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ITPOBJIEMA OIITVIMU3MA YV KAHTA:
BO3HVKHOBEHME CIIOPA?!

A.H. Kpyz106?

Ionamue onmumusma 6 eeo kKaHmMoBbckoM 3HAUEHUL cepeOUHbl
XVIII 6. auwivs uspedka okaszvlBaiocs npeomMentom HpucmaibHoeo
Brumanun kanmobedob. Orno yxooum cboumu ucmoxamu 6 «Teo-
Ouyero» I.B. Jlettbnuya u cnopst 0 mom, abaaemcs Au Oeicmbu-
MeAbHbIIL MUP HAUAYHUM U3 Bcex 603MOXHbIX. B dantot cmamve,
npedcmabasiowjeii coboil nepbyio uacms 08yxuacmHo2o yukad, uc-
cAedyemcs ucmopuneckuil KoHmexkcnt B03HUKHOBeHUA KaHmoBckoeo
npuesauenua k Aexyuam 1759 e. «Onvim Hekomopsix paccysxoe-
Huil 00 onmumusme». Kpamxo ouepuenst ycaobus xonxypca bep-
AuHckotl akademuu Hayk Ha 1755 e. o cpaBuenuu cucmem A. Ioyna
u I'. B. Jlentbnuya u 0b oyerxe onmumusma, a marxxe noxkasanol gou-
Ao0402uYeckue mMpyoHocmu, c6asanuvie ¢ nepebooom HA PpaHyys-
ckuit cmpoxu IToyna «Whatever is, is right» 6 koHxypcHom 3adanuu,
pabHo xak u c ee nepeBooom Ha Hemeyxut u pycckuii asvixu. ITpo-
demoHcmpupobana poab Boavmepa u eeo «Ilosmvl HA paspyuieHue
Jluccabona», a maxe noBecmu «Karnouo, uiu Onmumusm» 8 us-
MmeHeHuu post factum Bocnpuamus umoeob konkypca u noabaeHuu
HOBbLx ommenkoB y nonamua onmumusma. Ha ocnobanuu snucmo-
AApH020 Hacaedus V. Kanma cdeaan 661600 0 mom, umo, HecmMomps
Ha Beeebponetickoe 3HaveHue semaempsicenus 6 Jluccabone 6 1755 e.
044 Bocnpusmus npodaemMbl ONMUMUSMA U HAUAYHULE0 MUPA, Ké-
Huecbepeckuil ghusocogp 6 1759 2. nodxodum k 0bcysideruto danHo-
20 Bonpoca 8 pamxax nosemMuxu ¢ KpysuaHckou gpusocogpuen. V3-
A0xena apeymenmayus Xp. A. Kpysus npomub cyujecmBoBanus
HAUAYHUIe20 MUpa, 3a cyujecmBobarivie HeCKOAbKUX XOpOuUX Mupos
u Bvibopa cpedu Hux Boeom deiicmbBumenvtozo mupa Ha ocHoBe cbo-
600bt npomubopequs (libertas contradictionis) u c60600s: npomui-
Bonoaoxnocmu (libertas contrarietatis), xomopsie ycmpansomes
8 yuenuu 00 onmumusMe.

KaroueBvie caoBa: Kanm, Kpysuil, Boavmep, onmumusm,
meoduues, libertas contradictionis, libertas contrarietatis.

B 1759 r. npuBat-mgoreHT KaHT ornyOimkoBa HeGOIb-
LIYIO OPOLIIOPY, SBJISIONIYIOCS IIpelyBeoMIeHIEeM K ero
JIEKIIVISIM B HOBOM ceMecTpe B yHUBepcuTeTe KéunurcOepra.
Ee 3amtaBue — «OIBIT HEKOTOPBIX PacCy>KAEHMIT 00 OITH-
MM3Me» — JI0 CMIX IIOP CTaBUT B TYIVK TeX HEMHOIMIX 9-
TaTeslel, KOTOpble MHTepeCcyIoTCs JOKPUTUYECKMMI IIPO-
msseneHnssMy Kanrta. O KakoM MIMEHHO OITMMV3ME VJIeT
pedb 1 IIoYeMy 3TO LieHTpaJIbHas TeMa, BBIHeCeHHas IIPSIMO
B 3amIaByie? I IoIBITKY OTBICKATh KaKOVI-JIMOO OTBET B MHBIX
IIeYaTHBIX couMHeHMaX KaHTa He IaroT HMKaKOro pesyiib-
TaTta. 3a VcKIIoYeHvieM Oponttops! 1759 T, [1a 1 B TOV JIMIIb
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1aIb, 1. 6.
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KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

KANT AND THE PROBLEM OF OPTIMISM:
ORIGINS OF THE DEBATE!

A.N. Krouglov®

Kant scholars have rarely addressed the notion of optimism
as it was interpreted by the Konigsbergian philosopher in the
mid-18th century. The notion originates from Leibniz’s Theodi-
cy and from debates over whether the actual world is the best
of all possible worlds. The first of a two-part series, this article
studies the historical context in which appeared Kant’s 1759 lec-
ture advertisement leaflet entitled An Attempt at Some Reflec-
tions on Optimism. The study describes the requirements of the
1755 Berlin Academy of Sciences’ competition for a comparison
of G.W. Leibniz’s and A.Pope’s systems and an assessment of
optimism. Another focus is the philological difficulties of trans-
lating Pope’s proposition “Whatever is, is right” into the French
language — which was part of the competition task. The author
considers the ways the proposition was translated into the Rus-
sian and German languages. The article shows the contribution
of Voltaire and his Poem on the Lisbon Disaster and Candide:
or, Optimism to the post factum changes in the perception of the
competition results and to the emergence of new shades of mean-
ing in the concept of optimism. The Lisbon earthquake of 1755 had
a profound effect on Europe and on the perception of optimism
and of the idea that the actual world is the best of all possible
worlds. However, Kant’s epistolary legacy leads one to the con-
clusion that the philosopher examined the problem in the frame-
work of a polemic on Crusian philosophy. This article presents
Crusius’s arquments against the theory that this is the best of all
possible worlds and in favour of the theory that there are several
good worlds. God’s choice of the actual world owes therefore to
the freedom of contradiction (libertas contradictionis) and to the
freedom of contrariety (libertas contrarietatis), which are elimi-
nated in the teaching of optimism.

Keywords: Kant, Crusius, Voltaire, optimism, theodicy, li-
bertas contradictionis, libertas contrarietatis.

In 1759, Privatdozent Kant published a leaflet that
advertised his lectures to be delivered at the Universi-
ty of Konigsberg in the forthcoming semester. The title
of the leaflet — An Attempt at Some Reflections on Opti-
mism — still bewilders those few readers who are in-
terested in Kant’s pre-critical works. What optimism
is this? Why is it featured in the title? Looking for an
answer in Kant’s other published works yields little re-
ward. The 1759 leaflet is Kant’s only critical or pre-criti-
cal published work that mentions the term optimism —
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TPYOKIBI 11 Oe3 Besskon gedpmamumy, Kant Hu pasy 6osibiiie
He yIOTpeOJIsI TEPMUH «OIITVIMM3M» HU B OIJHOM W3 CBO-
VIX II€9aTHBIX ITPOM3BENEHNI — HU B JIOKPUTUYECKMX, HU
B KpuTmdecknx’. IlouemMy e maHHOe IIOHSTVE COBEpIIEH-
HO IIpOIaJIoO 13 ero npowsserneHmi*? 11 uto oHO Bce ke 03-
HaJaJlo B ero paborax koH11a 1750-x rr.?

Hackoipko MOXXHO CYyIUTB 00 3TOM C TOUKM 3peHMs CO-
BPEMEHHOI'0 3HaHVIS VICTOYHIKOB, IIOHSTHE OIITHMI3Ma BO3-
HUKJIO B petensun 1737 r. nesymra u «[Jon Kuxora Marema-
THKI» (cM. Voltaire, 1830, p. 176; Voltaire, 1880, p. 440, Ne 843)
Jlynca beprpana Kacresns (1688—1757) Ha HOBOe mM3IaHMe
«Teopmrien» (1706—1710) Tordpwmma Butereniema Jlenormiia
(1646 —1716) 11 vMeJIO OTKPOBEHHO U3LeBaTeIbCKYIO OKPACKY
(cm. Red., 1984, Sp. 1240; Fonnesu, 1994, S.132—135). OnHa-
KO C TedeHVIeM BpeMeHVI Te€PMIH CTaJI IIPVIMEHATECS 1 Hell-
TPaIbHO [IJIS1 BBIPAKEHVIST CaMOVI IIO3VALIVIV Jenoumra. Co-
CTOsUIa )K€ OHA B CJIEMYIOMIEM: «...BBICOYAVIIAS MYIPOCTb
B COEIMHEHMM ¢ OJ1arocTbro, He MeHee OeCKOHEUHOV, HeXXeJI
caMa My[pOCTb, He MOXKeT He 130vpaTh HavUIydIIIero. .. .eCIIV
ObI He ObUIO HawIIydIlero (opfimui) Mupa Cpeny Bcex BOo3-
MOXKHBIX MMPOB, TO bor He mpwmsBast Obl K OBITMIO HMKAKO-
ro» (Jlevtbrmrr, 1989, c. 135 [1, § 8]). Ha BosmMoxxHOe BO3paske-
HV€, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY «3TOT MMP MOT ObI OBITE co3/1aH Oe3
rpexa v CTpajiaHuni», JIeliOHMIT OTBETIIL: «...5l OTPULIAIO, YTO
3TOT Mup ObUI ObI TOrmA HAuAyUuiUM» (JlevtOrm, 1989, c. 136
[L, § 9]). B masibHerIIIeM OH TaK>Ke IOIUePKHYII OIIMOOYHOCTh
yTBep>XKHeHs, «OyITO Havulydllee 4715 11eJI0ro IOJIKHO ObITh
HaVUTYYIIVMM W JJTS KaKIOV ero JacTy» (cM.: JlenGrw, 1989,
c. 279 [11, § 212]), n mpw3BaI He CMeIIMBATh IIPW OLlEHKe Ha-
I1Iero Mypa KaK HayIydIllero M3 BceX BO3MOKHBIX KadecTBO
C KOJIVUEeCTBOM, a PaBEeHCTBO — C IIOIO0MeM’.

Brmstaune «Teopmmen» JlentOHMITA, OCOOEHHO B IIepBBIE
JecAaTWIeTHs II0cjle ee MyOymMKanmuy, ObIJI0O IpoMaTHBIM.
Borrpoc o ToM, sBIIsieTcs JIM Halll MUpP HaVUIy4IlIUM VJIV
HeT, pa3/INYHble BAPVAHTHI OTBETA Ha HETO, COITPSKEHHBIE
C pa3HOOOpPa3HBIMM IIOIIBITKAMM OIpaBiaHus bora 3a 3710
B MUpe, B30yTOpakmyIn 3HAYMTETbHYIO YacTh priocodos
XVIII cToneTwst OO TaKOV CTEIEHM, YTO IPWHIINII M300M-
JIVISL VI OLITVIMVI3M HEKOTOPBIMIL MBICIIUTEIISIMU PETPOCIIEK-
TMBHO CTaJIV BOCIIPMHMMATBCS KaK OIHA M3 OCHOBHBIX
npet XVIII B. (cm.: JTasmxort, 2001, c. 216 —234).

OpnHako KaHTOBCKas OpolIfopa BO3HMKIIA He B KOHIIE
1730-x, a ymmmb B KoHIe 1750-x IT. y>Xe B HOBOVI MCTOPWU-
JecKovt 00CTaHOBKe, 00YCITOBIIEHHOV ITpeXK/Ie BCETO JIBYMs
oOcTosiTestbcTBaMM. Bo-T1epBBIX, MHTepec K I1pobiiemMarn-

B ocrambHOM TIMCbMeHHOM Hacimemuu KaHTra wMcKTioueHwme co-
CTaBJISIOT JIMIIb HECKOJIBKO YEPHOBBIX 3aMETOK, OFHO IVCBMO BCe
Toro xe 1759 r. (Brief an J.G. Lindner vom 28. Oktober 1759, AA 10,
S. 19, Ne13) 1 HeKOTOpBle KOHCIEKTBI JIEKIIOHHBIX KypPCOB, XOTs
v He Ge3 psAma Kypbesos (cM. 06 stom: Kanr, 2016, C. 153, 269 —270;
[Religionsphilosophie Volckmann], AA 28, S. 1199; a Taxxe: Kant,
1821, S. 335; [Danziger Rationaltheologie], AA 28, S. 1301 —1302).

* Camort rIpo0sIeMbl 3TO He KacaeTcs, IyCTh M PAaCCMOTPEHHOM yxe
C IPOTVBOTIOJIOKHBIX ITO3UINUIL; CM., Hartpumep: (AA 08, S. 255—271;
KanT, 19948). O coBpeMeHHOM 3Ha4YeHMNM ONTMMM3Ma KaK IIPOTUBO-
ITOJIOKHOCTY TleccrMmaMa y KaHTa cM. TIo-IrpekHeMy IIeHHYIO CTaThio
(Vaihinger, 1923 —1924, S. 161 —188).

