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CTATbEA

OMAOCOQN I KAHTA

VK 1(091):165.323

INOOJIMHHAJI HEJIb KAHTOBCKOI'O
«OITPOBEP>XXEHWM I UOEAJIN3MA»

P.X. de C. Ilepeipa’

Kanm nuxoeoa He Obia yooBremBopen Bepcueti «Onpobep-
xerus» 1787 e. (KrV, B 275 — 279), umo oueu0Ho yske 1o cHo-
cke 8 npeducaobuu xo Bmopomy usdanuio «Kpumuku wucmoeo
pasyma». Ha camom dese Kanm npodosxas nepepabamuiBaims
cBoii apeymenm 8 mevenue no kpaiHel Mepe uiecmu Aemn noce
1787 e. I'rabuas npobsema ucmosxobanus «Onpobepixenusn»
saxatouaemcs 6 onpedeseHuu eeo yeai: onpobepeaeics Au He-
ckenmuveckuil UOLAAUCTH, CKENMUK KAPME3UAHCK020 Npouc-
x0K0eHUs uAu cpasy oba. B nocaednem cayuae osnukaem Bo-
npoc, ecms AU cpedu HUX KApMe3sUaHckutl ckenmuk u3 nepfoeo
«Pasmoviuaenus», ckenmux-udeasucm u3 6mopoeo u nepbou
uacmu mpemveeo «Pasmbiuiienuis» uAU kakou-mo Opyeoi He-
ckenmuveckuil udeasucm. 5 npedcmabasio u saujuuyar Hobywo
pexoHcmpykyuto xaumobckoeo «Onpobepxenus» kax ycneui-
HO020 apeymenma npomul xapmesuarckoeo udearusma Men-
desvcona. Dma pexoHcmpykyus obocHoBbibaenics 102uueckol
cmpykmypoi kanmobcroeo apeymenma, Bvia6aenron uxepom
u cyujecmbenno nepepabomanton 6 ceme uccredoBanuii no-
suyuy Mendeavcona, npoBedentvix Qukom. Kax umenno s ap-
2YMEHMUPYI0 NpeonoumumesbHoCy Moetl uHmepnpemayuu?
Bo-nepboix, 5 0bpawaiocs k 00uUpHOMY KOPRYCY MeKcmyalb-
Hbix cBudemenvcmb, noxasvibarowjux, umo Kanm doxasvibaem
cywecmboBanue He3abucuMulx om CO3HAHUA Beujel, — Mo
yKkasviBaem Ha kapmesuanckui udeasusm Mendeavcona kax Ha
eaabryro yeav «OnpoBepxenus». Bo-6mopwix, 5 noxasvibar,
umo xanmobcxoe «Onpobepikerue» obpeueno Ha npobas npu
NonbimKe 0CNOpUms A10bbie opMul YHUBEPCAAbHO20 CKenm-
YuU3Ma, HO NpU MOM Ycneuino onpobepeaem udeaiusm Men-
Oesbcona.

KaroueBote caoBa: Kanm, udearusm, ckenmuveckuil uoe-
AAU3M, HecKenmuueckutl U0eaiusm, YHUBEpcatvHolii ckenmu-
Yu3M, OnpobepikeHue CKenmuyuMa, onpobepkerue U0eaiu3ma.

! ®epnepanbabI yHUBepCHTeT Pro-me-Kaneripo. 22610-180, bpa-
swms, Pro-me-XKanernpo, Can-Konpany, yi. Vmkenepa Ambsa-
po Humerzepa, 1. 113.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 10.04.2019 e.
doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-1
© ITepemnpa C.P., 2019.

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

THE REAL TARGET
OF KANT’S “REFUTATION"

R.H. de S. Pereira®

Kant was never satisfied with the version of his “Refu-
tation” published in 1787 (KrV, B 275-279). His dissatis-
faction is already evident in the footnote added to the preface
of the second edition of the Critique in 1787. As a matter
of fact, Kant continued to rework his arqument for at least
six years after 1787. The main exegetical problem is to fig-
ure out who is the target of the “Refutation”: a non-sceptic
idealist or a global sceptic of Cartesian provenance or both.
In this last case, a related problem is to know whether ei-
ther of them is the Cartesian sceptic of the first Meditation,
the idealist sceptic of the second Meditation and first part
of the third Meditation, or some other non-sceptic idealist.
I present and defend a new reconstruction of Kant’s “Refu-
tation” as a successful argument against Mendelssohnian
idealism of Cartesian provenance. This defence is based on a
simple logical sketch of the proof provided by Dicker, but es-
sentially modified in the light of Dyck’s insight about Kant’s
opponent. How shall I support my reading? First, by appeal-
ing to overwhelming textual evidence according to which the
proof is of the existence of mind-independent things, show-
ing that Kant’s main opponent is Mendelssohn'’s idealism
of Cartesian provenance. Finally, I support my reading by
showing that Kant’s “Refutation” is doomed to fail against
all forms of global scepticism, but is quite successful against
Mendelssohn’s idealism.

Keywords: Kant, idealism, sceptic idealism, non-scep-
tic idealism, global scepticism, refutation of scepticism, refu-
tation of idealism.

' Federal University of Rio de Janeiro, 113 Engenheiro
Alvaro Niemeyer st., Sao Conrado, 22610-180 Rio de Janeiro,
Brazil.
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P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

Iamamu npogpeccopa bappu Cmpayoa
BBenenmue

«Omnposepxenne umeanusma» (KrV, B 275-279;
KanT, 2006a, c. 369—373) mpencrasisger cobomt npu-
babaenue KO BTOPOMY WM3HaHMIO IepBom «KpuUTmkm»,
BKJIIOUeHHOe B IIaBy «llocTyaTel sMIMpUYecKoro
MBIIIUIEHNST BOOOIIe». Ha IepBeIV B3I KaXKeTcs,
uro «OInpoBep>keHMe» COIEPXKUT B cebe KpaTKuit (OIry-
OJIMKOBaHHBIVI TEKCT COCTABJISIET BCETO UETHIpE CTpa-
HWIIBI), HO B TO K€ BpeM: 10 KpariHerl Mepe B OOIIvX
yepTax SCHBIN M yOemuTesbHbIVI apryMeHT. OpHaKO
IIOCTEITEHHO MBI OCO3HaeM, UTO 3Ta SICHOCTH JIIIE Ka-
JKYIIasicsl, ¥ 9TO KPaTKOCTh IIpefiCcTaBIIsieT cOOO0V CKO-
pee mpobiieMy, 4eM IIposiBIeHVMe A00OpopeTenn. DTa
HeoIIpeeJIeHHOCTb YCUIIVBAETCS, €CIIV MBI BCIIOMHVIM
HaIIpsDKEHHYIO aTMocdepy, CO3TaHHYOo ITyOnmKaliven
reporo vsmaHus «KpUTHKM» ¥ TOCIIOICTBOBABIIYIO
B TedeHVIe HeCKOJIBKMX IecATVIeTU Hocyle ITyOimKa-
uumy Broporo msnanus B 1787 1. Kak samedgaer I1. I'an-
ep, BIIOJIHEe BO3MOXXHO UTO 1 caM KaHT He BITOJTHe 0C03-
HaBaJI, Yero MMeHHO OH XoueT JoonThcs «Onposepke-
HueM» (Guyer, 1987, p. 280; cm. Taxxe: Ameriks, 2003).

3mech uMTaTesIb BCTPEUaeTCsl CO MHOXKECTBOM CIIOX-
Hocten. IIpexxme Bcero KaHT mpmBoanT OSTh OCHOB-
HBIX YTBEPXX/IEHWV, OTHAKO MBI He MOXXEM Cpasy IIpu-
HSTB MX B KauecTBe IIOCBUIOK ero apryMeHTa 113-3a ero
HesiCHOM jiorudeckont ¢opmel. boree Toro, cam Kant
HMKOITIa He OBUI YHAOBJIETBOPEH BepCuer], OIIyOImKo-
BaHHOV BO BTOPOM m3maHuM «KpuTuKm 9mcToro pas-
yMa». DTO HeYIOBOJILCTBME 3aMEeTHO yXe B CHOCKe
K IIPeVCIIOBUIO KO BTOPOMY M3OaHMIO, T7e A IIpo-
SICHEHMS apr'yMeHTa OH M3MeHWI POPMYIIMPOBKY Of-
Horo 13 ero sranos. K 1oy, KaHT mipoforrkart repe-
pabarsiBaTh «OmpoBepXXeHME Maeann3Ma» B TeUeHIe
KaK MMHMMYM IIIeCTV JIeT: B er0 PyKOIMCHOM Hacile-
IV COXPAHMIIOCh AeCSTh OoIbImx parMeHTOB, da-
TUpYyeMBbIX HeprogoM ¢ 1788 o 1793 r.?

Yro eme xyxe, ¢ 1793 1. IoABMIIOCE MHOXXECTBO MH-
Teprperanuii «OIIpoBep)KeHMs» (X CIIVICOK OIPOMEH).
dyHmamMeHTasIbHAs MpobrieMa, KOTOPYIO MBI HamaeM
B JIUTEpaType,— Ta Xe, YTO M B YIIOMSHYTBHIX BBIIIIE
dparMenTax: xoTss KaHT HeomHOKpaTHO yTBepXa-
€T, 4TO ero IIeJIb — HEeKU «IIpobieMaTIecKmIL ve-
aJIM3M», KOTOPBI OH (0OOCHOBAaHHO VIV HET) IIPUIIN-
cbIBaeT JlekapTy, ocTaeTcs HesICHBIM, YTO MIMEHHO II0-
HIUMAaeTCS TON «IIPo0JIeMaTHYecKMM WMaeaaT3MOM»

2 Cm.: (Guyer, 1987, p. 287—288; 2006). B sToM oTHOLIeHUN
«'érTyHTreHCKast peneHsusi» Pemepa m Iapse (1782) ([Feder,
Garve], 1989) u kuura @.T". fIxobn g]lacobi, 1787) Taxke chIrpaym
CBOIO POJIb B MOTMBHMpoBaHuy KaHTa K Harmcanmo «Onposep-
KeHUs1». bojlee IeTaylbHOe M3JI0XKeHVe COOBITHUI TOrO Ieproma
cm.: (Erdmann, 1973).

To the Memory of Professor Barry Stroud
Introduction

The “Refutation of Idealism” (KrV, B 275-279;
Kant, 1998, pp. 326-329) is an addendum to the sec-
ond edition of the first Critique, interpolated into
the chapter on the “Postulates of Empirical Think-
ing in General”. At first glance, the “Refutation”
seems to contain a concise argument (the published
text contains only four pages) and at the same time
it is clear and cogent, at least in its general lines.
Gradually, however, we become aware that such
clarity is only apparent and that its conciseness is a
problem rather than a virtue. This uncertainty is re-
inforced by the dense atmosphere that begins with
the publication of the first edition of the Critigue
and extends into the decades after the second edi-
tion of 1787. As Guyer notes, it is possible that even
Kant himself did not have a clear idea of what he
intended with his “Refutation” (Guyer, 1987, p. 280,
cf. Ameriks, 2003).

Kant’s reader is faced with numerous difficul-
ties. To start with, Kant has listed five main claims.
But we cannot take them as premises of an argu-
ment at face value because its logical form is un-
clear. Moreover, Kant himself was never satisfied
with the version published in the second edition
of 1787. His dissatisfaction with the published ver-
sion is already evident in the footnote added to
the preface of the second edition of the Critique in
1787 where, by way of clarifying the argument, he
changed the formulation of one of the steps. As a
matter of fact, Kant continued to rework his “Refu-
tation of Idealism” for at least six years after 1787.
His surviving Nachlass contains ten long fragments
from 1788 to 1793.2

To make things even worse, since 1793 there
have been numerous interpretations of the “Refu-
tation” (the list is voluminous). The fundamental
problem that we find in the secondary literature is
the very same that we find in fragments from 1788
to 1793. Although Kant asserts and reiterates that
his target is the so-called “problematic idealism”,

2 See Guyer (1987, pp. 287-288; 2006). In this regard, the
Gottingen Review of J. Feder and C. Garve (1782) and the book
of F.H. Jacobi (1787) had also played a crucial motivational role
for Kant’s “Refutation”. See also Erdmann (1973) who provides
us with a historical view of the period.



Y KTO SIBJISIETCS €TO OMIIOHEHTOM B «OIpoBep KeHU».
IlepBas MHTepIpeTaOHHAs IIpo0iieMa 3aKJTIoYaeTCs
B TOM, UTOOBI ITIOHATH, TOX/IECTBEHEH JIV «ITpobIeMaTy-
YecKMI MAeasIVICT» BTOPOTO M3AaHMs CKeIITHKY-1/Iea-
JIUCTy M3 TepBoro («YeTBepThIVt Hapasormsm»). Vc-
11os1b3yeT KaHT pasHble SIPIIbIKY IJIST OITHOT'O U TOT'O JKe
yUeHMS VIV MeX/Ty Iy OJIVIKaIsIML IIEPBOTO U BTOPO-
I'0 M3IaHWI ero B3IJISAIbI BCE XXe M3MeHWINCh? Bo BTo-
poM ciIydae IpobrieMaTvYecKuil MaeaancT Ooree He
SIBJISIETCSI CKEIITVKOM?,

Taxxe HY>XHO IIOHSITB, TOX/IECTBEHEH JIM KaHTOB-
CKMV Ipo0IeMaTYecKU MieaIn3M KapTe3MaHCKOMY
CKeIITMKY W3 MepBOoro «[a3sMbIIUIeHMs», CKEITUKY-V-
TIeaJIVICTy W3 BTOPOTO VI IIepBOV YacTy TpeThero «Pas-
MBIIUIEHVIS» VIJIU KAaKOMY-TO IIPYTOMY HeCKeITIYecKo-
My MAEaIVCTY?!. DTOT BOIPOC MMeEET IePBOCTEIIeHHOe
3Ha4eHMe, TIOCKOJIBKY M3BeCTHO, uTo KaHT He ObUT He-
ITOCPeNICTBEHHO 3HAKOM ¢ paboramu [lekapTa, HO 3Ha
0 HUX JIVIITh Uepe3 IocpencTBo Bombeda 1 JlentbrMIIA.
UYro errte xyke, B CBOVIX HO3IHMX Pa3sMBIITUIEHIX, 3a-
(PUKCUPOBAaHHBIX B PYKOIVCHBEIX pparMeHTax 1788—
1793 rr,, KanT oObsBiser, uro ero «OnpoBepxeHme»
METWIT TI0 MeHBIIIeVI Mepe B IIATh Pa3IMIHBIX MUIIIEHETI:
CKEeTITUITN3M, MIeasIV3M, CIIMHO3M3M, a TaKKe MaTepia-
m3M 1 IpendetepMuHM3M (AA 18, S. 627—628, Ne 6317;
KanTt, 2000, c. 294—295). BosHuKaeT BOIIPOC: YTO 0OIIle-
IO y BCEX 3TMX JOBOJIBHO PasHBIX (PVITOCOPCKMX HOK-
TpWH, 9TOOBI BCe MX BMeCTe MOXXHO OBIJIO HasbIBaTh
«IpobrIeMaTITIecKIM MaTepyaIbHBIM VIeaIi3MOM»?

S1 mpeziIiornaralo, 4To 3TO OOlllee BbIpajkaeTcsl B KaH-
TOBCKOM OITpezIeIeHIY M/IeaIi3Ma, a IMEHHO B YTBEPXK-
IEHWM, UTO «CYIIIeCTBYIOT TOIIBKO MBICIISAIIINE CYIIIeCTBa,
a OocTasIbHBIe BelllV, KOTOpble MBI JyMaeM BOCIIPVHVI-
MaTb B CO3€PIIaHUV, CyTh TOJIBKO ITPEeICTaBIeHVIS B MBIC-
JISAIIVIX CyIIIeCTBaX, IPeICTaBIeHVIs, KOTOPBIM Ha CaMOM
JieJie He COOTBETCTBYET HMKAKOV BHE VX HAXOMSIIUCS
npenmet» (AA 04, S. 289; Kant, 1994, c. 44). ITlomoGro
MaTepraIv3My, VeaI3M IIpefcTaBsieT cobor pasHo-
BIIHOCTh MOHM3Ma. CoryacHO weavicTaM, Bce PyH-

* HaumHas ¢ KOHIIa ITPOIIIIOrO CTOJIETS U 3aKaH4MBas Ha4aIoM
3TOTO MBI CTAJIV CBUETEIISIMY TIOSIBJIEHVISI OOIIVIPHOTO KOPITy-
ca urepaTyphl o «ONpoBep)XeHWIO Vheann3Ma». 51 orpaHu-
4ych yIOMMHAHVEM TOJIBKO HEKOTOPBIX paboT, IIPMBIIEKIINX
MoOe BHMMaHMe, B ToM uncite AibMertae! (Almeida, 2013), AxBu-
sel (Aquila, 1979), Amepukca (Ameriks, 2003), bagepa (Bader,
2012), bapmona (Bardon, 2004), Ynurnesna (Chignell, 2010), dn-
kepa (Dicker, 2004; 2008), I'aviepa (Guyer, 1987; 2006), XaHHBI
(Hanna, 2000), JToaraec (Longuenesse, 2008), Barn Kiepe (Van
Cleve, 1999), @oreist (Vogel, 1993) 1 Becrdass (Westphal, 2004).
Hexoropere Gostee paHHVEe PabOTHI TAKKe 3aC/Ty>KMBAIOT BHMMA-
HM, B YacTHOCTY Mccilenosanms Pavixvarepa (Vaihinger, 1884),
IMpuruapna (Pritchard, 1909) m Cmura (Smith, 1923).

* B 3TOM OTHOIIEHUNM CM. apTYMEHT K OOBEKTMBHOCTH, IIpell-
craBinerHe CtpocoHoMm B «[Ipememax cmeicia» (Strawson,
1966). B Tom xe wnode bapmoH HemaBHO yTBepXKIal UTO MU-
meHbto KaHTa siBiisieTcss He KapTe3MaHCKMVI CKEITHK, a CKopee
ckernrTraeckmit npeamsMm IOma (Bardon, 2004).

R.H. de S. Pereira

which he rightly or wrongly attributes to Descartes,
it is not quite clear what he understands under the
label “problematic idealism”, and therefore who his
opponent is in his “Refutation”. The first exegetical
problem is to figure out whether the “problematic
idealist” of the B-edition in the “Refutation of Ide-
alism” is the idealist sceptic of the A-edition (“The
Fourth Paralogism”). Is Kant merely using differ-
ent labels to refer to the same doctrine or has he
changed his mind in between the two editions? In
this last case, the problematic idealist is not a sceptic
anymore.?

A related problem is to know whether Kant's
problematic idealism is the Cartesian sceptic of the
first Meditation, the idealist sceptic of the second
Meditation and first part of the third Meditation, or
some other non-sceptic idealist.* This question is
of the utmost importance because we know that
Kant was not directly acquainted with Descartes’
work, but knew it only through the works of Wolf
and Leibniz. To make things even worse, in a later
reflection in the fragments from 1788 to 1793, Kant
announces that his “Refutation” has at least five dif-
ferent targets: scepticism, idealism, Spinozism, as
well as materialism and predeterminism (Refl 6317,
AA 18, pp. 627-628). This raises the question: What
do all those quite different philosophical doctrines
have in common that warrants naming them “prob-
lematic material idealism?”

I assume here that what they share is expressed
by Kant’s own definition of idealism, namely the
claim that “there are none other than thinking be-
ings; the other things that we believe we perceive
in intuition are only representations in thinking be-
ings, to which in fact no object existing outside these
corresponds” (Prol, AA 04, p. 289; Kant, 2004, p. 40).
Like materialism, idealism is a kind of monism. Ac-

* Since the end of the last century and the beginning of this
one, we have witnessed the emergence of a vast secondary
literature on the “Refutation of Idealism”. I limit myself to
mentioning only some of the works that have drawn my
attention, including Almeida (2013), Aquila (1979), Ameriks
(2003), Bader (2012), Bardon (2004), Chignell (2010), Dicker
(2004; 2008), Guyer (1987; 2006), Hanna (2000), Longuenesse
(2008), Van Cleve (1999), Vogel (1993), and Westphal (2004).
Yet, several older contributions are also noteworthy such as
Vaihinger (1884), Pritchard (1909), Smith (1923).

* In this regard, see Strawson’s Objectivity Argument in his
Bounds of Sense (1966). In the same vein, Bardon (2004) has
maintained recently that Kant's target is not a Cartesian sceptic,
but rather Hume's sceptic idealism.



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

IaMeHTaJIbHBble YePTHI HaIllero Myipa (VJIV IO KpaviHel
Mepe ero yH/IaMeHTa/IbHble KOHTVHIeHTHEIE UepThl)
OJHOVI IIPVIPOIBLI — CO3HATe/IBHOV. B 3TOM cMEICTIe 1e-
aJIn3M eCTh JOKTPVMHAa, HoAAepKiBaeMas COBepIIeHHO
passabIMI drtocodpamm: Jlentbamrem, bepxim u gpyru-
Mn. B Iepmannmu Bpemen KanTa BugHenmyM mmpencra-
BUTesIeM maeasmsMa 0buT Mennernscor’. To, uto KauT
IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISIET WOeaIN3My «IyaJI3M», TOJIBKO
HOITBEP>KIaeT MO0 IHTepIIpeTaIInio®.

Wrak, ecsiv KaHTOBCKUII apryMeHT JIydllle paccMa-
TpUBaTh KaK OIIpoBepykeHMe MpeasnsMa MeH/embco-
Ha, HeoOxofyMa HOBas PEeKOHCTPYKIIMS ero Jiorude-
cKov POPMBI, UTO 51 ¥ HaMepeH cietaTe. OTIpaBHOM
TOYKOVI OyeT IIpocTas JIoridecKas cxeMa JJoKa3arellb-
cTBa, npemyioxenHoro [Iukepom (Dicker, 2004), Ho cy-
IIIeCTBEHHO 13MeHeHHoro B csere mupaen uka (Dyck,
2011), mopnepxxarHom lartepom (Guyer, 2018), koTopbIN
yTBepXXIaJsl, YTO ITIaBHOV MUIIEHbI0 «OIIpoBep>KeH s
sBiisteTcsl MeHnenbeoH, a He [lekapt. B obocHOBaHmMe
3TOV MHTepIIpeTany I, BO-IIEPBBIX, O0paIIych K 00-
IIVPHBIM TeKCTYaIbHBIM CBUIETeIILCTBAM, IIOKa3bIBato-
VM, 9TO KaHTOBCKOE JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO IMEeET CBOETI I1e-
JIBIO ITPOIEMOHCTPMPOBATh CYIeCTBOBaHVIE He3aBVICH-
MBIX OT pa3yMa Belllerl ¥ YTO OCHOBHBIM IIPOTMBHVKOM
Kanra sBsteTcst MenpernbcoH, a He [lekapT. Bo-BTopbIx
g apryMeHTHpyIo, urto «OIpoBepkeHNMe VeaIn3Ma»
00pedeHO Ha ITpOBaJI TPV IIOIBITKE ero MCIIOIb30BaHIs
HPOTMB Bcex (POPM ITI00aJTEHOIO CKeIITHUITN3Ma, HO OHO
BIIOJIHe YCIIeIITHO IIPOTUB Mpeaan3Ma MeH e IbcoHa.

I mpomeMOHCTPUpPYIO B CIeAyIOMIVX ABYX paszesiax
VICTMHHOCTb TaKOI'O YCJIOBHOIO CYXXHEHWS: ecAu apey-
menm «Onpobepkenus» nanpabaen npomub 06yx Hobo-
BpemenHbIX POpM CKenmuUYUIMaA, 1O OH 0bpeteH Ha npo-
6aa. Crienyroiyie fBa pasfesia IOCBSIIIeHbl TOMY, YTO-
OblI 1oKa3aTh, uTo aprymeHT KaHta OymeT mervicTBeH-
HBIM IIPOTVB TOTO, YTO OH CaM Ha3bIBaeT MIeaIn3MOM,
a MIMEeHHO, YTO CYUIeCTBYIOT TOJIbKO MBICIISAIIME CYIIl-
HOCTM, COCTOSHMS KOTOPBIX M3MEHSIOTCS BO BpeMeHI.
ComnacHo «OnpoBep>keHMIO», CO3HaHWe W3MeHeHU
MeHTaJIBHBIX COCTOSTHWUI BO BpeMeHN Bcerma Tpebyer
Yero-To IMOCTOSTHHOI'O, YTO CaMO 0 cebe He MOXXeT ObITh
O0BSICHEHO IPYTVIM MEHTAJTBHBIM COCTOSTHVIEM.

> Cm.: (Dyck, 2011; Guyer, 2018; Dahlstrom, 2018). uk, Ge3yc-
JIOBHO, OBUI ITEPBBIM, KTO 0OpaTwI BHUMaHMe Ha TOT (paKT, 4To
naeayim3M MeH/Ie/IbCOHA MOXET ObITh MUIIEHBIO KaHTOBCKOIO
«Onposepxenns». OgHako $HOKyc ero paboThl MCKITIOUNUTEITb-
HO MCTOPUYeCKUIL: OH ncciienyeT nepenvcky Kanra ¢ Menmers-
COHOM B TeUYeHMe HEeCKOJIbKMX HecsSTwiIeTuii. bosee Toro, oH
cunraer «OnpopepkeHne» He Ooslee YeM OTBETOM Ha KPUTUIKY
MeHz1e/TbCOHOM KaHTOBCKOTO MiIea3Ma.

¢ KaHTOBCKWUV IyayM3M cKopee deHOMeHaIbHBIV, a He MeTa-
dusmaeckumi, Kak y [lexkapTa. I'masaems ynpex Kanra B ampec
VoeayM3Ma 3aKJIIOYaeTcss B TOM, YTO KOHeYHas IpuUpopa pe-
aTPHOCTV HOYMeHaJIbHas, a He MeHTaIbHas (cm.: A 367; A 370;
A 379, AA 18, S. 310, Ne 5653 n T.11.).
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cording to idealists, the fundamental features of our
world (or at least its fundamental contingent fea-
tures) are all of one kind — the conscious kind. In
this sense, idealism is a doctrine that quite different
philosophers such as Leibniz, Berkeley et alii have
endorsed. In Kant’s Germany the greatest exponent
was Mendelssohn.” What reinforces my reading is
the fact that Kant opposes idealism to what he calls
“dualism” .6

Now, if the argument is better seen as a refuta-
tion of Mendelssohn’s idealism, a new reconstruc-
tion of its logical form is required. That is one of my
aims. My starting-point is a simple logical sketch
of the proof provided by Dicker (Dicker, 2004),
but essentially modified in the light of Dyck’s in-
tuition (Dyck, 2011), endorsed by Guyer (Guyer,
2018), that the main target of Kant’'s “Refutation”
is Mendelssohn rather than Descartes. How shall
I support my reading? First, by appealing to over-
whelming textual evidence, showing that the proof
purports to demonstrate the existence of mind-in-
dependent things and that Kant’s main opponent is
Mendelssohn rather than Descartes. Finally, I sup-
port my reading by showing that Kant’s “Refuta-
tion of Idealism” is doomed to fail against all forms
of global scepticism, but is quite successful against
Mendelssohn’s idealism.

How shall I proceed? In the remainder of this
paper, I devote the next two sections to showing the
truth of the following conditional: if Kant’s Refutation
arqument is addressed to the two modern forms of scepti-
cism, it is doomed to fail. The subsequent two sections
are devoted to showing that Kant’s argument is suc-
cessful against what he himself calls idealism, name-
ly that there are only thinking beings whose states
change in time. According to the “Refutation”, con-
sciousness of alterations of mental states in time al-
ways requires something persistent that in itself
cannot be explained by another mental state.

> See Dyck (2011); Guyer (2018); Dahlstrom (2018). Dyck was
certainly the first to call attention to the fact that Mendelssohnian
idealism may be the target of Kant’s “Refutation”. However,
the focus of his paper is purely historical, namely the exchange
between Kant and Mendelssohn over several decades.
Moreover, he considers Kant’s “Refutation” as merely a reply
to Mendelssohn'’s criticism of Kantian idealism.

¢ Kant's dualism is phenomenal rather than metaphysical
like Descartes’. Kant’s main claim against idealism is that the
ultimate nature of reality is noumenal rather than mental (cf.
KrV, A 367; A 370; A 379; Refl 5653, AA 18, p. 310; etc.).



1. IIpoTuB KapTe3MaHCKOI0 CKeNTUIM3Ma
nepBoro «PasMbIITIIeHVIST»

CameIvi IpocTON €IIoco0 IIpefcTaBiieHNs KapTesu-
aHCKOTO CHa W3 IIepBOro «Pa3MbIuIeHms» BBITJISANT
CJIeMYIOTUM 00pa3oMm:

1) Ecyiut 5 3HatO, 4TO OOJIBIIIMHCTBO MOMX OOBIYHBIX
yOexxmeHMIT BepHSBL (p), TO S 3HAIO, CIUIIO S WUIM HeT; 5
3HAlO, UTO 51 He CyMacIIIe/IIIINTL, ¥ 5 3Hal0, 9YTO HeT 3JI0-
TO TeHMsl, YT00bI 0OMaHyTh MeHs (P D q).

2) Tem He MeHee s He 3HaIO, YTO 5 He CyMaCIIe I
VTV 9TO HET 3JI0T0 TeHWS, VIV CIUTIO S VIV HeT (~q).

3) ITosToMy 51 He MOT'y 3HATh, BEpPHO JIV OOJIBIIIVIHCTBO
MOVIX OOBIIHBIX BepOBaHM [modus tollens n3 1) m 2)].

Bomrpoc B ToM, Kak aprymeHT KanTa B «OmrpoBepike-
HVI» JTOJDKEH OIIPOBeprarh I7I00aTbHBIN CKEITUIIVI3M,
BeIpakeHHBII 1104, Ne 3. [laBariTe cHadasa paccMo-
TpuM, uTo 00 3ToM mmmier KaHT. 3akirogeHne JoKasa-
TeJIbCTBA IIpUHMMaeT HopMy TeopeMsL: «[Ipocmoe, HO
IMRUPULECKU OnpedeseHHOe CO3HAHUE Moe20 cOOCTBeHHO-
20 bvuimua caykum 0okasamesscmbom Ovimus npeomeniof
6 npocmparncmbe 6ue mena» (B 275; Kant, 2006a, c. 369).

KanT pemaer cremyromive yTBepXOeHWMs B ITOA-
HEepP>XKKY CBOEVI TeOPEeMBL:

i. 51 cosHaro cBOe OBITHE KaK OIIpeJieIeHHOe BO Bpe-
MEeHU.

ii. Besikoe ompeneneHue BpeMeHM MMeeT CBOeU
OPeOIioCbUIKOM YTO-TO 1OCHIOAHHOE B BOCHPUATUN
(B 275; Kagr, 20064, c. 369).

iii. Ho aTo mocTostHHOE He MOXeT ObITh CO3epIlaHu-
eM BO MHe. B caMoM [iesie, Bce omperiesiAroIyie 0OCHO-
BaHVS MOETo OBITHMS, KOTOPble MOXKHO HalTH BO MHE,
CYTb ITpeJICTaBJIeHsI ¥ KaK TaKOBbIe OHV caMV HyX7la-
FOTCS B UeM-TO ITOCTOSHHOM, OT/IMYAOIIEMCS OT HUX,
II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K KOTOPOMY MoIJIa Okl OBITh OIlpefie-
JIeHa CMeHa ITpeJICTaBIIeHN, a CJIefloBaTeIbHO, M MOe
OBITIIE BO BpeMeHW, B TedeHVe KOTOPOro OHV CMeHs-
forest (B XXXIX Anm.; Kanurt, 2006a, c. 43 cH.).

iv. CjremoBaTeslbHO, BOCIIPUIATVIE 3TOTO ITOCTOSH-
HOTO BO3MOYKHO TOJIBKO TPV ITOMOIIIV Bellll BHE MeHs,
a He IIOCPeICTBOM OIHOIO JIMIIb IIpefCTaBJIeHVIT
0 BeIIV BHe MeHs. 3Ha4WT, OIIpeJiesleHvie MOero ObITis
BO BpeMeH! BO3MOYKHO TOJIBKO OJ1arofiapsi CyIecTBO-
BaHUIO JIEVICTBUTEIILHBIX BellleVl, KOTOphIe I BOCIIPU-
HyMaro BHe ce0s (B 275 —276; Kanrr, 2006a, c. 369 —371).

7 Ecyi untath «OIpoBepKeHre» KaK OIPOBEpKeHe IT100asIb-
HOTO CKEITHIIM3Ma, TO MBI CTOJIKHEMCS C HaWIYYIIMM IIpU-
MepoMm Toro, uro Crpayp HasblBaJl «TpaHCIEHIEHTaJIbHBIM
aprymenTom» (Stroud, 1968). O6 aTom cm. Moo kuury (Pereira,
1993) u crarsu (Pereira, 2014, 2016; 2017a; 20176), a TakXe OTBET
Crpayna (Stroud, 2016).

11

R.H. de S. Pereira

1. Against the Cartesian Scepticism
of the first Meditation’

The easiest way of regimenting the Cartesian
dream scenario of the first Meditation is as follows:

1) If I know that most of my ordinary beliefs are
true (p) then I know whether I am dreaming or not;
I know that I'm not crazy, and I know there’s no evil
genius to deceive me (p 2q).

2) However, I do not know that I am not crazy,
or that there is no evil genius, or whether I am
dreaming or not (~ q).

3) Therefore, I cannot know whether most of my
ordinary beliefs are true [modus tollens: 1) and 2)].

The question is how Kant’s argument in the
“Refutation” is supposed to refute the global scepti-
cism expressed in (3). Let us first look at what Kant
states. The conclusion of the proof takes the form of
a theorem: “The mere, but empirically determined
consciousness of my own existence proves the ex-
istence of objects in space outside me” (KrV, B 275;
Kant, 1998, p. 327).

Kant states the following steps in support of his
theorem:

i. I am conscious of my existence as determined in
time.

ii. All time-determination presupposes something
persistent in perception (KrV, B 275; Kant, 1998, p. 327).

iii. But this persisting element cannot be an intui-
tion in me. For all the determining grounds of my ex-
istence that can be encountered in me are representa-
tions, and as such they themselves need something
persisting distinct from them, in relation to which
their change, and thus my existence in the time in
which they change, can be determined (KrV, B XXXIX;
Kant, 1998, p. 121n).

iv. Thus, the perception of this persistent thing
is possible only through a thing outside me and not
through the mere representation of a thing outside me.
Consequently, the determination of my existence in
time is possible only by means of the existence of actual
things that I perceive outside myself (KrV, B 275-276;
Kant, 1998, pp. 326-329).

7 Read as a refutation of global scepticism, Kant’s “Refutation”
is the best example of what Stroud has famously called
“Transcendental Argument” (1968). In this regard, see my book
(Pereira, 1993) and papers (Pereira, 2014; 2016; 2017a; 2017b),
and Stroud’s reply (2016).



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

v. A co3HaHVe BO BpeMeHM HeOOXOIMMO CBSI3aHO
C CO3HaHVEM BO3MOXXHOCTM 3TOTO BPEMEHHOI'O OIlpe-
neeHus. 3HAUMT, OHO HeoOXOIVIMO CBA3aHO Takke
mnc CyH_IECTBOBaHVIeM BelIer BHe MeHS KakK yCHOBVIeM
BPEMEHHOTO OIIpeeJIeHNs; VIHBIMI CJI0BaMM, CO3Ha-
HVe MOero cOOCTBEHHOI'O OBITVIS eCTh BMeCTe C TeM He-
[TOCPEJICTBEHHOE CO3HaHMe OBITVS IPYTVIX Belleil BHe
mens (B 276; Kanut, 20063, c. 371).

ITockonbKy 3TM yTBep)KAeHWs He SBJISIOTCA IIpef-
NOCBUIKAMM B YMCTOM BUIE, s IIOJIarar, 4ro JIyd-
MWL CIIOCOO BOCCTAHOBJIEHMSI KaHTOBCKOTO apryMeH-
Ta B «OnpoBepXeHN» — HadaThb C IIPOCTOV CXeMBI,
HpeIoKeHHOV [{KepoM HeCKOJIBKO JIeT Hasa/l:

1) 51 oco3Haro cBoe cOOCTBEHHOE CyIIIeCTBOBaHVIE BO
BpeMeH, TO eCTh 51 OCO3HaI0, YTO Y MeH: eCTh yIIOops-
II04eHHBIN BO BpeMeHM oIbIT (E).

2) 51 mory oco3HaBaTh, YTO OIIBIT IIPOVCXOLNT
B OIlpeJieJIeHHOM BpeMeHHOM IIOpsfIKe, TOJIBKO eciIn
sl BOCIIPVHVMAIO HEUTO IIOCTOSHHOE, 00paIasch K Ko-
TOpPOMY s MOIY OIpeHesINTh BPeMeHHOV MOPSHOK
smmsopnos omnblita (E D P).

3) Hu omHO M3 MOMX cOOCTBEHHBIX CO3HATEIIBHBIX
COCTOSTHUVI HE MOXXET CJIY>XXUTh 3TOV IIOCTOSIHHOVI CVI-
cremont orcyera (~ C).

4) Camo BpeMs He MOXET CJIy>XWUTb 3TOV ITOCTOSH-
Hom cucTemon orcueta (~ T).

5) Ecrint (2), (3) m (4) BepHBL, TO I MOTy OCO3HaBaTh,
YTO 3IMM30/IBI MOETO OITBITa IIPOVICXOMIAT B OIIperieIeH-
HOM BpeMeHHOM ITOpSIKe, TOIIBKO eCIIV 51 BOCIIPVIHM-
Malo B IIPOCTPAHCTBE BHE MEHSI IIOCTOSHHBIe OOBEKTHI,
obparrasick K KOTOPBIM S MOTy OIIPeIeUTh BpeMeH-
HOW TIOpsiyioK anm3onos Mmoero ombita {[(E O P) &
(~C&~T)]>([E>0)}.

6) 51 BocnpuHIMaKO B IIPOCTPAHCTBE BHE MeHs T10-
CTOSIHHBIEe OOBEKTBI, O0pallasck K KOTOPbIM $I MOTY
OTIpENIeNTNTE BPEMEHHOV ITOPSIOK SIM30I0B CBOETO
onrita (E © O) (Dicker, 2004, p. 196).

OcHoBbIBasICh Ha 3TOVI CXeMe, MBI JIETKO YBUIUM,
YTO CYTh KaHTOBCKOT'O apryMeHTa MOXeT OBbITh BEIpa-
JKeHa B BJIe CJIeyIOIIero YCIIOBHOIO CYKIEeHVIS:

7) Ecriut 1 ocosHaro Hajau4ye y MeHsI OIbITa, YIIO-
PsIOYEHHOrO B OITpefieJIeHHOV BpeMeHHO ITocyIefIoBa-
TEJIBHOCTY, TO I HaOJIIO/Ialo HeYTO IIOCTOSIHHOe, 0Opa-
IIasiCh K YeMy 5 MOT'y OIIpeeInTh BpeMeHHOV Iopsi-
TIOK 31307108 cBoero onbIiTa (E D P).

8) 51 3Haro, YTO Y MEHS €CTb OIIBIT, YIIOPSIOYEHHBIN
B OIIpelIiesIeHHOV BpeMeHHO rTocsiefqoBareIbHoCTH (E).

9) CrremoBaTeIbHO, SI BOCIIPMHMMAIO HEUTO IIOCTO-
SHHOe, oOpallasicb K KOTOPOMY $I MOT'Y OIIpeNesITh
BpPEMEHHOVI TIOPSIIOK [modus ponens n3 7), 8)] (P).
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v. Now consciousness in time is necessarily com-
bined with the consciousness of the possibility of this
time-determination: Therefore, it is also necessarily
combined with the existence of the things outside me,
as the condition of time-determination; i.e., the con-
sciousness of my own existence is at the same time
an immediate consciousness of the existence of other
things outside me (KrV, B 276; Kant, 1998, p. 327).

Since these steps are not purely premises, I be-
lieve that the best way of regimenting Kant’s ar-
gument in the “Refutation” is to start with the
simple sketch that Dicker proposed a few years
ago:

1) I am conscious of my own existence in time, i.e. I
am aware that I have experiences that occur in a specific
time-order (E).

2) I can be aware of having experiences that occur
in a specific temporal order only if I perceive something
permanent by reference to which I can determine their
temporal order (E o P).

3) No conscious state of my own can serve as this
permanent frame of reference (~C).

4) Time itself cannot serve as this permanent frame
of reference (~T).

5) If (2), (3), and (4) are true, then I can be aware
of having experiences that occur in a specific temporal
order only if I perceive persisting objects in space
outside me by reference to which I can determine the
temporal order of my experiences

{[(E > P) & (~C& ~T)] > (E 2 O)}.

6) I perceive persisting objects in space outside me
by reference to which I can determine the temporal
order of my experiences (E o O) (Dicker, 2004, p. 196).

Based on this sketch, we can easily see that the
crux of the argument of Kant’s “Refutation” can
be summarised in the form of the following condi-
tional:

7) If I am aware of having experience in a suc-
cessive time-order, then I perceive something per-
manent by reference to which I can determine their
temporal order (E o P).

8) I am aware of having experiences in a succes-
sive time-order (E).

9) Therefore, I perceive something permanent by
reference to which I can determine the temporal or-
der [modus ponens: 7), 8)] (P).



Tenepb 1aBaviTe B I1eJ15IX JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa IIPEJIIIOIIO-
XXMM, 4TO TpeThbe puMedanme KaHra k ero «Omposep-
JKEeHWIO rmaeaIri3Ma» SABJISAeTCA OTBETOM Ha TO, YTO A Ha-
3BaJI CIleHapyieM KapTe3aHCKOTro CHa 13 IiepBoro «Pac-
CyXIeHns» (OUeHb cj1abas TMIoTesa):

ITIpumeuanue 3. VI3 TOro, 4ro It BO3MOXKHOCTU
OIIpeneJIeHHOTO CO3HAHMS Hac caMuX Tpebyercs cy-
IIIeCTBOBaHMEe BHEITHMX IIPEIMETOB, ellle He CIIelyeT,
OyaTo BCAKOE HaIJISAHOE IIpefICcTaBIIeHe O BHEITHMX
Belllax 3aK/IIovaeT B cebe BMeCTe C TeM CyIIeCTBOBaHMe
VX, TaK KaK IIOHOOHOe IIpelcTaBjieHle — IIyCTh OHO
MOXeT OBbITh JIVIIIb HEVICTBYEM CIIOCOOHOCTV BOOOpa-
KeHMs (B rpe3ax WiIN B cJydae Oe3ymus),— ecThb Bce
Ke TOJIBKO BOCITPOV3BeeHVIe ITPEXXHIIX BHEIITHMX BOC-
MIPUSTUVI, KOTOPBIe, KaK ITOKa3aHO BBIIIE, BO3MOXHEI
JvIIb Or1arofapsi JeVICTBUTEIbHOCTY BHEIITHUX IIpel-
MeTOB. 3pech HeoOXOmMMO OBUIO TOJIBKO OKa3aTh,
YTO BHYTPEHHMM OIIBIT KaK TaKOBOVI BO3MOXEH JIVIIIb
Jepes BHEIHWI ONIbIT BooOIe. ITpencTasisgeT i co-
0oV TOT VI MHOM IpearnosiaraéMbIvi OIbIT He OOVH
TOJIPKO IUIOI BOOOPaKeHWMS — 3TOT BOIIPOC JIOJDKEH
pelarbcsl COIJIaCHO OCOOBIM OIIpereJIeHMSIM OIIbITa
¥ IIyTeM COOTHECEHMS C KPUTEPVSAMM BCIKOTO Ievi-
cTBuTeINIbHOrO orbiTa (B 278 —279; KanT, 20064, c. 373).

KaHT oTBeTw1 OB KapTe3MaHCKOMY CKEIITHKY, YTO
CHBI, TJUIIONVIHAIVY 1 3a0JIy KIeHMs SBJISIOTCS IIPO-
CTBIMY MEHTaJIBHBIMV COCTOSIHMAMM, TaKXXe YIIOpsIIO-
UeHHBIMI BO BpeMeHV, VI OIIperesleHVe WX COomepKa-
HMSI B KOHEYHOM MTOre Oy/eT 3aBMCeTb OT OCO3HAHMS
Yero-To IIOCTOSTHHOI'O VI BHEITHeTo J1jis cyobexTa. Of-
HaKo, YTOOBI y3HaTh, SABJISETCS JIV TOT VIV VIHOVI ITpe]l-
TIoJIaraeMbIVl OIIBIT, TO VIV MHOe MeHTaJIbHOe COCTOs-
H¥e IIJIONOM BOOOpakeHVsl, MEeUTO, TaJUTIOIMHAIIVIeN
VJIVL MaHWITYJISIIVEVI, MBI JOJDKHBI PaccCMOTpPeTh KOH-
KpeTHbIe OIlpefeleHNsl KakKIOro KOHKPETHOrO MeH-
TaJIBHOTO COCTOSIHWMSA B COOTBETCTBUM C KPUTEpUs-
MM TOI'O, YTO CUMTAETCs PeasIbHBIM OIIBITOM. Borrpoc
B TOM, KaKOBBI 3TV KPUTEPUTIL

B Habpocke Ne 5400 MBI UriTaeM ciremyroree:

CHoBUIIEHVIS [BBICTpanBaIOTCS | 110 aHAJIOrMM ¢ OomIp-
crBoBaHMeM. [ToMVMO COITIACYIOIIMXCS C HPYTMMU
JIOIBMM IIPeCTaBIeHVsIMY OOIpPCTBOBAHMS y MeHS
HeT [OPYyToro OTIMYMUTEIIBHOIO IIpM3HAaKa IIpeIMeTa
BHE MEHS; CJIeIOBATeNIbHO, B IIPOCTPAHCTBE BHE MEHS
HaxXOAWTCS TOT (heHoMeH, KOTOPBIVI MOXKeT ObITh TIO3HaH
II0 IpaBwIaM paccynka. V Bcé Xe, KaK MOXHO CIIpa-
IIMBaTh, OEVICTBUTEILHO JIMI CYIIEeCTBYIOT BHEIIHVe
¢heromenvi? XOTs MBI HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO ¥ He OCO3HaeM
B HVIX, YTO OHV BHEIIIHIE, T.€. YTO OHV He YNCThble (PaH-
Ta3uy ¥ CHOBUJIEHWMSI, HO BCE )K€ OCO3HaeM, UTO OHM —
OPWTVHAJIBI BCEX BO3MOXKHBIX 00pa3oB BOOOpakeHNS
7, CJIeIOBATEIIbHO, CAMV He SIBJISIFOTCS STMMM oOpasaMu
(AA 18, p. 172; Kanr, 2000, c. 103).
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Now, let us suppose for the sake of argument
that Kant’s third note to his “Refutation of Ideal-
ism” is a reply to what I called the Cartesian dream
scenario of the first Meditation (a very remote hy-
pothesis):

Note 3. From the fact the existence of outer
objects is required for the possibility of a determi-
nate consciousness of our self it does not follow
that every intuitive representation of outer things
includes at the same time their existence, for that
may well be the mere effect of the imagination (in
dreams as well as in delusions); but this is possible
merely through the reproduction of previous outer
perceptions, which, as has been shown, are possible
only through the actuality of outer objects. Here it
had to be proved only that inner experience in gen-
eral is possible only through outer experience in
general. Whether this or that putative experience is
not mere imagination must be ascertained accord-
ing to its particular determinations and through its
coherence with the criteria of all actual experience
(KrV, B 278-279; Kant, 1998, pp. 328-329).

In these terms, Kant would be replying to the
Cartesian sceptic that dreams, hallucinations, and
delusions are simple mental states also arranged
in time, whose determination would ultimately
depend on the consciousness of something persis-
tent and external to the subject. However, in order
to know whether this or that alleged experience,
whether this or that particular mental state, is imag-
ination, dream, hallucination, or manipulation, we
should consider the particular determinations of
each particular mental state according to the crite-
ria of what counts as a real experience. The question
here is what are these criteria.

In Reflection 5400, we read the following:

Dreams are in analogy with wakefulness. Except
for waking representations that are consistent with
those of other people I have no other marks of the ob-
ject outside me; thus, a phenomenon outside me is that
which can be cognized in accordance with rules of the
understanding. Yet how can one ask whether there are
really external phenomena? We are certainly not imme-
diately conscious that they are external, i.e., not mere
imaginings and dreams, but we are still conscious that
they are the originals for all imaginings, and are thus
themselves not imaginings (Refl, AA 18, p. 172; Kant,
2005, p. 229).



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

Terrepp 51 xouy oOpaTuTh BHMUMaHMe YMTaTeId Ha
TOT (paKT, YTO MeH/IeTbCOH IUIIIeT B TOYHOCTM TO JXKe
camoe:

Cocmosnue, 8 komopom npeobaadarom obsexmubHovie c6a3u
MexOy udeamu 6 nawieil Oyuie, Mvl HasviBaem 600pcmbobaru-
eM. 3HauNTeTbHO OOJIbINas YacThb HAIIVIX IIPeJICTaBIIeH I
B 9TOM COCTOSIHWUM CJIEIyeT APYT 3a APYTOM WIU APYyT
BO3JIe /IpyTa, He II0 3aKOHaM CIUI Hallleit gy, [T.e.] He
IIOTOMY, YTO MBI VX VIMEJIV B IPyTOe BpeMsI pa3oM; He I10-
TOMY, YTO HaIll yM 3aMeTVJI B HVIX CXOICTBO VIV YTO Halll
pa3syM cuMTaeT VX MBICJIVIMBIMY TaK M1 He MHave® (Kypcus
momt. — P.I1.) (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 40)°.

CornacHo KaHTy m MeHnebcoHy, COH B CBOeM
crienIeckoM CTaTyce VIUTIO30PHOTO COCTOSHVAS
yMa OTJIIMYAeTCs OT peasIbHOIO OITBITa TeM, YTO OH He
B3aMIMOCBS13aH OOBEKTVBHO C IPYTVMM MEeHTaIbHBIMI
COCTOSTHMSIMY, T.€. pas3yIieHie MOXKHO IIPOBECTI B CO-
OTBETCTBUM C TeM, uTo KaHT HasblBaeT «KpUTepUsIMU
BCSIKOTO JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOTO OmbITa» (B 278 —279; Kamr,
2006a, c. 373).

3mecr uuTartesb KaHTa cTajgkmuBaeTcs ¢ OniieM-
mom. C OfIHOVI CTOPOHBI, €CJIV CYIIeCTBYIOT KpUTepum
IIJISI OIIpefiesieHNs TOro, CIIM MBI WJIM HeT, TO COH He
MOXeT OBITh 3(P(PEKTMBHOVI CKEITIYeCKOV TIMIIOTe-
3011, 11 171 [lekaprta OymeT coBeplIeHHO OMVOOYHBIM
yTBepPXXIaThb, YTO Y HaC HET KpUTEPUEB MIJIs OTIINUeHM s
CHa OT 6OTPCTBOBAHMS, TAJ/UIIOIIMHAIIAT OT IIPaBIVBO-
TO BOCIPWSTHUS WIN OT VICTUHHOIO yOexmeHwus. Mol
Oy/meM TOYHO 3HATB, UCIIOIB3YS KPUTEPUY, OIlpefIesleH-
HBIe «3aKOHaMM paccyIKa» VIV «IIpaBuiIaMV, IIPOIVIK-
TOBaHHBIMU TOHSTUSIMW», KOIa MbI CITUM, TaJIIFOLIV-
HUpyeM, Opennm, viIv KOora MbI BBeZIeHbI B 3a01Ty KIe-
Hye. OmHAKO, YTO AejIaeT CKeNTIYeCKyIo TMIIoTe3y 3d-
¢eKTMBHON, TaK 3TO HEOIIPOBEP)KMMOCTh TOrO IIpef-
MOJIOXKEHWSI, YTO B MOEM OIIbIT€ HMYEro He M3MEHWT-
Cs1, eCJIV TaKasl TUIIOTe3a oKaxkeTcs BepHom. Ecim y Hac
eCTb KpUTepuy, MO3BOJISAONINe HaM 3HaTh, KOIZla Mbl
CIIVIM V7TV KOTTIa Hac OOMaHbIBaeT 37I0KO3HEeHHBIVI Ay X,
TO y Hac HeT 3(P(PeKTMBHBIX CKEIITUYECKIX TUIIOTE3.

Ho mipen1ionoXkmm TOIIBKO B IIeISIX TIOKa3aTeIbCTBa,
uro [lekapT ObUI HeIIpas, T.e. YTO y Hac JeVICTBUTETHHO
eCTb KpUTepUN, IIO3BOJISIONINE Y3HaTh, CIIUM JIV MBI,
TaJUTIONVHMpYeM, OpenvM vy oOMaHbIBaeMcsL. [lerto

8 3necn 1 mastee nepeso ¢ Hemerikoro H.A. Imurpwuesoit. — Ilepeb.
% KaHT HOBTOpsieT Ty e MBICJIb B TpeTbeM IIpUMedYaHNnn
K «OnpoBepXeHNMIO» 1 B CBOMX OoJiee MO3MHMX pasMbIIILIe-
Husax. Cm. Habpockm Ne 5399 (AA 18, S. 71), Ne 5642 (AA 18,
S. 281—282), Ne 5653 (AA 18, S. 307), Ne 6113 (AA 18, S. 614),
Ne 6315 (AA 18, S. 619—621).
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Now, I want to call the reader’s attention to the
fact that Mendelssohn says exactly the same thing;:

The waking condition is what we call the mental state in
which the objective interconnection of ideas is the ruling one.
By far the greater portion of mental representations in
our waking state follow after and together with one an-
other not in accordance with the associative laws of our
mental faculties — that is, not because we happened
once before to have experienced that conjunction of
representations, or because our wit has noticed a sim-
ilarity among them, or because our reason finds that
they are only thus and in no other way able to be the
objects of our thinking [my italics — R.P.] (Mendels-
sohn, 2012, p. 41).}

According to Kant and Mendelssohn, in its spe-
cific condition of illusory state of mind, a dream is
distinguished from real experiences by not being
interconnected objectively with the other mental
states, that is, according to what Kant calls “the cri-
teria of the whole experience” (KrV, B 278-279; Kant,
1998, p. 328).

Here the Kantian reader is faced with a di-
lemma. On the one hand, if there are criteria for
knowing whether or not we are dreaming, then
the dream cannot be an effective sceptical hypoth-
esis, and Descartes would be entirely mistaken in
asserting that we do not have criteria for distin-
guishing dreams from wakefulness, hallucinations
from veridical perception, or from true belief. We
would know, based on criteria determined by “laws
of understanding” or “rules dictated by concepts,”
when we are dreaming, hallucinating or delirious,
or when we are deceived. However, what makes
a sceptical hypothesis effective is the irrefutabili-
ty of the assumption that nothing would change in
my experience if such a hypothesis turned out to be
true. If we have criteria allowing us to know when
we are dreaming or when we are being deceived by
an evil genius, we do not have effective sceptical
hypotheses.

But suppose only for the sake of argument that
Descartes was wrong, i.e. that we really have crite-
ria to know whether or not we are dreaming, hallu-

8 Kant reaffirms the same thought in his third note to the
“Refutation” and in his later “Reflections about the Refutation”.
See Refl 5399, AA 18, p. 71; Refl 5642, AA 18, pp. 281-282;
Refl 5653, AA 18, p. 307; Refl 5653, AA 18, p. 310; Refl 6113,
AA 18, p. 614; Refl 6315, AA 18, pp. 619-620; Refl 6315, AA 18,
p. 621.



B TOM, YTO €CJIV Y HacC eCTb TaKyue KpuTepuu, jioboe
OIIpOBep>XkeHMe CKENTUIIM3Ma COBEPILIEHHO M3JINIIIHE:
ecJIv Ha OCHOBaHWMM IIpaBWJI paccynka (yIopsiiovueH-
Has CBsI3b IIPeJICTaBJIeHN ) MBI MOXXEM 3HATh, CIIUM JIU
MBI, TO COBEPIIEHHO HeoOs3aTeIbHO JOKa3bIBaTh, YTO
MBI OCO3HaeM HeUTO IIOCTOSHHOe B IIPOCTPaHCTBe BHe
Hac. Y Hac yXXe ecTh HeIloCpeJ/ICTBeHHOe J0Ka3aTellb-
CTBO WJIV OIIpOBepKeHVe KapTe3MaHCKOIO CKeIITUIIN3-
Ma, 11 MeHHO 3T0 KauT noxgrsepnni B ceoeM «HeTsep-
TOM IIapajiorusMe» eie 1o «OIpoBep>KeHMsI»:

V3 BocpuATVi MOXeT BO3HMKHYTH IIO3HaHUeE
0 IpeaMeTax WIV IIOCPENCTBOM OIHOW JIMIIL WIPHI
BOOOpa’keHWs], VIV e C IIOMOIIIBIO oIIbITa. ITpum sTOM,
KOHEYHO, MOT'YT IOSIBUTBCS JIOXKHBIE IIpeICTaBIeHVIs,
KOTOPBIM He COOTBETCTBYIOT IIPEIMETHI, IIpIIeM IIpy-
uyHy oOMaHa cjlelyeT MNpWINucaTh TO WUIIO3NIM BO-
oOpakeHns (B rpe3ax), TO ommOKaM, KOTOpBIe IIOILy-
CKaeT CII0COOHOCTB CY)XHeHMs (IIpM TaK Ha3bIBaeMOM
oOmaHe uyBcTB). UTOOBI 1130aBUTECA 31€Ch OT JIOXKHOM
BUZIVIMOCTV, IPUIEPKMBAIOTCS CIIEyIOIIero IIpaByUIa:
OeticmBumenvto mo, umo cBasano ¢ bocnpuamuem coeaac-
Ho amnupuyeckum saxonam. Ho mogo6HOro poma oomas,
a Takke OOHapy>KeHMe ero KacaloTcs Kak miealnsMa,
TaK ¥ IyajiM3Ma, IIpydeM 3[ech peub HO/DKHA MITU
TOJIBKO O ¢popMe ombITa. IS OIIpOBEPXKEHNIS SMIIN-
pVYecKoro mgeaym3Ma Kak JIOKHOTO COMHEHVS B 00b-
€KTVBHOV peayIbHOCTV HaIllMX BHEIITHMX BOCIIPVISATINI
IIOCTaTOYHO YK€, [BO-IIEPBBIX], TOr0, YTO BHEIIIHee BOC-
IIPVISITVIE HETIOCPEICTBEHHO JI0Ka3bIBaeT JIeVICTBUTE b-
HOCTb B IIPOCTPAHCTBE, KOTOPOe, XOTd caMo II0 cebe
¥ cocTaBiIeT popMy IIpeliCTaBIeHNyI, BCé Xe o0ia-
J1aeT OOBEKTMBHOV PeayIbHOCTHIO B OTHOIIIEHUM BCEX
BHEIIHIX SBJIeHWUI (KOTOpBIe CYyTh He UTO MHOe, KaK
TOJIBKO IIPEJICTABIIEHVIS), ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, TOTO, U4TO Oe3
BOCITpMSITISL He ObUmM ObI BO3MOXKHBI JTa’Ke BBIMBICEIT
VI Tpe3bl, a IIOTOMY HaIIlIM BHEIITHVIM 9yBCTBAM, €CIIV
VIMETb B BUJIy Te JaHHbIE, 113 KOTOPBIX MOXKET BO3HVIK-
HYTb OIIBIT, COOTBETCTBYIOT [I€VICTBUTE/IbHBIE IIpeIMe-
TBI B pocTpaHcTse (A 377 —378; Kart, 20060, c. 473).

DTOT OTPBIBOK ¥ TpeThe IIprMedaHme K «Omposep-
JKEHMIO VJIeaIn3Ma», II0 MOEMY MHEHMIO, SIBJISIIOTCS SIB-
HBIM CBUETENTBCTBOM Toro, uro Kant 6o (i) He mo-
HSIJT KapTe3MaHCKVe CKeIITUYecKye TUIIOTe3bl TIePBOro
«Paccyxnenns», mmbo (ii) Hukorma He BOCIIpUHVIMAII
X Bcepbes, 1mbo (iii) ero mpoOsieMort OBITT He CKeNITH-
LIV3M, a JIVIIb naeansM. TpeTss rumoresa Hamnbosee
IIpaBAOIIOO0HA ¢ TOYKM 3peHMs CTPOroV MHTepIIpe-
tarum (cMm.: Dyck, 2011). VI mMeHHO ee s MCIIONB3YIO
B 3TOM MccilefloBaHMM. B eHTpe BHMMaHM: «Omposep-
JKeHVsT» JISKWUT VAeasn3M, IIOHMMaeMbIll Kak MeTadu-
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cinating and consequently delirious, or whether or
not we have been deceived. The point is, if we have
such criteria, any refutation of scepticism is quite
unnecessary: if, on the basis of rules of understand-
ing (ordered concatenation of representations), we
can know whether or not we are dreaming, then it
is entirely unnecessary to prove that we are aware
of something persistent in the space outside us. We
would already have a direct proof or refutation of
Cartesian scepticism at hand. Now, that is exactly
what Kant affirmed in his “Fourth Paralogism” be-
fore the “Refutation”:

Now cognition of objects can be generated from
perceptions, either through a mere play of imagina-
tion or by means of experience. And then of course
there can arise deceptive representations, to which
objects do not correspond, and where the deception
is sometimes to be attributed to a semblance of the
imagination (in dreams), sometimes to a false step
of judgment (in the case of so-called sense-decep-
tions). In order to avoid the false illusion here, one
proceeds according to the rule: whatever is connect-
ed with a perception according to empirical laws, is
actual. Only this deception, as much as the measures
taken against it, concerns idealism as much as du-
alism, since here it is only a question of the form of
experience. In order to refute empirical idealism, as
a false scruple concerning the objective reality of our
outer perceptions, it is already sufficient that outer
perception immediately proves a reality in space,
which space, though in itself it is only a mere form
of representations, nevertheless has objective reality
inregard to all outer appearances (which themselves
are also nothing but mere representations); and it is
likewise sufficient to refute empirical idealism that
without perception even fictions and dreams are
not possible, so our outer senses, as regards the data
from which experience can arise, have actual cor-
responding objects in space (KrV, A 377-378; Kant,
1998, pp. 429-430).

This passage and the third note to the “Refuta-
tion of Idealism” are, in my judgment, a clear in-
dication that Kant either (i) did not understand the
Cartesian sceptical hypotheses of the first Medita-
tion, or (ii) never took them seriously, or that (iii)
his problem was never scepticism, but only ideal-
ism. This third hypothesis is the most plausible
from a strict exegetical viewpoint (see Dyck, 2011).
And this is the hypothesis I will adopt here. The fo-
cus of the “Refutation” is idealism, understood as



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

3uvecKas vaeaacTidecKasi JOKTPUHA O TOM, Y4TO Cy-
IIECTBYIOT TOIBKO MBICIISAIITNME CYIIIeCTBA M X M3MeHs-
IOIIVIeCsl MEHTaJIbHbIE COCTOSHSL.

(1) Ecomz OBl cyImiecTBOBasIM SMIIVIPIYECKVIe KpUTe-
puM (HarmpuMep, KaKas-TO KOTepeHTHOCTB) AJIs PasiIv-
YeHWsI IIPaBAOIION00HOIO 1 HelIPaBIoIOH00HOTO OITkI-
Ta (Kak, Kaxercd, cunrtaeT Kanrt B «[lapanormnsmax»),
To «OInpoBepkeHMe Maeaan3Ma» ObUIO Obl HEHY KHBIM
VTV JIVIITHVM.

(2) Ho, cormacHo 17100a/IpHOMY CKEIITULIVI3MY IIep-
BOro «Pa3MbIIUTeHMSI», HET HUKAKMX 3MIIMPUYIECKVIX
KpuUTepVeB AJIs pasrpaHYeHIs MeXIy IIPaBIoIIoHo0-
HBIM Y HEIIPaBIOIIO00HBIM OITBITOM.

(3) Taxmm oOpasoM, «OIpOBepXKeHMe Waeanv3Ma»
He SIBJIsIeTCsT HeOOXOOVIMBIM [IJIS OIIPOBEpPKeHMs IJI0-
OaJIbHOTO CKeIrTMIIN3Ma IIepBoro «Pa3MbIIITeHMS».

(4) CnencrBue: ecv IPeAIIONOXUTE, UTO «Omposep-
xeHVe» KaHTa He mpezicTaBiisteT cOOOV ITpa3IHBIN VTN
OecrioIe3HBIVI apryMeHT, TO HeBepHO OyIeT cumMTaTh
€ro apryMeHTOM IpPOTVB IJI00aIbHOTO CKEeNTUIIM3MA
HepBoro «PasMbllIIeHIs».

2. HPOTVIB CKeIITUYEeCKOro maeasivcra

I'00aIbHBIN CKENTUIIN3M IIePBOTO KapTe3/aHCKO-
ro «Pa3MplIJIeHs1», PacCCMOTPEHHBIV B IIpeblIyIeM
pasmerie, He cJleyeT Iy TaThb C CyOBeKTVBHBIM Veais3-
MOM, K KoTopoMmy JleKkapT ABVKeTcs BO BTopoM «Pas-
MBIIIJIeHNV». BcrmoMyHas 3Ty O3MIINIO B Havasle cBoe-
ro TpeThero «PasMplnuteHns», lekapT yTBepXaaeT:

OpHako e IIpexje s IPVHSUI 3a BIIOJIHE OUeBV/I-
HOe ¥ IJOCTOBEpHOe TO, YTO IIO3[Hee OTKIIOHWII KaK
coMHUTeTbHOe. YTo 510 ObUIM 3a Bemmm? 3emiist, He0o,
3Be3[Ibl M BCe IpoyYee, BOCHPVHMMAaeMOe MOVIMIL UyB-
crBamu. Tak umo sxe 30ece B0CHPUHUMAAOCL MHOIWO KaAK
AcHoe? A TO, YTO B MOeM yMe BO3HMKAIOT MAeN TaKMX
Belelt, VWi MeIIM O HuX. Ho g n Termepp He oTpu-
110 IPUCYTCTBISA BO MHe 3Tux mpaen. OgHako ObUIo
VI 9TO-TO MIHOE, UTO 5 YTBEPXKIAJI VI YTO, IIO IIPVBBIUKE
K JJOBEPWIO, 51 CIUTAII BOCIIPVHVIMABIIIIMCS SICHO, XOTSI
Ha caMOM JIeJIe 5 TOr0 BOBCe He BOCIIPMHIMAaIL: VIMeH-
HO, 5 yTBepXXIasl, OyITO BHE MEHS CYILIECTBYIOT BelIll,
OT KOTOPBIX MCXOMSAT YIIOMSIHYThIE UIIeN, COBEPIICHHO
M rtooOHble. Ho Kak pa3s B 3ToM oTHOIIeHMM g 1100
3a0sy>xpasIcss, 11bo, ecsv U CyAWI O TOM IIpaBWIBHO,
3TO BBITEKAJIO He W3 MOeV CIIOCOOHOCTM BOCIIPUISATIA
(xypcms mont. — P.I1.) (Hekaprt, 1994, c. 29 —30).

