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Kant’s denial of right of revolution has bewildered many Kant’s scholars. Kant sym-
pathizes with French, American, and Irish revolutionaries. But in his Metaphysics of
Morals he rejects the right of revolution. Apparently, his stance represents
a tension or a contradiction. Kant believes that a legitimate government should be
based on the consent of the citizens. Thus, logically he is expected to affirm the right
of citizens to disobedience. However, he also holds the view that citizens’ moral ob-
ligation to obey the law is absolute. I believe that Kant’s rejection of the right of
revolution does not represent a contradiction. Rather, it is the necessary consequence
of Kant’s metaphysics of subject and the notion of transcendental subjectivity.
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Kant’s denial of right of revolution has bewildered many Kant scholars.! Kant sympa-
thizes with French, American, and Irish revolutionaries. Yet in several places he openly rejects
the right of revolution. His stance apparently represents a tension or a contradiction.

The relation between the transcendental consciousness as the principle of the unity of the
experience and the realm of experience — the nature — is important in order to comprehend
Kant’s view. According to Kant’s Copernican Revolution the laws of nature are not found in
nature as the empiricists propose; man, as the manifestation of transcendental subject, does not
acquire these laws via pure experience. Rather, he dictates such laws into the nature. It is not
reason that follows the path of nature; on the contrary, it is nature that conveys to rules and
laws that are put by transcendental reason. The apparent contradictory essence of such a for-
mula can be resolved only with appeal to a dual notion of subjectivity. To the extent that sub-
jectivity signifies the empirical self it is part of the nature; whereas, the subjectivity that dic-
tates laws upon nature — and therefore upon the empirical self — represents the transcendental
subject.

The same dual approach is required when Kant considers politics.” Kant’s notion of natu-

! Among many, in my opinion, Reiss (1956), Beck (1971/1978), Axinn (1971), Nicholson (1976),
Greic (1986), Hill (2002), and Ellis (2005) are the most inspiring accounts of Kant’s attitude towards the
right of revolution and its relation to his moral theory.

? Ignoring the distinction between the transcendental subject and the empirical self results into mis-
taken reformulations of the assumed tension in Kant’s account of the right of revolution. Reiss, for in-
stance, refers to the idea of independence of the individual in face of the authority and goes on to ask
how, then, was it possible that Kant “explicitly denied any individual the right to rebel against estab-
lished authority” (1956, 179). These formulations fail to see that the independent individual in the civil
constitution that Kant has in mind, is the citizen, and not the individual, natural man as a member of the
human species. Sidney Axinn similarly ignores this distinction and concludes that Kant is a pessimist
regarding the individual and an optimist with regard to human race (1971, 427-8). However, if this
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ral law clearly is based upon the Keplerian-Newtonian models and conceptions of universal,
natural laws. According to Newtonian framework, the principle that makes the actualization of
motion and mechanical laws in the world of phenomena possible is the absolute laws that de-
termine the world of things-in-themselves. For instance, the product of the interacting forces in
the noumenal sphere is equal to zero, so is the resultant velocity. Newton differentiates the
phenomena from what he postulates as reality. He distinguishes absolute magnitudes from
sensible measures. The former is available to reason, whereas, the latter is accessible via expe-
riential measurement. As Van Fraassen states:

In the mathematical model provided by Newton’s theory, bodies are located in absolute
Space, in which they have real or absolute motions. But within these models we can define
structures that are meant to be exact reflections of those appearances, and are, as Newton says,
identifiable as differences between true motions. (1980, 45)

Kant’s differentiation between the noumena and phenomena is clearly Newtonian. What
is Kant’s philosophical contribution to this differentiation is introducing the transcendental
subject as the principle of the unity of the experience. To the extent that the subject designates
the empirical self it is a part of the world of phenomena. Moreover, as a phenomenon, it is
subject to the laws that are determined by transcendental subject. How the distinction between
noumenal and phenomenal worlds can be generalized into the realm of the subject? Kant does
not explicitly present transcendental subject in contrast to the empirical self, but he does speak
about such distinction in the Critique of Pure Reason.’

Although there is no one-to-one relation between the distinction of the noumena and phe-
nomena, on the one side, and the distinction between the transcendental subject and the em-
pirical self, on the other side, a model that depicts the latter and which is in harmony with the
former can be presented. When practical philosophy is at stake a threefold model can be pro-
vided. At the most basic level there is the transcendental subject as a general form, which
makes the unity of the world of experience, including the existence of the self, possible. Tran-
scendental subject is not determined by universal laws, but is the principle that provides the
possibility of their existence. In phenomenal world we encounter the natural man and laws of
his actions as phenomena. The natural man is a form of object that is subject to the mechanical
laws of nature where the actuality of these laws depends on the absolute laws of the noumenal
world.

Natural man, according to Kant, is neither the transcendental subject nor the empirical
self. Rather, it is a phenomenon that is related to the transcendental self in an essential but
undetermined way through external mechanical laws. Realization of subject is possible only if

distinction is looked upon then it becomes clear that the constitution of the state is the condition of the
realization of freedom, equality, and independence of the individual citizen, whereas lack or removal of
the state results in dissolution of these rational principles. Kant’s rejection of right of revolution follows
necessarily from these principles on the basis of such a distinction.

3 Kant insists that the transcendental unity of apperception is in possession of the representations
of the “I.” These representations should belong to one self-consciousness if there is to be not a “many-
colored and diverse self” (Kant 1787/1929, B 134). Also David Carr addresses this aspect of Kant’s
consideration of subject: “knowledge requires an a priori subjective unity, that is, one ‘I’ to which the
many representations belong” (1999, 41). Quassim Cassam, too, addresses the dual nature of Kantian
conception of subject and introduces the transcendental (impersonal) subject as the principle that unites
successive and diverse experiences in one consciousness: “the subject must be capable of ascribing these
experiences to himself as his experiences; and the subject must be aware, or potentially aware, of the
numerical identity of that to which the different experiences are ascribed (1989, 77-8).
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laws that are rooted in the transcendental subject regulate the relation between members of
human species. Constitution and actualization of civil society and the state forms and realizes
this lawfulness. By entering the civil society and being legally organized the natural man turns
into the citizen. The citizen is subject to external laws that function independent of the indivi-
dual as a member of human species. It is only after the actualization of civil society and pro-
motion of natural man to citizen that the moral subject becomes realizable. Kant’s Moral sub-
ject, who is expected to act so that the maxim of his action becomes a universal law, is not the
natural man but is the citizen as the representation of the transcendental subject.

The laws of nature are realizable only on the basis of absolute noumenal laws. The laws
that determine the constitution of civil society are also based upon these absolute laws. Practi-
cal philosophy, which consists of the science of Right and the science of ethics, “forms a coun-
terpart to the ‘Metaphysical Principles of the Science of Nature’ (Kant 1769, 3). Therefore,
the citizen acquires the possibility to act in concordance with the transcendental law. Conse-
quently, Kant’s moral subject can make the maxim of its action a universal law or imperative
only if it acts in accordance with the transcendental universal moral law. The exemplary moral
action, thus, cannot contradict the right and the law as the representations of transcendental
Right. A moral action that opposes the law of civil constitution and the state contradicts the
transcendental law and transcendental subject as the principle of the unity of the experience.

History, which is the disclosure of social capacities that are implemented by nature in
man, in Kant’s view is subject to a set of laws that are similar to universal natural laws. It is the
nature that did “bring forth a Kepler who, in an unexpected way, reduced the eccentric paths of
planets to definite laws; and then she brought forth a Newton, who explained those laws by a
universal natural Cause” (Kant 1970, 42). A similar problem that humans face in society is the
constitution of a perfect civil society that regulates the external relations between states con-
formably to Law. Viewed in this way, the whole social history is conceived as the realization
of a hidden perfect plan of nature (Kant 1970, 45-6).

However, in conformity to transcendental rules that were laid in the Critique of Pure Re-
ason, these laws and plans, as plans and laws inherent in nature, should ultimately be posed
upon nature by the transcendental subject. When Kant considers “the natural principle of the
political order” he in fact evaluates those political principles at work, which are put forward by
the transcendental subject of the political realm, that establish the political orderliness of civil
society. In other words, the natural principle of the political order signifies the transcendental
essence of the political Right. Kant states: “the will’s manifestations in the world of pheno-
mena, i.e., human actions, are determined in accordance with natural laws, as is every other
natural event” (1970, 41).

Hence, the dilemma of Kant’s approach to revolution can be reformulated: In accordance
with the imperative, act so that the maxim of your action becomes a universal law, it may be
concluded that it is inevitable for Kant to approve the right of revolution. Formally speaking, if
revolution actualizes the restoration of the rule of the law then it is acceptable. However, revo-
lution aims the very bases of the law and therefore, it should be necessarily disapproved and
the right to revolt has to be rejected. Revolution is an empirical act that is conducted in phe-
nomenal realm. The subjects of the revolution are the empirical selves, whom Kant identifies
with citizens. These subjects signify the experientially existing persons. Revolution aims the
basis of the existence of moral subject and the citizen, i.e., it aims the transcendental subject.
Therefore, it cannot be made into a universal, moral imperative, because in such a case human
is pushed back to his natural situation and will lose the possibility of realizing his subjectivity.
Kant himself formulates this dilemma as the resolution of the question of the priority of formal
principles over material principles of action when the problem of the pure practical reason is at
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stake (1970, 121-2).

