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ARTICLES

OMAOCODH A KAHTA

YAOK 141.21

KAHT B CIIOPE C KPY3MAHIIAMUA
OB OIITUMWU3ME!

A.H. Kpyea06*

B Oannoii cmamve, 3a6epuiaioujeti 08yxuacmubLil Yuxa o npo-
oseme onmumusma 6 mpydax Kawma, nodpobro pasbuparomcs
apeymermyl kpysuanyeb A. @. Paiinxapda u Il. Betimana npomub
OeticmbumensHoeo MUpa Kax HauAy4uie2o us Geex 603MOKHLIX U 6
10463Y OelicmBUmMeAbH020 MUpA Kak 00HO20 U3 XOPOULUX, KOHIMpap-
eymermut Kanma 6 ueproBuix nabpockax cepedurvi 50-x ee. XVIII 6.
u 6 «Onvime Hekomopbix paccysxoeHuil 06 onmumusme» (1759), a
matke dasbHeriuiue nosemuyeckue 8uinadst no smot meme 6 adpec
Kanma co cmoponwt 1. Beiimana 6 pabomax 1759 — 1760 ee. Ilpo-
caexubaemcs 36oaroyun 63242006 Kanma wa onmumusm ¢ cepedu-
Hot 00 konya 50-x ee. XVIII 8., 3axaiouabuiasca 6 mom, umo mo
NOHAMUE U3 XAPAKIMePUCTNUKI HENpUeMAeMOT 6 HeKOmopbIX O
nowenuax nosuyuu I. B. Jleitbnuya 8 «Teoduyee» cmanoBumcs cod-
cmbenno xanmobexkum. Ipomubruxom maxoi nosuyuu 01a Kanma
De30mHOCUMEAbHO K PeSOHAHCHbIM couunenuam Boavmepa no no-
Bo0y semaempacenus 6 Jluccabone oxasvibaemcs cobupamenvHblil
obpas kpysuaryeb (Xp. A. Kpysuii, A. @. Paiinxapo, 1. Betiman u
0p.), doBedennviii 8 psde mesucod do kapukamyprocmu. Ha ocrobe
nosemuku Beiimana ¢ Kanmom noxasaro, umo pannut Kanm 6 do-
Kkpumuteckutl nepuod pasdeasa yoexoenus 6 cpepe npaxmuueckorl
usocopuy, paduKaibHo nepecMompenuvie UM 6 Kpumuueckui
nepuoo, a umerHo o cBobode u uesoBeneckom docmourcmbe. 3abe-
domas npedBzamocms bosbtuurcmba Kkanmobedod k kanmoBckum
npomuBHukam He nosbossia ybudems 0b0CHOBAHHOCTL KPUMUKL
Beimarom uenopupoBanus Kanmom npobaemsl c60600bt Ha npume-
pe pasautenus c6o600vt npomubopeuus (libertas contradictionis)
u cBoboost npomubonosoxnocmu (libertas contrarietatis), umo,
Beposimto, 8 kaxoi-mo mepe 3amemua cam Kanm, omrasabuiutics
nocae 1759 . kak om camoz0 mepmMuHa «onmumMusm», max u — 6
no3oHue 2006l — ¢paxmuvecku om cBoeeo panreeo «Onvima Hexo-
MOpbIX PaCCYKOeHUTl 06 onmumusme».

KaroueBoie caroba: Kanm, xpysuanyw, A.®D. Patinxapo,
JI. Betiman, onmumusm, HAUAYHUUT Mup u3 6cex B03moxHbix,
meoouyes.

Kpy3uaHIIbI 0 Mype He HavTyJIeM:
A. ®@. Pantaxapa u 1. Beniman

KonkypcHoe counnenme Aponbda Ppuapuxa ¢poH
Pavtaxaprma (1728 —1783) B IIeHTpaJIbHBIX ITOJIOXKEHW-
sIX LIeJIMKOM 3aBUCUT OT MeTadpmsmky XpucTraHa AB-

! VccremoBadvie BBITTOJIHEHO ITpu nopgiepxke PODVI, mpoekT
Ne16-24-49004-OI'H, u sBnsteTcss mpopoipkeHmeM cratbius: Kpy-
2106 A.H. TTpobrnema ontrmmsma y KaHTa: BOSHMKHOBEHVIE CIIO-
pa // Karrosckui cbopumk. 2018. T. 37, Nel. C. 9—24.

> Poccuvickuit rocygapcTBeHHBIVI TyMaHUTaPHBIVI YHUBEPCU-
TeT, prtocodpekmit dakynbret, 125993, Poccuss, Mocksa, Mu-
yccKasl TUTOIIIazp, 6.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 22.12.2017 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-2-1

© Kpyrmos A. H., 2018

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

KANT AND THE CRUSIANS
IN THE DEBATE ON OPTIMISM!

A.N. Krouglov?

In this article, which completes a two-part series on the prob-

lem of optimism in Kant’s works, I explore in detail the arguments
advanced by the Crusians A.F. Reinhard and D. Weymann
against the actual world as the best of all possible worlds and in
favour of the actual world as one of the good worlds, Kant’s coun-
terarguments put forward in the mid-1750s drafts and in An At-
tempt at Some Reflections on Optimism (1759), and further
polemical attacks on this topic against Kant by D. Weymann in
his works of 1759 —1760. I trace the evolution of Kant's views
on optimism from the mid- to the late-1750s, when this concept
— once characteristic of the partly unacceptable position that
G.W. Leibniz defended in the Theodicy — came to describe
Kant’s own views. Leaving aside Voltaire’s resonating works
on the Lisbon earthquake, the generic opponent to Kant’s posi-
tion is an amalgam of Crusians (C. A. Crusius, A.F. Reinhard,
D. Weymann, and others), reduced to a caricature with regards to
certain theses. I address Weymann'’s polemic with Kant to show
that, in the pre-critical period, the early Kant advocated beliefs
in sphere of practical philosophy that he later radically changed
in the critical period, in particular those with regards to freedom
and human dignity. The obvious bias of most Kantian scholars
against Kant’s opponents prevented researchers from seeing the
validity of Weymann's criticism of Kant for ignoring the problem
of freedom. To prove his point, Weymann addressed the differ-
ence between the freedom of contradiction (libertas contradic-
tionis) and the freedom of contrariety (libertas contrarietatis).
Apparently, Kant himself noticed to a certain degree the validity
of Weymann'’s criticism, since, after 1759, he abandoned the term
“optimism” and, in his later years, distanced himself from his
early work An Attempt at Some Reflections on Optimism.

Keywords: Kant, Crusians, A.F. Reinhard, D. Weymann,
optimism, best of all possible worlds, theodicy.

The Crusians on Not the Best of All Worlds:
A.F. Reinhard and D. Weymann

The central positions of Adolf Friedrich von
Reinhard’s prize essay (1728 —1783) entirely depend on
Christian August Crusius’s (1715—1775) metaphysics,
although it contains practically no direct references to

! This study, supported by the Russian Foundation for Basic
Research within project no. 16-24-49004-OGN, is a follow-up to
the article: A.N. Krouglov, Kant and the Problem of Optimism:
The Origin of the Debate. Kantian Journal, 37 (1), 2018, pp. 9-24.
2 Russian State University for the Humanities, Faculty of
Philosophy, 6 Miusskaya Square, Moscow, 125993, Russia.
Received: 22.12.2017.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-2-1

© Krouglov A.N., 2018
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A H. Kpyraos

rycra Kpysua (1715—1775), xoTs mpsiMble CCBUIKM Ha
ero TpakTaTel B pabore PavHxapia HpakTU4ecKn He
BcTpevarorcst. OmpenerieHHOe cBoeoOpasue en IIpuia-
eT coroctasiieHne Asrekcanzpa IToyma (1688 —1744) n
T'otrdpuna Buierestbma Jleribumia (1646 —1716), otcyT-
CTBYyIOIIIee IT0 IIOHATHBIM IpyavHaM Y Kpysmus, a Taxke
COCTaBJIEHHBIVI aBTOPOM JOBOJIBHO OOIIVPHBIVI CIIVICOK
IPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHBIX ~ YTBEPXXIE€HWUN CTOPOHHWUKOB WU
MPOTMBHMKOB ONTMMI3Ma (IIOCIIEOTHVIM CHUMIIATU3UPY-
eT 1 caM aBTOp). XoTs PartHxap, Ha IIepBbIV B3IJIAM, 1
BBIZIeJIsIeT HEKOTOPbIe CYIIleCTBeHHbBIE Pa3yIdms MeXIy
IToymom m JlemtOHMIIEM — TaK, aHIJIMVICKWUVL IIO3T IIO-
myckaer ceoOony bora B HaMBBICIIIEM CMBICIIE, TO €CThb
«bespasmune paBHOBecus» (equilibre), B To Bpemst kak
HeMelkuy prtocod TakoBoe oTpunaer (cM.: Reinhard,
1757, S. 13), — B KOHIIe KOHIIOB ITOOeIMTeTh KOHKYPCa
MIPVIXOOWT BCe Xe K BBIBOILY O TOM, UTO B 11eJIOM 00a OHM
YTBEPXKHIAIOT OIHO 1 TO Xe: «To, ueMy yuwmt 3peck [loyn,
eCTh He YTO MHoe Kak Jlenbnuyed ontvimmsM. .. Her Hu-
Kakoro pa3mmams. To4HO Takom ke CMBICJI, TOYHO Ta-
Kvie >Ke IIOHSTVISL, TOYHO TaKas JKe HaydHas CUCTeMa»
(Reinhard, 1757, S. 9). B aTomn cBsisu Pantaxapp, peraer
OO poOHO pa3bsACHUTD U CaMO yUeHe 00 ONTiMM3Me:

DTOT MUP SBJISIETCS HAVUTYYIIIM U3 BCEX BO3MOX-
HBIX. DTa CBA3b, 9TOT IIOPSIOK, STO JOCTOVIHOE BOCXM-
IIIeHVs] CIIeIUIeHNe BCeX YacTev, 3 KOTOPBIX COCTOUT
3TOT MUP, CyThb HaMCOBEPIIIEHHEVIIIINE; B TAKOV Mepe,
yTO ecyIM OBl 3aX0Te/IV B OTOM M3MEHWUTD JIaXke camoe
He3Ha4uTeJIbHOe, TO MUP B I1eJI0OM He ObUT ObI TaKMM Xe
COBepIIIeHHBIM, Kak ITpexre. [laxe 3710 TakKe ITpUHa/-
JIeXNT HawiyuiiieMy Mupy. OHO ecTb JmboO CpencTBo,
b0 HEeyCTpaHVMOe yCJIoBUe OecKOHeYHO MHOTOTO
xopolirero, 6e3 KOTOPOro 3TOT MUP HaBHO He ObUI OBl
TaKVIM COBEpIIeHHBIM Kak IIpexxpae. [To aTton npmunae
KaXmgasi oThesnbHas Bewlp (individu), xoTopast cocto-
WT B CBS3V MUpa, He MOXeT oOyIaiaTh HYI MEHBIIM,
HY OOJIBIINM COBEPIIEHCTBOM, HEXEJIV TO, KOTOPBIM
OHa JIeVICTBUTEIILHO 00Js1ajaeT, 6e3 Toro yroObl He Ha-
PYLINUTE CYIIECTBEHHBIV IOPSIOK COBEPIIEHHEVIIIIErO
mmpa. ITosTomy OpuI0 GBI HECypasHO JKeJlaTh M3MEeHWTh
COCTOSIHVIE OTHEJTLHOV BEIIV, TIOCKOJIBKY 3TO O3HaYasIo
ObI KaK pa3 OMPOKMHYTH MOPSIOK, 00ecTIeunBaroIIy
HanOoJslee BO3MOXKHOE COBEPIIIEHCTBO. DTO €CTh OITH-
MWM3M, 3TO ecThb Hay4Has cuctema [loyna w Jleibnuya
(Reinhard, 1757, S. 9—10).

Cornacro Paraxapmy, «cvicTeMa HavoTy 9IIiero Mupa»
OIIMpaeTcss Ha IBa OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOINIX YTBEPIKIEeHVSL
Bo-mepBbIX, Cpey BceX BO3MOXHBIX MUPOB CYIIIECTBY-
€T COBepIIeHHEeVIINI MUP, IIOCKOJIBKY B IIPOTMBHOM
CJIydae, TO eCTh TPV CYIIIeCTBOBaHMM HECKOTBKVIX VTN
MHOTVIX OfITHAKOBO COBEPITIEHHBIX MVIPOB, HEBO3MOXXHO
6bUT0 OBI YKa3aTh Ha Ty HPWUMHY, KOTopas Iodyavria
bora mpenrouects AEVICTBUTEIIbHBII MUP OCTaJIbHBIM
MupaM. Bo-BTOpbIX, IMEHHO Halll IeVICTBUTEIILHBIN MUP
VI SIBJISIETCS TeM CaMbIM HalUIydIM, KOTOPEIVI bor BBI-
Opas1 1 He Mor He BBIOpaTh B CIUIy CBOErO HAMBBICIIIETO
cosepineHcTBa (cM.: Reinhard, 1757, S. 28).

the latter’s treatises. A comparison between Alexander
Pope (1688 —1744) and Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646 —
1716), which could not have been drawn by Crusius due
to obvious reasons, and a comprehensive list of contrary
statements made by proponents and opponents of opti-
mism — the latter enjoying Reinhard’s support — add
distinctiveness to the essay. Whereas, at first glance,
Reinhard emphasises certain substantial differences be-
tween Pope and Leibniz — the English poet accepts the
freedom of God in the highest sense, i.e., the “indifference
of equilibrium” (equilibre), whereas the German philos-
opher denies it (see Reinhard, 1757, p. 8) — the winner
of the competition concludes that both authors assert
the same: “What Pope teaches here is nothing else than
Leibnizian optimism [...]. There is no difference. Exactly
the same meaning, exactly the same concepts, exactly the
same doctrinal edifice.”® In this regard, Reinhard goes on
to explain in detail the very doctrine of optimism:

This world is the best of all possible ones. This arrange-
ment, this order, this admirable cohesion of all the parts,
of which this world consists, is by far the most perfect of
all the possible ones; so that if one wanted to change the
slightest part of it, the world overall would not be as per-
fect as it was before. Even evil belongs to the best world.
It is either a means or an inevitable condition for the in-
finitely great good, without which this world would not
be any longer as perfect as it is. For this very reason, each
individual thing (individu) that is part of the arrangement
of the world can have no more and no less perfection than
it actually has without disturbing the essential order of the
perfectest world. Thus, it would be nonsensical to desire
to change the state of an individual thing, for this would
mean as much as to desire to overthrow the order, which
constitutes the greatest possible perfection. This is opti-
mismy; this is the Popian and Leibnizian doctrinal edifice.*

According to Reinhard, the “system of the best world”
rests on two basic assertions. First, among all possible
worlds, there is a most perfect world. Otherwise, i.e., if

3 “Was Pope hier lehret, ist nichts anders als der Leibnizische
Optimismus [...]. Es ist kein Unterschied, eben der Verstand, eben
die Begriffe, eben das Lehr-Gebdude” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 9).

* “Diese Welt ist von allen moglichen die befite. Diese
Verbindung, diese Ordnung, dieser bewundernswiirdige
Zusammenhang aller Theile, woraus diese Welt bestehet,
ist die allervollkommenste, die moglich ist; dergestalt, daf3
wen man nur das geringste daran abandern wollte, die Welt
im Ganzen betrachtet, nicht so vollkommen seyn wiirde als
vorher. Selbst die Uebel also gehoren zur befiten Welt. Diese
sind entweder Mittel, oder unvermeidliche Bedingungen,
von unendlich vielem Guten, ohne welches diese Welt lange
nicht so vollkommen seyn wiirde, als sie ist. Aus eben diesem
Grunde, kan ein jedes einzelnes Ding, (individu) welches in
die Verbindung der Welt gehoret, nicht mehr nicht weniger
Vollkommenheit, als es wiirklich hat, besitzen, ohne die
wesentliche Ordnung der vollkommensten Welt zu storen. Es
wire daher ungereimt, den Zustand eines einzelnen Dinges
andern wollen, weil dieses eben so viel heisse, als die Ordnung,
welche die grosseste mogliche Vollkommenheit ausmachet,
umstossen. Das ist der Optimismus; das ist das Popische und
Leibnizische Lehr-Gebdude” (Reinhard, 1757, pp. 9-10).
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C TOUKM 3peHust JaJIbHEVIIIEV ITOJIEMVKV Kan-
Ta IJIaBHBIMM OKAas3bIBAIOTCS, IIOXKaJIyVl, pacCyKIeHVIsd
PartHxapra 0 peaJIbHOCTM ¥ COBEpIIEHCTBe IeVICTBU-
TeJIbHOTO MuMpa. Eciv Iof BBICIIMM COBEpPIIIEHCTBOM
IOHMMAaeTCsl peaJlbHOCTh, TO 3TO O3Ha4aeT, 4To JeM-
CTBUTEJIBHBINI MUP JOJDKEH OXBaThIBaTh B ceDe CTOIIb-
KO peaJIbHOCTM, CKOJIBKO HVI OIMH OPYTOV BO3MOXKHBIV
Mup. OpgHako PaviHxapp He MOXeT YIOBJIETBOPUTHCSH
TIOHSTVEM peasTbHOCTV BOODIIe M KejlaeT ee KOHKpe-
TU3UPOBaTh, OOPATUBIIVICE K OIIpefieJIeHHBIM TJIaBHBIM
KOHEYHBIM IeJIIM, KOTOpble CileflyeT IIpefrioyiaratb B
KauecTBe OCHOBaHMS BCeX COBEpPIIeHCTB: «Kak MOXHO
yTBepXIlaTh, OyIITO OfVIH MUP BOOOIIe MOXeT OXBaThbl-
BaTh B cebe OomIbIIIe peaTkHOCTHM, HEXeNU BCe pyTie?
Beskuin Mup ecTb cucTeMa KOHEUHBIX Bellell: TaKoBas
sIBHBIM 0Opa3oM TpebyeT, 4ToObI OfHa YacTh Oblla orpa-
HMYeHa JIPyToy U YTOOBI BCAKOe KOHeYHOe COBepIIIeH-
CTBO B TO Xe BpeMsi coflepXXajlo B ceOe oIrpesieJleHHbIe
JIAIIeHMs. Y OTPUIIaHMs OIpefie/leHHbIX pealbHOCTeV»
(Reinhard, 1757, S. 31; cp. Takke paHIIy3CKUII OpU-
ruHar: Reinhard, 1755, p. 32). ITpu nHamruum xe Oec-
KOHEYHOIO MHOXECTBa BO3MOXHBIX MUPOB, KaXKIIbIV
73 KOTOPBIX IIPeIICTaBIITeT COOOM CMCTeMY KOHEUHBIX
COBepIIIEHCTB, BO3HMKaeT Bompoc: «[louemy xe ommH-
€IVHCTBEHHBIVI MVP JOJLKEH cofepKaThb B cebe Ooribliie
peaJIbHOCTeVI, HeXKeJlM Bce ocTaslbHBEIe? B mpyrom mupe
VIMEIOTCs MHBIe peaIbHOCTM, KOM OTCYTCTBYIOT B 3TOM,
TaK IToUeMy ke, TaKuM oOpa3oM, CyMMa OXBaueHHBIX B
IBYX Pas/IMUHBIX MVpax peaJbHOCTell He MOXeT ObITh
onvHaKoBom? [IBe CyMMBI MOTYT OBITh OVIHAKOBBIMI,
HeCMOTps Ha pasHmIly uacTeil. [IBa psija MOTYT OBITh
OJIMHAKOBLIMM HeCMOTPSI Ha TO, UTO VX YacTU HaXO[AT-
sl B COBEPIITeHHO pasHov mporpeccun» (Reinhard, 1757,
S. 31). Beixonm M3 maHHOTO 3aTpyOHEHMS CTOPOHHMKM
onTUMM3Ma MOTYT yCMOTpeTh, o MbIcyiu PaviHxapra,
TOJILKO JIMIIIL B OercTse B CTOPOHY IieJieii, KOTOpble 1
O3HauaM OBl COBEpITIeHCTBO AEVICTBUTEITHHOIO MMpa.
TeM caMbIM OHUM yTBEPXKHAIOT, UTO «3Ta CHUCTEMa IieJlent
VI CPeJICTB, U3 Yero M COCTOUT HawIydimii Mup, 1) co-
JIepXWUT 11eIu, HauOoslee HOCTOVHBIE COBEpPIIEeHCTBa
bora, 2) sTm menm pocTuraloTcsi coBepIIeHHeVIIVIMM
cpeacTBamy, 3) STOT MUP CJIy4aeTcs B BBICIIEN CTelleHN
cosepieHcTsa» (Reinhard, 1757, S. 31).

Konrpapryments! xe Pavinxapna takosbl. Bo-riep-
BBIX, eC/IVi KOHeUHble 11eJIM HOCAT OOIINI 1 Heollperie-
JIEHHBIVI XapakKTep, TO MX YTOUHEeHMe MOXeT OCYIIecT-
BJISITBCSL Pas3IMIHBIMM CIIOCOOaMM, JIS 9ero, COOTBeT-
CTBEHHO, CTOJIb K€ XOPOIIO MOTYT IOAXOAUThH caMble
pasHble Mypbl. Eciin e 1em ¢ caMoro Haydasia JieTalb-
HO OITpefiesIeHbl, TO BO3HMKaeT BOIIPOC: B 4eM e COCTO-
VT VX HauOOJIbINas JOCTOVHOCTh coBepIlieHcTBa bora?
Ecrin peun mmeT o TOM, UTO HeKasl CTaBIIasl HeVICTBU-
TeJIPHOCTBIO CHCTeMa IieJIell OXBaThIBaeT B cebe Gosiblire
peaJIbHOCTeVI, HeXXeJIy Bee IPYyTvie, TO 3TO KaK pas3 U eCTh
TO, uTO PartHxapy, cunraeT HeBO3MOXHBIM: «Pasjirunble
eIV perioaraloT TakKe U pas3jIndHble peaIbHOCTIA.

there were several or many equally perfect worlds, it
would be impossible to identify the reason that impelled
God to prefer the actual world to all the other worlds. Sec-
ond, it is our actual world that is the very best that God
chose, and He could not have chosen otherwise given His
highest perfection (see Reinhard, 1757, p. 28).

From the perspective of Kant’s polemic, the key is
perhaps Reinhard’s reflection on the reality and perfec-
tion of the actual world. If supreme perfection is under-
stood as reality, this means that the actual world has to
contain more reality than any other possible world. How-
ever, Reinhard cannot be satisfied with the concept of
reality in general and wants to make it more specific by
referring to the main ultimate ends that should be pre-
supposed as foundations for all perfections: “How can
one assert that a world could contain more reality than
the other worlds? Each world is a system of finite things:
such a system explicitly requires that one part be limited
by the other and that each finite perfection, at the same
time, contains certain deprivations and negations of cer-
tain realities.”® If there is an infinite set of possible worlds,
each of which is a system of finite perfections, the ques-
tion arises: “Why should one world contain more realities
than all the others? In another world there are realities
that could not take place in this one. So why the entire
sums of reality contained in two different worlds cannot
be equal? Two sums can be equal to each other despite the
difference of their parts. Two series can be equal, even if
their parts are in a completely different progression (pro-
gression).”® The advocates of optimism may find a solu-
tion to this problem, Reinhard believes, only in fleeing to
the realm of ends, which would suggest the perfection of
the actual world. They thereby claim that “this system of
ends and means, of which the best world consists 1) con-
tains ends worthiest of the perfection of God; 2) that these
ends are achieved through the most perfect means; 3) that
this occurs at the highest degree of perfection.””

® “Und wie kann man behaupten, dafl eine Welt iiberhaupt
mehr Realitét, als alle andere in sich fassen konne? Eine jede
Welt ist ein System endlicher Dinge: ein solches erfordert
ausdriicklich, dafs ein Theil durch den andern begrinzet
sey, und daf jede endliche Vollkommenheit, zu gleicher Zeit
gewisse Beraubungen und Verneinungen gewisser Realitdten
in sich fasse” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 31; cf. the French original:
Reinhard, 1755, p. 32).

¢ “Warum sollte denn eine einzige Welt mehr Realitdten, als alle
andere enthalten? In einer andern Welt sind Realitdten, welche
in dieser nicht statt finden, warum sollten also die Summen
der in zwei unterschiedenen Welten begriffenen Realitdten
nicht gleich seyn konnen? Zwey Summen konnen einander,
der Verschiedenheit der Theile ohngeachtet, gleich seyn. Zwey
Reihen konnen gleich seyn, ohngeachtet ihre Theile in einer
ganz unterschiedenen Fortschreitung (progression) stehen”
(Reinhard, 1757, p. 31).

7 “...diese System von Zwecken und von Mitteln, woraus die
befite Welt bestehet, 1. die der Vollkommenheit Gottes wiirdigsten
Zwecke enthalte, 2. dafd diese Zwecke durch die vollkommenste
Mittel erfiillet werden, 3. daf} dieses in dem hochsten Grad der
Vollkommenheit geschehe” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 31).




A H. Kpyraos

Pa3Be He MOTYT pa3/IV4Hble eIMHCTBA O3HAYaTh OOMHA-
KoBBblIe uncia? Ecv e 11ej10 He B 4mcile peaIbHOCTEVL,
TO CKaXXKUTe MHe, KaKyIo e IIPUYINHY MOXHO ObUTO OBl
yKasaTb, 9TO OfTHa I1eJIb OoJIee IIOIXOIUT COBEPIIIEHCTBY
bora, nexxenmn Bce fgpyrue?» (Reinhard, 1757, S. 32). Ta-
KM 00pasoM, 3aTpyIHEHNS [IOSIBIISTIOTCS IIPYL aIlesuIs-
LMY KaK K 9MCITy peayIbHOCTEVI, TaK M K MX CBOVICTBaAM
¥ KadecTBaM. BO-BTOPBIX, eCii TYIMK BO3HVIKAeT IIpu
oOcy>XfeHNN meJleVi, HeT CMBICIIa OTHEeJIBHO 00CyXXIaTh
erie 1 cpencTsa. Vl HakOHeLl, B-TPeThIX, TOBOPUTH O CTe-
IIeHV COBEPIIEHCTBa IeVICTBUTEIIBHOIO MMpa II0 OTHO-
IIIEHNMIO K IPYIMM MypaM ObUIO OBl BO3MOXKHO, TOJIBKO
ecyvt ObI Bce IpyTe MIMeTTN TOUHO TaKie >Ke KOHeUHble
LIeJIVI, VIHa4de CpaBHeHVe TeTepOHOMHOIO ObUIO OBI ITO-
HpOCTy HeBO3MOXHO. Eciit ke TakoBas FOMOTE€HHOCTB
BCe XXe VMMeeT MeCTO, TO B JIIOOOM CJIydae caMO IIOHS-
TMe HaWMBBICIIEVI CTEIleHM IIPOTMBOPEUYMBO, MOO CTe-
IIeHb B J1I000€e BpeMsi MOXXKHO OBUIO OBI YBeIMYUTD (CM.:
Reinhard, 1757, S. 32 —33).

OrnpenenieHHO 0COOEHHOCTBIO 3TOrO TEKCTa II0
CpaBHEHMIO ¢ TpakKTraToM Kpysws, Hu pa3y HanpsaMmyio
PavisxapmoM He Ha3BaHHBIM, SIBJISIETCS JIVIID CIIOPaIi-
4JecKoe YIIOMIMHaHVe CBOOOIBI IIPOTMBOpeUNs U CBO-
0OmBl IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTYI, OTHOCUTEIIBHO KOTOPBIX
Parvirxapy 3amedaer:

TonbKo NPOM3BOIILHOMY [IEVICTBUIO BBICIIEVI CBO-
GonHovt Boyn Bora cienyeT mpummicars, 9To CyIIIeCTBY-
IOT KOHEeYHEIe Bely. /IMeHHO TakvM 00pa3oM JINIITh OT
3TOVI BBICIIIEV CBOOOJIBI 3aBVUCUT, KaKOVI CYIITHOCTU, Ka-
KOV BeJIMUVHe KOHEeUHBIX peaIbHOCTe, KaKOVi CHCTeMe
BeIleV, COEAVHEHHBIX B OIPeeIeHHOM BUIE, KaKOMY
KOHEYHOMY COBEPIIIEHCTBY OH 3aX04eT — WIN He 3a-
Xo4ueT — IpuaaTh OeCTBUTeIbHOCTb. CoBepIIIeHCTBO
MUupa IIpefrioyiaraeT oOIlpefe/IeHHbIe IV, CJIefloBa-
TeJIBHO, OT BBICIIIENI HEOIPaHMYEHHOV 00XXeCTBEeHHO
CBODOIIBI ITOJTHOCTBIO 3aBUICUT IIOJIaTaHVe OIperesieH-
HBIX 1IeJIeVl, KOTOPbIe COCTaBJIAIOT CYIIeCTBEHHOe CO-
BEPIIIEHCTBO MUPa, U OIIpefie/ieHVie BUa Vi BeJIMYVHbI
COBEPIIIEHCTBa, KOTOPbIe IOJDKHBI ObUIM MIMETh B HeM
mecto (Reinhard, 1757, S. 36).

Toukomn e nepeceuenusi ¢ Kpysuewm craia y Pavn-
xapa KpUTMKa TMIIOTETMYeCKOM HeoOXOmMMOCTH
mentbuMannes (cM.. Reinhard, 1757, S. 37)%, xaxk
pas-taku Havatasi Kpysmem (cm.: Crusius, 1753, § 125—
126, S. 207 —211; § 129, S. 217 —218).

3aBepiaeTcss KOHKypcHasi paboTa onvHHaAIATHIO
MapaMy TIOJIOKEHWVI, B KOTOPBIX TIOKJIOHHVKY YUeHUs
o HawtyureM Mmupe (cucteM Iloyma m JleniOnmira) mn
CTOPOHHUKM CVICTEMBI, OCHOBaHHOVI Ha HeorpaHWUeH-
Hov cBobopie bora (k HeV MpUMBIKaeT caM aBTOP), BbI-

* 1III. JlopeHI] canTaeT, 9TO MMEHHO Kpy3MaHCKas KPUTVUKa

pasiiaeHys abCOIOTHOV TMIIOTETIYIEeCKOI cBOOOMBI 1 o0Y-
mwia PariHxapzia K Iepexofiy ¢ BOJIb(MMAHCKMX Ha Kpy3naH-
ckue nosvmm (cm.: Lorenz, 1997, S. 170, Anm.).

Reinhard’s counterarguments are as follows. Firstly,
if the ultimate ends have a general and indeterminate
nature, then they can be made more specific by different
means, for which, therefore, very different worlds can be
equally suitable. If the ends are defined in detail from the
very beginning, the question arises: What is their greatest
worthiness with regards to the perfection of God? If the
case that a certain system of ends, which became actual,
comprises more realities than all the others do, this is ex-
actly what Reinhard considers impossible: “Different ends
presuppose different realities. Cannot distinct units make
up the same numbers? If what matters here is not the num-
ber of realities, can one tell me the reason in virtue of which
an end is more conform to the perfection of God than any
other?”® Therefore, complications arise both when appeal-
ing to the number of realities and to their properties and
qualities. Secondly, if a dead end is reached in the discus-
sion about ends, it makes no sense to discuss the means
separately. Thirdly, and finally, a discussion of the degree
of perfection of the actual world in relation to other worlds
would be possible only if all the other worlds had exactly
the same final ends. Otherwise, a heterogeneous compari-
son would simply be impossible. If, however, homogene-
ity does take place, then, in any case, the very notion of
the highest degree is inconsistent, for this degree could be
increased at any time (see Reinhard, 1757, pp. 32-33).

A distinctive feature of this text, in comparison to
Crusius’s treatise, to which Reinhard never refers directly,
is the sporadic mentions of freedom of contradiction and
freedom of contrariety, regarding which Reinhard writes:

It is only due to an arbitrary effect of the supreme
free will of God that finite things exist. In the same man-
ner, to which beings, to which quantity of finite realities,
to which system of things combined in a certain manner,
to which finite perfection he wishes to give or not to give
actuality also solely depends on this supreme freedom.
The perfection of the world presupposes certain deter-
minate ends; it thus wholly depends on the supreme di-
vine freedom to constitute these ends that must form the
essential perfection of the world, to determine the kind
and quantity of perfections that must enter into it.?

8 “Verschiedene Zwecke setzen, auch verschiedene Realititen
voraus. Kénnen nun unterschiedene Einheiten nicht gleiche
Zahlen ausmachen? Wenn es aber hier nicht auf die Zahl der
Realitdten ankommt, so sage man mir, welche Ursache konne
wol machen, dafi ein Zweck der Vollkommenheit Gottes
gemdsser wire, als alle andere?” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 32).

® “Nur einer willkiirlichen Wiirkung des hochsten freyen
Willens Gottes ist es zuzuschreiben, dafi endliche Dinge
existiren. Auf eben diese Weise, hingt es lediglich von dieser
hochsten Freyheit ab, welchem Wesen, welcher Grosse endlicher
Realitdten, welchem System von Dingen, so auf eine bestimmte
Art verkniipft sind, welcher endlichen Vollkommenheit er die
Wiirklichkeit gebe, oder nicht geben wolle. Die Vollkommenheit
der Welt setzet gewisse bestimmte Zwecke voraus; es hangt
folglich, génzlich, von der hochsten uneingeschrankten got-
tlichen Freyheit ab, gewisse Zwecke zu setzen, welche die
wesentliche Vollkommenheit der Welt ausmachen, und die Art
und Grofle der Vollkommenheit zu bestsimmen, welche da-
rinnen statt finden soll” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 36).
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CKa3bIBAIOT IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIE TOYKV 3PEHMS Ha OIHM
1 Te e BOIIPOCHL. B TeopeTideckoM 11aHe HEUTO HOBOE
nobapsisieT OAMH IIyHKT M3 3TOTO IIepedHsi, HeCKOJIbKO
IIPOSICHSTFOIIMVI OIIVICAHHYIO BBIIIIE ITO3VLIVIO PaﬁHxap—
ma. Ecm moswmimsl CTOpOHHMKOB yUeHMsl O JIydIlleM
MUpe IIperiosaraeT, YTo «Majleviiee M3MeHeHe OIIpo-
KVMHYJIO OBl HOPSAOK JIYUIIero Myipa  IpeBpaTusIo ero
B MeHee COBepIIeHHBIVI MUP», TO COOCTBEHHBIVI B3IJIS,
PavtHxapma M ero CTOPOHHMKOB IJIACUT: «DTa BCEOO-
mas CBsi3b HeloOKasyeMa. Belllb MoXeT IpeTepIieBaThb
0eCcKOHEeUHO MHOTI'O CIy4YalHBIX V3MEHEHWV, He MeHSI
TeM caMbIM cBoerl Hpupopsl. CoObITHS MOTIyT OBITH
Oe3pa3yINYHBI B OTHOIIIEHMM K OOXKECTBEHHBIM IIEJISIM»
(Reinhard, 1757, S. 45).

HeGompimrass mo obwemy muccepTanmst [laHmasis
Bermvana (1732—1795) «O Mupe He HawIydileM» He
sIBJIsIeTCsl KOHKYPCHOVI paboTov — OHa HalliicaHa depes
JeThIpe Tofla 1ocjle OObsBIIEHNS pe3ysIbTaToB KOHKYP-
ca v 3emsierpsicernst B JIuccabone?. OmHaxo mociesntee
COOBITMIE He HaXOOWT B AMCCepTaUMV IHPaKTUYecKu
HVKAKOI'0 OTpa’keHMsI, II09TOMY IIOIIbITKA VICTOJIKOBATh
3aMblIcesl BeriMaHa, OTTaJIKMBasiCh OT XapaKTEpHOIO
Has3BaHNS, TO eCTh TaKUM 00pa3oM, OyaTo 3emyieTpsice-
HIte B JInccaboHe ¢ 0YeBMIHOCTBHIO MPOIEMOHCTPIIPO-
BaJIO JIOKHOCTH Te3VCa O JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOM MMpe Kak
HawIy4IlleM V3 BO3MOXHBIX, a Ha caMOM fieJIe OH IUIOX,
IIOTPSA3 BO 3JIe M CTpaaHVsX, IIOJIHOCTBIO OIMOOYHa.
Counnenne nocssieHo Kpysuio, ¢ Hero ke HauMHa-
eTcs M MepBBIV Haparpad — OfHAKO, YOMBUTEIbHBIM
obpasoM, He c MeTapM3MKM, a C JIOTMKM, PaBHO KaK ¥ C
JIOTMKM ofHoro u3 yuurestent Kpysus, Anonbsda Opu-
npvxa Xoddmana (1703 —1741) (Weymann, 17596, § 1,
p- 1—2). ITomwmo Toro uto BeriMaH OTKpPBITO HeKIapm-
pyeT npuBepXeHHOCTh yueHwo Kpysust u mepexop o,
€ro BIIVISIHMEM Ha IIO3VILIVV MMpa He HawIydIllero, ero
OviccepTanys IIPOHNM3aHa SBHOVI IIOJIEMUKOV C Boirb-
dom 1 Bonedpmanamu (I'. b. buniduarep, @. Xp. bay-
MarviCcTep), OJHAKO CITeliaJIbHble KPUTIYECKVIE BbITIa/Ibl
HanpasjleHel B ctopoHy I'eopra ®puppuxa Maitepa
(1718 —1777). BonbdpmaHIIaM cpa3sy ke CTaBUTCS B BUHY
OTOXIeCTBJIEHMe 1100pa Wi OJIarocTit ¢ COBepIIleH-
crBoM (cM.: Weymann, 17596, § 3, p. 3).

B nmyxe xpy3marckon dprtocodrm Beriman mompas-
ZlesIsieT BOIIPOC O HaWIydIlleM Mype Ha [1Ba BO3MOXKHBIX
ToyikoBaHMA. COITIacCHO IIepBOMY, pedb WIET O TOM,
SIBJIeTCS JIVI MVP HaWIy4IINM B OTHOIIEHWM CBOEN
CYIITHOCTM, OOJIafasi BCeMM BO3MOXKHBIMV COBEpIIIeH-
crBamm? [ aToro, o BerimaHy, Mup goirkeH ObUT OB
OBbITh OECKOHEUHBIM, cofepKa B cebe Bce BO3MOXKHEIE CO-
BepIeHcTBa. Ecyi xe penionoxmTe, uro bor m3bpait
13 MHOTOT'O COBEpPIIEHHOIO HaVCOBEPIIIEHHEIIIee, TO B
OecKOHEUHOM IIporpecce MUp Bcera MOTr Obl oOpectm

¢ OmHa M3 pelLieH3U Ha AyiccepTalio BeriMaHa HauMHasIach
SI3BUTETbHBIMU crioBaMm: «Kénuecbepe. Criop o HawTydIreMm
MUpe JOKaTWIC TakKe 1 crofa» (Anonym, 1759, S. 883).

A common ground between Crusius and Reinhard
is the critique of the hypothetical necessity of the Leibni-
zians (see Reinhard, 1757, p. 37),!° which was initiated by
Crusius (see Crusius, 1753, §§ 125-126, pp. 207-211; § 129,
pp. 217-218).

The prize-winning essay concludes with eleven
pairs of statements expressing opposite points of view
on the same issues taken by the advocates of the doctrine
of the best world of Pope’s and Leibniz’s system and the
adherents of the system based on God’s unlimited free-
dom, to which Reinhard attached himself. Theoretical-
ly speaking, something new is introduced by one item
on the list, somewhat clarifying Reinhard’s above-de-
scribed position. Whereas the position of the advocates
of the doctrine of the best world implies that “the slight-
est change would overthrow the order of the best world
and produce a less perfect world,”" Reinhard’s own
view and that of his followers is as follows: “This uni-
versal concatenation cannot be proven. A thing can un-
dergo an inifinity of accidental changes without having
its nature altered. Events can be indifferent with respects
to divine ends.”*?

Daniel Weymann’s (1732—1795) short dissertation
De mundo non optimo (Concerning the World which is not
the Best) was not a prize essay. He wrote the treatise four
years after the publication of the competition results and
the Lisbon earthquake.”® However, the dissertation does
not give a detailed account of the latter event. Thus, at-
tempts to interpret Weymann's intention based on the ti-
tle, i.e., as if the Lisbon earthquake clearly demonstrated
the erroneousness of the thesis of the actual world as the
best of all possible ones and proved that the actual world
is bad, mired in evil and suffering, is completely mistak-
en. The work is dedicated to Crusius. The first paragraph
starts with a mention of him, although not, surprisingly,
of his metaphysics, but of his logic, as well as of the log-
ic of one of Crusius’s teachers, Adolf Friedrich Hoffman
(1703 —1741) (Weymann, 1759b, § 1, pp. 1-2). In addition
to the open declaration of adherence to Crusius’s teach-
ings and the transition, under his influence, to the posi-
tion that the world is not the best, Weymann’s disserta-
tion is permeated with open controversy with Wolff and
the Wolffians (G.B. Bilfinger, F.C. Baumeister), but the
principal target of Weymann’s critical attacks was Georg

10 S. Lorenz believes that the Crusian critique of the distinction
between absolute and hypothetical freedom encouraged
Reinhard to abandon Wolffianism in favour of a Crusian
position (see Lorenz, 1997, p. 170, footnote).

1 “ . .die geringste Verdnderung die Ordnung der befSten Welt
umstiirzen, und in eine weniger vollkommene Welt verdndern
wiirde” (Reinhard, 1757, p. 45).

2 “Diese allgemeine Verkniipfung steht nicht zu erweisen. Ein
Ding kann unendlich viele zufdllige Verdnderungen leiden,
ohne seine Natur dadurch zu édndern. Die Begebenheiten kon-
nen in Absicht auf die gottliche Zwecke gleichgiiltig seyn”
(Reinhard, 1757, p. 45).

3 One of the reviews of Weymann's thesis started with the caustic
words: “Konigsberg. The dispute of the best world has reached as
far,” cf. in German: “Konigsberg. Der Streit iiber die beste Welt hat
sich auch hieher gezogen” (Anonym., 1759, p. 883).
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erre OOJIBIITYIO CTEIIeHb COBepIeHCTBa (cM.: Weymann,
17596, § 7, p. 6). Ha Bo3paxeH1e 0 TOM, UTO C IIOBBIIIIe-
HMeM CTelleHM COBepIIeHCTBa M3MeHWIach Obl CyIIl-
HOCTb MUpa, BeliMaH oTBeuaeT: B pe3yJIbTaTe OCTaHETCs
BCe Ta )Xe caMasi CyOCTaHIINS, XOTsI, BO3MOXHO, U C IPY-
TVIMV JIOIIOJIHUTEJIBHBIMY aKuygeHamy. Ha gpyroe
BO3paKeHMe — O TOM, YTO ec/iv bor He BBIOpasI HawIyd-
LNV MUP, TO OH He SIBJIeTCs BCe3HAIOIIVM U HawIyd-
mmM, — BeriMaH 3aMedaeT: HaVIy 4V MUAp IIOIIPOCTY
HEBO3MOXKEH, a JeVICTBUTEILHBIVI MUP SIBJISI€TCS OYeHb
XOPOIIM MMPOM, HO He HawIyummM (cM.: Weymann,
17596, § 9, p. 10).

Bropoe TonkoOBaHME BOIpOCAa TaKOBO: SIBJISIETCS
JIVM MUP HawIy4IIMM B OTHOIIEHUW O00XKeCTBeHHBIX
Lesievt, Oyaydm cpeay BceX BO3MOXXHBIX MUPOB e€H-
CTBEHHBIM, B KOTOPOM OO0XKeCTBeHHBIE 1IeJIM JOCTUIa-
IOTCSL CaMbIM COBEpIIEHHBIM 00pasoM? BermaH oTpwm-
LIaeT HawIy4lllee COBIIajieHle IeVICTBUTeIbHOIO Mypa
¢ neramu bora, MOCKOJIBKY HeT HMKaKOTro IIPOTHUBOPe-
4V B DOIYIIeHNM, COITIACHO KOTOPOMY MHOTHE MVIPEI
paBHO3HAYHBI B OTHOmeHwM Lenent bora. Hapsamy
C 3TMM — W 3TO, TIOXaJIy¥l, caMoe IJIaBHOe — TaKas
eIVMHCTBEHHOCTh IIofiphiBajia OBl cBoOomy bora, 1o-
CKOJIBKY BBIOOP OIHOIO-eIMHCTBEHHOIO HavuIydllle-
ro He SBJIseTcs BBIOOpOM, MO0 MMeeTcs JIMIID OIVH
npenMeT a1t Beibopa. VM 3meck Benman anemmpyer
K msBectHOM «libertas contrarietatis» (cm.: Weymann,
17596, § 10, p. 13; § 12, p. 15).

HekoTopele crpaHHOCTM ImccepTaruy BerimaHa
COCTOSIT B TOM, YTO OH KPUTMKyeT Mariepa, ogHaKO
ccpUIaeTcsl IPM 3TOM Ha 4eTBEPTyIO ero 4acTb «Me-
Tadpmsukn» — «EcTecTBeHHYIO Teosiormio», a He Ha
«Kocmorornio», B KOTOpOW COmEpPKUTCS CIIeaIbHbIN
Pa3BEPHYTHIV pasfiesl O HaviIydIlecT AeVICTBUTEIbHO-
ro mupa (cM.: Meier, 1756, § 426 —470 «Von der besten
Welt», S. 240—311)°. Drto 0OBsICHSETCS, BEpPOSTHO,
TeM, 4TO I yOeXxmeHHOro meTncra BerimaHa vMeH-
HO B MaviepOBCKOVI TEOJIOIMV COIEpXXaInch Hambollee
HelpyieMJIeEMBIe [T er0 COOCTBEHHOVI TIO3UIINN YIIPEKN
B TOM, OyJITO MICTVIHHO BepYIOIIVV YeJIOBEeK He MOXeT He
NpV3HaBaTh II0JI0XKeHWe O HavIydIllecT JeVICTBUTe b
Horo Mupa (cM.: Meier, 1759, § 988, S. 316; § 990 «Diese
Welt ist die beste», S. 320)¢. Teosiormueckast COCTaBJISIIO-
mas B3MISIOOB BeriMaHa B errie OoJIbIIeit cTerreHmn mnpo-
SIBUTCS B TIOJIEMWYECKMX COYMHEHMSIX ITPOTUB KaHTOB-
CKOVI paboTBHI 00 OIITHMM3ME.

> CooTBercTByIoIIee W3jI0KeHMWe Yy XpucTmaHa Bombda
(1679 —1754) cymecrsenno samvgapHee (Wolff, 1751, § 982 —
988, S. 604 —610; cM. coxpalleHHbIV PyccKuit epesoz;: Borbd,
2001, c. 334—336).

¢ TlpuMmeuaTesIbHO TakKe, YTO BerimaH, kak u Paviaxapp, ymo-
MIHaeT O IpobJieMe TMIIOTETIYEeCKOV HeOOXOAMMOCTH (CM.:
Weymann, 17596, § 7, p. 5), omHako 0e3 BCAKMX CCBUIOK Ha
Martepa, y KoToporo oHa ObUla pa3paboTaHa B O4e€Hb YTOH-
YeHHOM BUjle MMeHHO B «MeTadmsnke» (cM. 06 sTom: Krou-

glov, 2015, S. 123 —142).

Friedrich Meier (1718 —1777). Right from the start, the
Wolffians were accused of identifying the good or good-
ness with perfection (see Weymann, 17596, § 3, p. 3).

In the spirit of the Crusian philosophy, Weymann di-
vides the question about the best world into two possible
interpretations. According to the first one, the question is
whether the world is the best with respects to its essence,
possessing all possible perfections. For this to be true,
Weymann maintains that a world would have to be in-
finite, containing all possible perfections. If one assumes
that God chose the most perfect from many perfect worlds,
then, through infinite progress, the world could always
reach an even higher degree of perfection (see Weymann,
1759b, § 7, p. 6). To the objection that a higher degree of per-
fection would change the essence of the world, Weymann
answers as follows: as a result, the same substance would
persist, although it might have additional accidents. To
another objection, namely that, if God did not choose the
best world, he would be neither omniscient nor the best,
Weymann remarks: the best world is simply impossible,
and the actual world is a very good world, although not
the best (see Weymann, 1759D, § 9, p. 10).

The second interpretation of the question is whether
the world is the best with regards to divine ends and the
only one among all the possible worlds, in which divine
ends are achieved in the most perfect manner. Weymann
denies the best suitability of the actual world for God's
ends, since there is no contradiction in the admission
that many worlds are equivalent with respects to God’s
ends. At the same time — and perhaps most important-
ly — such uniqueness would undermine God'’s freedom,
since the choice of the only best world is not a choice, for
there is only one thing to choose from. Here, Weymann
appeals to the well-known libertas contrarietatis (see Wey-
mann, 1759b, § 10, p. 13; § 12, p. 15).

An oddity of Weymann's dissertation is that he criti-
cises Meier and at the same time refers to the fourth part
of Meier’s Metaphysik — “The Natural Theology” (“Die
natiirliche Gottesgelahrtheit”) — rather than “Die Cosmo-
logie,” which contains an especially detailed section on the
bestness of the actual world (see Meier, 1756, §§ 426-470
“Von der besten Welt,” pp. 240-311)." The reason for this
is probably that, for Weymann, who is a convinced pi-
etist, Meier’s theology contained the most unacceptable
theses for his own position consisting in reproaching that
a true believer cannot fail to acknowledge the thesis of
the bestness of the actual world (see Meier, 1759, § 988,
p. 316; § 990 “Diese Welt ist die beste,” p. 320).> The theo-

1 Christian Wolff's (1679 —1754) relevant description is much
more lapidary (see Wolff, 1751, §§ 982-988, pp. 604-610).

5 It is also noteworthy that, similarly to Reinhard, Weymann
mentions the problem of hypothetical necessity (see Weymann,
1759b, § 7, p. 5). However, Reinhard never refers to Meier, who
developed this topic in a very exquisite manner in his Metaphysik
(see: Krouglov, 2015, pp. 123-142).
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A.N. Krouglov

Ha puccepranmo BerimaHa BBIIIO HECKOJIBKO pe-
LeH3UT1, ¥ VIX TOH, HECMOTPsI Ha TO UTO aBTOPHI pelleH-
3UM SIBJISUINCH CTOPOHHMKAMM OIITMMIM3Ma, PafiKaIbHO
pacxoamTcs ¢ KaHTOBCKMM IIO KpaviHevi Mepe B OLHOM
Borrpoce. OOBMHABITMYI BeviMaHa B «M3BeCTHOV Hec-
KpoMHOCTM»’ KaHT MOT, B YaCTHOCTW, IIPOYNUTATh B HUX:
«CKpOMHOCTB 1 TJIy0OKOe yBaskeHe, KoTophble oH [Beri-
MaH] II03BOJIIeT YCMOTPETh B €ro OTHOLIEHUM K IIPO-
TUBHMKaM, IIOHPaBIIIVICh HaM; V1, HABEPHOEe, ellle CoXpa-
HseTCd HafeX/a, YTO eCIM OH IIPWJIeXHO yIIIyomTcs
B VX COUMHEHWs, TO CHOBa BepHeTCS K HalwlydlleMy
Mupy» (Anonym, 1759, S. 885; cp. Taxke: Anonym, 1760,
S. 37—39). Agsokar Morauu I'eopr I'étnen B 1761 r.
TIaKe OITy OJTMKOBasl HECKOJIBKO HaMBHOE IT0JIEMITIeCcKOe
CcoOuMHeHMe INpOTVB AuccepTanyyu Berimana «[lokasa-
TeJIbCTBO, UTO O3TOT AEVICTBUTEIbHBIVI MUpP SBJIS€TCS
HaWIY4IVM 3 BCeX BO3MOXXHBIX, BMeCTe CO CTMXOTBO-
peHMeM O BBITEKAOIIEM W3 3TOV BEYHOW VICTUHBL Y-
IIIeBHOM CIIOKOVICTBUY, IIPOTUB TOCIIOAMHA KOHPEeKTopa
Bertvana m3 Kénurcbepra». CornacHo I'éTieny, «uc-
TUHHOe ydeHMe PpuIocodoB O HawIydllleM MUpe Ta-
KOBO: eyt ObI Bor, TOBOPSIT OHM, 3aX0OTeJI CO3aTh ellle
TBICSTYY JIPYTMX MUPOB, HU B OJTHOM M3 HMX BCe e He
ObUTO OBI CTOJIIBKO COBEPIIEHCTBA, KaK B HEVICTBUTEIIb-
HoM Mupe» (Gotzen, 1761, S. 4). B aToMm, ogHaKo, ¢ du-
stocodpaMyt coBHamarOT M OOBIUHBIE JIFOmM: «lak cygur
ecTeCcTBeHHBIV uesioBek!» (Gotzen, 1761, S. 4). ITpu sTom
I'étrien, Kak 3aTeM 1 KaHT, mpakTidecku HUKaK He BOC-
IPUHST paccyxaeHnus Bevivana o ceobope. Best morte-
MWMKa C VICCepTalIMel] CBeJlach CKOpee K OIIPaBIaHIO 1
00bsicHeHMIO (PaKTHUYeCcKy HaJIMYHOTO U IOJTBepK/a-
€MOro 371a I HeCOBepIIeHCTBa IeVICTBUTEIbHOTO MUpa.
Co ccpuikamu Ha «Teommrieto» JleviOumiia (JlenGrL,
1989, c. 137—138, 1, § 12) I'éT1reH noKas3bIBaeT, 4To OJIa-
Ty MUupa B IiejloM 6e3 COMHeHMs MOTYT CII0cOOCTBOBaThL
BOVIHBI, HeCUacTMs 1 BOOOIIe BCSIKOe 3710, XOTSI 9TO U
3By4mT cTpaHHO (cM.: Gotzen, 1761, S. 6). bor He MoXeT
OIHOBPEMEHHO VICIIOJIHUTD IPOTUBOPEUVBbIe JKeIaHs
CBOVIX TBOpeHMU; eciin e bor y omHOro uro-to Oeper
panu oOirero Gj1ara, TO BO3BpalllaeT eMy 3TO B IPYroM
orHomenun (cm.: Gotzen, 1761, S. 6—7). [Ipotus Te3n-
ca BerimaHa 0 HeCKOJIBKVIX OAVMHAKOBO XOPOIIVIX MVIpaXx
T'étmien BBIABUTAaET BO3pakeHVE B COOTBETCTBUM C PU-
stocodpment JlenbrMITA:

...BCSIKMV BO3MOXKHBIV MUP, KaK/M ObI OH HU ObUT,
IIOJDKeH coflepkaThb B cebe MeTadpm3mdecKme, MOpasIb-
Hble 1 dU3MIecKVie HECOBEPIIIEHCTBA, KaK 1 He MeHb-
IIlee YIVCII0 HECYACTHBIX CJTydaeB, TOIBKO C TOVI JIVIIIIb
pasHMIIel, 9YTO B OIHOM MWpe HaxomuTcs Oorbiiree,
a B JPYroM MeHBbIIlee YNMCIIO ITOIOOHBIX HecoBep-
LIEHCTB, IIOCKOJIBKY 10 3AKOHY Hepasiudumslx (principio
indiscernibilium) He MOXeT VIMETBCS IBYX COBEPITIEHHO
mo/100HbBIX Berent. [Io/KHO OBITh IOCTaTOYHOE OCHO-
BaHIe, TI0YeMy TOTTa MMEHHO 3TOT HaJTMIHBIV MWD,
" HVIKAKOVI [PYIoOw, CTaJl JAeVICTBUTEIbHBIM (Gétzen,
1761, S. 8).

7 Ilmcemo Uoranny lorxensdy JIvmmaepy ot 28.10.1759 r.
(AA10,S.19).

logical elements of Weymann's views will be even more
evident in his polemical writings against Kant’s works
on optimism.

There are several reviews of Weymann's disserta-
tion. Although all of them were authored by advocates
of optimism, the tenor of the reviews diverged radically
from the Kantian position, at least with respects to one
issue. Kant, who accused Weymann of “obvious impro-
priety” (Kant, 1999, p. 56; Br, AA 10, p. 19), could read
the following in one of these reviews: “The modesty
and deep respect that he [Weymann] shows towards
his opponents appeal to us. Probably, there is still hope
that he, if he studies their writings diligently, will once
again return to the best world.”*® In 1761, the lawyer
Johann Georg Gotzen published a somewhat naive po-
lemical work against Weymann's dissertation, entitled
“A proof that this actual world is the best of all possi-
ble ones, accompanied by a poem on the peace of mind
that ensues from this eternal truth, against Mr. Conrec-
tor Weymann from Konigsberg.” According to Gotzen,
“the true teaching of the philosophers about the best
world is as follows: if God, they say, had wanted to cre-
ate another thousand worlds, none of them would have
as much perfection as the actual world.”" In this, the
opinion of the philosophers coincides with that of com-
mon people: “This is the way the natural man judges!”*®
At the same time, Gotzen, just like Kant after him, paid
little heed to Weymann's reasoning on freedom. Rather,
the polemical attack on the dissertation resolved itself
into the justification and explanation of actually pres-
ent and confirmable evil and the imperfection of this
world. With references to Leibniz’s Theodicy (Leibniz,
1951, [I, § 12], p. 130), Gotzen proves that, as strange as
it may seem, wars, atrocities, and all sorts of evil may
be conducive to the welfare of the world as a whole (see
Gotzen, 1761, p. 6). God cannot simultaneously fulfil
the contradictory wishes of his creatures. If God takes
away something from someone for the sake of the com-
mon good, then what has been taken away is returned
in some different respect (see Gotzen, 1761, pp. 6-7).
Against Weymann's thesis according to which there are
several equally good worlds, Gétzen raises an objection
in accordance with Leibniz’s philosophy:

6 “Die Bescheidenheit und Hochachtung, die er gegen seine
Gegner blicken ldf3et, hat uns gefallen; und vielleicht ist noch
Hofnung da, daff er, wenn er deren Schriften fleiffig lieset,
wiederum in die beste Welt zurticke kehret” (Anonym., 1759,
p. 885; see also Anonym., 1760, pp. 37-39).

7 “Der wahre Verstand der Philosophen von der besten Welt
ist dieser: Wenn Gott noch tausend andere Welten, sagen sie,
hitte erschaffen wollen, so wiirden doch in keiner einzigen so
viele Vollkommenheiten anzutreffen gewesen seyn, als in der
gegenwartigen Welt” (Gotzen, 1761, p. 4).

8 “So urtheilt der natiirliche Mensch!” (Gétzen, 1761, p. 4).
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ITonmobHOEe ocHOBaHVE aBTOpP yCMaTpuBaeT, Kak U
KanT, B cTenensix cosepiiieHcTBa, a bor kak Myzaperiiiee
CYIIeCTBO BBIOVpaeT IeVICTBUTEIIBHBIV MVIP Ha 3TOV OC-
HoBe. 3aBepraeT ['€TIieH cBoe «1O0Ka3aTeIbCTBO» TIaTe-
TUYECKVUM CTVXOTBOpeHMeM: «To, uTo Hac mertaer Oetl-
cmbBumenvHo HeCOBEPIEeHHBIM / A He 1104bK0 Atulb 10 Bu-
oumocmu, / CliepBa cIIocoOCTBY€T, B ICTMHHOM CMEBICIIE, /
Hecuacturo m 31y. / OgHaKo ke s 3HAIO, YTO CTpaja-
Hue, / IIpu KOTOpOM My>KeCcTBO YacTO IIOJTHOCTBIO MeH:s
nokupaet, / Bee e erte npuHocuT ¢ cobomt / B yesom
Oosbliree copepireHCTBO» (Gotzen, 1761, S. 18).

O HaxajleHHOV OOCTaHOBKe B yHuBepcureTe Ké-
HurcOepra Ipw 3aIIyTe OMccepTanuu BeviMaHa cBue-
TEJIBCTBYeT 11 HeDOJIbIIIOe CTUXOTBOPEHVIe, HallICAaHHOe
YYacTHVKOM JVCITyTa IO HOBONY «IIPVHSTUS dyKakKa»
BeriMaHa B psabl AJIBOEpTVMHBL I €My IIOCBAIIECHHOE:
«Te1 BEIOMpaem s Te3uc o HawryureMm Mupe / VYl ompo-
Bepraellb ero, KakvM ObI CVUIBHBIM OH HU ObUI», OHa-
KO, OyZydw IIpy 3TOM «OCMESTH ITOCTBITHOV 3aBVCTBIO»,
BCe XKe «KpY3UaHely, MOoKem cOeOUHAMbCA C KAKObIM 0YxXoM»
(Schlemdiller, 1759, S. [2], [3], [4]). ApyruM cBunmeTers-
cTBOM sBisgeTca nucbkMo Voranna I'eopra I'amana ot
26 oxTsi0pss 1759 1.:

«Marmcrp BevimaH ey THpoBaJt 31eck 0 Mupe He
HawTydlreM. 5 TOJIBKO 3arjISHYJI B €r0 AVCCepTalliIo,
y MeH:I ITpOTIajIo )XeJlaHVe UUTaTh; s 3alllell B ayAuTo-
pUMIO, M1 y MeHs IPOIIaJIo JKeJlaHue CIIyIaTh. ...J'ocro-
nvH Mar[vcrp] KauT ObUT McHpoIleH IS ONIIOHVIPO-
BaHIs1, HO He IIOTepIIeJI 3TOTO; M K TOMY JKe OTHaJI B Iie-
4JaTh IIpUIJIAIIEeHe K CBOVIM JIEKIIMSIM 00 ONTMMM3ME. ..
51 ve moHmnMaro ero [KanTa] ocHOBaHMsL; ero xe osape-
HVSL CYTh CJIelTble IIeHKV, POKIeHHBIe CIIelalten co-
6axort®. Ecyii Ol orrpoBepiKeHMe CTOWIO 3aTpaYeHHbIX
yCuITuiL, To s OBI, TIOXKaJTyVi, 3aTpaTiil yCUIIVS, YTOOBI
HoH4Th ero» (Hamann, 1955, Ne 163, S. 425).

KaHT IpoTHB Kpy3uaHIleB

Opnako mpexpge dYeM IlepeliTM K KaHTOBCKOMY
HNpUIJIAMIEeHNIO K JIeKuysaM 1759 r., HeoOxomymo Kpat-
KO OXapaKTepw30BaTh €ro IO3UINIO IO ONTUMWU3MY B
4epHOBBIX HaOpockax B CBsI3M C KOHKypcoMm bepimH-
ckom axagemuyu Hayk. Ilepsast m3 Tpex pedpekcuii,
nox, HoMepoMm 3703, He MMerolIas HasBaHWMs, cCOmIep-
KT pasmbiiuieHns Kanrta Hax TeM, KTo B Mupe Ooiee
CYaCT/IVIB: ,I[O6PO,ZLETEJ'H>HI>IT71 Wi nopquHﬂ? Morsomon
MBICJIUTEIb CKJIOHSIETCS K TOMY, YTO Hdake POIIIYIIVIA
)IOGPO,HETGHBHBIVI B JIEVICTBUTEIIbHOCTU OJOBOJIbHEE
CBOVIM IIOJIOXKeHVIEM, YeM OH JIyMaeT, 3710 e, KOTopoe
€ro HacTUTaeT B MUpe, KacaeTcsl He ero modpomererty,
a sABJISeTCs TaKVM CBOVICTBOM, KOTOpOe IPUCYIlle BceM
110 BceoOmmM 3akoHaM. «IlomHHag 11eHa moOpomeTe-

8 TaMaH OOBIrpBIBaeT Ha HEMELIKOM JIATMHCKYIO IIOCIIOBULLY
«Canis festinans parit caecos catulos» — «Crermarasi cobaka
CJIEITBIX IIIEHKOB POXKaeT».

...any possible world, whatever it may be, must
contain metaphysical, moral, and physical imperfec-
tions, and as few misfortunes as it must contain, with
the only difference that in one world there will be more,
and in the other there will be fewer such imperfections,
because, according to the principle of the identity of in-
discernibles (principio indiscernibilium), there cannot be
two completely identical things. Now, there must be a
sufficient reason why the actual world, and no other, has
become actual.”

Like Kant, Gotzen finds such a reason in the degrees
of perfection, and considers that God, as the wisest be-
ing, chooses the actual world in accordance with this rea-
son. The author concludes his “proof” with an expressive
poem: “That which makes us really imperfect, / And not
only in appearance, / Will first be taken in the true sense,
/ in the sense of misfortune and of evil. / But now I know
that suffering, / Through which courage often fails com-
pletely, / Yet to greater perfections, / On the whole, still
brings to.”%

An evidence of the tense atmosphere that prevailed
at the University of Konigsberg when Weymann was
defending his dissertation is a short poem about “the ad-
mittance of the stranger” Weymann into the ranks of the
Albertina. The poem, written by a participant in the de-
bate, was dedicated to the author of the dissertation: “You
chose the thesis of the best world / And refute it, no mat-
ter how strong it grows,”? but however, being “mocked
with shameful envy,”? “a Crusianer can [nevertheless]
ally himself with every spirit.”® Another evidence is a letter
from Johann Georg Hamann (1730 —1788):

Master Weymann disputed here de mundo non opti-
mo. I only looked into his dissertation, and I lost all desire
to read it; I went to the auditorium and I lost all desire to
hear it [...]. Master Kant was asked to oppose, but he re-
fused; and he printed instead an invitation for his lecture
on optimism [...]. I do not understand his reasons, but

19 “ . .eine jede mogliche Welt, sie mag beschaffen seyn, wie
sie will, metaphysische, moralische und physische Unvoll-
kommenheiten, wie nicht weniger Ungliicksfille, in sich
enthalten mufs, nur mit dem Unterschied, dass sich in der
einen Welt mehrere, und in der andern wenigere dergleichen
Unvollkommenheiten finden werden, weil es nicht zwey
ganz vollkommen &hnliche Dinge, nach dem Satz des Nicht zu
unterscheidenden (principio indiscernibilium) geben kann. Nun
muf ein hinreichender Grund vorhanden seyn, warum denn
eben diese gegenwirtige Welt, und keine andre, wiirklich
worden ist” (Gotzen, 1761, p. 8).

2 “Das, was uns wiirklich unvollkommen, / Und nicht nur
blos, dem Schein nach, machet, / Wird erst, im wahren Sinn
genommen, / Fiir Ungliick und fiir Bos geacht. / Nun weif$ ich
aber, daf$ ein Leiden, / Bei dem der Muth oft ganzlich sinkt, /
Doch grosere Vollkommenheiten, / Im Ganzen, noch zuwegen
bringt” (Gotzen, 1761, p. 18).

2 “Du wéhlst den Satz der besten Welt, / Und wiederlegest
ihn, so stark er auch geworden” (Schlemiiller, 1759, p. [2]).

2 “ .. Von sproder Eifersucht verhont...” (ibid., p. [3]).

# “... Ein Crusianer kann sich jeden Geist verbinden...” (ibid., p. [4]).
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7V ecTh BHyTpeHHee cTIOKovicTBMe ayrm» (Refl. 3703,
AA 17, 5. 230), a cuacTbe HaIIpsIMYIO 3aBVUCUT OT JIIOOBU
B XPVICTMAHCKOM Iy Xe.

Bropas, Hanbosee obipHast pedpiieKcus HOCUT 3a-
rmasue «Habpocok onmumusma» vi viMeeT ps IIOA3aro-
JIOBKOB. VIMEHHO 37ech MBI BCTpedaeM, BEPOSTHO,
€IVMHCTBEeHHOe KaHTOBCKOEe OIIperelleHIe OIITMMM3MA,
HeJTBY CMBICJIEHHO OTHOCVIMO€ VM K JIeVIOHVIIeBCKOT (pu-
stocodpunt: «Onmumusmom siBJIseTCs Takoe ydeHvie, KOTO-
poe IIbITaeTcs OMpaBHaTh 3JI0 MUpa M3 IIPedIIOChUIKNI
HeKoell 0ecCKOHeYHO COBEpIIIEHHO, Osrarom mn BCEMOTY-
IIeV1 IIePBOCYIIHOCTH, TOKa3blBasi, YTO, HeCMOTPSI Ha Bce
KaoKyIIyecs: IIpOTUBOpeYNsi, TO, YTO BLIOMpaeTcs: 3Tou
0eCKOHEYHO COBEPIIIEHHOVI CYIITHOCTBIO, BCE JKe JOIDKHO
OBITP HAWIYYIIVM Cpely BCero BO3MOXKHOIO, a HaJlu-
4yte 371a CJIeTyeT IIPUITNCATh He BEIOOpY O0XKeCTBEHHOTrO
Gr1aropacrosioXeHusl, a HeyCTpaHMMOVI HeOOXOAVIMOCT
CYITHOCTHBIX HeIOCTAaTKOB KOHeUHBIX Berrer...» (Refl.
3704, AA 17, S. 230—231). KanT xapakrepusyeT I103u-
o JlevtOHMITA, IOMUepKMBasi BAYKHOCTD pas3INndeHns y
CBOErO IIPeAIIIeCTBeHHIKA MeTapV3MIecKor HeoOxXomm-
MOCTWM, CJIyYaViHOV WJIM TMIIOTeTUYecKOV (buU3IMIecKo
HeoOXOAVIMOCTY, a TakKe T'MIIOTETHYECKOTO MOpPaJIbHO-
ro 311a. YTo Xe KacaeTcs caMOro 3/1a B MUPe, II0 YUEHUIO
JleviOHmIta, «He OBUIO BO3MOXKHO IIO-IPYTOMY, 3710 JOJDK-
HO ObUIO OBITE. Byap G1arocjioBeHHa MyJIPOCTh BEUHO-
CTVL, YTO OH JOITyCTVI HavMeHsblIree [3710]...» (Refl. 3704,
AA17,S.232).

Crenytommin dparMeHT 3TON Xe pedIIeKCHy HO-
cut nopzarosioBok «CpapHeHwue yuenus Iloyma ¢ onmu-
MU3MOM VI TIPEVIMYIIIECTBO IIEPBOTr0», UTO SIBHBIM 00pa3oM
TOBOPWUT HaM O KOHKypPcHOM 3agaHvivt Ha 1755 r. B orym-
urte o Mowicest Menperibcona (1729 —1786) u 'orxosbia
Sdparma Jleccurra (1729 —1781) KanT He craBuT mop,
comHeHmMe Hamame y Iloyma «cucrembl». s J1en6-
HMIIa OCTaBaJIoCh Mpo0JIeMOoVl yCTpaHeHMe CMSITeHWs
Iaxe OJIarOHACTPOEHHBIX IIOJ, BIIVITHMEM HaJIWM4Ms 371a
B MUpe, 32 KOTOpoe OH TeM He MeHee MeTapu3NIecKn
VI3BMHSUT BBICIIYIO CyIIHOCTb. Iloym e «BBIOpas1 myTh,
KOTOPBIVL, I TOTO YTOOBI CHeIaTh SBCTBEHHBIM IS
BCEX JIFOZIEV ITpeKpacHoe JoKasaTesbcTBo [ObrTusi] bora,
SIBJISIeTCS CaMbIM YIAYHBIM CPeIM BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX, YTO
VIMEHHO U CO3[IaeT COBEPIIIEHCTBO €ro CUCTeMEL...» (Refl.
3704, AA 17, S. 233). IToym 11oKa3bIBaeT, UTo JlaXke TaKve
BeIIV,, KOTOpble ObI OXOTHO XOTe/ VI MCKITIOUNTD 13 IDIaHa
HaVBBICIIIETO COBEPIIIEHCTBa, MOI'YT OBITH TeM He MeHee
xopommmm. Tak, 10608k kK caMoMy ceDe, TiecTyroIast cod-
CTBEHHOE YIOBOJILCTBIIE U PacCMaTpyBaeMasi, KaK IIpaBu-
JI0, B Ka4ecTBe IIPUYMHBEI MOPaJILHOIO Oecriopsyika, Mo-
JKeT BCe e «OBITh MICTOKOM TOTO IIPEKPACcHOTO COIIACH,
KOTOPBIM MBI BocxwmiriaeMcs. To, 94TO IIPUHOCKT ITOJIb3Y
camoMy ceOe, TOJIEKUT HEOOXOIVIMOCTY OJTHOBPEMEHHO
TIPUMHOCUTB MTOMTB3Y U ApyTviM» (Refl. 3704, AA 17, S. 234).

ITocnemami pparmMeHT 3TON pedpiekcry Ha3blBa-
etcst «O BceoOIlleM cOBepIIeHCTBe MUPOYCTPOVICTBa B
dmsIrIecKoM 1 MOpaJIbHOM CMEIC/Ie». KaHT pasbsicHseT:

his insights are the blind litter of a rash bitch. If it were
worth the trouble to refute him, I would have taken the
trouble to understand him.”

Kant Against the Crusians

However, before proceeding to Kant’s invitation to his
lectures of 1759, it is necessary to give an overview of his
position on optimism, as presented in the rough drafts for
the prize-essay competition held by the Berlin Academy
of Sciences. The first of three reflections, numbered 3703,
untitled, contain Kant’s thoughts on who is happiest in
this world — the virtuous person or the vicious one. The
young thinker is inclined to believe that even lamenting
virtuous people are, in fact, more content with their situ-
ation than they think of it. The evil that they are faced with
in this world does not affect their virtue, but it is a property
common to everybody according to universal laws. “The
true reward of virtue is inner peace of mind” (Refl 3703,
AA 17, p. 230; Kant, 1992, p. 78), and happiness depends
directly on love in the Christian sense.

The second and longest refection, entitled “Outline
of Optimism,” also has a series of subtitles. Herein we find
what is probably the only definition of optimism given
by Kant. And the latter happens to be attributed directly
to Leibnizian philosophy:

Optimism is the doctrine which justifies the existence
of evil in the world by assuming that there is an infinitely
perfect, benevolent and omnipotent original Being. This
justification is furnished by establishing that, in spite of
all the apparent contradictions, that which is chosen by
this infinitely perfect Being must nonetheless be the best
of all that is possible. The presence of evil is attributed,
not to the choice of God’s positive approval, but to the in-
escapable necessity that finite beings will have essential
defects (Refl 3704, AA 17, pp. 230-231; Kant, 1992, p. 78).

Kant describes Leibniz’s position by emphasising the
importance of his predecessor’s distinction between meta-
physical necessity, contingent or hypothetical physical
necessity, and hypothetical moral evil. As to the world’s
evil per se, according to Leibniz’s teaching “nothing else
was possible; evil had to be. Gratitude is due to the Eternal
Wisdom for having admitted only the smallest amount of
evil” (Refl 3704, AA 17, p. 232; Kant, 1992, p. 79).

% Here, Hamann makes a play on the Latin proverb “Canis
festinans parit caecos catulos” (“ A rushing dog gives birth to blind
ups”).

£ ’PMagister Weymann hat hier de mundo non optimo disputiert.
Ich habe blof8 hineingeguckt in seine Dissertation, und die
Lust verging mir sie zu lesen; ich ging ins Auditorium, und
die Lust verging mir zu héren [...]. Herr Mag. Kant ist zu
opponieren ersucht worden, hat es aber verbeten; und dafiir
eine Einladungsschrift zu seinen Vorlesungen, iiber den
Optimismus, drucken lassen [...]. Seine Griinde verstehe ich
nicht; seine Einfille aber sind blinde Jungen, die eine eilfertige
Hiindin geworfen. Wenn es der Miihe lohnte, ihn zu widerlegen;
so hitte ich mir wohl die Miihe geben mégen, ihn zu verstehen”
(Hamann, 1955, Ne163, p. 425).
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BbicoKOe IpaBIIO COBEPIIIEHCTBA MUpPA COCTOUT
B TOM, 4YTO OH B BBICIIIEVI CTeIIeHM IIOJIHOLIeHEH, uTo B
HeM IPVCYTCTBYET BCe, YTO BO3MOKHO, V1 YTO HU B LI
CYIITHOCTEVI, HM B MHOTOOOpasvm ¥MX M3MeHeHWU He
OTCYTCTBYeT HUUYEro M3 TOrO, YTO TOJIKO CIIOCOOHO K
CYIIeCTBOBaHMIO; OO I MMpa BOOOIIe HeT OoIbIIIert

MOJIOMKM, YeM OTCyTCTBMe KaKOW-TO W3 ero yacTeit
(Refl. 3704, AA 17, S. 235).

Ha ocnoBanum storo KanT npuseiaer cjIymars C
Hpe3peHmeM XaJIoObI TeX, KTO HEIOBOJIEH CBOEV CY[b-
Oovi, Ha HecrtipaBemBOCTh Hebec. Eciti Ob1 M ObutO
ZIlaHO TO, Yero OHW BOXIEJIEIOT, 9TO M3MEHWIO OBbI 11X
CYIITHOCTB, OT Uero KakK OT HEeKOero pojia caMoyOuricTBa
VIX JOJDKHA IIpefocTepeydb JII000Bb K caMuM cele.

3asepatoriasi pedpsiexcsi mocssitiieHa «Hepocrat-
KaM OnmuMusMa», TO eCTb JIEMOHWMIIEBCKOIO BapMaHTa
Teoputien. B Hem KaHT oOHapyXuBaeT Takyue BaXHBIE
omMOKy, KOTOPEIe He IIO3BOJISAIOT Pa3deIsaTh 3Ty HO3MU-
mmro. Ecin 3510 B Mupe svitib gorryckaercs borom ms-3a
HeKoero Buia (paTaJMCTIYecKol HeoOXOIMMOCTH, HO
IIpY 3TOM He BBI3BIBAET y HETO OJIaropacIIoNIoXKeHVIs,
TO HAWMBBICIIIAS [TyXOBHAS CYIIIHOCTb OKa3bIBA€TCS B CO-
CTOSIHVMW HEKOeTro HeyIIOBOJIbCTBUS, KOTOpOe, KOHeY-
HO, CMArYaeTcs OIlpaBIaHVeM BUHBI CO CTOpPOHBI bora
3a 3710 B MUpe, OJTHaKO He ycTpaHseTcs: «Best ommbka
coCTOUT B TOM, 4TO JleviOHwmI] HafesgeT IUIaH HawIyd-
IIIeTO MVIpa, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, HEKVIM BVIOM He3aBVCH-
MOCTH, & C IPYTOV CTOPOHBI — 3aBUCHUMOCTBIO OT BOJIU
Bora» (Refl. 3705, AA 17, S. 237)°. [1eViCTBUTEIILHBIV MUP
CYIIIECTBYET «He TOJIBKO II0TOMY, 4TO bor Tak XeJjiajr, HO
VI TIOTOMY, UTO OH He OBUT BO3MOXeH MHade...» (Refl.
3705, AA 17, S. 238). Bropas riaBHast ommbKa OIITMM3-
Ma COCTOUT B TOM, UTO OH JIVIIIA€T CVUIBI (PU3VMKO-TEO0IIO-
I'IYecKoe JJoKa3aTeIbcTBO bora — «camoe HameXXHOe U
JIeTKOe J0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO»:

...3710 ¥ HeCypa3HOCTH, BOCTIpPMHIIMaeMble B MUpe,
TIOZJIeXXaT W3BVMHEHWIO TOJIBKO W3 IIPEIIIOCEUIKV CY-
IiecTBOBaHM: bora, 1, cyremoBaTeIbHO, HYXXHO yXe Be-
PWTB, UTO CYITlecTByeT OeckoHeuHO Or1arasi u OeckoHeu-
HO CcOBepIIleHHas CYIIHOCTb, IIPeX/ie YeM MOXHO yOe-
TIUTBCS B TOM, UTO MUP, IPMHVMAaEMBIV B KaueCcTBe ero
TBOPEHVIsI, SIBJISIeTCS IIPEKPaCHBIM W yIIOPSIOYeHHbIM
IpaBVIaMyi, BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI BCceoOlIlee corsiacyie 1
YTHOPSI0YeHHOCTh MIpPa, eCJIV OHV MOTyT OBITh II03Ha-
HBI caM¥ 110 ce0e, ITperIoHeCT B KauecTBe IIpeKpacHo-
TO JIOKa3aTesIbCTBa CyllecTBOBaHMs bora m BceoOrer
3aBUCMMOCTH Beex Berrert oT Hero (Refl. 3705, AA 17,
S. 238).

? Cm. B aTOM CBs13u y JleviOHMIIA O IIpe/IIIecTBYIOIIEN 1 ITOCIIe-
mytorer Boste: (JleviOnw, 1989, c. 136 —137, 1, § 10; c. 144 —
145, 1, § 22).

The next fragment of the same reflection is subtitled
“Comparison of Pope’s doctrine with optimism and the su-
periority of the former,” which is a direct reference to the
1755 prize-essay competition. Unlike Moses Mendelssohn
(1729 —1786) and Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729 —1781),
Kant did not question the presence of a “system” in Pope.
For Leibniz, a persistent problem is to eliminate the confu-
sion even of the most well-intentioned people under the in-
fluence of the world’s evil, for the presence of which, how-
ever, he metaphysically absolved the Supreme Wisdom.
However, Pope “chooses a path which, when it comes to
rendering the beautiful proof of God’s existence accessible
to everyone, is the best suited of all possible paths. This
path [...] is precisely this which constitutes the perfection
of his system...” (Refl 3704, AA 17, p. 233; Kant, 1992, p. 80).
Pope shows that even such things, which one would be
willing to eliminate from the plan of supreme perfection,
can nevertheless be good. Such is the love of oneself, the
nurturing of one’s own pleasure, which is usually consid-
ered a cause of moral disorder, but which can nonetheless
be “the origin of that beautiful harmony which we admire.
Everything which is of use to itself also finds itself con-
strained to be of use to other things, as well” (Refl 3704,
AA 17, p. 234; Kant, 1992, p. 80).

The last fragment of this reflection is called “Con-
cerning the universal perfection of the constitution of the
world, both in the physical and in the moral sense of the
term.” Kant explains:

The chief rule of the perfection of the world is that it
be in the highest degree complete, that everything exist
which is possible, and that nothing which is at all capa-
ble of existence be lacking either in the chain of beings or
in the multiplicity of the changes they undergo; for there
is nothing at all which constitutes a greater defect for the
world in general than for there to be a nothingness in
some part or other of it (Refl 3704, AA 17, p. 235; Kant,
1992, pp. 80-81).

On this ground, Kant urges to listen with contempt
to the complaints about the injustice of the heavens from
those who are dissatisfied with their lot. If they had been
given what they desire, this would change their very na-
ture. Self-love should caution them against this as against
some sort of suicide.

The final reflection is devoted to the “Defects of Op-
timism,” i.e., the Leibnizian version of theodicy. Kant
detects mistakes there that are so important that they
prevent one from adopting this position. If God permits
evil only as a fatalistic necessity, but if, at the same time,
evil does not arouse any pleasure in him, the Supremely
Blessed Being experiences some displeasure, which, of
course, is diminished, though not eliminated, by the ab-
solution from guilt for the evil in the world. “The whole
mistake consists in the fact that Leibniz identifies the
scheme of the best world on the one hand with a kind of
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Taxmm obpasom, cpasaMBas [loyma u JlenGHumIa,
KaHT omHO3HA4YHO OTHAeT IIpenIIoYTeHMe IIEPBOMY.
C TOUKM 3peHMs pedaKTopa TOMa KaHTOBCKMX UepPHO-
BbIX HaOpockoB Dpuxa Anukeca (1866—1928), Kant
BKJIafbIBaeT 3eck B Iloyma psiy cBomx coOCTBEHHBIX
MBICTIeN, MpubIVDKas ero K CBOMM BapuaHTaM JoKasa-
TestbcTBa bora n3 «Bceob1iiet 11 ecTecTBEHHOV MCTOPUN
v Teopum Heba» (1755) 1 Oymyrmero «EnuHcTBEHHO BO3-
MO>KHOI'O OCHOBAHWIS JIISL TOKasaTelIbcTBa ObrTis bora»
(1763) pamm TOrO, UTOOBI HOKa3aTh ITPEBOCXOJICTBO
OJIHOIO M3 CBOWMIX JIIOOMMBIX II09TOB Haj JIemOHwmiiem
(cm.: Refl. 3704, AA 17, S. 233, Anm.). PoGept Tarvic rmoz-
JepKuBaeT, YTo eciu Teopmries: JlenOumniia it Kanra
mpepcTaeT MeTadu3MKOM HeocTaTka, To rosMa [loya,
HaITpOTVB, MeTapV3MKOV TIOJIHOTBI, U MMeHHO «B IToy-
rie KaHT y3HaeT camoro cebs Kak JIydIllero MeTadusika»
(Theis, 2001, S. 353).

Crrycrs T stet nosuims Kasra 1o Borpocy or-
TUMWM3Ma IpeACTaeT yXXe B MHOM cBeTe. Bo-IiepBEIX, B
OpuUIIalleHnn K jleKuysaM 1759 1. cyIecTByIoT TOJIbKO
IIBe MapTVUW — CTOPOHHWMKN VI IPOTUBHUKI OIITUMII3-
Ma, B TO BpeMs KaK B UYepHOBBIX HaOpocKax IIPOTVBO-
nocraBiesumichk Jlenbrawir u Iloym. Bo-BTOpBIX, ecri B
4epHOBBIX Habpockax KaHT AycTraHIMpyeTcs OT «OIl-
TMM3Ma» JleriOHMITA, TO Yepe3 HECKOJIBKO JIeT OH He
OTOXX[IeCTBJIsIeT OAHO3HAYHO OITMMM3M C Teofulieen
JleniOHMITa M cKOpee caM BCTaeT Ha 3Ty IO3UIINIO, KO-
TOPOVI ellle HECKOJIBKO JIET [I0 3TOTO, II0 €r0 JKe CJI0BaM,
HeJIb3s OBUIO HpWIEpXMBaThcd. B TeopeTmyeckom va-
ctm cBoero «OIbITa HEKOTOPBIX PacCy>XAeHMUiI 00 oII-
TMM3Me» KaHT BBICKa3bIBaeT TpU Te3uca. Bo-IiepBhIX,
oH yTBepxzaaeT: «Eciv Obl HesIb3s1 OBUIO MBICIIATD OOVH
MUp, CBepX KOTOPOro HEBO3MOXKHO OBUIO ObI MBIC/IUTB
npyrov mup, Ooslee JIydmmv, TO OKa3ajIoch OBI, UTO
BBICIIIVVI YM He MOT OBl MMeTb ITO3HAHM O BCeX BO3MOX-
HBIX MHMpax; HO IIOCJIefjHee JIOXKHO, CTaJIo OBITh, JIOXK-
HO u nepsoe» (Kanrt, 19940, c. 7; AA 02, S. 30). SIBHBIM
00pa3oM KaHTOBCKOe yTBEpXKIeHMeE IIePeK/INKaeTCs C
§ 9 guccepratym Berimana'’. B xkadecTBe o60cHOBaHIS
Kanr, nogo6Ho Mariepy, 3asBiIseT, 4TO C HUM JIOJDKeH
COITIACUTBCS «KaXXIIBIN MCTMHHO Bepytomin» (Tam xe),
OJIHAKO BCe )Ke YTOYHSET CBOV BBIBOJI: TEM CaMbIM 000-
CHOBAHO CyIIIeCTBOBaHVIE HaICOBEPIIIEHHEVIIIETO Myipa
VIV MVIPOB, COBEpIIIeHHee KOTOPBIX He MOXKeT OBbITh HyI-
KaKOTO MHOTO MUpa.

KaHToBcKOe 060cHOBaHMe TOro, UTO HaMCOBEPIIIeH-
HeVIINII MUpP BCe )Xe TOJIBKO OIMH, TaKOBO. AGCOIIIOT-
HOe COBEPIIIEHCTBO Bl TPaKTyeTcs KaK CTelleHb ee pe-
aJIBHOCTW, 1 [PV 3TOM «OHY PeasIbHOCTh, KaK TaKOBYIO,
HeJIb3s OTIIYUTE OT IPYTovt pearmbHOCT» (KarT, 19946,
c. 8 AA 02, S. 31). Meiciie KarTa MOXXHO M3/I0KUTH Ha

0 TTpaBpa, HEYTO MOAOOHOE MOXKHO OOHAPYXXWUTh ellle B Iiep-
BOM BO3paKeHUN 3 MpmIoXeHms K «Teommiiee»: «Kaxmpiv,
KTO He M30MpaeT Hawlydllero, oOHapy>XuBaeT 3TUM HeJO-
CTaTOK MOTYITIECTBa, VUTU 3HaHWMs, v Ormaroctv» (JleviOnwml,
1989, c. 402).

independence, and on the other hand with dependence
on the will of God” (Refl 3705, AA 17, p. 237; Kant, 1992,
p- 82). The actual world exists not only “because God
wishes to have it so, but because it was not possible in
any other way...” (Refl 3705, AA 17, p. 238; Kant, 1992,
p- 82). The other chief mistake of optimism is that it un-
dermines the physico-theological proof of the existence of
God — “the most reliable and easiest proof”:

... the evils and irregularities which are perceived
in the world are only excused on the assumption that
God exists; the mistake consists, therefore, in having first
to believe that an Infinitely Benevolent and Infinitely
Perfect Being exists, before one can be assured that the
world, which is taken to be His work, is beautiful and
regular, instead of believing that the universal agree-
ment of the arrangements of the world, if they can be
acknowledged to exist in and for themselves, itself fur-
nishes the most beautiful proof of the existence of God
and of the universal dependency of all things on Him
(Ref1 3705, AA 17, p. 238; Kant, 1992, p. 82).

