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KAHT — MUCTUK?
O TE3WMCE M3 DISSERTATIO PHILOSOPHICA
KAPJIA APHOJIBOA BUWIIMAHCA

Xpucmuan Péccuep'

Kapa Aproavd Buamanc noayuua cmenens 00kmopa gouaoco-
¢uu 6 Tarne 6 1797 . 30 cmeAvill me3uc: oH 3a56u 0 HeaBHOM cx00-
cmbe mexoy npocemumenvckoi pusocogpueti peaueuu y Kawma,
C 00HOTL CHIOPOHDBI, U YUCTIbIM MUCTIULUSMOM HEKOMOpbIX MAK Ha-
3ui6aembix cenapamucmod — c Opyeotl, u ommnpabua c6owo padony
Kanmy. To, umo nocaednuii Ha nee ompeazupobas, u mo, Kax o
amo cdeaan, npudaem Beeil ucmopuu euje boavuuutl unmepec. Moe
au Kanwm 6vimo maiinoivm mucnukom? arvHeriuee ucciedobarue
ABasemcs nonvimkotl 0ams Oupgpepenyupobanroe npedcmabie-
Hue 00 uxmessekmyasbHom omnouienuu Kanma x mucmuyusmy,
Komopoe 0bi10 He C1MOoAb 00HOSHAUHBIM, KAK MOXeN NOKA3AMbCS,
yuumvlBas eeo ucmopudeckuil o, pabro kax u gpusocopckutl u
meosoeuteckutl konmekcmol ouccepmayuu Buimanca. lasee go-
Kyc moeeo uccaedobanus nanpabasemea na scce Kanma «O nedab-
Ho BosHuxuiem bapckom moue 6 gpusocodpuu». 5 noxasvibaro, umo
YeHmparvHas Kanmobekas meopema o paxme pasyma coAuxaemcs
c e20 00KMpUHOLL YBaxeHUs K MOpaIbHOMY 3aKOHY KAk YMONOCHIU-
eaemoeo uybcmba. Imo coauxerue nosboasem nocaeoHen uepants
Maxywo apeymeHmamubHylo poas, komopas, ciayxka ratio cogno-
scendi c60000bi, umeenm u nosxabamesvuyio yenHocmo. Ilpaxmuse-
cxas gpusocopust Kanma oxasvibaemca ocnobannon Ha k6asucpero-
MEHO0102UHecKoM UHMYUYUOHUSME KOHeHHO20 pasyma, 6 Komopom
ICMemuecKue 1emMenInbl UMelon maxoe sHaueHue, Komopoe no-
3Bossem onpaboams ymbeproenue Buimarca o ee cxpbinom cxoo-
cmBe ¢ HUCHbIM MUCHIULUSMOM.

KatoueBvie caroBa: Karnm, Kapa Aproavd Buamanc, gpusoco-
us peaveun, MucmuyusM, mopaistoe wybcmbo, gaxm pasyma,
cbepxuybembennoe, uybembo yBaxenus.

BBemenmne

KanT — mmctuk? Moxet yi 2TOT BOIIpoc ObITH OO-
Jlee, YeM UYVCTO puTopudeckum? Beip mepsbiit 1 1axe He
HpeBapuTeIbHBIVI OTBET Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC MOXET 3BydaTh
TOJIPKO: HET, KOHEeYHO Her! DTO HACTOJIBKO caMO co0Ov
pasyMeeTcst, UTO MHOVI KaHTMAaHell, IIOXKaIy V1, COUTeT Jaxe
caM cpopMyJIMPOBaHHBI BOITPOC [10 HEKOTOPOVI CTeIeHN
BBOZAIINM B 3a0iry>kaeHmne. IToaTomy BcrioMHMM JTydrie

! Catholic Private University Linz, Institute of Theoretical Philo-
sophy, Bethlehemstrafle 20, 4020 Linz, Austria.

Ilocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuio: 31.07.2018 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-3-1

© Péccnep X., 2018.

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

KANT ALS MYSTIKER?
ZUR THESE VON CARL ARNOLD WILMANS’
DISSERTATIO PHILOSOPHICA

Christian RofSner!

Carl Arnold Wilmans received his degree of doctor in phi-
losophy in Halle in 1797 for a bold thesis. He claimed a latent
similarity between Kant’s enlightened philosophy of religion
and the pure mysticism of some so-called separatists — and sent
his work to Kant. The fact that and how the latter reacted to it,
makes the matter all the more interesting. Could Kant have been
a secret mystic? The following study attempts to give a differ-
entiated presentation of Kant’s intellectual relationship with
mysticism, which was not as unambiguous as it may seem, by
first elaborating the historical background as well as the philo-
sophical and theological contexts of Wilmans' dissertation.
Furthermore, the focus of my study is directed towards Kant’s
essay On a Newly Arisen Superior Tone in Philosophy. I show
that the central Kantian theorem of the fact of reason converges
with his doctrine of respect to the moral law as intelligible feel-
ing. This rapprochement allows the latter to play an argumen-
tative role that, by serving as ratio cognoscendi of freedom, is
also of epistemic value. Kant’s practical philosophy turns out
to be based on a quasi-phenomenological intuitionism of finite
reason in which aesthetic elements are of such importance that
Wilmans’ assertion of its latent similarity to pure mysticism
may be justified.

Keywords: Kant, Carl Arnold Wilmans, philosophy of re-
ligion, mysticism, moral feeling, fact of reason, supersensual,
feeling of respect.

Einleitung

Kant als Mystiker? — kann diese Frage mehr sein
als eine rein rhetorische? Denn die erste und keines-
wegs nur vorldufige Antwort auf diese Frage kann ja
nur lauten: nein, natiirlich nicht! So selbstverstindlich
ist dies, dass mancher Kantianer wohl allein schon die
formulierte Frage als einigermafien irritierend emp-
finden wird. Erinnern wir uns also besser gleich zu
Beginn daran, was einer der ersten Biographen Kants
tiber dessen personliche Stellung zu allem, was man
Mystik nennen oder mit ihr in Verbindung bringen

! Catholic Private University Linz, Institute of Theoretical Phi-
losophy, 20 Bethlehemstr., 4020 Linz, Austria.

Received: 31.07.2018.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-3-1

© Rofner C., 2018.
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Xpuctuan Péccuep

CHadYaIa O TOM, YTO COOOIIaeT OOMH M3 IIepBbIX Onorpa-
¢os KarTa 0 ero mraHOM OTHOIIEHVIN KO BCEMY, UTO IIPU-
HSTO Ha3bIBaTh MUCTVKOV MO0 cBs3bIBaTh ¢ Herl. Korma
nocste yxona KanTa ms xmsan B 1804 r. B Hekposiore Ha
crparmIiax «[OTCKOV Hay4YHOV Ta3eTel»* OBUIO CKazaHO
II0 KaKOVI-TO IIPWYMHE, YTO YCOIIINI ObUI IpMUBEpIKeH-
IleM «HeKOTOPOW TOHKOW MUCTUKWI», IIpefaHHbl Kanrty
Peytnrosnby, bepaxapy SIxmaH rmocrenml B cBOey KHUTe
«VIMmManyw KaHT B ivicbMax ApyTy» pelnTesIbHO OIpo-
BEPTHYTb 3TO YTBEPXKIEHIE:

Ecymit vt GbUIM pemnriosHsle B3IIIBI KaKOTo-mbo de-
JIOBEKA 3aK/IIOYEHVEM XOJIOTHOIO PacCy/Ka, eciv VCKITIo-
4aJI YeJI0BeK KOI/a-/inbo CBSI3b BCETO, YTO HA3BIBAETCS UyB-
CTBOM, CO CBOVIMU PeJIUTVIO3HBIMY IEVICTBUSIMU VI OTPVLIAIL. ..
BCSIKYIO OLIyTHMYIO OOIIIHOCTb C MUPOM JIyXOB; €CiIN CIIy-
xeHmte Bory xorma-ibo 3aKouaIocs Ayt YeioBeKa JINIIb
B UVCTOM ITOC/TyIIIAHMI 3aKOHY Pa3yMa 1 B OUMIIIEHHOM OT
BCEr0 UyBCTBEHHOIO U1 UVMCTO MOTVMBIPOBAHHOM VICIIOJIHE-
HvM fosira; To 310 oty4art Kanra. Ecim Mbl He XOTvM BecTm
CJIOBECHBIX OaTaJINTL, €CiIV He XOTVUM HaMepPeHHO BJIOKUTh
B KQHTOBCKVE BBIPAKEHVISL... PYTOV CMBICIL, OT/IMYHBIV OT
TOTO, KOTOPBIVT 3a/lyMbIBajl aBTOP, I BBIBOAWUTD W3 UYBCTB
TO, YUTO OH OCHOBJI MCKJIFOYMTEIIBHO Ha pasyMe, TO HIL B CO-
unHeHVsIX, Hu B >k13HM KaHTa MbI He 0OHapY>KiM HITYEro
mumcTideckoro. ITo atomy nosopy KauT oObsicHMIcs coBep-
IIIEHHO OTKPBITO V1 3aBEPVIT MEHSI, YTO HVI OHO €0 CJIOBO He
CJIe/lyeT MHTEPIIPETHPOBATh B MUCTIYECKOM KITIOUe, 4TO OH
HUKOITIA He BK/IA[IBIBA/I B HVUX MVUCTUYECKUVI CMBICIT 11 YTO
OH HUMKOTTIa He ObUT o0mTeTeM MUCTVKYL. [Tpn ciydae on
K TOMY JKe OCy>KriajI I'mIirieszs 3a CKIIOHHOCTb K MUCTHKE 1 B
LIEJIOM 3asiBJISL, YTO BCSIKOE IIPVCTPaCTiie K MUCTIYECKOMY
SHTY3Ma3My SIBJIIETCS CJIE[ICTBMEM VI IIPU3HAKOM HEKOTO-
povt ymcrBeHHOV cr1aboctn (Jachmann, 1804, S. 117 —119).

2 «Cpoe ybexienme, uTo Bo Bcex paborax KanTa, KoTopbie nme-
10T OTHOIIIEHNE K PEJIUINY, 51 He HAXOXY HM MaJIeVIIIIero HaMe-
Ka Ha MUCTUYECKMe WJiey, s IPeJICTaBil Y4eHOMY MUPY B CBO-
em counHeHnm “ITposepka KanTosom drutocodpmm permrmm ¢
TOYKM 3PeHVs IIPUIINCHIBAEMOTO el CXOJICTBA C YVCTHIM MVCT-
m3MoM”. B ycrabIX Oeceax KaHra s Taxke efiBa ji 3aMeTWI
KaKyI0-JI100 MVCTUYECKYIO UJIEI0, U ellle MeHBIIIe MUCTUYECKMX
HaCTpOeHMI1 s HabOJIoasl Py MCIIOJIHEHNY MM CBOVX OOsi3aH-
HOCTEVI ¥ BO BCeX IPOUMX 0OCTOSTEIbCTBAX €ro JKM3HN. S 11071-
JKeH, CJIeIOBATeIbHO, OIIPOBEPIHYTH COIEepIKaHWe HEeKpOJiora,
o1y 6/IMKOBaHHOTO B 3TOM rofty B Bbitycke Ne19 “T'orckon Hayu-
HOVI Ta3eThl”, B KOTOPOM yTBepKaercs, 4ro “KaHT ObU1 IIpuBep-
JKeHITeM HeKOTOpovi TOHKovI MycTukmu”. Ecyii permmrmnosHoe Boc-
IIMTaHNMe ero PaHHeN I0HOCTHU U ObUIO, B KOHEUHOM CUeTe, IIie-
TUCTCKVM ¥ JlaKe MUCTUYECKV HallpaBJIeHHBIM, TO BCIKWUW CIIe]]
OT Hero ObUI CTEPT IOCIIENYIOIMMI pasMblIUIeHMsIMI» (Jach-
mann, 1804, S. 116 —117). B Hekposiore, orry 0/IMKOBaHHOM 7 Map-
Ta 1804 r., roBOpMTCS TOCIIOBHO criemyorree: «CKpOMHBIM 1 OJ1a-
roYecTUBBIM ObUI ero oOpas >KM3HM, ¥ XOTs OH, COIJIaCHO CBOEV
cricTeMe, He IIPVIBETCTBOBAJI 1 He MOT IIPMBETCTBOBATD TY MUCT-
Ky, KOTOpasi IlojlaraeT BO3MOYKHBIMIU HeITOCPeCTBeHHbIe KOH-
TaKTBI ¢ OOXKECTBOM, ¥ XOTSI OH OBbUI 3aKJISTBIM BparoM JIOObIX
rpes, Bce e cepyireM OH ObUI CKJIOHEH K ITOIJIMHHOV MUCTUKE
VUIU PEIIUTMO3HOMY YyBCTBY M K OIIP€Ie/IEeHHOTO poJia IVeT3-
Mmy» ([Ewald], 1804, S. 171). Cm. 06 sTom: (Schropfer, 2009; 2015).

mag, zu berichten weifs. Nachdem nach Kants Ableben
1804 in den Gothaischen Gelehrten Zeitungen in einem
Nekrolog — warum auch immer — behauptet worden
war, der Dahingegangene habe , einer gewissen feinern
Mystik angehangen”,? beeilt sich der getreue Reinhold
Bernhard Jachmann in seiner Schrift Immanuel Kant ge-
schildert in Briefen an einen Freund, dieser Unterstellung
sogleich mit Entschiedenheit entgegenzutreten:

Waren irgend eines Menschen Religionsmeinungen
kalte Ausspriiche der Vernunft; hat je ein Mensch Alles,
was Gefiihl heifst, von seinen religiosen Handlungen
ausgeschlossen und alle fithlbare Gemeinschaft mit der
Geisterwelt [...] abgeleugnet; bestand je eines Menschen
Gottesdienst blos in einem reinen Gehorsam gegen das
Vernunftgesetz und in einer von allem Sinnlichen ge-
reinigten und rein motivierten Pflichterfiillung, so war
dies bei Kant der Fall. Will man also nicht mit Worten
streiten, will man den Kantischen Ausdriicken [...]
nicht absichtlich einen andern Sinn unterlegen, als der
Verfasser sich dabei dachte, und das aus Gefiihlen her-
leiten, was er einzig und allein auf Vernunft griindete,
so wird man auch weder in den Schriften noch in dem
Leben Kants irgend etwas Mystisches entdecken. Kant
hat sich hiertiber auch gegen mich ganz unverholen
erklidrt und versichert, dafi keines seiner Worte mystisch
gedeutet werden miisse, daf3 er nie einen mystischen
Sinn damit verbinde und daf8 er nichts weniger als ein
Freund mystischer Gefiihle sey. Bei der Gelegenheit ta-
delte er noch den Hang Hippels zur Mystik und erklarte
tiberhaupt jede Neigung zur mystischen Schwarmerei
ftir eine Folge und fiir ein Zeichen einer gewissen Ver-
standesschwiche (Jachmann, 1804, S. 117-119).

2 ,Daf ich in allen Werken Kants, welche sich auf Religion
beziehen, auch nicht das Mindeste von mystischen Vorstellun-
gen finde, davon habe ich in meiner ,Priifung der Kantischen
Religionsphilosophie in Hinsicht auf die ihr beigelegte Aehn-
lichkeit mit dem reinen Mystizismus’ der gelehrten Welt meine
Ueberzeugung vorgelegt. Eben so wenig habe ich in den miindli-
chen Gesprichen Kants irgend eine mystische Vorstellung be-
merkt, und noch weniger in seiner Pflichterfiillung und in al-
len Verhiltnissen seines Lebens irgend ein mystisches Gefiihl
an ihm wahrgenommen. Ich muf§ daher dem Nekrolog in dem
19ten Stiick der Gothaischen gelehrten Zeitung dieses Jahres, wid-
ersprechen, wenn er behauptet: ,Kant habe einer gewissen fein-
ern Mystik angehangen’. Mégen immerhin die Religionstibun-
gen seiner frithern Jugend pietistisch und auch mystisch
gewesen seyn, so war doch durch seine nachmaligen Specu-
lationen davon jede Spur verwischt” (Jachmann, 1804, S. 116-
117). In jenem am 7. Mérz 1804 erschienenen Nekrolog heifdt
es wortlich: ,Schlicht und fromm war sein Wandel, und, ob er
gleich, seinem System nach, derjenigen Mystik nicht huldigte
und nicht huldigen konnte, die unmittelbare Beriihrungen mit
der Gottheit fiir moglich halt, und er jeder Schwérmerei abge-
sagter Feind war, so neigte sich sein Herz doch zu der echten
Mystik oder dem religiosen Sinn und zu einer gewissen Art
von Pietismus” ([Ewald], 1804, S. 171). Vgl. dazu Schropfer
(2009; 2015).



Komy memocrarouHo cBuIeTebcTBa Omorpada, ToT
MOJKeT ITOJIyUMTb CXOXKVIe CBeHeHVIs 113 IIePBhIX PyK 1 00-
HapyXUTb B oObeMucTon mepenmcke Kanta, Hampumep,
HamvcaHHble JIrogsury DpHcty boposckm B mapTe 1790 1.
cTpokm, B KoTopeix KaHT 00cykgaeT «cTosb ObIcTpo pac-
IIPOCTPAHSIONIYIOCS CKJIOHHOCTh K 3K3aJIbTalun»’, Mpu
3TOM He pas3fgyMbIBasg OTMaxXMBaeTcs OT JIF000ro pora M-
CTUIIM3Ma, CIMPUTYaIM3Ma WIM CylIpaHaTypaim3Ma Kak
ot «HeBexxecTBa» (Kant, 19948, c. 536) 1 oObsiBIIsIET MeU-
TaTeJIbHBIX a/lelITOB ITOJO0OHOro OOIecTBeHHO OIIaCHOTO
Ty XOBUIeHMs 110 MeHbIIIeN Mepe IIPOCTO HeJIOCTOVMHBIMM
B (p110cOPCKOM OTHOIIEHMY oIIToHeHTamu: «I TpocTpan-
HOe OITpOBepIKeHIe TIPOTVBOPEUNT B TaHHOM CITydae 10-
CTOVMHCTBY pasyMa U K ToMmy ke OecmionresHo. K mogo6Ho-
My Oe3ymmro Oojlee yMeCTHO OTHECTUCH C MOJTIa/IVBBIM
pe3peHvieM» (TaM xe, c. 537 —538).

Ho m nomMmmo I0JIeMMYecKOro IMCTaHIIMPOBaHIA
KaHT He mcnbITBIBAJI HelOCTaTKa B pasBepHYTHIX apry-
MeHTax IPOTUB MUCTUKV VI MUCTUIIM3MA, M SICHOCTh MX
VI3JIOXKEHVISI eflBa JIVM OCTaBJIsIeT JKeJlaTh Oosiblrero. «Mu-
cmuyusmM IpaKTndeckoro pasyma» (Kawmr, 1997a, c. 461),
KaK CKa3aHO BO BTopont «KpuTuke», ommbo4uHo 1 Hempa-
BOMEPHO IIpeBpalllaeT B cXeMl TO, UTO B CMBICIIE CHIMBO-
JIMYeCKOro aHTPOIIOMOpdM3Ma CITY KIJIO JIUIITE CUMB0A0M,
VI TEM CaMBIM JieJlaeT OCHOBOVI ITPVIMEHEHVIS MOPaIbHBIX
TIOHSITUVI, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, [I€VICTBUTEIIPHO BOCIIPVIHSI-
TBIE, a C OPYIoV — BCe JXKe HeUyBCTBEHHBIE CO3epIIaHVId
(manmprmep, Hepuammoro llapctsa Boxwero), m BBUIY
3TOro Hem30eXXHO HauMHaeT OJIy’KOaTh B 3aIlpere/IbHOM!
(Kant, 1997a, c. 461 —463), TO ecTb PacTBOPSITHCS B TOM
9K3aJIbTMPOBAHHOM «pato 11t paHTacToB» (Kant, 1994a,
c. 204), K KoTopoMy KpuTudeckas prIocodust 1 UMCTHIN
pasyM He MIMeIOT M He JKeJIaloT VIMEeTh JIOCTyTa. B HoBoM
«KaHTOBCKOM JIeKCMKOHE» ITOCIIeN0BATEIBHO IIPOBOIITCS
TE3VIC O TOM, YTO KaK ITOHSTVE MUCTUKV VI MUCTIYeCKO-
ro, TaK M B 0COOEHHOCTN HOHsATHEe MUCTULM3Ma Y KaHTa
BCTpeyaeTcsi, KaK IpaBlo, B «HeraTUBHOV KOHHOTAIINI»
(Sans, 2015)° 1 mpuMeHsIeTCS B YHUYVDKATEITBHOM CMBIC-
sie. ITpyaem 3TOT BBIBOJL cpOpMYJIIMpPOBaH, KaXKeTcs, ellle
TIOBOJTBHO MSITKO TIO CPaBHEHUIO C CYXKIEHMSMI CaMOTO
Kanra: «Pamt Maromera wim TporaTejlbHOe eIMHeHMe C
00kecTBOM y TeocodOB 11 MICTMKOB, BCSIK Ha CBOVI JIaf,
HaBs3bIBaJIM OBl pasyMy csou OpemHm, 11 Torga Opuio OB
JIydllle COBCeM He MeThb pa3yMa, YeM OTAaBaTh ero Ha M-
JIOCTB BCAKMM MedTaHmsiM» (Kant, 1997a, c. 613 —615), —
CKa3aHo B «KpuTuKe IIpakTideckoro pasyma». A B «Pemm-
TUI B IIpefeslaX TOJIBKO pa3yMa» TOBOPUTCS JIAKOHWYHO:
«3a07TyXIIeHVe PeTMTMO3HOTO CaMOOOOIIBIIIEHNS — 3TO
MoOpasIbHas cMepTh pasyMa» (Kamt, 19941, c. 189)°.

> Tlucemo WM. KanTa J1.D. Boposckomy, Mexay 6 m 22 mapTa
1790 r. (KauT, 19948, c. 535).

* O moHsTNM 3arpenentbHOro cM.: (Zachhuber, 2000).

> ObobmIeHe pe3yIIbTaToOB MCCIeNOBAHMS O KPUTVKE MVCTUKIA
KanTom cm. Taxcke: (Langer, 2004, S. 29 —30)

® OO «yMepIIBJISIONeM pa3yM MUCTUIIM3ME» CM. TakKe accak
B «Criope daxysbreToB» (Kant, 1999, c. 146).

Christian Rofiner

Wem der Bericht des Biographen nicht geniigt,
kann dhnliches auch aus erster Hand erfahren und
aus Kants umfangreichen Briefwechsel etwa einige
von Kant an Ludwig Ernst Borowski gerichtete Zeilen
vom Mirz 1790 herausgreifen, in denen er den ,Hang
zu der jezt so tiberhandnehmenden Schwirmerei”
(Br, AA 11, S. 141) abhandelt, indem er jeden wie
auch immer gearteten Mystizismus, Spiritualismus
oder Supranaturalismus kurzerhand als ,Unfug” (Br,
AA 11, S. 142) abtut und die vertrdumten Adepten
solch gemeingefihrlicher Geisterseherei fiir philoso-
phisch schlechterdings nicht satisfaktionsfahig erklart:
»Weitldufige Widerlegung ist hier wider die Wiirde
der Vernunft und richtet auch nichts aus; verachtendes
Stillschweigen ist einer solchen Art von Wahnsinn
besser angemessen” (Br, AA 11, S. 142-143).

Diesseits der polemischen Distanzierung hat es Kant
auch an argumentativer Ausfiihrlichkeit in der Ausein-
andersetzung mit der Mystik bzw. dem Mystizismus
nicht fehlen und an Deutlichkeit der Darstellung wenig
zu wiinschen tibrig gelassen. Der , Mysticism der prak-
tischen Vernunft” (KpV, AA 05, S. 70), so heifit es denn
in der zweiten Kritik, mache das, was im Sinne des sym-
bolischen Anthropomorphismus eben nur zum Symbol
diene, filschlich und unberechtigterweise zu einem Sche-
ma, lege damit der Anwendung der moralischen Begriffe
also einerseits als wirklich angenommene, andererseits
aber eben doch nicht sinnliche Anschauungen (etwa eines
unsichtbaren Reichs Gottes) unter, und miisse dadurch
unvermeidlich ins Uberschwengliche’® hinausschweifen
(KpV, AA 05, S. 70-71), d. h. in jenes exaltierte ,Paradies
der Phantasten” (TG, AA 02, S. 317) sich verfliichtigen,
zu dem kritische Philosophie und reine Vernunft Zugang
weder haben noch zu erhalten wiinschen. Im neuen
Kant-Lexikon ist folgerichtig festgehalten, dass sowohl der
Begriff der Mystik und des Mystischen als auch insbe-
sondere jener des Mystizismus bei Kant in der Regel ,neg-
ativ konnotiert” (Sans, 2015)* und pejorativ gebraucht sei.
Und selbst diese Feststellung scheint noch freundlicher
formuliert, als es die Rede bei Kant selbst ist: ,, Mahomets
Paradies, oder der Theosophen und Mystiker schmelzende
Vereinigung mit der Gottheit, so wie jedem sein Sinn
steht, wiirden der Vernunft ihre Ungeheuer aufdringen,
und es wire eben so gut, gar keine zu haben, als sie auf
solche Weise allen Trdumereien preiszugeben” (KpV,
AA 05, S. 120-121), so die Kritik der praktischen Vernunft.
Und in der Religionsschrift heifit es kurz und biindig: , der
schwérmerische Religionswahn [ist] der moralische Tod
der Vernunft” (RGV, AA 06, S. 175).°

3 Zum Begriff des Uberschwenglichen vgl. Zachhuber (2000).
+ Zusammenfassend zu Kants Kritik der Mystik vgl. auch
Langer (2004, S. 29-30).

> Zum ,vernunfttodtenden Mysticism” vgl. auch SF, AA 07,S. 59.



Xpuctuan Péccuep

Tem campiM Bompoc mpo KanTa kak MwmcTmka (cp.:
Danckelmann, 1897)7 yxe, ka3ajloch Obl, IOJIy4iJI OTBET
emle 10 TOrO, KaK ero, COOCTBEHHO, YCIIeJIM IIOCTaBUTE.
W uro Obr HM oOHapyxwI, HakoHell, Hekut Kapin Ap-
Hommb, Bwvanc, xotopemt B 1797 1. monyuwt B ['ayure
CTelleHb JOKTOpa dpwiocodpum 3a paboty «Dissertatio
philosophica de similitudine inter mysticismum purum
et Kantianam religionis doctrinam» (Wilmans, 1797)%, —
Kakye Obl HY BBISBIUI TIapajUleiivi, COOTBETCTBIS, aHaJIO-
UM WIM CXOZCTBa JPYToro poia MeXIy KPUTUYecKOu
dmtocodpment permrun y KanTa m B3IJISIIaMy HEKOTO-
PBIX UyaKOB-OTIIIEIIeHIIeB, eyl YMCTHIIT MUCTMIIN3M MOT
OBITh, BEPOSATHO, BO BCSIKOM CJIydae HeCKOJIBKO MeHee (pa-
HaTWUYHBIM, HECKOJIBKO MeHee Hepa3yMHBIM, — BBIpaxe-
Hue «simultitudo» B TUTYyIIe myccepTalliy, Halle4aTaHHOe
B Pa3psIKy, MOXKET OBITh JIVIIIb TaKVIM, KOTOPO€e, FOBOPS
CXOJIaCTVMYEeCKM, BCera IopasyMeBaeT semper maior dissi-
militudo® vi OTCBIITaeT K HEMY.

ITouemy >xe BoOOIIe Bo3HMKaeT Borpoc o Kanre m
Muctmke? [loyeMy B 3TOVI AMCTAHIIMI BCE ellle MOXKHO 3a-
II0JIO3PUTh 3aTaeHHO-37I0Belyo OmmsocTs? [Touemy, cka-
JKeM, eIVl IIPVBOIWUTH aBTOPWUTETHHIN IpyMep, Pobept
[IIr>maH B cBOe xabvtnTalroHHoV pabote «Peditexcyst
VI CLIOHTAaHHOCTB» MOT' MMMOXOJIOM yKa3aThb Ha «0JIM30CTh
KaHTOBCKOM pwitocopmm K MUCTUYECKOW Tpaiyiim»
(Spaemann, 1963, S. 233 —234 cH.) ¥ IIpVI 3TOM SKCIUIMLINT-
HO coc/1aThcs Ha Toro camoro Kapiia ApHoribia Buimanca
VI €T0 AVICCePTAIINIO?

To, uTo 3Ta AMccepranys, HarledataHHas B 1797 1. B
msgaTebcTBe ['pyHepra B XayUle, a BOBCe He B POSHOM
ropoge Bwimanca bBwredernbne, KoTopeli ykasbiBaer
[Ir1smaH, ¢ TOV TIOPHEL HY pa3y He Iepeus[iaHHadg U 0
CUX TIOp He TlepeBefleHHas C JIaThIHN, 3a0bITa, ITyCTh 1 He
coBceM, — 3ToMYy criocodcTsoBasl cam KanT. Korza sx3em-
wisIp dissertatio, IOCJIAaHHBIV aBTOPOM BMeCTe C COIIPOBO-
JIUTEIbHBIM TIVICBMOM, JOCTUI KEHumrcoeprckowt ITpumH-
LeccuHeHITpacce, KaHT oKasall MOJIOIOMY 4YeJIOBeKY
«HEOOBIYaVHYIO 4ecTb», O KOTOPOW, IIO cjIoBaM [luTepa
Xeran, «MOI' MeuTaTb M 0oJjiee JOCTOVIHBIN» M KOTO-
pyro KaHT, noxanyit, «<He oKa3blBaJI H OIHOMY aBTOPY»,
«Ybs IIO3ULIVS TPO3WJIa eMy KPUTVKOVD VIU Ka3aslach eMy
oueHb ntonospurentbHOV (Henrich, 1966, S. 55). bornpias

7 Vccnenosanme [laHkesbMaHa HarpasieHo mnpotus Kap-
sa [Txo-IIpesist, KOTOPBIVI HEOIMHOKPATHO MBITAJICH IPUYMCIINTD
Kanra x cnmputmsmy B s1yxe Csenrenbopra: (Prel, 1888; 1889;
1896); 006 3TOM, a TOuHee, mpoTus 3Toro, cMm.: (Lind, 1892); u3
IIePBBIX MICTOYHMKOB B IMcKyccny o KanTe v cimpuTisme oM.
(Zimmermann, 1879); manpHeNIIIas AVCKYCCYS ITPOCTIEXKMBaAETCS
y arepytomux asropos: (Florschiitz, 2003; Rauer, 2007, S. 210—
212; Kvist, 2008; Stengel, 2008; 2011, S. 636 —638; Prunea-Bre-
tonnet, 2013; Schwenke, 2018).

8 «Dutocodpckast AyiccepTarysl O CXOACTBE MEXITy UMCTBIM M-
CTUIIVI3MOM M peuro3Hon jpokrpuHon Kanra» (nat.). — Ilpu-
Meu. nep. 3aeck n gastee rrepesoy ¢ sat. C.B. Jlyrosoro.

° Bcerya Gosblire HecxopcTBa (71aT.). — [Ipumen. nep.
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Damit scheint die Frage nach , Kant als Mystiker”
(vgl. Danckelmann, 1897)° bereits beantwortet zu sein,
noch bevor sie recht eigentlich gestellt ist. Und was im-
mer ein gewisser Carl Arnold Wilmans, der anno 1797
in Halle mit einer dissertatio philosophica de similitudine
inter mysticismum purum et Kantianam religionis doctri-
nam promoviert worden ist, auch an Parallelitédten,
Entsprechungen, Analogien oder anderweitigen Ahn-
lichkeiten zwischen Kants kritischer Philosophie der
Religion und den Ansichten einiger separatistischen
Sonderlinge, deren reiner Mystizismus vielleicht al-
lenfalls etwas weniger schwarmerisch, etwas weniger
unverniinftig gewesen sein mag, eruiert haben wird,
so diirfte diese im Titel seiner Dissertationsschrift ge-
sperrt gedruckte similitudo doch nur eine solche sein,
die, scholastisch gesprochen, stets von einer semper
maior dissimilitudo unterlaufen und umfangen bliebe.

Warum stellt sich also iiberhaupt die Frage nach
Kant und der Mystik? Warum kann in dieser Ferne
immer noch und immer wieder eine heimlich-unheim-
liche Ndhe vermutet werden? Warum etwa kann —
um nur ein prominentes Beispiel zu nennen — Ro-
bert Spaemann in seiner Habilitationsschrift Reflexion
und Spontaneitit von 1963 en passant auf ,die Néhe
der kantischen Philosophie zur mystischen Tradition”
(Spaemann, 1963, 233f., Anm.) hinweisen und dabei
explizit auf diesen Carl Arnold Wilmans und dessen
Dissertation verweisen?

Dass diese 1797 bei Grunert in Halle und nicht wie
von Spaemann angegeben in Wilmans’ Heimatstadt
Bielefeld gedruckte, seitdem nicht mehr aufgelegte
und bis dato auch nicht aus dem Lateinischen tiber-
setzte Doktorarbeit zwar weitestgehend, aber zumin-
dest noch nicht vollstindig in Vergessenheit geraten
ist, liegt in erster Linie — an Kant selbst. Nachdem
ndmlich in der Konigsberger Prinzessinnenstrafie ein
vom Verfasser samt Begleitschreiben dorthin gesandtes
Exemplar der dissertatio eingegangen war, sollte Kant
dem jungen Manne eine ,ungewohnliche Ehrung” er-
weisen, die — so Dieter Henrich — ,GrofSeren begeh-
renswert erschienen wire” und die Kant wohl ,, keinem
Autor gewdhrt” hitte, ,,dessen Standpunkt ihm fir die
Kritik bedrohlich” oder ernsthaft verdachtig vorge-
kommen wire (Henrich, 1966, S. 55). Die grofie Ehre,
die dem Hallenser Doktor und Magister widerfahren
sollte, besteht nicht allein darin, dass Kant 6ffentlich

¢ Danckelmanns Studie ist gegen Carl du Prel gerichtet, der
Kant verschiedentlich fiir einen Spiritismus im Sinne Swe-
denborgs zu vereinnahmen versucht hat: vgl. Prel (1888; 1889;
1896); dazu bzw. dagegen vgl. bereits Lind (1892); zur Ausein-
andersetzung um Kant und den Spiritismus vgl. schon Zim-
mermann (1879); zur weiteren Diskussion vgl. Florschiitz
(2003); Rauer (2007, S. 210-212); Kvist (2008); Stengel (2008;
2011, S. 636-638); Prunea-Bretonnet (2013); Schwenke (2018).



4ecTb, KOTOpas Bblllasia Ta/UIbCKOMY JIOKTOPY ¥ MarvcTpy,
3aKJIIoYaeTcss He TOJIBKO B ToM, uyro KaHT myGrmuHo u
IpsIMO OT3BIBaeTCA O BuiMaHCce «Kak O desloBeKe», «II0-
CBATUBIIEM ce0sl MeIUITUHE... OT KOTOPOTO CJleflyeT OXM-
ZIaTh MHOI'OTO TakXXe U B Apyrux obnacTsax Haykm» (KaHT,
1999, c. 172 cn.); KanT nmaxe momosHsgeT cBolO paboTy
«Criop (paxyspTeToB» HMPWIIOKEHMEM K IIepBOMY pasile-
JIy, B KOTOPOM, COIJIaCHO 3arojIoBKY, UIEeT peyb «O YMCTON
MVCTVKE B PEJIVITM», VI B HEM SIBHBIM 00pa3oM He TOJIBKO
TOBOPUTCS O Te3vce BuiMaHca, HO 11 caMa TeMa oOcyXKIia-
€TCsl C VICIIOJIb30BaHVeM BhIpakeHMVI Brommarica. I'oBopsa
TouHee, KaHT 1o3Boimwi cebe CJIOBO B CJIOBO VM CO BCEMM
oapoOHOCTSIMYL ITepefaTh COIIPOBONMUTEIBHOE IIVICEMO
Buimanca — ¢ ero corsacus v OIyCTUB JIVIIIb BBOIIHbIE U
3aKITIOUNTEIbHBIE OOOPOTHI BEXIIMBOCTAL.

ITncemo BusiMaHca: YmMCThIV MMCTUIIM3M
n KaHToBa dpustocodmst penvrmnn

Brauaste BuytmaHc 1ofpo0OHO m3jaraet KjraccaecKye
topoi  TpaHCIIEHIEHTATEHO-KPUTINIECKOTO  VIeaIn3Ma,
paccMaTpuBaeT, Harpumep, IoHnMaHve KarnTroM B3ammo-
OTHOIIIEHWV paccy7IKa M pasyMa, a Tak)Ke TeOpeTIIecKov
VI TIpaKTUIecKor pvitocodpmm, 4TOOBI 3aTeM IeperTi K
pobrieMaM ¥ BOIIpOCaM, OOpasyIOIIIM CIIeLNPUKY Pu-
J10coUN pesTrmmn:

JasbHeImmiZ -~ X0l KPWUTUYECKOrO  VICCIIeIOBaHMS
CIIOCOOHOCTEV! YT YesloBeKa ITOCTaBWT eCTeCTBEHHBIV
BOITPOC: He MIMeeT JIV Hen30eXXHas M HeyKpoTuMasi viest
pasyma o cosjaTesie BCeJIEHHOVI, a CJIe[IOBaTeIbHO, VI Hac
caMIX, ¥ MOpaJIbHOI'O 3aKOHa, CBOe BecoMoe OCHOBaHMe,
TaK KaK BCSIKOe TeopeTnyecKoe OCHOBaHMe 110 CBOeVI IIpu-
pore He TOAUTCS IS YKPeIUIeHWS Vi COXPaHEeHWs YITOMsI-
HyTom ugen? ITosToMy 1 BO3HUKIIO CTOJIb IIPeKpacHOe
MOpaJIbHOe JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO CyIllecTBoBaHMsI bora, KoTo-
poe I BCIKOTo [dertoBeKa), Jaske IIOMIMMO €ro JKeJIaHVIs,
o0JTafaeT MHTYUTUBHO SICHOVI M TOCTaTOYHOVI JOKa3aTelIh-
HOVI CvwIon. VI3 2TOV JTOKA3aHHOV C €ro ITOMOIIBIO MIen
O TBOpILIe Mypa BbIPOC/Ia B KOHIIE KOHIIOB ITpaKTiyecKas
VIest O BCeoOIIer MOPaJIbHOV 3aKOHOIATeIIBHOV MHCTaH-
11K, O TBOpLIe IPUCYIIero HaM MOpPaJIbHOIO 3aKOHa. JTa
vJies OTKphIBaeT UeJIoBeKy COBepIleHHO HOBbI Mup. OH
4yBCTBYET, UTO CO3[aH IS COBEPINeHHO MHOIO 11apCcTBa,
4eM I[[apCTBO UyBCTBEHHOCTV W PaccyiKa, a VIMEHHO —
U1 LIapcTBa Mopai, [yt rapersa 'ocioga. OTHbIHE OH
CO3HaeT CBOV OOSI3aHHOCTV OJHOBPEMEHHO U KakK Ooxxe-
CTBEHHBIE 3aIlOBe/IV, ¥ B HeM POXXIaeTcsl HOBOe 3HaHue,
HOBOe 4yBCTBO, a MMeHHO — perrys (Kanr, 1999, c. 182).

Tak mmmer Buimanc B cBoeM KpaTkom pedepare,
KOTOPBIV BIUIOTB [0 3TOTO MeCTa MOXKHO CUYeCTb Kak I0-
CTATOYHO OCHOBATE/IbHBIM, TaK V1 BeCbMa HellprMeyaTesTb-
BeIM. Ho Bce mpemmecTByromiee ObUIO TOIBKO OOIIMM
BCTyIUIEHVEM 1 (PrytocodCKOVI IIPeiofVer, 1 BOT Bui-
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und ausdriicklich von Wilmans als einem ,jetzt der
Arzneiwissenschaft sich widmenden jungen Mann”
spricht, ,von dem sich auch in anderen Fiachern der
Wissenschaft viel erwarten lafit” (SF, AA 07, S. 69,
Anm.); Kant erweitert sogar seine Schrift Streit der
Fakultiten um einen Anhang zum ersten Abschnitt, der
nun — so die Uberschrift — ,Von einer reinen Mys-
tik in der Religion” (SF, AA 07, S. 69-71) handelt und
der erkennbar von Wilmans” These nicht nur handelt,
sondern das Thema in Wilmans” Worten behandelt.
Kant erlaubt es sich ndmlich, Wilmans’ Begleitbrief —
mit dessen Einverstindnis und gekiirzt blof um die
das Sendschreiben einleitenden und abschlieSenden
Hoflichkeitstopoi — Wort fiir Wort und in aller Aus-
fiihrlichkeit wiederzugeben.

Wilmans’ Brief: Reiner Mystizismus
und Kants Religionsphilosophie

Wilmans geht zundchst ausfiihrlich auf klassische
Topoi des transzendental-kritischen Idealismus ein,
erdrtert etwa Kants Verhiltnisbestimmungen von Ver-
stand und Vernunft oder auch von theoretischer und
praktischer Philosophie, um anschliefend zu spezi-
fisch religionsphilosophischen Problem- und Frage-
stellungen tiberzuleiten:

Der fernere Verlauf der kritischen Untersuchung
der menschlichen Seelenvermdogen stellte die nattirli-
che Frage auf: hat die unvermeidliche und nicht zu
unterdriickende Idee der Vernunft von einem Urheber
des Weltalls und also unserer selbst und des mora-
lischen Gesetzes auch wohl einen giiltigen Grund, da
jeder theoretische Grund seiner Natur nach untaug-
lich zur Befestigung und Sicherstellung jener Idee ist?
Hieraus entstand der so schone moralische Beweis
ftir das Dasein Gottes, der jedem, auch wenn er nicht
wollte, doch insgeheim auch deutlich und hinlénglich
beweisend sein mufS. Aus der durch ihn nun begriin-
deten Idee von einem Weltschopfer aber ging endlich
die praktische Idee hervor von einem allgemeinen mor-
alischen Gesetzgeber fiir alle unsere Pflichten, als Urhe-
ber des uns inwohnenden moralischen Gesetzes. Diese
Idee bietet dem Menschen eine ganz neue Welt dar. Er
fihlt sich fiir ein anderes Reich geschaffen, als fiir das
Reich der Sinne und des Verstandes, — ndmlich fiir ein
moralisches Reich, fiir ein Reich Gottes. Er erkennt nun
seine Pflichten zugleich als gottliche Gebote, und es
entsteht in ihm ein neues Erkenntnif3, ein neues Gefiihl,
nédmlich Religion (SF, AA 07, S. 73-74).

So weit Wilmans in seinem brieflichen Referat, das
man bis hierhin ebenso als einigermafien solide wie als
einigermafien unspektakuldr empfinden mag. Das Bis-
herige war aber auch nur allgemeiner Auftakt und philo-
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MaHC COBepITTaeT HeOBIBaIBIV Ky/TEOUT, pelrasch Ha TO,
49TOOBI corocTaBuTh KaHTa ¢ HEKMMM MVUCTUKAMU U BIO-
GaBoOK mpuIICaTh €My OIperleJIeHHYIO OJM30CTh K HUM,
CBOETO POJIa CeMEeITHOe CXOJICTBO U POZICTBO AyIIL:

Bor Kak majreko IIpOBMHYJICS g B M3ydeHUM Barrmix
paboT, BBICOKOYTMMBIV MyX, KOITIa MO3HAKOMIICS C
JIIOIBMM, KOTOPBIX Ha3bIBAIOT cellapaTicTaMyl, HO KOTO-
pBle caMu1 cebst UMEeHYIOT MUCHUKAMU; Y HUX O0OHAPY KT
4 nourn OyksasibHO Barrie yuenme B mevictsumn. Ilpasma,
BHaJasle OBUIO CJTOXHO OOHapyXXUTh €ro IIOf] MVCTVYe-
CKVIM CIIOCOOOM BBIPKEHVIST STHUX JIIOZEVI, HO MHe BCe JXKe
yIaJIoCh CHeIaTh 3TO IOCIIe IUIUTENIBHBIX yCwIni. MHe
OpocwIock B IV1a3a, YTO STV JIIOAV XKWJIM COBEpPIIIeHHO Oe3
GorociyKeHs, OTBepTasi Bce, UTO HOCUT Ha3BaHVIe CAYxKe-
HuA Bory m 9To He SBIISETCS VCIIOJTHEHMEM CBOETO JI0JITra;
OHVI CUMUTaIIN ceOs peINTIIO3HBIMM JIFOIBMI 1 TaXKe, Oolee
TOT'0, XPVICTVMAHAMI 71 BCe )Ke He paccMaTpuBaIi brbrmro
B KadyecTBe CBOETO KOJIeKCa, a TOBOPVIIV JIUIITh O BHYTPeH-
HeM M3BeYHO XXVBYIIIEM B HaC XpUCTHaHCTBe. — S m3ydmt
VICTOPVIO JKM3HV 3TWX JIFOfeVt M oOHapyXwi y Hux (3a
VICKITIOUEeHVIEM OTIEe/IbHBIX IapIIVBBIX OBELl, KOTOpBIE B
CBOEM CTPeMJIEHUN K BBITOZe MMEIOTCS B KaXKIIOM CTajle)
YNCTBIVI B MOPaTbHOM OTHOIIIEHWY 00pa3 MBICTIeN ¥ TT0d-
TU CTOWUECKYTO ITOC/IeTOBATeITFHOCTh B WX TIOCTYIIKax. 51
MPOAHAIV3VPOBAJI VX YUeHVIe U VX IIPUHIIVIIEL VI B T1€JIOM
BHOBb OOHapy>XwI Ballle MOpaJIbHOE ¥ PeJINTMIO3HOe yue-
HWe, C TeM JIUIITb TIOCTOSHHBIM pa3/IidiieM, 9TO BHYTpeH-
HWV 3aKOH, KaK OHWV ero HasbIBaloT, IPVHMMAaeTCs Y HUX
3a BHyTpeHHee OTKPOBEHIE, Y OHI CUMUTAIOT CO BCEVI OIIpe-
nesleHHOCThIO bora ero Teopiiom. [levicTBUTeIbHO, OHU
CUMTAIOT DBulOimio KHWUTOVI, VMEIOIIer OIlpeieleHHbIM
oOpasoM (KakKMM — He yTO4HseTcs)) OOXKeCTBeHHOe IIpo-
VICXOXX[IeHI€; HO Ipu OoJiee IPUCTAIbHOM aHaIM3e BbISC-
HSIETCSI, UTO 9TO caMoe IIPOVICXOXKaeHvie brbmvy oHu BEI-
BOJIAT IIpeXkie Bcero 3 [pakra] coBragervs bubmviv i1 co-
JIep>Kalllerocsi B HeVl yYeHNs C VX BHYTPEHHVM 3aKOHOM...
VIMeHHO TTOTOMY OHM ¥ He CUMTAIOT ee KOIeKCOM CBOVIX
3aKOHOB, a TOJIBKO JIUIIIb ICTOPUYECKVIM CBUIETEITECTBOM,
B KOTOPOM OHV BHOBb HaXOJSIT TO, YTO yKe M3Ha4aJIbHO
ObUTO 3a710KeHO BHYTpU Mx camMux. OFHIM CJI0BOM, 3TU
JIIOMY MOTJIV OBI OBITH (IIPOCTVITE MEHSI 3a 3TO BEIpaXKeHIe)
VICTVHHBIMW KaHTMaHIIaMW, ecyi OBl ObUTM prytocodamiL.
Ho onm 110 Gostblriert 94acTy OTHOCSTCS K KJIACCy TOPrOB-
IIeB, peMeCJIEHHVIKOB VI KPeCTbsH, HO 5 BpeMs OT BpeMeH
BCTpeyasT UX U B Oosiee BIIarOpOIHBIX COCJIOBUSX VI CPeny
YYeHBIX; OJTHAKO Cpey HYUX HUKOITIA He ObUIO HI OIHOTO
TeoJsIora, ISl KOTOPBIX TV JIOAM SIBJISTIOTCS HACTOSIIIVIM
GeTbMOM B IUTa3y, TakK KaK OHV He TIPUHMMAIOT YJacTus B
GOrociTy)KeHMsIX U M, BBUIY MX 00Pa3lioBOro >KM3HEHHO-
TO TIOBETIeH ST VI TIOCITYTIIaHVIA 3aKOHY, HeJTb3s1 TPeIbIBUTE
HuKakvx oosuaenmit (Kaxt, 1999, c. 184 —186).

KaxeTcst, 31ech mer pedsb 0 COBEpIIIEHHO 0COOEHHOM
TUIIe: O MUCTUKAX, KOTOpre He ABJIAI0TCA q)aHaTVIKaMV[,
0 XpHUCTMaHaX, KOTOpPbIe He OTIIPABJISIOT OOroCITyXXeHue

12

sophisches Praludium, bis Wilmans nun zu einem uner-
horten Paukenschlag ausholt, indem er sich getraut, Kant
mit gewissen Mystikern zu konfrontieren, zu denen ihm
noch dazu eine gewisse Nihe, eine Art Familiendhnlich-
keit und Wahlverwandtschaft unterstellt wird:

So weit, ehrwiirdiger Vater, war ich in dem Studio
Ihrer Schriften gekommen, als ich eine Classe von Men-
schen kennen lernte, die man Separatisten nennt, die
aber sich selbst Mystiker nennen, bei welchen ich fast
buchstablich Thre Lehre in Austibung gebracht fand. Es
hielt freilich anfangs schwer, diese in der mystischen
Sprache dieser Leute wieder zu finden; aber es gelang
mir nach anhaltendem Suchen. Es fiel mir auf, daf3
diese Menschen ganz ohne Gottesdienst lebten; alles
verwarfen, was Gottesdienst heifst und nicht in Erfiil-
lung seiner Pflichten besteht; dafs sie sich fiir religiose
Menschen, ja fiir Christen hielten und doch die Bibel
nicht als ihr Gesetzbuch ansahen, sondern nur von
einem inneren, von Ewigkeit her in uns einwohnen-
den Christenthum sprachen. — Ich forschte nach dem
Lebenswandel dieser Leute und fand (rdudige Schafe
ausgenommen, die man in jeder Heerde ihres Eigen-
nutzes wegen findet) bei ihnen reine moralische Ge-
sinnungen und eine beinahe stoische Consequenz in
ihren Handlungen. Ich untersuchte ihre Lehre und ihre
Grundsitze und fand im Wesentlichen ganz Ihre Moral
und Religionslehre wieder, jedoch immer mit dem Un-
terschiede, daf3 sie das innere Gesetz, wie sie es nennen,
fiir eine innere Offenbarung und also bestimmt Gott fiir
den Urheber desselben halten. Es ist wahr, sie halten die
Bibel fiir ein Buch, welches auf irgend eine Art, worauf
sie sich nicht weiter einlassen, gottlichen Ursprungs
ist; aber wenn man genauer forscht, so findet man, daf3
sie diesen Ursprung der Bibel erst aus der Uberein-
stimmung der Bibel, der in ihr enthaltenen Lehren, mit
ihrem inneren Gesetze schlielen [...]. Eben deswegen
halten sie sie auch nicht fiir ihr Gesetzbuch, sondern
nur fiir eine historische Bestitigung, worin sie das, was
in ihnen selbst urspriinglich gegriindet ist, wiederfin-
den. Mit einem Worte, diese Leute wiirden (verzeihen
Sie mir den Ausdruck!) wahre Kantianer sein, wenn sie
Philosophen wiren. Aber sie sind grofitentheils aus der
Classe der Kaufleute, Handwerker und Landbauern;
doch habe ich hin und wieder auch in hoheren Stinden
und unter den Gelehrten einige gefunden; aber nie ein-
en Theologen, denen diese Leute ein wahrer Dorn im
Auge sind, weil sie ihren Gottesdienst nicht von ihnen
unterstiitzt sehen und ihnen doch wegen ihres exem-
plarischen Lebenswandels und Unterwerfung in jede
biirgerliche Ordnung durchaus nichts anhaben kénnen
(SF, AA 07, S. 74-75).

Man scheint es hier mit einer ganz besonderen
Spezies zu tun zu haben: Mystiker, die keine Schwir-
mer sind, Christen, die keinen Gottesdienst feiern und



W IS KOTOPBIX bl sBisercs He cBOIOM 3aKOHOB, a
VICTOPMYECKMM CBUIETEIIECTBOM W ITOATBEPIKICHVIEM WX
cyrybo BHyTpeHHem permrvosHocTn. I[lpaBma s, dro
STVUM JIIOISM HeOOCTaeT I KaHTWAHCTBA TOJIBKO IIPO-
deccroHaIbHOTO PYT0COPCTBOBAHIA?

BroimaHC B COIIpOBOAMTEIIHOM IIVICBMe He PacKpbl-
BaeT, I7e, Korga M Kak, Ipy KaKMUx 0OCTOATEeNIbCTBaX U B
KaKOM KOHTEKCTe OH IIO3HAKOMWICS C 3TUM «KJIaCCOM
JIOIeV»; W B €r0 OWUcCepTalyy IIPVBOATCS JIVIIIb OIHA
CCBUIKA Ha MICTOYHMK, B KOTOPOVI He YKa3aHbl HY JaTkl, HA
MecTa, HV VIMeHa, a pedb MeT JIVIIIb O TOM, YTO CBOMI IIO-
3HaHVIS O MUCTIUYecKOM oOpa3se MbIcJIM BuyimaHc cumraer
IIOYePIIHY THIMM He TOJIBKO M3 «ATIOJIOIVV CTMHHO-XPY-
cTMaHcKoro 6orocstonsi» Pobepra bapxm (Barclay, 1776),
HO OTYaCTV TaKXKe HaIIpsIMYIO «eX consuetudine cum mys-
ticis»® (Wilmans, 1797, praefatio [vi]). O aTmx umcThIx
MICTMKAX, OCTaBIIMXcs y BwiMmaHca HeHa3BaHHBIM,
MOYKHO OKOJIBHBIM ITyTeM, KOCBEHHO y3HaTh HECKOJIBKO
nofpoOHee, ecJIV IIPVBJIeYb YIIOMSHYTYIO M yXKe B Iep-
BOM IIpeIJIOKeHUM AyccepTalliy B KadecTBe MCTOYHIIKA
BIIOXHOBEHM CTaThlo «O CXOIICTBEe COKPOBEHHOTO CJI0Ba
HEKOTOPBIX HOBBIX MIUCTVKOB C MOpaJIbHBIM 3HaueHVeM
KaHTOBCKOV 3K3ere3bl», KOTOpasi BbIIIUIa T'OIOM paHee,
TO ecTb B 1796 T., M3-11071, Tlepa FETTUMHIEHCKOTO TeoJIora
Kpucroda Ppunprxa Ammona'.

AMMOH Ha3bIBaeT ATUX HOBBIX MVUCTMKOB I10 IMeHaM,
B YaCTHOCTV €My WM3BeCTHbI HEKOTOpble MUCTVKM IecT-
HaJII1aTOro ¥ CeMHAJIaTOro CTOJIeTWI, KOTOpble T'OBO-
PWIM 0 COKpOBEHHOM CJIoBe bora B uesioBedeckoM Jiyxe,
3avacTylo, IIpaBjia, BecbMa OJIHODOKO 1 He BIIOJIHe CITpa-
BeJIMBO BBICTYIIaJIM IIPOTUB sIBJIEHHOTO CJIOBa, HO IIpU
9TOM C ycepiueM U C TeIUIOTOV 3allyIasiyi UCTUHHYIO
MOPaTBHYIO PeJTUTMIO, KOTOpasi COBCEM He 3aciTyKIIa
TOVI PE3KOCTVL VI TOrO IIOHOIIIEHNSI, KOTOPBIE CTOJIb YacTO
IIOCTaBaJIVICh MM (MMUCTMKaM. — [lep.) OT OIIIOHEHTOB.
XoTs OCHOBEI MX y4eHMs HaunHas co BpeMeH Illnenepa
IIPVIHSUIN TaK)Ke IIVETVICTBI I MHOTVIE TeOJIOT M acKeTude-
CKOTO TOJIKA, paMKW 3TOW CTaTbM He II03BOJISIOT BKIIIO-
YUTH VX B Hallle VCCIIefIOBaHe U BBIHY)XIAIOT OrpaH-
YUTHCS IIPOBeIeHreM IlapajUTe/ MexXay ydeHueMm Kap-
Awimaoma, LBenxgpesvoa, Baiieeas vi béma o cCOKpOBEHHOM
CJIOBE€ ¥ MOpPaJIbHBIM 3Ha4YeHMEM HOBEVIIIEeN 3K3ere3bl
(Ammon, 1796, S. 6).

HasBaHHbIe IIepCOHBI OTHOCSTCSA K TaK Ha3bIBa€MbIM
«opurnHataM» (Querdenker der Reformation, 2001) v
«ayTcariepam» (Seebaf3, 1997) panvkamsuposarHo Pe-
dopmarym (cp.: Williams, 1962), xkax, Harprmep, AHIpe-
ac Bomenmrera w3 Kaprmranra (1486 —1541), xoTopsIi
oTAe/wiIcs oT coero koyuiern Maptuna Jliotepa B xope
HefaBHO ormcaHHoy Pobkepom JlenmmHoM «MucTIYe-

10 3 oOrrieHms ¢ MyucTUMKaMu (j1at.). — [Ipumeu. nep.
" Pedpepar stom crateu AMmoHa mpercrasisier Purmep (Fi-
scher, 2018, S. 374 —376).
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denen die Bibel nicht Gesetzbuch ist, sondern historische
Urkunde und Bestidtigung einer rein innerlichen Religi-
ositdt. Fehlt diesen Leuten zum Kantianertum tatséch-
lich nur ein professionelles Philosophentum?

Wilmans ld6t in seinem Sendschreiben unerwihnt,
wo, wann und wie, unter welchen Umstinden und
in welchen Zusammenhidngen er diese ,Classe von
Menschen” kennengelernt hat; auch seine Disserta-
tion macht nur eine unspezifische Quellenangabe, in
welcher weder Orte und Zeiten noch auch nur Namen
genannt werden, sondern lediglich davon die Rede ist,
dass Wilmans seine Kenntnisse der mystischen Den-
kungsart nicht allein aus Robert Barclays Apologie der
wahren christlichen Gottesgelahrtheit (Barclay, 1776), son-
dern zum Teil auch direkt , ex consuetudine cum mys-
ticis” (Wilmans, 1797, praefatio [vi]) geschopft haben
will. Uber einen Umweg kann man sich diesen bei Wil-
mans nicht namentlich genannten reinen Mystikern
womdglich indirekt anndhern, wenn man namlich die
bereits im ersten Satz der Dissertation als Quelle der
Inspiration Erwdhnung findende Abhandlung Ueber
die Aehnlichkeit des inneren Wortes einiger neueren Mys-
tiker mit dem moralischen Worte der Kantischen Schriftaus-
legung hinzuzieht, die ein Jahr zuvor, also 1796, aus der
Feder des Gottinger Theologen Christoph Friedrich
Ammon erschienen war.’

Ammon ndmlich nennt diese neueren Mystiker
beim Namen, kennt er doch einige Mystiker des
sechzehnten und siebzehnten Jahrhunderts, die von ei-
nem inneren Worte Gottes in dem menschlichen Geiste,
freylich oft einseitig und ungerecht gegen das duflere,
aber doch mit einem Eifer und mit einer Warme fiir
die wahre moralische Religion sprachen, welche die
Harte und Lasterungen gar nicht verdiente, die ihnen
so oft von der Gegenparthey zu Theil wurden. An ihre
Grundsitze reihen sich zwar seit Speners Zeiten auch
die Pietisten und mehrere ascetische Theologen an; al-
lein die Grenzen dieser Abhandlung erlauben es nicht,
unsere Untersuchung auch auf sie auszudehnen, son-
dern nothigen uns, sie auf eine Parallele dessen, was
Karlstadt, Schwenkfeld, Weigel, und Bohm von einem
inneren Worte lehrten, mit dem moralischen Worte der
neuesten Schriftauslegung einzuschranken (Ammon,
1796, S. 6).

Genannt sind damit ,Querdenker” (Bubenheimer
& Oehmig, 2001) und , Aufienseiter” (Seebafs, 1997) ei-
ner radikalisierten Reformation (vgl. Williams, 1962)
wie Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt (1486 —1541),
der sich im Zuge einer von Volker Leppin unldngst
nachgezeichneten ,mystische[n] Radikalisierung”
(Leppin, 2017, S. 192) der Wittenberger Theologie

7 Fiir ein Referat von Ammons Abhandlung vgl. Fischer (2018,
S. 374-376).
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cKxov pagmkamsauvm» (Leppin, 2017, S. 192) Burrerbepr-
CKOVI TEOJIOTV U IIPEIIIIPUHSII B TIOPMHICKOM OpriaMIoH-
7le TIOTIBITKY «IIeJTMKOM VI TIOJTHOCTBIO TTepeyCTPONUTE 00-
IIIeCTBO Ha OCHOBe JIMYHOV HaboxHoCTI» (ibid., S. 193):

[Tpodpeccop mepeexasr B HPOBMHIIMIO ¥ IIOCTPOVII
371ech OOIIVHY I10 MOJIE/IN CBSAIIEHCTBA KaXX/I0TO BEPYIo-
mtero. ITacrop OpuT «cocemoM AHpecoM» VI caM BO3/IeIIbI-
Bas1 cBoe 11oj1e. OH XXWI KaK paBHBIV cpeay paBHbIX, Op-
JIaMIOHJIe CTaJl UzleaTbHbIM ropopoM Pedpopmariy MyucTu-
YeCKOT'O TOJIKa, CBOOOAHBIM OT ITOJINTIIECKOTO JIaB/IeH s
MeCTHOVI CTOTIMITEI — Topora Burrenbepra. Yem crmpHee
aKIIeHTUpoBajlachk BHYTpeHHsIs [yIlleBHas )KM3Hb, TeM Me-
Hee BeCOMBIMVI CTaHOBIWIVCH BHemrHMe dopmer (Leppin,
2017, S.194).

KaprmirranT, paBHO Kak ¥ IIPOIIOBEIHVK BU3VMOHEP-
cxoro xmwmasma Tomac MioHIIep, — M3BeCTHbIe IPVIMepPEI
cBOero pozia «ctmxum pedpopmartum» (Lau, 1959, S. 81; cp.:
Leppin, 2017, S. 200). Taxxe mop, BIMSIHVEM IIPOIIOBEJIEN
Kacriapa ¢on Illsenkderpaa (1489 —1561) o «cokpoBeH-
HOM CJIOBE€» BO MHOTI'MX MeCTaX ObUIVI OCHOBAHBI TallHbIe
o0IIecTBa MICTMYECKOIO TOJIKA. BimsgHMe Takoro porna
CIMPUTyaJI3Ma PaCHpPOCTPaHSUIOCh TIOACITYHO, B TOM
4ayciie depes Bastentmra Bawrers (1533 —1588) m fIko-
6a béme (1575—1624), KOTOPBIX YIOMAHYII AMMOH, —
BIUIOTH 110 KBakepos'”. Tlocstentee mist Bumvarca Gesyc-
JIOBHO VIMeeT 0co0oe 3HaueHvie IIOCTOJIBKY, IIOCKOJIBKY OH
B dissertatio IPMBOOWT B Ka4eCTBe VICTOYHMKA 10 YMCTOMY
MUCTULV3MY Hapsamy ¢ consuetudo cum mysticis™® Taxxe
«Anosormno» bapkim, KoTopas ObUIa CBOETro popa sufmmn-
ma theologica 11 KBaKepCTBa, OT KOTOPOIO CellapaTCTHl,
yKasaHHbIe BryiMaHCOM, B OCHOBaX CBOErO BepOyUeH s He
OTJINYAJIVCh!

OT KBaKepoOB 3TV CEapaTHCThl OTIIVNYAIOTCS He Peiv-
TVIO3HBIMU NPUHYUNAMU, @ VIX IIPVIMEHEHVEM B OOBIYHO
sxvi3av. OHM OfIEBAIOTCSL, HAIIPVIMEp, KaK 3TO IIPVHSTO, U
IUIATST BCE KaK TOCY/IapPCTBEHHBIE, TaK V [IEPKOBHBIE HAJIO-
. Cpey 00pa3oBaHHOV VX YacTy sI HUKOIIA He BCTpe-
vasT (paHaTM3Ma, a HaITPOTMB, CBOOOIIHYIO OT IpeIpaccy/-
KOB PacCyIMTeIbHOCTD M CBOE MHEHVE 110 PEeTUTMO3HBIM
sorpocaMm (Kasxt, 1999, c. 186).

Takum obpasom, 1o KpariHelt Mepe B ODIINX UepTax,
m300paxkeHa Ta WMHTeJUIEKTyaJbHas cpefa, B KOTOPOU
BwimaHC B cBoeM, B TOM 9VICJIe JIMYHOM, KOHTaKTe C KBa-

2 Cm. 06 sTom: (Jones, 1925; Hegler, 1906, Windel, 1925; Born-
kamm, 1926); o «BimstHuM Ha (laHTrOBbIE [IBVDKEHMS IIVie-
THCTCKOTO BpeMeHm» cM.: (Hirsch, 1964, S. 208 —210); cp. Tak-
JKe: «MedTaTeJTbHBIV ceTlapaTncTckmit metmsm» (Weigelt, 1965,
S. 25—26); o papgukaimpHOM mmermsme cMm.: (Wallmann, 2005,
S. 136 —138; Der radikale Pietismus, 2011); o «mMucTVKe B pamm-
kasibHOM Pedpopmariyi» cm.: (McGinn, 2017, S. 88 —90; Weeks,
1993, S. 143 —145).

3 OOmeHne ¢ MucTKaMu (j1at.). — [Ipumeu. nep.
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von seinem Kollegen Martin Luther absetzte und im
thiringischen Orlamiinde den Versuch unternahm,
»die Gesellschaft ganz und gar von der personlichen
Frommigkeit her umzugestalten” (ebd., S. 193):

Der Professor zog in die Provinz und lebte hier ein
Gemeindemodell nach dem Priestertum aller Glauben-
den. Der Pfarrer war der ,Nachbar Andres’ und bestell-
te seinen Acker selbst. Als Gleicher lebte er unter Glei-
chen, Orlamiinde wurde zur idealen Stadt mystisch in-
spirierter Reformation, fernab vom politischen Druck
der Residenzstadt Wittenberg. Je stirker die Innerlich-
keit betont wurde, desto mehr verloren die dufleren
Formen an Gewicht (ebd., S. 194).

Karlstadt oder der im Sinne seines visiondren
Chiliasmus agitierende Thomas Miintzer sind promi-
nente Beispiele fuir einen gewissen ,Wildwuchs der
Reformation” (Lau, 1959, S. 81; vgl. Leppin, 2017,
S. 200). Auch das von Kaspar Schwenckfeld von Os-
sig (1489—1561) gepredigte ,innere Wort” fiihrte an
mehreren Orten zur Griindung mystisch-inspirier-
ter Konventikel, deren Spiritualismus unterschwellig
wirkméchtig wurde und sich in seinem Einfluf iiber
die ebenfalls von Ammon angefithrten Valentin Wei-
gel (1533 —1588) und Jakob Bohme (1575 —1624) bis auf
das Quikertum erstreckt.® Letzteres ist fiir Wilmans
ohnehin von besonderer Relevanz insofern, als er in
der dissertatio neben der consuetudo cum mysticis eben
auch Barclays Apologie als Quelle fiir den reinen Mys-
tizismus anfiihrt, welche als eine Art summa theologica
des Quékertums gilt, von dem sich Wilmans Separa-
tisten in den Glaubensgrundsitzen ihrer Religion auch
nicht unterscheiden:

Von den Quikern unterscheiden sich diese Sep-
aratisten nicht in ihren Religionsgrundsitzen, aber
wohl in der Anwendung derselben aufs gemeine Le-
ben. Denn sie kleiden sich z. B., wie es gerade Sitte ist,
und bezahlen alle sowohl Staats- als kirchliche Abga-
ben. Bei dem gebildeten Theile derselben habe ich nie
Schwirmerei gefunden, sondern freies, vorurtheilloses
Rasonnement und Urtheil {iber religiose Gegenstande
(SF, AA 07,S.75).

Damit ist zunidchst und zumindest das intellektu-
elle Umfeld umrissen, in dem Wilmans in einen auch

8 Vgl. Jones (1925); Hegler (1906); Windel (1925); Bornkamm
(1926); insbesondere zu Bohmes ,Einwirkung auf die Seiten-
bewegungen der pietistischen Zeit” vgl. Hirsch (1964, S. 208-
210); vgl. auch Weigelt (1965, S. 25-26): ,Der schwarmerische
separatistische Pietismus”; zum radikalen Pietismus vgl. auch
Wallmann (2005, S. 136-138); Breul, Meier und Vogel (2011);
zur ,,Mystik in der Radikalen Reformation” vgl. McGinn (2017,
S. 88-90), Weeks (1993, S. 143-145).



3MKBaKepPCTBOM, KOCHYJICS TOWM OCOOOW cerapaTiCTCKOM
OopMBI MUCTHKW, KOTOPYTO OH B CBOEVI IVICCEPTAIINNA TTBI-
TaeTcst M300pa3nTh Kak OiIM3KyIo K KAaHTOBCKOV (pryIoco-
dun penmrmm.

OtBer KanTa: MucTKa —
«IIPOTVBOIOJIO’KHOCTH BCSIKOVI prstocodpvm»

Ilepsas peakiysa KanTa — CIUIOIIHBIE HUTATHL, T10Y-
Tn 6e3 KOMMeHTapueB — BbIKa3blBaeT CIIOKOVIHOe BeJIV-
KOflylllie, B KOTOPOM COYeTaloTCs OJ1aroxkesiaTesIbHast
YUTUBOCTb M BeXJIMBOE [McTaHUMpoBaHMe. Tak, cpasy
Tiocsie JII00e3HOV IOXBasIbl B agpec apTopa KanTt npomm-
cbiBaeT orpanmyenue: «[Tpyu 3ToM s He CKJIOHeH Herlpe-
MEHHO IpW3HaBaTh MAEHTUYHOCTb MOWX BO33PEHUN C
ero Bo33penvsiMm» (Kaur, 1999, c. 172 cH.). Kak MoxHO
3aKJIIOYMTh M3 COXpaHMBIIerocsi Habpocka nvcpMa Kan-
Ta BuwiMancy, peub 31eck ueT B lepByIo ouepeib, oXa-
JIy71, BOBCe He O MUCTMKE, HO O TOM, 4TO, COIJIaCHO WH-
Teprpertanyuyn Buiimanca, y KaHTa «Bce pasimune Mex-
Jly pa3syMOM M pacCyJIKOM TOJIbKO JIIIIb MaTepraIbHOM
IpUPOIEI» !, TIpUIdeM OJTHO MpeJTIoKeHe B 3TOVI MHTep-
mperanyy cOpMYJIMPOBAHO TaK, UYTO, KaK IMIIET caM
KanTt, «B ero cMbIciI U1 cofiepKaHMe £, IO MEHBIIIeN Mepe,
He MOTY BHUKHYTb»". COMVDKeHMe ¢ YMCTBIMY MVCTUKA-
vy KaHTy, HallpoTwB, TI0 BKYCY — OH OCTaBJIIeT 3TO Oe3
KaKMX-71100 KOMMEeHTapueB.

DM fes1o, Oyyun COUTeHHBIM 3a Kypbe3, MOIJIO OBl
v koHuUNThCA. Ho sToro He nmponsonuio. Kanrt ornpasiisier
counHeHVie BruiMaHca fasibliile, CBOeMy YIEHVIKY — TOMY,
KTO ITO3[IHee CTaJl ero BhIIlle IPOLUTUPOBAaHHBIM Ouorpa-
dom — Penrroneny beprxapmy fxmany, ¢ mpocsbort o
TIATeIbHOVI IIPOBEPKE TOTrO Te3}ica, KOTOPHIV BhIIBUHYJI
Bwimanc. Dissertatio Buimarca mpoBosriariaeT CBOUM
HasBaHMeM cx00cbo, OIVICBIBasi KOTOPOe aBTOpP IIpuUIep-
XuBasicsa CTpyKTypel Kanropowm «Pemrvi B mpemernax
TOJIPKO pa3yMa» M COOTBETCTBEHHO pasfesIiul CBOe COU-
HeHIe Ha YeTbIpe pasjiesia, I7e criepsa nsjaratorcs Kantii
placita™ cornacHo «Permrmmn...», Ipexie yeM Kakasg-mbo
9acTh y4eHMs MVUCTVKOB KOMIUIMMEHTapHO OepeTcs 1ot
3aIIUTY YWV KOH(PPOHTATUBHO IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISETCH.

PesyripTart, npeficraBieHHbIN SIXMaHOM B M3[IaHHON B
Kénurcbepre y dpunprxa Hukomosmyca B 1800 T. «ITpo-
BepKe KaHTOBCKOW (prytocodmm pesmriyt Ha IpeaMeT ee
IIPEIII0JIaraeMoro CXOICTBA C YMCTBIM MUCTUIIM3MOM»,
OKasbIBaeTCs OTpUIIaTeIbHBIM. YoKe B IpeayncaoBun SIx-
MaH obOO3HadaeT TOT IIyHKT, KOTOPBLIVI OTAeJIsieT ero u
KanTa ot BiyimaHca 1 MUCTMKOB:

1 TTompoGHee 06 aToM cM. TekcT Brimanca: (Kant, 1999, ¢. 172 —
176).

» Habpocox mmcpma V. Kanmra x K.A. Bwimmancy (mocie
4.05.1799r.) (AA 12, S. 281).

16 Byt Kanra (nat.). — [pumeu. nep.

7 TTepewnspanue 1ot paboTer B 1999 1., koTopoMy criocoGcTBO-
Bau1 P. Tavic, mMmeeT DosibIlioe 3HaUEHME.

Christian Rofiner

personlichen Kontakt mit dem Quasi-Quéakertum jener
separatistischen Sonderform von Mystik gekommen
sein diirfte, die er in seiner Dissertationsschrift der
kantischen Religionsphilosophie anzunahern sucht.

Kants Antwort:
Mystik als , Gegentheil aller Philosophie”

Kants erste Reaktion — kaum Kommentar, aber
viel Zitat — ist von einer gelassenen Grofiziigigkeit,
in der sich wohlwollende Duldung und hofliche Dis-
tanznahme verbinden. In unmittelbarem Anschlufs an
das konziliante Lob des Verfassers fiigt Kant namlich
eine Einschrdankung hinzu: ,Wobei ich gleichwohl
jene Ahnlichkeit meiner Vorstellungsart mit der seini-
gen unbedingt einzugestehen nicht gemeint bin” (SF,
AA 07, S. 69 Anm.). Wie sich aus einem enthaltenen
Briefentwurf Kants an Wilmans erschliefSen l4fst, geht
es dabei aber wohl noch nicht einmal primédr um die
Mystik, sondern darum, dass nach Wilmans” Kant-In-
terpretation ,ndmlich zwischen Vernunft und Ver-
stand ein ganzlicher Unterschied der letztere aber ein
blos materielles Wesen sey”,” womit aber fiir Kant ein
Satz formuliert ist, ,in dessen Sinn und Behauptung
ich schlechterdings mich nicht versetzen kann” (Br,
AA12,S.281). Die Anndherung an die reinen Mystiker
dagegen lafit Kant sich gefallen, ohne auch nur mit ei-
nem Wort ndher darauf einzugehen.

Damit konnte die Sache ihr Bewenden haben und
als Curiosum ad acta gelegt werden. Doch das geschieht
nicht. Kant schickt Wilmans’ Schrift vielmehr weiter,
und zwar eben an seinen spéteren, einleitend zitierten
Biographen und Schiiler Reinhold Bernhard Jachmann,
mit der Bitte um eingehende Priifung der von Wilmans
aufgestellten These. Wilmans” dissertatio hatte die titel-
gebende similitudo behauptet, indem ihr Verfasser sich
recht schematisch an Kants Religion innerhalb der Gren-
zen der bloflen Vernunft gehalten und seine Abhandlung
entsprechend ebenfalls in vier Abschnitte gegliedert
hatte, worin jeweils zunéchst Kantii placita gemaf3 der
Religionsschrift referiert werden, ehe diesen die entspre-
chende Lehrmeinung der Mystiker komplementér zur
Seite oder konfrontativ entgegengestellt wird.

Das Ergebnis der 1800 in Konigsberg bei Friedrich
Nikolovius erschienenen Jachmann’schen Priifung der
Kantischen Religionsphilosophie in Hinsicht auf die ihr bey-
gelegte Aehnlichkeit mit dem reinen Mystizism (1999)" fallt
negativ aus. Schon in Jachmanns , Vorrede” kommt der
entscheidende, ihn und Kant von Wilmans und den
Mystikern trennende Punkt zur Sprache:

° Vgl. dazu Wilmans in extenso in SF, AA 07, S. 70-72.
10 R. Theis hat dieser Schrift zu einer wichtigen Neuauflage
verholfen.
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Xpuctuan Péccuep

T'ocriopie BuyiMaHc, KOTOPBIVE B CBOEV JIyiccepTarium
COTIOCTABJISIET HEKOTOpPHBIe ITOJIOKeHVST MUCTUKM U «Pe-
JIATVV B TIpefiesiaX TOJIBKO pa3yMa», YTOOBI TOKa3aTh WX
CXOJICTBO, IIPEBOCXOJIHO CBUJIETEIILCTBYET B CBOEM IIVIChMe
(cM. «Crop dpakyseTeToB», cTp. 115%), uTo OH BHUK B IyX
KpUTIaecKoit vtocodum, Tak 4To eMy, IIOXKasTyTi, 10 CH-
JlaM CpaBHUTH 3Ty PWTOCOPUIO C KaKOM-TOO0 MHOVI CH-
cremort. Tem Goslee yIMBUTEIBHBIM OKa3bIBA€TCS TO, UTO
MeXy MVCTVIIVI3MOM ¥ KpUTW4ecKon drurocodmert oH
CyMeJI HawTi TaK MHOI'O COOTBETCTBWV, ITOCKOJIBKY CaM
OH B CBOeM IMChbMe yTBepxKaeT: «Cpemay MIUCTUKOB 5 TI0
CyTV OOHapYXXIJI KAHTOBCKOE MOpaJIbHOE U PEeINTMO3HOe
yUeHme, ¢ mem AUlb NOCIOSHHbIM PA3AUNUEM, Y10 BHYmpeH-
HUTl 3aKOH, KaAK OHU €20 HA3bIBaom, NPUHUMAETCA | HUX 34
Brympennee omipobenuie, u OHU cuumalom co Beeil onpedeseH-
Hocmwio Boea e2o mBopyom». V1 3T0 ¢ OUEBMIHOCTBIO JTOKA3hI-
BaeT, YTO TOCIIOANH B. He Harlles y MUCTMKOB KaHTOBCKOTO
MOPAJILHOTO M PeINITIO3HOTO YUeHVIsI IMEHHO IIO Cy'TVi, HO
[oGHapy>xm1,] YTO MUCTHK B CBOMIX NPUHLUUNAX COBEPIIIEH-
HO pacxoauTcs ¢ KpuTtudeckont dprtocodpuen (Jachmann,
1999, S.10—12).

Cam Kanur mobasw k pabote fIxmana «Prospectus», B
KOTOPOM OH He TOJIBKO C(POPMYIIMPOBAT OIIPee IO
VI OTIEJISTIOLINT er0 OT MUCTVKOB BriyiMarca Boripoc, HO 1
Cpasy OTBeTW]I Ha Hero B ¢popMe, MaKCUMaJIbHO JaJIeKoit
OT TOTO APY>KeTTFOOHOTO CIIOKOVICTBIISL, C KOTOPBIM OH pa-
Hee BCTPedYasl Te3VC O KAHTOBCKOM KPVIITOMIUCTULIM3ME:

Hucnocviiaencs v 9esioBeKy MyApOCTb CBBIIIe (ITyTeM
BIOXHOBEHVIST), VTV B03HOCUIMCS CHU3Y BBEPX BHYTpeHHeV
CWIOV €ro IpaKTUYeCKOro pa3yMa, BOT KaKOB BOIIPOC.
Tort, XTO yTBepIKIaeT repBoe Kak I1acCMBHOEe CPEJICTBO IT0-
3HaHWS, — TOT BBIIYMBIBaeT cebe XVMepy BO3MOXXHOCTU
cBepxuybembernozo onvima®, KOTopast HaXOAUTCS B TIPSIMOM
TIPOTUBOPEYMY C CaMOVI COOOTI (ITPeICTaBIATh TPaHCIeH-
JIleHTHOe KaK VIMMaHEHTHOe) ¥ OIIpaeTcs Ha HeKoe Tavl-
HOe ydJeHWe, Ha3bIBaeMoOe MVICTVIKOVI, KOTopoe o0OpasyeT
TIPSIMYTO TTPOTUBOIIONIOXKHOCTD BCSKOM prtocodpmmt — u
Kak pa3 TeM, 4TO MMEeHHO OHa (II0100HO aJIXMIMWKY) CO3/1a-
eT Goraryo II0YBY JIJIsl TOTO, YTOOBI, M30erast BCSIKMX yCu-
JIVVT Pa3syMHOTO, HO MHOTOTPYIHOTO V3y9eHNs ITPUPOJIHI,
O71a’keHHO TIpeflaBaThCs Tpe3aM B MPUSATHOM COCTOSTHUV
ycransl (AA 08, S. 441).

8 YkasaHHas CTpaHWMIIA 110 lepsoMy m3gaamio «Criopa dakyJib-
TETOB» COOTBeTCTBYeT C. 172 pycckoro nepesopa (Kant, 1999). —
Ipumeu. nep.

" O6 aTOM «IIpOTMBOpeuUalrieit cebe yKe B CaMOM ITOHSTUM XV-
Mepe... cBepxuybembennoeo onvima» CM. Takxke «JepHOBOV Ha-
OpOoCcOoK K SIXMaHOBCKOVI IIPOBEPKe KaHTOBCKON dprutocodmm pe-
yirun (Prospectus)» (AA 23, S. 468).
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Herr Willmanns [sic], der in seiner Dissertation
einige Sitze aus der Mystik und der Religion innerhalb
der Grenzen der bloffen Vernunft neben einander stellt,
um ihre Aehnlichkeit zu beweisen, zeigt vorziiglich in
seinem Briefe (S. Streit der Facultdten S. 115), daff er
in den Geist der kritischen Philosophie eingedrungen
und also wohl im Stande sey, diese Philosophie mit ei-
nem andern System zu vergleichen. Desto auffallender
ist es aber, daf8 er zwischen dem Mystizism und der
kritischen Philosophie so viele Ubereinstimmungen
finden konnte, da er selbst in seinem Briefe sagt: ,ich
fand unter den Mystikern im Wesentlichen die Kanti-
sche Moral und Religionslehre wieder, jedoch immer mit
dem Unterschiede, dafi sie das innere Gesetz, wie sie es nen-
nen, fiir eine innere Offenbarung und also bestimmt Gott fiir
den Urheber desselben halten’. Dies beweiset doch offen-
bar, da8 Herr W. gerade im Wesentlichen die Kantische
Moral und Religionslehre nicht bei den Mystikern wie-
derfand, sondern dafl der Mystiker in seinen Prinzip-
ien von der kritischen Philosophie génzlich abweicht
(Jachmann, 1999, S. 10-12).

Kant selbst steuert zur Schrift Jachmanns einen
,Prospectus” bei, in welchem er nicht nur die entschei-
dende, ihn von Wilmans” Mystikern scheidende Frage
formuliert, sondern diese auch gleich in einer Weise
beantwortet, die von der freundlichen Gelassenheit,
mit der er der These von einem kantischen Kryp-
to-Mystizismus bislang begegnet war, denkbar weit
entfernt ist:

Ob nun Weisheit von oben herab dem Menschen
(durch Inspiration) eingegossen, oder von unten hinauf
durch innere Kraft seiner praktischen Vernunft er-
klimmt werde, das ist die Frage. Der, welcher das er-
stere als passives ErkenntnifSmittel behauptet, denkt
sich das Unding der Moglichkeit einer dibersinnlichen
Erfahrung,"* welches im geraden Widerspruch mit sich
selbst ist, (das Transscendente als immanent vorzus-
tellen) und fufit sich auf eine gewisse Geheimlehre,
Mystik genannt, welche das gerade Gegentheil aller
Philosophie ist und doch eben darin, daf sie es ist,
(wie der Alchemist) den groien Fund setzt, aller Arbeit
verniinftiger, aber mithsamer Naturforschung tiberho-
ben, sich im siifien Zustande des Geniefiens selig zu
traumen (AA 08, S. 441).

" Zum ,sich selbst schon im Begriffe widersprechendes Un-
ding [...] einer Ubersinnlichen Erfahrung” vgl. auch , Vorarbeit
zu Jachmanns Priifung der Kantischen Religionsphilosophie
(Prospectus)” (AA 23, S. 468).



3mech He TOJTBKO MUCTVIKA OTTpeTIerIsieTcs KaK «IIpsMast
IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOCTE BCSIKOM (prutocodmm»®, HO BrIoba-
BOK KaHT B cilefiyoriieM mpeyIoxKe i, yBIIeKIICh, IIPo-
BO3IVIAIlIaeT B HEKOTOPOVI CTelleHn Oe3KaslocTHOe Tpebo-
BaHVE «VICKOPEHUTD 3Ty ICeBA0MIIIOCOdIIO WM He J1a-
BaTh el pacTy TaM, I7ie OHa 3apoxzaeTcs» (AA 08, S. 441).

«CKpbITas 11oj, HOKpPOBOM OOTTHSI»

B mpenyiciiosrm K fIxmarny KaHT, Kak 11 4eTbIpbMS TO-
JamMu paHee, IIOpULIAET «HEIABHO BO3HMKILIVL 6apCKVII7I
TOH B (prytococpuit», IIPOTUB KOTOPOIO OH yXKe apryMeH-
TUPOBAJI ¥ C KOTOPBIM II0OJIEMU3UPOBAII B OJTHOVIMEHHOM
HeOoJbIrioM TpakTaTe 1796 T. Llepio ero Hamaok sBiIs-
IOTCSL Te JIep3KMe «TeHWW yXa»*! ¥ Jmobsime 3aramod-
HOCTB «0OraTeIpy, YTO B IIOCIIE[IHee BpeMs BOOYIIIeBIIeH-
HO IIPOIOBEAYIOT MYOPOCTb, He CTOAIIYIO MM HVKaKOIO
TpyZa, HOTOMY YTO BCe OHM, KaK YBepPsIIOT CaM, YXBaTWIN
[ckppITyI0 HOI TOKpoBOM] GormHio MympocTu 3a 1001
ee IUIaThs M BIIOJIHE oBIaze ero» (Kaut, 1994e, c. 513 —
515 cn.). Iloka oHa mBITaeTcs B3IVITHYTh B SICHBIE OUM U
YXBaTWUTb pyKaMI TO, YTO IIpeIHa3HAUYE€HO Yy TKOMY YXy U
OTKPBITOMY Cepfily?, aTa «ieogpanus nenaet us I naTroHo-
BOVI M7ien 1001, TIOYMTaHVe KOTOPOr'O MOXET OBITh TOJIBKO
cyesepHbIM» (KanT, 1994e€, C. 515 CH.), ITOCKOJIBKY BeIlb 3TO
He YTO MHOe, KaK Hallle «cOOCTBeHHOe TBopeHme»”. Ecim
KaHT, B IpOoTVBONOIOXHOCTS 3TOMY, IIPM3bIBaeT He «pu-
Aocogpembobams nocpedcmbom uybemba», HO JIUIID «IIPU-
TlaTh HPaBCTBEHHOMY 4y6cmBy Cvly W XMBOCTB HOCpeo-

% Cp. «HepHOBOV HAOPOCOK K IXMaHOBCKOVI IIPOBepKe...»: «Du-
s1ocodust (B cOOCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA) KaK y4eHvie O MyIpo-
CTM, TO €CTh KaK HayKa O KOHEYHOVI 11eJI/ YeJIOBEYEeCKOro pasy-
Ma, — 3TO IIPSMOV aHTHUION, Br10coduI, KOTOPBIN BBICTaBIIs-
€Tcsl TI0]T Ha3BaHMeM MUCTUKN... MUCTMKa — 3TO aHTUIIO[Ye-
cKas nosuimst prsocodnn, B KOTOPO YdeHve O My IpOCTH Bpa-
IaeTcst BOKPYT OCH, KOTOpasi caMa HY)XIaeTcsl B KpeIUIeHN, HO
He COJIePXXUT B cebe HM4ero IpovYHoro... MucTHKa ecThb IpsMovt
aHTyIon dpummocodpvm» (AA 23, S. 467).

2 «J1ep30CThb FeHMeB Jlyxa, KOTOPble MHST, YTO BBIPOCIIN M3 T10-
Mouer1 IIepKOBHOVI Bephbl, Oy/Ib TO TeoPIIaHTPOIIb, IIPOIIOBE/Y-
olIyie B OOIIeCTBEHHEIX, ITpeJIHa3HaYeHHBIX /Il 3TOr0 XpaMaXx,
WUIM MVCTVIKM, IIPEHAIOLIecs IIPY CBeTe JIAMIIbl BHYTPEHHVM
OTKPOBEHWMSIM, BCKOP€ 3aCTaBUT IIPaBUTEIbCTBO ITOXKaJIeTh O CBO-
€M VM IIOCJIalJIeHNY, O TOM, YTO OHO IIpeHeOperso STUM MOIII-
HBIM CPEJICTBOM YCTaHOBJIEHMs U HaBeJeHWs TI'PakIaHCKOIO
TIOPSIIKA ¥ CIIOKOVICTBYS, OT/AB €r0 B JIETKOMBICJIEHHBIE PYKVD»
(Kanr, 1999, c. 162).

2 Cp. maccaxm o «HebecHOM rosoce» pasyma (Kaut, 1997a,
c. 361); cp. Taxke: (Kant, 1997a, c. 489 —491; Kant, 2001, c. 277;
Kanr, 199411, c. 47; Kanr, 1994e, c. 515—525); Refl. 6314 (AA 18, S.
617); Die Metaphysik der Sitten Vigilantius (AA 27, S. 664); Opus
Postumum (AA 21, S. 149; AA 22, S. 64—65, 290); cm. 00 sTOM:
(Ruffing, 2015); B aTOM CBs13M cM. Takke: (Rofsner, 2018, S. 304 —
306, 403 —406); 0 «IIepBeHCTBEe rojioca 3aKOHA ITepes], KaKvM Obl
To Hu ObuIO “BupeHMeM”» cMm. Takke: (Gartler, 2002, S. 62, 67
Anm.; Derrida, 2005, S. 35—37).

¥ «.ub0 B 3TOM CJIydae BBI ITOKOpsieTech He 10eatl/, KOTOPBIV
IIpeJICTaBIIIeT BaM Balll COOCTBEHHBIV pasyM, a 1004}/, COTBOPEH-
HoMy Bamm cammmm» (Kanrt, 1994r, c. 480).
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Nicht nur wird die Mystik nun als , das gerade Ge-
gentheil aller Philosophie”’? bestimmt, sondern Kant
la6t sich einen Satz spéter sogar zu der einigermaflen
erbarmungslosen Forderung hinreifien, ,diese After-
philosophie auszutilgen, oder, wo sie sich regt, nicht
aufkommen zu lassen” (AA 08, S. 441).

,Die verschleierte Gottin”

Kant riigt hier in der Jachmann-Vorrede wie auch
schon vier Jahre zuvor einen Neuerdings erhobenen
vornehmen Ton in der Philosophie, gegen welchen er be-
reits in der gleichlautenden kleinen Schrift von 1796 ar-
gumentiert und polemisiert hatte: Ziel seiner Angriffe
sind jene kecken ,Kraftgenies“® und kryptophilen
,Kraftménner [...], welche neuerdings mit Begeister-
ung eine Weisheit verkiindigen, die ihnen keine Miihe
macht, weil sie diese [verschleierte] Gottin beim Zip-
fel ihres Gewandes erhascht und sich ihrer beméchtigt
zu haben vorgeben” (VT, AA 08, S. 401-402 Anm.). In-
dem sie mit Hdnden zu greifen und ins ahnende Auge
zu fassen sucht, was fiir offene Ohren und horende
Herzen bestimmt ist,"* macht solche , Theophanie [...]
aus der Idee des Plato ein Idol, welches nicht anders
als abergldubisch verehrt werden kann” (ebd., S. 402
Anm.), da es ja auch nichts anderes ist als unser ,ei-
genes Gemdchsel”.”> Wenn Kant dagegen nicht ,durchs
Gefiihl zu philosophiren” versteht, sondern allein , durch
Philosophie das sittliche Gefiihl in Bewegung und Kraft

2 Vgl. auch ,Vorarbeit zu Jachmanns Priifung...” (AA 23,
S. 467): ,Philosophie (in der eigentiimlichen Bedeutung des
Worts) als Weisheitslehre d. i. als einer Wissenschaft des
Endzwecks der menschlichen Vernunft ist das gerade Wieder-
spiel der Philosophie die man unter dem Titel der Mystik auf-
stellt [...]. Mystik ist der antipodische Standpunkt der Philo-
sophie in welchem die Weisheitslehre sich um eine Achse dreht
die selbst einer solchen bedarf und fiir sich selbst nichts haltba-
res enthilt. [...] Mystik ist das gerade Wiederspiel der Philos-
ophie”.