On the other hand, the subject of the action who is expected to act in a way that the
maxim of his action becomes a universal imperative is not the empirical self as the member of
species but is the representation of the transcendental subject. In other words, it is only the
transcendental subject — and the citizen as the representation of this transcendentality that
distances himself from the man in the state of nature — that is capable of proposing and consti-
tuting the law. The empirical self should abide and conform to the law of the transcendental. In
the Question of Enlightenment Kant claims that as far as the individual is concerned only a few
succeed in freeing themselves from immaturity and become free agents (1970, 54-5). However,
he continues, the chances of public enlightenment — in contradistinction to individual enlight-
enment — are higher (55). This is in line with Kant’s view that contrasts the progress of the
human species with individual’s retreat. Kant considers revolutionary action propagating the
yoke of prejudices and immaturity because progress and change toward maturity or enlighten-
ment comes slowly (reformism). Kant claims that unless all members of the species acquire
their share from “maturity” and “enlightenment” and become enlightened we cannot speak of
enlightenment and maturity and freedom of humans. “For enlightenment of this kind, all that is
needed is freedom” (1970, 55). And freedom is the liberty to use one’s reason and thus to
“argue”; i.e., the ideal enlightened action is rational criticism while obeying the law (Kant
1970, 55).

Acting fo form an imperative should be interpreted as acting in accordance to the moral
law that is rooted in transcendental Right. Kant’s moral — and therefore free — subject acts ethi-
cally only if he follows the transcendental order. When it comes to choosing between the mate-
rial and theoretical principles as the basis of righteous political action the latter should be cho-
sen because only the principles of pure practical reason can provide the necessary principles of
rightful action: “as a principle of right, it [the aforementioned maxim] has absolute necessity,
whereas the former [material principles of action] is necessary only if the empirical conditions
which permit the proposed end to be realized can be assumed to exist” (1970, 122). This
maxim is the formal principle of morality and postulates the end of political action based on
the concept of duty.

Kant’s evaluation of political history is based on a particular conceptualization of man,
which is rooted in his Critique of Pure Reason. He states, “men neither pursue their aims
purely by instinct, as the animals do, nor act in accordance with an integral, prearranged plan
like rational cosmopolitans” (Kant 1970, 41). Such an approach presumes man having a bifur-
cated nature that consists of empirical (bodily) and rational (transcendental) elements. This is
a sym- metric image of the assumed duality between the natural man and the citizen.

The universal order of nature, according to Kant, is teleological in essence; in other
words, every element in history serves to fulfill the end. What is this “end”? The lawful order-
liness of nature follows from this teleological making. Reason is applicable only if there is law,
which means that it is applicable only if there is a teleological order. Kant states, “those natural
capacities which are directed towards the use of his [human] reason are such that they could be
fully developed only in the species but not in the individual” (1970, 42). The ‘species’ is the
representation of the transcendental essence of man in phenomenal realm. The appeal to this
transcendentality is caused by natural finitude of human individual. The essence of this trans-
cendentality, which is explained through the language of natural political law, is the pure rea-
son:

Nature has willed that man should produce entirely by his own initiative everything which
goes beyond the mechanical ordering of his animal existence, and that he should not partake of
any other happiness or perfection than that which he has procured for himself without instinct
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and by his own reason. (1970, 43)

The law of social order — the contract — follows from man’s natural situation where he
contradicts the benefits of other men. Kant calls this natural stage the unsocial sociability of
man (1970, 44). Kant’s account of the constitution of the social contract stems from Hobbesian
premise of the “war of all against all”. In the “Perpetual Peace” Kant clearly expresses this
Hobbesian view, which also confirms the interpretation that in his view human has a bifurcated
nature: “A state of peace among men living together is not the same as the state of nature,
which is rather a state of war” (1970, 98). Moreover, Kant’s “individual” is not a socially de-
termined conscious phenomenon but is simply the member of the species. Such conceptualiza-
tion of the individual is the necessary consequence of Kant’s naturalism. According to this
naturalism man owns a specific, unalterable essence. Man is essentially selfish, anti-social,
individualist, and immoral. He only pursues his personal benefit. However, with the rule of
reason man transcends this natural crudeness and puts these negativities in the service of the
general amenity of the species.

In the “Fifth Proposition” of the Universal History Kant answers the aforementioned
question about the “end”. Kant calls the formation of the civil society in concordance with the
universal Law the greatest practical problem of the human race. Due to the bifurcated essence
of human being there are antagonistic elements at work — human’s natural selfishness and
man’s rational capability to pursue the benefit of the species. Therefore, the formation of the
civil society requires the disappearance of this bifurcation. “The highest task which nature has
set for mankind must therefore be that of establishing a society in which freedom under exter-
nal laws would be combined to the greatest possible extent with irresistible force, in other
words of establishing a perfectly just civil constitution” (1970, 45-6). Kant clarifies the nature
of the bifurcation of human essence when he states that “man is an animal who needs a mas-
ter” (1970, 46). Where are we to find this master? He responds: “Nowhere else but in human
species” (1970, 46). The master, whom is to be found iz the species, does not signify the indi-
vidual person. Rather, it designates the representation of the transcendental subject as the
source of the transcendental law of the reason. The ruler, the administrator, thus, is the em-
bodiment of this transcendentality. Hence, Kant states: “Yet the highest authority has to be just
in itself and yet also a man” (1970, 46). Justice in itself can be acquired only in the noumenal
realm, and it is accessible only to the pure reason — in this case to the pure political reason —
that de- notes the noumenal self.

The determination of the constitution of history by transcendental subject becomes
clearer when Kant argues the a priori character of the lawful orderliness of the history and
contrasts “philosophical history” to actual history that consists of the empirical making of the
events:

It would be a misinterpretation of my intention to contend that I meant this idea of a uni-
versal history, which to some extent follows from an a priori rule, to supersede the task of
history proper, that of empirical composition. My idea is only a notion of what a philosophical
mind, well acquainted with history, might be able to attempt from a different angle. (1970, 53)

Without such philosophical understanding history will be mere historiography that
amounts to an arbitrary accumulation of the events. The main idea that is inherent in contras-
ting the philosophical and the empirical histories is that the Right, including moral, ethical and
political laws, belongs to that subject who also owns the pure reason.

In Kant’s view, civil society is different from all other forms of contract not due to its
ends but because of its principles. The distinguishing aspect of civil society is that it is an end
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in itself and will give way to the establishment of commonwealth. The civil constitution of
society is presented framed within a particular form of state. The state or the commonwealth is
the realization of the rights of man that are secured against the encroachments of others. In this
sense, the form of realization of rights of men is “external”.

The aforementioned idea of externality of rights is based upon the idea of essential indi-
viduality of the form of human existence and, in turn, reproduces this idea. Kant addresses this
peculiarity of human existence as the phenomenon of “self-dependence” or independence. In
such a case the only possible relation among men is the mechanical arrangements that regulate
the relations among externally posited, isolated atoms. These external regulations always have
to be transcendental. Otherwise, they lose the ground of being applicable to the entirety of
these monad-like individuals.

Kant refers to these regulating laws as limitation of freedom of individuals to which every
person subjects himself complying with the authority of the pure reason:

Since every restriction of freedom through the arbitrary will of another party is termed
coercion, it follows that a civil constitution is a relationship among firee men who are subject to
coercive laws, while they retain their freedom within the general union with their fellows. Such
is the requirement of pure reason, which legislates a priori regardless of all empirical ends
(which can all be summed up under the general heading of happiness). (Kant 1970, 73)

In the first addendum to the “Perpetual Peace” Kant explains the relation between mora-
lity and politics and makes the aforementioned distinction between material and theoretical
principles clearer. The principles of politics are dictated to men by nature. However, the impo-
sition of political principles does not mean the determination of the duty of human by nature.
Rather, it signifies the realization of a constitution that teleologically exists in nature. The
imposition of duty is realizable only by pure practical reason that acts “without any external
constraints” (Kant 1970, 112). Nature functions in favor of man, to comport him out of the
state of nature, only practically, since man is incapable in this realm (1970, 112).

Moreover, Kant clearly states that the constitution of state does not occur from the prin-
ciples of morality. Principles of morality are basically the imperatives that conduct the indivi-
dual moral actions and are put forward by the pure practical reason. These imperatives are
assumed to regulate the actions of the individual in relation to the transcendentality of the in-
dividual. The actions of the individual person within a constituted state, on the other hand, are
regulated by the transcendental will, which is the expression of the Right in the form of law.

