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OO1mecTBeHHBINT HHTEPEC K HACICIUI0 PYCCKOM pEeNUTrno3HON (unocoduu U mpexne
Bcero k Hacnenuto B.C. ComoBbeBa JOCTUT CBOETO NUKa Ha pyoeke 1990-x TT., mocie 4ero
nolel Ha crnajl. B kauecTBe KOCBEHHBIX CBUAETENBCTB 3TOTO MOYXXHO OTMETUTH OCTABIIYIOCS
HepeaM30BaHHOM HJICI0 YCTAHOBKH MaMATHHUKA (riocody, 3aMeIeHHe TEMIIOB pabOTHl Hal
BBIITYCKOM ITOJTHOTO COOpaHMsI €0 COUMHEHUH, COKpANICHUE YrCiIa MOCBAMIEHHBIX eMy padorT.
CuMNITOMaTHYHBIM OKazalics roj1 cronetus co nHs cmeptu Conosnena (2000), korna aBTopH-
TeTHbIE npeacTaBuTenu puiocodcekoro cooduectsa Poccun C.C. Xopyxwuii u ILIL Taiinenko
BBICTYNIHJIN C HEOJHO3HAYHOU OIIEHKOW maeHoro Hacienusi ColoBbeBa M €ro 3HAUYCHUS AJIS
MOCJIEAYIOIIETO PAa3BUTHS OTCUSCTBEHHOM COIHATBHO-(PIITOCO(PCKOH 1 peIUTHO3HO-00TOCIIOB-
ckoil Mpici. OOOCHOBBIBAETCS! TE€3UC, COTIACHO KOTOPOMY T'€HEaoTusi KpUTHYECKOH HHTep-
MPETaIK COJIOBLEBCKOTO HACIIEINS BOCXOAMT K TpyaaM ¢unocoda u 6orociosa I'.B. ®nopos-
CKOTO, aBTOPUTET KOTOPOT'O B MHPOBOM PYyCUCTHKE, a TAKXKE B ITOCTCOBECTKOM Poccuu, Te 3Ha-
yuTeIbHAA YacTh (PUIocodpcko-60rociIOBCKOro U HayYHO-TYMaHUTAapHOTO COO0IIecTBa OKa3a-
Jach MOJ BIMSHHEM BO3POKAAEMOTO IPAaBOCIABHSA, TPYAHO IEPEOICHUTH. B CBI3M ¢ 3THM
IPUBJIEKAETCS K PAaCCMOTPEHHIO HIeiHas sBomonus DIOpoBCKOro, KOTOpas daeT K04
K HHTeprpeTraunu uM ¢punocopuun ConoBseBa. AHaIN3 OKa3all, YTO KPUTHUECKOE MIEPEOCMbIC-
nenune Hacnenusi ConobeBa MDIOPOBCKUM MMENO KaK TCOPETHKO-O0TOCIOBCKUH, JOKTPHUHAIIB-
HBIH XapakTep, Tak U ObUI0 OO0YCIIOBIEHO ONPEAEICHHBIMH COIMATbHO-IICHXOIOTHIECKIMU
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(hakTopamu, CBI3aHHBIMU C MTOKOJIEHYECKUM KOH(IMKTOM MEX1y IPEACTaBUTENAMU U HACTE -
HUKaMHU PYCCKOTO PEIMTHO3HO-(PHII0cOPCKOTo peHeccanca Havana XX B. JleMoHcTpHpyercs,
yt0 peuenuus ConoBreBa OIOPOBCKUM OKazajach BeCbMa 3HAUMMOM, BIMATEIbHOMN U apXeTu-
MUYHOM TSl pyCCKOM penuruo3Hoil u umocodckoit MpIcin, Kak B caMoit Poccun, Tak u 3a ee
IIpeJesiaMu.

KuoueBsie ciioBa: B.C. ConoBees, ['.B. ®noposckuii, Pycckuii penurno3Hsiii peHec-
caHc, peuenuus Hacnenus B.C. ConoBbeBa
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Abstract. Public interest in the legacy of Russian religious philosophy, and above all in
the legacy of V. S. Solovyov, reached its peak at the turn of the 1990s, after which it declined.
As indirect evidence of this, we can note the remaining unrealized idea of installing a monument
to the philosopher, slowing down the pace of work on the release of a complete collection of
his works, and reducing the number of works dedicated to him. The year of the centenary since
the death of Solovyov (2000) was symptomatic, when the authoritative representatives of the
Russian philosophical community, S.S. Khoruzhiy and P.P. Gaidenko made an ambiguous
assessment of Solovyov's ideological heritage and its significance for the subsequent
development of Russian socio-philosophical and religious-theological thought. In the article the
statement that the genealogy of the critical interpretation of Solovyov's legacy goes back to the
works of the philosopher and theologian G.V. Florovsky is substantiated. Florovsky influence
in Russian studies, as well as in post-Soviet Russia in general is difficult to overestimate. In
this regard, the author draws attention to the ideological evolution of Florovsky, which gives
the key to his interpretation of Solovyov's philosophy. The analysis showed that Florovsky's
critical reinterpretation of Solovyov's legacy had both a theoretical, theological, and doctrinal
character, and was caused by certain socio-psychological factors related to the generational
conflict between representatives and heirs of the Russian religious and philosophical
Renaissance of the early XX century. It is demonstrated that the reception of Solovyov by
Florovsky was very significant, influential and archetypal for Russian religious and
philosophical thought, both in Russia and abroad.
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B nepuon kpusuca cOBETCKON COIMATBLHO-TIOTUTHYECKON CUCTEMBI U OHUIIN-
ATbHONW KOMMYHHUCTHYECKON MJICOJIOTUH BOCKPEC MHTEpEC K HACIEIUI0 PYCCKUX
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penuruo3ubix ¢unocodos, u B nepByto ouepens — Kk B.C. ConoBbeBy. Pezonanc
BOKpYT nMeHu CoJ0BbeBa ObLI CTOJIb BEJIUK, UTO K CTOJIETUIO CO JIHA €r0 CMEPTHU
OBLJIO PEIIeHO OCTAaBUTh MaMATHUK Quiiocody B MockBe, Ha CO3[aHHE KOTOPOTO
OBLT OOBSIBJICH COOp CpEICTB; €IIe OJHUM MaMSATHUKOM JIOJDKHO OBLIO CTaTh
[Tonnoe cobpanue counnenuit CoaoBbeBa, MOArOTOBKA KOTOPOTO Havaaach TOTAA
xe, B 1990-¢ I, OgHako maMsTHUK A0 CHUX MOP TaK M HE YCTAHOBIICH, a U3/IaHHE
[TommHOTO COOpaHusi COUMHEHUIT 32 UeTBEPTh BEKa MPOABUHYJIOCH JIUIIb HA YETHIpE
toma. YTo KacaeTcsi caMoro TBopueckoro Hacieaus CoyoBbeBa, TO CEroOHs MpH-
XOJIUTCSI KOHCTaTUPOBATh, YTO OHO HE CMOTJIO CTaTh AOCTaTOYHO MOUIHBIM HCTOY-
HUKOM BJIOXHOBEHUS U TIPOBO3BECTUEM HOBBIX Iy TeH 11 GUITOCOPCKOM U PETUTH-
03HOW MbICTU B coBpeMeHHOW Poccum. IlpwinB oka3zajicsi BpeMEHHBIM U JOCTa-
TOYHO OBICTPO cMeHmIICs oTiauBOM. M B XXI B. MBI CHOBa 3a/1aeMcCsl BOIIPOCOM: HE
HacTaJl JIM TOT Yac, KOrjaa ocyuiecTriseTcs npeapuaeHue A.A. bioka, BIpa)keHHOE
B cratbe «PrIapb-mMoHax», uro ¢unocopckoe Hacienue CoNOBbEBA «yTPATHUT
CBOIO KM3HEHHYIO IIEHHOCTh U CTAHET apXHWBHBIM MATEpPUAJIOM JUISl AMCCEPTALUN
uctopukoB unocopun»? [1. C. 331.] AkryanbHa U Jisi COBpPEMEHHOCTH MOCTa-
HOBKa NMpoO0JeMbl, 3a/1aHHasi Ha3BaHUEM JPYroi cTaThu 3TOTO noisTta: «Bragumup
CoJIOBBEB U HAIIA JHU»?

B aBrycre 2000 r. 8 Unctutyte dunocodhun PAH cocrosinace kpymnHeimas
mexxayHapoanas koHpepenuus «B.C. ConoBbeB 1 ero ¢uiaocodckoe Haciaeaue».
C.C. Xopyxuii, KOTOpbIH BBICTYIHII C EPBBIM AokiIanoMm «Hacnenue Bnagumupa
ConoBbeBa CTO JIET CIYCTs», pa3BUBal B HEM MbICIIb, UTO Hacieaue ColoBbeBa
yCTapeno U yTpaTHIIO CBOIO aKTYallbHOCTh: « BcrioMHUM Tpu OoJbIINe KOHIEIINH,
COCTaBMBILHUE SIPO COJOBBEBCKOW MbIciu: borodenoBeueTBo — BeeeauHCTBO —
Co¢wusi, — 1 MbI OyZIeM TOJDKHBI PU3HATH, YTO BCE OHH, UMES IPUPOAY “O0JIBIITNX
Happauuii” ymeamed 3CCEeHIMAIMCTCKOM MeTa(u3WKH, OCTaINCh B CTOPOHE
OT COBPEMEHHBIX MyTel KaKk BOCTOYHOXpUCTHAHCKOTO TUCKYpCa, TaK U 3amaHoMN
¢unocopun — u HeIHE TBOpUeckH Oe3neiictBenHb» [2. C. 25]. CornacHo UTOro-
BOH JICKOHCTpyHUpYIoIIei metadope aoxnaaunka, Bnagumup ConobeB — «llapb-
IMymxa pycckoii punocopum» [2. C. 26], KoTopast HUKOTra He cTpeisal.

Crons kpuTHUeckas oueHka Hacieaus: ConoBbeBa, BBICKA3aHHAS B IPOrpaMM-
HOM JIOKJIa/Ie Ha F0OUJIeHON KOH(EPEHIINH B €T0 YeCTh, JUISi MHOTHX MPO3ByYaia
HEOKUJAHHO, HO TI0-CBOEMY 3aKOHOMEpHa, 00 3a HEell CTOUT He TOJIbKO MO3UILIUS
XOpy’Kero, HO U BIMATEIILHOE HAIIPABJICHUE PYCCKON PEIIMTUO3HON MBICIIU, HA KO-
TOpOE OH OMUPAETCS M KOTOPOE CEroJHs MpeacTaBiseT. B cBoux paborax Xopy-
KUU JCTUT PYCCKYIO PEIUTHO3HYI0 (PUI0COPUI0 HA BA TJIABHBIX HAMPABICHUS,

! lpaktuuecku oguospeMenno, B 2001 r. Boiuna kuura [LI1. Taiinenko «Bnagumup Conobes
u punocodus CepeOpsiHOTO Beka», B KOTOPOH OTAaBaioch AoypkHOE TpydaM CosoBbeBa Kak sip-
KOMY M MacIITaOHOMY SIBJIICHHIO B TyXOBHOM >KM3HM Poccum ero BpeMeHH, OKa3aBILEro OrpOMHOE
BJIMSIHUE Ha TBOPYECTBO €r0 MOCIIeA0BaTeNe, 0JHAKO UX 3Ha4€HHE PE3KO MPOOJIeMaTH3NPOBAHO B
CBSI3HU C YBJIICYEHHOCTBIO «yTOINNYECKH-PEBOIIIOIMOHAPUCTCKUMH HACTPOCHUAMH M MECCHAHCKUMH
OKHIaHUSMI», OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 KOTOpHIe (hakTniecku Bo3znaraercs Ha Comosbesa [3. C. 12].
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NepBOe M3 KOTOPHIX CBsi3aHO ¢ MeTaduzukoi BceequncTa B.C. ConoBbeBa, a BTO-
poe — ¢ «marpuctuyeckum nosopotom» [.B. ®@noposckoro (u B.H. Jlocckoro)
[4. C. 8 u np.]. borocioBckyro nporpammy DaopoBCKOro XOpyKHUil onpenessieT
KaK «0eCKOHEUHYIO NaTPUCTUKY, IPEINOJIAraloyio paciiupeHre repMeHeBTHYe-
CKOT'0 TOPHU30HTA PYCCKOM MBICIH 3a Tipeensl prmocodckux HanpaiaeHuil XIX B.
Cornacao Xopyxemy, monsitka HacieqHukoB ConoBbeBa — [1.A. dnopeHckoro u
C.H. bynrakoBa — BHeZIpUTh CO(HOIIOTHIO B TIPABOCIABHOE OOTOCIOBHE JIOJDKHA
OBITh TIPU3HAHA HEYJIAYHOMW, a SAMHCTBCHHBIM MPUEMIIEMBIM OCHOBAaHHEM IPaBO-
CJIaBHOTO MBIIIJIEHUSI MOYKET CIIY’KUTh BOCTOYHOXPHUCTHAHCKUU JNHUCKYpC HaTpH-
cTryeckoro 0orocaoBus. B 3Tom HanpasneHnn XopyXuidl pa3BUBacT COOCTBEHHYIO
KOHIIETIIIUIO «CUHEPTUUHOW AHTPOIMOJOTHUNY» — OTKPBITOM HHAETEPMUHHUCTCKOM
CHUCTEMBI, ONUPAIOILEHCS MPEKAE BCEr0 Ha HEPA3PBIBHBIA MBICIUTCIIBHBIA U MHU-
CTUKO-acCKeTH4eCKHil onbIT BocTouHol LlepkBu, a Takke Ha JOKTPUHY HEOMaTpH-
CTUYECKOro cuHTe3a DIIOPOBCKOr0. XOpy KU BBICTYIIAET BO MHOI'OM B POJIU IIPO-
JoJDKaTeN st KOHIEenuu GIopoBCKOro, B paMKax KOTopoi ¢puiaocodcko-00rocaoB-
CKH NPOEKT HEONATPUCTUYECKOTO CHUHTE3a SIBIISAETCS albTEPHATHUBOM COJIOBHEB-
CKOIr'0 BEKTOpA, JOTMYECKUM MPOAOKEHUEM KPUTUYECKON NMEPEOLIEHKH UCTOPUU
PYCCKOM peTUruo3Ho# Meiciu. TakuM 00pa3oM, YTOOBI OCBETUTH UCTOKH MPOXJIaI-
HOT'0 OTHOIIEHUs K Hacyeauio CoJoBbeBa B COBPEMEHHOM PETUTHO3HO-PUI0cod-
CKOM MBICIIM — KaK PyCCKOH, TaK U 3apyOeKHOU — HE0OXOAMMO BBIIIOJIHUTH pe-
KOHCTPYKIIMIO KITIOUEBBIX 3TANOB UACHHON 3BOTIOLNHN DIOPOBCKOT0, pE3yJIbTaTOM
KOTOpPOH CTaja BhIILIEyKa3aHHAs Mapagurma.

be3 npeyBennueHus, Bca Hay4dHasi AESITEIbHOCTh PIOPOBCKOIO MpoIIa MO
3HakoM ConoBbeBa. [IpumeuarensHo, uTo nepBas myOnukanus 18-meTHero cry-
NeHTa-TepBoKypcHuKka DropoBckoro, Beimeamas B Opjecce, Oblia MOCBALICHA
ConoBneBy (6ubmmnorpaduueckuii 0630p «Hosbie kuurn o Bnaaumupe CosnoBs-
eBe», 1912) [5], a mocmemHsis cojoBbeBOBemueckas crarbs (“Some forgotten
articles of Vladimir Soloviev”) [6. P. 163—180] 6puta Hanucana um B [IpuHcTOHE
B 1966 r., y)xe mocie OKOHYaHUs TMPO(ECCOPCKOM Kapbepbl; TAaKUM 00pa3oM,
nepBasi U nocieaHss paboTsl 0 CoJoBbEBE MPEACTAIOT B KAUECTBE CBOCOOPA3HOTO
CHMBOJIMYECKOTO «0OpaMyIeHUs» BCEH akageMudeckoi onorpadun OaopoBCKoro.
B ucropuorpaduu rocnoAcTByeT HpeACTaBICHUE, COrNIacCHO KoTopoMy Diopos-
CKUH paJuKaJbHO NepecMoTpesn cBoe oTHomeHue K ConoBbeBy U B 1920-e TT.
CMEHMJI €T0 C IOHOILIECKOT0 BOCTOPIa Ha pe3Kyl0 KPUTHKY, HaIIEIIyo Hanboee
noyiHoe BeIpaxkeHue B «IlyTsax pycckoro 6orociosus» (1937) [7]. Takoe npencras-
JIEHHE HyKIaeTcs B KOppeKTUpoBKe. C 0THOM CTOPOHBI, JEMCTBUTEIBHO, B TEKCTAX
@DII0POBCKOIO 3MUIPAHTCKOrO IEpPHOJa SBCTBEHHO MpeolialaeT KpUTHYECKOe
HacTpoeHue B aapec CoioBbeBa 10 CPABHEHHUIO C TEKCTaMH, HAllUCAaHHBIMU 10
SMHUTPALMH; B TO K€ BPEMs, HENb34 CKa3aTh, YTO B 3TOT paHHUU nepuoi Propos-
CKUH He JI0TaJbIBaICA O TOM, 33 YTO OH OyAeT KpuTukoBaTh CoJIOBhEBa BIOCIEI-
ctBuu. Crenyer TakkKe OTMETUTb, YTO B aMEpPUKAHCKUU mepuos PIopoBCKHt
CHOBa MEHSET TOHATBHOCTh M BBICTyHAaeT B OOJNbIICH Mepe Kak OOBEKTUBHBIM
HCCJIE0BATeNb, YeM JOKTPUHAIBHBIN KpUTUK Hacieaus: ConoBbeBa.
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Haunnyymmm noka3atensCTBOM 3TOTO MOXKET CIIYKHUTh TOT dakT, yTo Dropos-
CKMI HayaJl HE C afoJIOruy, a ¢ MMEHHO ¢ KpuTuku CosioBheBa. BriepBbie oH 3aBo-
it peub 0 ConoBbeBe B nucbeMe PuopenckoMy 1911 r., B kotopom 17-neTHuit
TMMHA3UCT BBIKa3al «CBOM CaMbleé MHTUMHBIE U 3a/ylIEBHbIE NEPEKUBAHUNY,
a TaKKe MOJEIMIICS CBOMM B3risiioM Ha ¢punocoduro ConoBbeBa: «I maBHoM Oenoi
HaIIUX OOTroCIOBOB M3 CBETCKHX, — IIyOOKOyBa)kaeMoro MHOK0 Brnamumupa
Cepreesuua ConoBbeBa, — “BEXOBLEB” U JIp. — SBJISIETCSI X OTOPBAHHOCTB OT
LIEPKOBHOI'O CO3HAHUS, JIMIIAIOIIAs UX TBEPJIbIX HA4Yall U 3aCTaBJISAIOLIAsl METAThCA
B pasHbie cTtopoHs [8. C. 54]. Ilo cytu gena, 34€Ch B HECKOJBKHUX CTPOKax
IIPE3ECHTHpPOBaHa MpOrpaMMa HCTOPUU PYCCKOM PEIIMTHMO3HON MBICIH, KOTOpas
OyJeT peaqn3oBaHa aBTOPOM uepe3 YeTBepTh Beka B MoHorpaduu «Ilytu pycckoro
60rociioBus». A ToJ CIyCTs, B BBILICYIOMSIHYTOM OuOnuorpaduyeckom o030pe,
CJIOBHO cHiOpsi ¢ caMuM co0oi, DIopoBCKHil OepeTcs 3aluIaTh JOKTPUHATBHYIO
optozokcuio ColoBbeBa, OCOOCHHO MPOTUB TE€X HCCIeNoBaTese, KOTOpbIe BEIH
peyb 0 ero KaTOJIMYECKUX CUMIATHSIX: «OeCTIPUCTPACTHOE UCCIIEIOBAaHUE HE OCTaB-
JsIeT COMHEHHMI B TOM, 4TO B TiyOuHe Ay CojloBbeB OBLI MMEHHO IPABOCIIAB-
HBIM, HO HE KaTOJIMKOM, YTO AyX €ro (hruiaocopuu — IyX HCKOHHOTO I'PEKO-BOCTOY-
HOT'O MpaBOCJaBUsA, a uaeu ero ¢uiocopun — unes borouenoBedecTBa, uaes
HEPKBH, Ui “TICIbHOTO 3HAHUA, “CBOOOJHOIO BCESAMHCTBA BHYIICHBI CBSITO-
OTEYECKOH MBICIIBIO; 3TH HJIEH, PACKPBITHIE B ATIOXY BCEICHCKHX COOOPOB Ha CTpa-
HUIIAX TMHUCAaHWK OTIOB Tpeueckod mepkBum» [5. C. 2]. Takum o0pazom, yxke
B [IEPBOM CBOEM II€YaTHOM BBICTYIUICHUU DIOPOBCKHUM HCIOJIB3YET KPUTEPHIA,
KOTOPBIN B TaJIbHEHUIIEM MPOBO3IIIACUT PEIIAIOLIUM: HJI€sl UICTUHHA, €CJIM OHA MO/-
TBEPKJIAETCS] NATPUCTUUECKUM aBTOPUTETOM; KakK BbIpa3uTcs OIopoBCKuil MHOTO
JIET CIIYCT$, «CBATOOTEUECKOE YUEHUE ECTh ITOCTOSIHHAS KATETOPHsl XPUCTUAHCKOM
BEpBI, HEU3MEHHOE U BBICILIEE MEPUIIO, WIIM KpUTEpUl, paBoil Bepb» [9. C. 267].

