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AHHOTauma: B cratbe aHanusmpyetcs
KoHuenuua Crnoea bora B TeOLEHTPUCTCKON
Teonorun K. BapTa, a Takke psig acnektoB Te-
onorun paHHero K. Bapta B pamkax ux dyH-
aupoBaHHOCTM  dounococmen. AsTop cono-
cTaBnsieT Onok unocodCKo-TEONOrMYECKNX
TEM: TEOpPUI0 TeMmnoparnbHOCTU, AUANEKTUKY,
KoHuenuuio Hadvana (Ursprung) v gpyrve BHy-
TP TUNOB OUNOCOGCKMX OUCKYPCOB, UCMOMb-
3oBaHHbIX K. Baptom (nnatoHu3ama, HeokaH-
TWAHCTBA, 9K3UCTEHUMAnn3aMa, CXOnacTuKu,
deHomeHonorn4yeckon unocoum n Apyrux)
c Teonorunen K. bapta. B goknage gaertcsa kpar-
Kasi pekoHCTpykumsi Teonorum CroBa bora y
K. Bapta no “LiepkoBHon gormatuke”.

B cratbe anpobupyeTcsa runotesa O TOM,
YTO Ha paHHEM M NO3OHEM 3Tarne CBOEero TBOp-
yectBa K. Bapt nbiTanca akcnnuumpoBatb Ty

Abstract: The article analyses the concept
of the Word of God in theocentric theology of
Karl Barth, as well as a number of aspects of
his early theology in terms of their philosophical
foundations. The author compares the block
of  philosophical-theological themes: the
theory of temporality, dialectic, the concept
of the beginning (Ursprung) and other types
in philosophical discourses, used by Barth
(Platonism, neo-kantianism, existentialism,
scholasticism, phenomenological philosophy
and other), with his theology. The article
provides a brief reconstruction of Barth’s
theology of the Word of God, as it is presented
in “Church Dogmatics” (Kirchliche Dogmatik).

The article proposes the hypothesis that
at the early and late stage of his work Barth
tried to explicate the form of Christian theology

* Philosophy in dialectical theology and in theology of the Word of God by Karl Barth.
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Purocodpckmne AUCKYPChI

OopMy XPWUCTUAHCKOW Teororuu, KoTopas,
BNUTbIBasi B cebsA, Npexae BCEro BaxHeMLne
poctmwkeHusa dunocodpum XIX-XX BekoB, TeM
He MeHee, NbITaeTca ocTaBaTbcsi cBOGOAHON OT
HUX. Micnomnb3ys pasnunyHble hopmbl prnocod-
ckux auckypcos, K. bapTt peanusyet cBoto cob-
CTBEHHYIO 3ajady MOCTPOUTb XPUCTUAHCKYHO
Teornorunto BHe MeTadumankn (punocodum B Lie-
1I0M), UICTOPUM N YENOBEYECKOWN IKINCTEHLIN.

Tak B cTaTbe, HanpuvMep, pacKpbiBaeTcs
HemeTadmanyeckas KoHuenums npupoasl bora
y K. bapta B acnekte ee OyHOMPOBAHHOCTU
Onanormyeckon n 9K3UCTeHUManbHOn uno-
cocbumen. bor kak cobbiTne ero Crnoea He ecTb
cyberaHums y K. bapTa, Ho oToXaecTBnsieTcs ¢
peybto. CrioBo bBora HaueneHo Ha obpalleHune
(Anrede), oHO [yxOBHO, TO €CTb KOppenupyeT
CO CryLlaHneM, nocnyLaHneM u NoOHNMaHNEM,
OHO NMYHOCTHO. lMpuYem NMUYHOCTHOCTb TaKke
noHumaertcs K. bapTom kak ero cnoBecHocTb B
Yyernoseyeckon cucteme. Pedb Bora koHkpeTHa
1 BHEBpPEMEHHa ofHOoBpeMeHHo. MoxHOo npea-
nonoxuTb Hannyne y K. bapta KoMMyHMKaTuB-
HOW Mpupoabl NMYHOCTN B paMKax MepBUYHO-
CTu g3blka (MycTb ocoboro) B Teonornn Croea
Bora. Cnoeo Bora tpaktyetca K. Baptom kak
aKT, KOHKpeTHoe cobbiTne peun Bora, ero 06-
paLleHue, aK3ncTeHunarnbHbIi gnanor. Ha Haw
B3rnsg ata nonbitka K. bapta ocoBpemMeHUTb
TEONnorn HeBO3MOXHa 6e3 Lenoro psga oT-
KpbITUI chunocodun amanora, npexae Bcero y
. O6Hepa. Ana ®. O6Hepa NCXOQHON TOYKON
NMO3HaHWSI CTAHOBUTCHA He A Kak B HEMELKOM
naoeanunsme, a otHoweHue A-Tol. OH NpoTUBO-
NnocTaBnsAeT NEPBUYHOCTb TPAHCLIEHONPYOLLEN
peun B guanore A-Tbl, peanbHO pa3mbikato-
wen A, MOHONMOrM4YEeCKOMY Pa3BUTUIO CaMOCO-
3HaHWS, Hanpumep, B aHTUTeTUKe A 1 He-A y
®duxte. Mpu Takon TpPaKTOBKE CO3HaHWS, OHO
OEeVCTBUTENbHO nepecTaeT ObiTb 0OBLEKTOM,
Kak B HEMELKOM uaeanunsme, 1 npespallaeTcs
B pearbHOro cyobekTa.

Ewe ogHum cunocodckmum AUCKYpCOM, C
KOTOpbIM BCTynaeT Bo B3aumogenctane K. bapr,
ABMNseTCA AmManekTuka. HetoxaecTBeHHOCTb
ak3ucTeHumanbHon amanektukn C.Kbepkeropa
n xpuctoueHTpuyeckon guanektvkn K. Bapta
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which absorbs primarily the most important
achievements of philosophy XIX-XX centuries
yet tries to stay free of them.

Using various forms of philosophical
discourses Barth implements his own task to
build a Christian theology without metaphysics
(philosophy in general), history, and human
existence.

Thus for example, the article discloses
Barth’s non-metaphysical concept of the
nature of God in its founding on dialogical and
existential philosophy. For Barth God as event
of his Word is not a substance but identified
with the speech. The Word of God is aimed
at allocution (speech) (Anrede), it is spiritual,
that is correlated with the hearing, obeying and
understanding, and it is personal. Moreover,
Barth understood personhood as languageinthe
human system. God’s speech is simultaneously
concrete and timeless. We may assume that
Barth holds the view of communicative nature
of personality in terms of the primacy of
language (even special) in the theology of the
Word of God. Barth interprets the Word of God
as an act, a specific event in God’s speaking,
his address and existential dialogue. In our
opinion, this attempt to modernize theology is
impossible without a number of discoveries of
the philosophy of dialogue, especially that of F.
Ebner. For Ebner the starting point of knowledge
becomes not “I”, as in German idealism, but
the relation “I-You”. He contrasts the primacy
of transcending speech in the dialogue “I-You”,
the real breaking into “I”, to the development
of monological consciousness, for example,
in antithetic “I” and “not-I", by Fichte. In this
interpretation of consciousness, it really ceases
to be an object, as in the German idealism, and
turns into a real subject.

Another philosophical discourse, with
which Barth interacts, is dialectic. E. Jingel
demonstrated dissimilarity of Kierkegaard’s
existential dialectic and Barth’s Christocentric
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Makcum MNbIAnaeB

npogemoHcTpupoBan . FOHrenb. Tak y Kbep-
keropa no KOHrento paspelleHve (CHATME) na-
pagokca “unn — unu’ NPoONCXoanT B akTe BepbI
13 camoln ak3ucTeHumn venoseka. Y K. bapta
BbIXOZ M3 pauMOHanbHO Hepaspelunmmoro na-
pagokca “‘nunm — unn” ocyLecTBSAETCA UCXOAA
13 cobbiTus BovenoBevmBaHus bora. FOHrenb
NpoTMBOMNOCTaBNAET AuanekTnky Kbepkeropa
KaK MNPOEKT 3K3UCTEHLMANbHOrO0 MbILUMEHNS
B KOTOPOM OTKPbIBAETCHA BbICLUMIA MNapagoKc
MbILLUMEHNS,, @ UMEHHO TO, YTO OHO CaMO YXe
He MOXEeT MbICNUTb. Peyb 3a0ecb uaeT TOmnbKo
0 npeobpaxeHun akaucteHuun. Y K. Bapta,
HanNpoTWUB, [OMarneKkTuka He SBMSEeTCd MNullb
NPOEKTOM  MbILNEHNSA.  JK3UCTEHLMANbHON
03a004YeHHOCTM YeroBeKka OH npeanochbinaeT
cobbitne OTtkpoBeHuss Cnoea bora. BbiBog
O.H0Hrens o cywHoctn avanektukn K. Baprta
ypesBblyaiHO BaxeH. ABTop  “lMocnaHus
K PumMmngHam” wncnonb3yer  unocodckyto
9K3UCTEHUMAanbHYI ANaneKkTuKy 1 npespaliaeT
ee B XPUCTOLEHTPUYECKYIO TEONOrMYecKyto
Avanektuky. [lnanektvka B KayecTBe MeETO-
Aa dwvnocodumn He noguuHseT cebe kepurmy
y K. BapTa, HO CryXuT ee 9KCMnmKaLuu.