The pure, law-giving reason to which Kant refers is the pure reason that belongs to the
transcendental subject. The “natural” universal laws that determine the society, like other natu-
ral laws, are defined and dictated upon their subjects by the transcendental subject as the unify-

4 Elisabeth Ellis intends to resolve the tension between the ethical duty of the moral agent and the
political duty of the citizen with reference to an empirical notion of the wil/ that is derived from some
external end. This tension is the reflection of the aforementioned conflict between citizen’s duty of abso-
lute obedience to authority, and the moral imperative, which requires the person to act in a way that his
maxim of action becomes a universal law. Ellis mistakenly presents the “end”, or “the highest good”, as
an empirical element and then reduces the will to the expression of the united will of empirical persons.
Whereas, the end, in Kant’s view, is the te/os of the history, it is civil society in a priori and teleological
sense. It cannot be an empirical or provisional target. If “end” is considered an empirical or provisional
element that helps “people to live together while respecting each other’s autonomy” (2005, 143) then its
actualization is left to the mercy of empirical selves, which means it is not a priori and normative. More-
over, the will, in Kant’s view, is the transcendental will as the representation of the Right in form of the
law.
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ing principle that also provides the unity of the experience. In accordance with this transcen-
dental subjectivism, thus, the particular form of actualization of transcendental laws that regu-
late the externally established relation among human individuals, that is, the particular form of
the constitution of civil society, is necessarily monarchy. The monarch, therefore, is the em-
bodiment of transcendental Right that is posited external to other subjects and makes the uni-
versal application of laws of society possible. The monarch is the master that is transcenden-
tally external and yet exists within the human race.

Monarchy, according to Kant, in contrast to democracy, is farthest from despotism (1970,
101-2). Democracy, meaning the rule of the people by the people, does not realize the rational
law of division of powers.” In a democracy, by definition, the executive and the legislative
powers are actualized by the same subject, namely the people. Democracy, in its literal sense,
cannot assume a representative form. Apparently, Kant’s model of representation is yet another
reflection of his idea about the severance of pure reason and praxis; i.e., Kant’s insistence
about the favorability of a representative republican form of government reflects his idea that
distinguishes the transcendental subject from the empirical self. Only a representative form of
government can guarantee the regulative and external presence of the transcendental will. That
which determines the form of government is the “act of general will” (1970, 101) by which
a number of men are constituted as a people. The “general will” is not a reflection of an achie-
ved general consent among citizens but is the representation of transcendental will. This act of
will is external to all individual men that are constituted by this universal will as people; it is
the transcendental principle of the constitution of the people. Therefore, a form of government
that is not representative “is essentially an anomaly” (Kant 1970, 101) because it lacks the
external, constitutive transcendental will:

We can therefore say that the smaller the number of ruling persons in a state and the
greater their powers of representation, the more the constitution will approximate to its repub-
lican potentiality, which it may hope to realize eventually by gradual reforms. For this reason,
it is more difficult in an aristocracy than in a monarchy to reach this one and only perfectly
lawful kind of constitution, while it is possible in democracy only by means of violent revolu-
tion. (1970, 101)

Kant enumerates three rational principles of the civil state as liberty, equality, and inde-
pendence. Liberty is the acceptance of the external limitations upon the individual freedoms
that are inherited from the natural state of man for the sake of the formation of the common-
wealth. Equality, however, is a totally formal regulation that is determined with respect to the
formality of the transcendental law. Equality is the admission of the fact that individuals are
subject to the coercions of Law. Although formally equal, therefore, one can be subject to the
will of another. This aspect is explicitly clear when the assumed form of state is monarchy,

* Kant distinguishes “form of sovereignty” and “form of government” as “forms of state”. The for-
mer can be autocratic, aristocratic, and democratic. The latter is either republican or despotic. Kant, not
only does not argue against the compatibility of republicanism and aristocracy, but also devalues demo-
cracy as farthest form of sovereignty from the republican form of government. Joseph Grceic ignores this
distinction and incorrectly identifies republicanism with democracy as the expression of the united will
of the people (1986, 449). His whole argument about the alleged inconsistency in Kant’s rejection of the
right of revolution is based on the assumption that since in Kant’s republican state “the legislative power
is sovereign and belongs to the will of the people” then Kant should not hold the view that obeying the
law is absolute (450). However, the aforementioned distinction leaves Greic’s inference baseless. Sidney
Axinn also ignores the distinction between the forms of sovereignty and forms of government and mista-
kenly attributes a contrast between monarchy and republicanism to Kant (1971, 426).
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since to be the subject to the law will then mean being subject to the will of the monarch. Mo-
reover, Kant sees no contradiction between the empirical determination of one subject by the
will of another and the formal equality of all subjects before the Law. He states:

This uniform equality of human beings as subjects of a state is, however, perfectly consis-
tent with the utmost inequality of the mass in the degree of its possessions, whether these take
the form of physical or mental superiority over others, or of fortuitous external property and of
particular rights (of which there may be many) with respect to others. Thus the welfare of the
one depends very much on the will of the other... Nevertheless, they are all equal as subjects
before the law ... as the pronouncement of the general will. (1970, 75)

Kant introduces independence as the condition of the realization of liberty and equality
(1970, 77). This is to say that the monadic individual or the citizen — as the representation of
the transcendental subject — is the basis of the constitution of the civil society. In Kant’s view
the independence of the transcendental subject is realizable only in the person of the monarch
who is the actualization of the law that constitutes the civil society. Kant states that it is only
himself that the individual does not harm. The individual, in the meantime, is introduced as the
master of his own (sui juris). However, since the independent individual is the principle of the
realization of liberty and equality it is identifiable with the actuality of the civil society which
is the realization of civil contract. The constitution of the civil contract acquires its actuality in
the state and therefore in the person of the monarch. Hence, the fulfillment of the idea of inde-
pendence of citizens is possible truly within monarch as the representation of the transcenden-
tal subject. The head of the state is the representation or the embodiment of the pure transcen-
dental subject. For instance, if there is a conflict between the interests of citizens and the mon-
arch, since there is no other authority than monarch by referring to whom the conflict is to be
decided, the conflict should be dismissed (Kant 1970, 81-2). Consequently, the only desirable
form of administration is monarchy.

Principles of politics relate and regulate a particular group of empirically existing persons
externally in order to make them into a people. These principles can be considered the univer-
sal mechanical laws of the realm of civil constitution. “Naturalness” of these principles does
not indicate their non-transcendentality. Rather it signifies their externality in relation to their
objects. In other words, through these principles the natural individual is promoted to the level
of a citizen. If the citizen conforms to political principles, then he will be able to act in concor-
dance with the principles of morality that are dictated by pure practical reason. In this way, the
apparent contradiction between the political and moral action disappears. It is the political
principles that make the realization of moral principles possible and not vice-versa.’ Therefore,

® Ellis bases her argument about Kant’s pragmatic political view upon the supposition that Kant’s
political principles are derived from ethical imperatives. Thus she refers to his statement in Rechtslehre
about the resistance of political matters against a full theoretical analysis: “Kant is not satisfied merely to
sketch the outlines of the ideal political realm that follows from a priori ethical principles” (2005, 114).
However, the relation between political and ethical is reverse; it is not the political that follows from the
ethical; on the contrary, the ethical is possible only if the political realm that produces the citizen as the
subject of ethical activity is constituted. Thus, the political principles are required not as derivatives of
a more general ethical theory but as the basis for the realization of ethical principles. Moreover, Kant in
the preface of Rechtslehre does not exactly maintain what Ellis attributes to him, that is, “political life
resists purely ideal analysis™ (114). Kant states that although the principles of right, as principles derived
from a purely rational science, are rooted in pure reason, yet they are applicable to empirical cases. Such
applicability is necessary if the desired completeness of a pure theoretical science is to be achieved,
because “completeness and comprehensiveness are essential and indispensable to the formation of
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the latter does not — and as far as the right to revolt is concerned cannot — contradict the for-
mer. Hence, the moral imperatives do not form a basis upon which the right of revolt or rebel-
lion emerges. Principles of morality are based in the realm of pure practical reason and belong
to the transcendental subject. Therefore, as far as their individual application is concerned they
presume the existence of the citizen, which in turn presupposes the existence of civil society
and lawful order.” As Kant states:

[T]n their [citizens’] external relations, they have already approached what the idea of
right prescribes, although the reason for this is certainly not their internal moral attitudes. In
the same way, we can expect their moral attitudes to reproduce a good political constitution;
on the contrary, it is only through the latter that the people can be expected to attain a good
level of moral culture. (1970, 113)

Thus, the right of revolution should be ruled out. Such a right has no theoretical-
transcendental justification. Revolutionary action attacks the fundamentals of the transcenden-
tal law; it is therefore irrational and destroys the basis of morality; consequently it annihilates
freedom. In this sense, it is self-deficient. Thus, it should be rejected.

