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ITOHATHUS U KATETOPUUA

K.B. Kapnos

DMCTEMOJIOrMS Pa3HOIIACHUS ¥ TOJIEPAHTHOCTh:
K Mpo0JieMe peJIMIMO3HOr0 PasHooopasus

Kupunn Bumanwvesuu Kapnoe — xauaupat duaocodbckux HayK, CTaplivii HAyYHbIA COTPYSHMK. VIH-
crutyT ¢dunocopum PAH. Poccuiickas @enepaums, 109240, r. Mocksa, yin. ['onuapHas, g. 12, crp. 1;
e-mail: kirill.karpov@gmail.com

B Hacrosiieli cratbe mpobsemMa peurMo3sHOrO pasHOOOpasusi pacCMaTpPUMBAETCS B ABYX
TUIOCKOCTSIX: SMMCTEMOJIOTMYECKON 1 aTudeckoit. [Ipu dbopmymupoBaHMU TIEPBOTO aceKTa
npo6jieMbl TAarOTCST SMMCTEMOJIOrMueckue aprymeHTthl de jure u de facto, MHTeprpeTupy-
eMble B paMKaX 3MMUCTEMOJIOTMY PasHOMIACKUS. DTUUECKMIT ACIeKT MPOBIEMbI TPEICTaBIeH
apryMeHTOM OT TOJIEPAaHTHOCTM, KOTOpast B paMKaX Mpo6IeMbl PeJIMTMO3HOTO PasHOOOpasus
MPUOOPETAET ABA 3HAUEHMS: U KaK BEPOTEPIIMMOCTb, ¥ KaK 0co6ast aTuueckast 1o6poaeTesib.
[MpvHUMast Ty TOUKY 3pEHUS], YTO B BOMPOCE PEIUTMO3HOTO PasHOOOpasusi He MOXKET ObITh
SMUCTEMMUYECKOI POBHM B ITOJIHOM CMBbICJIE STOTO CJIOBA, aBTOP TIEPETOJIKOBBIBAET MMUCTEMU-
YyecKMe M STUYECKUI apryMeHTbl, GOpMyaupys KyMYJSITUBHOe TpeboBaHME, KOTOPOMY
JOJ/DKHBI OTBEUATh BO3MOSKHbBIE CIIOCOOBI PellieHnii MPO6IeMbl PETUTMO3HOTO PasHOOOPasusl.
Ha cooTBeTcTBME 3TOMY TPeOOBAaHMIO TTOCIEIOBATELHO MPOBEPSIIOTCS SKCKITIO3UBU3M, WH-
KJTFO3MBU3M, PEJISITUBU3M, TUTIOPAIM3M. ABTOP IIOKa3bIBAaET, B YeM COCTOSIT CJIOXKHOCTM B CO-
IJIACOBAaHUM C KyMYJISITUBHBIM TpeOGOBaHMEM OTHOCUTENbHO Kaxkmou mosuimu. Haubosee
JIETKO COIIACyeTCs C KyMYJIITUBHBIM TpeGOBaHMEM DPEISITUBU3M, OMHAKO B CUJIY €ro pas3py-
IIATEIbHBIX MOCIENCTBUI ¥ OUYEBMIHOM CaMOIPOTUBOPEUUBOCTU MPUHATH ITY MO3ULMIO
Hanbosee cyioskHO. Hambosiee ecTeCTBEHHBIMM ¥ OOOCHOBAHHBIMM DEIIEHUSIMU, C TOUKMU
3peHMsT aBTOPA, OKA3bIBAETCS ITFOPAIMCTUUECKAS TIO3UIMSL.

Knrouegsle cnosa: smcTeMosiorst pasHoryiacus, Bo3paskenne de jure, Bospaxkenue de facto,
TOJIEPAHTHOCTb, PEJIUTMO3HOE pasHOOOpasye, SKCKIIO3UBU3M, MHKITIO3MBU3M, DEJIATUBUSM,
TUTFOPAJT3M

Ccblika a1 iutupoBanus: Kapnos K.B. SmucTeMOJIOrs pa3sHOIIACHs M TOJIEPaHTHOCTbD:

K TpobsieMe DPeIurno3HOro pasHoobpasust // dumocodwms pemuruu: aHaIUT. ucciern. /
Philosophy of Religion: Analytic Researches. 2019. T. 3. Ne 2. C. 5-17.

© Kaprmos K.B.



6 Tonamus u xamezopuu

1. IIpo6siema peIUruo3HOro pasHOOOGPa3us: SMMCTEMOIOTHUS U ITUKA

ApryMeHTBbI OT PeJIMTMO3HOIO pasHOooOpasusl B COBpeMeHHOM ¢uaocodumn pe-
JIUTUM SIBJISIIOTCST OMHUMY U3 CaMbIX CUJIbHBIX CKENTUYECKUX JOBONOB IMPOTUB MPU-
BEP>KEHHOCTM OTHOM peuUruu. B 9TOM KpUTHUKE PETUTUU MOKHO BBIIEIUTD IBa OC-
HOBHbBIX acrekTa. [IepBblii acmekT SMMCTEMOJIOTUYECKUI, B HEM BBIJEISIOTCS IBa
Borpoca. [lepBbIit KacaeTcsl palMOHaJIbHOCTY TIPUHSITHS TOM WJIM MHOW PEUTUM;
BTOPOJ OTHOCUTCSI K MCTMHHOCTM KOHKDPETHO} PEJIMTMO3HON TPaAuIMyM B CBETe
VMMEIOIIETOCS SMUCTEMUYECKOTO Pa3HOIACKUSI U KOHTMHTEHTHOTO XapaKTepa JIIo0o0ii
peUrKo3HON Tpamguyyu. TakuM 06pasoM, cJIydail C PeJIUTMO3HBIMU YOEXKIEHUIMU
SIBJISIETCSI OMHMUM U3 «KEMCOB» [IJIST 3MUCTEMOJIOTMM pasHoriacusi (epistemology of
disagreement)!, a cyTb pas/jMUHBIX aCIIEKTOB IPOGJIEMbI PEIUTMO3HOIO pasHoo6pa-
31sI MOYKHO TMPECTAaBUTDb CEMYIONMM 06pasoM.

I. Ommucremomnornueckuit apryment 1 (de jure).

1) CuwutaTh, YTO CHCTEMA PEIUTUO3HBIX YOEKIEHUI SIBISIETCS 0O0CHOBAHHOM,
MOXXHO TOJIbKO B TOM Cjyuyae, KOrga HeT OCIabJsSionmMX KOHTpAOBo#oB (under-
cutting defeaters) mpotus Hee.

2) OmnmcTeMuUecKoe pasHOIIacue 1Mo MOBOAY PEIUTHO3HBIX YOESKIEHW SIBIIS-
eTCS TaKuM OCJIA0JISIOIIMM KOHTPAOBOIOM IIPOTUB JIIOOOM KOHKPETHOM PeIUrmos-
HOM Tpaauiun.

3) CrnenoBarenbHO, B CUJIY 3MMUCTEMMUECKOTO pa3HOIIacusl, MpercTaBJIeHHOTO
B BUe (DAKTMUECKOTO PEIMIMO3HOTO pasHOoOGpasus, JI0OYI0 PeUTMO3HYIO TPaay-
LIMIO HEeJTb3s CUUTATh 0OOCHOBAHHOIA.

II. Onucremonornueckuii aprymeHT 2 (de facto).

1) Cuurarb, UTO CUCTEMA PEIUTUO3HBIX YOEKAEHUN SBISETCS MCTUHHOM,
MOYKHO TOJIbKO B TOM CJIy4yae, KOrja HeT OIPOBEPTaOIIEro KOHTpaoBona (rebutting
defeater).

2) CaMm (akT peaurnosHOro pasHoobOpasusi MOKasbIBAeT, YTO HU OIHA Tpa-
IULMST He MOKET MpPEeTEeHIO0BaTh Ha abCOJIOTHYIO MCTUHHOCTDH (OIpPOBEpraroinii
KOHTPZOBON).

3) CrnemoBaresIbHO, HM OJHA PEJUTMO3HAsI CUCTEMA YOEXKIEHWUI He SIBJISIETCS
VICTUHHOMZ,

SMUCTEeMOJIOTMYECKNUI apryMeHT 1 HampaBjeH Ha TO, YTOObI Pa3sopBaTh CBSI3b
MEXIY PEJIUTMO3HBIMM YOESKIEHUSIMU U UX 0O0CHOBAaHMEM B CUJTY SMITMPUUECKOTO
(dakra penurmosHoro MHoroo6pasusi. To ecTh (akT peIMTMO3HOIO PasHOOOpasus
BBICTYIIA€T KaK YacCTh CKENTUMYECKOTO apryMeHTa: MOYeMY SI IOJDKEH IMPUAEPSKU-
BaThCSl CBOMX PEJIMTMO3HBIX YOEXKIEHUI, eC/i APYTHE JIIOOU TPUAEPKUBAIOTCS TO-
POV TIPSIMO TTPOTUBOTIONIOKHBIX? DTMCTEMOJIOTMUECKUI apr'yMeHT 2 KeCTue: OH Ha-
MpaBJIEH Ha TO, YTOOBI OMPOBEPTHYTH JIIOObIE PEUTMO3HBbIE YOEXKIeHMs (aKTOM

ITpocTpaHHbli aHAIM3 MTPOGAEMbI MYJIBTUPEIUTMO3HOCTM B KOHTEKCTE 3MMCTEMOJIOTUM PasHOIIa-
cust moskHo Haity B: [King, 2008; Pittard, 2015].

OTy Ba apryMeHTa BIMCHIBAIOTCS B MpeIJioskeHHYI0 [TnanTuHroi cxemy Bospaskenmii de jure u de
facto mporus Temnsma [Plantinga, 2000, p. vi-ix, 67-69, 105-108, 167, 169]. IIpu 3tom, pasymeer-
Cs1, COXPAHSIETCST TO OTHOIIEHMEe MEKIY HUMM, UTO pellieHye Bo3paskeHus de jure 3aBUCUT OT peliie-
Hust de facto [Plantinga, 2000, p. 190-191].
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pasHomtacyst. OH TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO pa3 MeXKAY aferTaMy PasHbIX PeIUTuii HET
COmIacHs IO TIOBOAY TOTO, KaKye PeIUTMO3HbIe YOesKOeHMST Halo CUMTATh UCTUHHBI-
MM, BCE OHU JTOJIKHBI ObITh MPU3HAHBI JIOXKHBIMMU.

Kakne coctaBisiolye peaurmosHbIX TPaAUIIMII MMEIOT OTHOIIEeHMEe K IIpo-
6JieMe PeIMTMO3HOTO pasHooOpasus? [JIaBHBIX MYHKTOB PasHOIJIACHUS, CTOSIIIUX
B IleHTpe noyieMuku, Tpu: (1) o nmpupope BbICIIEN peasbHOCTH, (2) 06 aKTyaIbHOM
TTOJIO’KEHUY UesIoBeKa, (3) O MpeofoJieHnN TeX 3aTPYIHEHUN, C KOTOPhIMYU CBSI3aHO
aKkTyaJbHOe IOJIOKeHMe uejioBeKa. Tak, Harpumep, B MydausMe, XpUCTUAHCTBE
M UCJIaMe CUMTAEeTCS, YTO BCeMOryImii bor cosmas Mup, HO 3TU PeIUTUM PacXO-
ISTCS 10 TIOBOAY Mpupoasl TBopiia. A B HETEUCTUUECKUX TPaguULIMSIX (Hampumep,
MHIOyU3Me, 6yaausMe, IKaliiHM3Me M CMHTOM3ME) CYIIeCTBOBaHME Takoro TBopiia
OTPUIIAETCSI BOBCE. B XpuUCTMaHCTBe M MC/IaMe NMPUHATO mounTaHue KMucyca, HO
ey B XpUCTUaHCTBe OH cunutaetcss CoiHoM boskumm, ogHou u3 umnocracen bora,
TO B MCJIaMe — OTHUM U3 MPOPOKOB, TO €CTh €ro 60KeCTBEHHAs MPUPOa OTPUILIA -
eTcs. XpUCTUAHCTBO YUUT O TPEXOIaleH!M YesIoBeKa ¥ HEBOSMOXKHOCTU IS HETO
06pecTy KU3Hb BEUHYIO 6e3 crelyaabHOM O0KeCTBEHHOV MOMOIIM. A BOT B MH-
IyusMe, Oyaausme U JKaHMU3Me 3Ta MpobaemMa 06bIYHO OCMBICI/ISIETCSI B TOM KITIO-
ye, YTO YeJIOBEK He IMOHMMAEeT B ITOJHOM Mepe, B KaKOM MMpPE OH XKMBET M UTO OH
eCcTb Ha caMoM [esie. [Togo6HBIX MPUMEpPOB, KOTa MEKAY OCHOBHBIMU PEJIUTUO3-
HBIMU CHCTEMaMM UMEIOTCS SIBHbIE MPOTUBOPEUNSI, MOKHO IMOAOGpPaTh JOBOJLHO
3HAUUTEIbHOE KOoIM4yecTBO. HO M yKe NpPUBENEHHBIX JOCTATOUHO [JIS1 BbIBOAA:
B YCJIOBUSIX MOJOOHBIX MPOTUBOPEUMBBIX CBUIETEILCTB MO OOHMM U TEM K€ BO-
MPOCaM B PasHbIX PEJIUTMO3HBIX TPAIAMUIMIX BCE OCHOBHbBIE YTBEPIKIEHMUS PEJIUTUI
HeJb3sl TPUMHMMATh KaK WMCTUHHBbIE, KaKMe-TO U3 3TUX YTBEPKAEHUN TOJIKHBI
ObITh, OUEBUAHO, JOKHBIMU. TakuM 06pasoM, B OCHOBE MPOOGJIEMbI PEIUTMO3HOTO
pasHo06pasys JEKUT IPOTUBOPEUME MEKIY MPETEHAYIOMMMIM Ha UCTMHHOCTD pe-
JIUTYIO3HBIMU YTBEPIKIEHUSIMMU.

Crienyolmii acrekT 3TUYECKUi. 3[Iech IMPEeIIIouTeHNe CBOEN PeJIUTMO3HOM
TPaAMIIMY CTABUTCS ITOJ COMHEHME IO TOV IPUUMHE, UTO BEpYIOIMe, TOCKOIbKY
OHU SIBJIIOTCSI €e afiellTaMy, HaCTauBalOT Ha MCKIIIOUUTETbHOM UCTUHHOCTU CBOEN
PEeIUTHM, TEM CaMbIM IIPUHMKASI CTaTyC OPYTUX PETUTUIA.

III. OTnueckuit aprymeHr.

1) CuuraTh TOMBKO OTHY CUCTEMY PEIUTMO3HBIX YOEKOEHUN MCTMHHOM 3HA-
YUT HETOJIEPAHTHO OTHOCUTBCS K IPYTUM PEJIUTMO3HBIM CUCTEMAM YOEXKIEHUIA.

1) TonmepaHTHOCTb — IIEHHOCTb COBPEMEHHOTO OOIIeCTBa, PACIPOCTPAHSIOIAs-
cs1 Ha Bce cdepbl B3aMMOIENCTBIUS JTFOLEN, B TOM YMCJIE Y HA PEJIUTMO3HBIE CUCTEMBbI
yOeXKIeHUA.

3) CremoBaTesbHO, HEJb3SI CUMTATh TOJIBKO OGHY CUCTEMY PEIUTUMO3HBIX YOeXK-
IeHUI VICTUHHOIS.

Hamo oTMeTuTb, UTO TOJIEPAaHTHOCTh B JTaHHOM CydYae MMEET JBa 3HaueHMs,
PAaCKpPBIBAIOIIMXCS B 3TMUYECKOM apryMeHTe — eIlle OJHOM KMUPIMUYMKE B 3MaHUU

3 akTuyecku 3TUYECKUII apryMeHT IO CBOEI CTPYKTYpPE M HAalPaBJIEHHOCTH SIBJIIETCS YaCcThio (MM
BepCueit) amucTeMosiornyeckoro aprymenTa 2. OmHako ceiyac ero MpuHSITO BbIIENSITh B OTAEJb -
HbIIf apryMeHT MMEHHO 13-3a ero 9TMYECKO) Harpy>KeHHOCTU: B HEM IOLYEPKUBAETCS BasKHOCTb
TOJIEPAHTHOCTY MMEHHO KaK 3TMUYECKOI OOIIIeCTBEHHOM [EHHOCTM.
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CKeMNTHuIM3Ma. Bo-TiepBbIX, OH MPU3bIBAET K COMHEHUIO B COOCTBEHHOM CYKIEHUU
" K CKPOMHOMY K HEMY OTHOIIeHN 0. OHAKO, BO-BTOPbIX, 3TOT apr'yMEHT He CBOIMT-
Cs1 K TIPOCTOM OIIEHKe UbMX-TO YOEKIEHUI: OUeBMIHO, UTO TOTAA MbI MMEEM MeJI0
C Pa3sHOMHEHMEM, KOTOPOEe MOKET KacaThCsl M CaMbIX OObIUHBIX, TIOBCEIHEBHbIX, CH-
Tyaluit 1 sIBJieHMiA. B JaHHOM ciTydyae Imof, TOJIEPaHTHOCTbIO MMEETCS B BUAY U AEii-
CTBMeE: paspelleHye MpeCcTaBUTeSIM MHOV PeJIUTUY UCTIOBEIOBaTh ee?.

Takum o6paszom, pobsieMa peMrMo3HOro pasHO0Opasusi COCTOUT B TOM, MOTYT
Ji OBITH OJHU PEIUTHMO3HbIE TPAmULIMK OOjiee UCTUHHBIMU, YeM OPYTUe, UIU XOTS
6bI MOTYT JiX OBITh BEPOBAHMSI OGHO PEJIUTUO3HON Tpaguiyy 60ee 060CHOBAaHHBI-
MM, YEM BE€POBaHMsI, IPUHSTHIE B APYTUX TPAOUIIUSIX, a TAKXKE STUYHO JIV TTepe[, Jiu-
1[OM PasHOOGPasus CBUETENbCTB MPUIEPKUBATHCS TOTO, UTO TOIBKO TPAAMLIUS, KO-
TOPOJA I caM TIPUAEPSKUBAIOCh, SIBSIETCS UCTUHHOIA.

2. OnucreMmuyecKass pOBHS

B ocHOBe 3mMCTEMOJIOTMUYECKOTO M 3TUYECKOTO aCIEeKTOB MPOGJIEMbI JIEKUT,
Kak BUIHO, (haKT pasHOIIaCus C SMMUCTEMMUUECKOI poBHell (peer). [M1aBHOE ycioBME
IJIST STIMCTEMMUYECKON POBHM COCTOMT B TOM, UTO OHA JOJIKHA OBITb B SKBMBAJIEHT-
HOJ 3MMCTEMMUYECKON TO3UIMY IO OTHOILIEHUIO K yoesxkmennto B. Tak, cumraercs,
YTO IPEICTAaBUTEIN PA3HBIX PEJINTUII OCHOBBIBAIOT CBOM BEPOBAHMS HA TUIOJIOTY-
YeCKM CXOXKUX OCHOBAHUSIX, HApUMep, Ha CBUOETEIbCKUX MaHHBIX, apryMeHTax
OT aBTOPUTETA, MPUHSITHIX B UX PEIUTMO3HBIX TPAAULMIX. DMUCTEMUUYECKON POB-
Hel UX TaKKe JejaeT 3HAKOMCTBO C OJHMMM M TEMMU Ke OCJIaGISIOIIMMU U OIpPO-
BepPrarolMmMy KOHTPIOBOIAMMI: HAaITpUMep, O CYIIeCTBOBAHMM MHBIX PEJIUTUI U O TIPU-
HSTBIX B HUX cItocobax o60cHOBaHMs BepoBauuii. O611as mpobiemMa, BO3HUKAIOIIAS
"3 3TOTO PaBEHCTBA, CBOAUTCS K TOMY, ITOUEMY MbI MOXKEM ITPUIEPIKUBATbCS CBOMX
BEpOBaHMII, MMOYEMY HallM YOeXKIEeHUS MMEIOT IPUOPUTETHOE 3HAueHMe Tepe]
YOEXKIEHUSIMM STUCTEMMUYUECKON POBHM? 13 HEBO3MOKHOCTM JaTh 0G0CHOBaHHBINM
OTBET Ha 3TM BOIIPOCHI 3aKJIIOUYAETCs, YTO B CUTyalluy PasHOIVIACKs BCEM yUaCTHIM -
KaM CTOUT CKENTUYECKM OTHECTUCh K CBOMM BEpPOBAaHMSIM BOIPEKU MMEKOIIVIMCS
JaHHBIM, 060CHOBBIBAIOIIVM UX MO3UIIUN.

Ho neiicTBUTENBHO /I B CUTYaIIMM PEJTUTMO3HOTO PasHOOOPa3us MpenCcTaBuTe-
JIM PasHBbIX PEJIUTHUIA, a TaK)Ke aTeMCThbl, arHOCTUKMA W aHTUTEWUCTBI SBJISTIOTCS TN -
cTemmuyeckoi poBHel? Muorue ¢utocodbl coMHeBarOTca B 3Tom>. O6a 3mmucTeMo-
JIOTMYECKUX apryMeHTa 3aBUCST OT HMKeCJIeAYIOIIeN IMOChUIKM, KOTOpast JIEXKUT
B OCHOBaHUM MOCBHUIOK 2) aprymenTos I, II:

Bonpoc o ToMm, siBisleTcst M Tak MOHMMAaeMasi TOJIEPAHTHOCTb TOJIBKO JIMILL BEPOTEPIMMOCTHIO
WM ellie ¥ Jo6pofieTesblo, ocTaeTcs npenmerom ayuckyceuit. Cm.: [Wolterstorff, 2018, p. 12-13;
Baumgartner, 2018, p. 15-17].

[MTonpo6HO O TOM, UTO IOHSTHME SIMCTEMUUYECKO POBHY HealeKBaTHO IIPYMEHSIETCS B AUCKYCCHSIX
0 penmMr1o3HoM pasHoob6pasun cM.: [I'peko 2017]. O Tom, 4TO SMMCTEMUUECKAS] POBHS ONPENENIST-
sl IO-Pa3sHOMY, KOTZIa Pevb UIET O «HayKax O IPUPOLE» M O «HayKax o myxe» cm.: [Salamon, 2015,
p. 238]. Ilomobuble paccykmeHuss 6bUIM OOIIMM MECTOM Ha HeJaBHO mpoiuexireit B Kaprosom
yHuBepcutete KoHpepeHimu EBpomeiickoro obiectBa dunocobun penuruu (28-31.08.2019)
0 TIpo6JIeMe PETUTMO3HOTO pasHoOGpasus.
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2*) Mos 3MMCTEMMYECKass POBHSI He COIVIACHA CO MHOM II0 PeJIMTMO3HBIM BO-
mpocaMm. B yacTHOCTM, MOSI POBHSI MPUHAAJIESKUT MHOWM DPETUTMO3HOM TPAAUIIVIN,
B KOTOPOJ MIPUHSITHI MHbIE aBTOPUTETDI, CBUIETEILCTBA, CTAHAAPThI CBUIETEHCTBO-
BaHMsI, TIepemauy 3SHaHUS U T. [I.

Hec/okHO mpuBecTM MpuMepbl, MOKasbIBAIOIIME, UTO MOChUIKA 2¥) JIOKHA.
B uenom, 3TO Tak MOTOMY, UTO yIOTpebsisieMoe MOHSITHE SNUCMeMUUECKOl posHU
CJIUIIIKOM CWJIBHOE: OHO TpebyeT He TOJbKO 06pa3oBaTeIbHOrO, MUPOBO33pEHYE -
CKOT'0, 3TMYECKOTO paBeHCTBA POBHM (UTOOBI OHA ObLIa B TOM K€ CTEIeHM OCBe-
JIIOMJIEHHOJ, 06pa30BaHHO, 6€CKOPBICTHO, YECTHOM U T. II., UTO U sI), HO TaKKe,
yTOOBI OHA BOOOIIE 3aHMMAJIA Ty K€ CAMYIO0 SMMCTEMUYECKYIO TTO3UIIAIO TT0 OTHO-
IIIEHUIO K PEeJIMTUO3HOMY Yoeskaennio B, uto u s1. OgHaKko B PeJIMTMO3HBIX TPy -
UIX YOEeXKIeHNs, CBUIETEIbCTBA, CIIOCOOBI apryMeHTaluy MepefaroTcs Mo CIe-
IIMaJIbHO CO3MAaHHBIM, OTJIA’KEHHBIM ¥ TOAEepPKMBAeMbIM COIMAIbHBIM KaHajiaM,
MPU3BAHHBIM OOECIeYnTh HAZEKHOCTb TAKOM mepemaun. Takum oOGpasom, mpep-
CTaBUTEIM PA3HbIX PEIUTUI HAXOASITCS B PasHbIX TPAIMUIMSIX Tepeaauyt PesIUurmos-
HOTO 3HaHMS, a CJIefOBATe/JbHO, OHM He 3aHMMAIOT OLVHAKOBbIE JMUCTEMUYECKIE
MO3ULIMY, TO €CTh OHY He SIBJISIIOTCS SMMCTEMUYECKOV POBHEN B CTPOTOM CMBICTIE
cyioBad.

WMupIMu cioBamMu, YTOOBI KTO-TO MOT CUMTAThCSI SMMCTEMUUYECKOV POBHEN, OH
IOJKEH CTaTh alelTOM TOM PEeJIMTMO3HONM TPaAulvy, MPOTHUB KOTOPOI M3HAUYAIBHO
CBUIETENBCTBOBAI. TO eCTh B paMKaxX PeJIMTMO3HOTO Pa3HOIIACKS] HEBO3MOKHO
BCTaTh HA Ty K€ 3MUCTEMUUYECKYIO TO3UINIO C TEMMU, IIPOTUB KOTO CBUETENLCTBY -
elllb, JIMIIb B OOIIEeM BuIe MO3HAKOMMBILMCH C IPYTOi Tpaguiyen, ¢ MPUHITHIMU
B HEJ cuUcTeMaMy YOEXKIEHUS ¥ CBUIETETbCTBOBAHMS TIOCTOJIbKY, TIOCKOJIBKY B 3TOM
cyyae He MPOUCXOAUT OOPeTeHMsT CBUIETEIbCKUX TaHHbIX O IPYTOi PeIUTUM, Beb
IJISI 9TOTO HYKHO YYaCTBOBATb B CIEIMAJIbHO CO3IaHHBIX MPAKTMKAaxX OOMeHa, TO
€CTb BKJIIOUUTHCS B COIMAIbHYIO SKU3Hb 9TOV PEJIUTUO3HON TPaaUIIUA.

YTOuHeHMe TIOHATUST dnuUcmemuieckoli pogHU HUKAK, OIHAKO, HE CHMMAeT IpO-
6J1EMbBI PESTUTMO3HOTO Pa3HOOGpasus. Bo-TiepBbIX, ee ITUUECKNMIA acIeKT OCTAETCST HU-
KaK He 3aTPOHYThIM. BO-BTOPBIX, SMMCTEMUYECKMIA aCIIEKT MPOOIeMbl MOXKHO Tepe-
dbopMymMpoBaTh, IpUYeM MMEHHO [IJIsi OIPOBEPTraloIero KOHTPAOBOMA; HAIpUMeED,
cnenyomyM crocobom. ITycTh KOHKYpPUPYIOIIME CBUAETEIbCTBA HE MOTYT BBICTY-
MaTh Kak OIPOBEPraolye KOHTPHOBOIbI, OCTAETCS OYEBUIHBIM, UTO CYILIECTBYET
MHOKECTBO Pas3IUYHBIX TPAOUIMIL GOPMUPOBAHMS PETUTUO3HBIX YOEKIEHUN, CBUIE-
TeJbCTBOBAHMSI U apryMeHTaluu. To eCTh SMUCTEMOJIOTMYECKME apTyMeHThbI 60JIblie
HeJb3s1 PacCMaTpMBaTh KaK OIPOBEPraroliie KOHTPAOBOAbI IPOTUB PETUTVIO3HON
BepbI, HO 38 HUMM TO-TIPESKHEMY MOYKHO COXPAHUTb (DYHKIIVIO OC/IabISIONINX KOHTP-
noBoroB. CyTb HOBOTO SIMUCTEMOJIOTMYECKOTO apryMeHTa MOYKHO BBIPAsUTh CJIERY-
IOIIIM 0O6pa3oM.

I'V. DnucreMonornueckuin apryMmeHT 3.

1) Ewmm MOXHO TOKasaTh, YTO BbIOpAHHbIE PEIUTMO3HbIE TPAOVIMM PaBHBI
C 3MMUCTEMOJIOTMYECKOM TOUKM 3peHMs, TO HMKAKOM M3 HUX HeJIb3sl OTHABaTb CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIlee MpeArouTeHre (TO eCTh CUMTaTh ee Oojiee 06OCHOBAHHOM, UeM
OCTaJjIbHbIE).

6 Tlompo6uee cm.: [[pexo, 2017, c. 26—42].
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2) HeB0O3MOKHOCTbh CpaBHUBATh PEJIUTMO3HbIE TPAOUIIMY B pPaMKaxX 3MUCTEMO-
JIOTMYM PasHOIIACHSI ITOKA3bIBAET, UTO CYIECTBYET MHOKECTBO PaBHO3HAYHBIX C SIIN-
CTEMOJIOTMYECKOM TOUKM 3PEHMS] PEIUTUO3HBIX TPaIUIINIA.

3) CrenoBarebHO, HMKAKYIO PEIUTMO3HYIO TPAAUIIMIO HeJIb3sl CUMTaTh 6ojiee
060CHOBAHHOMM, YeM OCTaJIbHbIE.

Cam daxT Takoro pasHoOOO6pPasus BKYIIe C STUUECKUM aCIIEKTOM MOSKHO OCMBbIC-
JIUTh KaK KyMyIsamueHoe mpebosanue, KOHCTUTYUPYIOLIee BO3MONKHBIE BapUaHThI
orBeta Ha mpobjemy. CyTb 3TOro TpeGoBaHMsI MOKHO CHOPMY/IMpPOBATh, HAIIPUMED,
TaK.

Kymynamusnoe mpebosanue: 060CHOBAaHHBIMM C SIMCTEMOJIOTMYECKOM TOYKM
3peHus OTBeTaMM Ha Mpo6jeMy PpeIUTMO3HOTO PasHOOOpPasusi MOTYT CUMTAThCS
TOJIBKO T€, KOTOPbIE YUUTHIBAIOT ¥ SIMCTEMOJIOTMYECKMI apIyMEHT 3, ¥ 3TUYeCKMUI
apryMeHT.

3. OcHOBHbIE OTBETHI Ha IIPOOJIEMY PEIMTMO3HOTO PA3HO0OPa3Us

B sTtom pasmesnie pas6epeM OCHOBHbIE OTBETHI Ha MPOGIEMY MYJIbTUPEIUTHO3-
HOCTM C TOUKM 3peHust CPOPMYIMPOBAHHOIO B MPENbIAYILIEN YaCTU KyMYJISTUBHOTO
Tpe6GoBaHMs.

OOGBIYHO TMPUHSATO BBIAEATh IIECTh OCHOBHBIX OTBETOB HA OOCYKIAEMYIO
30ech MpoOJIeMy: aremsM, arHOCTUIM3M, SKCKIIIO3MBM3M, MHKIIO3MBU3M, ILIHOPA-
susM u penatuBusM. OCTaBMM B CTOpPOHE apryMeHTallMi0 aTeMCTOB Y arHOCTMKOB.
IlepBbie CUMTAIOT, YTO CYILECTBOBAHME MHOKECTBA PEJIMIVMO3HBIX TPAIMULIMIA SBIISI-
ercst de facto BospaskeHMEM M CBUAETENIbCTBYET B IMOJb3y YOEKIEHMS O TOM, UTO
Bora Hert, BTOpbIe JaHHOE OOCTOSTENILCTBO PACCMATPUBAIOT KaK BO3paskeHue de jure
", CJIeIOBATeNIbHO, KaK XOPOIMI apryMeHT B IMOJIb3Y CKENTUIM3MA: BO3IEPsKaHMUS
OT CY)XIEHMsI O CyIlecTBOoBaHMM bBora mim, mmpe, GOXKeCTBEHHOV peasbHOCTMH.
B manHOM ciryuyae MeHSI MHTEPECYIOT «ITOJIOKUTEIbHbIE» OTBEThI HA BbI3OB MYJIBTH-
PEJIUTUO3HOCTH.

A. DKCKIIO3UBM3M: TPU CMbICIIA.

[Ipesxme Bcero HeoOGXOOMMO OIpEeNeIUTbCS C 6a3oBOI IMO3MULIMEH, KOTOPOI,
Ha MOJ B3IVISIM, SIBJSIETCS SKCK/IIO3MBMCTCKAsl, TaK KaK B HeM OTpakaeTcsl ecTe-
CTBEHHOE PeJIUTMO3HOEe OTHOIIIeH) e K 0003HAUeHHOI MpobiieMe.

3alMTa 9KCKIIO3MBUCTCKOM TMO3UILIMM MOXKET IPOXOAUTh IO PasjMYHbIM Ha-
npaByienusiM’. Teonozuueckuli SKCKAI03UBU3M TIONPA3yMEBAET, UTO PEIUTMO3HbBIE UC-
TUHBI ¥ COTEPUOJIOTMUECKIME YasiHUS OTpaHUYeHbI OIHOV pesinrueit. B aTom cMmbiciie
9KCKJTIO3UBUCTCKO SIBJISIIOTCSI ¥ KOH(ECCUM OTHON PETUTUN.

DopmanvHblll IKCKAO3UBU3M TIPEATIOATaeT, YTO Bce GhopMasbHbIe MMOApasyMe-
BaeMble KaK MCTUMHHbIE YTBEP KIAEHMs B JaHHOM PEIUTUM MU B JaHHOM KOHbecCumn
VICKJIFOUAIOT BCE OCTaJIbHbIE MPOTUBOIOJIOKHbBIE TOUKM 3peHus. Eciu yTBepskmaer-
cs1, uto Cearoit [yx ucxomut or OTiia, TO TeEM CaMbIM pas/MUHbIE YTBEPXKIEHNS,
noxmangaroiye mon cxemy Hesepro, umo Ceamolii dyx ucxodum om Omua, DOJIKHBI

7 TlpencraBieHHas! 37€Ch OIMO3ULMSI PAsIMYHbIX BULOB 3KCKIIIO3VMBU3MA TIOLPOGHO OGCYKAAETCS B
[Netland, 2016, p. 253].
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cunTtaTbest GopMabHO JIOKHbIMK. TO €CTh, Ha CAaMOM [iejie, TI060e MUPOBO33pEHNE,
mobas cucteMa yOesKIeHMii, B KOTOPOM MMEIOTCS ComepsKaTesIbHbIe MPOIO3ULIY,
SIBJISTIOTCST HKCK/TFO3UBUCTCKUMMU TIO CBOeN mpupoze. V3 3Toro MokHO chenaTh [1Ba
3HAUMMBIX JIJI1 HAC BbIBOJA. BO-MepBbIX, B CMbICIe (OPMaTbHOTO IKCKIIO3UBU3MA
JI060MY afIenTy PeIUTUM eCTEeCTBEHHO 3aHMMATh MMEHHO 3KCKIIIO3VMBUCTCKYIO MO-
3ULINI0. BO-BTOPBIX, 9KCKITIO3MBUCTCKAS TO3UIIVS BbIPAKAET PEJIUTMO3HOE OTHOLIIE-
HUe K mpobjieMe pesIMrMo3HOr0 MHOToO0Opasus. bosiee Toro, ecin Bce ke CUMTATh
U IpyTve OTBEThl Ha 3Ty HpobiaeMy OOOCHOBAaHHBIMHU, TO U UX CJIELYET CUUTATh
1o cBoeit mpupope dopmasbHO 3SKcKMosuBucTckumu [D’Costa, 1996; D’Costa,
2000, p. 90].

CoyuanbHulii IKCKIHO3UBU3M KACAETCST BOIPOCA MEKIUYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIEHMIA.
Tak BO MHOTMX peNurusX 3alpeleHbl Opaky MesKAY MpeCTaBUTe SIMY Pa3HbIX pe-
JIUTUH, Hajlaraetcs 3amnpeT (Win, Ha060POT, BHIAAETCST pa3pellieHne) Ha ONpe/ieieH -
HbI/i BUJ JeaTeqbHOCTM. TakuM 06pa3soM, COIMA/bHBINA IKCK/IIO3MBMU3M BbIPAsKaeT,
C OHOJ CTOPOHBI, MPaBWIa, 0ObIUAM, TPAOUIIVIN, CBOMCTBEHHbIE JAHHOW PETUrno3-
HOM TI'pYIINe, C APYTOM — MOKET YKa3bIBaTh Ha 0OO0COOBJIEHHBIV CTATyC STOM I'PYIIIHI.
U Torpa, xorga HOCTMXKEHME 3TOTO CTATyCa OKAKETCSI COLMATBHO KEeJIAeMbIM JIJIs
Pas3HbIX 'PYIIN HACEJIEHUS, PEJIUTYO3HAST TPAIUIIMS BCTAET HA €T0 OXPaHEHNe.

W3 cKa3aHHOrO CTAHOBSITCSI MOHSATHO, UTO 3KCK/IIO3MBU3M ILIOXO COIJIACYETCS
C TIOJIOKEHUSIMM  KyMYJISITUBHOTO TpeGoBaHust. Bo-MepBbIX, 3KCKIIO3UBUSM SIBHO
MPEATIoaraeT MCTUHHOCTb OOHOM DPEUTUY, TIPUOPUTETHOCTb OMHOM SMUCTEMO-
JIOTUYECKOM MO3ULIMKU. DTO OOCTOSITEHCTBO BO3BPALIAET €ro B M3HAUAIBHYIO CU-
tyaruio I u II. Takke 9KCK/IIO3UBUCT MOXKET ObITb OOBMHEH B HEBBINOJIHEHUU
SMUCTEMUYECKOTO JI0JITa, COCTOSIIIIETO B TOM, YTOObI BCEPbE3 PACCMaTPUBATh KOHTP-
CBUZIETEIbCTBA, 3HAUMMbIE Il TIPUHITUS YOEKIAEeHUN. A 3HAUUT, YOEKIEHUST KC-
KJTIO3VBUCTA HE SIBJISIIOTCSI OO0CHOBAaHHBIMM U HE JTOJKHBI ObITh MM NMPUHSTHL. Bo-
BTODBIX, SKCKIIO3MBUCTBI HE COOJIONAIOT 3TUYECKYI0 CTOPOHY KYMYJISITUBHOTO
TpeboBaHus. TPagUIIMIOHHO C 3TOM CTOPOHBI SKCKTIO3UBUCTBI OOBUHSIOTCS B BBICO-
KOMEPUM U UMIIEPUATUCTUIHOCTH: IKCKITIO3MBUCT CMOTPUT CBBICOKA HA MPEICTaBU-
TeJjieli IPYTUX PEJIUTUI, caM IPU 3TOM OH M36eraetr MpsIMbIX, OTKPBITHIX U U€CTHBIX
CTOJIKHOBEHUI, BO3BOISl MJISI 3TOTO pasHble IpPerpagbl COLVAIBHON MPUPOLBI
[Netland, 2016, p. 256—258]. Hackonbko cripaBefMBO 9TO OGBMHEHME B HeETOJIe-
paHTHOCTM? DTO KpaiiHe HEIPOCTON BOMPOC. [leliCTBUTeNbHO, KAXKeTCsT CIIPaBeaJIn -
BBbIM, YTO TEOJIOTMUECKUIA SKCKITIO3MBMU3M OOBUHSETCS B HETOJEPAHTHOCTM IO TOM
MPUYMHE, YTO B HEM YTBEPKIEHUS APYTUX PEeJIUTUIA CUUTAIOTCS JIOsKHbIMU. OHAKO,
KaK MbI BUAEJY, BOIPOC O TOJEPAHTHOCTHU IMOMMMO BOIIPOCA O TEPIMMOCTHU BKITIO-
yaeT B ceBs 1 STUUECKO-TIPAKTMUECKYIO COCTaB/ISIOINIYI0. B mocientem ciyuae 06-
BMHEHJE JO/DKHO CHMMATbCS: SKCKIIIO3MBM3M KacaeTcsl OOO0CHOBAHHOCTY He CUM-
TaTh YyKue YOEKAEHMsS MCTUHHbIMM, HO OH He TOBOPUT O TOM, YTO C ITUMMU
yOeXKIEeHUIMM HaZlo, HAarpuMep, 60poTbesd. Bosee TOro, SKCKIIO3MBUCTBI, KaK Mpa-
BUJIO, SIBJIIIOTCSI CTOPOHHMKAMM MepPGhEKIIMOHUCTCKON ITUKU, TO €CThb BBICTYIMAIOT

8 Ecmn NPUHATDb 3Ty TOYKY 3pE€HUs, TO TaKue TPAOULMOHHDbIE «I3KCK/IIO3UBUCTCKME IMPAKTUKU»
B paMKax penmrmﬂ, KaK MMCCUMOHEPCTBO U aIlloJIOreTuKa, MOJI)KHbBI OBbITh MCTOJKOBAHbI KaK-TO
VHaye, 4YeM JKeJlaHMe IIOAaBUTb MHOBEpHE U PACHPOCTPAHUTH CBOIO DPEJIUTUIO. B IIPOTMBHOM
ci1y4yae, 3a SKCKJIIO3UBU3MOM OOJ/IXKHO COXPaHSTbCA OOBMHEHME B HESTUYHOM OTHOILIEHUM K Apy-
TVYIM peJINTUsIM.
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3a TO, UTOObI KOHKPETHBIN MHAMBU pa3BUBaJI MPUCYIIIME YeJIOBEUECTBY AOOPOAETE -
JIY, Cpey KOTOPBIX Mbl HAXOIMUM U TOJIEPAHTHOCTD.

Eciiu 9KCKITIO3MBUCT XOUET COOTBETCTBOBATh KyMY/ISITUBHOMY TPeGOBaHNMIO, TO
eMy 6bLTO 6bI YIOGHO MPUHSITh, HAIIpUMeEp, TaKylo Bepcuio Makcumbl Kimmddopma,
B KOTOPOJ 3TMCTEMOJIOTMYECKIIA TPUHIINATT MHTEPIIPETUPOBAJICS Obl B KaUeCTBE 3TH-
YeCKoi MaKCUMbI. J]eliCTBUTE/IbHO, TAKOBOE MPUHSTHE TIO3BOIMIIO Gbl SKCKITIO3UBM-
CTy OTBEYaThb TOJBbKO Ha SMMUCTEMOJIOrMUeckue o6BMHEHUs. Bemp Torga, oTBevas
Ha OOBMHEHMSI B HEITMUYHOM OTHOIIIEHMM K MHOBEPIaM, MOKHO GbIJIO 6bI COCIATHCS
Ha MCIIOJIHEHME CBOEro 3MMUCTEMMUYECKOTO I0Jira. bojiee TOro, moCTO/bKY, MTOCKO/Ib-
Ky SMUCTEMUUYECKUIA [AOIT HOCUT YHUBEPCAJIbHbBINA XapaKTep, SKCKIO3UBUCT MMEET
MIPaBO MEPENTH U B KOHTPHACTYIIJIEHI e, OOBUHIUB Y3KE€ CBOMX KPUTMKOB B HEUCIION -
HEHUM [I0/Ira, IPUBOIAILEM K OTPULIAHMIO SKCKIIIO3MBI3MA®.

b. WHkm03uBM3M.

Pasnnune MeXOY 3SKCK/IIIO3MBU3MOM M MHK/IIO3MBMU3MOM IPOXOOUT IIO JIMHUU
OLI€EHKI CHHCMTeHbHOﬁ CWJIBI OAPYTIUX peerMf/'[: TOrga KaK 3KCKIIO3MBUCT CUUTAET,
YTO CIIACEHME BO3MOKHO TOJIBKO B €r0 PeIMIMM, MHKIIIO3UBUCT OygeT HacTauBaTh
Ha TOM, YTO Kaskfasi PeJIUTHUsl MOKET COZiepskaTh B ce6e CIacHTebHbIN TIOTEHIIMA,
XOTs1, 6e3yCJIOBHO, HanboJIee BepHbIN IIYTh IIPEIOCTaB/IsIeT TOAbKO OfiHa perys o,
Ho kak BO3MOXKHBI TakOe pacClIMpUTeIbHOE TOJKOBaHMe MCTMHHOIO MyTH U TPU3Ha-
HIE CIACUTEJIbHOM CWJIbI 3a IPYTUMMU PEJIUTUO3HBIMU TPAAVIIVSIMU?

ITokasaTe/qbHBIM NpuMepoM TaKOro IyTU MOXKXeT CJOYXXUTb uaes «aHOHUM-
Horo xpuctuanctsa» Kapsia Panepa. PaHep yTBepskZaert, 4TO He TOJbKO OTHENb-
Hble HeXPUCTHAHEe MOTYT ObITh CITaCeHbI, HO, IINpPe, HEXPUCTUAHCKUE PEJIUTUU
MOT'YT MMETb IOCTYN K CIacUTeIbHOM 6yaromatu. Pasymeercs, OH COXpaHsSeT
3a XpUCTMAHCTBOM CTaTyC BBICIIEN PeJUTMM, Belb OHAa OCHOBAaHA HAa YHUKAJIb-
HOM COOBITUM — GOKECTBEHHOM BOIUIOIIEHUM U OTKpOoBeHuu Bo Xpucre. Ho To,
YTO BOIUIOIIEHME MPOU3OIILIO B OIMpene/IeHHbIi MOMEHT BPEMeHM, MCKIII0YaeT
13 cdepsl CrlaceHus TeX, KTO KU 0 3TOTO COOBITUS MM KTO HE CMOXKET Y3HATh
06 aTOM cOGBITUM. B 061iemM, Panep BUOUT MpoTUBOpeUMe MeXAY YHUBEpCasb-
HbIM TIPU3BIBOM XPUCTMAHCTBA M KOHKPETHOJ €ro OrpaHMYeHHOCThIO B IPO-
CTPaHCTBE U BpeMEeHH, a ITIOTOMY IIPU3HAET, UTO M HEXPUCTUAHCKME PeJIUTUY T1epe-
JAIOT CIACUTENbHYIO BecTb. Takum 06pa3oM, afenT HeXPUCTMAHCKOW PeIUrUu
SABJISIE€TCA «aHOHMMHBIM XPUCTUAHMHOM». I[pyrl/[e peanruu, OAHaKo, HE MOI'YT
3aMEeHUTb XPUCTUAHCTBO, ¥ B ITOM CMBIC/IE 38 HUM COXPAHSETCS KaK 6bl HEKMii
MPeuMYIIeCTBEeHHbIN cTaTyc. HO MOCKONIbKY CHUTyalusl PeJIUTMO3HOrO ILTHopa-
JAu3Ma — XapaKTepHasi yepTa 4e;IOBEYeCKOTO CYIIeCTBOBAHMS, a XPUCTUMAHCTBO
aZipecoBaHO BCEM JIIOASM, BO3MOXKHOCTb AOCTUYb CIACEHMs JOJIKHA ObITh MPU-
3HaHa " 3a Apyrumu penurusmu. [oBopst uHaue, criacuTe/bHas 6arofaTh JOJIK-
Ha ObITb AOCTYIMHA 3a mpefnenamu Llepksu, a cjiem0BaTeIbHO, JPYTUM PEJIUTUIM
[Rahner, 2001].

9 Tloxoxyio crpareruio ucnonbsyet A. Ilnantudra. Ero umest 3akiroyaeTcst B TOM, 4TO6bI UCTIOTHEHME
SMMCTEMMYECKOTO 0/ra 6bUIO B TO sKe BpeMst He0GXOOYMO Y BCJIENCTBME 0COGOT0 MO3HABaTeTbHOTO
MexaHM3Ma, JAIOIIEero MCTUHHbIe pesruosHbie yoesxpenust [[Inantunra, 2014, c. 325-342].

10 cunTaro MHKIIO3MBU3M CUJILHO CMSATYEHHOM B CBETe KYMYJ/IATMBHOIO TPeGOBaHMS BepCUeil 9KC-
KI03uBU3Ma. [loKa3aresbCTBO 3TOrO YTBEPKAEHMS 3aHSUIO Obl 3HAUMTETbHOE MECTO M, KpoMe
TOTO, YBeJIO O6bI HAC B CTOPOHY OT OCHOBHOM IPOGIEMbI HACTOSIILIEN CTAThU.
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Henb3s ckasaTh, 4TOObI MHKIIO3VBU3M B TaKOM BU[IE MTOJTHOCTbIO COOTBETCTBO-
BaJl KYMYJIITMBHOMY TpeboBaHMIO. BblfiesieHre COTepUOJIOTUUYECKON (Teoiornye-
CKOW) 3HAUMMOCTM OHO} PeIUTMO3HOM TPagUIVM BJI€YET 32 COOO0M U IMUCTEMOJIO-
TMYECKOE MPENNOYTEHNE, U, B KOHEYHOM CUeTe, STUYeckoe. XOTs U HaJlo OTMETUTD,
YTO B MHKJTIO3UBU3ME «ITpaBa» aJIbTEPHATUBHBIX PEJIUTMO3HBIX TPAAUIIMI COOMIOna-
IOTCS1 B OOJIbILIEN Mepe, HEXeIM B IKCKIIO3VMBUCTCKON. B 11eJIoM MHKIIIO3MBU3M
MOYKHO CUMTaTh, Ha MOV B3IJISII, «MSTKOM» i GutocopCcKoii Bepcueil SKCKITI03M -
BM3Ma (TO eCTb HOPMAJILHOTO PEJIMTMO3HOTO OTHOILIEHUS K ITpobieMe pasHOOGpasust
peJIurHuif), a CJefoBaTeIbHO, OH CTAJIKMBAETCSI C TEMU 3Ke MPOoGaeMaMu, YTO U IKC-
KITIO3MBU3M.

B. Ilmopanuam u pensTuBU3M.

Ha mepBbIit B3I Y TUTIOPAIMCTIYECKOTO M PEJISITUBUCTCKOTO TIOAXOIOB MMe -
eTcst 0011iee 3B€HO: 06a OHM TOJTHOCTHIO OTBEUAIOT ITUUECKON COCTABJISIOLIEN KyMY-
JIITUBHOTO TpeGOBaHMSI, TO €CTh MPU3HAIOT LIEHHOCTh BCEX PEIMIVMO3HBIX TPaOULMii
MPOCTO B CWJIy caMoro ()akTa CYIIeCTBOBaHUs 3TuX Tpaguimii. Ho y mmropammsma
MMEETCSI HeUTO O61Iee U C MHK/TIO3UBU3MOM: 063 OHM YCMAaTPUBAIOT B PETUTMO3HBIX
TPamUIMSIX YACTUUKY OOIIIel UCTVHBI.

PensTBM3M, 04EBUITHO, — TIPOMYKT COBPEMEHHBIX JIMOEPaTbHBIX JeMOKparuii. Pa3
V3K YCTPOMCTBO OOIIIECTBA TAKOBO, UTO MPENCTABUTENM PA3HBIX KYJIBTYPHBIX TPAIMUIINIA
OKa3aJIUCh TeNepb OIVDKAILIMMU COCENSIMU, HEOOXOIMUMO MPENJIOKUTD HEUTO, UTO BCEX
MOIJIO 6bl OOBEIMHNUTD. [103TOMY B ITyOIMYHOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE YTBEPIKIAETCST TIPUHIINIT
paBEHCTBA BCEX KYIBTYPHBIX M PEIMTUMO3HBIX TPAIUINIA, & WieHbl OOIIeCTBa TO/DKHBI
Da3AENATh IPUHIIATIBI TOJIEPAHTHOCTM B OTHOIIIEHUM K JIPYTUM KYJIBTYPaM U PEJTUTHUSIM,
IO KpaiiHeli Mepe B OOIIEeCTBEHHOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE. PeIUMIMO3HbIN PeIITUBU3M KakK pas
U TIpU3BaH 060CHOBaTh Takoe oTHolleHne [Runzo 1988]. [eiicTBuTrenbHo, ecu s O6ymy
CUMTaTb, YTO KaKAAsl PEIUTMO3HAS TPAOyULIMS MCTMHHA, JIO00E PeUIMO3HOe YTBEp-
SKIIEHME VIMEET MPaBo Ha CYIIeCTBOBAHME, TO MHE HE OCTAeTCs] HUUEro MHOTO, KaK I103-
BOJIUTh UM CYIIIECTBOBAaTb, & a[IENITaM PEIUTUYU OTIPABJISTh CBOM PEJTUTUO3HbBIE TOTPED-
HOCTM B YAaCTHOM IIOPSIAKE WIM B CIIEIMAIbHBIX «pe3epBaiysax». KoHeuHo, pemmrus
YXOIOUT, TakKUM 06pa3oM, 13 0OILIECTBEHHOM SKU3HM, HO 3aTO B OOILIECTBE MOXKET BOIa-
pUThCST aTMOC(hEpPa PETMTMO3HOTO TTOKOST M B3aMHOTO yBaskeHust. Kak MOsKHO 106UTD-
cs1 Takoro pesysbrara? OfyH 13 BO3MOXKHBIX ITyTel COCTOUT B PEJISITUBU3ALINN DEJTATH -
O3HBIX YTBEPSKAEHMIA, TO €CTh B SKECTKOM OTPaHUUEHUU UX STUCTEMUUECKOI IIEHHOCTH
paMKaMyM COOOLIECTBA BEPYIOILMX Y COOTBETCTBYIOIIMM BBITECHEHMEM PETUTUU U3 06-
IIECTBEHHOTO MPOCTpaHCTBA. TakuM 06GpasoM MpeasiaraeMblil MyTh YOOBIETBOPEHNMS
SMMCTEMOJIOTMYECKOM COCTaBJISIIONIEN KYMY/ISITUBHOIO TPeGOBaHMSI COCTOUT B TOM,
YTOOBI 338 KaKIOW CUCTEMOI DEIMTMO3HBIX YTBEPKIEHWI MPU3HATh UX MPaBO Ha Te
060CHOBaTeJIbHbIE TIPOLIENYPbI, KOTOPbIe B HUX MPUHATHIN . VI3 MPUHATHS 31MCTEMOIIO-
TMYECKOTO PEeIATYBM3MA JIETKO TepeiTH K YTBEPXKAEHUIO TOJIEPAHTHOTO OTHOIIEHMS
K UY>KUM PETUTMO3HBIM TPAIULIMSIM.

B ob61iem, penatuBu3M Mor ObI CTaTh JOCTOMHBIM pellleHreM YKa3aHHOI Ipo -
6JIeMbI 338 TE€M MCK/IIOUEHMEM, UTO, BO-TIEPBBIX, B HEM HET MeCTa MOMJMHHOMY
PEIUTMO3HOMY KYJIbTY, Be€Ab OOKECTBEHHOE OTKPOBEHHO HM3BOOUTCS IO YPOBHS

11 Takoe peleHue mpepiaraercs, B yactHocty, [Jupk-Maptunom [py6s: [Grube, 2018a, p. 50-51;
Grube, 2018b, p. 88-96].
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deTuiia, KOTOPOMY OIpee/ieHHas TPYIINa JIUIT ITOKJIOHSIETCS B CUMJTY KaKUX-TO UCTO-
PUYECKMX OOCTOSITENIbCTB M CTPAHHOTO JIMYHOCTHOTO BBIOOPA, a, BO-BTOPBIX, PEJISI-
TUBM3M He MMeEET SIBHOM 3aIUThl OT IIPOGIeMbl camopedepeHIn: pesITUBU3aLIMS
COBCEM HE JIOJIKHA OT'PaHMYMBATBCSI TOJIBKO JIMIIIb PEIUTUO3HON ChHepoit — MOKHO
CIIPOCUTD, B CUJTY KaKUX SMMUCTEMOJIOTMUECKUX TTPUUMH Mbl TOJKHBI BAPYT TPUIIN-
CbIBaTh TMPUHLMITY TOJIEPAHTHOCTY M SIMMUCTEMOJIOTMUECKYIO 3HAUMMOCTH? MoskeT
ObITh, OH TOKE BITOJIHE MOXKET ObIThb penstTuBusMpoBaH? [loc/enHee Bo3Bpallaer
Hac OIISITh ke K aprymenTtam I u II.

[Tropasm3m B 3TOM OTHOLIEHMYM GoJiee 3alMILEH: OH ITPOCTO YTBEPSKIAET, YTO
Kakaast pesurys BeeT K AGCOJTIOTY, HO HY OffHA U3 PEJIUTUIL He SIBJISIETCS TIPUBUIIE -
TMPOBAHHONM B 3TOM OTHOIIeHuM. [IpaBma, HEKOTOPbIE PEIUTUM MOTYT JIyUllle WIN
MOJTHEE BBIPAXKaTh VICTMHY, HO COOEp’KaHMEe 3TOM MCTUHBI 3aBUCUT OT TOTO, KaKOW
PEeJIMTMO3HbBIN MOeas VI KaKylo 11eJib B pasBUTUM PeJIUTHIA TIpeajiaraeT IIIOPaICT.
Cormnacao [IkoHy XUMKYy, CAaMOMY BJIMSIT€IbHOMY CTOPOHHMKY 3TOTO HAIPaBJIEHMS,
TTIOPa/IM3M SIBJIIETCS HamboJsiee TOAXOASAIIMM OTBETOM Ha MpobaemMy MYJIbTUPEe-
TMO3HOCTM TPEXIEe BCEro IO MpUYMHE 0C060ro, GUI0COPCKOro, OCMBICIEHUS
B HEM IIpoIlecca CraceHust. XK FOBOPUT, UTO CIIaCeHMe He MPOCTO OPUEHTMPOBAHO
Ha MHYIO PeaJIbHOCTb, OHO He ITPOCTO JaeT JIOIsIM «O1ieT» Ha BeYHOe CYIeCTBOBA-
Hre ¢ Borom, HO OHO KacaeTcsl ¥ 3TOro MMpa: B 3TOM KM3HM HauMHaeTcs «obparlie -
HUe OT 3roleHTpu3Ma K peasbHocTu» [Hick, 1984, p. 229]. To ecTb criaceHne MeHs -
€T KM3Hb B TOM CMBICJIE, YTO OHO OTBPAILIAeT JIIOAEN OT YIyUIlIeHUs] COOCTBEHHOTO
6JIarOMoJTyuMsl U TIOKAa3bIBAET UM, UTO OHU SIBJITIOTCSI OTBETCTBEHHBIMY YUaCTHMKA-
MM 60J1ee OBIIMPHONM peaJIbHOCTH. B 3TOM CMbIC/Ie criaceHue eaer JIIoAen JIydllle.
U Bce cBupeTenbCcTBa, KOTOpPbIE Mbl MMEEM, YTBEPXKOAET XMWK, MOKa3bIBAIOT, UTO
MHOTMe peJIuruy 00JIafaloT OOMHAKOBOM CUJION OOpallleHMs JIIOIeil K BbICIIeN pe-
aJIbHOCTU U, CJiemoBaTesibHO, yayuiieHus: cebs [Hick, 1989, p. 3654, 129-232].
Ipyroit BasKHBIM aprymMeHT, B CUJIY KOTOPOTO XUK CUUTAT HECOCTOSTETbHBIMMU
HEIUTIOPIMCTUYECKME MHTEPIIPeTAlMM CIIACeHNs, COCTOUT B (haKkTe MpU3HAHUS 3a-
BUCUMOCTY HAILIUX PEJIUTUO3HBIX YOESKAEHUI OT BpeMEeHM U MecTa HaIllero poXKie-
HYsL. XVIK TOBOPUT, UTO TOYKA 3PEHMSI Ha PEJITUIO KaK Ha TpaHCHOPMUPYIOIIYIO ye-
JIOBEKa CMJTY Ha MYTYU CIACEHUSI AO/DKHA YUUTBIBATH TOT (aKT, UYTO «IJIST MIPOCTHIX
JIIoMelt (XOTS 9TO He BCerja YUMThIBaeTCss 60rocjaoBaMu) OUEBMAHO, UYTO B MTOJABIS-
foleM OOJBIIMHCTBE CJIyYaeB — CKakeM, oT 98 mo 99 mpoleHTOB — penurus, B KO-
TOPYIO YeJIOBEK BEPUT M KOTOPOM OH MPUAEPKUBAETCS, 3aBUCUT OT TOTO, I7e OH
pomwics» [Hick, 1980, p. 44]. Y yunutbiBast 3TOT (hakT, YTO «peIUTrMO3HAST IPUBEP -
SKEHHOCTh 3aBUCUT B MOJABJISIONIEM OOJIBIIMHCTBE CJTyYaeB OT Cyvast Mpy poXKIe-
HUU», KaKETCS HEeNpaBAOIIOMOOHBIM YTBEPKIATh, UTO «POXKIEHME B Halllell KOH-
KPETHO YaCTy Mypa BjedeT 3a OO0 MPUBWIETMIO 3HAHUS PEJIUTUO3HON VICTUHBI
BO Bceii ee mosHOTe» [Hick, 1997, p. 287].

[TmropasmM3m B 11€JIOM XOPOIIIO YAOBJIETBOPSIET YCJIOBUSIM KYMYJISITUBHOTO Tpe-
60BaHMs. Bo-mepBbIx, 3a KaxkKAOW PeIUIMO3HOM CUCTEMON YOEeXKIeHUI MpU3HaeTCs
IIEHHOCTh KakK 0coboro mytu K A6comoTy win VcTuHe; IUIIOpamMcTbl OObIYHO
He TIPU3HAIOT MPUBUJIETMPOBAHHON SMMCTEMUYECKON TO3UIMM OTHOM U3 PEJTUTHIA.
Bo-BTOpbIX, IUIIOpa/sn3M HacTaMBaeT Ha TOJEPAHTHOM OTHOIIEHUM K PEeUTUSIM,
BUJSI B HUX VIMEHHO KYJIBTYPHO OOGYCJIOBJIEHHOE CPEICTBO BBIPAYKEHUS PeIUTMUO3-
HOTO OTHoIleHus. [IpobremMa C IUTIOPATUCTUYECKMM ITOAXONOM BO3HMKAET B TOM
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TJIaHe, YTO MMEHHO BBIOMpAETCSI B KauecTBe TOTO OOBEKTA, Ha KOTOPOE IMPOoeIypy-
€TCSI PeJINTMO3HOE OTHOIIeHVe. DTO O3HAYAET, YTO MbI IIPU SIKOObI HEAHTasKMPOBAH -
HOM B3IJISIZIe HA KapTy PeIUTHMIA JOJIKHBI IPUIATY K TOM MBICJIM, UTO B IIEHTPe HaX0-
JIATCS He KOHKPETHAs! peJIMIMO3Hast Tpaauiys (XpUCTMAHCTBO, HAPUMeD), a Kakasi-
TO O6BEIVHSIONIAS €C/IU He BCe, TO XOTS Obl MOAABJIAIONIee GOMBITMHCTBO PETATUI
uaess U UTO BCe pPeUrum CTposITcsl BOKpyr 3Toit mueu bora (PeanpHoro u cma-
ceHuMs1 - B ciyuyae XuKa, 6;ara - B ciyuae araroleHTpusma Suymra CasamoHa
[Salamon, 2017]).
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For centuries the Jewish tradition, either Talmudical, or philosophical and mystical,
read and understood the Hebrew Bible by a filter of interpretations and hermeneutics.
The biblical text, rich in anthropomorphic assertions about God, was a source for dis-
comfort for Jewish philosophers and theologians who needed the sublimation of
the text to avoid, in their view, a profanation of the divine. The result of the long years
of exegetic methods in reading the Hebrew Bible is a great challenge for readers ap-
proaching the bare biblical text “purified” from hermeneutical and theological reading,
especially when it comes to the character of the supreme being. However, even if
a “purified” reading is possible I believe that the various concepts of the divine in Ju-
daism which are rooted in a common source - the Hebrew Bible - do reflect that
source which contains numerous, sometimes contradicting, ideas of God.

© Shoshana Ronen



Shoshana Ronen. Two Diverse Notions of the Deity in Jewish Thought 19

The Biblical Text

The image of God in the Hebrew Bible is saturated with contradictions, and is
confusing with its heterogeneity, with its mixture of abstract speculative attributes
and strict anthropomorphic features. Therefore, it is difficult and perhaps impossible
to read the text without integrated hermeneutics otherwise the picture is incoherent
and perplexing. It is not surprising since “the Bible is not a single book, but a col-
lection of volumes composed by different authors living in various countries over
a period of more than a millennium. In these circumstances, divergences of empha-
sis, outlook, and even of fact, are to be expected” [Encyclopedia Judaica, vol. 7,
2007, p. 652]. Also, the canonization of the Hebrew Bible took about five hundred
years, from Ezra the Scribe (around the fifth century BC) till after Rabbi Akiva
(Akiva ben Joseph: around the first and second century CE), [Adar, 1984, p. 16;
Halbertal, 1997]. Consequently, there is not a single coherent depiction of God
in the Hebrew Bible but different images of God. More than that, the biblical think-
ing concerning God is based on observations of the world and human life, however
these observations are not presented in a systematic way. God is revealed in various
ways: through his deeds (the flood, Exodus), he reveals himself directly to chosen
people (Moses, Samuel, the prophets), and he is also revealed in contemplation and
inner reflection of certain personalities [Adar, 1984, p. 22-24]. Psalms is saturated
with such assertions: “I am ever mindful of the Lord’s presence” (16:8), “I am filled
with the vision of You” (17:15 see also: 73:23)!.

One of the most prominent philosophers, whose thinking became an integral
part of Judaism is Moses Maimonides. In his view the anthropomorphism in the Bib-
le is scandalous, and therefore, he uses an interpretive approach which perceives the
biblical language regrading God as figurative. “All attributes, such as ‘the First’,
‘the Last’, occurring in the Scriptures in reference to God, are as metaphorical as
the expressions ‘ear’ and ‘eye’. [...] In short, all similar expressions are borrowed
from the language commonly used among the people” [Maimonides, 1956, p. 81].
For Maimonides the biblical language is metaphoric, and it was used in order to
capture the heart and the mind of simple people who are not capable of abstract
thinking.

Another attitude would be to treat the inconvenient verses as remnants of
mythical approach. Yehezkel Kaufmann, the eminent biblical scholar, explained
the anthropomorphist aspect in the Hebrew Bible as remnants of mythology; ancient
mythological conceptions of the people of Israel that were preserved due to the un-
systematic nature of the biblical thought. The Israeli idea of God was according
to him:

Not a product of intellectual speculation, or a mystical meditation, in the Greek or
Indian manner. It first appeared as an insight, an original intuition. [...] The new
religious idea never received an abstract, systematic formulation in Israel. It ex-
pressed itself rather in symbols, [...] because it never received a dogmatic for-
mulation which could serve as a standard for the systematic reformation of the old

1 In this text I use a Jewish English translation of the Hebrew Bible: JPS Hebrew-English Tanakh.
Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 2003.
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religion, it was unable to entirely eradicate all traces of the pagan heritage [Kauf-
mann, 2003, p. 60].

In the biblical text there is a tension between two main images of the divine: on
the one hand, the supreme entity to whom one cannot apply any physical characte-
ristic: “to whom, then, can you liken Me, to whom can I be compared? - says
the Holy one” (Isaiah 40:25), and, on the other hand, anthropomorphic images of
God are constantly repeated. Anthropomorphic expressions are both physical and
psychical personification of God - anthropopathisms.

The biblical God is situated in a certain place, Mount of Sinai or in the Ark of
God (IT Samuel 6:1-20), he also has human emotions: he loves and hates, feels joy
and sadness, pity and revenge, he is satisfied, angry, afraid of man (Genesis 3:22),
and regrets (Genesis 6:6). There are references to God as having physical-human
organs like “the hand of the Lord” (Joshou 4:24, Deuteronomy 2:15, Judges 2:15,
I Samuel 5:6, Ezekiel 3:22), whenever the anger or wrath of God is mentioned
the Hebrew idiom refers to the anger of “God’s nose” (Isaiah 5:25, Jeremiah 30:24,
Lamentations 2:22), the heart of God (Genesis 8:21, God’s purpose refers to his
Heart’s devices; Jeremiah 23:20, 30:24), the eye of the Lord (Psalms 33:18), the fin-
ger of God (Exodus 8:15). God hears (Genesis 15:11, 29:23, Exodus 15:9, Psalms
28:6), the Lord sees (Genesis 29:32, II Kings 14:26). God talks (to Moses to Abra-
ham, to the prophets, Exodus 4:21, 7:1, Deuteronomy 2:31, Isaiah 30:30, Jeremiah
1:11) he smells (Genesis 9:21). The Lord sits upon his chair - throne (I Kings
22:19, Psalms 29:10).

God’s localization is different from a mere physical object, he fills the who-
le universe, both heaven and earth (Jeremiah 23:24). The most popular image
is that he and his throne are in heaven (Psalms 14:2, 53:3, 103:19, 115:16). Zvi
Adar claims that God in heaven is an expression of an attitude which combines
supremacy and Providence, distance and care, dissimilarity and involvement,
being outside the world but also a constant surveillance of it [Adar, 1984,
p. 37].

According to Maimonides, in all places where the Hebrew Bible speaks of
God in physical terms, as walking, standing, sitting, speaking and anything simi-
lar, it is always metaphorical, as the Jewish Sages said, “The Torah speaks
in the language of men” (e.g. Babylonian Talmud, “Brachot”, 31:2). In this inter-
pretation we can feel the uneasiness of Maimonides and other Jewish thinkers
with the Hebrew Bible itself. Maimonides expressed his hermeneutical attitude to
the Hebrew Bible asserting that a person cannot read the Bible literally, because
then its sense is falsified.

The same is the case with those opinions of man to which he has been accus-
tomed from his youth; he likes them, defends them, and shuns the opposite
views. [...] Such is, e.g., the case with the vulgar notions with respect to the cor-
poreality of God, [...] It is the result of long familiarity with passages of the
Bible, which they are accustomed to respect and to receive as true, and the lit-
eral sense of which implies the corporeality of God and other false notions;
in truth, however, these words were employed as figures and metaphors [Mai-
monides, 1956, p. 41-42].
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Two Approaches to the Devine

God is the main protagonist of the Hebrew Bible and he appears almost in every
verse. However, it is important to note that there is neither a definition of God nor any
argumentation for proving his existence. Mostly he is revealed by his actions: we can
read what he does but not what he is, or as Louis Jacobs suggests, “what he would
have men do” [Encyclopedia Judaica, vol. 19, 2007, p. 694]. According to Jacobs Ju-
daism is not a philosophy, or even not a theology in its strict sense — an attempt to
find what God is - but it is a way of life according faith, and in that case the main
question for the Jewish believer is ‘what God wants me to do’. Nevertheless, from
the various activities of God described in the Hebrew Bible one can deduce what God
is, or at least, what are his characteristics. For instance, he is the creator of all being,
but he is transcendent, he cares for creation and is involved in history and influ-
ences it. Therefore, the biblical God is not unmoved mover or nature, but he is a per-
son. His way with human beings is not blind or mechanical but intentional and delibe-
rate. He reacts and responds to the actions of human beings.

In Judaism one can find two main approaches to the divine, in one his perfec-
tion is essential and in the other his personhood is underlined. Regarding the later,
the classical biblical God is not perfect, as Moshe Idel wrote: “the biblical God can-
not create one perfect human being, cannot educate humanity, and therefore he has
to annihilate it in the Great Flood. [...] This portrayal in the Hebrew Bible could
not leave for the rabbinical world a concept of perfect divinity as the Greek one”
[Hess & Shturm, 1998, p. 134]. However, from the middle ages and especially with
the great influence of Maimonides on Judaism the perfection of God in the Aris-
totelian sense became also a Jewish perception?2.

Nevertheless, even for Jewish thinkers who perceive God as a person the bibli-
cal anthropomorphism is problematical. Therefore, although the Bible refers to

2 In the Bible there is also the idea of hester panim namly, the God “hiding the face”, which is to
say, that God exists but for some reason withdraws himself from the world. In other words, divine
hiddenness means that God exists but at the same time is absent. This is another apparent inconsis-
tency in the biblical perception of God: revelation versus concealment: he revels himself in his
deeds, in history and nature (Psalms 19:1; Job 12:9-10). He reveled himself in Exodus, to Abra-
ham, Isaac, Jacob, to the judges and the prophets, but he also hides himself. “You are indeed a God
who concealed Himself” (Isaiah 45:15), “why do You hide Your face” (Psalms 44:25; and also,
22:2; 88:15). In some places in the Bible the silence of God is a mystery and cannot be understood
by human beings, and in other places God hides his face as a means of punishment to wrongdoers
(Deuteronomy 31:17-18).

The image of God hiding His face (hester panim) is quite common in Jewish theology.
In times of catastrophes that come upon the people of Israel God does not rescue his people be-
cause he hides his face. The absence of God in times of great suffering was interpreted in Jewish
tradition as either a punishment for sins or a mystery which cannot be comprehended by the hu-
man mind. When God withdraws from the world, when he is silent or absent, the course of history
is entirely in the hands of humanity. It is no wonder then that many responses to the fundamental
question of “where was God in the time of the Holocaust?” are variations of this ancient Hebrew
concept of hester panim. This mystery acts as motivation for extensive human intellectual efforts
to explicate the existence of evil and suffering in a world that was created by an all-good and om -
nipotent God.
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the ear, the nose, or the finger of God, Jews accept the Maimonidean approach,
namely that these are metaphors and “that the absolute cannot be human in any real
sense” [Muffs, 2005, p. 55]. Moreover, Maimonides’ thirteen principles of faith
among them one that claims that “God is not a physical body” have been incorpo-
rated into the prayer book and the liturgy of many Jewish communities, who recite
them at the beginning of the daily morning’s prayer. Therefore, they are a part of
the foundation of the normative Jewish belief [Halbertal, 2009, p. 119-120]53.
To conclude: in the Bible itself there is a tension between two images of God:
the supreme entity to whom one cannot apply any physical characteristic, and God
as a person, who at times is depicted with anthropomorphic features.