HempsiMont peannisM — 3TO 3HmcTeMOJIOrMyYecKast
IOOKTPWHA, COIVIACHO KOTOPOV HaIll TI03HaBaTeJTbHBIN
IOCTYI K BHEIIHVM BelllaM HMKOITIA He ObIBaeT IIps-
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the metaphysical idealist doctrine that there are
only thinking beings and their changing mental
states.

(1) If there were empirical criteria (e. g. coher-
ence of some sort) for distinguishing between veridi-
cal and non-veridical experiences (as Kant seems to
think in the “Paralogisms”), then the “Refutation of
Idealism” would be unnecessary or otiose.

(2) But, according to the global scepticism of
Meditation I, there are no empirical criteria for dis-
tinguishing between veridical and non-veridical ex-
perience.

(3) Thus, the “Refutation of Idealism” is unnec-
essary to refute the global scepticism of Meditation I.

(4) Corollary: assuming that Kant’s “Refutation”
is not an otiose or useless argument, it is wrong to
read it as an argument against the global scepticism
of Meditation I.

2. Against the Sceptical Idealist

The global scepticism of the first Cartesian Med-
itation discussed in the previous section should
not be confused with the subjective idealism that
Descartes moves to in his second Meditation. Reflect-
ing back on that stance early in his third Meditation,
Descartes claims:

Yet I previously accepted as wholly certain
and evident many things which I afterwards real-
ized were doubtful. What are these? The earth, sky,
stars, and everything else that I apprehended with
the senses. But what was it about them that I perceived
clearly? Just that the ideas, or thoughts, of such things
appeared before my mind. Yet even now I am not deny-
ing that these ideas occur within me. But there was
something else which I used to assert, and which
through habitual belief I thought I perceived clearly,
although I did not in fact do so. This was that there
were things outside me which were the sources of
my ideas and which resembled them in all respects.
Here was my mistake or at any rate, if my judgment
was true, it was not thanks to the strength of my per-
ception [my italics — R.P.] (Descartes, 1996, p. 16).

Indirect realism is the epistemological doctrine
that our cognitive access to outer things is never
direct, but always mediated by causal inferences
from our representations to objects they represent.



MBIM, a BCerja OIOCpPedoBaH IMPUUYMHHBIMI BBIBOIA-
MM M3 HaIIMx IpefcTaBIeHniT K 00beKTaM, KOTOpbIe
oHM oTOOpaxatoT. Terieps, eciut st MOT'y BOCIIPMHMMATD
BHeIITHVIEe BelllM TOJIbKO KOCBEHHO, a MMEeHHO KaK Bepo-
ATHYIO OPUYVHY IpeCcTaB/IeHU BO MHe, TO Y MeH:
HeT CPeNCTB IS SIVCTEMOJIOITUeCKOro 000CHOBaHMS
TaKoro MPWYMHHOIO BBIBOIA, M MO3TOMY Y MeHsl HeT
3HaHMS O BHEILIHMX Belllax. DTo To, uTo KaHT B nep-
BOM M3IaHMM HA3bIBAeT «CKEIITMUYECKVIM MIeaI3MOM»,
a BO BTOPOM — «IIp00JIeMaTUIeCcKM MAeaIM3MOM»:

CregoBaTellbHO, 10eaAlCcIoM HYXXHO CYUTATh He
TOro, KTO OTpullaeT ObITVe BHEIIHUX IIPeIMETOB
YyBCTB, a TOJIBKO TOTO, KTO He IIpU3HaeT, YTo ObITHe
BHEIIIHMX IIPEIMETOB IO3HAeTCs HeIloCpeCcTBeHHOM
BOCHPUATIEM, ¥ OTCIOa 3aK/IiodyaeT, 4YTO HMUKaKOMI
OIIBIT He MOXeT JaTh HaM COBEPILIEeHHO JOCTOBepHOe
3HaHMe 00 mx gevicrBuTeribHOCTU (A 368 —369; Kawnr,
20060, c. 463).

Wrax, s He Mory, COOCTBEHHO rOBOPSI, BOCIIPVH-
MaTbh BHEIIIHVE Belly, a MOIY JIWIIb OT CBOMX BHY-
TPEeHHMX BOCIHPUSATUN 3aK/IIOYaTh K MX OBbITHIO, pac-
CMaTpvBasi 3TV BOCIPUSTUS KaK IeVICTBAS, Orvoxarni-
IIIeVI IIPUYMHOV KOTOPBIX CJIYXUT HeuTo BHelnHee. Ho
3aKJIrOYeHue OT JAaHHOIO JEVICTBUS K OIpeaesIeHHOM
IIpUYVHe HIUKOITIA He OBIBaeT JOCTOBEPHBIM, TaK KakK
OITHO /IEVICTBVIE MOXXET OBITh BBI3BAHO Pa3JIMUHBIMU
nprarHaMm (A 368; Kant, 20060, c. 463).

VimeasmsM  TipefdriosnaraeT, YTO €OMHCTBEHHBI
HETIOCPEICTBEHHBIVI OIBIT — 3TO BHYTPEHHMI OIIBIT
W 4TO, VICXOIIA M3 3TOTO OIBITA, MbI TOJIBKO 3aKITFOUaeM
0 BHEIITHVIX Bellax, fa 1 TO 0e3 JOCTaTOYHO I0CTOBEpP-
HOCTH, KaK 3TO Bcerna ObIBaeT, KOrga Mbl 3aK/IF0UaeM OT
OaHHBIX JEVICTBUV K OIIpeie/IeHHbIM IIPUYMHAaM: Bedb
HpVYMHA IIpeICTaBIeHnyI, KOTOPYIO Mbl, OBITh MOXET
JIOKHO, IPUIIVICbIBaeM BHEIIIHMM BelllaM, MOXKeT HaXo-
ouTecd B Hac camux (B 276; Kart, 2006a, c. 371).

B mpuBemerHHOM BBIIlle OTpPBIBKe U3 TpeThero «Pac-
CyXxaeHNs» [lekapT TIOBTOpsIeT CBOWM IIepBOHAYaJIbHBIE
COMHEHVIST, HO JIeJIaeT 3TO B CBeTe ¢0gifo U APYTVIX Bellev],
TIOJTy9eHHBIX M B XOfe paccyXaeHMs. ToIbKo TaK MEI
MO’KEM ITOHSITh, B KAKOM CMBICITe leKapT MOT HTOMIIePXKI-
BaTh IIpo0JIeMaTI9ecKmy vaeaansM. B pamkax BTopo-
ro «Paccyxxmenms» [lekapT mepexoguT OT IJI00aIBHOrO
cKenTuIM3Ma Iepsoro «PaccyxmeHns» K HEKOTOPOMY
BUy Hpo0JieMaTivecKoro mueaansMa. BakHo He du-
TaTh epBoe «PaccyxaeHne» B CBeTe BTOPOTO WJIV, TeM
Oortee, TpeTHETO; B IIPOTUBHOM CITydae MbI MOXKeM Hapy-
AT IIPVHLNI nopAadka npuuun (cM.: Guéroult, 1953).
IoBTOpIO CKa3aHHOe B IIpeNbIIyIIeM pasaesie: Ha KapTy
TIOCTaBJIEHBI CKETITIYeCKIe TUIIOTe3kI TepBoro «Paccyx-
IeHMs», a He IIpo0iieMa SIMCTEMITYECKOro (HerpsMo-
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Now, if I can perceive outer things only indirect-
ly, namely as the probable cause of the representa-
tions in me, then I have no means of epistemically
justifying such causal inference, and therefore I
have no knowledge of outer things. This is what
Kant in the first edition calls “sceptical idealism”
and in the second edition “problematic idealism”.
Consider this:

By an idealist, therefore, one must understand
not someone who denies the existence of external
objects of sense, but rather someone who only does
not admit that it is cognized through immediate per-
ception and infers from this that we can never be
fully certain of their reality from any possible expe-
rience (KrV, A 368-369; Kant, 1998, p. 426).

Thus, I cannot really perceive external things,
but only infer their existence from my inner percep-
tion, insofar as I regard this as the effect of which
something external is the proximate cause. But now
the inference from a given effect to its determinate
cause is always uncertain, since the effect can have
arisen from more than one cause (KrV, A 368; Kant,
1998, p. 425).

Idealism assumed that the only immediate ex-
perience is inner experience, and that from that
outer things could only be inferred, but, as in any
case in which one infers from given effects to de-
terminate causes, only unreliably, since the cause of
the representations that we perhaps falsely ascribe
to outer things can also lie in us (KrV, B 276; Kant,
1998, p. 327).

In the above-quoted passage from his third
Meditation, Descartes recapitulates his original
doubts, but now in the light of the cogito and his
new acquisitions along his meditative journey.
Only in this sense can we understand in which
sense Descartes could have sustained a “prob-
lematic idealism”. Within his second Meditation,
Descartes moves from the global scepticism of the
first Meditation to a form of problematic idealism.
It is important not read the first Meditation in the
light of the second or, a fortiori, the third; otherwise
we might violate the precept of the order of reasons
(cf. Guéroult, 1953). Reiterating what I said in the
previous section: What is at stake in the sceptical
hypotheses of the first Meditation is not the prob-



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

o) JOCTyIIa K 0ObeKTaM 3a IIpeziesiaMy CO3HaHM (IIpo-
Orremarmaeckmyt mmeannsM). CKopee BCero, pedb MIeT
0 TOM, MOYKEM JIVI MBI OBITH OOMaHYTBIMV B OTHOIIIEHMV
BCET'0, YTO CUMTAEM CaMO COOOVT Pa3y MEIOIIIVIMCSL.

APryMeHT B IIOJIB3y CKEIITMYIECKOIO MIeaIr3Ma co-
TIepXnTcs B «HeTBepTOM ITapasiorusMe» IIepBoro maiaa-
Hug «Kpurukm» (A 365—367; Kanr, 20060, c. 459—461),
KOTOPBIV S PEKOHCTPYMPYIO CIeAyoIM obpasom™:

10) Ecytt MBI HMKOITIA He CMOXXEM BOCHPVHMMATH
BHeIITHVIEe Belly HaIpsMyIO (HO JIMIIb KOCBEHHO, BbI-
BOISA X KaK Hanboslee BepOATHYIO IPUYMHY HAaIIVIX
vpne (E)), To MbI HMKOITIa He CMOXXeM OBITh YBepEeHHBI-
Mu B ux cyiiectsosanuu (E o P).

11) MBI IevICTBUTENTFHO HUKOTAa HETIOCPeICTBEHHO
He BOCIIPMHIMMAEM BeIllV, HaxXOIsIMecs BHe Halllero
pasyma (E).

12) CrremoBarebHO, 3HaHVE O CYIIeCTBOBAHUN Be-
IIeVl BHe HaIllero pa3yMa COMHWTEIIBHO [modus ponens
10, 11] (P).

KanT yrBepxaet, uto B ero «OnpoBep >kxeHnI» Urpa,
KOTOPYIO BeJIET MieaIn3M, 00opadnBaeTcs IIPOTUB celdsl,
MOKa3bIBasl, UTO BHEIIHWI OMBIT IEVICTBUTEIHHO He-
MOCPEJICTBEHHBIV, a HE BHYTPEHHWMV OIIBIT, KaK CUMTa-
eT ckerrTyaeckuyt ymeanvict (B 276, Kauar 2006a, c. 371).
KitroueBor1 Borrpoc 311ech 3aKJIIouaeTcsl B TOM, KaK JI0Ka-
3aTh, YTO BHEIITHMTI OITBIT SIBIISIETCSI HETIOCPENCTBEHHBIM.

Tem He MeHee KaHTMAHCKNV OTBET HAUTV HETPYH-
Ho. KaHTnaHIpl Mo Obl yTBEpXKaarh, 4To cam [e-
KapT IpM3HaJI OBI, YTO CIIOCOOEH 3HaTh BPeMEHHYIO
MOCJIeOBATe/IbHOCTD VI3MEHEHMSI er0 MeHTaJIBHBIX CO-
CTOSTHUVI, KOIJa OH TOBOPUT O CXBaTbIBAaHUM UIIEN Be-
myavHbL 1 gmcia (cMm.: Almeida, 2013). Crenyrormiit
OTPBIBOK, KaXkeTcs, ITOATBEP)KIIaeT 3TO IIOIO3peHVe:
«TouHO Tak e, KOIrfia s BOCIPUHIMMAIO CBOe HBIHEIII-
Hee OBITMe ¥ BCIIOMVHAIO, YTO CYIIIECTBOBaJI KaKOe-TO
BpeM: 1 TIpeXkIie, KOITIa Y MeH: eCTb pa3JINnIHbIe MbIC-
7111, KOJIMYEeCTBO KOTOPBIX 51 OCO3HAI0, 5 IOJIyYaro UIe0
IOTUTEILHOCTY M 91CIIa, KOTOPYIO BIIOCJIEACTBUM MOTY
HIPVMEHUTb K KaKMM-TO OpYyIMM Bellam» ([lekapr,
1994, c. 37—38). OnHako B 3ToM oTHoIeHUM KapanTu
BeCbMa IIPOHMIIaTesIeH, KOTa HallOMIMHaeT HaM:

[exapT yTBep KIlaeT, UTO «s eCTh, g CyIIIeCTBYIO»
HeoOXOAVIMO MCTVHHO KaXk/IbIVI pas3, KOrza sl IPOV3HO-
Iy 3TO WIM MBICJIEHHO IIpecTassrio. CcpUIKa Ha ero
VICTVIHHOCTD «KaXK[BIVI pa3», IIO-BUOVMOMY, YKa3bIBaeT
Ha TO, YTO 000CHOBAHHOCTbH C0Qit0 He BBIXOAWT 3a PaM-
KM KaKIIOrO MOMeEHTa, KOorzia cogito BeIIoiHseTcs. UTo
errle BakHee, HE3aBUCVIMO OT TOTO, MHTEPIIPETUPOBATT

10 ComtacHo XanHe, «OnpoBepykeHye» HalleJIeHO IIPOTUB CKeIl-
THdaeckoro maeamsMa (cM.: Hanna, 2000; 2001; 2006).
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lem of epistemic (indirect) access to objects outside
my consciousness (problematic idealism). What is
at stake, rather, is whether we may be being de-
ceived about everything we take for granted.

The argument for sceptical idealism is found in
the “Fourth Paralogism” of the first edition of Cri-
tigue (KrV, A 365-367; Kant, 1998, pp. 326-329),
which I reconstruct as follows:’

10) If we can never perceive external things di-
rectly (but only indirectly by inference, as the most
probable cause of our ideas (E)), then we can never
be sure of their existence (E oP).

11) It is a fact that we never directly perceive
things external to our mind (E).

12) Therefore, knowledge of the existence of
things outside our minds is dubious [modus ponens
10, 11] (P).

Kant’s claim is that in his “Refutation” “the ide-
alistic game turns against itself, showing that the ex-
ternal experience is really immediate” (KrV, B 276;
Kant, 1998, p. 327) and not the inner experience, as
the sceptical idealist believes. The crucial question
here is how to prove that external experience is im-
mediate.

However, we can easily figure out a Kantian
reply. Kantians might claim that Descartes him-
self would have admitted to being able to know
the temporal ordering of the alteration of his men-
tal states when he speaks of the acquisition of ideas
of magnitude and number (cf. Almeida, 2013). The
following passage seems to corroborate this suspi-
cion: “Once again, I realize that I now exist and 1
remember that I existed for some time; besides,
I have several thoughts that I can count; this is how
I acquire the ideas of duration and number that I
can then transfer to other things” (Descartes, 1996,
pp- 44-45). However, in this regard, Caranti is quite
astute when he reminds us that:

Descartes claims that ‘I am, I exist’, is necessar-
ily true each time I pronounce it, or that I mental-
ly conceive it. The reference to its being true ‘each
time” seems to indicate that the validity of the cog-
ito does not go beyond each instant in which the

? According to Hanna the “Refutation” targets the sceptical
idealism. See Hanna (2000; 2001; 2006).



i cam [lekapT cogito TakviM 00pa3oM, BO3SMOXKHO, eMy
cr1efioBasto ObI 3TO c/ieraTh, IIOCKOIBKY BBIXOZI C0gito 3a
IperiesTbl 00OCHOBAHHOCTM, KaKeTcsl, TIperiroriaraeT
3aBVICIMOCTB OT TTaMATH. [I0CKOIBKY OHa JIETKO MOXKET
OBITH TIpeBpallleHa B OOMaH 3/IBIM TeHMeM, KaXKeTcs,
[ekapT He MTOTDKeH OBUI PacTIpOCTPaHSATh IPETEH3IO
cogito Ha JOCTOBEPHOCTB 3a ITperIeITbl CaMOTO MOMEHTa
MbIUTeHns. Ecyii 3To Tak, He MOT JIV CKEITTUK TIPOCTO
urHOpupoBaTh «OIpoBepXeHNMe», OTpPUIlas, UTO OH
OCO3HAET CBOe COOCTBEHHOE CYIIIeCTBOBAHIIE, ITEPEXN-
Basl TIOCJIEOBATEIIBHOCTD IIPEIICTABIIEHNUII BO BpeMe-
HN? (Caranti, 2017, p. 315).

Ha caMoM fierte, IMEHHO 3TO 1 yTBepXKaeT [ekapT:
«TaxvM obOpa3oM, rocsie GoJtee UeM TIIATeIEHOTO B3Be-
mvBaHMS Bcex “3a” 11 “TIpoTmB” s MOITKeH B KOHITe KOH-
LIOB BBIABMHYTbH CJIEAYIOLIYIO IIOCBUIKY: BCSKWUU Pas,
KaK s IIPOVI3HOIIY CJIOBa 4 ecMb, £ Clyujectnbyio VIV BOC-
MPVHMMAIO 3TO M3pedeHre YMOM, OHO II0 HeoOXOmy-
MocTu OymeT ncTMHHBIM» ([Jexapt, 1994, c. 21—22). bo-
Jlee TOro, [lekapT, KaK M3BeCTHO, YTBEPXKIAJI, UTO IIPO-
IefIIasi, HaCTOsIas ¥ OyIoyInasi 4acTvi BpeMeHW He
3aBUCST APYT OT Apyra:

DTM apTyMeHTBI OCTaHYTCS B CVJTe TaKe B TOM CITy-
4ae, eCJI s IIPEeIIIoNIoKY, UTO, OBITh MOXET, 5 Bceraa
ObUI TaKMM, KaKOB sl HBIHE: CJIOBHO M3 3TOrO MOIJIO
OBl clemoBath, OyATO 11 He MOJDKEH MCKaTh KaKOro-TO
TBOpLIA MOero OBITHs. Beb IOCKOJIBKY BCSIKOE BpeMs
KVU3HM MOXeT OBITh TIOfIeJIeHO Ha OecumciieHHOe KO-
JIMYEeCTBO YacTevl, 13 KOTOPBIX OIHV HUKOMM 00pasoM
He 3aBUCST OT IPYIMX, TOT PaKT, YTO HECKOJIBKO paHb-
IIIe U CYIIIeCTBOBAJIL, BOBCE He BJIeUeT 3a co0ov HeoOXo-
IOVMOCTV MOEro HBIHEIITHeTro CYIIeCTBOBaHMUS — pas-
Be TOJIBKO HeKas IIpWYMHa KaK Obl BOCCO3IIACT MEHS
3aHOBO K HACTOSIIEMYy MOMEHTY WUIVI, MHade TOBOps,
MeHs coxpaHnT. OmHAKO 151 JII000ro BHUMATEIbHOTO
yMa, paccMaTpUMBaloOIero Ipuposy BpeMeH!, BIIOJIHe
OUEBVTHO, UTO IS COXPaHEeHs JIF00O0V B 1 Kax-
IBIVI OTHEJIFHBIVI MOMEHT ee CyIIleCTBOBaHW: II0Tpeb-
Ha He MeHbIIasl Cvjla BO3IEVICTBUS, YeM IS CO3u/Ia-
HVISI TOVI )K€ CaMOVI BeIly 3aHOBO, eCJIV O CUX IIOp ee
He ObUIO; TaKMM 00pas3oM, Oy1arofapsi eCTeCTBeHHOMY
CBETy OYeBMIHO: COXpaHeH!e OTIMYAeTCsl OT TBOpe-
HVSL T KoymdecTBeHHO (Hekapt, 1994, c. 40 —41).

HEKOTOPBIE micciienoBaresi IIprMHMMarT 3TOT OT-
PBIBOK B Ka4eCTBe apr'yMeHTa B I10JIb3y MHVIMOI'O KapTe-
3MaHCKOIr'o MeTaq)VISVILIeCKOI“O IIpeAIIoyIoKeHMsI O TOM,
YTO BpeM:s1 COCTOUT M3 HEAEJIIMIMbBIX BpeMeHHE;IX aTOMOB,
¥, CJIe[I0BaTeJIbHO, HET HMKaKOM HEIMIPpEePBIBHOCTU MEX-
Ay 3TMu BpeMeHHI;IMVI aToOMaMM MJIVI YeM-TO, YTO MbI
MoryiM Obl Ha3BaTh ITPOOOJDKUTEIIBHOCTBIO, ITOCTOSH-
CTBOM MJIV IIEPMaHEHTHOCTBIO.
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cogito is performed. More importantly, regardless
of whether Descartes interpreted the cogito in this
way, arguably he should have. For the extension be-
yond the validity of the cogito seems to imply reli-
ance on memory. Since this faculty could very easily
be deceptively triggered by the Evil Genius, it seems
that Descartes should not have extended the valid-
ity claim of the cogito beyond the instant. If this is
so, couldn’t the sceptic simply ignore the Refutation
by denying that I am conscious of my own exist-
ence through the experience of a succession of rep-
resentations over time? (Caranti, 2017, p. 315).

Indeed, this is exactly what Descartes claims:
“So, after considering everything very thoroughly, I
must finally conclude that this proposition, I am, 1
exist, is necessarily true whenever it is put forward
by me or conceived in my mind” (Descartes, 1996,
p- 17). Moreover, Descartes notoriously claimed that
the past, present, and future parts of time are inde-
pendent of each other:

I do not escape the force of these arguments by
supposing that I have always existed as I do now,
as if it followed from this that there was no need to
look for any author of my existence. For a lifespan
can be divided into countless parts, each completely
independent of the others, so that it does not follow
from the fact that I existed a little while ago that I
must exist now, unless there is some cause which as
it were creates me afresh at this moment — that is,
which preserves me. For it is quite clear to anyone
who attentively considers the nature of time that
the same power and action are needed to preserve
anything at each individual moment of its duration
as would be required to create that thing anew if it
were not yet in existence. Hence the distinction be-
tween preservation and creation is only a conceptual
one, and this is one of the things that are evident by
the natural light (Descartes, 1996, p. 33).

Now, several scholars have taken this passage as
an argument for the putative Cartesian metaphysi-
cal assumption that time is composed of indivisible
temporal atoms, and hence there is no continuity
between these temporal atoms or anything that we
could call duration, persistence, or permanence.
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Ecyu 370 Tak, To BTOpas MpedIocklIKa IIPOCTO pe-
KOHCTPYKIINY, KOTOPYIO S IIPeyIoKwI B pasmere 1 («1
3Hal0, YTO Y MEeH:I eCTh OIIBIT, YIIOPSIOUYeHHBIV BO Bpe-
MeHHOVI IIOCJIefIOBaTeIbHOCTI»), 11 [lekapra Oynmer
HernpuemsleMa. Kakx ormeuayin Taviep m [Iukep, BHY-
TPEHHUW ONBIT JJaeT HaM VHTPOCHEeKTUBHBIN JIOCTYII
K HallleMy HaCTOAIIeMY ¥ IIPOIIJIOMY OIIBITY, HO B 3TMUX
OITBITaX HET HIYEro, YTO MOIJIO OBl OIIpaBaaTh YTBEPXK-
JeHNre, YTO ONVH M3 HUX IpeIecTBoBaJI APYTMM BO
BpeMeHU B 3aJJaHHOM nopsjke. Iykep BecbMa IIPOHM-
HaTesieH, Korja 3aMeydaet:

OmnbIT He yBeHUYaH MaJIeHbKVMMM YacaMu, TaKUMU
KaK 4ackl B YIJIy TeJIEBU3VOHHOIO 3KpaHa BO BpeMsi
CIIOPTMBHOV TPAHCIISIINM, KOTOPbIE ITO3BOJIIN ObI
€T0 JaTVpOoBaTh WIV YIIOPsHo4YnBaTh. BocrioMuHaHA
o OoJlee paHHeEM OIBITe, pacCMaTpUBaeMble VICKIIIO-
YUTENTBHO KaK CyOBEeKTVMBHBIE COCTOSHIS CO3HAHWMS
VTV «KasKyITieecss», Takke He COITPOBOXIAIOTCS Ooslee
CVITBHBIM YyBCTBOM WJIV OIYITIEHVEM «ITPOIIIIOCTIL»,
YeM BOCIIOMVMHAHWS O HeIABHMX IepeXVBaHMIX;
" TeM OoJiee BCTIOMVMHaeMble WIEHBI psia BCE Ooree
OTAJIEHHBIX BO BPEMEHU IepeXVBaHWUI He JIeMOH-
CTPUPYIOT IIPOrpeccBHO Ooslee TITyOOKOro OIylrie-
Hug npornwtoctu (Dicker, 2008, p. 83)™.

bortee TOro, KanT IIPU3HAaEeT 4TO IIPOCTOro0 OCO3Ha-
HVIs CBOETO CYIIIECTBOBAaHV BO BpeMEHN COBEPIIIEHHO
HEIOCTaTOYHO OJISA apryMeHTaTVBHBIX 11eJIeNn:

Mexpay TeM MBI AOKa3aIM 371eCh, YTO BHEIIHWV
OIIBIT SBJISIETCS HEIIOCPENCTBEHHBIM B COOCTBEHHOM
CMBICITE CJIOBA VI YTO TOJIBKO IIPVI €T0 IOCPENCTBE BO3-
MOJKHO XOTS V1 He CO3HaHMe Halllero COOCTBEHHOIO Cy-
IIIeCTBOBAHVIS, TO BCE XK€ €0 OIpeliesIeHIe BO BpeMeH,
T.e. BHYTpeHHMV ONBIT. KOHeWHO, mpencraBieHne s
ecMb, OyImydn BBIpaKeHMEM CO3HAHWMS, MOTYIIETO CO-
Iy TCTBOBATh BCSIKOMY MBIIUIEHVIIO, €CTh TO, YTO HeIIo-
CpeICTBEHHO 3aKiIouaeT B cebe cyIriecTBoBaHMe CyOb-
€KTa, OIHAKO 9TO ellle He NOo3HAHUEe erO, CTAIO OBITh,
¥ He SMIOVIpUYecKoe II03HaHe, T.e. He OIBIT: K OIBITY
OTHOCUTCA KpOMe MBICIVI O UeM-TO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIeM
ellle ¥ co3eplaHVie, B JaHHOM CJIy4ae BHYTpeHHee CO-
3epliaHuie, B OTHOIIIEHWV KOTOPOTO, T.€. [B OTHOIIIEHMM)
BpeMeHW, CyOBeKT IOJDKeH OBITh OIIpedesieH, a I
3TOTO HEOOXOIMMBI BHEIITHYE IIPeIMeThI, TaK UTo, CJIe-
IIOBaTeJIbHO, CaM BHYTPEHHWVI OITBIT BO3MOXKEH TOJIBKO
OTIOCPEIICTBOBAHHO VI TOJIBKO PV IIOMOIIY BHEIITHETO
onslTa (B 276 —277; Kanr, 2006a, c. 371 —373).

Yro MBI 3HaeM HaBepHsKa, TaK 3TO TO, UYTO Kap-
Te3uaHCKas TIUIIOTe3a He MOXeT IIOIopBaThk cogito
U cogito-1ofoOHbIe OIHOBpeMeHHBIe MEBICTIN. TeM He
MeHee OIIpefiesieHVie BpeMeHV MEeHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSTHUT

' Cwm. taxke: (Dicker, 2012).

If so, then the second premise of the simple re-
construction I offered in section 1 (“I am aware of
having experience in a successive time-order”) is
unacceptable in the eyes of Descartes. As Guyer and
Dicker have noted, inner experience gives us intro-
spective access to our present and past experiences,
but there is nothing in those experiences that can
justify the claim that one of them preceded the oth-
ers in time in a given order. Dicker is quite percep-
tive when he observes:

Experiences [do] not come adorned with lit-
tle clocks, like the ones in the corner of a television
sportscast, which would enable you to date or order
them. Nor do recollections of your earlier experienc-
es, considered purely as subjective conscious states
or ‘seemings,” come with a greater feeling or sense
of ‘pastness’ than recollections of your more recent
ones; a fortiori the recollected members of a series of
increasingly temporally remote experiences do not
exhibit a progressively greater feeling of pastness
(Dicker, 2008, p. 83).7°

Moreover, Kant recognises that the simple con-
sciousness of one’s existence in time is entirely in-
sufficient for argumentative ends:

Yet, here it is proved that outer experience is really
immediate, that only by means of it is possible not, to
be sure, the consciousness of our own existence, but
its determination in time, i.e., inner experience. Of
course, the representation I am, which expresses the
consciousness that can accompany all thinking, is that
which immediately includes the existence of a subject
in itself, but not yet any cognition of it, thus not empir-
ical cognition, i.e., experience; for to that there belongs,
besides the thought of something existing, intuition,
and in this case inner intuition, i.e., time, in regard to
which the subject must be determined, for which outer
objects are absolutely requisite, so that inner experi-
ence itself is consequently only mediate and possible
only through outer experience (KrV, B 276-277; Kant,
1998, pp. 327-328).

What we know for sure is that the Cartesian hy-
pothesis cannot undermine the cogito and cogito-like
contemporaneous thoughts. Yet, the time-determi-
nation of mental states is a quite different issue in-

10 See also Dicker (2012).
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SIBJISIETCSI COBEPILIEHHO JIPYTON ITPOOIIEMOTI, TIOCKOJIBKY
Ka)keTCsl, UTO OHO 3aBUCUT OT IaMsaTu'?. [JeKapT siCHO
IlaeT IIOHSTh, YTO €r0 CKEIITINYeCKe TMIIOTe3bI IO Phl-
BAIOT HAJIEXHOCTh IaMsTu: «Mrak, s pomyckaro, 4To
BCe BUIMMOe MHOIO JIOXKHO; 5 IIpeAIIoaral HUKOITa
He CYIIIeCTBOBABIIIVIM BC€, UTO SIBJIsIeT MHe OOMaHUYMBast
IIaMSTB; S IIOJIHOCTBIO JIVIIIEH YYBCTB; MOV TeJI0, Ouep-
TaHMA (figura), IpOTSKeHHOCTD, ABVKEHMS I MECTO —
xvMmepsl. Ho 4To ke Torma ocraercss mcTvHHBIM? BBITH
MOXKeT, OJTHO JIVIIIIb TO, YTO He CYIIeCTByeT HITIero II0-
croBepHOro» (Hekapt, 1994, c. 20—21).

TeMm He MeHee, Taxke ecyivt [leKkapT MOT B CBO€T MeTa-
du3IKe IIPENTIONIOKIATE, YTO MBI 3HAeM BpeMeHHO I10-
PSIOK HaIvX COOCTBEHHBIX COCTOSTHUI (O €ro JI0Ka3a-
TeJIbCTBA CYIIeCTBOBaHMs bora), TO HEYTO CyIIlecTBeH-
Hoe TepsieTcs. [ IpenmionoxeHrie, 9T0 MBI 3Ha€EM BpeMeH-
HOVI TIOPSI/IOK M3MEHEHMIT HalllX COOCTBEHHBIX COCTO-
STHUT, He sBiIseTcs (1) Hy HeoOXOMVIMBIM YCIIOBVIEM IS
dopMyIMpoBaHMS CKENITUYECKOTo maeaansMa, (2) HU
HeOOXOIVIMBIM yCJIOBVIEM JIJISI IIPOCTOrO OCO3HAHVISI MO-
ero cylulecTBoBaHus Bo BpemeHM. CortacHo «HeTsepTo-
My IapajIorv3My», BCE, UTO HeOOXOIMMO It (POpMYy-
JIMPOBAHMS CKEITTUYECKOro Milean3Ma, — 3TO IIPeJIIo-
JIOKeHVIe O TOM, UTO y Hac HeT HeIIOCPEeICTBEHHOTO 31I1-
CTEMIMYECKOTO JIOCTyTIa K BelllaM BHe HaIllero CO3HaHMS,
KpoMe KaK depe3 IIpeJICTaB/IeH s BHEILITHMX IIPeIMETOB:

To, o OBITMM Yero MOXXHO 3aK/IIOYaTh JIMIIb Kak
O IIpMYMHe JaHHBIX BOCIPUATUN, VIMeeT JIIIb TaKoe
CyIIecTBOBaHMe, B KOTOPOM IIPVIXOAWTCSI COMHEBATBCS.

Bce BHeIIHMe sBJI€HMS TAKOBBL, YTO MX OBITVIE He
BOCIIPMHVIMAETCS HEIIOCPeNCTBEHHO; O HeM JIeJIaloT
3aKJIl0YeHne TOJIbKO KaK O IIpUYMHe JaHHBIX BOCIIPH-
SITUVL.

CiiepoBaTesibHO, B OBITMIM BCeX MpPEIMEeTOB BHEII-
HVIX 9yBCTB MOXXHO COMHeBaTbcs. (A 366 —367; Kanr,
20060, c. 461)%.

B mpuBenerHOM BBIIIe OTpHIBKe (B 276; KanTt, 20064,
c. 369) KaHT HeByCMBICIIEHHO 3asIBJIsIET, 9YTO MBI CITO-
COOHBI OCO3HaBaTh CBOE COOCTBEHHOE CYIIECTBOBAHIE
BO BpeMeH, He 3Has KOHKPeTHOIO BPeMeHHOIo IIo-
psAIiKa CBOEro OIIbITa.

12 Cm. pabory [Ix. bennera (Bennett, 1966), rie yTBepxiaeTcst, ITo
«OrnpoBepykeHyie» KacaeTcsl IIPeXKJIe BCero Cy XKIEeHNMI O IaMsTH.

¥ CM. mpouteHne «YeTBepTOro mapajormsMa», IpPejIoXKeH-
Hoe Crpaynom (Stroud, 1984). Uto MHTepecHO, MHTepIIpeTaIs
Crpayna compkaer «HeTBepThiit mapaiornsM» KaHTa ¢ m3Bect-
HbIM «JJOKa3aTebCcTBOM BHeIIHero Mupa» Mypa. Cum.: (Moore,
1993a; 19930). bostee Toro, 51 oTpuua BeyiBuHYyTOe CTpaymoM
TIPE/IIoNIOXKeHe O TOM, YTO KAaHTOBCKMI apryMeHT IIPOTWB
CKEIITUIIM3MA OIVIPAeTCs Ha TPAHCLIEHIEHTaIbHBIV MIeaIn3M.
O6 mmeasmsme Kanra cm. mom crateu (Pereira, 20178; 2019),
a Take paborel Parvixmurepa (Vaihinger, 1883), Dsumicona
(Allison, 2004), ITaTona (Paton, 1970), Ilpaycca (Prauss, 1974),
CrpocoHa (Strawson, 1966), JIsarrona (Langton, 1998).
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sofar as it seems to depend on memory.! Descartes
made it quite clear that his sceptical hypotheses
make the reliability of memory suspicious: “I will
suppose then that everything I see is spurious. I will
believe that my memories tell me lies, and that none
of the things they report me ever happened. I have
no senses. Body, shape, extension, movement, and
places are chimeras. So, what remains true? Perhaps
just the one fact that nothing is certain” (Descartes,
1996, p. 16).

Yet, even if Descartes could assume in his meta-
physics that we know the temporal ordering of our
own states (before his proof of God’s existence),
something essential is being neglected. The as-
sumption that we know the temporal ordering of
the alternation of our own states (i) is not a neces-
sary condition for the formulation of sceptical ide-
alism, (ii) nor a necessary condition for the mere
consciousness of my existence in time. According
to the “Fourth Paralogism”, all that is necessary for
the formulation of sceptical idealism is the assump-
tion that we do not have immediate epistemic ac-
cess to things outside our consciousness, but only
through the representations of those same objects
outside of us:

That whose existence can be inferred only as a
cause of given perceptions has only a doubtful ex-
istence.

Now all outer appearances are of this kind: their
existence cannot be immediately perceived, but can
be inferred only as the cause of given perceptions.

Thus, the existence of all objects of outer sense is
doubtful (KrV, A 366-367; Kant, 1998, pp. 424-425).12

In the passage quoted above (KrV, B 276; Kant,
1998, p. 327), Kant is unequivocal in stating that I
may be aware of my own existence in time with-
out knowing the specific temporal order of my ex-
perience.

1 See Bennett (1966) who claims that the “Refutation” concerns
mainly judgments about memory.

12 See Stroud’s reading of Kant's “Fourth Paralogism”
(Stroud, 1984). Interestingly, Stroud’s reading of the “Fourth
Paralogism” brings Kant closer to Moore’s infamous Proof of
an External World. See Moore (1993a; 1993b). Moreover, I reject
Stroud’s assumption that Kant’s answer to scepticism relies
on his transcendental idealism. About Kant’s idealism see my
papers (Pereira, 2017c; 2019), but also Vaihinger (1883), Allison
(2004), Paton (1970), Prauss (1974), Strawson (1966), Langton
(1998).
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P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

3. MeHIe/IbCOHOBCKMM MOeaIM3M

Teneps s BO3BpaIlaoch K MHTEPIIPETAINY, IIEPBO-
HavaIbHO IpemyioxerHon dvkom (Dyck, 2011), corac-
HO KOTOpOV MeHe/IbCOH, KapTe3VaHCKMUI MAeaIViCT
Ha HEMEIIKOV 3eMJIe, SBJISeTCS TJIaBHOV MMUIIIEHBIO
«Onpoepxerns npaeannsma» Kanra. Kak ykaseiBaer
VK, 3Ty MHTepIIpeTanmio HOaIePKMBaIOT TEKCTYasIb-
HBIe CBUIETEIBCTBA; PACCMOTPUIM 3TO JOKa3aTeIbCTBO
B HaCTOSAIIIEM paserie.

ITpexme Bcero, 4ToObI MOHATH HAMasior Mexay Kan-
TOM 11 MeH1eJTbCOHOM, MBI TOJKHBI TIOMHUTB, UTO TEP-
MWH «Mean3M» y IOCJIelHero O3HavyaeT MMeHHO TO,
uro KaHT nogpasymeBaeT Iof maean3MoM, a MMeH-
HO MOHMCTWYeCKOe y4eHVe, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY ecTb
TOJIBKO MBICTIAIIMe cyIecTBa: «CilemoBaTesIbHO, ecin
Mmamepuasusm HEOIPUTOHeH AjIsg OOBSCHEHWS MOEro
OBITHS, TO VI CHUPUMYAAU3M TaKXKe HeJOCTaTOYeH IS
3TOVI 1IeJIW; OTCIONA CIIEYeT, YTO MBI HUKAaKMM oOpa-
30M He MOXeM uTo-IM0O0 y3HaTh O CBOVICTBAX Halleu
Iy, KOrfa pedb UaeT O BO3MOXKHOCTY ee 000co0sTeH-
HOTro cyIecTBoBaHMs Boobmie» (B 420; Kamt, 2006a,
c. 535). B aToM oTHOIIeHMY MeH/e/TbCcOH 3a1yMbIBaeT
IVaIIor MeXXIy MOHVICTOM (M€aJIVICTOM) M JyaJIVICTOM:
B TO BpeMs KaK IyaJIiCT IIpMHMMAaeT CyIllecTBOBaHIe
4Yero-To He3aBUCVIMOTO OT MBICIIAIIMX CYIIeCTB, uiea-
JIVICT OTBepraeT Takoe IIpeIIIojIoKeHe:

BoruiomnieHme Hammx OOBEKTVMBHBIX WIEV COLeEp-
JKWUT TaKke HeopraHdecKyie CyOCcTaHIVM, (PU3MIecKie
CYIIIHOCTY, KOTOPbIe IIPeICTaB/ISIOTC HaM CYIIIeCTBY-
IOIVIMY BHe Hac. VICTMHHO J 3TO IIpercTapiieHMe?
«Het! — oTBeuaeT mpeaymcT, — B TOM, YTO MBI TakK J1y-
MaeM, 3aK/IfodaeTcsi OJIM30pYKOCTh HAllleTO UyBCTBEH-
HOTO ITO3HAHWSL; 3TO OOMaH YyBCTB, Ybs IIPUYMHA KPO-
€TCsl B HeCOBEPIIIEHCTBe HaIlIMX CIIOOHOCTel (in unserm
Unverméogen). Mot Gosiee coBepIlieHHBINI pa3yM BHY-
IIaeT MHe, YTO CyOcTaHIIMsI He MOXeT ObITh pusmde-
CKOV». lyammicT, HalIpOTMB, BEPUT, 9TO pasyM Wjea-
JIVCTa IIyTeM OOIIMOOYHBIX YMO3aKIIOUeHNII BBEJL €0
B 3a0JIy>K/IeHIe; OH BEPUT, UTO CYIeCTBYIOT KaK pu3u-
4JecKye, TaK ¥ AyXOBHbIe CyOcTaHITN: ITpaBa, KaXaas
V3 HUX He COBCEM TaK, KaK OHM HaM ITPeJICTaBIISIIOTCS,
100 orpaHITIeHNs HAIIIero ITIO3HAHVSL KOe-9TO M3MEeHM-
7 B X IpencrasieHvsix (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 49).

O ToM ke TpOTUBOIIOCTaBJIEHU MeaI3Ma U gya-
JIV3Ma MOXKHO ITpodecTb 1 y KanTa:

CrrenoBaTesIbHO, B OBITMV BCeX IIPEIMETOB BHEIII-
HVX YyBCTB MOXXHO COMHEBAaTbCA. DTy HeEHNOCTOBEp-
HOCTD $ Ha3bIBaloO VIeaJIbHOCTHIO BHEIIHMX SBJICHVA,

3. Mendelssohnian Idealism

From now on I return to the interpretation orig-
inally proposed by Dyck (2011) according to which
Mendelssohn, a Cartesian idealist on German soil, is
the main target of Kant’s “Refutation of Idealism”.
As Dyck points out, textual evidence abounds for
that interpretation; we shall examine this evidence
in the present section.

First of all, in order to understand the dialogue
between Kant and Mendelssohn, we must remem-
ber that the term “idealism” in Mendelssohn means
exactly what Kant means by idealism, namely the
monist doctrine according to which there would
be only thinking beings: “Thus if materialism will
not work as a way of explaining my existence, then
spiritualism is just as unsatisfactory for it, and the
conclusion is that in no way whatsoever can we cog-
nize anything about the constitution of our soul that
in any way at all concerns the possibility of its sep-
arate existence” (KrV, B 420; Kant, 1998, p. 452). In
this regard, Mendelssohn conceives a dialogue be-
tween a monist (idealist) and a dualist: while the du-
alist accepts the existence of something independent
from thinking beings, the idealist rejects such an as-
sumption:

The full expanse of our objective thoughts also
includes ideas of inanimate substances, physical be-
ings that present themselves to us as located outside
of us. Does this presentation also have truth on its
side? “No!” the idealist answers; “it is due to the
short-sightedness of our sensory perception that we
think so; it is an illusion of the senses whose source
lies in our natural impairments.” “My better reason
convinces me,” he says, “that no substance can possi-
bly be physical.” The dualist, however, believes that
the idealist’s thinking has fallen into error because
of his mistaken premises. The dualist believes that
there are both physical and psychical substances, the
former, however, being not entirely like what they
seem to us to be, for the limitations of our cognitive
faculties alter the way they come to be represented
(Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 49).

The very same opposition between idealism and
dualism can be read in Kant:

Thus the existence of all objects of outer sense is
doubtful. This uncertainty I call the ideality of out-
er appearances, and the doctrine of this ideality is
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a yJeHMe 00 3TOV MIeaTbHOCTV Ha3bIBaeTcs ulealus-
MOM; B OTJINYVE OT IIOC/IEHErO YTBEPIKIEHVE O BO3-
MOXXHOVI JOCTOBEPHOCTY IIPEIMETOB BHEIITHIX UYBCTB
HasbIBaeTcs 0yasusmom (A 367; Kant, 20060, c. 461).
TpaHCIIeHIEeHTATPHEIV JXe VIeaIVCT MOXET OBITh
CTOPOHHVKOM SMIIMPUUECKOT0 peaini3Ma, CTajio ObITb,
KaK TOBOPSIT, 0YaA1LCII0M, T.€. MOXKET JIOITyCTUTb CyIIle-
CTBOBaHVIE MaTepm, He BBIXOMS 3a IpemesTbl CaMOoCo-
3HaHWMSA ¥ IpW3HaBas TOJIBKO JOCTOBEPHOCTH IIpell-
CTaBJIeHUIT BO MHe, T.e. [OH molryckaet] cogito, ergo
sum, v Hudero Oorbirre (A 370; Kanr, 2006a, c. 465).

Teriepr, OCHOBBIBasICh Ha By X ITPVBEAEHHbBIX HIVDKe
dparmernTax 13 MeHOenMpCOHa, MBI MOXKEM CI€JIaTh BbI-
BOJI, UTO MOHVCTUYECKWUV WIeaju3M OIVpaeTcs Ha
SHVICTEMOJIOTMYECKU MaeasI3M: He MOXeT OBITh Ma-
TepraIbHON CyOCTaHIIMN 3a IIpefesiaMy MBICIISIIET,
IIOCKOJIBKY y Hac HeT IIPsSMOrO 3HMCTeMIYeCcKOoro Ho-
CTyIIa K MaTepyaJIbHBIM BelllaM BHe Hac:

IlepBoe, B HEVICTBUTEILHOCTM Yero s yOexreH,—
3TO MOV MBICJIV W IIpe[CTaBJ/IeHNs. S| IMPUIIMCHIBAI0 MM
VIeaJIbHYIO J1eVICTBUTEJIbHOCTb, ITOCKOJIBKY OHWM MHe
OPUCYIIN M s BOCIPUHVMAIO MX KakK M3MEHEeHMS MOen
MBICINTEIIBHOV criocoGHocTH. JIr0oboe M3MeHeHMe mpe]I-
ITOCBIIaeT HeYTO TOMY, UTO M3MeHseTcs. TakvmM obpaszom,
g caM KaK CyOBeKT 3Toro m3MeHeHms o0Jajao JeviCTBY-
TEJIbHOCThIO, KOTOpasi He IIPOCTO ujeajibHa, HO peajsibHa
(Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 10).

MplI IIpOCTO He MOXXeM COMHEeBAaThCs B TOM, YTO OHU
TEVICTBUTEJIPHO TPUCYTCTBYIOT B HAC, YTO OHU SBJISFOT-
csl M3MEHEHMSIMM Hac caMMX ¥ 9TO OHM OOJIafjaroT ITo
KpariHel Mepe CyObeKTMBHO JIeVICTBUTeTbHOCThIo. Co-
OTBETCTBEHHO, Hallle COOCTBEHHOe CYITleCTBOBaHVe TakK-
Xe sBJIseTcs HeoOXOOMMBIM YCJIoBUeM, 0e3 KOTOpOro
He MOXeT ObITh HMKaKMX VCCIIeNOBaHW, Jla M BOoobIIe
HMKaKMX COMHEHUI ¥ HUKAKMX pasMblIUleHuit. JlekapT
CITPABEINBO MIPEIJIOKVII B KauecTBe OCHOBAHVISI BCSAKO-
'O Pa3MBIIUIEHS 3aK/II0YeHIIe: A MblCA10, CAe008a1meAbHO, 5
cyujecmByro. Ecri MOV BHYyTpeHHMe MBICIIV M 9yBCTBa BO
MEHe JIeVICTBUTEJIbHBI, €CJIV MHE CaMOMYy HEBO3MOXXHO He
IpV3HATD CYIECTBOBAHME ITMX VM3MEHEHMV, TO JJOJDKHO
OBITE fTOITyIIIEHO ¥ SI, K KOTOPOMY OTHOCSITCS 3TV VI3MeHe-
Hys. Tam, rie ecTh M3MeHeHWs, JOJDKeH OBITh 1 CyOBbeKT,
KOTOPBIVI ITpeTepIIeBaeT 3TV U3MeHeHWUsL. 5 MblcAt0, cAedo-
Bameavro, s cyugecmByio (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 38).

«ITpobremaTdgecknyt nageamsM» Kanrta — 3TO
KapTe3uaHCKUiI naeaymsM MeHpebcoHa.

4. ITpoTnB MeH/1e/IbCOHOBCKOIO MeaIn3Ma
Haunem c¢ Toro, uro, xots KanT Hukorga He ma-

BaJI ACHBIX y1(a3aHVH7I, KaK VIMEHHO cCJjlelyeT IIOHVI-
MaTb €ro IIepBo€ yTBEpPXAEHNME «51 cosHaro cBoe ObI-
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called idealism, in comparison with which the asser-
tion of a possible certainty of objects of outer sense is
called dualism (KrV, A 367; Kant, 1998, p. 425).

The transcendental idealist, on the contrary,
can be an empirical realist, hence, as he is called, a
dualist, i. e., he can concede the existence of matter
without going beyond mere self-consciousness and
assuming something more than the certainty of rep-
resentations in me, hence the cogito, ergo sum (KrV,
A 370; Kant, 1998, p. 426).

Now, from the two passages quoted below by
Mendelssohn, we can clearly deduce that monistic
idealism rests on an epistemological idealism: there
can be no material substance beyond the mental be-
cause we have no direct epistemic access to material
things outside of us:

The first things of whose actuality I am assured
are my thoughts and representations. I ascribe to
them an ideal actuality insofar as they reside with-
in me and are perceived by me as alterations of
my power to think. Every alteration presupposes
something that is altered. I myself, therefore, who
am the subject of this alteration, possess an actuali-
ty that is not merely ideal, but real” (Mendelssohn,
2012, p. 12).

We cannot for a moment doubt that they are
actually present within us, that they are alterations
of our very selves, and that they at least possess a
subjective actuality. Thereafter it is our own exist-
ence that is a necessary condition without which
no further discoveries, indeed, no doubting and no
thinking, could ever take place. Descartes correct-
ly posits as the foundation of all further reflection
the proposition I think, therefore I am. If my inner
thoughts and feelings are actually within me, if the
existence of these alterations of my very self can-
not be merely illusory, then we must acknowledge
the I to which these alterations occur. Where there
are alterations, there must be present a subject
that suffers these alterations. I think, therefore I am
(Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 38).

Kant’s “problematic idealism” is Mendelssohn'’s
Cartesian idealism.

4. Against Mendelssohnian Idealism
To begin with, even though Kant never clear-

ly stated how we should understand his first claim
(i), namely “I am conscious of my existence as de-
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THe KaK OIIpefieJieHHOe BO BpeMeHW» (i), MOXXHO Iipef-
HIOJIOXKITB, YTO €T0 IVIABHBIM IIPOTMBHMKOM BBICTYIIAIT
MennenbcoH. Beuio OBbI cIIpaBenyIBO PEKOHCTPYMPO-
BaTh (i) Kak yTBepXXIeHMe, IIOI00HOe cogito, HalIpyMep:
A ocosnato cBoe cyuecmbobanue kax mvicasujee dvimue 6o
Bpemenu. Kak MBI Bren, cTaHOapTHOe aHTVCKEIITH-
JecKoe IIpodTeHNMe CTAJIKMBAETCS C IIPOOJIEMOVI OTHO-
CUTEJIFHO BTOPOTO KaHTOBCKOI'O YTBepXKaeHMs: «Bcs-
KOe OITperieJIeHie BPeMeHM VIMeeT CBOeV IIPeIIIoChll-
KOV UTO-TO NOCHOANHOe B Bocripusa T (ii). [TIpoGiema
ViCde3aeT, eCiIV MBI IIPUMeM, YTO apT'yMeHT HallpaBileH
IpoTHB Maeanv3Ma MeHenbcoHa: XOTSI MMeIoIeecs
y Hac 3HaHMe, 9TO Hamm COOCTBEeHHBIe MeHTasIbHBIe
COCTOSIHVSI OIIpefIeJIIIOTCsl BO BpeMeHWM, IIpefiCTaBIls-
eT cobovt 11pobsieMy 717181 IJI00aJIBHOTO CKEIITMKa Kap-
TEe3MAHCKOTr0 IIPOUCXOXKIEHMS, MeHIeIbcOH He BUANT
B 3TOM ITpo0JIeMBI 17151 cBoero maean3Ma. OH 9yBCTBY-
eT ce0s B Oe30macHOCTH, IIpeATIosarasi, YTo A 0CO3HAI0
cboe cywecmBobanue xax mvicadujee dvimue Bo Bpeme-
HU B ero cobcTBeHHOV oKTpuHe. V160, cornacHo Men-
HeJIbCOHY, BOCIIPVIHMMAS M3MEeHEHWS CBOMX MeHTalb-
HBIX COCTOSHWVI, YeJIOBEK OCO3HAeT CBOe CyIIeCTBOBa-
HIe BO BpeMmeHM (cM.: Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 38).

B cBsA3M ¢ 3TVIM MBI IIpeoziosieBaeM BTOpOe IIpelisT-
cTBUe: 3 KOHBIOHKIMM (i) 1 (ii) cylemyeT, YTo B BOCIIPU-
SITUV 9TO-TO CyIIecTByeT. i mpobiieMHOro cyonek-
TUBHOTO VeaICTa (HO He /I I7I00a/IbHOTO) 3HaHMe
0 CBOEM CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMM CBSI3aHO CO 3HAHVEM V3MeHe-
HWVI CBOVIX MEHTaJIBHBIX COCTOSHMI BO BpeMeHM. Ho
Tellepb MBI CTaJIKMBAEMCSl C TPETHUM IIPeISTCTBIEM
I7I TPaAgWIIVIOHHOTO 3MMCTEMITYeCKOrOo aHTVCKEeIITH-
YecKOro IPOUYTeHMs: B KaKoM cMbIcite KaHT 3agBiiser
B (ii), 4TO OmpenesnieHVe BpeMeHU IIperioyiaraeT He-
YTO IIOCTOSHHOe B BocIpusTum? [IpensiTcTBre BHOBB
yCTpaHsieTcsl, e/l BCIIOMHWUTB, YTO 3TO TpeboBaHIe
BBIIBUTaeTcsd caMmuM MeHOeIbcoHoM: «JIroboe msme-
HeHVe IIpeAIlochlylaeT HEYTO TOMY, UTO W3MeHSeT-
cs1. Takum oBpasomM, s caM Kak CyOBeKT 3TOro mM3MeHe-
Hst 00JIaf1alo IeVICTBUTEIIEHOCTHIO, KOTOpast He HpoCTo
u0eaAbHa, HO pedavHa. I — He IIpocTo MoAydUKaII,
HO caMa MOAMMWIIMPOBAHHAs BeIlb: He IIPOCTO MBIC-
JIV, HO MBICTISINEe CyIeCTBO, Ybe COCTOSHIE M3MeHs-
eTcsI C TIOMOIITBIO MBICJIENT U IIpefiCTaBIIeHNin» (KypcuB
mort.— P.I1) (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 10).

Ilepset BOIpOC, KOTOPBLIVI HaM cCJlefyeT 3aaTh:
B ueM >xe KaHT 1 MenmenbcoH He coracHbI? VIx He-
coracue CBsI3aHO C KOHEYHOV IIPUPOHON peaTbHOCTHU
VI C KOHEUHOVI IIPUPOJIOVI MBICTISAIIEro yMa. MeHierb-
COH OTBepraeT KaHTOBCKOe IIPeIIIoIoKeHVe O peaslb-
HOM CYIIIeCTBOBaHMV BHEIITHMX Belllell 3a IIpefelaMiu
HeOOXOIVIMBIX WM 3aKOHOCOOOPAa3HBIX CBSI3€VT MeX-
Iy HaIIVIMU cOOCTBEHHBIMM MIESIMY, TT0JIarasi, 9To ero
pasyM siBjIsieTcsi CyOCTaHIIMer:

termined in time,” assuming that his main oppo-
nent is Mendelssohn, it is fair to reconstruct (i) as
a cogito-like claim, for example, I am conscious of
my existence as a thinking being in time. As we saw,
the standard anti-sceptical reading confronts the
problem with Kant’s second claim (ii), namely “All
time-determination presupposes something per-
sistent in perception.” The problem disappears if
we consider that the argument is against Mendels-
sohn’s idealism: although self-knowledge of the
determination of my own mental states in time is
a problem for a global sceptic of Cartesian prove-
nance, Mendelssohn does not see it as a problem for
his idealism. He feels safe in assuming that I am con-
scious of my existence as a thinking being in time in his
own doctrine. For according to Mendelssohn, it is
by perceiving the alterations of one’s mental states
that one becomes conscious of one’s own existence
in time (Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 38).

In this regard, we overcome the second obsta-
cle: (i), in conjunction with (ii), entails that there is
something persisting in perception. For the prob-
lematic subjectivist idealist, but not for the glob-
al one, the knowledge that ‘I am’ is bound to the
knowledge of the alterations of one’s mental states
in time. But now we face the third obstacle to a tra-
ditional epistemic anti-sceptical reading: In which
sense does Kant state in (ii) that time-determination
presupposes something permanent in perception?
The obstacle is once more eliminated when we bear
in mind that this is a claim raised by Mendelssohn
himself: “Every alteration presupposes something
that is altered. I, myself, therefore, who am the sub-
ject of this alteration, possess an actuality that is
not merely ideal, but real. I am not merely a modi-
fication, but the modified thing itself: not merely
thoughts, but a thinking being whose condition is
altered through its thoughts and representations”
[my italics — R. P.] (Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 12).

The first question to raise is: Where do Kant and
Mendelssohn disagree? Their disagreement is about
the ultimate nature of reality and about the ultimate
nature of the thinking mind. Mendelssohn rejects
the Kantian assumption of the real existence of out-
er things beyond the necessary or lawful connection
between our own ideas, by assuming that his mind
is a substance:
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— Hpyr, — oTBewas 51, — ecJInt BBl CepPLEe3HO, TO S
ZlyMalo, 4TO BbI JKeJlaeTe 3HaTh UTO-TO, YTO IOIIPOCTy
He sBJIAeTCd MpelMeTOM Io3HaHMsA. Mbl HaxogymMcd
Ha rpaHUM He TOJIbKO 4eJI0BeYeCcKOro MO3HaHWUs, HO
VI BCSIKOTO ITO3HAHWMS BOOOIIIE, I MBI XOTVIM VAT [TajIb-
IIle, He 3HasI KyJ1a. Eciv g BaM roBopio, 4T Belp f1eja-
eT VIV IpeTepIIeBaeT, TO He CIIpaliBanTe jajee, 4T
aT0. ECri 51 BaM roBopIo, KaKoe IIOHSATME BbI JJOJDKHBI
IIOJIyYUTH O BEIIV, TO JaJIbHEVIIIIMVI BOIIPOC O TOM, ymo
ama Beutb ectnv cama no cebe u 044 cedsl, He IMEeT CMBICIIa
(xypcms Mot — P.I1.) (Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 51 —52).

B To Bpems kak miss MenpgenbcoHa 3TO IIOCTOSIH-
CTBO SIBJISIETCSI €OVHCTBEHHOV HeMaTepyaIbHOV MBIC-
TIIent cyOcTaHITMeN, KOTopasi CYIecTBYeT U COXpaHs-
eTcs cama no cebe 6e3 IPUUMHHO-CIIEICTBEHHOTO B3av-
MOZIEVICTBYIA ¢ 4eM-In0o ettte, 1yt KanTa 3Ta mocTodH-
Hasl Bellb ABJIeTCsI He3aBVUCHMOV OT yMa Belllbio, KO-
TOpas BbI3bIBAET VM3MeHeHWe MeHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSHMUIA
U IIpeJicTaB/IeHa 3TVMM Xe cocTosiHmsAMM. [o ero coO-
CTBEHHBIM CJIOBaM, «CJIeZIOBaTeIbHO, BOCIIPUSTIE 3TO-
r'O TIOCTOSTHHOI'O BO3MOYKHO TOJIBKO ITPV IIOMOIIIV Beuju
BHe MeH$, a He ITIOCPeICTBOM OTHOTO JINIIb npedcnab-
AeHus o BerIy BHe MeHs» (B 275; Kanrt, 20064, c. 369).

31eck MBI BO3BpalllaeMcs K yTBepXKJeHWIO, UTO 11eJIb
«OTmpoBepXeHMs» COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI TOKa3aTh Cy-
IIleCTBOBaHMe Belllel], He3aBUCUMBIX OT pasyma. OngTe
Xe s10710KOM pasgopa Mexny Kantom 1 Menpernbco-
HOM CTaHOBUTCA MeTadpusudecKas IIpuUpora Tex Be-
eVl BHe Hac, KOTOpble IIpeficTaB/IeHbl HallleMy pasy-
My, ¥ MeTadusndeckas mpupoga camoro pasyma. Ilo
csioBaM MeHzieIbcoHa, BCE, UTO HaM TpebyeTcs,— 3TO
coesacue mexoy Hawiumu cobcmbernvimu npedcmabie-
nuamu. Hamporwms, cornacHo Kanry, Tpebyercs nocro-
SIHHBIVI OOBEKT B IIPOCTPAHCTBE.

bearpuc Jlonrnec mosraraet, yto KanT He BbINIOI-
HWI CBOero obellaHMs HOKas3aTh CyIIeCTBOBaHMe dUe-
TO-TO OHTOJIOTMYECKY OTVITIHOIO OT HAIIIVIX COOCTBEH-
HBIX MEHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSIHUW, XOTS WM 3asBWL «Mbl
oCTaeMcsl [3auepkHymo: OMHAKO] B UyBCTBEHHOM MUIpe
¥ BEIOMBI JIVIIITb OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWSMM [3auepkHymo:
3aKOHa| paccy/ka, KOTOpble MBI IIpMIMeHsieM B OIIBITe,
HO OCyIIlecTBJIsAeM BO3MOXXHBIVI [IJIsI Hac IIporpecc
K mpegMeTy camMoMy IIo cebe, paccMaTpuBasl BO3-
MOYKHOCTB OITbITa KaK He4TO JAeVICTBUTeIbHOe B IIpesl-
MeTe ombiTa» (AA 18, S. 280—-281; Kanr, 2000, c. 226,
Ne 5642). B IpoTMBOIIOSIOKHOCTB 3TOMY, coryiacHo JIoH-
raec, KanT nmokasan (ecoim BooOIme 49TO-TO HOKasari)
TOJIBKO TO, UTO CyIIIeCTBYeT HeOOXOmMMas CBSI3b MEX/IY
0co3HaHUeM HaIlero CoOCTBEHHOIO CYIIeCTBOBAHWIA BO
BpeMeHW U 0CO3HAHIEeM Yero-TO CTOVKOIo B IIPOCTpaH-
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“Friend,” 1 replied, “if this is your earnest wish,
it seems to me that you ask to know something that
is absolutely not an object of knowledge. We are
standing at the limit, not only of human knowledge,
but of all cognition in general, and you want to go
still further, but you do not know where to. When 1
tell you, what effect a thing has or how it can be af-
fected by something else, do not ask what it is. When
I tell you what concept to use in order to categorize
a thing, then the further question, what is this thing
in and of itself? has no good reason to be asked” [my
italics — R. P.] (Mendelssohn, 2012, pp. 51-52).

Whereas for Mendelssohn this persistence is
the very immaterial thinking substance that exists
and persists per se without causal interaction with
anything else, for Kant this persistent thing is the
mind-independent thing that causes the altera-
tion of mental states and is represented by those
very states. In his own words: “Thus, the percep-
tion of this persistent thing is possible only through
a thing outside me and not through the mere rep-
resentation of a thing outside me” (KrV, B 275;
Kant, 1998, p. 327).

Here we come back to the claim that the goal
of the “Refutation” is to prove the existence of
mind-independent things. Again, the bone of con-
tention between Kant and Mendelssohn is the met-
aphysical nature of those things outside of us that
are presented to our mind and the metaphysical na-
ture of our own mind. According to Mendelssohn,
all that is required is some agreement between our own
representations. In contrast, according to Kant, what
is required is the existence of a persistent object in
space.

Now, according to Longuenesse (2008), Kant
never delivered on his promise to prove the exis-
tence of something ontologically distinct from our
own mental states as he announces: “We remain in
the world of the senses [crossed out: however], and
would be led by nothing except the principles of the
[crossed out: law] understanding that we use in ex-
perience, but we make our possible progression
into an object in itself, by regarding the possibili-
ty of experience as something real in the objects of
experience” (Refl 5642, AA 18, pp. 280-281; Kant,
2005, p. 267). In contrast, according to Longuenesse,
what Kant proved (if anything) is only that there is
a necessary connection between the awareness of our
own existence in time and the awareness of some-
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CTB€, a HE CBs3b MEXIYy 0CO3HAHUEM HaAIIIETO cobcTBeH-
HOro CyImecTBOBaHMS BO BpEMEHUM M CyHIeCTBOBaHU
Yero-To OHTOJIOTMYECKM He3aBVCMOI'O OT Hac:

YTo oH Ha caMOM eJle IeJlaeT, TaK 3TO IIPOIIBU-
raeTcs OT CO3HAHMS CIeNnVUIECcKOro OIpeeeHms
CBOETO CYIIECTBOBAHMS (€0 SMIIMPIIECKOTO OIIpene-
JIEHVSI BO BpeMeHN) K HeoOXOIMMOMY YCJIOBMIO 3TO-
rO CO3HAHWMS, KOTOPOe CaMO eCTh HIPYroe CO3HaHVe
(co3HaHMe Yero-To MOCTOSIHHOTO, YTO, IO yTBEPXK-
menvio KaHTa, TOJDKHO OBITH CO3HaHVMEM Yero-TO
B IpocTpaHCTBe). [...] OcTaeTcs HepelIeHHBIM BOIIPOC,
SIBJISTFOTCS JIVI OOBEKTHI, ¢ HeOOXOAVIMOCTBIO OCO3HaBa-
eMble MHOVI KaK OHTOJIOTMYECKV OT/IMYHBIE OT MeHS
VI MOVIX MEHTAJTbHBEIX COCTOSTHUVI, Ha CaMOM [Iejle OT-
JTMYHBIMY OT MEHSI VI OT MOVIX MEHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSTHVT
(Longuenesse, 2008, p. 33).

