates judg-
ments about the properties of the objects of the
external and internal world. Let us note that
the Russian philosopher does not care what
physical environments the cognising subject
is dealing with: space and time are subjective
instruments of thinking formed in a person’s
consciousness at the first exposure to the exter-
nal world. In any case, Lapshin believes, when
exposed to phenomena consciousness already
proceeds from the content of the concepts in its
qualitative and quantitative assessments. Most
probably, as in Euclidean geometrical axioms,
these concepts have an intuitive origin, the ex-
planation of whose empirical sources is prob-
lematical. I believe that Lapshin follows the
Greek mathematician in describing the univer-
sally obligatory and obvious characteristics of
time as “axioms.” The axioms for time are as
follows: 1) the flow of events is uninterrupt-
ed; 2) events are irreversible; 3) events cannot
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Ho. Kak HaM TyMaeTcsl, MMeHHO BOCJIef], IpeuecKo-
My MaTeMaTMKy oOleoOs3aTeIbHble ¥ OYeBU/I-
Hble XapaKTepuCTVKM BpeMeHM JlamH Ha3bIBa-
€T «aKCYoMaMM». DTV aKCVOMBI JIS BpeMeHM Ta-
KOBBI: 1) HEITpepbIBHOCTE TeYeHMsl COOBITU; 2) X
HeoOpaTMMOCTB; 3) X HEeIIOBTOPSeMOCTh; 4) HeOT-
HeJIVIMOCTb BpeMeHHBIX IIepeMeH OT MOeTO eI/ HO-
ro cozHaHMs (Tam xe, c. 109). PaccmoTpnM mx dop-
MynvpoBku y Jlammmaa.

1. Henpepuvibrocms meuenusa codvimuil. B man-
HOM CJIydae, KaK MbI 3aMeTwiIu, dusiocod mu-
IIIeT He O BpeMeH!, a 00 0COOeHHOCTSIX BOCIIPUS-
TUS «Te4eHMs» COOBITUIL: OHM IJIOTHO IIPUTHAHBI
OPYT K OPYrY, TaK UTO B VIX CMEHe OTCYTCTBYIOT
«IIpOo0eIBI» U «IIyCTOTHI». DTa JaHHAs HaM Hellpe-
PBIBHA MOCIIeIOBAaTeIBHOCTD COOBITH U €CTh TO,
4TO, C TOUKM 3peHMs JlamimHa, MbI MOXeM CBS-
3aTh C IIOHATVEM «BpeMsi». CileflyeT OTMeTUTb, 4YTO
3Ta aKCHOMa He MOXET OBITh IPUHSATa KaK CaMo-
oueBMIHas TaHHOCTb. TaK, COBpeMeHHBIN VCCle-
nosaresib A. C. 3arikoBa pa3paOaTbIBaeT KOHIIEII-
LIVIIO, TOBOPSIIYIO O IPUHIINIIE JIOTOJTHUTEIIHHO-
CTVL MeXIy HeIIPepBIBHOCTBIO M IVICKPETHOCTHIO
CO3HaHM4 BO BpeMeHM (cM.: 3avikoBa, 2021). Mox-
HO B3IJIIHYTh M Ha COBpeMeHHUMKOB JlamimmHa,
KOTOpBIe JIOIYCKasIv AVCKPeTHOCTh BpemeHN. Ha-
npumep, H. O. JIoccknii K KayecTBeHHBIM Xapak-
TePVCTMKAM BpeMeH! OTHOCUT, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI,
€r0 «CIUIOIIHOCTB» (OCYILeCTBIIEHVE ITIOCTOSHHON
CMeHBI MOMEHTOB Oe3 paspbIBOB), a C APYyrovt —
€ro pa3apo0IeHHOCTD, TO €CTh IIpeJICTaBJIeHle O
TOM, YTO «Ka>KIBIVI CJIEOYIOMIVIVI MOMEHT €CTh He-
YTO HOBOE II0 CPaBHEHMIO C IPeAdbIIyIIVMU MO-
MeHTaM1», «HeIlTpepbIBHasl VCYe3aeMOCTh»
(JToccxmiz, 1995, c. 291). B obriem, 3Ta akcroma BO-
BCe He IIpeJICTaBJIgeTCsl BCeM MHTYUTUBHO CaMOO-
YeBUITHOVL.

Hasee, 1o Jlammmny, BpeMsi 1 IIPOCTPaHCTBO,
OyOyum MHOHATUAMM, HeIpenCcTaBUMBbl, II03TO-
My HPUMEHWUTESIBHO KO BpeMeHN HaM TpelyeTcs
AVHaMMYecKas «/IIIOCTpalys»: «KadecTBeHHas
CMeHa ONIYIIeHWUV WIN ABVDKeHNe, T.e. M3MeHe-
HMe IPOCTPaHCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIeHM» (Jlammms,

eCTb
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be repeated; 4) temporal changes are insepa-
rable from my indivisible consciousness (ibid.,
p- 109). Let us examine Lapshin’s treatment of
these characteristics.

1.The flow of events is uninterrupted. As we
have noticed, he writes not about time but
about the perception of the “flow” of events:
events are closely packed together, there are no
“gaps” or “empty spaces” between them. The
continuous sequence of events given to us is,
in Lapshin’s opinion, what we can associate
with the concept of “time.” It has to be noted
that this axiom cannot be taken as self-evident.
For example, Alina S. Zaikova (2021), a con-
temporary scholar, is developing a theory of
the principle of complementarity between the
continuity and discreteness of consciousness in
time. Some of Lapshin’s contemporaries, too,
believed that time could be discrete. For ex-
ample, Nikolai O. Lossky (1995, p. 291) names
among qualitative characteristics of time, on
the one hand, its “uninterruptedness” (con-
stant succession of moments without a break)
and, on the other hand, its fragmentation, i.e.
the notion that “every moment is something
new compared with preceding moments,” i.e.
“constant disappearance”. The bottom line
is that the axiom is anything but intuitively
self-evident.