As an illustration to these two approaches I will discuss two modern Jewish
thinkers: Abraham Joshua Heschel, a philosopher who emphasized the person-
hood of God, and Yeshayahu Leibowitz who is the successor of the Maimonidean
approach.

The Intelligible God

In his classical book God in Search of Man Heschel wrote:

It is as if God were unwilling to be alone, and He had chosen man to serve Him.
Our seeking Him is not only humans’ but also His concern and must not be con-
sidered an exclusively human affair. [...] All the human history as described
in the Bible may be summarized in one phrase: God is in search of man... When
Adam and Eve hid from His presence, the Lord called: Where art thou? (Genesis
3:9) It is a call that goes out again and again [Heschel, 1978, p. 136—-137].

For Heschel the call “Where art thou?” as well as the divine voice heard at
mount Sinai when the people of Israel were given the Torah, were not unique
and one-time episodes. This voice echoes constantly. The presence of God is
in the world is perpetual, and it invites human beings to identify it, and to respond
to it [Kofmann, 2010, p. 144—145, 154]. Heschel’s notion of the pathos of God is es-
sential for understanding the relationship between God and human beings. The idea
of pathos illuminates very clearly Heschel’s insistence on God’s need of humanity
and God’s dependence on it. Reading carefully the books of the prophets Heschel
comes to his concept of the pathos of God:

God does not reveal himself in an abstract absoluteness, but in a personal and inti-
mate relation to the world. He does not simply command and expect obedience;
He is also moved and affected by what happens in the world and reacts accord-
ingly. Events and human actions arouse in Him joy or sorrow, pleasure or wrath.

Among these thirteen principals of faith the first four are concerned with the image of God. I be-
lieve that it is worth to mention them here, since the influence of Maimonides’ philosophy on nor-
mative Judaism is fundamental. 1. Belief in the existence of the Creator, who is perfect in every
manner of existence and is the Primary Cause of all that exists. 2. The belief in God’s absolute and
unparalleled unity. (This principal is important for avoiding any plurality in the Deity). 3. The be-
lief in God’s non-corporeality, nor that He will be affected by any physical occurrences, such as
movement, or rest, or dwelling. 4. The belief in God’s eternity. The Aristotelian influence on Mai-
monides’ philosophy is evident already in these four principals.
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He is not conceived as judging the world in detachment. [...] This notion that God
can be intimately affected, that He possesses not merely intelligence and will, but
also pathos, basically defines the prophetic consciousness of God [Heschel, 1962,
p. 288-289].

The divine pathos is the mutual need of God and humanity, and God’s need to
participate in human life and history. We can see that Heschel’s notion of the bibli-
cal God is entirely different from the philosophical concept of God, as articulated
by Aristotle and Maimonides.

Yet, the idea of God of pathos, which stresses attributes as good, merciful, caring,
loving, rewarding etc., is not the only face of the biblical God, who is described as
having also dark side. “The Bible ascribes to God actions that, to our way of thinking,
lack moral grounds, or even run counter to our moral sense. Indeed, at times they
seem to reflect a ruthless, capricious, demonic being” [Kaufmann, 2003, p. 74]. Good
examples for that face of God are the binding of Isaac and the story of Job.

The intelligibility of God is also an important attribute in Heschel’s thought.
God wants to be understood: “Our understanding of God depends not only on man’s
readiness to approach Him but also on God’s willingness to be approached” [Hes-
chel, 1978, p. 128], at least by those who are attentive enough to God’s call, by
those who are open towards God who pursuits them. Heschel’s God, who is
in search of man, cannot be the God who hides himself from man, as in hester
panim*. God’s absence means that people are not open to his presence?, to the won-
der of existence, and do not respond to his question “where art thou?”. This happens
because human beings enjoy freedom, which enables them to ignore God’s call.
Nonetheless, not all epochs are identical; sometimes prophecy is subdued, and
in other era people are chosen to be prophets [Heschel, 1978, p. 129]. Heschel adds
that human beings cannot know anything about the essence of God, but only his
will and pathos, as he reveals them to humanity [Heschel, 1962, p. 620-621].
The God of the prophets is a personal God, in contrast to the God of the philoso-
phers; “he is not encountered as universal, general, pure Being, but always in a par-
ticular mode of being, as personal God to a personal man” [Ibid., p. 622]. Human
beings cannot know anything about God in himself, about God as an object for con-
templation and comprehension but only in his relation to people: “The ultimate ele-
ment in the object of theological reflection is transcendent divine attention to man”
[Ibid., p. 624]. This illustration of God underlines his care and interest in humanity
that instantly questions His omnipotence.

In Heavenly Torah, his Hebrew book, Heschel provides a very interesting dis-
cussion regarding the question of the existing of evil when God is perceived as both

4 See footnote no. 2.

5 Here we reach a vicious circle: This question is connected to the problem of evil. Heschel says that
evil is real, mighty and tempting, and therefore, we can conclude that man chooses evil, i.e. closes
his heart to the presence of God because of the seducing power of evil, or the opposite, seeing evil
in the world, humanity falls down into the arms of despair, is blinded by suffering and then cannot
feel the presence of the divine. I don’t think that Heschel has a solution for that riddle, like Joseph
D. Soloveitchik who claims that evil and suffering should bring man back to God [Soloveitchik,
1975, p. 65-71]. Heschel asserts that evil is not the problem, but instead the problem is man’s rela-
tion to God [Heschel, 1978, p. 367-381].
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full of mercy and omnipotence. The question is: if God is unconditionally good and
powerful how come evil exists? Heschel looks to two main figures in the Jewish
halachic world: Rabbi Ishmael (living in the first half of the second century C.E)
and Rabbi Akiva (50-135 C.E). Both are significant figures when it comes to
the way Jewish law and Jewish thought are presented in the Talmud. Heschel por-
trays the dilemma of mercy versus omnipotence through the teaching of those two
ancient scholars, showing that Akiva is on the side of mercy and Ishmael on the side
of omnipotence. Therefore, for Akiva it is better to reduce the power of God than to
conceive of him as indifferent. Heschel presents Akiva’s thinking as follows:

Compassion is the key. Better to limit the belief in God’s power than to dampen
the faith in God’s mercy. Rabbi Akiva viewed all history through the lens of trust
in God’s mercy. God participates in His creatures’ suffering; it is as if God were
wounded by the afflictions of Israel, God’s people. If Israel is in exile, the Shekhi-
nah is with them. When Israel is redeemed, God is redeemed [Heschel, 2005,
p. 210].

God can empathize with his suffering people but cannot redeem them, for when
they are saved, he is saved with them. Ishmael is on the side of omnipotence, and
Heschel interprets his view as follows: “The whole Akivan notion of God’s partici-
pation in human suffering [...] was foreign to Rabbi Ishmael’s teaching. In his view,
this notion did not befit God’s dignity and could lead to a denial of God’s power.
For him, God’s justice and power are key, not God’s compassion” [Ibid., p. 211].

Those two approaches to the relation between God and humanity, or God and
the people of Israel, can be summarized by two different images of the two anci-
ent sages. For Ishmael, “human beings are in the hands of heaven as a servant
in the hands of the master” [Ibid., p. 216], while in Akiva’s eyes, in his interpreta-
tion of the Song of Songs, “the congregation of Israel is compared to a bride, and
the holy and Blessed One to her lover” [Ibid., p. 197].

Reading Heschel’s works, leaves no doubt that he is on the side of Akiva. “His
compassion is greater than His justice. He will accept us in all our frailty and weak -
ness” [Heschel, 1978, p. 378]. An omnipotent God has no need whatsoever for any-
thing, let alone finite creatures like human beings®. Susannah Heschel defines Hes-
chel’s God as the “most moved mover” [Donnelly & Pawlikowski, 2007, p. 12]7.
Heschel depicts the dilemma of mercy vs. omnipotence very clearly, asking: Does
the image of God’s suffering with his people “diminish our image of the divine and
limit our belief in the creator’s omnipotence?” [Heschel, 2005, p. 118]. Heschel
continues: “If there is mercy, there surely is no power; and if there is power, there

6 “This is the mysterious paradox of Biblical faith: God is pursuing man. It is as if God were unwill-
ing to be alone, and He had chosen man to serve Him. Our seeking Him is not only man’s but also
His concern and must not be considered an exclusively human affair [...] All the human history as
described in the Bible may be summarized in one phrase: God is in search of man [...] When
Adam and Eve hid from His presence, the Lord called: Where art thou? (Genesis 3:9). It is a call
that goes out again and again” [Heschel, 1978, p. 136—147].

7 Susannah Heschel probably had in mind Fritz Rothchild’s assertion: “The pathetic God as distin-
guished from the God of Aristotle is not the Unmoved Mover but the Most Moved Mover”
[Rothchild, 1959, p. 24]. T would like to thank Edward Kaplan who drew my attention to
Rothchild’s definition.
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surely is no mercy” [Heschel, 2005, p. 118]. The quintessence of the notion of di-
vine pathos is partnership and sharing the same destiny. God and humanity are both
in the same boat, and they suffer together.8 What Akiva emphasized, and I believe
that it is Heschel’s point of view as well, is that the pathos of God, i.e., the mutua-
lity in the relationship of God and human beings, is a participation of the soul. God
relates to humanity with love, participates in its sorrow, and, most importantly, God
is saved with humanity. As much as human beings need God to be saved, so God
needs humanity for His salvation.

The Unintelligible God

As Heschel has the Bible as the source of his concept of God so has Leibowitz,
whose main source is the Ecclesiastic and not the prophetic way of thinking. Ecclesi-
astes, on the contrary to the author of Psalms or the prophets, does not talk to God
but observes his world, he does not cry to God and protests injustice, but only de-
scribes the way things are. He does not wonder about the world only portrays it, and
here are some of his observations: “Alongside righteousness there is wickedness”
(3:16); there is no God who takes care of the oppressed (4:1); the righteous suffers
the wicked enjoys (8:14, 6:2); it is wise to be careful in what you say and do because
when needed God not necessary be there for you “For God is in heaven and you are
on earth” (5:1). God is not a guarantee for justice, He himself is not always just
“Consider God’s doing! Who can straighten what He has twisted?” (7:13). Koheleth
continues to describe the way things are without judging them: “In my own brief
span of life, I have seen both these things: sometimes a good man perishes in spite of
his goodness, and sometimes a wicked one endures in spite of his wickedness”
(7:15). Ecclesiastes’ God is the God one has to beware of, “be not overeager to go to
the House of God” (4:17). God is a mysterious being beyond the world, and human
beings are unable to understand his ways. He is all-powerful but has nothing to do
with morality and does not show any will to conduct the world and human beings ac-
cording to ethical rules [Adar, 1984, p. 85]. Thus, why to revere God and keep his
commands? Because, writes Koheleth, this is the nature, or essence of human kind
(12:13).% Tt is not surprising, then, that Leibowitz perceived Ecclesiastes as one
of the greatest books of faith,!0 corresponds to his philosophical approach concern-
ing the true faith - faith for its own sack (emunah lishma).!! For Leibowitz, besides

8  Akiva’s school represents the vision of partnership: “The Holy and blessed One is a partner
in the suffering of His creatures; He is involved in the lot of His people, wounded by their suffer-
ings and redeemed by their liberation. This response constitutes a sublimation of human suffering.
It elevates the mystery of suffering above and beyond the human realm and seeks to nullify the af -
flictions of mortals before the afflictions of heaven” [Heschel, 2005, p. 120].

9 In the JPS translation it says: “for this applies to all mankind” and in King James Version “for this
is the whole duty of man”. Both translations are possible interpretations, I believe that “this is
the nature, or essence, of human kind” is more accurate.

10 Among the great books of faith Liebowitz chooses: The Book of Job, and The Guide for the per-
plexed by Maimonides.

11 Faith for its own sack is for Leibowitz the highest form of devotion in which a believer does not
have any expectation for reward for his/her piousness. Faith for its own sack does not depend on



26 Hcmopuueckue napaduzmut

Koheleth’s reflections, the book of Job and the binding of Isaac are two narratives
that illustrate in the clearest way what is faith for its own sake. This kind of faith,
which for Leibowitz is the purest, is faith that seeks no reward, no answer, no salva-
tion, faith that does not expect any awards or compensations, faith which is an abso-
lute acceptance of the duty of human beings to worship God and to follow his com-
mands, and in the case of Abraham to obey a demand which entirely contradicts
previous divine promises [Leibowitz, 1995, p. 17—42].

Koheleth, according to Leibowitz, cannot find any meaning and value in hu-
man existence. “The vain human existence is in front of God. God is present
in the book in every verse. And Koheleth does not find any sense in the human exis-
tence in front of God - this is his nihilism [Ibid., p. 50]”. In his investigations he
looks for what is good for humans and concludes that all is futile: sensual pleasures,
material comfort, wisdom or knowledge. The search for knowledge characterizes
human beings but it is also sometimes a source of misery. It is so, according Lei-
bowitz, because people want to understand the world but cannot. “For in much wis-
dom is much grief: and he that increaseth knowledge increaseth sorrow” (1:18). Fu-
tile is also moral behavior because in the world righteous suffers and wicked has
success. Koheleth, who was looking for what is good for human beings could not
find an answer. The conclusion of Koheleth search is surprising: “Revere God and
observe His commandments” (12:13). According to Leibowitz, Koheleth does not
conclude with “revere God and observe his commends because it is good for
mankind” (ki ze tov la’adam), but with “because it is the nature/essence/duty of
mankind” (ki ze kol ha’adam). Koheleth did not find what is good for mankind, but
what is mankind’s nature. The valuable essence of human existence is to revere
God, this is the sense of human life and its essence, even if it will not bring any
good. Faith is a value for its own sack and not a mean for having benefits, for exam-
ple, eternal life. The moral content of the existence of humanity is nothing but
the fear of God [Ibid., p. 57].

In the book of Koheleth there is an infinite distance between God and his crea-
tures, and he is detached form the world, where human beings cannot understand
him, yet, in other books in the Hebrew Bible God is intelligible, he contacts people,
talks to them, reveals himself to Moses and the prophets and is active in history.
Therefore, Koheleth’s God is closer to the Aristotelian God than to the God of Abra-
ham, and it also corresponds with the perception of Leibowitz, to whom there is an
unbridgeable gap between the human sphere and the divine. Liebowitz reads
the Maimonidean philosophy and theology in a similar way he reads Koheleth. Ac-
cording to Leibowitz also Maimonides claims that the whole world, including
the human world, human values, human desires and needs are worthless. Only God
truly exists, and the worship and fear of God is the only true goal of human beings.
God worshiping has no other aim than God worshiping, it has no other purpose to

the world and God’s attitude towards it. An inferior, although very common form of faith, is for
Liebowitz “faith not for its sack”, when a believer expects benefits for his/her devoutness. For ex-
ample, when a believer keeps the mitzvoth for reaching heaven after death. In this kind of faith hu-
man beings treat God instrumentally, as a god who should satisfy needs, whether material or spiri-
tual [Leibowitz, 1982, p. 38-39].
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achieve some benefits, neither peace of mind nor material rewards. Because humans
are trapped in their own “human all too human” categories of thinking and lan-
guage, and their senses, and since God is beyond the human world, one cannot re-
late to God any image, and the only way to relate to God is through via negativa
[Leibowitz, 1995, p. 68-70]. For Leibowitz, every image related to God is false,
it is impossible to portray God with qualities and functions which are intelligible to
the human perception. Nothing can be said about God, and the only content of faith
is the recognition that one has to worship God, not having any knowledge about
God. In that context, Leibowitz quotes from the thirteen principals of faith by Mai-
monides that God ‘is incorporeal; that He is free from all anthropomorphic proper-
ties; and that He has no likeness at all’. Liebowitz interpreters convincingly the He-
brew words ve-lo yasiguhu masige haguf as the claim that God cannot be perceived
by the categories of the human thinking [Leibowitz, 1999, p. 17, 109].

Nevertheless, there is some positive knowledge about God that Leibowitz as-
sumes, namely that God exists, and that he is totally transcendent. He cannot be
grasp by nature or history, he is beyond nature, and beyond the world [Leibowitz,
1982, p. 88]. In fact, his divinity has no connection what so ever to the existence of
the world, including the human world [Ibid., p. 39]. Naomi Kasher understands
this positive Leibowitzian perception of God as the equivalent of the Kantian
the thing-in-itself. And although a perception of the thing-in-itself/God is impossi-
ble, in the realm of values humanity can stand in front of God, a person can relate to
God by revering him [Kasher, 2018, p. 58-59].

Thus, Liebowitz claims that both Koheleth and Maimonides see the essence of
humanity in revering God, a divine who is attached from humanity that cannot re-
late to him any trait besides existence. The true worshiping of God then, is a wor-
ship for its own sack without any expectations for benefits both material and spiri-
tual.

Heschel and Liebowitz based their arguments on the same book and formulated
diverse theology. Therefore, it can be concluded that different philosophical and
theological approaches can find their origin and support in the biblical text, and all
of them are plausible.

Neil Gillman writes about three different paths to the awareness of God’s rea-
lity: The first track is the rational approach that holds that God’s existence can be
perceived by rational reflections. The essence of God is a pure thought, and he is
the one cause for all existence, similar to the Aristotelian concept of the Unmoved
Mover. Maimonides is the best representative of that approach, and also Leibowitz
in contemporary philosophy. The second is the experimental approach, namely,
God’s presence can be experienced or felt in the world - Heschel with his idea of
God of pathos who is caring and loving is a good illustration for that approach. God
created humanity as free creatures although he knew that they could inflict chaos,
disobey his commands and not observe the Torah, but his love overcame his know-
ledge and he have chosen to create mankind [Muffs, 2005, p. 172—173]. In addition,
God wears human persona because he knows that only in this disguise human be-
ings can reach him.

The third approach is the existentialist, and it is different from Heschel’s
and Leibowitz’s, but it is a version of God as a persona. It claims that God can be
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encountered in an intense personal relationship. This is the approach of Martin Bu-
ber in his concept of “I-Thou”, which relates to God and human relationships, in its
mutuality [Gillman, 1990, p. 67-74]. Mutuality that is absent from Heschel’s ap-
proach, who although holds that God is full of pathos and care does not place hu-
man beings and God on the same rank as the I-Thou concept. In Buber’s approach
God is “the supreme and eternal Thou, the preeminently personal God who enters
into relationship with those who seek to encounter Him” [Ibid., p. 79]. Gillman
claims that Buber’s approach is a modern formulation of the biblical notion of
the personal God. God is encountered and not reflected as an abstract philosophical
concept!2,

Buber claims that encountering God is possible only when one does not re-
nounce the I, as mystics do, because the I is indispensable for any relations that pre-
suppose I and Youl!3. In addition, for encountering God one cannot withdraw from
the world, one has to carry the world within him because only “when you conse-
crate life you encounter the living God” [Buber, 1970, p. 126—128]. The mutuality
of I-Thou relationship is necessary, God needs man as much as man needs God,
“But don’t you know also that God needs you - in the fullness of his eternity, you?”
[Ibid., p. 130], and with that conclusion Heschel would agree totally.

However, Maimonides would claim that it is senseless assertion, human beings
can know nothing positive about God. Leibowitz asserted that, in contrary to many
religious people, he does not have a direct access to God’s will, he cannot know
God’s intentions, if God has any, “I do not have communication with what is behind
the curtains. [...] the selective use of ‘the finger of God’ (providence) for what is
comfortable or desirable for us is the same as the misuse of the concept of ‘holiness’
for national-political goals” [Leibowitz, 1982, p. 138]. Human beings, Leibowitz
claimed, can know only their duty to revere God and to follow his commandments!4
without any expectations for any kind of reward, whether in this world or in after
life.

All those great thinkers: Maimonides and Leibowitz, Buber and Heschel not
only treated the Hebrew Bible as their fundamental text but also were convinced
that their way of reading is the right one. These words lead me to the conclusion:
God in the Hebrew Bible has as many faces, or images, as the various commenta-
tors of him.

12 De Lange summarizes the relationship God-Human today in one possible way: “The crucial point
about God, in the Bible, throughout Jewish history, and in the lives of men and women todayj, is
not that he exists in the abstract but that he is present in the life of the individual and the people”
[De Lange, 2000, p. 179].

13 De Lange shows that the origin of this thought is in the philosophy of Hermann Cohen [Ibid.,
p. 178].

14 At that point we can ask how we know or feel that this is our duty, especially when there is no an-
swer or response from the “other” side? If we cannot know directly from God that our task is to
worship him then how we enter this state of mind, or get this understanding?
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OTTaNKUBASICh OT CErOHSIIHUX IKYMEHMUECKMX AMCKYCCUI O TOM, KaK CJIefyeT o6pa-
IIATHCSI C BMHOM, KOTOPYIO LIEPKBM HaBJeKIM Ha ceGsi B CBOEM OTHOLIEHUM K IPYTUM
[[epKBaM, CTaTbs pACCMaTPUBAET C €BAHTeIMYEeCKOi TOUKM 3peHMs] MHTepIpeTannio Map-
TuHOM JIIOTEpOM MpOILIEHNS] TPEXOB M BMHBI. B I[eHTpe pPacCMOTPEHMsT HAaXOOUTCS Mpu
9TOM TpakToOBKa JlloTepom mpusbiBa K mpoileHnto B Haropuoir mpomnoeay (EBaHrenue
or Matdes 6:12). Cratbsi peKOHCTpyupyeT B3mian JIloTepa B CBSI3M C €ro MOHMMaHUEM
HaropHoll mponoBegu B IeJIOM, COCPEIOTOYMBAIOLIMMCS Ha BOIIPOCE O COBEPIIEHCTBE
XPUCTMAH VM MUX XPUCTMAHCKON XKU3HU. 3HeCh IMPOSICHSIIOTCS TaKKe OCHOBOIIOJIAralollye
YyepThl ITUKM U 3KKIe3nonoruu Jlrotepa. B TeMe mpoleHst BUHBI U TIperpeleHnit 6mK-
Hux JIroTepa 6eCIIOKOUT TAaKXKe TO, JEMCTBUTEIBHO JIM XPUCTUAHMH JKUBET B PEaIbHOCTU
6O3KeCTBEHHOTO TPOILIEHUSI TPEXOB, U B 3TOM Mepe — ¢ Borom. B xone peKOHCTpYKIMM UH-
Teprnpetaiuu Jliorepom HaropHoii mpomoBeau BbIsICHSIETCS, 4TO st JIroTepa MeXInd-
HOCTHOE TPOILLIEHNE CITYSKUT BbIPayKEHMEM TBEPAO YBEPEHHOCTM B MPOILLIEeHNM rpexoB bo-
rOM M 4YTO, B MOHMMaHuy JIoTepa, XpUCTMAHCKas Bepa BCerga OUYeHb TECHO CBSI3aHa
C IIPaKTUYEeCKOM JKU3HBIO YeJIOBeKa.

Kniouessie cnosa: BuHa, IpoleHne, XpUCTUAHCKas 3Tnka, MaptuH JTrotep, Haropuas mpo-
MOBeZib, COBEPILIEHCTBO

Ccpunka ajns uutupoBanus: I poccxarc X.-I1. Buna u mpoiieHne B McToskoBaHuu Harop-
Ho nporioBeny MaptuHom Jlrotepom // @unocodus peaurun: aHanaut. ucciier. / Philosophy
of Religion: Analytic Researches. 2019. T. 3. Ne 2. C. 30-49.

He3samosnro mo Hauasa ro6uieitHoro roma Pedopmaliy TeMa «BMHA ¥ MPOILIEHME» BO-
[IJIa B KOHTEKCT 3KYMEHMUYECKMX PasMbIIUICHUIA MO CJIyYaro ITPONOJIKAIOIIENCS BOT
yske 500 siet pedopmanyu Ilepksu B xpructranckom mupe Espomnsl. B centsiope 2016 .
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Hemenkast emuckornckas koHdepenuys u Esanremmueckas Ilepkosb B TI'epmanmn!
my6IMKOBaJIM «coBMecTHOe ¢yioBo Ha 2017 rom» mop 3aroyioBkoM «Vciiesnenne namsi-
™ - cBugerenscTBo 06 Mncyce Xpucre» [Erinnerung heilen]. B Hem obe 1epksu
«OTHAIOT cebe OTYeT B TOM, YTO MPUUMHWIN APYT APYTY XPUCTUAHE, YTOOBI PACCMOT -
peTh 3TO B CBETe CBOEN IKyMEHMUeCKOM B3aMMHOM cBsisu» [Ibid., S. 5]. OueBugHo,
yto yepes 500 sier mocse Havana Pedopmaiyy 06e 1EpKBU CUMTAIOT HEOOXOIMMBIM
aKTyaasmpoBarh mnpouecc «ucrenenus namsatu (Healing of Memories)» [Ibid., S. 9]
B 00enx I1iepkBax. MI60 TO, YTO BEpHO B OTHOILIEHUM UCTOPUM OOIIECTBEHHBIX KOH-
(bmKTOB BOOOGIIIE, CITPABENJIMBO U IO OTHOIIIEHUIO K Pedopmariym:

Vicropuy KoHQIMKTOB, TONOGHBIE TeM, KOTOpbIe ObI/I OGHAPYKEHBI M HULIMMPOBA-
Hbl Pedopmariyesi, conpspkeHbl, Kak MPaBuUiIo, He TOIBKO C HAYaJOM HOBBIX ITyTel
1 OOHOBJIEHNEM, HO TaK’Ke C BYHOMN ¥ CTpamaHyueM. Beiencrsye 1iepkoBHOTO packo-
JIa JIIofelt TOAABIISUIN, TIpec/efoBai, M3TOHSUIM U Jaxkke yOMBalIM 3a HeCoIIacusi
B BepoucnoBefanmy. Havamich BOVHBI, CBOEN KeCTOKOCTBIO ¥ IPOAOJDKUTENBHO-
CTBIO OCTaBMBIIIME HEM3VIAAMMBble CJIefibl B MamMsTH yesioBevecTsa [Ibid., S. 10].

Hecmotpst Ha ociabneHye HalpssKeHHOCTHM B OTHOIIEHVSIX MeXIY JBYMS KOH-
deccusimy, ¢ 1648 1. «B3auMHbIe OCKOpOIeHus [...| Bce ellle yepsKMBaIuCh B IaMsi-
TH» U «BCe ellle 6bUIN IPeOsi0JIeHb! 1aIeKO He IIOBCIONY»; ¥ «TPaBMbl» MO-IIPesKHe-
My Tarotem Han «BocnomuHaHusmu» [Ibid., S. 11]. Ilostomy Heo6xoovMbl
COBMECTHOE TIEPEOCMbIC/IEHNE UCTOpUM U paboTa namsitu. 160 ToIbKO

...C TIPOSICHEHHOI MaMSATbIO JIIOAM MOTYT, HECMOTPSI Ha pasfesisiollylo UX pOouTe-
JIell ¥ MIPeOKOB BUHY U C MPUCYLIMM MM CAMMM MPUCTPACTVSIMUA U TIPETrpeLIeHns -
MU, MOWTM HaBCTPeUy IPYT APYTY, MOTOMY YTO OHYM SKEJIAIOT U VICITBITBIBAIOT
B cebe B3auMHOe npumypenne. Takum 0b6pasoM IpoueccaM VICTOPUYECKOTO IIPU-
MMOMMHAHMSI MOKHO Tpuzaath (Gopmy mporeccoB ucneneHus. Torga mpousoinmer
MCLIeJIEHME pa3pyIIEHHbIX OTHOIIEHWI, UCLe/IeHe OO0JIe3HEHHBIX OCKOPOIEHU
M UCLIeJIeHMe TPaBM, OKa3bIBAIOIIMX NaMsITH BypHYI0 yoyry [Ibid.].

OueBugHo, uto Hemenxkas emuckomnckasi koHdepenuuss u ELI y6eskmeHsr
B TOM, UTO 3TOT ITPOLIECC TIEPEOCMBICJIEHUST MCTOpUYeCcKoi maMsTi o Pedopmanyn
" 0 KoHpeccuoHamm3auuyu obiiects B ['epmannuu u B EBpomne moJiskeH GBbITH CO-
CTaBHOM YaCTbIO OOIIMX SKYMEHMYECKMX pasMbIIIeHN 0 0ouiee Pedopmaryn.
Takum o6pa3om, ¢ STUM COBMECTHBIM CJIOBOM HeMenkoii enmucKornckon KoHpepeH -
uuu u ELI' Tema «BMHBI» CTajla 4aCTbIO 3KYMEHUMUYECKMUX BOCIIOMMHaHUIL O Pe-
dopmanyu B 2017 1.; TeMa «BUHBI», KOTOPYIO BO3JIOKMJIM Ha cebst o6e KoHbeccun
B CBOMX B3aMMHBIX OTHOIIIEHMSIX CO BpeMeHy Havasa Pedopmannm. Ota BuHa Tpe-
OyeT «UCIeNIeHUsI TaMsITU», YTOObI BO3MOKHO OBIJIO JOCTUYD MPUMUPEHNUS MEKITY
06erMu 1epKBaMM.

Vnomunanue ELI' u Hemelikoii enucKOICKOi KOHGbepeHInn O BiHE, BO3HUK-
e B KoHTeKkcTe Pedopmanyy 1 KoHbeccrMoHamM3aum, Kak 4aCcTy HaIllero BOCIO-
MuHaHusg o Pedopmaiyum, He ocTaysoch 6e3 Bospakenmit. @pugpux Buibrenbm
I'pad kpuTHuecku 3ameTnsi, 4To TO 0OCTOSATENbCTBO, «uTO EIII" 1 Hemelkas emmu-
CKOIICKast KOH(MEPEHIIMs CBSI3aIU “MCIie/IeHne TIaMsITH C TEMOJ BUHBI», eCTh «O60ro-
cnoBcku [...] Heobnymannbiit mar» [Graf, S. 10]. B aron cssasmu I'pad ykasan

1 Jlanee no Tekcty o6o3Hauaercs ab6pesnarypoii ELIT (ITpumeuanue nepesoduuxa).
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Ha JIBOsIKOe 3HaueHue TepMmuHa «BuHa» (Schuld). Bo-niepBbix, BUHA eCTb, B U3BeCT-
HOM Mepe, HEKMI1 BHEITHUI (eHOMEH, KaKMM OH BBICTYTIAET, IIPEXKIE BCETO, B KO-
HOMMYECKMX OTHOIIeHUsX (y1at. debitum). Ilomo6GHOTO poma JOITY MOXKHO ObIIO Ob
MepeHeCcTy Ha OPYTUX, U APYyTue JIMIA MOIJIY Obl MIPUHATh UX Ha Cebs U 3aIlJIaTUTb.
Bo-BTOpBIX, BMHA €CThb BHYTpeHHMUI (DeHOMEH B CMbICJIE MOpPaJbHOV WIM HpaB-
CTBeHHON BMHBI (NaT. culpa). Vmmanymn Kant B cBoem coumHeHmu «Pemmrus
B IIpefiesiaX TOJIbKO pasyma» MOIUEPKUBAJ, YTO MOJOOHAs BHYTPEHHSSI BUHA HE MO-
SKeT ObITh MepeHeceHa Ha APYroro ¥ He MOXKET ObITh IMPUHSTAa Ha cebs KeM-nb6o
npyrum. [logo6HOro poma «HAMIMYHENIIYIO [...] BUHY Ipexa» MOKeT «HeCTU TOJIb-
KO BMHOBHBIV, HO He HEBUHHBIN, Aaske ec/iM Obl OH ObUT CTOJIb BEJIMKOYILIEH, UTO
sKeJsiasl Obl IPUHSTH ee Ha cebst BMecTo Hero» [Erinnerung heilen, S. 10]. Cormacuo
B3raay I'pada, ELIT 1 Hemelikas emmckorickast KOHpepeHIMs HealeKBaTHbIM 00pa-
30M CMEIMBAIOT MEXAY cOO0I0 IBe 3TU GOpMbI BUHBIL. «TOT, KTO sKeJIaeT CO3HAThCS
B BUHE KaKuUX-JIMOO APYTrux Jiomei, Oyab 9TO Jaske BUMHA €ro COOCTBEHHBIX MPAOT-
IIOB WM Mpababyliiiek, M TyMaeT, YTO OH MOYKET 32 HUX, B KaueCTBe UX IMPeICTaBM-
TeJssl, MPOCUTh U3BMHEHUS, TIPEeBPAIaeT MOPAJIbHYIO BUHY BO BHEIIIHMII JOJT U Ta-
KMM 00pa3oM [JaeT MOHSTh TOJIBKO, UTO OH HUYETO, — JAEMCTBUTEbHO COBEPIIIEHHO
HUYEro, He MOHSI B TeMe “BuHbI rpexa’. [...] XKenanue 060100HO UIBMHUTE IPYT
Ipyra 3a “conpsbKeHHbIe C BUMHOM IpOLIeCChl” B MPEKHNME BpeMeHa OOHapy>K/MBaeT
TOJIbKO MOpaJsibHOe BricokoMepue» [Ibid., S. 11]. Bopouem, I'pad, co cBoeit cropo-
HbI, cMelBaeT Bce mousaTuss. V6o ELII' n Hemelikas enuckorckasi KOHGEpeHIs
BEOYT peub KaK pa3 He O TOM, YTo KaHT Ha3bIBaeT HaWJIMUHENIIell BMHOW Ipexa,
a o0 TOV BMHE, KOTOpasi MOKET ObITh MepeHeceHa Ha APYIMX — IO aHAJIOTUM, K IpU-
Mepy, C TOJ BMHOM, KOTOpasl Bce ellle Tsaroteer Ha DemepatuBHOM Pecmny6nuke
Tepmanmu Kak mpaBomnpeemuuile ['epmaHckoro Peiixa, BciencTBue reHOLMOA B OT-
HOIlIeHuY repepo 1 Hama B Hamubun. @enmeparuBHas Pecrybamka I'epmanum cripa-
BEJIMBO IIPU3HAeT 3Ty BMHY M B OTIIMYME OT JAPYIUMX IPEXKHUX KOJOHMATbHBIX
Iep>kaB rOTOBA TaK)Ke, KOMIIEHCHPOBATh ee (PMHAHCOBBIM MyTeM, IIPUYEM OTHOCU-
TeJbHO pasMepa (PUHAHCOBOM KOMITEHCAIMM MHEHMSI PaCXOISTCSA TakK K& CUJIBHO,
KakK ¥ B OTHOILIIEHUY ee TIOTeHIMa bHBIX MosyyaTeseil. Ecayu ot mogo6Horo mpotec-
ca Mbl BHOBb O0OGpaTUMCsT K mepeocMbiciaeHmnto o6oogHon Bunubl EIII' 1 Hemerikoi
eIMCKOIICKON KOH(pepeHIIneli, To 3mech 6pocaeTcsl B I1a3a HEeOMpeaeJeHHOCTb Kak
IOJDKHUKOB, Tak 1 kKpenurtopos. [Ipasaa, ELII" u Hemerkas enmmckornckast KoHbepeH-
IIMsT TI0 AOGPOV Bosie GepyT Ha cebsl POy MTOJKHUKOB, UTO UM, BEPOSITHO, OKa3bl-
BaeTCs HETPYOHO CHeaTh IOTOMY, YTO 0OOIOIHAs BUHA TPAKTYeTCs JIMIIb B CAMOM
obIIIeM BMIE M PACCMaTPUBAETCS MPM 3TOM KaK B3ayMMHO 3auTeHHas] CTOPOHAMM.
K Tomy ke, TOMMMO OOOIOMHBIX U3BMHEHUN, Y CTOPOH HE MMEETCSI HMKAKUX MHBIX
TpebGoBaHMi ApYT K Apyry. Brpouem, B coBMectHOM cyioBe ELII" u Hemerikoin emm-
CKOTICKOM KOH(EepeHIIM B BbICIIEN CTENeHY ITPOGIeMaTUYHbIM SIBJISIETCST OIpeesie-
HUE TeX, [0 OTHOIIEHUIO K KOMY Ha IIepKBax COxpaHsieTcs BuHA. V160 Ha mepBbIi
B3I 3TU TOC/IEOHME TAaKKe OTOKAECTBIISIOTCS 3IeCh C 00eMMM LepKBaMu, WU
06erMM OBIIHOCTSIMU BepYIOLLIMX — Kak OYATO B pesysbTaTe MOAABIeHMs, IPeCIefo-
BaHMSI, YOMICTB M BOJMH, BbI3BAHHBIX PasMUMEM BEPOUCIIOBEIAaHMI (COBEPIIEHHO
B ITOCTMOJEPHMUCTCKOM CMbIc/Ie!), MoCTpamasy Mpexkae BCero peurno3Hbie 06IITHO-
CTM U B MEHbIIIEN CTENeHM — 3aTPOHYThbIe MMM MHAMBUIYYMbL. COOTBETCTBEHHO,
B MPOILIECCE «UCIEeJeHMs] TaMSITh» PeUb UIET IPEKAE BCEro O MPUMUPEHUN MEKITY
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IBYMSI PEIUTMO3HBIMM OOLIHOCTSIMM, XOTS C TOUKM 3PEeHMS] TeOpUM BUHBI pedb
JIOJKHA ObL1a Obl MATU O IIPU3HAHUM BUHBI OGEUX PEIUTMO3HBIX OOIIHOCTEN THepe,
BCEMM T€MM MHIMBUIYYMAMMU U CEMBSIMM, KOTOPbIE Ha MPOTSDKEHUM CTOJIETUM TO-
CTpagaau B KOH(GECCMOHATbHBIX KOHMIMKTAX B pesy/bTaTe aklMii 0 rOMOTreHM3a-
1M OOIIECTBAa M BCJIEACTBME B3a¥MHOM HETEPHMMOCTM PEIUTMO3HBbIX OOIIHOCTEN
U UX TIOJIUTUUYECKUX TIOCOOHMKOB. DTy BUHY JIBYX PETUTMO3HBIX OOITHOCTEN OHU
He MOT'YT MPOCTUTD APYT APYTY, HO €e MOT'YT MPOCTUTb MM CETOIHS TOJBKO MOTOM-
KM KOHKPETHO MMOCTpaJaBIIMX Jtofei. [TocKonbKy 9Ty Moc/ieqHue COBCEM He yJyacT-
BYIOT B ITPOLIECCE «UCIEJEHUST TaMSITU», afeKBaTHbIM CJIENCTBUEM IJIs1 OOpalleHust
HalllMX COBPEMEHHMKOB C 3TOJM BMHOI OGbUIO GBI TO, UTO 00e LIEpPKBM MCKaIM Obl
He M3BMHEHUS (B CMbICJIE CHSITUSI BUHBI), HO UTOOBI 06€ 1IepKBM COBMECTHO ITpU3HA-
JIU Y UCTIOBEe AN ObI KasKasl CBOIO BUHY, KOTOPYIO OHU 06€ B Pa3/IMUHBIX CTEIEHIX
B3Ba/IWUIM Ha cebst B Xofe mpoilecca KoHdeccuoHanusaiuu EBponbl B OTHOLIEHUN
MHOTMX MHIMBUAYYMOB 1 ceMeir. OIMHAKO 9Ta BMHA KaKAOW U3 HUX HE MOXKET ObITb
uM mporieHa. Ckopee, 06eUM peIUTMO3HBIM OOIIHOCTIM TPUIETCI U B OyOyIeM
SKUTh C 9TOM BMHOI KaK YaCTbO COOCTBEHHOM MCTOpUM. EC/M TemMa «BUMHBI» JOJKHA
MMeTb 9KyMEHMYeCKoe 3HaueHue B rof tobwmies Pedopmanyy u cnoco6GCTBOBATH
MIPUMUPEHUIO MEK]TY €BAaHTEIMUECKOM M KaTOJIMUeCKOM IIePKBaMM, TO STOMY, IIPEsK-
Jle BCEero, Morio 6bl COMEICTBOBaTh TO, UTOOBI 0Ge IIEPKBY BHOBb OKAa3ajuCh Obl
Ha CKaMbe KaloIIMXCsl, Ha KOTOPOJ ObI OHY COBMECTHO CO3HAJIM U MIPU3HAJIMN He TION -
JIeKaIryto 60yiee KaKOMY-JTMO0 MTPOILIEHUIO BUHY CBOMX OpraHM3aInyil nepes MHOTM -
MM MHOIUBUOYYMaMyu U cembsvu. Dpuapux Buabrensm I'pad B cBoeit Kputuke
Cy’KaeT IpoOIeMaTUKy BUHBI, TOCKOJIbKY OH UTHOPUPYET MacCIITaObl TOITYCKAIOIIEN
MePEeHOC BYHBI B OTHOLIEHUSIX MEXIY 00eMMIU KOHPEeCCHSIMI U TToJIaraet, OyaTo s
o6erx LepKBell peub MOKET UATH TOJbKO O HaMJIMUHENIIIeN BUMHE rpexa, O Ipolile-
HUM KOTOPOM MbI TpocuM camoro bora B mosmutBe «Otue Hami». B cBowo ouepenp,
ELT 1 Hemenkast ermuckorickasi KoHdepeHLus MoqUepKMBaioT, uTo 06e KoHdeccuu
HaBJIEK/IM Ha cebs BUHY APYT IMepeq OPYyroM, OMHAKO B HEJOCTATOUYHOM Mepe YTou-
HSTIOT JEVCTBYIOIIMX JIUIL B TOM KOHTEKCTE B3aMHOJ BUHBI.

Kpurtuka, BickazanHast ['pacdom, MosicHSIEeT Takke, 4To B paccyskaenusx ELT
1 HeMmelkoil enymcKomncKoi KOH(pepeHIMM HeqOCTaTOUHO SICHA CBSI3b MEXKIY HaBJjie-
yeHreM Ha cebsi CTOpOHaMM OGOIOMHONM BUHBI (COOCTBEHHO: BOSHMKHOBEHMSI BUHbI
nepef, OPYTUMMM) B MUCTOPUM KOH(MECCHMOHAIM3aUMM U IPOILIEHMEM O IPOIIEHUN
BMHBI, BbICKa3bIBa€MbIM B MoyMTBe «OTue Hall». B 06enx 1epkBax BO BCeX UX 6O-
TOCJTY>KEHUSIX Bepyroliye Moyatcsi: «[IpocTt Ham JoJiry Halliu, Kak M Mbl ITPOIIAaeM
JOJDKHMKAM Haiim». [ToJisKHa v BOOOIIe Kaskaas U3 ABYX IIepPKBeil skejaTb 0C060
MOTYEPKUBATh BUHY JPYTOi PEIMTMO3HON OBIIHOCTY Mepel Helo UM ee WiIeHaMN,
ecyii 06e OHM, BO BCSIKOM OOTOC/TYKEHUM, UCIIOBENYIOT Bory B MOIUTBE, UTO MpO-
IIAIOT JOJKHMKaM cBouM? Takum o6pasoM, BOCIPUMHMMAIOT JIM OHM CaMU BCEPbE3
TO, YTO OHY ITPOU3HOCSIT B MOJIUTBE?

B HimskecsienyoIieM TeKCTe Mbl CTABUMM II€JIbIO — B CBET€ BHECEHHOM B IKyMe-
HMuyeckoe BocriomuHanue o Pedopmaryu B 2017 1. TeMaTuKy BUHBI IPOKOHCY/IBTH -
poBaThcsl ¢ camuM MapTtuHOM JIIOTepoM IO BOIPOCY O B3aMMOCBSI3M IIPOIIEHMST
o mpoitieH Borom Haiireii BUHBI C MIPOILIEHMEM BePYIOIIMMM JIHOObMM IPYT OPYTY
MX B3aMMHOJ BMHBI. T€M CaMbIM aBTODP ITPOJOJIKAET CBOIO B BBICIIIEN CTEIIEHU MPO-
OYKTUBHYIO OucKyccuio ¢ Muxasnem Baiintkepom (Michael Beintker), koTopyio oH
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BegeT ¢ 2008 1. Ha dakynbTeTe eBaHTeIMYECKOI Teosoruy MIOHCTEPCKOTO YHUBEPCH-
TeTa M B KOTOPOM IJIOLOTBOPHO OCYLIECTB/ISIETCSI HA MPAKTUKE BHYTPUIIPOTECTAHT-
CKMI 5KYMEHUYEeCKII OMajIor MeXIY pedopMaTCKOI 1 JIF0TepaHCKol Teojioruei. Hu-
SKeCJIenYIOLIMi OMbIT HOBOTO IPOYTEHMSI HEKOTOpbIX TekctoB Mapruna Jliotepa
PYKOBOICTBYETCS TaKKe 3aaueit JaJbHENIIIero MposiCHEHMST TIOTeHIMaa pedopmar-
CKM-JTIOTePAHCKOTO SKyMeHmveckoro auanora. Ha marepuase tekctoB JlioTepa oTuer-
JIMBO BBISICHUTCS, UYTO TAKKE M BHYTPUIIPOTECTAHTCKAS KOH(eCcCHOHAMM3alus mpu-
Bejla K pasgessiommMm audbdepeHIMalNsIM B YUYEHUM U TIPAKTUKE JIFOTePaHCKUX
1 peopMaTCKUX IEPKBeN ¥ UX TEOJOIMUECKUX CUCTEM, KOTOPBIX MbI B TaKOH OIpe-
IeJIEHHOCTM He BCTpeuaeM y pedopmaropa Jliotepa. B manbHeriieM Mbl peosara-
€M IpeloCTaBUTh CJIOBO Ipeskae Bcero Maptuny Jlrorepy. Mbl B 3HaUMTENILHON Mepe
BO3EPKUMCSI OT TOTO, YTOOBI B MEHTOPCKOM TOHE YKa3bIBaTb HA PasIMUHbIE TOUKM
COTIPMKOCHOBEHMSI U CXOMCTBA MO3MUIMI MEXIY paccykaeHusmu JIroTepa, ¢ OTHOM
CTOpOHBI, ¥ PedOpPMAaTCKOM TEOJIOTUEN U ITPAKTUKOM, C APYroi cTOpoHbl. CKOJBKO-
HUOYOb CBENYIIEMY UMTATeTI0 3TU OOCTOATeIbCTBA M 6Ge3 TOro OymyT C IIepBOTO
B3IVISIZA 3aMETHBI IO MPUBOAMMBIM ITepecKa3aM TeKCToB Jlrorepa.

HOna MaptuHa JlroTepa Bepa B mpoillieHne rpexa borom oTHoCcM/Iach K YMCTy Xa-
pPaKTepHbIX OCOOGEHHOCTEN XPUCTMAHCKOM SK3MCTEHLMM U LiepkBu. IlepKoBb Kak
OBIITHOCTh BEPYIOIIUX eCTh HEUTO 0COOEHHOE B MUPE M B KaXKIOM KOHKPETHOM pe-
JIUTMO3HOM M CEKY/ISIPHOM KOHTEKCTe Mupa. Ee 0COGEeHHOCTb COCTaB/sieT Bepa
B MPOILIIEHNe Tpexa, B AYXOBHYIO CUJIY CITaceHMsT M OOHOBJIEHMS KM3HU, a TaKKe
B CO3[aHNe COLMATbHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBAa MpMMMUpPeHus ¢ borom u Apyr ¢ Apyrom.
Takast Bepa B TBOpPUYECKOTO, CITACAOIIIETO ¥ OCBOOOKAAOIIEro TpueaHoro bora co-
3maeT cBOGOMY XPUCTMAHMHA U HAaXOAMUT ceOe BbIpakKeHMe B JKU3HU, UCIOTHEHHO
6JIarOIapHOCTH, U B SKMU3HM, TTPOXOASIIEN MO 3HaKoM Jito6Bu. Takum o6pasom Lep-
KOBb OCYIIIECTBJISIET CBOIO CBSITOCTh. B IMO3MHEM 9KKJIECMOJIOTMYECKOM COUMHEHUM
«O cobopax u uepkBax» (1539) Jliorep mopuepkuBas MyGIMYHO MPAKTUKYEMOE
CTy’KeHMe TIPOIIEeHMsT IpexoB (CIyKeHMe KIIouei) Kak OOMH M3 CeMM IPU3HAKOB
uepksu [Cwm.: Luther?, S. 488—652, 632]. Ccbuiasick Ha M 18:15-20, JTrotep BuanT
CMBICJI 3TOTO CJTY3KEHMSI B CJIEAYIOIIEM:

Uro Tam, rme XpUCTUAHMH COTPellaeT, TAKOBOM JOJKEH ObITh HAaKa3aH, U, eIV OH
He VICIIPaBJ/ISIeTCs], OH JODKEH ObITh CBSI3aH M M3THAH, €CJIM K€ OH UCITPABJIIETCS,
C HEro HAJJIEKUT CHSITh €ro BUHY. DTO — KJTIOUM.

OTo MyOIMYHO MPAKTUKyeMOe CITyKeHMe L[ePKBU MOKET OCYILeCTBISITbCS TaK-
ke 4acTHbIM o6pasom. [TocenHee GbIBaeT YyMECTHO MPEXKIE BCETO TaM, IIe OTHENb-
Hble XPUCTMAHEe He MOABePraioTCs IMyOIMYHOMY MOPUILIAHMIO 32 CBOM I'pex, HO, TeM
HE MeHee, VICIBIThIBAIOT MYKM COBECTU M TPEeOYIOT JIMUYHOTO OTITYILEHUS I'PEXOB.
Ipyrue xpuctuaHe, o HabmomeHuio Jlrotepa, XOTS U MPU3HAIOT ITyOJIMUHYIO KPU-
TUKY CBOero obpasa >KM3HM OOIIMHONM, OMHAKO He TMPUHMMAIOT ee MO-HAaCTOSIIEMY
GJIM3KO K CepAITY ¥ MOTOMY BTalfHe IPOJOJIKAIOT OCYIIECTBIIATh CBOIO HEXPUCTUAH-
CKYIO MpaKkTuKy. B Takom ciyuae 3mech, cornmacHo B3rsimy JlioTepa, Takke Ierie-
COOOpPa3sHO TACTBHIPCKOE OCYIIECTBJIEHME B YaCTHOM TMOPSIIKE CIYKEHUS KITIOUei.
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«UW BOT, Tam, rae Thl BUOUIIIb, UTO MPOILIAIOT WM HAKa3bIBAIOT I'DPeX Y M3BECTHbBIX

sinil, 6yIb TO MyGIMYHO MM YaCTHBIM MOPSIIKOM, 3Hal, 4TO TaMm eCThb Hapopn bo-
~ 2

skuii» [Luther’, S. 488—652, 632]. JltoTep BIoHEe MOC/IEIOBATENIbHO 3aK/II0YAET OT-

CIoma, YTo:

W60, roe Her Hapona Boxkus, Tam HeT Kioueit, A rae HeT K/Iouel, TaM HeT Hapoaa
Boskust, i60 Xpucroc octaBui Ux mocse cebsl IOTOMY, YTO JTOJIKEeH ObITb ITy6smy-
HbIi1 3HaK U CBSITBIHS, IO KOoTopoMy Casroit [Iyx (obpeTaeMbiit U3 cMepTu XpPUCTO-
BOI1) BHOBb OCBSIILIAET MAJIIMX I'PEIIHUKOB, M XPUCTUAHE UCIOBENOBAIM TEM, UTO
OHU — CBSITOJ HApOZ, IO, BIafbIueCTBOM XPUCTa B 3TOM MMPE, U YTOOBI Te, KOTOPbIE
He JKeJIaloT 06palaThCs MM BHOBb OCBSILATHCS, YTOOGBI OHbIe OBLIM MCTOPTHYTHI
M3 TaKOT'O CBSITOTO Hapoza, TO eCTh ObUIM CBSI3aHbI M MCKITIOYeHb! KimouoM | Ibid.].

BosHukaroliiee nopoit Brevat/ieHue, YTO JIIOTEPAHCKAsI TeOJIOTUsSI B CBOEM yue-
HUM 00 ONpaBIaHMM TIOHMMAaeT HAHHYIO IEPKBY BJIACTb KJIIOUEN TOJBKO KaK OTITY-
II[eHMEe Tpexa, a MOCTOJIbKY JIMIIb KaK OINpaBaTebHbIM BEPAMUKT, HE MOKET OIM-
paTbCs, BO BCSIKOM CJIydae, Ha JKKJIECHOJIOTMUECKME PACCYKOEHUSI MO3IHEro
Jliotepa. [Ins JlioTepa ciyskeHMe KITIOUeii 3aK/IIouaeTcs: B (ITyGIMYHOM ¥ YaCTHOM)
CBSI3bIBAHMM ¥ PaspelieHui, B IUCHUIUIMHE UM Hagzope (Zucht) 1 B ciaceHuy win
npoiiednu rpexa2. Ilpu 3tom, Bo u3beskaHMe HEBEPHBIX TOJIKOBAHMI, HEOOXOMMMO
yKasaThb Ha IMpUHIMIMaIbHOe TToHuMaHue Llepksu y JlioTepa, coriacHO KOTOpOMY
CJTY’KEeHMe KJTI0Uel eCTb CJTy>KeHMe, TIPUCYyIlee BCeil OOIIHOCTY BEPYIOIIMX B IIEJIOM,
T. e. LlepkBu. [ToCTONMBKY COOTBETCTBYIOIIAST BJIACTh COBEPIIATh 9TO CIIY’KEHME Ha-
XOOUTCS OTHIOAb HE B PyKaxX HEOOJIBIIOTO YMCIA JOJKHOCTHBIX Jimil. CoOTBeT-
CTBeHHO, JItoTep dhopmymmpyer:

Kitoun npmnannexar He Ilane [...], HO nepkBaMm, TO eCcTb, Hapogy XpUCTOBY, Ha-
pony Boxkuio ma CBITOMY XPUCTMAHCKOMY Hapomy, MOCKOJIbKY TO BEChb MUD, VN
TaM, rge ecTb xpucruate [...] PaBHo kak u Kpemenne, TauHcTBO, CiioBo boskue
npuHazyiexxar He [lane, Ho Hapomy XpuCTOBY, 1 HasbIBalOTCs Takke claves Eccle-
siae, a He claves Papae [Ibid., S. 632].

COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3TU KJIIOUM, B KOHEUHOM CUETE, HaXOASATCS TaKKe He B pyKax
€BaHTeJIMYECKUX TACTOPOB WM E€BAHTENMYECKMUX OPTraHOB IIEPKOBHOTO PYKOBOJ -
CTBa, KOTOPbIM OHY BBEPEHBI IS VICITOJTHEHMSL.

B comepskareibHOM OTHOIIIEHUM B pacCyskaeHusX JlroTepa o cIy>keHun KiTtouen
Kak npusHake llepkBu B pabore «O Cobopax u lLiepkBax» oOpallaer Ha cebst BHU-
MaHMe TO, UTO He BIIOJHE SICHO, MpuaepskuBaeTcs jm Jlotep yGexXmeHus B COBep-
IIIeHHOVI 6e3yCJIOBHOCTM OTHYIIEHNS I'PEXOB, UM K& OH CBSI3bIBAET ITPeJOCTaBJIe-
HMEe OTIYIIEHUSI TPEXOB — B MYyOJMYHOM Borocyiy;keHuu miam B MHOMBUIYAJTbHOM
MaCThIPCKOI MPAKTUKE — C U3BECTHBIMU YCIOBUSIMU. Be3 cOOTBETCTBYIOIIETO M3Me-
HEHMS JKM3HM YeJIOBeKa, KBIMGUIMPYEMON KaK TI'pPexXOBHasl KM3Hb, llepkoBb —

2 Ewm B UCTOpUM KOH(ECCHOHAIM3ALMM eBaHTeIMYecKue IIePKBY 1 PUMCKO-KaTOIMYecKast [IepKOBb
B3BAIMIM Ha ceOs Kaskaast 6peMst BUHBI Tiepef Opyroii O6LIHOCTBIO M ee YjeHaMM, TO B CMbICTIe
paccykaennit Jlrotepa 060I0IHOTO MPU3HAHMS BUHBI ¥ TIPOCHOBI O TPOIeHur 6bII0 661 HETOCTa-
TOYHO — €CJIM TOJbKO PeYb He IIJIa O HEeKOM MAaJIO3HAuMTEeJIbHOV MpobjiemMe, — IJIsS TOTO, YTOObBI
MOJTYYNTh OTIyIIeHre rpexa. LlepkBu JO/KHBI 6bUTM Gbl MMOABEPrHYTH CeOsl TaKKe HEKOI MOKasH-
HOJ1 TIpaKTHKe, KOTopast 6bl1a 6bI COOTBETCTBEHHA MX KOHKPETHBIM IPOCTYIIKaM, YTOObI BHIPa3UTh
TEeM CaMbIM CEPbE3HOCTb CBOEN ITPOCHOBI O MPOIIEHNMN.
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OBIITHOCTh BEPYIOIIMX — MPUHYKIEHA MMO-TIPesKHEMY pacCMaTpMBaTh ero Kak yesio-
BeKa, CBSI3AHHOTO I'PEXOM, KOTOPOTO, B TAKOM CJIy4ae, OHA HEe MOXKET OCBOOOANTD
oT Hero Jaxke Bo umMs Mncyca Xpucra.

Wpputanyst oT Mogo6HBIX SKKIECUOJIOTMUECKMX pasMblliuieHnii Jlrorepa y co-
BPEMEHHOTO UMTATesIsI He 0C/IabeBaeT, ecy OH O6palllaeT BHMMAaHMe Ha MHTEPIIpeTa-
umio JIroTepom IMpoliieHnst O MPOIeHNY I'PexoB B MOMTBe «OTde Halll» B KOHTEKCTE
ero ucroskoBaHus HaropHoii mponosemu. «Otue Hair» JIioTep TOJKOBaja HEOTHO-
KpaTHO, B TOM uucie B cBoux Karexmsucax. OmHAKO OH COCTaB/ISIeT TaKKe TEMY
B IpoIoBensix o0 5—7-i miaBax EBanrenms or Martdes, npousHeceHHbix Jlrotepom
B 15301532 rr. B BurTeH6epre u BCKope IOCJIE 3TOrO ONYOJMKOBAaHHBIX B 1532 T.
Ha OCHOBe KOHCIIeKToB I'eopra Pépepa [Cm.: Luther!, WA 32, S. 299-544]. B manb-
HellllIeM 3TO MCToJIKoBaHMe Jliotepom HaropHoit mpomoBenyu OymeT HaXOOUThCS
B LIEHTpE Halllero BHYMaHMSI.

II

B ucronkoBanmuu moymtBbl «OTue Hall» B 6-11 r1aBe ot Mardes JloTep b
OUeHb KPaTKO MPOKOMMEHTMPOBAJ TIPOIIEHME O MPOILeHUM TpexoB B Md 6:12.
OpHako OH MOAPOOHO OCTAHOBMJICS Ha mpubaBiieHuM K «Otye Hau» B 6:14 u nma-
nee. B camom ncronkoBanuy «OTue Halll» OH pacCMaTpuBaj MPOIIEHME O TPOIIIE -
HUM BUHBI WIM Tpexa TOJbKO B OOINEN CBSI3U C MPOIIEHMSMM OT UYETBEPTOTrO
JIO CEIBMOTO, TIOCJEe TOrO KaK OOCTOSITENIbHO IMPOMHTEPIIPETUPOBAJ TIEPBbIE TPU
MpoIllleHusl. B 4acTHOCTM, OH MHTEpPIpPEeTMPOBa/ IpPOIIEeHNe O MPOIIEHUNM I'PEXOB
B CBSI3Y C UETBEPTHIM IIPOIlIEHMEM, O Xjiebe HACYIITHOM, M COAEpsKaIlMMMUCS B 9TOM
MPOIIIEHUY TPOAYKTAMM MUTAHMS 1 GaraMu:

B uveThIpex gpyrux mpolIeHMsSIX MbI TEPEXOAUM K HYXKAE, esKkeJHeBHO HAC paau
Hac caMuX MOCTUTAIONIeN, paayu 3Toi 6emHONM c1aboii BpeMeHHOM kus3Hu. [1o-
9TOMY MbI IIPOCUM, BO-TIepBbIX, YTO6bI OH Maj HAM HAalll HaCYIIHbIA XJ1e6, TO
€CTb, BCe, UTO HYKHO HaM [IJis TOAJepyKaHus 3TOM KMU3HU, MUTaHKE, 3[0POBOE
TEeJIO, XOPOIIIYI0 TIOTOMY, II0OM, IBOD, KeHY, peGeHKa, fo6poe MpaBjieHue, MUD,
¥ OXpaHWJI HAacC OT BCSIKOTrO poma GencTBuMii, Goje3Hell, 3apasbl, JOPOrOBU3HBI,
BOWHBI, MATEXA U T. M. 3aT€M, — YTOObI OH MPOCTUJI HAM BMECTE C STUM Hallly
BUHY M He CMOTpeJI Ha ITOCThIHOE 3JI0yTNoTpebieHe 1 He6IaromapHoOCTh 3a Te
6J1ara, KOTOpbIe€ OH BCSKMI J€Hb CTOJIb M300MIbHO MaeT HaM, ¥ IIOTOMY He OT-
KasaJl HaM B OHbBIX M He JIMIIIAJI UX ¥ He HaKasasl Hac CBOell HeMMJIOCTbIO, KaK
MbI TOTO 3aCTYKMBaeM, HO MMJIOCTMBO MPOCTUI 6Bl HAC, MYCTh Aa’ke MbI, Ha-
3bIBASICb XpuUCTHMaHaMyu U Ero meTbMu, M He KMBEM TaK, KakK JKUTb JOJIKHbBI
[Ibid., S. 421].

Buna, o mpoliieHnn KOTopoii Mbl mpocuM bora 1 koTopyio bor MokeT mpoCTUTh,
KacaeTcsl 37I0ynoTpebyieHns TeM, 4To Bor maet, uTo6bl ClTacTy vejioBeKa OT ero IMo-
CTOSIHHOM TeJIECHOM, OYIIEBHOW M COLMAJIbHOM HYKIbl U TOAJEPsKaTh €ro >KU3Hb.
U ona xacaercs Heb6aromapHOCTM YesioBeKa 3a 3T MOMAEPsKUBAOIIME €My SKMU3Hb
Iapsl. Jlotep 3mech BOBCe He MMeeT B BUIY BMHY UeJIOBeKa Iepes CBOMM COOpaToMm,
KOTOPYIO Beib U MPOCTUTb MOXKET TOSKE TOJILKO 3TOT TMocienuuit. OTYeTIMBO pasiu-
yas1, JIlroTep BUANT, UTO JItOAM TIPU CBOeM 0Opase sKM3HM, B KOTOPOM OHM 3JI0yTIOTpe6-
JITIOT CBOUM OKpyskeHueM (Mitwelt) B cBoMX COOCTBEHHBIX LIEJISIX M PacCMaTPUBAIOT
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3TO OKpY>KeHUe He Kak Jiap, KOTOPbII HaJIeXXUT C 61arofapHOCTBIO NMPUHSTh, HO KaK
CpencTBa, HAXOOSIIMECS B MX Ge3yCIOBHOM pPaCIOpSDKEHMM, OKA3bIBAIOTCS BUHOBHBI
He TOJIBKO TIepel] CBOMM OKpY3KEHMEM, HO U — B COBEPIIIEHHO 0COOEHHOI Mepe — Tie-
pen, borom. O mpoiieHnu 3Toi BUHBI, coryacHo B3mipy JIrotepa, mbl mpocum Bora
B MoyiTBe «OT4Ye Har».

[TpaBnma, Meskny BUHOM nepen borom u BUHOI Iepen CBOMM OKpY>KeHMEM Cy-
1iecTByeT TecHasi B3auMocBsidb. B «Bosnbiiom Karexusuce» Jliorep sicHo chopmy-
JIMPOBAJ 3TO.

ITosTomy Bce B XpPUCTMAHCTBE YIOPSAOUYEHO IJISI TOrO, YTOOBI MbI BCSIKMII I€Hb
TTOJTyYajIy IPOIIEHNE IPEXOB CJIOBOM ¥ 3HAKOM, B YTEIlIEHME M BO3ABVIKEHME Ha-
I/l COBECTH, IOKa MbI kKuMBeM 31ech. A moromy Cesitoir lyx menaer Tak, 4To,
XOTSI MbI I MUMeeM Ha cebe rpex, OH BCe-TaKM He MOXXET BPeIUTh HaM, TOTOMY 4TO
Mbl — B XPUCTMAHCTBE, I[Ie eCTh TOJIbKO IMpOIleHre rpexa, Kak TO, YTO MPOIIaeT
HaMm Bor, Tak 1 TO, 4TO MBI ITpOIIIaeM, HOCUM JIPYT 3a APYyTra ¥ IIOMOTaeM APYT ApPY-
ry nogusitees [Luther!, S. 658].

Heb6naromapHocTts 3a mapbl boskum mjist mopaepskaHust HaIIEN sKU3HU U 3JI0YIIO-
TpebieHne CBOMM OKPYKEHMEM — 3TO BMHA Tepen borom, HO Takke M BUHA Mepen
BCEMM TeMM CO3TAHUSIMM BOXUMMM, C KOTOPBIMM MbI HE KMBEM B O6arofapHOCTMU
" KOTOpblE€ Mbl HE YBa)KaeM B MX CAMOILEJIbHOCTM, a TOJBKO MCIIOJIb3YEM MX Kak
CpenCcTBa AJIs HalllMX COOCTBEHHBIX IIeJIeN.

3arem Jliorep oGCTOSITENIBHO oOpalaercs K pasbopy mnpubasiaeHus K «OTue
Hamr» B M@ 6:14 u manee:

W60, ecu mpoliaeTe JIIOASM COTpeIeHns UX, To IpocTut 1 Bac Orerlr Baill HebGec -
Hbiit, Ho rme He mpoiiaere Jirogsgm corpeiennii ux, To u Otel Balll He MPOCTUT
Bam corpemennii Baumx [Luther!, WA 32, S. 422].

3mech B3aMMOCBSI3b MEKIY IPOIIEHVEM JIFOObMM COTPEIeHUN OPYT APYTY
¥ TIpOIIieHreM X Borom sSIBHbIM 06pa3oM TPaKTYeTCsl KaK KOHIAMIIMOHAIbHAS CBSI3b.
K ppyrum mpomenusm MosmuTBbl «OTdUe HAlll» aHAJOTMYHOE MPUOABIEHME OTCYT-
cTByeT. B camom perte, He roBopuTcs: «Xse6 Halll HaCYIIHbIN [ail HaM, KaK U Mbl
IaeM netsim Hammm» [Ibid.]. BBugy equHCTBEHHOrO B CBOEM poe KOHAUIMOHAJb-
HOTO MpMOaBIeHMsI K IIPOIIIEHNIO O MPOILeHNN I'PexoB y JIIoTepa BO3HMKAET BIIeYar-
JieHue, Kak 6yaTo Obl «IIpOIleHNe rpexa cjiefyeT MpuodpeTaTh M 3aC/Ty>KMBaTh Ha-
mmM rnpoiieraneM» [Ibid.]. A moromy nns Hero BosHuMKaeT Bompoc: «Kyma ske
IeBaJIoCh ObI Hallle YUeHMe, UTO IPOIeHNe TTPUXOAUT TOIbKO uepe3 XpucTa 1 BOC-
npuemsercs B Bepe?» [Ibid.].

Ero oTBeT Ha 3TOT BOMPOC CBSI3bIBAET IMPOIIEHNE COT'PELIEHN C JIIOO0BbIO XPU -
CTHaH Mexay cobor. «OH 0cobo XOTes MOCTAaBUTh TaK 3TO IMPOILEHMEe U CBSI3aTh
MpOIIeHNe Ipexa C HAlllMM IPOIIEeHNMeM, YTOObI 3TMM €My CBSI3aTh MEXIY COOO0I0
XpUcTHaH, nabsl oHM mobun apyr apyra» [Ibid.]. JIlro6oBb nomkHa xapakTepuso-
BaTb BCe OTHOIIEHME XPUCTHAHWHA K IPYrOMYy YeJIOBEKY, TaK UYTOObI HEBO3MOXKEH
GBI COBEPILIEHHO HUKAKOM IPYroi crocob obpallieHus K cBoeMy OmmkHemy. «UTo-
6bI MbI HE UMHWJIM IPYT APYTYy OOUA M CTpafaHuii, HO JyMaJju, YTO Mbl BCEraa Mmpo-
1aeM, XOTs Obl HAM M MPUUMHUIM CTpagaHue (KaK TO YacTO JOJDKHO CIydyaThbCs
B 9Tout >ku3Hu)» [Ibid., S. 422 u cnen.]. B nporuBHOM citydae MOJSIIIEMYCS TaK-
ke He 6ymeT maHo nporenus. g Jliorepa rHeB u 37106a Ha GIMKHETO TTOPTUT BCIO
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MOJIUTBY, HE TOJIbKO IPOIIIeHNe O MPOIeHNN Hallleii CoOOCTBEHHONM BUHbBL. 160 13-3a
HMX CTaHOBMTCSI HEBO3MOKHOJ COBMECTHAasI MOJIUTBA.

CMOTpH, BOT YTO 3HAYMT CO3HATh IIPOYHYIO M KPEMKYIO CBA3b, KOTOpas AepsKUT
Hac BMecTe, UTOObl He pasfe/nThcd HaM MEXIY cOBOI0 ¥ He YUMHUTL PacKoja,
cOOPUILL U CEeKT TaM, Ifie Mbl XOTMM MpeAcTaTh Ipefi BoroM, MOIUTLCS M UTO-TO
THOJTYyUMTh, HO UTOBbI YKUTHCS HAM APYT C APYTOM B JIFO6BM U 6bITh BO BCEX feax
3aomHo [Luther!, WA 32, S. 423].

[TpousHocuTh MOMUTBY «OTue HaIll» BO3MOXKHO M OCMbBICJEHHO, TOJIbKO €CJIU
9TO MOKHO [ejaTh BMECTe CO BCEMM XPUCTMaHAMM. DTO IPEArosaraer, UYTo BCe
XPUCTMAHE CBSI3aHbI IPYT C APYTOM JIFOOGOBBIO, 8 COOTBETCTBEHHO — UTO UX SKM3HEH -
Hble OTHOIIIEHMS HE OTMeUYEHbI MHbIMM YCTAaHOBKAMM M 3MOILIMSIMM, KOTOpPbIE CTaBST
M0J, COMHEHME OOIIHOCTb XpUCTHaH. [103TOMY IJIS1 €OMHCTBA XPUCTMAH MEXKIY CO-
6010 U [IJIT eIMHCTBA MX COBMECTHOM MOJIMTBBI HEOOXOAMMO, UTOObI OHM TIPOILIAJIN
OPYTUM JIIOOAM MX Iperpeiinedns. «Eciay 5To mpoucxomuT, T0 XpUCTUMAHUH ObIBAeT
coBepliIeHeH, ITOCKOIbKY TOTLA OH IpaBo BepyeT u yobutr oboux» [Ibid., S. 433].
II7Is1 BHYTPUIIPOTECTAHTCKOM 5KyMeHbI 3[eCh CJIeqyeT SICHO KOHCTaTMpOBaThb, UTO,
cortacHo B3msaAy JloTepa, COBEPIIIEHCTBO XPUCTUAHWHA, COBEPIIIEHHAS XPUCTUAH-
CKasl KM3Hb, HE TOJIbKO BO3MOKHA ¥ He TOJIbKO JOCTOMHA HAalllMX CTPEeMJIEHUH, HO
HeobOxomuMa ¥ obsi3aTesibHa. JIroTep BoOOIe He OTKas3bIBaeTCsl OT Mjeasia COBep-
IIIEHHO, JOCTUTIIIEN MOJIHOThI XPUCTUAHCKOM K3UCTEHLIMIM UeJIoBeKa U He peIsiT-
BU3MPYET 3TOTO MAeasja BBUAY CJIa0OCTM UM KOHEUHOCTM UYeJIOBEUECKOM ITPUPOMbL.
OTOT pesy/nbTaT HAIlEro MCCAeNOBaHMS MOIKPEIUISIeTCS 0OpallleHMeM K MICTOIKOBA -
Huto y Jlrorepa apyrux ¢parmeHToB HaropHol mporoBeny, B KOTOPBIX UAET peub
06 OTHOIIEHUY XPUCTUAH K CYUYAIOUIMMCS B MX JXKM3HM HECIIPaBeAJIMBOCTH, CTpa-
JaHUIO U 3TY.