BeiHTkep, kak u HOHrenb akueHTUpyloT
CBOE BHWMaHWe npu aHanu3e AunanekTUkn
K. BapTta He Ha NOHATUM “DeCKOHEYHOro Kade-
CTBEHHOTO pas3nunuuna”, crnegyroLLero u3 aHtuTe-
3bl BpeMeHn 1 BedHocTu Y Kbepkeropa, HO Ha
NPOTUBOMOSOXHOCTN rpexa u munoctu bora,
TeM cambIM npeanonaras CoTepUONIOrMYEcKyro
npupoay AWaneKkTUK1n aBTopa BTOPOro M3gaHus
“Mocnanuna k Pumnsaxam”.

Wtor  paccmoTpeHus  AnanekTuyecko-
ro mbiwnenua K. bapta y BenHtkepa Takos:
“Mbl xoTenn Obl MOHATL AMANEKTMKY BOmnpoca
M OTBETA KaK HOSTUYECKU-TEPMEHEBTUYECKOE
COOTBETCTBME, KOTOPOE B MOTMBE Kpu3auca
BbIpaXaeT ... peanbHy AWaneKkTUKy aHTute-
3uca v Tesnca’.

KnioueBble cnoBa: K. bapt, Cnoso bora,
OTKpOBEHUE, TEONOIUS, IK3UCTEHLNAMNN3M, CXO-
nactuka, deHomeHornornyeckas dunocogus.

114

dialectic. According to Jiingel Kierkegaard’'s
resolution (removing) of the paradox of “either
— or” occurs in the act of faith that stems from
the very existence of man. In Barth, the way
out of rationally irresolvable paradox of “either
— or” is carried on the basis of event of God’s
Incarnation. Jiingel juxtaposes Kierkegaard’s
dialectic as the project of existential thinking,
which represents the supreme paradox of
thinking, namely, that it itself cannot longer
think. This concerns only the transformation
of existence. Barth’s dialectic, on the contrary,
is not only a project of thinking. The event
of Revelation of the Word of God precedes
existential concerns of a person. Jingel's
conclusion on the nature of dialectics in Barth is
extremely important. The author of The Epistle
to the Romans uses philosophical existential
dialectic and turns it into a Christocentric
theological dialectic. In Barth the dialectic
as a method of philosophy, not subordinates
kerygma but serves its explication.

Beyntker, as well as Jingel, analysing
Barth’s dialectic focuses not on the concept of
“infinite qualitative difference” resulting from the
antithesis of time and eternity in Kierkegaard,
but on the contrariness of sin and God’s
grace, thus suggesting soteriological nature of
dialectic of the author of the second edition of
The Epistle to the Romans.

Beyntker’s conclusion with regards of
Barth’s dialectical thinking is this: “We want to
understand the dialectic of question and answer
as a noetic-hermeneutic line that expresses in
the motif of the crisis ... the real dialectic of
thesis and antithesis.”

Keywords: Karl Barth, the Word of God,
the Revelation, theology, existential philosophy,
scholasticism, phenomenological philosophy
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Purocodpckmne AUCKYPChI

Penueuosnas gunocodusi He ecmv pasvicKaHue npedeuHo Cyuecmsyoulezo,
HeU3MeHH020 CIMPOST U NopsioKa Ovimus ... Penueuosuas punocopus ecmo
poscOaroujeecst 6 6e3MepHbIX HANPAHCEHUSX, Hepe3 OMBPAm om 3HAHUS, Hepe3 6epy,
npeodosieHue I0HHO20 CMPAxXa nped HuueMm He 0zpanudenHoll soseil Teopuya ...

JI. Illecmos

B cBoeii padote, nocpsmeHHoi teosorun K. bapra, I ¥Ypc ¢don bansrazap mucair:
“rak kak oH (K. bapt — M. I1.) xoTten ObI co3aaTh (treiben) YMCTYIO TEOJOTUIO, TO EMY
MPUILIJIOCH BHE3AIMHO MPUNTH B CBOeil peun K punocodpun”.! (banbrazap umen BBULY
BBeneHue K. baprom MeTona anainoruu). Llens Hallleit cTaThby 3aKJII0YAETCS B IIPOBEPKE
MpuBeJeHHOTO cyxneHus: banwsrazapa o Teosioruu K. bapra.

B Halmem ucciiemoBaHMM Mbl BIHECEM 3a CKOOKHU yTBepxkneHust camoro K. bapra o
COOTHOILLIeHUHU (pusiocoduu 1 Teosoruu. Borpoc o pasrpaHuYeHUN TTPEAMETHOM chepbl
1 MOHSATUHHOCTHU TEOJOrMM ¢ hunocodueii, pedaekcusi 1o MoBOLY caMOOTIpeeeHUs
dunocodpuun U Teonorun, — OyIeT pa3peliaThcs UCKIIOUUTEILHO Ha IIpUMepe caMoi
IrajgekTrudeckoi Teojoruu u teojjorun Crnosa bora K. bapra.

MoxxHo i1 corniacuThest ¢ MHeHUEM K. bapTta o ToM, UTO ero TeojoruueckKuii mpoexT,
COXpaHsIsl YHUKAJbHOCTb KEPUTMbI, aCCUMWJIMPYS BaKHEMNIIME JOCTUXEHUST (hUI0CO-
¢um XIX-XX BeKoB, TeM He MeHee OCTaeTCs CBOOOAHBIM OT HUX? JIeiiCTBUTENBHO JIU
BCE MCIMOJb30BaHHbIE UM duiocodckre TUCKYPChl 0ojiee WM MEeHee yaauyHo, CIyXkar
OIHOW 1IeJIM: TIOCTPOEHMIO XPUCTUAHCKOM TEOJIOTMM BHE KaTeropuii MeTtadusuku
(bunmocodun Kak TakOBOI1), UCTOPUU U YeIOBEUECKON sK3ucTeHUuu? st oTBeTa Ha
3TOT BOIMPOC Mbl IOCTapaeMcsl COMOCTaBUTh 3K3UCTEHIMATbHO-(DUI0cOhCKUi, T1aio-
TMYECKUil U PyHIaMeHTaIbHO-OHTOJOTUYECKUI AUCKYPCHI (Ha mpuMepe ¢uiocodpun
K. dcnepca, ®. D6Hepa, M. Xaiigerrepa) ¢ reonorueit Cnosa bora y K. bapra, To ecth
¢ teojiorueit mo3gHero K. bapra, HaunHast ¢ ero moBopoTHoii padotnl Fides quaerens
intellectum. McxomHoit TouykoW 119 cpaBHeHUsS cTaHeT KoHuenuuss Croa bora
K. Bapra B xauectBe cymHocT OTKpOBeHUS U (pyHIAMEHTa TEOLEHTPUCTCKOM TEOJI0-
MU TaK, KaKk oHa mpeacranieHa B “LlepkoBHoii mormaTtuke”. KpoMe Toro, mpociieanm
pELeIIINY ITaATOHN3Ma, HeOKaHTHAaHCTBa, HeMellKoro nacannama B nuie . [lneiiep-
Maxepa MpeuMylleCTBEeHHO B AuajieKThuueckoit Teosoruu K. bapra, To ecTh BO BTOpoM
uznanuu “INocaanus Kk Pumnsinam”.

CaoBo bora B kayecTtBe cylHOCTM OTKPOBEHUS M GYHAAMEHTA TEO-
LLEHTPUCTCKOW TEOAOTUMN.

B “llepxoBHoii normatuke” CioBo bora y K. bapTa Beipaxkaet cymHocts OTKpoBe-
Husl, o0ianaeT Npupoioli KOHKPETHOTro coObITUsI, KoTopoe 1o K. bapTy o3HavaeT, yTto
“c mamm bor”.? CinoBo bora BeICTyITaeT B KauecTBe COOBITUSI CTAHOBJICHUSI €r0 BO3Be-
1eHus. DTo Bcerna HoBoe codbiTHe, B KOTopoM bor caM roBopurt o cebe camoM. bor u
ero CioBo He JaHbl TAKUM K€ CITOCOO0M, KaK JaHbl HaM SIBJICHUS IPUPOIBI M UCTOPHUU.

! Balthasar Hans Urs. Karl Barth. Darstellung und Deutung seiner Theologie. Einsiedeln: Johannes Verlag,
1976. 92.