5 ,Die Keckheit der Kraftgenies, welche diesem Leitbande
des Kirchenglaubens sich jetzt schon entwachsen zu sein wih-
nen, sie mégen nun als Theophilanthropen in 6ffentlichen dazu
errichteten Kirchen, oder als Mystiker bei der Lampe innerer
Offenbarungen schwirmen, wiirde die Regierung bald ihre
Nachsicht bedauren machen, jenes grofie Stiftungs- und Lei-
tungsmittel der biirgerlichen Ordnung und Ruhe vernachlas-
sigt und leichtsinnigen Hénden tiberlassen zu haben” (SF,
AA07,S. 65).

1 Vgl. die ,himmlische Stimme” der Vernunft in KpV, AA 05,
S.35; vgl. auch KpV, AA 05,S.80; KU, B91 / A90; RGV, AA 06,
S.45; VT, AA 08, S. 402, 405; Refl 6314, AA 18, S. 617; V-MS/Vig-
il, AA 27, S. 664; OP, AA 21, S. 149; OP, AA 22, S. 64-65, 290;
vgl. dazu Ruffing (2015); vgl. im Zusammenhang Rofsner (2018,
S. 304-306, 403-406); zum , Vorrang der Stimme des Gesetzes
vor jeder noch so vornehmen ,Vision” vgl. auch Gartler (2002,
S. 62, 67 Anm.); vgl. Derrida (2005, S. 35-37).

% ... ihr demiithigt euch alsdann nicht unter einem Ideal, das
euch eure eigene Vernunft vorstellt, sondern unter einem Idol,
was euer eigenes Gemaichsel ist” (MS TL, AA 06, S. 436-437).
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cmbom cpusocopuu» (Karr, 1994e, c. 513), T0, 110 COOCTBEH-
HOTVI OLIeHKe, OH IIPVIEPXKMBAETCS «11e0102UU, VICXOISIIIEeNt
VI3 TIOHSTWMV Halllero COOCTBEHHOTO pa3yMa», KOTOpas TeM
CaMBIM «BBIIBUTAET U0eal, KOTOPBIV TIOHY)KIaeT Hac K I10-
KJIOHEHVIIO, IIOTOMY YTO CaM BO3HWKAeT V3 CBSIIeHHeVI-
X 00sI3aHHOCTEVT HATIIVX, OT TEOJTOTVVI He 3aBUCSIIIIX»>
(Kant, 19%4e, c. 515).

Ta omacHocts, ¢ KoTopont Oopercs KanTt m or KoTo-
POVI OH YIOPHO IIBITAeTCs OrpaduTh MoHATHe bora, «Ko-
TOpOe JIOJDKHO IIPOVCTEKATh 13 HAIIero PasyMa, JOIDKHO
OBITE ITpOVI3BENIEHO HaMm ke cammmi» (Kant, 1994e, c. 515
CH.)®, — 9TO OIIACHOCTb «CMEPTW BCIKOW dprurocodpua»
(Kant, 19%4e, c. 505, 525, cm. Taxcke c. 497 cH.). VI muctiue-
cKkme paHATUKM, TUITEPMUSIUECKe CIIEKYIISTHTBI, Y9acT-
HWKM TaVIHBIX KJIyOOB MMCTaroros Wiy MHOTO Pofa Wi-
JIFOMVHATBI JIETKO MUPSITCSI C 9TOVI OIIACHOCTBIO, €CIIV OH
CO CCBUIKOV Ha O0JIajiaHMe SKCKITIO3VBHBIM «TalTHOUYB-
creueM» (KanT, 1994e, c. 513 —517)% BoOpYy KarOTCs MHTEJI-
JIEKTYaJIbHBIM CO3epliaHieM, YTOObI 3aIVISHYTh 3a Byalb
«bornan Mynpoctn» (Kaut, 1994e, c. 509). Ho, ecyi roso-
puTh crtoBamu ['éTe, «B MUP IIPYTOVI IS HAC IOPOTY HET»
(FéTe, 1954, c. 337), 11 TO3TOMY TaKOrO CBOOOTHO IUIATOHW-
supyrortero «driocoda-npobudya» (Kanr, 1994e, c. 521)%
HY>KHO OIlpele/nTb, corytacHo KaHTy, He B AKameMiIo, a
K Bpady.

% «3 MOpaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa, aBTOPUTETHO IIPEICHIBAEMOrO
HaIM COOCTBEHHBIM pa3yMOM, a He W3 TeOpWUM IPUPOABI Be-
eyl caMmx 10 cebe, MPOVCXOANUT IOHsSATHE O bore, camocmos-
mMeAbHO €030a6ans KOTOPOe HaC IIPUHYKIAAET YMCTHIV IIpaKTIye-
cxmvt pasym» (Kant, 199%4e, c. 513 ca.).

% Cp.: «3ByUnT XOTSI ¥ COMHUTEIHHO, HO OTHIO[b He IIpeocy-
JIUTEITLHO, KOT[a TOBOPAT, UTO KaKIBI YesIoBeK caM cebe 16o-
pum Bboea v, TT0 MOpaJTbHBIM ITOHATVAM (Oyaydn HajiereH Oecko-
HEYHO BEJIMKMMVI CBOVICTBAMM, KOTOPBIe OTHOCSTCS K CITOCOOHO-
CTV IIPEJICTaBJIATH cebe COOTBETCTBYIOLIUI VM B MU Pe IIPeIMeT),
Iaxe o0sI3aH ero TBOPUTE, I1a0bl yBakaTh B HEM TOTO, K110 c03044
eeo camoeo. V160 Kaxvmu GbI criocobaMyt HeKasi CyITHOCTb Hy ObUTa
V3ydeHa U oIlicaHa JIpyrM Kak Bor n gaxe, ObITh MOXeT (ecrm
TIOITYCTUTB 3TO), SABJIsUIaCh €My CaMOMy, — BCe Ke ITO00HOe
IIpefICTaB/IeHNe OH JI0JDKEH IIPEeXKIIe BCEro COIvIacoBaTh CO CBOVIM
vaeasioM, 9TOOBI pemmTb, IMeeT JIV OH IIpaBoO IIPVHMMATDL U I10-
YUTaTh 3Ty CYLIHOCTb Kak OoxecTBo. CIIe10BaTeIbHO, 113 OTHOTO
JIVIITb OTKPOBEHWSI — eCJIV TOJIBKO B OCHOBE y)Ke He 3aJI0XKeHO,
KaK IIPOOHBIVI KaMeHb, MOPaIbHOe IIOHSATVE BO BCeVl CBOEV UM-
CTOTe — He MOXXeT BO3HVKHYTb HUKaKOV PeJTUTIV VI BCSKOe IT0-
unranue bora Oynet udosocayxenuem» (Kanr, 19941, c. 182).

% Cwm. Takke «Criop ¢aKysIbTeToB»: «... aHTa3Ms B JIelaxX pesi-
IV Hen30eXXHO IIepexouT B 3aliperie/IbHOe, €CJIV OHa He CBA3bI-
BaeT CBePXbeCTeCTBEHHOE (UTO JOJDKHO MBICJIUTBCS BO BCEM, UTO
HasbIBaeTCs peJINTTIeNt) C OIpesie/IeHHbIMM ITOHATVAMI pa3yMa,
KaKOBBI MOpPaJIbHbIe IIOHATNS, W BEJIeT K VUUIIOMMHATU3MY BHY-
TPEHHMX OTKPOBEHWVI, IIPVYeM KayKIbIiI B TAKOM CJIydae VIMeeT
CBOVI COOCTBEHHBIE OTKPOBEHVIS, 1 TEM CaMbIM yTpa4yBaeTcs 00-
vt Kpurepnt ucrusb (Kant, 1999, c. 112, 114).

7 «®Daycr». Yactp BTOpas, gevicrsue msToe. [lommous. — I[pu-
Me. nep.

% O «dpmrocodax cosepyanus» cp.: (Karar, 1994e, c. 485); cM. yxe
B «OrbITe 0 GOJIE3HSIX TOIOBBI»: «(PAHAMUK... COOCTBEHHO TOBO-
Psl, TIOMeIlIaH Ha CBOeM, KaK eMy KakeTcsl, HeIloCpeiCTBEHHOM
BJIOXHOBEHWUM ¥ Ha OJIM3KOM OOIIeHWMY ¢ HeOeCHBIMM CYJIaMMU.
Yestopeueckasi IIpupojia He 3HaeT Dojlee OITaCHOTO HaBaXk/IeHVIs»
(Kanr, 19943, c. 153).

zu versetzen” vermag (VT, AA 08, S. 401), vertritt er nach
eigener Auskunft eine , Theologie, die von Begriffen un-
srer eigenen Vernunft ausgeht” und also , ein Ideal auf-
stellt, welches uns Anbetung abzwingt, da es selbst aus
den heiligsten von der Theologie unabhéngigen Pflich-
ten entspringt” (VT, AA 08, S. 402 Anm)."¢

Die Gefahr, gegen die Kant kampft und die er im
Beharren auf einem Gottesbegriff zu vermeiden ver-
sucht, ,der aus unserer Vernunft hervorgehen muf3,
von uns selbst gemacht sein” (VT, AA 08, S. 401 Anm.)"
muss, ist der drohende ,Tod aller Philosophie” (VT,
AA 08, S. 398, 405),'® den die mystischen Schwiarmer
und hyperphysischen Spekulanten, mystagogischen
Geheimbiindler oder anderweitig Illuminierten leicht-
fertig in Kauf nehmen, wenn sie unter Berufung auf das
von ihnen je exklusiv gepachtete ,Geheimnisgefiihl”
(VT, AA 08, S. 402)" eine intellektuelle Anschauung
in Anschlag bringen, um der ,Gottin Weisheit” durch
den Schleier zu spdhen (VT, AA 08, S. 399). Doch nach
dort driiben bleibt, mit Goethe gesprochen, ,die Aus-
sicht uns verrannt” (Faust II, 11442) und darum gehort
solch ein frei platonisierender ,Philosoph der Vision”
(VT, AA 08, S. 403)® fiir Kant nicht in die Akademie,
sondern zum Arzt.

6 ,Aus dem moralischen Gesetz, welches uns unsere eigene
Vernunft mit Autoritit vorschreibt, nicht aus der Theorie der
Natur der Dinge an sich selbst geht nun der Begriff von Gott
hervor, welchen uns selbst zu machen die praktische reine Ver-
nunft néthigt” (VT, AA 08, S. 402 Anm.).

7 Vgl.: ,Es klingt zwar bedenklich, ist aber keinesweges ver-
werflich, zu sagen: daf8 ein jeder Mensch sich einen Gott
mache, ja nach moralischen Begriffen (begleitet mit den unend-
lich-grofsen Eigenschaften, die zu dem Vermogen gehoren, an
der Welt einen jenen angemessenen Gegenstand darzustellen)
sich einen solchen selbst machen miisse, um an ihm den, der
ihn gemacht hat, zu verehren. Denn auf welcherlei Art auch ein
Wesen als Gott von einem anderen bekannt gemacht und bes-
chrieben worden, ja ihm ein solches auch (wenn das moglich
ist) selbst erscheinen mochte, so muf er diese Vorstellung doch
allererst mit seinem Ideal zusammen halten, um zu urtheilen,
ob er befugt sei, es fiir eine Gottheit zu halten und zu vereh-
ren. Aus bloer Offenbarung, ohne jenen Begriff vorher in seiner
Reinigkeit, als Probirstein, zum Grunde zu legen, kann es also
keine Religion geben, und alle Gottesverehrung wiirde Idolola-
trie sein” (RGV, AA 06, S. 168-169).

B Vgl. VT, AA 08, S. 394 Anm.

¥ Vgl.: ,die Phantasie verlduft sich bei Religionsdingen unver-
meidlich ins Uberschwengliche, wenn sie das Ubersinnliche
(was in allem, was Religion heifit, gedacht werden muf) nicht
an bestimmte Begriffe der Vernunft, dergleichen die moralische
sind, kniipft, und fiihrt zu einem Illuminatism innerer Offen-
barungen, deren ein jeder alsdann seine eigene hat und kein
offentlicher Probirstein der Wahrheit mehr Statt findet” (SF,
AA 07, S. 46).

2 Zum ,Philosophen der Anschauung” vgl. VT, AA 08, S. 390;
vgl. schon VKK, AA 02, S. 267: der , Fanatiker (Visiondr, Schwiir-
mer) [...] ist eigentlich ein Verriickter von einer vermeinten un-
mittelbaren Eingebung und einer groflen Vertraulichkeit mit
den Méchten des Himmels. Die menschliche Natur kennt kein
gefdhrlicheres Blendwerk”.
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CompoTMBIISIACh pasBpalllaoieMy BCAKYIO PeJINITIO
«0oemamuyeckomy aHTporiomMopdmsmy» (Kanrt, 1994k,
c. 122) Takoro «mmornonoxioHHMYecTBa» (Kant, 19%4e,
c. 513 cn.)?, KaHT oracaeTcst yrpoxaroliie-Iep3Koro «Iepe-
CKaKMBaHMsI», KOTOPOE C MecTa coBepIaeT «salto mortale. ..
OT TIOHSTNII K HeMbIcymMoMmy» (KawTt, 1994e, c. 503)*. Ha
€ro MeCTO CTaBUTCS «MeIJINTEIbHBIVI, HEIIOBOPOTIIVBbIVI»
(Kart, 1994Mm, c. 231), 3aT0 XOPOIIIO MOATOTOBJIEHHBIV 1
METOJIMYEeCKM BBbIBEPEHHBIV «IIepexof] K CBepX4JyBCTBeH-
HOMY», K KOTOPOMY Hac KaK pa3 «HeobOprMo 100y KIaeT
pasyM», MeHee BCero 3K3aJIbTUPOBaHHBIV, IIOCKOJIBKY CTaJl
CMVPEeHHBIM B pe3ysibTraTe KpUTHKN. VI pasym MoxeT co-
BEPILNTD 3TOT MeTaM3MIeCKNUI IIOrPAHYHBIV IIePexo]l
B VIHTEJUIUTMOEIIBHBIV MUP «JIVIIb B MOPaJIbHO-IIPaKTH-
geckoM oTHotreHn» (Kanrt, 199%4e, c. 523). CooTBeTcTBEH-
HO, «MVICTYECKOE ITPOCBETIIEHVIE» «CBEPXBECTECTBEHHOTO
coobrenmsi»* (Kaut, 1994e, c. 505) 3aMeHsIeTCs MCKITIOUN-
TeJIbHO KOCBEHHBIM V1 IIpVIeMJIEMBIM BO BCeX CJIydasx Oria-
rogaps speculum in aenigmate’ cozepoaHVEM CBEpPXUYB-
CTBEHHOTO «B OTPaXEHWM (B MOPAIbHO IIPOCBETIISIONIEM
nymry pasyme)»® (Kart, 1994e, c. 509).

B cooTBeTcTBUM C pazmumeM MeXIy MOPaJIbHBIM U
MUCTUYECKVM YyBCTBOM OTJINYME «ITOVI ITOIVMHHOV Tavi-
He» (KanT, 1994e, c. 519) OT 3aByaimMpoBaHHOTO CeKpeTa
3aKIIIOYAeTCsd B TOM, YTO TalvHa, OTKPOBEHHAs «UII HaC B
HarreM coO0cTBeHHOM pasyme» (Kawut, 19941, c. 155)*, —
9TO TaKas TaviHa, «KOTOpasl MOXeT CHesIaTbCs 00CynHOu
4yBcmBy JAIIL TIOCJIe JOJITOrO PasBUTMA IIOHSTUIT pac-
Cy[Ka VI TIIATeJIbHOTO VICITBITaHVS OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHN, TO
ecth Onmaromaps Tpyay» (Kaut, 1994e, c. 519). Dta TanHa,
KOTOpasl OCTaeTCsl HeIIPOHMIIAeMOVL IS OTBKHOIO UyB-
CTBa, HO TIIATEJILHEVIINMM 00pa3oM depe3 «TepKyJIecoB

» Cp.: (KanT, 199471, c. 182 cn., c. 202; KanT, 2001, c. 767 —769;
Kant, 199471, c. 218; AA 23, S. 122, 445); Opus Postumum (AA 21,
S. 150; AA 22, S. 113); Praktische Philosophie Herder (AA 27,
S. 31); Die Metaphysik der Sitten Vigilantius (AA 27, S. 722).

% O6 «omacHOM TIppDKKe» cM.: (KarT, 1994e, c. 493); 0 «IIpBDKKe
otuasiams (salto mortale)» cm.: (KanT, 1994k, c. 331); cm. Taxke:
(Kamr, 19941, c. 130); Opus Postumum (AA 22, S. 279, 512).

1 Cp.: «[IprHMMaeMyto 3aTeM MaKCUMY, JIVIIAOITYIO 3HaUeHI
BBICIIINIE 3aKOHO/ATEIILHBIV Pa3yM, MBI, IIPOCThIe CMEePTHbIe, Ha-
3bIBa€M MEYTaTeJIbHOCTBIO, a 3TV OayloBHM O0JIarOCKIOHHOV
npuponst — oapenuem» (Karr, 1994, c. 231).

% 3epkasbHas CMMBOJIMKA (J1aT.). — [Ipumeu. nep.

* Cp. «oueHb CMyTHBIe VI COMHUTeIbHBIe BUAL B «Kpurike
TPaKTUYeCKOTO pa3yMa», T7ie «MVPOIIPaBUTeSTh ITO3BOIsIeT HaM
TOJIBKO JIOTaIIbIBAThCS O €ro CYIIeCTBOBAHMN V1 €rO BeJINYNY, HO
He I103BOJIsieT HaM BUZIeTh €ro WIN SICHO JI0Ka3aTh 3TO, MOpaJIb-
HBIVI e 3aKOH B Hac, He obellfasi ¢ HECOMHEHHOCTBIO HIYEro u
He yrpoxasi HuaeM, TpebyeT oT Hac O€CKOPBICTHOTO YBaskeHs,
XOTs1, BIIPOYEM, TOJIBKO TOTZla, KOTJla 3TO YBakeHVe CTaHOBUT-
4l JIesITeIbHBIM V1 ITpeo0sIaiaioliM, II03BOJISIeT HaM B CHJIy 3TO-
TO 3aIVITHYTb, VI TO MeJIbKOM, B LIapCTBO CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOIO»
(KanT, 1997a, c. 693).

3 Cp. «OTKPBITYIO €My 4Yepe3 pa3yM BOJIIO Mupopepxiia» (Kanr,
199401, c. 131).

Christian Rofiner

Wider den alle Religion verderbenden ,dogma-
tischen Anthropomorphismus” (Prol, AA 04,S. 357) einer
solchen ,Idololatrie” (VT, AA 08, S. 400 Anm.)* scheut
Kant den gefédhrlich-kithnen ,,Ubersprung”, der aus
dem Stand einen ,salto mortale [...] von Begriffen zum
Undenkbaren” (VT, AA 08, S. 398) schldgt.”> An seine
Stelle tritt der ,langsame, schwerfillige” (WDO, AA 08,
S. 145), dafiir aber auch wohlprédparierte und method-
isch abgesicherte ,,Ubergang [...] zum Ubersinnlichen”,
zu welchem uns ndamlich auch jene am wenigsten tiber-
schwéngliche, da durch Kritik demdiitig gewordene
, Vernunft unwiderstehlich treibt”, die diese metaphy-
sische Passage der Grenziiberschreitung in die intelli-
gible Welt ,nur in moralisch-praktischer Riicksicht tun
kann” (VT, AA 08, S. 404). Entsprechend ersetzt wird
die ,mystische Erleuchtung” einer ,iibernatiirliche[n]
Mitteilung” # (VT, AA 08, S. 398) durch eine blo88 in-
direkte und allenfalls per speculum in aenigmate akzept-
able Anschauung des Ubersinnlichen ,,in der Reflexe
(der die Seele moralisch erleuchtenden Vernunft)“*
(VT, AA 08, S. 399).

Entsprechend der Differenz zwischen moralischem
und mystischem Gefiihl besteht auch der Unterschied
,dieses wahren Geheimnisses” (VT, AA 08, S. 403) zum
verschleierten Arkanum darin, dass das ,,uns durch
unsre eigne Vernunft geoffenbarte Geheimnis” (RGV,
AA 06, S. 142)% ein solches ist, ,welches nur nach lang-
samer Entwickelung der Begriffe des Verstandes und
sorgfiltig gepriiften Grundsatzen, also nur durch Ar-
beit, fiihlbar werden kann” (VI, AA 08, S. 403). Dieses
nicht durch Gefiihl kithn zu liiftende, sondern durch

2 Vgl. RGV, AA 06, S. 168-167 Anm.; RGV, AA 06, S. 185; KU,
AA 05, S. 459; RGV, AA 06, S. 199; HN, AA 23, S. 122, 445; OP,
AA 21, S. 150; OP, AA 22, S. 113; V-PP/Herder, AA 27, S. 31;
V-MS/Vigil, AA 27,S.722.

2 Zum ,gefdhrlichen Sprung” vgl. VT, AA 08, S. 393; zum , Ver-
zweifelungssprung (salto mortale)” vgl. auch TP, AA 08, S. 306;
RGV, AA 06,S.121; OP, AA 22,S. 279, 512.

» Vgl.: ,Die alsdann angenommene Maxime der Ungiiltigkeit
einer zu oberst gesetzgebenden Vernunft nennen wir gemeine
Menschen Schwirmerei; jene Giinstlinge der giitigen Natur
aber Erleuchtung” (WDO, AA 08, S. 145).

% Vgl. die ,sehr dunkele und zweideutige Aussicht” in KpV,
AA 05, S. 147, wo ,,der Weltregierer uns sein Dasein und seine
Herrlichkeit nur muthmafien, nicht erblicken, oder klar be-
weisen lafit, dagegen das moralische Gesetz in uns, ohne uns
etwas mit Sicherheit zu verheifSen, oder zu drohen, von uns un-
eigenniitzige Achtung fordert, tibrigens aber, wenn diese Ach-
tung thitig und herrschend geworden, allererst alsdann und
nur dadurch Aussichten ins Reich des Ubersinnlichen, aber
auch nur mit schwachen Blicken erlaubt”.

» Vgl. den , durch die Vernunft geoffenbarten Willen des Welt-
herrschers” in RGV, AA 06, S. 122.
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Tpym» (KauT, 1994e, c. 485)* packpriBaeTcs B TIOHSTHM,
JlaHa «He SMIMPUYecKy (KaK 3amada IS paspelreHis
pasyMmy), HO a priori (Kak JIeVICTBUTeJIbHOe YCMOTpeHe B
rpaHuIlax Halllero pasyMa) M paciimpsieT Jaxe II03HaHMUe
pasyMa B 00J1acTh CBEpX4IyBCTBEHHOI'O, HO JIVIIIb B IIpakK-
TiyeckoM oTHoreHmm» (Kawt, 199%4e, c. 519)%.

Bce sT0 BRITIIAUT Tak, Oyaro KaHT, ¢ omHOM cTOpO-
HBI, HacTaMBaeT Ha CIeldUIecKoM OTINYUN CBoent (pu-
JIocopVM PeTUIvM Jake OT UMCTEVIIIero MUCTULIV3MA,
HO ¢ Ipyrovl — mpemjlaraeT MVUCTUKAM C MVUPOJIIOOMBON
YUYTMBOCTBIO €C/IV He BEUHBIVI MUP, TO TI0 MEHBIIIe Mepe
ZIOJITOBpeMeHHOe IlepeMupue B apryMeHTaTUBHO IoJIe-
Muke. V0o «x uemy, — sobe3HO BonpomaeT KanT, — Bcd
9Ta TsoKOa MeXIy OBYyMsI CTOpPOHAMV, VIMEIOLIMMMH, IIO
CyTMU fieJIa, OIIHO 1 TO e OrIlaroe HamMepeHme: cfieslaTh JIo-
ZleVt MyJIpbIMU M CIIpaBeUIVBBIMI? DTO IIIyM U3 HUYETO,
pasop Io HelopasyMeHMIO, Hy KIaIOIIUVICsS He B IIPUMU-
peHny, a JmIIb B 000101HOM 00bsicHeHNI» (KanT, 1994e,
c. 525), koTOpOe TI1acuT:

CkpeITast IOJI TTOKPOBOM OOTHMHS, TIpeJT KOTOPOTI TIpe-
KJTOHSIOT KOJIeHa 0De CTOPOHBI, eCTh MOpaJIbHBIV 3aKOH B
Hac B €70 HeHaPYITIIMOM BeJTIML. XOTSI MBI CITBIITIVIM €TO
TOJIOC V1 BIIOJIHE $ICHO IIOHMMaeM ero IIpefucaHus, Ho,
CITyIIIast 3TOT TOJI0C, COMHEeBaeMCsI, ICXOIINT JIVI OH OT JeJIo-
BeKa, 113 ITOJTHOBJIACTVS CAMOTO €r0 COOCTBEHHOrO pasyMa,
VIV OT HeKoero JIpyroro, CyImiHOCTE KOTOPOTO YeIOBeKy

% Cp.: «IBUTasgch CHU3Y BBepX, ...T€PKYJIecoB TPY/, CaMOIIO3Ha-
HVISI» SIBJISIeT IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOCTD «HIYETO. .. He CTOSIIErO arlo-
deo3a», Ha KOTOPBIN B3UPAIOT CBEPXY BHM3, VI KOTOPBIV VIMeeT
OOBIKHOBEHIE IIPAKTMKOBATh JIEHMBO-M30aJIOBAaHHBIV «PIIIO-
cod cosepyanusn» (Kanr, 1994e, c. 485), KOTOPBIN KaK pa3 He CUM-
TaeT HeOOXOIVMMBIM «3aTPaTUTh MHOTO TPYy/a Ha pasiesieHue 1
HOBOE COCTaBJIeHVIe CBOVIX IIOHSATWV COITIaCHO IIPVHITNATIAM V1 My-
YUTEIBHO BCXOAUTD IO MHOTVM CTYIIEHSIM, YTOOBI IIPEYCIIeTh B
nosHaaum» (Kant, 1994e, c. 481), Ho Bcersa IosiaraeT Bce yxke
«HETIOCPeICTBEHHO U Pa3 HaBcerga» (TaM JkKe) YCMOTPEeHHBIM U
CXBayeHHBIM, «OIHVM-eIVHCTBeHHBIM ITIPOHUKHOBEHVIEM B TJTy-
ounb! cBoert nym» (Kaut, 1994e, c. 485) 1, KOHEUHO, JINIIIb OfI-
HVIM yJJaYHBIM XOJIOM; TaKoe eJIefTHOe AyXOBUIeHVe, TIOXKaIIyT,
TOJIBKO [1JIsI KAHTOBCKOTO TPY/IOBOTO 3TOCA HE MOXeT OBITh HU
COJIVIITHBIM, HU Ha[IeXKHBIM: BMECTO TOT'O, YUTOOBI IIOMOraTh «4eCT-
Homy Kawnmummy» B BosmeneBanmm cama (KarT, 1994a, c. 266) 1
IIPWJIEXKHO IIO/IBOANTH II0YBY LIS IIOHSATHUVI, STV MWIOCTVIBbIE
rocymapu «unmessexmyasucmor» (B 881 / A 853; Kant, 20060,
c.1067; B 323 / A 267; Kaur, 20060, c. 425 / 2006a, c. 347; AA 18,
S. 21, Ne4894) mpeAanounTaloT HEXUTHCS B III€3JIOHTe BCSKOTO
dwIoHsAIIero XBacTyHa, 3JIeTraHTHO-IIPOPOYECKN Iy PUTHCS Ha
IIPUTBOPHOE COJIHIIE VHTEIUIEKTYaJIbHOIO CO3€PILIAHS 1 COBEP-
IIIeHHO pacciiabiIeHHO IpeJiaBaThCs 1e2koil MY3bike «TaK Ha3bIBa-
emov pvsTocodmm, AT 3aHATVS. KOTOPOV He TPYAMTHCS Ha/l00-
HO, a TOJIBKO C YIIO€HMEeM IIPUCIIYIINBATBCS K OPaKyIly B CAMOM
cebe» (Kant, 1994e, c. 483), utoObl, Oymyun «u30aBjIeHHBIM OT
BCSIKOTT paboThI», «OJIa’KeHHO IIpeiaBaThCsl Tpe3aM B IIPUSITHOM
cocTosiHMM ycranel» (AA 08, S. 441).

% Cp.: «...II03HaHNE CBEPXUYYBCTBEHHOIO (KOTOpPOE JIMIIb B Te-
OpPEeTNYeCKOM OTHOIIEHWUN eCTh IOIJIMHHAS TaViHa), — BbISC-
HeHVe Yero, 10 KpavHel Mepe B IPAaKTMYeCKOM OTHOIIEHUN,
BITOJTHe BO3MOYKHO JIJIsl dejloBedecKoro paccyaka» (Kant, 1994e,
c. 481); cm. Taxke: (Kaxt, 1994w, c. 440).

»herkulische Arbeit” (VI, AA 08, S. 390)* am Begriff
akribisch freizulegende Geheimnis , ist nicht empirisch
(der Vernunft zur Auflosung aufgestellt), sondern a
priori (als wirkliche Einsicht innerhalb der Grénze un-
serer Vernunft) gegeben und erweitert sogar das Ver-
nunfterkenntnif3, aber nur in praktischer Riicksicht, bis
zum Ubersinnlichen” (VT, AA 08, S. 403).”

Kants scheint damit einerseits auf der spezifischen
Differenz seiner Religionslehre auch noch zum reinsten
Mystizismus zu beharren, den Mystikern andererseits
in irenischem Entgegenkommen und dialektischer
Diplomatie einen wenn nicht ewigen Frieden, so doch
zumindest dauerhaften Waffenstillstand der argumen-
tativen Auseinandersetzung anzubieten. Denn wozu,
so fragt nun Kants Konzilianz, wozu , aller dieser Streit
zwischen zwei Parteien, die im Grunde eine und die-
selbe gute Absicht haben, ndmlich die Menschen weise
und rechtschaffen zu machen [...] — Es ist ein Larm
um nichts, Veruneinigung aus MifSverstande, bei der es
keiner Aussohnung, sondern nur einer wechselseitigen
Erklarung bedarf” (VI, AA 08, S. 405). Letztere lautet:

Die verschleierte Gottin, vor der wir beiderseits un-
sere Kniee beugen, ist das moralische Gesetz in uns in
seiner unverletzlichen Majestdt. Wir vernehmen zwar
ihre Stimme und verstehen auch gar wohl ihr Gebot;
sind aber beim Anhoren im Zweifel, ob sie von dem
Menschen aus der Machtvollkommenheit seiner ei-

% Die ,herkulische Arbeit des Selbsterkenntnisses [...] von un-
ten hinauf” steht der ,nichts kostende[n] Apotheose von oben
herab” entgegen, wie sie vom faul-verwéhnten ,Philosophen
der Anschauung” (VIT, AA 08, S. 390) praktiziert zu werden
pflegt, der es eben nicht nétig zu haben glaubt, , viele Arbeit
zu der Auflésung und wiederum der Zusammensetzung sei-
ner Begriffe nach Principien [zu] verwenden und viele Stufen
miithsam [zu] besteigen, um im Erkenntniff Fortschritte zu
thun”, sondern immer schon alles , unmittelbar und auf ein-
mal” (VT, AA 08, S. 389) tiberblickt und eingesehen zu haben
meint, ,durch einen einzigen Scharfblick auf [sein] Inneres”
(VT, AA 08, S. 390) und natiirlich nur auf einen Geniestreich;
solch salbungsvolle Geisterseherei kann fiir ein kantisches
Arbeitsethos freilich weder serits noch solide sein: statt dem
,ehrlichen Candide” (TG, AA 02, S. 373) bei der Gartenarbeit
zu helfen und fleiffig den Boden der Begriffe zu bestellen, be-
quemen sich die gnddigen Herren ,, Infellectualphilosophen” (vgl.
KrV, B 881 / A 853; KrV, B 323 / A 267; Refl 4894, AA 18, S. 21)
lieber in den Liegestuhl aller arbeitsscheuen Angeber, blinzeln
vornehm-visionir in die gleifende Sonne ihrer intellektuellen
Anschauung und fronen ganz entspannt dem Easy Listening
ihrer ,vorgebliche[n] Philosophie, bei der man nicht arbeiten,
sondern nur das Orakel in sich selbst anhéren und geniefSen”
(VT, AA 08, S. 390) braucht, um so ,aller Arbeit [...] tiberho-
ben” lieber ,,im siilen Zustande des GeniefSens selig zu trau-
men” (AA 08, S. 441). -

7 Vgl. VT, AA 04, S. 389: ,ein Erkenntnifs des Ubersinnli-
chen (das in theoretischer Absicht allein ein wahres Geheim-
nif$ ist) [...], welches zu enthiillen in praktischer Absicht dem
menschlichen Verstande allerdings moglich ist”; vgl. auch FM,
AA 20, S. 310.
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HeM3BeCcTHa 1 KOTOPbIVI TOBOPUT C HUM depe3 IOCPesICTBO
3TOTO ero pasyMa. B cymHOCTV, HaM, OBITH MOXET, JIyd-
e ObUIO OBI IIEJIMKOM, COBCEM BO3JIEPXKaThCs OT 3TOTO
viccTIenoBaHs, 100 0HO CyTy0O CTIeKyJIATUBHO, I TO, UTO
HaM (0OBEKTVMBHO) HaJIEXXUT JeJIaTh, OCTAeTCs HeM3MeH-
HO TeM ke, ITOJIOXKVM JIVL MBI B OCHOBY OJIVIH WJIV IPYyTrou
TIPVHIVIL, HO TOJIBKO AVIAKTUYECKUI METOH, COIIacHO
JIOTMYECKUM ITIpyieMaM ITPUBOIAIINI MOPaIbHBIV 3aKOH
B HaC K OTYETIIMBOCTV TIOHSTW, SIBJISIETCSI COOCTBEHHO 1
€IVHCTBEHHO (pUA0COPCKUM; METOf XKe, IepCOHVPUITN-
PYIOIIVIVI 3TOT 3aKOH ¥ JeJIafoIyyi MOPaIbHO IIOBejleBa-
IOLINV Pa3yM KaKOW-TO CKPBITOV HOJ, IIOKPOBOM VIsumpmont
(xoTs1 GBI evi I He TIPVITMCHIBAJIV MHBIX CBOVICTB, KPOME TeX,
KOTOpPBIE MOTYT OBITh yCTaHOBJIEHBI TIEPBBIM W3 METOJIOB),
€CThb 3cmemudeckuti Criocod ITpesicTaBIeHNsl TOTO JXKe ca-
MOTO TIpefIMeTa; TaKOBEIM MOYXHO, ITpaBjia, TIOJTb30BaThCs
BIIOCJIEJICTBUM, KOTZIa y’Ke ITPOSICHEHBI IIEPBBIM CIIOCOO0M
TIPVHIIVIIBL, C TeM YTOOBI OKMBUTH STV MIEU C TIOMOIIIBIO
YyBCTBEHHOTO, XOTs ¥ IIPMOeraroIrero Juiib K aHaIOT V-
sIM, V300 paskeHIs, — HO 371eCh Beeryia, OffHaKO XK, OCTaeTCst
OTTaCHOCTH BITACTh B MeUTaTeITbHOe BU3MOHEPCTBO, KOTO-
poe ecTb cMepTh Besikont pwtocodpuu (Kant, 1994e, c. 525).

MoxxHO 1M1 He MO3BOJIUTH cebe HOBOIBCTBOBATHCS
3TVM ¥ OTBETWUTH Ha BoIlpoc o KaHTe Kak MICTMKe CJI0Ba-
Mm «Hert, Ho...»? Emme He BrionHe.

IToroMy uTO TIpM BCeM MAWMITIOMAaTUIECKOM VICKYC-
CTBe, ¢ KOTOpbIM KaHT ITbITaeTCs CIilaiuTh BeCh CIIOpP O
MOpaJIbHOVI MeTapM3MKe VI MVICTVIKE VI TIEPeBECTV OCHOB-
HOV KOH(JIMKT MeX/y aHTPOIIOHOMWYECKM KOHCTPYK-
TUBU3MOM W CyIlpaHaTypacTideckon divine command
theory®”” Ha HpOIIENEBTIYECKUII YPOBEHb CYry0O MMIaK-
TUYECKOTO pas/Ivuiis, HeJlb3sl He 3aMeTuTh, uTo KaHT co
CBOEVI CTOPOHBI IIBITAeTCsl KOe-uTO 3aMacK1poBaTh, KOIa
OTpeKaeTcsl OT BCeX 3CTETMYECKMX KOMIIOHEHTOB, KOTO-
Ppble oOHapy KMBaeT ero coOCTBEHHas apryMeHTaIns (I10
KparHel Mepe, ¢ Tex 1op Kak bepmy, Jlrogsur Tiiaresis-
HO OCBETWJI «II0CTIefIOBaTeTbHO-KPUTUIECKIUT» TIOBOPOT
ydaeHms o dakre B «KpuTHKe mpakTideckoro pasyma»>),
B TIOJIB3Y UMCTOV PUITIOCOIV TIO «JIOTTIECKOMY METOJTY ».
Bemp xOTSI HpaBCTBEHHBINT 3aKOH B CBOEVT aOCTpaKTHOCTH
OBUT U OCTaeTcs Meelt pasyMa U ee TIOHSATIE HEeBO3MOXK-
HO co3epIiaTh WIN JlaXke XOTsi ObI HarvIsIHO IIPeJICTaBUTh,
OJTHAKO MIMEHHO B 3TOVI BeJINYeCTBEHHOV BO3BBIIIIEHHOCTH
3aKOH IIPOPHIBAaeTCs depe3 KOHEYHOCTh CBOEro CyObek-
Ta B STMYECKOM OIIbITe KBa3MACTETUUeCK/M 00pa3oM Kak
«aHasIor cozepranus» (Kriiger, 1924, S. 125; 1967) n «xa-
pakrepucTiKa pasyma» (Rofiner, 2011; 2018, S. 189 —191).
DTO OOTBepKIAeTCs LIEHTPaIbHBIM IIOJIOKEHMEM «IIperl-
BapPUTETEHBIX 3CTETVHUECKMX TIOHSATUY BOCIIPUVMMYVIBOCT

¥ (D1mueckast) Teopwmst OOXXECTBEHHOTO IIOBeJIeHMs (aHIL). —
[Tpumeu. nep.
% Cwm.: (Ludwig, 2010; 2012; 2013; 2014a; 20146; 2017).

Christian Rofiner

genen Vernunft selbst, oder ob sie von einem Anderen,
dessen Wesen ihm unbekannt ist, und welches zum
Menschen durch diese seine eigene Vernunft spricht,
herkomme. Im Grunde thiten wir vielleicht besser uns
dieser Nachforschung gar zu tiberheben, da sie blof3
speculativ ist, und, was uns zu thun obliegt (objectiv),
immer dasselbe bleibt, man mag eines oder das ande-
re Princip zum Grunde legen: nur daf8 das didaktische
Verfahren, das moralische Gesetz in uns auf deutliche
Begriffe nach logischer Lehrart zu bringen, eigentlich
allein philosophisch, dasjenige aber, jenes Gesetz zu per-
sonificiren und aus der moralisch gebietenden Vernunft
eine verschleierte Isis zu machen (ob wir dieser gleich
keine andere Eigenschaften beilegen, als die nach jener
Methode gefunden werden), eine dsthetische Vorstel-
lungsart eben desselben Gegenstandes ist; deren man
sich wohl hinten nach, wenn durch erstere die Princi-
pien schon ins Reine gebracht worden, bedienen kann,
um durch sinnliche, obzwar nur analogische, Darstel-
lung jene Ideen zu beleben, doch immer mit einiger Ge-
fahr in schwérmerische Vision zu gerathen, die der Tod
aller Philosophie ist (VT, AA 08, S. 405).

Konnte man es damit nun nicht sein Bewenden ha-
ben lassen und die Frage nach Kant als Mystiker mit
einem entsprechenden Nein, aber beantworten? Noch
nicht ganz.

Denn bei allem diplomatischen Geschick, mit dem
Kant all den Streit um die moralische Metaphysik
und Mystik zu schlichten und die basale Alternative
zwischen einem anthroponomischen Konstruktivis-
mus und einer supranaturalistischen divine command
theory auf die propddeutische Stufe einer lediglich di-
daktischen Differenz zu depotenzieren bemtiht ist, darf
man dennoch nicht dariiber hinwegsehen, dass Kant
seinerseits etwas zu verschleiern scheint, wenn er alle
dsthetischen Anteile, die seine eigene Argumentation
aufweist, spétestens seit der von Bernd Ludwig akri-
bisch nachgezeichneten ,konsequent-kritischen” Keh-
re der Faktumslehre der Kritik der praktischen Vernun-
ft,® zugunsten einer reinen Philosophie von ,logischer
Lehrart” zu verleugnen versucht. Denn zwar ist und
bleibt das Sittengesetz in seiner Bilderlosigkeit eine
Vernunftidee, deren Begriff keine Anschauung oder
auch nur Veranschaulichung verstattet, doch in eben
dieser majestatischen Erhabenheit drangt sich der End-
lichkeit seines Subjekts das Gesetz in der ethischen Er-
fahrung quasi-dsthetisch auf als ein ,,Analogon der An-
schauung” (Kriiger, 1924, S. 125; 1967) und ,, Datum der
Vernunft” (Rofiner, 2011; 2018, S. 189-191). Davon gibt

% Vgl. Ludwig, 2010; 2012; 2013; 2014a; 2014b; 2017.
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Xpuctuan Péccuep

IyIIV K IOHATHAM Aoira Boodmie» (Kart, 1994r, c. 440)%
B YueHuu o 006podemeat, paBHO KaK ¥ SIVCTEMOJIOTIIUE-
CKOVI peaOwmiTaIiiert MOPajIbHOTO UyBCTBA YBaskKeHWs,
KOTOpOe KaK ITapaoKCaIbHBIV ITOTPaHITYHBI (PEHOMEH
MEX]y YMCTOV MHTEeJUIMTMOEIbHOCTRIO M (PaKTIYeCcKo
JaHHOCTBIO HaumHas co Bropow «Kpurmkm» porrkmo
CBS3BIBATh TO, YTO pasie/liwla TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHas pu-
siocodust neppont «Kpurrkn». OueBmiHas M JJeMOHCTpa-
TMBHas IonbITKa KanTa BbITecHUTH Bce addeKTuBHbIe
VICKYIIIeHMsI M3 COflep Kalllerocsi B UMCToTe cepiilia ero Mo-
paym obpalraeTcs, TaKMM 00pa3oM, IIPOTVB HETrO CaMoro
(cm.: Henry, 2011, p. 651 —652), Korza 1mocsie HeyIaum «J10-
TYeCKOTo MeToia» B «OCHOBOIIONIOKEHMM K MeTau3VKe
HpaBOB» VIMEHHO TOT CaMbIVI BBITECHEHHBIV aghchexin BO3-
BpalllaeTcs ¢ y4eHneM o akTe pasyMa B KauecTse spgpex-
MA 9UCTOrO pasyMa B KOHEYHOM CO3HaHMW. B aToMm «He-
3amHTepecoBaHHOM nHTepece»* KaHT Termepp — mocite
OIIpeJie/IeHHOr0 KOHIIA BCSIKOT'O BO3MOYKHOTO «008ACHEeHU-
a»%, Tne Hrdero GosIbIIe He OCTAeTCs, KpOMe OTYasiHHO
IIOIBITKI «3atUMbl»** — HaxXOOWUT CBOe II0CTIefIHee YOeXxm-
1re, uToObI ellle CracTyi TO, CIlaceHVe vero, COOCTBEHHO,
Bcerzia ObUIO €ro eIVHCTBEHHOV CTPacThio, — CBOOOIY.

V1 He TOJIBKO B TOM [I€JI0, UTO «TaKOe UyBCTBO Hepas-
PBIBHO CBSI3aHO C IIPeCTaBIeHeM O MOPaJIbHOM 3aKOHe
B K&KIOM KOHEYHOM pasyMHOM cymiectBe» (Kant, 1997a,
c. 489), HO Tpebyercs yXe «MMeTh yBaXKeHNe K 3aKOHY B
cebe camoM, 4TOOBI BOOOIIIE. .. MBICIINTE ceOe joir» (KaHr,
1994r, c. 445). TakvM oOpa3oM, MOpasTbHOe UyBCTBO 3TO
He TOJIBKO principium executionis®®, Ho, cornacHo Jlronsu-
Iy, «<B KOHEYHOM CueTe TaKXKe eIMHCTBEeHHOe 1 He3aBU-
CUIMOe 3nucmemMuteckoe ocHobanue Haliero (CyOopeKTHBHO-

¥ C yuyenmueMm KanTa 0 ToMOpaIbHBIX ITPeIpacIioioKeHHOCTIX
K MOPaJIbHOCTH KaK SKCIUTMKaIert pakTa pasyMa VccIemoBa-
TeJIN JI0JIroe BpeMsi 00XomWInch Oe3 JI0JDKHOTO BHUMaHWE, eCyIn
He BOBCe MTHOpMpoBasi. CM. 00 3TOM ydeHII HOBETIIIIe TCCITe-
nosanms 1llénekepa (Schonecker, 2010; 2013a; 20136); HexeH-
ca (Dekens, 2000) 1 He B mOCTIeTHIOIO OdYepenpb Bampaerdernbca
(Waldenfels, 2006, S. 37 cH., S. 222 u nanee), Péccaepa (Rofner,
2018, S. 318 —319).

O «HeoOBIYHOV MJlee He3aMHTEepecoBaHHOIO MHTepeca» CM.:
(Levinas, 2004, S. 179—180): «/lonr... He MMeeT YyBCTBEHHOTO
VIHTEpeca U VCIIOJIHAETCS M3 YMCTOrO YBakeHWs K YHUBepCaslb-
HOCTV 3aKOHA, HO HPaBCTBEHHBI aKT... IIPV 3TOM OOHapy X1Ba-
€T HeKOTopoe 11oj1001e HTepeca B TOM aKTe, YTO yBaskeHne —
a 370, 1o KaHTy, ncxmounTeIbHOe 9yBCTBO, MHTEIUIEKTYaIbHOe
YYBCTBO — BCe )K€ COXpaHseT B cebe HEYTO UyBCTBEHHOE». —
Ilep. ¢ pp. D. Tpembass.

1 Cm. taxxke: «OIHaKO B JJAHHOM CJIydae CIIOCOOHOCTb pasyMa
JINIIIB B ViZlee 3aKOHA IOTHMMAThCS HaJl BCEMI ITPOTUBO/IENICTBY-
IOIIMMY TIOOY>K/IEHMSIMI COBEpIIIeHHO HeoObsicHMMa» (KanT,
199471, c. 58 cH.).

2 «Ho, re npexpaiiiaeTcs orpeiesieHye 110 3aKOHaM IIPUPOJIbI,
TaM HeT MeCTa TakKe ¥ 0065CHeH110, VI He OCTaeTCsl HIIero, Kpo-
Me 3aujunbl, TO €CTh YCTPaHEHNsI BO3pakeHWI1 BCeX TeX JIofIer,
KOTOpBIe YBEPSIOT, OyATO OHM IIyOXke IIpO3peBarOT CYIIHOCTD
BellleVl U TI03TOMY JIEP3KO OOBSBIISIOT CBOOOJTY HEBO3MOXKHOVI»
(Kant, 19976, c. 261).

# ITpunHnmn moOyanTeIbHON CWIbl (J1aT.). — [Ipumey. nep.

die Zentralstellung der , Asthetische[n] Vorbegriffe der
Empfinglichkeit des Gemiiths fiir Pflichtbegriffe tiber-
haupt” (MS TL, AA 06, S. 399-401)® in der Tugendlehre
ebenso Zeugnis wie die epistemologische Rehabili-
tierung des moralischen Gefiihls der Achtung, das als
paradoxes Schwellenphdnomen zwischen reiner Intel-
ligibilitat und faktischer Gegebenheit ab der zweiten
Kritik verbinden muf}, was die Transzendentalphilo-
sophie der ersten Kritik getrennt hat. Das offensive und
ostentative Bemiihen Kants, alle affektiven Anfechtun-
gen aus dem rein zu haltenden Herzen seiner Moral zu
drangen, wendet sich insofern gegen sich selbst (Vgl.
Henry, 2011, S. 651-652), als nach dem Scheitern der
»logischen Lehrart” in der Grundlegung zur Metaphysik
der Sitten eben jener abgedringte Affekt mit der Fak-
tumslehre wiederkehrt als Effekt der reinen Vernunft
im endlichen Bewufitsein. Zu diesem , interesselosen
Interesse”® nimmt Kant nun — nach dem definitiven
Ende aller moglichen , Erklirung”,*" wo nichts mehr
tibrig bleibt als ein vehementer Versuch der , Verthei-
digung”* — seine letzte Zuflucht, um noch zu retten,
was zu retten doch stets seine einzige Begierde war:
die Freiheit.

Nicht nur ist ,ein solches Gefiihl [...] unzertrenn-
lich mit der Vorstellung des moralischen Gesetzes in
jedem endlichen verniinftigen Wesen verbunden”
(KpV, AA 05, S. 80), sondern man mufl schon ,Ach-
tung vor dem Gesetz in sich selbst haben, um sich nur
eine Pflicht tiberhaupt denken zu kénnen” (MS TL, AA
06, S. 403). Damit ist das moralische Gefiihl nicht nur
principium executionis, sondern nach Ludwig ,,am Ende
auch die einzige und eigenstdndige epistemische Basis

¥ Zu dieser von der Forschung lange Zeit eher stiefmiitterlich
behandelten, wenn nicht schlechthin ignorierten Lehre Kants
von den vor-moralischen Pradispositionen zur Moralitit als
einer Explikation des Faktums der Vernunft vgl. nun in ers-
ter Linie Schonecker (2010); Schonecker (2013a); Schonecker
(2013b); vgl. auch Dekens (2000) sowie nicht zuletzt Walden-
fels (2006, S. 37 Anm., S. 222-224); Rofiner (2018, S. 318-319).

% Zur ,idée singuliére d’un intérét désintéressé” vgl. Levinas
(2004, S. 197—198): , Le devoir [...] n’a pas d’intérét sensible et
s’accomplit par pur respect pour 1'universalité de la loi, mais
I'acte moral [...] trouve ainsi comme un intérét dans ce que le
respect — sentiment ex-ceptionnel, sentiment intellectuel selon
Kant — conserve encore de sentimental”.

3t Vgl. auch RGV, AA 06, S. 59 Anm.: ,Nun ist aber das Vermo-
gen der Vernunft, durch die blofle Idee eines Gesetzes iiber alle
entgegenstrebende Triebfedern Meister zu werden, schlechter-
dings unerklarlich”.

%2 GMS, AA 04, S.459: ,,Wo aber Bestimmung nach Naturgeset-
zen aufhort, da hort auch alle Erklirung auf, und es bleibt nichts
tibrig als Vertheidigung, d. i. Abtreibung der Einwtirfe derer, die
tiefer in das Wesen der Dinge geschaut zu haben vorgeben und
darum die Freiheit dreust fiir unmoglich erklaren”.
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ro) cosuanwst cBobons (Ludwig, 2014a, S. 124) BooG1e,
IIOCKOJIBKY Bellb HPaBCTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH MMeeTcs B popMe
dakra pasyMa, TO eCTb Yepe3 anpuopHo oujyujaemoe 6 cose-
CTVI WJIU KAk COBECTb CO3HAHVIE JJ0JITa IIPEJICTABIIIeT CO00M
«ratio cognoscendi** ceobomp» (Kant, 1997a, c. 281), a 3Ha-
4T, Kak rvret Hurep IIéHekep, «3T0 NpuHYXAeHMe —
UTO YesToBeK 00/keH OeficmBuimensHo BEIOVPATh CBOM MakK-
CMMBI KaK yHMBepcaJbHble — 0e3 4yBCTBa YBaskKeHId
OCTAHeTCS COBEPIIIEHHO HEM3BECTHBIM (CIIeOBATEIBHO,
He pacIio3HaHHbIM)» (Schonecker, 2013a, S. 104).

KanTOBO mpuTsA3aHME 1 «METOA, COIVIACHO JIOTMYe-
CKMM TIpVieMaM IIPVBO/ISIIINTY MOPAJIbHBIV 3aKOH B Hac K
OTUETIIMBOCTY IIOHSATWUN», IIOXKaJIyl, HEBO3MOXHO OT/Ie-
JINTh OT CyTy0O 3CTEeTMYeCcKOro criocoda IIpefcTaBIeHVIsd
C TOVI TIIATeIBHOCTBIO, KaK BHyIIaeT KaHT 1 Kak «emyH-
CTBEHHO (hu.10cohcki» HaMepeBaeTcs 3To caertaTh. Ecit y
ruOpvaHyo (popMy apryMeHTaLmy, KOTOpasl IIpUMeHs-
€TCs BO «BHYTPEHHe XPYIIKOV KaHTOBCKOV 3THKe» (Ador-
no, 2003, S. 257; cp.: AnopHo, 2003, c. 235) HaumHas C «I10-
CJIeOBaTENIBHO-KPUTUYIECKOTO» TTIOBOPOTa, OOO3HAYMTh
KaK «(heHOMeHOA0UHeCKUTl UHIMYULUOHUIM U3 nepcnexmubol
KoHeuHo20 npaxmuyeckoeo pasyma» (Rofiner, 2018, S. 410), To
3TOT CIIOCOO IpefCcTaBJIeH Vs, YKe He UVCTO parjyioHaIN-
cTVHecKmm®, TIpuaeTcs B KadecTBe KBa3MAICTETYECKOIO
TOpaszIo CTPOXKe OTTPAaHMYMBATB OT CYI'y0O 3CTETITIECKOTO
TOJIBKO C TTOMOIIIBI0 MHOTOKPATHO ITOBTOpeHHOro KanTtom
yBepeHIs B TOM, YTO aOCOJIIOTHO HECOMHEHHYIO JaHHOCTD
MOPaJIbHOTO UyBCTBa YBa’KeHNSI B KadecTBe eIVHCTBEH-
HOro ratio cognoscendi cBOOOIBI MOXKHO IIOHVMATB VICKITIO-

# OcHoBaHMe 1o3HaHuA (11at.). — [Ipumeu. nep.

# Cp.: «YcraHoBsIeHVe BBICITIErO TIPVHIINIIA HPABCTBEHHOCTA. ...
B CJlydae KOHEUHBIX Pa3yMHBIX CYIIeCTB — 3TO TaKOW BOIPOC,
KOTOPBIVT HEBO3MOXXHO PeIINTh Cyry0o palyoHaIbHO» (Zim-
mermann, 2014, S. 125); cxomHapM 0Opasom Mwibll ycMaTprBaeT
37Iech «TeMHOe MeCTO, KOTOpoe, KakK Ipu3HaeT caM KaHT, HeBo3-
MOYKHO JIydIlle OCBETUTDh PallVIOHaIbHBIMV CpeIICTBaMI1», IIOTO-
My 9TO «3asiBUTh, YTO UVCTHIV PasyM caM ITOPOXKaeT MOpaTb-
HOe 4yBCTBO YBaskeHWMsl, — 3TO y>Ke TOJIKOBaHVe HPaBCTBEHHOT'O
CO3HaHMS, a He 3HaHMe, KOTOpOe MOIJIO OBl IIPEOJIOeTh VHTY-
WUTUBHYIO OCHOBY. B caMOM CO3HaHMM 3aBUCHMOCTD MOPaIbHO-
TO YyBCTBa OT pasyMa OOHapy’KMBaeTCs BOBCe He C OUeBUIHO-
creio. KTo 3T1M 1ipeHebperaet, TOT HaXOAWTCS B IVIEHY VIHTEJI-
JIEKTYaJIMCTCKOTO 3a0JIy>K/IeHMsI OTHOCUTEIIEHO CBOETO OIIbITa:
OH IIyTaeT heHoMeH HPaBCTBEHHOT'O CO3HAHMS C €ro MmoAKo8anu-
eM VI PaVIOHAIIVICTIYIeCKUM 006sCHeH1eM. .. ITo dyBCTBO, KOTO-
poe HarpasJIeHO Ha VCKJIIOYUTEIILHO 0e3ycsIoOBHOe IpV3HaHVe
TIeHHOCTY MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHA UMCTOTO pasyMa 1 “cokpytmaeT”
BCsAKMM MHTepec uyBcTBeHHOCTH [KanT, 19974, c. 469, 481, 511 —
513], IpOMCXOINUT He OT YyBCTBEHHOCTH, a IMEEeT “MHTeIUIEKTY-
apuyto npuunny” [Kant, 1997a, c. 487], a umenHo — 3TOT ca-
MBI pa3yM, — 3TO IIpreMIeMasi TPaKTOBKa B paMKax KaHTOB-
CKOT0 JIeJIeHVsI CIIOCOOHOCTEV! AYIIIN, HO JaXKe B 3TUX paMKaXx He
€/IVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHAsI. DTa TPaKTOBKA He CMOIJIA OBl IIPOVITH
KapTe3MaHCKYIO IIPOBEPKy COMHEHVEM Ha SICHOCTb 1 OTYeT/IV-
BOCTb TIO3HaHWS, TIOTOMY UTO MBI BOBCe He 00JTa/TaeM ITO3HaHVIEM
(He TOBOpSL y)Ke O SICHOM U OTYET/IMBOM) O TOM, KaK/M 00pa3zoM
73 TI03HaBaHMS MOPAJIBHOTO 3aKOHa COITIaCHO HeOOXOAVMOMY
MpaBwWly CeAyeT 4yBCTBO yBaxkeHus» (Milz, 2014, S. 247 — 248).
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unseres (subjektiven) Freiheitsbewusstseins” (Ludwig,
2014a, S. 124) iiberhaupt, da ja das Sittengesetz in Form
des Faktums der Vernunft, d. h. iiber ein im bzw. als
Gewissen apriorisch gefiihltes Pflichtbewufstsein ,, die ra-
tio cognoscendi der Freiheit” ist (KpV, AA 05,S. 4 Anm.)
und also auch, so Dieter Schénecker, , dieses Notigen-
de — dass man wirklich seine Maximen als universale
wihlen soll — ohne das Gefiihl der Achtung schlechter-
dings nicht erfahren (also erkannt) wird” (Schonecker,
2013a, S. 104).

Kants Anspruch und ,Verfahren, das moralische
Gesetz in uns auf deutliche Begriffe nach logischer
Lehrart zu bringen”, liefSe sich von der blofi dsthe-
tischen Vorstellungsart dann freilich nicht so fein sdu-
berlich separieren, wie es Kant suggeriert und auch
als ,allein philosophisch” intendiert. Kennzeichnet man
die hybride Argumentationsform, deren sich ,Kants
Ethik, briichig in sich” (Adorno, 2003, S. 257), seit
der , konsequent-kritischen” Kehre bedient, als einen
,phinomenologischen Intuitionismus aus der Perspektive
endlicher praktischer Vernunft” (Rofiner, 2018, S. 410), so
wire diese Vorstellungsart keine rein rationalistische
mehr,® sondern als eine quasi-adsthetische von der blof3
dsthetischen vielmehr einzig und allein durch die von
Kant wiederholt vorgetragene Versicherung abzugren-
zen, dass die absolut unhinterfragbare Gegebenheit
des moralischen Gefiihls der Achtung als einziger ratio
cognoscendi der Freiheit anders als alle anderen (patho-
logischen) Affekte ausschliefilich als ein (praktischer)

¥ Vgl. Zimmermann (2014, S. 125): , Die Festsetzung des ober-
sten Sittenprinzips ist [...] im Falle endlicher verniinftiger We-
sen keine rein rational zu erledigende Angelegenheit”; auch
Milz (2014, S. 247-248) sieht hier ,eine dunkle Stelle, die sich,
wie Kant selbst eingesteht, nicht mehr rational aufhellen ldsst”,
denn: ,Zu sagen, dass die reine Vernunft selbst das moralische
Gefiihl der Achtung hervorbringt, ist bereits eine Deutung
des sittlichen Bewusstseins, kein Wissen, das die intuitive Ba-
sis tiberschreiten konnte. Im Bewusstsein selbst liegt nicht evi-
denterweise die Abhingigkeit des moralischen Gefiihls von
der Vernunft. Wer dies unterstellt, sitzt einem intellektualis-
tischen Missverstandnis seiner Erfahrung auf: Er verwechselt
das Phinomen des sittlichen Bewusstseins mit seiner Deutung
und rationalistischen Erklirung. [...] Dass ein Gefiihl, das ganz
auf die unbedingte Wertschitzung des moralischen Gesetzes
der reinen Vernunft ausgerichtet ist und alles Interesse der Sin-
nlichkeit ,niederschligt’ [KpV, AA 05, S. 73, 77, 87], nicht aus
der Sinnlichkeit stammt, sondern eine ,intellectuelle]...] Ursa-
che’ [KpV, AA 05, S. 79] hat, namlich eben diese Vernunft, ist im
Rahmen der kantischen Einteilung der Seelenvermdgen eine
plausible Deutung, aber schon hier nicht zwingend. Den car-
tesischen Zweifelstest klarer und deutlicher Erkenntnis wiirde
die Deutung nicht bestehen, weil wir gar keine Erkenntnis
(geschweige denn eine klare und deutliche) haben, wie das Ge-
fiihl der Achtung nach einer notwendigen Regel aus der Kog-
nition des moralischen Gesetzes folgt”.
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YUTENTFHO KaK (IIpaKTIdecKni) 3pdeKT IricToro pasyma
B OTJIVUVIE OT BCeX MHEBIX (TTaTOIOTM9IecKnx) adpdpexTos®.
DTUM TaK HasblBaeMbIM yueHneM o ¢daxre KaHT oTceuiaer
K KBa3MOTKPOBEHUIO TTapa/IOKCaIbHOV JTAHHOCTY pasyMa,
KOTOpasl MMeeTcsl TOJILKO OJ1arofgaps TOMy, UTo jiaeT (To-
3HATh U TIOHSATD) camy cebsa us cebs camoil VI IPOsIBIIAeTCs
B caMoMaHudecTaluy Kak OdeBMIHas TayHa 4YWCTOro
pasyMa, KOTopyto cyOBeKT He MOXeT 000OCHOBATh YCIIOBU-
SIMV BO3MOYKHOCTV Pa3yMa, HO MOXKET 3acBUJIeTeIhCTBO-
BaTb ¥ YIOCTOBEPUTD post factuin TOTBKO CITETICTBUSIMY €T0
JevicTBUTeTbHOCTH. [107100H0 TOMY, KaK B SMITMPUIeCcKX
«maHHbIX ombTa» (Kaut, 20060, c. 425) ckpeiBaeTcs OT-
CBUTKA K «TavHe TIPOMCXOXKIEeHVISI HaIlleV Yy BCTBEHHOCTV»
(Kamt, 200606, c. 437), Tak u «npousouteduiee» (Ludwig,
2014a, S. 139) «mpaktmueckmx paHHbIX» (KaaT, 20060,
c. 23)* pasyma yKasbelBaeT Ha TallHy ITPOVCXOXKIIeHVs Ha-
111Vl HpaBCTBEHHOCTIA.

IToTromy-TO «He TaK y>X M OIIMOaIMCh Te, KTO IIpes-
riojyiarajiii, 4ro Ombrievickas ok3eresa Kanra c rmosuiimii
MIpaKTUYecKoro pasyma Onmska Hekour Mmuctuke. ITo mx
MHeHMIO, yaeHme KaHTa o dakTe pasyma B BrzIe MOpasTh-
HOTO 3aKOHa OCTaBJIsieT BO3MOXKHOCTh TAaKOTO VCKYIITe-
Hus1, B KoTopoe KaHT Brtast ogHax el cam» (Henrich, 1966,

% Cwm.: «Cobojia siByrsteT ceOst Kak 00sI3bIBarOINAs CIyIa, KOTOPast
BJIVISIET Ha CTIOCOOHOCTD JKeJIaHMs depe3 MOPaIbHBIV 3aKOH: MBI
HaxoiuM ce0si M APYIrvX OTBETCTBEHHBIMU 3a 4TO-1mbo Gesyc-
JIOBHO, He 00s3aTeJIbHO 3Has, 3a YTO MMeHHO. CylllecTBOBaHe
CBOOOJIBI ITOJITBEPIK/IAETCS B 11€JIOM TeM BIIMSIHMEM, KOTOPOe MO-
PaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH OKa3blBaeT Ha 00sI3bIBaeMBbIX MM Cy1IecTs» (Bas-
terra, 2015, p. 9); cM. Taxxe: «/I60 HeIb3s, pasymeeTcs, OTPU-
LIaTh TOTO, YTO... IOOYXIeHNe K JOOPbIM HEeVICTBUSM... — He
YTO VIHOE, KaK BO3JIEVICTBIIe MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHA, HAIIOJIHSIIOIIIe-
TO YesyloBeKa CepIeYHBIM yBakeHVeM, U 3aKOH TI03TOMY 3aciy-
JKVMBAeT, 4TOOBI Ha HETO CMOTPEJIN KaK Ha 00XKeCTBEHHYIO 3aIlo-
BeTb. Ho Kak 113 Kakoro-7mbo 9yBCTBa € TPYIOM MOKHO BBIHECTU
3HaHMe 3aKOHOB VI TOT0, YTO OHV MOpPAaJIbHEI, CTOJIb XKe TPYIHO
VI JTaXe ellle TPyAHee C TIOMOIIBIO YyBCTBa JIOTMIECKN BBIBECTU
VI TOYHO YCTaHOBUTb HECOMHEHHBIVI IPU3HAK HEIOCPeJICTBEeH-
HOro OOXXEeCTBEHHOTO BIIMSHMS. Bep 3TO BO3IEVCTBIIE MOXXHO
00BsACHNTD 11 O0JIee YeM OTHOVI IIPUYMHOV, XOTS B JJaHHOM CJIy-
Yae TOJTFKO MOPaJIbHOCTD 3aKOHa (V1 y9eHs), TO3HaHHas Jepe3
pasyM, u sBjserTcs ero npuavHon. IToaromy, gaxe ecim Takoe
0oOBsICHeHVIe JIVIITH BO3MOYXKHO, CJTeIyeT CUUTaTh CBOVIM JOJIITOM
M30paTh MMEHHO €ro, YTOObI He IOOIIPSTh BCAKYIO MeuTaTelIb-
HOCTB 71, OoITee TOTO, He JIMIIATEH JOCTOMHCTBA HEIBYCMBICITEH-
HOe MOpaJIbHO€ UyBCTBO, COIVIKast ero Co BCeBO3MOXKHBIMM (paH-
TacTUIecKMMY omiyIersiMi» (Kanr, 19941, c. 121).

¥ Cw. taxke: (Kaur, 20066, c. 119, c. 395; Kant, 2006a, c. 473;
KanT, 2001, c. 715—717, 755—757; KanTt, 19946, c. 403; Kanr,
19947, c. 333 —-334); Kant — Menpernbcony, 8 anpens 1766 r.
(Kaur, 19948, c. 477); Refl. 3951 (AA 17, S. 362); Refl. 4573
(AA 17, S. 598); Opus Postumum (AA 22, S. 459); Logik Blom-
berg (AA 24, S. 91); Logik Busolt (AA 24, S. 657); Kant Metaphy-
sik L 2 (Politz, Original) (AA 28, S. 531); Metaphysik Mrongovi-
us (AA 29,S.794).

# Cw. taxxke: (Kant, 20060, c. 31 —33; Kant, 2001, c. 789—791;
KanT, 1994Mm, c. 219 —221); B cTpOroM CMBICIIe TIOfT, STUMU ITpak-
TUYeCKVIMV JJAHHBIMM ITO[pa3yMeBaeTcsl, IIOXKaJIyVi, OfTHa-eIH-
CTBeHHas JTAHHOCTh, & IMEHHO OIVH-eHCTBEHHBI (PaKT UM-
CTOTO pasyMa.
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Effekt der reinen Vernunft verstanden werden kann.?
Mit dieser sogenannten Faktumslehre rekurriert Kant
auf die Quasi-Offenbarung eines paradoxen Datums
der Vernunft, das es nur dadurch gibt, dass es sich selbst
von sich selbst her (zu erkennen und zu verstehen) gibt
und auto-manifestativ zur Erscheinung bringt als ein
offenbares Geheimnis der reinen Vernunft, das nicht
aus den Konditionen seiner Moglichkeit vom Subjekt
begriindet, sondern von diesem allein in den Konse-
quenzen seiner Wirklichkeit bezeugt und post factum
beglaubigt werden kann. Wie in den empirischen , datis
der Erfahrung” (KrV, B 323 / A 267)% der Verweis auf
»~das Geheimnis des Ursprungs unserer Sinnlichkeit”
(KrV, A 278 / B 334) verborgen liegt, so deutet das , Wi-
derfahrnis” (Ludwig, 2014a, S. 139) der , praktische[n]
Data” (KrV, B XXII)* der Vernunft auf das Geheimnis
des Ursprungs unserer Sittlichkeit.

Darum , waren die nicht ganz ohne Recht, welche
vermuteten, dass Kants Bibelexegese aus praktischer
Vernunft einer Mystik nahesteht. Sie gewahrten in
Kants Lehre vom Faktum der Vernunft in der Gestalt
des Moralgesetzes die Moglichkeit jener Versuchung,
in die Kant selbst einst geraten war” (Henrich, 1966,

¥ Vgl.: ,freedom manifests itself as a power to obligate that af-
fects the faculty of desire through the moral law: we find our-
selves and others responding to something unconditionally,
without necessarily knowing to what. The existence of free-
dom is attested to, in sum, by the effect the moral law has on
the beings it obligates” (Basterra, 2015, S. 9); vgl. auch: ,Nun
kann man freilich nicht in Abrede ziehen, daf3 [...] [das innere
Geftihl] nichts anders, als die Wirkung von dem den Menschen
mit inniglicher Achtung erfiillenden moralischen Gesetze ist,
welches darum auch als géttliches Gebot angesehen zu werden
verdient. Aber so wenig wie aus irgend einem Gefiihl Erkennt-
nif3 der Gesetze, und dafl diese moralisch sind, eben so wenig
und noch weniger kann durch ein Gefiihl das sichere Merkmal
eines unmittelbaren gottlichen Einflusses gefolgert und aus-
gemittelt werden: weil zu derselben Wirkung mehr als eine Ur-
sache statt finden kann, in diesem Falle aber die blofse Moral-
itdt des Gesetzes (und der Lehre), durch die Vernunft erkannt,
die Ursache derselben ist, und selbst in dem Falle der bloien
Moglichkeit dieses Ursprungs es Pflicht ist, ihm die letztere
Deutung zu geben, wenn man nicht aller Schwarmerei Thiir
und Thor 6ffnen und nicht selbst das unzweideutige mora-
lische Gefiihl durch die Verwandtschaft mit jedem andern
phantastischen um seine Wiirde bringen will” (RGV, AA 06,
S.113-114).

% Vgl.KrV,B58 / A41,B298 / A 239, A377; KU, AA05,S. 438,
454; BDG, AA 02, S. 80; MAN, AA 04, S. 534; Br, AA 10, S. 72;
Refl 3951, AA 17, S. 362; Refl 4573, AA 17, S. 598; OP, AA 22,
S. 459; V-Lo/Blomberg, AA 24, S. 91; V-Lo/Busolt, AA 24, S. 657;
V-Met-L2/Pélitz, AA 28, S. 531; V-Met/Mron, AA 29, S.794.

% Vgl. KrV, B XXVIIL; KU, AA 05, S. 468; WDO, AA 08, S. 141;
sensu stricto handelt es sich bei diesen praktischen Daten frei-
lich um ein einziges Datum, ndmlich um das einzige Faktum
der reinen Vernunft.



S. 54)*. Bmecre ¢ Kapiiom ApHossrom Bromvancom, TakmmM
oOpasomM, KaHTa BorIpekm ero Bojie MOXKHO OCMBICIIATE Kak
UICTOrO MWUCTVIKA, €CJIV JaKe 3TO He COBIIaJIaeT C TeM, Kak
OH caM ce0s IOHMMaI M KaK KeJlayI ObITh ITOHSATHIM. Ho
3TO pacxoxKjieHue ¢ camoneHTrdrKanyert Kanra B To xe
BpeMs OKa3aJIoch ObI ITTyOOKOV IIpelaHHOCTBIO eMy, II0-
CKOJIBKY, corytacHo camoMy KaHTy, «HeT Hidero HeoObIu-
HOT0» B TOM, YTOOBI IIOHMMATh aBTOpa «aXke JIydllle, YeM
oH caM cebst moHsU1»'. Her Hiryero Oosiee KaHTOBCKOTO,
ueM MBICINTE BMecTe ¢ KanTom miporms Kanra 11 BeIxond
3a ero npesiestbl. [ToOy kieHne v apryMeHTEI K 9TOMY JaeT
Kapn Apromnsa Bumvanc™.

Baazodapnocmu: ViccaedoBanue ocyuyecnbaeno 6aaeodaps
Cmunenouu oaa uccaedobanuii IlpocBeujerus, Gvidesentors Medx-
OUCYUNAUHAPHBIM UeHmpoM uccaedoBanutl eBponerickoezo IIpocBe-
wjenus (IZEA) Ynubepcumema um. M. Jlomepa T'asne-Bummen-
bepea. Abmop Bvipaxcaem eayboxyto baaeodaprocms Llenmpy, eeo
oupexmopy npocpeccopy Hanusao @yavda, a maxsxe npogpeccopy
Opeeny lmonvyenbdepey.
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# Jlartee 0 «I10BOJIax, KOTOPbIe MOYKHO VCIIOJIb30BATh B IIOMJIEPXK-
Ky IIpOHMIIATEIbHBIX HaOJIroieHmit Busimanca», em.: (Palmquist,
2000, p. 307 —309); o ToM, YTO «BCS TPaHCIIEHAeHTaIbHAs PUIo-
codust SBIIIET COOOVI TIOMVMO BCETO IIPOYEro MaCIITaOHYIO I10-
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Ha 3Ty Temy Taxke: (Hofliger, 1997, S. 61). Cp. Takxke: «... abco-
JIIOTHO BepHO rojMeueHo, uto KaHT B camont mryOmMHHOM cyTn
cBoert prTocouy peTNTUY COTJIAIIaeTCs ¢ yIeHeM ITOITNH-
Hom Muctukn» (Leisegang, 1949, S. 17).

% «3ameuy TOJIBKO: HET HUYETr0 HeOOBIYHOTO B TOM, UTO U B O0BI-
IIEHHOVI pedn, ¥ B COUYMHEHMSIX, KOIJIa Mbl CPaBHVBAaeM MBICIIV,
BBICKa3bIBaeMbIe aBTOPOM O CBOeM IIpefiMeTe, MBI IIOHVIMaeM ero
JIydllle, YeM OH caM ceDsl, eci OH Hel0OCTaTOYHO TOYHO OIIpe-
TIeIVT CBO€ TIOHATHE U M3-3a 3TOTO MHOT/Ia TOBOPYUI VIV aXke
ZyMaJI B IIPOTMBOPEYMI CO CBOMMUY COOCTBEHHBIMY 3aMbICIIaMII»
(Kamr, 20060, c. 479).

1 CraThsl HallVICaHa Ha OCHOBE JIOKJIazla, IIPOYUTAHHOIO aBTO-
pom 11 nexabpst 2017 1. B MeXIMUCIMIUIMHAPHOM LIEHTPE MCCIIe-
nosaHut epporerickoro ITpocsemenns (IZEA) B YuuBepcurete
M. M. JTrorepa I'ajute-Burrentepra. TekcT Joxiaga B OCHOBHOM
COXpaHeH V1 [IOTIOJTHEH HEKOTOPBIMU IIPVIMEYaHVSIMIL.
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S. 54).% Mit Carl Arnold Wilmans liele sich demnach
Kant als reiner Mystiker malgré Iui verstehen, wenn
auch damit eben nicht so verstehen, wie dieser sich
selbst verstand und verstanden wissen wollte. Doch
wire diese Differenz zu Kants Selbstverstindnis zu-
gleich die tiefere Treue zu ihm, ist es doch nach Kant
,gar nichts Ungewohnliches”, einen Verfasser ,sog-
ar besser zu verstehen, als er sich selbst verstand”.®
Nichts ist kantischer, als mit Kant gegen Kant und tiber
Kant hinaus zu denken. Carl Arnold Wilmans liefert
dazu Anregung und Argument.*”

Danksagung. Fiir ein grofiziigig gewdhrtes Stipendium
fiir Aufklirungsforschung herzlich gedankt sei dem gastge-
benden Interdisziplindren Zentrum fiir die Erforschung der
Europdischen Aufklirung (IZEA) der Martin-Luther-Univer-
sitdt Halle-Wittenberg und seinem Direktor Herrn Professor
Dr. Daniel Fulda sowie Herrn Professor Dr. Jiirgen Stolzenberg.
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ITPUPOOA SIBJIEHVISI
B TPAHCHEHEHTAJIM3ME KAHTA:
CEMAHTUKO-KOTHUTUBHBIVI AHAJIV3

C.JI. Kampeuxo'

Konyenm s6aenus 6 pamxax pasiuvenus «sbieHue vs. 6euyb
cama no cebe» — KpaeyeoAbHbLll KOHYenm 045 MpaHcyeH0eHNalb-
ot ¢hunocogpuu Kanwma. O0naxo koHyenmyatvHbil cmanmyc abae-
Hus y Kauma npedcmabasemcs mue 60 MHo20M HeonpedeseHHbIM, C
uem c6asam, Ha Motl 63240, boavuoll pasbpoc 6 unmepnpemayuax
MPAHCYeHOeHMAALHO20 U0eAAU3MA, NAPAOUMALLHbIM NPUMEPOM
Komopozo Bvicmynaem coBpementoe npomubocmosnue meopuil
«06yx 00sexmob» vs. «0Byx acnexmob». Ipedsaeaemuiii MHOU Koe-
HUMUBHO-CeMaHmMuYeckuil 100X00 K UHMepnpemayui Kax KaH-
mobckoeo mpancyendenmaiusma 600duje, max u KaHmoBbekoi KoH-
yenyuu A64eHus 6 uacmuocmu 1036o4sem YymouHums Memagpu3u-
Heckuil U OHMoAoUYeckuil cmamyc aéaenus. 5 noxasvibato, umo
8 memacgpusuneckom naame cneyugpuxa ABaeHus 3a0aemcs Mmpam-
ClyeHOeHmalsHol mpuaoti «npedmem — Abierue — npedcmabie-
Hue», 8 pamxax Komopoi AéaeHue, ¢ 00HOTL CHIOPOHBL, OTMAUHAETICS
Kkak om Bewyu camoti no cebe (6ne Hac), max u om npedcmabienus
(6 mac), a c dpyeott — B kauecmbe npedmema SMNUPUUECKO20 CO-
sepyanus onocpedyem obvexmubHuviil npedmen u eeo cydvexmubHoe
npedcmabaenue. Tem camvim 66edenue koHyenma abaenus nosbo-
Aaem pewiums nocmabaennyio Kanmom cemanmuueckyto npobae-
my coomBemcembBus npedcmabaenus npeomeny. BoiacHaemes max-
JKke, umo 6 onmo02uteckoM naare abaenue Goicnynaem He kak 00-
exm, a AU kax obo3xaverue odvexma (B 235), umo ne nozbossem
onmonoeusupobame abienue 6 xauecmbe ghusuueckoeo obdvexma
u/uau omuouienus. Bmecme ¢ mem A6aenue He moxoecmbenHo u
npedcmabaenuio, nockoAvky Bvicmynaenm npedmenom (codepianu-
em) npedcmabaenus. Ipubiexas Kk anaiusy kanmobcekoeo KoHyen-
ma A6aeHusa «cemanmuyeckuii mpeyeosvHux» I. @peee, s 0bocHo-
BviBaro mesuc, c0eaacHo KOMOPOMY CMbICAOM SABaeHus Bvicmynaem
MpancyeH0eHmalvHylii npeoment, a eeo 3HavenueM — Beuyp cama
1o cebe.

KatoueBuvte caoba: mpancyendenmaiusm, mpancyeroeH-
manvHas pegpaexcus, Abaenue, meopus 06yx acnexmob, meopus
ABaawueeocs, a08epbarvias meopus 60CnpuAmMLA, CeMAHMUKA.

1. MeTtadm3mka ABIeHMST:
KaHTOBCKasl ceMaHTHYecKasi MpobsieMa cOOTBETCTBYSI

st TpaHcrienieHTasIbHON prvwtocodpmm Kanra kpa-
€YTOJIBbHBIM SIBJISIETCS pasyIndeHue Beujetl camux no cebe m
AbBaenuil, 63 KOTOPOTO HeNTb3s BOUTU B KaHTOBCKYIO (-

* TocymapcTBeHHBIVI aKa/IeMUYeCKUVI YHUBEPCUTET F'yMaHWTap-
aeix HaykK (TAYTH), 119049, Mocksa, MapoHoBcKui iep., f. 26.
Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuio 31.05.2018 e.
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THE NATURE OF APPEARANCE
IN KANT’S TRANSCENDENTALISM:
A SEMANTICO-COGNITIVE ANALYSIS

S.L. Katrechko!

The concept of appearance within the framework of the
transcendental distinction between “appearance” and “thing in
itself” is the cornerstone of Kant’s transcendental philosophy.
However, its conceptual status seems largely uncertain. This
uncertainty is the reason for a wide range of interpretations of
Kant’s transcendental idealism. A paradigmatic example is the
contemporary confrontation between the “two objects” theory
and the “two aspects” theory. In this paper, I develop a seman-
tico-cognitive approach to Kant’s transcendentalism in general
as well as to his conception of appearance in particular. Its use
makes it possible to clarify both the metaphysical and ontological
status of appearance. I show that, from the metaphysical point of
view, the specificity of appearance is given by the transcendental
triad “object (thing in itself) — appearance — representation.”
Within this triad, on the one hand, appearance differs from both
thing in itself (external to us) and the representation (within us).
On the other hand, appearance as an object of empirical intuition
mediates the objective thing and its subjective representation.
The introduction of the concept of appearance allows Kant to
solve the semantic problem of the conformity of the representa-
tion to the object. In this case, appearance is not an object, but
just a designation of the object (KrV, B 235). Thus, appearance
cannot be understood ontologically as a physical object or a re-
lation. At the same time, an appearance is not identical to its
representation, since the former is an object or content of the
latter. Applying G. Frege’s “semantic triangle” to the analysis
of Kant’s concept of appearance, I show that the transcendental
object functions as the sense (Sinn) of the appearance and that
the empirical thing in itself is its reference (Bedeutung).

Keywords: transcendentalism, transcendental reflection,
appearance, the theory of two aspects, the theory of appearing,
the adverbial theory of perception, semantics.

1. The Metaphysics of Appearance:
Kant’s Semantic Problem of Conformity

The cornerstone of transcendental philosophy is
the distinction between thing in itself and appearance.
It is impossible to enter into Kant’s philosophical sys-
tem without accepting this distinction (a paraphrase

! State Academic University of the Humanities (SAUH), 26 Ma-
ronovskiy Lane, Moscow, Russia, 119049.
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mocodmro (mapadpas Makcumbl D. fIkobn?). Touree, crie-
mydrKa KaHTOBCKOTO WMieaM3Ma 3aaercs (TpaHCLeH-
IIeHTaJIbHOW) TPUAIIOV «1pedMern (Bellb caMa 110 cebe; Ding
an sich) — abaenue (peaMert ombita; Erscheinung) — npeo-
cmabaenue (Vorstellung)» v TOCTyTUPYeMBIM B HeW JIBOVI-
HBIM pasJIueHneM AbieHus Kak OT Beuju camotl no cebe, Tak
U OT npedcmabienus. B Tpuase 3a cyeT BKIIIOYEHUS B Hee
HOBOTO KOHIIeNTa — AB/eH1s — IMPOVCXOOUT TpaHcdop-
Maryst Kitaccudeckoro st Hosoro Bpemenu pasiiideHst
(mmampr) «npeomem [0Obext] — npedcmabaenue [cyobexT]»>.

3ametum, 9To B cBoeM mmckMe K M. T'eprty (21.02.1772),
rge KaHT BrepBble SKCIDITMIIMpPYeT 3aMblcenl cBoent «Kpu-
TUKI» B BUJIE CeMAHMUUECKOL npobiembl coomBencmbus, oH
ellle WCIIOJIb3yeT KiIaccuuecKyo muamy: «[Ipomymbisast
TEOPeTNUeCKyIo JacTh [cBoert dritocodum]... mocTaBmt
Ireper;, coOOVI BOIIPOC: Ha YeM OCHOBBLIBAETCSI OTHOIIIEHVIE
TOrO, YTO MBI Ha3bIBaeM IIpeJCTaB/leHreM B Hac (in uns
Vorstellung), x mpenmety (Gegenstand)?» (AA 10, S. 129 —
130; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 487). A X TpaHCLIeH/IeHTaJIbHO TPW-
ane Kaur oOpartraeTcs ye 1o3Ke, KOIZIa OH HaXOOUT pe-
IIIeHVe 3TOM Hp06J'IEMBI, IIOCKOJIBKY BBOZIVIMBIVI IM HOBBIVI
KOHIIENT A6/eHUs BBICTYIIAeT «KIFOYOM» K pPaspeleHIIo
«BCeVl TaHbl MeTapU3MKM»: VIMEHHO Af/eHile OIIOCPerTy-
eT (B Ka4ecTBe «CpelHero TepMIHa») OTHOIIEHVE MeXIY
npedmemom (BHe Hac) 1 npedcmabaenuem (B Hac).

B srom Tpuame KaHTOBCKOe sf/ieHiie, KOTOpOe Haxo-
TUTCS MEXITYy OOBeKTVBHBIM 1pedMenioM Vi Cy ObeKTUBHBIM
npedcmabaeHueM, vIMeeT IIPOMEXyTOUHbIT cTaryc. OnHa-
KO ero MeTadum3mM4ecKuyl M OHTOJIOTMYECKMIT CTaTycChbl'
HY>KIAIOTCSL B YTOUHEHW, IIOCKOJIbKY caM KaHT He maer
4YeTKOro (OIHO3HAYHOIO) OTBETa Ha 3TOT BOIPOC, a B Ha-

2 B coent makcume . SIkoOv roBopuT 0 Belljax caMux 110 cebe,
KoTOpble abduImpyIoT Hac: «...0e3 3Tom IpennockUIKu [addn-
LIMPOBaHWs] 51 He MOTY BOWTH B [KaHTOBCKYIO] cucreMmy...» (SIKo-
6w, 2006, c. 203), HO Beujp cama no cebe BBopmTcsa KaHTOoM B pam-
Kax ero pasjIn4eHns «Belllb camMa 110 cebe Vs. sBJIeHe», [I03TOMY
KOMITJIEMEHTAPHBIVI KOHIIENIT A6/1eH1A He MeHee BakKeH JIJIsI KaH-
TOBCKOT'O TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaI3Ma.

* ObparmM BHVMMaHMe Ha To, uTo B «Kpurnke» KaHT mcross-
3yeT jBa TepMMHa — «00BeKT» (das Objekt) n «mpenmer» (der
Gegenstand), koTopsle B IPUHIIVIIE MMEIOT HECKOJIBKO pa3HbIe
CMBICI/IOBBIE 3HaueHws1. ['oBops B 00IrieM, 00sekn — 3TO TO, YTO
IIPOTMBOCTOUT CyOBEKTY (B TOM VIV IHOM OTHOLIIEHWM), TO €CTh
O0BEKT — 3TO InucmeMoi02uteckoe Heuno B paMKax IIPOTUBOIIO-
CTaBJIEHNS «OOBEKT VS. CyObeKT». A npeoment — 3TO ceMaHmuye-
ckoe Heumo, TO eCTb npedmen npedcmabienus B paMKax IIPOTUBO-
TIOCTaBJIeHVIS «TIpeIMET Vs. TipefcTapiiere» (A 108 —109). Bme-
CTe C TeM OOIIVIM CMBICJIOBBIM TI0JIEM [IJIsl «O0beKTa» U «IIpefIMe-
Ta» SABJISIETCS TO, YTO OHM YKA3bIBAIOT Ha 00sekmubHoe B IIPOTUBO-
Bec cybsexmubHoMYy, TIOSTOMY HEPEIKO 3TV TePMWHBI VICIIONIb3Y-
1o1cst KaHTOM CMHOHMMITYHO.

* Tlon memacgpusuueckum CTaTycoM s, OIMPasCh Ha KaHTOBCKOE
mmceMo K ['eprly, TTOHMMa0 OOBEKTMBHEI (007IaCTh «IIperMe-
TOB») WM CyOBeKTMBHBIN (00/1aCTh «IIperiCTaBIeHNI») CTaTyC
TOVI VIVl IHOVI CYIITHOCTY, B JTAHHOM CJIy4ae — KaHTOBCKOTO $B-
siervst. Iopt onmosoeuneckum cTaTycoMm st IOHMMAIO OTBET Ha BO-
IIPOC O «TOM, YTO €CTh» 3Ta CYIIIHOCTD (HAIIpVMep, Belllb VIV OT-
HOIIIeHVe) B paMKaX TOVI VIV MHOV MeTadv31decKovi 00J1acTl.

of Jacobi’s maxim).? More precisely, the specificity of
Kant’s idealism consists in the conceptual triad “object*
(Gegenstand; or thing in itself, Ding an sich)® — appear-
ance (Erscheinung) — representation (Vorstellung)” and
the double distinction it postulates between appearance
and thing in itself, on the one hand, and, on the oth-
er hand, between appearance and representation. In the
“transcendental” triad, due to the inclusion of a new
concept — that of appearance — in it, a transformation
of the “object* — representation” opposition (metaphysi-
cal dyad), classical for the Modern age, takes place.

Let us note that Kant still uses the classical dyad
in his February 21, 1772 letter to M. Hertz, in which he
describes the main task of transcendental philosophy
for the first time as a solution of the following semantic
problem of conformity (correspondence): “As I thought
through the theoretical part [of my system], [...] I asked
myself this question: What is the ground of the relation
of that in us which we call ‘representation’ to the ob-
ject* (Gegenstand)?” (Br, AA 10, pp. 129-130; Kant, 2009,
p- 312). Kant will refer to the triad only later, in the Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason. The introduced concept of appear-
ance is key to solving the semantic problem, because
appearance mediates (as the middle term) the object and
the representation.

In this triad, Kant’s concept of appearance has an
intermediate status since it is located between objec-
tive things and subjective representations. However, the
conceptual — metaphysical and ontological — status*

2 F. Jacobi is here talking about the fact that the thing in itself
affects our sensibility: “without this presupposition [of affec-
tion by the thing in itself] I could not enter into the [i.e., Kant’s]
system, and with this presupposition I could not remain there.”
But the concept of thing in itself is introduced by Kant in the
framework of the opposition “thing in itself vs. appearance”
(Jacobi, 1787, p. 304).

* In English, there is only one term, namely “object’, with which
it is impossible to express the difference between Gegenstand
and Objekt. Here and in what follows, I use the term “object®
as an analogue of the German term Gegenstand, in contrast to
the term “object.” Generally speaking, Kant uses the word “ob-
ject’ (Objekt) in the first Critique to refer to an epistemological
“something” that is opposed to the subject in one way or anoth-
er (distinction “object vs. subject”; cf.: “ An object, however, is
that in the concept of which the manifold of a given intuition is
united” (KrV, B 137; Kant, 1998, p. 249), and an ‘object* (Gegen-
stand) is a semantic (or “intentional”) something, the object of
representation in the framework of the distinction “object* (Ge-
genstand) vs. representation (Vorstellung),” cf.: “All representa-
tions, as representations, have their object* (Gegenstand)” (KrV,
A 108; Kant, 1998, p. 233). At the same time, the general se-
mantic core for the words ‘object” and “object™ is that they de-
note something objective as opposed to something subjective.
Therefore, these terms are often used by Kant as synonymous.
¢ By metaphysical status, I understand, relying Kant’s letter to
Hertz, an objective (area of ‘objects’) or subjective (area of ‘re-
presentations’) status of any entity, e.g., Kant’s appearance. By
ontological status, I understand the answer to the question of
“what is” this entity (e.g., thing or relation) within a particular
metaphysical field.
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CTosiIllee BpeMsi CYIIeCTByeT HEeCKOJIBKO PasJIMYIHBIX VH-
TepIIpeTalnii KAHTOBCKOV (prytocodpumm, pasjmyuaromixXcs
IpeXxje BCero B TpaKTOBKe KOHIIEITa SIBJIEHVI, U B Iep-
BYIO OdYepe/b KOHKYPMPYIOIINe JIPyT C APyroM Teopuu
«[IByX OOBEKTOB/MMPOB» M «IBYX acIeKTOB»: B II€PBO
73 HUX A6/eHue B KadecTBe MEHTaJIbHOTO IIPeCTaBIeHs
u Bewyp cama no cebe TIOHMMAIOTC KakK Ba PasHBIX OHTO-
JIOTVIYeCKVIX 00beKTa, IIpVHaIJIeXKaIIVIX, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
ZIByM PasHBIM MMPaM, a BO BTOPOVI — KOHIIEIITHI Beuju ca-
Mot no cebe V1 ABaeHUs paccMaTPVBAIOTCS JIUIIIB KaK «IBe
CTOPOHEI [acIieKTa]», WK «IBOgKasl TOUKa 3peHvsh» (B XIX
npumM.; Kant, 19946, c. 25) — 4uyBcTBeHHas U paccygou-
Hasl — paccMOTpPEHVIs OIHOTO ¥ TOTO JKe IIpeIMeTa.