B Tom xe myxe Dyutvcon >xairyercs, yTto KaHT Tak
HUKOITIa He M JOCTUT CBOeVl LejIM — AOoKasaThb CylIlle-
CTBOBaHME Yero-To0 OHTOJIOIMYEeCKM He3aBUCUMOIO OT
HaImX COOCTBEHHBIX ITPECTaBIIEHNTI B KAYeCTBE OCHO-
BaHMA )15 olIpelesIeHNs 3MeHeH s HallllIX MeHTaJIb-
HBIX COCTOSIHUM BO BpeMeHM. 1o cjioBaM DrijincoHa,

HIpeNbIIyIye IIary YCTaHOBWIIN, YTO TIO3HAHWE CBO-
€ro BHYTPEHHEro COCTOSIHVSI OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha 1peo-
cmabAenull 9ero-To, CyIecTBYIOIIEro B IIPOCTPAHCTBE.
Ho ecrim KaHT coOupaeTcst oIIpoBeprHyTh CKEIITHKa,
TO OH He MOXET YHOBJIETBOPUTHCS ITUM IOBOIBHO
CKPOMHBIM BBIBOZIOM. BMecTO 3TOro 0H IOJDKeH MOKa-
3aTh, YTO £ AEVICTBUTEIILHO IIOJIyYaro OIBIT WJIN BOC-
MIpUMHVMAI0, a He TIPOCTO BooOpaskaro VIV BepIo, UTO
s BOCIIPUHMMAIO YTO-TO CYIIEeCTBYIOIee ITOCTOSHHO.
[...] Cxerrrmk Mor ObI ¢ TOTOBHOCTBIO IIPUHSTD CYIIle-
CTBOBaHUe OTHOIIEHVS CBS3V MeXIy YOeXmeHWMsIMU
¥, TaKuM 00pa3soM, IIpU3HATh HEOOXOIMMOCTb BHEIII-
HUX TIpefcTaBieHMi. Yero G OH He CMOT IIPUHSTH,
TaK 3TO YTBEpP KHEHNS O TOM, YTO 3TO JaeT IIPaBo Cre-
JIaTh BBIBOJI O peayIbHOM OIIBITE WIN PeaIbHOM CyIIie-
creoBaHum (Allison, 2004, p. 293).

Yro06BI OBITH YBepEeHHBIMM, MBI IOJDKHBI 3HANNb VTN
npedcmabBaams 3Ty HOCTOSIHHYIO Berlb. Ho 3To eme He
3HA4WUT, YTO OHa He AbiAemcs npocmo npedcmabienu-
em 6o mue. OcosHaHMe we20-1mo cyujecmbyioueeo nocmo-
AHHO 0MOeAbHO 0M MeHs JTOJDKHO IIPUHUMATh PopMy
dyHIaMeHTaIbHOTO IIO3HAHMS BeIM, OTJINMYHOWM OT
MO€TO pa3yMa ¥ MOVIX MEeHTaJIbHBIX COCTOSTHWUV, VI 3TO
BBI3BIBAET OCO3HAHWE M3MEHEeHMIT MOVIX COCTOSHMIL BO
BpeMeHI". DTO TIOJIOKEHVE PacKphIBAeTCsd B TPeTheM

¥ B 5TOM OTHOIIEHVM £ CJelyl0 MHTeprperarym YnrHera
(Chignell, 2010; 2011).
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thing persistent in space rather than the connection
between the awareness of our own existence in time
and the existence of something ontologically inde-
pendent from us:

What he actually does is to progress from the
consciousness of a specific determination of my
existence (his empirical determination in time) to a
necessary condition of that consciousness, which is
itself another consciousness (consciousness of some-
thing permanent, of which Kant maintains must be
the consciousness of something in space). [...] The
question remains whether the objects of which I
am necessarily conscious as objects ontologically
distinct from myself and my mental states are ac-
tually distinct from me and from my mental states
(Longuenesse, 2008, p. 33).

In the same vein, Allison complains that Kant
never accomplished his goal of proving the exis-
tence of something ontologically independent of our
own representation as the ground for determining
the alterations of our mental states in time. Accord-
ing to Allison:

The previous steps have established that the cog-
nition of one’s inner state rests upon the representa-
tion of something persisting in space. But if Kant is
to refute the sceptic, he cannot rest content with this
rather modest conclusion. Instead he must show that
I actually experience or perceive, not merely imagine
or believe that I perceive, something persisting. [...]
[T]he sceptic could readily accept an entailment rela-
tion between beliefs, and thus acknowledge the ne-
cessity of outer representations. What he would not
grant is the contention that this licenses a conclusion
about actual experience or real existence (Allison,
2004, p. 293).

To be sure, we must be aware of or represent this
persisting thing. Still, that does not mean that this
persisting thing is not a mere representation in me.
The awareness of something persisting distinct from me
must take the form of the fundamental cognition of
a thing distinct from my mind and from my men-
tal states and that causes the awareness of the alter-
ations of my states in time.” The third note to the

3 In this regard, I follow Chignell (2010; 2011).



npuMedanum K «Omposepxennio». Korma Kant roso-
puUT 00 orpeniesieHMM BpeMeHV MeHTaJIbHBIX COOBITHTA,
Takmx Kak X win Y, on mibo ropoput (1) o Tom, cymre-
crBoBasI v X 1o Y iy Y o X, mmbo (2) o ToMm, Kak X
1 Y BpeMeHHO CBsI3aHBI C APYI'MMM BelllaMu. Borrpoc
B TOM, KaK y3HaTh, 4T0O X 1 Y CBs3aHbI BO BpeMeHW UJIV,
KOHKpeTHee, KaK y3HaTb, YTO 3TOT X CyIllecTBOBaJI JI0
Y, a He HaobopoT?

IlockoribKy MBI He MOXXeM BOCIIPVIHVIMATb BpeMeH-
HOVI TIOPSIZIOK, HaM HY)XKHO YTO-TO «IIOCTOSTHHO CYIIle-
CTBYIOIIIee» B IIPOMEXYTKe MeXxay X 1 Y, 4ToOBI yTBep-
XaaTe, uto X cyiiectBobail 10 Y. CorstlacHo MeHpesns-
COHY, 3TOT IOCTOAHHBIVI JJIEeMEHT — CaMO MBbICIIdIIee
cyiecTBo. Tem He MeHee Mbicaaujee cyujecmbo He A645-
emcs obvexmom Buympeneeo Bocnpuamua. Takum ob-
Ppa3oM, MBI IOJDKHEI IIPEIIONIOKITE, YTO ApyTasi Belllb
BO BpeMeHM, CKaXeM Z, eCTh Ta caMas «IIOCTOsTHHas
BEIllb BO BpPeMEHI», C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOVI MBI OIIperie-
JIsIeM BpeMeHHYIO IocjlefioBaTesIbHOCTE oT X fo Y. Of-
HAaKO IIpo0JieMa IOBTOPSIeTCS: eCiIi MBI He 3HaJIN, KaK
oIIpene/INTh BpeMeHHYI0 IT0C/Ie0BaTeIbHOCTE OT X 10
Y, XaK MBI y3HaeM BpeMeHHOe OTHOIIIeHe Z K II0CITe-
goBaTeslbHOCT OT X 110 Y? Perpecc sanymeH. Enun-
CTBEHHBIN CII0CO0 OCTAaHOBUTD €r0 — IIPEIIIIONIOKNTE,
YTO 3Ta MOCTOAHHAs Belllb eCTh He IIpeJicTaBjIleHle BO
MHe, a He3aBMCMMas OT yMa Belllb B IIPOCTPaHCTBe.

TaxymM obpasom, HET HUKaKMX HaJIbHEWIINX IIpe-
IISITCTBUVA AJ1S1 TOTO, YTOOBI yMaTh, UTO HAIIVL CEHCOP-
HBle COCTOSIHWS B CMIIy CBOeVI MeTadm3IdecKon IIpu-
POABI CYTh IIpefCTaBJIeHs, TO eCTh YyBCTBeHHbIe BOC-
NPUATUS BHEITHUX Belllell. YUuTEIBas 3TO, COITIACHO
MOeVI IIepBOHAYaIBHOVI MHTEePIPeTAL KAHTOBCKOI'O
uneansMa B «OIpoBepXeHNM», apryMeHT IIpUHMa-
eT cyleAyromyto popmy:

a) 51 oco3Haro cBOe CyIIecTBOBaHVe BO BpeMeHM (CM.:
Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 38);

b) 1 He Mor OBl OCO3HABaTh CBOE CYIIIECTBOBaHVIE BO
BpeMeHM, ecjIvt Obl He MOI' MHTPOCIIeKTBHO 3HaTh, YTO
MOV YyBCTBEHHBIe COCTOSIHVS M3MEHSIOTCS BO BpeMe-
=1 (Ibid.);

¢) VIHTpoCIIeKTMBHOEe CaMOITO3HaHMe 3TOro M3Me-
HeHWs IIpefrioaraeT He4TO, COXpaHsIoIeecss B BOC-
HNpUATUY, a MMeHHO CylllecTBOBaHMe MeHsl KaK He-
MaTepVaJIbHOV  MBICJINTEIBHOM CcyOcTaHIMM  (CM.:
Mendelssohn, 2017, S. 10);

Ha uro KaHT oTBeuaeT MeHpie/1bCOHY:

d) DTrM nocTOsSIHHBIM He MOr'y OBITh 51 caM Kak He-
MaTepuasIbHasl CyOCTaHIIVSL VIV TOJIBKO JIVIIB ITpei-
CTaBJleHVe BO MHe, IIOCKOJIbKY, BO-TIepBBIX, CO BpeMe-
HeM BCé MeHsIeTCs, VI BO-BTOPBIX, BHY TPeHHee BOCITPYs-
TVie TaKOVl HeMaTepuaJIbHOV CyOCTaHIIMM OTCYTCTBYeT;
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“Refutation” reveals this nature. When Kant talks
about the time-determination of mental events like
X or of Y, either he is talking about (1) whether X
existed before Y or Y existed before X, or (2) about
how X and Y are temporally related to other things.
The question is how do I know X and Y are tempo-
rally related or, more specifically, how do I know
that that X existed before Y and not the other way
around?

Since we are not able to perceive the temporal
order, we need something “persisting” in the inter-
val between X and Y in order to claim that X ex-
isted before Y. Now according to Mendelssohn
this persisting item is the thinking being itself. Yet,
the thinking being is not object of an inner perception.
Thus, we must assume that another thing in time,
say Z, is this “persisting thing in time” by means of
which we determine the temporal sequence from X
to Y. However, the problem recurs: if we did not
know how to determine the temporal sequence
from X to Y, how do we know the temporal rela-
tion of Z to the sequence from X and Y? A regress is
launched. The only way of stopping it is assuming
that such a persisting thing is not a representation
in me in time, but rather a mind-independent thing
in space.

Thus, there is no further obstacle to thinking
that our sensory states are, by virtue of their own
metaphysical nature, representations, that is, sensi-
ble intuitions of outside things. Given this, accord-
ing to my original interpretation of Kant’s idealism
in the “Refutation”, the argument takes the follow-
ing form:

a) I am aware of my existence in time (cf.
Mendelssohn, 2012, p. 38).

b) I could not be aware of my existence in time
unless I could introspectively know that my sensory
states change in time (ibid.).

c) Now, the introspective self-knowledge of this
alteration presupposes something persisting in per-
ception, namely the existence of myself as an im-
material thinking substance (cf. Mendelssohn, 2012,
p-12).

Now here Kant is against Mendelssohn:

d) This persisting cannot be myself as an imma-
terial substance or a mere representation in me, be-
cause, first, in time everything changes, and, second,
there is no inner perception of such an immaterial
substance.
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e) CienoBaresIbHO, M3MEHSIONIVECS MeHTalIbHble
COCTOSHMSL SABIISIIOTCS  usaoxenusamu (Darstellungen),
a He npedcmabaenuamu (Vorstellungen) B cMmpiciie MeH-
HeJIbCOHA, T.e. KAHTOBCKVIMM CO3€PLAHMIMM KaKOVI-TO
CYIIECTBYIOIIEV TIOCTOSIHHO ¥ IPUTOM He3aBVCVIMO
OT yMa BeIllv;

f) To, 9TO JIEXUT B OCHOBE MOEro BHyTPeHHEro ca-
MOIIO3HAHMSI M3MEHEeHWMII MOMX MeHTaJIbHBIX IIpefl-
CTaBJIEHNV C TedeHVeM BpeMeH!,— II03HaHVe peaslb-
HOCTW, COCTOSIIIIENT 13 He3aBVICMMBIX OT pa3yMa Belllev;

g) V3 €) u f) MBI ITOJTyYaeM CIIeIyIoIIvie OHTOJIOI M-
deckvie BEIBOIBL (1) pyHAaMeHTaIBHAS IpUpOAa TOTO,
UTO MBI Ha3bIBaeM «BHEIIHeVl PealbHOCTBIO», COCTOUT
73 He3aBUCHMBIX OT pasyMa Bellert; (2) Mbl He sIBJIsieM-
csl HeMaTepUaIbHBIMI MBICTIAIIMY CyOCTaHIIMSIMY,
CYIIECTBYIOIIVIMYL VI OCTAIOIIVIMWCS CAMUMM IIO ceDe,
He TpelOyMomMMM CyIIecTBOBaHMs KaKoM-Inbo Hesa-
BUCVIMOVI OT YMa peaIbHOCTL.
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e) Therefore, the changing mental states are
presentations (Darstellungen) rather than representa-
tions (Vorstellungen) in Mendelssohn’s sense, i. e.
Kantian intuitions of some persisting and mind-in-
dependent thing.

f) What underlies my introspective self-knowl-
edge of alterations of my mental representations
over time is the cognition of a reality made up of
mind-independent things.

g) From e) and f) we derive these ontological
conclusions: (1) the underlying nature of what we
call “external reality” is made up of mind-inde-
pendent things; (2) we are not immaterial thinking
substances that exist and persist per se, without the
existence of any mind-independent reality.

References

Allison, H.E., 2004. Kant's Transcendental Idealism. 2" edi-
tion. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Almeida, G. A. de, 2013. Kant e a Refutacdo do Idealismo
1. Analytica, 17(12), pp. 13-50.

Ameriks, K., 2003. Interpreting Kant’s Critiques. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Aquila, R.E., 1979. Personal Identity and Kant’s “Refuta-
tion of Idealism. Kant-Studien, 70, pp. 259-278.

Bader, R. M., 2012. The Role of Kant’s Refutation of Ide-
alism. Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, 94(1), pp. 53-73.

Bardon, A., 2004. Kant’s Empiricism in his Refutation of
Idealism. Kantian Review, 8, pp. 62-88.

Bennett, J., 1966. Kant’s Analytic. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Caranti, L., 2017. Kant and the Scandal of Philosophy.
Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Chignell, A., 2010. Causal Refutations of Idealism. The
Philosophical Quarterly, 60(240), pp. 487-507.

Chignell, A., 2011. Causal Refutations of Idealism Revis-
ited. The Philosophical Quarterly, 61(242), pp. 184-186.

Dahlstrom, D., 2018. Truth, Knowledge, and “the Pre-
tensions of Idealism” A Critical Commentary on the First
Part of Mendelssohn’s Morning Hours. Kant-Studien, 109(2),
pp- 329-351.

Descartes, R., 1996. Meditations on First Philosophy: With
Selections From the Objections and Replies. Translated by
J. Cottingham. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dicker, G., 2004. Kant’s Theory of Knowledge. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Dicker, G., 2008. Kant’s Refutation of Idealism. Noiis, 42,
pp- 80-108.

Dicker, G., 2012. Kant’s Refutation of Idealism: Once
More unto the Breach. Kantian Review, 17(2), pp. 191-195.



Chignell A. Causal Refutations of Idealism Revisited //
The Philosophical Quarterly. 2011. Vol. 61 (242). P. 184—186.

Dahlstrom D. Truth, Knowledge, and «the Pretensions of
Idealism»: A Critical Commentary on the First Part of Men-
delssohn’s Morning Hours // Kant-Studien. 2018. Bd. 109,
Ne 2. S.329-351.

Dicker G. Kant’s Theory of Knowledge. N.Y. : Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2004.

Dicker G. Kant’s Refutation of Idealism // Nots. 2008.
Vol. 42. P. 80—108.

Dicker G. Kant’s Refutation of Idealism: Once More unto
the Breach // Kantian Review. 2012. Vol. 17, Ne 2. P. 191—195.

Dyck C.W. Turning the Game against the Idealist: Men-
delssohn’s Refutation of Idealism and Kant’s Replies //
Mendelssohn’s Aesthetics and Metaphysics / ed. by
R.W. Munk. Dordrecht : Springer, 2011. P. 159—182.

Erdmann B. Kant’s Kriticismus in der ersten und in der
zweiten Auflage der Kritik der reinen Vernunft: Eine histori-
sche Untersuchung. Hildesheim : Dr. H.A. Gerstenberg, 1973.

[Feder ]., Garve C.] Die Gottinger Rezension // Kant I. Pro-
legomena zu einer jeden kiinftigen Metaphysik, die als
Wissenschaft wird auftreten konnen / ed. by R. Malter.
Stuttgart : Reclam, 1989. P. 192—200.

Guéroult M. Descartes Selon I'Ordre des Raisons. Paris :
Aubier, 1953.

Guyer P. Kant and the Claims of Knowledge. Cambridge :
Cambridge University Press, 1987.

Guyer P. Kant. Oxford : Routledge, 2006.

Guyer P. Mendelssohn, Kant and the Refutation of Ide-
alism // Kant and his German Contemporaries / ed. by
C. Dyck and F. Wunderlich. Cambridge : Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2018. P. 134—154.

Hanna R. The Inner and the Outer: Kant’s «Refutation»
Reconstructed // Ratio. 2000. Vol. 13. P. 146 —174.

Hanna R. Kant and the Foundations of Analytic Philoso-
phy. Oxford : Oxford University Press, 2001.

Hanna R. Kant, Science, and Human Nature. Oxford :
Oxford University Press, 2006.

Jacobi F. H. David Hume tiber den Glauben oder Idealis-
mus und Realismus: ein Gesprich. Breslau : Lowe, 1787.

Langton R. Kantian Humility: Our Ignorance of Things
in Themselves. Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1998.

Longuenesse B. Kant’s «I think» versus Descartes’ «I am a
Thing that Thinks» // Kant and the Early Moderns / ed. by
D. Garber, B. Longuenesse. New Jersey : Princeton Universi-
ty Press, 2008. P. 9—31.

Mendelssohn M. Morgenstunden oder Vorlesungen tiber
das Daseyn Gottes. Vollstandige Neuausgabe mit einer Bio-
graphie des Autors / hrsg. von K.-M. Guth. Berlin : Hofen-
berg, 2017.

Moore G. E. Proof of an External World // Moore G.E. Se-
lected Writings / ed. by E. Baldwin. L. : Routledge, 1993a.
P. 147-170.

Moore G. E. The Refutation of Idealism // Moore G.E. Se-
lected Writings / ed. by E. Baldwin. L. : Routledge, 19936.
P. 23 —44.

R.H. de S. Pereira

Dyck, C.W,, 2011. Turning the Game against the Idealist:
Mendelssohn’s Refutation of Idealism and Kant’s Replies.
In: R.W. Munk, ed. 2011. Mendelssohn’s Aesthetics and Meta-
physics. Dordrecht: Springer, pp. 159-182.

Erdmann, B, 1973. Kant’s Kriticismus in der ersten und in
der zweiten Auflage der Kritik der reinen Vernunft: Eine histo-
rische Untersuchung. Hildesheim: Dr. H. A. Gerstenberg.

[Feder, J., Garve, C.], 1782. Die Géttinger Rezension. In:
I. Kant, 1989. Prolegomena zu einer jeden kiinftigen Metaphysik,
die als Wissenschaft wird auftreten konnen. Edited by R. Malter.
Stuttgart: Reclam, pp. 192-200.

Guéroult, M., 1953. Descartes Selon 1'Ordre des Raisons.
Paris: Aubier.

Guyer, P, 1987. Kant and the Claims of Knowledge.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Guyer, P, 2006. Kant. Oxford: Routledge.

Guyer, P, 2018. Mendelssohn, Kant and the Refutation of
Idealism. In: C. Dyck and F. Wunderlich, eds. 2018. Kant and
his German Contemporaries. Cambridge: Cambridge Universi-
ty Press, pp. 134-154.

Hanna, R., 2000. The Inner and the Outer: Kant’s “Refuta-
tion” Reconstructed. Ratio, 13, pp. 146-174.

Hanna, R., 2001. Kant and the Foundations of Analytic Phi-
losophy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hanna, R., 2006. Kant, Science, and Human Nature. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Jacobi, F.H., 1787. David Hume tiber den Glauben oder Idea-
lismus und Realismus: ein Gespriich. Breslau: Lowe.

Kant, L., 2004. Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics that
will be Able to Come Forward as Science. Translated by G. Hat-
field. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kant, I, 2005. Notes and Fragments. Translated by
C. Bowman, P. Guyer and F. Rauscher. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Kant, 1, 1998. Critique of Pure Reason. Translated by
P. Guyer and A. Wood. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Langton, R, 1998. Kantian Humility: Our Ignorance of
Things in Themselves. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Longuenesse, B., 2008. Kant’s “I think” versus Descartes’
“Iam a Thing that Thinks”. In: D. Garber and B. Longuenesse,
eds. Kant and the Early Moderns. New Jersey: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, pp. 9-31.

Mendelssohn, M., 2012. Last Works. Illinois: University of
Illinois Press.

Moore, G. E., 1993a. Proof of an External World. In:
G. E. Moore, 1993. Selected Writings. Ed. by E. Baldwin.
London: Routledge, pp. 147-170.

Moore, G.E., 1993b. The Refutation of Idealism. In:
G.E. Moore, 1993. Selected Writings. Ed. by E. Baldwin.
London: Routledge, pp. 23-44.

Paton, H.]., 1970. Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience. London:
George Allen & Unwin.

Pereira, S.R., 1993. Auflenwelt-Skeptizismus. Konstanz:
Hartung-Gorre Verlag,.

29



P.X. ne C. Ilepeiipa

Paton H. ]. Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience. L. : George
Allen & Unwin, 1970.

Pereira S.R. Auflenwelt-Skeptizismus. Konstanz :
tung-Gorre Verlag, 1993.

Pereira S.R. Argumentos Transcendentais // Compén-
dio em Linha de Problemas de Filosofia Analitica / ed. by
J. Branquinho, R. Santos. Lisboa, 2014. URL: https://repos-
itorio.ul.pt/bitstream/10451/18450/1/pereira_2014_argu-
mentos_transcendentais (maTa obparmenms: 22.03.2019).

Pereira S.R. Stroud and Transcendental Arguments Re-
visited // Sképsis. A Special Issue about Barry Stroud’s Phi-
losophy. 2016. Vol. 7 (14). P. 188 —206.

Pereira S.R. Transcendental Arguments Against Meta-
physical External-World Skepticism // Sképsis. 2017a. Vol.
8 (15). P. 157—178.

Pereira S.R. What is the Scandal of Philosophy? // Inter-
national Journal for the Study of Skepticism. 20176. Vol. 7.
P.1-28.

Pereira S.R. A Non-Dual Epistemic Phenomenalist Read-
ing of Kant’s Idealism // Contemporary Studies in Kantian
Philosophy. 2017s. Vol. 2. P. 1—22. URL: https://www.cckp.
space/single-post/2017/04/06/A-Non-Dual-Epistemic-Phe-
nomenalist-Reading-of-Kants-Idealism (mata oOparmenmsi:
22.03.2019).

Pereira S.R. One-Object-Plus-Phenomenalism // Kant
e-Prints. 2019. Series 2. Vol. 14, Ne 1. P. 6—31. URL: https://
www.cle.unicamp.br/eprints/index.php/kant—e—prints/
article/view/1321 (mara obpamenms: 22.03.2019).

Prauss G. Kant und das Problem der Dinge an sich.
Bonn : Bouvier, 1974.

Pritchard H.A. Kant’s Theory of Knowledge. Oxford :
Clarendon Press, 1909.

Smith N.K. A Commentary to Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason. 2" ed. L. : Macmillan, 1923.

Strawson P.F. The Bounds of Sense: An Essay on Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason. L. : Methuen, 1966.

Stroud B. Transcendental Arguments // Journal of Phi-
losophy. 1968. Vol. 65. P. 241—256.

Stroud B. The Significance of Philosophical Skepticism.
N.Y.: Clarendon Press ; Oxford : Oxford University Press, 1984.

Stroud B. Roberto’s «Stroud and Transcendental Argu-
ments Revisited» // Sképsis. 2016. Vol. 8 (14). P. 218—233.

Vaihinger H. Commentar zu Kants Kritik der reinen Ver-
nunft : in 2 vol. Stuttgart ; Berlin ; Leipzig : Union deutsche
Verlagsgesellschaft, 1883.

Vaihinger H. Zu Kants Widerlegung des Idealismus //
Straflburger Abhandlungen zur Philosophie. Eduard Zeller
zu seinem siebenzigsten Geburtstage. Freiburg i. B. : Akade-
mische Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1884. P. 85—164.

Van Cleve ]. Problems from Kant. Oxford : Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2010.

Vogel ]. The Problem of Self-Knowledge in Kant’s «Ref-
utation of Idealism» // Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research. 1993. Vol. 53. P. 875—887.

Westphal K. R. Epistemic Reflection and Transcendental
Proof // Strawson and Kant / ed. by H.-J. Glock. Oxford :
Oxford University Press, 2003. P. 127—140.

Har-

30

Pereira, S.R,, 2014. Argumentos Transcendentais. In:
J. Branquinho and R. Santos, eds. 2014. Compéndio em Linha de
Problemas de Filosofia Analitica. Lisboa, [online] Available at:
<https://repositorio.ul.pt/bitstream/10451/18450/1/perei-
ra_2014_argumentos_transcendentais> [Accessed 22 March
2019].

Pereira, S.R,, 2016. Stroud and Transcendental Argu-
ments Revisited. Sképsis, A special issue about Barry Stroud’s
philosophy, 7(14), pp. 188-206.

Pereira, S.R., 2017a. Transcendental Arguments Against
Metaphysical External-World Skepticism. Sképsis, 8(15),
pp. 157-178.

Pereira, S.R., 2017b. What is the Scandal of Philosophy?
International Journal for the Study of Skepticism, 7, pp. 1-28.

Pereira, S.R., 2017c. A Non-Dual Epistemic Phenomenal-
ist Reading of Kant’s Idealism. Contemporary Studies in Kan-
tian Philosophy, 2, pp. 1-22, [online] Available at: <https://
www.cckp.space/single-post/2017/04/06/A-Non-Dual-Epis-
temic-Phenomenalist-Reading-of-Kants-Idealism> [Accessed
22 March 2019].

Pereira, S.R. 2019. One-Object-Plus-Phenomenalism.
Kant e-Prints, Series 2, 14(1), pp. 6-31, [online] Available at:
<https://www.cle.unicamp.br/eprints/index.php/kant-e-
prints/article/view/1321> [Accessed 22 March 2019].

Prauss, G., 1974. Kant und das Problem der Dinge an sich.
Bonn: Bouvier.

Pritchard, H. A., 1909. Kant’s Theory of Knowledge. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Smith, N.K., 1923. A Commentary to Kant’s Critique of
Pure Reason. 2" edition. London: Macmillan.

Strawson, P.F., 1966. The Bounds of Sense: An Essay on
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. London: Methuen.

Stroud, B., 1968. Transcendental Arguments. Journal of
Philosophy, 65, pp. 241-256.

Stroud, B., 1984. The Significance of Philosophical Skepti-
cism. New York: Clarendon Press, Oxford: Oxford Universi-
ty Press.

Stroud, B., 2016. Roberto’s “Stroud and Transcendental
Arguments Revisited”. Sképsis, 8(14), pp. 218-233.

Vaihinger, H., 1883. Commentar zu Kants Kritik der rei-
nen Vernunft. In 2 volumes. Stuttgart, Berlin, Leipzig: Union
deutsche Verlagsgesellschaft.

Vaihinger, H., 1884. Zu Kants Widerlegung des Idealis-
mus. In: Strafburger Abhandlungen zur Philosophie. Eduard
Zeller zu seinem siebenzigsten Geburtstage. Freiburg i. B.: Aka-
demische Verlagsbuchhandlung, pp. 85-164.

Van Cleve]., 2010. Problems from Kant. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Vogel, J., 1993. The Problem of Self-Knowledge in Kant’s
“Refutation of Idealism”. Philosophy and Phenomenological Re-
search, 53, pp. 875-887.

Westphal, K. R., 2003. Epistemic Reflection and Tran-
scendental Proof. In: H.-J. Glock, ed. 2003. Strawson and Kant.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 127-140.



OO0 aBTOpE

Pobepmo I'opayuo de Ca Ilepeiipa, moxTop dpwioco-
dun, semymum mpodeccop, Kadempa durocodpnn,
®DepepasibHBI YHUBepcuTeT Pro-me-Kanerpo, bpa-
3VUINSL

E-Mail: robertohsp@gmail.com

O nepeBogumKe

Auexcandp Cepeeebuu Kuceaeb, cryneHT Oakasias-
puarta HampasieHUs: «Dutocodusi», aKkageMIUIecKum
accucteHT AKamemun Kantuansl, VHcTUTYT TyMaHM-
TapHBIX HayK, barTurickui defgepaibHbIN YHUBEPCU-
TeT uM. V. KanTa, Kasmmauarpan, Pocens.

E-mail: AlSKiselev@stud.kantiana.ru

s quTUpoBaHMA:

Iepeuipa C. P. TlonyimHHAas LeIb KaHTOBCKOro «Omposep-
KeHMs vneaymsMa» // Kawurosckuit cooprumk. T. 38, Ne 3.
C.7-31. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-1

R.H. de S. Pereira

The author

Prof. Dr Roberto Horicio de Sd Pereira, distin-
guished professor, Department of Philosophy, Fed-
eral University of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil.

E-Mail: robertohsp@gmail.com

To cite this article:

Pereira, S.R., 2019. The Real Target of Kant’s Refu-
tation. Kantian Journal, 38(3), pp. 7-31. http://dx.doi.
org/10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-1

31



VAK 1(091):17

O POJIT YMOHACTPOEHMSI (GESINNUNG)
B ODTUKE 1 ®NJIOCODPUN PEJINTVIV KAHTA

YACTb 1

A.H. Kpyeaob*

KanmobBcxoe nonamue ymonacmpoenus (Gesinnung) 6o
MHO20M omKpbibaem Beco cBotl npobaeMamUUHbLI NOMEHYUAN
npu nepeBode Ha Opyeue A3viku 6 cuiy omcymcmbBus 20mobuix
adexBammuvix coombemcmbuii. Ipuuunsl 0aHHOT CAOKHOCTIU
Aexam xax 6 3Boaoyuu 3mo2o nouamus y camoeo Kanma om
doxpumuveckux («obpas moicaetl», «ybexoeHus», «00bpo-
demeavHocmv», «000podementt», «HACMPOCHUN», «HAKAOH-
HOCHIU», «CIMpeMAEHUA») K KpUumuueckum mnpousfedeHuam,
a samem yxxe u 6 kpumuueckuti nepuod 6 «Peauveuu 6 npede-
A4X 00H020 TMOALKO PaA3yMa», mak u 8 cA0xKHOU doxkanmobekoll
npedvicmopuu nonaAmus Gesinnung, nobausbuieil Ha kanmos-
ckyto gpuaocogputo. Cpedu ucmounukol, okazabuiux ocobeHHo
cuavHoe Bo30eticmbue kax HA 3HAYEHUE KAHIMOBCKO20 NOHAMUA
Gesinnung, max u Ha e2o bocnpusmue, Bbl0eAA10MCA pasiu-
Hole nepeBo0st bubauy — kax HemeyKoA3bIUHbIe, MAK U PYCccKO-
A3biunble, A maxoke samurckue couunenusn A.I. baymeapmena
u Hemeykue npousbedenus X.A. Kpysua u M. Mendeavcona.
Hapaoy ¢ smum npedcmabBaen xpamxuii 0630p Bapuanmol
nepeooa xkanmobckoeo mepmuna Gesinnung Ha AHeAUCKUT
asvik (disposition, attitude, conviction, sentiment, comport-
ment of mind, intention) u Haubosee cyujecBeHHbIX pasiu-
41l MeXOY HUML, 4 MAKKe NOKA3aH BHeucHopuieckutl Xapax-
mep nepeBooueckux cnopod coBpemenHo20 AH2A0A3bI4HO20 KAH-
moBedenus, cobepuieHHO UHOpUpYUjee0 Kax 00KaHmoBCkyio
npeovbICMopulo, mMax U KOHMeKCm MulcAu kanmobekux cobpe-
mennuxob. Ha ocroBe Oannoeo uccredoBanus 6 caedyouerl
yacmu cmamuvu 0yOym npeooxens Abmopckas unmepnpema-
yus xanmobekoeo nonamus Gesinnung 6 xkpumuueckui ne-
puod, a maikoke abmopckuil Bapuanm eeo YHupUyUpobarHozo
nepeBo0da Ha pycckutl A3vik U coomBemcmbyrousee obocHobanue
5moeo Bvibopa.

KatoueBoie caoBa: Gesinnung, ucmopus noHamui, smu-
Kka ybexoenui, A.I. baymeapmen, M. Mendeascon, X.A. Kpy-
3Utl, AH2A0A3bIUHOe KaHMoBedeH le.

1 PoccuyICKMI FOCyJapCTBEHHBIV T'YMaHUTaPHBIV YHUBEPCUTET,
125993, Poccust, Mocksa, Muycckasi rutomas, 1. 6.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 23.05.2019 e.
doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-2
© Kpyrmnos A.H., 2019

ON THE ROLE OF GESINNUNG IN KANT’S
ETHICS AND PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION

PART 1

A.N. Krouglov*

Kant’s concept of Gesinnung reveals the whole range
of its problematic potential when it has to be translated into
other languages: there are no ready-made equivalents. The
problem stems from the evolution of this concept in Kant
himself from the pre-Critical (“mode of thinking”, “con-
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victions”, “virtuousness”, “virtues”, “sentiments”, “incli-
nations”, “aspirations”) to the critical works and then in
the Critical period in Religion within the Bounds of Bare
Reason. Further problems arise from the complex pre-Kant-
ian history of the concept of Gesinnung which influenced
Kant’s philosophy. Among the sources that had a particu-
larly strong impact both on the meaning of Kant’s concept
of Gesinnung and on its perception the most important are
various translations of the Bible — both into German and
into Russian — as well as Latin works by A.G. Baumgarten
and German works by C.A. Crusius and M. Mendelssohn. I
have also included an overview of English versions of trans-
lations of Kant’s term Gesinnung (disposition, attitude,
conviction, sentiment, comportment of mind, intention,
Gesinnung) and their more important differences and have
shown the unhistorical character of the translation arqu-
ments in modern English-speaking Kant scholarship which
totally ignores pre-Kantian history and the context of Kant’s
contemporaries. Proceeding from this study the next part of
the article will offer my own interpretation of Kant’s concept
of Gesinnung in the Critical period and suggest a uniform
translation of the term into Russian with a corresponding
grounding of my choice.

Keywords: Gesinnung, conceptual history, ethic of con-
viction, A.G. Baumgarten, M. Mendelssohn, C.A. Crusius,
English-language Kant scholarship.
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CymiecTByeT psift BecbMa IIpOOJIEMHBIX KAHTOBCKIMX
TEPMWHOB, TPYIHOCTb IIOHVMMaHWs KOTOPEIX, OIIHa-
KO, YCKOJIb3aeT OT IJla3za TeX UmTaTesieyl ¥ VICCIIeioBa-
Testevt KaHTa, 71 KOTOPBIX HEMEIIKWI S3BIK SIBJISIETCS
ponHbIM. [Ipo0rieMbl, KOTOpbIe ¢ HUMM CBA3aHBI VI
XXe TIPSMO CTOAT 3a HMUMM, OobIlle OpocaloTcs B ITIa-
3a MHOCTpaHHBIM 4nTaresisiM KanTa — ocobeHHO IIpn
IepeBozie KAaHTOBCKMX COUMHEHWVI Ha APYrue S3bIKN.
OpHUM 13 APKMUX OPUMEPOB TaKOro pofa IOHSTHUII
sBJIsTeTCs KaHTOBCKMUI TepMuH Gesinnung. CepbesHasi
dmtocodekast pedrieKcyst IO ero TOBOY OOHapPYXK-
BaeTcs Kak pa3 3a IpefeslaMy HeMeITKOsI3bIIHOIO KaH-
TOBEEHMS — B AHIJIOA3BIYHOM, IOPTYTaJIOS3BITHOM
(Pinheiro, 2005) 1M PycCKOS3BITHOM KaHTOBEIEHWIL.
Crusen P. ITaJIMKBVCT, HOCBATVUBINVIVI 3TOMY HOHSITIIO
CHelMasIpHOe ViccTlefloBaHMe, Ha3BaJl ero JaXe «3ara-
IIOYHBIM TepMUHOM» (Palmquist, 2015, p. 235). Ha pyc-
CKOM $13bIKe TPYITHOCTE B IlepeBojie 1 IIOHMMaHWM 3TO-
ro KaHTOBCKOTO TIOHSTMS YCUJIMBAETCsl CIIOKMBIIIEV-
Csl TpaguIIVeVl IIepeBora M BOCIPWATHS IIByX TWUIIOB
STVKM B IlepBovi TiosioBmHe XX B.: Makc Bebep (1864 —
1920) B cBoeM mokmame «llommMTmKa Kak IIpm3BaHMe
v ipodpeccus» (1919) Hauas (Bebep, 1990a, c. 696 —698),
a Maxkc Hlernep (1874—1928) mmomxsatwui (1Llenep, 2007,
c. 241) mpoTMBOIIOCTaBJIeHMe TaK HasbIiBaeMon Gesin-
nungsethik, oOBIYHO IIEPEBOIVIMOV B JTaHHOM KOHTEK-
CTe KaK «3TMKa yOeXx/IeHni»’, TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIM «3TW-
Ke ycriexa» (Erfolgsethik) mym «aTmke oTBeTcTBeHHO-
ctm» (Verantwortungsethik). [laxxe ecy oToxxmecTsie-
HUe y Bebepa sTmkm yOesxmeHms ¢ KaHTOBCKOV STVKO
¥ aHTMKaHTWAHCKM HacTpov caMoro BebGepa — B oT-
mmunte ot Illeriepa — v BBI3BIBAIOT Cepbe3HbIe COMHe-
HWMS®, 1711 MHOTMIX «3TMKa yOeXXaeHs» cJIviIachk HbIHe
BOEJIVIHO MMEHHO C KaHTOBCKOVI 3TUKOTL.

? BeposiTHO, TOfO0Has TepMMHOJIOTMYECKas Ilapa yCTOsUIach
B pycckoM dwtocodpckom sisbike Oraropapst TO.H. Tasbiio-
By (cm.: HaBbinos, 2006). Bripouem, cOopHMK paboT BeGepa mon
penaxiyeri [JaBbIIoBa B OTHOLIEHMM TEPMMHOJIOIMM BechMa
HenocstefiosatesieH. Tak, B paboTe Bebepa o cBoGorme oT orjeH-
kv nioHsiTne Gesinnung repefiaeTcs Kak «B3IJISIbl», «<HaCTPOEH-
HOCTb», «BHYTPEHHsISI yOeXI€HHOCTb» B IIPOTVMBOIIOJIOKHOCTD
«ycrexy», «ybexpenvo» (cm.: Bebep, 19906, c. 549, 563, 572 —
573,595). AsibTepHaTHBHBIE BapMAHTELI MOXKHO OOHAPYXUTb B 13-
nauvm pabor Hukomnas Onydpuesnya Jlocckoro (1870—1965)
1991 r., mpuHaIIeXatiye, BeposiTHO, pemakTopy A.VI. Turtapen-
KO: 3TMKa HaMepeHM: (3TVKa MOTMBOB) / 3TVKa pe3ysIbTaTa (3Tu-
Ka rroctynikoB) (JIocckwmr, 1991, c. 126; cm. Taxoke mipuM. Ha c. 361).
* Bepusapp I'proHeBasib He Oe3 OCHOBaHMII yKa3bIBaeT B ITOV
CBSI3V1 Ha COOTBETCTBYIOIIITI ITaccaXX paboTsl Bebepa o cobozie oT
OLIEHKV, B KOTOpOM 00a TuIla 3TMKM HeIBYCMBICJIEHHO paccMa-
TPWBAIOTCS Hapsmy C KaHTOBCKOW «KpUTMKOVI IpaKTITIecKoro
pasyma» (cM.: Bebep, 19906, c. 563). B pabote I'proneBasibia co-
TIepXXUTCS pe3Kasi KpUTHKa 0eccMBICTIEHHOCTVI CaMOTO IIPOTHBO-
nocrasnienns Gesinnung / Verantwortung (cm.: Griinewald, 2010).
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There is a whole range of Kant’'s problem terms
whose difficulty eludes those readers and schol-
ars of Kant whose native language is German. The
problems that are directly linked with them or loom
behind them tend to catch the eye of foreign readers
of Kant, especially when translating Kant’s works
into their native tongues. A salient example of this
kind is Kant’s term Gesinnung. Serious philosophical
reflection on it is to be found outside German-lan-
guage Kant scholarship, e. g. in English, Portuguese
(¢f. Pinheiro, 2005, pp. 1019-1026) or Russian Kant
studies. Stephen R. Palmquist who devoted a spe-
cial study to this concept referred to it as an “enig-
matic” term (Palmquist, 2015, p. 235). In Russian
the difficulties of translating and understanding
this Kantian concept are compounded by the estab-
lished tradition of translating and perceiving two
types of ethics in the first half of the twentieth cen-
tury: Max Weber (1864-1920) in his paper “Politics
as a Vocation” (1919) initiated (Weber, 2004, pp. 85-
86), and Max Scheler (1874-1928) took up (Scheler,
2007, p. 240) the contraposition of so-called Gesin-
nungsethik, usually translated in this context as “the
ethic of conviction”,? to the so-called “ethic of suc-
cess” (Erfolgsethik) or “ethic of responsibility” (Ver-
antwortungsethik). Even if Weber’s identification of
the ethic of conviction with the Kantian ethic and
Weber’s own anti-Kantian mood — as distinct from
Scheler’s — are open to serious doubt,® for many the
“ethic of conviction” has blended nowadays with
the Kantian ethic.

? This terminological pair has most likely taken root in Russian
philosophical language thanks to Yu. N. Davydov (cf. Davydov,
2006, pp. 83-109). However, the collection of Weber’s works
edited by Davydov is very inconsistent in its terminology.
Thus, in Weber’s work on freedom from evaluation the concept
of Gesinnung is rendered as “attitudes,” “conscience,” “intrinsic
[value]” as opposed to “success,” “conviction” (cf. Weber,
1949, pp. 3, 16, 24, 43). Alternative versions can be found in the
1991 publication of the works of Nikolai Lossky (1870-1965),
apparently deriving from the editor, A.I. Titarenko: the “ethic
of intention” (ethic of motives) / “ethic of result” (ethic of acts)
(Lossky, 1991, pp. 126, 361).

* Bernward Griinewald, not without reason, cites the
corresponding passage from Weber’s work on freedom from
evaluation in which both types of ethics are discussed openly
along with Kant's Critique of Practical Reason (cf. Weber,
1949, p. 16). Griinewald in his work lashes out against the
juxtaposition “Gesinnung” / *“Verantwortung” (Griinewald,
2010, pp. 85-100), calling it meaningless.
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Mexty TeM Oe3 SICHOCTM C 3TMM IIOHSTVIEM KaHTOB-
CKag IIpaKTrdecKas prviocodst BpsL I MOXET OBITh
aZleKBaTHO IIOHSATa. B KopIryce MOKPUTHUYECKVIX COUM-
nenmyi Kanra nonsatue Gesinnung BCTpedaeTcss B He-
CKOJIBKMX paboTax: Bo «BceoOrrieri ecTeCTBEHHON MCTO-
pvn u Teopvivt Heba» (1755) (AA 01, S. 222; «obpa3 MblIc-
nen» — Kanrt, 1994a, c. 116; AA 01, S. 228; «ybexme-
HUs» — Kanrt, 19944, c. 122), B «OmbITe BBeIeHS B PUI-
s1ocopuIo OTpUIlaTeNbHBIX Bermani» (1763) (AA 02,
S. 200, «mobOponererrsHOCTE» — Kant, 19947, c. 80),
B «Habmromenmsx Haj 94yBCTBOM IIpEKpPacHOrO M BO3-
BeIieHHOTO» (1764) (AA 02, S. 215; «gobponeren» —
Kanrt, 1994r, c. 96; AA 02, S. 216; «HacTpoenns» — Kanr,
1994r, c. 97, AA 02, S. 220; «obpa3 Mbiciienr» — Kawr,
1994r, c. 102) 1 B «I'pe3zax myxosuniia» (1766) (AA 02,
S. 372; «"HakyoHHOCTM» — KauTt, 199406, c. 265; AA 02,
S. 373; «crpemnenusi» — KanT, 19946, c. 266)*. Bpsizg it
MOXKHO CKas3ark, 9TO B 9TOT repuor KauT ynorpebiser
3TO CJIOBO y>Ke KaK CJIOKMBIIIMVICS TepMUH. B KadecTse
BapWMaHTOB IIepeBOa Ha PYCCKUI S3bIK B 3TUX JJOKPU-
TUYECKVIX COUVHEHMSIX (PUTYPUPYIOT — IIpIYeM Hellb-
34 CKa3aTh, YTO TaK y>X HEOIpaBdaHHO — «HAcTpoe-
HWe», «CTpeMJIeHUe», «HAKIOHHOCTB», «yOeXpeHve»,
«100poyIeTeNIb», «T00POIETEIIBHOCTD», «00pa3 MBICIIEN.

V3MeHeHMST TIPOMCXOAAT 3HAYMTEIBHO IIO3XKE —
y>Ke TI0CIIe IyOIMKauym IepBoro magauvsa «Kputukm
4ucToro pasyma». B camon xe «Kputnke dmcroro pas-
yMa» eOMHCTBEHHBIM pasfesioM, B KoTopoM KaHT mc-
ros1b3yeT TepMuH Gesinnung, oka3blBaeTCs 3aBepIiaro-
IIlee TPAKTAT yUeHMeE O METOJIE, XOTS OHO V1 OBIO HaIlu-
CaHO, BEPOSATHO, PaHBbIIle APYIMX pa3felioB: «yOexie-
HUS»,  «HACTOALIINVE YYBCTBa», «,[[06pr€‘ 9yBCTBa»
(B 778 / A 748, B 858/A 830; Kanurt, 19948, c. 441, 442,
485), «braropomHble uyscrsa» (B 777 / A 749, B 778 /
A 750; KanT, 19948, c. 442). Hapsany ¢ mogoOHBIMY KOH-
TeKCTaMV, 3HaKOMBIMV yKe IO JOKPUTUIECKIM COU-
HeHVsAM, B «KpUTMKe YMCTOro pa3yMa» CIIBIIIHBI ¥ HO-
Bble HOTKI: TaK, KaHT yTBepX/aeT, YTO «TOJIBKO MO-
paspHas HacTpoeHHOCTB (Gesinnung) Kak ycIIoBue fie-
JIaeT BO3MOXKHBIM yUacTve B OJTa)KeHCTBe, a He HaJ/leX/Ia
Ha 0JTa)KeHCTBO CO3aeT MOPaIbHYIO HaCTPOEHHOCTb»
(B 841 / A 813; Kanr, 19948, c. 476), a TakXe BBICKa3bI-
BaeTcsi O «COKpOBeHHevIIeM B oOpase Mplciiern» (das In-
nerste der Gesinnungen) (B 843 / A 815; Kaur, 19948,
c. 477) m «CyOBEKTMBHBIX OCHOBAHMAX (MOPaIbHBIX
yoexnmernuit)» (B 857 / A 829; Kant, 19948, c. 484, 485).
Bo BropoMm msmanum 1787 roga Kant gononHuTes15bHO
elrle pas VCIOJIb30BaJI IAaHHBIVI TEPMIH 3a IIpefieiamMmi

* «CrpemieHMsI» 1 «HaCTPOEHVs» B IpeIpIyIeM IlepeBope
(Kanr, 1911, c. 114, 115).

And yet Kantian practical philosophy can hard-
ly be adequately understood without clarifying this
concept. In the body of Kant’s pre-Critical works
the concept of Gesinnung occurs in several works:
in Universal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens
(1755) (NTH, AA 01, p. 222; “disposition” — Kant,
2008, p. 8; NTH, AA 01, p. 228; “minds” — Kant,
2008, p. 15), in Attempt to Introduce the Concept of
Negative Magnitudes into Philosophy (1763) (NG,
AA 02, p. 200; “virtuous disposition” — Kant,
1992b, p. 238), in Observations on the Feeling of the
Beautiful and Sublime (1764) (GSE, AA 02, p. 215;
“virtuous disposition” — Kant, 2007, p. 22; “dis-
positions” — Kant, 2007, p. 23; GSE, AA 02, p. 220;
“disposition” — Kant, 2007, p. 27) and in Dreams
of a Spirit-Seer (1766) (TG, AA 02, p. 372; “charac-
ter” — Kant, 1992a, p. 359; TG, AA 02, p. 373; “dis-
position” — Kant, 1992a, p. 359). One can hardly
say that during this period Kant uses this word as
an established term. Russian translations of these
pre-Critical works contain — not implausibly —
a range of variants: “mood”, “aspiration”, “incli-
nation”, “conviction”, “virtue”, “virtuousness”,
“mode of thinking”.

Changes occur much later, after the publication
of the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason. In
the Critique of Pure Reason the only section in which
Kant uses the term Gesinnung is the “Doctrine of
Method” which concludes the treatise although it
was probably written earlier than all the rest: “dis-
positions,” “true dispositions,” “good dispositions”
(B778 / A 748, B 858/ A 830; Kant, 1998, p. 648, 690),
“honest disposition” (B 777 / A 749, B 778 / A 750;
Kant, 1998, p. 648). Along with such contexts, famil-
iar in pre-Critical works, some new overtones can be
discerned in the Critique of Pure Reason: thus, Kant
asserts that “the moral disposition (Gesinnung), as a
condition, first makes partaking in happiness possi-
ble, rather than the prospect of happiness first mak-
ing possible the moral disposition” (KrV, B 841 /
A 813; Kant, 1998, p. 681), and also speaks of “the
inmost dispositions” (das Innerste der Gesinnungen)
(KrV, B 843 / A 815; Kant, 1998, p. 682) and “sub-
jective grounds (of moral disposition)” (KrV, B 857 /
A 829; Kant, 1998, p. 689). In the second edition of
1787 Kant once again used this term outside the
“Doctrine of Method”, viz. in “The Paralogisms of
Pure Reason” (“a disposition to rectitude”) (KrV,

s
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y4eHMs O MeTOlle, a IMEHHO B MapaJIoru3Me YVICTOro
pasyMa («JecTHOCTH CBOero obpasa MeIciiei») (B 425;
Kant, 19948, c. 253). Ho, HecMoTpst Ha TO uTO B «Kpm-
TVKe YMCTOTrO pasyMa» yKe BUIHBI IIPOOJIeCKIT HOBOTO
TIOHATMS, CTaTUCTUYIECKN 371ech OoJIblIle yIoTpedriseT-
Csl CJIOBO B HEKOTOPOM 00IIleM, HeCcTpOro orpefiesieH-
HOM CMBICJTe, HeXKeJIVI BaXKHBIV (PYIIOCOPCKIVI TEPMVIH,
OpUAAOMIN 0COOeHHBINT xapakTep dumocodpmm Ké-
HUTCcOeprcKOro MbICTIUTETIS.

XapakTep BakHOro moHsiTusA Gesinnung HadMHa-
eT obOperarb B «OCHOBOIOJIOXKEHUM K MeTadpu3vKe
Hpasob» (1785): 37eck peub MAET O «UWCTBIX MOpPasIb-
HBIX HacTpoeHmsax» (AA 04, S. 412; Kawnr, 1997, c. 117),
«YMOHACTPOEHMSIX, T.e. MaKCVIMaX BOJIVW», «HPaBCTBEH-
HO AobpoM yMmoHacTpoeHnu (Gesinnung) vy go6po-
nmererm» (AA 04, S. 435; Kaut, 1997, c. 189), «HacTpo-
€HVIV JEeVICTBOBAaTh M3 YVCTOro fHoira» (AA 04, S. 406;
Kant, 1997, c. 99). [Toxanyvi, caMbIM BBIPa3UTETBHBIM
OKasbIBaeTCs B TaHHOM CBsA3M Te3nc KaHTa o ToM, 4To
CyIIeCTBEHHO-TOOPHIM B IEVICTBUM IO KaTeropudecKo-
My umIIepaTuBy «OyaeT ymoHactpoeHue (Gesinnung),
mCXop, ke MOXKeT OBITh KaKMM yrogHo» (AA 04, S. 416;
Kanr, 1997, c. 129) — nonmo6HEbIe dpassr KanTa n ripn-
Besi B XX B. K HPOTMBOIIOCTaB/IEHMIO TaK Ha3bIBaeMBIX
«3TUIKM YOEXIeHMs» U «3TUKIU OTBETCTBEHHOCTM». Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, 371ech TOBOPUTCS yKe He 0 KAaKOM-TO 4yB-
CTBOBaHMV, HAKJIOHHOCTV, 3MOIIVIOHQJIbHOM CHIOMVI-
HYTHOM HacTpPOEeHMUW, a O TAKOM UVCTOM VHTeJIJIeKTY-
aJIbHOM HacTPOeHMV MOpaIbHOTO XapaKTepa, KOTopoe
CBSI3aHO C MaKCMaMU BOJIV, C TOTOBHOCTBIO JIeVICTBO-
BaTh M3 JI0JITa B COOTBETCTBUW C KaTerOPMYeCKIM VM-
[IepaTBOM.

B «EcrectBerHOM mipaBe DettepabeHn» — KN,
upTasierica KanToM ripu 3asepieHn «OcCHOBOHOJIO-
JKEeHUS...» W B OIIpefieJIeHHOM CMBICJIe OKa3bIBaBIIIeVI-
csi KOMMEHTapVieM ¥ pas3bsiCHeHVeM K HeMy,— TakKxke
00HapYXMBaIOTCS. HECKOJIBKO IIpMIMedaTesIbHBIX BEI-
CKa3bIBaHUM, B KOTOPEIX KaHT HeOBYCMBICIIEHHO ViC-
nornb3yeT noHATHe Gesinnung OISl IPOTVBOIIOCTaBIIe-
HUS 3TUKM U TIpaBa: «[locTymok, cormacyrommrics co
BCeOOITVIM 3aKOHOM IIO SBJIEHHBIM, a He II0 BHyTpeH-
HUM yMoHacTpoeHmsM (Gesinnungen), sBisercst [co-
BEPIIEHHBIM]| He 110 coBecTw» (AA 27, S. 1328; Kanr,
2016, c. 61); «yMOHACTPOEHMS He MOTYT IIOMIIaaTh IO
3aKOHBI IPUHYXAEHN, TaK KaK OHV SBJISIOTCS BHY-
TpeHHVMM» (AA 27,S. 1329; Kanr, 2016, c. 62), HakoHerI,
«muka — 3TO IIpaKTUdecKas dpriocodms MoCcTyIKa
B OTHOIIEHWMY YMOHacTpoeHuw. [Ipao — mpaxTmde-
cKasi pwtocoduist IIOCTYIIKOB Oe3 OIVISAIKM Ha yMOHa-
crpoeHusi» (AA 27, S. 1327; Kanr, 2016, c. 60). Cosect-
JIMBOCTH XK€ «eCTh COBIIa/IeHVie BOJIV TakKXke ¥ C BHY-
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B 425; Kant, 1998, p. 455). Although glimmerings of
the new concept are seen in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son statistically the word is most frequently used in
a general, non-rigorous sense rather than as an im-
portant philosophical term that lends a special char-
acter to Kant’s philosophy.

Gesinnung begins to acquire the character of an
important concept in the Groundwork of the Meta-
physics of Morals (1785): it speaks of “pure moral dis-
positions” (GMS, AA 04, p. 412; Kant, 2011, p. 53),
“the dispositions — i.e. the maxims of will,” “a
morally good disposition (Gesinnung) or virtue”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 435; Kant, 2011, p. 99), “the dispo-
sition to act from pure duty” (GMS, AA 04, p. 406;
Kant, 2011, p. 42). Perhaps the most expressive the-
sis in this connection is Kant’s thesis that the es-
sential good in acting according to the categorical
imperative “consists in the disposition (Gesinnung),
let the result be what it may” (GMS, AA 04, S. 416;
Kant, 2011, p. 61) — such phrases of Kant led in
the twentieth century to the juxtaposition of the so
called “ethic of conviction” and “ethic of responsi-
bility”. Thus, it speaks not of a feeling, inclination
or an emotional impulse, but of the pure intellectual
disposition of a moral character linked to the max-
ims of will, a readiness to act out of duty in accor-
dance with categorical imperative.

In “Feyerabend’s Natural Law” — a lecture
Kant delivered after completing the Groundwork
and representing in a way a comment and explica-
tion of it — there are also several notable remarks in
which Kant unambiguously uses the concept Gesin-
nung to oppose ethics to law: “An act that accords
with the universal law due to external and not in-
ternal dispositions, is not acceptable”* (V-NR/Feyer-
abend, AA 27, p. 1328); “[...] dispositions cannot be
governed by coercion because they are internal”’
(V-NR/Feyerabend, AA 27, p. 1329), and finally, “[...]
ethic is practical philosophy of an act with respect
to Gesinnung. Law is practical philosophy of acts
without regard for Gesinnung”® (V-NR/Feyerabend,
AA 27, p. 1327). Acceptability is “coincidence of
will also with the inner dispositions of other people;

* “Die Handlung die nach den geduflerten Gesinnungen, und
nicht nach den innern Gesinnungen mit dem allgemeinen Gesetz
tibereinstimmt, ist unbillig.”

5 “[..] die Gesinnungen konnten nicht unter Zwangsgesetzen
stehen, weil sie innerlich sind.”
¢ “[...] Ethic ist praktische Philosophie der Handlung in Ansehung

der Gesinnungen. Jus practische Philosophie der Handlungen ohne
Riicksicht der Gesinnungen.”
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TPEHHVIMM YMOHACTPOEHWSMMN IPYTVX JIIOMIEV; CTPO-
roe IIpaBo K& — TOJIBKO C SIBJIEHHBIMM YMOHACTpOe-
"M (AA 27, S. 1334). Takum obpasom, 3meck Kant
HPOTMUBOIIOCTABIISIET BHYTPEHHWE W SBJIEHHBIE YMO-
HAaCTPOeHMsl, KOTOpble KOPPEIUPYIOT C €ro IIPOTUBO-
noctasiteHveM Billigkeit vi Gerechtigkeit, sTvikv v TIpa-
Ba. Kax n B «OcHoBorosioxeHnm....», Kaurt yreepxpna-
€T B 3TOV JIEKIVN, YTO «yMOHACTpOeHVe IOCTYIIaTh
W3 JOJITa, M3 YBaXKeHWS K 3aKOHY — 3TO IoOpomeTeb»
(AA 27,5.1327; Kanr, 2016, c. 60).

DTO pasiyve MeXIy IPaBOM W STMKOV BBILJISIINUT
B oftHOV yepHOBOW 3arvicke KarTa (Refl. 7050) — mpen-
[IOJIOKUTEJIbHO, 1776 —1778 r1.— Tak:

O monre yerroBeKa B OTHOITIEHWW ITOCTYITKOB: Jus.
B oTHOMIEHVMV yMOHACTpOEHWI, T.e. IBVDKYIIIMX OC-
HOBaHWW, COBEPIINTL Te TOCTynkw: Ethica. 3mech
TIBVDKYIIlee OCHOBaHMe BHYTPeHHe, a TaM IIPUHYXIe-
Hwe. [...] Jonr ymMoHacTpoeHVM MOpambHEIN. Beskas
MOpasIbHOCTh OIMpaeTcss Ha yMOHacTpoeHws. |...]
YMoHacTpoeHMs ommparoTcs Ha BHyTpeHHee Oaro
IIOCTYIIKa, a TPWHYAUTeIbHbIe O00sS3aHHOCTY — Ha
BHEIITHIOI HeoOXxoamMocTh. [lepBble cocTosT B TOM,
YTO 3aciTyXMBalOT OBITH K 3TOMY MPUHYKITaeMbIMIL;
BTOpPBIE B TOM, UTO IIPWHYX/IeHe K 3TOMY 3a00TIBO
(besorglich) 11 mpaBomepHO (AA 29, S. 235).

HacTrosmmi e miepesioM IIpovicxoauT yxe B «Kpu-
THMKe IIPaKTI4eckoro pasyma» (1788), 8 xoropoit Kaut
ynorpebisier mnoHsaTre Gesinnung Oojlee IIOIyCOTHM
pas3, T.e. OoJIbIIIe YeM 3a BCIO IIPEIbIIyIIYIO XU3Hb BO
BCeX CBOVIX TI€YaTHBIX COYMHEHMSX BMeCTe B3STBIX.
INnka cBoeV HOIYJIIPHOCTU 3TO IIOHSITHE IIOCTUTAeT
4yTb HO3Ke — B «Permrum B IIpefiesax OIHOIO TOJIb-
Ko pasyma» (1793), roe KaHT mcrosnb3yeT 3TO HOHSTHE
BTpPOe Yallle, 4eM BO BTopot «KpuTuke».

C 4eMm cBS3aHBI TPYOHOCTU C JTAHHBIM IIOHSTVIEM,
0CcOOEHHO B POCCUVICKOM KaHToBemeHMM? OmHUM 13
JIeXXalllX Ha IIOBEPXHOCTY OOBSICHEHMII OKa3bIBaeTCs
TO 0OCTOATEIILCTBO, YTO CAMO 3TO IOHSATVIE B HEMEIIKOM
s3pIKke BpeMeH KaHTa, ecii BepWTh pa3IMIHBIM 3a-
CITy>KMBAIOIIVIM OBEPVISL CJIOBAPsIM U CIIPaBOYHVIKAM,
VIMeJIO OTTeHOK Heostornsma. Ho orkyma mmenno Kanr
Oepert Torma sTo moHsATHe? KaKoBBI OBIIIV €10 BO3MOX-
HBle VCTOYHUKN? [ pyrrMu BO3MOXKHBIMY OOBSICHEHI-
SIMV MOTJIV OBl OBITH pa3HOOOpa3Hble ObIIericKve KOH-
HoTtanym. Hakorelr, y camoro KaHTa TaHHOe IToOHSITHe
HpeTepIIesio OIpele/IeHHYIO TpaHchOopMaluio U TC-
HOJIB30BAJIOCh B HECKOJIBKMX 3HaueHMsX. B masipHer-
IIIeM s IIOIPOOYIO IIPEICTaBUTh HECKOJIBKO COOCTBEH-
HBIX OOBACHEHNT], a TAaKKe BapMaHTOB IIepeBofIa V1 TOJI-
KOBaHWsI KAHTOBCKOTO TOHATMS Gesinnung.

rigorous law only with external, expressed dispo-
sitions”” (AA 27, p. 1334). Thus, Kant here oppos-
es internal and external dispositions which correlate
with his juxtaposition of Billigkeit and Gerechtigkeit,
ethic and law. As in the Groundwork, Kant main-
tains in this lecture that “the disposition to act out
of duty, out of respect for law is a virtue”® (V-NR/
Feyerabend, AA 27, p. 1327).

The difference between law and ethic is thus ex-
pressed in Kant’s note, presumably 1776-1778:

Of the duties of human beings with regard to ac-
tions: Jus. With regard to dispositions, i.e. the motivat-
ing grounds for accomplishing those duties: Ethica. The
motivating ground in the latter is internal, in the for-
mer, coercion. [...] The duty of dispositions is moral.
All morality rests on dispositions. [...] Dispositions rest
on the inner goodness (necessity) of action, duties of co-
ercion on outer necessity. The former: that one deserves
to be coerced to that action; the latter: that a coercion to
that action can be provided and is rightful (Refl. 7050,
AA 29, p. 235; Kant, 2005, p. 458).

The real change occurs in the Critique of Prac-
tical Reason (1788), in which Kant uses the concept
Gesinnung more than fifty times, i. e. more than in all
his previous life in all his printed works combined.
The use of the concept peaks a little later, in Reli-
gion within the Bounds of Bare Reason (1793), in which
Kant uses it three times more frequently than in the
second Critique.

What are the problems with this concept, es-
pecially in Russian Kant scholarship? One expla-
nation that lies on the surface is that, if we are to
believe various trustworthy dictionaries and ref-
erence books, the concept in the German language
of Kant’s time was something of a new coinage.
But where did Kant get this concept? What could
have been its possible sources? Other possible ex-
planations are various biblical connotations. Final-
ly, Kant’s own use of the term had undergone some
transformations and was used in several different
meanings. I will try to present some of my own ex-
planations and versions of translation and interpre-
tation of the Kantian concept of Gesinnung.

7 “Die Billigkeit ist Uebereinstimmung des Willens auch mit den
innern Gesinnungen andrer Menschen; das strenge Recht aber mit
den gedufSerten Gesinnungen.”

8 “Die Gesinnung aus Pflicht, aus Achtung fiirs Gesetz zu handeln,
ist Tugend.”
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IIITpyxn K 1OKaHTOBCKOV MCTOPUN
noHATUsa Gesinnung

Ecmi ommpatecst Ha asToputerHBI Hisforisches
Worterbuch der Philosophie, ciioBo Gesinnung siBIIsIOCH
B HEMeITKOM si3bIke BpeMeH KaHTa Heostornsmom, rmpu-
4eM — 4TO YAMBUTEIBHO — 3aMIMCTBOBaHVIEM He 113 J1a-
TBIHY, a 13 dpaHITy3ckoro (cM.: Kohlenberger, 1974). As-
TOp cooTBeTcTBYIommi ctaThy, lememyT K. Korerbep-
rep, HesIBHO ONVIpasIcs IIpu 3ToM Ha Triibners deutsches
Worterbuch (1943), B KOTOpOM IIOIYEpPKMBAJIOCh: B CPel-
HeHeMeITKOM gesinnt 03Ha4asio ObITh OJapeHHBIM 4yB-
CTBOM V1 PacCyIKOM; UTO ke KacaeTcsi CyIIeCTBUTeIIbHO-
ro Gesinnung, To ecru B cepennue 1940-x IT. 3HadeHMe
CJI0Ba OTpaHMYMBAasIOCh IIOHATVEM CIIOCO0Aa MBIIIIe-
a1 (Denkweise), B XVIII B. oHO BkITI09asI0 B cebs B TOM
uycsle ¥ er0 BhIpakKeHVe B 3HadeHUM (ppaHIy3CKOro
sentiment (cM.: Gesinnung, 1943). VimMeHHO 3Ty Bepcuio
u Bocrponssonut KosieHOeprep co ccpIIKOV Ha IIpu-
BefleHHYIO B cjloBape TprobHepa 1mraTy n3 [oTxonbna
Sdpanma Jleccurra (1729—1781) o «Meccuame» DOpn-
npuxa lormba Kirormmroka (1724—1803) (cm.: Lessing,
1890, S. 77; Klopstock, 1756, S. 56). Kcraru, Bo dppaHITy3-
cKux nepesorax XX B. — B 9acTHOCTH, «Peymmrvv B mpe-
feJlaX OIHOIO TOJIBKO pasyMa» — [JIS Ilepemadnt KaH-
ToBCcKOro Gesinnung VICIIONIBb3yIOT COBCeM He sentiment,
a intention (Kant, 1913, p. 92—93). A ecrn onmparbcst Ha
HeMEeIIKMTI IIepeBOr, aHIJIUVCKOTO COYMHEHMs ABpa-
ama Takepa (riceBn.: DnBapn Cépu) (1705—1774) «Cser
HPUPOIBD», K3EMIUISP KOTOPOro ObUI M B JIOMAalITHEV
oubimorexe KanTa, To Hemerikoe Gesinnumng MCIOIb-
30BaJIOCh I B COOTBETCTBYIOMIVX IlepeBofax C aHTIINTI-
cxoro: «CyXaeHns], KOTOpble OyIlla B TaKMX CIydasix
COBepIllaeT PV HEIOCPEICTBEHHOM BCMaTpPVIBaHWUN
B caMmy ceOs1, HasbIBaroTcsi Gesinnungen (sentiments)»
(Search, 1772, S. 180).