> O6 mcTOpMYecKmx IIPeAIIochUIKaxX HoIxoma camoro JlerGamIa cm.
nHdpopmatusHyio pabory: (Knebel, 1991, S. 3—24). O apyrux dop-
Max ¥ BapuaHTax ontummsma cM.: (Fonnesu, 1994, S. 142 —162).
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albeit three times and with no definition.* Why did this
concept disappear completely from Kant's works ?* What
did it mean in Kant’s works of the late 1750s?

Current knowledge of sources suggests that the no-
tion of optimism first appeared in a 1737 review of a
new edition of Leibniz’s (1646 —1716) Theodicy (1706 —
1710). The review was written by Louis-Bertrand Cas-
tel — a Jesuit and “the Don Quixote of mathematics,”
as he was dubbed by Voltaire (Voltaire, 1880, p. 440,
n. 843). Castel’s text made an outright mockery of op-
timism (see Redaktion, 1984, Sp. 1240; Fonnesu, 1994,
pp- 132—135). However, optimism was later used as a
neutral term to describe Leibniz’s position, which was
as follows: “Now this supreme wisdom, united to a
goodness that is no less infinite, cannot but have cho-
sen the best [...] if there were not the best (optimum)
among all possible worlds, God would not have pro-
duced any” (Leibniz 2010, p. 128). Leibniz answers
the possible objection that “the world could have been
without sin and without sufferings” by stating “I deny
that then it would have been better” (ibid.). Further,
Leibniz stresses the fallaciousness of the argument
that “the best in the whole is also the best possible in
each part” (ibid., p. 260). Leibniz also urges not to con-
fuse quality with quantity and equality with similarity
when considering our world as the best of all possible
ones.’

The influence of Leibniz’s Theodicy was tremen-
dous — especially in the first decades after it had been
published. In the 18th century, many philosophers
were inspired by the question whether our world is the
best of all possible ones and by different answers to it,
which were paired with attempts to defend God from
objections resulting from evil in the world. In effect,
the agitation was so great that, later, many scholars ret-
rospectively identified optimism and the principle of
plenitude as the prominent ideas of the 18th century
(see Lovejoy, 1936, pp. 208 —226).

Nevertheless, Kant’s leaflet was published, not in
the late 1730s, but in the late 1750s — in a new histor-
ical era brought about by two major circumstances.
Firstly, the interest in the problem of the actual world
as the best of all possible ones — which was consi-

% In the rest of his written legacy, Kant brings up optimism in sev-
eral draft notes, the letter to J. G. Lindner dated 28th of October
1759 (Br, AA 10, p. 19, n. 13), and lecture notes. For an account of
amusing incidents related to these notes see (V-Th/Volckmann, AA
28, p. 1199; Kant, 1821, p. 335; V-Th/Baumbach, AA 28, pp. 1301 —
1302).

*This has no immediate bearing on the problem in question,
even when approached from opposite perspectives. See, for in-
stance, (MpVT, AA 08). On Kant’s interpretation of optimism as
the opposite of pessimism, see the still relevant article (Vaihinger,
1923/1924, pp. 161—188).

° For detail on the historical origins of Leibniz’s ideas, see the in-
formative work (Knebel, 1991, pp. 3—24). For reflections on other
forms and variants of optimism, see (Fonnesu, 1994, pp. 142 —162).



Ke JIeVICTBUTEeJILHOrO MVpa KaK HavUIydlllero U3 Bcex BO3-
MOXXHBIX, KOTOpasd yxe B 1740-e IT. cTajsla paccMaTpuBaTh-
cs B MICTOPMYECKOV TIepCIieKTrBe KaK VMMeIolasl elrle aH-
TUYHYIO IIPeIbICTOPNIO®, ObII peaHMMIPOBAH B CEpe-
He 1750-x rr. KOHKypcoM beprmHckoi akajmeMun Hayk,
B 1753 . oObsBilenHOM Ha 1755T. Bo-BTOpBIX, B caMOM
1755 r. CJIy9msioch coOBITHE, B 3HAUNTEIIHOV CTEIIeHM 13-
MeHWMBIIIee BECh XOIL AVCKYCCUN O HaVJTyYIIeCcT JIeVICTBI-
TeJIPHOIO MMpa, — 3emsierpsiceHue B JIuccabore ¢ orpom-
HBIMV YeJI0BEeUeCKMMU KePTBaAMU M Pa3pyIIeHVISIMIL

Konkypc bepnmnackon akagemun Hayk Ha 1755 rox

KonkypcHoe samanme beprmHckon akamemuernt Hayk
ObUIO cPOPMYIIMPOBAHO B TOT MOMEHT, KOrja B paMKax ¢u-
J10cOPCKOro KJlacca aKafeMMuy IUla JOBOJIBHO OXKeCTOYeH-
Hasi 60pb0a MeXI1y CTOPOHHMKAMM M IIPOTUBHMKaMM J1eri0-
HMIIA, OJTHOV M3 KJIFOUeBBbIX (puryp KoToporn ssisicd [Tbep
JIyn pe Moneption (1698—1759). Dta Gopsba B KOHIle KOH-
LIOB HallUIa OTpa’keHVie B OIIpeleJIeHHOM 330II0BOM SI3BIKe:
BMeCTO IIPSIMOrO BoIIpoca O Teommiiee JlenOHmIa 3anaHme
KacaJIoCh MCTOJIKOBaHMS (Ppasbl M3 M3BECTHOV IIO3MBI aH-
rimyickoro rosta Astekcanjpa Iloyma (1688 —1744) «Ombrt
0 yesioBeke» (1732—1734)": «IpebyeTcs ncciiemoBaHe CrCTe-
Mel [Toy1ia, KoTOpast CONEP>KINTCS B IIOJIOKEHIVL: BCE XOPOLLIO
(tout est bien). BaxxHo 1) orrpeieyInTh MCTUMHHBIV CMBICII 9TO-
IO IIOJIOXKEHVIS COIVIACHO I'MIIOTe3e aBTOpa; 2) CPaBHUTH €ro
¢ cucremornt ortmnmmsma (I'optimisme)®, v BeIGOpoM Haw-
JIyYIIIero, YTOObI OTMETUTD CBSI3V VI OTJIMYMSL; 3) HaKOHeLl,
IIPUBECTV Te IIPUYMHEL, KOTOpble HaxOHAT Haybosiee IIof-
XOISIIVIMMY JIJISL TOTO, YTOOBI IIOITBEPINUTD VIV paspyIIUTh
a1y cucreMy» (Harnack, 1900, S. 403; cm. 06 3ToM Taxke:
Buschmann, 1987, Buschmann, 1989).

Crout oTMeTnTB, uTO ertie Mowicert MeH iernbcoH (1729 —
1786) n T'orxomen, Ddpanm Jleccuur (1729—-1781) no pe-
3yJIbTaTaM KOHKYypca He TOJIBKO YCOMHWINCH B HaJIMUUN
y Iloyma «cmcreMbl», HO M BBICKa3aJIu YIIpeK B azpec He-
KOPPEKTHOIO, C MX TOYKM 3peHms, IIepeBoa aHIJIVVICKOV
CTPOKM I109Ta Ha (PPaHITYy3CKMUIT B KOHKYPCHOM 3a/laHUN
(cm.: Lessing, Mendelssohn, 1755, S. 24—25). Takum obpa-

¢ CM., B YaCTHOCTM, MICTOPMYECKIT 0030p M3BecTHOTO B Poccrm Borbdu-
anra @punpnxa Xpuctuana baymaricrepa (1709 —1785): (Baumeister,
1741). Cm. TakKe IIprMep IO3TIYecKOro orryca: (Sucro, 1746).

7 TTopgoOHoe cooTHecenme yuenns JlenOuniia ¢ mosmornt IToyma Ty T xe
BBI3BAJIO KpUTHMYecKyto peakinio (cM.: Gottsched, 1753). ITop Bims-
HreM KoHKypca Vorana Kpucrod lotmen (1700 —1766) maxe BcTa-
BIUI B KauecTBe IIPVIIOKEeHVIS BO BTOPYIO, IIPaKTMYEeCKYIO YacTh CBOVIX
«IlepBbIx OocHOBaHMIT Beevt ortocodum» TpaKTaT II07, Ha3BaHVEM
«J]oKa3aTeJIbCTBO, UTO 3TOT MUP SBJISIETCS HAVUIyUIINM U3 BCEX»,
HaIVICAaHHBIVL, BEPOSATHO, elle okojio 1742r. (cm.: Gottsched, 1756,
S. 460 —482).

 Bo BpeMeHa caMOro KOHKYpCa 3Bydasiv OIeHKM, IIPUIIVCHIBAOIIVe
BBefleHne gaHHoro tepmuHa Kan-Ileepy ne Kpysa (1663 —1748):
«Kpysa Brepsble IMPUMEHIT CJIOBO ONTUMM3M LTS TIIyMJIEHWS Haf
yd4eHyeM, YTO 3TOT MVp HawIydIlnii; U HefmaBHO beprmHcKas aka-
Temust cpopMyIIMpoBasia 3ajjaHue UCCIIeoBaTh, CJIeyeT JI B 3TOM
obBuHATE U IToyma» (Anonym, 1753, S. 935). [lanHOe yTBepKIeHMe
OBUIO BBICKA3aHO IIPV OOCY>KIIEHWW BBIIIEYIIOMSHYTOIO COYVHEHVISI
T'otmena 1753 1. I'oopst xe o me Kpysa, u T'oTmen, u aBrop 0630pa
€ro COYMHEeHMs VIMeJII B BUy Cjlefylolllee COYMHEHNe, HallpaB/IeH-
Hoe niportus IToyna (Crousaz, 1737).
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dered as early as the 1740s in a historical perspective
as having origins in Antiquity® — was revived in the
mid-1750s by a prize-essay competition held by the
Berlin Academy of Science. Scheduled for 1755, the
competition was announced in 1753. Secondly, 1755
witnessed an event that changed the course of the
discussion on the bestness of the actual world. That
was the Lisbon earthquake, which caused significant
casualties and severe damage.

The 1755 Berlin Academy of Sciences’
Prize-Essay Competition

The Berlin Academy of Sciences published the
competition questions amid a bitter struggle between
Leibniz’s proponents and opponents among the Acad-
emy’s philosophers. A prominent figure in this strug-
gle was Pierre-Louis Moreau de Maupertuis (1698 —
1759). The fierceness of the dispute warranted the use
of Aesopian language. Instead of naming Leibniz’s
theodicy directly, the assignment focused on interpret-
ing the phrase from Alexander Pope’s (1688 —1744) fa-
mous poem An Essay on Man (1732—1734).” The task
was to study Pope’s system contained in the proposi-
tion “Whatever is, is Right” (“Tout est bien”). It was
particularly important 1) to reveal the true meaning of
the proposition according to the author’s hypothesis,
2) to compare it with the system of optimism (l'opti-
misme)?® or the choice of the best world to explore con-
nections and similarities, and 3) to identify the reasons
most suitable for proving or disproving that system
(Harnack, 1900, pp. 403—404; see also Buschmann,
1987; Buschmann, 1989).

Following the competition, Moses Mendelssohn
(1729—-1786) and Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729 —
1781), questioned the very existence of a system in
Pope’s views and criticised the competition transla-
tion of the poet’s proposition into the French language
(see: Lessing, Mendelssohn, 1755, pp. 24 —25). Thus,

¢ See, for instance, a historical review of the famous Wolffian Fried-
rich Christian Baumeister (1709 —1785) (Baumeister, 1741). See also
an attempt at a work of poetry (Sucro, 1746).

7 Correlating Leibniz’s doctrine with Pope’s poem aroused consider-
able criticism (see Gottsched, 1753). The competition encouraged
Johann Christoph Gottsched (1700—1766) to add a treatise titled
“The proof that this world is the best of all worlds” to the second —
practical — part of his work The First Principles of a Complete Philo-
sophy (see Gottsched, 1756, pp. 460 —482).