Urak, yxe B roHOCTH DIIOPOBCKUI PYKOBOJICTBOBAJICA JAHHBIM KPUTEPUEM U
MMEJI IOCTaTOYHOE MIPEICTABIEHHUE O TEX CTOPOHAX Hacienus CojloBbEBa, KOTOPBIE
MOTYT OBITh IPOOJIEMAaTU3UPOBAHBI B CBETE YKa3aHHOTro kpurepus. [losTomy mpa-
BUJIbHEE BECTH peub HE 00 3BOIOIMH, a CKOpee 00 ONpeAesICHHbIX KOJIeOaHUIX
®noposckoro B oTHomeHuu k CosoBbeBy. «Ha 3ape TyMaHHOW HOHOCTH» 3TH
Kosiebanusi ObUTK CBsi3aHbI ¢ aunemmoii “Academia vel Universitas”, ¢ BEIOOpoM,
MIOCTYTIATh JIU B TYXOBHYIO aKaIEMHIO UJIM YHUBEPCUTET U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, KAKOU
NESITEIIbHOCTH TIOCBSITHTD )KU3HB: IEPKOBHO-00TOCIOBCKOM MM HAy4HO-(UI0COd-
CKOW. MOXHO mpenrnonoxkute, 4to uMsi CoJ0BbEBA CIYKHUJIO HEKUM CHUMBOJIOM
¢unocopckoro npus3BaHus, U OTHOLICHWE K HEMY 3aBUCENIO OT TOTO, K KaKOMYy
BBI0OpY DiiopoBckuii ckinonsics. Kputnka ConoBbheBa BrICKa3aHa OJHOBPEMEHHO
C PEUIMMOCTBIO M30paTh IIEPKOBHO-OOTOCIOBCKHNA IMyTh, OAHAKO, B IMOCIEIHUI
MOMEHT pElIEHUE 0Ka3aJ10Ch U3MEHEHO, U PIOPOBCKUI CTal CTyACHTOM YHHUBED-
curera. B koppenauuu ¢ 3TuM coObITHEM MPOUCXOTUT MEPECMOTP U €ro OTHOILIE-
Hus K ColloBBEBY, 0 KOTOpOM Oy€T HamrcaHa KOMIUTMMEHTapHas pabota «HoBwie
KHUTW», a B Nepenucke Oyner craenano npusHanue: «Brnagumup CosaoBbeB ObLT
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MOUM MEPBBIM YUUTEJIEM PETUTHO3HON Priiocopuu: 3HaKOMCTBO C €ro TBOPEHH-
SIMH OIUIOAOTBOPSIOIIE BO3ACHCTBOBAIO HA MOIO MBICIb, U B €r0 TBOPEHUSX S
HaIlleN yriayOJeHne U CUCTEMAaTH3aIUIo TOT0, YTO B HESICHOW U CIyTaHHOU (hopme
Opoauno B MOel He3penoil romoBe. S yBIEKCS W €ro UIASSMHU, U €Tr0 CBETIBIM
00JIMKOM ¥ TIPHHSUICS 32 CEPhEe3HOE HAYYHOE UCTOPUUECKOE M KPUTHKO-(PUI0cod-
CKOe u3yueHue ero MmpiuieHus» [8. C. 58].

Bnocnencteun K. Mouynbckuii B cBoeli pabore o CosloBbEBE C IICNIBIO
OTBECTH OT HEro IMOJO3PEHHS B HEMPABOCIABUU COILIETCS Ha ITyOIMKaIUIO
®nopoBckoro 1912 r., 4To BBI30BET THEBHYIO OTHOBEAB MociaeaHero: « Hekoropsie
HOBEHIIIME aBTOPHI OKa3aJld MHE YeCTh, HIUTHPYS MOIO JAaBHIOIO OnOiIHorpaduye-
CKYIO CTaThl0, U3BJICUECHHYIO U3 TPOBUHIMATBHON IEPUOIUKY PaIH MOIKPEIUICHUS
MOUM aBTOPUTETOM MBICIM O TOJHOM COOTBETCTBUM MeEX1y COJIOBHEBBIM H
“nognuHHBIM 1yxoM BocTtounoro IlpaBociaBus™... S monas3yroch 371€Ch CIy4daem,
4TOOBI (hOpPMaIBLHO OTPEYbCS OT COBEPIICHHO HEKOMIIETEHTHOW OLIEHKH BpPEMEH
Moel ctyaeHdeckor roHoctn» [10. C. 143]. Scnoe neno, uro DiopoBCKuM, Kak
BCET/1a, CTYCTHIJI KPacKu, KBaTM(UIIUPYs CBOU FOHOIIIECKHUE CykaeHus 0 COIOBbEBE
B KQUECTBE «IIOJIHOCThIO HEKOMITETEHTHBIX». HecMOTps Ha y’ke OTMEUYeHHBIE KOJle-
0aHus MO OTHOUICHHIO K MPOBO3BECTHUKY (puiocoduu BceenuHcTBa, COOBHEB
0611 1 ocTaBacs A OIOPOBCKOTO MPUKOBBIBAIOLIEH OrpOMHOE BHUMaHUE (PUTy-
poii yXe ¢ TMMHa3H4ecKO MOpHI; TaK, B OJHOM M3 muceM [ yOOKOBCKOMY OH
JEJIUTCS MEUTOM MOCBITUTH ce0s «ydueHoMY citykeHuto y [Ipecrona BeeBbimnero»
[11. C. 171], Takum 0Opa3oM BOCIIPHHUMAs HAYYHYIO JIEATEIBHOCTh B KOHTEKCTE
COJIOBBEBCKOW TEYpPruu, KaK Pa3HOBUIHOCTbH CBAIIECHHOIEUCTBUS... Bce 310 He
YAUBHUTEIHHO, 0O I0OHOCTH DIOPOBCKOTO COBMAJIA C BHICIIMM PACIBETOM JYXOBHO-
MHTEIJJICKTYaJIbHOTO ABM)KEHHUS, BOLIEAIIETO B UICTOPHIO MO/l HaA3BAHUEM PYCCKHIA
penurno3Ho-¢punocockuilt peHeccaHc.

Nnen ConoBbeBa, paBHO KaK U cama €ro JJIMYHOCTh, ObUIA BaKHEUIITUM UCTOY-
HUKOM BJIOXHOBEHUS U JIJISl pETUTU03HO-(PHIOCODCKHX, U ISl TUTEPATyPHO-XY10-
JKECTBEHHBIX KpyroB peHeccanca [3]. s dunocodor CosoBbeB ObLIT IEPBOMPO-
XOJILIEM B JieJie KPUTUKHU MTO3UTUBU3MA, PEAYKIIMOHU3MA U CEKYJISIpU3Ma, KOTOPBI
pacuMCTUII IJIOMAAKY U 3aJI0KUIT OCHOBY ISl IOCTPOEHUSI CUCTEMBI PETUTHO3HOM
MeTapU3UKH;, TaHPeIUTruo3Hb moaxoa ColIoBbEBa CTUMYIIHPOBAI OHTOJIOTHYEC-
CKHUH MOBOPOT B pyccKoil penurno3znoi meiciu. [1.A. @nopenckuii, C.H. bynrakos,
C.JI. ®pank, JL.IL. Kapcasun, H.O. Jlocckuii, 6pares C.H. u E.H. Tpy06enkue TBOp-
YECKH pa3BUBAIM COJOBBEBCKYIO MeTapU3UKy BceeauHCTBa. B cBOIO ouepenp,
«rucarenei u mo3ToB CepeOpsHOTo BeKa MpUBJICKaa cama TMIHOCTh COJIOBhEBa,
ero 3araJioyHoe Muctudeckoe alter ego. 3a palMOHAIUCTUYECKON SICHOCTBIO €ro
¢unocodun yragpiBanach €IBa YJIOBHMas TEHb THOCTHKA, IIOCIIEIOBATENS
Ka606ansr u flkoBa beme, moceTuTesns mMoOymOANOIBHBIX CITUPUTHYECKUX CEAHCOB,
MOJIO3PUTENHFHO 3HAKOMOTO ¢ 007acThio neMonmueckoroy [12. C. 43] ... NmenHo
9TH TrpaHu oOpa3a CoyoBbeBa B MEPBYIO OYEpeb BHI3BIBATM HHTEPEC K HEMY
CO CTOPOHBI TAKUX aBTOPOB, Kak A.A. bnok, Auapeit bensiid, JI.C. MepexxkoBCKHiA,
B.1. UBaHoB.
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[Tocne 1917 r. pycckuili penuruo3Ho-GuiIocoPpckuii peHeccaHc MOTydaeT
IPOJOKEHNE B YCIOBHSX SMUTPALIUU, KOTOPbIE CTUMYJIUPYIOT €T0 IPECTaBUTE-
Jeil K MPUIIOKEHUIO YCUITUH 711 OCO3HAHUSI COOCTBEHHOM HAllMOHAIBHO-KYIBTYP-
HOM M JYXOBHOW MAEHTUYHOCTU — MOJOOHO TOMY, Kak BaBuiioHcKoe IIeHeHHE
CIOCOOCTBOBANIO JIYYILIEMY OCO3HAHUIO €BPEUCKOW WIOEHTHYHOCTH. Hapsny
C «OTLAMI» PEHECCAHCa, B MUTPALIMU BIIEPBbIE TPOMKO 3asBIISIET O ceOe MOoKOoJIe-
HUE €r0 «JIeTe» — 3Ty TYPr€HEBCKYIO JUXOTOMHIO B JAHHOM KOHTEKCTE B Kaue-
CTBE MeToJoJIorMdyeckoro mnpuema yaadHo Been [LJI I'aBpwmok. Mexny
«oTamMu» (TTOKOJICHHE «BEXOBIIEB») M «JIEeThbMH» (TOKOJICHHE €BPA3UUIICB),
€CTECTBEHHO, HAUMHAETCS HAIPSKEHUE U PACKOJ Cpa3y 110 HECKOJIBKUM HallpaBJie-
HUsIM. «JleTn» Bce Ooublile AUCTAHIUPYIOTCA OT «OTLOBY», (DaKTHUECKHU BO3jaras
Ha HUX OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a MOCTUTIIYIO0 POCCHIO pEBOIOIMOHHYIO KaTacTpody.
Pa3BuBaemble CTapiIMM MOKOJEHUEM NPEICTABUTENECH «PEHECCAHCa» IMPOHUKHY-
ThI€ HUCTOPUYECKUM ONTUMHU3MOM YHHUBEPCAIUCTCKUE KOHLEIINH YKE HE KaKyTCs
yOEIUTENbHBIMU TTOKOJICHUIO «JETel», Ha MOpOre BCTYIUICHUS B 3PEIYIO JKHU3Hb
CTOJIKHYBIIEMYCSl C KpyIIEHHEM BCETO MHUpomnopsaka. HakoHel, ecinu «oTupl» Ha
3aCeIaHMsIX PEIUTHO3HO-PUIOCO(MCKUX OOIIECTB KPUTHKOBATH HCTOPHUYECCKYIO
LlepkoBb, UCKaJIM MYTH €€ MOJEPHU3ALUHU U pePOpMaLIUH, TO «ICTH» OKA3aIHUCh
MpUX0’KaHAMH HE TOCIOJICTBYIOLIEH, a cTpajaroniei [lepkBu, KoTopas HyKIajlach
y>K€ HE B MOJIEpHU3ALUH, a B TOAJIEPKKE U BEpHOM cirykeHuu [12. C. 85—117] L.

VYka3aHHbIE COIMAIBHO-TICUXOJIOTHYECKUE (PAKTOPBHI BO MHOTOM OTIpEACIINIH
U HaIpaBJICHUs UJICOJOTMUYECKOTO Pa3MEKEBaHUS «IETei» ¢ «OTIaMuy, Hanboee
SpKO TIposiBUBIIEECS B eBpaszuiicTBe. M x0T DIOPOBCKHII TOCTATOYHO OBICTPO
paccTaics ¢ ’TUM JIBUKEHUEM, IIEPUOJ] COTPYTHUUECTBA C €Bpa3UiLIaMU OKa3ajcs
JUISL HErO BEChMa pe3yJbTaTUBHBIM, HOO LENbIN Pl KIIIOUEBBIX UCTOPHOCOPCKUX
TE3UCOB €Bpa3UICTBA OH BOCIPOM3BEN BIIOCIEACTBUU, TOJBKO YK€ Ha HHOM,
6orocioBckoM si3bike. [Ipex e Bcero, 3To oTpuiiaTenbHas oleHKa 3anaja u 3anaj-
HBIX BJIMSHUM B PYyCCKOM KyJbType KaK JECTPYKTHBHBIX, NPHUBEALINX CTpPaHy
K PEBOJIIOLIMM; BOCTOYHBIX )K€ AJIEMEHTOB, BKJIIOYasl BU3AHTHIICKOE Hacleaue —
KaK TMO3UTUBHBIX M O1aroTBopHbIX. [IpoBo3riamenssiil eBpasuiinamu «Mcxon
Bocroky» BbIpaxan HX NPETEH3UI0 Ha POJb MPOPOKOB, BBIBOJSALIUX PYCCKYIO
AMUTPALMIO U3 «BAaBUIIOHCKOIO» 3allaHOrO IVIEHEHUs. BMecTo ncxona Ha 3eMHYO
ponuny, ®IOpOBCKHI MpHU3Bal K JyXOBHOMY BO3BpAILIEHUIO B OJarojaTHyro
CTpaHy CBATHIX O0TLOB. Ho /17151 3TOT0 0Ka3anoch HEOOXO0IUMBIM OTOPOCUTH COMHU-
TEJTLHOE HACIIEJICTBO PYCCKOM PEMTUO3HON U PUI0CO(CKOIM MBICTH, KOTOpasi, Kak
nokasbiBaeT PIIOPOBCKHIA, COCTOUT U3 Uepebl (PaabCTapTOB U TYIMHKOB, IPEICTaB-
nsieT coO0M He YTO MHOE, KaK PsJl pereniuii naryOHbIX 3ana HbIX BIUSHUAN, TTaHO-
pamy KoTopbix OropoBckuii H300pa3uil B CEPUH CTATEH, BIIOCIEACTBUN COCTABHB-
mmx kHUTY «IlyTm pycckoro O6OrociaoBus»; MpUYEM B KadyecTBE IOCIIEIHErO
¥ CaMOT'0 OTACHOTO U3 ATUX BIUSHUM 311ech npenctaet ¢punocopust CoaoBbeBa.

Ero Hacnenue cHOBa MpUKOBBIBAET BHUMaHUE PIOPOBCKOIO B MEPBOM MOJIO-
BuHe 1920-x rr., Korna OIOpPOBCKH TOTOBUT U YHTaeT Kypc o ¢punocoduu Coo-
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BbeBa B Pycckom UucTutyTe (I1para, 1922—1923), coOupaeT marepuar 1j1s HaIm-
canust KHUTKH 0 CosIoBbEBE M IJIAHUPYET 3alUINATh HA €€ OCHOBE JIOKTOPCKYIO
nuccepTaruio. Kak coobmran ®@mopoBckuii B miuchkMe cBoei cympyre, «[lokonHbIi
[1.1. 3aBeman MHe HanucaTh JOKT. 1ucc. 0 CoIOBBEBE U A UyBCTBYIO, UYTO HE MOTY
€e He HalucaTh W YTO, MOKa sl €e He HAMUIly, HUKAKOro TOoJKa He OyJeT: Hajo
OTTOJIKHYTHCS, YTOOBI PBITHYTh. DTOT IUIaH BCTPEUYAET BceoOIiee HECOUYBCTBHUE,
a ero HaJl0 UCTONHUTE. JTO He OyneT KkHura o ConoBbeBe, He OyAET nepeckas Win
TOJIKOBaHME Uy>Koro. Tak, KaK sl 3T0 MpoayMall, 3T0 OyIeT IMEHHO CBOE, HO TOJIKO
U3JI0’)KEHHOE B IMPOTUBOIOJIOKHOCTh TAKOMY YYy>KOMY, KOTOpO€ OBLIO JI0JIrOe
BpeMs MOMM COOCTBEHHBIM W 4Y€pe3 KOTOpPOE€ 51 C YCHIIMEM Iepelesl K CBOEMY
cobcrBernomy» [13. C. 291]. TlpumeuarensHo, yTOo bynrakoB, ¢ KOTOpBIM
y DIOPOBCKOT0 B 3TOT MEPHO/] OBLIIN JOBEPUTEIHHBIC OTHOIICHUS, MBITAJICS Mepe-
yOeIuTh CBOEro MOJONEYHOro OT peaju3allid 3TOr0 3aMmbIcia, TepefaBas ero
IIOYTH B TEX kK€ BeIpakeHMsX: «He couyBcTBYIO pemuTenbHo Bamemy pemieHuto
nucath 0 CosioBbeBE, KOTOPOTO BHI He mobuTe 1 naxe Guinocodcku He yBaKaeTe,
HY’KJAeTeCh K€ B HEM Kak B TpamiuiuHe» [14. C. 200].

OtnenpHas KHUra JEHCTBUTENHLHO HE OblIa HamucaHa, HO 00 MHTEHCHUBHBIX
3aHATUAX PopoBckoro CosIoBEEBBIM B TOT NEPUOJ CBUAETEILCTBYET PsAJl CTATEH
u Kypc nekiuid B Pycckom HuctutyTe, omyOmmkoBanHbii I1.JI. [MaBpumrokom
B 2015 r. 3aecp PopoBCKUII KOHCTATUPYET LIEHTpalibHOE 3HaueHue CooBbeBa
B HUCTOPUHU PYCCKOM MBICIM KaK CHCTEMATHU3aTOpa €€ UCKaHUM MEPBOTO MEpUOaa
(XIX B.) M OJHOBPEMEHHO «HAUYMWHATENS HOBOTO psiia MBICIUTENCH», XOTA
«BOCTOPKEHHBIE OLICHKW» B €ro aJpec CUMUTAeT NpeyBeaudeHHbIMH. OCHOBHas
MBICIIb, KOTOPYIO POBOAUT PIOPOBCKUI, 3aKII04YAETCS B TOM, YTO IPEAIPHUHATAS
Con0BBEBBIM NOMBITKA CO3/IAHMSI CHUHTE3UPYIOIIETO YUYEHUs Ha OCHOBE HAYKH,
¢unocodun u penuruu, sIBISETCS MPOSBICHHEM «METa(hU3NIECKOTO YTOIMHU3MaY,
KOTOPBIN BJICUYET 32 COOOM TaKKE M yTOMH3M COIMATbHBIA. DIOPOBCKHI paccMar-
puBaer CoJOBbEBa KaK yTOMHCTA, MCIOJB3YIOUIETO PEIUIHO3HYI0 (unocoduio
B KauecTBE Opyausl JOCTWXKEeHUs cBoux uLened. [lo MHeHuro wuccinemoBatens,
yMmoHacTpoeHue CoyioBbeBa C(HOPMHUPOBATIOCH 3MOXOM BENIUKHUX pedopM, COBpe-
MEHHHKaM KOTOPOM Ka3aJloCh, YTO OHU HAXOIATCS MEXAY NEPUOIOM HAUMHAHUMI U
BEJIMKMX CBEPILECHMI, 4TO HacTalIa ropa ocyuectsieHus Llapcrsa boxus Ha 3emiie
«B OOBIIEHHOM MOPSIKE», YCIOBUEM YETO TOJIKHO SIBUTHCS YCBOCHHE JIIOJbMHU
«MCTUHHOTO XPUCTHMAHCTBa» HE TOJBKO IO BEpPE, HO TENEPh M B Pa3yMHOM,
oco3HaHHOU (hopme. MutrocTpanueil Takon H1e0I0THH MOXKET CITY)KHTh yBJICKaB-
mmii ConoBbEBa CHUPUTH3M, KOTOPBIN «IaeT Hayano MeTa(usuke, MOCTPOCHHOM
Ha TPUHIUIE HEOOXOAMMOCTH, KOTOpas paclpoCTpaHsIeT 3aKOHbl MEXaHMKHU Ha
Mup ayxoBHblit» [15. C. 315]. B 3TOM %e CcOLMaNbHO-YTOMUYECKOM, a OTHIOJIb
HE PEJIMTMO3HOM KOHTEKCTe, KaK yka3biBaeT DIopoBCKuUil, HEOOXOAMMO paccMmar-
PUBAaTh U COJIOBLEBCKUH IIPOEKT COCAUHEHNUs LIEPKBE.

OnHo u3 nocnenuux ynomuHanui CosioBbeBa B TeKCTax DIOPOBCKOr0 OTHO-
cutcs k 1962: «Mnen Bnagumupa ConoBbeBa — 3TO SIU30/ B UCTOPUU HEMELIKOTO
ueanu3Ma; UX MOXHO BIIOJIHE MOHSTH TOJBKO B KOHTEKCTE TOrO, YTO OOBIYHO
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Ha3bIBalOT Spatidealismus [mo3aHMI MaEaIn3M| — AOBOJIBLHO Majou3BecTHas (aza
Pa3BUTHS HICATUCTHYECKON PEITUTHO3HOM (prmocoduu, MK KOTOPOM IPUXOIUTCS
Ha 60-e u 70-e rr. nponutoro Beka» [12. C. 336; 16. P. 470]. Ouenka, conep:xaria-
SCsl B ’TOM CEHTECHIIUH, €/IBa JIK HEe O0JIee YHHUIKUTEIbHAs, YeM TO, 4T0 DI1opoB-
ckuit nmucan o ConoBeese B 1930-e rr., n60 Tenepb KOHCTaTUPYeTCs (PaKTUUECKH
MapruHaJIbHOCTh ue ColoBbheBa, KOTOPHIE paCCMATPUBAIOTCS BCETO JIMIIL Kak
HEKO€ MPOBUHIIMAIBHOE 3X0 MMO3/IHETO HEMELIKOT0 UJIeaIu3Ma B IIEPUO/ €TO Pa3io-
JKEHUS.

Penenmumst ConoBreBa PIOPOBCKUM OKa3aJlaCh OYEHb 3HAYMMOM, BIIMSATEIb-
HOW M apXEeTUITUYHOM JJIST PyCCKOI MBICIH, B 0OCOOCHHOCTH B camoi Poccun, rae
ero suHuto npoaomxuian C.C. Xopyxuii u ILII. [Naiinenko. Kputnueckoe nepe-
ocmbiciieHue Hacienus ColloBbeBa MUMENIO KaK JIOKTPUHAIBHBIM XapakTep, Tak U
OBLTO 00YCIIOBIIEHO OTNPEACICHHBIMU COITMATBLHO-TICHXOJIOTHYECKUMHU (PaKTOpamu,
CBSI3aHHBIMU C TIOKOJICHUECKUM KOH(DIUKTOM MEXy MPEACTaBUTEISIMU U HACIIE-
HUKaMU PYCCKOTO PEeTUTHOo3HO-PHIOCO(CKOro peHeccaHca, €ero «oTHamu» Hu
«IeTbMMW». DTOT KOHIIUKT OYEHb XOPOIIO BhIpa3ui DIopoBCKkuil B mUCbMe CBOESH
skene Kcenun MBanoBHe 20 aBrycra 1937 E. — B rof Bbixoia B cBeT KHUTH «I Iyt
pPyCCKOTo OOTOCIIOBHS», KOT/Ia aBTOP Pa3MBIILIUT O HEOOXOAMMOCTH TOKHHYTH
npodeccopckyto kopropanuio CsiTo-CeprueBckoro 60rocioBCKOro MHCTUTYTA:
«BHemHUM 00pa3oM HAIKM OTHOMIEHUS OBbUTM OYEHH APYKECTBEHHBIMH, HO
B MOCJIETHUN JIeHb BPYT MHE CTaJIO SICHO, KaK 0€3HaJIe)KHO Obl pa30ILIUCh U YTO
“BCce KOHUEHO”, U 4TO “OHW~ OymyT MEHs Oe3HAJC)KHO OOXOAUTh, OTTECHATH W
3a0bIBaTh, TOYHO MEHS M BOBce He cymecTByeT» [12. C. 22—23]. OuyeBUIHO, YTO
«OHU» — 3TO «OTIB PEIUTHO3HO-PUIOCOPCKOTO peHeccanca, KOTOPhIH MPoXo-
v o 3HakoM CoustoBbeBa U 1151 KOTOPBIX COJIOBBEB — CBSIIICHHAS, KAHOHU3H-
poBaHHasi pUTypa, MPOTUB 4ero OyHTyeT — U He Oe3ycrentHo — DIopoBCKUi.
Bwmecre ¢ TeMm, xoTenoch Obl OT METUTh, YTO HEONATPUCTUUYECKHUI CHHTE3 CaMOro
®dnopoBckoro ObuT Ob1 HeBO3MOXEH 0e3 CoJ0BbeBa, KOTOPBIN MOCITYKUI I HETO
TEM CaMbIM «TPaMILUIMHOMY, OJ1arofiapst KOTOpOMY OH CMOT «IIPBITHYTb» U pa3Bep-
HYTh aJbTepHATUBHYIO mporpammy. [losTomy, Kak Obl HH OICHUBATh HACIECAHE
ConoBreBa, Jaxe 4epe3 TMINEPKPUTHYECKYI0 ONTHKY PIOPOBCKOIr0, MPUXOIUTCSA
MPU3HATH €T0 MOHYMEHTAJIbHOCTh M 3HAUUTEIBHOCTh B UCTOPUHU PYCCKOM MBICIH.
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Introduction

There is a point of view according to which it is difficult to speak about the
existence of the Russian philosophy [1]. However, it is important to analyze the key
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specifics of this unique philosophical tradition. Russian philosophy rests on visual,
creative thinking rather than strict analytics. For instance, prominent Russian writer
Fyodor Mikhailovich Dostoevsky expressed his religious, ontological and ethical
reflections not in the form of classical philosophical texts, but in novels that reveal
various philosophical problems (amongst others by means of the polyphony
principle) [2]. Although one should not deny the influence of the European
philosophical tradition on the development and history of Russian philosophy, and
we can trace similar stages in the formation of the Russian thought and various
philosophical schools, this article offers to consider employment of visual and
creative thinking by Russian philosophers as a tool to break out of the rigid
boundaries of strict analytics and comprehension of the surrounding reality, major
philosophical questions and philosophical problems in general. As it is impossible
to capture all material on this subject in one article, we will focus on the philosophy
of F. Dostoevsky and L. Shestov. This choice is justified by the following reasons:
F. Dostoyevsky, as it has been already mentioned, is a prominent representative of
Russian culture, who puts the ontological ideas in the form of a novel (i.e. prefers
expressing his thoughts in an artistic way). L. Shestov, in turn, is also known for
his specific narrative style (in the form of short notes that are not always consecutive
and connected between each other).