Further, according to Lapshin (1906, pp. 109-
110), time and space, being concepts, cannot
be represented, so that with regard to time
we need a dynamic “illustration”: “qualita-
tive change of sensations or movement, i.e. a
change of spatial relations”. However, time
can be divided into components: present (ideal
moving boundary), past and future. But essen-
tially the link between the past and the future,
the continuity of time is established on account
of the coexistence with space. In this argument
Lapshin proceeds from Cohen, pointing out
that the latter sees the present as a moment of



1906, c. 109—110). BmecTe ¢ TeMm BpeMms, M3Mepsie-
MOe paBHOMEPHBIM JBIVDKEHEM, MOXeT ObITh pas-
JleJIeHO Ha COCTABJISIONIVe — HacTosIee (Maealb-
Had TIO[IBVDKHAs TpaHMIIa), IIpolioe 1 OymyIiee.
Ho, 1o cyTu mesa, 3Ta cBA3b IpoIUIoro u Oymy-
I1Iero, HeITpephIBHOCTh BpeMeHW yCTaHaB/IMBaeTCs
Gr1aromapsi COCyIIeCTBOBAaHMIO C IIPOCTPAHCTBOM.
B sTrom aprymente Jlammmn onmpaerca Ha Kore-
Ha, yKa3blBasi, YTO HEMELIKMVI MBICJIUTeJIb paccMa-
TpViBaeT HaCToOsIllee KaK MOMEHT ITPOCTpPaHCTBa.
be3 cocytecTBoBaHMS B HACTOLIIEM IIpOLIIE/IIIIee
1 OyayIiiee r’UIIOTETUYECKM MOIJIV ObI TIOMEHSATh-
Csl MeCcTaMM, HO VX COCYIIIeCTBOBaHVe B IIPOCTPaH-
CTBe 3a/IaeT IIPVBBIYHBIV HaM IIOPSIOK XOzIa COObI-
tun (Tam xe, c. 112). JlanmmH IprMBOONUT CIIEKTP
pas3IuHbBIX, IIOPOV IIOJIIAPHBIX, ITPEeICTaBICHUN
O PeasIbHOCTY ¥ MHTeJIJIEKTyaJIbHOV IIPU3PavHO-
ctu BpeMeHn. CaMm OH, KOHEYHO, 32 PeasIbHOCTh 1
VMHCTPYMEHTaIBHOCTh 3TOro moHsTusA. OH aKTy-
aJIM3VpyeT 1iBa B3aMIMOOOYCIIOBJIMBAOLIVIX CBOVI-
CTBa — «IIOCIIEIOBATEIIBHOCTE» W «OJHOBPEMEH-
HOCTb», UTO JaeT BO3MOXXHOCTb, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI,
co3epraTh (MBICJIUTB) CMEHSIEMOCTD SIBJIEHWU, a C
IPyTroll — COOTHOCUTD MX APYT C APYyroM (Harpu-
Mep, IIPOIIIOe C HACTOSIINM, Jabbl OIpenesTnThb
VIX TeMIIOPaJIbHBIV CTATYC).

2. Heobpamumocms co0bimuii. DTa akcroMa J10-
HIOJTHSeT IpeApayInyto. Ee HasHaueHne — 130a-
BUTHb OT MHTEJUIEKTYaIbHBIX VJUTIO3UI CyOBbeKTa
MO3HAHVIS, [TOJIATaIOIIero, YTO BOJIEBOVI aKT CIIOCO-
OeH mpeorioyieBaTh 3aKOHBI JeTepMuHanmi. Tak,
HaIpriMep, MOXKHO IIpOCMaTpyUBaTh IUIEHKY KIHO-
JIEHTBI B OOpaTHOM HaIlpaBJIeHUN (IIpVIMep OYeHb
HOIYJISPHBIVI B 3al1aITHOEBPOIIEVICKOVI M PYCCKOW
dwtocopum xonna XIX — Hauama XX B) u 1y-
MaTb, YTO VMMeelllb /IeJI0 C BU3yaJIbHBIM CilydaeM
oOpatHoro nerepmmHM3Ma. OgHAKO, KaK IIAIIET
JlammmmH, «370ech BOBCe HET oOpaliieHmst COObITNT,
a TOJIIBKO 00pa30BaHVie HOBBIX PSIZIOB COOBITIIA, OT-
YacTV CXOOHBIX C IIPEeXHVMM 10 COAEPKaHWIO U
MUaymmx B oopatHoM mopsifike. Takas MinIocTpa-
1118, KaK " VWUIIOCTPALS YeTIPEXMEPHOTO IIPO-
CTPAHCTBA IPOEKIVISIMI M3 HETO B TPeXMEPHOE,
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space. Without coexistence in the present the
past and the future hypothetically could swap
places, but their coexistence in space establishes
the habitual course of events (ibid., p. 112). Lap-
shin cites a range of different, sometimes polar,
notions of the reality and intellectual elusive-
ness of time. He himself, of course, plumps for
reality and instrumentality of this concept. He
stresses two mutually-conditioning properties:
“sequence” and “simultaneity,” which enables
him, on the one hand, to contemplate (think)
the succession of phenomena and, on the other,
to relate them to one another (e.g. the past with
the present in order to determine their tempo-
ral status).