Victione3oBaHue JleccHroM BbIpaskeHMs «pacChl-
nagHble Gesinnungen» B cepenyie 1750-x rT. a1 060-
3Ha4eHMs HeKMX «CAaHTMMEHTOB» WIJIM MOpPaJIbHBIX
UepT KHWIY, a He HeKoeV esITeJIbHOV YCTaHOBKYM YeJIo-
BeKa, BBI3BIBAJIO Pe3KyIo KpUTHKY eme B XIX B. co cTo-
ponsl Kapia I'epmana Ilerimrepa o «BceoOrtert sHII-
KJIonenuv» bpokraysa (Scheidler, 1857, S. 267) — Bepo-
sTHO, MeHHo Illeviasep BriepBEIe M1 OOpaTMII BHMMA-
Hvie Ha poJib JleccwHTa B CTaHOBJIEHNV JAHHOTO ITOHS-
TSI B HEMEITKOM s3bIKe. CTOUT OTMETUTH TaKXKe pelleH-
3uto 1770 ., TOCBSAIIIeHHY 0 COUMHEHMSIM YyKe IIOKOTHO-
ro Ha TOT MOMeHT Tomaca AOGTa (1738 —1766): B Hev He
0e3 xpuTHKN obpalnasock BHUMaHNe Ha yermst AGO-
Ta, HallpaBJIEHHbIe Ha BEIpa’keHVe Ha HEMEIIKOM SI3bIKe
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Glimpses of pre-Kantian history
of the concept of Gesinnung

According to the authoritative Historisches Wor-
terbuch der Philosophie, the word Gesinnung was a
neologism in the German language of Kant’s time
borrowed — surprisingly — not from Latin, but
from French (cf. Kohlenberger, 1974, col. 536-539).
The author of the entry, Helmut K. Kohlenberger,
implicitly proceeded from Triibners deutsches Wor-
terbuch (1943), which stressed that in Middle Ger-
man gesinnt meant to be endowed with feeling
and reason. As regards the noun Gesinnung, while
in the mid-1940s its meaning was confined to the
mode of thinking (Denkweise), in the eighteenth
century it also included the French meaning of sen-
timent (cf. Gesinnung, 1943). This is the version ad-
opted by Kohlenberg who borrows a quotation of
Triibner from Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729-1781)
on “The Messiah” by Friedrich Gottlieb Klopstock
(1724-1803) (cf. Lessing, 1890, p. 77; Klopstock, 1756,
p- 56). Incidentally, in all the French translations in
the twentieth century, notably of Religion within the
Bounds of Bare Reason, Kant's Gesinnung is translated
not as sentiment, but as intention (Kant, 1913, pp. 92-
93). Based on the German translation of the English
work of Abraham Tucker (alins Edward Search)
(1705-1774) Light of Nature Pursued, a copy of which
was part of Kant’s home library, the German Gesin-
nung was used in corresponding translations from
English: “[...] the judgments the mind passes in such
cases immediately upon inspection are called the
sentiments [in German: Gesinnungen]” (Search, 1772,
p- 180; cf. Search, 1768, pp. 141-142).

Lessing’s use of the expression “scattered Gesin-
nungen” in the mid-1750s to denote “sentiments” or
moral features of a book, and not a person’s inten-
tion to act was sharply criticised by Karl Hermann
Scheidler in Brockhaus-Enzyklopddie (Scheidler, 1857,
p- 267) — most probably it was Scheidler who first
drew attention to Lessing’s role in the emergence
of this concept in the German language. It is also
worth mentioning the 1770 review of the works of
the then already deceased Thomas Abbt (1738-1766)
which took a somewhat critical view of Abbt’s ef-
forts to express in German the differences between
the French words Sensation and Sentiment through
the German concepts of Empfindung and Empfindnis:
“Sensation refers entirely to the sensible, denoting
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pasmuns MeXay ppaHIy3CKUMM sensation U sentiment
HpY IIOMOIIY HeMelKVX HoHsaTuv Empfindung vi Emp-
findnis: «Sensation IOJIHOCTBIO OTHOCUTCS K UyBCTBEH-
HOMY, O3HaJaeT COCTOSIHVIE, B KOTOPOM [IyIila IIpeObIBa-
eT CTpajiaTesIbHO», B TO BpeMsi Kak «Sentiment o3HadaeT
€110c00, KOTOPBIM IyIlla BOCIIPMHMMAaeT UyBCTBa VIJIN
TOJIBKO JIVIIIIL UyBCTBeHHBIe BIledaT/IeHWs], COCTOSHIe,
Kor'[a Aylila IIoKa3bIBaeT ceOsl yKe HEKOTOPBIM 0OpasoM
mevicteerHoM. . .» (Kg., 1770, S. 39). IlpumMedaresipHa Tak-
Xe cjleflyIolias peMapka B pelieH3MI: HellpaBbl Te, KTO
HasbIBaloT cs1oBoM oujyujenue (Empfindung) «mopas-
HOe OTHOIIIeH Ve JTyIIIV, 100 151 3TOT0 y Hac eCTh XOpo-
Ilee HeMeITkoe ¢JIoBo Gesinnung, KOTOpoe IIPeBOCXO-
Ho B 3TOM OoTHoIeHnmn» (Kg., 1770, S. 39—40).

Hpyrov IIleHHBIVI VICTOYHMK, Ha KOTOPBIV yKa3bl-
BaeT Kosierbeprep, — 3T0 jm0TepoBCcKMII TIepeBor, bu-
Ormvvt v MHBIE paboTHI HeMeITkoro Teosiora. Tax, B «Tos-
KOBaHWM IecaTu 3amoseneri» Maptun JTrorep (1483 —
1546) moruepKmBaeT, 4TO TOT, «KTO >KeJIaeT CTaTh Ora-
JKeHHBIM, JOJDKeH OBITh TakXke M gesinnet sein» (Lu-
ther, 1904, S. 433). DTo MeCTO TIepeKJIMKAaEeTCA C ero Iie-
peBomoM TocaHusA anocrosia Ilasna k. Ouummnmmn-
maM, B KotopoM Jltorep mmmer: «Kaxmsii Oymp ge-
sinnet kakuM ObUI Takxke u Vucyc Xpucroc» («Ein
jeglicher sei gesinnet wie Jesus Christus auch war»)
(Phil. 2:5)°. Bysbrara, CIy>KMBIIIas MCTOYHMKOM IS
nepepoga JIroTepa, vcrionb3yeT B TaHHOM CiIydae Ijla-
ToJI sentire, B TO BpeMsi KaK B JJpeBHerpeueckoM MbI 00-
HapyXxuBaeM @pové®®. VI eciay JaTMHCKWUI IIEepeBOr,
GosTbllle MAET B CTOPOHY UyBCTBa, He WMCKITIOUas IpuU
3TOM TIOJTHOCTBIO VI MHTEIIIEKTA, TO IPeBHEr peYecKmTL
OpUTrMHAaJI B OOJIBIIIENT CTEIIeHN aKIIeHTVIPYyeT MBIIIIIe-
HMe (a IMEeHHO TaKOV1 psifl, I[JIaroJioB, KaK IyMaTh, MBIC-
JIUTB, HOMBIIIIIATE, Pa3MBIIIIIATE, PacCyXXIaTh). JTIrobo-
HBITHad TpaHcopMallys IIPOVICXOOUT B PYCCKUX Ile-
pesomax bubmum. Ecim B Enmsasermrckont bubnmm
3TOT CTUX 3Byd4al emle «Cre 60 ma MyApCTByeTCs B Bac,
exe 11 Bo Xpucte Mucyce» (O 2:5) (Hosemr 3aser...,
1893, c. 926), TeM caMBbIM OOJIBIIIE TIOMYEPKMBAST ACTIEKT
VIMEHHO JIpeBHerpe4yeckoro cjIoBa, TO B CMHOJAIbHOM
IepeBoe yXe unTaeM, HalpoTus: «/I0o B Bac HOIDK-
HBI OBITH Te ke UyBCTBOBaHMsI, KaKyie 1 Bo Xpucre Vn-
cyce» (Tam >xe). 3ameHa My pCTBOBaHMS Ha UyBCTBO-
BaHVISA BPAI JIVI IIPOIUIa OecciIeqHoO ISt COBPeMEHHO-

> B coBpemenHo pemaxiyv Luther-Bibel 1984: «Seid so unter
euch gesinnt, wie es auch der Gemeinschaft in Christus Jesus
entspricht» (Die Bibel, 2000, S. 227).

¢ T'pedecko-HeMeIKMII cjIoBaph Bropovt mososmHEl XVIII B.
IIpejyIaraeT [ IJIarojia POVvE® KaK pa3 BapMaHTBI «MbICJIUTD»,
gesinnet seyn. «HeompenemeHHo ropopuTcst Takke o Sentiment
v xapakrtepe» (Bahrdt, 1786, S. 713).
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a state in which the soul exists passively”® whereas
“Sentiment means the way the soul perceives feel-
ings or merely sensible impressions, the state where
the soul manifests itself as active [...]"° (Kg., 1770,
p- 39). One should also note the following remark in
the above-mentioned review: they are wrong who
use the word sensation Empfindung to refer to “the
moral attitude of the soul for this is well expressed
by the German word Gesinnung which is excellent in
this respect” (Kg., 1770, pp. 39-40).

Another valuable source mentioned by
Kohlenberg is Luther’s translation of the Bible and
other works of the German theologian. Thus, in
the “Commentaries of the Ten Commandments”
Martin Luther (1483-1546) stresses that he who
wishes to be blessed must also be gesynnet seyn
(Luther, 1904, p. 433). This place echoes his transla-
tion of St. Paul’s epistle to the Philippians in which
Luther writes: “Each should be gesinnet as was Jesus
Christ”*? (Die Bibel, Philippians. 2:5)." The Vulgate
on which Luther’s translation was based uses the
verb sentire, whereas ancient Greek uses the word
ppovéw.'* While the Latin translation leans more
toward feeling, though not totally ruling out intel-
lect, the ancient Greek original stresses intellection
(the string of verbs such as to think, reflect, con-
template, meditate, reason). Russian translations of
the Bible reveal interesting transformations. While
in the Elizabethan Bible this verse reads: “Cue 60
IOa MyApCTByeTcs B Bac, eXe 1 Bo Xpucre Vucyce”
(cf. “Let the same mind be in you that was even in
Christ Jesus,” Philippians. 2:5) (Novyy Zavet, 1893,
p- 926; Geneva Bible, 2007), thus stressing the aspect
of the ancient Greek word, the Synod translation, on
the contrary, reads: “160 B Bac TOJDKHEI OBITH Te ke
qyBCTBOBaHMs, Kakmue u Bo Xpwucre Wwncyce” (“In-
deed, let this attitude be in you, which was also in
Christ Jesus,” Philippians. 2:5) (Novyy Zavet, 1893,

° “Sensation — gehet vollkommen auf das Sinnliche, bedeutet den
Zustand, in welchem die Seele sich leidend verhiilt.”

10 “Sentiment, bezeichnet die Weise wie die Seele die Gefiihle oder die
blof$ sinnliche Eindriicke aufnimmt, den Zustand, da die Seele sich
schon einiger maflen wiirkend zeiget.”

1 “[...] die moralische Verhiltnis der Seele [...], dann dafiir haben
wir das gute deutsche Wort Gesinnung, welches in dieser Absicht
vortrefflich ist.”

12 “Ein jeglicher sei gesinnet wie Jesus Christus auch war.”

3 In the modern edition Luther-Bibel (1984): “Seid so unter euch
gesinnt, wie es auch der Gemeinschaft in Christus Jesus entspricht”
(Die Bibel, 2000, p. 227).

" The Greek-German dictionary of the second half of the
eighteenth century proposes for the verb gpovéw the variants
“to think”, “gesinnet seyn”. Sentiment and character are also
vaguely defined (Bahrdt, 1786, p. 713).



rO PyCCKOrO — B TOM umciie U prIocodckoro — s3bl-
Ka. CoBpeMeHHBIV Xe ITepeBoy], Ha PyCCKUM B JTaHHOM
cIIydae TIBITaeTCs HamTy KoMrpomyice: «[lycTe Mbicam
Y 9yBCTBa Balllil IPYT K IpyTy OymyT y Bac, Kak y Xpu-
cra Vucyca» (bubsms, 2011, c. 1310).

Onnako B IlepeBofiax 1 TekcTax JIoTepa Bce e He
BCTpeJaeTCs caMo CyIIecTBuTeNIbHOe Gesinnung, a mos-
TOMY BCe ellle MOKHO OBLIO OBI MICXOOUTB U3 TOTO, UTO
mpexye Bcero Oaromapsi JleccmHIy B HeMeITKOM YCTO-
sSUIOCh MMEHHO Takoe IIOHsSTHe. Ilo MeHbIenn Mepe
MOXXHO yTBepXIaThb, uTo B cepeaune 1730-x rr. Gesin-
nung ellle He BOCIIPMHMMAJIOCh KaK KaKoe-TO IIOHSITHe.
B nose3sy aToro ropoput «YHMUBepcaIbHBIV JIEKCMKOH»
Woranna lenpuxa Llemrepa (1706—1751), B koTOopoMm
B 1735 r. oTcyTcTBOBasIa CTaThd oA, HasBaHMUeM «Ge-
sinnung», OOHAKO MMeJlach CTaThks «gesinnet seyn»
co cceikont Ha [locanme x Pumnsgam (Pum. 8:5—7),
B KOTOPOM B JIFOTEPOBCKOM ITepeBofie IIPOBOANTCA IIPO-
TuBonocTassienue fleischlich gesinnet u geistlich gesinnet,
COXpaHWMBILIeecs: B MOJIepHU3MPOBaHHOV opdporpadum
u B penaxivv Luther-Bibel 1984 (Die Bibel, 2000, S. 180).
B mpeBHerpedecKoM TeKCTe 31ech OOHapy KMBaeTCsI Bee
TOT XXe IJIarojl ppovéw (a B Bysprare sentire), mocireno-
BaTeJIHO IlepeBOAMMBIV B EnmsaBetmrckovt BrGrvm
KaK «MyZpCTBYIOT», B TO BpeMsI KaK CVIHOIJIbHBIN IIe-
PeBOfI IIpeaTounTaeT yKe BEIpaskeHVe «TIOMBIIITISTIOT,
a He «4yBCTBYIOT». PasbsicHeHMe B jleKcuKoHe Llemte-
pa 3TOro HOBO3aBETHOI'O BBIPaXEHWIS IVIACUT: «... Iy-
MaThb O 4eM-TO, 3a00TwmThbcs, NoMbIUIATh (dichten)
U CTPEeMUTHCS]; [OHO] OTHOCKTCS, COOCTBEHHO TOBOPS,
K pacCyIKy, 9yBcTBaM (Sinne) v MBICIAM, OMHAKO BOJIA
7 JKeJIaHWMS, Ja ¥ BCe CVUJIBL, BCE, O UeM IOMBIIIISIOT
U K YeMy CTpeMsITCs, He JO/DKHO WMCKIIIoYaThCs, a, Ha-
MPOTWB, TakKXXe JOJDKHO IIpuMBICIMBaThcs» (Gesinnet
seyn, 1735).

OnHaxo 1 camo cy1iectBuTesibHOe Gesinnung Hauu-
HaeT yIoTpebAThes yxke fo JleccuHra, mpudeM gaxe
B Ha3BaHMM HEKOTOPBIX IOITUYECKMX VI TeosIorude-
ckmx mpomsBeneHmir. I1o 3ToV mpuYmHe MIPUINCHI-
BaTh JleccHTY co3aHVe COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO HeMeIl-
KOrO CyIIecTBUTeIbHOro OymeT ommbkor. Ho peir-
cTBUTeNIbHO 1M KaHT BHe 3aBMCHMOCTM OT 3TWX M3bI-
CKaHWI CETONHSAIIHETO IHSA BOCIPMHYMAI 3TO CJIIOBO
B KadecTBe HeoJIorM3Ma, IIpudeM IIof, BiauaHveM Jlec-

7 «Cymmym 60 10 IUIOTH IDIOTCKAst MyIpPCTBYIOT: a VDKe IT0 JIyXy,
myxoBHas» / «VI00 XXuByIIIvie BO INIOTY O IUIOTCKOM IIOMBIIIUISIOT,
axuByuwjue o myxy — o gyxosHom» (Hosemi 3aser..., 1893, c. 752).
B coBpemenHOM pycckoM nepesojie: «KTo XvBeT coriacHo cBoet
IUIOTCKOVI IPUPOJE, XXMUBET yCTPeMIeHVAMY 3TOVI IIPVPOJIbL; KTO
XmBeT corsiacHo [lyxy — ycrpemsenvsivu Jyxa» (b, 2011,
c.1254).

8 Cwm., HapumMep: (Zimmermann, 1750; [Wagner], 1750).
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p. 926; The Holy Bible, 2019). The replacement of
mind with feeling is unlikely to have been passed
unnoticed by modern Russian — including philo-
sophical — idiom. The modern translation into Rus-
sian seeks a compromise: “ITycTb MBICIIV ¥ YyBCTBa
BalllM OPYT K Opyry OymyT y Bac, Kak y Xpucra
Mucyca” (“In your relationships with one another,
have the same mindset as Christ Jesus,” Philippians.
2:5) (Bibliya, 2011, p. 1310; Holy Bible, 2011).

However, the actual noun Gesinnung is not used
in Luther’s translations and texts, so one could still
attribute to Lessing the introduction of this concept
into German. At least we can claim that in the mid-
1730s Gesinnung was not yet perceived as a distinct
concept. This is also borne out by the Universal-Lex-
icon of Johann Heinrich Zedler (1706-1751), whose
1735 edition does not have a Gesinnung entry but has
an entry “gesinnet seyn”, citing the Epistle to the Ro-
mans (Romans. 8:5-7), whose translation by Luther
distinguishes “fleishlich gesinnet” and “geistlich gesin-
net” which are preserved in modernised spelling in
the Luther-Bibel 1984 edition (Die Bibel, 2000, p. 180).
The ancient Greek text has the same verb “¢ppovée”
(“sentire” in Vulgate), consistently translated in the
Elizabethan Bible as “myppcrByror” (“cerebrat-
ing”), while the Synodal translation already prefers
“mindset” to “feeling” (Novyy Zavet, 1893, p. 752). In
Zedler’s explication of this New Testament expres-
sion we find: “[...] to think about something, con-
cern, intend (dichten) and aspire; [it] basically refers
to reason, feelings (Sinne) and thoughts, however
the will and desires and all the forces, everything
contemplated and sought should not be ruled out,
but on the contrary, should also be included”"
(Anon., 1735).

However, the noun Gesinnung started to be used
before Lessing even in the titles of some poetic and
theological works.! For this reason it would be
wrong to credit Lessing with creating the German
noun. However, irrespective of these modern stud-
ies, did Kant really perceive this word as a neolo-
gism, and, under Lessing’s influence, as a borrowing
from French? There are ample grounds to ques-
tion this version suggested in Alfred Gotze’s edi-
tion (Anon., 1943) and by Kohlenberger. First, in the

15 “[...] auf etwas dencken, sorgen, dichten und trachten; und gehet
das Grund-Wort eigentlich auf das Verstand, Sinne und Gedanken,
doch miissen der Wille und die Begierden, ja alle Krifte, alles Dichten
und Trachten, nicht ausgeschlossen, sondern eben so wohl mit
verstanden werden.”

16 Cf. Zimmermann (1750); [Wagner] (1750).
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CMHTa KaK HeoJyIorusM, IIpUIIeAIIn 13 paHITy3CKO-
ro? B sromn Bepcuu Anrbdppena I'étire (Gesinnung, 1943)
v KosteHGeprepa Tak>ke eCTh BCce OCHOBaHVISI yCOMHWTB-
cs1. Bo-mrepBhIX, B ueTBepTOM M3maHUM «MeTadm3mKim»
(1757) Anexcanunpa I'ormmba baymraprena (1714 —1762)
B § 699 mJIs JJaTMHCKOIo TeKCcTa «maiores propositio-
nes syllogismorum practicorum sive maximae», T.e.
my1s OOJIBIIVIX ITOCBUIOK VUIVI MaKCMM IIPaKTMYeCKVX
CUJUIOTM3MOB, VIMEETCs CIJIeHyIOIIMI HeMEeIKW IIe-
peBofl K HOHATHUIO Makcum: «jemandes gewdohnliche
Gesinnungen» (Baumgarten, 1757, p. 270; Baumgar-
ten, 2011, S. 372—374). Takum oOpa3soM, y KaHTa ¢ KoH-
ma 1750-x rr. nepen miasamu Obll Hepesor baymrap-
TEeHOM JIATMHCKMX MakcuM Kak «Gesinnungen». Bce
y Toro xe baymraprena B Tperbem msmanvm «Duto-
codckont aTnKm» (1763) paBHBIM 00pa3oM BCTpedaeTcs
JIIOOOIIBITHBIVI TTOACTPOYHBIV TIepeBOyT;: K AebVHUITIN
u3 § 149 «VERITAS MORALLIS est conuenientia signo-
rum MENTIS TUAE» («MopaJsibHasi MCTMHA eCTb CXOX-
ZleHVie IPU3HAKOB TBOETO YMa») AjIg 00opoTa «mentis
tuae» ykasaHo «deine Gesinnungen» (Baumgarten,
1763, p. 84). Haxoner, 1 y camoro KaHra B mo3muen
«MeTtadmsuke HpaBo» (1797) eCcTb TaTVMHCKWV SKBUBa-
sleHT It oSt Gesinnung: TepMuH animus (AA 06,
S. 477, § 49), KOTOPBITI MOXXHO COOTHECTM C IOHSITUEM
Gemiitsart.

Ho Baymrapren 6bU1 majsieKo He eIVMHCTBEeHHBIM 713
HeMenknx dpvtocodos cepenyubl XVIII B, KTo yxke ak-
TMBHO yHoTpeOiisu1 noHsiTie Gesinnung, XOTs C TOYKNU
3peHwsl TepMMHOJIOIMYecKoro BiavsaHus Ha Kanra sTo
OBUI, BEpOATHO, 1 OOVH U3 CaMBIX BaXHBIX aBTOPOB.
VIHBIM IIpyIMEpOM MOXeT CJIYXWUTb XpucTuaH ABrycCT
Kpysuiz (1715—1775). DTo HOHATVE BCTpeUdaeTcs y Hero
Y B JIOTMKe, ¥ B MeTadm3VKe, VI B COYMHEHVISX TEOJIO-
TMYecKoro xapakrepa. UTo-To xapakTepHOe U CIelu-
drraeckoe yBuaeTs B JaHHOM IoHATHUM y Kpysns He-
IIPOCTO, HO, TOXKaJIyVl, MO)KHO OTMETWUTh, YTO B JIOTU-
Ke OHO CBSI3aHO C BOJIEBBIM aKTOM M HEKOTOPBIM IIperl-
CTaBJIeHVEM O TIOOOYHOV MIIV JOIIOTHUTEIHHON MIee
(cm.: Crusius, 1747, S. 398, 920, 1029, 1067). B metadu-
3VIKe JKe KOHTEKCT VIHOVL JaHHBIN TEPMVH BBIpakaeT
CYILIeCTBO IIPaBOVMBOCTY, M TeM CaMbIM MEI yXXe IIpu-
OvKaeMcsi K TOMY KPYTy BOIIPOCOB, KOTOPBIVI OOHapy-
XMBaeTcs VI B KAHTOBCKOM 3THMKe: B OTHOIIEHMY BOJIN
«TOT SABJISI€TCS IIPaBOWBBIM, KTO BhIpakaeT IIPVI IIOMO-
1 3HaKoB To Gesinnung, KOTOpoe OH B JEVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTM oco3HaeT B cebe» (Crusius, 1745, S. 519, § 287).
Ecnu >xe peus maeT o Cy>XIeH!UM paccyKa, TO K IIpaB-
IIMBOCTVI OTHOCUTCSL TO, YTO «HWYETO APYroro He BbI-
pakaeTcsi HOCPeACTBOM 3HAaKOB, KpOMe TOro, UTO 1 Kak
B OTHOITIEHVVI CAMOVI BEIITM CINTAIOT MCTUHHBIM» (Cru-
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fourth edition of Metaphysics (1757) by Alexander
Gottlieb Baumgarten (1714-1762), § 699 for the Latin
text “maiores propositiones syllogismorum practicorum
sive maximae,” i.e. for “major propositions or max-
ims of practical syllogisms” there is the following
German translation of “maxim”: “customary dispo-
sitions”?” (Baumgarten, 1757, p. 270; Baumgarten,
2011, pp. 372-374; Baumgarten, 2013). Thus, begin-
ning from the late 1750s Kant had before his eyes
Baumgarten’s translation of the Latin “maxims” as
“Gesinnungen”. The third edition of Baumgrten’s
Ethica philosophica (1763) has an interesting literal
translation of the definition from § 149 «VERITAS
MORALIS est conuenientia signorum MENTIS TUAE»
(“moral truth is the conjunction of the features of
your mind”), which offers “deine Gesinnungen” for
“mentis tuae” (Baumgarten, 1763, p. 84). Finally,
Kant himself in his later Metaphysic of Morals (1797)
has a Latin equivalent for the concept of Gesinnung:
the term animus (MS, AA 06, p. 477, § 49), which can
be related to the concept of Gemiitsart.

However, Baumgarten was not the only German
philosopher in the middle of the eighteenth centu-
ry who readily used the concept of Gesinnung, al-
though he was, terminologically, probably one of
the most important influences on Kant. Another ex-
ample is Christian August Crusius (1715-1775). He
uses this concept in logic, metaphysics and theolog-
ical writings. It is hard to notice anything character-
istic and specific in this concept as used by Crusius,
but it may be worth noting that in logic it is associ-
ated with an act of will and a hint at some concom-
itant or additional idea (cf. Crusius, 1747, pp. 398,
920, 1029, 1067). In metaphysics the context is dif-
ferent: the term expresses the essence of truthful-
ness, thus bringing us closer to the range of issues
found in Kant’s ethics: as regards will “he is truth-
ful who expresses through signs the Gesinnung of
which he is aware within himself”*® (Crusius, 1745,
p. 519, § 287). Speaking about the judgment of un-
derstanding, that is true which “expresses nothing
through signs except what and how is thought to be
true with regard to the thing itself”" (Crusius, 1745,
p- 520, § 287). In other words, Gesinnung is most
definitely a sphere of practical philosophy connect-
ed with the will as well as the problem of the inner

17 gewohnliche Gesinnungen” .

8 “So ist derjenige wahrhaftig, welcher diejenige Gesinnung durch
Zeichen ausgedriicket, deren er sich wirklich in thm bewufSt ist.”

19 “[...] nichts anders durch die Zeichen ausgedriicket werde, als was
und wie man es von der Sache selbst vor wahr hilt.”



sius, 1745, S. 520, § 287). VIabmvmu ciiosamm, Gesinnung —
3TO COBEpIIIEHHO OIpeesieHHO cdpepa MPaKTUIeCKON
dwocodmm, cBs3aHHAS C BOJIEN, a TakXe C IIpoOiie-
MOVI BHY TPEHHETO VI BHEIITHETO B TIOBEIEHM M VX BO3-
MOYKHOT'O paccoriiacoBanms. bonee toro, Kpysum mpo-
TUBOIIOCTABIISIET IIPABAMBOCTb bora TakoMy IIpuTBOp-
CTBY, Ipu KOTOpoM bor «meMoHCcTpupyeT HaM orperie-
JIEHHOe CBOVICTBO Belllel1, VJIM omnpedeseHHoe Gesin-
nung cBoevt COOCTBEHHOV BOJIN, B Ka4ecTBe VICTUHHBIX,
KOTOpBIE OH, OTHAKO, B CBOEM paccy/IKe He MBICIIVII Obl
B Ka4yeCTBe VICTUHHBIX, ¥ KOTOpbIe TaKXXe He ObUIM Obl,
CIIefoBaTeIbHO, ICTVMHHBIMI (Ibid.).

B «Kparkom noHATMI MOpasibHOV Teostorum» Kpy-
3UVI HeOMHOKpaTHO yBs3biBaeT Gesinnung vi Gedenkens-
art (Crusius, 1772, S. 364, § 106). VI To, n gpyroe o
OTHOCUT K BHYTPEHHUM IIpM3HaKaM Jo0poreTesi:
B 3TOM CjIydae MMeeTCs OCO3HaHWe H00pomeTesTbHO-
¢y, a Takke cBomx «Gesinnung, Gedenkensart v1 cBo-
ero MopasbHOro BKyca» (Crusius, 1772, S. 204, § 56).
Erme maspiite K KaHTOBCKOMY ITOHVIMAHWIO ITpUOIMKa-
1oTcs paccyxeHns Kpysns o kopeHHOM mmpeobGpasoBa-
HWM B pe3yJIbTaTe PeJINITIO3HOro obpaIeHms: «... 00-
pallleHvie BepHI SIBJISeTCSI TaKMM CVUIBHBIM VI3MeHEeH-
eM, IpeobpasoBbIBaromyM criocod MeiuieHus, Ge-
sinnung, obpas xxm3aM (Wandel) 1 MopasbHBI BKyC
JeJIoBeKa, 1 CO3[IaeT HOBOT'O 4eJIOBEKa, a MIMEHHO Tak,
Kak 3Toro ot Hero Tpebyer Epanrenme Bora...» (Cru-
sius, 1772, S. 536, § 161). ITpapma, ecrv Takoe pagmKaTb-
Hoe IIpeoOpasoBaHMe y KaHTa cxBaTeIBaeTcs B IIO3/I-
HVIX IIPOV3BENEHMSIX KaK pa3 TPV IIOMOIIM ITOHSATMS
Gesinnung, To 'y Kpysus 3To cJj10BO BCe e B OosIbImer
CTelleH! O3HauaeT JINIITb OVH acIeKT IIOI0OHOTo IIpe-
obpasosanumsa. C mpyrov croponsl, Kpysnit cBsa3biBaeT
¢ Gesinnung HYI MHOTO HY MaJIo cBATOCTB (cM.: Crusius,
1772, S. 703, § 194): «OTcrofa SICHO, TIOUEMY HeCHIHOCHIb
B Gesinnung u B IpeoOpa’keHNM BCevl JKM3HM, KOTOpPbIe
TIOJDKHBI CKa3bIBAThCS Oytaromapsa mpuHSATHIO EBaHTe-
s mapcrBa boxmero cepriieM, KOTOpoe ITO3HaeT I10-
POK, OTBepraer ero m obparraercsa K bory, HaspiBaeT-
Cs1 CBSITOCTBIO, XOTS OHA, PAaCCMOTPEHHASI C IPYTOM TOY-
KV 3peHVis], Ha3blBaeTcsa Takxe 00HoB1enuem» (Crusius,
1772, S. 700, § 194).

Errte oHOV 0COOEHHOCTBIO TEOTIOTMTYECKVIX COUIHE-
Huit Kpysus sBiisieTcs To, 4TO OH He OrpaHMYMBaeTCs
JIATMHCKMM WV HeMelLIKuM IlepesogoM Hosoro 3ase-
Ta, HO peryyspHO obpalliaeTcs U K ApeBHer peuecKOMY
TekcTy. CJIOBOM, C KOTOPBIM OH CBsI3bIBaeT Gesinnung,
OKa3bIBaeTCd y HEro (Voo — MMEHHO ero OH mepena-
eT npu nomonu Hemeukux Sinn unu Gesinnung (Crusius,
1754, S. 112, § 54):

A.N. Krouglov

and the external in demeanour and their possible
discrepancy. Moreover, Crusius opposes the truth-
fulness of God to the kind of pretence when God
“demonstrates to us a certain property of things or
a certain Gesinnung of His own will as true which,
however, he did not think of as true in His mind and
which would therefore not be true either”? (ibid.).

In Kurzer Begriff der Moraltheologie Crusius re-
peatedly links Gesinnung and Gedenkensart (Crusius,
1772, p. 364, § 106). He refers both to inner signs of
virtue: in the event there is an awareness of virtu-
ousness and of one’s “Gesinnung, Gedenkensart and
[one’s] moral taste”? (Crusius, 1772, p. 204, § 56).
Crusius takes a further step towards the Kantian
position when he reflects on radical transformation
as a result of religious conversion: “[...] conver-
sion is such a powerful change that transfigures the
mindset, Gesinnung, the way of life and the moral
taste of a person, and creates a new man, exactly
as the Gospel requires him to be [...]”? (Crusius,
1772, p. 536, § 161). It can truly be said that where-
as Kant captures such radical transformation in his
later works through the concept of Gesinnung, for
Crusius Gesinnung tends to stress only one aspect
of such transformation. On the other hand, Crusius
associates with Gesinnung no less than sanctity (cf.
Crusius, 1772, p. 703, § 194): “Hence it is clear why
honesty in Gesinnung and in the transformation of
the whole life which should be brought about by the
adoption of the Gospel with a heart which recognis-
es vice, rejects it and turns to God is called sancti-
ty, although when looked at from another point
of view, it is also called renewal”® (Crusius, 1772,
p. 700, § 194).

Another feature of Crusius’s theological works
is that he does not confine himself to the Latin or
German translations of the New Testament, but reg-
ularly turns to the ancient Greek text. He associates
Gesinnung with the Greek word “8Siévoia” which
he translates into German as “Sinn” or “Gesinnung”
(Crusius, 1754, p. 112, § 54):

20 “[...] [Gott] uns eine gewisse Beschaffenheit der Sachen, oder eine
gewisse Gesinnung seines eignen Willens, als wahr anzeigte, welche
er doch in seinem Verstande nicht als wahr dichte, und welche also
auch nicht wahr wire.”

2 [..] Gesinnung, Gedenkensart und seines moralischen
Geschmackes [...].”
2 “[...] die Bekehrung eine so méchtige Verinderung ist, welche die

Gedenkensart, Gesinnung, Wandel und moralischen Geschmack des
Menschen umbildet, und einen neuen Menschen beschaffet, und zwar
so, wie ihn das Evangelium Gottes verlangt [...].”

% “Hiermit erhellet, warum die Rechschaffenheit in der Gesinnung
und im ganzen Lebenswandel, welche durch die Annehmunlg des
Evangelii vom Reiche Gottes mit einen Herzen, das die Siinde erkennt
und von derselben sich abwendet und zu Gott kehret, bewirket
werden soll, die Heiligung heifSt, gleichwie sie aus einem anderen
Gesichtspunkte betrachtet auch die Erneuerung genennt wird.”
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CJ10BO S16vol0 OTIpeieNIeHHO 03Ha4aeT He pacCyI0K caM
o cebe, a Mpiciu U Gesinnung, T.e. CyObEKTHUBHOE COCTOSI-
HHe YesoBeueckoit Gemiiths, Tak 4To IMpH ATOM NpeUMyILIe-
CTBEHHO pacCMaTpPHBAETCs MPHUBBIUKA BOJIH. 160 M3BECTHO,
9TO B COOTBETCTBHU CO CBOWCTBOM BOJH yCTaHABIHUBAIOT-
Csl ¥ TIOICTPAMBAIOTCS TAKXKE M CYXKICHUS PACCYAKa, U Y4TO
MOCPEICTBOM €€ BIHSHUS OCIAONIAETCss OCTPOTa Pa3MBbIII-
nenust. [IoTOMy-TO U IPOMCXOIUT TaK, YTO €CIIU MBI Ha3bl-
BaeM Gemiith, TO OTHOBPEMEHHO C STHM MOHMMAETCs TaK-
ke U cyObekTHBHOE coctostHue paccynka (Crusius, 1754,
S.113, § 54).

Kak n baymrapren, Kpysum B jaHHOM ciydae MO-
JKeT pacCMaTpMBaThCA KaK OfVH M3 MCTOYHMKOB KaH-
TOBCKOTO TIOHATUS Gesinnung. DTO Xe MOXeT ObITh
CIIpaBeJIVBO M II0 OTHOIIEHWMIO K HeKOTOPBIM pabo-
taM Momnces Menpenbscona (1729—1786). OgHako TO,
49TO MBI OOHapyxuBaeM B «®Pemone, nian O Geccmep-
v pymm» (1767) (cm.: Mendelssohn, 1814, S. 54, 64),
CKOpee HaIlOMMHaeT JOKPUTWYecKMe COUYMHeHMUs ca-
Moro KamnTa. VlHave geno obecrout ¢ «Vepycanmom,
v O peTurmo3Hom BiacTu 1 uyaansme» (1783). Kant
TaK OTpearnpoBasl Ha 3TOT TpaKTaT B CBOEM IIVICbMe
K aBTOpPY 16 aBrycra 1783 I: «... ¢ KaK/M BOCXUILEHVIEM
upTall A Bair IpoHMIIaTe IbHBIN, U3SAIIHBIA 1 YMHBIN
Mepycammm”. 51 paccMarpuBaro 3Ty KHUTY, Kak IIpo-
BO3IVIAIIIEHVe BEJIMKOV, XOTS ¥ MeIJIeHHO HacCTyIaro-
e, a [mopovt 1] oToansromericss pedpopMel, KOTopast
3aTpOHET He TOJIBKO Barrry, Ho TakoKe v ApyTiie HaIum»
(AA 10, S. 347, Ne 206; KanT, 19%4e, c. 516). D10 ObBLITO
Kak pas3 To BpeMs, korga KanT paboTas Hag «OcHoOBO-
rosyioxkeHueM. ..». B «Vepycarmime» MeHzembcoH deTKo
MPOTMBOIIOCTaBJIsAeT OCTYIIOK U Gesinnung: «K vctun-
HOMY JKe VICTIOJTHeHWMIO Halllero JI0jira OTHOCSITCS JiBe
Bernyt: mocTynok u Gesinnung. ITocpencrsoM mocTy-
Ka ocyIrecTsisieTcs To, uTd Tpebyetcs monroMm, a Ge-
sinnung AesaeT Tak, 9YTO 3TO IIPOVICXOMUT 3 MCTUHHO-
T'O VICTOYHWMKA, T.€. V3 OIJIVHHBIX JIBVIKYIIIVIX OCHOBA-
HU» (Mendelssohn, 1783, S. 18). Tem caMbIM IOCTYIIKI
u Gesinnungen «OTHOCSTCS K COBEPIIIEHCTBY YeJloBeKa»,
a o0IIecTBO MOIDKHO 3a00TUTECS O IIEPBBIX, OCYIIIeCT-
BJIsis yIIpaBJleHVe O0IIleCTBeHHBIM YeJIOBEKOM, V1 O BTO-
PBIX, OCYIIIeCTBIISAS TAKMM 00pa3oM BOCIITaHMe ol1iie-
cTBeHHOTrO uesiopeKa. IlocTynkm coBepmatoTcs O1aro-
Zaps ABVDKYIIVIM OcHOBaHMSM, a Gesinnungen obpe-
TaloT Osarofapsi OCHOBaHMSAM MCTUHBI (cM.: Mendels-
sohn, 1783, S. 19).

Emte Oymke KaHTOBCKOMY IIPOTVBOIIOCTAaBJIEHWIO
ImpaBa ¥ STWUKM CJIemyIoIue IMaccaXxy MeHaenbco-
Ha, B KOTOPBIX IIPOBOAWTCS T'PaHMIIA MeXIY Tocydap-
cTBOM U peruruent. [ocymapceTso, 1o Meiciiv MeHmens-
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The word 6wavowa definitely does not mean reason
in itself, but thoughts and Gesinnung, i.e. the subjective
state of the person’s Gemiith, so that it primarily has to
do with the habit of the will. For it is known that the
judgments of the mind are also established and adjust-
ed in accordance with the character of the will whose
influences blunt the mind. That is why it is the case that
when we name the Gemiith, the subjective state of the
mind is also meant* (Crusius, 1754, p. 113, § 54).

Like Baumgarten, Crusius can be seen as one
of the sources of Kant’s concept of Gesinnung. The
same holds for some works of Moses Mendelssohn
(1729-1786). However, what we find in Phaedo; or,
On the Immortality of Souls (1767) (cf. Mendelssohn,
1814, pp. 54, 64) is reminiscent more of Kant’s own
pre-Critical works. Not so with Jerusalem; or, On Re-
ligious Power and Judaism (1783). Kant thus reacted
to this treatise in his letter to the author of August
16, 1783: “[...] how much I admired the penetration,
subtlety, and wisdom of your Jerusalem. I regard
this book as the proclamation of a great reform that
is slowly impending, a reform that is in store not
only for your own people but for other nations as
well» (Br, AA 10, p. 347, No 206; Kant, 1999, p. 204).
This happened precisely when Kant was working
on the Groundwork. In Jerusalem Mendelssohn clear-
ly juxtaposes act and Gesinnung: “Now, two things
belong to the true fulfillment of our duties: action
and conviction. Action accomplishes what duty de-
mands, and conviction causes that action to proceed
from the proper source, that is, from pure motives”
(Mendelssohn, 1983, p. 40). Thus, actions and Gesin-
nungen “belong to the perfection of man” and soci-
ety must be concerned for the former guiding the
social man and for the latter thus bringing up the
social man. Actions are performed thanks to mo-
tives and Gesinnungen are acquired on the basis of
truth (ibid.).

% “Das Wort diavowa bedeutet gewifs nicht den Verstand an sich
selbst, sondern die Gedanken und Gesinnung, d.i. den subjectivischen
Zustand des menschlichen Gemiiths, so daf$ vornehmlich dabey auf
die Angewdhnung des Willens gesehen wird. Denn es ist bekannt,
dafy nach der Beschaffenheit des Willens auch die Urtheile des
Verstandes eingerichtet und gleichformig gemacht, und durch dessen
Einfluf$ die Schirfe des Nachdenkens geschwiicht zu werden pflege.
Daher kommt es auch, dafl wenn wir das Gemiith nennen, zugleich
auch der subjectivische Zustand des Verstandes mit begriffen wird.”



COHa, BIIOJIHE MOTYT YCTPOWUTBH «MEPTBBIE ITOCTYIIKI»,
T.e. COBIIajIeHVe C 3aKOHOM JIVIIb B IIOCTYIIKe, HO He
B MBICJISIX, Ha OCHOBAHMVI KOTOPBIX ITOCTYTIOK COBEpIIIa-
erca. Ho 1 TOT, KTO He BEpUT B CYIIECTBYIOIMIVIE 3aKO-
HBI, JIOJKEH TIOCTYTIaTh T10 HUM, XOTsI eMy U pa3pellia-
ercsa cynuTh o Hux. CoBepIlleHHO MHaue Aeslo odcTo-
ut B perurvm: «OHa He 3HaeT HMKaKOr'o ITOCTYIIKa Oe3
Gesinnung, HMKaKoro ferna 6e3 myxa, HMKaKOIo COBIIa-
IeHMs B IeViCTBUM Oe3 coBIIazieHMs B cMbIcTIe. Permry-
O3HBIe IIOCTYIIKM 0e3 peJINIMO3HBIX MBICIIEN CYTh ITy-
CTOV KyKOJIBHBIVI TeaTp, a He Oorociryxenmne. [...] Ho
Y OT IPaKIAHCKMX ITOCTYIIKOB PeJIUTIS YOpaeT CBOO
PYKY, B TOVI Mepe B KaKOVI OHU BbI3bIBAIOTCSI HE ITOCPe/I-
crBoM Gesinnung, a nocpencrsoM BiracTv» (Mendels-
sohn, 1783, S. 27). TocymapcTBo He BIIpaBe TP TIOMOIIV
KaKoro-inbo HoroBopa WJIM 3aKOHa PacIlpOCTpaHSATh
CBOe IPVMHYyOMTeIbHOe IpaBo Ha cdepy Gesinnungen.
[17151 IpOsicCHEeHMI 3TOrO CBOVICTBa MeH/IeTbCOH ITpuMe-
HseT XapaKTePUCTUKY, VICIIOIb3YEMYIO ¥ B COBpeMeH-
HOM KOHCTUTYIIMOHHOM IipaBe: «[IpaBo B OTHOIIEHMM
Halmx cobcTBeHHBIX Gesinnungen HeOTUYyXaeMo,
He MOXKeT OBbITh ITepeHeceHO C OHOIO JIMIla Ha IpyTroe,
100 OHO He [IaeT IIpaBa ¥ He IIPWUTs3aeT Ha COOCTBEH-
HOCTB, Ortaro n csobomy» (Mendelssohn, 1783, S. 65).
Hu rocymapctso, HM 11epKoBb He 00/IaflaloT HUKaKVM
IIpaBOM OKa3bIBaTh KaKOe-I1bo IIPUHYXAeHVe OTHO-
CUTeNTBHO TpMHIINIIOB 1 Gesinnungen jropen (cM.: Men-
delssohn, 1783, S. 85). Gesinnung v MOCTYTIOK MCTOJIKO-
BBIBAIOTCSI MeHIe/IbCOHOM KaK ITPVHIINII U €ro Ipak-
Tuveckoe puMeHenve (cM.: Mendelssohn, 1783, S. 84).
B ciayuae ke OOXeCTBEHHOV PeJIUIMV OTHOLIEHVIE
K ITOCTYTIKY 7 K Gesinnung cxXomHo, 100 TaKas pesInIs
0e3 BCSAKOro MPVHYKAEHNS, JIVIITD TPV IIOMOIITN JII00-
B IIOBeJIeBaeT CoBepIlleHIe IIOCTyIIKa Kak 3HaKa Gesin-
nung (cm.: Mendelssohn, 1783, S. 91).

Eme ogwa dntocodpckmi aBTop, paHee KaHra ak-
TMBHO Ha4aBIINI yIOTPeOsaTh cyioso Gesinnung B Ka-
JecTBe BaXHOTO (PMII0COPCKOTO 1 TEOJIOrMYeCcKOro I10-
HaTusy,— 3710 Woranu Moaxum Inaneauur (1714 —
1804). Omna 113 ero mporosenient 1766 r. HOCUT 3arjlaBue
«[TporoBenk 0 Gesinnung xpucTraHWHa IIPY TOCHOM-
CTBYIOIIEeM yHaake B Mupe» (Spalding, 1766). Bcrpeua-
etcs 3T0 ToHsiTVe y IlnmaneaymHra 1 B ero Ooree paH-
HUX pedax (cM.: Spalding, 1761, S. 4, 36—37) B cMbIcITe
HEKOeVl BHYTPeHHEeW YCTaHOBKM, HAaCTPOEHHOCTU Ha-
miert gy (Gemiit) — ¢JI0BO B ITepBYyIO OUepensb MMesIo
penuruosHele KoHHOTaruu. Y IHlnanpauHra TpyaHO
O0HapYXUTh KaKyI0-JIN00 IepVHUIINIO TOrO, YTO OH
0 YMOJI9aHVIO HasbiBaeT Gesinnung. Iloxanyv, oqvH
Y3 CaMbIX KpaCHOPEUVBBIX ITacCaXkel [JIACHT:
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The following passages of Mendelssohn which
draw the boundary between state and religion
come still closer to Kant’s juxtaposition of law and
ethics. The state, Mendelssohn believes, can be con-
tent with “mechanical deeds,” i.e. compliance with
the law only through an act and due to the thoughts
that prompt that act. Yet even he who does not be-
lieve in the existing laws must act according to
them although he is permitted to judge about them.
Things are very different in religion: “It knows no
act without conviction, no work without spirit, no
conformity in deed without conformity in the mind.
Religious actions without religious thoughts are
mere puppetry, not service of God. [...] But religion
withdraws its support also from civil actions, inso-
far as they are not produced by conviction, but by
force” (Mendelssohn, 1983, p. 44). The state has no
right through any covenant or law to spread its co-
ercive right to the sphere of Gesinnungen. To clarify
this point Mendelssohn falls back on the character-
istic used in modern constitutional law: “The right
to our own convictions is inalienable, and cannot
pass from person to person; for it neither gives nor
takes away any claim to property, goods and lib-
erty” (Mendelssohn, 1983, p. 61). Neither state nor
church have any right to resort to coercion into com-
pliance with the principles and Gesinnungen of men.
Mendelssohn interprets “Gesinnung” and act as a
principle and its practical application (cf. Mendels-
sohn, 1983, p. 70). In the case of divine religion the
act and Gesinnung are treated similarly because such
a religion, without any coercion, but only through
love orders the performance of an act as a sign of
Gesinnung (cf. Mendelssohn, 1983, p. 73).

Another philosopher who started using the con-
cept of Gesinnung as an important philosophical and
theological concept before Kant was Johann Joachim
Spalding (1714-1804). One of his sermons dated
1766 is entitled “Predigt tiber die Gesinnung eines
Christen bey dem herrschenden Verderben in der Welt”
(Spalding, 1766). The concept crops up in Spalding’s
earlier speeches (cf. Spalding, 1761, pp. 4, 36-37) in
the meaning of an inner disposition, the tuning of
the soul (Gemtit) which has primarily religious con-
notations. It is hard to find in Spalding any defini-
tion of what he calls, by default, Gesinnung. Perhaps
one of his most eloquent passages goes like this:
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Ecii 1 oqHAXKEI ¢ IIOJIHBIM COIIacOBaHVEM MOEro
cepIilia II0JIarako BCIO CBOIO HAVJIYUIIIYIO YeCTh B COIvIa-
cve Bora m Moert coBecTv, TO SI He MOTY IPUUVCIIATh
K MOeVl HaMBaXHeVIIIeyl eHHOCTM HUJero He 3Hava-
Iyie BHEIIIHNE IIPeVMYIIecTBa. DTO BHyTpeHHee Ge-
sinnung feJaer yejioBeKa XpUCTMaHMHOM; 11 370 Gesin-
nung, ecyiM OHO OTHAXIBI IMEET MeCTO, JOJDKHO cebst
IIOKa3bIBaTh [IEVICTBEHHBIM B KaXKIOM IIOCTynKe. Tax
4eJI0BeK MOXKET, CJIe[IOBATeIIbHO, B OIIpereIeHHO CTe-
IIeHV IPeBPaTUTh CBOIO KU3Hb B ITOCTOSIHHOE CITy’Ke-
Hue bory, ecivt OH IOCTOSIHHO PyKOBOIMTCS [Ty OOKVIM
olyIieHneM Bepbl 1 coecTn (Spalding, 1769, S. 38).

CronT Taxxe OTMETUTh, YTO B IO3IHMX IIPOM3BesIe-
Husx [Inansaynra nonarre Gesinnung BCTpedaeTcs
BCe Yallle, OTHAKO B 3TOM COBpeMeHHBbIe VccilefioBaTe-
7V yCMaTPUBaIOT yke 0OpaTHOe BIIVsSTHYe STUKM U (Pr-
stocodrm permruy KaHTa Ha OepiIHCKOTO ITPOIIOBEI-
HMKa (cM.: Macor, 2013, S. 306—308).

Parnuit koncrekT Kpucroda MapTtnnra Bumanma
(1733 —1813), m3BecTHBIN 1107, 3ar71aBVIeM «OCHOBOIIOIIO-
JKeHVe XPUCTMAHCKOM perurum» (oK. 1754), comepxmut
paccyxaeHue ciefylomero poma: «Permrus HOk-
Ha OBITh C 3TOrO MOMEHTa TOJIBKO JIMIIE HeJIOM Cepl-
11a, KOTOPOe JIOJKHO OBITh YTy UIIIeHO BO3BBIIIIEHHBIMI
VICTMHAMV XPVICTMAHCKOV PeJINTUW, OYMIIeHO ¥ He-
GecHpIM oOpaszoMm gesinnt werden, 1 B XWU3HW YeJIoBe-
Ka, a He B VCIIOJTHEHUM OIpefleJIeHHBIX BHeIIHUX pe-
JIUTVIO3HBIX OOPA/IOB, IOJDKHO 3aMedaTh, SBJISeTCS JIV
OH xpucTraHVHOM W HeT» (Wieland, 1916, S. 502; cp.
taxke S. 492, 601, 626). Ho nomoOHbI MCTOUHMK 1S
B31si0B camoro KaHTa B GoJibllelt Mepe KOpeHUTCH
B €ro NMeTVCTCKOM BocruTaHum. VI xots cam duymmrim
$Ixo0 IlInenep (1635—1705) B ocHOBOIOIATAOIIEN Pa-
bote «Pia desideria» (1676) He ymorpebiisier IIOHATHE
Gesinnung, Gorlee IO3MHME M3AaTe IV Y KOMMEHTaTO-
peI ero mpowussefeHu B cepeguue XIX B. Hecsryuan-
HO mpuberayy MMeHHO K IHOHSTUIO yMOHACTPOEHMS.
IIrreHep kx ommMOOYHBIM HpeACTaBIeHNAM, BedyIIM
K paspylIeHMIO Bepbl, OTHOCUT KaToJIuecKoe yue-
HMe opus operatum O CIlaCUTeIIbHOM JIeVICTBUY TaHCTB
Ja’ke Ha ITacCMBHO VX IPVHMMAIOIIVX IIPY BBITIOJIHE-
HUY BHeIHMX ycs1oBui. CorslacHO TOMY YYeHMIo,

...MHOT'Me JTyMalOT, YTO BCE VX XPVICTUAHCTBO COCTO-
UT B 5TOM, 1 OyaTo Obl OHM, CJIeloBaTesIbHO, cAeslalin
TIOCTAaTOYHO ISl CITy KeHMs bory, ecyii oHm GbUIv Kpe-
IIIeHBI, BHEMJTIOT CJIOBO boXkite Ha IpOIIOBeIsIX, UCIIOBe-
IIYIOTCSI, [TOJIYYalOT OTITYIIIeHVIe TPeX0B U IPUYalllaioT-
Cs: cepJiLie JKe BO BpeMsI 3TVIX CJIy>KO MOXKeT ObITh KaK/M
YTOJTHO, IIOCJIETICTBYIS, He HACTYIIAIOT VIV JKe He 3aBUCST
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If I once in full harmony with my heart have
placed my best honour in the approval of God and
my conscience, I cannot count as my greatest value
meaningless external advantages. This inner Gesin-
nung makes man a Christian: and this Gesinnung,
once present, must prove itself in every act. Thus
man can to some extent turn his life into constant
service to God if he is constantly guided by a deep
sense of faith and conscience® (Spalding, 1769, p. 38).

It has to be noted that in Spalding’s later works
the concept of Gesinnung is used more and more
frequently. However, modern scholars see this as
the reverse influence of Kant’s ethics and religious
philosophy on the Berlin preacher (c¢f. Macor, 2013,
pp- 306-308).

An early sketch of Christoph Martin Wieland
(1733-1813), known under the title “Grundlegqung der
Christlichen Religion” (ca. 1754), contains the follow-
ing passage: “Henceforth religion should be only a
matter of the heart which must be improvedby the
lofty verities of the Christian religion, enrichened
and in a heavenly way gesinnt werden, and a man’s
life, not the performance of certain external religious
rituals, should prove whether or not he is a Chris-
tian”* (Wieland, 1916, p. 502; cf. pp. 492, 601, 626).
However, the source of Kant’'s views owes more to
his pietistic upbringing. Although Philipp Jakob
Spener (1635-1705) in his seminal work Pia deside-
ria (1676) does not use the concept of Gesinnung, lat-
er publishers and commentators of his works in the
mid-nineteenth century deliberately resorted to this
concept. Spener includes among misguided ideas
leading to the destruction of faith the Catholic teach-
ing “opus operatum” concerning the redemptive ef-
fect of some rituals even on those who accept them
passively while complying with the external rules.

B “Wenn ich einmal, mit volliger Beystimmung meines Herzens,
meine beste Ehre in den Beyfall Gottes und meines Gewissens gesetzt
habe, so kann ich mir unmdglich nichtsbedeutende dusserliche
Vorziige zu meinem wichtigsten Werth anrechnen. Diese innerliche
Gesinnung macht den Menschen zum Christen; und diese Gesinnung,
wenn sie einmal da ist, muss sich in einem jedesmaligen Verhalten
thitig beweisen. So kann also der Mensch gewissermafSen sein Leben
zu einem bestindigen Gottesdienst machen, wenn er sich bestindig
von der groffen Empfindung des Glaubens und des Gewissens leiten
ldsset.”

% “Die Religion sollte von nun an eine blofe Angelegenheit des
Herzens seyn, dieses sollte durch die erhabenen Wahrheiten der
Christlichen Religion verbessert, gereichigt und himmlisch gesinnt
werden, und man sollte es in dem Leben eines Menschen, und nicht in
der Ausiibung gewisser dufSerlicher religioser Gebriuchen anmerken,
ob einer ein Christ wire, oder nicht.”



TOJIBKO OT BHEIIHETO, IIPVI KOTOPOM OHM TOJIBKO BEITyT
IIOIOOHYIO JKIM3HB, 1 B 4eM He HaxOIUT HIYeTo IIperao-
CYOWUTEeIIBHOIO 1 Ha4aJIbcTBO (Spener, 1676, S. 52).

B paspsicHeHUM K TaHHOMY ITaccaxy B 1846 r. mac-
Top JIroneur @enpHep orMevaeT: « [pyBEIYHBIM BbIpa-
JKeHVeM [JIsI 3TOTO sIBJIeTCs opus operatum, T.e. ecin
ZleslaeTcsl TOJIBKO BHeMIHuM Tpyn, a Gesinnung Mo-
JKeT IIpY 3TOM OBITh KaKMM YTOIHO. DTO CTOJIb OOBIU-
Hoe 3a0iIyX[eHVe VMeeT CBOe OCHOBaHUE B TOM, 4TO
CPeNCTBO MpeBpalIaioT B IieiIb...» (Spener, 1846, S. 28
Anm.). [Ipyroin BOIIpOC, CBS3aHHBIN BIIOCTIEICTBUM
C TpaKTOBKOV yMOHacTpoeHus y KanTa n mmeromium
CBOVIM VICTOKOM B TOM YWCJIe I IIMeTUCTCKMe OVCKYC-
CWM,— 3TO CIOPBL O TOM, KaKVM 00pa3oM COOTHOCSITCS
KpelleHne 11 HoBoe poxaeHue (Wiedergeburt), a Tax-
JKe O TOM, OKa3bIBaeTCs JI HOBOe pOXIeHVe eqVHNY-
HBIM aKTOM JINOO ke IIPOTeKaOIIVIM BO BpeMeH IIpo-
meccoM (cm.: AA 06, S. 46—48).

Haxownel1, mogBos UTOI'M 3TOMY VCTOYHMKOBe I Ue-
CKOMY pasfiesly, cjlefyeT MHOOUepKHYTb, YTO ITOHSTIe
YMOHaCTPOeH:I B 310Xy 3pesioro IIpocsertienns He siB-
JISTIOCH CTIEIMUYECcKOl YepToll MMEHHO KaHTOBCKO
STUKU U (prtocodpmm pesTurum, a Urpaao HeMasIoBaK-
HYIO pOJIb ¥ Y HEKOTOPBIX er0 COBpeMeHHMKOB, Cpefy
KOTOPBIX MOXKHO YIIOMSIHYTh XpucTtuaHa [apse (1742—
1798) (Garve, 1787, S. 59, 182; Garve, 1792, S. 161—-162,
202, 277, 436, 479) u Voranna leopra I'erpuxa Penepa
(1740—1821) (Feder, 1790, S. 81, 88, 119—-120; Feder, 1792,
S. 51, 96—97, 262, 266, 313).

WITtak, ¢ coxasieHVeM IPVUXOIUTCS KOHCTaTMPOBaTh,
UTO AaXke caMble aBTOPUTETHBIE CIIpaBOYHBIe M37a-
HMS 110 prstocodpry B OTHOIIEHWM IPEIBICTOPUN TI0-
HsaTua Gesinnung comep’XaT BeCbMa TeMHBIE, OTPbIBOY-
HBIe 11, 9TO ellle XyKe, JIOKHbIe TpaKToBKM. OIHa JacThb
VICTOKOB 3TOTO IIOHATUS YXOOWUT KOPHSIMU B IlepeBo-
npl bubnmm ¢ satmHCKOro (sentire) m IpeBHErpede-
CKOTO ((pPOVEW), co3maBas ¥ IO cell IeHb HallpsDKeHe
MeXXIy MBICJIAIMU ¥ 9yBCTBaMM, MEX/y UyBCTBEHHBIM
VI MHTeJUIEKTyaIbHBIM YPOBHEM, IIp1YeM B HeMeITKOM
VI PYCCKOM $I3bIKaX 3[1eCh OOHAPYXMBAIOTCS pa3HbIe aK-
LIeHTHL. PasyMeeTcsi, HeIb3sl aBTOMaTUYeCK! IIepeHo-
CUTB 3HAUeHIe PPOVN01g Y AprcToTesIs Ha s13bIK HoBo-
ro 3aseta. Tem He MeHee Kakue-TO OTrosiocku Craru-
pWUTa, IO BCeVl BUIMMOCTY, OKa3bIBAIOTCS CIIBIIVMBI-
MM B CWJIY TIPUYYIJIVBBIX SI3BIKOBBIX TpaHcpopMaIii
v B HeMetIKoM Gesinnung y Kanra, a ecrtu Beputs Kpy-
3O, TO CIOJIA JKe HY)KHO 7100aBUTh elre 1 Owavoia [Tia-
TOHa — OIIATH )Xe He B UMCTOM BUJle, a, KakK U B cIydae
C TepMMHOJIOr Ve ApUCTOTeJIsA, B HOBO3aBeTHOM I peB-
HerpeuecKOM.
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According to that teaching,

[...] many believe that all their Christianity con-
sists in this, that they have allegedly done enough to
serve God if they are baptised, listen to God’s word
during preaching, go to confession, have their sins
absolved and receive Holy Communion; whatever
the heart’s condition during such services may be,
the fruits do not follow or, as they would like, upon
the outward things, where they live only such a life
as gives no offence to the authorities” (Spener, 1676,
p- 52).

In 1846 in the explanation to this passage Pastor
Ludwig Feldner notes: “The habitual expression
for this is opus operatum, i.e. if only the external
work is done, it is irrelevant what the condition of
the Gesinnung is. This common misconception is
the result of turning the means into the goal [...]"*
(Spener, 1846, p. 28n). Another question that would
later be linked with Kant’s interpretation of Gesin-
nung, which stems partly from pietistic discussions,
is the argument as to the correlation between chris-
tening and new birth (Wiedergeburt), and whether
new birth is a singular act or a process in time (cf.
RGV, AA 06, pp. 46-48).

Summing up this sketchy section devoted to
sources it needs to be stressed that the concept of
Gesinnung at the peak of the Enlightenment era was
not a feature only of Kant’s ethics and religious phi-
losophy, but loomed large in the works of some of
his contemporaries such as Christian Garve (1742-
1798) (cf. 1787, p. 59, 182; 1792, pp. 161-162, 202, 277,
436, 479) and Johann Georg Heinrich Feder (1740-
1821) (c¢f. 1792, p. 51, 96-97, 262, 266, 313; 1790, p. 81,
88, 119-120).

Thus, one has regretfully to admit that even
most authoritative reference publications on phi-
losophy are very obscure, sketchy and — still
worse — false when dealing with the pre-history of
the concept of Gesinnung. Some sources of the con-

2 “[...] der jenigen nicht wenig sind, die da meynen, ihr gantz
Christenthum stehe darinnen und alsdann hétten sie dem Gottesdienst
1ibrig gnug gethan, wo sie eben getaufft wiren, Gottliches wort in
predigten horten, beichteten, die Absolution empfingen und zu dem
H. Abendmahl giengen: Es seye nun das hertz bey solchem dienst wie
es wolle, die friichten folgen nicht oder wie sie mogen, auffs dusserste
wo sie nur darbey ein solch leben fiilreten, darinn eben die Obrigkeit
nichts straffbares finde.”

% “Der gewohnliche Ausdruck dafiir ist: opus operatum, d. h.
wenn nur das dguflerliche Werk gethan ist, mag die Gesinnung dabei
sein, welche sie wolle. Es hat dieser so gewdhnliche Irrthum seinen
Grund darin, wenn man die Mittel zum Zweck macht [...].”



A.H. Kpyrnos

Camo cymectButenbHOe Gesinnung BOSHUKIIO ellle
mo JleccuHra’, a 3Ha4eHMe 3TOr0 aBTOpa B CTAHOBJIEHW
IJaHHOTO TepMIHa SIBHO IIpeyBesIndeHo. TeM He MeHee
OTCBUIKA K (ppaHIly3CKOMY VIV aHITIUVICKOMY sentiment,
a TaxK>Ke X ITepeBOJI Ha HeMeITKII Kak Gesinnung — 3To
elrle OfHA COCTaBJISIONIAsl CTAaHOBJIEHNS JaHHOro u-
stocodckoro nougaTusd. K dpniocodpckmm apropam, He-
COMHEHHO IIOBJIMSBIIVMM Ha KaHTOBCKOe yIIOTpebile-
Hue TepmuHa Gesinnung, cjiegyeT OTHECTV KaK MUHVI-
MmyM baymraprena, Kpysus u Menpaenbcona. baymrap-
TeH JOKasbIBaeT IpeVMYIIeCTBeHHO JIaTMHCKMe, a He
dpaHIly3cKre WM aHIIIMVICKMe KOpHU IoHATUsS Ge-
sinnung, Mestve cvury 1yt Kanra. ITorvmanme Gesin-
nung Kak MaKCUMEI V1 ee OTHeceHVe K yMy y baymrapre-
Ha He ocTasiock Oe3 BHUMaHMA y KaHTa. DT0 Xe crpa-
BEJIVIBO ¥ 1O OTHOIIEHUIO K MoHMMaHmio Gesinnung
KaK CyOBbEeKTUBHOIO COCTOSHUMS YeJIOBEUeCKOVI ITyIIIN
(Gemiit), Kak IPVBBEIUKM BOJIM, KaK BHYTPeHHETO Mpu-
3HaKa IoOpopeTesI, a TakKXe K pacCMOTPEHMIO B KOH-
TeKCTe TIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIEHSI BHYTPEHHETO V1 BHEIITHe-
rO M VX BO3MOXKHOI'O PaccorylacOBaHMs, K ero yBsA3blBa-
HWIO C paAVKaJIbHBIM BHYTPEHHUM IIpeo0pa3oBaHeM
y Kpysusa — 3mgeck MBI MOkeM OOHapyXWThb Cpa3y He-
CKOJIBKO YepT, MAYILIMX B HAIIpaBJIeHMV KaHTOBCKOW
KpuTndeckon dpustocodpum. YeTkoe IIpOTHBONIOCTaBIIe-
Hue MenpeiibconoM rocrynka u Gesinnung, IIpy KOTo-
poMm Gesinnung BbICTyTIaeT UCTUHHBIM VICTOYHMKOM Ha-
IIero IoBefleHs], — ellle OIVH IIar Ha ImyTu K Kanry.
ITposenente TpaHUIIEI MEXAY IOCYIApCTBOM U pevi-
r'vier], BbIIesIeHve Kjlacca TaK Has3bIBaeMBIX «MEPTBBIX
IOCTYIIKOB», BHEIITHe cOOOpasHBIX C JIOJIITOM, HO He CO-
IIPOBOX/IaeMBIX COOTBeTCTByIommM Gesinnung, v He-
BO3MOYKHOCTD ITOIOOHBIX IIOCTYIIKOB B PEJIMIUN — 3TO
el1le ofIVH Te3vc MeHjieIbCoHa, BIUIOTHYIO IIprOIvKa-
rorruit ero K nosunymu Kanra. Kpome Toro, K BosmMox-
HBIM VICTOYHMKaM KaHTOBCKOro IIoHATMA Gesinnung
MOXXHO OTHECTM U paHHMe coumHeHms Ilmamenme-
ra, pyist Kotoporo Gesinnung oKasplBaeTCsl HEKOeVI BHY-
TpeHHEeV YCTaHOBKOVI, HACTPOEHHOCThIO HaIIeVi TyIIIn
(Gemit). Takast ycTaHOBKa B CTydae ee HaIWIIs JOIIK-
Ha ce0sI IOKa3bIBaTh VI IIPOSIBIISTE B KaJKIIOM IIOCTYTIKE.