Features of Russian philosophy in the context
of F.M. Dostoevsky and L.N. Shestov

What is the essence of Dostoevsky's genius? He managed to convey
peculiarities of Russian temper, to make the characters of his novels embody
various philosophical paradigms, and, last but not least, let these characters live in
line with the philosophical ideas they are meant to represent. Although some plots
of Dostoevsky's novels were called autobiographical, his genius lies in the fact that
his novels’ characters cogitative activity stretch further away from their everyday
routine. Geniuses are capable of going beyond their own individual being, to
abstract from subjective experience and experiment mentally, transposing the idea
into the sphere of real life. Its common knowledge that fiction (or in this case,
philosophical ideas in a novel frame) is a special genre with other ways of reasoning
and immersing the reader in the life of other people. For example, by means of
living out their philosophical views — through the analogies, metaphors,
hyperboles and other literary and stylistic devices. Imminent German philosopher
Martin Heidegger had similar views; he considered it was important to study
language and care of its purity. He believed that poetic philosophizing is the most
suitable way of appealing to the truth and being [3]. Though analogy, for example,
does not serve as the proof in strict logic. But it is impossible to describe some
themes in a strict logical language. Otherwise we will get inexpressive scheme,
deprived of randomness and such abstract ideal concepts as soul (there is no
consensus view regarding the definition, but intuitively everyone understands what
it is all about): “The philosophy and logic should have nothing in common; the
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philosophy is the art, that try to break through a logical chain of conclusions and
which is taking out the person to the shoreless sea of imagination, fantasy, where
everything is equally possible and impossible™ [4. P. 42].

One might wonder why Dostoevsky and Shestov were chosen for this inquiry?
Both of them tried to break out of the strict framework of logic, to outdo that critical
barrier in readers’ mind and plunge them into “the presence (here being)” or
“Dasein” (in Heidegger terms), as well as to urge them to quit caring about
superficial daily routine and question their being instead. It is difficult to express
such meanings strictly (though Heidegger tried to use strict concepts in his works),
but when one describes a state of mind or puts thought in the form of a story,
everyone intuitively catches what is called “love of wisdom” [5]. Also, we face a
problem of universals, where the definitions are too wide, general and do not reach
the completeness, disregarding even subjectivity and other human factors. But
when the reader plunges into reading, where they enter a condition of a character,
do not they refuse their own experience, their own limits? Is not it an attempt to
question? Thus, for example, Lev Shestov refused to put his philosophical work
into the strict consecutive system of expansion of his views — “The apotheosis of
groundlessness” was written in the form of short statements which were not
connected directly between each other, but were penetrated by one general idea —
an attempt to deprive the reason of the ground, to push out the person from the
habitual environment, to destroy limits of subjective thinking which seeks to choose
the convenient world view describing and explaining various phenomena. This way
the philosopher tries to find ways of going beyond his own limits.

Criticism of the cult of reason

The influence of the Western tradition on Russian philosophy has been
mentioned earlier. That, in particular, happened also to the Enlightenment and an
excessive cult of reason. It would be appropriate to mention modern Russian
philosopher, the expert in the philosophy of science and ontology, A.N. Pavlenko.
He has quite a different view on the ideas of the Enlightenment and humanism. The
essence of humanism used to be the human himself. That would be ridiculous for
those living during the antique period to perceive such a humanistic view. In the
antique world, it was cosmism that dominated. Cosmism considers space as the
supreme value. That is where we see a huge gap between eras — in Antiquity people
bow before the greatness of Space, Universe, and God. However, after the
development of humanistic ideas, there happened a revolution and the human
placed himself in the center of the universe.

It is during the Renaissance when the new type of humanism appears.
Humanism tries to make the person humane. The main ethical categories — morals,
freedom, the good and the evil, they all rely on the reason of a human. The reason
has to fight against. The main idea of such humanism is the perception of a human
as the highest natural being. Each individual by nature is endowed with reason and
represents a certain unique personality that possesses freedom, an ability to define
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their own destiny, to make independent decisions, to direct his life, pick his own
destiny, and to build himself up. Destiny, in this case, is not an abstract or mystical
term with indistinct sense, but a certain living plan which the person realizes or
not — he chooses and designs it himself. God has some abstract nature here, as the
unique and creative human being is now placed in the center of the universe. He
has the reason, knowledge of laws of nature, and therefore leans on them instead of
relying on the will of God. Initially, the harmony of soul and body is present in him;
he is almost perfect. So, similar ideas became a basis of the humanism of the
Enlightenment. The person becomes a natural element (still central) endowed with
reason, and the content of the reason is scientific knowledge (natural science).

Shestov’s act of faith, and the act of love, in the context of Dostoevsky, is
capable of pulling out the person from his routine existence in passions. It allows
making the spiritual jump, to go beyond limits of oneself, to make spiritual
regeneration. The western trends came to Russia quickly and Russians perceived
all achievements of science as a miracle and identified them with happiness and
development and upcoming prosperity. But in fact, the rationality suffers a defeat
in some spheres of life, as it is not capable of describing everything. The reason
which makes sparks scientific revolutions is also capable of generating awful things
(e.g. ecological crisis caused by excessive development of science). The invention
of hydrogen bomb, technocratization of society and many other things generated by
reason — lead to the degradation of morality. The original revolt (as Camus
understood it) can be made against reason, against the desire to systematize
everything. Shestov briefly mentions a famous phrase from a fairy tale: “The
emperor has no clothes” — just like the scream of a person who passed borders of
some paradigm, looked at the world with a fresh view. Only due to act of faith and
love mankind can leave such overcome absurdity of the existence.

Conclusion

Lev Shestov appealed to clean creativity. Studying the past (e.g. history of
philosophy) is certainly important for a deeper understanding of specific thinkers,
but it is not necessary for further development of philosophy. “Any creation is the
creation from nothing” [6. P. 62] — here the philosopher speaks about the
emergence of those ideas which are not thoroughly framed in a concrete thought or
a statement when you are in the state of here — being. When it is framed and seems
stable and strong, it will begin to get a form of proved — at this moment it is
necessary to break and deny it. Otherwise, each thinker can get obsessed with it and
fail to move further. Should we transfer a similar way of reasoning to the natural-
science sphere, then, for example, A.N. Pavlenko speaks about a stage of empirical
weightlessness of the theory. In the physical-cosmological sphere of science
changes between the theory and experience begin to happen, the theory starts to
advance experience, and subsequently and to stimulate empirical researches. As for
Shestov, it is possible to draw a conclusion that the condition of “groundlessness”,
an exit from habitual explanations (the world, the person, etc.), refusal of the
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previous outlooks contributes to the maximum development of thought. German
philosopher Martin Heidegger called this state “presence”. The person, being
engaged in daily affairs. But there are moments when a person questions life when
he drops out of his daily routine and “is present”. At this moment his consciousness
goes beyond his own framework and tries to touch life, to merge with it. However,
it is impossible to be in this state constantly, after a while the person will return to
his ordinary being, but at those rare moments of “presence”, the individual can be
full of the new ideas (it is similar to of Plato’s world of Eidos).

Summing up, we tried to define Lev Shestov’s way of thinking. The
philosopher suggests refusing scientific, cultural, historical and other frameworks;
it is some kind of an attempt to deprive reason of its standing point, to destroy
habitual track of thinking and to go beyond limits. All previous knowledge and
desire to choose one paradigm and develop this paradigm only creates subjective
“blinkers” that thwarts the development of philosophical thought. Every time when
the individual wants to be guided by one theory, he should refuse and continue to
search, be free and open, as well as constantly aspire to a state of “groundlessness”.
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the traditional philosophical theology in the chapter of his Critique of Pure Reason dedicated
to the ideal of reason motivated his rejection of transcendental theology in favor of a
construction founder on “postulates of reason”. An examination of Kant’s sistematics of
philosophical-theological disciplines reveals nonetheless some changeability of the borderlines
of transcendental theology. This means that Kant’s critical arguments do not necessarily affect
all kinds of trancendental theology, and allows us to investigate Kant’s reflection of the
transcendental ideal if reason as a foundation for an alternative version of philosophical ethico-
theology which does not need “practical postulates”. In the first Critique there is no ground for
such a construction, because Kant's concept of virtue remains partly naturalistic at that time.
The idea of a pure aprioristic ethics of duty as expounded by Kant later furnished the needed
conceptual foundation for a concept already prepared in the theory of the ideal, asserting the
reality of a transcendental-practical ideal as a prototype of moral will, as humanity in its
comprehensively determined moral perfection, as the realm of ethical ends, and lastly, in an
anticipation of the “prototypical” Christology of Kant's late treatise on religion, as the divine
human person within us. Compared with this version of transcendental philosophical theology
Kant’s ethico-theology of “postulates” should be legitimately determined as a form of natural
theology.
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Ecnun Ha 00mIeMeTO0IOTHYecKOM YpOBHE CBEACHHE MPOOJIEMHOTO IIOJIS
¢unocopun penmurun k ¢puirocopckomy yueHuro o bore, a 3Toro mocnensero,
B CBOIO OuYepelb — K YIOCTOBEPCHHIO PAIlMOHAIBHBIX apryMEHTOB B IOJb3Y
OCHOBHBIX y‘-IeHI/Iﬁ peimrun 1 npexac BCCro — OBITHS BO)KI/ISI, MOXHO CUYHUTATh
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TOUYKOMN 3pEHHUsI HEMHOTUX «PaJHUKaJIOB», TO, KOTJa Peub 3aX0AUT 0 GUI0coPCcKoit
TeoJoruu B cucreMe KaHTa, Kak B HEMAJIOM YHCIIE CIICIUATBHBIX pa0dOT MO 3THUKE
u ¢punocodun penurun Kanra, Tak 1 B OOJIBITUHCTBE yI€OHBIX TOCOOMIA 110 (huI0-
couu, cHaO)KEHHBIX UCTOPUUYECKUM BBECHHEM, MBI HAHJEM 3Ty TEMY pelylHpo-
BaHHOM K OJTHOMY U3 JIBYX CIOXKETOB (MJIM K HUM 000UM BMECTE): K Kpumuke mpa-
OUYUOHHBIX doKazamenbcme ovimus booicus 1 K yUSHHIO O NOCMY1amax npakmu-
yeck020 pasyma. ITH JIBa MOMEHTA MPEJCTABISIIOTCS HEOOXOAMMO CBA3aHHBIMU:
«Ilocne yBonpHEHHS MeTaQHU3MUECKOW KOCMOTEOJIOTUH OT 3aHUMAEMOHN JI0JIKHO-
cTu ToHsATHE bora OoTHOCHTCS MpPEeMMYIIECTBEHHO K oOsactu 3Tukm» [1. S. 247],
a B 3TOi1 001acTu Bo3HUKaET uaes ¢puiocopckoro boromoznanus, 0CHOBAHHOTO Ha
MOHSTUA MOpPAJIBbHOCTH. JTa (unocodckas smuxo-meonozus, WIA MOpalbHas
TEOJIOTHS, 4Yallle BCEro OTOXKAECTBISAETCA C Y4YeHHMEM O mocrtynarax: «KaHT
TOBOPHUT, UTO bOr — 3TO MOCTyJNAaT YUCTOrO MpakTUYecKoro pazymay» [1. S. 248];
B MOpAJIbHOW TEOJIOTHH (B TOM yHcie yxe B «Jleknusax») ¢punocod umeer aeno
HEe c MeTadu3MYECKUMHU J0Ka3aTelbCTBaMHU, a «C MocTyjiaroM Obitust bora»
[2. C. 344].

Wtak, pacrnpocTpaHEHHYIO MO3UIMI0 UHTEPIPETATOPOB MOMXKHO BBIPA3UTHh B
JIBYX CIIEIYIOIUX Te3ucax: 1) KpUTHKA TPaIUIIMOHHON CHEKYISITUBHO-(UiIocod-
CKOM Teosoruu TpuBOAUT KaHTa K KOHCTPYKIIMU MopaabHO-PriocodcKoi
TEOJIOTUH; 2) MOPaIbHO-TEOJIOTHYECKOE MOCTPOECHUE KAHTHAHCTBA €CTh (MOXKET
MOHUMATHCA TOJBKO KaK) TEOPHS [TOCTYIATOB YUCTOTO MPAKTUUECKOTO pazyMa, T.€.
Bora u 6eccmeprus. Mexay TeM B IpeyiaraeMoM UCCIIEI0BAaHUU MBI TOCTapaeMcs
M0Ka3aTh, YTO, XOTS B TEKCTaX KpUTHYecKOoro KaHnTa He HaX0AUTCS HUKAKUX OCHO-
BaHUI OcClapuBaThb OCHOBATEIBHOCTH Te3HUcCa 1), OTHAKO PaCCMOTPEHHE UMEHHO
Toro paszena «Kputuku yuctoro pazyman, rae Kant 3anumaercst gpuiiocodekumu
npo6aemamu borono3nanus (B €ro TepMHUHAX — TPAHCICHICHTAIBLHON TEOJIOTHH),
HE MPOCTO MO3BOJISIET HAMETUTh HEKOTOPYIO aJIbTEPHATUBRY TE3UCY 2), HO UMEHHO
3Ta aJbTEPHATUBA, ITUKO-TEOJIOTUs O€3 MOCTYJIATOB, YTBEPKIAETCS BIIOCJIEICTBUH,
npu noctpoeHuu Kanrom ero «dumocohckoro ydeHust o peaurum», B KauecTse
$rI10cOPCKO-TEOTOrMUECKOTO 3JIEMEHTA ITON «PEIMTHH pazyMa». DTy albTepHa-
TUBHYIO 3TUKO-TEOJIOTHIO MOXKHO OMNPEIeNUTh Kak (UI0COPCKYIO HJICI0 BOILIO-
HMIEHHOTO  (NMEePCOHU(DUIIUPOBAHHOTO)  MPAHCYEHOEHMANbHO-NPAKMUYECKO20
uoeana pasyma, U B «IOCTyJaTax» MpU HAIUYUU 3TON (pusiocodckoit Teonoruu
HE OcTaeTcs HaloOHOCTH, a MOTOMY, KaK OTMEYarOT KaHTOBebl, KaHT HU pa3y U He
MOBTOPSIET CBOEr0 «MOPAJILHOTO apryMeHTa» B Tekcre «Pemuruum B mpepenax
TOJIbKO pazyma» [3. P. 139]: «nocTynar» MOKET 10Ka3aTh TOJIBKO BO3MONICHOCD
owrTust bora, Kant ke B «Penurum. . .» «BBIXOIUT 3a MPECIIB IPOCTON BO3MOKHO-
ctu bora» [3. P. 139]. HenaBno Kahn npenioxun TpakTOBKY 3BOJIOIUH KaHTOB-
CKOM 3THKO-TEOJIOTUH, COTJIACHO KOTOPOW B MO3JAHUH TEPUOJ €ro TBOPYECTBA
y KanTa npousomen «pyHaaMeHTanbHBIA CABUT BO B3TJsAax Ha ObiTHe boxxue»
[4. P. 309], BciiencTBUE KOTOPOTO B TPAKTATE O PEIIMTUM MOMIATHYJIUCHh CUCTEMA-
TUYECKHE TO3UIMH nocTynata 6eccmeptus [4. P. 323], a B «Meradusuke HpaBoB»
MECTO MPAKTUYECKUX MOCTYJIATOB 3aHUMAET 3TUKO-TEOJIOTHUS, apryMEHTUPYIOIIas
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CO3HaHMEM HPABCTBEHHBIX OOsi3aHHOCTeH Kak BeneHuid bora [4. P. 330—331].
3a J10Ka3aTeabCTBOM IOCIEAHETO TE3Uca MCClIeoBaTeNb oOpamaeTcs K « THde-
CKOMY YYEHHIO O MeTo/e». BHe 3aBUCHMOCTH OT OCHOBATEIbHOCTH NEAYKIIMU
9motl aTbTEPHATHBBI, TOT B3IV TOKA3BIBAECT MPUHYUNUAILHYIO BO3MOKHOCTD
JTUKO-TEOJIOTUYECKUX alTbTEPHATHUB.

PaunoHanbHas Teonorns n aTUKO-Teonorms y Kputndeckoro Kanra

Opnako MmoHayady caMa BO3MOXKHOCTh YTBEP)KIIEHHUS TPaHCLEHICHTAJIbHOU
ATUKO-TEO0JIOTUN TpeacTaBisiercss Kanty coMHuTenbHON. Penurus, corinacHo ero
yOexXaeHUI0 BpeMeHU nepBoil « KpuTHKM», €CTh BOIUIOLIAIONIEE «BBICIIUE LIETU
HAIIETO CYLIECTBOBaHMS» €IMHCTBO «Mopanw» U «reonoruw» [5. C. 311 mpum.
B395], win xe «npumeHenue teoiaorur Kk Mmopanu» [6. C. 17]. A moroMy Bepa B
cymiectBoBaHne bora ocHOBbIBaeTCsl M Ha «(pyHAaMeHTe» Mopainu (kak meradu-
3MKW W KaK MPaKTHKU: «MOPAJIBHBIX MpUHIHMOB a priori» [6. C. 34] u «100pbIx
ymonactpoenuit» [6. C. 17]), u Ha «pyHIaMEHTE» TEOJOTUH: MIPUHIIUIT TEOJIOTUI
«JIOJIKEH COCTaBJIATh ocHOBaHUE penurum» [S. C. 488. B656].

Urto xe Takoe, B ’TOM KOHTEKCTe, Teojorus? OHa ectb, no Kanry, «3HaHue
0 mepBoHavyasbHOM cymectBe» [5. C. 489. B659], a 310 3HaHHE MOXET OBITh
palMOHaIbHBIM WM SMIUPUUYECKUM. PalioHaabHas TEOJIOTHS TOAPA3AENIeTCs Ha
CHEKYIAIMUBHYI0 U MOPAJIbHYI0 TEOJIOTHIO; TIEpBasi «B CBOE OCHOBE MMEET Teope-
Tuyeckoe 3Hanue» [6. C. 19], onepupyeT KaTeropusiMi TEOPETUIECKOTO pazyma’,
BTOpasi e «MMEET CBOUM IPEIMETOM MPAKTUYECKOE MO3HAHUE (TaM Ke), ONepH-
PYET KaTeropusaMH MpakTUYECKOro pasyma. B roasl coznanus «Kputuku uucroro
paszyma» sThueckue B3rsiipl KaHTta eile He moydnian OKOHYaTeIbHOW KPUTHUKO-
bunocodckoil YeKaHKU; MOITOMY TMOHSATHUS MPAKTUYECKOTO pa3dyma MpeCcTaBIIs-
I0TCSL €My HEpa3/IeIMMO CBS3aHHBIMH C COJEP’KaHUSIMU UyBCTBA YIOBOJIBCTBUS U
HEYJIOBOJILCTBUS, & IIOTOMY JOCTOMHCTBO YMCTBIX MOHITHH paccyaka MpU3HaeTcs
TOJIBKO 32 TOHSATHUSMHU TECOPETHYECKOTO pa3dyma. Bceiencteue ke 3toro ¢uiocod
MOKa OTKA3bIBAET MOPATbHON TEOJIOTHH B CIIEKYJISITUBHO-(QUIOCOPCKOM 3HAYCHHH.
CrniekynsiTUBHAs TE€OJIOTUS TOAPA3AEIACTCS HA MPAHCYEHOEHMATbHYIO Meol02uio,
«KOTOpAasi HE3aBUCHUMO OT BCSIKOTO OIBITa UMEET CBOM MCTOYHUK TOJIHKO JIHIIb B
YUCTOM paccyake u pazyme» [6. C. 19] u koropas, cyas mo Bcemy, B «JISKIUIX»
oTOXJAecTBIsUIach KaHTOM ¢ owmomeonocuell, 1 ecmecmeeHHyl0 Meo02uro,
«TJI€ MBI KJIaJIEM B OCHOBY NPUPOJTY, U U3 HEE U3BIIEKAEM CBOMCTBA U IPUIHCHIBAEM
ux bory» [6. C. 19]. TpancuenneHTanbHast TEOJIOTUS MBICIUT bora kak nepBoHa-
YaJIbHOE CYIECTBO (ens originarium), «Kak BBICIIYIO M3 BCEX CYIIHOCTEH, Kak
KOpEeHb BceX BO3MOXKHBIX Bewlei» [6. C. 20]. B «Kputuke uucroro pazymay» uio-
cod IOMyCTHJI, YTO MO3HAHHUE CYIIECTBOBAaHUS bora MOXeT OTHOCUTBCS K TpaHC-
[EH/ICHTATbHON TEOJOTUH, €CIM apryMEHTUPYET CBOWCTBAMHU «OIBITa BOOOIIE»