2. Events are irreversible. This axiom comple-
ments the previous one. Its purpose is to rid
the subject of cognition of the intellectual illu-
sion that an act of will can overcome the laws
of determination. For example, one may run a
film in reverse (a popular example in Western
European and Russian philosophy in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries) and
imagine that you are watching a case of reverse
determinism. However, Lapshin writes: “There
is no reversal of events here, but only the for-
mation of new sequences of events, partly sim-
ilar to the former ones in content but moving
in the reverse order. Such an illustration, like il-
lustrating a 4D space by projections from it into
a 3D space can only have a symbolic meaning”
(ibid., p. 113). Irreversibility of time has a prio-
ri logical grounds, which Lapshin attempts to
explain in the spirit of Aleksander I. Vveden-
sksy’s logicism: first, in the logical process of
thought proof always precedes the conclusion;
second, the laws of non-contradiction and iden-
tity demand irreversibility of time because the
law of non-contradiction does not apply to the
work of consciousness, which is designed in a
different way (memory cannot work with re-
versible time, etc.), the law of contradiction is
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MOXeT MMeTb JIVIIb CUMBOJIMYeCcKOoe 3HadeHVe»
(Tam xe, c. 113). HeobpaTmmocTs BpeMeHM 1IMeeT
1of;, cobOVI arprOpHbIe JIOTMYecKre OCHOBaHUH,
ueMy JlammmH mbITaeTCS CTPOUTH OOBSCHEHWS B
nyxe jorvumsMa A. V1. BeereHcKoro: Bo-TIepBBIX,
B JIOTIYeCKOM ITpollecce MBIITUIEHMS JTI0Ka3aTeIb-
CTBO BCerzia IIpeIecTBYeT BBIBOMY, BO-BTOPBIX,
caMV 3aKOHBI HEIIPOTMBOPeUs 1 TOX/eCTBa Tpe-
OyIoT HeoOpaTMMOCTV BpeMeHM, IIOCKOJIBKY K pa-
OoTe co3HaHMS, YCTPOEHHOIO MHBIM 00pasoM (c
00OpaTMMBIM BCIISITh BpeMeHeM HeBO3MOXKHa pado-
Ta IaMSTU U T.IL.), 3aKOH IIPOTMUBOpeUns Helpu-
MeHVM, U MBI TepsieM BCSKUI (PyHIaMeHT paiiy-
oHasibHOCTH. [loaToMy cama «MbIciIb 00 oOpaTwm-
MOCTV BpeMeHU 3aKJlodaeT B cebe JIOrMuecKylo
HesteniocTh» (Jlammmmn, 2006, c. 301). Crenyet 3a-
METWUTb, YTO IIPU pa3BepPTBIBAHUN 3TUX OOBACHe-
HUY JIammMH TOCTOSTHHO YBs3bIBaeT MeXIy CO-
G011 apryMeHTBI OT JIOTMYEeCKMX ¥ IICHXOJIoriye-
CKMX aKTOB ITPOTeKaHVsI MBIIIIJIeHVs], OHW COTIJla-
CYIOTCA MeXIy coOOVI B OOBACHUTEIBHOV CHUJIe.
31eck MOXKHO KOHCTaTMPOBaTh TUIIMYECKYIO uep-
Ty HEKOTOPBIX PYCCKMX YHVBEPCUTETCKIX THOCE-
0JIOTOB: IIBITAsICh BCAYECKM OTMeXeBaThCs OT IICH-
xonmormsMa  (A. V1. Beegenckmir, H. O. JIocckum,
H. A. Bacumibes, C.VI. Ilosapuun, I.I. IImer n
7p.), OOBMHSISI B HEM CBOVIX OIIIIOHEHTOB, OHU CaMU
OBUIM CKJIOHHBI YBJIEKATBCS TICHIXOJIOIMTYECKVIMM
TeMaMV B KOHTEKCTe ITIOCTAHOBKI TeOpeTIYecKIX
drmocodpckmx mpodrem.

3. HenoBmopsemocms cobvimutl. 3pecs Jlammma
BBICTyIIaeT IIPOTVB MeTadpM3MKOB, MOJIararoinX,
YTO B VICTOPMYECKOV IIepCIIeKTBe BO3MOXKHBI CO-
ObITMVIHBIE TIOBTOpeHMS. [J1aBHBII OOBEeKT Ha-
nagoxk — @. Huie, HeBepHO YCBOMBILN VIJIEHO
IOma 06 aOcoTroTHOV TOBTOPSIEMOCTYI MUPOBOTO
npotiecca. [laxe B Tex ciIydasix, Tie BpeMs IUIOTHO
YBSI3bIBAa€TCS C IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIMY OOBeKTaMM,
3TOVI TIOBTOpsieMOoCTN HeT. Tak, onvpasich Ha Ipu-
Mep xumuka 1 ¢pustocoda B. D. Ocranbia, Jlan-
ITMH pasMBIIUILeT O IIMKINYeCKUX TeoMeTpide-
ckmx oowvekrtax (Jlammmmy, 1906, c. 114—115). He-
MIOBTOPSIEMOCTBb BO BpPeMeHU peajln3yeTcsi U B 00-
JIaCTM TIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIX ITpakTuK. OOpalnasck B
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inapplicable, and the foundation of rationality
is lost. Therefore the very “thought of revers-
ibility of time is logically absurd” (Lapshin,
2006, p. 301). It should be noted that in elabo-
rating these explanations Lapshin constant-
ly links logical and psychological arguments
which are coordinated in their explanato-
ry power. This reveals a typical feature char-
acteristic of some academic epistemologists:
eager to dissociate themselves from psycholo-
gism (A. Vvedensky, N. Lossky, N. Vasilyev,
S. Povarnin, G. Shpet and others) and level-
ling this charge against their opponents, they
themselves were prone to be carried away by
psychological themes in raising theoretical phil-
osophical problems.

3. Events cannot be repeated. On this point,
Lapshin challenges the metaphysicians who
maintain that events can repeat themselves
in the historical perspective. The main tar-
get of attacks is Nietzsche, who misconstrued
Hume’s idea about absolute recurrence of the
world process. There is no recurrence even
when time is closely bound up with spatial
objects. Thus, citing the example of the chem-
ist and philosopher Wilhelm Ostwald, Lapshin
(1906, pp. 114-115) reflects on cyclic geometric
objects. Likewise, time is not repeatable in the
field of cognitive practices. Invoking the same
ideas again and again in our thoughts, Lapshin
believes, we deal each time with reprocessed
past in the current present.

4. Temporal changes are inseparable from my
single consciousness. In the framework of this
“axiom” Lapshin argues that consciousness has
access only to that which is cognised in time.
“Whether the law of contradiction is applicable
to what is outside the world-representation, to
time “in itself”, remains unknown. Meanwhile
failure to understand that the sphere of con-
sciousness, the significance of the law of con-



MBICJISIX K OJJHUM ¥ TeM >Ke MIesiM, MbI, KaK HoJIa-
raet JlammmH, BCSIKM pa3 MMeeM JIeJIo C Ilepepa-
GOTaHHBIM HPOIUIBIM B aKTyaJIbHOM HACTOSIIIEM.

4. Heomdeaumocms BpemenHbiX nepemeH o eou-
H020 M0€e20 CO3HAHUSA. B paMKax 3TOV «aKCMOMBD»
JlammimMH oTMedaeT, 4TO OCO3HAHWMIO IIOIIAeTCs
JIVIIIB TO, UYTO CO3HAETCs BO BpeMeH. «[ Iprytoxmm
JI 3aKOH HPOTUBOpedMs K TOMYy, — HuIeT du-
j10c0d, — UTO HaXOOWUTCS BHe MUpa-IIpeicTaBIe-
HVIs, KO BpeMeH! “B cebe”, ocTaeTcs HeM3BEeCTHBIM.
Mexny TeM HelTOHMMaHWe TOro, 4TO cdepa co3Ha-
HVSI, 3HAYMMOCTY 3aKOHA ITPOTVBOPEUNS M aKCU-
OM BpeMeHM 04 HAC O[IHA U Ta e, BeZleT K T0JI0-
BOKPY KUTeJIbHBIM ITPOTUBOpeusiM MbIC/IN» (Tam
Xe, c. 115).