Thus, in comparing Pope with Leibniz, Kant obvi-
ously leans towards the former. The editor of the volume
of Kant’s drafts, Erich Adickes (1866-1928), believes that
Kant was projecting a number of his own views on Pope,
bringing Pope closer to his own versions of the proof of
the existence of God in the Universal Natural History and
Theory of the Heavens (1755) and The Only Possible Argu-
ment in Support of a Demonstration of the Existence of God
(1763) — in order to prove the superiority of one of his
favourite poets over Leibniz (see Refl 3704, AA 17, p. 233
Anm.; Kant, 1992, p. 80). Robert Theis stresses that,
whereas Kant considers Leibniz’s theodicy as a meta-
physics of deficiency, he sees Pope’s poem, on the contra-
ry, as a metaphysics of plenitude. And it is precisely “in
Pope, [that] Kant recognises himself as the best metaphy-
sician” (Theis, 2001, p. 353).

Five years later, Kant’s position on the issue of op-
timism appeared in a different light. Firstly, in the invi-
tation to the lectures of 1759, there are already only two
parties — the proponents and opponents of optimism,
whereas in his drafts Kant contrasts Leibniz with Pope.
Secondly, even if, in the drafts, Kant distances himself
from Leibniz’s optimism, several years later, he does not
definitely identify optimism with Leibniz’s theodicy and
is rather inclined to take the position, which, as he main-
tained several years earlier, could not be adhered to. In
the theoretical part of An Attempt at Some Reflections on Op-
timism (Versuch einiger Betrachtungen iiber den Optimismus),
Kant puts forward three theses. Firstly, he claims: “If no
world can be thought, beyond which a still better world
cannot be imagined, the Supreme Understanding could
not possibly have cognition of all possible worlds. Now,

% See Leibniz’s reflection on the antecedent and consequent
will (Leibniz, 1951, [I, § 10], p. 129; Leibniz, 1951, [I, § 22],
pp. 136-137).
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crenyromeM mpyuMepe. C TOUKM 3peHMS peaylbHOCTM
CVIHWVI CTOJI B OTJIVYVIE OT XKeJITOT'O CJleflyeT OIMChIBAaTh
TaK: CTOJI, IMEIOIIIMW CYMHWI 1IBET M He VMIMEIOIIIUI JKeJI-
TOTO IIBeTa, IIpWYeM IIOCJIe[fHee pacCMaTpMBaeTCsl Kak
orpuilanve. B pesynbraTe KanT IpmxoguT K BEIBOLY,
YTO «OfIHA PeaJIbHOCTh OT/IMYAeTCs OT JPYrovl He ueM
VHBIM, KaK B3a¥IMHO 3aBVUCAIIVIMI OTPUIIAHMSAMI, OT-
CYTCTBUEM, IIpefielaMi, TO eCTh He CBOMMV KadeCcTBaMu
(qualitate), a BerramHON (gradu)» (Tam xe). Ecrii Bern
OTJIMYAIOTCS APYT OT ApPyTa He KadeCcTBaMM, a CTETIeHbIO
peaJIbHOCTH, TO IIBe pasjMdalolyecs Opyr OT Apyra
BeIl}, B TOM 4MCIIe VI MVUPBL, He MOTYT 00JIafaTh OIHO
VI TOVI K€ CTeIlleHbio peassbHOCTV. CIIeIoBaTeIbHO, «He-
BO3MOXHBI JIBa MMpa, KOTOpble ObUIM OBl OIMHAKOBO
XOpOIIV, OAVMHAKOBO coepllleHHb» (KanT, 19940, c. 9;
AA 02, S. 31). KaHT yxoguT OT Kpy3MaHCKOTO obCcyxiie-
HMS COOTBETCTBUS MUpa O0XXKeCTBeHHBIM IIeJIAM, umciia
peasIbHOCTeVI, a TakKke CBOVICTB M KauecTB 3TUX pealb-
HOCTeV, IPeAIIOYnTasi TOBOPWUTH O BEJIVTUIIHE VI CTeIIeHN,
TO €CTh O KOJIMYeCTBeHHBIX XapakTepucTukax. [Togemy
PV 3TOM OH OTBepraeT COBIIajleHle KOJIMYeCTBeHHbIX
XapaKTEePUCTUK Y IABYX PasJINM4YHBIX IIPeIMeTOB — B
IIPOCTOM CJIydae CTojIa, 0OJIamaroiero CHIM IBETOM W
He 00J1a/1af0IIeTo JKeJITBIM, ¥ CTOJIa, 00JIaaloIIero XKerl-
TBIM IIBETOM, HO He 0OJIaJaloIero CUHMM, IIOHATH 3a-
TpynHMTebHO. OIHAKO, OCHOBBIBASICH Ha COOCTBEHHBIX
BbIBOfTax, KaHT BcTymaeT B ITOJIEMMKY C KOHKYPCHBIM
counHeHmeM PariHxapra: BOIIpeKu yTBep>KIeHMIO II0-
GemyiTesis KOHKypca, JBa Mipa He MOTYT MMeThb TaKyIo
JKe CyMMy peasIbHOCTeVI, XOTsl ¥ MHOTO pofa, Oymyun
Ppa3IMUHBIMU OPYT OT Apyra, HO PV 3TOM OAMHAKOBO
cosepreHHbIMI. OmmOKy Parntaxapma Kanrt ycmarpm-
BaeT B [IOIyIIeHUW, OyATO [ABe peasIbHOCTY, VIMeIoIIe
OIVHAKOBYIO CTeIleHb PeasIbHOCTV, MOTYT OT/IMYaThCs
IPyT OT IpyTra II0 Ka4ecTBY:

...€CIIV IIPEeNTIOIOKUTh, YTO OHV TAKOBBL, TO B OII-
HOVI peaJIbHOCTNM OBUIO OBl HEYTO TaKoe, Yero HeT B
IIPYTOVi, 8 3TO 3HA4YWT, YTO OHU Pas/INIaIVICh ObI MEXITY
cobort omnpenesteHMsIMMU A U 101-A, OIHO M3 KOTOPBIX
BCerfa eCcThb IOUITMHHOE OTPUIIaHWe, CIIeIOBATEIIbHO,
pasganvch OBl CBOMMM IIpelielaMi M CTeleHbIo, a
He CBOVMM KadeCTBOM: Belb T'PaHWIIBI HUKOIHA He MO-
TyT OBITH OTHECEHBI K UMCITy KadecTB peaTbHOCTH, OHU
JIVIIb OTPAaHWYMBAIOT ¥ OIpenessitoT creneHb (KawT,
19946, c. 9; AA 02, S. 31).

Onnaxko mpwsenenssii KanTomM mpumep c rpa-
HUIIaMM ¥ OTPULIAHMSMM Takke HeceT ¢ cobom maccy
TpyaHocTent. Eciiv rociieioBaTk eMy ¥ IOITyCTUTB, UTO
OoTpullaHVe HEKOero He-A B IIepBOM IIpefIMeTe BeleT K
M3MEHEeHUIO ero paHWII, B TO BpeMs KaK OTpuUllaHue
HeKoero He-B Bo BTOpoM IiperiMeTe TakKe BefleT K M3Me-
HEHWIO IPaHWI BTOPOro MpeaMeTa, TO HIPU J0CTaTou-
HOM KOJIVYeCTBEe CBOVICTB MBI ITOJIy4VIM IIpUYyJIVIBbIE
IpaHUIIBI IEPBOrO U BTOPOTO IpeaMeTa, KOTOpble Oy-

this latter claim is false, so the former claim must be false
as well” (VBO, AA 02, p. 30; Kant, 1992, pp. 71-72). Obvi-
ously, Kant's idea echoes § 9 of Weymann's dissertation.”
Like Meier, as a justification Kant declares that “every or-
thodox believer” will agree with him (VBO, AA 02, p. 30;
Kant, 1992, p. 72). However, Kant refines his conclusion
further: thus, the existence of the most perfect world or
worlds, the perfection of which cannot be exceeded, is
proven.

Kant’s proof that there could be only one most perfect
world is as follows. The absolute perfection of a thing is
equated with the degree of its reality, whereas one “reality
and [another] reality as such can never be distinguished
from each other” (VBO, AA 02, p. 31; Kant, 1992, p. 72).
Kant’s thought can be illustrated with the following exam-
ple. From the perspective of reality, a blue table should be
described in comparison to a yellow table as follows: itis a
table that is blue in colour and that is not yellow in colour.
The latter statement is considered as a negation. Kant con-
cludes that one “reality and [another] reality differ from
each other only in virtue of the negations, the absences
and limits attaching to one of them. In other words, [a]
reality and [another] reality differ from one another, not
in respect of their quality (qualitate) but in respect of their
magnitude (gradu)” (VBO, AA 02, p. 31; Kant, 1992, p. 73).
If two things differ from one another not in quality but in
their degree of reality, then two things different from each
other — for instance, worlds — cannot have the same de-
gree of reality. Therefore, “it is not possible for there to be
two worlds which are equally good and equally perfect”
(VBO, AA 02, p. 31; Kant, 1992, p. 73). Kant departs from
the Cruisan discussion of the concordance of the world
with divine ends, the number of realities, and the prop-
erties and qualities of these realities. He prefers to speak
of magnitudes and degrees, i.e., of quantitative character-
istics. It is difficult to understand why, then, he rejects the
coincidence of quantitative characteristics of two different
things — in the simple case of a table that is blue in col-
our and is not yellow in colour and of a table that is yel-
low in colour and not blue in colour. However, based on
his own conclusions, Kant entered into the polemic with
Reinhard’s prize-winning essay. Despite the prize-win-
ner’s assertion, two worlds cannot have the same sum of
realities, even of different kinds, if these worlds are differ-
ent, albeit equally perfect. For Kant, Reinhard’s mistake
lies in the assumption that two realities with the same de-
gree of reality can differ from each other in quality:

... suppose it were so, then there would be something
in the one world which was not in the other. They would
thus differ from each other in virtue of the determinations
A and not-A, one of the two determinations always being
a genuine negation. The two worlds would, accordingly,
differ in virtue of their limits and degree, but not in vir-

¥ However, something similar can be found in the first
objection from the appendix to the Theodicy: “Whoever does not
choose the best course is lacking either in power, or knowledge,
or goodness” (Leibniz, 1951, pp. 377-378).
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IIy'T CYJIBHO OTJINYATHCS APYT OT APYTra, OXHAKO II0 IUIO-
IIfa/IV KaK IToKa3aTesTio HaIM4Ims PealbHOCTY IIEPBBINT 1
BTOPOTI IIpeAMeT MOT'YT OBITh COBEPIIEHHO PaBHEL

VY KanTa npucyTcTByeT ellle OIMH apryMeHT IIpo-
TUB «IIPOTVBHMKOB OITVIMW3Ma», COIJIACHO KOTOPBIM
«COBEpIIIEHHETIIIINIT 13 BCeX MUPOB, KaK 1 HanboJIbIiee
W3 BCeX Umcell — IPOTUBOpedMBbIe MoHATH. ..» (KaHT,
19946, c. 10; AA 02, S. 32)"1. CrenieHM peasIbHOCTY HEJIb-
35 pacCMaTpuBaTh CIIOCOOHBIMM K TaKOMY e Oecko-
HEYHOMY YBEJIVYEHNIO, KaK camMoe OOJIbIlIoe UmciIo v
p.: BTOpoe aOCTpaKTHOe, a IIepBoe OIIpee/IeHHOe; BO
BTOPOM KOHEUYHOCTb BeJIMUMHBI YMCila He OIperee-
Ha ¥ MIMEIOTCS JIUIIE OOIIe TPaHNITBL, a B IIEPBOM MBI
VMIMeeM IeJI0 C YeM-TO COBEPIIEHHO OIperesleHHbIM,
TpaHMIIBI YeMy YeTKO 3aJaHbl boroM Kak HauBBICIIIEN
peasIbHOCTBIO. B TakoM cJIy4ae BO3HMKaeT HpobieMa
KoHeuHOCTV / OeckoHeuHOCTH, 11 KaHT mbITaeTca yka-
3aTh HeKMe IyTW BBIXOHA M3 JIAHHOTO 3aTPYyIHEHVS
(cm.: Kant, 19946, c. 11; AA 02, S. 33). IIpoGeMsl xe
¢ BIOOpOoM borom Mumpa, KOTOpoMy HaUIEXUT oOpecTn
TIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTD, 1 cBoboasl bora KauT obcyxmaer
OTKPOBEHHO ITPEMIB3STO 10 OTHOIIEHMIO K CBOVM OII-
IIOHEHTaM, IIPVIIVICEIBAs VM B3IJIsimbl, Oyaro bor roros
MPeIoYecTb XYy Myp JIydieMy ' «Ecim Obl maxe
OBUTO BO3MOXXHO, UTOOBI BBICIIIEE CYIIIECTBO CIeIajIo
CBOUL BbIGOp B CWIy HEKOeW BBIIyMaHHOW cBoDOIBL, O
KOTOPOVI MHBIe Pas3IyIaroIbCTBYIOT, VI IIO HITYEM He BbI-
3BaHHOMY JKeJIaHMIO — He 3HAI0, 110 KaKOMy, — IIpel-
IOWIO Xy/lIllee HAMHOTO JIYYIIIeMY, TO U TOIZla OHO 3TO-
ro He cruenaio O0b» (Kant, 19946, c. 12; AA 02, S. 34).
[anpHenmmme pa3bsCHEHNS B OTHOIIEHWV CBOOOIBI
TOJIBKO ITOATBEPIKIAIOT 3TO M3BpaleHne KantoMm Mpic-
JIVI CBOMX OITIIOHEHTOB:

...HEeBO3MOXHOCTb He M30paTh TO, UYTO OTUETIIVBO
VI IPaBWIBLHO IIPM3HAETCsT HaWITydITiIM, eCTh, OBITh MO-
XXeT, IpVHYXIeHVe BOJIV ¥ HeoOXOAMMOCTb, yIIpasl-
Haroras ceoborny. Koneuro, ecyii cBoboria ecTh HEUTO
TIPOTMBOTIOJIOKHOE 3TOMY, eCJTU 3[1eCh Iiepes], HaMy [1Ba
pacxomAmuxcsl MyT B JIaOMpPUHTEe TPYIHOCTEW, T[ie
sl OJDKEH NPVHVMATH pellleHie C OIaCHOCTBIO OIIN-
OuTBC, TO MHe He 0 4eM JIOJITO PasMbIIUIATh. Ha uTo
HyXHa Takas cBOOOfIa, KOTopas HawwIydlllee M3 TOro,
YTO MOXXHO OBUIO CO3IaTh, OTChUIAET B 00J1aCTh BEUHO-
TO HUYTO, 9YTOOBI BOITPEKY BCAKOV MYIPOCTH TIOBEJIeTh
311y ueM-To ObITh (KanT, 19946, c. 13; AA 02, S. 34)".

" TTayme Menmnep (1873 —1960) ycmaTpwBai MO «IIPOTVB-
HUKamu ontumusMa» Kpysws u § 386 ero metadwsmkm (cm.:
Menzer, 1912, S. 462; Crusius, 1753, S. 770—771).

2 MeH1ep ykasbiBaeT B 3TOV cBsi3u Ha § 388 meradmsukm
Kpysus (em.: Menzer, 1912, S. 462; Crusius, 1753, S. 773 —778).
Onnako Kpysuit B aToM naparpade He yTBepXKIaeT HUYEro
roffo6HOro; DoJIee TOTo, OH 3asIBJIsET, UTO eCiIV OBI CYIIIeCTBO-
BaJI HAWIY4IInUy MUp, To bor oipkeH GbUT BEIOpaTh ero s
TBOPEHWISI.

3 BO3MOXKHO, 3/1eCh OfIVH 3 VCTOYHMKOB I10/13ar0JIOBKa BTO-
poro ToseMudecKoro counHeHns Bermvana mporms Kanra —
«Bropas gactp dputocodckoro yrabupunTa» (Weymann, 1763).

tue of their quality, for negations can never be numbered
among the qualities of a reality; negations rather limit
that reality and determine its degree (VBO, AA 02, p. 31;
Kant, 1992, p. 73).

However, Kant’s example of limits and negations is
also fraught with difficulties. If we follow him and admit
that the negation of a non-A in the first object leads to a
change in its limits and that the negation of a non-B in the
second object changes the limit of the second object, then,
with a sufficient number of properties, we will obtain the
limits peculiar to the first and second objects, which will
be very different from each other. However, in terms of
surface as an indicator of the presence of reality, the first
and second objects can be perfectly equal.

Kant advances one more argument against the “oppo-
nents of optimism,” according to whom “the concept of the
most perfect of all worlds is, like that of the greatest of all
numbers, a self-contradictory concept” (VBO, AA 02, p. 32;
Kant, 1992, p. 73).% The degrees of reality cannot be consid-
ered as capable of the same infinite increase as the great-
est number, etc. — since the latter is abstract, whereas the
former is determinate. In the latter case, the finitude of a
number’s magnitude is not determined and there are only
general limits, whereas, in the former, we are dealing with
something perfectly determinate, the limits of which are set
clearly by God as the highest reality. Here, the problem of
finitude / infinitude arises, and Kant tries to indicate possi-
ble ways out of this difficulty (see VBO, AA 02, p. 33; Kant,
1992, p. 74). He discusses the problem of God choosing a
world that was destined to become actuality and that of
the freedom of God, with an explicit bias against his oppo-
nents, to whom he attributes the views that God is willing
to choose a worse world over a better one. “Even if it had
been possible for the Supreme Being to have been able to
choose according to the fictitious notion of freedom which
some have put into circulation, and to have preferred the
worse to much that was better as a result of  know not what
absolute whim, He would never have acted in that fashion”
(VBO, AA 02, p. 34; Kant, 1992, p. 75). Further explanations
concerning freedom only confirm that Kant misinterprets
the thoughts of his opponents:

...not being able to choose other than that which one
distinctly and rightly recognises as the best constitutes,
perhaps, a constraint which limits the will, and a necessity
which cancels freedom. Certainly, if freedom is the op-
posite of this, and if there are at this point two divergent
paths within a labyrinth of difficulties, and if, at the risk
of getting lost, I am obliged to choose one of them, then I

% Paul Menzer (1873—1960) thought that “the opponents of
optimism” stood for Crusius and § 386 of his metaphysics (see
Menzer, 1912, p. 462; Crusius, 1753, pp. 770-771).

2 In this connection, Menzer refers to § 388 of Crusius’s
metaphysics (see Menzer, 1912, p. 462; Crusius, 1753, pp. 773-
778). However, Crusius does not argue anything of the kind.
Moreover, he claims that if the best world did exist, God would
have had to choose it for creation.
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KanT mpemmoumraer ymoBaTh Ha Ty «Oaryfo
(gltige) HeOOXOIMMOCTB, TPV KOTOPOV YYBCTBYIOT cels
TaK XOPOIIO M M3 KOTOPOV MOXeT MpOMCTedb TOJILKO
Hawyuiee» (Kaut, 19946, c. 13; AA 02, S. 34)". Taxon
mpericTasia B 3ToM coumHeHV KaHTa mpobremaTiika
«libertas contrarietatis». IToxasyw, 3To o4eHB XOpO-
Iasi WUTIOCTpallusl TOro, KaK HU B KOeM cilydae Hejlb-
3¢ NPVIMEHATD II0JIeMWYeCcKUIT M CKeIITUIeCKUYI MeTO.
(cm.: Xurcke, 2007, c. 67 —72), apkue 00pasLbl KOTOPO-
TO MOXXHO OOHApY>XWTb B 3PeJIbIX IPOWM3BEHEHIAX Ké-
Hurcoeprckoro dpwiocoda. B 3ammcsx KaHTOBCKMX JIeK-
oyt 110 nipakTudeckon dpwtocodpvm (1763 —1764 v
1764 —1765 rr.) umeetcst Takom maccax: «CriocoOOHOCTB
IIOCTaBUTH ce0s1 Ha MeCTO JIPyToro He TOJIBKO MOpalb-
Hagd, HO U JIOTMYecKasl, Korja si MOTy IIOCTaBUThb ceOst
Ha MeCTO JpYyroro, HarpuMep KpysuaHIla — TaK Xe
VI B MOpaJIbHBIX BelTax, KOI7a 5 CTaB/Iio ceds B paMKu
OLIYIIeHVs APYroro, abbl CLIPOCKTE, YTO OH IIPU 3TOM
nymaet» (AA 27, S. 58). VimeHHo 3Ty criocobHOCTh KaHT
VI He IPOSIBIUI B CIIOPe C IIMEeTVCTCKY HaCTPOEHHBIM «4y-
XKakom» BermmaroM.

[pyroe pasuTesbHOe OT/IYME OIIBITA 00 OIITIIMM3-
Me OT 3TMYeCKMX IIpOou3BeeHNI KPUTUUECKOro Hepu-
0Jla COCTOMT B OLIeHKe 4eJI0BeYeCKOro JOCTOMHCTBA W
€ro MCTOYHMKOB: «/30paHHbI HaVUTy IIIIVIM W3 BCEX Cy-
IIecTB OBITh He3HAYMUTEJIbHBIM 3B€HOM B CaMOM COBEp-
IIEHHOM M3 BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX 3aMBICIIOB, 5, caM IIo cebe
HUYEero He CTOSIINI M CYIIeCTBYOLIN JIMIIb pagy Iie-
jI0r0, TeM OoJlee IIeHIO CBOe CYIIeCTBOBaHVeE, UYTO ObUT
IpeHa3HayeH 3aHATh HeKOTOPOe MeCTO B CAMOM JIy4-
IIIeM W3 3aMBICTIOB TBOpeHMs» (KanT, 19946, c. 13; AA 02,
S. 34 —35). DTu CTPOKM IpUHAJIEXaT TOMY e caMOMy
MBICJIUTEIIIO, KOTOPBI Yepe3 Oe3 MajJIoro TpWUALaTh JIeT
onyoymkyeT «KpuTHKy IIpakTHM4eckoro pasyma» cO
3HaMEHUTHIM «3aKmodeHmeM». OO Xe UTOT, K KO-
Topomy npuxoaut Kant B 1759 r., HeKoTOpbIM 06pasomM
IepeK/IMKaeTcsl ¢ KOHKYPCHBIM 3ajiaHueM beprmHckon
axameMwmt Ha 1755 rop; «...yes0e ecmv Hausyquee u. .. Bce
xopouio padu yeaoeo» (Kaur, 19946, c. 13; AA 02, S. 35).

Terneps, HakOHeIl, MOXXHO OLIEHWUTH, IIPOTUB KOTO
ObUI0 HampasileHO coumHeHue KaHTa 00 omTmmmsMme
1759 r. Ecim Beputs camoMy Kanty, on Goporics mpo-
i Kpysus, urHopupys npu stoMm Berimana. Mexny
TeM psp KoueBbIx naevt Kpysms B pabore Kaxra He TO
YTO He pacCMOTpPeH, a JaXe ¥ He YIIOMAHYT, MHbIe Xe
MBIC/IV KPY3UaHCKOM dpustocodunt IIpeicTaBieHbl B OT-
KPOBEHHO KapMKaTypHOM Bue. B omHOM IooXeHUM
KanT HanpsamMyio noineMmsupyet ¢ Parexapmom, B Ipy-
TOM MOXKHO OOHApyXUTB OIlpeJle/leHHble ITapaUIen C
auccepTaryen Berimana. VIHBIMU cjT0BaMK, IPOTUBHU-
ka Kanra MoxHO OBUIO OBI OIIpeIenTh Kak 0000IIeH-
HBEII 00pa3 Kpy3MaHIla, TpeBpaTHO VICTOIIKOBAHHEIN B
Ppsfie LeHTpaIbHBIX [IOJIOXKEHWA.

14 KaHT noxpa3syMeBaeT 3/1eCb, BEPOSITHO, COOTBETCTBYOIIINII
maparpad «Teomurten» (cm.: JTenbrmy, 1989, c. 253, 11, § 175).

do not deliberate for long. Thanks for the freedom which
banishes into eternal nothingness the best which it was
possible to create, merely in order to command evil so that
it should be something, in spite of all the pronouncements
of wisdom (VBO, AA 02, p. 34; Kant, 1992, p. 76).*

Kant prefers to rely on the “benevolent [giitige] neces-
sity, which is so favourable to us, and from which there
can arise nothing but the best” (VBO, AA 02, p. 34; Kant,
1992, p. 76).%! This is how Kant presented the problem of
libertas contrarietatis in his work. His treatment seems to
provide a very good illustration of how the polemical and
sceptical methods should not be employed (see Hinske,
2011, pp. 28-33). The mature works of the Kénigsbergian
philosopher demonstrate a brilliant use of these meth-
ods. The notes of Kant’s lectures on practical philosophy
(1763 —1764 or 1764 —1765) contain the following passage:
“The ability to put ourselves in the position of another, is
not moral only, but also logical, since I can project my-
self into the standpoint of another, e.g., of a follower of
Crusius. So too in moral matters, when I project myself
into another’s feelings, to ask what he will be thinking
about it” (V-PP/Herder, AA 27, p. 58; Kant, 1997, p. 25).
Kant did not exactly display this ability in his debate with
the pietist and “stranger” Weymann.

Another striking difference between An Attempt at
Some Reflections on Optimism and the ethical works of the
critical period lies in the evaluation of human dignity
and its sources: “Unworthy in myself but chosen for the
sake of the whole by the best of all beings to be a humble
member of the most perfect of all possible plans, I esteem
my own existence the more highly, since I was elected to
occupy a position in the best of schemes” (VBO, AA 02,
pp. 34-35; Kant, 1992, p. 76). These lines belong to the
same thinker who, in less than thirty years later, will
publish the Critique of Practical Reason with its famous
“Conclusion.” The general result to which Kant arrives
in 1759 is somewhat reminiscent of the Berlin Academy
of Sciences’ prize-essay question of 1755: “the whole is the
best, and everything is good for the sake of the whole” (VBO,
AA 02, p. 35; Kant, 1992, p. 76).

Now, we can finally fully understand against whom
Kant’s 1759 work on optimism was aimed. If we believe
Kant, he fought against Crusius and ignored Weymann.
However, Kant’s work not only ignores a number of
Crusius’s key ideas, but also never mentions them.
Moreover, it gives a crude caricature of some tenets of
the Crusian philosophy. One of Kant's statements direct-
ly polemicises with Reinhard and, in another one, we
can find certain parallels with Weymann’s dissertation.
In other words, Kant’s opponent can be described as a
generic Crusian, many of whose central positions are
misconstrued.

% This excerpt probably inspired one of the subtitles of
Weymann’s second polemical work against Kant — The Second
Part of the Philosophical Labyrinths (Zweiter Teil der philosophischen
Labyrinthe) (Weymann, 1763).

31 Apparently, Kant refers here to the relevant paragraph of the
Theodicy (see Leibniz, 1951, [II, § 175], p. 236).
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Beriman nporns Kanra

Hecmotpst Ha yTBepxaeHne KaHra o ToM, 4TO OH
«He JyMaJl 0 BeviMaHe», BBIJISIIUT 3TO He CJIMIIIKOM
npaspomnonobHo. duccepranuy, gake Takue Janmgap-
Hble, Kak B cepenuHe XVIII B., B HOpMasIbHOM CiIydae
OVIIYTCS He 3a HeelTo, a YHUBepcuTeTcKm Mup Ké-
HuUrcbepra ObUI He TakMM yX OorbmmM. KaHT 3apaHee
ObUT mpuIalieH — Gojlee TOro, BEpOSITHO JlaXke IBaX-
obl (em.: Weymann, 1759, S. 1) — K y4acTuio B amc-
IyTe B pOJIM ONIIOHEHTa ¥ 3HaJI O TeMe IVICCepTaIuL.
Haxe ecym B geTayrsix KanT n He cobuparics BCTymnaTh
B IOJIEMVKY C BeliMaHOM B IpWITIAIIEHMM K JIEKIIVISM,
BBIOMpast I Hero Takoe Has3BaHVe OH He MOT He IIy-
MaTh O BeliMaHe 11 O COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM BOCIPUATUN
ero Oporrmops! B KéunrcGepre (cm.: Stark, 1999, S. 131).
ITo sTtom mpwyuHe IOHATHa peakus Bermana, Boc-
IIPUHSBIIEro IIyOJIMKanyio OIblTa 00 ONTMMM3ME Ha
CIIeIy IOV IeHb TI0CTIe eTo 3alllUThl, B KoTopon KanT
ZIeMOHCTPATVBHO OTKA3aJICs YIacTBOBAaTh, KaK JIMYHBIN
BbIIaA,. B TO XXe Bpems ciienyer mpusHath, uyTo Beviman
3a0Iy>xarics, mpemrosaras,, OyaTo OOJIBIIVIHCTBO Te3M-
COB KaHTOBCKOVI paboTHI HaIlpaBJIeHO IIPOTUB TOTO VI
VHOTO HOJIOXKeHus ero awmcceprarmm’’. Ho, mpu Beent
II0JIEMIYECKOTI 3a0CTPEHHOCTYI OTBETa Ha OIIBIT 00 OII-
TUMVI3Me, OOBUHEHMSIX B «I1aTeTUUECKMX BOCKIIMIIAH-
six» (Weymann, 1759a, S. 2)'® u mpo6rremax ¢ aprymMeHTa-
yient (IIpeIBOCXMIIleHV e OCHOBAHMS Y TIP.), «THEB», Ha
KOoTopbIn Xanyerca KauT, B HeM 00HapyXWUTb CJIOXKHO,
a 0 «TOCIIOIVHE IIPOTMBHVMKE», HV pa3y He Ha3BaHHOM
110 MMeHN, BeliMaH HEOTHOKPATHO OT3bIBAeTCs BecbMa
YBa’KUTEJIBHO.

C omHOU cTOpOHSBI, BeriMaH mbITaeTca OTBETUTD Ha
KpUTWYecKre 3aMedaHys, ¢ APyro — ele pas IIpo-
SCHUTH CBOIO IIO3VUIIMIO B AMCCepTaIu, KOTOPYIO OH
omperenseT KaK «3allUTy IIPOTMBOIIOIOKHOCTY Haw-
ayurtero mupa» (Weymann, 1759a, S. 1): «Brot Mup
He MOXXeT ObITh HavBeIMYaVIIIIM VI HaVICOBePIIIeHHeVI-
IITVM, TaK KaK CyIITHOCTb MVIpa IIO ee peaJIbHOCTSIM BCeT-
Tla MOXXHO YBeJIVYUTD, a IIOCKOJIbKY bor coTBopwut Mup,
TO OH JOJDKeH OBUI IT0 CBOeVI CBOOOIHOVI BOJIE OIIperie-
JINTH CTeIleHb peasIbHOCTEN, IIOCKOJIBKY eCJIVl MUpPY He
XOTST HPUIINCATh UCTUHHYIO 0eCKOHEYHOCTb, TO €ro

5 Kak 3TOT OTKas3 BBIIJIAESI C TOUKM 3peHMs aKaJgeMIUdecKom
3TVIKV TOTO BPeMEHW, BBISCHUTb MHE He YHaJIoCh, IIOCKOJIBKY
CBEJIEHNII O IpoIiecce 3alUT IMCCepTaIiy 1 IIpoLieflype BbI-
Oopa onmnonenta B Kénnrcbepre cepenmast XVIII B. moutn He
COXPaHWIOCK.

16 besorosopouHoe nosepue dpasze Kanra n3 nmcema JIvmn-
Hepy «He AyMaJl 0 BeriMaHe» MaccOBO TPaHCIMPYeTCs C MO-
MeHTa IepBon myOsmKaly 3Toro mceMa beprapaom I'po-
TymzeroM (1880 —1946) (cm.: Groethuysen, 1906, S. 162).

7" «['ocrOVH IPOTUBHUK. .. MOT GBI CBOV OOBVHEHWS YCVITUTD
MecTaMM 13 Moero Tpakrara» (Weymann, 1759, S. 2).

® Cp. BbIckasbiBaHUe I'poryizena: «To, uro menmarmo Kanra
3aIITHUKOM OITMMW3Ma, ObUIV He JIOTMYecKye JemyKIIv»
(Groethuysen, 1906, S. 163).

Weymann Against Kant

Despite Kant’s assertion that he did not give “a
thought to Weymann,” this seems implausible. Usually,
dissertations — even so lapidary as those of the mid-18®
century — are not normally written in a week. And the
academic world of Konigsberg was not very big. Kant
had been invited — most probably twice (see Weymann,
1759a, p. 1) — to take part in the dispute as an oppo-
nent and he was aware of the topic of the dissertation.
Even if Kant was not going to enter into a detailed po-
lemic with Weymann in the invitation to the lectures, the
title he chose suggests that he could not but have given
a thought to Weymann and to how the latter’s treatise
was perceived in Konigsberg (see Stark, 1999, p. 131).%
For this reason, one can understand Weymann’s reaction,
who took the publication of An Attempt the next day af-
ter his defence, in which Kant ostentatiously refused to
participate, as a personal offence. At the same time, one
must admit, that Weymann was wrong to assume that
most statements in Kant’s work were aimed against one
or another statement of his dissertation.** Despite all its
polemical sharpness, accusations of “pathetic proclama-
tions” (patetische Ausrufungen) (Weymann, 1759, p. 2),*
and problems with the argumentation (petitio principii,
etc.), it is quite difficult to discern the “wrath,” about
which Kant complained, in Weymann’'s response to
An Attempt. Moreover, Weymann speaks of “Mr. Oppo-
nent” — whose name is never mentioned — with great
respect on more than one occasion.

Weymann tries, on the one hand, to respond to criti-
cal remarks and, on the other, to clarify his position pre-
sented in the dissertation, the position that he himself de-
scribed as “a defence of the opposite of the best world”
(Vertheidigiing des Gegensatzes der besten Welt) (Weymann,
1759a, p. 1). “This world can be neither the greatest nor
the most perfect, because the essence of the world in re-
gard to its realities can always be increased. And, since
God created the world, he had to free-willingly determine
the degree of realities. Because, if one does not desire to
attribute true infinitude to the world, the realities of the

32 T could not find out how Kant’s refusal appeared from the
perspective of the academic ethics of the time, since information
on the procedures of dissertation defence and opponent
selection in mid-18" century Konigsberg has almost not been
preserved.

% The unconditional trust in Kant’s phrase from his letter to
Lindner (“without giving a thought to Weymann”) has been
widely disseminated since the letter was first published by
Bernard Groethuysen (see Groethuysen, 1906, p. 162).

3 “Mr. Opponent [...] could have supported his accusations
with excerpts from my tract,” cf. in German: “Herr Gegner [...]
seine Beschuldigungen mit Stellen aus meiner Abhandlung
hitte bekréftigen sollen” (Weymann, 1759, p. 2).

% Cf. Groethuysen: “What made Kant an advocate of optimism
was not logical deductions,” cf. in German: “Was Kant zum
Verteidiger des Optimismus machte, waren nicht logische
Deductionen” (Groethuysen, 1906, p. 163).
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peasIbHOCTY IOJDKHBI MOYb Bo3pacTaTh» (Weymann,
1759a, S. 4). Pasnuune KoHEeYHOro M OeCKOHEYHOro B
JaHHOM BoIpoce uxcupyercs M Tak: «CyIIHOCTD
KOHEYHOT'O COCTOUT B peasIbHOM yBeJIdeHn, a 6ecko-
HEYHOTO — B TOM, UTO OHa He MOXET YBeIN4IMBaThCA.
W Tam m TaM HeJb3d DOWTHU 10 KoHIa...» (Ibid.). Ben-
MaH JIejlaeT TakXe aKIIeHT Ha ToM, 4To 0buto 1 'y Kpy-
3us, u y PaniHxapma, 1 B ero coOCTBEHHON AyccepTa-
LMY, HO 4To ObUIO OcTaBjIeHo KaHToM B cTopoHe: Ha co-
OTBETCTBUM MMpa KOHeuHbIM IeisiM. OH HalloMMHaeT
0 pasy4eHVVI aDCOJIFOTHOVI 11 OTHOCUTEITBHOV CYIITHO-
CTEV: 10 OTHOILIEHUIO K IIEPBOVI JEVICTBUTEJILHBIVI MU
He SIBJIsIeTCsI HaMICOBEPIIIeHHENIINM, B cJIydae ke BTO-
pout ImpemroyiaraeTcss OOKecTBeHHas KOHeYHas Iejlb
Mupa. DTOV He MOTYT OAVMHAKOBO COOTBETCTBOBATH
HeCKOJIbKO MupoB. Ecyim Obl B Mupe ObUIO Oosibliiee
KOJIMYeCTBO peayIbHOCTeV, 3TO POBHBIM CUETOM HIde-
ro OB He MEHSUIO M BOCIIPOU3BOAIIIO OBI Ty JKe caMylo
cUTyanyio, «<ubo B cJIydae OTHOCUTEIBHOV CYIITHOCT 1
COBEpIIIEHCTBA HYXXHO BCerJla CMOTPeTh Ha KOHEUHYIO
I1eJIb, a He Ha 4mciIo peaspHOCcTe» (Weymann, 1759a,
S. 4—5). Cporo MbIC/Ib BetiMaH myumiocTpUpyeT ciiemnyro-
LIMM IIPVIMEePOM: IIOIBAJI CO CTa OKHaMM Xy Ke ITofBajla
C OIHVIM OKHOM.

Orsersl Berimana Ha kpuTHueckue samedanms Kan-
Ta MHTepPeCHbI TeM, UTO IIPeJICTaBJIAI0T cobOV HeuTo
Gosibllee, HeXXeJI IIOBTOPEHVE ero IIO3MIINM, BbICKa-
3aHHOV B Ayicceprauym. 3ameuanue KaHra o ToMm, Oyn-
TO IIPOTMBHVKY OITYMM3Ma OTCTaMBaIOT Te3VC, 9To bor
IIpefIIoYnTaeT XyOIIUYI MUp JIy4mieMy, Beviman mpm-
HMMaeT Ha CBOVI CUeT 1 C BO3MYyIlleHreM TpeOyeT Hari-
TU HOOTBEPXKIeHVe 3TOMYy HeIopa3syMeHUIO B TeKCTe
cobcrBeHHOrO counHenms (cM.: Weymann, 1759, S. 3).
BrpoueM, Kak ObUTO BuIHO Bbllle, v KaHTa BO3HMKIN
OBl TTOOOHBIe 3aTPYAHEHVS U C TEKCTOM MeTadU3UKM
Kpysusa. Bo ssmismax Kanra Beiiman obGnHapyxusaer
TOUKW IIepecedeHNsl C KPUTUKYeMBIM B AMCCepTaLUm
Marnepom: «['ociomyH HPOTVMBHMK BEPUT, TaKMM 00-
pasoM, B MVIp, OTHOCUTEIBHO KOTOPOT'O HeJIb3sI IIOMBIC-
T OOJlee XOPOIIMVI, IV B TOT, KOTOPBIV SIBIITETCS
HauBeIMYalIIMM ¥ HaVCOBepIIeHHEeNIIM, VMeHHO
TaK TOBOpUT M rocronvH Marnep» (Weymann, 1759,
S. 7). BeriMaH BHOBb ITOBTOPSIET, YTO TAKOVI MUP IOJI-
>KeH ObUT ObI OBITH OECKOHEUHBIM, BO3MOXKHOCTD Yero OH
OTpuUIIaeT.

IIpobiema xoHeuHOCTM / OECKOHEYHOCTM MUpa
6buta B Kénurcbepre Tex JieT XuBO 0OCyXJaeMbIM BO-
npocoM. ViBaH IMapdenrtbeBnu Xmenpaurikmit (1742 —
1794), o xoTopoM BerimMaH 0T3bIBasICSI KaK 00 «OJHOM 13
caMbIX CIocoOHBIX yueHMKOB» (Weymann, 1763, S. 50),
MToTYepKMBal B CBOEM COUMHEeHUM 1766 T.: «...JTH00m-
TeJIAM VICTVHBI g YKaXy Ha JIMCcepTaIiuio IOCIIOofuHa
npod. byka o KoHe4HOCTV MIpa, KOTOPYIO OH ITyOind-

¥ VImenno KanTt nauann B Kénurcbepre nperogasaTh JIOTYKY
1o Marviepy, yeM BbIIEIIICS TOIa CPEeAV CBOVIX KOJUIET.

world should be able to increase.”* Weymann explains
that the difference between the finite and the infinite is, on
this issue, as follows: “The essence of the finite consists in
a real increase, whereas that of the infinite consists in that
it cannot increase. In both cases, one does not reach an
end...”¥” Weymann emphasises that which was also a top-
ic in Crusius and Reinhard, and in his own dissertation,
but which Kant left aside: the concordance of the world
with ultimate ends. Weymann reminds of the difference
between the absolute and relative essence. With regards
to the former, the actual world is not the most perfect,
whereas the latter presupposes a divine ultimate end of
the world. A few worlds can equally be in concordance
with such an end. If this world had a greater number of
realities, this would not change anything at all and the
same situation would be reproduced repeatedly, “for, in
the case of relative essences and perfection, one should al-
ways consider the ultimate end rather than the number of
realities.”® He uses the following example to illustrate his
thought: a basement with a hundred windows is worse
than a basement with one window.

Weymann’'s response to Kant’s critical remarks is
of greater interest than a reiteration of the position that
Weymann defended in his dissertation. Weymann takes
personally Kant’s remark that the opponents of opti-
mism support the thesis that God prefers a worse world
to a better one. Weymann demands with indignation that
Kant confirms this misunderstanding of his own work
(see Weymann, 1759a, p. 3). However, as we saw above,
Kant would have faced similar difficulties with the text
of Crusius’s metaphysics. Weymann sees similarities be-
tween Kant’s views and those of Meier whom he criti-
cised in his dissertation: “Therefore, Mr. Opponent be-
lieves in a world, a better alternative to which cannot be
thought, or in a world that is the greatest and the most
perfect. This is exactly what Mr. Meier maintains.”*
Again, Weymann stresses that such a world must be infi-
nite, the possibility of which he denies.

At the time, the problem of finitude / infinitude was
a lively discussed issue in Konigsberg. Ivan Chmelnitzki
(1742 —-1794), whom Weymann called “one of my most
skilful pupils,”* stresses in his 1766 work: “...I will refer

% “Diese Welt kann nicht die grofieste und vollkommenste
seyn, weil das Wesen einer Welt sich nach seinen Realitdten
immer vermehren l4f3t, und da Gott eine Welt erschaffen: so
hat er den Grad der Realititen freywillig bestimmen miissen,
weil, wenn man nicht einer Welt eine wahre Unendlichkeit
zuschreiben will; ihre Realititen miissen anwachsen kénnen”
(Weymann, 1759, pp. 3-4).

¥ “...das Wesen des Endlichen in der reellen Vermehrung, des
Unendlichen aber darinn bestehet, dafd es nicht kann vermehret
werden. In beyden kommt man nicht zu Ende...” (ibid., p. 4).

% “Denn bey relativischen Wesen und Vollkommenheiten, muf3
man immer auf den Endzweck sehen, nicht auf die Vielheit der
Realitdten” (ibid., pp. 4-5).

¥ “Der Herr Gegner glaubt also eine Weit, tiber die sich
keine bessere denken lifit, oder die die allergrofitste und
vollkommenste ist, eben so redet Herr Maier” (ibid., p. 7). Kant
was the first in Konigsberg who taught logic based on Meier.
This distinguished him from his colleagues.

% “Einer meiner geschiktesten Ziiglingen” (Weymann, 1763, p. 50).
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HO 3ammTwI B 1758 romy m B KOTOpPOV OH OCHOBAaTelIb-
HeVIlIe OIIPOBePT MHeHVe rocriofamya ¢poH JlenbHuia o
G6eckoneuHocTy Mupa» (Chmelnitzki, 1766, S. 80, Anm.).
XMeJTbHUIKNUY YIIOMMHAET 3[ech OVCCepTalliio Opy-
TOro — yCIemrHoro — KoHKypeHTa Kanrta, ®pugprixa
Moranna byxa (1722—1786), crasiiiero B colepHude-
crBe ¢ KarToMm mpodpeccopom AsbbepTiHbl B 1758 T.
(cm.: Buck, 1758).

Paccyxmermne KanTta 00 OTCyTCTBUMM BCeBemeHS
bora mpu orpumanum onTMMM3Ma, Halllefllee OTpa-
XeHre B § 9 nmccepranumu BevimaHa, TOCTIETHMI KOM-
MEHTUpPYeT TakK: «...FOCHOAVH IPOTUBHUK... M3Meps-
eT GeckoHeuHOoe KOHeuHbIM» (Weymann, 1759, S. 7).
ITommmo sToro KaHT cmerBaeT MHTerpUpPOBaHHOCTD
(Integritaet) ¢ coBepmeHcTBOM. TpymHOCTE IIO3MIUNA
Kanra BerimaHn ycmaTpmBaeT B TOM, 4TO, «COIJIaCHO TO-
CHOAVHY HPOTUBHUKY, OTHOCUTEJILHOE COBEPIIIEHCTBO
He VIMeeT peaJIbHOCTH, 100 VIMeHHO 3TMM OHO JOJDKHO
oTm4aTbhes oT abcomorHoro» (Weymann, 1759, S. 8).
Beviman mmomBepraeT KpuTVIKe M OTHO W3 II€HTPaIbHBIX
IIOJIOXKEHMVI KaHTOBCKOT'O OITBITa 00 OITMMW3Me — Te-
31C O TOM, YTO COBEPIIEHCTBO BEIIM COCTOWUT B CTelle-
HU ee peaylbHOCTU: «ECiIM OH rOBOPWUT O HaJIMYHBIX KO-
HeYHBIX Belllax, TO 3TO JIOXKHO, TTOCKOJIBKY peaslbHOCTH
OIIpeMIesIAOT COBEPIIEHCTBO TOJIBKO TOIJa, KOrJa OHM
TOAXOIAT K KOHeUHOV 11eyim Bert. Eciv ke oH rosopur
0 OeCcKOHeYHOWV CYIIHOCTM, TO OH IIpaB» (Weymann,
1759a, S. 8). I'lo mbiciin Bevimana, KanT gexiapaTmsHO
IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIET PeaIbHOCTY CTelleHb, CUMTast VX
«totaliter opposita, x0Ts1 OH CTaBUT HANpPOTVB peasib-
HOCTU Bce Xe He gradus, a negation, privatio, nihilum,
Idealitaet. CTelleHbp caMa eCTh pealbHOCTb I MOXET OT-
JIMYaThCs TOJIBKO OT qualitaet» (Weymann, 1759a, S. 8).

C Toukm 3peHMs HaJIbHEVIIIETO Pa3sBUTHsS KaHTOB-
ckom ¢putocodpmm BeckMa IIpMMedaTesIbHa KPUTHKA
BeliMaHOM KaHTOBCKOI'O Te3ViCa O TOM, YTO «/IBe Bellu
He MOI'YT OT/IMYaThCsA APYT OT Apyra IOCPeICTBOM MX
peasyIbHOCTM KaK PeajIbHOCTV, a TOJIBKO IIOCPEeICTBOM
cTerieHn peasbHOCTU. TeM campiM oH (KanT. — A.K)
oTrOpaceiBaeT Bce essentialiter diversa, a mpocTpaHcTBO
VI BpeMsl y HETO OKa3bIBAIOTCS OIHMMM ¥ TeMU JXKe II0-
aatusmm» (Weymann, 1759, S. 8). Eciiu st mpaBujibHO
IIOHMMAaI0 MBICJIb BeriMaHa, TO OH BBIIIBMTaeT IIPOTUB
KanTa Takme aprymeHTHI, KOTOpble 11 caM KaHT uepe3
IBajllaTh C JIVIIHUM JIeT B «KpuTiKe uncToro pasyma»
BBIZIBMHET IIPOTUB IIPMHIINIIA TOXIIeCTBa Hepas3JinJn-
moro Jlenbouuiia:

...KaK Obl HM OBUIV OIVHAKOBBI IIOHATHS, pas3/iv-
yyie II0 TIOJIOKEHWIO B IIPOCTPaHCTBE 3TOTO SBJIEHS
B OJTHO VI TO K€ BpeMsI COCTaBJIsieT JOCTaTOYHOe OCHO-
BaHMe IS YVC/IEHHOTO pas/IMdmsi CaMoro IIpefiMeTa
(ayBcrB). Tak, MOXXHO COBEPILIEHHO OTBJIEYBCS OT BCEX
BHYTPEHHMX pasiMumii (10 KadeCcTBY M KOJINYECTBY)
MeXIy ABYMs KaIULIMV BOABI, HO €C/IV MBI B OHHO W

the lovers of truth to the dissertation of Mr. Prof. Buck
on the finitude of the world, which he publicly defended
in 1758 and in which he most thoroughly disproved the
opinion of Mr. von Leibniz about the infinitude of the
world.”* Chmelnitzki mentions here the dissertation
of another — successful — competitor of Kant, namely,
Friedrich Johann Buck (1722 —1786), who became a pro-
fessor at the Albertina in 1758 in a competition with Kant
(see Buck, 1758).

Kant’s reasoning on the deficiency of God's om-
niscience when denying optimism, reflected in § 9 of
Weymann’s dissertation, received from the latter the fol-
lowing comment: “...Mr. Opponent [...] dares to measure
the infinite with the finite.”*? Moreover, Kant confuses in-
tegrity (Integritaet) with perfection. Weymann sees a dif-
ficulty with Kant’s position in that “according to Mr. Op-
ponent, relative perfection has no reality, because this
way, it would have to differ from absolute perfection.”#
Weymann also criticises one of the central theses of Kant's
Attempt at Some Reflections on Optimism, i.e., that about the
perfection of a thing consisting in the degree of its reality:
“When he speaks of the present finite things, it is false, be-
cause realities determine the perfection only when they are
suited for the final end of a thing. However, if he speaks
of the infinite being, he is right.”* Weymann believes that
Kant ostentatiously sets in opposition reality and degree
and considers them “totaliter opposita, since he contrasts
reality not with gradus, but rather with negation, privatio,
nihilum, Idealitaet. A degree is itself a reality and should be
distinguished only with respects to qualitaet.”*

From the perspective of the further development of
Kantian philosophy, of interest is Weymann’s criticism
of Kant's thesis that “two things cannot be distinguished
from each other by their realities as realities, but rath-
er only by the degree of their realities. Hereby, he [i.e.,
Kant] rejects all essentialiter diversa and space and time
are for him one and the same concept.”* If I understand

4

...so verweise ich den Liebhaber der Wahrheit auf des Herrn
Prof. Buck seine Dissertation von der Endlichkeit der Welt,
die er Anno 1758 offentlich vertheidiget, und darin des Herrn
von Leibnitz Meynung von der Unendlichkeit der Welt, aufs
grindlichste widerlegt hat” (Chmelnitzki, 1766, p. 80, footnote).
2 % . Herr Gegner [...] sich unterstehet, das unendliche, mit
dem endlichen zu ermessen” (Weymann, 1759a, p. 7).

% “Nach dem Herr Gegner hat die respective Vollkommenheit
keine Realitidt; denn dadurch soll sich eben von der absoluten
unterschieden seyn” (ibid., p. 8).

“ “Wenn er von endlichen vorhandenen Dingen redet: ist
es falsch, denn als denn bestimmen die Realititen erst die
Vollkommenhe[i]t, wenn sie zu dem Endzweck eines Dinges
geschickt sind. Redet er aber vom unendlichen Wesen: so hat
Er Recht” (ibid.).

% “ ..totaliter opposita, da doch er Realitdt nicht gradus,
sondern negation, privation, nihilum, Idealitaet entgegenstehen.
Der Grad ist selbst Realitdt, und wird nur von der qualitaet zu
unterscheiden seyn” (Weymann, 1759, p. 8).

6 “ .. Zwey Dinge konnen nicht von einander durch ihre
Realitdten als Realitdten unterschieden werden; sondern nur
durch den Grad der Realitdten. Hiemit liugnet er [Kant] alle
essentialiter diversa, und Raum und Zeit sind bey ihm einerley
Begriffe” (ibid.).
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TO K€ BpeMs co3epliaeM VX B PasIMUYHBIX MeCTax IIpo-
CTPAHCTBA, TO 3TOLO HOCTATOYHO, UTOOBI CUUTATH MX
umcsieHHo pasnasbiMu (Kant, 1994a, c. 198; A 263 —
264 / B 319—320).

He ocrasics BevimMan B cTOpoHe M OT KpUTUYECKMX
3amevanuyt KaHTa B agpec KOHKYypPCHOTO COUMHEHVIS
Paviaxapma, KOTOpble Ha3Ball «COBEPIIEHHO HeIIpa-
BIWIBHBIMI»: B IPYyTOM MHUpe IlojiaraeTcsi He He-A, a B
(cM.: Weymann, 1759a, S. 8).

W Bce xe m1aBHBIN ynpek Berimana B ampec Kanra
COCTOUT COBCEM B ApyroMm: «B KOHIIe cBoero Tpakrara
TOCIIOfIMH IIPOTMBHMK YIIOMMHAaeT o cBobope. 51 Obl Ke-
J1as1, YTOOBI OH ITpM 3TOM OBUI ObI MHOTOCIIOBHEE. V160
3TO U eCTh MMEHHO Ta IIPW4MHA, IT0 KOTOPOI 3Ta MaTe-
pvs mproOpeTaeT OeCKOHEUHYIO BaXKHOCTD, IIOTOMY YTO
Ha 5TOM OCHOBBIBA€TCS TEOJIOTMS VI IIpaBOBeZleHMe, a
TaKKe OTJIVYVIe MeXIY JIOABMMU U CyTy00 JKMBOTHBIMII»
(Weymann, 1759a, S. 2). VIMeHHO B TOM, YTO «TOCIIOAVH
HPOTMBHUK ycTpaHser cBobomy» (Weymann, 1759,
S. 2), I COCTOWUT IJIaBHBIV M3BsH ero no3uivm. ITo mbic-
mm Benvana, Kaur He moHmMaer BakHocTm «libertas
contrarietatis», KOTopast OTCyTCTByeT B CJlydae HavIyd-
mero Mupa (cM.: Weymann, 1759a, S. 5—6)%. Kak 65t
CTpaHHO 3TO HU 3By4asIo HbIHe, HO IMEHHO B UTHOPWU-
poBaHUM TIpoOIeMbI cBoOOIB! Bevivan He Ge3 ocHOBa-
HUW yIIpeKaeT CBOero coppeMeHHMKa Marucrpa Kanra,
IIPOCIIaBMBIIIEIOCS] B KPUTHUUYECKIMI TIEPYOJT TBOPYECTBa
VIMEHHO CBOMM BapMaHTOM «CIIaCeHMsI CBOOOIBI».

OrBeuaTs Bermany, TO ecTb, 110 cCOOCTBEHHBIM CJIO-
BaM, BCTyIIaTh «B KYJIaUHBIVI OOV C LIMKJIOIIOM», Te€M
caMBbIM criacas ero Opounopy, KaHt He mocumrai HyX-
HbIM. ['aMaH, CTOJIKHYBIINCH B OTBET Ha CBOE IIVICBMO C
morruarmeM Katra, ¢ o6umont sameTiwr: «C B[erimariom]
Bbl BosIbHBI 00X0OMTBCs, KaK BaM 3abraropaccygmrcss
HO KaK JIpyT 51 TpeDyto mHOoro obparrieHns. Baire Mmosrya-
HVe B €Tr0 ajipec OBUTO KOBapHee U IIpe3puTesIbHee, 9eM
ero Tyymas KpuTuka Bamrero “Omsrta”. Bel mocTyriae-
Te CO MHOVI cxoi[HbIM]| 0OpasoMm; s Bam aToro Gesnaka-
3aHHBIM He ocTapi1o. OIIpoBepraTh ero BO3pakeHms I
Bac cymmkoMm 1wtoxo»?. TlosmHee Ha 3Ty ke TeMy BbI-
ckasasics 1 Voranu 'otrdpup l'eprep (1744 —1803), xo-
TOPBIVL, O/THAKO, ITpuexast B KéHurcbepr uepes HeCKOJIb-
KO JIET II0CJIe VICTOPWM C 3alllUTOVI JVICCEpTaIUy U He
OBUI HEIOCPeICTBEHHBIM CBUIIETEIEM TOVI UCTOPUML: Y
KaHTa «OBUI HOPOTMBHMK, KOTOPHIV XeJlaJI €r0 OILpo-

2 O cobome mportmsoronoxHocTn («Freiheit der Widrigkeit
[libertatem contrarietatis]») kak CITOCOGHOCTM «IIpWM TeX Xe ca-
MBIX 0OCTOSATEIILCTBAX BMECTO 3TOTO [AEVICTBYIS MOYb IIpeIIIPH-
HVMATb CTOJIb JKe XOPOITIo 1 Apyroe» cM. Takxke: (Chmelnitzki,
1766, S. 146). B To xe Bpemst FOctmH Dmac Biocreman (1723 —
1762) B M3BeCTHOM OOIIMPHOM KOMITEHAMYMe KPY3MaHCKON
dwnmocodpum paspaesnasics ¢ mpobIeMoVt HaWIydIecTi Mupa B
opHOM naparpade 6e3 yrioMmyHaHus 310N cBobobl (cM.: Wii-
stemann, 1757, S. 285, § 222).

2 TTucemo Voranny I'eopry I'amany xonma mexabpst 1759 r.
(AA 10, S. 29, Ne17)

Weymann's thought correctly, he advances such argu-
ments against Kant that Kant himself will put forward
against Leibniz’s principle of the identity of indiscerni-
bles twenty years later in the Critique of Pure Reason:

...however identical everything may be in regard to
that, the difference of the places of these appearances at the
same time is still an adequate ground for the numerical dif-
ference of the object (of the senses) itself. Thus, in the case
of two drops of water one can completely abstract from all
inner difference (of quality and quantity), and it is enough
that they be intuited in different places at the same time in
order for them to be held to be numerically different (KrV,
B 319-320 / A 263-264; Kant, 1998, p. 368).

Weymann did not abstain from commenting on
Kant’s critical remarks on Reinhard’s prize-winning es-
say, which he considered “completely wrong” (ganz un-
richtig): B rather than non-A befits a different world (see
Weymann, 1759, p. 8).

However, Weymann's main reproach to Kant is com-
pletely different: “Towards the end of his treatise, Mr. Op-
ponent alludes to freedom. I wish he had discussed this
at greater length. Because this is the very reason why this
matter is to be of infinite importance, since theology and
jurisprudence, as well as the difference between human
beings and mere animals, is based on this.”# The main
flaw of Kant's position is that he “impairs freedom” (der
Freyheit Abbruch thut) (Weymann, 1759, p. 2). According
to Weymann, Kant does not understand the importance
of libertas contrarietatis, which is absent in the case of the
best world (see ibid., pp. 5-6).*® As strange as it may sound
today, it is precisely for ignoring the problem of freedom
that Weymann, not without reason, criticised his master
contemporary, Kant, although, in his critical period, Kant
became famous for his own version of the “salvation of
freedom.”

Kant did not deem it necessary to respond to
Weymann's criticism or, in his own words, to engage “in
fisticuffs with a Cyclops” and thus to rescue Weymann’s
brochure. Faced with Kant’s silence in response to his
own letter, Hamann wrote resentfully: “You may treat
Weymann in any way you wish, as a friend I demand a

¥ “Zu Ende seiner Abhandlung, thut der Herr Gegner
Erwdhnung von der Freyheit. Ich hitte gewiinscht, daf$ er sich
hiebey weitlduftiger mochte aufgehalten haben. Denn das ist
eben die Ursache, daf8 diese Materie von unendlichr Wichtigkeit
zu halten ist, weil sich hierauf die Gottes- und Rechtsgelahrtheit,
wie auch der Unterscheid zwichen Menschen und blossen
Thieren griindet” (ibid., p. 2).

# See also a reflection on the freedom of contrariety (Freiheit
der Widrigkeit [libertatem contrarietatis]) as a capacity to “take
an equally good action instead of the given action under the
same circumstances” (“bey eben den Umstinden, an statt dieser
Handlung auch eine andere eben so gut unternehmen zu kénnen”)
(Chmelnitzki, 1766, p. 146). At the same time, it took Justin Elias
Wiistemann (1723 —1762) just one paragraph to deal with the
problem of the bestness of the world in his famous compendium
of Cruisan philosophy. This freedom was not mentioned in the
paragraph (see Wiistemann, 1757, § 222, p. 285).
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BEPTHYTH U O KOTOPOM OH He fiymai...» (Herder, 1883,
S. 325). «He mymair» o3Had4aeT 371eCh, BEPOSITHO, KaK U
B mmcbMe KaHra, «He HasbIBaI 110 MMeHM» (cM.: Stark,
1999, S. 141). CxogHbIM 00pa3oM IOCTyIIaeT B Omorpa-
v Karra 1 @punpux Teomop Puuk (1770 —1811), He
HasbIBas BeriMaHa 110 IMeHW, IIPV TOM YTO OH €r'o pe3Ko,
HEeBEXXIVBO 1, B 3HAYMTEIILHOV CTEIIeH N, BeCbMa HecITpa-
BEIMBO KPUTMKyeT Ha HECKOJIBKMX CTpaHMIIax (CM.:
Rink, 1805, S. 43 —45). BripoueM, 3Ty TpaguLMIO 3aJI0-
XKW1 ellle caM BerimaH, yriopHo nMeHyst KanTa B oTBeTe
Ha ONBIT 00 OHTMMM3ME WMCK/IIOUUTEILHO «TOCHOMNH
IIPOTVIBHVK».

B ormmume or Kanrta BermMmaH ocTaBUTH IOIEMU-
Ky TaK M He CMOI, JOJI'Vie TOABI IPOIoJDKas IVICAaTh
OIIPOBEpP)KeHMS Ha OUepeHble KAHTOBCKE TPaKTaThI>.
Bcst COBOKYITHOCTBD 3TMX ITIOJIEMMYECKMX COYMHEHMN,
Kak " Oostee mo3gHme paboTsl BeriMaHa, BBIXOAWT 3a
paMKM IIpoOJIeMBI OIITMMM3Ma, OJHAKO OJHO HebOb-
moe counHeHMe 1760 r., onyOnvkoBaHHOe B ABYX Ya-
CTSIX, HEIIOCPELCTBEHHO IPVUMBIKaeT K criopy ¢ Karrom
00 onrTmMMmMsMe, 1 IIO3TOMY YMECTHO €TO 3[eCh YIIOMS-
HyTb — «PaccMoTpeHMe paszmmums Kpy3WaHCKOW U
BoJb(pmaHcKom prmocodpum»?. Ha ocHOBe MHTEHCHB-
Horo msydeHust Kpyswms, HauaTtoro B 1754 r.?*, Bertman
IIOJTYePKMBAET, UTO €My yJIajoch JOOUThCS y cOOCTBEeH-
HBIX CJIyIIaTesIerl KaK MUHVMMYM IIOHVIMaHWVS TOTO, Y4TO
HEBO3MOJKHO IIpV3HaBaTh B KauecTBe VICTVHHOIO II0JIO-
JKeHwme, OyATO «3TOT MUP abcoAi0mHo HeOOXOOMMO HOJI-
JKeH OBITh HalwIy4IVM, a OOVH VIV HECKOJIBKO He MOTYT
ObITh OofMHaKoBO Xopormmu» (Weymann, 1760a, S. 4).
Vimenno B aTOM paboTe HamboIIee OTUETIIMBO IIPOCTYTIa-
€T TeoJIOTMYeCKNUI KOHTEKCT pa3MbIlUIleHnVt Berivana. B
KaudecTBe OCHOBHOTI'O KOHTPIIpMMepa [T BOJIb(PVAHCKON
drtococbrn, NO3MIINIO KOTOPOVA 10 JAHHOMY BOITPOCY, C
€ero TOuUKM 3peHms, pasfertsu1 Toraa v Karr, Bervan npu-
BOAWT rpexoriazieHvie EBbI 11 ee pellreHe BKYCUTB s10JI0KO
(cm.: Weymann, 17606, S. 4—6). CripaBeyiBoCTV paiy
CTOUT, OJHAKO, OTMETUTh, UTO BeriMaH He ycMaTpvBaeT
HVKaKOro pasnravs Mexay Bombdom m JlenOxumirem:
HeCMOTpsI Ha 3arJIaByie, Bee 3HauVMble CCBUIKU B €r0 Opo-
LIIOpe YKa3bIBaIOT Ha ITpov3BeneHs JleviOnmIla — rias-
HbIM 0Opa3oM Ha «Teopuriero».

BeitMaH 1MTHMpyeT BOCcbMOe BO3paKeHMe W3 Ipu-
soxeHus K «Teomuitee» M IIbITaeTCs pacCMOTPETH, UTO
9TO MOXXeT O3HauaTh B ciIydae EBbl: «KTO He MOXeT He
n30MpaTh Hawlydlllee, TOT He cBoOomeH. bor He Moxer
He n30upats Hawryumiee. CiieqoBaTesibHO, bor He cBo-
Gomen» (JlemOnmr, 1989, c. 411; Weymann, 17606, S. 5).
AnesuIpys IIpu 3TOM ellle U K 00pasy Ay 13 Bce TOM

2 Cm.: (Weymann, 1763). 3ammanmposarn BetiMas n1 miorremm-
yeckoe COYMHEHVe IIPOTVMB KaHTOBCKOro «JIoxHoro mymp-
CTBOBaHM:I B YeThIpex ¢purypax crvrornsma» (cM. Weymann,
1763, S. 19), KOTOpOE, BEPOSTHO, BCe K€ TaK ¥ He BBIIIUIO.

% B opHOM IIpUMepe HeOXMIAHHO IIPOSBIISeTCs, UTO COUVHe-
HMe HammcaHo B pycckoM Kénnrcbepre spemen CemwieTHet
BOVIHEL «[lyIIla IeVICTByeT B TeJle, Jjake ey OHa ObUTa OFI B
KénurcbGepre, a Teso B ITerepOypre» (Weymann, 1760a, S. 4).
% 3peck BeriMaH yAMBUTEIBHEIM 00pa3soM CHOBA CCHUIAETCS
Ha JIOTVIKY, a He Ha MeTadusuky Kpysus.

different treatment. Your silence in regard to him is more
cowardly and despicable than was his stupid critique of
your essay. You treat me the same. I will not let you go
unpunished. Disproving his objections is below you” (Br,
AA 10, p. 29, Ne17; partly cited from Kuehn, 2001, p. 124).
This topic was later addressed by Johann Gottfried Herder
(1744—1803), although he arrived at Konigsberg sever-
al years after the dissertation defence and had not been a
witness to the story. Kant “had an opponent, who want-
ed to disprove him and to whom Kant did not give a
thought...”* The phrase “did not give a thought,” means
here, just like in Kant's letter, “did not mention his name”
(see Stark, 1999, p. 141). Similarly, in his biography of Kant,
Friedrich Theodor Rink (1770—1811) never mentions
Weymann’s name, even though he criticises him sharply,
rudely, and to a large extent unfairly in several pages (see
Rink, 1805, pp. 43-45). However, this tradition was started
by Weymann himself, who persistently used the address
“Mr. Opponent” in his response to Kant's essay.

Unlike Kant, Weymann could not abandon the de-
bate. For many years, he continued to write refutations
of Kant’s new treatises.®® The scope of these polemical
works, as well as Weymann's later writings, goes beyond
the problem of optimism. However, one short work from
1760, which was published in two parts, has immediate
bearing on the debate with Kant on optimism — name-
ly, A Contemplation on the Difference between Crusian and
Wolffian Philosophy (Betrachtung iiber den Unterschied der
Crusianischen und Wolffianischen WeltweifSheit). It is thus
appropriate to mention it here>® Weymann commenced
an in-depth study of Crusius in 1754.%* As a result, he
stresses, he managed to give his students an understand-
ing that the statement “this world should absolutely nec-
essarily be the best, and one world or several ones cannot
be equally good”® cannot be recognised as true. It is in
this work that the theological context of Weymann's re-
flections comes out most clearly. As the key counterex-
ample of Wolffian philosophy, which, as he believed, was
supported by Kant in this regard at that time, Weymann
quotes the Fall of Eve and her decision to taste the ap-
ple (see Weymann, 1760b, pp. 4-6). To be fair, howev-
er, it should be noted that Weymann does not see any

¥ “Er hatte einen Gegner, der ihn widerlegt haben wollte, und
an den Er nie dachte” (Herder, 1883, p. 325).

% See (Weymann, 1763). Weymann also planned to write a
polemical work aimed against Kant's False Subtlety of the Four
Syllogistic Figures (Die falsche Spitzfindigkeit der vier syllogistischen
Figuren erwiesen) (see Weymann, 1763, p. 19; c¢f. DfS, AA 02,
pp. 45-61), which was probably never published.

° In one example, it is unexpectedly revealed that the work was
written in “Russian Konigsberg” during the Seven Years” War:
“The soul acts in the body, even if it were in Konigsberg and the
body in St. Petersburg” (“Die Seele agirt in den Coérper, wenn
sie auch zu Konigsberg, und der Corper zu Petersburg wére”)
(Weymann, 1760a, p. 4).

%2 Here, Weymann once again and in a very peculiar manner
refers to Crusius’s logic rather than to his metaphysics.

% “..diese Welt absolut nothwenig die Beste seyn miifSte,
und nicht eine oder mehrere gleich gute moglich gewesen”
(Weymann, 1760a, p. 4).
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xe «Teomyiien», KOTOPYIO «BMECTO CpaBHEHVIS ee C Be-
caMy MOXKHO CPaBHWTB C CVJIOW, KOTOPasi B OHO ¥ TO
JKe BpeM:i IaBUT B pasHble CTOPOHBI, HO OOHapYXIMBaeT
IIEVICTBIUIE TOJIBKO TaM, Te eVl JIerye BCero [eviCTBOBaTh
VUIV T7le OHa BCTpedaeT HavMeHbIIlee COIIPOTVBIIEHIE»
(JIemtOmmamr, 1989, c. 346, 111, § 325), Bertman mbITaeTcs
cBecTy cutyanuio EBEI K aOcypy, ITOKasaB TeM caMbIM
abcypr, J1eOHMITaHCKO-BOTbPUMAHCKO (PIITOCOPUIA.
HeyTemMTeanbH?[ BBIBOJI, B OTHOIIIEHUI 3TOVI CUCTEeMbI
B 11€JIOM HaIlIOMMHaeT To, uTo BevimaH rosopur o Kaxre
B OTBETE Ha OIIBIT 00 OITHUMM3ME:

B Bonbed[manckort] dprtocodvin mMeetcst OorbIas
JIaKyHa B TOM, YTO MBI IIOCPEICTBOM Hee He MOXKeM yOe-
TIUTBCS B cyujecmbobanuu cBobompl. V0o ommpaThest Ha
OIIBIT OHA He MOXXET, IIOCKOJIbKY OHa B JIF0OOM cirydae
yCTpaHsIeT JOKa3aTeJIbCTBO 13 HEro IOCPenCcTBOM ahco-
At0mHO HeoOXOMVIMOro IlepeBeca IOOYIMTEIBHBIX OC-
HOBAHWI1, M CJIefyeT MCKaTh IIPUHYIUTEIBHOIO JOKa-
3aTesIbCTBA A Priori, TaK KaK OHO TpeOyeT HamOOIIbIIIen
npormaTeTbHOCTH (Weymann, 17606, S. 6).

3aBepiaeTcsi 3Ta HeOojbllas Opommopa HpuMe-
4yaTeJIbHO C TOYKM 3peHMs popMbl. Yke KOHKYpCHas
pabora Parmxappa mMesia ofMHHaIIATh Hap IPOTU-
BOTIOJIOXKHBIX YTBEP KIEHWII II0 PasIMIHBIM BOIIpOCaM
onTmMM3Ma. BeriMaH moltesn elre gasible: B AyXe IIpo-
TECTAaHTCKOVI II0JIEMIYECKOVI TEOJIOTVIV CBOETO BpeMeHI
Ha OfIHOVI CTpaHMIle OH B ABYX COCEIHMX KOJIOHKaX 13-
JlaraeT IIO3UIINIO «BOJIb(PVAHCKOV CUICTEMBI» 1 «KPY3U-
AHCKOVI CICTEeMBI» TI0 BOIIPOCY O HawlydieM Mupe. He-
CMOTps Ha TO, UTO pa3pelIaeTcsi 3TO aHTMHOMIYECKOe
rocTpoeHre y BeriMana HOBOJIBPHO TPamwIIMOHHO, TO
€CTb MOIIPOCTY B IIOJIb3Yy OIHOV M3 KOJIOHOK — B IIOJIb-
3y Kpy3uaHcKou dmiocodmy, JaHHBIV ONbIT Berivana
IpeficTaB/IsieT HeCOMHEHHBIVI VHTepeC C TOUKY 3peHus
OyayIIMx aHTMHOMMM YMCTOro pasyMa B «Kpuruke unm-
croro pasyma» (Weymann, 17606, S. 7—38):

Bonbd[nanckasi]
cucreMa

Brur BO3MOXXEH TOJIBKO
OOVIH-€OMHCTBEHHBII Hau-
JIyYIINi MUp, W, CJlefloBa-
TeJTPHO, TOJIBKO OIVH Psifj,
COOBITMIT OBUT HaVUIyIINM,
VI BCe, ITO CITyUMIIOCh B 3TOM
Mupe, ObUIO 3BE€HOM B €fVIH-
CTBEHHOVI HaVUTyYIlIeVi e
¥ BHECIO CBOVI BKJIa B TO,
YTO 3TOT MWP M 3Ta Iiellb
ObUIM  eIVHCTBEHHO Hal-
JIy4IIMMIL. B cooTBeTcTBIM C
stiM bor Huuero He Mor m3-
MEHWTH B 3TOV LIeIN, a eCJIn
Obl OH HEUTO M3MEHWI, TO OH
TIOTDKeH OBbI OBUT 3TO TYT ke
cresiaTh HeC/Ty YMBIIVIMCSL. . .

Kpysmnanckas
cucremMa

[yxu sBJIAIOTCS TJIaB-
HOVI IeJIbI0 MUpPa, KOTOPBIM
BCe MHOE [IOJDKHO CTOSTH
B yoryxeHun. Pamgu aton
raBHOM nem bor msbpait
HEeKWUVI MUP 110 CBOEMY M3BO-
nervio (Belieben), Tak kax
OH Mor m30paTe M Apyrve
MUPBI, KOTOpBle ObITV OBI
OIMHAKOBO XopoI. B 3Tom
MUpe TeJIeCHBIVI MUP I10JI-
JKEH TIOIUMHSTBCS JyXOB-
HOMy Mupy, u bor permut
HIpeJIIIPUHSAT B HEM CTOJIb-
KO W3MEHEHWUN, CKOJIbKO
Ob1 moTpeboBasl TyXOBHBIV
MHUp, HO IIO3TOMY IIOCIIE

difference between Wolff and Leibniz. Despite the title, all
the significant references in the work are to Leibniz’s writ-
ings — mainly the Theodicy.

Weymann cites the eighth objection from the ap-
pendix to the Theodicy and tries to examine what it
could mean in the case of Eve: “Whoever cannot fail to
choose the best is not free. God cannot fail to choose the
best. Therefore God is not free” (Leibniz, 1951, p. 386;
Weymann, 1760b, p. 5). By evoking the image of the soul
from the Theodicy,>* where “...one might, instead of the
balance, compare the soul with a force which puts forth
effort on various sides simultaneously, but which acts
only at the spot where action is easiest or there is least
resistance” (Leibniz, 1951, [III, § 325], p. 322), Weymann
tries to reduce Eve’s situation to absurdity, thus reveal-
ing the absurdity of the Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy.
The disappointing conclusion with regards to this system
as a whole reminds us of Weymann’s response to Kant's
Attempt at Some Reflections on Optimism:

There is a large gap in the Wolffian world wisdom,
that prevents us from being persuaded of the existence
of freedom. For, it cannot rely upon experience, since,
in every case, it invalidates the proof by experience by
means of the absolutely necessary preponderance of mo-
tives. A convincing a priori proof should be sought, since
it requires the greatest acumen.®

The conclusion of this short brochure is remarkable
in terms of its form. Reinhard’s prize-winning essay pre-
sented eleven pairs of contrary statements on different
aspects of optimism. Weymann went even further: In the
spirit of the protestant polemical theology of the time, he
summarises the positions of the “Wolffian system” and
the “Crusian system” on the best world in two adjacent
columns on one and the same page. Although Weymann
resolves this antinomic structure in a traditional way —
he simply decides in favour of one of the columns,
namely that of the Crusian philosophy — his attempt is
of particular interest from the perspective of the future
antinomies of pure reason in the Critique of Pure Reason
(Weymann, 1760b, pp. 7-8):

Wolffian system Crusian system

Only one best world was
possible and, therefore, only
one chain of events was the

... The spirits are the main
purpose of the world. All the
rest should be in their service.

3 “_..one might, instead of the balance, compare the soul with
a force which puts forth effort on various sides simultaneously,
but which acts only at the spot where action is easiest or there is
least resistance” (Leibniz, 1951, [III, § 325] p. 322).

% “Es ist in der Wolf. Weltweisheit eine grosse Liicke, daf3
wir durch dieselbe von dem Daseyn der Freyheit nicht konnen
tiberzeuget werden. Denn auf die Erfahrung kénnensie sich nicht
beruffen, weil sie den Beweis aus derselben durch das absolut
nothwendig erforderliche Uebergewicht der Bewegungsgriinde
in jedem Falle aufheben, und einen biindigen Beweis a priori hat
man zu suchen, weil er die grofite Scharfsinnigkeit erfordert”
(Weymann, 1760b, p. 6).

26



A.N. Krouglov

<...>

ITosTomy bor He MoxeT
VICIIOJTHUTB MOIO MOJIUTBY
VHave, KaK ecjm Obl TO, O
4eM s MOJIIOCh, ObJIO 3BeHOM
B 3TOVI HaVUTy4IleN LT
pasBopaunBaioch KO BpeMe-
HV MO€VI ITPOCBOBI.

<...>

ITosToMy MBI JIOJDK-
HBI OBITH [1OBOJIBHBL TeM,
B Kakoe cTeueHme o0CTosI-
TEJILCTB 1IelM MBI I10CTaB-
JIeHBI BEYHOCTBIO B HAVUTyU-
mieM wmupe (KOTOPBII He
MOr OBITh M3MEHEH KaK-TO
vHaue); Oyap TO cyacTbe JIn
VIV Hec4yacTbe: MBI IOJDK-

3TUX W3MEHEHUIT 3TO Obl
He CTaJl Apyrovi Mup, ubo
VM3MeHeHVs IOJ/DKHBI OBITh
MpeNpUHATEL MMEHHO B
3TOM MWUpe.

<...>

TlosToMy MBI MOXeM
IIOJIOXKWUTBCS Ha HaIIly cepb-
€3HYIO MOJIUTBY.

<...>

Mbo ckopee mpexse
ocranoBurcs CoJIHIle, YeM
Oymer ycTpaHeHa [axe
OJTHa-e[IMHCTBEHHAs KO-
He4dHad 11eJIb B MOpaHbHOM
apcTBe. ..

HBbI HO)KepTBOBaT'b Hallimm
OJIaKeHCTBOM, €C/IVI  DTOrO
Tpebyer 1esoe.

<...>

bor kak IpaBuTelIb, KO-
TOPBIVI TOBOPUT OemHOMY
HEeBVHHOMY T'DEeIIHIKY: 5 He
Mory Tebe ITOMOYb, THI [I0JI-
JKE€H BVICETh CEerofiHs, nmbo s
He MOTY paziyi TeGsI 3MeHUTb
3aKOHBI IIapCTBa, KOTOpbIE
Kak pas3 ¥ IIPUBOAAT K 3TOMY,
TaK Kak s JIOJDKeH Oosbiie
3a00TUTBCS O LIEJTOM.

B 3Tux KOJIOHKaX B IPOSICHEHWI HYKIAeTCs OITHO
nosoxeHne BeriMaHa 13 crcTeMbl Kpy3uaHCKOM pio-
copum — o coxpaHEHMM TOXIECTBa Mupa IIPU OCy-
IIIeCTBJIEHHBIX B HeM M3MeHeHVsIX. Pajy KpaTkocTu fyist
3TOr0 MOXXHO ITpMOETHY Th K KOMIIeHOMyMYy BrocTeMaHa:
«Mwup 1o Tex MOp OCTaeTcs: TeM Ke CaMbIM, IT0Ka TeMM
’Ke caMbIMV OCTAIOTCSI TJIaBHBIE 11711, I B BUIAX BeILevi,
3aKOHax X cBsi3u, Individuis, VI X CYIIHOCTHBIX aKIIV-
SIX He IIPOVICXOMST TaKue V3MeHEHWUs, IOCPEICTBOM
KOTOPBIX He M3MEHSIOTCS I0JI0KEHHbIe IJIaBHBIE 11esIN
MMpa ¥ HepaspbIBHO CBSI3aHHBIE C 3TUM CpeJCTBa»
(Wiistemann, 1757, S. 277, § 206). Takum obpasoMm, ripu
cobrofieHny O3HaYeHHBIX YCJIOBUI M3MeHeHVe COCTO-
AHMSA MMUpa He IIPUBOAUT K TOMY, UTO 3TO yXKe Apyron
MUp, ¥ B 3TOM COCTOWUT CYIIleCTBEHHOe OT/IN4Me TI03M-
LIV Kpy3MaHIIeB OT BOJIb(VaHIIeB.

3axTounTe TbHbIE 3aMeYaHMs

buorpad Kanra JTronsur DpHcr boposcku (1740 —
1831) BcrioMMHaJ, YTO B HO3JHME TOIbI KXM3HM KEHWT-
cbeprckoro ¢wrocoda Oe3ycClelIHO IIBITAJICS Havi-
TV paHHee KaHTOBCKOe COYMHeHMe 00 onTuMmm3Me
1759 r. DtoT dpakT MOr OBI BBI3BATh OIIpereIeHHbIE
BOIIPOCHI, YUYUTBIBasl, 4TO DBOPOBCKM IIPUCYTCTBOBAI

best and everything that hap-
pened in this world was a link
in the only one best chain and
contributed to the fact that
this world and this chain were
the best. Consequently, God
could not change anything
in this chain and if he had
changed anything, he would
have been compelled to undo
it immediately...%

...Therefore, God can
answer my prayer only in so
far as that which I am pray-
ing for is a link in this chain
and has revealed itself by the
time of my request.”

...Thus, we have to
be content with whatever
dispensation of this chain

For this main purpose, God, of
his own will, chose a world, for
he could have chosen another
world that would have been
equally good. In this world,
the corporeal world had to ad-
just to the spiritual world, and
God decided to make as many
changes as the spiritual world
would require. However, after
all these changes, this world
did not become a different
one, for the changes were
made in this very world.®

...Therefore, we can rely
on our earnest prayer.®!

...For it is easier for the
Sun to stand still than for a
single ultimate end to disap-
pear from the moral realm. ..

eternity gives us in the best
world (in which nothing can
be changed), be it happiness
or unhappiness: We have to
sacrifice our happiness, if the
whole demands it.®

...God is like a ruler
who says to an innocent poor
sinner: I cannot help you,
you must hang today, for I
cannot change the laws of
the state, which put you in
this position, for your sake,
because I have to be more
concerned with the whole.”

% “Es war nur eine einzige beste Welt moglich, und folglich war
auch nur eine Reihe der Begebenheiten die beste, und alles was
geschahe in dieser Welt, war ein Glied in der einzigen besten Ket-
te und trug das seinige bey, dafy diese Welt und diese Kette die
einzige beste war. Demnach konte Gott in dieser Kette nichts 4n-
dern, und wann er ja etwas gedndert hitte, so muste er es so-
gleich ungeschehen machen...”

5 “Dahero kan Gott mein Gebet nicht anders erfiillen, als in so
ferne das, warum ich gebeten, ein Glied in dieser besten Kette
war, und sich zur Zeit meiner Bitte auswickelte.”

% “Wir mussten demnach damit zufrieden seyn, in was fiir ei-
ner Fiigung der Kette wir von Ewigkeit in der besten Welt (die
nicht anders konte gedndert werden) gestellet waren, es mag nun
Gliick oder Ungliick seyn: wir miissen unsere Gliickseligkeit auf-
opfern, wenn es das Ganze erfordert.”

¥ “Gott ist wie ein Regent, der zu einem unschuldigen armen Stin-
der sagt: ich kann dir nicht helfen, du must heute hidngen, denn ich
kan deinetwegen die Staatsgesetze nicht dndern, die es so schon
mit sich bringen, weil ich fiir das Ganze mehr sorgen mufs.”

% “Die Geister sind der Hauptzweck der Welt, denen alle tibrige
muf3 zu Diensten stehen. Um dieses Hauptzwecks willen erwah-
lete Gott eine Welt nach seinem Belieben, weil er auch andere
hitte erwéhlen konnen, die gleich gut gewesen wéren. In die-
ser Welt muste sich die Kérperwelt, nach der Geisterwelt rich-
ten, und Gott entschlof8 sich so viel mal Verdnderungen in ihr
vorzunehmen, als es die Geisterwelt erfordern wiirde, deswegen
aber ward nach diesen Verdnderungen nicht eine andere Welt:
denn eben in dieser Welt sollten die Verdnderungen vorgenom-
men werden.”

0 “Demnach konnen wir uns auf unser ernstliches Gebet verlas-
sen.”

¢ “Denn es muf ehe eine Sonne stille stehen, ehe ein einziger
Endzweck in dem Moralreich verlohren gehen sollte...”
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ellle Ha IIePBOV JIEKLIMM MOJIOLOIO IIperiojaBaTesis
KanTa B Anpbeprrae B 1755 r., ogHako OH OOBsCHS-
eTcsl ODCTOSITeIIbCTBAMI JXV3HW BOpOBCKII B KOHIIe
50-x rr.”. ITocie Toro kak Omorpad obpaTmwics K ca-
MoMmy pustocody, KaHnT TopikecTBeHHO IIOIIPOCIII €ro,
B CJIydae ecyIv 5K3eMIUIIPBl COUMHEHMs yIacTcs Bce
JKe OTBICKaTh, HUKOMY WX He [aBaTh M YHWUYTOXWUTH
(cm.: Borowski, 1993, S. 26, Anm.). DTOT pacckas ¢ ode-
BUIHOCTBIO CBU/IETEJILCTBYET O TOM, YTO OTHOIIEHVE
KanTa kX cobcTBeHHOMYy paHHeEMy OIYCy B IO3[HME
TOZIBI XKM3HM paaVKaJIbHO M3MEeHMIIOCh. B IIbITy criopa
Mosozot KaHT 3asiBiisiy1, 4To mojieMmdecKast OporIo-
pa Bermana GypeT 3abbITa BCKOpe IIOC/Ie ee BBRIXOfa.
Yepes HECKOIBKO AECATWIIETUN OH, OHAKO, ITBITAeTCS
3a0BITh COOCTBEHHBIVI ONIBIT OO0 ONTMMW3Me, IIPOTUB
KOTOPOTO BelIMaHOBCKas Opomropa u Oblyla Hampas-
steHa. K coxxajieHmIo, Hejlb3sl CKa3aTh C YBePEHHOCTHIO,
9TO MMEHHO IPUBeIO K TAKOMY M3MEHEHWIO: IIepeo-
LIeHKa cOOCTBeHHOT0 KOH(JIMKTa C IIOKOVHBIM yoKe Ha
TOT MOMEHT BeliMaHOM, pa3odapoBaHle B OITVMM3-
Me, HeJIOBOJIBCTBO COOCTBEHHOTI 3alllUTOVI OTITMU3MA,
KPUTWYECKOe OTHOIIEHVE K CKOPOIaJINTeIbHO IIperl-
IPUHATON TOrda apTyMeHTaluu («ero >Ke O3apeHMus
CyTh CJIelble ITeHKV, POXX[IeHHBIe cIleraliert coba-
KOVI»), CMeHa B3IJIsaa Ha JlertOunnia n Bonbda 1 T. 1.
INepemena, nmponsorenrmas ¢ Kanrom, Opu1a TUIIMYHA
IUISI MBICJIUTEJIEV €ro IIOKOJIEHWUS: XOTs KaHTOBCKasi
IojyleMmKa ¢ Kpy3uaHIlaMi ¥ Bejlach 0e30THOCKTEIb-
HO K OpUpPOOHBIM KaTaxiausmam 1755 r., counnenus
BostpTepa Bce ke M3MeHWIN XapaKTep ¥ TOHaJIbHOCTD
obtero obcyxmenus. Tax, ecsiv B pelrpe3eHTaTUBHBIX
Odubmmorpadmdaeckmx cmmckax 3a mepuorn ¢ 1712 mo
1759 r. HacumrThiBaeTcs okosio 50 COUMHEHWMW C II0-
HATMEeM Teoduien B HasBaHum, To 3a 60-e un 70-e rrT.
XVIII B. TakoBBIX Ha3BaHWIT He HAXOWTCS BOBCE (CM.:
Hiibener, 1978, S. 228 —229). U toT ¢akr, uro KauT
HM pa3y OoJIpllle He VCIIONIb30Bal JaXe caMo IIOHATHE
«OITUMM3M», BeCbMa KpacCHOPEUmB.