The idea of social contract, according to Kant, belongs to reason; i.e., civil state is consti-
tuted in the realm of transcendentality. The transcendental essence of the idea of civil society
further becomes manifest when Kant indicates the impossibility of achieving a full consent
concerning the law within empirical realm among citizens.® Thus, the relation of the empiri-
cally existing citizen to the law is that of duty more than consent. Kant maintains that “if it is at
least possible that a people could agree to it [a law], it is our duty to consider the law as just,
even if the people is at present in such a position or attitude of mind that it would probably
refuse its consent if it were consulted” (1970, 79) Thus, the right to revolt should necessarily
be rejected. If such a “right” is accepted, then the determination of the transcendental by the
empirical is intrinsically confirmed:

Thus if a people, under some existing legislation, were asked to make a judgment which
in all probability would prejudice its happiness, what should it do? Should the people not op-
pose the measure? The only possible answer is that they can do nothing but obey. For we are

arational system” (Kant 1887, 4).

" Thomas Hill argues against identification of the illegal and immoral in Kant’s political philoso-
phy. He claims that Kant’s basic moral principles might support a position that approves revolution
(2002, 294). This argument, however, fails to distinguish between man as is considered in his state of
nature and man as the citizen. The quotation above, from Kant’s text, openly describes this position that
Hill ignores.

8 Greic, too, emphasizes the rational-formal nature of the contract. He states that: “The contract is
a formal principle for the evaluation of the justice and lawfulness of the public constitution which has
specific material components” (1986, 448). Yet, his ignoring the distinction between subject of the
principle of social contract—that the contract belongs to the realm of transcendental subject—and the
empirically existing individual prevents him from acquiring the significance of this formality. Greic also
ignores that Kant defines motives of the will not as “objects of physical feelings” but as “absolute law”
(Kant 1970, 68). Grcic, thus, concludes that Kant’s “autonomy of will” is incompatible with his demand
for absolute obedience towards the state and that Kant’s demand is justified via a utilitarian argument.
He fails to see that for Kant the subject’s absolute duty towards the state follows from state’s being the
embodiment of the absolute law. Moreover, he holds to the same mistaken view as Garve and others, that
Kant criticizes in Theory and Practice, asserting that the moral duty and the actual deed are irreconci-
lable due to the moral impurity of human nature (Kant 1970, 69).
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not concerned here with any happiness which the subject may expect to derive from the institu-
tions or administration of the commonwealth, but primarily with the rights which would there-
by be secured for everyone. (1970, 80)

Man as such and his idea of happiness belongs to the empirical realm. Thus, happiness
cannot be referred to “as a principle of legislation”. Principle of happiness signifies the experi-
entiality of the empirical self in its relation to the law. Any action in its name violates the de-
termination of the right of reason which is the law that is dictated by the transcendental subject
(Kant 1970, 83). Whereas, men or people must live in commonwealth, which is to say that they
have to live under the rule of the law that is practically imposed by the state. Every man has
the duty to conform to the law of the state as a transcendental, extra-historical end in itself.
Thus, it is conformity to the transcendental right and not the consent of common citizens who
are subjects to the rule of the state that legitimizes the law. Therefore, the consent is reasonable
only if it is in concordance with the concept of transcendental right:

For so long as it is not self-contradictory to say that an entire people could agree to such
a law, however painful it might seem, the law is in harmony with right. But if a public law is
beyond reproach (i.e. irreprehensible) with respect to right, it carries with it the authority to
coerce those to whom it applies, and conversely, it forbids them to resist the will of the legisla-
tor by violent means. (1970, 80-1)

If the consent and the law conflict the empirically formed consent of the citizens should
be coerced and outlawed.

It thus follows that all resistance against the supreme legislative power, all incitement of
the subjects to violent expressions of discontent, all defiance which breaks out into rebellion is
the greatest and most punishable crime in the commonwealth, for it destroys its very founda-
tions. (Kant 1970, 81)

In the Appendix to “Perpetual Peace” Kant explains the relation between political phi-
losophy and moral philosophy more clearly. He maintains that the former cannot contradict the
latter and the difference between the two is due to the nature of their objects: Moral principle
is the theoretical science of right whereas politics deals with its practice. Moral philosophy is
the science of the pure practical reason. Yet, if the path that is shown by pure reason is fol-
lowed, the final end of political principle will be clearly visible and the fact that politics and
morals are not contradictory becomes evident (Kant 1970, 116). Kant further distinguishes
between ethics as the practical science of Rights and morality as the pure theoretical science of
Right. He clearly states that politics should follow the principles of morality as a pure science
(Kant 1970, 129).

Once made, the law should be obeyed and cannot be violated or rejected.” Kant states,
“the people, under an existing civil constitution, has no longer any right to judge how the con-
stitution should be administered” (Kant 1970, 81). The assumed right to revolt is an act against
the constitution upon which every particular law is based (Kant 1970, 84). Kant clearly main-
tains that the law is and has to be based upon the principles of pure reason and that, in contrast
to the lawful universality of the right, revolution, as an empirical act, should be rejected. Kant
states that the political right should be “based on a priori principles, for experience cannot
provide knowledge of what is right, and there is a theory of political right to which practice
must conform before it can be valid” (1970, 86).

The idea of inalterability of the right and of the state is also maintained in the “Perpetual

? Axinn emphasizes this aspect of Kant’s consideration of the state as a form of “Victorianism™
(1971, 429).
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Peace”. Although Kant does not address the question of revolution directly his suggestion
concerning right of states to exist and not being dissolved into greater states, taken in its par-
ticular historical context, makes his rejection of the right to revolt more conceivable. Accord-
ing to Kant, the state is not a thing, neither a property, nor a patrimony (1970, 94). The state is
an end in itself and it owns natural rules. Therefore the limits of the existing states should be
left intact. Hence, in the fifth proposition about the perpetual peace Kant states, “no state shall
forcibly interfere in the constitution and government of another state” (1970, 96). Ascription of
a “natural” essence to state, on the other hand, results in personification of the state. This, in
turn, supports the idea that for Kant monarchy is the most favorable and the “natural” form of
administration.

Kant introduces force as an indispensable element of civil constitution that is the result of
the implications of practicality of politics. A moral politician, according to Kant, is the one that
in case that some inadequacies appear in the law is ready to introduce reforms into it towards
attainment of the ideal political end. Kant explains political inadequacies as practical problems
that are caused by application of the law; these shortcomings, theoretically speaking, have no
roots in the concept of Right. The gradual reform policy that Kant suggests is also a practical
means in order to avoid the evils that may be caused by violent revolution of people. To the
extent that Kant deals exclusively with the practicality of political realm he admits the factua-
lity of revolution.'® He even maintains that in case that the violent revolution of people that is
rooted in discrepancies of the older constitution becomes successful and brings along a consti-
tution that is closer to the idea of Right no attempt should be made to restore the old regime or
to punish the participants in the revolution (Kant 1970, 118).

Kant does not consider revolution a right but a mere empirical fact. So, the tension be-
tween Kant’s sympathetic stance regarding French revolution and his clear rejection of the
right to revolt is resolved. French revolution was successful as a matter of fact."' Moreover, the
laws of the older regime were not Righteous, whereas the post-revolutionary constitution, at
least in theory, aimed towards constitution of the civil society in concordance with the idea of
Right.

!9 Axinn formulates the factual desirability of the revolution as follows: “If there is no civil society,
then there is no civil law and we may use violence to establish it” (1971, 426). Contradiction between
the government and the law is a form of contradictio in adjectio. From a contradiction everything fol-
lows, even a revolution. Thus, one may conclude that while Kant does not assume the right of revolu-
tion, which means that he does theoretically approve the revolution, he has an analytical phenomenology
of revolutions.

"' Thomas Hill formulates the tension between Kant’s moral principles and matter-of-factness of
revolution as the tension between what is morally “permissible” and what is morally “desirable”. Ac-
cording to Hill this tension, in turn, is the reflection of a more fundamental one between the inalterability
of the Right and historical progress (2002, 284). He argues that Kant, based upon such distinction, not
only may approve revolutions ipso facto but also has a theory that permits revolutions. Peter Nicholson
(1976), too, holds a similar view when considering the tension between inevitability of progress and
stability of the state, where the latter might block the way of the former. He claims that the question of
the inevitability of the progress stays unresolved in Kant’s political philosophy. However, the idea of
stability of the Right (and of the state) and historical progress are not mutually exclusive in Kant’s view.
To the contrary, the factual, historical progress, for Kant, is an approximation to the idea of Right that
belongs to Reason. Historical progress is meaningful to the extent that it actualizes the teleological plan
of the Reason that functions as the political natural law. Thus, the idea of a Kantian theoretical justifica-
tion for the right of revolution seems implausible. Yet, factually speaking, if a revolution succeeds in
constituting a state that approximates the idea of rational Right it can be approved.
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The realm of law acquires its unity by the unity of transcendental consciousness. Even in
its empirical dimension, the social unity of law depends on the unity of the transcendental
subject. Revolutionary action, in an unjustifiable way, reverses the relation between the tran-
scendental subject — as the principle of the unity of the experience — and the experience. It
intends to determine the transcendental via the empirical. This is rationally and morally un-
founded and thus, the right to such an action should be rejected. Nevertheless, the unity of the
self as an element of the unity of the experiential realm also depends on the unity of the tran-
scendental subject. Therefore, an empirical act, which contradicts the transcendental subject,
amounts to annihilation of the very empirical self, since in such a case the empirical self loses
its basis of being.
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LESZEK DRONG:

Disciplining the New Pragmatism. Theory, Rhetoric, and the Ends of Literary Study
(Formovanie nového pragmatizmu. Tedria, rétorika a ciele literarnych Studii)

Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang GmbH 2007, 244 pp. ISBN-10:3-631-55935-6

V sucasnej literarnej teorii, ktord cerpa z tradicie neopragmatizmu, vstupuje do epi-
centra pozornosti problematika vyznamu textu a intencionality autora/Citatel’a, a formuje
tak priestor na inSpirativne prieniky filozofie a literdrno-kulturnej tedrie. V tomto priesto-
re staronovych horizontov nachédzali uz skor svoje ,,bitevné pole™ nielen Umberto Eco,
Richard Rorty ¢i Stanley Fish — ktori do velkej miery podnietili diskurz na tdato tému —,
ale aj v sUCasnosti rozrastajuca sa zakladna literarnych a kultarnych kritikov. Leszek
Drong, profesor anglictiny na univerzite v Silesii v Pol'sku, je so svojou publikaciou Dis-
ciplining the New Pragmatism, vydanou v anglickom jazyku, prikladom prieniku filozofie
a literarno-kulturnej tedrie na poli pragmatizmu.