! 3aKOHOMEPHO IIPEIIONOKHUTE, YTO OHA PabOTAET TAKKE IPH IPEAINOCHUIKAX, HEOOXOIUMO
HaJIaTaeMBIX TCOPETUICCKUM MO3HAHUEM, B TOM YHCIIE TIPH MPUCYIIUX €My HOHATHIX 00 OIBITE U
ONBITHOM JAHHOCTH.
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[S. C. 490. B660]; m03TOMY OH BKJIIOUHII KOCMOMEOA02U0 B COCTaB TPAHCLICHACH-
TanbHON Teonoruu. OTHAKO €ClI B ATOW AUCIUILTUHE MPUHUMAIOTCS B COOOpaxKe-
HUE «rpupoaa mupa Boodme» [6. C. 20], «ombiT Booome» [5. C. 490. B660], ato
HEOOXOIMMO BBIHYKJIAET BBIMTH 32 PAMKH YHUCTO Pa3yMHBIX MOHITHIA, KOTOPBIMH,
[0 W3HAYaJIbHOMY ONPEIEICHUIO0, ONEPUPYET TPAHCLEHACHTAIBHAS TEOJIOTHs;
NIOCTOJIBKY makoe pacumpeHne ee cepbl ObUIO HEMOCIE0BATEIBHO IO COOCTBEH-
HBIM KaHOHaM KpuTHueckoi ¢uinocoduu. CyliecTBeHHee Apyroe: cama MpUHIH-
nuanbHas BO3MOXKHOCTh pacuiupenus o0vbema NoHAMuUs mpaHcyeHOeHMAlbHOU
meono2uu KaKk DOTONO3HaHMS W3 OJHUX JIMIIb TPAHCLEHACHTAIBHBIX IOHATHN
pasyma, Tipu yCJIIOBUH, 9YTO OOHAPYKUTCSI BO3MOKHOCTb IOIYCTUTh B TPAHCIICH/ICH-
TanbHO-puIocodckoe yueHne o bore m3BeCTHBIN Kiacc MOHATUN U TPUHIIMIIOB,
HE OTPAHUYCHHBIX YCIOBUSIMH (DAKTUUECKON YyBCTBEHHOU NaHHOCTH U UCTOPUYC-
CKUMU (opMaMu YEIOBEYECKOHN palloHaNbHOCTH. «Ecmecmeennas meonocus
YMO3aKJIFO4aeT O CBOMCTBAX U CyIlECTBOBaHUU TBOpLIa MUpa U3 CBOMCTB, IIOPsAIKA
W eIUHCTBA, HaOmogaemMbix B Hamem mupe» [5. C. 490. B660]. Eciu ucxonnsie
JAHHBIE JUIsl TIOCTMXKEHUSI CYLIECTBOBAaHUSA M CBOWCTB bora kak co3marens mupa
COCTaBJISIIOT IOHATHUSA O KIIPUPOJE MUPa BOOOIIE)», MBI UMEEM JIETIO C KOCMOMEON0-
euell; €CIM UCCIE0BAHUE ITUX IMPEIAMETOB MCXOIUT U3 «COCTOSHUS aKTyaJlbHO
JTAHHOTO MUpa» — TO ¢ Qusuxomeonozueti [6. C. 20]. KaHToBCKas cucTemaTuka
TEOJIOTUYECKUX JUCHUIUIMH UCXOJIUT U3 TOTO, YTO B HAIlIEM MUPE ACHCTBYIOT J1Ba
pozia MPUUMHHOCTHU: MPUPOAA U cBoOoa. bora kak ocHOBaHUE MOPAIKA nPpUPOOLL,
UCTOK «aKTYyaJIbHO JAaHHOTO MHUPa», UCCIEAYET (uzuKxomeonocus, OTHOCUTEIBHO
kotopoil KaHT yxke B «JIeKIusax» yCTaHOBHII, UTO OHA «IOJHOCTHIO OMUPAETCS HA
TpaHCUEHAEHTANbHYO0 Teonoruto» [6. C. 33]. OtHomenne Kanta k ¢puszukoreosno-
UM, Kak oTMevals AsieH By, Obuto «4pe3BbIYaifHO CIOXKHBIMY» U, OyTy4d B OTHUX
OTHOIICHUAX «OOJIBIION cUMIAaTHER», B IPYTUX MPOSIBISIIOCH KaK «KpaiHsis MOA0-
3putenabHOCThY [7. P. 132]; mpuuem cumnatus ¢punocoda Obuta MOTUBUPOBAHA, TIO
Byny, TecHON CBA3BIO 3TOTO pOJa apryMEHTOB C MOpPaJbHOW BEPOH pa3yMHOIO
JesTeNs, CTPEeMSIIEeTrocsl K peanu3anun Beiciiero 6mara B mupe [7. P. 133]. bora
KaK «IIPUHIUI BCEr0 HPAaBCTBEHHOT 0 NopsAAka U coBepuieHcTBay [S. C. 490. B660],
KaK «CO3JaTelid HalluX MOpalbHBIX 3aKOHOB» [6. C. 23], Kak «CHUCTEMY BCEX
ueneit» [6. C. 21], «BepXOBHBIM TpUHIMI ... B HapcTBe uenei» [6. C. 23], kak
BEPXOBHOT'0 3aKOHO/1aTes CBOOO/IBI, paCCMaTPUBAET MOpanbHAs meonocus. Takum
o0Opa3om, B cucremaruke, uziaraemoit Kanrom B ero nepBoit «Kputukey, 3THKo-
TEOJIOTUSI OTHOCUTCS HE K TPAHCLCHACHTAIIBHOM, a K €CTECTBEHHON TEOJIOTHHU.
[To muenuto Kahn, B «Kpurtuke cmocoOHOCcTH cyxaeHus» KaHT yTBepkmaeT
HEOOXOJUMYIO CBSI3b JIBYX BHJIOB €CTECTBEHHO-TEOJOTMYECKOW apryMeHTAlUU:
¢usuKo-Teosoruu MU mocrtynata Obitus bora, mpuyem (QHU3MKO-TEOTOrHMYECKHMA
apryMEeHT JaeT 3MIMPHUYECKOE CBHUJIETEIBCTBO MPABUIBHOCTH IOCTYJIAaTa, Mpe-
CTaBISIIOLIETO, B CBOIO OYEpe]b, HEOOXOAWMOE JOMOIHEHUE (DU3UKO-TEOJIOTUU
[4. P. 320].

W BOT TyT BO3HHMKAET HE Cpa3y 3aMeTHas aJIbTEPHATUBA: €CJIA 3aKOH MPUPO/I-
HOT'O TIOpsiIKa, C OJHOM CTOPOHBI, U 3aKOH HPaBCTBEHHO-CBOOOJHOTO MOpsKa,
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C Ipyroil CTOPOHBI, 3aKOH LIapCTBA MPHUPOJIbI U 3aKOH 1IapCTBa LieJiei, UMEIOT paB-
HOE€ OHTOJIOTUYECKOE JOCTOMHCTBO, TaK YTO CUCTEMAaTUYECKOE pa3yMHOE IIO3HAHUE
TOTO U APYToro Nnopsijka HeM30€KHO OMOCPENyeTCs ONMBITOM HENOCpPEACTBEHHON
JTAHHOCTH (B YyBCTBE OCSA3aHMSI WJIM B UyBCTBE yI0BOJICTBHUSA ), TO JIBE TUCIIUIUINHBI
duocopckoil TEONOrUN, — KOCMOMmMeono2us, UCCIEAYyIOoIas CBOUCTBA U CyIlle-
CTBOBaHHE TBOpLIA MHpA, U IMUKO-MEON02Us, 3aHUMAIOLIAsCs CBOMCTBAMHU HU
CYIIIECTBOBAaHHEM IJIaBbl BCEJICHCKOI0O LIapCTBA LiejIel, — Ha paBHBIX MIPaBax U MpHU
PaBHBIX NO3HABAMENbHBIX 02PAHUYEHUSX, OTHOCSTCS K €CTECTBEHHOW TEOJIOTUH.
B 3TOM cilydae KpUTHKa CHEKYJIATHUBHBIX apryMEHTOB B IOJIb3Y CYIECTBOBAHMS
Bora onuHakoBO HEM30EKHO MOJPHIBAET (PYHIAMEHT Gceli €CTECTBEHHON TEOJIO-
I'MH, IMEHHO B KaUeCTBE €CTECTBEHHOH, T.€. BCIECTBHUE €€ 3aBUCUMOCTH OT Kame-
eopuil npupoosi. Eciam ke MopanbHOE 3aKOHOJATEIBCTBO pa3yMa HE OIpaHHYEHO
YCIOBHSIMU UyBCTBEHHOCTH, U €CJIM Hallle 3HaHHE 3aKOHA MPAKTUYECKOro pasyma
HE 3aBHCHUT OT YyBCTB, & HAIIPOTUB, CaMO CIIOCOOHO BO3/ICHCTBOBATH HA YyBCTBEH-
HYIO IPUPOAY M HANpaBlIATh €€ K OCYLIECTBICHHIO Liesiel 100poAeTeNr U Ipasa,
Y €CJIM MI0ATOMY NMPAKTUYECKUI pa3yM B CBOUX OCHOBOIIOJIO)KEHUSAX MOXKET MPUTSI-
3aTh Ha NpPUMAT B JKU3HM YEJIOBEKAa, U IIOCTOJBKY HPHUHIUIBI CBOOOIBI U
HPaBCTBEHHOCTH MOTYT INPETEHIOBAaTh Ha CTaTyC YMUCTHIX (OpM pa3yma, Torma
ITUKO-TEOJIOT U Y2KE HE OTHOCHUTCS K COCTaBY €CTECTBEHHOM (pUocodckoit Teoso-
MM, HO MOXeT OBITh BKJIIOYEHA B COCTaB TPAHCICHJCHTAJIHHON TEOJIOIHH,
IIOCKOJIBKY, HApaBHE C OHTOTEOJIOTHEH, XOTsI, BO3MOXHO, ¥ C HEOJUHAKOBBIM ycCIIe-
XOM, MOJB3yeTCs JMJI CBOETO0 pPAlMOHAIBHOIO boromo3HaHus KaTeropusmu
YHUCTOro (B €€ cilydyae — IMPaKTHYECKOro) pa3yma, HapaBHE C NpeIuKaMeHTaMu
CHEKYJISATUBHOM TEOJOTHH, MPUTSI3AIOMIMMU Ha TPAHCLEHACHTAIBHBIA XapakTep.
B 3TOM citydae 3TUKO-TEOJIOTUsl makoice A61emcs mpaHcyeHOeHmMAalbHoll; B 3TOM
U MOJIbKO B 3TOM Cllydyae KPUTUYECKOE pa3BEHUYaHUE OHTOTEOJOTUU HE HU3JIaraeT
BMECTE C HEW U TPAHCLEHAECHTAIbHYIO 3THKO-TEOJIOTHIO, IOCKOJIBKY M3HAYalIbHO
OTHOCHUTCSI K NHOMY NPUMEHEHHIO pa3yMa, B KOTOPOM JIEHCTBYET MHOE IOHSTHE
OIbITA, UHBIE KPUTEPUU JOCTOBEPHOCTH U T.A. B 3TOM M TOJIBKO B 3TOM cilyuae
MPAHCYEHOeHMANbHASL IMUKO-MeOoI02Usl, TaKOKe Oy Tydn TUCIUIUTMHOM, B KOTOPOH
«MbI MbIcTUM cebe bora cosepmienHo uncto» [6. C. 23], «COOCTBEHHO U €CTh
TEOJIOTHsL, KOTOpasi CIyXHUT ¢pyHaamMeHToM perurun» [6. C. 23], mpuyem Ha 3THX
YCJIOBHSIX OHA CIIYXHUT (PYHIAMEHTOM PEJINTUH UMEHHO B KauecTBe Guimocodckoit
3TUKO-TEOJIOTUH, B KAUECTBE pA3YMHO20 YOexcOeHus, a He IPOCTO B KaYecTBE pax-
MU4ecKux 002Mamu4eckux npeonocsbliok ACTOPUUECKOTO BEPYIOIIEro. A OTOMY
U caMa pEJIUrus MOXKET YJOCTOBEPUTH CBOM CTAaTyC PEIUIHU pa3yMa HE TOJIbKO
8 C80UX OCHOBONOJIOJICEHUSAX, HO TAKXKE U 8 ceoux ocHoganusx. [lapajokcaabHOCTb
CHUTYyaIMH 3aKIJII0YaeTcsl, TAKUM 00pa3oM, B TOM, uTo nociie 1781 roga apryMeHThI
€CTECTBEHHOHN 3TUKO-TEOJIOIMH YK€, CTPOro rOBOPsI, HUYEro HE JOKa3bIBAIOT, HO
B 1781 E. 71U TpaHCLEHAEHTAIbHON ITHUKO-TEOJIOTUU €€ HET KOHLENTYalbHbIX
HPEANOCHUIOK.

Kak 051 TO HE OBLI10, B «KpUTHKE UHCTOTO pa3yMay UMEHHO HOHSTHE O MpPaHc-
YeHOeHmanbHo TEOJIOTUH, KaK TMO3HAaHUM aTpuOYyTOB M CyllecTBOBaHUS bora
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CPEIICTBAMHU TPAHCUEHACHTAJIbHBIX MOHATUN YHUCTOrO pazyma, 0e3 coaelcTBUs
OmbITa, T.€. KaK CaMOJOCTaTOYHO-pa3yMHOro boromo3Hanus, ompeaenser ajis
Kanra cam TOT 0Tpe30K KpUTUKO-(PUIOCOPCKOTO MPEANPUATHS, HA KOTOPOM OHO
MMEET JIeJI0 C TEOJOTMYECKUM Mo3HaHueM. Eciu TpaHCleHIeHTalbHas TeO0JI0rus
MBICITUT YUCMBIM PA3yMOM O TIEPBOHAYAIBHOM CYILIECTBE, COJIEPKAIEM «BbICIIIEE
YCIIOBHE BO3MOXHOCTH BCETO, UTO MOKET OBbITh MbIcTEMO» [5. C. 309. B391], KanT
COOTHOCHT 3TO NMPEAMETHOE T0JIE€ C TPEThEeH KaTeropueil TuaneKTHIeCKU «yMCTBY-
IOIIMX» YMO3aKIIOUYEHUH YUCTOTO CIEKYJSTUBHOIO pa3yma: «OT LETOCTHOCTU
YCIIOBUH JIJIs1 MBILUICHHUS O MPEAMETax BOOOIIE, TOCKOIbKY OHU MOTYT OBITh J1aHbI
MHE, K a0COMIOTHOMY CHHTETHYECKOMY E€IMHCTBY BCEX YCIOBHH BO3MO>KHOCTH
Beme Booomie» [5. C. 312—313. B398§], onpenensieMomMy Kak €IUHUYHOE CYIIIE-
ctBo. Takoe cymiectBo ecTh «bor B TpaHCLEHIIEHTAILHOM CMBICIIEY; MMOITOMY
MpeAMET TPAHCIICHACHTAILHON TEOJIOTHH eCTh udean yucmozo pazyma 5. C. 458.
B608]. [Ipobnemsl ¢umocodcekoii Teonornu paccMarpuBaroTcss Kantom B ofHO-
MMEHHOM paszielie ero pyHIaMeHTaIbHOTO Tpy/a.

OT noHaTua Kk ugeany

[MonsTus, mo Kanty, mpeacraBusioT co0oi BceoOmme 1 He00X0IUMBIE YHCThIC
(dopMbl paccyaka; caMu o ce0e OHM «ITyCThbI», He UMEIOT «00BEKTUBHOM peaIbHO-
CTH», T.e. HE MOTYT MPEACTABIATh NpeameTa. YTOOBI OHU CTaTu OOBEKTHBHO
3HAYMMBbI, JOJDKHBI NPUOABUTHCS JIaHHBIE YYBCTBEHHOCTH, «MAaTEpUsl SIBICHUI.
Tonpko B 3TOM cCllydyae YHCTBIE TMOHATHUS MOJIYYAarOT BBIpOKEHHE in concreto
[5. C. 451. B595]. Cunre3upyemblii B MOHATUAX OIBIT 3HAHUA Oyarogaps UM
MOJTy4aeT «3MIUPHUUECKH BO3MOXKHOE ennHCTBOY» [5. C. 451. B596].

Wnes comepXuT €eAWHCTBO, KOTOPOrO HE HMMEET HHUKAKOoe SMIHPUYECKU
BO3MOXXHOE €IMHCTBO; AMIIMPUYECKOE EIUHCTBO «CTPEMUTCS TPHOIH3UTHCS)
K €IMHCTBY WU, HUKOTJIAa €r0 He JOCTUTasl; EANHCTBO UJIEH — «CUCTEMAaTHYECKOe
eauHcTtBo» [5. C. 451. B596]. Wnes He nomyuaeT BbIpakeHHs in concreto HuU
B KAKOM €JMHUYHOM OIIbITE, U HE MOXET UMETh O0BbEKTUBHOM peanbHOCTH MOHATUI
paccyaka. BeipaxxeHrnem uien MoXKeT ObITh Ha3BaHa Pa3Be YTO BCS LEIOKYITHOCTD
OTIBITA; MOCKOJIBKY YK€ IMIUPHUUYECKOE EJMHCTBO HUKOT' /1A OJHOCTHIO HE COBIA1aeT
C CHCTEMAaTUYECKHM €IMHCTBOM B HJ€e, IEJTOKYIMHOCTh JIEHCTBUTEIBHOTO OIBITA
OTIpeieNsIeTCsl ETUHCTBOM UJEH TOJBKO B OECKOHEYHOM MPHUOIMKEHHH.

Ecnu cucremarndyeckoe eIMHCTBO pa3yMHOTO MBIIUICHUS PETYJISATUBHO OTIpe-
JieNsieTcsl OCPENICTBOM HJieH, OyaydH eIMHCTBEHHOM (hOpMOI KOHKPETHOCTH ITOM
UJEH, TO IPEIMET, BCELENIO U KOHCMUMYMUGHO ONIPENEICHHBIN «UCKIIOUUTEIBHO
nocpeactsoM uaen» [5. C. 451. B596] u noToMy npeacTapistonuii coboi uueto
pasyma in concreto u naxe in individuo, Kant Ha3siBaet udeanom. mean ects Bee-
IIEJIO OTIpEeIeIeHHBIH MOCPEACTBOM HJEU pa3yma MpeiMeT; Ujeal ecTb «BELIby,
JaHHAs TI0O3HAHWIO HE 4Yepe3 BOCIPUHUMYUBOCTH UYYBCTBEHHOCTH, HO TOJIBKO
MOCPEJICTBOM pa3yMHbIX omnpezeneHui. EquMHCTBO maeana AaHO HMOCTOJBKY He
B OCCKOHEYHOM NPUOIMKEHUU: OHO ecmb, a HE TOIBKO OOINHCHO Oblmb. ITOT
ujiean — peajlbHOCThb. bosiee Toro, cymas peaabHOCTb 3TOW €IMHOM «BeIn»
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YAOCTOBCPACT MCPCHCKTUBHYIO PCAJIbHOCTh BCCX MHBIX Beﬂleﬁ, 06’LCI[I/IH$I6MBIX B
CHUHTCTHUYCCKOC C€OAUHCTBO (HOBH&B&TCJ’IBHOFO, MMPaKTUYCCKOTO U BCTCTI/I‘-IGCKOFO)
OIIbITA COTJIACHO PETYJIATHBHBIM IIpABUJIAM, BBIPAKACMBIM B UACAX, U UUCTBIM (1)013—
MaM, KOTOpBIC CyTI) IIOHATHUA paccyI[Ka. ECJ'II/I HOBTOMy I[OHyCTI/ITB MBICJIb O TAKOM
nacaje iIl concreto, TO COBCPUICHHO SCHO, YTO TAKXKC U B CUCTEMEC KPUTHUYCCKOT'O
nacajin3ma 3TOoT uacajl €CThb TaKasd HCO6I)ILIHa$I «ECIUHHNYHAasA BCUIbY, qepe3 KOTOp}IIO
«BCC HaA4ala1o 6LITB» u 663 KOTOpOﬁ «HHWYTO HC HaA4daJlio 6BITL, YTO HaydaJio 6BITL»
(Mn.1:3).

CwmbiCcn 1 OHTONOMMA TpaHCUeHAEeHTaNbHOro naeana

Besikas Benrs momunHeHa, nmo KaHTy, TpaHCIEHACHTaIbHOMY «OCHOBOIIOJO-
KEHUIO 8CECMOPOHHE20 OnpedeleHUs1, COTTIaCHO KOTOPOMY KaXKIOW BEIU T0JIKEH
MPUHAJICKATh TOJBKO OJMH M3 BCEX BO3MOJCHHIX B3aHUMHO IPOTHBOIIOJIOKHBIX
MPEIUKATOB. DTO OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHHUE PaCCMaTPUBAET BEIIb «B OTHOLIEHUH KO BCEi
chepe BO3MOXKHOIO KaK COBOKYIMHOCTH BCEX IPEIUKAaTOB BeLIeH BOOOIIE»
[S. C. 454. B600], u oHo riacut: «Bce cyliecTByoliee BCECTOPOHHE ONMPEICTCHO»
[5. C. 454. B601]. OHo mpenmosaraeT «Marepuan JJisi BCAKOW BO3MOXHOCTH,
KOTOPBIN JOJKEH a priori comepkath B cedbe Data (1aHHbI€) 111 YaCTHOM BO3MOXK-
HOCTH Besikol Bemm» [S. C. 454. B601], a 3T0o npeAnonoxeHne uMeeT TPaHCIICH-
JEHTAJIBHBIM XapakTep. DTy COBOKYIHOCTh Bcero «marepuana (des Stoffes),
OTKYZa MOTYT OBITh MTOYEPITHYTHI BCE BOZMOXKHBIE MpeauKaThl Bemiei» [5. C. 456.
B603], KanT Ha3pIBaeT TpaHCICHACHTAIBHBIM cyOcTpaToM. Mes COBOKYMHOCTH
BCEH peasIbHOCTH, MPEICTAaBICHUE TPAHCIEHACHTAIBLHOTO CyOCcTpaTa, JISKHUT B OC-
HOBaHHMM BCECTOPOHHEIO OIpeieeHus Bemlei. 1o obocHoBaHue KaHT nbiTaercs
MPECTaBUTh B BUE CBOETO POJa TPAHCUEHICHTAILHOTO CHIIJIOTU3MA, B KOTOPOM
ujesi BCepeaTbHOCTH 00pasyeT 0ombIryto mockuiky [S. C. 456—457. B605]. B xone
«YMO3aKIIOUEHUS» 3Ta UJies JOHKHA OBITh OTpaHMuYEHa Yepe3 OTPHUIIAHKE; OJHAKO
npobsieMa Juisd CHEKYJISTUBHOTO pa3yMa COCTOMT B TOM, YTO 3TO OrpaHUYEHHE
HEOCYIIECTBUMO 0€3 MOoApa3/eleHus] UIEU BCEPeaTbHOCTH, HO YaCTHBIE BUIBI
peaNbHOCTH MOKHO 3HATh TOJbKO HA OCHOBAHMHU OIIbITa, — & pa3 MO3HAHUE BCEHl
TOTANBHOCTH, C KOTOPOM OBbI 3aTEM MOKHO OBLIO COMOCTABNIATH OTACIBHYIO BEIllb,
BBIpaXkasi COTMIOCTABJICHUE B YTBEPIKICHUSAX U OTPUIAHKSIX, HE MOXKET OBITH 3aBEp-
HIEHO, T0I00HOE Mo Ipa3eNieHue a priori mpoaenath HeBo3MOXkHO [5. C. 456—457.
B605]. (Mexay TeM HEBO3MOKHOE JIJIsl CIIEKYJISITUBHOTO pa3yMa OKa3bIBaeTCs BO3-
MO>KHBIM ISl TIPAKTHMYECKOTO: «IOJHOIEHHOE OMpeeNieHne» KOHKPETHOM Mak-
CUMBI KaK YaCTHAasi HOpMa HPABOB M BCEH COBOKYITHOCTH HPABCTBEHHO OI00PSIEMBIX
MaKCUM, Kak MOpailb HIHW CHUCTeMaThyeckas MeTapu3nKka HPaBCTBEHHOCTH).
[ToaToMy BcecTOpoHHEE OmpeleleHHe BEIW MPUHIMIHAIBLHO HEBBIPA3UMO 0.
Yen06euecKo20 pasyma Kak KOHKPETHO-IIEIOCTHOE MOHATHE (KaK peanbHOE OIpe-
NICJICHUE) W MOXET MBICITUTHCS OCHOBAHHBIM TOJIBKO HA PETYJSATUBHON Hce
pasyma, JaloIleld «pacCylKy IMpaBWIO IOJHOTO npumeHeHus ero» [5. C. 454.
B601]. TpaHCcueHIEHTAIBHBIN CcyOCTpaT €CTh IS YEJIOBEUECKOTO TO3HAHHS
TOJIbKO PEryJIsTUBHAS HUJesl, KOTOpas HUKOTJa HE MOXET CTaTh KOHCTUTYTHUBHOM;
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OHA JJaeT pazyMy IMpaBUIIO AJisi OeCKOHEUHOU paboThl KaTeropHalbHOTO OIpeee-
HUS, B pE3ylbTaTe KOTOPOTO HJes TPAHCICHICHTAILHOTO CyOcTpara moiydaeT
bunocodckoe nposicHeHHE.