Hakowerr, miocitegHee 3aMedaHme KacaeTcst OOImx
mmpoOsieM KaHTOBeeHMs. Hexernanme oOBeKTMBHO
paccMaTpuBaTh HoleMnKy KaHTa ¢ ero onmoneHTamy,
3aBeZloMOe IIPUHSTYIE TOUKY 3peHNs KEHUTCOeprcKoro
dwiocoda He TOIBKO MIET Bpaspes C ero MeTOH0JIOI -
YeCKMMM ITPeVCAaHMUSIMY KPUTIYECKOTO IIEPIOo/Ia, HO
VI He TaeT BO3MOXXHOCTY ITO-HACTOSIIEMY B3ITISHYTh Ha
TOT HEIIPOCTOVI TBOPYeCKNI ITyTh, KoTopbIvt KaHT mpo-
IITeJI B 3BOJIIOIIMVI CBOVIX B3IIsiIOB. V ynpekm BerimaHa
MojtonoMy KaHTy 1o oBoAy UTHOPMpOBaHMs Ipodite-
MBI CBOOOIIBI — XOPOIINIL TOMY IIpUMep.

» B 1758 r. boposcku mpu yuactvm KanTa cTan goMarisim
yunresieM B ceMericTse reHepasia K.I'. ¢pon Kuoboxa. Cm.:
(Wendland, 1910, S. 85); mmcbmo JTionsury DpHcty boposckn
01 6.06.1760 r. (AA 10, S. 32, Ne19).

In these columns, one of Weymann’s statements regard-
ing the Crusian philosophical system requires an explana-
tion, namely, that about the preservation of the identity of the
world after changes have taken place in it. For brevity’s sake,
one could resort to Wiistemann’'s compendium: “A world
remains the same as long as the main purposes remain the
same, and such changes do not affect the types of things, the
laws of their connections, the Individuis, and their essential
actions, — no such changes occur through which the main
purposes of the world and the means inseparably connected
with them could be changed.”® Thus, if the above condi-
tions are met, changes in the state of the world do not result
in a different world, and this is the essential difference be-
tween the positions of the Crusians and the Wolffians.

Concluding Remarks

Kant’s biographer Ludwig Ernst von Borowski
(1740 —1831) recalled that, in the later years of Kant's life,
he had been trying fruitlessly to find Kant’s early work on
optimism (1759). This fact could have given rise to certain
questions since Borowski was present at the very first lec-
ture of the young professor Kant at the Albertina in 1755.
However, this complication is explained by Borowski's life
circumstances in the late 1750s.% After the biographer had
contacted the philosopher himself, Kant solemnly asked
him, if the copies of the work were ever to be found, not
to hand them over to anyone and to destroy them (see
Borowski, 1993, p. 26, footnote). This anecdote is strong
evidence of a radical change in Kant’s attitude towards his
own early work in his later years. In the heat of the debate,
the young Kant claimed that Weymann’s polemical bro-
chure would be forgotten soon after its publication. After
several decades, however, he tried to forget his own Attempt
at Some Reflections on Optimism, against which Weymann’s
brochure was directed. Unfortunately, one cannot say with
assurance what caused such a change; whether it was the
revaluation of the conflict with the then late Weymann, his
disappointment with optimism, his dissatisfaction with his
own defence of optimism, a critical attitude to hastily de-
ployed arguments (“his insights are the blind litter of a rash
bitch”), or a change in his perception of Leibniz and Wolff,
etc. The change that Kant went through was typical of the
thinkers of his generation. Although Kant’s debate with
the Crusians made no reference to the cataclysms of 1755,
Voltaire’s writings nevertheless did affect the nature and
tone of the general discussion. While representative bibli-
ographical lists from 1712 to 1759 contain approximately

% “Eine Welt bleibet so lange eben dieselbe, so lange noch
eben die Hauptzwecke derselben bleiben, und in den Arten
der Dinge, den Gesetzen ihrer Verbindung, den Individuis, und
wesentlichen Aktionen derselben, keine solche Verdnderung
vorgeht, wodurch die gesetzten Hauptzwecke der Welt, und die
damit unzertrennlich verkniipften Mittel verdndert werden”
(Wiistemann, 1757, § 206, p. 277).

¢ In 1758, with the assistance of Kant, Mr. Borowski became a
tutor in the family of General Carl Gottfried von Knobloch (see
Wendland, 1910, p. 85; Br, AA 10, p. 32, Ne 19).
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Hble JIF00MTeIsIM MCTUHBI XprcTranoM Bonbedom] // Xpucrn-
aH Bored n pwrtocodmst B Poccum / o pen. B. A. JKyuxosa.
CII6. : PXT'V, 2001. C. 230—358.
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Jleubruy I'. B. Oterrer Teommrien o 6raroctv boxwer, cBoGo-
1e vuerioBeka v Havasie 371a // Cou. : B4 T. T. 4. M. : Mbiciib, 1989.

Xuncke H. 3HaueHme mpoOiieMbl MeTOa B MBIIIUIEHMN
Kanra. O cBsA3M [10rMaT4ecKoro, I0JIeMIYecKOro, CKeNTH-
YeCKOTo U KpuTndecKoro Meropa / / Vimmanywt KaHT: Hacrte-
nve v npoekt / nox pex. B.C. Crermmua, H. B. Motpoumio-
Bon. M. : Kanon+, 2007. C. 64 —77.

Anonym. III. Philosophische Schriften. Konigsberg //
Beytrag zu den Erlangischen gelehrten Anmerkungen. IIL
Woche. Sonnabends, den 19. Januar, 1760. S. 37 —39.

Anonym. Konigsberg // Neue Zeitungen von gelehrten
Sachen auf das Jahr 1759. Leipzig, den 10. December. Ne XCIX.
S. 883 —885.

Borowski L. E. Darstellung des Lebens und Charakters
Immanuel Kant’s // Immanuel Kant. Sein Leben in Dar-
stellungen von Zeitgenossen. Die Biographien von L.E. Bo-
rowski, R.B. Jachmann und E.A. Ch. Wasianski / hg. von
F. Gross; mit einer Einleitung von R. Malter. Darmstadt : Wis-
senschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1993. S. 1—102.

Buck F.]. (Praeses), Segers |.L. (Resp.), Hart A. (Opp.),
Schultz ]. (Opp.), Sperber W. (Opp.). Q.D.F.F.EI Disputatio
cosmologica, mundum adspectabilem finitum molis esse
evincens, quam annuente deo amplissimae facultatis philo-
sophicae consensu Oelmanniani stipendii legibus exigentibus,
praeside Friderico Johanne Buck, philosoph. et utr. jur. doct.
mathem. prof. publ. senat. civit. Regiom. bibliothec. II. societ.
cosmolog. Norimberg. teuton. Viadrin. membr. publice de-
fendet Johannes Ludovicus Segers, S. S. theol. et phil. cult.
Opponentibus, [...] Anno MDCC LVIIL. D. 25. Julii in auditorio
maximo horis consuetis. Kénigsberg : Hartung, 1758.

Chmelnitzki ]. Gedanken tiber die Frage: Ob Gott mehr als
eine einzige unendliche Grundkraft besitze? entworfen und der
gelehrten Welt zur genaueren Priifung tibergeben. O.0., 1766.

Crusius Chr. A. Entwurf der nothwendigen Vernunft-
Wahrheiten, wiefern sie zu den zufélligen entgegen gesetzet
werden [1745]. Leipzig : Gleditschen Buchhandlung, 1753.

Gotzen ].G. Beweis: Daf3 diese gegenwartige Welt, unter
allen moglichen, die Beste sey, nebst einem Gedicht von der
aus dieser ewigen Wahrheit entspringenden Gemitithsruhe,
wider den Herrn Conrector Weymann, zu Konigsberg.
Coburg ; Leipzig : Findeisen, 1761.

Groethuysen B. Ein Brief Kants // Sitzungsberichte der
Koniglich PreufSischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu
Berlin. Berlin : Verlag der Koniglichen Akademie der Wissen-
schaften, 1906. Th. 1. S. 158 —163.

50 works with the word “theodicy” in the title, in the 1760s
and 1770s, no such titles were listed (see Hiibener, 1978,
pp- 228 —229). And the fact that Kant did not once use the
concept of “optimism” in his later writings speaks for itself.

Finally, one last consideration concerning general
problems pertaining to Kant studies. The unwillingness to
carry out an impartial study of Kant’s debate with his op-
ponents and the pre-existing bias towards Kant do not only
contradict his methodological instructions of the critical pe-
riod, but also prevent one from understanding the difficult
creative path that Kant was treading as his views evolved.
And Weymann'’s reproaches to the young Kant of ignoring
the problem of freedom are a good example of this.
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

VIK 1 (091)

DPUMITOCODPNI KAHTA
M JIMHIBUCTUNYECKOE KAHTUAHCTBO»!

M. A. Cmupno8?

Tepmun «auneBucmureckoe KanmMuancmbo» wWupoko npume-
HAEMCA C Yeablo 0003HAUEHUA XAPAKIMEPHbIX 045 AHAAUTTUYECKOTL
¢pusocopuu XX 8. udeti 06 onpedessouyeis poau A3vika 6 Moiuiie-
HUY U nosnanuu. B cmamve npedcmabaen cpabrumenvrolii aHaius
63247006, 0003HAUACMDLX IMUM THEPMUHOM, U hurocodpuu Kanma.
Bo-nepbuix, noxasano, umo «auneBucmuyeckoe KaHMUAHCMBo»
cB43aH0 ¢ onpedeseHHbIM MUNOM PeASIMUBUIMA, KOMOPbiil HYHKO
usocopuu Kanma (xomsa nosuyus camoeo Karnma moxem 6vimo
oxapaxmepusobana kax pessmubucmcKkas ¢ onpedeseHHoll MoKy
sperus). Bo-6mopwix, npoanasusupobaro omrnouenue Kanma x
udee A3b1k060Tl OemepMUHAYUY MbIUACHUA, 4 MAKXKe ee Mecmo 8
unmensexmyassHom koumexcme XVIII 6., u pesiomupobanvl pas-
AuvHble 83244001 HA 31y npobaemy, npedcmabaennvle 6 coBpemen-
HOU Aumepantype. B-mpemvux, nokasano, umo aymeHmuuHoe Kar-
muancmbo u «auneBucmuneckoe kKaHmuancmBo» abaawom cobou
08a pasHbIx Mmuna mpancyeHoeHmaiusma, 000sHaueHHvie admopom
cmamvil Kax <MmpancyeH0eHmaltsm cybvekma» u «mpaHcyeroeH-
maausm nocpednuxa» coombemcmbenno. B mparncyendenmarusme
cybsekma onpedeAsAOuas pois npunucsibaemca cobcmbeHHbIM
cnocobHocmam cybsexma nosHanus (coesacro Kammy, nosnanue
cocmoum He 6 coesacoBanuu cosepyanuil u nowamut cydeexkma c
npedmemamii, a 6 npusoxkenul k npeomemam gpopm KoeHUmMuBHvLx
cnocobrocmeil cybsekma). B mparncyendenmaiusme nocpeoruxa 6
KawecmBe «akmubHoeo» Hauara paccmampubaemcs He GHeuwHUT
Mup u He cobcmbennvle cnocobHocmu cydsexma nosHAHUA, a He-
umo Haxodsuyeecs, Mexoy Humu (6 cayuae «aumeBucmuveckoeo
kanmuancmbBa» — A3vik). Ha ocnoBe npoBedentioeo anaiusa coeaar
61600, umo mepmuH «AuHeBuCmUUecKoe KAHMUAHCTBO» MOXcern
BB00ums 8 3adayxoeHUe ONMHOCUTNEALHO XAPaAKINepa U NPOUCXOXK-
Oenus obosHauaemvix um 63242006. Imu 324061 npabomepree
HA3bI6AMTL AUHBUCIUYECKUM MPAHCYeHOeHNAAU3MOM, be3 Hekop-
pexmHot omcviaxy K pusocodpuu Kanma.

KaroueBore croBa: «aunebucmuyeckoe kanmuancmbo», u-
A0COpUA A3bIKA, MPAHCYEHOEHMAAUM, eunomesa AuHebucmuye-
CKOUL OTMHOCUIMEAbHOCTI.

BBemenme

B anaymTiueckont dpriocodum nop, « IMHIBUCTIYE-
CKVM KaHTMaHCTBOM» ITOJIpa3syMeBaeTcs Vlesl O TOM, UTO
IIO3HaHMe IeVICTBUTEJIBHOCTU C HeoOXOOMMOCTBIO OIIO-
cpeniyeTcst TeMU S3BIKOBBIMM POpMaMy, B KOTOPBIX OHO
OCYIIIeCTBIISEeTCS.

! CTaThs IIOITOTOBJIEHA B Pe3yJIbTaTe ITPOBEIEHNS VICCITeNIoBa-
" (Ne17-05-0040) B pamkax ITporpammer «Hayussmt doHp,
HarmonastbHOT0 MCCiIe1oBaTe IbCKOro YHUBepcuTeTa “Briciiast
mkosta skoHomuky” (HMY BIID)» B 2017 —2018 rr. 1 B pamMKax
rocyZapCcTBEHHOVI TIOMIepKKI Bedylux yHuBepcureTros Poc-
cuvickovt Penepanyn «5—100».

2 HarvoHaJIBHEIV VICCIITOBATENIECKII YHUBEPCUTET «BrIcTmast
mKkosa skoHoMmwmkn» (HIY BIID), 105064, Poccwsi, Mocksa,
yn. Crapas bacmannas, 21/4.
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

KANTIAN PHILOSOPHY
AND ‘LINGUISTIC KANTIANISM"

M. A. Smirnov?

The expression “linguistic Kantianism” is widely used to
refer to ideas about thought and cognition being determined by
language — a conception characteristic of 20" century analyt-
ic philosophy. In this article, I conduct a comparative analysis
of Kant’s philosophy and views falling under the umbrella ex-
pression “linguistic Kantianism.” First, I show that “linguistic
Kantianism” usually presupposes a relativistic conception that is
alien to Kant’s philosophy (although Kant’s philosophy itself may
be perceived as relativistic from a certain point of view). Second, I
analyse Kant's treatment of linguistic determinism and the place
of his ideas in the 18" century intellectual milieu and provide an
overview of relevant contemporary literature. Third, I show that
authentic Kantianism and “linguistic Kantianism” belong to two
different types of transcendentalism, to which I respectively re-
fer as the “transcendentalism of the subject” and the “transcen-
dentalism of the medium.” The transcendentalism of the subject
assigns a central role to the faculties of the cognising subject (ac-
cording to Kant, cognition is not the conforming of a subject’s in-
tuitions and understanding to objects, but rather the application
of a subject’s cognitive faculties to them). The transcendentalism
of the medium assigns the role of an “active” element neither to
the external world nor to the faculties of the cognising subject,
but to something in between — language, in the case of “lin-
guistic Kantianism.” I conclude that the expression “linguistic
Kantianism” can be misleading when it comes to the origins of
this theory. It would be more appropriate to refer to this theory by
the expression “linguistic transcendentalism,” thus avoiding an
incorrect reference to Kant.

Keywords: linguistic Kantianism, philosophy of language,
transcendentalism, hypothesis of linguistic relativity.

Introduction
In analytic philosophy, the expression “linguistic

Kantianism” refers to the idea that any cognition of real-
ity is necessarily mediated by relevant linguistic forms.

! The article was prepared within the framework of the
Academic Fund Program at the National Research University
Higher School of Economics (HSE) in 2017 —2018 (grant
Ne 17-05-0040) and by the Russian Academic Excellence
Project “5—100.”

2 National Research University Higher School of Economics
(HSE), 21/4 Staraya Basmannaya St., Moscow, 105064, Russia.
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HroaHChI NOHMMaHVS « IMHIBUCTIYECKOTO KaHTMaH-
CTBa» VI CIIICOK OTHOCVIMBIX K HeMy (pmi1ocopoB Bapbu-
pYyIOTCs y pa3HeIx aBTOpoB. Tak, b. CMut xapaxkrepusyer
«JIMHIBUCTUYECKOe KAHTMAHCTBO» KaK «TOKTPMHY O TOM,
YTO CTPYKTYyPpa SA3BIKA... SIBJIFeTCs KII0YOM K CTPYKType
JIeVICTBUTEeIIbHOCTM», ¥ OTHOCUT K Hemy I'. @pere, b. Pac-
cejla M OOJIBIIYIO YacTh aHAIMTHUYECKMX riocodos
XX B. (Smith, 2005, p. 153). Bb. Crpayn paccMaTpuBaeT
KaK «JIMHIBUCTMYECKOe KaHTMaHCTBO» KOHIIEMIIVIO, W3-
J10)XKeHHYI0 B «JIoruko-duiocodckom Tpaxrare» J1. Bur-
reqmreniHa (Stroud, 1972, p. 26). [x. Pomaroc mprmens-
€T 3TOT TepMUH K KoHnernmsM P. Kapnana, H. I'yamena
n Y. Kyartga (Romanos, 1983, p. 29). M. esur 1 K. Cre-
PeJIHM IIOJIaraloT, YTO WMMITYJIbC KaHTMAHCKOVI TeHJIeH-
OV B aHAIUTIYecKon pruiocodrn ObUT TaH KOHIIEIIIIN-
enn O. Cenmpa u b. Yopda®, n oTHOCAT K KaHTMaHCKOV
U KoHcTpykTususM T. Kyna u IT. ®Dertepabenzia, a
takke dputocodpmro X. I[Tatuema (Devitt, Sterelny, 1999,
p. 246—258). P. T'evis1 TOBOPUT O <«JIMHIBUCTUYECKOM
KaHTWAHCTBe» B CBSI3M C myeert 00 allpMOPHBIX XapaKre-
PUCTMKaxX OMVcaHMs CTPYKTypsI mporieccos (Gale, 1963,
p. 233). Takmm 06pa3oM, B KOHTEKCTe aHaJIUTUIECKOV
dutocodum CIOXWIACh TPagULIMs yIOoTpeOeHNs Tep-
MWHa «JIMHTBVICTMYeCKOe KaHTMaHCTBO», HO 3TO yIIOTpe-
OJieHMe SIBIIIETCSI HECKOIIBKO aMOpP(HBIM W HOITyCKaeT
Bapualum.

B Mou 3amaum B 3TOVI cTaThe He BXOAUT 00CyKIIeHe
KOPPEeKTHOCTW IIpUMeHeHMsl TepMWHa «IMHIBUCTIYE-
CKUV KaHTWaHeIl» K TOMY WIM MHOMY riocody-aHa-
JIMTUKY. $1 paccMOTpIo MHYIO IIpo0sieMy, CBSI3aHHYIO C
3TVIM TEPMVHOM, KOTOpas COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OH HEKOp-
peKTeH B caMOM ero ykasaHuy Ha KaHra.

Outocodekme mmen, obo3HaYaeMble KaK «JIMHIBU-
CTVUeCcKOe KaHTVAHCTBO», MOXKHO OTHECTW, Kak ¥ prIo-
codmio Kanra, K TpaHCIeHOeHTaIM3MY, TTOHVMAs IO,
3TUM «3MVICTEMOJIOTITYECKVIe B3IJISIBI, COIJIAaCHO KOTO-
PBIM UesIoBedecKoe IIo3HaHMe 3aBUCUT KaK OT SMIUpude-
CKMX, TaK M OT HeaMImpudaecknx dpakropos» (Stroll, 1995,
p. 97). Ognaako npu 3ToM Mexay driocoduent Kanra u
«JIVHTBUCTUYECKVM KaHTVAHCTBOM» IMEIOT MeCTO IIPVH-
OuIaIbHble PacXOXXIeHNs, B CIUIy KOTOPBIX, KaK s Ha-
MepeH IOKa3aTb, CaM TepMIH «JIMHTBUCTIUYIECKOe KaHT-
aHCTBO» MOXXHO CUWTaTh HEKOPPEKTHBIM®.

Hirke OymeT IpeljioKeH CpaBHWTEIBHBIN aHaJIN3
dwmiocopun KanTa M «IMHIBUCTMYECKOTO KaHTWAH-
crBa». B § 1 g paccmorpro nosumyro Kanra 06 orHomre-
HUM MBIIUIEHMS K $3BIKY W JIOTMKM K IpaMMaTHKe, a
TakKXe BOIIPOC O peJIATMBU3Me MHPUMEHUTEILHO K ero
dwtocodun. S mokaxy, 4TO B 3TUX aclleKTax KaHTOB-
CKMe B3IJIAABl HeCOBMECTVMBI C KOHIIeTIIMAMM, 0003Ha-

> O BaXXHBIX OTIIMUNSAX KOHIIETIINY S3BIKOBBIX KapKacos Kap-
Hara oT KoHuermv B gyxe Cenpa n Yopda cm.: (Maxeesa,
2006, c. 13).

* Tlox KaHTMAHCTBOM s IoApasyMmeBaro dwiocodckme B3IIIs-
TIbI, KOTOpbIe TTPOAOIDKAIOT M PasBMBAOT B3IVIAAEl KawHTa, He
MPOTMBOpEYa VM B CYIIIECTBEHHBIX acIleKTax.

Different authors have different views on both
the nuances of “linguistic Kantianism” and the list
of philosophers that can be considered its exponents.
For instance, B. Smith defines “linguistic Kantianism”
as a “doctrine that the structure of language [...] is
the key to the structure of reality” and quotes Fre-
ge, Russell, and most analytical philosophers of the
20 century as exponents of the doctrine (Smith, 2005,
p- 153). B. Stroud considers the conception outlined
in Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus to be
a “linguistic Kantianism” (Stroud, 1972, p. 26). G. Ro-
manos uses this expression to refer to the conceptions
of R. Carnap, N. Goodman, and W. Quine (Romanos,
1983, p. 29). M. Devitt and K. Sterelny believe that the
impulse behind the Kantian trend in analytic philoso-
phy derives from E. Sapir and B. Whorf’s conception®
and they associate T. Kuhn’s and P. Feyerabend’s
constructivism and H. Putnam’s philosophy with
the Kantian line of thought (Devitt & Sterelny, 1999,
pp- 246-258). R. Gale spoke of “linguistic Kantianism”
when considering the idea of a priori characteristics in
a description of the structure of processes (Gale, 1963,
p- 233). The tradition of using the expression “linguis-
tic Kantianism” thus emerged from analytic philoso-
phy. However, this use remains amorphous and al-
lows for variations.

In this article, I do not discuss the appropriateness
of labelling an analytic philosopher as a “linguistic
Kantian.” Instead, I focus on a different problem per-
taining to the expression, namely, the inappropriate-
ness of attributing it to Kant.

As with Kant’s philosophy, the philosophical
ideas referred to as “linguistic Kantianism” may be
categorised as transcendentalism, i.e., as the “episte-
mological view that holds that human knowledge de-
pends on both empirical and non-empirical factors”
(Stroll, 1995, p. 97). However, there are fundamental
differences between Kant’s philosophy and “linguistic
Kantianism.” These differences, as I intend to show,
imply the incorrectness of the expression “linguistic
Kantianism.”*

In what follows, I provide a comparative analysis
of Kant’s philosophy and “linguistic Kantianism.” In
section 1, I consider Kant’s position on the relation-
ships between thought and language and between log-
ic and grammar, as well as the problem of relativism
with regards to his philosophy. I show that, in these
respects, Kant’s views are incompatible with the con-
cepts referred to as “linguistic Kantianism,” at the core
of which are the ideas of linguistic relativity and the

® On the key differences between Carnap’s linguistic frame-
works and concepts inspired by Sapir and Whorf, see: Make-
eva, 2006, p. 13.

+ By “Kantianism” I mean such philosophical views that
expand and develop Kant’s position and that do not contradict
the essential features of Kant’s thought.
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JaeMBbIMI KaK «JIMHTBUCTIYeCKOe KaHTMAaHCTBO», B ITeH-
Tpe KOTOPBIX JIEXKAT MAeN O JIMHIBUCTUUECKO OTHOCH-
TEJIPHOCTU ¥ IPWHIUIINAIBHO BepOaJIbHOM XapakTepe
MBIIIUIEHNS, O A3bIKe KaK (paKTOpe, OIIOCPenyIOIeM JI0-
CTYII IIO3HAIOLIEro CyObeKTa K JIeVICTBUTEIBHOCTH. B § 2
4 HoKaxy, uro dpustocodpms Kanra n «mMHrBucTIUecKOe
KaHTMAHCTBO» IIPENCTaBIISIIOT coDOV 1Ba pasHBIX TMIIA
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJI3Ma, KOTOpble s1 0003HaUy KaK MpaHc-
yeHOeHMaAU3M cyOveKa Vi mpaHcyeHOeHMaAU3M nocpeOHuKa
COOTBETCTBEHHO.

§ 1. KaaTnaHCcTBO M r'MmoTesa
JIMHTBUCTUYIECKOV OTHOCUTEIbHOCTH

Kak mpaBwito, B3ryIspl, o0o3HaYaeMble KaK «JIVIHT-
BUCTMYECKOe KaHTVAHCTBO», OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha TMIIOTE3e
JIMHIBUCTIYECKOVI OTHOCUTEIBHOCTU — PeJIATUBUCTCKOV
KOHIIEIIIINY, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOI IIpeJicTaB/IeHe yejioBe-
Ka 00 yCTpOVICTBe HEeVICTBUTEILHOCT 3aBVICUT OT SI3BIKa,
HOCHUTeJIeM KOTOPOTO OH siBiIgeTcs. Harrprmep, 1o MbIcim
b. Yopda, BoctipusiTiie IpocTpaHCTBa 11 BpeMeHW eBpo-
IeViliaMy, Halllefiiiiee BeIpakeHVe B HbIOTOHOBCKOV Me-
XaHMKe, COOTBETCTBYeT OCOOEHHOCTSIM «CTaHIAPTHBIX»
€BPOIIEVICKIX SI3bIKOB. V wHmeviieB xorm, mo IIpeiara-
emon b. Yopdom xapakreprcTike, KOTOPYO OH IIOAKpe-
IUISIeT CBeeHMSAMM O SI3bIKe XOIM, «BpeMsl OTCYTCTBYeT,
a mpocTpaHCTBO siBjisteTcs apyrum» (Whorf, 1956, p. 58).

Opnako 1omoOHBIe YTBepXKIEHMs, II0 BCeVl BUIV-
MOCTY, VYT Bpaspe3 co B3mgnamu Kanra — Bedp, Kak
ykasbiBaeT JI. b. Makeesa, «y Kanra ampuopssie ¢op-
MBI 9yBCTBEHHOI'O CO3epLaHNMS M KaTeroOpuUM paccynxa,
HaJlaraolye oIpere/leHHyIO CTPYKTypy Ha MUp, gBJIs-
IOTCS YHUBEpPCaJIbHBIMU JIJIsI BCETO deJloBedecTBa, TOI/Ia
kak Cenup n Yopd mogduepKmBaroT MHOXECTBEHHOCTb
YHOPSAOUMBAIOIIVIX MVIP JIMHTBUCTIYECKVIX CTPYKTYpP»
(Maxeesa, 2006, c. 15).

11 obo3HaueHMsI HEKOTOPBIX COBpPeMeHHBIX IIa-
paKaHTMAHCKMX Wer, oOIaaroIX peJIaTUBUCTCKON
crenyUKOoTL, YIIOTpeOIIsSeTcs TEPMUH «PeIATUBICTCKOE
KaHTMaHCTBO». M. JIMHY B KHUIe, IIOCBSIIIEHHOV 3TO-
My wiocodpcKoMy HaIIpapIeHMIO, OTMeYaeT, 4TO caM
«Kanrt, ognako, He ObUI IHOpayicTOoM. COIJIaCHO eMy,
CYIIIECTBYET M04bk0 00uH Habop... KOHIIEITTOB, COBOKYTI-
HOCTBb KOTOPBIX SBJIsIeTCs POPMOTL 11 JIFOOOT0 BO3MOXK-
Horo onbITa» (Lynch, 2001, p. 11).

B nevicTBUTEIIEHOCTY BOIIPOC O PeJIITUBMU3ME IIpyMe-
HUTEIIBHO K dwtocodpvm Kanra Gonee ciioxen. Kant He
VICKITIOYaeT BO3MOXKHOCT CYITIeCTBOBaHVIS IPyTVIX KOTH-
TMBHBIX CHCTeM IIOMMMO oIMchiBaeMort nM. Taxk, o cop-
MaX 4yBCTBEHHOCTV OH TOBOPUT cJIefyloltiee: «MbI coBep-
IIIeHHO He MOYKeM CY[IUTb O CO3ePIIaHMsIX IPYIX MBICIIs-
IIVIX CYIIIeCTB, ITOMYVHEHbI JIV 3TV CYIIecTBa TeM CaMbIM
YCIIOBMSIM, KOTOPbIe OrpaHMYMBAIOT Hallle co3epliaHue 1
oOresHaummel st Hac» (Kant, 2006, c. 101; A 27 / B 43);
«HeT HMKaKOV HeoOXOIMIMOCTVI OTpaHU4YMBaTh CII0Cob co-
3eplLIaHVs B IIPOCTPAHCTBE ¥ BPEMEHM UyBCTBEHHOCTHIO

essentially verbal nature of thought and of language
as a factor that mediates a cognising subject’s access
to reality. In section 2, I show that Kant’s philosophy
and “linguistic Kantianism” are two different types of
transcendentalism, to which I respectively refer as the
transcendentalism of the subject and the transcendentalism
of the medium.

1. Kantianism and the Hypothesis
of Linguistic Relativity

As a rule, the views referred to as “linguistic Kant-
ianism” rest on the hypothesis of linguistic relativity —
the relativistic conception according to which a per-
son’s representation of the structure of reality depends
on the language which this person bears. For instance,
B. Whorf writes that the European perception of space
and time, which found its expression in Newtonian me-
chanics, corresponds to the peculiarities of “standard”
European languages. And from the perspective of the
Hopi Indians — according to Whorf’s characterisation,
which he corroborates with an examination of the Hopi
language “time disappears and space is altered”
(Whorf, 1956, p. 58).

However, such ideas seem to contradict Kant's
views. As L. B. Makeeva stresses, “Kant considers the
a priori forms of sensible intuition and the categories of
understanding, which superimpose a certain structure
on the world, as universally valid for all humanity,
whereas Sapir and Whorf emphasise the diversity of lin-
guistic structures that systematise the world” (Makeeva,
2006, p. 15).

The expression “relativistic Kantianism” is used
to refer to some contemporary para-Kantian ideas that
have relativistic features. In a book devoted to this philo-
sophical trend, M. Lynch writes: “Kant, however, was
no pluralist. For him, there was one and only one set of
[...] concepts, which together were the form of all possi-
ble experience” (Lynch, 2001, p. 11).

In fact, the problem of relativism with regards to
Kantian philosophy is more complicated than that. Kant
does not exclude the possibility of other cognitive sys-
tems, alongside that described in his works. He writes
the following about the forms of sensibility: “We cannot
judge at all whether the intuitions of other thinking be-
ings are bound to the same conditions that limit our in-
tuition and that are universally valid for us” (Kant, 2000,
p-177; KrV, A27 / B43). “Itis also not necessary for us to
limit the kind of intuition in space and time to the sensi-
bility of human beings,” although “it may well be that
all finite thinking beings must necessarily agree with
human beings in this regard” (ibid., p. 191; KrV, B72).
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geJioBeKa», XOTA «BO3MOJXKHO, YTO BCAKOe€ KOHEeYHOE MBIC-
JIsiITiee CyIIIeCTBO HEOOXOIMMO [IOJDKHO HOXOAUTh B 3TOM
OTHOIIIeHM Ha uejioBeka» (Kawt, 2006, c. 135; B 72).

B xonTekcTe Teopermueckom mosumum 3. I'yccep-
JI1 KaHTOBCKas wIiocodms IoIydaeT XapaKTepucTy-
Ky HNPWHIIMIINAIBHO peJaTUBUCTCKON. Kak oTMeuaer
E.T. dparaymna-Yepnas, 3. I'yccepib «cumTall IOMBITKY
Kanra mHTepmnpeTupoBaTh JIOTMKY B TepMMHax CyOb-
€KTMBHBIX UeJIOBEUeCKNX CIIOCOOHOCTe ocobom dop-
MOV peJIITUBU3Ma»; C TOUKM 3peHwus I'yccepris, «J1ormka
IIoJDKHa ObITE 00BeKTIBHOV» (Dragalina-Chernaya, 2016,
p- 131). Onnaxko, o mHeHMIO E.T'. [Tparaymaon-YepHors,
B (pmtocodpum Kanra «mpasuiia TpaHCIleHIeHTaIbHO
JIOTMIKY, He obJIafjaloIlye OHTOJIOIMYecKoV HeKoseou-
MOCTBIO... HaIeJISIOTCs IPVBIUIEVIPOBAHHBIM JIIVCTe-
MOJIOTMYeCKMM CTaTyCOM KOHCTUTYTMBHBIX IPVHITUIIOB
KOHIIENTYaJIbHOVI CUCTEMBI, VIMEIOIEeN MHTePIIPEeTaLINIO
B IIpefiejlaX BO3MOXKHOIO ombITa» ([lparaymua-Yepnas,
2018, c. 38). Do o3Hauaert, yro no3unya Kanra B orrpere-
JIEHHOM CMBICJIe SIBJIeTCs abCOJIIOTMCTCKOV 1 HecOBMe-
CTVMa C TOVI BEPCUEN PEISTVBM3MA, KOTOPYIO IPEeTICTaB-
JISIeT TUIIOTe3a JIMHIBUCTNYeCKOV OTHOCUTEIbHOCTHA.

Eme opgro ormrane dpwtocodpvm Kanrta ot «mmHTr-
BUCTIYECKOTO KaHTMaHCTBa» COCTOUT B TOM, YTO KaHTH-
aHCTBO He MOXeT OBITh JIMHIBUCTIYIecKUM. KaHTOBCKMII
TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IN3M OTChUIAaeT He K SI3BIKY, HO K CIIOCOD-
HOCTSIM areHTa ITO3HaHWS — UyBCTBEHHOCTY U PACCYIKY.
I[Tpu 3TOM paccyno4HbIN acmieKT mo3HaHmsa KanT omnpere-
JIfeT KaK IO3HaHVIe IVICKYPCUBHOE, TO €CTh «depe3 TIOHS-
THs1», OJHAKO He CBS3BIBAET €ro CO CTPYKTYPOMU 43bIKa, a
TeM OoJlee ¢ OT/IMINTEIBHBIMY OCOOEHHOCTSIMVI OT/IeIIb-
HBIX 513bIKOB. KaHT xapakTepusyeT crieruduKy ITOHATUI
7 paccynKa (CrIocoOHOCTM CyObeKTa K OIepIPOBaHVIIO II0-
HATUSMM, TO €CTh K CY>KIIeHIIO) CJIe[TyIOIIM 00pa3oM:

ITomymMo Xe cosepLiaHMs CYIIECTBYeT JIMIIb OfVH
crIoco0 TTO3HaHWS, a VIMEHHO TI03HaHMe Yepe3 IOHSTV;
CJIeIOBATEIbHO, ITO3HAHVE BCSKOrO, II0 KpavHen Mepe
YeJI0BeYeCKOro, pacCy/iKa eCTh IO3HAHVIE Yepe3 ITOHSTS,
He VHTYUTMBHOE, a AVICKypPCcUBHOE. ... IToHATIS OCHOBBI-
BarOTCsI Ha CIIOHTAaHHOCTV MBIITUIEHVISL, @ 9yBCTBEHHDBIE CO-
3epLaHysl — Ha BOCIPUMMYMBOCTY K BlledaT/IeHy M. Bos-
MO>KHO JIVITTb OFJHO YIIOTpeOrIieHvie pacCyIKOM STVX TOHsI-
TUVL: 9epe3 VX MOCPEACTBO OH OCYIIECTBIIAET Cy KIeHe.
Tak Kak HVYKaKoe MpefcTaB/ieHye, KpoMe co3epLaHsl, He
HaITpaBJIeHO Ha IIpeIMeT HerOCPeNCTBEeHHO, TO IIOHATIE
HVKOIJa He OTHOCUTCH K IIpeIMeTY HeIIOCPEeICTBeHHO, a
OTHOCUTCSI K KAKOMY-TO APYTOMY IIPEICTaB/ICHNIO O HEM
(Bce paBHO, cosepriaHVie OHO VIV yXKe CaMO TIOHSTHe).
Urak, cyxpieHue ecTb OIIOCPeICTBOBAHHOe IIO3HAHVe
npenmera (Kamrt, 2006, c. 157 —159; A 68 / B 92—93).

Takum o6pasom, o KaHTy, MOHSTVS, Kak 1 co3ep-
LaHWMsl, SIBJSIIOTCS PasHOBUIHOCTBIO IIPEACTaBIIEHNL.
TTOHSITMSI OT/IIMYAIOTCST OT CO3EPLIAHMII TEM, UTO BO3HU-
KaloT He OJrarofiapsi HEIIOCPEICTBEHHOMY BO3EVICTBIIIO
IIpenMeToB, a Oarogaps aKTMBHOCTY («CIIOHTaHHOCTI» )

In the context of E. Husser!’s theoretical position, the
Kantian philosophy is characterised as essentially rela-
tivistic. As E.G. Dragalina-Chernaya says, E. Husserl
“considered Kant’s attempt to give an interpretation of
logic in terms of subjective human faculties as a special
form of relativism” (Dragalina-Chernaya, 2016, p. 131).
At the same time, she believes that, in Kant’s philoso-
phy, “lacking the ontological solidity of the scholastic
eternal truths, the rules of transcendental logic acquire
a privileged epistemological status of constitutive prin-
ciples of a conceptual system that can be interpreted
within possible experience” (Dragalina-Chernaya, 2018,
p- 38). This means that Kant’s position is in some ways
absolutistic. It is, therefore, incompatible with the type
of relativism suggested by the hypothesis of linguistic
relativity.

Another difference between Kant’s philosophy and
“linguistic Kantianism” lies in the fact that Kantianism
cannot be linguistic. Kant’s transcendentalism is found-
ed not on language but on the faculties of the cognising
agent — sensibility and understanding. Kant defines
the aspect of understanding as discursive cognition,
i.e., cognition “through concepts.” However, he does
not build a link between such cognition and linguistic
structures, let alone distinctive features of individual
languages. Kant describes the features of concepts and
understanding (the ability of a subject to deal with con-
cepts, i.e., judgement), as follows:

But besides intuition there is no other kind of
cognition than through concepts. Thus the cognition
of every, at least human, understanding is a cogni-
tion through concepts, not intuitive but discursive.
All intuitions, as sensible, rest on affections, concepts
therefore on functions. By a function, however, I un-
derstand the unity of the action of ordering different
representations under a common one. Concepts are
therefore grounded on the spontaneity of thinking, as
sensible intuitions are grounded on the receptivity of
impressions. Now the understanding can make no oth-
er use of these concepts than that of judging by means
of them. Since no representation pertains to the object
immediately except intuition alone, a concept is thus
never immediately related to an object, but is always
related to some other representation of it (whether that
be an intuition or itself already a concept). Judgment
is therefore the mediate cognition of an object (Kant,
2000, p. 205; KrV, A68 / B93).

Therefore, according to Kant, concepts — as well
as intuitions — are a species of representation. Con-
cepts differ from intuitions in that the former appear
not under the immediate influence of objects but as a
result of the activity — or “spontaneity” — of thinking,
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MBIIIUTEHWsI — Ha OCHOBe APYTMX IIpeCTaBIeHWV, TO
eCcTh co3eplaHWUN WM Opyrux mnosTmir. Ilonarus or-
HIOOb He OTOXmecTBIAtoTca KaHToM ¢ BepOanbpHBIM:
«CxeMa TpeyrosbHMKa He MOXET CyIlleCTBOBaTh HUIZE,
KpoMe KaK B MBIC/IV, VI O3Ha4aeT IIpaBWIoO CMHTe3a BO-
oOpa’keHMs B OTHOIIEHWW YUCTBIX (PUTYP B IIPOCTpaH-
CTBe»; «IIOHATVE O coDaKe O3HAYaeT IIpaBIIO, COIIACHO
KOTOpOMY Moe BooOpaskeHre MOXKeT HapycoBaTh 00K
YeTBEPOHOIOr0 KVMBOTHOIO B CaMOM OOIleM Buie, He
Oymyun orpaHMYeHHBIM KaKUM-JI00 eVIHUYHBIM YacT-
HbIM o0mmkoMm» (Kasrt, 2006, c. 259; A 141 / B 180).

Yro Xe KacaeTcs wmiaeu JIMHIBUCTUYECKOV OTHOCH-
TEJILHOCTHM, TO OHa BO3HMKIIa 0 KanTa — mcciiemosare-
JIVI HAXOAT KOPHY ee «PpOJIOCIIOBHOVI» B Mpesix JIK. JIok-
Ka, I'.B. Jlenbumia u [Ix. Buko (Koerner, 2000) — u O6buta
IIMPOKO M3BECTHA B €0 3110Xy. B uacTHOCTM, OfTHa 113 TeM
IUIS Hay9HBIX paboT B KOHKYpCe, IIpoBoamBIIeMcs bep-
JIIHCKOVI aKazieMuen Hayk B 1757 r., 3sydasia Tak: «Kaxo-
BO B3aMMHOE€ BJIVISHIVIE MHEHWU JIFOIeN Ha SI3bIK U d3bIKa
Ha MHEHWSI?»; IIPV TOM CTaBWIach 3ajiada BbISIBUTH, Ka-
KM 00pa3oM «CKJIaf] yMa IIPOM3BOLAUT SI3bIK, KOTOPBIVL,
B CBOIO OYepesib, B OOJIBIIIENT WIIM MeHbIIeVt Mepe Or1aro-
npvsiteH misa (moctvokeHmst. — M. C.) MCTMHHBIX MOe»
(Anonymous, 1757, p. 202)°. Takast mocTaHOBKa 3afaywy,
O4YeBMIHO, OCHOBBIBAeTCS Ha B3IVIAZax, KOTOpPHIE B Ce-
TO[HSIIHEVI TePMMHOJIOTMM MOIYT OBITH OXapaKTepu-
30BaHBI Kak cj1abasi Bepcuis TUIIOTe3bI JIMHTBUCTIUECKO
OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTY (VJIesi O TOM, YUTO SI3bIK OKa3bIBAET He-
KOTOpOe BJIsHMe Ha MBIIUIeHe).

CwibHast BepCysl TUITOTE3bI JIMHTBUCTYECKOV OTHO-
CUTETTFHOCTH (MIes O TOM, UTO MBIIIIeHVe TIOJTHOCTBIO
ZleTepMUHVPYEeTCs S3bIKOM VIV CBOIUTCS K HeMy) TakK-
JKe, TIO BCeVl BUAVIMOCTH, IIpefcTaBiieHa B dprtocodpvm
XVIII B. CormmacHo JTx. IleH, MMeHHO Tak cileflyeT oxa-
pakrepusoBats B3Dransl V. I. 'amana: «['aman OpuI 1Iep-
BBIM, KTO IIOJIHOCTBIO OTOXKIECTBVJI MBIIIUIEHVE W S3bIK,
TO €CTb IIEPBBIM allOJIOTeTOM pPaJMKaIbHOTO BapyaHTa
TUIIOTE3Bl JIMHTBUCTIYECKOV OTHOCUTeNIbHOCTM» (Penn,
1972, p. 51). CxoxXmM 06pa3oM OlLieHVBaeT TaMaHOBCKYIO
dwtocodmto s3vika V. bepsmmn (Berlin, 2013, p. 393).

ITepy VI.T'. Tamana npyHamIeXXnT «MeTakpUTHKa ITy-
pusMa umcroro pasyma» (I'aman, 2006), B koropont Kaxt
KPUTHMKYyeTCsI IMEHHO 3a TO, 9YTO He pacCMaTpUBaeT SI3bIK
B KauecTBe (paKkTopa, OITpenesIsIoIero MpluieHne. 'aMan
TeKIaprpyeT IPVBeP>KeHHOCTD OITpeieIeHHOV ITO3VIIVV
OTHOCUTEJIbHO IIPUPOIEI S3bIKa 1 IIO3HAHs, KOTOPYIO OH
cBsizpiBaeT ¢ MeHamu JDx. bepxom m 1. FOma:

«OnuH BermKuy Griocod yTBEpXKIal, 4To BCeoo-
mye 1 abCTpaKTHBIE TIPeJICTaBIIeH Vs CYyTh He UTO VHOE,
KaK 0COOeHHBIe IIpeJICTaBJIeH s, OJJHaKO TaKye, uTo OJ1a-
rofaps VX IpuBsi3Ke K HEKOeMy OIlpesieJIeHHOMY CJIOBY
VX CMBICII OOpeTaeT GOJIBIITYIO BCEOXBATHOCTD W IIVIPOTY
U BMeCTe C TeM coxpaHsieT B cebe HallOMVHaHVe O eJlu-

5 TTompobOHee 06 3TOM KOHKypce M ero (prtocodcKoM KOHTeK-
cte cM.: (Aarsleff, 1974).

based on other representations, namely, intuitions or
other concepts. Kant does not identify concepts with
the verbal: “The schema of the triangle can never exist
anywhere except in thought, and signifies a rule of the
synthesis of the imagination with regard to pure shape
in space”; “The concept of a dog signifies a rule in ac-
cordance with which my imagination can specify the
shape of a four-footed animal in general, without being
restricted to any single particular shape” (ibid., p. 273;
KrV, A141 / B180).

As to the idea of linguistic relativity, it emerged
long before Kant. Tracing its origins back to the ideas of
J. Locke, G. W. Leibniz, and G. Vico, some researchers
maintain that it was well-known in Kant’s time (Koerner,
2000). One of the topics for the contest announced by
the Berlin Academy of Sciences in 1757 was “What is
the reciprocal influence of the opinions of a people on
language and of language on opinions?” The task was
to explain “how an inclination of thought produces a
language, which then gives the mind a way of thinking
more or less receptive to true ideas.”> Apparently, such
task assignment is rooted in the idea that today would
be described as the weak version of the hypothesis of
linguistic relativity (the idea that language has some in-
fluence on thought).

The strong version of the hypothesis of linguistic
relativity (the idea that thought is completely deter-
mined by language or is reduced to it) also seems to
have had adherents in the philosophy of the 18" century.
According to J. Penn, such a conception is characteristic
of ]. G. Hamann: “Hamann was the first to completely
identify thought and language, i.e., the first to advocate
the extreme hypothesis of linguistic relativity” (Penn,
1972, p. 51). A similar appraisal of Hamann’s philosophy
of language is given by I. Berlin (Berlin, 2013, p. 393).

J. G. Hamann's writings include the “Metacritique
of the Purism of Reason” (Hamann, 1995), in which he
attacks Kant for not considering language as a factor that
determines thought. Hamann declares his commitment
to a position on the nature of language and cognition
that he attributes to G. Berkeley and D. Hume:

A great philosopher has maintained ‘that general
and abstract ideas are nothing but particular ones, an-
nexed to a certain term, which gives them a more ex-
tensive signification, and makes them recall upon oc-
casion other individuals.” This assertion of [...] George
Berkeley, Hume considers to be one of the greatest and
most valuable discoveries (Hamann, 1995, p. 519).

® The author thanks Dr. Frederic Tremblay for the translation
into English from the original French source: “comment un tour
d’esprit produit une langue, laquelle langue donne ensuite al’esprit un
tour plus ou moins favorable aux idées vrayes” (Anonymous, 1757,
p- 202). For more details on the contest and its philosophical
context, see: Aarsleff, 1974.
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HUYHOM». — DTO yTBepXueHwue... /Dxopmxka bepxin
IOM npusHaeT B KauecTBe BeyIMUamiIIero v leHHeIIero
n3 Bcex oTkpbITHii (Faman, 2006, c. 81).

Taxvm oOpa3oM, 3a mpeert 0 JeTepMUHALIVIN MBIIIUIe-
HIA S3bIKOM 11 ['amMaHa cTOUT myesi O IeTepMUHALIAN
cyObekTa KOHKPeTHBIMM ODCTOsITe/IbCTBaMM, B KOTOPBIX
TOT HaXoguTcs. B KaHTOBCKOM (PWIOCOUM «UVICTOTO
pasyma» I'aMaH ycMaTpuBaeT IIpeficTaBieHle O YMCTOM
cyObekTe, KOTOpOe OH CUMTaeT HelpPaBOMEpPHBIM «IIy-
pvsMoM». ['amaH nopgdepKMBaeT HEOTHEIVIMOCTD MBIIII-
JIEHMsI OT KOHKPETHBIX OOCTOSITENIBCTB M TPaguLivi, B
CBA3M ¢ ueM ero dpwiocodust xapakrepusyercsa V. bep-
JIVHOM KaK HallpapjleHHasl IpOoTMB waeosioruu [Ipo-
ceemeHus (Berlin, 2013, p. 393), Torma kxax dpuocodus
Kanra stexxut B pycite ITpocsemmenmsi. AriosoreTideckoe
nioHnManme [IpocBerieHnst Kak CBOOOIBI TI0JTb30BAThCS
cobcTBeHHBIM pasyMoM KaHT BelpaxaeT B pabore «Or-
BET Ha BOIIPOC: YTO TaKoe ITpocselieHne?» (Kant, 19940,
c.131; AA 08, S. 036).

C «metakpurukon» dumocodpmn Kanra Ha ocHo-
BaHMAX, OJIM3KMX K TaMaHOBCKMM, BBICTYIIWI TaKXe
VI.T. Tepmep. ducrio3utinst uaemt 0 COOTHOIIEHUN S3bI-
Ka ¥ MBIIIUIEHNS], MIMeBIIIas MECTO BO BTOPOV IIOJIOBUHE
XVIII B., xapakTepusyetcs cremyrontum obpasom: «Du-
socodnr ITpoceelenns, Kak HpaBuIo, IIOHMMAJIM OT-
HOITIeHVIe MEXXY MBICISIMIL. .. 1 S3BIKOM... B OTYETIIVBO
IyarVICTIYeCKOM KITIOYe: MBICIIV M IIOHATHS, B IPVIHIIN-
I1e, IOJIHOCTBIO OTHOEIMMEI OT KaKOro-Ibo SI3BIKOBOIO
BBIpa)KeHMsl, KOTOpoe OHM MOryT moiyuaTh» (Forster,
2012, p. 485), a sI3BIK, COITIACHO VM, SIBJISETCS IIPOCTO «II0-
JIE3HBIM CPEACTBOM I 3allOMVHAHM VI B OCOOEHHOCTH
KOMMYHMKanmm ¢ apyrumMu jmogsMm» (Ibid.). Ha atom
done I'aman n I'epaep BBICTYymWIM C ajIbTepPHATUBHO
TOYKOVI 3peHVsI, KOTOPYIO MOXHO, cortacHoO M. dopcre-
Py, BBIPA3suUTh B ABYX Te3ncax: «1) MBICITb IPVHIMITNAITE-
HO 3aBVICMMa OT si3blKa U cBsi3aHa MM (I'amaH maxke 3a-
XOOWT HACTOJIBKO JaJIeKO, UTO 3asBJISIeT: TOXKIECTBEHHA
SI3BIKY)... 2) TIOHATYS, VIV 3HaUeHNs, SIBJISTIOTCS He YeM-
TO HE3aBVICMMBIM OT $3bIKa... a YIIOTpebsIeHmeM CJIoB»
(Ibid., p. 485—486). OgHaxo umen I'amana n I'epnepa,
KaK yXXe $ICHO W3 BBIIIEN3/I0KEHHOIO, Pa3BMBaJIICh He
Ha IIyCTOM MecTe: paHee Oyv3Kue B3IVISIIBI BBIpayKasiv
Takwe BIMsiTeNIbHble priocodsl, Kak [ B. JlentOuwmy n
X. Bormed (Ibid., p. 497 —498).

Kak yxaseiBaer M. dopcrep, B 3TOVI OVCHO3ZULIVNA
Kaxr, o KparHeV Mepe Ha IIepBbIV B3IV, «IIpeacTaeT
HpofiojDKaTesleM IIpOCBellleHYecKol JIMHUM Iyajin3Ma
MbIIUTeHNs 1 si3biKa» (Ibid., p. 486). BripoueMm, o mue-
Huo psima mcctenosareient (P. bpanar, M. Boned), He-
KOTOpble (pparMeHThI IIpon3BeneHnit KaHnra cBuerers-
CTBYIOT O TOM, YTO OH pa3[esisl JOKTPUHY OTOXIeCT-
BJIEHMS g3bIKa M MBIIUIEHW:. B KauecTBe aprymeHTa B
II0JIb3Yy 3TOVI TOUKM 3peHMs yKa3blBaeTcs Ha To, uTo KaHT
OTKa3aJICsi OT OOBIYHOIO pasrpaHMYeHNs Cy>KAeHWUI U
MIPeJIOKEHNI, OCHOBAHHOTO Ha IOHVMAHWUM II€PBBIX
KaK MEHTaJIPHBIX aKTOB ¥ BTOPBIX KaK SI3bIKOBBIX BbIpa-

Therefore, for Hamann, behind the idea of lin-
guistic determination, there is that of subjects being
determined by their surrounding environment. In the
Kantian philosophy of “pure reason,” Hamann sees a
representation of the pure subject, which he regards
as an unjustified “purism.” Hamann emphasises the
inseparability of thought from concrete circumstanc-
es and traditions. On this ground, 1. Berlin classifies
Hamann’s philosophy as aimed against the ideology
of the Enlightenment (Berlin, 2013, p. 393), whereas
Kant’s philosophy is in line with the Enlightenment.
Kant offers an apologetic conception of the Enlighten-
ment as freedom to think for oneself in his work “An
Answer to the Question: “What is Enlightenment?’”
(Kant, 1996, p. 18; AA 08, p. 36).

On grounds similar to those of Hamann, J. G. Herder
also came up with a “metacritical” conception of Kant’s
philosophy. The mid-18* century disposition towards
ideas about the relationship between thought and lan-
guage can be characterised as follows: “the philoso-
phers of the Enlightenment had usually conceived of
the relation between thoughts [...] and language [...] in
a sharply dualistic way: thoughts and concepts were in
principle quite separable from whatever expression in
language they might happen to receive” (Forster, 2012,
p- 485). Accordingly, they viewed language as “a useful
means for memorisation and especially for communica-
tion with other people” (ibid.). Against this background,
Hamann and Herder have put forward an alternative
interpretation, which, according to M. Forster, can be
broken down into two theses: “(1) Thought is essential-
ly dependent on, and bounded by, language (Hamann
goes as far as to claim that it is identical with language).
[...] (2) Concepts or meanings are — not the sorts of
items independent of language [...] but instead — usag-
es of words” (ibid., pp. 485-486). However, as the above
suggests, Hamann’s and Herder’s ideas did not emerge
ex nihilo; similar views had been expressed by such in-
fluential philosophers as G.F. Leibniz and C. Wolff
(ibid., pp. 497-498).

As M. Forster points out, at least at first glance Kant
appears to adhere to “the Enlightenment’s thought-lan-
guage dualism” (ibid., p. 486). However, according to
some researchers (for instance, R. Brandt and M. Wolff),
some fragments of Kant’s works indicate that he shared
the doctrine that identifies language with thought. An
argument to support this point of view is that Kant
rejects the usual distinction between judgements as
mental acts and propositions as linguistic expressions.
Instead, he suggests the distinction of judgements and
propositions based on modality (see Kant, 1992, p. 605;
Log, AA 09, p. 109). In this connection, M. Wolff claims
that “Kant dispenses with a psychology according
to which there is such a thing as purely mental acts,
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JKeHWTL, ¥ IPeIOKIII BMECTO Hero pasrpaHudYeHye II0
MopastbHOCTH (cM.: KanT, 19944, c. 364; AA 09, S.109). Ha
3TOM ocHoBaHMUM M. Boitbd yTBepxmaet, uto «KaHT pac-
CTAeTCsI C TICVXOJIOTYECKOVI TEOPYEN, COTTTACHO KOTOPOW
CYIIECTBYIOT UVCThIe MEHTaJIbHbIE aKThl — He3aBVIC/MEBIe
oT peun omepanumn paccyaka» (Wolff, 1995, S. 23; mur.
1io: Forster, 2012, p. 489). OgHako, Ha MOVI B3IJIs1/1, TIOH,00-
HBIe apTyMeHTHI, BO-IIEPBBIX, MOI'YT BBIIBMIATHCS JIVIIIID
TPV OIIperIeTIeHHOV MHTePIIpeTaIlUy COOTBETCTBYOIIINX
dparmenTos 13 KaHTa, a BO-BTOpBIX — J1a)Xe eC/IM OHU
BEpPHBI — He OTHOCSITCS K OCHOBHOMY KOPIIyCy TeKCTOB
«KPUTWIECKOTO TIeprozia».

Cormnacno rumnotese M. @opcrepa, B prsocodpckom
TBOpuecTBe KaHTa OTHOCUTEIIFHO paccMaTprBaeMolt
IIpo0JIeMbl MOXKHO BBIAENINTH TpU Itepuopa: 1) 1o cepe-
nvHbI 1760-X IT. B KAHTOBCKVIX TEKCTaX BCTPEYAIOTCS BBI-
CKas3bIBaHWMs, OJIM3KMe K 1jIee OTOXIEeCTBIIEHMS SI3bIKa U
MBIIIUIeHVs, KOTOPble MOXXHO OOBSCHUTD BIIVISTHMEM I1a-
panurmel JlenbamIta — Bosbda; 2) co BTOpovI HOJIOBUHEL
1760-x go 1790-x rr. KanT oTueTIMBo NpuaepXnBaeTcs
«IyajmsMa» s3blka ¥ MbluleHus; 3) B 1790—1798 rr.
KaHT BHOBB BBICTyIIaeT C BBICKa3bIBAHMUAMM, B KOTOPBIX
MOJKHO YCMOTPEeTb OTOXKIeCTBJIeHE SI3bIKa 1 MBIIIUICHVIS
(Forster, 2012, p. 497—507). Takasi ueTKasi epmoausa-
LM, OJJHAKO, BO3MOKHA TOJIBKO IIPW OIpesesIeHHON (1
SIBJISAIONIEVICA CIIOPHOV) IaTUPOBKe HEKOTOPBIX TEKCTOB
Kagra (Ibid., p. 510).

Ha Mom B3DIS, MOXHO C YBEPEHHOCTBIO yTBEp-
KJIIaTh, YTO B KpuTudeckon dpwiocodpun KanTa MbI-
JleHMe TIOHMMAaeTcd KaK IIPMHLMINAIBHO aBTOHOMHOE
oT s3bIKa. IIpuBeeHHbIe BBIIle BaXKHBIE (PparMeHTHI 113
«Kpurnkn amcroro pasyma» CBUIETEIBCTBYIOT 00 3TOM
BITOJIHE OJTHO3HaYHO.

B 3TOM KOHTeKCTe cileflyeT BHMMATeIbHO IIpoaHaIy-
3MpOoBaTh CpaBHEHVIe JIOTMKY C O0IIIeVi IpaMMaTKOL, KO-
topoe KaaT nposonut B «IIponeromenax» (Kant, 1994c;
AA 04) n «Jloruke» (Kant, 1994a; AA 09)°. Moxert mo-
Ka3aTbCsl, YTO OHO IIPOTMBOPEUNUT CKa3aHHOMY MHOVL U1
CBUIETEIILCTBYET B II0JIB3y Toro, uro KaHT ObUT 030K
K OTOXKIECTBIIEHMIO MBIIIUIEHN 1 s3bIKa. ONHAKO, KakK 5
IIPOIIEMOHCTPUPYIO HIDKE, 3TO He TaK.

XapakxTepnsys JIOTMKY KaK HayKy O BCeoOIIVX 1 He-
00XOAVMMBIX IIpaBIUIaxX MBIIUIEHNS, KOTOPBIe «MOTyT Ka-
CaThCsI TOJIBKO €T0 (hopMbl, HO OTHION He Mamepluu», KaaT
COIIOCTaBJIAeT ee C 00ujeil pammamuxol, «<KoTopasl He co-
TeP>KIT HIT4ero, KpoMe OTHOV JIMIIb (POPMBI sI3bIKa BOOD-
e, 6e3 CJIOB, COCTABIIAIONINX MaTepwio sisbika» (KawT,
19%4a, c. 267; AA 09, S. 12—13). (TTox Heobxo0umbiIMU TIpa-
BwIaMy MbluteHrs KaHT mopmpasyMmeBaeT Te, KOTOpbIe
He 3aBVCST OT MaAmepul, TO eCTb OT CrenUKy 0OBEKTOB
ro3HaHMsA.) [IpomorpKast MCTIONB30BaTh 3TO CpaBHEHUE,
KaHT 3amMeuaeT TakxXe, UTO JIOTMKA SBJISI€TCSI OPraHOHOM
(TO ecTh MHCTPYMEHTOM IIO3HaHMS JIeVICTBUTEIIEHOCTM)
«CTOJIb K€ MaJslo, KaK 1 oOrrasi rpaMMaTnka» (Tam ke,

¢ Dra pabora W3BecTHa B AaHIJIOS3BIYHOV JIMTEpaType Kak
«Jdsche Logic».

speech-free operations of understanding” (Wolff, 1995,
p- 23; cited from Forster, 2012, p. 489). Nevertheless, in
my view, first, such arguments are valid only if certain
remarks by Kant are interpreted in a particular manner
and, second, even if these arguments were valid, they
would have no bearing on the main corpus of the “crit-
ical period.”

M. Forster’s hypothesis suggests that, from the per-
spective of the relationship between thought and lan-
guage, Kant’s philosophical cuvre can be divided into
three phases. 1) From the early to mid-1760s, Kant's texts
contain remarks compatible with the idea of the identifi-
cation of language with thought. They can be explained
by the influence of the Leibniz-Wolff paradigm. 2) From
the late 1760s to the 1790s, Kant clearly adhered to the
“dualism” of language and thought. 3) In 1790—1798,
Kant once again makes remarks that might be interpret-
ed as identifying language with thought (Forster, 2012,
pp- 497-507). Such a periodisation becomes possible
only if some of Kant’s texts are dated in a certain (dis-
putable) manner (ibid., p. 510).

In my opinion, it is safe to assume that Kant’s critical
philosophy interprets thought as essentially independ-
ent from language. The key above-mentioned excerpts
from the Critique of Pure Reason clearly attest to this.

This context requires a thorough analysis of Kant’s
comparison of logic with universal grammar presented
in the Prolegomena (Kant, 2004; Prol, AA 04, pp. 253-384)
and the Jdsche Logic (Kant, 1992; Log, AA 09, pp. 1-150).
It might seem that this comparison contradicts what
is said above and proves that Kant tended to identify
thought with language. But, as I will show below, it
does not.

In defining logic as a science of universal and nec-
essary rules of thought that “can concern merely its
form and not in any way its matter,” Kant compares it
with universal grammar, which “contains nothing more
than the mere form of language in general, with-
out words, which belong to the matter of language”
(Kant, 1992, p. 528; Log, AA 09, pp. 12-13). For Kant,
the necessary rules of thought are those independent
of matter, i.e., of the specifics of objects of cognition.
Extending the above comparison further, Kant em-
phasises that logic “is not an organon, any more than
universal grammar,” where organon is understood as
a tool to cognise reality (ibid., p. 270; Log, AA 09, p. 15).
According to Kant, logic is rather the canon of the laws
of thought, “without which no use of the understand-
ing or of reason takes place at all” (ibid., p. 529; Log,
AA 09, p. 13). Kant believes that these laws are inher-
ent in thought per se just as grammar is in language,
whereas logic as a science serves only for explanation:
“universal grammar is the form of a language in gen-
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c. 270; AA 09, S. 15). 3ato, cornacHo KaHTy, j10rvKa mpem-
CTaBJIsIeT cODOVI KAHOH 3aKOHOB MBIIIIIEHNS], «0e3 KOTOPBIX
HeT HIMKaKOI'o IpVIMeHeHMs paccyaka 1 pasyma» (Tam xe,
c.268; AA 09, S. 13). ITo ero MbIciIV, 3TV 3aKOHBI IPUCYIIN
MBIIIUIEHNIO KaK TAKOBOMY, TaK ke KaK 'paMMaTHKa SI3bl-
Ky, a JIOTMKa KaK HayKa CJIy>KIT JIVIIb VX SKCIUIVKAIIVIel:
«O01mast rpaMMaTMKa ectb popMa si3blka BooOrrie. I'oso-
PST, OHAKO, U He 3Hasl FPaMMAaTVKM, HO TOBOpSIIIL Oe3
ee 3HaHWMS — B JEVICTBUTEIILHOCTY 00JIa/jaeT rpaMMaTy-
KOVI V1 TOBOPUT IIO IIpaBjlaM, KOTOpble OH TeM He MeHee
He oco3HaeT» (Tam xe, c. 266; AA 09, S.11).

Onnaxo cpasHeHve KaHTOM JIOTVMKM C OOIIIEN rpam-
MaTVKOV, JIeXalllee B Pyciie TpaawIlny, KOTOpas BOC-
XOOUT K CpeIHEeBEKOBOW cxoslacTvke 1 «['pammaTike
IMop-Posiisa», oTHIONE He 03HaYaeT, YTO OH SBJISIETCS CTO-
POHHVKOM Ve SI3bIKOBOVI JeTePMVIHALVIY MBIITUTEHVIS.
Bo-11epBbIX, caM PaKT TaKOTrO CpaBHEHVISI TOBOPUT O TOM,
YTO OH He paccMaTpuBaeT JIOIMKY ¥ OOLIyIO IpaMMaTH-
Ky KaK TOXJeCTBeHHbIe ApYr Apyry. Bo-Bropbix, oH He
OTZAET SI3bIKY IIPVIOPUTET. B-TpeThIX, 3TO cCpaBHEHME He
MIpeIoiaraeT apavieyvsMa (110 KpavHel Mepe, I10J1-
HOTrO0); HalTpoTuB, KaHT yKa3bIBaeT Ha cIydau pacxoxie-
HISA TPaMMaTIYeCcKO 1 JIOTYeCKO POPMBI:

B cyxmenum, TpebyrolieM MCTOIKOBaHWS, HaIIPU-
Mep: HeMHOTMe JIIO[IM YUeHbl — COomepXmTcs 1) oTpuria-
TeJIbHOE CYyXKIIeHVe, HO CKPBITO: MHOTVIE JTIOIIV He YIeHbI
7 2) yTBepIOMUTeIIbHOe: HEKOTOPHIE JTIOV yueHBbI. Tak Kak
IIpypoAa IOIeXaIIMX MCTOIIKOBAHIIO IIOJIOKEHUIT 3a-
BUICUT eIMHCTBEHHO OT YCJIOBUII SI3BIKa, Oy1aroymapst Ko-
TOPBIM MOXXHO Cpa3y BBIPa3MTh BKpATIIe [IBa CYXXIEHNs,
TO 3aMeYaHVe, YTO B HaIlleM SI3bIKe MOTYT CYII[eCTBOBaTh
Cy>XHIeHMs, KOTOpBle NOJDKHBEI OBITh VICTOIIKOBaHBI, OT-
HOCWTCS He K JIOTVIKe, a K rpamMaruke (Tam xe, c. 364;
AA 09, S.109).

B «IIponeromenax» KaHT akmeHTMpyeT BHUMaHMe
VIMEHHO Ha TOM, YTO IpamMMaTidecKasi popMa sIBIIsIeTcs
BO MHOTOM CJIy4ariHOVI OTHOCUTEJIPHO «YVCTBIX dJIEMEH-
TOB 4eJIOBEYeCKOro Io3HaHWs»: «CobupaHie 371eMeHTOB
rpaMMaTVIK/... He B COCTOSIHUM YKa3aThb PWYMHY, ITode-
My KasK[IBIVI sI3BIK VIMeeT VIMEeHHO 3TO, a He pyroe dop-
MaJIbHOE KadecTBO U, ellle MeHee, [I0YeMy VIMeeTCs IMeH-
HO CTOJIBKO — HM OOJIbIlle HM MeHBIIle — TaKoro poza
dopMabHBIX onpenerteHnt s3bika» (Kant, 19948, c. 83;
AA 04, S. 323). KaHT cTaBUT B yIIpeK apyCTOTEIIEBCKO
CrCTeMe KaTerOpwmI TO, UTO OHA CJIeflyeT 3a Io00HBIMNI
CJIy9aViHBIMU CBOVICTBAMU $I3bIKa, 8 He OCHOBBLIBAaeTCs Ha
HeoOXOIyIMOM IIPVHITAIIE.

VTak, OCHOBHOVI KOPITyC KpUTIUIeCKo prytocodpmm
Kanra He comepXuT maeu S3bIKOBOV HeTepMMHAIUV
MplnuieHuss. MoxHo coracutbesa ¢ M. E. CobGosteBoi,
4TO «yOeXX[IeHvie B TOM, YTO CIIOCOOHOCTB K S3BIKY OTHO-
CUTCA K YCJIOBUSIM BO3MOXXHOCTY OIIbITa», XapaKTepHoe
111 MHOTMX MHTeprperanuit KaHra B aHamTHIecKomn
dwocodnn, ABgeTCS IPVBHECEHHBIM (PaKTOPOM, KO-
TOPBIVI ITPEILITCTBYeT €ro KOPPeKTHOMY IOHVIMaHWIO
(Cobosiesa, 2018, c. 132).

eral, for example. One speaks even without being ac-
quainted with grammar, however; and he who speaks
without being acquainted with it does actually have a
grammar and speaks according to rules, but ones of
which he is not himself conscious” (ibid., p. 527; Log,
AA 09, p. 11).

However, Kant’'s comparison of logic with univer-
sal grammar, which follows the tradition originating
in Medjieval scholasticism and the “Port-Royal Gram-
mar,” does not in any way mean that he is an advocate
of the idea of the linguistic determination of thought.
First, the very fact of such a comparison suggests that
he does not consider logic and universal grammar as
identical. Second, he does not give priority to language.
Third, this comparison does not suggest parallelism
(at least, complete parallelism); on the contrary, Kant
points to cases of discrepancy between grammatical
and logical form:

In the exponible judgment, Few men are learned,
for example lies (1.), but in a covert way, the negative
judgment, Many men are not learned, and (2.) the af-
firmative one, Some men are learned. Since the nature of
exponible propositions depends merely on conditions of
language, in accordance with which one can express two
judgments briefly at once, the observation that in our
language there can be judgments that must be expound-
ed belongs not to logic but to grammar (ibid., p. 605; Log,
AA 09, p. 109).

In the Prolegomena, Kant emphasises the fact that
grammatical form is largely random with regards to the
“pure elements of human cognition”; “To compile the
elements for a grammar” does not mean to “give a rea-
son why any given language should have precisely this
and no other formal constitution” (Kant, 2002, p. 115;
Prol, AA 04, p. 323). Kant criticises Aristotle’s system of
categories for focusing on accidental properties of lan-
guage and for lacking a necessary principle.

Thus, the main corpus of Kant’s critical philosophy
does not contain the idea of a linguistic determination
of thought. I am inclined to agree with M. E. Soboleva
that “the belief that capacity for language is a condition
of the possibility of experience,” which is characteris-
tic of many interpretations of Kant’s thought within
analytic philosophy, is an alien factor that stands in
the way of an adequate understanding of it (Soboleva,
2018, p. 132).

2. The Transcendentalism of the Subject and the
Transcendentalism of the Medium

Another noteworthy difference between Kant’s phi-
losophy and “linguistic Kantianism” is that they repre-
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§ 2. TpaHceHIeHTaIM3M cCyOBbeKTa
VI TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIV3M II0CpeTHMKA

Eme opxo mpmmMeuarernpHOe oTiamame drurocodmm
Kanra oT «IMHIBMCTMYECKOrO KaHTVMAHCTBAa» COCTOUT
B TOM, UTO OHM IIPEICTaB/IIIOT co0OTI IBa pasHbBIX THIIA
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIN3Ma, KOTOpble g 0003Ha41y KaK «TpaH-
CIIeHIIeHTaIN3M CyObeKTa» ¥ «TPaHCLeHAeHTaIN3M 10~
CpelHMKa» COOTBETCTBEHHO.

KaHT ocymiecTBil cBOVI «KOIIEPHMKaHCKUI IIepe-
BOPOT», IIPEIJIOKVB MIIE O TOM, UYTO «aKTVBHBIM» Ha-
YaJIoOM B IIpollecce IIO3HAHWS SBJISAETCS He BHEITHUM
MUP, BO3IEVICTBY IOV Ha Cy6’beKTa, a caM IIO3HAIIIUM
cyowexT. CormacHo Meicu KaHTa, paHee MeTadmsuKu
«CUMTaJIV, YTO BCSKME HaIl II03HaHMSA OyaTo OBl JOIDK-
HBI cCOO0pa30BaThCs ¢ IIpeaMeTaMI», TOIrAa KakK cilefyeT
«VICXOIIUTH W3 TIPEITIONIOKEHVIS], UTO ITPEAMETHI JJOJDKHBI
coobpaszoBaThcs ¢ HalMM ro3HaHveM» (Kaxt, 2006, c. 17;
B XVI). Vcrounmkom BroxHoseHms 11 KanTa Bo MHO-
TOM MOCIIYXXWIN yCIIeXV B eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayKax, CBs-
3aHHBIE C pacIpocTpaHeHVeM B HoBoe BpeMms skcrepu-
MEHTaJIBHOTO MEeTO/a, B KOTOPOM OYeBMIHBIM 00pa3oM
MPOSIBIIIEeTCS aKTUBHOCTD CyOBeKTa ITO3HAHVIS:

EcTrecTBOMCIIBITaTENN TIOHSUTN, UTO Pa3syM yCMaTpU-
BaeT TOJIBKO TO, UTO CaM CO3/IaeT II0 COOCTBEHHOMY IIpO-
€KTy, 9TO OH C IPVHIUIIAMV CBOVMX CY>KIEHWUV JOIDKeH
VIOTV BIIEPEIN COIVIACHO ITOCTOSHHBIM 3aKOHAM 1 100y~
XKITATh IIPVIPOJTY OTBEYATh Ha ero BOIIPOCEL, a He TaIl[Th-
csl y Hee CJIOBHO Ha ITOBOTY; MO0 B IIPOTMBHOM CITydae
HaOTrofeHs, TIpoM3BeleHHbIe CITyJaliHo, Oe3 3apaHee
COCTaBJIEHHOTO IUIaHa, BOBCe He OYIyT CBSI3aHBI HEOO-
XOIVMMBIM 3aKOHOM; a BeIb pa3yM WIIET TaKOV 3aKOH U
HyXfaetcs B HeM (Tam xe, c. 15; B XIII).

«JIMHrBUCTYeCKOe KaHTMAHCTBO» IIpeiylaraer erre
OAVIH BapWMaHT 3IMCTeMUYECKOVI TVICTIO3VIINY, OTIIY-
HBIVI U OT IOKAHTOBCKOT'O, ¥ OT KAHTOBCKOTO. B HeM «ax-
TUBHOE» HavuaJIo MPVHAaIeXNUT He BHEIITHEMY MUPY U He
COOCTBEHHBIM CITOCOOHOCTSIM CyObeKTa IMo3HaHMs, a de-
MY-TO HaXOJAILIEMYyCsl MEX/1y HUMM, TO eCTh ITOCpeqHM-
Ky: SI3BIKY JTM0O — B IPYTMX KOHIIETIIIVSX 3TOTO TUIIa —
TeopuM WM HaydHOU napagurme. [IpyMeHUTeIbHO K
dwtocodpnm paHHero BuTreHmreiiHa 3TO KOHCTaTUPY-
er b. Crpayn: «®wrocodpms “TpakraTta”... ToMeraer
B LIEHTP WMHTE/UIEKTYaJIbHOVI BCEJIEHHOV He YeJIOBeKa,
HO... Ppa3sBOIUIOIIEHHYIO ¥ abCTpakTHYIO CTPYKTYpY,
vMeHyeMyIo “sa3bIK”» (Stroud, 1972, p. 25).

Bripouem, B 110 06HBIX KOHIIETIIIVSAX 3TOT ITOCPeTHMK
3a4acTyio Kypbe3HbIM 00pa3oM caM ITprobpeTaeT yepTel
cyOBeKTa: OH Oopercs 3a BEDKMBaHMe, KaK, HaIIpVMep,
Teopum, mpuberaronye K mpuHIuy Josma — KyariHa;
KOHKYpMpYyeT ¢ cebe TomoOHBIMY; ITPOXOAUT 3TaITbI CTa-
HOBJIEHW, 3peJIoCTU M Kpu3uca. SIpKuit mpumep Bcero
3TOTO MOXXHO HaWTM B KOHIIETIINY HAyYHBIX TapagurM

T. Kyna (Kys, 2003).

sent two different types of transcendentalism, to which
I refer as the “transcendentalism of the subject” and the
“transcendentalism of the medium,” respectively.

Kant carried out his “Copernican Revolution” in
putting forward the idea that the “active” principle in
the process of cognition is not the external world, which
affects the subject, but the cognising subject itself. Ac-
cording to Kant, earlier metaphysicians thought that
“all our cognition must conform to the objects,” where-
as it is necessary to start by “assuming that the objects
must conform to our cognition” (Kant, 2000, p. 110; KrV,
B XVI). Kant was largely inspired by the achievements
of the natural sciences, which were made possible by the
spread of the experimental method in modernity, which
assigns an active role to the subject of cognition:

They comprehended that reason has insight only in
what it itself produces according to its own design; that
it must take the lead with principles for its judgment ac-
cording to constant laws and compel nature to answer
its questions; rather than letting nature guide its move-
ment by keeping reason, as it were, in leading-strings;
for otherwise accidental observations, made according
to no previously designed plan, can never connect up
into a necessary law, which is yet what reason seeks and
requires (Kant, 2000, p. 109; KrV, B XIII).

“Linguistic Kantianism” suggests yet another
version of epistemic disposition that is different from
both the pre-Kantian and the Kantian versions. It asso-
ciates the “active” principle with neither the external
world nor the faculties of the subject of cognition but
with something in between (i.e., the medium): lan-
guage or — in other conceptions of the same kind —
theory or scientific paradigm. According to B. Stroud,
this applies to the philosophy of the early Wittgen-
stein: “the philosophy of the Tractatus [...] puts at the
centre of the intellectual universe, not man, but only a
disembodied and abstract structure called ‘language’”
(Stroud, 1972, p. 25).

However, in such conceptions, the medium para-
doxically takes on the features of a subject; it fights for
survival, as with, for example, the theories resorting to
the Duhem-Quine principle. It competes with its peers,
and goes through the stages of emergence, maturi-
ty, and crisis. A vivid example of this can be found in
T. S. Kuhn's conception of scientific paradigms (Kuhn,
2003).

According to J. Hintikka, the conception of lan-
guage as a universal medium plays a crucial role in the
early Wittgenstein in particular and in 20" century
philosophy of language in general (Hintikka, 1997,
p- 162). Hintikka sets this conception of language in
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CormacHo fl. XHTVKKe, TTOHVIMaHVe A3bika KakK YHU-
Bepcanvrozo nocpedHKa UrpaeT BaXXHENIIYIO POJIb Y PaH-
Hero JI. Butrenmirerita, a Takxe B 11eJIoM B prstocodpmm
asbika XX B. (Hintikka, 1997, p. 162). TakoMy HOHVMMaHMIO
SI3bIKa OH ITIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISET IIOHMMaHMe A3bika Kak Uuc-
yycAenus’. DTa OUXOTOMUS OCHOBBIBAeTCS Ha IIPeJIo-
xeHHoVT paHee V1. Ban Xeitenooprom (Heijenoort, 1967)
IVIXOTOMUM A02uku kak ucuucienus (calculus ratiocinator)
n soeuxu kax Asvika (lingua characterica), kotopas, B
cBolo ouepesib, BocxoguT K I'. B. JlertOHmity ¢ ero unesmu
calculus ratiocinator vi characteristica universalis. ITpu aToM
CMBICTI, BKJTa/IbIBA€MBIVI B 3TO pasrpaHudeHVe XevieHO-
OpPTOM, HECKOJIBKO OTJIMYaeTcsi OT IIOoIpa3yMeBaBIIIero-
cst Jlemboumuem. g Jlenmbuwmiia «calculus ratiocinator m
characteristica universalis BJISIOTCS IByMsI KOHCTUTY9HTa-
M. .. IPOrpaMMBI 00IIIeV HayKu», KOTOPBIE «IIOIHePKI-
BaloT Apyr apyra» (Peckhaus, 2004, p. 599). Xenenoopt
JKe IIOHVIMAaeT VX KaK /IBa KOHKY PeHTHBIX IIOX0Aa, IIpV-
CYIIVIX Pa3sHBIM aBTOpaM; BIIpoUeM, OH OTMedYaeT, YTO Ha
omnpesie/IeHHOM 3Tarle pa3BuUTus JIoruMku B XX B. UX pac-
xoxpeHue 6bu10 npeoposeHo (Heijenoort, 1967, p. 328).

[Ipemyraraemyro XevteHOOPTOM TPaKTOBKY 3TOV V-
XOTOMUM MOXXHO cOpMYJIMpOBaTh CIIeAyIonM obpa-
30M: JIOTMKa Kak calculus ratiocinator — VMHCTPyMeHT, 00-
JIaCTh U CIIOCO0 MpVIMEHeHMsI KOTOPOTo CyOheKT, pacIio-
JIaTaloIIIL IM, MOXKeT MEeHSTh II0 COOCTBEHHOMY yCMOT-
PeHVIIo, a TAaKKe ITOIBepraTh MeTAJIOTIeCKOMY aHaJIN3Y;
lingua characterica — yHUBepcaIbHasl JIOIVKa, BBIXOT, 3a
IIpenesibl KOTOPOV HEBO3MOXEH (M KOTOpasi, TaKuM 00-
pasoM, He IpefrionaraeT Kakov-11M0o MeTaIOTMKU VIN
BapbUPOBAHI).

ITo mpIcTIiM XelleHOOpPTa, HOOXOA, K JIOTMKe KaK K
calculus ratiocinator 6bUT TIpUICYII], TaKVM aBTopaM XIX B.,
Kak k. Byms u D. IlIpénep, a moHMMaHMe JIOTMKM KaK
lingua characterica BEICTYyIIWITO Ha IIepBBIV IUIaH B pabo-
Tax I'. @pere u panHero b. Pacceria. B kauectse omHom
13 KOHKPETHBIX OT/IMYUTEIBHBIX 4epT XeleHOOPT yKa-
3bIBaeT TO, UTO B jioruke bynsa u Hlpénepa yHMBepcym
paccMOTpeHMsI MOXKeT BapbMpOBaThCs 1 He CBsI3aH C Ka-
KVMW-JIVIOO OHTOJTOTMYeCKMMY 00sI3aTeITbCTBaMM, TOT/Ia
Kak y Ppere «yHMUBEPCYyM COHEPXKUT BCe, UTO CYIIECTBY-
et» (Heijenoort, 1967, p. 325), siB71seTCs €VIHCTBEHHBIM U
duKcHpoBaHHBIM; ITOC/IeHee ClIpaBeIyInBo 1 11 Pacce-
7a B «Principia Mathematica» ¢ Tem oTymameM, 9To pac-
CeJIOBCKMII YHUBEPCYM CTpaTUUIMpPOBaH IO THUIIAM.
B 1910—1930-e 1T., cormacHO XerieHOOPTY, IIOHMMaHe
JIOTMKM Kak calculus ratiocinator BHOBb CTaHOBUTCS aKTY-
@IBPHBIM — VIMEHHO B PaMKaX Hero OCYIIeCTBIIIOTCS ce-
MaHTH4ecKue (ITpefiIosiaramolie BapbpoBaHue IIpe-
MeTHOM OOJacTV) M MeTajIoridecKye VICCIIeIOBaHIA
(L. JIéBerrevM, T. Cxosnewm, K. I'émess).

CormnacHo XuHTHKKe, Paccert B JajbHerIIIIEM TTepertiert
Ha niosvitim calculus ratiocinator, 9TO BBIPa3WIOCh B paspa-

7 B maHHOM cJIy4ae TEpPMUH «VCUMCIIeHe» He 0003HaYaeT CUH-
TaKCMUECKYIO CCTeMy Oe3 MHTepIIpeTaliiiy, a, HAIPOTHB, IIpefi-
nosaraet ceMaHTrgeckmit ropxox; cM.: (Hintikka, 1991, p. xi).

opposition with the conception of language as calculus.®
This dichotomy is based on the dichotomy of logic as
calculus ratiocinator and logic as lingua characterica pro-
posed by J. van Heijenoort (Heijenoort, 1967), which
in turn goes back to Leibniz, with his ideas of calculus
ratiocinator and characteristica universalis. However, the
meaning that Heijenoort attributed to this dichotomy
is different from that of Leibniz. For Leibniz, “calculus
ratiocinator and characteristica universalis are two con-
stituents of the prior programme of a general science,”
which “support each other” (Peckhaus, 2004, p. 599).
Heijenoort sees them as two competing approaches ad-
vocated by different authors. However, he notes that
the gap between the two approaches was bridged at a
certain stage of development of logic in the 20* century
(Heijenoort, 1967, p. 328).

Heijenoort’s interpretation of the dichotomy can be
formulated as follows: logic as calculus ratiocinator is an
instrument, the domain and modus operandi of which can
be changed by the user and which can be subjected to
meta-analysis. The lingua characterica is a universal logic
impossible to transcend (and which, therefore, does not
allow for any metalogic or variation).

Heijenoort believes that an understanding of log-
ic as calculus ratiocinator was characteristic of such
19t century authors as G. Boole and E. Schréder, where-
as its interpretation as lingua characterica came to the
fore in the works of G. Frege and of the early B. Russell.
Heijenoort sees a specific distinctive feature of Boole’s
and Schroder’s logic in the fact that, for them, the uni-
verse of discourse can vary and is not bound by any on-
tological commitment, whereas for Frege the “universe
consists of all that there is” (Heijenoort, 1967, p. 325)
and it is unique and fixed. The latter holds also true
for Russell in Principia Mathematica, with the differ-
ence that the Russellian universe is stratified by type.
From the 1910s to the 1930s, according to Heijenoort,
the understanding of logic as calculus ratiocinator be-
came relevant anew — it became a framework for se-
mantics, which suggest variations in the domain of
objects, and metalogical investigations (L. Lowenheim,
T. A. Skolem, K. F. Godel).

According to Hintikka, Russell subsequent-
ly switched to the calculus ratiocinator position,
which was expressed in his idea of a metalanguage.
Hintikka believes that this happened after Russell
had acquainted himself with Wittgenstein’s Trac-
tatus Logico-Philosophicus, which demonstrated the
far-reaching consequences of the universalist concep-
tion (Hintikka, 1997, p. 165).

¢ In this case, the term “calculus” does not mean a syntactic
system without interpretation, but on the contrary suggests a
semantic approach. See: Hintikka, 1991, p. xi.
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OoTke MM wmen MeTasisblKa. 110 IIpernriornokeHmo XvH-
TMKKW, 3TO IPOV3OIUIO II0cile O3HaKoMIeHNs Paccerta ¢
«JIornko-drrocodckmM TpakTaToM» BuTreHIITertHa, Ko-
TOPBIVI IIPOIEMOHCTPUPOBAII JajIeKO WMIYIIMe CIIeICTBI
yHuBepcamicrckoro moammanvst (Hintikka, 1997, p. 165).

XVHTHMKKa IIepeHec 3KCIUIMIIMPOBaHHYIO XelieHoop-
TOM JVMIXOTOMMIO C JIOTVMKM Ha $3bIK, COITOCcTaBuB calculus
ratiocinator (IOHVMaHVIe I3bIKa KaK MCIMCIIeHns) ¢ lingua
characterica (MOHVMaHVeEM s3bIKa KaK YHMBEPCATEHOTO
nocpenHviKa). OCHOBHBIE UepThl IIOHMMAaHNS SI3bIKa KakK
yHuBepcaibHoro nocpengumuka (YII), ykasanuble XuH-
TUKKOV, OBUIM 3aTeM KOMIIaKTHO cpopMyJIMpOBaHEBI
M. Kymem:

(VI1I-1) CemaHTMYecKue OTHOIIEHNMS HEHOCTYIIHBI
[m71s1 BapBUpOBaHMS]; CIeqOBaTEIBFHO

(VI1-2) MBI He MOXeM IIPeACTaBUTh MHbIE CEMaHT-
4YecKyie OTHOIIIEHVIS]; CJIef[OBaTeIIbHO

(YII-3) Teopmss Momertevt (¥ pasroBOP O BO3MOXHBIX
MMpax) HEBO3MOXXHBI (ITOCKOJIBKY TeOpws MOTIeIIeV oc-
HOBBIBAeTCS Ha CHCTEMATMYeCKOM BapbMPOBAHWUN Ce-
MaHTWYeCKIX OTHOITeHmT); U (B cwity 1)

(YII-4) TVHTBUCTUYECKNU PeTISTUBU3M Hem30exeH
(MBI 3amIepTHI B CBOEM SI3bIKe); Bemb (B cvoty 1 m1 2)

(VII-5) MBI He MOXeM CXBaTBIBaThb HEVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTB 0e3 (VMCKaXkaIoIIlero) BIVISTHIA SI3bIKa; 7 (B cvuTy 1)

(VI1-6) cosmanme MeTas3bIKa HEBO3MOXKHO; CJIeIIOBa-
TeJIBHO

(YII-7) mcTviHa Kak COOTBETCTBUE HeBbIpasyMa, Cile-
TIoBaTeTbHO (M1 B cvoty 1)

(VII-8) MBI IOJDKHBI OIPaHMYUTBCS CUHTAKCHCOM,
T.e. popmanmzmom (Kusch, 1988, p. 99 —100).