8 During the competition, views were voiced that the term had
been introduced by Jean-Pierre de Crousaz (1663 —1748), ‘Crousaz
was the first to use the word optimism to ridicule the teaching
that this world is the best. Recently, the Berlin Academy commis-
sioned a study to establish whether Pope was to be held respon-
sible for that’ (Anonym, 1753, p. 935). This opinion was expressed
during a discussion of Gottsched’s above-mentioned work of 1753.
When speaking of de Crousaz, both Gottsched and the author of
the review of his works referred to the essay targeted against Pope
(Crousaz, 1737).
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30M, yXe B caMomt pOpMYJIMPOBKe cofepKaslach OIpere-
JIeHHas g3bIKoBad IpobieMa (cM. 00 aToMm Taxke: Hellwig,
2008), BoCTIpOM3BOIAIIIASICS VI TIO CEVI [IeHb:

«Whatever Is, is Right» B aHIJIMVICKOM OpUTMHAaJsIE (CM.
AHIJIUVICKUY OPWUTMHAJI B JIBYSA3BIYHOM HEMEITKOM ¥I3-
maaun: B.H. Brockes aus dem Englischen {iibersetzter
Versuch vom Menschen, 1740, S. 30);

«Tout est bien» v «tout ce qui est, est bien» Bo dppan-
IIy3CKOM KOHKYPCHOM 3aJaHMV VI BOCIIPUSATIUI COBpEMEH-
HVKOB;

«Alles das, was ist, ist gut» B IIepBOM HEMEIIKOM Ilepe-
Boge 1740 r. (B. H. Brockes aus dem Englischen tibersetzter
Versuch vom Menschen, 1740, S. 31);

«Alles was ist, ist gut» v «WWVas ist, ist gut» BO BTOpoM
HeMerikoM nepesojie 1756 r. (Philosophisches Lehrgedichte
vom Menschen, 1756, S. 2, 24);

«Bo cBete Bcé moOpoO» B IepBOM PYCCKOM IIepeBoie
(c dpanmysckoro) H. H. INTormosckoro (1730—-1760) 1754 t.,
oryOnMKoBaHHOM TpeMs rogamu rosgHee (ITomosckmi,
1972, c. 86);

«BcemmpHoe no6po B yacTruHOM 371, / Tak IIOKOpWCH,
BO3/avi TBOpeHbIo uecTh: / IlovcTme Bcé xopouto, umo ecmv»
B coBpeMeHHOM pycckoM Itepesorie (IToy, 1988, c. 153).

KaHT ObUI XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM C IIEPBBIM HEMELIKVIM IIepeBO-
mom 11osMbl [loyria, seimonHeHHEIM b.I. Bpokecom, n MHO-
TOKpaTHO IIUTMPOBaJl ee, B TOM 4NCJle B Bue anmurpados,
Kak pas3 B BelesiieM B 1755 r. mponssenenmm «Bceobrrast
ecTecTBeHHasl VICTOpus 11 Teopmst Heba» (AA 01, S. 241, 259,
318, 349, 360, 365; Kart, 19%4a, c. 135, 151, 210, 241, 250, 256).
Xoporto emy ObUIO M3BECTHO M O KOHKYPCHOM 3a7laHV M 110
IIOBOJTY CTPOKV aHIJIMVICKOro oaTa. bosee Toro, Kant gaxke
crestasl HabpOCOK CBOMX OTBETOB Ha TPV IIOCTaBJIEHHBIX
B KOHKYPCHOM 3a/JaHMV BOIIPOCa: KAaHTOBCKMe pedprreKcum
3703, 3704 («Abpuc onmumusma») n 3705 («HemocraTkm on-
mumusma») (AA 17, S. 229—-239), narnpyembie Dprixom Any-
kecom (1866—1928) 1753 —1754 rT., ITOCIIE/I0BATEIIEHO OTBE-
4aloT Ha 3afjaHne beprHCcKoN akageMu HayK.

INobermTeniem KOHKypca, Ha KOTOPBIVI OBIJIO ITpeJICTaB-
JIeHO KaK MVHVIMYM BOCEMb MaHYCKPUIITOB, He CUMTas Lie-
JIOr0 KOMITJIEKCa COITPOBOXKIAIOMINX KOHKYPC paboT 110 Tom
JKe TeMaTMKe, K KOTOPbIM OTHOCUTCS], B YaCTHOCTM, U YIIO-
MgHyTOe coumHeHne JleccuHra m MeHpenbcoHa, cTal
dpaHIy3cKMil TpaKTaT CTOPOHHMKA Kpy3MaHCKOV u-
socodmm Aponeda Ppuapnxa ¢on Partaxapna (1728 —
1783). 3maxom s Obur KaHT ¢ dpaHIy3cKMM OpurHa-
sioM (Reinhard, 1755), ckasaTb 3aTpyJHUTEIBHO, OJHAKO OH
TOYHO YMTaJI HeMeLKny mepeBoy, Partaxapra, omyosmKo-
BaHHBI B 1757 T. (Reinhard, 1757a)’. [Tyickyccnst He 3aK0H-
4unsIack OOBSBIIEHMEM MTOTOBY, a IPOIOIDKaJIack elrle Kak
MVHVMYM HECKOJIBKO JIeT'.

? DTO M3IAHMe MIMeTIOCh B JIiaHov Onbrmoteke Karra (ev.: Warda, 1922,
S. 53, No 95). 3nan i KaHT 00 ayIbTepHaTHBHOM II€peBOJIie 3TOr0 COUVi-
HeHVIsl Ha HeMelIKII SI3bIK, 51 yTBepKaaTh He Oepych (Reinhard, 17576).
19 BmecTe ¢ mobenmpinert paboront Pavmxaprma Akamemus orryo6rm-
KOBIa ele TPW IOPYIMX AHOHVMHBIX KOHKYPCHBIX COYMHEHVIS
(Anonym, 1755a; Anonym, 17556; Anonym, 17558).

' Cm., B acTHOCTH, COOPHMK 1759 T. ¢ perieH3msiMmM ¥ KPUTUKOVI TI0-
Genmrens Pavmxapma (K. A.C. ®opmert, Xp. D. don Bunmxarm,
A.T1 IlpemoHBasIb 11 AP.), a TAKXKe €ro OTBeTaMM Ha KPUTWKY (BCETo
TlecsITh PasIMYHBIX COUMHeHMIT HebopIoro ¢gopmara) (Sammlung
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the assignment itself contained a linguistic problem
(see also: Hellwig, 2008) that has been reproducing it-
self to this day. There are many variants of the phrase
across European languages:

“Whatever is, is right” in the original English text
(see the bilingual edition B.H. Brockes aus dem En-
glischen tibersetzter Versuch vom Menschen, 1740,
p- 30);

“Tout est bien” or “tout ce qui est, est bien” in the
French competition assignment and as it was per-
ceived by contemporaries;

“Alles das, was ist, ist gut” in the first German
translation of 1740 (B.H. Brockes aus dem Englischen
tibersetzter Versuch vom Menschen, 1740, p. 31);

“Alles was ist, ist gut” or “Was ist, ist gut” in the
second German translation of 1756 (Philosophisches
Lehrgedichte vom Menschen, 1756, pp. 2, 24);

“Vo svete vse dobro” (“Bo cBere Bcé mobpo”) in
the first 1754 Russian translation from French by
N.N. Popovsky (1730 —1760), the translation was pub-
lished three years later (Popovsky, 1972, p. 86);

“Vse khorosho, chto yest”” (“Bcé xopomro, uro
ectp”) in the modern Russian translation (Pope, 1988,
p. 153).

Kant was familiar with B. H. Brockes’s first Ger-
man translation of Pope’s poem. The philosopher
cited the poem more than once. Particularly, he used
its lines as epigraphs in the 1755 Universal Natural His-
tory and Theory of Heaven (NTH, AA 01, pp. 241, 259,
318, 349, 360, 365). He was also aware of the compe-
tition task to translate the line from the English poet.
Kant drafted his own answers to the three competi-
tion tasks. Answers to the three questions are given in
Kant’s Reflections 3703, 3704 (“Outline of optimism”)
and 3705 (“Defects of optimism”) respectively (Refl,
AA 17, pp. 229—239). Erich Adickes (1866—1928)
dated these reflections to 1753 —1754.

The winner of the competition, which had re-
ceived at least eight manuscripts alongside numerous
cognate works on the same topic — these included
the above-mentioned essays by Lessing and Mendels-
sohn, — was the French treatise of an adherent of Cru-
sian philosophy Adolf Friedrich von Reinhard (1728 —
1783). One cannot establish conclusively whether Kant
was acquainted with the French original. However,
the philosopher definitely read the German transla-
tion, which was published in 1757 (Reinhard, 1757a).’
The debate did not end with the release of results,™
but continued for at least ten more years."

¢ Kant had this edition in his personal library (see Warda, 1922,
p- 53, Non. 95). Whether Kant knew about the alternative transla-
tion into German, I am not in a position to say (Reinhard, 1757b).
10 Alongside Reinhard’s winning essay, the Academy published
three anonymous essays received by the competition (Anonym,
1755a; Anonym, 1755b; Anonym, 1755c).

1 See, for instance, a collection of reviews of Reinhard’s work
(J.H.S. Formey, C.E. von Windheim, A.P. de Prémontval, and others)



3emnerpsicenne B JInccabone 1755 roma

CBoeoOpasHBIM OTBETOM post factum Ha KOHKYpCHOe 3a-
IaHMe yKe II0CyIe Iy OImMKanmum ero nToros craia «[losma
Ha paspytenne JIuccabona B 1755 romy» Bormerepa (1694 —
1778), HamnvcaHHas B JleKaOpe TOro ke Tojia IIOfI BIlevaT-
JIeHVIeM CIIydmBIIevics 1 HosOpsl Tparemuu u oIy OiImKo-
BaHHas JleToM 1756 1.2 ABTOp caM IOJIeMIMUYeCcKm 3a0CTPIIT
CBS3b C KOHKY PCHBIM 3a/TaHVeM, 100 ITof[3aTr0I0BOK ero I1o-
9MbI HEJIBYCMBICJIEHHO IJIaciL «examen de cet axiome:
tout est bien»: «O BBI, "em pa3yM JDKeT: ,Bce 6.4a20 B Xm3-
H1 ceit”, / CriemmTe co3epliaTh yXKacHble pynHbD (Bosb-
Tep, 19476, c. 346)". Bo Bropom msmarmu Bortbrep mobasmt
TaKXe COOCTBEHHbIe KOMMEHTAPMU, B KOTOPBIX YIIOMSIHYJI
TIOJTOTIIEKY CBOMIX pacCy>KIeHMV Ha OCHOBe 1oaMbI [loytra
n «Teonmien» JlenOHMITA, OfHAKO HeMmel K driocod
HeOoTOOPUTETBHO YIIOMUHAETCS VI B CAMOVI TIO3Me:

Mse JlentGHMIT He pacKpbUI, KaKOVI CTe3€el He3pUMOL
B cen jmyummn 3 MupoB, B IOPSAAOK HEPY LLIVIMBIV
BpriBaeTcs pasiajl, M3BeUHbIN xaoc Oer,
Bepst >KuByI0 CKOpPOB ITyCTOVI MeuTe BOC/Ier;
3aueM HeBUHHOMY, CPOJTHEHHOMY C BUHOBHBIM,
CKJIOHSTBCS ITeper], 3710M, BCEOOIIVIM 1 BEPXOBHBIM;
TTocTurnyTh He Mory B TOM OJ1ara cBoero...
(Bosbrep, 19476, c. 351)™.

TeMm He MeHee B I105Me He BCTpeUYaAETCs eIlle CaMo II0-
HaTHe onTmMusMa. [1IMpoKyfo MOIyJIsspHOCTH OHO IIOJIY-
qyto Oyraromaps Apyromy IpousBeleHMIo Borbrepa, rme
OJTHOVI 113 LIEHTPAJIBHBIX TEM TaKJKe SIBJISIETCS 3eMJIeTpsiCe-
Hue B JInccabone, — moBectn «Kaumma, vyt Onrmmmsm»
(Candide, ou 'Optimisme), BriepBble aHOHMMHO OITyOITMI-
KoBaHHOM B 1759 r. OnpenesteHHBIM TOJTYKOM K Harlvca-
HVIIO II0BECTVI 00 OIITMMVI3Me IIOCIIY KWJIO TaK Has3bIBaeMoe
«[Tncemo o Tlposupennn», HanvcaHHoe Bosbrepy 18 aB-
rycra 1756 r. XXan-Kakom Pycco (1712—1778). YnommHas
dpasy n3 dpanmysckoro rmepesora I[loyma «tout est bien»
(Rousseau, 1782, p. 104, 107, 112)"°, Pycco BBICTyIIaeT B 3a-

der Streitschriften tiber die Lehre von der besten Welt, 1759) — n3na-
Termb cOopHMKa Xpuctnan Lurpa (1719 —1778) mocssaTion mpobieme
HawIy4lllero Mupa elte cBoo ayuccepraivio 1744 r.; (Waser, Wieland,
1757; Mendelssohn, 1759, S. 149 —154).

12 Cm. o BrmvestHMM 31011 Katactpodst: (Loffler, 1999; Giinther, 2005; Das
Erdbeben von Lissabon, 2008). Cm. Takke coOGpaHyie TeKCTOB COBpeMeH-
Hukos KatacTpodrer: (Die Erschiitterung der vollkommenen Welt, 1994).
3 B mepeporne Vrmormra Pemoposnya bormanosnya (1743 —1803),
oy bvKoBaHHOM erle B 1763 r., xmouesas dpasa us Iloyma mepeso-
Imtack Tak: «Bcé rortesto» (Bormatosumy, 1957, c. 207).

4 CM. TaKKe COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO cTaThio 13 «®Putocodckoro cirosa-
ps» cepenynbl 1760-x rr. (Bomsrep, 2005, c. 272 —280). Crenyer, onHa-
KO, 0c000 ITOUePKHY Th, UTO [IEPBOHAYAIIBHO, eIIle 0 3eMIIeTPSICEHVIS
B JIuiccabore, BopTep OBUI CKOpee CTOPOHHUKOM JIEVIOHUIIEBCKOTO
onTmmmsMa (cum.: Hiibener, 1978, S. 222 —224).