Csoe 1IepBOe BEIpakeHWe TeOpUsl «IBYX OOBEKTOB/
MHMPOB» HaXOAWUT B TETTMHreHCKom perensum X. Depe-
pa — VIL.T. l'apse Ha xanToBckyto «Kpuruky», Hareua-
taHHOM B «Gottingische Anzeigen von gelehrten Sachen»
ot 19 suBaps 1782 1. B Teopum «1ByX 00BEKTOB/MUPOB»
TpaHcLeHAeHTam3M KaHTa KoHIIenTyalbHO cOvpkaeTcs
¢ dpeHomeHam3MoM bepxim. OcHoBaHVEM [JIs1 3TOTO BbI-
CTyIlaeT TPaKTOBKa SIBJIEHVS KaK MEHTaJIbHOTI'O IIPeJICTaB-
JIeHVsl, KOTOpasi VMMeeT TeKCTOJIOIMYEeCKYIO IOIIepKKY
B Tekcrax KanTa®. [Josiroe Bpemsi, BIUIOTB 10 CEepeIVHbI
XX B., maHHasg MHTepIIpeTanys ObUIa TOCIIOICTBYIOLIETL.
VlHTepmpeTanins «IByX acIIeKTOB» CBOe pelllaiolliee pas-
BUTVIE TIOJTyYaeT B TIepByIo odepetb B padoTax I'. Dmmico-
Ha (Allison, 1983), KOTOPBIVI BO MHOTOM OIMPAJICS Ha TEK-
croytormyeckmit agayms . IIpaycca (Prauss, 1974). I1pu
3TOM paHee O CIIPaBeIUIMBOCTY TEOPUN «IBYX ACIIEKTOB»
mvicast psif, MelcamTennent, HaunHasg ¢ VI.T. @uxre, I'. TTpu-
uvappaa, M. Xavimerrepa 1 Ap. DKCIUIMIIUTHOE BbIpakeHvie
Teopusl «/IByX acIleKTOB» I10JIydaeT IIpeXJie BCero B Ipe-
nycrioBun Ko 2-my msgaamio «Kpurmxm» (B XVII—XIX,
B XIX mmpmmeu., B XXVII), 4ro sBisieTcss omHUM U3 BaX-
HBIX apTYMEHTOB B ee II0JIb3Y, XOTs ee TeKCTOJIOTYecKast
rnonzepXKa ecTb M B Tekcre «Kpurtnkm»®. [JocratouHo
OJIHO3HAYHO B IOJIb3y TEOPUM «IBYX acreKToB» KaHT ro-
BOPUT U B CBOeT! o3aHert pykormcu «Opus Postumum»’.
ITpoTmBOCTOSIHVIE 3TVIX TEOPUTI OBUIO SKCIUIMIIMPOBAHO B
Hauvaste 1980-x rr. (Ameriks, 1982), a HanOosree aKTMBHBIM
ero cropoHHMKOM BbIcTyIvwi I'. Divivicon (Allison, 2004)°.

5 Cm.: A 101, A 104, A 109, A 113, B 164, A 190 / B 236,
A 191 / B 236, A 250, A 369, A 372, A 373, A 375, A 377, A 383,
A 386, A 390, A391, A490 / B518, A 492 / B 520, A 493 / B521,
A 494 / B 523, A 498 / B 527, A 507 / B 535, A 563 / B 591,
A 193 / B 821, a tacxe A 36 —37, A 37 ipum., A 125, A 126 —127,
A 374—375 mpvm., A 379—380, A 491. Cm. Takke ¢pparMeHTHI
m3 KaHTOoBCKMX «[Tporreromen» (Kant, 19946, c. 43, 44, 49, 63, 65,
79,103, 104).

¢ Cm.: A38—39 / B55—56, A42 / B59, A 247 / B 303, A 490 —
491 / B 518—519, a Takxe A 45 / B 62, B 164 u mp.

7 Cm.: AA 22,S.26, 31, 33, 34, 43, 44, 414 v fip.

8 O coBpeMeHHOM BUIEHWN 3TOT0 IIpOTUBOCTOsIHMS cM.: (Rohlf,
2010).

S.L. Katrechko

of appearance needs to be clarified, since Kant himself
does not give a clear answer to this question, and at
present there are several interpretations, differing pri-
marily in the definition of the concept of appearance.
These are the competing (alternative) theories of “two
objects/worlds” and “two aspects”: in the first of them,
appearance and thing in itself are understood as two dif-
ferent ontological objects, belonging to different worlds,
while in the second theory, the concepts of thing in itself
and appearance are considered only as the “two differ-
ent sides” — sensible and reasonable — or “twofold
standpoint” (KrV, B XVIII footnote; Kant, 1998, p. 111)
of the same object.’ The first early interpretation of “two
objects/worlds” has been presented in the first review
of the Critique — the so-called Gottingen review by
Ch. Garve (1742—1798) and J. G. Feder (1740—1821).
This interpretation identifies appearance and representa-
tion (shifting appearance to the right and “gluing” it to
representation), thereby opposing the objective world of
things and the subjective world of mental representa-
tions and bringing Kant’s transcendentalism closer to
Berkeley’s phenomenalism.® For a long time, until the
middle of the 20* century, this interpretation was do-
minant. The later “two-aspects” (or “double aspect”)
interpretation was developed primarily in the works of
H. Allison (1983), which largely relied upon linguistic
analysis (Prauss, 1974). At the same time, some thinkers,
in particular, J. G. Fichte, H. Prichard, M. Heidegger,
and others, have written about the validity of the theory
of “two aspects.” This theory gets its explicit expression,
first of all, in the preface to the second edition of the Cri-
tigue (KrV, B XVIII-XIX, B XIX footnote, B XXVII), which
is one of the main arguments in favour of it. Textual
support for it is also to be found in the Critique.” Kant
writes quite clearly in favour of this reading in his late
Opus Postumum.® The confrontation of these theories
was explained in the early 1980s by K. Ameriks (1982),
and the most active supporter of the “two-aspect” theo-
ry was H. Allison (2004).°

5 See also: “[T]he critique has not erred in teaching that the ob-
ject should be taken in a twofold meaning, namely as appear-
ance or as thing in itself” (KrV, B XXVII; Kant, 198, p. 115).

¢ There are grounds for such “gluing,” as in the first Critique,
where Kant repeatedly states that appearances are our re-
presentations or “representations in us.” Many passages sup-
port such identification of appearance and representation.
See, e.g., KrV, A 101, A 104, A 109, A 113, B 164, A 190 / B 236,
A 191 / B 236, A 250, A 369, A 372, A 373, A 375, A 377, A 383,
A 386, A390. A391, A490 / B518, A492 / B520, A493 / B521,
A 494 / B 523, A 498 / B 527, A 507 / B 535, A 563 / B 591,
A 193 / B 821; see also A 36—37 footnote, A 125, A 126 —127,
A 374—375 footnote, A 379—380, A 491, and Proleg AA 04,
p. 288, 289, 292, 305, 307, 319, 341, 342.

7 See KrV, A 38—39 / B55—56, A 42 / B 59, A 247 / B 303,
A 490—491 / B518—519, see also A 45 / B 62, B 164, etc.

8 See AA 22, p. 26,31, 33, 34, 43, 44, 414, 415, and others.

° About this opposition see more: Rohlf, 2010.
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V1 xoT4 B HacTosiIee BpeMs IPajyC 3TOrO IIPOTHBO-
CTOSIHMSA CHVDKaetTcs: Hanpumep, P. Yoikep yrBepkmaer,
YTO 3TV TPAKTOBKI — BCETO JIMIIL MeTadpopbl, a He KOH-
LenTyaJbHO IIpoTusomosioxHele Teopun (Walker, 2010),
a HeKOTOpble COBpeMeHHbIe VccilefloBaTesIN IIpeylaraioT
ITOZIXOJTBI K OOBEIVHEHMIO 3TUX MHTEePIIpeTauir’, — TeM
He MeHee 3TO IIPOTUBOCTOsIHIE OIIpefiesisieT COBpeMeHHbIe
ZebaTel 10 TpaHCleHIeHTalbHOMY MeaymsMy (Schult-
ing, 2011). Ero cyTb cocTonT B pasHOm — 006exmubHot v
cybvexmubroil — TPaKTOBKe sBJICHMSI: B IIEPBOM CJIyJae siB-
JIeHVe TPaKTyeTcs cybsekmubHo Kak HEKOTOpoe MeHTalIb-
Hoe npedcmabieniie, a BO BTOPOM — 006exmuBHo KaK OFVH
W3 acnexmof PacCMOTPEHMS PealbHO CyIIeCTBYIOIIETO
npedmema, virvi Betyyu camoti 1o cebe.

OOGparnMcs K aHaJIM3y 3TOVI TpUALbl C Iieibio OoJiee
TOYHOV SKCIUIMKAIMM MeTar31ueckoro craryca KaHTOB-
CKOTO A6/enus B €ero OTIIMYMM KaK OT Beuju camoil no cebe,
TaK VI OT npedcmabaeHus.

Bo-niepsrix, KanT otimruaer séaenue ot beuju camoil no
cebe I KpUTUKYyeT IIPeIIecTBYIONIYI0 MeTadU3NKy 3a ee
HavVIBHBIVI peajiv3M, He ITPOBOMSIINI TPaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HOTO pas/vums MeXmy Bewjpio camoil no cebe Vi HaHHBIM
HaM B OIIbITe ee Af1eHueM. 3aMeTrM PV 3TOM, YTO OIIpe-
TleJIeHHOe TOXIIeCTBO Af1enus v Beuyu camoil no cebe 1osa-
raeTcs ¥l TeOpUeN «/IBYX acIIeKTOB», OCHOBOVI JIJ1s1 KOTOPOWA
BBICTYITAIOT ITACCAKV CJIEMTYFOIIIETO TUTIA: «00UH U MO JKe
npedmem (kypcus Movt. — C.K.) Mor ObI paccMaTpuBaThCs
€ 1By X pa3mnyHbIX cTopoH» (B XIX mpumeu.; KanT, 19946,
c. 25), To ecTh Kak siBJIeHIe 1 KaK Belllb cama I10 cebe:

«npegMeT = fABNEeHUe —
(Belwb cama no cebe)

npepcrasrieHue»

Cxema 1

Bo-BTOpBIX, He MeHee Ba’KHBIM SBJISETCS TaKXe pas-
Jdve MexXmay AbaeHuem W npedcmabaeruem, MO0 TOJIBKO
obsexmubupobarnuiil CTaTyC A64eHUsA, €To OTIINYE OT CyOb-
eKTVBHOTO npedcnabenis. TapaHTUPYeT 00vekmubHbill Xa-
paKTep HaIlero 3HaHWSA, WIV 006eKmMuBHYI0 3HAUUMOCHTL
aIlpMOPHBIX IPUHIIUIIOB, Y IIO3TOMY OIIMOKOV ObUIO OBI
OTOXIeCTBIIeHNIE («CKJIeMBaHVe» MeXIy cobom B TpaHC-
LIeH/IEHTAIBHOVI TPUaJie, VUIU IIIKaJIe) AB1eH1A VI npedchab-
/en1is, KaK 3TO TIPOVICXOMIUT B TPaVIIVIOHHOV MHTepIIpe-
TallN «[IBYX MUPOB/ 0O BEKTOB», BCJIELICTBIE Yero 1 obpa-
3yIOTCS [IBa MMpa: peaIbHBIV MVIpP BellleVl caMyX 110 ceOe 11
dpeHOMEHATBHBIVI MUP SIBJIIEHUIL

«npepmeTr — fBNEeHUe =
(Bewws cama no cebe)

npeapctaBrieHUue»

Cxema 2

° Cpenut Hux cM. paborer K. Mapmaiwia (Marshall, 2013),
M. OGepcra (Oberst, 2015), H. IIranra (Stang, 2017), x Gosee
IIOPOOHOMY 0OCY>K/I€HIMIO KOTOPBIX 51 00palllych HVDKe.

The intensity of this confrontation is now decreas-
ing. R. Walker, for instance, argues that these theories
are not clearly articulated and mutually exclusive alter-
natives, but mere metaphors (Walker, 2010). Although
the confrontation’s intensity is diminishing, a number of
contemporary Kant scholars are proposing versions of
the synthesis of these theories." It is this opposition that
determines the modern understanding of transcendental
idealism (Schulting, 2011). The essence of this confronta-
tion is the different — objective or subjective — interpre-
tation of the Kantian concept of appearance. In the first
case, appearance is treated subjectively, as some mental
datum, or representation. In the second, it is considered
objectively, as one of the aspects from which may be ob-
served an actual and really existing thing (thing in itself).

Let us now return to the analysis of the transcen-
dental triad and try to grasp the conceptual status of
appearance more accurately in its essential difference
from both thing in itself and representation.

Firstly, while distinguishing appearance from thing
in itself, Kant criticised the old metaphysics for its naive
realism, which did not consider this distinction. How-
ever, a similar merging of the two concepts is charac-
teristic of the theory of “two aspects,” the strong ver-
sions of which contain an indication of the numerical
identity of appearance and thing in itself. At the same
time, the weak versions of the “two aspects” theory
also imply a certain identity of appearance and thing
in itself, because they are based on Kant’s claim that
“the same objects can be considered from two different
sides” (KrV, B XIX footnote; Kant, 1998, p. 111), i.e., as
appearance or as thing in itself.

object* (Gegenstand) = appearance — representation
(thing-in-itself)
Schema 1

Secondly, the difference between appearance and
representation is equally important, for only the “objec-
tified” status of appearance," its difference from a men-
tal representation, guarantees the objective nature of our
knowledge, or the objective value of a priori principles
and, therefore, it would be a mistake to identify (“glue”
together within the transcendental triad, or spectrum)
appearance and representation, as in the traditional in-
terpretation of the “two worlds/objects,” as a result
of which two worlds are formed — the real world of
things in themselves and the phenomenal world of ap-
pearances:

1 Among them are such works as Marshall, 2013; Oberst, 2015;
Stang, 2017, to the analysis of which I turn below.

1 For my arguments in favour of the objectivity of appearances,
see: Katrechko, 2018a.
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Tem cambiM cirefryer m3berarb KpamHOCTEeVI OTOX/IeCT-
BIIEHVIST A6/1eHUA KaK C BeIlbIO caMoll 1o cebe, Tak U € npeo-
cmabBeniem, 9TO TIpeBpaIiaeT TpaHCIleHIeHTaTbHYTO TPU-
ajy obpartHo B Auany. s Ooslee TOYHOV SKCIUIMKAIINN
KOHIIeNTYaJIbHOTO CTaTyca KaHTOBCKOTO SBJIEHVIS HY>KHO
IIPUHATH BO BHUMaHMe CJIeylolee.

MpI He TTOJDKHEI 3a0BIBaTh, UTO TI0f, A61eHuem KaHT
IIOHMMaeT He KaK/e-TO MeHTaJIbHbIe CYIIIHOCTY, a TO, YTO
B JIOKPUTIYECKOV MBICIVI pacCMaTPVBaJIOCh KaK peaTbHO
CyLIecTByIoIIMe Bel. MapKupoBKy B KadecTse A61eH1ll
dusmdgeckrie 0OBeKTHI (YKe KaK ITPeIMeTHI OIIBITa) IIPU-
o0peTaroT JIMIIb B XOIe MpaHCyeHOeHMaAbHOoU peqhaexcuu
HaIIero «crocoba MO3HaHVS», OHAKO 3TO HE OTMEHSET
PpeaJIbHOTO cTaTyca CyIIeCTBOBAHMS SIBJISIOIIVIXCA HaM B
omnbITe Bement. [ToaToMy pu oTBeTe Ha BOIIPOC O CTaTyce
SIBJIEHVVI HeoOXOAMMO TIPUMHMMATE BO BHVMaHMe MX 006-
exmuBupoBarnuiil Xxapakrep'®, KOTOPBIVI COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
KaHTOBCKMeE SIBJIeHNS KaK IIPeIMeThI OIbITa HaXOIATCs He
B yMe, a B IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOM MVIpe.

Te3nc 00 0OBEKTMBHOV IIPUPO]Ie SIBJIEHVST HATJISTHO
IIpOSICHSIET aHAJIOTMS TeJlecKolta, Bocxosias K I'. dpe-
re''. TommycTvmM, MBI paccMaTpuBaeM JIyHy mpwm moMorin
terteckorta. Camy JIyHy (Kak ImpefiMeT) MOYKHO COOTHECTH
¢ Beuyvio camoil no cebe, ee MEHTAIILHBIN 00pa3 B HaIlIEM CO-
3HaHUU — C ee npedcmabaeruem. CIrpocuM cedsi: KaKOB OH-
TOJIOTMYECKWII CTaTyC m3o0paxeHys (apeHvs) JIyHer Ha
ymHse Testeckona? IToHaTHO, 9TO 3TO He peasibHas JIyHa
cama 110 ceOe (BeIlb cama II0 cebe), HO 3TO 1 He ee CyObek-
TUBHBIV (MEHTaJILHEIV) 00pa3 B HallleM CO3HaHWM, TO eCTh
«IIpefcTaBlIeHIe B Hac». Abaenue (n3obpakenue) J1yHsl B
TeJIeCKOIIe VIMeeT 00sekiuBHO-1pedMenIHblll CTATyC, XOTS U
OT/I¥aeTcs OT OOBEeKTMBHOTO CTaTyca peasTbHO CYIIIeCcTBY-
rorent JIyHeI Kak cryTHMKa 3emn. Hammvr opraHe! uyBcTs
IIPeCTaBIIII0OT co00M ITOOOHbIe YCTPOICTBA «BBOIA VIH-
dopmarmm» (Falkenstein, 1991), Ha «okpaHe» KOTOPBIX
KOHCTUTYUPYIOTCS  00vekmubHvie (0ObeKTUBUPOBAHHEIE)
SIBJICHVISI [IPEMETOB 2.,

10 Mowu apryMeHTbI B II0JIb3y OOBEKTMBMPOBAHHOCTH (OOBEK-
TBHOCTU) Absenuil cM.: (KaTpeuko, 2017a).

B cBoeit pabore «CMbIcit 1 3HaYeHMe» I'. dpere ncronb3yer
aHaJIOTMIO TeJIecKoIla /IS ITOSICHEHWs CBOero Te3nca 00 oObex-
TUBHOCTVI BBOIVIMOTO MM KOHIIEIITa «CMBICII» («CMBICITBI» He CY-
IIIeCTBYIOT B HallleVl FOJIOBe, Kak oOpasbl — Ha ceTyaTKe Halllero
rimaza) (Dpere, 1997, c. 29). 3mech g MCIIONMB3YI0 aHAIIOTTIO TeJTe-
CKOIIa IS IPYTUX IIeJIeVl, a UMEHHO JIJIsl WIIIOCTpaIm 00sek-
mubHoCm KaHTOBCKOTO f6/eHus. B TOM e caMOM CMBICITe 00b-
eKTUBHBIMY — (PU3NYECKMMM, a He MEHTaJIbHBIMU (CyObeKTMB-
HBIMW) — SBJISIOTCA ApyTie M300paxensi («o0paspl») ImpeamMe-
TOB, HaIlpMMep B 3epKajle win poToarapare, TeJleBU3MOHHbIE
«KapTWHKW» 1 T. I1., XOTS C CEMaHTWYeCKOV TOUKI 3peHIsl 3TO He
caMU Bellly, a JIMIIIb VX 3HaKM (CM. HVDKe).

2. Metadpopa TeyrecKorra MOXKeT OBITh JIOTIOJTHEHa aHaJoroM
MeTadOphl «OUKOB € ToyObMM cTexiamu» b. Paccerta (Paccer,
1987, c. 190). Ecyirr 6p1 mH3a Tesleckora ObUTa OKpariieHa B CH-
HWUM I1IBeT, TO M300paxeHne JIyHbI Ha JIMH3e TejlecKoIa TOXe
ObU10 OBI CHHWM (resp. IPOCTPaHCTBEHHEIM), HO CUHeBa (resp.
MPOCTPaHCTBEHHbIe XapaKTePUCTUKI) XapaKTepu3yeT He caMy
JIyny (Berb camy 110 cebe), a JIMIIIb ee SBJIeHIe, KAKOBBIM BBICTY-
I1aeT «TeJIeCKOIIHbIV» 00pas3 JIyHbI.

S.L. Katrechko

object* (Gegenstand) — appearance = representation
(thing-in-itself)
Schema 2

Thus, it is necessary to avoid the extremes of iden-
tifying appearances with both thing in itself and re-
presentation, which turns the transcendental triad back
into a metaphysical dyad. And, in order to more accu-
rately explain the conceptual status of the Kantian ap-
pearance, one should take into account the following.

We should not forget that under the concept of
appearance, in the Critique Kant understands not some
mental entities, but what in pre-critical thought were
considered actually existing objects. Physical objects
are marked as appearances only in transcendental reflec-
tion (analysis) of our “mode of cognition,” or within
the transcendental perspective. But this does not cancel
the actual status of the existence of objects in experi-
ence (within the empirical perspective). Therefore, it
is necessary to take into account the objectified nature
of Kant’s concept of appearance, which is that, as an
object of experience, it does not exist in the mind, but
rather in the spatiotemporal world.

The analogy of the telescope, which goes back to
G. Frege, clearly illustrates the thesis of the objective
nature of appearance.”” Suppose that we observe the
moon by means of a telescope. The moon itself has an
objective status, which corresponds to Kant’s thing in
itself. The mental image of the moon in our conscious-
ness is already subjective. It can thus be associated with
Kant’s representation. Let us then ask the following
question: what is the ontological status of the image of
the moon in the telescope (that can be associated with
Kant’s appearance), which is between the objective (real)
moon itself and its subjective (mental) image in our
consciousness? It is clear that the image of the moon
in the telescope is neither the real (objective) moon in
itself (thing in itself), nor a mental (subjective) image in
our consciousness, i.e., Kant’s “representation in us.”
Our answer is that this telescope-appearance (the moon’s
image in the telescope) has a specific intermediate on-
tological status, a quasi-objective status, although it
differs from the objective status of the real moon in
itself. Our sense organs are similar devices of “input

2 Frege uses the telescope analogy to explain his thesis of the
objectivity of “sense” (“sense” does not exist in our mind as, for
example, mental images) in his work Uber Sinn und Bedeutung
(Frege, 1948, p. 213). Here I use this analogy for other purposes,
namely, to illustrate the objectivity of Kant’s appearance. In the
same sense, objective — physical, rather than mental (subjec-
tive) — appearances are other “images” of objects, as, for exam-
ple, in a mirror or camera, or movie “pictures,” etc. Although
from the semantic point of view, all these are not objects, but
only signs of objects (see below).
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ITpn sToMm KanT x0T5 11 pasimrdaet sbenue v Beuyb camy
10 cebe, HO He pacCMaTpPUBaeT VX B OTPBIBE IIPYT OT IpyTa,
a AbaeHue — KaK CaMOCTOSITEIIBHYIO CyILIHOCTh. KaHTOB-
CKOe ABjeHue — 3TO JIVIIIb siBJIEHWE (A6441014e20c HaM)
IIpeaMeTa, VIV amhupureckoil Beuju camoil no cede (B 306),
ITOCKOJIBKY SIBJIEHVIE KaK TAKOBOE, TO €CTh B KAYeCTBe 11016
ko npedcmabaenus, «[He] cymectByer Oe3 Toro, 4rd depes
Hero sisieTcs» (B XXVI—XXVIL; Kanr, 19946, c. 29), To
ectb Oe3 Bery camort 110 ceGe. Tem cambv KaHT passiBaer
He (peHOMEHAJIVICTCKYIO meoputo Abrenuil (appearance the-
ory), a peasMCTIYIecKyTo meoputo Abaawujeeocs (appearing
theory)®, B paMKax KOTOpOV TepMUH A6/eH1e BBICTYIIAeT
COKpaIIeHHOV (POPMOVI TaKVX BBIPKEHN, KaK «SBJISIO-
IIUVICS TIPEIIMET» VIV «IIPeJIMeT, KaK OH HaM SIBJISIeTCs» 4.

Bmecre ¢ TeM, KOI[1a MBI TOBOPVIM, UTO s61eH1e eCTb 1ma
Jke BeIIlb, UTO U Beujp cama no cebe, B3sITast B MOJIyCe CBOEVI
TIaHHOCTM (SIBJIEHHOCTM), TO 3TO He O3HadaeT (B CIIIy ca-
Moro (pakTa HaMUMs ABAeHUTl), ITO AbeHUe eCTb Mon ke
CaMBbIVI IIpeMeT, YTO Belllb caMa II0 cebe, TO eCTb, UTO A6-
AeHie Vi Beuyb cama 1o cebe UVICIIEHHO TOXIeCTBEHHBbI/ VIIeH-
TUYHBL APYT APYTY: «MbI OTIIMIaeM IIPeaMeT Kak fbierue
OT TOTO >XKe IpefIMeTa KaK 00beKTa camoeo no cebe» (B 69;
Kanr, 19946, c. 85)".

5 Tax, ecym y Hac ectb pororpadpuisi gesiopeka (B KauecTse ero
5641e1151), TO B COOTBETCTBUVI C TEOPWEV SIBJIEHWV IIPeIMeTOM IT0-
3HaHM OyzeT BbICTyIIaTh poTorpads, To ecTb npedcmabaerie,
a 1o meopuu ABAAWee0cs TIPeIMETOM TIO3HaHMs OyJeT BBICTY-
naTh Abasiouutics Ha ¢oTo yes0bek, TO eCTh npedment IpenCTaB-
srervst (eM.: Xayaiwt, 2008, c. 11 mpumewu.).

4 Briepeble 0 meopuu ABaswoujecocs ctait ropoputs I. I[Tpraapn
(Prichard, 1909, p. 74). [To3xe 3Ta Teopus ObUla passBuTa B pa-
6orax P. Yusomma (Chisholm, 1950) 1 gp. (oHa cooTHOCMMa C
a06epbavHotl TeOpuert BOCIIPUSTVS; CM. Hipke). OTMeTHM Tak-
xe, uto ecyiu C. bapkep (Barker, 1967) nmpoTuBormocrasiisier s13b1-
Ky gBjleHVs v sesmomerocst y Kanara, To M. O6epcer (Oberst,
2015) roBopuT 00 11X BO3MOXKHOVI cOBMeIeHHocTr. OCHOBaHVIEM
IUIS TOTO BBICTYIIAET TO, YTO HEMELKMVI (KaHTOBCKIIT) TEPMUH
«Erscheinung» mcnonb3syercst it o0o3HayeHMsI Kak ITporiecca
(axTa) sBJI€HVIS BeI, TaK M pe3yJibTaTa 3TOrO IIpoljecca — cob-
CTBEHHO $IBJIEHVIsI, VI B 3aBVICKIMOCTI OT KOHTEKCTa MOXeT ObITh
riepeBefieH VI KaK TepyHIu 6101 eecs,, i/ Vv KaK CyIIeCcTBU-
TestbHOe ABsenue. TlomoOHas 1BYCMBICJIEHHOCTD TepMIHA «sIBJIe-
HVe» eCTb I B PYCCKOM $3bIKe, [IJIS ITPOSICHEH NS KOTOPOW MOXK-
HO ObU10 OBI IPOIIECCYa/IbHOCTD SBJIEHMSI (PUKCUPOBaTh, HAIIPY-
Mep, C ITOMOIIBIO TEPMWHOB Ho-A6/eHue VT faxke npo-sbienue:
Belllb cama 110 cebe nosbasemcs v nposabasem cebs B SABJICHUN.
3aMeTVM TakKe, YTO aMOMBaJIEHTHOCTD IIPUCYIIA ¥ KaHTOBCKO-
My TepMUHY «IIpezictasiieHue» (Vorstellung) (cm. Hioke cH. 18).
5 Korga KanT ropopur, uro s261eHue ecTb mom e camvlil TIpe-
MeT, 9T0 Bewys cama no cebe (cm. B XVII mpumeu., B 69 u nip.),
OH MCIIOJIB3yeT TepMuH «derselbe» u ero mpomssopsbie. OnHa-
KO 3TO He O3Ha4aeT IIOJIHYIO VIeHTUYHOCTD SBJICHVIS 1 Beln
caMovi 110 cebe B CMBICIIE IIPVHLIVIIA HO0X0eCba HepasiuduMblx
Jlentorvmia: a = B =, VPx(P(a) = P(B)). Kakue-To csovicTsa siBe-
HISL VI CAMOVI BEIIIVT MOTYT pa3INdaThCs, HallpyMep IIpOCTpaH-
CTBEHHO-BpeMeHHble XapaKTepVCTVKN SBJIeHNs He IpuHajjIe-
Kart Beujur camotl 1o cebe, XOTS VI CBOVICTBA BEIIVI TAKXKe MOTYT pas-
ym4aThes (M3MEHSThCA) B pasHble MOMEHTBI BpeMeH!. 3aMeTnM
B 3TOW CBsI31, UTO Korfa A. Byz oOcykmaeT MaeHTIIHOCTE A6/1e-
Hua v Beugu camoii no cebe (Wood, 2005, p. 62—76), oH onmpaet-

of information” generating objective appearances (see
Falkenstein, 1991)."

However, although Kant distinguishes appearance
and thing in itself, he does not consider them separately
(in isolation) from each other, and he does not consider
appearance to be an independent entity. Kant’s appear-
ance is only the appearance of an object appearing to
us, or an empirical thing in itself (B 306), because there
is no appearance in itself, i.e., only as representation,
“without anything that appears” (KrV, B XXVI-XXVII;
Kant, 1998, p. 115), i.e., without a thing in itself. Thus,
Kant’s transcendentalism appears to be, not a theory
of phenomenal appearance, but a realistic theory of ap-
pearing,' within which the Kantian term “appearance’ is
the abbreviated form of such expressions as ‘appearing
objects” or ‘objects as they appear’.”

At the same time, when we say that appearance
is the same as thing in itself taken in the mode of its
appearing, it does not mean (because of the very fact
of the existence of appearance) that appearance and
thing in itself are one and the same object, that they are
numerically identical to each other, since the “object as
appearance is to be distinguished from itself as object
in itself” (KrV, B 69; Kant, 1998, p. 190).1¢

% This can be supplemented by B. Russell’s metaphor of
“coloured glasses” (Russell, p. 130): the moon’s image in the
telescope is not the moon itself, and if the telescope’s lens is
painted blue (resp. spatial), the perceived objects will be blue
(resp. spatial), although this is characteristic not of the object it-
self, but of its appearance.

4 According to R. Howell, if we take a photography of a person
(as his representation), then according to the appearance-theory,
the photo itself is the object of our cognition here, and accord-
ing to the appearing-theory, the appearing here person, i.e., an
appearance of this person, is the object (or object*) of cognition
(see Howell, 2008, p. 11, footnote).

5 The distinction between “appearance theory” and “appear-
ing theory” was made for the first time by H. Prichard (1909,
p. 74). The appearing theory was developed in the works of
R. Chisholm (1950) and others (see also the adverbial interpre-
tation of Kant based on the adverbial theory of perception; see be-
low). Whereas S. Barker (1967) opposes the Kantian terminolo-
gy of appearance and appearing, M. Oberst (2015) writes about
their possible consistency. The reason for this is that the Ger-
man (Kantian) term/noun Erscheinung (resp. verb erscheinen)
denotes both the process (act) of the thing’s appearance and
the result of this process — appearance itself and, depending
on the context, can be translated both as the verb ‘to appear” or
the gerund (verbal noun) “appearing’ (it is the basis for appear-
ing theory) and as a noun “appearance’ (is the basis for appear-
ance theory) (Oberst, 2015, pp. 58, 72-73). This ambiguity of the
term ‘appearance’ exists in the Russian language, too, for the
removal of which it would be possible to fix the processuality
of the word “appearance’ with the help of the terms ‘emersion’ or
even ‘manifestation’: the thing in itself emerges or manifests itself
in appearance (compare with the ambiguity of Kant’s term ‘re-
presentation’; see below footnote 18).

16 When Kant says that an appearance is the same thing as a
thing in itself (see B XVIII footnote, B 69, etc.), he uses the Ger-
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Bocronp3yemcst aHastorvent 3epkaia (B pasBuTie aHa-
jorvm Testeckora). Ecrm aéaenue — 210 oOpas mpemMera
(HampumMep, cTola) B 3epKajle, TO B 3epKajle IIPecTaB-
JIEH 11011 JKe CAMbLIl CTOJI, KOTOPBIV SIBJISIETCS IIPooOpasoM
(= Bempo camoiz 1o cebe) croma. Ho «3epkabHBII» cTON
(= siBJIeHMe CTOJIA) He WIEHTWYEeH pPeasIbHO CYIIeCTBYFO-
IIeMy CTOITy (= Berru camort 1o cebe). [TosTomy xoTs s6-
/eHue VI CBSI3aHO C Beuyblo camoli 1o cebe V1 SIBIISIETCST TOVL JKe
CaMOVI Bellblo, HO AfjeHue UMCTIEHHO He TOXIEeCTBEHHO
Bewju camoti no cebe, 3TO pasHbIe 00veKMbI'C.

TeMm He MeHee CBS3b («CBA3aHHOCTb») MEXITY AB4eHUEM
" Beuyvio camoil no cebe IMeeT MeCTo:

«Belb caMa no cebe — sBneHue — npepcrtaBrieHue»

Cxema 3

Bmecre ¢ TeM B «Kputuke» KanT Hepenko nosmimo-
HUpPYeT sb/eHue KaK «IIpefiCTaB/IeHye B Hac»'. B pamkax
3epKaIbHOV aHAJIOTUN A6leHue — HarpuMep, odbpas cro-
Jla — VIMeeT TOT JKe CTaTyC, YTO U OTpaXkeHUe B 3epKaJle.
OpHaxo Ipw 5TOM s6/eHue He TOXIEeCTBEHHO npedcimabie-
HUI0, @ KaK «HEOIIPeJIeJIEHHBIN npeoMert SMITPUYECKOTO
cosepranus (vaTYyMINM)» (B 34; Kant, 19946, c. 63) sas-
JISIeTCS JIVIIB 1pedMerniom (codepiariieM) TIpenCcTaBIIeHs 'S,
OroxpecTsiieHme npedcmabienus I ero npeomena BBICTY-
IaeT CJIENICTBMEM HESBHOIO METOHMMMUYECKOTO ITepeHO-

Csl Ha IPVHINIT omHocumenvton udenmuunocmu P. Tvaa (Geach,
1973), a K. Maprmasur (Marshall, 2013) pasigaet tepmuHel «the
same» (= 1mo sxe camoe; «cr1abast MIeHTIIHOCTE») 11 «the identical»
(= moxxcoecmBertulil; «CVUTbHAS VIIEHTUIHOCTD ).

16 KanT mcrionesyer B «KpuTuke» LesIblii psj, «IIpeIMeTHbBIX»
TEepMIHOB, KOTOPBIe, Hapsly C OOIIMM CMBICJIOBBIM SIIPOM
(«IIpeIMeTHOCTD»), IMEIOT OTJINYAOIIIVIECS CMBICIIOBbIE OTTEHKN
v/vm 3HadeHMs: «o0bekT» (das Objekt), «pemmer» (der Ge-
genstand), «semp» (das Ding), «serp cama mo cebe» (Ding an
sich selbst) u gp. Borpocy 0 TOYHOV 3KCIUIMKALIV KaK CXOZ-
CTBa, TaK M CMBICJIOBBIX PasIMUMIl STUX «IIPEIMETHBIX» KaH-
TOBCKMX KOHIIEIITOB IIOCBSIIIIEHBI CIIelMasIbHble MCCIeIOBAHS
(cm., Hamp.: Palmquist, 1986; Buchdahl, 1992; KaTpeuko, 201706).
Bbliile st BBeJI pasiiuiie MeXIy «IIPeIMETOM» U «OOBEKTOM».
31eck e s pasiinyai «Belllb» U «00beKT» (cp.: Stang, 2017).
Eciu Beuyp — 5TO HeKasl aBTOHOMHAsI JaHHOCTH caMma Io cebe,
TO 00BeKIN — 3TO BElllb B paMKaX ee IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBIIeH S CyOb-
€KTy, TO €CTb TO, UTO IIPOTMBOCTOUT CyOBEKTY B TOM VIV MHOM
OTHOITIEHNN («00BEeKT VS. cyobekT»). Cp.: «Obvexmn ecTb TO, B TI0-
HSITUN 4ero 006eduHeHo MHOrooOpasHoOe, OXBaThIBaeMOe JaHHBIM
coseprianvem» (B 137; Kant, 19946, c. 130). CooTBeTcTBEHHO,
OfHa M Ta e feujb MOKET OTHOCUTBCS K CyOBeKTy pas/InIHbIM
0bpasom, kak pasHble 006eK1bL: HaIIpUIMep, KpyTylasi BeIllb MOXeT
MIPECTaBIIITCS U KaK kpye (caMa Belllb), 1 KaK 244UNC (SIBJIeHIe
Berrn). Cp. pasimraene 00xecmbeHHoil v 4es0Beteckoil TOUeK 3pe-
HWS B TPAKTOBKe 1By X aciiekTos X. PobuHcona (Robinson, 1994).
7 CcpUIKM Ha PparMeHThl, TIOATBEPIKIAIOIINE «TOXKIECTBO» SIB-
JIEHVIS VI TIPEeJICTaBIIeHs], IIPVBEIEHBI B CH. 5.

8 3ameTnM, YTO pasyiMyeHue npedcmabierue vs. npeomein npeo-
cmabaenus (SIBJIEHNME) COOTHOCUMO C BBEIEHHBIM paHee pasjiide-
HVIEM MeXy TeOPWert A6/eH1s Vi TeOPWeNT A6/51014e20Cs: TeOPVIs
ABAA1014€20CA T1 €CTDb aKLIEHTVPOBAHYIe 1peoMerna IIPeICTaBIeHIsL.

S.L. Katrechko

Let us supplement the analogy of the telescope with
that of the mirror. If appearance is the image of a thing,
for example, the image of a table in a mirror, then the
same empirical table is presented, which is the prototype
(= thing in itself) of the mirror-table. But the mirror-ta-
ble (= appearance of the table) is numerically different
from the actual table. Therefore, although the appear-
ance is connected with the thing in itself, and although
they are the same thing, the appearance is nevertheless
not numerically identical to the thing in itself, they are
different objects.'” The relation between appearance and
thing in itself can thus be represented as follows:

object®* — appearance — representation
(thing-in-itself) Schema 3

At the same time, in the Critigue Kant often de-
scribes appearance as a representation within us (see
footnote 6). Appearance, e.g., the image of a table, has
the same status as a reflection in a mirror. However, in
this case the appearance is not identical with the rep-
resentation, but with the “undetermined object of an
empirical intuition” (KrV, B 34; Kant, 1998, p. 135); it is

man term derselbe and its derivatives. However, this does not
mean the complete (numerical) identity of appearance and
thing in itself in the sense of Leibniz’s principle of the identity of
indiscernibles: a = 3 =, VPx(P(a) = P(B)). Some characteristics of
the appearance and the thing itself can be different. For exam-
ple, the spatiotemporal characteristics of an appearance are not
the characteristics of the thing itself, although the properties of
the thing itself can also change at different points in time. We
note in this connection that when A. Wood discusses the iden-
tity of an appearance and things in themselves (Wood, 2005,
pp. 62-76), he relies on R. Geach’s relative identity (Geach, 1973),
and K. Marshall (2013) distinguishes between the term/notion
“the same” (the same as “weak identity”) and “the identical”
(identical as “strong identity”).

7 Kant uses a number of objective terms: thing (Ding), thing
(Ding an sich), object (Objekt), object* (Gegenstand), which, along
with the general semantic core (“objectness”), have differ-
ent semantic nuances. Some special researches were devoted
to this problem (see, for example, Palmquist, 1986; Buchdahl,
1992; Katrechko, 2017). Above, I have introduced the distinc-
tion between ‘object’ (Objekt) and ‘object* (Gegenstand). Here,
I distinguish between a thing and an object (cf. Stang, 2017). If a
thing is an autonomous entity (something), then an object (Ob-
jekt) is the thing within its opposition (or relation) to the sub-
ject, i.e., the object (something), which opposes the subject in
one way or another (distinction ‘object vs. subject’). Cf.: “An
object, however, is that in the concept of which the manifold of
a given intuition is united” (B 137; Kant, 1998, p. 249). Accord-
ingly, the same thing can refer to the subject in different ways,
as different objects. For example, a round thing can be repre-
sented both as a circle (or thing in itself) and as an ellipse (or ap-
pearance). Compare this with the adverbial theory of perception,
or with the distinction between divine and human perspectives in
H. Robinson’s interpretation of two aspects (Robinson, 1994).
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C.JI. Karpeuko

ca, KOI7ia ye/10e Ha3bIBaOT II0 MIMEHV ero YacTy (B HallleM
Cilydae, MIMeHYysl, Kak 9To u mesaet KaHt, npedcmabaenue
II0 MMEHM ero IIpeIMeTa KaK ero 9acTV, TO eCTh SBJIEHVI).
Hanipumep, npedcmabaenie o ctosie (Te «CTOJ» SIBIISIETCS
IIpeIMeTOM IIpeNICTaB/IeHsl) MBI MOXKeM Ha3BaTh «CTO-
JIOM», TO €CTb MMeHeM ero IpefiMeTa, VIIN gBJIeHWs, —
co3[aBas TeM CaMbIM JIOKHOe BIledaT/ieHye O (IIOJIHOM)
TOXIECTBe AbAeHUA U npedcmabrenus’®.

TeM He MeHee CBs13b («CBSI3HOCTB») MEXITY SIBJICHVIEM U
IpeficTaB/IeHNeM TakKe VIMeeT MecCTo:

«Belb cama no cebe — sABneHue — npeacraereHue»

Cxema 4

Ecmt xe coBmecTnTh IIpeIOKeHHbIe BbIIIEe CXEMbI
CBS3HOCTN SBJIEHVI C ITPEIMETOM U ITpe/ICTaB/IeHMeM:

«npegMer — fBIeHUe —
(BeLwpb cama no cebe)

npeacrasneHue»

Cxema 5

TO MOXKHO IIOJIYYWUTh PeIeHe OCHOBOIIOJIArafomer M
TPaHCIeHIeHTaTEHOV MeTadpU3MKM CEMaHTUIeCKOVI TTPO-
©71eMBI COOTBETCTBUS, VT CBOEOOPAsHYIO MIpAHCYeHOeH-
maivHyo dedykyuio (0OOCHOBAHME), OCHOBOVI VIS KOTOPOVI
BBICTYIIAeT TEe3UC O NpeOMenIHOM XapaKTepe HallnX IIper-
crapyieHVTY. AGpriC 3TOVI AemyKImy TakoB. [Tpedcmabienue
CToja (HarrpmMep, ero obpas), TpeMeTOM KOTOPOTO BBI-
CTyTIaeT s6/eHue «CTOI», COOTHOCUTCS — B CVUTY TOTO, UTO
Abaenue eCTb AbAeHUe CINOAA, TO €CTh IIPEIMETOM SIBJIEHVIS
BBICTYTIAeT SIBJISIOIINUVICS CTOM (TEOPUS SIBJISIOIIErocs)) —

1 C yueToM BBEIEHHOTO PasJINyeHs MeXILy npedcmabieniiem i
npedmemom npedcmabeniiss MOXXHO TOBOPUTH TakXKe O JIBYX CMbIC-
J1ax (resp. CJIOBOYIIOTpeOsIeHMM) KaHTOBCKOTO KOHIIeNTa ITpei-
CTaBJIEHVS: O «npocnio npedcmabienuu» (pencrasienve-1, vm
penpesenmayus; blofie Vorstellung) vi «npedcmabaenuu ueeo-1mo», TO
€CTb IIpeZiCTaBIeHNV B TeHUTVBe (IIpericTaBjleHne-2, VWi npe-
senmayus). Tem cambiv KanT mcnosnbs3yeT TepMiuH «IIpefcTasiie-
He» Takke aMOVMBajIeHTHO (Cp. ¢ aMOVBaJIeHTHOCTBIO TepMIHA
«siBJIeHve» (CM. cH. 13 BbIIIIe)): KaK «0ObeKTMBHYIO» IIpe3eHTa-
LIVIIO M/ VIV KaK «CyOBeKTUBHYIO» peripe3eHTaruio (Cp. ¢ «00b-
€KTUBHBIM IIpeJICTaB/IeHeM» 1 «CyOBEeKTUBHBIM IIpeJICTaBIIe-
HueMm» 13 ¢parmenTta B 207 —208). CooTBeTCTBEHHO, KaHTOB-
CKOe sIBJIeHVIe MOXKET OBITb OTOX/IECTBIICHO C npeseHmayuetl, i
IpeJicTaB/ieHNeM-2, a He IpezcrasieHneM-1. ITogpobuee 06
stoM cm.: (Karpeuxo, 2017a).

% @opmynmpoBKa, a TeM Oostee pertenne KanTom mpobsiemMbl
COOTBETCTBYA yKa3blBaeT Ha TO, YTO OH PasBUBaeT NpuHUHHYI0 Te-
OPWIO BOCIIPUISITVSI, XOTSI VI MICIIOJIb3yeT OOIIeNPUHATEIN peripe-
3eHTaTVICTCKVVI SI3BIK: MBI BOCIIPMHVIMaeM He udeu Bemiert ([e-
KapT, JIOKK), a JIMIIIb UX SBJIeHVs, KOTOpbIe B 00IIIeM cilydae He
30MOpdHBI BelltaM. 3aMeTvM, uTo ecin Ob1 KaHuT OpUI CTOPOH-
HVIKOM TeOPUY pelipe3eHTalNM, TO B 3TOM CJIydae IIpodsieMa co-
OTBETCTBVISI IIPEIMETOB U Pellpe3eHTalil pelliajach Obl TPUBU-
aJIbHO.

only an object* (or content) of representation.'® The iden-
tification of the representation with its object* is the result
of an implicit metonymical transfer, whereby the whole
is named by the name of its part, which Kant does, not
quite accurately calling the representation itself by the
name of its object®, i.e., appearance. For instance, we can
call the representation of a table (where the table is the
object* of this representation) by the name “table’, i.e.,
by the name of its object*, or appearance, thereby pos-
tulating a false thesis about the identity of appearance
and representation.”” Nevertheless, the relation between
appearance and representation exists and can be repre-
sented as follows:

object* — appearance — representation
(thing-in-itself)
Schema 4

If we combine the two schemas suggested above,
we obtain the following;:

object* — appearance —
(thing-in-itself)

representation

Schema 5

This solves the semantic problem of conformity,
which is fundamental to transcendental metaphysics,
or a kind of transcendental deduction, based on the thesis
of the objective-objectual (gegenstindlich) nature of our
representation.” We shall carry out the outline of this
deduction (using our analogy of the mirror). The “mir-
ror” representation of the table, where the appearance

8 Note that the distinction between ‘representation” and ‘ob-
ject of representation (= appearance)’ is consistent with the dis-
tinction introduced earlier between the theory of appearance
and the theory of appearing; the theory of appearing is focused
on the object* of representation.

¥ Taking into account the difference between representation
(Vorstellung) and object* of representation, we can also speak
both of “mere representation” (representation-1; [als] blofie Vor-
stellung) and “representation of something,” i.e., representation
in the genitive sense (presentation, or representation-2). Thus,
Kant uses his term “Vorstellung also ambiguously (compare
with the ambiguity of Kant’s term ‘appearance’; see footnote
16): both as objective-objectual (gegenstindlich) presentation
(representation-1), and/or as a subjective re-presentation (re-
presentation-2). Cf. ‘objective representation” and ‘subjective
representation” from B 207—208. Accordingly, for Kant, ap-
pearance can be equated with presentation-2, but not with re-
presentation-1. For more details on this, see Katrechko, 2018a.
% Kant's formulation and solution of the problem of conform-
ity assume that he accepts not a representational, but a causal
theory of perception: we perceive not ideas (Locke, Descartes),
but only appearances that are different from things.
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C PeasIbHO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIEN feuybio (IIPEeIMEeTOM) — CTOJIOM
Kak Beujpto camoil no cebe. Takvm oOpa3oM, IIOCKOJIBKY BO
BCeX WIeHaX TPaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV TPHUabl peub MeT 00
00HOM U 1OM Jke TIpeIMeTe — CTOJIe, TO VIMeeT MeCTO IIpell-
MeTHas MAEHTUYHOCTh (TOXKIeCTBEHHOCTD) MEeX/Ty coOov
1) npezncrasienus, 2) sipyieHus 1 3) Bely caMoi 110 cebe.
ITpw sToM s6senue (siBJIeHME CTOMA), KOTOPOE CXOIHO IIO
cofiepKaHMIO KaK C CaMOVI BEIbi0, TaK ¥ C HAIIVM IIpel-
CTaBJIeHMEM O HeVl B CO3HAHWV, UTPAET POJIb «CPETHETO
TepMWHa», KOTOPBIV BBICTYIIA€T OCHOBaHVEM VI OIIOCpe-
JlyeT OTHOIIIeHVe MeX/y «KpalH/MI WieHaMV» OTHOIIe-
HUSL — npedmemom (BHe Hac) u npedcmabaetviem (B Hac).

Tem cambiv BBOgMMBIT KanToM B «KpuTrke» KoHIenT
ABieHUA B KadecTBe MeIMyMa MeXIy npedMeniom VI npeo-
cmabeHiiem JIEXNT B OCHOBAHMY PeIeHs ITOCTaBIIEHHOM
VM B IIMicbMe K ['epry KimoueBovt 1yt MeTadpm3MKYL ceMaH-
TVYecKoV IIpo0sIeMbl cooTBeTcTBsL. KaHT Bo3BpariaeTcs K
00Cy>KIeHVIIO 3TOV ITPO0JIeMBI B IIPEIVCIIOBIUN KO BTOPOMY
vsgaHvio «KpuTmky» v1 omvchBaeT 1Ba BO3MOXKHBIX CIIO-
coba ee perrreHmst. Coe perrieHne, KoTopoe KaHT cBsi3biBa-
€T C «M3MeHEeHHbBIM MeToIoM MblrteHus» (B XVIIL; Kanr,
199406, c. 24) B MeTadm3MKe 11 COOTHOCUT C «KOIIepHVKaH-
ckmM niepeBopoTom» (B XXI npumeu.; Kant, 19946, c. 26)%,
OH OIIMCHIBaeT TaK: «Mbl a priori mosHaem B Bemax (Ding-
en) JIUIIb TO, YTO camu B HUX BiIoxwm» (B XVII; Kanr,
19946, c. 24). I[loHATHO, YTO B CJTydae KaHTOBCKOTO CITOCO-
0a perreHVIsI MOXXHO FTOBOPUTH O COOTBETCTBIM IIPEIMETOB
HAaIIIM IIpefICTaB/IeHNsIM, IIOCKOJIbKY IIpeIMeThl yKe He
Oanvl HaM, a 3a0anbl Hamyt. Ho atv Beuju yxe He Bewju camu
1o cebe, a npedmenvl ONviMA, TO €CTb CKOHCTPYVPOBaHHbIe
HaMI U3 SMIIMPUYECKOVI MAmeput Vi allpyuiopHOV hopMol
SIBJICHVISI, OIIOCPeyIOLIlie OTHOIIIeHVIe MEeXY CyObeKTB-
HBIMU 1pedcmabieHuamu 11 CyIIeCTBYIOLIMMI He3aBVICMO
0T yMa OOBeKTVBHBIMM ITpeIMeTaMIA

2. OHTOIOTMYIeCKMVI CTAaTyC SABJICHVA:
BeIlb (CyOcTaHIVIsI) 1/JTM OTHOIIIEHVe

B pesyibrare IpoBeleHHOrO aHaIM3a S CPOPMYIIN-
posait Te3uckr (1) 0 «IIPOMEXYTOYHOM» MeTaU3UIECKOM
cTaTyce KaHTOBCKVX SIBJIEHWVI B paMKax TpaHCIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOV TpMabl «Bemb caMma 110 cede (Ding an sich) —

2 TTpvmepom i Kanra BeICTyTaeT He CTOIbKO eunomesa Ko-
nepHMKa (WIN «KOIePHMUKAHCKMIL IIePeBOPOT»), CKOJILKO 11e0-
pus rpasuTanuy HploToHa, KoTOpas /1oKasbiBaeT rumoresy Ko-
nepumka (cm. B XXII mpum.). HeioToHOBCKas «rpaBuTaIys» Bbl-
CTyIIaeT CYITHOCTBIO, VIV HOyMeHasIbHOVI BeIllbIo caMo 110 cebe
HaOImoraeMbIx siBjieHN. [IprdyeM 310 GoJlee TOUHEBIN HIpUMep
COOTHOIIEeHS AB/eH1s Vi Beujy camoli 1o cebe, YeM KaHTOBCKast M-
OVpydecKast aHaJIoT Vsl «pajiyTa Vs. KaIulu JoXKAs» 13 (pparMeH-
Ta B 63, mockoirbKy rpaBuTanys eCTh HUUTO Ha heHOMeHaJIbHOM
ypoBHe (OHa HEBMAWMMA) VI COBEPIIIEHHO HM Ha YTO HeImoXoXa
(mpumep c rpaBuTarven B. Bepkmerictepa (Werkmeister, 1981)).
DTO TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO pasjIvdavie MeXy AbieHiem Vi Beujpio ca-
MOT 10 cebe SIBIISIETCs], BO3MOXKHO, Oojlee paiyIKaJIbHBIM.
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“table” functions as an object¥, is correlated to the actu-
ally existing thing, the table (as thing in itself), because
the appearance ‘table’ is the appearance of the table, i.e., the
appearing table is the object* of the appearance. Thus,
since in all the elements of our schema (i.e., transcen-
dental triad) we are talking about the same object*: (1)
the table, then there is the objective* identity of the rep-
resentation, (2) the appearance, and (3) the thing in itself,
which underlies the relation between object* and rep-
resentation. In this case, the appearance, i.e., the appear-
ance of the table, which is similar in content both to the
thing in itself and to our mental representation of it,
functions as the “middle term” in the relation between
an object* (external to us) and a representation (within
us).

Thus, the concept of appearance introduced by Kant
as a medium between object* and representation lies at
the basis of the solution of the semantic problem of
conformity introduced in the letter to Hertz (Br, AA 10,
p- 130). Kant returns to the discussion of this problem in
the Preface to the second edition of the Critique, where
he describes two possible ways of solving it. Kant ex-
plains his view as follows: “we can cognize of things
(Dingen) a priori only what we ourselves have put into
them” (KrV, B XVIII; Kant, 1998, p. 111). For him, this
solution is connected to his “Copernican revolution”
(KrV, B XXI footnote; Kant, 1998, p. 112) and to “the
altered method of our way of thinking” (KrV, B XVIIL;
Kant, 1998, p. 111) in metaphysics.”' It is clear that, in
the case of Kant's solution, it is possible to speak of the
conformity of objects* (Gegenstinde) to our representa-
tions, since objects* are no longer given to us, but are
given by us. But these objects* or things (Dinge) are no
longer things in themselves, but only objects of experi-
ence, i.e., constructed through empirical matter and a
priori forms of appearance, mediating representation
and objective mind-independent objects*.

2. The Ontological Status of Appearance:
Thing (Substance) and/or Relation

As a result of this analysis, we may formulate the
theses about (1) the “intermediate” status of Kant’s ap-
pearance as an independent entity within the transcen-

2 For Kant, it is not the Copernican hypothesis (or ‘Copernican
revolution’) that functions as an example, but it is rather New-
ton’s theory of gravity that proves the hypothesis of Coperni-
cus (see KrV, B XXII footnote). Gravity is an entity, or thing in
itself, of the observed appearances. And this is a more reveal-
ing example of the relation of appearance and thing in itself,
than Kant’s analogy “rainbow vs. drops of rain” from B 63, be-
cause gravity is nothing at a phenomenal level (it is invisible)
and does not resemble anything. See, for example, W. H. Werk-
meister (1981). Therefore, the difference between the appear-
ance and the thing in itself is perhaps more radical.
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spienne (Erscheinung) — mpencrasiernmve (Vorstellung)»
” (2) 0 HeOOXOOVIMOCTH yIepKaHMs BBOAVIMOIO B TpHaze
IIBOVIHOTO OT/INMYEHNs AfeHuA KaK OT Betyu camoil no cebe,
TaK ¥ OT npedcmabienus. JInaekTvKa sIBJIEHMS TaKoBa: C
OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, SIBJIEHVE CXOIHO KaK C IIpeIMeTOM, TaK
VI HIpefCcTaBIeHneM, a ¢ APYroil — OHO OTIMYHO KakK OT
00vexmubroeo IIpeIMeTa, Tak ¥ OT cy0sexmubHoeo NpeacTaB-
JIeHVsL. DTVIMU Te3VCaMU OIIPeJIeIIsIeTCsl MeTaU3IeCcK U
cTaTyc AB4eHuA KaK CaMOCTOSITEITBHOVI CYIITHOCTY B KaH-
TOBCKOVI CCTEME.

OnHako BOIIPOC 00 OHTOJIOTMTYECKOM CTaTyce KaHTOB-
CKOTO sIBJIEHMSI ITOKA OCTAEeTCs Heollpe/ieJIeHHbIM. B dact-
HOCTW, JIOKa3aHHOCTh CAMOCINOAMEAbHOCHIY KOHIIETITa SIB-
JIeHNs ellle He O3HaYaeT OHTOJIOTMIECKOVI CaMOCTOSITeITb-
HOCTY (TO €CTh CyOCTaHITMOHAIBHOCTY) CAaMOTO SIBJIeHWIS.
Ecymm st pertieHmst Borrpoca 0 MeTadpu3i4ecKoM CTaTy-
Ce SIBJIEHVISI MBI OIMpPAJIVICh Ha KaHTOBCKOE pasIfMueHVe
«IIpeMeT — IIpelCTaBJIeHMe», TO IS €ro yTOYHEeHVIS
OymeM VICIIONIB30BaTh OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO IIKaly «Bellb/
IpeaMeT — OTHOIIEHVIE».

B HacTosiIIIee BpeMst MOXKHO BBIIEJIATH [1Ba OCHOBHBIX
TI071X0/1a K pelieHuIo JlaHHo mpobiemMsl. ITepsyio (Oosee
MHOTOYVCIIEHHYI0) TPYIIIY VICCIIeOBaTeIeVl COCTaBIISIOT
Te, KTO paccMaTpvBaeT KaHTOBCKOe SIBJIEHIE CyOCTaHIIN-
OHAJIBHO, TO €CTb KaK Beuyb (npedment), TIo aHatormm ¢ pu-
3UYeCKVIM ITPeMETOM (CM. HYpKe, HartpuMep P. JIsHrTOH).
OcHoBanme 115 9TOTO fAaeT caMm KaHT, KoT/1a TOBOPWT O SB-
JIEHVV KaK O 1MaAKoM ke CAMOM 1npedMeirie, ITo T Betiyb cama no
cebe. Bropyto IrpyIy mcciieoBaTelIei COCTaBIIsIOT Te, KTO
CUMTaeT KAaHTOBCKOE SIBJIEHVIE YeM-TO OHIHOCUINeAbHbIM VT
Tlaxe omHoulenuem (CM. Hvpke, HattpuMep [Dx. Bar Koms),
IIOCKOJIBKY, Kak roBoput KaHT, «B siBiIeHMM oOBEKTHI 1
ZlaXke CBOVICTBA, KOTOpPble MBI MM IIPUIIMCHIBAEM, BCETa
paccMaTpMBarOTCSI KaK HEUTO [EVICTBUTEIIBHO JaHHOe, HO
ITOCKOJIBKY 3TV CBOVICTBA 3aBUCSIT TOJIBKO OT criocoba co-
3epuanms cyowvexTa 6 omuowenuu (Kypevis Mot — C. K.) x
HeMy JIaHHOTO IIpeJIMeTa, TO Mbl OTJIMYaeM IIpeIMeT Kak
ABAeHue OT TOTO Xe IpeIMeTa Kak oObeKTa camo2o 1o cebe»
(B 69; Kanr, 19940, c. 85).

Ha omnocumenvrocms sBIeHMs yKa3bIBaeT yke caMo
[IPOTUBOIIOCTaBIIeHMe Abenue vs. Beup cama no cebe, To-
CKOJIBKY ~TEepPMMHOJIOTMYECKV BbIPaXeHNe «CaMo II0
cebe (an sich)» Bo Bpemena KaHTa o3Hauaer, 4TO Takas
Belllb OllpefieIsieTcs «0e3 OTHOIIeHNS K APyrou [Bemu)»
(Oberst, 2015, p. 56), To ecTb KaK aBTOHOMHasI CyIIIHOCTb
caMa 110 cebe, CYIITHOCTb BHE 0MHOUleH1 I, B TO BpeMsI KaK
KaHTOBCKOe SIBJIEHVIE O7MHOCUMIEAbHO VI OTChUIAET eCIV He
K OHTOJIOTMYECKOMY, TO, TIO KpalfHeVl Mepe, K 3TVCTeMO-
JIOTVIeCKOMY OMIHOUIEHUI0 MEXITy OOBeKTOM 1 CyOBeKTOM.
Tewm cambiM BBOAVIMBIE KaHTOM KOHIIENT sIBJIeHMsI Iapa-
IIOKCaJIeH: C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, COITOCTaBIIEH e AB/1eH1LA C Be-

2 bes-omHocumensHblil XapaKTep KaHTOBCKOV Beuju camotl no cebe
IIOJITBEPIK/IA0T, HarpyMep, pparmenTsr B 336, B 339 u mp.

dental triad “thing in itself (Ding an sich) — appearance
(Erscheinung) — representation (Vorstellung)” and (2) the
need to retain in the triad the introduced double dif-
ferentiation of appearance both from thing in itself and
from representation. The dialectics of appearance is as
follows: on the one hand, the appearance itself in some
sense can be considered as similar both to an object*
and a representation and, on the other hand, the ap-
pearance itself is different both from the objective ob-
ject* and its subjective representation. These theses
determine the metaphysical state of appearance as an
independent essence in Kant’s system.

However, the problem of the ontological status of
Kant’s appearance remains uncertain and requires a
solution. In particular, the proof of the independence of
the concept of appearance does not entail the ontolog-
ical independence (i.e., substantiality) of appearance
itself. If we relied on the Kantian distinction “object* —
representation” to solve the problem of the metaphys-
ical status of appearance, we use the ontological spec-
trum “object/thing — relation” to solve the problem of
the ontological status of appearance.

There currently are two main contending ap-
proaches to solving this problem. The first, more nu-
merous, group of researchers is that of those who
consider Kant’s appearance as an object/thing (i.e., as
a substance), by analogy with a physical object (see
below, for example, R. Langton). The basis for this is
given by Kant himself (this is emphasised by the ad-
herents of the “two aspects” theory) when he speaks
of appearance as about the same thing as the thing in
itself. The second group of researchers includes those
who consider the Kantian appearance as something
relative (= relative thing), or even as a relation itself (for
such an interpretation, see, for example, J. Van Cleeve).
As Kant writes: “in the appearance the objects indeed
even properties that we attribute to them, are always
regarded as something really given, only insofar as this
property depends only on the kind of intuition of the
subject in the relation of the given object to it then this
object as appearance is to be distinguished from itself
as object in itself” (KrV, B 69; Kant, 1998, p. 190).

The relationality of appearance is indicated by the
very opposition between appearance and thing in itself,
because terminologically the expression “in itself” (an
sich) meant, in Kant’s times, that a thing is determined
“without relation to another [thing]” (Oberst, 2015,
p. 56), i.e., as an indication of an autonomous entity in
itself, an entity beyond all relations,”” while the Kantian
appearance is a result, if not of an ontological, at least
of a cognitive relation between an object and a subject.

2 The non-relational nature of Kant’s thing in itself is con-
firmed by B 336 and B 339.
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Ub10 Camoll 110 cebe TOBOPUT O €T0 NnpedMenHOM XapaKTepe,
C APYTOV CTOPOHEL, npomubonocmabaenue a6ienus v Geuyu
camoil no cebe yKaspIBaeT Ha €To He-TIpeJIMeTHBIV (He-CyO-
CTaHIIMOHAIBHBIN) XapakTep. [IpnyeM Kak JuIs 11epBov,
TaK M [IJIs1 BTOPOV TPAKTOBKI €CTh IIOATBEeP KIArOIIIe TeK-
CToJIOrMYecKye PparMeHTEL.

[Tpucrynas x HalleMy aHaInM3y, oOpaTVM BHMMaHe
IIpeXIIe BCEro Ha TO, UTO CTOPOHHMKM KaK TEOPUN «IBYX
00OBEKTOB», TaK I TEOPUIN «IBYX aCIIEKTOB» B CBOEM 0OJIb-
IIMHCTBE IIPVHMMAIOT (II0 YMOJITIAHWIO) npeOMenHblil 100~
X00 K TPaKTOBKe A6/1eH15: OH TIPSMO TTPOITMCaH B Ha3BaHUM
TEOPUM «IIBYX OOBEKTOB», a TEOPWL «IBYX acIIeKTOB» IO-
BOPUT O TOM, UTO sA6/eHue BBICTYIAeT OPYTMM aclleKTOM
PaccMOTpeHwsI TOTO JKe CaMOro IpeiMeTa, KaKOBbIM IS
Kanra BbIcTymaer fews» cama no cebe. OcHOBaHMEM IS
3TOTO CTAaHOBUTCS Cilefylolee: A6 enue BoauTcsa KaHntoM
ISt PUIKCAIMM TOTO, YTO C IIPEIKPUTUYECKON (IMIIMPU-
YeCKOVT) TOUKM 3peHs ITO3UIIVIOHVPOBAIOCh KaK peaTbHO
CyIIecTByIoIasl Belllpb (TeI0), a B TpaHCIIEHIeHTaTbHON
pedprrexcut BBICTyIIaeT yke Kak AbieHue TIpenMeTa (Teo-
PV SIBJIIIOIIErocs), IOCKOJIBKY TeIlepb «MBI OT/IMYaeM
IpenMeT Kak Af/eHue OT TOTO JKe IpeaMeTa Kak oObeKTa
camoeo no cebe» (B 69; Kanr, 19946, c. 85). A masee Kanr ¢
LIeJIBIO PasJIMUeHNs] npeomennob Kak AbAeHutl Vi IIpeIMEeTOB
Kak Beuyert camux no cebe COOTHOCUT ABAeHUA C npeoMermamu
onvima / wybemb / suanua (B 125—126 u np.»), v npeo-
memamu Bosmoxcrozo onvima (B 148). Kak s yxe ormeuan
BBIIIIE, ISl KAHTOBCKOTO peaylM3Ma BakKeH HpeoMernHblil
(oOpexTMBMpOBaHHBIN) XapakTep sBieHns (Karpeudxo,
2017a), n mosTOMY B paMKax passusaemont Kanrom meo-
puu abasioujecocs sIBIIEHVE OIperersieTcs KaK «HeoIpe-
TIeTTeHHBIVI 1pedMeirt SMITMPIIeCKOTo cosepraams» (B 34;
Kamnr, 19946, c. 63), wwmt unmyuyuu®. B paMxax BBeeHHOM
paHee TpaHCIEHIEHTAILHOV TPUadbl IIOLOOHYIO «Bell-
HYIO» TPaKTOBKY SIBJIEHVS KaK aBTOHOMHOW (CyOcTaHIIN-
OHAJIBHOW) CYIITHOCTV MOYKHO IIPeICTaBUTh TakK:

«npegmetr — | {ABneHue} | — npeacraBneHue»
(BeLwb cama no cebe)

Cxema 6

Opnako Oyzer JiM IpaBOMEpPHBIM JIOTMYecKM obpa-
TUTH BBIpaXkarolllee IIeHTPaIbHBIV TE3VC TPaHCILEHIIEeH-
TaJM3Ma CyXKIeHVe «[3MIMpudecKie] IIpeaMeTsl — 3TO
SBJIEHVSI» B ODCYXKIaeMoe 3[1ecCh Cy>KIeHVie «sBJIeHVe —
3TO mpenmeT»? SBidercs i AfieHue CaMOCTOSTEIIbHBIM,
OHTOJIOTMTYECKM He3aBUCUIMBIM 7pedMernoM € TpPaHCLeH-

# Cwm. taxke HasBaHMs §§22 u 24 B «TpaHclieHIeHTaJIBHO Jle-
TYKIVNL..» 13 2-T0 m3maaus «KpuTukm ancroro pasyma».

% Pycckmit IiepeBoj; TepMuHa «Anschauung» Kak «coseplia-
HUST» He BCerTla yAadeH, ¥ ITO3TOMY s ITepeBOXy 3TO TIOHSTe,
BOCXOJIdAIIee K JIATVMHCKOMY TepPMUHY intuitus, KaKk «MHTYWUIIVS
(cm. B 337), momuepkmBasi TeM caMbIM ITPOITeCCYaIbHBIN XapaK-
Tep MHTYULIVV KaK aKTa CXBaTbIBaHVIS.

S.L. Katrechko

Thus, one can speak of the paradoxical nature of Kant’s
concept of appearance: on the one hand, its comparison
with the thing in itself is about the objective nature of
the appearance and, on the other hand, the opposition
of appearance and of the thing in itself indicates its
non-objective (i.e., subjective) character. And there are
corresponding textual confirmations both for the first
and for the second approach to appearance.

At the beginning of our analysis, we must first of
all pay attention to the fact that the supporters of both
the “two objects” theory and the “two aspects” theory
mostly accept (by default) an object/thing approach to the
interpretation of appearance (it is actually written in
the name of the theory of “two objects”), and the theory
of “two aspects” is based on the fact that appearance is
another aspect of consideration of the same object/thing,
which, for Kant, is a thing in itself.” The reason for this
is that the concept of appearance is introduced by
Kant to indicate what from the pre-critical (empirical)
point of view was considered a really existing object/
thing (= body), but in the transcendental perspective
already appears as the appearance of an object” (theory
of appearing), because now we distinguish “object as
appearance [...] from itself [= the same object] as an
object in itself” (KrV, B 69; Kant, 1998, p. 190). And then
Kant, in order to distinguish objects as appearances from
objects in themselves (things in themselves), connects
appearances to the objects of experience / objects of
senses / objects of cognition (KrV, B 125-127, etc.), or
the objects of possible experience (KrV, B 148).** As
we have already noted above, for Kantian realism,
the objective nature of appearance and the theory of
appearing that he himself developed are important.
He therefore defines appearance as the “undetermined
object of an empirical intuition” (KrV, B 34; Kant, 1998,
p- 172). In the framework of the transcendental triad
introduced earlier, such an objective interpretation of
appearance as an independent substantive entity can
be represented as follows:

object*(Gegenstand) — | {appearance} | — representation
(thing-in-itself)

Schema 6

However, is it logically valid to turn the judgment
that “[empirical] objects are appearances,” which ex-
presses the central thesis of transcendentalism, into
the judgment that we are interested in, namely that

2 Such is the approach of R. Langton (1998), which treats thing
in itself and appearance as one and the same thing, but with a
different — “internal” (for thing in itself) and “external” (for
appearance) — set of properties.

2 See also the titles of §§ 22 and 24 of Kant’s “Transcendental
Deduction...”
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IeHTaJIbHOV TOUKV 3pEeHIS VI KAKOBBL OCHOBAHIS [IJIS 3TO-
ro? OrpuliaTeIbHbIe OTBETHI Ha 3TV 11 ITOL00HbIE BOIIPOCHI
CKJTOHSIOT VICCIIeMIoBaTesieVl K BBIOOPY ApPYyTOV asbTep-
HaTMBBI — K He-CyOCTaHIVIOHIBHO (OTHOCWUTEIIBHOVI)
TPaKTOBKe A64eHUA.

OTHOCUTENIBHOCTD Af/1eHUSA CBS3aHa C €ro IIPOMEXY-
TOYHBIM PacCIIOJIOKEHMEM MeXIly IIpeIMeTOM V1 IIpeJICTaB-
JIEHVIEM: C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, AB/eHuUe — 3TO sSIBJIEHNE TIpel-
MeTa 11 TI03TOMY OHO OIIpefie/leHHBIM 00pa30M OTHOCUTCS
K 00beKTy/mpeMeTy (Beln caMoll I1o cebe), a ¢ Ipyrom
CTOPOHBI, Ab/eHue — 3TO IIpeJCTaBIeHVe O IIpefIMeTe,
II03TOMY OHO MIMeeT OIlpesie/IeHHOe OTHOIIIeHe K Halllei
YyBCTBEHHOCTVI, TO €CThb K CyOBeKTy ITO3HAHVIS.

B psme mect «Kpurnkm», «ITporeromen» m «Opus
Postumum» KaHT moguepKmBaeT 3Ty OBOVICTBEHHYIO OT-
HOCUTEITFHOCTB CBOETO KOHIIerTa sBiteHmst. C OIHOM CTo-
POHBI, «sBJIeHVIe €CTh TO, 9TO BOBCE He HaXOIWUTCS B O0beK-
Te caMOM 110 ceDe, a Bcerma BCTpedaeTcs B €r0 OMHOUIeH U
(xypcws mort. — C. K.) x cyopexTy» (B 70 mprmeu.; Kanr,
19946, c. 86), n «sIBJIeHMS CYLIECTBYIOT He caMu 110 cebe,
a TOJIbKO B omHowenuu (Kypcws Mont. — C. K.) K... cyte-
cTBY [, mmerortiemy uyscTBal» (B 164; Kaxt, 19946, c. 148)%.
C mpyrovt CTOpOHBI, sA64eH1e HeJIb3s MBICJIUTh KaK HeuTO
CaMOCTOSITEJTbHOE VI aBTOHOMHOE, 0e3 ero 0mHOUIeHUST K SB-
JISIOIIeMYy Cs IIpeIMeTY (BeIly caMov 110 ce0e), ITIOCKOIIBKY
«siBJIeHVe [He] cylecTByeT 6e3 TOro, 4To B HeM SIBJISIeTCs»
(B XXVII), 1 «113 IOHSTYS JKe sIBJIEHNS BOOOIIIe eCTeCTBEeH-
HO BBITEKaeT BOT UTO: SIBJIEHWIO JI0JDKHO coomBenicmBobany
(xypcwB Mom. — C. K.) HeuTo... [a] cjI0BO sBIIEHUE YKe
ykasblBaeT Ha orHoureHne (Beziehung) x [sTomy] Heu-
TO»* (A 251 —252; Kanr, 2006, c. 327 —329), a MeHHO — K
TpaHCLeHAeHTaIbHOMY IIpenMery (A 108 —109).

OOpariM B 2TOV CBA3M BHMMaHMEe Ha QparMeHT
B 66—67 13 mobasieHHoro Bo 2-M m3gaamn «Kpurmkm»
npvMedaHns K «TpaHCIIeHOeHTaIBHOV 3CTETVKe», IHe
KaHT mociienoBaTeslbHO TOBOPUT O ABOVICTBEHHOM Xa-
paKkTepe OTHOCUTEIIBHOCTV CBOETO siBjleHMs. CHavyasia OH
IINIIIET, YTO «BCE, YTO B HAILlEM ITO3HAHUV ITPVHAIEXNUT
CO3eplLIaHMIO [TO eCTh OOJIACTV SIBJIEHWV|... COHEPIKUT
OIHM JIIIb oTHOIIeHms» (B 66, Kant, 19940, c. 84; cp.
B 67; Kant, 19946, c. 84: «cosepiiaHue He COIEPXUT HU-
4ero, KpoMe OTHOITIEHU»), a [IOTOM 3aKJIFOYaeT, UTo, T10-
CKOJIBKY «BHeEIITHee YyBCTBO JiaeT HaM JIVIIIb IIpeJicTaBiIe-

» Cp. taxke ¢ §13 «IIposneromen», roe Kanr rosoput o Tom, uTo
Bo3moxcHOCHb SIBTIEHUVI OCHOBBIBaeTcst «Ha omHoutenuy (Verhilt-
nis) (kypcus Mont. — C. K.) HEeKOTOPBIX caMuXx 110 cebe Hem3BeCT-
HBIX Bellleil K 4eMy-TO IIPYrOMY, a MMEHHO K HaIIIeVl 4yBCTBEH-
HOoCcTM» (AA 4, S. 286; KanT, 19948, c. 41; cp. AA 22, S. 43 —44).

% B cBoeM IepeBoOfIe I 3aMEHWWI BEIpaKeHNe «3aKiIfouaeT B cebe
yKaszaHue» BbIpaKeHMeM «yKasblBaeT Ha omnouienue (Bezie-
hung)» ¢ 1iespI0 OITYEepKHYTH 0O03HAUeHHOE 3echk KanToM or11-
HouleHue [pedepeHIN] SBJIEHNS K YeMY-TO, IIPUYeM IIOHSITHO
13 KOHTEKCTa, YTO 9TO OTHOIIIEHVE SIBJIEHNS K «<KOHEYHOMY» pe-
depeHTy (IeHOTaTy), KaKOBEIM, corytacHo pparmeHTy A 108, sB-
JISIETCST MPAHCYEHOCHNAAbHbLIL peoMen.

42

“appearances are objects”? Is appearance a self-suffi-
cient, ontologically independent object from the tran-
scendental point of view? And what are the reasons for
this? Negative answers to these and similar questions
lead Kant scholars to choose another alternative — a
non-substantial (relational) interpretation of appear-
ance.

The relationality of appearance is connected with
its intermediate location in the transcendental triad: on
the one hand, appearance is an appearance of an object
and, therefore, it is in a certain way (1) related to the
object of cognition (i.e., thing in itself) and, on the other
hand, appearance is a representation of the object and,
therefore, appearance has a certain (2) relation to our
sensibility, i.e., to the subject of cognition.

In a number of places in the Critique, Prolegomena,
and Opus Postumum, Kant emphasises this dual rela-
tionality of appearance. On the one hand, appearance
“is not to be encountered in the object in itself at all, but
is always to be encountered in its relation [my italics —
S.K.] to the subject” (KrV, B 70 footnote; Kant, 1998,
p-190) and “appearances do not exist in themselves, but
only relative [my italics — S.K.] to the same being, in-
sofar as it has senses” (KrV, B 164; Kant, 1998, p. 263).”
On the other hand, appearance cannot be thought of as
something independent and autonomous, without its
relation to the appearing object (thing in itself), since
there is no “appearance without anything that appears”
(B XXVII) and “it also follows naturally from the con-
cept of an appearance in general that something must
correspond [my italics — S.K.] to it which is not in itself
appearance [...], [and] the word ‘appearance’” must al-
ready indicate a relation (Beziehung) [my italics — S.K.]
to something” (KrV, A 251-252; Kant, 1998, p. 348),*
more precisely, to the transcendental object (see KrV,
A 108-109).

In connection with this, we refer to B 66 —67 from
the second edition, where Kant consistently speaks of
the dual nature of the relativity of appearances. First-
ly, he writes that “everything in our cognition that be-
longs to intuition [i.e., the field of appearances — S.K.]
[...] contains nothing but mere relations [my italics —
S.K.]” (KrV, B 66, Kant, 1998, pp. 188-189; cf. KrV,
B 67; Kant, 1998, p. 189); that “intuition [...] contains
nothing but relations,” and then concludes that “since
nothing is given to us through [...] sense except mere

» Cf. also §13 of Prolegomena, where Kant writes that the pos-
sibility of appearance is based on relation (Verhiltnis) (Proleg,
AA 04, p. 286). See also AA 22, pp. 43-44.

% Here I emphasised the relation of appearance to something,
and it is clear that this is the referential (representational) rela-
tion of appearance to its ultimate denotation, and according to
A 108, transcendental object stands as such.



HISL 00 0MmHouleHU, OHO MOYXKET COfiepKaTh B CBOEM IIpell-
CTaBJIEHWUV TOJIBKO OMIHOUieHue npeoMema K cybsekniy, a He
TO BHYTPeHHee, YTO IPICYyIe 00BEeKTy caMoMy ITo cebe»
(xypcus mont. — C.K.) (B 67; Kant, 19940, c. 84)”. Ecxm
e MBI YCWIVBaeM KOHIIENTYaIbHYIO OTHOCUTEIHHOCTD
KaHTOBCKOTO SIBJIEHVIS ITOCPECTBOM PaIVIKaJIbHOTO Te3M-
ca «Abaenue — 3mo omuouenue (Beziehung, Verhaltnifs)»*,
TO TOra Ab/eH1e B paMKaX TPaHCIeHAeHTaIbHOV TPUabl
MO>KHO TTPEICTaBUTh TaK:

«npepmetr — | {aBneHue} | — npepcraBneHue»

(Bewwb cama no cebe)
Cxema 7

BBeleHHOE MHOVI  OHTOJIOTMYECKOE — pasJiMdeHVe
«BeIIb/ TIpeZIMET — OTHOIIIEHVIe» 3aIaeT TabIVITy BO3MOXK-
HBIX TPAKTOBOK KOHIIEITa sIBJIeHs, IIpydeM IIpY OlleHKe
JIaHHOTO KOHIIeNTa HaJl0 YYUTHIBaTh TakXke OOBEeKTMB-
HyI0 WIN CyOBeKTUBHYIO TPaKTOBKM SIBJI€HNs, ITpeJICTaB-
JIeHHBIE, COOTBETCTBEHHO, TEOPVSAMM «IBYX aclleKTOB» U
«[IByX OOBEKTOB».

ITpn 3TOM HeKOTOpBIe 13 MO3UINIL SABJIAIOTCS JIVIIIH
JIOTMYECKV BO3MOXKHBIMM WM VX HeJIb3d IIPUINCHIBATDH
KaHTOBCKOMY TpaHCLeHAeHTarm3My. Hamprmvep, Kasr
OTPUIIAET MPAHCUEHOCHMAAbHbIL  peaiusM (HOYMeHAAU3M),
TOCTYJIVPYIOIINII HaITdie HOYMEHAJIbHBIX IIPeIMeTOB,
VIV HAUBHbLI peaiusm, He pasiiyaroniin Abienue v Beujb
camy no cebe Vi IIPUIIVICBIBAIOIIINV SIBJIEHVIIO CTATYyC pealb-
HO cy1iecTByIomero npenMera. HecMoTpst Ha pa3HbIL Me-
TadpU3MUECKUVI CTaTyC gBJIeHUsI B 3TMX TPaKTOBKaX, OHU
cooTBeTcTBYIOT ITo3vmyvt Nel Tabrmibl. B kaHTOBCKOI OH-
TOJIOTMM HEBO3MOXKHA TakoKe 1o3uiiyst Ne3 (pesiaTuBiusM),
rockoyibKy KaHT (11 ero coBpeMeHHVIKI) He paccMaTpyBa-
€T BO3MOXKHOCTb PeAAYUOHHOI OHIMOA02UY, TIpeliCTaB/IeH-
HOVI B MICTOPVV MBICJIVI 3HAUMTEIILHO IIO3Ke: HallpyMep, B
«[Toznanvm u gevicrurebHOCTH. [ToHSATIE O CyOCcTaHIIN
n nonsiTre o pynximm» (1910) 2. Kaccupepa v «Jloru-
Ko-pmrtocodpckom Tpakrate» (1914) JI. Burremrmreita®.
KaHTOBCKMIT MUp — 3TO KJIACCHYECKIII MUP BEIIer (CaMmx

¥ Bo ¢dparmenTe B 66 —67 KanT rooput o ABOMHOV OTHOCHU-
TeTTBHOCTY SIBJIEHWIL: 006ekmuBHOl OTHOCUTEIBHOCTM 00IacTu
ABJIEHWUV KaK IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEeHHBIX 01MHOUEHUAX MeX-
Iy TIpefiMeTaMM OIIbITa U cy0sekmuBHoll OTHOCUTEIIBHOCTY SIBJIe-
HWV 110 OTHOLIIEHMIO K CyOBeKkTy. B cBoeM aHasM3e JaHHOTO T1ac-
caxa /Ix. Bar Kitms o60cHOBEIBaeT IIpreMsTeMOCTb JIUIITE BTOPO-
TO BapuaHTa, OH CBS3BIBAET €r0 C CHJUIOTM3MOM-2 1 OTBepraer
cwutormsm-1, cootseTcTByrommm B3rsgam A. M. OnHako
B peuensun Ha kaury Ban Kimsa P. JIsurron (Langton, 2001)
MOYepKMBaeT, YTO CUJUIOTM3M-2 BIIOJIHE COBMECTVM C CWIIIO-
TM3MOM-1, TO €CTb C TeOpMeN IBYX acIIeKTOB. 371ech s CoJvIapeH
¢ P. JIsurTOoH, HOCKOJIBKY 00a MO/IyCa OTHOCUTEIBHOCTY KaHTOB-
CKOTO sIBJIeHVISI B JAHHOM (pparMeHTe He ITPOTUBOCTOSAT, a, CKO-
pee, IOTIOJIHSIOT IPYT JIpyTa.

# B Hacrosiee BpeMs 3Ty IO3MIMIO I10CTIeloBaTeIbHO IIPOBO-
nut [Ix. Barn Kimis (Van Cleve, 1999). ITogpoOree cM. B pasye-
JIe 2 HIIKe.

# Cm.: «Mwup ecTb COBOKYITHOCTB (paKTOB, a He Berrern» (ad. 1.1);
«B aTomapHOM (pakTe 0OBEKTHI COUeTAIOTCs OIIpesie/IeHHBIM 00-
pasom» (ad. 2.031). ITogpobree cm.: (Katrechko, 2008).
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representations of relation, [...] sense can also contain
in its representation only the relation of an object to the
subject [here and before my ifalics — S.K.], and not that
which is internal to the object in itself” (KrV, B 67; Kant,
1998, p. 189).7 If we strengthen the relationality of the
Kantian appearance by means of the radical thesis that
“appearance is a relation (Beziehung, Verhiltniff),”*® then
appearance in the transcendental triad can be represent-
ed as follows.

object* (Gegenstand) — | {... ... .. } | — representation
(thing-in-itself)
Schema 7

The above-mentioned ontological distinction be-
tween “object/thing” and “relation” sets the table of
possible interpretations of Kant’s concept of appear-
ance and entails that in the evaluation of this concept
we shall take into account the objective or subjective
character of its interpretations, represented respective-
ly by the theories of “two aspects” and of “two objects.”

However, some of these positions (for example,
position 1 or 3) are only logically possible and cannot
be attributed to Kant’s transcendentalism. So, Kant de-
nies, for example, transcendental realism (or noumenal-
ism), postulating the presence of noumenal objects, or
naive realism, which does not distinguish appearance
from thing in itself and attribute the status of a real-life
object to appearance. The metaphysical status of ap-
pearance is different in these interpretations, but they
both correspond to position 1 in the table. In Kant’s
ontology, position 3 (i.e., relationalism) is also impossi-
ble, since Kant and his contemporaries do not consider
the possibility of the relational ontology that will lat-
er be developed by E. Cassirer in Substance and Func-
tion (1910) or L. Wittgenstein in Tractatus Logico-Philo-
sophicus (1914).* Although Kant’s philosophy offers

7 Thus, in B 66—67 Kant speaks of the double relativity of ap-
pearances: the objective relativity of the field of appearances as
the space-time relations between objects (obf'ects of experience)
and subjective relativity of appearances in relation to the subject.
In his analysis, Van Cleve justifies the acceptability of only the
second variant (which he connects with his syllogism-2) and re-
jects the first one (corresponding to the views of J.S. Mill). In a re-
view of Van Cleve’s book, R. Langton (2001) emphasises that syl-
logism-2 is fully compatible with syllogism-1, which is consistent
with the theory of two aspects. Here, I agree with Langton, since
both modes of relativity of appearance, indicated in this fragment
by Kant, do not oppose, but, rather, complement each other.

% This position is currently upheld by Van Cleve (1999). For
more details, see below in the section 2.

# Cf. “The world is the totality of facts, not of things” (“Die
Welt ist die Gesamtheit der Tatsachen, nicht der Dinge”) (TLP, 1.1);
“In a state of affairs objects stand in a determinate relation to
one another” (“Im Sachverhalt verhalten sich die Gegenstinde in
bestimmter Art und Weise zueinander”) (TLP, 2.031). For further
details, see Katrechko, 2008.
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110 ce0e), a He OTHOIIEHVI, XOT4 OIIpelleleHHbIe IIPeIIIo-
CBUIKV IUISI PEJISLIMOHHON TpaKTOBKM Mupa y Kanra ects
(cm. B 66 —67; KanT, 19940, c. 84).

Ob6wbextuBHBIT | CyObeKTUBHBIN
SIBJIEHVIE cTaTyC cTaTyc
(Teopust IBYX (Teopms IBYX
acIIeKTOB) 00BEKTOB)
CyOcTaHnys (1) HamBHbI (4) Peromena-
(abcomoTHBINT | peasn3M, TpaHc- |Jm3M: V. Depep —
IIperMeT) nenneaTateHbz | X. apse, IT. Ctpo-
peaymsm COH

Ksasu-ipenmer | (2a) P. JIsurron, | (5) ViHTeHUMOHa-
JIV3M:
OtHOCHUTE B~ P. Axsiia

HBIVI IIpeIMeT

(20) H. IlIraHr,
K. Mapmmast

OtHomreHME (3) PestarmBusm | (6) CyObexTmB-
HO-peJISAIMOHHas
TpaKTOBKa:

JIx. Ban Kimmis

HaureMm ¢ obOcyXmeHMs cOBpeMeHHBIX CyOBeKTUBU-
CTCKMX TPaKTOBOK SIBJIEHVS . BbIllle s OTBepr IO KOH-
LIeNTyaJIbHBIM ~ COOOpakeHMAM (CIIBHYIO)  (heHoMeHa-
Aucmekylo mpakmoBky TpaHcHeHOeHTam3Ma KaHra (oM.
Ne 4 B Tabnmiie), koTopasi paccMaTpUBaeT sIBJIeHVe Kak
MeHTaJTbHBIVI TTpefIMeT, COCTOSAIIUI W3 «MaTepwum» Ha-
VX OIIYIIEHWUTI (CP. C TEOPMEN «IBYX 00beKTOB»). Takoe
(dpeHOMEHAIICTCKOE) TIOHMMAaHMe OBUIO XapaKTepHO, Ha-
HpUMep, IS INPOKO pacpoCcTpaHeHHOV B OpUTaHCKOM
drtocodpm ¢ 1920-x mo 1940-x IT. TeopwM «IyBCTBEHHBIX
IAHHBIX», XOTSI cerdac yxe yiuio B mporwioe’: Kaur e
ABJIsIeTcsl (peHOMeHaJICTOM Tuila bepkin, o uem ropopsT
ero «OmposepxeHns vgeanmsMa» B «Kpuruke» n «Ped-
JIEKCUSIX»2,

Ecimmr ke MBI IpUHMMaeM BO BHVUMaHUE «CyOBeKTUB-

%0 B Hamm 3a7aum 371ech He BXOJIUT IO pOOHBIV aHaJIN3 pas/iid-
HBIX KOHIIENINI (TPaKTOBOK) TpaHCIIEH/IEHTa/IM3Ma, a CKopee
JIMIIB VX KlaccudUKaIys B paMKaX IPeIoKeHHOV TaOIIbL.
3t Kax nmmer T. fInkosumak, «deHOMeHaIMCTCKMe TPaKTOBKM
Kanrta cerraac He B Mozie» (Jankowiak, 2017, p. 205).

%2 Cwm.: (B 274—276; Kanr, 19946, c. 220—221), a Taxxe (AA 18,
S. 603—612 (Refl. 5653), 312—313 (Refl. 5654), 610—623 (Refl.
6311—6316), 643 (Refl. 6323)). IToppoGuee cm.: (Werkmeister,
1977). BmecTe ¢ TeM B HacTosIIlee BpeMsl HEKOTOPBIE MCCIIEN0-
BaTelM PasBMBAIOT TakKXke M «cabble» Bepcvyt heHOMeHasI3-
Ma Oe3 mocTyvpoBaHus A64eHusA B KauecTBe MeHTaJIbHOrO 00b-
eKTa, Wi eHOMeHasM3M 0e3 OepKIMaHCKOro vaeaInsMa (CM.
Haag, 2007; Oberst, 2015; Jankowiak, 2017). Huxe st paccmoTpio
n ¢deHOMeHaVICTCKMe (DojTee TOYHO — WHTEHIMOHAJTbHEIE)
TPaKTOBKM TpaHcleHAeHTam3Ma JIx. Ban Kimmsa 1 P. AkBuibL.
KoHrenTyabHBIVT 0030p PasHEIX TUITOB (DeHOMeHaIV3Ma CM.:
(Stang, 2016).
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grounds for a relational interpretation of the world,
Kant’s world is the world of things themselves, not of
relations (see, for example, KrV, B 66 —67).

Objective Subjective
Appearance (two-aspect (two-object
theory) theory)
Substance (1) Naive realism, | (4) phenomenalism:
(absolute transcendental | Ch. Garve —
thing) realism J. Feder,
P. Strawson
Quasi-thing | (2a) R. Langton | (5) Intentionalism:
Relative thing | (2b) N. Stang, R. Aquila
C. Marshall
Relation (3) Relationalism | (6) Subjective-rela-
tional interpreta-
tion:
J. Van Cleve

Let us start the analysis of this table with a con-
temporary subjectivist (phenomenalist) interpretation
of Kant’s concept of appearance.*® For conceptual rea-
sons, we have thus far rejected the “strong” phenom-
enalist interpretation of Kant’s transcendentalism (see
position 4), which considers appearance as a mental
object consisting of the “matter” of our sensations (cf.
the theory of “two objects”). Such understanding of
Kant’s concept was typical, for example, for the British
philosophical theory of “sensory data” of the period
from the 1920s to the 1940s, although it is now a thing
of the past.’' Kant is not a phenomenalist 4 [a Berkeley,
as testifies his “Refutation of Idealism” in the Critigue
and the Reflections.*

If we take into account the subjective relationali-
ty of appearance, i.e., the fact that the appearance is

% My task here does not include a detailed analysis of various
interpretations of Kant’s transcendentalism, but rather only
their classification within the framework of the proposed table.
5t As T. Jankowiak writes, “the phenomenalist interpretations
of Kant are out of fashion now” (Jankowiak, 2017, p. 205).