Nové priestory, nové horizonty. V diele Disciplining New Pragmatism sa popri
analyze klGCovych postav novej viny pragmatizmu hladaji horizonty literarno-filozo-
fického vymedzenia pragmatizmu a neopragmatizmu, pri¢om citatel mdZe spoznat’ impli-
citny motiv celého diela ako pokus o reformuldciu a prehodnotenie fizie pragmatizmu
s antiesencializmom a antifundacionizmom. Explicitny zdmer autora, ukazat’, akym spo-
sobom sa prejavuje sucasny vplyv neopragmatizmu na literarne vedy, je motivovany pre-
svedcenim, ku ktorému zavery tohto diela smeruju: Teoretizovanie konstruované ako
ucelny spésob diskurzivnej aktivity potvrdenej vhodnou rétorikou dokdze zvyraznit' efek-
tivnost’ nasich kritickych praktik (s. 17). Zamerom autora v tomto pripade vSak nie je
vytvorit’ prispevok k tedrii literarnej kritiky, ale je nim korekcia jej excesov. Predstavenim
Specifickej funkcie a vyuzitia jazyka sa poukazuje na to, Ze jazyk ako nezavisly systém
arbitrarne spojenych znakov uZz nesliZi ako spritomriujica reprezentdcia akéhosi stavu
veci ¢i objektivnej reality. Akademicky vykon preto nespociva v ¢o najvernejsej reprezen-
tacii problémov, ktoré mé predstavit, ale jeho hodnotu predstavuje ,performativna di-
menzia kazdej kritickej vypovede™ (s. 226). V kontexte, kde sa zohl'adfiuje predovsetkym
efekt prednesenych informdcii, sa rétorika predkladd ako moznost’ navratit’ literdrnym
Stadiam ich kl'acovu poziciu v rdmcei akademickych disciplin pomocou zdokonalenia ich
sebanaricie. A tak aj autor predkladd svoju verziu naracie prienikov neopragmatizmu
a literarnej teorie, ktord sa odvija v dvoch dejstvach. Prvé dve kapitoly predstavuju cha-
rakter hlavnych protagonistov pribehu, ktorymi st Richard Rorty a Stanley Fish, ale aj
Steven Mailloux, Steven Knapp a Jefrey Stout. Druhé dejstvo v podobe tretej kapitoly
autor vyuziva na predstavenie vlastnej koncepcie neosofistického pragmatizmu, ktora je
podnietend fUziou jasne definovanej tradicie amerického pragmatizmu a zretelne sofis-

Aké st vsak kritéria definicie pragmatistickej tradicie? Zaujatost’ skutocnymi faktami

— alebo hlavny hybny motiv pragmatizmu podla slov jeho zakladatel'a Charlesa Sanders
Peircea — podnecuje na dlhtt dobu nespravnu interpretaciu pragmatizmu ako esencializmu
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a fundacionizmu, hladajucich adekvatne a ,privilegované“ reprezentacie urcitého ob-
jektivneho ,,stavu veci®. Popularny fundament pragmatizmu sa vSak d’alej postupne for-
muje pod zastitou uspechu a popularity Williama Jamesa a Johna Deweyho a neskor pod
vplyvom postanalytickej filozofie. Pod vplyvom stile sa rozrastajucej nardcie nového
sebauvedomenia sa vSak postupne vymedzuje vlastny priestor na postulovanie problémoyv,
a to je dovod, preco sa L. Drong so svojim dielom diStancuje od detailného opisu SirSieho
historického kontextu klasického pragmatizmu, a reformulované problematiky zasadzuje
priamo do kontextu univerzity 21. storocia.

Hlavni protagonisti ,,rétorickej vynaliezavosti®. L. Drong manévruje medzi jem-
nymi odtiefimi rozmanitych a €lenitych pozicii sic¢asného diskurzu a — ako ndm prezradza
nazov — rozvrhuje kritickt $tudiu tedrie, rétoriky a ciel'ov literarnych stadii nového prag-
matizmu.

Prva kapitola oboznamuje Citatel'a so zdkladnymi pojmami Rortyho ,kone¢ného
slovnika® (final vocabulary), pricom jeho koncepciu inStrumentalneho vyuzitia jazyka
sleduje az k polemikam, ktoré Rorty viedol s Umbertom Ecom na tému intentio operis —
zédmeru textu. Autor ponuka kriticky pohlad odhal'ujici nedostatky a nebezpecenstva
Rortyho ironizmu a relativizmu, ukazuje, Ze napriek vSemoZnej snahe sa ani sam Rorty
nedokdze zbavit’ filozofickej abstraktnosti (s. 70) a Ze aj v jeho diele mnoho autorov po-
zoruje to, ¢o on sadm tak teatrdlne odsudzuje: neplodné, ale aj pritazlivé, provokujice
a vel'kolepé reformulovanie statu quo (s. 73). Mnohi, ktori v poslednej dobe voci Rorty-
mu zaujimaju odmietavé stanovisko, poukazuji na to, Zze Rorty sam pouZziva ,,zbrane*
supera, ktorého sa snazi zatlacit’ do kuta, a stopy zahladzuje rafinovanou rétorikou. Rorty
sa usiluje odstranit’ z filozofie epistemologické problémy reprezentacie a vo svojom diele
Filozofia a zrkadlo prirody sa snazi ukéazat, ze dokonca aj analyticka filozofia — ktorej
tradicia je substratom samotnej Rortyho pozicie — idajne vytvara neutralny ramec sku-
mania a celej kultary. Otdzka, ¢i a do akej miery sa mdzeme vzdat’ naroku na akykol'vek
neutralny ramec, sa stava ustrednou témou neopragmatistického hnutia na poli filozofie,
ako aj literarnej tedrie, ktord navySe neraz obe roviny navzajom prepdja v problematizacii
procesu a pojmu interpretacie. D4 sa vSak hovorit’ o adekvatnom ramci interpretacie, ale-
bo ju ponechdme v pevnom zovreti ,kontingencie liberdlneho spolocenstva™? Ked'ze
dielo profesora Dronga Disciplining the New Pragmatism nenechéava tato otazku nedo-
tknut(, ba prave naopak, sleduje vSemozné — staré ¢i nové — varidcie jej kladenia, zasluzi
si pozornost’ su¢asného Citatel'a v oblasti literarnych stadii ¢i sucasnej filozofie.

Predmety zaujmu autora, akymi s neopragmaticka kritika tedrie, koncepcie vy-
znamu ¢i funkcia rétoriky, sa zvyraznuju v dvoch medzikapitolach, ktoré dielu dodavaju
optimalnu akceleraciu. Prva s nazvom Post-Mortem teorii, rozoberajica snahu Michaelsa
a Knappsa pristupovat’ k teorii ako k Specifickej verzii praxe a snahu Stouta vyjasnit’ pod-
mienky kritického diskurzu zbavenim sa kategdrie vyznamu, ukazuje, Zze v danych kon-
cepciach odlisnost’ v rieSeni problematiky spociva nielen v systémovej rovine, ale aj
v spoOsobe rétorickej artikulacie danych problémov. Na tejto rovine vyjadrenia kniha pred-
klada vystiznu dilemu, ¢i je vobec mozné za tychto podmienok aspirovat’ na artikulaciu
definicie procesu a pojmu interpretacie, ktora by obsiahla cely diapazon aspektov
v porozumeni tohto fenoménu a vyhla sa pritom vlastnym kritickym preferenciam
¢i motivom.