2 Barth K. Die kirchlische Dogmatik. Miinchen: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1932. Bd. 1. 119.
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Makcum MNbIAnaeB

Cnoso bora — s1o peun bora, gesrenpHocTs bora u Taitna Bora.? CinoBo bora o6pa-
3yeT €AMHCTBO U TPOMUYHOCTb. B Kaxkaom cBoem obpaze CnoBo bora siBisiercst peubto,
nenoM u taiiHoit bora. CinoBo bora BeicTynaeT coObITUeM BO XpHUCTE M JO XpHUCTa.
CnoBo bora ectb OTkpoBeHue bora. OTKpoBeHUE ecTh OOKECTBEHHBIN aKT, COObITHE
cBobogHo Mmiaoctu bora. OtkpoBeHue n CasiieHHoe IlucaHue He MASHTUYHEBI 1O
K. bapty. OnHako oHu uaeHTU4HbI B coobiTun CiaoBa bora. OrpaHUYeHHOCTD (HE TOX-
nectBeHHOCTH [1ucanusa CinoBy bora — M. I1.) uMeeT MeCTO ITOCTOJIBKY, HOCKOJIBKY OHO
€CTb TOJIbKO UeJIOBEYECKOE CJIOBO O HeM. EnMHCTBO B TOM, yTo OTKpOBEHUE SIBJISIETCS
OCHOBHbBIM MPEIMETOM U COAEPXKaHUEM 3TOTO CJIOBA.

CrnoBo bora TBOpUT UCTOPUIO, KaK AeJ0 OHO 3HaMeHyeT pelieHue bora. Cinoso bora
y K. bapra cyiecTByeT B AuajieKTUKe TpeX ero oopa3oB. BospeuienHoe CiioBa bora
(das Verkuendigte Wort Gottes) Kak onuH 13 €ro 00pa30B COCTaBJISIET COOBITUE LIEPKBU.
Bossemenue B Hem CioBa bora mpnobpeTaeT 4epThl TpaHCIICHANPYIOIIEH pedr 9eo-
Beka. CinoBo bora 3gech mpucyTrcTByeT B KauecTBe cyxiaeHus. Ciaoso bora nenaet
BospenieHue BoseuieHuem. [1ucanue ectb KOHKpeTHbIN 00pa3 CioBa bora B Bocro-
MuHaHuu, 3anucaHHoe CinoBo bora (das Geschriebene Wort Gottes). OHO GuKcupyeT
cradHoByneHue CnoBa bora. bubnausa npespaiiaetcsl B cOObITUM cTaHOBIeHUST B ClI0BO
bora. 1o “bor ¢ HaMu” SgBJSIETCS COOBITUEM.

Tpernii, nnm nepseiit, 00pa3 CiaoBa bora — Mucyc Xpucroc. 91o orkpsitoe CI0BO
bora (das Offenbarte Wort Gottes), Hu4UeM He 00ycyioBJIeHHbI 06pa3 Ciosa bora. Ero
oniTue BKkayecTBe CiioBa bora Beipaxkaercsiy K. bapra B CnoBe, Aesie v cTpanaHuu. boitue
9TOM JMYHOCTU UACHTUYHO C €ro peublo, 1eJIOM U cTpagaHueM. banbrazap MHTepIpeT-
pyeT KoHIenuuio MoHu3Ma CioBa bora kak 3alaHHYIO B UACATUCTUYECKUX KATETOPUSIX:
“HEeNOCPEICTBEHHOTO U OMOCPEI0BAHHOTO, TIPEIMETHOCTA M HEIIPEAMETHOCTH, aKTa U
cocrosguus.” I. KioHT Tak e, Kak 1 bansrazap ycMaTpuBaloT SIApPO TEOJIOTMHU 00pa30oB
Crnoga bora K. bapra B ncrnoyib30BaHUM AMaeKTUUECKOTro MbllieHUsl. KIoHT nuiieT:
“OTKpoBeHUE SIBISIETCS] 00XKECTBEHHBIM aKTOM, COOBITUEM CBOOOIHOI MuUIocTu bora,
B KOTOPOM BO3BellleHUe U bubiaus “cHATH” B TPOMCTBEHHOM IereJIieBCKOM 3HAYeHUU
aroro cioBa ...”.> OtkpoBenue y bapra cranosurcs Cinosom bora nmenno B buGnuun
U B BO3BEIICHNUM, B KOTOPBIX OHO SIBIISIETCS B cebe caMoM. M mo-npyromy, “cuHTe3”
Bospemenus u bubmmu naetr Otkposenue bora y K. bapra, ecinu naTepripeTupoBaTh X
B3auMooTHoleHue ¢ mo3uumu I. Kionra. [1o Bceli BUIUMOCTH, UMEHHO TaKUM 00pa3oM
HEeMELIKUIA Ueaqru3M B JIULIEe rereJieBCKOM TUaleKTUKU BbICTYIIaeT HEOOXOAMMOM mpe-
MOCBUIKOM /151 CO3AaHUsI HOBOU TE€OJIOTUH.

Bwmecre ¢ aTuMm, cymHocth bora y K. bapra He moHuMaeTcsl B KauecTBe MeTahu3u-
yeckoit. OHa He sABJsIETCsS CyOCTaHLMENM, HO OTOXAeCTBIseTcs ¢ peublo. CioBo bora
HalleJIeHO Ha oOpameHue (Anrede), OHO IyXOBHO, TO €CTb KOPPEJIMPYET CO CAYIIAaHUEM,
MocJiylllaHueM U TTOHUMaHWeM, OHO JTUYHOCTHO. [TprueM TMUHOCTHOCTDb TakKe MOHU-
maeTcst K. bapToM Kak ero cjioBeCHOCTb B uejioBeueckoii cucreme. boitue bora siBisi-
eTcsl peublo. DTa peub MHTEPIPETUpPYeTCd He MeTapu3nyecKu, He TCUXOJOTUYSCKU,

3 Barth K. Die kirchlische Dogmatik. Bd. 1. 137.
* Balthasar Hans Urs. Karl Barth. Darstellung und Deutung seiner Theologie. 102.

> Kiing H. Rechifertigung. Die Lehre Karl Barths und eine katholische Besinnung. Einsiedeln: Johannes
Verlag, 1957. 326.
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a, CKopee, B KOHTEKCTe JUaJIornieckoil puiiocopun. Peub 0OMHOBpEMEHHO SIBIISICTCS
KOHKPETHOH U BHEBpeMeHHOI. MoxXHO npeanojoxuth Haiuuue y K. bapta KommyHu-
KaTUBHOM MPUPOJIBI JIMYHOCTH B paMKax MEepBUYHOCTHU si3bIKa (IMyCTh 0COOOT0) B T€O-
snorumn CioBa bora. CiioBo bora tpakrtyercst K. bapTom Kak akT, KOHKpeTHOE COOBITHE
peuu bora, ero oopalleHue, 5K3MCTeHIIMAIbHbIN Auaior. Ha Halll B3rsia aTa MOmnbITKa
K. bapra ocoBpeMeHUTH TEOJOrMI0 HEBO3MOXHA 03 LIEJI0T0 psifa OTKPBITUI (PUIIOCO-
¢um quanora, mpexae Bcero y @. Douepa. s @. DoHepa NCXOAHOM TOUYKON MO3HAHUS
cTaHOBUTCS He S Kak B HeMeLKOM uieanusMe, a oTHoiueHue A-Tel. OH mpoTuBOIIO-
CTaBJISIET MEPBUYHOCTD TpaHCLIEHAUPYIollel peun B nuaiiore S1-Tol, peaibHO pa3MblKa-
fonieit A, MOHOJOrMYeCKOMY pa3BUTUIO CAMOCO3HAHUSI, HATTPUMED, B aHTUTeTUKe 51 1
He-Sl y @uxre.® [1pyn Takoi TpaKTOBKE CO3HAHUSI, OHO JEMCTBUTEIBHO ITEPECTAET OBbITh
00BEKTOM, KaK B HEMELIKOM MJIeaIu3Me, U IIPEeBpalllaeTCs B pealbHOTO CYObEKTa.

B xauectBe peun bora CrnoBo bora y K. bapra oHo oGmamaer xapakrepom Hame-
penust (Absichtlichkeit). Peubs bora siBistercst taitHoit bora. TamHCTBEeHHBIN XapakKTep
peun bora y K. bapra o3HauaeT, mpexue Bcero, ee mupHocth (Weltlichkeit). MupHoctb
CnoBa bora K. bapt uHTepnpeTUpyeT Kak OTHOILIEHHUE ero OTKPHITOCTU U COKPBHITOCTH.
CrnoBo bora sgBnsieTcsd eIMHCTBEHHOM TIPeaIoCchUIKOM ero moHnManus. OHO KpuTepuit
LepkBu 1 gormatukin.’” bor B kauectBe TaitHbl mocTxkuM y K. bapra Toibpko B ero odpa-
3ax. O6pa3nl CioBa bora nuanekTruecku B3auMOAeHCTBYIOT ApyrT ¢ apyroM. MHaue, bor
npeBpaiiaercs y K. bapra B coObITHE eT0 CTaHOBJIEHUS B AuajieKTuke oopa3os. K. bapt
nostarait, yto Cinoso bora u ectb bor B cBoeM OTKpoBeHMH.