%2 See KrV, B 274-276; Refl. 5653, AA 18, pp. 603-612; Refl. 5654,
pp. 312-313; Refl. 6311-6316, pp. 610-623, Refl. 6323, p. 643. For
further details, see Werkmeister, 1977. However, nowadays
some Kant scholars have developed weak versions of phenom-
enalism without postulating appearance as a mental object,
or phenomenalism without Berkeleyan idealism (see Haag,
2007; Oberst, 2015; Jankowiak, 2017). Below we consider the
phenomenalist (more precisely, intentional) interpretations of
Kant by J. Van Cleave and R. Aquila. For an overview of the
different types of phenomenalistic interpretations of Kant, see
Stang, 2016.



HYIO» OTHOCUTEJILHOCTD SIBJIEHVIS, VIHBIMI CJIOBaMV, YTO
sBJIeHVIe — 3TO He caM IIpeIMeT, a JIVIIb TOJIBKO 01MHouie-
Hue (penmeta) x cybeexmy (B 67; B 70; B 164), To nomo0-
HYIO PafVIKaJIbHYIO ClY0bekmubHo-pessjlOHHYI0 TPaKTOBKY
apiierns (cM. Ne 6 B Tabimmite) passusaer [Ix. Ban Kims
(Van Cleve, 1999). ITpu 3TOM OH BCe e OCTaBJIsleT MVH-
MaJIbHBIV «IIpeJIMETHBI» OCTaTOK B CBOEVI TPaKTOBKe, T10-
3VILIIOHMPY SIBJIEHNE KaK Supmyaishbii (cynepBenmmoiii®)
npedmert, XOTS V1 IHOAUEPKIBAET, YTO KOHIIENT «BUPTyaslb-
HOro o0beKTa» UrpaeT JIUIIb HOMUHAJIBHYIO POJIb B XOfIe
TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO aHa/Ii3a II03HaHMsl, IOCKOJIBKY,
o Bar KimBy, siBiieHMe-TIpeIMeT ITO3BOIISIET 2060puUiiG CO-
KpallleHHO O A6/eHul Kax axme MO3HAHWS (BOCIIPVISTVA).
Hamnpumep, sBiieHMe kpacHoeo 03Ha4aeT TO, YTO B HaIlleM
aKTe BOCIPUATHS MBI BUMM UTO-TO kAK KpacHoe (Win
KpacHsiM), a He TO, ITO MBI BOCIIPMHMMAEM Y110-110 KPACHOe,
TO eCTh KpacHBIVI TTpeiMeT™,

B cBoeMm aHaym3e CyOBEKTMBVCTCKMX TPAKTOBOK SIB-
nenusi Ban KB BbIziesisieT 11 HofjiepKmBaeT TPaKTOBKY
ABsenus B KadecTBe OPEHTAHOBCKOTO UHHIEHYUOHAABHOZ0
npeomema (cM. Ne 5 B TaOnmite), passBuBaeMyio B paboTax
P. Axswisl (Aquila, 1979)®, xoTst 1 patyer 3a To, uTo Ab.16-
Hile BCe e TOUYHee ITOHVIMATh He npeoMemntbimM (KaK ITOHV-
MaeT AKBWIIa; SIBJIeHVe KaK ITperMeT), a NpouUeccyalbHbiM
oOpas3soM (sIBJIeHIe KaK aKT).

Bcren 3a I'. ITpayccom (Prauss, 1971) P. Axswuta Bbize-
JISieT JiBa TuIla KaHTOBCKMX sIBJIEHUIL: 006exmubHvle (TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHBIE) SBJIEHVS, COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE ITpeMe-
TaM OIIbITa, W cy0sekmubHole (SMITVIPUIIECKIIe) SIBJIEHNIS B
KauecTBe «IIpefIMeTOB CO3HaHNsI» (MEeHTaJIbHBIX 00pa3oB)
(B 235; KarT, 19940, c. 195), wm «deHOMeHOII0TIIecKye
sBieHVs» (Aquila, 1981, p. 16), Moy YeHHBIE TTOCPEIICTBOM
cunmesa cx6amuviBanua IyBCTBEHHOr0 MHOTrooOpasvis. [lasiee
OH COCpeIOTOYMBAEeT aHaJIM3 Ha KaHTOBCKMX CyOBEeKTB-
HBIX (WM «(PEeHOMEHOJIOTMYECKIX») SBJIeHVISIX, COOTHO-
CVIMBIX ¥IM C MHTEHITOHATEHBIMY TIPeIMEeTaMV, TPV 3TOM
OCTaBJIsLst 3a OOPTOM MHTEePeCyIOIINII Hac 3ech BOIIPOC O
cTaTyce (Ipuposie) KAHTOBCKMX OOBEKTUBHBIX SBJICHWUI U
CBSI3M KAHTOBCKIIX SIBJIEHNVI TTEPBOTO I BTOPOTO THUIIA.

B aTo011 CBsA3M CIteyeT oOpaTuTh BHMMaHMe Ha dpar-
MeHT A 108 —109, roe rosopurcs, 9To jodoe npedcmabie-
Hue (resp. A61eHue) He CaMOCTOSTEIIBHO, a CeMaHTIYeCKM
OTHOCHUTEJILHO: OHO IT0JIaraeT CBOVI IIpeIMeT II0CPeIICTBOM
pedepenIaIbHOTO 0mHOuLeHUA. 3aMeTVM, UTO STOT Te3NC

% KoHIenTyaslbHOVI OCHOBOVI y1st Bupmyaivhoeo o0sexma y Bax
Kymsa BrIcTyMaeT cynepBermmuiil 00vexm E. Cocsr (Sosa, 1987).

3 Dro Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIVi 106epbaibias (HapedHast) TpaKTOBKa I10-
3HaHUS (BOCIPUSTIS), KOTOpas PasBUBaeTCs, HallpuMep, B pa-
6ote P. Ynsosnma (Chisholm, 1950) u 1p. OmHy 13 paivKaIbHBIX
ee TPaKTOBOK IIPVMMEHUTEIFHO K KAHTOBCKOMY TPaHCIIeH/IeHTa-
ymm3my Moxxso Hantn y K. Basgaepa (Baldner, 1990): sisiienne —
3TO He npedMen, TO eCTh He 410 Iporiecca BOCIPUATHS, a cnocod
rporiecca BOCHPUATHSL, TO €CTh Kk Mbl BOCIIPVHMMAaEM TOT WJIN
VIHOVI TTpeIMeT (CBOVICTBO).

% Cwm. Taxxke ero jipyrue paborsr: (Aquila, 1981; 2003; 2016).
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not the object itself, but only the relation of the object
to the subject (KrV, B 67, 70, 164), then such a radical
subjective-relational interpretation of the concept of ap-
pearance (see position 6 in the table) has already been
developed by ]. Van Cleve (1999). At the same time,
Van Cleave nevertheless leaves a minimum “objec-
tive” remainder in his relational interpretation of ap-
pearance and positions it as a virtual (supervenient)®
object, although he emphasises that this concept plays
only a nominal role in the transcendental analysis of
cognition, since, according to Van Cleve, the appear-
ance-object allows us to speak briefly about appearance
as an act of perception. The appearance of red, for ex-
ample, entails that in our act of perception we perceive
something as red (or red) and not that we perceive a red
object.**

In his analysis of subjectivist interpretations of
appearance, Van Cleve identifies and supports the in-
tentionalist interpretation of the Kantian appearance
as a Brentanian intentional object (see position 5 in the
table), developed in the works of R. Aquila (1979).* But
he advocates the thesis that appearance should be more
accurately understood not in an “objective” (as Aquila
does; appearance as object), but in a “processual” way
(appearance as act).

Following G. Prauss (1971), R. Aquila distinguishes
two types of Kantian appearance: objective (transcen-
dental) appearance corresponding to the objects of ex-
perience (as bodies) and subjective (empirical) appear-
ance as “objects of consciousness” (KrV, B 235; Kant,
1998, p. 305) or “phenomenological appearances” (Aq-
uila, 1981, p. 16) obtained through the synthesis of the
apprehension of the perception of the sensual manifold.
Aquila further focuses his analysis on Kant’s subjec-
tive, or “phenomenological,” appearance, which he
associates with intentional objects. But he does not in-
vestigate the theme of the status of Kant’s objective ap-
pearance and the relation between the different kinds
of appearance in Kant.

In this regard, let us turn to A108-109, where it
is said that any representation (resp. appearance) is not
absolute, but semantically relative and puts its ob-
ject* through a referential relation. Note that this the-
sis about the intermediate character of appearance-re-

% The conceptual basis for the virtual object of Van Cleve is the
supervenient object of E. Sosa (1987).

% This is the so-called adverbial interpretation of cognition
(perception), which is developed in the work of R. Chisholm
(1950) and others. One of the most radical interpretations of
it, applied to transcendentalism, is developed by K. Baldner.
According to him, the appearance is not the object of the ex-
perience (the what-modus), but the way of our experience (the
how-modus) (see Baldner, 1990, p. 9).

% See also Aquila, 2003; 2013; 2016.
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O MIPOMEXYTOYHOM XapaKTepe SIBIEHUV-TIPeNCTaBIeHNI
SBJISI€TCS] PelIaloNM [IJIsi KPUTKKM JIIOOBIX peHOoMeHa-
JINCTCKMX (B IIMPOKOM CMBIC/I€) TPaKTOBOK KaHTOBCKO-
ro sbsenus. Ho B cvoty aToro mobasi cyOBeKTUBMCTCKAsT
TPaKTOBKa Ab/eHus — OyIb TO TIOHMMaHVe SBJIeHMs KakK
Bupmyarvroeo npeomema (Bam Kims), unmenyuonassroeo
npedmema (P. AKBwIa) M Op. — B IPUHIINIIE HEIIOIHA, TI0-
CKOJTBKY XOTSI VI TIOTIePKVBaET 0MHOCUNEALHOCHTb STBITEHVAS
KaK MeHTaJIbHOIro deHoMeHa/pelipe3eHTallu, ero ot-
HOIIIeHVe K HalllIM OpraHaM 4yBCTB, TO €CTh VHTEHIIVIO-
HaJIbHYTO IPUPOJY SBJI€HNS, HO UTHOPUPYeT OTHOITIeHe
SIBJTEHMSL K Bewju camoti 1o cebe KaK OOBEKTy IIO3HAHUS U
TeM CaMbIM — NPOMEXYMOUHLIL / OMHOCUMEeAbHbLTL CeMAH-
muteckutl CTaTycC A61eHusa B KadecTBe npedmerna MpeacTas-
sieansi. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHa He SKCIUTMIIMPYET TIOJTHYTO
CTPYKTYpPY pedpepeHIaibHOTO OTHOIIIEH NS ITpeficTaBIIe-
HUs (WU SIBJIeHMSI) 110 (PVIHAJIBHOTO IIpeaMeTa, KaKOBbIM,
comtacHo pparmeHTy A 109, BRICTYTIA€T MpancleHOeHmatb-
HblIl 1ipedMen: THTEHITMOHAIIBHOE OTHOIIIEHVE MeX]Iy CO-
3HaHMeM VI VMHTEeHLVOHaIbHBIM IIpeIMEeTOM IIpelicTaBIIe-
HVS SIBIISETCS JIVIITB YacThio Oorlee IIMPOKOTO (TI100asTh-
HOTO) CeMaHTMYeCKoro / pedepeHIMaTbHOTO OTHOIIIE-
HMS MEX]Ty IIpeJicTaBIeHreM CO3HaHMs (KaK 3HaKoOM) U
PpeasIbHBIM IIpeIMeTOM / BelIbio (TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIM
IIpeIMEeTOM V1/ VUTU BEIIIbIO CaMoV 110 cebe).

OOGpaTumMcsi K aHaJIM3y COBPeMEHHBIX OOBeKTVBIUCT-
CKVMX TPaKTOBOK siBJleHVs. OOIIMM TPeHAOM BBICTYIIaeT
37ech TIOHVMMaHWe sBJIeHWs B KadecTse kBasu-npedmema,
PaCITOJIOKEHHOTO B CpeTHeVI YacTV OHTOIOTMIEeCKOV IITKa-
JIBL «IIpeJIMEeT — OTHOIIeHue». IIoHATHO, UTo siBjleHNne Kak
npeomenn onvima He SBJIIETCS IIOJIHOLEHHBIM CyOCTaHIIO-
HaJTbHBIM TIPEIIMETOM CAMUM 1o cebe, UTO TIOApasyMeBaeT
HeOOXOIMMOCTb  pellleHMsl AVaIeKTUYecKol ITpOoOsIeMBI
COOTHOIIeHVs A61eHus v Beuyu camotl no cebe: Kak VX CXOII-
CTBa, TaK M MX pasmanst. B Harmm sagaun 3meck He BXOAWUT
TleTayTbHBIV aHaJIN3 TIOTOOHBIX MHTEPITPETAIINTL SBIIEHIS,
YTO CBSI3aHO B TOM 4YWCIIE VI C TeM, UTO ¢ B IIPUHIINIIE (KakK
TTOKaXy HIDKe) OTBepraro «IIPefIMETHBIV» OHTOJIOTIeCKITT
TTOZTXOTT, K TPAKTOBKe sBJIeHms. TeM He MeHee XOTesToch OB
0003HaYNTh HaMboJIee MHTEepeCHbIe COBpeMeHHBIe TI0fIX0-
IIbl, OTBEYaoIIIyie Ha BOIIPOC 00 OHTOJIOIMTYECKOM CTaTyce
sBJIeHVIs. 31ech, BO-TIEPBBIX, MOXXHO BBIIENTUTH MHTEpPeC-
HyIO JIByXacleKTHyIo (2a) TpakTtoBky P. JIsnrron (Lang-
ton, 1998), xkoTopast paccMaTpuBaeT sbieHue KaK IIpeaMeT
C «BHEIIHVIMW» OMIHOCUTNEAbHBIMU CBOVICTBAMM (II€pPBBIN
acIleKT), B TO BpeMs Kak feuyb cama no cebe TIpefiCTaBiIsieT
cobor1 TOT ke IIpefIMeT, HO B3SATBIVI B MOILyCe a0COA0MIHbLX
«BHYTPEHHWX» CBOVICTB (BTOPOVI acIleKT). Bo-BTOPBIX, BBI-
nermvM taxoke (20) momxoner H. Iltanra (Stang, 2016; 2017)
n K. Mapmasuta (Marshall, 2013), koTopble B CBOVIX MHTEP-
HpeTanysaX KaHTOBCKOTO sBJIEHVIS, B35B 3a OCHOBY TeXHIU-
JecKyme HapabOTKM COBPeMeHHOV JIOTWKW, VCIIONB3YIOT
KOHIIENTBL, COOTBETCTBEHHO, §-npedmema (aHITL. g-object)

presentation is crucial for criticising any phenome-
nalist (in a broad sense) interpretations of the Kantian
appearance. But, because of that, any subjective inter-
pretation of appearance — whether it be Aquila’s con-
ception of appearance as an intentional object or Van
Cleve’s virtual object — is in principle incomplete. Such
interpretations emphasise the relativity of appearance
as a mental phenomenon/representation, its relation to
our sensibility, i.e., intentional nature of appearances,
but they ignore the relation of the appearance to the
thing in itself as object of cognition and, thereby, the
intermediate or relational semantic status of appearance
as an object” of representation. Accordingly, such inter-
pretations do not explain the complete structure of the
referential relation of representation (or appearance)
to the ultimate object*, which, according to A 109, is
the transcendental object. The intentional relationship
between consciousness (perception) and its intentional
object/ object* is only part of a broader (global) seman-
tic (referential) relationship between the representa-
tion of consciousness (as a sign) and the real object/
thing (transcendental object or/and thing in itself).
Let us now return to the discussion of contempo-
rary objectivist interpretations of appearance. The un-
derstanding of appearance as a quasi-object located in
the middle of the ontological spectrum “object — rep-
resentation” is the prevailing trend here. It is clear that
appearance as an object of experience is not a full-fledged
object in itself, which implies the need to solve the dia-
lectical problem of the relation of appearance and thing
in itself: both their similarity and their difference. Our
tasks here do not include a detailed analysis of such
interpretations of Kant’s concept of appearance, which
is due, inter alia, to the fact that we basically reject the
“objective” ontological approach to the interpreta-
tion of this concept. Nevertheless, I would like to note
the most interesting modern approaches to answer
the question of the ontological status of appearance.
Firstly, we may mention the two-aspect (2a) position
of R. Langton (Langton, 1998), which regards the ap-
pearance as an object with “external” relative proper-
ties, while taking the thing in itself to express the same
object with absolute “internal properties.” We will also
select the (2b) approaches of N. Stang (2016; 2017) and
C. Marshall (2013), which, in their interpretation of
the Kantian appearance, while basing on the results of
modern logic, use, respectively, the concepts of g-ob-
ject and qua-object.’® This allows them to offer original

% The specificity of the appearance in comparison with the
thing-object, i.e., thing in itself, is determined by means of the
g-object and qua-object in the framework of the above-men-
tioned problem of the identity of an appearance and thing
in itself.
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" qua-npeomema (aHIIL qua-object)®. Do 1103BOIIsIeT IIpe-
JIOXKWTb OPUIVHAJIBHBIE BAaPMAHTHI PeIIeHNsI KAHTOBCKOV
TIpo0OTIeMBI MIEHTUIHOCTY AbieHus v Bewju camoil no cebe.
Takve mrozixozp! (20) 3aHMMAIOT B TabymIle Oosiee HIU3KOE
IIOJIOXKEHVe TI0 CpaBHeHMIO ¢ ronxonoM P. JIsurroH (2a),
ITOCKOJIBKY HAaxXOfSATCS OJvbke K TIOJIIOCY OTHOIIIEHMWS,
XOTSL OHW TakkKe IIpMHAIJIEXaT YPOBHIO KBasMIIpeIMeT-
HocTy. C OHTOJIOTMYECKOV TOUKM 3PeHs KaK g-npeomern,
TaK U qua-npedMent SIBJISIOTCS HE «UVICTBIMIM» IIPeIMeTaMi
(vUTvt TIOJTHOIIEHHBIMM (PVI3VYECKMMI BelllaMI), a BBICTY-
[AlOT KOHIIeNITaMM IIperMeTa B Oortee C1aboM CMBICTIE.
Q-npedmem — 5TO KOHLIENT Beuju / npeomenia, KOTOPBIVL Cy-
II[eCTBYeT B CWJIy TOTO, UTO SIBJISIETCS 3HAUEHVEM KBAHTU-
drmmpyemon nnepemernsot (Y. Kyari), To ects 0003Ha9a-
eT OoJ1ee IIMPOKMIT KJTacC IPeIMETOB pedpepeHLin, Jiroboe
PpeasIbHOe 1040xeHUe e, BKITIOUaroIee B ceds B TOM Uricie
1 OOBbIUHBIE PU3MUECKIe BeL. A qua-npeomen — 3TO KOH-
LIeNT Bewju/npedmerna, 3ajaBaeMBbIil Yepes CBOe OITpererIsio-
Iiee (qua-)CBOVICTBO, KOTOPOe MOXKET M3MEHUTHCS C Teye-
HVeM BpeMeHW (V1 Torfa Oy7ieT yXKe JIpyrovi qua-npeomern);
B OHTOJIOIMUYECKOM CMBICTIE Gua-1npeOMer BBICTYIIaeT Kak
IPOMEXYTOUHBIVI MEXIY Beuybio v cBoiicmbom TIpeMeT, TO
€CTh KaK HeKasl BeIlb-CBOVICTBO™ .

HesBHOV TIPeAIIOCHUIKON  PacCMOTPEHHBIX OOBbeK-
TMBUCTCKMX TPAKTOBOK KaHTOBCKOTO KOHIIEIITA SIBJIEHVIS
OKas3bIBaeTCs HEKMIT BO3BpaT K KJIACCYeCKOMY MeTadu3n-
4ecKOMy ITOIXOY, B TO BpeMs Kak KaHT pa3BuBaeT HOBBIN
(KpUTIYecKIIiT) mpancyeH0eHmaibHblll IIOAXOH, B KauecTBe
«M3MeHeHHoro Metoya MbituteHvs» (B XVIII; Kant, 19946,
c. 24)®. Crremyer oOpaTuTh BHMMaHMeE Ha TO, YTO IIpeyIa-
raemeri KanToM B pedwmHMIIMM TpaHCIEeHIEHTAILHON
dmnocodpvim 3 dpparmenrta B 25 mpancyendenmarvrolil
c0Bue — 3TO He TIOCTYJIMIPOBAHIME KaKOW-TO 0cobovi (HO-
BOVI) OHTOJIOTMYECKOVI peayIbHOCTH, KaK 3TO IIPOVCXOINT B
kputnkyemom KanTtom mparcyendenmaishom peasusme (To
€CTb Uldeaius3me B COBpeMEHHOM CMBICTTe cjIoBa). CoracHo
Kanry, «pasmane MeXxny TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIM 1 SMIIV-
PVUECKMM IIPUYACTHO TOJIBKO K KPUTMKE 3HAHWUT 1 He Ka-
caeTcsl X OTHOIIIEHNS K Mx npeaMeTy» (B 81; Kant, 19946,
c. 93). TpaHCIleHIEHTaIBHBIN MAeAIVI3M (TPaHCIeHIeH-
TaJIM3M) He BBOOWT HOBBIX OHTOJIOIMUYECKMX CYIITHOCTEVL,
KaK 3TO IIPOVICXOMINT B IIPEXHEN MeTadm3mke (Harmpmumep,
B «MoHamornornm» JleriOHmMI), 11, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHIMNO-
A0eUsl, «IIPUTSA3AIOIIAs Ha TO, YTOOBI JaBaTh allpVOpPHbIE
CMHTETMYECKIe 3HaHMs O Bellax BooOIle [To ecTb OHTO-
jgornst Bombdal..., 3ameHseTcd [B TpaHCHeHIEHTaIIN3-

% B paMKax 3aTpPOHYTOVI BbIIIIe IIPOOJIeMBI MIEHTIIHOCTH A6, 1e-
HusA 7 Bewju camoil no cebe TIOCPENCTBOM §-006ekma VI qua-o0sexma
3a/1aeTcs crielndmKa SBIeHs 110 CPaBHEHMIO C BeIbI0-00beK-
TOM, TO €CTb Beuyb10 camoii 1o cebe.

¥ Konmenmys qua-object 6bi1a ipemioxkena K. @armrom, yTeep-
JKIAIOIINM, UTO gua-object MOXeT OBbITB IIpeJICTaBIIeH KaK aMaJlb-
rama ety (oOowekTa) n ceovicta (Fine, 1982, p. 100).

% TIo3TOMy $I KPUTMYECK!M OTHOIIYCh K ITOJOOHBIM — OHTOJIO-
TMYECKMM — TPAaKTOBKAaM KaK KOHIIEIITa SBJIeHVIs, TaK 1 KAHTOB-
CKOT'O TPaHCILIEHIeHTaIM3Ma B IIeJIOM.

S.L. Katrechko

solutions to the Kantian problem of conformity (ap-
pearance and thing in itself). In the table above, these
approaches (2b) take a lower position in comparison
with the approach of R. Langton (2a), because they are
nearer to the pole “relation,” although they also refer
to the level of a quasi-object. From an ontological point
of view, both g-object and qua-object are not full-fledged
“strong” objects (by the type of physical things), but
quasi-objects or objects in a weaker sense. A g-object is
an object that, according to Quine’s criterion of onto-
logical commitment, i.e., “To be is to be the value of
a bound variable,” means a broader class of reference
objects, any “state of affairs” including, among others,
ordinary physical objects. A qua-object is an object, giv-
en through some fixed qua-property, which can change
over time (and after which there will be another qua-ob-
ject) — appears from the ontological point of view as
an intermediate object between object and property, or
object-property.’?

An implicit presupposition of the considered
objectivist interpretations of appearance is a return
to a classical metaphysical approach, while Kant
develops the new (critical) transcendental approach
as “the altered method of our way of thinking” (KrV,
B XVIII; Kant, 1998, p. 111) in metaphysics.’*® At the
same time, let us pay attention to the fact that the
transcendental shift, postulated by Kant in B 25 (Kant,
1998, p. 149), is not the postulation of any particular
ontological reality, as it happens in the transcendental
realism (or idealism in the modern sense of the word)
criticised by Kant. According to Kant, “the difference
between the transcendental and the empirical therefore
belongs only to the critique of cognitions and does
not concern their relation to their object” (KrV, B 81;
Kant, 1998, p. 196). Transcendental idealism does not
introduce new ontological entities as it does in the old
metaphysics (for example, in Leibniz’s Monadology)
and, accordingly, “the proud name of an ontology,
which presumes to offer synthetic a priori cognitions of
things in general in a systematic doctrine [i.e., Wolff’s
ontology — S.K.], must give way to the modest one
of a mere analytic of the pure understanding” (KrV,
A 247 / B 303; Kant, 1998, p. 358). The transcendental
postulated by Kant is the area of (meta-level) me-
thodological analysis of cognition. Therefore, the

% The concept of qua-object was proposed by K. Fine. In his
work, he says that “the qua object should be regarded as some
sort of amalgam of the given object and the property” (Fine,
1982, p. 100).

% I am therefore critical of similar — ontological — interpreta-
tions of both the concept of the phenomenon and transcenden-
talism as a whole.
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Me| IIPOCTOVI aHAIVTVIKOV UNMCTOIO pacCylKa» (BCTaBKM
vom. — C.K.) (A 247 / B 304; Kart, 19946, c. 239). ITocTy-
mpyemoe KaHTOM TpaHCIIeHIEHTaIbHOe — 3TO 00J1acTh
MeTO/I0JIOTMIYEeCKOTO aHa/In3a O3HaHVIs, 1 IO3TOMY KaH-
TOBCKME «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHble» KOHIIENTHI (dIBJIeHMS,
BeIly caMom 110 cebe, Bely BOOOIIe, TpaHCIeH/IeHTalIb-
HOTO ITpefIMeTa) IMEIOT IIPeXKIIe BCeTO MEeTOIOIOTTIeCKIII
cMbIcr. COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIPY TPaKTOBKe KOHIIeIITa sBjIe-
HVS MBI JOJDKHBI YUUTBIBATD (YTO 4 ¥ OyAy [Ie1aTh HIDKe)
3Ty MEeTOIOJIOTMYECKYIO, TO eCTh aHTUMeTadU3IIecKyIo
(aHTM-OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO) MHTEHIIMIO TPpaHCIleHIeHTaIN3-
Ma KaHra, Ha uTO HacToV4MBO OOpallaeT BHIMaHE B CBO-
nx paborax I'. Dmmicon (Allison, 1983; 2004 n ap.).

3. CeMaHTHKO-KOTHUTMBHAasI TPaKTOBKa SBJICHV.
SIBeHMe KakK 3HaK-00pas3

[leperiiem Tereph K pasBMBaeMOVI HaMV KO2HUMUB-
Ho-cemanmuueckoi viHTeprperarymt Kanmra®. CormacHo
STOVI VIHTEPIIPEeTALINI, CeMaHTUUYECKN SIBJIeHVEe eCTh He
KaKOW-TO OOBEKT, a 3HAK, KOTOPBIVI He CYIIIeCTBYeT Oe3 cBo-
€ro JeHoTara («Belly» B IIMPOKOM cMbIcie). KimoueBbm
3pech BeIcTynaeT ¢dpparment A 189 / B 235, B koTopoM
KaHT nosurmonmpyer aietue Kak «0003HaueHue KaKo2o-Hu-
610b 00vekma», XOTS IIPU STOM He CJIefyeT 3a0bIBaTh, UTO
sIBJIeHVIe — 3TO He TOJIBKO JIMHTBVICTIYeCKasi, HO U TpaHC-
LleH/leHTaIbHAas CYIIHOCTh, He IIPOCTO JIVMHIBVICTITYECKII
3HAK,  CIIEIPMIECK T TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHBIV 3HAK-00pa3:
«MBI MOXeM, KOHEYHO, Ha3blBaTh 00bekTOMY BCE, 11 TTake
BCSIKOe IIpeficTaBJIeHVie, TIOCKOIbKY MBL CO3HAeM ero; Ofl-
HAaKO, YTOOBI PEIINTD, YTO O3HAYAET ITO CJIOBO, KOTMa Pedb
VIIeT O SIBJIEHVSIX, TTOCKOJIBKY OHV (KaK ITperCTaBIIeHVIS)
He [cyTb] 00BEKTEI [TO ecTb Belu camm 110 ceOe], a TOIIBKO
obosHauarom Kakovi-HOyaps 00BekT, TpebyeTcs Goree TiIy-
Goxoe mcciieioBaHMe» (BCTaBKM B KBAJ[PATHBIX CKOOKaX 71
kypeus Mon. — C. K)*.

ITomo6HBI ceMaHTVUECKMIT aHasIM3 KOHIIENTa SBJle-
HVSI MOXKHO HaWTM B KAHTOBCKOM PacCy>KI€HMM O npedMe-
me TipencrasiieHnit n3 dpparmenta A 104—109 n mpanc-

¥ Panee cemanmuteckuil TIOIXO0f K TpouTenvio KanTa passusai-
csl B TOV VIV MHOV Mepe B paboTax Y. Ceruiapcea (Sellars, 1968),
A. Kodpdsr (Coffa, 1991), P. Xannsr (Hanna, 2001), K. Towm
(Tolley, 2014).

0 Cwm. omperierteHme 0bvexma B pparmenTe B 137 (cm. Brire).

# XapakrepucTuky 3Haka B ceere pparmenrta A 108 —109 mox-
HO IIepeHeCTH 1 Ha Jiro0oe npedmennoe npedcmabaenue. Ho npeo-
cmabenue BOOOIIIe SBJIAETCS 3HAKOM 3HAKA (3HAKOM BTOPOTO II0-
PpsmIKa), I TOJIBKO A6/1eH1e, KOTOpOe «HeTToCPeICTBEHHO OTHOCHT-
¢ K ripeamety» (A 109), sBisercs coOCTBEHHO 3HaKOM, TO eCThb
o003Ha4YeHNeM peasIbHOTO IIpeIMeTa. BMecTe ¢ TeM, HOmgdep-
KHEM 3TO CHOBa, sBJIeHME B CIJIy CBOEVI 3HaKOBOVI IIPVUPOIIEI He
SIBJISIETCS IIPOCTOVT MEHTAIIBHOV JAHHOCTBIO, TO €CTh IIPeCTaB-
sieaneM-1. DTo obo3Hawarolee, win obvexmubupobantoe npeo-
MeniHoe TIpeTicTaBiieHme-2. VI, KaK s 3TO OTMeTWI BhIIIIe, s6/e-
HuUe SIBIISETCS npeoMenioM IIpeicTaBJIeHNs], yKa3blBarolM (Ha)
WiV 0003HAYAIOIIM peayIbHBIV ITpeMeT/Bemb. TlogpobHee
cm.: (Karpeuko, 2016; 2017a).

Kantian concepts have, first of all, a methodological,
and not an ontological meaning. Accordingly, when
interpreting the concept of appearance, we should take
into account this methodological anti-ontological and
anti-metaphysical intent of Kant’s transcendentalism,
as Allison remarks (Allison, 1983; 2004 and others).

3. Semantico-Cognitive Interpretation
of Appearance. Appearance as a Sign-Image

We now turn to the semantico-cognitive inter-
pretation of Kant** Considering the topic under
discussion, it consists in the fact that appearance is
semantically not an object/object*, but a sign that
does not exist without its reference (‘thing” in a broad
sense). The key here is A 188-189/B234-235, in which
Kant describes appearance as the designation of an
object*. At the same time, we should keep in mind that
appearance is not a linguistic, but a transcendental
entity, a specific sign-image: “Now one can, to be sure,
call everything, and even every representation, insofar
as one is conscious of it, an object;** only what this
word is to mean in the case of appearances, not insofar
as they are (as representations) objects [i.e., things in
themselves — S.K.], but rather only insofar as they
designate [my italics — S.K.] an object requires a deeper
investigation” (KrV, A 188-189 / B 234-235; Kant, 1998,
p. 305).4

A similar semantic understanding of appearances
can be found in the reflection on “an object* of
representation” in A 104-109 and in the reflection on
the transcendental object in A 250-253. In A 104-109,
Kant writes that appearances “must not be regarded
in themselves [...], as objects” (KrV, A 104; Kant, 1998,
p. 231), but are “themselves only representations [or
signs — S.K.], which in turn have their object, which

% Earlier semantic interpretations of Kant can be found in
W. Sellars (1968), A. Coffa (1991), R. Hanna (2001), K. Tolly
(2014).

% See the definition of ‘object” above in B 137.

4 Characteristics of sign, in light of A 108-109, can be trans-
ferred to any ‘objective’ representation (or presentation/re-
presentation-2; see above). But any representation in general is
a sign of the sign (a sign of the second order), and only appear-
ance “are the only objects* [Gegenstinde] that can be given to us
immediately” (KrV, A 109; Kant, 1998, p. 233), is not a sign of
the sign, but actually a sign, i.e., the designation of a real thing
(= transcendental object). At the same time, I emphasise this
again, the appearance, by virtue of its symbolic nature, is not
a simple mental phenomenon itself, i.e., representation-1. An
appearance is denoting, or the objectified (objective-objectual)
presentation (representation-2), or, as I noted above, it is the ob-
ject* of presentation, denoting a real thing. For more on this is-
sue, see (Katrechko, 2016; 2018a).
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yendenmasvHom npedmeme w3 dpparmenTa A 250—253, mo-
CKOJIBKY «SIBJIEHMS... caMy 110 ceDe [O/DKHBI paccMaTpy-
BaThC... He Kak IperMetsl» (A 104; Kant, 19940, c. 629),
a KaK «IIpefcTaBJIeHNs], IMeIOIe CBOVI IIpeaMeT, KOTO-
PBIVL... MBI XOTMM Ha3BaTb... HEOMIIMPUUIECKMM, TO €CTb
TpaHCILIEHIeHTIBHBEIM, IIperMeToM = X» (A 109; Kanr,
199406, c. 631; cM. TaxKe LIUTUPOBAHHBIN B § 2 HaCTOSIIIIEN
craTby pparmeHT A 251 —252).

TeM caMbIM KaHTOBCKOe siBJIeHMe caMo IO ceOe (B
TPaHCIIEH/IeHTaJIbHOM CMBICIIE) He SIBJISIeTCS KaKo-IImbo
aBTOHOMHOVI OHTOJIOTMYECKOW CYIIHOCTBIO. ITosToMy He-
IIpaBOMEPHBIMY Oy1y T He TOJIBKO TEOPUM «IIBYX MUPOB» U
«IBYyX aCIIeKTOB» (UTO s y>Ke ITOKa3aJl BBIIIIe), HO 1 Jro0ast
VIHTepIIpeTalyis, B paMKaX KOTOPOVI KAHTOBCKOMY A6/1eH110
IIPVIIVICBIBAETCS HEKWUI OHTOJIOTMYecKmii — Jmbo MeH-
TaJIbHBIN, JIM00 PU3MUecKUI — CTaTyc IpenMeTa u/ win
OTHOIIIeHMS. SIBjIeHVe — 3TO He OHTOJIOrMYecKasi, i abd-
COJIIOTHAS, a CeMAHMUUECckAs, TO €CTh OTHOCUTEIIbHAS, IIPO-
MEXYTOUYHas CYLI[HOCT; SIBJIEHNE eCThb He 006eK (pealbHO
CYIIIeCTBYIOIIas Belllb), a JIVIIIh 0003HAYAIOIIVVL €T0 3HAK.

C y4eToM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO-3HAKOBOT'O XapaKTepa
SIBJIEHVISI €0 COOTHOIIIEHVIE C IIPeIMEeTOM (BEIIbI0 CaMOvl
110 ce0e) 1 TIpeficTaBIIEHVEM MOXKHO IIPEIICTaBUTh B BUIE
CTIEITYTOIIIETO MPAHCYEHOCHINAALHO020 HPeY20AbHUKA:

flenenue
(TpaHcueHAeHTanbHbIA YPOBEHb)

~— N

Mpeamer MpeacraBneHue
(BeLb cama no cebe) (3mMNUpUYECKMin YpoBEHD)

Cxema 8

B cxeme 8 s1 yuern Kak IIpeIMeTHBIV, TAK VI OTHOCUTEITh-
HBIVI XapaKTep SIBJIEHNUS] B paMKax TPaHCILIEHIEeHTaIbHO
IIepCIIeKTUBEL SIBjIeHMe BBICTYIIaeT KaK HeKOTOpas TpaH-
CLieHeHTaJIbHas (3HAKOBasl) CYLIHOCTb, IIPeMeT IIperl-
CTaBJIEHMS], a MMEOIIVeCs 3/1eCh CTPEJIKM yKas3bIBAIOT Ha
OMHOCUNEABHOCHTb SIBTIEHWS: C OJIHOW CTOPOHBI (CTpesika
C7IeBa), 9TO YKasaHVe Ha IIPOMEXYTOUHBIVI XapaKTep sBITe-
HISI, €T0 CEMAHTIYECKYIO 3aBVICVIMOCTb OT BEIIIVI CAMO TI0
cebe, KOTOpasi BEICTyTIaeT IIPWYMHOV / OCHOBaHVEM (HEM.
Ursache / Grund) addurmposaHs Harlen 9yBCTBEHHO-
CTH, TO €CTh «3aITyCKa» ITpoIiecca TO3HaHWMS (Cp.: B SBITe-
HWUW IaHO 4110-10); C IPYyTov (CTpeJIKa cIpaBa) — yKasa-
HVIe Ha CBSI3b/ CBSI3HOCTb SIBJIEHIISI C IIPELICTABIIEHIIEM, €T0
STVCTEMOJIOTMYECKYTO 3aBVICVIMOCTD TI0 OTHOIIIEHWIO K CO-
3HaHMIO (Cp.: SIBJIEHWE TaHO KOMY-110).

INperwtoxeHHas! ceMaHTIYeCKasi TPAKTOBKA SIBJIEHVISI
TTO3BOJISI€T TIPEIIOKWUTE PeIeHe npobiembl UOeHMUUHO-
cmu. C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, MAEHTUYHOCTD SIBJIEHVS I Belln
caMort 110 cebe MMeeT MeCTo, XOTSI 9TO He WIEHTUYHOCTh
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[...] may therefore be called the non-empirical, i.e.,
transcendental object = X” (KrV, A 109; Kant, 1998,
p- 233; see also A 251-252, cited in §2 of this article).
Thus, the Kantian appearance is not an ontologi-
cal entity. Therefore, neither the theory of the “
worlds” and of the “two aspects,” nor any interpreta-
tion in which the Kantian appearance is attributed an

two

ontological — mental or physical — status can be cor-
rect. Appearance is not an absolute ontological entity,
but a relative semantic one; it is not an object, but a mere
sign signifying the object (real thing).

Given the transcendental — signific character of ap-
pearance, its relation to the object (the thing in itself)
and the representation can be represented by the fol-
lowing transcendental triangle:

appearance
(transcendental level)

— N

obj * representation
(thing-in-itself) (empirical level)

Schema 8

In this schema, I took into account both the objec-
tive and the relational nature of appearance. Appear-
ance here functions as a “sign” (i.e., a transcendental)
entity. And the arrows indicate the relationality of ap-
pearance. The arrow on the left indicates the inter-
mediate nature of appearance, its dependence on the
ultimate object, which is the cause/ground (Ursache/
Grund) of affection, our sensibility, i.e., the start of the
process of cognition (cf.: in appearance something is
given). The arrow on the right indicates the relation
between appearance and representation, its epistemic
dependence on consciousness (cf.: appearance is given
to someone).

Such semantic interpretation of appearance allows
us to propose a solution to the Kantian problem of identi-
ty. On the one side, we can talk about the identity of ap-
pearance and thing in itself, although it is not the iden-
tity of two objects, but the reference identity of an object
(thing) and the sign indicating this object (thing): the
sign is the designation of this same thing. On the oth-
er side, because of its “sign” and non-objective nature,
appearance is “equal” to the subjective representation,
or rather to its (non-ultimate) object, although the
status of appearance as a sign, unlike the mental rep-
resentation, does not have a subjective, but rather an
inter-subjective character.
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IBYX IIPEIMETOB, a peghepeHyUarbHas UOeHMUUHOCHIL npeoMe-
ma v ero 3xaxa (yKa3blBaloIlero Ha IIpeMeT): 3HaK SBJIseT-
cs1 0003HaUeHVIEM BOT 3TOro IpeaMeta. C IpyTovi CTOPOHBI,
B CIJIy CBOEVI 3HAKOBOI (TO €CTh He-00BEKTHOVI) IPUPOIIEI
sBJIeHVIe POICTBEHHO C IIpeIiCTaBJIeHVIeM: OHO SIBJISIETCS
npedMernom TIpeNCTaBIIeHNs 045 Co3HaAHUA 6000Uje, KOTOPBINT
TeM CaMbIM VIMeeT MHTePCyObeKTVBHBIV XapaKTep.

B zaxmodeHMe oOpaTmMcs K paspelIeHNnio OTHOV
Mpo0JIeMbl, BO3HWKIIIEVI B XOZe HaIllero VICCIeNOBaHMs.
Belirre 51 11o0xasasl BK/IIOUEHHOCTb KaHTOBCKOTO SIBJIEHVS B
IBOVIHOE ITPOTMBOIIOCTABJIEHVIE: B «IIPUYMHHOM» (MeTa-
dmsnueckom) acriexTe siBjieHMe IIPOTMBOCTOUT BeIN ca-
Mot 110 ceOe (1 cBsizaHO ¢ Hert, cM. Ne 1, 3, 5 B Tabimite),
a B «CeMaHTVYeCKOM» (TpaHCIIeH/IeHTa/IbHOM) acIieKTe —
TpaHCILIeHeHTaJIbHOMY IIpeaMeTy. COOTBETCTBEHHO, B
«Kputnke» KaHT HBaXIbI TOBOPUT O pehepenyuassHoi
npupoze siBjeHvs: Bo pparmente A 108 oH yTBepKIaer,
YTO IpeIMeTOM SIBJIeHV (KaK IIpeCTaBJIeHIIsT) BBICTYIIa-
eT mpaHcyeH0eHmalbHulll npedmem (IpeaMeT BOOOIIE), BO
dparmenTe B 235 on mmmreT, 9TO «sdBJIeHMe obo3HaUaeT
KaKoOV-HIOyab OOBEKT», W Hdajlee YTOYHSET, YTO TaKMUM
00BEKTOM BBICTYHAET Beujp cama no cebe. Tlpuaem, ¢ on-
HOVI CTOPOHBI, Y camoro KaHTa HeT 4eTKMx yKasaHWM I10
PpaspelleHnIo 3TOV HeOHO3HAUYHOCTH, a C PYrol — OH
BCe JKe Ppas/iMyaeT KOHIIENTBI «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIN
IpeIMeT» U «Belllb caMa 10 cebe», XOTS MOYKHO TOBOPUTb
00 ompernereHHOM ((PYHKIIMOHAJIbHOM) CXOLCTBE MeXK-
Iy TmMM KoHIlenTamu. [IpusiiedyeHne ammapara coBpe-
MEHHOVI CeMaHTMKW II03BOJIIET PeIINTh 3Ty MHpobiieMy.
I'. ®pere mocTynmMpyeT Hamuume y JIFOOOTO 3HaKa JIBYX
cemaHmuueckux xapakTepucTuK: 3HadeHws (Bedeutung) m
cMblca (Sinn), — ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, HaIV4Me OBYX TH-
OB pedpepeHOUIL OT 3HaKa K CMBICIIy M OT 3HaKa K Jie-
HoTary. Tpuama «3HaK — CMBICJI — JIeHOTaT» oOpasyer,
corimacHo Dpere, cemanmuueckuil mpeyeossHux (Ppere,
1997). DToT TIOZIXOM, BIIOJIHE IIPVIMEHVM K KaHTOBCKOMY
SIBJIEHVMIO KaK 3HAKy: TPaHCLIEHOEHTAIBHBIV IIpeIMeT 3
dparmenTa A 108 saBisieTcs cMblcA0M SBIIEHUS, & SMAUPU-
ueckas Bewyy cama no cebe n3 pparmenTta B 306* sBistercs
ero geHoraroM*. TeM caMbIM MOXKHO 00pa3oBaTh CJIeAyIO-
LMV TPaHCLeHIeHTaIbHO-CEMaHTIYeCKIIT TPeYTOIbHVIK
«SIBJIEHVIE — CMBICTI — [I€HOTaT»:

# MOXHO OTMeTHUTh, UTO UyTh HVIKe, BO dparmeHTe B 236, B
KaHTOBCKOM PacCy KIeHWY IOSB/IAeTCs KaK BbIpaykeHVie «TPpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHOE 3Ha4Y€eHNe [CBOero] IIOHSTIS O IIpefIMeTe», TaK 1
KOHIIENT «IMPaHCUeHOeHMAAbHbIIL NpeoMent».

® B anammse dparmenTa B 306 (cm. KaTtpeuko, 20176) s moxa-
3aJ1, YTO MOYKHO TOBOPWUTE O JIBYX MOJIycaXx BeIIly caMo1 ITo cebe:
amnupuyeckoil Beuyu camoil 1o cebe, BRICTYTIAIOIIEVI ITPUYIMHO adp-
dunvpoBaHs HallleV YyBCTBEHHOCTY, Y HOYMeHAAbHOU Beuju ca-
MOTL 10 cebe, SIBIISIOITIEVICS pe3yIIbTaTOM abCTparmpoBaHus OT yC-
JIOBUII UyBCTBEHHOT'O BOCIIPUSATIS (IMIIVIPVIYECKOVI BEIV CaMOVA
110 ceGe).

“ K. Torum Takke oOpalraercs K ceMaHTHKe (TpeyrosbHVKY)
Dpere 11 COOTHOCUT KaHTOBCKOe f6/eHue ¢ PPereBCKIM CMbLCAOM
(Tolley, 2014).

In conclusion, let us briefly touch upon a problem
that arose in the course of our analysis. I have shown
that Kant’s appearance is to be understood in a
double opposition: in the “causal” (metaphysical)
aspect, appearance is opposed to thing in itself (and
is connected to it; see schemas 1, 3, 5 above), and in
the “semantic” (transcendental) aspect, appearance is
opposed to the transcendental object. Accordingly, Kant
claims the “referential” nature of appearance twice in
the Critique. Indeed, in A 108-109 Kant says that the
transcendental object acts as the object* of appearance,
and in B 235 he writes that “appearance designates an
object” and specifies that the thing in itself acts as such
an object.” Kant himself does not give clear instructions
on how to solve this problem. At the same time, he still
distinguishes between the concepts of transcendental
object and thing in itself, although one can speak in
terms of a certain (functional) similarity between them.
The use of the apparatus of modern semantics allows
solving this problem. G. Frege postulates the presence
of two semantic characteristics of signs: sense (Sinn)
and reference (Bedeutung). Accordingly, he admits two
types of relation of reference: (1) from sign to sense
and (2) from sign (through sense) to the reference. The
triad “sign — sense — reference” thus forms a semantic
triangle (Frege, 1948). This approach is quite applicable
to the Kantian appearance-sign; transcendental object
from A 108-109 is a sense of appearance, and empirical
thing in itself from B 306* is its reference.* One can thus
form the following transcendental-semantic triangle
“appearance — sense — reference”:

transcendental

appearance
object PP

object (empirical thing-in-itself)

Schema 9

2 However, the “concept of an object to transcendental signif-
icance” and the concept of “transcendental object” also appear
later, in B 236.

% In my analysis of B 306 (Katrechko, 2017), I have shown that
we can talk about the two modes of the thing in itself: the em-
pirical thing in itself as a cause of affection of our sensibility and
the noumenal thing in itself as an abstraction from the conditions
of sensibility-construct of our understanding.

# K. Tolley also uses Frege’s semantics (triangle) and links
Kant’s appearance to the Fregean meaning (Tolley, 2014).
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TpaHcueHaeHTarlbHbIN fiBneHue

npepmeTrt

MpeamerT (amnupryeckas Bellb cama rno cete)

Cxema 9

ITocecioBue

B nmaHHOM mMcciegoBaHMM sI COCPEOTOUWICS Ha ce-
MaHTWYECKOM aHaJIM3e KOHIIeIITa SBJIEHMs 11 000CHOBa-
HVV Te3rca O TOM, UTO siBJIeHMe (B TpaHCLIeHAeHTaIbHOM
IIepCIIeKTIBe) — 3TO He OOBEKT, a JIMIIIb «0DO3HaUYeHwe
(= 3Hak. — C.K.) obpexTa» (B 235; Kant, 19940, c. 194).
BmecTe ¢ TeM sBjIeHMe — ITO He JIMHIBUCTIYECKNT, a KOT-
HUTWBHBIN 3HaK 0cOO0ro popa, KOTOPBII MOXHO CITeIV-
durmposaTh Kak 3HaAk-00pa3 M KOTOPBI VMMeeT oIlpefie-
JIEHHYIO KOTHUTUBHYIO cmpykmypy. IlosTomy ecim Ml
XOTVM [IaTh ITOJIHBIV aHaJIM3 JaHHOTO KaHTOBCKOIO KOH-
IIellTa, TO CEeMaHTIYIEeCKIV aHIN3 SIBJICHVIS [T0JDKEeH ObITh
TIONOJIHEH KOTHWTVBHBIM aHAIN30M BHYTPEHHEV CTPYK-
Typbl sBjieHns. [TpuBeny Hibke ero KpaTkuv abpuc.

CorytacHo Kanty, 00pas sBisieTcst pe3ysIbTaToM Iiesi-
TEJIBHOCTV BOOOPaKEeHIS 110 CYIHTE3y UyBCTBEHHOIO MHO-
rooOpasvisl B OHO cO3epIiaHue, a «IesTeIbHYIO CII0co0-
HOCTBb CMHTe3a 3TOro MHoroobOpasHoro» KaHT Ha3sbiBaer
cunmesom cxBamuiBanus (A 120). O6 sTom xe KanT roBopur
¥ B aHaJIM3MpyeMoM Bblllle pparMenTe B 235: sprenvis
«CyTb TaKXKe IIpeIMeThl CO3HAHMS, [11 II03TOMY] MX BOBCe
HeJIb3s OTJINYNUTD OT CXBaTBIBAHIIS, TO €CTh OT BKJIIOUEHVIS
B cuHTe3 BooOpaxeHms» (Kant, 19940, c. 195)%. Tewm ca-
MBIM KaHTOBCKOe sIBJIEHMe IIpeJiCcTaBIsieT coOoI CUHTe3N-
POBaHHBIN (CKOHCTPYMPOBAaHHBIN) 00pas.

KanTOBCKIMIT mpaHcyeHOeHmatbHbiil  KoHCMpYKmubusm
MIpOosIBIIIeTCS Ha ABYX ypoBH:X. Ha MeTaypoBHe sBjIeHIA
CUHTE3VPYIOTCS ITOCPENCTBOM OPOPMIIEHMS BOCIIPWUHI-
MaeMOro UYyBCTBEHHOI'O MHOTrooOpasusl amnpuOpHBIMU
dopmaMy dyBCTBEHHOCTH, B pe3yJIbTaTe uero npeomen
onvima BBICTYIIA€T KaK IIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHO-BpeMeHHas
Belllb, VWIN TeJI0. B To Xe BpeM: siBjIeHMe Kak oOpa3 He
SIBJISI€TCS IIEPBUYHOVI JAHHOCTHIO, a IPeICTaBIIsieT co0o
CMHTe3 4yBCTBEHHOI'O MHOT000passi.

CoOTBeTCTBEHHO, aHAJIOTMV 3epKajla VUTM TeJlecKoIta
SIBJISIIOTCS. CJIVIIIIKOM IIPOCTBIMYL, a 0oJIee TOYHO (aKKypart-
HO) KOHCTPYKTMBHO-CMHTETUYECKYIO HPUPOAY SIBJIEHI

% A maree B 3ToM (pparmenTe KaHT IpMBOIUT HpUMeEpP TaKo-
ro — IHOC/Ief0BaTe/IbHOIO BO BPeMEHM — CXBaTbIBAHM MHO-
rooOpasms, Kak AoM (cM. Taxke ¢pparmeHT B 162, roe Kanr ro-
BOPUT O pucobanuu odpasa moma). B «Kpuruke» Kaat mpusoanr
e1lle psil IIPVMEPOB TaKoT'o I10C/Ie0BaTe/IbHOI0 KOHCTPYMpPOBa-
HWs, HaIIpyIMep IIOTOYeYHOe PUCcOBaHMe (IIyTeM IIPOBeIeHVs)
sV (B 138).
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Conclusion

In this paper, I have confined myself to the seman-
tic analysis of the concept of the appearance and the
substantiation of the thesis that this concept (from a
transcendental perspective) is not an object, but only
the “designation [= sign. — S. K.] of an object” (KrV,
B 235; Kant, 1998, p. 305). At the same time, appearance
is not only a linguistic, but also a cognitive sign of a
special kind — a sign-image that has a definite cognitive
structure. Therefore, if we want to give a full analysis
of Kant’s concept of appearance as image, then its se-
mantic analysis should be supplemented by a cogni-
tive one. I will give a brief outline of such an analysis
below.

According to Kant, an image-appearance is the
result of imagination synthesising the given sensual
manifold into a unified whole (intuition). Kant calls
the “active faculty of the synthesis of this manifold
imagination, [or] apprehension” (KrV, A 120;
Kant, 1998, p. 239), or “synthesis of apprehension”
(KrV, A 99-100; Kant, 1998, p. 229).*> Kant also speaks
about this in B 235, where he says that appearances

in us...

are “at same time objects of consciousness, they do
not differ from their apprehension, [or] the synthesis
of the imagination” (Kant, 1998, p. 305). Thus, Kant's
appearance is synthesised (constructed) as an image.
Kant's transcendental constructivism is manifested
on two levels. At the meta-level, appearances are
formed perceived manifold by means of a priori
forms of sensuality, as a result of which the object of
experience functions as a thing or body extended in
space and time. In addition to that, the appearance
itself as an image is not a primary given, but it is a
synthesis of given sensual manifold. Accordingly, the
analogies of the mirror and the telescope are too simple
and do not quite accurately express the constructive-
synthetic nature of Kant’s appearance, and it would
be more appropriate to compare it with the image of a
television screen, which is successively synthesised from
luminous points when the kinescope is bombarded
by electrons. Thus, the image-appearance (or rather,
our consciousness’s apprehension of it) is formed

# See also: “For the imagination is to bring the manifold of in-
tuition into an image” (KrV, A 120; Kant, 1998, p. 239).

46 Further, in B 235, Kant gives an example of such — succes-
sive (in time) — apprehension of the manifold as a house. See
also B 162, where Kant writes about drawing the image of a
house. Kant gives also other examples of such temporally suc-
cessive construction in the Critigue. For example, point-by-
point drawing direct line (see B 138).
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TieperiaeT meAeBUsUOHHAA KapmuHKa, KoTopas obpasyercs
ITyTeM IT0CIIefIOBATEeIBHOTO CHTe3a MHOXKECTBa CBETSIIIVIX-
sl TOUeK, TIOTyYeHHBIX TPy OoMOapampoBKe SKpaHa 3JTeK-
TpoHamy1. TeM caMbIM sB/IeHMe-00pa3 (TouHee, CXBaThIBa-
HIIe 3TOV «KapTUHKI» HAIITVIM CO3HaHVIEM) CUHTE3MPYeTCs
Ha 9KpaHe TeJIeB/30pa B pe3ysIbTaTe KOMIUIEKCa TeXHIde-
CKVIX IIPOLIETY P CoeMKa npeomena — nepedaqa cuenasa — 6oc-
npousbedenue (B KauecTse peasIn3alyy KaHTOBCKOTO CHHTe-
3a CXBaTBIBAHMS MHOIOOOPA3HOIO), a CBETSIIMECS TOYKM
Ha 5KpaHe KMHeCKOIIa TPV 3TOM BBIITOJIHSIOT POJIb CEHCOP-
HOVI Mamepuuy (MaTepuraIa) TaHHOTo oOpa3a-siBiIeHvis (Cp. C
paccyxnenviem KaHra o ghopme v ougyujenuy KaK mamepuu
sByieHs M3 pparMenTa B 34). Bmecte ¢ TeM koenumubHbiil
aHaJIU3 sIBJIeHS] He OTMEHSIET ITPOBEJIEHHOTO €T0 CeMANIU-
14eCK020 aHaJTM3a, MITOTOM KOTOPOT'O BBICTYTIAeT CTIeTy oI
Te3WC: KaHTOBCKOe ffjeHue VIMeeT OOBeKTVBIPOBaHHBIV
(TpenMeTHBIVI) XapaKTep VI «IIpeICTaB/IseT>» ABJISIOIIIICS
HaM B OIIbITe peaIbHO CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVIT IIPefMeT, TO eCTh
KaHTOBCKYIO Beub camy no cedes.
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on the TV screen. It is the result of a complex of
technical procedures: the shooting of objects — signal
transmission — reproduction (as the realisation of
Kant’s synthesis of the manifold). And the glowing
points of the kinescope act on the matter of the
constructed TV image (cf. with Kant’s reasoning about
the form and sensation as a matter of the appearance in
B 34). However, this cognitive analysis of appearance
does not cancel my semantic analysis conducted here,
the result of which is that the Kantian appearance has
an objectified (objective-objectual, gegenstindlich) nature
and “presents” the real object that we experience.
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KAHTOBCKMUV DTUYECKU TYMAHU3M
B ITO3THEV UMITEPATOPCKOV POCCUU

Tomac Hemem?

IIpuxodumea npusHanmv, umo KyAbMYpHOMY MeUeHUI0, U3-
Becmuomy Kax «eyManusm», He 0biA0 OAHO HEMKO20 U 1MOHHO20
onpedesenusi. ObbiuHO 100 COOUPAMEALHBIM THEPMUHOM «2YMA-
HU3M» NOHUMAEICA COB0KYNHOCHb UCHIOPUHECKUX U huA0cogp-
ckux 63244008, npoBo3esauialousux yeHHoCHb ueaoBeueckoil Hus-
Hu. O0Hot u3 3aday smoi paboms. abasemca cpabrenue mpex Gu-
006 eymanusma, noav3oBabuiuxca nonyaapHocmeio 6 Poccutickoil
umnepuu u Cobemcrom Cotose 8 pasHvie, nopotl nepecexarouuecs
nepuodst. Camviil NO30HUN U3 IMUX 2YMAHUZMOB, MapKcucm-
ckuil, 0bl4 cghopmyaupobar nosonecoBemckumu  gpusocogpamu,
ymbepxoabuwiumu, umo uesobex cam no cebe obaadaem BrHebpe-
MEHHOU BHympeHHel yenHocmyvio. Bmopotl 6ud eymanusma, xpu-
CIUAHCKUT, CKAAObIBAACS HA NPOMsKeHUU 0e6amHnadyamoeo Gexa
100 Bausruem udeti carabanogpurvcmba. as crabamoguiob dviia
xapakmepua 2Ayo0KAs peAuUO3HOCL, 0CHOBAHHAA HA onpedeset-
Houl unmepnpemayuy couurenuit Omyob LepxBu. Caabanoguv
omBepeasu yuacmue pasyma 6 oyerke HpabcmBennvix Buibopol u
noaaeasucy Ha Bepy 6 noucke 00veKMUBHLIX MOPAALHBIX 3aKOHOB U
Hopm. OcHoBa 3Mmoil PopMbl XPUCTUAHCKO20 YMAHUIMA CAARAAACL
u3 cnpabedsubocmu u ybaxenus x xkaxoomy uerobexy. Ioxanyii,
Haubosee BausmessviM npedcmabumenem XpUcHuancko2o ayma-
nusma moiui smnoxu ovia B. C. Coa06ve8, coBmecmubuiuii uoeu cia-
Banogpusvemba u mpenveeo Muna eymanusMa — KaHmuaHcKoeo.
Tpemuii mun eymaHusma 3UKOUACA UCKAIOUUTNEABHO HA pa3YMe, a
He Ha Memagpusuueckux ocHoBanuax. Coaobvel sxe npocmpour coe
HpaBcmberoe yuere Ha NOAHOCIbI0 MemMapu3u1eckom noHsmuu
Bceedurcmba. Own omoxdecmbaas Beeedurcmbo, 6 komopom oH
Budes Pasym (c boavuioii 6yxBol), ¢ uesoBeueckori yubuiusayuer,
cmpemsaueiics 6 c6oem ucmoputeckom pasbumuu x LlapcmBy Bo-
kuto Ha semae. Mdeu Kanma 6 Poccutickotl umnepuu pasoeisiu u
Opyeue Budnsle moicaumen, cpedu komopsix Guidessiaca b.H. Yu-
uepu, cobmecmubuiutl kanmobekyo HpabembenHocmb ¢ BulpaxeH-
HOU cumnamueil k 2eeeavaHcmBy. Uepes Bce nonvimxu co30anus
eymanucmuyeckoil amuxu 8 nosouet umnepamopckou Poccuu u 6
CCCP «pacroii Humwio npoxodam kanmobckie uoei.

KatoueBuore caoBa: eymanusm, Kanm, pycckaa guiocogpus,
pasym, payuonaiusm, uesobeueckoe Oocmourcmbo, Hpabemben-
HOCH1b.

BBenenne

ColOupaTeIbHBIN TEPMUH «T'YMaHMU3M», K COXKaJICHIO,
He JIOIIEJI JI0 HAaC B CBOeM TOYHOM 3HaueHum (Schoeck,
1990, p. 2). DTUMOIOTYECKM OH BOCXOIUT K TIepBOMY
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KANTIAN ETHICAL HUMANISM
IN LATE IMPERIAL RUSSIA

Thomas Nemeth!

The cultural movement known as “humanism” has unfor-
tunately not received a clear and careful definition. Historians
and philosophers have lumped together their various under-
standings of outlooks that stress the value and importance of
human life under the collective term “humanism.” This essay
sets out to contrast, in particular, three types of humanism, all
of which attracted attention at overlapping times in Imperial
Russia and then the Soviet Union. The youngest of the three,
Marxist humanism, stemmed from late Soviet-era philosophers,
who advocated the idea that the human individual as such had a
timeless intrinsic value. A second form of humanism, Christian
humanism, emerged slowly in nineteenth-century Russia un-
der the influence of Slavophilism. The Slavophiles with a deep
sense of religiosity rooted in an understanding of the Church
Fathers. They rejected the role of reason in evaluating moral
choices, relying on faith to reveal objective moral laws and rules.
Their form of Christian humanism lay in a commitment to jus-
tice and respect for all human beings. However, the arguably
most historically significant Christian humanist in this era was
Vladimir S. Solovyov, who went on to combine influences from
Slavophilism and the third type of humanism, Kantian human-
ism. This third type of humanism professedly relied on reason
alone, not metaphysical foundations. Solovyov, however, ulti-
mately grounded his moral doctrine in a highly metaphysical
all-unity, which he saw as Reason — note the capital “R” —
with human civilisation historically unfolding towards a King-
dom of God on Earth. There were other notable advocates of a
Kantian humanism in Imperial Russia, but one that cannot be
forgotten is Boris N. Chicherin, who combined Kantian moral-
ity with a distinct favouring of Hegelianism. What emerges
most strongly in the repeated attempts to construct a human-
istic ethics in late Imperial Russia and into the Soviet period is
that Kant’s powerful and pervasive philosophical presence could
not be ignored.

Keywords: Humanism, Russian philosophy, Kant, reason,
rationality, human dignity, morality.

Introduction

Regrettably, the general term “humanism” has
not come down to us with an unambiguous meaning
(Schoeck, 1990, p. 2). Etymologically, it had its origins
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necarwiernio XIX B., Korma oH 0003HauasI KjlacCUYecKie
V3BICKAHMS B IIPOTVBOIIOCTABIIEHN IIPAKTITYECKVIM eCTe-
cTBeHHOHAay4YHBIM McctenosanmsiM (Kristeller, 1961, p. 9).
CeroziHs MCTOpUKaMM KYJIBTYPBI 3TOT TepPMMH dYallle 1c-
IIOJIb3yeTCs B KayecTBe OOIIero HayMeHOBaHS TeUeHVIs,
BO3HMKIIIero B Vraymm snoxu Bospoxmenus m mosmHee
pactpocrpanusirerocs 1o Esporre. Hanbortee 3ameTHBI-
MW HIpeACTaBUTEISIMY TYMaHV3Ma, IIOHMaeMOTO B TaKOM
Knode, ObU1n Dpasm Porrepmamckmit, @pancya Pabie u,
B ocobernocTy, [)xosanam [1nko neyuia Mupanosa. [To-
clenmHMUYL OBUI yOeXxeH, 4To bor HamenwI yesioBe4ecTBoO
HeOIpeIesIeHHOV IIPUPOIOTVL, 9TOOBI JIFOIM, €IHCTBEeH-
Hble 13 Bcex TBopeHwmm ['ocrioma, Mo caMy BBIOVIpaTh
cBoe mecmo B MyposgaHvn. OT yOeXXaeHNs, YTO JeIoBeK
MOYKeT caM OITpeJleJIATh CBOIO IIPUPOJLy, COTJIACHO CBOEV
csoboHom Boste (ITuko perwia Mupanpora, 1981, c. 249),
OCTaBaJICSI BCEr'O OVH IIar 10 SK3VCTEHIMaIMCTCKO MaK-
cvmbl JKan-TTona Caprpa «CyiecTBoBaHMe IpeJIecTBy-
€T CYILIHOCTV».

Oprako ObUIV 1 €CTh IpyTHe IIPeICTaBIIeHs O (PWIIO-
codpckoM rymMaHM3Me, HeKOTOpbIe 13 KOTOPBIX pa3uTesIb-
HO OTJIMYAIOTCS OT KJIACCHMYECKVIX VIZIEVI, OCTAJIbHBIE BCE JKe
COXPAHSIIOT C HUMMU «CeMeViHoe cxorcTBo». Obrten dop-
MYyJIOV IIOCJIIEAHMX, XOTb M VIMEIOIIMX HeOJHO3HAdHOe
OTHOIIIEHVEe K KJTaCCUMYeCKMM WesM, MOXET ITOCITYXWUTh
dpasa OIHOTO M3 KITIOUEBBIX IPeICTaBUTeNIeN PyCCKOTO
npeanmsMa C.JI. dpanka:

IMom eymanusmom (B ITMPOKOM CMBICTIE. ..) MBI pasyMe-
eM Ty olrryo dopmy Bepst 8 uesofexa, KOTOpasi eCcTb IO-
POXIIeHe 1 XapaKTepHas YepTa HOBOVI ICTOPVV HadHasT
¢ Perreccarica. Ee cyIriecTBeHHBIM MOMEHTOM SBJISIETCS Bepa
B ues06exa kax maxoBoeo — B deJIOBeKa KakK OBl IIpefoCcTaB-
JIEHHOTO caMOMy ce0e 11 B3ITOTO B OTPBIBE OT BCETO OCTaJTb-
HOTO ¥ B IIPOTVBOIIOCTABIIEHNUM BCEMY OCTaTbHOMY — B
OoTIMUMe OT TOTO XPUCTMAHCKOIO MOHMMAaHVIS YeI0BeKa,
B KOTOPOM YeJIOBEK BOCIIPVMHVIMAETCS B €r0 OTHOIIEHWN K
bory u B ero cBs3u ¢ borom (Ppanxk, 1996, c. 361 —362).

3amMeTuM, UTO TaKasi Bepa MOXeT KakK 3aMellaTh, TakK
VI IONOJIHAT Bepy penmrnosnyo. CiiefgosaTenbHoO, duio-
codpcKmit TyMaHM3M, 110 KpaviHeil Mepe B IIPeJI0KeHHOM
@paHKOM BapvaHTe, COBMECTVM C BEpOVi B CBEpXbecTe-
cTBeHHOe, B Briciee CylecTso npm ycjaoBUM, YTO YeJlo-
BEUeCTBO — B JIVIE OJHOTO MHAMBUIA VIV TPYIIIbl —
ocTaeTcs nepbutibiM VCTOYHUKOM 3TUUECKUX ITeHHOCTeN
1,/ ViJIVI ICTVIH, TTPOTUBOTIOCTABIIEHHBIX Bepe TV OTKpOBe-
Hut0. VIcTopryeckn CJIOXIMIOCh, YTO Bee BUbL prytocod-
CKOro r'yMaHM3Ma, BKJIouas IrpesjioxkeHHbn [nko, gera-
JIV aKLeHT He TOJILKO Ha Bepe B 4eJI0BeYecTBO, HO U — B
TOVI XK€ U, MOXeT OBbITb, JIake B OojIbllIer Mepe — Ha Bepe B
VICKJIFOUUTEJIbHOCTh YeJI0OBeKa 110 CPAaBHEHWIO C VIHBIMU CO-
sganvsMiy. Takast MCKIIIOUMTe/IbHOCTh MOIJIa IPUHMMATh
pasHble bopMbl. OTHOV 13 HUX SBJISETCS K3UCTeHITaI b
Hag, 3aK/II0YaloIascs B TOM, YTO YejloBeueckas Ipuposa
dworeneriyeckn HeolpefesieHHa U, CJIelOBaTeIbHO,
JIF000V1 YesIoBeK CO3/TaeT CBOIO0 COOCTBEHHYIO OCOOEHHYTO
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in the first decade of the nineteenth century to desig-
nate classical as against practical and scientific studies
(Kristeller, 1961, p. 9). Today, cultural historians more
often than not use the term to refer to a broadly con-
ceived movement that started in Renaissance Italy and
spread to other European locales. Among the most no-
table representatives of humanism in this sense were
Desiderius Erasmus, Frangois Rabelais, and particu-
larly Giovanni Pico della Mirandola. It was the latter’s
position that God created humanity with an indetermi-
nate nature so that human beings alone in the Lord’s
creation shall be able to choose their own place within
it. From this idea that you, as a person, “may determine
your nature for yourself, according to your own free
will” (Pico, 2012, p. 117), it was but one short step to
Jean Paul Sartre’s existentialist motto that “existence
precedes essence.”

There are and were, however, other visions of
philosophical humanism, some markedly different
from the classical view, others different while still shar-
ing with it a “family resemblance.” We can find a gen-
eral expression of these other visions, although with
an ambiguous relationship to the classical view, in the
words of one of the most notable figures of classical
Russian idealism, Semyon L. Frank:

We take humanism (in the broad sense of the word
[...]) to be a general faith in the human being, a faith
which is the product and characteristic trait of modern
history beginning with the Renaissance. Its essential
moment is a faith in the human being as such — in the
human being left to himself and taken in isolation from
all else and in opposition to all else — as against the
Christian understanding of the human being in which
he is seen in his relation to and with God (Frank, 1996,
pp. 361-362).

Importantly, this faith can be, but need not be, at
the expense of traditional religious belief. That is,
philosophical humanism, or at least Frank’s version,
is compatible with belief in a supernatural, Supreme
Being as long as humanity, be it in the form of the in-
dividual or the collective, remains the primary source
of ethical values and/or truth as against faith or reve-
lation. Historically, all varieties of philosophical hu-
manism, including that of Pico, have stressed not just
a faith in humanity but just as importantly, if not more
fundamentally, a belief in the distinctiveness of hu-
manity among all other creatures. This distinctiveness
can take various forms. One of these is the existential-
ist position mentioned above that human nature is
phylogenetically indeterminate, and that, consequent-
ly, all of us as individuals make our own separate and
peculiar human nature. Another humanist direction
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4YeJIoBedecKyIo mpupomny. Jpyrov ryMaHCTYeCKI IO -
XO[I, Ha[JeJIsIeT YeJI0BEYeCTBO YHUKAIILHOV YePTOV, He 1Me-
IOIIIeVI aHaJIOTOB B IIPUPOJIe, ¥ Ha 3TOM OCHOBAaHWMM BbIBO-
IOUT 3TUYecKue IIeHHOCTY, Tpe6y101m/1e 0cobO0ro OTHOIIIe-
HVISL K O0JTafaloIIM 3TOV YE€PTOV, TO €CTh K OCTIbHBIM
YeJIoBeuecKyM CyIecTBaM. [[JIsT HeKOTOPBIX I'YMaHVICTOB
KJTFOUEBBIMVI LIEHHOCTSIMU SIBJISIIOTCS CIIPaBeIJIVIBOCTD, Pa-
BEHCTBO M YBaykeHue K APYTUM JIIOASM BHE 3aBUCUMOCTI
OT VX COLMAJIbHOTO, MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHOTO MJIM SKOHOMM-
4ecKoro craryca. HekoTopble ryMaHWMCTBI, pasgesisas 3T
LIEHHOCTV, IIOQUYepPKMBAIOT, YTO IIOC/IeOHNE SBJISIOTCS
JIOTMYECKVIM CJIEICTBVIEM IIPVIHSTISL YeJI0OBeKa B KauecTBe
BBICIIIEVI IIEHHOCTHM, camorie. Ha aToM ocHOBaHMY HEKO-
TOpble MBICJINTEIV I'YMaHUCTUYECKOIO TOJIKA MBITaJIVCh
IIOCTPOUThL MMpaMUJAIBHYIO 3TUUYecKylo cucTeMy. Ilpm
STOM IIPEeICTABIISIETCS, YTO B THOCEOJIOIMI OCODEeHHOe 1
XapaKTepHOEe YeJI0BEUYeCKOe CBOVICTBO, BEPOSITHO, MOXET
CITyXXUTb OCHOBOVI [IJISI BBIOEJIEHVISI KOTHUTVIBHOVI CXEMBL,
yCTaHaB/IMBaIOIIeV TO, KaK Mbl — B OTJIMYME OT APYIUX
3eMHBIX CYIIIeCTB — MOYKEM II0JIyYMTh 3HaHVe, IIOHSTOe B
CTPOT'OM, XOTs eIlle YeTKO He OIIpee/IeHHOM CMBICTIE.

MapKcmcTcKnit M XpUCcTUMaHCKui ryMaunsM B Poccnn

HecMmoTpst Ha TO 9TO HEKOTOPEBIE CJIyday He IIOfIaioT-
ca Kateropusanyumy, B Hoson mnctoprnt Poccryt MOXKHO BBI-
TEeJIUTH TPV OCHOBHBIX TWIIA I'YMaHVICTIUECKOV MBICTI —
KaHTMaHCKUW, XPUCTHMaHCKUI 1 MapkcucTckum. [Tprme-
4JaTesIbHO, 9TO COOCTBEHHO I'YMaHVCTIIYeCKOe Hallpasile-
HVe Pa3sBWIOCh B paMKax [IByX IOCIIEOHMX y4eHW HO-
BOJIBHO IIO3[THO, ¥ B 000MX CJIydasx OHO ObLIO BCTPeYeHO
IIOHAYaJTy IIPOXJIa/IHO, eciIM He CcKa3aTh BpakaeOmHo. Ha
IPOTSKEHMI OOJIBIIEV YacTV CBOEVL VICTOPUW PYCCKUN
MapKCM3M WM3ydYasl M BIIMTBHIBAIL VAU «3pesioro» Mapk-
ca, paccMaTpUBaBIIIErO VHAMBIIOB JINIII IIOCTOIIBKY, IIO-
CKOJIBKY OHWVI SIBJISIIOTCS «OJIVILIETBOPEHVEM 3KOHOMIIJe-
CKMX KaTeropuit, HOCUTEIISIMI OIIpeIeIeHHBIX KJIaCCOBBIX
OTHOITIeHNUT 1 MHTepecos» (Mapkc, 1960, c. 11). [TomoCHBIM
obpasom, B paboTax «0oTIa» pycckoro Mapkcmsma I B. TTite-
XaHOBa yesIseTcsl Majlo BHMMAHVISI He TOJIBKO STMYeCKIM
po0sIeMaM KaK TaKOBBIM, HO V1 IIPVPOJIe YeJIoBeKa V1 TOMY,
KaKMM JOJDKHO OBITh OyyIllee KOMMYHUCTIUECKOe oOIIIe-
ctBo. [yt I TirexanoBa, yOexmeHHOro B TOM, 4To MapkcoBa
dmtocodmst vicTopun BepHa, a SKOHOMWYecKye IIpoliec-
CBI He OCTaHOBUTB, CBOOOJIA YeJI0BeKa eCcTh CO3HaHIe He-
obxommmocT. OH rmvcait: «[1ist Hac cBoOOIa JIMYHOCTY 3a-
KJIIOYaeTCs B 3HAHWMM 3aKOHOB IIPUPOOBI — TO €CTh, MEX-
Iy IIPOYMM, V1 UICTOPUW — W B YMEHVN IOTUMHATHCS STUM
3aKOHaM, TO €CTh, MEeXIy IIPOYMM, VI KOMOMHMPOBATh MX
HauBBITOITHeNIIIM 0Opaszom» (I Tinexarnos, 1923, c. 113). ITo-
cJIe OOJIBIIIEBUCTCKOV PEBOJIIOIINN 11 YCTAHOBJIEHISI COBET-
CKOro pexxmMa oduivasibHas TocydapcTBeHHas 1Ieoso-
s 00bsBIIIA JIIOOBIe ITpaBOBbIe V1 IIOJINTUYECKIe MHCTHU-
TYTBI, paBHO KaK M HpaBCTBEHHBIE VI 3CTeTUYeCKMe YyB-
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accords to humanity a unique trait, or traits, not found
elsewhere in nature and establishes on this basis eth-
ical values that demand favoured treatment for those
with that trait, viz., other human beings. For some hu-
manists, the paramount values are justice, equality,
and respect for all others regardless of social, intel-
lectual, or economic standing. While accepting those
values, other humanists have emphasised that they
logically follow from accepting the individual hu-
man being as the highest value, an end in itself. Ac-
cordingly, some humanists endeavoured to construct
a complete ethical system erected in pyramidal fash-
ion. Concomitantly, in epistemology a particular and
distinctive human trait could conceivably serve as the
basis for the delimitation of a cognitive scheme that
establishes how we — again as opposed to all other
earthly creatures — can have knowledge, understood
in a strict, albeit as yet undelineated, sense.

Marxist and Christian Humanisms in Russia

Although there are examples that defy simple cate-
gorisation, we can find within modern Russian histo-
ry three distinct types of humanist thought: Kantian,
Christian, and Marxist. Curiously, an authentic hu-
manist direction emerged within the last two only rel-
atively late in the development of their parent creed,
and both of these directions were greeted at the time
with considerable official tepidity, if not hostility.
For much of the history of Russian Marxism, only
the “mature” Karl Marx was studied and assimilat-
ed — the Marx who held that individuals were of his
concern only as “the personifications of economic cat-
egories, the bearers of particular class-relations and in-
terests” (Marx, 1976, p. 92). Similarly, in the writings
of Georgij V. Plekhanov, the “father” of Russian Marx-
ism, we find little, if any, attention devoted to ethical
issues per se and little concern with either human na-
ture or what a future communist society would be.
With his firm conviction in Marx’s philosophy of his-
tory and the ineluctability of economic processes, free-
dom of the individual is a recognition of necessity. He
wrote in 1884/5, “For us, the freedom of the individ-
ual consists in knowledge of the laws of nature — in-
cluding history — and in an ability to submit to these
laws, that is, including other things, to combine them
in the most advantageous way” (Plekhanov, 1923,
p- 113). After the Bolshevik Revolution and with the
consolidation of the Soviet regime, the official state
ideology declared that all legal and political institu-
tions, as well as moral and aesthetic sensibilities, were
products of economic conditions. To be sure, imme-



CTBa, IIPOM3BOIHBIMI 3KOHOMIYecKnx ¢axTopos. [locie
cmepTy CrasviHa MHOT e coBeTcKue pritocodsl Ooree-Me-
Hee «0MUIMaIBHO» IVICAJI O MapKCUCTCKOM T'yMaHM3-
Me, TeM He MeHee OTKJIaj[blBasl ero MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOEe
«IIPVIIIECTBYIE» Ha HeOIIpeleJIeHHOe OyyIlee, B KOTOPOM
BO3HVKHYT COLIMaJIbHbIE YCIIOBVIS IS CBOOOIHOIO pasBi-
TS 4esioBeueckmx criocobHocrent m xerranmm (Walicki,
2010, p. 324—325). OgHako 1 3Ta cTpaTareMa jiajia Tperu-
Hy. [TycTb 1 0OCTOPOXHO, HO CTasIM MOSABIIATLCS MHEHMS O
BHYTpPEHHEV [IBYCMBICJIEHHOCTI VUIN [1aKe OeccMBICIIeH-
HoCTU oOmmenpuHAaTON no3uimn. OduIaabHO 3asBIIsisd
O IIPUBEP)KEHHOCTY TeHEePaIbHOV JIMHWM, TaKye TT03He-
coerckme prstocodrr, kak I [1. bangzenanze, 5. A. Muiib-
Hep-Vpuana 1 IT. M. AGosuna-Erupmec, passusanm maero
0 TOM, YTO YeJIOBeK KaK TaKOBOVI OOJIa/iaeT BHEBpeMeH-
HOV BHyTpeHHel 1ieHHoCTHIo. [Tpn aTom O.I. JpobHur-
KUV IIpU3HaBaJI, YTO JIOTMTYECKOVI IIPEIIIOCHITIKOV KPUTH-
KM CYILIEeCTBYIOIIVX O0IeCTBeHHBIX OTHOIIEHN SBJISIOT-
Cs1 OTMYeCKye LIEHHOCTY, BBIXOSIIVE [JajleKo 3a IIpeJiesIbl
aTUX oTHOIeHW (dpobummkwur, 1974). HeynusurerbHo,
YTO MHOTMe M3 3TMX KOHLENINIT CAUTAIIVICh B TO BpeMs
B3PBIBOOIIACHBIMI, VI COYVMHEHMs, B KOTOPbIX OHU (PUTY-
PpYpOBaIIV, IMIMPOKO He PacIIpOCTPaHSIIVICh, OCTaBasICh Ma-
JIOM3BECTHBIMI. [IpyTOV OpWIVHAIBHBIN TIOIXOII, CAMbIM
SIPKVM IIpeACTaBUTeIIeM KOTOPOTO SBJIAETCS, IIOXKaIIYVA,
B.M. MexyeB, — 3TO IOIXO[I, K MHAVBULY CKBO3b IIPU3MY
JIeSITe/IBHOCTY. B HeM ueJioBeK ITpeficTaeT KaK CO3/iaTeslb
KYJIBTYPBI IocpeficTBoM Tpyzia (Mexyes, 1977). Takvim 00-
Ppa3oM, BO3HMKJIO eIlle OJJHO HallpaBJIeHVe B Pa3BUTUM CO-
BETCKOI'0 MapKCUCTCKOrO I'yMaHM3Ma’.

INoxoxxmm oOpa3oM rymMaHucTgecKast Bapuarys Xpu-
CTVIAHCTBA IOSBWJIACh CPAaBHUTEJIBHO II03JHO B HaCUMTHI-
BalOIIIeM ThICSUeJIeTHION MCTOPUIO PYCCKOM ITPaBOCiIaBu,
KOTOpPOE TI0J1arajioch B TOpas/io OOJIbIIEN! CTEIeHV Ha Tpa-
oo v OTKpoBeHVIe U B TOPa3[I0 MeHBIIell Ha parino-
HaJIbHBEIE apIYMeHTBI, YeM 3arajHoe XpucTraHcTso. Cro-
VT OTMETUTB, YTO Te, KTO JKeJlasl pa3ByUBaTh MAEU XPUCTH-
QHCKOTo TyMaHWM3Ma B CTpaHe, IZle HerpaMOTHOCTb ObUIa
HOPMOTI, & IMEHHO — ITPaBOCJIaBHbIE CBSIIIEHHVIKM, CAMU
3a49acTylo VMeJIM IUIOXOe IIpefCTaB/IeHVe O IIePKOBHOM
y4eHuM, He ropops yxke 00 abcTpakTHBIX PrIocodcKmx
KoHIermysax (cM.: bermmocrus, 1858). Jaxke B 2JIMTapHBIX
JIyXOBHBIX aKaZleMMsIX, KOTOpble He yCTYIaJIVl CBETCKVUM
YHVBEPCUTETaM II0 KadecTBY 00pa3oBaHVisl, a MOXKET ObITh,
VI IIPEBOCXOAVIIV VX, KPUTWYeCKOe MBIIIUIeHVe OuIIn-
aJIbHO OCY’K[IaJIoCh. B ycTaBax JTyXOBHBIX aKaJeMMUI OT-
KPBITO TOBOPWJIOCH O TOM, YTO €BaHTeJINs AOJDKHBI IpU-
HMMAaThCs KaK BBICIIIasl VICTVHA Y YTO JIF00asT IIOIIBITKA IIe-
PeCMOTPeTb 3TO IOJIOKEHVIE JIOJKHA OBITh KaTeroprmyecKm

? B Hagex/Ie IoKa3aTh MapKCVCTCKMVI TyMaHW3M B HanboJIee BEI-
TOITHOM CBeTe 51 He CTaJI OCTaHaBJIVBAThCS Ha HeODOCHOBAaHHOM
YTBepXXIE€HWM, UTO IIpojleTapyuaT SIBJIseTCsl HOCWTesIeM IIpOoCBe-
IIEeHHBIX ¥ yMaHHBIX IleHHOCTerd. I'.I. IIIeT Kak-To OTMeTWI,
urto DeppavHany Jlaccamb coBepIIEHHO CIIpaBeIMBO TpeboBast
oT Mapkca obocHoBaHMs 3TOr0 Tesuca (cm.: met, 2006, c. 83).
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diately after Stalin’s death many Soviet philosophers
more or less “officially” wrote of a Marxist human-
ism, but placed its institutional advent in an indefi-
nite future, when social conditions would permit the
free development of the individual’s abilities and de-
sires (Walicki, 2010, pp. 324-325). Nevertheless, cracks
eventually emerged in this stratagem, too: Dissensions
that sensed the inherent ambiguity, if not vacuity,
of the official position started being voiced, howev-
er cautiously. Although explicitly adhering to the es-
tablished line, such late Soviet-era philosophers as
Gela D. Bandzeladze, Iakob A. Mil’ner-Irinin and Petr
M. Egides, advanced the idea that the human individ-
ual as such had a timeless intrinsic value. Another,
Oleg G. Drobnickii, recognised that a critique of exist-
ing social relations logically presupposed ethical val-
ues that transcended those relations (Drobnickii, 1974).
Not surprisingly, many of these notions were deemed
at the time too explosive and their respective writings
remained largely uncirculated and little known. An-
other distinctive approach, arguably best represented
by Vadim M. Mezhuev, an approach to the human in-
dividual in terms of activity, argued for looking at the
human being as a creator, through labour, of culture
(Mezhuev, 1977). He, thereby, added from another an-
gle to the development of a Soviet Marxist humanism.?

Similarly, a distinctly humanist variety of Christi-
anity came comparatively late to thousand-year-old
Russian Orthodoxy, which relied far more on tradi-
tion and revelation and, correspondingly, far less on
rational argument than did Western Christianity. For
one thing, those most likely to formulate a Christian
humanism in a land where illiteracy was the norm,
namely, the Orthodox clergy, were themselves re-
markably ignorant of Church doctrine, let alone ab-
stract philosophical concepts (see Belliustin, 1985).
Even within the elite theological academies, where
standards were reportedly on a par with, if not high-
er than, the secular universities, critical thinking was
officially discouraged. The very charters of the theo-
logical academies expressly stated that the Gospels
must be accepted as the highest truth and that any at-
tempt to qualify that position was to be categorically
rejected as mistaken. “Philosophy” was taught in or-
der to demonstrate reason’s inherent inability to dis-
cover truth unaided by Revelation (Chistovich, 1857,

2 In the hope of portraying Marxist humanism in the best pos-
sible light, I have omitted its baseless belief in the proletariat as
the bearer of enlightened and humane values. Gustav G. Shpet
once remarked that Ferdinand Lasalle was on the correct path
in asking Marx to substantiate his claim (see Shpet, 2006, p. 83).
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OTBeprHyTa Kak ommbouHas. «Dumocoduio» mpenona-
BaJIV IJTS TOTO, UTOOBI ITPOJIEMOHCTPVPOBATh CBOVICTBEH-
HYIO Pa3yMy HecIiocoOHOCTb IIPUIATH K UCTUHe 0e3 IToMo-
my Otkposerns (Ymcrosny, 1857, c. 294—295). B sTom oT-
HOIIIeHV M KaHTOBCKVe aHTVHOMMM 13 repBont «KpuTukm»
B OTpBbIBe OT OCTaJIBHBIX MIeVl HeMelKoro dpriocoda oka-
3aJIMCh TI0JIe3HBIM IIeJarorm4ecKuM MHCTpyMeHToM. Eciin
LIEHHOCTh PMII0cOCKMX PacCyKOeHUN U IIpU3HaBaslach,
TO JieJ1aJI0Ck 3TO J1j1s arojloreTmyeckmx uestert. Harpumep,
B.V1. Hecmenos B gy xTomHo «Hayke o uesiopexe» (1898 —
1903) OTKpPBITO CBsI3BIBaT HPAaBCTBEHHOCTH C PEITUTIO3HBIM
co3HaHMeM, 0e3 KOTOPOTo Tleppasi JIMIMaIack KaKOro-JTv-
60 comepxanms (Hecmernos, 1905, c. 291). B cBoro ogepers,
IIPaBUTEJILCTBO TIOOIIPSIIO COeIMHEeHVie HpaBCTBeHHOCT
C PeIMIMO3HON BepoVl B IeJIsIX obecriedeHus IoJIUTIde-
ckom crabwibHOCTH. Ilpenrosaranocs, YTO MpPUBBIKIIIVE
IIpM3HaBaTh BJIaCTh B OIHOVI IIOBCeIHeBHOV cpepe OyayT
Oortee CKJIOHHBI IIPM3HABATh €€ V1 B IPYTOV, eCIIVl MeXIy
3TrMU cdepamu OyrieT TecHas CB3b. B 3TOM KOHTeKCTe
noHsTeH yKa3 Hukomas I (1834 r), B KOTOpOM IiepBenImmM
JI0JITOM VMHCIIeKTOpa MOCKOBCKOIO yHMBepcuTeTa Ha3bIBa-
JIOCh TIOfJIepKaHNe PeIMIMO3HOCTM CTYJIeHTOB: OCHOBa-
HMeM TOMY CIIYXKWIO IIpeJicTaB/IeHle O PeIUIuin Kak He-
pyumMoM dyHIaMeHTe HpaBCTBeHHOCTIA

ITpu BeIcOuariiie ofoOpsieMOM IIOMYMHEHWUM 3TUde-
CKOVI MBICJIV PEIUIVIO3HOVI [JOrMe HEYOVBUTEIHbHO, YTO
HeaHTaXMPOBaHHOe W3y4eHMe HpaBCTBEHHOCTV Hada-
JIOCh CTOJIb TIO3JHO B poccuiicKon uctopun. Tpyn «3ana-
aut strk» K. [. KaBesimna — mepsag B Poccum cBeTckast
paboTa, MOJTHOCTBIO IOCBSAIIIeHHas IIpo0eMaM 3TUKM, —
ObU1 m3gaH TosibKo B 1884 1.2 Tem He meHee B Poccum ce-
PpeIVHBI AeBATHA/IIaTOr0 CTOJIeTHS CYIIeCTBOBaJIo Tede-
HMe, ocllapyBabliiee KaK ITO3UIIMIO CBETCKMX BJIacTeyl U
LIEPKOBHEBIX e€papX0B, TaK M Mey 3apOoyK/IaloIXcs IIpo-
3arajHbIX TedeHu. IlosmTrueckoe pyKOBOICTBO He JI0-
BepsUIO CilaBsIHOMWIIaM U ITpecsiefloBasIo MX 3a IIPOIoBe/lb
HNPUYyIJIVBOTO BHErOCyJapCTBEHHOIO HaIlMOHaIM3Ma,
HPaBCTBEHHBIM OPMEHTUPOM KOTOPOTro ObUT AYX PYCCKOM
oOmMHEL SapoM crTaBSIHOPVIIBCKOrO TyMaHM3Ma ObliTa
Bepa B CITPaBeJIMBOCTh U B3aIMHOe yBaKeHle. XOT4 CJIa-
BSIHOMITE U TIPUHA/JIEXaIV K 9MCITy TITyOOKO Bepyio-
IIVX TPAaBOC/IaBHBIX, (PyHIaMEHTOM VX MeVl SBJIslach He
1IePKOBb B COBPEMEHHOM MM BOIJIOIIEHW M, O KOTOPOVI OHI
ObUIM HEBBICOKOTO MHeHMs1, a counHeHms: OTiioB Llepks.
OcHoBHOe oTJIMYMe IO3UIINN CJIAaBIHOMPIMIIOB OT KaHTOB-
CKOro r'yMaHmM3Ma, KOTOPBIVI OyzeT pacCMOTpeH HIIKe, 3a-
KJTIOYaeTCs B HaIla[Kax IIePBbIX Ha pa3yM — IIO KpartHen
Mepe, B 3allaJ[HOM €ro IIOHMMaHMN. B gacTHOCTHM, C1aBg-
Hodwiel Buen y Oruos Llepksy ocHOBaHMe CBOeVI JI0K-
TPUHBI O IIPEBOCXOACTBE Bephl HaJl, pasyMoM. BeposTHo,
VIMEHHO IIO9TOMY OHU He paslyMbIBajIi HaJl STVUYeCKIMU
AMIeMMaMy ITPOTVBOPEUVBBIX 00S3aTeIbCTB, C KOTOPHI-

® IlepsbiM pabory Kasenmna orryOimkosast xxypHai «BecTayk
EBpombl», a oTaeTbHO KHUTOM paboTa BeiuIa B 1885 1. Bropoe
v3aHVe T0sBWIOCH B cileftytorneM romy (Kasermn, 1886).
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pp. 294-295). In this respect, the Kantian “Antino-
mies” in the first Critique, in isolation, proved to be a
pedagogically useful tool. In short, insofar as philo-
sophical deliberations were valued at all, it was for
apologetic purposes. For example, Viktor I. Nesmelov
in his Science of Man (1898 —1903, in 2 volumes) explic-
itly linked morality to religious consciousness, with-
out which the former is allegedly completely empty
(Nesmelov, 1971, p. 291). The Imperial government,
in turn, also encouraged this linking of morality to re-
ligious belief in the interest of political stability. Pre-
sumably, those accustomed to accept authority in one
sphere of everyday life would be more willing to ac-
cept it in another, particularly if the two spheres were
linked. It is against this background that we can view
Nicholas I's instruction in 1834 that the first duty of
the inspector of Moscow University was to insure the
religiosity of the students. The reasoning cited in the
instruction was that religion remained the unshakable
foundation of morality.