Bo-miepBbIX, MBI BCcTpeuaemcs 31ech € [OCTa-
TOYHO WMHTEpPEeCHBIM pasrpaHUUeHVeM BpeMeHU
Ha «BpeMs I Hac» U «BpeMsi B cebe», UTO OTCHI-
JIaeT K MBICIIV, UTO «BpeMs B ceOe» ecThb IJINTeIb-
HOCTB, OOYCJIOBJIVBAIOIIasl CYIIeCTBOBaHME «Be-
et B ce0e», KOTOpPbIe HAXOISTCS BHE IIOJISI BO3-
MOYKHOI'O OITbITA. YIIOMSIHEM 3[1€Ch, UTO 3HaAMEH-
T yumrens Jlammmaa, A. VI BeemeHckui, o0-
palasgch K BOIIPOCY O CYITHOCTV BpeMeHM, IIoJIa-
ras1, uto KaHT ommbasicss MMeHHO B TOM, YTO IIPO-
CTPaHCTBO U BpeMsi caMM 110 cebe He CYIIeCTBYIOT.
Ecrim KaHT, MoJ1, cunTaeT Mup Belen caMux II0
cebe cBOOOIHBIM OT BpeMeHV, TO B TaKOM MUpe
ycYe3aeT IIPUUYMHHAS 3aBUCVIMOCTD OHVIX COOBI-
vt oT Apyrux. Cam BBemeHCKmIT 0OOCHOBBIBAIT
HeoOXOAMMOCTb JAOIYIeHsI BpeMeH! B MUpe Be-
el caMiMX 1o cebe 1 IojIaraji, 4To 3TO HeoDXo-
ZIVIMO JUTSL pelrieHs IIpo0sieMbl CBOOOIBI BOJIN, a
TaKXXe IJIs1 pa3pabOTKM BOIIPOCOB ITPAKTMYIECKO
dwtococpum (cMm.: Beemerckmri, 1901). Kak MbI Bu-
nviM, JlammmH ycBOWJI 3T pe3yJIbTaThl CTapIile-
ro KaHTMAHIIA, a TakKXXe ero Maeo KPUTUIeCKOro
JIOTUIIM3Ma, VICXOLISIIIIEro M3 PacCMOTPEHMsI ecTe-
CTBEHHOVI 11 HOPMATMBHOVI IIPVPOLbL JIOTMYIECKVIX
3aKOHOB.

Bo-BTOpBIX, «Bpems i1 Hac», TaK e KakK U
IIPOCTPAHCTBO, COIIPOBOXIIAeT IeVICTBYME 3aKO-
HOB MBIITUIeH M. JIarmmH 5T0 000CHOBBIBAET TakK:
«Ecimm Bech MaTepwmasl, HaJl, KOTOPBIM OIlepupy-
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tradiction and time axioms for us is the same,
leads to dizzying contradictions of thought”
(ibid., p. 115).

First, we encounter here a rather inter-
esting distinction between “time for us” and
“time in itself,” which suggests that “time in
itself” is duration, conditioning the existence
of “things in themselves” which are outside
the field of possible experience. Let us note
that Lapshin’s famous teacher, Vvedensky,
speaking about the essence of time, believed
that Kant was wrong in thinking that space
and time do not exist by themselves. If Kant
thinks that the world of things in themselves
is free of time the causal dependence of some
events on other events disappears. Vvedensky
(1901) himself held that time must be present
in the world of things in themselves in order
to solve the problem of free will, and to tackle
questions of practical philosophy. We see that
Lapshin took on board the results of the older
Kantian as well as his idea of critical logicism
based on the natural and normative nature of
logical laws.

Second, “time for us,” like space, accom-
panies the operation of the laws of thought.
Lapshin (1906, p. 97) grounds it in the fol-
lowing way: “If all the material handled by
our thinking [Lapshin studies feelings, voli-
tion, abstractions and other mental states from
the perspective of contemporary psycholo-
gy. — V.P, V.S.] is perceived as extended it
is obvious that the supreme laws of our think-
ing are based on spatial synthesis”. For exam-
ple, it is impossible to understand the equation
even in the purely analytical judgment A=A
(i.e. apply the identity law) without a spa-
tial synthesis relating the letters on the right-
hand and the left-hand sides of the equal sign.
The law of non-contradiction also presuppos-
es some ideas of incompatible properties giv-
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eT Hallle MblluleHMe (a Jlammme paccMarpuBaeT
YyBCTBOBaHMS, BOJIEHME, aOCTpakUMM ¥ ApyTiie
MICVIXMYECKMe COCTOSIHMS C TOUKV 3peHUsl COBpe-
MeHHOM eMy Ticuxosiorun. — B.C., B.I1) co3HaeTcs
IIPOTSDKEHHBIM, TO, OYEBIIIHO, VI BEPXOBHBIE 3aKO-
HBI HalIllero MBIIIIEHVIS OIVPAIOTCs Ha IIPOCTPaH-
CTBeHHBIN cuHTe3» (Jlammmn, 1906, c. 97). Hampu-
Mep, HeBO3MOXKHO YCBOWUTB TOXIECTBO Jlake B Yu-
CTO aHAJIMTUYECKOM CyXaeHUn A = A (To ecTb
IIPVIMEHUTD 3aKOH TOXIeCTBa), He IMes IIPOCTPaH-
CTBEHHBIVI CMIHTe3 B COIIOCTaBJIeH OyKB C IIpaBovt
Y JIEBOVI CTOPOHBI 3HaKa paBeHCTBA. 3aKOH «He-
IIPOTMBOpEeUNs» TaKXe IIpefIiojiaraeT HayIndye
HeKIX IIpeJICTaBJIeHNI O HeCOBMEeCTVIMBIX CBOVI-
CTBax, KOTOpble JAlOTCs B BOCHIPUATUN, BOCIIOMU-
HaHMM, SMOLIMSIX, 3HaKax. JIaIlmH mejaer Bax-
HBIVI BBIBOJI: BCSIKOE TI03HaHVe TpeOyeT IIpoCcTpaH-
CTBEHHOW VJITIOCTPALV HOHSTH. Takke 3aKOHBI
MBIIIJIEHMS HaXOISITCS B OOSI3aTeIHLHOWM CBSI3U C
VIHTYWIIVIeVl ITPOCTPaHCTBA ¥ BPeMeHIL: «...VIMeH-
HO TpexMepHOe ITPOCTPAaHCTBO W BpeMsl, Hapsly
C APYTMIMM KaTeropusiIMM, COCTaBJIAIOT Ty OCHOBY,
Ha KOTOPOVI IIOKOSITCS CaM¥ Halllyl 3aKOHBI MBIITI-
JIeHMs B HAIIIeV JKMBOVI MBIC/IV, 0O OHU IIOKOSIT-
Csl Ha MHTYUIIMW, a MHTYUTWBHas HarISIHOCTD
IpefroiaraeT MMeHHO TpexMepHOe IIpOCTpaH-
ctBo» (Tam xe, c. 301). 3akoH HelpoTMUBOpeUNs,
HaIlpumMep, Ioflpa3yMeBaeT, YTO MbI COIIOCTaBIgeM
IpeaMeTHl B OIITHO ¥ TO K€ BpeMsl, OH OlleHVBaeT
COCTOsTHVE CO3HaHMS BO BpeMeHM. JlarmmmH Berer
3a CBOMM yumTesIeM BBefleHCKIIM cumTaeT, 4ToO Mbl
He MOXKeM 3HaTh, IIPVJIOKVIMBI JIV 3aKOHBI JIOT VKM
BHE IIPeJICTaBJIEHNTI, KO «BpeMeHM B cebe» (cM. 00
3TOM, Hatp.: bpomckmii, 2013, c. 249—-251).