B pamkax cJ10BOLIEHTPUCTCKOTO MOHUMAHUSI XpUCTOJIOT MU ClIeAyeT KOHCTaTUPOBaTh,
4yTO U3BHE cTaHoBIeHUe CioBa HUYeM He onpenesercs. CiioBo abCOIIOTHO CBOOOTHO.
OHO He BBIBOAMMO HE M3 KAaKOil MCTOPUYECKON WIM AUaJeKTU4YecKoi Joruku. CioBo
He OIpeelIsIeTCss UCTOPUYECKOM WIM KOCMMYECKON HeoOXomuMmocThlo. “Her HuKa-
KOTO CTaHOBJICHUsI, KOTOPOE MOTJIO OBI caMo 1o cebe cTaTh craHoBieHueM CioBa”,? —
yrBepxaaeT baptT. CloBOLEHTpU3M B MOHMMaHUM TPUHMUTApHOro ydeHus y bapra
MpearoaracT COObITUIHYIO U IeSITeTbHOCTHYIO TPAKTOBKY ObITHS (peaibHOCTH) bora.
boxxecTBeHHOE MPUCYTCTBUE HE 00J1adaeT BHECOOBITUIHON CYIIIHOCThIO, OTKPBIBACTCS
YeJIOBEKY TOJIbKO B CBOMX JeJIax, XOTS UMM He orpaHnueHo. bor ecTtb cB0OOOIHOE COOBI-
THe, 000cHOBaHHOe caMuM coboii. K. bapt mumer: “Mbl He 3HaeM HUYETO APYroro,
KpoMe o0pallleHHOro K HaM W HamnpasiieHHoro Ha Hac Cinosa”.’ Yncroe Ci10BO BBICTY-
maet y K. bapta 4ucTbIM OBHEITHEHWEM caMOCTH JIMYHOCTH. ' B. KOHTe b TaKKe OTMe-
qaeT, uto “bor (y K. bapra — M. I1.) moiHocTEIO ompenensiercs yepes coobitre”.!! Tlo
bansrazapy nesirenbHocTh bora y K. bapTa npoTuBorocrasiseTcss TpaKToBKaM bora B
kauecTtBe ObITuA. [ToTOMy, 4TO, Kak moJiaraer banbrazap, ObiTue SIBISIETCSI BCeoOIIeit

¢ Cm. PesBbix T.H., “Pa6ora ®.D6Hepa “CJ0BO U AyXOBHBIC pealbHOCTU” B KOHTEKCTE (humocoduu
nuanora XX Beka”, Becmuux TICTTY Cepus: 602ociosue, unocogpust, peaueuosedenue. 2016 No 6: 62-77.

7 Barth K. Die kirchlische Dogmatik. Bd. 1. 92, 94, 103, 113, 120, 140, 141, 142.
8 bapr K. Ilepkosnas doemamuxa. M.: BB, 2011. T. 1. 131.

° Barth K. Die kirchlische Dogmatik. Bd. 1. 144.

10 Cwm. Barth K. Die kirchlische Dogmatik. Bd. 1.149.

" Jingel E. Barth-Studien. Zirich. Koéln:Benziger Verlag. Giitersloher Verlagshaus Gerd Mohn,
1982. 339.
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KaTeropuei, a AesITeJIbHOCTh B KAUeCTBE UCTUHHO KOHKPETHOTO YCKOJIb3a€eT OT JIF000i
MMOHATUITHOCTH. B maHHOM citydae peanbHOCTh bora BeIBOOWTCST M3 TUIeHa MeTadpu3u-
YECKOI'0 MBIIICHUSI, CTPEMUTCSI OOPECTU CBOOOMY OT JIt0OOM JIOTUKM CTAHOBJICHUS
KOCMOCa, UCTOPUM U BMECTE C 3TUM OT JIt000it aHTporojorun. OTKpoBeHUE MepecTaeT
oniTh Yy K. Bapra npearkaToM UCTOPUM, KaK ObLIO y psifa IpeacTaBUTeNeit Tubdepaib-
HOI Teoyiornu, Hanmpumep, y [apHaka, HO, cKopee, UCTOPUS MpeBpallaeTcs B Mpeay-
kat OtkpoBenus.'? Ucropus y K. Bapra u ects pemienne bora. Pemrenue xe o3Hagaer
BBIOOD, MCIOJIb30BaHKE CBOOOIbI. B cBOO ouepenb, mpusHaHue yesosekoM CioBa bora
xapaktepu3yetcs K. BapTom B kauectBe cBoO0oIHOTO 01o6peHus Cinosa bora. '

Cxonactmnyeckme peuenumn y K. bapta, analogia fidei n analogia
entis

IOHnrens nuier o ToM, yro K. bapt Haxoauics ucropuyecku, popmaabHO U (ak-
TUYECKM Ha IyTH cxosactuku.'* TpymHo ckaszath mpaB v FOHreab B CBOEil OLiEHKE
tBopuecTBa K. bapta, HO TO, 4TO MOCTIEeNHMIT NCTIBITAT BIMSTHUE MBIIIUTEHUS AHCeTbMa
u ero kaura o HeM “Fides quaerens intellectum” (1931) 3namenyet nepexon K. bapra
OT IMAJEKTUKN K METOAY aHaJIOTMU, K CO3AaHMIO TeOLIEHTPUCTCKOM Teonoruu CroBa
bora, — He BbI3bIBaET COMHEHMUA.

IOnrens u M.beliHTKep ycMaTpuBalOT B 0apTOBCKOM METOJE aHajoruu analogia
fidei B IpOTUBOIOXKHOCTh JOMUHUPYIOIIEH B KaTOJIMYECKON TE€OJOruu Metahusndec-
Koii analogia entis. Kak coorHocsrcs y K. bapra analogia fidei u analogia entis? Kakoe
OTHOILIEHHE K €T0 TMO3/JHEN TeOJOrMrM MMEET OHTOJOIMUYeCcKOoe N0Ka3aTeIbCTBO CYIle-
crBoBaHus bora Ancenbma Kenrtepoepuiickoro?

XOpolIo U3BECTHO, YTO Yepe3 KoHIenuuo umeHu bora AHcenbma K. bapt oTKpbI-
BaeT Teosioruto CioBa bora. B 1ieHTpe BHMMaHUS LIBEHIIAPCKOI'O MBICIUTENST CBI3b
umenu (CnoBa) bora u ero cymiectBoBaHusI. AHCEJIBM IIEPBBIM B €BPOIIEMCKOM (prtoco-
¢uun pacKphIBacT HEOOXOAMMYIO B3aMMOCBSI3b MexXny nmeHeM bora (mousituem bor) u
ero ObiTveM. B otnune oT npyrux o0beKToB bor He MoXeT He cyliecTBoBaTh. [1pu aTOM
TeoJorust AHCeJIbMa He MCKITI0YAET ApYrue MOACTYIbI K cylliecTBOBaHWIO bora moMumo
OHTOJIOTMYECKOr0 apryMeHTa.

K. Bapt uner nanbiie AHcenbMa. OH yTBEPXKIA€ET, UTO MBIIIEHHE CYIIIECTBOBAHUS
bora ocyiiecTBisieTcs: TOILKO B OTHOLIeHUHU K ero CrnoBy. (“OH mojy4yaer cyliecTBoBa-
Hue yepe3 CnoBo. OH He MMeeT HUKAKOTO IPYTOro CyIecTBOBaHMs, Kak B CioBe bora
... nuepe3 CrnoBo”)."> imst bora y AHcenbMa 13 criocoba T0Ka3aTeIbCTBA CYIECTBOBA-
Hus bora npespaiaetcs y K. bapta B oguH u3 KpynHeimx HeMeTahu3nuecKux mpo-
€KTOB XpUCTUAHCKOU Teosorun XX Beka. C Hallleil TOUKU 3peHUsT U3 OHTOJOTUYECKOTO
aprymeHTa aBTopa Proslogion HermocpeacTBeHHO HE BHITEKAET OTCYTCTBHE MHBIX CIIOCO-
00B OOrono3HaHMsI, KPOME CJIOBOLIEHTPUYHBIX.