With the officially sanctioned subservience of
ethical thinking to religious dogma, it may not be
surprising that independent moral inquiries ap-
peared comparatively late in Russian history.
Konstantin D. Kavelin’s The Tasks of Ethics, the first
Russian secular treatise devoted entirely to eth-
ics, appeared only in 1884.> One group, however, in
mid-nineteenth century Russia posed a challenge to
officialdom, both governmental and ecclesiastic, as
well as to the incipient Western-oriented intellectual
schemes. As such, the Slavophiles were distrust-
ed and harassed by the political authorities for their
preaching of a curious extra-governmental nation-
alism, whose moral guide was a supposed Russian
communal spirit. The nucleus of their humanism lay
in a commitment to justice and respect for all. Al-
though fervently Orthodox, they found the basis for
their principles not in the Church’s present manifes-
tation, for which they held little regard, but in the
writings of the Orthodox Church Fathers. What par-
ticularly distinguished the Slavophile position from
Kantian humanism, which we will examine next, was
its assault on reason — at least in the Western under-
standing of it. In particular, the Slavophiles believed
that they found in the Church Fathers their key doc-
trine, namely, that faith is superior to reason. Argu-
ably as a result, they gave no thought to the ethical
dilemmas posed by conflicting duties facing the indi-

% Kavelin's work first appeared in serialised form in the journal
Vestnik Evropy (Herald of Europe) in 1884 and then as a separate
book in 1885. A second edition appeared in 1886.



MV CTaJIKVMBaeTCsl MHAVBIULL 371eCh 1 cerrdac, O 9YeM TaK Ja-
CTO MOXKHO ITpOYMTATh B 3arla/THOVI STYeCKOV JINTepaTy-
pe. V1. B. Kupeesckuii, caMbifi (pr1ocodCKy MBICIVBIIIT
cpeny caBgaHOUIIOB, OCYyX/1ajl ApUCTOTesIs 3a IIpeBpa-
IIeHMe HaIllMX BHYTPEHHWX HPaBCTBEHHEBIX YOeKIeHM
B 00BEKT «pacCy>kKHalOIIero pasyMa» 11 adCTPaKTHOV MbIC-
JIVI, pe3yJIbTaTOM Yero CTajlo yHWYTOXeHWe BCSKOIo II0-
Oy>KHeHMs IIOMHATHCS Hafl JINIHBIM MHTepecoM. Kupees-
cKmy ObUT yOeXkzieH, uTo ApUCTOTeIb paccMaTpuBal 10-
OporieTesIb He B CMBICIIe BO3HECEHVIS UeJIoBeKa K BBICIIIEMY
OBbITIIO, @ B CMBICITE TIOMCKA CPeJTHEero MeX JIByX KpariHo-
crent (Kupeesckmiz, 1911, c. 237—238). [Ipyrovt mmpaep ciia-
BaHOMMIBCTBA, A. C. XOMSKOB, He BIaBasCh B IIOLPOOHO-
CTW IIpe3pUTesIbHO Ha3bIBaJI ICTOPWIO 3ariaiHoV (PryIoco-
dvm mcTopment abcTpaKTHOV paliOHaIBHOCTI. B wact-
HOCTV, caMO KaHTOBCKOe JIeJIeHle pasyMa Ha TeopeTude-
CKMW M TPAKTUYIECKMV TPUPaBHMBAJIOCh MM K paspyIire-
HMIO 11eJIOCTHOVI IIPUPOJIBI UesIoBeuecKoro jryxa (cM.: Xo-
MsikoB, 1900, c. 291—292). ComtacHo ciiaBsiHOMIIaM, HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTB CyIIIeCTBYeT OOBbEeKTMBHO, U 110 3TOV IIPUYU-
He MBI MOXXeM OCO3HaBaTh ee. HpaBcTBeHHBIe 3aKOHBI U
HOPMBI TTO3HAIOTCS gepe3 OTKpoBeHe 1 MCTOPIUECKI
onbIT. OHM He SIBJISIOTCS VICKIJIIOUUTEIbHBIM ITPOyKTOM
PpaLOHaIBHOIO IIpoliecca eIy KIIVIL.

HecomHeHHO KpyIIHeWMIMi B pycckom duiocodnn
STUK-TYMaHVICT B CBOV IOHbIe TOBI OBUI TECHO CBSI3aH CO
ctapsiHOMMIIaMm. Kak OpiBaeT co MHOTMMM KITFOUEBBIMY
durypamm Kakoro-mibo TedeHws, HOMBITKNM Kilaccudu-
Kalyy VIV OIIVICAHVIS VIX TIO3MIIVVI OKa3bIBAIOTCS 3aTPY/I-
HutestbHbIMI. Tlosumms B. C. CorosreBa OaaHcupyer
Ha TOHKOVI T'PaHV MeXy XPUCTMAHCKVM VI KaHTOBCKMM
IryMaHM3MOM. Y)ke B paHHel paboTe cCuCTeMaTK4ecKo-
ro mwiaHa «KpuTuka orsiewenHbIX Hava» (1880 r.), Ha-
MIVICAaHHOVI IIO7T, IBHBIM BJIVISIHVEM cJ1aBgHOMWIbCTBa, Co-
JIOBBEB BBICTYIIaI 3a aOCOJIIOTHBIV HPaBCTBEHHBIV IIPVH-
LW, KOTOPBIVI, ITOBTOPsS KaHTOBCKWI, VICKITIOYasl VIC-
I10JIb30BaHMe IPYroro B KadecTBe CpefCTBa, a He IIeJIl,
¥ yTBepXKAasl, 9YTO KaXX[IOTo CIIefyeT paccMaTprBaTh KaK
IIpezIcTaBUTeNIs «IjapcTBa Iiener» (Cormosbes 2001, c. 73).
To, uro KanT 13 Beex IIpeyIoXkeHHBIX UM caMUM op-
MYJIIPOBOK KaTe€rOpMYecKOro nMMIlepaTyiBa Hanbostee ab-
CTPaKTHYIO IIpeIIounTasl ToV, B KOTOPOV yTBepXKaslach
abcoroTHAS IIeHHOCTh 4eJIOBEYeCTBa, OTpakaeT JIMIIb
JIMYHOe IIpeliIouTeHe, He Merolriee (prIocod Ko 3Ha-
aymocTy. Tak v nHade, ColoBbeB B KOHEYHOM CUeTe
IIOCTPOWJI CBOIO STMYECKYIO ITO3MIINIO Ha IIpeeIbHO Me-
TadV31IUecKoV KOHIIeTIIINI BCeeIVIHCTBa.

B 3pesible rompl, He moTepsB cBoer I1yookoit Bepsl, Co-
JIOBbEB He OTKas3aJicd OT yOeXIeHs, UTO YyBCTBO HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTW IIPVCYIIE YesIoBeYeCKOMY CYIIeCTBY W3Ha-
yasIbHO. YestoBeueckmyt pasyM JIMIIIbL cOOOIaeT cofepika-
HIe 3TOMY 0o0IeMy 4yBCTBY. Takuim oOpa3oM, HpaBCTBeH-
HOCTb He3aBVICVIMa He TOJIBKO OT PeIvTIU U MeTadpu3mKY,
HO TaK>ke 1 OT THOCeOJIOr M. YHVBepcaIbHble UyBCTBa CThI-
I1a, COCTpaaHVIs U OJIaroroBeHvs KaK CTOJIIIOB HpaBCTBeH-
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vidual here and now, as is so often found in Western
ethical literature. Ivan V. Kireevsky, the most philo-
sophically minded of the Slavophiles, condemned
Aristotle for making our inner moral convictions an
object of “deliberative reason” and abstract thought.
As a result, any motivation to rise above personal in-
terest was destroyed. For Kireevsky, Aristotle viewed
virtue not as a matter of elevating the human being
to a higher existence, but merely of finding the mean
between polar extremes (Kireevsky, 1972, p. 356).
Aleksei S. Khomyakov, another leading Slavophile,
sweepingly derided the entire history of Western phi-
losophy as nothing but a history of abstract rationality.
In particular, Kant’s very bifurcation of reason into the
theoretical and the practical exhibited a destruction of
the integral nature of the human spirit (Khomyakov,
1965, pp. 224-225). The Slavophiles held that morality
exists objectively, and this accounts for why we can be
aware of it. Moral laws and rules are simply known
through revelation and historical experience. They are
not a matter of a purely rational deductive process.

Unquestionably the greatest ethical humanist in
Russian philosophy spent his early adult years close-
ly aligned with the Slavophile camp. As with so many
other truly significant figures, any attempt at a sim-
ple categorisation or portrayal of his overall position
is bound to meet with problems, for he straddled the
divide between Christian and Kantian humanisms.
Already in an early systematic work, the Critique of
Abstract Principles from 1880, which was written while
still demonstrably under the influence of Slavophi-
lism, Vladimir S. Solovyov had voiced support for an
absolute moral principle that, echoing Kant, preclud-
ed using others as means to an end, or in other words
that everyone should be viewed as a member of a
“kingdom of ends” (Solovyov, 2001, p. 73). That Kant,
even though offering different formulations of the cat-
egorical imperative, preferred the more abstract one
over that which spoke of the absolute value of human-
ity was simply a personal choice with no philosophical
significance. Nevertheless, ultimately Solovyov
grounded his ethical position in a highly metaphysical
conception of an all-unity.

Later in life, without in the least abandoning his
fervent Christian faith, Solovyov reiterated his convic-
tion that a sense of morality is inherent in the human
being. Human reason merely imparts content to this
general sense. In this way, morality is independent
of religion and metaphysics but also of epistemology.
The universal feelings of shame, compassion and rev-
erence — the three foundations of morality — reveal,
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HOCTVI FOBOPAT O TOM, 4TO, 110 COJIOBBEBY, Miesd MOpasIbHO-
ro o0pa 3aKIroueHa B KakoM n3 Hac. CaMma 110 cebe 3Ta
vzes, 6e3 pa3BUTHS ee pa3yMOM, VIMeeT JIVIITh KOCBeHHBIN
Y orpaHuMueHHBIVI XapakTep. CTbll, KOTOPBIV OIVHOKIIA
uyeJIoBeK MOXXeT VICIIBITHIBATE JJaXke B OTPhIBe OT OKpPYKako-
IIIero Mypa, TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO KaXkIIbIVl 13 HaC — HeuTo
Goribliiee, ueM IIpocTo pusmyeckoe cymecTBo. CocTpama-
HMe WIN XaJIOCTh K PYTUM — 3TO eCTeCTBeHHasl OCHOBa
CIIpaBeJIMBOCTY, MUJIOCEPIIVIS VI FOJITa TIeper], OIIVDKHVIMIL.
Haxkoner1, Oy1aroroseHuie repey, TeM, 4TO BbIIIIe HAC, IIpufia-
€T CMBICJT Halllerl HpaBCTBeHHOV 00pbOe. OHO JTI0Ka3bIBaeT,
UTO B HaC eCTh IIPUPOJIHAas Bepa B BBICIIINI Pa3yM, UTO Tpe-
GoBaHsI MOpaJsIV He CTy4JaliHbl U He vnTio30pHbL. [ Co-
JIOBbEBa HaJIM4Vie IIPUPOIHOIO YyBCTBa HPaBCTBEHHOCTH,
IIOKOSIIIETOCs Ha TPeX CTOJIIIaX — CThIE, KasIocTy v Oy1aro-
rOBEeHM, He TIOfIpa3yMeBaJslo TeCHOVI CBSI3Y C IICVXOJIOT Vel
KoTopyIo yTeepxkia Kapesy®. [ToiIr v IpyMHINIIBL STUKA
HPeONVICEIBAIOT JEVICTBIS, KOTOPbIe HOJDKHBI IMETh YHU-
BepcaTbHYIO M 00s3aTe/TbHYI0 3HauMMOCTh. Takovt KpuTe-
puit He IIpoMCTeKaeT M3 OHMX JIMIIb TICUXOJIOTMYeCKX
napameTpoB. Kak 1 B 1oHBEIe rofbl, CoJIoBbeB yTBepXKIall,
UTO pasyM CTIOCOOeH pasBUTE Mo JI00pa, 3a7IOKeHHYTO
B 9THUX IlapaMeTpax, 1 HaJleJINTh HpaBCTBEHHYIO MJIel0 Co-
nepxanveM (Costosbes, 1899, c. 30). Tem He MeHee MMEHHO
OTKa3 OT MeTapM3MUIeCKOro ¥ PeJInIo3HOro 000CHOBaHVIS
HPaBCTBeHHOCTY M IPUHSTHE STUKM, 3VDKIyIIerics Ha pa-
LIMOHAJIGHOCTY, 3acTaBMIM MHOIMX CTOpOHHMKOB Cojio-
BbeBa OTBEPHYTECS OT €ro Ho3HeV priocodmy MOpaJIi.

I'ymanmnsm Kanra

Ecymi npuHATE Bo BHUMMaHMe TOJIBKO Tpu «KpuTmkm»,
KanT npericraer kpynHeriien purypovi rymannsma I Tpo-
CBellleHMs. BeposTHO, I'HOCeo/IorMYecKM OCHOBaHVEeM
TaKOI'0 BOCHPWSATHA ABJISIeTCSI KAHTOBCKMUV OTKa3 OT Teo-
LIEHTPWYeCKOV MOV VI CBOVICTBEHHOI'O eVl ITOTUHeH s
3HaHMS 0OBEKTaM B I10JIb3y THOCEOJIOITIEeCKOTO TyMaHM3-
Ma, IIOJYVHSIOIEr0 0O0BbeKThI KOTHUTVBHOVI CIIOCOOHOCTN
YeJIoBeKa, TO eCTh TaK Ha3bIBAa€MbIVI KaHTOBCKMV KOIIep-
HVKaHCKUY TTlepesopoT’. B ommrane ot Ixopmxka bepxm,
aBTOpa TeOLIeHTPIYeCcKO MOIeJIN, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOVI BCe
cymlectsyeT B yMe bora, KanT yTBepxiaeT, uTro mcTtmHa
Haxo[IuTcs B yMe uesobexa. VICTHa — 3TO XxapaKTepucTH-
Ka He co3epliaeMoro o0bekTa, HO CyxiaeHus o HeM. Ecim
JIOITYCTUTB, YTO 3HaHIE COCTONUT M3 CY>K/IeHI1, HEBO3MOX-
HBIX 0e3 cOOITIOIeH IS yCIIOBIVE IIO3HAHS, CBOVICTBEHHBIX,
HACKOJIBKO HaM M3BeCTHO, JIMIIIb YeJIOBEeKY, TO 3HaHIe, KaK

* ComracHo KaBesnHy, «I10 3TOMy CBOeMy COIep)KaHWIO 3THKa
viMeeT OJIVDKAVIIITYIO CBsI3b C Iicuxostorvent» (Kasermn, 1886, c. 13).
5 TTocKOJIBKY TeMOVI JaHHOU PaboThI He siBiiseTcs KaHT Kak Tako-
BOVI, 51 He MOTY TI03BOJINTb ceDe 000CHOBaHe KaXXI0TO YTBEPIK/Ie-
HVISL, CIIEJTAaHHOTO 3/1eCh OTHOCUTEIIBHO ero dpvwtocodpnm. Harrpu-
Mep, cunTaeTcs, uTo « T paHCIieHIeHTaIbHas aHAIMTMKA» TIEPBOTL
«Kputnkm» 1ocpsiiiieHa He KOHKPETHO YeJI0BeYeCKOV KOTHWTB-
HOVI CITIOCOOHOCTH, @ BCeM MeXaHM3MaM, 3a/1eVICTBOBAaHHbBIM B pac-
cynounoM mbiiieHvn. Cwm.: (Walsh, 1947, p. 163 —164).
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for Solovyov, that the idea of the moral good is within
each of us. This bare idea, when undeveloped by rea-
son, exhibits, however, only a contingent and specific
character. Shame, which the solitary individual can ex-
perience even in isolation from the world, shows that
each of us is more than a mere physical being. Com-
passion, or pity, for others shows the natural basis
of justice, mercy and duties to others. Finally, rever-
ence towards that which is higher than oneself gives
meaning to the individual’s moral strivings; it shows
that we have a natural belief in a higher reason, that
moral demands are not arbitrary or illusory. That we
have a natural sense of morality based on three feel-
ings did not mean, for Solovyov, that morality had an
intimate association with psychology, as Kavelin had
suggested.! Duties and ethical principles prescribe ac-
tions that are intended to have universal and neces-
sary significance. Such criteria cannot be the result of
psychological data alone. Much as in his earlier years,
Solovyov reaffirmed that reason is able to develop the
implications of the idea of the moral good inherent
in this data and provide the moral idea with content
(Solovyov, 1899, p. 30). Yet it was precisely his move-
ment away from grounding morality in metaphysics
and religion and towards a rationally grounded ethics
that prevented his erstwhile disciples from appreciat-
ing his later moral philosophy.

Kant’s Humanism

Taken solely on the basis of his three Critigues,
Kant indisputably ranks as the greatest representative
of Enlightenment humanism. We find the epistemo-
logical root of this standpoint already in his celebrat-
ed move away from a theocentric model, with its
view that knowledge must conform to objects, to an
epistemological humanism with its supposition that
objects must conform to the human cognitive facul-
ty, Kant’s so-called Copernican Revolution.” Unlike
George Berkeley, in whose strongly theocentric view
everything exists in the mind of God, Kant held that
truth lies in the human mind. Truth is not a matter of
the intuited object, but of the judgements concern-
ing it. Moreover, since knowledge consists of judge-

* For Kavelin, “By its very content, ethics has the closest con-
nection with psychology” (Kavelin, 1886, p. 13).

5 Since the focus of this essay is not on Kant as such, I cannot
hope to develop or defend here all the claims I make concern-
ing his philosophy. For example, some have maintained that
the “Transcendental Analytic” in the first Critique is not an ex-
amination of the specifically human cognitive faculty, but an
examination of what is involved in discursive thinking in gen-

eral. See: Walsh, 1947, pp. 163-164.



MBI TIOHVIMaeM 3TOT TEPMIH, OTPaHNYeHO YeJIOBEYEeCTBOM.
TeM He MeHee IHOCEOJIOTMYECKUII PEJISTUBU3M IIPENOT-
BpalllaeTcs, 10 KpamHer Mepe C TOUKM 3peHMs IIpuBep-
KeHnep KaHTa, IyTeM TpaHCIIeHIEHTaJIbHOTO CHUHTe3a
IIpeCTaBIeHN I, KOTOPBIVL JAe/Tal0T BO3MOXKHBIM OITpefIe-
JIeHHBIe yCJIOBVSL, a IMEHHO aIlprOpHble KaTerOPUIA

Cpenm cyxmeHwr, OOyCIOBJIIEHHBIX TIHOCEOJIOrVIde-
CKMIMM yCJIOBMSIMM HallleVl KOTHUTMBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTW,
€CTb ¥ TaKOe, COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY KaXkioe COObITIE MMe-
eT IIpefIecTBYIONIyI0 IpuunHy. Ero MoXxHO HasBaTb
OOBIIeHHOVI IIPMYVHHOCTBIO B ABjIeHu. CyIecTByeT i
IPUYMHHOCTE MHOro popa? B mepsont «Kpurnke» Kant
MpW3HAET JINIIb TO, YTO IPWYMHHOCTD B SIBJIEHVIN, eCTe-
CTBEHHasl IIPUYVHHOCTD, He IPOTUBOPEUNT IPUYMHHO-
CTV depe3 CBOOOJY, TO eCTh TPaHCLIEHIEHTaIGHON e
0 cBODOOe, MOHMMaEeMOl KaK CIIOCOOHOCTb CaMOIIPOW3-
BOJIbHO HaumHaTh cocrosHme (Kawmt, 1994, c. 327; KrV,
Ab533 / B561). Ecii Obl ecTecTBeHHAsI IPUYMHHOCTD 11a-
pWiIa Bcelleslo, MCKITIoUast TeOPETNYeCKyI0 BO3MOXHOCTh
cBOOOIBL, TO yCTpaHsUIaCh OBl BCSAKasg IpaKTuUdecKas
cBo0oIIa, TO eCTh CIIOCOOHOCTH OIIpenerIaTh ceds BHe 3a-
BucuMocT oT gyscrBoBaHMit (Kant, 1994, c. 341; KrV,
A558 / B586). Ecrit paccmaTpuBaTh TaHHYIO ITpo0IeMy B
TepMMHaX IPUYMHHOCTHU B SBJIEHWUVI, IHTEePIPETUPYS 5B-
JIEHVS KaK BeIly caMu 110 ceDe 11, cJlenoBaTelIbHO, He IIpU-
HVMasi KaHTOBCKOTO I'HOCEOJIOIMYeCKOro I'yMaHW3Ma, TO
IpVpozia CTAHOBUTCS OIIPeIeI IOVt IIPVHYVIHOV JIF000TO
coObITH, a cBOOOA, KaK 11 HPAaBCTBEHHOCTD, OKa3bIBAETCS
Hepo3MoxHo (KanT, 1994, c. 329; KrV, A536 / B564; KanT,
1997a, c. 45—48; GMS, AA 04, S. 389).

B nepson «Kpurnke» Kanr orpniiaer reopeTmdeckyro
TIOKa3yeMOCTb CBOOOZIBI, TaK KaK Mbl He MOXKEM BBIBECT
U3 OIBITa, YTO HEYTO He JIOJDKHO MBICJIUTLCH B COOTBET-
CTBUM C SMIVIPUYECKMMI 3aKOHaMI. MBI He MOXXeM JIaxe
JloKa3aTh caMy BO3MOXKHOCTB cBoOosibl (KanT, 1994, c. 546;
KrV, A 558 / B 586). Tem He MeHee B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHIIN
K MeTadmsmke Hpasop» (1785 r.) KanT mmmrret, uro ecrim
MBI IIPEIIIONIOKIIM CBOOOIHYIO BOJIIO, TO HPABCTBEHHOCTD
OymeT aHayMTHYecK IIpoucTekats u3 Hee (Kant, 1997a,
c. 223—225; GMS, AA 04, S. 447). Yepe3 HeCKOIIBKO JIET,
B0 BTOpont «Kpurnke», KanT B cyIITHOCTM BO3BpaliaeTcs K
3TOVI Miee, TIOIUepKMBasi, YTO OCO3HaHVe PyHaaMeHTasTb-
HOTO aIlpVYOPHOr0 3aKOHa, e[MHCTBeHHO OITpeleJIIoIero
BOJTIO, B OTHOIIEHMM POPM ee MaKCVM SBJIsIeTcd (PaKToM
pasyma (Kant, 19976, c. 349—-351; KpV, AA 05, S. 31).
B pamkax IaHHOrO McCIemoBaHMS HeT HeOOXOOVIMOCTHU
1orpoOHO pa3bupaTh IIpericTaBIeHHbIN B «OCHOBOIIONIO-
JKeHWVI K MeTad3VKe HPaBOB» [TIOBOJIHO CIIOPHBIVI BEIBOIIL
IOHSITHSL CBOOOIIBI M3 YMCTOrO ITPaKTMYeCKOro pasyMa.
BHe 3aBmcMoOCTM OT TOTO, IIpeIIoIaraeM JIvi Mbl, CIMTaeM
7 PaKTOM WIN «BBIBOAMM» ee, CBOOOIIa BOJIM O3HAYaerT,
YTO BOJISL CO3/IaeT CBOVI 3aKOHBI ¥, CJIeJ0BaTEeIIbHO, VIMEeT
BO3MOKHOCTb X CO3[1aBaTh. [IoHSATIIE aBTOHOMHOCTM SIB-
JIeTCs KITIOUeBbIM I KAaHTOBCKOVI 3TMKIM. OHO 3aKiIroda-
€Tcs B TOM, UTO BOJISI MOXKET CO3[laBaTh CBOVI COOCTBEHHbIe

63

T. Nemeth

ments all of which are subject to epistemic conditions
unique, as far as we know, to human beings, knowl-
edge, as we understand that term, is limited to hu-
manity. Nevertheless, epistemic relativism is averted,
at least in the eyes of Kant’s defenders, by the tran-
scendental synthesis of representations made possible
by certain conditions, viz., the a priori categories.

Among the judgements necessitated by the epis-
temic conditions of our cognitive faculty is that every
event has an antecedent cause, viz., our everyday phe-
nomenal causality. Is there, however, a causality of
another sort? In the first Critique, Kant acceded mere-
ly that phenomenal causality, a causality according to
nature, does not conflict with one from freedom, i.e.,
a transcendental idea of freedom understood as a fac-
ulty or power to begin a state from itself (Kant, 1997,
p- 546; KrV, A558 / B586). If causality according to na-
ture reigned exclusively without so much as a theoret-
ical possibility of freedom, all practical freedom, i.e.,
the power to determine oneself independently of one’s
sensibilities, would be eliminated (Kant, 1997, p. 533;
KrV, A533 / B561). If we view everything strictly in
terms of phenomenal causality, treating appearances
as things in themselves, and hence without adopting
Kant’s epistemological humanism, nature becomes the
determining cause of every event, and freedom along
with morality is rendered impossible (Kant, 1997,
p- 534; KrV, A536 / B564; Kant, 1996b, p. 95; GMS,
AA 04, p. 447).

In his first Critique, Kant denies that freedom can
be theoretically proven, since we cannot infer from
experience that something need not be thought in
conformity with empirical laws. We cannot even
prove the possibility of freedom (Kant, 1997, p. 546;
KrV, A 558 / B 586). However, in the Groundwork of
the Metaphysics of Morals. Kant writes that if we pre-
suppose a free will, morality analytically follows
(Kant, 1996b, p. 95; GMS, AA 04, p. 447). Several
years later in his second Critique, Kant essentially
backtracks, writing that a consciousness of a funda-
mental, a priori law that determines the will solely as
to the forms of its maxims is a fact of reason (Kant,
1996a, p. 164; KpV, AA 05, p. 31). For our purposes
here, we need not concern ourselves with the details
of the Groundwork’s highly contentious deduction of
the concept of freedom from pure practical reason.
Whether we presuppose it, find it as a fact of rea-
son or “deduce” it, freedom of the will means that
the will does, and therefore is able to, make its own
laws. This, the concept of autonomy, is the basic one
in Kant’s ethics. That is, the will can make its own



T. Hemer

YHMBepcaIbHbIe 3aKOHBL. Ee He3aBICMMOCTb OT MIUpa 1yB-
CTBEHHBIX BOCIPVISITUL U €CTh TO, YTO MBI ITOPasyMeBaeM,
TOBOPSL O TOM, YTO BOJISL cBOOOOHA. Tak KaK BOJIS MOXeT
IeVICTBOBATh HE3aBUCHMO OT BHEIIIHVX BO3[IEVICTBUM, Pas-
yM cunTaeT ceOs aBTOPOM ee OCHOBAHWIA, M, IIPVIIVCHIBAS
CBOVICTBO pasyMa Halllevi COOCTBEHHOTVI BOJle, MbI 00sI3aHBI
PacIIpoCTPaHUTh 3TOT BBIBOJL Ha BCEX PA3YMHBIX CYILIECTB.

CoracHo KaHTy, y KaX10T0 113 Hac eCTb CIIoCOOHOCTB,
a VIMEHHO — pa3yM, 4TO OT/INYaeT Hac OT BCeX OCTaIbHBIX,
Iake OT HAC caMmX, KOrjaa Mbl adpduripyeMsl o0beKTa-
MW VIV Hallleyl MaTepraIbHOV IIpupomon. bymyun pas-
YMHBIMU CyIIIeCTBaMV, MbI ITO3HAeM 3aKOHBI ISl HalllMX
ZIEVICTBIIVL, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha pa3yMe, a He Ha onbIiTe. C gpy-
FOVI CTOPOHBI, MOV K€ JIEVICTBUS KaK 4acTb UyBCTBEHHO
BOCIIPVIHMMAEMOI'0 MM pa COMIACYIOTCS C 3aKOHAMM JKeJla-
HUV ¥ CKIIOHHOCTeT. [TOCKOJIbKY MBI JKMBEM B [IBYX «MU-
pax», 9yBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHMMAEMOM ¥ YMOIIOCTUTaeMOM,
3aKOHBI IIEPBOTO BBICTYIIAIOT B KaueCTBe MMIIEPATMBOB.
HpyrvmMm citoBamy, pasyM TpeOyeT, YToObI MBI ObUTM pas-
YMHBIMM, TaK KaK pasyMHO [I€VICTBOBATh MMEHHO TaK/M
oOpasoM. V] IIOCKOJIBKY CYILIECTBYET TOJIKO OIVIH PasyM,
BO3MOJKEH TOJIBKO OAVIH MCTVHHO HPaBCTBEHHBIV VIMIIe-
paTuB, TOJIKO OIMH KaTeropmdecKuyi nmieparms. Takmum
00pasom, eIHCTBEeHHBIM 0€30rOBOPOYHBIM JI00POM SIBJISI-
eTcs jobpasi, To ecTh pasyMHas, Bosrst. HpaBcTBeHHas LieH-
HOCTB JIEVICTBVISI IIPSIMO 3aBVICUT OT Pa3yMHOCTH BOJIV, a He
OT YKeJTaeMOTI T1EJINA.

Mp1 ycraHOBWIM, TaKMM 0Opa3’oM, UTO JIMIIb PasyM-
HOCTb KOHCTUTYVPYET BBICIIYIO IIeJTb JIeVICTBUS. Tak Kak
Pa3syMHOCTb TOXK[IECTBEHHA caMovi ceOe, HeBaXKHO, KTO 00-
nafaeT pasymMoM. OHa sIBJISIeTCsI BBICITIENT IIeHHOCTBIO, CAMO-
nesbio. CunTaTh pasyM MeHBIIVM, 9YeM CaMoLle/Ib, Hepas-
YMHO U, CJlefloBaTelIbHO, Oe3sHpaBcTBeHHO. Ha 3TOM OCHO-
BaHV KaHT metaer BBIBOZ, UTO BCe UeIIOBEYECTBO, B JIVIIE
€aMOTo YesIoBeKa VIV IPYTOro, JOJDKHO OBITh BCerzia JINIITb
LIEJIBIO U1 HUKOIMa — CPefCTBOM. 371eCh MBI IMeeM JIeJI0 C
OCHOBHBIM TIPVHIIVIIOM 31114ecko0e0 TYMaHMU3Ma, KOTOPBIVI
MBI BBIBEJIV, He IIpuberasi K pe/IUIVIO3HBIM IIPeIIIOCbUIKaM
I, 9TO TaK ke BaKHO, He VCKIII0Yast BO3SMOYXHOCTB PeJTUTH-
O3HBIX YOoexaeHvyt. YetoBeK 1MeeT abCOIIOTHYIO IOMJIVH-
HYIO [IEHHOCTb OJ1arofapst Ka4ecTBy, KOTOPBIM OH BJIAJI€eT.
Cy1iecTBa, JIVIIIEHHBIE pa3yMa, MMEeIOT JIVIIIb OTHOCHUTEITb-
HYIO IIeHHOCTb. TeM He MeHee He CTOUT 3a0bIBaTh, UTO IS
Kanra pasym mmeer abCOIIOTHYIO IIEHHOCTb MMEHHO W3-
3a CBOEVI CIIOCOOHOCTI OCO3HAaBaTh ce0sl KaK aBTOHOMHOTO
HpaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHOZATeII BHE 3aBMCVIMOCTVI OT TOTO,
TIOJIB3YETCSI JIV VHJIVIBIAJT, Pa3yMOM B CBOVIX HIEVICTBSIX.

Kaxk 6pU10 CKa3zaHO BBIIITE, TYMaHWUCTBI OOBITHO TIPW-
IMCHIBAIOT BBICOKYIO, €CJI He abCOIIOTHYIO IIEHHOCTD U
IIOCTOVIHCTBO 4eJIOBEYeCKVIM CYIIIeCTBaM, He BBOIS HaJlb-
HeViIIe orpaHndenms. B To xe spemst KaHT moguepku-
BaeT, YTO 4esIoBeK obslazaeT abCOIIIOTHOV HpaBCTBEHHON
LIEHHOCTBIO VMMEHHO 1/3-31 VMEIOIIEerocss y Hero Kade-
CTBa — pasyMa, CO3LAIOIIEro OCHOBAHWS IS AEeVICTBUIL.
[ 11eT1Ierl MaHHOTO WMCCIIENIOBAHMS Mbl Oy[eT CYuTaTh
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universal laws. For it to be causally independent of
the sensible world is what we mean by saying the
will is free. Since the will can act independently of
external influences, reason regards itself as the au-
thor of its principles, and ascribing the property of
reason to our own will we must do the same to all
rational beings.

We see that for Kant all of us find within ourselves
a faculty, viz., reason, that distinguishes us from all
else, even ourselves when affected by objects or by
our material nature. As rational beings, we can cog-
nise laws for our actions that are rationally and not
empirically grounded. On the other hand, my actions,
as part of the sensible world, conform to the laws of
desires and inclinations. Owing to the two “worlds”
we inhabit — the intelligible and the sensible — the
laws of the former are seen as imperatives. In other
words, reason demands that we be rational, because
it is rational to act so, and since there is only one rea-
son there is only one truly moral imperative, only one
categorical imperative. Thus, the only unequivocal-
ly good thing is a good, i.e., rational, will. The moral
worth of an action is directly dependent on the ration-
ality of the will, not on the end desired.

We have established, in effect, that rationality
alone constitutes the highest goal or end of an action.
Since rationality is identical with itself, it is of no con-
sequence who possesses reason: It is of the highest
value, an end in itself. To treat reason as less than an
end in itself is irrational and therefore immoral. Based
on these considerations, Kant concludes that all of hu-
manity, whether one’s own self or another person, be
treated always as an end, never merely as a means.
Here, we have the basic principle of ethical human-
ism, which we have deduced without resorting to any
religious premise or, just as importantly, without ex-
cluding any religious beliefs. Human beings have an
absolute intrinsic value owing to a quality they pos-
sess; beings lacking reason have only a relative worth.
Nevertheless, we should bear in mind that for Kant
reason is of absolute worth precisely in its capacity
to regard itself as an autonomous moral law-giver re-
gardless of whether or not an individual actually em-
ploys reason when acting.

As mentioned at the start, humanists typically as-
cribe high, if not absolute, value and dignity to human
beings without further qualification. Yet Kant clearly
takes all human individuals to have an absolute mor-
al value precisely because of an essential property they
all share, viz., reason as providing grounds for ac-



VIMEHHO TaKoe OIlpefie/leH/e TyMaHM3Ma KaHTMaH-
CKMM — dYeJIOBeK MMeeT abCOIIOTHYIO LEHHOCTB 10 IIPU-
4lMHe CIIOCOOHOCTM pasymMa — BHe 3aBUCHMOCTH OT TOTO,
ObITO M TaKoe oITperierieHre cOpMyTMpPOBaHO TIOf, He-
IIOCpeNCTBeHHBIM BiIvsiHueM KanTa.

ITosiBsIeHMe KaHTMAHCKOTO 3TMYeCcKOT0 TyMaHM3Ma
B Poccum

Kakort ObI roront m IycTBIHHOV HI ObUIa II0YBa, B
KOTOpYy¥O OBUIV OpOITIeHE! 3epHa KaHTOBCKOTO TyMaHW3-
Ma B Poccum, mpomsornuio 3to erre mpu Asiekcasmpe I°.
B pamHMe romp! ero mpasiieHMs oUIMAIBHbBIN KOHCep-
BaTW3M ellle He BOIeJI B IOJIHYIo cwiy. Hanpumep, nep-
BBIM IVIPeKTOPOoM 371nTHOTO LlapcKocertbekoro smiiesi ObUT
B. ®. Maymaosckum (1765—1814), npuBepkeHel] KOH-
CTUTYIIMOHHOV MOHApXMUW ¥ IPOTUBHUK KPEeIIOCTHOTO
npasa’. Ho HamOosiee 3aMeTHOV M panMKaJIbHOW PUry-
pom 66wt A.T1. Kynnpms (1783 —1840), KoTOpbINt IIpoBet
rOJIbl, HEIIOCPENCTBEHHO IIPeIIeCTBYIOLIEe ero Ha3Hade-
HVIO B JIMILIEV, B YHUBEpPCUTETAX T'értunarena u Ievimenb-
Oepra. B cBoert pabore «IIpaBo ecrectBeHHOEe» KyHIIIBIH,
nopobuo KaHTy, yTBepXHgajl, UTO eCTeCTBEHHOE IIPaBo
¥ OCHOBaHWS HPABCTBEHHOCTV IPOVICTEKAIOT MCKIIIOUN-
TEJIHO 13 pa3yMa. KyHMIIBIH He CIIOpWI ¢ TeM, KTO BU-
JieJI ICTOYHUK 000mXx B OoxkecTBeHHOM OTKpOBEHMM, HO
HOYepKIBaJl, YTO MbI He MOXKeM C TOUHOCTBIO 3HATh, YTO
VIMEHHO IIMKTyeT HaM boxbst Bosra. Tormbko pasym MoxeT
obecrieunTh OHO3HAYHYIO YHVUBEPCAIIbHOCTD, IIPUCYIITYIO
HpaBCTBeHHBIM 00s13aTesIbcTBaM. CX0XVM 00pa3oM MBI He
MOYKeM BBIBECTV HPaBCTBEHHOCTD U IIpaBa 13 BO3MOXKHBIX
00CTOATEIILCTB YesloBeKa, HaIlpyMep, ero Mo3uiiun B 00-
miecTBe. XOTSI HAIIM AEVICTBUST MOTYT OCHOBBIBATBCS Ha
SMOLIMSIX W JKeJIaHMSX, TaKoe IIOBeleHNe IIPOTHUBOPEUNT
YeJI0BEYEeCKOMY JOCTOVHCTBY M HU3BOOWUT HAC 10 YPOBHS
XKuBOTHBIX. [Togo6ro KanTy, KyHUITEH, OTTaJIKMBAsACh OT
6a30BOVT YeI0BeYeCKOV CITOCOOHOCTM pasyMa, TPVIXOIUT
K BBIBOZIy O TOM, YTO MBI He JIOJDKHBI MCIIOJIB30BaTh APY-
TVIX JIIOMEVI KaK CPeICTBa Il JOCTVDKEHVIV CcODCTBEHHBIX
nenent (Kynmmprs, 1966, c. 215). Cpenn Hammx MHAVBY-
IyaJIbHBIX eCTeCTBeHHBIX IIpaB KyHIIbIH HasbBaeT mpa-
BO Ha JXWM3Hb, Ha CaMOCOBEPIIIEHCTBOBaHME, Ha CYACThe,
IpaBoO AyMaTh, YTO XOYeTCs, U, CJIefOBaTeIbHO, O3BY4N-
BaTb CBOM MBIC/IV, BKJIIOYAsl PEIVIMO3HBIE YOeXKIeHMs.
YestoBek MOXKeT OTKas3aTh JAPYyroMy JIUIIb B TeX IIpaBax,
KOTOpBle He 00yCJIOB/IEHBI CaMOVI YeJI0BeuecKo IIpupo-
non. CriefioBaTesIbHO, paOCTBO Oe3HPaBCTBEHHO U IIPOTHU-

¢ BpUIO OB CepBe3HBIM YIIyIleHVeM YMOJIYaTh O HIPOKNX IyMa-
HycTrIecknx B3rggax A H. Pamymesa. OH BBICTyTIaT C JKecT-
KOVI KPUTMKOVI KPEIIOCTHOTO IIpaBa V1 FOBOPIUI O HEIIPeJIOKHOT
IIEHHOCTV YeJIoBedecKovi Xu3HN. Pauimes momyqant obpasosa-
Hute B JIeVIIIIINTe, TeM He MeHee He CYIIIeCTBY€eT CBUIETEIIbCTB €r0
3HaKOMCTBa ¢ prtocodpmert Kanra.

7 Cwm.: (Ferretti, 1998).

65

T. Nemeth

tion. For our purposes here, such is the definition of
a Kantian ethical humanism — human beings having
an absolute value owing to their faculty of reason —
whether or not it is elaborated under the demonstra-
tive influence of Kant.

The Emergence of Kantian Ethical Humanism
in Russia

However arid and bare the soil, the seeds of a Kant-
ian humanism were first strewn in Russia al-
ready during the reign of Alexander 1.° The ear-
ly years of his reign gave scant indication of the
conservativism that was to follow. For example,
the first director or headmaster of the elite Tsar-
skoe Selo Lyceum, where Pushkin studied, was Vasi-
lii F. Malinovsky (1765—1814), a proponent of a
constitutional monarchy and an opponent of serf-
dom.” The most noteworthy and radical figure there,
though, was Aleksandr P. Kunitsyn (1783 —1840), who
had spent the years immediately preceding his Lyce-
um appointment at the universities in Gottingen and
Heidelberg. In a treatise entitled [Ipado ecmecm8Bennoe,
Kunitsyn, like Kant, maintained that natural law and
the principles of morality are to be derived exclusive-
ly from reason. Kunitsyn did not dispute with those
who prefer to locate the source of these in divine rev-
elation, but we cannot know for certain what God’s
will dictates. Only reason can provide the unambig-
uous universality that is essentially inherent in moral
obligations. Similarly, we cannot deduce morality and
rights from contingent human circumstances, such
as one’s position in society. Although we can act on
the basis of emotions and desires, to do so is to deny
human dignity, lowering ourselves to the level of an
animal. As with Kant, Kunitsyn proceeds from the es-
sential human faculty of reason to the conclusion that
we are not to use others solely as means to our own
ends (Kunitsyn, 1966, p. 215). Among our individual
natural rights, Kunitsyn listed those to life, self-im-
provement, happiness, to think what one wishes and
its corollary to express one’s thoughts including re-
ligious beliefs. An individual can rescind to another
only those of his rights that are not derived from hu-
man nature itself. Therefore, slavery is immoral and

¢ We would be remiss were we simply to omit any mention of
Aleksandr N. Radishchev’s broad humanist perspective with
its harsh criticism of serfdom and its expression of human life
as being of “inviolable worth.” Although he had studied in
Leipzig, there is no indication that he was exposed to Kant’s
philosophy.

7 See in particular: Ferretti, 1998.
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BOPEUNT YesIoBeYeCcKVM ITIpaBaM, JaXke eCIV 4eJIOBeK caM
roros Ha Hero riontn (Kyamribg, 1966, c. 246). OueBunHO,
KyHu1bIH He OCHOBBIBaJI CBOV BBIBOIBI MCKJIIOUMTEIIEHO
Ha HepalyOHAIBHOCTM VICIIONIb30BaHMS pasyMa VIS OT-
pUIIaHMSA caMoro cedsl, CKopee OH VICXOOWI M3 ITOHSTVS
4eJIoBeYecKoy IIPUpPOjIbl, BK/IIOUaloliero B cebs Habop
IlepBOHAYaJIbHBIX €CTeCTBeHHBIX ITpaB. [Ipu 3ToM HesicHO,
IIPOVICTEKAIOT JIV 3TW IIpaBa JIOIMUYECKV TOJIBKO M3 TOrO,
YTO YeJIOBEK O0JIafjaeT pa3yMOM.

VYBbI, B Poccuymt He MHOTMe ObUIM TOTOBBI BOCIIPY-
HATH naen KyHuiiplHa 1, TO-BUAVMOMY, HUKTO He VMeJl
JKeJTaHVsL 3aIlOJIHUTh VMerolvecss B Hux ustocodckme
JIaKyHBI. TTormmTrueckmm puck ITOIOOHBIX OEeVICTBUI ObUT
CJIMIIIKOM BeJMK. besycioBHo, ITyIKmH MOMHII 1 IIeHWT
CBOETO yuuTeJIsl, TeM He MeHee caMoe 3Ha4MUTeJIbHO BIIVis-
H¥ie MBICIINTeIIb OKa3asl Ha 1eKaOpWCTOB, C KOTOPBIMMU €T0
CBS3BIBAJIM MEHTOPCKME W Ipy’KecKue oTHorreHus®. Ha-
crenve KynmiieiHa 66010 0OpedeHo Ha 3a0BeHNe, TaK Kak
oH 0bUT yBoJIeH M3 CaHkT-IleTepOyprckoro yHvuBepcuTe-
Ta yXe B Mapre 1821 r., a ero KHUIT — KOH(WCKOBaHBI 1
VI3BATBL 3 CBOOOIIHOTO JIOCTYIIA.

HukomnaeBckas smoxa (1825—1855) mournt He MOXXeT
IIOXBACTaTbCs CePBE3HBIMM (PVITOCOPCKIMIL OMCKYCCHIS-
Mmu. JTrobGoe obOcykieHme >TIYecKrX BOIIPOCOB BHE PerI-
T'MO3HOIO KOHTEKCTa M B OCOOEHHOCTM yIIOMMHAHWe Ty-
MaHMCTVYECKVX YUeHIIT HeV30eXKHO CTaBIIN IO, BOIIPOC
KpPerocTHOe IIPaBo, KOTOPOe C CaMbIX IepPBBIX JHEN pe-
JKMM paccMaTpyBal KakK BOIIPOC, CBSI3aHHBIV CO CBOEVI I10-
JINTVYECKOV JIETUTUMHOCTBIO . B Te rozb! mperogasaTer
dpwtocodprm, Hanpumep A. A. @uanep n3 Cankr-Ilerep-
Oyprckoro yHuBepcuTeTa, COXPaHSUIM CBOW JIOJDKHOCTY,
TIIATe/IbHO COOJII0fIas yCTaHOBJIeHHBIe MIpaBiula 1 yMaJl-
uyBasi 0 JIMYHBIX yOexxmeHwsix. Duillep HampaBwI BCIO
CBOIO 3Hepruo Ha 60pb0y 3a yrBepKIeHMe druiocodum
Ha merarorndeckovi mouse'’. B aToT mepuon nossumch
MHOTVI€e 3aMeTHBbIe JINTePATOPbl VM KYJIbTypHBIE HesTell,
K HamboJlee BBIHAIOIIMMCS W3 KOTOPBIX MpMHAIJIeXasl
A.V. Tepuien. Xotst I'eprier m He ObUT TyMaHMCTOM KaH-
TOBCKOT'O TOJIKa, 0030p PYCCKOIO 3TIUYeCKOTro TyMaHM3Ma
Ob11 OBI Her107TOH Oe3 yroMmHaHMs ero mMeHu. Iomyssp-
HBIVI IIVICaTe/Ib M BUIHBI OOIIIeCTBeHHBIN AesaTellb, Fep—
1leH Oe3ycjIOBHO ObUI MOfBEp)KeH BIIMSHUIO KITIOYeBBIX

8 Hanpumep, H.V. Typrenes, C.II. TpyGenxor, C.V1. Mypa-
BbeB-AIIOCTOJI U JIpyTHe.

° Ilo xpavnen mepe, Takue B3rysipl npunmceiBaiorcs C.C. Vea-
POBY, 3aBefiOBaBIIIeMy B Te Tobl MMHMCTEPCTBOM HapOIIHOTO
npocsereHnsi. CormacHO YBapoBy, «BOIIPOC O KPEITOCTHOM IIpa-
Be TECHO CBsi3aH C BOIIPOCOM O CaMOJIepXKaBuM, JlaXe eIVHOIep-
JKaBUN. DTO JIBe TIapaslieJTbHbIe CUIIBI, KaK Pa3BUBaBIIIECs BMe-
cre. Y TOro u pyroro ojiHO MCTOpUUYECKOe Havaslo, 3aKOHHOCTh
nx ofmmHaKoBa» (bapcyxos, 1895, c. 306).

0 ITpenmosnaraercst, uto duiliep couyBCTBOBaAJI KAHTMAHCTBY, HO
BechbMa pasyMHO He acpuripoBasl 3ToT pakT. Tem He MeHee eMy
yJlaJIoCh HamwcaTbh, YTO «CTporast u riybokas Kpuruka, koero
obeccmeprit cebst Kénnrcbeprekmnm drutocod, ymepiia mpey-
BesmdeHHble Tpebosanmss Meradusnkos» (Purmep, 1835, c. 52).
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contrary to human rights even if the individual should
propose it for himself (Kunitsyn, 1966, p. 246). Clearly,
Kunitsyn did not unequivocally base his conclusion on
the irrationality of using reason to abnegate itself, but,
rather, on a conception of human nature that includes
a set of original natural rights. Whether these are logi-
cally deducible from our possession of reason alone is
unclear.

Regrettably, few in Russia were intellectually pre-
pared to respond positively to Kunitsyn’s message
and apparently none at all were willing to fill the
philosophical lacunae in it. The political risk of doing
so in a public forum was too great. Certainly, Pushkin
remembered and praised his former teacher, but the
most significant influence of Kunitsyn’s teaching may
have been the influence he had on a number of the
Decembrists who were his friends and students.® His
immediate legacy was short-lived, though, because
Kunitsyn was dismissed from St. Petersburg Univer-
sity already in March 1821, his book confiscated and
removed from distribution.

The Nicholaevan years (1825—1855) were partic-
ularly lean for serious philosophical discussion and
debate. Any discussion of ethical issues in a non-re-
ligious context and especially of humanist doctrines
logically led to a questioning of serfdom that the
regime from an early date saw as tied to its politi-
cal legitimacy.” Those charged during these years
with teaching philosophy, such as Adam Fischer at
St. Petersburg University, persevered by rigorously
adhering to strict guidelines while remaining silent on
their personal beliefs. Fischer spent his energy strug-
gling for the acceptance of philosophy on pedagogi-
cal grounds.’ These years also saw the emergence of
numerous literary and cultural figures among whom
the most outstanding intellectual figure, arguably was,
arguably, Aleksandr I. Herzen. Although certainly not
a Kantian humanist, his name virtually begs to be in-
cluded in any survey of Russian ethical humanism.

8 For example, Nikolai I. Turgenev, Sergey P. Trubetskoy,
Sergey 1. Muraviev-Apostol, et al.

° This at least was the reported view of Sergey S. Uvarov, who
directed the ministry of education during this period. Accord-
ing to Uvarov, “the issue of serfdom is closely connected with
that of autocracy and even of the monarchy. These are two
parallel forces, which have developed together. Both have a
single historical beginning; their legitimacy is the same” (See
Barsukov, 1895, p. 306).

10 Fischer was supposedly close to Kantianism but wisely
knew how to keep a low profile. Nevertheless, he managed to
write that “the rigorous and deep critique of the Konigsberg
philosopher destroyed the exaggerated demands of metaphys-
ics” (Fischer, 1835, p. 52).



VeV COBpeMeHHOCTY, HallpyMep rerenbsHckmnx. Kyna B
Gosplnient crerteny, yem lerests, 'eprien orcramBai 1mMd-
HyIO cBOOOMY, ITOAYepKMBas, YTO JOCTIYb ee HeoOXOmy-
MO IIPSIMO CETOIHS, a He B HeOllpelleIeHHOM OymyIieM.
[TomoOHO rymaHMcTaM-KaHTMaHIaM, [eplieH oTBeprai
MaTepuaIi3M M3-3a €ro CTPOrmx (peHOMeHaIbHBIX O0b-
[ICHEHNII BCETO Ha cBeTe U, cJlefjoBaTelIbHO, IIpeHebpexe-
HISL 4eJIoBeuecKoV VMCKITIOUNTeIbHOCTEI0. OH TpeboBa
COLMAJTBHOV CIIPaBeIMBOCTY, HO IIPW3HAaBal, 9TO OHA
He MOXeT — U He JI0OJDKHa — OBITh JIOCTUTHYyTa 3a CueT
YVHIDKEHVS 9eJI0BeYeCKOro JOCTOMHCTBA V1 OTKa3a OT KyJIb-
TYyPHBIX IIeHHOCTeVL. ['eplieH oTBeprajsl COBpeMeHHbIe eMy
rpyObie Monerm dpwiocodpvm mucropun. OH yTBepXKIal,
YTO B MCTOPWN HeT 3aKoHoMepHocTer. CiemoBaTenbHO,
Oymyum mamorpadniecKkon AUCIUIUIMHON, OHa He MOXeT
CITyKUTB OCHOBaHVEM Il HpaBCTBeHHOCT. ITovck Tako-
TO OCHOBaHMS — /€710 KaK/IOro uesioBeKa. «/levicTBITerTb-
HO, CBOOOITHBIVI YeJIOBEK €030deH1 CBOXO HPABCTBEHHOCTH»
(Feprier, 1986, c. 107). B HeKOTOpOM CMBICIIe, HEIIOKOIIe-
OmmMbl TymMaHwmsM [eplieHa, Tak M He HOJIy4MB (PIIIO-
codpckoro oOOCHOBaHWISL, OKa3aICs HECOCTOSITEIILHBIM B
VHTEJUTEKTyJIbHOM IUTaHe. HpaBcTBeHHBIE yOeXIeHNS
I'epriena ObUIM TIOPOXKIIEHMEM cepiilia erlBa JIv He B 60JIb-
IIIeVI CTelleH, YeM pa3yMa, II03TOMY OHU BPsif, JI MOLJIN
IIOKa3aTbCsl yOenMTeIbHBIMM KOMY-TO, KTO M3Ha4aJIbHO
He pasfiesisul LIeHHOCTe! MBICTIATEI.

B.T'. benvHckmii, erie oanH BUIHBIV JIATepaTyPHbBIV
mesitertb 1840-x IT., O KOHIIA XXM3HM OCTABaJICS BO BiIa-
CTU TereJIbSHCTBaA. DesIMHCKMI, He 3HaBIINIT HeMeIIKOTOo
¥ OBIBIIVV 11O OOJIBIIIEV YacTV CaMOYYKOVI, He VIMeJI Hi
IIOCTaTOYHOI'O (PVIHAHCOBOIO O0ecIiedeH s, HY IHTeJUIeK-
TyaJIbHOTO TepIIeHWs, YTOOBI IOrPY3UTECS B TEXHIUECKe
neraym counHenmit Kanra. C duiocodpuen duxre on
OBbUT ITOBEPXHOCTHO 3HAKOM OJ1aromapsi CBOeMy Ipyry —
Oynmymemy anapxucty M. A. bakyaury. Ho ato 6pu1 Pux-
Te He «C1ICTeMBI yUeHMsI O HpaBax», a TaKVX HOITYJIIPHBIX
pabot, kak «O HasHaueHMUM ydeHoro» u «Hacrapsenne x
OraxerHon xwsHM» ([lycraprakos, 2000, c. 127). ®uxre
Bermmrckoro 66T dprtocodoM He JOIITa, a IEVICTBS. Y po-
BeHb (PII0COPCKOV MCKYyIIeHHOCTH beyiHckoro 6bU1 eltie
Hioke, ueM y ['epriena. Tem He MeHee B oITpe[ie/IeHHbIV MO-
MEHT CBOeVI XIM3HVI OH BBICTYIIaJI 3a IIpaBa dejioBeKa 1 3a
TO, UTO «Cyb0a cyObeKTa, MHAMBUIYyyMa, JIMIHOCTI BaK-
Hee cyabOBI Bcero Mupa» (bermuckmir, 1956, c. 22—23).
Bo3sMoXXHO JI IPUHATE OKOHUYATEIbHYIO MCTOPUYECKYIO
mobely pasyma ¥ TIpUIIIeCTBMe IIpeKpacHO OymyIrero,
€CJIVI OHU BJIEKYT 3a co0Ov TpUyMd MppaIoHaIbHOCTY,
crydantHocT 1 rpy0om cwibl? CormtacHo bermHckomy,
Kakow OBl 271eraHTHOV HI ObUIa rutocodckas crucreMa,
B HeV JIOJDKHO HaWTHUCh MeCTO JJIsi HeBMHHBIX JKepTB de-
JIOBEYeCKVIX IIPUYY/, I HEHABVCTY, MHa4de TaKasl CYcTeMa
He Oyzaer vMeTh 3HauUMMON neHHocT (bermrckmmi, 1956,
c. 22—23). Kak u I'eprien, berimHckmi mpuiiest K 3ToMy
BBIBOZLY VIHTYWUTVBHBIM, a He VIHTeJUIEKTya/IbHBIM Iy TEM.
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A popular writer and social critic, Herzen, neverthe-
less, could not escape the dominant philosophical in-
fluence of the day, namely Hegel. Yet far more than
Hegel, Herzen struggled for individual freedom, not
in some indefinite future, but today. Like the Kantian
humanists, Herzen dismissed materialism for its strict-
ly phenomenal explanations of everything and thereby
its disregard of human exceptionalism. He demanded
social justice but recognised it could not and should
not be achieved at the price of personal human dig-
nity and the abandonment of civilised values. He re-
jected the crude philosophies of history of his era;
history unfolded in no set-pattern. He drew from this
that history, as an idiographic discipline, cannot pro-
vide the basis of morality. Each individual must ad-
minister that to himself. “The truly free man creates his
own morality” (Herzen, 1979, p. 141). In this way, Her-
zen’s steadfast humanism remained in the end phil-
osophically groundless and intellectually impotent.
His moral convictions stemmed as much, if not more
so, from his heart as from his mind and as such could
hardly prove convincing to anyone who did not al-
ready share his values.

Vissarion G. Belinsky, another literary figure from
the 1840’s, remained to the end of his life under the
thrall of the Hegelian intellectual hegemony. Belinsky,
who knew no German and was for the most part self-ed-
ucated, had neither the financial security nor the intel-
lectual patience to absorb Kant’s technical writings.
Although cursorily exposed to Fichte’s philosophy via
his friend, the future anarchist Mikhail A. Bakunin, it
was not the Fichte of Das System der Sittenlehre, but of
such popular works as Uber das Wesen des Gelehrten
and Die Anweisung zum sieligen Leben (Pustarnakov,
2000, p. 127). His Fichte was not the philosopher of
duty, but the philosopher of action. Belinsky’s theoret-
ical sophistication was at a level even lower than that
of Herzen. Nonetheless, he gave voice, at least at one
stage in his life, to individual rights, to the belief that
“the fate of the subject, of the individual, of the person
is more important than the fate of the whole world...”
(Belinsky, 1956, pp. 22-23). Can we really accept the
ultimate victory of reason in history and the eventual
advent of a beautiful future if it means accepting the
triumph of irrationality, fortuity and naked force now?
For Belinsky, even the most elegant philosophical sys-
tem would need to account for the innocent victims of
human caprice and hatred. For otherwise such a sys-
tem is of no substantial value (Belinsky, 1956, p. 22-23).
Belinsky, like Herzen, felt this intuitively, not intellec-
tually.
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b.H. Un4gepnHn Kak ryMaHUCT

Eme ommOi ¢uryport, KOTOpyIo HeJIb3sl He YIIOMs-
HYTb B KOHTEKCTe JaHHOTO VCCIIeIOBAHVIS, SIBJISIeTCS OIVIH
U3 HauOoJlee BIIMATEIILHBIX WHTe/IeKTyaioB Poccum
XIX Bexa b. H. Ynrgepna. Ha mpoTsbKeHMM JOIITTIX JIET CBO-
eVl [lesiTeJIbHOCTY OH HabJIonasl, Kak (orIocodcKre MOIB
CMEHSIOT ApyT apyra. IToxaiyvi, caMbIM 3aMedaTeIbHBIM
SIBJIEHMEM Cpeyi HyiX ObIIN ero IOVCTVHe SHIKIIOIeI -
4JecKye MHTepechl 1 Hay4dHble ITyOnmkanm. TeM He Me-
Hee YngepmH ocTaBaJiCs B MHTEUIEKTYasIbBHOM VI IIOJIU-
TUYECKOVI M30JIAIIMN, Y Hero IoYTy He ObUIO I0CIIeI0Ba-
Tertert. He MHOrMX BIleUaT/IsSUIN €ro IICEBIOTereIbsSHCKIIe
B3IVISABL U TIOJINTUYECKasi YMepPeHHOCTb. B conx duio-
codpckmx paboTax OH BBICTYIIAJI IIPOTWB TOLO, YTO Ha3bl-
BaJI IByMs KpallHOCTSIMI: IIPOTVB aHTVUMeTadu3decKo-
IO IIO3WUTMBW3MA, KOTOPBIV SKOOBI BO3BOLUT HPAaBCTBEH-
HOCTb Ha OCHOBaHWVI SMIIVIPUYECKN JOKa3yeMbIX (PaKTOB
4yeJIoBeUecKoV IIPUPOJIbL, U MppalloHaI3Ma, KOTOPBIT,
IpUyMeHbIIas pojlb pa3yMa, VICKIIIOYaeT pacCyKOeHVIs
0 HPaBCTBEHHOCTV M COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO apr'yMeHTaIVIO,
YTO IMPUBOAUT K MUCTUIIU3MY, IIPUCYIIIEMY, B 9aCTHOCTY,
panHen dpurtocodpmn HpascTBeHHOCTH CortoBbeBa (Hnrue-
puH, 1880, c. 53 —54).

YAuBUTEIbHBIM B CBeTe IICEBHO- WIVM HeoreresIbsiH-
CTBa KaXeTCs yBaKeHwne, KoTopoe UndeprH MCIIBITHIBAII
k KaHTy B wacTu 3Ti4ecKon Teopum, He OTBOPAdMBasiCh
npu 3ToM 1 oT I'eresrs. YestoBedyeckoe JOCTOMHCTBO, paB-
HO KaK ¥ 4eJIoBedecKryie IIpaBa, IIPOVCTeKaeT 13 OCO3Ha-
HMS Hallleyl Pa3yMHOCTV, TO €CTh M3 TOro pakTa, YTO MBI
MOXeM CcOpMy/INpOBaTh YHUBEPCAIbHbBIE ITPVHITVIIBL
HaIIMX [eVICTBUV, TIOAYVHSS HaIllii KOHKPETHBIe CTpeM-
JIeHMs TpeOOBaHMSAM, CBS3aHHBIM C STVIM OCO3HAHVIEM.
Pasym kak crermdndeckoe BbIpakeHMe YesIoBeuecKoi
MIPUPOJILI CJTY>KUT HaM B XKM3HW PYKOBOIAIINM IIPUHIIN-
riom. /Iyt YruepriHa KaHTOBCKII KaTeropMYecKmyt ymMIie-
paTuB SBJISI€TCSI HETIOCPEeICTBEHHBIM BhIpaKeHVeM pasy-
Ma, IIPVIMEHEHHOTO K IeVICTBIIO YesloBeKa. MBI oco3HaeM
STOT MIMIIepaTUB, VIV MOpPaJIbHBIV 3aKOH, Kak TpeOosa-
Hle, a He Kak dpakT. OH TOBOPUT HaM He O TOM, UTO €CTb,
a 0 TOM, YTO AOJDKHO ObITh. Kak TOJIBKO MBI OCO3HAEM 3TO,
MBI IIOHVIMAaeM, U4TO VIMIIEPATB KacaeTcsl YHUBEPCAIbHBIX
o0s13aTesIbeTB. UMuepuH Takke IIPVHMMaI 0e3yCJIOBHO,
UYTO KakJloe pasyMHOe CyIecTBO oOslafjaeT HeIIPUKOCHO-
BEHHBIM JJOCTOVIHCTBOM. VI3 3TOro OH [esiajl BBIBOI, YTO
MBI HMKOIZIa He JJOJDKHBI BOCHPVUHMMATD IPYTUX pasyM-
HBIX CYIIEeCTB, TO €CTb IPYIMX JIOMEV, TOJIBKO KaK Cpell-
CTBO /I ocTvokeHys e, OOpaTHoe ObUTo OBI T1OCSTA-
TEJILCTBOM Ha 4YeJIoBeYeCcKoe JOCTOMHCTBO (cM.: YnuepH,
1999, c. 130). Takum 0Opa3OM, YeTOBEYECTBO ITPOTMBOIIO-
CTaBJIIeTCS VIHBIM CO3[IaHVISIM 3TOTO MMpa Ha OCHOBaHWN
Hammaysl abCOMMOTHOrO HPaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKoHa. V1 aTor
OOIMII HPaBCTBEHHBIVI ITPVHIINII COIVHSIET BCeX JIIOfIEeT.

DBy mydaw xpycTraHVHOM M I'yMaHVCTOM, YridepuH TeM
He MeHee He ObUI XpUCTHAHCKUM ryMaHucroM. OH 1o1y-
CKaJI, YTO MICTOYHVKOM HPaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa SIBJITETCS
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Boris N. Chicherin as Humanist — But What Kind?

Another figure, who can hardly be ignored in
this connection, was also one of the most remarka-
ble figures in nineteenth century Russian intellect-
ual history. With a career spanning decades, he saw
philosophical trends come and go. Arguably, most
remarkable of all were his sheer encyclopaedic inter-
ests and scholarly contributions. Nevertheless, he re-
mained intellectually and politically isolated with
virtually no disciples. Few sympathised with his qua-
si-Hegelian outlook and political moderation. In his
philosophical writings, he fought against what he
regarded as the dual extremes of anti-metaphysical
positivism, which supposedly grounded morality on
empirically ascertainable facts of human nature, and
an irrationalism, which in belittling the role of reason
excludes moral deliberation and argument leading to
mysticism, namely Solovyov’s early moral philosophy
(Chicherin, 1880, pp. 53-54).

What is surprising given his quasi- or Neo-He-
gelianism is Chicherin’s deference to Kant in ethical
theory without disparaging Hegel in the least. Hu-
man dignity — and human rights — arises from an
awareness of our rationality, i.e., from the fact that we
can formulate universal principles for action, subor-
dinating our particular aspirations to the necessary
demands posed by that awareness. Reason as the
peculiar expression of human nature serves as our
guiding principle in life. For Chicherin, Kant’s cate-
gorical imperative is a direct expression of reason as
applied to human action. This imperative, or moral
law, is something we become aware of as a demand,
not as a fact. It tells us not what is the case, but what
should be the case. As soon as we become aware of
it, we are aware that it concerns universal obligations.
Chicherin also accepted without qualification that
every rational being has inviolable dignity. He con-
cluded from this that we must never consider other
rational beings, i.e., other humans, merely as means
to an end. To do so is to reject our fundamental dig-
nity (see Chicherin, 1999, p. 130). Thus, humanity is
singled out from other worldly creatures by its pos-
session of the absolute moral law, and it is this shared
moral principle that connects all human beings.

Although both a Christian and a humanist,
Chicherin was not a Christian humanist. He accept-
ed that the source of the moral law is the eternal De-
ity. That God exists, however, is not the premise of his
argument, but its conclusion. One could deny God’s



BeuHoe boxxectso. CymectsoBanue bora — He MOcChUIKa,
HO BBIBOJI TAaHHOTO apTyMeHTa. MOXXHO OTpUIIaTh CyIIie-
cTBoBaHMe bora, HO TIpV 3TOM ITpM3HaBaTh HPaBCTBEHHBIN
3aKOH abCOMIOTHBIM TpeboBaHMeM pasyMa (Undepns,
1999, p. 133). HeobxonmmocTh cremoBaTh HPaBCTBEHHBIM
TIpeNIMcaHMsIM pa3yMa caMa T1o cebe parvioHasTbHa M He
csonyMa K BoJte bora. [Tockorbky bor — 310 abcomoTHBINI
Pasym, cobrmofieHVIe HpaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa O3HaJaeT VIC-
nosHeHue Ero sxenaHni.

Ho, xak mormaraer YudepuH, CyIecTByeT eIle OfHO
yCIJIOBME HPaBCTBEHHOCTV, TIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISIOIIee Uesio-
BEUECTBO TIPYTVM CO3TMaHWSAM: 3TO CBOOOIHas BOMIA. MEI
MOYKeM MeVICTBOBAaTh Pa3yMHO, HO B HaIllell BJIaCTV OT-
BEPTHYTH HpaBCTBeHHBIVI 3aKOH 11 TéM CaMbIM COBEPIINTDH
310. HpabcTBeHHOCT HeBO3MOXHa Oe3 BBIOOpa, make
€NV €MHCTBEHHOE BO3MOXKHOE JIeTICTBYIe OyIIeT pariyo-
HaJIbHBIM. PaccMmaTpuBasi 3Ty mpobieMy CKBO3b ITPVI3MY
KaHTOBCKMX «AHTUHOMMIT», JMYIepuH cx0XnM obpasoMm
TIPVIXOAMT K BBIBOLY, UTO BCE TIPUPOIIHEIE SBJIEHIS IMEIOT
pvanHy. To, 9To MBI MICTMHHO CBOOOIHBI, He MOXeT OBITH
YCTaHOBJIEHO JIVIITh SMIMPIIecKyM ImyTeM. OTHaKo caMo
CyIIlecTBOBaHVe HPAaBCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHa B Hac HeoOXomu-
MO TIOfIpa3yMeBaeT, UTO MBI 00JlaziaeM CBOOOTHOVI BOJIEN
(Yruepun, 1999, p. 137). Orpeprasi KaHTOBCKYIO JMXOTO-
MIIO «sBJIeHVe / Bellb B cebe», UndepnH cumTai Halle
OCO3HaHVe TOTO, UYTO MBI HaJleJIeHbI CBOOOITHOVI BOJIET], He-
OITPOBEPKVIMbBIM CpaKTOM, TéM CaMbIM ITOJYEPKVBasA, 4TO
OHa SIBJIsIeTCSI peasTbHO CYIIIECTBYIOIIENT XapaKTePUCTUKOV
uestopeka. Harra cBoOoyiHast Borist — HeoTheMITEMast YacTh
MeTadpM3MIecKOV CYIITHOCTY YeJToBeKa, OTITMYAIOIIast Hac
OT OCTaJIbHBIX ITpeCTaBUTEIIeN ITapCTBa KMBOTHBIX. OT-
CYTCTBVIE KaK CBOOOJTHOVI BOJIV, TaK VI pa3yMa Y KMBOTHBIX
3acTaBisgeT UndepnHa oTKa3aTk KMBOTHBIM B ITpaBax. 1o,
YTO JIFOVI 00JTa/Tal0OT OVHAKOBOVI MeTadpM3MIecKO CyIII-
HOCTBIO, HECMOTPS Ha pasHUITY B KM3HEHHBIX 0OCTOSTeTb-
CTBax, JleJlaeT HaC PaBHBIMU. DTa VICTMHA He SBJISeTCS HU
SMITMPUYECKVM BBIBOZIOM, HM, TeM 0oJlee, SMITMPUIECKVIM
HabmonerneM. Ecm MBI oTBeprHeM moboe BMeIIIaTeITb-
cTBO MeTadM3MKM M OyfeM IToaraTbCsl JIWIIb Ha Hallle
BOCIIpUSATHE B (DOPMUPOBAHWN COfIepP’KaHMs HaIllero 3Ha-
HVSI, MBI He CMOYKeM 3aKJTIOUNTB, KaK 3TO JIeJIaloT ITOITyIIN-
CTBI, UTO BCe JIIOMIV PABHBI.

ITpucymass HaM BceM CIOCOOHOCTB pasyMmMa U CBO-
GomHast BOJI OOeCTeuMBaOT PaBEHCTBO JIIOZEVI IIeper
sakoHOM. CIlefioBaTeNTbHO, IpaXkTaHCKME 3aKOHBI ITOJDK-
HBI OBITE enuHBI [T Beex. Ha aToM ocHoBanmm Ynaepus
IIPUIXOIUT K BBIBOILY, YTO MBI BCE MMeeM ITpaBo Ha Ilepe-
TIBVDKEHVe, TIPOXVBaHMe M paboTy TaM, rie HaM 3abia-
ropaccynutcs'!. Y Hac TakkKe ecTh IpaBO Ha CBOOOIIHOe

' YyraepuH mvicart: «OCHOBHOe MpaBWJIO 371eCh TO, UTO BCe, UTO He
3aIIperieHo, TO O3BOJIEHO B CIUTy eCTeCTBeHHO IIpIMHa/IIeKarte
4esIoBeKy cBobozpI. OTCIOIa BBEITEKAET, BO-TIEepPBBIX, IIPaBo IIepeme-
IIaThCs Ky/1a YTOQHO VI CEJIUTBCS TJIe YTOIHO, He CIpalliBas Hi-
ubero paspertenus» (Yuaepnn, 1997, c. 79). Mbl MOXeM TOJILKO
JIoraJIpIBaThCs, YTo YrdepuH 1ojipasyMeBat 101 IIpaBoM Ha I1e-
penBsiokeHMe 1 rpeObiBaHMe Iie yrogHo. Ckopee Bero, OH MMeJI B
BTy TIpaBO Ha ITepefIBIDKeHIe BHY TPV CTPaHEI 1 He TpeboBasr oT-
MeHBI HallVIOHAJIbHBIX TPaHMNII.
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existence and still recognize that the moral law is an
absolute demand of reason (Chicherin, 1999, p. 133).
That we should follow moral prescriptions dictated
by reason is itself rational and not merely a matter of
God’s will. Since God is absolute Reason, adhering to
the moral law thereby entails fulfilling His wishes.

Yet there is another condition of morality, as
Chicherin argues, that also sets humanity apart from
other creatures: free will. We can act rationally, but it
is also within our power to reject the moral law and
thereby commit evil. There would be no morality if
we had no choice but to act as we do even if that act
were itself rational. Viewing the issue through the
prism of Kant’s “ Antinomies,” Chicherin likewise con-
cluded that all natural events are caused. That we are
truly free cannot be discerned by way of mere empir-
ical investigation. Nevertheless, the very existence of
the moral law within us necessarily leads us to con-
clude that we possess a free will (Chicherin, 1999,
p. 137). Rejecting the Kantian dichotomy between
appearance and the thing in itself, Chicherin upheld
our immediate awareness of possessing a free will as
an incontrovertible fact, thus showing it to be a real
human attribute. Our free will is part and parcel of
the human metaphysical essence and as such distin-
guishes us from the rest of the animal kingdom. Its
absence in animals coupled with their lack of rea-
son leads Chicherin to deny that animals have rights.
That all human beings have the same metaphysical
essence, despite differences in our circumstances, is
what makes us equal. This truth is not an empirical
deduction and certainly not an empirical observation.
If we were to reject any intrusion of metaphysics, re-
lying entirely on our senses to provide the content of
knowledge, we could not conclude, as do the popu-
lists, that all human beings are equal.

Our common possession of a rational faculty and
a free will makes all human beings equal before the
law. That is, civil laws must be applied equally to all.
Chicherin concludes from this that we all have a right
to move, live and work wherever we wish."® We also
have a right to freely express our thoughts and feel-

" Chicherin writes, “The fundamental principle here is that
everything that is not forbidden is permitted by virtue of the
freedom naturally belonging to a person. The right to move
where one pleases and settle where one wants, without ask-
ing anyone’s permission, follows from this” (Chicherin, 1997,
p. 79). We can only conjecture what Chicherin meant in say-
ing this that a person has a right to move and reside wherev-
er one wishes. Most likely, he meant merely a right to move
domestically rather than proposing the abolition of national
borders.
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BBIpaKeHVe HaIX MBICJIEVI U UYBCTB B TOVI CTEIIEHV, B
KOTOPOVI OHV He IONMPAOT aHAJIOTMIHYIO CBOOOIY Apy-
rux jropert. OTCIo/Ia ITPOVICTEKAET U IIPaBo BBIOMPATH pe-
JIATVIO COIJIACHO HAIlIVIM PeINIVO3HBIM HyXgaM. OgHaKo
y Hac HeT TIpaBa IpofiaTh cebs B KPeTIoCTHOe COCTOSTHIAE,
TaK KaK 3TO OBUIO OBI OTpUIIaHMEM HaIIIeTO YeI0BeYecKo-
ro cymiecta. CxoXuM 00pasoM, caMOYOUVICTBO SIBJISIETCS
OesHpaBcTBeHHBIM JlesiHeM. CTpaHHO, HO YndepnH 000-
CHOBBIBaeT 3TO yTBEPXKIEeHVIe TeM, UTO XWU3Hb — 3TO Jap
boxwri, a He TeM, UTO CYMIIN, — 3TO OTPWUIIAHVE HaIllew
cBobonibl 11 pasyma (Unaepun, 1997, c. 79).

OroBopku, KOTOPbIMI OH CHaOIWII CBOIO IOKTPUHY,
He [00aBIIsuIV MOy IIpHOCTY UndaepnHy HU Cpeny «JTe-
BBIX», HV Cpey pedpopMaTopoB (TIOCIIeNTHee B elle 0osThb-
IIIeVi CTeTIeHN CKas3aJIoch Ha Cyas0e ero Hacrenus). bymy-
YV 3AIIUTHMIKOM MeTadpu3M4eCcKOro paBeHCTBa JIIOfelt, OH
yTBEpXKJIaJl, 9TO 3TO PaBEHCTBO He pacIpoCTpaHsIeTcs Ha
cdepy mommrideckoro. PasHble Moy pasHBIX TIpW3Ba-
HUVI Y1 Pa3sHOTO ITOJIOXKEHWSI VMEIOT PasHbIe MOJIATIYIe-
cKue TIpaBa 1 obsizaresibersa. HekoTopere obriecTBeHHbIE
KJTacChbl VIMEIOT HPaBCTBEHHO OOOCHOBaHHBIE IIOJINTIIYe-
CKVIe TTIPUBIIIETUY, 9TO OOBSICHSIETCS VIX TIOTUTUIECKVIMIA
criocobHoCTsIMI. V] HEKMM MastoBpasyMUTeSIbHBIM 0Opa-
30M 9TV IIPUBWIIETVIV HACTIEAYIOTCSL.

OrpunaHue panoHaILHOTO TyMaHM3Ma

HeT coMmHeHMs B TOM, UTO POCCUIICKME yCIIOBUS He
ObUIM GJ1arOIIPMATHEI [IJI KAaHTOBCKOTO rymMaHmsma. Io-
yMTrdaeckyie coobrTyst 1917 r. v OoCIenyIomyx jieT Ipo-
CTO CMBUIN BCSKME CIIefIbl TYMaHVICTUYeCKOTrO YUeHVs Ha
TecarwieTusi. TeM He MeHee B TOJIbI, HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO
IIpe/IIIecTBOBABIIINE 3TUM COOBITHAM, F'yMaHMCTIYeCcKoe
ZIBVDKEHVE TI0JIy4daslo BbIpakeHVE B MeTapM3MIecKOM M
IIOPOVI JajIeKo He CBeTCKOM Kintode. Peakiyis Ha pemyk-
LIVIOHW3M B JIIOOBIX IIPOSIBIIEHNSIX — He TOJIBKO B 3TU4e-
CKMX, HO 1 B 00medrmiocodpckmx Borrpocax — He ObUIa
VICKITFOUMTEJIbHO POCCUVICKMM SIBJIeHMeM. 37eCh MOX-
HO BCIIOMHUTBH aHDIM4aHuHa /Dx. D. Mypa, dpaHirysa
A. beprcona n Hemiia 3. I'yccepisa. VI Tonpko B Poccnm
OTKa3 OT «VM3MOB» VIMeJI CTOJIb SIPKO BbIpakeHHOe peJIu-
I'I03HOEe OCHOBaHWe, IIeApo CH0OpeHHOe MVUCTUIIVI3MOM.
ITonpoGHbIT aHaIN3 BOSHUKHOBEHVIS B PyCCKOV (prj1oco-
Vv pesIMIMo3HBIX MOTUBOB, (PAKTMYECKN ITOCTaBMBIIIIX
3HaK paBeHCTBa MexXay drocodmernt CepeOpsHOro Beka
v permrno3Hon driocodriert, BEIXOOUT JaIeKO 3a paM-
KV TaHHOTO MccilenoBaHms. OIHaKO CTOUT cHelaTh He-
CKOJIBKO 3aMeYaHMIA.

Dyydv IJIaBHBIM afielITOM KaHTMaHCTBa B JOPEBOJIIO-
uyonHom Poccum, rpodeccop dputococpum Cankr-Tlerep-
Oyprckoro yausepcuteTa A. V. BBemeHCKMIZ 1MerI Bce BO3-
MOJKHOCTY B3PacTUTh HOBOE ITOKOJIeHVe Ha KaHTOBCKMX
3THMKe VI TYMaHMCTYeckoM yueHvm. Ho yxe B 1890-e rT.
OH CTaJI IIpVBepyKeHIIeM KaHTOBCKOVI VeV «OIPaHNINUThb
3HaHMe, 4TOOBI OcBOOOIMTH MecTO Bepe» (Kamt, 1994,
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ings insofar as they do not hinder the same freedom
of others. Consistent with this is a right to choose our
religion in accordance with our religious needs. How-
ever, we do not have a right to give ourselves into
bondage, for that would be a negation of our human
essence. Likewise, suicide is itself an immoral act, al-
though Chicherin oddly gives as the reason that life is
a gift from God, rather than that suicide is a negation
of our freedom and reason (Chicherin, 1997, p. 79).

What certainly did not endear Chicherin either to
those on the far left politically but also — and more
importantly for his legacy — to the reformers were the
qualifications he added to his doctrine. Although de-
fending our metaphysical equality, he held that equal-
ity does not extend throughout the political sphere.
Different people, having different vocations and posi-
tions in society, have different political rights and ob-
ligations. The various social classes also have morally
legitimate political advantages over other classes cor-
responding to their political abilities, and these advan-
tages are in some ill-defined manner hereditary.

The Abnegation of Rational Humanism

There is no mistaking that Kantian humanism
fared poorly in Russia. The political events of 1917
and the immediate subsequent years simply washed
away all remnants of humanist doctrine for decades.
However, already during the immediately preced-
ing years the humanist impulse, such as it was, was
widely recast within a metaphysical, indeed often
non-secular, framework. Although a general reaction
to reductionism in all forms, not merely in ethics but
in philosophy in general, was not unique to Russia —
e.g., George E. Moore in England, Henri Bergson in
France, and Edmund Husserl in Germany — only in
Russia was this rejection of “isms” so explicitly cou-
pled with a religious underpinning tinged with mys-
ticism. A detailed examination of the emergence of a
religious motif within Russian philosophy, whereby
Silver Age philosophy became virtually synonymous
with religious philosophy, is well beyond the scope
of the present study. Nevertheless, a few observations
about this are in order.

Asthe chief exponent of Kantianism in Russia before
the Bolshevik Revolution and professor of philosophy
at St. Petersburg University, Aleksandr I. Vvedensky
was well positioned to nurture a generation in Kant’s
ethics and the humanistic outlook. Yet already as ear-
ly as the 1890s he came to a sweeping accommodation
with Kant’s project “to deny knowledge in order to



c. 24; KrV, B XXX). B penicrBurenbHOCTM BBEIeHCKMIT OC-
BOOOVII Bepe TaK MHOTO MeCTa — ¥ TaK MaJIo OCTaBWI
pasyMy, — 4TO IIOYTW HVMKAaKOI'O IIPOCTpaHCTBa He OCTa-
s10ch m st 3HaHMsA. OH He TOJILKO OTBeprajl 3HaHIe Be-
IIevt caMix 1o cebe, HO M yTBEPXKAasl, YTO MBI He MOXXeM
3HATh, CYIIECTBYIOT I OHM BooOIe (BBenerckuiz, 1924a,
c. 175)*2, Yro kacaetcst 0bmacTit HpaBCTBEHHOTO, BBemen-
CKWVT OTPULIAJI, YTO MBI JOJDKHBI IIpU3HaBaTh KaKye-JIioo
HpaBCTBeHHBIe 00s13aTesibcTBa. OTKa3 OT HPaBCTBEHHOIO
IIoJIra He IPOTMBOPEYUT HY JIOrMKe, HU daxram. OOs-
3aTesibHasl IIPUpPOAa HPaBCTBEHHOCTM CO3[aeT TOT THUII
Bepbl, KOTOPBIII MOXET OBITh JIOTMYECKN JIMOO IIPVIHAT,
mmbo orBeprHyT (Bsemernckmri, 1924a, c. 193). Koneuno,
BBermeHCKNMIT BBIOBUTAET «OCHOBAHWIS» IS IIPVHATHA
HPaBCTBEHHOT'O JI0JITa, CBsI3aHHBIe C IIpM3BaHMeM Mupa
L 4eJIOBEYeCTBa, YTO B HEKOTOPOM poie IepeKINKAeTCs C
nnesmyn Onxre. TeM He MeHee, ec/IV OTPUHYTh TaKoOe IIPY-
3BaHMe, Halll¥i HPaBCTBEHHbIe IOOYKIEHVs CTaHOBSITCA
VIHCTVHKTOM, COIIOCTaBMMBIM C JIFOOBIM IPYIVIM MHCTVH-
kroM”. Ha 5TOM OocHOBaHWMV HPMHSITHE WIN OTPULIAHE
JeJIOBEYECKOV JKM3HY B KadecTBe aOCONIIOTHOV [IEHHOCTH
CTaHOBWTCS BOIIPOCOM BEpEL a He pasyMa.

K BHavasty mBammaToro seka MOCKOBCKOe prytocodckoe
coob11ecTBo 6bUIO GoJIee GIIarOCKIIOHHO, YeM IeTepOypr-
CKOe, K BBeZIeHMIO MeTapM3VKI 1 PeTTiIii B prIocoduro.
J1Ba MbIC/IATEIS, 3aHMMABIINX BBICOKME ITOCThI B MOCKOB-
CKOM YHVBEpCUTeTe, 3acIy>KMBafOT HaIllero ocoooro BHU-
MaHus. Ermme B cBoeM mporpaMMHOM couvHeHwn 1896 T.
«Ocnopanmsi mpearmmsma» C.H. TpyOGerkor, cremys 3a
csouM JipyroMm CoJIOBBEBBIM, PasBWI M PaclIMpl posib
BEPHI B IIproOpeTeHny 3HaHMS. B oTHOIIIeHN TTpo0IIeMbl
VHTepCYyOBEKTUBHOCT, TO €CTh CYIIEeCTBOBAHWS JPYTUX,
KOTOpYIO B TO BpeMs cdopmysmposasl Beenenckum, Tpy-
Oerkom yTBep>kHasl, 4To OHa ObUla pelreHa Kanrom mo-
CpelCcTBOM IIPW3HaHMS IIepBEHCTBa IIPaKTNYecKOro pasy-
Ma ¥ €ro HpaBCTBEHHOIO 3aKOHa. Tem He MeHee Tpyoerr-
KOVI ITpefyIara o0paTuThb 3TOT IIPOIIecc, IOIuepKuBast, 4To
Bepa CBUIETEIILCTBYET O CYIIIeCTBOBAHMI APYIVIX VI CITY KT
OCHOBaHVMEM HPaBCTBEHHOIO CO3HaHW:. leicTBUTeIbHO,
4eJIOBEK VIMeeT «HPaBCTBEHHOe UYBCTBO» K OPYTIM, HO
3TO YyBCTBO IIpeIioyiaraeT HeKoe «/IMMaHeHTHOe BOCIIPY-

2 Briepsrle ouepk OpuT orry6rkosaH B 1894 r. Koneuno, mosu-
umst BBemeHckoro BechbMa Jrasieka oT maevi Kamra, rmociemnoBa-
TEJIBHO YTBEP)KIaBIIIEro CyIIeCTBOBAHE Belllerl CaMiXx 110 cebe.
Tem He MeHee BpeieHcKOro Heslb3s IPUYMCIUTD K COHMY KpU-
tkoB KanTa, KoTopere, HaunHas ¢ @.I. SIkobn, oTeepramm pas-
JI4Vie MEXTy SIBJIEHMSIMU U BeIllaMy caMMMM 110 ce0Oe 1 HacTau-
BaJIV Ha HaIlleM 3HaHWM TOCIIeTHMX. BBe/IeH KT He 0CO3HaBaI,
KaKyI0 Ba)KHYIO POJIb B KAHTOBCKOM OTPUIIaHUM CyObeKTUBHOTO
Veasn3Ma, IIpeICTaBIeHHOro B «OIpoBepXeHNN MTeaIvi3Ma»,
WUrpaeT BpeMsl.

3 BBerieHCKMVI TIOBTOPWIUI CBOMI OCHOBHBIE ITOBOMIBI B paboTe
1900 1., THE OH mVICaJI, HAIIPVMEP: «...MOXHO TOJIBKO JIOO I0-
IIyCKaTh, JIMOO OTpuIlaTh 0e3yCJIOBHYIO 00s3aTelIbHOCTh HpaB-
CTBEHHOTO j1oira» (Beemerckmi, 19246, c. 103).

71

T. Nemeth

make room for faith” (Kant, 1997, p. 117; KrV, B XXX).
In fact, Vvedensky provided faith with so much
room — and reason so little — that hardly any room
remained for knowledge properly speaking. Not only
did he deny knowledge of things in themselves, but he
held that we cannot even know that there are things in
themselves (Vvedensky, 1924a, p. 175)."? In the moral
realm, Vvedensky denied that we must recognise any
moral obligation. It is neither contrary to logic nor to
any fact to reject a moral duty. The obligatory nature
of morality forms a type of faith that can logically be
accepted or rejected (Vvedensky, 1924a, p. 193). Of
course, Vvedensky does provide “reasons” for accept-
ing moral duties, reasons having to do with the voca-
tion of the world and of humanity, presumably a Ila
Fichte. However, if this vocation is rejected, our moral
impulse becomes an instinct comparable to any other."
On such a basis, then, the acceptance or rejection of hu-
man life as an absolute value becomes a matter of faith,
not reason.

By the early twentieth century, the philosophical
community in Moscow was even more sympathetic to
an injection of metaphysics and religion into philoso-
phy than in St. Petersburg. Two figures, in particular,
stand out by virtue of their position at the University.
Already in his programmatic essay from 1896 “Foun-
dations of Idealism”, Sergey N. Trubetskoy, taking a
cue from his friend Solovyov, developed and expound-
ed on the role of faith in the acquisition of knowledge.
Concerning the problem of intersubjectivity, i.e.,
that others exist, raised by Vvedensky at this time,
Trubetskoy claimed that Kant had answered it through
his recognition of the primacy of practical reason and
its moral law. Trubetskoy, though, proposed reversing
the process, saying that faith testifies to the existence of
others and serves as the basis of my moral conscious-
ness. True, I have a “moral feeling” towards others,
but this feeling presupposes an “immanent percep-
tion” of the other, a perception that can be called faith

12 This essay originally appeared in 1894. Of course, Vveden-
sky’s position is quite removed from Kant’s, who resolutely
maintained that there are things in themselves. However, Vve-
densky’s is also not the same as that of a whole host of Kant’s
critics beginning with Friedrich Jacobi, who rejected the dis-
tinction between appearances and things in themselves, and
who thought that we do have knowledge of the latter. What
Vvedensky does not realise is the crucial role played by time
in Kant’s “Refutation of Idealism” in rejecting subjective ide-
alism.

% Vvedensky reiterated this basic position in his 1900 essay,
where he writes in particular: “It is obvious that we can simply
either recognise or reject the absolute obligation of moral duty”
(Vvedensky, 1924b, p. 103).
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STVIe» OPYroro, KOTopoe MOXHO Ha3BaTb Bepowt (TpyOer-
ko1, 1994, c. 661). [Jasiee oH pa3bsiCHIET CBOe IOHVMAHVIE
TEpMVHA B TOM KJIOU€, B KAKOM MBI TOBOPVIM O PeJIUTTIO3-
HOVI Bepe, TaK KakK 00a sIBJIeHVsI IMEIOT OTHOIIIEHME K VIC-
THHHO cytectylomeMmy (Tpy0erikori, 1994, c. 668).

Hdpyroit upesBbUaliHO BIIMATEIILHON UIYpO B
Mockosckom yHUBepcuTeTe ObuT J1. M. Jlonmatna. Hauas
HIpOZIBIDKEHe 110 cI1y>KOe B 1883 r. ¢ rmo3niym mpmsar-mo-
IIeHTa, OH BBICTYIIAJI B 3aIllTy TOTO, YTO MeTadpm3rKa He
TOJIBKO BO3MOYKHA, HO 1 HeoOXomma 1t 00bSICHEH S Ha-
11ero oObeKTMBHOTO 3HAHMS CYITHOCTN Bemet. ITpusHa-
Bas, mogooHo KaHnry, uTo cBoOOma BOII He MOXKET OBITH
TeOopeTHYecKN J[IOKa3aHa VIV OIpoBeprHyTa, JlomaTmH
OTMeYaJl, YTO MBI MOXKEM TOJIBKO BepUTh B Hee. CXOXMUM
0o0pa3oM Hallle HpaBCTBEHHOe CO3HaHUVe IIPUBOANT Hac K
Bepe B Oeccmeptue myrm. [ JlomatuHa pasym, Ipel-
CTaBJISIOIIVV MleaJIbHbIe TpeOOBaHIs, 11 Hallle UyBCTBEH-
HOe BOCHPWMATIE, IIpefCTaBIIIIolIee TO, YTO CYIIeCTByeT
B PeaJIbHOCTV, HaXOHATCA B IIOCTOSIHHOM CTOJIKHOBEHVIN
Ipyr ¢ gpyrom. Toribko Bepa MOXeT IIPUMUPUTB 1X. ToIb-
KO Bepa B IlepcoHmdmIMpoBaHHOro bora Moxer paspe-
LINTh IPOTUBOpeUre MeXIy pPeaJbHOCTBIO U MeaoM,
pacxoxxeHvie MeXIy KOTOPBIMW €CTh JIUIIL BpeMeHHOe
obcTosTenTbeTBO 3Toro MMpa. CaM 1o cebe pasyMm He Mo-
JKeT CIIy’KIUTb OObICHEeHVEeM HpPaBCTBEHHBIM 00s3aTesib-
cTBaM. YBaXKeHVe K HPaBCTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY KaXKeTCs VIC-
KIIIOYMTEIbHO MHCTUHKTUBHBIM. HpaBcTBeHHOE ydeHMe
JlomatnHa, Kak m ero ¢dpwriocodmst B I1€JI0M, CBOIAUTCS K
OTXOZy OT PalVIOHaJIBHOCTIL.