Metamorf6za Fishovho radikdlneho antiesencializmu a silného antifundacionizmu na
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umiernenejSie pozicie je predmetom kritickej analyzy, ktora oboznamuje Citatela s pro-
jektom a zakladnou terminologiou Fishovho neopragmatizmu so zameranim na koncept
interpretativnych komunit. Pozicidm neopragmatizmu podla autora Fish neunikne ani po
zmene, ktord nastava v diele Profesiondlna korekinost (Professional Correctness), kde sa
jeho koncepcia vyznamu spdja s dérazom na intencionalitu autora. Predkladanie vyznamu
ako toho, ¢o zamyslal autor, predznacuje odklon od antifundacionizmu, a to bez nésled-
ného poskytnutia metodologického usmernenia. Ako je vSak uké&zané, nie je to len Fish,
ktory kritiku tedrie predklada s vedomim absencie metodologickych vychodisk. Tieto
nedostatky neopragmatisti zahladzaji ako majstri ironickych pozicii a provokativnych
paradoxov. Pozicia L. Dronga — napriek tomu, Ze nie je voci tejto situdcii neutrdlna —
nevedie do slepej uli€ky razneho kritického nestihlasu, ktort buduje ndzorova orientacia
takého komentatora neopragmatizmu, akym je Terry Eagleton, v sii¢asnej Britanii naj-
vplyvnejsi akademicky literarny kritik. Napriek Drongovmu zdmeru ,,preskimat’ niektoré
rétorické ,slepé uli€ky*, ktoré vykresl'uju Fishove ndzory ako nekonzistentné s jeho vlast-
nymi pragmatickymi presved¢eniami® (s. 101), autor sa zdrZiava literdrne expresivnej, ba
az prehnane ustipacnej kritiky Fishovho filozofického nézoru — ktord nie je v kruhoch
sucasnej literarnej tedrie nicim vynimocnym — a ponuka rétoricky schodnejsiu reakciu na
excesy ,,antifundacionistického fundacionizmu®.

Neosofisticky pragmatizmus. Aj s pomocou vyskumu sposobov, ako texty analy-
zovanych autorov pdsobia a funguju v rozliénych kontextoch, sa v tomto diele postuluje
a demaskuje kriza humanitnych vied, a to predovsetkym literarnych $tudii. Autor sa doty-
ka problematiky zrozliénych uhlov pohladu, pri¢om sleduje fungovanie a prostredie
vyskumu na univerzitach, dosledky odstranenia rozdielu medzi vedcom-badatel'om (scho-
lar) a kritikom, interdisciplinaritu literarnych $tadii a v neposlednom rade kladie otazku:
Co robit’ s vysledkami vyskumu literarneho kritika (s. 181 — 200)? HFadanie publika, kto-
rého by sa literarna tedria nemala za ziadnych okolnosti vzdat’, sa spéja s reartikulaciou
sofistickej dispozicie vyuzitia jazyka a ,,umenia vedome produkovat’ diskurz, ktory ma
kapacitu ovplyvnit posluchéaca/Citatel'a® (s. 212). Krok smerom k neosofistickému prag-
matizmu urobil uz pred vySe 2000 rokmi Protagoras, ktory sa tu stava prométovskou figu-
rou dejin rétoriky, literarnej tedrie a kriticizmu, a predovSetkym prvym profesionalnym
filolégom. Logocetrizmus, ktory — ako naznauje autor — by bolo mozné rehabilitovat,
suvisi so sofistickym dorazom na prioritu logu, ktory nie je metafyzicky zaloZeny, ale méa
korene v empirickom poznani G¢inkov logu, ktory nielenze spdja Cloveka a svet, ale aj
ovplyviiuje 'udské nézory a emoécie. Dorazné uvedomenie si sily logu prinieslo sofistom
ovocie v podobe dékladnej lingvistickej senzibility (s. 213), ktor(i by si€asna literdrna
tedria mala nadobudnit’ vo svojej snahe stimulovat’ potencionélne a aktudlne publikum,
a dostat’ sa tak z celkovej krizy humanitnych vied, ¢iastocne stvisiacej s neschopnostou,
ale aj so zabranami pri efektivnom vyuZzivani krasy a sily jazyka.

Juraj Ziak
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JOHANNES FEHR - PETR KOUBA (eds.):

Dynamic Structure. Language as an Open System (Dynamicka Struktira. Jazyk ako
otvoreny systém)

Prague: Litteraria Pragensia 2007, 262 pp.

Predkladana kolektivna monografia je dspeSnym vysledkom medzinarodnej spolu-
préace cury$ského Colegium Helveticum a prazského Centra pre teoretické Stidid. V troch
Castiach mapuje priame i nepriame dedi¢stvo Ferdinanda de Saussura v bohatom kontexte
filozofickych vplyvov a filidcii.

Uvodna 3tudia Johannesa Fehra sleduje Saussurov myslienkovy vyvoj od jeho pr-
vej prace, ktora mu priniesla nemald reputaciu, az ku konceptom zndmym z Kurzu vse-
obecnej lingvistiky. J. Fehr bohato Cerpa zo Saussurovych osobnych poznamok a za-
znamov, na ktorych ukazuje, ako sa Saussure postupne prepractiiva od snahy redukovat’
jazyk na ,jednoduché substancie” a budovat’ lingvistiku ako axiomaticki vedu istého
druhu k znamemu dynamickému ponatiu jazyka ako znakového systému. Citatel je tak
skutocne zasvitene uvedeny nie vyslovne do semiologie ako takej, ale predovsetkym do
myslenia Ferdinanda de Saussura.

Aj nasledujuce dve Studie sa potykajui priamo so Saussurovym odkazom. Su ramco-
vané témou Systém a funkcia, ktord tvori prvy blok prace. Jan Sokol sa zamysla nad
vzt'ahom jazyka a sklisenosti a ukazuje, Ze nejestvuje amorfnéa skusenost’, ale Ze skuse-
nost’ sama obsahuje Struktirne delenia, ktoré sliizia na praktickt orientaciu vo svete. On-
drej Sladek sa vo svojej stati zaobera recepciou Saussura v prostredi Prazského lingvis-
tického krazku. Odmieta tradované tvrdenie, podla ktorého Prazsky kruzok iba ,,apliko-
val“ principy saussurovskej lingvistiky na literatiru. Sladek ukazuje, ze hoci Mukatovsky
adoptuje saussurovsku terminolégiu, rozchadza sa so Saussurom v rovine zakladnych
teoretickych vychodisk a vytvara novy konceptuédlny systém. Slddekove argumenty zauj-
mu zaiste mnohych, ktori sa pribuznym témam venuju.

Druhd sekcia Jazyk a myslenie sa venuje vztahu Strukturalizmu a fenomenologie.
Michal Ajvaz sa pusta do hl'adania moznej syntézy tychto dvoch pristupov. Ukazuje
nezlucitelnost’ saussurovského (diferencidlneho) ponatia jazyka s husserlovskou fenome-
nologiou. Vd’aka Merleau-Pontyho reformulaciam roznych aspektov konstitucie zmyslu
v jazyku dochédza k zblizeniu perspektiv, ktord umoziuje pouzit’ fenomenologickd mys-
lienku intencionality ako zéklad diferencidlneho ponatia jazyka, uzakladneného vo svete
nasho zivota. Ako roz§irenie tejto t€émy moZzno chéapat’ prispevok Petra Koubu, ktory sa
pokusa prekroc€it’ nezmieritelnost’ intenciondlneho (fenomenologického) a diferencidlne-
ho ponatia jazyka revidovanim epistemologickych predpokladov neskorého diela Mer-
leau-Pontyho tak, aby umoziioval pristup k mysleniu inakosti bez toho, aby bola inakost’
Iného redukovana pomyselnou jednotou ipseity. Z toho prameni cely rad otdzok o defi-
novani novych vztahov medzi prediskurzivnym a diskurzivnym, ipseitou a druhym
v rovine konstitacie zitého sveta, a to v takom druhu myslenia, ktoré radikalizaciou ko-
nec¢nosti a kontingencie I'udského bytia prekroc¢i horizont moderného transcendentélno-
empirického rozstiepenia ¢loveka. Obe merleau-pontyovské Stiidie povazujeme za hodné
osobitého zretel'a. Petr Urban sa v tejto sekcii podrobne venuje otazke jazyka a myslenia
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v Husserlovej fenomenoldgii. Podobne poctivym prispevkom je Stidia profesora z Han-
kuk University Yong-Ho Choia o Ricceurovej interpretacii Saussura a o otdzke zmyslu.

Tretiu ¢ast’ s ndzvom Podmienky a hranice subjektivity otvara Alice Klikova aktua-
lizaciou Uexkiillovej biosemiotiky. Uexkiillov revolu¢ny krok v bioldgii spo¢iva v pokuse
zbavit’ sa antropocentrického i mechanistického ponatia Zivého sveta prostrednictvom
konceptu vyznamuplného Zivotného okolia (Umwelf). A. Klikova ponuka ako zakladny
nacrt jeho koncepcie, tak aj naslednu kritiku, ktord méze sluzit' ako vychodisko novej
koncepcie skusenosti ako ,,otvoreného systému‘ dynamickej produkcie novych Struktur,
prekracujiceho pascu moderného myslenia a jeho transcendentalnych narokov. Prispevok

Ako teoreticky bricoleur sa uvadza Emil Volek vo svojej studii, v ktorej sa pokusa
semiotické koncepty obohatené o ostenzivnu teériu jazyka inkorporovat’ do konceptu
Umwelt-u a néasledne do tedrie komunikécie. Vydaren( prezentéciu Lacanovho prekrize-
nia Strukturalizmu a psychoanalyzy predvadza Josef Fulka v suméare Lacanovho chépania
signifikantu a signifikacie v jeho dominantnych konceptoch. Do pokusov o prekondvanie
modernej podoby filozofického ponatia subjektivity zapada aj Stidia Luisa Armanda,
ktorého vyklad vztahu jazyka a interaktivity v bohatom kontexte cez Alana Turinga az
po Paula Virilia méZe byt’ pre mnohych podnetny.