IT1

CoBepIlIeHCTBO XpUCTMAH ObIIO OTHIE/IbHOI TeMoii B HaropHoi1 mporoBenn yxe
B M@ 5:48 B Tpe6oBanmy XpucTOM COBEpPIIEHCTBA B 3aK/IIOUEHME aHTUTE3 U B CBSI-
3M C 3aMoBebio JII0OBM K Bparam: «IlosTomy GyabTe COBepIlIEHHbI, KaK COBEpIIIEH
Oren Bamr Ha HebGecax». ChopMynmMpoBaHHbI 3mech MMcycoMm mumean COBEpIIEH-
CTBa XPUCTUAHCKOM JXKU3HU OXOTHO UTHOPUPYIOT B COBPEMEHHOM ITPOTECTAHTU3ME.
B ocobeHHOCTH B JIIOTEpaHCKOI TEOJIOTMM PACIIPOCTPaHeH B3IVISIZ, COIVIACHO KOTO-
pomMy TpebGoBaHMs U 3amoBeny HaropHoM NIpoOmNoBemM CIYKWIM, B CMBICIE USUS
elenchiticus legis, TOJIbKO [IJIS TIO3HAHMSI CBO€J1 COOCTBEHHOM I'PEXOBHOCTM U CBOUX
Cco6CTBEHHBIX TpaHuil. ITpy 3TOM MX MIOHMMAIOT B M3BECTHON Mepe Kak Maeasbl, pe-
aJM30BaTh KOTOPbIE HEBO3MOXKHO, CMBICJI KOTOPbIX COCTOMUT SIKOOBbI MMEHHO B TOM,
yTOOBI CHOBA M CHOBAa POXKIATh B HAC MOHMMAaHMUE TOTO, YTO JIIOAU HE B COCTOSTHUU
peanus3oBaTh UX, M TOCTOJbKY CO CMMPEHMEM OCO3HAIOT CBOM HEM3GEKHBIN Ipex.
Bripouem, Maptuu JIroTep HICKOJIBKO He pas3mesisii 3TOTO Bo33peHus. [IJist Hero Tpe-
6oBaHyMst HaropHoit mporoBeny 6bLIM STUYECKUMY HACTaBAEHUSIMU IJIS1 COBEPIIIEH -
HOJ XPUCTUAHCKOW SKU3HM, KOTOPYIO UeJIOBEK AO/DKEH OCYIIECTBIATb. DTO CTAHO-
BUTCS BIIOJIHE SICHO MMEHHO B TeX J>KM3HEHHBIX KOHTEKCTaX JIIOfiell, KOTOpbIe
TeMaTUsMpyeT OOeIlaHye MOJMUTBBI «KaK M MbI IPOIIAeM AO/DKHMKAM HAalllMM».
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AJTbTepHaTUBOI TPOIIEHNIO BUHBI IPYTUX JIIOAEH SIBJISIeTCS THEB U 371064, HO TaKkKe
IOOCaKIeHue, OCKoposieHne 1 npuunHenne yinep6a 6/mokdaemy. Cormacao Mg 5:38—
42 Wucyc coBeToBaJl BO3IepKUBaTbCsl OT MileHus. B momurBe «OTye Hamr»
1 B Md 6:14 u nanee 3To TpebOBaHME HE MCTUTb B M3BECTHOM CMBICJIE €Ile YCUIIU-
BAeTCsl, MOCKOJIbKY OT MOJISIIIIETOCSI XPUCTUAHMHA Telepb TpebyeTcs Takke U Mpo-
1ieHMe BUHBI pecTymHuKa. Kaskercst, 6yaTo ObI TpebOBaHME COBEPIIIEHCTBA, BbICKA-
3aHHOE B aHTUTE3e, ellle H60jiee MOTEHIMPYETCS B KOHTEKCTe MOJIUTBBI.

Ona Jlrotepa 310 ycuiieHue HeoGXOOVMO, MOCKOJBbKY B MOJIMTBE peYb MUIOET
O eIMHCTBE MOJISIIIVIXCS, a CTaJIO ObITh — BCEX JIKOIIEN, NpU3bIBatoNIMX bora Kak cBo-
ero Otiia. A Mpy 3TOM OHM HE MOTYT MPOCUTb O MPOILEHNM BUHBI, €CJTU He MPOIIa -
€TCSl BMHA TaKXXe U JPYrOMY YeJIOBEKY, IMPOM3HOCSIIEMY TY K€ CaMylO0 MOJIUTBY.
CoracHo B3rsaay JIroTepa, mpolleHne yeioBeueckoi BiHbI borom coctout B Bechb-
Ma TEeCHO CBSI3M C IPOIIEeHNEeM BUHBI JIIOAbMU IPYT IpYry. Bemb mopasuTesbHO,
KaK 3TO moguyepkuBaet JIloTep, UTO B MPOIIeHuy O Xjebe ['ocrnoap He CBSI3bIBAaeT ero
MOJOOHBIM ke 06pa3’oM C Halllell OTBETCTBEHHOCTBIO 3a CHAOKEHMe OPYTUX JIIOMEi,
a TIOTOMY TpOIIIeHMe O Xjebe HACYIITHOM He JOMOJIHSETCS 3asBJIEHVEM T'OTOBHOCTU
pasmesUTb CBOM XJ1e6 C APYTUMM HYXKIAIOIIMMMCS.

g yroy6nenust nmoHuManus JIIoTepoM B3aMMOCBSI3M MeXKOY OO0KeCTBEHHBIM
MIPOIIIEHMEM Y TIPOLIEHMEM JIIOAbMU APYT APYyTa M €ro B3IVISIAA Ha BO3MOMKHOCTb CO-
BEPILIEHCTBA XPUCTUAHCKOM IK3UCTEHIIMM TTOJIE3HO GPOCUTD B3IJISA, Ha €r0 PacCyskae-
Hust 06 OTKase oT B3auMHOM Mectu B M 5:38—42. V160 Tam CTaHOBUTCS OCOGEHHO
sicHa TTyOMHaA Oco3HaHus JIoTepoM MpoOGsieMbl, HO TaK’Ke M €ro HaCTOMUMBBINA aK-
IIEHT Ha CTPEMJIEHUM XPUCTUAHCKOM KMU3HU K COBepIIeHCTBY. Tak ske TOUHO, Kak JIro-
TE€pP BUOMT, YTO KOHAMIMOHAIbHAS B3aMMOCBS3b MEXIY MPOILEHMEM BUHBI Borom
¥ TIPOLLIEHMEM BVHBI JIFOOBMM APYT IPYTY CTaBUT IOZ COMHEHNE ero COOCTBEHHbIE
TEOJIOTMYECKIEe YOEKIEeHMs, TaK ke, aHaJIOTMUYHbIM O0OGPa3oM, MOpa/IbHbIE aMOUIINU
HaropHoii mponoBeny CHOBa ¥ CHOBa BCTYIAIM B KOHQUIMKT C JIFOTEPAHCKMM aKIeH-
TOM Ha OTIpaBIaHMy TOJIbKO Bepoii. [IpaBaa, uctomkoBanue Jltorepom HaropHoii mpo-
moBegy B ero npomosensx 1530—1532 IT. He OCTaBISIOT HMKAKMX COMHEHMI B TOM,
yto JltoTep 6bUT YOEKIEH, UYTO XPUCTMAHE MOJIKHBI JKUTh B COOTBETCTBMM ¢ Harop-
Hovi iportoBenbio. [Tocse 1525 1. y JIroTepa yske MouTH He BCTPEUAeTCs] Hi OJHONM aJl-
JIETOPMYECKOI MHTepIpeTalyy 616IeICKMX TEKCTOBS. B 4acTHOCTM, B MCTOJIKOBA-
Huu Md 5 mbl Moskem Habjr0math, uTO JIOTEp MPOTMBOCTOSUI BCEM IOMbITKAM
MONTY O GoJiee JIETKOMY IYTM TYXOBHOV MHTEpIIPeTalMyu ¥ PEKOMEHIOBaTh OCO-
6ble TyXOBHbIE (OPMBI KM3HY, B KOTOPBIX ObI MOKHO ObIIO peaiM30BaTh Uaeasa Co-
BEpIIIEHHOM XPUCTMAHCKOM >ku3Hu. C ApPYroil CTOpPOHBI, pekoMeHpaimu Kucyca
B Md 5 Jltorep Takke He MHTEPIIPETMPOBA KaK «3aKOH», KOTOPbI BOBCE He pac-
CUMTAH Ha pPeayiM3alnio, HO TOJIbKO JO/DKEH YIMUUTD YeJIOBEKa KaK rpelrHuka. JIo-
Tep nmoHumas yuenme Mucycoo 8 M 5 Kak eBaHresne, 3aK/iouaBiiiee B cebe peKo-
MeHpanmu KMucyca cBOMM YYEHMKAM ¥ BCEM BEPYIOUIMM [JII COBEPIIEHHON
XPUCTMUAHCKOM KU3HMU, ¥ MTOCTOJbKY 3HAUMMOE /ISl [IOBCETHEBHOM SKMU3HM KasKAOTO
XpucTaHMHa. KOHTYpbl COBEPILIEHHOM XPUCTMAHCKOM >KU3HM, IPENCTaBIeHHbIE
B Md 5, comtacHo B3misigy JIroTepa, HOMKHBI OCYIIECTBISTHCS B MUPCKOM JKU3HM

3 06 orxope JlIoTepa OT 4eTBEPOSKOro CMbIcsia Ilucanus u ero ob6palleHnn K 6yKBaJbHOMY CMbICITY

B MICTOJIKOBaHMsIX 6ubeiickyux TekcToB cM.: [ Ebeling].
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KaKAOTO XPUCTMAHMHA, & HE B OCOOEHHBIX TYXOBHBIX (OpPMax >KU3HU HEKOTO-
PBIX OCOOEHHBIX XPUCTHAH. B CBoeM MpemucioBuMM K BOCKPECHBIM ITPOIMOBEMSM
0 M 5-7 JTrorep ¢ camoro ke Hayajia yKasbIBaeT Ha OCIIapMBAEMbIil MM B3IJISII, CO-
[JIACHO KOTOPOMY «XPUCTOC HUKOITA He sKejiasl, YTOObI ero XpucTuaHe 3aroBeIoBa-
JIV WUIA COZleP>KaJIM BCE TO, UEMY OH YUMT B IIATON IVIaBe, HO MHOTO€E TOJIbKO COBETO-
BaJI TeM, KTO XOueT 6bITh coBepiueHHbiM» [Luther?, WA 32, 299f]. TTosTomy u3 3Tnx
yuyeHnit 6bU10 CHOPMYIMPOBAHO IBEHA/IATh «EBAHIEIbCKMX COBETOBY» IS TEX, KTO
>KestaeT BeCcTu GoJiee COBEPIIIEHHYIO XPUCTUAHCKYIO JKM3Hb, UeM CPEIHMIA XPUCTHA-
HyH. [Tomo6Ho JIoTepy, 16-11 apTUKya « Ayrc6yprckoro MCoBegaHusI» TaksKe IMof-
BEPr KPUTUKE B3MISA, OYATO Obl COBEpIIEHHAs XPUCTUAHCKAS SKU3Hb MOXKET OBITb
peayM30BaHa TOJBKO B MOHAIIeCKOM ku3HN. CrelmaabHbIMy €BaHTeTbCKUMM COBE-
TaMM JIJI1 MOHAIIIe CKOM SKM3HM ObLIY BO3IEPSKHOCTD, OEIHOCTb U MOCTYIIaHue, CO-
rimacHo Md¢ 19:1 u cnen., Mo 19:16 u cinen. u Md 20:26. [IBeHamiiaTb eBaHTeJb-
CKMX COBETOB 13 M 5 ciryskaT B M3BECTHOI Mepe JOIMOJHEHEM K HUM:

A 3TO0 - He BO37aBaThb 3JIOM 3a 3/I0, HE MCTUTb, MOACTABJSATb IOPYTYIO LIEKY,
He MIPOTUBUTBCS 371y, OTHABaTh BEPXHIOI0 ONEXAY K pyballike, MITY 1Ba NOIPUILA
3a OZIHO, JaBaTh KaXIOMY, KTO [TPOCUT, LaBaTh B3aiMbl JKeJIalollieMy 3aHsITb, IPO-
CUTb 3a TOHUTENE}, JTIOOUTb BParoB, GIarOTBOPUTb HEHABMCTHMKAM, KaK YUUT
3pech Xpucroc [Ibid., S. 300].

Teonorust Pedopmaiuu gana HOBbIE ONpENEIEHUST KIACCUUYECKMM €BaHTeNb-
CKMM COBETaM, IMOJJIeXKAIIMM OCYIIECTBIEHMIO B MOHAIIIECKOM KM3HU. [10CTONbKY
TaKKe ¥ B JAaHHOM CBSI3Y OHA He OTKa3ajach OT UIEM COBEPIIIEHCTBA XPUCTUAHCKOM
SKMU3HM, OFHAKO MO-HOBOMY OIpenenuia ee comepskanue. Bo3mepskHoCTb Gblia 3a-
MeHeHa OGpakoM M CeMbeli; Huileta Oblla 3aMeHeHa mpodeccroHaabHOM pabo-
TOM, yCcepayeM U COOCTBEHHOCTHIO; MOCTyIIaHue GbUIO 3aMEHEHO YTBepsKIeHMeM
MyOMYHBIX 3aKOHOB, OCHOBBIBAIOIIMXCS HA CBOBome U crpaBeqauBocTU. OgHAKoO
10 OTHOILIEHNMIO K €BAaHI'eJIbCKMM COBeTaM, comepskainymcst B Md 5, B momobHOM
HOBOM COJIep>KaTeIbHOM OIpefesieHMy He ObLI0 HeOOXOAMMOCTH. JIioTep mpsIMbIM
TEKCTOM OCITapyBajl BO33peHMe, COIIACHO KOTOPOMY «XPUCTUAHCKOEe yueHue OymeT
CJIAIIKOM TSDKEJIO, ecyii OHO OymeT HarpyxeHo atumu coseramu» [lbid.]. 6o
MMEHHO 3TUM BO33peHyeM OO6OCHOBBIBAJIOCh TO, UTO €BaHTeNbCKMe coBeThl B Ha-
TOPHOV TIPOIOBEAY OOGPaIaloTCS BOBCE HE K OOBIYHOMY XPUCTMAHMHY, & TOJBKO
K TEM HEeMHOTIMM, KTO Hapsiiy C OIpaBIaHMEM B Bepe CTPEMUTCSI TaKKe K COBep-
IIIEHCTBY XPUCTUMAHCKON JXM3HM B MOHAIIIECKOM (GopMe KM3HU. Y TBEPKIEHME ABYX
$hopM XpUCTMAHCKOM KM3HU JItoTep cumTas 0CO6EHHO KOBApHOI YJIOBKOI IbSIBOJIA
IUIST paspyllieHnst XpUCTUAHCKOV Bepbl. V6O /i HEro «oueHb BasKHO, UTOOBI TEM OH
MOT COBEpIIIEHHO BbITECHUTD JOOPBIE AeNa [...| WIM YUMHUTD JIOKHBbIE JOOpbIe Jesia
M HamymaHHy10 cBiaTocTb» [Ibid., S. 301]. CornacHo B3msiny Jliotepa, MMeHHO
M 5 HeOmHOKpAaTHO MCIIONb30BaINU JiT O6OCHOBAHMS OCOGEHHON XPUCTUAHCKON
(MoHaIeckoit) hoOpMbI KU3HM: «KOTAA MPUHUMAIM COBEPIIEHHOE Tepel IPYTrUMu
XPUCTMAHAMM COCTOSIHME, KOTOpOe OHM 0G0CHOBBIBAIM Ha 3ToM miaBe» [Ibid.]. dis
JlioTepa, OmHAKO, CYIIECTBYET TOJbKO OfHA 9TMKA M OfHa ¢GopMa >KU3HU IJIS BCeX
xpuctuad. ChopmynmpoBanubiii B Md 5 mmean cosepilieHCTBa XPUCTMAHCKOM
SKMU3HU MIMEET CWIY IJIst Bcex Xpuctuan. OpgHako JItoTep mpu 3TOM SICHO OTOBapu-
BaeT, UTO U3 9TOM yHUBepcaJm3almu 3TMKY HaropHoi mpomnosean, pacripoCTpaHs-
IOIeli ee Ha BCEX XPUCTMAH, HE BBITEKAET HUKAKUX TMOJUTUUECKUX TPeOOBAHUI,
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HU B OTHOIIIEHMM BOIUIONIEHMST HaropHoi mpomoBeny B OOIEM MOJUTUYECKOM ITO-
pSIike, HM B OTHOIIIEHUY BO3MEP>KaHMS XPUCTUAH OT COTPYTHUUYECTBA B MOJIUTHYE-
CKOM OOIIEXUTUYM U B colimyMe. JIroTep He MOXKET pasfeuTb BO33peHus, 6yaTo 6bl
13 HaropHoi mponoBeay cieqyeT, «4TO Mbl He JOIKHBI MMETb HUYETO CBOETO, MPU-
HOCUTD KJISITB, MUMETh HY HaYaJIbCTB, HU CYIOB, HE TOJIKHBI 3alMIIATh ¥ OOOPOHSITD,
1 6exaTh MOKHBI OT skeH u getein» [Luther!, WA 32, S. 301]. Kak y pumckux Teo-
JIOTOB, TaK U B TIOAOGHOM VICIIOJTHEHHOM SHTY31MasMa BO33peHunu JIoTep BuUOen npo-
6JIeMy B TOM, UTO €r0 CTOPOHHUMKM «HE 3HAIOT PasiMuisi MEXIYy MUPCKMM U Bo-
SKUMM IIaPCTBOM, ¥ €Ille TOTO MeHee — UTO TOA00aeT pasjiMyHO YUUTh M [esaThb
B KaKAOM U3 3TuX napcts» [Ibid.].

Takum ob6pasom, JlroTep ocrnapuBaj paclpoCTpaHEeHHbI He TOJbKO B €ro BpeMs
B3IVISIZI, COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY €BaHTeJIbCKME COBEThI OOpaIlleHbl BOBCE He K KAKIOMY
XPUCTUAHMHY BOOOIIE, HO MOJIKHBI pACCMAaTPUBAThCS KaK OIMIMOHA/IbHbIE PEKOMEH -
Al TOJBKO IJISI TAaKMX XPUCTMAH, KOTOpbIE XOTSAT HOCTUYb HE TOJIbKO BEYHOM
SKMU3HM Ha Hebe (I/Is1 4ero JOCTAaTOYHO KpeIlleHMs U Bepbl), HO KOTOPbBIE B TO JKe Bpe-
MsI XOTSIT CTPEMUTBbCS K COBEPILIEHCTBY CBOEM XPUCTMAHCKOM SKMU3HM, a VMMEHHO
B MOHAIIIECKOM (OpMe SKU3HM, OTIMYAIOMIENCS OT I'PasKIAHCKOrO 0Opasa >KM3HMU.
U Bce ke, cornacHo B3rsamy Jliotepa, TpebGoBaHME COBEPIIEHCTBA XPUCTUAHCKOM
SKM3HM BeIeT HaC OTHIOOb He B HEKYIO OCOOEHHYIO OTIMYAIOLIYIOCS TYXOBHOCTBIO
CYORYNIBTYPY, HO HEMOCPEACTBEHHO BBOOUT HAC B MUPCKYIO OOIIIECTBEHHYIO KU3Hb,
B KOTOPOJ MbI IOJIKHBI peajiiM30BaTh COBEPIIIEHHYIO XPUCTUAHCKYIO SKU3HbD.

Ha mpumepe 3arnpera otmitieHust JItotep pacCMaTpyBaeT STOT B3IV, 0OCYKIast
pasjMYHble KOHCTEJUISLIMM TIOBCETHEBHOM JKU3HU, B KOTOPBIX MOIJIO 6GbI BO3HMK-
HYTb KejaHue otminenus. st Jltotepa, — MOCKOIbKY B TepMEHEBTUYECKOM CMBbICITE
K Hauany 1530-X I'T. OH ysKe BCelesio OblJI CTOPOHHUKOM GYKBaJILHOTO CMbIC/IA OGM0-
JIEMICKMX TEKCTOB, — Mpu3biB Mucyca, moayuus ymap IO JIMITY, TOACTaBUTh TaKKe
M IPYTYIO IIIEKY, O3HAYaeT B TOYHOCTY TO, UTO CKa3aHO B TekcTe. Mucyc 3ameHWT —
Ype3BbIUAMHO MPUEMJIEMbII C IOPUIMYECKOV TOUKM 3pEHMS] — MPUHLIMAI TaJMOHa
3apeToM Ha BO3Me3nMe ISl BCeX CBouX mocienoBaresnent. s Jlrorepa oTkas
OT BO3Me3ausl U Jaxke TOTOBHOCTb IOTEPIIETb BCJIENCTBME TOTO TaKXKe M IPYTroi
yI1ep6, OTHOCWIMCDH K UMC/TY XapaKTepPHbIX IPU3HAKOB XPUCTMAHCKON skusun. JIro-
Tep MOHMMAJI 9TO He B KaueCTBe YCJIOBUS /IS TIPU3HAHMS UejoBeKa M OIMpaBIaHus
ero borom, HO Kak BbIpaskeHMe >KM3HU ¢ Borom u MOm/IMHHONM Cepbe3HOCTM BEpPbI
B CBOE OMpaBAaHye MWIOCTUBbIM Borom.

JlioTep BHosiHe oTmaBas ceGe OTYET B TOM, KaK TPYIHO MOXKET ObITh Jaske WC-
KpeHHEMY XPUCTHAHMHY OTKAa3aThCsl OT BO3ME3IMs [1epe[ JIMIOM 3/I00bI APYTUX JII0-
Ieil ¥ MHOTOCJIOXKHOCTM €r0 KOHKPETHO kusHu. [103ToMy B CBOEM UCTOJIKOBAaHUM
Haropxoit nponoBenu JIroTep meTanbHO OOCYKOasl, KaK XPUCTUAHUH TOJKEH pea-
TMPOBaTh, €CJIM €My MPUUMHSIOT HeCNPaBeAMBOCTb. HemocpencTBeHHbIN peBaHIll,
HeMe/IJIeHHbI OTBeTHbIN yaap, AJist XpUCTMaHMHA COBEPIIEHHO MCK/TIOUEH.

U ecnu Tenepp CIpOCST, NODKEH JIM XPUCTUAHWH TaKKe CYAUTHCS Y 3aIIMIIAThCS,
TO OTBEThb MPOCTO U cKaxXku «HeTr», V160 XpUCTMaHMH — 3TO TaKOe JIMIO VI YeJIo-
BeK, KOTOPbII He UMEET HMYEro OOIIETO ¢ MOZOOHBIM MUPCKUM CTPOEM U TIPABOM,
U oH cocTOUT B TakOM LIApCTBE MM TpaBaeHNM, Ie He JO/DKHO HUUTO UATU MHA-
ye, Kak B HameM mnpoureHuu «IIpocTu Ham [OArM HaumM, Kak M Mbl IpollaeM
JOJDKHMKAM HaumM», TamM TOJKHBI ObITh TOJBKO B3aMMHBbIE JIIOGOBDb U CITY)KEHUE,
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Takke U K TeM, KTO He JIIOOUT Hac, HO BPaskAyeT, YMHUT HACUIMe U HeCIIpaBeaJin -
BOCTb. [109TOMY OH TOBOPUT TaKOBBIM, UTO OHU He NOJDKHBI IPOTUBUTHCS 37I0MY
U [Jaske He JTOJIKHBI MICKAaTh MEeCTM, YTO OHM AOJDKHBI MOICTAaBUTh ObIOIIEMY X
Takxke u Apyryio meky [Luther!, WA 32, S. 390].

Ecnn, ogHako, XpUCTMaHMH HECIIOCOOEH M He KejaeT MUPUTHCS C MPUYMHEH-
HOJ eMy HeCIpaBeIIMBOCTbIO, TOTJA, COIIACHO B3sny JItoTepa, OH TO/KeH obpa-
TUTBCS B CYH, TIPaBIa, TOJIBKO JJISI TOTO, YTOOBI C UYMCTBIM CEepALIeM AOOUTHCS CIipa-
BeIJIMBOCTH, & He JIJIS1 TOro, 4To6bl OTOMCTUTh. OJHAKO, IO JIFOTEPOBCKON OIEHKE
CynmeGHONM CUCTEMBI €r0 BpeMeHM (KOTOpasi B CJIMIIKOM MHOTMX MECTaxX Ha 3emiie
MIPENCTaeT B TAKOM K€ BUZE U Tellepb), XPUCTHAHMHY CJIefOBaIO OBl OTHABATh cebe
BITOJIHE SICHBIV OTYET B TOM, UTO B CY[e BCe MOKET OKa3aTbhCsl [IJIsl Hero elle U Ha-
MHOTO Xy3Ke:

He T0 uT06bI IpaBo unHMIO Tebe CTpafgaHue Wi Hacuiue [...], HO UTO B Cyfe Cu-
JST U TIPU JAOJDKHOCTSIX COCTOST ILIEIbMbI 1 MOIIEHHUKY, KOTOPbIE TO/DKHBI TBO-
PUTh Cy[, 110 MPaBy, M OFHAKO, Te He MOT'YT JOOparhCs A0 Tebs HaCUIMEM, THYT
9TO MPABO U KPUBST U PAIM CBOETO 030PCTBa UM 3710ynoTpeossitor [Ibid., S. 394].

[Tpu atom, mo mHeHuto JIroTepa, MOXKET Takke CJIYUUTHCS, UTO JIUIIO, oOpala-
IOLIIeeCs B CyZ, C ICKOM Ha MPUYMHEHHYIO éMy HeCIIPaBeAJIMBOCTb, B KOHIIE KOHIIOB
caMo OyIeT yJIuveHO Kak BUHOBHOe. TeM He MeHee IyTh OGpallleHust B Cyl, COryiac-
HO B3mIsimy JlioTepa, ocraeTcss mJig XpUCTMAHMHA €IMHCTBEHHOM BO3MONKHOCTBIO
IEeVCTBUS TIPOTUB MPUUMHEHHOI MYy HeCIpaBeaMBOCTU. To, UTO 3TOT ITyTh BO3MO-
SKEH Takoke U JJIS1 yesioBeka, ciyiiatoiiero Haropayio npornosens u CTpeMSIIErocst
K COBepIIIeHHOM XPUCTUAHCKOM KMU3HU, ciaemyeT ajst JlioTepa Takke U U3 TOTO, UTO
KaKObIVi XPUCTUAHWH CYIIECTBYET B TO JXKe BPeMS TaK’Ke B MEKUeJIOBeUeCKUX U CO-
OMAJIbHBIX OTHOILLIEHUSX. B Hux oH ucrosHsaer pas3/iMuHbIe POJIM M 3adaul, Ka>Kaas
"3 KOTOPBIX CBSI3aHA C 0COOOTO Pofa OTBETCTBEHHOCTHIO MEpe. APYTUMMU JTFOIbMMA.
Kak TaxkoBoe «MMpCKOe JUI0» OH HODKEH «IIPOTUBOCTOSITH BCSIKOMY 37Ty, B IIpe-
Ienax cBoero ciayskeHusi» [Ibid., S. 393]. B Ttakom ciydyae 3TO OTHOCUTCSI TakXke
U K ero cOOCTBeHHOI1 3a1mTe B conmyme. U Tak, cornacHo B3rsipy Jliorepa,

XPUCTUAHVH He JOJKEH HYU C KEM CYIUTBHCS, HO OCTaBUTb ¥ PyOallky, M BEPXHIOO
Oomexny, ecyiM y Hero 3abupaior uMx. Ho Mupckoe JMIO HOJIKHO 3allyIIATbCS
" OOOPOHSITHCSI TIPAaBOM IPOTMB HACWIMI U MPECTYIUIEHWMH, THe OHO MOXKET.
Summa: B XpucToBoM 11apCTBe MMOA0OaeT BCe TePIETh, MPOIATh U BO34aBaTh J06-
poM 3a 3710. B cBOIO ouepeb, B IIpaBjeHUM Kecapsi Mbl He JOJIKHbI TEPIEeTh HUKA -
KO}l HeCIpaBeIIMBOCTU, HO TIPOTUBUTbCS 371y, M HAKa3biBaTh, ¥ MIOMOTaTh 3allly-
1IaTh ¥ TOAAEPsKMBATh IIPABO, HACKOJBKO TOTO TPeGyeT CIysKeHMe WM COCTOSIHIE
kaxkgoro [Ibid., S. 394].

Takum oGpasom, B3rsaA JIioTepa COCTOMT HE TOJIBKO B TOM, UTO XPUCTMAHWUH
IOJ/KEH MYKeCTBEHHO TepIeTh MPUUMHIEMYIO eMY HeCIIPaBe[IMBOCTh, B TO BpeMs,
KaK HeCIpaBeIIMBOCTb, IPUUMHIEMYIO ero 6/IMKHEMY, OH IOJDKEH IpeIoTBpalliaTh
BCEMU CBOMMM CWJIaMM, HAaIlpMMep, Mpecekas yaap Obolero ero yejoseka. OH mo-
JjlaraeT Takke, YTO XPUCTMAHAM CJIeAyeT aKTMBHO Pa3BMBAThH M 3aILMIIATH MPABO-
BYIO CUCTEMY ¥ BOOOIIle MHCTUTYTHI U MOPs KK obiecTBa. Kputuka Jlrotepom mpa-
BOBOJ CMCTEMbI ¥ TOJIMTMKM CBOEr0 BpeMeHM, ObIBIllas II0 BpeMeHaM BecbMa
PE3KOi1, TIOKAa3bIBAET, UTO 3Ta IOJIOKUTE/IbHAs YCTAHOBKA B OTHOIIIEHUY K ITPaBOBOA
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cUcTeME U K TIOIUTUUECKUM U COLMATBHBIM MHCTUTYTAaM MMEET MPUHIMITNATbHbBIN
CMBICJT ¥ OTHIOAb He BKJIIOUAeT B Cebs JIFOOOro MPOM3BOIBHO B3SITOTO BOILIOLIEHISI
MPaBOBOM CUCTEMbBI U OOGIIECTBEHHOTO MOpsiAKa. TakoBO ObLIO OIIMOOYHOE YMO-
3aK/IIOYEeHMe JIIOTepaHCTBa Oosiee MO3AHero BpeMeHu. VIMEHHO MO MCTOJKOBAHMIO
Jliotepom HaropHoit mponoBeay Mbl MOKEM BUAETb, CKOJIb KPUTUUECKM OTHOCUIICS
Jliorep K KOHKPETHOM MPaBOBOM CUCTEME U K HECTIOCOOHOCTYU MOIUTUYECKU OTBET-
CTBEHHbIX (QUTYp CBOero BpeMeHu. Tem He MeHee, ¢ TOUKM 3peHus JltoTepa, OJist Ipo-
TUBOCTOSIHUSI HECITPaBEMJIMBOCTY HE CYIIECTBOBAJIO IPYIOil aJbTepHATUBBI, KpoMe
60pBOBI C HEN MTPY TOMOIIY PABOBOM CUCTEMBI U OOIIIeCTBEHHBIX MHCTUTYTOB.

OrtcranBaemyio JIroTepoM Mofe/ib OTHOIIEHUS K MpeTepreBaeMoil HeclpaBe] -
JIMBOCTH, a 3HAYUT, U K BUHE, KOTOPYIO NPUHSIM Ha cebsl Jpyrue JI0ou, MOXKHO pe-
3IOMMPOBaTh B cyienytoiiem Buae. C OMHOM CTOPOHbBI, XPUCTUAHUH COCTOUT B OTHO-
el kK camomy cebe. Kak Takoe «5», oH orBeTcTBeH nepen Uncycom Xpucrom
33 BCIO CBOIO XM3Hb. B CBOEM OTHOIIIEHMM K CaMOMY ceOe OH IbITaeTCs pPeaymso-
BaTh TpeGoBaHMUsI coBepilleHCcTBa M3 HaropHoin mpomoBenu. U Bce ske XpUCTMaHUH
CYILEeCTBYeT He TOJIbKO B OTHOIIEHUM K camMoMy cebe (UTO apTUKYIUPYeTCS B JIMU-
HOM MECTOMMEHUU «SI»), HO COCTOUT TaK’Ke B OTHOIIEHUU K APYTUM JIFOISM, C KOTO-
PBIMM COOTHOCUTCSI TIPY TTOMOLIM JIMYHBIX MECTOMMEHUI BTOPOTO U TPEThEro JUiia
€IVHCTBEHHOTO ¥ MHOKECTBEHHOTO JIMIa. DTM OTHOLIEHUSI OH JIOJDKEH CTPOUTD
MHayve, YeM OTHOIIIEHMSI K caMOMy ceGe. B OTHOIIeHUM C IPYTUMU JTFOObMU XPUCTM -
aHMH HeCeT JOJII0 OTBETCTBEHHOCTM 3a MX 61arocoCTosiHMe, MpaBo M Mup. B oTHO-
IIeHUY K caMoOMy cebe XpUCTMAHWH He HecCeT TaKOM ke OTBETCTBEHHOCTM. 37ecCh
YyeJIOBeK SKMBeT KaK XPUCTUAHWH, eCJIM OH BCeleJso foBepsieT Tomy, uto Uncyc Xpu-
CTOC BCEILIEJIO OTBEYAET 3a €ro CyAb0y, a MOCTOJIbKY OH OTKa3bIBAE€TCS OT OTCTaMBa-
HMUSI CBOETO MpaBa U OT NMPaBOMEPHOTO BO3Me3ysl. DTOT OTKa3 IPUOOpeTaeT MOTEH-
IMPOBAHHYIO (HOPMY B aKTUBHOM T'OTOBHOCTM YeJIOBEKA MPOCTUTb BUHY TEM, KTO
MIPUYMHAJI MY HeCIIPaBeAJIMBOCTD U MTOCTOJIbKY CTaJl BUHOBEH Tepel HUM.

XpucTtuase ke — He TOJTbKO MHOXKECTBO «sI», HO B TO K€ BPEMS U HEKOe «MbI».
ITockonmbKy BCe OHM TPUHAMAJIEXRAT XPUCTY, XPUCTMAHE MOTYT FOBOPUTh O CaMUX
cebe B IepBOM JIMile MHOKECTBEHHOTO 4Kcja. B KauecTBe «Mbl» OHU AENAT IPYT
C IPYyroM BCe Te MPU3HAKM, KOTOPbIE€ XapaKTEPU3YIOT MHANBUAYATbHYIO XPUCTUAH-
CKYIO 9K3MCTeHIMIO. [I0CTO/IbKY BCe XpUCTMaHE CTPafaloT, eCiay CTpaJaeT OmMH
U3 «MbI». B TO ke Bpemsl BCe OHM pasfesiiOT OFHO U TO K€ IPEeACTaBIeHNe O CO-
BEpIIIEHHOM XPUCTMAHCKOM >KM3HU. [1OCTONBbKY TakKe M OOIIHOCTb BEPYIOIIUX —
LlepkoBb - xapakTepm3yeTcsl TeM, YTO OHA OTKA3bIBAETCSI OT MECTM M BO3ME3HUs
3a HECIIPaBeIJIMBOCTb, CTpafaHusl M TpeciemoBaHue. i 3TOro Heobs13aTeTbHO
TpebyeTcsi, YTOObI KaKIbIM XPUCTMAHWH TepIies HeCIIPaBeIJIMBOCTb, CTpajaHue
U IIpeC/IefOBaHNe U JOJIKEH O6bLT 60POTHCS ¢ SMOLMSIMY THEBA, BO3ME3INS M MECTH.
Ckopee, TaKOB XapaKTepHbIi Mpu3HaK LlepkBu B 11€J10M, 60O B «MbI» OOIIIHOCTH Be-
PYIOIIMX BCe XPUCTMAHE OLIYILIAIOT HeCIPaBedIMBOCTb, MpeTeprieBaeMyl0 OIHUM
u3 HuX. Bce cTpamatot, ecyin ctpapaet ogyH! Bee TepnsT roHeHMe, ecu Ipeciieny -
10T ogHoro! M TOUHO Tak ke KaskIOMY XPUCTMaHMHY MPUXOLUTCS BOPOTHCS C THe-
BOM M MOTPeOHOCTHIO BO3ME3AMS U TPOTUBOCTOSITh MM.

HOna Jliotepa ogHMM M3 IpU3HAKOB MCTUMHHOM llepkBu OBLIO TO, YTO OHA
He OCTaBJISIeT MeCTa THEBY M BO3ME3IMIO, JaXke B CIyYasx HeCIPaBedIMBOTO CTPa-
IaHUsT ¥ HeYeCTHOTro mpecyienoBaHus. B pabore «O cobopax u nepkBax» Jliorep
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YIOMSIHYJ TipeTeprieBaHue Kpecra kak mocsjenHmii U3 ceMy IMPU3HAKOB MICTUHHOM
LlepkBu.

B-cenpMmbix, cBsiTOM XPpUCTUMAHCKUI HAapOX, Y3HAIOT HAPY)KHO IO CBATBIHE CBSITOTO
Kpecra, 4To OH [OJIKEH TepreTh BCSKOe HeCcuacTyie U MpeciiefoBaHue, BCIKMEe UC-
KymeHust 1 6empl (Kak roBoput Moimutea OTye HAIl) OT IbSIBOJIA, MMPA U IUIOTH,
BHYTPEHHIOIO I1€YaJib, TYIIOCTh, CTPaxy, BO BHELIIHEM sKe — HUILETY, 00JIe3Hb, Cia-
60CTb, [abbl yromobutbcs ['aBe ceoemy Xpucty, Y mpuumHa ToMy IOJIKHA OBITh
TaKkke eOVMHCTBEHHO B TOM, UTO OH TBepHo Jepskutcsst Xpucra u CioBa Boxws,
a cienoBaresibHO, crpagaer Xpucra panu, Md 5: «BiaskeHHbI Teprsiie TOHeHNsI
3a Bomo Motwo». OHM HOKHBI ObITH GJIArOYECTUBBI, TUXY, MOCIYIIHBI, TOTOBBI
CJTYSKUTH TEJIOM ¥ MMEHMEeM HayaJIbCTBY M KaXKIOMY, M HUKOMY He TBOPUTH CTpa-
nmanus. Ho HMKakolM Hapopm Ha 3eMJie He JOJ/DKEeH TepIeTh TaKoi FOpbKOM HEeHaBU-
CTY, OHM JIOJIKHBI OBITh Xy)Ke, UeM eBpeM, SI3bIYHUKM, TYPKU. Summa: OHU JTOJIK-
HbI Ha3bIBaThCS €PETVKAMM, MOIIIEHHUKAMU, TbSIBOJIAMM, TIPOK/ISTHIMMA U CAMbBIMMU
BpeIHBIMU JIIOAbMM Ha CBeTe, TaK 4TO ciayskaT bory Takke u Te, KTO BellaeT, TO-
UT, yOUBAeT, My4aeT, U3TOHSIET, Tep3aeT UX, U HUKTO He CMIWIYeTCsT Hal, HUMM, HO
ellle HAIIOMT MUPPOI U JKeTUYbI0, eCJIM OHU OYAYT JKaskAaTh, OMHAKO JKe He IOTOMY,
yTOObI OHM ObUIM TIpeIro6omesMu, youiamm, BOpaMyu WM ITyTaMy, HO TIOTOMY,
YTO OHM JKEJIAIOT MMETh OIHOTO XPUCTA U He JKeJIAIoT HMKaKoro uHoro 6ora. U roe
ThI BUOUILb WIK CJIBILAIIL TONOOHOE, 3HAlA, UTO TaM eCTb CBSITasi XPUCTUAHCKAsI
LlepkoBb, kak Ou roBoput B Md 5: «BiaskeHHbI Bbl, KOrma GyIyT MOHOCUTH BAC»,
M OTBEprHyT MMS Ballle KaK BpeJHOe M 3/I0e, M 3TO «3a Bomo Moio» [Luther?,
WA 50, 641f].

IByMsa 1muTaramMyu U3 eBaHreJbCKuxX 6jakeHcTB B Md 5 Jliorep kenmaer mo-
KasaTb, YTO MpeTeplieBaeMble XpUCTHMaHAMM TpecyieloBaHus — 3To npusHak Llepk-
Bi. Ha ocHOBaHMM CBOEro JIMUHOrO oImbITa JIroTep Buues cebss camMoro M IepKBH,
npousonieniine n3 Pedopmaiiyy, B Mx COBOKYITHOCTM CTOSIIIMMM B TPAAUIIUU LIEPK-
BU TIEPBBIX BEKOB, KOTOPOWM MPUXOAWIOCH CTPalaTh OT CUIIbHBIX TOHeHuit. OHaKO
uctuHHas llepKkoBb y3HaeTCsT He TOJbKO IO MPecaedOBaHMSIM M OUCKPUMMHALU
XPUCTMAH ¥ IEPKBE, HO M TIO0 UX peakIuy Ha 3TU MpeceloBaHMs, C OTKa30oM
OT MECTU U BO3ME3IMS U MPUHITUEM CBOUX CTpafaHuii paay Xpucra.

B cBoem ropasmo 6osiee mosieMmuyeckoM 1o ayxy coumHenun 1541 r. «IIporus
lanceypcra» JlioTep MPOmO/DKMII 3Ty JKe JIMHMIO M paccMaTpuBal pedopmu-
pOBaHHbIE IIEPKBY, BCJIEACTBME MCIBITAHHBIX MMM IpEC/IeNOBaHMIA U CTpaJaHui,
B TpaguIIMM 1IepKBU TIEPBBIX BEKOB, TOTJA KaK IMOJIb3YIONIASCS BCEMU CpeNCTBaAMU
MMPCKOJ BJIACTU PUMCKO-KaToIMueckasi IepKOBb MOpBaJia ¢ 3ToM Tpanuumeit. JIro-
Tep ¥ 37eCh MOAUEepKUBAET, YTO BO3HUKILIME B Pedopmaliuu 11epkBu He CTaM Iiia-
TUTh 32 TIEPEHECEHHYIO0 MMM HECIPaBEIJIMBOCTb TOM K€ MOHETOM, a MMEHHO TBO-
puTh Bo3Mmesnyve. Hampotus, Ha BorociayskeHUsIX eBaHreIMUeckuxX OOIIMH BCETAA
Moamauch 3a Bcio LeproBb. Takum obpaszom, B «[Ipotus I'ancBypcra» Jlotep mpsi-
MO PacCMaTpyUBaJ OTKa3 OT BO3Me3Aus Kak npusHak uctuHHou Llepkeu. CormacHo
€ro B3IVISIAY, HUKTO He MOKET

...OTpUIIaTh, YTO MbI, CO CBOEl CTOPOHbBI, He TPOJMBAaeM KPOBU, He YOUBaeM,
He BelllaeM ¥ He MCTMM 3a Ce0sl, KaK Mbl HEPEIKO MOIIM Obl AejiaTh U BCE elle MO-
skeM, Ho, kak menanu Xpucroc, Aroctosibl M gpeBHss LlepkoBb, MbI TEPINM, yBE-
II[eBaeM ¥ TIPOCUM 3a HUX, TaKyKe ¥ MyOJIUYHO B 1[€PKBaX, B JIMTAHUSIX U MPOTIOBE -
Isx, 060 BceM, Kak genan u yumn Xpucroc, [OCITIOIb Haii, u Tak ke TOYHO
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npeBHss LlepkoBb, UYTO BCe MbI TaKKe M B 3TOM JAEPKMUMCS JPEBHErO CYILECTBA
npesneii Llepksu [Luther®, S. 485].

['oBOpPS O IPUUMHEHHOV 33 Bepy HECIIPaBEMJIMBOCTU U UCIIBITAHHOM IIPECIIENO-
BaHuy, JItoTep MMes B BUAY HE TOJIBKO MOCTOSSHHYIO YI'PO3Yy €ero COOCTBEHHOM JKU3-
HU HaumHasi ¢ 1517 1., HO TakKe, HarpuMep, cyaboy Xenapuka ®éca u MoxaHa BaH
DllleHa, IBYX MOJIOObIX MOHAXOB-aBIYCTMHIIEB M3 AHTBepIleHa, KOTopble 1 uiosis
1523 1. 66N TIpeJaHbl MyGIMYHOM Ka3HM Yepes COSKKEHVE Ha PHIHOYHON TIOAIN
B Bpioccese, mOTOMY UTO OHUM — KaK ¥ BECb MX aHTBEPIEHCKUI MOHACTBIPb — CUM-
narusupoBaau teosnoruu Jlrorepat. Jlrorep coenan 3Ty KasHb TEMOI CBOEN MepBOii
necan («HoBas mecHb»)’. B MOgOGHOM OIbITE CTpamaHMsl ¥ TOHEHMS — 3a CIIPaBe] -
JMBOe mesio - Ay JlioTepa 6bUIO HAISMHO SICHO TO, UTO, COIIacHO EBaHrenuio ot
Martdest, Uncyc umen B Buny B cBoux 6naskencrBax (Mo 5:10-12) u B gpyrux ua-
ctsx HaropHoit mporoBenu.

B cBoux TonkoBanusix HaropHoii npornoBenu JIroTep OCMBICIMIT OIBIT XPUCTMU -
aH ¥ CBOV COOGCTBEHHBIN OIBIT MEPEXUTON HECIPABEIJIMBOCTY CAMOTO Pa3HOTO
pona, Oynmb TO 3a BEPY WIM B S5KOHOMUYECKUX U TPakIAaHCKMX KOHTekcTax. OTkas
OT BO3Me3aMsI U TIOCTOJIbKY TOTOBHOCTD TEPIETh MPUUNHIEMYIO HECITPAaBEIIMBOCTb
OBLIM IJjISI HETO OMHMM M3 MPM3HAKOB KaK MHAMBUIYAJIbHOV SK3UCTEHIIY XPUCTHA-
HMHA, Tak 1 LlepkBu B 1ieI0M.

IV

Bepuemcs Tenepb k uctonkoBaHuio Jlrotepom npubasieHus K moautse «Orye
Hamr» B M@ 6:14, a TeM caMbIM U K ITIOTEHIMPOBAHHOMY OTKa3y OT BO3Me3Iusl Yepes
MpolleHNe TIperpeLeHnit APYTUX JIIONeN, WK K MIPOLIEeHUIO TeX, KTO BUHOBAT Iepe[t
HaMM, IPUUYMHMB HaM HECIPaBeIJIMBOCTb U Mpecyienys Hac. [Ipu sTom peub muet
B TO K€ BpeMsl O B3aMMOCBSI3Y MEXIY IpolleHeM Borom u mpoleHnem JrombMu
IOpYT Ipyra, npeactaBieHHON B M 6:14 kak KOHIUIIMOHATbHAS B3aMMOCBSI3b.

CornacHo B3misLy JltoTepa, MpoIlieHMe Ipexa COBEPIIIAeTC s IBYMsI CIIOCOHaMM:

Bo-niepBrbix, uepe3 Epanresme u Cnoso boxkue, nmpuanmaemoe BHyTpeHHe mipen, bo-
rOM uepe3 Bepy, Bo-BTOpbIX, HAPY)KHO, Yepes nesa, 06 atom ropoput [letp B [Tocna-
Huu (2 I[etp 1), tme oH yunt o KO6pBIX menax: JItobes3Hbie OpaThs, CTapanTeCh cae-
JIaTh TBEPIbIM Ballle MpuU3BaHMe U u3bpaHue U T. . 3MeChb OH JKEJIAeT, YTOObI MbI
crenamyu njis cebst TOCTOBEPHBIM, YTO MMeeM Bepy U IpolleHue rpexa [...] Urak
BHeIITHee MpOIleHNe, KOTOPOe s SIBJISTIO IJIOM, €CTh 31eCh TaKyKe BEePHbI 3HAK, UTO
sl UMelo TipollieHue rpexa y Bora, B cBoto ouepenn, Tam, rae MogOOGHOTO He SIBIEHO
K O/VKHEMY, TaM €CTh Y MEHSI BEPHBIN 3HAK, UTO S HE MMEI0 TaKKe U ITPOILEHVS
rpexa y 60ra, HO Bce elle npebbiBato B Heepyn» [Luther?, WA 32, 423].

KonpuimoHanbHy0 B3aMMOCBSI3b MEKIY POIIEHeM Borom u rporteHmem Toab-
MM Opyr gpyra JloTep moHMMaeT, B M3BeCTHOM CMbICJIe, KaK 3MUCTEeMOJIOTUYeCKYIO,

4 Cm. 06 3TOM pesysbTaThl HOBeMX ucciaenoBaumit: Christman R.J., “For he is coming”. Revisit-
ing Martin Luther’s Reaction to the Reformation’s First Executions (Lu]J 82, 2015, 11-43).

5 Cwm.: Luther M., Eynn hubsch Lyed von denn zcweyen Marterern Christi, zu Brussel von den So-
phisten zcu Louen verbrandt (WA 35, 411-415).
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a He Kak B3aMMOCBSI3b B CYIIECTBe Jejia. B 3TOM moc/iemHeM OTHOLIEHMM CHavasia
uger mpoienne borom, mmeroiiee cBoe ocHoBanue B Uncyce Xpucre, a 3atem —
MpOILIeHNe YeJIOBEKOM BMHBI ITepef, HUM APYroro uejoBeka. OmHaKo, COMIACHO SMM-
CTEMOJIOTMUYECKOV B3aMMOCBSI3M, MMEHHO IMPOIIeHMEe YeJIOBEKOM BMHBI Iepel HUM
JIPYroro veyioBeKa MO3BOJISIET 3aK/II0UaTh O peajbHOCTHM MpoIlieHus borom B Bepe.

Kro He MMeeT BHYTpeHHE! CIPaBeAIMBOCTY, TOT HE TBOPUT HMUKAKOTO BHEIIIHETO
nena, B cBoo ouepenp, rjje HET BHEIIIHErO 3HAKA U JIOKA3aTe/IbCTBA, TaM S He MOTY
6bITh YBEPEH B IIEPBOI, HO 1 Ta, U Apyras 06MaHbIBAaIOT MeHs 1 apyrux [ Luther?,
WA 32, S. 423f].

HpOLU,eHI/Ie JIIOObMMU OPYT Opyra €CTb BbIpa’KEHME NOCTOBEPHOCTU U 3HAK IIPO-
HIeHuA borom. be3 CTpeMHH_[eI;’ICH K COBEPIIEHCTBY IMPAKTUKNA XpMCTMaHCKOf;I OK31-
CTeHIMM OJId HIOTepa He MOXKeT ObITh YBEPEHHOCTHU B CBOEM COOGCTBEHHOM OIlpaB-
OaHuM U B IIPOLIIEHNN I'PEXOB Borom.

A Tlucanue yuuT Hac, YTO HaM HAIJIEXXUT CMOTPETh He Ha cebs, HO Ha CJ0BO
u oberoBanme Bokme, M mepskaThCsl 32 HEro Bepor, 4To, Eciau Thl COTBOPUIID
onHo neno u3 CiioBa M 0GETOBaHMS, TO MMEEIb BEPHBIN MPU3HAK, uTo bor mMmio-
CTUB K Tebe, A 3HAUMUT, YTO COOCTBEHHOE TBOE JIeJI0, KOTOpoe bor HbIHE MPUHSLIT
K cebe, TOJDKHO ObITh [1s1 Tebsl BepHbIM 3HaKOM mpoiuenus [Ibid., S. 424].

TonbKO COOTBETCTBYIOIIAS MPAKTHKA, — B JAHHOM KOHKPETHOM CJIyuyae — IpO-
II[eHNe COTpelleHNit IPYTuX JIIOAel — OKa3bIBAeT, KMBET JIM YeJIOBEK B peasbHOCTH
6O0KeCTBEHHOTO IMPOILIEHNS IPEXOB, U JayKe — KUBET Ji OH BoobiIie ¢ borom. Takum
o6pasomM, MpoIleHe COTpelleHnii APYTUX JIIOOeil HaXOOUTCS B COBOKYITHOM [IY-
XOBHOM KOHTEKCTe XPUCTMAHCKOM 5K3UCTeHLMM. JIIoTep MOSICHSIET 9TO CIeTYIOIIM
obpasoM:

W60 TOT, KTO KpellleH, JOJKeH Takke MPUHMMAThb TauHCTBO, A KTO MPUHUMAET
TanHCTBO, OJDKEH TAaKKe MOJUTHCS, a TOT, KTO MOJIMTCS, TOJDKEH TaKKe IIPO-
math, 1 T. 1. Ho ecnu Thl He mpollaellib, TO UMeellb 34eCh YXKaCHbBIN IPUTOBOD,
YTO TBOM Tpexy TakKke He OymyT IPOLIeHbI Tebe, MyCThb Jaxke ThI M HAXOOMIIIbCS
Cpenu XpUCTMaH U BMECTe C HMMU MOJb3yelrbcs: TauHCTBOM M Jpyrumy Graramu,
HO JIMILIb CTAaHYT AJIs1 TebGsl MpUUMHOM TeM 6Gosbliero Bpega u mpokstus [Ibid.,
S. 425].

JItoTep BIIOTHE OCO3HABAJ, KaK TSKEJIO JIAETCS MPOILeHe B KOHKPETHOM CTyuae
MIPUYMHEHHOM HeCIpaBeIIMBOCTY. M OH MOHMMAaJ YyBCTBa THEBA TAK’KE U CO CTOPO-
HbI XPUCTMAH TIO afIpecy TeX, KTO MPUUMHWI UMM HeCHpaBelMBOCTb. [ToaTomy majis
HEro BechbMa 3HaUMTENIbHO TO, UTO B Md 6:14 peub UAET O corpelleHnsx — a, Harpu-
Mep, He 0 37100e, WM 030PCTBe, Wi KolryHCTBe. OCO6eHHOCTD 3TOV (OPMBbI PeUr OH
BUIOUT B TOM, UTO OHA MOTUYEpKMUBaeT Gosiee c1abOCTh MM HEBeIeHMe TIPeCTYITHUKA,
HeXkesn ero 37100y. A motomy 3Ty dopmy peun Epanresnmst or Mardest oH uHTEpIIpe-
TUPYET TaK, YTO XPUCTHMAHE JOJIKHBbI pacCMaTpMBaTh MPUUMHEHHYIO MM HeCIpaBe[ -
JIMBOCTDb ¥ COTpEIlIe Vs, B U3BECTHOM CMbICJIe, B 60ojiee CHMCXOOUTEILHOM TOHE, YeM
cam bor, KOTOpbIif, KOHEYHO, COIIacCHO B3Iy JIroTepa, BUAUT HECIPaBeAJ/MBOCTD
" 37100y C TIOJTHOM OTYET/IMBOCTBIO. [IpM 3TOM XpUCTHMaHe MOJKHBI MPUHATb BO BHU-
MaHMe, UTO TBOPSIIIMIA HECITPABEIJIMBOCTb YEJIOBEK CaM ONOJIEBAEM U OCJIETIIEH Ibsi-
BOJIOM, a IMOTOMY, HECMOTPSI Ha CBOIO 37100y ¥ Ha UCXOMSIIYIO OT HETO HeCIpaBe/In-
BOCTb, 3aCTYKMBAET MUJIOCEPINS U TIPOIIEHMS.
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U Bce ke maske 1 B 3TOM 60Jiee CHUCXOOUTEILHOM OCBEILIeHUY OCTAeTCS B CUIe
BOIIPOC, 3HAYMMa JIM TOTOBHOCTh K IIPOILEHMIO, BbIpaskaeMasl IIpy I[POU3HECEHUM
MO/UTBBI «OTUe HaIll», NMPU JIOOBIX OOCTOSTENBCTBAX, a MOCTOJLKY — 06e3 KaKMx-
6o ycioBmit. JIoTep paccMaTpuBasT IMPOIEHUE BUMHBI JIIOOBMU APYT APYTY Kak
napaJuie/ib OTIYILIEHMSI IPEXOB, KOTOPOe B €ro IMOHMMAaHMM COCTOUT B CBS3bIBAHNUM
M paspelIeHni, B AMCIUILUIMHMPOBAHNUM U B MPOILEHMN I'pexa. B mapasiens K sTomy
B COCTaB IIPOILEHMS] BMHBI JIIOObMM OPYT OPYry 3aBeNOMO BXOOWIO IO KpaiHeii
Mepe IIpM3HaHME M MCIIOBEIAHMEe CBOEN BMHBI T€M, KOMY Mbl TOJIKHBI POCTUTh.
Jloruka mpoiieHust TpebyeT, YTOObI MPOLIeHMe MPeaoaaraao UCIoBenaHue CBOen
BMHBI TEM, KOMY ITPOLIAIOT. TOJIBKO JIMIIIb HA OCHOBAHMM HAILIEr0 COOCTBEHHOIO Ie-
pPEeKMBAHMS CTPafaHuUl ¥ HECIPaBeAJIMBOCTM M IPOSBJISIONIENCS B HUX BUHBI IpY-
TUX JIIOHel B MPOILEHNM HeT HafoOHOCTH, U IJjIS1 HEero HeT BO3MOKHOCTU. Tem 60-
Jiee BMHA U COTpEIIeHNs] He MOTYT ObITb MPOILIEHbI, eC/IM UX CYyOBhEKThI OCIIapUBaIOT
MX WIA OIPaBIbIBAIOT COOTBETCTBYIOIIME IEHCTBUS M CUMTAIOT MX IOJHOCTHIO
OIpaBIaHHbIMMA.

U BOT, KaKk CyyaeTcs B CJIYKEHUM KITFOUeli, Tak ObIBAe€T U CO BCSIKMM XPUCTUAHM -
HOM B OTHOILIEHMM K OJIVKHEMY, KOTOPBIN, XOTSI OH ¥ AOJIKEH ObITh 'OTOB MPO-
CTUTh KaXKIOMY, KTO MPMUMHSIET eMy CTpafaHue, ¥ BCe JKe, TaM, I7e OH He sKeJlaeT
HU CO3HATh rpexa, HM OTCTaTh OT HEro, HO HaMepeH ellle K TOMY ke MPOAOJIKaTh
I'PEIINTh, TO Thl HE MOXKEIIb MTPOCTUThH €ro, He pamy Tebs, HO pagy ero camoro,
160 OH He KeJIaeT MMeTh MpoilieHus. Ho Kak TOJIbKO OH Mpu3HaeT ce6si BUHOBHBIM
¥ BO3YKeJIaeT IPOIIEHNsI, TO BCe JOJKHO ObITh €My lapoBaHO U absolutio JO/KHO
cpasy Xe IMOCJIeAOBaTh 3a TeM, 160, Tak Kak OH HaKa3bIBaeT ceOsl CaMOro M OCTaB-
JIIEeT TPeX, KOTOPbIN Y)Ke He OCTAeTCsl y Hero 6ojiee rpexom, To s TeM Gosiee 00s -
3aH OCTaBUThb ero, Ho Tam, rjge oH caM JEepsKUT ero ¥ He JKejaeT OCTaBUThb, TO S
He MOTY B3STb €r0 y Hero, HO JIOJsKEH OCTaBUTh €ro MpebbIiBaTh B HEM, TTOCKOJIbKY
OH JieJlaeT camMoMy cebGe MPOCTUTENbHBbIN I'PeX HEempOCTUTENbHbIM. Summa: rame
OH He >KeJIaeT IMO3HaTh cebsi, Mbl JTOJKHBI BCEro 6oyiee OTATOTUTH €ro COBECTb
¥ HE OKa3bIBaTb MUJIOCTH, MIOCKOJIbKY OH JKEJIaeT U3 030pCTBA OTHATh CEOST TbSIBO-
J1y, B cBOIO Ouepenpb, TaMm, Ije OH UCIOBENAET I'PeX U IOMPOCUT TPOILEHMS, & ThI
He TIPOCTUIIIb MY, TO Thl B3BaJIMJI 9TOT TpeX Ha cebsl, TaK UTO TpeX STOT U MPOKIIN -
Haet Teba [Luther!, WA 32, S. 426].

Ins JTrotepa npoliieHne BUHBI JIOAbMU IPYT APYTY MOLUYMHEHO OTpaHUUYUTENb-
HOMY YCJIOBMIO TIP€IBapUTETbHOTO MPU3HAHMST KOHKPETHOV (OTHOCSIIENCSI K KOH-
KPeTHOMY CJIy4aro) BUHBI. [IO0CTO/IbKY TpOIlleHre BUHBI MOXKET OKa3aTbCs YMeCT-
HbIM B MEHBIIIEM YMCJIe SKM3HEHHBIX CUTYalMif, YeM OTKa3 OT BO3Me3IMUs, XOTS
MpolleHre BUHbBI IPOCTUpPAeTCs Jajee, YeM OTKa3 OT Bo3Mmesnusi. V6o mpoiieHue
BMHBI — 3TO, B BO3MOKHOCTY, UPE3BbIUAMHO HAIPSDKEHHAs MHTEPAKIMS C APYTUM
YeJIOBEKOM, TMPUYMHUBIINM HaM IpeXKIe CTpajaHue U HecrpaBeqiuBoCcThb. [Ipu or-
Kase ke OT BO3Me3ausl He TpeOyeTcsl HMKAKOM OPYroi MHTepaKIyy C BUHOBHUKOM,
TIOCKOJIbKY MbI MOSKEM TIPOCTO JEP3KAThCsI OT HETO B CTOPOHE®.

Tor ke, KTO MPOIIAeT CBOEMY COOPATy ero BUHY, TaKKe ¥ caM MoayuuT oT bora
MPOIIIeHNe 3a MMEIOLTYI0CS Y Hero BuHY nepen borom.

6 TO, YTO Mbl o6cy>l<,uaeM 30€Cb Ha KOHCTeJUIAUUAX MHAUBUAYAJIbHbIX OTHO].[IeHI/If/i, BBIIVIIAUT COBEP-

[IEHHO aHaJIOTMYHBbIM XK€ OOpasoM B OTHOILEHWM T'PYII ¥ OBIIHOCTEN JIIomei, MPUHUMAIOIIX
Ha cebs1 BUHY 33 IPUUYMHSIEMYIO VIMM JTIIOASIM HeCIIPaBeIIMBOCTb.
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U BoT, eyt THI Tak HaCTPOEH B OTHOLLUEHUM OIVKHETO, TO U Bor Toxke siBUT cebst
B OTHOILIEHUM K TebGe C TaKUM CJIaKMUM, JII0Oe3HbIM CepIIEM, U TBOW BEIMKUIA TSDK-
KM TpeX, KOTOPBIN Thl COBEPIIM TIepel HUM U BCe ellle COBEepIIIaelllb, TAKKe yMa-
JINT, Ha3BaB €ro TOJIbKO IIperpelleHyeM, TaM, Ie Thl CO3HAellb ero ¥ MPOCHIIb
o nporiennn. V6o 3meck ecTh y TeGs BepHOe OOeTOBaHME, UTO BCE TBOM I'PEXW,
CKOJIb GBI MHOT'M ¥ BeJIVKY OHYM HM ObLM, OymyT nipen Hum cTosb ke Mastbl, Kak Io-
BCeIIHEBHbIE UeJIOBeYecKye IIOrPeliHOCTM, KOTOPbIX OH He KeJlaeT HM 3aCUMThIBATD,
HM [IOMHUTb, €CJI/ TOJIbKO MMeelllb Thl Bepy Bo Xpucra [Luther?, WA 32, S. 427].

\"

B mcronkoBanuu JIrorepom HaropHoit mpornoBenu gapyemoe borom mpoiiieHne
I'PEXOB HAaXOAMTCS B BeCbMa TECHOM B3aMMOCBSI3M C IPOIIEHNMEM BUHBI JIIOObMU
IPYT OPYTY, B OCOGEHHOCTU — MeKAY XpuctuaHamu. [Iis JltoTepa aTo ecTb cioco6
TepeskMBaHMS U COXpaHeHusT equHCTBa LlepkBu.

U Tak ThI BuAKILL, TOUeMy XPUCTOC CHEIaT 3TO MpubaBeHNue K MOJIUTBE, YTOObI
teM EmMy nmpouHo cBsizaThb Hac MeXny coboio u coxpaHuTb CBoe XPUCTMAHCTBO
B IMHCTBe Jyxa, TO ¥ Ipyroe — B Bepe U JII06BY, YTOOBI MbI He JONYCKaIM pasfe-
JISITh cebsl HU M3-3a KaKOoro rpexa wim corpeienus [Ibid.].

JI1060Bb MEKIY XpUCTMAHAMM, — STOT CBSI3YIOIIMI MaTepuaa B 3gaHuu Llepk-
BU — He JTOJKHA OBbITh HapyIlleHa; eCy OHa HapyIIaeTcsl, TOrga eCTh HY>KIa B IIPO-
mwennn. Utaxk, oist JlroTepa MCTUHHO,

...uTo0 y XpUCTHAH BCE K€ AO/DKHO OBbITh M XKUTb ONHO JIMIIb TpolieHne, Kak
1y Bora mMbl HempecTaHHO JOJIKHBI IIPOCUTH TpollieHus, I moyikHbI BCerna mep-
>kaTbcst MOUTBBI «IIpocTy Ham, Kak Mbl poitaem» [Ibid.].

Takoe mpoIlleHe BUHbI BO3MOKHO IPAaKTMKOBATh TAaKKe M MEXKIY LEePKBaMIA,
M B 3TOM CJTydyae OHO MOKET TaKKe MOCIYKUTh BKJIAZIOM B YKpeIUIeHMe eIMHCTBa
LlepkBu B MHOTOOGPasuu LiepKBeii.

ITepeson, ¢ Hemerkoro A.K. CymakoBa
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With reference to current ecumenical discussions on how to deal with the guilt that churches
have incurred in relation to other churches, this article looks back from an evangelical per-
spective at Martin Luther’s interpretation of forgiveness of sin and guilt. Luther’s interpreta-
tion of the request for forgiveness in the Lord’s Prayer in the Gospel of Matthew 6:12
in the Sermon on the Mount is at the centre of this discussion. The article reconstructs
Luther’s view in connection with his interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount as
a whole, which focuses on the question of the perfection of Christians and their Christian
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lives. Here the basic features of Luther’s ethics and ecclesiology also become clear. With the
forgiveness of guilt and the misconduct of fellow human beings, Luther is also concerned
with whether a Christian really lives in the reality of divine forgiveness of sins, and to that
extent with God. It becomes clear in the reconstruction of Luther’s interpretation of the Ser-
mon on the Mount that for Luther interpersonal forgiveness is an expression of certainty
about God’s forgiveness and that in Luther’s understanding Christian faith is always very
close connected with a respective practical life.
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Hegel’s Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion played an important role in the development
of the concept of world religions. Writing at the time of a great wave of interest in non-
European cultures in the first half of the 19" century, Hegel was among the first to realize
the reality of religious pluralism. He saw that a philosophy of religion that wanted to favor
Christianity must at a minimum have some story to tell about the other religions of
the world. Today scholars are rightly skeptical of Hegel’s attempt to establish a hierarchy of
world religions and to tell a narrative of how the one religion replaces the other in a teleo-
logical manner, with some religions occupying a higher stage of development than others.
If we reject Hegel’s teleology and evolutionary view, is there anything meaningful left that
we can work with? While we want to resist the idea that one religion sublates the next in
Hegel’s sense, historians of religion are keen to suggest the many ways in which religious
traditions have developed. In many cases religions seem to have overlapped and borrowed
ideas from one another. If one focuses on these points of similarity among the world reli-
gions, a new approach to plurality presents itself. In this paper I wish to explore this ap-
proach, which has been designated as “Comparative Theology”.
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Ever since the posthumous publication of his Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion
in 1832 [Hegel, 1832], his approach has been both appreciated and reviled. In this ar-
ticle I wish to explore Hegel’s contributions in connection with the issue of philoso-
phy of religion in a pluralistic world. Does Hegel have something meaningful to add
to this topic? Or can he be safely dismissed so we can move on to more recent figures
who have a better understanding of religion in our multicultural and pluralistic
21% century?

Writing at the time of a great wave of interest in non-European cultures
in the first half of the 19" century, Hegel was among the first to realize the reality of
religious pluralism. He saw that a philosophy of religion that wanted to favor Chris-
tianity must at a minimum have some story to tell about the other religions of
the world. This might bode well for the undertaking, but there are good reasons to
proceed with caution since Hegel has also been criticized as a supporter of a pro-
European colonial agenda, which would of course undermine any meaningful re-
spect for pluralism. These criticisms need to be acknowledged and taken seriously.
However, we also need to recognize that Hegel’s thought is not a simple, one-
dimensional matter. It developed over time and has many nuances and angles that
can be emphasized. Depending on which aspect one chooses to focus on, a different
picture emerges. Indeed, it is not wrong to talk about many different Hegels in this
sense [Kangas, 2004]. This fact has presumably played an important role in the rad-
ical split of opinion on Hegel’s philosophy, which has evoked passions both positive
and negative. While I do not want to dismiss or play down the criticisms, I wish to
draw attention to a side of Hegel that indeed looks rather progressive and that wel-
comes religious pluralism.

I. Traditional Criticisms of Hegel as an Intolerant Thinker
Opposed to Religious Pluralism

Initially the goal of my article might seem to be a task destined to failure
at the outset, first, since Hegel has frequently been criticized as a straightforward re-
actionary apologist for Christianity and specifically Protestantism. These criticisms
are understandable when one sees that Hegel himself states rather clearly at the out-
set of the work that his goal is to vindicate the truth of Christianity by restoring its
key doctrines, which, he believes, in his time have been largely abandoned, even by
those who claim to be defenders of the faith [Hegel, 1984-1987, vol. 1, p. 121-128§;
Hegel, 1993-1995, vol. 1, p. 38—44].

Second, Hegel’s teleology or evolutionary theory seems to undermine a gen-
uinely pluralistic approach. As is well known, in his account in the Lectures
on the Philosophy of History, Hegel argues that one historical people replaces
the next in the development of history. What he calls “spirit” (Geist) moves succes-
sively from China to India, Persia, Egypt, Greece and Rome and then culminates
in what he refers to as the Germanic world, that is, roughly, Prussia, the German

A draft of this paper was presented at the conference of the European Society for Philosophy of
Religion: “Philosophy of Religion in a Pluralistic World”, Prague, August 28-31, 2018.
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states and Northern Europe. In the Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, he follows
this same general scheme and attempts to apply it to his understanding of the his-
tory of the religions of the world2. Thus, the various religions represent the different
peoples of the world and succeed one another in a similar way. Hegel arranges
the religions of the world in a more or less rigid ascending teleological order that
culminates in Christianity3. He carefully traces the changes in the different concep-
tions of the divine as they appear in the different world religions. This would seem
to imply that the other religions of the world are simply flawed or inadequate and
for this reason are passé or, to use his language, aufgehoben. The approach would
seem to take a dismissive stance towards all of the different world religions with
the exception of Christianity and thus would seem to undermine religious tolerance
and an appreciation for religious pluralism.

Even more damaging than this is the fact that the reader does not have to look
too hard to find certain racist or ethnocentric elements in Hegel’s accounts of the
non-European religions. Judged by our modern standards and sensibilities, his lan-
guage is offensive when he describes, for example, Hindus or followers of the an-
cient Chinese state religion who venerate the divinity Tian. This has recently
evoked a wealth of secondary literature, which rightly condemns this element in
Hegel’s thought [Tibebu, 2011; Bernasconi, 1998, 2000, 2007; Camara, 2005;
Hoffheimer, 2001, 2005]. Racial prejudices of this kind would also clearly appear to
undermine a sober and objective assessment of the world religions. Thus once again
Hegel does not seem to be a good candidate for a spokesman of modern religious
pluralism.

I1. Evidence for a More Tolerant, Pluralistic Hegel

I readily acknowledge these criticisms and think that they should indeed be
taken very seriously. There is, however, other evidence that suggests that Hegel is
more open to religious pluralism than we might initially think. It is to this evidence
that I now turn.

First, it will be noted that Hegel’s account of the so-called “determinate reli-
gions”, that is, the religions of the world prior to Christianity, is a profoundly rich
part of his lectures [see: Labuschagne and Slootweg, 2012; Stewart, 2018]. Contem-
porary observers noted how seriously Hegel took the non-European religions and
how he was at great pains to read everything he could about the new research being

2 This creates a number of problems for him that we cannot enter into here in any detail. For exam -
ple, Buddhism is not a national religion and thus cannot be geographically pinpointed to a specific
people. Moreover, some ancient religions, such as Judaism, are still alive and well today and thus
seem to have resisted the force of history to capitulate. It has of course also been noted that there
are serious flaws in the very notion of world religions. In Hegel’s time complex religious practices
and belief systems were categorized under a single general name, but the reality of the phenomena
is in fact considerably more complicated.

3 It should be noted that in his lectures he did occasionally change the order of the sequence of
the religions from one year to the next. For example, he struggled with the role of Judaism in his
system, changing its placement repeatedly. See my recent Hegel’s Interpretation of the Religions
of the World: The Logic of the Gods [Stewart, 2018, p. 200f].
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done in the different fields of what we would today call Asian Studies. His first bio-
grapher Karl Rosenkranz writes that Hegel developed “an interest for the study of
the Orient”, and he “cast himself into the study of oriental cultures with genuine en-
thusiasm and his usual persistence” [Rosenkranz, 1844, p. 378]. Moreover, Hegel
seemed to have had a particular interest in ancient China. Eduard Gans, the first editor
of Hegel’s Lectures on the Philosophy of History, states that Hegel spent an excessive
amount of time with this material. Gans uses this as a justification for cutting out
a large portion of this in his edition of the work%. For whatever the editorial issues in-
volved were, this is clear testimony that Hegel was at pains to learn as much as he
could about ancient Chinese history and religion and was not merely doing so
in a pro forma manner so that he could hasten on to his account of Christianity.

Second, when we compare Hegel’s Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion with
then contemporary works in the field, we can see a striking difference. The philoso-
phies of religion of Kant and Fichte are dedicated more or less exclusively to an un-
derstanding of Christianity. No historical account of the world religions is given.
Neither Kant nor Fichte feels any particular need to make a study of another reli-
gion, and certainly not a non-European one. It is only with Hegel that the enormous
amount of then new material about Asian culture and religion is first introduced into
the field at all. In this sense, Hegel, for better or worse, has clearly played a central
role in the introduction of the very idea of world religions.> This would seem to im-
ply that he is in fact keenly aware of the importance of pluralism in his own day.
This makes sense given that this was a time when Europe was beginning to discover
a number of new cultures in Africa and Asia. One can then say in this regard that he
recognized the need to take seriously other religions and to try to understand their
history and belief systems.