Mexay Tem 3Ta paboTa KaTeropuaibHOTO OTIPEIEICHUSI MBICIIUTCS HeCKOHeU-
HOUl UMEHHO TOTOMY, YTO MPEATONAraeTcsl 3aBUCUMOMN OT IMNUpUYecKo20 3HAHUS
Beriel. YTo e BO3MOXKHO YTBEPXK/IaTh COBEPIICHHO a Priori 0 COBOKYIHOCTH BCEX
BO3MOJXKHBIX ONPEICICHUN Bellel, KaK TPAaHCIIEHIEHTAIbHOM YCIIOBUHM X BCECTO-
POHHETO onpeaeeHns?

A priori MOKHO YTBEpPKIaTh, MO KpallHEH Mepe, YTO «IOHITHE BEIIH B cebe
IIPEJICTABIISIETCSl  BCECTOpPOHHE ompeneneHHbIM» [5. C. 456. B604]). Hnes
«COBOKYITHOCTH BCETO BO3MO>KHOT'0» MBICITUTCS KaK MOHITHE O «EIUHUYHOM BelIH,
KOTOpasi BCECTOPOHHE OIpezieieHa nocpeacTBom unctoi uaew» [5. C. 455. B602].
Wnest «TpaHCHEHACHTAILHOTO cyOcTpata» MbIciuTes in individuo kak moHsTHE
€IMHUYHOTO BeepeanbHeiiero cymiectsa [5. C. 456. B604], B koTopoM BceoO1ee
MOHSITHE BEILIU «OTPEAEIeTCS MOCPEACTBOM CaMOTo ce0sl M O3HAETC sl KakK Mpej-
ctaBneHue o0 uuauBHIyymMe» [5. C. 456. B604]. Ota unes in individuo ects uoean
yucmoeo paszyma. TpaHCUEHIEHTAIBHBIN Hean Kak uaes eJUHUYHOTO BCepeab-
HOT'O CYIIIECTBA, 3aKJII0YAIOIIETO B ce€0e OCHOBAHUE BCEX BO3ZMOKHBIX OTIPEICIICHUI
Bellei, JTeKUT B OCHOBAHUU BO3MOYXHOCTH BCECTOPOHHEIO OMNPEJEIICHUsI BCETO
cyliecTByloliero. Muean ects ans pazyma mpoobdpas (Prototypon) Bcex Bemeit kak
Konuii (ectypa); BeIIM 4epHaroT U3 Haeajga MaTepUI0 BO3MOKHOCTH; OHU HUKOTAA
HE MOTYT JOCTHTHYTb €T0, ¥ TOJIBKO MPHUOIMKAIOTCA K TIOJTHOTE €ro OnpeeeHHO-
ctu [5. C. 457. B606]. (MopaJlbHO-TPaKTUYECKUA HJI€al €CTh TOTAIBHOCTH
BO3MOXXHOCTH BC€X 3aKOHOCOOOPA3HBIX M ABM)XKMMBIX TOJUTMHHO HPABCTBEHHBIM
MOTHBOM JIEUCTBUI (aKTOB); MOPAJIbHBIC aKThl YEPHAIOT B HEM MATEPUIO CBOCH
BO3MOXHOCTH, T.€. peajibHO BO3MOXKHBI Os1arogapsi eMy. MopaabHO-TIpaKTHUECKU I
uzean JeKUT B OCHOBAaHMH BO3MOKHOCTH BCECTOPOHHET0 ONPEIEICHUS BOJIU HPaB-
CTBEHHOT'O JIesTelNs, a MOTOMY — B OCHOBAaHHHM BO3MOKHOCTH €T0 3THYECKOTO
COBEPIIICHCTBA).

Tenepp HE0OXOAMMO BCTAET BONPOC 00 oHMOLO2UYU TPAHCUECHIECHTAIHLHOTO
uaeana, crnocobe ero cymectBoBaHus. Cam wujean pasymMa ecTh pa3yMHas
KOHCTPYKIIUS, U «IIPEIMET HJIeana pasyMay TaKKe CyIIECTBYET «TOJIBKO B pazyMe»
[5. C. 457. B606]. XoTts pa3zyM ¢ HEOOXOIUMOCTHIO MBICTTUT CBOM YUCTBIM H€al
KaK MJIero NepBoHavyasbHOro cyuiecrsa [S. C. 457—458. B606—607], oTHommEeHNE
3TOr0 CYIIECTBA K COBOKYIHOCTH BCEro OOYCJIOBJIEHHOTO €CTh HE OTHOLICHHE
«TpeaMETa» KO MHOXKECTBY JAPYTHX «IIPEAMETOBY», HO TOJIBKO «OTHOIIICHUE Udeu K
nousmusam» [5. C. 458. B607]. O neicTBUTEIHPHOM CYIIECTBOBAaHUH IMMOJ00HOTO
pola cyuiecTBa pa3ymy, pemraercst 3asBisATh KaHT, HU4ero HemsBecTHO. Tem He
MeHee MEepBOHAYAIBHBIM CYIIECTBOM «HA3bIBACTCA» HMEHHO npedmem Heana
pa3syma, a He cam ujean. [IocToibKy MpeaMeT TpaHCUEHIECHTATbHON TEeOoJIOTHu
ornpezensercs Kak npedmem TpaHCUEHAeHTaIbHOro naeana. dunocodckas Teosno-
T'Hsl, CIIEJOBATEIIbHO, 3aHUMAETCS ONPENICIICHUEM HE CIIOHATHS O BCEPEATbHOCTHY,
a TOro, YTO0 coomeemcmayen STOMY MOHATHIO (KaKOB Obl HU ObUT OHTOJIOTMYECKUN
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CTaTyC ATOrO0 COOTBETCTBUA). YTBEpXkKAas, UYTO pazyMmMy [Uisl €ro olepaiuu
KaTerOpUAILHOTO OIPE/ICIICHNUS U B YACTHOCTH BCECTOPOHHETO OTPEICTICHUS BEIIN
JIOCTATOYHO «HJier OBITHS EPBOHAYATBLHOTO CYIIIECTBA, U COBEPILIEHHO HE Tpedy-
eTCs TPEICTAaBICHHE O €ro «CYyIIECTBOBaHMM», KaHT OTHIOAh HE YCTpaHSET
POOJIEMBI peanbHo20 npeomema uoeu: 80-nepawlx, MPeanoioKeHne YuCToi caMo-
pedepeHTHOCTH TPAHCICHICHTAIHLHOTO HIeaa MPeBpaIlacT He TOIBKO TPAHCIEH-
JNEHTABHYIO0 TEOJOTHIO, HE TOJNBKO (UIOCOPCKYIO TEONOTHI0 KaK JUCIHUILIUHY
buTocoPcKoro mMo3HaHMUS, HO ¥ BCIKYIO (PUI0COPCKYIO CIIEKYIISINIO KaK TAKOBYIO,
B «BBIMBICEII» TOPA3/10 PaIUKaIbHEE, YEM ITOI0 MOXKET XKeJlaTh peopmaTop, a He
NPOTUBHUK puitocopun. Bo-emopwix, B fanHoM (pparmMente KaHT crutos u psgom
TOBOPUT 00 udeane pasyma (KOTOPBIM ecTh ujaes in concreto u in individuo) kak
0 TIPOCTOM udee (KOTOPO KOHKPETHOCTh M MHIUBUAYaIbHOCTh HE 00s3aTeNbHA),
U COOTBETCTBEHHO, O «TMIIOCTa3UPOBAHUN» UMEHHO UIEH, HO He udeand. Mexay
TEM MOHSATHE 00 ujeasne, Kak JAHHOM UCKITIOUUTENIFHO Yepe3 pa3yMHbIE Olpeiene-
HUS U [TIOCTOJIbKY JAHHOM CYILIECTBEHHO UHbIM CHOCOOOM, YEM YaCTHBIE TPEIMETHI
OTbITA, MOTJIO HAaBECTH HA MHOE OIpeNeIeHHuEe NpeaMeTa TPaHCICHICHTaIbHON
TEOJIOTUU. DTO WHOE ONPEJEJICHUE MPOSICHUTCS TOJIBKO IMPH Mepexose B 00IacTb
3TUKO-TEOJIOTUH, U €Ie HEU3BECTHO, HEe OyAET JIM OHO 3aT€M BHOBb OTMEHEHO
amuko-meonoeueti nocmyaramosg. Tem He MeHee KaHT BwimBHTraet ¢umocodckoit
TEOJIOTHH MPUHIMITHANBHBIE YIIPEKH, PUCKYIOIIUE MTOJIOKUTH KOHEIl CAMOMY TIpe/i-
npustuio ¢punocodekoro yuenus o bore. Bnpouem, npucMOTpeBIIUCh K HUM, MBI
YBUJIUM B JI0BOJAaX KeHUTcOeprckoro ¢uinocoda mpemsvro OCOOCHHOCTb, U OHA
CMOeET 00BSICHUTH, ModeMy KaHT, 10 KoHIIa 0TpedekcpoBaB 3TUYECKYIO YacTh
CBOCU CHCTEMBI, YK€ HE MOXXET MOKYIIAThCsS Ha Pa3pyLICHHE NPOEKTa BCAKOU
TpaHCIEHACHTATHHO-(PHITOCOPCKON TECOTOTHH.

PasobnayeHune TpaHCUEHAEHTANIbHOW TEONOrNMN — MOJIHOE UM YaCTU4YHOoEe?

Pa3ym npuHuMaeT 4ucTyio uaero (COBOKYITHOCTH BCEX BO3MOXKHBIX OIIpeIesie-
HUH Belllel) Kak TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIBHOE YCIOBHE OCHOBOIOJIOKEHHUSI BCECTOPOHHEH
OTPEIETUMOCTH BCEX BEIEH, HO TOJBKO KaK NOHAmMue, U He TpeOyeT, 4TOObI
BCEpeabHOCTh OblTa JJaHa 00BEKTUBHO Kak ocoboe «cymectBo» [5. C. 458. B608§].
JI71s1 CKOJTb YTOHO MPOAOIIKUTEIHHOM pabOThl pallOHATBFHOTO CHHTE3a TIOHSTHH,
JUTSL «BCECTOPOHHETO OTMpeAeNiCHUs» Bellel MUpa B HAYYHBIX U PUIOCO(PCKUX Ka-
TErOpUAX HE TOJBKO HE TpeOyeTcs MOoJA0OHOTO OMYIICHHS] COBOKYITHOCTH BCEX
BO3MOXKHOCTeH in concreto u in individuo, HO camo 3T0 nmomymieHue, no Kanry,
MOSIBJISIETCS TOJBKO BCJIEACTBUE HEKOTOPOW HEMPABOMEPHOM YMCTBEHHOM omepa-
[IUH, JaXKe MOJ BIUSHUEM HEKOTOpoil miutro3uu. OIHAKO B TaKOM Cy4yae TpaHC-
[EHJICHTAIbHAsl TEOJIOTHS KaK YUYeHHE O CYIIECTBOBAaHUU U aTpUOyTax IpeaMera
TPAHCLEHCHTAILHOTO Healla BBITTISAUT MPEANpUiTHEM XOTsS U MHOrooOeriaro-
M, HO GrIocopcku He3akOHHBIM. COBOKYITHOCTh BCEX BO3MOXKHBIX OIpeIeie-
HUH Belleil MOXKET UMETh MECTO TOJBKO B pa3yMe MBICTSIIETO CYIIeCTBa, KaK ero
CJIO’)KHOCOCTABHOE OIPE/ICIICHUE; WHAYe TOBOPS, TOJIBKO KaK «HAIIE TOHSTHE)
WJIU «HAaIlla Uaes.
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MpiuieHrue npeamMeTa TPaHCICHACHTATIBHOTO Hjeajia Kak MepBOHAYaILHOTO
cymectBa in individuo Kant cuurtaer ce0s (moka 4To) BOpaBe pa300JIadyuTh Kak
CJIEJICTBUE LENBIX Mpex He3aKOHHbIX MblCIumenbHblx onepayui. Vinean Bcepeannb-
HOT'O CYIIECTBA «ECTh TOJIBKO IMPEICTaBICHHUE»; OJTHAKO pa3yM IpeBpallaeT 3TOT
uaean B 00ObeKT CO3HAHMS, B MPECTABICHUE O HEKOTOPOH «Bemm» (res), TO eCTh
peanusyem ero [5. C. 460 npum. B611]. 3atem pazym eunocmazupyem coOCTBEH-
HYIO UJICI0, OIIPEACIIss LEJOKYITHOE SIBJIEHUE KaK «eIMHUYHYI0 Beuby» [S. C. 460.
B610], u HakoHel, «BCIEACTBUE €CTECTBEHHOTO CTPEMJICHUSI pa3yMa K 3aBepllie-
Huto enuHCcTBa [S. C. 460 mpum. B611], onuyemesopsiem 3Ty nnero kak e AIMHAYHY IO
BElIb, «CTOSIIIYIO BO TJIaB€ BOZMOKHOCTH BCEX BELIEH U JOCTABIISIOUIY IO peaibHbIE
YCJIOBUS JJ1s1 BCECTOPOHHETO onpenenienus ux» [S. C. 460. B611]. Mexny Tem «Mbl
HE MMEeM HUKaKoro npasa Ha 3To» [5. C. 459. B608], u Takoe npuMeHEHUE UIEU
BBIXOJMT «3a FPaHULIbl €€ Ha3HaueHus U aomyctumoct» [S. C. 458. B608]. Takas
00BEKTHBALIHMS UACH €CTh OMACHBIM «BhIMBICE [5. C. 458—459. B608].

Kant 6epetcs naxe nokasarb, Io4eMy HIMEHHO pa3yM CUUTAET HEOOXOIMMBIM
MIPOU3BOJIUTH 3TU TPU HE3aKOHHBIE Tpo1eaypbl. COrIacHO UCXOIHOM U O-CBOEMY
pokoBoi mpenanockiike Kanta, B ¢unocodckoit pedruexkcun, mnpuBoaALICH
K OIpeleJeHUI0 MpeaMeTa TPaHCUEHIACHTAIbHOU (QuriIoco(ckol TEoNOruu, Mo
«BO3MOYKHOCTBIO BeIlei» MOXKET MOJIPa3yMeBaThCsl TOIBKO BO3MOXKHOCTh UX KAK
npeomemos Yy8CcmeeHHo20 6ocnpusmus. Bo3MOXHOCTh Bellell Kak MpeaMeTOB
YYBCTB €CTh OTHOILIEHHE MX K MBIIUICHUIO; & Priori MBIIUIEHUE MOKET MBICIUTh
TOJILKO (hopMbl OTIBITA, Mamepus Ke SIBICHUS, «PEATbHOCTHY, TOJIKHA OBITh JaHa
yepe3 YyBCTBEHHOCTh, 0€3 3TOW NaHHOCTU BOOOIIE HE MOXKET OBITh MBICIUMA.
PeanpHOe MBINIUIEHHE TpeaMeTa MPENroyiaraeT «EIWHBI BCEOXBATHIBAIOIIHIA
OTIBIT», B KOTOPOM CyOCTpaT sIBICHUN ObLT ObI JaH KaK «eJAMHAas COBOKYITHOCTH)
[5. C. 459. B610]. Kak mpeametr HaM MOKET OBITh J1aH TOJIBKO MPEIMET YyBCTB,
TOJIBKO TO, «4TO MPEATNOIAraeT 3Ty COBOKYITHOCTh BCEH SMIMPHUUECKON peanbHO-
cTu». MBIIIUIEHHE IpeIMeTa TPAHCIEHACHTaIBHOTO Uealia UCXOANT, CTaNIO ObITh,
U3 KoHmpghaxmuyecko2o TOMYIICHHUS] BO3SMOKHOCTH PEATbHO MBICIUTh O MpeaMe-
Tax BOOOIIE, TOTAa KaK peaTbHO MBICIUTh MOKHO TOJIBKO O npeomemax 603Modic-
Hoz2o onvima. Pazym 3a0bIBaeT 0 CBOEH OrpaHUYCHHOCTH Cepoil uyBCTBEHHOU
JTAHHOCTH U YTBEPKJIAeT PETYIATUBHBIN MPUHIINII 01 HAUle20 Onblmd KaK KOHCTH-
TYTHBHBIA TIpUHLUI 0152 gewyell soodwe [5. C. 460. B610]. K stomy noOysxmaet
«ECTeCTBEHHAs! WJUTIO3UsD». MBI MBICIHM O TIPEeIMETaX YyBCTB, B yOEKICHUHU, YTO
MBICITUM O TPEAMETax BOOOIIE; B pe3ybTaTe pa3yMHOE MBIIIJICHUE, HE B CHIIAX
o0oiTUCH O€3 npedmema TPAHCUEHICHTAIBLHOTO Healla, «pealn3yeT» 3TOT uaeal.
«"'unocrazupoBanuey» xe KaHT 0OBSCHSIET TeM, 4TO pa3yM MOIMEHSIET €TUHCTBO
«OMIOUPUUECKOTO MPUMEHEHHUSI PACCyJKa», TO €CTh MOHATHUS O MUpPE KaK paruo-
HaJbHOW KOHCTPYKIMHU, €AUHCTBOM «IMIIUPHUUECKOTO LEIOT0», TO €CTh JTAHHOIO
yepe3 OpraHbl 4yBCTB SMIIMPUYECKOTO MPEICTABIICHUS, TOTJa KaK €AMHCTBO OIBITA
«OCHOBBIBAETCSI HE HA CAMHUX SIBJICHUSX.., 2 HA 00bETUHECHIUH MHOTO00PAa3Hsl UX T0-
cpenctBoM paccyoka» [5. C. 460 mpum. B611].

Ntak, Mbl BUIUM, YTO KAHTOBCKAs apryMEHTallMs HE3aKOHHOCTH TPaHCIEH-
JIEHTALHOTO Uealia KaK «yMCTBYIOIIETO YMO3AKIIIOUEHHUs», pacioiararomascs Ha
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0ojiee BBICOKOM ypoOBHE (MIOCOPCKON aOCTpaKIMH, YeM KpPUTHUKA OTIEIbHBIX
«ApPrymcHTOB B IIOJIB3Y OBITHS BO)KH?I», B CaMOM JCJIC YI'POXaCT MOAPLIBOM HE
OTJICTbHBIX «aPTYMEHTOB», HO CHEKYJSTUBHON TpaHCIEHACHTAIbHOW TEOJIOTUU
kKak (umocodckoro mpeanpuaTus. boilee TOro, ecrecTBEHHAs ITUKO-TECOJIOTHS,
KOoTOpas Obllia BO3MOKHA MPU 3TUYECKUX MPEANOChUIKaX, pa3aeisBimxcs Kantom
B Mopy cos3nanus mnepBoil «Kputukw» (Ha OCHOBE CO3HATEIBHO SMITUPUUYECKU
OTpaHUYEHHBIX MOHATHI 0 Onare U M0OpoJeTeNn), TaKKe Pa3BEHUMBACTCS ATOM
apryMeHTallue Kak HE3aKOHHOE YMO3aKIIOYeHHE. JTa apryMEHTAIHs 3MKIETCA
Ha JIBYX IMOCBUIKAaX: Ha NMPU3HAHUU eOUuHOooOpa3us OmbITa BOOOIIE, Kak Mepuia
peanbHOCTH PrIocO(CKON MBICITH, U HA alPUOPHOM CBEJICHUU BCSKOTO OIbBITA K
onvlmy uyecmeenHou oanHocmu. Mexy TeMm, Kak YBUIUM Jajiee, 3HauuTelbHas
4acTh TMIaBbl « KPpUTHKHM YUCTOTO pazymay o0 ujeaie He pa3aelseT, BO BCIKOM CIIy-
yae, BTOPOUM M3 3TUX MOCHUIOK: KaHT TOBOpUT 3/1€Ch M O TaKOM HJi€alie, KOTOPBI
COCIIMHSET TOJ] COOOI HE MPEICTaBICHHS JAHHBIX BEHICH, a WACH OOJNCHbIX
nocmynkos. B nro00i HEHATypAIMCTUUECKONW ATHUKE MOCTYIIOK 3aBEIOMO HE BMeE-
m1acTCsa B OIIBIT IaCCUBHOM JaHHOCTHU,; CIIYCTS HCCKOJILKO JICT 3Ta HCCBOAUMOCTD
HPABCTBEHHON JESATENIbHOCTH K YPOBHIO «JaHHOTO B OIIYIICHUM» BBISICHUTCS
BIIOJIHE U PAJMKAIBHO i1 camoro KaHTta, 1 MOHTHE OMBITa KaK ¢y2y60 no3Hasa-
MejlbHO20 OTbITA, OMOCPEIOBAHHOTO K TOMY K€ MaCCUBHO-YYBCTBEHHOW J1aHHO-
CTBIO, OyJIeT OrPAaHUYCHO MOHSATHEM HPABCTBEHHOTO OMBITA (CaMO )IIPUHYKICHIS,
T.€. ombITa deticmeenHocmu. OMHAKO MPEIBOCXUIICHUE 3TOH HOBOW peajbHOCTH,
U B TOM 4YHCJIE HOBOI'O OCHOBAHUS (bI/IJIOCO(I)I/II/I peIMru, Mbl HaXO0AUM B TOM KC
paznene «KpUTHKH YUCTOTO pazymay.