12 Cwm. Jiingel E. Barth-Studien. 175.

13 Barth K. Die kirchlische Dogmatik. Bd. 1. 215.

14 Jiingel E. Barth-Studien, 137.

15 Barth K. Fides quaerens intellectum. Zirich: Theologischer Verlag, 1931.100.
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Bwmecte ¢ Tem xkaura K. bapra 06 AHcenbMe mogHMMAaeT BOIIPOC O HEOOAHOPOIHO-
CTU OHTOJIOTMYECKHUX JI0KA3aTENbCTB B UCTOpUU unocopun. Tak beitHTKep MpoTUBO-
MOCTaBJISICT MO3ULMI0 TEOLICHTPHU3Ma B OHTOJOTMYECKOM apryMeHTe AHCelbMa TOYKe
3peHUsT aHTPOIIOLICHTPM3Ma B aHaAJIOTMYHOM JokazaTelbcTBe P. Jlekapta. McTokm
MOJI00HOI0 IMPOTUBOMNOCTaBIeHUs B cBuaeTeabcTBax camoro K. bapra. OueBUaHOCTD
cyobeKkTa sl camoro cebst mpuBoauT [dekapTta K ynoctoBepeHMIo ObiTus bora. Peub
HJIET O 3aBUCMMOCTH B AoKa3ateibcTBe bora ot yenoseka. 1o BeiiHTKepy B aprymeHTe
AHcenbMma bor He cTaBUT cebs1 B 3aBUCUMOCTD OT 4ejloBeKa. B 1ieHTpe nokaszaTebcTBa
AHce/lbMa He CYObeKT, a CYObeKT 00beKTHOE OTHOLIeHue. “bor uneHTuduimpyet ceods
1714 Hac B HaueM MbiuuieHun.” (M. Punrie6en).'s

K. bapt TpakTyeT OHTOJIOrMYECKOe J10Ka3aTeJbCTBO ObITUSI bora AHceabma
HeMeTau3ndyecku. Bo3MOXHO 3TO CBsI3aHAO C pelenuusaIMy  (yHIaMeHTaIbHOMI
onrtonorun M. Xaiigerrepa. CooniTuitHast mpupoga Cnosa (mmenu) bora y K. bapra
B MHTEpPIIpETALIMU J0Ka3aTeJbCTBa AHCe/lbMa, TaK WIM MHauye, OTChbUIaeT Hac K Xai-
JIerrepoBcKoil KoHuenuuu Da-sein. B yacTHocT K MbIcau Xakiaerrepa o TOM, 4TO
“B kauyecTBe cMbICia OBITHSI CYIIEro, KOTOPOe Mbl Ha3bIBaeM OBITMEM-TYT, OKaXKeTCsI
BpeMeHHOCTh”."” U npyroe cyxneHue aBropa “boitus u spemern”: “CylIHOCTb ObITHSI -
TYT B €ro cyuiecTBoBaHuu”.'®

K. BapT oTrtankuBaercs He OT aOCTPAKTHOTO MOHATHUS bora, HO OT KOHKpPETHOro
CnoBa-co0bITus. Peub MOXeT UJITH, TaK CKa3aThb, 0 (heHOMEHOJIOTMYECKOM MPOSICHEHUST
cmbicia CnoBa bor. A uMeHHo, Toro, uro CinoBo bor u ecTb coObITHE, B KOTOPOM
OTKPBIBAETCS HEBO3MOXXHOCTh HECYIIECTBOBaHUSI CyObeKTa 3TOro coObiThs. CloBO
bor yka3biBaeT Ha yHMKaJbHOCTh COObITUSI bora. beitue-tyT bora y K. bapra siBisiercst
MaciTadbom Jjist ObITUSI-TYT BOOOIIIE.

MbI NOIOLIIM BIJIOTHYIO K IIPOSICHEHUIO CMBIca TToHsATHS aHanorus y K. Bapra.
IOHnrens cnpaBennBO yKa3bIBaeT, uTo “Analogia relationis (aHajoTWsI OTHOILIEHUI, B
ocHOBe KoTopoii analogia fidei — M. I1.), TakuM obpa3oM, oTiM4aeTcs oT analogia entis
TEM, YTO He CpaBHMBAECT CyIllee B CBOEM OBITUM C IPYTUM CYIIIUM B CBO€M OBITHM...”."°
Tak beiitnkep mpotuBomnocTapiser Meron aHagoruun K. bapra koHuenuuu analogia
entis OOCTOSITEIbHO M3JI0XEHHOM KaToiamdeckuMm TeosoroM O.IlmmBapoii. B Tpak-
ToBKe D. [TIMBapbl METO AHAJIOTMU BBICTYIIAET IMTOCPEAHUKOM MEKAY JIOTUKOM 1 Aua-
JIeKTUKOM. Jlornka pyKOBOACTBYETCSI MPUHIIMIIOM MIEHTUYHOCTU (yKazaHUWEM Ha To,
YTO eCTh). JlnanekTuka — MPUHIIMIIOM MPOTUBOPEYUs (He UICHTUYHOCTU, YKa3aHUEM
Ha TO, YTO He ecThb). AHajorus ke y [TimmBapsl onocpeayeT UAEHTUYHOCTb U TTPOTUBO-
peurie, obpa3yss OTHOIIEHHUS B3aMMHO MHAKOBOTO OBITHS.?’ AHajorus mpeirosaraer
OTHOILIEHWE HE MIECHTUYHOCTH M HE He UACHTMYHOCTU MexXay borom u deoBeKoM.
CXOaCcTBO B HECXOACTBE M HECXOACTBO B CXOACTBe. [IpmHILIMIT aHaMOTUM: “HE HE eCTh’ .
beiinTkep nmonaraet, yto mis [MmmBapsl analogia entis BbICTyaeT OCHOBHBIM MeTau-

16 Cm. Beintker M. Krisis und Gnade. Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013. 74, 75.
17 Heidegger M. Sein und Zeit. Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 2006. 17.

18 Heidegger M. Sein und Zeit, 42.

19 Jiingel E. Barth-Studien, 221.

2 Cwm. Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths. Miinchen: Chr. Kaiser
Verlag, 1987. 247, 249.
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3M4ecKkuM 3aKoHOM ObITus.?' TTosumus K. Bapra 1o oTHOLIEHWIO K METOLY aHaJOTHUN
He TOXJeCTBEHHa Kak KoHlemnuuu analogia entis [TimnBapbl, Tak U 0JU3KON KOHIIET-
1y ITimBapbl IMaNeKTUKE eIMHCTBA IBOMCTBEHHOTO U IBOMCTBEHHOCTU €IMHOI0, HO
“Hu-toro-Hu-gapyroro” C. ®panka. beiiHTkep nonaraet, uro K. bapt pykoBoacTByeTcs
meTonoM analogia fidei, a He analogia entis, Tak KaK OCHOBaHMEM M MacIlITaboM aHaJIo-
MU SBJISIETC BOIUTOTUBIINICS bor.?

Hns Hac TakKe oueBMAHO, uTo aHajorust y K. Bapra He obGnagaeT Metadusndec-
Kol npupoaoit. Ho ctout nu cornaiiatrbesi ¢ MHeHMeM FOHTesst B ero olieHKe MeToaa
ananorum y K. bapra? JleiictButesbHo Ju peHoMeH aHaioruu st K. bapra octaetcs
“OHTOJIOTMYECKM pesieBaHTHLIM”? BxomuT nm 3mech “oHTOJIOrMYecKasi mpodyiemMa B
TEOJIOTMYECKYIO Mpobemy”??3

Y K. bapra Opitue uemoBeka Mucyca cTaHOBUTCSI OCHOBAaHMEM IS OBITUSL U
MO3HAHMSI BCeX aHAJIOTUii. [{pyruMu ciioBaMu, peub UAET O 00KEeCTBEHHO-CYIITHOCTHOM
COOTBETCTBUHU M POJCTBE MexXay ObiTueM uesnoBeka Mucyca misi bora u ero Obitvem
s npyrux Jqoneit. Ananorust st K. bapra ortankubaeTcst OT COOBITUITHON TTPUPO/IbI
Cnoa-Peun bora, npusbsiBaloliero B cBoeM “aa” TBopeHME. B cBolo ouepenn, TBOpeHUE
oTBeyaeT “ma” Ha mpusbiB bora.* Jleno B ToM, yto B “llepkoBHOil mormartuke”
K. bapra 0e3 Tpyma yragblBalOTCSI 3JEMEHTbl 3K3UCTEHIUAILHO (PUI0cohCKOro
JUCKypca. AHAM3UPYSI OCHOBHYIO (hOPMY UeJI0BEYHOCTU YETIOBEKA, TEOJIOT YTBEPXKIACT:
“... YeoBeYHOCTh KaXIOro 4YejoBeKa COCTOMT B OMNPEIEIEHHOCTHM €ro OBITUSI Kak
COBMECTHOTO C IpYTMM 4esioBeKoM”.?> Ha Hallr B3rjisia 9To TipsiMast Tlapaijiesib K MBICITH
K. dcnepca o ToM, yTo “B KOMMYHMKAlLMU sI pacKpbiBalo ce0s1 BMECTE C JPYIHM.
OTO pacKpbITUE €CTh, OJHAKO, B TO ke BpeMs peanusauust (Wirklichwerden) S kak
camocTi”.?® Biaromapst sk3ucreHuransHoi durocoduu K. Bapry yaaercs mo-HoBoMmy
MOHATh XPUCTUAHCKYIO MICI0 XEePTBEHHON M0o0BM. OHA oOpeTaeT MPOCTPAHCTBO B
YeJIOBEYECKON 3K3UCTEHIIMU, SIIPO KOTOPOHM COCTaBJsIEeT B3aMMOOTHoIleHue -Thl.
XKepTBeHHOE Clly>)KeHHEe BBICTYIAeT OHTOJIOTMYeCcKOl OCHOBOM 4yenoBeka Mucyca. OHo
peanusyeTcsi B CO-ObITUM C APYTMM, BO B3aMMHOM IpU3bIBE, B CBOOONHOM BCTpeye, B
CIYLIAaHUM IPYT Apyra, B MPU3HAHUU YHUKAIBHOCTU APYroro, B cBobomHoM aape A-Tel
B YCTpeMJIEHHOCTH K Thl. 3eCh IPUCYTCTBYIOT TaKME 3K3UCTEHIIMAIbHO-(uIocopcKue
MOHATHUS, KaK AUAJOTU3M DK3UCTEHLIMU 4YelloBeKa, €€ COOBITUIfHAS MPUpOoIa, VHU-
KaJlbHOCTh M pallMOHaJIbHAasi HEMOCTUKMMOCTb YeJIOBeUeCKOro CyllecTBoBaHUs. Tak
y Xaiigerrepa coBecTh uejioBeka 00J1aJaeT 30BYILIMM XapakKTepoM, B KOTOPOM CaMOCTb
npusbiBaeT K cede camoii. 308 1151 K. bapra omnpenensieT sK3UCTEHLMIO B 3HAUCHUU
B3aMMHO TOTPEOHOCTH YeJI0BEKA B UestoBeke. S Hy:K1aloch B HEM, a OH Bo MHe.”” Ha Haii
B3IJISII, B JAHHOM CJIydae clielyeT KOHCTaTUPOBATh MPSIMYIO 3aBUCUMOCTb XPUCTOJIOTUN
K. bapta ot sx3ucreHumMaabHO-puiaocodpckoro muckypca. He adbcomoruzupyeT 11 oH