Third, this more tolerant and pluralistic Hegel seems to be confirmed by what
he actually says to his students at the outset of the lectures themselves. He is atten-
tive to the fact that some of the material that he will be presenting will strike them
as odd or even offensive. So he cautions his auditors as follows: “A survey of these
religions reveals what supremely marvelous and bizarre flights of fancy the nations
have hit upon in their representations of the divine essence... To cast aside these re-
ligious representations and usages as superstition, error, and fraud is to take a super-
ficial view of the matter...” [Hegel, 1984-1987, vol. 1, p. 198; 19931995, vol. 1,

4 “In the first delivery of his lectures on the philosophy of history, Hegel devoted a full third of his
time to the Introduction and to China - a part of the work which was elaborated with wearisome
prolixity. Although in subsequent deliveries he was less circumstantial in regard to this Empire,
the editor was obliged to reduce the description to such proportions as would prevent the Chinese
section from encroaching upon, and consequently prejudicing the treatment of, the other parts of
the work” [Hegel, 1837, p. XVII]. See the useful reprint of Sibree’s translation of this Preface
in [Hoffheimer, 1995, p. 97-106, 104]. See also [Bernasconi, 2000, p. 173]. Note that the later edi-
tor Lasson attempted to restore this material: [Hegel, 1923, p. 275-342].

5 Of course, the concept of world religions is today a controversial topic since the idea of, for exam-
ple, a determinate religion called “Hinduism” or “Buddhism” covering a specific set of beliefs and
practices has been shown to be problematic. Thomas A. Lewis attempts to avoid this problem by
arguing that Hegel’s understanding of the different world religions should not be understood as
connected to specific religions in history but rather as general conceptions of religious ideas. See
his article: [Lewis, 2015, p. 211-231].
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p. 107]6. He continues by telling them, “It is easy to say that such a religion is just
senseless and irrational. What is not easy is to recognize the necessity and truth of
such religious forms, their connection with reason; and seeing that is a more difficult
task than declaring something to be senseless” [Hegel 1984—1987, vol. 2, p. 570;
1993-1995, vol. 2, p. 467]". From this it is clear that he sees something true in the dif-
ferent world religions, and he encourages his students to set aside their prejudices, so
that they can see it as well. This reveals a perhaps surprising side of Hegel since he
appears to advocate the serious study of non-European religions and to confront
polemically dismissive views that ridicule them as superstition.

In the so-called “Tiibingen Essay”, written long before his Berlin lectures, he
also criticizes religious intolerance along the same lines:

...whoever finds that other people’s modes of representation - heathens, as they
are called - contain so much absurdity that they cause him to delight in his own
higher insights, his understanding, which convinces him that he sees further than
the greatest of men saw, does not comprehend the essence of religion. Someone
who calls Jehovah Jupiter or Brahma and is truly pious offers his gratitude or his
sacrifice in just as childlike a manner as does the true Christian [Hegel, 1984,
p. 38; 1907, p. 10].

This passage is particularly striking with its comparison to Christianity. It is not
so surprising that he refers to the Roman god Jupiter, but that he also defends
the Hindu Brahma bespeaks an openness to non-Western cultures. Here he strikes
a considerably more modern and pluralistic tone than one might think. He seems
to suggest that there is a general instinct or disposition that unites all religious
people across sectarian boundaries, and that this instinct should be the object of
respect.

IT1. The Question of Truth at Earlier Stages of Religious Development

The key question that Hegel’s economy of the world religions raises is what
precisely the status is of the different religions that lead up to Christianity. As noted,
according to one interpretation, his teleology and hierarchy would seem immedi-
ately to undercut a respectful evaluation of these other religions. If Christianity
alone is true, then all other religions must be ipso facto false. However, I want to
ask if this is necessarily true.

As is well known, Hegel often uses images of plants and organic life as analo-
gies in order to illustrate the development of conceptual thinking®. The seed,

6 See also: [Hegel, 1975, vol. 1, p. 310f.; 1928-1941, vol. 12, p. 417].

7 See also: “The higher need is to apprehend what it means, its positive and true [significance], its
connection with what is true - in short, its rationality. After all it is human beings who have lighted
upon such religions, so there must be reason in them - in everything contingent there must be
a higher necessity” [Hegel, 1984-1987, vol. 1, p. 198; 1993-1995, vol. 1, p. 107].

8 See, for example: “The bud disappears in the bursting-forth of the blossom, and one might say that
the former is refuted by the latter; similarly, when the fruit appears, the blossom is shown in its
turn as a false manifestation of the plant, and the fruit now emerges as the truth of it instead. These
forms are not just distinguished from one another, they also supplant one another as mutually in-
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the root, the stem, the leaf, the bud and the flower all belong to the same plant, al-
though they are each very different from one another. Each of them plays its own
crucial role in the development of the plant, which could not exist without all of
them. The plant as a complex organic entity consists of several elements which
must all be realized in the correct temporal sequence. It would be wrong to say that
the truth, so to speak, is found only in one of these since all of them have an equal
claim to be a necessary part of the plant as a whole.

If we take seriously analogies of this kind, this would seem to imply that
Hegel’s teleology is not so dismissive towards the non-Christian religions as one
might at first glance assume. On this view, each of the different religions prior to
Christianity has a legitimate and important role to play. Each of them captures
a specific truth representative of its time and culture. This is not a far-fetched inter-
pretation. Indeed, the Spanish philosopher José Ortega y Gasset understood Hegel
in precisely this way in the context of the philosophy of history. He writes,

Hegel’s historical philosophy has the ambition of justifying each epoch, each hu-
man stage, and avoiding the error of vulgar progressivism that considers all that
is past as essential barbarity... Hegel wants to demonstrate... that what is histori-
cal is an emanation of reason; that the past has good sense; or... that universal his-
tory is not a string of foolish acts. Rather Hegel wants to demonstrate that in the
gigantic sequence of history something serious has happened, something that has
reality, structure and reason. And to this end he tries to show that all periods have
had reason, precisely because they were different and even contradictory
[Buchanan and Hoffheimer, 1995, p. 71].

This interpretation is clearly correct. For Hegel, reason appears not just at the end of
the development but at every step along the way as well, the trick is to learn how to
recognize it.

Hegel himself states straightforwardly that each stage of religious development
possesses some truth. In the Lectures on the Philosophy of History, we read the fol-
lowing: “However erroneous a religion may be, it possesses truth, although in a mu-
tilated phase. In every religion there is a divine presence, a divine relation; and
a philosophy of history has to seek out the spiritual element even in the most imper-
fect forms” [Hegel, 1944, p. 195f.; Hegel, 1928-1941, vol. 11, p. 261].

This then raises the question about what exactly is this truth that is found
in earlier stages of religious development and how is it different from the “absolute”
truth of Christianity. The idea seems to be that the human mind is fundamentally ra-
tional, and thus its products, in the multitude of forms found in human culture, also
contain an element of this rationality. Although the different myths and stories of
the gods and goddesses of the different religions might strike us as confusing and
bizarre, there is buried in them some element of human reason that can be discerned
if we can find it. These stories are a reflection of the mind of the people who created
them.

compatible. Yet at the same time their fluid nature makes them moments of an organic unity
in which they not only do not conflict, but in which each is as necessary as the other; and this
mutual necessity alone constitutes the life of the whole” [Hegel, 1977, p. 2; 1928-1941, vol. 2,
p. 12].
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Greek mythology, for example, is a product of the human mind, but this doesn’t
mean that it’s fictitious or not true. Hegel explains,

[The gods] are discovered by the human spirit, not as they are in their implicitly
and explicitly rational content, but in such a way that they are gods. They are
made or poetically created, but they are not fictitious. To be sure, they emerge
from human fantasy in contrast with what is already at hand, but they emerge as
essential shapes, and the product is at the same time known as what is essential
[Hegel, 1984-1987, vol. 2, p. 658n; 1993—-1995, vol. 2, p. 549n].

The point is that while the stories about the gods are literally true in their details,
nonetheless they represent something about the conceptions of the people
at the time. They are a reflection of necessary ways of thinking at that specific pe-
riod of history and human development.

We can find an echo of this idea at the beginning of Durkheim’s The Elemen-
tary Forms of Religious Life. There he acknowledges, “Religions are thought to dif-
fer in value and rank; it is generally said that some are truer than others. The highest
forms of religious thought cannot, it seems, be compared to the lowest without de-
grading the former to the level of the latter” [Durkheim, 2001, p. 3f]. He explains
his approach as follows: “It is a basic postulate of sociology that a human institution
cannot rest on error and falsehood or it could not endure. If it were not based
on the nature of things, it would have met with resistance from those very things
and could not have prevailed. When we approach the study of primitive religions,
then, it is with the certainty that they are rooted in reality and are an expression of
it” [Durkheim, 2001, p. 4]. In conclusion to this methodological discussion, he
writes, “In reality, then, there are no false religions. All are true in their fashion: all
respond, if in different ways, to the given conditions of human existence” [Ibid.].
In a sense this seems to be a restatement of Hegel’s basic view. While Durkheim is
more focused on the empirical aspect than Hegel, who is concerned with the con-
cept of the divine, they share the idea that religion should be regarded as something
essential in a specific community and that religious belief contains some essential
truth that is not immediately evident.

IV. Hegel and Comparative Theology

A part of our modern struggle with religious pluralism lies in the perceived ten-
sion between one’s own religious beliefs and the presence of other religious beliefs
and traditions. If I am a religious person, then of course I hold dearly the key doc-
trines and beliefs of my religion. I take them to be absolute or foundationally true
and even try to organize my life in accordance with them. This would seem to imply
that I take all other beliefs to be false, especially those that contradict the teachings
of my own religion. So there is a natural limit to the idea of religious tolerance,
which can be found in one’s own religious beliefs. I can, of course, say that other
people have the right to exercise religious freedom: they are at their liberty to be-
lieve what they want and to practice their religion as they wish. But I cannot say
that their beliefs are true in the same way that mine are since this would seem to un-
dermine the absolute claim that every religion places on its believers. This dilemma
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is present in Hegel’s philosophy of religion in the way that we have just discussed:
namely, there is a tension between Christianity’s claim to being the absolute truth,
in contrast to the claim that the other religions are merely relative truths along
the way leading up to it. So if we take away for the moment the question of Hegel’s
teleology, the issue is fundamentally the same.

Here by way of conclusion, I would like to suggest that this tension is based on
a misperception, namely, the idea that religious beliefs are necessarily mutually ex-
clusive and to believe the one necessarily means that one must be intolerant towards
others. I take as my model the approach which Frank Clooney and others have des-
ignated “Comparative Theology” [Clooney, 2010]. This is a movement that seeks
interreligious understanding by taking seriously the claims of all religious traditions
and learning from the other while not dismissing the faith that one begins with.
The guiding premise of Comparative Theology is that religion is a fundamental as-
pect of the human experience, which arises from a common human need. Therefore,
it makes sense to try to find points of overlap in the beliefs and practices of different
faiths. Whatever the premise, common sense seems to dictate that one try to learn
from the other in any case. According to this view, there is something universal
in religion as such, and thus religious truth can be found in different traditions and
indeed wherever humans think, act, feel and love. (It will be noted that this is very
much in line with Hegel’s approach.) So this means that one can find, for example,
Christian truths in Hindu or Buddhist texts and vice versa. I submit that the idea of
Comparative Theology is a more satisfying way to treat religious pluralism than
Hegel’s teleology, but it is not necessarily incompatible with it. In fact, in the two
approaches one can find both of the key elements that we mentioned above: a sense
of one truth found in one’s own religious tradition and that of other truths found
in others.

Hegel’s historical approach starts to look not so implausible if we consider that
in many cases religions seem de facto to have overlapped and borrowed ideas from
one another. It has long been suggested, for example, that Judaism had its origin
in the ancient Egyptian religion in the monotheistic cult introduced by Pharaoh
Akhenaten. Scholars have also noted the relations between Hinduism and Zoroastri-
anism. The historical connections between Judaism, Christianity and Islam are well
documented. What do these historical connections tell us? Religious ideas rarely die
out. They get appropriated and co-opted in different contexts, where they are further
developed in different ways. These kinds of connections might, however, offer
a possibility of religious dialogue and respect.

When we examine two different things, this always takes place under the aegis
of the categories of identity and difference. The two things are similar to one an-
other in certain respects, and they are different from one another in other respects.
In the history of religion, it is the differences which are often underscored, and this
had led to a long history of religious wars, persecutions and violence. However,
the historical connections between the different world religions also provide a basis
for a positive comparison of points of similarity.

I believe that Hegel’s approach is in many ways consistent with the view of
Comparative Theology, and indeed that this can afford us a fresh look at his philo-
sophy of religion. Both Hegel and Comparative Theology teach us that interest
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in and respect for the history of religion or other religions does not need to under-
mine or compromise one’s personal belief in one’s own religion. Thus the perceived
tension between the absolute claims of one’s own religion and that of other religions
is not as problematic as it might seem.

The tension that we noted with regard to religious tolerance and pluralism is
just one aspect of a much more fundamental phenomenon that concerns our basic
relation to the world. Every person has certain beliefs - some held more dearly than
others. In our interaction with the world, we are constantly comparing our beliefs
with the feedback or pushback that the world gives us. We constantly have experi-
ences that contradict our beliefs and cause us to rethink them and modify them
in different ways. This is what it means to live in the world as a sentient and think-
ing being. Religious beliefs are just one example of this. They form a part of our
broader belief system that is constantly under evaluation. It does not make sense to
reproach someone of intolerance simply because they believe something different
from someone else and wish to insist on their own convictions. Indeed, this is
the case all the time. The idea of religious intolerance must be something different
and much stronger than this. Thus, there is nothing intolerant in believing in a spe-
cific religion. This does not in itself undermine respect for other religions or belief
systems. Thus, I submit, that the perceived tension between holding a fundamental
or absolute belief and the pluralism of religions is not a real tension. It is a pseudo-
problem.
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The fact of religious diversity and related religious disagreement can be the subject of
a thoughtful reflection made from the perspective of a believer of religion and moti-
vated by the interests that have its source in the religion of a given person.
On the other hand, they may be the object of a study of religion which is not reli-
giously committed, including the philosophy of religion!. However, it cannot be over-
looked that philosophers of religion can be guided non-exclusively by theoretical mo-
tivation, but they also take part in various types of social and political activities, such
as those aimed at increasing tolerance and peaceful coexistence among the followers
of different religions [Meister, 2009, p. 24, 41-42]. Those theoretical and practical
projects, directed by different goals, should not be confused. One of the crucial issues
raised in this article is the question whether a devotee of a particular religion can and
maybe even should consider the point of view of the philosopher of religion in her re-
flection on the significance of religious diversity for her religious attitude. The answer
to this question requires grasping the similarities and differences between the two per-
spectives - that of a believer and that of a philosopher.

Usually, philosophers of religion investigating the problem of religious dis-
agreement direct their attention to religious beliefs and their epistemic properties,
including their epistemic justification or warrant and take up the issue of weight, di-
versity of the kinds of evidence [Dormandy, 2008, p. 56—-83] supporting them and
an obligation of regulating of beliefs by epistemic norms governing evidence?2.
Therefore, it is reasonable considering this fact to pose a fundamental question,
which is the second problem of this text, namely: which types of religious diversity
and dissent have a direct or indirect epistemic dimension?

In order to assess the importance of religious diversity and religious disagree-
ment, one must grasp the fact of the internal complexity, as well as internal plura-
lism of particular religions, so as not to seek discord where there is a misunder-
standing arising from the confusion of different practices [Waardenburg, 1986].
To this end, it is necessary to distinguish different structural elements of religion to-
gether with the authentic purpose of a given religion and to grasp the significance of
possible variation of these elements for factual religious diversity or only apparent
or irrelevant religious discord. It is also crucial to understand the connection of
the separate elements with the distinction between the practical dimensions of reli-
gion and between its cognitive dimension. Diversity of religion can concern both
aspects, but the one that is usually emphasized by philosophers is the cognitive di-
mension. The next task of this text is to identify areas and types of real discord re-
lated to religious diversity.

Finally, the paper outlines the criteria that the philosopher of religion should
take in assessing religion and will answer the question concerning the extent to
which a believer may or even should use the method and results of philosophizing
in his reflection on his religious involvement. Agreeing with the partial difference

L At least three types of religious sciences can be distinguished, namely, religious studies, theologi-
cal sciences of religion as apologetics and confessional theology of religion and philosophical sci-
ences of religion. For a defence of such a view, see: [Bronk, 2003, p. 75-89].

2 Examples of such an approach can be found in: [Gellman, 1993, p., 345-364; King, 2008, p.,
830-853].
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in the attitude of the follower and philosopher of religion, the paper argues for
the claim that a religious follower may use the same rule of judging religion
in the light of the philosopher's argument, provided that he shares with the philoso-
pher the love of truth and knowledge. However, the paper points to the differences
in solving the problem of religious disagreement between a believer and a philoso-
pher, which arises, among other things, from the difference of the importance applied
to the cognitive dimension of religion and the significance given to the sources of reli-
gious cognition. All things considered, religious diversity and related religious disagree-
ment are in many respects important for epistemic dimensions of religious belief, but
the answer to them will be slightly different for a philosopher and a believer. Neverthe-
less, even though the philosophical approach external to the religion is different from
the specific religious thinking, a religious believer should consider essential outcomes
of philosophical thinking as well as findings of religious studies in general.

What does philosophy do and what is the philosophy of religion?

The following thoughts strive to outline the elements of philosophy that have
consequences for the search for a specifically philosophical solution to the situation
of disagreement, including disagreement over matters of religion. Some philosophy
of religion is an application of some method of philosophy to questions concerning
different religions. Therefore, to understand the philosophy of religion we need to
understand the method of philosophy first.

What is philosophy?

Philosophy understood as a human activity with its results is not one ‘sub-
stance’ or even one thing. There is no such thing as the nature of philosophy in ge-
neral. There are different methods or ways of philosophizing. It is correct to say that
there is more than one kind of philosophical activity, corresponding to some
metaphilosophy, or orderly selection of a formal object, purpose, tasks, and means
to achieve them. Individual philosophers are advocates of one of the many practices
and concepts of philosophizing that can be combined into some larger groups due to
minor differences. Among others, there is also a kind of careful philosophical prac-
tice, understood as metaphysical, epistemological and ethical research, directed to-
wards the nature of objective reality — for example being, knowledge or right moral
action. This type of philosophy was practiced in the Antiquity, the Middle Ages and
modernity. It is also popular in many currents of modern philosophy and is not li-
mited to a specific school of philosophizing, but finds its followers in many of
them, like Platonism, Aristotelianism, Thomism, some parts of the phenomenologi-
cal movement and analytical philosophy. Below, a partial description of the philoso-
phy understood in such a way, and its consequences for the problem of religious
disagreement will be presented.

The purpose of this kind of philosophizing is theoretical and practical knowledge
and truth. Moreover, the practice of such philosophizing and its results should
meet a number of certain characteristics. Among them are anti-dogmatism, criticism,
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intersubjectivity of philosophizing and its effects, proper justification of philosophical
beliefs, application of the analysis method, rigorous language, and reasoning. The fun-
damental value in the theoretical aspect of such practice is a truth, and the main aim is
philosophical knowledge of some part of reality [Pepliriski, 2018, p. 41—48].

Some central philosophical attitudes
and rules of thus understood philosophy

A, The pursuit of knowledge (and thus the truth - because propositional know-
ledge entails the truth of a given proposition) is one of the two main goals of philo-
sophy. The second goal of philosophizing is a practical goal, which is happiness un-
derstood as a good life. Philosophy is not only about getting to know what such
a good life is about, which requires knowing the place of man in the Universe.
In addition to providing knowledge of the means to achieve the discovered purpose
of human existence, the philosophical way of life is an integral part of achieving
this goal [Hadot, 1995]. We accept as a theoretical principle, the propositions that

To. We are not born with knowledge about the most critical existential issues, nor
with wisdom whose truths would coincide with the worldviews of religions. Get-
ting to know these matters is most often like opinions gained through participation
in societies (and cultures) sharing knowledge/cognition, including religious com-
munities - like family and other kinds.

T,. Each of us is fallible3.

From this, it follows that both a philosopher herself and other philosophers or
just other people who have a different opinion regarding the solution of a specific
philosophical problem may be wrong. Therefore, as the next principle, we accept
that in the light of the possibility of error,

A, We should strive, as far as we can, to critically investigate the value of our pos-
ition as well as opposing or contradictory views.

As The realization of A, is carried out through the application of the analysis
method, the use of precise language and logically valid reasoning.

As well as

A4 We should take an attitude of open-mindedness and impartiality - we should
accept the results of such a critical study regardless of whether they are in line
with our expectations, the preferred vision of the world or not and always consider
the real epistemic status of elements of a set of competitive solutions.

A4, If we find a deductive argument, we should accept the truth of the position
in question.

Ay If the results of the investigation do not resolve unequivocally which one of
the competing positions is correct, we should accept the partial confirmation of the
competitive beliefs and the justification they have.

3 Afallibilist approach to religious disagreement is presented, for example, in: [Kraft, 2012].
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A5 Both issues resolved and especially those that remain unsettled should become
the subject of further critical inquiries, in which the confrontation of the results
obtained by a given philosopher with the assessment made by other philosophers
and the results obtained by them plays a significant role.

What is common for the quoted principles is the theoretical position that

T, The philosopher's acknowledgement of the value of truth or falseness of a given
metaphysical, ethical or epistemological position is determined by the arguments
and evidence that testify to its truthfulness or its falsehood.

In other words, the primary tool for changing a philosophical position is sound
and valid reasoning. If a philosopher uses any kind of experience, then it performs
evidential functions through specific mediating reasoning from evidence to
a knowledge of something. However, the use of T, is difficult because philosophy
does not consider only the number or strength of arguments and evidence, but also
the importance that the philosopher assigns to them in the light of her current, rela-
tivized to a given time, understanding of reality.

T5 results from T:

Ts. The sociological or academic authority of the opponent, her actual rationality
or being epistemically equal is not enough to accept her position, because none of
them remain in the proper relation to the truth of her stance.

It is the case because even a reliable person may be subject to prejudice and
make mistakes in reasoning. Concerning knowledge having an intersubjective char-
acter, we are all equal.

The philosophy of religion
and the possible solution to the problem of religious disagreement

The philosophy of religion is the application of some general philosophical
principles to the complex phenomenon of various religions. It seeks to gain know-
ledge and understanding of different aspects of religious phenomena. What is dis-
agreement within such practice of philosophy of examining a specific religious doc-
trine or religious belief? It consists in stopping the discussion at a given moment of
the study because at this time, the two sides of the discussion do not have convin-
cing arguments for the truth of their approach. Both sides know their argument; they
know the weaknesses and strengths of their position. Neither of them is convincing
for all, however, and each of the alternative shots carries some costs.

For example, we may point at the disagreement over the properly basic status
of belief in God and ask if we should construe the problem in terms of internalism
and justification or externalism and warrant. At the beginning of this century, nei-
ther reformed epistemology nor evidentialist epistemology has resolved the matter
indisputably. So, the question needs further argumentation, and some philosophers
try to develop it4.

4 See: [Plantinga, 1991] for essential examples of Reformed Epistemology. [Swinburne, 1984] is
an example of the evidentialist approach.
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Recently, in the last dozen or so years, the issue of the rationality of religious
beliefs has often been undertaken in the aspect of religious diversity and the prob-
lem of religious disagreement. However, the problem of disagreement is put diffe-
rently. The discussion is concerned with:

the epistemic challenge raised by religious disagreement: does awareness of the na-
ture and extent of religious disagreement make it unreasonable to hold confident re-
ligious [...] views? [Pittard, 2018].

The discussions in the epistemology of religion are the application of the re-
sults of similar discussions in general epistemology. Among the recently undertaken
epistemological issues, issues concerning the situation of disagreement between
equal philosophers or researchers play a significant role. One should not underesti-
mate the significance of the various solutions proposed during the numerous and so-
phisticated discussions held by epistemologists regarding the importance of discord
as a possible testimony that can influence our beliefsS. However, the position pre-
sented here prefers the search for solutions to disagreement on the way of inquiries
of a subject, stressing the importance of a “material”, not “formal” approach, so to
speak, to the extent that is available to us in the area of religion. Presenting this po-
sition, we could use Jennifer Lackey’s terminology and classification of the possible
ways of solving the situation of epistemic contention. As she puts it, there are two
basic attitudes towards the fact of disagreement:

The nonconformists, who maintain that one can continue to rationally believe that
p despite the fact that one’s epistemic peer explicitly believes that not-p”.
The second view is that “of the conformists, who hold that, unless one has
a reason that is independent of the disagreement itself to prefer one’s own belief,
one cannot continue to rationally believe that p when one is faced with an epi-
stemic peer who explicitly believes that not-p” [Lackey, 2014, p. 300-301].

Like nonconformists, we argue that there can be reasonable disagreement among
epistemic peers in philosophy as well as in religious context. It is because of
the mainly non-deductive characteristic of justification of philosophical views. There
are many different philosophical interpretations of some aspects of reality, with a par-
tial justification of their correctness. The same is correct with a religious interpreta-
tion of reality and of Man’s place within it. Religious beliefs, or even more so reli-
gious faith, do not fulfill only or mainly a descriptive function to the world, especially
when this function of religious utterances or religious beliefs is attempted to be under-
stood in the way statements, opinions or scientific knowledge are, including philo-
sophical ones. However, when the problem consists in explaining why a devotee ac-
cepts certain beliefs, doctrines or religious judgments, answering this question and
defending its legitimacy almost always refers to the descriptive function and cognitive
meaning of religious beliefs and their truth claims [Kraft, p. 97-108].

Like the correct reasoning view states, we believe that someone is justified
in giving her belief extra weight in the face of peer disagreement if the belief
in question is, in fact, the product of correct reasoning. An equally important factor
is the coherence of the result of reasoning with the knowledge and the experience of

5 See: [Pittard] for an elementary bibliography of epistemology of religious disagreement.
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a philosopher. However, we hold against them that it is false that the mere fact that
two persons disagree does not rationally require any doxastic revision on every part,
even if they cannot point to any significant epistemic asymmetry between them. So,
we agree with the conformists that the fact of disagreement between those who re-
gard one another as epistemic peers requires some action, though not necessarily al-
ways significant doxastic revision in the face of peer disagreement.

Instead of a ‘rational action’ of a weakening of belief, we propose a solution
consisting in maintaining one’s position combined with an intense search for a solu-
tion to the situation of disagreement through developing a new one and examining
the old argumentation. The conciliationism and lowering confidence in own’s belief
by both sides is not the correct answer. It is because the sole fact of disagreement
does not point to correct move of dispute. Moreover, it does not do so because we
still do not know which position is correct and which is false.

In the case of disputes in the field of religion, this depends, among other
things, on capturing and understanding the current epistemic and non-epistemic,
factual basis for the acceptance of a given perspective, view, and doctrine. Be-
sides, it should include both possible support for the position adopted by the rest
of the available religious knowledge belonging to a given religious tradition, as
well as philosophical and scientific knowledge, if the latter can take place. An-
other element is the attempt to deepen understanding of a given practice or reli-
gious response as a particular case of a more general trans-religious or inter-reli-
gious problem. Of course, the key here is to consider the possibility that we are
not dealing with one problem but, in fact, with various problems and different so-
lutions to different problems. An example of such a question may be the so-called
problem of salvation in the world religions and various ways to solve the problem
of evil. It is not evident that these problems are understood in the same sense
in various religions, for example, in Buddhism and Christianity, though both reli-
gions address the issue of suffering.

Ultimately speaking, there are many disputes between religions interpreted as
a whole, sophisticated type of religious life, as a set of practices subordinated to
the realization of a religious goal or a collection of goals. What is needed in the case
of religious disagreement is intra-religious and trans-religious hermeneutics of
the meaning of certain doctrines, practices and the whole religion in the light of
a broadly understood in-depth reflection on religions as a means of achieving a par-
ticular life goal or their set.

Does this stance recognize someone’s point of view as epistemologically privi-
leged? It is not the case, because it does not assume dogmatically that any particular
point of view is “the” correct one. We do accept the possibility of rejection of our
position, and our belief in the light of the results of further investigation. In the falli-
bilist spirit, the position that “we are right” in a case is possible to reconcile with
the recognition that we can be wrong. The more important the issues are, the more
importance we should attribute to their critical consideration in the situation of dis-
agreement. Such a position does not entail either a lack of religious conviction or
the need for believers to doubt their beliefs. Neither agnostic nor skeptic solutions
are necessary as a reaction to the complexity of issues, the multitude of positions,
the fact of discord, and the possibility of an error made by each of us. Instead of
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this, our posit requires striving for a better understanding of one’s religious tradi-
tion, its practical and theoretical meaning, and its epistemic justification, and the re-
lations of these two dimensions - theoretical and practical - to each other. It re-
quires more, namely a better understanding of the meanings of the existence of
different religious traditions as different and sometimes competitive ways of ulti-
mately governing human existence.

Does diversity among religions always carry a religious disagreement
that is an epistemic challenge?

We are aware of religious diversity. Religious diversification occurs not only
among religions but also within a given religion. Let us take into consideration dif-
ferent ways of living conducted by laypeople and monks of different religions, or
for example different rules governing the behaviour of the latter, different confes-
sion in Christianity or different school of Buddhism. However, do all matters of
a religious dispute and diversification have an epistemological dimension? It seems
not to be the case. It should, therefore, be indicated in which aspects religious diver-
sity has and in which it does not have a significant epistemic dimension. To this
end, one should realize the complexity of the phenomenon of religion and its inter-
nal differentiation into practical and theoretical elements.

What is included in religion and what kinds of diversity can appear?

In order to realize the task of distinguishing the theoretical and practical ele-
ments in a given religion, we will use the characterization of religion made by
William Alston. Alston, in his article “Religion” (2006), distinguishes several con-
stituent elements of religions, which will be divided into two groups; the first con-
tains items that can serve theoretical functions and can be evaluated regarding their
truthfulness or falsity, while the other consists of three parts, including practical ele-
ments [Alston, 2006, p. 366—383].

One can, like Alston, distinguish three cognitive areas of the theoretical dimen-
sion of a given religion. Of course, not every religion contains an attitude of faith
and its correlative - objective faith. However, every religion as a practice is consti-
tuted by theoretical and practical beliefs, sometimes only implicitly assumed. Al-
ston points to three critical items. First is a. a belief in supernatural beings (gods).
The second is b. distinction between sacred and profane objects specific for the reli-
gion, and the third is c. a worldview, or a general picture of the world as a whole
and the place of the individual therein.

Claiming that religion has a theoretical dimension does not imply, for example,
that religion should be treated as providing some quasi-scientific explanation of
the world. It is only about the elementary function of describing the world which
belongs to propositional structures. The most important aspects of the cognitive/the-
oretical dimension of religion are: like every element of human culture, human ac-
tivity that forms a religion is guided by cognition, connected with the language ex-
pressing, objectifying, consolidating and communicating this cognition; every
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religion is created by a specific ‘creed’ or creed [Bocheriski, 1965, p. 10]. So, for
each religion, one can strive to determine the d. conditions of meaningful involve-
ment in it. It means that it presents itself as a rational/reasonable activity, under cer-
tain conditions. These conditions do not have to (though they can) be acknowledged
directly in the creed, and believers do not have to be aware of them. Whether our
world meets these conditions is essential for the rationality of a given religion and
of the involvement of people in its practices.

On the other hand, the practical elements of religions include morality and
a way of life, religious worship and prayers, as well as the social organization of be-
lievers into various groups and institutions. The first two elements are e. a moral
code believed to be sanctioned by the gods and f. a more or less total organization
of one’s life based on the worldview. The part related to prayer and worship in-
cludes g. ritual acts focused on sacred objects; h. characteristically religious feelings
which tend to be aroused in the presence of sacred objects and during the practice of
ritual, and which are connected in idea with the gods; i. prayer and other forms of
communication with gods. In the case of the social element, Alston only describes it
as j. a social group bound together by the above.

Alston’s nine-element definition of religion can be improved. Regarding the theo-
retical dimension, apart from d. the set mentioned above of proposition correlative
to the conditions of the meaningfulness of a given religious practice, one can distin-
guish k. experiences that characterize a given religion and religious attitude of
a given believer and 1. a more or less developed theological or philosophical reflec-
tion over the content of religious beliefs. The moral element also includes m. the es-
sential practical attitudes for a given religion, such as the attitude of faith or the atti-
tude of daily mindfulness, an ascetic attitude or the one based on a heroic pursuit of
a morally good life, ethical discipline or exercises aimed at getting enlightenment.
As far as the social dimension is concerned, it is necessary to emphasize the internal
structure of religion, the division of social roles of believers, the relationship be-
tween the individual and the religious community as well as relations of a given re-
ligion or religious community with non-religious communities.

What is essential, Alston also points out that three different types of religiosity
can be distinguished due to a location of the divine and response to it and, corre-
spondingly, the importance attributed to the social dimension of moral practices, as-
cetics, worship, and religious experience. Accordingly, he distinguishes a prophetic
religion, a sacramental religion, and a mystical religion.

It may seem that thanks to the distinction of theoretical and practical elements
in religion, it is relatively easy to explain the kinds of religious diversity result
in the existence of a theoretical religious disagreement. Namely, it would occur
in a situation where the contradiction or differentiation of the religious beliefs and
religious interpretations of them and also in the case of a difference of opinion spec-
ifying the proper realization of practical-religious points of e-m would occur. Such
an explanation is, however, insufficient. It is because religions are complex sets of
practices that can fulfill more than one function in the life of their followers.
At the same time, it should be emphasized that some functions or one of the func-
tions may have distinguished value and be referred to as the primary or only func-
tion of a given religion. The primary function in two different religions can be so
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different that it only seems like we are dealing with a dispute about how to reach
a supposedly common goal for two religions. In the meantime, we are dealing with
either misunderstanding or an implicit dispute that is worth pursuing. At the same
time, due to the complexity of religious practices, practical means used to achieve
different goals, such as meditation techniques or ways of gaining control over
the emotional sphere, despite being differently understood elements of different re-
ligions, actually lead to the same goal of development or positive personal change.

In order to deepen the understanding of the nature of discord among religions,
it is necessary to pay attention to the primary and subordinate functions that a given
religion performs. What is missing in Alston's article is the importance of the differ-
ent role or function of religion for a believer. Religions, or more specifically, the re-
ligious life of a particular believer, are differentiated because of the function she
prefers or many functions that religion performs in her life. Due to place con-
straints, we will only outline the division of the functions of religion by means of
some examples, essential for our argument.

Functions of religion

F.1. Religious-specific functions.

Sometimes philosophers express themselves in a way that suggests that they
treat religions as practices aimed at the same goal or at least for the same type or
type of purpose. This goal is called salvific or soteriological. It is about realizing
such goals of human action, which, according to a given religion are available to
those who practice a given religion. Such a goal may be to be reaching the state of
buddha, Nirvana, getting to know God, the forgiveness of sins, living in a special
relationship with God. Chad Meister, for example, describes the goal of Hinduism
as “moksha, release from the cycle of death and rebirth (samsara), and absorption
into Brahman”, of Buddhism as “nirvana, liberation from the wheel of samsara and
extinction of all desires, cravings, and suffering”, of Judaism as “blessedness with
God - here and perhaps in the hereafter”, of Christianity as “spiritual transformation
and spending eternity with God in the kingdom of heaven”. For Islam “the soterio-
logical goal is blessedness in paradise through submission to the laws of Allah and
by His mercy”. Let us ignore the question that the above definitions of religious
purposes are short and simplify given religious traditions®. The use of the term “sal-
vation” has the character of mental abbreviation and simplification. It is not sug-
gested here that all religions are soteriological, and only one wants to underline
the explicitly religious character of this group of functions.

F.2. Non-specifically religious purposes of religion.
These goals can be achieved by practicing a different religion or through other
non-religious practices. We will mention only some of these goals:

6 “Consider the following views from several major world religions regarding a fundamental con-
cern of religion - the soteriological (salvation) goal as typically understood in the respective tradi-
tions [...]” [Meister, p. 25].



70 Cospemennbie duckypcol

F.2.1. Providing the worldview ‘skeleton’.

Through the worldview, one understands the essential claims regarding what
exists, the types and hierarchies of goods worth pursuing, describing, interpreting
the world's place of the individual in the world, and regulating conduct. Part of
the worldview is the answer to the questions about what the meaning of life is and
with what activity one can lead such a meaningful life.

F.2.1.1. Describing a meaningful life and being a part of it.

Different, incompatible religions can fulfill these functions. They can at least
partly be accomplished also by philosophical thinking and practice, as well as by
other types of activity. They can, at least in part, be carried out even with the falsity
of some claims of a given religion, as it may occur in the sense of the meaning of
life due to belonging to a particular community of people sharing specific values,
goals or by finding their place in a particular social hierarchy.

F.2.1.2 Providing and helping in the practice of a set of moral principles that
guide the life of a given individual.

F.2.2 Organizing the “psyche” of a given person, his emotional-volitional, men-
tal and spiritual life and satisfying his needs and inclinations to know the truth,
reach the good and enjoy the beauty and in particular, achieving internal peace and
the right attitude towards other living beings, especially other people.

F.2.3 Various other functions related to socialization or satisfying the needs of
a given person; the functions identified by the sociology of religion.

About the function consisting in describing the world, we should note that
a particular (religious) worldview has two connected but different goals - first it de-
scribes and explains the world and gives us some rules governing our lives. This is
the function with epistemic dimension: such a worldview is true and correct or not.
The second goal of a worldview is to be a foundation of rational (in the light of
a particular worldview) everyday activity and making crucial decisions. The second
goal may be achieved even if the worldview is false in some of its parts.

Now we can return to our questions: namely, which types of religious diversity
and dissent have a direct or indirect epistemic dimension and whether diversity
among religions always carries religious disagreement that is an epistemic chal-
lenge. So far, we have found that a theoretical religious disagreement would occur
in a situation where the contradiction or differentiation of the religious beliefs and
religious interpretations of them would occur. It would also occur in the case of
a difference of opinion specifying the proper realization of practical-religious points
of e-m.

Now it can be seen that the primary and fundamental issue and the place of
possible disagreement is the nature of the goal of religion worth pursuing. Stating
this more strongly, the realization of which is the duty of people, for example, due
to the right attitude towards God/Ultimate Reality or appropriate, most accurate or
adequate orientation in reality. It is therefore, about choosing the right aim from the
F1 set.

The achieving of the proper purpose is usually defined as available only by
means determined by a religious system of concepts and beliefs, which specify
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the right moral, spiritual and social practice of the devotee, corresponding to points
F.2.1.2, F.2.2 and F.2.3. It may also be that some ethical practices are not treated as
a means to achieve the soteriological purpose of religion, but these are matters re-
lated to each other in a different but necessary way.

However, the theoretical dispute regarding the manner of achieving the goal
from the collection of F.1 through properly conducted life is not so much a problem
of disagreement between the religions but merely a problem of the religious organi-
zation of human life. Therefore, in this context, the opposition between the dispute
within the religious tradition and the dispute between religious traditions seems to
lose some of its clarity. For this reason, there is a chance that the alleged and actual
diversification of religion turns out to contain elements belonging to F.2.1-2.3 that
either exist in different religions or are not mutually exclusive. The chances for this
are higher if we treat these elements of religious life as valuable elements, irrespec-
tive of their relationship with the explicitly religious purpose of religious practice.
On the other hand, it is in the areas of moral, spiritual, and social life that are inter -
related that theoretical and practical disputes may arise. An example of this may be
the discord between Hinduism and Christianity regarding the function and signifi-
cance of suffering in the life of the individual and the right attitude towards the suf-
fering, arising due to the different eschatological understanding of suffering.

Of course, within one religion, there may be different ways of religious life or
different ways of achieving the goal of the final religion or goals specific to a given
way of life. Analogously, the diversity between religious practices or aspects of
these practices that are aimed at different goals does not necessarily result from
the essence of theoretical dissent and conflict. Conflict or dispute may arise if
the realization of one practice excludes the realization of the other, e.g., when the
aims of different religions are contradictory, or the realization of one is an obstacle
in the realization of the other. Another type of disagreement arises when the reli-
gious practice engages the believer’s life enough that there is no room for another
purpose. We would have a conflict when the soteriological goals of religion are mu-
tually exclusive. On the other hand, there would be no conflict if the intermediate
goals do not differ, or are achieved through different paths, and when the ultimate
goals of religion are not mutually exclusive.

It should also be remembered that the pursuing of different aims of different re-
ligions may require maximum commitment, including the demanding endowment
of the whole life, both symbolically and literally. In addition, as is for example
in the case of Christianity, participation in practices or techniques of other religious
traditions can be understood as inconsistent with unconditional devotion to God
in the attitudes of faith, love and hope and with the appreciation of Jesus as a suffi-
cient and the perfect source of religious knowledge and The Way.

So, it is not always possible to dismiss the problem of religious diversity in
the way described earlier, because sometimes it can take the form of serious dis-
agreement. This may happen in many cases; we will omit here the situations related
to the cohabitation of different religious groups in one society, focusing on the theo-
retical disagreement. The severe type of religious diversification is the theoretical
and practical disagreement about what is worth or should be done or about objects
of religious worship. Religions, although they may agree that an essential part of
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life is worshiping the Sacrum, can vary significantly regarding the location of
Sacrum. An example of this kind of disagreement is the disagreement among reli-
gions about which God/gods need to be worshiped. This kind of discord is a particular
case of theoretical/worldview disagreement about what exists, and about the duties
that govern human life, and about Man’s place in the universe. It must, therefore, be
recognized that there are cases of epistemic severe religious disagreement.

Therefore, the epistemological dimension of religious disagreement takes place
in the case of religious faith, which, although not reduced to its propositional as-
pect, nevertheless has a propositional dimension. Also, in the case of religions that
do not use the concept of revelation and authentic, orthodox, correct faith, we are
dealing with religious convictions that are treated realistically as having the logical
value of the truth. Even if they are not treated as revealed by God, they are treated
as correctly describing the reality of the world and man in the world and success -
fully regulating his actions due to his chosen goals, worth pursuing in life and be-
cause of being recognized as a binding ‘real’ relationship that connects goals with
the means to achieve them. We do not propose to treat religion as a theoretical prac-
tice like philosophy or science. However, even when religion plays its role of deliv-
ery of a worldview and making life meaningful, some parts of it have an epistemic
dimension which could be an object of disagreement and which could be examined
in an aspect of its epistemic status.

Even if we do not deal directly with the theoretical disagreement on the propo-
sitional level of religion, we can deal with it indirectly. An example is the striving
for a friendship of a believer with the Trinity and striving to get rid of ignoring
the non-existence of a permanent good in the world. So, there are conflicts where
there is a direct or indirect contradiction between the religious/philosophical beliefs
that are merely part of the creed of a given religion or where there is a contradiction
implicit between the assumed statements, whose truth is a condition of the meaning-
fulness of a given religious practice.

It seems that even if most of the religious differences are not epistemic dis-
agreements between equals or if we do not know that such a conflict between
the actual equals occurs, the very fact of contradictions in the critical issues should
encourage us, who recognize a reasonable belief, to make an effort to determine
which party is right. It may be that a person who does not agree with us is wrong,
but it may also be that we are wrong. Thus, now we can address the question:
in the area of religious disagreement, can the follower of a particular religion use
methods and share attitudes characteristic of a philosopher?

What is the difference and what is the similarity of the attitude
of the philosopher of religion and the believer of a particular religion?

What, then, can be the similarity between a philosopher and a follower?
The philosopher is guided by the pursuit of knowledge, stemming from the love of
the truth about reality. A similar love of truth can be found among some believers of
religion. This is especially true of those who have a distance to their understanding
of reality, or who creates a religiously inspired philosophy about the object of
worship or the place of man in reality. However, also when it is not the case that
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religion openly puts truth high in the hierarchy of values, if the believer values ob-
jectivity of her religion, then she should, like a philosopher, strive to achieve cogni-
tion, which will provide an answer to the question of whether her beliefs are true or
false. This is true, especially when she does not want her worldview, life efforts,
the way of dealing with evil and misfortune to be based on falsehood.

The difference between a philosopher and a follower is complicated. We will
take into account only such a situation that the philosopher cultivates philosophy as
a non-believer, and due to the extent of the analysis required to, omit a more com-
plicated situation, where the philosopher is also a believer of a particular religion.
Let us turn our attention to two aspects. The philosopher, in a way, professionally
strives for knowledge and tries to maximize knowledge and understanding of
a given point of reality, in this case, religious diversity. Philosophy demands an im-
partial and meta-objective position, examining the meaning of given religious be-
liefs, their internal and external coherence with other religious assertions and nonre-
ligious knowledge as well as the possibility of their connection with scientific and
philosophical knowledge, e.g., their justification or rational falsification, or partial
verification. That she does not achieve security of belief, certainty and non-con-
clusive resolution in a given case, at a given time, is not a problem for her. She re-
turns to the survey regularly hoping to achieve an appropriate, certain knowledge
in an undefined time, and perhaps - never.

In turn, a follower of a given religion does not face such a comfortable situa -
tion, because, in a way, she has staked her life on a given religion. Thus, the case
in which she bet on the wrong horse is difficult for her to accept. She cannot,
however, suspend her belief without resolving it until at the end of an undeter-
mined future when she can settle the dispute once and for all. If therefore, the par-
ties involved in the debate do not obtain a decisive deductive argument, she has
the right to her belief for as long as in her view the validation of her disputed po-
sition is equally strong or stronger than the opposite. The mere fact that there are
cases of people who disagree with her in this matter and seeming to be equal to or
even more spiritually perfect in connection with the fact that she does not have
a conclusive argument is evidence functioning as a defeater of a possible certainty
of her view. Therefore, if she wants to combine a rational attitude of respect to-
wards the truth with the confidence of belief, she should, like a philosopher, un-
dertake critical inquiries aimed at examining the values of both positions, as far as
it is possible for her.

Consequently, she should conduct activities that are guided by A4-A5 attitudes.
Maintaining a legitimate belief, in the light of the lack of a stronger justification of
the opposite position combined with the search for the final resolution, is a rational
cognitive attitude in a situation of religious disagreement. Deepening the under-
standing of the real disagreement through the analysis of religious beliefs doctrines,
the hermeneutics of the meaning of a particular religious practice and the justifica-
tion of her beliefs through arguments does not exhaust the criteria for assessing
a given aspect of religion. Other criteria for evaluating religious beliefs and prac-
tices also include logical consistency, the coherence of an overall set of religious
understanding and consistency with scientific, humanistic and philosophical under-
standing and knowledge as well as existential plausibility and giving a reasonable
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answer to fundamental human questions, especially those arousing within an indi-
vidual’s life experience, and within the understanding of the meaning of her individ-
ual life and fate achieved [Meister, p. 38—41].

However, it is necessary to emphasize three crucial differences between
a philosopher of religion and a believer of a given faith. A philosopher of religion
can study the value of a given religion as a whole and a particular proposition that
comes into play, and it will not be a problem for her when she concludes that
a given fragment of religion is devoid of cognitive value. It is different in the case
of a devotee. This is because beliefs that fulfill worldview functions are passed
down as the specific whole and undermining a fragment of a given religion some-
how casts suspicion on the entire religious tradition. Different religions will “react”
differently in such situations, and religions which seem to be more rational will be
able to be modified in the light of philosophical inquiries or the results of scientific
research [Pepliniski, 2013, p. 65-69].

The second difference arises from a fact related to the previous one, namely
when the believer evaluates given religion, also regarding its theoretical dimension,
she considers the whole religion. She does not examine only a particular fragment
of religion, for example, the belief in the factuality of the occurrence of a specific
miracle, such as the transformation of water into wine or the value of view that ev-
erything, every being and good is contingent and related to suffering. Therefore,
even if she encounters some theoretical difficulties related to a particular aspect of
her religion, in her evaluation, she takes into account its total ‘explanatory/interpre-
tative’ power. The comparison of this aspect of competing worldviews requires
much life experience, knowledge of different religions, and time. It is very difficult
to properly assess the rationality of accepting such a given set of religious beliefs at
a given moment. Instead, a more significant role should be attributed to the rational-
ity of actions aimed at changing the state of knowledge and increasing the spiritual
understanding of man in the light of various competing philosophies and religions.

The third difference between an ordinary interpreter of a given religion and
a follower lies in the fact that the acceptance/rejection of a given religious statement
(or its interpretation) does not depend solely on its epistemic function, but also on
the practical tasks that it performs in the religion of a given believer. In other words,
the rationality of her position may be limited due to the interference of non-epis-
temic functions.

If a devotee of a religion wishes to react to the conscious fact of religious dis-
agreement rationally, she should proceed just as it was suggested. She should search
for new argumentation, undermining and strengthening the current one, both for and
against her position. This requires deepening the understanding of one’s own reli-
gious tradition and deepening the understanding of competing ones. One can ratio-
nally stick to one’s views, as long as one is still inquiring about the truth of one’s
own and different positions. It can be complicated, and probably reaching an abso-
lute epistemological certainty and security is not available to us. However, the ratio-
nality of an attitude that accepts a particular religion does not require absolute cer-
tainty, but only occupying a critical attitude of open-mindedness, and seeking
a new, fuller, better-justified understanding, including understanding different reli-
gious perspectives.
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We should strive to change our uncertain epistemic situation by following the
principle that reasons and evidence should determine what we believe. However, we
should not restrict the set of possible reasons and evidence to only philosophical or
scientific kind. There is a place for personal experience as well as theological
knowledge, too. An issue that requires in-depth discussion is the weight that should
be attributed to the various types of evidence used to solve this kind of discord”.
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In this essayl, I examine the situation of a person who believes that, in the language
of J.L. Schellenberg, ‘there is a reality ultimate in three ways: in the nature of things
(metaphysically), in inherent value (axiologically), and its importance for our life
(soteriologically)’ [Schellenberg, 2015, p. 18]. The awareness of the existence of
such a reality - let us call it the Ultimate Reality - entails the need (if not obliga-
tion) to relate to it intentionally or (if it has a personal character) to come into con-
tact with it on both sides. Such a relationship or contact is called religion. The per-
son in question is therefore a religious person. However, a religious person faces
the fact that there are many religions. This fact gives rise to a problem in the way of
how religion should be understood and practiced. This problem can be solved in one
of the following ways:

(1) either one particular religion is seriously accepted, practiced, and recog-
nized as at least having some relevant ‘superiority’ over other religions;

(2) either you accept the main message common to many religions, practicing
selectively different religions (within a religious ‘mix’), or practicing one of them,
but in a neutral manner without being convinced of its essential superiority;

(3) or a new religion is (individually or collectively) constructed and practiced.

If a religious person is rational, then

- in the case of (1) he or she should have clear and well-founded criteria for
the choice of religion;

- in the case of (3) he or she should have such criteria in relation to the con-
struction of a new religion;

- in the case of (2) he or she should justify its belief with respect to the relative
value of the existing (and taken into account) religions, which also requires the exi-
stence of appropriate criteria for their evaluation; moreover, even if such a person is
a religious pluralist, he has to consider which religion is the best way to the Ulti-
mate Reality given the contemporary conditions of his or her life.

Criteria

As you can see, in all cases, a person who is both rational and religious should
have criteria for selection, assessment (evaluation), or construction of his religion.
Let us generally call these criteria standards of religious rationality. I believe that
the following criteria should be included in this set:

(i) internal and external coherence: a good religion (or, strictly speaking, its
doctrinal content) cannot imply contradictions and should be coherent with our
most comprehensive knowledge of the world;

(ii) empirical confirmation: a good religion should be confirmed by data of reli-
gious experiences;

(iii) credible justification or testimony: a good religion should be supported by
some evidence or reliable epistemic authorities;

1 The article was written thanks to the support of the National Science Centre, Poland (the research
project no. 2018/29/B/HS1/00922).
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(iv) existential usefulness: a good religion should provide some crucial benefits
for individual and social human life, e.g. motivation for moral and creative action,
help in suffering, etc;

(v) universality: a good religion should be accessible and acceptable for all
people or, if it is a part of history, should continue or anticipate other religions.

All these criteria have their origins in our ordinary, especially scientific, cognit-
ive practices. For I believe that religious rationality is a special case of rationality
in general. Therefore:

(i’) since we require our beliefs (on various matters) to be internally and ex-
ternally coherent, we should also require coherence in relation to religious beliefs;

(ii”) since we expect our beliefs to be consistent with experience, and since ex-
perimentation is an important factor in choosing between competitive scientific theo-
ries, we should confront religious beliefs with the data of their specific experience,
which is religious experience;

(iii”) since we treat the lack of credible justification as an epistemic flaw, we
should also justify religious beliefs, remembering, of course, about the specificity of
their justification: as religious beliefs are very often testimonial in nature, their jus-
tification will have to refer to reliable epistemic authorities;

(iv’) since pragmatic factors (especially when other factors are not decisive) are
also taken into account in the evaluation of beliefs and theories, we should take into
account their specific existential usefulness in the evaluation of religions;

(v’) since we consider intersubjectivity or universality as (at least) a necessary
condition or component of rationality, it should be the same with religion: a religion
whose message cannot be (neither directly nor indirectly) accessible to all people
cannot be a good religion.

Applications

Let us now try to apply the above criteria to the assessment of religions we
know. For the sake of simplicity, let us limit ourselves to the great historical reli-
gions, which are still seriously believed by large groups of people (Hinduism,
Buddhism, Judaism, Christianity, Islam), and ignore their internal diversity. Let us
also consider the religious proposal (2) and (3). In a sense, they constitute the two
sides of one phenomenon: for today it is difficult to construct a new type of religion
(3) without reference to the existing religions; in turn, a pluralistic religion of type
(2) cannot function otherwise than as a creative reconstruction or reinterpretation of
historical religions. I will continue to call the proposal (2)-(3) Meta-religion, essen-
tially without entering into the consideration of its actual or possible concretiza-
tions.

As for the first criterion - the criterion of coherence - the doctrine of each great
historical religion can be interpreted in such a way as to avoid internal contradic-
tion. Similarly, assuming the complementarity of science and faith and accepting
the epistemic limitations of the first and possible modifications of the second, each
of these doctrines can be made coherent in relation to the scientific image of
the world. The situation is worse regarding the coherence between religion and
metaphysical knowledge. The multitude of competing views or metaphysical sys-
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tems means that particular religions can only be in agreement with some of them.
The discrepancy between religions, therefore, interplays with discrepancies between
metaphysicists or ontologists.

This fact can be the basis for an argument in favour of Meta-religion: since
there is a widespread metaphysical-religious disagreement, it is best to opt for
a Meta-religion that would reduce the set of competing statements. However, seri-
ous doubts can be raised as to whether a religion free of metaphysical statements or
assumptions is possible2. Moreover, since the disagreement between beliefs does
not automatically imply the falsity of any of them, limiting oneself to a neutral
Meta-religious view carries the risk of overlooking a religion which contains
a wealth of true content.

As for the second criterion - the criterion of empirical confirmation - it must
be stressed that all great historical religions fulfil it to a high degree. Each religion
has a developed mystical tradition, created by people who somehow experience re-
ligious phenomena, both common (for many religions) and specific (for a given re-
ligion). Mystical experiences, which, in some way, confirm certain religious doc-
trines, have not only been ‘documented’, but also examined by epistemological
analyses showing their epistemic reliability [see, for example: Alston, 1991].

It should be remembered, however, that the main weakness of religious experi-
ence is its containment of a strong interpretive factor - a stronger one than
in the case of the theoretical factor in the empirical data of science. As a con-
sequence, the results of this experience, carried out in the context of different reli-
gious traditions, differ significantly from each other. In such a situation, the empi-
rical criterion - although it indicates a certain cognitive value of religion - is not
distinctive when it comes to the comparative assessment of religions. This fact may,
as before, speak in favour of Meta-religion, which could focus on a common layer
between the content of religious experiences of different traditions. Again, however,
it is questionable whether it is possible to experience or isolate only this common
layer. One may also ask whether such a procedure will not lead to the omission of
some important specific content present in the religious experience of a particular
tradition.

The third criterion - the criterion of credible justification or testimony - ap-
pears to be more distinctive. Religious beliefs can be justified by reference to meta-
physics; however, as I pointed out, this path has become entangled in the problem
of disagreement between metaphysical positions. In this case, it is better to base
the justification for religious beliefs on the credibility of the relevant religious autho-
rities. A credible religious authority is an authority such that we have serious reason
to believe it to be particularly connected with the Ultimate Reality. Again, reasons
referring to the knowledge or wisdom of authority require its assessment from
the point of view of the adopted (but debatable) metaphysical assumptions. It is
different with reasons such as the uniqueness of authority in terms of power and
goodness. Indeed, all historical religions attribute such uniqueness to their founders
or key figures. However, as R. Swinburne says, ‘none of the great religions can

2 Sometimes Buddhism was considered to be such a religion. However, I believe that this is a false
view, even if a far-reaching reinterpretation of Buddhism would be made.
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make any serious claim on the basis of particular historical evidence for the truth of
their purported revelations, apart from the Christian religion’ [Swinburne, 2010,
p. 112]. Let us add that this is because the source Christian writings, attesting to
the uniqueness of its Founder, have six features that no other holy book of historical
religions has in common:

- firstly, these writings include information about the sanctity, Divine self-
awareness, numerous miracles, and resurrection of the Founder;

- secondly, they refer to a substantial number of witnesses of these founding
events or states;

- thirdly, they are the work of many authors who had known these witnesses;

- fourthly, they were written several dozen years after the earthly life of
the Founder (and in this case, the distance, as for ancient texts, is very small);

- fifthly, they concern events and people whose historical context (due to
the relative proximity to our times and the number of historical sources) is available
to us or quite well known;

- sixthly, the content of these writings had been spreading for a longer time
without the use of violence or even against the risk of repression.

Of course, it is possible to discuss, and it has been discussed (from the point of
view of contemporary standards of credibility), to what extent Christian writings are
credible and whether this degree is sufficient. The fact is, nonetheless, that credibil-
ity is higher than in the case of other religions’ writings, and the followers of Meta-
religion do not attribute to their authorities such a position as historical religions do
to their founders. Christianity, therefore, has an advantage both over historical reli-
gions and Meta-religion in the aspect of credibility.

Some may say that at least some of the abovementioned features can be ex-
plained by accidental historical circumstances. One could argue, for example, that
Jesus of Nazareth was born in a historical-cultural context which enabled more reli-
able information about him to reach us. This fact weakens the importance of
the reasons invoked here, although it does not call them into question. After all, ran-
domness of evidence does not mean that it is missing.

To sum up the analysis of the application of third criterion, we can say that
Christianity meets the criterion of credibility more adequately than other religions.
This does not mean, however, that other religions are completely incredible. Their
doctrines are simply dominated by statements which (due to their nature) are not
subject to historical verification or which (due to their distance in time) are very dif-
ficult to verify.

Let us come to the fourth criterion - the criterion of existential usefulness. It is
not easy to apply it to religions for at least two reasons. First of all, the diversity of
human personalities and cultures created by people suggests that, for different
people, different factors may appear as valuable and helpful in life. Secondly, theo-
logies of great historical religions include or can be characterized by plasticity,
which allows for the interpretation of official doctrines in appropriation to the con-
temporary needs of people. In such a situation, any historical religion and Meta-reli-
gion can be considered potentially existentially useful. The advantage of the latter is
its almost unlimited malleability. This advantage, however, from another point of
view, appears to be a disadvantage: a religion that offers everything according to
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our preferences does not really offer anything immutable. Moreover, a religion in
which we invent the way of salvation cannot be ‘good news’ for us insofar as being
a way that is really given to us. It is from religion that we expect we will not solely
rely on ourselves. We seek a serious impulse that comes not from us, but from
the Ultimate Reality. In this respect, Meta-religion certainly gives way in favour of
historical religions.

As far as the last criterion is concerned - the criterion of universality - every
religion faces an obstacle with literal fulfilment. For every religion (even Hinduism,
which is probably the oldest of the aforementioned religions) is (due to its historical
and geographical limitations) inaccessible to some groups of people. This also con-
cerns Meta-religion, which is only formally a religion for everyone. In fact, Meta-
religion is the religion of an elite group of people who are able to distance them-
selves from the historical religions of their milieu.

The situation is different if we interpret the criterion of universality more libe-
rally. In this case, we can say that certain crucial contents of a given religion are an-
ticipated or repeated in other religions. This interpretation is made possible by
the historical-content links between Hinduism and Buddhism and between Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam, as well as between various forms of Meta-religion and his-
torical religions. Due to these links, almost every religion can be treated as univer-
sal. The only question at issue is which religion should be taken as a point of refe-
rence for the others.

Results

It is hard to expect that the application of the criteria discussed here will lead to
unambiguous results. Certainly, however, this application allows us to draw some
conclusions helpful for further searches. Here are some of them:

1. In light of the criteria of coherence, empirical confirmation, and existential
usefulness, all religions appear to be (more or less) equally legitimate. Only by
adding appropriate metaphysical and/or existential-axiological (and perhaps also
epistemological) assumptions can we compare religions and find more helpful in-
dicators for the rational choice of a religion3.

2. In a restrictive interpretation, the criterion of universality cannot be fulfilled by
any religion, while, in a liberal interpretation, it is fulfilled by all historical religions
and Meta-religion. As we can see, the criterion of universality also does not allow for
an evaluative comparison of religions. However, it provides an important clue for
the choice of religion: a good religion should retain some links with other religions.

3. The criterion of credible justification or testimony — or simply, the criterion
of credibility — allows a higher epistemic value to be attributed to Christianity.

3 For example, T.D. McNabb and E. Baldwin develop a certain epistemological-metaphysical theory
(proper functionalism), and then, in its light, test the doctrines of selected religions. As a result,
they reject Islam, orthodox Hinduism, and Mormonism. Their positive conclusion is that only
‘a god who resembles the Judeo-Christian tradition conception of God is a precondition needed to
make intelligible an account of proper function; and [...] to make intelligible the capacity for hu-
man knowledge’ [McNabb, 2019, p. 34-37].



82 Cospemennbie duckypcol

However, this superiority is weakened by the hypothesis that our fairly good know-
ledge of the origins of Christianity is the result of a historical coincidence or that
such knowledge is not sufficient to accepting the (revelatory and salvific) claims of
Christianity.

The above conclusions entitle searches in the two opposite directions prevalent
in contemporary philosophy of religion. The first is related to the approach repre-
sented by the pluralistic-sceptical Meta-religion, according to which each historical
religion is more or less an equally good - though culturally limited and relative -
response to the Ultimate Reality. On the other hand, the second approach attributes
a distinguished position to Christianity. Such a choice is justified by the fact that
Christianity (as opposed to other religions) best meets the criterion of credibility,
and also best fits the image outlined by the (recognized as true) metaphysics of per-
sonal theism and the axiology of sacrificial love?.

The above analyses have also shown that Meta-religion does not have any signi-
ficant advantage over historical religions. What is more, it turns out that there are
doubts as to the possibility of a reliable realisation of its project®. In particular, this
impossibility is most evident when Meta-religion is confronted with the criterion of
existential usefulness: a constructed religion does not contain the notion of reciproca-
tion from the Ultimate Reality. Yes, every religion can be treated as a relative and
subjective response to this Reality. But can the reality actually be ultimate in the axi-
ological and soteriological sense if it does not reveal itself to us and if it does not do
anything for us? If the Ultimate Reality is, in Schellenberg’s language, ‘the deepest
possible value’ and a guarantee of ‘the ultimate or deepest human good’ [Schellenberg,
2015, p. 19-20], it must communicate with us coherently and clearly. It cannot, there-
fore, remain silent or communicate in an unclear or vague way. According to the plur-
alist-sceptical Meta-religion or its consequences, however, the Ultimate Reality com-
municates only in such a way. In fact, adherents of Meta-religion implicitly admit,
simply, that God is silent. But ‘if God were silent, we would be left to our own re-
sources [ ...] there would be little hope of salvation’ [Davis, 2009, p. 31-32].

As you can see, the pluralist-sceptical Meta-religion has its drawbacks, and is
fed mainly on the fact of disagreement between religions. However, this fact is not
enough to undermine the revelatory claims of a given religion. After all, ‘it is not
disagreement alone that leads us to think that you are unreliable’ [Murray, Rea,
2008, p. 118] or that your religion is incredible. In other words, ‘deeply rooted dis-
agreement by itself does not entail that there is no single perspective more
likely to be true than others, or that all religious perspectives have roughly
the same epistemic support’ [Netland, 2007, p. 235]. What, then, is the essential
factor undermining the approach called particularism - an approach according to

4 Such an approach (in different versions) can be found, among others, in: [Geivett, Phillips, 1995,
p. 211-245; Swinburne, 2008; Judycki, 2018, p. 117-128]. I discuss it in detail in: [Wojtysiak,
2012, p. 103-113].

5 Let us add that the practical weakness of Meta-religion is that it is impossible to seriously practice
a‘mixture’ of divergent religions. On the other hand, practicing any religion or a coherent set of re-
ligions with distance (without engagement) is not real practice, and religious engagement is diffi-
cult to reconcile with pluralism.
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which a particular religion (let us say: Christianity) includes privileged revelation of
the Ultimate Reality?

Schellenberg-Hick’s Pliers

In a loose reference to ]J. Schellenberg’s hiddenness argument and J. Hick’s
pluralistic hypothesis, I would call the factor in question Schellenberg-Hick’s Pliers
(or dilemma). I propose its presentation as follows:

(1) ‘If [the Christian] God exists, then for any capable finite person S and time t,
[the Christian] God is at t open to being in a personal [i.e. positively meaningful
and conscious] relationship with S at t’ [Schellenberg’s Principle [Schellenberg,
2015, p. 130]].

(2) There is at least one person S and (much more than one) time t such that,
due to the lack of real access to the Christian revelation, S in t is not in a personal
relationship with the Christian God. [Empirical data]

(3) The Christian God does not exist. [1, 2 by Modus Tollens]

But if you do not agree with (3), you must say:

(4) The Ultimate Reality is in itself ‘ineffable, transcategorial - beyond the range
of our human categories of thought’, though in relation to us can be experienced
in different ways [Hick’s Principle [Hick, 2007, p. 220]].

(5) ‘In relation to us the [Ultimate] Real is experienced in our human terms as
[among others] the good and loving persona of the Real [...]" [Empirical data
[Hick, 2007, p. 220]].

(6) The Christian God exists as one of the possible (and culturally relative)
modes of experiencing the Ultimate Reality for us, though he does not exist in itself
[4, 5 by Instantiation].

In sum, a Christian particularist, when he wants to avoid Schelleneberg’s objec-
tion of the inaccessibility of the Christian God for some people, must become
(Christianly coloured, at most) a pluralist in Hick’s sense. However, if he wants to
avoid this consequence, he again falls into Schellenberg’s objection. This, in turn,
allows him to be, at most, a sceptical or pluralistic ultimist. As a result, a Christian
particularist falls into the pliers.

Can a Christian particularist defend himself against Schellenberg-Hick’s pliers?
The following lines of defence can be found in literature:

(M) Molinism: ‘God in his providence has so arranged the world that those who
would respond to the gospel [i.e. the Christian revelation] if they heard it, do hear
it. [...] Those who [...] never hear the gospel would not respond to it if they did
hear it. Hence, no one is lost because of historical and geographical accident. Any-
one who wants or even would want to be saved will be saved’ [Moreland, Craig,
2003, p. 624].

(SS) Special solution: The Christian God reveals or will reveal himself to those
who do not know Christian revelation in a special way: for example, through ex-
traordinary individual visions, at the moment of death or shortly after it.
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(A) Agnosticism or sceptical theism applied to the problem of inaccessibility:
we do not know how a Christian God can be open to a personal relationship with
those who cannot know the Christian revelation or recognize its epistemic and
salvific value; nor do we know whether people who are beyond the reach of this
revelation enter or will enter into this relationship; but we know that an omnipo-
tent and merciful God can do good things, regarding which we do not know
whether or how he does them [Cf. Okholm, Phillips, 1995, p. 20-23; otherwise
Salamon, 2017, p. 122-123].

(I) Inclusivism: The Christian God, through the ‘seeds of truth’ present in different
religions and cultures, reveals himself to every human being, inviting him or her
to a personal relationship; however, the fact is that the fullness of revelation and
the ultimate source of salvation lies in Christianity.

Note that the solution (M), though sophisticated, engages in rather risky or ex-
travagant metaphysics. The solution (SS) is an ad hoc option. The solution (A),
on the other hand, carries all the difficulties of sceptical theism, and, in fact, admits
that there is no solution from a human perspective. On the other hand, the solu-
tion (I), although the most intuitive, still suggests an advantage for Christians
(or people living within the real reach of Christian revelation) in terms of the pos-
sibility of access to God.

Conclusion: Christian pluralism?

In this situation, I would propose a fifth solution that goes one step beyond
the typical inclusivism. It would consist of the reinterpretation of data (2) and (5).
According to it, all people can experience a personal relationship with the Christian
God within the framework of their religions. In fact, all religions (including non-
Christian religions) probably contain Christian themes or motifs (e.g. the motif of
sacrificial love or the motif of Divine solidarity with people) to such an extent that
it is possible for non-Christians to enter into such a relationship. These motifs make
present - through various forms of anticipation or repetition - the founding Chris-
tian events for everyone. In this way, all people have equal access to them. The dis-
tinguished position is achieved, at most, by Christian theologians, who have the best
point of reference in building the theory of relations between God and people.
As a result of inter-religious exchange of opinions, however, this point could appear
to be distinguished only historically, but not in terms of content®.

My solution could be a working hypothesis in comparative studies of religions.
It could also contribute to inter-religious dialogue, in which each side would appre-
ciate the multiplicity of religions while maintaining its own specificity. It could also
be an intermediate path between pluralist Meta-religion and exclusivist Christian
particularism. Since it goes further than typical Christian inclusivism, I would call it
radical Christian inclusivism or even Christian pluralism. Pluralism here does
not mean the relativization of the Christian revelation (as a special revelation), but

6 Some Christian theologians seem to be approaching this conception in a limited way, discussing,
in particular, close relations between Christianity and Judaism. Perhaps this approach -
in a broader context - is also realized in C.S. Lewis and J.R.R. Tolkien’s novels.
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its multiple expressions and reliable availability in various religions. Just as the
Eucharistic signs make available the salvific sacrifice of Christ and the love of God
the Father, so - in some analogous (though not the same) way - their mystery
(i.e. Christian mystery) could also be universally made available by the signs of
other (non-Christian) religions. They only need to be interpreted accordingly,
in a (implicitly or explicitly) Christian way.

Someone may object that a theologian of any religion could apply the method
of radical inclusivism or qualified pluralism to his own religion. This, in turn, could
lead (again) to incoherent pluralism, although at a higher level - to the ‘pluralism of
pluralisms’: Christian, Buddhist, Islamic, and so on. Let us note, however, that such
a situation would mean an important progress in inter-religious dialogue: all sides of
this dialogue would understand that they are not religious rivals but relatives.
Moreover, each side could be interpreted positively by the other in the language of
its own tradition. Perhaps this dialogue could lead to the common belief that all
great religions basically speak of the same, and such the same is something more
than (Hick’s) ‘the ultimate transcategorial Real’. In such an approach, the dispute
over whether to call this something more Christian, Buddhist, Islamic etc. loses
greater significance, without diminishing the importance of the Christian message”.

The proposed solution is only a tentative project of further research or more
concrete action rather than a closed position. It remains an open question whether
this project - too particularistic for some and too pluralistic for others - has a theo-
retical and practical chance of success.

References

Alston, W.P. Perceiving God: The Epistemology of Religious Experience. Ithaca - London:
Cornell University Press, 1991.

Davis, S.T. “Revelation and Inspiration”, in: The Oxford Handbook of Philosophical Theo-
logy. Eds. by Th.P. Flint and M.C. Rea. Oxford; NY: Oxford University Press. 2009, pp. 30-53.

Geivett, R.D., and Phillips, W.G. “A Particularist View: an Evidentialist Approach”, in: Four
Views on Salvation in a Pluralistic World. Eds. by D.L. Okholm and T.R. Phillips. Grand Rapids:
Zondervan Publishing House. 1995, pp. 211-245.

7 Perhaps this something more can be called “the ultimate good”, and the theory of religion
(i.e. the theory of a relationship between the Absolute and the humans) can be developed in the per-
spective that J. Salamon (2017) calls agatheism. It could be ascribed to by a neutral researcher of
religions, who sees in each of them the orientation towards the ultimate good, as well as a Chris-
tian, who sees the essence of Christian revelation in the manifestation of God’s boundless good-
ness and love. It seems that there are no obstacles for representatives of other religions to ascribe
to it. Because of lack of space, I cannot enter into a discussion with Salamon. I would only like to
point out that we are separated by a starting point, but not an ending point. Well, Salamon begins
with human agathological imagination in general, and I start with Christian agathological imagi-
nation. Salamon is also sceptical about the possibility of objectively demonstrating the epistemic
and agathological superiority of a given religion over others; I am inclined to think of the (at least
epistemically) distinguished status of Christianity. Next, regarding the point of arrival, I allow for
the possibility of (at least agathological) convergence of all religions. As a result, we both reject
exclusivism, believing, however, that pluralism should appear in a qualified form.



86 Cospemennbie duckypcol

Hick, J. “Religious Pluralism”, in: The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Religion. Eds.
by C. Meister and P. Copan. London; NY: Routledge. 2007, pp. 216-225.

Judycki, S. How Do We Recognize God? The Most Important Epistemological Question of
Christian Philosophy, European Journal for Philosophy of Religion. 2018, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 117-128.