° Bo Bropori nososrHe X VIII B. MOXXHO 0OHaPY>XXUTb 1 HECKOJIb-
Ko m300paxenmit moHsaTva Gesinnung. Tak, Ha TUTYJIEHOM JIVICTe
«Ctmxu moero HactpoeHmsi (Gesinnung)» IIpuBelieHa VUDTIO-
cTpanys 3amiaBus coopHmKa ([Assmann], 1776). A m3BecTHBI
xymoxHmK [lanmens Xomoserkuit (1726 —1801) B cepvm myntio-
CTpallunii, IIOCBAIIeHHBIX aHeKgoTaM 3 xwsHu Ilerpa I, ipen-
CTaBWI NIOMVMO IIPOYero m3o0pakeHVe CIIefyIoIerl CIeHBL:
«CouyscTBeHHOe HacTpoeHue Ilerpa Benmkoro oTHOCHTEIIB-
HO JIETKMX IUIOTCKUX TrpexoB» (Peter des Grossen mittleidige
Gesinnung tiber leichte fleischliche Stinden). Cm. nzo6paxenne
CVI B m3pansmn: (Goettinger Taschen Calender vom Jahr 1790,
1790).
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cept have their roots in the Bible translations from
Latin (sentire) and ancient Greek (ppovéw), creating
to this day a tension between thought and feeling,
between the sensible and intellectual levels, with
German and Russian translations placing different
accents. To be sure, one cannot automatically trans-
fer the meaning of @povnotg as used by Aristotle to
the language of the New Testament. Nevertheless,
some echoes of the Stagirite are probably heard ow-
ing to the fanciful transformations in the German
Gesinnung in Kant and, if one is to believe Crusius,
one should also add Plato’s diavoia — again not in
its pure form, but, as in the case of Aristotle’s termi-
nology, in the New Testament ancient Greek shape.

The actual noun “Gesinnung” appeared before
Lessing,” and its significance in the establishment
of the term is clearly exaggerated. Nevertheless, a
reference to the French or English “sentiment” and
their translation into German as “Gesinnung” casts
a sidelight on the emergence of this philosophi-
cal concept. Philosophers who have undoubted-
ly influenced Kant’s use of the term “Gesinnung”
include Baumgarten, Crusius and Mendelssohn.
Baumgarten proves mainly Latin and not French
or English roots of the concept “Gesinnung”, which
mattered for Kant. Baumgarten’s perception of “Ge-
sinnung” as a maxim and its association with mind
was not lost on Kant. The same is true of the percep-
tion of “Gesinnung” as the subjective state of the soul
(Gemiit), as the habit of the will, as an inner sign of
virtue as well as its inclusion in the context of con-
traposition of the inner and outer and their possible
disjunction, its link with radical internal transfor-
mation in Crusius — here we can discover several
features germane to Kantian critical philosophy. An-
other step on the way to Kant is Mendelssohn’s clear
contraposition of an act and Gesinnung, with Gesin-
nung treated as the true source of our behaviour.
Another Mendelssohn thesis that brings him very
close to Kant is the boundary between the state and
religion, the identification of so-called “mechani-
cal deeds” which appear to comply with duty but

» The second half of the eighteenth century has seen some
visual illustrations of the concept of Gesinnung. Thus, the title
page of “Poems of my Mind [Gesinnung]” has an illustration
of the book’s title ([Assmann], 1776). And the artist Daniel
Chodowiecki (1726-1801) in a series of illustrations devoted
to anecdotes from the life of Peter I portrays the following
scene: “Peter’s sympathy for venial sins of the flesh” (“Peter des
Grossen mittleidige Gesinnung iiber leichte fleischliche Siinden”). Cf.
Picture CVIin Goettinger Taschen Calender vom Jahr 1790 (Anon.,
1790).



B 3o CBsI3M HEOOXOOMMO TaKXKe YUMUTHIBaTh HEKOTO-
pBle MHTEHCUBHO OOCy>XIaeMble B MVETM3Me IIOJIOXKe-
HWSI, B YaCTHOCTY IIOJIEMUKY C 0pus operatuim v BOIIPOC
0 COOTHOIIIEeHV KpeIleHVIsl M HOBOTO POXKIEeHMSI.

AHTI0513bIYHOE KaHTOBEIeHVE
v nipobsema Gesinnung: KpaTKuit 3KCKypc

Hawnboree pasBepHyTble W IOAPOOHBIE HIMCKYC-
CUM O TOM, KaK cJleflyeT IepeBOAUTh KaHTOBCKOE IT0-
HaTne Gesinnung, MOXXHO BCTPETUTH B aHIJIOS3bITHOM
KaHTOBenleHUM. [loiroe Bpemss — c 1883 r.— B mepe-
BOZlaX TOCIIOZACTBOBAJI BapwaHT disposition, IIpemsIo-
xenHb1 Tomacom Kuaremmuiom 266otToM (Abbott,
1883),  mump B 2009 . TIOABWIICS aNTFTEpPHATUBHBIN
BapMaHT attitude, mpensoxeHHs1 Beprepom Ilmrora-
pom (Pluhar, 2009). C toukn 3penust Crusena P. Ila-
MKBVICTa, IIEPBBIVI BapyaHT VMCXOOUT M3 MeTadm3side-
CKOVI TPaKTOBKM, B TO BpeMsi KaK BTOPOVI IIPMIAeT KaH-
TOBCKOMY TEPMWHY IICHXOJIOT9ecKoe 3BydJaHuie, IIpy-
UeM SMIVPUYECKOro XapaKTepa, Torfga Kak B IIepBOM
VMeeTcs B BUIY Bce )Xe HeKas TpaHCIIeHJeHTaJIbHas
npupona gestobeka. Cam ITajMKBIMCT cumTaeT Heajlex-
BaTHBIMI 00a 3TV TOJIKOBaHMS ¥ BBICTYIIAeT B IIOJIB3Y
conviction xak ybexmenns (Uberzeugung), Hocsiero
BOJIeBOM XapakTep (cM.: Palmquist, 2015, p. 254—255),
TeM caMBbIM CXOJISICh B 3TOM CO CJIOXKMBIIIEVICSI TIOCTCO-
BETCKOVI PYCCKOSI3BIYHOV ITPAKTUKOVI ITPOTUBOIIOCTAB-
JIeHUs «3TUKM YOeXIeHUs» M «3TUKVM OTBeTCTBEHHO-
CTV» — pasyMeeTcsi, Oe3 BCAKMX OTCBUIOK K HeVl, paB-
HO KaK " K COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIM aHIJIOS3BIYHBIM IIepe-
BoaM BeGepa mym [lerrepa®.

lerpu O. DrIymcoH B MCCIIEIOBaHMM O CBODOmE
y Kanra 11 BoBce mpenmounTaeT He IlepeBOAUTD Ha aH-
IJIVIVICKUV SI3bIK KAHTOBCKMVI TEPMUH, OCTaBJISISI B TEK-
cTe HeMerkoe ci1oBo Gesinnung (Alisson, 1990, p. 136 —
145). B omyi4avie OT MHOTMIX CBOVIX KOJIJIET, OH He TOJIBKO
paccMaTpuBaeT KaHTa HeKVIM 1130J1MpOBaHHBIM r'epMe-
TWYHBIM CITOCOOOM, a MIBITaeTCs BCe ke YBUIETh CB3M
Y pasIudms ¢ aHTU4YHOM pustocoduent (ApucToTerns
u IT1aton), a Taxke ¢ dpunocodpment Hosoro Bpemern
(JTevaGrmrz, FOm).

Kusenps @enmcurac MyHIlenb IpsIMO 3asBIIseT:
«Gesinnung sBIA€TCSL OMHVM U3 CaMbIX TPYAHBIX CJIOB
17T TIepeauy Ha aHIJIMVICKOM si3bIke» (Munzel, 1999,
p- XVI). Ona niepeuniciisieT Takvie VIMeOIIVIECS BapaH-
TBL: HamOoJlee pacIIpOCTpaHeHHEIN disposition, masee

10 HacKoJIBKO 5T MOT'Y CyIOUTh, B aHIJIUIICKOM SI3BIKE CJIOXKMIIOCH
B 3TOVI CBSI3M YCTOVYMBOE IIPOTVBOIIOCTaBIIeH e ethic of conviction
u ethic of responsibility.
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are not accompanied by corresponding Gesinnung,
acts that are impossible in religion. Other possible
sources of Kant’'s notion of Gesinnung arguably in-
clude the early works of Spalding for whom Gesin-
nung is an inner disposition, an intention of the soul
(Gemiit). If such a disposition exists it should prove
and manifest itself in every act. In this connection
one also has to take into account some provisions in-
tensively discussed in pietism such as the polemic
over “opus operatum” and the question of the rela-
tionship between christening and a new birth.

English-Speaking Kant Scholarship
and the Problem of Gesinnung: a Brief Consideration

The most extended and detailed discussions on
how to translate the Kantian concept of Gesinnung
are to be found in English-speaking Kant scholar-
ship. For a long time — since 1883 — the prevailing
translation was “disposition”, proposed by Thomas
Kingsmill Abbott (1883, pp. 323-360). It was not un-
til 2009 that an alternative version “attitude” was
proposed by Werner Pluhar (2009). In the opin-
ion of Stephen R. Palmquist, the first variant pro-
ceeds from the metaphysical treatment while the
second one lends the Kantian term a psychological
tone and, what is more, an empirical tinge where-
as the former refers to man’s transcendental nature.
Palmquist himself rejects both interpretations in fa-
vour of “conviction” (Uberzeugung), which has to
do with the will (¢f. Palmquist, 2015, pp. 254-255),
which is similar to the Russian-language post-Sovi-
et practice of opposing the “ethic of conviction” and
the “ethic of responsibility” — without, of course,
any reference to it as well as the corresponding Eng-
lish translations of Weber and Scheler.*

Henry E. Alisson in his study of Kant’s concept
of freedom dispenses with any attempts to translate
the Kantian term into English leaving the German
word “Gesinnung” (cf. Alisson, 1990, pp. 136-145).
Unlike many of his colleagues he considers Kant not
in a hermetic bubble but tries to identify links with
and differences from ancient philosophy (Aristotle
and Plato) and modern philosophy (Leibniz, Hume).

Gisela Felicitas Munzel declared openly that
“Gesinnung is one of the most difficult words to
render in English” (Munzel, 1999, p. XVI). She

% As far as I can judge, in the English language there is an
established juxtaposition between “ethic of conviction” and
“ethic of responsibility”.
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attitude, a TakXe IIOSIBUBILNIICA B HEKOTOPBIX TOMaX
KembOpukckoro coOpanms counHennnt Kanra Bapu-
aHT sentiment. Yero mpu 3TOM He 3HaeT MyHIIeIb, TaK
3TO TOro OOCTOSITE/IBCTBA, UTO TEM CaMBIM aHIJIO-He-
menkmit repeso, XVIII B. Ha pybexe XX—XXI BB. ocy-
IIIecTBJIEH B 0OpaTHYIO CTOPOHY. B oTHOIIeHNN attitude
MyHriesns, Kak 1 ITayIMKBYCT, Tog9epKuBaeT IICHXOJIO-
rdecKyie KOHHOTALWV, IJIOXO IOIXOMISIINe I KaH-
TOBCKOTO cMBICiTa. [11st BapmaHTa disposition MyHIlenb
yKasblBaeT Ha CJIOKHOCTb B pasIvdeHWV B aHIJINN-
CKOM KaHTOBCKMX TepMuHOB Gesinnung v Anlage. Kpo-
Me TOro, MyHIlesb cripaBefyinBo oTMedaeT, uyTo KanT
u caM B «AHTponosorum...» (AA 07, S. 256, 265, 286)
u B «OcHOBOIONIOXeHMM. ..» (AA 04, S. 435) ipumeHseT
YXOAAIIVIVI CBOVIMY KOPHSIMM B JIATBIHb HEMEIIKIVI Tep-
MuH Disposition. C ee TOUKM 3peHMs, aHIJIMVICKUI Ba-
pvaHT disposition CIIMIIKOM cOIVDKAeTCs cO 3Ha9eHVeM
npuseruky. Cama sxe MyHIIeIb paccMaTpyBaeT B CBsi3-
Ke 11Ba KaHTOBCKMX IOHATNS — Gesinnung v Denkungs-
art: «Gesinnung TecHo cBsizaH ¢ Denkungsart B cMbicyie
oOparieHs K IIOCTOSTHHOMY KaueCcTBY yMa, IIPOsIBIISIO-
IIeMycsl B TTOC/IeOBaTeIbHBIX JIEVICTBISIX MBICIIV, BBI-
PaXeHHBIX CJIOBaMMV VI IEVICTBUSIMM, HO CO3aeTcs 3a-
HOBO ITpM KavkaoM fevictsun Denkungsart» (Munzel,
1999, p. XVII). Ona HanomuHaet, yto mo3gumit KauT
caM BBIOVMpaeT B KadecTBe JIATMHCKOIO 3KBUBAJICHTA
nnsa Gesinnung He anima, a animus KaK OyITy B CMBIC-
Jle IPUMHIIMIIA MHTEJJIEKTa U OIIyIIeHus. B aTov cBs-
31 MyH11emns Ipeniaraet riepeBognth Denkungsart Kak
conduct of thought, a Gesinnung xaxk comportment of mind.
Hewmeriknm xe 3kBuBajieHTOM 11t Gesinnung oHa Ha-
3bIBaer sittliche Haltung.

Pyruapn, MakkapTu MCXOOUT M3 TOrO, YTO B 3THUe-
CKVIX IIPOV3BEEHVISIX KPUTIIECKOro Tleprofa 0 COdm-
HEeHS 10 peJinTun oHATve Gesinnung BEICTYTIaeT B Ka-
yecTBe SKBMBaJIeHTa «MaKCHMBD», B TO BpeMs Kak B «Pe-
JIUTUN B TIpefIesIax OHOIO TOJIPKO pa3yMa» €ro CTaH-
TIapTHBIM IIepeBOIOM Ha aHIJIMVICKUIL OKa3bIBaeTcs dis-
position. OH TIOMYEpPKIMBaeT, YTO B 3TUUECKMX IIpOu3Be-
neanax Kanra MOXHO ObUIO ObI BOCIIONIB30BATLCS IS
repeBofa v TepmuHOM intention (McCarty, 2009, p. 205).

Taxmm oOpasoM, ecii 0OOOIINTE 3TOT HajleKo He
VICIEPIIBIBAIONINTI CIIVICOK aHIJIOS3BIYHBIX BapVaHTOB
IJIsL TIepeBofia KaHTOBCKOro mHoHsiTus Gesinnung, Mo-
JlydaeTcsl KaK MUHMMYM CJIefy ol psap;: disposition
(mpempacIIoNoXXeHHOCTE), attitude (IIO3MITSI, HACTPOTVL),
conviction (ybexmeHme), sentiment (4yBCTBO, HacTpoe-
HUe), comportment of mind (HeKas MaHepa IepXKaTbCs
yMa), intention (MHTeHIIMS, MOTUB, HaMepeHmne). Kpo-
Me TOr0, B HeKOTOPBIX aHIJIOSI3BIUHBIX TeKCTaX TePMUH
Gesinnung octaeTcs 6e3 riepeBoma.
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lists existing variants: the most common one being
“disposition”, followed by “attitude” and “senti-
ment”, a term that has appeared in some volumes
of the Cambridge collection of Kant’s works. What
Munzel does not know is that thereby the eigh-
teenth-century Anglo-German translation is a back
translation of the translation made at the turn of the
twentieth and twenty-first centuries. With regard
to “attitude” Munzel, like Palmquist, stresses the
psychological connotations which are ill-suited to
the Kantian meaning. As for “disposition”, Munzel
notes the difficulty of distinguishing Kant’s terms
Gesinnung and Anlage in English. Besides, Munzel
rightly stresses that Kant himself in Anthropology
(Anth, AA 07, p. 256, 265, 286) and in the Ground-
work (GMS, AA 04, p. 435) uses the term Disposition
which has Latin roots. In her opinion, the English
variant “disposition” is uncomfortably close to the
meaning of “habit”. Munzel compares two Kant's
concepts — Gesinnung and Denkungsart: “Gesinnung
is closely connected with Denkungsart in the sense
of referring to the enduring quality of mind made
manifest in consistent acts of thoughts given expres-
sion in words and actions, but it is produced anew
with each exercise of Denkungsart” (Munzel, 1999,
p- XVII). She recalls that later Kant chooses as the
Latin equivalent of Gesinnung not “anima”, but “ani-
mus” as the soul in the meaning of intellect and sen-
sation. Munzel proposes translating Denkungsart as
“conduct of thought”, and Gesinnung as “comport-
ment of mind”. She offers sittliche Haltung as the
German equivalent of Gesinnung.

Richard McCarty believes that in Kant’s ethical
works of the critical period before his work on re-
ligion the concept of Gesinnung is an equivalent of
“maxim”, whereas in Religion Within the Bounds of
Bare Reason its standard translation into English
is “disposition”. He believes that the term “inten-
tion” might have been a suitable term in translating
Kant’s ethical works (cf. McCarty, 2009, p. 205).

Thus, the far-from-complete list of English vari-
ants for translating Kant’s concept of Gesinnung in-
cludes: “disposition”, “attitude”, “conviction”,
“sentiment”, “comportment of mind”, “intention”,
and Gesinnung.

In my opinion, the most notable and revealing
discussion is that between Palmquist and Pluhar
on which English term is more suitable for translat-
ing Kant’s notion of Gesinnung. The argument is a
graphic illustration of the modern English-speaking



Hambosee mpumeuaTesibHa 1 IIOKa3aTeJIbHA, C MOETI
TOYKM 3peHus, OUCKyccusa Mexay IllammksucTom
m Irorapom o TOM, KaKovt aHIJIVICKUTI TEPMWH OoJlee
MpefIIoYTUTesIeH )15 IlepeBoia KAaHTOBCKOIO HOHSATS
Gesinnung. DTOT CTIIOp KaK HeJIb3s JIy4llle XapaKTepus3y-
eT COBpeMeHHOe aHIJIOA3bIYHOe KaHTOBeIeHe, PasBu-
Balolleecs! II0JT 3HAKOM aHaJIMTUYecKo prtocodmm:
aBTOpbl ccpptatorcss Ha Oxford-Duden German-English
Dictionary (2009), Duden Online vi Merriam-Webster Dic-
tionary, ILITasCh HAVITV B 3TUX COBPEMeHHBIX CJIOBapsIX
3Ha4yeHWsI HeMeITKoro NMoHsATus Gesinnung, a Takxxe pas-
JIMYHBIe OTTEHKN BBIOVIpaeMBIX aHIJIOS3BIUHBIX Bapy-
aaToB (Palmquist, 2015, p. 255—258). To, uTo MckITFOUN-
TeJIbHO B COBpeMeHHBIX ciioBapsx Hadasa XXI ., comep-
KaIllVIX 3HaueHMs CJIOB Ha OCHOBe aKTyaIbHOI'O COCTOSI-
HVISI HEMEITKOTO S3bIKa, UIIY T OTBET Ha BOIIPOC O 3HaJe-
HVI TIOHATWS, TIOCTEIIEHHO CKJIa/IbIBaBIIIETOCH B Cepe-
avnre XVIII B. B I[epMaHUM — B TOM UmCIile B pe3yJibTa-
Te IlepeBOIYeCcKOV ITPaKTVKM C JIATBIHY, (PPaHITy3CKOro
VI aHIJIVVICKOTO,— a TaK>Ke B 3HauMTeJIbHOV Mepe cop-
MMPOBaHHOIO ¥ OKpallleHHOro KaK pa3 KaHTOBCKOV
IIPaKTUIecKor puitocodmers, 4To, OMHAKO, He MCKITIO-
JaeT MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX ITOC/IEKAHTOBCKMX Bapualuii
Y MHBIX OTTEHKOB 3Ha4eHMs'!, 0 4eM KpacHOPEUNBO
cBuzieTesIbCTBYeT Tpaauiys BeGepa u Illerepa (a B go-
TIOJIHeHWe K Hell MOKHO Obwi1o ObI HasBaTh 1 @pugprxa
vsepa'?, n Vloranna [ommba @uxre®, u dpuppnxa
Inerepmaxepa™, v Ieopra Buterennsma @puppnxa I'e-
ressa®...),— IPOCTO MopakaeT BooOpakeHMe. ABTOPOB
aHIJIOSI3BIYHBIX TIEPeBOIOB VI VX KPUTWKOB BOOOIIe He
VIHTEPeCyIoT IIpeIBICTOPV IIOHSTHUS, IIpeNIIecTBeH-
HVIKM 11 coBpeMeHHVKV KaHTa'® 117111 cocTosiHIe HemerT-
Koro dwtocodckoro s3bika cepequubl XVIIL B. Ecim
OblI ITOJIOOHBIVI MHTEPeC B KaKOW-TO CTEIIEHV B BUE VIC-
KJIIOUeHMs Bee Jke IIPOSIBUJICS, TO, BO3MOXKHO, KOTIa-H-
OyIb B PYKM aHTJIOS3BIYHBIX aHAIUTIYECKIIX KaHTOBe-
TIOB MOTJIa OBl IIOIIacTh HeMellKas VIV JIaTVHCKas JIOT -

" J10oBOJIBHO BOIMIOLIMY IIpUMep IlepervichbiBaHus JleniOHuM-
IIa B 9TOM CMEICTIe OOHapYKMBaeTCs B CIIeIyIOIIeM M3TaHuIL:
(Leibniz, 1916).

12 Piccolomini V, 1 («meine innerste Gesinnung hab ich tief
versteckt»). Cp. pycckui iepeson, I1.V. Bertabepra: «Ho Meicib
3aBeTHeNIIyIo g I1y0oKo ckpeul» (Imwiep, 1901, c. 286), a Tak-
xe H.A. Cnasarurckoro: «Ho MbIcsieit COKpOBEHHEBIX s He BbI-
nan» (Iwwiep, 1955, c. 435).

B Cwm., namp.: (Fichte, 1977, S. 237, 278, 303; Fichte, 1981, S. 279,
300—301).

4 Cwm.: (Schleiermacher, 1981, S. 132 —133).

> Cwm., Hanipumep: (Hegel, 1992, S. 495, § 515; Hegel, 2009, S. 211,
§ 265; S.211—212, § 268; S. 212, § 269; S. 227, § 274). Cm. 00 3TOM
taxke: (O’'Malley, 1991).

16 Ha HeMeIIKOM sI3bIKe B ceperiiHe XX B. TaKXKe MMeJIVICh MCCITe-
TIOBaHWVS CUCTEMaTIYeCKOTO XapaKTepa O TOM, UTO IIpeJICTaBIsg-
eT 3 cebsi Gesinnung Kak TaKOBOe, OJJHAKO VX aBTOPBL, B OT/INYME
OT aHIJVIOSI3BIYHBIX KAHTOBE OB, He CTaBVUIN cebe 3a/1avert IIposic-
HuTb 1w repesectn Kanra (cM.: Schulze-Solde, 1955).
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Kant scholarship in terms of analytical philosophy.
The authors cite The Oxford-Duden German-English
Dictionary (2009), Duden Online and Merriam-Webster
Dictionary, looking in these modern dictionaries for
the meanings of the German concept of Gesinnung,
and the various shades of the English variants cho-
sen (cf. Palmquist, 2015, pp. 255-258). The fact that
only modern dictionaries of the early twenty-first
century reflecting the current state of the German
language are used to find an answer to the mean-
ing of the concept which was emerging gradually
in mid-eighteenth century Germany — in the pro-
cess of being translated from Latin, French and Eng-
lish — and to a large extent shaped and tinged with
Kant’s practical philosophy, not to mention numer-
ous post-Kantian variations and other shades of
meaning,® as witnessed by the tradition of Weber
and Scheler (and one could add Friedrich Schiller,®
Johann Gottlieb Fichte,® Friedrich Schleiermacher,
Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel®...) is simply
mind-boggling. The authors of English-language
translations and their critics exhibit no interest in
the pre-history of the concept, Kant’s predecessors
and contemporaries,® or the state of German philo-
sophical language in the middle of the eighteenth
century. If some such interest had been shown per-
haps English-speaking analytical Kant scholars
might have stumbled on Christian Wolff's German
or Latin logic with an impressive section on practi-
cal logic, including, among other things, tips on how
to read books. Besides, even without any reminders
of Kant’s “Copernican turn” with regard to the key
concepts of his philosophy — which, even though
they were not introduced by him, became popular

3 A glaring example of rewriting of Leibniz in that sense occurs
in the following edition: Leibniz (1916).

%2 See: Piccolomini, V, 1 (“meine innerste Gesinnung hab ich tief
versteckt”). Cf. English translation: “I have still kept safe to my
own consciousness” (Schiller, 2006).

% See, for example, Fichte (1981, pp. 279, 300-301; 1977, pp. 237,
278, 303).

3 See: Schleiermacher (1981, pp. 132-133).

% See, for example: Hegel (1992, p. 495, § 515; 2009, p. 211,
§ 265; pp. 211-212, § 268; p. 212, § 269; p. 227, § 274). See also:
O'Malley (1991, pp. 422-435).

% Some systematic research into the essence of Gesinnung was
done in Germany in the mid-twentieth century, but its authors,
unlike the English-speaking Kant scholars, did not set the
task of clarifying or translating Kant (cf. Schulze-Sélde, 1955,
pp. 431-446).
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Ka XpuctuaHa Bosbda ¢ BrieuamISIoNIUM pasaesioM o
IIPaKTUYeCKO JIOTVIKe, BKJTIOYAIOIUM B ceOst TIOMMMO
IIPOYero 11 paszesI 0 ToM, Kak unTaTh KHuru. [Ipu sTom
v 0e3 BCIKMX BOCIIOMMHAHMIL O «KOIIEPHUKAHCKOVL pe-
ool M» KaHTa B OTHOIIEHWUNM KIIOYEBBIX ITOHSTUN
ero ¢pustocodpry — ecium v He BBEZIEHHBIX VIM B 000pOT,
TO, II0 KpaviHeV Mepe, CAeJIaBIIMX 3HAYMTEIIbHYIO Ka-
prepy MMeHHO Oraromapsi KEHMICOeprCKOMY MBICIIV-
TeJI0,— Topasfo yOemyresibHee ObITO OBI MCXOOWUTH 13
TOTO, UTO He TOJIKOBbIe cytoBapy XXI B. 0OBSCHSIOT, KakK
CJlefyeT IIOHMMATh U TIepeBOnUTE kategorischer Imperativ
v Gesinnung y KanTa, a, Haobopot, KanT 1 ero mpo-
nssenieHns XVIII B. maroT K104 K TOMy, Kak cJjiefjoBajio
¥ OTYaCTU BCe ellle M CerofHs cileflyeT MOHMUMAaTh 3TU
TIOHSATYS, OKasblBasCh TeM CaMbIM PeryJIsTUBHBIMU
B TOM UWMCJIe U [IJIs COBpEMEHHBIX CJIOBapeTL.

Onnako, COITIaCHO OyXy COBPEMEHHOIO aHIJIOS-
3B[YHOTO aHAJIMTUYECKOTO KaHTOBEIEeHVIS, BpeMs, II0-
TpadeHHOe Ha M3bICKaHVs O NPedbICTOPUN U UCTOPU-
YecKoM KOHTeKCTe KaHTOBCKOro moHstus Gesinnung,
OKasblBaeTCs IOTPaveHHBIM COBEpIIIeHHO BIIyCTYIO
KaK /I TTIOHMMAaHMS KaHTOBCKOV ITPaKTUIecKom -
jtocodpuL, TaK ¥ IJIS IIOWMCKa afeKBaTHOIO IIepeBora
Ha PYyCCKWUV VJIVL MHOW sA3BIK. [JIs pellleHMs 3TUX 3a-
a4 TpeboBayIoCch ObI B3STh B PYKM HEMELIKO-PYCCKUIA
cnoBapb 2019 1., TOJIKOBBIVI CJIOBaph PYCCKOrO A3bIKa
2019 r,, a Takkxe mobecemoBarb ¢ HOCUTEISIMIM HeMelLl-
KOTO ¥ PYCCKOTO f3bIKa Ha TeMY VX IpeAcTaBIeHWN
VI acCOITMAIIVIVL B CBSI3M €O cJI0BoM Gesinnung vi BRIOpaH-
HBIMU U3 CJIOBapsl BapraHTaMU [IJIsL PyCcCKOTO IepeBo-
Ta. BeposarHo, yeM MosI0)Ke OyIyT IIpM 5TOM HOCHUTEIIV
sI3bIKa, T€M JIy4Ille — sI3BIK Oy[IeT B 3TOM CJIydae elre
aKTyaJIbHee 11 COBpeMeHHee.

Ecnu ke ciiemoBaTh He AyXy COBpeMEHHOT'O aHIJIO-
SI3BIYHOTO aHAJIMTUYECKOTO KaHTOBeHeHMs, a IIped-
JIOKEHHOMY B IaHHOW CTaThe IIOAXOMy, TO M3ydeHme
3BOJTIOLINIM KaHTOBCKMX B3IJIAIOB Ha IOHATHE Gesin-
nung OT MOKPUTUYeCKoro Iepuona 1o «OCcHOBOMIOIIO-
KeHMS K MeTadV3VKe HpaBOB», BO3MOXXHBIX TEOJIOI V-
YeCcKMX, JINTePaTy PHBIX 1 PYIIOCOPCKMX MCTOIHVIKOB,
MIOBJIVSIBIINIX Ha (pOpMMpOBaHMe ¥ TOJIKOBaHMe TaH-
Horo TepMmnHa y KaHTa, a TakKe 3HAKOMCTBO C TPYZ-
HOCTSIMY, BO3HUMKAIOIIVMU IIpY TepeBosle KaHTOBCKO-
ro nioHsATUA Gesinnung Ha ApyTyie eBpOoIevicKIe SI3bIKH,
IIO3BOJISIT, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, JIydIlle IIOHSATE 3HaueHe
VI POJIb 3TOTO Ba’KHOT'O MOHATMA B «KpuTuke IpaKTu-
YecKOro pasyMa» M 0co0eHHO B «PerMrvm B IIpefesiax
OIHOTO TOJIBKO Pa3yMa», a C APYTOVl — IIPeIJIoKWUTh
TaKle BapMaHTHI ero IepeBofa Ha PYCCKUI A3bIK, KO-
TOpBle OpUIN OBI TOYHee 1 yaadHee IIPeIIIeCTBYOIIVIX.
VmenHO 3TO M OyAeT mpencTaBIeHoO BO BTOPOV 9acTy
HaCTOSIIETo VCCIIeOBaHMs.
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thanks to Kant — it would have made a great deal
more sense to assume that it is not the twenty-first
century dictionaries that explain how to understand
and translate kategorischer Imperativ or Gesinnung
as used by Kant but, on the contrary, Kant and his
eighteenth-century works provide the clue to how
these concepts were and to some extent still should
be understood, thus performing a regulatory role for
modern dictionaries.

However, in accordance with the spirit of
modern English-speaking analytical Kant schol-
arship the time spent on research into the pre-his-
tory and the historical context of Kant’s concept of
Gesinnung turns out to be totally wasted as far as
understanding Kant’s practical philosophy is con-
cerned. The same holds good for the search for a
valid translation into Russian or other languages.
To solve these tasks one would have to look into
the 2019 German-Russian dictionary, the Russian-
Russian dictionary of 2019 and to talk with German
and Russian native-speakers about how they per-
ceive the word Gesinnung’s variants, gleaned from
the dictionary for the Russian translation. I have a
hunch that the younger these native speakers are,
the better, because their language is the most mod-
ern and relevant.

If one does not follow the spirit of modern En-
glish-speaking analytical Kant scholarship but
rather the approach proposed in this article, the
study of the evolution of Kant’'s view of the con-
cept of Gesinnung from the pre-Critical period to
the Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, possi-
ble theological, literary and philosophical sources
which influenced the formation and interpretation
of the term by Kant as well as familiarity with the
difficulties that arise in translating the Kantian con-
cept of Gesinnung into other European languages, it
would help, on the one hand, to better understand
the meaning and role of this important concept in
the Critiqgue of Practical Reason and especially in Re-
ligion Within the Bounds of Bare Reason, and, on the
other hand, offer variants of its translation into Rus-
sian that would be more accurate and felicitous
than the previous ones. This will form the subject of
the second part of this study.
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VIAK 1(091):17:141

ADDEKT 3AKOHA:
PUXTE O MECTE U TPAHUITAX
UNCTON DTUKU MMIIEPATUBA

A.K. Cydaxob*

B cBoux nonyaspnsix sexyusx 1806 e. o peaveun M.T. Qux-
me obcyxoaem nAMs Bo3MOXHbIX MUpobosspenut, 6o 6mopom
U3 KOMopbiX, «Mouke 3penus npadonvl», AeeKo Y3Hamy Muxy
3AKOHA CIMOUHECK0e0 U Kanmuarckozo muna. Quxme noouep-
KuBaem, umo 6 panue 200b. cam pasoeAsn 3mo MupoBosspeue.
Oonaxko on npuBodum 30ecs ps0 opueuHasbHbIX 0060006 8 noab-
3y ybexOeHus, umo sma no3uyus, no cyujecmoy, He cnocodbHa
Oamy yucmyo u Bvicuiyto Hpabcmbennyro dokmpuny. A pac-
cmampubato cywjecmbo Imux kpumudeckux 0060008 6 KoH-
mexcime e2o no3oHen memagusuku. Quxme ymbepxoaem, umo
6 mupoBosspenuu «Bmopoeo muna» cam uesobex uybcmbyem
u noHumaem, yBaxcaem u A00uUmM cebs MOALKO Kax nOOOAHHbLI
besycaobHoeo 3axoma, nosmomy nagoc u «acpcpexm 3aKoHa»
6mopeaemca 6o bce oyenxu u momubupobxu. Imom agpgpexm
Hapywiaem uucmomy Oecnpucmpacmus, MOpaltbHoll OYeHKU
8 cayuae omcemynienus om mpeboBanuii 3axona. «Herobex 3a-
KOHA», CHIOUK U Kaumuauey, He cosHarowuil 6 cboei cobecmu
NPAMBIX HAPYUIEHUT 3AKOHA, MOXEN 1MOAbKO He Npe3upanms
cebs, ooHaxo He Moxem, no Puxme, NOAOKUMEALHO YBaxamb
cebs: 045 3moeo npuuiaocy 0vl npebsoiimu deiicnéuem mpebo-
Banue 3axona. Mexoy mem agpcpexm camodobierojeeo 3aKoHA
ckpuvibaem om maxoeo 4eaoBexa u amy Hebosmoxnocms. Haxo-
Hey, 5 Nokasuiéaio, umo 6 smuke CHIOUHECK020 U KAHMUAHCKO20
muna coxpansemcs, coadacto ouaerosy Duxme, pagpurupo-
Bannviil unmepec k coxpanenuto u yoobembopenuto uybcmben-
HOTL camocmu, a nomomy u npedcmabaenue o boee xax eapanme
amnuputeckoeo cuacmos / daaxerncmba. CoombemcmbenHo, uc-
KOMbITL U CAMUM KAHMUAHYeM «nepeBopom 6 YymoHacmpoeHuu»
npednoaeaem HeOOCTYNHbilL 045 Heeo KaK maxoBoeo «Bvicuiiiil
axm c60600bL», n0CAe KOMOPO20 Nepcnekmuba Mupa kax 3aKoHa
cMmensiemcs 045 cybvexma nepcnexkmuboni Liapeméa [yxa, 6 xo-
MOpoil Npaxmuecky 1peodoseHa «0cobeHHAsR CAMOCTIb» KAKOO-
20 1003aK0HH020 HpaBcmBenHoz2o desimens.

KatoueBuie caoBa: Kanm, Quxme, 3axoH, agpgpexm, cBo-
600a, camocms, kameeoputeckuii umnepamus, yéaxerue, Hpab-
cmBenHocy, peaueus.
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AFFECTION OF LAW:
FICHTE ON THE PLACE AND BOUNDARIES
OF PURE ETHICS OF THE IMPERATIVE

A. K. Sudakov!

In his popular 1806 lectures on religion Fichte consid-
ered five possible worldviews in the second of which, “the
standpoint of legality”, one can readily recognise the ethics
of law of the Stoical and Kantian type. Fichte stresses that
in his youth he himself shared this worldview. However, he
hastens to adduce a series of original arquments to show that
this position is essentially incapable of delivering a pure and
higher moral doctrine. I examine the substance of these criti-
cal arquments in the context of his later metaphysics. Fichte
maintains that in the “second type” of worldview man him-
self feels and understands, respects and loves himself only
as a subject of unconditional law, therefore the pathos and
“affection of law” pervades all his assessments and moti-
vations. This affects the impartiality of moral assessment if
the requirements of the law are diverged from. The “man of
law”, the Stoic and Kantian who is not conscious of direct
violations of the law, can at most not despise himself, but
he cannot, according to Fichte, positively respect himself:
that would require surpassing the requirement of the law
through action. Meanwhile the affection of the self-sufficient
law conceals even this impossibility from such a person. Fi-
nally, 1 show that the ethics of the Stoical and Kantian type
retains, according to Fichte’s diagnosis, a refined interest in
preserving and indulging the sensual self and hence the idea
of God as the warrantor of empirical happiness / bliss. Ac-
cordingly, the “overturn in the state of mind” sought by the
Kantian himself implies “the highest act of freedom”, which
is inaccessible to him and beyond which the perspective of
the world as law is replaced for the subject by the perspective
of the Kingdom of the Spirit in which the “selfhood” of each
moral agent is practically overcome.

Keywords: Kant, Fichte, law, affection, freedom, self,
categorical imperative, respect, morality, religion.
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B momymngpHbIX Jtekiusax PuxTe o pemrumu, osa-
IIaBIeHHBIX driocodpom «HacTapmenme x OraxkeH-
HOVI KM3HV», 3HAa4NTEJIbHOe MECTO 3aHVMaeT pacCMo-
TpeHVe IISITY BO3MOXHBIX 17151 KOHEUHOT'O CBOOOTHOTO
CyIlecTBa <«IO3VIIVIVI MMPOBO33peHNs», IIPerCcTaBIIsd-
IOITVX COOOVI CTafMVI JIyXOBHOI'O BOCXOXKIIEHWSI TaKO-
TO CyIIecTBa K «VCTVMHHOV PeIUTUW»: TOYKa 3peHws
UyBCTBEHHOV HEIIOCPECTBEHHOCTHM, TOYKa 3peHMUs
«IIpaBOTBI» (IIpaBa M HW3IIEV HPAaBCTBEHHOCTM), TOY-
Ka 3peHMsI BBICIIIEV U VICTMHHOVI HPaBCTBEHHOCTY, TOY-
Ka 3peHVsI peTUT MV Vi TTO3UIIVS HayK! (HayKOydeHVIs).
TosIbKO AJIst OHOM M3 «IIO3ULIUV» CAaMVIM aBTOPOM Ha-
3BaH ee MCTOPMUECKUTI IIPOTOTHUII VI aHAJIor: PVIToCo-
dusa 1 3TUKa cTOMUIM3Ma M KaHTMAHCTBA, TYXOBHBIV
TUII «CTOMKa» U «KaHTHaHIa». B dpriocodnn, rosoput
®DrixTe, cCaMbIVI yAauHBIN 1 ITOCIIeNOBATEI IbHBIV IIPVIMEP
3TOr0 MUPOCO3eplIaHus IpefcTaiisgeT KaHT BIUIOTH 10
«KpUTHKM IIpakTUIecKoro pasyMa», a KpoMe TOro, aB-
TOp IIPU3HAET, YTO ¥ CaM IIPOBOAWII 3TOT B3ryIsx B «Oc-
HOBe eCTeCTBEHHOTO ITpaBa» 1 «CricTeMe y4eHMs 0 Hpa-
Bax» — IIPaB/a, TOJIBKO B KaUeCcTBe OCHOBAHMS I (pr-
stocodpum ripaBa n oOerasO 3THKM (Prixte, 1997, c. 67).
M B camoM Jieiie, Gosblllagd 4acTh cKasaHHOro dmxre
B 9TOM COYMHEHWUV O «BTOPOV ITO3UIIUVI MUPOBO33pe-
HVS» HPECTaBIISET COOOV He CTOJIBKO ITOJIOXKMUTEIEHOE
IIOCTPOEHMeE, CKOJIBKO KPUTWYECKMI pacdeT C 3TIde-
CKVM KaHTMAaHCTBOM — ¥ CO CBOMMW COOCTBEHHBIMA
ITUYECKMMM YOEXKIEHWMSIMM «VIEHCKOTO» BPEMEHL.

Bommpoc 0 cooTHoIIeHNM IIpaKTU4IecKon (HriIoco-
vt PuixTe ¢ KAaHTOBCKOV 3TUKOVI MMeeT yXe Bechb-
Ma IJABHIOK VICTOPUIO MCCIIEIOBAHMS (CM., HaIIpuIMep:
Metzger, 1912). B nocsienHee BpeMs 0co00e MHEHE TI0
3TOMY BOITPOCY BbIcKasasia Muirtests Korr, 3amMeTus, 94TO
a1VKa DUIXTE, XOTA ABIIIETCS «y3HaBaeMO KaHTVAHCKOM
B cBOMX PyH/JTaMeHTaJIbHBIX yOEXIEeHMSIX O COOTHOIIIE-
HUM MeXIy MOPaIbHOM JIeITeJIbHOCTBIO VI MOpasIbHbI-
MV HOpMaMW», PaCXOOUTCS B TO ke BpeMsl C KaHTMaH-
CKOVI 3TUKOV, B 4aCTHOCTV B TOM, UTO «HEIIOCPeNICTBEeH-
HO IpenchIBaeT CyOcTaHIMaIbHYIO 11e/Ib, T.€. Mare-
PUaIBHYIO CaMOOOCTATOYHOCTh palVIOHAJIBHOW IIesi-
TEJIBHOCTV» VI SIBJISIETCS. TIOCTOJIBKY Pa3sHOBUIIHOCTBIO
koHcekseHIMam3Ma (Kosch, 2013, p. 150—151). C stum
MHeHVeM KaTeropmdeckn He coracuics AsieH Byn?.

2 Tlo muenwo Byma, npemioxensHas Ko TpaktoBka ®Puxre
VIMEET LIeJIBIO TOJIYUNTh «IVICKYPCVBHBIVI KPUTEPUI IIPaBIIIb-
HOTO [IeVICTBVSI», a 3TO HMKOMM 00pa3oM He BXOAWT B «IIOBECT-
Ky OHs» HayKoydenms. Camy 1eb «caMofgocTaTogHoCTH» Kot
TPaKTyeT 3MIMPUYECKM YIIPOILIEHHO, IIOHMMasl ee KaK TO, 4TO
MOXeT OBITh «MaKCHMMPOBAaHO», — TOrha Kak y duxre mocTu-
JKeHVe 3TOVI LIeJIV yIpas/IHseT TpaHCLeH/IeHTaIbHbIe yCIIOBIs
BO3MOXKHOCTM camoro KoHeusoro S (Wood, 2016, p. 149—150).
B mermomM, kak HactramBaeT Byn, KOHCEKBEHITMaIVICTCKOe ITPO-
uteHre DVIXTe IIPOTMBOPEUNUT «AyXy M Oykse sTmku Duxre»,
OJTHOTO M3 CaMbIX pa/IVIKaIbHbBIX B ICTOPWUV CTOPOHHWKOB [I€0H-
Tosrormdeckovt Teopun Mopaiit (Wood, 2016, p. 149).
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Looming large in Fichte’s popular lectures on re-
ligion which he himself entitled The Way towards the
Blessed Life are five possible “standpoints in world-
view”2 for a finite free being, representing stages
of spiritual ascent of such a being toward “true re-
ligion”: the standpoint of sensual enjoyment, the
standpoint of “legality” (law and lower morali-
ty), the standpoint of higher and true morality, the
standpoint of religion and the standpoint of sci-
ence (science of knowledge). The author identifies
and names a historical prototype and analogue only
for one of these “positions” and that is the philoso-
phy and ethics of Stoicism and Kantianism, and the
spiritual type of the “Stoic” and “Kantian”. In phi-
losophy, Fichte believes, the most successful and
consistent instance of such a world view is present-
ed by Kant until The Critique of Practical Reason, and
besides the author admits to promoting the same
view in the Foundations of Natural Right and The Sys-
tem of Ethics, albeit only as grounds for the philoso-
phy of law and ethics (Fichte, 1849, p. 85). Indeed,
most of what Fichte says in this work about “the sec-
ond standpoint of viewing the world” is less a pos-
itive construction than a critical confrontation with
ethical Kantianism and his own ethical convictions
of the Jena period.

The investigation of the relationship between
Fichte’s practical philosophy and Kantian ethics has
a fairly long history (cf. Metzger, 1912). More re-
cently an opinion on the issue has been expressed
by Michelle Kosch, who claims that the ethics of
Fichte, while being “recognizably Kantian in its fun-
damental commitments about the relation between
moral agency and moral norms,” diverges from
Kantian ethics, notably in that it “directly prescribes
a substantive end, i. e. the material self-sufficiency of
rational agency” and is therefore a variety of conse-
quentialism (Kosch, 2013, pp. 150-151). This opinion
was categorically challenged by Allen Wood.?

2 The only existing English translation of DieAnweisung zum
seligen Leben oder auch die Religionslehre dates from 1849. To ease
comprehension some of the terminology has been judiciously
modernised by the editor.

* Wood believes that the treatment of Fichte proposed by Kosch
seeks to find “a discursive criterion of right action” which is b
no means part of the agenda of his Wissenschaftslehre. Kosch
interprets the goal of “self-sufficiency” in an empirically
simplifying way as that which can be “maximize[d],” —
whereas with Fichte the achievement of this goal eliminates
transcendental conditions of the possibility of the finite Self
(Wood, 2016, pp. 149-150). On the whole, Wood maintains, the
consequentialist reading of Fichte contradicts “both the letter
and the spirit of Fichte’s ethics,” Fichte being one of the most
radical advocates of deontological theory of morality in history
(Wood, 2016, p. 149).
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He roBops yxe 0 TOM, UTO B POCCUVICKOV JIATEPa-
Type o duxTe, B TOM 4YMCsIe ¥ HOBEWIIEro BpeMeHU,
«HacTaBeHwe K 0J1aXXeHHOVI KM3HV» IIPAKTIYeCKN He
[IOJIyYMJIO OTPakeHMsI M OT3BYKa, 9Ta YacTHasl TeMa
(PVIXTEBCKOTO «yYeHMS O MUPOBO33PEHMSIX» TaKKe He
ObUTa 110 cux IOp 3aTpoHyTa. IlosToMy mperncTasis-
€TCSI VHTEepPeCHBIM PacCMOTPeTh (PUXTEBCKME 3aMeda-
HUS O «CTOVIKE» B KOHTEKCTe ero priocodmm ayxoB-
HOT'O BOCXOXKEeHVsI KaK CBOeOOpPa3HBIVI OIBIT MOpaIb-
HO-PMII0cOPCKOVE KPUTMKY KaHTHAHCKOV MOPaJI UM-
CTOTO 3aKOHa CBODOIBI (OTBJIEKASICH OT BOIIPOCA O TOM,
HaCKOJIBKO cIipaBefyivB Ipu 3ToM PrxrTe K paHHeMY
Lepuomny cobcmberHoeo yaeHMs 0 HpaBax)®.

Mup Kak 00beKT 1 MUP KaK 3aKOH

Ha miepBovt 1to3niinm MyupoBO33peHSI MUPOM U pe-
aJIPHOCTBIO IIPV3HAETCSI JaHHOe B OLIYIIIEHWI BHeII-
HuM uaybBctBaM (Puxrte, 1997, c. 65), wim «apegmer
BHeIITHero 4yBcTBa» (Puxte, 1997, c. 96). Eciint cyObexT
TaKOI'O MMPOCO3epLaHMs YyBCTBYET ceOsl, B HEM IIpo-
SIBJISIIOTCS JIFOOOBB K caMOMy cebe, K TOV caMOCTH, KO-
TOpasi IpeCTaBIIseTCd eMy IOMJIMHHOV, YTBepXKaeH-
HOCTh B TaK IIOHSTOV CaMOCTV WM CXBaThIBaHMe cels
KaK MMEHHO TaKom caMocTH, adpdekT u adpduimpo-
BaHHOCTB 3TUM CBOVWIM OBITMEM, T.e. YyBCTBEHHO BOC-
IpVHMMaeMBIM acIleKToM caMocTu. JIoboBb K cebe
VI HacJlaXieHue CODO0 SIBJISIOTCS 3[1eCh TI03TOMY UyB-
CTBEHHBIM HacJlaXXIeHVeM, UyBCTBeHHAs MOTMBALIUSL
BOJIV IIepeXMBAETCsI TOPasIo sipue MHTeIJIEKTYaIbHOVL,

® M. VBanbmo coryaceH ¢ orjeHKou DuxTe cBOeV paHHEN 3TH-
KM KaK 4ACmu4Holl TOYKW 3peHs Ha MOpaIbHyIo dustocodruio,
B KOTOPOVI MOPaJIbHBIVI 3aKOH €CTb JIUIIB YIIOpsOoYVBalolee,
a He nJleaJIbHO-TBOpYeCcKoe HavaJio, obecrieunBalolee BO3MOXK-
HOCTb MMPHOTO cocytectBoBaHms iofen (Ivaldo, 2007, p. 362).
B TO )Xe Bpemsi OH IpV3HAET «TBOpUYeCcKoe IpojByrKeHue “Yue-
Hua o Hpasax” 1798 r. 3a pamkm sTrueckon nosuumy Kanra
KaK CO CTOPOHBI 000cH08an1s, TaK V1 CO CTOPOHbI KOHKPemu3ayuu»
(Ivaldo, 1992, p. 55), Tak uro oroxmectsieHne cammm Duxre
3TUYECKOTO KaHTMAHCTBa CO CBOEV paHHeN 3TUYeCKOV JOKTPY-
HOWVI IIPUXOAUTCS IIPU3HATh HellpaBoMepHbIM. Bripouewm, I'. Pa-
MeTTa, TakXXe IIoYepKiBasi HeCBOIVIMOCTb paHHeV PUXTeBCKOM
STUKM C ee TeHeTWHIeCKOV AeAyKIMeri MOPaJIbHOrO ITPVHIIVIIA
K KOHIIETIIIVV KaHTOBCKOM «KPUTHKI IIPaKTIYecKoro pasyMa»,
TPaKTYIOIIEVI 3TOT IIPMHIINII KaK «(aKTyM pasyMa», IIOJIaraer,
uTo DVIXTe He BIIOJIHE CIpaBeIIVB K caMoMy cebe, yriopoosisis
«CBOIO VIEHCKYIO MOpaJIbHYIO HOKTPUHY (uIocodum KaTero-
PpUYecKoro MMIlepariBa KakK umcTo popMaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa CBO-
Oonpr» (Rametta, 2013, p. 259). PaccmoTpenme MeTadms3mkm
HpaBoB ®uxre B «Haykoygenun nova methodo» kak mpoex-
Ta «CUCTEeMBbI CBOOOIBI», OCHOBBIBAIOIIEVICA Ha TEOPUM YVMCTOVI
BOJIVI I KOHCTPYMPYEMOVI B HEIIPEPBIBHOM CHHTE3€e TeOpeTye-
CKOro m npakrideckoro pasyma (Valentini, 2015), Taxxke He 1o-
3BOJIsIET CBOJIUTD PAHHIOK STMYECKYIO crcTeMy DrxTe KaK OfTHy
73 KOHKPeTM3alMil 3TOrO IIpoeKTa K Teopwy JInib opMaiib-
HOVI cBOOOMEI ¥ (hOpMaTTbHOTO 3aKOHOATeIbCTBA (OCOOEHHO
€CJIV BCIIOMHWTB, UTO «TeOPIO BOJIV» MBI HaxOauM y DixTe yxe
B «OIBbITe KPUTVKM BCSIKOTO OTKPOBEHM»).
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In Russian literature on Fichte, including that of
the most recent period, this particular topic of the
Fichtean “doctrine of the views of the world” has re-
mained untouched, not to mention the fact that The
Way towards the Blessed Life has practically elicited
no reaction or echoes. It would therefore be interest-
ing to look at Fichte’s remarks about a “Stoic” in the
context of his philosophy of spiritual ascent as an es-
say in moral-philosophical critique of the Kantian
morality of the pure law of freedom (leaving aside
the question as to what extent Fichte’s assessment of
the early period of his own moral teaching was jus-
tifiable).*

The World as an Object and the World as Law

In accordance with the first worldview the
world and reality is what is given through sense
perception (Fichte, 1849, p. 83), or “the object of ex-
ternal sensation” (Fichte, 1849, p. 134). If the subject
of such a worldview feels himself he manifests love
for the self which he considers to be genuine, adher-
ence to the self thus understood and develops for
himself as such self affection by its being, i.e. sense
perception of the aspect of the self. Love for oneself
and delight in oneself therefore represent sensual
pleasure, sensual motivation of will is experienced
far more powerfully than intellectual motivation
and any thought about law as perceived necessity
is merely the result of arbitrary partial choice made

* M. Ivaldo agrees with Fichte’s own assessment of his early
ethics as a partial viewpoint on moral philosophy in which the
moral law is merely an ordering and not an ideally creative
principle that makes peaceful coexistence of people possible
(Ivaldo, 2007, p. 362). At the same time he recognises that
the Doctrine of Morals (1798) represents an advance beyond
the framework of Kant’s ethical position both in terms of
grounding, and in terms of “specification” (Ivaldo, 1992, p. 55),
so that Fichte’s own identification of ethical Kantianism with
his early ethical doctrine is ungrounded. However, G. Rametta,
while also stressing that early Fichtean ethics with its genetic
deduction of the moral principle cannot be reduced to the
Kantian concept in the Critiqgue of Practical Reason, which
interprets this principle as “a factum of reason,” believes that
what Fichte does is unjust to himself in likening “his Jena
moral doctrine to the philosophy of categorical imperative
as a purely formal law of freedom” (Rametta, 2013, p. 259).
Considering Fichte’s metaphysics of morals in the Foundations
of Transcendental Philosophy (Wissenschaftslehre) nova methodo as
a “system of freedom” project based on the theory of pure will
and constructed through continuous synthesis of theoretical
and practical reason (Valentini, 2015), also precludes reducing
Fichte’s early ethical system as a concretisation of this project
to a theory of merely formal freedom and formal legislation
(especially if one recalls that “the theory of will” is already
present in Fichte’s Attempt at a Critique of All Revelation).



a BCSKasl MBICJIb O 3aKOHE KaK MBICJIMMOV HeoOXOomu-
MOCTW eCTb JIVIIE IUIO, IIPOM3BOJIBHO-TIPUICTPACTHOTO
130paHMs, OCYIIECTBIIEHHOTO YYBCTBEHHO MOTMBUPO-
BaHHBIM CymecTBOM. [loaTOMy 3aKOH, KOTOPBIVI IIpW-
3HaeTCsd KOHEUHBIM CBOOOIHBIM CYIIIECTBOM Ha 3TOU
CTamumM, eCTh BCer/a YCIIOBHBIV 3aKOH, IIPaBWJIO, 3HAUVI-
MOCTBH KOTOPOro 0oOyCJIOBJIEHA TOVI VIV VIHOW IOTPeD-
HOCTBIO M CKJIOHHOCTBIO: YeJIOBEKOM JIBVDKET 371eCh IIpe-
JKJIe BCErO HEIIOCPEeICTBEHHOE UyBCTBO YIIYUILIeHMS €0
OpraHI4ecKoro cymiecTsoBaHs (TaM xe), 11 To, 9TO eMy
B HanOOJIbIIIeNt CTeTleHN OJIaronpusTCTBYET, IIPU3HAET-
51 3a TOAJIMHHOe O71aro xu3Hu. TaM, Iie gernno pemnraer
4yBCTBEHHAs CKJIIOHHOCTB, 3HAYVIMOCTh HOPM TaK)Xe 3a-
BVICUT OT ee IIPUCYTCTBI:, a IIOTOMY BCe IIpaKTIdIecKye
3aKOHBI IMEIOT (POPMY I'MITOTETMYECKIX VIMIIEPATVIBOB:
«...TIPEMICTABIIAIOT IPAKTINUIECKyI0 HeOOXOIMMOCTb BO3-
MOYKHOTO JIEVICTBMS KaK CPEJICTBO JJOCTUTHY Th Yero-H-
Oynp npyroro, gero xemnatoT» (AA 04, S. 414; Kanr, 1997,
c. 123). IenicTBus, mpenmmcaHHbBIe 3TUMU 3aKOHAMU,
¥ caMM 3TW 3aKOHBI, CyTb He Oojlee yeM cpefcTBa AJIst
11eJ1eVl 9yBCTBEHHOIO 0J1ar0COCTOSHMIA.

Ha BTOpOV TTO3MIINIT MMPOBO33PEHNISI MUP €CTh 3a-
KOH KaK MBIC/IMasi HeoOXOIMMOCTh, 8 IMEHHO «3aKOH
MOpsiIKa ¥ PaBHOIO IIpaBa B CUCTeMe pa3yMHBIX CY-
mects» (Puxte, 1997, c. 66). D10 — 3aKO0H 044 c60600b!
PA3YMHBIX CYujecmb, TIO3TOMY 31ech HeoOXOIMMO IIoja-
rarorcs cBobozia 1 HaJleJIeHHbIe €0 CYIIECTBa, OIHAKO
JIAIIB KaK CyOBeKTHI 3aKOHa; 9yBCTBEHHas Ke MOTMBa-
1IV18, T.€. CKJIOHHOCTB, IIPUCTPACTHe, CTETUYIECKOe Orla-
ropacIosyioxkeH e OTCTYIaloT Ha BTopovt IuiaH. OcHoBa-
HVEM VI JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM CBOOOIBI 11 CAMOCTOSITEITLHO-
CTW 4eJIoBeKa 371eCh HPM3HaeTCs TOIIBKO OOHApYXMBa-
IOITNVICS. B €0 yIlle HPaBCTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH, M TOJIBKO
Or1aromapsi 3aKOHY 4eJIOBeK «CTAHOBWTCS YeM-TO CaM I10
cebe» (Puxte, 1997, c. 67). 3aKOH eCTbh 3/1€Ch UCTOK U KO-
peHb MMpa, MepBOHAYaIbHAS PeasIbHOCTh, Oraromapst
KOTOPOVI HadmHaeT ObITh Bce cyiecTBytomee (Puixre,
1997, c. 66—67). Korma uenoBeK, IOCTUTTITNTL TOV ITO3V-
LIV, TIOCTUTaeT caM ceOsl, OH IIOHMMaeT cedsl Kak cyOb-
€KT VI VICTIOJTHVITETh HPaBCTBEHHOI'O 3aKOHA, 3aKOHa CBO-
©OoIIbL, 1 ero IOAJIMHHAS CAMOCTh €CTB 151 HETO OpYAe
TIO3HAHMS M VICTIOJTHEHMSI 3aKOHA: ITPaKTUIeCKUII pas-
yM v BoJIsL. JTroOMTB M yBaXkaTh ce0st OH MOXKET TaKKe
TOJIBKO KaK ITPaKTMYecKI-pa3yMHOe CYyIIecTBO B HeoO-
XOZIVIMOM OTHOIIIEHMM K 3aKOHY. Ecitit Ternieps vcTounm-
KOM 3aKOHa IIPV3HAETCS caM JXe IIPaKTWUIeCKUT pasyM
KOHEYHOI'0 Pa3yMHOIO CYILECTBa, TO YeJIOBEK KaK VIC-
ITOJTHWTEIIb 3aKOHAa COBEPITIEHHHO CyOCcTaHIIVaIeH 1 ca-
MOJIOCTaTOUYeH B CBOEM HPaBCTBEHHOM CO3HAHWY, T.€. He
Hy’XIaeTcs HI B KOM ¥ HU B UeM, KpOMe CaMoro ceosl.
YerioBek, Ha 9TOVI TOUKe 3peHMs, «B TJIIyOOJarieM Kop-
He CBOero OBITVIS caM ecThb 3akoH» (Duxte, 1997, c. 97).

3aKoH ecTb VICTOK ¥ KOpeHb OBITMS UeJIoBeKa, IJIy-
OVHHBIVI YPOBEHBb 3TOTO OBITHMS, I7le OHO ITOKOWUTCS Ha
cebe, cyOCTaHIIMAIBHO 11 He HYXK/IaeTCs HY B UeM, KpoMe
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by a sensually motivated being. Thus the law recog-
nised by the finite free being at this stage is always
a conventional law, a rule whose significance stems
from this or that need or inclination; man is driven
above all by an immediate sense of improvement of
his own organic existence (cf. Fichte, 1849, p. 134),
and what favours him most is recognised as the true
blessing of life. Where sensual inclination is what re-
ally counts, the significance of norms also depends
on its presence because all practical laws have the
form of hypothetical imperatives: “represent the
practical necessity of a possible action as a means
of achieving something else that one wants” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 414; Kant, 2011, p. 57). The actions pre-
scribed by these laws, and the laws themselves are
nothing more than means of achieving the goals of
sensual well-being.

From the second position of worldview the
world is “a Law of order and of equal rights in a
system of reasonable beings” (Fichte, 1849, p. 84).
It is the law for the freedom of intelligent beings be-
cause it implies freedom and beings endowed with
freedom, but only as subjects of law; sensual moti-
vation, i.e. inclination, predilection and aesthetic
pleasure step into the background. The foundation
and proof of the freedom and independence of man
is only the moral law in his soul and “only by the
law does man “become anything in himself” (Fichte,
1849, p. 85). Law is the source and root of the world,
the prime reality from which springs everything
that is (Fichte, 1849, p. 84). When a person who has
attained this position becomes conscious of himself,
he understands himself as the subject and performer
of the moral law, the law of freedom, and his gen-
uine self is for him an instrument of cognition and
compliance with the law, i.e. practical reason or
will. He can love and respect himself only as a prac-
tically intelligent being in the necessary relationship
with the law. If the practical reason of the finite in-
telligent being is now recognised to be the source
of the law, man as the performer of law is perfect-
ly substantial and self-sufficient in his moral con-
sciousness and does not need anyone or anything
except himself. “Man, on this standpoint, is, in the
deepest root of his being, himself the Law” (Fichte,
1849, pp. 135-136).

The law is the source and root of man’s being,
the underlying level of this being where it rests on
itself substantially and does not need anything but
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cebs1, Boree TOrO, Hake He CTIOCOOHO JIOITYCTUTD U IIPeI-
CTaBUTb YTO-TO KpoMe ceds Kak camocrosaTesibHOe (Tam
Xe). Bymyan caMoocTaTo4eH, 3TOT M3HaYaIbHbIN 3aKOH
MBICJIMTCS KaK 3aKOH pajiyi 3aKOHa, CaMOLIeJTLHBIV 1 OT-
Bepraromy JIro0yIo OpyTryio Lejlb JesTeIbHOCTH, Kpo-
Me coOJIrofIeHNsl YIIOpsIodMBaomIero 3akoxHa (Tam xe).
OpranmsopagHas ke IyBCTBEHHOCTb UeJIOBeKa — TO,
YTO JIJIsL TIepBOVI TIO3VIINN BCe OIperiesisteT ¥ Hallpas-
J1seT, CyOCTaHITMaIBHO 11 CAMOIOCTAaTOYHO,— ¥ BOOOIIIe
BeCh YyBCTBEHHBIVI MUP, €CTb Ha 3TOVI ITO3ULIV TOJIb-
KO TpeThbe HaJIN9IHOe, MIMeFolIIlee JIVIIb 3HadeHe cepsl
U151 TPVJIOKEeHVst CBODOITHOVI [TesiTeJTbHOCT; TaKast Jiesi-
TEJIBHOCTB He VIMeeT CMbICiIa 0e3 00beKTOB, 1 9yBCTBEH-
HBIVI MUP €CThb JIVIIb COBOKYIIHBIV 00BeKT CBODOJIBI,
Torfa KaK Ha IIepBOVI IIO3VIINI COBOKYIITHOCTD 3TMX 00D~
€KTOB BHEIITHVX YYBCTB €CTb M3HadaIbHasl PeaIbHOCTb.
OpranmsoBaHHasl UyBCTBEHHOCTb CO CBOVIMM CKJIOHHO-
CTSMWM, PaIOCTSIMIL U TIOTPeOHOCTSIMY €CTB 3[IeCh 1104bKO0
mpemuil MOMEHM B CTPYKType peaIbHOCTY, OMHAKO OHa
TeM He MeHee eCiib; II0O3TOMY IIpaKTIUecKIIl 3aKOH, KO-
TOPBIVI 371eCh BCe CODOIO OIpeTierIsieT, caM OIpeeIsieTCs
B MMPOCO3€pIIaHMM 3TOTO pofa KaK 3aKOH CyBepeHHOTr0
OIlperieJIeHVs] YyYBCTBEHHOCT, IIPUHIINII 0042d I IIPV-
HYXIeHVs, @ YyBCTBEHHBIVI MUP — KaK COBOKYITHBIV
OOBEeKT IIPVHIINIIA I0JITa.