5. O0mzee v pa3anunsa
B CIIaTMO-TeMIIOPaIbHBIX KOHI eIV X
Korena m JlanmmmHa

WTak, MBI paccMoTpesii 0a3oBble UepThI IIPO-
CTpaHCTBEHHO-TeMNopasIbHbIX KoHnenumii Ko-
rera n JlarmmmHa. Kak oOrree B paboTtax HeokaH-
TVIAHIIEB HpO‘IVITBIBaETCﬂ CTpeMHeHVIe ,I[eMapKVI-
poBaTh IIPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMsl OT 00JIacTy dyB-
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en in perception, reminiscences, emotions, and
signs. Lapshin draws an important conclusion:
all cognition calls for a spatial illustration of a
concept. Such laws of thought are necessari-
ly linked with the intuition of space and time:
“I...
along with other categories, that forms the ba-
sis on which rest our laws of living thought,
for they rest on intuition, and intuitive visi-
bility presupposes three-dimensional space”
(ibid., p. 301). For instance, the law of non-con-
tradiction assumes that we compare objects at
one and the same time, it assesses the state of
our consciousness in time. Following his teach-
er, Vvedensky, Lapshin believes that we can-
not know whether or not the laws of logic are
applicable outside representation to “time in
itself” (see on this, for example, Brodsky, 2013,
pp. 249-251).

] it is three-dimensional space and time,

5. Common and Differing Features
in the Spatio-Temporal Concepts
of Cohen and Lapshin

We have examined the main features of Co-
hen’s and Lapshin’s conceptions of space and
time. Both seek to demarcate space and time
from the area of sensible cognition. They both
deny any possibility of psychologising the cri-
tique of cognition and adhere to logicism, with
each consistently promoting it in his own way
(Lapshin’s vision of logicism as the reflection
of logical procedures and laws was undoubt-
edly influenced by Vvedensky). Both thinkers
proceed from the idea of the “givenness” of pa-
rameters of experience, one of the forms of the
subject’s rational activity. Space and time are
interconnected categories. It can be said that
time is a category that structures space. This is
how Lapshin (1906, p. 112) sums up and com-
ments on Cohen’s view of the present:



CTBEHHOrO MO3HaHMS. VIX oObenuHseT oTpuiia-
Hyle BCSIKOVI BO3MOXKHOCTV IICVIXOJIOTV3VIPOBAHWAS
KPWUTVIKV TIO3HAHVIS 1 ITPUBEP)KEHHOCTb JIOT VI3~
My, rocjieioBaTeJIbHOE IIPOABIVIKEHVIE KOTOPOI'o
oOr1ajaeT cBoeoOpasyeM y KaXk[Ioro m3 puiioco-
¢os (B cityuae JlamnimHa Ha ero BueHVe JIOTV-
IIM3Ma Kak pedpiekcum JIOTMYecKmx IpoLeayp u
3aKOHOB, HECOMHEHHO, OKas3aJl BJIVsIHVe BBereH-
ckmri). Oba MBICIIUTEIIS. MICXOISAT M3 MIEeN «3a/iaH-
HOCTVI» TTapaMeTPOB OITbITa — OTHOM M3 POPM pa-
IIVIOHAJIBHOVI [IesiTeJIbHOCTY cyObekTa. [TpocTpan-
CTBO U BpeMsl — B3aVMOCBSI3aHHBIE KaTerOpwin.
MoxHO Htaxke ckasaTb, UTO BpeMs — KaTeropws,
CTPYKTypUpYIOIias IpocTpaHCTBO. JlarH Boc-
IIPOV3BOINUT V1 KOMMEHTHUpYeT B3ILsipl Korena Ha
HaCTosiIIee CIIeAyOIM 00pa3oM:

Hacrosee ectes momenm npocmpancmba. Ha-
CTosiIllee eCThb COXpaHeHMe TOro, 4To 0e3 Hero
IIOrpy3wIock OBl B IpoIefiee. DTO coXpaHe-
Hue (Festhaltung) ocymecTsisier cocyrecTsoBa-
Hre (Beisammen), mpexjie Bcero COBMeCTHOCTB
(Zusammen) mpocTtpaHcTBa. Ha mouse 3Toro
cocyIecTBOBaHMs 0OpasyeTcsi HOBOe COOTHOIIIe-
Hue Mexyy Al u A2. DTu 311eMeHThI ObUIN OBI IO
BpeMeHV TOJIBKO ITPOIIEIIM V1 Oy Iy M WiIu,
cobcTBeHHO TOBOPs, MOITIN ObI 0003HauYaTh 1 00-
patHOe. Terepp y HIX BO3HMK HOBBIVI IIYHKT OT-
HOIIIeHNVI, BO3HMK/Ia HOBasi cdepa OTHOIIEHs
(Tarmmmian, 1906, c. 112).