Kax HeTpyzIHO 3aMeTWUTh, 3TV Te3VCHI IIPeICTABIIIIOT
€000Vt POPMYIIMPOBKY TOTO, YTO MOXKET IOApa3yMeBaThb-
51, KOrjla TOBOPAT O «JIMHIBUCTMYECKOM KaHTVAHCTBE»
(HeKOTOpBIE M3 HUX SBJIIIOTCS OOILINMM, a HEKOTOpPbIE
HocAT Oojlee crienmUYecKuyl xapakTep U CBsI3aHBI C
Mpo06ITeMaTHUKOVI JIOTMYECKOV CeMaHTVKM). B KadecTse
SIPKOTO BOIUIOIIEHNSI 3TOV o3Iy XMHTMKKA paccMa-
TpuBaeT Quiocodpuro panHHero Burrenmrenna. Ilpu
3TOM OH OTMeYaeT, UTO «Wfes sI3bIKa KaK yHIBepCcaIbHO-
O IIOCPeIHMKa MOXKeT CUUTAThCs JIMHIBUCTUYECKUM CO-
OTBETCTBVIEM OIIpesle/IeHHbIX KaHTMaHCKVIX KOHIIETIIINT.
Ha sty cB#3b yKa3seBaeT [cam] Burrenmrers» (Hintikka,
1997, p. 165).

PasymeeTcs1, HeKOTOpOe COOTBeTCTBIe MeXTy dpwIo-
codment KaHTa M «IMHIBUCTMYECKMM KaHTMAHCTBOM»
MOXKHO yCTaHOBUTb. OHO COCTOUT B TOM, 4TO, KaK yXe
OBUIO CKa3aHO BBIIIE, VI ayTEHTWYHOE KaHTMAHCTBO, U
«JIVHTBUCTVYECKOe KAaHTWAHCTBO» SBJIAIOTCS BapWaH-
TaMI TpaHCIeHOeHTaym3Ma. OOHAKO 3TO COOTBETCTBUE
HOCWUT CJIMIIKOM OOIIMII XapakKTep IUIL TOrO, YTOOBI
NpV3HATh O3ULIVIO, M3BECTHYIO KaK «IMHIBUCTIYECKOe
KaHTMAHCTBO», B KauecTBe 3aKOHHOTIO HaclemHVKa du-
nocodun Kanra, TockosibKy MeXay HUMM MIMEIOT MeCTO
NPVHIIIMAIEHEIE PACXOXKIEHVIS.

Hintikka transferred the dichotomy explained by
Heijenoort from logic to language, juxtaposed the cal-
culus ratiocinator, which is the conception of language as
calculus, with the lingua characterica, which is the con-
ception of language as the universal medium.

Later, M. Kusch summarised the key characteristics
of the conception of language as a universal medium
(UM) that were identified by Hintikka:

(UM-1) Semantic relations are inaccessible; there-
fore

(UM-2) we cannot imagine other semantic relations;
therefore

(UM-3) model theory (and talk of possible worlds)
is impossible (since model theory is based on the sys-
tematic variation of semantic relations); and (due to 1)

(UM-4) linguistic relativism is inevitable (we are
trapped in our own language); for (due to 1 & 2)

(UM-5) we cannot grasp reality without the (distort-
ing) interference of language; and (due to 1)

(UM-6) the construction of a metalanguage is im-
possible; therefore

(UM-7) truth as correspondence is inexpressible,
therefore (and due to 1)

(UM-8) we have to limit ourselves to syntax, i.e.,
formalism (Kusch, 1988, pp. 99-100).

It is easy to see that these theses formulate what
might be implied when “linguistic Kantianism” is
mentioned (some of these theses are general and some
of them more specific, the latter falling within the
scope of logical semantics). Hintikka sees the philos-
ophy of the early Wittgenstein as a vivid embodiment
of this position. He notes that “the idea of language as
the universal medium can be considered as a linguistic
counterpart of certain Kantian doctrines. The connec-
tion is pointed out by Wittgenstein” (Hintikka, 1997,
p- 165).

Of course, one could establish a certain corre-
spondence between Kant’s philosophy and “linguistic
Kantianism.” As mentioned above, this correspond-
ence consists in the fact that both authentic Kantian-
ism and “linguistic Kantianism” are variations of
transcendentalism. However, this correspondence is
too general to accept the position known as “linguistic
Kantianism” as a legitimate heir to Kant’s philosophy.
The fundamental differences between them render this
impossible.

Conclusion

Thus, despite the prevalence of its use, the expres-
sion “linguistic Kantianism” is not completely ade-
quate and can be misleading when it comes to the es-
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3ak/TIoueHmne

Wrtak, TepMMH «IMHIBVCTMYECKOEe KaHTVAHCTBO»,
HeCMOTpsI Ha IIMPOTy €ro yIoTpeOieHNs, He BIIOJIHe
KOPpeKTeH ¥ MOXeT BBOAUTH B 3a0iykIeHre OTHOCHU-
TEeJTEHO XapaKTepa ¥ IIPOVICXOXIIeHNsT 0003HauaeMOVi M
vimen. DTy uaero ¢ 66ITBIIVM ITpaBOM MOXKHO 0003HaUNTh
KaK JIMHTBUCTYIECKUTI TPaHCIIeHIEHTaTN3M.

TepMuH «TpaHCIIEHIEHTaIN3M» 00sI3aH CBOVIM TIPO-
ucxoxaeHreM KaHTy, KOTOpBIVI ompenesl IIperjio-
JKeHHOe 1M B «KpuTuke umcroro pasyma» HallpaBjIeHue
VICCIIeIOBaHMI KaK TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHYIO (pritocodmio,
rofipasyMeBas IIOJI 3TUM cJIefyloltee: «5] Ha3bIBalO mpa-
CleHOeHmMAaAbHbIM BCSKOe IIO3HAHMe, 3aHVMAIoIeecs He
CTOJIBKO IIpeaMeTaMy, CKOJIPKO BUaMV Halllero IT03Ha-
HVISL IPEeAMeTOB, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO IIO3HaHVIE JOJDKHO OBITh
BO3MOXHBIM 4 priori. Cucmema TaKuX HOHATUV Ha3blBa-
J1ach OBI mpancyendenmarvHol gusocogueii» (Karr, 2006,
c. 79; B25). ITpu aTOM CJI0BO «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOEe» II0-
JIy9IVIIO HOBBIVI CMBICTI, He COOTBETCTBYIOIINT ero Gortee
panHeMy ynorpebnenmto (Serck-Hanssen, 2003, p. 7—9).

B HacTosIIIee BpeMs], KaK yke ObUIO OTMeueHO, IIOf,
TPaHCIIEeHIEHTATM3MOM ITOHMMAIOTCS JTIOObIe «3IVCTe-
MOJIOTUeCKMe B3IJISIIIBL, COTVIACHO KOTOPHIM UeJIoBede-
CKOe TI03HaHVe 3aBVCUT KaK OT SMIIMPUYECcKX, TaK U OT
HeaMImpmdaecknx dpakropos» (Stroll, 1995, p. 97). B pam-
Kax TaKoro ITOHMMaHMs K TpaHCIeHIeHTaIN3My MOTYT
ObITH OTHeCeHBI PrTocodCKe KOHIIENIINN, He CoBIIajia-
fomIye co B3msigaMu camoro Kanra. OgHuM 13 mx Bapu-
aHTOB U SBJISIETCS «JIMHIBYUICTIYECKOe KaHTMAHCTBO, TTIe
B Ka4eCcTBe HeAMIIMPUUIECKOro (akTopa II03HaHVS IIperl-
JlaraeTcs IIOHMMATh SI3BIK.

OpnHako TepMIUH «KaHTMAHCTBO», C MOeV TOUKI 3pe-
HWs, He CJIeyeT yIOoTpeOIaTh CTOMb JXe IMMPOKO, Kak
TEPMUH «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIV3M», MHade K KaHTUAHCTBY
OyImyT OTHeCeHBI B3IVISMBI, KOTOPBIE MPUHITAIMAIBHO
pacxomsTest co B3rsAaaMy camoro KaHTa, a 3To Bpsiy mn
nestecoobpasHo. Beire ObUIO ITOKa3aHO, YTO MAew, 00o-
3HavYaeMble KaK «TMHTBUCTUYIECKOe KaHTVAHCTBO», ITper-
CTaBJISAIOT cOOOV MIMEeHHO TaKovi ciIyuart. Mexay HyuMu u
dwtocodment Kanra mmeeT MecTo psyl HPUHIIAIINAIIE-
HBIX pacxoxneHun. Bo-mepsrix, mis KaHra MbluieHne
HeBepOaIbHO, TOIZla KaK B OCHOBE «JIVMHIBUCTIYECKOTO
KaHTMAHCTBa» JIEKUT uaesd O BepOaIbHOM XapaKTepe
MBbIIIUIeHNs. Bo-BTopbix, KaHT paccMaTpumBaeT ONMCHI-
BaeMble VIM allpyopHbIe (DOPMBI IIO3HAHM KaK YHMBEp-
CaJIbHBIE VIS YeJIoBedecTBa, TOrJa KaK CYIbHAsS BepCyisd
TUIIOTEe3BI JIMHTBUCTUYECKOV OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTH, € KOTO-
POV 3a4UacTyio CBSI3bIBaeTCS «IMHIBUCTMYECKOe KaHTH-
aHCTBO», TIpeMIIIoJIaraeT BapbypoBaHye ITOTO0HBIX PopM
B 3aBVICMMOCTVI OT SI3BIKOBBIX pasimanii. B-rpersux, pu-
mocodpusi KaHTa ¥ «IMHTBUCTMHUECKOe KaHTVMAHCTBO»
TIpENICTaBIIIOT coOOTI /IBa pasHBEIX TUITA TPaHCIIEH/IEeH-
TaJ3Ma, KOTOpble MOXXHO 0003HaUNTh KaK «TpaHCIIeH-
IIEHTaIN3M CyOBeKTa» M «TPaHCIeHIeHTaI3M II0CPert-
HVKa» COOTBETCTBEHHO.

sence and origin of the idea that it designates. It would
be more appropriate to refer to it as a “linguistic trans-
cendentalism.”

The term “transcendentalism” owes its existence to
Kant, who defined an avenue of research proposed in
the Critique of Pure Reason as transcendental philosophy,
by which he meant the following: “I call all cognition
transcendental that is occupied not so much with objects
but rather with our mode of cognition of objects insofar
as this is to be possible a priori. A system of such concepts
would be called transcendental philosophy” (Kant, 2000,
p- 149; KrV, B25). Here, the word “transcendental” was
given a new meaning that did not correspond to its ear-
lier usage (Serck-Hanssen, 2003, pp. 7-9).

As mentioned in the above, transcendentalism is
nowadays understood as any “epistemological view
that holds that human knowledge depends on both
empirical and non-empirical factors” (Stroll, 1995,
p- 97). Within such a conception, transcendentalism
may be extended to philosophical conceptions that do
not coincide with Kant’s views. One of such concep-
tions is that of “linguistic Kantianism,” which suggests
a conception of language as a non-empirical factor of
cognition.

However, I believe that the term “Kantianism”
should not be used as broadly as the term “transcenden-
talism.” Otherwise, Kantianism would include views
that are fundamentally at variance with Kant's own
views — which is inappropriate. It was shown above
that the ideas referred to as “linguistic Kantianism”
represent exactly such a case. There are fundamental
differences between them and Kant’s philosophy. First,
for Kant thought is non-verbal, whereas “linguistic Kan-
tianism” rests on the very idea of the verbal nature of
thought. Second, Kant considers a priori forms of cogni-
tion as universally valid for all humanity, whereas the
strong version of the hypothesis of linguistic relativity,
with which “linguistic Kantianism” is often associated,
implies variations in such forms, depending on linguis-
tic peculiarities. Third, Kant’s philosophy and “linguis-
tic Kantianism” are two different types of transcenden-
talism that can be respectively designated as the tran-
scendentalism of the subject and the transcendentalism
of the medium.

To conclude, it is important to mention that the ab-
sence in Kant’s philosophy of the idea of linguistic de-
termination does not mean that it is impossible to con-
sider the correlation between a subject’s cognitive fac-
ulties and linguistic forms from a Kantian perspective.
A rejection of the determination of thought by linguistic
forms does not entail a rejection of the determination of
language by forms of cognitive faculties. On the contra-
ry, the former necessarily implies the latter.
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B 3aBepieHme ciiefyeT cKasaTb, YTO OTCYTCTBUE B
dwitocodpnm KanTa myien sS136IK0BOVI [leTePMIMHALNN T10-
3HaHWS He 03HAYaeT, UTO C KaHTVAHCKUX TTIO3VUIIT Hellb-
35 TOBOPUTH O KOPPEJISIIINI MeXIy I03HaBaTeIbHbIMMU
crocobHOCTIMI CyOBeKTa 1 S3bIKOBbIMM popmamu. Ot-
pHUIIaHVEe TeTePMUHAIIUY MBIIIUTEHMS S3bIKOBBIMU POpP-
MaMI He BiIedeT 3a coOOV OTpMIIAHMS TeTepMMUHAINN
s13bIKa popMaMy KOTHUTUBHBIX CIIOCODHOCTETI, a CKopee
¢ He0OXOIMMOCTBIO IIperioIaraeT mocIeIHee.
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HEOKAHTHAHCTBO

YK 1(091):37.01

ITPOBJIEMA ITPABOCO3HAHWI
HA PAHHEM DTAIIE PA3SBUTW JINMUHOCTU
B ®MJIOCOPUN ITEJATOI'MKU
PYCCKMX HEOKAHTMAHIIEB!

M. B. Bopobve8?

B ¢hokyce uccaedoBanus naxodames gpuaocogpcko-nedazoeu-
ueckue KoHyenyuu npedcmabumeneii Hemeyxoeo (I1. Hamopn) u
pyccxoeo (C. U. I'eccen, M. M. Pybunwimen) neoxanmuarcmea.
C yeavio BviaBaerun ocobenrocmeni npediazaeMvix IMuMu uio-
cogpamu no0x0008 k npobaeme npabocosnanua y demeil abmop no-
Kasvibaem, umo pacnpocmpanenHas cpedu ucciedobamenei mouxa
3penus o npamom saumcmbobanuu I'eccenom y Hamopna uepapxu-
ueckoil mpuaos. HpabcmBernoeo pasBumus AuuHoCU (AHOMUA —
eemepoHoMus — aBmonomus) Hedocmamouto obocHoBanna. Boaee
moeo, Hamopn Boobuje He noav3yemca nonanuem anomuu 045 xa-
pakmepucmuxy cocmoanus Hpabcmbennocmu u npabocosnanus 6
nepuo0 panteeo demcmba, a nosuyus Pybunuimeiina no amomy 6o-
npocy oxasviBaemcs bauxe k nosuyuu Hamopna, uem I'eccena. a-
Aee npocaexubaemcs pazaunue 60 63e410ax pyccKux HeOKAHMUAH-
yeb Ha uepy kak Ha 0esAMeAbHOCHIb, UMEIULYI0 KAloueBoe 3HaUeH e
015, NOHUMAHUA Creyugpuky 0enicKoeo nepuooa Xusni ueiobexa.
Coeaacno Tecceny, uepa — desmenvHocms aHoMHas, moeoa kax Py-
ounwmenn Buoum 8 ueti Bud cobmecmHou desmesvHOCMU, KOMO-
pas moxem cmams ycio06uem gpopmupoBanus yBaxeHus K 4yokou
AUHHOCIU U ee npabam, mo echb npaocosHanus. B saxawouenue
uccaedyemcs nonumanue Ieccenom u Pybunuimenrom gperomerod
npaba u npaBocosHanus, nockoavky 6 nenocpedcmbennoil sabucu-
mocmu om cneyugpuxuy ux mpaxmoBox amu abmopsl hopmyau-
pobasu cbou nonamus npabocosHanus y Oemetl. B omauuue om
Teccena, komopbiii omcmaubaen aHOMU0 Kax cneyupueckyio xa-
PpaKmepucmuky panreeo 0emcmoba, ucxo0sa us moeo, umo oemsam 6
amom Bospacime 3muteckue Kamezopuu He naxomst, Pyburuimenn
¢ camoeo Hauasa cboeeo uccaedoBanus Oemckoeo npaBocosHAHU
cxaoneH Becmu peub o «npaBoboii ncuxuke», KOMOpas co0eprum
8 cebe sauamxu Oyuyeeo npaBocosHAHUA.

KaroueBoie caoBa: nemeyxoe Heokarnmuarcmbo, pycckoe He-
oxanmuarcmbo, ITayre Hamopn, Cepeeni I'eccen, Mouceii Pyoun-
wimetiH, AHOMUA, NpaBocosHaAHUe, AUUHOCTTD.
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NEO-KANTIANISM

LEGAL CONSCIOUSNESS
AT THE EARLY STAGE OF PERSONALITY
DEVELOPMENT FROM THE PERSPECTIVE
OF RUSSIAN NEO-KANTIAN PHILOSOPHY
OF PEDAGOGY"'

M. V. Vorobier?

In this study, I investigate the philosophico-pedagogical
concepts developed by German and Russian Neo-Kantians,
namely P. Natorp, S. 1. Hessen, M. M. Rubinstein. In order to
identify the peculiarities of the approaches of the Neo-Kantians
to legal consciousness in children, I show that the widely ac-
cepted view that Hessen borrowed Natorp’s hierarchical triad of
moral development — anomie, heteronomy, and autonomy —
lacks a solid ground. Moreover, Natorp generally does not use
the concept of anomie to characterise the state of morality and
legal consciousness during early childhood, and Rubinstein’s
position on this issue is closer to the position of Natorp than
to that of Hessen. Furthermore, I examine the differences in
the views of the Russian Neo-Kantians on play as an activity
crucial for the understanding of human childhood. According
to Hessen, play is anomic, whereas Rubinstein sees it as a col-
laborative activity that can engender respect for other people and
their rights, i.e., to legal consciousness. In conclusion, I address
Hessen'’s and Rubinstein’s understandings of the phenomena of
law and legal consciousness, which determined their definitions
of legal consciousness in children. Unlike Hessen, who insists
that anomie is innate in early childhood, since children of that
age are unfamiliar with ethical categories, Rubinstein introduc-
es the concept of “legal psychology,” which contains the germs
of legal consciousness.

Keywords: Neo-Kantianism, Paul Natorp, Russian philo-
sophy, Sergey Hessen, Moses Rubinstein, anomie, legal con-
sciousness, personality, pedagogy.

Introduction

Neo-Kantianism is a well-established tradition in
the German philosophy of the second half of the 19" and
early 20" centuries. Although the Neo-Kantians ad-
dressed different areas of philosophy, the philosophy
of education always remained a rather exotic theme
for them. It captivated the interest of only two German
proponents of the tradition — Paul Natorp, who, with

! This study is part of the project “Contemporary Philosophy of
Education: The Existential-Anthropological Turn,” supported
by a grant from the Russian Foundation for Basic Research
(Ne 15-03-00760a).
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ofHaKo (pmtocodmst 0Opa3oBaHMS OCTaBaIach IS HUX
TIOCTATOYHO 9K30THYeCKOV TeMot. MOXXHO yKa3aTh TOJIb-
KO JIByX IIpeCTaBuUTeIell HeMEeIIKOrO HeOKaHTMAHCTBa,
KoTOpkle pabotasm B 3Tom obsactu: Ilayne Harop,
cuuTaIuMica Hapsaay co ceouM yunTesieMm I'. Korenom
ocHoBaTejleM MapOyprckor IIKoJIbl HeOKaHTMAHCTBa, U
Monac Ko, onna 13 dntocodos OaieHCKOTO HeOKaH-
TaHcTBa. HeokaHTMaHCTBO 00pesio mociiefgoBaTesielt B
JIVIe MHOTMX POCCUVICKMX CTYIEHTOB, OTIIPaBVBIIVIXCS
Ha pyOexxe BeKoB yumThcs B I'epmanmio. Ilo Bosspaiiie-
HIUM Ha POOVHY PYCCKVe HeOKaHTMAHITE IIepeHec/ I Ha
OTe4YeCTBEHHYIO (PMIOCOPCKYIO «II0UBY» MeTOHOJIOTH-
JecKiMe YCTAaHOBKV CBOMIX HEMEIKMX y4uTeseyl M Kpyr
o0cy>KIaeMbIX BOIIPOCOB, CIEIMMUYECKNX I 3TOTO
HanpasyleHns. [IpydaeM BOIpoCkl IIpaKTUIecKo PrIo-
codun, K KOTOPOV OTHOCWIN U pvtocodpmio oOpasosa-
HIIS, MHTepeCcoBaI PyCCKMX HEeOKaHTMAHIIEB IToaJac B
GoJIbIIIert cTereHn, YeM 1X HeMeITKMX KOJUler.

He kacasice B HacTosien ctatbe pruiocodcKo-mena-
rorvyeckort KoHtery V1. KoHa v ee BO3SMOXKHBIX MIeit-
HBIX CBs3em ¢ KoHMenmyen HaTtopra, s obpartycs k pe-
neryv B Poccum mpent «colyabHOV Ieflaroruki» Ha-
TOPIIa, ITOCKOJIBKY MMEHHO 3Ta KOHIIEIIIVS, M3JIOKeHHAS
B KHWUTe C TaKVM >Xe Ha3BaHMeM, HallUIa OJjIarofapHbIi
OTKJIMK IO BCeMy MUpY, B ToM umcie B Poccum. Kak oT-
MedaeT H. A. [IMurpuena, «ConmabHyO IIeIaroruKy»
Haropma B Poccrut xmanm ¢ HeteprieHveM (IMuTpresa,
2016, c. 49) 1 B 1enoM «PWITOCOPCKO-TIeNArOrMIecKyie
uneu Haropma, mosyumsmme nonysspHocTh B Poccnm
IIO PEeBOJIIOINM, OCTaBaJINCh BOCTpeOOBaHHBIMI BIUIOTh
o xoHIla 1920-x rr.» (OMmurpuesa, 2017, c. 74). Cpenn
PYCCKMX HeOKaHTWaHIIeB, 3aHMMAaBIIVXCA BOIPOCAMU
dwtocodpum obpaszoBaHVIs, OCOOEHHO BBIIEIISIOTCS /1B
uccnenosaresis — C. V. T'eccern m M. M. PyOunimTers.
Hawmboitee m3Becter niepsbint u3 Hux. B. E. Jeprora yTBep-
xnaet, uto «uMs Cepres ['ecceHa cTajio HapuIlaTeJIbHBIM
B pwtocodpmm obpasoBanms. Pycckmi ydensin Orects-
1ie ymes1 “mogHuMaTh” Jo0ble MpaKTUdecKye BOIPOCH
IIefarorvKy Ha BBICOKMIT (PVIIOCOCKIIL YpoBeHb» (e-
prora, 2017, c. 26). A no muenuto E.T. Ocosckoro, I'ec-
CeHa «II0 IIPaBy CJIeAyeT CYMUTaTh POHOHAYATIBHUKOM
pycckont dpvtocodpun obpasosanmss» (Ocosckmr, 2004,
c. 8). [lo cux nop MeHee M3BECTHBIMW OCTAIOTCS pado-
Tl M. M. PyOuHInTelIHa, XOT4 110 YPOBHIO IIPOPabOTKMI
mpo0iteM oH He ycTymai ['eccery.

HecmoTps Ha To uTO drwiocodpcko-egarorirdeckoe
Hac/Ieyie pyCccKMX HeOKaHTHMAHIIEB JOCTaTOUHO OOIIp-
HO U KaXXIBIVI ero pparMeHT 3aciIyXuBaeT OTHEIEHOTO
paccMOTpeHVIs, sl OTpaHWYy PaMKI/ MOETO VCCIIeOBaHVISA
npo0s1eMoVt aHOMWUM [IeTCTBa, TaK KaK, C OIHOV CTOpPO-
HBI, 3TO Ta TeMa, B TPaKTOBKax KoTopou Mexmny ['ecce-
HOM 1 PyOuHInTertHOM 0OHapy XXMBaIOTCS pa3HOITIaCHs,
a C Ipyrov — B HeW HPOSIBIISIOTCS MHOI'ME K/IIOUeBbIe
acIreKThl IIpaKTU4IecKon prIocodmm pyccKoro HeoKaH-
TraHcTBa. [IprdeM 3TO orpaHmIeHVe IBOSKOIO poua —
He TOJIBKO TeMaTu4ecKoe, HO 1 XpoHoJsiorndeckoe. I'1as-

his teacher Hermann Cohen, co-founded the Marburg
School of Neo-Kantianism, and Jonas Cohn, a mem-
ber of the Baden School. Neo-Kantianism was popular
among many Russians who studied abroad at the turn
of the 20* century. Upon their return to the homeland,
the Russian Neo-Kantians transfered to the national
philosophical “soil” the methodologies of their German
teachers and the range of discussed problems specific to
Neo-Kantianism. Moreover, the Russian Neo-Kantians
were more often interested in questions of practical phi-
losophy, including the philosophy of education, than
their German colleagues.

Without going into the details of Cohn’s philo-
sophico-pedagogical conception and its possible links to
Natorp’s reflection, I focus on the reception of Natorp’s
social pedagogy in Russia. Presented in a book of the
same name, the conception of social pedagogy was re-
ceived with acclamation across the world, including
Russia. As Nina A. Dmitrieva emphasises, “Natorp’s So-
cial Pedagogy was keenly awaited in Russia” (Dmitrieva,
2016, p. 49). Overall, “Natorp’s philosophico-peda-
gogical ideas, which had gained popularity in Russia
before the Revolution, remained popular until the late
1920s” (Dmitrieva, 2017, p. 74). The most prominent
figures among Russian Neo-Kantians who addressed
the philosophy of education were Sergey I. Hessen
and the lesser-known Moisey (Moses) M. Rubinstein.
Vardan E. Deryuga writes that “Sergey Hessen became
a common name in the philosophy of education. The
Russian scholar could elevate any issue of practical ped-
agogy to a very high level of philosophising” (Deryuga,
2017, p. 26). According to Evgeniy G. Osovsky, Hessen
is rightfully considered the “forefather of the Russian
philosophy of education” (Osovsky, 2004, p. 8). Al-
though less known, Rubinstein examined the problems
of education as thoroughly as Hessen did.

Despite the fact that the philosophico-pedagogical
legacy of the Russian Neo-Kantians is fairly extensive and
that each one of its fragments deserves separate consider-
ation, I here limit the scope of my research to the problem
of anomie in childhood, since, this is a topic on which,
on the one hand, Hessen and Rubinstein have shown
disagreements and which, on the other hand, reveals
many key aspects of the practical philosophy of Russian
Neo-Kantianism. This limitation is twofold — not only
thematic, but also chronological. The main material for
research on Hessen's views on this topic is given in his
philosophico-pedagogical texts of the pre-Polish period
(1917—-1934), because this is where the philosophical
constituents of his conception are most clearly revealed.
Hessen subsequently revised his conception of the perio-
disation of personality development from a psychologi-
cal perspective. In turn, Rubinstein never fully developed
his system of idealistic pedagogy, focusing “after the Oc-
tober Revolution in Russia [...] on individual problems,
mostly psychological ones” (Hessen, 2004, p. 200).
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HBIVI MaTepvasl IS VcCleoBaHMs B3MIsoB ['ecceHa 1o
3TOVI TeMe JaloT ero pmIocodCKo-Tefarormyeckme Tek-
CTBI JorosbcKoro repuopa (1917 —1934), Tak Kak nmeH-
HO B HMX MaKCMMaJIbHO OTYeT/IVBO OOO3HaueHa pwIo-
codpcKasi coCTaBIISIONIas ero KOHIeIm. BriociencTsim
I'eccen oTKOppeKTMpoOBasl CBOe BUeHe IIepUOAN3aIm
PasBUTHSI JIMYHOCTYU C TOYKM 3PEHMSI TICVIXOJIOTUECKOTO
ronxopa, PyOuHIIITeVIH e Tak [0 KOHIIa 1 He pa3pabo-
TaJI COOCTBEHHYIO CUCTEMY MIIeaJIVICTITIECKOV IIeJarori-
KV, COCPeOTOUMBIINCE «I10ciIe OKTSIOpPBCKOVI PeBOITIO-
v B Poccumt. .. Ha OTHOe/IBHBIX IIpo0JIeMaX, IIpeuMyIile-
CTBeHHO Iicmxosiormdecknx» (leccen, 2004, c. 200).
Taxvm 00pa3oM, I1eJIb MOero VMCCIeOBaHMsI — BBbI-
sICHeHWe CITeIPIKY HeOKaHTMaHCKOTO IOAX0Aa K IIpo-
OrleMe paHHero 3Talla pasBWUTMS JIMYHOCTY, KaK ero Io-
HyMam eccer n PyOummnrerH. [I1s DocTVDKeHNS 3TOM
11111 HeoOXOIMMO IIOCIIEOBATEIbHO PEIINUTD Pl 3a/1ad:
BO-TIEPBBIX, 3aUKCUPOBATh O0IIee 1 pasJIMIHOE MEXIY
dpwocodment obpaszosanmsa Hemenkoro (I1. Haropm) u
pycckoro HeokaHTnaHcTBa (C. V1. T'eccen, M. M. PyOuH-
IITeVH) IO BOIIPOCY O IIePMOAM3AIINI Pa3BUTHS JIAIHO-
CTV M COITOCTaBUTh TPAKTOBKM PAHHETO (JIOIIKOJIHOIO)
3Tama pasBuTus JIMYHOcTH y I'eccena u PyOuHITeVIHA.
Bo-BTOPBIX, I BBISICHEHNS OCOOEHHOCTEVI 3TMX TPaKTO-
BOK IIeJTecoOOpa3sHO IPOCIIENNUTh pa3Indie BO B3ITIAIAX
PYCCKMX HeOKaHTVAHIIEB Ha UTPY KaK AesITeIbHOCTb, VIMe-
IOIIYIO KJII0YeBoe 3HaueHVe Ay IIOHMMAaHVS CIIelyKn
TIETCKOTO Ileprozia XM3HM 4Yertoeka. Vl HakoHell, HeoOXxo-
IIVIMO PacCMOTPeTh IOHVIMaHVEe PYyCCKMMY HeOKaHTMaH-
mamMy peHOMEHOB IIpaBa ¥ IIPaBOCO3HAHWS, IIOCKOJIBKY,
Kak § IoJiaraio, B HEIOCPEeICTBEHHOV 3aBUCHMOCTU OT
crenyduKm 3TUx TpakToBoK I'eccen v Pybumimrerts dop-
MYyJIVIPOBaJIVI CBOVI IIOHATHS ITPaBOCO3HAHWIS y [IETEV.

ITepuonm3anyist HpaBCTBEHHOIO Pa3BUTHSI JIMIHOCTH
v mpo0s1eMa aHOMWMY JIeTCTBa

K.B. ®apamxes yTBepxgaer, uto ['eccen «Bo MHO-
TOM OIMpaeTcss Ha Teopuioo HaTtopra o Tpex crammsix
JIVMIHOCTHOTO PasBUTU aHOMMW, TeTEPOHOMUW WU
asroHOMMM» (Dapamxes, 2010, c. 410). DTon Toukm 3pe-
HUs IpUepKMBalOTCs U IpyTue MccilefoBaTes rio-
codpum nemarorvkm I'eccera (PKwrsiea, 2012, c. 15, 62;
Abpamosa, 2008, c. 24), v, IO-BUAVMMOMY, OHa IIPOVCTe-
KaeT oT caMoro ['ecceHa: B ctaTbe «Pycckas refgarorvka B
XX Beke» OH IIPSIMO IIUIIIET, YTO 3aVIMCTBOBaJI 3TY TPUaLy
y Haropmna (I'eccen, 2004, c. 202). OnHaxo npeacTasiIsgeT-
Cs1, UTO CUTYyalMsl He CTOJIb OJHO3Ha4Ha. Te3nc o «Tpex
CTanwsiX IMIHOCTHOTO passuTis» y HaTopra HyxmgaeTcs
B YyTOYHEHUV, IIpU4eM B pe3yJIbTaTe yTOYHEHVS OH caM
OKa3spIBaeTcs 11of1 BorrpocoM. ObHapyxusaetcs, uro Ha-
TOPII BOOOIIe He ITOJIb3yeTCs ITOHATMEM aHOMWY, KOra
mmrreT B cBoert «CoIaIbHOVI HIeIarorKe» O JOMAIITHEeM
BOCIIMTAaHUM — 3Talle BOCIIUTAHM, COIIOCTaBMMOM C JI0-
IIKOJIBHBIM 3TarioM y I'eccena. DTO IIOHSTHe IIOSBIISAETCS
y Hartopma B kxoHTeKcTe 0obOcyXmeHMs MHpobiieMbl OTO-

Thus, the purpose of my research is to identify the
peculiarities of the Neo-Kantian approach to the prob-
lem of the early stage of personality development, as
Hessen and Rubinstein understood it. To this end, it is
necessary to consistently solve the following problems:
First, to highlight the similarities and differences be-
tween the philosophy of education in German (Natorp)
and Russian (Hessen and Rubinstein) Neo-Kantianism
on the question of the periodisation of personality de-
velopment and to compare Hessen’s and Rubinstein’s
interpretations of the early (pre-school) stage of per-
sonality development. Second, in order to identify the
peculiarities of these interpretations, one must examine
the differences among the Russian Neo-Kantians’ views
on play as an activity that is key to understanding the
peculiarities of childhood within the life of a person. Fi-
nally, it is necessary to consider the Russian Neo-Kant-
ians” conceptions of the phenomena of law and legal
consciousness, because I think that it is in direct depend-
ence with these that Hessen and Rubinstein formulated
their conceptions of legal consciousness in children.

The Periodisation of Moral Development
and the Problem of Childhood Anomie

Kirill V. Faradzhev argues that Hessen “relies heav-
ily on Natorp’s theory of the three stages of personality
development — anomie, heteronomy, and autonomy”
(Faradzhev, 2010, p. 410). This point of view is shared
by many scholars of Hessen’s philosophy of pedago-
gy (Zhilyaeva, 2010, p. 15, 62; Abramova, 2008, p. 24),
and apparently, it comes from Hessen himself: in his
article “Russian Pedagogy in the 20" Century,” Hessen
writes forthrightly that he borrowed this triad from
Natorp (Hessen, 2004, p. 202). However, it seems that
the situation is not so unequivocal. Natorp’s thesis of
the “three stages of personality development” needed
to be clarified, and, as a result of the clarification, the
thesis itself became questionable. In effect, Natorp did
not use the notion of anomie at all when writing about
homeschooling in his Social Pedagogy — a stage of edu-
cation comparable to the pre-school period in Hessen.
Anomie appears in Natorp in the context of the discus-
sion of the problem of the isolation of the individual
from the community. True, at the same place Natorp
remarks that “Any detachment of the individual from
the community would lead to lawlessness — to anomie
— and anomie would immediately turn into heteron-
omy, since the requirement of the universal law is un-
shakeable and, whether one wants it or not, it applies to
each individual.”® Thus, ultimately, anomie in Natorp

3 “Jede Loslosung des Individuums von der Gemeinschaft
wiirde zur Gesetzlosigkeit — Anomie — fithren, die aber da
die Forderung des allgemeinen Gesetzes doch unerschiitterlich
besteht und ihre Geltung, gewollt oder ungewollt, auf jeden
Einzelnen erstreckt, sofort Heteronomie bedeuten wiirde”
(Natorp, 1911, p. 163).
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PpBaHHOCTM MHAMBIMOA OT coolmecTsa. [Ipasaa, Tam xe
Haroprr 3ameuaeT, 4To «BCsiKasi OTOPBAaHHOCTD MHAVBUIIA
OT coo0IriecTBa I10BejIa ObI K 0e33aKOHHOCTHM, K aHOMM,
a aHOMMS TOTYaC IIpUHsUIa ObI XapaKTep reTepOHOMWMV,
TaK KakK TpeOoBaHMe 0OOIIero 3aKOHa CTOUT BCe-TaKM He-
PYLIVIMO, ¥ €r0 3HaYMMOCTh, — XOTSAT ero WiIu HeT, Oe3-
Pas3IMYHO, — PacIpOCTpaHSeT CBOe 3HAaUeHVe Ha Kax-
Zioro oTxenpHoro MHAMBMUAA» (Harop, 2006, c. 287). Ilo-
JIydaeTcs, 9To B IIpenesie aHoMms y HaTtopra srormmdaeckm
HeOT/IMYIMa OT FeTepOHOMMM 110 (PaKTy BOBJIEY€HHOCTH
JIr000ro vesioBeka B 0o0IecTBo. OHAKO ITOKa pevb MeT
TOJILKO O B3pocibix. Kak obcrodr nerta y geren? K. B. da-
palpkeB B IIPeOUCIIOBUM K JIBYXTOMHOMY W3HaHMIO
npowsseneHuy M. M. PyOuHImTetHa yTBepXX/IaeT, 4To
«HaTopm npummiceiBail peGeHKY (CTaguio «aHOMMUM». —
M. B.), mouepKuBasi ero He3aBUCUMOCTb OT KaKVX-JIV-
60 BocrmTaTentbHBIX BiMsHUT» (Papamxes, 2008, c. 36).
Bosmoxxna s, mo HaTtopiry, y merert aHOMMS, TpaKTye-
Masi TakKuM 00pa3oM? Bo3MOXHOCTB caMoresiTelTbHOTO
passutusa Haropm He oTpullaer — OHO IIOJDKHO OBITBH
BIIVICAHO B BOCIIMTHIBAIOIIlee BO3ZIEVICTBYIE, HO pebeHOK,
1o yoexpenmto Haropria, He MOXXeT OBITh BHe 00IIIeCTBa,
" ero ObITHe — 3TO ObITHE, OOYCIIOBIIEHHOE OOIITHOCTHIO
co B3poatsiMu (HaTopr, 1911, c. 208). ITportecc BocnmTa-
HM JIMYHOCTY, 1Io HaTopIty, — aTo poriecc BocmmTaHs
BOJIVL, V1 €T'0 3TaIlbl COOTBETCTBYIOT TPEM CTYIIeHsIM aKTHB-
HOCTWM CO3HaHM, KaXIas 13 KOTOPBIX XapaKTepu3yeTcs
Bce OoJIbINIeVI OCO3HAHHOCTBIO. Haropm oTMewaer, uro
y>ke Ha IepBOV CTYIIeHM aKTMBHOCTY BOJIVI — BJIeUeHUN
K HeIIOCPeJICTBeHHO JaHHOMY B OIIbITE€ — «CyIIIeCTByeT
CMyTHas IIOTPeOHOCTb M BO3MOXXHOCTb CO3HATEJIBHOI'O
perynmpoBaHMs NEVICTBUN, TaXe BHYTPEHHETO PeTyiiv-
poBaHsL cooOpa3HO Mee pasyMa — Kak IJIS OTOeIbHOM
JIVMYHOCTW B JIETCKOM BO3pacTe, TaK M ISl HapOAOB, U
1A 4yestopedecTBa. VIHaue peGeHOK ObUT OBI M HEZOCTY-
IIeH BJIVISTHUIO BOJIV M pa3yMa BOCIIUTATeIIs, a Hapoll, CO-
CTOSIIVIVI V3 B3POCJIBIX OETEVI, eIlle TOrO MeHee MOr OBI
KOI'Ta-JInb0 CBOMIMM COOCTBEHHBIMM CHJIAMM IOVITH 10
Gostee BeICOKMX cTymeHen» (Hatopm, 1911, c. 201 —202).
HaroprioBckast coumaipHasg Ilearorvka IIpONMTaHa
Iy XOM 00uyHOCMY, TIO3TOMY TpaKTOBaTh IToHMMaHue Ha-
TOPIIOM OT/HEJIPHBIX 3TAIIOB BOCIIMTAHWS, HAIIPUMeD JIeT-
CTBAa, KaK He3aBVICHMBIX OT KaKMX-JIM0O BOCIIMTATEIbHBIX
BJIVISTHWVI, He IIPEJICTaBIISIeTCS. BO3MOXKHBIM.

B Tom xe mpemyciiosuy dapamkeB COBEpIIIEHHO
CIpaBemIVMBO OTMedaeT, uro PyOwmmmrerH, B oOmImx
uepTax cjlefys 3a HaTOPIIOBCKOVI Iepuonm3aliiiert pas-
BUTWSL JIMYHOCTYL OT «T€TePOHOMUM» K «aBTOHOMWI»,
He MOOIEPXMBaI KOHIEIIMIO aHOMWM JeTCTBa. leM
He MeHee MOXXHO BCTPETUTb ¥ OOpaTHBIE yTBEPXKICHVIT
(cm.: JKworsieBa, 2012, c. 63). INapamokcaibHbIM 00pazom
3TU yTBep KIeHMs CHOBa BOCXOIAT K ['ecceHy, BeIlb B TOM
JKe 0030pHOVI CTaThe, B KOTOPOVI OH «IIPVU3HAJICS» B 3aVIM-
crBoBaHVN Tpuagel y Hatopma, drutocod npummiceiBaer
M. M. PybOuHirrTeriHy coOCTBEHHYIO TPaKTOBKY /IeTCTBa B
nyxe anommn (I'eccer, 2004, c. 200).

is logically indistinguishable from heteronomy, since
each person is part of society. Here, he writes only about
adults. But what about children? Faradzhev in his pref-
ace to a two-volume set of Rubinstein’s works claims
that “Natorp believes that anomie is innate in children
and thus emphasises their independence from any edu-
cational influence” (Faradzhev, 2008, p. 36). Is anomie,
defined in such a way, possible in children according to
Natorp? He does not deny the possibility of independ-
ent development — it has to be part of the educational
effect. However, a child cannot exist outside of society
and its existence is shaped by a community (Gemein-
schaft) that includes adults (Natorp, 1899, p. 201). Ac-
cording to Natorp, the process of upbringing of a person
is a process of the upbringing of the will, and its stages
correspond to the three stages of the activity of con-
sciousness, each of which is characterised by increasing
awareness. Natorp notices that, already at the first stage
of the activity of the will, the drive towards what is im-
mediately given in experience, there is

impulse and possibility for conscious regulation of ac-
tion, even for uniform regulation in accordance with the
idea of reason [...]; this applies to individuals in their
childhood just as much as to nations and humankind
at their childhood stage. Otherwise, the child would
not be amenable to the influence of the educator’s will
and reason, and a nation consisting of childlike people
would never be able to climb its way up to higher levels
by its own strength.*

Natorp’s social pedagogy is imbued with the spir-
it of community. Therefore, it is impossible to interpret
Natorp’s understanding of the individual stages of for-
mation — for instance, childhood — as a phenomenon
independent of any educational influences.

In the same preface, Faradzhev correctly remarks
that, in broadly drawing from Natorp’s periodisation
of personality development from “heteronomy” to
“autonomy,” Rubinstein did not embrace the concept
of childhood anomie. However, it is possible to find
contrary claims (see Zhilyaeva, 2012, p. 63). Paradox-
ically, these claims go back to Hessen himself, be-
cause, in the same article in which he “confessed” to
borrowing the triad from Natorp, Hessen ascribed his
own anomic interpretation of childhood to Rubinstein
(Hessen, 2004, p. 200).

Hessen interprets childhood as an anomic stage of
personality development based on the nature of the
prevalent activity of pre-school children — play — an

+ 7 .. mufl wohl Antrieb und Mboglichkeit zu bewusster
Regelung des Handelns, selbst zur einheitlichen Regelung
gemdss der Idee der Vernunft, [..] vorausgesetzt werden;
wie fiir das Individuum im Kindesalter, so fiir die Volker
und die Menschheit in deren Kindheitsstadium. Sonst wiirde
das Kind auch dem Einfluss von Willen und Vernunft des
Erziehers nicht zugéanglich sein, vollends ein Volk kindlicher
Menschen sich niemals durch eigene Kraft zu den héheren
Stufen emporzuarbeiten vermocht haben” (Natorp, 1899,
pp- 193-194).
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TecceH TpakTyeT [eTCTBO KAaK AHOMHYIO CTaIVIO
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O Pa3BUTMS JIMYHOCTY, OCHOBBIBASCH Ha
XapaKTepUCTHKe IpeobsIaIaoIero BrIa aKTUBHOCT [Ie-
TeV JTOITKOIPHOTO BO3pacTa — WIPBl — KakK JIesTeTbHO-
cT 1o cymecTBy aHoMHOM (['eccen, 1995, c. 92). ITpn aTom
«aHOMWS BOOOIIe ecTh Oe33aKOHIEe He B CMBICTIE CITydar-
HOCTW (B IIpMpoze CITydart eCTh JIVIIb Hello3HaHHas HeoO-
XOIVIMOCTB), @ B CMBICIIe TIPOV3BOIBHOCTY (Oe33aKoHVIe B
oTHOIIIeHMM Jo/DKHOr0)» ([eccen, 1995, c. 94). Y peberka
OTCYTCTBYeT CO3HaHIe HOPM, TOCTIOZICTBY€eT eCTeCTBEHHas
HeoOXOIMMOCTD M IIpeKJIOHeHVe IIepef, CHIIOVL.

I/Irpa KaK aHOMHasA OeATeJIbHOCTD

leccen mnosiaraer, uro dmiocodckoe MOHMMaHME
WUIPBL, KOTOpPOEe OH pa3BuUBaeT, B CYIIHOCTH, ObUIO HaMe-
ueHo emle Kantom. KanT mcnons3oBal HOHSATHE UTPHL B
«Kpurnke acreTmyeckorn crrocoOGHOCTY CY>KIeHVS», ITie
MPOBOOWI pas3jIndre MeXIy MCKYCCTBOM 11 peMeciIoM: B
oTIMYyie OT peMecila, Ha KOTOpoe «CMOTPST KaK Ha pa-
00Ty, TO ecTh KaK Ha 3aH:ATHeE, KOTOpOe caMo II0 cebe He-
HPpUATHO (0OpeMeHUTEIIBHO) U IIPUBJIEKAET TOIIBKO CBO-
VIM pe3yJIbTaTOM (HampuMep, 3apaboTKOM)», UI'Pa eCTb
BUJ, «3aHATVIL, KOTOpOe IIPUSATHO caMo 110 cebe» (KaHr,
2001, c. 401, 403; AA 05, S. 304).

B onrpaBmanme ¢prytocodpckoro roaxona K orpererie-
Huto urpsl ['eccen 3ameuaer:

Dutocodusi 1 MICUXOJIOTMS UIPbl He IPOTUBOpe-
HaT ApPYT OPYTY, HO HAXOASATCS B TapMOHWYHOM CO-
IJIacu: ¥IMesd B BUJLy OCHOBHYIO 1ieJIb HPaBCTBEHHOTO
oOpasoBaHMA — pa3BUTVeE JIWMIHOCTM dYejoBeKa, Pu-
mocodus ompenerseT gopmarstvie cboiicmba NTPHI, Kak
OBl ee CTMIIb, MOTYIIVV HAIIOJTHATBCS pa3sHOOOpasHBIM
copgepxanueM. Ilcuxosorus, HapoTuB, MMes B BUIY
POJIb UTPBI KaK CPeACTBa pasBUTS IICHXOMDU3MIECKOTO
opraHusMa ueJjloBeKa, OIpefessieT Mamepual UIpbl 110
€ro cofiepXKaHMIO, B €er0 MaTepuaIbHbIX CBOVICTBAX; OHa
TOBOPUT O TOM, YeM IOJDKEeH UrpaTh peOeHOK, a He KaK
OH WM JIOJDKeH Mrpathb. BocriiraTerns pebeHKa [JOIDKeH
codeTaTh ITO3TOMY ITTyOOKOe 3HaHWE ero IICMXOpW3u-
YecKoro opraHmsMa ¢ GwIocodCKoV MHTYUIIEN TOV
IIe/IV, KOTOPYIO OH HaMepeH AOCTUYEb CBOMM o0Opa3oBa-
HueM (Teccer, 1995, c. 99).

I'ecceH epeocMbIC/IVIBaeT KAHTOBCKOE IIOHSITIE ITPhI
crremyomyM obpasoM: «Mrpa ecTb IeqTeIbHOCTB, B KOTO-
POVI L1eTIb [TeITeIIbHOCTYL He BhIHEeCEHa 3a IIpeIelIbl CaMovL
OesITEIIbHOCTV, HO B KOTOPOVI ITIO3TOMY Ka’KIbIVI MOMEHT
IeHeH caM 110 cebe» ('eccen, 1995, c. 92), 1 mpoBoawMT CXO-
JKee C KAaHTOBCKVM pasjIidrie MeXIy MUIPOV M paboTovL.
Urpa, no I'ecceny, meaTeIbBHOCTb XaOTUUHAS, LI/ UTPEI
«MVIMOJIETHBI M M3MEHUMBLI» U B II€JIOM OHA He IIOIuv-
HSTCS «OIIpelleJIeHHOMY 3aKOHy», a IIOTOMY SIBJISI€TCS
TesITeJIbHOCTBIO aHOMHOTL. Vrpast, peOeHOK He TyMaeT O
OymyieM, o pe3ysIbTaTe CBOEV [AesITeJIbHOCTM — OH XU-
BET HaCTOSIIVIM, eMy BaXkeH caM Itporiecc urpsl (Tam xe).

activity that is essentially anomic (Hessen, 1995, p. 92).
At the same time, “anomie, in general, is not lawless-
ness in the sense of randomness (in nature, what ap-
pears as random is only an unknown necessity), but
in the sense of arbitrariness (lawlessness with regards
to duty)” (Hessen, 1995, p. 94). Unconscious of norms,
children are ruled by natural needs and reverence for
strength.

Play as an Anomic Activity

Hessen believes that the philosophical conception of
play that he develops was in fact already outlined by
Kant. Kant used the concept of play in the “Critique of
the Aesthetic Power of Judgement,” where he made a
distinction between art and handicraft: unlike handi-
craft, which is “regarded as labor, i.e.,, an occupation
that is disagreeable (burdensome) in itself and is attrac-
tive only because of its effect (e.g., the remuneration)”
(Kant, 2000, p. 183; KU, AA 05, p. 304), play is “an occu-
pation that is agreeable in itself” (ibid.).

To justify his philosophical approach to the defini-
tion of play, Hessen observes:

The philosophy and psychology of play do not con-
tradict each other. On the contrary, they are in harmoni-
ous accord. In understanding personality development
as the ultimate goal of moral education, philosophy de-
fines the formal properties of play, i.e., its style that can
incorporate the most diverse content. Psychology, on
the contrary, holds that play contributes to human psy-
chophysical development, defines the material of play
based on its content, and describes its material proper-
ties. Psychology prescribes what children should play
with rather than how they should play. Therefore, an
educator should have both a deep knowledge of chil-
dren’s psychophysical conditions and a philosophical
intuition about the goal to be achieved through educa-
tion (Hessen, 1995, p. 99).

Hessen revises Kant’s concept of play as follows:
“Play is an activity, the goal of which is not external to
the activity itself, but in which each moment is thus val-
uable in itself” (Hessen, 1995, p. 92). And he draws a
distinction similar to that which Kant makes between
play and work. Play, according to Hessen, is a chaot-
ic activity, the goals of which are “ephemeral and per-
mutable.” Play does not abide by any “definite law”; it
is thus anomic. When children play, they do not think
about the future, about the results of their activity; they
live in the present, the process of play itself is important
for them (ibid.).

In responding to the possible criticism of such a
sharp division between work and play, Hessen con-
cedes that “play contains germs of work, and work
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OrBeuas Ha BO3MOXHBIE YIIPEKV B Upe3MEepHO pe3-
KOM pasfesieHun paboTsl u urpsl, I'ecceH coramaeTcs
C TeM, YTO «UI'Pa HOCUT yXe B cebe 3amaTKu paboOTEL, B
paboTe IIpocBeuMBalOT CJIefIbl UT'PBI, MEXITy TOW U JIpY-
TOVI CyIIIeCcTBYIOT He3aMeTHble Tlepexonbl» (I'eccer, 1995,
c. 93). OpHaKO pyccKuUiT HeOKaHTVAHeI] MIeT Ha CTPOroe
pasMeXxeBaHMe 3TUX IIOHATUN, YTBEPXKIasi, YTO UCIIOJIb-
3yeT «IIpefeibHyIo» TPaKTOBKY IIOHSATWMS UIpeL Vrpa
YIIOBJIETBOpSETCS o00paszaMy, IIPeloCTaBIIIEMBIMU €Vl
daHTa3MeV, II03TOMY pPe3yJIbTaT UIPHI BCErTla MVIMOJIe-
TeH, a LIeJIM HeycToramBbl. PaboTa ke 10 cBoeMy cyiile-
CTBY TpeOyeT BOIUIOIIEHIS B IeVICTBUTEIIEHOCTD 11 0CO0OVI
3a00THI 00 3TOM BOIUIOIIIEHMI: IO CyTW, 3TO 3a00Ta O TOM,
4ero elrfe HeT, TO eCThb B IIMPOKOM CMBICIe — O OyIyIieM.
IIpu ToM UTO Urpa — AesSTelIbHOCTh aHOMHas, ['ecceH
MIpU3HaeT 3a Hevl, IIPY JJOJDKHOV ee OpraHm3aniy B3poc-
JIbIMY, OOJIBIIION BOCHMTATEIBHBIN IIOTEHIMAL: WMrpa
IOJDKHa OBITh IIPOHM3aHa IIPEIYyBCTBMEM OyLyIIero
ypoka ('eccen, 1995, c. 120).

Takvm o0OpasoM, duepe3 IIOHMMaHME WIPBl Kak
aHOMHOV HedTenbHOCTM I'ecceH dopmyrmpyeT mpuH-
LT aHOMHOCTM JIOIIKOJIBHOTO IIepuofa KM3HM deJlo-
Beka. OHAKO C TaKOW TPaKTOBKOVI WIPBI He COIJIaceH
M. M. Py6unmrrern. [Tomo6ro 'ecceny, oH ybexeH, uto
Wrpa COCTaB/IseT BaXKHEWIIIYIO XapaKTePUCTVIKY IeTCTBa!
«VIrpel ABISAIOTCA HacTosAIel cdepomt XU3HU [IeTev»
(PyOummmrerts, 1920, c. 223). BmecTe ¢ TeM, B OT/I4ME OT
l'eccena, PyOGuHIIITEIH CuMTaeT, YTO B UI'pe He TOJIBKO
IIPOSIBIISETCS YYBCTBO XXW3HM, HO 1 (POPMUPYIOTC IIep-
Bble IIpaBOBBIe IIpelCcTaBileHNs y merert. PyOuHIITENH
roJjIaraeT, YTO HOETM WUIPaIOT, «IOKyMEHTUPYS YyBCTBO
KU3HW», B UTPe «TBOPUTCS CBOSI 0colasi MajsleHbKasi KO-
s xm3HV» (PyOmnammreny, 1920, c. 227). B urpe netn
BCTYIIAIOT B ODIIIeHIe OPYT C APYIOM, U «B 3TOM MaJIeHb-
KOM OOIIIecTBe yCTaHaBJIMBAETCs CBOV KOJEKC 3aKOHOB U
OOIIENPVHSATHIX BeJIEHMVI, KOTOPBIM BCE€ IOUYVHSIIOTCS
camm coborr» (Pyouninrerts, 1920, c. 228).

Urpa, o PyGuHImTensy, He MOXeT OBITE aHOMHOW
TIeATEeNTFHOCTBIO, TaK KaK MMEHHO B UI'Pe «IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HO IOSIBJISIeTCS. peaJIbHOEe CO3HaHMe CyIIeCTBOBAaHM: Ta-
KMX e JIIofieV, Kak oH cam» (Pybwumimrrerts, 1920, c. 229).
B3pociible MOTYT BMeIIMBATHCS B OOIIIEHME MEX]TY 1eThb-
MW, peryIMpoBaTh €ro A0 OIIpeleIeHHOV CTeIleHV, HO
3TO Bceraa OyeT BHEITHVM BO3IEeVICTBIEM, He HaloIIiM,
cormacHO PyOuHINTeVIHY, «peaJIbHOrO 3HaHWS», T. €.
OCO3HAHW CYIIeCTBOBAHNS UYyXKOU BOJIM M HEOOXOomu-
MOCTM CUMUTATBCS C Hevl. VIrpa Kak By, COBMECTHOM ie-
ATeJILHOCT — 3TO, corylacHo PyOumHINTelHY, Ta 1104Ba,
Ha KOTOPOW MOXXET IIPOM3PACTV YBaXeHMe K UyXKOu
mugHOCTH U ee mpaBaM. CobcTBeHHO, TI0 PyOuHITTe Yy,
WUrpa MepexofnT B COIMaIbHOEe BOCIIMTAHVE TOT/Ia, KOr-
Ia «IeTV CTaHOBSTCS WieHaMV MaJIeHbKOTO oDIlecTBa»
(PyOummrrTenty, 1920, c. 228).

PyOwHIITENMH OTMEYaeT M OTpMIATeIbHBIE UEPTHI
uUrpsl. Beuay oOBIMHOrO IS MIPHI KakK Buia HesTellb-
HOCTM OTCYTCTBUS HPUHYAUTEIILHOCTY, Y WIPaIOIIero

bears traces of play; there are inconspicuous bridges
between them” (Hessen, 1995, p. 93). However, the
Russian Neo-Kantian insists on a strict division be-
tween these concepts, arguing that he uses the “ulti-
mate” interpretation of the concept of play. Play rests
satisfied with images produced by fantasy, thus the
result of play is always ephemeral and its goals are
unstable. Work, by its very nature, requires a tangible
result and a special commitment to achieving such a
result — a commitment to something that does not yet
exist, i.e., to the future. Although he considers play to
be an anomic activity, Hessen recognises that, if ade-
quately supervised by adults, it can have significant
educational potential. To this effect, however, play
should contain the premonition of a lesson to come
(Hessen, 1995, p. 120).

Thus, through his conception of play as an anom-
ic activity, Hessen formulates the principle of anomie
for the pre-school period of human life. However,
Rubinstein disagrees with such an interpretation of
play. Like Hessen, he is convinced that play is the most
important characteristic of childhood: “Play is a very
real sphere of a child’s life” (Rubinstein, 1920, p. 223).
But, unlike Hessen, Rubinstein believes that play not
only manifests “a sense of life,” but also contributes
to the formation of the first legal representation in
children. Moreover, Rubinstein writes that, through
their ludic activity, the children “get a sense of life”
and create “their own singular miniature copy of life”
(Rubinstein, 1920, p. 227). Playing children enter into
communication with each other and “in this small so-
ciety, their own code of laws is established and decrees
are generally accepted, which everyone obeys quite
naturally” (Rubinstein, 1920, p. 228).

According to Rubinstein, play cannot be anomic,
since it is precisely through play that “really arises the
consciousness of the existence of other people” (Rubin-
stein, 1920, p. 229). Adults can interfere with the com-
munication between children and, to a certain degree,
regulate it, but it always remains an external interfer-
ence, which, Rubinstein writes, does not give “real
knowledge,” i.e., the awareness of the existence of an-
other’s will and the need to reckon with it. According to
Rubinstein, as a species of collaborative activity, play is
the soil on which can grow respect for other persons and
their rights. For Rubinstein, play transforms into social
education when “children become members of a minia-
ture society” (Rubinstein, 1920, p. 228).

Rubinstein also notes the negative aspects of play.
It lacks compulsoriness and a child at play does not
take on the “responsibilities of serious life.” Play over-
whelms children and can bring out the worst in them.
Children’s games are not played in isolation from their
social environment and can absorb the vices of the adult
world. So, Rubinstein’s conclusions are similar to those
of Hessen: adults have to supervise children’s play, but
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pebeHKa Tak )Xe OTCYTCTBYeT W «Cepbe3HO-XM3HeHHas
OTBETCTBEHHOCTb». VIrpa 3axBaThlBaeT BHMMaHIe peOeH-
Ka " MOXeT IToOy>XaTh ero K IIPOsIBIeHNIO Ty PHBIX Ka-
yecTB. [leTcKye UIphl He OCYIIECTBIIAIOTCS B M3OJISIIAN
OT OKpYXalomlen COLVaJIbHOV HOeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTU, WU
MHOTe HeOCTaTK/ MVIpa B3POCIIBIX MOT'Y T IIPOSBIISITBCS
B Heit. Tak, PyOvHIITeVH IpMXOOUT K BbIBOJAM, CXOI-
HBIM ¢ BeIBoflaMy ['ecceHa: B3pociible I0JDKHBI KOHTPOJIV-
poBaTh UIPHL eTel, HO KaK MOXXHO He3aMeTHeVI, IHaJe
4pe3MepHBINI KOHTPOJIb MOXKeT IIOPOXKIATh ITaCCUBHOCTD
B AeTsx. BoIrpoc meTcKov caMopesTelIbHOCTI 1 CaMoop-
raHu3aly B JeTCKMX KOJUIeKTMBAaX O4eHb BakKeH [IJIs
PybOuninreiina, Beb OH MCXOAUT M3 IPUHIIMIIOB JIMY-
HOCTHO OPWMEHTMPOBAHHOV IIeNaroruku. PyKOBOHCTBO
B3POCJIBIX TOJDKHO MVHMMM3VIPOBATh BO3IEVICTBIE HeTa-
TUBHBIX (PaKTOPOB B UI'Pe ¥ IOOLIPSTh Pa3sBUTHE II0JI0-
XuTebHEIX (PyOunireriy, 1920, c. 233 —234). ITpu aTom
VITPBL, IIPOBOAVIMBIE II01] PYKOBOLCTBOM B3POCIIBIX, JOJDK-
HBI He 3aMelllaTh, a TOJIBKO JOIIOJIHATh UTPOBYIO aKTMB-
HOCTB fieTell. B urpe meTvt BBIpalBaloT CBOIO JIMYHOCTB,
IIO3HAIOT caMu cebsl, M IS 3TOTO HYXKHBI IIpeXIe Bce-
T'O CaMOCTOSTeIIBHOCTD U CBOOOJIHASI CaMOJ1eATeIIbHOCTE,
KOTOPBIEe MOXXHO TOJIBKO JOIIOJIHAT VI KOPPEKTUPOBATb.
Kak BumHO m3 BBIIIecKa3aHHOT'O, B OTBETe Ha BOIIPOC,
YTO TaKoe Mrpa M KaKoe MeCTO OHa 3aHWMMAaeT B XXWU3HU
ZleTev, TIO3UIINM PYyCCKMUX HeOKaHTMAaHIeB MMEIOT Kak
CXOZICTBA, TaK M pa3mums. I'eccen mimeT Takoro copMe-
meHnsE PWIOCOPCKMX ¥ IICVIXOJIOTMYECKMX TPaKTOBOK
WUTPBI, IPU KOTOPBIX PpIocodst 1 ICUXO0JIOTM CMOTYT
oOpa3soBaThb ee e[yiHOe IleflarordecKoe moHnMaHme. Py-
OuHINTEVH He CTaBUT BOIIpoC O prtocodpckom 00o0cHO-
BaHWV UIPBL, HO IIPV 3TOM B €ro nadoce opueHTaumn
WUTPBL Ha «KM3HEHHOCTb» KOHTEKCTYaJIbHO YIragblBaeTCs
BivsiHve drtocodpum ku3HN. Postb, KoTopyio urpa BbI-
TIOJIHseT B XXM3HM JleTell, PyccKyie HeOKaHTVaHITbl BUIAT
ro-pasHoMy. eTckue yOeXxmeHws, B3IJISIIBL Ha cebd u
Ha CBepPCTHMKOB, VX BBIpa’keHNe B IIpaKTMKaX B3avMo-
TEeVICTBUS € OPYTMMM OeTbMM, BhICTymHaromue mii Py-
OuHINTeVHa [10Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM BO3MOXKHOCTU TOBOPUTH
0 «rIpobsieckax IpaBOCO3HaHMs» Y AeTell, B paMKax pu-
socodpckort cxeMel 'ecceHa He MIMEIOT CYIIIeCTBEHHOTO
3HaueHMs. SIBJIseTCs JIV 3TO pe3yJIbTaTOM 0CO00To puro-
pv3Ma crcteMel prtocodpckort meparorvku I'ecceHa, ero
CKJIOHHOCTM UTHOPUPOBATh [AEeVICTBUTEIILHOCTh B YTOLY
dwtocodcxont cxeme? 1 oTBeTa Ha STOT BOIIPOC HEOO-
XOIIVIMO IIPOSICHUTD CMBICIT, KOTOPBIVI PyCCKie HEOKaHTH-
aHITBI BKJIA/IbIBAJIV B IIOHSATHS IIpaBa M IIPaBOCO3HAH.

IIpaBo 11 IpaBOCO3HaHMe y TIeTen

ITonsitme npasa dopmynmpyerca I'eccenoMm B om-
MO3UIMMY K TIOHATVAM IIPUPOABI ¥ HPaBCTBEHHOCTM.
B omymimumie oT 3aKOHOB PUPOABI, KOTOPbIe HEBO3MOXKHO
HapyILIUTh, ¥ HPaBCTBEHHOIO 3aKOHA, IeVICTBIEe KOTOPO-
'O IIPOVICXOMAWT W3 JINIHOTO yOeXmeHvs, HOPMEI IIpaBa
MIPeJICTaBIIAIOT COOOVI «TeTepOHOMHOE JIOJDKeHCTBOBa-

to do so surreptitiously, otherwise excessive control can
cause passivity in children. The problem of children’s
self-activity and self-organisation in children’s groups
is very important for Rubinstein, since he proceeds from
principles of personality-oriented pedagogy. Instruc-
tions from adults should minimise the negative effects
of play and encourage positive ones (Rubinstein, 1920,
pp. 233-234). Games supervised by adults should not
replace, but only complement unsupervised ludic activ-
ity. In playing, children cultivate their own personalities
and become aware of themselves. For this, they first of
all need autonomy and freedom of self-activity, which
can only be supplemented and rectified.

As can be seen from the above, the positions of
the Neo-Kantians both resemble each other and differ
when it comes to answering the question “what is play
and what place it takes in a child’s life?” Hessen gravi-
tates towards a combination of philosophical and psy-
chological interpretations of play that could allow for
the formation of an integrated pedagogical concept-
ion. Rubinstein does not raise the question of the phil-
osophical foundation of play, but, at the same time,
his celebration of “vitality” in his treatment of play
betrays an influence from Lebensphilosophie. The two
Neo-Kantians interpret the role of play in children’s
life differently. The beliefs of children, their percep-
tions of themselves and their peers, and the way they
express those beliefs and perceptions in practical inter-
actions with other children, which, for Rubinstein, are
proof of the possibility to speak of “glimpses of legal
consciousness” in children, do not have such a sub-
stantial significance within the framework of Hessen's
philosophical scheme. Is this a result of the peculiar
rigourism of Hessen’s system of philosophical peda-
gogy, of his tendency to ignore reality for the sake of
the philosophical scheme? To answer this question, it
is necessary to understand what meaning the Russian
Neo-Kantians attached to the concepts of law and legal
consciousness.

Law and Legal Consciousness in Children

Hessen formulates his concept of law in opposition
to the concepts of nature and morality. In contrast to the
laws of nature, which cannot be violated, and the moral
law, which is made effective by personal conviction, the
rules of law are a “heteronomous obligation.” Expecting
submission to themselves, the rules of law “lay claim to
act” as if they were laws of nature. However, since they
are essentially established norms, these rules of law al-
ways lag behind comparatively to the ever-changing re-
ality. At the same time, they retain their “crystallinity of
structure,” which causes their extraneousness to the will
of a person who is required to obey them unconditional-
ly, even if this person or group of persons is a legislator
or legislators (Hessen, 1995, p. 90).
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Hue». OHM, oxupasd nogumHeHVS cele, «IIPUTI3AIOT
ZIeVICTBOBATh» TaK, KaK ecyy Obl OHM OBUIM 3aKOHAMWM
npupopsl. bymydn o cBoeMy cyIlecTBy HOpMaMM ycTa-
HOBJIEHHBIMI, HOPMEI ITpaBa BCerzia 3aIla3IbpIBaloT I1I0 OT-
HOITIEHVIO K IIOCTOSIHHO MeHSIOIIeVICs peayibHOCTH. [1pu
9TOM COXPAHSIETCS X «KPWUCTA/UIMYHOCTD CTPOEHWIS»,
9TO OOYCIIOBJIMBAET MX UYXXEPOTHOCTb BOJIE YeJIOBEKa,
OT KOTOporo TpebyeTcs Oe3yciioBHOe IOMIMHeHwe, Taxe
€CJIV 3TOT 4YeJIOBeK VIV TPYIIIIa JIOIEeN SBJISIOTCS 3aKo-
Hoparesrsimu ([eccen, 1995, c. 90).

[IBovicTBeHHas IIpUpoda IIpaBa BbIpaKaeTcs B TOM,
YTO, C OHOV CTOPOHBI, OHO yCTaHABIVIBAETCS [JISI TOTO,
uTOOBI 00eCIIeunTh MHTEPeCH BJIaCTU B BOIIPOCE YIIPaB-
JleHVst OBbITVIEM ODIIecTBa, HO, C APYIOV CTOPOHBI, IIPABO
o0palleHO K BBICIIIM TyXOBHBIM IIEHHOCTSIM ¥ TIOTOMY
«CJTy>KUT CBSI3YIOIIVM 3B€HOM MEXITy COLMAIbHBIM U Y-
XOBHO-KYJIPTyPHBIM IUIaHAMW YeJIOBEYEeCKOro OBITIs»
(Barmmmxw, 2012, c. 548).

A. BaymMukwnv yKasslBaeT, 4TO IIpM3BaHVe IIpaBa s
l'ecceHa 3aKiTIOUaeTCsl B «COVPUTYaTM3alN» COLVATb-
HOro OBITHS JIIONIEVI, TTOCTEIIeHHOM IPUOIIVDKEHUM €ero
K JIYXOBHO-KYJIBTYpPHOV OOIIHOCTI. Bitaromapsi mpasy
BO3HVKAIOT YCJIOBYS [IJISI TOTO, UTOOBI UeJIOBEK CTasl He-
obxonmmon IIPEeAITOChUTKOV ol1miecTsa B He MeHbIIen
CTeTIeHW, YeM Ta, B KaKOVI OH SIBJISIETCS €T0 IIPOVI3BOIIHOTL.
ITorHast OCO3HAHHOCTB JIEVICTBUVI, MOTMBOB ¥ VX KOHEY-
HBIX I1eJIeVi JTOCTVDKVIMA TS UeToBeKa TOJIBKO TOT/Ia, KOT-
Ila OH IIOJTydaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB BBIVITU 3 OOYCIIOBIIEH-
HOCTY COLMATBHOCTBIO TIOTOOHO TOMY, KaK OH KOITIa-TO
BBIIIIETT M3 TIPMPOAHON o0ycitoBieHHOCT (Baymmixm,
2012, c. 546 —547).

ITousarme npasocosHanms ['ecceHoM yrioTpeOiseTcs
B 3HAYEHWW IIPaBOBOIO MMPOBO33PEHNS, KOTOpOe MO-
JKeT IPVIIMCHIBATBCS KaK IIeJIOV 3II0Xe, Hapomy, TaK U
TOCIOICTBYIOIIEMY TEOPETMUECKOMY YMOHACTPOEHMUIO.
Tak, T'eccer MoxeT roBOpuTh 0 IpaBoco3sHaHmM Cper-
HVIX BEKOB VI IIpaBOCO3HAHWI COBPEMEHHOM, aHAJIM31PO-
BaThb VI COIIOCTaBJIATH MX COLep)KaHNe, B KOTOPOM MBbIC-
JIATCS TaKMe acIeKThl, KaK IIpaBa 1 00S3aHHOCTM JIVTIHO-
CTW, TPaHWIIBI ee CBOOOABL, ee MeCTO B ODIIIecTBe 1 T. [,
CoBepIIIeHHO MHOVI IOAXOf, K IIPaBOCO3HAHWIO MOXHO
Havrt y M. M. PyGumrmTerHa.

B cBoeM nmoHVIMaHMY ITpaBa PyOuHIIITEIH OnMpaeTcs
Ha MjIeV COBpeMeHHIKOB: II0JICKOro IIpaBosera 0. Ma-
KapeBwda 1 cBoero cootedectseHHMKa E. H. Tpy0Gerixoro.
Y Maxkapesnya PyOwmHIITENH 3amMCTByeT HOHMMAaHVe
TOrO, YTO B OOBIYHOM IIpaBe (KaK M y [JeTeVt, JoOaBiIseT
PyOuHITITEVIH) KpUTepUM ITPaBOBOVI OIIeHK TIesTHYS Ha-
XomsaTcst B obyacTy OeccosHaTeIbHOro. B cBsi3u ¢ sTmM
PyGuaimrTeVH opMyTMpyeT 1 060CHOBEIBaeT COOCTBEH-
HBIVI TIOZIXO]T K M3y Ye€HWMIO ITPABOCO3HAHMS Y IeTeV:

l"ne. .. IIeT pedb He O JIOTMYEeCKOM 3Ha4YeHMNM V1 HOP-
MaX ITpaBWIBPHOTO MBINUIEHVIS, KaK 1 IIPaBOBbIX OTHO-
IIeHn, a O BOSHUKHOBEHUN IIPOMICXOXXIIEHVIVT MBbIIII-
JIeHVs, KakK U1 IIpaBa, TaM Mbl JOJDKHBI OTPEHINTHCS OT

The nature of law is dual. On the one hand, it is
established in order to ensure the interests of the au-
thorities with regards to the governance of society. But,
on the other hand, law appeals to the highest spiritual
values and thus mediates “between the social and
spiritual/cultural levels of human existence” (Walicki,
1987, p. 457). Andrzej Walicki writes that, in Hessen’s
view, the vocation of law is the “spiritualisation” of the
social existence of human beings, its gradual approach
to a spiritual-cultural community. Thanks to the law,
the possibility arises for human beings to become the
necessary condition of society to no lesser degree than
they are its product. Full awareness of one’s actions,
motives, and ultimate goals is possible for a person only
when human beings cease to be conditioned by society
in the same way as they once ceased to be conditioned
by nature (Walicki, 1987, p. 456).

Hessen uses the concept of legal consciousness in
the sense of a legal worldview that can be attributed
to an entire era, a nation, or a prevailing theoretical
mentality. Hessen can thus speak of a legal conscious-
ness of the Middle Ages and a contemporary legal
consciousness, as well as analyse and compare the con-
tents of the two, in which he considers such aspects
as the rights and duties of individuals, restriction on
individual freedom, its place in society, etc. Rubinstein
proposes a completely different approach to legal con-
sciousness.

In his conception of law, Rubinstein draws on the
ideas of his contemporaries: the Polish jurist Juliusz
Makarewicz and his Russian compatriot Evgeniy
Trubetskoy. From Makarewicz, Rubinstein borrowed
the conception that, in common law (and in children,
Rubinstein adds), the criteria for legal assessment are
located in the unconscious. In this regard, Rubinstein
formulates and grounds his own approach to the study
of legal consciousness in children:

If we regard not the logical meaning and the rules
of correct thinking, as well as of legal relations, but the
origins and genesis of thinking, as well as of law, we
must abandon the search for exact logical concepts and
move the centre of gravity to everyday life experience
and expressions, when individuals often reveal their
conceptions and claims, not in the logical form of rea-
soning, but in their behaviour and actions (Rubinstein,
1925, p. 18).

Formulated in this way, the research objective does
not consist in seeking for the concept of law, but in de-
scribing the phenomenon of the experience of legal rela-
tions and their implementation, the recognition of obli-
gations and responsibilities.

From Trubetskoy, Rubinstein borrows the general
definition of law: “Law is the order that governs the
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TOVICKOB TOYHBIX JIOTMYECKUX TIOHATUW ¥ IIepeHecTu
HEHTP TSKeCTU B Hepe)KI/IBaHVISI ¥ BbICKA3bIBaHWA OGBI‘I—
HOTI'O JKM3HEHHOI'O TUIIa, KOrga MHOVBU YaCTO BbIABIIA-
€T CBOe MOHMMaHUe VIV HPUTSA3aHue He JIOTMYeCcKOV
(bopMoVI CBOMIX CYXIEHVW, a CBOUM IIOBeIeHMeM U [e-
sioM (PyOumtmrrents, 1925, c. 18).

ITocTaBiieHHass TakMM 00pa3soM mcciIeoBaTeIbCKast
3a/Iava MITeT He TIOHSTY IIpaBa, a OIMcaHus (peHOMeHa
ITepeXXVBaHMs ITPaBOBBIX OTHOIIIEHWVI VI IX OCYIIIeCTBIIe-
HVISI, IPU3HAHVS 00513aTeIIbCTB 1 00S3aHHOCTET.

Y Tpy0Genkoro PyOuHinTenH 3amMMcTByeT oOIee
ompenerteHne mnpasa: «[IpaBo ecTb HOPSIOK, peryJm-
PYIOIINMIT OTHOIIEHMS OTHEIbHBIX JINIL B UeJIOBEUECKOM
cooOrmectBe» (Pyowmtrrens, 1925, c. 20), mpu aToM mpa-
BO BCera JIMOO yCcTaHaB/IVBaeT 00s3aHHOCTY, JINOO BBI-
paxaer mputsizaaue. Ilo cytu, npaso y PyOunimreriHa
OKas3bIBaeTCsl TOXKIECTBEHHO IIpaBWIaM ITOBEMIEHNS, CO-
BEpIIEHHO He 00s3aTelIbHO KEM-TO YCTAHOBJIEHHBIM U
OCO3HABAEMBIM, a IIPABOCO3HAHNE — 3TO «CO3HAHUE CO-
LIMAIBHOT HeOOXOIVIMOCTYI, IIPUEMIIEMOCT VIV HEIIPU-
€MJIEMOCTVI TOTO VUIM MIHOTO IIOBEIEeHS BO B3aMMOOTHO-
menyy yoper» (Tam xxe). Ilox mpaBocosHaHMeEM y fAeTent
PyOwHIIITETH IOHMMAaET «BCe Te CO3HATeIIbHEIE IIPOsIBIIe-
HUsI, B KOTOPBIX OHM (eTn. — M. B.) 1mbo mpeTeHay0T
Wit cebs WM MPU3HAIOT 33 APYIMMU — Oe3pasyIMaHO
BMeCTe WIV OTAEIbHO — IIPEeTeH3VIO Ha BO3MOXXHOCTD
TOTO TUIVM VHOTO IIOBEIEHVs], B3aVMOIEVICTBVISL VIV VIC-
rosb3oBaHms» (Tam xe).

PyOuHIIITEVTH TIOIaraeT, YTO B OCHOBE IETCKOTO
MIpaBOCO3HAHWMSI «JIEXUT COIMaTbHBIVI MHCTUHKT U ecTe-
CTBEHHOE OIIyIIleHVe IIPUeMIIEMOCTU VTN HelprieMITe-
MOCTM € TOUKV 3pEHMSI CAaMOCOXpaHeHVs JaHHOV TPYII-
bl VI VHIOVBU/A, XVUBYIIMX B OIpeIeJIeHHBIX YCIIOBUSIX
VTV HeCYIIMX B cebe OT3BYKM CTapbIX POHOBBIX IEPEXK-
BaHV» (PyOumtmrrers, 1925, c. 21). g dpuxcanym npa-
BOBBIX ITPEJICTABJICHNI Y [IeTeVl BaXkeH He (PaKT BIIVSIHISA
roCyIapCcTBEHHOTO 3aKOHOJIAaTeTbCTBa, a HasIude COITu-
aJIbHBIX B3aMIMOOTHOIIIEHNTL. bosee Toro, ITpocTasi cyMmMa
HaxXOISAIIVIXCS COBMECTHO Ha HEKOTOPOW TepPUTOPUNU
VIHIVIBUJIOB ellle He NaeT oOmecTsa. TOJIBKO TOIMa, KOT-
I1a BO3HMKAIOT [TPaBOBbIe B3aMIMOOTHOIIIEHIST, BOSHUKAET
BITepBble 00IIIeCTBO.

PyOuHIIITEVTH TIMIIIET, UTO BBU/Y C1abom pasBUTO-
CTU 3TOVT 00TaCTVI 3HAHVISI MOYKHO BECTU Pedb O HaJIInin
MpaBOCO3HaHWMsI, OCHOBBIBAsSICh TOJIFKO Ha BHEITHMX Ha-
OromeHMSAX 3a HETHMU B BO3pacTe, Koria pebeHOK OBiIa-
TIeJI CJIOBOM, IIPMOOpeTt CrtIocOGHOCTh K CAMOCTOSTETEHO-
MY IMepeIBVDKEHUIO Y BCTYIIaeT BO B3aMIMOOTHOIIIEHMS C
apyrumu getbMiu. ClleoBaTelIbHO, HEBO3SMOXHO 3HATh
HaBepHsKa, KOITIa 3apOXXHaeTcs IIPaBOCO3HAHVE y [ie-
Ter, MBI MOXXEM TOJIBKO PerMCcTPUpOBaTh KaKOW-TO ero
YPOBEeHP MCXOMIS 73 HaOJTIOIeHn I 3a HUMU B IIpoIiecce
VIX B3aVIMOJIEVICTBYIS IPYT C APYTOM B KoswlekTuBe. Ecrm
TOBOPUTB O TaKOM 3JIeMeHTe IIPaBOCO3HAHMs, KaK IIPaBo
VI YyBCTBO COOCTBEHHOCTW, TO MOXXHO OTMETWUTB MVIHAa-

relations between individuals in a human commu-
nity” (Rubinstein, 1925, p. 20). At the same time, the
law always either imposes obligations or expresses
demands. In fact, the law in Rubinstein turns out to
be identical to the rules of conduct, which are not nec-
essarily established by someone or even consciously
recognised. And, for him, legal consciousness is the
“awareness of a social necessity, of the acceptability or
unacceptability of certain behaviours in relationships
between human beings” (ibid.). By “legal conscious-
ness in children” Rubinstein means “all the conscious
manifestations, in which they [i.e., the children] either
make demands or recognise the demands of others —
together or separately — for the possibility of this or
that behaviour, interaction or use” (ibid.).

Rubinstein believes that the legal consciousness of
children rests on a “social instinct and the natural sense
of the acceptability or unacceptability of something from
the perspective of the self-preservation of a given group
or an individual living in certain conditions and bearing
the echoes of ancestral experiences” (Rubinstein, 1925,
p- 21). Towards the fixation of legal consciousness in
children, it is not the influence of the state legislation
that is important, but rather the presence of social rela-
tionships. Moreover, the mere sum of individuals jointly
located in a certain territory does not necessarily form a
society. Only where legal relationships arise, can a soci-
ety arise for the first time.

Rubinstein writes that, in view of the poor devel-
opment of this field of knowledge, one may speak of
a presence of legal consciousness only based on exter-
nal observations of children at an age when the child
has acquired language, and the ability to move inde-
pendently, and can enter into relationships with other
children. Thus, it is impossible to know for sure exact-
ly when legal consciousness emerges; one can only de-
tect a certain level of development of legal conscious-
ness based on the observations of interaction between
children within a collective. Concerning such example
of legal consciousness as the right of ownership and
the sense of the right to property, we note that chil-
dren have a dynamic conception of ownership. First
appears a sense of property that extends to everything
and everyone around them. Then, after having gained
experiences of interactions with others and having
made their own mistakes, children develop an under-
standing of the right to property and, possibly, of oth-
er rights, too. Authority plays a crucial role in legal
relations between children. However, soon enough,
under the formative influence of experiences of in-
teraction with others and a positive influence from
authority figures, they “develop an understanding of
property and recognise the other person as partially
equal. This gives rise to the gradual growth of a sense
of justice, which is supported by the urge to commu-
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MVKY IIOHMMaHMs peOeHKOM IIpaBa COOCTBEHHOCTY TP
TOM, 4TO CIlepBa IIOSBJISIeTCS UyBCTBO COOCTBEHHOCTV,
KOTOpOe pacIlIpocTpaHsIeTcs Ha BCe 1 Ha BceX BOKPYT, a
3areM yXKe, B IIpoliecce B3aVMOIEVICTBIS C OPyTMMY, Ha
OIIbITe COOCTBEHHBIX OMIMOOK pOXKHaeTcs ITOHMMaHVe
paBa cOOCTBEHHOCTM ¥, BO3MOXXHO, IIPOYMX IIpaB. AB-
TOPWUTET UTPaeT CYILIEeCTBEHHYIO POJIb B IIPaBOBBIX OTHO-
mreHwsix jrereit. OHaKO JJOBOJIBHO CKOPO 1o, 0pOpMIIs-
IOITVM BJIVSIHMEM OITbITa B3aMMOIEVICTBUS C IIPyTUMU
¥ B IPUCYTCTBUM IOJIOXKWTEIBHOIO aBTOPUTETa «yCTa-
HaBJIVBAeTCsS HEKOTOpOe ITOHMMaHVe COOCTBEHHOCTU U
MNpU3HaHMS 9y>KOW JIMYHOCTM KaK OTYacT! paBHOIIPaB-
HOVI, TOTa HOSBJISIETCS VI PacTeT IIOHEMHOIY YyBCTBO
CIpaBeMIMBOCTY, TOOJepPXKMBaeMoe CTpeMIeHMeM K
OOIIIeHMIO M HeTCKOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO JIEKO BBI3LIBATH B
cebe couyBcTBMe K ApyrmuM» (Pyonnmrens, 1920, c. 424).
Bripouem, PyGuHImTers mpusHaet, 94To «BHavae Tpebo-
BaHVIS CIIPABEIVBOCT. .. OOpaIliaroT Ha cebsi BHMMaHe
JIeTelt CO CTOPOHBI, 0OpaIleHHO K VX JIMIHBIM MHTepe-
cam» (PyOwmmrrerts, 1920, c. 425), v ecyivt 4eTV ¥ TOTOBEI
KOMIIEHCHPOBaTh yIiepO 4y>Kovt COOCTBEHHOCTH 3a C4eT
CBO€VI, TO «B [IOIIKOJIbHBIVI HEPUOL OOJIBIIIeT YacThIO
TOJIBKO IIOf], ZIaBJIeHVeM aBTOpuUTeTa APYyIMX, a He [0-
6pososbHO. ['0110C crIpaBemyIVBOCTY HaUMHAET FOBOPUTD
CaMOCTOSATeJIbHO, aBTOHOMHO 3HaUMUTeIHHO II03XKe, YKe B
IIKOJIBHOM Bo3pacTe» (Tam xe).

B meTckoM IIpaBOCO3HAaHWMVI MHOTO W3BSHOB, €T
«JIETKO OTOXKIECTBJISIIOT IIPABO C CUJION, a TaK KaK OHU
PV 3TOM CKOPO HAy4YalOTCSl OY€Hb BBICOKO LIEHUTDH TO-
BapMIIIECKYIO CONVMIAPHOCTD, TO B KEPTBY KOJUIEKTWBY,
VAYyIIeMy 3a CWIBHBIM, MMIIOHVPYIOIIVM UM VIHAVBY-
IIOM, IIPVHOCWUTCS MHOTO TpeOOBaHMII CIIpaBelJIIBOCTI
7 HpaBCTBeHHOCTM» (PyOuHinTerH, 1920, c. 425—426).

CyMMmpy# BBIIIeCKa3aHHOE, MOYXKHO c/IeJIaTh BBIBOZ,
YTO, B OTJIN4Me OT ['ecceHa, KOTOPBIN, 00CY>KTasi aHOMIIO
ZIETCTBA B JIOTIOJILCKUVI IIEPUOI, VICXOOWUT B IIEPBYIO Ode-
penb M3 STMYeCKMX KaTeropuil — HOHATHS O HOJDKHOM,
PyOuHIITENTH ¢ caMOro Hadaja CBOEro WCCIIeOBaHVIA
IIETCKOTO IIPaBOCO3HAHMS CKJIOHEH BECTU pedb O «IIpa-
BOBOW TIcMXVKe». Oba dwtocoda mpmsHAOT OOIBITYTO
POJIb aBTOPUTETA Ha 3Tarle JIOIIKOJIBHOTO W IITKOJIBHOTO
pocnimTanmsg. OnHako, comtacHo PybumimirernHy, ecim
IIpaBOCO3HaHMe IeTeVl «TpeOyeT Bce BpeMs IIOIIPaBKI,
YKpeIUIeH M, 3aIliThl OT CUMIIATUV VUIV HeCMMITaTI»
(TaMm >xe), 5TO He 3HAUUT, UTO €TO HET.

3aKksIroueHue

Obmiee Bo B3MIAHaX JBYX PYCCKMX HEOKaHTMAHIIEB
Ha 3afady MelarorvKy U AeTCTBO OOyCIOBIIEHO CXOf-
CTBOM WX TpeNCTaB/IeHniT O JIMUHOCTY KaK O 3ajaje.
B nyxe xanTmanHckovt dutocodpum mporiecc pasBUTHS
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O CO3HaHW: YeJIoBeKa, 110 Bepcuu Harop-
ma v PyOuHIITeHa, MAET OT TeTepPOHOMUM K aBTOHO-
MU, ABTOHOMMs, BITpOYeM, He O3HadaeT 0b6ocobreHst
oT KyibTypbl u obmecta. ITo HaTtopmy, aBTOHOMS

nicate and by the children’s ability to easily evoke
the sympathy of others” (Rubinstein, 1920, p. 424).
However, Rubinstein admits that “at first, children’s
demands for justice [...] centre on their own interests”
(Rubinstein, 1920, p. 425). In most cases, even if pre-
school children are willing to compensate for damages
caused to the property of another person at their own
expense, they do so, “not voluntarily, but only under
pressure from an authority figure. A voice for justice
becomes independent and autonomous much later, at
the school age” (ibid.).

There are many flaws in the legal consciousness of
children: Children “easily identify law with force, but
as soon as they learn to value peer solidarity, many
demands for justice and morality are sacrificed for the
group, which follows a strong and imposing individual”
(Rubinstein, 1920, pp. 425-426).