MpakTnyecknin npean pasyma — U 4ero emy HeagocTtaeTt

B camom nene, MBI BCTpedaeM 3/1€Ch HE TOJIBKO HAOPOCOK M METOAMYECKYIO
KPUTHKY CIEKYJISITUBHOM TEOPUM MpeIMeTa TPAHCLEHJIEHTAIbHOIO Heana, HO U
peduiekcuto mopanrbHo-npakmuieckux uaeanos. [lpudem sta pedaekcus CTpouTcs
0 TOH e TPEXUICHHOM cXeMe «IOHATHEe-Ues-11ean», KOTOPoil (Kak Mbl BUJIEINH,
HE BIIOJIHE CTPOTO) CIIEAYET TPAKTAT O CIEKYJIATHBHOM Hueaine pazyma. Kpome
TOT0, UMEHHO 37echb KaHT aHTHUIMIUpPYeT KIIYeBOE IMOHITHE CBOEH Mo3aHen
¢buocodun peaurum, 9To MO3BOJISIET PacCMaTPUBATh ATOT (pparMeHT «KpuTukm»
KaK 3JIEMEHT (HampuMmep, «MeTapu3n4ecKoe PacCMOTPEHUE») MO20 Jice CAMO20
(GrI10COPCKO-TEOTOrHYECKOTO CIOXKETA.

KaHnT roBoput 311ech 00 uoeane uenogeueckozo cosepuiencmed, Ho OTTaIKUBa-
€TCsI TIPH 9TOM OT HOHAMUS U udeu pazyma o denoBeke. [loHsTrue yenoBeka (demno-
BeYHOCTH/4enoBeuecTBa, Menschheit) BeipaskaeT pakTrueckue CBOWCTBa MPUPOIbI
YenoBeKa (4eoBeyHOCTH). Vnes denoBeka BeIpakaeT eIMHCTBO BCEX CYIIECTBEH-
HBIX CBOMCTB MpPUPO/IBI YETOBEKA, PACHPOCTPAHEHHBIX «10 IMOJIHOTO COBIAJCHUS
¢ ux nemsmm» [5. C. 451. B596]; uHbIMU ClIOBaMU, uenosex 6 udee TaKOB, KAaKUM
OH JIOJDKEH OBbITh B MOJIHOTE CBOET0 COBEPIIEHCTBA, BCECTOPOHHE OINpPEIe/ICHHBIN
COBEpILICHHBIN YeJoBeK (M 4enmoBedecTBO). HakoHen, uaes yermoBeka (4YeroBeue-
CTBA), «B3ATOT0 B €ro copepiieHHoil [dhopme]» [5. C. 451. B596], 3aknrouaromas
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BCE HEOOXOIMMOE «IJIsI BCECTOpOHHET0 onpeaeneHus uaen» [5. C. 451. B596], T.e.,
U7iesl COBEPLIEHHOIO YEJI0BEKA (YEIOBEUHOCTH ), BCELIEIIO ONpeAeIsieMas TOIbKO U3
caMoit ce0s1, camoodosnerowas uoes co8epuleHcmea — eCTh udedl COBEPIICHHOTO
YyeJ0BeKa.

B s1ux dopMynupoBkax yxe HaMEUEHO GCecmopoHHee onpeodeleHue uoeu
MpaHcyeHoenmanbHuiM udeaiom (a He SMIUPUIECKIMHU MPEJICTABICHUSIMH, KaK B
HaTypaJu3Me) B KaueCTBE BO3MOKHOTO METOJAA YHCTOM MpakTUdeckoil ¢uiaoco-
¢uu. D10 BooaymiesnseT Kanta Ha MOBTOpHOE MTPUMEHEHHE TOH K€ CaMOi KaTero-
pHUaNbHOMN CXEeMBI (MOHATHE — Hied — UJeall) K aTHueckoMy marepuany. O1HaKko
¢duocod KonediaeTcs: COrmacHo ero NpeACcTaBICHUIO ITHX JIET, B OCHOBE MOpalb-
HBIX TIOHATUN — YYBCTBO yJIOBOJIbCTBUS, U TIOCTOJIbKY SMIUPUYECKUIN IIIEMEHT, a
MOTOMY MOpPAJIbHBIE MOHATHS HE TaK YUCThI, KaK KaTeropuu paccynka. OgHako
MPUHILINI, OTPAaHUYUBAIOIIHNI CBOOOAY MPON3BOJICHHUS, BIIOJHE YUCT U IPOUCXOAUT
U3 «palMoOHATBLHON (GOpMBI MOpaibHbIX HoHATHI» [5. C. 452. B597]; npaBuio
paszyma, Jiexallee B OCHOBaHMHM MOPAJIBbHOTO (camo)orpeaeneHusl BOJIM, YHCTO.
A TIOTOMY THUYECKHE MOHATHS MOTYT OBITh J1a)e 00pa3IioM «YUCTHIX MMOHSITHI pa-
symay [5. C. 452. B597]. Jaxe ecinu 4aCTHbIE CUHTE3bI MPAKTUYECKOT0 pasyma 1
HE BIOJIHE YUCTHI (BcKope KaHT, BlipoueM, IEpecMOTPUT 3Ty CBOIO MO3UIIUIO U TEM
OKOHYATEJIbHO OIpaBAaeT M0103peBacMble ceiiuac B AMIUPUIECKOM MPOUCXOXKIE-
HUU KaTErOpUHU MPAKTUYECKOT0 pazyma), IpaBuiio pazyma, ocpeiCTBOM KOTOPOIo
COBepUIaeTCsl MOpajIbHOE CaMOOIpeesieHne, BIONHE (OpMaibHO M MOCTOJBKY
yrcTo. «JloOpoaerens B ee YUCTOTE €CTh UAES pa3yMay; HIIes )Ke «1aeT npasuia»
[5. C. 452. B597]. lo6poneTenu Uiy 9UCThiE TMPAKTUIECKUE UACH COCTABIISIOT B
CBOEM CHCTEMAaTHYE€CKOM E€IUHCTBE CHCTEMY PETYJSTHUBHBIX MPAaBHI JJisi HpPaB-
CTBEHHOM KH3HU, CUCTEMY 3THKH, KaK «MeTapU3uKu HpaBoBy». Bcs cucrema HpaB-
CTBEHHBIX 00SI3aHHOCTEH, «KOTOpasi MO3HACTCS] YHCTHIM Pa3yMOM aroOANKTHYECKH
noctoBepHo» [6. C. 35], Kak M BCE, «4TO Mbl YCMaTPUBAEM MOCPEICTBOM pa3yma,
MOET MBICIIUTBCS B HEKoeM enuHcTBe» [6. C. 14]. Uepe3 Heckonbko et Kant
OKOHYATEJIbHO YJIOCTOBEPUTCS B TOM, YTO OCHOBAHHE AJISl 3TOW NMPaKTUYECKOM
MeTapU3UKH CIIEeTyeT UCKATh «HE B MPHUPOJIC YETIOBEKA WU B OOCTOSITENILCTBAX B
MHUpE, B KOTOPbIE OH IOCTABJICH, HO a Priori UCKJIIOUUTENBHO B MOHATHIX YUCTOTO
pazymay [8. C. 47]. ETUHCTBO k€ pa3yMHBIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHUI MOPAJIH, MBICIIH-
Moe in concreto, €CThb B 3THUKE, KaK U B 00JacTH CIEKYISTUBHOW MBICIIH, UJ€al
pazyma. IloaToMy npaxkmuueckuui uoean €CTb OCHOBAHHUE CUCTEMBI ITHUUYECKUX
HOpM, TNPaBWJIO OIpeAeseHUs] TOOPOJAETENIbHOTO MOBEACHUS B KaXKIOM Ciydae
KU3HU. KaHT-MOpaIuCT CKaXeT MO3TOMY: «CaMU HpaBbl OCTAIOTCS MOJBEPKEH-
HBIMU BCSIYECKOW IMOpYe A0 TeX MOp, MOKa OTCYTCTBYET ATa IMyTEBOAHAS HUTH U
BEPXOBHAsi HOpMa MX MpaBUIIbHOM o1leHKU» [8. C. 49]. DTOT npakTHUuecKuil uaean
KaK CHCTeMa MPaKTUYECKUX UAeH a priori ecTb KOHKPETHAS Uesl MOPAJIbHOCTH KaK
CHUCTEMBI Pa3yMHBIX ONpEIEJICHUN BOJIHU, KaK MOHITHITHAs CTOPOHA TPAHCIICH/ICH-
TaapHOTO Haeana. He Oyap B HEM, KpoMe udeu peaibHOCTH, CaMOll TIPAKTHIECKON
PEANBHOCTH, OH TMOJJIEXAa ObI TeM K€ CypOBBIM COMHEHUSIM, YTO U CIEKYJISATHUB-
HBIN UJean pazyma.
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Kant gaet 310 moHsATHh Ha UcTOpUYecKOM IpuMepe. CTOUKH BhIpaXkalld HEKO-
r71a CBOM STUYECKUM HJIeal B HIee Myopeya; 3Ta UJies «BIIOJTHE COBMAIAET C Uaeei
MyJIpOCTU» (TaM e), UHBIMH CIIOBaMH, OHA €CTh MOHATHE O J0OpPOAETEIHLHOM
BO BCEX H3MEPEHUSIX YEIOBEKE, KaK KOHCTUTYTHBHOE TOHSITHE, MPEICTaBICHUE
MopaibHoro uaeana in individuo. Takoif maean myapena ecTb uaes LETbHOM
TO0OpOJETENN B KAUeCTBE PealIbHOTO onpeencHus. Ho cromueckuii My perr, TOBO-
puT $unocod, eCTh Uaeal B TOM CMBICTIE, YTO CYIIECTBYET TOJbKO «B MBIIIIICHUNY,;
9TOT UJeall He UMeeT «OOBEKTUBHOM peanbHocTI» [5. C. 452. B597]; ero HeMsbic-
JIMMO «peanin30Bath... Ha ipumMepe» [S. C. 452. B598]. Unean, peanu3oBaHHbIN B
YUCTOTE U IMOJHOTE ONpENEICHUM, JAaeT MOJTHOTY MOPAJIbHOW WAEH; OAHAKO ATy
MOJIHOTY MOCTOSIHHO Pa3pyIlIaloT «EeCTECTBEHHbIE OIPAaHUYEHHUA», HECOOTBETCTBY-
IOIUE TIeTLHOMY J00pYy ompeaeneHus Bonu. Maean no0pa ecTh 4ncToe u neabHoe
n00po; OyAay4yu MOMEIIEH B UCTOPUUYECKHE OOCTOATENbCTBA (HArpuMmep, Oymydu
OMKCaH B POMaHE), CTOMUYECKUI MyIpell CUIBHO TEPSIET M0 CPAaBHEHUIO ¢ UeeH U3
3THUYECKOI0 TPaKTaTa: eMy, KaKk peallbHOMY YEJIOBEKY, «HE Uy>KJI0 HUUTO YeJloBe-
YECKOe» — M B TOM 4HUCJe cIaboCTh, XPYIKOCTh M HEYUCTOTAa MOPAILHOMN BOJH,
KoTopble KaHT coeTMHUT BHOCIEACTBUN B CBOEH (PEHOMEHOJIOTUH MOPAJILHOTO 3J14.
Kaxk naeain B ycnoBusix peaibHOT0 MPAKTHUECKOTO OMBITA, MYAPELl «IIPOUTPHIBACT)
U TIPE/ICTAET «BBIMBICIIOM»; HE IIPOUTPHIBAET OH TOJILKO B TOM CIIy4ae, €CJit, Cylle-
CTBYSl B MBIIIJICHUH, CBOOOJIEH OT aHTPOIOJIIOTUYECKUX orpaHndeHuid. [Toka yTo
sTudeckas no3unua Kanra He mo3BoJIs€T eMy MpelCTaBUTh cede, Kak BO3MOKHO
9TO TOCTIEIHEe, MHAYe KaK B OpME KPAaTKOW aHTHUIIUITAIIHH.

Kak nmoguepkuBaer Kant, npaktuueckue uaeu pasyMa — HE BBIMBICIIBI; OHU
JAI0T U0 MOPAJILHOTO COBEPLICHCTBA KAaK MPOYHBINA KPUTEPUM OLICHKU «CTETICHU
Y HEJIOCTAaTKOB HecoBepineHHoro» [5. C. 452. B597—598]. Uneu narot npaBuiia
OpUEHTHUPOBKHU. Mean gaeT peaabHy0 OCHOBY «IUIsl BCECTOPOHHETO ONPeIeNIeHUs
noapaxanuii emy» [5. C. 452. B597], Oyayun npooOGpa3om cucmemsbl MpaKTHIEC-
CKuX uzel nnm nodpozaereneid. Viaean ecTb TpaHCIEHICHTAIBHBIN CyOCTpaT peab-
HOM U LIeJIOCTHOM T0OpoIeTeNnn BOJIH, a 3Ta peaibHas 100poieTeNb, B OTIHYUE OT
ujeana 3aBepIICHHO-TIOIHOTO OMPEIEICHUs Belld B ce0e, OTHIOIh HE BBIMBICEI.
KaHT noHnMaeT npUHLIUIIHATBHOE OTINYNE TPAHCLEHICHTAIbHO-CIIEKYISITUBHOTO
ujeana, 3a/1al0Iero MPaBUJIO BCECTOPOHHETO OIPEACIICHUS] MHUpPa MPUPOJbI Kak
MUpa geuyeli, peaqbHOE MOHSATHE O KOTOPOM IPENoJiaraeT OTHOUICHHE K OIbBITY
YyBCTBEHHOW JAHHOCTH, OT TPaHCUEHACHTAIbHO-IIPAKTUYECKOr0 Hjieala, 3aKio-
Yalomero B ce0e OCHOBY «BO3MOYKHOCTH COBEPIIEHCTBA HM3BECTHBIX aAKMOB
[5. C.452. B597] (xypcus Kantal =4.C.)! [IpaBuiom Bcex npasuii, nepBooOpazom
JUIsl pyKOBOJICTBA YEJIOBEKA, YKEJAOIIEro CIeJ0BaTh 3aKOHY MOpajbHOro 1o0pa,
SIBJISIETCSL IIPAKTUYECKUN uiean. B maeane, Kak KOHCTUTYTUBHOM IPAaKTUYECKOMU
ujee, MopajibHOE JieicTBHE, O0JIee TOTO — IIEIOKYITHOCTh MOPAIbHBIX JICHCTBHM,
«10OpBIi 00pa3 KU3HUY», pedieH KaK 6CeCmopoHHe onpeoeieHtblli (MOPaTbHBIMU
UACsIMH pa3yMa B UX TapMOHUYECKOM eIUHCTBE). [l03TOMY mpakTUyecKuil uaean
€CTh MPOOOpPa3 «UISI BCECTOPOHHETO OIpEIeTCHHs MOApaXKaHU eMy», OH €CThb
npoobpas mopanbHo2o cosepuierncmaa. TpaHCIeHIeHTaNbHO-IIPAKTUYECKUN Hiea
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— Mpoobpa3 MOPaJIHLHOTO COBEPIIEHCTBA, MBICIUMBIN in concreto Kak cucrema
uzaen nobpoaerenu (Meradusznka MOpaii) U SBIEHHBIN in concreto, TOJNBKO €1Ba
7 B Ujee MyJipena.

Kak «mpaBuio u nepBooOpa3 aist noapaxanus (der Befolgung) wnu oneHku»
[5. C. 453. B598], mopanpHO-IpaKTHUECKUN HAcal pazymMa TpeOyeT B CBOEM
OCHOBaHUU «OIPENEIECHHBIX MOHATHI; COTJIaCHO STOMY IPEICTaBICHUIO, Ueall
CTPOUTCS Ha KaTeropusx (MPakTUYECKOro) pa3yma, a 3HaYUT, CaM CYIIECTBYET B
(IpaKTHYECKOM) pa3yMe M €CTb, 110 CYIIECTBY, HE Oojiee ueM ujes, T.e. He Oolee
YyeM MpaBujio ompeseneHus. Ho eciau oH H0MKeH dasamb «IpaBuiia, TOCTYIIHbIE
o0BsicHeHuto u mposepke» [5. C. 453. B599], To oH caM yke HE MOXET OBITh
MOIbLKO UJEEH, U BO BCSIKOM CIIydae €ro peajabHOCTh IIPEBBIIIAET YUCTO MEHTAIIb-
HBI YpOBEHb. MBICIIS U€aN, Pa3yM «MBICIHUT MPEIMET, KOTOPbI TOHKEH OBITH
BCECTOPOHHE OMpeNeUMbIM corjacHo npuHnunam» [5. C. 453. B599]. Ilonstue
YHCTOI'0 UJeala COBEPIIEHCTBA JBOUTCS — IE€PE]l HAMU BCECTOPOHHE OIpEEIIEH-
HBIIl «IpPEeIMET» M «MBIIIJIEHUE» BCECTOPOHHE OMNPENEIECHHOIO «IPEIMETa.
Jpyroe neno, 94To NOHATHE MIPAKTUYECKOIO Uiealla HE MOXET pa3/BauBaThCs 110
TEM e CaMbIM NPUYUHAM, [0 KOTOPBIM Pa3BOMIIOCH U ObUIO AUCKPEIUTUPOBAHO
KaHTOBCKOM THAJIEKTUKOM NOHATHE CIIEKYISATUBHOTO UEaja pa3yMa: B 3TOM LETO-
Ky[THOCTH TepeJ HaMHU YK€ He cucmema npeomemos 4Yy8CMEEHHO20 ONnblmd,
HO cucmema akmog HpagcmeeHHo goau. TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHbIN cyOcTpar, u3 Ko-
TOPOr0 pa3yM 4epIiaeT BO3MOKHBIE ONPEEIICHNS 3TOM BOJIM, €CTh 3/I€Ch HE «BEIb
BOOOIIE» B COBOKYITHOCTH €€ CIEKYJIATUBHBIX ONpEACTICHUN, HO YeIOBEUHOCTh B
€€ BCECTOPOHHEM OIPECICHUH Haeel NpakTuYeckoro pasyma. IToatomy BcecTo-
POHHSISL ONPEEIIEHHOCTh MPAKTHYECKOTO Heana €CThb HeOCHOpHMBIi (akr, 0e3
KOTOPOTO y Hac He ObLIO OBl IOCTATOYHOI'O OCHOBAHMS AJII MOPAJIbHO-TIPAKTHYe-
CKOH OLICHKM M CaMOOLIEHKH, KaK YaCTHOTO Cilydas omnpejeseHus. Brnocnencteun
MMEHHO 3Ta HJies «IOJHOLUEHHOTO ONpPEEICHHU» MaKCUM BOJIM YUCTOM Qopmoii
3akoHa Oyzaer n3bpana KanToM B KauecTBE IMyTEBOJHOW HUTH JJIS TPEXCTYyIEHYa-
TOrO TMpejAcTaBieHus: 0a30BbIX (HOPMYIHPOBOK MMIIEpaTHBA MOpPAd, U Ha 3TOM
YPOBHE «II€JIOCTHOCTH, WJIM TOTAJBHOCTH» CHCTEMBbI OOBEKTOB BOJH KakK Leiel
HOpMa MOpaJM MpeACTaHeT Kak TpeOOBaHUE COIJIaCOBaHMS BCEX MPOEKTOB aBTO-
HOMHOI'O 3aKOHOJATEIbCTBA BOJU «B BO3MOYKHOE LIAPCTBO LIEJEH, KaK LE@PCTBO
npupoas [8. C. 191, 193]. Bcmomuanm, uTo corntacHo «JIekmusm o gutocopckom
YYEHHH O PEJIUTuu» bor 3THKO-TeoNoruu ectb, B YaCTHOCTH, IJIaBa BCEOOILETro
LapCTBa LIEeJIEH; CIIEIOBATEIbHO, 3TUUECKYI0 KOHIIEMIMIO LIAPCTBA LENEH MOXHO
CUMTaTh OJHUM M3 DJIEMEHTOB TPAHCIEHAECHTAJIBHON 3THUKO-Teojoruu KanTa.
B nepBoit «Kpurtuke», OAHAKO, TPaHCLUEHACHTAJIbLHOE JOCTOMHCTBO ATHUKO-
TEOJIOTMYECKOTO IMTOCTPOEHUS eIlle He MOXKET OBITh yI0CTOBEpEeHO (hunocodckumu
CpEICTBaMU; BaKHEWILIEW MOYBOM TAaKOTO YJIOCTOBEPEHHUSI CTAHET YUCTOE Mpe-
CTaBJICHHE O Pa3yMHOM 3aKOHE O€3yCIIOBHO J00pOW BOJM KaK €IMHCTBEHHOM
OCHOBaHUU ee camoonpenenenus. [loatomy 3nece KanT noka yto pemraercs yTBep-
XAaTh, YTO JUIsl «BCECTOPOHHEHN OINPENEIUMOCTIY «IIPEAMETA» HET AOCTATOYHBIX
YCIJIOBHI B UETIOBEYECKOM OIIBITE; CIIEI0BATENBHO, TOHATHE IPAKTHYECKOT0 Ueana
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«MMeeT TpaHCLEeHIeHTHBIN xapakTep» [5. C. 453. B599]; ono npeBocxoaut ycio-
BUS BO3MOKHOTO OIbITA; MHAYE TOBOPS, IPEAMET 3TOTO MOHATHUS J1aH, HO HE Tak,
Kak JlaHbl IpeaMeThl onbiTa. Co31aeTcst BUIUMOCTh, OyITO KpUTHUECKas (pUI0co-
¢Gus penuruy He UMEET 3aKOHHOT'O IIpaBa MBICIUTh TAK)XKE U MPAKTUUECKUHN uiea
pasyma. Byap 3T0 Tak, 3TO 03Ha4aso Obl, YTO KPUTHKA, PACKPBIBAIOLIast HEOOXOAU-
MYIO0 MIPUBSI3KY BCSIKOTO YEJIOBEUYECKOIO MO3HAHUS Pa3yMOM K yCIIOBHUSIM BO3MOXK-
HOT'O OMbITa, HAa PABHBIX OCHOBaHMSX Pa3pylIaeT 3TUM CBOEOOPA3HBIM «LEH3Yp-
HBIM OapbepoM» Kak MPEANPUATHE TPAHCLUEHACHTAIbHOW OHTO- WM KOCMOTEOJIO-
I'MH, TaK U 3aT€0 TPAHCLECHIEHTAILHON 3TUKO-TE€OJOTHH U3 MPUHIMIIOB YUCTOTIO
pa3yma, Tak Kak M JJIs1 TOTO MOCTPOCHUS IKOOBI HE UMEETCS HAOEHCHBIX UCXOOHBIX
Oannbix. TeM He MEHee, Kak cpa3y ke U BbICHseT KaHT, 3TOT npuroBop Ha jaene
HE UMEET CHJIBL: TIPEAMET MPAKTHUECKOTO UIeala 1aH 0coObiM 00pa3om, U Hadedrc-
Hble OaHHble Ul TPAHCLEHIEHTAIbHON 3TUKO-TEOJIOTHU HJealla, IPUYEM JaHHbIE
0c000T0 U Aa)Ke HEOKUAAHHOTO XapakTepa, 0€3yCIOBHO, UMEIOTCS.