Predkladand kniha je zaiste ¢imsi viac neZ iba suborom Studii. Je skor aktudlnym vy-
sekom toho, o sa na filozofickej scéne starého kontinentu deje v ostatnych desatrociach,
ale idnes, a kam sa uberaji linie myslenia ztej ¢i onej strany, viazuce sa na otazky
a problémy, ktoré pre nas otvoril Ferdinand de Saussure.

Milo§ Krissak

Mgr. Milos Krissak

Institat filozofie a etiky FF PU
17. novembra 1

080 78 PreSov

SR

e-mail: krissak@unipo.sk
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MEDZINARODNA REGIONALNA KONFERENCIA UNESCO
O BIOETIKE

V diioch 21. — 22. 1. 2009 sa pod zastitou Katedry etiky (Instititu filozofie a etiky)
Filozofickej fakulty PreSovskej univerzity konala medzindrodnd regionalna konferencia
UNESCO s nazvom Metodologické a metodické otdazky bioetiky v sucasnosti. Miestom
konania bolo Kongresové centrum SAV Academia v Starej Lesnej. Pocetné zastipenie
ucastnikov nielen zo Slovenska, ale aj z d’al§ich krajin — Talianska, Rumunska, Mad’ar-
ska, Pol'ska a Ceskej republiky — je dokazom toho, e téma a problematika bioetiky st
v stcasnosti vel'mi naliechavou zélezitost'ou nielen pre znalcov z oblasti etiky, ale aj pre
odbornikov z inych odborov.

Nastolené otazky konferencie su ¢asto aj prostrednictvom médii pomerne aktualnou
tematikou pre Siroka verejnost’, dokonca sa dostavaju do pozornosti aj v oblasti politiky
a legislativy. Metodické a metodologické otdzky bioetiky a problematika s tym spojena
patria v sucasnosti bezpochyby k vyznamnym sucastiam etiky, o ¢om sved¢i celkova
expanzia odbornych textov, ktori mozno registrovat’ v poslednej dobe. Ukazuje sa, Ze nie
vsetko, €o je technicky mozné, je aj moralne pripustné, pretoze vedecko-technicky pokrok
je pre T'udstvo prospes$ny a osozny potial’, pokial’ sa jeho cielom nestane manipulécia so
samotnym Clovekom. Bioetické dilemy su casto dosledkom stretu tradi¢nych predstav
spolocnosti o otdzkach Zivota a smrti s modernymi vydobytkami biologickych a lekar-
skych vied, no pri ich analyzach by sme nemali zabudat’ ani na etické a filozofické kon-
cepcie.

Vysvetlenie odliSnosti medzi metodologickymi vychodiskami a zdvermi v bioetike
bolo jadrom vystipenia Vasila Gluchmana (FF PU PreSov) hned’ v uvode plenarneho
zasadnutia konferencie. Konstatoval, ze na zéklade toho, ¢o rozumieme pod bioetikou,
a s ohl'adom na metodologické vychodiska pristupu k danej problematike existuje viacero
druhov bioetiky. Minimalne mdzeme uvazovat o filozoficko-etickom, biologicko-me-
dicinskom, néabozensko-teologickom, sociologickom a pripadne pravnickom pristupe
k bioetike. Autor sa zameral tieZ na otazku spolo¢nych prienikov tychto pristupov, najma
pokial’ ide o kompetencie a zavery vyplyvajuce z rozdielnych metodologickych vycho-
disk.

Na problémy sucasnej bioetiky poukazala Eva Smolkova (FiU SAV Bratislava), zd6-
raziiujac, Ze pojem bioetiky slizi v sucasnosti na oznacenie mnozstva rdznych axiologic-
kych, etickych, biologickych, medicinskych a inych problémov. Pokusila sa preto nazna-
¢it, aké problémy sa v jej ramci rieSia i ako sa profiluju jednotlivé problémové okruhy.
Zaroven predstavila bioetiku zo systémového hl'adiska, nacrtla jej uzSie a SirSie vymedze-
nie a problémové okruhy, priblizila metody, ktoré sa preferuja v rdmci jednotlivych vy-
medzeni.

O buducnosti v sucasnych koncepciach bioetiky informoval Josef Kuie (MU Brno)
akcentovanim, Ze bioetické metddy a pristupy fundamentélnej bioetiky sa zacali zameria-
vat’ predovSetkym na praktické (a pragmatické) rieSenie novych vznikajucich etickych
dilem v biomedicine a v biotechnolégiach. Podl'a neho bioeticky diskurz bol ovplyvneny
multidisciplinaritou a rasticim pluralizmom metodickych pristupov. Dalej konstatoval, e
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v sicasnom vyvoji bioetiky sa daju identifikovat’ najmenej dva momenty, ktoré zdoraziiu-
ju budtcnost’ ako vyznamnu kategoriu bioetického diskurzu: globalna bioetika a udr-
zate'ny rozvoj mediciny. V skiumanych metodologickych pristupoch a konceptoch bioeti-
ky sa identifikované prvky javia ako nosné pre bioetiku orientovanti do buducnosti (etika
ante quam) vratane prinosu ponati, ktoré nepatria k hlavnému smeru bioetiky, ako je napr.
diskurzivna etika, prip. etika oSetrovatelstva.

Etikou telesnosti v kontexte hl'adania teoretickych a metodologickych vychodisk su-
Casnej bioetiky sa blizSie zaoberala Viera Bilasova (FF PU PreSov). Vo svojom vystupeni
poukézala na skutoCnost, Ze sucasna bioetika celi dvom skupindm vyziev, na ktoré
v désledku krizy teoretickych a metodologickych vychodisk uz nie je schopna efektivne
odpovedat’. Prvii skupinu tvoria problémy vyvolané sucasnym stupfiom rozvoja vedy,
techniky, ekonomiky a politiky, ktoré menia kvalitu I'udského Zivota, ale aj zivota vobec.
Druht skupinu vyziev podla nej tvoria otazky vyvolané globalizaciou, globalnym otepl'o-
vanim, globalnou ekologickou krizou a vyCerpadvanim surovinovych energetickych a po-
travinovych zdrojov. VSetky tradicné i nové otdzky bioetiky dostavaju v podmienkach
globalizacie kvalitativne novu dimenziu.

Metodologickym a metodickym otdzkam bioetiky v sti€asnosti sa venovali prezentu-
juci v jednotlivych sekciach, ktoré nadvézovali na nacrtnuté problémy plendrneho zasad-
nutia. Filozoficko-etickej reflexii otdzok bioetiky sa venovala Zuzana Kiczkova (FiF UK
Bratislava) v znovu/premysleni argumenta¢nych koncepcii (na priklade problematiky
interrupcii), pretoZe podl'a nej v bioetike sa ¢asto odohravaju ostro polarizované polemi-
ky. Jednu z konkrétnych odpovedi hl'ad4a v znovupremysleni vzdjomného vzt'ahu medzi
pravom na Zivot a povinnostou reSpektovat’ toto pravo. Stefan Konstanczak (Pol’'sko) vo
svojom vystupeni uvazoval nad vyznamom zaujmu spolo¢nosti v suvislosti s bioetickymi
diskusiami tykajucimi sa napriklad aj utrpenia. Ivan Hruska (FF UHK Hradec Kralové) sa
zameral na interdisciplinarne otdzky filozofie, etiky, bioetiky a etiky mediciny. Jadrom
jeho zameru bolo poukazat' na akatny vyznam vcasného, aktivneho a prognostického
filozofického a interdisciplinarneho axiologického a etického vyskumu. Cielom prispev-
ku Adely Leskovej Blahovej (FF PU PreSov) bolo predstavit’ etiku socidlnych dosledkov
ako d’alSie mozné teoretické vychodisko pri rieSeni bioetickych problémov a zddvodnit’
relevantnost’ jej aplikacie v oblasti bioetiky. Grzegorz Grzybek (Pol'sko) zdoraznil, Ze
kvalita 'udského zivota je podmienend snahou o rozvoj etickej osoby.