Summarising the above, we may conclude that, in
contrast to Hessen, whose pre-Polish treatment of child-
hood anomie rests primarily on the ethical category of
duty, from the very beginning of his research on legal
consciousness in children Rubinstein is inclined to speak
in terms of “legal psyche.” Both philosophers recognise
the prominent role of authority figures at the stages of
pre-school and school education. However, according
to Rubinstein, even if the children’s legal consciousness
“requires all the time amendment, strengthening, pro-
tection from sympathy or antipathy,” (Rubinstein, 1920,
p- 427) this does not for that matter imply that it does
not exist.

Conclusion

The similarities between the views of the two Rus-
sian Neo-Kantians on childhood and the aims of ped-
agogy are due to their similar conceptions of person-
ality. In the spirit of Kantian philosophy, Natorp and
Rubinstein believe that the process of development of
moral consciousness in humans proceeds from hetero-
nomy to autonomy. Autonomy, however, does not
mean isolation from culture and society. According to
Natorp, personal autonomy is instrumental in attaining
the highest level of unity with other people, which is a
state of solidarity when independent people can achieve
a “community of wills that rests on pure mutual agree-
ment.”® Attention to the person and his freedom, while
simultaneously preserving the horizon of culture and
communality between people, constitutes the central
characteristics of Neo-Kantian pedagogy.

In contrast to Natorp, Hessen distinguishes three
stages of personality development, supplementing het-
eronomy and autonomy with anomie. This becomes

5 “...solche Gemeinschaft der Willen, die auf reiner gegenseitiger
Verstindigung ... ruht” (Natorp, 1899, p. 227).
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JIMYHOCTM [1aeT 4eJI0BeKy BO3MOXKHOCTB IIePeiTy K Hau-
BBICIIIEMY yPOBHIO OOIITHOCTY C APYTVIMM JIIOABMV, TOMY
COCTOSTHUIO COJIMTAPHOCTY, KOITa CaMOJIOBJIeIOIIIVe JIVY-
HOCTW MOTYT JIOCTMYb «TaKOV OOITHOCTM BOJIb, KOTOpas
IIOCTpOeHa Ha YMCTOM B3aMMHOM corIvlamieHun» (Ha-
topr, 1911, c. 233). BHMMaHMe K JIMYHOCTY 1 ee CBOOO-
7le TIpV COXpaHeHWY TOPU30HTa KYJIbTYPhI ¥ OOIITHOCTH
MeXAy JIOABMMU SBJIseTcS KOHCTUTYWUPYIOIIEeN XxapaKTe-
PVICTMIKOVI HEOKaHTMaHCKOW ITe1arorvKIA.

B oryrame ot HaTopra, I'eccen dopmupyet Tpuany
3TaloB B Pa3sBUTUM JIMIHOCTY IIyTeM HoOaBJIeHMs aHO-
MMM K 3TariaM TeTepOHOMMUM U aBTOHOMMM. DTO CTaHO-
BUTCA BO3MOKHBIM He TOJIBKO 3a CYeT MIHOPUPOBaHMS
TOHKMX HIOAHCOB BO B3aMMOIIEVICTBUM [eTeVl, Ha KOTO-
phble ykasbiBaeT PyOuHIITelH, HO 1 B cyly JkeslaHms ['ec-
CeHa COOJTFOCTM UMCTOTY (POPMBI CBOel (PIITOCOPCKOT
CXeMbl, B KOTOPOVI IeTH [IOIIKOIBHOIO BO3pacTa He o0J1a-
JIaIoT ellle co3HaHMeM HOpM. U 3aeck nosumyn I'eccena,
PyGumrmTevtHa 11 1O HeKOTOPOW cTenieHn Haropra, KoTo-
pOMy Bce-TaKV HeCBOVICTBEHHO OBUIO 3a0CTpPsITh BHMMA-
HMe Ha 3TOM Bompoce, pacxopgsarcs. «KaMHeM mpeTkHO-
BeHWs1» CTAHOBUTCS IIOHATVE JIeTCKOV Wrpbl. B myis
l'eccena ee IpOWM3BOJIBHOCTE — $IBHOE CBUIIETEJILCTBO
aHOMHOCTW, TO PyOVHITITEVTH BUIOIWUT B HeW yCJIOBUe K
pasBUTVIO paBoco3HaHMs. Hamame mposisiieHmit mo-
CJIeIHEro y jeTeyl He 1o3BossieT PyOuHInTerHy corvia-
cuThes ¢ uaeent ['eccena.

B 3aximoueHne HEOOXOAVMO 3aMeTUTh, UTO B COOT-
BETCTBUM C IIPUHATBIM XPOHOJIOTMYECKUM OrpaHude-
HUeM MPeAIIpUHATOrO WcCIefloBaHMs 3a IpedesiaMiu
paccMOTpeHMSI OCTajlach IIO3OHSAS TpaHCchOopMarys
B3IVIA0B 'ecceHa Ha MepapXuio 3TaIloB PasBUTHS JINY-
voctu. Kak coobmaer E.T. Ocosckurr, ['eccer, «oco3HaB
VI3BECTHBIV cxeMaTW3M (CBOeVl) BO3PacTHON IIepyoai3a-
1wy, B KoH1le 30-x IT. ... oOpaTwmics K IIpakTudecky Oojiee
yIoOHO — TPagMIIMOHHON — TIePUOAV3aINN IeTCTBa,
CBSI3aHHOVI C IIepVoIaMy Pa3sBUTI: pebeHKa V1 IOHOIIV 1,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, CO CTYIIeHAMM 00y4eHMs 1 XxapaKTepu-
CTMKOVI Pas/TMIHBIX 00pa3oBaTeNTbHEIX yupexeHuit. Ero
TakKe IIpuBJIeKIa Oojlee TOHKas IepuOaM3aIiyisl, OCHO-
BaHHas Ha Vjlee HepaBHOMEPHOCTM PasBUTUS IICUXVKNA
netent XK. ITuaxe...» (Ocosckmit, 2004, c. 14). dwtocod-
CKO-0OpasoBaTesIbHBIe B3IVIAABl PyOuHINTerHa TpaHC-
dopMupoBaCh Ha ITO3/IHEeM 3Talle ero XU3HNU He CTOJIb
3HAUNTEIbHO, XOTS OpPVEHTAIMIO Ha JXM3HEHHOCTh U
KOHKPEeTHYIO [IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTh OTHOIIIEHWIT BOCIINTYe-
MBIX PyCCKMII HeOKaHTHMaHel] COXpaHW]I 10 KOHIIa CBoevt
TBOpPYecKOVI Grorpadmm.

Crmcok 1uTeparypbl

Abpamoba JI.I'. Tlemarornka KyJIbTypPBI: MICTOKV TIPUKITaz-
Howt purtocodpvm C. V. I'eccena // Bectamk PT'Y mm. V. Kanra.
2008. Berm. 5: Cep. Ilemarorvaeckuie v IICHX0JIOTUecKye HayKu.
C.24-29.

Baauyxuii A. @wiocodus mpasa pycckoro Jmbepansma.
M. : Muicis, 2012.

possible not only because Hessen ignores certain details
in the interactions between children (these details are
emphasised by Rubinstein), but also because he seeks
to achieve purity in his philosophical scheme, within
which pre-school children do not yet have a conscious-
ness of norms. This is where the positions of Hessen,
Rubinstein, and, partly, Natorp diverge — although
Natorp did not pay much attention to the topic. The
“stumbling block” is the concept of children’s play.
Whereas for Hessen the arbitrariness of play is clear
evidence of anomie, Rubinstein sees in it a condition
for the development of legal consciousness. The pres-
ence of signs of legal consciousness in children prevents
Rubinstein from agreeing with Hessen's idea.

In conclusion, it should be noted that, given the
period that my research is concerned with, the later
transformations of Hessen’s views on the hierarchy of
stages of personality development go beyond the scope
of this study. As E.G. Osovsky says, “after realising the
sketchiness of [his own] age-specific periodisation, at
the end of the 1930s, [Hessen] turned to the more con-
venient — traditional — periodisation of childhood,
which is based on the periods of child and adolescent
development and, thus, on the stages of education and
characteristics of different educational institutions. He
also became interested in a more precise periodisation,
based on Jean Piaget’s idea of the non-uniform devel-
opment of child psychology” (Osovsky, 2004, p. 14).
Rubinstein’s philosophico-pedagogical views under-
went a less dramatic transformation in his later years,
even though he kept his orientation towards vitality
and concrete reality of relations between children until
the end of his creative life.
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PYCCKWMV KOT'EH:
HEKPOJIOI'M 1918 TOIA

M. A. Koaepo8'

Pycckast mubepaspHas v COIMaIMCTIYECKas IIpecca
Ha Teppurtopun PCDOCP, KOHTpoIMpOBaBIIeViCs COBeT-
CKOVI BJIACTBIO, TIOKa COBETCKasl BJIACTh OCTaBaJIach Koa-
JIMLIVIOHHOVI, y’Ke TOIZja MOIJIa HasbIBaThCs nodcobem-
cxoil, HO ObUIa B IleJIoM cBoOoiHa. IToBpeMeHHas r1edyaTh
BIUIOTH 710 7 miosiA 1918 r. ycrmentHo mprHOpasIvBaiach
K HOBOW BJIacT, KOT/a Ha/lo MeHsis Ha3BaHMsl, HO coXpa-
Hsi IIPeeMCTBEeHHOCTb OPOPMIIEHVIS VI ITOJIMTIIECKOV
sV, OgHaxo 6 mrostst 1918 r. s1eBble cOMaIUCTHI-PeBo-
JIIOLVIOHEPBI — YYIaCTHUKV COBETCKOVI KOQJIVILINV, MJIajl-
II/ie IapTHePHI OOJIBIIEBVIKOB — IIOOHSUIM BOCCTaHIUE,
Tpebysi peBOIOIIMOHHOTO pas3pbiBa bpect-JInToBCKOTO
Mupa c 'epmaHment n ee corosHMKaMu. Bocctanme 6b110
II0[1aBJIeHo, HO eTo IeHb CTaJl IOCIeIHUM ITHeM cBoOo]I-
HOVI HOJIMTUYECKOVI IIEPVIOAVKN B Cosetckort Poccmmt.

bpect-JInTosckuit Mup, HecomHeHHO, nerart PCOCP
BHEIITHEeTIOJIUTUYEeCK/M ¥ BHeIIIHeIKOHOMMYEeCKUM IIpo-
texkTopaToM ['epmanuy. Hecmorpsti Ha Mup, B TedeHue
BecHbI 1918 r. 'epmanms mpoporokasia ABUTaTh CBOV BOVA-
CKa Ha BOCTOK, 3aHWMMasl BCé HOBbIe Teppuropum. Ho
dopMasbHBII MUp HedOpMaJIbHO OTKpPBIBAJI VI HOBBIE,
HeMBICTIMMBIe ITpexie Mt Poccun Kak I yJacTHVIKA
ITepBovt MMpoBOL BOVIHBL, Oojlee OBICTpBIe MHPOPMAIIN-
OHHEbIe KOMMYHUMKalyu ¢ I'epmanmert 1 Apctpo-Benrpu-
er1. BoBce He TOpEIBas CBA3EV C AVUIUIOMATIYECKUMI U
KYJIBTYPHBIMW IIpe/ICTaBUTe/IbCTBAMI BOIOIOIIVIX IIPO-
TUBHMKOB ['epMaHvV 11 ee cor03HMKOB — BermkoOpwra-
a1y, @pannym, Vtamm 8 PCOCP, moacoseTckas rrevaThb
Hauaa Oojlee BHMMATEIBHO CIIENMUTDH 3a KyJIBTYPHBIMU
COOBITMSIMYM HEeMELIKOWM >XM3HM. Takom HOBOCTBIO cTajla
cMepThb B bepiuae 'epmana Korena 4 ampesst 1918 .

ABTOp MUMKpOHEKpOJIOTa W SPKWUM IIpencTaBu-
TeJIb PyCCKOVI IevaTu BecHBI 1918 r., cKpbIBIIMVICS ITOT,
KpvrrToHVMOM Bc. P., cynis o ero TekcraMm, ObUT 0Gpaso-
BaHHBIM VICTOPUKOM (PWIIOCOPUM, C OCTPBIM MHTEPECOM
CJIeNMBIIVM 3a pa3BUTHEM U PYyccKom dwtocodun B ee
APKVX 00pasIiax aka/IeMIIecKoro (YHUBEPCUTETCKOTO) 1
IIOJIUTIYECKOTo (0OIIlecTBEHHO aKTMBHOIO) Mean3Ma.
Ero 3amerky omy0imKoBal coIMasI-IeMOKpaTIIecKT,
HO aHTUOOJIBIIEBUCTCKUI eXeHeleIbHUK «IloHemern-
HVK», KOTOPbI pemakTupoBam Exarepmra Kyckosa m
Muxawt Ocoprus. Cpeay aBTOpOB 3TOrO MOJIUTUYECKO-
rO U JINTepaTypHOrO U3/IaHWs ObUIV 3aMeTHBI, KpOMe eTo
penaxTopos, ucTopuK uTepatypsl IOput Huxornbckmrs,
ITaBes1 Myparos, Vibs Dpenbypr, Cepren [dypsums,

1 Mocksa, Poccus.

Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuro: 23.12.2017 T.
doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-2-4

© Komnepos M. A, 2018

HERMANN COHEN:
RUSSIAN OBITUARIES FROM 1918

M. A. Kolerov!

In parts of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist
Republic (RSFSR), controlled by the Soviet authorities
while the Soviets were a coalition, the Russian liberal
and socialist press could already be considered “sub-So-
viet,” yet it remained free for the most part. Until July 7,
1918, periodicals were successfully adapting to the new
authorities. They changed titles whenever needed, but
preserved their design, layout, and political attitude. On
July 6, 1918, the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries — mem-
bers of the Soviet coalition and junior partners of the
Bolsheviks — staged an uprising, demanding that the
Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk with Germany and its al-
lies be abrogated. The uprising was quelled and the day
on which it happened was the last day of free political
periodicals in Soviet Russia.

Indeed, the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk turned the
RSFSR into Germany’s political and economic protec-
torate. Despite the peace agreement, from March to
May 1918, Germany continued to advance its troops
eastward, taking control of new territories. However,
the formal peace agreement was informally opening up
new, faster channels of communication with Germany
and Austria-Hungary, which were unconceivable for
Russia as long as it was a participant in World War L
Without severing ties with the diplomatic and cultur-
al missions of Great Britain, France, and Italy in the
RSFSR, i.e., the countries fighting against Germany and
its allies, the “sub-Soviet” press started following more
closely the cultural life of Germany. Among other piec-
es of news coming from Berlin was that of the death of
Hermann Cohen on April 4, 1918.

A micro-obituary was written in the spring of 1918
by an outstanding contributor to the Russian press, who
hided behind the cryptonym “Vs. R.” Judging by the
texts signed by these initials, their author was a well-ed-
ucated historian of philosophy with a keen interest in
the development of Russian philosophy in its striking
examples of academic, university-based and political,
socially active idealism. Vs. R."s notice was published in
a social-democratic, yet anti-Bolshevik weekly period-
ical, Ponedelnik [Monday), edited by Ekaterina Kuskova
and Mikhail Osorgin. Alongside the editors, other con-
tributors to the Ponedelnik were the historian of literature
Yury Nikolsky, Pavel Muratov, Ilya Erenburg, Sergey
Durylin, Aleksey Sidorov, Jurgis Baltrusaitis, Vladislav

1 Moscow, Russia.
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M. A. Kolerov

Anexcenn Cunopos, IOpruc banrpymarnric, Bragucnas
Xomacesny, Muxaw Lermme (Amapn), bopuc 3arites,
Mapwuna Llperaesa, Muxawn ITormsanos, bopuc I'pud-
108, Astekcent [l xusesieros, Huxonan Tapabykus, fIkos
Tyrennxomnn, Ceprent Kapuesckuii, Baxan Toromumamni,
ITerp KponoTkmH. ExenenebHIK JeMOHCTPATUBHO W3-
JlaJI 1IeJIBIV PSifT TeMaTUIecKMX BBIITYCKOB B COTPYIHIYe-
CTBE C COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIMM KyJIBTYPHBIMI yUpeXaeH-
sIMVI MTHOCTPAHHBIX TOCYIaPCTB: O KyJIbType AHITIUM, O
KyJpType @paHImy, o KyJIbType ViTammm.

Bc. P., HecMOTps Ha SIBJIEHHBIE MM 3arlafgHble MHTe-
pechl, BEIHAIIVMBa/I VeI PYCCKOV HaIVOHAIBHOM du-
J10cOPCKOM TpaamIMy KaK 4acTy 3allaJHOV, HO OpUIH-
HasteHOM. OH mvicasl, HaMeKasi, YTO MapKCVCTCKasI BJIacTh
B Poccm — BiacTe mpoporpkarerier HeMeITKOM KiIac-
crgeckont pwtocodny, MO0 TaKOBBI MapKCUCTHL (KaK O
TOM TOBOPWIM B M3BECTHBIX cBOMX popmyrtax Dpumpmx
DHTreJIbC, a TaKXKe B DHIMKIIONeAIecKoM cioBape bpok-
raysa 1 Eppona Ilerp Crpyse, a Basteq 3a HuM 1 Briagy-
Mup JleHuH): «...HaM, OTpaBJIEHHBIM HeMelKom (rIo-
codmers, Tak II0JIe3HO 1 OTPagHO, KaK JIpeBHeMy AHTeIo,
IIPVIKOCHYTBCS K “3eMHOVI IBUTH, YTOOBI OCBEXKEHHBIMI
Y VICLIeJIEHHBIMW BBIITM W3 TYIIMKa, B KOTOPBI 3aBesla
Hac poccurickasi Oe3yIep>XHOCTb B COIO3e C TepMaHCKOW
dwtocodpmern»?. DakTUuecKy IIOBTOPSS KIIACCITIECKYIO
nyxotomyio Hukorass MuxarIoBCKOTO M CIIeyIOIIi
eVl XOO MBICJIV M3BecTHOM cratby Hukoras BepmeBa B
cbopHmKe «Bexm», Bc. P. popMymupyeT B Iyxe aKTyasTb-
HOVI ITOJINTUYECKOVI OIITO3UIINL: «...ITOTOHS 3a IIpaBaovi-
CIIPaBeIMBOCTBIO 3aCTaBWUIa 3a0bIBaTh O IIpaBle-UCTH-
He». VI KpuTdecku paspuBaeT OepriseBCKUII IlepedeHb
dwtocodckmx MO, AOBOMIA €ro 0 BpeMeHV PeBOJIION
KaK ee BHYTPEHHUI CTepKeHb: « MBI BcerTia IIOKIOHSUIVICH
3anagy. HecpaHc-akageMuy, depes KpyXok CrTaHKeBU-
4a, 40 HULIIeaHCKMX, MapKCUCTCKMX, HEOKaHTMAaHCKMX
KPY>KKOB He[lJaBHero ITpOIIUIOro 3allaJHuKaMy ObUIN MBI,
C TOTOBHOCTBIO JIOBS BCSIKYIO MHO3€MHYIO HOBVIHKY, JIVIIID
Obl OHa ObUIa IpOrpeccVBHA W [0 IIPEHeIIOB 3a0CTpsUla
npoOsieMy! DTa KaKIa OCTPOTHI 11 O0SI3Hb OTCTATh OT BeKa
3acTaBJIsUIa HaC MeTaThCsl OT SKOHOMIMYECKOTO MaTepua-
JM3Ma K HUIJIIeAHCTBY, OT IIpee/IbHOV OTBJIeYeHHOCTH
Y PalMOHAIMCTUYIHOCT MapOyprckon druiocodpum K
IparMaTusMy. BrracTuTerssMm myMm Hamx IO odepenm
6bumr: Cnencep, Mapkc, Huinme, Asenapuyc, Koren,
Beprcon, Tenieps I'yccepris 1 Iteriaep»®.

«Henea “Haponroro Ciosa”» B KOTOpoVt ObUT Ha-
IeyaTaH OTK/IVIK W3BECTHOIO IIcmxosiora m dwiocoda
Movmices MaTBeesrda Py6unrmreria (1878 —1953), — 13-
IlaHVie IIPaBOCOLVIAJIVICTIIYECKOe V1 BITOJIHE aHTMOOIbIIIe-
BICTCKOE U aHTVICOBETCKoe. B ero Turyse (omHOM 13 TH-
TYJIOB, 0O M3JaHVe He pa3 MeHsUIO CBOe Ha3BaHwe) ObUI0

2 Be.P. O6 anrmmiickont dwiococdpum // Tonemensumk. 1918.
Neo18 (1 viromst (18 nroms)). C. 4.

% Bc.P. CynpOnr pycckovt dwtococdpun // Tlorenenpauk. 1918.
Ne16 (17 (14) vrons). C. 3. Cm. takxe o urenum C. H. Byrrako-
BBIM CBOMIX [IMajIoroB B PermrimosHo-drrocodpckom codpanmm:
Bc.P. «Ha mmpy 6oros» // Ilonenensauk. 1918. Nel7. (24 (11)
vionsi). C. 4.

Khodasevich, Mikhail Tsetlin (Amari), Boris Zaitsev,
Marina Tsvetaeva, Mikhail Polivanov, Boris Griftsov,
Aleksey Dzhivelegov, Nikolay Tarabukin, Yakov
Tugendhold, Sergey Kartsevsky, Vakhan Totomiants,
and Peter Kropotkin. The periodical ostentatiously pub-
lished a series of thematic issues in cooperation with
cultural institutions of foreign states focusing on the
cultures of England, France, and Italy.

Despite his apparent interest in the West, Vs. R. cher-
ished the idea of the Russian national philosophical tra-
dition as an original part of Western philosophy. Vs. R.
writes allusively that Marxist authorities in Russia are
successors of German classical philosophy, because that
is what Marxists are (as Friedrich Engels said in his well-
known formulas, as well as Petr Struve in the Brockhaus
and Efron Encyclopedic Dictionary, and later also Vladimir
Lenin): “For us, poisoned with German philosophy, it is
so useful and gratifying to touch ‘the dust of the earth,’
as Antaeus did, so that, revived and healed, we can break
the deadlock, to which we were brought by Russian un-
restrainedness combined with German philosophy.”?
In fact, repeating the classical dichotomy of Nikolai
Mikhailovsky and the line of thought that ensues from a
well-known article by Nikolai Berdyaev in the collection
Vekhi (1909), Vs. R. writes, in the spirit of the contempo-
rary political opposition, that: “...the pursuit of truth as
justice made us forget about truth as verity.”® Further,
the author critically develops Berdyaev’s list of philo-
sophical fashions, extending it to the time of the revo-
lution and interpreting it as the revolution’s backbone:

We always worshipped the West. From the Aca-
démie des sciences, through the Circle of Stankevich, to
Nietzschean, Marxist, and Neo-Kantian circles of the
recent past — we were Westernisers, eager to embrace
any foreign novelty as long as it was progressive and as
long as it sharpened a problem to the maximum! This
striving for acuteness and the fear of falling behind the
times made us bounce from economic materialism to
Nietzscheism, from the utmost abstractness and ration-
alism of the Marburgian philosophy to pragmatism.
Our thoughts were influenced, in turn, by Spencer,
Marx, Nietzsche, Avenarius, Cohen, Bergson, and now
Husserl and Steiner.*

The periodical that published an obituary by the
famous psychologist and philosopher Moisey (Moses)
Matveyevich Rubinstein (1878 —1953) Nedelya
“Narodnogo Slova” [“Popular Word” Weekly] — was a
right socialist and quite anti-Bolshevik and anti-Sovi-
etic newspaper. A description of the topics covered by
the newpaper is provided in the subtitle (in fact, one of

2 Vs. R. On English Philosophy. Ponedelnik, 1918, 18, Moscow,
1 Jul. (18 Jun.), p. 4. (In Russ.)

% Vs. R. The Fates of Russian Philosophy. Ponedelnik, 1918, 16,
Moscow, 17 (4) Jun., p. 3. (In Russ.)

* Ibid. See also, S.N. Bulgakov’s recitations of his dialogues at
the Religious-Philosophical Association: Vs.R. “At the Feast of
the Gods.” Ponedelnik, 1918, 17, Moscow, 24 (11) Jun., p. 4. (In
Russ.)
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JlaHO pa3bsicHeHMe: «EXXeHeeJIbHIIK ITOJINTYIKY, JINTepa-
TypBl M obmiecTBeHHOCTH. VI3maeTcs mpm OmvokaviieM
yuactim C.II. MemnbryHosa, B. A. Maxoruna, A. B. Tle-
TputiieBa 1 A.B. IlemmexoHoBa». Pegakropom-usnaresieM
eXeHene/TbHVIKa, KOTOPBIV TaKXKe IIeYaTayICs B M3BeCTHO
HIapTUVHOV TUIIOTrpadpivi TOBapUIIeCTBa «3ampyra», ObUT
yKasaH JINTepaTypHO-U3IaTeIbcKul komureT Tpymosovt
HapoHo-coramcTaeckon maprmun. CooOpasHo Ta-
KOV (PVIKCMPOBAaHHOVI IIaPTUIHOCTY eXXeHeIeIbHVK ObUT
IIOYTV ITOJTHOCTBIO ITOCBSIIIEH IIOJIMTIYECKOV ITpaKTHKe
v Teopuu, cpenu Komx dputocodpckmit Hekposior Koreny
BBIJIEJISIETCSI CBOETI TEMATUYECKOVI HeXapaKTePHOCTBIO.

TexcThI HEKPOJIOTOB BEHISBIIEHEI BIIEPBBIE B Fa3€THOM
donne PHB (Carkr-IleTepOypr) 11 HbIHe CyIIIeCTBYIOT B
VI3OaHMIX, IO CBOeMy (PU31UeCKOMY COCTOSIHUIO HaXOM -
IIMXCSL Ha TpaHW OOCTYIIHOCTU VM COXPaHHOCTM, IIO3TO-
MY 3[1eCh OHW IIpeJICTaBJIeHbl IIOJIHOCTBIO KaK Hamborlee
nieHHble (PrI0COCKIE TEKCTHI Ha3BaHHBIX e€XeHeJlellb-
HUKOB. Opdorpadnisa v myHKTyarys Iy 01Ky eMBbIX TeK-
CTOB IIPVBEIEeHBI K COBpeMEeHHBIM HOpMaM.

Bc. P.
I'epman Koren*

Torpko 9TO cormmenImit B MOrwIy MapOyprekmit du-
stocod Koren 6bU1 Bi1acTuTesIEM AyIIl 3HAUNTEILHON Ya-
CTW Halllell MOJIOAEXNM. DTO He JOJDKHO yOWBIIATH, 100
pasouapoBaHue Hallle B IIO3UTMBU3Me U HepoBepue K
MeTadm3MKe HeM30eXHO MOIDKHO OBUIO NMPMBECTU «00-
patHo k KanTy», a Koren 6501, HecCOMHEHHO, CaMbIM 3Ha-
4uTeSIbHBIM U3 HeoKaHTHaHIeB. Ero «KaHrosa Teopus
ombita», «KaHToBO OOOCHOBaHMe 3TMKM» M «KaHTOBO
o0ocHOBaHMe 3CTeTMKW» ObUIM BechbMa CBOeoOpasHOV
IIOTIBITKOV «(PMIIOTIOIMYeCcK! TOUHO» BOCCTAaHOBUTD (PUI-
nocoduro Kanra, ycTpaHuB ee «MHMMBIe» ITPOTHUBOPe-
quis (0cOOeHHO «BemTh B cebe»).

Ho Koren ObUI CJIMIIIKOM CAMOCTOSITE/TEHBIM M KPYII-
HBIM MBICJIUTEJIEM, YTOOBI OCTAThCS TOJIBKO MHTepIIpe-
tatropoM KaHrta. Bug cympocTs kpuTnimsma B TpaH-
CIIEH/IEHTaJIbHOM MeTOZle, OH He I00OSUICS OTKPBITOIO
PpaspblBa C TPaIMIIMOHHBIM KaHTUAHCTBOM, a CTPeMsICh K
«CHCTeMaTUIeCKOMY eMHCTBY 3HaHWsI», OH CO3/1aJI CBOIO
3HamMeHUTyI0 «Crcremy dmtocodni», Tpu ToMa KOTO-
PO TOJDKHBI ObUIN 3aMeHUTB ISt MapOyPrcKOVL IITKOJIBI
Tpu kputrku Kanra. Y Hac B Poccun ocoGenHo 1ieHvm
€ro TeopeTmyecKyto dwiocoduio, ero «Jloruky umcroro
MTO3HaHMs», ¥ HeMaJIo Halllell MOJIOeXW ItepebBIBasIo
riepey] BOVIHOV B TMIXOM HeMEeLIKOM T'OpofKe, I7ie TaK JoJI-
T'0 XKWJI M YUWI ITIOKOVIHBIV MBICIIUTE]Tb.

M. M. Pybunwimeiin
I'epman Koren (1842 —1918)°

B yparaHe coBpeMeHHEBIX KaTaCTpOPUIECKIX COOBI-
TUVI YXOISAT CO CIIeHBI OAMH 3a APYTMM KpYIIHBIE eBpo-

* TTonepenmpHMK. 1918. Ne7 (2 (15) amp.). C. 4.
* Heners «Haponaoro CrioBa». 1918. Ne3 (29 amp.). C. 7—38.

the subtitles, since the periodical changed its name more
than once): “A weekly periodical of politics, literature,
and social issues. Published with the direct participation
of S. P. Melgunov, V. A. Myakotin, A.B. Petrishchev,
and A. V. Peshekhonov.” The official publisher of the
weekly periodical, which was printed at the famous par-
ty typography of the company Zadruga, was the Litera-
ture and Publishing Committee of the Labour Popular
Socialist Party. With such a clear party affiliation, the pe-
riodical was almost entirely devoted to political practice
and theory. The philosophical obituary of Cohen thus
stood out thematically.

The two obituaries have been discovered for the
very first time in the newspaper department of the Na-
tional Library of Russia (St. Petersburg). Both exist in
editions, the physical conditions of which put them on
the verge of accessibility and preservation. Thus, these
most valuable philosophical texts from the above-men-
tioned periodicals are reprinted in full below.

Vs. R.
Hermann Cohen’®

The recently deceased Marburgian philosopher
Cohen conquered the souls of a significant portion of
our youngsters. This should not come as a surprise,
for our disappointment with positivism and distrust
of metaphysics were bound to lead us “back to Kant,”
and Cohen was undoubtedly the most important of the
Neo-Kantians. His Kant’s Theory of Experience, Kant’s
Foundations of Ethics, and Kant’s Foundations of Aes-
thetics were original attempts to reconstruct Kantian
philosophy with “philological precision” and to elimi-
nate the “alleged” contradictions (especially that of the
“thing in itself”).

However, Cohen was too independent and prom-
inent a thinker to remain a mere interpreter of Kant.
In seeing the essence of criticism in the transcendental
method, he was not afraid of openly breaking with tradi-
tional Kantianism. Seeking a “systematic unity of knowl-
edge,” he created his acclaimed System of Philosophy, the
three volumes of which were meant to supplant Kant’s
three Critiques for the Marburg School. Here in Russia,
his theoretical philosophy, his Logic of Pure Knowledge,
was especially valued, and many of our youngsters vis-
ited, before the war, the quiet German town, where the
late thinker lived and worked for so long.

M. M. Rubinstein
Hermann Cohen (1842 —1918)°

Amid the storm of today’s catastrophic events,
prominent European thinkers are leaving the stage,

° Ponedelnik, 1918, 7, Moscow, 2 (15) Apr., p. 4.
¢ Nedelya “Narodnogo Slova,” 1918, 3, Moscow, 29 Apr., pp. 7-8.
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mevickve Mbiciirern. Yirenn Burmens0ar, mormb JTack.
Teneps mpuuia Bects 0 cMepTu 'epmana Korena. B npy-
roe BpeMsl KOHUYMHa 3TOro wiocoda IpomnsBena Obl
GosIpiioe BIleyaTsIeHMe Ha KPYT JINII, MHTepPeCyIonInxcs
dwocodmert, a Tereps I MHOTMX M MHOTMIX CMepPTh
3TOTrO 3HAUMUTEJIFHOIO YeJIoBeKa IIPOoIlIa B arMocdepe
KpaViHe NIPpUTYIUIeHHBIX BocripusTuit. Lensin psn sua-
HBIX HaIllX MOJIOMBIX YUeHBIX IIPOIIIesl Yepe3 ero IKo-
JIy, BCTYIIWI B HaIly JINTepaTypy IO 3HaMeHeM KaH-
TUAHCTBA, U ellle He TaK JaBHO BOKPYT mMeHU ['epmaHa
Korena ne Tospko B 'epmanmy, HO 1 y Hac B pmstocod-
CKMX KpyTax KuIleJI TOPsTYnll, TOPS4INiL, IIIyOOKO BOJIHO-
BaBIMn criop. OH ObUI, Oe3 cOMHeHMs, He TOJIBKO IIpe-
KpacHBIM y4WTeJIeM, YMEBIIVIM 3aBOEBLIBATh YUEHIIKOB,
HO U yBJIeKaTeIbHBIM IIPOIIOBEIHIKOM CBOVIX VeV, CO3-
TIaBIIVIM y HEKOTOPBIX OCOOEHHO ITOIaT/IVBBIX HAaTyp Ha-
cTosilee IOKJIOHeHMe cebe B JIyXe CTapOro y4UmuTesIbCTBa.
EcrectBeHHO, uTO 11 60pBOa € HMM YacTo IIUIa B pasrops-
YeHHO ITOT9epKHyTO (POpMe, TajTleKo He BCeraa OIpaB-
IbIBaBIIIEVICS CYIIEeCTBOM feila. DTa Oopbba He yracia n
IO CMX IIOP, ¥ MOXKHO HaIeAThCs, UTO CMePTh HEMEIIKOIO
y4eHOIro — eBpesl IO MPOVCXOXIEHNIO, TOPOXMBIIETo
CBOEVI IIPVHA/IEXXHOCTBIO K eBPEVICTBY — IIOBefeT K 0o-
Jlee CIIpaBeIVIBOVI IIepeOlleHKe KaK ero 3acyIyT, Tak V1 ero
HemocTaTKoB. Hafo mymats, 9To mociiemHue Fofmbl XKi3-
Hu Korena nponum B Hejlerkoi aTMocdepe He TOJIBKO
IIOTOMY, YTO KyJIbTypa, KOTOPYIO BBICOKO IIEHWJI 3TOT
dnstocod, gBMIIa TaAK MHOTO OTPUIIATeIbHBIX CTOPOH, HO
0CODEHHO IIOTOMY, YTO OH HOJDKEeH ObUT IIepeXnTh, KaK
OH CcaM ¢ IJIyOOKOV ropedplo OTMETIII 3TO Ha OaHKeTe
B UeCTb €ro BO BpeMsi HocelieHnss MOCKBbI, TsSKeJTyIo U
VIEVHYIO Heyaady M oOvIy: ero He TOJIBKO JINIIVIIV Tpa-
IVIVIOHHOTO B 'epMaHMm IpaBa BUIETh Ha CBOEM MeCTe
B KadecTBe Hac/JlefHMKa Kadeapbl CBOEro yueHMKa Win
TocsiefioBaTesIsl, HO JIaKe 3aMeCTIIN ero Kadenpy mper-
CTaBUTEJIEM He UVCTO PWIIOCOCKOTO HallpaBIeHNs.
Dwutocodckoe 3Hauenme Korena ompepersiercs ero
oraomeHnueMm K Kanty. Korma B dwiocodpun, mzxus-
eyt IIopy MaTepuaini3Ma U IIO3UTMBU3MA, pasdayics
K4 «Hasajg K KanTy» m pomwioch HeoKaHTMaHCKOe
nevokenve, [epman KoreH BBICTYIIVIT OmHMM M3 HamOo-
Jlee BUIOHBIX IpeICTaBUTeNIEV 3TOTO TeUeHVIs, CO3[IaB B
3TOM PYyCJjle CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO IIIKOJTy HECKOJIBKO CBOe-
oOpa3HbIM McTosIKoBaHMeM KaHTa 11 cBOMMM BBIBOTAMMA.
Ecm y Kanra mis MHOTMX ocTaBaslach eIlle JOBOJIBHO
IIMPOKas BO3MOXKHOCTb PacC/IBIIATh Oojlee VIV MeHee
OTHaJIeHHBIEe OTIOJIOCKV MeTadU3MKI, C TOUKWU 3peHId
Korena Bce Takue 371eMeHTBI OKa3aINCh «pa3bsiCHEHHBI-
Mim» 1 KaHT mperictan mepep, unMTaTesieM B POJIM PE3KO
OTJIMTOTO Bpara caMovi maen MeTadm3MKM M TPaHCIeH-
neaTtusMa. IIpogorrkas memo KanTa B cBoeM MCTOJIKO-
BaHVM, Kores oTOpocus1 BesKye IOMBICTIBL O KaKov OBl
TO HY OBUIO TaHHOCTY ¥ MOIIeJI II0 IyTH IIMPOKOTO MC-
ToIp30BaHMs Tov MbIci KaHTa, KOTOpyIo OH BRIpaswl
B 3HAMEHWTOM WM3peUeHUV], IPUIVCHIBABIIEM PacCyaKy
ponb 3aKoHOmaTesst mpupoasl. Y KanTa 3T0 3akoHOma-

one by one. Windelband passed away, Emil Lask fell in
battle. Now comes the news of the death of Hermann
Cohen. At a different time, the death of this philosopher
would have made a strong impression on anyone inter-
ested in philosophy. But today, for many, the demise of
this outstanding person occurred in an atmosphere of
extreme numbness. Many of our young scholars went
through his school and entered our literature under
the banner of Kantianism. Not long ago, the works of
Hermann Cohen were at the centre of an increasingly
heated and deeply troubling debate. He was, no doubt,
not only an excellent teacher who could easily win over
students, but also a captivating preacher of his ideas
who inspired, in the old-fashioned style of teaching,
real veneration in the most susceptible persons. Natu-
rally, the fight against him was often particularly heat-
ed, which was not always justified given the essence of
the matter. This fight has not dwindled to this day and
one might hope that the death of the German scholar —
an ethnic Jew who valued his Jewishness — will lead
to a more just revaluation of both his merits and short-
comings. Apparently, the last years of Cohen’s life were
spent in such a strained atmosphere not only because
the culture, which the philosopher praised so much, re-
vealed so many negative facets, but especially because
he had to endure, as he admitted with great bitterness
at a reception in his honour in Moscow, a painful ide-
ational failure and insult. He was not only deprived of
the traditional right in Germany to select his disciple or
follower as the successor to his chair, but his chair was
even assumed by a representative of an area that was
not purely philosophical.

The philosophical significance of Cohen is deter-
mined by his attitude towards Kant. When philosophy,
having outgrown materialism and positivism, resound-
ed with the “back to Kant” slogan and the Neo-Kantian
movement was born, Hermann Cohen became one of
the most prominent representatives of this trend, with-
in which he created his own school with his distinctive
interpretation of Kant and his own conclusions. Where-
as Kant still lets many hear more or less distant echoes
of metaphysics, from Cohen’s perspective all such ele-
ments had been “clarified” and Kant appeared before
the reader in the role of a distinctly moulded enemy of
the very idea of metaphysics and transcendentism. Con-
tinuing the work of Kant in his interpretation, Cohen re-
jected all sorts of thoughts about any kind of givenness
and embarked on the path of exploiting Kant’s thought
as expressed in the well-known statement that ascribes
to the understanding the role of lawgiver to nature.
In Kant, the lawgiving merit rested solely on the idea
that the understanding bears the form, whereas matter
is given. Cohen resolutely declared the sovereignty of
thought, in which he found the true origin of all cog-
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TEJILCKOE JTIOCTOMHCTBO OCHOBBIBAJIOCH TOJIPKO Ha TOM,
UTO paccyJoK HeceT ¢dopMy, HO Marepusi gaHa. Koren
PpelnTeIbHO IIPOBO3ITIACII CYBEePEHHOCTb MBIC/IVI — OH
VIMEHHO B HeVl HallleJI O/UIMHHOe IIepBOHavasIo BCAKO-
TO IIO3HAHNA: OHa — YVCTasi TeopeTmdecKasi MbICIIb, UM-
CTOe TI03HaHMe — He TOJIBKO YKJIaJbIBaeT CBOVI IIpeaMeT
B IIO3HaBaTeJIbHYIO (popMy, HO OHa caMa ¥ CO3[aeT €ero,
¥ co3[laeT IIPUTOM MMEHHO 4epe3 o3HaHMe. TakuM co-
3ugarTesieM U SIBIISIETCS HAY4HOe TIO3HaHVE; Te OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKeHWs1, KOTOpble BCKpbIBaeT Hay4dHas dprtocodms, n
IIPECTABIISIIOT cOOOVT HACTOSIIIIE OCHOBBI PeaJIbHOCTM.
HetpynHo moHATS, 9TO OTCIOa OTKPBUINCH IIePCIIeKTH-
BBI ITOJIHOTO BO3BeIMYeHMsI HayKy, ee aOCcoIOTM3alm.
PaspuBas mo-ceoemy KaHTa M «MCIIpaBisiss» €ro TOUKY
3penmss, KoreH ¢ omHOCTOPOHHOCTBIO, HO M ¢ OOJIBIION
dvtocod kot ociIe0BaTe/IbBHOCTIO OAyMbIBaeT KaH-
TOBCKMVI BOIIPOC O BO3MOXXHOCTW €OMHCTBA UyBCTBEH-
HOCTW ¥ pacCyZKa: OH YHUYTOXAeT POJIb YMCTBIX (POpM
CO3epIIaHM M TYT OTHAAeT NaIbMy IIepBeHCTBa PacCyaKy,
TIoTJIOIAsl BCe KaTerOpMaIbHBIM MBIIUIeHMeM. dncTas
MBIC/Ib €CTh HadaJIo U KOHell Bcero — HU4eMy OpyTroMy
B IIO3HAHUM HE MOXXeT ObITh MeCTa, a MHaue KakK B [T03Ha-
HUM MBI O COOBITMNM CcyAnTh He MoxeM. IIInpoko moms-
3y5Ch ITOMOIIIBIO MaTeMaTUYecKVX 3JIeMeHTOB, YueHVieM
0 OeckOHEUHO MaJIbIX BejinumHax, KoreH B O4eHb CIIOXK-
HOVI, HO ¥ O4YeHb OCTPOYMHOV popMe IbITajICd yCTpa-
HUTB HYXX/Iy B OIIyIIIeHN! KaK B OCHOBE CYXX[IeHIs O pe-
armpHOCTM. HO MBICIIB, HE TOMIBKO popMMpYyIOIIas, HO U
CO3VIAIONIAst CBOVI IIPEAMET, — 3Ta MBIC/Ib €CTh HAYUHbLl
3JIeMeHT, a 3TO ee JOCTOVHCTBO JIydllle BCero BhIpakaeT-
cs1 B upee memooa. Tax v cosparicst i dpvotocodpmm Kore-
Ha SOUTEeT ITaHMeTO IM3Ma.

Beiten 3a xpymubM TpymoMm Korena o «Teopn ombl-
Ta KanTa» mosBwmice Gosipline TPyApl, HOCBAIIEHHbIE
«Hucrom JIormKe», «2DTHMKe YUCTOM BOJIM». 3aKiIovasi
CBOIO MBICJTb O MUPE€ B HEPa3MBIKAIOIITNVICS KPyT Hay4HO-
ro nosHaHws, KoreH 6bUT yOeXXeH, 4To 3TO JaeT BIIOJIHE
HaJIeXXHYI0 OCHOBY Il IIOJJIMHHOV HPaBCTBEHHOCTM.
3peck BIepBBIe [JaeTcs yKasaHWe Ha MHOV MUpP, HO 3TO
He Myp OBITHMS, a MVP YWCTBIX 3HAaUYE€HWI, TIOBeJIeHU 1. B
CJIOXKHOM ITOCTPOEHMY OH ITOKa3bIBaeT BO3MOKHOCTD yUe-
HVS O HPaBCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOPOe, KaK 1 TeopeTidecKoe
3HaHVe, BO3HMKAeT Ha TeX K€ OCHOBAaX CMHTETMYECKIMX
CY>XXIeHWUII a priori; OH MOKa3blBaeT, KaK HaJl BCceM 3TVM
LIApPCTBOM HPaBCTBEHHOCTW CUSET COJIHIIE CBOOOIBI, HO
He Kak IIeJIb, a KaK HallpaBJIaioias mjesi, — XapakrTep-
Hasi MBICJIb B yCTax HOBOKaHTMaHIIa. Tak pasBepThIBaeT-
cs1 B MUpe OITbITa, eAMHCTBEHHOM peaylbHOCTY, MUP 1IeH-
HOCTeVI ¥ 3Ha4eHU 1, ¥ ITaeT MOIIHYIO 1 O1arogaTHyIo
Bepy B OOpoO, KoTOpas 3aBepimaercs B Bepe B bora. ITo
cremaM cBoero yunress Jlanre, Koren Taxxe GbUI cTO-
POHHMKOM COLMaIM3Ma; M OH HaXOOWI, UTO eIVMHCTBeH-
HOe CBOe ITpaBOMepPHOe 000CHOBaHVIE COIMAINI3M MOXET
HAVTH TOJIBKO B 3TUUECKOM VjleayIn3Me; II0 ero yOoexie-
HIO, VICTHHBIVI COLMa/IVI3M JOJDKEH BepIILVIHOV CBOEV
YXOOWUTB B UIIEI0 coluaIn3Ma 1 uiero bora. B aToiz ceoen

nition. Thought — pure theoretical thought, pure cog-
nition — not only arranges its object into a cognitive
form, but also creates it and does so through cognition.
So, the creator here is scientific cognition, which is the
foundation revealed by scientific philosophy and the
real basis of reality. It is easy to see that the above con-
siderations opened up avenues for the complete glori-
fication of science, for its absolutisation. In developing
Kant in his own way and in “rectifying” Kant’s point
of view, Cohen rethinks, with one-sidedness, but also
with great philosophical consistence, the Kantian ques-
tion of the possibility of a unity between sensibility and
understanding. He eliminates the role of pure forms of
intuition and awards primacy to the understanding,
thus letting categorial thinking absorb everything. Pure
thought is the beginning and the end of everything —
there can be no place in cognition for anything else, and
outside cognition we cannot judge anything. Relying
heavily on mathematical elements and the theory of in-
finitesimals, Cohen tried to eliminate, in a very complex,
yet a very ingenious form, the need for senses as a basis
for judgement about reality. Thought, not only forming
but also creating its own object, is a scientific element,
and its worth is best expressed in the idea of method.
This is how the epithet “panmethodism” was created to
refer to Cohen’s philosophy.

Cohen’s major work Kant’s Theory of Experience was
followed by substantial writings devoted to Pure Logic
and the Ethics of Pure Will. In confining his conception
of the world to the closed circle of scientific cognition,
Cohen was convinced that he provided a sufficiently
solid ground for true morality. This is the first indication
of another world. However, this is not a world of being,
but one of pure values, commands. He uses a complex
structure to show the possibility of a doctrine of morali-
ty that, like theoretical knowledge, emerges on the same
grounds of a priori synthetic judgements. He shows how
the sun of freedom shines all over this realm of moral-
ity, not as an end, but as a guiding idea — a peculiar
thought coming from the mouth of a Neo-Kantian. This
is how the world of values and meanings unfolds in the
world of experience, the only reality, and how it nur-
tures a strong and sacred belief in the good, the ultimate
form of which is faith in God. Following the footsteps
of his teacher Lange, Cohen was also an advocate of so-
cialism, and he believed that the only legitimate justifi-
cation of socialism could be found in ethical idealism.
In his opinion, true socialism should reach for the idea
of socialism and the idea of God. This conception of his
garnered support, not only from a broad philosophical
audience, but also from economists, while vulgar social-
ism turned a deaf ear to all the appeals for an idealistic
justification.
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wjiee OH HallleJI XMBOVI OTKIMK COUYBCTBUS B IIMPOKMX
CJIOSIX He TOJIbKO (prytocodoB, HO M Y 3KOHOMICTOB, B
TO BpeMs KaK ByJIbrapHBIVI COLIMAJIM3M OCTasIcd TIIyX KO
BCEM 3TVM MPpU3bIBaM VleaICTIYecKOro 000CHOBaHMA.

O Korene MOXHO CHOPWUTB, KaK M OWUIIYIINI 3T
CTPOKM He NPMHAIJIEXNT K UNMCITy APY3€eV 9TOV IIKOJIBL,
HO OBUTO OBI HecITpaBeUTMBO OTPUIIATh 3a HMM BakKHOe
HasHaueHue. B ¢pmstocodpckort Xm3HM TTOCTIeTHMX Iecs-
TWIETUVI OH WTpaa OobIyio posk. braromapst Goree
obocTpeHHOMY McTOJIKOBaHMIO KaHTa 11 HeKoTopom pes-
KOCTW CBO€VI, HOBOKaHTMAHCKOVI ITO3UIINW — TOV HEIIPU-
MUPVIMOCTH, KOTOPYIO OCOOEHHO BBISABWIV €T0 YUeHUKM,
KOTeHMaHCTBO CTaJI0 KaK OBl CMBOJIOM HOBOKaHTVaH-
CTBa VI CHOEIAJIOCHh MUILIEHBIO 0COOEHHO pasrOpsUeHHBIX
Hanagok. Co CTOpOHBI IPOTUBHMKOB, Y HAC — OCOOEHHO
y dwtocodos permmrmnosHo-drIocodckoro Toaka. Bo
BCSIKOM CJIydae, B OOJIBITMHCTBE TEOPETWUKO-TIO3HaBa-
TeJIbHBIX TPY/IOB €My Y/IeJISIoT U3BeCcTHOe BHUMaHNe, C
HMM CYMUTAIOTCS M ero NpOTMBHMKK. MeTop, ero, Kak u
€r0 TeOPUIO, TIBITAJIVICH MCIIOJIB30BaTh M B CMEXHBIX 00-
JIacTsAX, HanpuMep B prstocodum ripasa. beccriopHo, uTo
Korena mpoBozsiT B MOTIUTY BCe, JTIOOsIIIVIE PUiT0CODITO,
C MICKPeHHMM yBaKeHMeM K ero IIaMsITH, KaK JIMYHOCTY U
Kak dwiocoda, a ero «Teopus onbrra Kanra» ocranercs
TIOJITO elTle HeOOXOAVIMBIM COBETHVKOM IIPW M3YUeHWUV
crtoxxHOV pvwtocodpmnt Kanra.
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We may disagree about Cohen, and even the author
of this notice does not belong to the friends of this school.
However, it would be unfair to deny Cohen’s cardinal
importance. He played a great role in the philosophical
life of recent decades. Due to a more acute interpretation
of Kant and the acerbity of his Neo-Kantian position,
due to the defiance that is so conspicuous in Cohen’s
disciples, Cohenism turned into a symbol of Neo-Kant-
ianism and became a target for the most vigorous at-
tacks. On the side of his opponents, we especially find
philosophers of the religious-philosophical persuasion.
In any case, in most theoretico-cognitive works, he is
paid significant attention, and his opponents never dis-
miss him. There have been attempts to employ Cohen’s
methods and theory in related areas as, for instance,
the philosophy of law. Unquestionably, Cohen will be
carried to the grave by everyone who loves philosophy
with sincere respect for his memory as a person and as a
philosopher, and his Kant’s Theory of Experience will long
remain an essential guide for the study of Kant’s com-
plex philosophy.
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ANCKYCCHA

DISCUSSION

KAHTOBCKMUMV APTYMEHT
O CBOBO/IE

Ob6cyxnenmne kaurn Xanko Ilyasca
«MopaJsibHOe cO3HaHVe ¥ KaTeropuIecKum
nmnepatns B KarToBoMm “OcHoBOnoNOXKEeHMM...”:
KomMeHTapmit K TpeTbeMy paszesry»
(Berlin; Boston: De Gruyter, 2016. 318 S.)

Poxxo Ilopxedoy!

Paboma Xaiixo Ilyssca «Mopaavhoe co3nanue u kameaopu-
ueckuil umnepamub 6 “OcnoBonosoxenuu...” Kanma: Kommen-
mapuii K mpemvemy pasoeay» abaaem coboil nonwimKy 00ka3ans,
umo 6 «OcHoBonosoxernuu k Memagpusuke HpaBoB» apeymenma-
yus Kanma omuocumesvHo 006eKmuBHOU 3HAUUMOCTHU Kateeo-
puteckoeo umnepamuba ocHoBviBaemcs npakmuuecku Ha Mom xe
npunyune, kaxou npedcmabaen 6o Bmopoti «Kpumuxe». Toutee,
IIyavc ymBepidaem, umo nododHo «Kpumuxe npakmuteckoeo
pasyma» «OcHoBonosoxenue...» onepupyem maxoiu meopuen
draxTa pasyma, komopas osnauaem, 4mo Hauie CO3HAHUE MOPAAb-
HO20 3aK0HA npedcmabasem cobou ratio cognoscendi (yciioBue
IIO03HaHMS) Hawei c60600bt Boau. Coombemcmberto, om choeeo
po0a HeMOpAAbHO20 CO3HAHUA cB0000b! HeAb3S 3aKAUUMD K CBO-
000e Boau 1 Oasee k 00bekMUBHOT 3HAUUMOCHIY KATNE2OPULECKO20
umnepamuba, Kax noAazawom MHoeue uxnmepnpemamopsl. baaeo-
Oaps cBoemy ambOULUO3HOMY 2AaBHOMY me3ucy, a makxke nodpod-
HOTL U UCKYCHOU apeymenmayuu, ucciedobanue Iyavca abasemcs
unHoBamubHuIM 1 Brocum 6axnbul Bxaad 8 uccaedobanus nocaed-
Hux sem, nocGaujennvie kanmobckomy «OcHoBonooxenuro...».
I1paboa, unoeda 8 eeo unmepnpemayuax, no-6uouMomy, omoaem-
csl npednoumenie aHaAU3y NPOCIPAHHBIX (PUAOA0UHUECKUX ONTHO-
uieruti 6 yuyepd bosee npucmarvHomy 632450y Ha HenocpedcmBen-
Hble KoHmerxcmul Buickasvlbanutl, Aubo xe abmop gokycupyemes
npeumyujecnbeHHo Ha eOUHUUHBIX MeKCmYaibHbiX noombepside-
HUAX cBoux npoumeHuil, He npusHABas 00AKHbIM 00pasoM MHo-
skecrmbo Opyeux cBudemesvcmb, onpoBepearoujux nepBuie. B xode
obcyokOerus npubodamcea npumepsl acneximob pabomet, nooAexa-
WUX Kpumuxe.

Katouebuvie caoBa: Kanm, smuxa, kameeopuueckuti ummne-
pamu8, dedykyus, cBoboda, «Ocrobonosoxenue K Memagusuxe
Hpabob», Xaiixo [Tyasc.

Borpoc o Tom, uro mMenHo KaHT 1iMeeT B BuTy, pac-
Cy’X7Iasi O CO3HaHVVI MOPaJTLHOTO 3aKOHa MJIV CaMOM MO-
PpaJIbHOM 3aKOHe Kak ¢akTe (umcroro) pasyma (cp. AA 05,
S. 24—34; Kanr, 1997a, c. 321—335), xkakoe cozep>kaHue
VI KaKyI0 CYICTEMaTUYeCcKyI0 (DYHKIIVIO OH €My IIPWUIIVICHI-
BaeT, OCTaeTcs IpeIMeToM HeCKOHUaeMbIX HebaToB Kaca-

! School of Philosophy, Faculty of Humanities, University of
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KANTS
FREIHEITSARGUMENT

Diskussion von Heiko Puls:
Sittliches Bewusstsein und Kategorischer
Imperativ in Kants Grundlegung:

Ein Kommentar zum dritten Abschnitt.
Berlin und Boston: De Gruyter, 2016, 318 S.

Rocco Porcheddu!

Heiko Puls” work Sittliches Bewusstsein und Kate-
gorischer Imperativ in Kants Grundlegung: Ein Kom-
mentar zum dritten Abschnitt, presents an attempt to show
that, in the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals,
Kant’s argumentation for the objective value of the categori-
cal imperative is almost based upon the same principle as the
one presented in the second Critique. More precisely, Puls
claims that, like in the Critique of Practical Reason, the
Groundwork operates with some kind of fact of reason-the-
ory, which means that our consciousness of the moral law is
the ratio cognoscendi of our freedom of will. Accordingly,
there is no conclusion from a kind of non-moral consciousness
of freedom to the freedom of will and from here to the objec-
tive value of the categorical imperative, as many interpreters
assume. Due to the ambitiousness of his main thesis and his
detailed and subtle way of arquing, Puls’ work represents
an important and innovative contribution to recent research
on Kant’s Groundwork. Nevertheless, his interpretations
sometimes seem to favour analysis of loose philological re-
lationships over closer looks on the contexts of passages. Or
he focuses excessively on isolated textual evidences for his
readings without appropriately recognising the various other
evidences against it. In what follows, I give examples for this
criticism.

Keywords: Kant, ethics, categorical imperative, deduc-
tion, freedom, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals,
Heiko Puls.

Die Frage, was Kant mit seiner Rede vom Bewusst-
sein des moralischen Gesetzes oder dem moralischen
Gesetz selbst als einem Faktum der (reinen) Vernunft
(vgl. KpV, AA 05, S. 24-34) genau meint, welchen Ge-
halt und welche systematische Funktion er diesem zu-
spricht, ist Gegenstand nicht enden wollender Debatten
zu Kants reifer Moralphilosophie. In mindestens dem
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Rocco Porcheddu

TeJIbHO MOpasibHOM drutocodpum 3pertoro Kawnra. B Hu-
9yTh He MEHBIIIEVI CTeTIeH) HecoTTacie IIApT B BOIIPOCe O
TOM, KaK MIMEHHO CJIefTyeT VHTePITPeTHPOBATh IeTyKIIVIO
KaTeropmdecKoro MMIlepaTviBa B TpeTbeM paszerie «OcHo-
BOITOJIOKEeHMS K MeTadpmsvke HpaBob». OFHY M3 caMbIX
TPYIHBIX ITPO0OIIEM TOJIKOBaHVIS COCTABIsIET BOIIPOC O TOM,
IIEVICTBUTENIBHO 1 B «KpuTHKe IpakTideckoro pasyMar»
VIMeJla MeCTO IIpOBO3ITIallleHHas camvM KaHToMm cMeHa
cTpaTermvi 000CHOBaHVIS 3HAUMMOCTY MOPaTbHOTO ITPYH-
IIMITa TI0 CPaBHEHMIO ¢ TeKCTOM «OCHOBOIIOTIOKEHWIS. . .»,
VI eCTT /13, TO B YeM KOHKPETHO OHa COCTOMT.

Kak BepHO otMmeuaer Ilyrbc, «medHcmpum mcciieno-
BaHUI» TPVIePKMBAETCS TOVI TIO3UITNN, YTO apTYMEHTHI
«OcHOBOTIONOXEHNS. ..» U «KpUTHKM mpakTidgeckoro
pasyMa» B ITOTb3y OOBEKTVBHOM 3HAaUMMOCTV ITPaKTV-
YeCcKOro 3aKOHa CyIlecTBeHHO pasymuatorcs (Puls, 2016,
S. 8). Ilymec He mpMcoenuHsieTcs K 3Ton mmosumym. 1o
€r0 MHEHUIO, Te3NC O «(dakTe» B «KpuTuke mpaxTmde-
CKOTO pa3yMa» pa3BepTHIBAETCS, JaKe eCiTi HesIBHO, yKe
B TpeTbeM paszierie «OCHOBOITONIOXKeHNS. ..». boree me-
TaJIbHO [1yJIbC OmmICchIBaeT ITTaBHYIO I1eJTh CBOEVT paboTh
CTIETYIOIIVIM 00Pa3oM:

51 TIOIBITAfOCH TIOKa3aTh, YTO CYIIECTBEHHBIV ap-
TYMEHT TpeThero pasmena «OCHOBOIIOIOXEHNS...» CO-
CTOWUT yXe B CChUIKe Ha MOpaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH Kak ratio
cognoscendi cBoborpl. MopasibHOe COo3HaHUe UeloBeKa,
TO €CTh CO3HaHVe 3HAYMMOCTV KaTeropudecKOro VM-
IeparviBa 4epes quCTBO yBa)KeHVIﬂ, OJOCTAaTOYHO IJIA
JlOKa3aTesIbCTBa [IEVICTBEHHOCTVI MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa
" He Tpe6yeT TaJIbHEVIIIeN eIy KIVN. Baxwuee To, uTo
oHO obpasyer 6asnic, OTIIpasyIsisick oT Kotoporo Kanr...
IIOAXOOUT K ITOHATUIO CBO6OHBI " TeéM CaMbIM K OTBeTy
Ha BOIIPOC, KaK BO3MOYKEH KaTeTOpMIeCcKNy VIMIIepaTyB
(Puls, 2016, S. 9).

Y>Ke OfVIH TOJIBKO BBIOOP METOIOJIOIMVI B COYETaHM
C BBICOKO PeJIeBaHTHOVI IO COAEPIKaHWIO VI IIPUTOM aM-
OUIIMO3HOVI IIOCTAHOBKOW LeJIN CBUIIETEIILCTBYET O TOM,

? Tax, B «Kpuruke mpakrtmdeckoro pasyma» KaHT mnwiier:
«VI MOpaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH HaH KakK Obl B KauecTBe (paKTa UMCTO-
ro pasyma, ¢dakra, KOTOPBIVI Mbl CO3HaeM a Priori v KOTOPBIN
ATIOAVIKTVYECK JIOCTOBEPEH IIPY JOIYIIEHWM, YTO U B OIIbITE
HeJIb3sl HaWTV HY OJIHOTO IpMMepa, Te Obl OH TOYHO COOJIIo-
nasics. TakyM oO6pas3om, 00BbeKTBHAS peaTbHOCTh MOPaTbHOTO
3aKOHa He MOXXeT OBbITh JJ0Ka3aHa HUKAKOVI JIefTyKITVeV 11 HVKa-
KVIMU YCVIIVISIMYL TEOPETUIEeCKOTO, CIIEKYIISITUBHOTO VUV SMIIV-
PpUYecKy IOATBEPIKIaeMOIo pasyMa; CilefloBaTeIbHO, eCiIi XO-
TAT OTKA3aTbCS M OT alloIMKTUYIECKOVI JJOCTOBEPHOCTY, 3Ta pe-
IBHOCTD He MOXeT OBITh ITOITBEP>K/IeHa OITBITOM, 3HA4WUT, He
MOXeT OBITB JTOKa3aHa a posteriori, 1 Bce e OHa caMa 110 cebe
HecoMHeHHa» (AA 05, S. 47; Kanr, 19974, c. 391). Tak u Bosnbed
COBCeM HeIaBHO ITBITAJICS 0Ka3aTh, UTO He TOJIBKO He y/IaeT-
Csl YCTAaHOBUTD «HUKAKOVI IJIyOOKOVI ITepeMeHbI TIO3MIINN MeXK-
ny 1785 m 1788 romaMm», «HO JTaXKe CyIIeCTBYIOIIME OIVICAaHVIS
TOTO, YTO SIKOOBI TIO/IBEPIJIOCH ITO IIepeMeHe. .. TpebyIoT Kop-
pexryps» (Wolff, 2015, p. 257; cp. Beck, 1995, p. 158 —163; Hen-
rich, 1960; Henrich, 1975; O’Neil, 1989; Prauss, 1983, S. 62—70;
Schonecker, 1999, S. 305 —316; Steigleder, 2002, S. 96 —108; Tim-
mermann, 2003, S. 35—39).

gleichen Mafse herrscht Uneinigkeit dartiber, wie genau
die Deduktion des kategorischen Imperativs im drit-
ten Abschnitt der Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten
(GMS) zu interpretieren ist. Eines der hartndckigsten In-
terpretationsprobleme besteht in der Frage, ob es den
von Kant selbst nahegelegte Wechsel in der Begriin-
dungsstrategie fiir die Geltung des moralischen Prin-
zips zwischen der Fassung der GMS und der Kritik der
praktischen Vernunft (KpV) wirklich gibt und wenn ja,
worin genau er besteht.?

Wie Puls zutreffend feststellt, vertritt der ,,Main-
straem der Forschung” (Puls, 2016, S. 8) die Position,
dass GMS und KpV tatséchlich wesentlich anders fir die
objektive Geltung des praktischen Gesetzes argumentie-
ren. Puls schlie8t sich dieser Position nicht an. Vielmehr
erfahrt die Faktum-These der KpV seiner Ansicht nach
ihre wenn auch unausgesprochene Entfaltung bereits
im dritten Abschnitt der GMS. Genauer beschreibt Puls
das zentrale Ziel seiner Arbeit folgendermafien:

Ich werde zu zeigen versuchen, dass das wesent-
liche Argument von GMS III bereits im Rekurs auf das
Sittengesetz als ratio cognoscendi der Freiheit liegt.
Das sittliche Bewusstsein des Menschen, d. h. Das Be-
wusstsein der Geltung des kategorischen Imperativs
durch das Gefiihl der Achtung, ist fiir den Nachweis
der Giiltigkeit des Sittengesetzes ausreichend und be-
darf keiner weiteren Deduktion. Es bildet vielmehr die
Basis, von der aus Kant [...] zum Begriff der Freiheit
und damit zur Beantwortung der Frage gelangt, wie ein
kategorischer Imperativ moglich ist (Puls, 2016, S. 9).

Bereits der methodische Zugriff in Kombination
mit dem sachlich hoch relevanten und zugleich ambi-
tionierten Ziel macht Puls” Arbeit zu einem wichtigen
Forschungsbeitrag. So setzt er auf detailliert bis mikro-
skopisch zu nennende argumentative und philologische
Analysen der Textgrundlage. Auf die von Puls durch-
gangig getibte und in der Tat unverzichtbare Textndhe
muss sich auch die folgende Diskussion von Puls” The-
sen einlassen.

2 So schreibt Kant in der KpV: ,Auch ist das moralische
Gesetz gleichsam als ein Factum der reinen Vernunft, dessen
wir uns a priori bewuf$t sind und welches apodiktisch gewif3
ist, gegeben, gesetzt dafl man auch in der Erfahrung kein
Beispiel, da es genau befolgt wire, auftreiben kénnte. Also
kann die objective Realitdt des moralischen Gesetzes durch
keine Deduction, durch alle Anstrengung der theoretischen,
speculativen oder empirisch unterstiitzten Vernunft, bewiesen
und also, wenn man auch auf die apodiktische GewifSheit
Verzicht thun wollte, durch Erfahrung bestitigt und so a
posteriori bewiesen werden, und steht dennoch fiir sich selbst
fest.” (KpV, AA 05, S. 47, ,,) So hat auch Wolff in jlingster Zeit
nachzuweisen versucht, dass ,nicht nur kein tiefgreifender
Meinungswechsel zwischen 1785 und 1788” festzustellen sei,
»sondern schon die Beschreibungen, die man gegeben hat von
dem, was diesem Wandel angeblich unterworfen war [...]
korrekturbediirftig” seien (Wolff, 2015, S. 257; vgl. auch Beck,
1995, S. 158-163; Henrich, 1960; Henrich, 1975, O’Neil, 1989;
Prauss, 1983, S. 62-70; Schonecker, 1999, S. 305-316; Steigleder,
2002, S. 96-108; Timmermann, 2003, S. 35-39).
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Pokko ITopreaay

9TO IIepell HaMM BakHOe wmccilenosaHue. Ilyiec gemaer
CTaBKy Ha [IeTaJIV3VPOBaHHBIV BIUIOTH 10 MeJIOYel, ap-
TYMEeHTAaTUBHBIN M (PUJIOTIOrMYecKil aHaIn3 TeKCTOBO-
ro MaTepuajia. B HipKecstemyoreM 00Cy KIeHMU Te3VICOB
ITynbca MHe TakKe HpwIeTca oOpaTHUTbCA K aHAIN3Y,
OTM3KOMY K TEKCTY ¥ TTOf00HOMY ToMY, KOTopbI I Tymsc
IIPOBEJI CO BCeVl JOOPOCOBECTHOCTBIO 1 OT KOTOPOTO Ievi-
CTBUTEJILHO HEBO3MOXKHO OTKA3aThCS.

YT00BI OCymiecTBUTH CBOVI 3ambices, Ilysnbcy mpu-
XOOWUTCS TIOJIEMW3VPOBATh C PSIOM IIMPOKO PacIIpo-
CTpaHeHHBIX B MCCIIENOBAHVAX MO0 OUeHb yOemuTesIb-
HO IIpeJICTaB/IeHHbIX B KAHTOBCKOM TeKCTe TOJIKOBAHMIL
LIeHTpaJIbHBIX ITaccaxert. Hyke IpmBoOAsTCS HEKOTOPBIE
IIPpVIMEPHL:

= [ly;ibc ocmapmBaeT Te3nc, KOTOPOIO IIPUAEPXKN-
BAIOTCS MHOIVIE aBTOPUTETHBIE MCCIIeNOBaTeNIN, IIPEX/Ie
Bcero [Iurep llénekep (cMm.: Schonecker, 1999, S. 225 —
226; Puls, 2016, S. 56—57). CoryiacHO 3TOMY Te3UCy, BO
BTOPOM Iopasaee’ Tperbero pasmeiia «OCHOBOIIOIO-
KeHwms...» (AA 04, S. 447 —448; KanT, 19976, c. 223 —227)
KaHT 0003Ha4III IIepexort, OT TeOPeTUIecKOvt, VIV SIIN-
cTeMm4ecKort, PopMeI cBOOOMBI (CBOOOBI BEIHOCUTD CY-
XIIeHMe) K IIPaKTIYeCcKOV, VIV CBOOOIe BOIIV;

= Ilysnbc mosaraer, uro KaHT B TpeTpeM pasmesie
HNPpVIVICEIBaeT CBOOOIY TOJIBKO UMCTOVI, CBSTOV VIV MO-
PaIBHO OIIperesIIeMOoVi BoJle, TO €CTh JaKe B TeX MecTaXx,
I7le OH IIPOCTO, Oe3 JOIIOJIHUTEIBHOIO TEPMUHOJIOIIYe-
CKOTO OrpaHMYEeHVs TOBOPUT o cBoOorte Boym (cm.: Puls,
2016, S. 52—53, 178 —179);

= Ilysibc mpennpwHMMAaeT IIOIBITKY II0Ka3aTb, YToO
OTCBUIKA K TpPaHCIEHIEHTAIbHOMY WIeaIn3My B Tpe-
TBEVI CEKLIMN TpeThero pasmera «OCHOBOIIOIOKEHSL. .. »
(AA 04, S. 448 —453; Kant, 19976, c. 227 —241) ne HeceT
LIeHTpaJIbHOM (PYHKIMY B OOOCHOBaHWMM 3HAYMMOCTHU
Kareropmdeckoro mmrieparusa (Puls, 2016, S. 109). B ap-
TYMEHTe W3 YeTBEPTOVI CEKIIMI TPEThero pasreria — TaK
HasbpiBaeMoM (c romaum I1éHekepa) OHTOITIHECKOM OC-
HOBOITOJIOXKEHMI*, KOTOPOe, 10 MHEHVIO MHOIMX MHTep-
IIpeTaToOpPOB, 3aBepllaeT genyKimio (AA 04, S. 453 —454;
Kant, 19976, c. 241—245), peub MeT, C TOUKMU 3peHNS
ITynbca u Bonpekn IlIéHekepy, He O ITIepeHOCE «OHTOJIO-
IVYeCKOV IIPMOPM3alMy MUpa pacCydKa Ileper MUpOM
ugyBcTBeHHOCTV» (Puls, 2016, S. 8) Ha yesloBeUecKoe IoBe-
ZleHIe VI BOJIeHMe V1 O IIpVMEeHEeHNN ee K HIIM, a O «<HOpMa-
muBHoM ¢haxme, KOTOPBIV jajiee He MOXKeT CTaBUTHC O]
comHeHme» (Tam xe).

3 B maJipHevIIIeM «IIozpasyies» OyeT 0003HaYaThCs TakKe Kak
«CEKITVS».

* «Mwmp paccyrika, a TeM caMbIM U BOJIsI KaK 9acTh 3TOrO MHTeJI-
TMTIGETEHOTO MVIpa OHTOJIOTMYECKY ITpeBaTMPyTOT Haf MPOM
9yBCTBEHHOCTW, TaK YTO 3aKOH 3TOTO Mypa (MOPasIbHBIVI 3aKOH)
VIMeeT CWIy 3aKoHa (KaK KaTeropudeckoro WMIIepaTwBa)
IUIS CYITeCTB, KOTOPbIe ITPVHA/IIEXAT OTHOBPEMEHHO U MUPY
IyBCTB, I MUPY PacCyzKa; JOJITOM Il MeHs KaK TyBCTBeHHO-
Pa3syMHOTO CyIIecTBa SBJISIETCS TO, UTO 5 JKeJlalo KaK pa3syMHoOe
CYIIEeCTBO ¥ TeM CaMbIM KaK cOOCTBeHHO s cam» (Schonecker,

1999, S. 388).

Um sein Ziel zu erreichen, muss Puls gegen einige
in der Forschung weit verbreitete oder doch mit Blick
auf die Textgrundlage sehr plausible Lesarten zentraler
Passagen argumentieren. Es seien einige Beispiele ge-
nannt:

= Puls argumentiert gegen die oft und vor allem von
Dieter Schonecker (vgl. Schonecker, 1999, S. 225-226; Puls,
2016, S. 56-57) prominent vertretene These, im zweit-
en Unterabschnitt® der GMS III (AA 04, S. 447,-448,)
deute Kant einen Ubergang von einer Form theore-
tischer oder epistemischer Freiheit (einer Freiheit zu
urteilen) zur praktischen oder Freiheit des Willens an.

= Puls vertritt die Ansicht, dass Kant im dritten
Abschnitt einzig dem reinen, heiligen oder sittlich be-
stimmten Willen Freiheit zuspricht, also auch immer
dann, wenn Kant einfachhin, ohne weitere terminologi-
sche Einschrankung von der Freiheit des Willens spricht
(vgl. Puls, 2016, S. 52-53, 178-179).

= Puls unternimmt den Versuch nachzuweisen,
dass dem Rekurs auf den transzendentalen Idealismus
in der dritten Sektion des dritten Abschnitts der GMS
(AA 04, S. 448,.-453.) keine zentrale Funktion in der
Geltungsbegriindung des kategorischen Imperativs
zukommt (vgl. Puls, 2016, S. 109). Bei dem zuerst von
Schonecker so genannten ontoethischen Grundsatz,*
einem Argument der vierten Sektion von GMS 11, das
in der Sicht vieler Interpreten die Deduktion beschlief3t
(vgl. GMS, AA 04, S. 453 -454 ), handelt es sich in der
Sicht Puls’ gegen Schonecker nicht um eine Ubertragung
oder Anwendung einer ,ontologischen Priorisierung
der Verstandeswelt vor der Sinnenwelt’ (vgl. Puls, 2016,
S. 8) auf das menschliche Handeln und Wollen, sondern
um , ein nicht weiter hinterfragbares normatives Faktum®
(Puls, 2016, S. 8).

Puls erkauft viele seiner Argumente allerdings ohne
Not zu teuer. Im Zuge der Interpretation zentraler Stel-
len favorisiert er bisweilen weitldufige philologische
Untersuchungen, wo die textuellen Evidenzen des un-
mittelbaren Kontextes andere Lesarten anbieten oder
gar m. E. Nachgerade erzwingen. Oder aber Puls entfal-
tet seine Lesarten im Ausgang von vereinzelten textuel-
len Indizien, ohne die vielféltigen Evidenzen fiir andere
Interpretationen hinreichend zu wiirdigen. Das soll im
Folgenden exemplarisch durch einen Blick auf Passagen
aus der zweiten und dritten Sektion der GMS III ver-
deutlicht werden.

® Im Folgenden wird ,Unterabschnitt” auch als ,Sektion”
bezeichnet.

4 ,Die Verstandeswelt und damit auch der Wille als Glied
dieser intelligiblen Welt sind der Sinnenwelt ontologisch
tibergeordnet, und damit gilt das Gesetz dieser Welt (das
Sittengesetz) auch als Gesetz (als kategorischer Imperativ)
fiir Wesen, die zugleich Glieder der Sinnenwelt und der
Verstandeswelt sind; was ich als sinnlich-verntinftiges Wesen
soll, ist das, was ich als verntinftiges Wesen und damit als
eigentliches Selbst will” (Schonecker, 1999, S. 388).
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ITymec, mpaBga, JoKas3bIBaeT MHOIVE CBOVI apryMeH-
TBI CJIMIIIKOM JIOPOTOVI IIEHOV, XOTs HeoOXOIMMOCTU B
3TOM HeT. VIHTepnpeTnpys KIO4YeBble MeCTa, OH OTHAaeT
IpefnouTeHne (PUIoIOrMYecKuM M3bICKaHMSAM — Me-
CTaMy OYeHb IIPOCTPAHHBIM — TaM, I/Ie U3 TEKCTa Ove-
BUJIEH JIPYIrOVi HEITOCPEeICTBEHHBIVI KOHTEKCT, KOTOPBIN
TOTTyCKaeT WUIM JaXke, Ha MOV B3IJIs[, IIPSIMO OUKTyeT
VIHyIO MHTeprpeTayio. B gpyrux aryvasx Ilysisc BbI-
BOZIUT CBOE€ TOJIKOBaHME M3 Pa3spO3HEHHBIX TEKCTOBBIX
CBUJIETEJILCTB, HE OIpoBeprasi B J0CTaTOYHOM CTEIeHM
LIEJIBIVE PSITT OUE€BUTHBIX CBUIETEIIBCTB B ITOJIB3Y MHOV MH-
TepnpeTauyn. Hioke 3To OyAer nmokasaHo Ha puMepax
TaccaXkevt n3 BTOPOW M TPETheVI CeKIINM TPEThEro pasjie-
71a «OCHOBOITOJIOKEHVS. .. ».

KanToBcKkmit apryMeHT 0 cBoOoze
BO BTOPOVI CeKIIMM TpeThero pasgesia
«OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHW... »

«CBobopa Ho/DKHA IIpenrioyiaraTbCsl KaK CBOVICTBO
BOJIVI BCEX PasyMHBIX CYIIECTB», — IJIACUT 3ar0JIOBOK
BTOPOVI CEeKLIMM I71aBbI O Aenykuyn (AA 04, S. 447; Kawr,
19976, c. 223). KaHT popMyIMpyeT B 3TOVI CEKLIVIV CBOETO
porna apeymenm o c6o600e® mis 0003HAYEHHOTO 3eCh Te-
3pca 0 HeOOXOOVMOV MMIUIVKALM CBOOOIBI B IIOHSATVN
BOJIM pasyMHoOro cyiiectsa. IlpaBma, B KaHTOBedeHUN
HeT eIVIHCTBAa II0 BOIIPOCY O CYICTEMATIIECKON (PYHKITNN
3TOrO apryMeHTa I AelyKIUM KaTeropudecKoro M-
nepaTtnBa. Ecim mMHTepripeTaTOpsl 3a HEKOTOPBIMIL VAC-
roueHnsIMU (cM.: Sensen, 2015, S. 236) v TOTOBBI, KaXkeT-
Csl, COIJIACUTBCSI XOTs OBl B ToM, uTo KaHT aprymeHTOM
0 cBOOOIIe ellle He HaeT IIPUEMIIEMOrO [I0Ka3aTesIbCTBa
CBOOOJIBI UeJIOBEYECKOVI BOJIM, TO PacxoXiaeHne Halimo-
IIaeTCs yKe B BOIIPOCE O TOM, IIPUIIVCHIBAETCS JIV B 3TOM
apryMeHTe cBOOO/Ia ellle 11 TeOPeTUKO-TI03HABaTeIIbBHOMY
pasyMy, U eciIv 1a, IeVICTBUTEebHO i KaHT TeM caMbIM
HaMmedaeT Iiepexof, OT CBODOIBI TeOPeTMKO-II03HaBa-
TEJIBHOT'O pa3yMa K COOCTBEHHO CBOOO/Ie IIPaKTITIECKOTO

> MecTo, KOTOpOEe S B JaJIbHEVIIIIEM 0003HaYal0 KaK apryMeHT
o cBobozie, IOCJIOBHO cllefytolee: «5 yTBepxaaro, TakKuM 00-
PpasoM, uTo KaX0e pasyMHOe CYIeCTBO, KOTOpOe VMeeT BOJIIO,
MBI HEOOXOHIMMO [IOJDKHBI CHAOOUTH TakXKe uaeerl CBOOOIbI,
07, €AVHCTBEHHBIM PYKOBOJICTBOM KOTOPOW OHO [IEVICTBYET.
V60 B TaKkOM CyIIiecTBe MBI MBICJIIM Pa3yM, KOTOPBIV SIBJI€TCS
IIPaKTUYECKUM, TO €CTh VIMeeT IPUYMHHOCTb B OTHOIIEHWUN K
cBoMM OOBbekTaM. Be/rb He MOXKeM ke MbI IIOMBICJIUTB cebe pas-
YM, KOTOPBIVI B OTHOITIEHVVI CBOVIX COOCTBEHHEBIX CYKIEHM CaM
cosHaBas1 Obl ce0st HarIpaB/IsieMbIM YeM-TO M3BHe, TaK Kak B Ta-
KOM CiIy4ae CyOBeKT ITpuIIvicast OBl oIrperiesieHre ClIoCOOHOCTI
Cy>K[IeHVs He CBOeMy pa3yMy, HO OOy xmeHuo. Pasym norokeH
paccMaTpuBaTh caMoro cedst Kak TBOpIIa CBOVIX IPWHITNIIOB, He-
3aBMICMIMO OT Uy)KIBIX BJIVSIHWUVI, CJIeIOBaTe/IbHO, KaK IIPaKT-
YeCcKUV pasyM WM KaK BOJIs pa3syMHOIO CyIeCTBa OH JOJDKeH
IIPeJICTaBIIATBCS caMOMy cebe CBOOOIHBIM, TO €CTh BOJIS Pa3yM-
HOTO CyIIecTBa TOJIBKO TIOf, Vifieeli CBOOOIBI MOXeT OBITh €ro
CcODCTBEHHOVI BOJIEV, V1, CJIeIOBATE/ILHO, B IIPaKTNYeCKOM OTHO-
IIeHMV OHa AOJDKHA OBITh IIpUITCaHa BCEM Pa3yMHBIM CyIIle-
crBam» (AA 04, S. 448; Kanr, 19976, c. 227).

Kants Freiheitsargument in der zweiten Sektion
des dritten Abschnitts der GMS

,Freiheit muss als Eigenschaft des Willens aller ver-
niinftigen Wesen vorausgesetzt werden” (GMS, AA 04,
S. 447, ,,), so lautet die Uberschrift der zweiten Sektion
des Deduktionskapitels. Kant formuliert in dieser Sek-
tion eine Art Freiheitsarqument® fiir die hier angedeutete
These einer notwendigen Implikation der Freiheit im
Begriff des Willens eines verniinftigen Wesens. Uber
die systematische Funktion dieses Arguments fiir die
Deduktion des Kategorischen Imperativs besteht in der
Kant-Forschung allerdings keinerlei Einigkeit. Schei-
nen sich, mit Ausnahmen (vgl. Sensen, 2015, S. 236),
die Interpreten zumindest darauf einigen zu konnen,
dass Kant mit dem Freiheitsargument noch keinen giil-
tigen Beweis fiir die menschliche Willensfreiheit liefert,
ist man bereits in der Frage uneins, ob in diesem Ar-
gument auch der theoretisch-epistemischen Vernunft
Freiheit zugeschrieben wird und wenn ja, ob Kant damit
auch tatsichlich einen Ubergang von der theoretisch-
epistemischen Vernunftfreiheit zu der eigentlich prakti-
schen Vernunftfreiheit bzw. Freiheit des Willens andeu-
tet. Es ist dartiber hinaus auch keineswegs geklart, ob
Kant in der zweiten Sektion insgesamt nur dem heili-
gen, rein verniinftigen oder doch zumindest dem sitt-
lich bestimmten Willen Freiheit zuspricht, oder ob die
Freiheitsimplikation in der Sicht Kants fiir den Willen
tiberhaupt gilt — und folglich auch fiir den sinnlich-
verniinftigen, nicht moralischen oder gar bosen Willen.

Puls behauptet nun, dass

(1) die Freiheitsimplikation nur fiir den Begriff
eines reinen und heiligen bzw. vollkommenen Willens

ilt,
® (2) das Freiheitsargument sich nicht auf die theo-
retisch-epistemische Vernunft, sondern von vornherein
und ausschliellich auf die praktische Vernunft bezieht
und Kant

(3) folglich auch keinen Ubergang von der theore-
tischen auf die praktische Vernunft andeutet.

® Die von mir im Folgenden als Freiheitsargument bezeichnete
Stelle lautet: ,Nun behaupte ich: dass wir jedem verniinftigen
Wesen, das einen Willen hat, nothwendig auch die Idee der
Freiheit leihen miissen, unter der es allein handle. Denn in
einem solchen Wesen denken wir uns eine Vernunft, die
praktisch ist, d. i. Causalitdt in Ansehung ihrer Objecte hat.
Nun kann man sich unmoglich eine Vernunft denken, die
mit jhrem eigenen Bewufstsein in Ansehung ihrer Urtheile
anderwarts her eine Lenkung empfinge, denn alsdann wiirde
das Subject nicht seiner Vernunft, sondern einem Antriebe
die Bestimmung der Urtheilskraft zuschreiben. Sie muf3 sich
selbst als Urheberin ihrer Principien ansehen unabhingig von
fremden Einfliissen, folglich muss sie als praktische Vernunft,
oder als Wille eines verniinftigen Wesens von ihr selbst als
frei angesehen werden; d. i. der Wille desselben kann nur
unter der Idee der Freiheit ein eigener Wille sein und muss
also in praktischer Absicht allen verntinftigen Wesen beigelegt
werden” (GMS, AA 04, S. 448

9-22) .
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pasyma, win ceobome Bormm. Kpome Toro, aGeoroTHo He
sICHO, NpunmceiBaeT KaHT BO BTOPOVI CeKIIMM B II€JIOM
cBo0OOMIy TOJIBKO CBSITOVI, YMCTO Pa3yMHOV BOJIe JIOO e,
IO MEHBIIEVT Mepe, YYBCTBEHHO OIIpenessieMol BoJle,
VUM VIMIDIMKAIIVS CBOOOIIBI VIMeeT OTHOIIIEHe, 110 MHe-
Huro KanTa, k Bojte BooOIle — 71 TeM caMbIM TakKe K IyB-
CTBEHHO-Pa3yMHOVI, HeMOPaJIbHOVI V1 JaXKe 3JI0V1 BOJIE.
Ilynbe yTBepXIaeT 10 3TOMY IIOBOAY:
1) mMIDmMKaIMs cBOOOLIBI IMeeT OTHOIIIEHVIE TOIIBKO
K IIOHSITUIO YVICTOVI VI CBSITOVI VIJIVI COBEPILIEHHOVI BOJI,
2) apryMeHT 0 cBOOOHE OTHOCUTCS He K TeOpeTH-
KO-IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOMY pasyMy, a M3HadaJIbHO M VICKIIIO-
YNTEJIPHO K IIPAaKTMYECKOMY pa3yMy, ¥, CJIe[I0BaTeJIbHO,
3) KaHT He HaMedYaeT ITepexof], OT TEOPETIIECKOrO K
HPaKTUYECKOMY pasyMmy.

Kaxasa Boaa nodpasymeBaemca 6 mesuce Kanma o mom,
ymo c60600a 00.1XxHA npednorazamsvcs
Kax cBoiicimBo Boau Beex pasymuovix cyujecmb?