2l Cwm. Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths, 250, 252.
22 Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths, 253.

2 Jiingel E. Barth-Studien, 217-218.

24 Cwm. Jingel E. Barth-Studien, 213.

¥ bapr K. Ilepkosnas doemamuxa. T.2. 61.

2 Jenepe K. @uaocogusa. M.: Kanon +. POOU Peabunuranus, 2012. T.2. 67.

2 bapr K. Ilepkosnasn doemamuxa, T.2. C. 84.
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3eCh BOIIPEKM COOCTBEHHOMY XejlaHHuIo omHy 13 ¢opM dutocopun? YenoBedHOCTD
Xpucra mjisi HEro ecTb Maciutad 4eJOBeUHOCTHM OObIYHOro vesnoBeka. Ho B camoit
yengoBeuyHoctu Mucyca y K. bapta HeT MOMEHTOB, HE CBOAMMBIX K TOCTPOCHUSIM
dunocodckoro sK3UCTEHIMAIM3Ma U (uiiocodpun auanora. Ham mpeacraBisisieTcs,
YTO B JAHHOM CJiyyae 3K3UCTeHUMaIbHO-(DMIocodcKass aHTPOIOJIOTHS SIBISETCS
TIPEATIOCHITKOM XpUCTOIOTHH, @ HE HA00OPOT.

B cBoeit skcmukaumu analogia fidei y K. bapra He BBIINISAUT BOIIpEKH
MHeHuto IOHrenst “oHTosiormyecku pesieBaHTHOI”. IlpusbiBatomiee “ma” bora B
KayecTBe MaclilTaba aHajJorMu IpearojiaraeT BIOJHE OMNpeIeIeHHYI0, a WUMEHHO
HeMmeTahU3UYECKYI0 OHTOJIOTMIO. bbiTue bora ecTb cOObITUE CTAHOBJIEHUSI €r0 PEUU.
Hpyrumu cioBamu, aHaiorust mexay CinoBom bora u ero geiaom Bo XpucTe, Kak
Macitad 1000l aHanoruu, (pyHaMpoBaHa AByMs TUNaMU (PUI0co(GCKUX TUCKYPCOB:
(byHIaMeHTaTbHO-OHTOJOTUISCKUM U SK3MCTCHIINATbHO-TUATOTUYECKUM (O YeM MBI
yKe roBopuin). Pemarommit aprymenT FOHrenst B mosib3y otkasa K. bapra ot npuHiina
analogia entis COCTOUT B TOM, YTO “TOJIbBKO Ha OCHOBAaHWM aHAJIOTUM MOXKHO IeJIaTh
OHTOJIOTMYECKOE BhICKAa3bIBAHKME O COTBOPEHHOM cyieM”.?® TBopeHMe He 00ycIaBiIm-
BaeT 3aBeT ¢ boroM, HO Ha0OOPOT, 3aBET BHICTYIIAET BO3MOXHOCTbIO TBOPEHUS. DTO
MIPaBWJIBHO TOJBKO B CIyYae, €CJIM TEOJOTHSI IeHCTBUTEIPHHO CyBepEHHA IO OTHOIIIE-
HUIO K 110001 opme putocodpun. MMeHHO HA mpUMeEpe COOTHOLICHMST KOHIEITIINIA
analogia fidei u analogia entis y K. bapra Haxogut cBoe moaTBepXaeHUe BbICKa3bIBa-
Hue banbrazapa o ToM, UTO TMOIMbITKA CO3AaHUSI YMCTOM TEOJOTUM HEU30EXKHO POXKaAACT
HOBYI0 (popMy drtocoduu.

TeonornyecKkast pPaA3pPABOTKA MOHTUS “BpemMeHn” y K. baprta.

Crenyronuii 610K (puyocoCKUX peLenimii, a MMEHHO IUIaTOHU3Ma, HEOKAaHTUaH -
CTBa M HEMEIIKOTO MIeaan3Ma, Mbl COTIOCTaBUM IPENMYIIECTBEHHO C THAIEKTUIECKOM
teosorueit K. bapra, mpeamiecTBoBaBImeit ero mepexoay K METOIy aHAJIOTMH B KHUTE
Fides quaerens intellectum.

B kauyecTBe ocHOBBI Teopuu TemropaibHocTh K. BapT ncnoabs3yer niaToHUYeckKoe
MOHUMaHue BpeMeHU. Peub naeT o mMpoTUBOMOCTAaBIEHUN BHEBPEMEHHOI BEUHOCTU U
BPEMEHHOM JUIUTENILHOCTU. B3auMojeiicTBe BpeMEHU 1 BEYHOCTH MMEET AUATIEKTH-
yeckyto npupoay. st K. bapta BeuHOCTh He 001amaeT XapaKTepoM BPEeMEHHOMN M-
TEJIBHOCTU, HO “OHAa MOXeT BCTpeTuTh Bpemsi”.” Bpemst bora He MOMKHO 3aBHUCETh
OT MCTOpUYECKOro BpeMeHU. DToT MoMeHT K. bapT HazBan MrHoBeHUeM, 3aUMCTBYs
tepMuH Augenblick y C. Kbepkeropa. MrHoBeHUe B TaHHOM cllydyae oOpeTaeT TpaHC-
LIEHICHTaIbHBIA cMBICT.>® “B BockpeceHnr HOBBIN Mup CBsiToro Jlyxa corpukacaercst
CO CTapbIM MUPOM TUTOTU. OTHAKO HOBBIM MHUP COINPUKACAETCS CO CTapbIM KaK Kaca-
TeJbHasl Kpyra — He COIpuKacasich, © IMEHHO Yepe3 3TO HeCOIPUKOCHOBEHME OH TIPH -

2 Jiingel E. Barth-Studien, 219.

¥ Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths. Miinchen.: Chr. Kaiser Verlag,
1987. 53.

3 Cm. Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths. Miinchen.: Chr. Kaiser
Verlag, 1987. 54.
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KAacaeTcsl K HeMy KaK OrpaHMyeHMe, Kak HOBbI Mup”,’' — momuepkuBaet K. Bapt.
““MoMeHT” ocTaeTcs II0 OTHOIIEHMIO KO BCEMY MHPEAbIAYIIEMY M IIOCIEOYIOIIEMY
YeM-TO OCOOCHHBIM, WHBIM, UyKMM, OH He TIPOM3pacTaeT B IMOCIemyrollee, Tak XKe
KaK ¥ ero KOpeHb — He B MPEIbIIyIeM, OH HaXOOUTCI He B KaKoi-TMO0 BpeMEHHOM,
MIPUINHHON, TOTMIECKOM CBI3aHHOCTH, OH — BCET/Ia W Be3[Ie COBEPIIEHHO HOBOE, OH
Bceraa — ObITHE, oOnamaHue u neiicteue bora...” 3> “... MoMeHT 0e3 BpeMeH !, BKJTI0Ya-
IOLLMI B ce0s1 HOBYIO XapaKTEPUCTUKY BCETO MPEAIIECTBYIOLIETO U MOCIeaAyolero.”
MoMeHT He comnpuKacasiCh CO BpeMeHeM, TBOPUT BpeMsI, TaeT HOBYIO XapaKTepUCTUKY
mporreAIiero n oymymero. Cam oH, B CBOIO oYepelb, He 0OYCIIOBIIEH BpeMeHeM: HU
MIPOIIEIIITNM, HA HACTOSAIINM, HU OyaymnM. PasMBITIIIEHNST 0 MOMEHTE-MTHOBEHU U
y K. bapra HamoMrHaOT 3K3UCTeHINAILHYIO THAIEKTUKY BPeMEHH 1 BEYHOCTHU. Tak,
"HanpuMmep, y K. fcmepca B “morpaHm4yHoOil cUTyauMu’ 3SK3UCTECHLMS IMEPEXKUBACT
BEUYHOE B HACTOSIIEM M MEHsIeTcs B cBoeil cTpykType. O. BolbHOB Tak ommchIBaeT
BOCTIpUSTHE BPpEeMEHU MOMIMHHON 3K3UCTeHIMe: “... [IomIMHHOCTD Xe, HallpOTHUB,
eCTh He COCTOSTHWE, a JIMIIb mpoiiecc. [locmenHsas He mMeeT TMPOIOKUTEIHBHOCTH,
HO TOJKHA B KaXXJI0€ MITHOBEHWE MOCTUTAThCS BHOBD, U C KaXXIbIM MTHOBEHHUEM OHA
BHOBb HUcMagaer”.?*