!> BriepBble OIy0JIMKOBaHO Ha PYCCKOM SI3BIKE B CIIEIYIOIIEM ITepe-
Boze (Cobpanme JIyurmvx COUMHEHW K PacIpOCTPaHeHUIO 3HAHNS
VI K TIPOVI3BEIIeHNIO YI0BOJIbCTBISA, 1762, c. 235—273). ABTOpOM IpN-
MeuaHWV OBbUT PeIaKTOp XXypHasla, mocsefgosaresis ['oTmieqa Voranx
Tordpup Perixerns (1727 —1778) (cm.: Pevixers, 2005, ¢. 76 —77).
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A.N. Krouglov

The 1755 Lisbon Earthquake

A post factum reply to the competition question was
Voltaire’s (1694—1778) Poem on the Lisbon Disaster in
1755. The poem was written in December of the same
year in the wake of the disaster, which took place on
November 1st. The text was published in the summer of
1756.12 In this text, Voltaire emphasised the link to the compe-
tition task — the poem’s subtitle reads “examen de cet axi-
ome: tout est bien” (“an Inquiry into the Axiom, ‘All is
Well”). “Come philosophers who cry, ‘All is well,” And
contemplate the ruins of this world” (Voltaire, 2013)."
In the second edition, Voltaire equipped the poem with
a commentary, in which he mentioned that his reflec-
tions had been encouraged by Pope’s poem and Leib-
niz’s Theodicy. However, Voltaire’s poem presents the
German philosopher in an unfavourable light:

Leibniz taught me neither by what invisible knots,
In this best of all possible worlds,
This endless disorder — a chaos of misfortunes —
Ties our little pleasures to such pain,
Nor why the innocent and guilty
Both suffer the same under this necessary evil
(ibid.)*

Nevertheless, the concept of optimism was not
mentioned in the poem. Voltaire brought prominence
to the term in a different work, whose central topic
was also the Lisbon earthquake. That work was the
novel Candide: or, Optimism (Candide, ou I'Optimisme),
which was first published anonymously in 1759. An-
other incentive to write a novel about optimism was
the so-called Letter on Providence, which Jean-Jacques
Rousseau (1712—1778) wrote to Voltaire on August
18, 1756. Using the phrase from the French transla-
tion of Pope’s poem — tout est bien (Rousseau, 1782,
pp. 104, 107, 112)® — Rousseau defended optimism
and its true principles and compared it to fatalism
(Rousseau, 1782, pp. 93—94, 104 —105, 108).

and of Reinhard’s answers to the criticism (ten small essays) (Ziegra,
1759), which was published in 1759. The publisher — Chrisitan
Ziegra (1719—1778) — dedicated his 1744 theses to the prob-
lem of the best world (Waser, Wieland, 1757; Mendelssohn, 1759,
pp. 149—154).

12 For more details on the effect of the catastrophe, see (Loffler,
1999; Giinther, 2005; Lauer, Unger, 2008). Also see a collection of
texts authored by the contemporaries of the catastrophe (Die Er-
schiitterung der vollkommenen Welt, 1994).

3 In a 1763 publication, Ippolit Fedorovich Bogdanov (1743 —1803)
translated Pope’s prominent line as “vse polezno” (“all is benefi-
cial”) (Bogdanovich, 1957, p. 207).

14 See the relevant article from the Philosophical Dictionary of the
mid-1760s (Voltaire, 2005). Note that, before the Lisbon earthquake,
Voltaire was an adherent of Leibniz’s optimism (see Hiibener, 1978,
pp. 222—224).

® The first Russian translation included a commentary from Jo-
hann Gottfried Reichel (1727 —1778) — a follower of Gottsched (see
Reichel, 2005, pp. 76 —77).



A.H. Kpyraos

IIUTY «OOTVMM3Ma» W €r0 MCTUHHBIX IIPUHIINAIIOB, CPaB-
HVBas ero MOMMMO IIpouero ¢ «daraiamsMom» (Rousseau,
1782, p. 93—94, 104—105, 108).

Peax1ineit BostsTepa Hapsly ¢ OTBETHBIM IIVICBMOM CTa-
JIa ero mosecTb. B Hem rimaBHBI repovt Kanamnn, 6y)1qu
BBIOPOIIIEHHBIM B pe3yjIbraTe KOpaOJleKpyIIeH!s Ha pas-
BaJIMHbI JIviccaboHa v BUJISI I0CIIe COOCTBEHHOVI TIOPKM T10-
BellleHHBIM cBoero yumTesid IlaHroca, CTOpoHHMKaA ydUe-
HVS O HallleM Mype KaK HavuIydIlleM M3 BO3MOXHBIX, BOC-
xmaetr: «Ecant aTo JIydmmin m3 BO3MOXHBIX MVIPOB, TO
KakoBbl Opyrue?» (Bombrep, 1947a, c. 53). Camo e yue-
HMe «ONTUMM3Ma» B KapuKaTypPHOM BUJle OIperesIseTcs
BorisTepoM crienyrommmM o0pasoM: «9T0 — CTPacTh yTBep-
JKIIAaTh, 9TO BCE XOPOIIO, KOI/Ia IIPVIXOOMTCS IUIOX0» (c'est la
rage de soutenir que tout est bien quand on est mal) (Bosb-
Tep, 1947a, c. 88). KaHT 3akaH4YMBaeT OMTaTON 3aBepPIIAO-
ment ¢ppaser 13 «Kaumyma» csout «[pe3sl Iy xoBI/LIa, II0sC-
HeHHBble rpe3amy MeTadp3mk» (1766) (AA 02, S. 373; Kanr,
19946, c. 266; Borbrep, 1947a, c. 129). OnHako HeT cepbes-
HBIX OCHOBaHWV YTBEPXKaTh, OyATO 3Ta ITOBECTH ObUIA 3Ha-
KOMa KéHmrcoeprckomy uiocody yxke K MOMeHTY pabo-
ThI «ONBIT HEKOTOPBIX pacCy KIeHUM 00 ONTUMM3ME», Pac-
IIPOCTPaHEeHHOV MM B caMOM Hadasle oKT0ps 1759 .77 Tem
He MeHee MHOI'MM IIPe[CTaBJIZeTCs, YTO MMeHHO «KaH-
Ou» U 3eMsleTpsiceHne B JIviccaboHe ITOCITY KIIM ITOBOA-
MM K HanvcaHuio KaHToM 3Tor HeGOJIbIIoN OpOITIophL
INonoGHoe MHeHVE yennmBaeTcs TeM, 9To KaHT 1 Harps-
MyI0 OTpearnpoBajl Ha IOPTYTaJIbCKMUI KaTaK/IN3M TpeMs
HeOOJIBIIMMM CTaThsiMI: «O IIpUYMHAX 3eMJIeTPSCeHU
B CBA3M CO CJIyumBlIericsi KaracTpodorn» (1756), «Vcropus
VI eCTeCTBEHHOe OIIVICaHWe CTPaHHBIX CJIydaeB 3eMJIeTps-
CeHMs, IIpou3olIeaIIero B KoHile 1755 roga Ha 3HaUMTEIIb-
Hom vacty 3emiin» (1756) 1 «Marwmctpa MimManywta Kas-
Ta MPOJIO/KeHHOe PacCMOTpeHMe CITYUYMBIINXCA HelaBHO
3eMrteTpsiceHmi» (1756).

Kputnka Xp. A. Kpy3uem yueHns 0 HauIydIieM Mupe

Mexty TeM, ecsint «OIBIT HEKOTOPBIX paccy keHn 1 00
ONTMMM3Me» U 3aTparusaeT 3emsleTpsicenue B Jluccabo-
He ¥ CBSA3aHHYIO C HUM IIOJIeMMKY, TO B JIydIlleM cilydae
JIUIIIB B KauecTBe HespKoro cdoHa. B 1ienTpe ke sT0m pabo-
TBI — CIIOpP C IJIJaBHBIMM Ha TOT MOMEHT (PUIIOCOPCKUMM
IpoTUBHMKaMM Mostoforo KaHTa, a MMEeHHO CTOPOHHMKa-
MM Kpy3uaHCKom dwtocodmn. V1 ocHOBHBIE apryMeHTbI
B 9TOVI CBSI3M HOCSAT JIOBOJIBHO OTBJIeUeHHBIV MeTadu3ide-
CKUWM ¥ TeOJIOTMYEeCKIil XapaKTep, 6e3 ameuIsumum K XKyT-
KVIM KapTVHaM B KauecTse paibcrdpmKarinm i epudm-
KaIlmy COOCTBEHHBIX Te31COB.

16 TTommmo storo, «Kaummm» YHOMMHAETCs elle B OQHOW YePHOBOM
sarmicy KanTa, matvposarson Apgykecom 1760—1764 rr. (Refl. 8083,
AA19,S.626).

7 Pabota matuposaHa 7 okTa6ps 1759 . (AA 02, S. 27; B pycckoM Iie-
pesone maTa omyieHa). Ha nensypy pabora Oburza oToaHa ere 3a
JIeHb JI0 3aIlUThl Auccepraiu Berimanom, 5 okTsabps (cm. Lasswitz,
1912, S. 461). Cyna no Bcemy, Kant HaunHaeT ynommuHaTs Borbrepa
B IT€YaTHBIX IIPOV3BEAEHNSIX M B JIEKITVSX JINIIb ¢ 1763 I., XOTS B €ro
ymraHOV 6uboTexe 1 6bu10 M3ganue BosmbTepa 1761 1. (em.: Warda,
1922, S. 56, Ne 121).
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Voltaire reacted with a letter of reply and the
novel. The novel’s titular character finds himself ship-
wrecked by a violent storm in the ruins of Lisbon. Af-
ter Candide is flogged and sees his mentor Pangloss —
an advocate of the doctrine of the best of all possible
worlds — hanged, the young man exclaims, “If this is
the best of all possible worlds, what must the others be
like?” (Voltaire, 2005, p. 53). Voltaire gave the follow-
ing caricatural definition of optimism: “it is the mania
for insisting that all is well when all is by no means
well” (“c’est la rage de soutenir que tout est bien
quand on est mal”) (ibid.). Kant concluded his 1766
Dreams of a Spirit-Seer with quoting the final phrase
from Candide (TG, AA 02, p. 373; Voltaire 2005)."°
There are no reasonable grounds to believe that Kant
was familiar with the novel when he worked on his
Attempt at Some Reflections on Optimism at the begin-
ning of October 1759.” However, many would argue
that Candide and the Lisbon earthquake encouraged
Kant to write the leaflet. This view is supported by
the fact that Kant reacted to the Portuguese disaster
with three small articles, On the Causes of the Terrestri-
al Convulsions (1756), History and Natural Description of
the Most Curious Occurrences associated with the Quake
(1756), and Further Observation on the Terrestrial Con-
vulsions (1756).

Crusius’s Criticism
of the Doctrine of the Best of All Possible Worlds

Although the Attempt at Some Reflections on Op-
timism touches upon the Lisbon earthquake and the
ensuing debate, the leaflet uses them only as a bright
background. The focus of the tract is young Kant’s
dispute with his opponents — advocates of Crusian
philosophy. Kant’s central arguments are of abstract
metaphysical and theological nature. Kant does not in-
voke the horrific images of the catastrophe to falsify or
verify his own theses.

Kant revealed some circumstances behind the at-
tempt at optimism in a letter to Johann Gotthelf Lindner
(1729 —-1776) of October 28, 1759:

A meteor has recently made its appearance above
the academic horizon here. M. Weymann has sought, by
means of a rather disorganised and unintelligibly written
dissertation against optimism, to solemnise his debut on this
stage... His notorious immodesty induced me to decline

16 Kant mentions Candide in a draft, which was dated by Adickes to
1760 —1764 (Refl. 8083, AA 19, p. 626).

7 The tract is dated to October 7, 1759 (VBO, AA 02, p. 27). The
work was submitted for censoring on October 5, a day before
Weymann defended his thesis (see Lasswitz, 1912, p. 461). It seems
that Voltaire started to appear in Kant’'s writings not earlier than
1763. However, in his personal library, Kant had a 1761 edition of
Voltaire (see Warda, 1922, p. 56, n. 121).