I[Tysnbc mosiaraeT, 4YTo BO BTOPOVI CEKLIMN TeMaTW3M-
pyeTcsi «IIOHATMeE BOJIV COBEpIIIeHHOro cyiecTsa» (Puls,
2016, S. 53) wm «cBaront Bomm» (Puls, 2016, S. 55). ITpas-
Zla, BO BTOPOVI CeKITMM cBOOOma Hu 6 00HOM MecCTe SBHBIM
oOpa3oM He IIPUIIVICBIBAETCS UVICTOVI, CBATOV VIV XOTS
OBl TOJIBKO MOpaJIbHO oOyciiosjieHHOV Bojle. Ecim He-
IIPeIB35ITO CJIeIOBaTh I0CJIOBHOMY TeKCTY, TO HeoOXou-
Mo, B ommiawe ot [1yibca, MCXOOUTH CKOpee 13 TOro, 9To
KaHT npummiceiBaeT MMIDIMKAIVIO CBOOOABL BOJIe BOOO-
IIle, IOHVMas, TaKUM 00pa3oM, cBOOOIY KaK HeoOXOomy-
MYIO VIMIUIMKALIVIO HOHAMUSA BOJIV, a BOJIIO, TEM CaMbIM,
KaK BOJIIO #cex pa3syMHBIX CYILECTB. DTO SIBJISETCS CyIlle-
CTBEHHBIM OT/IYVEM, IIOCKOJIBKY B TaKOM CJIydae CBO-
Oomy ciemyeT mpW3HATh TakXkKe ¥ 3a HEMOPaIBHO VIIN
Zlaxke 3710V BoJIeil. ITpovuIocTpupyto 3TO KIIIOYeBBIMU
MecTaMU U3 BTOPOVI CEKIIMW, B TOM UVCIIe YKe IIUTUPO-
BaHHBIMM BEIIIIE:

1) «MBI He MOXeM YIIOBJIETBOPUTHCS TeM, UTO TIPU-
IVCBIBaeM... CBOOOMy Halller BoJle, eCiI MBI He VIMeeM
ZIOCTAaTOYHOI'O OCHOBaHM IIPUIIMCATh TaKOBYIO TakXkKe U
BCEM pasyMHBIM cyIiecTBaM» (AA 04, S. 447; Kanr, 19970,
c. 225);

2) «...To M cBODOO/a ITOJDKHA OBITH ITOKa3aHa Kak
CBOVICTBO BOJIV BCeX pa3yMHBIX CyIIlecTB...» (TaM xe);

3) «...HO Hy>XHO ITOKasaTb ee [cBoOozy] BoOOIIIE ITpY-
HajyleXXallel K IeATeJIbBHOCTU PasyMHBIX U OJapeHHBIX
BoJIevt cyiecTB» (AA 04, S. 448; Kanrt, 19976, c. 225);

4) «41 ytBeppaio, TakuMm oOpa3zoM, UTO KaKioe
pasyMHOe CyIIlecTBO, KOTOpoe MMeeT BOJII0, MBI HeoO-
XOIVIMO HOJ/DKHBI CHaOOWTh TakKe mjeert CBOOOIBI, IO
€IVIHCTBEHHBIM PYKOBOZCTBOM KOTOPOVI OHO JIEVICTBYET»
(AA 04, S. 448; Kawnr, 19976, c. 227);

5) «/160 B TaKOM CyIIIecTBe MBI MBICIVIM pa3yM, KOTO-
PpBInt siBisieTcs nTpakTidecknm» (Tam xe),

6) «Pa3yM [OJDKEH paccMaTpuBaTh caMOro ceOs Kak
TBOpPLIa CBOVIX HPVHIIVIIOB, ... CJIENOBATeJIbHO, KaK Ipak-

Auf welchen Willen bezieht sich Kants These, dass
Freiheit als Eigenschaft des Willens aller
verniinftigen Wesen vorausgesetzt werden muss?

Puls ist der Ansicht, in der zweiten Sektion sei der
,Begriff des Willens eines vollkommenen Wesens”
(Puls, 2016, S. 53) bzw. ,eines heiligen Willens” (Puls,
2016, S. 55) thematisch. In Sektion 2 wird allerdings an
keiner einzigen Stelle expressis verbis dem reinen, heili-
gen oder auch nur sittlich bestimmten Willen Freiheit
zugeschrieben. Folgt man dem Wortlaut des Textes un-
voreingenommen, muss man vielmehr, anders als Puls’,
davon ausgehen, Kant schreibe die Freiheitsimplikation
dem Willen iiberhaupt zu, verstehe Freiheit also als not-
wendige Implikation im Begriff eines Willens und den
Willen damit als Willen aller verniinftigen Wesen. Das
macht einen erheblichen Unterschied, weil dann auch
einem nicht sittlichen oder gar bésen Willen Freiheit zu-
gesprochen werden miisste. Ein Blick auf die einschla-
gigen Stellen, darunter die schon zitierten, der zweiten
Sektion verdeutlicht das:

1. ,Es ist nicht genug, dafs wir unserem Willen [...]
Freiheit zuschreiben, wenn wir nicht ebendieselbe auch
allen verntinftigen Wesen beizulegen hinreichenden
Grund haben” (GMS, AA 04, S. 447 . ).

2. ,[...] so muf8 auch Freiheit als Eigenschaft des
Willens aller verniinftigen Wesen bewiesen werden
[...]" (GMS, AA 04, 5. 447 ).

3. ,[...] sondern man mus sie [die Freiheit] als zur
Tathigkeit verntinftiger und mit einem Willen begab-
ter Wesen tiberhaupt gehorig beweisen” (GMS, AA 04,
S.448 ).

4. ,Nun behaupte ich: dal wir jedem verniinftigen
Wesen, das einen Willen hat, nothwendig auch die Idee
der Freiheit leihen miissen, unter der es allein handle”
(GMS, AA 04,S. 448, ).

5. ,,Denn in einem solchen Wesen denken wir uns
eine Vernunft, die praktisch ist [...]” (GMS, AA 04,
S.448 ).

6. ,Sie [die Vernunft] mufs sich selbst als Urheberin
ihrer Principien ansehen [...] folglich muf3 sie als prakti-
sche Vernunft, oder als Wille eines verniinftigen Wesens
von ihr selbst als frei angesehen werden; d. i. der Wille
desselben kann nur unter der Idee der Freiheit ein eige-
ner Wille sein [...]" (GMS, AA 04,S. 448, ).

Kant spricht in der zweiten Sektion dem Willen so-
mit sechsmal explizit und eindeutig Freiheit zu, und
kein einziges Mal schréankt er diese Zuschreibung auf
einen heiligen, reinen oder sittlich bestimmten Willen ein.
Ein néherer Blick auf die zitierten Passagen bringt Puls’
Argumentation in weitere Bedringnis. Freiheit, so Kant,
,muf [...] als zur Tithigkeit verniinftiger und mit einem
Willen begabter Wesen iiberhaupt gehorig beweisen”
(Hvh. v. R.P.) werden. Wie sollte man diese Aussage
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TUYECKIMIT Pa3yM VI KaK BOJII Pa3yMHOIO CyIIleCTBa OH
IIOJDKEH IIPENCTABIIATEC CaMOMy cebe CBOOOIHBIM, TO
€CTb BOJIS Pa3yMHOTO CyIIIecTBa TOJIBKO IT0]], Uileevt CBoOo-
IIbI MOXKeT OBbITh ero coOCTBEHHO BOJIelt. ..» (Tam xe).

Taxvm oOpasom, mecTs pa3 Bo Bropout cekuym Kant
SKCIUIMIIVITHO ¥ OJHO3HAYHO IIPUIIVICHIBAeT Bo.1e cBOOO-
Iy VI HU pa3y He OTpaHWYMBAaEeT 3TO CBOVICTBO cBAmoi,
HUCMotl VI Mopassto odycaobaennoil Boser. ITpu Goee
IPUCTAJIbHOM B3IJISJIe Ha IIPOIUTMPOBAHHBIE BBIIIIE
rmaccaxxy apryMmeHranmus Ilyiabca mpencraer ere Oosee
crmabort. CBoGomy, o KaHTy, «Hy>XHO HIOKa3aTb. .. f000uje
HIpUHAJTIEXAIIIeNt K 0esAnebHoCy pasyMHBIX VI OfjapeH-
HBIX BOJIeV CyIIecTB» (Kypcus Mot — P. I1.). Kak MoxHO
IIOHATB 3TO BBICKA3bIBaHME VIHAYe, 9YeM YTBepXKIeHue O
TOM, 9TO cBOOOIA BXOIUT B onpedeieHie IeATeTIbHOCTY,
HalIpaBJIIeMOVI BOJIEV, TO eCTh B OlpefiesieHye (Kay3allb-
HO O0OyCJIOBJIEHHBIX) IIOCTYIIKOB pa3yMHBIX CYIIeCTB?
Kpome Toro, Bo3moxHO 11 Oortee TIorixoyisiiiee OHMa-
HyIe CMBIC/Ia Ppasbl «II07] €OVHCTBEHHBIM PYKOBOICTBOM
KOTOPOVI OHO HEVICTBYEeT» M3 YeTBEPTOro IIPOLIUTHPO-
BAHHOI'O BBbIIlIe (PparMeHTa, YeM «B KaXKIIOM IIOCTYIIKe»,
rpy ToM uTo KaHT 37eck TOBOPUT 0 «KaKIOM pa3yMHOM
cymlectBe»? A pgasee KaHT, pestoMupysi, OuUIIeT cieny-
IolIlee: MBI JOJDKHBI KaXKIOMY pa3syMHOMY CYIIIECTBY, KO-
TOPOMY MBI HPUIIVICEIBA€M BOJIIO, IIPUIINCHIBATH CBOOO-
1y (Kak uiero) — «cHabguUTL» ero cBOOOIION, M MoAbKO
PV TaKOM Ha/leJIeHI CBOOOAOoM (KaK 1ieevt) MbICIIIMO
BOJIEBOe IIOBefleHNe pa3yMHOIO CyIecTBa. B msaToMm m3
IIPOLIMTHPOBAaHHBIX BhIIle pparMeHToB KaHT maxe cBo-
IWT VIMIDIVMKALIVIIO CBOOOABI M3 YeTBEPTOro pparmMeHTa
K mIaeHTUUKaIMM BOJIM KaK IIPaKTUYeCKOIro pasyMa:
«Mbo B TaKOM CyIIecTBe MBI MBICIIMM pa3yM, KOTOPBIV
SABJISIeTCS TIPAKTUYIEeCKUM. ..» (Kypcms Movt. — P.I1.). B ca-
MOM BaXHOM (pparMeHTe, I7ie OCBeIIaeTCs IIOHSITIE BOJIV
BooO1Ie, KauT sKIymimmTHO onpedesiem BOIIO KaK IIpak-
Traecknit pasyM (AA 04, S. 412; Kanr, 19976, c. 117). Tex-
CTyasTbHasi OCHOBA, TAKMM 00pa3oM, IUKTYeT UMEHHO Ty
MHTepIIpeTamuio, B Kotopovi KaHT 1o onpedesenuio Harte-
JISIeT BOJIIO CBOOOIOVI, HE3aBMICUIMO OT chocoba OrIperierie-
Hyg Boym. Ilouemy KanT 3TO mermaer m 4dro criepmyer 3
3TOTO 3aK/II0YEHVS I [IOHVMAHVS AelyKINUW B TPeThb-
eMm paszersie «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMS. ..», OLeHUTh TPYIIHO;
3TU BOIIPOCHI JIO CVIX IOP IIPAKTUYECKV He VICCIIeIOBAHBI
7 IO3TOMY 3[1€Ch 0OCYXXHaThcst He OymyT®.

YTOOBI Bee-TaKM IIPIIepKUBAThCS CBOEVI MHTEPIIpe-
TarmM cBOOOMBI KaK CBOVICTBA TOJIBKO UVICTOVI, CBSITOV
WM MOpasibHOV BOJM, IlyiIbCcy K yIIOMSIHYTBIM TEKCTO-
BBIM CBUIETEILCTBAM, CaMUM II0 cebe OueHb BHSTHBIM,
OpUXOOUTCA H00ABUTH apTyMeHT, KOTOPBIV IIOKaXeT,
noueMy xe KanT, paccyxmas o Bojie 0e3 TOIIOIHUTENTD-
HOTO YTO4YHeHMs, fcee0a MIMeeT B BUIY CBSITYIO, UVCTYIO
VIV MOpaJIbHO 00yciIoB/IeHHYIO Boymo. AprymeHT Ilyrib-
ca crenyrommuit: «VHade Hesb3sl OOBSCHWUTH, HOYEMY

¢ Cwm. mo aTomy Botpocy: Schonecker, 2005, S. 68 —69; Porched-
du, 2016a, S. 91 —93.

anders verstehen denn als Behauptung, dass Freiheit
zur Definition willentlicher Tatigkeit, also von (kausa-
len) Handlungen eines verniinftigen Wesens gehort?
Was liegt aufierdem néher, als den Teilsatz ,unter der
es allein handle” des vierten oben zitierten Satzes im
Sinne von ,in jedem Handeln” zu lesen, da Kant hier
ja von ,jedem verniinftigen Wesen” spricht? Dann aber
behauptet Kant zusammengefasst: Wir miissen jedem
verniinftigen Wesen, dem wir einen Willen zusprechen,
Freiheit (als Idee) zusprechen (,leihen”), und unter die-
ser Freiheitszuschreibung (als Idee) allein ist ein willent-
liches Handeln eines verniinftiges Wesens denkbar. Im
flinften zitierten Satz fithrt Kant die Freiheitsimplika-
tion des vierten Satzes sogar auf die Identifikation des
Willens als praktische Vernunft zurtick. (,Denn in ei-
nem solchen Wesen denken wir uns eine Vernunft, die
praktisch ist [...].” Hvh. v. R.P.) In der prominentesten
Thematisierung des Begriffs des Willens {iberhaupt in
der GMS definiert Kant den Willen explizit als prakti-
sche Vernunft (vgl. GMS, AA 04, S. 412, . ). Die Text-
grundlage erzwingt also geradezu die Lesart, in welcher
Kant dem Willen per Definition Freiheit zuspricht, unab-
héngig von der Art der Willensbestimmung. Weshalb
Kant dies tut und welche Konsequenzen dieser Befund
fiir das Verstindnis der Deduktion der GMS 111 hat, ist
schwierig zu beurteilen, bisher zudem kaum untersucht
worden und kann hier deswegen auch nicht behandelt
werden. ¢

Will Puls seine Interpretation der Freiheit als Eigen-
schaft bloff des reinen, heiligen oder sittlichen Willens
trotzdem vertreten, muss er den fiir sich genommen
sehr deutlichen textuellen Indizien ein Argument hin-
zuftigen, das zeigt, weshalb Kant, wenn er vom Willen
ohne weitere Einschrankung spricht, immer einen hei-
ligen, reinen bzw. sittlich bestimmten Willen meinen
muss. Puls’ Argument lautet: ,Andernfalls wére nicht
erklarlich, weshalb Kant die Sittlichkeit, die er in 447307
anspricht, zweifelsfrei als einen analytisch-deskriptiven
Satz fasst, denn diese, so heifit es, miisse lediglich aus
der Eigenschaft der Freiheit abgeleitet werden” (Puls,
2016, S. 52-53).

Dieses Argument ist jedoch alles andere als zwin-
gend, denn es hiangt seinerseits ganz von der Interpre-
tation der bertihmten Analytizitdtsthese der ersten Sek-
tion der GMS III ab, die hier zunéichst zitiert sei: ,Wenn

¢ Vgl. hierzu Schénecker, 2005, S. 68-69; Porcheddu, 2016a,
S. 91-93.

7 Vgl.: ,Es ist nicht genug, dafl wir unserem Willen, es sei
aus welchem Grunde, Freiheit zuschreiben, wenn wir nicht
ebendieselbe auch allen verniinftigen Wesen beizulegen
hinreichenden Grund haben. Denn da Sittlichkeit fiir uns blof3
als verniinftige Wesen zum Gesetze dient, so muf sie auch fiir
alle verniinftige Wesen gelten, und da sie lediglich aus der
Eigenschaft der Freiheit abgeleitet werden mufs, so muf} auch
Freiheit als Eigenschaft des Willens aller verniinftigen Wesen
bewiesen werden [...]” (GMS, AA 04, S. 447

28-34) .
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KaHT, roBopsi 0 HpaBCTBeHHOCTM Ha cTp. 447 B cTpoke 307,
oImCeIBaeT ee Oe3 BCSKOTO COMHEHNS aHAINTIIEeCKI-Tle-
CKPUIITMBHBIM Cy>XXIeHneM. Benb oHa, Kak TaM IIPOBO3-
[TIAIIAEeTCs], JO/DKHA OBITH BBIBOLVIMA W3 OIHOIO TOJIBKO
cBovicTBa cBobozbl» (Puls, 2016, S. 52 —53).

DTOT apryMeHT, OJHAKO, OTHIONb He OeCCIIOpPHBIV,
IIOCKOJIBKY OH, B CBOIO OY€pelb, BCeIlesI0 3aBMUCUT OT VIH-
TepIIpeTanuy 3HAMEHNTOrO Te3nca 00 aHaIUTUIHOCTI
B IIEpBOVI CEKLIVV TPEThEero pasiesia, KOTOPbI CIIeIyeT
37ech poUUTHUpPOBaTh: «Ecin. .. mpepmnosaraeTcs: cBobo-
Ila BOJIV, TO HPABCTBEHHOCTh, BMECTE C ee IIPUHIINIIOM,
CJlellyeT OTCIONa Jepes IIPOCTOe pacuieHeHWe IOHSTUS
cBobombl» (AA 04, S. 447; Kanr, 199706, c. 223).

OnHako 3Ta [ABYCTOPOHHSIS ITOHSTUIHAS MMIDIVKA-
LMs «CBOOOIBI BOJIM» ¥ «HPABCTBEHHOCTHM BMeCTe C ee
HNPVHIIUIIOM» elTle HIYero He TOBOPUT O TOM, KaK IIpo-
SIBISIETCS] HPaBCTBEHHOCTD Y uYBcmBeHHO-pasyMHOe0 Cy-
ujecrnfa, ec MBI TI0jIaraeM ero cBoOomHEIM. ocTmdb
SICHOCTV B TOM BOIIPOCE MOXXHO, TOJIBKO €CJIV IIOHSATH,
KaK VIMEHHO CJIe[lyeT TpaKToBaTh yTBepXaeHne KaHra o
CUHMemuYecKkoM XxapakTepe KaTeropuIecKoro MMIiepaTu-
Ba (cM.: AA 04, S. 447; Kanr, 19976, c. 223).

Hameuaem au Kanmm 60 6mopoii cexyuu nepexoo
om c60600%b! cyxdeHua k npaxmuveckoil c6od6ode?

ITysnbc XeraeT IOKa3aTh, YTO HEBEpPHEI 00e aIbTep-
HATVBBL: HET OCHOBAHWII CUUTaTh, YTO B apryMeHTe O
csobosie (F1—4) KanT pemaer pasmame MeXyy Teope-
TUYECKVM U IIPaKTUIeCKMM pa3yMoM, HO U Ilepexoaa OT
TEOPETNYECKOV K IIPAKTUYEeCKOV cBOOOfe B 3TOM apry-
MeHTe He opmysmpyercsa (Puls 2016, S. 57 —62). Hna
Hauasla ellle pa3 IpOoLUTHPYIO apTyMeHT o cBobofe:

(F1) 51 yTBepxmaro, TakMM 00pa3soM, UTO KaxmIoe
pasyMHOe CyIIIecTBO, KOTOpoe MeeT BOJIIO, MBI HeoO-
XOIIVMO AOJDKHBI CHAOAMTE TakKe Myeeil CBOOOIEI, O]
eIVIHCTBEHHBIM PYKOBOICTBOM KOTOPOVI OHO IIeVICTByeT
(AA 04, S. 448; Kanr, 19976, c. 227).

(F2) 1160 B TakoM cylllecTBe MBI MBICJIIM pa3yM, KO-
TOPBI SABJISIeTCS IPAKTUYECKMM, TO eCTh MMeeT ITPUUIH-
HOCTbH B OTHOIIIEHMM K cBOMM oObekTaM (Tam xe).

(F3) Benp He MOXkeM ke MBI IIOMBICJIUTE cebe pasyM,
KOTOPBIVI B OTHOIIIEHU CBOVIX COOCTBEHHBIX CYXKIIE€HUTI
caM co3HaBaJI ObI ce0st HalTpaByIsieMbIM YeM-TO M3BHE, TaK
KaK B TaKOM CJTy4Jae CyOBeKT ITpuITica Ovl omIperierieHe
CTIOCOOHOCTM CYXX[I€HUsS He CBOeMy pas3yMy, HO II00y-
xpermnio (Tam xe).

(F4) Pasym mormkeH paccMaTpmBaTh CaMoTo cebst Kak
TBOPITa CBOVIX IIPVHIIUIIOB, He3aBVICHIMO OT Uy KITBIX BITV-

7 Cp.: «MBI He MOXXeM yJIOBJIETBOPUTBCS TEM, UTO IIPUITVCHIBAaEM
73 Kakoro Obl TO HM OBUIO OCHOBaHMs CBOOOIy Halllewl BOJle,
ecTi MBI He VIMeeM J[OCTaTOYHOTO OCHOBaHWS ITPUIIVCATh
TaKOBYIO TaKXe VM BCEM pa3syMHBIM cylecTBaM. Bemb Tak Kak
HPaBCTBEHHOCTEH CITYKUT 3aKOHOM JIJII HaC TOJIBKO KaK JIjIs
Pa3syMHBIX CYIIECTB, TO OHa [IOJDKHA VIMETh 3HadeHMue U I
BCeX PasyMHBIX CYII[ECTB, VI TaK KaK OHa JI0JDKHA ObITh BbIBE/IEHA
VICKJTFOUMTEILHO 13 CBOVICTBA CBOOOIBI, TO M cBOOOdA IO/DKHA
OBITH ITOKa3aHa KaK CBOVICTBO BOJIV BCEX Pa3yMHBIX CyIIIECTB...»
(AA 04, S. 447; Kant, 1997, c. 225).

[...] Freiheit des Willens vorausgesetzt wird, so folgt die
Sittlichkeit samt ihrem Princip daraus durch blofle Zer-
gliederung ihres Begriffs” (GMS, AA 04, S. 447, ).

Die wechselseitige begriffliche Implikation von
,Freiheit des Willens” und ,Sittlichkeit samt ihrem
Princip” sagt aber noch nichts dariiber aus, wie sich Sitt-
lichkeit bei einem sinnlich-verniinftigen Wesen, schreiben
wir ihm Freiheit zu, duflert. Dariiber zur Klarheit zu
kommen, setzt voraus, verstanden zu haben, wie Kants
Behauptung des synthetischen Charakters des kategori-
schen Imperativs (vgl. GMS, AA 04, S. 447, ) genau zu
verstehen ist.

Deutet Kant in der zweiten Sektion einen Ubergang
von Urteilsfreiheit zu praktischer Freiheit an?

Puls will nachweisen, dass weder angenommen
werden muss, im Freiheitsargument (F1 —4) unterschei-
de Kant zwischen theoretischer und praktischer Ver-
nunft, noch werde in diesem ein Ubergang von theoreti-
scher zu praktischer Freiheit formuliert (vgl. Puls, 2016,
S. 57-62). Zundchst sei nochmals das Freiheitsargument
zitiert:

(F1) ,Nun behaupte ich: dass wir jedem verniinf-
tigen Wesen, das einen Willen hat, nothwendig auch
die Idee der Freiheit leihen miissen, unter der es allein
handle (GMS, AA 04, S. 448 ).

(F2) Denn in einem solchen Wesen denken wir uns
eine Vernunft, die praktisch ist, d. i. Causalitét in Anse-
hung ihrer Objecte hat (GMS, AA 04, S. 448, ,,).

(F3) Nun kann man sich unméglich eine Vernunft
denken, die mit ihrem eigenen Bewufitsein in Ansehung
ihrer Urtheile anderwirts her eine Lenkung empfinge,
denn alsdann wiirde das Subject nicht seiner Vernunft,
sondern einem Antriebe die Bestimmung der Urtheils-
kraft zuschreiben (GMS, AA 04, S. 448 . ).

(F4) Sie mufs sich selbst als Urheberin ihrer Princi-
pien ansehen unabhingig von fremden Einfliissen, folg-
lich mufs sie als praktische Vernunft, oder als Wille eines
verniinftigen Wesens von ihr selbst als frei angesehen
werden; d. i. Der Wille desselben kann nur unter der
Idee der Freiheit ein eigener Wille sein und muf also in
praktischer Absicht allen verniinftigen Wesen beigelegt
werden” (GMS, AA 04, S. 448 ).

In F1 gilt die Freiheitsimplikation fiir ein verntinf-
tiges, mit einem Willen begabtes Wesen, unter welcher
Voraussetzung dieses Wesen ,,allein handle.” In F2 wird
die Aussage von F1 durch die Definition des Willens
als praktische Vernunft begriindet. F3 thematisiert nun
die Vernunft ,mit ihrem eigenen Bewufitsein in Anse-
hung ihrer Urtheile” (Hvh. v. R.P.). In Ansehung ihrer
Urteile konnen wir uns, so Kant, Vernunft unmoglich
als ein Vermogen denken, das von ,,anderwiérts her eine
Lenkung empfinge”. Dieser ,Lenkung von anderwérts
her in Ansehung der Urteile’ entspricht die unmdoglich
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SIHUW, CJIefloBaTelIbHO, KaK ITPaKTMYeCKUII pasyM WiIn
KaK BOJISI Pa3syMHOIO CyIIlecTBa OH JIOJDKEH IIpeiCTaB-
JIATBCS caMOMy ce0e CBOOOIHBIM, TO eCTb BOJIS pasyM-
HOTO CyIIeCTBa TOJIBKO IIOIL Mieert CBODOIIBI MOXKeT OBITh
ero coOCTBeHHOVI BOJIeVl, U, CJIefJoBaTeIbHO, B IIpaKTUye-
CKOM OTHOIIIEHMV OHa JIOJDKHa OBITh IIpUIICaHa BCeM
pasyMHBIM cymlecTBaM (Tam xe).

B F1 mMromkanmst cBoOompl pacrpocTpaHsieTcs Ha
pasyMHOe CYyIIecTBO, HaJleJIeHHOe BOJIeVI, IIPW «eViH-
CTBEHHOM» YCJIOBUM Yero 3TO CYIIECTBO «HeVICTBYeT».
B F2 BrickaseiBanue F1 oOocHOBBIBaeTcs: uepes orperte-
JIeHVe BOJIM KaK IIpakTideckoro pasyma. [lasee, F3 noz-
HUMaeT TeMy pa3yMa, CO3HAIOIIEro cedsl «B OTHOIICHNN
CBOVIX CODCTBEHHBIX CyxOeHutl» (Kypcus Mot — P.I1.). TTo
KanTy, MBI HEe MOXXeM MBICJIVITh Pa3yM B OTHOIIIEHWVI €T0
CY>XXIeHMI KaK TaKylo CIIOCOOHOCTB, KOTOpasi HojIydaeT
HaIlpaBjieHVe OTKY[a-TO «U3BHe». DTO Hanpabienue usbre
6 omHowieHuy CyxOeHull COOTBETCTBYET «OIIPeesIeHIO
CIOCOOHOCTM CyXXKAeHMs» KaKUM-JIMOO BHEIIHMM IIO-
Oy>XHeHMeM, 4YTO HEBO3MOXXHO IIOMBICJIUTE. TeM caMbIM
Hanpabienue u3bHe B STOM KOHTEKCTe OeCIIpeIsiTCTBEHHO
MOKHO OTOXKIECTBUTD C YIIOMSHYTBIM «IIOO0YXXIeHVEM».
Taxmm oOpa3oM, BbICKa3bIBaHIME O HEBO3MOXXHOCTM IIO-
MBICTTUTD BHeIITHee HallpaBleHle VIV OIIpefieJIeHie 9y B-
CTBEHHBIMY ITOOYXIeHvsIMY KaHT OTHOCHUT coBepIIIeHHO
OITHO3HAYHO K pasyMy B (DYHKIIMVI CYKOeHUs VIJIVI, COOT-
BETCTBEHHO, K €r0 criocobHOCTM cyxdenus. F4 cHoBa 1oz-
HMMaeT TeMy IpaKTWUYecKoIro pasyma WM BOJIM, IIpU-
uyeM IepBasi YacThb IIpeyIoKeHMs («pa3yM. .. BIVSTHUI»),
OuYeHb BepOsITHO, TI0 MeHBIIIeVI Mepe /MaKke OTHOCUTCS K
F3 v TeM caMbIM K pasymy B PYHKIIUM Cy>KIeHMS. DTO
671M3K0 II0 CMBICITY K paccyXaeHuio KaHTa 0 «dy>KapIx
BJIVISIHVISIX», Y KOTOPOT'O €CTh COOTBETCTBYIE B BBICKa3bIBa-
Hun F3 o BHentHeM HarpasiieHMM TV ITOOY KASHNN.

B 3ammTy cBoero Tesvica 0 TOM, 9TO B apryMeHTe O CBO-
Gorle TofpasyMeBaeTcsl VCKIIIOUMUTEIbHO ITPaKTIYecK,
a He TeopeTmdeckui paszyM, [lysibc IpuBOIMT 11Ba BecbMa
criopHbIx aprymenTa. CortacHo riepsoMy aprymeHTy I Tysin-
ca, HeT «HM OJTHOTO MecTa, B KoTopoM KaHT ripumMeHsieT 11o-
HATHe “TI00y KIeHms1” B KOHTeKCTe “HarlpapiieHvsI U3BHe”
VIV BJIVISTHMSL UyBCTBEHHOCTV Ha pa3syM B €ro TeopeTirde-
ckoM cmbliaie» (Puls, 2016, S. 64). DTO BO3MOXXHO, HO per se
3TO HMYEro He MeHseT, KaK BUIHO u3 peleHsvy KaHnra Ha
counHenue Ilyseita. B penensvm ma Illysipiia, KoTopyro
ITysee v cam BecbMa IopobHO paccMaTpwmBaer (Puls, 2016,
S. 59—60), obHapykMBaeTcs cileyIoIee MecTo:

Opnako B DIyOuHe cBoeVl AyIIM OH YXKe IIperIo-
JIOXWJI, XOTSI OH VI He IIPU3HAeTCs B 3TOM, YTO PacCyHoK
criocobeH OIpenerIsaTh CBOV CYKHAEHVIS 110 OOBeKTVBHBIM
OCHOBaHWAM, IeVICTBUTEIILHBIM BO BCSKOe BpeMs, U He
IIOAUMHEH MeXaHV3MY JIMIIb CyOBeKTVBHO OIIpeferisio-
VX IPWYVH, KOTOPEIE B JTaJTbHEVIIIIEM MOTYT M3MeHSTh-
cs. Crasto ObITE, aBTOP BCeT/ia IIpU3HaeT CBOOOJTY MBIITI-
JleHMsT, 6e3 KOTOpOVI He MOXKeT OBITh HMKAKOIO pazyMa
(AA 08, S. 14; Kant, 199406, c. 11).

ITynec cam xoHcTaTHpyeT, uro KaHT 3meck mmeeT B
By «TeopeTudeckoe cyxxaerme» (Puls, 2016, S. 59). Ecrm

denkbare ,Bestimmung der Urtheilskraft” durch einen
dufleren Antrieb, womit die ,Lenkung von anderwérts
her’ in diesem Kontext problemlos mit dem genannten
»~Antriebe” identifiziert werden kann. Die Aussage der
Unméglichkeit der Denkbarkeit einer dufSeren Lenkung
bzw. der Bestimmung durch sinnliche Antriebe bezieht
Kant also ganz eindeutig auf die Vernunft im Urteilen
bzw. auf ihre Urteilskraft. F4 thematisiert wieder prak-
tische Vernunft oder den Willen, wobei sich der erste
Teilsatz (,,Sie [...] Einfliissen [...]”) sehr wahrscheinlich
zumindest auch auf F3 und damit auf die Vernunft im
Urteilen bezieht. Das legt Kants Rede von den ,fremden
Einfliissen” nahe, die ihre Entsprechung in der themati-
sierten dufleren Lenkung bzw. dem Antrieb aus F3 hat.

Zur Stiitzung seiner These, dass im Freiheitsargu-
ment ausschliefllich die praktische Vernunft und nicht
auch die theoretische Vernunft thematisch sei, fiihrt
Puls nun zwei diskussionswiirdige Argumente an. Es
gebe, so Puls’ erstes Argument, ,keine einzige Stelle,
an der Kant den Begriff ,Antriebe’ im Kontext einer
,Fremdbestimmung’ oder Einflussnahme der Sinnlich-
keit auf die Vernunft im Theoretischen verwendet”.
(Puls, 2016, S. 64) Das mag sein, trdgt per se aber nichts
aus, was durch einen Blick auf Kants Schulz-Rezension
deutlich wird. In der Schulz-Rezension, die Puls selbst
recht eingehend thematisiert (vgl. Puls, 2016, S. 59-60),
findet sich die folgende Stelle:

Er hat aber im Grunde seiner Seele, obgleich er es
sich selbst nicht gestehen wollte, voraus gesetzt: daf3
der Verstand nach objectiven Griinden, die jederzeit
giltig sind, sein Urtheil zu bestimmen das Vermogen
habe und nicht unter dem Mechanism der blos subjectiv
bestimmenden Ursachen, die sich in der Folge &ndern
konnen, stehe; mithin nahm er immer Freiheit zu den-
ken an, ohne welche es keine Vernunft giebt (RezSchulz,
AA08,S.14

7-12) )

Puls selbst konstatiert, dass Kant sich hier ,,auf das
theoretische Urteil” (Puls, 2016, S. 59) bezieht. Sollte der
Begriff des ,Antriebes’ im zitierten Freiheitsargument
die Annahme begriinden kénnen, dass Kant dort blof3
die praktische Vernunft meint, miisste u.a. deutlich
werden, worin der Unterschied zwischen ,einem An-
triebe” besteht, und dem ,, Mechanism der blos subjectiv
bestimmenden Ursachen” im Zitat der Schulz-Rezensi-
on. Puls verdeutlicht diesen Unterschied aber nicht, und
es existiert offenbar auch keiner.

In seinem zweiten Argument schreibt Puls: ,Auch
die ,Urteile’ der Vernunft [...] erlauben keinen niheren
Aufschluss: Urteile fillt ,die Vernunft’ innerhalb von
Kants Transzendentalphilosophie bekanntlich sowohl
im Praktischen wie im Theoretischen” (Puls, 2016, S. 62).

Es trifft zu, dass Urteile konstitutive Momente wil-
lentlichen Handelns, verstanden als kausalen Vollzugs,
sind. Das macht ein Urteil, auch in praktischen Kontex-
ten, aber noch nicht eo ipso zu einem kausalen Vollzug.
Auch wenn ein Urteil der Bestimmungsgrund eines
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OBl MOXXHO OBUIO IIOHATMEM «IIOOYXXIEHe» B IIPOIATH-
POBaHHOM apryMeHTe O cBOOOIe 00OCHOBAThH IIPUHSTYIE
Toro, uro KaHT TaMm mopmpasymeBaeT TOJIBKO IIpaKTimde-
CKUII pa3yM, TOI7ia CTajIo OBl B TOM 4YyiciIe IIOHSITHO, B YeM
COCTOWT pa3/In4yie MeXIy «II00y KIeHVeM» 1 «MeXaHM3-
MOM JIMIITB CyOBbeKTUBHO OIIpelesIIOIX IPUIH» B -
TaTe 13 penleHsun Ha llynsna. Ho Iysbe He niposicHsieT
3TO pa3/v4ie — ero, IIO-BUIVIMOMY, VI He CYIIeCTBYeT.

Bo Bropom cBoem aprymenre Ilynbc mumet: «Taxoke
u “cyXpmeHns” pasyMa... He IIOQJAIOTCS YTOYHSIOMIEMY
VICTOJIKOBAHMIO: KaK M3BECTHO, “pasyM” B TpaHCLIeHIeH-
TasIbHOM (pvstocodpmm KaHTa BBIHOCUT CyXIeHMs KaK B
TEeOPEeTNYEeCKOV, TaK 1 B IIpaKTideckont obiactn» (Puls,
2016, S. 62).

DTO BepHO, YTO CYXXIEHMUS SBJISIOTCS KOHCTUTYTUB-
HBIMV MOMEHTaMVI BOJIEBOTO IIOBeIeHNs, eCJIV CIMTaTh
ero KaysaJlbHO oOyciioBsleHHBIM. Ho 3TO emmre He o3Ha-
4JaeT, 9To CyK[eHVie, B TOM 4Vcile B IIPaKTUIecKX KOH-
TEKCTax, eo ipso CTAaHOBUTCS Kay3aJbHBIM aKTOM. daxe
€CIIM Cy>KeHVe BBICTYIIaeT OIIpeleIsIONIIM OCHOBaHV-
eM BOJIM, CJleflyeT IO-IIpeXXHeMy aHaJIUTUYecKy pasiy-
4JaTh caMoO CyXXIleHVe 1 ero PyHKINIO ObITh 9THM OIIpe-
TeJIAIoMMM OCHOBaHMeM. B aprymenTe o cBobome KanT
HNPVIVCEIBaeT CBOOOMY MPOCTO ClKOeHUAM, He Hamess
VIX KaKVMM-TIM00 MHBIMI CBOVICTBaMM, HaIIpUMep BoJIe-
onpepessoneV PyHKIIMeTL.

Ecm mpwHSTE 3TO  OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOINEe  pasiIidvie
MeX/y CyXIeHVEM VI OCyIIeCTB/IeHVeM IPVYVHHOV CBS-
3u, To cBOOOIA BbiHocUmb CYKOeHUe TakKe eo ipso He SBIII-
eTcst kaysarvHotl ceoboont. KaHT, oiHako, HauMHaeT Iep-
BYIO CeKIIMIO TpeThero pasmera «OCHOBOIIOIOXKEHVS...»
olperieJieHVeM BOJIM KaK «pofia NpU4UHHOCIU JKUBBIX CYy-
LIeCTB», ¥ CBODOIY OH OIIpemessieT KaK «CBOVICTBO 3TOM
npuuunHocmu» (Kypcus Movt. — P.I1) (AA 04, S. 446; Kanr,
19976, c. 221), To ectb npwanHHOCTM Borm. Korma Kaar
IIOHVMaeT IIO0JT CYXXIEHVISIMY, KOTOPBIM OH IIPUIIVCHIBAET
cBOOO/TYy, CYXXIEHNS B IIPaKTUIECKMX KOHTEKCTax U JaKe
orpeJiesieHsi BOJIV, CBOOO/Ia Cy KIeHMs He CTAHOBUTCH aB-
TOMAaTI4IecKy cBobortort Boym. VIcxorts, fajtee, 113 TOro, 9To
KaHT mpusHaeT TOJIBKO IIPaKTUYECKUI 1 TeOPeTUKO-IIOo-
3HaBaTeJILHBIN pa3yM, OH 00.keH IIOT, CBOOOIOVI CY KIeHVIs
IIOHVMATh CBOOOIY TeOpeTMKO-TIO3HABaTeJIbHOIO Pa3yMa,
ec/Iv TIoJIaraTh IIOZ, HeVl IIPVYMHHYIO CBOOOIy OH He Mo-
Okern. DTOT BBIBOTL caM 10 ceOe yOeTTesIeH, eyt IPV3HATB,
YTO He BCSKOe Cy KIEeHVIe 11 He BCer/ia SIBJIseTCS M3HAYaJIbHO
OCYyIIIeCTBIIEHEM IPVYVHHOCTU — pas3jIMdeHyie, OT KOTO-
poro He cjIeflyeT OTKa3bIBaThCsl Oe3 OueHb BECOMBIX OCHO-
BauMI. Kak crieficteue, KaHTy nipyxomurcs B apryMeHTe o
cBoOO/Ie TaKKe HaMeuaThb pasjindeHre MeX/Iy TeopeTide-
CKOVI VI IIPAKTNYECKOVL cBobomort. OTcroza erre Hesib3s1, Kak
cunrraer Ilysbc, monarats, 6y;ro KasT B aprymeHTe o cBo-
Oore mpuIvIcBIBaeT cBOOOAY TOJIBKO IIPaKTVYECKOMY pas-
ymy. He momiexxur HykakoMy coMHeHIIO, uTo 00e dop-
MBI CBOOOIBI TECHETIIIIIM 00Pa3soM CBsI3aHBI MEXIY COOOTL.
B naymsHermiem st oOpariych K mHTeprpeTarym Ilyiscom
IIPYTOVI, B BBICITIEVI CTETIEHVI TOPSTIO O6CY)K)IaeMOI7I Hp06ne—
MBI, copMysIMpoBaHHON KaHTOM Kak «IIofo3peHue» Ha
«KpyT» B OOOCHOBaHMI CBOOOIIBI 1 HPaBCTBEHHOT'O 3aKOHa.

Willens ist, muss immer noch analytisch zwischen dem
Urteil selbst und seiner Funktion als dieser Bestim-
mungsgrund unterschieden werden. Kant spricht im
Freiheitsargument jedoch schlicht Urteilen Freiheit zu,
ohne diesen eine weitere Eigenschaft zuzuschreiben wie
z. B. Eine willensbestimmende Funktion.

Akzeptiert man diesen grundsitzlichen Unter-
schied zwischen einem Urteil und dem Vollzug einer
Kausalitét, ist Freiheit zu urteilen auch nicht eo ipso kau-
sale Freiheit. Kant beginnt die erste Sektion der GMSIII
aber mit der Definition des Willens als einer , Art von
Causalitit lebender Wesen” und Freiheit definiert als
er die ,Eigenschaft dieser Causalitit” (GMS, AA 04,
S. 446, Hvh. v. R. P.), also der Kausalitidt des Willens.
Selbst wenn Kant mit den Urteilen, denen er Freiheit
zuschreibt, auch Urteile in praktischen Kontexten und
sogar als Willensbestimmungen meint, ist Urteilsfrei-
heit nicht automatisch Willensfreiheit. Wenn man nun
weiter davon ausgeht, dass Kant nur praktische und
theoretisch-epistemische Vernunft kennt, muss er mit
der Urteilsfreiheit, wenn er die kausale Freiheit nicht
meinen kann, die Freiheit der theoretisch-epistemischen
Vernunft meinen. Dieser Schluss ist fiir sich genommen
zwingend, wenn man zugesteht, dass ein Urteil nicht
immer schon und von vornherein der Vollzug einer
Kausalitdt ist — eine Unterscheidung, die man nicht
ohne sehr gute Griinde aufgeben sollte. In der Konse-
quenz muss Kant im Freiheitsargument auch einen Un-
terschied zwischen theoretischer und praktischer Frei-
heit markieren. Man kann daher nicht, wie Puls meint,
annehmen, dass Kant im Freiheitsargument Freiheit
ausschliefllich der praktischen Vernunft zuschreibt.
Dass beide Freiheitsformen aufs engste miteinander
verbunden sind, steht selbstverstandlich aufser Zweifel.
Im Folgenden wende ich mich Puls” Interpretation eines
anderen hochst kontrovers diskutierten Problems zu,
dem von Kant in Form eines ,Verdachts’ formulierten
Zirkel von Freiheit und Sittengesetz.

Zu Puls’ Interpretation des Zirkels von Freiheit
und Sittengesetz

So kontrovers der Gehalt und die systematische
Funktion von Kants Faktum-These nach wie vor disku-
tiert werden, fest steht zumindest, dass in der KpV das
Bewusstsein des Sittengesetzes in Form der Achtung die
,ratio cognoscendi” (KpV, AA 05,S. 4 Anm.) der Freiheit
ist. Wir wissen also, so Kant, um unsere Willensfreiheit,
weil wir um unser sittliches Verpflichtetsein unmittel-
bar wissen und es zugleich auch fiir unser Handeln als
verbindlich anerkennen. Der Begriindungsgang der
GMS 1III indessen schldgt prima facie den umgekehrten
Weg ein, ndmlich den Weg des Erweises der Geltung
des kategorischen Imperativs iiber eine vom sittlichen
Bewusstsein zundchst unabhingige Freiheit. Wie deut-
lich geworden sein diirfte, ist Puls davon iiberzeugt,
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O06 naTeprpeTanny Ilynbecom «kpyra»
B 000CHOBaHMM CBOOOIBI ¥ HPAaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHA

Kak 6pI mo-rpe>xxaeMy HeIIpMMMPUMO HI 00CyXIia-
JIMCh cofleprKaHMe M crcTeMaTidecKass (PYHKIVE Te3nca
Kanra o dpakTe pasyma, orpefiesieHHO SICHO 110 MEHBIIIe
Mepe To, uTo B «KpuTHKe MpaKTueckoro pasyMa» Co3Ha-
HMe HpaBCTBEHHOIO 3aKOHA B (popMe YBaKeHM: K HeMy
spysercs «ratio cognoscendi» (AA 05, S. 4, Anm.; KaHr,
1997a, c. 281, cHOCKa.) cBOOOAEL TakuM 0OpasoM, MBI 3Ha-
eMm, no KaHTy, o Harert cBoOome BOJIV, IOCKOJIBKY MBI
HEeIIOCPEICTBEHHO 3HaeM O Halllev MOpaJIbHOM 00s13aHHO-
CTV V1 TIPV 3TOM TaKXKe IIpV3HaeM ee 0053aTeJIbHOCTD IS
HAIITMX IIOCTYIIKOB. MeXIy TeM B TpeTbeM pasmerte «Oc-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHS. ..» 00OCHOBaHVe mieT prima facie mipo-
TUBOIIOJIOKHBIM ITyTeM, a IMEeHHO ITyTeM JJ0Ka3aTesIbCTBa
3HAYMMOCTV KaTerOpMYeCcKOro MMIIepaTvBa JJIs CBOOOBL,
KOTOpasi M3Ha4aJIbHO He3aBVCKMa OT HPaBCTBEHHOIO CO-
3HaHM. Kak yke MOXXHO ObUIO ITOHSTE, ITyiibe yOexxieH B
TOM, YTO 3TO IlepBOHAYAJIPHOE BIIeUaT/IEHVe BBOAUT B 3a-
OJIy>XIeHMe ¥ 9To Te3mc o ¢akre pasyma siBirzeTcs B «Oc-
HOBOITOJIOXKEHWM. . .» BeIyIIIM MMIUIMIIUTHO yXe B IJlaBe
0 DenyKummn. 2To coe yoexaenve Iyibc Takke KIafeT B
OCHOBY CBOeTI CIlelrIdecKorl MHTepIIpeTayi TPeThel
CEKIINI; OH YTBEPKIAeT, UTO TaM He IIPUBOMNTCA TOKa3a-
TeJILCTBA CBOOOLIBI UEITOBEUECKOVI BOJIN, M3HAUYAIIBHO He3a-
BVICVIMOI'O OT CO3HaHWMS HPaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa.

B TpeTpeit cekvv KaHT popMymupyeT xopoIro ms-
BECTHBIVI VICCIIeOBaTe IsSIM «KpyT» CBOOOIBI 11 HPaBCTBEH-
HOCTW, TO €CTb IIOJIO3PeHVIE B TOM, YTO BIUIOTb [0 TPEThENI
CeKIIMM apryMeHTals IIUla 110 KpyTy. K aToMy «kpyry»,
IIpaBzia, OTHOCUTCS TO, YTO B OCHOBE CBOEVI OTHOCWUTCS
KO BCeM IIeHTPaJIbHBIM TeopeMaM, Te3caM ¥ IaccakaM
TpeThero paspesia: MCCIeIoBaTe/ I M 30eCh OaJleKu OT
coryiacus Kak B OTHOIIEHMV TOYHOTO COMEP>KaHMS VN
CHICTEMATVYECK-apIyMeHTaTUBHON (YHKINM, TaK W
B OTHOIIIEHNV TOYHOV OpMEI «Kpyra»®. IIpasma, meH-
TpasibHOe yTBepxxaeHme [Tyibca o ToM, UTO Te3uc o dax-
Te pasyMa ObUI BeqyIInM yxe B «OCHOBOIIOIOXKEHWIL...»,
orpaHMYMBaeT eMy IIPOCTPAHCTBO IS MHTepPIIpeTalIin
YL B OTHOIIIEHW IIO[03peHNM Ha «KPYT».

8 Kak moxkasemBaer Pavtaxappn BpaHAT, B OCHOBY CBOVIX JIeK-
v 110 J1orvke KaHT nosioxmt pykoBoacTBo 110 jroruke I'eopra
Dpunpnxa Mavtepa, B KOTOpoM 0 circulus vitiosus cKasaHO CiTe-
nyromiee: «Ecm 3aKIoueHvie BBIBOAWTCS U3 IIOCBUIOK, KOTOpPbIe
CTOJIb XXe HeOIIpesieJIeHHb], KaK 11 OHO CaMo, TOTZia JI0Ka3aTeslb-
cTBa IpUTAHYTHI (petitio principii seu quaesiti). Ho ecyim 3aximio-
4eHVIe VICITOJIB3YEeTCs B OJTHO M3 COOCTBEHHBIX IIOCHIIOK, TaKasi
ommbKa HasbIBaeTCsi KPYroM B JIOKasaTeJIbcTBe» (circulus in
probando) (Meier, 1752, S. 774; Brandt, 1988, S. 181). Ecynt B3a1H
3a OCHOBY 3T OIIpefleJIeHVs], TOr1a BOIIPOC COCTOUT B TOM, O Ka-
KoM pogie circulus vitiosus et peus: circulus in probando, xkak
rosaraet OOJIbIIIast YaCTh MHTEPIIPETaTOPOB, YWin petitio princi-
pii B 3HAaUueHMN, nponuTposaHHoM Beie. Cw.: (Brandt, 1988,
S. 186; Ameriks, 1982, S. 206; Bittner, 1983, S. 133 —134; Hill,
1992, S. 101; Kaulbach, 1988, S. 131; Paton, 1962, S. 279; Praus,
1983, S. 119, Quarfood, 2006, p. 288).

dass dieser prima facie—Eindruck triigt und bereits im
Deduktionskapitel der GMS die Faktum-These implizit
leitend ist. Diese seine Uberzeugung legt Puls auf eine
bestimmte Lesart auch der dritten Sektion fest; sie be-
sagt, dass hier kein vom Bewusstsein des Sittengesetzes
zundchst unabhéngiger Erweis der menschlichen Wil-
lensfreiheit geliefert wird.

In der dritten Sektion formuliert Kant den in der
Forschung beriihmt gewordenen , Cirkel” von Freiheit
und Sittlichkeit, den Verdacht also, dass die Argumen-
tation bis zur dritten Sektion zirkuldr war. Fiir diesen
Zirkel gilt allerdings, was im Grunde fiir alle zentralen
Theoreme, Thesen und Passagen der GMS III gilt: Die
Forschungslage ist auch hier weit entfernt von einem
Konsens sowohl in Hinsicht auf den genauen Gehalt
oder die systematisch-argumentative Funktion, als auch
nur in Hinsicht auf die genaue Form des Zirkels.? Puls’
zentrale These einer bereits in der GMS leitenden Fak-
tum-These schrédnkt seinen Interpretationsspielraum al-
lerdings auch mit Blick auf den Zirkelverdacht ein.

So muss er plausibel darlegen kénnen, dass der
Zirkel nicht den Verdacht formuliert, die menschliche
Willensfreiheit werde bisher deswegen illegitimer Wei-
se angenommen, weil ihr Erweis unabhingig vom Sit-
tengesetz noch aussteht. Die Uberwindung des Zirkels
kann in Puls” Sicht folglich auch nicht in einem solchen
Beweis bestehen. In der Konsequenz ist aus seiner Sicht
auch nicht zu erwarten, dass Kant in der Sektion 3 eine
theoretisch-epistemische Freiheit in Ansatz bringt und
erst recht keine Begriindung der Willensfreiheit aus
letzterer. Vielmehr beschreibt Puls das die dritte Sektion
leitende Problem folgendermafien:

Die [...] Analytizitdt von Freiheit und Autonomie
reicht zur Begriindung des Sittengesetzes nicht aus,
wenn der Fokus auf der sittlichen Selbstgesetzgebung
in einem nicht rein verniinftigen Willen liegt. Wie liefSe
sich der Umstand erkldren, dass der Mensch als ein au-
tonomes Wesen seine Maxime so wihlt, dass er dabei
nicht seinen sinnlichen Inklinationen, sondern einem
allgemeinen, intersubjektiv nachvollziehbaren Gesetz
folgt? Kant deutet die Antwort auf diese Frage schon

8 Wie Reinhard Brandt feststellt, legte Kant in seiner Logik-
Vorlesung das Logik-Handbuch Georg Friedrich Meiers
zugrunde, in dem sich folgendes zum circulus vitiosus findet:
»~Wenn ein Schlusssatz aus Vordersdtzen hergeleitet wird,
welche ebenso ungewiss sind, wie er selbst, so werden die
Beweisttimer erbettelt (petitio principii seu quaesiti). Wenn aber
eine Schlusssatz zu seinem eigenen Vordersatze angenommen
wird, so nennt diesen Fehler die Wiederkehr im Beweise
(circulus in probando)” (Meier, 1752, S. 774; vgl. Brandt, 1988,
S. 181). Legt man diese Definitionen zugrunde, lautet die
Frage, um welche Art von circulus vitiosus es sich handelt,
um einen circulus in probando, wie dies die Mehrzahl der
Interpreten annimmt oder um eine petitio principii in der oben
zitierten Bedeutung (vgl. Brandt, 1988, S. 186; Ameriks, 1982,
S. 206; Bittner, 1983, S. 133-134; Hill, 1992, S. 101; Kaulbach
1988, S. 131; Paton 1962, S. 279; Praus 1983, S. 119; Quarfood,
2006, S. 288).
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Pokko ITopreaay

Tak, oH mOIDKeH yOenmTeIbHO II0Ka3aTh, UYTO «KPYT»
He BBI3bIBaeT IIOJIO3PEHV B TOM, UTO CBOOO/IA YeJIoBede-
CKOVI BOJIV 10 3TOVI IIPUHYIMHE IO CVIX ITOP ITOHMMasIach He-
II03BOJINTEIILHBIM 00pa30M, IIOCKOJIBKY BHE 3aBUCHMOCTH
OT HPaBCTBEHHOT'O 3aKOHA OHa ellle He jjokasaHa. CjiefoBa-
TEJILHO, 11 IIPeofoJIeHVie «KpyTa», 1o MHeHmMIo [ysibca, He
MOXET COCTOSITh B TAKOM J10Ka3aTerbcTBe. COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, C eT0 TOYKV 3peHs, TakKe MajIoBeposTHO, uTo KaHT B
TpeTbeVl CEKIINI YIUTHIBAET TeOPETHKO-ITO3HABATEIbHYIO
cBo0ozy, 11, KOHEUHO, OH He BBIBOAUT V13 Hee 000OCHOBaHVIE
cBoboze1 Bosi. Ckopee, ITyIibe orvchIBaeT PyKOBOJIAIITY IO
po0JIeMy TpeTbeVt CeKIMM CIIeyIoTM o0pa3oM:

AHaTMTIMHOCTD CBOOOIIBI ¥ aBTOHOMUY HEITOCTaTOu-
Ha 11 000CHOBaHISI HpaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa, ecyTi (poKyc
HaXOMWTCS Ha HPaBCTBEHHOM CaMO3aKOHOIATEIILCTBE B He
4o pasyMHov Boste. Kak MOXHO 0OBSCHUTE TO 00CTOS-
TEJTLCTBO, UTO UeJIoBeK KaK aBTOHOMHOE CYITIeCTBO TaK/M
obOpasoM mopmbupaer cebe MAaKCMMBL, UTO OH IIPV 9TOM
crTefiyeT He CBOMIM YyBCTBeHHBIM HaKJIOHHOCTSIM, a BCeoO-
IeMy, MHTepCy ObeKTMBHO ITOHATHOMY 3akoHy? KaHT Ha-
MedaeT OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC y>Ke OTCBUIKOV K BO3MOYXKHO-
My CO3HAHWIO aBTOHOMV, & TeM CaMbIM V1 HPaBCTBEHHOTO
3aKOHa: YyBCTBEHHO-Pa3yMHBIVI UeJloBeK, 13 Ubell CBO0O-
OBl — MHAYe YeM y UMCTO pa3syMHOIO CyIlecTBa — HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTbH He CJIeflyeT eo ipso, JoIrKeH obIazaTh CO3Ha-
HVEeM CBOeVl aBTOHOMII, a TeM CaMBIM U SIIMCTeMITYeCKO
CIIOCOOHOCTBIO H03HABANS KATETOPTIECKUT MMIIEpaTHB, a
VIMEHHO — «CO3HaHVeM 3aKOHa [IeVICTBUIL», YIIOMAHYThIM
Ha c. 449 B cTpokax 8 —9 ¥ MBICJIIMBIM TOJIBKO KaK Mpiest
(Puls, 2016, S. 75).

TaxyM oOpas3oM, ToKa3aTeIbCTBO 3HAYVMMOCTY KaTero-
PUYeCKOro MMIiepaTvBa COCTOMT, corIacHo Ilybcy, mpe-
JKJIe BCEro B HAXOXXIEHMM M OINVCAaHWUM SIMCTeMUYeCK-
MOTHMBALIMIOHHO OXapaKTepM30BaHHOIO — Kak, IOXKaIyVi,
MO>KHO T00aBUTh — CO3HAHVISI HPAaBCTBEHHOV aBTOHOMML.

ITpexae yeM mepeniTVI K aHaAJIM3Yy MHTepIIpeTaInii
ITysbcoM TpeThent ceKmM, cJlefyeT cCHavdajla IPOINTH-
poBatb 06e (popMyIIMPOBKYU «KpyTa» B TPEThe CeKITN:

3meck oOHapyXXMBaeTcsl, Ha/IO B 3TOM OTKPOBEHHO
IIpV3HATECS, Pof, KpyTra, M3 KOTOPOTO, ITO-BUIVMOMY,
HEBO3MOXXHO BbIOpaThcst. MBI mojtaraeM ce0si B IOpsIIKe
TIEeVICTBYIOIIVIX IIPVYMH CBOOOIHBIMM /ISt TOTO, YTOOHI B
HOpsAKe MeJIeV MBICIIUTB ce0sI ITOYMHEeHHBIMY MOPaJlb-
HBIM 3aKOHaM, U IIOCJIe 3TOTO0 MBI MBIC/IMM Celst momum-
HEeHHBIMW 3TVM 3aKOHaM ITOTOMY, UTO MBI IIPUITMCAIIN
cebe cBobomy Bom; 100 cBOOOIA M COBCTBEHHOE 3aKO-
HOJIaTeITLCTBO BOJIVA, V1 TO VI IPYTO€ CYyTh aBTOHOMVISI, CTTe-
TIOBaTeJTLHO, TTOHSTVA B3auMo3aMeHsgeMble; TI03TOMY-TO
VIMEHHO OITHO M3 HVX He MOXeT OBITh YIIOTpebsIeHo /s
TOTO, UYTOOBI OOBSACHUTD /IPyTOe ¥ IIPUBECTV €TI0 OCHO-
BaHMe, HO B CAMOM KpavHeM C/Iy4ae TOJIBKO JISL TOTO,
4TOOBI B JIOTMTYECKOM OTHOIIIEHUM CBOLAUTH K OIHOMY-
€IVHCTBEHHOMY IIOHSTUIO KaXXYIIMecs pPasINIHbIMU
MOHATVS 00 OTHOM ¥ TOM e ITpeaMeTe (KaK pasIuHble
I poOVI OIMIHAKOBOTO COfIepyKaHMs K HaMMeHbIIIeMY 3Ha-
MeHatermo) (AA 04, S. 450; Kanr, 1997, c. 233).

mit dem Hinweis auf ein mogliches Bewusstsein der
Autonomie — und damit des Sittengesetzes — an: Der
sinnlich-verniinftige Mensch, aus dessen Freiheit —
anders als bei rein verniinftigen Wesen — die Sittlich-
keit nicht eo ipso folgt, miisste ein Bewusstsein seiner
Autonomie und damit ein epistemisches Vermogen
haben, den kategorischen Imperativ zu erkennen —
eben das in 449, ,. Angesprochene und hier blofs als
Idee gedachte ,Bewusstsein eines Gesetzes zu handeln’
(Puls, 2016, S. 75).

Der Geltungsausweis des kategorischen Impera-
tivs besteht nach Puls zentral also im Auffinden und
Beschreiben eines, so kann man wohl ergédnzen, episte-
misch-motivational ausgezeichneten Bewusstseins der
sittlichen Autonomie.

Bevor im Folgenden Puls’ Interpretationen zur drit-
ten Sektion zur Analyse stehen sollen, seien zunéchst
beide in der Sektion 3 formulierten Fassungen des ,Zir-
kels’ zitiert:

Es zeigt sich hier, man muss es frei gestehen, eine
Art von Cirkel, aus dem, wie es scheint, nicht heraus zu
kommen ist. Wir nehmen uns in der Ordnung der wir-
kenden Ursachen als frei an, um uns in der Ordnung der
Zwecke unter sittlichen Gesetzen zu denken, und wir
denken uns nachher als diesen Gesetzen unterworfen,
weil wir uns die Freiheit des Willens beigelegt haben;
denn Freiheit und eigene Gesetzgebung des Willens sind
beides Autonomie, mithin Wechselbegriffe, davon aber
einer eben um deswillen nicht dazu gebraucht werden
kann, um den anderen zu erkldren und von ihm Grund
anzugeben, sondern hochstens nur, um in logischer Ab-
sicht verschieden scheinende Vorstellungen von eben
demselben Gegenstande auf einen einzigen Begriff (wie
verschiedne Briiche gleiches Inhalts auf die kleinsten
Ausdrticke) zu bringen (GMS, AA 04, S. 450, ).

Nunist der Verdacht, den wir oben rege machten, ge-
hoben, als wire ein geheimer Cirkel in unserem Schlusse
aus der Freiheit auf die Autonomie und aus dieser aufs
sittliche Gesetz enthalten, daf8 wir namlich vielleicht die
Idee der Freiheit nur um des sittlichen Gesetzes willen
zum Grunde legten, um dieses nachher aus der Freiheit
wiederum zu schlieffen, mithin von jenem gar keinen
Grund angeben konnten, sondern es nur als Erbittung
eines Princips, das uns gutgesinnte Seelen wohl gerne
einriumen werden, welches wir aber niemals als einen
erweislichen Satz aufstellen kénnten. Denn jetzt sehen
wir, daf$, wenn wir uns als frei denken, so versetzen wir
uns als Glieder in die Verstandeswelt und erkennen die
Autonomie des Willens samt ihrer Folge, der Moralitat;
denken wir uns aber als verpflichtet, so betrachten wir
uns als zur Sinnenwelt und doch zugleich zur Verstan-
deswelt gehorig (GMS, AA 04, S. 453

3-]5) :
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Tenepp ycTpaHeHo, HaKOHell, TO03peHe, KaKoe MBI
BO30Y/IVUIV BBIIIIE, KaK Oy/1TO OBI B HAIlIeM YMO3aK/ IFOYeHV
OT cBOOO/BI K aBTOHOMWM ¥ OT TIOC/Ie/THeVT K HpaBCTBEHHO-
MY 3aKOHY cofiepKaJicsl CKPBITBIVI KPyT, — a MMeHHO, He
IIOJIOXKVUIVI JIVI MBI B OCHOBY WMJI€I0 CBOOOZIBI TOJIBKO Pajiyi
HpaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa I TOTO, UTOOBI TIOC/Ie OITSATh-Ta-
KV BBIBECTM 3TOT 3aKOH M3 cBoOomp1? Ecrm Tak, To MBI He
MOIJIVI, CJIeJOBaTeIbHO, IIPUBECTV [Ii HPaBCTBEHHOIO
3aKOHa HMKAKOI'O OCHOBaHWS, HO INPVHSIN €0, TOIbKO
B3bIBasl K IIPVHITNITY, KOTOPEIV OJlaroHaMepeHHEBIe TTyIIi
OXOTHO JIOIYCTSIT, HO KOTOPBIVI MBI HMKOTTIa He MOTJIVI ObI
BBICTABUTh KaK JIoKa3aHHOe I1oj10keHme. Bee 3Tm1 momospe-
HVIS yCTpaHEeHBI, TaK KaK Tellepb MbI YOeIVIIVICh, UTO eCTI
MBI MBICJIVIM ce0si CBOOOIHBIMM, TO MBI ITepeHOCM ceds B
YMOIIOCTUTaeMbIVi MUP B KauecTBe ero WIeHOB U II03HaeM
aBTOHOMIIO BOJIVI BMeCTe C ee CJIe[ICTBYeM — MOPaIbHO-
CTBIO; €CJIVI K€ MBI MBICIVIM Ce0s1 00s13aHHBIMVI, TO MBI CMO-
TPVIM Ha ce0sl Kak Ha IIPVHaUIeXalVX K YyBCTBEHHOMY
MUPY U OJHOBPEeMeHHO Bce ke K MUPY YMOIIOCTUTaeMOMy
(AA 04, S. 453; Kanr, 1997, c. 241 —243).

ITysbec mepedpasmpoBall M3JIOXKeHME «Kpyra» Cie-
IyIoImmM 00pa3om: «MBI KaK 4yBCTBEHHO-pa3yMHBIE Cy-
II[ecTBa MBICJIM Ce0sl IOYMHEHHBIMM HPaBCTBEHHBIM
3aKOHaM, IIOTOMY YTO MBI IIpumcaiu cebe ceobomy —
T1abbI OBUTO BO3MOXKHO BOOOITe MBICIMTD ce0sI KaK HpaB-
CTBEHHBIX CYIIIeCTB — VI 3aKII0YaeM OT 3TOV CBOOOIBI K
Harrre1 mogaviHeHHOCTN> (Puls, 2016, S. 100).

W3 3TOTO0, Ha MOV B3IJISIL, COBEPIIIEHHO BEPHOIo’ Iiepe-
CKasa «Kpyra» ITyJIbC fertaeT, OHHAKO, CIIOPHBIE BHIBOIIBL:

TakuMm oOpasoMm, MBI He MOXEM pacCMaTpuBaTh
«CODCTBEHHOE 3aKOHOIATeILCTBO BOJIM» B Tesmce 00
AHAIUTUYHOCTY KaK 000CHOBaHHOe TIPVHSTIIEM CBOOOIBL.
ITpaBma, c Te3ncoM 006 aHAIIMTUYIHOCTY IIOHSTHE CBOOO-
IIBI pas{esIseTcs, Y 9TO pa3fesleHne BeIeT K IIOHSTIIO aB-
TorHoMuM. Ho 3T0 aHanmmuTyeckoe OTHOIIIEHVIE. .. He SIB-
JISIETCS OTHOITIeHeM 000CHOBaHMSL. ... HaM Hesb3s mexo-
IWUTH U3 TOTO, U4TO, IIpeHeOperas IOHATUIHON cdepors,
MBI Ortaropapst ceoOoze (HY IIPeIToIOKEeHHOVI, HY faXe
IIOKa3aHHOVI) MOXKeM paccMaTpuBaTh «COOCTBEHHOe 3a-
KOHOJIATeIbCTBO» Kak obocHoBaHHOe (Puls, 2016, S. 102).

[lepBast dpopMyIMpoBKa «Kpyra», pasa, AeVICTBY-
TEeJIBHO TIOABOAUT K TOMY BBIBOALY, YTO HeJIb3s ICXOOWUTD
73 TOTO, 9YTO MOPasIbHBIV 3aKOH MOXeT OBITh 000CHOBaH
«cBOOOAOM. .. Tae HoKazaHHOV». Ho mmpu Grvokarimem
PacCMOTpPeHM 3TOT BBIBOJI, OKa3bIBAETCS He TOJIbKO He-
HaJIeXXHbIM, HO U, BEpOsITHO, ommbouHbM. Xots KaHT
MWIIIET B IIepBOV (POPMYIIMPOBKE «Kpyra», YTO «cBoboma
7 cOOCTBEHHOE 3aKOHOATEIBCTBO BOJIV, W TO U APYTOe
CyTb aBTOHOMIS, CJIefloBaTelIbHO, ITOHSTHS B3arIMO3aMe-
HsieMble», O[THaKO HY IIOHSITIe CBOOOIBI IS 3HAUVMMOCTV
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHA «He MOXeT OBITh yIIoTpebiIeHo»,
«4TOOBI OOBSICHUTD IPYTOE VI IIPVBECTV €T0 OCHOBAHVIE,
HM HaoboporT. [Ipasya, r1aroiry «00bICHUTE» 371eCh Clle-
nyeT yOeiauTh ocoboe BHUMaHNE, IIOTOMY YTO B IIATOM
cexum KanT cremyromym obpa3oM oIpefesiseT, 4To
3HAUNT «OOBICHUTE:

® Cwm.: (Porcheddu, 2013, S. 85; 20164, S. 108; 20166, S. 238 — 240).

Puls paraphrasiert den Zirkel folgendermafien:
,Wir als sinnlich-verniinftige Wesen denken uns als
den sittlichen Gesetzen unterworfen, weil wir uns — zu
dem Zweck, uns iiberhaupt als sittliche Wesen denken
zu konnen — Freiheit beigelegt haben und aus dieser
Freiheit auf unsere Unterworfenheit schliefen” (Puls,
2016, S. 100).

Aus dieser m. E. durchaus zutreffenden® Paraphra-
se des Zirkels zieht Puls allerdings diskussionswiirdige
Schliisse:

Wir diirfen also die ,eigene Gesetzgebung des Wil-
lens’ in der Analytizitdtsthese nicht als durch die An-
nahme der Freiheit begriindet ansehen. Zwar leistet die
Analytizitdtsthese eine Zergliederung des Begriffs der
Freiheit, die zum Begriff der Autonomie fiihrt. Aber
dieses analytische Verhailtnis [...] ist kein Begrtindungs-
verhiltnis. [...] Wir diirfen nicht davon ausgehen, dass
wir tiber die begriffliche Sphére hinaus durch die (we-
der angenommene noch moglicherweise bewiesene)
Freiheit die ,eigene Gesetzgebung’ als begriindet anse-
hen kénnten (Puls, 2016, S. 102).

Vor allem der Schluss, man diirfe nicht davon aus-
gehen, das Sittengesetz konne , durch die [...] mogli-
cherweise bewiesene Freiheit [...] begriindet” werden,
wird zwar durch die erste Zirkelformulierung in der
Tat nahegelegt. Ndher besehen ist dieser Schluss aber
nicht nur nicht zwingend, sondern wahrscheinlich
auch unzutreffend. Zwar schreibt Kant im ersten Zir-
kel, weil ,Freiheit und eigene Gesetzgebung des Wil-
lens [...] beides Autonomie mithin Wechselbegriffe”
seien, konne weder der Begriff der Freiheit fiir die Gel-
tung des Sittengesetzes ,dazu gebraucht werden [...],
um den anderen zu erkldren und von ihm Grund an-
zugeben”, noch umgekehrt. Allerdings sollte man dem
Verb ,erkldren” hier besondere Beachtung schenken.
Denn in der fiinften Sektion bestimmt Kant , erkldaren”
folgendermafien:

Aber alsdann wiirde die Vernunft alle ihre Grenze
tiberschreiten, wenn sie es sich zu erkldren unterfinge,
wie reine Vernunft praktisch sein kénne, welches vollig
einerlei mit der Aufgabe sein wiirde, zu erkldren, wie
Freiheit moglich sei. Denn wir konnen nichts erklédren,
als was wir auf Gesetze zuriickfiihren kénnen, deren
Gegenstand in irgend einer moglichen Erfahrung gege-
ben werden kann. Freiheit aber ist eine blofe Idee, deren
objective Realitdt auf keine Weise nach Naturgesetzen,
mithin auch nicht in irgend einer moglichen Erfahrung
dargethan werden kann, die also darum, weil ihr selbst
niemals nach irgend einer Analogie ein Beispiel unterge-
legt werden mag, niemals begriffen, oder auch nur ein-
gesehen werden kann [...] (GMS, AA 04, S. 458, -459, ).

° Vgl. Porcheddu, 2013, S. 85; 2016a, 108; 2016b, 238-240.
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Ho pasywm mpecTymn G5l Bce CBOM TPaHMUIIBI, eCITn
ObI OH OTBXWICS Ha 0065CHEHIe TOTO, KAK YVCTBIVI pasyM
MOXeT OBITh IIpaKTUUeCKIM; Beb 3TO ObUIO ObI coBep-
IIEHHO TO >Xe, YTO M 3amada OOBSICHWUTH, kKak B03MOXHA
cBobooa.

160 MBI B COCTOSHUY OOBSICHUTH TOJILKO TO, YTO MO-
JKeT OBITh CBEIIEHO HaMM K 3aKOHaM, IIPeIMeT KOTOPBIX
MOXeT OBITh JaH B KaKOM-HMOYIb BO3SMOXXHOM OIIBITE.
Csobopa ke ecTh mpocTasi wiesl, OObeKTMBHAasI peaTb-
HOCTH KOTOPOVI HMKOVIM 00pa3oM He MOXeT OBITh ITOKa-
3aHa 10 3aKOHaM ITPUPOJIBI, CIe0BaTeTbHO, TakKe U HU
B KaKOM BO3MOYXHOM OIIBITE; TI03TOMY, TaK Kak IS Hee
HVIKOTTIA HeJIb35 10 KaKOV-HUOYy b aHaJIOTMM IIPUBECTI
IpuMepa, OHa HMKOITA He MOXeT OBITh IIOHSTa WIN
x0Ts OBI TOJTBKO ycMoTpeHa Hamu (AA 04, S. 458 —459;
Kant, 199706, c. 259 —261).

Kaxk Bumyv, B 3ToM Mecte KaHT pesepsupyer miaron
«OOBSICHITE» [JISL OTHOILIEHWII BeIlleVl, JaHHBIX B OIIbITe,
KOTOpBIe MBI CO CCBUIKOVI Ha 3aKOH INPUYMHHOCTY 00Bsic-
HseM VX IIpyavrHaMu. MopasIbHBIVI 3aKOH IIPOSIBIISIETCS B
4eJI0OBEYeCKOM OIIBITE B IIPEICTABIIEHHOM B (DOpMe yBaxKe-
HVSI CO3HAHWUV HpaBCTBEHHO O03aHHOCTY, HO He MOXeT
OOBSICHATBCS OTCBUIKOV K YMCTOMY IIPAKTUIECKOMY pasy-
MY KaK ero IpW4iHe, IIOTOMY YTO, TOBOPSI B LIeJIOM, pedb
VIIeT 0 HOyMeHaIbHOV IIPUYMHHOCTYL. DTO OrpaHI4eHNe,
IpaBJia, HUYYTh He UCKJIIOYaeT He3aBVCHUMBIV OT MOpasIb-
HOTO CO3HaHMS apryMeHT I JOKa3aTeIbCTBa CBOOOIBI
4eJIOBEYeCKOVl BOJIM B (POpMe «KPWUTMKN CIOCOOHOCTM
pasyma» (AA 04, S. 445; Kanr, 19976, c. 219). Takum apry-
MEHTOM MOYKHO, K IIPVIMEPY, JOKa3aTh, YTO U3 MCXOIHOIO
YCTPOVICTBA Y€JIOBEYECKOrO pasyma, KOTOPBIVT MBICJIVITCS
criepBa Kak rosias sIycTeMa, HeOOXOIMMO cileflyeT TakKe
HPUITCaHHAs €My CIIOCOOHOCTb CTAHOBUTBCS IIPVYMHOTVL.
®daxTmaecku Benp KauT roBopuT BO BrOpom ¢popMyim-
POBKe «Kpyra» B HEKOTOPOM CMBIC/Ie O cBODoIIe KaK OCHO-
Be MOPaJILHOTO 3aKOHa, KOTopasi, II0 ero cjioBaM, UCKITIO-
4JaeT To, YTOOBI IIOHSTVIE OCHOBEI B IIPVHITNIIE ObUIO He Ha
CBOEM MecTe B COOTHOIIEHVI CBOOOABI 11 HPaBCTBEHHO-
ctu. IToroMy 4TO BO BTOpOVI POPMYJIMPOBKE «KpyTa» CKa-
3aHO: «II0I03PeHVIe, KaKoe MBI BO3OYAVUIN BBIIIIE, Kak Oy/I-
TO OBI B HaITlleM YMO3aK/IIOUeHUM OT CBOOOIEL... K HpaB-
CTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY COIleprKaJICs CKPBITBIVI KPYT», HAaKOHeI]
«ycrpareHo» (AA 04, S. 453; Kant, 19976, c. 241). DTo0 no-
T03peHNe Ha «KpyT» B 3aKITIOUeHMM OT cBOOOBI K HpaB-
CTBeHHOCTM KaHT OTOXXIecTBIIsIeT ¢ IIOO3peHreM B TOM,
YTO MBI He «MOIJIV» OBbI «IIpMBECTU I HPaBCTBEHHOIO
3aKOHa HVIKaKOro ocHoBanus» (Kypcevs Movt. — P.I1.) (Tam
xe). CrrefoBaTesIbHO, TIOJIO3peHye Ha «KpyT» paccerBaet-
s IIPYL YCJIOBUIV, 9TO TaKoe 0CHOBaH1e 711 HPaBCTBEHHOTO
3aKOHa MOXKeT ObITh JaHo. Takmm oOpa3oM, IprMeHeHe
r1aroja «0OBSICHUTE» B PACCyKII€HMUM O HeIOITyCTVIMOM
B3a/IMHOM OOOCHOBaHWUM CBOOOABI ¥ HPaBCTBEHHOCTV,
PaBHO KaK M MMIUIMIWTHOe AOIyIIeHVe BO3MOXXHOCTHU
000CHOBaHMs HPaBCTBEHHOCTH Yepe3 CBOOOIy BO BTOPO
dopMymMpoBKe «Kpyra» garoTr Oortee maudpdpepeHIIpO-
BaHHOe IIpeJICTaB/IeHe O «Kpyre», HEXeJl B MHTepIIpe-

An dieser Stelle reserviert Kant das Verb ,erkli-
ren” also fiir erfahrbare Sachverhalte, die wir mit Re-
kurs auf das Kausalgesetz auf ihre Ursache zurtickfiih-
ren. Das Sittengesetz, dessen erfahrbarer Ausdruck fiir
den Menschen das in Form der Achtung prasente Be-
wusstsein sittlicher Verpflichtung ist, kann aber nicht
auf die reine praktische Vernunft als seine Ursache
zurtickgefiihrt werden, weil es sich, allgemein gespro-
chen, um eine noumenale Kausalitit handelt. Diese
Einschrankung schliefit allerdings keineswegs ein vom
moralischen Bewusstsein unabhidngiges Argument
fir den Erweis der menschlichen Willensfreiheit in
Form einer ,Kritik des Vernunftvermogens’ (vgl. GMS,
AA 04, S. 445.) aus. Ein solches Argument konnte
z. B. Nachweisen, dass aus der genuinen Verfassung
der menschlichen Vernunft, zunéchst blofs als Episte-
me gedacht, notwendig auch ein ihr zuzuschreiben-
des kausales Vermogen folgt. Tatsachlich spricht Kant
in der zweiten Zirkelformulierung ja in einer Wei-
se von der Freiheit als Grund des Sittengesetzes, die
ausschlieft, er meine, der Begriff des Grundes sei im
Verhiltnis von Freiheit und Sittlichkeit prinzipiell am
falschen Orte. Denn in der zweite Zirkelfassung heifst
es: ,der Verdacht, den wir oben rege gemacht haben,
als wire ein geheimer Cirkel in unserem Schlusse aus
der Freiheit [...] aufs sittliche Gesetz”, sei nun , geho-
ben” (GMS, AA 04, S. 453, ). Diesen Zirkularitdtsver-
dacht im Schluss von Freiheit auf Sittlichkeit setzt Kant
mit dem Verdacht gleich, wir ,konnten” von ,jenem”,
ndmlich dem Sittengesetz, , gar keinen Grund ange-
ben” (Ebd., S. 453, Hvh. v. R. P.). Folglich ist der Zir-
kelverdacht dann ausgeraumt, wenn ein solcher Grund
fiir das Sittengesetz angegeben werden kann. Die Ver-
wendung des Verbs ,erkldaren” in der Thematisierung
der nicht zuldssigen wechselseitigen Begriindung von
Freiheit und Sittlichkeit sowie das implizite Einrdu-
men einer Begriindbarkeit der Sittlichkeit durch die
Freiheit in der zweiten Zirkelfassung vermittelt also
ein differenzierteres Bild des Zirkels als es Puls’ Inter-
pretation zeichnet. Aus den beiden Zirkelfassungen
allein kann man also nicht, wie Puls meint, schliefSen,
dass Sittlichkeit nicht durch Freiheit begriindet wer-
den kann. Vielmehr lassen die beiden Zirkelfassungen
die Moglichkeit offen, dass sowohl die Willensfreiheit
des Menschen als auch die Geltung des kategorischen
Imperativs durch die m. E. Schon in der zweiten Sekti-
on thematische Freiheit der epistemisch-theoretischen
Vernunft begriindet werden.

Puls’ Interpretation
von Kants ,,Auskunft” zur Vermeidung
des Zirkels von Freiheit und Sittengesetz

Die den Zirkel tiberwindende Argumentation be-
ginnt mit dem folgenden Satz: ,Eine Auskunft bleibt
uns aber noch tibrig, ndmlich zu suchen: ob wir, wenn
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tarym [lyssca. 3HaUMT, TOJIBLKO 13 ABYX (POPMYITMPOBOK
«KpyTa», BOIpeKku j1oBojiaM Ilyiibca, Heslb3sl 3aK/II0UNTh,
YTO HPaBCTBEHHOCTh He MOXKeT OBITh 0OOCHOBaHa udepes
cBobomy. Ckopee, 06e hopMyIIMPOBKY OCTaBIIAIOT OTKPHI-
TOV BO3MOKHOCTB, YTO KaK CBODOOIa 4eJI0BEUYEeCKO BOJIN,
TaK VI 3HAYVIMOCTb KaTeTOPMYeCcKOTro IMITEPaTBa 000CHO-
BBIBAIOTCSI, Ha MOVI B3IVISA], y’Ke BO BTOPOVI CeKLIM depe3
cBOOO/Iy TeOpeTMKO-II03HABaTeIbHOIO Pa3yMa.

Unmepnpemanyua Iysvcom xanmobcxozo «Bvixoda»
Bo usbexcarue «xpyea» c60600vt
u HpaBcmBennoeo 3akona

AprymeHTarus, KOTopasi IIpeoyioyieBaeT «Kpyr», Ha-
YMHAeTCs CJIENYIOMMM IpemIoxKeneM: «OmHAKO HaM
ocTaeTcs ellle OAVH BBIXOH, VIMEHHO, IIOCMOTPETh: He
CTAHOBVIMCS JIVI MBI Ha IPYTyIO TOUKY 3PeHV B TOM CIIy-
4Jae, Korja MbICIMM cebsi, Oraromapst csoOozie, a priori
TIEVICTBYIOIIVMM IIPUYMHAMI, YeM B TOM CJIydae, KOra
IIpefcTaBIIeM caMmx ce0s Ha OCHOBAaHWN HAIIMX HeVi-
CTBUV KaK pe3yJIbTaTOB, KOTOPble MBI BUAVIM IIeper, CO-
Gor» (AA 04, S. 450; KanT, 199706, c. 233 —235).

CitoBa  «Ipyrasi To4ka 3peHMs» OTCBUIAIOT K ydue-
HUIO O IBYX MMpax WIM OBYX TOYKaX 3peHMs, KOTOpoe
M3JIaraeTcs B TpeTber ceKumm' v mpecTasisieT cobovt
KIIIOYEBYIO TEOPEMY B [I0Ka3aTeIbCTBe KaTeropidecKoro
nMreparusa. [lon «BeIXOmOM» WMCCIeqoOBaTeNM OOBIYHO
TIOHMMAIOT XOfI apryMeHTaruy, Kotopylo KasT npen-
IIOCBUTAET BBELIEHVIIO B YUeHVe O IBYX Mupax, JInbo BCo
apTyMeHTalIVio [TpeTherl CeKIVM], IPUMBIKAIONUIYo K
IIepBOMY M3JIOXKEHWMIO «Kpyra». [Taccax, HertocpencTBeH-
HO IIPUMBIKAIOIINT K IIPEJIOKEHNIO, ¢ KOTOPOro Ha4u-
HaeTCs pacCy>X/IeHVe O «BBIXOMe», BBITVISIINT TaK:

He Tpebyercss HMKaKOTO YTOHUEHHOTO pa3MBIITITe-
HMSI, HO IOCTATOYHO Ja’ke CaMOro OOBIYHOTO paccyika
(xkoTOpBIN, IIpaBAa, CAeNIaeT 3TO IIO-CBOEMY, TPV IIOMO-
M CMyTHOTO PacIlO3HABaHMS CIIOCOOHOCTM CYXKIEHNs,
Ha3bIBa€MOTO VIM UYBCTBOM) IS TOTO, UTOOBI 3aMETUTh,
9TO BCe IIpeJICTaB/IeHVIs, SIBJIAIONIecs HaM IIOMV MO Ha-
IIIero TpOM3BOJIeHNs (KaK YyBCTBeHHBIE IIpeJicTaBile-
HMS), JAIOT HaM ITO3HaHMe IIPeIMeTOB TOJIBKO TaKMMW,
KaK OHM Hac appuIMpyIoT, IpudeM TO, KaKUMW OHU
MOTYT OBITH caMM TIO ceDe, ocTaeTcsi HaM HeM3BEeCTHBIM;
CJIe[I0BaTeJIbHO, 3TOT PO, IIpeICTaBIIeHN], [Take IIPY ca-

10 Cp.: «IToaToMy pasyMHOe Cy111eCTBO JO/DKHO ITPM3HaBaTh CaMO
ce0s1 8 kauecmbBe unmenauzenyuuy (CJIemOBaTETLHO, HE CO CTOPOHEI
CBOVIX HVBIIVIX CIJT), TPUHAJIEXXAIM He K 9y BCTBEHHOMY, HO K
YMOIIOCTMTaeMOMY MUPY; CJIef0BaTeIbHO, I HerO BO3MOXKHBI
IBe TOUKM 3peHMs, ¢ KOTOPHIX OHO MOXeT paccMaTpuBaTh
caMo ce0s V1 ITO3HaBaTh 3aKOHBI YIIOTPeOIeHNs CBOVIX CWJI, TO
€CTb 3aKOHBI BCeX CBOMX HEVICTBUM: B0-nepBbix, TIOCKOIIBKY OHO
IIPVHaJIEXKUT K UYyBCTBEHHOMY MMPY, OHO MOXET BUIETH
cebs MOTUMHEHHBIM 3aKOHAM MPUPOIEL (reTepoHOMUs), 6o-
Bmopbix, KaK IpUHajIeXxallee K yMOIIOCTUTaeMOMy MUPY, —
MOJYMHEHHbIM 3aKOHaM, KOTOpEle, Oy/ayuy He3aBUCVMBI OT
MIPUPOBI, 000CHOBAHBI He SMIVIPUYECKH, HO TOJIBKO B pasyme»
(AA 04, S. 452; Kanr, 19976, c. 239 —241).

wir uns durch Freiheit als a priori wirkende Ursachen
denken, nicht einen anderen Standpunkt einnehmen,
als wenn wir uns selbst nach unseren Handlungen als
Wirkungen, die wir vor unseren Augen sehen, uns vor-
stellen.” (GMS, AA 04, S. 450, ,,) Die Rede vom , ande-
ren Standpunkt” weist auf die in der dritten Sektion ent-
wickelte Zwei-Welten- bzw. Zwei-Standpunkte-Lehre
voraus,' die ein Schliisseltheorem im Erweis des katego-
rischen Imperativs darstellt. Mit der , Auskunft” wird
in der Forschung gemeinhin der Argumentationsgang
verstanden, den Kant bis zur Einfithrung der Zwei-Wel-
ten-Lehre entwickelt oder auch die gesamte, sich der
ersten Zirkelfassung anschlieffende Argumentation. Die
sich unmittelbar dem einleitenden Satz der ,, Auskunft”
anschliefende Passage lautet:

Es ist eine Bemerkung, welche anzustellen eben
kein subtiles Nachdenken erfordert wird, sondern von
der man annehmen kann, dafd sie wohl der gemeinste
Verstand, obzwar nach seiner Art durch eine dunkele
Unterscheidung der Urtheilskraft, die er Gefiihl nennt,
machen mag;: dafs alle Vorstellungen, die uns ohne unse-
re Willkiir kommen (wie die der Sinne), uns die Gegen-
stande nicht anders zu erkennen geben, als sie uns affici-
ren, wobei, was sie an sich sein mégen, uns unbekannt
bleibt, mithin daf3, was diese Art Vorstellungen betrifft,
wir dadurch auch bei der angestrengtesten Aufmerk-
samkeit und Deutlichkeit, die der Verstand nur immer
hinzuftigen mag, doch blofs zur Erkenntnif$ der Erschei-
nungen, niemals der Dinge an sich selbst gelangen kénnen
(GMS, AA 04, S. 450,.-451,).

Puls versucht nun, auch die , Auskunft” so zu le-
sen, als thematisiere Kant in ihr primér, wenn nicht
sogar ausschliefilich die praktische Vernunft (vgl. Puls,
2016, S. 114-118). Ein entscheidendes Indiz fiir Puls” In-
terpretation bildet der ,Begriff der ,Willkiir’, welcher
eindeutig in den praktischen Vernunftkontext gehort”
(Puls, 2016, S. 114). Den Ausdruck , Vorstellungen [...]
ohne unsere Willkiir” interpretiert Puls als Vorstellun-
gen, die ,nicht auf [...] quasi von der Willkiir einbe-
zogene Inklinationen” (Puls, 2016, S. 115) beruhen. Sie
sind nach Puls Vorstellungen, ,die uns von der Sinn-
lichkeit direkt diktiert werden und bei denen die Will-
kiirfreiheit in gewisser Weise umgangen bzw. tiberwal-

10 Vgl.: , Um deswillen muf ein verniinftiges Wesen sich selbst
als Intelligenz (also nicht von Seiten seiner untern Kréfte),
nicht als zur Sinnen-, sondern zur Verstandeswelt gehorig,
ansehen; mithin hat es zwei Standpunkte daraus es sich selbst
betrachten und Gesetze des Gebrauchs seiner Krifte, folglich
aller seiner Handlungen erkennen kann, einmal, so fern es
zur Sinnenwelt gehort, unter Naturgesetzen (Heteronomie),
zweitens, als zur intelligibelen Welt gehorig, unter Gesetzen,
die, von der Natur unabhangig, nicht empirisch, sondern blofs
in der Vernunft gegriindet sind” (GMS, AA 04, S. 452

23-30) .
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MOM HarlpsDKeHHOM BHVIMAHWI C Hallleyl CTOPOHBI [P
BCEVI SICHOCTV, KaKyt0 TOJIBKO MOT ObI VIM JIaTh PacCy/IoK,
MOJKeT IIPMBECTV HacC TOJIBKO K ITO3HAHVIIO ABleHuil, HO
HUKOITa — K ITO3HaHWMIO fewyeil camux no cebe (AA 04,
S. 450—451; Kawnr, 19976, c. 235).