Jlammmmme oTMedaeT 31ech, UTO B IPOCTPaH-
CTBe COOBITMVI IIPOIIIOe OT Oyayllero OoThesseT
HaCTosIIee, He MO3BOJISS MM CIIUThes. «Hactost-
I1lee» M «COCyIIleCTBOBaHe» (IIpOIIOro u Oymy-
I1Ier0) CYTh [IBa TOHSTH, 0003HAYAIOIINX, IIO €ro
MHEHWIO, OTHO U TO Xe IIPOsiBJIeHVie MBIIIIEHVS:
OHO — C TOYKM 3peHWs BpeMeHU, a JIpyroe —
npoctpaHcTBa. OgHaKO He COBCeM SICHO, YeM B-
JISIeTCsI HacTosIIIIee caMo I10 ceDe, TO eCcTh ¢ Kade-
CTBEHHOW TOYKM 3peHMA. MoXeT i OHO, Kpome
dyHKUMM pasgerieHns, 0003HaYaTh CTaHOBsIIIee-
cs1? Ha marmr B3Iy, BoIze/ieHre CTaHOBSIIErocs
Ha ¢poHe BO3MOXKHOTO ¥ CTaBIIIEro ecThb yXe aKT
pedrieKTHpyIolIero co3HaHMs, Torjga Kak B Jiall-
IITMHCKOVI KOHIIETIINY «s1» He pedpriekcupyer. «5I»
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The present is a moment of space. The present
is preservation of what would have sunk
into the past without it. This preservation
(Festhaltung) is effected by the coexistence
(Beisammen), above all the compatibility
(Zusammen) of space. This co-existence gives
rise to a new relationship between Al and A2.
These elements would have been, time-wise,
only the past or the future, or, indeed, could
have meant the reverse. Now they have a new
point of relations, a new sphere of relations.

Lapshin stresses that in the space of events
the past is separated from the future by the
present, preventing them from merging. “The
present” and “coexistence” (of the past and the
future) are two concepts which, in his opin-
ion, signify one and the same manifestation of
thinking: one from the viewpoint of time and
the other from the viewpoint of space. How-
ever, it is not quite clear what the present is it-
self from the qualitative point of view. Can it,
apart from the function of separation, signify
what is emerging? I believe that isolation of the
emergent against the background of the possi-
ble and what has emerged is already an act of
reflecting consciousness, whereas in Lapshin’s
conception the “I” does not reflect. In Lapshin
the “I” is at the intersection of cognitive flows
and logical functions that ensures the quality of
the passage of information. On this Cohen and
Lapshin are extremely close.

There are differences, however. In Cohen’s
conception the emphasis is on space as the log-
ical principle of relating concepts, and in Lap-
shin’s works space and time are balanced. In
interpreting the Kantian concept they both
broadened and adjusted the functions of space
and time. Time, in the concrete manifestations
of rationality, can be used only within the lim-
its of the above-cited axioms, which ensures the
rigour of the philosophical statement. Lapshin
believes that in the reality of thought (includ-
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y JlammnHa — mepeKkpecThbe Io3HaBaTeJIbHBIX T10-
TOKOB V1 JIOTMUeCKVIX (PyHKIINTI, oOecriedrBaloliee
KauecTBO IIpoXOXaeHMs MHPopManmu. B sTom
niorxopl Korena v JIamimmiHa mpeesibHO OIM3KM.
Opnnako ecte 1 pasnuns. B xornenmum Ko-
reHa aKIIeHT JlejIaeTcsl Ha IIPOCTPaHCTBe Kak JIo-
IMYeCKOM IHPUHIINIE COOTHEeCeHMs TIOHSTUM, a
B JIAIIIIMHCKMX paboTax IIPOCTPaHCTBO M BpeMs
ypaBHOBeIlleHEL. VIx mo3HaBaTeIbHble (PYHKIIVN
IpV WMHTepIpeTanyl KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEIIINM
ObUIM pacIIMpeHbl M yTOYHeHBL Bpems B KOH-
KPeTHBIX IIPOSIBJIIEHMSIX PallVIOHAJIBHOCTY MOXeT
OBITB VICIIOJIB30BAHO JIUIIE B IIpesiesiaxX BhIIIepu-
BeJIEHHBIX aKCMOM, YTO obecriedmBaeT CTPOrOCThb
durocodpckoro BeickasbiBaHMs. IIpu sTOoM, 1O
MBbIC/IV JlammmmiHa, ITPOCTPAHCTBO I BpeMsi, SIBJIs-
4Ch TIOHSITUMHBIMY KOHCTPYKTaMU, B peaIbHOCTH
MBIIIIIeHNs (B TOM uwuciie M Putocodckoro) He
MOT'yT OBITH aOCOJIIOTHO JIMIIIEHBI COIepKaTeslb-
HOCTW ¥ KOppeJIsiiuy ¢ BepOasim3aliyiert, C s3bl-
KOM. B 3TOM KOHTeKCTe MHTepecHO, YTO, TPaKTys
TIOHSITHE KaK JIormdecKyto dpopmy, Jlanmma mpu-
HepXXMBaJICs CoflepKaTesIbHOIO JIOTMYeCcKOro TofI-
xofla ¥ KpUTMKOBasI 00beMHBIVL. DTO BUIHO U3 €r0
cratey o sioruke otHomeHut C. V1. ITopapHuHa:
«[ToHsiTMIE €CTh HeUyBCTBEHHOE eIVMHCTBO, XOTS
HeoOXOIMMO KOPPeJISITUMBHOE CO CjIoBaMM, oOpa-
3aMm 1 yysBcTBaMw» (Jlammmmn, 1917, c. 44). Ilo-
3TOMY-TO IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMs KaK ITOHSTHUS,
TO €CTb (POPMBI (KaTeropymm) MbIIJIeHNs, COIIpO-
BOX/Iasl ero peasIbHYIO paboTy, 0OsI3aTesIbHO OKa-
3bIBAIOTCS HEIYCTHL V1 XOTS OHM He MOTyT OBbITh
IOJTyYeHBI 13 UyBCTBEHHOTO COMlepP)KaHMs OITbITa,
HO OHV OT 3TOT'0 COIePKaHMs HEOTIEJIVIMBL, «OHV
He YICTBIe co3epliaHmsl, XOTs Ooslee IPyTMX KaTe-
roput IIpuoOJIVIKaIOTCA K TaKOBBIM, a TOJIBKO IIO-
HSTWS, KaTeropmy MBICIM, KOTOpble HUKOITa He
IaHbI B cozeprianmn» (Jlammmg, 1906, c. 58).
Koren — TpaHcIieHIeHTaIbHBIV JIOTMIIVCT, TIO-
TOMY 4YTO KPUTHMKA IIO3HAaHMS pacCMaTpyuBaeTcs
VM KaK TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHas JIoruka (cM.: besios,
2018, c. 69). Kak ormeuaet 3. A. Cokyiep, «m1ado-
COM KOTeHOBCKOM (prsocopum sIBJIseTcs aBTOHO-
Must amcToro MeluieHns» (Cokyrep, 2021, c. 381).
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ing philosophical thought) space and time, be-
ing conceptual constructs, cannot be absolutely
stripped of content and of correlation with ver-
balisation, i.e. language. In this context, it is in-
teresting that in treating the concept as a logical
form, Lapshin adhered to the substantive log-
ical approach and criticised the three-dimen-
sional approach. This is clear from his article on
Povarnin’s logic of relations: “The concept is a
non-sensible unity, although necessarily corre-
lating with words, images and feelings” (Lap-
shin, 1917, p. 44). That is why space and time
as concepts, i.e. forms (categories) of thought,
in accompanying its real work, are never emp-
ty. Although they cannot be obtained from the
sensible content of experience, they are insepa-
rable from this content, “they are not pure in-
tuitions, although they are closer to them than
other Categories, but are merely concepts, cate-
gories of thought which are never given in intu-
ition” (Lapshin, 1906, p. 58).