O HeKOTOPBIX 0OCTOSTEIIbCTBAX BOSHUKHOBEHVIST OITbITA
006 omrrmmmame KaHT pacckasait B iceMe K Voranny Tot-
xesrbdy JInunuepy (1729—1776) ot 28 okTs0pst 1759 r.:

3rech HEIABHO Ha aAka0eMU4eckOM TOPU3OHTE ITOKa3asIcst
memeopum. M[aeucmp] Betiman TIpyi TIOMOIIIM HELOCTaTOYHO
IIOGPOTHO 11 IOBOJIBHO HEIIOHSTHO HAIIVICAHHOV 0UCCepmayui
IIpOTMB ONMUMU3IMA TIOIIBITAJICA BII€pBbI€ BBICTYIIUTDL B 3TOM
TeaTpe, KOTOPBIV, KaK ¥ XWIbdepAVMHICKIIT'® apiieKH, 1071
XeH OBUI yCTpomTb TOpXecTBO. VI3-3a ero m3BecTHOV Hec-
KPOMHOCTH 51 OTKa3aJICSL 0N1OHVPOBATh €My, HO B IIpOrpamMMe
JIEKIINIL, KOTOPYIO SI BEJIEJI PaCPOCTPAHNUTD Ha CIIELYIOIIIIT
JIeHb TI0CJIe 3allUTEL ero OUcCcepmayu. .. s BKpaTLie 3aluTil
onmumusm npotvs Kpyswst, He mymast ipu oToM 0 Beilmate.
OH ToTYac e pa3paswicsi THEBOM. B ciiejtyoriiee BockpeceHbe
OH M3HaJI OPOIIIOpPY, B KOTOPOVT OH 3aIIVIIIAJICS IIPOTVIB MOVIX
MHVMBIX HAIlafIOK... IIOJIHYI0 HECKPOMHOCTEI I [epeepri-
Barvt u T.11. CyxmeHve nybauky v OUeBUIHAsST HEIIPVICTOVI-
HOCTb BCTYIIATh B KyJIAUHbI OOV ¢ yuk10nom, 1 BooOlie cria-
ceHVe OPOIIIOPEI, KOTOPas, MOXET OBITD, yKe IIOCTIe BBIXOMIa
€ro 3aIuThl Oy/IeT ToT4yac xe 3a0bITa, TI03BOJIVUIN MHE CaMbIM
rozrobaroIM 00pa3oM oTBeTnTh MoTdaHveM (AA 10, S. 19)%.

INockonpKy 3ammra Berimana cocTosyiack 6 OKTSOps
1759 1., B mmcbMe MBI BUAUM JIOTIOJTHUTEIIBHOE TIOATBEePXK-
IleHVe JaTIPOBKI KaHTOBCKOIO OITyca 00 oITiMm3Me: 7 OK-
Ts10ps 1759 1. Kpome Toro, KaHT He1BycMBICTIEHHO 3asBIIsd-
€T, 4TO 3allluIlaeT ONTNMM3M oT HarageHm Kpyswus. On-
HAaKO B CaMOM TeKcTe ombITa 00 omTmMmsMe nms Kpysus
BOBCE He BCTpedaeTcs, a YIIOMIMHAETCs JINIIb padoTa IIo-
Oemmresns xoHKypca 1755 r. Paraxapna. V1 xots KanT, 1o
cOOCTBEHHBIM 3aBEpPeHNSM, U «He TyMall» 0 BeriMaHe, ero
IViccepTalys O Mype He CaMOM JIydIlleM, a TaKyKe IT0JIeMVI-
YecKoe COUMHEHVe IIPOTVB KaHTOBCKOIO OIbITa 00 oITu-
MM3Me BXOHAT B TOT KOPIYC KPY3MaHCKMX TEKCTOB, MCXO-
I U3 Kotoporo KaHT 11 rvicat cBoro HeOOIIbIIyIo paboTy.

OcHOBHBIE apryMeHTBI IIPOTUB YUeHNs O HallleM Miupe
KaK HaylydlleM U3 BO3MOXHBIX XprcTnan Asryct Kpy-
sum (1715—1775) cdopmymposal B cBoeil MeTadu3lKe,
Hocsmen 3ariasue «Habpocok HeoOXomMBIX MCTUH pa3-
yMa, B TOVI Mepe B KaKOV OHW IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKEHBI CIIy-
YarHbIM MCTMHaM». XoTa Kpysui BbIcKasasl cBOM JI0BO-
Il yoke B IIepBOM M3IaHWUI CBOeVl PaboThL, oIy OIMKOBaH-
HoM B 1745 1. (§ 385—389), mmeeT cMBICII BCe Ke 00paTnThCs
K OoJiee TIO3MHEMY M3HaHMIO 3TOro counHenms 1753 r., mo-
CKOJIBKY OHO, BO-TIEPBBIX, IIPSIMO OTHOCUTCS K TOJIaM KOH-
KYPCHBIX PabOT, a BO-BTOPBIX, UMEHHO OHO VIMeJIOCh B JINY-
How oubimmorexe KanTa (cM.: Warda, 1922, S. 47, Ne 26)%.

3apepinaromye naparpadsl I1asbl «O CYyIIHOCTY MUpa
BOOOIIIe» MeTadmsmdeckoro paszerna «Kocmorormsi, v
ydeHue 0 HeOOXOIVMOV CYITHOCTI MUPa, M1 UTO U3 3TOrO
MOXXeT TIOHVMMAThCS a4 priori» Kpysuit mocBsTr oOcyxme-
HVIO HEKOTOPBIX CIIOPHBIX KOCMOJIOTMYECKVX BOIIPOCOB,

8 VI.IT. XvibpepayHT — TeaTpasIbHBIVI aHTperpeHep, PaboTaBIINIL
B Kénurcbepre B Hauate 40-x rr. XVIIL B.

1 JlvayiHep B 1er1oM ropiepiKai rmosuryio KanTa, Bckoibsb pazobpas
P apryMeHTOB «CMMPEHHOTO KpysuaHna» Berimana (cm.: Lindner,
1922, S. 25, Ne 16).

2 Cp. Taxxe: mcbMo Kanta J1.D. Boposckn (Borowski) ot 6 mioHs
1760 . (AA10,S. 32, Ne 19).
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his invitation to act as respondent [on the occasion of the
public defence of his dissertation]. However, in an essay
announcing my programme of lectures and which I had
distributed the day after his dissertation appeared, I briefly
defended optimism against Crusius, without giving a
thought to Weymann. My defence of optimism, however,
aroused his spleen. The following Sunday he published a
pamphlet in which he defended himself against my alleged
attack — a defence full of immodesties and distortions, etc.
The judgement of the public, and the obvious impropriety
of engaging in fisticuffs with a Cyclops, not to mention the
saving of a pamphlet which would perhaps already have
been forgotten by the time its defence appears — all this
obliges me to reply in the most proper manner, namely,
by saying nothing (Br, AA 10, p. 19; Walford & Meerbote,
2003, p. Ivi).’

Weymann defended his thesis on October 6, 1759.
Therefore, it is correct to date Kant’s tract on optimism
to October 7, 1759. Kant stated explicitly that he was
defending optimism against Christian August Crusius
(1715—1775). However, Crusius is never mentioned
in the Attempt. The only reference is to Reinhard’s
1755 prize-winning essay. And although Kant, accord-
ing to his own testimony, did not “give a thought to
Weymann,” Weymann's dissertation about the doc-
trine of the best of all possible worlds and his polem-
ical works criticising Kant’s attempt at optimism be-
long to the corpus of Crusian texts, which inspired
Kant to write the tract.

Crusius formulated his arguments against the doc-
trine of the best of all possible worlds in his meta-
physics titled Outline of the Necessary Truths of Rea-
son, in so far as they are Opposed to Contingent Truths.
Crusius presented his arguments in the very first edi-
tion of his work, which saw the light of day in 1745
(§ 385—389). However, it is advisable to consider a lat-
er 1753 edition, which was published in the years of
the prize-essay competition and was in Kant’s person-
al library (see Warda, 1922, p. 47, n. 26)."”

In the concluding paragraphs of the chapter “On
the Essence of a World in General” of the metaphy-
sical section “Cosmology, or the doctrine of the nec-
essary essence of a world and of what can be under-
stood from it a priori,” Crusius discusses some con-
tentious cosmological issues. In particular, he asks
whether God had to create the best of all possible
worlds and whether the actual world is the best of all
possible ones (Crusius, 1753, p. 766, § 385). Since the
thesis had not been formulated by Crusius, the phi-
losopher attempts at a linguistic analysis of the thesis

8 Lindner generally supported Kant and conducted a brief analy-
sis of the ‘modest Crusianer Weymann’ (see Lindner, 1922, p. 25,
n. 16).

19 See also: Kant's letter to L. E. Borowski dated the 6th of June 1760
(Br, AA 10, p. 32,n. 19).



A.H. Kpyraos

TIOCITIeTHUY 113 KOTOPBIX OH TIPeCTaBUII CIIeTy oM 00-
pasom: «Iloaxen au Boe, ecau on mBopum, mbopums Hau-
Ayunil u3 eex Bo3moxHuLx Mupob, u abasemca au delicmbu-
meAvHbLil Mup, c1e008ameavHo, HAUAYHWUM U3 Bcex B03MOXK-
Hoix?» (Crusius, 1753, S. 766, § 385). ITockonbKy Te3mc Kak
TaKOBOVI ITpMHa/IjIexa He camomy Kpysutio, dutocod mo-
TIBITaJICS IIPOBECTY €T SI3BIKOBOVI aHAJIN3 JIJTI TOTO, UTOORI
TIOHATH, Ha UTO OH HarlesieH. [Ipu aToM emy BumATCS /B
BO3MOXXHBIX TOJTKOBaHMS BOITpoca: «/lormkeH v Mup, KOTO-
peIvt bor fevicTBUTeNTbHO COTBOPWII, 007Ta/iaTh B cebe BeeM
TOJTBKO BO3MOXKHBIM COBEPIIIEHCTBOM, KOTOPBIM MOXeET 00-
JapaTh MuUp?» muim xe «Joaxen au mup, komopuwiii boe co-
méopus padu onpedeseHHbIX yeaeil, N00X00UMb 045 HUX AYU-
ute, uem Bee unvle osmoxnvie Mupsi?» (Crusius, 1753, S. 767,
§ 385). Ha yrounenHble TakmM 00pa3oM Borrpockl Kpysuit
JlaeT CTIeyToITyie OTBETHI: HaVTy UIiI MUP B CMBICTIe TTep-
BOTO BOITPOCa HEBO3MOXKEH, a B CMBICJIe BTOPOTO BOITpOCa
HeflokasyeM. Ero aprymeHTarusi CTpOMTCS CJI€TYIOIIVIM
obpasom.

CoracHO KOCMOJIOI VA prSV[ﬂ, HEeVICTBUTEJIbHBIVI MVP
HeoOXOIIMO KOHeUeH, CJIefIoBaTeThHO, KOHEUHO 11 €T0 CO-
BepieHcTBO. OnHakO bor B GeckoHeUHOM IIporpecce I10-
CTOSIHHO MOT OBI UTO-TO HO0aBJISATH K yXKe MMEIOIeMycs
CoBepITIeHCTBY. VI3 3TOro BBITEKaeT, 9YTo Bor mponsBois-
HO yCTaHOBWJI B KaKOVI-TO MOMEHT TPaHWITEI COBEpPIIIeH-
CTBa IEVICTBUTETHHOTO MW pPa, HO OH B JTI000€e BpeMsl CMOT
ObI 100aBUTE COBepIIeHCTBA. TakmMM 00pa3oM, HEBO3MO-
JKeH TaKOV MUP, KOTOPBIVT OB ObI 0€3yCITOBHO Ty UIIVIM.
HexoTopkre TIBITAIOTCS, OHAKO, CTIACTY TE3VC O HaVIyd-
ImeM Mupe, 0e30CHOBATETFHO OTKa3aBINWCh OT KOHeY-
HOCTM MUpa. [lpyras ke TIOIBITKAa CTIaceHUS COCTOWUT
B yTBepXaeHUM, OyIITOo, HecMOTps Ha OecKOHeYHOe MHO-
JKeCTBO BO3MOXKHBIX TBapert, PACCMOTPEHHBIX B OTHAETHHO-
CTY, UVCJIO «XOPOIIUX CBSI3€V» MOXeT IIPV 3TOM OBITE BCe
JKe KOHEUHBIM, VI OJTHO MOTJIO OBl OBITH HavuTyurmm. [To-
MMMO HeIOKa3aHHOCTU IofobHoro yTBepkaeHus Kpy-
3UT TIOJTYePKUBAET, YTO JaHHOe ITOJIOKEH e Or PaHIMBa-
eT BCeMOryIecTBo 1 6eckoHeuHocTh bora (Crusius, 1753,
S. 768—771, § 386).