McNabb, T.D. Religious Epistemology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019.

Moreland, ].P., and Craig, W.L. Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview. Down-
ers Grove: IVP Academic, 2003.

Murray, M.]., and Rea, M.C. An Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2008.

Netland, H.A. “Inclusivism and Exclusivism”, in: The Routledge Companion to Philosophy
of Religion. Eds. by C. Meister and P. Copan. London; NY: Routledge, 2007, pp. 226—-236.

Okholm, D.L., and Phillips T.R. “Introduction”, in: Four Views on Salvation in a Pluralistic
World. Eds. by D.L. Okholm and T.R. Phillips. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1995,
pp. 7-26.

Salamon, J. In Defence of Agatheism: Clarifying a Good-Centred Interpretation of Religious
Pluralism, European Journal for Philosophy of Religion. 2017, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 115-138.

Schellenberg, J.L. The Hiddenness Argument: Philosophy’s New Challenge to Belief in God.
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 2015.

Swinburne, R. Is There a God? Oxford: Oxford University Press (revised edition). 2010.

Swinburne, R. Was Jesus God? Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008.

Wojtysiak, J. “Do We Have the Epistemic Right to Believe in Jesus? An Epistemological
Analysis of Some Arguments for Credibility of Christianity”, in: The Right to Believe: Perspec-
tives in Religious Epistemology. Eds. by D. Lukasiewicz and R. Pouivet. Frankfurt: Ontos Verlag.
2012, pp. 103-113.



Dunocodus penurun: Philosophy of Religion:

aHAIMTUYECKIME UCCIIeNOBaHMS Analytic Researches
2019. T. 3. Ne 2. C. 87-96 2019, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 87-96
VIK 241 DOI: 10.21146/2 587-683X-2019-3-2-87-96

Roger Pouivet

The Right to Believe that only one Religion is True

Roger Pouivet — prof. a I’Université de Lorraine Institut Universitaire de France, Laboratoire d’His-
toire des Sciences et de Philosophie Archives Henri-Poincaré (CNRS), 91, Avenue de la Libération,
54001 Nancy Cedex (France); e-mail: roger.pouivet@univ-lorraine.fr

Some philosophers claim to show that religious diversity should lead rational beings to find
some conciliation between them. They say that diversity should mean that no one could pre-
tend to hold the truth. We must therefore renounce alethic exclusivity, the claim that a cer-
tain religion possesses by itself the truth. This encourages religious scepticism, because
when well-informed and reasonable people disagree about their religious or anti-religious
beliefs, their confidence in the justification of their beliefs must be reduced or diminished -
even if that belief were true - to the point that these people are intellectually reconciled. Let
us call this claim the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation. I will first claim that it is not
a sound principle of intellectual ethics. For that, I will first show that if this Principle claims
to sceptically conclude to the plurality of religions, it is, in reality, a reasoning from a scepti-
cal dogma, and not only a reasoning that leads to scepticism. I mean that it is a hidden athe-
istic argument disguised as an honest neutral reasoning. As it calls for an ethical requirement
of rationality, without being then so transparent that it seems, it is important to show that
this Principle borders on deception. I am secondly going to show that, even if one accepts to
allow oneself to be conciliated by reasoning, the Principle has serious flaws, especially with
regard to the philosophical psychology of religious faith. My conclusion will be that it is
wrong that we should suspend any religious belief that an alleged epistemic peer does not
share as soon as we become aware that he does not share it. It is not true that it is rational
in any case to respect the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation, and that another attitude
would always be irrational and morally disgusting.

Keywords: Religious pluralism, conciliationism, doctrinal exclusivism, religious exclusi-
vism, faith, religious scepticism, intellectual arrogance, intellectual virtue.

Citation: Pouivet R. “The Right to Believe that only one Religion is True”, Philosophy of
Religion: Analytic Researches, 2019, Vol. 3, No. 2, pp. 87-96.

© Roger Pouivet



88 Cospemennbie duckypcol

Introduction

Some philosophers claim to show that religious diversity should lead rational
beings to find some conciliation between them. They say that diversity should mean
that no one could pretend to hold the truth. We must therefore renounce alethic
exclusivism, the claim that a certain religion possesses by itself the truth. This en-
courages religious scepticism, because when well-informed and reasonable people
disagree about their religious or anti-religious beliefs, their confidence in the justifi-
cation of their beliefs must be reduced or diminished - even if that belief were
true - to the point that these people are intellectually reconciled. Let us call this
claim the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation.

According to this Principle, conciliation between believers of the various reli-
gions would thus be a requirement of intellectual ethics. To follow this principle
makes us intellectually honest. We do not preserve beliefs (including religious ones)
against our right to have them. The contrary is the culpable intellectual arrogance of
those who claim to be right against people who disagree with them, but are as well
informed and reasonable as they are. To follow the Principle of Intellectual Conci-
liation would also be an assurance of civil peace in our multicultural societies.
It helps to ensure harmonious coexistence between believers and unbelievers, and
between believers of different religions. If there is conciliation, there is peace!
Thus, the two ideals of an honest intellectual life and of social peace would imply
a drastic reduction of confidence in the justification of our religious beliefs or of our
anti-religious beliefs.

Yet my intention is to challenge the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation?. I will
first claim that it is not a sound principle of intellectual ethics. For that, I will first
show that if this Principle claims to sceptically conclude to the plurality of reli-
gions, it is, in reality, a reasoning from a sceptical dogma, and not only a reasoning
that leads to scepticism. I mean that it is a hidden atheistic argument disguised as
an honest neutral reasoning. As it calls for an ethical requirement of rationality,
without being then so transparent that it seems, it is important to show that this
Principle borders on deception. I am secondly going to show that, even if one ac-
cepts the argument as it is, the Principle has serious flaws, especially with regard to
the philosophical psychology of religious faith.

The principle of conciliation
as a reformulation of Agrippa’s first mode

To explain what is (perhaps secretly) the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation,
consider the following reasoning:

1. Xbelieves that p.

2. Y believes that g.

1 T already defended religious exclusivism in [Pouivet, 2013]. I am here seeking to complete my ar-

gument and to defend it against the conciliationist strategy.
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3. pand q are apparently incompatible2.

4. If X was in Y's situation, it is very likely that X would believe g, and that he

would think p is wrong3.

5. If Y was in X's situation, it is very likely that ¥ would believe that p, and

that he would think q is false.

6. It is intellectually compulsory to doubt p and q.

Such an argument asserts that if p and g are incompatible religious beliefs
(or that p is a religious belief and g an anti-religious belief), then one is necessarily
led to doubt about p and q. In this argument, (4) and (5) correspond to the Principle
of Intellectual Conciliation. It is an argument from religious disagreement to reli-
gious scepticism for equally intelligent people, of good faith and intellectually hon-
est. (Exactly the kind of people we are, of course).

Consequently, it is hardly surprising that the previous argument has a sceptical
conclusion, since it is an application to religious belief of one of the five modes of
Agrippa, as described by Sextus Empiricus in the Outlines of Pyrrhonism [Sextus
Empiricus, 2000, p. 40—41]. Yet, these modes of Agrippa are indeed much formula-
tions of scepticism than arguments in favour of scepticism.

The first mode of Agrippa, and the main one, is precisely the disagreement of
opinions. It has this structure:

(A) S1 believes that p.

(B) S2 believes that not p.

(C) At most, one of them is right.

(D) The disagreement between SI and S2 cannot be resolved.

(E) We must suspend judgment on p.

It is the disagreement itself that is supposed to induce the suspension of judg-
ment. Assume that (D) is disputed, that is, that the disagreement cannot be resolved.
Then, to justify p or not p, it would be necessary to give in favour of one or the other
a reason rl. But it can in turn be challenged, according to the same argument as
the previous one. Then another reason rZ2 is needed. But the argument applied to r1
applies also to r2, and another reason r3 is needed. Hence, there is an infinite regres-
sion (second mode of Agrippa). The reason proposed will ultimately remain relative
to the one who gives it (third mode); or it is hardly a hypothesis (fourth mode); or else
it supposes other reasons which are, taken together, circular (fifth mode), because one
of them, the first, serves to found others of which one is used to found the first -
which takes us around and around in circles. Therefore, the disagreement, that is to
say (D), subsists. Finally we should then suspend the judgment (E).

2 Let us say that p and q could be one of these propositions: God exists/God does not exist; there is
only one God/There are multiple gods; God is one and triune/God is absolutely one; Jesus is
the Son of God/Jesus is an admirable man; Jesus died on the Cross and rose/If even Jesus died on
the Cross, he never rose; The Virgin Mary has an immaculate conception/The Virgin Mary is
tainted by Original sin; The Bible says the truth/Vedic texts tell the truth; the Bible does not say
the truth.

3 It would be possible to contest that one could know what someone would think in a situation
where he would be (in a counterfactual situation therefore). But this is to explain the reasoning of
those who defend the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation, and not to accept the premises of this
reasoning.



90 Cospemennbie duckypcol

Whoever uses the logical form of Agrippa’s first mode to reason about the di-
versity of religions knows very well what will happen: he will conclude sceptically.
It is with any disagreement we come to this conclusion: it is not at all peculiar to re-
ligious disagreements, but to disagreements in general. And it makes no doubt that
the initial argument about religious disagreements at the beginning of this paper is
simply a reformulation of Agrippa’s first mode with religious premises simply
added. (4) specifies (D): it gives a reason why some disagreement about religious
beliefs cannot be resolved. This reason is presented as the epistemic substitutability
of the opponents. If X, a Christian, was in the intellectual position of Y, a Muslim,
it is very likely that X would not believe that God is one and triune, and that X
would even think that it is false. (A person’s intellectual situation refers to the con-
text of his belief). The argument is not deterministic: it does not signify that the so-
cial context of belief directly determines belief. The argument claims simply the
complete epistemic substitutability of X, a Christian, and Y, a Muslim. This substi-
tutability leads to the relativity of beliefs and it encourages the suspension of such
beliefs. And this argument has an ethical meaning: the one who understands the ar-
gument cannot maintain a right to believe against other’s beliefs.

It seems to me that using such a reasoning to conclude sceptically about reli-
gious beliefs is like to ask a fox to take care of the hens: if you formulate this way
the problem of religious disagreement, you already know what will result. You
don’t conclude in favour of religious scepticism from apparently non-sceptical
premises, because this way to reason makes you already a latent sceptic. How con-
vincing is it to use a typically sceptical argument to defend a sceptical religious con-
clusion? And then, how to believe that religious scepticism has been promoted
in such an argument otherwise than by presupposing it in the choice of such an ar-
gument form? If the disagreements were about the good taste of a Bordeaux wine,
or about the choice of Prague as a vacation destination, with the same kind of scep-
tical argument, the conclusion would also be sceptical!

My intention now is to show that, in the case of religious beliefs4, resort to this
sceptical argument is simply a way of disguising a sophism that is contained in the
premises (4) and (5). This sophism is located in the Principle of Intellectual Concili-
ation itself.

The true nature of religious belief

In a disagreement about the truth of a proposition p, it is said by the conciliationists,
if there is an epistemic symmetry between the protagonists, they are irrational in main-
taining their belief that p or their belief that not p; or, at least, they are irrational if they
do not loose their trust in the truth of p or not p; or even if they do not suspend their be-
liefs that p or not p. The epistemic symmetry supposes that each of the protagonists pos-
sesses the same data (evidences), and the same capacities; none of them is intellectu-
ally limited, of bad faith, debauched, malicious, dishonest, and so on. There is this way

4 1 don’t pretend to refute the first mode of Agrippa by itself but to contest its application to reli-
gious disagreements, or more precisely to contest that by itself its constitutes an argument in fa-
vour of the Principle of Conciliation.
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an intellectual parity between them. What must be recognized in (4) is this parity: nei-
ther is better placed than the other to know if p is right or if g (not p) is right.

Thus, conciliationists say that it would be irrational not to be conciliatory in a reli-
gious disagreement between peers. That is to say, it would be irrational not to suspend
one’s belief, for example, the belief in the Trinity or, on the contrary, the belief in unitari-
anism. Disagreement testifies finally to the irrationality of the protagonists, and agree-
ment in scepticism is the only way to recover rationality. Irrationality in religious dis-
agreement manifests itself in intellectual arrogance: S is intellectually arrogant if he
considers that his belief should have to be considered as true even by those who have no
way of knowing that it is true. And the diagnosis of arrogance introduces the moral, and
in fact immoral, character of the non-concilationist attitude. If you don’t suspend your
belief, not only you are irrational, but you also incur intellectual blame.

According to the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation, the protagonists of a religious
disagreement all have the same data (evidences), the same capacities, and as already said,
none of them is intellectually limited, malicious or dishonest. When a person suspends his
belief - following the moral and social requirement of the Principle of Intellectual Con-
ciliation — he looks at this belief according to what he shares (data, abilities) with those
who do not believe the same as him, or those who, on the same basis, believe something
else. This self-examination is a control of his right to believe and it ends with suspension.
That means that these data and abilities are absolutely independent of any beliefs. And it
means also that such beliefs would not themselves be involved in these data and abilities.
To believe is to assent; but assent is not included in data and abilities themselves. Assent
is added to them, but in an illegitimate way as soon as an epistemic pair challenges the
belief (on the same bases, that is, data and abilities).

But is it true that to believe is to assent on the basis of data (what is the belief
about) and certain dispositions whose belief results? The question arises in general. But
here I only want to ask it for the case of religious beliefs such, for example, as belief
in the Trinity.

Can we describe things this way?

1. Epistemic peers share data and abilities, and they recognize one another as

possessing them.

2. A person believes in the Trinity.

3. He meets an epistemic peer who does not believe in the Trinity.

4. He gives up his belief.

I strongly doubt this scenario, which seems to be much prepared for the philo-
sophical classroom. (I have much more doubt about this scenario than about the Tri-
nity!) I doubt also this scenario because to believe in the Trinity is to believe that with-
out the Trinity one would not believe in it. Then, if I meet an epistemic peer who
disagrees with me (and I know a lot of them, some of them are even good friends and
persons I consider to be more clever than me>), I consider that it is he, my supposed
epistemic peer, who has a problem, not me who must put me to doubt.

I do not deny that we can find ourselves in a situation where epistemic parity
(and the epistemic substitutability that follows) justifies the respect of the Principle

5 Even intellectually very simple people, and I would say even idiots, believe in God and
in the Trinity, and they believe legitimately! This does not mean that one must be foolish to believe
in God, but that warrant of religious beliefs is not due to the intellectual effort of justification made
by the believer. “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven” (Matthew 5:3).
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of Intellectual Conciliation. An example that is often found in the literature on this
Principle is as follows. Two friends often go out to dinner together at the restaurant.
They must calculate the tip of 20% (we obviously are in the United States!) before
sharing the bill. The two friends have been doing this for years and most of the time
they have agreed on how much each one has to pay. But, this time, one of them an-
nounces $ 45 and the other says $ 43. In this case, of course, it seems reasonable
that the two suspend their beliefs about what to pay. However, why would it be the
same when it comes to the belief in the Trinity? To believe that the addition is $ 45,
is to have confidence, even if it is not a complete one, in his own mental calculation
from data common with the one who believes that the addition is $ 43. But it is not
at all the same in the case of belief in the Trinity!

Perhaps the conciliationist reasoning works also well for the belief that there is
milk in the refrigerator: I might be led to give it up when I realize that my wife -
to give an example of someone I am tempted to recognize as an incontestable epis-
temic peer - believe there is no milk in the refrigerator, contrary to what I thought.
But belief in the Trinity does not place us in a similar scenario, simply in another
domain. The triviality of the examples given in the books and articles of analytic
epistemology is here an obstacle and not an aid to understand what happens in cer-
tain cases. When it comes to the Trinity, is it the way things are, and the way they
must epistemologically to happen, in order for the belief in the Trinity to be episte-
mologically legitimate and a person have the right to believe in the Trinity? My the-
sis is that there are in such a situation no neutral data, common to epistemic peers,
from which the belief in the Trinity derives. The reason is that no one has a belief
in the Trinity as a result of certain observations and dispositions allowing him to
judge whether it is appropriate or not to believe in Trinity.

Those who believe in Trinity believe in a revealed Mystery, from which they
owe their being, from which they live, and toward which they strive, and not
in something that they discover from data and abilities because they reason rightly
and are quite clever! They think that the Trinity is the source of their belief in a one
and triune God, and not that they arrived themselves to such a belief. No one be-
lieves in the Trinity apart from the Trinity itself.

Having faith

My argument, therefore, is that the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation, in a reli-
gious context, stands in solidarity with a complete misrepresentation of religious
beliefs such as belief in the Trinity. In this misrepresentation, legitimate religious
beliefs are conclusions of data and capacities that would be shared by epistemic
peers, conclusions to be suspended when they disagree. One of them would per-
ceive, while listening to the other, that he does not have the right to believe, for ex-
ample in the Trinity, since the other does not believe in it, and that therefore he must
stop to believe or suspend one’s belief.

The Principle of Intellectual Conciliation is based on the generalization of a cer-
tain epistemic attitude presented as ideal: religious epistemic pairs debate at a sympo-
sium of analytical philosophy and examine data and abilities, and if they disagree
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they suspend their beliefs (before, finally, everyone is going to dinner)!® I mean that
the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation seems to me to be related to a very narrow
and idiosyncratic representation of doxastic life, especially in religious contexts.
(I suppose it would be the same in political contexts, or in aesthetic contexts).

Why should we then reason this way? I believe in the Trinity, not him, yet we have
the same data and the same abilities. So, I have to suspend my belief. Why should I not
think that we have neither the same data nor the same capabilities; that we are not ex-
actly substitutable for each other; that we are definitively not epistemic peers? We are
not peers because 1 believe in the Trinity and not he. All I can conclude is that he is
a Muslim, a Unitarian, or an unbeliever, and that, for my part, I am not. But in most
cases, I knew it from the start. It is reasonable to conclude that the difference between
us is not a secondary difference. To be Christian, Muslim, or unbeliever makes a radi-
cal epistemic difference - a difference that cannot be suspended at will, only in order
not to create disagreement! For to be a Christian or to be a Muslim is not to have a be-
lief to which it would be possible to give up, or possible to suspend, simply because
of this disagreement between purported epistemic peers. And it is simply not possible
either to renounce or suspend it while remaining Christian or remaining Muslim.

What I am saying means that having faith is not about drawing a consequence
or conclusion from certain data or abilities. Faith is not an epistemic attitude -
a mental state, a mode of consciousness - with multiple contents according to dif-
ferent religions. But faith has only one content. That is why it is exclusive. The one
who does not have my faith does not have another, with another content, and
on the basis of the same data and abilities than mine. The one who does not have
my faith has in reality none. When we come to look at faith as a term common to
different options, a Jewish faith, a Muslim faith, a Christian faith, etc., according to
a pluralistic account of faith, we are actually talking about something other than
faith. The one who has faith continues to believe in the Trinity, even if he meets
someone who does not share his faith. He did not meet someone who has another
faith, but someone who does not have faith - which is not an option, as if having
faith was a possibility of the same kind as to like oysters or to prefer holidays by
the sea. If the unbeliever is rational, well informed, epistemologically scrupulous,
etc., nothing is changed. It is not that the believer psychologically immunizes him-
self against the criticism of his beliefs. It is just that having faith is not an epistemic
option taken from data common with the unbeliever.

In this sense, we are quite close - as Peter van Inwagen [Inwagen, 2005, espe-
cially p. 147] suggests — to what happens when you meet a philosopher who claims
that the outside world does not exist. He is competent; he can be very intelligent
and have impressive arguments; he can be a quite smart philosopher, writing in the
best journals. But you do not think that not believing in the existence of the outside
world is an option, except in the philosophical classroom. You do not suspend your
belief and you do not decide to give it up! It is not the least irrational not to do it
and it is even intellectually perfectly reasonable. It is related to the nature of belief,
as it is related to the nature of faith.

6 It is also possible that one of the presuppositions of this thesis is the possibility of deciding to be-
lieve (doxastic voluntarism), of which there are some reasons to doubt.
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Is a doctrinal exclusivist intellectually arrogant and socially intolerant?

This criticism of the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation may be considered
intellectually arrogant and also socially disturbing. What can I answer, from my
non-pluralistic and even exclusivist account, on these two points?

Arrogance is a moral defect. We are indeed always tempted to use this term
in order to qualify an intellectual attitude that displeases us. But the question is how
it is defined. For example, the conciliationist will be tempted to define it this way.
S is intellectually arrogant if he supposes that his own belief should be held true by
anyone, even by those who have no way of knowing that this belief is true. But de-
fined this way, arrogance simply follows from the rejection, on the basis of the Prin-
ciple of intellectual Conciliation, of religious exclusivism. However, what appears
for the conciliationist to be arrogance becomes on the contrary intellectual courage
(or strength), and so virtuous, for the religious exclusivist. Such courage is a virtue
that opposes two vices. On the one hand, intellectual cowardice, when one is always
afraid of one’s own beliefs, to the point of pretending to give up or suspend them as
soon as they are disputed. On the other hand, intellectual recklessness, when one is
indifferent to any questioning of one’s beliefs. The exclusivist shows confidence
in one’s beliefs and the courage to do so, even when he listens to the person who
contradicts him.

For one who believes that God is one and triune, and that this belief is one of
the most important we can have, whoever thinks the opposite is simply wrong, and
this opponent should believe it. Whoever does not have the religious beliefs I have
is not necessarily irrational. Often, we understand very well why someone, perfectly
rational and clever, does not have the beliefs he should have. For example, that he is
living in a context where it is difficult to acquire or to receive these beliefs is a rea -
son I can understand quite easily. (Even if it gives not any right to be wrong’.) But
understanding that someone does not believe what you believe does not lead to sus-
pend or give up your religious beliefs. And if I cannot find a reason, in this case it is
for me non understandable why someone does not believe what he should have to
believe.

Criticism of the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation appears to imply the
“scandal of peculiarity”. It would be morally scandalous to consider that a particular
church possesses the true religion, to the exclusion of others. Now, what gets in the
way of this scandalous peculiarity is religious pluralism, which then becomes the
only acceptable thesis, or religious scepticism, favoured by the conciliationist. It is
the only solution to avoid the scandal of peculiarity.

However, this alleged scandal of the peculiarity is paradoxical. On the one
hand, pluralism does not escape exclusivism: “‘Religious pluralism’ is not the con-
tradiction of religious exclusivism, but one more case of it” [Inwagen, 1997, p. 300]
says Peter van Inwagen. Pluralism also defends the idea that a group has the truth,
those who defend pluralism! On the other hand, if we talk about scandal, it is be-
cause we see in exclusivism something immoral. But exclusivism cannot be re-
jected for its immorality to the extent that, if what I said is correct, exclusivism is

7" On this point, see: [Pouivet, 2013, p. 13-17].
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logically inherent in certain beliefs, especially in certain religious beliefs. Of course,
some would say that all religious beliefs are immoral, by principle. But concilia-
tionism, here disputated, is not an argument for this claim.

Generally, to believe something is to believe it is true; and therefore to think
that those who believe something else or the opposite are wrong. We cannot believe
that p and believe that p is not true. One can certainly believe that p and think that
it might not be true. But as long as it is believed, it is believed as true; and when one
doubts a lot or thinks it is false, one does not believe it anymore. To believe in what
is doubtful or doubtful or as false is not to believe, but to accept (which is close to
simulate belief), or simply to play with ideas. So, if exclusivism was morally scan-
dalous, it is every belief, or at least every religious, and also political, philosophical
and even scientific belief, that would be morally scandalous (and of course religious
pluralism would also be).

To consider intellectually immoral any non suspended belief - especially in the
field of religious beliefs - is a confusion between, on the one hand, doctrinal exclu-
sivism and, on the other hand, religious exclusivism and soteriological exclusivism.
The first means that only one religion is true, and even more precisely that one
church tells the truth; the second is the thesis that only one religion is socially ac-
ceptable, and that all others must be eliminated in a social community; the third af-
firms that salvation depends on the acceptance of only one religious doctrine.
The rejection of the Principle of Intellectual Conciliation certainly encourages doc-
trinal exclusivism, but such rejection does not imply religious exclusivism and sote-
riological exclusivism. Now, the moral and social anxiety about exclusivism is more
really about religious exclusivism and soteriological exclusivism. In fact, doctrinal
exclusivism has no social consequences. You can think that only your religion is the
true one, you hurt nobody! It does not follow from the fact that you are right that
believers of other confessions or unbelievers must be hunted and of force converted,
and you have not at all to think that they all will go to hell. (You can even have in-
dependent reasons to think that they do not risk hell more than you do!)

Conclusion

My conclusion is that it is wrong that we should suspend any religious belief that
an alleged epistemic peer does not share as soon as we become aware that he does not
share it. It is not true that it is rational in any case to respect the Principle of Intellec-
tual Conciliation, and that another attitude would always be irrational and morally
disgusting. This principle is sceptical in its premises and not simply in its conclusion;
to apply it to religious beliefs is simply to think that such beliefs are irrational or at
least quite doubtful. The Principle does not show at all that it is rational or epistemo-
logically cautious to suspend religious beliefs but it presupposes it. In addition, the
reasoning in the defence of this Principle presupposes also a very inadequate philo-
sophical psychology of religious beliefs and faith. It even misrepresents what faith is.

8 “__.if I do adopt a certain set of beliefs, I have to believe that I and those who agree with me are
right and that the rest of the world is wrong”, says [Inwagen, 1997, p. 299].
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Let’s go back finally to the “political” problem. How can religions coexist
in the same society if each of them is doctrinally exclusivist? The question arises,
but that is an entirely different question than the one of intellectual ethics, whether
we have the intellectual right to be exclusivist in matters of religious faith. It is
a question of legal (not epistemic) law, and also, I agree, it is a moral question. How
do people who do not share some fundamental beliefs, and even disagree strongly
about them, can live together in a single political society? Like everyone else, I re-
alize that often cohabitation between those who do not have the same religion is not
easy at all - and historically it has never been easy. And this, even if nothing in doc-
trinal exclusivism implies religious exclusivism, nor coercive measures against mi-
nority religions. I have no solution to propose, but I don’t see why the claim that
doctrinal exclusivism is irrational would help to resolve the problem that religious
exclusivism create for a common social life between believers of different religions.
To pretend to solve this problem by saying that believers are wrong to believe what
they believe, simply because they do not agree with each other, and should there-
fore give it up, seems absurd to me. The true question is rather to know how people
who disagree, and have no epistemological reason and no moral obligation to stop
to disagree, can live together. But, my intention was more limited than to resolve
this question: I wanted only to show that it is desperate to claim that the solution to
the difficult problem of a common life between people who disagree lies in the
Principle of Intellectual Conciliation, in the suspension of belief or the renunciation
by believers to their beliefs, if it is anyway possible.
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I. Introduction: The problem of doxastic pluralism

The current paper concerns a problem of doxastic pluralism understood here as
the diversity of beliefs - paradigmatically axiological beliefs - that of their very na-
ture cannot be considered species of knowledge (what Plato would call episteme)
and therefore might better be considered species of opinion or conviction (doxa)
that may be deeply held, but which in principle cannot be verified or justified
in a manner analogical to propositions about the natural world that are tested, veri-
fied or justified using scientific methods.

The problem of doxastic pluralism underlies the question of the epistemic sta-
tus of claims made in every political, ethical, aesthetic and - as I will argue - reli-
gious debate. The diversity of ethical, political, aesthetic and religious beliefs ap-
pears to be of altogether different kind than pluralism of scientific hypotheses and
theories, because even though plurality and diversity of competing hypotheses and
theories in science seems not to go away with the progress of science, there are no
agreed standards of settling the disputes in ethics, politics, aesthetics and religion
comparable with the standards employed in science. However, ethical, political,
aesthetic and religious beliefs are not trivial matter - at least the impact of such be-
liefs on the well-being and the survival of humanity on this Planet is arguably no
lesser to the claims put forward and defended by scientists. So the challenge to
make sense of the doxastic pluralism and to conceptualise in some non-confrona-
tional manner the plurality of ethical, political, aesthethic and religious beliefs is of
no minor importance. Pointing to one such possible conceptualisation which might
be considered plausible is the goal of this paper.

Keeping in mind the inconclusive character of the mainstream epistemological
theories of knowledge about facts of the matter about the natural world (what is
the case), I suggest that knowledge in any strong sense of the term is in principle
not available in the realm of beliefs about values (what ought to be the case, be-
cause it is good or right or beautiful or otherwise desirable) to the degree to which
such beliefs depend on the irreducibly subjective (first person) recognition of
‘the good’ (to agathon in Greek) that is referred to or pointed to explicitly or impli-
citly in the relevant beliefs. For this reason I call all such beliefs - that is ethical,
political, aesthetic and also religious beliefs — agathological beliefs and I argue that
they are irreducibly plural, which gives rise to the problem of doxastic pluralism
(and the underlying ‘agathological pluralism’) which has to be addressed to make
any debate between holders of the opposing or just diverse beliefs in these areas ra-
tional, reasonable or just meaningful (not devoid of meaning). I also suggest that the
typically intersubjective (that is social, rather than solipsistic) nature of such ‘aga-
thological beliefs’ (what is believed in virtue of strong conviction by various indi-
viduals belonging to certain doxastic communities) does not turn them into objec-
tive ‘third person beliefs’ (what is known to a community of practitioners of science
using methods that yield public confirmation of claims made about facts of the mat-
ter about the natural world).

In what follows I will contrast two possible ways of approaching the challenge
of doxastic pluralism on the example of religious beliefs, but hoping to bring out
implications for other types of agathological beliefs, including ethical, political and
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aesthetic beliefs. There are two reasons why exploring the challenge of doxastic
pluralism on the example of religious beliefs seems to me sensible. The first reason
is that it so happens that for variety of reasons the problem of doxastic pluralism has
been widely discussed by philosophers of religion (and none of them was more in-
fluential than John Hick whom I take to the task in this paper). The second reason is
that in the case of religious beliefs it is more immediately obvious that agathologi-
cal beliefs tend to be related to what I would call ‘metaphysical beliefs’, that is be-
liefs about the ultimate nature of reality that are also in principle beyond the grasp
of the methodology employed by modern science, therefore cannot be verified of
falsified in a way required for knowledge in any strong sense of the term. It is my
contention that all agathological beliefs - including ethical, political and aesthetic
beliefs - are also always explicitly and implicitly related to the relevant metaphysi-
cal beliefs (beliefs about the ultimate human good in the case ethics, fundamental
beliefs about the human nature in the case of politics, beliefs about the nature
‘the beautiful’ in the case of aesthetics), however, in the case of religious beliefs
the interrelation between the axiological/agathological dimension of the belief
structure (beliefs about ‘what ought to be the case’) and the metaphysical dimension
of the belief structure (beliefs about ‘what is the ultimate nature of the reality
in question’) is most apparent.

It is perhaps the most controversial claim I wish to put forward in this paper,
that all metaphysical beliefs of this kind (so perhaps not necessarily all claims made
by contemporary philosophers working in the field of metaphysics and discussing
questions such as the nature of causality) are ultimately reducible to agathological
beliefs. In other words, I suggest that the relation between the axiological/agatho-
logical beliefs and the related metaphysical beliefs is not what it appears: it is not
the case that the ‘ought’ beliefs are based on the ‘is’ beliefs, but on the contrary,
the metaphysical beliefs have agathological justification. And the easiest way to ex-
plain this hypothesis I put forward is by attending to religious beliefs. To put it
briefly, I suggest that the beliefs about the nature of God, the Absolute or the ulti-
mate reality are motivated and explicitly or implicitly justified on the agathological
ground: it is believed that God is x (e.g., perfectly good and perfectly knowledge-
able), because it is believed that God ought to be x (and this is believed
on the agathological grounds: because it is better to be x, than non-x). And what
grounds these agathological beliefs themselves? I suggest agathological beliefs have
no metaphysical grounding. Agathological beliefs are products of ‘agathological
imagination’ and of the reflection on the deliverences of agathological imagination.
So what is ‘agathological imagination’? It is this dimension of the faculty of practi-
cal reason which is intentionally directed - of no choice of ours - towards the ulti-
mate human good and guides our mental activity leading to value judgments by
imagining and comparing agathological alternatives as more or less optimal, rela-
tive to our sense of the good. Since our directedness towards the good appears to be
the fundamental phenomenologically given ‘fact’ about our axiological conscious-
ness, it requires postulation of a telos without which the irreducibly teleological
character of our axiological consciousness would be unexplainable making impossi-
ble analysis of human agency by reference to agents’ reasons. The ultimate good is
thus postulated as a transcendental condition of our axiological consciousness. Thus
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the belief in the reality of the ultimate good and the beliefs about the specific nature
of the ultimate good (to the extent it is at all clearly specified in a particular belief
system) is agathologicaly motivated and agathologically justified or agathologically
true (so that I will talk about ‘agathological justification’ and ‘agathological verifi-
cation’: a belief is considered ‘true’, because of the goodness of the state of affairs
the belief implies). Perhaps the most overarching epistemic concept that would cap-
ture the distinctiveness of the doxastic practices in the realm of ethics, politics, aes-
thetic and religion would ‘agathological rationality’ that will be distinct from and ir-
reducible to scientific rationality that guides human reason in the enterprise of
discovering the facts of the matter about the natural world.

I1. Agatheistic conceptualisation of doxastic pluralism!

In what follows, I will outline briefly my preferred ‘solution’ to the problem of
doxastic pluralism on the example of religious doxastic pluralism (with implications
for all other types of agathological beliefs), but my more concerted effort will be di-
rected at pointing to deficiencies of John Hick’s conceptualisation of doxastic plu-
ralism, worked out in detail in his classic An Interpretation of Religion: Human Re-
sponses to the Transcendent, as arguably one of the most plausible alternatives to
my own proposal.

As already hinted above, my own ‘interpretation of religion’ is an agathological
interpretation of religion and I call religion so interpreted: agatheism. Agatheism
identifies God, the Absolute or the ultimate reality (theds or to theion in Greek) with
the ultimate good (to agathon in Greek) as the ultimate end of all human pursuits
and posits that maximal realisation of human potentialities for good (agatheia -
conceptualised as an agathological equivalent of the Aristotelian eudaimonia) is
possible only in proper alignment with the ultimate reality so conceived (Agatheos).

Agatheism posits that religious worldviews result from the fundamental choice
of an option to make sense of our axiological consciousness by conceiving the ulti-
mate human good in religious rather than in naturalistic terms. Since it is agatholo-
gical imagination that plays the decisive role in choosing among the fundamental
agathological options and agathological imagination is a dimension of practical rea-
son, it will not be possible to establish by way of theoretical argument which option
is rationally superior, yet taking a stance may be a psychological necessity, as well
as a condition of living an ‘examined life’, therefore opting for a religious concep-
tualisation of the ultimate human good that identifies the ultimate good towards
which our axiological consciousness is directed with the ultimate reality religiously
conceived, may be as good a choice as any.

An important implication of such axiological construal of the grounds of reli-
gious belief is that the domain of religious thinking and religious practice is no
longer seen as sui generis, but (pace Kierkegaard) is an extension of agathological
thinking in the ethical realm (and perhaps also in the realm of aesthetics kalokagato-

1 Earlier formulations of agatheism as an agathological interpretation of religion are contained in:

[Salamon, 2015], as well as in: [Salamon, 2017b].



Janusz Salamon. How Agatheistic Account of Doxastic Pluralism... 101

logically conceived). Therefore religious believers do not engage in an activity that
is entirely foreign to the non-believers, but rather are devoted in a different way to
the same central human task of exploration into the realm of the human good that
takes places in connection with every human activity aimed at conceptualisation
and realisation of some human (or non-human) good.

Like the Hickian interpretation of religion, agatheism is centrally a pluralistic
interpretation of religion, since it theorises that the fundamental agatheistic belief is
presupposed by all or nearly all post-axial religious traditions and explains the fact
of religious diversity (i.e., plurality of internally diverse and constantly evolving re-
ligious traditions) by reference to unavoidably plural, diverse and revisable deliver-
ances of agathological imagination as its source. When exercised in the realm of re-
ligion, agathological imagination guided by the fundamental agatheistic belief
identifying the Absolute with the ultimate good, searches for the optimal conceptu-
alisation of the nature of the Absolute and its relation to the human world, attempt-
ing to approximate the human view of the matter to the ‘God’s eye view’. While in-
dividual believers exercise agathological imagination when assenting to particular
religious truth-claims and aligning themselves in an existential manner to the Abso-
lute as the ultimate good, typically religious beliefs systems are produced of the ex-
ercise of agathological imagination over long periods of time in the context of reli-
gious traditions as traditions of interpretation by many individuals, especially
prominent representatives of the tradition. Thus diverse religious belief systems
may be conceived as a range of ‘agathological landscapes’ - conceived throughout
human history by geniuses of agathological imagination, such as founders of new
religious traditions, saints, mystics and great religious thinkers — which agathologi-
cal imagination of ‘ordinary’ believers takes as a reliable source of inspiration and
the point of departure in their own religious search and spiritual journey.

Agatheistic account of religion takes seriously the practical orientation that reli-
gious believers typically exhibit and it sees religious belief systems as never di-
vorced from religious practice understood as living out the proper alignment with
the ultimate reality as the ultimate good. While various religious belief systems do
contain visions of what their adherents consider to be the optimal ways of conceiv-
ing the Absolute as the ultimate good simpliciter, the beliefs about the Absolute and
their eventual veridicality are important for religious believers not for purely cogni-
tive reasons, but because they entail optimal ways of conceiving human potentiali-
ties for good vis-a-vis the ultimate reality as the ultimate good for us towards which
their existence is directed. So whatever the religious rhetoric may be, it is more
plausible to think that human beings hold religious belief and follow religious prac-
tices not because - to put it in theistic terms - God needs them to worship him, but
because they sense they need God to achieve their own fulfillment by realising their
own creaturely potentialities for good. For this reason religious believers (with the
exception of theologians and perhaps also religious leaders who may see religious
doctrines as defining the borders of their communities and thus the limits of their
power) tend to concern themselves with religious orthopraxis more than with reli-
gious orthodoxy and associate being an exemplary believer not so much with just
‘believing in something’ (holding certain beliefs), but with ‘doing something’,
‘adopting certain attitude towards God’ (‘believing God’ vs. ‘believing in God’),
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also ‘undergoing something’ (undergoing spiritual transformation or moral conver-
sion) and ‘hoping for something’. To be able to do all that believers have to hold
some particular religious beliefs, including believes about the nature of the Absolute
and its relation to the human world, but it is the more practical dimensions of the re-
ligious attitude that tend to occupy the attention of adherents of religious traditions,
because it is they - rather than solely an intellectual assent to some set of religious
doctrines - that appear to be relevant to the achievement of the religious telos,
which is not different from the human telos, namely realisation of the ultimate hu-
man good human. Among such ‘practical’ aspects of religious belief - all express-
ing the proper alignment with the Absolute as the ultimate good - are (a) its soterio-
logical/eschatological perspective presupposing some formulation of the nature of
the human predicament and of “what can I hope”, to use Kant’s phrase; (b) its meta-
noetic/transformational function presupposing some paradigm of spirituality; and
(c) its relational/inter-subjective character associated with religious attitude of devo-
tion and love, usually manifested also in solidaristic attitudes towards other mem-
bers of one’s religious community.

Perhaps the most central of them all is spiritual development or metanoetic
transformation. The Greek noun ‘metanoia’ - signifying a change of mind -
in the biblical vocabulary acquires more specific meaning of ‘conversion’ as turning
towards God, so in the context of agatheism metanoetic transformation is synony-
mous with agathological transformation as adoption of the fundamental orientation
towards the good. John Hick identified it as the one aspect of religious belief that is
universal across all religious traditions and defined it as ‘transformation from self-
centredness to other-centredness’. The universality of the metanoetic dimension of
religious belief is crucial for the possibility of a pluralistic interpretation of religion
and at this junction agatheism does not depart from the age-old intuitions expressed
poetically by the Sufi mystic Rumi in the saying that “the lamps are many, but the
Light is one”, which also John Hick turned into the central insight of his religious
pluralism. To the extent a rational hope may be entertained that a given religious
tradition constitutes a reliable path to the achievement of human fulfillment in ac-
cordance with the vision of the ultimate human good conceived in that tradition,
it is rational to be committed to the belief system and religious practice of that tradi-
tion despite the fact that there are many such paths defined by different religious be-
lief systems, which gives rise to a legitimate suspicion that it is unlikely that only
one of them - and therefore unlikely than any of them - express fully and infallibly
the truth of the nature of the Absolute. There is no good reason to think that cogni-
tively and morally limited creatures as human beings are could not reach the ulti-
mate destination of their journey while having only limited and therefore fallible
and revisable insight into the nature of the ultimate good as the end of the journey.
One piece of equipment on such journey appears to be absolutely necessary:
the agatheistic belief, or better the agatheistic faith that our human unquenchable
thirst for the good which manifests itself in the good-directedness of our axiological
consciousness that shapes our entire attitude towards reality does not misleads us,
but rather leads us towards the fulfillment of the promise it carries.

With such a turn of mind an agatheist - whether a Christian or Jewish or Hindu
agatheist — will not be troubled by religious diversity, since his agathological imagi-
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nation, serving as a kind of agathological conscience, will assure him - in a manner
reminiscent of Socrates’ daimon - that one cannot go wrong going in the direction
of the good, following the path that leads towards the horizon of the ultimate good.
An agatheist will treat the stories about the nature of the ultimate good told by
the fellow pilgrims as necessarily only verisimilitudinous, but capable of serving as
reliable directions on the path towards the ultimate goal, if they pass the test of aga-
thological verification. Since in the realm of values the nature of the subject matter
confines us to the first-person perspective and admits no possibility of an objec-
tively verifiable and therefore conclusive evidence being available, an agatheist will
be satisfied a kind of moral certainty, or — better to say - agathological certainty.
Agathological certainty as a state of mind has a certain phenomenal quality which is
a source of subjective reassurance, and can be captured by the adjective ‘agatonic’,
created by conjunction of ‘agathon’ and ‘the tonic’ - a musical term referring to
the central tone of a scale that is perceived subjectively by a listener as the point of
‘departure’ and ‘arrival’ of a musical narrative, and thus as a kind of telos and
the point of psychological rest. Thus the word ‘agatonic’, metaphorising the musical
‘tonic’, takes on a meaning of ‘rest of the mind in the good’, or ‘rest of the mind in
the confidence of reaching the good, realising the good, or being directed towards
the good’. This agatonic sense of ‘the rest of the mind in the good’ that accompa-
nies our mental states of certainty in the sphere of moral and agathological beliefs is
analogical to the sense of ‘rest of the mind in truth’, which accompanies our states
of certainty in the realm of beliefs about existentially irrelevant facts of the matter,
but unlike in the case of certainty about factual beliefs, certainty about moral and
agathological beliefs carries with it a sense of fulfilled obligation and hence a pecu-
liar kind of satisfaction that we associate with the state of happiness.

Since it is obvious that that such state of subjective certainty accompanies reli-
gious attitude of the adherents of diverse religious traditions, his agathological con-
science will warn an agatheist against his inclination to see himself in a cognitively
and soteriologically privileged position vis-a-vis adherents of other religious tradi-
tions and will present to him as agathologically unacceptable exclusivist theories of
religious diversity as postulating serious limitation of the chances of actualisation of
the potentialities for good of the majority of human beings, while a more generous
interpretation of the facts about religious diversity — envisaging the possibility of re-
alisation of much greater human good than if religious exclusivism would be true -
is available.

As I argued elsewhere [Salamon, 2013; 2017a], a theist — who usually more of-
ten than a non-theist finds religious pluralism disturbing - can accept a pluralistic
interpretation of religious diversity consistent with agatheism without loosing epis-
temic confidence in the foundations of his theistic worldview, spiritual practice or
moral commitments by adopting a strategy akin to the strategy of ‘sceptical theism’.
According to such ‘sceptical pluralism’ we should be sceptical of our ability to dis-
cern the full truth about the possibilities ways God leads various individuals to the
ultimate fulfilment of their creaturely potential. In particular, a sceptical pluralist of
the kind I envisage will argue that we should be sceptical that our epistemic confi-
dence in our understanding of God’s purposes with respect to us individually and
our co-religionists somehow limits God in achieving the purpose of leading other
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people - especially religious aliens - to the maximal fulfilment of their human
(God-given) potential in ways that are beyond our intellectual grasp. Moreover,
a sceptical pluralist will propose that we should grant that our inability to think of
a good reason for allowing religious diversity to persist and indeed to flourish is in-
dicative of whether or not God might have a good reason for allowing it. If there is
a God, he knows much more than we do about the relevant facts regarding the di-
versity of religious beliefs and practices and regarding their soteriological, spiritual
or moral efficacy in allowing various individuals to fulfil their human potential, and
thus it would not be surprising at all if God has reasons for allowing religious diver-
sity to persist and flourish that we cannot fathom.

II1. Hickian conceptualisation of doxastic pluralism?

Traditionally theistic thinkers faced with the fact of religious plurality have as-
sumed that the central truth-claims only one - namely their own - religion can be
true and hence the truth-claims of other religions can be refuted by way of argu-
ment. This position is described in our times as ‘exclusivist’. John Hick’s name has
become synonymous with a radically different approach to the whole issue. Hick ar-
gues that all religious traditions make contact with the same Ultimate Reality
(‘the Real’), each encountering it through a variety of culturally shaped forms of
thought and experience, but all offering equally effective paths to ‘salvation/libera-
tion’. Hick’s pluralistic hypothesis, although very popular in some quarters, appears
to many Christian and non-Christian thinkers as highly controversial.

John Hick did not begin his Christian life as a pluralist but as an Evangelical
fundamentalist firmly committed to the truth-claims of traditional Christian belief3.
In God Has Many Names Hick, an ordained minister of the United Reformed
Church, writes: I have from almost as early as I can remember had a rather strong
sense of the reality of God as the personal and loving Lord of the universe [Hick,
1980, p. 2]. Paradoxically it was this traditional Christian conviction which
prompted subsequent change of his theological views. At a certain point Hick found
Christian exclusivism (which he calls ‘absolutism’), as expressed in the patristic
phrase extra ecclesiam nulla salus, contradicting the most fundamental Christian
beliefs about the infinite goodness of God and about God’s plan of universal salva-
tion. For Hick, the logical consequence of Christian absolutism was that most of the
world is condemned, and that he found morally unacceptable. The weight of this
moral contradiction has driven him to explore other ways of understanding the hu-
man religious situation and to develop his pluralistic hypothesis.

Hick’s first step towards the formulation of his hypothesis was his accep-
tance of the principle of the cultural relativity of religious truth-claims which
maintains that one’s religious presuppositions are primarily set according to
the cultural context of one’s birth. Attending services in synagogues, mosques
and Hindu temples Hick came to the conclusion that essentially the same kind of

2 An earlier version of my criticism of Hickian pluralism has been published in: [Salamon, 2003].
3 Hick describes his spiritual pilgrimage in some detail in the introduction to [Hick, 1980].
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thing is taking place in them as in a Christian church - namely, human beings
opening their minds to a higher divine Reality, known as personal and good and
as demanding righteousness and love between man and man [Hick, 1980, p. 5].
Hick presumes that if one was brought up in a Christian environment one is
likely to grow up with the conviction that any salvation is found in Jesus Christ.
If one was born in South India one will probably understand salvation in terms
of being released from moksha. Again if one was born in Buddhist Tibet one
will grow up with the religious desire to obtain bodhi. For Hick, to assume that
one has the privilege of knowing the full religious truth only by virtue of being
born into Christian family is both immoral and irrational [Hick, 1993b, p. 77ff].
Instead he thinks that the only viable option for a rational individual is to accept
that the great post-axial faiths constitute different ways of experiencing, con-
ceiving and living in relation to an ultimate divine Reality which transcends all
our varied visions of it [Hick, 1989, p. 235-236].

At the heart of Hick’s pluralistic hypothesis lies his assertion that the Ultimate
Reality constitutes the ground for all religious experience and religious language.
He rejects naturalism which asserts that nature is all that exists and therefore all re-
ligious beliefs are delusive. Moreover, he explicitly refutes a close cousin of natu-
ralism, religious non-realism, i.e. a claim that although religious beliefs may be sub-
jectively important, useful, and in certain sense ‘true’, they do not denote objects
which exist independently of believer’s perception [Hick, 1993a]. In An Interpreta-
tion of Religion Hick makes it clear that he believes that the objects of religious be-
lief, with a number of qualifications, do exist independently of one’s perception
[Hick, 1989, p. 190-209]. It is important to bear this in mind because in the second
section of this paper I will attempt to show that it is difficult for Hick to hold this
realist position while maintaining his pluralistic hypothesis.

One of the ideas which underlies Hick’s theory is a shift from orthodoxy to or-
thopraxis. Denying the crucial importance of orthodoxy Hick challenges the very
basis of Christian exclusivism that is the need for a response to a specific message
in order to be saved. He is convinced that salvation is always achieved as far as one
is in proper soteriological alignment with the Real, and every religion is a true reli-
gion insofar as it enables a person to establish such an alignment [Ibid., p. 374].
Thus religions could be seen as culturally determined sets of values for soul-making
and points of contact with the Real. There is no need to assume, Hick would say,
that only one religion is an effective mean of salvation, and therefore no need to aim
at converting those who do not share our religious conviction. This is not to say that
there is no place or need for an interaction between different religious tradition.
On the contrary, Hick thinks that having the same ultimate goal (i.e. salvation/liber-
ation) adherents of different religious traditions can enrich each other by sharing
their experience which comes from their own orthopraxis.

Thus beginning with the assumptions which are undeniably Christian (the God
of love wants none to perish but all to be saved) Hick arrives at a point where he re-
futes traditional understanding of Christianity revolving around Christ as the only
Saviour. Instead he embraces a view that every religion, including Christianity, re-
volves around God, while the yardstick of authenticity and effectiveness of any reli-
gion is its soteriological alignment with the Real.
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These basic ideas had constituted a foundation of Hick’s religious pluralism for
more than a quarter of a century. However, comparing God and the Universe of
Faiths (1973) with An Interpretation of Religion (1989) one can observe an import-
ant development in the author’s understanding of the essence of religion. While in
the previous book Hick sees different religions as culturally determined means of
establishing the right relationship with the Ultimate Reality, in the latter he speaks
about different religions as culturally determined responses to the Real. In other
words, the author explains somewhat differently the source and nature of religious
diversity. This shift is very important as in the final analysis it appears to be a shift
towards theological anti-realism, and makes Hick’s hypothesis more vulnerable, as
I will attempt to show in the second section of this paper.

In An Interpretation of Religion where the fullest development of Hick’s views
can be found, the author gives an epistemological foundation to his version of reli-
gious pluralism by borrowing and revising Kant’s concepts of noumenal and phe-
nomenal, as well as Wittgenstein’s category of ‘seeing-as’. In this book Hick
presents a comprehensive theory that attempts to explain all religious phenomena
in such a way as to give a convincing account of religious diversity. Accepting
Kant’s claim that one can have no pure experience of the noumenal (i.e. the world
in itself), and therefore our experience of the world is always to some degree a cre-
ation of our mind, Hick draws a conclusion that all experience, including religious
experience, is ‘experiencing-as’ (a category which Hick owes partly to Wittgenstein
but employs in different context). This allows Hick to say that as each person’s reli-
gious experience being an ultimate source of religion is specific to himself, then
one’s religion is specific to oneself as regards the truth-claims inherent within it.

Acceptance of Kantianism as the epistemological basis for his pluralistic hypo-
thesis allows Hick to alleviate some dilemmas which its initial formulation was
prompting. For example, now he can explain how one and the same Real can be ex-
perienced as a personal deity in a theistic context (e.g. Yahweh or Allah), and as
a non-personal reality in some other traditions (e.g. Brahman), and yet be the same
Reality which a believer encounters in soteriological relationship. In the light of
Kant’s distinction Hick distinguishes between the Real an sich (i.e. in itself; as it ac-
tually exists) and the Real as variously experienced-and-thought by different human
communities [Ibid., p. 236]. Thus the Real-as-experienced becomes a neutral identi-
fier which allows very different definitions depending on one’s perception of the
Real an sich. For Hick, the main reason why different religious traditions have dif -
ferent or even conflicting conceptions of the Real is that none has direct access to it.
Rather, all perception of the Real is mediated through a religious tradition which
acts as a conceptual lens. This conceptual lens shapes perception of the Real, and it
can be said that each concrete historical divine personality - Jahweh, the heavenly
Father, the Qur’anic Allah - is a joint product of the universal divine presence and
a particular historically formed mode of constructive religious imagination [Hick,
1993b, p. 159]. In short, Hick holds that religious beliefs are partially formed by ex-
perience of the Real and partially by the believer’s imagination.

Taking these theoretical innovations into account one can sum up Hick’s plura-
listic hypothesis as claiming the following: (1) There is one divine reality, the Real,
which is the ultimate source of all religious experience. (2) The Real transcends all
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descriptions - both negative and positive. (3) No religious tradition has direct percep-
tion of the Real. (4) Each religious tradition represents an authentic way in which
the Real is conceived and experienced. Different religions constitute different concep-
tions and perceptions of, and responses to, the Real from within the different cultural
ways of being human [Hick, 1989, p. 375-376]. More importantly, within each of
them the transformation of human existence from self-centredness to Reality-centred-
ness can take place. This ‘transformation’ is synonymous with ‘salvation/liberation’
which for Hick constitutes the ultimate goal of every religion (an assumption which is
highly disputable, as I will show in the second section of this paper).

In the light of this new formulation of Hick’s pluralistic hypothesis it is still
the cultural context which is the ultimate source of religious diversity, as the differ-
ent ways of experiencing the Real (e.g. as personal or non-personal) depend
on ‘variant ways of being human’. Hick thinks that Muslims, Christians or Jews
experience the Real as a personal One because they were brought up in the‘mode of
I-Thou encounter’, while Buddhists experience the Real as non-personal because of
their ‘non-personal awareness’. What ultimately Hick wants to assert here is that
different expressions of religious awareness do not contradict each other. This is
Hick’s bottom line and he seems to be prepared to change some of his earlier views
only to show that any such contradictions are apparent or superficial. Also accep-
tance of Kantianism as an epistemological basis of the pluralistic hypothesis ap-
pears to be useful in this respect. It allows Hick to assert that ultimately there can be
no conflict between religions as far as their truth-claims about the nature of the Real
an sich are concerned, because there is no possibility for an absolute truth-claim, as
the Real is ineffable and unable to be understood or expressed [Hick, 1985, p. 88—
95]. Hick does not deny that there is some correspondence between the Real an sich
and the Real-as-experienced but it is hard to see what sort of correspondence it is.
Moreover, one could ask on what ground Hick asserts that there exists any corre-
spondence between a believer’s experience and the Real an sich.

In the final analysis what we are left with is the claim that religions are not
there to teach us ‘truths’ about the Real but to evoke in us a proper soteriological re-
sponse to the Real. They do it using mythical language. (Hick defines a myth as
a story or statement which is not literally true but which tends to evoke an appro-
priate dispositional attitude to its subject-matter. Thus the truth of a myth is a prac-
tical truthfulness: a true myth is one which rightly guides us to a reality about
which we cannot speak in non-mythological terms [Hick, 1989, p. 248]). The only
‘truthfulness’ of each religion is shown by its soteriological effectiveness, and there
is no reason to suppose that many and very different religions can be ‘true’.

One senses that there are at least two tacit assumptions here. Firstly, that there
is a consensus about the meaning of ‘salvation/liberation’. Secondly, that salvation,
as conceived by Hick, is really what each world religion is all about. Hick thinks
that the best way of finding out the concept of salvation assumed in each religion is
an empirical one. He proposes to look at the spiritual fruits every major religion
produces and arrives at a conclusion that different conceptions of salvation are spe-
cifications of what, in a generic formula, is the transformation of human existence
from self-centredness to non-egocentrism. In other words, religion is effective (and
‘true’) if it is productive of love/compassion. As there is no empirical evidence
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showing that any of the world religions has shown itself to be more productive
in this respect, Hick concludes that each of the world religions is equally ‘true’
[Hick, 1989, p. 172].

IV. The shortcomings of Hickian conceptualisation of doxastic pluralism

There is no doubt that Hick’s hypothesis has strong intuitive appeal. He pre-
sented his pluralistic hypothesis as something required if we are to hold in tension
the idea of a God of love and the need for salvation. It can be said that Hick put into
philosophical language what many people seem to believe, namely that all major re-
ligions lead to the same destination. However, the question we are facing in this pa-
per is not whether this popular intuition is true or false, but whether Hick’s for-
mulation of religious pluralism is plausible. Possible weaknesses of alternative
hypotheses which provide a framework by which one can claim that any religion
which positively transforms lives of its adherents is valid, does not constitute an ar-
gument for holding Hick’s position if it can be demonstrated that it is implausible®.
In addition, not everybody will be ready to accept as easily as Hick does that exclu-
sivism is rationally unacceptable®. There are a number of points of criticism I would
like to make. I will begin with the more important ones.

The central claim Hick is making is that beliefs of adherents of religions as dif-
ferent as Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, or Hinduism are not contradictory, and
therefore all religions can be considered as authentic manifestations of the same Ul-
timate Reality. Yet, it seems obvious for most believers and non-believers that dif-
ferent religious traditions hold irreconcilable beliefs on many important points.
Does Hick adequately address the problem of conflicting truth-claims?

Hick does not deny that various religious traditions disagree about fundamental
issues. Moreover, he is aware that this situation pose an obvious problem for
the pluralistic hypothesis [Hick, 1989, p. 362]. Yet he thinks he is able to show that
conflicting truth-claims do not falsify his theory because as far as essential religious
beliefs are concerned he can not see contradiction between them. Among such es-
sential beliefs Hick finds first of all ‘trans-historical truth claims’, and ‘differing
conceptions of the Real’ [Ibid., p. 23ff]. Trans-historical truth claims have to do
with questions to which there is in principle a true answer, but (according to Hick)
one which cannot be established by historical or other empirical evidence. Conflict-
ing truth-claims about the nature of the universe (eternal or temporal?, created or
not?) and the fate of humans at death (one life or many?) belong to this category.
In the second category there is the even more fundamental religious question of
the nature of the Real (a personal God or a non-personal Reality?).

4 Karl Rahner’s inclusivism could be considered as the middle of the road position. He maintains
that Christianity is the true religion. At the same time he is confident that other religions, too, can
be lawful because God, desiring that all be saved, gives people his grace through these religions.
Adherents of these religions must be regarded as ‘anonymous Christians’ until the Gospel brings
them to an explicit knowledge of God’s self-revelation in Jesus [Rahner, 1996].

5 Exclusivism has such prominent adherents as Alvin Plantinga [Plantinga, 1995].
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As far as the nature of the universe is concerned, Hick reasons that as current
scientific cosmologies are compatible with either perspective, therefore belief that
the universe is eternal (associated more often with non-theistic religions) and tradi-
tionally theistic belief that it is created by God (and therefore temporal) are not con-
tradictory. When faced with the fact that Eastern traditions emphasize numerous
reincarnations or rebirths following death while adherents of Western theistic reli-
gions tend to believe that each person lives one life followed by a judgement to de-
termine an eternal fate, Hick gives two answers which are supposed to show that
this does not falsify his pluralistic hypothesis. On the one hand, he proposes that
both these beliefs may better be understood mythologically (i.e. not literally true but
evoking the proper soteriological response to the Real), and then both claims may
be ‘true’ at the same time. On the other hand, Hick notices that it is conceivable that
some people are reincarnated while others are not. That would mean that both reli-
gions are partly right and partly wrong but there is no contradiction between them
which would endanger Hick’s position. On top of these arguments Hick’s makes the
more important and highly problematic statement that the resolution of the dispute
about such issues as the nature of the universe and the fate of humans at death is
unimportant in the final analysis as it cannot significantly help or hinder the trans-
formation of human existence from self-centredness to Reality-centredness [Ibid.,
p. 26—27]. One is tempted to think that Hick tries to suggest that because the diffe-
ring trans-historical truth-claims are not soteriologically vital therefore even if there
were contradictions between them it would not be a serious blow for his hypothesis
as it operates, as it were, on the deeper level. In addition he seems to be ready to re-
sort to a mythological interpretation of all trans-historical truth-claims which will
challenge his pluralistic hypothesis.

He applies a similar procedure when it comes to explaining how it is possible
that adherents of Eastern and Western traditions have such different views about
the nature of the Real (a personal God versus a non-personal Reality) and yet, as
Hick’s hypothesis says, they all refer to authentic manifestations of the Real [Ibid.,
p. 14]. Answering the critical question about the relationship between the Real in it-
self and the varying conceptions of the Real held by the followers of various tradi-
tions Hick writes: This relationship between the ultimate noumenon and its multiple
phenomenal appearances, or between the limitless transcendent reality and our
many partial human images of it, makes possible mythological speech about
the Real. [...] a true myth is one which rightly guides us to a reality about which
we cannot speak in non-mythological terms [Ibid., p. 16]. It appears then that for
Hick speech about the Real is always mythological in nature. If so then again he
will be inclined to argue that even if beliefs about the Real vary to such extent that
sometimes they appear to be contradictory, they may well all be true because they
evoke the appropriate soteriological response to the Real.

It seems that every step of Hick’s argumentation is open to criticism and that
ultimately he fails to resolve the problem of conflicting truth-claims which he him-
self recognizes as a serious challenge to his pluralistic hypothesis. First of all, Hick
seems to assume that because such disputes as that about the nature of the universe,
or the fate of humans at death, or the nature of the Real can not be settled histori-
cally or empirically, therefore conflicting beliefs about those issues do not pose



110 Cospemennbie duckypcol

a problem for his pluralistic hypothesis [Hick, 1989, p. 365]. This approach is to-
tally unconvincing, as the fact that one can not fully determine which belief is cor-
rect does not soften the contradiction [Adler, 1990, p. 19-20]. How can religious
beliefs of a polytheist be reconciled with beliefs of a theist? It is theoretically possi-
ble that they both are wrong (if there aren’t any gods or God), but how can they
both be correct? It may be true (though it is not obvious) that the opposing truth-
claims in question cannot be adjudicated, but this does not allow one to conclude
that all those claims are true.

However, it has to be noted that the problem of conflicting truth-claims be-
comes less of a challenge for a religious pluralist if he understands religious beliefs
in the anti-realist way. There can be no doubt that the overwhelming majority of ad-
herents of the world religions making religious truth-claims think in terms of a cor-
respondence theory of truth, i.e. in terms of the agreement of thought with reality.
In saying that God is a loving Creator or denying that the Real is a person, or claim-
ing that there are many gods, believers intend to make propositions, factual state-
ments which describe reality independent of their thoughts and as such are subject
to contradiction. In addition, they implicitly assume that the truth or falsity of enter-
tained propositions is absolute and immutable, and is totally independent of their
being right or wrong in entertaining these propositions. One who believes in rein-
carnation will not normally say that this belief may be true for him but false for
someone else. He will rather assume that he can be right or wrong but the belief it-
self either is or is not true. This epistemological position is often described as real -
ism, and is opposed to anti-realism. Anti-realists like Don Cupitt or D.Z. Philips as-
sume that when Muslims or Christians pray to God, they are not praying to
a supernatural being who exists independently of their perception because God is
for them a mere psychological projection. For an anti-realist a religious proposition
is always true for somebody, and they are true when they are ‘useful’, e.g. when
they provide the ground or framework for someone’s ethical convictions. For Don
Cupitt religious beliefs about Jesus Christ are true in that sense, but he does not re-
ally believe, as most ordinary Christians do when they pray to Jesus, that he is alive,
he is omnipresent and omnipotent God, and therefore he listens to their prayers. Cu-
pitt does not think religious language refers to independently existing objective rea-
lity [Cupitt, 1993, p. 48ff]. For an anti-realist there can be no real conflict between
religious truth-claims which appear to be conflicting when interpreted in a realist
way. Perhaps Hick is an anti-realist? This question is crucial for the appraisal of
Hick’s hypothesis, and yet the answer to it is not obvious.

Hick’s recent critique of the non-realist approach clearly shows that he would
like to be seen as a realist [Hick, 1989, p. 190-209]. In the 1970s he even more
firmly argued that it is vitally important to maintain the genuinely factual character
of the central affirmations of the Christian faith, because Christianity could not re-
tain its identity in any meaningful way unless the factual character of its basic asser-
tions was insisted upon. He rejected the utilitarian view that what really mattered
was a religion’s usefulness, and therefore religious truth-claims were irrelevant
[Badham, 1990, p. 17-21]. In An Interpretation of Religion Hick distinguishes be-
tween what he calls ‘literal’ and ‘mythological’ truth. The first involves correspon-
dence to reality, while the latter evokes ‘proper dispositional response to X’. One
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could expect that by making such distinction Hick intends to assert that among reli-
gious propositions one can find also factual assertions. However, it appears that it is
impossible to point out any such assertions which Hick would recognize as such.
After all he proposes to understand mythologically all particular beliefs about the
nature of the Real, and not as literally true descriptions of the Real. In the final anal -
ysis Hick is inclined to hold that any religious belief that would conflict with an-
other religious belief (and thus challenge his pluralistic hypothesis) must be under-
stood mythologically [Hick, 1989, p. 371].

This brings us to the main critical point of this paper. It seems that Hick has
only two choices. Either he is a realist or a non-realist. If the first is true, then his ar-
guments which aim at resolving the problem of the conflicting truth-claims of dif-
ferent religions do not work, thus making his hypothesis implausible. If Hick is
in fact a non-realist (though he suggests he is not) and assumes that religions don’t
make any truth-claims whatsoever, then his position becomes indistinguishable
from that of anti-realist thinkers and will be unacceptable for the vast majority of
the adherents of the world religions which Hick wants to reconcile.

More importantly, Hick’s apparent shift towards anti-realism makes his posi-
tion totally inconsistent. On the one hand he wants to assert that the Real exists in-
dependently of the perception of believers. In other words, he wants to be a realist
about the Real. On the other hand, in order to resolve the problem of conflicting-
truth claims (and thus to save his hypothesis) Hick allows virtually all religious be-
liefs to be interpreted mythologically. At the same time he would like to maintain
that various conceptions of the Real are ‘authentic faces’ of the Real, and not mere
hallucinations. But how can he know that this is the case? If all particular beliefs
about the Real are only mythologically ‘true’, how can Hick know what is their ac-
tual relationship to the Real? How can he be sure that believers who think about
the Real in realist terms are not completely wrong because in fact the Real does not
exist independently of their perception? And what are his arguments to support his
view that all conceptions of the Real are ‘authentic’? Why not to assume that some
of them may be authentic (e.g. monotheism) while some other may be wrong
(e.g. polytheism)? Or perhaps some of them are much closer to the truth about
the nature of the Real than others? Why think that all of them are equally good?

Hick faced with such challenging questions is likely to respond by stating that
in the final analysis all those rather theoretical problems are not soteriologically vi-
tal, because the only thing which really matters in religion is salvation/liberation,
which Hick defines as the transformation of human existence from self-centredness
to Reality-centredness. He makes it clear in the following passage: But if we ask:
Is belief, or disbelief, in reincarnation essential for salvation/liberation? the an-
swer must surely be No [Hick, 1989, p. 368]. Here we arrive at a point where
the weakness of Hick’s formulation of religious pluralism becomes again apparent.
One can ask on what ground Hick assumes that his definition of salvation is identi-
cal with the one which hundreds of millions of Muslims, Christians or Buddhists
implicitly assume? What justifies Hick’s strong conviction that transformation from
self-centredness to Reality-centredness is what religion is all about? And why does
Hick take for granted that all religions have the same concept of salvation or aim at
the same ultimate goal? Is the Buddhist concept of liberation by achieving Nirvana
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not utterly different from the Christian concept of salvation involving our existence
in heaven in the presence of a Triune God? It is hard to find in Hick’s works any
satisfactory answers to these questions which clearly challenge his pluralist hypo-
thesis.

He argues that because all religions are bringing salvation despite their conflict-
ing truth-claims, therefore conflicting truth-claims are not a problem for his plural-
istic hypothesis. Here we have yet another example of question-begging. On what
ground does Hick assume that salvation/liberation is happening in all religious tra-
ditions? Hick points to empirical evidence. But such an argument can work only if
salvation is limited to some degree of moral transformation in this life. However,
such very temporal understanding of salvation will be wholly unacceptable for the
vast majority of believers of any major religion. Both the Christian and Muslim
concept of salvation clearly refers to a life beyond the grave.

There is yet another proposition which Hick takes for granted, namely that
what one believes about the nature of the Real and the after-life does not affect
in any way one’s experience of salvation. How does he know that? Adherents of al-
most every religion seem to believe something contrary to Hick’s conviction
[Aslan, 1998, p. 111-113]. Many New Testament authors seem to maintain that be-
lief in the messianic identity of Jesus is a necessary condition for salvation (cf. e.g.
John 1:12-14; 3:16—18; Romans 3:23-38; 10:9). Contrary to Hick, Luther and
many Protestant Christians would hold that belief in the divinity of Christ is much
more important for salvation, than is moral transformation.

This brings me to one fundamental conclusion concerning the way Hick ‘inter-
prets’ religion in order to defend his formulation of religious pluralism. In the final
analysis Hick appears to be a typical revisionist theologian who does not take reli-
gious beliefs as they are understood and held by millions of believers, but ends with
telling people what and how they should believe, so that his theory can work. This
approach is typical of anti-realist authors and supports a hypothesis I would like to
conclude with, that the only way in which Hick can defend his position while avoid-
ing inconsistencies is by embracing the anti-realist view of religious language. Then
he will have to accept all the consequences of that choice, including agnosticism
about the existence of the Real, and complete ‘secularization’ of the concept of sal-
vation understood as the ultimate goal of religion. Acceptance of anti-realism will
allow Hick to maintain on utilitarian grounds that all religions are equally ‘true’ be-
cause each of them can constitute an effective means of salvation understood as the
moral transformation of human existence from self-centredness to Reality-centred-
ness. However, he will not be able to assert that each religious tradition is an au-
thentic manifestation of the Real because anti-realism can not provide him with any
arguments to support such a claim.

V. Conclusion: Advantages of agatheism over Hickian pluralism

When contrasted with the agatheistic conceptualisation of doxastic pluralism,
Hickian pluralistic hypothesis exhibits a number of distinctive features. Firstly,
Hick understands doxastic pluralism in the context of religion as diversity of ‘hu-
man responses to the Transcedent’. I suggest that there are only two ways to make
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sense of such ‘interpretation of religion’: either ‘the Transcendent’ is not really
‘Real’, but is rather understood in some anti-realist way, or Hick makes
in the point of departure a strong metaphysical commitment and holds that with-
out the Transcendent really existing (in the noumenal sense) the very existence of
religions (as religious phenomena) is unexplainable. It is my contention that such
metaphysical commitment is groundless, indeed it is much weaker than Kant’s
commitment to the existence of the noumenal reality, because the phenomena that
Kant is talking about do not exhibit the pluralistic nature encountered in the case
of religious phenomena, therefore Kant does not face a challenge faced by Hick
who has to explain not just the existence of religious phenomena (or simply reli-
gious beliefs), but also their striking diversity. Since ultimately Hick is unable to
assert anything substantive about the Transcedent (such as that the Transcendent
constitutes the ultimate human good), Hick ends effectively with an‘anything
goes’ epistemic framework for his religious pluralism, since it is difficult to see
any standard of justification of his claim that diverse religions are all authentic re-
ponses to the Real, that they all possess mythological resources to convey
to the believers the appropriate alignment with the Real, that they all provide ap-
propriate context for transformation from self-centredness to Reality-centredness,
etc. Ultimately the Hickian hypothesis does not explain how various religious be-
liefs are motivated, generated and justified. Despite achieving relatively little,
Hick’s interpretation of religion comes at a high cost of the mythological interpre-
tation of the central religious doctrines (such as the doctrine of Incarnation in
Christianity or the doctrine of reincarnation in Hinduism and Buddhism) which
makes Hick’s approach highly revisionist and therefore hard to stomach for bil-
lions of adherents of the historical world religions.

Agatheism also entails some challenging ideas, since it portrays all agathologi-
cal beliefs, including religious beliefs, as a bottom-up, rather than top-down affair,
namely as ultimately always human constructs, formulated in human concepts and
expressed in human language, stemming from the phenomenologically identifiable
agathological impulse of good-directedness (desiring good, indeed desiring ever
greater good) and leading to formulation over time (in human history, but some-
times within the lifespan of individual human beings, especially in the case the ge-
niuses of moral imagination, such as great religious, moral or philosophical figures)
conceptions of the human good that transcend earlier such conceptions and point to
the transcendent horizon of the Ultimate Good that does not have to be, but usually
is conceived of in religious terms. However, agatheism does not understand reli-
gions as ‘responses to the Transcendent’ (and therefore does not have to presuppose
metaphysical commitments that Hick has to make without being able to justify
them), but rather as a product of human search for the Ultimate Good, that results
in diverse conceptualisations of the good that is aimed at and this axiological/agath-
ological commitment gives rise to and justifies metaphysical commitments made by
religious people (such as a belief in the reality of God as identical with the Ultimate
Good). In this way agatheism explains in an uncontroversial way the diversity of re-
ligious doxastic beliefs, while at the same time does not leave the concept of
the Transcendent empty of content, because the agathological imagination (and
the reflection on the deliverances of agathological imagination) that generates
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agathological beliefs provides substantive content to the metaphysical beliefs that
constitute the central doctrines of various religious traditions.