ITysbc mBITAETCSE M 3TOT «BBIXOA» IPOYECTh TaKUM
obpasomM, Oynro KaHT 3mech BelleT peub IIpexie BCero,
ecJIM He VICKJTIOUNTEIIbHO, O npakmuyeckom pasyMe (Puls,
2016, S. 114 —118). PertatoniyM CBUIETEIILCTBOM JIJIS Ta-
Kou mHTeprapetanuy Ilyiibca ciayxuT «moHsSTHE “IIpO-
m3Bora”, KOTopoe 0e3ycsIoBHO OTHOCWUTCS K KOHTEKCTY
MpakTudeckoro pasyma» (Puls, 2016, S. 114). Berpaxernme
«IIpeIICTaBIeHNs... IIOMVMO Halllero IIPOV3BOJIEHVIS»
ITynbe TONKyeT KaK Takyie IIpefICTaBjIeHNs, KOTOpble He
OCHOBaHBI Ha «CKJIOHHOCTSIX, KaK OBl BOBJIEUEHHBIX B
npomssoserne» (Puls, 2016, S. 115). Cormnacuo Ilysscy,
9TO IIPENCTaBIIeHNs], «KOTOPble HAIPSIMYIO IMKTYIOTCS
HaM YYBCTBEHHOCTBIO ¥ B KOTOPBIX CBODOJIA IIPOU3BO-
Jla B OIIpeJieJIeHHOW CTelleHN oOoVideHa WWIN IIpeosio-
seHa...» (Puls, 2016, S. 115)". Kpome Toro, 1o MHeHMIO
ITysbca, KaHT yXe B TOM MecTe, KOTOpOe IIpMBEIEHO B
IIOC/IefTHe ITTaTe, MMeeT B BUIYy YesloBeKa WIN YesIoBe-
4ecKyIo CyOBeKTHOCTb, XOTS TOBOPUT O4YeHb 0000IIIeHHO
o «tpegmeTax» (cum.: Puls, 2016, S. 116 —117).

[Tysbc Takke IIOJIaraeT, YTO 3TU IIPefCTaBIIeHMS
U1 TIOo3HaHVSA (PYHAUPYIOIINE, TO eCTb 3TO Te IIpell-
CTaBjIeHWsI, KOTOpBle «JAal0T HaM HO3HAHUE IIPEIMETOB
TOJIBKO TaKMMM, KaK OHM Hac adpdpummpyoT» (Kypcus
mom. — P.I1) (AA 04, S. 450; Kant, 19976, c. 235). Corra-
cvmcs ¢ [TysmbcoM B TOM, UTO 311eCh MAET pedb TOJIBKO O TeX
IIpeNICTaB/IEHVISIX, KOTOPbIe SIBJISIOTCS TOTEHIMAIbHBIMI
OIIpeeIAIONIVIMYL OCHOBAHISMM IIPOV3BOJIEHNS, a TaKo-
BBl UYBCTBEHHBIE BOXKIIEJIEHVIS, HO TaKXe ¥ HpPaBCTBEH-
HocTb. JonyctvM Boier 3a I1ybcoM m To, 4TO 0ObeKTOM
IIO3HAHMS M3HAYaIbHO BBICTYIIAeT desIoBeK. IIpucytye

"t Xors Iysbe mogKperuisieT CBOIO MHTePIIPeTaIMIO «BBIXOIa»
nByMms dpparmerTamu u3 «[IporreromeHoB», TTOAPOOHO paszow-
pasi 1IX, OH OIIyCKaeT TO MeCTO, KOTOpOe II0 CMBICJIy COOTBET-
CTBYET IIPOLIMTVPOBAHHBIM BbIIlle (PparMeHTaM O «BBIXOZE», a
OHO, Ha MOI B3IJISIf], COIEPKUT CYJIBHOE CBUIETEIIbCTBO ITPOTUB
vHTeprpeTarym ITynbca:

«Yxe ¢ mpeBHenIIIX BpeMeH drutocodmm nccieioBaTey In-
CTOro pasyMa MBICTWIM ceDe KpoMe UyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHMU-
MaeMbIX Bellert, win sipjleHnit (phaenomena), cOCTaBIISIOIINX
YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVMHVIMAEMBIVI MVUp, ellle 0COOble MHTEeIUINIM-
GesIbHBIE CYIIHOCTM (Noumena), COCTaBJIAIONINE VHTEUIAIVI-
OeJIbHBIV MUP, M TaK KaK OHM... CMEIIVBAJIV SIBJIEHVIE C BUIV-
MOCTBIO, TO OHV IIPM3HABAJIN [IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTD TOJIBKO 3a VH-
TeJUTUTOETFHEIMIU CYIITHOCTSIMIA.

<...> B camoM jiesie, IpaBIIIBHO CYMTas IIPEIMEThI UyBCTB JIVIIb
SIBJIEHVISIMV, MBI BeJIb TEM CaMBIM IIPU3HAaeM, 9TO B OCHOBE X
JIEXXWT Belllb caMa I10 ce0e, XOTs MBI He 3HaeM, KaKkoBa OHa camMa
o cebe, a 3HaeM TOJIBKO ee SIBJIEHVE, TO €CTh CIT0C00, KaKMM 3TO
HeM3BeCTHOe HEYTO BO3/IEVICTBYeT Ha HalllMl YyBCTBAa. TaKuM
o0bpasoM, paccymoK, IIOIycKasl SIBJIEHNMs, TeM CaMbIM IIpV3Ha-
€T U CyLIeCcTBOBaHMe BellleVl CaMiX 110 cebe; I B 3TOM CMBICIIe
MBI MOXKEM CKa3aTh, UTO ITPeJICTaBIeHVe O TaKMX CYITHOCTSIX,
JIeXXaIyX B OCHOBE SIBJIEHVIV, CTAJIO OBITh, O UMCTO MHTEJUINI -
OeTbHBIX CYIITHOCTSIX, He TOJIBKO JIOIYCTUMO, HO 1 Hem30eXXHO»
(AA 04, S. 314—315; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 74).

tigt wird [...]” (Puls, 2016, S. 115)." Puls ist zudem der
Ansicht, dass Kant bereits an der zuletzt zitierten Stelle
den Menschen bzw. die menschliche Subjektivitdt im
Blick hat, obwohl er von ,Gegenstinden’ ganz allge-
mein spricht (vgl. Puls, 2016, S. 116-117). Auch in der
Sicht von Puls sind diese Vorstellungen erkenntnisbe-
griindend, sie sind also die Vorstellungen, , die Gegen-
stdnde nicht anders zu erkennen geben als sie uns afficie-
ren” (GMS, AA 04, S. 450,. Hvh. v. R. P.) Gestehen wir
Puls einmal zu, es gehe hier einzig um Vorstellungen,
die potentielle Bestimmungsgriinde der Willkiir sind,
also sinnliches Begehren oder aber Sittlichkeit. Und
gestehen wir ferner Puls zu, das Erkenntnisobjekt sei
von vornherein der Mensch. Die zum Menschen als Ge-
genstand empirischer Erkenntnis gehdrenden Vorstel-
lungen wéren dann die von Puls in Ansatz gebrachten
,Inklinationen”, welche die Willkiir ,,umgehen” bzw.
,uberwaltigen” (Puls, 2016, S. 115). Diese Inklinationen
wairen, so muss man Puls wohl verstehen, sozusagen
blinde, das Begehrungsvermogen affizierende Kréfte —
blind, weil sie gerade nicht von der Willkiir und damit
von Verstand und Vernunft ,einbezogen” sind. Denn
wiéren sie Verstandes- bzw. Vernunftvorstellungen,
hiele das eo ipso, sie miissten zugleich Bestimmungs-
grinde der Willkiir sein. Wenn diese ,blinden Trieb-
krafte’ Eingang in die Willkiir finden, werden sie also
automatisch Vernunft- und Verstandesvorstellungen.
Es ist aber nicht einzusehen, inwiefern solchen ,blinden
Triebkriften’, fiir sich genommen, Erkenntnischarakter
zugeschrieben werden kann, den sie dem Zitat nach
doch haben miissen.

Vielleicht gelingt doch noch eine Begriindung der
Lesart Puls” durch die folgende, von Puls selbst nicht be-
dachte Modifikation: Nehmen wir an, die ,Vorstellun-
gen ohne Willkiir’ seien nicht solche Inklinationen, , bei
denen die Willkiirfreiheit in gewisser Weise umgangen

1 Puls fithrt zwar fiir seine Interpretation der Auskunft Stellen
der Prolegomena an, die er auch ausfiihrlich diskutiert, die
Parallelstelle zur zuletz zitierten Stelle der Auskunft allerdings
nicht, obwohl sie m. E. ein starkes Indiz gegen Puls’ Lesart
ist: ,,Schon von den éltesten Zeiten der Philosophie her haben
sich Forscher der reinen Vernunft aufler den Sinnenwesen
oder Erscheinungen (phaenomena), die die Sinnenwelt
ausmachen, noch besondere Verstandeswesen (noumena),
welche eine Verstandeswelt ausmachen sollten, gedacht, und
da sie [...] Erscheinung und Schein fiir einerlei hielten, den
Verstandeswesen allein Wirklichkeit zugestanden. [Absatz] In
der That, wenn wir die Gegenstande der Sinne wie billig als
blofle Erscheinungen ansehen, so gestehen wir hiedurch doch
zugleich, dafs ihnen ein Ding an sich selbst zum Grunde liege,
ob wir dasselbe gleich nicht, wie es an sich beschaffen sei,
sondern nur seine Erscheinung, d. i. die Art, wie unsre Sinnen
von diesem unbekannten Etwas afficirt werden, kennen.
Der Verstand also, eben dadurch daff er Erscheinungen
annimmt, gesteht auch das Dasein von Dingen an sich selbst
zu, und so fern kénnen wir sagen, daf$ die Vorstellung solcher
Wesen, die den Erscheinungen zum Grunde liegen, mithin
blofier Verstandeswesen nicht allein zuldssig, sondern auch
unvermeidlich sei” (Prol, AA 04, S. 314,.-315,).
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4eIIoBeKy KaK IIpeIMeT SMIIVIPIYEeCKOro IIO3HAHMS IIpel-
craBjieHnst Opurn Obl Torma IpmHATBEIMM [lysiecoMm BO
BHVIMaHMe «HAKJIIOHHOCTSIMW», KOTOPBIE «OOXOISIT» VTN
«1peoptorieBatoT» rpowvsposierue (Puls, 2016, S. 115). Ot
HaKJIOHHOCTY, KaK, BUAVMO, CJleyeT IToHmMarts I1yieca,
TIOJDKHBI OBITB, TaK CKa3aTh, CJIETIBIMM CvuIamy, adpprrm-
PYIOLIMMM CITOCOOHOCTD JKeJIaHUSI — CJIeNIbIMU, TIOTOMY
YTO OHM Beb He «BOBJIEYEHBI» B IIPOV3BOJIEHNE, & TEM
caMbIM B paccyok 1 pasym. [Totomy uro, ecit ObI OHU
OBUTV LIpeJICTaBIeHAMI PacCyIKa VIV pa3yMa, TOr/ia Obl
OHMU €0 ipso TOJDKHBI OBUIV OTHOBPEMEHHO OBITH OIIperie-
JISTFOIIIVIMY OCHOBaHMSIMM IIpov3BosieHMs. Ecym ot «cite-
IIble TIOOYAVTeIbHBIE CWIIbI» HAXOASAT BXOA, B BOJIIO, OHU
aBTOMATWMYECKV CTAHOBSTCS IIPEICTaBIeHVSIMI PacCy-
Ka " pasyma. OgHaKO HESCHO, II0YeMY TaKMM «CJIEIIbIM
OOy IMUTENIbHBIM CiJIaM», B3STBIM CaMM TI0 cebe, MOXKHO
[pUIICaTh ITO3HABATEIIbHBIVI XapaKTep, KOTOPBIM OHU
OJDKHBI 00JIa1aTh COITIACHO IIMTaTe.

BosmorkHo, mHTepIipeTanyio Ilysbca Bee e ynacTes
000CHOBaTh C TIOMOIIIBIO CJIeTyIOIIIel1, He IIpeyCMOTpeH-
HOVI M CaMMM MOAVVKALIMN: IIPEITIONOXUM, «IIpell-
CTaBJIEHVSI IOMVIMO IIPOM3BOJIEHNIS» — 3TO He TaKue Ha-
KJIOHHOCTW, «B KOTOPBIX CBOOO/a IIPOM3BOJIEHIS B OIIpe-
TIeJIEHHOVI CTelleHN 00oviIeHa v IpeoziorteHa. ..» (Puls,
2016, S. 115). JomycTuM, 9TO 3TO HAKJIOHHOCTV B CaMOM
o0I11eM BujIe, TO eCTh, B KOHEYHOM CUeTe, OLIpeIeIIsIoIIye
BOJIIO YZIOBOJIBCTBYIE I HEYIOBOJIBCTBIIE. DTV HaKJIOHHO-
CTV, TIOKyZla OHM ellle He 60/e0IpeNersonye OCHOBa-
Hs, ObUIV OBI TOTTIA IPOCTO MPECTABIEHVSIMY, JJaHHbI-
My gepe3 adpdpvmmposanme. Ecim ke oHM, nasee, 6bu1n
BOBJIEUEHBI B IIPOV3BOJIEHVIE, OHM MOLTIM OBl 00ecrieunTh
TOJIPKO SMITMPUUECKOe ITI03HaHMe HaIllerl CyOBeKTHOCTI.
Cam 110 cebe aTOT IIOAXOA, OUeHb yOenuTenpHbIN. [TpaBma,
0H OoJIblile He MOXKeT OOBICHUTD, HodeMy KaHT mymreT o
IIpefCcTaBJIeHISIX «HOMUMO HAIIleTo IIPOV3BOJIEHMSI», a He
IIPOCTO O CKJIOHHOCTSIX WIV O Ye€M-TO IIOTOOHOM.

Perrenme 1151 TOTO HallpaIIVBaeTCsl OYE€Hb IIPOCTOE!
ockosbKy KaHT 31eck 1iMeeT B BUY «CaMbIVi OOBIYHBIN
paccymok» (AA 04, S. 450; Kant, 19976, c. 235), oH, Be-
POSITHO, XOUeT IIpMAaTh CBOUM PacCy>KHEHNSIM OTTEHOK
«JIOCTYIIHOTO CTWIS» U 3aMeHsieT MeHee «IIOITyJIApHOoe»
MOHSITHE CIIOHTaHHOCTY paccylKa ¥ pasyMa IIOHSITUEeM
IIPOM3BOJIEHIA JIMOO0 MpeICcTaBIeHNII C HAIVIM IIPOV3BO-
JleHMeM WwIv Oe3 Takosoro. «IIpowsBoseHne» 03Ha4asIo
OBbI IIpM TaKOM HPOYTEHWUV SMMCTEMWYECKYIO CIIOHTAH-
HOCTB, a «BCe IIpeJICTaBJIeHNs], SBJISFOIIEeCs] HaM ITIOMU-
MO HaIIIero IIPOM3BOJIEHVST» ObLIM OBbI TAKMMI, KOTOPbIE
KOHCTUTYTMBHO 00sI3aHBI HaIIlell BOCIPUVMYMBOCTI, —
CJIEIOBATEIIBHO, «IIPECTaB/IEHVSIMY, KOTOPBIE HAIOTCH
HaM OTKy/1a-HUOYIb M3BHE 11 TPV KOTOPBIX MBI OCTaeMCSI
crpanarenbHbIMU» (AA 04, S. 451; Kanr, 19976, c. 235)

2 CiiemmyeT OTMETUTBb B BBIPaXKEHUM «IIpeCTaBJIeHNs], KOTO-
pBle HaM JIaloTcs OTKyHa-HWUOYIb M3BHE» OYeBVWIHYIO Iapajl-
71e71b K (POPMYJIMPOBKe apryMeHTa O cBOOOe BO BTOPOVL CeK-
myim: «BeJik He MOYKeM e MBI TIOMBICTIUTE cebe pa3yM, KOTOPHIV
B OTHOIIIEHVIVI CBOVIX COOCTBEHHBIX CY)XXIEHMIL caM co3Habas b
cebs HanpabBasemuim uem-mo usbre» (Kypcus mont. — P.I1.) (AA 04,
S. 448; Kanr, 19976, c. 227).

bzw. tiberwiltigt wird [...]* (Puls, 2016, S. 115). Gehen
wir einmal davon aus, sie seien ganz allgemein Inklina-
tionen, also letztlich willensbestimmende Lust und Un-
lust. Diese Inklinationen wiaren dann, insofern sie noch
nicht willensbestimmende Griinde sind, bloff durch
Affektion gegebene Vorstellungen. Wiirden diese nun
in die Willkiir einbezogen, lieflen sie eine bloff empiri-
sche Erkenntnis unserer Subjektivitit zu. Dieser Ansatz
ist fiir sich genommen durchaus plausibel. Allerdings
kann er nicht mehr erkldren, weshalb Kant von Vorstel-
lungen ,ohne unsere Willkiir’ spricht und nicht vielmehr
schlicht von Neigungen oder dergleichen.

Dabei bietet sich eine sehr einfache Losung an:
Weil Kant hier den ,gemeinsten Verstand’ (vgl. GMS,
AA04,S.450,) im Blick hat, will er seinen Ausfithrun-
gen vermutlich eine ,populédre” Note geben und ersetzt
den wenig ,populdren’ Begriff der Spontaneitdt des
Verstandes und der Vernunft durch den der Willkiir
bzw. der Vorstellungen mit oder ohne unsere Willkiir.
»Willktir” wiirde, auf diese Weise gelesen, fiir episte-
mische Spontaneitdt stehen und die , Vorstellungen,
die uns ohne Willkiir kommen” wiren solche, die
sich konstitutiv unserer Rezeptivitidt verdanken, mit-
hin ,Vorstellungen, die uns anders woher gegeben
werden,'? und dabei wir leidend sind” (GMS, AA 04,
S. 451, ) und welche den Grund fiir die empirische Er-
kenntnis abgeben. Diesen Vorstellungen wiirden die
rein spontanen epistemischen gegeniiberstehen, die
wir, wie es wenig spéter heifit, ,lediglich aus uns selbst
hervorbringen, und dabei wir unsere Thétigkeit bewei-
sen” (GMS, AA 04, S. 452, ). Diese spontanen Vorstel-
lungen, sozusagen diejenigen ,mit Willkiir’, wiirden
alles umfassen, was unser Erkenntnisapparat spontan
hervorbringt, beispielsweise Kategorien des Verstan-
des und Vernunftideen.

Kant fahrt folgendermafien fort:

Sobald dieser Unterschied (allenfalls blofs durch
die bemerkte Verschiedenheit zwischen den Vorstel-
lungen, die uns anders woher gegeben werden, und
dabei wir leidend sind, von denen, die wir lediglich
aus uns selbst hervorbringen, und dabei wir unsere
Thétigkeit beweisen) einmal gemacht ist, so folgt von
selbst, dafs man hinter den Erscheinungen doch noch
etwas anderes, was nicht Erscheinung ist, ndmlich
die Dinge an sich, einrdumen und annehmen miisse,
ob wir gleich uns von selbst bescheiden, daf}, da sie
uns niemals bekannt werden kénnen, sondern immer

2 Man beachte in der Wendung der , Vorstellungen, die uns
anders woher gegeben werden” die ins Auge springende
Parallele zur Formulierung des Freiheitsarguments der
zweiten Sektion: ,Nun kann man sich unmoglich eine Vernunft
denken, die mit ihrem eigenen Bewufstsein in Ansehung ihrer
Urtheile anderwirts her eine Lenkung empfinge [...]” (GMS,
AA04,S.448 . ., Hvh.v.R. P).

13-15"
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Pokko ITopreaay

KOTOpble 00pa3yioT OCHOBY IS SMIVIPUIECKOTO II03Ha-
HUS. DTUM IIPeCTaBIIEHVSIM [IPOTVBOCTOSUIN OBl UMCTO
CITOHTaHHBIE TO3HaBaTeJIbHbIe, KOTOpPble, KaK yKa3aHO
YyTh HVDKE, «MBbI ITPOU3BOAVM VICKIIOUMTEIIBHO M3 Hac
camux, IIpOSIBJIsIA 3TVM HaIly AesTeIbHOCTR» (AA 04,
S. 452; Kanr, 19976, c. 235). DTu crioHTaHHBIE IIpEe/ICTaB-
JIeHMs — MOXXHO CKa3aTb, ITpefICTaBJIeHUsI «BMeCTe C
IIPOV3BOJIEHIEM» — OXBATBIBAJIV ObI BCE, UTO CIIOHTAHHO
OpOoAylIMpyeT ammapaT Hallero ITO3HaHWs, HaIlpuMmep
KaTeropuy paccyaka v ueu pasyMa.
B npoporokenve Temer KanT nvmer:

Korme ckopo mpoemeHo 3TO paszmmame (XOTS OBl
IIPOCTO TIOCPEMICTBOM ITOAMEUEHHOV Pa3HMIIEL MeXITy
TeMU IIpenCTaBJIEHMSAMY, KOTOPbIe OalOoTCA HaM OTKy-
Ta-HUOY/Ib M3BHE U TP KOTOPBIX MBI OCTaeMcs CTpajia-
TEeJIbHBIMV, 11 TeMV, KOTOpPbI€ MBI ITPOVM3BOAVIM VICKIIIO-
UNTEJIBHO 13 HacC CaMVIX, ITPOSABIIAS STUM Hamy JesaTesib-
HOCTB), TO OTCIOZIa cevrdac JKe caMo cODOVI CIIeyeT, UTo
3a ABJICHVAMI Mbl JOJDKHBI HOHyCTVITB " IIPVIHATD ere
HEYTO IpPYroe, 4Td He eCThb siBJIeHVe, VMMEHHO, BeIy
camm 110 cebe, XOTS MBI, KOHEUHO, CaMV B TO e BpeMs
IIpu3HaeMcs cebe, UTO TaK KaK OHM MOTYT CHeIaThCs W3-
BeCTHBIMU JISI HaC BCerTa TOJIbKO TaK, KaK OHM Hac ad-
PULIMPYIOT, TO MBI HE MOXXEM IIOHOVITY K HUM OJIVDKe U
HUKOI'Oa He MOXeM 3HaTb, 4YeM OHW SBJIAIOTCA CaMU I1I0
cebe (AA 04, S. 451; KanT, 19976, c. 235).

HyJ'H)C VIHTEPIIPETUPYET 3TOT ITaCCaX TakK:

«ITogmedeHHas pasHUIIa MEXITy TeMW ITpericTaBile-
HUSMY, KOTOPbIe TafOTCS HaM OTKyHda-HUOyAb M3BHE U
TPV KOTOPBIX MBI OCTaeMCsl CTpaflaTelIbHBIMM, U1 TEeMV,
KOTOpBIe MBI IIPOV3BOIMM VCKITIOUMTEIHHO M3 Hac ca-
MUX, TIPOSIBIISISE STVIM HaIlly HesTeTbHOCTh», He TI03BO-
JISIeT CeflaTh KOHKPEeTHBIe BBIBOIBI O TOM, TOBOPWUT JIN
KanT 31ech 0 mpeficTaBIeHMsIX KaK TOJIBKO YyBCTBEHHBIX
BOCTIPUSITHSIX — B IIPOTMBOIIONIOXHOCTE ITpefiCTaBIeH -
sM, KOTOpbIe depe3 JedTeTbHOCTh pacCyKa CBA3aHBI C
rosHaHMSAMY. MOTYT TTofipa3syMeBaThCsI TakKe ¥ IPOCTO
YyBCTBEHHbIE 0x0e/eH1isl B IIPOTUBOIIOJIIOKHOCTD BMEHSI-
€MBIM TTOOYKIeHVSIM K IeVICTBISIM, Or1arofapsi KOTOPBIM
MBI [JOKa3bIBaeM, UTO 00JIajiaeM MPaKTITIeCKM Pa3yMOM.
IonsTNe «HamIa e TeITbHOCTE» MOXKET, OIISITh JKe, O3Ha-
YaTh TOJIBKO JIeATEeITbHOCTH HaIlero paccyzka; Ipasfa,
Kant B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXEHWI. . .» CUUTAEeT TAKXKe U pasyM
HaJleJIeHHBIM «JIesITeNIbHOCTRIO» (Puls, 2016, S. 117).

«[TpencrapiieHnsi, KOTOpble JAIOTCS HaM OTKyHa-HU-
Oymb M3BHE M IIPY KOTOPBIX MBI OCTaeMCS CTpaiaTelIbHbI-
MI» — 3TO SIBHO «IIpeJICTaBJ/IeHs. .. IOMVMO Halllero IIpo-
V3BOJIEHVIS)» U3 TIPOIUTHPOBAHHOTO paHee Taccaxa. Ecym
CJIe[I0BaTh M3JI0KeHHOV BhIIle MHTepIpeTarym [Tysiecom
«IIpefICTaBJIeHNIL... IIOMVMMO HaIllero ITPOM3BOJIEHVIS»,
TO 3TO Te IIpeJICTaB/IeHNs], KOTOPble BBIPaKalOT IPOCTHIe
crlenble ITOOYAMTeIbHBIE CWIBL, HAlOIIie VIMIIYJIbC Ha-
1ert criocoOHocTH XertaHus. Ho, ¢ ero Toukm 3peHmus, B
IIOCJIeTHEM IPONUTVPOBAHHOM (pparMeHTe IIpeJicTaBIIe-

nur, wie sie uns afficiren, wir ihnen nicht niher tre-
ten und, was sie an sich sind, niemals wissen kénnen
(GMS, AA 04, S. 451

8-1 7) :

Puls Interpretation dieser Passage lautet:

Die ,bemerkte Verschiedenheit der Vorstellungen,
die uns anders woher gegeben werden, und dabei wir
leidend sind, von denen, die wir lediglich aus uns selbst
hervorbringen, und dabei wir unsere Tatigkeit bewei-
sen’, lasst keine konkreten Riickschliisse darauf zu, ob
Kant hier von Vorstellungen als blof$ sinnlichen Wahr-
nehmungen spricht — im Gegensatz zu Vorstellungen,
die durch die Tatigkeit des Verstandes zu Erkenntnissen
verkntipft sind. Es konnten auch blof3 sinnlich Begeh-
rungen im Gegensatz zu zurechenbaren Handlungsim-
pulsen gemeint sein, durch die wir beweisen, dass wir
mit praktischer Vernunft ausgestattet sind. Der Begriff
,unserer Tiatigkeit’ konnte wieder allein an unsere Ver-
standestitigkeit denken lassen; allerdings sieht Kant in
der GMS auch die praktische Vernunft durch , T4tigkeit’
ausgezeichnet (Puls, 2016, S. 117).

Die , Vorstellungen, die uns anders woher gegeben
werden, und dabei wir leidend sind”, sind klarerweise
die , Vorstellungen [...] ohne unsere Willkiir” der vor-
her zitierten Passage. Folgt man Puls’ obiger Interpre-
tation der , Vorstellungen [...] ohne unsere Willkiir”,
sind das solche Vorstellungen, die blofie fiir das Be-
gehrungsvermdgen impulsgebende, blinde Triebkréfte
darstellen. In seiner Perspektive miissten dann aber die
,Vorstellungen [...], [bei denen] wir unsere Téatigkeit
beweisen”, allgemein potentielle Bestimmungsgriinde
der Willkiir sein, die, um mit Puls zu reden, ,von der
Willkiir einbezogen” werden, also vermutlich Zwecke
und die sich daraus ableitenden praktischen Regeln
und Imperative etc. Und so schreibt Puls auch, wir
wiirden in Hinsicht auf letztere ,beweisen, dass wir
mit praktischer Vernunft ausgestattet sind”. Die Tatig-
keit ,die wir lediglich aus uns selbst hervorbringen”
bezeichnet Kant noch in demselben Absatz als ,reine
Thitigkeit [...], ([die] gar nicht durch Affizierung der
Sinne, sondern unmittelbar zum Bewusstsein gelangt)”
(GMS, AA 04, S. 451,, ). In ,Ansehung” dieser ,rei-
nen Thitigkeit” miissen wir uns ein ,Ich, so wie es an
sich selbst beschaffen sein mag”, zuschreiben und uns
,zur intellektuellen Welt zdhlen”. Das nun bringt Puls’
Interpretation in Schwierigkeiten, weil die Beschrei-
bung der ,Thitigkeit” als ,reiner Thétigkeit” die ohne
»Affizierung der Sinne [...] unmittelbar zum Bewusst-
sein gelangt”, mit Puls” Bestimmung der , Thatigkeit”
als ,zurechenbare Handlungsimpulse’ kollidiert. Denn
zurechenbar sind auch sinnliche Handlungsimpulse,
insofern sie Bestimmungsgriinde des Willens, also der
praktischen Vernunft sind.
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HVISI, TIOCPEIICTBOM KOTOPBIX MBI «IIPOSB/IsieM» HaIly Jie-
ATeJIBHOCTD», JTIOJDKHBI OBITH OOIVIMII ITOTeHITMaJIbHBIMIA
OIIpeNeIIOIIMMI  OCHOBaHVSMI IIPOWU3BOJIEHVIS], KOTO-
pele, ToBops citoBamu [lysibca, «BOBJI€UEHEI B IIPOM3BOIIe-
HMe», TO eCThb, HaJlo II0JIaraTh, 11eJIIMI ¥ BbIBeJIeHHBIMI
M3 HIUX OPaKTUYIeCKMMI IpaBiIaMi VI VIMIIepaTUBaMIL.
ITysec Tax M IMIIET, YTO MBI, IPWHVIMAY BO BHVMAHVe
HIOCTIefIHMe, «T0Ka3blBaeM, 4TO obslajiaeM IIpaKTUIecKM
pasyMoM». [leqTelIbHOCTb, «KOTOPYIO MBI IPOV3BOOVM
VICKITIOUMTETBHO 13 Hac caMmx», KaHT B ToM ke ab3are
0003Ha4aeT KaK «UMCTYIO AedTeJIbHOCTb. .. ([koTopasd] go-
CTUTaeT CO3HaHU: He dyepe3 addurrpoBaHye YyBCTB, HO
HertocpencTBeHHO)» (AA 04, S. 451; Kant, 19976, c. 237).
B «oTHOIIIeHVVI» 3TOVI «UVCTOV HEeSITeIIbHOCTV» MBI IIOJDK-
HBI IpUIHcaTh cebe «f1, KakoBo 0HO camo 110 cebe» v Ipu-
YUCTINTE ce0s «K Mupy unmestexmyasshomy» (Tam xe).
W 3pecy uHTepnpertanyro Ilyibca MOmKMAAIOT TPYHAHO-
CTM, TIOTOMY YTO OTVICAaHVIE «/IeATeIIbHOCTI» KaK «JCTOV
JIesITeIIbHOCTI», KOTOpasl «[I0CTUTaeT CO3HaHMs He depe3
adppvmpoBaHVe 9yBCTB, HO HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO» (KYPCUB
Mont. — P.II), mpotuBopeunT ompenerneHvio Ilyiecom
«J1esITeJIbHOCTM» KaK «BMeHsIeMbIX ITOOYXXIeHWUI K Iev-
CTBIIO». Bellb BMeHsIeMEBI TakoKe 1 UyBCTBeHHBIe 100y K/Ie-
HVIS K IEVICTBVISIM, HACKOJIBKO OHVI CJTY KT OIIP€JTeIISIOIIIN-
M1 OCHOBaHVSIMI BOJI, TO €CTh HPAKMUUECK020 PasyMa.
ITommrTka Ilybca 3aericTBOBaTh MPaKTUYECKUIL pas3-
YM B apT'yMeHTe O «BbIXOJIe» BIIOJIHe ITOHATHA. Ecyv ObI oH
npusHaiI, uTo KaHT B paccMoTpeHHOM dparmMeHTe BefeT
pedb TOIBKO 00 3ImcTeMe, eMy IIPUIIUIOCh ObI IIPU3HATh
TO )Ke caMoe B OTHOIIIEHWY OCTa/IbHBIX ITaccaXkell BIUIOTh
IIO BBeeHM: B ydUeHMe O OBYX Mupax. ITockoimbKy 3To,
CO CBOEVI CTOPOHBI, Hen30eXHO o3HavasIo Obl, uro KaHT
VI B TPeThell CeKIIMM VIMeeT B BUJTY IIepexof], OT CBOOOIEI
IIO3HAIOIIEro K cBOOOIe MpaKTMIecKOro pasyMa, TO VH-
Teprpetartys [1yTbcoM IeMyKITNY ¢ TIO3UINT paKTa pas-
yMa, BepOsITHO, He ycTosila Obl. V1 IMeHHO TOT pparmeHT,
KOTOPBIII HEIIOCPEACTBEHHO IIPEIIeCcTByeT BBEAEHIO B
y4eHVe O IByX MUpaX, COHEPXUT caMble SBHbIE, Ha MOV
B3IJIATL, JTOKa3aTesIbCTBa TOI'O, YTO A0 3Toro Mecra KaHt
y>Ke BeJI peUb O II03HaBaTeIbHO-TEOPETIUECKOM pa3yMe.

Ilepexo0 k yuenuto o d8yx mupax
u c6o600e Boau uesoBexa

HeBsarbin ab3ar] TpeTher CeKIIUM COHEPXKUT OCeBoe
MeCTO B Xofie 00OCHOBaHNS «BBIXOIa», IIOCKOJIBKY Cpa-
3y Bciter, 3a HuM KaHT m3raraeT ydeHue o ABYX MUpax U
BMecCTe ¢ HUM OOBICHSAET CBOOOAY UeJIOBEUEeCKOVI BOJIN.
CrrepBa poiuTHpyeM 3ToT ab3art:

Ho BOT uestoBek [1eViCTBUTEIILHO HAXOOUT B cebe CIIo-
coOHOCTB, Or1arofapst KOTOPOVI OH OT/IM4aeT cedsI OT Bcex
IPYTHUX Belller U Jaxke OT ceDst caMoro, ITOCKOJIBKY OH adp-
drrpyeTcs mpeaMeTaM,  3Ta CTIOCOOHOCTD €CTh PasyM.
ITocrerHmL, Kak 4mcTasi CaMOIESTeIbHOCTD, IIPEBOCXO-
IAT Take paccydok, KpoMe TIpoUero, eIe B CIIeIyIoIeM
oTHOIIIeHMI. XOTS M PacCy/I0K eCTb CaMOIesTeIIbHOCTh 1
He COfIepP>KIT, TIOIOOHO YyBCTBY, TOJIBKO ITPEICTaBIIeHVIS,
BO3HMKAIOIIIe JIVIIIb TOrAa, Korma Mbl adPuIIpoBaHbl

Puls” Versuch, die praktische Vernunft im Argu-
ment der , Auskunft” ins Spiel zu bringen, ist durchaus
verstandlich. Denn miisste er zugeben, dass Kant im
behandelten Passus einzig die Episteme thematisiert,
wére er gezwungen, dies auch fiir die anderen Passa-
gen bis zur Einfithrung der Zwei-Welten-Lehre zuzu-
geben. Weil das seinerseits unvermeidlich zur Konse-
quenz hitte, dass Kant auch in der dritten Sektion einen
Ubergang von der Freiheit der epistemischen zur Frei-
heit der praktischen Vernunft im Blick hat, wiren Puls’
Faktum-Interpretation der Deduktion wahrscheinlich
nicht mehr zu halten. Nun enthilt gerade der Passus,
der unmittelbar der Einfithrung der Zwei-Welten-Lehre
vorhergeht, die m. E. klarsten Belege dafiir, dass Kant
bis zu dieser gerade die epistemisch-theoretische Ver-
nunft thematisiert.

Der Ubergang zur Zwei-Welten-Lehre
und der Willensfreiheit des Menschen

Der neunte Absatz der dritten Sektion bildet eine
Gelenkstelle im Begriindungsgang der , Auskunft”, weil
Kant unmittelbar nach diesem die Zwei-Welten-Lehre
einfiihrt und mit dieser die menschliche Willensfreiheit.
Der neunte Absatz sei zunichst zitiert:

Nun findet der Mensch in sich wirklich ein Vermo-
gen, dadurch er sich von allen andern Dingen, ja von
sich selbst, so fern er durch Gegensténde afficirt wird,
unterscheidet, und das ist die Vernunft. Diese, als reine
Selbstthétigkeit, ist sogar darin noch iiber den Verstand
erhoben: daf, obgleich dieser auch Selbstthitigkeit ist
und nicht wie der Sinn blo8 Vorstellungen enthilt, die
nur entspringen, wenn man von Dingen afficirt (mithin
leidend) ist, er dennoch aus seiner Thitigkeit keine an-
dere Begriffe hervorbringen kann als die, so blofs dazu
dienen, um die sinnlichen Vorstellungen unter Regeln zu
bringen und sie dadurch in einem Bewufitsein zu verei-
nigen, ohne welchen Gebrauch der Sinnlichkeit er gar
nichts denken wiirde, da hingegen die Vernunft unter
dem Namen der Ideen eine so reine Spontaneitit zeigt,
daf sie dadurch weit iiber alles, was ihr Sinnlichkeit
nur liefern kann, hinausgeht und ihr vornehmstes
Geschifte darin beweiset, Sinnenwelt und Verstan-
deswelt von einander zu unterscheiden, dadurch aber
dem Verstande selbst seine Schranken vorzuzeichnen
(GMS, AA04,S.452 ).

Auch mit Bezug auf diesen Absatz unternimmt
Puls den Versuch, die sinnliche Unabhéngigkeit und
»reine Selbstthatigkeit” der Vernunft als eine der prakti-
schen Vernunft zu lesen: ,,Die Moglichkeit der Vernunft,
von sinnlichen Affizierungen unabhingig zu sein,
liegt darin, den sinnlichen Wirkungen auf das Begeh-
rungsvermogen nicht Folge leisten zu miissen” (Puls,
2016, S. 122, vgl. auch S. 123-139). Im Folgenden soll in
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BelllaMM (TO eCTh CTpajjaTesIbHbI), TeM He MeHee OH IIpU
TIOMOIIV CBOEVI JeSATeIIbHOCTY MOXKET CO3aTh VCKITIOUN-
TEJIPHO TaKye TIOHSTIS, KOTOpBIe CITyXKaT TOJIBKO K TOMY,
uTOGBI uybcmbennsle npedcmabaenus nodbecmu nod npabuia vi
9TUM ITyTeM OOBeVIHUTD VX B OFJHOM CO3HaHW; 0e3 Tako-
O yIOTpeOIeHNs 9yBCTBEHHOCTI PacCyIOK He MOT ObI co-
BepIIIEHHO HIYEro MBICIINTE. PasyM ke IOI1 IMeHeM 1yIent
IOKA3bIBaeT TaKyIO UVCTYIO CLIOHTAHHOCTB, YTO TVM IIy-
TEM BBIXOZWT [IAJIEKO 3a IIPeMeIIbl BCErO, YTO TOJIIBKO €My
MOXeT OaTb ‘{yBCTBeHHOCTB, V1 BBIIIOJIHSAET CBO€ IJIaBHEV-
1IIee [IeJI0 TeM, YTO OTIIMYAeT YyBCTBEHHBIVI MUP OT YMO-
TIOCTUTaEMOTO, TIpeqHaYepPThIBasi, OIHAKO, STUM CaMOMY
paccyzky ero rpaaviipl (AA 04, S. 452; Kanrr, 19976, c. 239).

B ornomenvv sToro a6sama Ilysbe cHOBa mpenpu-
HVMaeT MOTBITKY ITPOYeCcTh UyBCTBEHHYIO He3aBVICHIMOCTD
U «UUCTYIO CaMOJIeSTelbHOCTE» pasyMa KaK TaKOBbIe
CBOVICTBa VIMEHHO npakmuueckozo pasyMa: «CIocobHOCTD
pasyMa OBITh He3aBUCVHMBIM OT YYBCTBEHHBIX addurin-
PpOBaHUM 3aK/II0YaeTcs B TOM, YTO YyBCTBEHHBIE BO3IeVi-
CTBVSI Ha CITOCOOHOCTD JXKeJlaHWMsI HeoOsI3aTeJTbHO MMEIOT
nocitencrsus» (Puls, 2016, S. 122; cp. Taxcke S. 123 —139).

Hwxe Gymer wmccrmemoBaHO B OCHOBHBIX UepTax, Ha-
CKOJIBKO ajiekBaTHa vHTepripertanins Ilysbsca. Ecim ciep-
Ba IOCMOTpeTh Ha To, 4To KaHT B 3ToM dparmeHTe -
IIleT O paccyfxe, To OGpocaeTcsi B IJla3a, YTO 3TO He YTO
VHOe KaK pe3foMe IIeHTPasTbHOTO OIIpesiesleHVsl TIOHSTIS
paccyyika B IlaBe O JenyKuum B miepsovt «Kpuruxe» (cp.
A 84—-129 / B 113—-169; KanT, 2006a, c. 131 —183; Kanr,
200606, c. 181 —247):

BblItre MBI pa3/ITIHBIMYL CITOCOOAMY OIIPeNesIsUIN pac-
CYIIOK KaK CITOHTAaHHOCTb 3HAHS (B IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTD
BOCITPUMMYMBOCTH, [XapaKTepHOV J1s1] UyBCTBEHHOCT),
KaK CIIOCOOHOCTh MBICIIUTH, a TakXe KaK CIIOCOOHOCTH
00pa3oBBIBAT TIOHSATVS VIV CY KAEHVIST; ¥ Bee 9TV Aedm-
HVILM, eCIIV IIPVICMOTPEThCS K HUM OJIVDKe, CBOIATCS K
onroMy. Tertepb MbI MOXXeM OXapaKTepW30BaTh PacCyIoK
KaK crnocodHocms 0abams npabuaa. ...Paccymok Bcerna 3aHsT
TeM, 4TO pacCMaTpVBaeT SIBJIEHVS C IIeJIbI0 HaWTV B HIX
KaKoe-HVMOyb TTpaBmio. ITpaButa, TIOCKOITEKY OHU OOB-
€KTVBHEI (CTAJIO OBITH, HEOOXOIMMO IIPIIACTHBI K ITO3Ha-
HUIO IIpPeIMeTa), Ha3bIBAIOTCS 3aKOHAMIL... U3 KOTOPBIX
caMble BBICIIIVE. . . IIPOVCXOIST 4 priori 3 CaMOro paccyiKa
... CaMV JIOJDKHBI IIPU/IaBaTh SBJIEHVSIM VX 3aKOHOMep-
HOCTh ¥ MMeHHO Oaromapsi 3TOMy [IeJIaTh BO3MOXKHBIM
ombIT. VITaK, paccyIoK... caM ecTb 3aKOHO/IATEIIbCTBO IS
OpUpOnbl, MHBIMY CJIOBaMM, Oe3 paccylka He ObUIO ObI
HMKaKOVI IIPUPOJIBL, TO €CTh He OBUTO ObI CHTETIYECKOTO
€ITMHCTBAa MHOTOOOPa3HOro B SIBJIEHVSIX COIIACHO ITpaBV-
JlaM, TaK KaK SIBJIEHVISI... CYITIeCTBYIOT TOJIBKO B Halllent
uyBcTBeHHOCTV. HO Hallla 4yBCTBEHHOCTb Kak ITpeIMeT
TTO3HAHVIS B OITBITE BMECTE CO BCEM TeM, UYTO OHa MOXXET CO-
ZepXath B cebe, BOSMOXKHA TOJIBKO B €IVHCTBE allllepIIer-
UL ...DTO >Ke caMoe eIVMHCTBO aIlllePLEIIIV B OTHOLIIe-
HUI MHOT0o0OpasHOro, [MMeromierocsi] B IIpencTaBIIeHN-
SIX... €CThb IIPABIUIO, M CIIOCOOHOCTH [IaBaTh 3TV IpaBIUIa
ecTph paccynok (A 127 —128; Kanr, 2006a, c. 179 —181).

[MapatenbHOCTE 000MIX Haccaxer cpasy Opocaercs
B I7Ia3a, e/ Pe3IOMIMPOBATh IIPUIIMCAHHBIE PACCYLKY
CBOVICTBa: B JIEBATOM ab3alie TpeTbevl CEeKLIMI pacCymoK
BBICTYIIA€T KaK «CaMOZESTeIIbHOCTD» 1 OTIINYAETCS 3TOV
caMoIesATeJIPHOCTbIO OT «49yBCTBa», IIOTOMY YTO IIpe-

Grundziigen untersucht werden, wie plausibel Puls’
Lesart ist. Schaut man zunéichst auf Kants Thematisie-
rung des Verstandes in diesem Passus, fillt auf, dass sie
eine Zusammenfassung einer zentralen Definition des
Verstandesbegriffs im Deduktionskapitel der ersten Kri-
tik (vgl. A 84-129 / B 113-169) darstellt:

Wir haben den Verstand [...] auf mancherlei Wei-
se erklart: durch eine Spontaneitédt der Erkenntnif (im
Gegensatz der Receptivitdt der Sinnlichkeit), durch ein
Vermogen zu denken, oder auch ein Vermégen der
Begriffe, oder auch der Urtheile, welche Erkldarungen,
wenn man sie beim Lichten besieht, auf eins hinauslau-
fen. Jetzt kénnen wir ihn als das Vermogen der Regeln
charakterisiren. [...] Dieser ist jederzeit geschiftig, die
Erscheinungen in der Absicht durchzuspdhen, um an
ihnen irgend eine Regel aufzufinden. Regeln, so fern sie
objectiv sind (mithin der Erkenntnif§ des Gegenstandes
nothwendig anhéngen), heiflen Gesetze [...] unter de-
nen die hochsten [...] a priori aus dem Verstande selbst
herkommen und [...] den Erscheinungen ihre Gesetz-
maBigkeit verschaffen und eben dadurch Erfahrung
moglich machen miissen. Es ist also der Verstand [...]
selbst die Gesetzgebung fiir die Natur, d. i. Ohne Ver-
stand wiirde es {iberall nicht Natur, d. i. Synthetische
Einheit des Mannigfaltigen der Erscheinungen nach
Regeln, geben: denn Erscheinungen [...] existiren nur
in unsrer Sinnlichkeit. Diese aber als Gegenstand der
Erkenntnif in einer Erfahrung mit allem, was sie ent-
halten mag, ist nur in der Einheit der Apperception
mdglich. [...] Eben dieselbe Einheit der Apperception in
Ansehung eines Mannigfaltigen von Vorstellungen [...]
ist die Regel und das Vermogen dieser Regeln der Ver-
stand” (KrV, A 127-128).

Die Parallelitdt beider Passagen springt sofort ins
Auge, wenn man die dem Verstand zugeschriebenen Ei-
genschaften zusammenfasst: In Absatz 9 von Sektion 3
ist der Verstand ,Selbstthitigkeit” und unterscheidet
sich in dieser Selbsttédtigkeit vom ,Sinn”, weil die Vor-
stellungen des Sinns durch blofle Affektion entstehen
und der Sinn ,,mithin leidend ist”. Auch wenn der Ver-
stand sich vom Sinn in seiner Selbsttétigkeit unterschei-
det, sind seine Begriffe und die in ihm entspringenden
Regeln funktional an die Sinnlichkeit gebunden. Durch
die begrifflich-regelhafte Organisation der sinnlichen
Vorstellungen vereint der Verstand diese ,in einem
Bewufitsein” und kann nur so, also im , Gebrauch der
Sinnlichkeit”, tiberhaupt etwas denken.

Auch gemidfs der Stelle der KrV ist der Verstand
,Spontaneitit der Erkenntnifs [...] im Gegensatz der Re-
ceptivitdt der Sinnlichkeit”, aufierdem ,ein Vermogen
zu denken” bzw. ,ein Vermogen der Begriffe oder auch
der Urtheile”. All diese Eigenschaften laufen in Kants
Sicht auf die Bestimmung des Verstandes als Vermogen
der Regeln bzw. Gesetze in Bezug auf die Sinnlichkeit
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CTaBJIeHVIsI 9yBCTBa BO3HMKAIOT Ha OCHOBE IIPOCTOro ad-
duIpoBaHMs 1 3TO AejlaeT YYBCTBO «CTpaJaTe/IbHBIM».
W ecrin paccy1oK cBoevt caMof1esTeJIbHOCTEIO OTIINYAaeTCs
oT ‘{yBCTBa, TO €ro ITOHATUA "1 HopomaeMme B HEM Hpa—
BIWUJIa q)yHKL[VIOHaJ'H)HO HpVIBSISaHBI K quCTBEHHOCTM.
YnopsimoumBsast TIOCpencTBOM TTOHSTUI YyBCTBEHHBIE
HpeJicTaBJIeHNs], PacCyAOK OObeAVHSIET UX «B CO3HAHWMI»
VI TOJIBKO TakK, TO €CThb IIOCPEJICTBOM «YIIOTpeOJIeH s 1y B-
CTBeHHOCTW», CIIOCOOEH BOOOIIIe MBICJIUT.

BnobGaBox, cormacHo 1mraTe n3 «Kpurukm dmcroro

paszyma», pacCyJOK — 3TO «CIIOHTAaHHOCTb 3HaHVII... B
IIPOTVBOITIOJIOXKHOCTE BOCIIPUMMYNIBOCTYL, [XapaKTepHOVI
LUISI] YyBCTBEHHOCTN», a KpOMe TOIro — «CIOCOOHOCTh

MBICJIUTB, & TaKXe... CIIOCOOHOCTE 00Opa30BEIBaTh IIOHS-
TV VIV CyKIIeHVs». Bee 5T cBOvICTBa, o MHeHMIO Kan-
Ta, CBOOATCS K OIpeleIeHMUIO pasyMa KaK CIIOCOOHOCTU
ZlaBaTh IIpaBWIa VIV 3aKOHBI B OTHOIIEHUM YyBCTBEH-
HocTn. HakoHerr, B aTom dparmenTe «KpuTukm» Takxke
BCTpeYaeTcs VIIOMSHYTOe B JIeBATOM ab3are TpeTberr
CeKIIMM «eIVHCTBO CO3HaHIs» B POpMe eAMHCTBa aIlllep-
nermym. ITogobHO ToMy Kak paccymoK B IeBsITOM ab3atie
TpeTren ceKumm Oriarorapsi CBOeV OopraHmsanyum oobe-
JIVHSEeT «4yBCTBeHHBIe ITpeficTaB/IeHs B e1IHOe CO3Ha-
HVe», TaK U SBJIeHVe «KaK IIpeaMeT II03HaHWS B OIIbITE,
BMeCTe O BCEM TeM, UTO OH[0] MOXKeT cofepKatb B cebe,
BO3MOXXH[0] TOJIbKO B €MHCTBE armeprenimm» (Cp. TaK-
xe A 310 / B 367; Kanr, 2006a, c. 397; KarT, 20060, c. 475).

TaxmM oOpa3oM, B [1eBATOM ab3alle TpeTheV CeKIIUM
TpeTbero paszaera «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIS. ..» MBI HaXOIVIM
BCe NPV3HAKM OeVMHUIINM pacCcydKa, SICHO M 00CTOS-
TerrbHO gaHHOM KanToMm B mepsoit «Kputuke». ITaccax
«KpuTykmy ancToro pasyMa» OTHOCUTCS ellle K JedyKIni
IIOHATUIL paccyKa, VI He Hy>KHO CIeLaIbHO 0OOCHOBBI-
BaThb TO, uTO KaHT m3r1araer ee B TeOPeTMKO-II03HaBATEITb-
HOM KOHTeKCTe 1, CJIeI0OBaTeJIbHO, MMeeT B BUy Teope-
TMKO-TI03HABATE/IbHBIV pasyM’. DTOTo KpaTKOro aHaIm3a
IIOJDKHO OBITH JTOCTATOYHO IS ITOATBEPXKIEHVS IMIIOTe-
361 0 TOM, uTO KaHT B eBsitToM ab3atle TpeThero pasmeiia
«OCHOBOIOJIOXKEHNS. ..» TaKKe TOBOPUT O paccydke Kak
nosuaBamenvro-meopemuteckorl criocoorocT. Kpome toro,
€IV B3IVIHYTh Ha 3T0 MecTo B «KpuTnke uncroro pas-
yMa», Te IIpaBwIa, IIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPBIX UyBCTBEHHBIE
IpencTaBieHVsl OObeIVMHSIOTCS B CO3HAHWMM, — 3TO 3aKO-
HBI, KOHCTUTYVPYIOLIVe npupody, TO eCTb 3aKOHbl Npupo-
0vt. Ecim B meBsToM absane Kant oueBunHbIM 0OpazoM
paccMaTpuBaeT pacCyIOK KaK ITO3HaBaTeJIbHO-TEOpEeTU-
YeCKyI0 CIIOCOOHOCTh KOHCTUTYMPOBATh Npupody, Torma
MaJIOBEpPOSITHO, UTO HOf, PA3YMOM OH B 3TOM XK€ JEBITOM
ab3alle IOHMMAaeET HPaKMU1eckyio ClIOCOOHOCTb.

Camort aprymMeHTaImy cjieflyeT BHadale IIpeIocsiaTh
PpeIaKTopcKoe 3aMedaHMe: B AKaleMITIecKOM W3[IaHV,
II0 KOTOPOMY OUTUPYeTCs IeBAThIV ab3a1], oOHapy XmBa-
eTcsl BaKHOe V3MeHeHMe B (POPMYIIVIPOBKE, IIpeyIoxKeH-
Homt camuM Kanrowm. Tak, B dpopmymiposke Akagemirde-

B B rmase o gepykuyuy KaHT, K CJIOBY, SICHO BBICKa3bIBaeTCs O
TOM, UTO «MBI BOBCE He BeJleM 371eCh Peub O Kay3aIbHOCTU II0-
cperctsoM Bormv» (A 92 / B 125; Kawnr, 20064, c. 139 —141; Kasr,
20066, c. 195).

hinaus. Schliefllich findet sich in der Passage der KrV
auch die im neunten Absatz der Sektion 3 angesproche-
ne ,Einheit des Bewusstseins’ in Form der Einheit der
Apperzeption wieder. Wie der Verstand des neunten
Absatzes der Sektion 3 die ,sinnlichen Vorstellungen”
durch seine Organisation ,in einem Bewusstsein verei-
nigt’, ist die Erscheinung ,als Gegenstand der Erkennt-
niff in einer Erfahrung mit allem, was sie enthalten
mag [...] nur in der Einheit der Apperception moglich”
(vgl. auch A 310 / B 367).

Im neunten Absatz Sektion 3 der GMS III finden
wir also alle Merkmale der expressis verbis von Kant
im Passus der ersten Kritik als umfassend vorgestellten
Definition des Verstandes. Die Passage der KrV gehort
noch zur Deduktion der Verstandesbegriffe, und es
muss nicht eigens begriindet werden, dass Kant sich
dort in einem theoretisch-epistemologischen Kontext
bewegt, er folglich die theoretisch-epistemische Ver-
nunft anspricht.” Diese kurze Analyse sollte als Besta-
tigung der Hypothese hinreichen, dass Kant den Ver-
stand im neunten Absatz der GMS III ebenfalls als epi-
stemisch-theoretisches Vermogen anspricht. Zudem sind,
blickt man auf die Stelle der KrV, die Regeln, durch wel-
che die sinnlichen Vorstellungen in einem Bewusstsein
vereinigt werden, Gesetze, welche eine Natur konstitu-
ieren, also Naturgesetze. Behandelt Kant in Absatz 9 den
Verstand nun offenbar als epistemisch-theoretisches
Vermogen der Naturkonstitution, ist es unwahrschein-
lich, dass er in Absatz 9 nun die Vernunft als praktisches
Vermogen anspricht.

Der eigentlichen Argumentation sei zunédchst eine
editorische Bemerkung vorangeschickt: Die Akademie-
ausgabe, welcher das obige Zitat des neunten Absatzes
entnommen ist, weist gegentiber der von Kant selbst
gebrachten Formulierung eine wichtige Anderung
auf. So zeigt in der Formulierung der Akademieaus-
gabe ,die Vernunft unter dem Namen der Ideen eine
so reine Spontaneitit [...], da sie dadurch weit tiber
alles, was ihr Sinnlichkeit nur liefern kann, hinausgeht”
(Hv. v. R.P.). In der originalen Formulierung Kants
heifst es hingegen, dass ,die Vernunft unter dem Na-
men der Ideen eine so reine Spontaneitit zeigt, daf er
dadurch weit iiber alles, was ihm Sinnlichkeit nur lie-
fern kann, hinausgeht” (Hv. v. R. P.) (vgl. Schonecker,
1999, S. 264). ,Er’ ist der Verstand und somit ist es dieser,
der durch die ,, Vernunft unter dem Namen der Ideen”
weit tiber die Sinnlichkeit hinausgeht. In der origina-
len Version fiigt sich die so entstehende Aussage nun
bestens in das allgemeine Konzept der Ideen ein, das
Kant in der KrV entwickelt. Denn es ist nur der Ver-
stand [...], aus welchem reine und transscendentale Be-

B Kant dufert im Deduktionskapitel tibrigens deutlich, dass
,von deren Kausalitit [der Vorstellungen — R. P.], vermittelst
des Willens [...] hier gar nicht die Rede” (A92/B125) sei.

83



Pokko ITopreaay

CKOT'O M3IaHVs, «pa3yM... IIOJI IMEHeM VIIeVl IIOKa3bIBaeT
TaKyIO YWCTYIO CLIOHTAHHOCTb, YTO 3TUM IIyTeM [oH] BBI-
XOIOUT AaJleKo 3a IIpefesIbl BCero, YT TOJIBKO eMl/ MOXKET
JaTh YyBCTBEHHOCTb» (KypcuB mom. — P.II1.). B opuru-
HaybHOM popmMyrmposke KanTa mHaue (cm.: Schonecker,
1999, S. 224)". «OH» — 3TO paccyHoOK, I IMEHHO Paccy-
TIOK IIOCPEICTBOM «pa3yMa IOJI IMeHeM VeVi» BBIXOOUT
JlaJIeKo 3a IIpefieibl YyBCTBEHHOCTW. B opuIruHaIbHOV
BEPCIN 5TO BBICKa3bIBaHVIe HAVUTYYIIIVIM 00pa3oM BCTpan-
BaeTcs B OOILMII KOHIIEIIT VeI, KOTOPBIN Kanur pasBuBa-
et B «Kpurnke arcroro pasyma», IIOTOMY YTO «9VCTHIE U
TpaHClIeH/IeHTaIbHble TIOHATNS MOTYT BO3HMKHYTh TOJIb-
KO M3 paccypka ... pasyM, COOCTBEHHO, He cO3[aeT HU-
KaKMX IIOHSTUI, a caMoe OoJibltiee 0cB060x0aem noxsamue
paccyoka OT HeM30eXHBIX OrpaHIIeHVIT cPepoV BO3MOX-
HOTO OIIbITa ¥ TaKMM OOpasoM CTPEMUTCS PacIIVPUTh
€r0 3a IIpeesIbl SMIIMPITIECKOT0, XOTS M B CBSI3U C HVIM»
(A 408 —409 / B 435—437; Kanr, 20060, c. 553).

Dra 1MTaTa B35ATa M3 IIEPBOVI YacTy IJIaBbl 00 aHTH-
HOMMSX II0[, 3arojioBKkoM «CrcreMa KOCMOJIOTMYECKMX
vner» (Tam xe). OHa mpenIecTByeT TpeTbeil aHTMHO-
MWV Y TTOSIBJISIETCS 31010 10 HAIIPSDKEHHOTO MCCIIeNIo-
BaHms KaHTOM cBOOOIBI IIPOV3BOJIEHVS B IMAJIEKTHKE
(cp. A 532—558 / B 560 —586; Kanr, 200606, c. 551 —567).
To, uro KaHT n 31mech mmImer o pasyMe Kak O ITO3HaBa-
TeJIbHO-TEOPETIYeCKOVI BOSMOXXHOCTY, He Hy>K/IaeTcs, Ha
MOVI B3IJISIII, B CIIELIMa/JIbHOM OOOCHOBaHW.

Ha 5T0 MOXXHO BO3pasuTh, UTO, XOTs, BEPOSTHO, PasyM
VI paccyIoK oOCYXKIaroTcsl B IeBSTOM alszalle B KadecTse
O3HABATEIIFHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVNI, «IJIABHEVIIIIee HeJI0» OT-
JIMYaTh «9yBCTBEHHBIVI MVP OT YMOIIOCTUTaeMOro, IIpeTHa-
JepThIBasl, OOHAKO, TVIM CaMOMY PaCcCyIKY €ro IPaHMIIbI»,
OTHOCUTCS K NpaxmueckomMy pasyMmy B ¢popMe HpaBCTBeH-
HOVI aBTOHOMWV. DTO AOIYITeHVIe XOPOIIIO COYeTaIOCh OBl
maxe ¢ TesvicoM ITysibca OTHOCUTEIIEHO MMIUTMIIATHOV TeO-
PpeMsI o pakTe B TpeTbeM paszerie «OCHOBOIIOIOXKEHS. . .»,
IIOTOMY YTO — TaK MOYKHO II0BeCT! paccy XIeHne — VIMeH-
HO (paKT alprOpHOrO CO3HAHMS Halllell HPaBCTBEHHO
aBTOHOMWM KaK ratio cognoscendi cBoOOBI HaIllelt BOJIV Ha-
KJTaJIpIBaeT OrpaHVYeHVI Ha eCTeCTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH PacCy/l-
Ka IIpYMEeHNTEeIBHO K Kay3a/IbHOCTH JesioBeKa. Takoe pac-
CY’X[IeHVe, IIpaBaa, HideM He IONTBEPXKIAeTCs B CaMOM
TeKCTe, IIOCKOJIbKY, cIemysi popMysmpoBke camoro Kamrrta,
paccyIoK B €ro caMOM 0O0IIeM Bie KaK CIIOCOOHOCTB IIpo-
VI3BOZIUTB ITpaBIUIa, 3aKOHBI M KaTerOpUM — 3TO MMEHHO
TO, UTO «pa3yM IIOJI IMEHEM WleV» BBITECHSET IaJIeKO 3a
IIpertebl Bcero ammmprdeckoro. Hu nepert aTim B macca-
JKe O «BBIXOIIe», HU, CTPOT0 TOBOPSI, B IeCSTOM ab3arie Tpe-
TBeVI CEKLIVV, B KOTOPOM BBOAWTCS YYeHNe O ABYX MUpax 1
TIOHSITVIE CBOOOJIBI BOJIVI, pedb O CO3HAHWIM HPABCTBEHHOM
ABTOHOMWI B OTHOILIEHWM HAIIMX OEVICTBUIL He ViIeT.

* B HeMeITKOM SI3BbIKe CJIOBO «pa3yM» KEHCKOI'O POfia, CJIOBO «pac-
Cy/IOK» — MYy>KCKoro. PefjakTopckast mpaska B AKajieMITdeckoM
VI3IAHMN 3aKJTFOYaeTcs B VI3MEHEeHVV MeCTOMMEHVS C MY’KCKO-
rO pojia Ha XeHCKHUVI, YTO IO-PYyCCKM HEeBO3MOXXHO IIeperaTh
IOCJIOBHO, ITIOTOMY UTO 00a CJIoBa — «PacCy[oK» M «pasyM» —
MY>KCKOTO pofia. ABTOp cTaThkl Boler, 3a IlIéHekepom mosaraer,
uTo 11071, «[0H]» 1 «eMy» KaHT mofipasyMeBaeT He pasyM, a paccy-
nok. — IIpumen. nep.

griffe entspringen konnen, daf8 die Vernunft eigentlich
gar keinen Begriff erzeuge, sondern allenfalls nur den
Verstandesbegriff von den unvermeidlichen Einschrén-
kungen einer moglichen Erfahrung frei mache und ihn
also iiber die Grenzen des Empirischen, doch aber in
Verkniipfung mit demselben zu erweitern suche (KrV,
A 409 / B 436).

Dieses Zitat ist dem ersten Abschnitt des Antinomi-
enkapitels mit dem Titel System der Kosmologischen Ideen
(vgl. KrV, A 408-420 / B 435-448) entnommen. Es befin-
det sich vor der dritten Antinomie und weit vor Kants
intensiver Untersuchung der Willkiirfreiheit in der Dia-
lektik (vgl. KrV, A 532-558 / B 560-586). Dass Kant hier
die Vernunft ebenfalls als epistemisch-theoretisches
Vermogen thematisiert, bedarf m. E. Auch keiner eige-
nen Begriindung.

Nun konnte man einwenden, dass zwar vielleicht
Vernunft und Verstand als epistemische Vermogen im
neunten Absatz thematisiert werden, das ,vornehm-
ste[...] Geschéfte [...], Sinnenwelt und Verstandeswelt
von einander zu unterscheiden, dadurch aber dem
Verstande [...] seine Schranken vorzuzeichnen”, liefere
aber die praktische Vernunft in Form sittlicher Autono-
mie. Diese Annahme wiirde sogar mit Puls” These des
impliziten Faktum-Theorems in der GMS III gut zusam-
mengehen. Denn, so kénnte eine mogliche Uberlegung
laufen, gerade das Faktum des apriorischen Bewusst-
seins unserer sittlichen Autonomie als ratio cognoscen-
di unserer Willensfreiheit weist das Naturgesetz des
Verstandes, bezogen auf die Kausalitdt des Menschen,
in die Schranken. Eine solche Uberlegung findet al-
lerdings keine Grundlage im Text selbst. Denn es ist,
folgt man Kants eigener Formulierung, der Verstand
ganz allgemein als Vermogen der Regeln, Gesetze und
Kategorien, den ,die Vernunft unter dem Namen der
Ideen” iiber alles Empirische hinaustreibt. Von einem
Bewusstsein sittlicher Autonomie in Bezug auf unser
Handeln ist weder vorher in der Auskunft, noch streng
genommen im zehnten Absatz der Sektion 3 die Rede,
in welchem die Zwei-Welten-Lehre und der Begriff der
Willensfreiheit eingefiihrt werden.

Zudem lassen sich einige Kandidaten fiir mogliche
Adressaten der Rede vom ,vornehmsten Geschift’ in
der KrV ausmachen. Die offenkundigste Parallelstelle zu
Kants Rede vom ,vornehmsten Geschift der Vernunft’
befindet sich in der Vorrede der A-Auflage. In dieser
identifiziert Kant die tiberdriissige Gleichgitiltigkeit ge-
gentiber der Metaphysik als , Wirkung nicht des Leicht-
sinns, sondern der gereiften Urtheilskraft des Zeitalters,
welches sich nicht langer durch Scheinwissen hinhal-
ten 146t“. Aus dieser gereiften Urteilskraft erwéchst in
Kants Sicht ,eine Aufforderung an die Vernunft, das
beschwerlichste aller ihrer Geschifte”, namlich das der
Selbsterkenntnifd”. Zum Zwecke dieser , Selbsterkennt-
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K ToMy xe HeKOTOPBIX KaHAMIATOB BIIOJIHE MOXKHO
VICKITIOUUTP 73 YMCila BOSMOXKHBIX ajpecaToB paccyKjie-
HUS O «IJIaBHewIeM fesie» B «KpuTuke dmcToro pasy-
Ma». Hambostee siBHOe mapasuiesibHOe MeCTO K CJIOBaM O
«TJIaBHEVIIIIeM fiejle pa3yMa» HaXOIWUTCH B IIPeACIIOBUN
K neppoMy msgaHuio. B mem KaHT ommichiBaeT omocTsl-
JieBllee Ge3pazume K MeTadusMKe KakK «pe3ysIbTaT He
JIETKOMBICTIVISI, @ 3PEJIOVI CHOCOOHOCHU CYKOeHUs BeKa, KO-
TOPBIVI He HaMepeH OOosIbIlle OrpaHNIMBATECS MHVIMBIM
3HaHWeM». V3 3Tow 3perovt CIOCOOHOCTM CYXKIeHUS
BBIpacTaeT, 1o MHeHMio KaHTa, TpeGoBaHMe K pasymy,
«aTOOBI OH BHOBb B3$UICS 3a cCaMoe TPYIHOe U3 CBOMX 3a-
HATUIT», a MIMEHHO «CcaMOIOo3HaHuMe». g 11er1eit 3Toro
«CaMOTIO3HaHMs» CJIeflyeT YUYpeIWUTb «Cyd», KOTOPBIN
«eCThb He UTO MHOe, KaK KpUmuka caMoro 4ucmoao pasyma»
(A XI—XII; KanT, 20064, c. 13—15).

OnHako «camoe TPyIHOe» W3 3aHSTUI ellle He 00s3a-
TeJTbHO «TJIaBHeviIee». [1oaToMy cileflyeT yTOYHUTB, UTO
«J1e7I0» pasyMa B JIeBSTOM a03alle TpeTher CeKIINT, a MIMeH-
HO «OTJIMYaTh UyBCTBEHHBIVI MUP OT yMOIIOCTUIaeMOro,
IIpeiHavYepThiBas, OfHaKO, 3TMM CaMOMYy PpaccCyfKy ero
TpaHMLIbI», €CTh Beflylllasi 3ajia4a 1 11eJ1b «KpuTykm umcro-
ro pasyma». CjieryeT KpaTKo HaIllOMHWTE, YTO IIOf, KPUTH-
KOV urcToro pasyMa KaHT rioHmmaer «peliteHyie Borpoca o
BO3MOYKHOCTM /T HEBO3MOXKHOCTY MeTadm3MKy BoobIte
U OITpefieieHVie VICTOYHWKOB, a Takke o0beMa U TpaHuI]
Metadpvsukm» (A XII; Kanr, 2006a, c. 15). BosmoxxHOCTB
MeTadM3MKI KaK HayKy, a TeM CaMbIM ¥ BO3SMOXKHOCTB I10-
3HaHV IIpeMeToB a priori y KaHra, Kak 3BecTHO, KpUTH-
YeCcKM CBd3aHa C yCIIexoM KOIePHMKAHCKOro IepeBopoTa
B MeTacusuke (cp.: B XVI; Karr, 20060, c. 17). ITprmvenn-
TeJTBHO K PacCyZIKy 3TOT ITepeBOPOT COCTOUT B ITpesIio-
JIOXKeHUM, YTO TIpeJIMeThI OIIbITa, a CJleloBaTesTbHO, U I10-
3HaHMS COOOPa3syIoTCsl C MOHATUAMIM CaMOTo paccyfka.
pelIaroIeV 37ech CTAaHOBUTCS Ta POJIb, KOTOPast OTBOJIWTCS
B KOIIePHMKAHCKOM IIepeBOpOTe PasyMy Kak CIIOCOOHOCTM
00pa3soBEIBaTE MJIEV U, CTIEIIOBATEIILHO, Oudlexniuke KaK Te-
opuM pasyMa B CTPYKType «KpUTHKI 9iCcToro pasymar:

Ecyvt e IIpv IIpeIIOJIOKEeHNN, YTO Hallle OIIBITHOe
TIo3HaHMe cooOpasyeTcss C IIpeaMeTaMM KaK BeIlaMu
camymm 110 cebe, OKasbIBaeTcsl, 9TO Oe3ycIIoBHOe BOOD-
11Ie HeAb3s Mbicaums be3 npomubopeuiis, v HA00OPOT, Ipu
TIpeNTIONIOKeHNY, UTO He IIperiCTaB/IeHNs O Belax, KaK
OHM HaM /IaHbI, COO0OPa3yIoTCs ¢ STVMM BelljaMi Kak Be-
IITaMV cCaMMMM TI0 cebe, a HaITpOTUB TOTO, 3TW ITpefMe-
TBI KaK SIBJIEHVISI COOOPa3yIOTCs C TeM, KaK MBI VX TIpefI-
CTaBJIsieM, JJaHHOe IIPOTHBOpeYre OTIaaeT 1, CleoBa-
TeJIbHO, Oe3yCIIOBHOe TTOJDKHO HaxXOOUTECS He B Bellax,
ITOCKOJIBKY MBI VIX 3HaeM (IIOCKOJIBKY OHVI HaM JaHBbI),
a B Bellax, IIOCKOJIbKY MBI VX He 3HaeM, [TO ecTh]| Kak B
BeIIlax caMux 1o cebe, — TO OTCIOTIa CTAHOBUTCS SICHBIM,
YTO CIeJIaHHOe HaMVI CHadasla B BVZle ITOIIBITKY JOITyIIe-
Hue obocHoBaHHO (B XX —XXI; Kaxt, 20060, c. 21 —23).

CB3b 3TVIX PacCy XXIEHNUV ¢ BBICKa3bIBAaHMSIMM [I€BSI-
TOro ab3alia CTaHOBUTCS OCOOEHHO SICHOVI M3 CJIEAYIOINX
[IpVMeYaHNt B IIPEAVCIIOBIUY KO BTOPOMY M3IaHMIO:

nifs” ist ein , Gerichtshof einzusetzen” und dieser ,Ge-
richtshof” wiederum ,ist kein anderer als die Kritik der
reinen Vernunft selbst” (KrV, A XI-XII).

Nun ist das ,beschwerlichste Geschift’ nicht unbe-
dingt schon das ,vornehmste’. Es muss folglich plausi-
bilisiert werden, dass das ,Geschift’ der Vernunft im
neunten Absatz der Sektion 3, ndmlich , Sinnenwelt
und Verstandeswelt [...] zu unterscheiden, dadurch
aber dem Verstand [...] seine Schranken vorzuzeich-
nen”, das entscheidende Anliegen und Ziel der Kritik
der reinen Vernunft ist. Unter einer Kritik der reinen
Vernunft, daran sei hier kurz erinnert, versteht Kant
»die Entscheidung der Moglichkeit oder Unmoglichkeit
einer Metaphysik tiberhaupt und die Bestimmung so-
wohl der Quellen, als des Umfanges und der Grinzen
derselben” (KrV, A XII). Die Moglichkeit der Metaphy-
sik als Wissenschaft und damit die Moglichkeit einer
Erkenntnis von Gegenstdnden a priori steht und fallt
fiir Kant bekanntlich mit dem Gelingen einer Koperni-
kanischen Wende in der Metaphysik (vgl. KrV, B XVI).
Bezogen auf den Verstand besteht diese Wende in der
Annahme, die Gegenstande der Erfahrung und folglich
Erkenntnis richteten sich nach Begriffen des Verstandes
selbst. Entscheidend ist nun die Rolle, die der Vernunft
als Vermogen der Ideen und folglich der Dialektik als
der sie behandelnden Theorie innerhalb der KrV fiir die
Kopernikanische Wende zukommt:

Findet sich nun, wenn man annimmt, unsere Er-
fahrungserkenntniff richte sich nach den Gegenstan-
den als Dingen an sich selbst, daf$ das Unbedingte ohne
Widerspruch gar nicht gedacht werden konne; dagegen,
wenn man annimmt, unsere Vorstellung der Dinge, wie
sie uns gegeben werden, richte sich nicht nach diesen
als Dingen an sich selbst, sondern diese Gegenstinde
vielmehr, als Erscheinungen, richten sich nach unserer
Vorstellungsart, der Widerspruch wegfalle; und dafs
folglich das Unbedingte nicht an Dingen, so fern wir sie
kennen (sie uns gegeben werden), wohl aber an ihnen,
so fern wir sie nicht kennen, als Sachen an sich selbst
angetroffen werden miisse: so zeigt sich, daf}, was wir
anfangs nur zum Versuche annahmen, gegriindet sei
(KrV, B XX-XXI).

Besonders deutlich wird der Bezug zur Wendung
des neunten Absatzes der folgenden Anmerkungen der
B-Vorrede:

Die Analysis des Metaphysikers schied die reine
Erkenntnif8 a priori in zwei sehr ungleichartige Ele-
mente, ndmlich die der Dinge als Erscheinungen und
dann der Dinge an sich selbst. Die Dialektik verbindet
beide wiederum zur Einhelligkeit mit der nothwen-
digen Vernunftidee des Unbedingten und findet, dafl
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ITpownsBeneHHBI Memagusukom aHAAU3 PasIeVIT
4iCTOe MO3HaHMe 4 priori Ha IBa BeCbMa PasHOPOIHBIX
3JIeMeHTa — II03HaHMe Belllen KakK sIBJIEeHUN U IIO3HaHVe
Belrent cammx 1o cebe. [uasexkmuka, B CBOIO Odepens,
IpUBOAUT oba 3TV 37IeMeHTa K OOIIeMy COITIacuIO C
HeoOXoAVIMOTI MIleent pasyMa — C uieent 0e3yca06Hoe0 1
CUMTAaeT, 9TO 3TO COoIvIacye IoTyvJaeTcs He MHade KaK de-
pe3 yIIoMsIHyTOe pas/ideHue, KOTOpoe, CITefToBaTeTbHO,
ecTb victHHOe pasymuenue (B XXI, Anm.; Kant, 20060,
c. 23, cHOCKa)®.

CiiefyeT KOHCTaTMpOBATh: «CaMoOe TPYHHOe» W Of-
HOBPeMeHHO caMoe IleHTpaJIbHOe «IIeJI0o» pasyMa — 3TO
«CaMOIIO3HaHVIe» IIyTeM Kpumuky 4uciioeo pasyma, KOTo-
poe mpescTaBsisieT cOOOVI IIOMBITKY CIIACTM MeTaU3UKY
KaK HayKy. DTa IIOIIbITKA CIIaCeHVsI COCTOUT ITIaBHBIM 00-
pa3soM B HaMepeHMM HoKa3aTh BO3MOXKHOCTB IIO3HAHVIS
IpeIMeTOB a priori IIyTeM HOMYINEHMs, YTO PacCyIoK
caM IIOCPeICTBOM CBOVIX ITOHSTUI KOHCTUTYUPYeET IIpel-
MET, a TeM CaMbIM OIIBIT M TT03HaHMe. [Juaiexkmuka v TIpe-
JKJe BCErO TPaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHbIV MJleaIn3M Kak ee 4acTh
BBIIIOJIHSIOT (PYHKIIVIO «IIpoOHOro Kamus» (cp.: B XVIII;
KanT, 20060, c. 19) wm «MCIBITAaHMUS Ha MCTUHHOCTH»
(B XX; Kanr, 20060, c. 21). YcnenrHo oHO B TOM ciIy4ae,
eIV uepe3 pasideHuie BeIy caMov 110 cebe 11 sIBJIeHMs
«VIMeeT MeCTO coIIacyie ¢ IIPVHIMIIOM YVCTOrO pasyMa,
a IIpY PacCMOTPEHWMIL C OIHOV JIVIIITE TOUKM 3peHNs He-
130eXXHO BO3HMKAaeT IIpOTUBOpeUle pa3yMa C caMyUM CO-
Gov» (B XVIII, Anm.; KanT, 20060, c. 21, cHocka). Takoe
pasiaeHVie — OTHOBPEMEHHO ¥ KOHCTaTalIVsI TOTO, UTO
MBI C PacCyIKOM, KOHCTUTYUPYIOIIVM IIPeAMeThl, «H-
KOIZIa He CMOYKEM BBIVITY 3a IIPeesIbl BO3MOXKHOTO OITBI-
ta» (B XIX; Kaut, 20060, c. 21). DTOT OYepK TeCHOWM B3a-
VIMOCBSI3M paccyKa Kak ITO3HaBaTeIbHOV CIIOCOOHOCTH,
pasyMa Kak CIIOCOOHOCTV 0Opa30BBIBaTh MIEN W «IJIaB-
Herinero fiesia» camom «Kpwurukm gumcroro pasyma» mo-
KasbIBaeT, Ha MOV B3IVISH, HEeBO3SMOXHOCTb TOI'O, YTOOKI
Ka#nT B fgeBsiToM ab3atie mvcal O CIIOHTAaHHOCTY NPaKniu-
yeck020 pasyMa. Kaxite cjiecTBIIS IMeeT STOT BBIBOT IS
vHTeprpeTarun Ilysbsca, cTaHeT IIOHSATHee B 3aKJIIOYN-
TeJIBHOM KPaTKOM B3IJIAle Ha yUeHNe O ABYX Mypax.

15 Cp. TakxKe CJIeAYIOLINT ITacCaXX: « DTOT MeTO]I, ITOpaskaroIi
[IeSITeIILHOCTY €CTEeCTBOVICIIBITATEIISl, COCTOUT, CTAJIO OBITh, B CJIe-
IIYIOIIIEeM: HaVITV 3JIEMEHTbI YMCTOTO Pa3yMa B TOM, UTO 1000aemics
noom@epxoenuto usu onpobepenuto 8 sxcnepumenme. Ho Bemp st
VICTIBITaHWS TIOJIOXKEHWVI YMCTOrO pa3yMa, 0cOOeHHO Korja OH
OTBAXXMBAETCABBIXOOVTH3a npez[enbl BCsAKOI'O BO3BMOJKHOI'O OITbITA,
HeJIb35 IIPOBECTVI HYI OJJHOTO 3KCTIEpVIMEHTa C €T0 00sekmamu (Kak
3TO JleyTaeTcsl B ecrecTBo3HaHVM). CIlefIoBaTeIIbHO, 3TO BO3MOXXHO
TOJIBKO I10 OTHOIIEHVIO K 4 prioti IIPUHSATBIM HaMU HOHAMUAM
VI 0CHOBONO0A0EHUAM, TIPVIYEM OHM OPTaHM3YIOTCS MMEHHO Tak,
49TOOBI OIIHM U Te e IIPeMeThI MOIIM OBl PaccMaTpVBAThCS, C
00HO1L CIMOPOHbI, KaK IIPEMETBI UyBCTB M pacCyKa IUIs OIIbITa, C
0pyeotl )Kke CMopoHbl, KaK IPeIMeThl, KOTOPbIe MbI TOJIBKO MBIC/IVIM
n KOTOpre CyH_IeCTByIOT pa3Be TOJIBKO 1JIA I/ISOHT/IpOBaHHOFO n
CTPeMSIIIErocs 3a IIpeJIelIbl OIIbITa Pa3yMa; CJIeIOBAaTeIbHO, OHV
MOTYT OBITh PacCMOTpPEHBI C ABYX pa3IMYHbBIX cTOpoH. Ecim
OKaXKeTCsI, YTO [PV PACCMOTPEHMI BELIeV C 9TOV IBOSIKOV TOUKI
3peHMs MeeT MEeCTO COIJIacye C IIPMHIIMIIOM YVCTOrO pasyMa, a
[PV PacCMOTPEHWV C OHOVI JIMIIb TOUKV 3PeHVs HEeM30eXHO
BO3HIMKaeT MPOTMBOpeUle pasyMa C caMiM cO0OV, TO BOIIPOC
O IIPaBWIBHOCTY JAHHOIO pasjIMdeHus pellaeT SKCIIeprMeHT»
(B XX, Anm.; Kanrt, 20060, c. 19—21, cHOCKa)

diese Einhelligkeit niemals anders, als durch jene Un-
terscheidung herauskomme, welche also die wahre ist
(KrV, B XXI Anm.).**

Halten wir fest: das ,beschwerlichste’ und zugleich
zentralste ,Geschift’ der Vernunft ist das der ,Selbster-
kenntnis’ durch eine Kritik der reinen Vernunft, welche
den Versuch darstellt, die Metaphysik als Wissenschaft
zu retten. Dieser Rettungsversuch besteht zentral in
dem Vorhaben, die Moglichkeit einer Gegenstander-
kenntnis a priori durch die Annahme zu sichern, dass
der Verstand selbst durch seine Begriffe den Gegen-
stand und damit Erfahrung und Erkenntnis konstitu-
iert. Die Dialektik, und vor allem der transzendentale
Idealismus als Teil derselben, haben die Funktion ei-
nes ,Probiersteins’ (vgl. KrV, B XVIII) oder einer , Ge-
genprobe” (KrV, B XX). Diese ist dann gelungen, wenn
durch die Trennung von Ding an sich und Erscheinung
,Einstimmung mit dem Princip der reinen Vernunft
stattfinde, bei einerlei Gesichtspunkte aber ein unver-
meidlicher Widerstreit der Vernunft mit sich selbst ent-
springe” (KrV, B XVIII Anm.). Diese Unterscheidung
ist zugleich die Feststellung, dass wir mit dem gegen-
standskonstituierenden Verstand ,nie iiber die Grenze
moglicher Erfahrung hinauskommen konnen” (KrV,
B XIX). Diese Skizze des engen Zusammenhangs von
Verstand als epistemischem Vermogen, Vernunft als
Vermogen der Ideen und dem ,vornehmsten Geschaft’
der Kritik der reinen Vernunft selbst macht es m. E. Un-
wahrscheinlich, dass Kant in Absatz 9 die Spontaneitat
der praktischen Vernunft thematisiert. Die Konsequenz
dieses Befundes fiir Puls" Interpretation wird durch ei-
nen abschlieienden kurzen Blick auf die Zwei-Welten-
Lehre deutlicher.

Um deswillen mufi ein verniinftiges Wesen sich
selbst [...] zur Verstandeswelt gehorig [...] ansehen;
mithin hat es zwei Standpunkte, daraus es sich selbst
betrachten und Gesetze des Gebrauchs seiner Krifte,

1 Vgl. auch den folgenden Passus: , Diese dem Naturforscher
nachgeahmte Methode besteht also darin: die Elemente
der reinen Vernunft in dem zu suchen, was sich durch ein
Experiment bestdtigen oder widerlegen ldfst. Nun 148t sich zur
Priifung der Sétze der reinen Vernunft, vornehmlich wenn
sie tiber alle Grenze moglicher Erfahrung hinaus gewagt
werden, kein Experiment mit ihren Objecten machen (wie in
der Naturwissenschaft): also wird es nur mit Begriffen und
Grundsitzen, die wir a priori annehmen, thunlich sein, indem
man sie ndmlich so einrichtet, dafs dieselben Gegenstinde
einerseits als Gegenstinde der Sinne und des Verstandes
fur die Erfahrung, andererseits aber doch als Gegenstinde,
die man blofi denkt, allenfalls fiir die isolirte und iiber
Erfahrungsgrenze hinausstrebende Vernunft, mithin von
zwei verschiedenen Seiten betrachtet werden kénnen. Findet
es sich nun, daff, wenn man die Dinge aus jenem doppelten
Gesichtspunkte betrachtet, Einstimmung mit dem Princip der
reinen Vernunft stattfinde, bei einerlei Gesichtspunkte aber
ein unvermeidlicher Widerstreit der Vernunft mit sich selbst
entspringe, so entscheidet das Experiment fiir die Richtigkeit
jener Unterscheidung” (KrV, B XX Anm.).
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Rocco Porcheddu

ITosToMy pasyMHOe CyIIecTBO JIOJDKHO IIpM3HaBaTh
caMO ce0s... TpUHaIeKAIM... K YMOIIOCTHTaeMOMY
MUPY; CJIeI0BaTeIbHO, I HErO BO3MOXKHBI JIBE TOUKU
3peHmIsl, ¢ KOTOPBIX OHO MOXKET pacCMaTpUBATh caMo ceOst
VI TIO3HABaTh 3aKOHBI YIIOTPeOJIeHVsI CBOVIX CWJI, TO €CTh
3aKOHBI BCEX CBOVIX HAEVICTBUIL B0-nepBvix, TIOCKOIIBKY OHO
TIPUHAIUTIEXUT K UYyBCTBEHHOMY MUPY, OHO MOXET BUIIETh
ceDsI TIOMUMHEHHBIM 3aKOHAM TIPUPOJIbI (TeTepOHOMVL),
Bo-6mopbix, KaK TIpUHaIUIeXallee K YMOIIOCTUTaeMOMY
MIpY, — HOTYVMHEHHBIM 3aKOHAM, KOTOPbIe, Oy Iyun He3a-
BUCVIMBI OT IIPVIPOIBL, 0OOCHOBAHBI He SMITMPIIECKN, HO
TOJIBKO B pasyMe (AA 04, S. 452; Kanr, 19976, c. 239 —241).

31ech yke He MeCTO YTOUHSTh, KaK MMEHHO YUeHVIe O
IIBYX MUpax VWIV IBYX TOUKaxX 3peHVs CBSI3aHO CO 3Ha4M-
MOCTBIO KaTeTOPMIECKOTro MMIIepaTiBa 1 KaK IMEHHO BBI-
IJITINT 3aK/II09eHe OT CIIOHTAaHHOCTYI pa3yMa B IEBITOM
ab3arie K y4eHMo 0 AByx Mupax. Ho 13 ckasaHHOro IoIDK-
HO ObITh sicHO: eyt KaHT B «BBIXOI€» ¥ BIUIOTH [I0 yde-
HWMS O IBYX MUpax, Borpeky MHeHwo I Tyibca, obcyxmaeT
He TIPaKTIYeCKUTL, a 1meopemnutueckuil pasyM, 3HaUUT, KakK
ObI TO HU OBUIO, MIMEeT MeCTO 1epexo0 OT TEOPETUIECKOVI K
IIPaKTIYEeCKOV cBOOOJIe pasyMa WIN CIIOHTaHHOCTU pas-
yMa, KOTOPBIVI CJIE[lyeT TOYHee OIPeeNIUTb. DTO IMeeT
TIOCTIEZICTBYIS [IJIs [TOHVIMaHS IIPEOJIOTIEHVIST «KPYTa».