J1eVicTBUTEIIbHO, MHOTTIE POCCUVICKVIE (PVITOCOdBI Ha-
Jasla [BallaToro BeKa IIpV3HaBaIl XKI3HEHHYIO Heo0Xo-
IVMIMOCTb 3TVIKVI, HEKOTOpble — Ha YM Cpa3sy ke IIPWUXOISAT
I'. V1. Hosropomues u C.H. byyirakos — yTeep>xgam, 9ro
4eJIoBeK o0JIajjaeT abCOIIOTHON 1 HEIIPeJIOKHOV IIeHHO-
creio (Hosroponues, 2009, c. 23; Bynrakos, 1903, c. 109).
Opnako Mo IpomrecTBUM BpeMeHM druiocodpckoe obo-
CHOBaHME X IIVPOKO ITOHVMAEMOTO TyMaHM3Ma VIMEJIO
BCe MeHblIle o0Irero ¢ moaxornom Kanra, HecMoTpst Ha
IIPOBO3IVIAIIIeHVIe POCTBA C TIOCJIEAHVM. B KOHITe KOHIIOB
HeKoTopble MbIciiTesn, Haripumep JI.V. Illectos, ocTtas-
JISIOT JIIOOBIe IIOIIBITKM, €CIIV TaKOBble 1 ObUIN, M300pa-
KaTb (PrI0coduIo, 3VDKAYIIYIOCS Ha PalyiOHaIBHBIX OC-
HOBaHMAX. BaXkHOV Bexo Ha ITyTU K HEITIPUKPBITOMY V-
paloHaJIM3My MOXHO cumTaTh ctaThio H.A. Beprsesa,
orry0mKoBaHHYIO B cOopHMKe «[Tpobremsl mpeanizmar.
B Het bepyisies rojruepKmBarl, 4To, BOCIIPUHMMAS YeIIOBe-
Ka KaK caMoIleslb, OH TeM He MeHee IIo[Ipa3syMeBaeT vjiearl,
IlyXOBHOeE CYIIIeCTBO, a He o0JIajjaroliee 3MOLVSMIL YesIo-
BedecKoe CYIIeCTBO M3 IUIOTM M KpoBu. Takoe cyIiecTBo
3a4acTyl0 OKa3bIBaeTCsl HeCIIOCOOHBIM BOIUIOTWUTD WIleal
9eJI0BEYEeCKOV CYITHOCTH (Vijeasl JYXOBHOIO COCTOSHIAS),
VIMeIoINYI abcoIoTHYI0 I1eHHOCTh (Bepses, 2009, c. 109).
OH $ICHO [JaeT MOHSTH, YTO IIeIb STUKV — He CYacThe ue-
JIOBEKa 1 He cuacThe yesoBeuectBa. [t KaHra uesioBek,

(Trubetskoy, 1994, p. 661). He makes clear further on
that he understands this term in much the same way
as we speak of religious faith, since both are concerned
with what truly is (Trubetskoy, 1994, p. 668).

Another highly influential figure at Moscow Uni-
versity was Lev M. Lopatin, who, starting in 1883 as a
privat-docent championed the notion that metaphysics
was not only possible, but even necessary in order to
account for our objective knowledge of the essences
of things. Recognising with Kant that freedom of the
will cannot be theoretically proven or refuted, Lopatin
claimed that we can only believe in it. Likewise, our
moral conscience leads us to a belief in the immortality
of the soul. For Lopatin, reason, presenting ideal de-
mands, and our senses, presenting what is in reality,
are constantly pitted against each other. Only faith, or
belief, can provide us with a reconciliation of the two.
Only belief in a personal God can resolve the constant
tension between reality and the ideal, the divergence
of the two being merely a temporal condition in this
world. Reason alone simply cannot account for mor-
al obligations; respect for the moral law appears to be
merely instinctual. Lopatin’s morality, like much of his
philosophy, amounts to a resignation from rationality.

True, many of the early twentieth century Rus-
sian philosophers accepted the vital importance
of ethics and many — Pavel I. Novgorodtsev and
Sergey N. Bulgakov come immediately to mind — stat-
ed that the human individual had an absolute and in-
violable value (Novgorodtsev, 2003, p. 83; Bulgakov,
1903, p. 300). Nonetheless, as the years passed the
philosophical justification for their broad humanism
came to have less and less in common with Kant’s
own approach, despite a professed debt to it. Ultimate-
ly, some, such as Lev I. Shestov, would give up any
pretence, if he ever had any, to a rationally-grounded
philosophy. An instructive way station or landmark
on the road to this overt irrationalism can be seen in
Nikolai I. Berdiaev’s contribution to the anthology
Problems of Idealism. There, Berdiaev affirmed that,
even though he takes the human being to be an end in
itself, what he has in mind is the ideal, spiritual being
and not the flesh and blood human individual who has
emotions. Such a being too often fails to embody the
ideal human essence, or ideal spiritual state, that has
absolute value (Berdiaev, 2003, pp. 170-171). He makes
clear that the aim of ethics is neither the happiness of
the human individual nor even that of the species as a
whole. For Kant, the human being has absolute value,
because he/she is a rational being and should be treat-

72



Oymyum pasyMHBIM CYIIECTBOM, SIBJII€TCS aOCOIIFOTHOV
LIeHHOCThI0. K dJesloBeKy cileflyeT OTHOCUTBECH VMEHHO
TaK/M 00pa3oM, Jlake ecyiii OH TIoBesl ceDs HepasyMHO.
beprses xe, HaIIPOTUB CBA3bIBaeT aOCOIIOTHYIO LIEHHOCTD
JeJIoBeKa C ero BeUHBIM JTyXOM (TaM e).

3aKk/IIoueHmne

B Hamem miccrreoBaHMI MBI MICXOAMIIN M3 TOTO, UTO
TepMUH «TyMaHM3M» He VIMeeT TOYHOIO OIIpesle/IeHVIs.
B TO Xe BpeMsi TeMa 4eI0BeUeCcKOro JOCTOVMHCTBA U 11eH-
HOCTV deJIoBeKa ¥ €ero JIMYHOCTV IIPOXOOWUT KpacHOW
HUTBIO Yepe3 OOJIBITYIO YacTh eBPOTIeVICKOV MHTEUIeKTY-
IBHOVI VICTOPUM KaK MWMHIMMYM CO BpeMeH PeHeccaHca.
W poccuiickast MHTe/UIeKTyaIbHasl VICTOPUS He sIBJIsSeTCs
VcKoveHeM. B mpenyiciosum x anTonorvm «Vcropusa
pycckon putocodpum» I'. M. XamOypr u P. A. ITys ormeua-
0T, UTO «CaMbIM IJIyOOKMM 1 OOIIVIPHBIM TeUeHVeM pyc-
cKovt pwtocodpmm ObUIa pyccKas TyMaHWCTIYecKas Tpa-
mvmmsi» (Hamburg, Poole, 2010, p. 5). Koneuno, mHOTrOE
3aBUCUT OT TOTO, KaKye OIIpefieleHVIsI JAalOTCs TePMIIHAM.
B HarreM mccrtemoBanmmy, ocBsieHHoM HoBort mcTopum
Poccyw, MBI 71t 0OCYKIaIM TPY THIIa FyMaHM3Ma, KO-
TOpPBIEe BO3HMKIIV B pacCMaTpvBaeMbInt mepmof,. V1 y Bcex
Tpex BechbMa JIOCTOVIHasg POAOCIOBHasL. DTa KilaccudrKa-
nusl He siBjsieTcss Bceoobewtomert. Harpumep, Hlnera
OYeHb TPYAHO OTHECTV K OIHOMY M3 3TMX paszesios. bo-
Jlee TOTO, BK/IIOUeHMe WIV VUCKIIOYeHe TOTo VIM VHOTO
MBICJTTEIIS U3 TOTO VIV IPYTOTo pasferia O4eHb CIIOPHO.
DTO B 0COOEHHOCTM BEPHO B CiIyyae XPUCTUAHCKUX T'yMa-
HucToB. TeM He MeHee, HaOJIIoAas 3a pasBUTIIEM TpeX TH-
TIOB T'yMaHV3Ma, MBI MOYKEM TOJIBKO BOCXUTUTBCS TeM, KaK
B KaXJIOM M3 paccMaTpuBaeMbIX CIydaeB deloBedecKoe
JIOCTOVIHCTBO U 11eHHOCTb 4YeJIOBeYeCcKOW XM3HM OCTaBa-
JINCh B IIeHTpe BHMMAHWS, HECMOTPsI Ha HACTOVYVIBBIE
HIOMBITKM COPOCUTH MX CO CUETOB. DTO OOCTOATEIILCTBO
caMo II0 ceOe TOBOPUT O TOM, HACKOJIBKO CWIbHA Vies
rymanmsma. Kak O6b1 To HM ObUIO, HeMHOTVIe MBICIUTEIIN,
nommmMo CorstosbeBa 1 UnueprHa, IpOsBIIUIN MHTEpeC K
OIVICAHWMIO MHCTUTYTOB, HEOOXOMVIMBIX IS BOIUIOIIEHIS
B JKM3Hb U 3aII[MTHI 3asIBJIeHHBIX IIeHHOCTeV.

MoXHO yTBepXKIaTh, YTO BCe TPV PacCMOTPEHHBIX
HaMM THUIla TyMaHM3Ma OOBbeIVHSeT Bepa B deJloBeKa.
B csrygae xpuicTaHCKMX TyMaHMCTOB 3Ta Bepa BbIpaXkeHa
spde, YeM B IABYX APYTMX. byaydn oTmpbickamm cilaBs-
HO(WIBCTBA, OHM M3Ha4YaJIbHO pa3opBajIii CBSA3b MEXIY
pa3syMoM ¥ X COOCTBEHHOV BEPOVI BO BCe UeJIOBEYeCKOe.
Co BpeMeHeM mX ITOCJIEOBATEIN TakKKe HadaIy IIpefl-
HNPUHMUMATE IONIBITKM PalVIOHAJIBHOIO OOOCHOBAHVIA
BepBL ¥ O0PaTWIINCh K MBICIIVTEIIIO, BO3BEIIeMy Ha IIbe-
JlecTaI IeHHOCTh pa3yMa, BOIUIOIIEHHOTI'O B UeJI0BeYeCcKOu
maHocTn. K coxasteHmro, He Bce pyccKuie XpUCTMaHCKMe
drtocodbl IpUCIyIIaICh K CBOMIM KoJUIeraMm, I MX pe-
JINTMO3Hasl Bepa CTajla Bceroryomaomert. OHM OTKasa-
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ed as such even when the individual has acted quite ir-
rationally; for Berdiaev, in contrast, the absolute value
of the individual is a matter of his/her being an eternal
spirit (Berdiaev, 2003, p. 171).

Conclusion

We started with a concession that the term “hu-
manism” has not received a precise definition. None-
theless, we find the distinct theme of human dignity
and the value of the human individual or person run-
ning through much of European intellectual histo-
ry at least since the Renaissance. Russian intellectual
history is no exception to this. In the “Introduction”
to their anthology A History of Russian Philosophy,
Gary M. Hamburg and Randall A. Poole remark that
“the deepest and broadest current in Russian philos-
ophy was the Russian humanist tradition” (Hamburg
and Poole, 2010, p. 5). Of course, much depends on
how one defines one’s terms. Here, with our focus
on recent Russian history, we simply discussed three
types of humanism that emerged in this time period
and all with a distinguished pedigree. The three may
not be exhaustive, Shpet being one such who does not
easily fit in any of these categories. Moreover, those
included — or excluded — in one of them is highly
debatable. This is particularly true when dealing with
the Christian humanists. Nevertheless, as observers of
the development of the three types, we cannot help but
marvel how in each case a fundamental concern with
human dignity and the value of human life in general
rose to prominence even when forceful attempts were
made to dismiss them, itself a testimony to the strength
of the idea of humanism. Apart from Solovyov and
Chicherin, few, however, were interested in sketching
the institutions needed for realising and safeguarding
the values they espoused.

We can say that the three humanisms we have
looked at expressed a faith in the human being. In the
case of the Christian humanists this faith was far more
explicit than in the other two. Springing as they did
from the remnants of Slavophilism, they initially sun-
dered the connection between reason and their belief
in all that is human. However, in time their progeny
too sought to justify this faith rationally and turned for
inspiration to the one figure who extolled the value of
rationality as embodied in the human person. Unfor-
tunately, many, but not all, of Russia’s Christian hu-
manist philosophers paid little heed and their religious
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JIVICh MICIOJIb30BaTh PALMIOHAIILHYIO apryMeHTALVIO 171t
00OCHOBaHIS CBOEVI IIO3UIIVVL M TeEM CaMbIM ChIIpayi Ha
PYKY CBOVIM OIIIIOHEHTaM.

I'ymMaHMCTBI MapKCHUCTCKOIO TOJIKA IOABWINCH He-
CKOJIBKO IIO3)Ke. YuWTBIBasi BHEIIHVeE OOCTOSATE/ILCTBa,
XPOHOJIOTMSI He MOIJIa ObITh MHOVL. VIX rojoca OpuIn Cita-
ObL: 5TOT TWII T'yMaHW3Ma BO3HMK B Ty IIOPY, KOrZa caM
MapKCHU3M y>Ke UCTOLIWI CBOM CWIbL. I'yMaHMCTOB-MapK-
CVICTOB MaJIO BIOXHOBJISUIV YTONWMYECKVe HaIeXIbl W3
panHux counHeHv Mapkca. Tem nprmedaTesibHee, 9TO
TYMaHVCTBI 5TOrO TUIIA CTaJIV VICKaTh OCHOBAHMS 151 CBO-
€ro y4ueHMs B 3TUKe KéHurcbeprckoro dpwrocoda, KOTo-
pOro B 3TOM OTHOIIEHWN ObUIO CJIOKHO B YeM-TO YIIpeK-
HyTb, HeCMOTPsI Ha BCIO abCTpaKTHOCTL ero nopaxopa. Ipu
5TOM MapKCUCThI CJIMIIIKOM JIOJITO W CJIVIIIKOM SIBHO BBI-
cTynaymi IpoTus mpaevt KanTa, uToObl OTHECTHCh K HUM
0O0BEKTMBHO.

TeM He MeHee KaHTMAHCKMUV TyMaHWM3M B OT/IM4Ve
OT €ro XpVICTMAaHCKOV VI MapKCUCTCKOVI PasHOBUIHOCTEN
MaJIO 3aHVIMAJICS SMIIMPUYECKU OIpPedeIVIMbIMU acIleK-
TaMl YeJI0BeUeCKOV IIPUPOLIbL, €CJIV IIPEAIIOIOXITD, YTO
takoBasl uMmeeTcs. Ecyin CostoBbeB OCHOBBIBAJI CBOIO O3/1-
HIOIO STUYECKYIO CHCTEMY Ha TpexX OCHOBHBIX HpPaBCTBEH-
HBIX 9yBCTBax, KaHT 1cXomT 13 aBTOHOMHOCTV YeJI0BeKa.
ITo KanTy, rpaHmpl HpaBCTBEHHBIX HOPM yCTaHaBIIVBa-
IOTCsI He IIPVIPOIOVE M He BoXKecTBOM, HO TOJIBKO pasyMOM.
B ommume oT MapKCHMCTCKOTO I'yMaHM3Ma KaHTOBCKMVL
ryMaHM3M yTBEpXK/aeT, YTO YeJloBeK — 3TO HedTo 0oJib-
IIIee, YeM COBOKYITHOCTh ITIPUPOOHEIX CWI. B oTymame ot
rymMaHM3Ma XpPUCTUMAHCKOTO, OH HacTarBaeT Ha TOM, YTO
BEHIIOM HPaBCTBEHHOVI [eSTeJIbHOCTU SBJISIETCS He eau-
HeHwe ¢ borom B 3arpoOHO XWU3HM, a caMO MCIIOIHEeHWe
HPaBCTBEHHBIX 00513aTe/IbCTB. TOIbKO BOCIIPVHSB KaHTOB-
CKVIVI TYMAHW3M, Y€JIOBEYECKUVI POJT CMOXKET JTOCTUYD BCe-
obiero Mupa v cgacThs. I1o kparviHer: Mepe, TOITBKO TaKOVt
TyMaHM3M TTOMOXKET UeJIOBeUeCTBY CTleflaTh 3TO, Oymyun
enuHbIM HestbiM. CHOBa 1 cHOBa pycckue prIocodsl OT-
KJIIOHSUIVICH OT 3TOTO Kypca, MHOT/[a BeChMa 3HAYNTEIILHO.
Ho xaxxgpwi pa3s B cTpeMJIeHVV K BEYHBIM LIeHHOCTSIM OHI
CIIBIIIAIIV TPU3BIB «Haszad K KauTy» 1 KaXXabv pas gaBajim
Ha Hero OTBeT.

Ilep. c anea. A. B. Bprowunkuton
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faith became overwhelming. They failed to engage in
rational argument in support of their position, and in
so doing they played into the hands of their opponents.

The Marxist humanists arrived on the scene late; it
could not have been otherwise given external circum-
stances. Their voice proved largely ineffective. They
emerged when the parent ideology was already a spent
force. For this group the utopian hopes for humanity
found in the writings of the young Marx offered little
inspiration. It remains interesting, though, that these
humanists too fundamentally turned for a foundation
and guidance in ethics to the sage of Konigsberg, who
was above reproach in these matters, however abstract
his approach may have been. The Marxists had con-
demned the Kantian scheme for too long and too point-
edly for it to receive an impartial hearing.

Kantian humanism, however, unlike the Christian
and Marxist varieties, made little appeal to the em-
pirically determinable aspects of human nature, sup-
posing that there is one. Unlike Solovyov, who in his
later ethical system proceeded from three basic moral
feelings, Kant proceeded from human autonomy. The
bounds of our moral norms are established by neither
nature nor the Deity, but by reason alone. Unlike the
Marxist, Kantian humanism holds that the human be-
ing is more than an aggregate of natural forces; unlike
the Christian, it holds not that the end of moral activity
is some unity with God in an afterlife, but the fulfil-
ment of moral obligation itself. Only in the acceptance
of Kantian humanism can the human race, at least as a
whole, find a universal state of peace and happiness.
Time and again Russian philosophers have strayed,
sometimes even venturing far afield. But each time in
their pursuit of eternal values, we find them hearing
and responding to the call: Back to Kant!
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KAHTOBCKOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO MbIITEHWS:
CYBBEKTMBHOCTD KAK ITPVTHIIUII

VHTepBBHIO ¢ IpOodeccopoM
IOprenom IlITomsnen6eprom

A. C. 3uavbep’

B unmep8sio ¢ npogpeccopom FOpeerom Ilmonvyenbepeom,
uaenom npabaenus Hemeyxozo KanwmoBexoeo obujecmba u co-
pedakmopom «Kant-Lexikon» (2015), 3ampaeubaemca wiupoxuil
Kpye mem, cBasannvix ¢ mbopuecmbom pasHvix pusocogpob —
om I. B. Jletnbrnuya u X. Boavgpa 0o M. Xaiideeeepa u 3. I'yccepas.
Bedyueti udeeti punocogpckux uccaedobanuii O. IImoavyen-
bepea sbasiemcs obocHoBanue npuryuna HoboBpemennot cyos-
exmubnocmu 6 xanmobckotl purocogpuu u e2o mparcgopma-
yuii Bnaomoe 0o Hawux Onetn. Obcyxoaemca cmbica u pasbumue
KOHYenma camoco3Hanus u nonumanue cyosexmuocmu 6 smuxe
WM. Kanma u purocogpuu V.-I. @uxme. IO. IlImorvyendepe pac-
kpoibaem 3uauenue pusocogpckux ommuouwenuii Xaiideeeepa c
Kanmom, @uxme u neokanmuanyamu. On ouepuubaem ocroba-
HUS, 006ACHAIOUjILE PASAULHBLE CIIPYKITYPbL (PUAOCOPCKUX 111€0-
puii nocae Kanma 8 cpaBrenuu co cmpyxmypoi camoi kanmob-
cxoil gpusocopuu. Ombeuas na Bonpoc o poau Kanma 8 ymbeprc-
denuu yenHocmu yesoBeueckoeo docmouncmba, 0. IlImoavyen-
bepe noduepxubaem HAOIMNUPUHECKYIO CYIb 311020 KOHUenma,
Kax ox npedcmabaen 6 gpuaocogpcioni smuxe Kanma u kakum e2o
Haoaexum omcmaubams 6 nosemuxe ¢ HOBeUWUMU KPUMUKA-
mu. Coeaacro IO. IImosvyenbepey, npunyun HoBobpemerHoil
cybsexmubrocmu oxasviBaenca ni000mBopHLIM U 6 NOHUMA-
Huu pa3bumus ucmopuu my3sviku HoBoeo Bpemenu.

Karouebuie caoBa: Kanm, uxme, neokanmuarcmbo, Xaioee-
eep, Boavgh, camocosnanue, cybrvexmubrocns, camocnis, 00CmouH-
cmbo uenobexa, Ghusocogpus mysviku.

A. Buavbep: TIpodeccop IllTorprieHOepr, HauMHAS C
1o0wevtHoro it Kanra 2004 r. BB MHOTO pa3 OblBasi B
Kaymmumarpasie v cTam IOCTOSHHBIM yYaCTHUKOM KaJIv-
HMHTPAJICKMX KaHTOBCKMX KOH(PepeHIN , IIpuypoUeH-
HBIX KO JTHIO poxkeHus dpwiocoda. B amperre 2017 1. Ha
TOp>KeCcTBeHHOM 3acefiaHum B KadenpaibHoMm cobope B
neHb poxxaenvs Kanra Bel oTKpeuIn «KaHTOBCKMI JIEKTO-
pui» Axamemuy KaHTraHbI JOK/IAOM O MUPOBOM ITOHSI-
Tm pwwrocodpun y Karra. B asrycre 2017 r. BB IIpoBesn
[lepBylo MeXIyHapOIHYIO JIETHIOIO INKOIY AKajgeMun

! BanTuiicKuvi cbefiepasIbHBI YHUBEPCUTET MeHM VIMMaHywiIa
Kanra, 236016, Poccyrs, r. Kaymmmanmrpan, yir. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.
Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuio 14.07.2018 e.
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INTERVIEW

KANTS DENKRAUM:
SUBJEKTIVITAT ALS PRINZIP

Interview mit Prof. Dr. Jiirgen Stolzenberg

A.S. Zilber!

This interview with Professor Dr Jiirgen Stolzenberg,
board member of the Kant-Gesellschaft and co-editor of the
Kant-Lexikon (2015), explores a wide range of topics — from
Leibniz and Wolff to Heidegger and Husserl. The leading idea
of Stolzenberg’s philosophical research is the justification of
the principle of modern subjectivity in Kant’s philosophy and
its transformations until our days. He discusses the meaning
and development of the concept of self-consciousness and the
understanding of subjectivity in Kant’s ethics as well as in
Fichte’s philosophy. Stolzenberg shows the significance of
Heidegger’s philosophical relations with Kant, Fichte, and the
Neo-Kantians. He outlines the reasons which explain the different
structures of the philosophical theories after Kant in comparison
with the structure of Kant’s philosophy itself. Answering the
question of Kant’s role in affirming the value of human dignity,
he emphasises the non-empirical essence of this concept as
it is presented in Kant’s ethics and as it should be defended
against recent critics. According to Stolzenberg, the principle of
modern subjectivity proves to be fruitful in understanding the
development of the history of modern music, too.

Keywords: Kant, Fichte, Neo-Kantianism, Heidegger,
WOolff, self-consciousness, selfhood, subjectivity, human dignity,
philosophy of music.

Zilber: Herr Prof. Stolzenberg, seit dem Kant-Jahr
2004 waren Sie oft in Kaliningrad. Sie sind langjghriger
Teilnehmer der Kant-Tagungen in Kaliningrad, die an
Kants Geburtstag stattfinden. Im Rahmen der Festver-
anstaltung zu Kants Geburtstag im April 2017 haben
Sie im Dom die Kant-Lectures der Academia Kantiana mit
einem Vortrag zu Kants Weltbegriff der Philosophie
erdffnet. Im August 2017 haben Sie die erste Internatio-
nale Sommerschule der Academia Kantiana zum Thema
Was soll ich tun? Kants Ethik und ihre Aktualitiat” in
Swetlogorsk durchgefiihrt. Welche Eindriicke hatten
Sie damals und heute, und welche Bedeutung hat fiir
Sie Kant und die Kant-Forschung in Kaliningrad?

? Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University, 14 Aleksandra
Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236041 Russia.
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A.C. 3unn0ep

Karrmans! B CBeTroropcke Ha TeMy «“UTo g HOIDKeH 1e-
naTth?” Dtrka KaHra 11 ee akTyasibHOCTE». Kakue Brievar-
JIeHVS Y Bac OCTaJIMCh Torda u cerrdac? Kakoe 3sHaueHme
s Bac mMmeroT KauT u ccrnenoBanms Kanra B Kammmma-
rpaze?

0. IlImoavyendepe: Her ropona, B KoTopoM ObI dpio-
cody Bo3IaBasIach TaKasi 4ecTh, Kak 3To umeeT MecTo B Ka-
ymHuHETpage. [1yOmrarsle Top kecTBEeHHbBIE MEPOIIPITIASL
B 1ieHb poxaennsi Kanta B Cobope 1 Bo3j10)KeHe 11BEeTOB
Ha ero MOTIWIy — 3TO BIIeUaT/ISIONINIL KeCT ITaMsTV U I10-
ayradys Vimvanywia KasTa kak drtocoda 1 gesmoseka.

B xanTOBCKMX KOHPepeHtmsix B KaymmHMHTpasie pery-
JIIPHO Y4acTBOBaJIM BeJlyIlyie KaHTOBeIbl CO BCero MUpa,
VI COTPYIHWYECTBO C POCCUVCKUMI KoJUTeraMu ObUIo mpe-
BOCXOIHBIM. HaydHble KOHTaKTBI IIPOMOJDKAJIVICE U 3a
paMKaMI KOHepeHInT1, B 0COOeHHOCTY ¢ ITpodeccopoM
Brapymvmpowm BprommmakmabemM (1953 —2012). A yupexme-
Hre Axademuu Kawmuans: 8 2017 T. v CBSI3aHHBIE C 3TVM
VIHULIVIATVIBBI, PaBHO KaK 11 0OHOBIIeHe popMaTa XXy pHa-
71a «KaHTOBCKMV COOpHMK», GOTaTOro CBOVIMI TpaIyIIys-
MM, CTaJIV Ba’KHBIM IIIaroM K aKTVBW3aLVI KAHTOBEICHVIS
B banrruiickom denepaibHOM yHUBepcuTeTe KaymHmH-
rpaga. Cpeny TMX HOBBIX MHUIMATUB — JleTHss IIKo-
ja o wwtocodpmm KanTa, KoTopasi B HBIHEIIHEM IOy
nponuta B CBeTyIoropcke BO BTOPOVI pas, VI ee HayIHBIM
pyxoBozauTesieM ObUT MoVt Kojulera XavHep Kizemme. Oba
pasa IlIkoJ1a rojyunia O4eHb IIO3UTUBHBIN MEXKIyHapO]l-
HBIV pe3oHaHc. OBOOIITE MOV BIIeYaT/IeHsI MOTY TakK: 5
yBepeH, 94To y banrurickoro denepasbHOro yHUBEPCUTe-
Ta rMeHN ViMManywia KaHrta ecTs IIoTeHIIMaI [IjIsl TOTO,
9TOOBI CTAaTh LIEHTPOM KaHTOBeeHs B Poccrm.

A. Suavbep: Kak IIposiBIIsieTcsi M B 4eM COCTOMT, Ha Balll
B3IVIAM, aKTyabHOCTh Kanra?

0. Imoavyenbepe: XOOw1evmbIin 2004 Tox mokasai ¢
ocobont ybemmrenpHOCTBIO, uTo KanT cran dpwrocodom,
9By MZIeV HaIlUIV OTKJIVIK BO BceM Mmpe. B cesi3ut ¢ 200-11e-
TieM co aHs cmepty KanTa 12 despastst 2004 1. Bo Bcem
MMpe IPpOLUIM IIaMSATHBIE MEpPOIpVSTIS UM KOH(epeH-
. Tlossrmice HOBBIe Omorpadvm Kanra. dwtocod-
CKMe XYpHaJIbl U311l 0COObIe BBIITYCKM, IIOCBSIIIEHHbIe
ero dmwiocodpun. B 310 Xe BpeMs1 MeXIyHapogHas KOH-
depentmst mponvia B KammHuaTrpagckoM yHUBepcuTe-
Te, a K 280-y1eTuio co aHsA poxaeHus Kanra 22 amnpersa B
KasmuuHrpame cocTosiicss OOJIBIION MeXKITyHapOIHBIN
KoHrpecc. KanTosckme KoHrpecchl rmponum Torga B Mo-
ckse, B Kurtae, Vanvm, Ascrpammm, CIIIA u JIatueCKOI
Awmepuike. Bcé 3T0 maeT ocHOBaHMe cKa3aTh, uTo KaHTa BO
BCEM MWMpe BOCHPVHMMAIOT KaK MHTeIUIeKTYaIbHYIO VIH-
CTaHIINIO, KOTOPasi IIOMOTraeT COPMEHTMPOBATHCS B OCHO-
BOIIOJIarafolMX BOIIPOCax YeI0BeuecKoV XU3HIA.

B oTOM1 CBSI3M Beera CChUIAJIVICH M IIPOIOJDKAIOT CChI-
saTecd Ha TpakTar Kanra «K Beunomy mmpy». B Hem
KanT mperncraBwr Mozmelb BCEMMPHO-TPaXKIAHCKOTO CO-
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Stolzenberg: Es gibt keine Stadt, in der ein Philo-
soph in der Weise verehrt wird, wie es in Kaliningrad
der Fall ist. Die o6ffentlichen Gedenkveranstaltungen
zu Kants Geburtstag im Dom und die Niederlegung
von Blumen am Grab Kants sind eine beeindruckende
Geste des Gedenkens und der Verehrung fiir den Phi-
losophen und Menschen Immanuel Kant.

An den Kant-Tagungen in Kaliningrad haben stets
international fithrende Kant-Forscherinnen und For-
scher teilgenommen, und die Kooperation mit den rus-
sischen Kolleginnen und Kollegen war ausgezeichnet.
Der wissenschaftliche Kontakt ist {iber diesen Anlass
hinaus fortgefithrt worden, insbesondere mit dem
Kollegen Vladimir Bryushinkin (1953 —2012). Mit der
Grindung der Academia Kantiana im Jahre 2017 und
den damit verbundenen Initiativen sowie der Neuge-
staltung der traditionsreichen Kant-Zeitschrift ,Kan-
tovsky Sbornik” ist ein wichtiger Schritt zur Intensivie-
rung der Kant-Forschung an der Baltischen Foderalen
Universitidt Kaliningrad getan. Die Sommerschule zur
Philosophie Kants, die in diesem Jahr zum zweiten Mal
in Swetlogorsk unter der wissenschaftlichen Leitung
von meinem Kollegen Heiner Klemme stattgefunden
hat, ist Teil der neuen Initiativen. Sie hat in beiden Jah-
ren ein sehr erfreuliches internationales Echo erfahren.
Meinen Eindruck kann ich so zusammenfassen: Ich
glaube, dass die Baltische Foderale Immanuel-Kant-
Universitdt das Zeug hat, zum Zentrum der Kant-For-
schung in Russland zu werden.

Zilber: Woran zeigt sich und worin besteht Threr
Meinung nach Kants Aktualit&t?

Stolzenberg: Im Kant-Jahr 2004 hat sich mit beson-
derer Eindringlichkeit gezeigt, dass Kant zu einem Phi-
losophen mit weltweiter Resonanz geworden ist. Aus
Anlass des 200. Todestages am 12. Februar 2004 fanden
in der ganzen Welt Gedenkveranstaltungen und Kon-
gresse statt. Neue Kant-Biographien erschienen. Phi-
losophische Fachzeitschriften haben Sondernummern
zur Philosophie Immanuel Kants aufgelegt. Zur selben
Zeit fand an der Universitat Kaliningrad eine interna-
tionale Kant-Tagung statt. Zu Kants 280. Geburtstag
am 22. April gab es noch einmal einen grofien interna-
tionalen Kongress in Kaliningrad. In Moskau sowie in
China, Indien, Australien, den USA und Lateinameri-
ka wurden Kant-Tagungen veranstaltet. Insofern darf
man wohl sagen, dass Kant weltweit als eine intellek-
tuelle Instanz wahrgenommen wird, von der man Ori-
entierung in grundlegenden Fragen des menschlichen
Lebens erwartet.

In diesem Zusammenhang wurde und wird immer
wieder auf Kants Schrift Zum ewigen Frieden hingewie-
sen. Hier hat Kant das Modell einer weltbtirgerlichen
Gesellschaft autonomer Staaten entworfen. Kants Ar-



00TIIecTBa aBTOHOMHEBIX ToCyAapcTs. AprymeHTsl KanTa B
T10JIb3y UJIe, KOTOPYIO OH pasByBaeT B 3HaMeHUTo «Bro-
POVI OKOHYATeJIbHOVI CTaThe», YTO MeXKIIyHapPOIHOe IIpaBo
«TOTDKHO OBITH OCHOBAHO Ha (hedepaiusme CBOOOTHBIX TO-
cynapcrs» (Kant, 1994, c. 385), opraHm3oBaHHOM corJiac-
HO MOJIe/IM IIOCTOSHHO 3acefjarolllero KOHIrpecca TIoCy-
TIapCTB, AEVICTBYISL OPraHOB KOTOPOI'o HallpaBjIeHbl Ha TO,
9TOOBI rOCyIapCTBaM «paspellaTh CIIOPBI MEXy co0Ov
HVBVJIN30BaHHBIM 00pa3oM, Kak ObI CyJI0IIPOM3BO/ICTBOM,
a He BapBapCKMM (OMKapCKMM) CIIOCOOOM, ¥ MMEHHO He
BontHOV» (Kamt, 2014, c. 417), — 3Tu apryMeHTHI, Ha MO
B3IVISA, IO CVIX IIOP He VIMEIOT ajIbTepHATBBL VI 0COOEHHO
aKTyaJIbHEI [IJIs COBPEMEHHOV CUTYally B MUPOBOW TI0-
JIATVIKE.

A. Buavbep: OHa 113 EHTPaJIBHBIX TEM 3TIUECKO Te-
opvm KaHTa — mocTomHCTBO destopeka. OxpaHa JJOCTOVH-
CTBa 4eJIOBeKa IIPOBO3IVIAIIIAeTCS B Ka4eCTBe BayKHeVIIIIel
IIeHHOCTM IIOYTV BO BceX KOHCTUTYisiX. C Ballleyt TOUKM
3peHs, 3TO TOXe CBA3aHO ¢ drutocodmen Kanra?

10. IImoavyendepe: Kant — mepsbIvt, KTo 000CHOBaI
TIOCTOVHCTBO UesToBeKa ero pasyMHOV IpUpoion 6e3 oT-
CBUIKM K TEOJIOTMYECKMM WIM WMHBIM MeTadpr3nIecKM
IIpeIIIocklIKaM. Vl 3To j1ersio B OCHOBY BCeX COBpPeMEeHHBIX
KOHCTUTYLIWUVI, B KOTOPBIX JOCTOMHCTBO UejIoBeKa OObsIB-
JIeTCs HeIIPVKOCHOBeHHBIM. C y94eTOM 5TOro MOXKHO CKa-
3atp, uro KanT cran dpmrocodpom Mmpa 0ocoGeHHO B 3TOM
orHorreHvm. OcHoBonosaramomas naes Kanra, xak 13-
BECTHO, COCTOUT B TOM, YTO HIKOT'O HeJIb3sl MCIIOIb30BaTh
TOJIPKO KaK CPeCTBO IS peay3alii IIPSIMO VI KOC-
BEHHO 3TOMCTUYecKMX HamepeHun apyroro. ITo Kanry,
3TO O3Ha4aeT, YTO KaKIIOI'o UeIoBeKa CjleflyeT yBaKaTb U
oOpararbcs ¢ HM Kak ¢ LIeJIbI0 caMovi 110 cebe. V meHHO
B 3TOM COCTOUT Oe3ycJIOBHAsi BHYTPEeHHSIsl IIeHHOCTD, WIN
IIOCTOMHCTBO 4eJIoBeKa.

ITosToMy HOCTOMHCTBO 4eJIOBeKa HaXOOWTCS IIOf,
YIPO30T1 Be3[le, ITie ero CBOOOIHOEe CaMOOoIIperielieHIe 3a-
TPYZAHEHO VWIM HeBO3MOXKHO. DTO VMeeT MeCTO IIpI BCex
dopmax sKCIUTyaTaluy 4eJI0BeYeCcKOro Tpyaa, He TOBOps
YK€ O TaKMX OTBPATUTEIbHBIX HEVICTBUSX, KaK TOPLOBIIA
JIOIIbMI 1 pabceTBo. [Ipyrue ipyMephl B 9TOVI CBS3N: IIPU-
HYOWTEIbHBII TPYH, IIPUHYOWUTeJIbHAS CTeprUIM3aliys,
IIBITKVI, MacCOBble YOWVICTBA, THWMYECKAs IVCKPVIMIIHA-
L1, HeOKa3aHyie TIOMOIIN B YPe3BbIUaiHbIX CUTYarVsIX.
MoxHO mpwBecTM M TaKue IIpuMepbl U3 00IacTi Memy-
LWMHCKOV 3TMKY, KaK 3BTaHa3Ms Win IpobieMa cBoOoOxI-
HOTI'O peLIeHyss 0 COOCTBEHHOVI CMepTH IIeper], JINIIOM He-
BBIHOCHMBIX M HecMsiryaeMbIX cTpafaHui. Muccus duio-
codpumt B TOM, YTOOBI OTKIIMKAThCSI Ha TaKue IIpo0sieMbl,
yKasblBaTb ¥ OCYXKIATh CJIyday HeyBayKeHVIS VI IIOIIPaHIsI
4eJI0BeYecKOoro JOCTOMHCTBA. 371eCh, KaK 1 BO BCeX IPYTUX
cdepax, cremyeT NOMYepKHYTh: pedb He UIeT O TOM, UTO-
ObI HEYKITOHHO TIPIIeP)KMBATHCS HEKOVT 3aCTHIBIITET KaH-
TOBCKOV fmormatmky. CKopee 0 TOM, YTOOBI IIpMBJIeKaTh
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A.S. Zilber

gumente fiir die Idee, die er in dem bertihmten , Zwei-
ten Definitivartikel” entwickelt, dass das Volkerrecht
,auf einen Foderalism freier Staaten gegriindet sein”
(ZeF, AA 08, S. 354) soll, die nach dem Modell eines per-
manent tagenden Staatenkongresses organisiert sein
sollen, und dessen Organe dazu beitragen sollen, dass
die Staaten ,ihre Streitigkeiten auf civile Art, gleichsam
durch einen Procef3, nicht auf barbarische Art (nach
Art der Wilden), ndmlich durch Krieg” (MS RL, AA 06,
S. 351) entscheiden, sind meines Erachtens nach wie
vor alternativlos und mit Blick auf die gegenwdértige
weltpolitische Situation von besonderer Aktualitit.

Zilber: Eines der zentralen Themen von Kants ethi-
scher Theorie ist die Wiirde des Menschen. Die Wah-
rung der Wiirde des Menschen wird in nahezu allen
Verfassungen als wichtigster Wert proklamiert. Sehen
Sie darin auch einen Bezug zu Kants Philosophie?

Stolzenberg: Kant ist der erste, der die Wiirde des
Menschen aus seiner Vernunftnatur und nicht im
Riickgriff auf theologische oder andere metaphysische
Annahmen begriindet hat. Das ist die Grundlage aller
modernen Verfassungen, in denen die Wiirde des Men-
schen als unverletzlich erkldrt wird. Insofern darf man
sagen, dass Kant insbesondere in dieser Hinsicht zum
Philosophen der Welt geworden ist. Kants grundlegen-
de Idee ist es bekanntlich, dass niemand blof8 als Mittel
fiir die Realisierung von direkt oder indirekt egoisti-
schen Absichten eines Anderen gebraucht werden darf.
Das bedeutet fiir Kant, dass jeder Mensch als Zweck an
sich selbst behandelt und geachtet werden muss. Und
genau darin besteht der unbedingte, nicht zu verrech-
nende innere Wert oder die Wiirde des Menschen.

Die Wiirde des Menschen ist daher tiberall dort
bedroht, wo die freie Selbstbestimmung des Menschen
behindert oder unmoglich gemacht wird. Das ist bei
allen Formen von Ausbeutung menschlicher Arbeits-
kraft der Fall, zu schweigen von solchen verabscheu-
ungswiirdigen Aktionen wie Menschenhandel und
Sklaverei. Weitere Beispiele sind zu nennen: Zwangs-
arbeit, Zwangssterilisation, Folter, Massenmord, eth-
nische Diskriminierungen, Verweigerung von Hilfe in
Notsituationen. Auch Beispiele aus dem Bereich der
Medizinethik wie das das Problem der Sterbehilfe bzw.
das Problem der freien Entscheidung tiber den eigenen
Tod angesichts unertraglicher und nicht zu lindernder
Leiden lassen sich anfithren. Die Philosophie ist aufge-
rufen, Stellung zu nehmen und Akte der Missachtung
und Verletzung der Menschenwiirde zu benennen und
anzuklagen. Hier wie in allen anderen Bereichen ist zu
betonen, dass es nicht darum gehen kann, eine star-
re Kant-Dogmatik zu vertreten. Vielmehr ist Kant als
Partner in einem vorurteilsfreien und rationalen Dis-
kurs einzubringen, der fiir Modifizierungen, Erweite-
rungen und kritische Vorbehalte offen sein sollte.



A.C. 3unn0ep

KaHTa Kak mmapTHepa B HEIPEIB3STOM ¥ palliOHaTEHOM
JIMCKypce, KOTOPBIN JIOJDKeH ObITh OTKPBIT [yt Mofyudu-
KalWVi, TOTIOJIHEHWII ¥ KPUTUYECKIX OTOBOPOK.

AxryapHOCTE KaHTa IposBiIsteTcs Takke 1 B HOBEVI-
VX AVICKYCCUSIX, TTe PasHafoTCs IPU3bIBEI OTKAa3aThCs OT
IIOHSATYSL TOCTOMHCTBA YesioBeKa. JacTo ITOBTOpSeMBIN
apryMeHT COCTOUT B TOM, YTO 3TO IIOHSTIE MPeICTaBIsieT
co0OVI JaBHO yCTapeBIINII OCTATOK MeTadpM3MKY, VIMEB-
IIer B KOHEYHOM cdeTe TeoJIorMyecKyie MCToKn. dpyroi
apryMeHT CChUIaeTCsl Ha CMYTBI M KaTacTpodbl MCTOPUM,
B XO7ie KOTOPBIX TIOHSITVE UeJIOBEeUeCcKOTO JIOCTOMHCTBA
ObUTO Te3aByMpoBaHO. VI HaKOHeIl, CYIeCTBYeT KPUTH-
yeckasl B oTHoIIeHMy KaHTa OTChUIKa K IpyTroMy, SMIIN-
pvdecky 0OOCHOBAHHOMY IIOHSATUIO HOCTOVHCTBA, KOTO-
poe TIofpasyMeBaeT CTy9JarHOe CBOVICTBO UeJloBeKa, Kak,
HaIlpyMep, TOCTOMHCTBO, CB3aHHOE CO BCTYIUIEHMEM B
TOJDKHOCTB. 3[ech Haspesla HeoOXOOVMOCTb AVICKYCCUNL.
Cka’Xy TI0 3TOMy TTOBOJTY CTIefTyIoITiee.

Bo-miepBhIX, sicHO, uTO 3TMdecKas Teopusi KaHTta He
COMIeP>KUT TeOJIOTMYeCcKN MHCIMPUPOBAaHHBIX CYKIeHWI;
CKOpee 3TO, KaK £ y>Ke CKasasl, IlepBas TeopVis, B KOTOPOWt
PasBUTO UYNMCTO palliOHAIBHO-TeOpeTIIecKoe 000CHOBa-
HMe TOHATHUS 4eSIOBeYeCcKOro JOCTOMHCTBA. BO-BTOPBIX,
CJleftyeT HalIOMHWTb, YTO XO, ICTOPUV HeJIb3sl VCIIOJIB30-
BaTh B KadecTBe OIPOBEP)KeHMS] HOPMAaTUBHO-aITPUOPH-
CTCKOVI TeOpUM, KaKOBOVI sIBJISIeTCsl KAHTOBCKMII KOHIIENT
MOPaJIbHOVI aBTOHOMWM ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, [JOCTOVHCTBA
uertoBeka. HakoHer, JIerko 3aMeTuTh, 9TO II0f, SMIVIpIde-
CKVI CJTyJavHBIM TTOHSATEM JIOCTOMHCTBA ITOIpa3yMeBaeT-
Cs1 COBEpITIeHHO MHOV (peHOMeH, KOTOPBIVI He IIOIJIaeTcs
CpaBHEHMIO C KAHTOBCKVIM IIOHSTVIEM JIOCTOMHCTBA 1 [I03-
TOMY He MOXeT OBITh VICTIONTb30BaH /171 €70 KPUTVKIAL.

A. 3usvbep: Kak BBI BIIiepBble IT03HAKOMIIIVICH C (PUITO-
codpment Kanra?

IO. ITmoavyenbepe: Prmocodmst KarTa corposoxmaeT
MeHS HauMHag ¢ yueObl B YHUBEpCUTETe yKe 0e3 MaJIoro
IIATh JAeCSTVIETI, TaK YTO 5 Ha Hevl BocnmuTaH. B ocoben-
HOCTV BO BpeMs Moevt yuebwl B ['etiienbepre, KOTOPBIN
Torfa OpUT TIeHTpOM (prtocodpmu B ['epManHmm, 5T yCBOWIT
He TOJIbKO 3I10XaJIbHOe 3HaueHue nyeit Kanra, Ho 1 B 1U1a-
He KOHKpPeTHOM paboTsl ¢ ero dpwtocodpmert — BaKHOCTh
TITIaTeITbHOTO, TEPIIEIIMBOTO U OJTM3KOTO K TeKCTY aHaIi3a
TTOHSTUTL VI apTYMEHTOB.

B I'enimeribbepre s, KpoMe TOTo, YCBOWJI TO, O UeM 3[1eCh
yKe YIIOMSHYJI: HeIorMaTYHOe OTHOIIeHVe K (priIoco-
¢ Karra. OHa paHoO cTasa fj1s MeHs TeM MHTeJITIeKTY-
aJIbHBIM IIPOCTPAHCTBOM, B KOTOPOM 5 C TeX Iop IIpelkl-
Balo 11 B KOTOPOM IIPV 3TOM CBOOOIHO ABUIalOCh BO MHO-
I'MIX HaIpaBJIeHMsX, o0palmasich K IIpobieMaM crcTeMa-
Trdeckon pvtocodum, B 0COOEHHOCTM K BOIIpOCAM Te-
opum cyobekTrBHOCT. OMHO M3 9TMX HAIIpaBIeHUI —
IIOCIeKaHTOBCKasl KylaccudecKasl Hemellkasi priocodms.
[ pyTovt TIpOeKT, KOTOPBITI TT03Ke ITPMBeIT MeHS K 3aIluTe
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Die Aktualitdit Kants ergibt sich aber auch aus
neueren Diskussionen. Hier werden Stimmen laut, die
empfehlen, auf den Begriff der Wiirde des Menschen
zu verzichten. Ein oft wiederholtes Argument ist, dass
es sich um einen lidngst obsolet gewordenen Rest einer
letztlich theologisch inspirierten Metaphysik handle.
Ein anderes Argument beruft sich auf die Wirren und
Katastrophen der Geschichte, in deren Verlauf sich der
Begriff der Wiirde des Menschen desavouiert habe.
Und schlieflich findet man den Kant-kritisch gemein-
ten Rekurs auf einen anderen, empirisch begriindeten
Begriff der Wiirde, der eine kontingente Eigenschaft
eines Menschen meint wie etwa die Wiirde, die mit der
Ubernahme eines Amtes verbunden ist. Hier besteht
Diskussionsbedarf. Dazu ist das Folgende zu sagen.

Erstens ist klar, dass Kants ethische Theorie keine
theologisch inspirierte Uberlegungen enthilt; sie ist,
wie ich eben bereits gesagt habe, vielmehr die erste
Theorie, die eine rein vernunfttheoretische Begriind-
ung des Begriffs der Wiirde des Menschen entwickelt
hat; zweitens ist darauf hinzuweisen, dass der Gang
der Geschichte nicht gegen die Giiltigkeit einer norma-
tiv-apriorischen Theorie ins Feld gefiihrt werden kann,
wie es Kants Konzept der moralischen Autonomie
bzw. der Wiirde des Menschen ist; und schliefslich ist
leicht zu sehen, dass mit dem empirisch-kontingenten
Wiirdebegriff ein ganz anderes Phdnomen gemeint ist,
das mit dem Kantischen Wiirdebegriff nicht zu ver-
gleichen ist und daher auch nicht als Kritik gegen ihn
vorgebracht werden kann.

Zilber: Wie sind Sie mit Kants Philosophie zuerst
bekannt geworden?

Stolzenberg: Kants Philosophie begleitet mich seit
meinem Studium vor nunmehr bald fiinf Jahrzehnten,
und dementsprechend hat mich seine Philosophie ge-
préagt. Dabei habe ich insbesondere in meiner Zeit in
Heidelberg, das damals das Zentrum der Philosophie
in Deutschland war, nicht nur die sikulare Bedeutung
Kants begriffen, sondern, was die konkrete Arbeit mit
seiner Philosophie betrifft, auch die Bedeutung einer
sorgfiltigen, geduldigen und textnahen Begriffs- und
Argumentanalyse schitzen gelernt.

Ich habe in meiner Heidelberger Zeit aber auch
das gelernt, was ich eben angedeutet habe: Es ist eine
undogmatische Haltung gegeniiber der Philosophie
Kants. Kants Philosophie ist fiir mich recht frith zu ei-
nem Denkraum geworden, in dem ich mich seitdem
aufhalte, in dem ich mich aber in vielen Richtungen
frei mit der Verfolgung systematischer Fragestellun-
gen, insbesondere zu Fragen der Theorie der Subjek-
tivitat, bewege. Eine dieser Richtungen ist die nach-
kantische klassische deutsche Philosophie. Ein anderes
Projekt, mit dem ich mich dann in Gottingen habili-



IIOKTOPCKOM paboThI (rabvymranum) B I'érTnHreHe, ObUI
TIOCBsiIIIeH 0OOCHOBaHMIO CHCTeMaTIecKon duiocodnn
B MapOyprcKoM HeoKaHTMAHCTBe. B 1eHTpe Moero mccite-
TIOBaHVIS HAXOAMIIVICH He M3BeCTHBIe paHee IVICbMa M [0-
KyMeHTBI 13 apxuBa Ilayis Haropra n panamin Maptin
Xamperrep. Torma ObUIM TOJIBKO UTO OIyOJIMKOBaHBI He-
V3BeCTHBIE JI0 TOVI IIOPbl paHHVe JIeKIIUM Xavijerrepa,
KOTOPBIMI OH ITpom3Besl Pypop cpasy Mocile OKOHYaHM
IlepBovt MMUPOBOVI BOVIHBI 1 B KOTOPBIX OH Ha (POHE CBO-
eVl TepMeHeBTMKM 31eChb-ObITiis, BIOXHOBJIEHHOW IIpe-
ke seero I'yccepriem, [dunbsreeMm, Knepkeropom m Apry-
CTVMHOM, KPUTWYECKM IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIsIET ce0s HeoKaH-
taHcTBy (Heidegger, 1985—1995). B mociemHue Tomel
Oraropmaps mopaepxKe B popMe IOIOBOVI CTUIIEHIVN OT
donna Kapira @puppuxa pon Cumenca B MioHxeHe Mo
IJIaBHBIV MHTEpeC IepeMecTICs K BOIIPOcaM MYy3bIKalb-
HOVI 3CTeTUKMU 1 prytocodprt My3bIKi. TaKoB CIIEKTp TeM
V1 IHTEPeCcoB, K KOTOPBIM £ IIPHIIIeNT oy, BinsaHeM Kan-
Ta ¥ KOTOPBIMU ITPOJIOJIKAI0 3aHVIMaThCSL.

A. Buavbep: Kakme Tempr dprtocodpum Kanra Hanbo-
Jlee 3HAUVIMBI [JIS BAC JINTIHO?

0. IlImoavyenbepe: 1o GorbITiert YacT g yKe fajl OT-
BeT Ha Balll BOITPOC, KOT7Ia FoBOpII 00 akTyasisHocTy Kan-
ta. Ho xoTes1 ObI ero ere HeMHOro yTOYHUTB. I 3TOTO
MIpVIeTCs CKa3aTh HECKOJIBKO CJIOB 00 M3HAYaIbHBIX MO-
TUBaXx, IOOYAMBIINX MeHsI K M3ydeHuIo (prytocodpum.

ITpexxze Bcero 3TO OIBIT 3HAKOMCTBA C JINTEPaTypout
MOfIepHM3Ma, B OCOOEHHOCTII C pOMaHaMM M paccKasa-
mu @panna Kadxn m eBporrerickon mreparypont pybde-
xka XIX—XX cronternit. B aTux mpousseneHmsIx pasHbIMNI
cocobaMu 3aocTpsiylack 0OOO3Ha4YeHHasl y>ke B eBpOIIeVi-
CKOM POMAaHTM3Me IIpo0JIeMaTHKa aBTOHOMUM M WIIeH-
TUYHOCTU S| B €r0 OTHOIIeHNY K HOBOMY He3HaKOMOMY
MIUPYy MOIEepHa C ero SKOHOMMYECKMMV, COIIMaIbHBIM,
HOJIUTIYECKVIMYL VI MUPOBO33PEHIeCKIMI IIpo0IeMaMIL.
JInTepaTypoBesieHVe OKa3aj0Ch He B COCTOAHUM B JJOCTa-
TOYHOVI CTeIIeHU IIPOSICHNTh MHe 3HaueHe TaK/X KJIloge-
BBIX IIOHSATWV, KaK CO3HaHVe, CAMOCO3HaHMe, 4 11 ero oT-
HOIIIeHVe K rocyHapcTBy 1 obrriecTsy. IToaTomy ObL10 Oge-
BUJIHO, UTO HY>KHO 00paTuUThC K prstocodpun, a MMeH-
HO K KJIaCCMYeCKMM BapMaHTaM TeOpuil CyObeKTUBHO-
CTV, OT KOTOPBIX YIIOMSIHYThIe JIUTepaTy pHble IIpobiieMa-
TU3aIUY IeP>XKaJIVCh, MSATKO BbIpaKasiCh, Ha JVICTAHIIVIVAL
A 3TO IIpeXie BCero KaHTOBCKME TeOpUM TeOPeTIIecKo-
TO M IPaKTMYeCKOr0 CaMOCO3HAHMS VI IIPOEKTHI TeOPUN
CyOBEKTMBHOCTI TIOCTIEKaHTOBCKOV KJTaCCHUeCKOVT He-
Merikovt prsiocodpmm, KOTOpble OJJHOBpeMEeHHO 0Opa3yIoT
OCHOBBI TEOPWI ITpaBa 1 O TUKIAL

Yem Oospire g 3HaKOMMIICH ¢ dwwtocodpment Kaxra,
a TIOTOM M C IIOCJIEKaHTOBCKOM prtocodmert, TeM sicHee
MHe CTaHOBWJIOCH, YTO C VX IIOMOIIIBIO BO3MOXKHO HaVITU
HOpMaTVBHOe OCHOBaHVIe popM 0OIIeCcTBEHHOVI XI3HY, a
TaKKe JIMYHOIO JKVM3HEHHOI'O IIpoeKTa, KOTOpoe CIoco0-
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tiert habe, war die Begriindung systematischer Philo-
sophie im Marburger Neukantianismus. Im Zentrum
standen bisher unbekannte Briefe und Dokumente
aus dem Nachlass Paul Natorps und der frithe Mar-
tin Heidegger. Heideggers bis dahin unbekannte fri-
he Vorlesungen, mit denen er unmittelbar nach dem
Ende des Ersten Weltkriegs Furore gemacht hat und
in denen er sich vor dem Hintergrund seiner vor allem
von Husserl, Dilthey, Kierkegaard und Augustinus in-
spirierten Hermeneutik des Daseins kritisch mit dem
Neukantianismus auseinandersetzt, waren damals so-
eben erschienen (Heidegger, 1985—1995). In den letzten
Jahren ist, begiinstigt durch ein einjéhriges Fellowship
der Carl Friedrich von Siemens Stiftung in Miinchen,
ein verstdarktes Interesse an Fragen der Musikdsthetik
und der Philosophie der Musik hinzugekommen. Das
ist das Spektrum von Themen und Interessen, die ich
im Ausgang von Kant verfolgt habe und verfolge.

Zilber: Was sind fiir Sie personlich die wichtigsten
Themen der Philosophie Kants?

Stolzenberg: Eine Antwort auf Ihre Frage habe ich
zu einem groflen Teil schon mit den Uberlegungen zur
Aktualitat Kants gegeben. Ich will sie aber noch etwas
prézisieren. Hierzu muss ich mit einigen Worten auf
meine urspriingliche Motivation zum Studium der
Philosophie eingehen.

Es waren vor allem Erfahrungen mit der Literatur
der Moderne, insbesondere den Romanen und Erzih-
lungen Franz Kafkas und der europiischen Literatur
der Wende vom 19. zum 20. Jahrhundert. Hier wurde
auf vielfédltige Weise die Problematik solcher Begriffe
wie Autonomie und Identitdt eines Ich im Verhaltnis
zu der unvertraut gewordenen Welt der Moderne mit
ihren 6konomischen, sozialen, politischen und weltan-
schaulichen Problemen virulent, die bereits in der euro-
pdischen Romantik angelegt war. Die Literaturwissen-
schaft vermochte mir keine hinreichende Klarheit tiber
die Bedeutung solcher Schliisselbegriffe wie Bewusst-
sein, Selbstbewusstsein, Ich und dessen Verhiltnis zu
Staat und Gesellschaft zu geben. So lag es nahe, sich an
die Philosophie zu wenden, und zwar an die klassischen
Auspragungen von Theorien der Subjektivitét, zu denen
sich die genannten literarischen Problematisierungen
in Distanz hielten, um es gemdafigt auszudriicken. Das
aber sind vor allem Kants Theorien des theoretischen
und praktischen Selbstbewusstseins und die subjektivi-
titstheoretischen Entwiirfe der nachkantischen klassi-
schen deutschen Philosophie, die auch die Grundlagen
der Theorien des Rechts und der Politik sind.

Je mehr ich mit der Philosophie Kants und dann
auch der Philosophie nach Kant vertraut wurde, umso
deutlicher wurde mir, dass daraus eine normative
Grundierung offentlicher Lebensformen und auch ei-
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HO BBIIEP)KaTh VCIBITaHVE VICTOPWYECKMMM KPU3CAMU
VI HeoIlpeJleJIeHHOCTBIO COOCTBEHHOTO KM3HEHHOT'O Iy TIL.
MHe He Ka3aJioch, UTO S HeJIb3sl CIHACTY, KaK YTBepXKaal
OpHeT Max B cBoeM 3HaMEeHMTOM BbICKa3bIBaHMI. OTKPBI-
TMe TICMIXOaHasIM3a M €T0 aHaIUTIYecKUiT B3I B Oec-
CO3HaTeJIbHBIe TITYOMHBI HallleVt IICUXUKY TakKe He Kasa-
JINCh MHe OIpOBep)KeHMeM 3HauMMOCTM CaMOCO3HAHVIS
171 Hallleyt XV3HW. Bcerza, Korma MbI IIpu3HaeM pariyo-
HaJIbHBIE OCHOBAHWS JII CBOMX CY>KIIE€HWV, 3a KOTOpPBbIe
MBI IIPYHVMaeM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K ca-
MMM cebe 11 BceM IpyTVM, HaXOISIIIMCS B IIOIOOHOV CH-
Tyaryu, MBI BEICTyIIaeM KaK CaMOCO3HAIOIIVIe JIMTIHOCTL.
C 0cobort OTUeTIIMBOCTHIO 3TO BUIIHO B CUTYAITMISIX MO-
PpajIbHOTO KOHIIMIKTA. B HIX MBI IIpMHMMaeM CBOM pelile-
HS He TOJIBKO VICXOZISI U3 CBOeVI COOCTBEHHOV Cy ObeKTVB-
HOVI TOYKM 3peHMs, HO BBIBEpsIeM MX II0 BCeoOIIeMy CTaH-
mapty. CriocobHOCTB K 2TOMY, 110 KaHTYy, ecTs fokasaTesib-
CTBO HaIIIelT CBOOOJIBI, KOTOpast TaKUM 00pa3oM SIBIISETCS
HaM €O Bce ICHOCTBIO. [ToaToMy st HMKorla He IIpyHMMAJT
BCEPbE3 TE3NC O «CMEPTHU CyOBeKTa» B €ro pagyKaslbHOM
BepCUM B TaK Has3blBaeMOM IIOCTMOZepHe. B Hamre Bpems
y>Ke HeVpOHAayKW, IOJIb3YsCh aBTOPUTETOM METO/IOB ecTe-
CTBEHHOHAYYHOI'O VCCIIeIOBaHMs, JKeJlaloT BbIaTh HOBO-
BpeMEHHOMY CYOBEKTY CBUIETEIbCTBO O CMEPTH W TeM
CcaMBIM 3a0HO YIOCTOBEPWUTH KOHeIl Bceml (prstocodmit.
OnHaxo HOBBIe TeueH s B PrII0cOdIIN [Ty Xa ITOKa3bIBAIOT,
YTO Ha JleJIle MMeeT MecTo obpaTHoe. CyOBeKTHOCTE, caMoO-
CO3HaHMe, TOYKa 3peHNs OT IIePBOrO JIMIA — BOT TEMBI
VI IIpo0JIeMBl, KOTOpPBIe BOIIUIN B LIeHTp BHMMaHM:. Kitac-
CIYecKyie TeOpUM CYOBEKTHOCTM MOT'YT M JOJDKHEI 3[1eCh
IIpeJicTaTh KaK PaBHOIIPaBHbIe COOeCeTHVIKIA

B sToW cBA3M cileflyeT MOOYEpPKHYTh OLVH MOMEHT:
caMoco3HaHVe — (peHOMeH OOMaHYVBEIV U II03TOMY (pu-
JI0COPCKII MTHTEPECHBIVT: OHO HETIOCPEICTBEHHO JTaHO HaM
B HallleVl [TOBCeIHEBHOVI XKI3HM, HO €0 HEBO3MOXKHO OITN-
caTh KaK KaKoV-H1OyIb ecTecTBeHHBIVI 00BeKT. [IpranHa
B TOM, YTO CAMOCO3HaHVI€ OCYIIIeCTBIIIeTCS B CIIOHTAHHOM
aKTe, KOTOPBIVI IIPV 3TOM BKIIOYaeT B ceDs Herocpen-
CTBEHHOEe VI HeCOMHEHHOe 3HaHWe O PeajlbHOCTV CBOEero
coflep>KaHMs. DTO eOVIHMYHO, VI 3TO He TaKoe CBOVICTBO,
KOTOpOe MOYKHO BCTPETWUTH Cpeayt OOBEKTOB IIPVPOLIBL.
DT0, KaK M3BeCTHO, OTMeTII yoke [lexapT, a KauTt 11 @nixre
B 3TOM IIOCJIeIOBaJIM 38 HUM. [lpyrag npudmHa COCTOUT
B VMHTEHIMOHAJIBHOV CTPYKType CO3HaTeJIbHOV >KM3HM.
B ¢dumocodpum mocte Terenst 06 aToM cTanmm 3a0BIBaTE.
Tompko I'yccepsb ¢ GOMBITION 3aMHTEpecOBaHHOCTRIO Ha-
TTIOMHIJI 00 3TOM ¥ TTOJIOXKIII 3TO B OCHOBY CBOEVI (PVITOCO-
. ITostomy I'ycceprin, a TakKe BCé B OOIBIIIENI CTEIIEHN
Kant 1 ®@uxre — Te K1accudeckye TIO3UITNM, KOTOPBIM B
coBpeMeHHOV (rutocodnn myxa Bceraa yaesIseTcs 0Co-
Ooe BHMMaHMe TaM, T/ie peub WIET O S, CaMOCO3HAHWM,
cBoboJie M IPyTUX POICTBEHHBIX TEMaX.

nes personalen Lebensentwurfs gewonnen werden
konnte, die sich gegeniiber historischen Krisenerfah-
rungen und auch gegentiber Irritationen eines perso-
nalen Lebenswegs bewdhren kann. Das Ich schien mir
nicht, wie es Ernst Mach mit seinem beriihmten Aus-
spruch behauptet hatte, unrettbar. Und auch die Ent-
deckung der Psychoanalyse und ihr analytischer Blick
in die unbewussten Tiefen unserer Psyche schien mir
kein Einwand gegen die Bedeutung von Selbstbewusst-
sein flir unser Leben zu sein. Wo immer wir rationale
Griinde fiir unsere Meinungen geltend machen, fiir die
wir gegeniiber uns selber und auch allen anderen in ei-
ner vergleichbaren Situation Verantwortung tiberneh-
men, treten wir als selbstbewusste Personen auf. Das ist
besonders deutlich in moralischen Konfliktsituationen
der Fall. Hier treffen wir unsere Entscheidungen nicht
nur aus unserem eigenen subjektiven Standpunkt her-
aus, sondern richten sie an allgemeinen Standards aus.
Dies zu konnen, ist fiir Kant ein Beweis unserer Freiheit,
tiber die wir uns auf diese Weise klar werden. Ich habe
daher nie die These vom ,Tod des Subjekts’ in ihrer ra-
dikalen Version in der sog. Postmoderne ernst genom-
men. In der Gegenwart sind es die Neurowissenschaf-
ten, die dem neuzeitlichen Subjekt den Totenschein
mit der Autoritdt naturwissenschaftlicher Forschungs-
methoden ausstellen wollen und damit zugleich das
Ende der Philosophie zu besiegeln suchen. Die neueren
Entwicklungen in der Philosophie des Geistes zeigen
jedoch, dass das Gegenteil der Fall ist. Subjektivitit,
Selbstbewusstsein, die Perspektive der ersten Person,
das sind Themen und Probleme, die ins Zentrum der
Aufmerksambkeit getreten sind. Die klassischen Theori-
en der Subjektivitdt konnen und miissen sich hier als
Gesprachspartner auf Augenhche einbringen.

Ein Punkt, der in diesem Zusammenhang zu be-
tonen ist, ist der folgende: Selbstbewusstsein ist ein
irritierender und deshalb philosophisch interessanter
Sachverhalt: Wir sind damit in unserem alltaglichen
Leben unmittelbar vertraut, aber es ldsst sich nicht wie
ein nattirlicher Gegenstand unter anderen beschreiben.
Ein Grund ist darin zu sehen, dass Selbstbewusstsein
in einem spontanen Akt zustande kommt, der zugleich
ein unmittelbares und untriigliches Wissen von der
Realitét seines Gehalts einschlieft. Das ist singuldr, und
das ist keine Eigenschaft, die man unter Gegenstdnden
der Natur antreffen kann. Das hatte bekanntlich schon
Descartes betont, und Kant und Fichte sind ihm darin
gefolgt. Ein anderer Grund besteht in der intentionalen
Struktur bewussten Lebens. In der Philosophie nach
Hegel ist das nicht mehr angemessen wahrgenommen
worden. Erst Husserl hat darauf wieder mit Emphase
hingewiesen und zur Grundlage seiner Philosophie ge-
macht. Husserl und in zunehmenden Mafie Kant und
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A. Suavbep: Bbl Hamvicamyt gyccepTaIINIO O IIOHATUN
VMHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHOTrO coseprianmsi y @uxte (Stolzenberg,
1986). KaHT, Kak M3BeCcTHO, OTBeprajl MHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHOe
cosepranve. Kak cooTHocuTcs Ballla ayccepTamys C Ba-
VMM rccitenoBanvsiMm prstocodprm Kanra?

I0. Imoavyenbepe: Cpasy cKaXy IJIaBHOE: $I C CaMO-
TO HayaJjla He MOT IIOHSITh BCE ellle pasiesIsieMblli HeKOTO-
PBIMM «KaHTMAHIIaMI» BEPOUKT O TOM, 94TO MexXay Kan-
ToM 1 DuxTe, a 3HAUUT ¥ BCEV ITOCJIIEKAHTOBCKOV KJIac-
CYeCcKOV HeMeILIKOom cpvmocoqmeﬁ, JIEXXUT rny6ot1am_ua51
7 HeIIpeomosIMMas IIpoIacTs; Ooree Toro, uro ¢ duxre
YTBEPXKIAeTCs IeyKIIMOHHOe CyMacIIlecTByie, He IIofIa-
IoITieecsi palloHaJILHOMY KOHTPOJIIO, CIIaCTUCh OT KOTO-
POr0 MOXKHO TOJIBKO PEIINTEIBHO OOXOIs €r0 CTOPOHOIL.
ITosto6HOe xe mMoxHO ckasaTh o [lesumHre m Tererte; a
Takmx nucaresen n gpwiocodos, kak Ppumpnx lerprx
SIxoOu1, MOJI, ¥ BOBCe He cJIeflyeT BOCIIPVHMMATE BCEPbe3.
Takme cTparermv MMMyHM3alIMM OCHOBAaHBI Ha YVICTOM
He3HaHU.

Temy myccepTariyn st Hates1 Gosiee VIV MeHee BOJIe
cirydast. Bee errte oTyuno rmomHzo jieknyro Jurepa Xenpu-
Xa, B KOTOPOVI OH IIPMBOIWII IINTATHI 13 TeKcTa PrixTe, KO-
TOPBIN He ObUT Oy 0OJIMKOBaH P €0 XU3HN. DTOT TeKCT
TOIrA TOJIBKO UTO BBIIIET B aKaJeMMUYeCKOM W3IaHWUM W
ellle MajIo KOMY OBbUT M3BeCTeH; 5TO ObUT IIePBBIIT HAOPOCOK
cuctembl Puxre B pykonmcyu «CoOcTBeHHBIE pa3MBIIIUIe-
Hs 00 2r11eMeHTapHOM Prutocodpmm» 1793 —1794 rr. Xen-
pux ouTpoBail cjioBa Puxre He Oe3 HeKoTOpOro mnadoca:
«Ha, Bot fI. — MoOXHO 71 311eCh 9TO-TO crenaTh? Crienyi
3a GesyciosHOCTHIO fI» (Fichte, 1971, S. 48). Memsi 370 BO-
OZYIIEBIUIO, 3aXOTEJIOCh IIPOCIIEANUTD 3Ty 0e3yCIIOBHOCTD
4. OB sTomt PyKoImcy, eaMHCTBEHHOVI B CBOEM POJIe, 5 He
MOTY, K COXaJIeHMIO, 3/Iech paccKaszaTh IogpodHo. CKaxy
TOJIBKO, UTO OHa SIBJISIETCS OMHUM W3 BAXKHEVIIINX TeK-
CTOB, IOKyMEHTVPYIOIIVX BO3HUKHOBEHVIE TTOCIIeKaHTOB-
ckomt pwtocodpum nocsie Kanra. duytocodpcTsyst ¢ mepoM
B pyke, PuxTe Hammcal ee, KaK BHYTPeHHUV MOHOJIOT,
B Llfopuxe mepen orbesnom B VleHy, mocie mpouTeHvst
yHWYTOXatoIen Kputnkn drutocodpnn Kapria Jleonapma
Pertarorbia, a Taxke KaHra réTrrHreHCKnM dprtocopom
T'otrmo60om DpuHcroMm Ilysbite. O KOHIIENTe MHTEIUIEKTY-
JIPHOTO CO3epLIaHms, KOTOPBIV, IO CYTH, YKe CofmepKasics
B TOVI PYKOIIVICH, ¥ O €T0 COOTHOIIIeHMM ¢ (prutocodmien
KaHTa, MOXXHO cKa3aTb 371eCh TOJIBKO CIIeflyIolee.

W3BecTHO, uTo DUixTe, BEpOSTHO, IO, BIIVISTHIIEM Bep-
nvkra KaHTa He 1CIIOIB3yeT BhIpaKEHME «VHTEIUIEKTY-
JIPHOE CO3epliaHVie» B CBOEM IIEPBOM CHCTEMATITYECKOM
Tpyze, «OcHOBax obiIero HayKoydeHws» 1794—1795 rr.,
HO yHOTpeOJIeT ero B IIPeIecTByIOmeM Tpyage — IIpo-
rpaMMHOV pelleH3MM Ha yXXe YIIOMSIHyTOe COUYMHeHMe
lyseiia nporws Kanrta m Penmronsna (Puxre, 2000).
Bmecre Hero B paHHeM HaykoydeHun Duxre IIpUMeHs-
eT oasiTHEe Hera-fAevictBoparys (Tathandlung). B «Cob-
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Fichte sind daher die klassischen Positionen, die in der
gegenwdrtigen Philosophie des Geistes tiberall dort,
wo von Ich, Selbstbewusstsein, Freiheit und anderen
verwandten Themen die Rede ist, verstiarkt Beachtung
finden.

Zilber: Sie haben Ihre Dissertation iiber Fichtes
Begriff der intellektuellen Anschauung geschrieben
(Stolzenberg, 1986). Kant hat eine intellektuelle An-
schauung bekanntlich abgelehnt. Wie verhilt sich Ihre
Dissertation zu lhrer Beschiftigung mit Kant?

Stolzenberg: Um das Wichtigste gleich vorweg zu
sagen: Ich habe von Anfang an das immer noch im Um-
lauf befindliche Verdikt einiger ,Kantianer’ nicht ver-
stehen konnen, dass es eine unheilvolle und unitiber-
briickbare Kluft zwischen Kant und Fichte und damit
auch zur nachkantischen klassischen deutschen Philo-
sophie gebe, mehr noch, dass mit Fichte ein rational
nicht mehr kontrollierbarer Deduktionswahn einsetze,
vor dem man sich nur durch konsequente Nichtbeach-
tung retten konne. Ahnliches gelte fiir Schelling und
Hegel; und Literaten und Philosophen wie Friedrich
Heinrich Jacobi seien schon gar nicht ernst zu nehmen.
Solche Immunisierungsstrategien beruhen auf schierer
Unkenntnis.

Das Dissertationsthema habe ich damals mehr oder
weniger durch einen Zufall gefunden. Ich erinnere mich
noch sehr gut an eine Vorlesung von Dieter Henrich, in
der er aus einem Nachlasstext Fichtes zitierte, der so-
eben in der groien Akademie-Ausgabe erschienen und
noch weitgehend unbekannt war; es war dies Fichtes
erster Systementwurf im Manuskript Eigne Meditatio-
nen tiber ElementarPhilosophie von 1793/94. Henrich
zitierte nicht ohne ein gewisses Pathos Fichtes Worte:
,Ja, das Ich. — ist etwa da was zu machen? Gehe der
Unbedingtheit des Ich nach” (Fichte, 1971, S. 48). Das
elektrisierte mich, dieser Unbedingtheit des Ich wollte
ich auf die Spur kommen. Auf den singuldren Charak-
ter dieses Manuskripts, das eines der bedeutendsten
Dokumente in der Entstehung der Philosophie nach
Kant ist und das Fichte, einem inneren Monolog ver-
gleichbar, mit der Feder in der Hand philosophierend,
in Zirich, nach der Lektiire der vernichtenden Kritik
der Philosophie Karl Leonhard Reinholds und auch
Kants durch den Gottinger Philosophen Gottlob Ernst
Schulze, vor seiner Ankunft in Jena niedergeschrieben
hat, kann ich hier nicht weiter eingehen. Nur so viel sei
zu dem hier der Sache nach schon enthaltenen Konzept
der intellektuellen Anschauung und ihrem Verhaltnis
zu Kant gesagt:

Es ist bekannt, dass Fichte den Ausdruck intellektu-
elle Anschauung in seiner ersten systematischen Schrift,
der Grundlage der gesammten Wissenschaftslehre von
1794/95, vermutlich im Blick auf Kants Verdikt nicht
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CTBEHHBIX Pa3MbIIUIeHNAX» DrxTe ¢ TOV Xe IIeJIbI0 BBO-
JUT IIOHATVE CWIBI IpeficTapieHns. C IIOMOIIBIO 3TUX
BeIpakeHM1 (DuxTe IIBITAaeTCs CIPaBUTBCA C TeM, UYTO
MOJKHO HasBaTh IlepopMaTUBHBIM XapakTepoM fl-mblc-
ym. IloxmpasymeBaeTcsi TO, 9TO s ceifdac YIIOMSIHYJL OCY-
IecTBJIeHe MBICIIN S B CWJIy CBOEro 3Ha4YeHWs ITOPOX-
ZlaeT peaJIbHOCTb CBOErO COIOEPXKaHWMs I OTHOCAIIeecs K
HeVl HerlocpeicTBeHHOe 3HaHMe. ITocKombpKy cosepriaHve
HallpaB/IeHO Ha OT/eJIbHBIVI 00beKT, KOTOPKIV, OJIHAKO, B
ZIlaHHOM CJIydae VIMeeT He SMIIMpUYecKoe, HO YVCTO My-
X0BHOe coneprkaHye, Dyixte Ha3BasI TOT CIIOCOO, KOTOPBIM
HaM JIOCTYIIHO COJepyKaHlMe MBICIV ‘I, VMHTeIUIeKTyallb-
HBIM CO3epIIaHNeM.

KaHT B KOHTEKCTE CBOEVI KPUTMKN apaIorU3MOB pa-
IVIOHAJIBHOV IICUXOJIOIMV BO BTOpOM m3faHvm «Kpurikm
YMCTOTO pazyMa» 0003HauMI IOXOXYIO MbICiIb. OH pac-
CMaTpuBaeT TaM CaMOCO3HaHMe KaK «He4TO pealbHOe» 1
«KaK HeYTO IEeVICTBUTEIBHO CYyIIeCTBYIOIIee», BI0OOaBOK
TaM BCTpeYaeTcsl Cy)XXIeHWe O TOM, 4TO S «VIMeeT YVCTO
VIHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHBINI XapaKTep», HO CYIIeCTBYeT He caMo
mo cebe, a BO3HMKaeT Ha OCHOBAaHWV SMIIMPUUECKOTO
npencrasienns (Kaur, 2006, c. 537 —539). @rixte 6bU1 yOe-
XIIeH B TOM K€ CaMOM, 1 3TO 4acTo He 3amedaloT. Takum
o0Opa3oM, ecTb HOCTaTOYHOe OCHOBaHME IIojIaraTb, UTO
KauT n ®uxre 66UV cOITIACHBI B IIOHVMAHWUV M3HAYaITb-
HOT'O CAMOCO3HaHMI.

A. Busvbep: Kak >ke Torma MOXKHO OOBSICHUTD YIIOMSI-
HyTOe Bamm IiperyOexaervie iporms dDrixre?

0. IITmoavyenbepe: OUeBMIHO, 3TO CBA3aHO C TEOPENL
CyOBEeKTMBHOCTY, KOTOPYIo DuxTe BbIBEJI 13 CBOET0 KOH-
erra «aucToro f». Ee HOBM3HA, KOTOpasi OOBSICHSIET ee
oTrave oT HoHATHS dritocodnm y Kanrta, paBHO Kak
¥ TO caMoe IperyOexrieHne, 3aK/IIo4aeTcs B ujee I1ocTa-
BUTbH TEOPUIO 4eJIOBEeUeCcKOro Jyxa Ha TaKye pejIbChbl, Ha
KOTOPBIX KOTHUTMBHBIE CIIOCOOHOCTM, KOTOpPbIe MBI IIPH-
MeHsieM B HalllMIX TeOPeTUYEeCKNX VI IIPaKTIYeCKIIX OTHO-
IIEeHNIX ¢ MMPOM, MOKHO 0OOCHOBaTh C ITOMOIIIBIO efN-
HOTO IVKJIa apIYMEeHTOB. A VIMEHHO, CJIeAyIOLINM o0pa-
30M: CyO'BeKT, 00JIaatOIIIAVL STUMVI CIIOCOOHOCTSIMYL, ITPO-
SBJIET VX M3 CBOell COOCTBEHHOV IIepCIIeKTUBEI, TO eCTh
V3 IepCIeKTMBBI IIepBOro JINIIa, U IPUIIVChIBaeT 1X cebe
KaK CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE, eMy caMOMy IIpucyInve pyHK-
. Tak cyOBeKT ITOCPEeCTBOM CBOVIX SIIMCTEMMIYECKIX
PYHKIIMI caM CTaHOBUTCS aBTOPOM W IIPEIMETOM Teo-
pun. DTO HOBaTOPCKasi IIporpaMMa «MCTOPUM CAMOCO3Ha-
HWS», KOTOPYIO TIEPBBIM IIBITAJICS OCYIIeCTBUTh DrixTe 1
KOTOpYIO 11o-cBoeMy Mopmdmimposain esmar B «Cu-
cTeMe TpaHCIIeHeHTa/IbHOro meamsMa» (1800), a mo-
ToM U lerens B «DeHOMEHOIOIMIL TyXa» ¥, B KOHEUHOM
VITOTe, BO BCEVL CBoell cucTeMe purtocodmm. B aTort mpo-
rpaMMe, Ha MOVI B3IJIs, — KJIFOU K IIOHMMAaHMIO KJIacCH-
4ecKoV HeMelKoV pritocodum 1 ee pasInuHbIX BepCuit

(Stolzenberg, 2009).

84

erwidhnt, wohl aber in der ihr vorausgehenden pro-
grammatischen Rezension der eben genannten Kant-
und Reinhold-kritischen Schrift Schulzes, der sog.
Aenesidemus-Rezension. In der frithen Wissenschafts-
lehre verwendet Fichte stattdessen den Begriff der Tat-
handlung. In den Eignen Meditationen fithrt Fichte hier-
fir den Begriff der Darstellungskraft ein. Mit diesen
Ausdriicken sucht Fichte dem, was man den performa-
tiven Charakter des Ich-Gedankens nennen kann, ge-
recht zu werden. Gemeint ist, was ich eben angedeutet
habe, dass der Vollzug des Gedankens ,Ich’ kraft seiner
Bedeutung die Realitdt seines Gehalts und ein diesbe-
ztigliches unmittelbares Wissen hervorbringt. Da eine
Anschauung sich auf einen individuellen Gegenstand
bezieht, der hier aber keinen empirischen, sondern ei-
nen rein geistigen Gehalt hat, nannte Fichte die Art und
Weise, wie der Gehalt des Gedankens ,Ich” zugénglich
ist, eine intellektuelle Anschauung.

Im Kontext seiner Kritik der Paralogismen der
rationalen Psychologie hat Kant in der B-Auflage der
Kritik der reinen Vernunft einen dhnlichen Gedanken
skizziert. Dort sieht Kant das Selbstbewusstsein als
,etwas Reales” an und als etwas, ,was in der Tat exi-
stiert”, und dort findet sich auch die Aussage, dass das
Ich , rein intellektuell” sei, dass es aber nicht fiir sich
besteht, sondern aus Anlass einer empirischen Vorstel-
lung hervorgebracht werde (KrV, B 423). Das war auch
Fichtes Uberzeugung, was oft {ibersehen wird. So hat
man guten Grund, von einer gewissen Ubereinstim-
mung zwischen Kants und Fichtes Verstidndnis des ur-
spriinglichen Selbstbewusstseins auszugehen.

Zilber: Wie lasst sich dann aber der von Ihnen zi-
tierte Vorbehalt gegentiber Fichte verstehen?

Stolzenberg: Das héangt offenbar mit der Theorie
der Subjektivitit zusammen, die Fichte aus seinem
Konzept eines ,reinen Ich’ abgeleitet hat. Das Neue,
das die Distanz gegeniiber Kants Begriff von Philo-
sophie und vielleicht auch jenen Vorbehalt erklirt,
lasst sich folgendermaflen beschreiben: Es ist die Idee,
eine Theorie des menschlichen Geistes auf die Bahn
zu bringen, die die kognitiven Fahigkeiten, die wir in
unserem theoretischen und praktischen Weltverhalt-
nissen anwenden, in einem einheitlichen Argumenta-
tionsgang begriindet. Das soll so geschehen, dass das
Subjekt, das tiber sie verfiigt, sie aus seiner eigenen
Perspektive, der Perspektive der Ersten Person also,
zur Darstellung bringt und sie sich als seine eigenen,
ihm zugehorigen Funktionen zuschreibt. So wird das
Subjekt selber zum Autor und Gegenstand einer Theo-
rie liber seine epistemischen Funktionen. Das ist das
innovative Programm einer , Geschichte des Selbstbe-
wusstseins”, das Fichte als erster zu realisieren suchte,
dem Schelling im System des transzendentalen Idealismus
von 1800 und dann auch Hegel in der Phinomenologie



A. Buavbep: Bel Mo OBl HECKOJIBKO ITOIpoOHee pac-
CKa3aTh 00 3TOV IIporpaMme?

10. IImoavyendepe: YToOBI OHATH, HACKOIIBKO HOBa-
TOpPCKOWM ObUIa 3Ta IIporpaMMa, cjlefyeT I Hadala 00-
PpaTUTBCS K ee MICTOKaM B MICTOpWM HayKiu. VICTOKM j1exaT
B HOBOM B3IJISifIe Ha IIPUPOJY, KOTOPBIV IOSIBWICS BO
sropor nostouHe XVIII B., mpexxzie Bcero Bo ®pantmm, n
3aKITIOYAJICS B TOM, YTOOBI He IIPOCTO KIIACCU(PUIIPOBATh
dOpMBI IPMPOIIBI, @ IBITAThCS OOBSICHUTH €e TeHeTIde-
CKYIO MCTOPMIO. DTa HOBasi Hay4HO-TeopeTidecKas Ila-
pagurMa yTBepamiack odeHb ObicTpo. IlepBbIM, KTO pac-
MIPOCTPaHWII 3TOT HOBBIVI €CTeCTBEHHOHAYYHBIV ITOIIXO],
Ha dwiocoduio ayxa, 6bu1 DTheH bonnHo He Konnmbsik
¢ ero «IpakraTom 00 omymienwsx» (Traité des Sensations,
1754). KoHAWIBSIK TBITAJICS. BBICTPOUTH IOCII€NOBATEITb-
HYIO PEKOHCTPYKIIMIO BCeX KOTHUTUBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN
4eJI0BeYecKOro yxa IO Mepe BO3pacTaHMs MX CJIOXKHO-
CTV, Ha4MHas C IIPOCTOTO YyYBCTBEHHOT'O BOCIIPUSITHSA. DTO
Ta Hay4YHO-TeOpeTIyIecKasi MOJIesIb /It 0OOOCHOBaHIS TEO-
pum 1yxa, KoTopas yBileKaia dpniocodos rocte Kanra n
KOTOPYIO OHM B KayeCTBe HOBOVI HAyYHOV TEOPUN YeI0-
BEUeCKOro Jyxa cjiesiajii OCHOBOV cBoero duiocodcrso-
BaHms1. OHa OblIa orlocpefioBaHa perleniiyer jeiOHmIIeB-
CKOVI TeOpuM caMopasBMBarollevics MOHanbl ['epmepom,
Marvmvonom, IhnaTHepoM n gpyrvmMu BIDIOTE [0 Duixre.
@uixTe, IpaB/a, MCXOOWI He M3 IIPOCTOTO UyBCTBEHHOTO
BOCIIPUATIS, a, KaK yueHMK KaHTa, 13 uesioBeyeckoro ca-
Moco3Haums (Genealogien des Geistes..., 2018).

TaxmM oOpaszoM, 3TO UeTKO oIlpefiesleHHble, XOTS U
CJIOXKHBIE B3aVIMOCBSI3U M3 VICTOPUM WMJIeV, I OHU I03BO-
70T HoHATh IyTh oT Kanra x ®@uxre. ITocrapesrmi
KanuT He OBUI 3HAKOM € HMMU B JOCTaTOYHOV CTEIIEHW V1,
KaK OH BbIpa)kaJsIcs B IVICbMaX, He XeJlajl Oojlee OKa3bIBaTh
JIoBeprie HOBBIM «4pe3BBIYaliHO 3a0CTPEHHBIM arleKcam»
CBOMX yueHMKOB. Taxke OH He XOTeJI BHUKaTh B pMsI10CO-
o Puxre, ¢ KOTOPOVI OH, KaK M3BECTHO, TTO3HAKOMIIICS
TOJIBKO IIOBEPXHOCTHO, 1O uy»on peniensun. s Kanra
BaXXHO OBUIO pacIpOCTpaHeHWe ero KpUTWYecKou u-
j10copum, B OCOOEHHOCTM IMPaKTMIeCKO (DruIocoduit.
K aromy on mpusbisair @uixre. VI Ouixte 3TOMY IPU3LIBY,
Ha CBOVI Jlafl, ITOCJIeOBaJI IIpeXkie BCEro B CBOeM Tpyze
«Hasnauenme uestopeka» (1799).

A. Buavbep: YTo 113 3TOTO CIIemyeT A1 IOHMMAHVIS CO-
orHorreHns KaHra u ero nocsiefioparesievi-uaeaincToB?

10. HImoavyenbepe: 51 mymaro, crremcTBs BIIOJIHE Ode-
BUIHBL C TIOHVIMaHVEM JieJla Hejlb3sl TOBOPUTH O HeIlpe-
OJIOJIMMOVI M JTaKe Oe3/1oHHOV ITponacTi Mexxty Kanrom
u ero nocienosaTessiMi. CKopee, SICHO, 9YTO HOBaTOPCKas
dwtocodckas mporpamma, KoTopast ObUla MHCIIMPUPOBa-
Ha KaK HOBOVI HAyYHO-TEOPETUYECKOV YCTaHOBKOVI, TaK U
aKTyaJIbHBIMU OMUCKyccusiMu o dwtocodun Kanra, mo-
TpeboBajla BBeJIeHWs COBEPIIIEHHO HOBOVI, HEM3BECTHOM
Kanry, dpopmbl ToHSTHV 11 000CHOBAHWMIL: ITIaBHBIM IIpell-
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des Geistes und schliefilich in seinem gesamten System
der Philosophie eine jeweils eigene Priagung gegeben
haben. Dieses Programm enthélt meines Erachtens den
Schliissel zum Verstandnis der klassischen deutschen
Philosophie und ihrer verschiedenen Ausprigungen
(Stolzenberg, 2009).

Zilber: Konnen Sie dieses Programm noch etwas
genauer charakterisieren?

Stolzenberg: Um das Innovative dieses Programms
zu verstehen, muss man zunichst einen Blick auf sei-
ne wissenschaftshistorischen Quellen tun. Sie liegen in
einer neuen Betrachtung der Natur, die in der zweiten
Hilfte des 18. Jahrhunderts vor allem in Frankreich auf-
kam, die die Naturformen nicht mehr klassifikatorisch
zu beschreiben, sondern in einer genetischen Naturge-
schichte zu erkldren suchte. Dieses neue wissenschafts-
theoretische Paradigma setzte sich sehr schnell durch.
Der erste, der dieses neue naturwissenschaftliche Ver-
fahren auf die Philosophie des Geistes anwandte, war
Etienne Bonnot de Condillac mit seinem Traktat iiber die
Empfindungen (Traité des Sensations) aus dem Jahre 1754.
Im Ausgang von einer einfachen Sinneswahrnehmung
suchte Condillac eine sukzessiv voranschreitende Re-
konstruktion aller kognitiven, zunehmend komplexe-
ren Fahigkeiten des menschlichen Geistes zu entwik-
keln. Das ist das wissenschaftstheoretische Modell fiir
die Begriindung einer Theorie des Geistes, das die Phi-
losophen nach Kant faszinierte und das sie, vermittelt
iiber eine Rezeption von Leibniz’ Theorie der sich selbst
entfaltenden Monade durch Herder, Maimon, Plat-
ner und anderen bis hin zu Fichte, als eine neue wis-
senschaftliche Theorie des menschlichen Geistes zur
Grundlage ihres Philosophierens machten. Fichte frei-
lich ging nicht von einer einfachen Sinnesempfindung
aus, sondern, darin Schiiler Kants, vom menschlichen
Selbstbewusstsein (Bomski und Stolzenberg, 2018).

Es sind somit klar definierte, wenngleich komplexe
problemgeschichtliche Zusammenhinge, die den Weg
von Kant zu Fichte verstandlich werden lassen. Mit ih-
nen war der alte Kant nicht hinreichend vertraut, und
er mochte, wie er in Briefen dufdert, den neuen , duflerst
zugespitzten Apices” seiner Schiiler kein Vertrauen
mehr schenken. Und auch in die Philosophie Fichtes,
die er bekanntlich nur fltichtig und aus einer Rezensi-
on wahrgenommen hat, vermochte er sich nicht mehr
hineinzufinden. Wichtig war ihm die Verbreitung sei-
ner kritischen Philosophie, insbesondere seiner prak-
tischen Philosophie. Dazu forderte er Fichte auf. Dem
ist Fichte auf seine Weise vor allem in der Schrift , Be-
stimmung des Menschen” aus dem Jahre 1799 nachge-
kommen.