MepBbit HABPOCOK 3TUKO-TEONOrMUN naeana

W BbISICHAETCS 3TO M3 Pa3MBIILICHUS 00 OHTOJIOIHHU (CIOCO0e CyIIecTBOBA-
HUS) TpaHCIEHACHTAIBHOTO Haeana pazyMa. 13 BBeneHHBIX HUI0coPpoM MOHATHIHA
0 MPaKTHYECKOM HJealie 3aKOHOMEPHO CIIEI0BaJIO Obl, YTO €MHCTBEHHBIN KpHTe-
puYii HPAaBCTBEHHOM MPOOBI HAIITUX MOCTYTKOB — MPAKTUICCKUN U pa3yMa Kak
LIEJIbHOE MPEJCTABIEHNE MOPAIBHOIO COBEPIICHCTBA, KAaK IOJIHOTA ONPEIEICHUS
BOJIM €IMHCTBEHHO wuieeil (MopaibHOro 3akoHa). HeoxwmmanHo dumocodcekas
pedaekcus, yKIOHUBINASCS, Ka3aloch Obl, Aake Oojiee HEOOXOAMMOIO B dTHYE-
CKyI0 00J7acTh, PE3KMM JBHKCHHEM BO3BpaIIacTCsi B 00JIACTH (PUIIOCOPCKOM
TEOJIOTUU: €UHCTBEHHBIA KPUTEPHI HPABCTBEHHON MPOOBI HAIIKUX MOCTYMKOB —
noBejicHue «00XecTBeHHOro yenoBeka B Hacy [5. C. 452. B597]. Urak, uMeHHO
uaean Kak mpoodpa3 ecTb «0OXKECTBEHHBIM YENIOBEK B HAC», U K TOMY K€ —
HE «UJES» U HE IIOHSATHE», OJTHUM CIIOBOM, HE Cyry0asi MbICIIb O «00KECTBEHHOM
YeJI0BEKe», HO UMEHHO CaM HeallbHO COBEPIICHHBIN YeI0BEK «B HACY». DTO ompe-
JIeJICHUE HEBO3MOXKHO CUMTATh CIIyYallHOM «MI'POU yMay: JEJI0 B TOM, YTO UMEHHO
TO ke camoe ompezaeneHue: «boxecTBeHHbIH uenoBek» [9. C. 132, 133], unu
«EIMHCTBEHHO OoroyronHeii 4demoBek» [9. C. 128], «mMopaibHO YrogHbId OOTY
yenoBek» [9. C. 131], «boxectBeHHOMBICHAIUN uvenmoBek» [9. C. 129, 131],
«6oroyronubiii yenoex» [9. C. 132, 151], unu mpocTo «MCTHHHBIA YEITIOBEK)
[9. C. 150, 153], 6yzer y KanTa Ki1t04eBbIM NP MOCTPOSHHUHM €r0 MO3JHENIIeH pa-
oHaAIBHO-(rTocodekoit xpuctonoruu. [IpuMeyarensHO, YTO 3TOT ke prIocod-
CKUI aHasor 60rociaoBckol uaen Xpucra borouenoBeka HAMMEHOBAH TaM «IIPO-
obpazom» [9. C. 130, 132] unu «mepBooOpa3oM» HPABCTBEHHOTO YOEKIECHUS
[9. C. 129, 131, 132, 190]. On xe ectb B mo3anei ¢unocodckoit Teonorun Kanra
TaKxke udean: «uaean cearoctn» [9. C. 129], «unean MopaabHOTO COBEPILIEHCTBAY
(TaM ke), uean «yrogHoi 60Ty 4eTOBEUHOCTH» (TaM jke), mpuueMm KaHT Tak ke
HAaCTOWYMBO MMOJAYEPKUBAET, YTO NIEPBOOOPA3 YEIIOBEUHOCTH NMPEOBIBAET «TOJIHKO B
pazyme» [9. C. 131, 132]. B no3aHeM TpakTaTe O peJIUIruy Mbl BCTpEYaeM U UIECIO
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YEJI0OBEUECTBA «B €ro MOJHOM MOpalibHOM coBepuieHcTBe» [9. C. 128], koTopyro
BIIEPBBIC HAXOAWM Yy KpuTuueckoro KaHTa Bce B TOM e TpakTaTe MEpBOM
«Kputukm» 00 uneane pazyma. Takum oOpa3om, B IO3HEH TPaHCIIEHIEHTAIBHO-
THYECKON Teonmoruu KaHTa CO3HATENhbHO M TOCIIEIOBATENILHO COCIUHSIOTCS
«aTpuOyThD 00KECTBEHHOHN peaTbHOCTH, HAMEYEHHBIC KEHUTCOEPTCKUM (Drtoco-
(oM B ero pacCyKICHHUH O TPAHCIICHICHTAILHOM Hlealie YUCTOTO pa3zyma, KOTopoe
MBI TTIOCTOJIBKY MOYKEM CYHTATh MOUTMHHOW pabouyell MacTepCKOW KpUTHUECKOU
THKO-TEOJIOTHH.

Jlpyroe aemno, 4To 3Ta dpy2as KaHTUAHCKask STUKO-TEOJIOTHS, JOTUYHO BO3HU-
Kaomas u3 MeTaQU3MUeCKUX MOCTPOCHHA B «JOTMATHYECKOM» YMOTPEOICHUH
CHEKYJSATUBHOTO pa3yMa, a He U3 UTOTOB OMPOBEPIKEHUN B €T0 «IIOJIEMUYECKOM»
ynotpeOaeHuH, yKe He 0053aTeIbHO BKIIIOUAET B Ce0sl «IIOCTYIIAThl pasyMay, UiH,
BO BCSIKOM Cllydae, HE CBOJIUTCS K UX pedrexcuu. Mnean peaneH «B Hac», OH
Oeticmeyem (BeneT ce0s) B HAC, T.€. OH ped/ieH 8 HAC NPAKmMu4ecKu, Kak qeiCTBeH-
HOCTB, C KOTOPO# «MbI CpPaBHHBAEM ceOsl, OTICHUBAEM TaKUM 00pa3oM ceOsl U yIyd-
maemcsi» [5. C. 452. B597]. CoBepiieHCTBO eco 00pa3a AeUCTBHMA CIIy>KUT OCHOBA-
HHEM BO3MOXKHOCTH COBEPIICHCTBA Haute2o 00pa3a AeicTBuid. B Takom npencras-
JICHUH MOPAJIbHO-TIPAKTUYECKOTO Ujieaa «IpeaMeT» uaealia u caM ujeal yxe He
MOTYT PacXOIUThCS; TO U APYroe €CThb BCeCMOpOHHE ONpeoeneHHAs (YUCmou
uoeeti) cucmema akmos; To U APyroe eCTb KU3Hb U JEHCTBEHHOCTD, U Hedelicmau-
menbHo, ecau He Oeticmeenno. Halia nedareiabHOCTh (CaMOOIpeNeIeHHsI U caMo-
OIICHKH ) €CTh OJTHOBPEMEHHO JEHCTBEHHOCTh «00KECTBEHHOT'O YEJIOBEKA B HACH, U
MOCTOJIbKY, B OTJIMYME OT Ujealia CHEKYJISITUBHON MBICIIH, BCEIr/la TAKKe peaib-
HOCTb, @ HE YHCTO PETyJISITHBHAS HJes. B OCHOBE TakoW 3THKO-TEOJIOTUU HJIeana
— HE€ CHEKyJISATUBHAA KOHCTPYKLMS, a onbIT AeicTBeHHOCTH . IlocTonbky
UMEHHO T0 TUHUH 3TUKO-TEOJIOTHH «IIPO00pa3a» MbI BUIUM HanboJee eCTECTBCH-
HBIH Ty Th TIEPEBO/JIA TIOHITHS O1a200amu Ha SI3bIK KaHTHAHCKOU duocodun penn-
run. [IoHATHO, YTO MHEHUS pACXOATCS B IaHHOM CITydae y>Ke O TOM, B KaKOoi Mepe
MBI MOXEM TOBOPUTH 3[I€Ch O «IEPEBOAE»: €CIH ISl OJHUX HHTEPIPETATOPOB
dunocodcko-reonornyeckass KoHrenmuss KaHta yke MOTHOCTBIO CIOXKHIACHh B
nopy mnepBbiX AByX «KpuTuk», Tak 4TO B TpaKTaTe O PEIUTUU COBEPIIAETCS
He Oonee yeM (pmIocopCKku HEOPUTHHATBHBIA U PETUTHO3HO HETUIOAOTBOPHBIN)
«MOpaJIbHBIN epeBoj] X pUCTUAHCTBAY, AJIs IPYTUX KaHTOBCKas (uiiocodus peu-
UM [IECHHA IMEHHO KaK «3KCTIEPUMEHT), KOHKPETHEE — KaK «HCCIIeOBaHNE BHEIII-
HUX TpaHUI] YEJIOBEYECKOro MO3HAHMs B TOMBITKE OOpalieHHus K BOMPOCY O
Hagexae» [10. P. 115].

DTUKO-TEOJIOT U TPAHCLEHACHTAILHOTO Hiealia Kak mpooOpa3a CoOBEpILIEHHOM
YEJIIOBEYHOCTH «B HAC)» MO3BOJISIET (POPMYIHUPOBATH, BO BCIKOM CIy4ae KakK THIIO-
Te3y, MBICIIb O TOM, UTO «palMoHalibHas Teosnorus Kanra noompseT Bepy B BOILIO-
mieaue» [11. P. 130], 9T0 MOXHO TOBOPHUTH O YEM-TO MOJOOHOM «IIPOOOPa3HOMA
teonorun» B «Pemurwmm...» Kanra [11. P. 131]. «IIpoobpa3nas Teomoruss —
9TO palMoOHATHHO 0OOCHOBAHHAS TEOJIOTHUS HUCXOXKICHHs bojkecTBa, MO3BOIISIO-
niasi HaM OCMBICJIEHHO TOBOPUTh U MBICIUTh O bore B KOHEYHBIX TEpMHUHAX
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MOCPEJICTBOM TPAHCIIEHACHTAIBHOT'O UCCIEA0BaHMs pasyMHou Beps» [11. P. 131].
Takoe omnpeneneHue HEABYCMBICIEHHO OYEpPYMBAET CUCTEMATHMUECKOE MECTO U
XapakTep MOJOOHOTO MHTEIEKTYalIbHOTO MPEANPUSITHS: 3TO PAYUOHATbHAL
(parmoHanbHO 00OCHOBaHHAs) (prtocockasi TEONOTHUS; 3TO MPAHCYEHOCHMAIb-
Has TEOpUSsl; HAKOHEIl, KaK UMEIoIIasi CBOMM ONIKaUIINM MPEAMETOM MOPATbHYIO
BEpY pa3yMa, OHa €CcTb amuko-Teonorus. [loaromy, eciiu TOIbKO MPU3HAIOT PABO-
MEPHOCTh Pa3roBOpa 0 «IPOOOPa3HON TEOIOTUN» B CTPYKTYpe (uiiocoduu peiu-
run KaHTa, TO, IpH BCeX BO3MOMKHBIX PA3HOTIIACHSX B KOHKPETHOW TPAaKTOBKE
CYIIHOCTH U MCTOPUUYECKUX KOPHEHl ujen «mpoobpazan?, OpeaeNeHHo ICHO OHO:
3]1€Ch MBI UIMEEM JIENI0 C MPAHCYEHOEHMANbHO-DUNOCOPCKOU IMUKO-MEON02Uel.
Tem He MeHee cHucTeMaTHKa palMOHAIBHBIX JUCHUIUIMH B mnopy «Kpurtuku
YHCTOTO pa3yma», KaKk Mbl YK€ OTMEUalM BBINIE, 3aCTABISIET OTHOCHTH ITHKO-
TEOJIOTHIO K PyOpHKE €CTECTBEHHOW TE€OJIOTHH, apTyMEHTUPYIOIIEH U3 «CBOWCTB,
Nopsi/IKa ¥ €AMHCTBA, HaOIroaeMbIx B Hamem mupe» [5. C. 490. B660]. He mozye-
JKUT COMHEHHIO, YTO 3TUKO-TEOJIOTHSI «IIOCTYJIaTOBY», IPU3HaBaeMasi MHOTUIMH aB-
TOpaMH 32 E€IMHCTBEHHBIH (HUI0CO(CKO-TEONTOTHIECKUN MPOEKT KPUTUYECKOTO
Kanra, u ectb ecmecmeennas 3TUKO-TEOJIOTUSL B CMbICJIE TAHHOTO OMPEIEICHUS:
100 IByCOCTaBHOE MOHITHE BBICUIETO 0Jiara, B paMKax KOTOPOT'O OHA BO3HUKAET U
KOHCTPYHUPYETCsI, BKJIIOUYAeT TMOHATHE OJIa)KEHCTBA KaK «YyJOBJIETBOPEHHUS BCEX
HAIIMX CKJIOHHOCTEH (M extensive B OTHOIICHUHM MHOT000pasus uX, W intensive
B OTHOILIEHUHM CTEMEeHH HMX, U protensive B OTHOLIEHUH MPOAOHKUTEIHLHOCTH)»
[5. C. 594. B834], uro, GeccriopHo, aneJuIMpyeT K CBoiicTBaM Hamero mupa. Ecnu
ke, kKak ycraHoBwi KaHT B nekumsx o Quiocoduu penuruu, TeopeTudeckas
(PU3UKO-TEOJIOTHSI BCEIEJIO OMMPAETCs Ha CHEKYJISTHBHYIO TPAaHCLUEHACHTAIBHYIO
TEOJIOTHIO, €CTECTBEHHAs 3TUKO-TEOJIOTHsl, HAIPUMED, B BEPCUH TEOPHH IIOCTYJIa-
TOB MPAKTUYECKOTO pa3yMay, JOJDKHA TaK K€ MPeAIoaraTh TpaHCICHICHTAIbHY IO
3TUKO-TEO0JIOTHI0. YTOOBI 3Ta MOCIEHSs cTalla X0Ts Obl MBICIMMa KaK BO3MOXHas,
Heo0XoIuMa Ta ujest YUCTOM MPaKTUIECKON MeTapU3UKH, CIIy>Kalleil OCHOBAaHUEM
W TIPEANOCHUTKON TSl SMITUPUUYECKONW aHTPOIOJIOTHH, KoTopyto Kant copmymnm-
pyeT B «OCHOBOIOJIOKEHUN K MeTapu3uKe HpaBoBy. [Ipn Hamu4um e TpaHCHEeH-
JEHTAJTBLHOW ATUKO-TEOJIOTHH (HAmpUMeEp, B BEPCHUH TEOJIOTHH «IIPOOoOpa3a)
€CTECTBEHHAsI THKO-TEOJIOTHs (B BEPCHUH TEOPHH IIOCTYJIATOB)) CTAHOBUTCS TEM,
YeM OHa TOJIBKO U MOXKET ObITh B KATErOpPHAJIbHBIX PaMKaxX KpUTHUYEeCKol (uoco-
¢un KanTa: He caMOJOCTaTOYHBIM CHIOCO0OM (HIIOCOPCKO-TEOIOTHUECKON apry-
MEHTAIUH 111 HECIIOCOOHBIX BBIWTHU 32 pAMKH «CBOICTB, HAOIIOaeMbIX B HAIIEM
mupe». TpaHCcueHIeHTaIbHas 3TUKO-TEOJIOTHSI MOXKET HUYETO HE 3HATh O TAKOBBIX
CBOICTBaxX W ameJIMpOBaTh TOJBKO K TOMY, YTO JAHO «B pa3syMe» M «B HAaC.

2 Jacobs cuuTaeT BO3MOXKHBIM TOBOPHUTH O Nepexoie KanTa B TpakTaTe 0 PEJIMrHH K HEKOTOPOMY
«TpaHCUEHIeHTAIbHOMY IutaToHu3My» [10. P. 157], Torga xak npyrue HCTOPUKH CUUTAIOT oOpalie-
Hie KaHTa K XpHUCTOJIOrHYeCcKOi TEPMUHOJIOTMH CUMIITOMOM KanuTyisauun gunocoda Kanra nepen
po0JIeMOi MOPaIEHOTO OOpalleHns! ¥ HEJOCTaTOYHOCTH «KPUTHYECKUX PECYPCOB» B 3TOM OTHO-
IIEHNH, Tak 4To KaHT, o 3Toi 0THKe, KOHCTPYUPYET XPUCTOIOTUIO «HE UMES JUIS 3TOTO CHIBHOTO
normdgeckoro onpasaasus» [10. P. 154].
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Bo3moxHOCTh Takoro Gpuitocohcko-Teoa0rn4eckoro MOCTPOSHUS MPeICTaBISAETCS
Kanry «Kputnku unctoro pasyma» COMHUTEIbHON; OJJHAKO B I€HCTBUTEIBHOCTH
uMeHHO B «KpuTHKe 4uCTOro pasyMay sl TAaKOW TPaHCLEHACHTAIbHOM Te0I0ruu
yK€ TMOATOTOBIIEHA KOHIENTyalbHasi TMOYBa, U 0Oojee TOro: OOHApyKEHBI BCE
OCHOBHBIEC aTpUOYyTHl 0OKECTBA KaK MPAKTUYECKOTO a0CONIOTa, C KOTOPHIMU OHO
MNpeaACTaHCT BHOCICACTBUU ICPCH YHUTATCIICM «Penurun B npeaciiax TOJIBKO
pasymay. B roasl co3ganus nepBoil « KpuTUKu» IJ1s1 3TOTO TOCTPOCHUS €IE HENl0-
CTaeT YUCTOW MeTadU3UKH HPABOB, KaK TEOPETUYECKOIO MOMEHTA IMPE/ICTABIICH-
HOTO in concreto MOpaabHOTO UAeala; ero NPakKTUYECKUH MOMEHT YK€ MEJbKHYII
Ha CIIEHE, HO TOJIBKO B BUJIEC HEOKUIAHHON «3aMETKH Ha TOJISAX» MEeTa(pU3NIecKoro
TpakTara. bonee onpeneneHHoe npeacraBieHne 00 3ToM (HUITOCOPCKO-PETUTHO3-
HOM TMpOEKTe TpeOyeT 0OCTOSTENLHOTO HCCIEAOBAHUS CMBICTIA W COJACPIKAHUS
KaHTOBCKOTO YUEHUS O «IIPpooOpa3e HCTUHHON YEJIIOBEYHOCTH» B €T0 XPUCTOJIOTH-
4eCKOM U PUI0CO(PCKO-UCTOPUIECKOM aciekTaxX. K paccMOTpeHUIo 3TOi TeMbI MBI
U TUIaHUpYeM oOpaTUThCA B JaJbHENUIIEM.
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Abstract. The article’s intention is to construct a possible minimal response to violence,
that is, to describe what would be justified (necessary or legitimate) “npomusonacunue”
(counter-violence). This argument is built on reviving several important philosophical texts in
Russian of the first half of the twentieth century as well as on going beyond that historical
moment. Starting with the reconstruction of Tolstoy’s criticism of any use of violence, it is then
shown that, paradoxically, resistance to Tolstoy’s or ‘pseudo’—Tolstoy’s teachings ends up
incorporating Tolstoy’s thematization of counter-violence into various theories, which sought
to legitimate the use of force. In particular, Tolstoy’s discovery of a force, which, on the one
hand, is not grounded in violence and, on the other hand, which is capable of countering
violence, becomes fundamental in reasoning about the just use of force. The connection is made
between Tolstoy and Petar II Petrovi¢ Njegos, who also thematizes the use of force in Christian
perspective. In his view, justice, “blessed by the Creator’s hand,” has the capacity to protect
from violent force. Any living thing defends itself from what endangers it by means Creator
bestowed it with. Living force and protective use of force are conceptually linked in Njegos’s
reasoning. Thus, only protective force can defeat aggressive force. This is shown to be Njegos’s
contribution to the Orthodox Christian discourse on violence. If a force can be counter-violent,
the next step in our argument would be to search for a protocol that should have universal
validity, that is, it has to be valid for all conflicting sides, The protocol of counter-violence
requires that, firstly, it is a response to violence; secondly, it interrupts violence and forestalls
any possible future violence (it is the ‘last’ violence); thirdly, it is subject to verification, it
addresses those who are a priori against any response to violence (which usually refers to
various forms of “Tolstoyism”).

Finally, it is shown that state power does not create law, but it is being right that makes
law or gives life to social order, and thereby can authorize the use of force. This is the innovation
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in the histories of justification of force, absent in the West. Aggressive violence can necessarily
be opposed only in a way that implies the possibility of constituting law and order.
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Introduction

Angeliki Laiou’s text “The Just War of Eastern Christians the Holy War of the
Crusaders” [1], which was supposed to be a contribution to Orthodox Christian
understanding of war within an all-encompassing and general “ethics of war” (held
in common by all religions of the world), advocates insufficiently for a real
construction that would consider and justify the use of force potentially designated
as Orthodox Christian or observant. Availing myself of the various arguments for
justified violence made in Russian and other Slavic, but also Western languages,
my intention, in this brief sketch of a future text or project, is to construct a possible
minimal response to (a rejection of) violence, or indeed describe what would be
justified (necessary or legitimate) “nporuBonacunue” (counter-violence). For the
use of force to be small, timely, and correct, its description would need to satisfy
hypothetically two conditions: 1) the reflection on war and the force of Russian
philosophers before and in the course of the Great War (a century ago now), would
have to be recognized as truly the best model that Eastern Christianity uncovered
in theory of violent acting. And 2) this model would necessarily have to be
competitive and in harmony with already existing problems and arguments that
comprise what in the Anglophone world is referred to as “the ethics of war” or “the
ethics of (un)justly conducted war.”

I would like to justify my decision to provide an argument by reviving a few
important philosophical texts in Russian from a hundred years ago, as well as by
expanding the problem across that historical moment. If we are invested in the
notion that humanities and social sciences have a responsibility to continuously
question the kinds of violence and its justification, revising old arguments and
construct new institutes and institutions within which myriad researches might
together seek and defend the limit of use of violence that cannot rationally be
altered — then the engagement of these philosophers at the beginning of the last
century could be analogous to a construction of a new theory of war in the last thirty
years in English and in Hebrew.

658 OTUKA 1 XPUCTUAHCKAS TEOJIOT'A



Bojani¢ P. RUDN Journal of Philosophy, 2020, 24 (4), 657—668

There are a few necessary conditions in producing an argument about war and
use of military violence that are satisfied among these thinkers: a) generally the
texts (and books) were produced simultaneously or immediately after one of the
largest military conflicts to feature all great military powers; b) the war called
‘great’ was made such precisely by a convincing justification for the use of force
and military actions by myriad theorists (above all philosophers) of all states and in
all languages, and celebrated (or resisted) by all important persons of that time;
¢) a confrontational or invested tone in elaborating thoughts on war or violence has
meant that these texts are almost entirely devoid of so-called “religious
phraseology,” which is to say, they are not pamphlets and so are stripped of facile
calls to war or denials about the importance of war. Meticulous argumentation,
detailed reconstruction of reasons for and against the use of violence in various
situations, theories of justification of the ongoing war that invariably evolve into
reflections about war as such (or war in general), are the product of conflicts
unfolding on multiple levels, forcing the authors to a sensitive and very considered
way of writing:

— during the war, philosophers (of all nations) follow carefully what their
counterparts in other countries are doing and writing about war. As an ensemble of
events (events are changes that in one way or another alter the state of affairs,
relations, structure of various factors), the war increases the philosophers’ attention
and sustains their vigilance.