Cohen is a transcendental logicist because he
considers the critique of cognition to be tran-
scendental logic (see Belov, 2018, p. 69). As
Sokuler (2021, p. 381) observes, “the pathos of
Cohen’s philosophy is the autonomy of pure
thought”. Pure thinking cannot have any oth-
er origin than itself. Thus, for example, Cohen
(1885, p. 104) stresses that “I can think space
without objects precisely in scientific abstrac-
tion, for example in order to highlight geom-
etry, and attain all the more surely the object
on this path”." According to Cohen, space and
time cannot be defined by the empirical condi-
tions of their use; on the contrary, theoretical
concepts predetermine the language of obser-
vation and ground scientific experience. Thus,
the forms of thought must not assume any con-

' “Denken aber kann ich den Raum ohne Gegenstinde, nim-
lich in wissenschaftlicher Abstraction, etwa um die Geome-
trie zu beleuchten, und auf diesem Wege um so sicherer zum
Gegenstande zu gelangen.”



Uncroe MBIIIUIeHVe He MOXeT MMeTh HMKAaKo-
ro Hadasla, KpoMe camoro cebs. Tak, Hanpumep,
Koren nomuepkmBaeT, 4TO «MBICJIUTh IIPOCTPaH-
CTBO 51 MOTY ¥ 0e3 IIpeIMeTOB, IMEHHO B Hayd-
HOM abcTpaKIIny, YTOOBI BBICBETUTH TeOMeTPUIO,
M Ha 3TOM IyTu Oojlee oIpeieJIeHHO 0OUTbCs
npenmerta» (Koren, 2012, c. 170). CortacHo Kore-
HY, IPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMs KaK IIOHATWS He MO-
I'yT OIpeNesIaThCsd SMIIVPUUECKUMY YCIIOBUSMM
VX TIpYIMEeHeHs; HalIpOTWB, CaMVI TeOpeTIdecKie
HOHATNS IIpeIyCTaHaB/IMBaIOT SI3bIK HAOJIIOIeH s
¥ PYHOMPYIOT Hay4HBIN ONBIT. TakmuM obpasom,
dopMBI MBIIIITIEHNS He AOJDKHBI IIPVHMMATh HU-
KaKoro cofep>kaHusi Kak gaHHocTu. Koren orcra-
MBaeT IIPOAYKTUBHOCTD MCKJTIOUMUTEIIEHO YMCTOrO
MBIIITIeHns. B aToM Borrpoce oH Goriee KaTeropu-
yeH, yeM JlammmH. VI Bce XXe OHM CXOOSITCS B He-
HPUSTUN IICUXOJIOTICTCKMX TpaKToBOK KaHToBOTI
CXeMBI [IO3HaHWS, B TOM, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO V1 Bpe-
MsI He MOT'YT OBbITh 3a/IMCTBOBaHBI 113 BHEIITHVIX SIB-
JIEHWVI, He MOT'YT OBbITh ITOJTy YeHBI ITy TeM abcTpak-
IIVIVI U3 CYMMBI OIIBITHBIX JaHHBIX. Harir onsIT He-
JIOCTaTOYeH [IJIsi CO3aHMsl IIPOCTpaHCTBa U Bpe-
MeH, TIOTOMY YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMsl caMu
OIIpeziesIAIOT Halll OIIBIT.

E1tte omHMM MOMeHTOM, cOIIVIKaOIIM paccMa-
TpuBaeMbIX HaMu (PprIt0codoB, ABIISETCS BHUMA-
HVe K peayIbHOV VCTOPUM TIO3HAHWMS M IOIBITKA
COEeMHUTD allpUOpPHBIe CTPYKTYPBI CyOBeKTa I10-
3HaHMS C ero VMCTOPMYECKOV BOBJIEUeHHOCTBIO B
craHoBjleHVe n pasBuTue Hayku. 3. A. Cokyiiep
3aMeydaeT, uTo KoreH BoBce He Jiej1aeT OXmgaeMo-
IO OT HETO «IOMYIIeHs BHEVICTOPMYECKOrO He3-
MEeHHOI0 CyOBbeKTa, VIV CO3HaHMs, CTPYKTypa Ko-
TOPOTO TIpeioIpesiesiieT Bce JaIbHerlee VCTO-
puueckoe passutue» (Cokyitep, 2013, c. 158). VI Ko-
reH, v JlammmH OeCTBYIOT KaK MCTOPUKYM Hayd-
HO-1I10cOPCKOVT MBICIIN, B KOTOPOVI KaXk/10€e 3Ha-
Y/IMOe 3BeHO HeCJTyJartHO, M IIPU3HAIOT, UYTO B pas-
BUTUW HayKN eCTb OObeKTMBHbIe (DyH/1aMeHTaIb-
HBbIe CBSA3VI, OCHOBaHEM KOTOPBIX SIBJISIeTCS allpy-
OpHasi crielndpriKa yesIoBe4ecKoro ro3HaHms. Bor
1oYeMy BOIIPOC O IIPOCTPaHCTBe U BpeMeHU B
CTPYKTYype MHO3HaHMs BBIBOAUTCA Y HUX Ha IIep-
BBIVI IUIaH VI TpeOyeT JIeTaIbHOTO Pa3bsCHEHVIS.
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tent as a given. Cohen upholds the productivity
only of pure thinking. Cohen is more categor-
ical on this issue than Lapshin. Even so, they
both reject the psychological propositions of
Kant’s scheme of cognition in that space and
time cannot be borrowed from external phe-
nomena, cannot be obtained through abstrac-
tion from the sum of experiential data. Our
experience is not sufficient to create space and
time because space and time themselves deter-
mine our experience.