Ha >T011 TOUKe 3peHMs 4esloBeK XMUBET W JeVICTBY-
eT, ykopeHuBuiuch B 3akoHe. JesIoBeK caM ecTb 371eCh 3a-
KOH, 11 B 3TOM CMBICJIe Tlepey], HaM U SBJIsleTCs JKMBOVI 3a-
KOH, 4yBCTBYIOLINV caM ceOsi, co3Harommm caM ceOsi,
adpuiipoBaHHBINI caM CO0OIO 3aKOH (B CUTyaIluw,
Korga Bcskoe adduiMpoBaHMe WMHBIM OTBepraeTcs
KaK Bpax/ieOHasi IIpaBy 1 JoOpoyieTesi TeTepOHOMMUS
IIpaBa ¥ MOPaJIbHOTO CO3HaHMsI), CAMOUYBCTBYIe KOTO-
pOTro paBHO3HAYHO IIO3TOMY YYBCTBY HOJITa, & CAMOCO-
3HaHMe KOTOPOro — CO3HAHWIO ITPaKTIYeCcKOro 3aKOHa
111 CBOOOZIBI, VIV MOPaJIbHOMY CO3HAHWIO; IIO3TOMY
eduncmbenHviil agghexm, KOTOPBIVI IIPU3HAETCS 371ech
MOpaJIBHO OeliciBumebHbiM, VUV 3aKOHHBIM, eCTb ad-
dexT mpaBOTEL, VI agppexm 3axona. Yesosek, B ca-
MOM KOpHEe CBOEero JIyXOBHOIO CyIIeCTBOBaHWMsl, eCThb
37leck He YTO MHOe, Kak adpdeKkT 3akoHa, MpaKTuye-
CKaf YCTpeMJIEHHOCTB V1 0OpallleHHOCTb eV HCTBEHHO
Ha 3aKOH CBOOOMBI, yIIOPSAOYMBAIONINT KU3HB W CO-
3HaHMe coolI1IecTBa CBOOOIHBIX Pa3yMHBIX CyIIIeCTB.

Yro xe Temephb Takoe 3TOT adpdekT 3akoHa? Ha
3TOVI TIO3MLIVI MVPOBO33PEHNSI OH eCTh «abCOIIOTHBIN
IIpuKa3, besycioBHOe mospkeHcTBoBaHMe (Soll), karero-
pyaeckuy umriepatvs» (Prixre, 1997, . 98—99). Yxope-
HVBIIVCH TaKVM 00pa3oM B 3aKOHe, 4eJIoBeK ITpMHVMa-
eT BCAKoe coflepykaHme 0e3yCJIOBHOIO 3aKOHa KakK 00s-
3aTesIbHOe K VICTIOIHEHMIO, 0€30THOCUTENIBHO K TOMY,
YTO TOBOPUT O HEM ero HeIloCpelCTBeHHasl CKJIOH-
HOCTb, 3CTEeTUYeCKUI BKYC, BHe 3aBUCVIMOCTM OT CXe-

itself, yet even more: it cannot even contemplate and
imagine anything self-dependent except itself. Being
self-sufficient, this prime law is seen as law for the
sake of law, an end in itself rejecting any other goal
of activity except the observance of the ordering
law. On the other hand, man’s organised sensibility,
that which, according to the first standpoint, deter-
mines and directs everything and is substantial and
self-sufficient — and the entire sensible world — is
on this standpoint merely a third existent having
merely the status of a sphere for free agency; such
agency has no meaning without the objects, and the
sensual world is but the integral object of freedom
whereas in the first position the totality of these ob-
jects of external sensations is the prime reality. Or-
ganised sensibility with its inclinations, joys and
needs is here only the third element in the structure of
reality, but nevertheless it exists; therefore the prac-
tical law which determines everything here is itself
determined in this type of worldview as the law of
sovereign determination of sensibility, the principle
of duty and coercion, and the sensible world as the
total object of the principle of duty.

Man lives and acts at this standpoint rooted in
law. Man is himself the law and in that sense it ap-
pears before us a living law conscious of itself, af-
fected by itself (in a situation when any affection
by another is rejected as heteronomy of legal and
moral consciousness hostile to right and virtue),
whose self-feeling therefore is synonimous with
the feeling of duty and whose self-consciousness
equals the consciousness of the practical law for
freedom, or moral consciousness; therefore the only
affection recognised as morally valid or legitimate is
the affection of legality, or the affection of law. Man,
at the very root of his spiritual existence, is nothing
else than the affection of law, practical tendency to
and orientation upon the law of freedom which or-
ders the life and consciousness of the community of
free intelligent beings. What, then, is the affection
of law? From this standpoint it is “an absolute com-
mand, an unconditional obligation, a Categorical
Imperative” (Fichte, 1849, p. 137). Having thus been
embedded in the law, man accepts the content of an
unconditional law as binding, irrespective of what
his immediate inclination, his aesthetical taste says
about it, irrespective of the schematising, i.e. incar-
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MaTU3UPYIOIIeN, T.e. BOIUIOIIAIOIIEI U OIpeaMeun-
BaIOIIIel], TeITeJIFHOCTYI €0 CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpake-
HUS: HUYEro OT CKJIOHHOCTV YeJIOBeKa, HO BCe TOJIBKO
oT cBaToro 3akoHa (AA 04, S. 426; Kanr, 1997, c. 159).
«YesoBek 3aKkOHa» CIILIIUT B cebe rojoc OesycIoBHO-
o JOJ/DKeHCTBOBAHMSI VIMEHEM 3aKOHAa. DTOT I'OJIoC He
nleslaeT CKUIOK U He J03BOJIsieT UCKJIIOYeHWM B TIOJIb3Y
KaKovi ObI TO HM OBIJIO, [TaXke caMOVI JKM3HEeHHO BaykKHOTA,
CKJIOHHOCTY ¥ TIOTPeOHOCTY, HO TpebyeT TONIBKO Ofl-
HOTO — WCHOJIHUTB IoMr. ITocTonbky adpdekT 3akoHa
ecTh madoc OecIIpUCTPaCcTHOIO CIIEIOBAHNS UVICTOMY
IPVHLONITY AojTa. 3aKOH caMoVl 0e3yCJIOBHOCTBIO CBO-
el (POPMBI «COBEPIIIEHHO OTBEPraeT BCSIKYIO JIFOOOBB
¥ CKJIOHHOCTB K TOMY, UTO IIpuKa3aHO» (Duxte, 1997,
c. 99), paBHO KaK ¥ HepacIoJoXeHVe, KaK BO3MOXKHBIE
MOTWMBBI [IesITeIbHOCTH. ThI HOJDKeH He IIOTOMY, UTO ThI
3TOrO XOYelllb, ¥ BOIIPEKV BCIKOMY [IEVICTBUTEIEHOMY
XOTEHUIO; ecjIvt ObI ThI XOTEeJI 3TOro, B HJOJIKEHCTBOBA-
HVM He OBUIO OBI pallViOHAJIBHOTO CMBICIIA, U TeDe HeT
HaJOOHOCTM XOTETB: THI KaTErOpMYecKyL JO/DKeH. «Xu-
MWYeCKUVI» SKCIIePUMeHT MopaicTa KaHTa, BeIIess-
IOITIETO B IIPMBOAVIMBIX MM UeTBhIpeX IpuMepax KaTero-
PUYeCcKoro MMIIepaTuBa COOCTBEHHO MOPASIBHBIVI MO-
MEHT II0JDKEHCTBOBaHMS Iy TeM VCKITIOUeH NS I1aToIo-
T'YECKOVI MOTMBALIVIVI CKJIOHHOCTBIO M TIOTPeOHOCTBHIO,
7 VIMEHHO TaKVe XVIMITIeCKV YVCThIe CJIydan VCIIOJIHe-
HVS J10JITa, IIPU3HAIOIIETO MMEIOIMIVIMIY «HACTOSIITYI0
MOpaJIbHYI0 IIeHHOCTb» (A A 04, S. 398; Kant, 1997, c. 75)
" «MOpaJIbHOe cofep>kaHve» MakcuMel (AA 04, S. 397;
Kant, 1997, c. 73), yIOCTOBEpPSIIOT, B KAKOV Mepe OCHOB-
HOe yCTpeMJIeHVe ero 3TUKM MMIlepaTiBa eCTh KyJIb-
Typa Takoro addexra 3akoHa. Ho mmsa Puxre nMen-
HO TIOCJTe «BO3TOHKVI» 0€3yCIIOBHOI'O TOJKEHCTBOBAHIS
B 9TVMKe 3aKOHA Ha4YMHAIOTCS IO IMHHBIE IIPOOJIEMBL

MopanbeHabIi U pakTHIecKNi1 adpdeKT:
MapasoKc KaHTMAaHCKOT0 0ecrIpucTpacTus

YesioBeK IIOCTONIBKY eCTh 31echk addeKT 3aKoHa,
IIOCKOJIBKY €T0 CaMOCO3HaHWe U CaMO4dyBCTBMe IIOM-
YYHEeHBI KaTeropy4ecKOMy JIOJDKEHCTBOBAHWMIO W TIO-
CKOJIBKY Y HETO B HOpMe (9muuecku) He JOIDKHO OBITH
VI He MOXeT OBITh MHBIX MOTVIBOB HeSTeJIbHOCT W BBI-
Oopa, KpoMe COOTBETCTBMS 0Oe3ycsIOBHO TpeboBaTeiIb-
HOMY 3aKOHY IIpaBOTBL. COOTBETCTBYIOIIEe 3aKOHY —
IpaBWIBHO, 3aKOHHO, TIOJDKHO, HOPMAAbHO; HE COOTBeT-
CTBYIOIIlee — HeITpaBVIIbHO, HE3aKOHHO, HeHOPMAABHO.
YestoBeK Ha paccMaTpUBaeMOVI TTIO3UIIVIVI BeCh CBOIVT-
Csl B KOPHE ero yXOBHOTO OBITNA K cofepuiento Hesa-
UHmMepecoBanHoMY CyKIEHWIO O TOM, COOTBETCTBYeT JIN
(ero cobcTBeHHOE WM Ube ObI TO HM OBLIO) HEVICTBIE
vy Oe3fiericTBYe MOPaJIbHOMY 3aKOHY WUIM He COOT-
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nating and objectifying activity of his imagination:
nothing from the man’s inclination, but everything
only from the holy law. “The man of law” hears in
himself the voice of unconditional “ought” in the
name of the law. This voice makes no allowances
and exceptions in favour of any, even the most vi-
tal inclination or need, demanding only one thing,
the performance of duty. Thus the affection of law
means impartial compliance with the pure princi-
ple of duty. The law, “on account of this very cate-
gorical nature of its form, wholly rejects all love or
inclination towards the thing commanded” (Fichte,
1849, p. 137), as well as dislike, as possible mo-
tives of activity. You ought not because you want
it, but contrary to any real volition; if you wanted
it, there would be no rational meaning to “ought”
and you would have no need to want: you categori-
cally must. The “chemical” experiment of the moral
teacher Kant who separates the moral element of
duty in his four examples of categorical imperative
by excluding the pathological motivation by incli-
nation or need, and recognises just and only such
chemically pure cases of duty fulfilment as having
“actual moral worth” (GMS, AA 04, p. 398; Kant,
2011, p. 27) and “moral content” of the maxims
(GMS, AA 04, p. 397; Kant, 2011, p. 25) attests to
what extent the thrust of his ethics of imperative is
the culture of such affection of law. But for Fichte
the real problems in the ethics of law begin precise-
ly after the sublimation of unconditional “ought”.

The Moral and Factual Affection:
the Paradox of Kantian Impartiality

Man here is an affection of law as far as his
self-consciousness and self-perception are subordi-
nate to the categorical ought and because normally
(ethically) there cannot be and must not be any mo-
tives of activity and choice other than compliance
with the rigorous law of legality. What corresponds
to the law is right, legal, ought to be and is normal;
what does not correspond to the law is wrong, il-
legal and abnormal. Man from this standpoint is re-
duced at the root of his being to a totally disinterested
judgment on whether or not his (or anyone’s) action
or inaction corresponds to the moral law. Total dis-
interestedness of the moral judgment means its total
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BeTcTByeT. CoBepllleHHasl He3aHTepecOBaHHOCTh MO-
PaJIBHOTO CYXX[IEHMs O3Ha4daeT ero COBepIIeHHYIO He-
3aBVCVIMOCTB OT JIMTIHOTO YYacTMsl, OT CUMITATW VI aH-
TUIIATWUV, MeaIbHOE XJIaJHOKPOBYIE U ANAmuio BO BCs-
KOVI CaMOOIIeHKe 1 OlleHKe Apyrux. VIHbIMM cjToBaMw,
4JeJIoBeK JIIOOUT ceOsl M yHOBJIETBOPEH CaMVM cOOOV
37lech HaCTOJIBKO, HACKOJIBKO OH VICIIOJIHSIET YVCTBIN 3a-
KOH HPaBOB; JIIOOUT ce0s KaK 3aKOHOCOO0pa3HOro cyOb-
€KTa ¥ IOBOJIEH CaMVIM COOOIO TOJIBKO B 3TOM KadecTBe.
Tam, rre gesroBeK COBepIIIEHHO VCUe3aeT VI pacTBO-
PpseTcs BCeVt CBOEVI XKM3HBIO B TOM CaMOCO3HAaHMUM Oe3-
YCJIOBHOI'O [I0JIra, IIPEeBO3MOTAIOIIETO BCSAKYIO YyB-
CTBEHHYIO MOTHMBALIVIO — IIOJIOKUTEIIBHYIO VIV OTPY-
LIaTeJIbHYI0, BCe KOHYAeTCsI «3TUM XOJIOOHBIM U CTPO-
MM JOJDKeHCTBOBaHMeM» (Duxte, 1997, ¢. 99) u um-
CTBIM He3aMHTepeCOBaHHBIM IIPUTOBOPOM O COOTBET-
CTBUW VUIV HECOOTBETCTBMV HEWCTBUSA 3aKOHY. Tak
YTO, eCJIV TOJIBKO TIO3HaHVe 3aKoHa OyzeT y TaHHOro
4eJIoBeKa [IOCTaTOYHO YVICTBIM ¥ BEpHBEIM, BecbMa 603-
MOXHO, 9TO 4eJIOBEK, pacCMaTpVBasi CBOe IIEVICTBIE «C
TOYKM 3peHMs BOJIVI, COBEPIIEHHO COIVIACHOV C pasy-
MoM» (AA 04, S. 424; Kanr, 1997, c. 155), SecripuctpacT-
HO IIpM3HAET CBOe COOCTBEHHOE, KaK 7 9yKOe [IeVICTBIe
He COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIM 3aKOHY 1 OyzleT paBHO Oecripu-
CTpacTeH Kak K cebe 1 cBoMM OJIM3KIM, TaK U K COBep-
IIEHHO YYXXVUM JISL €r0 JKVM3HV ¥ €ro SIOXV JIIOISIM
v nortokeHMM. Takoe OecIipyicTpacTye IIpearioaraert,
OO HAaKO, ITPEOIOJIeHE VIIVI IO MEHBIIIeVI Mepe HelTpa-
JIM3alIo «MHTepeca K cebe caMOMy VI CBO€VI JIVYIHO-
ctn» (Puxte, 1997, c. 99); HO 1mesto B TOM, uTO 6 deiicmbu-
meAbHOCY STOT IIOCTIEHVVI VIHTEPeC, «KaK IIPaBIIIo»,
coenmHsercs ¢ addekToM Oe3ycIIOBHOTO 3aKOHA 1, Coe-
IOVHSACH C HUM, BUIOV3MEHSEeTCs], YIIOHOOISSICh 10 Xa-
pakTepy 3ToMy addexTy. CaMOBOCIIPUSITIIE CBOOMUTCS
K IIPOCTOMY IIPUTOBOPY O COOTBETCTBUW JIEVICTBUIS 3a-
KOHY, HO 3TOT HIPWUIOBOp yTpadmBaeT JOJDKHYIO Oec-
HIpucTpacTHOCTh. Eci MBI [IeVICTByeM BOIIpeKM 3aKo-
Hy 1 Oe3/iericTByeM TaM, I7ie 3aKOH TpebyeT IesTelIb-
HOCTW, MBI JOJDKHEI IIpe3uparh ce0st KaK MOpaJIbHO He-
IOCTOVIHBIX [edTelIeVl; ecJIv e Hallle OeVICTBUe JIM0o
OeszievicTBIIE COOTBETCTBYET TPeOOBaHMIO 3aKOHA, MBI
0cBODOXKIIaeMcsi OT 3TOro Ipe3peHms K cebe, MBI BIIpa-
Be He mpe3nparh cammx cebst. Ho MpI ropasmo Gosbiie
XOTVM UyBCTBOBaTh ¥ CO3HABaTh CBOIO COOOpa3HOCTH
3aKOHY, UeM CBOe HEeCOOTBETCTBVIE eMY, MBI XOHIUM JIIO-
OUTB 1 yBaXkaTh ce0s KaK MOpaJIbHBIX JIeTeJIe, COBEp-
IIIeHHO 0e30THOCUTEIIBHO K TOMY, €CTh JIV Y Hac JOCTa-
TOYHBIE OCHOBaHWS 1711 3TOTO, T.€. MOYKEM JIVI MBI B Ca-
MOM JieJle B JIOJDKHOV Mepe VICTIOJIHUTH Oe3yCJIOBHBIV
3aKOH HPaBOB, a 3T0, KOHEYHO, HapyIIlaeT TpeboBaHe
OecrrpucTpacTiist B MOPaJIBHOV OLIEHKe.
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independence of personal involvement sympathies
and antipathies, ideal equanimity and apathy in any
assessment of oneself and others. In other words,
man loves himself and is pleased with himself inas-
much as he complies with the pure moral law, loves
himself as a law-abiding subject and is pleased with
himself only in this capacity.

Where man totally disappears and is dissolved
with his entire life in this self-consciousness of un-
conditional duty which overcomes any sensual mo-
tivation — positive or negative — everything ends
up in “this cold and rigid commandment” (Fichte,
1849, p. 138) and in a pure and disinterested ver-
dict on whether or not the action corresponds to the
law. Thus, if a person’s cognition of the law is suf-
ficiently pure and accurate, it is highly probable that
a person considering his action “from the point of
view of a will that entirely conforms with reason”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 424; Kant, 1849, p. 77), would im-
partially recognise his own or another’s action as
inconsistent with the law and would be equally dis-
passionate towards himself as towards people and
situations that are totally alien to him and his time.
Such impartiality, however, implies overcoming or
at least neutralising “an interest for ourselves and
our own personality” (Fichte, 1849, p. 138); and yet
the point is that in reality this latter interest, “as a
rule”, blends with the affection of the unconditional
law and, in blending with it, is modified, becoming
similar in essence to this affection. Self-perception is
reduced to the bare verdict on the action’s compli-
ance with the law, but the verdict loses its due im-
partiality. If we act contrary to the law or fail to act
where the law demands action, we ought to despise
ourselves as morally unworthy actors; if our action
or inaction corresponds to the provisions of the law
we are relieved of self-loathing and we have the
right not to despise ourselves. But we want far more
to feel and be conscious of compliance with the law
than of non-compliance, we want to love and respect
ourselves as moral actors irrespective of whether
we have sufficient grounds for this, i.e. whether
we have indeed been able properly to comply with
the unconditional moral law, and this, of course, in-
fringes upon the requirement of impartial moral as-
sessment.

The drama of the situation lies in the fact that
this violation does not happen due to a judgment



JpamaTn3M IIOJIOXKEHVS B TOM, UTO 3TO HAapYIIIeHWe
IIPOVICXOOUT He OT CYXK/IEHWS, BBIHOCVMOIO «C TOY-
KV 3peHus BoiIM, adPuIIMpoBaHHON CKIOHHOCTBIO»
(AA 04, S. 424; Kanr, 1997, c. 155), u, ciienoBaTesibHO, He
OT HEeKOTOPOI'0 MapryHaJIBLHOIO ¥ HeCyIIeCTBEeHHOIO
«IIPOTMBJIEHMSI CKJIOHHOCTV IIPEeIIVICaHWMIO pasyMa»
(Tam xe), xax mortarast KaHt, HO OT cy>kmeHms, orrpere-
JIIeEMOTr'0 IMEHHO BoJIelt, adp P poBaHHO MOPAAbHO-
CMbI0, VI IIOCTOJIBKY OT adpdpeKTa UMCTOro 3aKOHa, KOTO-
POTO, IO YCJIOBVISIM 3TIYECKOVE 3a1a4Vl, IIPaKTIECKOMY
51 M3HaYaJIbHO IMETH He II03BOJISIETCS, VI KOTOPOTO OHO,
OIHAKO, He MOXXeT He MIMeTb, 10O OHO — YeJIOBeK VI HU-
4uTO YesioBedyeckoe eMy He uyXxmo. CyOBekT Mopaib-
HOVI OLIEHKM 00.1%eH COXPaHSTh 0e3yCIIOBHYIO allaTIo,
TOJDKeH OBITh 0e3yC/IOBHO HeIIpedB3siTEIM IIPH Cy>Kie-
HUM Kak o ceDe, Tak 1 O IPYTMX; HO II0 CAMUM YCIIOBU-
SIM MOPJTBHO-TIPAKTMYIECKOV 3a7Ia9uM OH IMEHHO 11 He
MOXcem COXPAHWTD 8 deiicmBuimesvHoCmy 3Ty allaTUIo,
OCTaThbCSI HEIIPeB3sITHIM B caMoolleHke. HopmaTmBHO
IIOTDKHOE CYXXJIeHVIe (IIPaKTMUIecKOoro pa3yMa) orpese-
JIgeTcsl KaK 0e3ycJIOBHO He3aMHTepecOBaHHOe; OffHa-
KO (paKTIUecKoe CyXXIIeHWe OKa3bIBaeTCsl HeM30eXKHO
MPaKTUYeCKV 3aMHTEPeCOBAaHHBIM ¥ II03TOMY Hapy-
I1aeT TpeboBaHMe MONTHOV OecripucTpacTHOCTH. 1o cy-
1iecTBy, PvixTe HAXOAUT IIPOTUBOPEUMBBIM KIIIOYEBOE
ISl CTAaHJIAPTHOV (POPMYJIVPOBKM KaHTMAHCKOV 3T-
KV TIOHSATVE «(IIPAKTUYECKOTO MHTepeca» B TaKOM MO-
PpaJIbHOV HOKTPVHe, KOTOpasi AeKIaprpyeT HaMepeHe
abcTparmpoBaThbCs TP CY>KIEHW O IOJDKHOM 011 Bes-
K020 unmepeca*; OGHAKO 3TVIM €ro KpUTWYecKye 3aMe-
4JaHMUS B afipec KaHTMAHCTBA He OrPaHMYIMBAIOTCSL.

Bo3M0JKHO /1M IIOJIOJKUTe/IbHOE caMOyBakeHne?

YestoBek HOIDKeH Ipe3npaTh ceOs KaK MOpPaIbHO
HeIOCTOMHOTO, eCJIVI COBECTh yKa3blBaeT eMy Ha Heco-
OTBETCTBVE €r0 JIEeVICTBVIS WIIV Oe3mericTBus Oe3yciioB-
HOMY IIpaKTMYeCKOMY 3aKOHY; II03TOMY «JeJIOBeK 3a-
KOHa» OITpaBIaHHO CTPEMMTCS BO3MOYXKHO OoJlee ITOJTHO
COOTBETCTBOBATh TpeOoBaHMSAM Oe3yCIIOBHOTO ITpaKTV-
YeCcKOro 3aKOHa, YTOObI He ObITh BBIHYKIEHHBIM «IIpe-
3uparh ceds caMoro Iepey JIMIIOM 3akoHa» (Duixre,
1997, c. 99). Mexny TeM 3TO BCe, Uero MocsIeioBaTeIbHO
¥ 3aKOHHO MOXET XeJIaTh «4eJIOBeK 3aKOHa»: BeCh ero
Veall MOXXET CBOOMUTBCS JIVIIb K TOMY, YTOOBI UMens
BosmoxHocmy He npesupams ceba 3a HedocmouHcmbo;
a IIOCTOJIBKY BO3MOXXHBIVI [1JIsi HETO MOPAJIbHBIV VjIe-

* Hepoymenne @uixTe 10 5TOMY IIOBOJLY He JIMIIIEHO OCHOBAaHWIL;
O TIOHSATUM «MHTepeca» B KOHTEKCTe 3TUKM aBTOHOMUM CM.:
(Cymaxos, 1998, c. 136 —139).
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delivered “from the point of view of a will affect-
ed by inclination” (GMS, AA 04, p. 424; Kant, 2011,
p. 77), and therefore not as a result of some margin-
al and unessential “resistance of inclination to the
prescription of reason” (ibid.), as Kant believed, but
from a judgment determined by the will affected by
morality and therefore by the affection of pure law,
which, under the terms of the ethical task, the prac-
tical Self is not permitted to have and yet which it
cannot help having because it is human and noth-
ing human is alien to it. The subject of moral assess-
ment must preserve unconditional apathy, must be
unconditionally unprejudiced in judging himself
and others; but due to the terms of the moral-practi-
cal task he cannot retain apathy in reality and remain
impartial in self-assessment. The normal judgment
(of practical reason) is defined as unconditionally
disinterested; however, the actual judgment ends
up inevitably being practically interested and thus
violates the requirement of total impartiality. In ef-
fect, Fichte finds a contradiction in the concept of
“practical interest” which is crucial to the standard
formulation of the Kantian ethics, in a moral doc-
trine which is committed to abstracting itself from
any interes® in judging what ought to be; however,
his critical remarks addressed to Kantianism do not
end there.

Is Positive Self-Respect Possible?

Man should despise himself as morally unwor-
thy if his conscience points to the non-compliance of
his action or inaction with the unconditional practi-
cal law; therefore “the man of the Law” rightly seeks
to comply as much as possible with the requirement
of unconditional practical law in order “not to be
constrained to despise himself before the tribunal of
the Law” (Fichte, 1849, p. 138). And yet this is all a
“man of the Law” can consistently and legally de-
sire; his entire ideal is summed up in having an op-
portunity not to despise oneself for unworthiness; and
therefore his moral ideal can only be thoroughly
negative. Kant, however, insists on the need for pos-
itive respect for oneself (and the moral law) as the cri-
terion of moral motivation of action. Kantian respect

® Fichte’s questioning of this is not ungrounded; on the
concept of “interest” in the context of ethics of autonomy see
further (Sudakov, 1998, pp. 136-139).
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as1 cyrybo ompuyameaen. KaHT, omHaKo, HacTanBaeT Ha
HeOOXOMMMOCTVL NOAOKUMEAbHO20 YBAXKEHUA K CAMOMY
cebe (1 K MOpaJIBHOMY 3aKOHY) KaK KPUTepVs MOpasIb-
HOVI MOTMBAIIVM HevicTBIs. KaHToBCKOe yBakeHVe I10-
3UTVBHO KaK «IIpefiCTaBjleHVe O IeHHOCTV, KOTopas
3acTaBjIeT MeHs IIOCTyHaTbes cebsurroOmem» (AA 04,
S. 401 Anm.; KanT, 1997, c. 83 cH.), HO3UTUBHO KaK BHY-
TpeHHee OTHOLIEHVE K «IOCTOVHCTBY, T.e. Oe3ycIioB-
HOVI, HeCpaBHMMOVI IleHHOCT» (AA 04, S. 435; Ka#T,
1997, c. 191) u MO3UTMBHO KaK MCXOM, M3 «IIpe3peHms
VI BHYTPEeHHero OTBpallleHns K caMoMy cebOe» (AA 04,
S. 426; Kanr, 1997, c. 159), Ha kK0TOpOE, 110 KaHTy, «uero-
BEK CKJIOHHOCTV» OOpedeH CTOJIb e Oe3BICXOIHO, KaK
VI Hapy VMBIV 3aIlI0Bellb «4eJI0BeK 3aKOHa».

U BoT @uxTe ocraprBaeT MPaBOMEPHOCTb TaKOI'o
TpeOOBaHVIS: COIVIACHO €My, «JeJI0BeK 3aKOHa» «He MO-
JKeT XOTEeTh IOJIOKMTEIIEHO yBaXkaTh ceOs» (Prixte, 1997,
. 99). Ha mavarax 3TMKM 3aKOHa KaK KaTeropmyecko-
rO VMIMIIepaTyBa JIsi CoobIIecTBa CBOOOIHBIX CYIIEeCTB
peub MOXET MATU MMEHHO M TOJIBKO 00 omcymcmbuu
npespenus x cebe. Cy>XeHe 0 COOTBETCTBUM AEVICTBUS
v Oe3fericTBusL Ge3ycIIOBHOMY 3aKOHY CBOOOIBI OC-
HOBaHO JINIIIb Ha 3aKOHE; TIOCTOPOHHME 3aKOHY CO00-
pakeHNs IIPV 3TOM COBEPIIIEHHO yCTPaHeHBI 13 TI0JIs
3peHMs cynsiero pasyma. Ilostomy KaHT BpemeHa-
MU 3aTpyIHseTCs IPVU3HATh HPaBCTBEHHYIO JIMIHOCTb
CaMOOBITHBIM IIPeIMETOM YBaxkeHUs: «Bce yBakeHUe
K JIVIITY €CTh, B CYIITHOCTV, TOJIBKO YBaskeHVe K 3aKOHY»
(AA 04, S. 402 Anm.; KanT, 1997, c. 85 cH.); HO TIOCKOJTb-
Ky OH IIpWM3HAeT «BO3BBIIIEHHOCTb M 00CHOUHCMB0»
(AA 04, S. 440; Kanrt, 1997, c. 203) mpucymymm He TOJIb-
KO 3aKOHY, HO V1 VICIIOJIHSIIOIIEMY €ro JIUITY, OH 3aKOHO-
MepHO TOBOPUT He BOOOIIe 0 3aKOHe HpaBOB, HO O CH-
CTeMe HPaBCTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB. Bce MakKCMMBI MIMEIOT
dopMy (BCeoOITHOCTH IIpaBila) ¥ MaTepuio (IpaKTu-
YeCKYIO I1eJIb JIeVICTBIIS), TaK UTO MaTepyis II0JTHOIIEHHO
oIpefiesieHa 3Tov (popmort 3akoHa (AA 04, S. 436; Kanr,
1997, c. 191). Bce npakTmdecKiie MaKCUMBL, CyObEKTVB-
Hble IIPVHIIAIIBL HEVICTBUS, HeM30eXXHO KOHKPETHBI,
MOpaJIbHBIE K€ 3aKOHBI, IIPVHLNIIE 0JIra, KaHTUaH-
cKas 3TMKa POpMyJIMpyeT Ha OCHOBe YHWBepcasIvi3a-
LIV MaKCHM BOJIV, Y TIOTOMY VCIIOJTHEHVe JI0jIra KOH-
KPeTU3UPYeTCS B «JINIIE, KOTOPOE VICIIOJIHSET BCe CBOM
obsi3aHHOCTI» (AA 04, S. 439—440; Kanr, 1997, c. 203).

A moToMy BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOCTVI HPaBCTBEHHOI'O
yBakeHMs K JIVITY, a He TOJIBKO K 3aKOHY OIIperesIseT-
Cs1 BO3MOXKHOCTBIO JIJIS1 JIMIIA VICIIOJIHUTD 3TY CHUCTEMY
MaTepuasIbHO OIpeJie/IeHHBIX HOPM HPaBCTBEHHOCTIA
Ho 3aKoH, ciTy>kaIuit 31ech OCHOBaHVEM, «COBEpIIeH-
Ho onpeneren» (Duxte, 1997, c. 100); 3To He ecThb UMCTas
dopMa MBIC/IVI, KOTOPYIO MBI MOIJIVI OBbI 3aIIOIHATH 3a-
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is positive as “the representation of a worth that in-
fringes on my self-love” (GMS, AA 04, p. 401n; Kant,
2001, p. 31n), as an inner attitude to “dignity, i.e.
unconditional, incomparable worth” (GMS, AA 04,
p- 435; Kant, 2011, p. 101), and as an escape from
“self-contempt and inner loathing” (GMS, AA 04,
p- 426; Kant, 2011, p. 81) to which, according to
Kant, the “man of inclination” is doomed as inevi-
tably as “the man of Law” who has violated a com-
mandment.

Fichte challenges the validity of this require-
ment: he argues that “the man of Law” “by no
means [is] able to respect himself, — positively”
(Fichte, 1849, p. 138). According to the principles of
an ethics of law as the categorical imperative for a
community of free beings only a lack of self-contempt
could be the case. The judgment on the compliance
of action or inaction with the unconditional law of
freedom is based solely on the law; considerations
extraneous to the law are completely removed from
the view of the judging reason. That is why Kant at
times is at a loss to recognise the moral personali-
ty as an object of respect in its own right: “All re-
spect for a person is actually only respect for the
law” (GMS, AA 04, p. 402n; Kant, 2001, p. 31n); but
as far as he grants “sublimity and dignity” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 440; Kant, 2001, p. 109) not only to the law
but also to the person that complies with the law, he
speaks quite appropriately not of the moral law in
general, but of a system of moral laws. All the max-
ims have the form (the universality of a rule) and
matter (the practical aim of an action), so that mat-
ter is fully defined by this form of law (GMS, AA 04,
p- 436; Kant, 2001, p. 101). All the practical maxims,
subjective principles of action, are inevitably con-
crete, while the moral laws, the principles of duty
are formulated by Kantian ethics through univer-
salisation of the maxims of will, and therefore ful-
filment of duty is made concrete “in the person who
fulfills all his duties” (GMS, AA 04, pp. 439-440;
Kant, 2001, p. 109).

Therefore the question of the possibility of moral
respect for a person and not only for the law de-
pends on the person being able to comply with the



TeM IT0 COOCTBEHHOMY ITPOM3BOJIY IIOPOXKIEHMSIMY Ha-
ero BooOpaskeHMs VIM IUIOfaMy Hallleyl CKJIOHHO-
CTVL; 3TO IMEHHO HeoOXOIVMOe ITpaBuJIO pa3yMa, OTHO-
csilIeecs K onpedeeHHoll mamepuu Haweil Boau. B mpo-
TVBHOM CJIy4ae, T.e. OyIb 3aKOH IIPaKTI4YecKoro pasyMa
cyrybo dpopMasbHBIM IIPUHIIVIIOM, KaKOBBI IIpaBuIIa
¢popMaIIBHOV JIOTVIKYM, MBI MOIJIVI ObI HaflesIThCsl Hal T
Ha Iy TSAX 3TUYeCKOV Ka3yMCTVKM U IIPUCTaJIbHOIO aHa-
7M3a 00CTOSITETIBCTB MecTa ¥ oOpa3a JIeVICTBISI OCHOBa-
HVMS [171 VICKJIFOYeHWTI M3 3TOrO (COIVIacHO M3HadasIb-
HOVI IIpeTeH3My, 0e3yCJIOBHOIO ¥ KaTeropudecKy-Bee-
00I111ero) 3aKoHa, HEKYIO «CJIEIYIO 30HY» IIJIS MMIIepa-
TVBa, HAXOISICh B KOTOPOW, CyOBEKT MOI ObI pacCUMTHI-
BaTb Ha BO3MOXXHOCTB IIOJIOKUTEJIPHO yBaXKaThb ceOsi,
Oymyun 3mechk 0ocBOOOXIEH OT mpenmvicaHms. I lounma-
Hye 0e3yCJIOBHOTO MIMIIEpaTMBa JJIs CBODOIBI KaK CY-
ry6o dpopMasTbHOrO IPUHIINIIA, ITOHO0OHOT0 IIPMHITILY
JIOTVIKY, OTKPBIBaeT Iy Tk K IIpeTeHAyIoler Ha HopMa-
TUBHOe 3Ha4deHVie STUYeCKOV Ka3yWCTMKe, CMBICII KOTO-
povt B IIOVICKE CUTYATVIBHBIX 3TUYECKMX OIpaBIaHWUI
HJI 0mcmynAetus oT STUIeCKOro IpaBuia.
HampoTne, KOHKpeTHas 3THKa, yHepKMBarollas
crenmuyecKn 3TMYeCKUN CMBICT (POpMaIbHOCTY OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIsI, II03BOJISIET COITPOBOXKAATH (POPMYIIVI-
POBKY KOHKpPeTHOIO VIMITepaTyBa TaKoV Ka3yMCTUKO,
CMBICJI KOTOPOV MOXET 3aKOHHO OIpaHMYMUThCS TIOVIC-
KOM B03MosxHOCmel npuMeHerus BIIOJIHe ollpeesieH-
HOTO 3aKOHa HPaBOB K >KM3HEHHOVI CUTyalluM, IIpe-
CTaBJIAIONIeY], 10 IIepBOMY BIleYaTIeHWIO, CKaHZasl
¥ IIpo0JIeMy MIMEHHO /IS TaK OIlpeJIe/IeHHOrO 3aKOHa
HPaBOB,— TO €CTb, IIOVICKOM ITyTeVl He K YKJIOHEHUIO OT
3aKOHa, HO K COOTBeTCTBIIO eMy. V1 kpome Toro, besyc-
JIOBHBIVI 3aKOH HPaBOB, CJIY>KalllUii OCHOBaHVeM Kare-
rOpVYecKOro MMIIepaTBa, 0e3ycJIOBHOTO JI0JKEHCTBO-
BaHML, VIMEHHO KaK MOAHOCHIbIO OnpedeseHHblll HpaB-
CTBEHHBIN 3aKOH TpelyeT «Bcero 4ejoBeka», T.e. HOJI-
JKeH OBITh WCIIOJIHEH BO Bcex cdepax IIPpaKTUIecKOu
VI Iy XOBHOVI XW3HM 4esioBeKa. VI MHOroobpasue npuH-
LIUIIOB, Yepe3 MOCPeICTBO KOTOPBIX TaKOW 3aKOH IIpU-
MeHsieTcsl K 9TOMY MHOroobpasio cpep XXu3HI JId-
HOCTM " COODIIecTBa CBOOOIHBIX JIMII, /TaeT CUCTeMY
KOHKPeTHOM 3TWKW, OPMEeHTUPYIONIyIOocs Ha IIOIHOe
VI BCECTOpOHHee OIlpefieleHVe B MBICJIV VI JeVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTY 3TOro 0e3yCJIOBHOrO IpaBwila HPABOB, T.e.
Ha OpraHMYecKyIo CYCTeMY IIPaKTUIeCKMX 3aKOHOB.
DTON cucTeMe, KaK M KaXKIOMY OTAEIIbHOMY Ipei-
MNVCAaHWIO ITPaKTUYeCKOro pasyMa, MOXKHO WJIV He CO-
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system of materially determined moral norms. But
the law which is “completely determined” (Fichte,
1849, p. 139) is not a pure form of thought which we
would then be able to fill at our discretion with the
products of our imagination or the fruits of our in-
clination; it is precisely the necessary rule of reason
that pertains to the definite matter of our will. Oth-
erwise, if the law of practical reason were a strict-
ly formal principle, like the rules of formal logic, we
could hope, through ethical casuistry and a close
analysis of the place and mode of action, to find
grounds for exceptions from this purportedly un-
conditional and categorically universal law, a kind
of “blind zone” for the imperative within which the
subject could count on the possibility of respecting
himself, being relieved of prescriptions. The con-
cept of the unconditional imperative for freedom as
a strictly formal principle similar to the principle of
logic paves the way for ethical casuistry aimed at
finding situational ethical justifications for a depar-
ture from the ethical rule.

By contrast, concrete ethics which retains the
specifically ethical meaning of the formality of its
basic principle makes it possible to accompany the
formulation of a concrete imperative with a kind of
casuistry whose meaning can be legitimately limit-
ed to the search for possibilities of applying a definite
moral law to a life situation, which at first glance ap-
pears to be a scandal and a problem for the moral
law thus defined, i.e. the search for ways not to
evade the law, but to comply with it. Besides, the
unconditional moral law which underpins the cat-
egorical imperative, the unconditional “ought,”
demands, exactly as a completely determined moral
law, “the whole man”, i.e. must be observed in all
the spheres of human practical and spiritual activi-
ty. The diversity of principles through which such a
law is applied to the diverse spheres of life of a per-
son and of a community of free persons provides a
system of concrete ethics oriented towards complete
and comprehensive determination of this uncondi-
tional moral law in thought and in reality, i.e. an or-
ganic system of practical laws.

With that system, like with every single pre-
scription of practical reason, we may either com-
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OTBETCTBOBATH, VIV COOTBETCTBOBATE. B mmepBoM ciiy-
4Jae MBI OOpeueHBI Ipe3upaTh caMux cebs, BO BTO-
POM MBI TOJIBKO He MOXKeM VIIPeKHYTb ceds HU B Ka-
KOM VIIyIIeHUV VIV HapyIIeHW! U BIIpaBe He IIpe3u-
paTb cebs. Ho uTobrI mpeTeHIOBaTH Ha HEUTO OOJIBIIIEE
B 5TOM OTHOILIEHW, YeM IIPOCTOe OTCYTCTBIe yIIPpeKOB
COBeCTH B CBOVI a/lpec U BCJIe[ICTBYe 3TOr0 MOpajIbHOe
HpaBo He IIpe3upaTh CaMiX cebs, MOPaJIbHBI IesTelb
TIOJIKeH IIPeB30UTH CBOVIM JIeVICTBYIEeM TpeboBaHMe 3a-
KOHa, CIIeJIaTh OOJIBIIle, UeM IpeamvcaHo. Mexmy TeMm,
KaK 3aMedvaeT 371ech ke DrixTe, Takoe CTpeMIIeHMe 03-
HadvaeT II0 CYILIIeCTBY CTpeMJIeHVe VCIIOJIHUTD IIpefIIy-
caHHOe 1 CBepX TOTO ellle HeYTO, 3aKOHOM He IIpeJIn-
cagHoe. Ho caennanHOe Oe3 IipenmmicaHns 3aKOHa eCTh
Ge33akoHHOe mHesiHMe. 3a coBepIlIeHMe ke Oe33akoH-
HOT'O «MBI HMKaK He MOXXeM IIOJIOKMTEeIBHO yBaXkaTb
Y 9TUTH cebsI KaK HeYTO IIpeBOCXomHoe» (Puxte, 1997,
c. 100). C sTO¥ CTOPOHBI ITIO3TOMY TaKXXe OKa3bIBaeTCH,
YTO KJTIOUeBOe JIJIs1 KaHTMaHCKOV MOpaJIbHOM (PUIIOCo-
um moHATME MOPaJIBHOIO yBakeHWS OOOpomeTesnb-
HOTO JesIoBeKa K caMoMy cebe (M 3aKOHY), 10 MHEHWIO
®duxTe, MOXeT OBITH B 3TOVI MOpaIbHOM (brtocodmm,
COITIaCHO ee >ke COOCTBEHHBIM IIPeITOChIIKAM, JIMIIIb
cyry6o oTpuIiaTe/IbHBIM, ¥ IIOCTOIIBKY He MOXeT BBICT-
KIIaTh Oe3 BUOMMOTO MPOTMBOpeuNMs aKCHOMaM Mo-
PpasIbHOVI JOKTPVHBI 3TOrO pofa MCTOUHMKOM 1040 U-
meAbHbLX Ipeanvicannii. Jlaske Korma pasyMHBIe CyIiie-
CTBa IPWU3HAIOT OCYIIIECTBJIEHHOV BCIO CHUCTEMY Opra-
HIYeCKOV HPaBCTBEHHOCTH, OHM MOTYT cKa3aTb O cebe
TOJIBKO: «..MBI paObl HITUero He CTOAIIE, IOTOMY YTO
crenay, 9T IOTDKHBI ObUIN caertaTh» (JIk. 17:10).

ABTOHOMHasI 3THKa " (He)pnirocodckas TeoI0rns

Taxvm oOpa3oM, TTOTIOKMTETTEHOEe MOPaJIBHOE CaMo-
yBakeH1e DuxTe MpU3HaeT HETOCTVOKMMBIM I KO-
HeYHOro MOPasIbHOrO pasyMa. MeXmay TeM IIpu JIOMy-
IIeHWM, YTO BO BCSIKOV 9TMKe 0e3yCIIOBHOTO 3aKOHa KaK
KaTeropm4eckoro IMpuHIIUIIA JO/DKEeHCTBOBaHWS caMa
Kareropmdeckas popMa 3TOro JOJDKEeHCTBOBaHMS Tie-
JIaeT Ipe3peHne K caMoMy cebe 3a Oe3HpaBCTBEHHOCTB
MaKCMMBI, pagVKaJIbHbIe yIIpeK/ COBeCTU 3a HecOoOT-
BeTCTBUE 3aKOHY TeM CypoBee ¥ HeyCTpaHVMee, UeM

> OpHako yXe B cBoell paHHew cucTeMe 3Tuky duxTe obHapy-
JXWI, 9TO TpeDoBaHMe IIeJIOCTHOTO COOTBETCTBVS BCEVI CHCTEME
IIPaKTIYeCKMX IIPVHIUIIOB, Pe3IOMUPYeMOVL B lee HPaBCTBEH-
HOTO ITpeHa3HaueHMs JeJIoBeKa (11 UejloBedecTBa), IofipasyMe-
BaeT TpebOBaHVE COOTBETCTBOBATH DECKOHEWHOCTV, a ITOTOMY
HeuTO (DaKTIIECKN HeocyIecTBrMoe: «Ecim IosoxeHme Bbpa-
KafOT TaK: VICTIOJTHSAV BOOOIITe TBOE OIIpefIesieHyie, TO B HeM Cpasy
COepPXKUTCs M GeCKOHEYHOCTh 3a/IaHHOVI KOHEYHOV 1iesn, nbo
VICITOJTHEHTIe BCero HaIIIeTo OIpefiesieHVIs HeBO3MOXKHO HY B Ka-
Koe Bpemsi» (Puxre, 2006, c. 168).
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ply — or not comply.® In the former case we are
doomed to despising ourselves, in the latter case
we cannot accuse ourselves of any omissions or
violations and have the right not to despise our-
selves. However, to claim in this respect something
more than mere absence of any reproaches of con-
science and thus the moral right not to loathe our-
selves, the moral actor must surpass by his action
the requirement of the law and do more than is pre-
scribed. Meanwhile, as Fichte hastens to note, such
a wish amounts to the wish to fulfil the prescrip-
tion and then something over and above it which is
not prescribed by the law. But what has been done
without the prescription of the law is an unlawful
deed. Having performed what is unlawful, “he can
never positively respect himself, nor honour him-
self as something excellent” (Fichte, 1849, p. 139).
So, from that point of view it also turns out that the
concept of the moral respect of a virtuous man for
himself (and the law), which is crucial for Kantian
moral philosophy, can be, in Fichte’s opinion and
in accordance with its own prerequisites, only to-
tally negative and cannot be the source of positive
prescriptions without a visible contradiction to the
axioms of this kind of moral doctrine. Even when in-
telligent beings claim that they have complied with
the whole system of organic morality, all they can
say about themselves is “We are unprofitable ser-
vants: we have done that which was our duty to do”
(The Holy Bible, Luke. 17:10).

Autonomous Ethics
and (Non-)Philosophical Theology

Thus, Fichte proclaims that positive moral
self-respect is unattainable for finite moral rea-
son. Meanwhile, once assuming that in every eth-
ic of unconditional law as the categorical principle
of “ought” the categorical form of the “ought” itself
makes self-loathing for immorality of the maxim,

¢ However, even in his early ethics system Fichte found that
the requirement of total compliance with the whole system of
practical principles summed up in the idea of a moral vocation
of man (and of mankind), implies a requirement to comply
with infinity and is therefore practically unrealisable: “If one
expresses this proposition as follows, ‘fulfill your vocation in
general, then the infinity of the final end that is imposed is
already included in the proposition, since the fulfillment of
our entire vocation is not possible in any time” (Fichte, 2005,
p- 143).



¢ OoJIpIIelt CTPaCTBIO YeJIoBeK IIpuBepkeH «apdexTy
3aKOHa», BO3HMKaeT cUcTeMaTuyecKu Hebespasind-
HBIVI BOOPOC: €CIM I KOHEYHOI'O IPAKTUYECKOro
pasyMa Opu3HaeTCsl HeHOCTVDKMMBIM IIOJIOXKUTEIIBHOe
MOpaJIbHOe caMOyBakeHMeE, TO YTO Xe TOJDKHO ITpou-
30T B «KOPHE >KM3HWM», YTOOBI CTaJI0 BO3MOXKHO, IIO
MEHBIIIEVT Mepe, ITOJIOKUTeIbHOe MOpaJIbHOe 3aKOHO-
JIaTeJIbCTBO, KOJIb CKOPO BCJIENCTBYE BBIIIIECKA3aHHOIO
3aKOHO/IATeJILCTBO B pOpMe KaTeropuyecKnx MMIlepa-
TVBOB CaMO OKa3bIBAeTCS JIMIITh HeKOVI (POPMOTI TIperl-
BapUTEILHOV WJIV HV3IIEV! HPaBCTBEHHOCTU, IIPUIO-
TOBJIEHVIEM K JKVBOVI 1 TIOJTHOM Ujlee ToOporieTesIn?

ITpow3sonTu 30ech JOJDKHO TO CaMOe, UTO 3TUYecKoe
KaHTWaHCTBO, NogpasyMesaemoe Drxre B KauecTse Oc-
HOBHOT0 ajzipecara IIpy 00Cy>KIeHUVI BTOPOVI TIO3UIINN
MIPOBO33peHVIsI, Ha3bIBaeT «II€PEBOPOTOM B YMOHa-
CTpoeHMM»: IIpeofosieHre addeKToM 3aKoHa (KaTero-
PUYeCKIM JI0JDKEeHCTBOBaHVEeM) TOCTIOACTBYIOIIEro Ha
HM3IIVX IO3UIMSX MUPOBO33peHMs adpdexTa K coO-
CTBEHHOVI CBOOOIE VI CAMOCTOSITEJIFHOCTY, YCTpaHeHvIe
VMHTepeca K COXPaHEHWMIO COOCTBEHHOVI TPaKTUIeCKON
CaMOCTV, BO3BBIIIIEHVE MOPaJIbHOV MOTMBALIMAN CYIIle-
CTBa HaJl, yPOBHEM CyTy00 (popMasIbHOrO 3aKOHa Hpa-
BOB, IIpeBpallleHe 3TOro 3aKOHa W3 cyOcTaHIUM Mo-
paJIbHOTO MUpa B CPedCTBO M Opy[ue ero pasyMHON
opraHmsanumu. V1 BeIsICHHAETCS 3TO B XOfe pa3BepThiBa-
HIS ellle OfIHOro Kpurndeckoro gosopa dvixre B agpec
KaHTMaHCTBa — Ha 3TOT pa3 HPOTUB IIOHATV MOpaJIb-
HOVI aBTOHOMW BOJIVI.

ITpuBepxeHHBINT «addeKTy 3aKOHa» YeJIoBeK
ycTpaHsieT B cebe BCSIKMUI VIHTepecC K caMoMy cebe, Imo-
TOMY YTO KaTerOpuYeCKuii MIIEPaTB PasyMa «yHWY-
TOXaeT BCSIKYIO CKIIOHHOCTB, BCSIKYIO JIFOOOBB 1 BCSIKYIO
norpebHOCTE» (Puxte, 1997, c. 100). YenoBeky Hy>XHO
V1 KeJIaTeJIbHO JIMIIB O HO: BOSMOXXHOCTE He IIpe3upaTh
camoro cebsi B MOpasIbHOM OoTHommeHM. Hirgero Gortee
OH He >KeJIaeT, Hi4uTo OoJIbllle eMy He TpebyeTcst. A 110-
CKOJIBKY aOCOJIIOTHBIVI 3aKOH, addeKT KOTOpOro crajl
BCellesI0 TOCIIOACTBYIOIIVIM B AyIIIe UeJIoBeKa, «Heo0xo-
OVMO yTBepXIaeT ero coBepIIeHHyIo cBooomy» (Tam
XKe€), B YZIOBJIETBOPEHWN 3TOVI CBOEVI €AHCTBEHHOV MO-
PpaJIbHOVI TIOTPeOHOCTH UesIoBeK, Oy yun caMo3aKoHO-
HaTeJIbHBIM (ABTOHOMHEBIM), 3aBVICUT TOJIBKO OT cebs ca-
Moro. YesioBeK BO3BBIIIAETCS Hall BCIKOV 4yBCTBEHHO
MOTPeOHOCTHIO, HYXXIIOVW W CKJIOHHOCTBIO, Hall BCeM
JyBCTBEHHBIM VI 3aBUCVIMBIM B caMOM ceOe, a IIOTOMY,
yTBEpXIasCh B TaK IIOHMMaeMOM Oe3yCJIOBHOM 3aKOHE,
4eJIoBeK BCTaeT BBIITe BCSKOIO HecuacThbs M OefiCTBIs,
100 HecyacThe BO3HMKAET OT HeyJI0BJIeTBOPEHHO I10-
TpeOHOCTY, a [J1s HAIlero «4eJIoBeKa 3aKOHa» JacTHOe
YAOBJIETBOPEHVIE VI COBOKYITHOCTE BCX TaKVX YOOBJIeT-

67

A.K. Sudakov

radical reproaches of conscience for non-compliance
with the law all the more severe and relentless, in
proportion to one’s passionate adherence to “the af-
fection of the law”. This throws up a systematical-
ly essential question: If positive moral self-respect
is recognised as unattainable for the finite practi-
cal reason, what should happen in “the root of life”
to make positive moral legislation at least possible,
since, in consequence of what has been said before,
the legislation in the form of categorical imperatives
is itself but a form of tentative or lower morality, a
preparation for a real and complete idea of virtue?

What should happen is what ethical Kantian-
ism, seen here by Fichte as the main target in dis-
cussing the second standpoint of worldview, refers
to as “overturn in the state of mind”: the affection
of law (categorical imperative) must overcome the
affection of one’s own freedom and independence
prevailing at the lower standpoints of worldview,
eliminate the interest in preserving one’s own
practical self and raise a being’s moral motivation
above the level of the purely formal moral law,
turning this law from the substance of the moral
world into a means and an instrument for its rea-
sonable organisation. This becomes clear when
Fichte deploys another critical argument against
Kantianism which this time targets the concept of
moral autonomy of the will.

A person adhering to the “affection of law” re-
moves in himself any interest in his self because the
categorical imperative of reason “destroys all incli-
nation, all love, and all desire” (Fichte, 1849, p. 139).
Man needs and desires only one thing: the possibil-
ity not to despise himself morally. He wishes noth-
ing more and needs nothing more. And inasmuch as
an absolute law, whose affection has come to total-
ly dominate the man’s soul, “must necessarily rep-
resent him as entirely free” (ibid.), in meeting this
one and only moral need man, being a lawgiver to
himself (autonomous), depends solely on himself.
Man rises above any sensual need, desire and incli-
nation, above everything that is sensible and depen-
dent within himself, and thus, establishing himself
in the unconditional law thus understood, he rises
above any misfortune and calamity, because misfor-
tune arises from unsatisfied need and for our “man
of the Law” personal satisfaction and the totality of
all such satisfactions cease to be the foundation of
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BOPEHUVI IIePeCcTaeT IIPECTaBIIAThCS OIOPOV JKMU3HM
¥ camouyBcTBMs. Ecimn He HyXmarTbcs HU B UeM, Uero
OBl YestoBeK He Mor obecrieunTh cebe caM, T.e. HU B YeM
TaKOM, YTO He CTOUT B HeOOXOIVIMOVI CBSI3U C MOpaJIb-
HOVI 0e3yKOPM3HEeHHOCTHIO JIMYHOCTY IIepet JIMIIoM al-
COJIFOTHOT'O 3aKOHa, TO He OyIelTh Hy X1aTbCS HU B YeM
BHe ceDbs, 11 B TOM 4mcile He Oymelrs HYXOaTbCS A1
JyBCTBEHHOIO OrarofeHcTsysA B bore, Gymyum cam cebe
«borom, criacuresieM u n3basureem» (Tam xe).

INepen HamMM MOpasIbHOE MMPOBO33peHVIe, B KOTO-
POM OTIOPOTI, CyOCTaHIIMEV U CYIIeCTBOM HPaBCTBeHHO-
ro MUpa IIpu3HaeTcs aOCOITIOTHBIV 3aKOH CBOOOIIBI KaK
aBTOHOMM, a TIOCTOJIBKY VI CaMa aBTOHOMMS KaK MO-
pajibHasl CaMOZOCTaTOYHOCTh — O€3YKOPWM3HEHHO II0-
CIIYIITHOV BCeoOIIleMy 3aKOHY JIMYHOCTVI. ABTOHOMHOE
51 B MMPOBO33peHMII TAKOT'O POIA CaMO CTAHOBWITCS MO-
PpaJIbHOV CyOCTaHIIVerN M II03TOMY He HYXXIaeTCs yxKe
B bore «171s1 cBOero cepmira» (Puxre, 1997, c. 101): ncTou-
HVK CITaceHMsI, OIIpaBIaHs IIeper] JIVMIIOM CBSITOIO 3a-
KOHa HPaBOB BUINTCS TOJIBKO B CAMOVI )K€ MOPaJIbHOV
sraHoCTU. Ecin «gertoBek 3aKkoHa» ObIBaeT TeopeTide-
CKM TIOCIIEJIOBATeIIbHBIM, ITpofoirkaeT duxre, OH MoO-
XeT HyXIIaTbcs B bore 11J1 yIoBIIe TBOpEeHMS CBOEVI TEO-
peTidecKov TOTpeOGHOCTM (00BICHEHNIS CHICTEMBI IIPV-
POZIBI), HO HMKaK He J1JIsI CBOEVI IIPaKTIYeCKOV IIOTpes-
HOCTW, MHTepeca cBoero cepmria. [lociemoBareTbHbIN
B PasBUTUM CBOUX (PVI0COPCKMX Hadasl «desIoBeK 3a-
KOHa» He VCIBITBIBaeT NoTpebHOCTN B boromourenmm.
OmHaxo Ha HMU3MIMX TTO3WIIMSX MVUPOBO33PEHMS UerIo-
BEK U XVBET, 1 JIIOOUT, 1 pritocodCcTByeT B KOHEUHOM
cJeTe KaK «9yBCTBEHHBIV, HY)XIAIOIIUTICA B OOBEKTVIB-
HOM Hac/IaXXIeHnm gesioBek» (Duxre, 1997, . 115), a mo-
TOMY 3I1eCb OH MOXKET KaK IIPM3HATh, TaK 3aTeM U OT-
BEPrHYTb TOJIBKO OITHO TIOHATMeE O bore: IIpericTaBieHMe
0 HEM KaK O CIIPaBe/JIIBOM, OJTHAKO ITPOM3BOJIbHO-CBO-
€HpaBHOM pacIIpefierIiTesle COBOKYIITHOIO UyBCTBEHHO-
TO YOBJIETBOPEHVIS IIOf, MMeHeM OjlakeHcTBa / Cda-
cThst®. VI eyt Ha NepBOV ITO3WUIIAM MMPOBO33PEHMIS
JyBCTBEHHOe OJIarOfIeHCTBIE IIPWU3HAETCS B 3TOM OT-
HOIIIEHVM CAMOOOCTATOYHOVI 11€JIbI0, TO Ha BTOPOVI €r0

¢ Dra MbIc/Ib DrIXTe 3aCiTyKVBaeT BHUMAHIISL: YeJIOBEK Ha «BTO-
pOVI TIO3MIINIM MWPOBO33PEHNMSI» — «4eJIOBEK 3aKOHa»,— IIO-
CKOJIBKY OH BHympenHe nociedobameer, MOXKET KaK IIPU3HATh, TaK
VI OTBEPTrHYTb M0/bk0 makoeo boea — IIpomsBosIbHOTrO pacmpeie-
JINTENI YyBCTBEHHOIO YZOBJleTBOpeHMs. IlosToMmy, ¢ moswimm
DuxTe, KaHTOBCKas STVKO-TEOJIOTWS, BBIITISISAIAS CKaHHaIOM
VI IIapajIoKCOM 110 MepKaM KaHTMaHCKOVI JKe UVICTOV STVKM 3aKOHa
cBoOOIBI (cM. 00 aToM: Cynakos, 2018), ecTb Kak pas3 IIpOsiBIIeHVe
CTOWYECKOV TI0C/IeIIOBaTeIIbHOCTI: MO0 KaK CTOVMK, TaK U KaHTH-
aHel] eCTh, IO B3Ny To3aHero PuxTe, cOOCTBEHHO, He Gorlee,
YeM MOpPaJIM3UPYIOLINI «4yBCTBEHHBIVI UYeJIOBEK»; cebsurobve
«JyBCTBEHHOTO UeJIoBeKa» IIPeofiorieBaeTCsl TOJIBKO Ha CTYIIeHV
«BBICIIIEV M HACTOsAIIIeV MOpastbHOCTI> (Prxte, 1997, c. 119).

life and well-being. If you do not need anything you
cannot provide yourself with, i.e. anything that is
not necessarily linked with being morally impecca-
ble in the face of the absolute law, you would not
need anything outside yourself, and you would not
need God to experience sensual well-being as you
would be your own God, Salvation, and Redeemer
(cf. Fichte, 1849, p. 139). This is a moral worldview
in which the bedrock, the substance and essence
of the moral world is the absolute law of freedom
as autonomy, and thus autonomy itself as moral
self-sufficiency scrupulously complies with the uni-
versal law of the personality.

This kind of worldview itself becomes a moral
substance and does not need God “for its own
heart” (Fichte, 1849, p. 141): the moral personality is
the source of redemption and justification in the face
of the sacred law of morals. If “a man of the Law,”
Fichte goes on, is theoretically consistent, he may be
wanting God to meet his theoretical need (to explain
the system of nature), but not to meet any practical
need or the need of his heart. “A man of the Law”
who adheres to his philosophical principles consist-
ently has no need to worship God. However, at the
lower stages of worldview man lives, loves and phi-
losophises, ultimately, as a “sensuous man who re-
quires an objective enjoyment” (Fichte, 1849, p. 161),
which is why he may both recognise and then re-
ject only one concept of God: the idea of God as a
fair yet wilful and arbitrary distributor of the total
sensuous pleasure referred to as bliss/happiness.”
While in accordance with the first worldview sen-
suous well-being is seen as an end in itself, in ac-
cordance with the second it is found appropriate to
conditionate it by the morality of our mode of action
(virtuous state of mind and/or life) as a criterion of
being worthy of happiness.

In this case moral behaviour, i. e. inner compli-
ance with the law, turns out to be a means of earn-

7 This idea of Fichte deserves attention: man “in the second
worldview position”, “man of the Law”, as far as he is inwardly
consistent, may accept or reject only such a God, an arbitrary
dispenser of sensuous pleasure. Thus, in Fichte’s frame of
reference the Kantian ethical theology, which looks scandalous
and paradoxical by the standards of Kantian pure ethics
of the law of freedom itself (cf. Sudakov, 2018) is actually a
manifestation of Stoical consistency because both the Stoic and
the Kantian, according to the later Fichte, is nothing more than
a moralising “sensuous man”; whose self-love is overcome
only at the stage of “higher morality” (Fichte, 1849, p. 167).
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CUMUTAIOT HYXXHBIM OOYCJIOBUTH MOpPAJIBHBIM 00pa3oM
deiicmBus (moOpomeTepl0 YMOHACTPOeHWUS M / WIIN
XKVI3HV) KaK KpUTepvieM 00CH0UHOCIU CHACTIbA.

MopasibHBITI 00pas JIevicTBIS, T.e. BHyTPeHHe COOT-
BETCTBYIOITlee 3aKOHY ITOBeJleHVie OKa3bIBaeTCsl B 3TOM
citydae cpedcmbom ripyobpererns boxpero 6i1arososie-
HVISL, HO 1e/bl0, KaK HV IIapaJOKCAIBHO M KaK OBl 3TO
HI IPOTUBOPEYWIIO 00ImeMy Iadpocy «desioBeKa 3aKo-
Ha» KaK MOpaJIVICTa, OCTaeTcsl Bce xe cobokynuoe yyb-
cmbennoe (MUpCcKoe) yooBiembBopenue, maxe ecyvi IIpuU
3TOM ero 6r1arooOpasHO IeperMeHOBEIBAIOT VTN IIepe-
HOCSIT MCKJIIOUMUTEIIBHO B IIOTYCTOPOHHMII MUp. Mupo-
BO33peHMe «deJIoBeKa 3aKOHa», KoTopoe drixTe IIpr3Ha-
eT 371eCh TOX/IeCTBeHHBIM MIUPOIIOHVMAaHWIO CTOVITN3-
Ma, HO IIOJT IMeHeM KOTOPOI'0 OH METUT B 3HaUMUTeJIFHO
OoJIbIIIeTI CTEIIeHM B COBPEMEHHYIO €My KaHTMaHCKYIO
Mopaslb, OTBepraeT, TaKuM oOpas3oM, He WCTVIHHOIO
bora, HO cBepXTyBCTBEHHOT'O CJIYTY SIBHBIX 1 TaTHBIX 9B~
TIeMOHVICTOB, M CO3HaeT ce0sl He HY K/TAfOIIVIMCS B 3TOM
(VMeHHO 31m01l) TUIIOTe3e. DTO MUPOBO33peHNe OTBep-
raeT MIMeHeM CBOero abCoJIFOTHOro 3akoHa, addeKT KO-
TOPOro II0jIaraeT ceOsi BITpaBe OTOXIECTBUTD C VICTVH-
HO MOpPaJIbHBIM YMOHACTpPOeHMeM, He IIOIMHHOe yde-
HVIe O PeJINTUY, a TOJIBKO TeOJIOTMYeCKII SBIeMOHVI3M:
XPUCTMAHCKYIO II0 BUAVIMOCTVI CHICTEMY, COITIacHO ¢aH-
Ta3VI KOTOPOVI «XPUCTMAHCTBO OCBSTIIIO YYBCTBEHHOE
BOX7IeJIeHe, BO3JI0Xns10 Ha bora ero yrosrieTsopermie»
VI OTKPBUIO CEKpeT, KaK CIIYXUTb bory, cTaBg koHeqHOV
1IeJIBI0 CBOETO CIIYXKeHMs COBOKYITHOe MaTepuiajbHoe
ynosiieTBopeHme (Prixte, 1997, c. 102).