Otkposenue bora mo K. bapTty HEeBO3MOXHO MOABEPTrHYTh UCTOPU3ALUU. DTO, Ha
HaIr B3mIsIA, 1 gokaseiBaeT K. BapT cBoeit KoHIemmelr BpeMeH, B KOTOPOIt Tepe-
TUIETAIOTCST TIATOHMYECKHWE M 9K3UCTEHIIMAIbHO (UI0COMCKIe WHTYUIINA BPEMEHH.
DTO He OJHO COOBITUE HapsiAy ¢ ApyruMu. Xpucronorudyeckoe MmbinuvieHue K. bapra
nokasbiBaeT, 4To: “Ero (Mucyca Xpucra — M. I1.) ucropus (Geschichte) He crama
ncropuueckum IpouuibiM (Histirie), HO Kak TakoBasi ecTb BeuHas uctopus — Mcropust
(Geschichte) orHomenuii bora ¢ moasMu Beex BpemeH.”3 Xpucroc y bapra — 310 He
TOJIBKO BeYHas MCTOPHsI, HO M Oymylllee KaK TaKOBOE B €ro BO3MOXHOCTH. Kepurma-
THYECKOe COOBITHE OCTaeTCs TaifHOM, oOyclaBnuBaloleit Bce BpeMeHHoe. llIBeiiap-
CKMI MBICJIIUTENIb B CBOEW KOHLIEIIIMU BPEMEHHU TbITAETCSI COXPAHUTh CYBEPEHHOCTb,
yHUKaJIbHOCTU coObITUsI OTKpoBeHUs1 bora. Tem He MeHee Helb3sl He cKa3aTbh 00 orpe-
JeJIEHHO OTrpaHMIeHHOCTH KOHIICTIIINY TeMITopaibHOCTH aBTopa “[locmanmsa Kk Pum-
nsHam”. Tematuzauusi Bpemenu y K. bapra Tsiroteet K noxaiierrepoBCKUM MOAEISIM
BpeMeHHU. Ho mMeHHO 0TKa3 OT naen BHeBPEMEHHOI BEYHOCTH B KOoHIIemIuu Da-sein y
Xaitmerrepa Imo3BoJIsIeT pa3padboTaTh MHBIE (TTOMUMO TUIATOHUYECKOT0) BApUAHTHI COOT-
HOIIIEHWST BEYHOTO ¥ BPEMEHHOTO.

B cepe dunocodpun n teonoruu, Hampumep, P. Bynsrmann u K. Xemmepie tema-
TU3UPYIOT KEPUTMY BHE IUIATOHWYECKON MOIeNM BpeMeHHU. TaK B COOTBETCTBMM C
KOHIIeTIMEN TeMTOpaTbHOCTH Xalmerrepa, XpUCTHAHCKAas SK3UCTEHIMS, 1O bByib-
TMaHHY, TIpeOBIBasi B COOCTBEHHOM BpeMeHHM (BHEBPEMEHHOM BETHOCTH ), TOTTOTHSIETCS
ee ObiTueM B ucrtopuu. ¥ K. Xemmepie TpaHCHEHIECHTAJMU BBHITOJHSIOT (DYHKIIMIO

3t bapr K. IMocranue k Pumasnam. M.: BBU, 2005. 4.

32 Bapr K. I[Tocaanue k Pumasnam, 84.

3 Bapr K. IMocaanue k Pumasnam, 98.

3 BoabHoB O. Puaocopus sx3ucmenyuanruszma. CI16.: Jlans, 1999. 10.
3 bapt K. Ilepkosnas doemamuxa. M.: BBU, 2011. T.2. 630.
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IBIDKEHUS OT OBITHS K cymemy. OHM OOHApyXWBAIOT CYIIECTBEHHOCTb OBITHS IS
cyero. OHU UCTOPUYHBI, X CMBIC/I MEHSIETCSI B ICTOPHUUYHOCTY ObITHSI. *

ObecueHrBaHNEe UCTOPUYHOCTHY 9K3ucTeHIMY yenoBeka y K. baprta cinenyet otHecTn
K HauboJiee ysI3BUMbIM YCTAHOBKAM €0 TEOJIOTUH.

MacWwTtab NCMOAbL30BAHUS AMAAeKTVKK Y K. bapTa

HeToxnecTBeHHOCTh 3K3UCTeHIMANbHOM nuaneKTuku C. Kbepkeropa v XpucToLeH-
Tpuueckoii nuanektuku K. bapra npogemoHcTpuposan 3. FOurens. Tak y Kbepkeropa
o KOHremo paspelneHue (CHSITHE) Tapagokca “Wiand — WK’ MPOUCXOIUT B aKTe BEPhI
U3 caMoii 3k3ucTeHuMU yeioBeka. Y K. bapra BeIxon U3 palMOHAIbHO Hepas3pellu-
MOTO Mapajokca “Ujii — WK~ OCYILLIECTBISIETCS] UCXOAST U3 COOBITUS BOUEOBEUMBAHUS
Bbora.’” Dk3uctenuus yenoseka mist K. bapra ocnosana Ha CioBe bora. Kak ormeuan
IOnrens: “Jlnsg bapra BouenoBeunBanue bora ctout repen (10) “wnu-uan” Beps ...” .38
IOHrens mpoTuBONOCTaBsIET AUaeKTUKY KbepKeropa Kak MpoeKT 3K3UCTeHIIMATbHOTO
MBIIJIEHUSI B KOTOPOM OTKPBIBAETCS BBICIINI TApagoKC MBIIUICHUS], 8 UMEHHO TO,
YTO OHO CaMO yX€ He MOXeT MBICIUTh. Peub 37ech UAET TOJBKO O MPEOoOpaKeHUU
sk3ucteHuuu. Y K. bapra, HanpoTuB, aualieKTUKa He SIBISETCS JIMILb ITPOEKTOM
MBbIILJIEHUs. DK3UCTeHIIMAIbHOI 03a004€HHOCTH YeJI0BEKa OH MPEANochlIaeT COObITHE
OrtkposeHus bora. BeiBog O. FOHress1 o cyuiHoct auanekTuku K. bapra upe3BbryaitHoO
BaxkeH. ABTop “Ilocimanus K PumisiHam” CIiosb3yeT GriIoco(CKy1o 9K3MCTeHIIMAIbHYIO
IUANEKTUKY W TIpeBpalllacT €€ B XPUCTOLECHTPUUECKYIO TEOJIOTMYECKYIO0 AUAIEKTHUKY.
JunanekTnka B KadyecTBe MeToaa ¢grutocodun He nmomunHseT cedbe kepurmy y K. bapra,
HO CJIYKUT €€ 9KCITUKALIAN.

B unrtepnperauuu guanektuku K. bapta y M. beliHTKepa Mbl HAaXOOUM UICIO 3CXa-
TOJIOTMYECKOTO CHATHS IPOTHUBOpeYMs. boxxecTBeHHOe “Ha” 1 “HeT”, KaK yTBepKIeH1e
M OTpULIAHME, KaK Cyl M MUJIOCTh bora paBHoueHHBI Y bapra, paBHO HEOOXOAMMBI 1
0OXeCTBeHHBI. InajekTuka Ipy TaKOM MOHUMaHUU — 3TO NEepMaHEHTHOE JBMXXEHUE
HAaIllero MBIIJICHUS MeXIy O0XEeCTBEHHBIM YTBEPXKICHUEM M 00KECTBEHHBIM OTpUIIa-
HueM. B acxaToornyeckoM CHATUM OHO OTPULIAHUE TIPEACTABISIOT Yepes apyroe.>

beiinTkep, kak 1 KOHrenb akleHTUPYIOT CBOE BHUMAaHME TIPU aHAN3e AUaeKTUKU
K. bapra He Ha MOHATUN “OECKOHEYHOro KaueCTBEHHOTO pa3jInyus’”’, CJIEAYIOLIETro U3
aHTUTE3bl BpeMEeHU U BeuyHOCTH y Kbepkeropa, Ho Ha MPOTUBOMOJOXKHOCTU Ipexa U
MuiocTu bora, TeM cambIM MpearoJarasi COTepUOJIOrMYECKY0 TTPUPOAY AUATEKTUKU
aBTopa Broporo usnanus “Ilociaanus anocrona [Nasia Kk Pumisaam” .40

HMrak, paccmoTpeHus auanekthueckoro wbinuieHus K. bapra y beitHTkepa
TakoB: “MblI XOTeau Obl MOHATH AWAJEKTUKY BOMpPOCa M OTBETa KaK HOITUYECKU-

% Casper B, Hemmerle K, Hiinermann P. Besinnung auf das Heilige. Freiburg. Basel. Wien.: Herder,
1966. 74-75.