VicTorikoBaHMe >Xe HaMITydIeVl TOSHOCTW JIEVICTBU-
TeJILHOTO MWpa sl OIlpeie/IeHHbIX IJIaBHBIX Iejlell Ha-
TaJIKMBAeTCs Ha MHble TPyJHOCTU. [IJIsi ompenesieHHBIX
Lejiell MOXeT IIOIXOAUTb MHOTO PpasjIMUHBLIX CPeJICTB,
u Ge3pasIMyHO, KaKoe MMEHHO M3 HUX IIpU 3ToM Oymer
BeIOpano. Kpome Toro, /iBe Belu MOTyT ObITh He COBCEM
MOXOXU JIPYT Ha Jpyra, OffHAKO B OTHOIIEHWV ITOCTaB/IeH-
HBIX 1IeJIeVl OHVM MOTYT ObITh paBHO3HAYHBI, 110 IPUYMHE
Yero Mx HeCXoXecTb JIOIyCTUMO MrHopupoBaTe. Ho gaxe
€cjIM OTHOIIIeHMe ABYX CPeACTB K IIOCTaBJIeHHO LIe/I He
COBCeM TIOXOXe, KOTJla VX pacCMaTpPUBaiOT B OT/I€IbHOCTH,
U B 3TOM CjIydae pasjindiie MOXeT CHMMATbCs Iocpe-
CTBOM COeJTMHEHVIsI MHOXeCTBa Bellell IPYT C APyToM: [1Jis
IIOCTaBJIEHHOW 1IeJIM MHOTVie BUJIbI COeJIVHEeHWs Belrei
MoryT ObITh paBHO3HauHbL Hakowerr, n cam Bor napsgy
C TJTaBHBIMM I1eJISIMV MOXKET ITPUCOBOKYTUISATE K MUPY ellle
” paj1 TO60UHBIX 1estert. OTTaJIKMBasCh OT BbIIlecKa3aH-
Horo, Kpysuit mogyepkmBsaeT, 4To HEBO3MOXKHO B OTHOIIIe-

16

to understand what it was targeted at. Crusius disam-
biguates his question into two further ones. He asks
whether a world created by God has all the perfec-
tions a world can possibly have (Crusius, 1753, p. 767,
§ 385) and whether the actual world, created by God
for certain purposes, is better attuned to these pur-
poses than any other possible world (Crusius, 1753,
p. 767, § 385). Crusius answers these questions as fol-
lows: a best world, as defined in the first question, is
impossible, and, as defined in the second question, it
is unprovable.

According to Crusius’s cosmology, the actual
world is necessarily finite. Thus, its perfection is also
finite. However, in the course of infinite progress, God
can constantly add to the existing perfection. There-
fore, at some moment, God set a limit to the perfec-
tion of the actual world, but he can add perfections
at any time. Thus, an unconditionally best world is
impossible. Some try to redeem the thesis about the
best possible world by abandoning the finite nature of
the world. Another attempt at redemption ensues from
the argument that, despite the infinite number of pos-
sible creatures taken individually, the number of valid
connections between them can be finite and one of
these connections can be the best. Crusius stresses not
only the incompleteness of such a statement, but also
the fact that this argument puts a constraint on the
omnipotence and infiniteness of God (Crusius, 1753,
pp. 768 —771, § 386).

The interpretation of the best usefulness for cer-
tain purposes creates further obstacles. Many different
means can be used to fulfil a certain purpose, and it
does not matter which one of them is selected. More-
over, two dissimilar things can be equal in regard to a
certain purpose. Thus, it is permissible to ignore such
a dissimilarity. Even if the relations of two means to a
purpose are not the same when these means are con-
sidered separately, the difference between them can
be nullified by linking a set of things to each other. In
the context of a particular purpose, many variants of
connections between things can be equal. Finally, God
can add secondary purposes to the world. Based on
the above, Crusius emphasises that it is impossible to
argue that one and only one world is the best for the
envisaged purposes. According to Crusius, one cannot
deny that the divine reason can consider many worlds
as equally good in the context of the envisaged pur-
poses. Therefore, a best world is unprovable (Crusius,
1753, p. 772, § 387). If one considers the possible dif-
ference in the goodness (Giite) of such worlds — pro-
vided such a difference exists — it cannot exert suffi-
cient influence in regard to the purposes. Crusius con-
cludes that, when working on the creation, God was
not forced to prefer a world, which — due to its acci-
dental perfections — is now called better than another
one, to all other words, because it is merely called so



HVIM TOJIBKO OJHOTO MVpa yTBepXKAaTh, OYATO OH, VI TOJIb-
KO OH $SBJISIeTCS HaVUIYYIIVM IS IIOCTaBJIEHHBIX LIeJIeVL.
C ero TOUKM 3peHMs], HEBO3MOXKHO OTPWUIIATh, YTO II0 OT-
HOLIIEHWIO K YJKe IIOCTaBJIEHHBIM LIeJISIM Mupa OOXeCTBeH-
HBIVI YM B COCTOSIHMV pacCMaTpuBaTh MHOTO MUPOB B Ka-
YecTBe OVIHAKOBO XOPOILVX, M3 Yero CJIeAyeT BBIBOI, YTO
«HEeKMV HanIydIImit Mup Hemokasyem» (Crusius, 1753,
S. 772, § 387). Eciu ke 0OpaTuTh BHMMaHMe Ha BOSMOXKHOE
pasiuane Mexay Oraroctamu (Grite) TaKMIX MUPOB, KOTO-
pOe MOXeT MIMeTb MeCTO, TO ¥ B 3TOM CJIy4ae OHO He MO-
JKeT OKas3aTh HEOOXOIVIMOTO BIIVISIHVSI C TOUKM 3PEHMSI 110-
CTaBJIeHHBIX HeJiert. V3 atoro Kpysui meraer BbIBOI, cO-
IJ1IacHO KoTopoMy «bor ellle He mpUHY3XIeH HEKUIL MUD,
KOTOPBIVI M3-3a €0 CJIYYaVHBIX COBEPILIEHCTB... XKeJIaloT
HasBaTb OoJlee XOpOILIVMM, HeXeJIM BCe IpyTue, IIpemIio-
YUTATh 110 3TOV IIPUYMHE BCEM IPYIMM IIPWU TBOPEHWN»
(Crusius, 1753, S. 772, § 387).

Ha stom Kpysum, BripodemM, He ocTaHaBJIMBaeTCs, I1bI-
TasCh ONpeHeSIUTh I[TIyOMHHBIe IIPUYMHBL OIINOOYHOIO
y4eHUs O HawlydineM Mupe. TakoBble OH ycMaTpuBaeT
B yueHnun JlenOumma 1 ocoderHo Boinbkda o 3akoHe mo-
CTaTOYHOI'O OCHOBAaHWMS, KOTOPBIVI OBbLI IIOABEPTHYT MM
KPUTHUKe ellle B paHHel JIATMHCKOM ayccepranum 1743 r.
00 WCIIOIB30BAaHMM VI OUpaHMYEHUN IHPUHIINAIIA JeTep-
MuHMpYyIomero ocHopanus (Crusius, 1743), yxe B ciie-
IyIOIIeM Oy IlepeBeeHHOV Ha HEMELIKU S3bIK. Boib-
dmaHcKasi TpaKTOBKa 3aKOHA JIOCTAaTOYHOIO OCHOBAHWIS
«yCTpaHsieT HpaBCTBEHHOCTH VIV Mopaiib» (Crusius, 1744,
S. 28, § VIII), «<BBogut TeM caMmbIM dpaTym» (Crusius, 1744,
S. 24, § VII) n «HeorpaHMYeHHYIO HeOOXOIVIMOCTbH BCEX
Berien» (Crusius, 1744, S. 17, § V). Cam e 3aKOH JI0CTa-
TOYHOI'O OCHOBaHMS, IT0 MHeHMIo Kpys3uis, «iydlie Hasbl-
BaTh 3aKOHOM JIeTepMIUHIPYIOIIero ocHoBaHMs» (Crusius,
1744, S. 9, § I1I)*!, ogHaKo BHe 3aBUCHMOCTM OT Ha3BaHMUS
9TOT «3aKOH SIBJISIETCS HeJloKasaHHbIM» (Crusius, 1744,
S. 35, § X). IIpnmeneHme 3aK0Ha JOCTAaTOYHOTO OCHOBAHS
K TBOPEHMIO MIPa, KaK 00 9TOM rOBOPUTCS B MeTadm3nke
Kpysns, o3HauaeT, 4TO BBIOOP KaKOrO-TO OIIpele/IeHHOIO
Mupa K TBOPEHWIO OOOCHOBBIBAETCSI HEKMIMM ITPEBOCXO/I-
HBIMV CBOVICTBAM [JAHHOI'O MVIPa, BBIIEJISIOLIVIMYL €70 M3
BCeX OCTaJIbHBIX BO3MOXXHBIX MUpoB. Kpysuit BoccTaHaB-
JIBaeT JJaHHOe paccyXeHNe B cienymomeM Bume: «1or,
KTO 3HaeT U JKeJIaeT Havlydlllee, 1 TaK’Ke MOXXeT €To cJie-
JIaTh, TOT TBOpUT Havutydiee. ITockoieky xe bor, korma
OH >KeJIaJI COTBOPUTH MUp, 3HaJI Hawlydlllee OJaromaps
CBOEMY BCEBELEHNIO, MOI 9TO COBEPIINTH OJIaromaps cBo-
eMy BCeCVUIMIO VI XOTeJI 9TOro Oyaromapsi CBOem IIpeMy-
IPOCTH, TO OH C HEOOXOIVIMOCTBIO COTBOPWJI HaVUIY YLV
mup» (Crusius, 1753, S. 773—774, § 388).

[MpuaIMIManeHas c1aboCTh TAHHOIO PaCCy KIeHMS
COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OHO IIpefIioyiaraeT B KadecTBe yCTa-
HOBJIEHHOT'O CaMy BO3MOXXHOCTb HavUIYYIIIero Myupa. Mex-
71y TeM MMeHHO 3To 1 ocrniapubaeT Kpysuit B ceoent apry-
MeHTaumn. [Tpy 5TOM OH coriaceH ¢ TeM, 4YTO ecivt Obl Ka-

! Beommmoe Kpysmem pasiudue JI0OCTaTOYHOTO W JIeTePMUHUPYIO-
II[er0 OCHOBAHMSL — IIpeMeT 0COO0TO MCCIIeIOBaHYs, BEIXOISIIINIL 3a
PaMKM JTaHHOTO.
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(“...daB8 Gott eine Welt, welche man zufilliger Voll-
kommenheiten... wegen besser als eine andere nen-
nen will, deBwegen noch nicht bey der Schépfung
andern vorzuziehen genéthiget sey”) (Crusius, 1753,
p. 772, § 387).

However, Crusius does not stop at that and at-
tempts to reveal deeper causes for the erroneous doc-
trine of the best of all possible worlds. He believes that
the doctrine is rooted in Leibniz’s and — particular-
ly — Wolff’s principle of sufficient reason. Crusius at-
tacked the principle in his early Latin dissertation of
1743. The work, which considered the use and limita-
tions of the principle of determining reason (Crusius,
1743), was translated into German. The Wolffian inter-
pretation of the principle of sufficient reason impairs
all freedom and morality (Crusius, 1744, p. 28, § VIII)
and leads to ‘Stoic fate” (Crusius, 1744, p. 24, § VII)
and the unlimited necessity of all things (Crusius,
1744, p. 17, § V). Crusius argues that the principle of
sufficient reason should be called the principle of de-
termining reason (Crusius, 1744, p. 9, § III).** Regard-
less of what it is called, the principle remains unproven
(Crusius, 1744, p. 35, § X). Applying the principle of
sufficient reason to the creation of the world, as it was
done in Crusius’s metaphysics, means that the selec-
tion of a particular world for the creation is explained
by the excellent qualities of that world that distinguish
it among all other possible worlds. Crusius replicates
this reasoning as follows. “The one who knows and
wants the best and who is capable of doing so does the
best. Since God, when he set out to create the world,
knew the best due to his omniscience, was able to do
so due to his omnipotence, and wanted to do so due to
his wisdom, he necessarily created the best world”.*!

The major weakness of this reasoning is that it pre-
supposes the possibility of a best world. This very
point is attacked by Crusius. However, Crusius does
not believe that, if a certain world were indeed the
best, God would have preferred it to the others during
creation. This would mean that such a preference was
not given freely and that the other worlds do not pos-
sess genuine but only fictional possibility. This would
put a significant constraint on God. During crea-
tion, God would have only had liberty of contradic-
tion rather than liberty of contrariety. God could have
only either initiated creation or abandoned it. How-
ever, as soon as he had begun creating, he could not
create any but the best world. Therefore, divine free-

% Crusius’s distinction between sufficient and determining reasons
deserves a more dedicated study that goes beyond the scope of this
article.