Mer nomuMM, ¥To KaHT dhopMymmpyeT momospeHe
B TOM, «OynTO GBI B HallleM yMO3aK/Il04eHWUM OT CBOOO-
OBl K... HPABCTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY COHEpIKaJICSl CKPBITBIV
KpyT, — a IMEHHO, He II0JIOXXVUIV JIVI MBI B OCHOBY VIO
cBOOOIIBI TOJIBKO pajy HPaBCTBEHHOIO 3aKOHA IS TOTO,
4TOOKI I10C/IE OIISTHL-TaKV BBIBECTM 3TOT 3aKOH M3 CBODO-
nbe1? Ecomi Tak, TO MBI He MOITIV, CJIEIOBATeIbHO, IIPVIBe-
CTM ISl HPaBCTBEHHOIO 3aKOHA HVKAKOI'O OCHOBAHVIT»
(AA 04, S. 453; KanT, 19976, c. 241).

Takrm 0OpaszoM, «KpyT» pPeoIoIeH TOraa, KOLa Mbl
TlaeM JIETMITVIMHOEe OCHOBaHWe ISl HPaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa,
uro mist KaHta ofHOBpeMeHHO O3Ha4aeT [IOIYCTUTh CBO-
Gozy He TOJIBKO U3 OIIHOI'O JKeJIaHWSI MMeTh BO3MOXXHOCTh
MBICTINTD ce0s B HOIUMHEHVV HpaBCTBeHHBIM 3akoHaM. Ho
9T TOrfa CJleflyeT paccMaTpuUBaTh IPeOIoIeHHBIM, KaK
He «KpyT», eCcIil MOXXHO IIPVBECTY APYTOe, HeVICTBITEIb-
HO OIpaBIbIBalOIllee OCHOBaHME I IIPVHSTVS CBOOOIIBI
BOJIVI, KOTOpOe depe3 Te3uc 00 aHIMTIIHOCTY OIHOBpe-
MEHHO IIpefoCTaB/IsieT ellle 1 OCHOBaHWe 3HAYMMOCTU
HPaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa? DTO [APYTOe, JIETUTIMHOE OCHOBa-
HIe JOJDKHO OOHAPY>KUTBCS B IIepeXOJie OT TeOPEeTIIeCKOT
K IPaKTIIecKOVI cBOOOIe pasyMa B [IEBSITOM W [IECSITOM
abzarfax, IIOTOMY UTO IIepPeXOf, IIPeIOCTaB/IsIeT apI'yMeHT B
TIOJIB3Y IPVIHSTIS CBOOOIEL, He 3aBUCAIIEN OT HPaBCTBEH-
HOTO 3aKOHa. 3J1eCh HeT BO3MOXKHOCTM 0OCYXKIaTh TOYHOe
coIleprKaHe 3TOr0 apryMeHTa, XOTS B aHaJIi3e JEeBATOrO
abs3aria OHO yXe OBUIO 3aTPOHYTO: apr'yMeHT COCTOUT B
IIPYIMEHEHHOM K YeJIOBeYeCcKOVI CyOBEKTHOCTI U UesloBe-
YEeCKOVI BOJIe TPaHCLIEHIEHTAIbHOM Meai3Me, KOTOPBIV
JlaeT KIIFOY K KOHCVMCTEHTHOMY CAMOIIO3HAHMIO UVICTOrO
pasyma. VIMeHHO «paiy» 3TOro KOHCMCTEHTHOTO CaMOIIO-
3HaAHWS YeJI0BeK 00g3aH MBICIUTE ce0sl KaK 3BeHO Y WIeH
YyBCTBEHHOT'O V1 YMOIIOCTHTaeMoro Myipa. TakvmM oOpasom,

folglich aller seiner Handlungen erkennen kann, ein-
mal, so fern es zur Sinnenwelt gehort, unter Naturge-
setzen (Heteronomie), zweitens, als zur intelligibelen
Welt gehorig, unter Gesetzen, die, von der Natur unab-
hingig, nicht empirisch, sondern blof8 in der Vernunft
gegriindet sind (GMS, AA 04, 5. 452, ).

Wie genau die Zwei-Welten- bzw. Zwei-Stand-
punkte-Lehre mit der Geltung des kategorischen Impe-
rativs zusammenhé&ngt und wie genau der Schluss von
der Spontaneitidt der Vernunft im neunten Absatz zur
Zwei-Welten-Lehre aussieht, kann hier nicht mehr be-
sprochen werden. Soviel sollte aber deutlich geworden
sein: Thematisiert Kant in der Auskunft bis zur Zwei-
Welten-Lehre nicht, wie Puls meint, die praktische,
sondern die theoretische Vernunft, findet klarerweise ein
wie auch immer genau zu bestimmender Ubergang von
der theoretischen zur praktischen Vernunftfreiheit bzw.
Vernunftspontaneitit statt. Das hat Konsequenzen fiir
das Verstiandnis der Zirkeltiberwindung.

Wir erinnern uns, Kant formuliert den Verdacht,
es ,wire ein geheimer Cirkel in unserem Schlusse aus
der Freiheit [...] aufs sittliche Gesetz enthalten, dafs wir
nédmlich vielleicht die Idee der Freiheit nur um des sitt-
lichen Gesetzes willen zum Grunde legten, um dieses
nachher aus der Freiheit wiederum zu schliefien, mit-
hin von jenem gar keinen Grund angeben konnten”
(GMS, AA 04, S. 453, ). Der Zirkel ist also dann {tiber-
wunden, wenn wir einen legitimen Grund fiir das sitt-
liche Gesetz angeben, was fiir Kant zugleich bedeutet,
Freiheit nicht bloff aus dem Wunsch anzunehmen, uns
unter sittliche Gesetze denken zu konnen. Was liegt da-
mit aber niher als den Zirkel dann als tiberwunden zu
betrachten, wenn ein anderer, tatsachlich rechtfertigen-
der Grund fiir die Annahme der Willensfreiheit ange-
fiihrt werden kann, der per Analytizitdtsthese zugleich
den Geltungsgrund des Sittengesetzes abgibt? Dieser
andere, legitime Grund muss in dem Ubergang von der
theoretischen zur praktischen Vernunftfreiheit in den
Absitzen 9 und 10 zu finden sein. Denn der Ubergang
liefert ja ein Argument fiir die vom Sittengesetz unab-
héngige Freiheitsannahme. Der genaue Gehalt dieses
Arguments kann hier nicht mehr besprochen werden,
die Analyse des neunten Absatzes deutete seinen Ge-
halt allerdings bereits an: Er besteht in dem auf die
menschliche Subjektivitdt und den menschlichen Wil-
len angewendeten transzendentalen Idealismus, wel-
cher den Schliissel zur konsistenten Selbstsicht der rei-
nen Vernunft darstellt. ,Um willen” eben dieser kon-
sistenten Selbstsicht muss der Mensch sich als Glied
und Mitglied der Sinnen- und Verstandeswelt denken.
Es sprechen also nicht nur die textuellen Indizien sehr
deutlich gegen Puls und fiir die Annahme, dass Kant
in der Auskunft bis zur Zwei-Welten-Lehre die Spon-
taneitdt und Freiheit der theoretischen Vernunft im Blick
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Pokko ITopreaay

He TOJILKO TeKCTOBBIE CBUIETEIILCTBA OTUET/IMBO FOBOPAT
MpoTuB MHTeprpeTanyy [1ysbca 1 B TIONIB3Y ITPEIIIOIoXKe-
Hus, uTo KaHT B pasbsCHEHMN «BBIXOMIa» BIUIOTB 10 yde-
HUS O [IBYX MIpax VIMeeT B BULy CITOHTaHHOCTb ¥ CBOOO-
Ay meopemuueckoeo pasyma. CBepx Toro, Orarofispsi aToMy
IPEIIIOIOKEHNIO MOYKHO ITPOBECTV PeKOHCTPYKIIVIO KOH-
CVICTEHTHOTO apryMeHTa /JJIs1 ITPeofIoNIeHNs «KpyTa».

ITosyuyeHHble pe3ysIbTaThl B 1IEJIOM HAIOT Majio OC-
HOBaHM coracuThcd ¢ IlyjibcoM B ero MHTepIpeTanm
«Te3uca o dpakTe» 3 TpeThero passera «OCHOBOIIOIOXe-
HVS. ..», JaXe ecJIV, KOHeUYHO, OKOHYAaTe/IbHOe CyXeHe
TOJILKO MPeACTOUT BbIHecTH. V1 Bce ke Ha OCHOBe IIpO-
BeJIeHHOTO 3/lech aHajM3a IIeHHOCTb paboTel Ilysbca
cJletyeT yCMOTpeTh IpeXkiie BCero B TOM, UTO OHa CTaHoO-
BUTCSI KaMHeM ITPeTKHOBEHUS B VCCIIefJOBaHUM TpeThe-
ro paspesia «OCHOBOIIOIOXeHMs...» 1 TeM CaMbIM CHOBa
OJXMBJISIET JIVCKYCCHIO.
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hat. Dartiiber hinaus kann unter dieser Annahme auch
ein konsistentes Argument fiir die Zirkeltiberwindung
rekonstruiert werden.

Die erreichten Ergebnisse geben insgesamt we-
nig Anlass, Puls in seiner ,Faktum-Interpretation’ der
GMS 1III zu folgen, wenn auch ein endgiiltiges Urteil
selbstverstandlich noch aussteht. Dennoch muss auf der
Basis der hier vorgetragenen Analysen der Wert von
Puls” Arbeit vor allem darin gesehen werden, ein Stein
des AnstofSes fiir die Forschung zur GMS III zu sein und
sie auf diese Weise neu zu beleben.
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REVIEWS

PYCCKOE HEOKAHTVMAHCTBO:
B3IJ1510, CO CTOPOHBI

B.H. Beao8, T. B. CasvriuxoBa®

Pen. Ha xH.: Czardybon B. Problem wiedzy
w rosyjskim projekcie neokantowskim.
Warszawa: Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN,
2017. 356 s.

Penjensupyemas kanura — «[Ipobrema 3sHaHMA B pyc-
CKOM HeOKaHTMaHCKOM IIpOeKTe» — IIpefiCTaBIsieT cobovt
HEeCKOJIBKO VM3MeHEeHHYIO BepCUIO ITOKTOPCKOM JiccepTa-
v, Koropyro bapbapa YapneiOox 3ammrivia B 2014 .
Ha dwtocodpckom dakysbTeTe SIre/UI0HCKOTO YHUBEPCH-
tera B Kpakose. CitemyeT OTMeTITB, UTO IOJIbCKAS MCCIIe-
ZoBaTeIbHVIIA ICTOPUI PYCCKOTL (PVIOCOUIN IMeeT yKe
HeCKOJIBKO ITyO/IMKaIInil Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKe, BBIIIEIIIINX
B TOM umciie B «KaHToBcKOM cOOpHIKe» (cM.: HapmbpIOoH,
2015; benos, Yapasioown, 2016). Kanra oryormkosaHa B ce-
pvm «Pycckast dwtocodmst», KOTopas M3HaeTcs VHCTHU-
TyToM drutocodpum yHMBepcuTeTa 3entéHa-I'ypsr. Cepus
00bemMHseT IMOJILCKVIX VICCIIeIoBaTesIeVl, 3aHVIMAIOIIVIXCS
vBydeHneM pycckont dpwtocodekont mpicim XIX 1 XX BB.
PertakTopamut cepum SIBJISIIOTCS M3BECTHBIE ITOJILCKME yde-
Hble, npocpeccopa JIvymanna Kueisuk m Sex Yk
(Lilianna Kiejzik, Jacek Uglik). B kadecTBe OCHOBHOI Tie/IV
VI3IaTeNVI Cepum IeKIIapUpYIOT ITporarasy «boraTsIx co-
TepKaHVeM Mael, pOXXIeHHBIX B YMaX BOCTOYHBIX (hpwIo-
codos». Kanra bapbapsr Happi00H cocTaBmia JI€BATHIV
ToM cepum. /1o 3TOro B Hew yXke ObUIM OITyOIMKOBaHEBI
ViccJIefoBaHMsl, ocBsIeHHbIe 0. Cepruio bynrakosy, Hu-
Koraro beprsieBy, Astexcero JloceBy, o. ITasity diopeHcko-
My, ®énopy Hocroesckomy 1 Astekcagnpy I'eprieny.

Bo BeBemenui bapGapa YapmaeiOoH HaMeudaeT OCHOB-
Hble JIMHVN CBOETO VccrlenoBanys. [Ipexxe Bcero oHa 3a-
TparmBaeT oIpefie/leH/ e HeOKaHTMAHCTBa ¥ 3TalloB ero
vcTopuyeckoro pasputyd. b. Yapmaeibon crpaseymiBo
yKas3bIBaeT Ha OOJTBIIIOoe KOJTITIeCcTBO TEH/IEHIIVV 1 HalTpaB-
JIEHVI, BBIIEIIIEMBIX VICTOpVKaMy prtocodmt B HEOKaH-
THaHcTBe. TeM He MeHee OOJIBIIIMHCTBO VICCIIEIOBaTEIeN
VICTOpVIVI HEOKaHTMAHCTBA BeAyT pedb O ABYX OCHOBHBIX
3Tarax 3Toro (mwIocodcKOro HarpableHVs: 3Tare Tak
HasbIBaeMOVI KaHTOBCKOV (PVJIOJIOTMM, TO €CTh OIIperie-
JIEHHOVI 9K3ere3bl KaHTOBCKMX TeKCTOB U 3aK/IIOYeHHBIX B
HIMX HOBaTOPCKMX UJIEVI, V1 3Tarte O0orTee caMOCTOSITEITHHOTO
IpOYTeHMsI KaHTOBCKOV prtocodmyt, MpuBepKeHHOCTH
ee Ayxy, HO He Oykse. OgHaKO JaHHAas MePUOOM3alIV

! PerteH3ust IoATOTOBIEHAa B paMKax MHUIIMATUBHOTO ITPOEKTa
PYIH Ne 100412-0-000 «Hayka v mydp».
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RUSSIAN NEO-KANTIANISM:
AN EXTERNAL PERSPECTIVE!

V.N. Belov? T. V. Salnikova?

Review: Barbara Czardybon,
Problem wiedzy w rosyjskim projekcie
neokantowskim.
Warszawa: Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN,
2017, 356 pp.

The book under review — The Problem of Know-
ledge in the Russian Neo-Kantian Project — is a somewhat
amended version of the doctoral thesis that Barbara
Czardybon wrote and defended at the Faculty of Philo-
sophy of the Jagiellonian University in Krakéw in 2015.
Some of her earlier works were published in Russian —
two of which previously appeared in the Kantovsky
Sbornik / Kantian Journal (see: Czardybon, 2015; Belov &
Czardybon, 2016). The book is part of the series “Rus-
sian Philosophy” published by the Institute of Philos-
ophy of the University of Zielona Géra. Edited by fa-
mous Polish scholars Lilianna Kiejzik and Jacek Uglik,
the series brings together Polish researchers focusing
on the Russian philosophical thought of the 19" and
20* centuries. The books in the series seek to dissem-
inate the “wealth of ideas that originated from the
minds of Eastern philosophers.” Dr Czardybon’s book
is the ninth in the series. The earlier instalments were
dedicated to Father Sergey Bulgakov, Nikolai Berdy-
aev, Aleksey Losev, Father Pavel Florensky, Fyodor
Dostoevsky, and Aleksandr Herzen.

In the introduction, Czardybon delineates the ma-
jor strands of her research. At first, she gives a defini-
tion, and outlines the history, of Neo-Kantianism. In
particular, she stresses the vast variety of Neo-Kantian
trends and traditions described by historians of philo-
sophy. Most researchers of the history of Neo-Kantian-
ism distinguish between the period of “Kantian philo-
logy,” marked by the exegesis of Kantian texts and of
the novel ideas contained in them, and that of an in-
dependent interpretation of Kantian philosophy and
commitment to the spirit rather than to the letter of the
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V. N. Belov, T. V. Salnikova

HeOKaHTMaHCKOTO HallpaBJIeHVIsI B eBPOIIeVICKOV (PrIIoco-
dvm, 10 MHEHMIO aBTOpa KHITY, BO-TIEPBBIX, BHIHY KIeHa
3aKaH4UMBaTh ero rcropuio 20-mu T. XX B. 11 He criocobHa
BHATHO OOBSICHIUTH COBPEMEHHYIO aKTyaJIbHOCTb HEOKaH-
TMAHCTBA. BO-BTOPBIX, OHa OIiIpaeTcs Ha Y3KYyIO TPaKTOB-
Ky IOHVMMaHV JIyXa KaHTOBCKOW (prutocodmn, 1, HaKo-
Hell, B-TPeTbIX, He MOXeT HeIIPOTMBOPEUMBBIM 00pa3oM
VICTOJIKOBATh 3BOJIIOIIVIIO MHOIMIX, B TOM 4YWCIIe PYCCKMX,
Y4eHMKOB MapOyprckovt 11 GafeHCKOV IIIKOJI HeOKaHTVaH-
ctBa. ['opasno 6ortee mpomykTisHON b. Yapaei6oH cumraer
HIepUOIM3alliIo HeOKaHTAHCTBa, IIPeIoKeHHYIO 13BecT-
HBIM IOJIECKVM VICCIIefToBaTesleM HeMEIIKOTro HeOKaHTVaH-
crBa A. Hopacom B MoHOTrpadmm «/Icropwst HeOKaHTMaH-
ctBa» (Noras, 2012) 1 mpeyfiosaraiomntyio TpeTuil 3Tall B
PasBUTUM 3TOTO HaIlpaB/IeHVs], 8 UMEeHHO — JTall [IOCTHe-
okaHTMaHcTBa. [IpyueM 3TOT 3Tarl cBsi3aH ¢ pajyKaIbHO
CMEHOVI B IpVOpUTeTax TPaKTOBKM KaHTOBCKOW ¢prstoco-
dvim 1 Tak HazbIBaeMbIM OHTOJIOTMYECKVM IIOBOPOTOM B
eBporierickont dpruiocodpvm Hadasta XX B. HapasIiOoH Beyter,
3a Hopacom rosiaraert, 4To 3TOT OHTOJIOTMYeCKUV IIOBOPOT
He OBUT YeM-TO MapTMHAIBHBIM /7T KAHTOBCKOVI TIO3VITV
B ee OTHOIIEHVM K MeTadmslke, a Ha00OPOT, BbIpakal
OCHOBHYIO MHTEHLIVIO MBICIM (prutocoda 0 MOCTpOoeHmM
HOBOVI MeTapW3VK, CBODOIHOV OT TIpepacCyAKOB ¥ 0T~
MaTU9ecKMX OrpaHIeHUI MeTadpU3UKI CTapOTL.

Bropast ocHOBHas JIVHIS, IIOC/IEIOBATEIIEHO IIPOBO-
IVIMasi aBTOPOM KHUIY, KacaeTcsi OTHOIIIEHM 3allalHbIX
viccIIefjoBaTesiev K PyccKov (prIocodm B IIeJIOM U K pyc-
CKOMY HeOKaHTMaHCTBY B dacTHocTU. b. HaprpiOoH ybe-
XKIIeHa B OIIMOOYHOCTY YTBEPKIIeHM1 HEKOTOPBIX, B TOM
4lcile aBTOPUTETHBIX, MOJIBCKMX Y4eHBIX (Halpumep,
A. Baymiikoro) o ToM, uTo pycckasi dpviocodpus Iper-
cTaBJIeT coOOVI JINIIIL BTOPUYHYIO pedIIeKCHio T10 CpaB-
HeHMI0 ¢ (prIocOPCKMMM pasMBIITUIEHMAMN, POXIIeH-
HeMM B 3anagHon Esporie. OHa cTpeMmTcs ykaszaTh Ha
HeIOITy CTMIMOCTE IIpeyBe/IdeHs B IO 4epKBaHIu pe-
IIAIOIIero BIIMAHMS 3araHOeBpOoIeVickuX du1ocodos
Ha MHTeJUIeKTYaIbHYIO KyJIbTYpy Poccui, mockosbKy 3To
Hen30eXHO BefleT K MapTrMHaIv3aImy rocienHert. Ios-
CKas McciIefoBaTesIbHMIIA ICTOPUM PYyccKot dprytocodrm
pasmerrsieT TOUKY 3peHVs, COIJIACHO KOTOPOVI HeJIb3d HU
abcomoTU3MpoBaTh, HM WTHOPMPOBATh OCODEHHOCTM
pycckon prstocodpum. ITpu Bcex cepbe3HbBIX BIVSHUSAX U
3aMMCTBOBaHVAX pyccKas pruiocodckas KyJIbTypa Beer-
Jla ocTaBaJIaCh CAMOCTOSITEIIBHOV ¥ CAMOOBITHOV YacThIO
MupoBon wiocodpumn. [laHHOe yTBepXKIeHue aBTOp
KHWI'Y B TIOJIHOVI Mepe OTHOCUT U K XapaKTepUCTKe pyc-
CKOTO HeOKaHTMaHCTBa, KOTOpOe, IIOMMMO OYeBUIIHOTO
BJIVSIHMS MapOyprckoro m 6afeHCKOro HeoKaHTVMAaHCTBa
(MHOTMeE pycckue dwIocodbl ObUIM yUeHMKaMU M3BeCT-
HBIX IIpeficCTaBUTesIeVl 3TUX HeMeLKMX mWIocodCKmx
IIIKOJT), VIMeeT ¥ CBOIO ITIyOOKYIO TpaJIMIINIO IIepeBOoB,
VMHTepIIpeTalyy 1 PasBUTHsL KaHTOBCKOM prtocodmi.

B mepBowt rmase «[lpoGrrema 3HaHMS B HeMEIKOM
HeoKaHTMaHCTBe» (Problem wiedzy w neokantyzmie
niemieckim) b. YapnpiOoH nomuepKmBaeT WM3BECTHBIN
dakT 0coboro «IIpucTpacTVsi» HEOKAaHTMAHCKMX IITKOJI

great Konigsbergian’s works. Czardybon criticises this
periodisation on several grounds. Firstly, it views Neo-
Kantianism as non-existent after the 1920s and it cannot
account for the current relevance of Neo-Kantianism.
Secondly, it uses a narrow interpretation of the spirit of
Kantian philosophy. Thirdly, this periodisation cannot
produce a consistent interpretation of the evolution of
many, including Russian, students of the Marburg and
Baden Schools of Neo-Kantianism. Czardybon favours
the periodisation proposed by the authoritative Polish
researcher of German Neo-Kantianism Andrzej Noras
(see: Noras, 2012), who identifies a third stage that he
labels “Post-Neo-Kantianism.” This stage is associ-
ated with a dramatic change in the priorities of Kant
studies and with the so-called ontological turn in Euro-
pean philosophy at the beginning of the 20" century.
In agreement with Noras, Czardybon writes that the
ontological turn was not marginal to the Kantian posi-
tion with regards to metaphysics, but that, on the cont-
rary, it embodied Kant’s vision of a new metaphysics
that should be free of the prejudice and the dogmatic
limitations of the old metaphysics.

The second topic investigated in the book is the
way Western researchers perceive Russian philosophy
in general and Russian Neo-Kantianism in particular.
Czardybon disagrees with some authoritative, includ-
ing Polish (A. Walicki), scholars that Russian philo-
sophy is a mere secondary reflection as compared to
Western European philosophical thought. The mon-
ograph under review tries to disprove the marginal-
ising thesis about the decisive influence of Western
European philosophers on Russia’s intellectual culture.
Czardybon cautions against either ignoring or over-
emphasising the distinctive features of Russian philo-
sophy. Although affected by strong influences and in-
corporating borrowings, Russian philosophical culture
has always been an independent and original part of
international philosophy. According to Czardybon,
this thesis equally applies to Russian Neo-Kantianism.
Alongside the evident influence of the Marburg and
Baden Schools (many Russian philosophers studied un-
der their members), Russian Neo-Kantianism is charac-
terised by a rich tradition of translation, interpretation,
and development of Kantian philosophy.

In the first chapter, titled “The Problem of Know-
ledge in German Neo-Kantianism” (Problem wiedzy w
neokantyzmie niemieckim), Czardybon emphasises that
the German schools paid particular attention to the
problem of knowledge and cognition. She draws on
the findings of the authoritative Polish researcher of
Neo-Kantianism T. Kubalica, which were presented in
his article “Knowledge in Neo-Kantianism” (Kubali-
ca, 2013). The article offers a vast array of materials
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K IpobrieMe 3HaHWMA ¥ Mo3HaHW:. [Ipy aTOM OHa cchUIa-
eTcs Ha OLIEHKV M pa3MBIIIUIEHVS 110 JAaHHOMY BOIIPOCY
aBTOPUTETHOTO IIOJICKOTO WCCIIeOBaTesIsl HEMEIIKOTO
HeokaHTMaHcTBa T. Kybanmmiisl, 03ByueHHBIE UM TIpeX/Ie
BCEro B CcTaThe «3HaHMe B HeoKaHTMaHCTBe» (Kubalica,
2013). Ilpu Bcem OorarcTBe M pasHOOOpasum Marepua-
JIa, TIpeJICTaBIeHHOr O B JaHHOVI CTaThe (a 3TOT MaTepual
BO3HMK B pe3yJbTaTe aHaim3a B3DIANoB I'epmana I'enb-
mroibia, SIkoba ®. Ppusa, Amonca Pwisa, Buisrensma
Bunpens0anna, ['enpnxa Pukkepra, bpyHo bayxa u Ia-
yist HaTtopria), aBTop KHUTM yKa3bIBaeT ¥ Ha TO, YTO OH
He OXBaTbIBaeT BCe )Ke TPeTWUil Iepuol — Iepuof, Tak
HAa3bIBAEMOT'0 IIOCTHEOKAHTMAHCTBA, I KOTOPOTO TaK-
JKe XapaKTepHO BHVMMaTeJIbHOe OTHOIIIEHe K ITpobiieme
3HaHMsI, OJTHAKO y>Ke Ha OHTOJIOTMYeCcKoM, a He 3IICTe-
MoJIormdyeckoM ocHoBaHum. [TomoOHas TpakToBKa IOCT-
HeOKaHTMaHCKOTO IIepuofia B PasBUTUM KPUTUUECKON
dvtocodun B eBpoIIevicKoN Tpaguiym 1o3possieT Yap-
ILIOOH OTHECTU K 3TOMY Ilepuopay dpurocodckime mosu-
nvm H. T'aptmana 1t M. Xanigerrepa.

B riaBe «Perntermvst pvtocodpunt Karra 8 Poccvm. 3a-
pOXIleHMe pyccKoro HeoKaHTMaHCTBa» (Recepcja filozofi
i Kanta w Rosji. Narodziny rosyjskiego neokantyzmu)
aBTOP KHUIM ONMpaeTcs KaK Ha POCCUIICKVE VICTOUHU-
ku — pabotsl H. Jlocckoro, JI. Cronosuya, A. Kpyrro-
Ba, B. AXxyTuHa 1 IIp., TaK " Ha IOJIbCKVIE VCCTIeNOBaHIA
penermvm dpwiocodpun Kanra B Poccrn, nogyepkmBaer
CJIOXKWMBIIYIOCS OOraTyio TpaauIVIO PyCcCKUX IIepeBOIOB
KaHTOBCKVIX PaOOT ¥ ero MHTepIIpeTaliil pyccKuMi pu-
s1ocodpamm, KOHIIEHTPUPYeT CBOe BHIMaHVIe Ha IIPOTMUBO-
peuvBoM BoctpuaTiM KaHTa pycCKMMM peJUIIO3HBIMI
dwtocodbamm. OpHyM U3 dakTOpOB MHTEpeca PyCCKOV
dwrocodpckort  OOITIECTBEHHOCTM K HEOKaHTWMAHCTBY
b. YapnpiOoH cripaBemIMBO IIOJIaraeT aKTMBU3ALNIO W3-
TlaHWVI IIepeBOIOB Ha PYCCKUN SI3BIK IIpOV3BedeHmi -
710c0POB, IIPENICTABISABIIVIX Pa3/IMIHble HeOKaHTVIAHCKYIe
koHIermym. Cpermy paboT HeMelKvx HeOKaHTMaHIIEB,
IIepeBeleHHBIX Ha PyCCKUM A3bIK Ha pyOexe XIX 11 XX BB.,
okasaymick Tpynabl Kyro @umepa, ®@pugprixa Anbbepra
JTarre, ®@pwmpuixa [Nayscena, Broisrensma Bruamens6an-
na, I'enpuxa Puxkepra, bpyHo bayxa, ITayisr Haropma,
DpHcra Kaccupepa, Kapria @oprennepa 1 Astonsa Prors.

B 11aBax, ITOCBSIIIEHHBIX MICTOPUI PYCCKOrO HEOKaH-
TMaHCTBa, aBTOP MOHOTpadpmy ormvpaeTcs Ha Uen 1 pe-
3yJIbTaThl MCCIIeOBAHUI TaKMX aBTOPUTETHBIX POCCUTI-
CKMX crenyaicTos, kKak B.H. benos, H. A. [IMutpuesa,
A.A. Epmunues, B. V. ITosurarttic, mpruyaem Hanbosiee ya-
CTO U, 3aMeTVM, BIIOJIHe 00OCHOBAaHHO IIOJIbCKasl MCCITe-
ZoBaTeJIbHUIIa ITprberaeT K MaTepuaily, M3I10)KeHHOMY B
moHorpadun H. A. Imurpureson (2007).

ImaBa «Pycckoe akazemmuueckoe HeOKaHTMAHCTBO»
(Rosyjski neokantyzm akademicki) rocpsiena mpezcras-
JIEHVII0 HeOKaHTMAaHCKOIo IIpoeKkTa AJleKcaH[pa Beemen-
CKOT'0, POIOHAaYaJIbHMKA, 110 MHEHMIO IIOJIBCKOVI VICCITe-
TloBaTeJIbHUIIBI, KJIAaCCHYECKOTO IIeprofia B ICTOPUM PycC-
CKOTO HeOKaHTMAHCTBA. 3[1eCh aBTOp aHAJIM3UPYET CTaTyC
JIOTMIKM B CTPYKType 3HaHWUI ¥ IIpobiIeMy B3aMOCBS3U
MeXIy BepoVl ¥ 3HaHMeM B (PWIOCO(PCKIX ITOCTPOEHIIIX

compiled from an analysis of the works of Hermann
Helmholtz, Jakob Fries, Alois Riehl, Wilhelm
Windelband, Heinrich Rickert, Bruno Bauch, and Paul
Natorp. However, Czardybon stresses that Kubalica’s
inquiry did not include the period of Post-Neo-Kant-
ianism, which treated the problem of knowledge
from an ontological rather than an epistemological
perspective. Such an interpretation of the role of
Post-Neo-Kantianism in the development of critical
philosophy in Europe makes it possible to attribute
the ideas of Nicolai Hartmann and Martin Heidegger
to the period under consideration.

In the chapter “Receptions of Kantian Philosophy
in Russia. The Emergence of Russian Neo-Kantian-
ism” (Recepcja filozofi i Kanta w Rosji. Narodziny rosyjsk-
iego neokantyzmu), Czardybon employs both Russian
(N. Lossky, L. Stolovich, A. Kruglov, V. Akhutin) and
Polish studies on the receptions of Kantian philosophy
in Russia. She emphasises the rich Russian tradition of
the translation and interpretation of Kant’s works and
addresses the conflicting perceptions of Kant by Rus-
sian religious philosophers. According to the author of
the monograph, the interest of Russian philosophers
in Neo-Kantianism is partly due to the abundance of
Russian translations of German Neo-Kantians. At the
turn of the 20" century, the works of Kuno Fischer,
Friedrich Albert Lange, Friedrich Paulsen, Wilhelm
Windelband, Bruno Bauch, Paul Natorp, Ernst Cassirer,
Karl Vorldander, and Alois Riehl were translated into
Russian.

The chapters focusing on the history of Rus-
sian Neo-Kantianism employ the ideas and find-
ings of authoritative Russian experts — V.N. Belov,
N. A. Dmitrieva, A. A. Ermichev, and V.I. Povilaitis.
Most often, the Polish researcher refers to
N. A. Dmitrieva’s monograph (Dmitrieva 2007),
which seems completely justified.

The chapter “Russian Academic Neo-Kantian-
ism” (Rosyjski neokantyzm akademicki) presents the
Neo-Kantian project by Aleksandr Vvedensky, whom
Czardybon considers to be the forefather of classical
Russian Neo-Kantianism. In this chapter, she analyses
the place of logic in the structure of knowledge and
addresses the correlation between faith and know-
ledge in the thought of the early Russian Neo-Kant-
ian. Czardybon concludes that Vvedensky’s theory of
cognition can be reduced to logic and, thus, to epis-
temology. She emphasises the Russian Neo-Kantians’
predisposition towards metaphysics — a characteristic
feature of Russian philosophy in general. Czardybon
sees this feature not as a weakness but as a strength of
Russian thinkers that is in line with the intentions of
Kantian idealism with regards to the construction of a
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PYCCKOro HeOKaHTVAHIIA, IIPUXOAs K BBIBOAY O TOM, 4TO
Teopisi II03HAHMA BBeeHCKOro CBOOMTCS K JIOTMKE ¥, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, CTaHOBWUTCS smmcTeMortorvent. b. Yapmsr-
00H yKa3sblBaeTcs TakKe Ha MeTapm3udecKue IIpUCTpa-
CTUS PYCCKMX HEOKAHTHMAHIIEB, UTO OT/IMYAeT, COOCTBEH-
HO, BCIO pyccKylo dwtocodrio. OmHaKo gaHHOe 00CTOS-
TeJIbCTBO II0JIbCKAasl VICCIIeOBaTeIbHIIIA VHTEPIPeTUpPY-
€T He KaK ¢JTaboCTh, a, HAIIPOTUB, KaK CYJIBHYIO CTOPOHY
PYCCKVIX MBICTITEIIEV], COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO VIHTEHIIVISIM
KaHTOBCKOT'O MleaJTV3Ma I10 IIOCTPOEHVIIO HOBOVI MeTadui-
suku. [Iprdem aBTOp KHUIM 3aMedaeT 1 TO, UTo y Beemmen-
CKOT'O B €r0 OTHOIIeHVV K MeTadmsuke ObUIM IIpemIiie-
CTBEHHVIKN VI B CTaHe HeMeIIKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB. B vact-
HocTy, YappiOoH ykasbiBaeT Ha VoxaHHeca DorbKesTbTa,
KOTOPBINI cumTall, 94T0 KaHT He TOJIBKO ITOJIOXKIMII KOHeT],
cTapovt MeTadM3MKe, HO VI 3aJI0KVJT OCHOBY /ISl Pa3BUTHAS
«HOBOVI, MOPJILHO 000CHOBAaHHOM MeTapm3mKm» (s. 139).
CiiefyeT 3aMeTUTh, UTO Ha OUYeBVIIHBIE ITapauIesIu I103M-
LMV PyCCKOTO HeOKaHTVAHITA CO B3IJIsIaMI eT0 HeMeITKIX
Kosuier, B yacTHocT 'epmana KoreHa, ykasbiBaeT ofH 113
aBTOpoB 30V petteHsvn (bernos, 2013), a Taxxe H. A. [Tmur-
TpueBa, KOTopasi IIouepKiBaeT BIIVisIHIe Ha BerieHcKoro
K. ®umrepa n @. A. Jlanre (Omurpuesa, 2013; Dmitrieva,
2016). OpHako BbI3bIBaeT HEKOTOpOe He[OyMeHUe TOT
daKT, uTO B CBOEM IIpeJICcTaBIeHMI KJIACCHYIeCcKOTo IIepro-
Tla B VICTOPUW PYCCKOTO HeOKAaHTMAHCTBa IOJIbCKas VccyIe-
TioBaTesIbHMIIA OrpaHITIMBaeTCs aHAIM30M (PWIIOCOPCKIX
B3DJISIOOB AJleKcaHpa BBemeHCKOro, XOTs M3BeCTHO, 4TO
OHAa XOPOIIIO 3HAKOMa ¥ C ITO3UIIVEN ero OyvpKarmmx 11o-
crenosatestevt V1. V. Jlarmmsa v I'. V1. Yermmmaxosa.

Crnenyromas 171aBa, «Pycckoe HeaKameMideckoe
HEeOKaHTMAHCTBO: MIPOEKT TPaHCHEeHIeHTaIbHOIO IUIIO-
pammsma  Bopmca  SIkosenko» (Rosyjski neokantyzm
nieakademicki: projekt pluralizmu transcendentalnego
Borysa W. Jakowienki), mpericTasiisieT coGOv OMIBITKY
aBTOpa KHWUIY OXapaKTepn30BaTh PWIIOCOPCKYIO CrCcTe-
My PYCCKOrO HeOKaHTMaHIla, OJHOIO M3 OCHOBAaTeslen
aKTMBHBIX y9acTHMKOB XypHana «Jloroc» (1910—1914,
1925), bopuca BajtenTnHOBIMYa SIKOBEHKO KaK MHTepec-
HBIVI CMHTe3 HeoKaHTMaHcTBa ['epmana Korena 11 deno-
MeHostormy DamyHzaa I'yccepris. [levicTBUTEIBHO, CUHTe-
TUYecKVie VHTEHIM B CUCTeMe TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO
IDTIOpaIv3Ma, KaK caM pycckuvi dprtocod obosHadaeT
CBOIO (PMITOCO(PCKYIO ITO3MIINIO, BBIPa’KEHBI JOCTaTOU-
HO 4eTKO (MOXXHO IIPV 3TOM COCJIaThCSI VI Ha TOT (PaKT,
uro dpwiocodpnio KoreHa, ofHOro M3 CBOMIX JIIOOVIMBIX
aBTOPOB, SIKOBEHKO MHTepIIpeTHpYyeT KaK CMHTe3 (PrIo-
codpun Kanra 1 I'ererst). OgHaKO IS TOATBEPXKIEHNS
TOrO, YTO JJaHHBIVI CUMHTe3 SIBJIeTCS CMHTe30M HeoKaH-
TMaHcTBa 1 (PeHOMEHOJIOTMM, HeoOXOIVMBbI, Ha Halll
B3IJIsA7], OoJIee cephe3Hble apryMeHTHI 1 OoJiee Iy 00K
aHasIM3 paboT SIKOBEeHKO, K COXKaJIeHWIO, OTCYTCTBYIOIIIe
B pelleH3MPyeMOVt KHUTe.

Ecm yx upto dwIocoduio 1 paccMaTpvBaTh Kak
MIOMBITKY HEIIPOTMBOPEUNMBOIO CHHTe3a HeOKAaHTAHCTBa
u deHOMeHONIOTMY, TO 3T0 dwwiocodmio B.D. Cesema-
Ha. AHayM3 ero (prIocoCKOVI MO3UIINI M 3BOJIIOLINN
B3IVISIOB IIPOV3BENeH B ITOCJIeIHEeV, IISITOVI IJlaBe KHU-

new metaphysics. The author of the monograph stress-
es that Vvedensky’s treatment of metaphysics stems
from the works of some German Neo-Kantians. In par-
ticular, she mentions Johannes Volkelt, who believed
that Kant had not only put an end to the old meta-
physics but had also laid the basis for a new, morally
grounded metaphysics (p. 139). The obvious parallels
between the positions of the Russian Neo-Kantian and
his German colleagues, for instance, Hermann Cohen,
have been drawn by one of the authors of this review
(Belov, 2013) and by N. A. Dmitrieva, who stresses the
influence of K. Fischer and F. A. Lange on Vvedensky
(Dmitrieva, 2016; Dmitrieva, 2013). It is quite surpris-
ing that, in analysing the classical period of Russian
Neo-Kantianism, Czardybon limits herself to a con-
sideration of Vvedensky’s views, although she is well
acquainted with the positions of his closest followers
I.I. Lapshin and G.I. Chelpanov.

The next chapter is titled “Russian Non-academic
Neo-Kantianism: Boris Yakovenko’s Transcendental
PluralismProject” (Rosyjski neokantyzmnieakademicki: pro-
jekt pluralizmu transcendentalnego Borysa W. Jakowienki).
In this chapter, the author attempts to present the philo-
sophical system of a co-founder of, and prolific con-
tributor to, the journal Logos (1910—1914, 1925), Boris
Yakovenko, as a peculiar synthesis of Hermann Cohen’s
Neo-Kantianism and Edmund Husserl’s phenomeno-
logy. Indeed, the synthetic intentions in the system of
transcendental pluralism — as Yakovenko labelled his
philosophical position — are rather clear. Moreover, the
Russian Neo-Kantian described the thought of one of
his favourite authors, Cohen, as a synthesis of Kant’s
and Hegel’s philosophies. However, to prove that this
synthesis is indeed a synthesis of Neo-Kantianism and
phenomenology one might need stronger arguments
and a deeper analysis of Yakovenko’s works. Alas, nei-
ther is presented in the book under review.

An obvious case of a consistent synthesis of Neo-
Kantianism and phenomenology is V.E. Sesemann’s
philosophy. His thought and the evolution of his views
are considered in the fifth chapter of the book, titled
“The Russian Post-Neo-Kantian Project” (Rosyjski pro-
jekt postneokantowski). In this chapter, Czardybon car-
ries out a comparative analysis of three “Russian think-
ers” — N. Hartmann, V. Sesemann, and S. Frank. She
believes that their ontological and Kantian intentions
are similar enough to be classified as Post-Neo-Kantian
ones. However, we believe that several points made
by Czardybon require additional arguments. These in-
clude, firstly, the consideration of Nicolai Hartmann as
a Russian rather than a German philosopher, second-
ly, the supposed similarity between Hartmann’s and
Frank’s ontological views, and, thirdly, the classifica-
tion of the thought of all the three philosophers as Post-
Neo-Kantians.
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1 — «[IpoekT pycckoro nocrHeoKaHTMaHCTBa» (Rosyjski
projekt postneokantowski). [T1aBHBIVI aKIIEHT B 3TOVI IT1aBe
aBTOp JeJlaeT Ha CpaBHUTEJIbHOM aHaJIV3e B3IJISAIIOB Tpex
«pycckmx MeicamuTerntei» — H. I'aprmana, B. Cesemana
n C. @paHKa, 1Ioj1arasi X OHTOJIOIMYecKMe I KaHTVaH-
CKM€e VIHTEHIIMM BIIOJIHE COIIOCTaBVIMBIMIU U HOCTATOY-
HBIMM [JI1 OTHeCeHNs K pa3psily HOCTHeOKaHTMAHCKVIX.
OnHaKo OISTh Xe IS TOr0, YTOOBI, BO-IIEPBBIX, OTHECTHU
Huxonasi T'apTmMaHa K pycckmnM, a He K HeMeIKuM ¢prio-
codpaM, BO-BTOPBIX, CAUTATh BIIOJIHE COIIOCTABVIMBIMIL OH-
ToJIorMYecKye nocrpoeHns Iaptmana u @paHka u, Ha-
KOHeIl, 0003HaunTh PVI0COPCKIIEe TIO3UIINN BCEX TPOUX
KaK IIOCTHEeOKaHTMAHCKVe, Ha Halll B3IJIsH, apIyMeHTOB
HpVBeIeHO He[JOCTaTOUHO.

Obparrasch K aHaIM3y PrIocodmm pyccKix IOCcTHe-
OKaHTMaHIIEeB, ITOJIbCKasl MccilejoBaTe IbHIIIA OITpesiesIsieT
VI KOHKPeTHOe BpeMs IIOsBJIeHUsI 3TOro (puIocodckoro
deHOMeHa B IPOCTPaHCTBe PYCCKOV ¥ MUPOBOT (prytoco-
dpvm. Tlo ee Muenwmro, aTo 10—20-e rr. XX cromnermsi, ot-
MeueHHBIe BBIXOIOM TaKMX PabOT PYCCKMX MBICIIUTEIIeV,
Kak «Mmctnka n Metadpmsuka» C. V1. I'eccena (1910), «Pa-
LIVIOHAJILHOE 1 MppallioHaIbHOe B crcTeMe Prtocodpmm»
B.D. Cesemana (1911), «I1lyTp prsrocodpckoro mosHaHMs»
b.B. SIxoserko (1914), «IIpeamer 3HaHMA. OO ocHOBax 1
npenentax oTeiledeHHoro 3HaHus» C.JI. @panka (1915),
«VppatmonanbHOCTE paccyxpers» I. Jlanma (1926).
«Ecrmm B3BeIIeHHO TOBOPUTE O CYIIeCTBOBaHMV (peHOMeHa
“Ppycckoro IOCTHEOKaHTMAHCTBA”, — 3agBisieT Yapasl-
00H, — MMEHHO 3TV AaThl O3HaMEeHOBaJIN OBl MCTOpVIYe-
CKOe HavaJIo 3Toro odpasoBaHms. B cBoro ouepens, 20-e u
30-e rompr XX Beka OymyT cBSI3aHBI C IIOJIHBIM pacliBETOM
TBOPUYECTBa PYCCKIX ITIOCTHeOKaHTMaHIIEeB» (S. 208).

B 3aximodeHve XOTeJIOCh OB OTMETUTB, UYTO pelleH-
3upyeMasi KHUra COOEep>KUT OOraThIVI 11 MHTEPECHBIV Ma-
TepuaJl, XapaKTepU3YIOLINII MHTEHCUBHOCTD 1 BEICOKUII
YPOBEHb VICCIIEOBAHUI TIOJIBCKMMVI aBTOpaMi HeMell-
KOV 11 pyccKom pmIocopmm.

Cnmcok JIuTepaTyphl

Beao6 B.H. A.V1. BeemeHCKMI — poOfjOHaYaIbHVIK PYCCKO-
ro HeokaHTnaHctsa // HeokanTtnancTso B Poccunt: Asiekcannap
Vpanosuya Beenenckmnri, VBau Veanosny Jlammmme / o pen,.
B.H. Bprommukuna, B. C. ITomosonn. M. : POCCIIZH, 2013.
C.74—93.

Beno8 B. H., Yapovibor b. VicciiemoBaHus 110 MCTOPUN PycC-
ckoro HeokaHTuaHctBa B Ilosbmie // KantoBckuit cOOpHUMK.
2016. Ne1 (55). C. 66 —86.

Hmumpueba H. A. Kpyrvmmsm v mvictmism? A, V1. Bee-
IeHCKUVI U PpyccKoe HeoKaHTMaHcTBO // HeokanTmancrso B
Poccum: Anexcannp Visanoswuu Beepenckui, Visan Visanosia
JTammmmn / Tlop pen. B.H. Bprommakmia, B. C. TTomosoit. M. :
POCCIIZH, 2013. C. 40—73.

Jmumpueba H. A. Pycckoe HeokaHTMaHCTBO: «MapOypr»
B Poccum. Vicropuko-dpmtocodcekme odepkn. M. : POCCITIOH,
2007.

Yapowbon b. ®unocodms Bacwms Cezemara m MapOypr-
ckoe HeoKaHTnaHcTBO // KanTtoBckmii cOopHmK. 2015. Ne3.
C. 66—85.

In analysing the philosophy of the Russian Post-
Neo-Kantians, Czardybon dates the emergence of the
corresponding phenomenon in Russian and interna-
tional philosophy to the 1910s-1930s. In Russia, those
decades were marked by the appearance of such phil-
osophical works as S.I. Hessen’s “Mysticism and Meta-
physics” (1910), V. E. Sesemann’s “The Rational and
the Irrational in the System of Philosophy” (1911),
B. V. Yakovenko’s “The Path of Philosophical Cogni-
tion” (1914), S. L. Frank’s The Object of Knowledge: On
the Foundations and Limits of Abstract Knowledge (1915),
and H. Lanz’s “The Irrationality of Reasoning” (1926).
“A thorough analysis of the phenomenon of ‘Russian
Post-Neo-Kantianism’,” Czardybon writes, “would
show that these very dates are associated with its histor-
ical beginnings. The 1920s and the 1930s would be the
zenith of Russian Post-Neo-Kantianism” (p. 208).

To conclude, we would like to emphasise that the
book under review contains a rich and interesting ana-
lysis, which attests to the high level and breadth of Pol-
ish research on German and Russian philosophy.
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O HEAABHVUX PYCCKVMX IIEPEBOTAX
PABOT COJIOMOHA MAVMMOHA

A. B. lamxyav

Perr. na xu.: Maymon C. ®@utocodckiie TpyabL.
T. 1: OmsIT 0 TpaHCIeHIeHTaTbHO (ruTocodvv /
nep. ¢ Hem. I'. 'mmenpmiTerntaa, V1. MuxkuprymoBa;
oz o611 pen. A. VBaHeHKO;
Haberu 1a obmacte dwtocodpum /
nep. c HeM. A. VIBaHeHKoO.
CII6. : VL «'ymaHuTapHasd akagemmsi», 2017. 499 c.
(Hacrremme Conromona MarimoHa; kH. II).

B mumysmem romy merepOyprckoe m3IaTesIbCTBO
UL «'ymaHuUTapHas akageMysi» BBITyCTWIIO B CBeT KHU-
Iy, B KOTOPYIO BOILIUIN IIepeBObl, TIOXKaIy, KIIIOYeBbIX
pabot Cortomona Marmvona (ok. 1753 —1800) B obacti
TeopeTdeckont dpwiocodpun. VIsmanme cHabXeHO WH-
dopMaTVBHO, HO MPY 3TOM He CTpafaroIer M30bTod-
HBIM 00beMOM BCTYTIMTeIILHOM cTaThelt A. A. VIBaHeHKo,
osarsnasiieHHo «Ckenrtuk CostomoH Marvimon». Ilepe-
Bo7], 3HaMeHNTOTO «OIbITa O TpaHCIeHeHTaIEHOV (PU-
stocodpum» (Versuch uber die Transcendentalphilosophie) BbI-
nonsen I'. I'ivensmrerrom m V. MUKMPTYMOBBIM ITOT,
pemakiiient A. VIBaHeHKO, IepeBof] MeHee W3BEeCTHOM
pabotsr «Habern Ha obmacts dprutocodpvm» (Streifereien
im Gebiete der Philosophie) cnenan A. VIBaHeHko. B 11esiom
IIepeBO/IBl BBIIIOJIHEHBI Ha BBICOKOM YPOBHE, Aeslas Ho-
CTYIIHOW CPaBHUTEILHO IIMPOKOMY KpPYTY uMTaTesIen
HeTPUBUAIBHYIO MBICTIb MariMOHa.

[aHHas KHUTa 3asBjleHa Kak Bropas B cepum «Ha-
cirenve CosromoHa Marimona». Hapsany ¢ ykasaHHBIM 13-
JlaHueM B JJaHHOV cepuyt y>Ke YBUIIeIn cBeT «ABTobuo-
rpacus» (Lebensgeschichte) aToro mpicimTeits, ero «Kom-
MeHTapui K “IlyTeBommremo 3abnymmmx” Mowces
Mavimonna» (Kommentar zum Maimonides «Fiihrer der
Unschliissigen»), a TakXe, OTHEIBHBIM TOMOM, ero «Kpu-
TUYeCKIe MCCIIeIOBaHNS O YeJI0Be9eCKOM YMe, VIV BBIC-
et criocobHoCTV nosHauMs» (Kritische Untersuchungen
iiber den menschlichen Geist oder das héhere Erkenntnis- und
Willensvermdgen). Ilo manasim C. M. SIkepcoHa, oTBeT-
CTBEHHOI'O peflaKTopa Cepuy, cerdac K M3IaHUIO TOTO-
BuTCcsa MarimonoBa «JIoruka» (Versuch einer neuen Logik).
VHTepecHO, 4TO yXXe B OOIIMX paMKax yIIOMSIHYTOI ce-
pvn, Cyns IO IlepeIvleTaM BXOSIINIX B Hee KHIAT, IMeeT
MecTo 0cobbINt psn, — ato «Dusocodckue mpyds» Coro-
MoHa MaviMOHa, IepBhIVi TOM KOTOPBIX VI COCTaBJISAeT pe-
LieH3UpyeMas Iy Oimkarys, a Btopont — «Kpurndeckue
VICCTIefTIOBaHUA. . ».

! Cankr-IleTepOyprekuit rocylapCTBeHHBIV YHUBEPCUTET.
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ON RECENT RUSSIAN TRANSLATIONS
OF SALOMON MAIMON’S WORKS

A. B. Patkul'

Review: Solomon Maimon, Philosophical Works.
Volume 1: An Essay on Transcendental Philosophy,
translated from German by G. Gimelshtein,

I. Mikirtumov; edited by A. Ivanenko;
Forays in the Field of Philosophy,
translated from German by A. Ivanenko.

St. Petersburg: Gumanitarnaya Akademiya,
2017, 499 pp.

Last year, the publishing house Gumanitarnaya
Akademiya released a volume of translations of Salomon
Maimon’s (circa 1753 —1800) major works on theoreti-
cal philosophy. The book contains an informative yet
concise introduction by A. A. Ivanenko, titled “Salomon
Maimon the Sceptic.” The Essay on Transcendental Philo-
sophy (Versuch tiber die Transcendentalphilosophie) was
translated by G. Gimelshtein and I. Mikirtumov and
edited by A. Ivanenko. The lesser-known work, Forays
in the Field of Philosophy (Streifereien im Gebiete der Philo-
sophie), was translated by A. Ivanenko. The profes-
sional and accurate translations have made Maimon’s
non-trivial thought available to a wider of readership.

The volume is the second book in the “Legacy
of Solomon Maimon” series, the first instalment of
which contained Maimon’s Autobiography (Lebens-
geschichte) and the Commentary on Maimonides” Guide
for the Perplexed (Kommentar zum Maimonides , Fiihrer
der Unschliissigen™). The Critical Investigations on the
Human Mind, or the Highest Faculty of Knowledge and
Will (Kritische Untersuchungen tiber den menschli-
chen Geist oder das hohere Erkenntnis- und Willens-
vermdégen) appeared in a separate volume. According
to S.M. Iakerson, the general editor of the series, the
next volume will be Maimon’s Logic (Versuch einer
neuen Logik). The covers of the books in the series sug-
gest that it is divided into two sub-series — Critical
Investigations and Philosophical Works, the first
volume of which is here under review.

! Saint-Petersburg State University, Mendeleyevskaya Liniya
5, 199034 Saint-Petersburg, Russia.
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AXTUBV3aIMS TIePeBOMIOB ¥ IyONMMKanmv TPYHOB
MBICJIUTEIIS, JOJIroe BpeMsl paccMaTpMBAaBIIETocs B Ka-
JecTBe CBOeOOPa3sHOro 1 yKe IIOUTH 3a0bITOTo Iepexor-
HOTO 3BeHa B MCTOpuM paHHen penernuym naert Kanra
" IOATCOTOBWUBIIErO CBOEVI KPUTUKOVI VeV BEJIMIKOTO
KEéHUrcOepXiia TpaHcOpMaIMIo TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM
dwnocodpun B Goltee pagvKaIbHbIE BepCUM MeaIn3Ma,
He MOXeT He pajioBaTh. X04eTcs BBIpa3sUTh HafleX/ly Ha
TO, UTO 3TOT IIpoliecc OyeT crocobcTBOBaTh MHTEHCH-
dukamym vccenoaHui Pry1ocodcKmx Haxomok Mari-
MOHa, PaBHO KaK M IIePeOCMBICJIEHMIO VX 3HAYEeHWS I
BOCIIPVISATUS VI OLIEHKM KITIOYEBBIX IIOJIOKEeHUV KaHTOB-
cxom1 prstocodpvm 1[It POPMUPOBaHISL TTOCIIeITy FOIIIe
VICTOPUM TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHOV MBICJIM BIUIOThH 10 Heo-
KaHTMaHCTBa VI (PeHOMEHOJIOI L.

B camowm gerte, yxxe paboTsl, oIy OJIMKOBaHHEBIE B pe-
nensupyemoM ToMme «Hacmenysa Conomona Marivona»,
JIAIOT JIJIsL 9TOT'O BeCKye OCHOBaHM, YacTh KOTOPBIX CTO-
WUT aKLeHTUPOBATh B [IAHHOV PelieH3M.

Bo-nepbuix, obpaiaeT Ha cedsl BHMMaHVeE TO, YTO T€H-
TIeHITVsl MbIIUleHVss MariMoHa HallpaB/IeHa Ha ITOCIIelIo-
BaTeJIbHOe COJIVDKeHMe YyBCTBeHHOCTM ¥ MBIIDIeHNs], Ha
IpeofioJieHVie TOrO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOIO pasInyms, Ko-
TOpPBIM OHU pasferteHel y Kanra. Asrop «Omnbita. . .», TI0/Ib-
3ysiCh BeCcbMa XapaKTepHOW JIi Hero (bOPMYJIMPOBKOV
«$1 cornacen ¢ r-HoM KaHToM, HO...», B YaCTHOCTY, 3asiB-
JISIeT, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO 1 BPeMSI «VMEIOT CBOe OCHOBaHVIE
B 00mmMx dopmax HaIlero MBIIUIeHMs BooOIe» (c. 32).
«BpeMst v IpOCTPaHCTBO SIBJISIOTCS HACTOJIBKO JKe IIOHS-
TUSAMM, HAaCKOJIBKO ¥ CO3epLIaHMsIMM, Y TIOC/IeIHMe IIpe]l-
TojIararoT nepsble» (c. 33). VI xoT4 ciioBa MariMoHa MOTyT
OBbIT VICTOJIKOBAHBI Pas/ITIHO, B HMX YKe ITPOIJIIbIBaeT
Ta CKJIIOHHOCTb K PeIyKIVV CBOe00pasiis IIPOCTPaHCTBA U
BpeMeHM KaK (pOpM MMEHHO CO3epLiaHVsl K IIOHATUIIHON
CTMIXWM, COOTBETCTBEHHO, K JIOIMKE, UTO CTaHeT MeVHCTPH-
MOM yXe B Oojiee HO3IHMX WAEAIMCTUYECKMX YUIeHMsIX.
ITpu sToM MavMoH cumTaeT «IorndecKrie pOpMBI BMeCTe
C YOIOBMSIMM WX YIIOTpeOrieHMs (3ajlaHHBIe OTHOITIEHVIs
00BEKTOB APYT C APYroM) YCIIOBMSIMM CaMOTO BOCIIpPVS-
Tnst» (c. 146) 1 OT/IMYaeT vxX OT YCJIOBUI OIIBITa.

Bo-6mopbix, KOHEUHO Ke, HeBO3MOXKHO ITPOVITI MU MO
KIIIOYeBOro [j1si Teoperudeckovt prutocodpvm C. Mavmo-
Ha ITOHSITIS OUuchheperijuara obveximod. B M3BecTHOM cMbIC-
Jle IMEHHO B HeM cocpefloTaumMBaeTcsl Ta KpUTHUKa KaH-
TOBCKOTO TTOHSITVS BEIIV caMoVi TI0 cebe, KOTOpOTT aBTOp
«OrprTa. . .» IpUAaT BecbMa cBoeoOpa3HOe HallpaBiIeHue.
[NonsTrie mudpdepeHtana 0OBEKTOB MOSBIISETCS Y HETO
B CBSI3Y C OMMcaHMeM PabOThl paccyaKa M 0COOeHHOCTel
ero OTHOIIeHMsI ¢ Apyrumu criocodHoctsiMmu. CorsiacHo
MarmMoHy, «9yBCTBEHHOCTH IIpefocTaBiisieT auddepeH-
OMayIbl I OIpeeIeHHOro CO3HaHMS,; CIIOCOOHOCTH BO-
oOpakeHMsI co3daeT M3 3TOrO KOHEYHBIN (OIperesIeH-
HBIVI) 0OBEKT co3epIiaHMsl; PacCyIOK IPOV3BOMNT U3 STUX
KOHeUHBIX JnddepeHIaioB, KOTOpbe SBIISAIOTCS ero
00BeKTaMV, COOTHOITIEHVe BOSHWMKAIOMVX W3 HWUX UyB-
CTBeHHBIX 00BekToB» (c. 41). Koncrpykmmst MaviMoHa B

One cannot but welcome the translations of the
works of a thinker who was long viewed as an original
but almost forgotten transitional link in the history of
early receptions of Kant’s ideas. Maimon’s critique of
the great Konigsbergian philosopher was considered
a forerunner of the transformation of transcendental
philosophy towards more radical versions of idealism.
I hope that the new editions will invigorate studies into
Maimon’s philosophical findings and encourage a re-
vision of his contribution to the perception and evalu-
ation of the key Kantian ideas and to further develop-
ments in the history of transcendental thought all the
way up to Neo-Kantianism and phenomenology.

In fact, the works published in this volume of “The
Legacy of Solomon Maimon” series already give good
reasons to believe that this hope will be realised. Some
of these reasons will be emphasised in this review.

Firstly, it is noteworthy that Maimon’s works
evolve towards a gradual convergence between sen-
sibility and understanding and towards the over-
coming of the transcendental division found in Kant.
Using his trademark phrasing “I agree with Herr Kant,
but...,” Maimon wrote that space and time “have their
ground in the universal forms of our thought in gener-
al” (Maimon, 2010, p. 13). He maintained that “Space
and time are as much concepts as intuitions, and the
latter presuppose the former” (ibid., p. 14). Although
Maimon’s words allow different interpretations, they
already reveal his propensity to reduce the essence of
space and time as the forms of intuition to elements
of concepts and, thus, to logic. This tendency will be-
come mainstream in later idealistic doctrines. At the
same time, Maimon considers that “logical forms,
along with the conditions of their use (given relations
of objects to one another), are conditions of perception
itself” (ibid., p. 114) and thus distinguishes them from
the conditions of experience.

Secondly, the concept of the differential of objects is
central to Maimon’s theoretical philosophy. In a way,
this concept is the essence of the philosopher’s origi-
nal critique of Kant's thing in itself. The concept of the
differential of objects is found in the descriptions of
how understanding functions and how it relates to the
other faculties. According to Maimon, “Sensibility thus
provides the differentials to a determined conscious-
ness; out of them, the imagination produces a finite
(determined) object of intuition; out of the relations of
these different differentials, which are its objects, the
understanding produces the relation of the sensible ob-
jects arising from them” (ibid., p. 21). The construction
Maimon built is very intricate and deserves a separate
study that requires a comparison with later works on
transcendental philosophy. At this point, it is possible
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IJaHHOM CJIy4Jae IOBOJIBHO 3aMBICTIOBATa, OHA, BHE BCSIKO-
IO COMHEHIs, IIOTpedyeT OTHEIBHOIO WMCCIIeNOBaHV U
OCMBICJIEHIIST, TIPUYEM W B 9TOM CJIydae B COIIOCTABJIEHUN,
HaCKOJIBKO 3TO BO3MOXKHO, ¢ 6oJTee TIO3ITHMMY 00pasiiaMu
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHON prtocodmm. 3aech ke TToKa MOX-
HO yKasaTb Ha TO, UYTO dmyiocod HeIBYCMBICTIEHHO 00b-
SIBJISIET KOHeuHble auddepeHIaibl 00beKTaMy paccy/i-
Ka, elrie OOJIbIIIe YCWIIMBASL TEM CAMBIM IIPeJICTaBJIeHNE O
ero PYHKIVIOHaJIBHOM XapakTepe. ITpu 3ToM, 1o crtoBaM
MavimoHa, «amddepeHITMaTBIl 0OBEKTOB €CTh TaK Has3bl-
BaeMble Noumena, a BO3HVMKAIOLIe M3 HUX OOBEKThI —
phanomena (sic! — A.IL)» (c. 41), uTo TpaHchOpMUpYyeT
paIMKaJIbHBIM O0pa3soM TPaKTOBKY COOTHOIIEHWS IIO-
HATUV HOyMeHa U (peHOMeHa, CBOVICTBEHHYIO KiTaccide-
CKOMy KaHTOBCKOMY TpPaHCIIEHIIEHTaIV3MY, efBa JI1 He
TPaHCIIOHVPYS €e B OVaIeKTUIECKYIO TOHAIBHOCTb.

C oTuM, 6-mpempbiix, CBSI3aHa IIpUMeYaTeIbHas TPAHC-
dpopMariust TpaKTOBKM CYIITHOCTM M CTaTyca udetl, OCy-
IMecTBIeHHass MariMOHOM, KOTOpasi Takke TpeOyeT Iof-
pobHOTO aHasM3a ¥ B3BeIIeHHOM OIleHKW. Tak, cormmacHoO
aBTOpy «OIBITa...», «3TVM Noumena SBJIAIOTCA WIEAMN
pasyMa, KOTOpBIe CITy>KaT IMPUHIIMIIAMI 11 OO BSICHEHS
BosnuxHoBenus (Kypcvs Momt. — A.I1.) 0ObeKTOB cOrIacHO
OlIpefieJIeHHBIM IIpaBiIaM paccydka» (c. 42). dutocod
CUMTaeT, YTO MAes pa3yMa — 3TO «(popMaJIbHas IIOJIHOTa
moasTVS» (. 69). Ho ocobeHHOCTD KOHIEmIMM MariMoHa
COCTOWT B TOM, UTO, B oT/Im4ue oT KaHTa 1 Bo MHOTOM BO-
IIPeKV eMy, OH JIOITyCKaeT Hapsyly ¢ MIesMU pasyMa, Kak
OBl KOHKPETHO OHM HVI TPAKTOBIVICH, TaKXe M udel pac-
cyoxa. OT mpIevt pasyma, ¢ TOUKM 3peHuss MariMoHa, OHU
OTJINYAIOTCS TE€M, UTO IIPEICTaBIISIOT cOOO0V He popMaIb-
HYIO TIOJIHOTY ITOHSTUSI, HO €r0 MAMMepualbHyio noAHONY.
«MateprasbHas IIOJIHOTA IIOHSTHS, IIOCKOJIBKY 3Ta IT0JI-
HOTa He MOXeT OBITh JjaHa B CO3epLIaHMM, eCThb Jjies pac-
CyOKa», — IVIIET MBICTINTeNb (c. 66). OcoOeHHOCTD Mmen
paccyiKa COCTOUT B TOM, UTO [JIsI HETO B CO3epLIaHNM MO-
XeT OBbITh ITOKa3aHa BO3MOXKHOCTh €ro IIpaBWla, a CTajlo
ObITB, ero cobcTBeHHass BO3MOXHOCTb. Ho B ero ciyvae
«MaTepuasTbHas ITOITHOTa (MHOTOOOpasvsi) He MOXKeT ObITh
ZaHa B cozepuaHvm» (Tam xe). «[TosTomy, — 1mpopmorrka-
eT MariMOH, — OHO [3TO TIOHSTVEe]| He SBIISeTCS TOHSTIEM
paccynka, KOTOpOMY COOTBETCTBYET OOBEKT, HO €CTh JIVIIIb
ves paccynika, K KOTOPOVI MOXXHO OeCKOHEYHO Ipmoii-
JKaTbCs B CO3epLIAHMUIL. .. U, CJIeHOBATeNIbHO, IPEICTaBIIIeT
cobort morpanmyHoe noHsTe» (Tam >xe). IlpusHanMEM
vIen paccypka oOBsICHIeTCsl TakKe U TO, UTo (prtocod
oOHapyXMBaeT aHTMHOMITYHOCTD MBIIIUIEHVIS He TOJIBKO B
cpepe MeTapM3MKY, «HO TaKKe B PU3VIKE U JTaXKe B CAMOVL
SICHOVI 113 BCeX HayK, a IMEHHO B MaTeMaTuke...» (c. 153).

B-uemBepmuix, BecbMa crermdmdeckyo MommduKa-
VIO TToJTydaeT y MaviMOoHa M KpUTHYecKoe ydeHue o .
OcoberHO xoporo 310 3aMeTHO o «Kparkomy 0030py
Bcero TpakraTa» (Kurze Uebersicht des ganzen Werkes),
B KOTOPOM IIOHBOISTCS WTOIM m3oxXeHmst «OIbITa...».
3mech MBI CTaJIKMBAeMCSI C TPAKTOBKOV S KaK wuucIHioeo
anpuopHo2o  cosepyanus, neKilapupyeMmor MariMOHOM B

to say that Maimon considered finite differentials as
objects of understanding and thus reinforced the idea
about its functional nature. Moreover, “These differen-
tials of objects are the so-called noumena; but the objects
themselves arising from them are the phenomena” (ibid.,
p- 21). This way, he boldly transformed the classical
Kantian transcendentalist interpretation of the noume-
non and phenomenon and gave it an almost dialectic
twist.

Thirdly, the overhaul Maimon gave to the inter-
pretation of the essence and status of ideas warrants a
thorough analysis and evaluation. “These noumena are
ideas of reason serving as principles to explain how ob-
jects arise according to certain rules of the understand-
ing” (second italics added — A.P.) (ibid., pp. 21-22).
The philosopher believed that ideas of reason equalled
“the formal completeness of the concept” (ibid., p. 44).
Unlike, and to a degree contrary to, Kant, Maimon as-
sumes the existence of ideas of the understanding along-
side that of ideas of reason, no matter how broadly the
latter are interpreted. According to the philosopher,
ideas of the understanding differ from ideas of rea-
son in that the former are associated with the material
rather than formal completeness of a concept. “An idea
of the understanding is the material completeness of a
concept, insofar as this completeness cannot be given
in intuition” (ibid.). For an idea of the understanding,
the possibility of a rule dictated by the understanding
to itself, and thus the possibility of the understanding
itself, can be shown in intuition. However, “its materi-
al completeness (completeness of the manifold) cannot
be given in intuition” (ibid.). “So,” Maimon continues,
“this concept is not a concept of the understanding to
which an object corresponds, but only an idea of the
understanding, something that we can come infinite-
ly close to in intuition [...], and consequently a limit
concept” (ibid., p. 45). The recognition of ideas of the
understanding explains why the philosopher saw an-
tinomies not only in metaphysics “but also in physics,
and even in the most self-evident of all sciences, math-
ematics” (ibid., p. 119).

Fourthly, Maimon presented a rather peculiar mod-
ification of the critical doctrine of the I. His ideas are
expressed most evidently in the “Short Overview of
the Whole Work” (Kurze Uebersicht des ganzen Werkes).
In the overview, Maimon interprets the I as a pure a
priori intuition that serves as an alternative to Kant’s
understanding of the I as the object of psychology and,
as Maimon puts it, as “a representation empty of con-
tent” (ibid., p. 110) Maimon formulates his position as
follows: “I maintain that the I is a pure a priori intu-
ition accompanying all our representations, although
we cannot assign any distinguishing marks to this in-
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KadecTBe aJTbTePHATVBBI KAHTOBCKOMY VCTOJTKOBaHMIO S|
KaK ITpeIMeTa IICHXOJIOTUY B CMBICTIe, KaK OH BBIpajkaeTcs],
IIpeficTaBJIeHNs CaMoro II0 cebe, TI0 CBOeMy COIep KaHMIO
mycroro (c. 142). CBoIo IO3MIINIO MBICIIATENIb (POPMYJIN-
pyeT cienyrommmM obpasoM: «SI e, HapoTmB, cunrao
YVICTBIM CO3eplIaHVeM a priori, KOTOpoe COITPOBOX/IAET BCe
HaIIIV MpeJICTaB/IeHNs], XOTsS Mbl yXKe He MOXeM YKa3aTb
HVIKaKVIX IIPV3HAKOB 3TOTO Co3epliaHyis, 100 OHO SIBJIsieT-
cst ipocTbiM» (Tam xe). [TpusHaHMe Toro, uTo f sByseTcs
cosepIiaHVeM, IPUBOINUT MariMOHa K BEIBOJTY O TOM, UTO K
I BIOJIHE 0OOCHOBAHHO MOXem Dblmb NpuMeHeHa Karmeeopus.
cybemanyuu. CooTBETCTBEHHO, KpUTHKe y MariMoHa 11ofi-
BepraeTcst ¥ KAaHTOBCKMV TICMXOJTOTYECKVV TTapaTIOTM3M.
ITokasaTerTbHBIM 371eCh SBIISETCA He TOJIBKO PacXoXIIeHve
Marmmona c KaHTOM, HO TaK>Ke V1 €T0 ITPeIBOCXMITIEHIE CBSI-
3pIBaHIMA £ ¢ co3epliaHyeM (IIyCTh M MHTeJUIEKTYaIbHbBIM)
B IIO3HEVIIeM HeMeIIKOM VeaIn3Me. XOTs, OYeBIIHO,
BBIBOJIBI 113 3TOT'O CONMVDKeHMs], K KOTOPBIM ITpyxoamT Marvi-
MOH, BeCbMa OTJIMYHBI OT TeX ITOJIOKEHWI O CyIrecTse 4,
KOTOpble MBI MOXKeM HaWTu, HaltpumMep, y Puxte.

Haxkomer, 6-namoix, CTOUT OTMETUTb U IIepepopMyIIv-
POBKY MariMOHOM BeJIyIIero BOITpoca TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaTb-
Horo mcatenosadns y KaHTa, TTOCKOIIBKY 3TO CMelTleHme
MOYKeT OKa3aThCs BeChMa 3Ha4VMBbIM B KOHTEKCTe I10CIIey-
IOITIETO PasBUTHS TaKoro Turia pvutocodpvt. [oBopst Oortee
OIIpeTIeIIeHHO, MOXXHO YTBEpPXKIATh, UTO aBTop «OIIbITa. . .»
CuMTaeT BaXHBIM ITOCTaBUTh BOITPOC HE TOIBKO O quid
juris, HO v 0 quid facti, TIpeXX/ie Bcero OTHOCUTEIIBHO IIPU-
MeHeHVs pacCyIOUHBIX (POPMZ DTOT BOIIPOC, ITO MHEHWIO
MaviMoHa, «ITpVIMEHWTENTFHO K HeMyKIIMM KaTeTOPWiL. ..
VIMeeT OOJIBIITYIO BaXKHOCTE» (C. 64). A MIMeHHO, IpW yIIO-
TpebIteHMM (OPMBI Cy>KIEHNS «MBbl JOJDKHBL, IIPeX]Ie ueM
IpUaaTh eVl peayIbHOCTh B KauecTBe (POPMBI MBIIUICHVIS B
JIOTVIKe, YOemMThCsl B HeCOMHEHHOCTVI CaMOVI PeaTbHOCTY
ee yriorpe0sieHIs1, ¥ He B CIJIy TOTO, YIIOTpeOsIsteM JIV MBI
ee I10 IIPaBy, YTO SABJIIETCsI OTBETOM Ha BOIIpOoc o quid juris,
a BCJIETCTBYE TOTO, SIBJIETCS JIVI TakKe VICTVIHHBIM caM
daxT, yroTpeOsIsieM JIvi MBI ee B OTHOITIEHWV JIEVICTBUTEITb-
HBIX IIpeIMeToB» (c. 64 —65). TakmM 0OpazoM, oueBMITHO,
uTo MaviMoH MoXkeT OBITh IIpUUMCIIEH K IIMOHepaM KOH-
LenTyaImM3allii ¥ pa3spaboTKy IIOHATHS (PaKTUIHOCTU B
paMKax TpaHCLeH/IeHTaJIbHOV (PrIocopummL.

Tak v Hade, He BBI3BbIBAET COMHEHWII TO, UTO IIy-
Ormmkanya nepesonos Tpynos CosioMoHa MarviMoHa —
KaK B yKa3aHHOM TOMe, TaK 1 B Apyrux ToMax cepum «Ha-
ciepye CortomMoHa MaviMoHa» — COOBITVIE JIJIST PYCCKO-
SI3BIYHOTO  (PTTOCOPCKOrO CoObITecTBa 3aMeduaTelTbHOe.
XodeTcsl BEIpasuTh IOXKeJIaHMe KaK MOXKHO CKOpee YBU-
TIeTh OC/IeAyIOIIVie M3IaHWs, [IOArOTOBJIEHHEIE B paMKaX
3TOTO IPOeKTa, TeM OosTee UTO, Cy/s IO yyKe OITyOmmKo-
BaHHBIM B TAHHOVI CepVVL TOMaM, BXOTISIINE B Hee KHUTY
omIMYaeT yauHoe opopMIeHNe 1 KauecTBeHHas I1edarh,
Oraromapst yeMy paboTa ¢ HUMWM IIpelcTaBiIieT u Oyder
MIPeCTaB/IsATh CODOV MCTVMHHOE YHAOBOJIBCTBME IS VIC-
TVHHBIX IIeHWTeIIeV TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM (hrTocodumm.

2 Cp. TakKe B 3TOVI CBSI3VI pa3MBIITUIEHVIS, M3JIOKeHHBIE BO BCTY-
nuTeTbHOV cTaThe A. A. VIBaHEeHKO KO BceMy TOMY.

tuition because it is simple” (ibid., pp.110-111). In iden-
tifying the I with an intuition, Maimon acknowledged
that the category of substance could be applied to the
I. Maimon attacked Kant’s psychological paralogism.
The philosopher did not only reject Kant’s ideas but
he also anticipated the connection between the I and
the (intellectual) intuition characteristic of later Ger-
man idealism. However, Maimon’s conclusions are
very different from those made by Fichte in a similar
context.

Fifthly, Maimon formulated the central question of
transcendental studies differently than Kant did. The
resultant shift may seem very significant if one looks at
the further development of transcendental philosophy.
In particular, Maimon held it important to consider not
only the problem of quid juris but also that of quid fac-
ti, particularly, as regards the application of the forms
of the understanding.? The philosopher believed this
problem “to be of great importance with respect to the
deduction of the categories” (ibid., p. 42). Concerning
the application of the form of the judgement, he wrote:
“we must put the reality of its use beyond doubt before
ascribing reality to it as a form of thought in logic; but
the question is not whether we can use it legitimately,
which is the question: quid juris?, but whether the fact
is true, namely that we do use it with actual objects”
(ibid.). Therefore, Maimon can legitimately be called a
pioneer of the conceptualisation and development of
facticity in transcendental philosophy.

No doubt, the publication of the translations of
Salomon Maimon’s works in the volume under
review and the other instalments of the “Legacy of
Salomon Maimon” series — is a remarkable event for
the Russophone philosophical community. I am looking
forward with anticipation to the project’s next editions.
The books already published are very well produced
and they will be a pure delight to work with for the true
connoisseurs of transcendental philosophy.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

MEXIYHAPOOHASI
HAYYHASI KOH®EPEHIIVISI
«KAHT ¥ COJIOBBEB:
KOHBEPTEHIIVV VI AMUBEPTEHLIMV»

15—16 noabpa 2018 e.,
B®Y um. . Kauma (Kasununepad, Poccus)

Axapgemust Kantnana bOY vim. V. Kanra opranmsy-
eT cepuro KoHepertm «Vimvaryni Kaar n pycckme
dnocodrl: KOHBepreHIMN M AUBepreHnmnm». [lepsas
KOHepeHIIVs, IIOATOTOBJIEHHAS B COTPYIHIYIECTBe C Ka-
denport uctopum pycckont puiocodpnn Grrocodpckoro
daxynprera MI'Y M. M. B. JlomoHOCOBa, nocsdIaeTcs
BOIIpOCaM pellenIny 1 KpuUTukm duiocopnn Vmma-
nywia Kanra pycckum diocodpom Briagymirpom Co-
JIOBBEBBIM.

B xome 3acemaHWMil IUIaHMpPYETCS PaccMOTpeTh ca-
Mble pasHble CTOpOHBI pwtocodpckoro TeopuectBa Co-
JIOBBEBA TeOpeTVKO-TI03HaBaTeJIbHEe,  (pruiocod-
CKO-TIOITTIYeCKMe, (PWIOCOPCKO-PEeIVIO3HbIE, 3CTETH-
4Jeckre, — B KOTOPBIX IPOSIBIIIOCH MHTEIUIEKTyasIbHOe
prmsHMe KanTa vwm mosemnika ¢ HuM. OmHaKO TeMaTin-
UecKkom IOMMHAHTOW KOHQepeHIIMI CTaHeT IIpaKTide-
cKast prIocod st HEMEIIKOTO M PyccKoro pmiocodos: B
2018 r. mcrioasiercst 230 j1eT ¢ MOMeHTa BhIXOJIa B CBeT OC-
HOBHOrO0 3Tr4eckoro counHenns Kanra «Kpuruka mpak-
Trgeckoro pasyma» (1788), a 8 2019 . — 120 steT ¢ MOMeH-
Ta myOrmkamym counHenns CosoBeéBa «OmpabmaHue
noOpa» B ero OKoH4YaTeIbHOV pemakiym (1899). OGe stn
paboThl — BepIIMHBL IBYX PasHBIX, HO IIPV 3TOM TeCHeVI-
MM 00Pa3oM CBSI3aHHBIX TPaAVIIIT HpaBCTBEHHON (i
J10c0UI: TEPMAHCKOM 1 POCCUVICKOVL.

3acemaHms KoHdepeHOUI OyAyT IIOCBSIIEHBI 13-
yUeHMIO aKTyasIbHBIX acriekToB Hacieaus Kanra n Co-
JIOBBbEBA B VX IlepecedeHMsX m BivsiHvsIX. OcsellleHve
nosy4daT Bo3speHms K. ]JI. Kasermmna, JI. H. Tomcroro,
b. H. Ynuepuna, 6parpes TpyOerkmx, JI. M. JlomaTu-
Ha, H. I T'pora, H. V. Kapeesa 1 gpyrux B CBSI3U C MX
rojleMuKon BOKpyT dpwiocodpun Kanra m CostoBbéBa.
[Ipenmosaraercs Takke yOeIWTh BHMMAaHME BIIVITHMIO
npent CosloBbEBa Ha PyccKoe HeOKaHTMaHCTBO.

HpenBapnTeanbIe TeMBbI IJIA 06cy>1(,ueva:

= [IpobGrema peaspHOCTHM BHemTHero Mupa y KanTa
n ConosbéBa.

= [TosHarommu cyObeKT B TeopeTudeckom puIoco-
dun Kanra 1 CornosbéBa.

= [Ipobema aBTOHOMMM pa3yMa ¥ CBOOOIBI BOJIN B
MopassHOT drrtocodum Karra m Corobésa: cxofi-
CTBO M pa3jInM4avii.

INTERNATIONAL
SCIENTIFIC CONFERENCE
“KANT AND SOLOVYOV:

CONVERGENCES AND DIVERGENCES”

November 15—16, 2018
Immmanuel Kant Baltic Federal University,
Kaliningrad, Russia

The Academia Kantiana at the Immanuel Kant Bal-
tic Federal University organizes a series of conferences
on the theme of “Immanuel Kant and Russian Philo-
sophers: Convergences and Divergences.” The first
conference, co-organized with the Department of the
History of Russian Philosophy, Faculty of Philosophy,
Lomonosov Moscow State University, is devoted to the
reception and criticism of the philosophy of Immanuel
Kant by the Russian philosopher Vladimir Solovyov.

The aim of the gathering is to examine diverse as-
pects of Solovyov’s philosophical works — epistemo-
logical, philosophico-political, philosophico-religious,
aesthetic, etc. — in which an intellectual influence from
Kant is discernible or in which a polemical stance is tak-
en against him. But the prevailing theme of the confer-
ence will be the practical philosophy of the German and
Russian philosophers: in 2018, 230 years have passed
since the publication of Kant's main ethical work, the
Critique of Practical Reason (1788), and, in 2019, 120 years
will have passed since the publication of Solovyov’s fi-
nal version of The Justification of the Good (1899). Both of
these works are the apexes of two different, yet closely
related, traditions of moral philosophy — the German
and the Russian.

The conference will be devoted to the study of
overlaps and influences between currently relevant
aspects of the legacies of Kant and Solovyov. These
aspects will also be examined in light of the views of
Solovyov’s contemporaries: K. D. Kavelin, L.N. Tolstoy,
B.N. Chicherin, the brothers Trubetskoy, L. M. Lopatin,
N.I. Grot, N.I. Kareev, and others in connection with
their polemics around the philosophy of Kant and
Solovyov. We also intend to pay attention to the influ-
ence of Solovyov on Russian Neo-Kantianism.

Possible topics include, but are not limited to:

= The problem of the reality of the external world in
Kant and Solovyov.

= The cognizing subject in the theoretical philosophy
of Kant and Solovyov.

= The problem of the autonomy of reason and
freedom of will in the moral philosophy of Kant and
Solovyov: similarities and differences.
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= «Onpasmaaue 1obpa» B KOHTEKCTe >KM3HEHHOIO
npoekTa CostoBbéBa 1890-x rT. MoXXHO 111 cUMTaTh
«HpaBCcTBeHHYIO druiocodnio» CornoBréBa CBUIE-
TeJIbCTBOM €T0 «Bo3BpalieHns K KanTty»?

= Dcrernueckoe yueHue CojI0BbEBa B KAHTUAHCKOV
MepCIIeKTVBe: «3CTeTUKa» KakK J1eJ10 MPaKTNIecKoro
pasyma.

= BosspeHnss «MOCKOBCKOV»  VA€aJIMCTUIeCKOV
mkorel — JI.M. Jlomarmuua, H.SI. I'pora, OpaTseB
TpyOelikmx — B KOHTeKCTe IlepecedeHws U CTOJI-
xuoseHwms vgent Kanra n CostoBbéBa.

= ITosmruueckast dpumocodpms CosoBréBa U €ro
criop ¢ b. H. Yrraepuasiv m J1. H. Torcrsim Ha pore
KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIEMIVIN «BEYHOTO MUpPa».

* Heokanrmancrso B Poccym: mexy Kanrom n Co-
JIOBBEBBIM?

VuactHukn koudepenumn: B. H. benos (PYIH,
Poccms), A.TO. bepoumkosa (Vid PAH, Mocksa, Poc-
cust), VI B. Bopucosa (m3patenbctBo «Hayka», Mo-
ckBa), H. A. Imurpuesa (MIIT'Y / BOY wmm. M. KanTa,
Poccust), 2. XKupap (Yausepcurer Ilaprx 1 IlanTe-
oH-CopborHa, @panums), D. BaH nep 3sevipue (Herr-
MereHCKMt yHmMBepcuTer mM. CB. Pamboma, Hupmep-
saHnel), A.T1. Koseipes (MI'Y mm. M. B. JlomoHOCOBa,
Poccus), A.H. Kpyrmios (PITY, Poccus), b. B. Mexyes
(MI'Y wmm. M. B. Jlomonocosa, Poccus), T. Hemer
(Hero-Vopk), B. Ovitnten (XesTbCMHKCKMTI yHUBEPCH-
tet, Oumraamms), B. C. Ilonosa (b®Y wm. V. KagxTa,
Poccus), B. V. Casuniies (BDY mm. V. Kanra, Poccus),
3. Ceupepckn (Ppubypckuit yuusepcuret, Lllseriia-
pus), B. B. Cupmopun (MM® PAH, Mocksa, Poccrs),
®. TpemOmant (BDY mm. M. Karra, Kaymamarpan, Poc-
cus / Codurickmit yausepceuret, bonrapmst), A.B. Yep-
nsies (1P PAH, Mocksa, Poccusi).

IIpencemaresib MPOrpaMMHOIO KOMHMTETa — KaHI.
dwtoc. Hayk, goi. b. B. Mexxyes (MI'Y M. M. B. JTomo-
HOCOBA).

IIpencenaress oprkoMmTeTa — A-p GWIOC. HAYK,
npod. H. A. Imurpuesa (MIIT'Y / BOY mum. M. Kanra,
Kaymuunarpan).

Kongpepenyus nodoepsxana u3 cpedcmé cybcuouu, Goioe-
AeHHOTL HA peasusayuto [Ipoepammol noBviuienus KOHKYpeH-
mocnocoorocmu bOY um. M. Kauma.

* The Justification of the Good in the context
of Solovyov’s life project in the 1890s. Can we
understand his “moral philosophy” as a testimony
of his “return to Kant”?

= The aesthetic doctrine of Solovyov from a Kantian
perspective: “aesthetics” as a matter of practical
reason.

= The views of the “Moscow” idealist school —
L.M. Lopatin, N.I. Grot, and the brothers
Trubetskoy — in the context of the convergence and
confrontation of ideas between Kant and Solovyov.

= The political philosophy of Solovyov and his
dispute with B.N. Chicherin and L.N. Tolstoy
against the background of the Kantian conception
of “perpetual peace.”

= Neo-Kantianism in Russia: Between Kant and
Solovyov?

Speakers: Vladimir N. Belov (RUDN University,
Moscow, Russia), Alexandra Yu. Berdnikova (RAS Insti-
tute of Philosophy, Moscow, Russia), Irina V. Borisova
(Publishing House “Nauka,” Moscow), Nina A. Dmitrieva
(MSPU, Moscow / IKBFU, Kaliningrad, Russia), Edouard
Girard (L'Université Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne,
France), Evert van der Zweerde (Radboud Universiteit
Nijmegen, the Netherlands), Aleksei P. Kozyrev (MSU,
Russia), Aleksei N. Krouglov (RSUH, Moscow, Russia),
Boris V. Mezhuev (MSU, Russia), Thomas Nemeth
(New York, USA), Vesa Oittinen (University of Helsinki,
Finland), Varvara S. Popova (IKBFU, Kaliningrad,
Russia), Vyacheslav 1. Savintsev (IKBFU, Kaliningrad,
Russia), Edward Swiderski (Université de Fribourg,
Switzerland), Vladimir V. Sidorin (RAS Institute of Philo-
sophy, Moscow, Russia), Frédéric Tremblay (IKBFU,
Kaliningrad, Russia / Sofia University “St. Kliment
Ohridski,” Bulgaria), Anatoly V. Chernyaev (RAS Insti-
tute of Philosophy, Moscow, Russia).

Chairperson of the program committee:
Boris V. Mezhuev, Lomonosov Moscow State University.

Chairperson of the organization committee:
Nina A. Dmitrieva, Moscow State Pedagogical Uni-
versity / Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University,
Kaliningrad.

This conference is supported by the Russian Academic
Excellence Project at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Uni-
versity.
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