Most importantly, agatheistic conceptualisation of religious doxastic pluralism
(and by analogy agathological conceptualisation of pluralism of other types of
doxastic beliefs) opens a horizon of non-confrontational relation between adherents
to diverse doxastic belief systems, since the agathological phenomenon of good-ori-
entedness and desire for ever greater good is a pheomenologically identifiable
universal human experience and aware of the irreducible subjective nature of agath-
ological doxastic beliefs, human beings can open themselves to agathological dia-
logue which - presupposing good will and epistemic humility - may in time lead to
crossfertalisation, enrichment and complementarity of diverse doxastic belief sys-
tems and metaphysical commitments, rather than to confrontation and conflict that
more often than not is destructive of human good.
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Kuura Uoranna I'ordpuna I'epnepa «Vom Geist der Ebraischen Poesie» (1782—1783 rr.)
IpencTaBiseT cob60i OOHY 13 MepBbIX B EBpoIle MOMBITOK OCMBICIEHMS IPaMMaTIdeCKOTrO
CTPOSt U CTWISA OUOJIENCKON peun. JTa KHUra MMEeT HEeCOMHEHHOe 3HaueHue He TOJIbKO
C TOYKY 3PEHMSI MUCTOPUY 3aragHol Mbic 0 Berxom 3aBeTe, ApeBHUX eBpesiX, BimskHemM
BocToke u apxanueckoy Mo33un, HO U JJISL UCTOPUM peurnoBeneHus u teoaorum. CraTbs
npenBapsieT MyoOaMKaiuio nepsoro guasnora u3 6osee yem 800-ctpanmuuHon kuuru lepne-
pa. B crarbe ycTaHOB/IeHa CBsA3b OTHOLIEHUS K BeTxomy 3aBeTy M K [peBHEEBPENCKOMY
SI3bIKY B 3alaJHOM MBICJIM; TOKAa3aHO, 4TO ['epmepa MOXKHO CUMTATh PAHHUM KPUTUKOM
OpMeHTaIM3Ma — KOHCTpyupoBaHus «BocTtoka» kak «apyroro» EBporbl, Ha ¢poHe KOTOpO-
TO BBISBJISIETCSI ee COOCTBEHHAas: HOPMAaTMBHOCTb ¥ 3KCTPAOPAMHAPHOCTb, — HEe OTHMMAS
Y 9TOTO MBICJIUTEJIS MPUCYIIEr0 eMy YyTKOTO BHMMAHMS K PasjuuusIM MEXKAY HapOmaMu,
BBIPa)KAIOIIMMCSI B OCOGEHHOCTSIX X SI3bIKOB. [IpOIeMOHCTPUPOBAHO, UTO CTPATErus Kpu -
TUKM OpPMEHTaJM3Ma Kak IpepaccynKa, B KOTOpoii I'epep BhICTyIaeT Kak MPOLOJDKATENb
KYJIbTYPHOM aHTponoJiornu Buko, mo3BosisieT eMy 3alliMIiaTh Neper JIMLIOM KJIaCCULIUCT-
CKOJi 3CTETUKM JOCTOMHCTBO Berxoro 3aBeTa, UTO COMPSITaeTcsl TakKKe C KPUTUKOM OIpe -
IeneHHbIX HacTpoeHwmii [IpocBerienusi. B To ske BpeMsi, BepHBII CBO€I MTPOCBETUTETHCKO-
poMaHTMUecKol mporpamme, [epmep olieHuBaeT 6MONIEICKMIA CJIOT KaK MPOSIBIEHME 3MO-
I[IOHaJIbHOT'O, HEIOCPeICTBEHHO-BBIPA3UTeIbHOIO CO3HAHUS, He YHIessisl JOJDKHOTO BHM-
MaHUS TTOJIMCEMAHTU3MY M MHTEPTEKCTYaJIbHOCTY CBSIIEHHOTO TeKcTa. Tak maeT o cebe
3HaTh cBoeobpasHas pumocodus penuruu I'eprepa, KOTOPBIN B oTiMuKe oT Buko crapaer-
€SI TIOJTHOCTBIO 3aK/IIOYNTH NPOBMJEHVE B PAMKM €CTeCTBEHHBIX IPOLeCCOB, He OCTABIISS
MecTa [Ji1 YHUKaJbHbIX M eIMHUYHBIX COOBITMIA (UyLec), HallpaB/SIIOLIUX XOI, UCTOPUM
B TPagULMOHHOM MPOBUIEHIMATN3ME.
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eBpoIIelickoro opueHTa/msma // ®@umocodus penurum: aHaut. ucciaen. / Philosophy of
Religion: Analytic Researches. 2019. T. 3. Ne 2. C. 116-128.

OpueHTaIM3MOM Ha SI3bIKE TOCTKOJIOHMAJIbHOV 3TOXY, B TMPUHIUIE, MOXKET
6bITh Ha3BaHO 4TO yrofHo!. JIOCTaTOYHO YKa3aTh Ha TO, YTO IO 3TUM CJIOBOM IIOJ, -
pasymMeBalOT KaK ITpeHeOPEeKUTEIbHOE OTHOIIEHMEe K BOCTOKY, Tak ¥ ouapoBaHHOE
sKeaHKe moapaxkarb emy. CyIiecTBO JaHHOTO MOHSTUS 0OpasyeT He TO MM MHOE
oTHollleHre K BocToky, HO umes «BocToka» Kak TaKoBas, MPpeACTaB/sioNias coboi
JIUIIIBb TIPOEKIINIO «3arajax», T. e. pexkae Bcero EBporibl, Ha CBOEro MCTOPUYECKOTO
Ipyroro. «BocTok» cran «BoCTOKOM» TOJIBKO 11O BOJe «3amaza»2, 4To He OTMeHS-
€T, pasyMeeTcsl, OTVINUMS XPUCTUAHCKON (M TIOCTXPUCTUAHCKON) IIMBWIN3AINHA, C ee
Jdozmamuueckoil 11eJ1IeyCTPeMJIEHHOCTbIO B JIMHEIHO Moenu BpeMeHU [PakutsaH-
ckuit, 2010], or gpyrux UMBMUIM3ALMI APEBHEN, KJIaCCUUYECKOM, CpeHEeBEKOBOI
¥ KOJIOHMAJIbHOM 310X. Ha yC/IOBHOCTH 9TOrO OTAMUMS B aHTPOIIOJIOTMUECKOM
M KyJBTYPHOM IlJIaHE HMKOTIA He YCTaBa/IM YKa3bIBaThb OOJiee WM MEHee CKEeITHYe-
ckue ymbl B EBpore: MOKHO BCITIOMHUTD mpumep KOma, KOoTopblit OTMedYaeT B CBOei
«ECTecTBeHHOW WCTOPUM PEIUTUM» TIOTPSICEHME, MUCIbITAHHOE KamyLyHaMM IIpu
BUJIe TYHUCCKOTO TOC/IaHHMKA U vice versa, nau CBudTa, ¢ MpoHMe OObIIPhIBAIO-
IIETO 3€PKAJBbHOCTh MHMMO HECOMOCTAaBUMbBIX KYJIBTYP B (DaHTACTUYECKMUX ITyTellle-
ctBusax ['yivBepa. Ho caMbli peliMTesbHbIN (XOTS U C OT/IOKEHHBIMM [TOCIeICTBI -
SIMM) yaap Io MpeapaccyaKkaM ellle HEOKPEMIIIEro «opueHTaiusmMa» B EBpore HaHec
II>xambarTtucra Buko, B rom cmept kotoporo (1744) ponuncst U. T. Tepnep.

Buko BmepBble CO30as LEMOCTHYIO PAIlMOHAIBHYIO TEOPUIO KYJIbTYPHOM 3BO-
JIIOIVY, Ha (pOHe KOTOpOI JIIoObie 0600IIaloIINe, BRIXOAMIIME 38 PAMKU UCTOpPUYE-
CKOJ KOHKPETMKU YTBEPKIEHMUS O pasauuMsX MeXIY KyJbTypamy, a TeM Oojiee
npupodamu HaIV OKa3bIBAIOTCS JIMIIIEHHBIMY cMbIcia. OMHOBpEMEHHO OH TOCTa-
BWI IO/, COMHEHME U MPEBOCXOJCTBO B OMEPEsKAIOIIEM 3BOIOLMOHHOM Pa3sBUTUM:
MOJIeJIb 3TOTO Pa3sBUTHS, IIPeIJIOKeHHast M, IIpefCTaB/sieT co60i 3aMKHYTBIN KPYT,
€IVHCTBEHHOEe HasHaueHue KOTOpOoro (MpoBUAEHIMAIbHOE, KaK yTBEpPXKIan Buko)
COCTOMT B TOM, YTOOBI BBIBOAUTD HAPOIbI U3 IUKOTO COCTOSIHUSI 3aMKHYTOCTU, TEM
CcaMbIM OTKpbIBas uX Mjis ponoBeay EBanrenus. [TosTomy Bce perMyIIiecTBa TOM
VJIM MHOM CTafuyi PasBUTUSI OTHOCUTEIbHbI; OHY BbI3BaHbI TEMM K€ BHYTPEHHUMU
MPUYMHAMM, CBSI3aHHBIMM C HECOBEPIIIEHCTBOM IaJIllell UeOBeueCcKO IMPUPOIbI,
M0 KOTOPBIM pacClBET CMEHSeTCS YIaAKOM, a JOCTUTHYTasi YTOHYEHHOCTb BO3-
BpalaeTcs K mepBoObITHOM IpybocTn. Tak Buko compsraer yueHue o pasBUTUU

Cam TepmuH Bo3HMK B komMmeHTapuy k. Crienca (1699-1768) na noamel ['omepa: npepmosnara-
JIOCh, YTO HEKOTOPbIe O6OPOTHI Y APEeBHErPEYECKOro IM03Ta 3aMMCTBOBAHbI M3 CEMUTCKMX SI3BIKOB.
Cm.: [Kalmar, 2016, p. 60]. [To3nHee «opmeHTamMCcTaMM» Takke Ha3blBamM (Kak ¥ IO CUX IIOD Ha-
3BIBAIOT B Psifie SI3bIKOB EBPOIIBI) yUEHbIX-BOCTOKOBELOB.

CormacHo OpBapay Bamm Campy, omy6nukoBaBiiemy B 1978 r. sHameHuTyio Kuury «OpueHra-
JIU3M» U «CIEJIaBIIeMY» JaHHOE MOHSITHE B €r0 HbIHEIIHEM CMbIC/IE, TIPY TOMOIIM «OPUEHTAIN3-
Ma» KaK COBOKYITHOCTY TIOLXOROB U AMCUMIUIMH 3amaj KOJIOHUATbHOI SMOXM He TOJIbKO Ynpaesst
BocTokoM, HO BO MHOTOM ¥ c030aeaJ €ro.
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C yUeHMeM O BO3BpAIlleHUM, UTO MO3BOJISIET eMY YTBEPKIATb HaMOGOJIBIIYIO OO~
BEUHOCTb hepeblX Belllel, BCerga COXPAaHSIOUMXCS T0C/ie OUepesHOro IMKIa pac-
1IBeTa ¥ Ierpagaimn.

Ora 0611ast TOUKa 3peHusI UMeeT 0COOYIO SKCIUIMKAIMIO B €r0 YUeHUHM O SI3bIKE.
C ofHO¥ CTOPOHBI, B SI3bIKO3HAHUY BUKO CTpOruit SBOIOLMOHICT; C IPYrOil CTOPO-
HbI — OH CUMTAEeT PaHHME CTAIUU PA3BUTHUS S3bIKA MCTOUHMKOM Hanbosiee 61aropos -
HBbIX CTOPOH €ro Mpupopbl. «Beob B caMOM CYIIeCTBe OCHOBAHWI 3aK/IIOUAETCS TO,
YTO C HMX MEPBBIX HAUMHAIOTCSI M B HUX MOCIEOHUX KOHYAIOTCS Bemin» |[Buko,
2018, c. 633]. CakpameHTaIbHBIA BOMPOC O TOM, KaKOW U3 SI3bIKOB UeJOBeueCTBa
IOJIKEH CUMTAThCS MEPBOHAYAIbHBIM, JJISI HETO 3apaHee CHAT. « Eciy HeCOMHEHHO,
YTO HAPOXbI BCJIEACTBME Pa3IMUMs KIMMATOB MOMYUMIN Pa3IMYHYIO PUPOLY, YeM
6BLIO BBI3BAHO MHOKECTBO Pa3/IMUHBIX OOBIYAEB, TO UX PA3IMYHAS MIPUPOAA U OOBI-
Yyau MOPOAMIM CTOJIbKO K€ PasiuuHbiX si3bikoB» [Tam ske, c. 258]. Ho na Tom
YPOBHE, Ha KOTOPOM HaLVSIM IIPUCYILa «OBIast IPUPOIa», UM IIPUCYIIL M «YMCTBEH-
HBIIl CJIOBapb, YKa3bIBAIOIIMIA MMPOUCXOKIEHME BCEX PA3MYHO apTUKYIMPOBAHHBIX
s13bIkOB» [Tam ke, ¢. 135], a motomy Takke «HEOGXOAMMO, YTOGBI B IIPUPOJIE YeJIO-
BeUeCKMX Belllell CYIeCTBOBAA HEKMIA YMCTBEHHBIN SI3bIK, OOIMIA IJIT BCEX HaLUil»
[Tam ke, c. 139]. On, no Buko, mpencrasieH camumu seujamu B MepPBOOBITHOM
MBIIIIEHMM YesioBeka. [IOCKOIbKY B HEM «CKa3aTb» HE OTJIMYAETCS OT «yKa3aTb»,
apTUKY/IMPOBAHHAs peub He cTapiie MmMcbMa (OHO HAUMHAETCS C IMOJIEM, «MepPOTJIN -
doB»). [Ipu moOmbITKE K€ TOBOPUTDH O TOM, UETO HET B HAJMUUY, TIEPBOOBITHBIN SI3bIK
MPeBPALIAETCs B SI3bIK yromo6inenmii, Metadop. OTcioma Buko BeIBOIUT «Bceobiiiee
OCHOBaHMe STUMOJIOTUM BCEX SI3bIKOB: B HUX 3HAUEHMS CJIOB B3SThI y TeJ U TeJleC-
HBIX CBOJCTB U [€pPEHeCeHbI Ha MpeaMeThl yma U ayim» [Tam ke, c. 154]. Otcrona
>Ke BBITEKAeT M IPaBMJIO, COIIACHO KOTOPOMY «3TMMOJIOTMSI TY3€MHBIX SI3bIKOB SIB-
JISIETCSL ICTOPMEN Bellleif, 0003HaYaeMbIX 9TUMM cyioBamu» [Tam ke, ¢. 56].

YpoBeHb pa3BUTUS SI3bIKa OTpaykaeT, MO BuKko, ypoBeHb PasBUTHUST MBIIIJIEHNS;
OHM B3aMMHO 3aBUCST APYT OT Apyra. [ paHHel cTaauy XapaKTepPHO «MBbIIIUIEHUE
MO3TUYECKUMU XapaKTepamu», KOTOPbIE M COCTABJISIOT YHUBEPCAINM ITEPBOOBITHOM
mbicin [Tam ke, c. 70]. CooTBeTcTBEHHO, BMKO yTBEpskIaeT, YTO «BCe MepBble Ha-
pornbl 6butM oatamu» [Tam ke, ¢. 275]. MHorokpaTHoe 060CHOBaHMe 3TOTO Te3Mca
MOGY>KIAeT ero HavuaThb «OMPOBEPraTh JBE CJemyIolye OOIIye OIIMOKM TpaMMaTy-
KOB: OGYATO SI3IK MMPO3aMKOB — IOMJIMHHBIN S3bIK, HETTOMJIMHHBIN JKe — S3bIK MO03TOB,
1 OyITO CHavyasia TOBOPWJIM TIPO30ii, TOToM — ctuxamm» [Tam ke, c. 231]. B cBoro
ouepefib, M3 OTKPBITUSI IEPBOOBITHON CYITHOCTM MO3TUUYECKON PEUM BBITEKAET, UTO
«IPOCTOHAPOAHBIE UYBCTBA U... MPOCTOHAPOOHbIE HPABbI AAIOT MOIJIMHHBIN MaTe-
pUaJ TI03TaM... MO3TUUECKY-BO3BBIIIEHHOE BCErJa JOJIKHO ObITh €OMHO C HapO-
HbIM» [Tam ke, c. 486, 499]. [1oa3msa, TakuM 06Pa30M, IIPOTUBUTCS IBOTIOIUY, KO-
TOpass B OGNACTM MbBICM TIPENCTaBJsIeT COOOV HEYKJIOHHOE YCUJIeHUe Hayvas
pednexcun. ITO COMPOTUBIIEHME BIIOJIHE ONMPABIAHHO, TaK KaK «IIPaBUJIbHOE UyB-
CTBO IIeHHee BCSIKOV yTOHUeHHOM pedrexkcum» [Tam ke, c. 434, npum. |. Bosee Toro,
U36BbITOK peduieKCuM BelleT K HOBOMY BapBapCTBY, JeJiast JIoIei «TaKuMy Gecuesio-
BEUHBIMM 3BEPSIMM, KAKMMY CaMM OHYM HEe MOIJIM CTaTb IIOA, BIVSIHMEM MEPBOrO Bap-
BapcTBa 4yBCTB» [Tam ke, c. 644]. CoGCTBEHHO, 3TO U €CTh pa3pyllieHue OOILIeCTBa,
Mocjie KOTOPOrO BCe HAUMHAETCSl CHAyajia, M «BapBapCTBO UYBCTB» CHOBA 3aHM-
MaeT CBOe 3aKOHHOE MECTO Y MCTOKOB — TaM, I/ie PeHeCCAaHCHAas MbIC/Ib, aTMOChepa
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KOTOPOI1 ellle He BbIBeTpuiach B Mitamuu BpemeH Buko, onm6ouHO mojaraia 330Te-
pudeckyio myapoctb Anama, EHoxa u 'epmeca.

Hackosmbko Buko paiiMoHanMCT B CpaBHUTEIBHOM OIIEHKE PacCydOYHBIX BO3-
MOYKHOCTEJ I3bIKa Ha ero paHHUX Y «YTOHYEHHBIX» CTaausIX, He HOIMYCKas He TOJIb-
Ko cyiecTBoBaHus philosophiae perennis (B cMbicie «MyapocTu apeBHux» @. ba-
KOHA), HO ¥ BOOOIIe HaaMumusl KaKou-1mbo peduiekcuy Ha MEpBOM ITare, CUUTast
MEePBOHAYAIbHBIN SI3bIK HEMbIM SI3BIKOM 3KECTOB-TIPMKA3aHU, AABAEMBIX IECIIOTH-
YeCKMMM OTI[AMM CBOMM IOMOYAAIlaM OT MMEHM eOVHCTBEHHOTO M3BECTHOIO MM
Bora - Heba, TOBOpAIIETO MOCPENCTBOM I'POMA, — HACTOJIBKO JK€ OH POMAHTUK (MU
MIPOTOPOMAHTMK) B OII€HKE 3CTETUUECKOTO MpeBocxoncTBa. OH OTMeUaeT He TOJBKO
MPOCTOTY, HO U COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO €/ «BO3BBIIIEHHOCTb» IIEPBOOBITHON MO3THYE-
ckoit peun [Tam ke, c. 145]. Uem Gosbliie A3bIK, CKOJIb YTOIAHO PasBUTBIN, COXPAHWIT
OT CBOMX IMepBOHAYabHBIX UEPT, — & ITO BO MHOTOM 3aBMCUT OT CaMOCTOSITEJIbHO-
CTM Hapoja M €ero CKJIOHHOCTM OTTOPrarb HeOOOCHOBAaHHbIE 3aMMCTBOBaHMS
U3 UYKUX A3bIKOB, — UYeM OH O6oraue KpaTKUMU «Te€POMYECKUMMU» BbIPASKEHUSIMM, KO-
TOpbIE JEJIAIOT €ro «b6ojiee OUeBUAHBIM» (HAIVISIIHBIM), TEM OH <«IIpeKpacHee»
u «cinapgoctHee» [Tam ke, c. 259]. Buxo mpormBomoOCTaB/IsieT «yTOHUYEHHOCTW»,
3TOM «MaJIOM IOOPOJETENNY, «BeuuMe», KOTOpOe «I0 CaMOV CBOEI MpUpoje mpe-
Hebperaet Bcem MaibiM» [Tam ske, c. 509]. B cBs3u ¢ 9TUM POOHONM UTAIBSIHCKUI
He YOOCTauBaeTCsl y Hero TaKuMxX IOXBasl, KaK HEMEIKWI, KOTOpbIi OH Ha3bIBaeT
«s13bIKOM-Mareppio» [Tam ke, c. 70, 265].

IMockonbKy Bompoc o I'epaepe — unraresie BUKO He MPOSCHEHS, Mbl TIOJIaTaeM,
yTO 13 pasbopa «CBSIIEHHON MO33UN» MOXKHO MOYEPIHYTh apTyMEHThI B IOJIb3Y
TOT'O, YTO OH ObLJI, TIO KpalHel Mepe, OUeHb XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM C UAESIMU UTAJIbSTHCKO -
rO TPOCBETUTEJISI, B JIKIle KOTOPOTO OH Kak ¢miocod KyabTypbl BCTpedyaeT eIyH-
CTBEHHOTO «peasbHOro npeninecrseHumka» [loxun, 2010, c. 490]. Tekct ['epgepa,
KOTOPbIN MbI ITyOIMKYeM HMKE, UMEET B CBOEH OCHOBE OTYET/IMBbIE CXONCTBA C MH-
TyummsiMy Buko. DTo U yOeXIEeHHOCTb B €IMHON IMPUPOME BCEX HAlWM, JIUIIb
mpuoGpeTalolel pasjiMyHble OTTEHKM B 3aBUCUMOCTM OT MCTOPUUYECKUX OOCTOSI-
TEJIbCTB, U BOIOIIMOHUCTCKUIA MTOAXOT, K SI3bIKY, ¥ TIPU3HAHNE MEPBUYHOCTH, a TaK-
K€ 3CTETMYECKOTO TPEeBOCXOACTBA IMO33uM mepen mpo3oil. CaM «OpueHTaIM3M»
y I'epmepa coxpaHsieTcsl TOJMbKO B 06beMe JIF0O0BaHMS BOCTOUHBIMM KYJIBTYpaMu,
€CTeCTBEeHHOI'O B IPOIecce TO3HAHUS uy»c020; U 3[eChb TOXe He YCMaTpUBAEeTCS
MPUHIMIIMAIBHOTO pasanuust ¢ Buko, MPUBOISIIETO TYPOK B MPUMED «OJIMCTaTeNb-
HBIX Haluit» cBoero Bpemennu [Tam ke, c. 510, mpum.]. JIjig UTaJIbIHCKOTO MPOCBE-
TUTEJIS, BIIPOUEM, He XapaKTepeH BOOOIle perMoHaIbHbIN akileHT. OH Jierko rnepe-
XOOMUT OT PUMJISIH K SITIOHIIaM, TIOfiMeYasl pasuTesIbHble CXOMICTBa, U 06paTHO. 3mech
lepmep sSIBHBIM 0O6Pa30M OTPHIBAETCS OT CBOErO ITPefIIeCTBEHHUKA; €ro amoJIOTHs
€BPENCKOTO sI3bIKa COOTBETCTBYET IOBBICMBIIIEMYCSI YPOBHIO MHTEpeca K BOCTOU-
HbIM (TOuHee, morgenlandischen — «moyneHHbIe», YTO MbI TEPEBOAVIM KaK «OVK-
HEBOCTOYHbIE») KyJabTypaMm. EcTb m HOpyrasi o6sacTh, B KOTOpoi ['epmep omHO-
BPEMEHHO MPOAOJIKAET uAer BUKO M OTXOOMUT OT ero mapamurmbl, — duaocodus

3 Hacko/ibkO HaM M3BECTHO, CUTyalMsl He M3MEHMIach CO BpeMeHu, korma U. Bepnuu koHcTaTmpo-
Bas ato: [Berlin, 1980, p. 147].
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pemurvn®. Eci Buko BbICTpauBaeT CBOIO MeTa(QU3MUKY MPOBUIEHMSI TaKMM 06pa-
30M, YTOOBI BBIAEJUTb UCTOPUIO HOrom36paHHOro Hapona (M B JaJbHENIIEM TaKKe
XPUCTMAHCTBA) KaK UCKJIOUeHUe U3 €CTeCTBEHHOV MCTOpUM HApOOOB, TO YCUJIUS
I'epmepa HampaB/ieHbl Ha TO, UTOOBI NPENCTaBUTh BMOINIO KaK YMCTENILINI 06pasel]
npasuna — MaMSITHUK YHUBEPCAIbHBIX Havasl KYIbTypbl. TeM CaMbIM OH CTaHOBUTCS
Tak>Ke IpeJlleCTBeHHUKOM eCTeCTBEeHHO-VICTOPUUECKOTO OOBSICHEHNS TPOUCXOKIe-
HMSI XpPUCTUAHCTBA.

[ToBblllIeHMe YPOBHS MHTepeca K Ky/lIbTypaM Asuu, CBSI3aHHOE IepBOHAYaIbHO,
MO-BUIVMMOMY, HE CTOJIbKO C KOJIOHMAJIbHBIMM 3aXBaTaMy, CKOJIbKO C MTPOOYIVBIINM -
cs nmocte KatakmmaMoB XVI-XVII BB. MHTepecoM K AMAJIOTy KYJIbTYpP, MOXXHO CUM -
TaTh OfgHOM U3 npumer «Joaroro XIX Beka»S 1 HEMOCPENCTBEHHO IPEIIECTBYIO-
miero emy mnepmoma I[IpocBemienus. BrnarockgoHHOCTb K McjaamMy OOGbeAVMHSIIA
Bonbrepa u I'ére, k uHauiickon moiciu — ['ymbonbara u lonenrayspa. Breicokyio
OIIeHKY apabaMm, <«IOmJMHHO CBOGOTHOMY Hapony», man lerenb [[eremn, 1976,
c. 156]. Tlobema Hamoneona Haj, MamentokaMu, TIpU BCeli OTCTAJIOCTM Bpara, eiiie
6bLy1a OBesTHA CJIABOM TeponuecKuX BOVH C «peurueit nmomymecsia». Ho mosisinenme
MaIMHHOM myBwmM3aiyy XIX cTonetus caesaio MpeBOCXOACTBO 3amnana CTOJb IMo-
IaBJISIIONIMM, UTO BOCTOK mepecran paccMaTpuBaTbCsl KaK ajJbTepHATUBA — pasBe
YTO aJbTepHATVBA MAIIMHHOM IMBWIM3AIMM KaK TakoBoi. HecMoTpst Ha mepuopy-
YeCKM BCTPevarolecs CTpaxy mnepen MpoOyKIeHreM BOCTOUHBIX «TMTaHTOB» (Ha-
puMep, «KeJrast yrposar», B Tom uncie y B.C. ConoBbeBa), OCHOBHBIM OTHOIIIEHN -
eM K BOCTOKY CTaHOBUTCSI Ta CMeCh JTIOOOBaHMS ¥ CHUCXOAUTETbHOCTY, STAJIOHHOM
mporopuuein kKotopon craya «bamnama o Boctoke n 3anage» P. Kumnnra. JIio60-
BaHMe YaCcTO CBOOMJIO Tpe3peHue MOUTH Ha HET, IpeBpallias ero JIMIIb B POJI YIUB-
nenust. Takossl «Ilogpaskanmust Kopany» IlyiikuHa, roe coxpaHsieTcs IepenaHHbIi
dpanmysckum repeBopom KopaHa 1 ero pycCKuM mepesioskeHeM BKYC K 9KCIIPeCCUm
CEeMUTCKONM TMO3THYeckoii peun®. Ho XapakTepHO, YTO IMepCTeHb II03Ta, CTaBIIMIA
MPOTOTUIIOM JIBYX €ro CTUXOTBOPEHMIA O TalMCMaHe, ObLT TIOKPHIT HAAMMIChIO, KOTO-
POV HMKTO U3 €0 COBPEMEHHUKOB, B TOM UMCJIE BBIITYCKHMKOB MPOC/IaBIEHHOTO JIn-
1est, He MOT IMpOuYuTaTh, a yueHenimin B.A. JKyKOBCKUI, XpaHMBIIMI 3TOT IEP-
cTeHb nocae rubesm [lymkuHa, B OMHOM M3 MMCEM OXapaKTepM30BaJl HAIOIUCh Kak
apabckyto, XOTsl OHa 6bL1a caenaHa Ha uBpute. Tonbko B 1880-e IT. BBISICHUIJIOCH, UTO

4 Xopomuio u3BecTHo, 4yTo B cBoeii ¢umocodum pesmrum T'epmep ommpancs Ha ugen CIMHO3BI
[Forster, 2012], B To ke BpeMms, pasBuBasi UX TEMCTUUYECKYIO CTOPOHY IIPEANIOUYTUTENBHO Iepern,
MaHTeucTnyeckoi. B atom orHourenun I'epmepa mMHOTrma paccMaTpUBAIOT Kak IMpeilecTBEeHHMKA
[l neliepmaxepa; MOXKHO TOBOPUTD ¥ O TIPEABOCXUILIEHUM M OCHOBHBIX TIOJIOKEHUIT paHHel (HeHo-
MeHosioruy pesurun. I10CKOIbKY HEmo3HaBaeMOCTh M GECKOHEYHOCTb bora sIB/sIoTCST KOHCTUTY -
TUBHBIMM 3JIeMeHTaMM TOHATUS 0 Hem, olMbOYHO paclieHMBaTh SI3bIK KaK CPenCTBO, CIIOCOGHOE
aZieKBaTHO BbIpaskaTh 91O moHsTHe. [To eprepy, sS3bIK 0HOPMIISIET SIMOIUIO COMPUKOCHOBEHMS
yesioBeka C GOKECTBEHHBIM B IMPUPOAE, B MMMAHEHTHOCTHM, B TYIIE YeJOBEUECKON SKU3HMU.
B aTom 3as0keH MOTEHIMal CaKpaJbHOCTY SI3bIKa, WJIM, YTO TO YK€ CaMOe, ero MO3TUYHOCTH.
OpHako, cienys TeHIeHuMsM BpemeHny, ['epmep, oGHapykuBasi B CaKpaJbHOM TEKCTE HEMOCpes -
CTBEHHOE BbIpa)keHue UeJI0BeUYeCKOTO uy8cmad, TIOUTH MOJHOCTHIO MepecTaeT BUAETh B HEM BbIpa-
skeHne boskecTBeHHOM gonu.

5 TepmuH npuHamiexxut . Xobcbaymy 1 o3Hadaet mepuop ¢ 1789 mo 1914 r.

6 06 mcrounnkax KopaHmMueckux 06pasos [TylIKMHA U €ro OleHKe, C TOUKM 3PEeHMs] «eBPOIIeilar,
BOCTOYHOJ1 110331y Boob1e cM.: [Kamrranesa, 1930].
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HaJIICh — He TaMHCTBEHHOe 3aK/IMHAHMe, a Teyatka Hekoero Cumxu 6en Hoceda,
MIPEIOJIOKUTETbHO, Kapanuma.

B Poccun nuiiib HeMHOTMM B GOJIbIIEN CcTeneHu, yeM B EBporie, n3yueHue Kak
apabCcKoro, Tak M eBPeiiCKOro SI3bIKOB OCTABaJIOCh YAeJI0M Y3KOro Kpyra Jiuil, B OC-
HOBHOM CBSIIIIEHHOC/TY kKuTesteit. Pedopmalius, B CBSI3M C O’KECTOUEHHBIMMU IK3€Tre-
Tuyeckumu cropamu XVII B., HECKOMBKO paciiMpusa 3TOT KPYT U BbIBeja €ro 3a
npenesbl Kiupa. TeM He MeHee ypOBEHb MHTEpPECa K «BOCTOUHBIM» SI3bIKAM OBLI
HECOITOCTaBMM C YPOBHEM MHTEpeca K SI3bIKaM «KJIaCCUYECKUM», T. €. aCCOIUUPO-
BaBIIIMMCS C MIeaJIbHBIM ITPOIIJIBIM 3allaJHOM KyJIbTYphl. JIto60mbITCTBO K BocTo-
KY KaK dpyzomy KOppeapoBaio ¢ 06palieHHOCThI0 EBpormbl Ha cebst, mpuyeM Mpo-
UCXOKIEHMe XPUCTMAHCTBA U3 DBIVDKHEBOCTOUHOrO pernoHa He WMMeJNIO JJIs
€BPONENCKMUX HAPOIOB TAaKUX CJIEACTBUN, KaKyue MMeJIO /I MyCYJIbMaHCKUX, Paco-
BO UYXKIbIX apabaM, HapoJOB apaOGCKoe MPOUCXOKAEeHMe KcjiaMa, a s Oymmmii-
CKUX — MHIMUMACKOE IPOUCXOKIeHMe OygausmMa. BeposTHO, 3Ty 0COGEHHOCTb MOMXK -
HO CBSI3aThb C YHMBEPCAJIbHBIM XapaKTepPOM XPUCTMAHCTBA. YKe alOCTOJIbI, XOTS
YIOTPeOIsIM OTHebHbIE CJIOBA HA UBPUTE M apaMelCKOM, He MPU3bIBAIN BEPYIO-
IIUX K U3YYEHUIO 3TUX s3bIKOB. CTpemiieHMe BO3POAUTH aHTUYHOCTh MOXKET pac-
CMaTpUBaThCS, IPUMEHSIST MeTOoIoruIo Buko, kak crpemienue hbopcupoBaTh co6-
CTBEHHOE DPasBUTHe, HE MMEIolee MPSIMOro OTHOLIeHMs K peqmruu Boobire. To,
YTO CJIENCTBMEM €O CTajla «BUMHbETKAa B CTpaHe, Toe He poc BuHorpam» (O. Cema-
KOBA), CJIeLyeT OTHECTU Ha CUET MOAPaskaTeTbHOCTY UejoBeuecKoi nmpupoasl. Tem
He MeHee ObUIa U ellle OfHA IPUUYMHA, ITO KOTOPOIM UBPUT OKA3aJICS B 0COOOM KJIb-
TYPHOM «TeTTO» Hake Ha (poHe apabCKOro s3bIKa.

Mpbl BrlaieM B METOAOJIOTMUYECKYIO OIIMOKY, eC/i Ha30BEM 3Ty MPUUMHY «aHTH-
CEMUTU3MOM» — TEPMUHOM, KOTOPbIN GOJIbIlIe 3aITyThIBAET, YeM TIOSICHSIET, CMEIIBast
HEIPUSI3HD K OIPefesIeHHOMY HapOAY U K IIeJI0N SI3bIKOBOM rpytie. Takke peurmnos-
Hast BpaKIeOHOCTh XPUCTHUAH TIPOTUB MyIeeB He OyIeT YKa3biBaTb B IMPAaBUILHOM Ha-
mpasieHyn. Hu pumcko-katonmyeckasi 11epKoBb, KOTOpYIO JIIoTep B paHHUX Tpymax
06MuaT B OTTAJIKVMBAHWM €BPEEB OT XPUCTUAHCTBA, HM caM JIioTep, B KOHIIE JKU3HU
HauaBIIMII MTPOMNaraHay o6pallieHus] UyneeB CWION M YHUUTOSKEHWUSI CMHArOT, M €ro
CIIOABVKHMKY HE TOJIBKO He YTPauMBaIM 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTU B JIPEBHEEBPEICKOM
sI3bIKe, HO, KaK Mbl y’Ke OTMeYasy, 3Ta 3auHTepecoBaHHOCTh B XVII B., Mckimoun-
TEJBHOM IO JKeCTOKOCTY MEXXKOH(EeCCHUOHATBHBIX CTOJIKHOBEHWI, TOJBKO POCIa.
CrmmHo3a B «BOrocioBCKO-TIOMMTUYECKOM TpaKTaTe», OOpallleHHOM K HeeBpeliCKOu
ayoguTOpMUM, MHOTO IIUTUPOBAJI HA MBPUTE, KOHEYHO, He JIJISI TOTO, YTOOBI pasmpaskaTh
yyTaress. BeTxo3aBeTHble MMeHa MypPUTaH, OKpaIlIMBaoOIIMe B TOHA KHuru Wucyca
HaBuna crpannupl ucropum ocBoenus Hosoro Csera [Berkovitch, 1975], xkak
Y TIO3THENILINX TIpou3BeneHui MenBuuia, 6bUM 0OPSIIOBBIM KOPPEJIITOM 3TOM 3aMH-
TepPeCOBaHHOCTM, BBIXOMMBIIIEH ajIeKo 3a Mpemesibl Cyxoil Hayku. OTTOpsKeHue OT eB-
PeiCKOro SI3bIKa MPOM3OIIUIO TMO3AHee, KOrga BOCXOH, KJIACCUIM3Ma M BOCXUILIEHWS
BCEM aHTMYHBIM COBIIAJI C pOCTOM Oubnelckon Kputukn. Ecim yke CrimHO3a CMOT-
peJt Ha GMOeNICKMX ITPOPOKOB ITOUTH Tak, Kak ['eprep (T. e. Kak Ha JeTCKU-HEMOCpes -
CTBEHHBIX TTO3TOB), HECOM3MEPMMO BbIllIe cTaBsd Mucyca Xpucra, To B JaJbHENIIIEM,
0 Mepe TOro KaK cofepykaHue XpUCTUAHCTBA CBOAWIOCh K do6poli Mopaiu, 0bHapy-
SKUBAJIOCh, UTO «CIIACTM» €r0 B 3TOM KauecTBe YHAETCS TOJIbKO ILIEHOW BO3MOXKHO
6ospiiiert cemapauuy HoBoro 3aBeta ot Berxoro. TakoBbl HacTpoeHust Bosbrepa,
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Pycco n pake Kanra. Tlokamyit, TONMbKO TIEPBBI U3 HUX BBICKA3bIBAJICS O €BpesX
B TOM TOHE, KOTODbI/i CTABUT €r0 Ha OfHY JIMHMIO C MO3gHuM JltoTepoM; HO BoOGIie
COTPSDKEHVE CHUCXOOUTENbHOCTM K «BapBapCKOMY» HApOMy ¥ THYILIEHUS HEMMOCPes -
CTBEHHBIM COMPUKOCHOBEHMEM C HUM (MMEHHO €BPeu GbLTU HYMPEHHUMU Opy2uMu
3artagHovt EBpombl) cTaHET CO BpeMeHeM TeM JOMMHUPYIOIIMM CIIOCOO0M BOCIIPUSI-
THUSI BCETO €BPEIiCKOT0, BKITIOYAst BETXO3aBETHOE, KOTOPBI XOPOIIIO JIDKET HA PACOBbIE
TEOpUH TIO3AHErO KOJIOHMATHHOTO BPEMEH.

B nepuop pasBuTust TeopeTnuecknx 060CHOBaHMI pacu3Ma (KOTOpbIe TIOTyUM-
JIY TIOAIEPSKKY CO CTOPOHBI UM «€CTECTBEHHOrO OTOOPa») 3TO BOCIIPUATHE B P
CTy4yaeB MEePEKMHYJIOCh Ha «CEMUTUUYECKYIO Pacy» B IIeJIOM; HO KO BpemeHnu [epae-
pa sroboBanne Apabckum BocTokom elile TObKO Habupasio cuimy. HemoolieHeHHbIe
B COOCTBEHHOM KaueCTBe €BpeM T'OTOBBI ObLIM IOb30BATbCSI CBOMM CPOLCTBOM
c apabamu. O6 3TOM FOBOPUT CTUIM3ALMS IO, «MaBPUTAHCKUI» CTUJIb 3TAaHUI CU-
Haror B HekoTopbix ropomax Craporo u Hosoro Csera [Kalmar, 2016, p. 56] - siB-
JIeHue, TapasuleibHoe apabCKUMM KOCTIOMAaM JIPeBHUX eBpeeB Ha OMOJIeCKUX IOo-
JIOTHAaX 3amaJHbIX KMBOMMCIEB, — a Takke 3ameuanue b. {uspasmu: «bor Hukorma
He TOBOpMJI C KeM-Jinbo, KpoMe Kak ¢ apabom» [Ibid., p. 63]. KortpacT B oleHkax
apabCKOro ¥ €BPEeNiCKOTO SI3bIKOB, TUIIMYHBIN [jis BpeMeHu ['eppepa, mosiemMmuydecKku
OTpa’keH B MyOIMKYeMOM Hamu Jyajiore.

Mexmy Tem CyllleCTBOBaja M 0O6paTHas TEHAEHIIMs, TOJIbKO 6osiee ¢1abo BbIpa-
SKEeHHasl, — MMEHHO Ta, YTO MPMMEHMUTEJBHO K eBpesiM MpOomoJikaia JuHMI0 Buko.
3a nBa roma nmo «Jlyxa espevickoi mos3um» I'epmepa (B 1780 r.) Jleccunr mmcan
o Berxom 3aBete: «CTuiib — TO 6€3bICKYCCTBEH U IMPOCT, TO MOITUUYEH, ITPEUCITON-
HEH TaBTOJIOTUI, HO TaKUX, KOTOPbIe 0OOCTPSIIOT BOCIIPUSITIE: TO OHM KaK OYATO ro-
BODSIT ysKe O APYTOM, a MO CYIIEeCTBY — BCE O TOM JKe; TO OHM KaK GyATO TOBODST
O TOM K€, B JIE/ICTBUTEIbHOCTH K€ O3HAUaIOT MY MOTYT O3Ha4aTh COBCEM APYTOE.
U nepen Bamu BCe KauecTBa HAYaJbHOV KHMUIM KakK IJis JeTeil, Tak ¥ [Jjis Hapona
B opy ero gerctBa» [Jleccunr, c. 490]. YnomsinyTbeie JlecCMHTOM «TaBTOJOTUM»
MPeICTaB/ISIIOT COO0I «IapajuleiM3M» — SIBJIEHME B €BPENMCKOI T033UM, OTKPHITOE
aHIVIMKAHCKMM enuckornoM Pobeprom Jlaytom, omybiukoBaBiimM B Okcdopme
B 1753 1. Ha aTMHCKOM sI3bIKe JieKiuu «O CBSILEHHONM M033uu eBpeeB». JlayT cmor
HAUTV TPUHIMI B (GOPMMPOBAHMM €Bpeiickoro ctuxa; parallelismus membrorum,
rme membrum COOTBETCTBYET IPEUeCKOMY KMAOV (ujieH, Kjiaysa), OH MOIpasmesis
Ha TpuU BuUIa: CI/IHOH]/[MI/I‘IeCKI/II‘/)I, aHTMTeTV[‘leCKMf;I u CMHTeTMHECKM]Z. 3HaAUYMMOCTbD
3T0]7[ K]IB.CC]/ICl)I/IKa]_U/H/I MPOABJISIETCS B HAIM OHU XOTSI 6bI OTpULIATEJIbHO — B TOM,
yTO ee fo cux nop kputukyoT [Kugel, 1998, p. 12-15].

B npegycnoBun x «Jlyxy eBpeiickon nmoasum» I'epaep mucan: «Bcem usBecTHa
TIpeKpacHasi ¥ BbICOKOILIEHMMasT KHuUra emmckorna Jlayra de sacra poesi Hebraeorum;
HO M3 CaMOTO COAEpsKaHMSl HA3BAaHHOTO TPyda MOXKHO BUAETb, UTO HACTOSILMI
He 6Y,U,ET HU IepeBOoaoOM €ro, Hu mnmogpakaHmeM €My, 1 4TO psaaoM C HMM WMJIN BCJIEN
3a HUM, B OCOGEHHOCTM IJISl JIFOOUTENIST ApeBHeNMIeN, IPOCTENIIel ¥ BO3BbIIIEH -
HeJIIel 033K, a MOXKeT ObITh, U JJI1 BCeX, CIAeOSIINX 38 XOIOM G0sKeCTBEHHBIX
" yeJIoBeUeCKUxX HO3HaHMI7[7 B HallleM ITOKOJIEHMM, OH HE€ OKa)KeTCA HU HEIIPUSATHDIM,

7 Tepmep BOCIPOU3BOAMUT 37I€Ch MO3MHEAHTUYHOE OIpeeieHe MyAPOCTH KaK «3HAHMUs 60KeCTBEH -

HBIX U YeJIOBEUECKUX BeIlei».
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HU 6ecriosiesHbIM». UTo ske HoBoro BHocuT ['epmep mo cpaBHeHuto ¢ Jlaytom? Uzy-
YUB JIEKIUY TTOCJIETHETO, Mbl OOHAPYKMM, UTO OH paboTayl B OCHOBHOM C (POpMOIi,
3a KOTOpOM IMpo3peBasl GOTOCIOBCKOE cOmepskaHue, TeM CaMbIM, IO CYIIECTBY,
He OTPBIBAsICh OT aHTMYHOM IMapagurMbl, BeIpaskeHHOW B «Vcarore» AppuaHa AH-
THOXUIicKoroS. l'epaep NPUHIMIIMATBHO MEHSIET aKIeHT, COCPENOTOUMBASCh TIPEKIE
BCEr0 Ha uy8cmee, YTO XapaKTEPHO [JIT ero aHTpPOIoJorMu B 1ejaoM. UyBCTBeH-
HOCTb Y ['epaepa coCTaBIsIeT OTIMUUTENBHYIO UEPTY U CAMBIN «TyX» €BPEICKOM 0~
93um. OOHAKO 3TO HE Ta «YYBCTBEHHOCTb», KOTOPAs B OPUEHTAIMCTCKUX KJIMIIIE
MPUITMChIBAJIACh BOCTOKY CpPaBHUTENIBHO C «PallMOHATbHOCTBIO» MU «IUCLIUILINA-
HUPOBAHHOCTbIO» 3araja, He UYBCTBEHHOCTD KMBYIIMX B HEre U POCKOIIM IOKaH,
a MbIIIUIEHNE YyBCTBEHHBIMM OOpasamy, Ha MEePBOOBITHOCTY KOTOPOT'O JJIsT «00Ien
MPUPONbI HAIMI» HacTauBal Buko. OTa CcypoBasi YYBCTBEHHOCTb OYET OTYACTH
dbopmupoBaTh MuIeas poMaHTH3Ma; HO MHTepeC K Heil TepeiaeT U B MO3THENIIINN
peanusM, 0CO6eHHO IPUKJIIOUEHUYECKON JIUTepaTyphl (B Poccuu — KaBKa3CKOroO HUK-
Jla, B JAJbHENMIIIEM Takke BOCTOYHOCMOUpCKoro: [3abusko, 2011]), rme BO3HUMKHET
KOJUTM3US TeTeph YyKe 3araJgHO IIMBWIN3AIMM KaK U3HEKMBAOIIETO ¥ pa3BpallleH-
HOTO HayaJia C IPSIMOAYIITHOM MTPOCTOTOM «TY3€MIIEB».

OpHako Mbl He AO/KHBI 3a0bIBaTh O TOM, UTO Y I'epaepa peub uIeT He IPOCTO
06 omHOM M3 s13bIKOB [IpeBHero BocToka, HO o si3bike Bu6muu. OH U cam, Kak
MBICJIUTETb PEJIUTMO3HbIN, CO3HAET 3TO. Ilepem HMM CTOUT 3aJavya — MOKa3aTh, UYTO
SI3bIK Ha TOM CTaauM PasBUTHMS, HA KOTOPOJ MbI 3acTaeM ero B Berxom 3amere,
6bLI XOPOILIO MPUCIIOCO6IIEH i U3peueHus: 60kecTBeHHbIX m1aronos’. Tem ca-
MbBIM OH peIllaeT 3afauy Kak MO3TU3AIUY PeTUTUMU, KOTOpast BXOOUT B IPOrpamMmy
ero ¢uaocodun peauruu, Tak U peabuIUTauyuy MPOCTOHAPOTHON TO3UU, KOTO-
pasi MHTepeCHa eMy KakK rymaHucry. Pasymeercsa, npu stom ['epmep ymyckaer
U3 BUAY OPYI'YIO CTOPOHY MeERAIM — CJOKHOCTb, 3a4aCTYI0 CKPBIBAIOIIYIOCS
32 MHMMOM IPOCTOTO} ApeBHero mojyuceMaHTnyeckoro tekcra [@engorosa, 2011].
[Tpocrora, koTtopyto I'epaep MOHMMAaeT HENMOCPEICTBEHHO, B myxe Bukol0, menee
yeM yepe3 cTojieTue nmoctaBuT B Tymuk CepeHa Kbepkeropa, KOTOpPbIN MpPOHMYE -
CKM 3aMeTUT O cebe: «IDTOT UeJIOBEK He ObIJI YUYEHBIM IK3€Te€TUKOM, OH He 3Haj
MBPUTA; 3HAJ OH MBPUT, OH, HaBEPHOE, C JIETKOCTbIO MOHSI Obl U 3Ty IOBECTb,
u camoro Aspaama» [Keepkerop, 1993, c. 18].

8 «Mcarora» Anmpuana, comepskaluasl paHHME CUCTeMaTHJdecKye HabIofeHys Haf, GUOIeCKIM S35l -
KOM B €ro IpeueckoM BapuaHTe si3bika CenTyaruHTbl, OMyGIMKOBaHa B PYCCKOM MePeBOLe Kak Mpu-
JoskeHne K moHorpadmm: [Besropko, 2018, c. 832-858].

9 Ipyrue BaxkHble mpousBeneHus [epmepa Ha oTy TemMy — «JIpeBHEIINIT JOKYMEHT UeJIOBEUECKOTO
pona» (1774) u «IloscHenus k HoBomy 3aBeTy 13 0OZHOTO HOBOOTKPBITOTO GIMKHEBOCTOYHOTO UC-
Tounuka» (1775). PasHbie aBTOpPbI OTMEUAIOT, YTO KO BpeMeHM Hammcauus «Jlyxa eBpeicKoii mos-
3umn» [epaep mepeiiies1 oT 60Jiee PeIUTUMO3HOTO K GoJiee HATYPaJIMCTUUECKOMY BOCIIPUSATHMIO Bub-
JIM; TOUuHee 6bIJI0 6bI TOBOPUTH O 3aMEeHe TeOJIOrMUYECKOro MOAX0ma Ha PeIUrMo3HO-(putocobCcKmit
M JIATEPATYPOBEAUECKUIA.

10 CniemyeT OroBopuThCsl, BIIPOYEM, UTO CaM BUKO 6e3YCIIOBHO BBIIEIISUT PEIUTMIO OTKPOBEHS U3 06-
1e}l UICTOPUM PeJTUTHIA, a CyIbOy M36paHHOTro Hapofa 13 ob11elt ucTopun HapomoB. Ero sameuanns
O TEPBOGBITHBIX SA3bIKAX ¥ KYJIBTYPax MMEIOT CUIY U i JPEBHUX €BPeeB, HO TOJIbKO C YUETOM
aToit oroBopku. st I'epmepa momoGHasi OroBOpKa, eciy OHAa Y HEro MPUCYTCTBYET, CTAHOBUTCS
c1abovt ¥ Heobs13aTeNIbHOM.
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[IJ1s1 OlIeHKM TOTO HampaBJieHusT B U3ydeHuy bubmmu, y MCTOKOB KOTOPOTO CTO-
ut I'epgep, MOsKeT ObITH TOJIE3HOM ciienytoias dhopmyaupoBka, nanHas X.-I. I'a-
mamepoM. «PomaHTMUecKasl repMeHeBTMKA M €e TOJOCHOBA: MaHTEMCTUUEeCKas
MeTabM3UKa MHAVBUAYATBHOCTY — ONIPENeTvIN TeEOPETUUECKOe OCMbIC/IEHME UCTO-
puyeckoi Hayky XIX Beka, UTO MMeJIO POKOBOE 3HaueHue IJi1 CynbObl HAyK O AyXe
M MMPOBO33peHUs UcTOopuueckon wkonbl» [['agamep, 1988, c. 246]. «PokoBoe» -
TIpeskie BCETro M3-3a HemooneHky tpamuiimn. «Tot dakt, — mumer ['agamep, — 4TO
COemMHEHVEe PeCTaBPAlMOHHBIX TEHAEHIMI POMAHTM3Ma C KOPEHHBIMM YCTpeMIIE-
HussMu [IpocBellieHNs] MOIJIO MIOPOIUTD JECTBEHHOE €AVHCTBO MCTOPUYECKUX HAYK
O IyxXe, TIOKAa3bIBAET JIAIIIb, YTO B OCHOBE OOOMX JIEKUT OOMH U TOT K& pPa3pbIB
CO CMBICJIOBOM HEMPepbIBHOCTBIO Tpanuummy» [Tam ske, c. 327]. HauBHOCTH IIpOCBe-
IIIEHYECKOM Bepbl B «aOCTPAKTHYIO IPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOCTD MEXKIY MU(MOM U pasy-
mom» [Tam ke, c. 326], ObITb MOKET, CITPOELIMPOBAIa Cebs HA MHUMYIO HAMBHOCTh
6UOIEIICKOTO TEKCTa, KOTOPBI B CBOEN MO3TUYHOCTU BOCIpUMHUMAETCS [epmepom
KaK HEIoCpeCTBeHHOe, JOopedIIeKCMBHOE BhIPasKEeHME UYBCTBA, YTO MTO3BOJIIET EMY
craButhb Casawennoe [Tucanne B ogu pag, ¢ F'omepom u Occuanom!l,

Opnaxko Tpym I'epmepa okasajcsi CO3BYYHBIM HE TOJbKO T'YMaHMCTUYECKUM
M POMaHTUYECKUM TeHIEHUMIM B (humocodum, HO U IPOIECCY O3MOPOBJIEHNMS IIEP-
KOBHOJi 3CTETUKM, KOTOpasi Hayala OCBOOGOKIATHCS OT SJUIMHUCTUUYECKMX IIITaMIIOB
KIaccuimsma. Hesb3sl He HaliTV mapasuiesiell MeXAy MyOIMKyeMbIM 3[eCh OUajio-
rom u crpokamu u3 «Mocuda» cB. Urnarus (bpsiHuanmHoBa): «Kuura beiTus mpi-
IIIUT IOHOCTHIO MOUTHYeCKOro Mupa. CKasaHue. .. IePEHOCUT YATATeNS B OTAAIeH-
HYI0, CBAIIEHHYIO JPEBHOCTb, K STUM JIIOISM, KMBILMM B UYTHOM MPOCTOTE, K ITOM
HEeIABHO HaYaBIIIeNCs JKU3HY, UY>KIOM BCEX YTOHUEHHOCTEN. DTa KU3Hb U 3Ta MPO-
croTa moiHbl cuibl! KTo morpyskaercs 4acTo B cosepliaHue GMOJIeICKMX CKa3aHWM,
TOT HEIPeMEHHO OIIYTUT B IyIlle CBOell 0COGEeHHOe, CTpaHHOE BIieuaTjeHyue. JTO
BIIeYaT/IeHNe COCTOUT B OOOHSIHUM KaKOW-TO CBEXKECTM, MOJIOHOCTH, KaK Obl OT IbI-
XaHUSI BO3AYXOM IIPEKPaCcHOro JieTHero yTpa. [lyiiia IoHeeT OT MPMCTAIbHbIX B3OPOB
Ha IOHOCTb MMpa, OT Gecelbl C IOHBIM MMPOM; €€ CIJIbI GOPEIOT, YKPEIUISIOTCS, KaK
IOyX CTaplia OKMBaeT cpeay obIecTBa Aereii. I[IpUSITHO HACTaOUTBCS CBEKECTHIO
IOHOTO MMpa, OTOOXHYTh B Hell OT BIIEUaT/IEHUI COBPEMEHHOTO, APSIXJIOTO, PacChl-
narotierocst» [Bpstuanuuos, 2001, c. 65-66].

«JIyX eBpeiiCcKoii MOo93UN» — OMHA U3 TeX KHUT, B KOTOPbIX «TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIbHOE
MOHATME pasyMa ObLIO MOTPSICEHO OTKPHITHEM €r0 KOHTEKCTHOM 3aBUCUMMOCTHM, OCO-
GEeHHO OT $SI3bIKAa ¥ UCTOpUU, UYTO ObLIO BrepBble paspaboraHo ['epmepom» [Knapp,
2009, s. 138]. Kak n Buko, I'epnep crout y ucrokoB dmnocoduu s3bika. 3nech OH 10-
KasbIBaeT, MEKAY MPOYMM, M TO, UTO IMPENCTAB/ISIETCS BAXKHBIM B KOHTEKCTE HalllMX
COBPEMEHHbBIX CIIOPOB O CTATyCe T. H. «CaKPaJIbHbBIX», MM OUOJIENCKIUX, SI3bIKOB, IIepe-
JaBaBIIMXCS IO [ENIOYKaM vepes ApeBHMe TePEeBO/IbI: eBPeNCKIIA — TPeuecKuii — cJia-
BSIHCKUIA, €BPEMCKUI — CUPUIMCKUI U I'PeUeCKmii — apMSIHCKMIA, U T. IT. OH IOKa3bIBaeT
HECBOOMMOCTDb IPYT K APYTY PasHbIX CTaamii ObITOBAHMS S3bIKA M, KaK CJIEICTBUE,
HEBOCIIPOU3BOAVMOCTD MX Ha JIPYTUX CTaIOysSIX.

11 QOccuan - xapakTep IpeBHEIIOTIAHACKOrO 6apaa, cosmaHHbli Jxeiivcom Makdepconom (1736—
1796). Bo Bpemena lepnmepa, xorma smteparypHast muctubukanyss MakdepcoHa (OCHOBaHHAs
HAa MOIJIMHHBIX 00pasijaXx HApOLHOI M033MM) ellle He OGbuTa pacmosHaHa, OccraHa CYMTAIU Heii-
crBuTenbHbIM oM u «T'omepom Cesepa» [JleBuH, 1980, c. 16].
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o Hacrosiiiero BpeMenn «Jlyx eBpeiicKkoy 1Mo33um» Ha PyCCKMii SI3bIK He Tepe-
BOIMJICS, 32 MCK/IIOUEHMEM ITIEPBOM YaCTH, NePEBENEHHON ¢ (PPaHITy3CKOrO MepeBo-
Ia ¥ U3TAaHHOM Iof 3artaBueM «lMcTopus eBpeiickoii moss3unu» B Tunorpadpum Am6.
Ouodmamxkuanua B Tudsmce B 1875 r. B kartanore Poccuitckoit rocymapcTBeHHOM
OGMOIMOTERY 3HAUMUTCS MTOJ, TEM 3Ke 3arjlaBMeM PYKOMVCHBIV MePeBo, B ABYX YaCTSX,
BbInoHeHHbli B T'opu B 1855 1. ITo Bceit BUAMMOCTH, 3Ta PYKOIMCH M 6bLIa 4aCTUY-
HO HareuaTtaHa nosgHee B Tudumce. Ho usyueHne MCTopum poCCUMiiCKO pelemnimn
counHeHus 'epaepa o gpeBHeeBPENCKOM 033N, KaK M €ro IOJHbIA COBPEMEHHBIN
TepeBojI, MOTYT ObITh HesioM Gymyiiero. Hactosiias my6amKkanyst UMeeT 11e/IbI0 T0-
3HAKOMWTb UMTATeNIsI C STOM IONy3abbITOM CTpaHMIlell B MCTOPUM €BPOIEICKOM
MBICJI O PEJIUTUMN.
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Herder’s “Spirit of Hebrew Poetry”
and the Fate of European Orientalism

Ilya S. Vevyurko

Lomonosov Moscow State University, GSP-1, Leninskie Gory, Moscow, 119991, Russian Federation;
Department of Philosophy of Religion and Religious Aspects of Culture, St. Tikhon’s Orthodox Uni-
versity for the Humanities. 23B Novokuznetskaia Str., Moscow, 115184, Russian Federation; e-mail:
vevurka@mail.ru

Johann Gottfried Herder’s work “Vom Geist der Ebrdischen Poesie” (1782—1783) became
one of the first attempts in Europe to comprehend the grammatical system and style of bib-
lical speech. This book is of undeniable significance for the history of religious studies and
theology, both in a perspective of some biblical questions, and in a perspective of the history
of western thought on the Old Testament, ancient Hebrews, the Near East and archaic po-
etry. The article precedes a publication of the first dialogue from more than 800-page Her-
der’s book. There is shown in the article that Herder can be considered as early criticist of
the orientalism - to understand this term in the sense of europocentrical constructing of
the ‘East’ as an ‘Other’ for normative and at the same time extraordinary european culture —
without taking away from this thinker of his special sensitive attention to the differences
between peoples, expressing in the peculiarity of their languages. A strategy of criticize ori-
entalism as a kind of prejudice, in which herder acts as a successor of Vico’s cultural anthro-
pology, allows him to protect a dignity of the Old Testament against aesthetics of classicism,
at the same time criticizing some points of the Enlightenment’s mentalities, - though
in the whole all of that is included in the enlighteners’ and humanistic program of Herder
himself. Being faithful to this program, Herder is naive enough to regard the biblical speech
as an expression of a naive (emotional, spontaneous) consciousness, not perceiving its poly-
semantic complexity and intertextuality. In that way Herder’s specific philosophy of religion
manifests itself, which, unlike Vico's theory of providence, tries to put providence quite
in the framework of natural processes, leaving no room for unique and individual events
(miracles), that guide the course of history in the traditional providentialism.

Keywords: Herder, orientalism, Bible, Hebrew, poetry, Enlightenment, classicism, romantism
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Hozann I'omeppud gon I'epdep

O nyxe eBpeNCcKOI M033UN
BBeneHne 171 JII00MUTeIEN ee M IpeBHeNIel MCTOPUM
YeJI0BeYeCcKoro Jyxa

ITepeson, ¢ Hemelkoro u kommeHntapuu B.H. Bondapesoti, U.C. BeBlopko

[duanor I]!

Ankugppon

OmnaTs s 3acrato Bac 3a aTuM HecuacTHBIM BapBapckuM si3bikoM! Bot Bengp uto
JleJal0T BIeYaT/IeHMsl I0HOCTH, M KaK Ge3HaZe>XXHO MbI C PaHHEro JeTCTBA yKajieeM
CTapblii XJIaM BPEMEHU, UTO B SKM3HM OT HEro He OTheaeMcs!

Esmucgpon

BbI roBOpYMTE MPSIMO KaK OAMH U3 HOBBIX MPOCBETUTEJIEI, KOTOPbIE XOTSAT OCBO-
6omMUTh JIIOEN OT BCeX NPEAPACcCYOKOB MJIAZEHUYECTBA M, HACKOIBKO BO3MOYKHO,
OT CaMOro MJIafieHUYeCTBa. BbI 3HaeTe 3TOT HECYACTHBIN BapBAPCKUM SI3bIK? U TIOYe-
My, cTano ObITh, OH BaM Takum KakeTtcs?

Ankugpon

K coxkanennto, 3sHaI0 ero JOBOJILHO, My4YMJICSI C HUM B JETCTBE, a U OO CUX
MOp MY4YaloCh, KOTa B TEOJOruu, Guiocobum, UICTOPUM — T YIOLHO ellle CIIBIITY
OT3BYK €ro BBICOKOV 6eCCMBIC/IMIIBI. 3BOH CTapbIX TMMIIAHOB U JIMTaBpP, BKpaTIe
CKa3aTb, BCS STHBIUAPCKASI MY3bIKa OMKOrO HAPOAA, KOTOPYIO TOJIOOWIM HA3bIBATh
BOCTOYHBIM TapaJIIe/IM3MOM, 3BYUUT MPU 3TOM B MOEM yXe, U SI BCe CHOBa BIUKY
HaBupa, TaHIYIOLIETO Hepel, KOBYeroM 3aBeTa, WM ITPOPOKA, 30BYILIErO MY3bIKAH-
Ta, YTOOBI TOT €ro BIOXHOBUJIZ.

Esmucgpon
Kaskercst, Bbl MO3HAKOMWINCH C SI3bIKOM, HO HE 10 JIFO6BM.

Ankugppon

[TocnenHee MHe He mof, cuiTy. JJOCTaTOYHO, UTO CTPOTO IO METOAY, CO BCEMMU
TaHIIEBAJIbHBIMM TIpaBWIaMiu. S MOT B COBEpIIIEHCTBE LIMTUPOBATH MPaBMIA, XOTS
Y He 3HaJI UX CONlepsKaHMmsl.

Eemugppon
Tem 6omee xanb! 51 Tenmepp moHumaro, mouemy Bbl K HeMy Tak Hemo6poOXKe-
naTenbHbl. Ho, MO Opyr, pasBe HEHaBUASAT HayKy M3-3a TyPHOTO MeTona, B opme

L Tlepeson BuinosiHeH 1o uspaumio: Herder I.G., von. Vom Geist der Ebrdischen Poesie: Eine Anlei-
tung fiir die Liebhaber derselben und der éltesten Geschichte des menschlichen Geistes. Dritte recht-
mafige, fortféltig durchgesehene und mit mehreren Zusétzen vermehrte Ausgabe / Hg. K.W. Justi.
T. 1. Leipzig: Barth, 1825. 350 S. Bce koMMeHTapuu B CHOCKAX CEJIaHbI IEPEBONUNKOM.

2 Hmeercs B BuLy 3mmsoq ¢ mpopokoM Emmceem (4 Iap 3:15).

© Vorauu l'otdpug dou T'epnep
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KOTOPOTO MbI MMEJIY HeCuacThe BIIEpBbIe C HEl Mo3HaKoMuThesa? OlleHuBaeTe Jin
Bl uesioBeka TOJIBKO IO €ro ofeskae, TeM 6oJjiee KOria Ha Hero 6blia HajleTa uysKas
omeskga?

Ankugppon

He ouennBaro! u s 6ymy pam 0CTaBUTb BCe IPeIpacCydKu, Kak TOJbKO Bbl mo-
KaskeTe MX KaK TakoBble. MHe, OMHAKO, KayKEeTCsI, UYTO 3TO OyAEeT HEMPOCTO, MMOCKOJIb-
KY S JOCTAaTOYHO MUCITPOOOBaT 06a: SI3bIK ¥ €ro ComepiKaHme.

Eemugppon

Mpb1 monpoOyeM, ¥ OfVH U3 HAC AOJIKEH OymeT HayuuTh aApyroro. [linoxo o6cro-
s10 GBI IEJIO C UICTUHOM, eCyIv Obl JIIOOM He MOIJIM B Hel COeOUHUTLCS; U ST TIPOKJISIT
6bI BCce BIleUaTJIeHUs] CBOE) IOHOCTM, €Cy Obl OHM CO BpeMeHeM OKa3aMCh IJis
MeHs1 He 6osiee uem pabckumu okoBamu. Ho, Bbl sHaeTe, y MeHs He HaliieTCs IOHO-
IIIECKMX BIIeYATIeHUI, KOTOPBIE S yAepsKaa Obl 13 MOITUUECKOTO yXa 3TOTO SI3bIKa.
S1 yumi ero Tax ke, Kak Bbl; 3TO IJIM/I0Ch [TOJITO, TIOKA I HAKOHEI] He Probpest BKYC
K HEMY, TIOKa He MPOHMKCS TOCTEMNEHHO 3TUM TyXOM, B KOTOPOM OH JIJIT MEHS Te-
Mepb CBSIIIEHHbIN S3bIK, MaTepb HAIIMX GJIaropogHEeNINX 3HAHWII ¥ TOTO PaHHEro
06pas3oBaHMsI UYeOBEKa, UTO PACIPOCTPAaHWIOCh JIMILb Ha Y3KOM IOJIOCKE 3eMJIN,
1 6e3 Hallleil 3acTyTY MEePeILIo TaKKe K Ham3.

Ankugppon
OTO CUJIBHO ITOXOIUT Ha 0O0KeCTBJIeHME.

Esmucgpon

Hwukakoro oboskectsiienusi. Mbl 6ymeM pacCMaTpuBaTh €ro Kak uejioBedYeCKuUin
SI3bIK, @ €ro COfepsKaHMe TOJbKO C YeJIOBEUYECKON TOUKM 3PeHMsI; Oa — 4TOObI Bbl
6I)IJ'II/I YBEpPEHbI B TOM, UTO s Bac ue OITYyTbIBalO, MbI 6y,[[6M rOBOPUTDHL O HEM JIMIIb
Kak 06 opynuu apesBHen mossun. Hpasurcs Bam takast maTepusi? OHa COBEpIIIEHHO
HeOBYCMbICJIEHHA.

Ankugpon

He mpocto HpaBuUTCsS — OHa MHE B BBICIIIEl CTEMeHM OTpafHa. S OXOTHO TOBO-
PIO O IPEBHMX SI3bIKAX, €CJIM O HUX TOBOPUTCS TOJBKO C U€JIOBEUECKOM TOUKM 3pe-
Husl. OHM — hopMa, B KOTOPOIT YesioBeueCKyie MbICM, XOPOIIIO MU TUIOXO0, HO ObLIN
06pa3oBaHbl: OHM MPENCTABIISIOT pasHOOOpA3HENIIMe ABVKEHMs XapaKTepa M BO3-
3pEeHMIT OTJEJIbHBIX HApPOJ OB, KOTOPbIE BCETMA MIO3HAIOTCS M3 CPABHEHUS C IPYTUMINA.
Haunem ke roBoputh O S3bIKE 3TUX OJIVMKHEBOCTOUHBIX T'YPOHOB?; MO KpaiiHei
Mepe, uX 6eTHOCTb OOOTAaTUT HAC U MTOABEAET K HalllMM COOCTBEHHBIM TTOHSITHSIM.

Eemugppon

UTto BBI couTeTe HEOOXOMUMENIIIM AJISI IOSTUYECKOTO SI3bIKA, PUHAIJIESKUT JIN
OH TYypOHaM WMJIM TauTSIHAM, — He NEeNCTBME JIM, MpPeICTaBjeHue, CTPacTb, HAIeEB
U PUTM?

Asmosus Ha Pum 11:17-24.
4 Typousl - uneiickoe riems B CeBepHoit AMepuke.
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Ankugppon
Pasymeercs.

EemugppoHr

U toT s13BIK, yTO CHOPMUPOBAH MPEUMYIIIECTBEHHO 3TUMM BeIlaMM, SIBJISIETCS
NperMylnieCTBEHHO IMMO3TUYECKUM SA3bIKOM. Bsr 3HaerTe, MOI7[ APYT, UTO A3BIKM JOCTa-
TOYHO HEOOPa30BaHHBIX HAPOAOB MOTYT ObITH MOITUUYECKMMY B BHICOKOW CTEIEHM,
YTO OHM [aXKe OIEepeskaloT B 3TOM HEKOTOpble SI3bIKM HapoioB OOPA30BaHHBIX.
MHe HeT HYXAbI HallOMMHaTh Bam, cpemy Kakoro Hapoma ren OccuaH M KakoMy
BpeMeHU IPUHAIJIEXKUT caM Ipedeckuii [omep.

Ankugppon
Orcrona ere He CemyeT, YTO KakAasi BapBapcKasi Hauysl uMmeeT cBoux ['omepa
u Occuana.

Eemugppon

MoskeT 6bITh, MHAs MMeEET ¥ GOJIblie; MMYCTh TOJILKO MJis cebsl, a He IJIsT JPYTUX
SI3bIKOB. UTOOBI CyOUTh O Hapoje, CAeNyeT BHMKHYTb B €ro BpeMs, 3eMJII0, Kpyr
MBIIIJIEHMST Y BOCIIPUSITUS, BUJETh, KAK OH SKMBET, KaK BOCIUTHIBAETCS, Ha KaKue
MpeaMEThI CMOTPUT, KaKye BeIly CTPACTHO JIFOOUT, KAKOB €0 BO3IyX, ero HebGo, ero
TeJIOCJIOKEHNME, €r0 TaHell, ero My3blka. Bce 3TO HYKHO MCC/IenoBaTh He C TOYKU
3peHMs Uy>Kaka WM HEeNpusITessl, HO C TOUKM 3peHusl 6pata u copoauya; M Torga
CIpalmBarh, uMmeetcs i y Hero [omep mmm OccmaH CBOero popa, Ha CBOIO IMOTpPe-
6y? Bbl BuauTE, Kak Majio Ha 3eMJie HapoOOB, K KOTOPbIM MbI ITOMOIIUIM C TAKUM MUC-
CIeOBaHMEM WIM Jaxke TOJIBKO MOKeM Tofnoitu Temepb. K eBpesm - 6e3ycsI0BHO
MOXKEM: X 093U TIepel, HaMMu.