— the conflict against the ‘Germanic spirit’ is an attempt to uncover the
rationale of German militarism and connect German philosophy and culture in
general with war, imperialism, and brutality. Similar attempts can be found, for
example, in Durkheim or Bergson, some English authors, although a great number
of Russian thinkers and philosophers provide rather original contributions in
describing the ‘Germanic’ and its distinguishing characteristics in comparison to
what is designated as “Russian.”

— debates and fierce polemics among all these Russian philosophers (their
reading of each other during the war is otherwise an entirely unremarkable fact)
follow closely their opposition to the arguments of philosophers from enemy
countries. These go far beyond mere conflict between war advocates and objectors,
various philosophical groupings or associations, cities (such as ‘peace-loving’ Saint
Petersburg vs. ‘bellicose” Moscow); the debates are meant to indicate problems, but
also advance the war effort, and thus lead to victory;

— war and the use of violence lead to continuous reconsideration of the
previous Russian tradition of thinking these issues. At the same time, this represents
an attempt to significantly reconstruct a new model of meaning and justification of
war that would best suit what could be called an “Orthodox Christian” or “Eastern
Christian” understanding of war;

— the Great War and its terrible destruction introduce an explicit thematization
of an Orthodox Christian and require a new model of conducting war, which is
supposed to be diametrically opposed to the Jesuit (for Ilyin) or Western Christian
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understanding of just war. Russian or Orthodox Christian understanding of war a
priori eliminates imperialism, the institution of aggressive war, as well as all forms
of preventive use of violence;

— finally, the Great War and the seminal texts published at the time in Russian
introduce another conflict that would split Russia and produce a great civil war. It
seems to me that the thematization of justified and legitimate forms of violence
conducted in times of war all become further complicated and mitigated in relation
to an entirely new form of violence arising at the same time — revolutionary
violence. The Great War that transforms and continues in the form of a civil war
and revolution further shapes the search for a just use of force and stringent demand
for correct response (rejection) of force, as well as an efficient end to violence.

Philosophical discourse of counter-violence

Let us return to the title, however, as there might be problems with the words
‘counter’ and ‘reject’ (oppose, rebuff, resistance). Some of the words in the title,
‘violence’, ‘counter-violence’ (mporuBonacwime), as well as non-violence
(nenasiliye) are used only very rarely in the texts [ have mentioned. There are a few
reasons for this. The most basic is probably the attempt to circumvent a tradition
heavily marked by the presence of Tolstoy and his theory of non-violence, which is
not doing nasilovaniya (“coercions”; this is the word he uses). Tolstoy defines
coercion as an action or gesture directed at one who does not wish it or does not
choose to accept it. Both Ilyin and Frank accept Tolstoy’s understanding of violence
as aggressive brute force, making it by definition unjustified. Thus, opposition to
violence (attack) should exclusively bear the name of force, but be distinct from
violence. If the aggressor attacks, occupies, defaces, then the force standing in its
way (deployed by the righteous) is really preventing, cutting them off, pacifying.
Thus, such force would, paradoxically, be non-violent, contain no coercion.

This is a reconstruction of Tolstoy’s key idea about discovery of a completely
different and new force. Resistance to Tolstoy and his followers (chiefly by Ilyin
and Frank, but they are far from being alone) results in very detailed and careful
reading of Tolstoy’s original works. Paradoxically, this resistance to Tolstoy’s
adherents or the Zeitgeist filled with various Tolstoy’s or ‘pseudo-Tolstoy’
positions, ends up incorporating a kind of ‘original’ Tolstoy into its own theory of
(non-)opposition to violence: it includes the discovery of a force (which Tolstoy
later claims to be love) that is supposed to delay violence. Better put, it would
appear that Tolstoy’s positions from different periods are assembled together into a
new thinking about war and force, and, as such, begin to regulate the ethics of just
use of force.

I am not sure that it is possible to show coherently Tolstoy’s position; but it is
possible to list a few of his insights implicitly present in texts dealing with war and
violence. First, Tolstoy introduces a seriousness in understanding war as an extreme
violence, calling for a rigorous thematization of war (although he does then all too
quickly conclude that “war’s purpose is murder”. In the third volume of War and
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Peace we read: “War is not courtesy but the most horrible thing in life; and we ought
to understand that and not play at war. We ought to accept this terrible necessity
sternly and seriously” [2. P. 1456]. Further, he uses two original paths to question
the accepted and trivial notion that society is grounded in war and violence: that
violence cannot be a means of bringing people together (soyedineniya lyudey), that
is, that violence alienates or is a false unifier, a “podobiye spravedlivosti,” and only
semblance of society. There is no thematization of violence, before or after Tolstoy,
that contains this specifically constructed connection between life and violence.
Tolstoy’s attempt is to rid life of violence, or to uncover the force of life that is not
or does not have to be grounded in violence. He puts forward two entirely original
insights regarding state power (vlast) and its connection with violence (long before
Michel Foucault): first, “the basis of authority is bodily violence” [3. P. 167], and
second, “but ruling means using force, and using force means doing to him to whom
force is used, what he does not like and what he who uses the force would certainly
not like done to himself. Consequently, ruling means doing to others what we would
not they should do unto us, that is, doing wrong” [3. P. 242]. Finally, Tolstoy’s final
operation, which reverberates across subsequent views of “non-violence,” refers to
the displacement of force (life force) from the outside world into the inner life of
every individual: “(...) he who himself possesses sufficient power ...will not resort
to violence” [4. P. 207].

The connection between force and life is also thematized by Petar II Petrovi¢
Njegos, the Prince-Bishop of Montenegro. Poet and philosopher in addition to being
a ruler, he attempted to essentially determine an Orthodox Christian understanding
of force and violence. He only seldom used the word violence, yet even in his brief
life (1813—1851), he managed to examine the meaning and importance of force
and construct a fairly original justification and limit to justification of force. Why
choose Njegos here (aside from the partial biographical overlap with Tolstoy)?
Because, essentially, he founded what corresponds to “Russian thought,” which we
could (today) call “Serbian thought.” First, the historical moment when he lived —
opposing the Ottoman Empire (and Serbian traitors) — the various influences of
the literature he reads, along with his informal education, the significance of
Romanticism and the Romantic concept of force, to which we can add the Russian
influence and his Orthodox Christian ‘orientation’ in war and in thinking about
injustice — all of this together tells us that Njegos is truly our contemporary. His
letters and verses are brimming with discussions and righteousness of force and
power, giving him a special place in the histories of justifying violence. It seems to
be that Njegos, including the way his life unfolded, can help us, above all, in a kind
of preliminary differentiation of Orthodox Christian from a Romantic
understanding of force and violence. In a letter to Jeremija M. Gagi¢, of
20 December 1830, seventeen-year-old Njego§ mentions the proverb that ‘might
makes right’, he speaks of enduring suffering, but also, albeit very shyly, mentions
defense and the need for us as a group to defend. This is a good example. I would
like to insist that the Romantic understanding or justification of force always
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manipulates with various paradoxes through which force or violence “brings
together unconnected entities” (law and force; violence and justice; “mace and
law,” which is Njegos’s favorite example). In all these examples, force and violence
are placed with protocols that at first glance could never go with them. On the other
hand, defense — more precisely, life as force and defense (the power to defend life)
— could represent the basic form and introduction into the Orthodox Christian
interpretation of violence and thus war. In his three main works, Lu¢a mikrokozma
[Ray of Microcosm] (1845), Gorski vijenac [Mountain Wreath] (1847), and Séepan
mali [Séepan the Little] (1851), Njego§ constantly mixes these two registers, these
two machines for justifying force. At the opening of Luca (Poem I), the poet
imagines an “infinite force” (besputna sila) or “unholy force” (necastiva sila) that
can only be destroyed through the force of justice [5]. Justice, “blessed by the
Creator’s hand,” has the capacity to protect from this exceptional force. Protection
or the force of protection, the action that protects from violent force, is Njegos’s
invention of the Orthodox Christian version of victorious force. Only protective
force can defeat aggressive force or violence. Two years later, in “Mountain
Wreath,” he further develops this “protective or defensive action,” spoken in several
verses by the Abbot Stefan. Speaking of eternal war of everything against
everything, and about the “infernal discord” in the world, Abbot Stefan explains the
connection between force and (living) life:

The world demands some kind of firm action (dijejstvije),
duty gives birth to new obligations,

and defense is closely tied up with life!

Nature provides everything with weapons

against a force that is oft unbridled,

against trouble and dissatisfaction.

Sharp spikes are there to protect the corn stalks,

and thorns defend a rose from being plucked.

Myriads of teeth has nature sharpened

and has pointed innumerable horns.

Various tree-barks, wings, and speed of feet,

and the array of seeming disorder,

always follow some definite order.

Over all this huge conglomeration

again a wise, mighty force reigns supreme.

It won't allow for evil to triumph.

It snuffs the spark, strikes the snake in the head. [5. P. 79].

“A wise force” is constituted as life, as that which lives defending itself
immanently from that which endangers it. This is a novelty in constructing
justifications of defensive forces. Njegos sees the force of the Creator in giving life
and then transferring that force onto all living things. Defense of life is the “action”
of the Creator himself. A few years later, in Séepan mali, a play, this becomes
explicit in a dialogue on force between the Turkish master Beglerbeg and the
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Orthodox Christian Teodosije Mrkojevi¢. The Turk insists on the “strength of
force” as such:

Force, applied strong enough,
Makes even marrow weep [5. P. 206].

But although Beglerbeg equates the might of force with Sultan’s, and then
God’s, will (“the Sultan wills what God wills), Teodosije Mrkojevi¢ decisively
separates God’s force from human (Sultan’s) force [5. P. 207]. Divine force is
stronger than any possible force, as it is at the heart of everything created, animate
and inanimate, but exclusively as defensive force and force that resists external
force (violence).

What, then, is this counter-violent force, force against violence? How shall we
describe it? And how can we justify it? Must the one who makes use of it do so
entirely correctly, unblemished (Ilyin speaks on occasion of a “sinless act of
injustice”)? Perhaps a more elaborate justification of use of force in response to
violence, as well as the description of “the nature” of force (primarily its scope, not
the technique of its conduct, although it is certainly not insignificant), would be
made possible if we understood the particular situations of the actors in play: there
is the violator, who is supposed to stop and abandon his action, the one who rejects
the violence, who is also simultaneously supposed to hold themselves back before
the aggressor.

Justification, if it is to be successful, converts force into counter-violent force.
What is the connection between ‘justification of force’ (since only when justified
does force not become violence) and counterposing or rejecting violence? Is the
connection between the two always implicit?

Reason, justification, legitimacy of violence are not synonyms (that is, do not
stand in synonymy: Hannah Arendt, for example, claims that violence [ Gewalt] can
be legitimate, but not justified; while Karsavin says that force can be necessary, but
not justified). If we leave aside for a moment this difference between “justified
force” and “justified” violence (by definition, violence is aggressive and attacking,
so in the ‘Russian’ or ‘Orthodox Christian’ understanding cannot be either justified
or necessary), proving that a force is counter-violent — which makes it unimportant
whether justified or necessary — requires a protocol that should have universal
validity, meaning be valid for all conflicting sides. In “Search for war’s meaning”
(1914), Semyon Frank has the “daunting task™ (as he calls it) to produce a
“conceptual justification of war, in an objective and moral way:

To justify war means showing that it is led for the right reason, that it is
conditioned by the necessity of defense of human life or reaching objective
principles of human virtue. Objective virtues imply that these are values held by all.
In this way, justifying war means finding the foundation that would be binding for
all. (...) Justifying war is possible only by citing those reasons with which the
enemy has to agree [6. P. 408].

The protocol of counter-violence (“mporuBonacunue”), as “justified force”
necessarily possesses some immutable characteristics: first, violence is often if not
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always counter-violence, which is to say that violence is necessarily always already
a response to violence. Anyone using force actually claims to be responding to
violence that has already taken place, is taking place or is immanent. Second, the
basic idea or characteristic of counter-violence is the force of interruption of all
potential violence (making counter-violence the last violence) and achievement of
something entirely new (in breaking with the old, the unjust, previous injustices,
which allow and then often justify the use of the last injustice). Third, the protocol
of justifying counter-violence necessarily contains a verification, debate, that is, an
address to those who are a priori against (opposers to violence but also to counter-
violent force), who stand against any response to violence (which usually refers to
various forms of “Tolstoyism™).

How then is war or violence interrupted? Is there something in violence
(or counter-violence) that can really interrupt violence as such? Analogously, or
better, as a counter-analogy, is there a violence we never oppose, that is, which does
not imply counter-violence? Would this even be ‘violence’ or is ‘violence’ only the
kind of violence and amount of force that necessarily implies a response to itself,
that is counter-violence? There is, for example, violence we suffer without
opposition, certain that otherwise we would be subject to still worse violence.
Or violence transformed and institutionalized (so-called institutional violence,
invisible symbolic violence), such that it has become invisible, to which we never
respond. Further, we never respond to ‘victorious’ violence, that is, the institution
of victory can ‘erase’ the violence that led up to it or from which it resulted. There
would also be counter-violence as preventive violence against violence that has not
yet taken place, or counter-violence that repairs injustice and returns to balance.
What I am particularly interested in is the temporal and regulative dimension of
counter-violence: as mentioned, by definition, a successful counter-violence is or
ought to be momentary and “quick,” as well as “contain its own opposite” (auto-
regulation), or a “capacity” to self-limit and stop. In a word — it needs to abolish
itself.

Within any epistemological reconstruction of military theater (not just Russian
or Orthodox Christian), if pacifism or a call to peace (“peace at any cost,” as
F. Rosenzweig says) appears among the enemy, the aggressor (and peace occurs
when the attack ceases, when the violence stops), then this cessation of violence or
call to peace can appear if and only if we are not inactive (Karsavin calls inaction a
sin; inaction is a kind of negative social act). To better determine this kind of action
or coercion, this minimal response to violence, as counter-violence, which comes
from the Russian language and tradition of thinking about war, then it has to be
urgent and swift. I or we ought to necessarily and immediately oppose another or
others. This very position of “opposition” designates that it is necessary to accept
and appease the violence of the other and urgently stop them (while preventive
violence [preventive war, preventive counter-violence] is epistemologically
incorrect since we do not know whether someone will actually attack [H. Putnam]).
How can we suffer the violence of another? How can we stop the violence of
another? What force can compel another to stop their violence?
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Ivan Ilyin uses several verbs, such as presechenie (stopping), zastavlenie
(urging), ponuzhdenie (compelling), prinuzhdenie (enforcing), to define the forms
of this “placement of (myself or us) across the way,” “against” the other’s attack.
A minimal response to violence as counter-violence would include several
protocols. The first would be the differentiation of force and violence. In The
Essence of Legal Knowledge, speaking of axioms of state power (vlast), [lyin writes
about spiritual rectitude (duhovnaja pravota) as a mysterious force, since state
power is a (military or legal) force.

Power (vlast) is above all force. (...) The essence of life consists in acting
(dejstvii), and specifically in effective acting; the capacity for such acting is
living force (zivaja sila). (...) Unlike any physical force, state power is
intentional force. (...) “The sword” therefore does not express the essence of
state power. (...) [7. P. 121] State power is the force of the will. [7. P. 122]
(...) The first axiom of state power is that it cannot belong to anyone who does
not possess legal authority (pravovogo polnomochiya) [7. P. 123].

This is followed by a very important passage for us:

Moreover, legal consciousness demands that the power itself is perceived as
having influence (force) inasmuch as it is authoritative and just rather than as
the force instituting the law. The law is not born of force, but exclusively of
the law and ultimately the natural law. This means that brute force that usurps
power will institute positive law inasmuch as popular legal consciousness
agrees (under whatever were its considerations) to recognize its authority
[7.P.123].

Yet, Ilyin still seems not to show clearly enough the ‘asymmetric synonymy’
of state power and force, which he wrote about in 1910 [8]. State power as force
does not produce (give birth to) law, but only that state power which has a “living
influence,” which is force “in its correct measure.” The one who stands in
opposition actually represents this living influence, which, being right (as state
power), makes law or gives order to social life. Further, neither violence nor “brute
force” (a synonym for violence really) nor force create right. This is the innovation
in the histories of justification of force or violence, absent in the West. Aggressive
violence can necessarily be opposed only in a way that implies the possibility of
constituting law and order. If we read Ilyin’s 1924 O soprotivlenii zlu siloyu in
concert with Ilyin’s early and late texts on law, then it becomes clear that law is the
basic regulative idea of the use of force. One opposes violence to the extent that the
creation of right is thereby made possible. In that sense, force becomes but an
“impulse of the development of law.”

The third protocol that gives rise to law in force and continuously reiterates the
limit of “counter-violence” refers to the work of metaphors and metonymies (which
I still think cannot be subsumed under ‘religious phraseology’). Sentences such as
“his very sword will become a flaming prayer” or “may your sword be your prayer
and your prayer be your sword” [9. P. 219], can certainly further impact the
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regulation of rejecting violence and a swift cessation of force. This protocol is
certainly in harmony with Tolstoy’s approach of ultimate abnegation of a response
to violence.
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[enb cTaThbu 3aki04aeTcs B IOCTPOCHUN BO3MOXKHOTO MUHUMAALHO20 OMEema Ha HacH-
J¥e, UHBIMH CJIOBaMH, B OIMCAaHWU TOTO, YTO OBUIO OBI ONMpaBIaHHBIM (HEOOXOIMMBIM HIIH
3aKOHHBIM) «MpOMuUGoHacuIuem». ITOT apryMeHT OCHOBAaH Ha PEKOHCTPYKLUUHU HECKOJIBKUX
BaXHBIX (PHIIOCO(PCKHUX TEKCTOB HAa PYCCKOM SI3BIKE TIEPBOI MOJIOBUHBI XX BeKa, a TaKkKe Ha
pacIIMpPEeHUH aHAIH3a [IPOOIEMBI 32 TPEIEIBl 3TOT0 UCTOPUIECKOro MoMeHTa. [locie pekoH-
cTpyKUuK KpuTuku JI. ToacThiM 110000 NPUMEHEHU S HACUITUS [TOKA3bIBAETCS, YTO, KAK 3TO HU
napajioKcajgbHO, MPOTUBHUKK yueHHsI TOJICTOro BKIIOYHIN pazpaboTaHHyr TOJCTBIM UaCHO
NPOTUBOHACUIIUS B CBOM TEOPHM, B KOTOPBIX CTPEMUJIMCH JIESTUTUMU3UPOBATH [IPUMEHEHHE
cwibl. B wacTHoCcTH, OTKpBbITHE TOJICTBIM CUJIBI, KOTOpasi, C OTHOW CTOPOHBI, HE OCHOBAaHA Ha
HACHIIUH, a, C IPYTOi CTOPOHBI, CIIOCOOHA MPOTUBOCTOATh HACHIIHIO, CTAHOBUTCSI OCHOBOITOJIA-
rarolli¥M B PacCy’KACHHUAX O CIpaBeAIMBOM NPUMEHEHUM CUiIbl. [lanee BbICTpauBaeTcs CBA3b
Mexay JI. Toncteim u Iletapom II IlerpoBuuem Hberomem, KOTOPBI TakKe TEMaTU3UPYET
MPUMEHEHHE CUIIbI B XpUCTHAHCKOM nepcnekTuse. [1o ero MHEHHIO, CIIPaBeJIMBOCTh, «0J1aro-
clioBeHHast pykoil TBopia», crocoOHa 3aIUTHUTh OT HACWIILCTBEHHOH cHiIbl. Jto0oe KuBoOE
CYILECTBO 3alIMIIAEeTCs OT TOrO, YTO €MY YI'POKAeT TEMHU CPeACTBaMHU, KOTOPBIMU €r0 OJapuil
TBopen. XKupas cuiia 1 3aIIMTHOE IPUMEHEHHUE CUIIbI KOHLICTITYaJ IbHO CBSI3BIBAIOTCS B PACCy K-
neansx Heeroma. TakuM 00pa3oM, TOTBKO 3aIIHIIAONIAS CHIIA MOYKET IIOOEIUTH arpecCHBHYIO
cuily. OTO CBUIETENIbCTBYET O BKiIajae Hperoma B mpaBociaBHBI XPUCTHAHCKUHA ITHCKYPC
o Hacunuu. Eciu cuna MoxkeT ObITh MPOTUBOHACHILCTBEHHOH, CIEAYIOMIMM IIaroM B HalleM
apryMmeHTe OyJeT MOUCK MPOTOKOIA, KOTOPBIN JIOJKEH HMETh YHHUBEPCAILHYIO CHITY, TO €CTh
OH JIOJDKEH OBITh IEHCTBUTEIBHBIM IS BceX KOHMIHUKTYoMUX cTopoH. [IpoTokon o 6opebe ¢
HacuJIueM TpebyeT, uToObl, BO-TIEPBBIX, CHiIa OblJIa OTBETOM Ha HACHJIME; BO-BTOPBIX, IPEPHI-
Bajla HACHWJIME W MpeAoTBpaliaia Jr00e BOZMOXKHOE HAaCHIUE B OyaylieM (3TO «IOCIEIHEee
HACWINE); B-TPETHUX, IPUMEHEHHUE CHIIBI ITOIIEKHT IIPOBEPKE, 0OPAIICHO K TEM, KTO anpuopu
IPOTHB JIF000M OTBET HA HAacHIIME (UTO OOBIYHO OTHOCUTCA K Pa3inyHbIM (pOpMaM «TOJCTOB-
cTBa»). HakoHer, moka3aHo, 4TO rocylapcTBEHHAs! BIACTh HE CO3/Ia€T 3aKOH, a JIUIIb PaBOTa
CO3IaeT 3aKOH, JaeT KIU3Hb OOIIECTBEHHOMY ITOPSAKY B TEM CaMBIM MOKET CAaHKIIMOHUPOBATH
MPUMEHEHHE CUJIbl. DTO HOBILIECTBO B UICTOPUH ONpaBAaHUs CUJIbl, OTCYTCTBYIOIIEE Ha 3anaje.
ATrpeccUBHOMY HACHUJIMIO MOKET OBITh TPOTHUBOIIOCTABIIEHA JIUIIb Ta CHJIa, KOTOPas MPeAroia-
raeT BO3MOKHOCTh YCTaHOBJICHUS 3aKOHA U IOPsIKa.

KurodeBble cjioBa: Hacwive, IPOTUBOHACHIINE, ONpPaBAaHUE HACWIUSA, PYCCKas 3THKa
BOMHBI U HACHUJTUS, IPABOCIIABHAS ATHKA BOMHBI M HACHIIUS, TOJICTOBCTBO, 3THKa MibrHa
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