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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-

61

T. Nemeth

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
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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
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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

64

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).
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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.



T. Hemer

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).
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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-
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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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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

CHmcok JInTepaTyphl

bapcyxof H.II. Xwsue n tpyasr M.II Tlorogmua. CIIG. :
M. M. CracrosieBmy, 1895. T. 9.

Beauncxun B.T. ITucemo B.I1. borkmny // IlosH. cobp. cou.
M. : Mzn-Bo Axamemut Hayk CCCP, 1956. T. 12. C. 22 —23.

[Beartocmun M. C.] OnmcaHme celbCKOro AyXoBeHCTBa. Ber-
lin ; Paris ; London : A. Asher & Co., A. Franck, Triibner & Co.,
1858. (Pycckmit 3arpaHm4HbIv cOOpHUK, 1V).

Beposie6 H.A. Drtudeckas mpobiiema B cBeTe prytocodcko-
ro nneanmsMa // MaandecTsr pycckoro vpeansMa / mof per.
B.B. CamnoBa. M. : Actpess, 2009. C. 97 —134.

74

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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