Ankugppon

Ho urto 3a moasmst! u Ha kakom s3bike! Kak oH HecoBepiileHeH! Kak OemeH
Ha COOCTBEHHbIE MMEHa U OIpeleseHHble OTHOIEHMs Beleir Apyr Ko apyry! Kak
HEITOCTOSHHBI M HEYCTOMUYMBBI BpeMeHa €ro IJIaroJioB — MOMCTUHE HUKOTAA Heslb3s
OBbITh YBEPEHHBIM, UET JIN peYb O CErOfHS, 3aBTPa UM O TOM, UYTO OBIJIO THICSUY JIET
Hasan win Briepen. [IpunararesibHble, KOTOpbIE IPOGSITCS TaK CUMIBHO, UTO UMX MTOUTH
HET, ¥ HY>KHO JIOBOJIbCTBOBAThCSI CJIOYKEHVMEM HECKOJbKMX HMYTOXeCTB. Kak comMHM-
TEJIbHO U MPUTSIHYTO 3HaUEHMe ero KOPHEBBIX CJIOB ¥ KaK HEeeCTeCTBEHHbI POU3BOI -
Hble o Hux! OTCIofa Xe JKyTKMe KaTaxpesbl®, BIMyUeHHbIe 06pasbl, UyJOBUILIHbIE
COYeTaHMsl OTHaJIeHHEeNIX MOHSTuN. [lapayuiennsM MX MOHOTOHEH; 9TO GeCKO-
HeuyHas TaBTOJIOTMSI, K TOMY JKe 6e3 cOpasMepHOCTM CJIOB M CJIOTOB, KOTOpast 6bl
XOTh CKOJIBKO-HMOYIb YIOBJIETBOPSIIA CIIyXy. Aures perpetuis tavtologiis laedunt,
CKasaj OOuH BeJMKUI 3HaToK ux, Orienti iucundis, Europae invisis, prudentioribus

Ot rpeu. Katdypnolg (3/I0ynorpebieHne) — TPOI, HEPEeOKO CUMTAIOLIMIACS CTMIUCTUYECKON
MOrPEIHOCTHIO, KOTIA CJIOBO CTOUT B HECBOMCTBEHHOM €My 3HaueHUM JIM60 coueTaHuy (KITHUUbe
MOJIOKO», «CTEKJIIHHOEe Mope»). TpyoHO cKasaTh, KaKye MMEHHO MIVOMBI IPEBHEEBPEIICKOTO SI3bI-
Ka wiu 6ubineiickre Metadopbl MOAPasyMeBaeT MOJIEMHUCT; B 11eJIoM ['epiep KPUTHKYET 34eCh 3CTe -
TUYECKYIO OLIEHKY MO33MY OOHUX HaPOLOB HA OCHOBE T033UM APYTUX, IIPU KOTOPOI HEMPUBBIUHOE
ynorpe6JieHe TPOIOB KasKeTCSI «3JI0yMOTpebIeHneM».
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stomachaturis, dormitaturis reliquis®, u sTo npasga! DTo BbI BUAUTE BO BCEX MECHIX
Y U3PEUEHMSIX, KOTOPbIE IBIIIAT YXOM 3TOro s3bika. HakoHell, B HEM COBEPILIEHHO
HET [VIACHBIX, TaK KaK OHM SIBJISIIOTCS HOBEMIIMM M300peTeHMEeM: OH CTOMUT KakK
MEepTBbIN Meporn(d, OueHb YacTO COBCeM 6Ge3 KIIoua U JOCTOBEPHOCTU CBOErO 3Ha-
YeHus, MO KpaiHei Mepe 6e3 TOUHOTO MPOM3HOIIEHNS M 3HAHUS €r0 JPEBHETO PUT-
ma. Yto tam roBoputh o 'omepe u Occuane? ITo Kak ecau 661 Bl XoTemn oTbIC-
KaTb UX B MeKCUKe UM Ha MOKPBIThIX HAAMUCSIMIU KaMHSIX ApaBunt.

Eemugppon

$1 Bam GraromapeH 3a MpeKpacHYIO0 HUTb, KOTOPYIO BbI Mpumanyu HaiieMmy pas-
roBOpY. BBl M3IOKMIM TaKo¥ GOraTbiii Marepuasl, IOUCTUHE CTOJb MMPOMYMAaHHbIN
M XOPOIIIO YITOPSIOUEHHBIN, KaK MOKHO ObLJIO ObI OKMIATh OT 3HATOKA HECKOJIbKUX
s13bIKOB. [T03BOJIbTE K€ CHauajia MOBECTU pedb O CTpoeHuu si3bika. He mpaspa s,
Bb1 roBOpMTE, UTO AENCTBME UM BOOOPaKEHME €CThb CYIIHOCTb IO33MM; KakKas >Ke
yacTh peuM pUCYeT OelCTBUe, WM, CKOpee, cama IpPeACTaB/IsIeT ero — UMs Win
J1aron?

Ankugppon
['marost.

Eemugppon

Crajsio 6GbITb, peub, B KOTOPOJ MHOTO BbIPAa3UTEJbHbIX, KPACOUHBIX IJIATOJIOB,
€CTh MO3TMYECKAs! Peub, 1 YyeM GOJIbIIIe IJIar0JIOB OHA MOXKET CeJIaTh U3 MMEH, TEM
oHa 6ymer moatuuHeit. OMHO MMS TpemcTaB/sieT CoOOM BCErja TOJbKO MEpPTBYIO
Belllb: IVIaroJ MPMBOAUT €T0 B IEMCTBUE, OH BOJHYET UyBCTBO, IOTOMY UTO CaM Oy -
1IeBjieH ayxoM. Bcrmomuute, uto Jleccuur?’ mokasas OTHOCHMTEIbHO I'omepa, — 4TO
Yy HEro BCe eCTh IIIal, JBMsKEHMe, OEeVCTBMEe UM UYTO MMEHHO B 3TOM COCTOUT €ro
SKU3Hb, €ro JeMCTBEHHOCTb U CYIIIHOCTh BCe¥ 1m0o33uu. Tak BOT: Y €BpeeB MOUTH BCe
IJIaroji, TO eCTb BCe JXKMBET U OBIKETCS. VIMeHa MpOUCXOAST OT IVIarojIoB M CaMu
CJIOBHO BCe ellle IJIaroJibl: OHM KaK KMBbIE CYILECTBA, KOTOPbIE MIPOMCXOIAT U (hop-
MUPYIOTCSI HEMOCPENCTBEHHO M3 HEMCTBUSI CBOMX KOPHEBBIX MCTOKOB. 3aMeThTe,
B HOBBIX SI3bIKAX, UTO 3HAUMT JJIsI CUJTbI TI093MM, YTO IJIAroJibl ¥ MMEHa ellle He pa3o-
IIUTKCh JTaJIeKO, TO eCTh KOIJla T€ MOTYT CTAaHOBUTBLCS 3TMMM. BCrOMHUTE aHTIMII-
CKMIA, HEMEeIIKMI; SI3bIK, O KOTOPOM MbI TOBOPMM, Kak Obl 6e3mHa IJIarojoB, Mope
13 BOJIH, Tie JEeMCTBYE POKOUET B IeViICTBUM.

Ankugpo

OpHako, MHe KaskKeTCsl, 9TO M306umime NO/KHO GbLIO Gbl BCE K€ OCTABaThCS
B OTHOIIEHUSIX C IPYTMMM YacTSIMM peYi: Bedb KOTIa BCe CTAHOBUTCS [eliCTBMEM,
TO HET, B KOHIIe KOHIIOB, TOTO, 4TO AeiicTByeT. CYObeKT, ITpeanKar, CBsi3ka — Tak Ha-
3bIBAETCS 3TO B JIOTUKE.

«VYiy paHsIT 6eCKOHEYHbIe TABTOJIOTMU... BOCTOKY /t06e3Hble, EBporie HeHaBUCTHbBIE, pa3yMHeEN-
LIMX OHM 3JIAT, @ OCTAIbHBIX YCHIIISIOT». VICTOUHMK 3TOV LUTATHI, IPEATIOIOKUTETBHO, GOTOCIOB-
pauyoHa/mMcT u BocTokoBen Voranu Tasun Muxasinc, aBTop eBpeiickoi rpamMariki 1745 r. us-
naHust, oter; u3BectHoit Kapomuuel Lemmar (cp.: [Betz, 2012, p. 118]).

Peub npert, Kak ciaenyer M3 mpuMevaHus K 3Toii ¢hpase, o counnennn Jleccurra «JIaokooH», U3LaH-
HoMm B BepnuHe B 1768 1.
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Eemugppon

11 JIOTMIKY TaKOM TOPSIIOK XOPOIIl, U JIJisI ee lIefeBpa, CU/UIOrM3Ma, Heo6Xo-
IMM; [JISI TI093UM He TaK, ¥ CTUXOTBOpPEHMe U3 CUJUIOTM3MOB HUKTO He CMOT Obl Ul -
TaTh. B HEM CBSI3b €CTb IJIaBHOE, a IPyTMe YaCTU BBITTOIHSIOT PaboTy TOJIBKO CITYT
MM TIOMOIIHMKOB. MITaK, ecjiy s COryiailycCh, YTO IJIs1 HEKOETro OTBJIEUEHHOTO MbIC-
JIUTENISI €BPENICKUIA SI3bIK ObLT ObI HE CAMBIM JIYUIIIMM, TO TeM 0OoJiee TIOAXOMUT €ro
JesTeNbHbI CTPOM IJis1 TI03Ta. Bce B HeM B3biBaeT: «S1 sKMBY, IBUTAKOCh, BEpIITY.
MeHsI cO37AIOT YYBCTBA M CTPACTM, HE OTBJIEUEHHbIE MBICIUTEIN U (DUIOCOdDI:
s IpeIHa3HAYeH JIJIsT [T09Ta, 1 CaM BECh — MTO33USI».

Ankugppon
Hy a uTo ecii Bam HY>KHbBI MMeHa, HalpyuMep, MMeHa IpuiaraTeibHble?

Eemugppon

Torma oHM ecTb y Bac: MO0 KaskAblii SI3bIK MIMEET TO, B UEM HYJXKIAeTCsI; TOJIbKO
He O KakKAOM CJIeAyeT CYOUTb IO Halmm HykgaMm. COTeH MMeH BeIell HET B 3TOM
S3bIKe, ITOCKOJIBKY 3TOT Hapoj He MMeJI ¥ He 3Ha/l caMMX 3TUX Bellel; Tak ke Kak
B HEM €CTh COTHU IPYTUX, KOTOPBIX HET Y Hac. AGCTpaKkIIUIMM OH GefieH, HO Gorar
YyBCTBEHHBIMM O6GpasaMy, U ITOTOMY MMEHHO MMEET TaKoe MHOXKECTBO CMHOHMMOB
IJIS. OHOM M TOW JKe BelllM, UTO OHA Ha3bIBAeTCSI M KaK ObI PUCYeTCS BCSIKMIT pas
BO BCEX €e CBSI3IX CO BCEMM COITyTCTBYIOIIMMM UYBCTBEHHBIMY OOCTOSITEIbCTBAMM.
JleB, meu, 3mes1, BepOJIion 00J1aaioT B OJIMKHEBOCTOUHBIX SI3bIKaX, 0COOEHHO CaMOM
Pa3sBUTOM U3 HMX, apabCKOMS, CTOJIb MHOIVIMM MMEHAMM BCJIENCTBUE TOTO, YTO KaK-
Joe MMs 1306paskajio Belllb CHauaja B OCOGEHHOM BUE, a IOCJe 3TU PyubM CIIM-
JIVChb BOEIMHO. B eBpeiickoM Toke OueHb 3aMETHO 3TO U300MIe UyBCTBEHHBIX 000-
3HQUeHMI, XOTSI HaM M OCTajJoCh OT Hero Tak Majo. bomee 250 6oraHmueckmx
Ha3BaHMII MMeeTCsI B OJHOM MajIeHbKOJM KHMUIe, KaKOBbI HAIllM OCTATKM OT eBpeii-
ckux ITucanmit; npurom I[TucaHmit CO CTOIb OMHOPOIHBIMY CIOXKETaMM, B OCHOBHOM
MCTOPUYECKUMM WJIM OTHOCSIIMMMCS K XPaMOBOM I033UM; MOAyMaiiTe, Kak 6orart
GBI OBI 3TOT A3bIK, €CJIM Obl Mbl MMEJIX €0 B ITO3TUUYECKUX IPOU3BEIEHUSIX, TOCBS -
ILIEHHbIX OOBIYHOM JKM3HM M BCEM CIIeHaM ee, XOTsI Obl TOJIbKO B TOM 0ObEeMe SI3bIKO-
BBIX CPEJICTB, KOTOPBIN €CTh B COXPAHMBIIMXCS TeKCTax. MoKeT ObITh, 3/1eCh TO JKe,
YTO TMOYTM Y BCEX APEBHUX HAPOMOB: U3 MOTOIMA BPEMEH CIIAac/IOCh JIMILb CTOJIbKO,
ckosibko Hoilt cmor cracti B KoBUere.

Ankugppon

MHe KakeTcs, CIacjoCh JOCTaTOYHO MHOIO, TaK Kak B 3TMX HEMHOIOUMCJIEH-
HBbIX KHMTaX CaMO OmHOOOpasue ycIlieBaeT HEOZHOKPATHO MposBUTH cebs. Ho mbl
VIIUTM OT Halllero pasroBopa. I BIOJiHE JOIMYyCKalo, UTO SI3bIK, O KOTOPOM MbI T'OBO-
puM, MOT ObI CTaTh 6oraue B pyKax APYroro Hapoma: Tak, Kak pasBUT apabCKuii, UIu
KaK QOUMHUKUMIIBI CMOT/IY 063aBECTUCH JOCTATOUYHBIM KOJMYECTBOM BbIPasKEHUN AJIs
TOBapoB M umces. Ho aToT 6emHblii HApo#, MacTyXx0B ¥ GPOAsT — B KAKOM HarpasJie -
HUM OH MOT Pas3sBUBATb CBON S3bIK?

8 Apabckuii A3bIK QUIYpUPYET 3mech Kak Haubojiee PasBUTHIN, B TOM UMC/IE TIOTOMY, 4TO B HEM

6blIa cO37aHa CBOsE COBGCTBEHHAst rpaMMaTiuecKasl Teopusi, Ha OCHOBe KoTopoit B CpenHiue Beka
B PaBBMHCKMX LIKOJIAX KOAMOBUIMPOBAIACh U JPEBHEEBPEIiCKasi rpaMMaTHKa.



134 Texcmel u uHmepnpemayuu

Eemugppon

B nampasnennn, Kyga 3BT UX AYX ¥ Ky#a 0Opalllaanch MX HYXIbl. Bputo 6b1
HEIMpaBWIbHO TpeOGOBaTh OT HUX (PUHMKUIUCKMUX CIIMCKOB TOBApPOB WM apabCKOi
CITEKY/IITUBHOCTY, TaK KaK OHM He TOProBajiM M He 3aHUMAIUCh YMO3PEHUSIMU; HO
B CaMOM SI3bIKE JOJ/DKHO ObIJIO BO3HMKHYTb 3TO GOraTCTBO, MOCKOJBKY (MMHUKUI-
CKMIM, apabCcKuil, Xalgenckuit’, eBpeiicKMii — 3TO B OCHOBE JIMILb OOUH S3bIK.
Ha 3ToM s13bIKe roBOpWwIM ¢ GUMHMKMILAMM, MCManabTaHamu 0, ernnTaHamy, BaBu-
JIOHSTHaMM, B oOIiieM, obpa3oBaHHeMIIMMM Hapomamu [lpeBHero mmpa, u, Oymyum
Kak Obl B CPeOOTOUYMM BCEM KYJIBTYPbl TOTO BpEMEHM, OH BOCIIPUHSII, TAKMM 0Opa-
30M, OT BCEX OKPYKaloIIMX JocTaTtoyHo. [IpocyIecTByii OH mosblile, B HEM BCe
MOIJIO ObI OBITh JOCTUTHYTO, YTO JOCTUTHYTO B apabCKOM, KOTOPBIN MO MPaBy MO-
SKET XBJIUTbCS KaK ONMH M3 CaMbIX OOraThix M 0Opa30BaHHENMIINX S3BIKOB, CYIIe-
CTBYIOIINX B MMpe.

Ankugppon
B HeMm, omHaxo, Bce, 4TO MOIVIO GbITh TOCTUTHYTO, GbUTO JOCTUTHYTO PaBBMHAMIA.

Eemugppon

[a, He >KeMYYsKMUHBI, 1, K COXKaJIEHNIO, HE B COIJIACUM C T€HUEM UX TpeBHeNIIe-
ro obpasoBaHus. begHbIl1 Hapon 6bLI paccesiH IO MUPY: TaK OOJIBIIMHCTBO COCTAB-
Js1710 cebe CrOCOOBI BBIPAKEHUSI MO TEHUIO TeX SI3bIKOB, MEKOY KOTOPbIMM OHU
SKWJIU, ¥ 9TO TIPEBPATUIIOCH B SKAJIKYIO CMECh, O KOTOPOW HaM 3[1€Ch HE XOTEIOCH ObI
IyMarb. Mbl TOBOPUM O €BPENICKOM KakK O JKMBOM SI3bIKe XaHAaHCKOW 3eMJIM, TIPU-
YyeM JIMIIDb JIYUIIMX M YUCTENIINX BpeMeH, A0 TOro, KaK OH CMEIIaJICs C Xajiaein-
CKMM, TPEUECKMM ¥ MpounmMu. [103BoJIbTE K€ pacileHnTh ero Mo KpaiHeln Mepe Kak
6emHyI0, HO KPacMBYIO M UMCTYIO IE€PEBEHCKYIO NEBYIIKY, KaK 3eMJiefeTbuecKuit
M TIACTYILECKMIA SI3bIK: HApPsI, KOTOPbI/ OHAa HameBaeT 3a COCeoKaMi, S ObI OXOTHO
ei IPOCTUJL.

Ankugppon

MoskHO 6b1JI0 ObI PACIIEHUTDb €ro MMeHHO Tak. OTHebHbIe YepThl €ro MpoOCTO-
TbI, B OCOOEHHOCTY UTO KAacaeTCs CILIeH IMPUPOIBI, S B IETCTBE YYBCTBOBAI C Pazo-
cteio. OmHaKo, MOV IPYT, MHE Ka)KeTcCsl, UTO 3TUX UepT BCe JKe TaK HEMHOrO, BcCe
TaK OJHOOOPA3HO MOBTOPSIETCSI: HUUTO HE MMEEeT OUepTaHui; M300pakaTh B 3aKOH-
YEeHHOM BM[I€, TOHKO BBIPMCOBBIBATD UX MTO3ThHI COBCEM HE MOT'YT.

Eemugppon

A MHe KaskeTcsl, YTO OHUM M300paskal0T KaK HEMHOTME HAlllM TI09Thl — HE TOHKO
MY YTOHYEHHO, HO CUMJIBHO, IIEJIbHO, SKMBO. MBI TOBOpM/IM 06 MX IJIaroyiax: OHU
BCElLIeJIO EVICTBYE M MBVOKEHME; caMy IMo ceGe KOpHM CYTb 0O6pas M BOCIPUSITHE.
NwmeHa, elie HaNOJIOBUHY IJIarOJIbl, YaCTO CYTh JEMCTBYIOIIME CYIEeCTBa, U SIBJISIIOT-
Cs1 B HEKOEM HeIpeCcTaHHOM OJIMIIeTBOpeHun. X MecToMMeHMst 6pOCaroTCs B IJ1asa,
KaK BO BCSIKOM SI3bIKe cTpacTei. HexBaTKy mpuiaraTeibHbIX OHM 3aMeIaloT COIpSI-
SKEHMEM JIPYTUX CJIOB, TaK YTO ITOJyUMBIIIEECS] CHOBA CTAHOBUTCS CaMOM BeIlbIo,

9 «Xanpgeiickum» Tepaep, Mo TpaauLM, Ha3bIBAET aPaMECKUIA A3bIK.
10 «McMmannbTaHaMu», B COOTBETCTBUM C GMO/IEIICKON 3TMMOJIOTMEN, Ha3bIBAIOTCS apabbl KaK IIOTOM-
ku Mcmanna.



Hozann I'omeppud ¢pon I'epdep. O dyxe espelickoli nossudu... 135

Kak Obl 0COOEHHBIM IeSTEbHBIM CYILIECTBOM. [10-MOeMY, BCe 3TO [IejaeT sI3bIK Ta-
KM TOSTMYHBIM, KaK €[1Ba JIM KaKOoy APYroii Ha 3eMJIe.

Ankugpon
Bymer siyuiite ToBOpUTbh 06 9TOM Ha OTHAE/IbHBIX MIPUMEpax: HAUHMTE C KOPHE,
IJIaroJioB.

Eemugppon

KopHu ero rnarosos, Kak s cKasas, CyTb 00pa3 ¥ YyBCTBO, U 51 He 3HAIO SI3bIKA,
e IIPOCTOe U JIeTKOe CoueTaHye OTHOBPEMEHHO ObLIO Obl TaK YYBCTBEHHO U 3aMe -
yarenbHO. Ho s mompaBiio cebsi: He ISl TOTO yxa YyBCTBEHHO Y 3aMeyaTesIbHO, KO-
TOpOe MPUBBIKJIO TOJBKO K 3ByKaM CeBepHbIX s13bIkOB. OgHako Bam, Mot gpyr, 3Ha-
foleMy o6pa3oBaHue IPeYecKUX MMEH, eaBa Jiu OymeT TPYEHO CHOesaTh ellle ONMH
1ar ¥ MpovYyBCTBOBATh, pasyMeercs, 6ojiee CMIIbHOE, HO TEM CaMbIM ellle He GoJiee
rpyboe, cyioBoTBopuecTBO BocToka. S cHOBa MOBTOPSIIO: B MX BBIPA3UTEIbHENIIINX
CJI0BaxX ecTb 06pa3 U UyBCTBO; 3TOT SI3bIK 06PA30BaH IOJTHOM I'PYAbIO, C elle Hepac-
Tpauy€HHbIMU CUJIbHBIMM TI'OJIOCAMM, HO IIOA, UYMCTBIM M JIETKUM H€6OM, C OCTPbIM
B3IVISIIOM, BCerya Kak Obl CXBAThIBAIOILMM CaMy Belllb, ¥ TIOUTHM HYUKOIZA He JIMILIEH -
HBIM CJIEfa CTPACTHU.

Ankugppon
O6pas u omyienne? ITokoit u crpactb? CuUbHBIE U, OTHAKO, JIETKME 3BYKU?
Camo nx coefyHEeHMEe CTPAHHO.

EemugppoHr

Uro 3k, TOrga pasmenyuM ux. Bce ceBepHbIe SI3bIKM MOAPAKAIOT 3BYKaM MPUPO-
Ibl, HO rpybo0, Kak Obl TOJbKO M3BHE. OHUM Tpemar, HIyMsIT, LIUIIST, XPYCTIT Kak
caMy IMpeoMeThl; MyIpble IMO3ThI MCIOJAb3YIOT 3TO C OGOJBIION OGEepesKIUBOCTbIO;
IIJIOXMe 3JIOYIOTPeOIsTIoT. [IpuurHa 9TOro JIEXKUT OUeBMIHO B KIMMare U B TOjoce,
B TOM, I7Tie ¥ KEM SI3bIK ITePBOHAYaJIbHO hopmupyercs. Uem I0KHee, TeM UMIle CTa-
HOBUTCS ofapaykanue. CamMble 3BOHKME CTUXM [OMepa He Tpelliar ¥ He IIUIIST: OHU
3By4aT. DTU CJIOBA YyKe MPOIILIY Yepe3 HEKOETro TOHYAMIIIEro MOCPEIHUKE, OILYIIIe-
HUe, ¥ 06pas3yloTCs Kak Obl B o6sactu cepaua. OHu, TakuM 06pasoM, JAlOT He Tpy-
Oble U3006paXkeHMs1 3BYKOB, HO M300pakeHMsI, Ha KOTOPbIX UYBCTBO OCTABUJIO CBOIO
HEXHEHIIIYIO MeYaThb, Tpeobpasyst ero B caMoii ero BHyTpeHHoCTH. B atom coennue-
HUM BHYTPEHHEro UyBCTBA M HApYKHOTO M300pakeHMss — B 3BYyKe, B KOpHE IJia-
TOJIOB, KaK sI CKa3aJl, FosKHbIE SI3bIKYM CYyTh O6pasell.

Ankugppon
Panu Bora, aTo BapBapckoe XpUILIoe ropsio u ropraHHbie 38yKu! Y Bel cmeete
CPaBHUBATH €ro C IPeYeCKUM CepebpPUCThIM 3ByUaHUEM ?

Eemugppon

$1 He cpaBHMBAIO: JIIOOOI SI3bIK CTPAZAEeT MpPU TaKOM cpaBHeHuM. Huuero Het
60J1ee HAIMOHAIBHOTO ¥ MHAVBUAYAIBLHOTO, YeM 3TO YOOBOJLCTBUE [JIS YIIIEH, TaK
K€ KaK 3TM XapaKTepHble M3ruObl OpraHoB peun. Mbl, B KOHIIE KOHIIOB, IOjlaraeMm
YTOHYEHHOCTb B TOM, YTOObI 06Pa30OBbIBATh 3BYKM B IMIPOCTPAHCTBE MEKIY SI3bIKOM
1 ryb6aMu 1 TIOMeHblIIle, — Kak Obl 60OSICh HATJIOTAThCS IbIMa M TyMaHa, — OTKPbIBATD
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pOT: KJIMMAT, HpaBbl U MPUBBIUKM (OPMUPYIOT 3TO, CaM SI3bIK MajIo-IIoMajry o6pas3o-
BaH 3TuM. MTanbsHer, a Tem 6osiee Irpek, Tak He AYMAET: S3bIK OGHOTO ITOJIOH KPYT -
JIBIX TJIACHBIX, IPYTOro — AuGTOHIOB, 06a roBOPAT ore rotundo U He CTUCKMBas TY6H.
Bocrok mu3sBnekaer 3ByK ITyOKe U3 TPYAU, U3 CEPILIA, OH TOBOPUT KaK ObI TaK, Kak
Bockmian Ennyii:

S monon peuammu,

" IYX BO MHE TECHUT MEHSI.

Bor, yrpo6a Mos1, Kak BUHO HEOTKPBITOE:

OHa TOTOBAa MPOPBATHCS, MOJOGHO HOBBIM MEXaM.
[ToroBopto, 1 6yHeT jierye MHe;

OTKPOIO yCTa MOM U OTBeuyll,

Korzma aTu ycra OTKpbIBaaMCh, 3TO ObLI, KOHEUHO, SKMBOM 3BYK, 00pa3 Belu
B IbIXaHUY YYBCTBA; ¥ B 3TOM, s [yMal0, yX €BPeNCKOro si3bika. OH MUCIIOTHEH IbI-
XaHUSI OYIIM: OH 3BYYMUT He KaK TPeUecKuil, HO OH JABIIINT, OH KMBET. TakoB OH ISl
Hac, He TOJIHOCTBIO 3HAIOIIMX ero IMPOM3HOLIEHNEe M OCTaB/SIoMMX 0e3 apTUKYIIs -
IIUY ero caMble HM3KIVE rOpJIOBble OYKBBI; B IPEBHYE, NVIKME BpeMeHa KaKou MOTHO-
TOM IYIIM, KaKUM JbIXaHMEM JXMBOTO CJIOBA JOJDKEeH ObLI OH BIOXHOBJISITHCS. DTO
6bLI0, KaK OHY 3TO Ha3bIBAJIN:

Iyxom BoXbyM, 4TO TOBOPMII B HUX,
IpixaHueM BcegepskuTeris, 4To OKUBIISIIO UX12,

Ankugppon

OmsTh HaM JIMIIIb HEMHOTOTO He XBaTaeT IO OOOKEeCTBJIEHUS; BIIPOUYEM, ITYyCTh
OGymeT Tak, Kak Bbl roBopuTe, ¢ BOCKIMIIAHMEM, KOTOPOE, BbIpaskasl OILyIIEHUE,
caMo co6Goi1 TTpeo6Pa3oBBIBAJIOCH B CO3epllaHye M YyBCTBO Bellu. Ho uTo ckasarb
O TTPOU3BOMHBIX OT ITUX KOPHEBBIX CJI0B? He CyTh /M OHM Pa3pOCIIUIICS TEPHOBbI
KYCTapHMK, KaK ObI HA HEKOEM OCTPOBE, KOTOPOT'O He Kacajach HOTa uejoBeKa?

Eemugppon

B maoxux cjaoBapsax - KOHEUHO, IPUYEeM HEKOTOPbIE M3 YUEHEHMIIMX [OJUIAH] -
ckux (puosorosl3; ¢ Tonmopom u cekupoit B pykel4, ycIoKHMIM HaM IyThb; HO MPU-
IeT BpeMsi, KOT/ia STOT 3apPOCIINIA KYCTapHUK CTAHET JKeJIAHHOV MaJbMOBON POLIEI.

Ankugppon
Bbl ynotpebuiii Mmetacdopy BO BIIOJHE GJIMKHEBOCTOYHOM BKyCE.

1 Wos 32:18-20.

12 Cp. Uos 33:4.

13 TpynHo ckasatb, KOro umeHHo 'epaep 3mech umeet B Buy. [o/utaHackas rebpancTmka yxke B Tede-
Hue XVII B. mocTuria BrevamisifonmxX pe3ybTaToB Ha IMYTU CPAaBHUTEIBHOTO M PETPOCIIEKTUBHO -
ro (C MakCMMaJbHBIM YY€TOM MO3OHENIINX MCTOUHMKOB) U3y4YeHUs OubIerickoro ssbika [Van
Miert, 2018]. BosmoykHO, 3Ta peTpOCIEeKTMBHOCTb M IpousBomwia Ha ['eprmepa BreuamieHue uc-
KYCCTBEHHOTO U CXOJIaCTM3UPYIOLIEr0 MeTOAA, He NAIOLIEero MpoOGUTHCS K MepBOHAYAIbHBIM 3HAaYe -
HUSIM CJIOB.

14 Anmosus Ha Ic 73:6.
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Eemugppon

TakoB cam npeameTt. KopeHb cyioBa-mMarepy 6yIeT HaXOOUThCS B LIEHTPE, U BO-
KpYT Hee MOJIONHSK ee OTIPBICKOB. B cyioBapsx MpuAyT uepes BKYC, ycepaue, sapa-
BbIIi CMBICJI M COTIOCTABJIEHME PA3HbBIX IMAIEKTOB K TOMY, UTO, pa3jnyasi OCHOBHOE
M CAyuyalHOe B 3HAUEHMUSIX, OTBICKMBAs IIaBHbIE TMEPEXOAbl, ¥ TaKKe OIO3HaBas
B MMPOMCXOXKIEHUY 3TUX CJIOB, B yHOTpebneHuy Metacdop MOMJIMHHYIO HAXOmUM-
BOCTh U€JIOBEUECKOI'O MIyXa, IPOHUKHYT B JIOTMKY MHOCKA3aHMS MPEXKHUX BpPEMEH.
S1 pamyioch TOMY BpeMeHM ¥ TOMY ITeEpBOMY CJIOBapio, B KOTOPOM 3TO GymeT cuesia-
HO B IPEBOCXOTHONM CTEIEeHM; ceiuac S u3yvaro jyudliee, 4To Mbl uMeem: Kacremry-
ca, Cumona, Kokiieroca, a Takke MX MHOTOUMCJIEHHBIX MMOCOO6HMKOB: IllyibreHca,
IlIpenepa, Illtoppa, laiimal> u Tex, KTO MO OTAEILHOCTU WM BMECTE C APYTUMMU
CONENICTBYET STOMY.

Ankugppon

3HaunT, BEpPOSITHO, ellle TPeOGyeTcss BpeMs, MPeXIe YeM MOXKHO OymeT IMpory-
JITBCSL TIO Barireir maapMoBOIE polile BOCTOYHOro cyioBapsi. He xorure i Bl moka
IaTh MPUMeEp TaKOTO CJIOBOIIPOM3BOACTBA?

Eemugppon

Bbl HalimeTe ero BCIofy, rme ecTb 9T cyioBapu. OTBIILMTE TEPBbIi KOpeHb
" CMOTPUTE, KaK IUIAaBHO BUIOM3MEHSIETCS KOPHEBOE CJIOBO «HUCIeN» 16, Pan Bbipa-
SKEHUI TIOTepb, YTpaT, CMEPTH, HECOBIBIIMXCS HaMepeHMiA, MTyCTOro YCWINS U Tpyaa
IJIAaBHO BBIXOOUT M3 HEro, M KOrma OHM BO BpeMs CTPAHCTBUMA, OT6I)ITI/IH npoxoniaT
yepes BCe TOJIOKEHUS MACTYIIeCKOM JKU3HU, TO Jaxke B OTHaJeHHENIIIeM 3HaueHUn
ele 3ByYMUT YTO-TO OT IEePBOOBITHOTO 3ByKa CJIOBAa, 0Opasa MepPBOr0 YyBCTBA. DTO
IeaeT SI3bIK CTOJIb UYBCTBEHHBIM, MO3TUUYECKOE BBIPAKEHME CTOJIb COBPEMEHHBIM
u TporarebHbiM! TakMx KOpHeN IMOJIOH 3TOT S3bIK, ¥ Hallli KOMMEHTaTOPbI, KOTO-
PbIM Jierye CTyIiaTb CJIMIIKOM JKeCTKO, YeM CJIMIIIKOM MST'KO, ITOKa3bIBalOT UX JOCTA-
TouyHo. OHM He MOTYT Yaep>KaTbCs, OHU MOJIKHBI, TIe BO3MOKHO, OOHa>KUTb BCE
KOpHUM UM >KMJIbI Ka>KOOI'0O JepeBa, Ja’Ke TaM, I/ie XOUeTCsl BMOETb TOJIbKO €ro 1LBEeThbI
Y TUIONBI.

Ankugppon
3T0, cTas0 ObITh, HETPHI Bailieil MajbMOBOI TUTAHTAIUN.

Eemugppon

Ouenb HeobxomuMble ¥ ToJsiesHble Jiogu! [laBaiTe MX MOAAEPIKUM, ITOTOMY
YTO, AaKe €CJIV OHM JEeJIal0T CJIUIIIKOM MHOTO, OHY JIEJIalOT 3TO C JIYYIIMMM Hamepe-
HusiMu. Vimeete siu Bbl eltie 4TO-1M60 MPOTUB €BPENICKUX TJIar0JioB?

Ankugpon
Becbpma mHoroe. Yto 3TO 3a [I€iiCTBME, KOTOPOE BOBCE HE Pa3MyaeT BpeMeHU?
Tak KaKk B cyliHocTy 06a BpeMeHM eBPENCKOTrO SI3bIKa — 3TO AOPUCTBI, T. €. HEOIIpe-

15 Tlepeunciens! uMeHa 6ubneiickux dunonoros X VII-XVIII BB., paboTaBLIMX B CTPOro (GuIoaoru-
YEeCKOM (B OT/IMYME OT «MUCTUYECKOTO» U «CXOIaCTUUECKOr0») HalPaBIeHUN.

lepnep umeet B BUIy, O4eBUIHO, IIaros 117 liapad (CITyCKaThCsl, CHUXKATBCS, CXOOUTb, TPONaiaTh)
B €ro cJIoBapHou dopme 1-ro yimia equHCTBEHHOTO YMCIIa.

16
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JleJIeHHbIE BPeMeHa, KOTOpble BUTAIOT MEXKAY MPOIIEAINM, HACTOSIIIMM U OyIy-
IIMM; TaK YTO Y HUX €CTb, B JIyUIlIEM CTy4ae, JIUIIb OTHO BpeMs.

EemugppoHr

A 1o33uM HY>KHO Jiu 60JibIlie? B Heli Bce — HaCTosIIIee, OHAa eCTh U300pasKeHue
JIEVCTBUSI, KOTOPOe MOIJIO Obl OBITh B MPOILJIOM WMJIM B OYIyIIEM, a MOIJIO ObI
U UINTbCA. 119 MCTOpUM STOT HEAOCTATOK, KOTOPBII Bbl 3ameTwsn, MOT Obl CTaTh
BeChbMa CYIIEeCTBEHHBIM; TO K€ U SI3bIKM, KOTOpbIE JIIOOIT OINpene/ieHHOCTh BpeMe-
HU, KOTOpbIe 06pa3oBaHbl B OOJIbIIIEN Mepe B CTUJIE UCTOPUN. Y €BPEEB 3Ta UCTOPUS
caMa ecCTb T033Us, T. €. TPAAUIMSI HEKOTOPOTO paccKasa, KOTOPbIM pacCKa3blBaeTCs
TaKyXe KakK 6]31 O HaCTOsLIeM: UTaK, 3Ta HeOoIIpeae/IeHHOCTb MJIN C6I/IB‘II/IBOCTb Bpe-
MEeH HEeMOCPeICTBEHHO CONENCTBYET OUEBUIHOCTH, CBETJION U SICHOM EMCTBUTENh-
HOCTY TOTO, YTO OIMMCHIBAETCS, IOBECTBYETCS WM IIPOBO3IviaiiiaeTcs. Pa3Be ato He
B BBICIIIEN CTereHu MOSTMUYHO? Bbl HMKOTOA, MOV OpYT, HE YyBCTBOBaJIM, KaK IO
CTUJIOCOM TI03Ta WM MPOpOKa IIPeKpacHO YepenyioTcs BpeMeHa; Kak TO, UTO CKasa-
HO OTHMM IIOJIyCTUIIIMEM B TPOIIEIIEM BPEMEHM, IPYroe BbIpaykaeT B Oymyliem?
Bropoe penaer coBpeMEHHOCTb MpeaMeTa KakK Obl JJISIIENCS ¥ BEYHOM, TOTAA Kak
IepBoe IPUIAeT peur JOCTOBEPHOCTb MUHYBILIErO, OYATO BCE YyKe COBEPILMIOCH.
OpHO BpeMs pacIipoCTpaHsSIeT CJIOBO, IPYroe BO3BpAIlaeT; UTAK, YXY JTOCTaBJISETCs
VIOOBOJILCTBIME YepelOBaHusI BMECTE C YYBCTBOM [I€/iCTBUTETLHOCTY 13006paskaeMo-
ro. [Ipu6aBbTe K 3TOMY, YTO €BpeM MOFOOHO AETSAM XOTAT CKa3aThb BCe Cpasy, UTo
OHM BBIPaKalOT B OJHOM 3BYKe JIMIIO, UMCJIO, BpeMs, IeliCTBME U ellle Gosee: Kak
HECJIBIXaHHO MHOTO IPMBHOCUTCS 3TMM BO MTHOBEHHOE IpencTaB/ieHie OTHOIO
suiib o6pasa! OHY rOBOPSIT MOCPENCTBOM OTHOTO CJI0Ba TO, IJIS1 HAM 4acTO Tpeby-
ercs naTh uiamu Gosiee ¢0B. Y HAac Mepeq U MOC/e CJIOB IUIETYTCS MeJIKME, 4acTo
GesymapHble YaCTUIbI; Y HUX BCE IIPUMBIKAET CO3BYUMEM MM COHOPHBIM OKOHYAHM-
eM K IIaBHOMY MOHSTUIO. OHO CTOMUT B cepedyHe, KaK Iapb; €ro CJIY>KUTeIn
" pabbl, BIVIOTHYIO K HEMY, AK€ COCTABJISII C HUM OfIHO, XOPOM 06pasyioT MaJieHb-
KMII METPUYECKMIA OTpe30K. — BaM KaxkeTcsl, 3TO HMUTO IJIs TO3TUUECKOTO S13bIKa?
3ByuHbI€e [JIar0JIbI, JAIOIe 3apa3 Tak MHOIO ITOHSATHI, 9TO IpeKpacHas Cijia pUTMa
u obpasa. Korga s cyioBam «wie er mir gegeben hat»!7 Mmory marb BbICTYIIUTD B Ofi-
HOM KpacHBOM 3BY4YaHUM, He TIOITMUHEe U He KpacyuBee Ji 3TO, YeM KOTHa S IPUBO-
SKY UX OTHEIBHO U pa3npobsieHHO?

Ankugpo

Ha ras s MHOrma BOCIIpMHMMAJI STOT SI3bIK B KaueCTBe cOOGpaHust OyKBOHauep-
TaHWUM, KOTOPbIe HY>XKHO paciiM@poBbIBaTh IMOYTU KaK KUTACKOe MUChbMO. I yacTo
sKaJIeJs1, UTO JEeTHU MUJIM IOHOIM, KOTOPbIe BbIHYKIEHbI YUUTh €ro, He ObLIM MPUOOIIe-
HbI paHbllle K 3TOV paciiMdpoBKe, aHaIM3y IJlasaMM, UYTO CHOeajao Obl AJIT HUX
60JIbIlle, YeM HEKOTOpbIe IPy3HbIe MpaBuia. MHe BCTpedaych B KHUrax MPUMeEpPbI
MOJIOIBIX JIIOfIeN, B 0COOEHHOCTH Hae/IeHHbIX 60jiee UyBCTBUTEIbLHONM CUJION 3pU-
TeJIbHOTO BOCIPMSATHMS, KOTOPbIE B KOPOTKOE BpeMsi OUeHb JaleKO VIIUIA 1O 3TOMY
IyTH; C HaMJ OGOMMM He CYUMIIOCh 3TOM yIaun. ..

17 Fep,uep IIPUBOAUT HEMELKO€ BbIpa’kKeHMe CO 3HAYEeHMEM «KaK OH OaJI MHe», KOTOpOo€e CamMo I10 cebe

He yMeeT CMbIC/Ia B €ro TeKCTe, HO IIPOTUBOIIOCTAaBJIACTCS 6oJ1ee KpaTKOMYy MBPUTCKOMY wWe-Ha-
mad-iu i auep-HamdaH-iu.
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Eemugppon

OHa cJIyYMTCS Y HAC MaJIo-TIOMasly, €CIM MbI IIPUYYUM K STOMY IJIa3a U YILIU
BMecTe. Torma Bbl 3ameTuTe, Kak 6JIarO3ByYHO pacCHpenessiioTCsl IJIaCHbIe U CO-
IJIaCHbIE, KaK XOPOIIO MOAXOASAT MHOI'ME YaCTUIIbI U MpedUKChl K CBOMM 3HAaue-
HUAM. B yacTHOCTM, MOCPENCTBOM 3TMX HEMHOTMX HAa pasHble JIaJbl MHTOHUPYE-
MBIX CJIOB MeTpUUeCcKue OTPe3KU ONpelesisIIoTCSI OTHOCUTEIbHO APYr Apyra: oba
IBYCTUIIIVSI TIPUXOOSAT B OOMH BUM, CUMMETPUH, THe CJIOBO CTOUT HaNPOTUB CJIOBA,
MOHSITME HANpPOTUB ITIOHSITUS B HEKOEM uepeloBaHMUM, KOTOPOE OJHOBPEMEHHO
eCTb TIapaiesib, B HEKOEM XOTSI CBOOOJHOM, HO OUYeHb ITPOCTOM U 6JIarO3BYYHOM
pUTMe.

Ankugppon

Tyt Bbl mogxomure K 3TOMY XBaJIEHOMY IMapasiieiu3My, TIe s eaBa Jiu CTaHy
npuaepkuBaTbcst Bairero muenus. Ko umeer uto-HuGynb ckasaTb, ITYCTh TOBOPUT
9TO Cpasy WM MPaBUJIbHO pa3sBOpauMBaeT KapTUHY; HO IYCThb He MOBTOpsieTCsT Hec-
KOHEeYHO. KTO mo/IskeH TpOroBOpUTb KaskKAYIO BEIllb ABAsKAbI, IIOKA3bIBAE€T 3TUM, UTO
B MTEPBBIN pa3 OH CKa3asl HATlOJIOBUHY U HECOBEPIIEHHO.

Eemugppon

Bro1 Hukorzma He Bunmeny taHua? M Hu4Yero He CIIBbILIAMM O XOPOBOM I€HUM T'pe-
KOB, cTpodax u autuctpodax? UTto eciau moa3us eBpeeB Oblia TAaKMM TaHIEM, 60-
Jiee KOPOTKVUM U TIPOCTBIM XOPOBBIM ITEHUEM?

Ankugppon
[TpubaBbTe K 3TOMY LUTPY, JIATABPbl M TUMIIAHBI, M TIOJTYUMUTCS MOTHOLIEHHbIN
TaHel] IUKapei.

Eemugppon

Uro 3k, ecnu oH u 6611 MM? HasBaHue He MO/MKHO MyTaTh, €C/IM CaMa Belllb XO-
poira. OtBerbTe camu. He mepskuTcst i BeChb PUTM, TaHell M GarosByume, si Obl
CKasaJl Jaske BCs rpaliusi, Ha o6pasax B TOJ >Ke Mepe, KaK Ha TOHaxX M CUMMeTPuu?
ITpuToM Ha camoli JIerKOM OIS BOCIIPUSITUS CUMMETPUM — Ha IIPOCTOTE U paBHOMED -
HOCTU?

Ankugppon
$1 He cTaHy 9TO OTPUIIATD.

Eemugppon

W He sBisieTcst M €BpeMCKUI TapasuleNiv3M IIPOCTENIel COpasMEPHOCTHIO
B 3JIeMEeHTax CTuxa, obpasax u ToHax? CJIoru ellle He MPUBENEHBI K eAMHOOOPa3HO-
My npousHoilenuo!®, e usmepsiorcal® u eme make He Besme cumraroTcaZl; Ho
CMMMETPUIO B HUX MOYKET BOCIIPUHSITD Iake MIPOCTENIIee yXo.

18 B 6u6/eiiCKOM TEKCTe OHA U Ta K€ KOPHEeBas COracHas 6yKBa MOXKET MPMHMMATh PasHble OrJia-

COBKM 6e3 y3MeHeHMsT GOPMBI CJIOBA.

B ommune ot rpeveckoro reksamerpa, B JpeBHEEBPENICKON I033UM He BBISBIEHO uYepefoBaHye
KpPaTKUX U TOJII'UX IJIACHBIX.

Bubneickuii cTux, Kak MpaBuiIo, He MUMEET YCTaHOBJIEHHOTO pa3Mepa.

19

20
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Ankugppon
Ho moJiskHO 1 9TO MPOUCXOOUTD 3a CUET IIOHUMAaHWS?

EemugppoHr

[aBaiiTe cHauyasia 3aKOHUMM OOCYKAaTh yIOBOJBCTBME CyXa. Bce cumtabuue-
CKMe CTPYKTYpbl TPEKOB, MCKYCHEIIIMEe U MpeKpacHeiie 3 Korma-aubo moposk-
IEHHBIX SI3IKOM, OCHOBAaHbI HA COPa3MEepPHOCTU ¥ rapMoHuu. ['ekzaMeTp, KOTOPBHIM
VICIIOJTHSIICh B TIEHUM JPEeBHEIIIINe CTUXOTBOPEHNSI, €CTh He UTO MHOe, KaK IociIe-
JIOBaTEeIbHO YepemyIOIIMii TOHbI Hapauien3M. UToObl yOenuThcsl B 3TOM ellle Bep-
Hee, IPUBEIEM B MIPUMepP OCOOEHHO MU3TIOOIEHHbBIV B JIETUSIX TIEHTaMeTp, KOTOPbIN
B CBOMX IIOJIYCTUILMAX, OUEBUIHO, TAKKe ABIseTcs napasvienmsmom?2l. Camble mpe-
KpacHbIE ¥ eCTeCTBEHHENIIEe POl MTeCHOMEHN CYIIECTBYIOT Yepe3 mapasijiesn3M,
TaK 4YTO IOYTM MOYKHO CKasaTh: yeM 6oJiee CJBIIMM B HeKoi cTpode Hapsigy
CO 3ByYHBbIM UepeqoBaHMeM Oojiee JIETKUI TMapasuiein3mM, TeM MpusTHee cTpoda.
S1 mory Bam mpuBecTu B mpuMep XOTs Obl carnduueckoe UM ajkeeBO CTUXOCIIOXKe -
HMe Wi Xopusim6. Bce 3Tu cutabuyeckue CTPYKTYpbI CYTh MICKYCHBIE 3aKpyIJie-
HUSI, KpaCMBO CIVIETEHHbIE BEHKM U3 CJIOB ¥ TOHOB; Ha BoCcTOKe 06e 9TV HUTM SKEM -
yyra einie He CBUTblI B €IMHOE OXKepejibe, OHU IIPOCTO BUCAT APYI IIOAJIE Apyra.
OT xXopa MmacTyxoB He OKMAAIOT IeAaJOBa WIKM TeceeBa TaHIA-TabMPUHTA: OHU OT-
BEUAIOT IPYT KO OPYTY WK JIMKYIOT, OHY TaHIIYIOT APYT HAIpoTMB Apyra. MHe Ka-
SKETCsI, ¥ 9Ta IPOCTOTA MO-CBOEMY MTPeKpacHa.

Ankugpon
A Kakast KpacoTa yCMaTpuBaeTcsl B CMbICJ/I€ 3TOTO Mapasuiensma?

Eemugppon

O6a sTM 3BeHa MOJKPEIUISIOT, BO3BBIIIAIOT, YTBEPKIAIOT APYT ApyTa MO0 paau
MOyYeHus], IGO0 MIJIs1 pafoCTH. B JIMKYIOIIMX MECHSX 3TO OUEBUIHO; B SKAJOOHBIX Me-
JIOIMSIX — TaKoBa MPUPOJa B3MOXOB U BOILIeN. PUTM IbIxaHNs OMHOBPEMEHHO YKpEIT-
JIIET U yTelllaeT AYLIY: IPyrasl 4aCTh XOpa COyYaCTBYeT B HAIlIMX CTPaJaHUSIX, CTAHO-
BUTCS 5XOM, WM, KaK TOBOPAT eBpeu, ouepbio rojioca? gaieit 60, B yunTenbHbIX
MECHOIEHUSIX OfHA TPUTYA MOATBEPKIAET APYTYIO: 3TO KaK ec/iM Obl OTel, TOBOPWII
K CbIHY, a MaTh IOBTOpsiIa. Peub TakuM 06pa3oM CTAaHOBUTCSI OCOGEHHO MPaBIUBOIA,
CepHIeYHOI 1 JoBepUTe/IbHOM. B ame6eiiHoM rmeHnn?3 0681 faHa cama JI060Bb, KO-
TOpast XOUeT HarOBOPUTbCS BBOJIIO, COBEPIIIUTL OOMEH CepAIeM U MbICabi0. Kopoue,
CTOJIb TIPOCTOAYIIIHAS CEeCTPUHCKAsS CBSI3bh CYIIECTBYET MEXKIY STUMM JBYMS 3BEHbSI-
MM YyBCTBA, UTO ST XOTeJT ObI MPWJIOKUTh K HUM HESKHYIO €BPEMCKYIO IT€CHb:

Kak xopol111o 1 kak npusTHO

SKUTBb OpaTbsiM BMecTe!

ITO - Kak JIParoleHHbIN eJieii Ha FOJIOBe,
CTeKaloIuii Ha 6opomy,

21 Djermyeckoe ABYCTHUILME Y IPEKOB COCTOSAJIO B YepeNOBaHMM IeK3aMeTpa U MEeHTaMeTpa; B CBOIO

ouepelib, MEHTaMeTp JeIMJICS LIe3ypoil Ha iBe PaBHbIE ITOJIOBUHBI.

«[loub ronoca» (6am konv) — HpeBHEEBPENICKAst UAMOMA CO 3HAUEHUEM «OTTOJIOCOKY.

23 Ame6eitHoe (OT rped. GpolBaiog uepedyroujuiics) — TieHMe, Yalle BCEro HapOLHOe, aHaJOTMYHOe
aHTU(OHHOMY.

22
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6opony AapoHOBY -

CTEKaIoII1I1 Ha Kpast OfeK bl ero;
Kak poca EpmoHckas,

cxopsuiast Ha ropbl CMOHCKMeE,
160 Tam 3anosenasn ['ocrnonb
6/1ar0C/I0BEeHMe U SKU3Hb HaBeKy24,

Ankugppon

Benmukmit 3ammtHMK napautenusma!l OgHako, ey yXO K HEMY M HaBBbIKHET,
Kak ObITh ¢ moHuMaHuemM? OHO 37eCh TOJBKO U JIEJIAET, UYTO YAEPSKUBAETCS U HE MPO-
IBUTAETCS.

Eemugppon

[IJis1 OMHOTO TOJIBKO MMOHMMAHMST TI033MsI He TOBOPUT, HO TIPEsKAe BCEro U Hemo-
CpeICTBEHHO IJist YyBCTBa. Y He ymobut u oHo mapasuiesmsm? Korma 6wpeTcst cepr-
1le, TeUeT BOJIHA 3a BOJIHOI, 3TO U e€CTb MapajuieinsM. 30eCh HUKOTA He TOBOPST 10
KOHII@, HO BCErja MMeIOT CKas3aTh HeuTO HOBoe. Kak TO/IbKO MepBasi BOJIHA IJIABHO
omycKaeTcst Wi GypHO pa3buBaeTcs O CKaJibl, BO3BPAIIIAeTCsl BTOpasi BoyiHA. buenne
IIyJibCa €CTeCTBa, 3TO ObIXaHMe YYBCTBa IIPUCYTCTBYET B Ka’KOOM BbICKAa3bIBaHUU
addexra, 1 Heyskeau Bbl He XoTenu 6bl OT MO33MM, YTOOBI OHA 6GbLIa COOCTBEHHOM
peubio addekra?

Ankugppon
A 40 ecsiu 6bI OHA TTOXKeJIaJIa U ObLIA JOJIKHA CTaTh PeUbIO MMOHMMAaHMS?

EemugppoHn

B Takom cirydae oHa pasBopaumBaeT o6pa3s U IMOKa3bIBAET €ro C MPOTHUBOIOJIOXK -
HOM cTopoHbl. OHA pa3BOpauMBAET MPUTUY U MPOSICHSIET ee, UM 3alleyaT/ieBaeT ee
B Ccepllie: BHOBb Hapayuiesim3M. Kakoe ctmuxocioskeHue, mo-Baiiemy, mpuaokumo
B HEMEIIKOM K HasuAaTeIbHOM MM033MM Kak Jrydiiee?

Ankugppon
BeccropHo, ajleKCaHapUIiCKuil CTUX2S,

Esmucgpon

W oH ueamMkoM eCcTb mapasuiensm; ecyim Bbl uccieqyere TOUHO, MOUEMY OH Tak
XOPOLIO MPUCIIOCO6/IeH K 3alevaT/ieHMIo B MaMsATH y4yeHus,, Bbl HajiieTe, yTO 3TO
KaK pa3 13-3a mapasute3ma. Ero mosiHbl BCe MPOCThbIe TIECHM U 1IePKOBHBIE TIECHO-
IeHust, U camasi pudMa, BeJIMKOe HacIaXkKIeHMe i CeBEPHOro yxa26, ecTb Belb pas-
BUTHE Mapaliesin3Ma.

24 Teppep uurupyet [Tc 132/133, KOTOPbIIT MbI IPUBOAYUM 10 CMHOIAILHOMY TI€PEBOY, HETOUHO, BU-

MO, CTapasiCh JI0 HEKOTOPOV IepenaTb PUTM ApeBHeeBpeiickoro cruxa: Wie lieblich ist’s und
angenehm, / daf$ Briider mit einander wohnen! / Wie sanftes Oel aufs Haupt hinab, / wie es hinab
die Wange flieft, / hinunter fliefit die Wange Aarons - / und rinnt zu seines Kleides Saum, / wie
Hermons Thau hernieder rinnt / die Berge Israels zu segnen / zu segnen ewiglich.

25 AJleKCaHIPUIICKUM HA3bIBAJICS TOPKECTBEHHBIN ABEHANUATUCIONKHbIA QPAHIY3CKUI CTUX, YIIO-
TPEOUTENIbHBIN B 3MOXY KJIACCHIM3Ma B MMEPEBOAAX aHTMUYHOIO 3M0CA, Ha3UAATEIbHbIX MMO3MAax,
onax u Tparenusx. B pycckoit mossum XVIII B. npencrasnen B.K. Tpeguakosckum, A.I1. Cymapo-
koBbIM, $1.B. Kuspkuauubiv, E.W. KocTpoBsiM 1 1p.
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Ankugppon

PubmMy Ham mpuHeECM BBIXOMIbI U3 IOJYOEHHBIX CTPaH, KakK, He B MEHbIIIEN
CTeIeH!, ¥ OfHOO6pa3Hoe liepKoBHOe neHue. Ty BBeu capaumHbi?’, a 9TO — JOKCO-
norun?8; 6e3 HUX Mbl ObI 0 CUX NTOP ObLIV O6IEIEHbI TEM U JPYIUM.

Esmucgpon

Bor monaraere? 3agosiro oo caparyH pudMbl IOSIBWIMCH B EBporie: acCOHaHChI
mepe[ CJIOBaMM U TOC/Ie HUX, K KOTOPbIM MPUBBIKIO HAPOMHOE YXO U KOTOPbIE BbI-
JIepP>KMBAJI €ro sI3biK. VM IpeBHME TPeKY TOKE MMM CTOJIb IMIPOCThIE TMMHbBI U TIECHU
IJIST XOpa, KaKMMM TOJIBKO MOTYT ObITh HAIlM I[€PKOBHbIE MecHomeHus. [Toxkanyii,
€BpEICKUIA apa/iesM3M ob1amaeT mepen HalllMMU CEBEPHBIMU SI3bIKAMM JIUILIb TEM
MPEVMYIIECTBOM, UYTO MaJIbIMM CJIOBAMM MPEKPACHO YIIOPSIAOUMBAET KasKAbIA OTpe-
30K peun, Nabbl 3aTeM [aTh €My KpacuMBO IIPO3BYYaThb B BO3AYXe; M3-3a 3TOTO JJIS
HAC OH MOUTH HermepeBoayM. HaM yacTo HYKHBI IeCSITh CJIOB TaM, Iie OHM OOXOMISAT -
Csl TpeMsl, TIpMYeM ISTM MaJIeHbKME CJIOBA PACTATUBAIOTCS M COEOVHSIIOTCS OPYT
C I[pyroM, a IpephIBaeTCs IeHMe OT IHeBa uiay yromieHus?®, Mrak, Ham ciemyer
He CTOJIbKO MOJpaskaTh STOMY IapasuiesiM3My, CKOJIbKO M3y4uaTh ero. B HaileM s3bike
MbI BBIHY3KIIEHBI JleJIaTh 00pa3bl 60Jiee TPOCTPAHHBIMY, BMECTE C TeM OKPYIJISIST UX
CJIOBECHbIE KOHCTPYKIIMY, TaK KaK MbI ¥MeeM MPUBBIUKY K CUETY CJIOTOB, BbIPAbO-
TaHHOMY TpekaMyu ¥ puMJsSTHaMu. Ho B mepeBome C BOCTOUHBIX SI3BIKOB 3TOT CUET
CJIeflyeT OCTaBUTb: C HUM TepsieTcst 6ObIlast YacTb MEPBOHAYAIbHOTO COIEPIKaHMS,
JOCTOMHCTBA U BbICOTHI SI3bIKa. BOT Kak 3BYyUUT 37€Ch pPeyb:

OH cKasaj, — U CIenaioch;
OH noBesen, - u ABMI0Ch .

Ankugppon
OpnHOoCI0KHAsT KPaTKOCTh ITPEICTABISIETCS MHE, OIHAKO, TOXKE BO3BbIIIIEHHOM.

Esmucgpon

OOHOC/IOKHBIN JIAKOHM3M He SIBJIIETCS HM OPY)KETHOOHBIM, HU TMOSTUUHBIM.
[axe B cyiyuae ¢ MOHApIIMM IIOBeJIeHVEM HaM XOYeTCS BUIETb ero MCIIOJHEeHue,
TaK YTO 37I€Ch OISITh BO3HMKAET Mapaulejin3M: TOBejieHMe U CJIeACTBMe. B KoH-
1€ KOHIIOB, KPaTKOCTh €BPENCKOro sI3bIKa [ejaeT caM Iapauiejiu3M IIOYTM BCermga

26 Tepmep MpOHM3MpPYET HAJ MPUCTPACTMEM K pudMe HOBOEBPOIIEICKOIN 103311, KOTOPOro He 3HaIN
KJIaccuyeckue o6pasipl. Tem caMbIM OH JeMOHCTPUPYET OTHOCUTEIbHOCTb 3CTETUUECKUX TIPELIIO -
YTEHUN, 0OYCIOBIUBAIOLINX MTPEHEOPEKUTENIbHbIE OT3bIBbI €r0 OIMIOHEHTOB O JIPEBHEEBPEICKOM
CTUXOCJIOKEHWUMN.

27 CapauymHbl — NepBOHAYaIbHO, B IPEKO-PUMCKMX MCTOYHMKAX, 6 yHbI, KoueBaBiuue Ha kpaoo Cu-

pun. B snoxy KpecToBbix MoxonoB 3TMM uMeHeM B EBporie Ha3biBam BCeX MyCYJIbMaH.

Ilokconorust — caBocioBre (Ipeu.); 3MeCh YKa3bIBA€TCSI HA TPEUeCKOe MPOUCXOKIEHE 1IePKOBHO -

O MmeHus, uTo (harTnuecku BepHo (cp. Aszycmun. Vicnosens I1X. VIL. 15).

29 BeposTHo, I'epmep xouyeT ckasaTh, YTO AJIMHA PUTMMUYECKONM OUHMIbI (KOJIOHA) B TPAAMLIMOHHBIX
MPaKTUKAX YTEHVS ¥ MeHNsI OIpeessieTCs TeM, HaCKOIbKO JO/DKHO XBAaTUTh BO3MyXa IOC/Ie BAOXa.

30 Iurmpyerca Ilc 32/33:9 B mepesope Jlorepa. IlpumevarenbHO, YTO aBTOP PUMCKOTO BPEMEHM
ric.-JIourud B TpakTare «O BO3BBIIIEHHOM» MPUBOLUT ITOXOKUI CTUX U3 KHUTU BbITHs Kak mpu-
Mep BO3BBILIEHHOCTY JPEBHEEBPEICKOr0O CJIOTa.

28
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MOHapIIMUM MoBejieHMeM3!. OH He 3Ha/I HMYero momgo6HOro CUeTy CJIOTOB B IIePUONAX
IPeYeCcKOM MM JIAaTMHCKOM OpaToOpcKoi peun. [IpIXaHue ero myxa M3aBajo He-
MHOI'Me CJIOBa; OHM BBICTPAMBAIMCh APYT 3a APYIOM, U, TIOCKOJBKY 3TOT SI3bIK MMEJ
CTOJIb OHOOGpasHble (UIeKCHM, OHM ObUIM TIOXOXM APYT HA JApyra M CTaHOBWIMCH
PUTMOM IO CaMOMYy CBOEMY 3BYUYaHMIO, MOJIOKEHMIO KaKIOro CJioBa U OOILeMy
cxoncTBy it Bocrpusatust. O6a MOTyCTUIINSI CTAHOBU/IVICH CJIOBOM U JTEJIOM, CEpJi-
1IEM ¥ PYKOM, MUJIM, KaK 3TO HAa3bIBAIOT €BPey, BXOIOM M BbIXOIOM, TaK UTO IOJTyYas-
Cs1 JIETKUI TOHOBBIN CTpOM. BbI Bee ellle MMeeTe YTO-TO IIPOTUB Mapalie/im3ma?

Ankugppon

Her, s umero erie koe-uto 3a Hero. Vi60 co CTOPOHbI IOHMMAaHMS 51 4acTo 671aro-
mapui HeGO 3a TO, YTO OH eCTh. I'me 6bI MbI GBIV C HAIMM TOJKOBAHMEM CTOJIb
MHOI'MX TEMHBIX CJIOB U BbIPaKeHUi1, ecyiv 6bl OH He yKasbiBa/l HaMm 1myTh? OH mopmo-
6€H T0JI0Cy [pyra, KOTOPbIA B I'yCTOM JIECY KPUYUMT U3LAJIEKA: «3eCh, 3[eCh KUBYT
monu!» Ho, KoHeYHO, cTapble YIIM IIyXy K 3ToMy rosocy. OHU NPUHUMAIOT 3XO
33 CaMOTO YeJI0BeKa M BCera IbITAIOTCA OThICKATh BO BTOPOi YaCTU CTUXA HOBBIIA
YYIHBIA CMBICII32,

Eemugppon

OcraBbTe UX UCKaTh, a MbI OYZIEM JIepsKaTbCs TPABMIBLHONM Aoporu. YTo Kacaer-
CsI TYCTOTO Jieca, s AyMaro, Bl mpeyBenunBaere, Tak Kak Bbl, ecyin moMHNUTE, B Ha -
yajie HAIllero pasroBOpa Ha3bIBaJM €BPENCKUI SI3bIK MEpPTBbIM Mepormidom 6e3
IJIACHBIX U JaXXe BOBCce 6e3 kimoya. [leiicTBuUTeNbHO /M Bbl mymaere, 4TO Hapombl
MOJTYIEHHBIX CTPaH MUCAIY COBEPIIIEHHO 6e3 TTTACHBIX ?

Ankugppon
Tak MHOTME rOBOPSIT.

Eemugppon

Torma oHM TOBOPSAT HEUTO caMOMpPOTHBOpeurBoe. KTo craHer mucarb OGYKBBI
6e3 mbIxaHUs, KOTOpoe UX ofyleBseT? Beab OT moc/ieqHero Bce 3aBUCUT, U OHO,
B CYIITHOCTH, MOXKET OBbITh 3allMCAHO TAKMM 3K€ CITOCOOOM, KaKMM HOTUPYETCS pas-
HOOGpasue opraHHbIX 3ByKOB. Korma mocTurayTo 6osiee CJIOKHOE, He OITyCKaIoT 60-
Jiee MPOCTOTO, IIPUTOM UTO OT HET'O 3aBUCUT I1€/Ib BCETO MPEIIIPUSITHS.

Ankugppon
I'me ke Torma sTu ry1acHble?

EemugppoHr
[TounTaitte 06 3TOM B KHUTE, THe HAHHBI/ BOMPOC OCBEIEH OTYETIMBO, KaK
1 MHOT'Me IpyIrie BOIPOCHI €BPEiiCKON APeBHOCTIS. S TOBOPIO O IepBOM BBEIEHMI

31 Cp. y Buko: «Ilarpuapxu, OCHOBaBLIME 3TOT SI3bIK, JOJDKHBI ObLIM JaBaTh MPUKA3aHMS B CBOUX Ce-

MBbSIX MMeHeM enyHoro bora» [Buko, 2018, c. 267].

Peub uzer 06 OOHOM M3 MPMUEMOB AJIJIETOPUYECKOIM MHTEPIPETALMM, & UIMEHHO BOCIPUSITUMA JTI060 -
ro yaBOeHus B Tekcre Bubimm Kak mokasatesst Hammuusl aBoyHoro cMbiciaa. Cwm.: [Caspeit, 2006,
c. 292].

CornacHo mpuMevaHuio, peub unet o «Beenennu B Berxuit 3aBer» HMoranna ['ordpuna DitxropHa,
msnanHoM B 1780 r. B Jleitnuure.

32

33
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B €BPENCKMIA SI3bIK U MTUCbMEHHOCTD, COEIMHUBIIIEM BKYC M YUEHOCTh B OMMHAKOBO
crerenn. OmnpenesieHHbIE, XOTSs HEMHOTOUMC/IEHHbIE TJIacHble (160 Te, YTO MbI MMe-
eM cejfyac, HECOMHEHHO, M300peTeHbl paBBMHAMM3%), BIIOJIHE BEPOATHO, ObLIM,
a matres lectionis3’, s mosararo, SIBJSIIOTCS JMIIb UX COXpaHMBIIelicsl yacTbio. Ko-
HEYHO, B CTOJIb APEBHME BpeMeHa He TaK YK CJIEOWIM 32 TPaMMaTUUeCKOM ITyHKTY -
aJIbHOCTBIO: MPOM3HOIIIEHNE ObLIO, BEPOSITHO, TAKUM JKe MTPOU3BOJIbHBIM, KaK B CTa-
poHeMenKOM si3bike 1o 3ameuanuto Ordpupasé. Cospan mm Kro-Hu6ynb andasBuT
IJIST KaKIOTO IVIACHOTO 3BYKa BCEX HAIMX AUaNeKTOB? M HyKmaeTcs Jii B HEM
KTO-T0? ECTh Jilib 06IIME 11 BCEX 3HAKMU, a 3BYKM KayKOblii MOTUMUIIMPYET B CO-
OTBETCTBMM CO CBOMM pEUEBBIM OPraHOM. 3HAUMTEIbHAsI YaCTh IpPaBW Halllen
IrPpaMMaTUKM B YEPENOBAHUM TJIACHBIX, OOPa30BaHMM CIPSDKEHUN U T. 1., I OOIOCH,
MPOCTO MYCTOM 3BYK.

Ankugppon

W Bce ke IOHOCTbh MYyYaeTcst ¢ HMMM. SI HUKOT[A He MOT cebGe MpenCTaBUThb, UTO
CTOJIb TPYOBI SA3BIK, KAK €BPENCKUI, 3aKIoUaeT B cebe Tak MHOrO COOOPasHOro
MpaBWIaM, B TOM YMCJIe B 3HAUEHMSIX OTIMUHBIX APYT OT APYTra CHPSKEHUM, KOTO-
pbI€ IOHOIIIEN 3aCTaBJISIIOT MCKATh B KAXXOM CJIOBE 10 MOCHHEHUs. B meiicTBUTE b-
HOCTY OHM COIep>KaT MHOXKECTBO aHOMaJni 1 AedeKToB. BosbIras yacTh Ux B3sTa
U3 IPYruX GIV>KHEBOCTOUHBIX SI3bIKOB, B COOTBETCTBMM C KOTOPBIMM PaBBMHBI IO-
MO6WM MOIUGUIIMPOBATh CBOW. B MaJIeHbKYIO €BpeiCKYI0 MaslaTKy BHOCWJIOCh
BC€, UTO TOJIbKO MOKHO.

Eemugppon

3mech TOKe HE HYXKHO IpeyBenunBarh. VICKycCcTBeHHYIO (OpMy sI3blka IIO-
CTUYb XOPOILIO, U IJISI HAC Telepb HEOOXOAMMO, XOTS M MOUTU HEBEPOSITHO TO, UTO
OHa CYIIECTBYET C IPEBHMX BPeMeH U KaKIbIi eBpelt MPeCTaB/IsI ee OOHUM U TeM
ke obpasom. Kak mayio gake cpeoyu HalluMxX IMMCaTesiel TaKuX, KOTOpbie Aepskatr
B rOJIOBE 11eJ1blii (hOpPMaJIbHBINM CTPOM CBOErO SI3bIKa [0 MOcIenHelt GIeKCui, YToObI
He JOITyCKaTh OTKJIOHeHMI! Y KaKk MeHSIeTCSI CTPOEHMeE SI3bIKa C TeUeHMeM BpeMeHn!
XOpoIIIo, YTO Mbl HAaKOHEI CTAHOBMMCSI MYyKaMy, KOTOpbIe TyMalOT O rpaMMaTuKe
" 3TOTO SI3bIKa.

Ankugppon

W MHe KaykeTcsl, KasKObIi JOJKEH CaM CO3IaTh IJIs1 cedst praocopCcKyro rpam-
MaTuKy. ITycTh OCTABUT B CTOPOHE IVIaCHBIE M [PyTMe yKasaTesy IJIs1 YTEHUST; TAaKUM
00pasoM CHpsKeHMs OKaXKyTCsl HaMHOTO Omuyke IPyr K JIPyry; He HY)XXHO OyreT
CeMb pa3s [epeBopaurBaTh CJIOBO B rOpJie, MIOKa OHO He obpeTeT hopmy.

34 Peup upeT 06 OITTaCOBKAX, MPUHSATBIX B CPEIHEBEKOBBIX M COBPEMEHHBIX M3NaHMAX MacopeTcKkoro

TekcTa Berxoro 3aBera, 1eiiCTBUTE/IbHO, BBEIEHHBIX B PABBMHCKMX IIIKOJIAX.
35  «Marepu uTeHMs» (J1aT.) — HaMMEHOBaHMe GYKB ) «BaB» U ’ «ifyl» B IpaMMaTMKe MBPUTA, KOrga
OHM BBICTYTAIOT HE B KaueCTBe COIVIACHBIX, @ KaK yKasaTelu INIaCHbIX 3BYKOB [0], [y] u [u]. Taxkoe
X yIoTpeb6iieHKe B IpeBHeeBPeiiCKOl MMCbMEHHOCTU HeperyJsipHO.
Otdpun Beitcenbyprexkuit (IX B.) — yueHblli MOHaXx, MMO3JT, MUCABIINIA HA APEBHEBEPXHEHEMEIIKOM
SI3BIKE.

36
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Eemugppon

Ha stom myTH, omHaKO, MOSKHO cIeaThcsl BTopbiM Mackiedom mim XaTumHCO-
Hom>7. He syuiiie M yIpaskHsTh [71a3a B CO3epLaHMy HapagurM, a Yy — B Paclio-
3HABaHMUM SKMBBIX 3BYKOB, MPUCIIOCOOIISIST UX APYT KO Apyry? Tak MOKHO 6yaeT mpo-
HUKHYTb B T€HMI SI3bIKA, COKpALIAs IJIs1 ceOsl MyTh MPaBWI. SI3bIK IMepecTaHeT ObITh
JIJIST HAC IIKOJIbHBIM M PaBBUMHCKMM, HO CTaHET JPEBHEEBPEIICKUM, T. €. SI3bIKOM 103 -
sun. [Ipy momoly CTUMXOB MPOOYKAAIOT AeTeli ¥ BO3HArpakAaroT IOHOIIEN, U S
YBepeH, UTO He TOJIbKO JIETH, HO U CTapyMKM JIH0OIM Gbl CBOIO Bubsiio, Kak Toro ke
Tomepa mmm Occuana, ecy 6b1 3HAIN, UTO B HEM €CTh.

Ankugppon
MoskeT 6bITh, IIOTIOOIIO U 51, eCiu Bbl OygeTe COIPOBOKOATH MEHS, KaK TeIeph.

Eemugppon

HaBaiiTe mompoOyeM OCYIIECTBUTh 3TO BO BpeMsI MPOTYJIOK, JIydllle BCEro
B yTpeHHMe yachl. [10931s1 eBpeeB 3ByUasa MMOJ OTKPBITHIM HEOOM, ¥ IO BO3MOKHO-
CTU TIepef JIMLIOM YTPEeHHe! 3apu.

Ankugppon
[Touemy MMEHHO TaK?