V sekcii spolocenskovednej reflexie otdzok bioetiky sa Beata Balogova (FF PU Pre-
Sov) zaoberala problematikou mobbingu v podmienkach Slovenska, ktorého doésledky
maju nielen individualnu, ale aj celospoloenskd rovinu. V pociato¢nych teoreticko-
empirickych skimaniach poukazuje na jeho individudlne, hlavne psychické a somatické
doésledky, avsak dnes tuto formu manipuldcie mézeme vidiet’ aj v jeho nicivej etickej
a materidlnej rovine; Zvlast’ vtedy, ak predmetom skimania je zdravotnicky personal
a jeho zverenci, ¢ize pacienti. Mila Kwapiszewska-Antas (Pol'sko) upozornila na diskusie
a rizika spojené s biotechnologickym vyskumom. Otazkam génovych technolodgii, ktoré
nas nuti otvarat’ a riesit’ nové otazky, dotykajice sa podstaty ¢loveka, jeho prirodzenosti
a telesnosti, sa venovala Adriana Svirkova (FF PU Presov). Zvlast’ aktualnymi sa stavaju
tie oblasti skimania, v ktorych moralne dimenzie nadobudaji novy rozmer a stavaju sa
aktudlnym a pozitivnym fenoménom.

Pocas obidvoch dni konferencie paralelne pracovala anglicka sekcia, v ktorej prevla-
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dali vystipenia najmé zahrani¢nych hosti, no bohat4 bola aj diskusia i vzajomna vymena
nazorov so slovenskymi uc¢astnikmi. Corneliu Simut (Rumunsko) vo svojom vystipeni
priblizil ve'mi zaujimavé nazory talianskeho liberdlneho laického teoléga Vata Mancusa
na otazky Zzivota a smrti. Jan Payne (LF UK Praha) poukézal na dosledky, Strukturu
a funkciu informovaného suhlasu. Liberdlny protestantsky pohlad na moznost’ vyskumu
embryonalnych buniek prezentoval Igor Kis§ (EBF UK Bratislava). U¢astni¢ky z Central
European University v Budapesti (Mad’arsko) Enik6 Demény a Petra Bard sa zaoberali
antropologickymi a pravnickymi otdzkami génovych bank. Barbara Bottalico (Taliansko)
sa venovala jazykovym otazkam zjednocovania europskej pravnej terminologie tykajucej
sa bioetiky. Ekonomickymi otdzkami eugeniky v kontexte 19. storocia sa vo svojom pri-
spevku zaoberal Jan Kalajtzidis (FF PU v PreSove). Dostojnost’ a 'udska dostojnost’ ako
metodologicky zaklad bioetiky tvorili jadro vystipenia Vasila Gluchmana. Rokovanie
v tejto sekcii ukoncila bohatd diskusia a vymena vzajomnych informacii o situédcii v ob-
lasti bioetického vyskumu v jednotlivych krajinach.

K najzaujimavejSim prispevkom v sekcii teologickej reflexie otazok bioetiky patrilo
vystupenie Martina Kolejaka (KU Ruzomberok) o metodologii teologickej bioetiky, ako
aj prispevok zaoberajuci sa Singerovou tedriou druhizmu, ktory prezentovali Innocent-
Maria Szaniszl6 a Michal Kulha (TF KU Kosice).

K podnetnym patrila aj sekcia zaoberajica sa didaktikou bioetiky, v ktorej Jan Payne
a Pavel Mart'asek (LF UK Praha) prezentovali PhD. program v bioetike na Karlovej uni-
verzite v Prahe; Marta Gluchmanova (FVT TU PreSov) sa venovala vztahu ucitel'skej
etiky k vyucbe bioetiky, Gabriela Platkova (FF PU PreSov) rozoberala metodologické
vychodiskd vyucby bioetiky na Skolach vramci etickej vychovy, Jana Trizuljakova
a Maria MojzeSova (LF UK Bratislava) sa venovali reflexiam buducich lekarov nad vzt'a-
v priprave buducich ucitel'ov.

Uspesny priebeh medzinarodnej regionalnej konferencie UNESCO zameranej na
metodologické a metodické aspekty bioetiky dopiiala aj uZito¢na diskusia, ktora &asto
pokracovala aj po skonceni pracovnej Casti programu. Pocas dvojdiiového rokovania
v rdmci plenarneho zasadnutia a vystupeni v sekciach odznelo vySe 50 referatov, ktorych
texty budi publikované v zborniku. Zaujem o vystipenia aj samotny priebeh konferencie
jednoznacne dokazuja, Ze problematika spojena s bioetikou nie je iba modnou zaleZzitos-
tou, ale odrazom hlbokého zaujmu o nastolené otazky nielen v pritomnosti, ale aj vo
vztahu k budicnosti.

Adela Leskova-Blahova

Mgr. Adela Blahova

Institut filozofie a etiky FF PU
ul. 17. novembra 1

080 01 Presov

SR

e-mail: blahova@unipo.sk
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DO VASEJ KNIZNICE Rot. 64, 2009, &, 6

Katedra etiky Institatu filozofie a etiky FF PU v PreSove v ramci rieSenia projektu Eurdp-
skeho socialneho fondu Skvalitnenie odborného vzdeldvania v ramci Studijnych programov
etika na Filozofickej fakulte PU v Presove v spolupraci s d’al$imi odbornikmi zo Slovenska
a Ceskej republiky vydala v roku 2008 osem vysoko3kolskych uéebnic pre potreby vyucby
aplikovane;j etiky.

Ide o tieto ucebnice: Viera Bilasova a kolektiv: Efika a medicina. V tejto praci autorky
(Viera Bilasova, Silvia Malankievi¢ova, Cubomira Romanova a Viera Zemberova) vymedzuji
filozofické vychodiska a metodologické problémy etickej reflexie aktualnych otdzok sucasnej
mediciny v spolo¢enskych kontextoch. Praca sa skladd z dvoch ¢asti: Filozofické vychodiska
medicinskej etiky a Etické problémy medicinskej praxe. Dalsou ucebnicou je Utitel'skd etika
autorov Marty Gluchmanovej a Vasila Gluchmana, v ktorej venuji pozornost’ vyvoju pro-
fesijnej etiky ucitel'a na Slovensku v 20. storo€i, terminologickym otdzkam ucitel'skej etiky,
rozoberaju niektoré koncepcie ucitel'skej etiky a zameriavaju sa na moznost’ aplikéacie princi-
pov a hodnét etiky socialnych désledkov v uditel'skej etike. Petr Jemelka a Slavomir Lesiiak
v praci Environmentdlna etika prezentuji genézu a typoldgiu environmentalnej etickej teorie.
Okrem iného sa zaoberaji vymedzenim zékladnych pojmov, dejinami a hlavnymi smermi
environmentélnej filozofie a etiky. Do svojej prace zahrnuli aj prehl'ad slovenskych autorov
zaoberajucich sa touto problematikou. V praci Bioetika autori Petr Jemelka, Vasil Gluchman
a Adela LeSkova-Blahova venuju pozornost’ teoretickému statusu bioetiky a hlavnej katego-
rii, ktorou je Zivot. Dalej sa zaoberaju antropickou dimenziou a axiologickym zakotvenim
bioetiky, ¢innostou bioetickych komisii a deklaraciami UNESCO k bioetickej problematike.

Silvia Malankievi¢ova v praci Profesijnd etika reaguje na teoreticku, didakticku
a spolo¢enskul potrebu tykajucu sa etickej reflexie problémov v jednotlivych profesiach spolo-
Censkej praxe. Vychodiskovou platformou je etika diskurzu; d’alej sa zaobera predmetom
a vyznamom profesijnej etiky v spleti filozofickych a sociologickych tradicii. Maria Nemc¢e-
kova s kolektivom autorov (Beata Balogova, Adela Leskova-Blahova, Jan Payne, Méaria Ta-
bakova) pripravili ucebnicu Etika v oSetrovatel’stve, ktora prindSa poznatky o ¢loveku ako
predmete oSetrovatel'skej starostlivosti z hl'adiska epistemologického, etického i moralno-prak-
tického. Teoretické vychodisko tvori koncepcia ¢loveka v paradigmatickom systéme oSetrova-
tel'stva a problematika moralneho rozhodovania v praci sestier. Praca Etika v manaZmente je
vysledkom prace kolektivu trinastich autorov (medzi nimi aj Jittho Bldhu, Zdeiika Dytrta,
Anny RemiSovej, Emilie Si¢dkovej-Beblavej a d’al§ich) pod vedenim Gabriely Platkovej.
Obsah ucebnice tvoria témy zamerané na ekonomické a etické vychodiskd manazérskej etiky,
koncepcie systémového pristupu k manazérskej etike, funkcie a miesto moralnych hodndt
v manazmente, eticky rozhodovaci proces, aktudlne trendy vodcovstva (leadership), socidlnu
a spolocenskil zodpovednost' atd’. Jana Muranska s kolektivom (Martin La¢ny a Daniela
Navrétilova) sa v praci Hospoddrska etika venovali takym témam, ako si moréalne hodnotenie
ekonomického Zivota, etické teorie v kontexte obchodu a podnikania, spolocenska zodpoved-
nost’ podnikov, etika v riadeni podnikov atd’.

Zaujemcovia o uvedené publikdcie mézu kontaktovat' sekretariat Institutu filozofie
a etiky FF PU v PreSove (kovalakova@unipo.sk).
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