INopgobuele dumocodcko-Teonnornyeckye MIOCTPO-
eHMsI YCTpeMJIeHBI K TapaHTMSAM «CUacTbs, KOTOPOTrO
UIIeT YyBCTBEHHBIN destoBek» (TaM Xe), a He OmakeH-
CTBa, HETIOCPEJICTBEHHO HapyeMOro VICTVHHOW pesiu-
rueit. [loaToMy «4esloBeK 3aKOHa» HU3BepraeT JIUIIb
MHVMOTO 0Ora 4yBCTBEHHOI'O UeJIOBeKa, I B 3TOM OH
paB, MO0 3TOT IpeaMeT MOKJIOHEHWS — OTHIONb He
bor. Korna «ueroBek 3akOHa» [IOIOJIHSET CBOE yM-
CTBEeHHOe JiesiHVIe OIIPOBepPKeHVIeM PacCyIOUHBIX «I0-
Kas3aTesIbCTB ObITs boxxms» B o0racTu TeopeTmyecko-
O 3HaHMSI, OH TOJIBKO ITOC/IefioBaTesIeH B CBOEM CTpeM-
JIEHVM OTYYWUTh Pa3yM OT IIOVICKa eCTeCTBEHHBIX apry-
MEHTOB B JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO MCTMHHOV peymrvm. Kor-
7la >Ke OH B 3aKJIIOUeHVIe CUUTAEeT [OJITOM IIPeJIOKITh
MOpaJIBHBIVI apryMeHT B IOJIb3y VICTMHHOV PeIUTUN
B KaTeropmsx «IOCTOVHOCTM OJIa’KeHCTBa», OH, IIO Cy-
IT[eCTBY, BO3BPAIIlaeTCs K BO33PeHI0 Yy BCTBEHHOr o de-
JI0BeKa, KOTOpOe, Ka3aJloch Obl, CTaBMII I1eJIbIO yCTpa-
HUTb U IPeofosieTh «adpdeKToM 3aKOHa», KyJIBTYpOut
MOPpaJIv KaK CVICTEMEI 3aIloBefeit: 100 I1eJIb MOpPaJIbHO-
rO ycTpeMJIeHVs OKa3bIBaeTCsl B 3TOM IOKa3aTeIbCTBe
TOVI JKe, UTO M Y YyBCTBEHHOTO UeJloBeKa.
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ing God’s benevolence but, however paradoxical it
may be and however it may contrast with the over-
all pathos of “the man of Law” as a moralist, the goal
still remains the integral sensuous (worldly) gratifi-
cation, even if it is piously renamed or transferred
to the other world. The worldview of the “man of
Law”, which Fichte identifies with the worldview
of Stoicism but actually targets the Kantian morali-
ty which is much closer to him in time, rejects there-
fore not the real God, but the supersensible servant
of overt and covert eudaemonists and is conscious
of not needing this (precisely this) hypothesis. This
worldview rejects, in the name of its absolute law,
whose affection it claims to be identical with a gen-
uinely moral state of mind, not the true teaching of
religion, but only theological eudaemonism i.e. a
system purporting to be Christian whereby, in ac-
cordance with its fantasy, “sensual desire is sancti-
fied by means of Christianity, and the satisfaction
of this desire entrusted to a God”; a system that has
discovered the secret of how to serve God, setting
as the final goal of this service our general material
well-being (Fichte, 1849, p. 141).

Such philosophical-theological constructions
seek to guarantee “the happiness which the sensu-
ous man seeks” (Fichte, 1849, p. 142) and not the
blessing directly bestowed by true religion. There-
fore “the man of the Law” dismantles only this
imagined god of the sensuous man, and is right in
so doing, because this object of worship is not God.
When “the man of the Law” complements his men-
tal deed with refutation of intellect-born “proofs of
God’s existence” in the field of theoretical knowl-
edge, he is merely consistent in his desire to turn
reason away from the search for natural arguments
to prove genuine religion. And when in conclusion
he finds himself obliged to propose a moral argu-
ment in favour of genuine religion in terms of “wor-
thiness of beatitude”, he essentially falls back to
that same worldview of the sensuous man, which
he had seemingly aimed to eliminate and overcome
through the “affection of the law”, the culture of
morality as a system of commandments; for the pur-
pose of the moral endeavour in this proof turns out
to be the same as that of the sensuous man.

Fichte believes that a “sensuous man” consis-
tent in his thoughts and actions would rely only
on himself in meeting his need for objective plea-
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INocrrertoBaTeIbHBIT B MBICJIVL I JEVICTBUM «dYyB-
CTBEHHBIVI YeJIoBeK», Kak jyMaer Duixrte, Oymer roja-
raTbCs B YIOBJIETBOPEHMV CBOEV IOTPeOHOCTM B 00B-
eKTVIBHOM HaCIKIEHMV TOJIBKO Ha CaMOro ceOst: IIpu-
JIOKUT BCE CBOVI CVIIBI IIJIS TTOJTyYeHMs VICKOMOTO IIpe]I-
MeTa, HacJIaIUTCS TeM, UTO B €T0 BJIACTV, U BO3IEPXKIT-
Cs1 OT TOTO, YTO IIPEISITCTBYeT ero 1eisM (Prixre, 1997,
c. 115—116). KoHCcTpyKIMM ke B Ayxe TeoJIor4ecKoro
3BIIEMOHW3Ma, II0 €ro OLleHKe, CYThb IUIOL pedsdecKort
HeTIOCTIeNIOBATeIIbHOCTH 7 cyeBepys. TaKkoB, HaIlpuMep,
Mud 0 ToM, OynTo OOBEKTHI HaC/IaXXIEHV HaXOOSATCS
B pacriopsbkeHMm Oora, 11 OyIITo 3a YOIyTY IIpenocTaBsile-
HVIS 3TVX OOBEKTOB B II0JIb30BaHME «IYBCTBEHHOMY de-
JIOBEKY» OOT B CBOIO OYepepb IIOTPedyeT OT HEro HEKOV
OTBETHOV YCJIYIWM COIIACHO IIOrOBOPY, IOKyMeHTasIb-
HBIM BBIpaKeHVeM KOTOPOTO SBIISIIOTCS SIKOOBI KHWTT
IMucarans (@uxre, 1997, c. 116). [TomymHHOV LIEJIBIO «dyB-
CTBEHHOTO UeJIOBeKa» OCTaeTCsl MaTepUaIbHO OIlperie-
JIeHHOe HacJlaXJIeHVe, IIoCITyIIaHue ke Bosie boxuerr
€CTb JJIsL Hero Jminb cperctBo. OH KeJlaeT 4yBCTBEH-
HOTO YIOBJIETBOPEHVIS, IIOTOMY YTO OHO OIIperesIeHO
VIMEHHO TaK ¥ IIOTOMY 9TO OT 3TOVI €T0 OIpeJIeTIeHHOCTI
OH OXMaeT cebe «Oraronoryuvis». OH IojIaraeT TaKxe,
yTOo 0€3 VCHOIHeH S BOJIv boXkner He cMOXXeT JOCTUYb
coOCTBEHHOrO OOBEKTa CBOEVI BOIM — YYBCTBEHHOIO
yIIOBJIETBOPEHMS. BOJIsl K UyBCTBEHHOMY Y/IOBJIETBOpE-
HUIO 00sI3bIBaeT 4eJIoBeKa MMeTh BOJIIO K ITOCITY IIIaHIO
Bory. CrnenosaTesibHO, HOIJIMHHAs M OKOHYATeJIbHAsI
BOJISI €CTh 31eCh BOJISI K CUACTHIO, a BOJISE BOXIS SIBIIsIeTCSt
TOJIBKO CPEACTBOM ¥ OPYy/IVeM VCIIOJTHEHWVS 3TOV BOJIN
VI TIOCTOJIBKY JIMIITh «MeXTy IIpounmM». Prxte oOHapy-
JKMBaeT B TOM IIOCTPOEHWM, KOTOPOe JIEXUT, B YaCcTHO-
CTV, B OCHOBe KaHTOBCKOVI HEeAYKIIMI IIOCTYIIaTa ObITiS
Boxmst, dpakTideckyio TreTepOHOMMIO HpaBCTBEHHOV
BOJIM, (paKTUUECKM CIIyYaliHBIV ¥ CIy>KeOHBIVI Xapak-
Tep OOrOCIIOBCKVIX apryMEHTOB V1 BBIBOIOB: €CIIV YeJIo-
BEK JIEVICTBUTEIILHO JKeJlaeT 1o0pa, v Boiu boxwen
Kak cyOcTaHIIMaIbHOrO 7100pa, pajiyi Hero caMoro, 3ta
BOJISL IOJKHA YHUYTOXUTE B HEM BOJIIO K UyBCTBEHHO-
My yzosieTBopenuio (Puxte, 1997, c. 116).

ITpeomoreTs TOUKY 3peHMs 9y BCTBEHHOTO UeJIoBeKa,
110 Pr1xTe, BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO, €CITV KPUTEPVEM IOMIIVH-
HOVI HPaBCTBEHHOCTM IPW3HATH OTCYTCTBME addek-
Ta K COOCTBEHHOV CaMOCTOATEILHOCTY, JIIOOBU K Hel
u Bepol B Hee (Puxre, 1997, c. 110). DTOT KpUTepNii, Kak
IIPOITIACTh, OTAEIISIET HU3IIIVE [IBe TIO3UITAV BO3MOXKHO-
IO AYXOBHOIO MMPOBO33peHNs, Ha KOTOPBIX 3TOT ad-
dpexT 11 3Ta JTI000BB MPU3HAIOTCS U KYJIBTVBUPYIOTCS,
OT BBICIIIVIX TIO3VILINVI, IJIe OHM YTalllafOTCs «IIOIUVHe-
HIEM CBSITOMY 3akoHY» (Puxte, 1997, c. 102). Ilomxoms
K 3TOVI IIPOIIACT, VIIN K 9TOMY TeOpeTIdeckoMy pyoe-
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sure; he would bend every effort to obtain the object
sought, enjoy what is in his power and refrain from
what impedes the achievement of his goals (Fichte,
1849, p. 161). He assesses constructions in the spirit
of theological eudaemonism as the fruits of childish
inconsistency and prejudice. A case in point is the
myth that the objects of pleasure are at the disposal
of God and that for making these objects available
for the use of the “sensuous man” God will in turn
demand a reciprocal service under the covenant
whose documentary form is the Scripture. The true
goal of the “sensuous man” remains materially de-
termined pleasure, while abidance by God’s will is
merely a means to that goal. He desires sensuous
pleasure because it is determined in that particu-
lar way and because he expects “well-being” from
that same determinate object. He also believes that
without submitting to God’s will he will not be able
to achieve the object of his will, i.e. sensuous plea-
sure. The will to sensuous pleasure obliges man to
have the will to obey God. Consequently, the gen-
uine and final will is here the will to happiness, and
God’s will is merely the means and instrument of
fulfilling this will and is therefore “apropos”. Fichte
finds in this reasoning, which, incidentally, under-
pins the Kantian deduction of the postulate of God’s
existence, an actual heteronomy of the moral will,
an accidental and instrumental character of the the-
ological arguments and conclusions; if man really
wishes the good or God’s will as a substantial good
for its own sake, this will should destroy his will for
sensuous gratification (Fichte, 1849, p. 162).

The viewpoint of the sensuous man can, Fichte
believes, only be overcome if the criterion of genu-
ine morality is proclaimed to be the absence of the
affection of one’s own self-dependence, love of it
and faith in it (Fichte, 1849, pp. 153-154). This crite-
rion is the abyss that separates the two lower posi-
tions of a possible spiritual worldview, where this
affection and this love are recognized and cultivat-
ed, from the higher positions where they are extin-
guished by “subjection to a sacred Law” (Fichte,
1849, p. 142). In approaching this abyss or this the-
oretical frontier, the presentation of the five world-
view positions is confronted with great difficulties
and cannot avoid paradoxes. Only the first of these
difficulties is due to the fact that the matter about
to be presented is unknown to the majority of peo-



XY, M3JI0KeHVe TISTEPULIBl TIO3NUIINI MUPOBO33PEHVIs
CTaJIKVBAeTCS C OOJIBIIVIMY TPYSHOCTSIMI VI HEe MOXKET
n30exXarb IIapagokcoB. ToyIbKo IiepBoe M3 3TUX 3aTpya-
HeHMVI 00yCJIOBJIeHO TeM, UTO IOofjIeXXalast 34ech M3-
JIOKEHVIO MaTepusl Hem3BeCcTHa OOJIBIIMHCTBY JIIOfe
TPeThevI 310XV MYPOBOTO BpeMeHM «HV 10 COOCTBEHHO-
My IYXOBHOMY OITBITY, HU TIOHACJIbIIIKe» (DuxTe, 1997,
c. 103). I'taBHOE BO3MOXHOe 371eCh HEIOpa3yMeHVe — He
TICVIXOJIOI VIYECKOT 0, & COIlepyKaTelIbHOIO XapaKTepa: OHO
BO3HMKaeT y unTaresievt DuxTe, 110 IpeJICTaB/IeH IO KO-
TOPBIX IIpeoriorIeH e agcpextia cCOOCTBEHHOV CaMOCTO-
ATeIBHOCTY, Bepb. B Hee M 410061 K Hel IIpezrioiaraeT
IIpeoioJieHe 1 yTallleHue cAMoil 1o cebe aBTOHOMUM
Y CaMOCTOSATEJIBHOCTY, CyOCTaHIIMaIbHOV cBOOOIBI fI,
KoTopas ObL1a 1171 PrixTe B paHHWE €ro TOfbl ComepKa-
HYEeM HpaBCTBEHHOTO IIPVHIIMIIA, CMBICJIOM ¥ IIEJIBIO
HPaBCTBEHHOM JIesITEJIbHOCTH, a TIOTOMY I BCeMVPHOM
vicropun. V1 ecit 3To B caMoM [iejle Tak, TO KaK OTHO-
CUTBCS KO BceMy HalvcaHHoMY dvstocodpoM mo 1800 1.2
A ecyi He TaK, TO KaK BO3MOXXHO YZepKaTh CaMOCTOS-
TesrbHOe S OT adpdekTa cOOCTBEHHOVI CAaMOCTOSTeIIbHO-
ctn? YroOrl 1130eXaTh B JaHHOM «KyJIBMMUHAIIVOHHON
TOUYKe» CTOJIb 3HAUMTEIBHBIX HepmopasyMenmyi, Ovixre
VIMEHHO 371ech oOpalljaeTcsl K BBISICHEHWIO MeTadusu-
YeCKOro CTaTyca cBOOOBI 1 CAMOCTOSI TEITBHOCTIA

CB000Ia caMOMCTOIKOBAHMSI,
mosjiaraeMasi caMmum AOGCOJIIOTOM

AGcormoTHOe OoXXecTBeHHOe OBITVIE B CBOEV BHY-
TpeHHeV CYITHOCTY, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO CYIIEeCTBYeT, Ipo-
OUTCS Ha AT HO3VUIVI MVPOBO33PeHVIsl, HO 3T IIATh
TIO3UIINYI B3aVIMHO WCKJIIOYAIOT APYT Apyra Kak ro-
CIIOIICTBYIOIIVE B MI3BECTHOM MOMEHTE BpeMeHV, a II0-
TOMY 3Ta IISITEPUIIA B 1IEJIOM, TIOCKOJIBKY OHa MBICITUTCS
KaK HaIlOJIHSIOIas coDOro yIsiiieecs BpeMsi, MBICIINT-
sl OTHIOIB He KaK IeVICTBUTeIIbHAS, HO JINIIBb KaK BO3-
MoxkHast (Tam xe). B oTHOIIeHIM KaXXIom 13 popM M-
POBO33peHVIs OBITVIE JINIIIb MOXcett OBITh IIOHSTO TaKMM
00pa30oM, HO BOBce He 00s13aTeSTbHO 00.1kH0 0biH1b TTOHSI-
To Tak. CaMo ke enyHOe OBITVE HeOoITpenesIeHHO B OT-
HOITIEHNV K JJAHHOMY CIIOCOOY ero IIOHMMAaHUs; peaslb-
HOCTB OBITVISI €CTh B TOM OTHOIIEHWN H104b6K0 B03MOK-
nocms (Duxte, 1997, c. 108). CaMmM cBOVIM CyIIeCTBOBa-
HyeM 0OXecTBeHHOe OBITVe TIoJIaraeT, CJIemoBaTeTbHO,
«CBOOOY ¥ CaMOCTOSTEIILHOCTh €r0 IOHMMAHMS VIV
crioco0a, KakmM pedrieKTUPYIOT 0 HeM» (Tam xe), 11 11o-
JlaraeT KaK He3aBVICHMYIO OT OBITHS 11 eT0 BHYTpeHHe!
cymrHocTU. beiTie cobemBennont cBoeil cu01l TIoNaraeT
BHe ceba camoeo cBODOMY M CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOCTE ped-
JIEKCUM O cede, WJIM MCTOJIKOBaHMS cebs. AGCooTHOe
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ple of the third age of world time “either by its own
spiritual experience, or even by hearsay” (Fichte,
1849, p. 145). The main possible misunderstand-
ing is not psychological, but substantive; it aris-
es among those readers of Fichte who believe that
overcoming the affection of one’s own self-depen-
dence, faith in and love of it presuppose the over-
coming and extinguishing of the autonomy and
independence themselves, of that substantial free-
dom of the I which was for Fichte in his early years
the content of the moral principle, the meaning and
goal of moral activity and therefore of universal his-
tory. If this is really so, what is one to make of what
the philosopher wrote before 1800? And if this is not
so, how can one possibly restrain a self-dependent
I from the affection of its own self-dependence? To
avoid such important misunderstanding at this cru-
cial point Fichte chooses this place to address the
issue of the metaphysical status of freedom and
self-dependence.

Freedom of Self-Interpretation Posited
by the Absolute

The Absolute existence of God is inherently di-
visible, inasmuch as it exists, into five worldview
positions, but these five positions are mutually ex-
clusive as they predominate at a certain point in
time, so that the five positions as a whole, because
they are thought of as filling the progressing time,
are not contemplated as real, but as merely possi-
ble positions (cf. Fichte, 1849, p. 145). Being, within
each particular form of worldview, just may be un-
derstood in this particular way, but does not nec-
essarily have to be so understood. The single being
itself is uncertain with respect to this method of un-
derstanding it; the reality of being is thus only a pos-
sibility (Fichte, 1849, p. 151). The divine being posits
therefore, by its very existence, “the existence of a
Freedom and Independence in the mode of its ac-
ceptation, or in the way in which it is reflected”
(ibid.), and posits it as being independent from be-
ing and from its inner essence. Being by its own force
posits outside itself freedom and independence of re-
flection on itself or interpretation of itself. The Abso-
lute Being “regards itself as this Absolute Freedom
and Independence in the mode of its own accep-
tation” (ibid.), as independence from its own inner
being. Being posits itself as such outside itself and
independently from itself. It posits itself as such,
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ObITHE «TI0CTaBIISET caMO cebsl. .. KaK 3Ty abCOIIIOTHYIO
cBOOOIly M CaMOCTOSITEIIBHOCTh IIOHMMATh ceds» (Tam
Ke), KaK He3aBUCUMOCTh OT CBOEro ke COOCTBEHHOTO
BHYTpeHHero ObITys. BeITne 1osaraer cebst Kak Tako-
Boe BHe ceDsl caMOoro v B He3aBUCVMOCTH OT ceDsl caMo-
ro. OHo nosiaraeT cebsl KaK TaKOBOE, HO 3TO He 3HAUWT,
YTO OHO TBOPWUT HEYTO IIPeXJie He ObIBIIIee: OHO caMO
B M3BECTHOVI YacTV CBOEV OOYCIIOBJIEHHOVI €T0 SIBJIEHV-
eM (pOpMBI 1 eCTh 3Ta «CBOsI COOCTBEHHas CBOOOJIa BHe
cebs1 camoro» (Tam >xe). BerTre mosaraer ce0st kak cBo-
0oy M caMOCTOSATEIIBHOCTb pedpyIeKCHy, 3HAaYUT, OHO
oTesseT cedsl B OBITIM OT ceOsl B IIPOSIBIIEHNUN U CYIIie-
CTBOBAHUM W, SIBJISISICH VI OTKPBIBAsICh, M3bIMaeT cels 13
ce0s1 caMoro 1 ITOCTOIIBKY YMMPpAET ISt cebst caMoro, HO
JIVIIB JIJISL TOTO, YTOOBI BO3BPATUTBCS B Ce0sl, IIPUNTHU
K cebe 1 BocKpecHYTb 117151 >km3HM (TaM xe). CBeT, KOTO-
PBIVI eCTh BceoOlIlee oIIperiesieHie CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS VIV
co3HaHMs, oDOpalljaeTcss Ha caMoro cebs, oTpa’kaercs
v pedirextupyetcs. Popma xe pedriekcum ects Sl
Takum obpasom, OoxxecTBeHHOE OBITME HEOOXOIU-
MO TIOJIaraeT «CaMOCTOSTeJIbHOe U cBoDomHOoe SI» Kak
4yacTb (POPMBL CBOETO SIBJIEHMS MJIV OTKPOBEHMS, «ald-
COJIFOTHOVT (POPMBI», M 3TO He KaKas-TO MaJIO3Ha4u-
TeJIbHAs, IIYCTh [Ia’Ke M HeOTheMJIeMasl 4acTb 3TOM
dpopMarIbHOVI OIIpeJiesIeHHOCT sBJIeHMsl boXecTBa,
HO CaMOCTOsITeJIbHOE 1 CBODOIHOE S eCcTh «IoIMHHAS
TOYKA OPraHMYECKOro eIVHCTBa abCOIIOTHON (POPMBI
abcorroTHoVE cymHOCTM> (Tam xe). Ecyu ciipasBenimviBo,
YTO «caM BOr... He MOXeT YCTPaHWUTb... aDCOIIOTHOIO
CIMSTHUSA CyIIHOCTU ¢ dpopMmor» (Puxte, 1997, c. 106),
TO M BC&, YTO C HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO CJIENTyeT M3 BHY TPeH-
HeVI CYIITHOCTY OOXXeCTBEHHOI'0 ObITIIS, He MOXeT OBITh
yTallleHO, YIIPa3IHeHO VM YHUUYTOXEHO JlaXe CaMUM
BoroM, HO ITOJDKHO OBITH IIPM3HAHO CYIIECTBYIOIIVM
«110 Bosle bora camoro». Beisoz: «Coboria mocToBepHO
VI TIOVICTMHE CYILECTBYET, VI OHA CaMa eCTh KOPeHb BCS-
KOTO CYIIeCTBOBaHMS»; OIHAKO, Oymyum docmobeproi
PeayIbHOCTBIO, OHA He VIMEET HenocpedcmbeHHOt pealb-
HOCTM: «PeaJIbHOCTb JOCTUTAET B HEVl JIVIIIb BO3MOX-
HocTm» (Puxte, 1997, c. 108). Vtak, miepsblit apamoKC
duxre 0 cBOOOIE I1aCKUT: CBODOIA €CTh, HO OHA He eCTh
IIpe/ieIIbHAs U HETIOCPEe/ICTBEHHAS PeaJIbHOCTD, a TOJIb-
KO HeOTheMJIEMOE YC.A061e B03MOKHOCTIU PeaAbHOCTIU.
WTak, caMOCTOSITeJIBHOCTh M cBOOOma fI ecTh He-
OTBEMJIEMBIVI MOMEHT €ro OBITMS, TIOCKOJIBKY 3TO ObI-
TVe SABJISETCS, T.€. CYIIeCTBYeT, a B HEIIOCPEACTBEHHOM
CO3HAHMM BCSKOTO OBITVSL HEOOXOMMMO IIPVICYTCTBYET
711000Bb VIV adpPEKT ITOro OBITHS; TIOITOMY, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky VIMeeTcsl HeEIOCPENICTBEHHOEe CO3HaHMe CaMOCTOS-
TEJIBHOCTM 1 CBOOOIBI S KaK BO3MOXKHOCTV €O IIpO-
SIBJIEHMS BO BPEMEHM, TIOCTOJIBKY HeOOXOIVIMO MMeeT-
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but this does not mean that it creates something that
was not before: “It is itself, in this portion of Form,
its own Freedom external to itself” (ibid.). Being pos-
its itself as freedom and independence of reflection,
hence it separates itself in being from itself in mani-
festation and existence and, appearing and opening
up, extracts itself from itself and to that extent dies
for itself, but only to return into itself, come to it-
self and resurrect itself. Light, which is a universal
definition of existence or consciousness, turns upon
itself and is reflected. The form of reflection is the I.

Thus, the divine being presupposes “a free and
independent I” as part of the form of its appearance
or revelation, “the Absolute Form”, and this is not
some insignificant, even though inalienable part of
this formal definiteness of the appearance of the De-
ity, but the free and independent I is “the peculiar
organic central-point of the Absolute Form of Abso-
lute Being” (ibid.). If it is true that “God himself [...]
cannot throw off this absolute blending of Essence
with Form” (Fichte, 1849, p. 148), then everything
that necessarily follows from the inner essence of
the divine being cannot be extinguished, abolished
and destroyed even by God Himself, but must be
recognised to be existing “by the will of God Him-
self.” Conclusion: “Freedom does certainly and tru-
ly exist, and is itself the very root of Existence,” but,
being an authentic reality, it does not have immedi-
ate reality: “in it Reality proceeds only the length
of Possibility” (Fichte, 1849, pp. 151-152). Thus,
Fichte’s first paradox on freedom reads: Freedom
exists, but it is not the ultimate and immediate real-
ity, but merely an inalienable condition of the possibil-
ity of reality.

Thus the self-dependence and freedom of the I
is an inalienable element of its being because this
being appears, i.e. exists, and the immediate con-
sciousness of any being must include love or af-
fection of this being; thus, inasmuch as there is an
immediate consciousness of the self-dependence
and freedom of the I as the possibility of its man-
ifestation in time, there is also of necessity the af-
fection of its self-dependence, faith in it and love
for it (cf. Fichte, 1849, p. 152). However, manifesta-
tion in time is of crucial importance because mani-
festation is a transition from possibility to reality,
actualisation, self-realisation, in other words fulfil-
ment (Vollendung) of a possibility. Freedom of the
I is merely the possibility of worldview positions,
and there are only five such positions; therefore if



cs1 TakKe 1 addPeKT K 3TOV CaMOCTOSITEIIBHOCTY, Bepa
B Hee 1 JTI000Bb K Het (Puxte, 1997, c. 109). [Iposabrenue
6o Bpemenu eCTb, MEXXY TeM, IIPUHITMIIVAIBHO BaKHBIN
MOMEHT: MO0 IIPOsIBJIEHVIE eCThb IIePexoy], OT BO3MOXKHO-
CTV K JIEVICTBUTEIILHOCTY, pean3alys, CaMOOCyIIecT-
BJIEHVE, MHBIMM cjloBaMu — cosepireHne (Vollend-
ung) Bo3MoxxHOCcTH. CBOOOMA S €CTh TOJIBKO BO3MOX-
HOCTB TIO3VLINIT MUPOIIOHVMAHWS, @ VX TOJIBKO ITSITH;
II0O3TOMY TOT, KTO COBEPIILIT BOCXOXK/IEHME II0 STOM IIs-
TEPUIHON «CXeMe», cofepuitin 603M0KHOCb, TIEpeBens
ee B JIeVICTBUTEIIFHOCTB, VCUYepITaeT CBOIO CITOCOOHOCTH
caMopeaM3any, «Mepy cBoert cBobombr» (Tam xe),
VI TIO3TOMY ZIJISI HETO y>Ke He OCTaeTCsl CYIeCTBEHHOV,
KOPEHHOW M M3Ha4aJIbHOVI cBoOOmbl. Ero «ocobenHoe
SI» mepecTaeT OBITH CyOCTaHITVETI VI CPEIOTOYVEM ero
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O MUpa, IIOTOMY YTO OH OCYIIECTBIISeT
He cBoe 0CODEeHHOe, HO MIeaIbHOe ObITVE, OTHOCTEIb-
HO KOTOPOI'O €ro COOCTBEHHOE CYIIeCTBOBaHME 11 €ro
cobcTBeHHas CBOOOIIA IIPEICTAIOT OTHBIHE KaK IIPOCTOe
opynmue. HpaBcTBeHHas 1e4TeIbHOCTD Ha 3TOVI CTYyIIe-
HVI yKe He eCTb peasIV3alyis JINIIb MaTepyaIbHOM CBO-
6omb1 caMocTV IV (POPMaTBHOVI aBTOHOMMY CyObeKTa
MOPaJIBHOI'O 3aKOHa — KakK JIeATeTbHOCTb BO BpeMeHT,
OHa TIOITHMMAaETCS Tellepb BhIIIle TOVI 00JIacTy, Iie 3TO
BpeMsI TIOJIy4aeT HarloJIHEHVIE OT «OCOOeHHOro S» v
coobrecTBa Takux S, v rae KoHeuHoe S BooGpaka-
eT ceDs He HYXXIAOIIVIMCS B MaTepuaIbHOM 3aKOHOMIa-
TeJIbCTBE ¥ 3aKOHOaTesIe: II03TOMY CBOOOIBI KaK BO3-
MOYXHOCTW, K KOTOPOVI 0cO0eHHOe $1 MOTyI0 OBI VICITBITHI-
BaTh aPPEKT, «I10 Ty CTOPOHY 3TOrO ISATEPUIHOTO IIPO-
OrieHMs» (TaM ke) HeT. TakoB BTOPOVI ITapaioKC (PyIXTeB-
CKOVI TPAaKTOBKM CBOOOIBI S1: cBOOOIIA KakK BOSMOXKHOCTB
caMmopeaIM3al eCcTh TOJIBKO B OTHOIIEHUM K ITSTU
TTO3VITVISIM Ty XOBHOVI XXM3HY B 11€J7I0M, HO ee HeT IIO Ty
CTOPOHY 3TOVI IISITEPULIBI, KaK ¥ Ha KaXKI0Vl OTAeJIbHOM
TTO3VIIVV MUPOBO33PeHMs, CTOPOHHMUK KOTOPOVI HpaB-
CTBEHHO 00si3aH OBITH abCOJIFOTHO ITOCIIeoBaTesIeH
B PacKpbITUV €€ COIeP>KaHUIA.

AddexTUBHBIN «<KOPEHBb XXU3HM»
3BIE€MOHVICTa M CTOMKa / KaHTMaHIIa

KoneuHoe X1Boe CyIIecTBO BOCIIPMHVIMAET ceOs
IOHaYaly KaK OIpele/leHHBIM oOpasoM odopMileH-
HOe, 1JIN, TO9Hee, odopmirieMoe pedprieKcrert Cylile-
CTBOBaHMeE. HOC—)TOMY r-IyBCTBeHHI:IVI YeJjIoOBeK IInTaeT
I000Bb K 3TOMY CBOEMY OPraHWYeCKOMY CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHMIO VI BEPUT B HETO KaK B ITOCJIETHIOI PeasIbHOCTb.
DTOVI TOUKe 3peHNs CBOOOMIBI PHCYIIa Ollpeie/leHHas
dopma cebstrobuis, a iMeHHO adpeKT 1 IIpucTpacTve
K cBOeVl cyry0o «maTepuasibHO» cBoboie 1 caMocTo-
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anyone has completed the ascent according to this
fivefold “scheme”, he has at the same time complet-
ed the round of Possibility and transformed it into Re-
ality, exhausted his capacity for self-realisation, “he
has exhausted his estate of Freedom” (Fichte, 1849,
p- 153), and therefore for him there is no substan-
tial, radical and primal freedom left. His “particular
I” ceases to be the substance and focus of his moral
world because he implements not his particular but
an ideal being, with respect to which his own exis-
tence and his own freedom are now mere tools.
Moral activity at this stage is no longer only a reali-
sation of material freedom of selfhood or formal au-
tonomy of the subject of the moral law — as activity
in time it rises now above the areas where time is
filled by a “particular I” or a community of such I's,
or where the finite | imagines that it has no need for
any material legislation or law-maker; therefore “be-
yond that five-fold division” (Fichte, 1849, p. 152)
there is no freedom as possibility, for which the par-
ticular I could feel an affection. Such is the second
paradox of Fichte’s treatment of freedom of the I:
freedom as the possibility of self-realisation exists
only with regard to the five positions of spiritual life
as a whole, but it does not exist beyond this five-fold
division or at every specific position of worldview
whose adherent has a moral obligation to be ab-
solutely consistent in revealing its contents.

The Affective “Root of Life”
of the Eudaemonist and of the Stoic/Kantian

A finite living being initially perceives itself as
existence formed or rather being formed by reflec-
tion. Therefore the sensuous man experiences love
for its organic existence and believes in it as the ul-
timate reality. This view of freedom is marked by a
certain form of self-love, viz. affection and attach-
ment to its strictly “material” freedom and self-de-
pendence. A finite intelligent being who makes this
worldview his own feels the need to maintain his
existence formed in the above way. The being feels
pleasure inasmuch as this need is met, which con-
solidates his “need of a certain and determinate
Form of our Life” and accordingly the desire to meet
it is “in determinate, and by means of determinate
objects” (Fichte, 1849, p. 154). Because the idea of re-
ality stops at and is consolidated on the concept of
a materially self-dependent I as the subject of sen-
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saTesibHoCcTH. KoHeYHOe pasyMHOe CyIecTBo, IIPUHSIB-
Illee TAaHHYIO TOYKY MUPOIIOHVMMAHMS 3a CBOIO, VICITBI-
ThIBaeT IOTPEOHOCTD B TIOMJIEP>KaHWUI CBOEro, MMEHHO
TaK 0OPMIIEHHOTO, CylllecTBOBaHVSA. [10CKOIBKY 3Ta
HOTpeOHOCTD  YHAOBJIETBOPSETCS, CYIIECTBO WCIIBITHI-
BaeT HacimaxaeHue (@uxre, 1997, c. 110), 1 310 3aKpe-
IDISeT B HEM «II0OTPeOHOCTD B M3BECTHOM W OIIpenesieH-
HOM 00JIVIKe HAIIIeVl XXVI3HI» ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, BjIeue-
HVe K ee yIIOBJIETBOPEHUIO «B OIpele/IeHHbIX 00BeK-
Tax ¥ ¢ IOMOIIIBIO OIIpefieJIeHHBIX 00BheKTOB» (DuxTe,
1997, c. 111). ITockosbKy >ke HpeAcTaBIIEHVE O PeaIbHO-
CTV OCTaHaBJIVIBAETCS M YTBEPXKIaeTcs 371ech Ha ITOHS-
TUV O MaTepVaJIbHO CaMOCTOATEILHOM 5] Kak CcyObek-
Te YyBCTBEHHOI'O YIIOBJIETBOPEHVIS, IIOCTOJIBKY 3TVM
K€, BIIOJIHE SMIIVIPVYECKVIM II0 XapaKTepy, HOHSTVEM
OIIpenerIseTcs 311eCh 1 OOBEKTMBHOE COllepKaHMe 3TO-
TO BJIEYEHMSI K CIaCThIO / GJTaXeHCTBY, T.e. cOCTaB 00b-
€KTOB, €T0 JIOCTABJISIOMIVIX. A IIOCKOJIBKY caMo S1 TIoHy-
MaeTcsi KaK UyBCTBEHHBIVI CyOBbeKT, OHO B TeYeHe JKI3-
HU IIOCTOSIHHO M3MEHSETCS, a C HUM 3aKOHOMEPHO Me-
HsIeTCs TaKXe U TIOHSTYE 3TOro cyOpeKkTa o cuactee /
O/1a’KeHCTBe, ¥ HaKOHeI] YyBCTBEHHBIV YeJIoBeK YOex-
IaeTcs, Y4TO IOCTOBEPHO YCTAaHOBUTBH, KaKOW OOBEKT
IPUHOCUT HafleXXHOe YIOBJIETBOpEeHNe, HEBO3MOXKHO,
V1 BMECTO ITOJIOXKMTEIIBHOTO Mjleasla COBOKYITHOIO UyB-
CTBEHHOTI'O YIIOBJIETBOPEHVIS YTBEPXKIIAaeTcs Ha ieasle
MaKCMMaJIBHO BO3MOXXHOI'O YCTPAaHEHWS 4yBCTBEHHOM
Gorm ¥ cTpagaHWs PV yAOBIIETBOPEHMM BcexX BOobIIe
IIPaKTIYECKN JIOCTVXKMMBIX TIOTpebHOCTeN. DTOT me-
aJl, BIIpoueM, OKa3bIBaeTCs COBEPIIIEHHO ITyCThIM 1 HEO-
IIpeeTIeHHBIM, (POPMaJIbHBIM VI OTBJIEYEHHBIM, BCJIe-
CTBUE Uero, Kak IoKas3ajla VICTOPUS I'PedecKol STUKM,
yUWUTeIIb CYaCThsl MOXET C JIETKOCTBIO 11 0e3 IIpOoTuBO-
peunii oKa3aTbCs «yInTeIIEM CMEPT.

KoHeuHoe X1BOe CyINecTBO MOXeT BOCIIPUHMMATD
ceDst 11 JTIOOUTE ceOst TakKe 1 KaK CyOheKT MOpaIbHOTO
3aKOHa, T.e. He KaK YyBCTBEHHOe OpraHM9ecKoe eIyH-
CTBO, ABVDKVIMOE MaTepMaJIbHBIM ceOsuTroOreM, HO Kak
BCeoOIIyI0 CBOOOLYy ¥ CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOCTB, CIIOCO0-
HYIO OTBJIEUbCS OT 3TOrO CeOsUIIo0Ms 1 IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HYIO JIMIIb B MEpy TOro, HACKOJIBKO OHa He CTPeMMUT-
Csl HYI K KaKOVI 11eJI MaTepUaIbHOTO YAOBJIETBOPEHMS.
B TakoM ciIydae OHO M30MpaeT «TOUKY 3peHMs 3aKOHO-
COOOpa3HOCTI», KOTOPasl eCTh TaKXKe ITO3MUIINS aHTWY-
HOT'O CTOMIIVM3MA M KaHTMaHCcTBa. [ lockoibKy aTa dop-
MaJIbHasi cBoOO/Ia pasyma’ ycMaTpuBaeT CBOe JOCTOVMH-
CTBO B CITOCOOHOCTW IIOBVHOBEHMS 3aKOHY, a He B UyB-
CTBEHHOV CKJIOHHOCTV, IIOCTOJIBKY 3TO (POpMajIbHOe

7 O cMBIcTIe L MecTe (POPMaIIBHOVI CBOOOIIBI B PaHHEVI 3TIYECKOV
xoHnerym @Puxre cm.: (Fonnesu, 1999, p. 259 —262).
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suous satisfaction the same patently empirical con-
cept determines the objective content of the desire
for happiness / bliss, i.e. the range of objects that
deliver happiness. As far as the I is understood as a
sensible object, it constantly changes over the course
of its life, and with it changes quite naturally also
the subject’s notion of what constitutes happiness /
bliss, so that the sensuous man eventually comes
to the conclusion that it is impossible to determine
which object brings durable happiness, and settles
instead of a positive ideal of integral sensuous sat-
isfaction for the ideal of maximum possible elimi-
nation of sensuous pain and suffering in meeting all
his practically achievable needs. This ideal, howev-
er, turns out to be completely hollow and indetermi-
nate, formal and abstract, in consequence of which,
as the history of ancient Greek ethics has shown, the
teacher of happiness can easily and seamlessly turn
into “a teacher of death.”

A finite living being can also perceive himself
and love himself as a subject of moral law, i.e. not
as a sensuous organic entity driven by material self-
love, but as general freedom and self-dependence
that can renounce this self-love and is valid only to
the extent to which it does not seek any kind of ma-
terial satisfaction. In this case it chooses the “view-
point of conformity to the law,” which is also the
position of ancient Stoicism and modern Kantian-
ism. As far as this formal freedom of the reason® sees
its virtue in the ability to abide by the law and not
by sensuous inclination, this formal self-conscious-
ness of freedom and self-dependence is a sign of
the “renunciation of the Sensual Will” (Fichte, 1849,
p- 158) and insofar some higher form of moral con-
sciousness. At the same time this renunciation of the
sensual will rules out any moral right of the Stoic to
seek happiness/bliss and achieve it and — if only
this “standpoint of legality” is vivid enough within
him the very need for sensuously determined happi-
ness/bliss (Fichte, 1849, p. 156). The Stoic’s freedom
is formal because it does not rely on inclination; but
for that same reason it is also “empty and without
aim” (ibid.). The Stoic has to define, and in fact, to
tie up, to inhibit and to tame his formal freedom;
but the reason why he has to tie and tame it is pre-
cisely because, according to his own premise, his

8 On the sense and significance of formal freedom in Fichte’s
early ethical doctrine cf. Fonnesu (1999, pp. 259-262).



CaMOCO3HaHVe CBOOOIBI WM CaMOCTOSTEIBHOCTH CIIy-
XWUT IIPU3HAKOM «OTPeUeHNs OT BOJIM 9yBCTBEHHOVI»
(Puxte, 1997, c. 113), 11 HOCTOIBKY OHO ecTh Oojlee BbI-
cokast popmMa HpaBCTBEHHOro co3HaHMs. OgHAKO B TO
JXe BpeMs 3TO OTBJIeUeHVie OT YyBCTBEHHO adppurimpo-
BaHHOV BOJIV VICKJTIOUaeT JIJIsi CTOMKa BCSIKOe MOopaslb-
HOe IIPaBO CTPEMUTHCS K CYacThIo / OJ1aXkeHCTBY M HO-
CTWTaTh €ro, a PV JOCTaTOUHOV XXMBOCTVI «TOUKM 3pe-
HVIS IIPaBOTEl» — VI CaMyI0 IIOTPeOHOCTb B UyBCTBEH-
HO oIpefiesleHHOM c4acTbe / OrmakeHcTBe (Duxte, 1997,
c. 112). Ceobopna cTorka dpopMaIbHa, IIOCKOJIBKY JIMIIIE-
Ha OIIOpBI Ha CKJIOHHOCTB; HO II03TOMY JXKe OHa «IIyCTa
Y He MMeeT HaripasiieHns» (Tam xe). CToMK BBIHYXIIEH
OIIpeNeJINTE, a B CYLIHOCTY — CBSI3aTh, CKOBATh VI yCMU-
pUTh CBOIO (POpMaJIbHYIO CBOOOTY; HO CBS3BIBATH M yC-
MUPSTB ee OH IIPUHYXIIeH MMeHHO IIOTOMY, 9TO, ITO €T0
coOCTBEHHOV! IIPENTIOCEUIKE, er0 HpaBCTBEHHas CBOOO-
71a COCTOUT B CIIOCOOHOCTV TaK>Ke V1 He TIOBMHOBAThCs 3a-
KOHY (MHadJe, KaK 3aMeuaeT caM DrxTe, Bce KOHUMIIOCh
OBbI XOJIOMHBIM V1 OeCIIpUCTPacTHBIM IIPUTOBOPOM O 3a-
KOHOCOOOPa3HOCTM WJIV IIPOTMBO3aKOHHOCTY HalIleTo
oOpasa IeViCTBIIL; HO CTOMK BIIIOOJIEH B CBOIO (pOpMaiIb-
HYIO CBOOOIy 11 IIOTOMY IIperiounTaeT ObITh cooOpas-
HBIM 3aKOHY, HeXeJIr 3aKoHoIpecTynHMkoM). OH Xo-
Tes1 OBl IPUAATE eVl cofepkKaHue 1 HallpaBIeHle, HO U3
cyry0ovi opMEI 3aKOHa 3TO CofepKaHVe [IOUepIIHY Th
HEBO3MOXXHO, a KpOMe 3aKOHa B MOPaJIbHOM CO3HAHUM
CTOMYECKOI'o TUIIA €CTh TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHAs MaKCV-
Ma, MakKCMMa e 3Ta eCTb IOPOXIEHHBINI UyBCTBEH-
HBIM CceOsuTI00VeM IIPYHITNIL [IeVICTBOBATh B IHTepecax
YTBEPXKIIeHMs «COOCTBEHHOr0 OBITVS» CyOBeKTa 3aKoHa
(Tam xe). [TosToMy «HeM3MeHHO HaJIMYHas BOJIS» CTO-
VIKa He COBIIafIaeT C «BOJIeV COBEPIIIEHHOr0 OOXeCcTBeH-
Horo cymectBoBaHms» (Puxre, 1997, c. 112—113), ona
He COBITa/IaeT Ja’ke — U He MOXKeT COBITacTb — C ITpak-
TUYECKUMM CJI[ICTBUSIMU VIM CaMMM TOPYKeCTBEHHO
yTBepXaaeMoro addekTa 3aKoHa.

YyscTBeHHOe cebsodme  «keraeT  0odOopMIIeH-
HOVI OIlpefleJIeHHBIM 00pa3oM JXV3HW», OXWIAeT CBOe-
IO yJIOBJIETBOPEHMs 1 CYacThsl / OGriaXkeHCTBa KaK COBO-
KYITHOTO yIOBJIETBOPEHWSI OT OIIpefe/IeHHOro O0beKTa
I 00BEKTOB; TIO3TOMY CTpeMJIeHVie K OIIpejiesIeHHOM
dopme «cobcTBeHHOTO OBITHS» CyOBeKTa (Oyp TO Kak
1yBCTBEHHO-TIOTPeOHOCTHOIO CyIIecTBa WJIM K€ KakK
MPpaKTUYeCKM-Pa3yMHOV JIMYHOCTY BOOOIIE) KaK CIIO-
COOHOCTVI MOpPAJIBHOV IeSITeJTBHOCTY, €CTh CVIMIITOM
3TOTO YyBCTBEHHOTO cedsunobns. KoneuHnasi 1iesis 4yB-
CTBEHHOIO YeJI0BeKa — «ero JIMYHOEe UYBCTBEHHOE CY-
mlecTBoBaHme» (Puxte, 1997, c. 115), Bce e mpouee —
VL B TOM 4micile (pOPMBI, ITpaBiJla 1 3aKOHBIL, KOTOPbIe OH
TOTOB IIPU3HABaTh,— €CTb He 0oJlee UeM CpPeCTBO I
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moral freedom consists in the ability not to obey the
law (otherwise, as Fichte himself notes, everything
would end up in a cold and impartial verdict on the
legality or illegality of our mode of action; but the
Stoic loves his formal freedom and prefers to be a
follower rather than a breaker of the law). He would
like to invest it with content and give it a direc-
tion, but the mere form of the law does not provide
such content, and apart from the law the moral con-
sciousness of the Stoic type has only the subjective
maxim, which is the principle engendered by sensu-
ous self-love: to act in order to assert the “individu-
al Being” of the subject of law (Fichte, 1849, p. 157).
Therefore the “actual will, ever present within”
a Stoic, is by no means identical with the “Will of
the perfect Divine Existence” (ibid.), it does not
and even cannot coincide with the practical conse-
quences of the affection of law which he solemnly
proclaims.

Sensuous self-love “requires a Life fashioned in
a particular way” (Fichte, 1849, pp. 160-161), expects
satisfaction and happiness/bliss as the integral sat-
isfaction from a certain object or objects; thus the
desire of a certain form of the subject’s “individu-
al Being,” be it as a sensuous need-driven creature
or as a practically reasonable personality in general,
is the ability to act morally, is a symptom of sensu-
ous self-love. The ultimate aim of the sensuous man
is “his personal sensual Existence” (Fichte, 1849,
p- 160), all the rest — including the forms, rules and
laws he is prepared to accept — is no more than a
means of achieving this goal. The ultimate goal of
the Stoic, “the man of law,” is fulfilment of the uni-
versal rational law of order and right and, while he
conceives this law as strictly formal, he neverthe-
less thinks of himself as a rational personality in the
sensible world. This view is necessary and true for
him because it is contained in the necessary form. It
remains even at the highest stages of spiritual life,
even if love and affection toward oneself as such
a personality diminish in the process of moral as-
cent. However, the Stoic is aware of being merely a
means toward achieving a higher moral goal and to
that extent partly overcomes his personal self-love:
his love and affection are no longer focused on his
moral personality as an autonomous subject.

The Stoic’s moral consciousness is a dramatic
roadfork: he still preserves the sensibly determined
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sTom 1iesn. KoHewHast 11eJ1b CTOMKa, «JdeJIoBeKa 3aKOHa»,
€CThb VICIIOJIHEeHVe BCeoOIero pasyMHOro 3aKOHa IIO-
PpSAIKa M mpasa, U, Ipu3HaBasi 3TOT 3aK0H cyrybo dop-
MaJIbHBIM, OH IIPV3HAEeT B TO ke BpeMs caMoro ceOst ca-
MOOBITHBIM Pa3yMHBIM JIUIIOM B YYBCTBEHHOM MUpe.
Taxoe Bo33peHMe HEOOXOMMMO [1JII HETO ¥ WCTVHHO,
100 «3as10)KeHO B HeoOxomymornt popme» (Tam xe). OrO
COXpaHseTCs M Ha BBICIINIX CTYIIEHSIX Ty XOBHOV XWU3H,
Haxke ecy J1ii000Bb 1 adpdexT K cebe Kak TaKOMY JIMILY
yramraeTcsi II0 Mepe TyXOBHOrO BOcxoxzeHMs. OmHa-
KO CTOVIK ITpV3HaeT ceDs Bce JKe TOIIBKO CPeICTBOM IS
HOCTVIKEHVIS! BBICIIIEV HPaBCTBEHHOV 11eJIM V1 TIOCTOIb-
Ky OTYacTy IpeoyiosieBaeT JINMIHOe cebsyrrobue: ero JTo-
6oBb 1 adpdpexT Ooslee He HampaBJieHBI Ha €ro HpaB-
CTBEHHYIO JIMYHOCTH KaK aBTOHOMHBIVI Cy OBEKT.
HpascTBeHHOE cO3HaHMe CTOMKA IIPENCTaBIIsSeT CO-
Oovt mpamMaTIdecKyIo pa3BIJIKY: B HEM IIPOHOIDKaeT Cy-
II[eCTBOBATh UyBCTBEHHO OIIpesieieHHasl BOJIs (CyOnek-
TUBHBIVI IIPVHIINII BOJIEHVIsT), KOTOpasi, KaK MBI BUIEIV,
pangVKaIbHO HETOXIEeCTBEHHA «BOJIE COBEPIIEHHOIO
BoxxecTBeHHOrO cyIecTsoBaHMs» (DuxTe 1997, c. 113),
VI MOPaJIBHBIN ITadpoC CTOVKA (M KaHTMAHIIA) ecTb Oe3-
YCJIOBHOE HOJDKEHCTBOBaHME IIPUBECTU (paKTIIecKoe
BOJIEHVe B COOTBETCTBME C HOpPMaTWBHBIM (KaTeropu-
yecKuv MIiepaTus). [IprBecTy ke X B COOTBETCTBIE
OH MOXXeT TOJIBKO HeKMM OCOOBIM aKTOM BOJIM (BOJIe-
BBIM pellleHVeM); «eCTeCTBeHHBIM ITOPSAIKOM» ero dpak-
TUYecKas BOJIA He JKeJlaeT TOTro, Yero OHa JI0JDKHA Tpe-
OoBaTh COIIaCHO 3aKOHY VIMIIEpATVBHON HPaBCTBEH-
HocTy. ITosTOMy 4yBCTBEHHO OIlperiejleHHas BOJIS Ca-
MOr'O CTOVIKa, IIpV3HaBaeMasi VIM JIVIIb «HU3IIel CIIo-
COOHOCTBIO JKeJIaHWSI», OKa3bIBaeTCsl Ty KIOV IS Hero.
C mpyrovt CTOpOHBI, OH yCTaHaB/IMBaeT cebe MOpaslb-
HYIO BOJIIO KaK 0e3yCIIOBHBIV 3aKOH [171s (PaKTIIecKOv
BOJIV, KOTOpasl VICIIBITBIBAET €CTeCTBEHHYIO HEOXOTY
VICTIOJTHSITB 3TOT 3akoH (TaMm >xe); mosTomy emy Ipmxo-
INTCS «MOPaJIM3MPOBaTh», T.€. IO CYIIECTBY Ilepeco-
3HaTh, IIpeobpasnTh 3Ty PaKTIIeCKYIO BOJIIO, UTO PaB-
HOCVJIBHO IIPU3HAHWIO, YTO V1 CIIOCOOHOCTM K ITpaKTH-
YeCKOMY BOIUIOIIEHUIO TpeDOoBaHMII VIMIIepaTMBHON
MOpaJI Y HeTO «eCTeCTBEHHBIM IIOPSITKOM» HeT.
Hakomer1, cTOMK MOXeT yTBepAUTb HaJl, COO0I0 Kak
3aKOH TOJIBKO CBOIO JKe CyOBeKTMBHYIO MaKCVUMY, KOJIb
CKOPO 13 BceoO11Iet popMbl 3aKOHOCOOOpa3HOCTII CAMOVL
110 cebe HEBO3MOXKHO BBIBECTVI MaTepUaJIbHBIE IIPAKTV-
yecKye HOpMBbL. 1151 DPuxTe 3T0, B CyIITHOCTY, O3HaYaeT,
YTO, KOJIb CKOPO BCe TaKVie MaKCVIMBI 9yBCTBEHHO OITpe-
TleJsIeHBbl, CTOVK C IIpUCYIIUM eMy adpdekToM popMailb-
HOVI I BCeOOIIIeri CBOOOIBI ¥ CAMOCTOSTEITBHOCTY XOTS
y>ke He JKeJlaeT CaMOIIeJIbHOTrO cyacThbsl / OJiaXkeHCTBa
OT OIIpefieJIEHHOTO pora OOBEKTOB, HO JKeJIaeT BCE Xe
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will (the subjective principle of volition) which,
as we have seen, is emphatically not the same as
“Will of the perfect Divine Existence” (Fichte, 1849,
p- 157), and the moral pathos of the Stoic (and
Kantian) is an unconditional duty to bring the fac-
tual volition in line with the normative one (cate-
gorical imperative). The only way he can bring them
thus in line is by a specific act of will (a decision of
will); “in the natural order of things” his actual will
does not want what it should demand in accordance
with the law of imperative morality. Therefore the
sensibly determined will of the Stoic which he con-
siders to be but “the lower faculty of desire” turns
out to be alien to him. On the other hand, he sets
the moral will as an unconditional law for the actual
will which is naturally reluctant to obey this law (cf.
Fichte, 1849, p. 157); therefore he has to “moralise”,
i.e. essentially re-create and transform the factual
will, which is tantamount to admitting that he has
no ability to practically comply with the imperative
morality “in the natural way.”

Finally, the Stoic may set only his own subjec-
tive maxim as the law for himself, as far as material
practical norms cannot be derived from the gener-
al form of normality. For Fichte this means in fact
that, inasmuch as all such maxims are sensibly de-
termined, the Stoic, with his affection for formal
and universal freedom and self-dependence, is, al-
though no longer desirous of happiness/bliss as
ends in themselves, does nevertheless desire certain
kinds of objects and “a Life fashioned in a particu-
lar way” (Fichte, 1849, p. 161). In Stoic morality, as
in the worldview of the sensuous man (though in a
different form), the I as the subject of law must still
“labour, by its own original self-activity, in mould-
ing itself to the perfect Form of Reality” (Fichte,
1849, p. 153), so he still preserves the affection of his
own self-dependence, the affection of the “particular
I” as a worthy subject of the law of freedom, faith
in and love for such a subject. An impulse towards
self-dependence and the self-consciousness of free-
dom remain in a Stoic, and at his stage of ascent this
consciousness does not deceive him, it is the truth.
The Stoic suppresses his sensuous inclinations and
motive, his love of the sensuous Self and his faith
in its reality, but he cannot after that remain without
any affection and without any love.



OIpeNieJIeHHOro pofa OOBEKTOB 7 IIOCTOJIBKY «0(POpM-
JIEHHOVI oIl pefieJIeHHbIM 00pa3oM Xi3Hm» (Puxte, 1997,
c. 115). B cTomdeckort Moparnm, KaK M B MMUPOCO3epIia-
HWI 9yBCTBEHHOTO YesIoBeKa (IIyCThb ¥ B VIHOM OOJIVI-
Ke), 5l Kak CyOBeKT 3aKOHa BCE ellle «IO0JDKHO C M3Ha-
YJaJIBHOV CaMOAEATeIIBHOCTBIO TPYAMUTBCS Hajl, CAMOCO-
TBOpeHMeM celsI K COBEpPIIIEHHOV PopMe peasTbHOCT
(Puxre, 1997, c. 109—110), a mOTOMY B HEM BCE ellle co-
xpaHseTcst adpeKT coOCTBEHHOV caMOCTOSITEIIbHOCTY,
adpdexT «ocobeHHOro SI» KaK JOCTOVTHOrO CyOBheKTa 3a-
KOHa CBODOIB, Bepa B TaKOV CyOBEKT 11 JII000Bb K HEMY.
BrieueHMe K caMOCTOATEIIBHOCTHM VI CAMOCO3HAHVE CBO-
OomIBI coXpaHseTCs B CTOMKE, VI Ha IIPVCYIIEVT eMy I103M-
LMW TaKoe caMOCO3HaHMe He OOMaHEBIBaeT €ro, 3TO ca-
MOCO3HaHWe ecTb UCTHHa. CTOMK IIO[IaBIseT B cebe Ty B-
CTBEHHBIE CKJIOHHOCTU I MOTVBBI, JIIOOOBb K UyBCTBEH-
HOVI CaMOCTV " Bepy B Hee KaK peajIbHOCTh, OTHAKO OH
He MOXXeT OCTaThCs IIOCTIe 3TOTro bOe3 Bcsakoeo agpgpexma
u 0e3 Beaxoil 11006

C ycoseprrieHcTBOBaHMEM Sl Kak cBOOOIIBI 1151 HETO
CTAHOBWTCSI BO3MOXKEH «BBICIIIVIT aKT CBOOOIB® (Drix-
Te, 1997, c. 114): HEM3mmMe adPeKT, TF000Bb 1 Bepa 1cye-
3a10T’, CyOBeKT CBOOOIBI IepecTaeT OBITh «OCODEHHBIM
S» B OTBJIEUEHHOM OT OOXKECTBEHHOTO M abCOJIFOTHOrO
OBITVIA CyIIIeCTBOBAaHMY, T.€. IIepecTaeT ObITh IIPOsIBiIe-
HVIEM JIVIITb CBOEVI COOCTBEHHOV CYIITHOCTM, CTAHOBSICh
4mCTOV TeodpaHel, a IOTOMY McUe3aeT ¥ CO3HaHVe KaK
MaTepuasIbHOV, TaK M Cyrybo dopMabHOV CBOOOIBI
 camocTositestbHOCTU S1. Ecyti 61 9TO co3HaHWMe 371ech
COXPAHSIIOCh, OHO OBIIIO OBl TeTlephb MILTIO3VEN VI BUIV-

8 O cBs131 3TOTO BBICIIIETO aKTa CBOOOZBI C KintoueBovt st drixre
vpeent «HasHadeHs destoseka» cM.: (Cymakos 1997, c. 381 —382).
° 3mech BaXHO, UTO VICUe3aeT V1 IIPeof0JIeBaeTCs VIMEHHO VI TOJIb-
KO HW3IIas 410008y, HO HMKaK He HV3IIas CTYIIeHb Hpakmuky Kak
taxoBast. [losromy VIBasibao, roBops O pUIXTEeBCKOM pasIiueHuin
BTOPOVI M1 TPEThEV ITO3MIINI MUPOBO33PEHIIs], TIO/TYePKIBAET, YTO
KaK 3/TeMeHTapHasi, WV «HW3I1ast», HpaBCTBeHHOCTh, TaK ¥ HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTP BBICIIIAsi Y IIOJIMHHAS CyTh «pa3/IndHble OPMBI pe-
aM3alyy MOPaJIbHOV IIpakTVKN». Cobmonenme «aeMeHTapHO
MOpaJIv» M HOpM IIpaBa «rapaHTIpPyeT He3aMeHIIMble IIPeLIIoChUI-
KV MTHTePCyObeKTMBHOT'O OTHOITIEHVISI KaK TaKOBOT0», TIEVICTBIIE JKe
B lyXe 3aKOHa «BBICIIIEVI STUYHOCTI» CIIOCOOCTBYET BOIUIOIIEHVIO
MOpPaJIBHOVI MZIEV B ee IIOJTHOTe, BHyTpeHHe oborarriast pealbHOCTb
vHTepcyObeKkTMBHOTO oTHOMIeH: (Ivaldo, 2002, S. 101 —102). Boc-
XOXIIeHVie Ha CTyIIeHb «BBICIIEVI HPaBCTBEHHOCTV» O3HadaeT
V3MeHeHVE «IIO3VLII MUPOBO33PeHs1», IlepeMeHy B CaMo- 1 MU-
POVICTOIIKOBaHMY, HO He yIpasTHeHVe KaKoro-mbo MoMeHTa
MPaKTUYECKOro Jlyxa, JaXke ecsIM 3TOT MOMEHT, B3SThIVI CaM IO
cebe, CJIy>XUT OCHOBaHMEM HEKOV BIIOJIHE OTHOCUTEILHOW «IIO-
svn». ITpy TakoM ITOHMMaHMYM OTHOIIIEHVE BTOPOVI VI TPeThert
nosvym y PrxTe oKas3bIBaeTCs BIIOJTHE aHAJIOTMIHBIM OTHOITIe-
HVIO IByX PyOpUK IIpakTryecknx HopM y KaHTa, a iMeHHO HOpM,
OCHOBaHHBIX Ha HEMBICJIVIMOCTY VI HEXKeJIaTeJTbHOCTY VX ITPaKT-
YeCKOW ITPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOCTV COOTBETCTBEHHO («COBEPIIIEHHBIX»
V1 «<HeCOBepIIIeHHbIX» 00s13aHHOCTeVt B TepMmyHOsIorvm XVIII B.; 06
stoM cootHorrenv y Kanra cm.: Cymakos, 1998, c. 75—79).
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“The highest crowning act of Freedom”® (Fichte,
1849, p. 158) becomes achievable to him as he per-
fects his I as freedom; the lower affection, love and
faith disappear,'® the subject of freedom ceases to be
a “particular I” in an existence distracted from divine
and absolute being, i.e. ceases to be a mere manifes-
tation of one’s own essence, becoming a pure theoph-
any causing the disappearance of the consciousness
of both the material and the strictly formal freedom
and independence of the I. If this consciousness re-
mained, it would have been an illusion and appear-
ance, and yet it disappears only in order to make
room for higher consciousness, metaphysically gen-
uine affection, higher love and faith. By practically
eliminating his selfhood as genuine nihil and nega-
tion, the subject of freedom, which has thus over-
come, in a genuine practical abstraction, the power of
more or less refined sensuous self-love, attains “the
Third standpoint in the view of the World” — the
Higher Morality (Fichte, 1849, p. 159)."

° On the connection between this higher act of freedom and
Fichte’s crucial idea of the “destination of man” c¢f. Sudakov
(1997, pp. 381-382).

10" Tt is important to note that what disappears and is overcome
is only the lower love, but not the lower stage of practice as
such. Thus Ivaldo, speaking about Fichte’s division between
the second and third worldview positions, underlines that
both the elementary, or “lower” morality and the higher and
genuine morality are “different forms of realisation of moral
practice.” Compliance with “elementary morality” and legal
norms “guarantees indispensable prerequisites of inter-
subject relationship as such,” action in the spirit of the law of
“higher ethics” helps to implement the moral idea completely,
internally enriching the reality of inter-subject relationships
(Ivaldo, 2002, pp. 101-102). The ascent to the stage of “higher
morality” marks the change of the “worldview position,” the
change of interpretation of the self and the world, but it does
not abolish any part of the practical spirit even if that part taken
by itself is a basis for a certain quite relative “position.” In this
interpretation the relationship between the second and third
positions in Fichte turns out to be quite analogous to the two
rubrics of practical norms in Kant, that is, of norms based on
an impossibility to think and to will their practical opposition
respectively (“perfect” and “imperfect” duties in eighteenth-
century terminology). On this relationship in Kant see Sudakov
(1998, pp. 75-79).

' The prevailing opinion among researchers is that Fichte
reflects on this improvement of freedom, which makes the
ascent from the second to the third position possible, under
considerable influence of F.H. Jacobi. The relationship between
the two thinkers was of course controversial (see, for example,
Giovanni, 1997, pp. 257-258, 270); However, F. Fabbianelli who
studied the influence of Jacobi on the basis of his “Woldemar”
formulates quite rightly: “It is precisely because the moral
law does not indeed present for Jacobi the prime foundation
of the entire ethical system, but turns out to be something
relatively secondary, that Jacobi is capable of giving a lease of
life to the highest type of morality for which the law, to use
Fichte’s words, is not only an ordering, but also a creative law”
(Fabbianelli, 2000, p. 191).
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MOCTBIO, HO JIVIIIb [IJISI TOrO, YTOOBI IaTh MeCTO BBICIIIe-
My CO3HaHMIO, MeTadpu3MUecKN MOAIMHHOMY addek-
Ty, BBICIIIeVI JTIO0BU 1 Bepe. [IpakTndeckt yHUYITOXIMB
CBOIO CaMOCTb KaK IIoJIMHHOe nihil v oTpuitadme, cyon-
eKT CBOOOMIBI, IIPeoIosIeBIINIL, TaKMM 00pa3oM, B IIOf-
JIVHHOV ITPaKTU49ecKov abcTpaKIIMM BJIacThb Oostee TIv
MeHee padpVMHMPOBAHHOTO YYBCTBEHHOTO ceOsriobus,
ycBamBaeT cebe «TPeThIO ITO3UIIVIO MYPOBO33PeHIT» —
HIO3MLIVIO BEICIIIEVI HpaBcTBeHHOCTY (TaM xxe)™.

Pe3rome

Taxvm 0Opa3oM, pacKpbITVie CMBICIIA VI COflepyKaHS
«BTOPOVI TIO3UIINM MWPOBO33PEHVIS», «TOYKU 3PEHUS
MPaBOThb», B CAMOM JIeJle OKasblBaeTcsa y DuxTe B ero
«HacTapiieHmm K 071a)KEeHHOVI XXVI3HW» IIPEUMYIIIeCTBEH-
HO MeTadm3MIecKy HOOKPeIIEHHOV TIOJIEMUKON C 3TH-
YEeCKOVI TeOPVer CTOMYECKOro 1 KaHTuaHcKoro Tuma. Ilo
CYIIECTBY, BbIIBUTaeMble PUIOCOPOM IIoIeMIYecKiie
TOBOIBI CITY>KaT OIIOpaMI Il KITFOUEBOTO (XOTsI SKCILIV-
LMTHO 1 He IIpoBonMoro MuixTe) paccy KIeHus O TOM,
royeMy MOpaJIbHas Teopysl, IJleHeHHas «addexToM 3a-
KOHa», He SIBJISeTCs 1 He MOXeT ObITh BhIpaKeHeM I10fI-
JIVTHHOV M BBICITIEVI HDAaBCTBEHHOCTW, «TPEThEVI IIO3UIII
MMPOBO33pEHNST». HEBO3MOXXHOCTb B HEVI IOMJIVMHHOIO
BecripricTpacTiss MOPaIbHO-TIPaKTUUECKOTO CYx0eHUs;
HEeBO3MOYKHOCTE TIOJIOKWMTEIBHOTO yBaXkeHMsI CyOBeKTa
Ge3ycII0BHOro 3aK0Ha K cebe 11 K 3aKOHY KaK ITOIVHHO-
IO MOPaJIbHO-IIPaKTUYeCKOro Momuba, sMIpudecKast
OrpaHWYeHHOCTh IIOHATVS STVIKM 3aKoHa o bore xaxk 3a-
KOHOJIaTe e, BOJIsi KOTOPOro Ha ITy TV JTaJTbHEMIIETo JTy-
XOBHOT'O BOCXOXKIEHVISI ITPVI3HAETCSE OCHOBOVI M1 VICTOKOM
MOMJIVIHHO HPaBCTBEHHO-LIEHHBIX COOEP)KaHVIV, I B CBSI-
311 C 3TUM — Hen30eXXHOe 3BIeMOHVCTIYeCKOe IIepeTosI-
KOBaHMe VICTUHHOVI PEJIUTY; B KOHEYHOM Xe cueTe —
coxXpaHeHWe B ITTyOVHe 11 «KOpHe KM3HW» CTOVKa U KaH-
THaHIa padVHVPOBAHHOIO CeOsITIO0NS IMITVPITIECKOT
CaMOCTH, SIKOOBI Beeryia ¥ pajyKaIbHO CIIOCOOHOV K He-
TIOBTHOBEHWIO BEPXOBHOMY YMCTOMY 3aKOHY, a TIOTOMY
B CYIITHOCTV HeCIIOCOOHOVI OTKPBITHCS «BOJIe OOXKeCcTBeH-
HOI'O CYIIECTBOBAHWS» VI COEMVIHUTECS C HEIO B TaVTHVIKE
CBOETO CYyIIeCTBOBAHVISL.