Esmucgpon

[ToToMy uTO OHa cama Oblja YTPEHHEN 3apeil MUPOBOrO MPOCBEIeHNs, U Ceil-
yac ellle OCTaeTCs HACTOSIIMM JEeTCTBOM HaIllero poma. B Helt MOXKHO BMUIETb ca-
MbI€ paHHME BIIEUaT/IeHMS, CaMble IPOCThbIe IPENCTABIEHNS UeJIOBEYECKO MYIIIN,
ee 3JIeMeHTapHble CBA3Y U MarucTpam. Ecyii Gbl uesioBeK He BEpUJI HU BO UTO U3 ee
YyIeCHOTO CONepsKaHusl, OH JOJ/DKEH ObLT ObI BEPUTDb MPUCYIIEMY €/l eCTECTBEHHO-
MY SI3bIKY, TaK KaK OH Obl UyBCTBOBAJI €T0; €My JOJDKHBI ObUTM Obl HPaBUTHCS Iep-
Bble BO33peHMst Ha Bellly, TaK KaK OH Obl YUMJICSI O HMX. B Heli mepen HUM IIpencTa-
Jia 6bl paHHSS JIOTMKA YYyBCTBA, MPOCTENINAsT aHAJUTHUKA ¥ MOpasib, KOPOUYe TOBODSI,
IpeBHENIIIast UCTOPUS UeJIOBEUECKOTO IyXa U Cepilla, — eciay Obl Ha ee MecTe Gblia
Jake T033MsI KaHHMOAJIOB, TO Paay BbIIIECKAa3aHHOTO BbI pasBe He cumTaayu Obl ee
LIeHHO?

Ankugppon
WTak, yBUOUMCST YTPOM.

Eemugppon
A mepen TeM NpouMTaiTe, MOKATY, CTUXOTBOPEHNE O TOM, KaKOe 3TO UyHO U
Grarofestiyie, 4To CyIIECTBYET SI3bIK, 3ByJalllyii /i1 HAC U3 CTOJIb PAHHMX BpeMeH38,

37 ®pancya Mackined u [I>xon XaTuMHCOH — BugHble rebpauctbl Hayana XVIII B., BoICTymaBiime
MPOTUB YIOTPe6IeHNS OIJIACOBOK B rpaMMaTHKe G161 CKOro MBpUTA.

38  HemocpencTBEHHO MOC/IE MEPBOrO AMANOra IIOMELIEHO CTUXOTBOpeHMe «SI3bIK M IMChbMO», Ya-
CTUYHO TIpeACTaBisiolee cob6oi mepeBon lepaepa C aHIMIICKOTO TMO3TUYECKOTO BBEAEHUS
K «TBOpeHMsaAM KasiemoOHCKUX 6apAoB, MEePEeBeEHHbIM C T'TbCKOTO S3bIka» (T. 1, Dauubypr u JIoH-
noH, 1778) - nureparypHoi muctuduxauym Ixona Kinapka. Cm.: [JleBun, 1980, c. 14-15].
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COOTHOCHUTBCA C BeOAYyILIVMMM HaIlpaBJIE€HUSIMU ¢)MHOCO¢)I/II/I nimn O6U_[9CTBeHHbIMI/I MHCTUTYTa-
vy toro BpeMenn. Ocobyro posib B PeJIMIMO3HON (pryiocodum 3TMX aBTOPOB 3aHMMasIa Ipo-
6JieMa peIMTr1O3HOI TOJIEPAaHTHOCTH!.
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KittoueByto ponb B Hanmcanuu gaHHoi kuuru [Hudson, Lucci, Wigelsworth, 2014]
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1 Pem. Ha ku.: Atheism and Deism Revalued: Heterodox Religious Identities in Britain, 1650—1800.
Ed. by W. Hudson, D. Lucci and J.R. Wigelsworth. Farnham: Ashgate, 2014.
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KOTOPOTO BXOAUT Kjaccuyeckass HeMenkast ¢uaocodus U aBCTpasmiickasi puaoco-
dumn. Wurepecol Broporo, luero Jlwouun (mpodeccopa ¢umiocopum u uctopun
B AMepuKaHCKOM YHuBepcutete Bosnrapuu) cBssanbl ¢ ¢miocobueit snoxu [Ipo-
CBeILIeHNs U, B YaCTHOCTH, aHIJIMIiCcKas puiocodust sToro nepuopa. Tpyabl TpeTbe-
ro, Ixebdpu P. Yurencsopra (komnemk Pen-Iup B Kanane), mocssiiiieHb! mpo6iie-
MaM TeOoJIOTUM, TONMUTUKK U KyabTypbl B X VI-XVII BB. B AHIIMN.

Tema peMruo3HOI TEPIUMOCTY UIPAET BAKHYIO POJIb KaK B MOHOTpaduu, Tak
U B ucciaenoBanuax gemsma u arensma B X VII-XVIII BB. B npenucioBun K KHUre
6puranckuit yuenbiin JI>xkonaran Mcpasns (Jonathan Israel) ormedaer, yTo B epuop
paHHero HoBoro BpeMeHM aTeusM U AeU3M MOJEPTajucCh IMPecyiefOBaHMUSIM Kak
CO CTOPOHBI CEKYJIIPHBIX BJIACTEM, TaK ¥ CO CTOPOHbBI BiacTeil 1epkoBHbIX (P. XI).
3akoHbI TTpoTHB 6oroxyiabcTBa (Blasphemy Laws) B Bputanun, T'omnangum u Co-
enuHeHHbIx [llTaTax Amepukyu 6b1M G0JIee CTPOTUMM, UeM B IpyTuX cTpaHax. Ha-
npumep, B Llommangumu crygent OpmHOyprckoro yHmBepcurtera Tomac DiikeHXe[
GBI MMPUBJIEUEH K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U KasHeH B 1697 I. 10 06BUHEHMIO B 6OTOXYJIb-
CTBe B COOTBETCTBMM C 3aKOHOM MPOTUB Ooroxynbctsa. [IpencraBureny gemcrmde-
CKOTO ABVKEHMs, TaK JKe KaK M aTeMCTUUYECKOrOo, ObII BKIIIOUEHBI B AMCKYPC O TO-
JIEPAHTHOCTM He TOJBKO KaK MCC/IeNOBaTeN, YbM MIEU O TePIUMOCTU SIBISUIACH
aHaJM30M COBPEMEHHOM CUTyallMM U UX MPeNCTaBIeHNSIMU O JAaHHOM BOIIpOCe, HO
M KaK aKTMBHbIE YUaCTHMKM OucKypca. Kak oTMeuaroT aBTOphl MOHOTpabuu, Aeu-
CTOB OOBIYHO CUMTAJIM MOHOJIUTHBIM JIBVKEHMEM, KOTOPOE, BO MHOI'OM, OBLJIO CXO-
K€ C TeM, YTO B TO BpeMs HasbiBasu arensmom (P. 1). O6a HampaBieHUsI IpOTUBO-
IOCTaBJISUIMCh XPUCTUAHCKOM Bepe U JOJIKHbI ObLIM OBITH IOOEKAEHbI C IIOMOILBIO
YKpEIUIeHNUsI ICTUHHOTO XPUCTUMAHCKOTO yueHus. OgHAKO CaemyeT OTMETUTh, UTO
IeusM B IIPOTECTAHTCKMUX CTpaHaX, KOTOpble GbUTM YIIOMSHYTHI paHee, ObUT MeHee
PaIMKAIBHBIM U aHTUXPUCTUAHCKMM, UYEM B CTpaHaXx, rIe Mpeobsafaso KaTosmde-
ckoe yuenue (P. 21). IHbIMU cji0BaMu, TIpeACTaBUTENM YMEPEHHOTO JieM3Ma pa3By-
BaJIM CBOM MU O TePIMMOCTU B CTpaHax C Haubosiee CTPOTMMM 3aKOHAMU MTPOTUB
60roxynbCcTBa. [IpyUMHbI BOSHMKHOBEHMSI JAHHBIX 3aKOHOB 3aK/TIOUaJIVICh B CJIOSKHOM
MEXKPEeIUTHO3HOM CUTYalluy B TEepPeuMCIeEHHbIX CTpaHaxX, B ocobeHHOCTM B Bpura-
Huu. B nepuop panHero Hoeoro Bpemenu B Bpuranun npomcxoania KOHQAUKT MeX-
Iy PasJMYHbIMM HAIlPaBJIEHMSIMM XPUCTUAHCTBA U FOCYJAapCTBEHHOV BJIaCTU. ABTO-
PbI BBIIEIMIM CAEOYIOIIe IPo6IeMbl, MOJEMMUKA CTOPOHHMKOB U TPOTVBHMUKOB
mormata o Tpowutle, 6aHropckas monemuka (Bangorian Controversy), MHUIIMMPOBAH -
HAasl eNMCKOIIOM Y3JIbCKOTO ropofia baHrop, KOTOpbIN IMOCTaBWI MO, BOIIPOC T'PaHM-
bl BacTu LlepkBu U rocymapcTBa M KpU3MC 1EPKOBHOTO U Map/IaMeHTCKOro coopa-
Huit (Convocation Crisis), CyTb KOTOpPOTO 3aK/louajach B BOIPOCe O pPaBEHCTBe
cobpanuit. JlaHHbIe COOBITHMS TOBIMSIIM KaK HAa CAMMX JEMCTOB, TaK ¥ Ha JeUCTUYE-
ckue umeu. Hampumep, GaHropckas mojieMyuka okasaja BIMsSHME Ha (GuIocoduio
II>xona TomaHma ¥ Ha ero GMOJIENICKYIO KPUTMKY, B KOTOPOM JAaHHOE COObITME Ha-
1wio cBoe orpaskenue (P. 62). Bonee toro, mpencrasutens Boicokon Llepksu (High
Church) ®psucuc Arrepbepu (1663—1732), KOTOPBIV MHULIMUPOBA KPUUC cOOpa-
HUIA, sKkej1a mpusiedb /IskoHa TomaHma K cyme6HO OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a HamycaHue
¥ TMyOAMKaIMIO TpakTaTra « XpUCTUMAHCTBO 6e3 TauH». pyroin aHTIMICKUI IEUCT,
Motbio TunHAI, OKasajacs IMOM BIMUSHMEM KOHGMIMKTA MEXIY CTOPOHHMKAMM TPU-
HUTAPHOW ¥ aHTUTPUHUTAPHOM TEOJIOTUM, B KOTOPOU MOCeAHME Tojaraay, uTo
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HMKAKOV acCIeKT XPUCTMAHCTBA He MOXKET HAXOOUTHCS 3a I'PaHbI0 UeJ0BeYeCKOTO
noanmanus [Hudson, Lucci, Wigelsworth, 2014, p. 140]. Uto kacaeTcs TpakTaToB
caMMX JIEVUCTOB, TO B HMX BbIpaskajiach eIMHast TOUKa 3peHUSI OTHOCUTEIBHO BOIIPO-
COB TEPIUMOCTU. B KOHIIENIMM €CTeCTBEHHOM PEJIUTUM TEMA BEPOTEPITMMOCTY WT -
pasia OueHb BasKHYIO pOjib. UeJIOBEK, CIIOCOOHBIV CaMOCTOSTETbHO MPUNATHU K Mee
Bora n 06s3aHHOCTSIM IO OTHOIIEHUIO K HEMY, HMKAaK He JO/DKEH ObUI IIpecseno-
BaTbCsl 3a BHEIIIHME MPOSIBJIEHNSI CBOEN PeJIMruo3HON Bepbl. C TOUKM 3peHust meu-
CTOB, PeIUMTHMO3HasH ITPUHAJIEXKHOCTb He TOJDKHA OblIa UTPaTh BECOMYIO POJib B IO-
CyIapcTBe, TakK KaK B CBOEM OCHOBe Bce peyuruy equtbl. CTOUT, OTHAKO, OTMETUTb,
YTO peub IIIa He O HeKoel OaMHAKOBOCTH LlepKBet win pesiuruit, B KOTOPbIX MOIJIN
pasgensaTbcs AOKTpuHbI. Hamnbosee sipko 3Ty TOUKy 3penust Boipaswi JIskoH Tomaug,
KOTOPBIN TOJIaraj, YTo AOJIKHO OBITh COCYIIECTBOBAHME PEJINTMO3HBIX TEUEHUN,
OCHOBaHHOe Ha paBeHcTBe [Ibid., p. 60]. B uemom mencTsl, HeCMOTpPSI HA HEKOTOPbIE
OTJIMUUSI B CBOENM PeIUrMo3HON ¢uiocodum, coxpaHsuin obllee IpeacTaBieHue
O BEpOTEepPIIMMOCTU. ABTOPbI MOHOTpabuy YAESIOT CIelaJbHOe BHMMAaHME Kak
MCTOPUYECKOMY KOHTEKCTY, B KOTOPOM Te€Ma BEPOTEPIUMMOCTM TOAHMMAJIACh, TaK
M CaMO¥ KOHIIENIIMM HEeUCTOB, KOTOPYIO OHM TPOABUTaIM B CBOMX TpakTaTaX. Jpy-
TOJl OIpemessIolleli TeEMOJ aBTOPOB KHUTM SIBJISIETCST mpobjieMa caMoi MaeHTUdu -
Kalyy IeusMa U JeUCTOB.

B npemyciioBuut 1 BCTYIUIEHMM COCTABUTE/IM YKa3bIBAIOT HA HaKOMMBIIMeCs Ge-
JIble MSITHA Y HESICHOCTU, KOTOPbIe JO CUX IOpP MPUCYTCTBYIOT BO MHOTMX paboTax,
MOCBSIIIIEHHBIX TeMe KHUTY. HampyMep, 1o cuX MOp He CYIIeCTBYET MMOJHOM YETKO-
ctv Tipu pasnpesienny neusma u arensma B XVI-XVII Bs. (P. 3). Ilo sToin npuunte
OIHO U3 IIeJIell aBTOPOB SIBJISIETCS TO, UTO MOYKHO HAa3BaTh MOBTOPHBIM OTKPBITVEM
dumocodum Tex aBTOPOB, B3MJISAbI KOTOPBIX OBLIM MCTOJIKOBAaHbI HEBEPHO MJIU Ke,
KaK B CJIyyae C aHIVIMIICKUM TeosioroM u peuctom [enpm dopsesiom (1641-1711),
HeCITpaBeIJIMBO TMepeMellleHbl Ha BTOpoii miaH. KpoMe TOro, mensM MOJTOe BpeMs
CUMTAJICSI CKOpee He CaMOCTOSITEJIbHBIM SIBJIEHMEM, a IPOMEKYTOYHBIM STaroM
Mexxay Temsmom u arensmom (P. 4).

151 oTeduecTBEHHOV HAyKy TEMaTMKa MMeeT HECOMHEHHYIO aKTyaJbHOCTb U He
TOJIBKO TIOTOMY, UTO €€ aBTOPbI OCMBICJITIOT Hac/Iee MbICIUTENe, MHOTME U3 KO-
TOPBbIX HE M3BECTHbI POCCUICKOMY UMTATENIIO Jake IO MMeHaM. XOTS CYIeCTBYeT
OIpelieJIEeHHOEe KOJIMYECTBO PaboT, MOCBSIIIEHHBIX 3TOM TEME, B UMCJIO KOTOPBIX BXO-
IST MOHOT'paduy, HaMMCAHHbIE B COBETCKUI TIEPUOT, & TAK’Ke COBpEMEHHbIe My -
Kallyy B SHIMKJIONEONSIX, [TOKA YTO He IOSBUJIACh KOHIIEMIVS, KOTOpas MOIJia Obl
OBITh 3aJI0KEHHOV B OCHOBY [IJIST MICCJIeAOBaHMs AensMa. [IpaBaa, Takas yCTaHOBKA
6blJIa B COBETCKUX MCC/IEAOBAHMSIX, KOTOpbIE O CUX IOP IPENCTAaB/ISIOT OIpee-
JIEHHYIO II€HHOCTh, HO C HMMM CJEeNyeT YUUTBhIBAaThb MBe Ipobiembl. Bo-mepBbix,
B COBETCKUX MCCIIENOBAHMSIX MPUCYTCTBYET MpobiieMa, O KOTOPOIi YIIOMMHAJIOCh pa-
Hee, a MMEHHO CBelleHye (heHOMeHa JieM3Ma K IMPOMEKYTOYHOMY 3TaIy B MCTOPUM
TeM3Ma M areusma. HecMOTpsi Ha OTCYTCTBME MPSIMOTO YKa3aHMUS Ha 3Ty MIEI0
B TEKCTaX, HECJIO)KHO 3aMETUTb XOJ MbICJIM, KOTOPBIA MCXOOUT MMEHHO W3 3TOM
YCTaHOBKMZ, @ OH BeCbMa MpobIeMHbIl1. Bo-BTOpbIX, MOC/eqHue paboThl COBETCKUX

2 TIpumepamu nono6HOI paboThl ABISIOTCS TPyAbl: [Maremuryk, 1988; Meeposckuit, 1979; A6pamos,

1979].
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uccienoBaresieil matupytorcss kKoHroMm 1980-x rr. u Havaysom 1990-x, u mosTomy
B HMX OTCYTCTBYIOT OTKDBITHMS MOCJIEOHUX TPUALIATK JieT. UTO KacaeTcsl COBPEMEH -
HOTO OTEUEeCTBEHHOTO Mepuoja, TO, HECMOTpPS Ha TPUCYTCTBUE OTHEJbHBIX CTaTel
[[IoxmH, 2010; 2012; [TepecnaBues, 2017], crenuanbHble MCCIEIOBaHNUS, COpasMep-
Hble TeMe, ellle He TOSBWINCDH (BEPOSITHO, IIpU MPUYMHE OTCYTCTBUS TOTO «3aKasa»
Ha Hee, KOTOPbII OIpENeIsT MHTepeC K Hel B IMpouienmin nepuon). MoHorpadus
paszesieHa Ha YeThIpHAAIATh [VIaB. ABTOPbI pacpene i I7aBbl B 3aBUCUMOCTHU
OT XPOHOJIOTMM CBOEro Marepuasa. Bblmeaum Te u3 HUX, KOTOpbIe KacaloTCs B Hau-
GoJbIlIEN CTeNeHM WAEHTUDUKAIMKU Jeu3Ma U BO33PEHUI €ero IpeacTaBuUTesei
Ha OTKpoBeHMe.

[TepBas m1aBa «BcTyIieHne: BOCCTaHOBJIEHME aTeM3Ma U Ieu3Ma» MOCBSIIEHA
aHaJIM3y MEeTOAOJIOTUYeCKUX MpobsieM. Haunepsesiiieit mpo6yieMoii SIBISIeTCST IIOHM -
MaHue 3HaYeHMIi 3TUX IBYX cyioB. Hampumep, B Aurmu B iepuog, ¢ 1650 go 1800 r.
JIaHHbIE TEPMMHBI OOpETaJIM TIOPOI TOJBKO OTPUIIATE/IbHbIE 3HAUEHMSI, KOTOPbIE UC-
Kaskay ux cmbic (P. 3). B aTOT OoTpe3oK BpeMeHM 3HaUeHMe CJIOBA ameusm MoCTo-
STHHO MeHs/1och. OCOGEHHO SIPKO 3TO BBIPAsKaJIOCh B OIIEHKE aBTOpa, KOTOPOE IaBa-
jo obmiectBo. YTo KacaeTcsl OeusMa, TO €ro MCC/IeNOBaHMe 3aTPYOHSIETCS TeM
(dakTom, uTto MouTH HU omMH (uocod He HasbiBas cebst geucrtom (P. 4). Bonee
TOTO, MCC/eOBaTeM HEPEIKO MbITAINCh CBOAUTH JE€U3M K HEKOEMY e€OMHOMY yue-
HUIO, KaK 3TO JeJajii UX TpeniecTBeHHUKM. [IoMMMO 3TUX CJIOKHOCTEN BbIIEJIs-
IOTCS ellle YeTbIpe MEeTOmOJIornueckue mpobsieMbl. [1epBoii SBISIETCS COOTHECEHME
UOEeN MBICJIUTENS C KOHTEKCTOM, B KOTOPOM OHM ObLTM BbIpaskeHbl. DTa MpobieMa
MPENCTABIISIET CJIOKHOCTD M3-3a TOTO, YTO MBICJIUTENIM HEPEKO CKPHIBAJIM CBOIO MC-
TUHHYIO TTO3ULIMIO MM MackupoBasu ee B TekcTe (P. 6). Bropast npo6seMa KacaeTcst
06111eCTBEHHOT'O TOJIOSKEHUST MBICJIATEISI, KOTOPOe BJIMSUIO Ha CTWJIb U CIIOCO6 I0-
BeCTBOBaHMs. TpeThbsl CBSI3aHA C BOCHPUSTHEM WMAeN (GMIOCOGOB OOIIEeCTBEHHO-
cthio. To ecTh 9TO yKe He TOJMbKO UCTOPUSI MHAVMBUIYAIbHBIX UAEH, HO U OOIlle-
CTBeHHas1 uctopust Toxke. UerBeprast mpobiiemMa 3aK/II0UaeTCsl B TOM, KaK ITOHUMAJIN
caMM pacCMaTpMBaeMble MbBICIUTENM Y OTHOCWIIM JIM OHU CeOSl K TOMY WJIM MHOMY
HaIpaBJeHNI0. ABTOpPbI MOHOTpaduM CTaBWJIM 3TU MPOOJIEMBI €Ille N0 HaMMCaHUs
pabotbl. Tak, HarpuMmep, YoiiH ['yI30H B cBOeli KHUTe « AHTTIMICKIE JEeUCThI» aHa-
JIM3UPYET TOHSATHE JeU3Ma M CTaBUT IIOf, COMHEHME M0, COIJIACHO KOTOPOV €ro
CJeyeT CUMTAThb UCK/TIOUMUTEbHO aHTJIMMCKUM SIBJIEHMEM, KOTOPOE IO3Ke PacIpo-
CTpaHWIOCh Ha EBpomy u ellle mosgHee MPeKpaTWIO CBOE CYIIECTBOBAaHME BOBCE
[Hudson, 2009, p. 18].

Bo Bropoii riaBe «/lemudosorusaiius arensma u geusma» Y. XaacoHa (M gaib-
IIle TaK Ke) MpeajiaraeT aJibTePHATUBHbBINA MOAXOM K U3YUEHMIO TaHHBIX TEPMUHOB
u ux cMbIcsioB. COIJIaCHO €ro MOAXOMy, STU IOHSTUS He CJIedyeT OIpenesisaTh KaK
HeuTo enuHoe u omHosHauHoe (P. 13). Kaxkmoro areucra u geucra cjieqyeT pac-
CMaTpUBaTh OTAEIbHO, YUUTHIBAS UCTOPUUECKME Peaui, B TOM UMCJIE U 3HAUEHNe
TepMUHOB. Takske He CTOUT 3apaHee pelllaTb, BO YTO Bepwi ¢uiaocod, onupasch
Ha TO, KeM €ro HasbiBa/iM. Hampumep, ucxonst U3 TOro, YTO MbICJIUTENb OTPUIAJ
cyiiectBoBaHMe BoskecTBa, He ciemyeT HesaTb BbIBOA, OYATO OH SIBJISIETCS aTeu-
crom. C ero Touku 3peHust, bora Morio He 6bITh KaK JUUYHOCTH, HO BCEJIEHHAsI MOT -
na 6e1Th BoskectBenna (P. 17). [Ipyroit BayKHbII MOMEHT, KOTOPbI1 BbiaesnseT ['yx-
30H, KacaeTcsl BO3MOKHOCTY ObITh OJHOBPEMEHHO KaK aTeMCTOM, TaK U AEUCTOM
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u Bepytommm (P. 19). Kak yske 6bu10 CKazaHO paHee, TEPMUHBI HE MMEJM TTOCTOSTH -
HOTO 3HAUEHMs, ¥ MOITOMY MX OIpeNesieHMs He SIBISUIMCh aHTOHMMAaMM, TaK Kak
OHM MOIVIM OTHOCUTBCS K PasHbIM MHTEJIEKTYaJIbHbIM cepaM. DTOT MOAXOH, aB-
TOP HAa3bIBaeT PEBU3MOHU3MOM, I[€JbI0 KOTOPOTO SIBJSIETCSI BbiIeseHyue ocobon
POJIU COLMOKYJIBTYPHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA MPY ONpEeAeIeHNY YKa3aHHBIX TEPMUHOB
(P. 23).

UerBepTas ¥ msITas IIaBbl KHUTY MOCBSIIEHb! GUIOCOMUM UPIAHICKOTO eV -
cra [Isxona Tomanma (1670-1722). B ueTBepToi1 r1aBe «Jlensm, 6ubseiickas repme-
HEBTUKA U QUITONIOTMSI», aBTOPOM KOTOpOH siByisieTcs JIlynza CMMOHYTTH, OMMChIBA -
ercs BausiHue dwmiocopun . Jlokka (1632-1704) u b. Crnunossr (1632-1677)
Ha MbICJIb TOMaHAa, B YaCTHOCTU uX rouumanue [Tucanmsa, OTKpOBEHUS U T'PAHUIL
BO3MOXXHOCTE} UeJIOBEUEeCKOro pasyMa. ABTOD MOAUYEPKUBAET BAMSHME ITUX HUITO-
cohOB Ha repMEeHEeBTUKY aHIJIMICKOTO MbICIUTeNs. TolaHg BOCIPUHSIT UX WUIEH,
COMTACHO KOTOpbIM [lycaHue OBLIO JIMIIb UCTOPUUYECKUM TEKCTOM, HAMMCAHHBIM
JIIONbMM ¥ He 06J1afalolIMM CTaTyCcoOM abCOTIOTHOM MCTUHBI M3-3a OTPaHUYEHHO-
ctu pasyma uesioBeka (P. 54). Tak kak ITucanue SIBJSIETCSI TOJbKO OIHUM U3 pPeJiii-
T'MO3HBIX TEKCTOB, KOTOPbIE MMEIOT PaBHbBIM CTATyC, TOMAH[ ITPEOIIPUHSII MTOMBITKY
HaMTHU OBIIYIO eCTeCTBEeHHYI0 OCHOBY penuruit. HecMOTpst Ha OTCYTCTBYE MPSIMBIX
ccbiiok Ha JIokka u CryHO3Y, aBTOP IJIaBbl HAXOOUT OOIIME MOJOKEHNUST B GUIIOCO-
un atux nBYyX dunocodoB u punocodun Tonanma, uro memoHcTpupyetrcs Cumo-
HYTTY Ha IpuMepe aHaim3a Tpakrarta Tomannma «HasapsuuH, win Wynerickoe s13bI-
YeCTBO ¥ MaroMeTaHCKOe XPUCTMAHCTBO». Takke aBTOp IIOmUepKMBaeT BKJIA[
. Tonanga B aHa/mM3 616JIEICKMX TEKCTOB U BJIMsSHME ero Gpuiocoduu Ha JeUCTOB,
nporectaHToB U KartoiaukoB (P. 62). B matoin rmaBe «HepackpbiToe sBiieHME»
B Tpakrare [IxkoHa Tomanma «XpuctuanctBo 6e3 rtaitH» WMan Jluck aHanmsupyer
BiustHUE punocobum CrnuHo3bl Ha pabotsl [I. TonaHma, KOTOpoe, COIVIACHO aBTOPY
[JIaBbl, B COBPEMEHHO} JMTeparype ocBelaercss Hemocrarouno (P. 65). Omguako
MMOMMMO 3TOTO B IJIaBe TaKKe NMPUCYTCTBYET CPaBHEHME CTeNeHM BIUSHUS PUI0CO-
un Crimuo3ss! u JIokka Ha mbiciib Tonanga. Ecim g JIokka MOXKeT CyIlleCTBOBATh
3HaHMe, KOTOpOe Hejlb3s IIPOBEPUTh HA ONbITe, B UaCTHOCTM 3HaHMe, UCXOIsIee
13 Bepbl, TO A1 TosaHza B PesIUTUM He MOXKET ObITb HUYEro, UTO ObLIO ObI CBEPX-
pasyMHO miM TnpoTuBopeumwsio 6u1 pasymy (P. 67). CinemosarenbHo, OTKpoBeHMe
He MOKeT ObITh CBepxpasyMHO. Uucyc sIB/seTcsl He CBepXbeCTeCTBEHHON JIMYHO-
CTbIO, @ HPaBCTBeHHbIM yunTesieM. TekcT ske I[Tncanus ns3-3a 3TOro He MMeeT 0C060-
rO CTaTyca Mo OTHOIIEHUIO K IPYTUM PEJIUTMO3HBIM MaMSITHMKAaM (CM. BBIIIE) U TTO-
5TOMY [OJDKEH aHaJM3MPOBaTbCsS KakK JIFOOOM APYroi TeKcT. Takoe MOHMMaHMue
OTKpOBeHMs, CBEPXbECTECTBEHHOIO ¥ pasyMa MMeeT MHOTO OGIIMX TOUeK ¢ Gpuio-
copmert CHO3BI.

Cenbmas rnaBa «boroxynbetBo B XVIII B.: ouepTaHus pUTOpuUUYECKOro Ipe-
crymienns» [Ikerimca Xeppuka MOCBSIIIEHA Pa3sBUTHUIO TTOHATHST 60oroxysibeTea (blas-
phemy) B 3aKOHOAATETbHBIX aKTaxX AHIJIMY U CBSI3aHHBIX C HUMM CYax B IEpPUOT,
mexxny 1729 u 1761 rr. O6BuHSIEMbIMY B GOTOXY/IbCTBE, KOTOpPOE MOHMMAIaCh Kak
yrposa Llepksu, 6putn geuctel Tomac Bysncron (Thomas Woolston) [1668—1733],
ITetep Auner (Peter Annet) [1693-1769] u [skeiiko6 Aiimmus (Jacob Ilive) [1705-
1763]. BoroxymbCTBO MOHMMAIACh KAK CMMBOJIMYECKOE MPECTYIUIEHUE VI CUMBO-
JIMYEeCKOe HamafieHyue Ha TpecTaBieHus o bore, CBITHIX Wi UAEU O TPAHCIIEH-



A.A. Ionsikos. leusm u penuzuo3snas moiepaHmHocme... 151

IeHTHbIX cyurHOCTIX (P. 102). 3akoHonaTesnbHbIN akT «0 6osee 3ddeKTMBHOM I10-
IaBJIeHuy OGOroxyabCTBa M HeueCTMss» 1697 T. cTas OTBETOM Ha KPUTUKY HOTMaTa
o Tpoutie B Aurn. BysicToH 06GBUHSICS B OTpUllaHMM OOKeCTBEHHOCTH XPUCTa,
Y IPUUYMHONM OOBMHEHMS CTaJIa ero KpUTHKa uynec B [Iucanmm, CylrHOCTb KOTOPOTO
cocTosisia B TpyboI1 1O CBOell GopMe repMeHeBTMKYM ByJICTOHA, B KOTOPOJ TOT BbI-
cMenBasI TOT WM MHOV acriekT [IucaHus paay JOKa3aTeJbCTBA €ro HEMCTUHHOCTU
u niepecmorpa ero texcra (P. 106). iapiMu cioBamu, TekCT Bubmuu mecakpanamnsm-
poBasicsi. O6BuHeHMe IleTepa AHHeTa MMeJIO Ipyroil xapakTep. B ominune ot Byii-
CcTOHa, AHHeTa OOBUHSUIM B Pa3pyllIeHMM OCHOB XPUCTMAHCTBA, KOTOPOE COCTOSIIO
B OTJeJIEHUM PEJIUTUU OT MCTOPUM, pasmeseHuy uymau3Ma M XpUCTMAHCTBA Ha JIBE
He3aBUCHMbIe PEeJIUTUY, KOTOPble, HECMOTPSI HAa 3TO, MMeJy OOIlMe TeoJOTNYeCKue
OIIMOKM, KaK, HarpuMep, HeobxomumocThb cracenus (P. 112). . AiuB B oTinune
OT TPEeNbITYIIMX MBICJIATEEN HE CTOJIbKO KPUTUKOBaJ TeKCT IIvcaHusI, CKOJIBKO
MBITAICS AAThb €My HOBYIO MHTepIpeTauuio B gyxe rHoctummama. (P. 113). Hampu-
Mep, AJUIMB TTOJIHOCTBIO TTepeoCMbICauBaa KHUTY Boeitus. CoryiacHO ero Teosoruu,
3emJis1 6bIJIa CO3AAHA U3 MPOTOMATEPUM KaK MECTO JISl MCKYIIJIEHUST TIafIINX aHre-
JIOB, a AjlaM GbIT CBOETO pOa CO3MATesIeM «IYXOBHOM M MHTEJUIEKTYaIbHON» PeJsIy-
MM pasyMa, KOTOPYIO Iocenyroiiye mokosienus: ussparuwan (P. 115). O6suuenne
AiuiBa 6bIJIO CXOXKe ¢ 0OBMHEHMeM ByJCTOHa M 3aK/IIOYaOCh B OCIApUBAHUU WC-
TuHHOCTHU Tpaguumii ¢ Ilepkosbio (P. 115).

B BocbMmoit raBe «EcrectBeHHast pesiurus B dustocobun Yunbsama Bostacto-
Ha» [uero Jliouun ocBemaer GbuIoOCOGUIO aHIIMIICKOTO TEOJIOra, KOTOPYIO, Kak
YTBEPKOAET aBTOP, M3HAYAILHO HEBEPHO MCTOJIKOBAIN, a TO3Ke CTaIM He3aC/Ty>KeH-
HO UTHOPUPOBATh. Yuibam Bosmactod (1659—1724) 6b11 mocienoBareieM (Guaoco-
dvm Omyapna 'epbepra n3 Yepbepu, KOTOPHIN, HECMOTPSI Ha TO, UTO €r0 Ha3bIBAJIN
«OTIIOM Jen3Mar, TIOYTH He YIIOMUHaeTcs B 9Toit pabore (P. 122). 3T0 ¢BsI3aHO ¢ mMo-
3UIMEN aBTOpa, COIIACHO KoTopoi (unocodus Iepbepra us Uepbepu Gblia JIMIIIb
OTYaCTV OCHOBaHMEM 1 feusMa. [Jeuctudeckas puiocodus Takke MMEET CBOe 0C-
HOBaHle B cToMueckon dpurocodun, naHTenctTmueckux reopusx XVII B. u HayuHOM
pesomoruu (P. 122). Ha Bosutactona Takske okasas BAMSHUE UYIECKUIA paloHa-
JIM3M U «OpeBHsI1 uymenckast ¢punocodus». (P. 123). OmHako ee OH BuUIen CKopee
CKBO3b parmoHanusM Gmiocodpuu Snyapaa ['epbepra uz Uepbepu (P. 123). ITo aton
MPUUYMHE OH BO MHOTOM MTHOPMPOBAJ CBsI3aHHbIe ¢ OTKPOBEHMEM YaCTU JIUTEPATY-
PBI, TaK KaK OHM KOHTPACTUPOBAIU C €T0 B3IVISIIaMM Ha €CTECTBEHHYIO PeIUTHUIO, KO-
TOpble OH paspaboran mon BiausHueM [epbepra n3 UYepbepu. OmHAKO KIOUEBBIMU
aJIleMeHTaMy Bepbl ObUIO ysKe He IATh mosokeHmit Opyapna [ep6epra [Herbert,
199613, a Tpu MOJIOKEeHUsI CPEIHEBEKOBOTO eBpeiickoro dmiocoda Hoceda Anbbo
[1380—-1444], xoTOpBIE CBOIATCS K YTBEPKAEHNIO, UTO Bor cyiecTsyer, 4to uesoBe-
Ky naHo OTKpoBeHMe U UTO CYIIeCTByeT OosKecTBeHHas! cripaBeqiuBocTh (P. 124).
[MTomumo wmypeiickon dumocobun Y. BosmacToH McCnosb3oBas apabckylo (Guioco-
(uro Takux MbicauTesNei, Kak Anb-Dapabu, 161 Cuna u 6H Py,

3 L. Cymiecrsyer Bbiciuee cyiiectso. II. Ero cienyer mounrars. II1. Jlydinee 6oronountanme — yepes

nobpopeTesb COBOKYITHO ¢ 6iarouectreM. [V. I'pexu mopsiexxar MCKyIUIeHMIO packasiHueM. V. 3a mo-
CTYTIKM CYIIECTBYET BO3MAsHUS B Gyy1Iieit sKU3HM.
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B neBstToit rmaBe «bor mMoxkeT Tpe6GoBaTh OT HAC TOJIBKO TO, YTO CITIOCOOCTBYET
HallleMy cuacTbio: Matbio TunHmI 0 TeprimmocTtu» IIkeddpu YureyicBopr mepeoiie-
uyuBaer noaxon Tunmta (1657—1733) K TepIMMOCTHM C LEIbI0 JeMOHCTPALIMN UIEN
bora Tunpana kak ocHOBBI TepnumocTu. Kak yka3bpIBaeT aBTOp, B TOCAEOHUX UCCTIE -
IOBaHUSIX (prytocoduy aHIIUIACKOTO MBICIIUTENISI, KOTOPOTO HEPENKO Ha3bIBAIOT CO-
3nateneM «geuctudeckon bubmuu» [Tindal, 1730], Bce Gosblile aBTOPOB MpeACTaB-
JISITM €r0 He KaK JIeMCTa, a KaK aTeucTa, OCHOBBIBASI CBOM CY)KIEHMs Ha OIEHKE
kputnkoB Tunmma (P. 139). ABTOp I71aBbl CUMTAET 3TU MPECTABICHNUS JIOKHBIMMA.
B dumocodym M. Tunpa cuactbe yesioBeKa UrpaeT KIOUYeBYIO poiib. JocTiskeHme
CYaCTbsl BO3SMOKHO TOJIBKO TOT/IA, KOT/Ia YeJIOBEK HEMPUHYKIEHHO BBIMOIHSIET CBOU
00OSI3aHHOCTM, KOTOpble MMEIOT HauaJio B MpupomHoM Iopsiake. [IpuHyskAeHue,
JaKe eC/ii OHO COBEPIIAETCSI C IEJIbI0 JTOCTMKEHUS TEPIMMOCTH, TPOTUBOPEUNT
cBOOOmHON BoJjie yesnoBeka. CriemoBaTeNbHO, NO/DKEH CYIIEeCTBOBATh TaKOM MCTOU-
HUK TEePIMMOCTY, KOTOPBII He Hapywana 6sl 3Ty cBoboxmy. TakoBbiM siBisieTcs: Bor,
KOTOPBIN CO3MaJT IPUPOMY [AJIs UuejoBeKa, B TapMOHMM C KOTOPOI UeJIOBEK U TOKEH
skuthb. CamoMy ke Bory us-3a ero coBepllieHCTBa HMUETO OT YeJOBEKA He TpebyerT-
cs1. Bor mosToMy He MOMKET OTKpBIBAaThCSI TOJIBKO OFHOV TpPYIIe JIIOAEN, TaK Kak
MHaJye He M3OpaHHbIE UM JIIOOM He MO Obl 3HATh, UTO OT HUX Tpebyercsa. Creno-
BaTeJIbHO, OHU JIMIIAaMCh 661 OTKPOBEHMSI, HE 3Hasi O HEM UJIM He MMest BO3MOYKHO-
CTU IO KOHIIA €ro TOHATb, TaK KaK OHO ObUIO Obl MEepecKa3’aHO APYTMMM JIFOObMMU
u HaBsi3aHO MMM Kak Hopma (P. 150). ITostomy mis TuHOja HET OTHOM MCTUHHONM
peJIUTUY, B KOTOPYIO YesIOBeK 00si3aH 06paIatbCcs, MHaue Hapylaaach 6bI CBOOOL -
Hasi BOJISL 4yesioBeKa J06poBosibHO mpuiiti K Bepe (P. 151). VimenHo arto sBisercs
OCHOBOJM TepnuMoCTU B puaocobun TuHmma.

B necsaroir rmaBe «bor Bcerma meicTBYeT COTJIAaCHO CBOENM TPUPOAE MYAPOro
u 6naroro cymectBa: Tomac Ya66 u Tomac MopraH o uygecax ¥ IPOBUIEHUM» , KO-
TOpasl, TaK ke Kak ¥ IpeIblayIias riaBa, HanucaHa [[>keddpu YureacBoprom, aHa-
mmsupyercs: Guitocopust ITUX ABYX MBICUTENIEN, UX TIPeNCcTaBieHne o6 yIpasJie-
Huu Bora mupom u yuactuu B skusHu 3toro mupa. CormacHo Ya66y (1679-1747),
Bor obnamaer nByMs BupamMu MPOBUIEHUYECKON CUJIbI, «OCHOBHOE MPOBUIEHUEY,
KOTOpO€ MOHMMAJIOCh MM KaK CO3[aHue Myupa U CBsS3biBaHMe cebs C HUM C ITOMO-
1160 3aKOHOB Ipuponbl (P. 160) u «yacTHOe MpOBUAEHME», KOTOPOE MTOHUMAIOCh
KaK uygo uau aeiicTBus bora B 06xof yCTaHOBIEHHBIX 3aKOHOB npupons! (P. 161).
BaskHO YyUMTBIBaTh, UTO 3aKOHBI IIPUPOBI MPU ITOM He HapyiiatoTcsa. OgHako Ha-
3BaTh 9TO YYAOM HEJIb3sl IO TeX IOp, IOKa He OYIyT McuepIiaHbl BCe BO3MOYKHbIE
OOBSCHEHUSI COOBITHSI C TTOMOIIBIO 3aKOHOB Mpuponbl. Kak oTMeuaeT aBTOp, 3TO
YMO3aK/IIoueHre cxoke ¢ 3akaoueHusaMmu KOma, HO Ipu 3TOM OIepeskaloT ero mpu-
MepHO Ha JecsTh jeT. Bo3HMKaeT BOpOC, BO3MOXKHO JIM UYIO, €CJIA YeJIOBEK TP -
3HAET CcoBepIlIeHCTBO bora u ero TBOpeHue, TO €CTh MUP, UIAEATbHBIM B CBOMX 3a-
koHax? T. Yab6 [maeT IOJOXKUTEIbHBIA OTBET HAa 3STOT BOINPOC. ApPrymeHT
AHIJIUCKOTO MBICJIUTEJISI OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha TOM, YTO oMumo bora Ha Mup Bius -
10T ¥ JApYyrue JIMYHOCTU, MMEIOIe BO3SMOKHOCTh BiausITh Ha mup (P. 164). I1po-
CTeNIIIYM MIPUMEPOM SIBJISIETCSI Bpau, KOTOPbIM MEHSET XOf COOBbITUI CBOMM BMe-
1I1aTeJIbCTBOM B €CTECTBEHHBIN IIPOLIECC YMUpPaAHUs yesoBeka. Takum ke o6pasom
B KM3Hb MMpPa BMEIIMBAIOTCS U Apyrue rnommmo desoBeka u bora (P. 164). Bor
TaKkKe MOXKET COTBOPUTH UYMO C IIeJIbI0 JEMOHCTpAIMM CBOEI MPUPOIbI U CBOEN
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6maroctu. OgHako 3TOT caydyait Tomac Yab6 ommchiBaeT JiMIllb KaK BEPOSITHOCTD
(P. 165). Yto kacaercs Tomaca Mopraua (ym. 1743), To B chepe ero pumiocodun
ocoboe mMecTo 3aHMMAasIo Kak pas OTkpoBenne. C ero TOUKM 3peHust, OHO He ObLIO
MUCTUYECKUM sIBJIeHVeM. VICKITIOUeHneM MOXKET ObITh JIMILb CJIy4aid, B KOTOPOM
TOT MM MHOW acIeKT XPUCTMAHCKOV Bephbl OMMPAETCsl Ha GOXKEeCTBEHHOE CBUAE-
TeJIbCTBO ¥ HUKAaK MHaUYe He MOXKeT ObITh MOHST ¢ Mmomolbio pasyma (P. 166). [Tu-
caHue Ke He 06j1aJaeT MUCTUUECKUM XapaKTepPoM, TaK KakK B HEM 3HaHMe MCTUHBI
M3JIaraeTcs OOCTYIIHBIM sI3bIKOM. MopraH OmMChIBaeT yIipaBjeHue Mupom bBo-
rOM MPUMEPHO TaK ke Kak u Yab6, HO 6e3 ymOMMHAHUS HEBUAVMBIX CYIIECTB.
(P. 168). Bor sBisieTcss MOCTOSHHBIM HEMCTBYIOIIMM JIMIIOM, TTOCPENCTBOM KOTO-
pPOTO COXPAHSIIOTCS 3aKOHbI Mpuponabl. UTo Kacaercs uymec, To Ayt MopraHa oHU
camMy 1Mo cebe He MOTYT HMYEro NMOATBEPAMUTH WM OMPOBeprHyTh. Uymo Bcerma
IOJKHO MMeTh 6J1arylo 1eJib, KoTopyto, Hanpumep, umen Uucyc (P. 169). OnHako
cayvait ¢ Mucycom 6buT yHMKaIbHBIM, M T. Moprad He CUMTa/l €ro IoKa3aTesb-
HbIM TpuMepoM. @umnocodust 3TUX OBYX MBICIUTENIEN TMOKa3bIBAeT, UTO IJIS Je-
M3Ma BaKHO ObUIO YTBEpKIEHMe, UTO bor He sBISIeTCS YEeM-TO OTOPBAHHBIM
OT MMpa, COBEPIIEHHO C HUM HEe CBSI3aHHBIM.

OpuuHagaras raBa « ATEMCTBI MM JEUCTBI 60Jiee MUIOCEPIHbBI, YeM CyeBEp-
Hble (aHATUKU: MHTEJUIEKTya/bHas mapabosa Anbbepro Pagukarm», HammMcaHHAs
Tomaco Kaastoi1, mocssiiieHa Gpuaocoduy 3TOro UTaIbsIHCKOro Guiocoda 3Moxu
npocBeienns. OTHON U3 IVIABHBIX OTJIMUUTENbHbIX uepT Pammxarm (1698-1737)
OBLIT €0 CAaTUPUUECKUI CTUJIb, C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOTO OH MOABEPra KPUTUKE U BbI-
CMeNBajl HOPMbI BEpPbI, TaKye, HallpUMep, KaK CyTb TaMHCTBA €BXapUCTUM, IIEPKOB-
HYIO Mepapxuio U Harckyio Henorpeimoctb (P. 181). Ipyroit ueproit ¢pumocodpun
Pagukatyt 6bIJIO €ro npeacTaBjieHe 0 pasyMe, He MMeIOIeM I'PaHMIL IO3HAHMSI, UTO
commkaio ero ¢ geucroM [IskoHom TonmaHgoM. XpuUCTOC, B €r0 MpeacTaBaeHnn, ObUT
BOCCTAHOBUTEJIEM €CTECTBEHHON pPEeIUTMM, KOTOpas MOHMMAJach Kak CIIOCO6 Ku3-
HM COIJIACHO MPUHIIMIIAM STaJMTapusMa, JEMOKpPATUH, BafeHNe UMYIIECTBOM KaK
00111/ COGCTBEHHOCTH U YCTpaHeHue MHCTUTyTa ceMmby (P. 184).

B Tpunapmaroit riaBe «Boimager I'enpu [lomBesuia Mutafiiero B CTOPOHY Xpu-
CTMAHCTBa», KoTOpas HamucaHa [duero JIrouum, mpemsiaraercs o63op dmiocobun
3TOTO MaJIOM3BECTHOTO aHT/IMICKOro 6orocsioBa. OCHOBHOM TemMoi1 ero dhumocobun
6bL1a TPUPOZA BEPHI YEJIOBEKA U CITIOCOOHOCTH YesI0BeueCKOro pasyma. B cBoeir du-
smocoduu Jomsesn paspesa B3msiabl Oma o MeTabu3uueckux TeOpUsIX U OIIbIT-
oM nosHauuu (P. 215). OpHako, HeCMOTPSI Ha 3TO, YeJIOBEUYEeCKUI PasyM U CIIOCO-
6bI BOCIIPUSITUST BHEIIIHETO MMpPA OTPAaHUYEHbI B CBOMX CIIOCOOHOCTSX M HE MOTYT
CUMTAThCS MOJHOCTBIO HamesxkHbivu (P. 215). B saTom miane dmnocoduro donsesuia
MOYKHO OXapaKTepu30BaTh KaK CKENTUUECKYIO: UEJIOBEK HE MOXKET BBICTPOUTDH CU-
CTEMY BepbI C MOMOIIIbIO Pa3yMa, Tak Kak OHa OymeT moasepskeHa ommokam. Kpome
TOTO, TaKas Bepa He MOXKET PEIINTh [VIABHYIO 3a7auy XPUCTUAHCTBA — AOCTUKEHUS
eIVHCTBa yesioBeuecTBa B CBsiToM [lyxe, KOTOpOe MOXKHO 0O6pecTy TOabKO B Llepk-
Bu. (P. 216). Tak kak gy I'. [logsesia XpUCTMAHCTBO GbLIO HECOBMECTUMO C aJlb-
TepHATMBHOI BEPOIi, TO €ro IeJbI0 SBJISETCS MOMCK eIMHCTBA, HO TaKOe eOUHCTBO
HEIOCTVMKMMO TIPY TIOMOIIM HECOBEPIIEHHOro pasyMa. I pyroi mpob6eMoil IBseT-
cs OTKpOBeHME U CIIACEeHME UeJIOBEKA, KOTOPOE MOJIKHO OBITh JOCTYITHO BCEM JIIO-
IsSIM, HO M3-3a Pasjauuuii MEXIY JIIOAbMU U CIOCOGe BOCIPUATUS UMM BHEIITHETO
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OIIbITA OHO CTAHOBUTCS PA3IMYHBIM I KasKAOTO uejIOBeKa, 4Yero ObITh He MOJIK-
HO (P. 216). CiegoBaTesibHO, Bepa IO/DKHA HAXOOAUTHCS B OOIACTY BOJIM YEJIOBEKA,
uyto [omBesi apryMeHTHUPYeT C MOMOIIbIO CChIJIOK Ha [lucaHue, B KOTOPBIX OH
ONMCBIBAET YUEHUKOB XPUCTA KaK JIIOAeN, CAeLYIOIIMX 32 HUM 13-3a €ro CBSITOCTHU
M HEMIOTPELIMMOCTH, a TaKKe COIVIaCHO ero GokecTBeHHOMY crarycy (P. 219).
OpHako M3 3TOrO He CJIefyeT, UTO YesOBeK HOJIKEH CJIeNO CJIeloBaTh Mppanyo-
HaJbHOM Bepe. ETo [OAT MpoBepsiTh €e UCTMHHOCTH C moMoIibio [Tncanus, KoTo-
poe conmepsxkut nocyanue Xpucrta (P. 220). [Tncanue, HeCMOTpPS HA TO, YTO OHO SIB-
JIIeTCSI TEeKCTOM, HAMMCAHHBIM YeJIOBEKOM U MOKET COHIepsKaThb OIIMOKMU M3-3a
3TOr0, MOXXeT OBbITh NMPOBEPEHO cpaBHeHMeM ero c¢ Tpaguiueir OrtunoB llepksu
M Pa3IMYHBIX TeKCTOB llepkBM, UTO IMO3BOJIIET COXPaHUTb BEPHOCTH IePBOHA-
vyayibHoMy yuennio (P. 221). BaskHo oTMeTuTb, YTO, HECMOTpPSI HAa TaKOe CpaBHe-
Hue, [Iucanmue B JO6OM Cyuyae OCTaeTCs] HECOBEPIIEHHBIM M YeJIOBEKY, C TOUKU
3peHMsT aHIJIMIACKOro Teosiora, Tpebyercs map Cestoro lyxa Ojst onpeneaeHus uc-
tuHbI (P. 223).

B uerbipHagiiaTonn riaBe «MHoBepue DmBapma ['M660HA: ero auMuyHas u my6-
JIMYHAs [esTeIbHOCTb», KoTopyio Hamucana lllapnorra Po6epTc, mocesiieHa aHa-
JIM3Y PeIUTMO3HBIX B3MISIIOB 3Toro dunocoda. I'nb66oH (Gibbon) (1737-1794) ot-
pUIlaJl BO3MOXXHOCTh YyAEC ¥ HEraTMBHO OTHOCWICS K IIEPKOBHOM WMepapXuu,
OIHAKO B OT/IMYME OT PaAMKaIbHBIX IIPOTECTAHTOB OH TaKsKe MOJBepraj COMHEHUIO
MONIMHHOCTD [IycaHus, 4To, KaK MOXKET IMOKa3aTbCs, COMMKANIO ero C IeucTamu
(P. 231). Tem He MeHee 3TO IPEIIOJIOKEHNE HE MOKET ObITh BEPHBIM, TaK Kak OH
OTpMILIAJ BO3MOKHOCTb PallMiOHA/JIbHOM M €CTeCTBEHHON pejaurun. B To ke BpeMs
OH He TOAJEepsKMBaJ aHTUPEIUTMO3HbIe B3IAnbl Bosbrepa u [onbbaxa, cuntas
X ocHoBaHHbIMM Ha HeTeprnumocTy (P. 231). OcHOBbBIBasiCh Ha 3TUX B3IVISAAAX,
YacTh €ro KPUTUKOB JeJ1ajia BbIBOK, UTO €ro B3IVIAAbl HE TIO3BOJISUIA OIPENeNTh
€ro B Ty WIMX MHYIO TPYIITy. OTM BbIBOAbI BIIOCAEACTBUM ObLIM OTBEPIHYTHI, TaK
KaK Apyras 4acTb €ro KPUTUKOB OTMETUJa CUJIbHYIO AMHAMUKY B3T/ISIOOB ['m6-
60Ha B 0OoJiee PEJUTMO3HYIO CTOPOHY, KOTOpble MEHSIJIM €ro MMPOBO33peHue
(P. 232). C Toukm 3peHMsI aBTOpa, OCHOBOI B3MISA0B DaBapaa ['m66oHa ciemyer
CUMTATh CKEMTUIM3M, KOTOPBIM TOT pPasBUBAJI HAa BCEM IPOTSDKEHUM CBOUX DWUIIO-
Cco(CKUX pasMbIIIIEHUI.

B nmanHO MOHOrpadmu MpeacTaB/ieH COBPEMEHHBIN MOAXOM K M3YUEHUIO aTe-
M3Ma ¥ JeM3Ma, KOTOPbI CTaBUT HOBBIE TIPOOJIEMBI U 3afauy KaK Iepel aBTOpaMu,
Tak U Ieper unraresieM. Ee aBTOpbI CTOSIT Ha MO3ULIMM, COTTIACHO KOTOPOIi MCTOPUSI
aTeMCTUYECKON U AEVCTUYECKON MBIC/IM HE MOXKET ObITh CBEIeHa K MOVICKY HEKOero
«cpemHero apuMdMeTHUeCKOro YKcjia», KOTOpOoe MOIJIO Obl CTaTh OIpemessionM
IJISI OLIEHKM 3TMX IBYX ABVKeHmit. [1pyu aHamise copepskaHus r1aB paboThl MOXKHO
3aMETUTb CKPBITBIN MOATEKCT, CMbICJI KOTOPOTO COCTOUT B YTBEp KAEHMUM OGOJIBIIION
pasHMIlbl MeXXny (uiocoduen mpencraBuTesielt OMHONM U TOW K€ HAayYHOM MBbICIIN.
ABTOpPBI MOHOTpaduM, XOTS ¥ He JAIOT OKOHYATENbHBbIX OIpeHeieHNii TepMUHaM
ameusm " deusm, OObEIMHSIOT MAEeU YIIOMSHYTBIX MU MbICJIUTEJIEN Ha OCHOBaHUU
MX B3IVISIAOB HA PEJINTUIO U MMOHMMAaHMe YejioBeueCKoro pasyma. VIHbIMU CJIOBaMu,
BMECTO ITOMCKa allPMOPHOTO OTpeesieHNusT ITUX TEPMUHOB OHM TIPeAJIaraloT MCKaTh
TOYKM COIPUKOCHOBEHMSI B YUEHUSX KOHKPETHBIX MbIcauTeneir. C mogobHou WH-
TepIpeTanueli MOKHO COTJIAaCUTBCSI He MOJHOCTbIO. [Ipy MCHOMb30BaHUM JAaHHOTO
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MeTofa MCC/IefOBaHus BCe ellle He yIaJ0Ch MaTh KOHKPETHOTO OIpene/ieHNs YIIo-
MSIHYTBIM TEpPMMHAaM, UYTO ObLIO OTMEUEHO paHee. DTO O3HAYaeT, YTO MCCJIeJOBa-
T€JIb, MBITASCh HAWTV HOBBIX MPENCTaBUTE/IEN TOTO MM MHOTO HaIllpaBaeHMUs, TOJ-
SKEH [IeMICTBOBaThb MHTYUTHBHO. Kpome TOro, ucciemomaresto OymeT KpaliHe
CJIO’KHO COCTaBUTb UCTOPUIO 3TUX OBMKeHui. Hampumep, Vaiu ['yo3oH B cBoen
paboTre «AHIVIMIICKME MEUCThI: MCCIeNOBaHMs PAHHEro MPOCBELIeHNsI» BbIIessIeT
KJIFOUEBble MOMEHTBI B MCTOPUM JIer3Ma, HO IPU 3TOM JieJlaeT pas3/IMUHbie OrOBOP-
KM WIK TOJIBKO IIpefIioiaraeT CylllecTBOBaHMe pas3inuHbix cBsizeil [ Hudson, 2009].
CoBepIlleHHO MHOJ TOAXO[ MpeaJjaraeT IpPyroii COBPEMEHHBIN MCC/Ie0BaTeNlb,
A. TecTpux, KOTOPbIN BBIAEJISAET OOIIMe MPU3HAKM AEUCTUUECKON MbBICIU, Cpean
KOTOPBIX, HAIIpUMep, OTBEpsKeHMe MPeTeH3uii Ha aOCOJIIOTHOCTD JIIOOON peJIuIun,
KOH(bEeCCUM WU PETUTMO3HON JEeHOMMHAIINA, JOIYIIeHMe CYIeCTBOBaHMS BCe06-
el Ipapeurun 4eioBeuecTBa M, COOTBETCTBEHHO, «IIPAOTKPOBEHUS» 3a TPaHM-
aMy MHCTUTYLUMOHAJIbHBIX DPeUTUi, pa3paboTKa 3K3eresbl, MOCPEICTBOM KOTO-
pPOM CMBIC/IbI OUOJIEMCKMX TEKCTOB <«OUMIIAIOTCS» IIPU TIOMOIIM MCTOPUYECKOI,
€CTeCTBEHHO-HAyYHON MM MOPaJIUCTUUECKON KPUTUKM, OTPHUIlaHME ITOrMaroB
o Tpounie u Borosomioiennn, 0oco6oe, HaKOHELl, BHUMaHMe K MpobaeMe MesKpe -
JIUTMO3HBIX OTHOIIEHUII ¥ PeNUIMO3HOM ToslepaHTHOCTM U Apyrue [Gestrich,
1981, S. 392]. PasymeeTcs, dunocodus He Bcex AeUCTOB OTBeuaeT BCeM IMpU3HA-
KaMm ['ecTpuxa, ogHaKO B OT/INYME OT aBTOPOB MOHOrpaduu OH IpefjaraeT HeYTO
COBEPIIIEHHO KOHKPETHOE, UYTO MOKET IIOMOYb MCCJIENOBATEIO ONPENEIUTb e -
cra cpegyu dunocodoB. C Moelt TOUKM 3peHust, 06a MOAXOoAa MMEIOT KaK CUJIbHbIE,
TakK U cy1abble cTOpoHbl. OJHAKO MEPBbIM IOAXON, MPU KOTOPOM OTBEpraloTCs
arpyOpHBIE U allOCTEPUOPHbBIE ONpenesIeHNs, SIBISIETCS HOBBIM 1 ellle He 0 KOHIIA
BbIpaboTaHHbIM. COCTaBUTeNM MCCIENOBaHMS TaKKe OTMEUaloT 3Ty IIPOoGJIeMYy.
[TosToMy ero HeJib3st CUMUTATD JIUIIL COOpAHMEM aJIbTEPHATUBHBIX B3IJISIIOB U TEO-
puit. OHa, cKopee, SIBJISIETCS ONHUM M3 OCHOBAHMIA JAJIS MepecMoTpa YKe Cyllle-
CTBYIOIIEN KPUTUUECKONM JIUTEPATYyPhbl ¥ HOBOW MHTEepIIpeTaluein Gpuiocopum ns-
OpaHHBIX MbIC/AMTENEN. TeM He MeHee OTCYTCTBME SICHOTO BUIEHMUS ABUKEHUS
IensMa, Kak, Harpumep, v A. I'ectpuxa, ABisieTcsl Hemasoi mpobyieMont B paborax
aBTOpOB MoHorpaduu. CreqoBare/ibHO, KaK MHE KaykKeTcsl, Ha JaHHOM 3Tarie 6ymer
6oJiee pasyMHBIM MCITIOJIb30BaTh HeMIeaqbHOE U Jaxke CIIOpPHOE OIlpemesieHue Je-
M3Ma, KOTOpOe, B CBOIO OYepelb, MOKHO KPUTUYECKM aHAIM3MPOBATh, IOJIb3YSICh
JaHHBIM MCCJIeIOBAaHMEM, U TTOIBEPraTh JOpPaboTKe.

HecomHeHHOII MOJIOKUTEBHOM CTOPOHOV JaHHOM PabOThI SIBJIIETCSI OCBEIIE-
HIe paboT MaJIOM3BECTHBIX B OT€UECTBEHHON HayKe MbICJIUTEJEN, TaKuX Kak Tomac
Byncron, Ilerep Annert, [xeitko6 Aium, I'enpu Homemn u DnBapn ['M660H.
[Toka 4TO HaIIM MCCIETOBAHMSI JTaHHOTO HAIpPaBJIEHUSI OYEHb [JaJieKO OTCTAlOT
OT MCCJIEIOBAHMI 3apyOesKHbIX, U TIO3TOMY MbI TOJKHBI HABEPCTHIBATH 3TO OTCTA-
BaHMeE, U3ydyasl CaMyI COBPEMEHHYIO MHOCTPAHHYIO HAYUYHYIO JIUTEPaATypy IO 3TOM
TeMe.

CremyeT OTMETUTDb TaKyKe, UTO M HEKOTOpPbIe, Ka3aJoChb Obl, [aBHO pellleHHbIe
BOITPOCHI OCBEILIAIOTCSI aBTOPaMM KHUTY B HETPAIUIIMOHHOM Kiioue. XpUCTUaHCKOe
OTKpoBeHMe, KOTOPOE XOTS ¥ MOYKET HECTU HEUTO MOJIOKUTEIbHOE IJIsT TeX, KTO
ero noyiyums, uyro ormeuaer [Dxebdpu YurencBopt npu aHanmse Quiaocobun
M. TuHpga, KOHEYHO, He ObLJIO, KaK XOPOIIO M3BECTHO, HECYIEel KOHCTPYKIMEN
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IJIST PEeJIUTMO3HONM CUcTeMbl meu3ma. OgHaKo He O3HAvaeT, UYTO OHO IS JIEeMCTOB
HEIPaBWIbHO WIKX He HYKHO BOBCe, KaK JAaBHO MPUHATO CUUTATh. DTO OYEHb BasK-
HbIII MOMEHT, ITOCKOJIbKY MPUHSITO CUMUTATh, UTO AJIS Ien3Ma Kak MOoC/IeIoBaTeIbHO-
IO peJUrno3HOro paryonanmnsma OTKpoBeHUe BOOOIIEe He CYIIeCTBYeT MM BIIOTHE
«(axkyabTaTMBHO» (KaK B CBO€ BPEMSI CUMTAJIOCh, YTO AEM3M — ITO TaKas KapTMHA
MMpa, B KOTOPOM MPU3HAETCST TOJIbKO TBOpeHMe borom mupa, a [IpoBumeHne UCKITIO -
yaeTcs). ABTOpbl MHOTO pa3 OTMeYaloT, UTO, C TOUKM 3peHus aeuctoB, OTKpOBeHMe,
KoTopoe faeT LlepKoBb UesTOBEKY, HE JOJIKHO OCTaBaThCsl YeM-TO HEIOCTYITHBIM JJIst
KPUTUKYU ¥ TIEPEOCMBICTIEHUSI, UTO SIPKO MOKasbiBaeT [Ixkeddpu YurencBopr B gecs-
Toi raBe u Jlyunsza CUMOHYTTM B 4eTBepTOii iaBe. TeM He MeHee XPUCTMAHCKOe
OTKpoBeHME MOKET KaK COCYIIeCTBOBaTh C PEJIUTMO3HONM CUCTEMOM IeUCTOB, ITyC-
Kaii ¥ B MU3MEHEHHOM BUE, TaK U ObITh B HETO BKJIIOUEHO, OJHAKO OHO MPY 3TOM JIM-
IIIAeTCSI CBOEro CBepXpallMOHAJIbLHOTO cTaryca. VIHBIMM C/IOBaMM, aBTOPbI KHUTM
MIPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAJIN, UTO B3IAAbI AencTOB Ha OTKpOBeHMe He GbUTM OTHOPOLHBI.
OTKpoOBeHME, C OMHOM CTOPOHBI, MOKET ObITh UEM-TO BPOIE OOBIYHOTO MaMSITHUKA
YeJI0BEYECKOI PEIUTUO3HOI MBIC/IM, KOTOPOE MOJHOCTBIO JOCTYITHO YeI0BeKY, Kak
1 BoOOGI1Ie JII060e mposiBiieHne BokecTBa B Mupe, Ha ueM HactavBas Tomaua. C opy-
TOV CTOPOHbBI, OHO MOSKET OBbITb MOHSITO B TPAIMULIMOHHOM [IJIST XPUCTUAHCTBA CMbIC-
Jie, Kak y JlomBesisia, KOTOPBIM B OTJIMUME OT OGOJIBIIMHCTBA HEUCTOB IMPU3HABAJ
OTPaHMYEHHOCTb YEJIOBEYECKOTO pasyMa B BO3MOKHOCTY TIOJTHOTO CaMOCTOSITE Tb-
HOro rmoHMMaHus Tekcta [Tucanusi. Takske BOSMOXKEH BapMaHT, B KOTOPOM (GuIocod
IEVCTUYECKOV MBICJIM CAMOCTOSITEJIbHO IMEPEOCMbBICMBAET CyTh [1ucanus u menaeT
COOCTBEHHbIE BBIBOJIbI, KaK, Hanpumep, Ya66. DTa AEMOHCTpAISI HEOTHOPOITHOCTH
TEOJIOTUM JeM3Ma B BasKHEMIIIEM DPEIUTMO3HOM BOIPOCE SIBJISIETCS HECOMHEHHBIM
IOCTVKEHIEM aBTOPOB MOHOTpadui.

OpHuM M3 HEZOCTATKOB pabOThI SIBJSIETCS CTPAHHOE pelleHMe aBTOPOB He
yaessaTh 60JIbIIOr0 BHUMaHKS TakoMy punocody, kak ['epbept 13 Uepbepu, KOTO-
pPOTO HA3bIBAIOT «OTLIOM aHIJIMMACKOIO Jeu3Ma». DTOT (aKT BbI3bIBAET BOIPOCHI,
0COBGEHHO YUMTBIBAs, UTO «OTIY arensma» Tomacy I'o66¢Cy MOCBsIEHa OTAe/IbHas
rnaBa. Hecmotps Ha kpaTkoe 06bsICHEHME TAKOTO pellleHus], CyTh KOTOPOTO 3aKJI0-
YaeTcsi B OTHOCUTEbHO MaJIOi BaskHOCTU dwtocobun dnyapna Yepbepu ajis nme-
M3Ma, OCTAaeTCsl HeSICHBIM, ITOYEeMY 3Ta IMO3UIMs He Oblja BbIpaskeHa 6oJjiee TOJHO
B OTAEJbHOV INIaBe. Bompoc o NMpuMuMHAX TAaKOrO PEIIeHUS] OCTAETCSI OTKPBITHIM
Y TIPUXOOMUTCS TOJIBKO TIPEIojararb, IOUeMy aBTOPBI PEIIVIIM He 3a0CTPSITh BHM-
MaHMe Ha 3TOM. BeposiTHO, OHM ITOCUUTAIN, YTO STY TEMY B JOCTATOYHOM CTEIEHU
U3YYMIT IpyTou uccienoatesnb [Iasun [1sianu, cunrarommii, uto I'epbept 3 Yep-
6epu 6b1T TMOEpaTbHBIM MBICUTEIEM, B3IJISIAbI KOTOPOTO He ObLIM paciIpocTpa-
HEHbI CpeAy NEeMUCTOB IOC/Ie HETO ¥ YTO OHY JIMIIb OTYACTU OTHOCSTCS K Huitoco-
¢bun peusma [Pailin, 2000, p. 149]. OgHako 9Ta cOBpeMeHHas MHTepIpeTalus
dunocodpun I'epbepra Yepbepu KapamHaIbHO OTIMYAETCSI OT BCEX OCTa/IbHBIX IO-
MBITOK OCMBICJINTh POJIb 3TOr0 Guaocoda B MCTOPUM [eU3Ma, U, CJIeAOBATENbHO,
KaykeTcs elrle 60j1ee CTpaHHbIM OTCYTCTBME JAHHOM TeMbI B TeKcTe. [lpyroi Hemo-
CTaTOK 3aKJI0YaeTCs] B OTCYTCTBUM UETKOTO MOHMMAHMUSI TEPMMUHA «IEeU3M» U ero
CYIIIHOCTM, O YeM ObLIO CKasaHO paHee. HecMOTpst Ha TO UTO aBTOPbI OOBSICHSIIOT
MIPUUYMHY 3TOV MPOOGIEMBI, KaXKETCS CTPAHHBIM OTCYTCTBME IOMbITKY AATh XOTS Obl
camble OO0IIMe XapaKTepucTuku. B ogHoi 13 cBoux pabot Yaiin ['ya3on kacaercs
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JaHHOV MpoGeMbl ¥ OTMeYaeT HeJOCTAaTKY CYIIeCTBYIOIMX ompemeneHuii. Of-
HAaKO, HECMOTPSI Ha 3TO, B €ro paboTre MPUCYTCTBYET IOIMBITKA OMpPeReUTh Guiio-
coduio meusma u npociaeautsb ee ucropuio [Hudson, 2009, p. 30]. Ocraercs He-
sicHpIM, Touemy ['yo3oH wau gpyrue aBTOpbI MOHOTrpaduu He YOeIWIU 3TON
npobsiemMe OTHEebHYIO [JIaBY.

B urore MOXHO KOHCTaTMpPOBaTh, YTO OHM JOOWIINMCH MOCTABIEHHON IIe/IM, Ha-
MUCaB TPYI, B KOTOPOM IPOUCXOOUT IEPEOCMBICIEHME AEMCTUYECKOTO Harpasje-
HUST PeIUTUO3HO-(DMTOCOPCKOV MBIC/IM M TIepBasi MOIMbITKA M3MEHUTb XOI COBpe-
MEHHbBIX UCCJIENOBAaHMIA TaHHBIX TeM. Takske aBTOPbI He 06XomsaT TeMmy OTKpOBEHMUS,
KOTOpO€ aHaJU3UPYETCST UMM B COBPEMEHHOM MCCIeqoBaTeIbcKoM Kimoue. Omnmpa-
SICb Ha BBIBOJbI aBTOPOB, MOXKHO IPEIIOIIOKUTD, UTO CPey HeVUCTUUECKUX TO3U-
UMii Bo3oOjamasa Ta, COrJIaCHO KoTopoyi OTKpoBeHMe IMPUMHMMAETCS, HO TOJIbKO
B MEpY ero COOTBETCTBMS KPUTEPUSIM PacCymOYHOCTM, KOTOpbIe SIBJISIIOTCS Ipu6o-
pOM JI1 M3MEpEHUSI ero MCTMHHOCTU. DTy TO3UIMIO Haubosiee YETKO BBIPA3WUII
M. Tungn: «JIas MeHs AOCTaTOYHO TOTO, UTO CYIIECTBYET eCTeCTBEHHAs PeUTus
Y YTO MbI MM€EEM Jap pasyMa, KOTOPbIM XPaHUTCS B HAIIIEM Cep/lle C MOMEHTA TBO-
peHusi, C TIOMOIIIbI0 KOTOPOT'O YeJIOBEUECTBO CyAUT 06 VCTuHE BO BCEX PENTUTHSIX.
Ecmu ux UctunHa ormmuaercst ot VICTUHBI €CTeCTBEHHOM PEJIUTMU U HECOBMECTUMA
C pa3yMoM B 4eM-JIMO0 WM aske B MeJIbUAMIINX IETaJIIX, BCe apIryMEHThI B 3allyi-
Ty 9TOI pesuruu TepsitoT cBoit cmbicia» [Tindal, 1730, p. 60]. B manHoit moHorpa-
(bum aBTOPBI HE 06XOAAT cTOpoHON dmnocoduio M. Tunpaa, YTO HEMATOBasKHO IS
COBPEMEHHBIX VICCJIEIOBaHMIA IeM3Ma, TaK Kak ero puiocodusi BO MHOTOM SIBJISIETCST
OCHOBOIIOJIATAIONIeN OJI1 JaHHOM PeIurno3HO-GpuIOCOPCKON CUCTEMbI B ILIEJIOM.
Yro ke KacaeTcs mpobaeMbl PEIUTMO3HOM TOJIEPAHTHOCTH, TO OHA KHMUTa ellle pas
MOATBEPKIAET, UTO OHA MMeJIa B ONpee/IeHHOM CMbIC/Ie CUCTEeMOOOpasyloliee 3Ha-
YyeHue IS en3ma.
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