Zilber: Welche Folgen ergeben sich daraus fiir das
Verstandnis des Verhiltnisses von Kant und seinen
idealistischen Nachfolgern?



A.C. 3unn0ep

MeToM rutocodnyt ObUTI Telteps He (POPMBI CY XKISHVIS
VI KpUTHYeckoe 00OCHOBaHMe MX OTHOIIEHMS K IIpejiMe-
Ty — B 0COOEHHOCTM OTKPBIThIX KaHTOM CHHTeTIYecKmx
CY KHAeHWIL a priori — ITyTeM TpaHCILeHIeHTaIbHOV ey K-
I, a KOHCTPYKTMBHOe 000CHOBaHVIe MeHTaTbHBIX ITPO-
11€CCOB, B KOTOPBIX UeJIOBEYECKMIT IyX B3aMMOJIeVICTByeT
¢ Mupom ornbita. CorslacHO OYeBMIHOMY B caMoM cele 1,
KaK y>Xe OBUIO CKa3aHO, HeIIpeIMeTHOMY IIPVHLMIILY ca-
MOCO3HaHWMs, 3TV MeHTaJIbHble IIPOLIeCChI cJleflyeT IIpefl-
CTaBJIATD B JIOTMYECKN COrJlacyeMO IT0cI1e 0BaTe IbHOCTI
KaK YCJIOBMS TOTO IIOHSATVSL, KOTOpOoe CyOBeKT CO3HAHS
co3maeT o caMoM cele. Tereps HaM yxKe $ICHO, 4TO 3TO TOT
VICXOOHBIVI ITyHKT, U3 KOTOPOTO IIPOM3OIUIN pas/IMyHble
IPOeKTHI cucteM B prstocopum nocsze Kanra. Kak nven-
HO 3TO MHPOMCXOIWIO M KaK OIleHMBaTh ycIieX KOHKpeT-
HBIX TEOPUIL, IO CVIX IIOP OCTAeTCsI OTKPBITBIM BOIIPOCOM.

A. 3uavbep: Movt cienylonuit  BOIIPOC HeIocpes-
CTBEHHO IPOJI0J/DKaeT TO, O ueM Brl cerruac ropopim. Ber
B cBOMX paboTax HeO[JHOKPaTHO IUTUpYyeTe OIIHO BhIpa-
JKeHMe 13 KaHTOBCKOM «KpuTuky mpakTidecKoro pasy-
Ma», a MMEHHO «CaMOCO3HaHWe YMCTOTO IPAKTIUECKOTO
pasyma», 1 CBs3bIBaeTe C HUM Te3VC, COIJIACHO KOTOPOMY
OHO He TOJIbKO 00o3HauaeT 1ieHTp KaHToBom aTHKM, HO 1
BOOOI1Ie SIBJIgeTCS [IeHTpaIbHBIM MeCTOM, KOTOpOe Hallpsi-
MYIO BefleT K II0CJIeKaHTOBCKOVI (prytocodpun, Irpexie Bee-
ro K dpuocodpvm Puxre (Stolzenberg, 1988). ITposicamTe,
ToKaJIyViCTa, 3TO YTBep XK/IeHue.

0. IlTmoavyenbepe: B «KpuTike mpaKTH4ecKoro pasy-
Ma» KaHT pasMBIIUISeT 0 TOM, He SBJISeTCs JI Oe3ycIIoB-
HBIVI ITPAKTUYECKUV 3aKOH — VIMEETCSI B BUTy MOPaJIbHbBIV
3aKOH — «IIPOCTO CAMOCO3HaHMeM Y CTOIO IIPaKTIIecKo-
ro pasyMa», 1 flajiee OH 3a/lyMbIBaeTCs O TOM, He TOXJle-
CTBEHEH JIV IIOHATHIVI TaKVM 00pa3oM YMCTBIVI IIpaKTirde-
CKVVI Pa3yM ITOJIOKUTETFHOMY TTOHATUIO cBoOorEr (KaHT,
1997a, c. 347). T10JI0XXUTEITbHOE TTIOHSITIE CBOOOIBI — 3TO,
pasyMeeTcsi, IIOHATHE CBOOOIBI KaK aBTOHOMMM. Takmm
oOpasoM, 3T0 pasMelivieHve KaHTa HeVICTBUTEIBHO 3a-
TparmMBaeT CaMblil LIEHTP ero STUKIA.

HeTpypHo 1okasark, 4To 3TO paccyxieHue, copmy-
JIMpoBaHHOe MPOCTO Kak IpobsieMa, MOXHO IpeoOpaso-
BaTh B accepTopudecKoe CyXXuaeHue. 11 3Toro mocraroy-
HO BCIIOMHUTB KaHTOBCKOE OITpefie/ieHIie aBTOHOMUIL: «A
UeM e IPYTMIM MOXeT OBITh cBOOOIa BOJTIN, — BOITPOITIAeT
KanT B “OcHOBononoxennn Kk Metadvske HpaBo”, —
€CJIV He aBTOHOMYVIETI, TO €CTh CBOVICTBOM BOJIV OBITH caMOTI
1t cebst 3akoHOM?» (KanT, 19976, c. 223). Kak n3BecTHO,
KaHT oToXIecTsisgeT IOHSTHE BOJIM C HPaKTUYeCKVM
pasymom. Ecimm cjteioBaTh 3TOVI TEpPMMHOJIOTMYECKON
IIpearIockUIKe, 0003HAUEHHOV B 00eX IIPUBeIeHHBIX IIV-
TaTax, TOIJa aBTOHOMISI — 3TO CBOVICTBO YMCTOTO ITpak-
TUYeCKOTO pasyMa 0bi1mb caMoMy cebe 3aKOHOM, a TOUHee,
KaK yKasbIBaeT IlepBasi [IuTaTa, 0e3yCJIOBHBIM 3aKOHOM.
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Stolzenberg: Ich denke, die Folgen sind unmittelbar
klar: Von einer uniiberbriickbaren oder gar verhdng-
nisvollen Kluft zwischen Kant und seinen Nachfolgern
kann sinnvollerweise keine Rede sein. Vielmehr ist
klar, dass das innovative philosophische Programm,
das sowohl durch die neue wissenschaftstheoretische
Orientierung als auch durch die aktuellen Diskussio-
nen um die Philosophie Kants motiviert war, die Ein-
fihrung einer Kant gegeniiber vollig neuen Begriffs-
und Begriindungsform erforderlich machte: Nicht
Formen des Urteils und die kritische Begriindung
ihres Gegenstandsbezugs insbesondere der von Kant
entdeckten synthetischen Urteile a priori durch eine
transzendentale Deduktion, sondern die konstruktive
Begriindung der mentalen Aktivitidten, mit denen der
menschliche Geist sich auf die Welt der Erfahrung be-
zieht, waren nun der primire Gegenstand der Philo-
sophie. Im Ausgang von dem in sich selbst evidenten
und, wie vorhin bereits gesagt, ungegenstindlichen
Prinzip des Selbstbewusstseins sollten diese menta-
len Aktivitdten als die Bedingungen des Begriffs, den
das Subjekt des Bewusstseins von sich selbst erzeugt,
in einer logisch konsistenten Folgeordnung dargestellt
werden. Man sieht nun auch, dass dies der Ausgangs-
punkt ist, aus dem die unterschiedlichen Systement-
wiirfe in der Philosophie nach Kant hervorgegangen
sind. Wie dies genau geschehen ist und wie der jewei-
lige Erfolg der Theorien zu beurteilen ist, ist bis heute
eine offene Frage.

Zilber: Meine nichste Frage schliefit an das, was
Sie soeben ausgefiihrt haben, direkt an. In Thren Verof-
fentlichungen zitieren Sie wiederholt einen Terminus
aus Kants Kritik der praktischen Vernunft, das ,Selbst-
bewusstsein einer reinen praktischen Vernunft”, und
Sie verbinden damit die These, dass damit nicht nur
das Zentrum von Kants Ethik bezeichnet ist, sondern
dass dies eine ganz zentrale Stelle ist, von der aus ein
direkter Anschluss an die Philosophie nach Kant, und
vor allem an die Fichtesche Philosophie, gegeben ist
(Stolzenberg, 1988). Ich mochte Sie bitten, diese Thesen
etwas naher zu erldutern.

Stolzenberg: In der Kritik der praktischen Vernunft
erwdgt Kant, ob ein unbedingtes praktisches Gesetz,
gemeint ist das Sittengesetz, nicht , bloff das Selbstbe-
wulltsein einer reinen praktischen Vernunft” sei, und
weiter erwdgt Kant, ob die so gefasste reine praktische
Vernunft nicht mit dem positiven Begriffe der Freiheit
identisch sei (KpV, AA 05, S. 29). Der positive Begriff
der Freiheit ist natiirlich der Begriff der Freiheit als Au-
tonomie. Kants Uberlegung betrifft also wirklich das
Zentrum seiner Ethik.

Man kann nun leicht zeigen, dass Kants blofs pro-
blematisch formulierte Erwdgung in ein assertorisches
Statement tiberfithrt werden kann. Dazu muss man



Xorst aTa POPMYJIMPOBKA 3BYUMT [JOBOJIBHO HEIpU-
BBIUHO, sicHO, 4Té KaHT mnmeer B Busy. Ilogpasymesaercs,
YTO UMCTBIVI IIPAKTUYECKUII pa3yM He OOyCIIOBJIMBaeTCs
HV SMIIVIPUYECKIMY 3aKOHaMW, HY COIlepKaTeJIbHO OIIpe-
JleJIeHHBIMM YHMBEPCaIbHO [IeVICTBYIOLIMMI 3aKOHaMM,
a TOJIKO caMMM cO0OV. BpITh 00yCIIOBIIeHHBIM CaMyM
cobov1 111, COOTBETCTBEHHO, OBITh 3aKOHOM caMoMy cebe
MOJKeT O3HadaTh TOJIBKO TO, YTO UMCTBIV pa3yM Orarora-
P 3TOMY SIBJISIeTCs IIPaKTUYeCKMM, YTO OH B OTHOIIIEHU
TIOCTYIIKOB VJIV MaKCHM BOJIV BO3BOAMT B IIPUHIIII TOJIb-
KO CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO OCHOBHYIO (PyHKIIUIO, KOTOpas 3a-
KJII04aeTcs B (POpMaIbHOV KOMITETEHIINMY, a IMEHHO — B
YApeXIeHUY YHUBEPCaTHHOV I1e71eCO00pa3sHOCTA.

Tax MbI mpuOIVDKaeMcst K CMBICITY TIOHSITHUSL «CaMOCO-
3HaHMe YMCTOrO MPaKTUYecKoro pasyMa». IToka 4mcThbIi
HpaKTUYIeCKUVI pa3yM B OTHOIIIEHMV IIOCTYIIKOB 1, COOT-
BETCTBEHHO, MaKCVM BOJIV BO3BOAWUT B OIMH-eIMHCTBEH-
HBIVI IPVHITIL JJIs1 OLIeHKM OCTYIIKOB VIV MaKCHM BOJIN
TOJIBKO CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO KOMIIETEHIIMIO — Yupexyie-
HVe YHMBEpPCaJIbHON 11e71ecO00pa3sHOCT, OH HallpabjIeH
TOJIPKO Ha caMoro ce0s, Ha CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO CYTb.
VIMeHHO B 3TOM 3aKJII0UaeTCsl ero CaMO3aKOHOaTeIIbCTBO,
VIV ero aBTOHOMUSI, M 3TO — IIOJIOKUTE/IbHOe IIOHSTe
cBoborpl. Takoe OTHOIIEHMe UMCTOTO IIPaKTUYECKOTO
pasyMa K caMoMy cebe MOXKHO Ha3BaTb CaMOCO3HAHVIEM
UMCTOrO NPaKTUUeCKOro pasyMa. TeM caMbIM KaHTOBCKMIA
MOpaJIbHBINI 3aKOH — 3TO He coyepKaTeJIbHO O0YyCIIOB-
JIEHHBIVI 3aKOH, KOTOPBIV YVCTBIVI ITPAKTUYECKUN PasyM
ZleJIaeT CBOMM COOCTBEHHBIM. MOpaJIbHBI 3aKOH — 3TO
He UYTO MHOe, KaK TOHSTWUWHOe BBIpakeHMe cOOCTBeH-
HOW CYITHOCTM pasyMa. MopajIbHBINI 3aKOH — 3TO, Kak
KaHT 00bscHsIeT B IpyroM MecTe, «OpPMasIbHBIN 3aKOH»,
M 3TO He 4TO Apyroe, Kak «dopMa ero [To ectb pasyma]
BceoOIrero 3akoHoarescta» (Kant, 19974, c. 443). Tem
caMbIM 3TMKa KaHTa 11 ee mpuHIMI, cBoOOIa Kak aBTO-
HOMMSI, SIBJIIOTCS Pe3yJIbTaTOM CIeIduIecKoro caMo-
pedpiiekcBHOTO NIBVDKEHMs desloBedeckoro pasyma. OH
IIPOBO3IJIAIIaeT CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO CYIIIHOCTD BCEOOIIMM
KpuTeprieM 060CHOBaHNS MOpaTbHOCTH. Takum obpasom,
OH caM cebe 3aKOH. DTO TOXKe YHMKaIBHO VU PeBOJIIOLIOH-
HO W11 PVII0COPCKOV STUKIL.

A. 3usvbep: Tak Mbl CHOBa BepHYJIMCh K Hadajly Hallev
Geceripl, a Ha9aTach oHa ¢ 3THKM KaHTa.

IO. IlImoavyenbepe: B camom fierte: MMeHHO B HeVl Ha-
xonutcs sAapo KaHToBoVI Teopwn 4eioBe4ecKoro II0CTO-
VMHCTBa, PyHOAMEHT KOTOPOVL 00pasyeT IIOHATIEe aBTOHO-
My, YBaXXaTh JTJOCTOMHCTBO UeJloBeKa, TaKMM 00pasoM,
O3HayYaeT CYMTATh KaXKIIOro YesioBeKa oOJIaaloIiM caMo-
pedIIeKcMBHEIM (B CTPOIOM CMBICIIe) IIPAaKTMYeCKMM pas-
YMOM ¥ TIPU3HABATh 3TO BBICITIEV YEITOBEYECKOV ITEHHO-
CTBIO. DTO MMEHHO TOT IIYHKT, O KOTOPOM CJIeflyeT Harlo-
MIHATh KPUTVKaM KaHTOBCKOTO ITOHSITHSI JIOCTOMHCTBA.
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sich nur Kants Definition von Autonomie vor Augen
stellen: ,,Was kann denn wohl die Freiheit des Willens
sonst sein”, so fragt Kant in der Grundlegung zur Meta-
physik der Sitten, ,als Autonomie, d. i. die Eigenschaft
des Willens, sich selbst ein Gesetz zu sein?” (GMS,
AA 04, S. 446—447). Es darf als bekannt gelten, dass
Kant den Begriff des Willens mit dem der praktischen
Vernunft gleichsetzt. Folgt man unter dieser termino-
logischen Pramisse der soeben zitierten und der obigen
Erklarung, dann ist Autonomie die Eigenschaft der rei-
nen praktischen Vernunft, sich selbst ein Gesetz, und
zwar, wie das obige Zitat hervorhebt, ein unbedingtes
Gesetz zu sein.

Obwohl diese Formulierung recht ungewdohnlich
klingt, ist das, was Kant meint, klar. Gemeint ist, dass
die reine praktische Vernunft weder durch empirische
Gesetze noch durch inhaltlich bestimmte universal
gliltige Gesetze bestimmt ist, sondern nur durch sich
selbst. Durch sich selbst bestimmt bzw. sich selbst ein
Gesetz zu sein, das kann dann nur heifen, dass die rei-
ne Vernunft dadurch praktisch ist, dass sie mit Bezug
auf Handlungen bzw. Maximen des Willens nur ihre
eigene wesentliche Funktion zum Prinzip erhebt, und
die besteht in einer formalen Kompetenz, namlich der
Etablierung einer universalen Gesetzlichkeit.

Damit kommen wir der Bedeutung des Begriffs des
Selbstbewusstseins einer reinen praktischen Vernunft
ndher. Sofern ndmlich die reine praktische Vernunft
in ihrem Bezug auf Handlungen bzw. Maximen des
Willens nur ihre eigene Kompetenz, die Etablierung
universaler Gesetzlichkeit, zum alleinigen Prinzip fur
die Beurteilung von Handlungen bzw. Maximen des
Willens erhebt, bezieht sie sich nur auf sich selbst, ihr
eigenes Wesen. Genau darin besteht ihre Selbstgesetz-
gebung bzw. ihre Autonomie, und das ist der positive
Begriff der Freiheit. Ein solches Selbstverhiltnis der
reinen praktischen Vernunft ist als Selbstbewusstsein
einer reinen praktischen Vernunft zu bezeichnen. Das
Kantische Sittengesetz ist insofern nicht ein inhaltlich
bestimmtes Gesetz, das die reine praktische Vernunft
sich zu eigen macht, das Sittengesetz ist gar nichts an-
deres als der begrifflich gefasste Ausdruck ihres eige-
nen Wesens. Das Sittengesetz ist, wie Kant an einer an-
deren Stelle ausfiihrt, ein , formales Gesetz”, und das
ist ,nichts weiter als die Form ihrer [d.h. der Vernunft]
allgemeinen Gesetzgebung” (KpV, AA 05, S. 64). Kants
Ethik und ihr Prinzip, die Freiheit als Autonomie, ist
somit das Resultat einer spezifischen selbstreflexiven
Bewegung der menschlichen Vernunft. Sie erklart ihr
eigenes Wesen zum alleinigen Kriterium der Begriin-
dung der Moralitédt. Darin ist sie sich selbst ein Gesetz.
Auch das ist singuldr, und es ist fiir die philosophische
Ethik revolutionar.



A.C. 3unn0ep

Vlcxopst n3 3TOTo, OJIHAKO, MOXHO TakK)Ke [OHSTh ApY-
I'yI0 BaKHYIO YacTh aTmdeckot Teopun KaHra, Ha KoTO-
PyIo B KaHTOBeIeHMI HallpaBjIeHO MeHbIlle BHVIMAaHVI.
3mech 51 MOTY TOJIBKO KpaTKO yKas3aTb Ha 3Ty IpobieMy.
Peub mper o Tabiuie KaTeropuit cBoOoAsL 11 00 MX Teo-
peTudecKkoM KOoHTeKcTe. VIx oOIuit IIPUHIINIIL, 110 CJI0BaM
Kanra, — 3TO «3aKOH, KOTOPBIII pa3yM ycCTaHaBJIVBaeT
caMoMy cebe Kak 3akoH cBoOomel» (Kamt, 1997a, c. 445).
ITosToMy KaskeTcsl BITOJIHE Pa3syMHBIM, 110 aHaJIOTWM C Jie-
IYKIIVeV KaTeropuil TeOPeTUIecKoro pasyMa 1 3HaMeH!-
TBIM HTOJIOKeHVIeM KaHTa 0 «s MBICITIO», KOTOpOe TOJDKHO
VIMeTh BO3MOXKHOCTh COITPOBOXKIaTh BCe MOM ITpeJicTaBIIe-
Hus (Kant, 2006, c. 203), McxonuTh B cJIydae KaTeropuu
CBODOOIIBI M3 UNMCTOTO «sl JKeJIalo», I KOTOPOro IOJDKHA
VIMETBCSI BO3MOXKHOCTB COITPOBOXK/IATh BCe MOW JKeJIaHMs,
eCJIN 3TY JKeJlaHWMsl JOJ/DKHBI OBITh BO3MOYKHBI KaK HpaB-
CTBEHHBIe JXeJIaHus. B 3ToM cjlydae pyHKUMS KaTeropuit
cBOOOIIBI 3aKTIOYAETCS B TOM, YTO OHW SBJISIOTCS IIPVIH-
LIMIIaMV, COIJIACHO KOTOPBIM «MHOroo0pasHoe [comepka-
Hue] xenanu» (Kaat, 1997a, c. 445) nomumHseTcs enyH-
CTBY CaMOCO3HAHWS YVCTOTrO IIPAKTIYECKOIo pasyMa.

Tenepsb repexoxXxy Ko BTOPOVI YacTy Balllero BOoIpoca:
Ba’KHO 3aMeTUTh, YTO 3TO IMEHHO TO OTHOIIIeHe Y/ CTOTO
MPpaKTUYIeCKOro pasyMa K caMoMy cebe, KOTOpoe caMbIM
TIIaTeTTbHBIM 0Opa3oM aHarmsuposan Puxre. V13 ero co-
UYMHEHWUN B 3TOV CBS3U CJIelyeT YIIOMSIHYTh CileflyIollye:
«OcHOBBI ecTecTBeHHOrO IIpaBa» (1796) — B Hem DuxTe
dopmupyeT HOHATHE M3HAYaIBHOIO IIPAKTYeCKOro ca-
MOCO3HaHMS ¥ OOBABJIsIeT ero IIePBLIM OIlpefiesleHreM
TeOpMM KOHKPETHOV CyOBeKTHBHOCTH; BTOpas pefaKIIys
HayKoy4eHws ITon HasBaHmeM «OIBIT HOBOTO WM3JIOXKe-
HMs HayKoydeHUs» (1796/97), B koropom duxTe passu-
BaeT 3Ty KOHIIETIINIO B TIOHATUM YMCTOV BOJIV; HaKOHeIl,
«Cucrema yueHus o Hpasax» (1798), TouHee, ee mepBbIi
paszes, Ipe3eHTyeT TOHKO A depeHIIMpOBaHHbIN aHa-
JIN3 KQaHTOBCKOTO ITOHSITHSI CAMOCO3HaHMs UMCTOrO IIpak-
TH4yeckoro pasyma. Koneuno, Teopus Kanra mpu sTom
HojBepraeTcs OIpele/IeHHOV IOHATUIHOV MOouduKa-
LM, HO ee sJIpo ocTaeTcs Hem3MeHHbIM. OTCIofia, OJIHaKo,
OTKpBIBaeTCs TakKe IlepCIieKTrBa Ha MO3IHIO0 (riIoco-
duro Puxre. MoxHO TIpoCIeINTh, KaK PVITOCOPCKIIL
nyTh Duxre ompenesseTcs OCIeI0BaTeIbHOCTLIO pas-
JIMYHBIX SKCIUIMKAIINTL 3TOV OJTHOVI 5a30BOVI CTPYKTYPHI,
KOTOpPBIe pearnpyloT Ha coBpeMeHHble DuxTe IUCKycCum,
B 0COOEHHOCTV Ha apryMeHTHI SIko6n n Illemmmmra (Stol-
zenberg, 2018).

A. 3uavbep: Ecriv st paBWIIBHO IIOHSUI, BBI CTPOUTE Ha
3TOM CBOIO KPUTHMKY Xari/lerrepoBcKort peHoMeHOoJIor4e-
CKOVI TEOPUY CaMOCTV 113 PaboTHI «BBITre 11 Bpems» (Stol-
zenberg, 2002).

0. HImoavyenbepe: Y Xavimerrepa Teopusi COBeCTU B
«BBITHI 11 BpeMeHI» IIpeIiosiaraeT, 4To TaK Ha3blBaeMast
camocTb (Selbst) obramaeT M3HaYaIBHBIM PAKTIIECKMM
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Zilber: Damit sind wir wieder beim Beginn unseres
Gesprachs, das von Kants Ethik ausgegangen war.

Stolzenberg: In der Tat: Hier liegt der Kern von
Kants Theorie der Wiirde des Menschen, deren Basis ja
der Autonomiebegriff ist. Die Wiirde des Menschen zu
achten, heifst somit, jedem Menschen diese Kompetenz
einer im strengen Sinne selbstreflexiven praktischen
Vernunft zuzusprechen und dies als héchsten huma-
nen Wert anzuerkennen. Das ist eigentlich der Punkt,
den man den Kritikern des Kantischen Wiirdebegriffs
vor Augen halten muss.

Daraus ldsst sich aber auch eine Interpretation ei-
nes anderen wichtigen Theoriestiicks von Kants Ethik
gewinnen, das weniger stark im Zentrum des Interes-
ses der Kant-Forschung steht. Darauf kann ich hier nur
kurz hinweisen. Es handelt sich um die Tafel der Ka-
tegorien der Freiheit und ihren theoretischen Kontext.
Deren gemeinsames Prinzip ist, wie Kant ausfiihrt,
,das Gesetz der Freiheit, [das] die Vernunft sich selbst
gibt” (KpV, AA 05, S. 65). Es erscheint daher sinnvoll,
in Analogie zur Deduktion der Kategorien der theore-
tischen Vernunft und Kants berithmten Satz vom ,Ich
denke’, dass alle meine Vorstellung muss begleiten
konnen (KrV, B 132), im Falle der Kategorien der Frei-
heit von einem reinen ,Ich will’ auszugehen, dass alle
meine Begehrungen begleiten konnen muss, wenn es
sittliche Begehrungen sein kénnen sollen. Die Funktion
der Kategorien der Freiheit besteht dann darin, dass sie
die Prinzipien sind, unter denen ,das Mannigfaltige
der Begehrungen” (KpV, AA 05, S. 65) der Einheit des
Selbstbewusstseins einer reinen praktischen Vernunft
unterworfen wird.

Um nun auf den zweiten Teil Ihrer Frage zu kom-
men: Es ist wichtig zu sehen, dass es genau dieses
Selbstverhiltnis einer reinen praktischen Vernunft ist,
dem Fichte seine ausfiihrlichsten Analysen gewidmet
hat. Die zu nennenden Schriften sind die Grundlage des
Naturrechts von 1796; dort préagt Fichte den Begriff des
urspriinglichen praktischen Selbstbewusstseins und
zeichnet ihn als die erste Bestimmung einer Theorie der
konkreten Subjektivitdt aus; Fichtes zweite Fassung der
Wissenschaftslehre, die Wissenschaftslehre nova methodo
von 1796/97, greift diese Konzeption unter dem Begriff
des reinen Willens auf; das System der Sittenlehre von
1798, genauer dessen erstes Hauptstiick, schliefSlich
liefert die differenzierteste Analyse des Kantischen Be-
griffs des Selbstbewusstseins einer reinen praktischen
Vernunft. Dass Kants Theorie hierbei gewisse begriffli-
che Modifikationen erfdhrt, ist klar, ldasst den Kern der
Sache aber unbertihrt. Von hier aus erdffnet sich aber
auch eine Perspektive auf die spéte Philosophie Fichtes.
Es lasst sich zeigen, dass Fichtes philosophischer Weg
von der Folge jeweils unterschiedlicher Explikationen



camoco3HaHmeM. [loxm >TmMM mompasymeBaeTcs CIIOCOO-
HOCTb, AVICTAaHIIMPOBABIIVCE OT BCEX OTHOIIEHWN MUpa,
KOTOPBIE B COCTOSIHMM CTpaxa, KaK BbIPA3UTeIbHO IINIIET
Xamzierrep, pyxHy/IM U KaxXyTcsi OecCMBIC/IEHHBIMM, pe-
IIaThCS Ha YTO-TO, M3HAYaIBHO MCXOMS M3 caMOro cebds u
MBICIIUTB 3TO PelleHVe KaK «CBUIETeIbCTBO... CAMOV CBO-
ert criocoOHOoCcTM-ObITE» (Xamperrep, 1997, c. 279) — ata
CHOCOOHOCTh OCTaeTCsi HEIIOHATHOW 0e3 CO3HaTeJIbHOIO
CaMOOTHeCeH!s TOro, KTO TYT pellaeT. Xavigerrep, Ipas-
7la, He CKasajl, B 9YeM COCTOWT 3Ta «CaMasi CBOS CII0CO0-
HOCTb-OBITBH>.

B orromenvm «Xavgerrep — Kant» ciemyer obpa-
TUTH BHMMaHMe ellle Ha JBa acriekTa. C OHOVI CTOPOHEL,
Xampierrep npeicTaBwI CpaBHUTEILHO MajIo M3YUYeHHYIO
vHTeprperanmio KaHTOBOVI Teopwy MOpaJbHOIO caMo-
cosHaHms (Xavgerrep, 2001). B menr Xarmerrep KoHIIeH-
TPUPYeTCs IIpeXkiie BCero Ha KaHTOBCKOV TEOPUM UyBCTBA
yBaKeHMs K 3aKOHY. V1 4TO MHTepecHO, MHTepIIpeTallys
KanTa Xarimerrepom oOHapyXuBaeT sBHOe CXOJICTBO C
KOHIIEIITOM ITPaKTUYIeCKOro caMoorpenerteHs y duxre,
KOTOPBIN, K CJIOBY, JIOTMYHO ObUIO OBl IperociaTh Xavi-
OEerTepoBOVI IporpaMMe aHaIn3a KOHKPETHOVI 3K3VICTeH-
oy (Stolzenberg, 2001). ITogTBep>kHaeTcs 3TO TEM, UTO B
1929 r., TO ecTh nocI1e IyOMKaly «bBeITrE 1 BpeMeHM»,
Xarizerrep BriepBble IIpeIIPUHSL TIIATeIbHBIN pa3dop u
nHTepperanyio dgpwiocodpum Puxre (Xanmerrep, 2016).
Ero Brmiedammio ee ynmMBUTENIBHOE CXOICTBO C €ro cob-
CTBEHHOVI KOHIIEIIIIEeN VM3HAYaJIbHOV IIPaKTVYeCKON ca-
MOCTVI, Yb€ CaMOOTHOIIIeHVIe HeJIb3sl OIIpefeIUTh Corlac-
HO Moper pedprIeKCHIL O 4eM-I100 BelleCTBEHHOM, U 3TO
1OOY/IMIIO €ro K IIepecMOTPy ero KPUTUKNM HOBOBpeMeH-
Hou Teopum cyObpeKTBHOCTH (Stolzenberg, 2003). A mpo-
Oremarmka 1osgHen droiocodum Xarmerrepa m ero po-
KOBOe cOIVDKeHMe ¢ HallOHA/I-COLMAIM3MOM — 3TO TeMa
OTHEJIFHOTO pas3roBopa.

A. 3uavbep: Bepremcst k KaHTy m ero mpucyTcTBUIO
B COBpPeMEHHOCTV. BBl — copemakTop OOJIBIIOro Tpex-
ToMHOTo «KaHTOBCKOTO JIeKCMKOHa», KOTOPBIVI BBIIIIEN B
2015 r. (Kant-Lexikon, 2015). B yem cocTonT ero sHaueHve
TIJ1 KQaHTOBEMIeHVISI I KaKOBa ero POJIb B BAIlIVIX 3aHATVSIX
Kanrom?

10. IlImoavyenbepe: «KaHTOBCKMIT JIEKCMKOH» — 3TO
naHb yeaxkeHus Kanry. Mbl ¢ KojuteraMi IIOCBATVIIN 3TO-
My M3IaHWMIO HECKOJIBKO JIET MHTEHCUBHOM paboTel. OHO
CBUIIETEIICTBYeT O HempexopsieM sesimuny KaHra, Ko-
TOpOe IIPOSBIISIETCS BO Bcex 0OIacTsIX HayKu M pyIoco-
dun ero Bpemenmn. «KaHTOBCKMII JIEKCMKOH» BKITIOUAET
6osiee 2300 craTen, HarcaHHBIX Oosiee yem 200 aBTOpa-
MI, 1 IIpefcTaBiieT dpwiocodckoe Hacenue KaHra Ha
OCHOBe HOBEVIIINX M3IaHWI €ro TPYAOB M C y4eTOM HO-
BEVIIIIVIX VCCIIeOBaHMII KaHTOBeIO0B. 1o crX Iop Takoro
JIEKCVKOHA y Hac He ObU10. TeKCTOBYIO OCHOBY COCTaBWIIN
nevatHble Tpyabl KaHTa, omry0iIrikoBaHHBIE B akageMirde-
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A.S. Zilber

dieser einen Grundstruktur bestimmt ist, die auf zeitge-
nossische Diskussionen, insbesondere auf Argumente
Jacobis und Schellings reagieren (Stolzenberg, 2018).

Zilber: Wenn ich es recht verstanden habe, begriin-
den Sie daraus auch Thre Kritik an Heideggers phéno-
menologischer Theorie des Selbst in Sein und Zeit (Stol-
zenberg, 2002).

Stolzenberg: Heideggers Theorie des Gewissens in
Sein und Zeit setzt ein urspriinglich praktisches Selbst-
bewusstsein des von ihm sogenannten Selbst voraus.
Denn die hier thematische Fahigkeit, sich in Distanz zu
allen Weltverhaltnissen, die, wie Heidegger beeindruk-
kend ausfiihrt, in der Angst zusammengebrochen sind
und sinnlos erscheinen, von sich aus urspriinglich zu
etwas entscheiden und diese Entscheidung als , Bezeu-
gung seines eigensten Seinkonnens” (Heidegger, 1986,
S. 279) verstehen zu konnen, ist ohne einen bewussten
Selbstbezug auf Seiten dessen, der sich da entscheidet,
nicht verstdndlich. Worin dieses ,eigenste Seinkénnen’
besteht, hat Heidegger allerdings nicht gesagt.

Mit Blick auf das Verhiltnis Heidegger — Kant
ist noch auf zweierlei aufmerksam zu machen. Zum
einen hat Heidegger eine relativ wenig beachtete In-
terpretation von Kants Theorie des moralischen Selbst-
bewusstseins entwickelt (Heidegger, 1975). Heidegger
konzentriert sich hierbei vor allem auf Kants Theorie
des Gefiihls der Achtung vor dem Gesetz. Es ist nun
interessant zu sehen, dass Heideggers Kant-Interpreta-
tion eine deutliche Affinitdt zu Fichtes Konzept prak-
tischer Selbstbestimmung aufweist, das Heideggers
Programm einer Analyse der konkreten Existenz aller-
dings logisch vorzuordnen ist (Stolzenberg, 2001). Da-
mit stimmt zusammen, dass Heidegger im Jahre 1929,
also nach Sein und Zeit, zum ersten Mal eine ausfiihr-
liche Darstellung und Interpretation der Philosophie
Fichtes vorgetragen hat (Heidegger, 1997). Sie hat ihn
aufgrund der tiberraschenden Né&he zu seiner eigenen
Konzeption eines urspriinglich praktischen Selbst, des-
sen Selbstverhiltnis nicht nach dem Modell einer Re-
flexion auf etwas Gegenstdndliches begriffen werden
kann, beeindruckt und zu einer Revision seiner Kritik
an der neuzeitlichen Theorie der Subjektivitdt veran-
lasst (Stolzenberg, 2003). Auf die Problematik von Hei-
deggers spiterer Philosophie und auch seine unheil-
volle Verstrickung in den Nationalsozialismus kann
ich hier nicht eingehen.

Zilber: Kehren wir zu Kant und seiner Prasenz in
der Gegenwart zurtick. Sie sind Mitherausgeber des
grofien dreibandigen Kant-Lexikons, das 2015 erschie-
nen ist (Willaschek, Stolzenberg, Mohr und Bacin,
2015). Worin besteht seine Bedeutung fiir die Kant-
Forschung, und welchen Stellenwert hat es in ihrer Be-
schiftigung mit Kant?



A.C. 3unn0ep

CKOM M3IaHmMM B ToMax ¢ 1-71 mo 9-11, a Takke 21-11 v 22-71.
ITvicpma, yepHOBBIe HAOPOCKM 1 3aIIMCH JIEKITNTL, KOTOPhIe
VI3IaHBI B 3TOM ke COOpaHMI, IIPVBJIEKAIOTCS B TOVI MEPe, B
KOTOPOVI OHM ITIOMOTafOT ITIOHATH ITedaTHbIe TpyAsl KanTa
VI TepMMHOJIOTMIO, VCIIOIb30BaHHYI0 M B «Opus postu-
mum». Kpome toro, «KaHTOBCKMII JIEKCMKOH» COIEPIKUT
10/IpoOHOe M3JI0KeHMe CoflepyKaHMs, a TaKxKe IIPeJIbICTO-
pvv 1 McTopun co3manys TpyAos KaHTa, KoTopble 0H caM
TOTOBWI K ITedaTV. beum Taxke IPMHSTHL BO BHUMAaHVIE
Te XXy pHaJIbl, B KOTOpbIx KaHT 11y OsImKoBa1 cBOV CTaTbhy U
peuensum. Hakonen, «KaHTOBCKMVI JIEKCVIKOH» COIEPIKAT
CTaTbV O TeX IIeEPCOHAX, KOTOPBIE YIIOMIHAIOTCS B TPYyIax
KaHrta, a Takke 0 ero KOppecloH/IeHTax 1 M3IaTessix —
3TOT OJIOK CTaTeV! HaIlvicaH B OCHOBHOM CTYZAeHTaMWV YHV-
BepcuTeTa B I'ayuie mom momM pykosoxcTsoMm. B 2009 r.
IpyIllla 3TMX CTYAEeHTOB IoceTwwla KaimHuHTpam B paM-
Kax KaHTOBCKVX dTeHMIA.

Hemasao BpmUIo yuyebOHOe m3maHMe «KaHTOBCKOTO
JIEKCMIKOHA» B OITHOM TOMe. XOTeJI0Ch ObL, UTOOBI B CKOPOM
BpeMeHM TIOSIBVIICS IIePeBOlL Ha PYCCKUII S3bIK, B OCHOBY
€ro MOYKHO OBbUIO OBI IIOJIOXKUTE 3TO y4eOHOe M3IaHue.

A. 3uavbep: B 2004 . BBI B coTpygHMYecTBe ¢ Mexxauc-
LMIUIMHAPHBIM IIeHTPOM MCCIIe[IOBaHWIT eBPOIIeVICKOTO
ITpocsemenns Yuusepcutera lamie-BurrenGepra, wie-
HOM IIpaBJIeHVsI KOTOPOTO BhI SBJISIeTECh, OPraHM30BaJIN
B l'ajTe mepBbIt MEXKAyHaPOIHBIVI KOHI'PECC, IIOCBAIIeH-
HbIL XpucTuany Bonbdy u npmnypouennsin k 250-1eTumio
co aug cMepTu dwtocoda. Cerrgac Bbl PYKOBOAMUTEIIb
IIpoeKTa ¥ pedaKToOp MCTOPUKO-KPUTUYECKOTO M3IaHs
oOIIMpHOVI, paHee MPaKTUIeCKV He VM3BECTHO Ileper-
cku Mexay XpuctnaHoM Bosbedom n Dpraerom Kpucro-
dom dor ManTondernem. Iloxanyir, Oymer ymecTHO
CIIPOCUTB O TOM, KaK COOTHOCSITCS 3TV IIPOEKTEI C Ballll-
MM KaHTOBeIUeCKM MCCIIeIOBaHVSIMIAL

IO. IImosvyenbepe: Bl, KOHEYHO, 3HaeTe 3TOT Kpacu-
BBIVI TTaCCasK B ITPEIMCIIOBUM KO BTOpoMy m3iaHmio «Kpu-
TUKM YICTOrO pasyMa», rae Kaur crasut Bosbda kak «Be-
JIMYAVIIIero 13 BeeX JI0rMaTiieckmx (pyiocodos» 1 Hasbl-
BaeT ero «IIPOBO3BECTHVIKOM /IO CVIX IIOP ellle He yTacIllero
B ['epmarvm myxa ocHoBaTermsHOCTY» (KanT, 2006, c. 39).
VsBecTHO TakKe, uTo KaHT HECKOJIBKO IeCATIMIIETMIT MBIC-
T B Tpammuysx mKossl JlerOumia-Bonbda, xoTopele
OBUIM eMy OTJIMYHO 3HAKOMBI, BeIlb B OCHOBE ero JIEKITVII
JIeXXaJIy COYMHeHMsI yueHMKoB Boribdpa — Asiekcanjpa
T'orba baymraprena n ['eopra @punpuxa Marzepa. On-
Hako ObUTO ObI HelPaBIJILHO MPUUYNCIIATE paHHero KanTa
K BoJIb(pMaHIIaM. Y>Ke B ero paHHMX COUYMHEeHMsX oOHa-
PYXMBAIOTCsl HEKOTOpbIe VMIUIMIIUTHBIE KPUTIYECcKye
apryMeHTBI ITPOTHB 0a30BbIX JOIYIIIeHMT BOIb(MMaHCKON
OHTOJIOTMM, MeTadu3MKM ¥ JIOTMKI. MOXHO, KOHEUHO,
OTMETUTh ¥ MHOTOYMCIIEHHblE TePMWHOJIOTMYIECKIe 3a-
VIMCTBOBaHWM:I 13 si3bIKa Bosibdpa. Brobasok KanT nepensur
y Bosibda MHOIVIE TPUHIINIIBI CTPYKTY pUpOBaHs rIo-
codpmt.
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Stolzenberg: Das Kant-Lexikon ist eine Hommage
an Kant. Ich habe ihm zusammen mit meinen Kolle-
gen mehrere Jahre intensiver Arbeit gewidmet. Es do-
kumentiert die tiberwaltigende Grofie Kants, die sich
auf allen Gebieten der Wissenschaft und der Philoso-
phie seiner Zeit zeigt. Das Kant-Lexikon erschliefit mit
uber 2.300 Artikeln von tiber 200 Autoren das philoso-
phische Werk Kants auf der Grundlage der aktuellen
Text-Editionen und mit Bezug auf den aktuellen Stand
der Kant-Forschung. Ein solches Lexikon stand bisher
nicht zur Verfiigung. Textgrundlage sind die Bande 1
bis 9 sowie 21 und 22 der sog. Akademie-Ausgabe der
Schriften Kants. Die in dieser Ausgabe abgedruckten
Briefe, Nachlass-Reflexionen und Vorlesungsnach-
schriften werden insoweit herangezogen, wie sie zur
Erlduterung der von Kant selber verdffentlichten Wer-
ke und der im Opus postumum verwendeten Termino-
logie hilfreich sind. Das Kant-Lexikon enthilt dariiber
hinaus eine ausfiihrliche Darstellung des Inhalts der
von Kant selber zum Druck beforderten Schriften so-
wie Informationen tiber ihre Vorgeschichte und Ent-
stehung. Berticksichtigt werden auch die Zeitschriften,
in denen Kant seine Aufsitze und Rezensionen publi-
ziert hat. Schliefdlich bringt das Kant-Lexikon Artikel zu
Personen, die in Kants Werken erwdhnt werden sowie
zu Briefpartnern und Verlegern. Sie sind iiberwiegend
unter meiner Betreuung von Studierenden in Halle
verfasst worden. 2009 war die Gruppe im Rahmen ei-
ner Kant-Tagung zu Gast in Kaliningrad.

Vor kurzem ist eine Studienausgabe des Kant-Lexi-
kons in einem Band erschienen. Ich wiirde mich freuen,
wenn es bald eine Ubersetzung in Russische gibe, die
diese Studienausgabe zur Vorlage haben konnte.

Zilber: Sie haben im Jahre 2004 in Halle aus Anlass
des 250. Todestags von Christian Wolff den ersten In-
ternationalen Christian-Wolff-Kongress in Kooperati-
on mit dem Interdisziplindren Zentrum fiir die Erfor-
schung der Europdischen Aufklarung der Universitit
Halle, dessen Vorstandsmitglied Sie sind, organisiert.
Aktuell sind Sie Projektleiter und Herausgeber einer
historisch-kritischen Edition des so gut wie unbekann-
ten umfangreichen Briefwechsels zwischen Christian
Wolff und Ernst Christoph von Manteuffel. Die Frage
liegt nahe, wie sich diese Projekte zu Ihren Forschun-
gen zu Kant verhalten.

Stolzenberg: Sie kennen die schone Stelle in der Vor-
rede zur zweiten Auflage der Kritik der reinen Vernunft,
wo Kant Wolff als den , grofiten unter allen dogmati-
schen Philosophen” rithmt und ihn als den ,Urheber
des bisher noch nicht erloschenen Geistes der Griind-
lichkeit in Deutschland” (KrV, B XXXVI) bezeichnet.
Und bekannt ist, dass Kant iiber Jahrzehnte in den
Bahnen der sog. Leibniz-Wolffschen Schule dachte, die



Ho mmpu Bcem 3TOM Ha/Io cKaszarb, uTO BMecTe ¢ Kan-
TOBOVI COKPYIIUTEIbHOV KPUTUKOVI TPaaULIMIOHHOM Me-
Tadm3mMK — ¥ 3T0 ObUIa MMEHHO MeTadm3MKa IITKOJIbI
JlenGrmIza — Bosbdpa — rocriozcTBo drutocodpmm Bostb-
da Bo Bceit Eppomnie monwio k 3akaty. Ilo3gHee majgeHmio
aBTOpWUTeTa ¥ 3HAYEHMs BOJIb(WAHCKOM dQrtocodmm
criocoOcTBOBasIa, Hapsly ¢ Homyssipmsanment [Tpocsere-
HsL, cOOBITVSIMY P PpaHITy3CKOTI PEBOJIIOIIIN V1 3aPOKIaB-
IVMCS POMaHTVM3MOM, TaKke pes3Kast, 3a4acTyio, KCTaTu,
HecITpaBeIBas KpUTUKa co cTopoHel [erens. V1 Bormb-
doBckmt KoHrpecce B I'ajule cTasl IOIBITKOV peabwinTa-
oy Borbda Kak LeHTpasibHOM purypsl B dprutocodmm
nepsort noiosuHb! X VIII cromeris.

CoxpaHmBIIIasICs IOYTV ITOJTHOCTHIO TIepervicka Bore-
da ¢ ManTovidesieM, ecyin pacckasaTb O Hell KpaTKo, 3TO
Goriplnias yaada [t vccremoBaamit dporutocodpum Borbda
n Ipocsemenus. S1 oOparwl Ha Hee BHUMaHIE B paM-
Kax IOAroTroBkn Bosbdosckoro xorrpecca. Ilepermicka
XpaHUTCd B OmbsMoTeke JIeMIIINICKOro yHMBepCUTeTa.
Oxkos10 500 rcem — 3T0 camast OOJIbIIIAst COXPAHMBIIIASICS
nepemnicka B Hacjzefy Xpucrmana Bosbdpa. Ona Bestach B
1738 —1748 rT. 1 gIBJIg€TCS, TAKMM 00pa30M, YHVUKAIBHBIM
VICTOUHMKOM [1JIsI TIo3/1Hen Omorpadum Xpuctuana Bosib-
da. DTOT mepuoz ero XU3HM BO MHOTMIX OTHOIIEHVSIX T10-
JIy4aeT HOBOe OCBellleHVie, BKJIIOYast MCIIBITaHVIS 1 HeB3rO-
ZIBI BO BpeM:i JOJIToro BossparieHvs Borbda B ['awte, oT-
Ky/ia OH ObUI, KaK M3BecTHO, M3rHaH B 1723 r. Ho He ToJbKO
3TO: B IlepenmncKe 3a0KyMeHTPOBaHbI IIo3uLyy Bosibda
v ManToviderns: B nommTrieckmnx, priocodckmx, Teoso-
TIYIeCcKMX Y eCTeCTBEHHOHAYYHBIX CIIOpaX TOTO BpeMeHTL.
Kpowme Toro, sra mepermicka OTKpbIBaeT COBEPIIIEHHO HO-
BBIVI VI MacIITaOHBIV B3IVIsA, Ha (PYHKIIMM TexX Hay4HO-TIO-
JINTIYECKVIX CBs3€ell, KOTOpble ObUIa OpraHM30BaHbI V1 IO~
nepxuBavick MaHToviderieM Hapsy C OCHOBAaHHBIM VIM
B 1736 r. Ob1ecTBOM pYy3ent ncTHHSL, Societas Alethophilo-
rum, B IeJIsIX pacIipoCTpaHeH s U 3all[ThI BOJIbaHCTBa.
o TiocsieTHero BpeMeHn B BOJIb(OMAHCKMX VICCIIeIOBAHI-
sIX 3TOMYy IIOYTY He y[eJIsyIoch BHMMaHMA. MaHTondensb
Ke, K CJIOBY, 3aHMMaJI KITIOUEBYIO JOJDKHOCTh MVUHICTPA
VHOCTPaHHBIX JIeJI PV CaKCOHCKO-TIOJILCKOM fiBope AB-
rycra II m 6bU1, TakuM 0Opa3oM, BIMSATEIBHEVIINM IIO-
JINTVIKOM B OKpY>KeHIM Koposist. OQHOBpeMeHHO OH ObUT
TaVHBIM areHTOM BEHCKOTO MMIIepaTOpCcKoro nsopa. Kpo-
Me TOro, OH ObUI BEICOKOOOPa30BaHHBEIM JINTEPATOPOM, a
TakkKe IIPOCBETUTEIILCKIIM OPTraHM3aTOPOM, pacIpocTpa-
HUTeIeM ¥ IIyOJIMYHBIM 3aIlVITHUKOM BOJIb(VAHCTBA B
bBepsmiee 1 Jlevimiiire, 0 4eM CO BCeVT OUEBMIHOCTBIO CBU-
JleTeJIbCTBYeT Ilepenvicka. B Hauase 2019 r. sTa mepemnicka
BBIVIZIET V13 ITeYaTiL.

A. 3uavbep: B Hadasie THTEpPBBIO BBl YIIOMSHYJIIN CBOV
PpaboTBl 0 MapOyprcKoM HeOKaHTHaHCTBe. YTo Bac mHTe-
pecoBasio B HeM OoJiee Bcero?
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ihm durch die Schriften von Wolffs Schiiler Alexander
Gottlieb Baumgarten und Georg Friedrich Meier, die
er seinen Vorlesungen zugrunde legte, bestens vertraut
war. Es wire allerdings falsch, Kant in seiner frithen
Zeit auch als Wolffianer zu bezeichnen. Schon in sei-
nen frithen Schriften finden sich etliche implizite kri-
tische Argumente gegen Grundannahmen von Wolffs
Ontologie, Metaphysik und Logik. Freilich lassen sich
auch viele terminologische Anleihen, die Kant von
Wolff bezieht, feststellen, und es gibt viele Prinzipien
der Gliederung der Philosophie, die Kant von Wolff
tibernommen hat.

Man muss aber doch sagen, dass mit Kants durch-
schlagender Kritik der traditionellen Metaphysik, und
dies war die Metaphysik des Leibniz-Wolffschen Schu-
le, die seinerzeit europaweite Prasenz der Philosophie
Wolffs zu Ende ging. Zum Niedergang des Ansehens
und der Bedeutung der Wolffschen Philosophie hat
dann auch noch, neben der Popularisierung der Auf-
kldarung, den Ereignissen der Franzoésischen Revolu-
tion und der aufkommenden Romantik, Hegels vehe-
mente, im tibrigen oft unfaire Kritik beigetragen. So
war der Hallesche Wolff-Kongress der Versuch einer
Rehabilitierung Wolffs als einer zentralen Gestalt der
Philosophie in der ersten Hilfte des 18. Jahrhunderts.

Der nahezu liickenlos erhaltene Briefwechsel zwi-
schen Wolff und Manteuffel, um darauf kurz zu spre-
chen zu kommen, ist fuir die Wolff- und Aufklarungs-
forschung ein einmaliger Gliicksfall. Ich bin darauf
im Rahmen des Wolff-Kongresses aufmerksam ge-
worden. Er wird in der Universitdtsbibliothek Leipzig
aufbewahrt. Mit nahezu 500 Briefen ist er der umfang-
reichste erhaltene Briefwechsel Christian Wolffs. Er er-
streckt sich iiber die Jahre 1738 — 1748 und ist daher ein
einzigartiges Zeugnis zu Christian Wolffs spéter Bio-
graphie. Sie wird in vieler Hinsicht neu beleuchtet, un-
ter anderem mit Blick auf die Irrungen und Wirrungen
um Wolffs lange Riickkehr nach Halle, von wo er be-
kanntlich 1723 vertrieben worden war. Aber nicht nur
das: Der Briefwechsel dokumentiert Wolffs und Man-
teuffels Positionen innerhalb der politischen, philoso-
phischen, theologischen und naturwissenschaftlichen
Debatten der Zeit. Der Briefwechsel eroffnet ferner
einen innovativen und weitreichenden Einblick in die
Funktionen eines wissenschaftspolitischen Netzwerks,
das von Manteuffel, neben der von ihm im Jahre 1736
gegriindeten Gesellschaft der Liebhaber der Wahrheit, der
Societas Alethophilorum, zum Zwecke der Verbreitung
und Verteidigung des Wolffianismus unterhalten und
gepflegt wurde. Das ist in der Wolff-Forschung bisher
so gut wie unbeachtet geblieben. Manteuffel war fiih-
render Kabinettsminister fiir die auswartigen Angele-
genheiten am sédchsisch-polnischen Hof August II. und
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IO. IlImoavyenbdepe: B To BpeMsi, KOraa s 3aHMMasICS VIC-
CJIeOBaHVIEIMY HeOKAaHTMAHCTBa, VIHTepeC K HVM BO BCeM
MMpe JOCTUT CBOETO ariorest. DTo ObUIO B OIpeJieIeHHOM
CMBICIIe TIePeOTKPEITHE TOV 310XU B hrstocodummt, KoTopast
VIMeJIa pelliaroliee 3HadYeHMe st prstocodum coBpemMeH-
HocTy. HeokaHTHaHCTBO, B 0COOEHHOCTV HEOKAHTAHCTBO
Map0Gyprckont mxosnsl, ocHoBaHHOV ['epmarom Korenom
u Iaysrem HaTopriom, camo ceOsi camrTario OTBeTOM Ha pe-
BOJIIOLIVIOHHBIE JOCTVDKeHMsI eCTeCTBeHHBIX HaykK Hoso-
ro speMenn. ComracHo KanToBoit Mozmermn oOocHOBaHVIS
HBIOTOHOBCKOV PM3MKM, 3amada prytocodmrt COCTOUT B
IIpeJicTaBIIeHN allPUOPHBIX KaTeropuabHbIX OCHOBAHWT
JUIS. HOBOBPEMEHHOI'O eCTeCTBeHHOHAYYHOIO ITO3HaHVIA.
Dro ObUIa gBHAS a/IbTepHATVBA VIS IPYIVIX TeYEeHUIT TOTO
BpeMeH! — MaTepuaiisMa 1 nosurmsmsma. Hatopn n Ko-
T'eH JIeVICTBOBaJIV BHeIIIHe KaK TOMOreHHas «pabodast acco-
LyaLys», Kak oHu ce0st HasBaym. O HaKO Hel3BeCcTHBIE pa-
Hee apXMBHBIE JJOKYMEHTEI, B TOM unciie periensim [Tayris
Haroprmia Ha pabotsr Korena, kotopere Hatoprr He my0rin-
KOBaJI pajli COXpaHeHMsl «BHyTpPeHHero Mupa», IOoKasbl-
BaIOT JIPYTYIO, Topasao Ooree nuddepeHnposaHHAyO U
MIPOTMBOPEUNMBYIO KaPTUHY 3TOV «paboyert acCoIValIiii».
sl mocTaparicst BHUMaTeILHO ITPOC/IeANUTD 3TV MeVIHbIe OT-
HOIIIeHMs, KPUTWYeCK! II0JIeMU3VPYsl C MHTepIIpeTarys-
MU, KOTOPbIe MpefIcTaBiI XeIbMyT XOJIbLIXall.

BTopoVI yoaden Isl MOVIX MCCIIeIOBAHWM HEOKaHTVI-
aHCTBa OBUIO yIIOMSIHyTOe paHee m3maHMe «DpariOypr-
CKMX JIeKIIM» MapTuHa Xar?merrepa, BIUIOTH 10 TOW
TTOPBI aDCOTIOTHO HEWM3BECTHBIX, B KOTOPBIX OH B TOIIHI TIO-
cite TlepBort MVIPOBOVI BOVIHBI TI0JIEMMU3MPOBAII C 00eVMM
IIKOJIaMI HEeOKaHTMAHCTBA, B OCOOEHHOCTN Xe ¢ prIo-
codment I1aymnst Haropra m ero HOBaTOPCKOV TICHIXOJIOT M-
ent (Heidegger, 1994—2018). Do Obiia nenmHa. Kpurika
Haroprma Xavimerrepom MeHs He yOenia, 3a MCKJIIOUYeHN-
€M TOrO, UYTO B HEW y>Xe IMPOCMaTPUBAETCS XavIerrepoB-
CKasl, B HeKOTOPOM CMBICJIe aHapXWUCTCKast, KpUTMKa KyJIb-
Typbl. V HakoHell, g TTocBATWI cebst mo3nHMM naesMm [lay-
711 HaToprra, koTopele Torga ObUIN CTOMIB JKe MaJIo M3BeCT-
HBI, KaK 1 cevtdac. VIx pasBuTie MOXHO PeKOHCTPYWpPO-
BaTh [0 HEONyOJIMKOBAaHHBIM KOHCIIEKTaM JIEKIINUTI, KOTO-
pble coxpaHwICh B apxuBe Hartopmna. B cBomx mosmamx
pabotax OH pasByuBaeT COOCTBEHHYIO KOHIIEIIINIO PrIo-
codvm KysTypeI (Stolzenberg, 1995). 3meck oOHapyxu-
JIVICB JTOCeJle HeM3BeCTHbIe TeopeTHYecKye CBS3M C TepMe-
HeBTUKOVI XaHca-Teopra I'ajjamepa, KOTOPBIVT OBIT TTOCTTET-
HUM 3alIUTUBIIMMCS aciupaHToM Hartopna, a Takxke c
durocodment Kynbsry pbl DpHcTa Kaccupepa, KOTOpbIv 1Io-
catww aymo Haroprty BToport Tom cBoert «Dutocodprim
CUIMBOTTITYIECKIX POPM», Ha UTO TIOUTH He 00paraioT BHI-
MaHMsl. B KauecTBe HEOXXMIAHHOTO ITOOOYHOIO pe3yJibTa-
Ta MHe JI0BeJIOCh OTKPBITh B HaTopre BriosiHe cepbesHo-
ro xommosuropa. Hexoropsie mpomssenenns Ilaynsa Ha-
TOpIIa GBIV VCTIOJTHEHBI C Moevt Tiofaut Ha KaHToBCKOM
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damit einflussreichster Politiker neben dem Konig,
zugleich war er Geheimagent des Wiener Kaiserhofes.
Er war ein hochgebildeter homme de lettres, und er war,
wie der Briefwechsel eindrucksvoll belegt, aufklareri-
scher Organisator, Multiplikator und publizistischer
Verteidiger des Wolffianismus in Berlin und Leipzig.
Der Briefwechsel wird Anfang 2019 erscheinen.

Zilber: Sie haben eingangs Ihre Forschungen zum
Marburger Neukantianismus erwdhnt. Was hat Sie
daran vor allem interessiert?

Stolzenberg: Die Forschungen zum Neukantianis-
mus hatten in der Zeit, in der ich mich damit beschéf-
tigt habe, international einen Hohepunkt erreicht. In
einem gewissen Sinn war eine Epoche der Philosophie
wiederentdeckt worden, die fiir die Geschichte der
Philosophie der Moderne von entscheidender Bedeu-
tung war. Der Neukantianismus, insbesondere der von
Hermann Cohen und Paul Natorp begriindete Neu-
kantianismus Marburger Prigung, verstand sich als
eine Reaktion auf die bahnbrechenden Errungenschaf-
ten der neuzeitlichen Naturwissenschaften. Nach dem
Modell von Kants Begriindung der Newtonischen Phy-
sik sollte die Philosophie die apriorischen kategorialen
Grundlagen der neuzeitlichen naturwissenschaftlichen
Erkenntnis darstellen. Das war die erkldrte Alternative
zu den zeitgendssischen Stromungen des Materialis-
mus und Positivismus. Natorp und Cohen traten nach
auflen als eine homogene , Arbeitsgemeinschaft”, wie
sie sich selber nannten, auf. Bisher unbekannte Nach-
lassdokumente, unter anderem Rezensionen von Paul
Natorp von Cohens Werken, die Natorp um Wahrung
des ,inneren Friedens’ willen aber nicht publiziert hat-
te, zeigen ein anderes, sehr viel differenzierteres und
kontroverses Bild dieser ,Arbeitsgemeinschaft’. Dem
bin ich, in kritischer Auseinandersetzung mit den In-
terpretationen, die Helmut Holzhey vorgestellt hatte,
genauer nachgegangen.

Das zweite fiir meine Neukantianismus-Forschun-
gen gliickliche Ereignis war die erwéhnte Veroffentli-
chung von Martin Heideggers bis dahin ebenfalls vollig
unbekannten frithen Freiburger Vorlesungen, in denen
er sich in den Jahren nach dem Ersten Weltkrieg mit
beiden Schulen des Neukantianismus, insbesondere
aber mit Natorps Philosophie und seiner innovativen
Psychologie, auseinandergesetzt hat. Das war Neuland.
Heideggers Natorp-Kritik hat mich nicht tiberzeugt,
abgesehen davon, dass Heideggers in gewissem Sinne
anarchistische Kulturkritik sich hier schon abzeichnet.
Und schliefilich habe ich mich dem damals wie heu-
te weithin unbekannten Spatwerk Paul Natorps ge-
widmet, dessen Entwicklung aus unveroffentlichten
Vorlesungsmanuskripten, die im Nachlass vorhanden
sind, rekonstruiert werden kann, und mit dem der



koHrpecce B Can-Tlaysiry B 2005 1. (em.: Imurpuesa, 2006,
c. 170 cH.) 1 3aTeM B MockBe Ha KOH(EpeHIIN, ITOCBSIIIEH-
HOVI HEMEITKOMY ¥ PyCCKOMY HEOKaHTMAHCTBY (cM.: [Imu-
Tpuesa, 2009, c. 166). JIump mo3mHee s y3HaI O TOM, 9TO
MapOyprckoe HEOKaHTMAHCTBO CTaJI0 BaXXHBIM MCTOUYHU-
KOM aKTMBHOVI KPUTVKM KyJIBTYpbl B Poccmu 1151 MHOT X
MOJIOIBIX PYCCKMX VIHTEIUIEKTYasIoB, KOTOpPbIe IIpe3yKaslin
B MapOypr, — B TOM uncse a1t boprica [Tacrepraka, ocTa-
BaBILIETOCSI KAHTMAHIIEM COOCTBEHHO BCIO CBOIO JKI3Hb.

A. 3usvbep: I1o3BosIbTe MHe IIePENTI K TeMe My3BIKV 1
3a71aTh BOITPOC, HAIIJIOCh JIM Y Bac U JjIsl Hee MeCTO Cpein
pasmbiuteHnii o Kanre.

10. IImoavyenbepe: HaBepHOE, 3TO HPO3BYUYMUT 3K30-
TUYHO, €CJIVI CKaXy, UTO C IIO3VMIINI KAaHTOBCKOVI TeOPWM
CyX/IeHMs1 BKyca s B HeKOTOPOVI CTeIleHM ex post paspermi
VICTOPUYECKUVI CITOP O TOM, KaK Ha MHTepCy ObeKTUBHO OT-
BETCTBEHHOM YPOBHE MOYXHO T'OBOPUTBH O KpacoTe My3bl-
KaJIpHOrO IipomsseneHms (Stolzenberg, 2012). Peus et
0 3HaMeHUTOM B cBoe BpeMms criope I'anca Ildwmiiaepa n
Asbbana bepra o «I'pesax» Pobepra Illymana. B To Bpems
Kak g Ilduinepa kpacora 3Toro IrpomssefieHus pac-
KpbIBaeTcsl TOJILKO uepe3 UyBCTBO, bepr mpepcrasiut jie-
TaJIbHBIV aHAJIN3 CTPYKTY PBI 3TOTO COUMHEHMs, B KOTOPOM
OH TIOIIBITaJICSI OOOCHOBATh €r0 KPacoTy IIOHATUIIHO OIIpe-
JleJleHHbIMM Kputepusimi. KoMy 3HakoMa screTmueckas
Teopust KaHTa, TOT cpasy yBUAWUT, UTO 371eCh UJIET pedb 00
«aHTVMHOMMM BKyca», 11 [IdnitHep mpumepXuBaeTcs Te3u-
ca, 9TO Cy’KIIeHVe BKyca OCHOBBIBAeTCsI TOJIbKO Ha UyBCTBE,
a He Ha ITOHSTNSIX, TIOCKOJIbKY MHa4e MOYKHO ObUIO OBl 11y-
TeM JI0Ka3aTeJILCTB OIIpelelIsATh, YTO VIMEHHO IIPOTHBOpe-
9T 3CTETMYECKOMY IIepeXXmBaHMIO. bepr ske, HaIpoTMB,
OTCTaMBaeT aHTUTEe3NC: Cy KeHVe BKyca OCHOBBIBAeTCS Ha
MIOHSITYSIX, IIOTOMY UTO VHade HeJIb3sl [IOHSITh 3asiBJIeHHOe
MIpUTsA3aHVe Ha MHTepCyObeKTUBHYIO 3Ha9MMOCTh. C or1o-
pont Ha KaHTOBY Teoputo Cy>kIeHns BKyca 1 C y4eTOM ero
PasMBIIUIEHNII O TOM, YTO TaKoe MY3bIKaJIbHO-3CTeTIde-
CKasi miesi, BOSMOXKHO IIPUMUPUTH 00e TIO3UIIVNAL.

A. Buavbep: B 3axmodeHe XOTeI0Ch OBI TOTOBOPUTH
0 IepcIIeKTHBaX MCCIIeIOBaHN, KOTOPbIe BbI YIIOMSIHYJIN
B CBS3M C BalllIM MHTEpPecoM K BOIpOcaM MYy3bIKaJIbHOV
acTeTVKM U Prutocodum Mys3sIki. PaboTa, KOTOPYIO BEI
oryOnmKoBasI Ha 3Ty TeMy, HOCUT Has3aHMe «Bripa-
3UTk cBoe S 1 B My3bIKe» (Stolzenberg, 2011). Yto 3a 3T1M
CKpPBIBAeTCs, VI CBSI3aHO JIV 3TO KaKMM-TO 00pa30oM C Bally-
MM VICCIIEIOBAHVISIMIL TEOPUM Cy OBeKTMBHOCTI?

IO. Imosnvyenbepe: IlpuBenertoe Bamu HasBaHmEe —
9TO IIMTaTa U3 PabOTHI 1103Ta, XYPHAIMCTA ¥ MY3bIKaH-
ta Kpuctnana @punpnxa Jarmar Ilybapra «Mpoen x
3CTeTVKe My3BIKJIBHOIO MCKyccTBa» (1806). Dra mmrata
OTpa’kaeT My3bIKaJIbHO-3CTeTUMYECKYIO IIporpaMMy, KOTo-
past 6pu1a cpopmyrmposara B ceperyre X VIII cronersi n
KOpeHHBIM 00pa3oM M3MeHIUIa IIOHVMaHVe BbIpas3uTesIb-
HOCTM B My3bIKe 11 caMy MY3bIKy. [0 TOVI HOpBI My3bIKe
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spdte Natorp eine eigenstdndige Philosophie der Kul-
tur entwickelt (Stolzenberg, 1995). Von hier haben sich
bis dahin unentdeckte theoretische Verbindungen zur
Hermeneutik Hans-Georg Gadamers ergeben, der der
letzte Promovend von Natorp war, und zu Ernst Cas-
sirers Kulturphilosophie, der, was kaum wahrgenom-
men wird, Paul Natorp den zweiten Band seiner Phi-
losophie der symbolischen Formen gewidmet hat. Als ein
unverhofftes Nebenprodukt hat sich die Entdeckung
von Natorp als eines durchaus ernst zu nehmenden
Komponisten ergeben. Einige Kompositionen von Paul
Natorp habe ich beim Kant-Kongress in Sao Paulo im
Jahre 2005 (s. Dmitrieva, 2006, S. 170 Anm.) und sodann
im Rahmen einer Tagung tiber den deutschen und rus-
sischen Neukantianismus in Moskau zur Auffithrung
gebracht (s. Dmitrieva, 2009, S. 166). Wie sehr der Mar-
burger Neukantianismus fiir viele junge russische In-
tellektuelle, die nach Marburg kamen — unter ihnen
Boris Pasternak, der sein Leben lang eigentlich Kantia-
ner war — zur Quelle einer engagierten Kulturkritik in
Russland wurde, ist mir erst spater deutlich geworden.

Zilber: Vielleicht darf ich das Stichwort Musik auf-
greifen und Sie fragen, inwiefern auch dieser Bereich
zu Kants Denkraum gehort.

Stolzenberg: Es mag einigermafien exotisch klingen,
wenn ich nun sage, dass ich unter Bezug auf Kants
Theorie des Geschmacksurteils einen historischen
Streit iiber die Art und Weise, wie man iiber die Schon-
heit eines Musikstticks auf eine intersubjektiv verant-
wortliche Weise sprechen kann, sozusagen ex post ge-
schlichtet habe (Stolzenberg, 2012). Es handelt sich um
den seinerzeit bertihmten Streit zwischen Hans Pfitzner
und Alban Berg tiber Robert Schumanns , Traumerei”.
Wihrend sich fiir Pfitzner die Schonheit dieses Stiicks
allein tiber das Gefiihl erschliefit, legte Berg eine detail-
lierte Analyse der Struktur des Stiicks vor, die aus be-
grifflich definierten Kriterien dessen Schonheit zu be-
griinden suchte. Wer Kants &sthetische Theorie kennt,
sieht sogleich, dass es sich hier um die ,Antinomie
des Geschmacks” handelt, wobei Pfitzner die Thesis
vertritt, dass das Geschmacksurteil sich nur auf einem
Gefiihl und nicht auf Begriffe griindet, da es sich sonst
durch Beweise entscheiden lasse, was aber dem dstheti-
schen Erleben widerspricht. Berg vertritt hingegen die
Antithesis, dass das Geschmacksurteil sich doch auf
Begriffe griindet, weil sonst der behauptete Anspruch
auf intersubjektive Giiltigkeit unverstdndlich ist. Unter
Bezug auf Kants Theorie des Geschmacksurteils und
mit Blick auf seine Uberlegungen zu dem, was eine
musikalisch-dsthetischen Idee ist, ldsst sich eine Ver-
mittlung beider Positionen herstellen.

Zilber: Zum Schluss mochte ich noch auf die For-
schungsperspektive zu sprechen kommen, die Sie mit
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TIPECHIBATIOCh TIOfIpakaHVe TeOPeTHIecKy OOBEeKTH-
BUPOBaHHBIM 3MoITMsM. Ha cMeHy 3TOMy MOHWMMaHMIO
MY3BIKV TIPUITUTA Uest CyObeKTa, KOTOPBIV CBOY UyBCTBa
BbIpa’XaeT HeIIOCpeaCTBeHHO B MYy3bIKe. HOHb3y9[CB q.)op—
myrmposkont Yapie3za Terwtopa (Taylor, 1996), aTo MoXx-
HO Ha3BaTh 3KCITPECCUBVCTCKIM TIOBOPOTOM B KyJIBType
Hosoro Bpemenn. Mysbika npuHyMasia B HeM pelaromiee
ydactie. BoT 3Ta smoxaibHas mepeMeHa, ee IPeJIToChUT-
KV U1 ee pa3sHOOOpas3HbIe TIOCIICTBISL B VICTOPUM MY 3BIKI
HoBoro BpeMeHM cOCTaBIISIOT MOVL MHTepeC.

A. 3uavdep: Ilpodeccop Illrormprienbepr, Gosbiioe
BaM crracm6o 3a 3Ty Gecery™.

Padoma nad dannou nybauxayuens noddepskana u3 cpedcms
cybcuduu, Bvidesennoil Ha peasusayuio Ilpoepammor noBuiuienus
xonxypenmocnocodorocmu B@Y um. U. Kanma.

Crmcok mureparypbl

Jmumpueba H. A. HeokaHTMaHCTBO HeMeIIKOe M PyccKoe B
IIpOIUIOM, HacTosieM n Oymymem // Borpocer dwtocodpum.
2009. Ne 3. C. 165—175.

Jmumpueba H. A. Prmocodpst Karra kak dpmocodnast cBobo-
na: vHas riodammsauyst. O630p X MeXIyHapOIHOr0 KaHTOBCKO-
ro koHrpecca / / Borpocsr drutocodpmm. 2006. Ne 8. C. 169 —180.

Kanm U. K Beanomy mupy // Cou. Ha HeM. 1 pyc. s13. M. :
Kamm, 1994. T. 1. C. 353 —477.

Kanm M. Kpurtrka mpaxrideckoro pasyma // Cod. Ha HeM.
u pyc. 3. M. : Mockoscknit prtocodpekmmt porm, 1997a. T. 3.
C.277-733.

Kanm U. Ocrosorornoxenne K Metadmsmke Hpasos // Cou.
Ha HeM. 1 pyc. 513. M. : Mockosckuvt dprstocodpekmit oy, 19976.
T.3.C.39-275.

Kanm M. Kputuka uncroro pasyma. 2-e m3p,. // Cod. Ha HeM.
u pyc. s3. M. : Hayka, 2006. T. 2, u. 1.

Kanm U. Meradmsnka Hpasos: B 2 4. 4. 1. Metadnsudeckme
Havasia yueHus o ripase // Cou. Ha HeM. u pyc. 43. T. 5, 4. 1. M. :
Kanon-ITroc, 2014.

Quxme W.T. Periersns Ha KHUTY «DHe3umeM, v OO ocHo-
Bax faHHOM 11pod. PeriHrosbaom B Vene DremeHTapHOI hylo-
codpum, BMecTe ¢ 3allUTOV CKeNTUIIV3Ma oT mpuTasanmit Kpuru-
Ku pasyma. 1792» // Wemwmar @.B.V1. Panane dwrocodckne
coumHeHMs1 / TIep. ¢ HeM., BCTYIL CT., KOMMeHT., mpumed. V1. do-
kuna. CIT6. : Asterens, 2000. C. 272 —290.

Xanoeeeep M. Bertvie v Bpemst / niep. B.B. bubuxuna. M. : Ad
Marginem, 1997.

Xanioeeeep M. OcHOBHBIe 1Tpo0GsieMbl (peHOMeHOJIOrMM / TIep.
c HeM. A.T. Yepnrsikosa. CI16. : HOY «Beicmras permrmosHo-dm-
stocodpcKast mKosta», 2001.

Xanoeeeep M. Hemenikuit vneaymsm (Puxre, Ilesumnr, Te-
resib) 1 putocodckasi mpobreMaTVKa COBpeMeHHOCTH / Tep.
¢ Hem. A.IT. IllypGenésa. CII6. : «Brnammmup Haib», 2016.

! Muarepsrio 6610 B3siTo A.C. 3msbepom y TO. IToprentep-
ra MHWUIVATUBHO II0CPEACTBOM 3JIeKTPOHHOV ITOYTH U ITPeo-
crapieHo «KaHTOBCKOMY COOPHMKY» LIS 9KCKIIFO3MBHOW IIy-
O6mxarym. TloBomoM fyist MHTepBEIO cTat 70-IeTHuMiT 1001mTen
rpodeccopa LTosbriendepra.

dem Hinweis auf Ihr Interesse an Fragen der Musikas-
thetik und der Philosophie der Musik erwédhnt haben.
Die Schrift, die Sie dazu veroffentlicht haben, tragt den
Titel , Seine Ichheit auch in der Musik heraustreiben”
(Stolzenberg, 2011). Was verbirgt sich dahinter, und
inwiefern gibt es hier einen Bezug zu Ihren subjektivi-
tatstheoretischen Untersuchungen?

Stolzenberg: Der von lhnen zitierte Titel ist ein Zi-
tat des Dichters, Journalisten und Musikers Christian
Friedrich Daniel Schubart aus seinen Ideen zu einer
Asthetik der Tonkunst (1806). Es steht fiir ein musikés-
thetisches Programm, das um die Mitte des 18. Jahr-
hunderts formuliert worden ist und das die Auffas-
sung von Ausdruck in der Musik und die Musik selbst
grundlegend verdndert hat. An die Stelle der bis dahin
der Musik tibertragenen Nachahmung von theoretisch
objektivierbaren Affekten trat die Idee eines Subjekts,
das seine Gefiihle in der Musik unmittelbar ausdriickt.
Man kann dies mit Charles Taylor (1996) als eine ex-
pressivistische Wende in der Kultur der Moderne
begreifen. Die Musik hat daran einen ganz entschei-
denden Anteil. Diesem epochalen Wandel, seinen Vor-
aussetzungen und seinen vielgestaltigen Folgen in der
Geschichte der Musik der Moderne gilt mein Interesse.

Zilber: Herr Prof. Stolzenberg, ich danke Thnen fiir
dieses Gesprich sehr herzlich.!

This publication was supported by the Russian Academic
Excellence Project at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Uni-
versity.
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PEIIEH3UN

AKTYAJIbHBI JIV EHIE UCCJIEJOBAHWM
O IIOCTMOJEPHU3ME?
PASMBIIIJIEHMA O KHUTE
UTAJIbSIHCKOI'O ®NJTIOCOPA A. IIOMbI

B.H. Beao8!

Pen. na xu.: Poma A.
Cadenzas. Philosophical Notes for Postmodernism.
Cham : Springer, 2017. 244 p.

ITpodeccop Typunckoro yHuBepcuTeTa AHjpea
IToma, aBTOp HOBOVI KHUTHU O IOcTMoAepHM3Me «KaseH-
. Purtocodckie 3aMeTKM O IOCTMOJIEpHe», TI0JIaraeT,
YTO HAaCTOSIIMe VCCIIe[IoBaHMsl O 3HaYeHMM IIOCTMOJIep-
HUCTCKMX (PMI0COPCKMX MITYANI ellle TOJIBKO HadMHa-
10TCsl, 1, GoJIee TOro, IOHMMaHMe MX aKTyaIbHOCTY MIMeH-
HO TeIlepb, I0CJIe JKapKMX AVCKYCCUIL BOKPYT 3TOroO Ha-
IIpaBJIeHVs B KOHIIe IIPOIUIOTO BeKa, II0Cile CMEPTH ero
OCHOBHBIX TBOPIIOB ¥ IIOCIIefIOBaTesIell, MOXKeT IIPUBEeCT
K CYIIeCTBEHHBIM pe3ysIbTaTaM.

M aT0 — He «rpOMKOe» 3asiBJIEHVE J1JIsl IIPVIBJIeUeHIS
BHVMaHN, He 3MaTaX, K KOTOpOMYy dYacTo mpuberasm
dwmnocodrr moctmopepHa. [lo MaerMro IloMsl, mocT™MO-
JIepHM3M ecThb IJIyOodariias XapaKTepyucTKa COBpeMeH-
HOW KYJIBTYPbl, U, TIOCcTUras priocockmte maen TBOpLIOB
TIOCTMOJIEPHA, MBI IIPOHMKAEM B CYyTh COBPEMEHHBIX KYJIb-
TYPHBIX COCTOSIHUI U IporeccoB. CMBOJIMYHO 11 Ha3Ba-
HIe KHUTY, KOTOpoe «OOBIrpbIBaeT» MHOIOOOpasHBIN U
CBOeOOpasHBINl CMBIC]I MY3bIKaJIBHOTO TepMMHA «KajleH-
nus». B manHOM cityyae MeTadopa «KageHINN» VCIIOIIb-
3yeTcst aBTOPOM /1L TAKOT'O TOJIKOBAHWISI CUTYaIIV ITOCT-
MoJIepHa, KOTOpOe BCKPBIBaeT, C OJHOV CTOPOHBI, Mapri-
HaJIbHBbIe YepThl KyJIBTYPbl, BAPYT OKa3aBlvecs B lIeH-
Tpe, a C IPyTroy — TaKoe 3aBeplieHye 3TOM CUTYaIllN, KO-
TOpOe MOXKeT IJINThCS OeCKOHEeYHO TI0JITO.

Ec1vt ToBOPUTB O perniepHBIX TOUYKaX KHUTH, TO MOXKHO
BBIZIJIUTH [IB€ OCHOBHBIE: HeMellKoe IIoHATue Sehnsucht
n dumocodcekyro konnemmio lepmana Korena. CrioBo
Sehnsucht aBTop KHUI'M OCcTaBJIsieT Oe3 IlepeBoyia, Iojlaras,
YTO HY OIHO UTAJIbIHCKOE VIV aHIJINIICKOe OHATIe? —
a MBI MOXXeM JI00aBMUTh, YTO VI HI OJTHO PYCCKOe — He MO-
JKeT IepeliaTh BeCb CMBICII 3TOTO HEMEITKOrO IOHSTH:L. 3a-
JIOKEHHBIE B HEM 3HAQUEHWMs «TOCKa», «HOCTAJIBI'MSI» aK-
LIEHTUPYIOT 3JIeMEeHT IIPOIIUIOro, a «KeJIaHMe», «CTpeM-
JleHVie» — MOMEHT OymyIuero. B Tom cMbIciie, KOTOPBIN

* Poccurickuit yausepcuret 11pyk0obr Hapozos (PYIH)

117198, Mocksa, yi1. Muxityxo-Maxkrasi, 1. 6.

Ilocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuio: 17.04.2018 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-3-5

© besos B.H., 2018.

? DTa KHWTA BBIIDIA ITePBOHAYAIEHO Ha MTAIBbSHCKOM SI3BIKE.
Cm.: (Poma, 2014).

REVIEWS

IS RESEARCH ON POSTMODERNISM
STILL RELEVANT?
THOUGHTS ON A BOOK
BY THE ITALIAN PHILOSOPHER A. POMA

V.N. Belov!

Review: Andrea Poma,
Cadenzas. Philosophical Notes for Postmodernism.
Cham: Springer, 2017, 244 pp.

Andrea Poma, professor at the University of Turin,
author of a new book on postmodernism, Cadenzas.
Philosophical Notes for Postmodernism, thinks that con-
temporary research on the meaning of postmodernist
philosophical studies is only beginning and that, more-
over, understanding their relevance, especially now,
after heated discussions around this movement at the
end of the last century and the death of its founders
and main followers, could lead to substantial results.

This is not some kind of “loud” statement made to
draw attention; it is not a kind of epatage, like the ones
that postmodernist philosophers have often resorted
to. In Poma’s opinion, postmodernism is the deepest
characteristic of contemporary culture and, by under-
standing the philosophical ideas of the creators of the
postmodern era, we penetrate the core of the states
and processes of contemporary culture. The title of this
book is symbolic, as it plays on the manifold and pecu-
liar meaning of the musical term cadenza. In this case,
the metaphor of cadenza is used by the author to pro-
vide an interpretation of the postmodern situation that,
on the one hand, opens the marginal features of cul-
ture that suddenly found themselves at its centre and,
on the other hand, suggests an end that can continue
endlessly.

We can distinguish two main points of reference
in the book: the German concept of Sehnsucht and the
philosophy of Hermann Cohen. The author leaves the
concept of Sehnsucht untranslated, assuming that no
English or Italian’ — and, we may also add, no Rus-
sian — concept can adequately convey the whole
meaning of this German concept. The meanings of
“yearning” and “nostalgia,” contained in it, accentuate

! RUDN University, 6 Miklukho-Maklaya str., 117198 Moscow,
Russia.
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2 This book was first published in Italian (see Poma, 2014).
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B.H. benos

3aJIeVICTBYeT aBTOp KHWIM, 3TO IIOHATVE CTSATMBAEeT IIPO-
nuioe u OyzyIiiee B HacTosiIIee, CTAHOBSCH CBOeOOpasHO
METKOVI BEYHOCT! B MICTOPVMYECKOM IIpoliecce, HO MEeTKOV
He TpaHCIeHJIeHTHOV I MeTapu3UdecKor, a pealb-
HOV1, «00JI4IIer», «HOILLeV», He OCTaBIILIOIIeN pa3ym ye-
JIOBeKa B IIOKOe HV Ha CeKyHTy.

Yro xe kacaercs dvuiocodnnt riaBsl MapOyprckonr
IIKOJIBI HeOKaHTMaHCTBa lepmana Korena, To oHa, 1o
MHeHmIo A. Ilombl, comepXut B cebe Takom IIOTEHIIMATT
HayYHBIX VJIeVI, KOTOPBIV TTO3BOJISIET PacCMaTPUBaTh ee B
KaudecTBe BO3MOYKHOI'O OCHOBaHM¢ 115 [IOVICKa OTBETOB Ha
rocTaBjIeHHble COBpeMeHHOV KyJIBTypol Bompochkl. Kak
MoTYepKMBaEeT aBTOP, «Mbl MOXKeM IIOCMOTPeThb Ha puIo-
coduro Korena kKak Ha oIpefie/leHHBIV OIIOPHBIVI MOMEHT,
KOTOPBII MOXKET VIMETh CBOE MeCTO M CBOIO POJIb B cde-
pe HmoCTMOIepHM3Ma, KOTOPBIVI MOXeT BIOXHOBWUTB JIVI-
HUIO MBICJIVI, OTIMYHYIO OT APYTMX, HO He IIOCTOPOHHIOI
VUIVI aHAXPOHMCTCKY10; YHUKaIbHY0, KpUTUYECKYIO, BO3-
MOXKHO, JTake CIIOPHYIO, HO He Uy XXAyI0 TeKyIleMy KyJIb-
TypHOMY KOHTeKcTy» (Poma, 2017, p. 24; nasiee cTpaHu-
IIBI 3TOTO M3/IAHMS YKa3bIBAlOTCS B KPYIJIBIX CKOOKax)’.
Yem Xe KOHKPETHO aBTOp KHWITI OOOCHOBBIBAeT TaKOe
yTBepXXIeHme?

ITpexne Bcero cilemyeT yKasaTh Ha TO, UTO, pa3BuBasi U
YTOUHSIS XapaKTePUCTUKN VI IIPUHIINIIBI JeVICTBUS TpaH-
ClleH/leHTaIbHOro MeTosia, KoreH BBOIUT cylllecTBeHHOE
nobaBsleHMe, a MMEHHO MeTOI UMCTOTHI, YTO II03BOJISieT
BBIHECTV PasroBOp O MBIIUIEHUM 33 paMKV OHTOJIOT4e-
CKOVI OITPaBIAHHOCTW, C OIHOV CTOPOHBL, M CyOBEKTVB-
HOVI TOTAJIUTaPHOCTN — C Apyron. To ecTh KpUTUYeCKUMI
nnearmsMm Korena mpeoposieBaeT Kak CcrcTeMy rijoco-
vy, oM paroIyIocs B CBOVX IIOCIIEIHIX OCHOBAHMSX Ha
OHTOJIOTMTYeCKoe TOXIeCTBO, TaK M Ty CUCTeMy PrjIoco-
um, KoTopas B CBOMX IIpefeIbHbIX OCHOBAHMSIX VIMeeT
CyOBeKTMBHOE TOXKIIeCTBO, TO €CTh KaK pa3 CUCTeMBI, TI0]I-
BeprIIVecs pe3Koyl KPUTHKe VI HEeIPUSATHIO CO CTOPOHBI
IIpeIICTaBUTeIIel IIOCTMOMIEPHVCTCKOM MBICN. Kputide-
ckmmt npeanvsM KoreHa B cBOMX pasBUTBIX popMax siB-
JIgeTcs MaeaI3MOM WleV, KaK OHa IIpeicTasieHa y [ma-
ToHa. Takoy ugeannsM He npuemseT chOKyCHMpOBaHHO-
CTV pe3yJIbTaTOB MBIIIIIEHs HY Ha 00beKTe, Hi Ha Cy0b-
exre (p. 63). Vnes Korena mpoTmBmTCS KaK MBIIITIEHIIO
IIpefCcTaBJIeHNs, TaK ¥ MBIIUIEHWIO TpaHCLeHIeHTallb-
HOro cyOBeKTa, Kak IIpel-JaHHBbIX VI 9YeM-TO OOYCIIOBIIN-
BaOIINX caM ITporecc MbIuIeHMs. Vifnes KoreHa, ckopee,
eCTh 3a7lada, TUII0Te3a, KOTOpble 11 POPMUPYIOT IIPOIiecc
MBIIUTEHMS KaK OeCKOHEeUHBIN, CTAaHOBSCh, TaKUM O0pa-
30M, MeTOJIOJIOTMYeCKM IPUHIIUIIOM 3TOrO YMCTOIO

* Tlomobnyio Touky 3penus npod. [Toma orcramBaer yxe j1aB-
HO KaK Ha pa3JIMYHBIX MEeXIYHapOLHBIX (POpyMaX, TaK U B CTa-
ThsIX — cM., B yactHOocTi: (IToma, 2010; TToma, 2015); xpyribii
cron (Renz, Bienenstock, Holzhey mn mp., 2011); mowan «Die
Moglichkeit eines postmodernen Humanismus aus der Philos-
ophie Cohens» Ha MeXmyHapomHOM PO3€HIIBEMTOBCKOM KOH-
rpecce (26 —29 okta6ps 2014 r., PpankdypT-Ha-Marine).
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an element of the past, while the “desire” and “wish”
point at a moment in the future. In the sense in which
the author uses it, Sehnsucht pulls together the past and
the future to form the present and it becomes a sort
of mark of eternity in the historical process, yet not a
metaphysical or transcendent one, but a real one that
“hurts” and “aches,” not leaving the human mind in
peace for a second.

When it comes to the philosophy of Hermann
Cohen, leader of the Marburg school of Neo-Kantian-
ism, it contains, according to the author, such a po-
tential for development of new scientific ideas that
we might be able to consider it as at a possible basis
for answering questions raised by modern culture. As
Poma notes, “We can, however, look at Cohen’s philo-
sophy as a point of reference with its own place and
role within the postmodern sphere, which give rise to
a different line of thought from others, but which is not
alien or anachronistic: specific, critical, perhaps even
polemical, but not entirely outside the present cultur-
al context” (p. 24).> But how exactly does the author
ground this claim?

First of all, we must note that, by developing and
clarifying the characteristics and the principles of the
transcendental method, Cohen makes a substantial ad-
dition to it, namely the method of purity, which allows
us to free the discourse on thinking from the frame-
work of ontological justifiability, on the one hand, and
from subjective totalitarianism, on the other. That is,
Cohen’s critical idealism overcomes both the philo-
sophical system ultimately based on ontological one-
ness and the system ultimately based on subjective
oneness, i.e., precisely the systems subjected to harsh
criticism and rejected by postmodernist thought.
Cohen’s critical idealism in its developed form is the
idealism of Idea, as it is presented in Plato. Such ideal-
ism accepts focusing neither on the object nor on the
subject. Cohen’s idea is opposed to both the thought of
the representation and thought of the transcendental
subject as something pre-given and conditioning the
very process of thinking. Cohen’s idea is more like a
task or a hypothesis, which forms the thought process
infinitely, thus becoming a methodological principle of
the pure thinking aimed at the object and the subject as
its infinite tasks. According to Cohen, it is neither the

% A similar point of view has been defended by A. Poma for a
long time both in various international forums and in his own
papers. See, for example, (Poma, 2010; Poma, 2015); round table
discussion (Renz, Bienenstock, Holzhey, and others, 2011); In-
ternational Rosenzweig Congress presentation “Die Moglich-
keit eines postmodernen Humanismus aus der Philosophie
Cohens” (October 26 —29, 2014, Frankfurt am Main).



MBIIIJIEHVISI, HaIIPaBJIeHHOTO Ha OOBEKT U CYyOBeKT Kak
cBom OeckoHeuHsle 3a7aun. CornacHo Koreny, nosrydaer-
51, YTO He OOBEeKT WJI CyOBEKT CO CBOMMM CTPYKTYpaMu
dOopMUPYIOT XapaKTep MBIIUIEHNS (TOTaIbHOCT, VIeH-
TUYHOCTY, TOXK/ECTBa), HO CaM MeTOIOJIOrMIeCKUTT ITPUH-
LIVII YMCTOTO MBIIIUIEHVIS JIEKUT B OCHOBaHMM KaK O0beK-
Ta, TaK ¥ CyObeKTa 3TOro caMoro MpInureHms. Kak orme-
qaeT A. IToma, KoreH 11 ero 1kosa ¢ TIO3UITAT «KPUTIIe-
CKOr'O pallyioHasIM3Ma», WIN «KPUTHUUYECKOro Mieain3Mar»
IIPOBOOVUIV «HEIPUMWUPUMYIO KPUTUKY TOTaIUTapHOIO
VSTV MTHCTPYMEHTaIbHOTO pa3yMa, JoTMaTv3Ma CTaTude-
CKMX (POPM, YCTOSBIINXCS MOPaJIbHBIX, TIOJIUTUYECKIX U
PeJIMITMO3HBIX MOJIesIeVl BO MMsl KPUTMYEeCKOro, IMHaM-
YeCcKOro pasyMa, OTKPBITO ITpeJICTaBIIsIonIero cobort bec-
KOHEYHYIO 3ajlady OCO3HaHMS HeOOXOIVMMOCTW IlepeMe-
CTUTB MBICJIb 3a TPaHUIIBI IIOHSATVS, TIOCKOJIBKY MBIIILTe-
HIe Ha rpaHuie Vlgen maxxe OCTOPOXKHO HUKOIZA He BbI-
XOIWT 3a 3Ty Tpanuiry» (p. 31).