2L “Wer das Beste wisse und wolle, und auch machen kénne, der
thue das Beste. Da nun Gott, als er eine Welt erschaffen wollen,
das Beste vermoge seiner Allwissenheit gewusst, vermoge sein-
er Allmacht gekonnt, und vermoge seiner Weisheit gewollt habe:
So habe er nothwendig die beste Welt erschaffen.” (Crusius, 1753,
pp. 773774, § 388).
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KOVI-TO MUP ¥ BIIpaBAy ObUI HavuIydmnM, bor moyokeH Obl
ObUI IIpeIIoYecTh ero APYTMM IIPU TBOPEHMN. DTO OBl 03-
HayaJio, OJJTHAKO, UTO IIpeIIouTeHle OKa3bIBaeTCs He CBO-
0o1HO, a VIHBIe MUPBI 00JIa/JAI0T HE MICTVMHHOV BO3MOXHO-
CTBIO, a JIVIIIB KaXKyIIericsl, MO0 TaKvie MUPBI BOOOIIe He-
BO3MOXHBL. B TakoM city4ae B oTHOIIeHMM bora BeITekasio
OBl Ba)XKHOE OrpaHMYeHMe: IIpU TBOpeHnu Mupa bor o0-
J1aztast Obl JnITs cBoOoo TIpoTHBopeuns, nim «libertas
contradictionis», HO He cBOOOIOV IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTH,
«libertas contrarietatis» To ecrp bor Mor HauaTh TBOpe-
HIe MVpa MIIV OTKa3aTbhCs OT HETO, OJHAKO, HadyaBp ero, He
MOT CJIeJIaTh JIeVICTBUTEIBHBIM HUKAKOW VHOV MUP, KpO-
Me HanJTydiiero. TeM caMbIM pajiyi MHVIMOTO CITaCeHMsI CO-
BepIeHcTBa bora ycrpaHnsercs: OoxecTBeHHas cBobosia —
ero HamOosblllee copepliieHCTBO. Ecim ke ycTpaHseTcs
OoxecTBeHHas cBODOOIA, TO HEBO3MOXXKHA ¥ YejIoBeUYecKast
cBOOOIa, PaBHO KaK M «MOpaJsIbHble I00pOIIeTes N 1 IIOpPo-
xm» (Crusius, 1753, S. 776, § 388).

Pasnmume mexpy mByMs BupgaMu csobomsl bora —
«libertas contradictionis» n «libertas contrarietatis» —
Kpysum cdopmysmposait n 00bsICHIII BCe B TOM XK€ pas-
nene xocmostorum. Ero medpwawmims csobopmer bora ria-
CUT: 9TO «TaKOe CBOVICTBO €r0 BOJIV, IIOCPEICTBOM KOTO-
poro oH MOXeT TaKuM 00pa3oM HadaTb, IIPOIOJDKUTH
VI 3aKOHYWUTH aKTBl, YTO OHU OYyHYyT IIPOMCXOOWUTDH WJIV
IIpeKpalaTeCs PV MMEHHO TaKUX OOCTOSTeIbCTBaX,
VIV )Ke MOIJIVI IIPOVICXOAMUTD Takxe 1 mHade» (Crusius,
1753, S. 583, § 307). DTO He OYeHB BHSTHOE OIperelIe-
HMe? CTAaHOBWTCS IIOHSATHEee, eCJIV Y4ecTh, YTO OHO 00b-
enuHgeT B cebe Ba Buma cBOOOXBL «...bory cBovicTBeH-
Ha Kax libertas contradictionis, IOCpeICTBOM KOTOPOVI OH
MOYKeT COBEPIIVTD MJIVI OTKa3aThCs OT aKTa PV MMEHHO
Takmx oDcTodTeNbcTBax, Tak u libertas contrarietatis, 11o-
CPeIcTBOM KOTOPOVL OH IIPV MMEHHO TaKMX OOCTOSATEeIIb-
CTBaX MOXeT yCTPOUTb Tak Wiy mHade» (Crusius, 1753,
S. 584, § 307). BsanmopericTBIIe STMX IBYX BUIOB CBOOOIBI
JIEVIIIINTCKUT (prstocod M TeosIor pasbsiCHsAeT TaK: BbI-
00p KOHKpPeTHOro MOMeHTa JIJIsl TBOPEeHS MIIpa He VIMe-
eT JeTepMUHIPYIOIIero OCHOBaHM:, 11 bor Mor Ol cOTBO-
PUTH MVP paHBbIIIe VIIN IT03Ke. DTO 03Ha4YaeT, YTO BEIOOP
MoMeHTa ObUI chetaH borom mpomssossro (willkiihrlich),
VI IOOOHOe oIpeesieHe Hadajla Myipa CBUAEeTeIbCTBY-
er o ero «libertas contrarietatis». OgHako ojfHOBpeMeH-
HO 3TO JJ0Ka3bIBaeT 1 Hasmume «libertas contradictionis»,
100, ¢ OPyrout CTOPOHBI, BCe XXe HejIb3d CKa3aTb, UTO
orpeziesieHie MOMEHTA JIJIsI TBOPEHWS MUpa IIPOM3BOIIb-
HO, B ciIy4dae ecyint bor B 1100011 MOMEHT, BKJIIO9asl M MO-
MEHT TBOPEHMSI, MOT ITpeKpaTnTh 3ToT akT (Crusius, 1753,
S. 585, § 307).

2 Cp. c onpenertenmeM B atuke Kpysws: «VIMeHHO IosTOoMy B cBoOOzIE
TaKKe Pas3INyaloT [Be CIIOCOOHOCTY, a UMEHHO, BO-IIEPBBIX, CIIOCO0-
HOCTB TPV TOYHO OITpe/ieIeHHBIX 0OCTOSATEIbCTBAX HEUTO MOYb Jie-
JIaTh VIV e He JieJlaTh, KOTopasi HasbiBaeTcsl libertas contradictionis,
VI CITIOCOOHOCTB IIPVI TOUHO OIIPEJIeJIEHHBIX 00CTOSTETECTBaX BMECTO
ceVIUalllHero AeVICTBUS MOYb IIPeAIIPUHSTh TakKe HEeKOTOpOe HApYy-
roe, Kotopast HasbiBaercs libertas contrarietatis» (Crusius, 1767, S. 48,
§ 38). Bropoe usganme ston kuuru (Leipzig, 1751) nmertock B JmaHOM
6ubmmorexe Kanra (cm.: Warda, 1922, S. 47, Ne 25).
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dom — God’s ultimate perfection — is eliminated for
the supposed salvation of God’s perfection. Eliminat-
ing divine freedom makes human freedom impos-
sible alongside moral virtues and sins (Crusius, 1753,
p- 776, § 388).

The difference between the two types of divine
freedom — libertas contradictionis and libertas contrari-
etatis — is formulated and explained in Crusius’s cos-
mology. Crusius defines divine freedom as a property
of God’s will that he uses to begin, continue, and com-
plete actions so that, under the circumstances, these
actions take place or be abandoned or take place in a
different fashion.”? This vague definition* becomes
clearer if one assumes that it embraces two types of
freedom. According to Crusius, God possesses both
libertas contradictionis, by means of which he can per-
form an action or refrain from it and libertas contrari-
etatis, by means of which he can make the action take
place in a certain manner under the circumstances
(Crusius, 1753, p. 584, § 307). The Leipzigian philoso-
pher and theologian explains the interaction between
these two types of freedom as follows. The choice of a
certain moment for creation lacks a determining prin-
ciple — God could have created the world earlier or
later than that. This means that God chose the mo-
ment of creation arbitrarily (willkiihrlich). Such a be-
ginning of the world attests to God’s libertas contrari-
etatis. At the same time, this indicates that libertas con-
tradictionis is immanent to God, since it is impossible
to say that the moment of creation had been chosen
arbitrarily, if God could stop the action in question at
any moment, including that of creation (Crusius, 1753,
p. 585, § 307).

Another explanation for the two types of divine
freedom is the following. Libertas contradictionis sug-
gests that some divine acts are free in such a way that
God can perform an action or refrain from it under the
same circumstances.? In other divine acts, libertas con-
tradictionis is present insofar as God creates freely the
object, at which an action is aimed. At the same time,
God could have refrained from such creation. “How-
ever, when the object already exists and when it is assigned

2 “Wir verstehen unter der Freyheit Gottes diejenige Eigenschaft
seines Willens, vermoge welcher er dergestalt Actionen anfangen,
fortsetzen und endigen kan, dafd dieselben bey eben den Umstéan-
den geschehen oder unterlassen werden, oder auch anders ge-
schehen konnten” (Crusius, 1753, p. 583, § 307).

# Compare this definition with that given by Crusius in his eth-
ics. In particular, Crusius writes that freedom comprises two facul-
ties — the ability to do or not to do something under clearly defined
circumstances (libertas contradictionis) and the ability to take a dif-
ferent action instead of the current one under clearly defined cir-
cumstances (libertas contrarietatis) (Crusius, 1767, p. 48, § 38). The
second edition of that book (Leipzig, 1751) was in Kant’s personal
library (see Warda, 1922, p. 47, n. 25).

#“ _einige gottliche Actionen dergestalt frey sind, daf er sie vol-
lig bey eben denselben Umstdnden thun und auch lassen konnte”
(Crusius, 1753, p. 591, § 309).



JornosiHUTeIPHOE pa3bsiCHEHMe pasIndins ABYX BU-
moB cBobombsl Boiu bora cocrout y Kpysmus B ciremyro-
mieMm. CormacHo «libertas contradictionis», «uexomopuvie
boxecmBennvie axmo. c60000Hb. maxum 00pa3om, umo ow
MO02 Ux cobepuiamsy uAU MAKKe OMKA3AMbCA OM HUX HPU
umeHHo maxux obcmoamesvcmbax» (Crusius, 1753, S. 591,
§ 309). B cirygae e WHBEIX OOXXeCTBEHHBIX aKTOB VIMeeT
Mecto «libertas contradictionis» IIOCTOJIBKY, «nOCK0AbKY
oH cBoboono mBopum mom 00vekm, 6 OmMHOULEHUU KOTHO-
po20 oM npednpuHuMaAem axm, IPUdeM OH MOT ObI Takxe
VI IIpeKpaTUTh TBOpeHme. Ho nocie moeo kak obsexm ke
Hasuvecmbyem, u 6 Hem noaazaemcs onpedeseHHoe cocmo-
AHUe, UAU XKe CO CTHOPOHb He20 ocyujecmbasiomca onpede-
AeHHble deticmbus, boe yxe He moxem moeda npexpamums
ai000e caedcmbBue 8 omHouleHUU He2o, 4 004XKeH ¢ Heobxo-
oumocmuio npousBooums me, kKomopwvie mpedymcs cyuje-
cmBennvimu cBoiicmBamu 00vexma npu noA0KeHHbIX 00CH0-
ameavcmBax» (Crusius, 1753, S. 591—-592, § 309). Hapsny
¢ atnM, «libertas contrarietatis» MoXeT IIPOSBIIATECS IIPW
Haymunu «libertas contradictionis» B ToMm, 4TO MMeeT Me-
CTO OBITH OOJIBIIIee MIIV MEHbIIIee YVICTIO 0OCTOATEIbCTB
(Crusius, 1753, S. 592, § 310). ['oBopst xe o «libertas contra-
rietatis» B oTHOmeHMW MUpa m ero TBopeHud, Kpysum
0cobo TIOYepKIMBaeT ee IPOSBIIEHVE B ITPOM3BOIBHOM
OTIpefielIeHNN CTeTIeHV MCXOIHBIX CITIOCOOHOCTEV Belller,
B CBOOOITHOM BBIOOpE HEKOTOPBIX CPEICTB Cpefyt MHOXe-
CTBa paBHO3HAYHBIX, B IIPUBHECEHWT ITO CBOEMY ITPOV3BO-
JIy HeKux cijiydanHbix copepiieHcTs B Mup (Crusius, 1753,
S. 594, § 310).

Ecy e T10CTIe 3TOT0 9KCKYypca BHOBb BEPHY THCS K ITPO-
OrleMe HaVITy9IITETO MVpa M 3aKOHa JJOCTaTOYHOIO OCHOBA-
HWMSI, TO BUAHO, 9T0 Kpysurt mzeT elrie mabIiie CBOeVI BEIIITe
OYepUeHHOVI TTO3UIINIL: C €T0 TOUKM 3peHs, ydeHve Jler0-
HUITa ycTpaHseT naxe n «libertas contradictionis». Ecrm
y Bora mmesiock meTepMUHMpYIOIIee OCHOBaHIE, TO TBO-
peHMe MUpa OBIJIO HEOOXOAVIMO B TOVI JKe CTEITeHU, UTO
VI CYIIIHOCTB caMoro bora, B KOTOPOVI TaKOBOe OCHOBaHVIe
v T0510%keHO0. [IpOTMBOIIOIOKHOE XKe JIeTepMUHMPOBaH-
HOMY HWKOIZIa He BO3MOXXHO, Belb IIpW ITOJIaraHUM Jie-
TEePMIUHWPOBAHHOTO OCHOBAHWS ITPOTUBOIIOIIOKHOE eMy
He MOXeT IIpu3HaBaTbcs Oe3 IpoTMBOpeuns J1aXe BO3-
moxHbIM (Crusius, 1753, S. 776, § 388). Ilo Bcent BumyMo-
¢TI, paccyxzeHve Kpysus MOXHO OOBSCHUTBL TaKMM 00-
pasoM: B cilydae HaJIMums JeTepMUHMPYIOIIero OCHOBa-
Hus Bor He B cmylax OTKa3aThCsl OT aKTa TBOPeHMs, a 3TO
Kak pa3 1 HapymaeT «libertas contradictionis». ITockosib-
Ky ke IIpy HaJIM4My HaujIydllero Mupa bor morpken 6b11
ObI BBIOVPATB [17151 TBOPEHSI €T0, VI TOJIBKO €To, 11 HUKaKO
ZPYTOVI BO3MOXKHBIVI MUP, TO 3TO Obl Hapy1asio «libertas
contrarietatis» Bora, a oHOBpeMeHHO ITofIpbIBaIo OBl CBO-
Gorty uestoBeka 11 ero Mopaslb.