1 D10 yCOBepIIIeHCTBOBAHNME CBOOOMEBL, M€JIAOIIee BO3MOXKHBIM
BOCXOJKIIEHVIe CO BTOPOVI TIO3MIMI Ha TpeThio, Prixre, 110 mpeod-
JlayiafolieMy MHEHWIO VICCilefjoBaTesieli, IpOfyMbIBaeT IO He-
MasieiM BrvistHVEM D.T. S[ko6n. OTHOITIeHMe TIBYX MBICITIATEIIeN,
KOHEYHO, ObUIO BecbMa HEOHO3HAUHO (cM., Hamip.: Giovanni, 1997,
p- 257—258, 270); Tem He MeHee D. DabOvaHe UM, MICCIIETY IO
BIvIsTHVE S[koOm Ha MaTepmasie ero «Bormboemapa», CIIpaBejIBO
yTBepXmaeT: «/IMeHHO TIOTOMY, YTO MOPAaJIbHBIV 3aKOH B CAaMOM
TieJie He IIPeLICTaBIIsIeT COOOIO TSI SIKOOV IIepBOro OCHOBAHWIS BCETT
STUYECKOVI CVICTEMBI, HO OKa3bIBAETCS YEM-TO CPAaBHUTEIIBHO BTO-
pyaHBIM, SIk0OM crioco0eH [aTh XXM3Hb MOPAIV BBICIIETO THIIA,
LTSI KOTOPOVI 3aKOH, TOBOPsI cytoBamMy DuXTe, eCTh He TOJIBKO YIIO-
PAIOYMBAIOIINT, HO TBOpUecKyt 3aKoH» (Fabbianelli, 2000, p. 191).
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Conclusion

Thus the explication of the “second worldview
position,” “the standpoint of legality” provided in
Fichte’s The Way towards the Blessed Life turns out to
be largely a metaphysically backed polemic against
the Stoical and Kantian ethical theory. The polem-
ical conclusions put forward by Fichte provide the
basis for Fichte’s (implicit but systematically cru-
cial) reflections about why the moral theory in thrall
to “the affection of law” is not and cannot express
genuine and higher morality, “the third worldview
position”; it cannot provide a genuinely impartial
moral-practical judgment; for the subject of an un-
conditional law a positive respect towards himself
and towards the law is as impossible as a genuine
moral-practical motive; the ethics of law has only
an empirically limited notion of God as lawgiv-
er, whose will should be the basis and source of
genuine morals and values on the path of human
spiritual ascent, and this prompts an inevitable eu-
daemonistic reinterpretation of true religion; and
ultimately — deep down in the “root of life” — the
Stoic and the Kantian preserve a refined self-love to-
wards the empirical selfhood thought to be always
and radically capable of disobeying the supreme
pure law and therefore incapable of genuinely open-
ing up to the “Will of the Divine Existence” and
blending with it in the secret of its existence.

All these things combined testify, according
to Fichte at that stage of his philosophical evolu-
tion, that the moral theory of the Kantian type, as
seen from his philosophical and spiritual posi-
tion then and there achieved, could be judged to
be only a presentation of some preliminary moral-
ity, some prolegomena to pure ethics. Although
it speaks about an “overturn in the state of mind”
as the key and “highest crowning act of Freedom”,
the real “overturn in the state of mind” lies from
Fichte’s point of view outside the ethics of the pure
law of freedom, because it presupposes a more
radical departure from interest than what its adher-
ents can demand from themselves and from others.
“The Higher Morality”, according to Fichte, does
not merely order and distribute the existing moral
being, but creates a new world of beauty and per-
fection in the sensible world. For that same reason
the natural gift of creating the new trumps the intel-



Bce 3TV MOMEHTEI BMeCTe B3STbIe CBUIETEIICTBYIOT
1151 DrixTe Ha 3TOM 3Tarle ero pryIocoCKOro pasBUTHS,
YTO MOpajIbHasl TeOpWs KaHTVIaHCKOTO THIIa C JJOCTUTHY-
TOVI MM TeTlepb PryIocoCKON 1 Ty XOBHOVI TIO3UITUTL MO-
XeT OBITh IIpVI3HaHAa JIVIIIb M3JIOKeHVeM HeKOVI IIpeBa-
PUITEIIBHOV HPaBCTBEHHOCTY, ITpOJIeTOMeHaMM K YCTOM
3TvKe. XOTS OHa 11 TOBOPUT O «IIepeBOPOTe B YMOHACTpoe-
HWV» KaK KJTFOYEBOM V1 OTIOPHOM «BBICITIEM aKTe CBOOOIIBD»,
OITHAKO, C TOUKM 3peHNs DrXTe, IO IVMHHBI «IIEPEBOPOT
B YMOHACTPOEHMI» HAXOIWUTCS BHE IIPENIEIIOB STUKM Ul-
CTOTO 3aKOHa CBOOOIIEL, TIOTOMY UTO IIpefIioiaraeT boiee
panMKabHOe ombaedene om uxmepeca, HeXenu To, Ka-
KOTO ee TIpMBEPKeHITBI MOT'yT OTpeboBaTh OT ceOst 11 OT
IpyIuX. «BeIcITasi MOpasIbHOCTE», 10 PrxTe, He IPOCTO
YIIOPSOUMBAET VI paclpefesIseT HaJT9YHOe HpaBCTBEeH-
Hoe OBITVIE, HO TBOPUT B YYBCTBEHHOM MIpPE HOBBIVI MUP
KpacoTbl U coBepIeHCTBa. [103TOMy yike ecTeCTBEeHHBIV
Oap mbopuecmbBa HoBoe0 OKa3bIBAETCS ITPEBOCXOISITIVIM
pasyMeHVe 11 BOSMOKHOCTY CTOMKa / KaHTMaHIa (Drx-
Te, 1997, c. 123) v1 GpIBaeT MOJIVIHHO BO3BBIITIEHHBIM 11 BO3-
BBIITIAOIIVIM JapOBaHVIEM JIIIE TIOCTOJIBKY, TOCKOJTBKY
PaZioCTh TBOPYECKOVI IeSITeTIBHOCTVI OTAEIISIETCS OT «Ke-
JIaHVS BHEIITHETO IIPOAyKTa 3TOW AeATelIbHOCTI (Drix-
Te, 1997, c. 124), v TOJIBKO 3TO OTHEe/IeH e, IO MBICTIV Dix-
Te, IIPVBOIUT YeJIOBeKa Ha «TOYKY 3PeHMs HOMJIMHHOM
permruosHocTI» (Prixte, 1997, c. 125). Tak, TONBKO B Tie-
BsITOM uTeHUM «HacTapineHns» KaXyIIuyics TOHadaIy
HeCyIIeCTBeHHBIM 3IM30/I0M Pa3roBOp O KaHTMAHCKOV
MOpaJIvi IIOJIy4YaeT CBOVI HACTOSIIIVII CMBIC/I B IVICKYpcCe
0 «OJIaKeHHOVI XXMU3HW» B VICTIOJTHEHVVI CBOETO MOpasIb-
HO-PeJINTMO3HOTO IIperHa3HaueHus: «Kesait ObITh TeM,
4yeM TbI ObITH 00sA3aH, YeM TBI OBITH MOXKEITh VI YeM TEBI
VIMEHHO IT03TOMY OBITH XOUelllb,— 3TO OCHOBHOVI 3aKOH
KaK BBICIIIEVI MOPaIbHOCTW, TaK ¥ OyIakeHHOV XU3HW»
(Puxte, 1997, . 128). V1 Mopaib CTOMYECKOTO 1 KaHTMAaH-
CKOTO TWUITa OKa3bIBaeTCs B 3TOM AVICKYpCe JIMIIb IIpes-
BapVTeIILHOV CTYIIeHBIO MIMEHHO II0TOMY, YTO IIJIsl TOTO,
9TOOBI 3TOT COOCTBEHHO CYIIIECTBEHHBIVI pa3roBOp Ha-
yarics, cobeceTHMKM HOJDKHBI IIEPENTI OT PacCy KIeHIs
0 3aKOHe CBOOOIIBI 11 TIOpsIIKa B COOOIIIECTBE TyBCTBEHHO
MOTVBVPOBAHHBIX JIUIL K PacCy>KIEHMIO O TBOPYECKOM
3aKOHe CBOOOIBI B «[IyXOBHOM MWMpe PasyMHBIX VHIIVBI-
TIOB», CTpeMJIeHVIe K BOILIOIIEHNIO KOTOPOro B 9TOM MIUpe
BBIpakaeTcsi B MOJIIMTBe 1 yroaHuu: «[la npumpaet Lap-
creue TBoe» (JIk. 11:2; ®@uixte, 1997, c. 131).
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ligence and potential of the Stoic / Kantian (Fichte,
1849, p. 172) and is a genuinely lofty and ennobling
gift only inasmuch as the joy of creative activity is
separated from the “desires regarding the outward
product of the deed” (Fichte, 1849, p. 174). Only
such separation, according to Fichte, leads man to
the “standpoint of True Religion” (ibid.). Thus, it is
only in Lecture Nine of The Way that the discourse
on Kantian morality which at first seems to be an
episode of no consequence takes on its genuine
meaning in the discourse about “the Blessed Life” in
fulfilling one’s moral and religious vocation: “Will
to be what thou oughtst to be, what thou canst be,
and what therefore thou wilt be: — this is the fun-
damental Law, as well of the Higher Morality as of
the Blessed Life” (Fichte, 1849, p. 179). The Stoical
and Kantian morality is but a preliminary step in
this discourse precisely because for this substantive
conversation to begin the interlocutors must pass
from reasoning about the law of freedom and order
in a community of sensually motivated persons to
the conversation about the creative law of freedom
in “the Spiritual World of reasonable Individuals”
(Fichte, 1849, p. 182), the quest for the embodiment
of which in this world is expressed in the prayer and
supplication, “Thy kingdom come” (The Holy Bible,
Luke.11:2; Fichte, 1849, p. 183).

References

The Holy Bible, 21 Century King James Version (KJ21):
1994. Gary: Deuel Enterprises.

Fabbianelli, F., 2000. Fichte e il Jacobi dello “Allwill” e
del “Woldemar”. In: F. Fabbianelli, 2000. Antropologia tras-
cendentale e la visione morale del mondo. Il primo Fichte e il suo
contesto. Milano: Guerini, pp. 183-207.

Fichte, J.G., 2005. The System of Ethics According to the
Principles of the Wissenschaftslehre. Translated and edited by
D. Breazeale, G. Zoller. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Fichte, J.G., 1849. The Way towards the Blessed Life, or The
Doctrine of Religion. Translated from the German by W. Smith.
London: Chapman.

Fonnesu, L., 1999. Metamorphosen der Freiheit in Fichtes
“Sittenlehre”. Fichte-Studien, Volume 16: Zur Enheit der Lehre
Fichtes. Die Zeit der Wissenschaftslehre nova methodo. Edited by
H. Girndt, J. Navarro-Peréz, M. Ivaldo, H. S. Villacafias. Am-
sterdam & Atlanta: Rodopi, pp. 255-272.

Giovanni, G. di, 1997. The Early Fichte as Disciple
of Jacobi. Fichte-Studien. Volume 9: Anfinge und Urspriin-
ge. Zur Vorgeschichte der Jenaer Wissenschaftslehre. Edited by
W.H. Schrader. Amsterdam & Atlanta: Rodopi, pp. 257-273.



A.K. Cynakos

Cydaxob A.K. KaHT Ha 1Ty Tu K floKa3aTesIbcTBy ObrTrs bo-
xvist, vuvi OOVIH HeCUaCTHBIVE ITOCTYJIAT // DTudecKast MbICITb.
2018. T. 18, Ne 1. C. 57—65.

@uxme WM. T. HacraBiienme K OriaskeHHoOVI XwusHu // Oux-
Te VI.T. HactaByieHne k GJ1a>keHHOV XKM3HM / TIep. C HeM., TI0-
ateat. v npuMed. A.K. Cygakosa. M. : Kanon+, 1997. C. 5-166.

Quxme V. I. CucTeMa ydeHMsI 0 HpaBaxX COIVIaCHO ITPUHIIV-
naM HaykoydeHus // ®@uxte VI.T. Cricrema yueHUS 0 HpaBax
coIlacHO IpuHUMIIaM HaykoyueHus; Hayxoyuenme 1805 r;
Hayxoyuenme 1813 r.; Haykoyuenwe 1814 1. / mep. c Hem., BCTY-
. cT. B.B. Mypcxoro. CII6. : Msa-so CIIOI'Y, 2006. C. 43 —346.

Fabbianelli F. Fichte e il Jacobi dello «Allwill» e del «Wolde-
mar» // Fabbianelli F. Antropologia trascendentale e la vi-
sione morale del mondo. Il primo Fichte e il suo contesto.
Milano : Guerini, 2000. P. 183 —207.

Fonnesu L. Metamorphosen der Freiheit in Fichtes «Sitten-
lehre» // Fichte-Studien. Bd. 16: Zur Enheit der Lehre Ficht-
es. Die Zeit der Wissenschaftslehre nova methodo / hrsg. von
H. Girndt, ]J. Navarro-Peréz unter Mitwirkung von M. Ivaldo,
H.S. Villacafias. Amsterdam ; Atlanta : Rodopi, 1999. S. 255—272.

Giovanni G. di. The Early Fichte as Disciple of Jacobi //
Fichte-Studien. Bd. 9: Anfiange und Urspriinge. Zur Vorges-
chichte der Jenaer Wissenschattslehre / hrsg. von W.H. Schrader.
Amsterdam ; Atlanta : Rodopi, 1997. P. 257—273.

Ivaldo M. Liberta e ragione. Letica di Fichte. Milano : Mur-
sia, 1992.

Ivaldo M. Ethik der Inkarnation in ].G. Fichtes Vorle-
sungen {iber die Sittenlehre 1812 // Rozum jest wolny, wol-
nos¢ — rozumna: Philosophische Untersuchungen tiber die
Gegenwartigkeit einiger Traditionen. Marek Siemek zum
60. Geburtstag. Warszawa : Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN, 2002.
S. 101-116.

Ivaldo M. 11 «concetto» morale come invito rivolto all'lo //
Acta philosophica. Rivista internazionale di filosofia. 2007.
Vol. 16, fasc. 2. P. 361—365.

Kosch M. Formal Freedom in Fichte’s System of Ethics //
Internationales Jahrbuch des Deutschen Idealismus / Inter-
national Yearbook of German Idealism. 2011. Vol. 9 : Freiheit /
Freedom / ed. by ]. Stolzenberg, F. Rush. Berlin ; Boston : De
Gruyter, 2013. P. 150—168.

Metzger W. Untersuchungen zur Sitten- und Rechtslehre
Kants und Fichtes. Heidelberg : Winter, 1912.

Rametta G. Fichte. Roma : Carocci, 2013.

Valentini T. La filosofia trascendentale come “scienza
della liberta”: la prospettiva di Fichte nella Dottrina della
scienza nova methodo (1796—1799) // «Fogli di Filosofia»
[Pubblicazione della Scuola Superiore di Studi in Filosofia —
Universita di Roma “Tor Vergata”]. 2015. Ne 7. P. 23—59.

Wood A.W. Fichte’s Ethical Thought. Oxford : Oxford
University Press, 2016.

OO0 aBTOpE

Andpen Koncmanmunobuy Cyoaxo8, moxrop dpuio-
copCcKMX HaAyK, BeLyIIMV Hay4HBIV COTPYIHMK, CeK-
Top dwiocodpnn pemurum, VIHCTUTYT drtocodpnm
Poccurickon akameMun Hayk, Mocksa, Poccust.

E-mail: asudakow2015@yandex.ru

HJ’[H OUTUPOBaHWMAA:
Cyoaxo8 A.K. Addekr 3akona: PuxTe 0 MecTe U rpaHU-
IIax 4MCTOV 3TUKM mMmeparvnsa // KauToBckuit cOOpHUK.

2019. T. 38, Ne 3. C. 56 —80. doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-3

80

Ivaldo, M., 1992. Libertd e ragione. L'etica di Fichte. Milano:
Mursia.

Ivaldo, M., 2002. Ethik der Inkarnation in J.G. Fichtes
Vorlesungen tiber die Sittenlehre 1812. In: R. Mars-Zalka,
I. Nowac-Juchacz, eds. 2002. Rozum jest wolny, wolnos¢ — ro-
zumna: Philosophische Untersuchungen iiber die Gegenwirtigkeit
einiger Traditionen. Marek Siemek zum 60. Geburtstag. Warsza-
wa: Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN, pp. 101-116.

Ivaldo, M., 2007. I1 “concetto” morale come invito rivolto
all'To. Acta philosophica. Rivista internazionale di filosofia, 16 (2),
pp. 361-365.

Kant, I, 2011. Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals. A
German-English edition. Edited and translated by M. Gregor,
J. Timmermann. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kosch, M., 2013. Formal Freedom in Fichte’s System of
Ethics. In: J. Stolzenberg, F. Rush, eds. 2013. Internationa-
les Jahrbuch des Deutschen ldealismus / International Yearbook
of German Idealism 2011. Volume 9: Freiheit / Freedom. Berlin;
Boston: De Gruyter, pp. 150-168.

Metzger, W., 1912. Untersuchungen zur Sitten- und Rechts-
lehre Kants und Fichtes. Heidelberg: Winter.

Rametta, G., 2013. Fichte. Roma: Carocci.

Sudakov, A.K., 1997. Johann Gottlieb Fichte. Life and Phi-
losophy. In: J. G. Fichte, 1997. Nastavlenie k blazhennoi zhizni
[The Way towards the Blessed Life]. Translated from the Ger-
man [into Russian] with Afterword and Notes by A.K. Suda-
kov. Moscow: Kanon+, pp. 324-389. (In Rus.)

Sudakov, A.K., 1998. Absolutnaya nravstvennost’. Etika
avtonomii i bezuslovnyi zakon [Absolute Morality. Ethics of Au-
tonomy and Unconditional Law]. Moscow: Editorial URSS. (In
Rus.)

Sudakov, A.K,, 2018. Kant on His Way towards a Demon-
stration of God’s Existence, or One Unfortunate Postulate.
Ethical Thought, 18(1), pp. 57-65. (In Rus.)

Valentini, T., 2015. La filosofia trascendentale come “sci-
enza della liberta™ la prospettiva di Fichte nella Dottrina
della scienza nova methodo (1796-1799). “Fogli di Filosofia”
[Pubblicazione della Scuola Superiore di Studi in Filosofia — Uni-
versita di Roma “Tor Vergata”], 7, pp. 23-59.

Wood, A.W., 2016. Fichte’s Ethical Thought. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov
The author

Prof. Dr Andrey K. Sudakov, distinguished re-
search fellow, Department of the Philosophy of Re-
ligion, Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of
Sciences, Moscow, Russia.

E-mail: asudakow2015@yandex.ru

To cite this article:

Sudakov, A.K., 2019. Affection of Law: Fichte on
the Place and Boundaries of Pure Ethics of the Imper-
ative. Kantian Journal, 38(3), pp. 56-80. http://dx.doi.
org/10.5922/0207-6918-2019-3-3



ONAOCOQHM A IIPOCBEIIEHN A
M EE AKTYAABHOCTb
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JIOTMYECKME IIOCOBW I
SIIOXU ITO3OHEI'O ITPOCBEIITEHM I
OJIA JKEHIIIMH

A.M. XapumonoBa'

B yenmpe BHumManus — uiecmv HeMeyKoA3bIUHbIX COHU-
HeHUll 10 A0euke, komopsle ObiLAU U30ars 6o Bmopoil nosoBure
XVIII 8. Buibpannvie pabomnvl npumeuamessHsl mem, 4mo oHu
HANUCANbL CHEUUANLHO 044 HKeHujuH. Bo @panyuu u Umaruu
YKA3aHHO20 nepuoda nodobHble cOuUHeHUs — ABeHue Hepeo-
Koe, 00HAKO B HeMeyKOA3bIMHOM NpOCHpaHcmbe OHU HOCU-
Au, ckopee, sxsomuueckuil xapaxmep. Ceeo0Hs 3mu pabomivl
u ux abmops. oyeHubaromces, noxaiyi, xax Gmopocmenenmole
u Mmapeunarvtvle. Tem He Menee oHU npedcmabaaiom cyuye-
cmBeHHblll UHmMepec npu UsyueHuu ucmopuu Gopmupobanus
maxou pyHOAMeHMAaAbHOL U Bce euje akmyaibHol 044 YHU-
Bepcumemckoeo 0dpasobanus ducyuniunsl, kax soeuka. Kaxob
cmamyc A02uku 044 xeHuun? f6asemcs au ona cBoeeo poda
106OUHbIM  U30ATNEABCKUM  NPOOYKNIOM, NepecKka3biBarousum
KAaccuteckue yuebHUKY No Aoeuke 100 HOBbIMU HEODbIMHBIMU
30204106K0M, uAU Ke npedcmabBasem HoBoe camocHonmesbHOe
omBembrenue? [Ins ombema Ha nocmaBaennsie Bonpocst npo-
Booumcsa anaius BviabaeHHbIX A02UHeCKUX COUUHEHUT, 4 MaK-
JKke peyensuil Ha HUX. Buischaemes, umo aoeuueckue coutHeHUA
045 sxeHuyun, onybaukobannsie 6 Tepmarnuu 6o 6mopoil noao-
Bune XVIII 8., npedcmabaston coboii 00HO U3 MHO2OUUCACHHBIX
nposabaenuil xanpa nonyAaproi gusocogpuu. Ilpocmoma us-
A0XKeHUS, OUAAOSUYECKAS UAU INUCHIOAAPHAS hopMa, Npax-
mMudeckas opueHmupobanHocms u SKAeKmu4Hocms — Bce 3mo
nosbossiem coeaamn A0eUKy 00CHYNHOU U NOHAMHOU 045 A10-
0020 yuBuAU306aHHO0 Hes0Beka t Oaer eMy UHCHPYMEHI 044
ucnosHeHus c6oezo 0cHOBHO20 NpeOHASHAUEHUS, 4 UMEHHO —
ucnoavsobanua pasyma. Cam paxm moeo, umo codepxarue
A02UKU 045 KeHUJUH NPAKMUiecky HuueMm He 0ImAUYaAeHICs O
CO0epXKAHUA KAACCUHeCKUX KOMNeHOuYMmob, cbudemerscmByem
0 peasusayuy HA Npakmuke nocmyaama oo yHubepcasbHocmu
u Beeobujets ocmynHOCU A0SUKYU, CPOPMYAUPOBAHHORO euje
8 pabomax X. Tomasus u X. Boavpa.

KaroueBuie caoBa: roeuxa, nemeyxoe Ilpocbewjernue, no-
nyaapuas gusocopua, Tomasuil, Boaveh, Yuyep, Knueee, io-
pan, Amue, Poxo6.
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PHILOSOPHY OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT
AND ITS RELEVANCE

LOGIC MANUALS FOR WOMEN
IN THE LATE ENLIGHTENMENT ERA

A.M. Kharitonova®

In the focus of my attention there are six German-lan-
guage textbooks in logic published in the second half of
the eighteenth century. What distinguishes these books is
that they were all written specially for women. While such
works were fairly common in France and Italy during this
period, they had something of an exotic character in the Ger-
man-speaking world. Today these works and their authors are
generally seen as secondary and marginal. Nevertheless, they
may be of substantial interest in the study of the history of
the formation of logic, a fundamental and still relevant disci-
pline in university education. What is the status of logic for
women? Is it a kind of publishing by-product paraphrasing
classical logic textbooks under a new and unusual title or do
they represent a new independent branch? To answer these
questions I analyse the chosen works on logic and the reviews
which they prompted. I demonstrate that logic manuals for
women published in Germany in the second half of the eigh-
teenth century constitute one of the numerous varieties of
the popular philosophy genre. Simple language, dialogic or
epistolary form, practical orientation and eclecticism — all
this brings logic within the intellectual reach of any civilised
person, providing him/her with an instrument of performing
their own mission, i. e. the employment of their reason. The
very fact that the content of logic for women is practically
no different from the content of classical compendiums was
a revolutionary development, a practical implementation of
the postulate that logic is universal and can be understood
by everyone, a principle formulated earlier in the works of
C. Thomasius and C. Wolff.
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A.M. XaputoHoBa

Bo3MoXxHO, cerofiHs Hanboslee 3HAMEHUTHIM HeMell-
KOSI3bIYHBIM TpaKTaTOM, B Ha3BaHMV KOTOPOIo corep-
XUTCS TEPMUH «JIOrMKa», sBiisercs «Hayka jormkm»
I.B.®. Teress. YyTh MeHee m3BecTHa paboTa IO JIOIM-
Ke, OITyOJ/IKOBaHHas B pasfesie «JIekiym» B paMKax co-
Opanmsa counHenni V. KanTa 11 M3HavaIbHO M3gaHHAs
ero yueHukom [.b. Mermne. T4 Tex, KTO Ooslee o po0-
HO m3ydaeT 3110xy I IpocBsertienis, I71aBHBIM TpaKTaTOM,
Ge3ycsI0BHO, OKaXkeTcs TaK HasbiaeMas «Hemelikas 1o-
ruka» X. Bomeda. OgHako momobHast KapTwHaA perte-
BaHTHA B IIepPBYIO Odepelnb B OTHOIIEHUV TeX, KOMY
ITOKa MaJIOIOCTYIIHBI COUMHEHVISI COBPEMEHHWKOB YIIO-
MSHYTBIX BBIIIIe aBTOPOB. JacTh 13 HUX yXKe BBelIeHa
B Hay4YHBIVI 00OPOT: B IIOCJIEAHVIE TOIBI TIOSBVIICS PALL
HOBBIX VICCITEIOBaHMV, TIOCBAIIIEHHBIX BeCbMa BaXKHBIM
ot HeMelkoro ITpocsemermst padoram X. Tomasms,
A.T. baymraprena, I®. Martepa. OgHako mpu msyde-
HUM YcTopun POpMUPOBaHMS TOV VIV MHOV IVCHIN-
IUIVHBL, TeM OoJTee TaKovt (pyHTaMeHTaIbHOVI U BCe eIlle
aKTyasIbHOVI ISl YHMBEPCUTETCKOTO oOpa3oBaHms], KaK
JIOTMIKa, pacCMOTpeHMe Jake MapriHasIbHbIX aBTOPOB
OyIieT He MeHee BayKHBIM V1 IHTEPECHBIM.

B pamkax Hemernikoro ITpocsemenms padorsr Toma-
3us v Bortbdba 3amavt HOBBIVE cCTaHAAPT COUMHEHWI 10
JIOTMKe: o0a aBTOpa IOMYepKMBaIV, YTO Y HUX W3JI0-
JKeHVe TaHHOV AVICHVIUIMHBI HOCUT ITPYHILINIINMAIEHO
YHUBEPCaJIbHBIV XapaKTep, VX MOCoOVIst OIXOMST IJIs
J1I000r0 YesIoBeKa BHE 3aBUCHMOCTY OT ero Ipodeccy-
OHAaJIBHOV ITPMHAIJIeXHOCTY, ITPOVICXOXIEHUS WIN
nona®. Tem He MeHee Ko Bropovt nostosrHe X VIII B. 110-
SIBJISIeTCS OOJIBIIIOE KOJIMYIECTBO CIIeITaI3pPOBaHHBIX
ITOCOOWMTI TIO JIOTMKE: I IOPVCTOB, Bpadell, BOEHHBIX,
a Taxxe s KeHIMHE’. COUMHEHMS, KOTOpBle CTaBl-
JIVI CBOEVI 11eJIBIO JIOHECTU JIOTVKY, VIV yYeHVe pasyMa
(Vernunftlehre), mo mpercTaBUTETEHNIT «IIPEKPACHOTO
HoJ1a», B 3aBUCHMOCTM OT aBTOPCTBa MOXXHO pasielInThb

2 Tomasw CrielnaIbHO OTMevasl He3aBUCYMOCTD M3y YeHs JI0-
T'VYIKM OT I10J1a y’Ke B caMOM Ha3BaHMM cBoeVt paboTwl: «BBeeHne
B ydeHMe pasyMa, B KOTOpOM OJiaromapsi JIETKOV M BCeM pas-
YMHBIM JIIOJISIM, KaKOTo OBl COCTIOBMSI WINM T10J1a OHWM HM ObLIN,
IIOHSTHOV MaHepe II0Ka3bIBaeTcs IyThb 0e3 CYJUIOIVICTVIKM OT-
JIMYaTh APYT OT JIpyra MCTMHHOE, BePOSTHOe U JIOKHOe U HaXo-
IMTh HOBBIE MCTMHBD» (Thomasius, 1691).

® O mpyrux crermaibHbIX Jiormkax cM.: (Kpyrios, 2018; Kpy-
7108, 2019). B ueM-ToO cXOfIHas KapTMHa HaOJIIOaIach BO BTOPOV
nonosyHe XVIII B. B oTHOIIIeHUY aHTPOIIOJIOTUN: B CJIy4ae C JIO-
TVIKOVI ITOCTETIEHHO PaCIIVpseTCs i IPOOUTCs ayAUTOpus Kypca
I, COOTBETCTBEHHO, MEHSIOTCS CITOCOOBI JIOHeceH sl MaTepala;
B CJIy4Jae C aHTPOIIOJIOTMEN B 3TOT IepPVOf], TakKe ITOSBIISIOTCS
CrelMaIV3UpoBaHHble KOMIIEHJIMYMBI IS Bpadeli, IOPUCTOB
VI T.JI., OJHAKO TIOMMMO 3TOTO IIVPUTCS VI CaM IIpeMeT TaHHO
JOVICHVIIUIVHEL, B KOTOPOV ITOCTEIIeHHO Ha4YMHAIOT BBIIEIIATHCS
dvsmueckas aHTpOMOJIOrVsl, MopasibHas 1 1Ip. ITompobuee 06
VICTOPUY aHTpoIIoyIorny cM.: (Xapurorosa, 2016a).
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Today the best known German-language trea-
tise whose title contains the term “logic” is possi-
bly Hegel’s The Science of Logic. Another, somewhat
less well-known, work on logic was included in the
“Lectures” section of the collected works of Kant
and initially published by his pupil G.B. Jasche. For
those who study the Enlightenment era in depth
the main treatise will undoubtedly be C. Wolff’s
so-called German Logic. However, this limitation
applies in the first place to those who have not yet
advanced to reading the works of the contempo-
raries of the above-mentioned authors. Some of
them have already been brought into the scholarly
domain: recent years have seen the publication of
new research devoted to the works of C. Thomasius,
A.G. Baumgarten and G. F. Meier which are very
important for German Enlightenment. However,
in the study of the history of the emergence of this
or that discipline, especially of such a fundamental
discipline as logic which is still relevant to universi-
ty education, even marginal authors are no less im-
portant and interesting.

In the era of German Enlightenment the works
of Thomasius and Wolff set a new standard of log-
ical works: both authors stressed that their presen-
tation of this discipline is deliberately universal
in character within the mental reach of any per-
son regardless of his/her occupation, background
and gender.? Nevertheless by the second half of
the eighteenth century a large number of special-
ised logic manuals were published aimed specifi-
cally at lawyers, doctors, the military as well as at
women.’ The works that sought to introduce logic or
the teaching of reason (Vernunftlehre) to representa-
tives of the “fair sex” can be divided into two groups
depending on the authors: the first group includes
works where women are named as the authors; the
second, works written by men. I have managed to

2 Thomasius (1691) made a point of stating that the study
of logic did not depend on gender in the title of his work:
Introduction to the Teaching of Reason, Which Shows, by an Easy
and Understandable Manner for All Rational Men of whatever Class
or Sex, the Way without Syllogistics to Distinguishing What is True,
Probable and False and to Discovering New Truths.

® On other specialised logics see Krouglov (2018; 2019).
A similar picture was observed in the second half of the
eighteenth century in anthropology. In the case of logic the
target audience of the course and, accordingly, the delivery
of the material gradually expands and becomes fragmented;
in the case of anthropology that same period also saw the
publication of specialised compendiums for doctors, lawyers,
etc. In addition, the subject matter of the discipline broadens
to isolate physical anthropology, moral anthropology, etc. For
more on the history of anthropology see Kharitonova (2016a).



Ha JIBe I'PYIIIBL K IIEPBOVI OTHOCATCS COYMHEHNS, B Ka-
JeCcTBe aBTOPOB KOTOPBIX 3HAYATCS JKEHIIIMHEL KO BTO-
POV — COUMHEHMs, B KauecTBe aBTOPOB KOTOPBIX YKa-
3aHbI My>XX4MHBL MHe y1a710ch OOHapY>KUTB II1eCTb He-
MeLIKOA3BIUHBIX COUMHeHM I BTopov rostosuHbl XVIII B,
V3JIarafoIMXx JIOTVKY IS JKEHIMH. ABTOpaMI JIByX
M3 HUX TaKXXe SIBJISIOTCS >KeHIHBL C orperie/leHHbI-
MW OTOBOpPKaMM paboTaMy, HallVCAHHBIMY JKeHIITMHa-
MW V1 [1J15 KEHIIIVIH, MOXKHO CUMUTATh CIIEYOIIIVE: COUV-
nenve Voxaunst [laprorter Varep «Ouepk duioco-
v myrst xxentmHb (Unzer, 17516), B KOTOpOM JIOrMKa
IIpeJICTaBjIeHa Kak IePBbIV pasjiell B cucTeMe poriioco-
i, a Taxke coumHeHMe Orommmebl Kanrre «OmmsrT
norvku it xeHIH» (Knigge, 1789). Crowr i cun-
TaTh, YTO ITO «BCETO JIVIIIIb» JIBe PaOOTHL, T.€. IMEeT Me-
CTO IIPWYYIJIVIBBIV MCTOPVUYECKUIT Ka3yc, VIV ke, Ha-
IIPOTWB, 5TO TPETh BCEX COUMHEHMNV, T.€. 3aMETHOe KO-
JIMYECTBO, OCODEHHO LIS paccMaTprBaeMovi 3Ioxm*?
J17151 TOTO UTOOBI TIOHSITE, SIBJISTFOTCSI 9TV COUVMHEHMS PS-
IIOBBIM VUIVI 9KCTPAOPAVMHAPHBIM (PEHOMEHOM, PaccMo-
TPVIM YIOMSIHYThIe I1eCTh paboT Gosiee mogpobHo.

1. ioxanHa IllapsioTTa YHIEp

Vioxanna IllapriorTa YHiep, B jesuyectse Llyriep
(1725—1782) — moub Voranna I'orxmisda Lyriepa, op-
TaHNCTa, M3BECTHOTO Oraromapsi He TOJIBKO CBOMM MY-
3bIKaJIPHBIM, HO W JIMTepaTypHbIM codnHeHVsIM®. OH
yMep, Korma modepy ObUIO ABadlaTh Tpw ropa. borb-
moe Bivsiive Ha Vioxanny apiioTTy okasai ee Jisiist
no marepuHckon JmHUM VLT Kprorep. Ero yuenmxk
u apyr, VloranH ABrycT YHIIep, cTajl BIOCIIEJICTBUN ee
myxeM. OHM 00a IprHaIeXaIM K KpyTy TakK Has3blBa-
eMBbIX «prtocodcTByomMX Bpadern» ns Xaywie. Kpro-
rep B OOJIBIIIEVI CTEIIEHW pa3/IesIsyl B3IVIAObI MeXaHN-
LIVICTCKOVI IIIKOJIbI, KOTOPYIO mperacTapiisum . Byprase
1 @. XodpdpmaHH. YHIIEp, XOPOIIIO 3Has TIOJIOKEHs, KO-
TOpBIE 3aIIMINAJI IIPOTMBOOOPCTBYIONINTI JIareph (ero
HaCTaBHMK B 3aHSATUSX IIPAKTUYECKOV MEIUIIVHON
. IOHKep ObIT TIOCTIEmOBaTesleM aHvMusMa I 2. IllTa-
7151), CTPeMWJICS BBIIEJIUTD ¥ pa3paboTaThk CWIIBHBIE CTO-
POHBI 00enx crcTeM. DTO IIPUBEJIO eT0 K CO3AaHMIO IIPo-
eKTa «CpeVHHOV HayKI» MeX]y duiocodiert 11 Meiu-
tmHO®. Eciti roBopuTe 0 pryiocodpcKoM KOHTEKCTe, TO
MenvKy, paOoTasive B Xasile, HAXOOVUIVICh B IIEPBYIO
odepenb TI0T BIIVsTHMEM padoT bayMraprera 1 Marzepa.

* Cm. HamboJIee IIOJTHY10 Ha CeTOHAIITHI IeHb Ombimorpadro
srormdeckux couvHeHM: (Riss, 1965).

> Cwm. nogpobHee o ee xusun: (Hoffmann, 1927; Langer, 1996)

¢ ITompoOree cm.: (XapuToHoBa, 201606).
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discover six German language works of the second
half of the eighteenth century setting forth logic for
women. Two of them have been written by ladies.
With some reservations the works written by and for
women include: Grundrifi einer Weltweifheit fiir das
Frauenzimmer by Johanne Charlotte Unzer (Unzer,
1751b), in which logic is presented as the first sec-
tion in the system of philosophy, as well as Versuch
einer Logic fiir Frauenzimmer by Philippine Knigge
(Knigge, 1789). Should we assume that these are
“merely two” works, i.e. a historical quirk, or on the
contrary that they make up a third of all the works,
i.e. a number that deserves notice, especially for the
era under consideration?* To understand whether
these are pedestrian or extraordinary phenomena let
us take a closer look at each of the six works.

1. Johanne Charlotte Unzer

Johanne Charlotte Unzer, née Ziegler (1725-
1782) was the daughter of Johann Gotthilf Ziegler,
an organist known not only for his musical but also
literary works.” He died when his daughter was
twenty-three. A major influence on Johanne Char-
lotte was exerted by her maternal uncle Johann
Gottlob Kriiger. His pupil and friend, Johann Au-
gust Unzer, would later marry her. Both belonged
to the circle of so-called “philosophising doctors”
from Halle. Kriiger leaned more to the views of
the mechanistic school represented by Herman
Boerhaave and Friedrich Hoffmann. Unzer, who
was well-versed in the principles of the oppos-
ing camp (his mentor in the field of practical med-
icine, Johann Junker, was a follower of Georg Ernst
Stahl’s animism), sought to identify and elaborate
the strengths of both systems. This prompted him to
create a project of a “middle science” between phi-
losophy and medicine.® With regard to the philo-
sophical context, the medical scientists who worked
in Halle were principally under the influence of the
works of Baumgarten and Meier.

In 1751 when Johanne Charlotte was twenty-six
years old, Grundrif§ einer WeltweifSheit fiir das Frauen-
zimmer (Unzer, 1751b) and Grundrif$ einer Natiirlichen
Historie und eigentlichen Naturlehre fiir das Frauen-
zimmer (Unzer, 1751a) were published in Halle.
Both books still carry her maiden name — Ziegler.

* See the most complete bibliography of logical works to date
in Riss (1965).

® For more on her life see Hoffmann (1927) and Langer (1996).
¢ For more detail see Kharitonova (2016b).
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B 1751 r, xorma Voxanue ITaprrorTe ObUTO ABasI-
LIaTh ITIeCTB JIeT, B XayTe ObUIM o1y OrKoBaHbI «Odepk
durtocodpvm ma xenmmae (Unzer, 17510) 1 «Ouepk
€CTeCTBEHHOVI ICTOPUM V1 YUeHM:I O IIPUpPOoJIe KaK TaKo-
Bov1 1171 keHIMHBD (Unzer, 1751a). Ha dopsarie obe-
VIX KHUT 3Ha4nyIach ellle ee Iepnubs pammmsa — Ln-
riep. [TpaxTiaeckn B To ke BpeMs dppay YHIIep’ Ilepe-
exasia BMecTe ¢ My>eM B [amMOypr, a 3aTeM B AJIBTOHY.
INocse mepee3na oHa MOy YNMIIa M3BECTHOCTH OyIaroma-
P51 CBOMM MO3TUYECKMM courHeHMsaM. B 1767 1. Bbiuio
BTOpOe M3taHme ee «OuepkoB», Ha 3TOT pa3 oOwBenu-
HEHHBIX B OIHOV KHTe.

Cmpyxmypa pabomu. Ileppoe wmspmanme «Ouepka
dmtocodpmm [T JKEHIIMHB» OTKPBIBaeTCst obparrie-
HueM Kprorepa k ®@winnmnmae Ilaprorre Ilpycckors,
repriornde BpayHisenr-BoiibdeHOIOTTeIECKOV,  OT
14 arpesns 1751 r., B KOTOPOM OH IIpeACTaBJIsIeT 3TO CO-
uyHeHMe. Kprorep mmiriet, 9To B3sUI Ha ce0si CMeJIOCTh
OITyOJIMKOBATh 3Ty paboTy, UTOOBI HOKa3aTh: He TOJIBKO
B Vtanmu 1 PdpaHITNM ecThb JXeHIIMHBI, KOTOpble Haxo-
IST YIOBOJIBCTBYIE U IHTEPEC B M3y UeHM (PIIOCODUIL.
Hasee criemyeT ero e Irpeauciioue K pabote. «Ouepk
€CTeCTBeHHOV MCTOPVN U YUeHMs O IPUpofe KakK TaKo-
BOVI 711 JKEHIIVHBI» COHEPKUT TOJIBKO IIPEHVICIIOBIE,
HammcaHHoe camot dpay YHiiep. C ee TOUKM 3peHNs,
«IIpeIMeTHl YUeHMs O IIpupore Ooslee MPUSATHEIL, 4eM
IIpenMeThl ITpounx dacrent pntocodpum» (Unzer, 1751a,
[Vorrede] S. 3%), 1, kpome TOro, CIipaBeqyIBOCTH TPeby-
eT IpWU3HaTh, YTO CpeAy >KeHIINH TakXe eCThb Te, KTO
OTKpbIBaeT HOBbIE VICTVHBI, XOTs TaKye JKeHIIVHEL 110-
BorbHO penku (Unzer, 1751a, [Vorrede] S. 4—4Y).

Bropoe mspmaHMe IOMNO/IHEHO IIPeNVICIIOBUSIMU Ca-
Movi dpay YHIep — K HepBOV YacTu Oojlee pa3BepHY-
TBIM, KO BTOpOVI — BecbMa KpaTkuM. OHa mpu3HaeTcs
B Oe3pasmmany, KOTOpoe M3Ha4aIbHO ITMTasla K IIperl-
CTaBJIeHHOMY COUYVHEHNIO, OHAKO B TO JKe BpeMs Bbl-
paXkaeT Ha/IeX1y Ha TO, «9TO OHO MOIJIO OBITH ITOJIE3HO
MHOTMM JXeHIIWHaM, CTpeMsImMcs K yaeHuo» (Un-
zer, 1767, S. b3"), HOCKOJIBKY MHOTI'VI€ YBEPSUIV €€ B 3TOM.
OHa Tax>ke IIpM3HAETCS, YTO XOTS KHITA BBIIIUIA IIO]T ee
VMeHeM, ee COOCTBEHHOI'O BKJIafla B 3TOM COUMHEHUN
IIpaKTU4IecKy HeT. [lefiCTBUTEeIIbHO, OHA YCEePIHO 3aHU-
Maslach M3y YeHVeM JIOTVIKV 1 MeTadpVI3MKL: MY K HaIlv-

7 TTocKoJIBKYy 00a cyIrpyra aKTMBHO ITIyOJIMKOBAJIVCh, yKe IIpN
KV3HV BO3HMKIIA Ipobsiema mx pasimmaenus. CdopMmposas-
IIWVICS BapuaHT obosHadeHms cynpyru «Unzerin» coxpaHwmI-
Csl B HEMEIIKOSI3bIUHOV JINTepaType [I0 CEerOAHSIIHEro IHs (1
VIMEHHO 3TO MMs (PUIYpUpyeT B OMOIMOTEUHBIX KaTayiorax
Haxe B CJIydae TeX COUMHEHNIT, KOTOpEle ObUTM OITyOIIMKOBaHEI
1o 3aMy>KecTBa). OgHAKO B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM SI3bIKe HEBO3-
MOXHO CKOHCTPYMPOBaTh MOP(MOIOIMYEeCKNUI aHaJIOT B BVIAY
€T0 SIBHOVI HEYBaKUTEeJIbHOCTIA
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At practically the same time Mrs Unzer” moved to-
gether with her husband to Hamburg and then to
Altona. After moving there she won popularity by
her poetic works. The second edition of her Essays
brought into a single volume was published in 1767.

Structure of the work. The first publication Grund-
rif$ einer WeltweifSheit fiir das Frauenzimmer opens with
Kriiger's address to Philippine Charlotte of Prussia,
Duchess consort of Brunswick-Wolfenbiittel, dated
14 April 1751, in which he introduces his work.
Kriiger writes that he has made so bold as to pub-
lish this work in order to demonstrate that not only
Italy and France have women who derive pleasure
from and have an interest in the study of philo-
sophy. Then follows his own preface to the work.
Grundrif§ einer Natiirlichen Historie und eigentlichen
Naturlehre fiir das Frauenzimmer contains only the
preface written by Mrs Unzer herself. From her
point of view, “the subjects of learning about nature
are more pleasant than the subjects of other parts of
philosophy”® (Unzer, 1751a, [Preface] p. 3v), and be-
sides, for fairness sake, it has to be said that there are
even among women those who discover new truths,
although such women are still rare (Unzer, 1751a,
[Preface] pp. 4-4Y).

The second edition is provided with prefaces by
Mrs Unzer herself, an extended one to the first part
and a fairly brief one to the second part. She admits
that from the start she felt indifferent to the work in-
troduced while believing at the same time that “it
could be useful to many women seeking learning”’
(Unzer, 1767, p. b3") because many had communi-
cated this themselves. She also admits that, although
the book was published under her name, her own
contribution to it was practically nil. She had made
an honest effort to study logic and metaphysics: her
husband had written her many letters with transla-
tions and explications of Baumgarten’s metaphysics.
When ]. G. Kriiger, her uncle, saw this correspon-
dence he said the philosophical work should be
published immediately. As a result, the work simply

7 Because both husband and wife published prolifically, telling
one from the other became a problem during their lifetime. The
wife came to be traditionally referred to as Unzerin, a name
which has survived in German-language literature to this day
(it is this name that is entered in library catalogues even for
works that were published before her marriage). However,
modern Russian does not allow of constructing a morphological
analogue because it sounds distinctly disrespectful.

8 “Die Naturlehre hat angenehmere Gegenstinde, als die andern
Theile der Weltweisheit.”

® “[...] dafi sie vielen lehrbegierigen Frauenzimmern niitzlich
gewesen sein mag.”



caJl eyl MHOXeCTBO ITviceM, KOTOpble cofep Kaslu Iiepe-
Bof, MeTadwsuKu baymrapreHa 1 ero nosicHeHus. YBu-
IIeB 3Ty IIepenvicKy, rocrionmH Kprorep, ee nsms, HacTo-
I Ha He3aMeJIMTesTbHOV ITy OJIMKayy COYMHeH s T10
dmtocodvm. B mtore padora IIpocTO BOCIIPOM3BOLNAT
TIocjIefIoBaTe/IbHOCTE IIViceM, OT camom dpay YHIep
B Hevl HeT HI4ero, «<KpoMe criocoba ITpeicTaB/IeHIs Ma-
Tepuasia ¥ BEIOOpa HEKOTOPBIX IIPVIMEPOB ¥ YKpallle-
Hu». OHa oTMedaeT: «f] 3HaI0 HaBepHsKa, UTO PWIIO-
codprist 11715 KEHIITMHBI JOJDKHA OBITH IIpeficTaBsIeHa co-
BepIIIeHHO VHadve, VI MHOTroe, 0OCODeHHO 113 OHTOJIOT U,
UTO 5 COXPaHWIIA, CJIeNoBAIIO Obl yopark». Taxxe dpay
VHIIep coolriaeT, 9YTo BTOpasi 4acTh PabOTBl — «IIpO-
cTO cokpaieHne ydeHus Kprorepa o ripupone, a ecte-
CTBeHHasl MCTOpud — cucTeMa rocnonvHa Jlmazes»
(Unzer, 1767, S. b4). VI3 3T0r0 IIpenmcioBms CiIedyerT,
uro ¢usuka BeisbiBaer y Vioxanust laprnorTer Gosb-
Illee pacrosiokeHme, Hexenmn drtocodpms. OHa mpu-
3HaeTCsl, UTO TaK M He CMOIJIa OTBaXXMUThCS Ha yIIydllle-
HMe cBoeli paboThl, KOTOpas J0J/KHA ObLIa Obl BBITIIS-
ZIeTh COBEPIIIeHHO VHadve. J1ericTBUTeIbHO, KOJIMYeCTBO
rmaparpadoB 1 VX 3aT0JI0BKM OCTaJIVICh ITPEXXKHVIMM, 3a-
MeTHBI JIUIIb Hebosbive ¢opMasbHble M3MEHEeHVIS:
HampumMmep, npuMedaHuss Kprorepa, mpuBoOOuBIIVeCs
B KOHIIe IIepBOro M3JaHusl, BO BTOPOM IIpeBpaTuInCh
B IprMedaHus IofcTpounsble. [lepsast yacTe paboTHI
TIOCBSINeHa JIOTMKe M MeTadusyKe, KOTOpas COCTOUT
Y3 OHTOJIOTMV, KOCMOJIOT M, TICXOJIOTHH (3MIIMpIde-
CKOVI U TEOPETIYeCKOV), a TaKXXe BKITIOYaeT eCTeCTBeH-
Hoe ydeHme o bore. Bropasg gacTe mocsseHa pusn-
Ke, B KOTOPOV Bbl/leJIseTCs JBe COCTaBJISIoNIe — ecTe-
CTBeHHas MICTOPWS V1 COOCTBEHHO (pr3mKa.

2. Oununnuua Kaurre

Oummmnnmaa Asrycra Amanms Kaurre, mocsie 3a-
MyxecTBa ¢oH Penen (1775—1841) — mousr Anonbda
Kuurre, BriocyiencTBUM cTajla M3BeCTHA KaK ITMCaTeITh-
HuIla 1 IlepeBoruniia. Ee orel mpociiaBuicst cBoen pa-
6oTomt «O6 obxoxaermu ¢ mogpmm» (Knigge, 1788), xo-
TOpas IpeJCcTaBiisieT coOOVI CBOJ, IIPaBVI OOXOXK/IEH WS
C JIXOIIBMWM BCEX COCJIOBUI M TIOJIOKEHWMI, a TaKXXe Ha-
CTaBJIEHUV O >XuUTeVickoyt MynpocTu. CounHeHMe I10-
JIy4MJIO OTPOMHYIO IIOITYJISIPHOCTh He TOJIBKO B Iepma-
HUM, HO 1 3a ee mpeneramu®. CaMo MM aBTOpa, Tak Xe
Kak ¥ BbIpakeHUe «KUTb 1o Kuwurre», Hafgosiro craim
HapunaTeIbHbIMY, 1 B [epMaHMM 110 cvx IOp XOPOIIIO
V3BECTeH aHeKJIOT, MOBeCTBYIOIIMI O ITyTellecTBUN

8 B 1810 r. B Canxr-IleTepOypre BbIIIIeN IIepeBOL, STOV KHUTU
Ha PYCCKUI SI3bIK, BBIITOJTHEHHEIN SIkosoMm Jlarrenom (Kamrre,
1810) 1 BBIIEp>KaBIINI HECKOJIBKO ITepem3IaHIL
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presents the sequence of letters to which Mrs Unzer
contributed nothing “except the method of present-
ing material and choosing some examples and em-
bellishments.”'® She notes: “I know for sure that
philosophy for women should be presented in a to-
tally different manner and much of what I have left
in, especially ontology, should have been left out”."
Mrs Unzer also notes that the second part of the
work was a “simple abridgement of Kriiger’s teach-
ing on nature while natural history is the system
of Mr Linnaeus”*? (Unzer, 1767, p. b4). It also fol-
lows from this preface that Johanne Charlotte was
more sympathetic towards physics than philosophy.
Mrs Unzer admits that she could never bring herself
to improve her work which should have had a total-
ly different look. Indeed, the number of paragraphs
and their titles remain the same with only minor for-
mal changes: for example, Kriiger’s notes printed at
the end of the first edition became footnotes in the
second. The first part of the work is devoted to log-
ic and metaphysics consisting of ontology, cosmolo-
gy (empirical and theoretical), psychology and also
includes a natural teaching about God. The second
part is devoted to physics which has two compo-
nents: natural history and physics proper.

2. Philippine Knigge

Freiin Philippine Auguste Amalie Knigge, who
became von Reden (1775-1841) after getting mar-
ried, was the daughter of Freiherr Adolph Knigge,
who would later become known as an author and
translator. Her father gained fame with his work Ue-
ber den Umgang mit Menschen (Knigge, 1788), which
is a compendium of rules for dealing with people of
all social estates and positions and tips on practical
wisdom. The work was hugely popular in and out-
side Germany."” The author’s name, like the expres-
sion “to live according to Knigge,” were by-words
for a long time and anecdotes about Mr Knigge’s
travels are still well known in Germany. During his

10 “Mein eigen ist nichts als die Einkleidung des Vortrages, und die
Wahl von einigen Exempeln und Verzierungen.”

W “Ich glaube gewifs, daf$ eine Philosophie fiir das Frauenzimmer
weit anders eingerichtet und vieles, aus der Grundwissenschaft
besonders, was ich beibehalten habe, wegbleiben miifite.”

12 ,Der andere Theil ist eine blofle Abkiirzung der Kriigerschen
Naturlehre, und die natiirliche Geschichte ist das Sistem des Herrn
Linndus.”

3 A Russian translation of this book by Jakob Langen was first
published in St. Petersburg in 1810 (Knigge, 1810), followed by
several reprints.
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rocriopguua Kuurre. Bo Bpems noesnku B Kurari, kyna
Kaurre HampaBusicst Oy M3ydeHMs MeCTHBIX OObIva-
€B VI HpaBOB, KOpadib moTepres KpyiieHve. Db
B TeIUIBIX OKeaHCKMX Bofax, IIperiofiaBaTeslb 3TUKeTa
YBUIETI aKyIly, HO IO CYaCThIO B €0 KapMaHe OKa3aJIcs
epOYMHHBI HOX. [IoaIIIbe obmoke v YBUIEB 3TO,
aKysja B M3YMJIEHUM BOCKJIMKHYJIa: «Kak e 3TOo BO3-
MOYKHO, TrocriogvH KHUITe, MCIIoIp30BaTh 11718 PHIOBI
HOX?» [TprcTbpkeHHBIVT KHUITE BBITyCTIIT HOX U3 PYK
VI T1aJ1 )KepTBOVI COOCTBEHHOI CJIaBbI’.

Kpome Toro, Hapsy c poMaHaMU U CaTUpPUUECK-
MM IyTeBbIMU 3aMeTKaMM, IITMPOKYIO M3BeCTHOCTD I10-
myamu «[Incema o Bocimranvm» (1784 —1785), B xoTO-
ppix KHUTTE BBICKA3BIBaeTCS B TOM UMCIIE U O BOCIIVI-
TaHUM JeBoueK. JacTMYHO COXPaHWINCH €ro IMChbMa
K [jodepy, KOTOpbIe TaKXXe AIOT IIpefCcTaBJIeH e O ero
HeIarormyuecKmx miaesx M Mx IIpaKTU4ecKoM BOILIOIIe-
ann'. Xots B «[IncbMax o BocomTaHum» BooOOpakae-
MBIVI COBETYMK ITIPUXOAUT K BBIBOJLY, UTO eCiIvt Obl Hafo
ObUIO BBIOMpATh, OH OBI IIPeIIoYes], YTOObI ero H04b
«He yMerla HV 4WUTaTh, HM IMCaThb BMECTO TOTO, UTO-
ObI He yMeTh HU B3aTh, HU roToBUTE» (Knigge, 1992,
S. 64), cam Kuwnrre 6bu1 BecbMa 03ab0ueH BOCITMTaHU-
eM fodepu. Hampumep, B nmuceme ot 2 mrosst 1790 1. on
coperyeT OWINMIIVIHE 3aHMMATD Yachl JJOCyTra YTeHV-
eM couVHeHMI Boribrepa 1 « DHITMKIIONENNI», a TAKXe
pexkoMeHyeT y4eOHMKN IO TeOMeTPUM ¥ MaTreMaTy-
ke (cm.: Gritz, 2013)". C panzero Bospacra Ovumrimm-
Ha 3aHMMaJlach COUMHUTEILCTBOM: B 1785 I. B XypHa-
Jle IIJIs1 KeHIIMH, KOTOpbInt m3nasasicsa Hasuaom Kpu-
cTodpoM 3erboITbA0M, OBITIO OITyOIMKOBAHO CTVIXOTBO-
peHMe, HamMcaHHOe efo B IecaTh jieT (Knigge, 1785),
a BCero YeThIpe rojia CIycTd BbIIUIa pabora «OmbIT J10-
ruku pis xeHmye» (Knigge, 1789). B mucemax 1789 .
Kuwnrre HacTamBaeT Ha TOM, YTO JO4Yepr HEOOXOMMMO
IIPOIIOJDKATh paboTaTh Ha/l, PyKOIVCHIO, VI IIPOCUT IIpe-
ZIOCTaBUTB ee CYITY3T AJIS pasMellleHNs Ha TUTYJIBHOM
smcte. Cama PuyIMIIIMHA U He CKpPBIBaeT, YTO «JINIIb
He3HauMTeIbHAsl YacTh TOrO, YTO HAIIMCAHO Ha 3TMX
CTpaHMIIaX» IIPUHAJIEKNUT eVl caMovi, «OoIpIen Ya-
CTBIO 3TO KOHCIIEKT YCTHBIX PacCy>XIeHUN MOEero JIIo-
OVIMOTO OTIIa, M3JIOKEHHBIX B YaChl 3aHSITUVI, KOTOPBIE
oH MHe ynensu» (Knigge, 1789, S. V—VI). YunTsiBasg,
YTO ITIaBHOE COUMHEHEe ee POIMTeIIs ITOCBAIIEHO 3TH-

° Dra WCTOpMS HaXe CIYXUT YIIpaKHEHVeM B y4eOHMKe He-
MeIIKOro s3bIKa yist mHocrpaHies: (Griesbach, Schulz, 1976,
S. 207).

10 TTepermicka rmtach ¢ 1786 o 1790 r. (em: Grétz, 2013, S. 31—
90).

1 TlompoGHee O TOM, B YeM pacxoimiIach TEOPUS M IPAKTHKa
BOCITTaHWS JIeByIIeK B ciydae Anonbda Kamrre, cm.: (Niibel,
1998; Gritz, 1999, S. 92—102).
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trip to China where Mr Knigge went to study local
customs and mores a shipwreck occurred. Swim-
ming in the warm ocean waters the instructor in
etiquette encountered a shark, but luckily he had
a pocket knife. When the shark moved closer it ex-
claimed, “How is it possible, Mr Knigge, to eat fish
with a knife?” Deflated, Knigge let the knife drop
and thus became a victim of his own fame.*

In addition, along with novels and satirical trav-
el notes, Briefe tiber Erziehung (1784-1785) became
widely known. In that book Knigge speaks inter alia
about the education of girls. Some of his letters to
his daughter have survived to give us an inkling of
his pedagogical ideas and their implementation.’
Nevertheless in Briefe iiber Erziehung the imaginary
advisor comes to the conclusion that if he were to
choose he would prefer his daughter “to be unable
to read or write rather than to be unable to knit and
cook”’ (Knigge, 1992, p. 64). Knigge himself was
very concerned about his daughter’s education.
For example, in a letter dated 2 July 1790 he advis-
es Philippine to read the works of Voltaire and The
Encyclopedia in her spare time and also recommends
manuals on geometry and mathematics (cf. Grétz,
2013)." Philippine took to writing from an early age:
a poem she wrote at the age of ten was published
in a women’s magazine by David Christoph Sey-
bold in 1785 (Knigge, 1785, p. 168), and four years
later her work Versuch einer Logic fiir Frauenzimmer
(Knigge, 1789) was published. In the letters written
in 1789 Knigge urges his daughter to continue work-
ing on her manuscript and asks her to send a silhou-
ette to be placed on the title page. Philippine makes
no bones about the fact that she has written “only a
small part of what is written in these pages, [...] for
the most part this is a summary of the oral reflec-
tions of my beloved father during the hours that he
devoted to my education”*® (Knigge, 1789, pp. V-VI).
Considering that her parent’s main work was devot-
ed to etiquette in the broad sense of the word logic

 The story is used as an exercise in the German manual for
foreigners (Griesbach and Schulz, 1976, p. 207).

® The correspondence lasted from 1786 to 1790 (cf. Gritz, 2013,
pp- 31-90).

16-“...] nicht lesen noch schreiben, als nicht stricken noch kochen
konnen.”

7 For more detail on the divergencies between theory and
practice in the upbringing of girls by Adolph Knigge see Niibel
(1998, pp. 58-66) and Gritz (1999, pp. 92-102).

8 “Allein das Geringste von dem, was in diesen Blittern steht,
gehort mir eigen. [...] Es ist grofitentheils nachgeschrieben, nach
dem miindlichen Vortrage meines lieben Vaters, in den Stunden des
Unterrichts, den er mir widmete.”



KeTy B IIIMPOKOM CMBICJIe CJIOBa, JIOTVKa I10 YMOJTUaHWIO
BBICTYTIaeT €r0 COCTABHOVI YacThi0. TeM caMbIM MHOTO-
4ducIleHHble CrIopbl TepBoi ostosuHbL X VIII B. 0 cTaTy-
ce JIOTVIKY (SIBJISIETCS JIV OHa HayKOV, yU9eHWeM, VCKycC-
CTBOM, OPraHOHOM, MHCTPYMEHTOM M IIp.") pelaroTcst
B II0JIB3Y IIpe/CTaBJIeHMs O JIOTVKe KaK O CBOJIe IIPaBuJI
MPaKTUYeCcKOV HallpaBJIeHHOCTY, KOTOPEIe B COBOKYII-
HOCTW MPeCTaBIISAIOT cOOOV HeKoe MCKYCCTBO.

UccrienoBaTenit OTMeYaroT, YTO IIpUMepPhl U OT-
ZeJIbHbIe JIOTMYecKMe BbICKa3blBaHMS IIOHOOpaHbI
v cdopMmympoBaHbl camovt OrTnnmnHo. «5I xoporro
3Hal0, YTO JIMIIIb HeMHOI'ie ITpeCTaBMUTe IbHUIIBI Moe-
TO TI0JIa MOTYT MMeTh HaCTOAIIYIO IIpodeccuio, BCTY-
VB Ha Hay4dHOe IO puIlle, HO YTO, II0 KpariHeyl Mepe,
OHa HeByIIKa IISITHAAIATH JleT HO/DKHa Obta BOOD-
pasuTb cebe HanmcaHVe drtocodckort KHMUr» (Knig-
ge, 1789, S. V). OwamnmmHa TakXe TOTOBUT JIS OTIIa
pasIMUHble ITepeBOIbI C aHIJIMVICKOIO U MTaJIbIHCKOIO
(B TOM umICIIe JIMOPETTO pas3IMUHBIX OIep) VI BBITIOIHS-
€T IpyTrve KOHCIEKTHI 10 ero pockbe. Tem He MeHee
HeJIb3s CUMTaTh, YTO OHA ObLIa BCEro JIMIIb PyIIOpOM
VeVt rocriogvHa KHurre vy ero MyaginyM coaBToO-
pom. Ilocite cMepTu oTia B 1796 . muTeparypHas Oes-
TeJIbHOCTh DUUITUIIIIHBL He ITPeKpaTuIach.

Cmpyxmypa paboms.. B npepuciosun Ovmm-
mHa (OpMYIMpPyeT METOOWYECKYIO 3aJady CBOEro
KOHCITeKTa — B IIpollecce MVCbMa OHa CTPeMUTCS I10-
HSITh, HACKOJIBKO XOPOIIO yCBOWJIa MaTrepwasl, M3JIo-
JKeHHBIVI ee OTIIOM. B Gosiee mmpokoM IulaHe ee 3a/1a-
4Ja — pasfesuTh «TO YIOBOJIBCTBIE, KOTOpoe... [ev] [mo-
CTaBWUJIO VI3y4YeHWe JIOTVIKW», C IPYTUMM JIUIIAMU TOTO
xe miona (Knigge, 1789, S. VI). OHa BbIpakaeT HecorJia-
cue ¢ TeMH, KTO yIIpeKaeT JIOTMKY B TOM, YTO OHa $B-
JISIeTCSL JKaJIKOV 1 HeHY>KHOM rajmMarsert. Oruinnmnm-
Ha IIpM3HaeTcs, YTO 3a4acTyIO0 COXpaHsla JIaATMHCKMe
win ppaHIly3cKre BbIpaKeHWsl, TIOCKOJIIBKY B HeMell-
KOM $I3BIK€, C ee TOUKM 3peHVIs, HeT aleKBaTHBIX aHaJIO-
roB. JIrobonbITHA IpVBOAVMAas €0 VIUTIOCTPaIs IaH-
Horo Te3uca: «Tak, K mprMepy, He CyIllecTByeT HeMell-
KOTO JIOBa, KOTOpOe Kak ratio, raison ob6o3Ha4uaio ObI
OIHOBpEeMEeHHO OOBbeKTVBHBIV 1 CYOBEKTMBHBIN pasyM
" B TO e BpeMs npuunHy» (Knigge, 1789, S. IX). B co-
YMHEeHUW WCIOJIb3yeTcsl TepMuH Logic, omHako y4u-
TBIBasl, YTO OVICOUIDIVHA 3a4acTyI0 00O3HavYaeTcs KakK
Vernunftlehre, MOXXHO 3aKJIFOUNUTh, YTO JIJIS KJIIOYEBOIO
IIOHSTV JIOTVIKY KaK YUeHMsI pa3yMa HeT afleKBaTHO