Ha npumepe xputiraeckoro npeanmsma Korerna IToma
3arparuBaeT IIpoOjleMy Hadala MBIIUIEHMS VI IE€MOH-
CTpupyeT OecriepcrieKTMBHOCTh ¥ OIIMOOYHOCTH BHe-
pallVOHaJIBHBIX PacCyKIEHUV O IIOCTMOIEPHVCTCKOM
«MBIIUIEHUV Pa3/INdyis», MBIITUIEHUN, CBOOOITHOM OT J10-
Iy IIeHNTI OOBIIEHHOTO CO3HAHMS?,

OrnHOV M3 KITIOYEBBIX TeM, ITPOXOIAINeV depe3 BCIO
KHUTY MTaJIbIHCKOTO VICCTIeSTOBATeIIs ¥ 3aTparvBaroIen
BCe OCHOBHBIE IIpOOJIeMBI, IIOCTaBIeHHbIe B HeVl, OKa3bl-
BaeTcsl TeMa ryMaHm3Ma. IToma yTBepXmaeT, 4To eciu
IryMaHVCTMUYecKasl MBICJIb He BJISeTCSl HY OHTOJIOTYe-
CKOVI, HM SIMUCTeMOJIOTMYeCKOV B KadecTBe allpuoOpHO-
TO OIpefiesileHNsl 4YeJloBeKa, TO eIVHCTBEHHOV BO3MOX-
HOCTBIO MBICJTUTP UeJloBeKa CTaHOBUTCS TIOCTVDKEHNE Ca-
MOVI €TO OIPefeIMMOCTM KaK OeCcKOHEeYHOro IIporiecca
CTAHOBJIEHMS, KakK fieri. Peub B HaHHOM ciIydae, IO MHe-
HUIO aBTOpa KHUTY, MAET O TOM, YTOOBI IIOHMMATh I'yMa-
HW3M, MCXO[I5 113 IlepBOHaYaIbHOV, ICTMHHOV TPagyIInYL,
He KaK KyJIBTYpy 4eJloBeKa, HO KaK KyJIBTYpy ueJioBede-
CKOro, YTO 3HaYMUT — KaK KyJIBTYPY, KOTopasl HallpaBsJle-
Ha Ha ¢popMUpOBaHIEe aTpUOYTOB UeJIOBEYeCKOTO U IIpe-
ISTCTBYeT POPMUPOBAHUIO aTpUOYTOB HeUeTTOBeYeCKOro
v OecuestoBeqHOro. TakmM oOpas3oM, cTpeMyleHNe K pe-
asIM3amyi 9eJI0BeUecKoro IIpeIIecTByeT YeIoBeKy, a He
HaobopoT. [ToaToMy UTaIBbSHCKUT YUeHBIV II0JIaraeT, YTo
IryMaHM3M MOXKHO pacCMaTpMBaTh B KauecTBe «TPaHCIIeH-
JIeHTaJIbHOTO PeryJisiTvBa» HpaBCTBeHHOCTH. IToma Tak-
Ke TIOoJIaTaeT, YTO TYMaHW3M B OTJIMYMe OT JAPYTUX TIep-
CTIEKTMBHBIX KOHIIETIIVTI 3allWIIeH CBOMM aHTUIOTMa-
TWM3MOM OT TOTO, UTOOBL OBITH IIPOCTHIM aJIVIOV VTN Ode-
penHOM yTomvert. [TockobKy OH He BKJTIOYaeT HUKaKMX
OIIpefieJIeHHBIX VI OKOHYATeJIbHBIX IIPeICTaBIeHNIL O CBO-
eVl LIeJIv, HO JIUIIIb HallpaBJIeHe IBVDKeHs, TO He cofep-

* OB aToM cM. 4-10 m1aBy (p. 69 —84), mocssennyo XK. Henésy
v oTTyOrIIKOBaHHYTO paHee Ha PYCCKOM A3bike B «KaHTOBCKOM
cboprmke» (IToma, 2015).

V.N. Belov

object nor the subject, with its structures, that forms the
character of thinking (totality, identity, oneness), but
it is the very methodological principle of pure think-
ing that lies at the basis of both the object and the sub-
ject of this very thinking. As Poma remarks, from the
standpoint of “critical rationalism” or “critical ideal-
ism,” Cohen and his school were conducting an “in-
transigent critique against totalitarian or instrumental
reason, against dogmatism of possessed, static forms,
against established moral, political and religious mod-
els, in the name of critical, dynamic reason, openly con-
stituted as an infinite task aware of the need to move
thought beyond the limits of concept as far as thinking
on the limit of Idea, though careful never to go beyond
this limit” (p. 31).

By taking Cohen’s critical idealism as an example,
Poma addresses the problem of the origin of thinking
and demonstrates the futileness and fallaciousness of
the extra-rational reasoning about the postmodernist
“thought of difference,” i.e., a mode of thinking free
from assumptions of ordinary consciousness.*

One of the key topics recurring through the whole
book and affecting all the main problems presented in
it is the theme of humanism. Poma claims that, if hu-
manist thought is neither ontological nor epistemo-
logical when it comes to the a priori definition of the
human being, then the only option left is to think of
it by its very definability as an infinite process of be-
coming, as a fieri. In the author’s opinion, this means
understanding humanism by referring to its original,
true tradition, not as the culture of human beings, but
as a human culture, i.e., understanding it as a culture
aimed at forming human attributes and at hindering
the formation of nonhuman or inhuman attributes.
Thus, the aspiration to realise human attributes takes
priority over the human being, and not the other way
round. Because of this, the Italian scholar believes that
humanism can be considered a “transcendental regu-
lative principle” of morality. Poma also believes that
humanism, unlike other prospective conceptions, is
protected by its anti-dogmatism from becoming a
mere alibi or just another utopia. Since humanism
does not include any definite and conclusive concep-
tions of its end, but only the direction of a movement,
it does not contain any realisable substantiality, but
only the attributes by means of which we can uncov-
er its meaning step by step. Poma proposes to examine
the conditions that postmodern culture and society in

* For more on this topic, see chapter 4 (pp. 69-84), dedicated to
Deleuze and published earlier in Russian in Kantovsky sbornik
(Poma, 2015).
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JKUT HUKaKOVI OCYIIECTBIISIEMOVL Cy6CTaHLIVIaJIBHOCTV[, HO
TOJIBKO aTpUOYTHI, PV TIOMOIIV KOTOPBIX IIIar 3a IIIaroM
MOXKHO OTKPBITH €ro 3HaueHUe. VITajIbaHCKUV yYeHBIV
pejjiaraeT pacCMOTPeTh YCJIOBUSL, KOTOPbIe IIOCTMOIep-
HVICTCKasl KyJIbTypa M OOIIecTBO B IeJIOM CO3NAIOT IS
rymMaHm3Ma coppeMeHHOCTV. OH OTMedaeT [1Ba IIprMeda-
TeJIbHBIX MOMEHTa OCTMOAEPHVICTCKOV KYJIBTY Pbl, KOTO-
Pphle, II0 ero MHEHWIO, MMEeIOT 0coboe 3HaueHvie 115l HOBO-
ro TyMaHM3Ma: «pacTBOpeHme cyOBbeKTa 1 OTKa3 OT TeJle-
ororum» (p. 233).

Ho ocHOBHBIM IIPOCTPaHCTBOM, I7ie IepeceKaroTcs B
POTUBOPEUNBOM W B TO XK€ BpeMsi IIPOLyKTVBHOM IIPO-
TuBocTosHMUM pustococpus Tepmana Korena u dustoco-
dmst mocTMOmepHMI3Ma, SBIISIETCS IIPOCTPAHCTBO STUKA.
Drndeckasi popMa MBIIIIIEHN, KOTOpasl yTBepXKIaeTcsl B
durtocod kot cucteme ritaBbl MapOy preKort IIKOJIbI Heo-
KaHTMAHCTBa, 110 MHeHuIo [ToMbl, criocoOHa BBICTYIIUTD
aJIBTePHATVUBHBIM «KJIAaCCMYECKOMY» I'YMaHV3My OCHOBA-
HIEeM B YTBepXXIeHY r'yMaHucTideckux naen. [Ipenmy-
IIeCTBO 3TWYecKMx IocTpoeHmn KoreHa fericTBUTeIEHO
3aKJII0YaeTCsl B TOM, YTO, IIpejiarasi paanKajbHO HOBbIe
IPVIHIINIIBI Y IIOAXOIbL, CO3BY YHbBIE IIOCTMOIEPHVICTCKIIM,
OHM OCTaIOTCSI B paMKaxX €BPOIEVICKOV pallViOHaJIbHOV
TPaJVIIVVI TPV BCEVI €€ IIPOTUBOPEUMBOV ITO3UTUBHOCTVA,
COXpaHMBIIIEVI VI COXPaHSIOIIer YeJIoBeuecTBO KakK Or1osIo-
raecKum Bul. UTo e KacaeTcs STUKM IIOCTMOIepHII3Ma,
TO, BO-IIEPBBIX, MBI y>K€ MOXXeM KOHCTaTupoBaTh, 4TO ee
peanM3oBaHHas, IIyCTh M YaCTUYHO, KPUTWKA STUKV MO-
ZlepHa B IIOJIHOV Mepe OTBeTCTBEHHa 3a Te pa3HooOpas-
HbIe VI MHOI'OYNCJIEHHbIe HeraTVIBHbIE SIBJIEHVS B COBpe-
MEHHOVI eBPOIIEVICKOVI XV3HW, KOTOpPbIE CTaIv CJI€ICTBU-
eM (popMIpOBaHS YeJIOBeKa-TIOTPeOnTelIs, OTCTanBao-
IIIero CBOM IIpaBa, HO 3a0bIBaIOIIero 0d6 OTBeTCTBEHHOCTH
u obsasarHOCTAX. [To3BorIo cebe HmpmBecTV OOIIMPHYIO
LMUTATy C IOAPOOHON XapaKTePWUCTUKON MHIVBUAYaIN-
CTVYECKOV STUKI IIOCTMOOePHM3Ma:

TToCTMOIIEPHUCTCKIT MHIVBULL SIBJISIETCS €IMHCTBEH-
HO HOCUTeJIeM IIpaB — He obs3aHHOcTerr. OH Ipu3HaeT
CBOVI YKeJIaHW, VHCTUHKTBI ¥ YCTpeMJIEHUS ¥ TpedyeT,
9TOORI BCce OOIIeCTBO ITpWM3HABaIoO M yBaXKaso mx. [TpwH-
LI MHOWBUIAYAIV3alMN yXKe He SBJISeTCs SKOHOMYe-
CKVIM VMHTEPEeCOM M COOCTBEHHOCTBIO, HO SIBJISIETCS 3BIIEMO-
HIYeCKVIM ITPYHITATIOM YIOBOJIBCTBIAS, CHACTBS VTV TIOJTe3-
HocTV. MomepHVMCTCKMYI MHAVBYITYaIM3M MOKHO Ha3BaThb
uHOUBUOYAAU3MOM COOCINBEHHOCTU, @ TIOCTMOHEPHCTCKIT
VIHIVIBUAYaII3M — UHOuBuoyasusmom sxesarus. Ilosto-
My VHAVIBUIYYM IIOJIaraeT, YTo VIMeeT HeorpaHWYeHHOe
7 oITpaBIaHHOE TIPaBO YIOBJIETBOPSITEH CBOM XKemaHms. OH
YTBEPX/AeT 3TO IIpaBo, He HYXIasiCh B TOM, YTOOBI OCHO-
BaTh €ro Ha YeM-TO ellle, KpOMe CaMoro xesaHvs. MoXHO
YIIOMSTHY T MHOTO SIBHBIX ITPOSIBJIEHITI TOTO MEHTAaJINTe-
Ta B HBIHEITHeM O0pase >KM3HIL: IIPaBO OBITH POMITENIEM,
MIpaBo Ha 3BTaHa3MIo, Ha yIIoTpelsTeH e HApKOTMKOB W T. 1.
DTO BCEro JINIIb HECKOJIBKO IIprMepoB. Takum oOpasom,
MIOHATME IIpaBa yTpadMBaeT CBOe IOPUINYecKoe 3Haue-

general creates for contemporary humanism. He notes
two noteworthy factors of postmodernist culture that,
in his opinion, have a special significance for the new
humanism: “the dissolution of the subject and the re-
jection of teleology” (p. 233).

But ethics is the point where Cohen’s philosophy
and postmodernism intersect in their contradictory
yet productive confrontation. The ethical way of think-
ing affirmed in the philosophical system of the head of
the Marburg school of Neo-Kantianism could, accord-
ing to Poma, provide an alternative to the “classical”
humanist basis in the assertion of humanistic ideas.
The advantage of Cohen’s ethical constructs is that, in
fact, while proposing radically new principles and ap-
proaches in tune with postmodernism, they neverthe-
less still remain within the framework of the European
rational tradition along with all its contradictory posi-
tivity that has preserved and is still preserving human-
ity and biological species. As to postmodernist ethics,
first, we can state that it is realised, even if only partial-
ly, that the criticism of modern ethics is fully respon-
sible for the various and numerous negative facts of
modern European life, which were caused by the de-
velopment of the homo consumericus who stands for his
rights, but neglects responsibilities and obligations. Al-
low me to quote an extensive passage that can serve as
a detailed characterisation of individualistic postmod-
ernist ethics:

The postmodern individual is solely a bearer of
rights — not of duties. She recognises her desires, in-
stincts and aspirations and she demands that the entire
society recognises and respects them as well. The indi-
viduating principle is no longer economic interest and
ownership, but the eudaimonistic principle of plea-
sure, happiness or utility. Modern individualism could
be called individualism of ownership and postmodern
individualism could be called individualism of desire.
The individual, therefore, believes to have an unlimit-
ed and justified right to satisfy her desires. She claims
this right without needing it to be founded on nothing
but desire itself. One could mention many clear man-
ifestations of this mentality in the current custom: the
right to parenthood, to euthanasia, to drug use, and so
on. These are just a few examples. The concept of right,
therefore, loses its legal meaning and is no longer com-
plementary to the notion of duty: it becomes a mere
claim of desire. But who represents this desiring indi-
vidual in our society? Who is this individual claiming to
be justified by desire itself to satisfy her desire? Clearly,
she is the ‘consumer.” In the society of realised capital-
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HVe U yKe He JIONOJIH4eT IIOHSTHe [10JIra: OHO CTaHOBUTCS
TIPOCTBIM YTBepKaeHveM o kesTaHvm. Ho KTo mrpencTaBiis-
eT 3TOro0 KeJIaIolIero MHaMBMIA B HaleM oorecrse? Kro
3TOT MHMBWJL, yTBeP>KIaIOIINi1, YTO OH OllpaB/laH eJla-
HVeM, 4TOOBI YIOBJIETBOPUTL CBOe JKeytaHme? OdeBimmgHO,
YTO OH — «10TpebuTerb». OIHaKo B 00IecTBe ITO0eB-
IIero KalmTasIn3Ma IoTpednTeTh — He CyOBeKT, a 00beKT
TOPTOBOVI CVICTEMBI; IIOCIIETHSIS y6e>1<,uaeT €ero IeVcTBOBaTh,
YTOOBI TOPTOBIIS IIPOJIOIDKaIach (p. 234 —235).

Bo-BTOpPBIX, BO3HMKAET BOIIPOC, CMOXET JIV IIPU IIOJI-
HOV peaJIM3alluy 3TUYECKOV IIPOrpaMMBI IIOCTMOepHa
IIPOIOJDKMUTBCS caMa IMCKyccus 0 XapakTepe 3Tuknu? Ha
3TOT BOIIPOC, CJIe[yeT IojlaraTh ¢ OOJIBIION IoJIell yBe-
PEHHOCTY, BaM He OTBETUT HW OAMH aIloJIoreT II0CTMO-
JlepHM3Ma.

Kax-To pa3 B pasroBope ¢ aBTOpoM 3Tux cTpok A. IToma
OTMeTWJI, UTO CO3HaTeJIbHO CHaudasla M3[dasl CBOIO KHUTY
Ha MUTaIbsSHCKOM g3bIKe IJI TOT0, YTOOBI IIOIIBITaThCS BbI-
3BaTh AVICKYCCUIO O COBpPeMEHHBIX TeH[EHIVSX B eBpo-
TIEVICKOM KYJIBType MMeHHO B VTaimu, ocMoTpeTs, Ha-
CKOJIBKO TeMa IIOCTMOJIEPHMCTCKOTO XapaKTepa KI13HM ce-
ropHsITHe EBpOIIBI aKTyasibHa 118 UTAJIBSHCKOTO Pui-
stocodckoro coodmiectsa. TpyaHO CyAMUTh, HACKOJIBKO 3TI
OXVaHMS TYPUHCKOro Ipodpeccopa ompaBmaam cels u
sta kHura 2014 1. IevicTBUTeIbHO MHUIINMPOBasla HOBble
OpUrMHAaJIBHBIE pasMBIIIIEHNS O Cyabbax drtocodrn
IIOCTMOJIepHIM3Ma MMeHHO B Vtanmn. OnHako HosiBieHne
ee aHIJIMIICKOI'O IlepeBozia eCTh SIBHOe CBU/IeTeJIbCTBO MH-
Tepeca K JJaHHOV TeMaTMKe CO CTOPOHBI MUPOBOro u-
socodpckoro coolrrecTBa. A TO, YTO HOBOe OCMBIC/IeHMe
VI/IeVl TBOPIIOB TIOCTMOJIepHA IIPMBOANT K 3BPUCTUIECKIM
HaXoIKaM, MOXXHO JIETKO yOemmThCs, IIPOYMUTaB HOBYIO
KHUTY AHppea [ToMbL

ITybauxayus noddepsxana eparnmom PODI Ne 18-011-00080a
«M. Kanm u gpusocogpus peaveun 8 Iepmaruu».
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ism, however, the consumer is not the subject but the
object of the trading system; the latter persuades her to
act so as to keep the trades going (pp. 234-235).

Second, the question arises whether it would be
possible, once the postmodern ethical programme is
fully realised, to continue the discussion on the nature
of ethics. We should assume with a high degree of con-
fidence that this question will not be answered by the
apologists of postmodernism.

Some time ago, in a conversation with me, A. Poma
noted that he deliberately first published this book in
Italian in order to try provoking a discussion about the
contemporary tendencies of European culture in Italy
to see how the topic of the postmodernist nature of
contemporary European life is relevant for the Italian
philosophical community. It is difficult to judge how
these expectations of the Turinese professor were met,
and this book of 2014 has really initiated new original
reflections on the fate of the philosophy of postmod-
ernism in Italy. But the appearance of its English trans-
lation is a clear evidence of interest on this subject from
the philosophical community worldwide. And the fact
that a new interpretation of the ideas of the creators of
the postmodern movement leads to heuristic findings
can easily be seen by reading Andrea Poma’s new book.

This publication was supported by the RFBR grant Ne 18-
011-00080a “I. Kant and Philosophy of Religion in Germany.”
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COBBITUA

YUYEHWME KAHTA O ITPABE,
3AKOHE 1M CBOBO/JIE.
OB30P II MEXKITYHAPOIHOVI JIETHEV LIIKOJIbI
I10 USYUEHWIO HACJIEOVISI KAHTA

II. P. BonadviceBa’, A. C. Kuceaeb

B ropone Ceetstoropcke KasmHmaTpaackort odnacti
¢ 29 o no 6 asrycra 2018 r. mpomwia Bropas mexmy-
HapojiHasl JITHsIS IIKOJIa 110 M3ydeHuio Hacienus VM-
ManywiIa Karra?. D10 emmHcTBeHHOE B Poccumt exerori-
HOe MepolpuATHe, OObeTMHSIONIee MOJTOIBIX YIEHBIX 13
PasHBIX CTpaH I Oorlee JeTalbHOTO M3ydYeHMs PuIlo-
cocpum Kanra. OpranmsaTopom JIeTHeN IIKOJIbL, KaK 1 B
IPOIUIOM IOy, CTaJIO Hay4YHO-VICCIIEIOBATEeIbCKOe ITOM-
pasmerienvie IIpu VIHCTUTyTe TyMaHUTapHBIX HayK baii-
TUVICKOTO dpefiepaJibHOTO yHUBepcuTeTa menn V. Kan-
Ta — Axagemusa Kantrana. VIHuIIMaTopoM v IJIaBHBIM
OpraHu3aTOpOM IIKOIbI BeIcTymmwla H. A. [Imurpuesa,
npoceccop MOCKOBCKOrO IrocyJapCTBEHHOIO Ilefaroru-
UeCKOTO yHMBepCUTeTa 1 HayUHBIV AUPeKTop AKaJgeMun
Kantnanbst BOY mm. V. KanTa.

JJ1s1 Hay4YHOro pyKOBOJICTBA JIETHEVI IIIKOJION B 3TOM
roxy ObUI IIpuUIvIaIlleH IIpodeccop, IOKTOp druiocodrm
Xanaep Kiremme (YHmBepcurer mm. M. JTtorepa, Tas-
se-BurrenGepr, I'epmanmst), IylaBHBIN COpeaKTOP Xyp-
Hasta Kant-Studien, pykosoaurens KanToBcKoro dpopyma
B T. I'ayute 1 wieH MexXxyHapogHOro Hay4HOIO coBeTa
Axanemym KaaTnansl. B xauecTBe Hay9HOrO accucTeHTa
¥ ThIOTOpa BeIcTymwIa JItogMmta Kpeimrorr —  goreHT
Poccmrickoro yHMBepcuTeTa Apyx0sl Hapomos (PY/IH,
Mocksa, Poccus), crienmarmicr o dowstocodpvm mipasa m
dwiocodpvm permrum V. Kanra. Mosonple vccitenosa-
TeJM, IIpUexaBlllie Ha JIETHIOIO INIKOJIy, HpeAcTaBuIn
JlecaTh YHUBEPCUTETOB 13 JieBATn cTpaH — Poccun, Be-
napycu, I'epmanvn, Kuras, Vispawis, Viagum, Mekcnku,
IMTosprm n CIITA.

ITorpyeHn0 B KaHTOBCKYIO MBICIIb CIIOCOOCTBOBaIIV
He TOJIBKO caM (pOpMaT IIKOJIbl — JIEKIMM OT OIHOIO M3
BeIlyIIVX eBPOIIEVICKIX KaHTOBENOB, CEMMUHAPbI W ThHIO-
TOPWI, HO TaKKe yHUMKaJIbHAs I YYaCTHVKOB BO3MOX-
HOCTb €Xe[[HeBHO ODIIaThCsl ¢ IIperofiaBaTesisMIL U IPyT
C APYyroM, oOCy>K/1aTh IepBOVCTOYHVKN 1 3a/1aBaTh MHTe-
pecytoIIye BOIIPOCH B He(pOPMaIbHOVI 0OCTaHOBKe IT0CITe

! BanTunckuit denepanbHeI yHUBepcuTeT um. V. Kanra,
236016, Kammuvmarpan, yi. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.

Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuio: 20.08.2018 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2018-3-6
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2 CwM. 0 IepBOVI JIETHE ITIKOJIe, TTOCBSITIeHHO M3y YeHmo (puto-
codvm Kanra: (Kopuwmstaes, 2018).
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KANT’S DOCTRINES
OF RIGHT, LAW, AND FREEDOM.
REPORT OF THE SECOND INTERNATIONAL
SUMMER SCHOOL

P.R. Bonadyseva', A.S. Kiselev'

From July 29" to August 6™, 2018, The Second
Immanuel Kant International Summer School was held
in Svetlogorsk, Kaliningrad Region.? This is the only
annual event in Russia bringing together young schol-
ars from different countries for an in-depth study of
Kant’s philosophical legacy. The organiser of this, as
well as of the previous summer school, was the re-
search subunit at the Institute of Humanities of the
Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (IKBFU) —
Academia Kantiana. The initiator and chief organiser
of the school was Nina A. Dmitrieva, professor at the
Moscow State Pedagogical University and scientific
director of the Academia Kantiana.

Prof. Heiner F. Klemme (Martin Luther Universi-
ty of Halle-Wittenberg, Germany), chief co-editor of
Kant-Studien, and head of the Kant forum in Halle and
member of the international scientific council of the
Academia Kantiana was invited to be the scientific su-
pervisor and lecturer of the school. Prof. Lyudmila E.
Kryshtop, associate professor at the Peoples’ Friend-
ship University of Russia (RUDN University, Mos-
cow, Russia), a specialist in the Kantian philosophy
of law and philosophy of religion, acted as a scien-
tific assistant and tutor. Young researchers came to
the summer school from ten universities in nine coun-
tries: Belarus, China, Germany, India, Israel, Mexico,
Poland, Russia, and the United States.

The immersion in Kant’s thought was encouraged
not only by the format of the school, i.e., lectures from
one of the leading European Kant scholars, seminars,
and tutorials, but also by the unique opportunity for
participants to communicate daily with professors
and with each other, discuss primary sources, and ask
questions in an informal setting after classes. In addi-
tion, the participants presented their own research at
the conference.

! The Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University, 14 Nevskogo
St., 236016 Kaliningrad, Russia.
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2 About the First Summer School, see: Kornilaev, 2018.
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saHgaTuin. IToMMo 3TOro, KaxXkIbIin M3 YYaCTHVIKOB IIpeJl-
CTaBIJI CBOVI COOCTBEHHBIN VICCIIeIOBATEeIILCKIIL IIPOEKT 1
3aIIUTWI €ro B IIOCIIeIyIOIIeNt IVICKYCCIUA.

I'71aBHBIE TEMBI JIEKIIVIT VI CEMMHAPOB OBUIV CBSA3aHBI
¢ ngesmmn KaHTa o npase, 3aKoHe 1 cBOOOJIe, KaK 1 OTO-
OpaxeHo B HaszpaHMM MmKoJIbL. Kak mokasain mpodeccop
Kitemme, 3TM KaHTOBCKMe MIeVt BOSHUKIIV B KOHTEKCTe U
TI071, BJIVISIHVMEM TPYAOB IIPENIIeCTBeHHNKOB 1 COBpeMeH-
Huxos Kanra, B wactHocty, C. Ilydenmopda, X. Bosb-
da, XK.-K. Pycco n A. baymraprena. Matepuas j1eKimmi
pasdupaics geTasbHee Ha CeMMHapaXx IIyTeM OOpalieHs
K counHeHmsiM KaHnta — mpexye Bcero kK «OCHOBOIIOIO-
JKEeHMSIM K MeTadm3viKe HpaBoB» 1 K «Metadusnke Hpa-
BOB» — VI JIeTaJIbHOV IIPOpaboOTKM 1X PparMeHTOB, OTO-
OpaHHBIX HayYHBIM PYKOBOIWTEIIEM IIIKOJIBL. YYacTHVKI
OIIperiesIsIvi IJIaBHbIe VeV 3TVX pparMeHToB, PopMyIIn-
poBas Ipo0IeMBI 1 00CY>KIaiIn HesiCHble MecTa. Kaxmast
JIVICKyCCHsI TIOJTydaslachk O4eHb JXMBOVI U aKTyasIbHOV, I10-
TOMY UTO B HeWl CTaJIKMBaJIVICh pasHBbIe MHTepIIpeTaTop-
CKMe TpamuIyy, K KOTOPbIM IIpVHa/IeXXaT MOJIO/bIe VIC-
cIlertoBaTeli. B KoHIle yueOHOro gHs ObUI IpenyCcMOTpeH
0COOBIN BUJT 3aHATUI — TBIOTOPWVI, HA KOTOPOM BMeCTe
¢ JI.D. KppImron ygacTHMKYM BeJI pasroBOp O 3aTpyIHe-
HMSIX, BOITpOcax 1 IpobsieMax, BOSHUKIIMX II0CsIe JIeKITUI
VI ceMMHapa, a 3aTeM II0IIaroBo aHaJIM3MpPOoBaJIM 1 pa3ou-
paym KakapIvt ab3all TeKCTa, IIPeUIOKeHHOro K 00Cy Kie-
HVIIO Ha CJIEAYFOIIVI I€Hb.

ITepBbie Tput IHS 3aHATUV OBUIN TTOCBSIIIEHBI OCHOBO-
T10JIararoIyM ITOJIUTUKO-ITPAaBOBBIM MJIesdM B KAaHTOBCKOV
drtocodpum. B wacTHOCTIM, 0OCYKIINCH BOIIPOCH B3ay-
MO3aBMCVIMOCTM CBOOOZIBI ¥ JOJITa, BO3MOXKHOCTVI KaTero-
PVYeCcKOro MMIIepaTyBa, POJI pa3yMa B KM3HW deIoBeKa.
AHanm3MpoBaJIVICh IIOHATHSA IIpaBa 1 3aKOHa, 100poreTe-
JIVI VI JOCTOMHCTBA, pallyiOHaJIbHOCTU U ITpupopbl. [logHnm-
MaIcst Borrpoc u 00 otHomeHvy KaHTa K ecrecTBeHHOMY
IIpaBy, B TOM YNCJIe IIpaBy Ha XM3Hb. MHOTO BHUMAHMSI
6bu10 yresreHo X. Boinbdy, miaen KoToporo, Kak ItoKasal
apodeccop Kitemme, SBMIIMCE OCHOBOM ITPaKTMUECKON
dwtocodprm Kanra. Kpome Toro, kaHTOBCKMIE MIeM KpaT-
KO CpaBHUBAINCh C 0OoJlee COBpPEMEHHBIMU TEeOPVISIMU
I'. Kerntbzena n FO. XaOepmaca. Ha cemmHapax v TeroTopmm
YYaCTHUKM IIKOJIBI TakKe IbITAJIVICh CaMOCTOSITeIIbHO,
onypasich Ha KaHTOBCKVIE VeV, pa3pellnTh aKTyaIbHbIe
IUIsL COBpeMEHHOro obiectBa pobiemMel. Hanbortee -
TepPecHBIMM CTaIM OVCKYCCUM O JIETUTUMHOCTW TOCY-
JlapcTBa U IpaBe Ha PeBOJIIOIINIO, OTHOIIEHMSX MeXly
KaTeropu4ecKyM VMIIepaTBOM ¥ IO3UTVUBHBIM IIpaBOM,
MOPaJIBHOCTV aKTOB CaMOIIOXKePTBOBaHVIS, a TakKXe CIIO-
COOHOCTM JIIOfIeVI TBOPUTD 3J10.

B saximrounrernbabie mgau stekim X. Kitemme Obutu 1mo-
CBSIITIEHBI KAHTOBCKOVI MHTEPITPeTAIMVI TIOHSTUII YaCTHO-
O ¥ IIyOJIMYHOTO IIpaBa Vi IIOHSATVIS BJIa/IeHVIs.

As suggested by the name of the school, the key
topics of the lectures and seminars were related to
Kant’s concepts of right, law, and freedom. Prof.
Klemme showed how these ideas of Kant emerged
from their historical context and how they were in-
fluenced by Kant’s predecessors and contemporar-
ies, notably Samuel von Pufendorf, Christian von
Wolff, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and Alexander G.
Baumgarten. The lectures were followed by a detailed
analysis of fragments — from the Groundwork for the
Metaphysics of Morals and Metaphysics of Morals —
chosen by the scientific head of the school. The par-
ticipants identified the main ideas of these fragments,
formulated problems, and discussed obscure passag-
es. The discussions were very lively and of current
interest given the collision of the various interpreta-
tive traditions to which the young researchers belong.
At the end of the school day there were tutorials in
which participants discussed with Prof. Kryshtop dif-
ficulties, issues, and problems that arose during the
lectures and seminars, and then they analysed step by
step each paragraph of the text proposed for discus-
sion the next day.

The first three days of classes were devoted to
fundamental political and legal ideas in Kant’s philo-
sophy. The participants discussed the interdepend-
ence of freedom and duty, the possibility of the cat-
egorical imperative, and the role of reason in human
life. They carefully analysed the concepts of right and
law, virtue and dignity, as well as rationality and na-
ture. Also discussed was the question of Kant's view
of natural law, including the right to life. Much atten-
tion was paid to Wolff, whose ideas, as Prof. Klemme
has shown, were the basis of Kant’s practical philoso-
phy. In addition, Kant’s ideas were briefly compared
with the more contemporary theories of Hans Kelsen
and Jiurgen Habermas. At the seminars and tutori-
als the participants also tried, using Kant’s ideas, to
find solutions to the social problems of the day. Most
interesting were the discussions of the legitimacy of
the state and the right to revolution, the relationship
between the categorical imperative and positive law,
the morality of acts of self-sacrifice, and the capacity
to do evil.

In the final days, Klemme’s lectures were devoted
to Kant's interpretation of the concepts of private and
public law and the concept of ownership.

Particularly interesting was the lecture on the
idea of moral obligation in Kant’s philosophy and his
predecessors. It was mainly concerned with the phil-
osophical systems of Pufendorf and Wolff, the two
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Oco0wIvt MHTepec y ciIyITaTesien BbI3Bajia JIEKIns 00
vfiee MOpaJIbHOrO 00s13aTerbeTBa B prutocodpum Kanra u
€ro IIpelIecTBeHHMKOB. [TpenMyIecTBeHHO peyb IUIA
o dmrocodckmx cuctemax Camyars dpon Ilydennopda
n Xpuctnaza Bonbda, gByx Hamboslee BIVSATEIHBIX Te-
OPEeTHMKOB eCTeCTBeHHOro IIpaBa paHHero ITpocsereHys.
Ob6cyxnenne nmert 3Tnx Pry0codoB OBUIO TIPEITIOKEHO
npodpeccopom Kitemme rst Toro, uTo0sr Hanbosiee 11071-
HO PacCMOTPeTh KaHTOBCKMII IIPVHIIAII aBTOHOMUI B
KOHTeKCTe 0OCYy KIeHVsI KOHKPeTHBIX KOHIIEIILIVI JOJIra,
cymectBoBasImx Ha pybexxe XVII—XVIII sB. X. Kitemme
o0paTiI BHMMaHVe CTyIIaTesTert Ha TO, 9TO K HagaTy 3110-
xu IlpocselieHnsl 3HaYMTEILHO BO3POCIIO CTpeMJIeHue
dwrocodoB K MakCMMM3AIIMM POV PaIMOHAIBHOCTHU
BO BCex cdpepax uesIoBeuecKov XXM3HM, UTO He MOIJIO He
OTpasuThbCA M Ha MHTepIIpeTalyy TaKuX IIOHSITUM, KakK
npaso 1 3akoH. OnHy 13 BaKHBIX 11711 KanTa KoHITermi
npepcrasut [lydenmopd. Ilocaennui eme He mposo-
JIWJI CTPOrO pasjIMdeHns 3aKOHa U IpaBa, HO CUMUTall, YTo
JesloBevecKasi cBOOOJIa OJDKHA OBITH OTpaHWMUYeHa, U ee
MOpaJIbHBIM OTpaHMYeHMeM JI0JDKeH ObITh 3akoH. ITpert-
JIOXKMB CBOe JieJIeHVie 3aKOHOB (Ha dyestoBedecKuit 1 boxe-
CTBEHHBIVI) 1 OIIMCaB CTpeMIeHe CyObeKTa IIOHMAaTh CO-
IeprkaHMe 3aKOHOAaTeIbHOro akTa, ITydennopd obocHo-
BaJl palOHaJIbHOCTh, HEM3MEeHHOCTb U YHUBEePCalbHOCTh
«ITPaBWILHOIO» OrpaHuyeHus. Bonbd nucraHmmpyercs
ot vpew Ilydermopda 1 oObsiBIsSeT pasyM UCTOIHUKOM
ecTecTBeHHOro 3aKkoHa. [Iyist Bosibdpa cBoboriHas Bosrd ge-
JIOBeKa HAIPSMYyIO 3aBVCUT OT PalliOHAJILHOTO 3HaHVA
0 no0pe 11 3j71e — 3TUM 3HaHMEM OH O0JIafjaeT M MCXOMIs
73 HEro HeVICTBYeT. BO3MOXXHOCTH orpaHm4eHVss cBOOO-
ZIbI OJTHOTO YeJIoBeKa JPYIvM, coriacHo Bonbdy, Hamps-
MyIO CBsI3aHa C MpolieccoM Io3HaHus. Ho camoe BaxxHoe
B ero dpwrocodmm B KOHTEKCTe pasroBopa 0 KaHTOBCKOV
IpakTiyeckon gpuiocodum — TO, YTO OH MNUIIIET O BHY-
TpeHHeV MOpaJIbHOCTH, CaMO3aKOHO/aTe/IbCcTBe. B 3aBep-
mreHye cpoent ek mpodeccop X. Kizemme obo3naunt
YHVIKaJIbHBIE XapaKTePVICTVKM KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEIIIINV
monra. KaaT, kak m Bombd, HaumHaeT oOcyXmeHVe KOH-
HeIMy IOoYMHeHNs JyeJIoBeKa 3aKOHY C ITOHSITUS aBTo-
HOMWM, OJJHAKO BKJIaJ/IbIBA€T B HEro COBEPIIeHHO WMHOV
cMbIcL. [derto B ToM, uTo cBoOoma MpicamTces KanTom ro-
paspo mmpe, yeM Bombdom. CornacHo Kanry, cobona
ZleJIaeT BO3MOXKHBIM MOPaJIbHBIN 3aKOH, MCTOYHMK KOTO-
poro — pasym. KaHTy BaXHO I10Ka3aTh, YTO JIFOAM C IIO-
MOIIIBIO pa3yMa MOIYT CO3/laBaTh 3aKOHBI He TOJILKO IS
camMmx ce0si, TO eCTbh MOpaJIbHBIE 3aKOHBI, HO U1 IUTS TI03Ha-
HVISL IIPUPOIBL, CO3[IaTeIISIMI KOTOPOTI He SIBJISTIOTCSL.

OnyH 13 gHeV MKoJIbl ObUI BRIZIeTIeH IUIS Ipe3eHTa-
Ouy COOCTBEHHBIX MCCIIeNOBATeIbCKMX IIPOEKTOB y4acT-
HVKOB. Beero ObUTO IIpecTaBIeHO TPUHAIIIATH TOKII0B.
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most influential theorists of natural law of the early
Enlightenment. A discussion of the ideas of these phi-
losophers was proposed by Prof. Klemme in order to
consider Kant’s principle of autonomy in the context
of the discussion of specific concepts of duty preva-
lent at the turn of the 17 and 18" centuries. Klemme
paid attention to the fact that by the beginning of the
Enlightenment the desire of philosophers to maxim-
ise the role of rationality in all spheres of human life
had increased significantly. This fact could not but
affect the interpretation of such concepts as those of
right and law. One of the most important conceptions
of law for Kant was developed by Pufendorf. The
latter had not yet made a strict distinction between
law and right, but he thought that human freedom
should be limited by moral restriction, and that the
law must serve as such a restriction. Pufendorf jus-
tified the rationality, invariability, and universality
of the “correct” restriction by proposing his division
of laws in human and divine ones and describing the
subject’s desire to understand the content of the legis-
lative act. Wolff distances his theory from Pufendorf’s
ideas and declares the mind to be the source of nat-
ural law. For Wolff, the free will of a human being
directly depends on the rational knowledge of good
and evil. A person has this knowledge and acts from
it. According to Wolff, the possibility of one person
to limit the freedom of another is directly related
to the process of cognition. But the most important
thing in Wolff’s philosophy in the context of Kant’s
practical philosophy is that he writes about internal
morality, self-legislation. At the end of his lecture,
Prof. Klemme outlined the unique characteristics of
Kant’s conception of duty. Just like Wolff, Kant begins
to analyse the concept of obedience to the law from
the conception of autonomy, but he gives the latter
a completely different meaning. Kant’s conception of
freedom was much wider than that of Wolff. Accord-
ing to Kant, freedom makes possible the moral law,
the source of which is reason. For Kant, it is important
to show that people can, by means of reason, create
laws for themselves which are moral laws, but people
also can create laws for our knowledge of nature, of
which they are not the creators.

One of the days of the school was dedicated to the
presentations of the participants” own research. There
were thirteen presentations in total.

The first group of presentations was devoted to
the analysis of problems and issues in Kant’s philoso-
phy. The discussion was opened by Margarita V. Rovbo
(Minsk, Belarus). The aim of her paper was to identify
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[lepBag rpyria JoKIanoB ObUIa ITOCBSIEHA aHAIN3Y
KaHTOBeUYecKMx IIpobsieM 1 BoIrpocos. VIx obcyxieHue
OTKPBUIOCH BhICTYIUIeHVeM Mapeapumu. Po6oo (Murck, be-
JIapyCh), LIeJIbI0 KOTOPOro OBUIO BBISBUTH CYIIIECTBEHHEIE
0COOEHHOCTV TPAHCIEHIEHTAJIPHOTO CyOBeKTa IIyTeM
COITOCTABJIEHVISI €70 OHTOJIOIMYECKIX M SIUCTEMOJIOT Y-
CKVX XapaKTepPVCTUK CO CBOVICTBAMM CyObeKTa ITO3HaHVIS
B KaHTOBCKOVI TeopeTmdecKo dpvtocodpvm. CHOHMMMIY-
HBI JIV TIOHSATHUS TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO CyObeKkTa 1 Cy0b-
ekTa nnosHaHwms? [To MHeHMIO mokitamunka, KanT ororesn
OT TPaJVIIMOHHOIO B3IVIAla Ha IIO3HAIOIINI CyOBEKT
PalVIOHAJIEHON TICIXOJIOTIN €TO BPEeMEeHVI, CBS3aB CMBICIT
«CyOBeKTMBHOCTI» CO CMBICJIOM «TpPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO-
CTV» B cBoelt putocodum, 1 IOy UMl HOBBIVI TEPMUH —
TPaHCLIEHIeHTAIBHBI CyObeKT, 0OO3HAUYaIOIINII HeIo-
3HaBaeMylo CyOCTaHIIMIO, CIIOCOOHYIO Ha CIOHTaHHYIO
AaKTMBHOCTb, KOTOpasi JIEKUT B OCHOBe cBOOOMBI. VI XoTst
TpaHCLeHAeHTIbHBIN CyOBeKT B Ipolecce ITO3HAHVISA
BBICTyIIaeT B KayecTBe CyObeKTa I BCeX SIBJIEHUN, CaM
OH sIBJIEHMEM 1, KaK CJIe[ICTBIE, TI03HaBaeMbIM OOBEKTOM
ObITh He MOKeT. [109TOMY HeJIb3s1 COCTaBUTD IIapy «TPaHC-
LIEHeHTAIbHBIN CYOBEKT ¥ TpaHCLIeHAeHTAIBHBI 00b-
€KT» B KauecTBe aHajlora COOTBETCTBUS MEX/TY CyOBEKTOM
IIO3HAHMSA 1 0OBEKTOM IIO3HAHVIS, IIOCKOJIBKY TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTaIbHBIV CyOBEKT He MOXKeT COOTBETCTBOBATh HMKAKO-
My 00bexTy. B moxiiajie GpUI0 TIOKa3aHO, YTO MMEHHO 13-3a
ero abcoJIOTHOV HOYMEHaJIbHOCT OIIpelleJIUTh CIIoco0-
HOCTVL 3TOT0 CyObeKTa He IIPeICTaBIIIeTCsl BO3SMOXKHBIM.

B poxmame Kpucmoga Kuma (Jlevmmmr, I'epmanvis)
OBUI ITOCTaBJIeH BOIIPOC 00 3IMCTEMOJIOIMYeCcKOM CTaTy-
ce IIOCTYJIATOB UMCTOrO IIpaKTM4ecKoro pasyma. Kakme
BBIBOZIBI UeJIOBEK VIV IIOCTYJIMPYIOIINIL CyOBEKT MOXeT
cJleJ1aTh OTHOCUTEIIBHO aKTyaJIbHOTO CoflepKaHusl ITOCTY-
JIATOB MICXOMS M3 MX HeobxommmocTn? OcHOBHasI IIpo0iie-
Ma 3aKJIF0YaeTcs B TOM, UTO MCC/IeoBaTeNIN 0 CUX IIOP
CIIOPST O TOYHOM 3HA9eHWN IIOHSTUS «IIOCTysIaT» B pu-
socodpvv KaHTa, offHaKO VMMEHHO ITOCTYJIaThl SIBJISIOTCS
YCJIOBVSIMIL BO3MOXKHOCTM TOCTVDKEHNS BBICIIIEro Ojiara.
ITprrgeM MCKITIOUMTEIIBHO aKTa TOCTYIIMPOBAHISA IS J10-
CTVDKEHMS BBICIIIEro Ojlara HeIOCTaTOYHO, HeoOXOIMMO
aKTyaJIbHO€e CYIIleCTBOBaHVe OOBeKTOB IIOCTYJIaToB. Bos-
HVIKaeT Pe30HHBIVI BOIPOC — TaK BO3MOXXHO JIVI BBICIIIEe
0J1aro 11, COOTBETCTBEHHO, BEpHa JIVI MOPaJIb caMa 110 cebe?
K. Kum, ciienty s 3a uneent Cebactmana 'apaaepa (Gardner,
2011), mpemiaraeT paccMOTpPeTh ABa BO3MOXHBIX B3IJISIA
Ha 3Ty IIpo0JIeMy: peaICTUYeCcKIil, HacTanBaoIINi Ha
peasibHOCTM OOBEeKTa IIOCTyJIaTa M IIPUpPaBHUBAIOLINIA
aKT CO3IaHMs TaKOTO TE€OPETIMIECKOTO IIOJIOKEHNS K aKTy
IO3HaHMS, VI HepeaTMCTUYEeCKIV, OTPULIAFOIIIIL J1I00071
BO3MOYKHBIVI BBIBOJI, O PEasIbHOCT COfIep KaHWs IIOCTyJIIa-
Ta M3 Hero caMoro. be3ycjIoBHO, y KaKIOTo 13 IIOIXOIIOB
OOHapy XMBaIOTCs 3HaUNTEINTbHBIE TTpobiiemsl. [1pu Hepe-
TVCTVYECKOVI TPAKTOBKE €IVHCTBO KAHTOBCKOVI CHICTEMBI
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the essential features of the transcendental subject by
comparing its ontological and epistemological charac-
teristics with the properties of the subject of cognition
in Kant’s theoretical philosophy. Can we understand
the concepts of the transcendental subject and of the
subject of knowledge as synonymous? According to
the speaker, Kant departed from the traditional view
of the cognising subject of the rational psychology of
his time. He associated the meaning of “subjectivity”
with the meaning of “transcendentality” in his philos-
ophy and coined a new expression, namely “transcen-
dental subject,” denoting an unknowable substance
capable of spontaneous activity, which is the basis of
freedom. Although the transcendental subject acts as
a subject for all phenomena in the process of cogni-
tion, he himself cannot be a phenomenon and, as a
consequence, a cognisable object. Therefore, it is im-
possible to make a pair of “transcendental subject and
transcendental object” as an analogue of the corre-
spondence between the subject of knowledge and the
object of knowledge, since the transcendental subject
cannot correspond to any object. Rovbo found that,
precisely because of its absolute noumenality, it is im-
possible to determine the faculties of the subject.

The presentation by Christoph Kiem (Leipzig,
Germany) raised the question of the epistemological
status of the postulates of pure practical reason. What
conclusions can a person or a postulating subject make
regarding the actual content of the postulates based
on their necessity? The main problem is that scholars
are still debating about the meaning of the concept of
postulate in Kant’s philosophy, even though it is the
postulates that are the conditions for the possibility
of achieving the highest good. Moreover, the mere
act of postulation is insufficient to achieve the highest
good; the actual existence of the objects of postulates
is necessary. A reasonable question thus arises: Is the
highest good possible and, consequently, is morality
true in itself? Following the idea of Sebastian Gardner
(Gardner, 2011), C. Kiem proposes two possible ap-
proaches to this problem: a realistic one that insists on
the reality of the object of the postulate and equates the
act of creating such a theoretical position with the act of
knowledge, and an unrealistic one that denies any pos-
sibility of conclusion about the reality of the content of
the postulate. It is obvious that both of these approach-
es are significantly problematic. In the unrealistic in-
terpretation the unity of Kant’s system is threatened,
since the subject is able to suspect that the content of
the postulates may be untrue. But the realistic view,
which was much more convincingly developed in the
paper, does not inspire absolute confidence.



TIoTajiaeT TI0fT YTPO3Y, TTIOCKOJIBKY CyOBeKT criocobeH T1o-
TI03peBaTh, UTO COflepKaHVe TTOCTYIIaTOB MOXKeT OKa3aTh-
sl HeVICTVHHBIM. Ho m pearvicTiraeckmit B3IIIsI, KOTOPBIVT
ObUT Topaszo yoenmTelbHee pasBUT B IOKIIazle, He BHYIIa-
eT abCOITIOTHOV YBEPEHHOCTIA.

Boiiuex Kosvipa (Baprasa, I[TosibIna) mpeicTaBiI TUIIO-
JIOTMFO KaHTOBCKOTO TIOHSATHS BOMN. ViccmemoBaHmro TOfI-
BEpPIJIVICh TaKVe KaHTVaHCKMe TIOHs T, Kak Borst (Wille),
cBoboprHas Boitst (freier Wille), mponsson (Willkiir), mo-
Opag Bona (guter Wille), cearas Bois (heiliger Wille) u
unctas o (reiner Wille). B. Kosbipa yTBepxiaet, uto
BOJISI KaK TaKoBasl — HesICHOe IIOHATVIEe B KAHTOBCKOM (pu-
J10copUML M 9TO TepMeHeBTIYeCK) MBI JoObeMcst O0iIb-
IIIero ycriexa, ecjiv IpeIosioknuM, 4To Bessle, riae Kaur
TOBOPUT O BOJIE KaK TaKOBOVI, OH (PaKTMUIeCKM TOBOPUT O
KOHKPETHOM TIOHSITUY BOIV — OJHOM W3 TIepednciieH-
HBIX BbIIIe. JoKjIamumK oOpaTwil IpucTajIbHOe BHYIMA-
HUe IIpeXje BCero Ha OT/In4ue CBOOOOBI OT CBOOOIHON
Bo. OH OTOXIIECTBWII TIEPBYIO C OetlcimBuimevHotl yMo-
IIOCTUTaeMOV IIPUUMHHOCTBIO U OXapaKTepr3oBasl BTO-
PYIO € TOUKM 3peHms ee B03M0xHOCHY OBITH OIlpemeris-
eMOVI TOJTBKO pasyMoM. Ero aHamms corymacyercs ¢ Takovt
uHTepIpeTaliven nuaen Kanra o ceoborie, cornacHo KOTo-
POVI TOJIBKO Te JEVICTBUS YesoBeKa CBOOOIHEI, KOTOpPbIe
BBITIOJTHSIIOTCS. B COOTBETCTBUM C KaTETOPUYECKUM VIM-
rrepatrBoM. Kpome toro, B. Koserpa obparmiicst x peko
IIPOBOVIMOMY Pas/IMUVIO MeXIy CBOOOTHOV M moOpov
BOJIeVl, a TaKXe K OTHOIIEeHMIO, B KOTOPOM BbIIIIeyTIOMSI-
HYyTble TUIIbI BOJIM HaXOAATCSA K TaKMM BaKHBIM KaHTH-
aHCKVM TIOHSTMSAM, KaK JIONT ¥ MOpasibHasl IIeHHOCTb.
ITo MHeHMIO JIOKJIaJIuMKa, TOT, KTO IIOXOAUT K IIpo0Ite-
Me Boin y KaHTa Kak IpUMUTUBHBI MHIYKTUBWUCT, 00-
pedeH 3abIyAuTBCA B CEMaHTUYECKOM pa3sHOOOpasmm
KaHTOBCKMX TeKcToB. [ToaToMy, coriacHO peKoMeHIainm
B. KoseIper, MBI, Oymyun xopormmmy yaeHnkamu KanTa,
TIOTKHBI TTOIXOANTE K 3TOMY Pa3HO0Opasuio ¢ TIpesiara-
eMBbIM KOHIIEIITyaJIbHBIM aIlriapaToM.

B coobmennn Kana Llaua (Tame-BurrenOepr, Iep-
manug / Kurar) Obuia nocrasiieHa rpo0iieMa aHTPOIIO-
jlormyeckort ocHoBel 3TMKM KaHTta. OueBniHoO, 4TO Yesio-
Bek, ITo KaHTYy, XOTs 11 cyIIecTByeT OIHOBPEMEHHO B ABYX
MMpax, IIpefCTaBiIseT cOOOV /TaleKo He COBepITIleHHOoe pa-
LIMOHaJIBHOE CYIIIeCTBO, BO MHOI'OM IIO[IUY/HEHHOe XVBOT-
HBIM IIOTPeOHOCTSIM W IIPVWPONHBIM CKJIOHHOCTAM. Kak
BO3MOYKHO, B TAaKOM CJIy4ae, 00OOCHOBaTh aHTPOIIOJIOT1Ye-
ckoe yueHve KaHTa 0 TOM, 94TO 4eJIoBeK — palliOHaJIbHOe
CyITeCTBO, He TIpPUHMMasl BO BHUMaHVe SMIIVPUYECKYIO
cTopony ero cyirecrpopanus? Kax Kant crpasisiercs
C IIPONACTBIO MEXIy YYBCTBEHHBIM ¥ PallVIOHaJIBHBIM
acrieKTaMy IIPUPOIBI YesloBeka, KOTopasi Bee JKe JTOIKHa
ObITh efyHOM? IloOOHEIE BOIIPOCH! JIeXKaT B OCHOBE M3~
BECTHOTO B KAHTOBEEHWMH YIIpeKa, OyaTo Obl KAHTOBCKAs
TeOpVsT MOTMBALINN «ITyCTa», ITIOCKOIbKY KaHT sKoObI He
crioco0eH yKasaTh ecTeCTBeHHBbIe MOTWBBI ISl TOrO, YTO-
661 000CHOBATH BO3MOXKHOCTH YeJIOBEUeCKOV ITPUPOJIBI
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Wojciech Kozyra (Warsaw, Poland) presented a ty-
pology of Kant’s concept of will. The following Kant-
ian notions fell under scrutiny: will (Wille), free will
(freier Wille), arbitrary will (Willkiir), good will (guter
Wille), holy will (heiliger Wille), and pure will (reiner
Wille). W. Kozyra argued that will as such is an elu-
sive notion in Kant and that we would be hermeneu-
tically better off if we assumed that, wherever Kant
speaks of the will as such, he is in fact talking about
some specific notion of will — one of those enumerat-
ed above. W. Kozyra mainly focused on distinguish-
ing freedom from free will by identifying the former
with actual intelligible causality and characterising
the latter in terms of its possibility to be determined
by reason alone. His analysis supported an interpre-
tation of Kant’s idea of freedom, according to which
only those actions are free that are performed out of
respect for the categorical imperative. W. Kozyra also
drew attention to an uncommon distinction between
free and good will as well as to a relation in which
the foregoing kinds of will stand to such vital Kantian
concepts as duty and moral worth. He concluded by
saying that whoever approaches the problem of will
in Kant with an attitude of primitive inductivist is
doomed to get lost in the semantic diversity of Kant’s
writings. W. Kozyra thus advised that — as loyal stu-
dents of Kant — we should approach this diversity
with the proposed conceptual apparatus.

The paper by Kang Qian (Halle-Wittenberg, Ger-
many / China) tackled the problem of the anthro-
pological basis of Kant’s ethics. It is obvious that a
human being, who, according to Kant, lives simul-
taneously in two worlds, is far from being a perfect
rational being, as he is in many respects subordinate
to animal needs and natural inclinations. How is it
possible then to justify Kant’s anthropological doc-
trine that a human is a rational being without taking
into account the empirical aspect of his existence?
How does Kant cope with the gap between the sen-
suous and rational aspects of human nature that must
still be united? Such questions are at the basis of a
reproach in Kant studies known as the “motivational
empty charge,” according to which Kant is allegedly
unable to specify natural motives in order to justify
the possibility of human nature to obey a priori mor-
al laws and act in accordance with them. However,
K. Qian thinks that the reproach is ungrounded. As
he showed in his presentation, Kant does not only
postulate the rational nature of human beings as an
absolute value, but also explains how it is possible for
human beings to free themselves from the power of
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MIOAYMHATECS allPVOPHOMY MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY ¥ IIO-
crynarh B cootseTcTBum ¢ HuM. OgHaxo K. LIsHb cunTa-
€T 3TOT HOJIX0[1, HeoOoCcHOBaHHBIM. Kak OH rmokasasi B CBO-
eM fokiage, KaHT He TOIBKO HOCTY/IMIpyeT palyoHasIb-
HYyIO IPpUPOy 4YesloBeKa KaK aOCOJIIOTHYIO II€HHOCTD,
HO U IIOKAa3bIBaeT, KaK YeJIOBeK CII0CO0eH OCBOOOMMTHCS
OT BJIACTM IIPUPOIHBIX CKIIOHHOCTeN. IIpm sToM drto-
cod He TIOMeITIaeT YejloBeKa B 00 beKTUBHBIVI ITPVIPOIHBIV
MUp KaK HeKoe VCKJIIoUeHVe U3 eCTeCTBEHHOIO ITOPsI/IKa,
a popMyIIMpyeT MIe0 caMoVl IIPUPOIBL B COOTBETCTBUM
¢ ujeent desioBeka. Takmm oOpaszoM, TOK/IaUMK ITpOfie-
MOHCTPUPOBaJI, 4TO maest nprponsl y KaHTa vi3HavaaIbHO
ouesyIoBeYeHa 1 MOpaIV31IpoBaHa.

B poxiame [abuda Poxuna (Kaymmwmrpan, Poccrist)
peup Iuia 00 aHTPOIIOIOIMYECKMX IIPOodIeMax IIOIATU-
uveckot putocodpmm Kanra. Bsmrsiy Kanra Ha uertoBe-
YecKylo HPMpPOAYy MOXKHO CMeJIO Has3BaTh «aHTPOIIOJIO-
TVYECKVMM ONTUMM3MOM», HO TPV 3TOM «IIOJIUTIYECKIM
onTrMM3MOM» KaHT He OT/IM4aeTcs. DromusM veIoBeKa,
SBJISTIOIIVIVICS OJTHOV 113 IIPO0JIeM IIOIVTVIKY, MOXET OBITh
IIPeOoJIOJIeH TOJIBKO B IpakiaHCKoOM obirectBe. CooTBeT-
CTBEHHO, ¥ MOpPaJIbHOTO Mieasa, 1o KaHTy, MOXHO g0-
CTVYB JIUIIIb B TPak[aHCKOM COCTOSIHUM, IIOCKOJIBKY TO-
CyHapCTBO MMeeT BO3MOXKHOCTD YCTaHaB/IVBaTh Oapbepel
IUIS IIPOV3BOJIA KaXKIOrO WieHa OOIlecTBa, TO eCTh 3aKOo-
HBI, CITOCOOHBIE pa3BMBaTh MOPAJIbHOE CO3HAHVIE YeIIOBe-
Ka yepe3 yBakKeHIe K I1paBy. [Tprraem MakcvMabHas CBO-
0o/a BHEITHEro 3aKOHOATEIIbCTBA TOJDKHA TapMOHYHO
coueTarthbcs ¢ puHyXIeHneM. OpgHako, coracHo Kanty,
9TOOBI IOCTIYb IPAKIAHCKOIO COCTOSHWMS, HYXKEH CIIy-
YarHbI OIIbIT, Ho6y>1<,ua10u_[vn71 K pasyMHOMY ITO3HaHWIO
arpuOpPHOro MOpasibHOro mpuHIMIa. [lomydaercs ciie-
IyIoIas KapTHHA: KaXKIBIVI YeJIOBEK VIMEeT CIIOCOOHOCTM
(B gacTHOCTM, Pa3syM U €ro IIPVHLINIIBI) I JOCTVDKEHIS
MOpaIbHOrO Measta. Ho 4ToOb! 11X 1CII0Ib30BaTh, HY>KHO
HaXOAUTBCS B TPaKIAHCKOM COCTOSIHUM, TS [TOCTVIDKEHWIS
KOTOPOTO, B CBOIO O4epeb, HyKeH cirydart. [loiydaercs,
9TO OTHVIX IIPVPOIHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN YesloBeKa HeloCcTa-
TOYHO IS JIOCTVDKEH VST MOPaJIbHOTO Mjleaia.

[TpoGiema, mocrasieHHas B poxiane Bubexa Kyma-
pa Paoxaxpuwnana (Manunan, VIHOuWE), sakIodaeTcs B
arepytomeM: «Kak MOXeT MMIlepaTuB UMCTOIO pasyMa
CHIOMIBUTHYTh YeJIOBeKa Ha [IeVICTBMe Oe3 IIprbasiieHVIs
KaKMX-7IM00 YyBCTB WIM JKelaHU?» I ee peleHms
B.K. PagxakpwiliHaH IIpeyiaraeT OpUrMHaIbHYIO MOJIeIb
TIByXCTyIIeHYaTOl MOPaJIbHOW MOTWMBALIUV, YYUTBIBA-
IOITer PoJIb yBaKeHMsl K MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY Kak IleH-
TpaylbHOTO (pakTOopa MoTMBauvm. Ha mepsom cTyneHm
VIHTEJUIEKTYJIbHBIVI KOMIIOHEHT VBa)kKeHWs, OCO3HaBas
BBICOYAMIITYIO IIeHHOCTh MOPaJILHOTO 3aKOHa, 00y XIaeT
BOJIIO CBOOOHO IIPMHSATH BBICOYAVIIIYIO MaKCUIMy Mopa-
JIVI, 113 KOTOPOVI BBIBOIISATCS CrienypuaecKyie MaKCVIMBI JTsT
OTHEIIbHBIX CJTydaeB. Ha BTopoit crynenn addeKTrBHbIN
acTIeKT YBaKeHNs K MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY IIOCPeICTBOM
YyBCTB, VICITBITEIBA@MBIX MOPaJILHBIM CyOBEKTOM I10 OTHO-
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natural inclinations. At the same time, Kant does not
place the human being in the objective natural world
as an exception to the natural order, but formulates
the idea of nature itself in accordance with the idea
of human being. Thus, the speaker demonstrated
that Kant’s idea of nature was originally humanised
and moralised.

The presentation of David Rozhin (Kaliningrad,
Russia) was devoted to anthropological problems of
Kant’s political philosophy. Kant’s view of human na-
ture can surely be called “anthropological optimism,”
even though “political optimism” is not something
Kant is known for. Human egoism, being one of the
main problems of politics, can only be overcome in
civil society. Therefore, for Kant, the moral ideal
can only be attained in a civil state, because only the
government is able to create barriers, namely laws,
against the high-handedness of each and every mem-
ber of the society that can help humans develop their
moral consciousness through respect for the law. The
maximum liberty of external laws must at the same
time be harmoniously combined with coercion. How-
ever, according to Kant, a contingent experience in-
ducing to cognise the a priori moral principle ration-
ally is required in order to reach this civil state. Thus,
every human being has certain means (e. g., reason
and its principles) for reaching the moral ideal. But,
in order to use them, one needs to live in a civil state
and, in order to reach this state, one needs to be lucky.
Therefore, the natural faculties of human beings alone
are insufficient for reaching the moral ideal.

The problem raised by Vivek Kumar Radhakrishnan
(Manipal, India) is this: “How could an imperative of
pure reason move a human agent to action without
any admixture of feelings or desires in it?” To solve
this problem, V. K. Radhakrishnan proposes an origi-
nal model of a two-stage process of moral motivation
that takes into account the role of respect for the mor-
al law as a central factor of moral motivation. On the
first stage, the intellectual component of respect, rec-
ognising the supreme value of the moral law, causes
the will to freely accept the highest maxim of morali-
ty, from which the specific maxims suited for particu-
lar cases are derived. On the second stage, the affec-
tive aspect of respect for the moral law through the
experienced feelings of the moral subject towards the
moral law moves the will to freely transcribe the pre-
scriptions of moral duty into concrete actions. Thus,
the feeling of respect for the moral law allows moral
agents to act morally through these two (intellectual
and affective) stages of motivation.



MIEHNIO K MOPaJIbHOMY VIMIIepaTHBY, 100y KIaeT BOJIIO K
CBOOOTHOMY TIpeBpallleHNIO IIPeIMCaHiT MOPaIbHOTO
JlojIra B KOHKpeTHBIe [1e1icTBIs. TakumM oOpa3oM, 4yBCTBO
yBaKeHVISI K MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY II03BOJIIeT MOPa/IbHBIM
areHTaM OJiarofiaps yKazaHHBIM [BYM (MHTeJUIEKTyasIb-
HOM 1 adppeKTMBHOM) CTyIeHsIM MOTUBALUV COBEpIIATh
MOPaJIbHBIE ITIOCTYIIKM.

Céemaana Mapmuinoba (Cankt-IleTepOypr, Poccust)
B CBOEM BBICTYIUIEHWV IIOCTaBiUIa BOIIPOC O 3HAYEHUN
BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO IS IpakTideckon drotocodrm Kaxra.
JIBoVIcCTBeHHAsI HpMUpOIa KaHTOBCKOTO 4ejIoBeKa IIOPOXK-
TlaeT TIpoOIeMy BO3MOXKHOCTVI CYIIIECTBOBAaHWS W JeVi-
CTBUSL pa3yMHOTIO cyObekTa B peHOMeHasIbHOM Mupe. 1o
MHEHMIO aBTOpa AoKilama, KaHT melTaercs oObenvHWUTD
9TW [Ba aclleKTa 4eJjIoBeKa — YyBCTBEHHBIVI U PasyM-
HBII — IIOCPEACTBOM KaTerOpWM BO3BBIIIEHHOIo. Bos-
BBIIIIEHHOE IIpefICTaB/IsieTcs B KaHTOBCKOM dpvtocodmm
KaK 4yBCTBO YIOBOJIbCTBM, COIPOBOXK/IAa€MOIO CTPaxoM
¥ OCO3HaHVeM Oe3rpaHMYHOCTYI IIPUPOABL. VIMeHHO uyB-
CTBO BO3BBIIIEHHOI'O CTAHOBUTCS T€M, YTO IIPOOYXKIaeT B
JeJIoBeKe CBEePXUyBCTBEHHOe, pa3syMHOe, KaK yKa3blBaeT
Kwte [Terés, moggyepkmBas HEOOXOAVIMOCTb TapMOHM3a-
LMW 4YeJIOBeYeCKMX CIIOCOOHOCTeV ¥ IIPUPOIBI ITOCperl-
CTBOM 3CTETVIKM, UTO CO3[aeT yCIIOBVAS IS STVIKIA

Bropas rpymma pgoxiamoB ObUIa ITOCBSIIEHA COIIO-
CTaBJICHVMIO KaHTOBCKMX WIEN C MaesMu Opyrux duio-
copOoB — ero IpenlIecTBeHHIKOB, COBPEMEHHIKOB VTN
r1ocjiefioBaTesIer.

Anexcandp Kucesef (Kaymmmmrpan, Poccnst) pacemo-
TpeJI B CBOeM JIOKJIalle CBSI3b MEXy KaHTOBCKVIM IIOHSTH-
eM abmoHoMuy Vi IIOHATVEM abmapkul y aHTUYIHBIX CTOV-
KOB. B IIepBov1 uacTi HOKITaq9MK Al KpaTKoe M3JI0KeHe
KAaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEITIINY aBTOHOMMI ¥ CBODOIIbI, yKa3as
Ha To, uro mis KaHra abmonomus, To ecTb CIIOCOOHOCTD
TIpeNChIBaTh cebe perynmpylole AesTeTbHOCTh 3a-
KOHBI, COIJIacOBaHHBIE ¢ KaTerOpuMYecKM MMIIepaTUBOM,
SIBJII€TCS. HeOOXOOVMBIM YCJIOBMEM CBOOOMBI, KOTOpasd
IIOCTVDKMMA TOJIBKO B HEITOIBEP’KEHHOM eCTeCTBEHHBIM
HaKJIOHHOCTSIM MOPaJIbHOM IIOBefleHn. Bo BTopoit yacTu
A. KucerieB paccMOTpesI OCHOBHBIE IIPU3HAKV ITOHSATHS
aémapkus B aHTMYHOM CTOMIIM3Me, YKa3aB Ha CXOXKeCThb U
pasivavs CTOVMYECKOVI aBTapKuUM ¥ KaHTOBCKOVI aBTOHO-
MU, XOTS aBTapKus, B OT/IMYVe OT aBTOHOMI, CBsI3aHa
C IeVICTBUEM B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aKOHOM, KOTOPBIVI pery-
JIMpYyeT He TOJIBKO MOpaIbHbIe IIOCTYIIKV, HO 1 BCe IIPOVIC-
xojisitiee BO BCeJIEHHO, B ccpepe STMKM OHM OKa3bIBalOTCs
KparviHe CXOXKVIMIL.

Pou Pauxepm (Jloc-Armxenec, CILIA / V3pawib) BbI-
CTyIWI C JOK/IaIOM O KpUTMKe KocMoronmTiiMa KaHTta
co croponsl I'eprepa m 'erests, crapasich IToKasaTh, UTO CO-
BpeMeHHBbIe CIIOPBI O HallMOHaJIM3Me 1 KOCMOIIOIINTI3Me
KOPEHSITCS ellle B aHTMYHOV IIPpOo0JIeMaTHKe OTHOIIEHW
TIeJIOTO ¥ YaCTHOTO, JIOCTUTHYBIIIEVI, OJTHAaKO, ITPUMEH-
TeJIHO K IIOJINTHKE V1 ODIIIeCTBY CBOeV ocTperiiiert da3pl
B anoxy ITpocserenmst. [T dprocodpum neropum Kanra

P.R. Bonadyseva, A.S. Kiselev

In her speech, Dr Svetlana Martynova (St. Petersburg,
Russia) raised the question of the significance of the
notion of the sublime (das Erhabene) for Kant’s practi-
cal philosophy. The dualistic nature of the human be-
ing for Kant gives rise to the problem of the possibility
of the existence and action of a rational subject in the
phenomenal world. According to S. Martynova, Kant
is trying to unite these two aspects of human nature —
the sensuous and the rational — through the catego-
ry of the sublime. The sublime is presented in Kant’s
philosophy as a feeling of pleasure accompanied by
fear and an awareness of the infinity of nature. It is
the sublime, according to Gilles Deleuze, that awak-
ens the extra-sensuous and rational faculties of the
human being; it emphasises the need for harmonising
human faculties and nature through aesthetics, which
in turn makes ethics possible.

The second group of presentations was con-
cerned with comparing Kant’s ideas with other phi-
losophers — his predecessors, contemporaries, or
followers.

Alexander Kiselev (Kaliningrad, Russia) examined
the connection between Kant’s concept of autonomy
and the Stoic concept of autarkia. In the first part of
the presentation, the author gave a brief exposition of
Kant’s conception of autonomy and freedom, noting
that for Kant autonomy, i.e., the ability of a person to
prescribe to himself the laws that are consistent with
the categorical imperative and that govern his actions,
are necessary conditions for freedom, which can be
attained only by means of actions fully independent
of natural inclinations. In the second part, A. Kiselev
examined the main features of the Stoic concept of au-
tarkia, drawing attention to the similarities and differ-
ences between the latter and Kant’s concept of auton-
omy. Although autarkia, unlike autonomy, is related
to acting in accordance with the law that governs not
just moral acts, but all the acts in the universe, when
restricted to ethical matters, the two seem to be very
similar.

Roey Reichert (Los Angeles, USA / Israel) gave
a talk on the critique of Kant’s cosmopolitanism by
Herder and Hegel, trying to show that the contempo-
rary arguments between nationalists and cosmopoli-
tans have their origin in the ancient Greek problem of
the relation between the universal and the particular.
When applied to politics, the most crucial phase of this
problem started during the Enlightenment. In Kant’s
philosophy of history, cosmopolitanism, as shown by
Reichert, is the end of human history, which has to
come to such a civil state that replaces ius genitum with
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KOCMOIIOJIMTM3M, KaK II0Ka3bIBaeT Pavixepr, siBisgercs Ko-
HEeYHOV 11eJIbI0 YeJI0BeUeCcKOV VCTOPIN, KOTopasi J10JDKHa
HIPUMTY K TAKOMY I'PaKIAHCKOMY COCTOSIHVIO, B KOTOPOM
KocMonoAumuneckoe npago 3aMeHUT coOoVL npabo HapoOos.
C toukmn 3penns I'eresrst, mpobrieMa KaHTOBCKOVI MOZIeIIN
KOCMOIIOJIUTV3MA 3aKII0YaeTcs B HEBO3MOXKHOCTV HaVl-
TU CHPaBeJIMBOrO MeX/yHapOJHOIO npemopa, Tak Kak
HWKTO He CMOXKeT IIPeof0sIeTh KpalHWUI IUTIOpaI3M II0-
mmTrgeckux coobrects. Kpuruka T'epmepa, Bo MHOTTIX
acrieKTax IIoxoxkas Ha reJIereBCKYIo, IIPUXOANT TeM He Me-
Hee K APYI/M BbIBOJaM: HALWVI, IIPeIOCTaBJIeHHbIe CaMUM
cebe Oe3 ITOIBITKYM VICKYyCCTBEHHO BCTPOUTH VX B HEKOTO-
poe coo0I11ecTBO, HEOOXOAMMO HPUIAYT K MUPHOMY COCY-
IIIeCTBOBAHMNIO, TaK Kak, 110 MHeHIIO ['eprepa, BHyTpeH-
Hee caMOPas3BUTHe JIsl HUX OKasKeTCsl BBITO/THee BOVIHEL

Muxaua Hunusof (Kamvamurpazn, Pocenst) npencra-
BWI B CBOEM JIOKJIaJle KPUTUKY MOPaIbHOM prytocodprm
Kanra ®puagpuxom Hurre. Kak nokasan asrop, Huii-
mie KpuTrKoBal KaHTa 1o AByM IJIaBHBIM OCHOBAHVISIM.
Bo-1tepBBIX, KaHTOBCKast prtocodmsi, 1o MHeHMo Hur-
1Ile, SIBJISeTCS YacThIO XPUCTMAHCKOIO MVUPOIIOHVIMAHVI,
a IOTOMY [JOTrMaTW4YHA, HeCMOTpd Ha 3asgsileHus Kanta
0 «IIpOOYXXIeHUN OT JOrMaTU4YecKoro CHa». Bo-BTOpBIX,
Hurme orpuriaer caMmy MOEe0 eOVHOVI BOJIV, Ha KOTOPOVL
BO MHOIOM ocHoBaHa 3TnKa Kanra. Bmecto atoro Humrme
paccMaTpuBal 4eJIoBeYecKMI IyX KaK COBOKYIIHOCTh OT-
TeJTbHBIX IIPOLIeCCOB, HaIlpaBJIeHHBIX Ha YIOBJIETBOPEHNe
4YyBCTBEHHBIX ITIOTpeOHOCTer YesloBeKa.

Anacmacus JlebedeBa (Mocksa, Poccust) pacckaszaia o
BJIVISTHVIV KaHTOBCKVIX ViZIeVl Ha TeOPMIO ITO3HaHMS, pas3pa-
GoTaHHyIO0 OTeuecTBeHHBIM (prstocodpom A.B. Bernema-
HOM, KOTOPBIV yumjicsi B cBoe BpeMs B MapOypre y Ko-
rera 1 Hatopra. Bermeman, Kak ykasaia aBTop JOKIIaza,
CTapasics IOIOJIHUTh KPUTUUYecKylo drutocodrio Kanra
OHTOJIOTVMYECKOW JauayileKTvKow ['eresisi, B TO Xe Bpemsi Vic-
IpaBJIgsl rerejieBcKyro Metadmsuky. ITpoGriema Teopum
no3Hanmsg Kanra, mo MmuHeHmIo Berimemaria, 3aKk/rouaiach B
TOM, YTO OH He IIOIIeJI [IO KOHIIA, TO eCTh, [I0Ka3aB BO3MOX-
HOCTb MaTeMaTVKI ¥ eCTeCTBO3HaHs, He CTaJl 3a/JaBaThCs
BOIIPOCOM O IIPMpOZe 3HaHVS BOOOIe, YTO B KOHEYHOM
cyeTe IIPVBEJIO ero K Ayay3My ObITVS 1 MbIIIUIeHMS. Bevi-
ZleMaH, KaK ITOKa3blBaeT aBTOp JOKJIalla, OCTAeTCsl ONHMUM
VI3 He3aCJIy>KeHHO 3a0bITHIX 1 ITIOXO M3y9eHHBIX IIpelICTa-
BUTeJIeVt MapOypIrcKoro HeokaHTHaHcTBa B Poccmm.

Hoxtan [oaunwt bonaosiceboil (Karmummrpan, Poccyrs)
ObUT HocBsIeH nHTepnperanyy KaHra, npemyioxxeHHON
aMepUKaHCKMM JIOepastbHbIM rutocodpom [Ixorom Port-
30M. P03 MOJIOXWT B OCHOBY BCeVl CBOEVI TIOINTIYeCKO
TeOPUM CIIpaBeJINBOCTY KAHTOBCKYIO M1e10 aBTOHOMHOTO
cyobekra. I1. boHabICceBa IIpeicTaBIUIa CpaBHEHVIE VIel
00111eCTBEHHOVI CIIpaBeIMBOCTY B CHCTEMaX ABYX prIo-
codoB, a Takke COIIOCTaBWIa VX IIpeJICTaBIeHnsl O CBO-
Oome m meTepMUHAIIMM YejIoBeKa. /1 HeCMOTpsI Ha TO UTO
Por3 MBICTIUT AUCTPUOYTUBHYIO CIIpaBeIUIMBOCTD MHAYE,

ius cosmopoliticum. In Hegel’s view, the problem with
Kant’s model of cosmopolitanism is that it is impossi-
ble to find a just international praefor, because no one
can overcome the extreme plurality of political com-
munities. While Herder’s critique is similar to that of
Hegel’s in many ways, the former reaches a different
conclusion: nations, when left to themselves without
any artificial attempts to include them in a wider soci-
ety, necessarily come to a peaceful coexistence, since,
in Herder’s view, internal self-improvement is more
profitable than war.

Mikhail Shipilov (Kaliningrad, Russia) presented
Friedrich Nietzsche’s criticism of Kant’s moral philo-
sophy. As the author has thoroughly shown in his
presentation, Nietzsche has criticised Kant on two
main grounds. Firstly, according to Nietzsche, Kant’s
philosophy partakes in the Christian worldview and
is therefore dogmatic, despite Kant’s claims that he
was “awakened from his dogmatic slumber.” Sec-
ondly, Nietzsche rejected the very idea of a unified
will, on which Kant’s ethics is grounded. Instead,
Nietzsche considered the human spirit as a set of
distinct processes aimed at the satisfaction of human
carnal needs.

Anastasia  Lebedeva (Moscow, Russia) showed
Kant’s influence on the epistemology of the little
known Russian philosopher Alexander V. Veideman,
who was a student of Hermann Cohen and Paul
Natorp in Marburg. As the presenter has shown,
Veideman tried to add Hegel’s ontological dialectics
to Kant’s critical philosophy and to correct Hegel's
metaphysics at the same time. The problem with
Kant’s epistemology is, in Veideman’s view, that he
did not go to the end, i.e., that after demonstrating the
possibility of the natural sciences and mathematics he
did not question knowledge itself, and that this even-
tually led him to the dualism of being and thinking.
Finally, as Lebedeva has shown, Veideman is still, un-
deservingly, one of the least studied Russian Marburg
Neo-Kantians.

The presentation of Polina Bonadyseva (Kaliningrad,
Russia) was devoted to an interpretation of Kant
made by the American liberal philosopher John
Rawls. Rawls used Kant’s idea of autonomous subject
as a basis for his own theory of justice. P. Bonadyseva
compared the ideas of social justice, freedom, and
determinism in these two philosophical systems.
Despite the fact that Rawls understands distributive
justice differently from Kant, the principles of justice
proposed by Rawls are possible, in P. Bonadyseva’s

110



ueM KaHT, IpMHIIMIIBI ClIpaBeIBOCTH, IIpeljlaraeMble
VM, BO3MOYKHBI, [10 MHEHIIO aBTOpPa [10K/1ajia, TOJIbKO eCsIn
MPVHSATL aHTPOIIOJIOrYecKoe MpejicTaBjieHye O uesioBe-
Ke, IIpefyiokeHHoe KaHTOM, TO ecTh ecii MBICIUTH de-
JIoBeKa KaK CBOOOIHOe CyIIeCcTBO, VIMelollee IBOVICTBEH-
HYIO — ¥ PalVOHaJIbHYIO, I UyBCTBEHHYIO — IIPUPOLY.
VI xoT4 poJisyaHCcKyie IPUHINIIBL CIIpaBeIMBOCTH 01 pa-
3yMeBaloT JI00pOBOJIbHOE ITOUMHeHe YeJloBeKa 3aKOHaM
COOCTBEHHOTO pasyMa 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, KaHTOBCKYIO
TTO3UTUBHYIO CBODOJTY, CyIIIecTByeT ITpobrieMa X MMIIe-
paTuBHOro craTtyca. VI BO3HMKaeT BOIIPOC: MOXKEeM JIV MBI
cunTaTh Posa ycnemHbM mocsiesiopatesiem Kanara?

[TperncraBieHne yyacTHMKaMy COOCTBEHHEBIX ITPOEK-
TOB 3aBePIIMIOCE BBICTyTUTeHMeM D0Hbl Cecuauu Jluccapa-
eu Lebasvoc (JTa-ITac, Mexcrka), KoTopast KOCHYJIaCh TEMBI
aKkostorndeckoro kpmsuca XXI B. Onmpasich Ha BO33peHst
Kanra o deHOMeHe GMOIOrMUecKON KMU3HM, JOKIAIUMK
IpeyIoXKIIa UCIIONIb30BaTh drstocodpmio KanTa Kak oc-
HOBaHMe JId aHajIn3a 1 KOPPeKTUPOBKM COBPeMeHHOTO
9KOJIOTMYECKOTo ITpaBa M 3KOJIOTMYECKOW ITUKM, He 3a-
ObIBasd TakKe 00 apryMeHTaIlUy MpecTaBUTe el KpUTH-
4eCcKOVI TeOpUY, YKa3bIBaBIINX Ha IIPSIMYIO CBSI3b MEXIY
SKOJIOTMYECKMMY TTpOOIeMaMy ¥ KallUTaJVCTIIecKou
VIe0JIOTVIETL.

IperncraBenHble Ha KOHMePeHIIMM 0K Ikl ITpojie-
MOHCTPUPOBa/I HEM3MEHHYIO aKTyaJIbHOCTh KaHTOBCKOW
dwtocodmm 1151 perieHns coBpeMeHHbIX PrI0codCKmx
mpobrreM. A HeCcOMHeHHasl yBJI€YeHHOCTh YYacTHUKOB
IIKOJIBI M3 pa3HBIX CTpaH KaHTOBCKMMM WIIesSMU CBUIe-
TeJILCTBOBaJIa He TOJIBKO O IIMPOKOW reorpadpmm msyde-
HVIS1 KAHTOBCKOTO HacJIeIyis, HO V1 O IIOJIMHHOM MHTepece
Kk Kanry 1 dwrocodckon mpicim ITpocserenms cpeam
MOJIOZIBIX yueHbIX. JleTHss mkona Akagemuy KanTraHbl
bDY mm. V. Kanra no3sosimwia yuyacTHMKaM IprodpecT
IIeHHBIV OIIBIT, 3SHAUVMMBIN JI5 Ja/IbHEeWIIIero npocpeccm-
OHAJILHOTO POCTa: IMO3HAKOMUTBCS C ITpefCTaBUTesISIMI
VHTepPHAIIVOHATPHOTO HayYHOTO COOOIIecTBa M APYT C
JIPYTOM, a TakKe OOCYIMUTE pas/IMuHble pellleHns BOJIHY-
IOIIVIX MX PyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX (PrII0COPCKIX IpobiIeM.

Tperpa jieTHsisl 1mIKona mpovger ¢ 22 1o 28 woid
2019 r. 1 OyzeT moCBAIIIeHa KaHTOBCKVIM IIOHATISAM pasy-
Ma ¥ HayKMH.

Paboma 1ad oanmoti nydaukayueri noodepxana us cpedcmé
cybcuduu, Bvidesennon Ha pearusayuto Ipoepammol noBiienis
xonkypenmocnocodoHocmu bOY um. U. Kanma.

CHmcok IuTeparyphbl

Kopruaaeb J1.10. «Yto s morpkeH menats?» Dtmka ViMMany-
wia KanTa 11 ee akTyanbHOCTb. (O030p MeX/TyHapOIHOV JIeTHe
mkostel) / / Borrpockr dmmmocodpvm. 2018. Ne 6. C. 212 —215.

Gardner S. Kant’s Practical Postulates and the Limit of his
Critical System // Bulletin of the Hegel Society of Great Britain.
2011. Vol. 63, no. 4. P. 187 —215.
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view, only if we accept the anthropological concept
of the human being as it was proposed by Kant, i.e., if
we think of a human as a free being possessing a dual
nature — rational and sensuous — at the same time.
Even though Rawlsian principles of justice imply
that the human being freely subordinates itself to the
laws of its own reason and, consequently, accepting
Kant’s conception of positive freedom, the problem of
the imperative status of these principles still remains.
And so arises the question: was John Rawls a faithful
follower of Kant?

The final presentation was given by Edna C. Liz-
drraga Ceballos (La Paz, Mexico), who addressed the
topic of the 21 century ecological crisis. She proposed
to use Kant’s conception of the phenomenon of bio-
logical life as a basis for the analysis and correction of
contemporary ecological laws and ethics, taking into
account the critical theorists who showed that there is
a direct connection between ecological problems and
capitalist ideology.

The presentations testified of the enduring rele-
vance of Kant’s philosophy for the solution of contem-
porary philosophical problems. And the undoubted
dedication of the participants who came from differ-
ent countries is evidence not only of the widespread
geographical distribution of Kant’s scholarship, but
also of the genuine interest in the ideas of Kant, and
more generally of the Enlightenment, among young
scholars. IKBFU Academia Kantiana's summer school
gave its participants an opportunity to acquire val-
uable experience for their future academic progress:
getting acquainted with other members of the inter-
national academic community and discussing vari-
ous exciting solutions to fundamental philosophical
problems.

The Third Summer School will be held from the
227 to the 28" of July, 2019, and will be devoted to
Kant’s concepts of reason and science.

This publication was supported by the Russian Academic
Excellence Project at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Uni-
versity.
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OBBABAEHNA

XII KAHTOBCKME UYTEHMA

MEXIOYVHAPOOHAJS HAYUHASI KOH®EPEHIIVISI
KAHT M1 ODTUKA ITPOCBEIIIEHWT:
MCTOPUYECKME OCHOBAHMI
1 COBPEMEHHOE 3HAUEHME

22—24 anpean 2019 200a
B®Y um. U. Kanma (Kaaununepao, Poccus)

«KaHTOBCKME uTeHWMS» — MeXIyHapogHas KoHde-
peHIMs1, KoTopas npopoautcs B KaymHMHTpasie Kaxyible
1151Th J1eT ¢ 1974 r. Kordepentmst 2019 r. imeeT 1171610 m1C-
CJIeioBaHMe STMYeCKX KoHLeryit [ TpocserieHist CkBo3b
npvsMy dputocodpum Kanra. Dtmka ITpocserienis cocpe-
JIOTOYeHa Ha TaKMX TPa/IVIIVIOHHO Ba’KHBIX TIOHSTUSIX Ue-
JIOBEYECKOT'O CyIIIeCTBOBaHMs, KaK CYacTbe VI HpaBCTBEH-
Hasi 10OpoieTesIb, ¥ IIPOCTUPAET BIIVISIHME HE TOJIBKO Ha
CBOIO 3TI0XY, HO ¥ Ha ITOCJIETyIOIIIe CTOJIETHS BIUIOTh 110
CerofHsIIHero JHs. HecMoTpst Ha TO 4TO B OCHOBe IIPO-
CBETUTEJIbCKMX KOHIIEMIINI JIeXXaT pasIndHble MOpPaslb-
Hble OHATHS, KaK, HallpyMep, MOpaJIbHOe YyBCTBO, pas-
yM v Bor, oHv paBHO cTpemsTcs K 000CHOBaHWIO 0012
VI BO3SMOXXHOCTVI MOPaJIbHOV MOTUBalum. bostee Toro, 3t
KOHIIEIIIINY CTaBAT IIpo0iieMy B3aMMOIEVICTBUS MOpPaIn
U MOJIUTUKY, oOpaszoBaHMs M HNpUHYXAeHMs. KakoBel
o0Iyie 4epThl, XapaKTepU3yIOIIe STIYeCcKye JOKTPVIHEI
ITpocsemienys? CyIecTBYIOT JIV AeVICTBUTEILHO CXOJIHbIe
YepThl B Pas/IMUHBIX 3TUUECKMX YUEHMSAX KaHTOBCKOIO
BpeMeH, OIIpaBIbIBAIOIINIX Ha3BaHMe «3TrKa [Ipocsertie-
HIs»? He MeHee BaXXKHO HOHATD 3TUUECKOe Coflep KaHve 1
3HaudeHme rpoekra [IpocBerrieHs Kak TAKOBOTO, a TaKXe
JIaTh OTBET Ha BOITPOC, MOYKeT JIV ITPOCBETUTEITLCKI ITPO-
€KT OBITh BCe ellle paryioHaIbBHO 0OOCHOBAH.

Otuka KanTa miMeeT oTHoOIIIeHMe K pa3sHBIM KOHIIETI-
OVSIM TIPOCBEIeHNs], TPeCTaBIeHHbIM €ro HeToCpe-
CTBEHHBIMM TIIpeJiIecTBeHHuKaMn B [epmanum, Benm-
KoOpuraHmy v PpaHIIMM — TaKMMM MBICJIATEISIMY, KaK
Bored, Pycco, ledpcbepn, Xaruecon, IOM n gp. HeoO-
XOIIVIMO TIOHSTHh MOpasibHBIe 1esn [Ipocsertenms 1 poib
KaHTOBCKOM (prytocopmmt B TOM, UTO IIPOCBETUTEIIHCKIT
IIPOEKT CMOI BBIUTV 3a IIpeaesibl CODCTBEHHOW SIIOXM.
Kak Opula BOCIIpMHSITa 1 OlleHeHa MOpalbHas (PryIoco-
dnst KaHTa 11 Kak OHa BiIVsIa Ha BOJIIOLIVIO IIPOCBETH-
TeJICKOVI MBICJIV B IPYTUX CTpaHax, ocodbeHHo B Poccun?
B xaxomt crentenu drtocodpms Kanra MoxkeT OBITH TTpo-
IyKTVBHOVI ISl COBPEMEHHBIX Pa3MBIIUIEHUI 00 3THUKe
n mrpocBereny? Yem KaHTMaHCcKast (yjIocoust MOXeT
OTBETUTD Ha 3JI000/THEeBHbIe 1 IPSIyIIyie BEI30BbI, CIIPOBO-
LVIpOBaHHBIE TEXHOIOITYECKVIM IIPOTrpeccoM?
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

12™ KANT-READINGS
INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

KANT AND THE ETHICS OF ENLIGHTENMENT:
HISTORICAL ROOTS
AND CONTEMPORARY RELEVANCE

April 22—24, 2019
Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University
Kaliningrad, Russia

The Kant-Readings International Conference has
taken place in Kaliningrad every five years since 1974.
This 2019 conference aims at investigating the ethical
conceptions of the Enlightenment from the perspective
of Kant’s philosophy. Enlightenment ethics focused on
traditionally important notions for human beings, such
as happiness and moral goodness, and influenced not
only their epoch but the following centuries until to-
day. In spite of the fact that all these doctrines were
founded on different moral concepts like moral sense,
reason, or God, they equally searched for a justifica-
tion of duty and of the possibility of moral motivation.
Moreover they raised the question of the relation be-
tween morality and politics, education, and coercion.
What, if any, are the common features that character-
ise ethical doctrines during the Enlightenment? Are
there sufficiently similar features in the various ethical
doctrines of Kant’s day that would warrant the title of
‘Enlightenment ethics’? It is not less important to un-
derstand the ethical content and significance of the En-
lightenment project itself and to answer the question
of whether the project of enlightenment still can be ra-
tionally defended.

Kant’s ethics directly relates to the various concep-
tions of enlightenment put forward by his immediate
predecessors in Germany, Great Britain, and France,
such as Wolff, Rousseau, Shaftesbury, Hutcheson,
Hume, and others. We are interested in understanding
the moral aims of the Enlightenment, and the role of
Kant’s philosophy in how the enlightenment project
extends beyond its initial epoch. How has Kant’s moral
philosophy been received and criticised, and how has
it influenced the evolution of enlightenment thought
in other countries, especially in Russia? To what ex-
tent can Kant’s philosophy be fruitful for thinking
about ethics and enlightenment in our time? What can
Kantian philosophy offer to address the current and
prospective challenges, produced by technological ad-
vancement?



B cocTraBe KOH(pepeHI N IIaHMPYIOTCS
CJIeyIOIIiie CeKITMM:

* Kanr ut victopwst stukm [Tpocserenvs

® HPOCBEH_IEHT/IE VI KaHTOBCKas 3TVIKa
B pYCCKOVI MBICJIN

d HpOCBETVITEJ'IBCKVIe 9TVMKa U 3CTETUKa
B VX B3aVIMOCBA3M

e Drtumka KaHTta B HeOKaHTMaHCTBe
* [IpocselieHne, TIOJIMTHKA 1 0Opa3oBaHe
* Hayka, TexHOJIOIMs ¥ 3TMKA ITPOCBEIeH s

e KaHT 1 pagyKaIbHOe IIpOcBeleHye

(cextrust opraamsoBaHa «[IpoeKkToM coBpeMeHHOT
KaHTWMaHCKO prtocodui» 1oj1, PyKOBOICTBOM
PoGepra XaHHBI)

Paboune a3b1KM KOHpEPEHII: PyCCKIUT, aHTJIUVICKIATA,
HEeMELIKWU.

ITompoOHyIo MHGOPMAaLIIO CM. Ha caiiTe
«KanT-ommanH.py»: http:/ /kant-online.ru/?p=4056

IperncemaTeny IporpaMMHOTO KOMUTETA:
H.A. Imurpuesa, B. A. Hanem

The conference will be structured
into the following sections:

* Kant and the History of Enlightenment Ethics

e Enlightenment and Kantian Ethics
in Russian Thought

e Enlightenment Ethics and Aesthetics
in Correlation

e Kant’s Ethics in Neo-Kantianism
* Enlightenment, Politics, and Education
* Science, Technology, and Enlightenment Ethics

* Kant and Radical Enlightenment
(section organised by The Contemporary Kantian
Philosophy Project, directed by Robert Hanna)

The conference languages are Russian, English, and
German.

More information see at
http:/ /www .kant-online.ru/en/?p=1050

Programme committee chairpersons:
Vadim A. Chaly & Nina A. Dmitrieva
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