Another feature the two philosophers share
is their attention to the real history of cognition
and the attempt to combine a priori structures
of the subject of cognition with historical in-
volvement in the emergence and development
of science. Sokuler (2013, p. 158) notes that Co-
hen, contrary to expectation, does not “assume
an unhistorical immutable subject or conscious-
ness whose structure predetermines all further
historical development”. Both Cohen and Lap-
shin act as historians of scientific-philosophical
thought in which no significant link is acciden-
tal, and recognise that there are objective fun-
damental connections in the history of science
that are based on a priori features of human
cognition. That is why they give prominence to
the question of space and time in the structure
of cognition as the question which calls for a
detailed explication.

At the end of the day, they sought to create
a normative portrait of a scientific human, cre-
ator of scientific-theoretical knowledge, whose
work is informed with “oughtness”. Without
it, it is impossible to think the idea of a human
being as a unified whole because both Lapshin
and Cohen reveal underlying links of cognitive
apriorism, logicism, science-centricity with eth-
ics and anthropology (for more Cohen thinking
on this see Dmitrieva, 2010; 2021). Establishing
these correlations is a major and interesting re-
search topic.
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Ilo cytu nerna, dwiocodsl xesanu cdopmm-
poBaTh HOPMATUBHBIV IOPTPeT UeJIoBeKa-y4eHo-
ro, cosgaTesisi Hay4HO-TEOPETMUYECKOro 3HaHMUS,
B paboTe KOTOPOro Hem30bIBHO IIPUCY TCTBYET MO-
ayc gorpkeHcTBoBaHMA. ITOMBICTIUTE MIeI0 «enu-
HOro 4eJjIoBeKa» 0e3 3TOro HeBO3MOXKHO, IIOTOMY
B KoHmermax JlammnmHa m KoreHa sBHO umTa-
IOTCSI IJIyOMHHBIE CBsI3M II03HaBaTeILHOTO arpu-
opv3Ma, JIOTMIIV3Ma, HayKOIIEHTPM3Ma C 3TUKOM
¥ aHTporosiorven (nogpobHee 06 3tom y Korena
cm.: Dmitrieva, 2010; Imutpwuesa, 2021). YcraHOB-
JIEHVIe 9TVIX KOPPEeJISINII — OT/HeIIbHAs OOJIbIIas
VI IHTepecHas TeMa /1151 ICCIIeZIOBaHsL.

6. 3ak/IroueHme

CoBpeMeHHOe PyCCKOMY V1 HeMEIIKOMY HeOKaH-
THMaHIAM eCTeCTBO3HaHVe OIleprpoBajio HOBBIM B
CpaBHEHMM C KaHTOBCKOV IIapaguIrMOVi ITOHVMAa-
HIeM IpocTpaHCTBa-BpeMeHN. OgHaKO 3TO [OHM-
MaHVe ObUIO JOCTUTHYTO Or1aromapsi KpUTUII3MY
KaHTa, B KOTOpOM IPOCTPaHCTBO U BpeMs Hepas-
PBIBHO YBSI3bIBAJIVICh C TEOPETIUECKOVI PabOTO ITO-
3HaroIero cyobekra. Tem cambIM, Kak miret Jlar-
IITIH, «O0HAPY>KMBaeTCs X Hepa3pbIBHAS JIOTVIde-
CKas KOppeJIsiiys: abCOTIOTI3M OHATUI CMeHs-
eTcs persaTuBusMom» (Jlamms, 1906, c. 166 —167).
Korena m Jlammmmra oO0wbemmuHsieT oOIITHOCTD IIN-
CTEMOJIOIMYeCKOVI 3a71adil: OCYIeCTBIIeHVIe IIejla
KaHTa B BuIe KpUTVKNM COBPEeMEHHOV VM 5MIIV-
pucTckom dpvstocodn HayKy, IIpeTeH/yIoIIeit Ha
VICKJTIOUMTEIIbHY 0 MOHOIIOJIVIIO B OOBSICHEHMVI Me-
XaHM3MOB POCTa HAay4YHOrO 3HaHWs; IpopaboTKa
dyHIaMeHTa/IbHOrO IOHSATUITHOTO KapKaca 3Ha-
HVS, KOTOPbIVI B HOBOVI HEKJIACCMYECKOW parivio-
HaJIBHOCTV I103BOJIIeT KOHCTPYMPOBaTh OOBEKTHI
viccrIeZIoBaHs, 0OecTieunBaeT CIIOCOOHOCTh Teope-
TVYECKOr'0 MBIIIIJIEHNSI CO30aBaTh MaTePUIO Hay K
VI 1aBaTh 3BPVICTVIYECKVIE pe3ysIbTaThbl, OTTAa/IK/Ba-
ACh OT CAMOI'0 UMCTOTO MBIIIJIEH V.

baaeodapnocms. Iannoe uccaedobarue Boinoa-
HeHo npu noddepxxe PODU, npoexm Ne 19-011-
00302a «Temnopaivhvie pasmoiuienus 6 pycckoul
purocopuu XIX—XX 66.: onvim pexoncmpyxkuyuu u
aKmMyasu3ayus».
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6. Conclusion

The natural sciences at the time of the
neo-Kantians used a different space-time para-
digm than Kant in his time. However, this new
paradigm was achieved thanks to Kant’s cri-
tique in which space and time were inseparably
linked with the work of the cognising subject.
This, Lapshin (1906, pp. 166-167) writes, “re-
vealed their inseparable logical correlation:
relativism replaces absolutism of concepts”.
Cohen and Lapshin had a common epistemo-
logical task: promoting Kant’s cause through
critique of contemporary empirical philoso-
phy of science which claimed a monopoly in
explaining the mechanisms of the growth of
scientific knowledge; and developing a funda-
mental conceptual framework of knowledge
which, in a new non-classical rationality, makes
it possible to construct research objects and en-
ables theoretical thinking to create the matter of
science and deliver heuristic results proceeding
from pure thinking itself.
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