CoOctBennas xe mnosunms Kpysuss B OTHOMIEHUM
«JIy4IIecTu» HAeVCTBUTEIIbHOrO Mupa Takosa. dutocod
IIpV3HaeT B COTBOPEHHOM MUpe HeoOXomyMoe HaInmdue
BCEIIPOHMIIAIOMMX MeTadm3muecknx Orarocrent (Giite).
OH mMCcXOAUT M3 HEKOV MepapXuiu BO3MOXHBIX MUPOB —
Gostee MM MeHee Xopornx, 6e3 Toro uToObl Takas Ipa-
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a certain state or certain actions are taking place with re-
gard to that object, God cannot terminate an action with
regard to that object. On the contrary, he must perform
the action that is required by the object’s properties under
the existing circumstances.”* When libertas contradictio-
nis is present, libertas contrarietatis manifests itself in a
greater or smaller number of circumstances (Crusius,
1753, p. 592, § 310). When considering libertas contra-
rietatis in the context of the world and its creation,
Crusius emphasises that this type of liberty mani-
fests itself in that the degree of the original capacities
of things is determined arbitrarily, that some means
among equal means are chosen freely, and that ran-
dom perfections are brought in the world by arbitra-
tion (Crusius, 1753, p. 594, § 310).

To return from this digression to the problem of
the best of all possible worlds and the principle of
sufficient reasons, it is important to mention that Cru-
sius expanded his position even further. He argues
that Leibniz’s teaching eliminates libertas contradic-
tionis. “If God had designed a determining reason, the
creation of the world was as necessary as the nature
of God, within which the foundation must have been
laid. The opposite of the determined is never possible.
When laying the sufficient reason, the opposite cannot
be even considered possible without causing a contra-
diction.”? By all appearance, Crusius’s reasoning can
be explained as follows. In the presence of a determin-
ing reason, God could not have refrained from the act
of creation and this violates the principle of libertas
contradictionis. If a best world had existed, God would
have selected for creation that and only that and no
other possible world — and this violates the princi-
ple of God'’s libertas contrarietatis and at the same time
makes human freedom and morality impossible.

Crusius’s position on the ‘bestness’ of the actual
world is as follows. The philosopher acknowledges
the necessary presence of all-permeating metaphysi-
cal goodness (Giite). Crusius postulates a hierarchy of
possible — better and worse — worlds but does not
believe that such a gradation presupposes the exis-
tence of a single best world. When selecting a world,
God chose a world from the class of the best worlds

% “Nachdem es aber einmal da ist, und ein gewisser Zustand in
demselben gesetzet wird, oder gewisse Handlungen von demsel-
ben schon geschehen find: So kan Gott hernach nicht eine iedwede
Wirkung in Ansehung desselbenunterlassen, sondern er muf3 die-
jenige nothwendig thun, welche seine wesentlichen Eigenschaften
bey den gesetzten Umstianden erfordern” (Crusius, 1753, pp. 591 —
592, § 309).

2 “Denn hat Gott, da er die Welt erschaffen hat, einen determini-
renden Grund sie zu erschaffen gehabt: So ist die Schopfung noth-
wendig gewesen, und zwar in eben dem Grade, in welchem das
Wesen Gottes, darinnen er gelegen haben miifite, nothwendig
ist. Denn das Gegentheil von dem Determinirten ist allezeit un-
moglich...,, und kan bey Setzung des determinirenden Grundes
ohne Widerspruch nicht vor moglich gehalten werden” (Crusius,
1753, p. 776, § 388).



A.H. Kpyraos

marus Beyla Obl K eQVHCTBEHHOMY HAVUIIyUIleMy MUDY.
ITpu BBIGOpe Mupa Bor mpernrmouenr Mup M3 Kiiacca Hau-
JIyYIIVIX, CHeJIaB IIPV 9TOM B HeM Bce Oo4eHb xoporro. Ho
B 9TOM OYeHb XOPOIIIeM MUpe BCe JKe MMeeTCs MOopalbHOe
3710, XOT$I OHO ¥ He IIPVHAJIXNUT CyITHOCTV MIPA, a 5B-
JISIeTCsl CIIEICTBIIEM M3BpallleHns cBoOoIbl. bor xe morry-
CKaeT TI0[I00HOe 3710, 3Hasl O HeM 3apaHee, HO He HapyIIas
IIPVL 3TOM COOCTBEHHOV CBSITOCTV, IIOCKOJIBKY OH He IIpW-
4JacTeH K BVHE TBOPEHWIL VI He OCTaBJIsgeT ee 0Oe3 HaKasa-
" (eMm.: Crusius, 1753, S. 778 —782, § 389). Takuim obpazom,
PV BCeX TOHKOCTSIX apryMeHTallUV IIPOTUB CyIIeCTBOBa-
HVIS HaWIydIllero M3 BO3MOXHBIX Mupos Kpysnit Bce xe
BecbMa CKYIIO OOpICcOBaJl, UTO O3HadaeT HayImdvie MHOTVIX
HEeCOBIIAJIAOIINX JIPYT € APYTOM W Pa3IAYarOUINXCs IPYT
OT ZIpyra O4eHb XOPOIIVX MUPOB, MEXY KOTOPBIMU HeJlb-
34 BEIOpATh HaVUTYUIIIeToO.

3aKk/IIouYnTeIbHbIE 3aMeYaH M

Crenierp 3HakomcTBa KanTa ¢ counaenmsmm Kpysus,
PaBHO Kak VI ero OTHOIIEeHVe K 3TOMY COBPEMEHHWKY [0
CUIX IIOp B JOCTATOYHOW CTeIleHV TaK HU pas3y ¥ He ObUIn
IIOIBEPrHYTHl BCECTOPOHHEMY Cepbe3HOMY MCCIIeoBa-
HVIO B KAHTOBEIEHMM>. 3aMedy 3[1eCh JIVIIb, YTO IIpobiie-
Ma «libertas contrarietatis» mpaxTrdecku He 00CyKIaeTcs
KanToM, a eqvHCTBEHHOe 13BeCTHOE MHE — PEe3KO KPUTH-
yeckoe — yIIOMMHAaHVMe OTHOCUTCS K JIeKIIMSAM II0 MeTa-
ke 1782—1783 T, 1a ¥ TO IPUMEHUTEIIBHO K UeJIOBe-
ky*. Ho B xon11e 1750-x rT. KaHT BeJI 1osieMuKy He TOITBKO,
a MHOTa ¥ He CTOJIBKO ¢ caMuM KpysueM, cKojibko — mps-
MO VJIV OIIOCpefIoBaHHO — ¢ KpysuaHiiaMu A. @. Partaxap-
ziom m 1. BertmanoM. be3 pazbopa mx counHeHm11, BKITIOYast
VI TIOJIeMIYdecKrie TIpon3BeeHns Berimana npotns «Ormbl-
Ta HEKOTOPBIX PACCYXKIEHMIT 00 OITVIMIM3ME», BPsif, JIV BO3-
MOXXHO MOHSTBH KakK Io3umyio KaHTa, Tak v OIpUYMHEL ee
PpaZViKaJIbHOVI CMEeHBI Yepe3 HecKOJIBKO JlecaTiuieTun. Of-
Hako norlemyuka KaHTa ¢ Kpy3maHIIaMn 3aciTy>kmBaeT OT-
ZeJIBHOIO PacCMOTPEHMs, YTO ¥ OyIeT cIeIaHo BO BTOPOM
cTaTbe IMKIIA.

# VI3 HeMHOTOUMCIEHHOV uTeparypsl cM.. (Marquardt, 1885;
Festner, 1892, Wundt, 1924, S. 52 —80; Heimsoeth, 1956; Finster, 1982;
Ciafardone, 1983; Carboncini, 1986, Kanzian, 1993; JKyuxos, 1996,
c. 90—113; Klemme, 2008, S. 215 —227).

# «V60 pmevicTBOBaTh O3 IMOOYAWMTETFHOrO OCHOBaHMS ObUIO OBI I
Hac BOBCe He IIPeporaTiBovL, a I030poM. Bems uto Obr momyma o ge-
JIOBeKe, KOTOPBIVI OBl [UIS TOro, YTOOBI ITPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATE CBOIO
cBoOOy, BaIsUICcs OBL B KPAaCMBOVI OLEXe B YIMYHOM CTOUHOM XKe-
s106e? , Libertas contrarietatis” ects Bcero ymie Boobpaxkaemasi Tpe-
3a, IIOCKOJIbKY Y BCEX HAIIIVIX IEVICTBUIL MBI BCe >Ke OOHapy>KVM, 4TO
OHV IIPOVICXOIISAT U3 IIPUYVH, V1 ObUIO OBI IIPOTVBOPEUMBBIM XOTETh He
TO, UTO MHE B BBICIIIEVI CTEIIeHN OJIATONPIISTHO, a IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOE
ToMy» (Metaphysik Mrongovius, AA, 29, S. 903 [Von Gleichgueltigkeit
und Gleichgewicht]). B «®uocodckom jtexcnkone» Baybxa mmomo0-
Hasi cBOOO/Ia B OTHOIIIEHMM dYeJloBeKa pasbscHsuIach mHade. CBo-
OomHas mpuumHa ObIBaeT ABYX POMOB: «... OO OHa ecThb ,libertas
contradictionis”, Korya Kakoe-To 1eJI0 MOXKHO JIeJIaTh VIV e He JIe-
JIaTh, TM00 , contrarietatis”, Korga pasMuHbIe fes1a MPOTVBOIOJIOXKe-
HEBI IPYT APYTY, U3 KOTOPBIX II0 IIPOV3BOJY MOXHO BEIOpaTh OTHO,
HAIIPVIMEP 51 MOT'Y IINCATh, @ MOT'Y He IIMCATh; L MOTY IIVICATh IIVCHMO,
a Mory TakKe 1 ynrtath KHUry» (Walch, 1726, Sp. 356).
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and created it so that everything was very good in it.
However, in this very good world, there is moral evil,
which is not immanent in the essence of the world,
but ensues from a perversion of freedom. God per-
mits such evil and knows about it in advance. How-
ever, this does not encroach on God’s holiness, since
God neither takes part in the guilt of his creatures,
nor leaves the guilty unpunished (see Crusius, 1753,
pp- 778—782, § 389). In his intricate argumentation
against the theory of the best of all possible worlds,
Crusius merely outlined what the existence of many
different very good worlds, among which one cannot
select a best one, means.

Concluding Remarks

The degree of Kant’s familiarity with Crusius’s
works and the Konigsbergian philosopher’s attitude
towards his contemporary has not been yet fully an-
alysed within Kant studies.” Kant paid little attention
to the problem of libertas contrarietatis. His only — ex-
tremely critical — mention of the principle is found
in the 1782 —1783 lectures on metaphysics. Moreover,
Kant considered the principle with regard to the hu-
man being.® In the late 1750s, Kant polemicised, not
only with Crusius, but also — and primarily — with
the Crusianers A. F. Reinhard and D. Weymann. With-
out examining the Cursianers” works, including Wey-
mann’s attack on the Attempt at Some Reflections on
Optimism, one cannot understand Kant’s position or
the reasons why he abandoned it several decades lat-
er. However, Kant’s polemic with the Crusianers de-
serves a separate study, which will be presented in the
second article of the series.

7 The few works on the topic include (Marquardt, 1885; Festner,
1892; Wundt, 1924, pp. 52 —80; Heimsoeth, 1956, pp. 125 —188; Fin-
ster, 1982, pp. 266—277; Ciafardone, 1983, pp. 289 —305; Carbon-
cini, 1986, pp. 110—125; Kanzian, 1993, pp. 399 —407; Zhuchkov,
1996, pp. 90—113; Klemme, 2008, pp. 215—227).

% ‘For to act without a motive ground would not at all be a pre-
rogative for us but rather a disgrace. For what would one hold of a
human being who, in order to demonstrate his freedom, danced in
the gutter in fine clothes? The freedom of contrariety <libertas con-
trarietatis> is merely a fabricated dream, for we will still find with
all our actions that they happen from causes, and it would also be
contradictory not to want that which satisfies me in the highest de-
gree, but instead its opposite” (Kant, 1997, p. 269 [‘On Indifference
and Equilibrium’]; V-Mo/Mron 11, AA 29, p. 903). In Walch’s Philo-
sophical Lexicon, such freedom as applied to the human being was
explained differently. A free reason can be of two types. It is either
libertas contradictionis, when a certain action can be performed or
not performed or contrarietatis, when different actions are opposed
to each other and one can choose arbitrarily between them. For in-
stance, one can write or not write. One can write a letter, or one
can read a book. (“Daff man etwas thun, oder nicht thun, etwas
vornehmen, oder unterlassen konte, i.e. der Mensch habe wine sol-
che Freiheit, daf3 er kan in die Kirche gehen, oder zu Hause beli-
ben, er konne jetzo schreiben aber auch nicht schreiben”) (Walch,
1726, p. 356).
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