37 Jiungel E. Barth-Studien. Zirich-Koln.: Benziger Verlag, Giiterslocher Verlagshaus Gerd Mohn,
1982. 177.

3 Jingel E. Barth-Studien, 177.

¥ Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths, 72, 75.

40 Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths, 33.
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TepMEHEBTUIECKOE COOTBETCTBHE, KOTOPOE B MOTHBE KPHU3MCa BBIpaXKaeT ... peaabHYIO
IUAIEKTUKY aHTUTe3uca u te3uca”.*' Xouercst cormacutbes ¢ D. [limmBapoil B TOM,
yto “... bapT ecTh M ocTaeTcsl eIMHCTBEHHBIM TEOJIOTOM MPOTECTaHTH3Ma, B KOTOPOM
IbITaJIach OBITH CHOBa BOCCO3aHa Harbostee rrybokast nuajiekTuka Jlrorepa”.*?

Peuenumm HeMeLKOro MAeaAM3IMA 1 HEOKAHTMAHCTBA Y K. bapTa

Asnserca o6uMM MecToM TOT (dakt, uyto dusiocodus M. KaHnra Obuta BocnpuHsTa
K. baprom B ee nnrepnperanuu y I1. Hatopna u I KoreHa, BcBsI3u ¢ miaTOHMYECKO
OHTOJIOTH3AINEN 3TOM MHTepIIpeTallny XeHpUKoM bapTom.

K cepnueBune BrOoporo msmanus “Ilocmanus kK PumiisiHaM” B3aMMoOneiiCTBUIO
“HarnsimHoro” (anschaulich) (To ecTh MCTOPMYECKOTO, BPEMEHHOTO, TMOHSITMHHOTO,
HETOCPEeACTBEHHO TiepeXuBaeMoro) u “HeHarjsaHoro” (unanschaulich) (to ecTb
HEAMITMPUYECKOI0, TAMHCTBEHHOI'0, DOXECTBEHHOI0) B ITO3HAaHUU cOObITUSI OTKpOBE-
HUs bora MoXXHO MpUITTH Yepe3 KaHTMaHCKOE TTPOTUBOIIOCTABIEHNE YYBCTBEHHOCTH U
paccynka (Tak cuntaeT JlJoMmaHH) B ero pa3BuThy y KoreHa, Kak 1 yepe3 aHTUTE3y CO3ep-
maHus 1 MbeluieHnsT y duxre (Tak cumtaer BeifHTKep), MM THAIEKTUIECKN B Kade-
CTBE 3CXaTOJIOTMYECKOTO CHSTUS MpoTUBOpeunsi. Ho BeayliuM MOTUBOM B TMAIEKTUKE
“HarnsaHoro” u “HeHamrsigHoro” y K. bapra, Ha Halll B3IJIsi, BEICTYIIaeT HE HEOKAHTH -
aHcKag KpUTHKa “maHHoro” uiam BaustHue IlnaToHa, MM 3K3UCTeHUMANbHAs JUaleK-
tnka Knepkeropa, HO eBaHTeJIMYecKas MPe3yMIIINs TPEXOBHOCTH YejoBeKa. MOXHO
HCTIONIB30BaTh 37eCh TAKKE MHBepCHIo. EBaHTemMueckas ceMaHTHKa TPEXOBHOCTH YEJI0-
BeKa IepenaeTcsl Ha si3bike ¢dmtocopun Korena, @uxre u Kbeprkeropa, Kaxmblii 13
KoTopbix o3BosisieT K. bapTy, ¢ onHO# cTOpoHBbI, 0coOBpeMeHUTh JItoTepa, 3acTaBUTh ero
3aroBopuTh Ha g3bike XIX-XX BEKOB, a, C Ipyroi, Uid TeEME CaMbIM — COXPAaHUTb €ro
TEOJIOTUIO CETOIHS.

Topazno Goibiiee BausHue Ha paHHero K. bapra uMmena HeokaHTHMaHCKast uaest
Ursprung B ee oHTonorndeckoil marepnperaunn X. baprom. ¥ Korena u Haropmna
MOHATUE “Havyajo” acCOUUUPYETCS] KaK THOCEOJOTUUECKUI TEPMUH C KPU3UCOM YeJlo-
BEUeCKOro Mo3HaHUsl, He TOJbKO OTpULIaHKEM BCeX MO3UILIMI, HO U OTpULIaHKEM JIF0OOro
otpuliaHusi. CMbICO TIOHATUS “Havasa” B KPUTUYECKOM OTPULIAHWM, B TPAHCLIEHACH-
TaJabHOM 000CHOBaHUWM Mo3HaHUsI. X. bapT oToxaecTBsieT “Havyajlo” HEOKAHTUAHIIEB C
IUTATOHOBCKOM uaeeit 6ara. Takum oOpa3oM “Havaao” MpuoOpeTaeT OHTOJIOIMYECKOe
U3MepeHue.

JlomanH ytBepxknaet, yto mis K. bapra Bo BTopom mzmnanuu “Ilocianust Kk Pum-
JsiHaM” “Hayvano” xapakKTepu3yeT eIMHCTBO M MHAKOBOCTb bora m Mupa, He-gaHHOe,
He-ObITHe (bora), KpuTuyeckoe oTpullaHUE MUpPa, OTPULIAHUE BCeX OTPULIAHUI U TAKUM
00pa3oM HOBYIO MO3UINI0.»

ITo Beitntkepy “Hauano” y K. bapra — 310 mpotojiornyeckast kareropusi (M3Ha-
yajgbHOEe eAMHCTBO bora m mMmpa) M acxarosiormyeckass KaTeropusl (KOHEUHOE eIMH-

4 Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths, 81.
2 1lur. mo: Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths, 207.

 Lohmann J.E. Karl Barth und der Neukantianismus. Berlin. New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1995. 288,
292, 308.
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ctBo bora n mupa).* Jlist JlomanHa 6apTOBCKOE “Hadyano” CTAHOBUTCS BHEBPEMEHHBIM
enquHcTBOM. C omHOI1 cTtopoHHl, “Havdano” y K. bapra, kak ykaseiBaetr B. [Tannenoepr,
eCThb CXeMa, BBIpocIas M3 IutaToHn3Ma. OHa IpearnoiaraeT M3HaYaJIbHOE €IWHCTBO
Bora u Mupa, yXoa OT HEro ¥ Bo3BpalleHue K HeMy uepe3 0oxectBeHHoe OTKpoBeHue.*
C npyroii, — oHa onupaeTcsl Ha IMAJIEKTUYECKUI KapKac CBEpXpa3yMHON JTBOUCTBEH-
HOCTHU €IMHOTO WJIA €IMHCTBA TBOMCTBEHHOTO.

C nameit Touku 3peHus K. bapt accumummpyer koHuenuuioo Ursprung Korena B
€€ OHTOJIOTMYEeCKOM TpejioMmyieHnr X. bapToMm ¢ 1ebio ee MCIOIb30BaHMS B KaueCTBe
METOIOJIOTUIECKOTO TIPUHIINIIA, TTOTYSPKUBAIOIIETO HEIOCTKUMOCTE OTKpOBEHMUS
bora. Unes xkpusuca y K. bapra BbICTyITaeT elie OqHUM CIIOCOOOM Iepeaadn JIIOTEPOB-
CKOI HECOM3MEPUMOCTH MBIIIIJICHUS ¥ BEPHI.

OO6cyxmast BOIIpocC pelieninii Hemelikoro naeanusma y K. bapra, Henb3st He ocra-
HOBUTBCS Ha durype @. Illneitepmaxepa. OCOOGEHHO B CBETE OLIEHOK €€ BIMSIHUS Ha
K. bapra. Tak bansrazap numier: “Illneitepmaxep ObLI OjisI HEroO TeM ke, yeM Ilmaron
mist mbiciuteneil Peneccanca, yem CnmnHo3a mist Iepmepa u Iere, Illomenraysp
g Hume”. W panee: “M TyT ucTopust T€OJOrMM HE MPOM3BeJIa HUKAKOTO JAPYroro
npuHimMna ¢hopMbl, KOTOPbIi Obl 2aMMCTBOBA bapT moMuMo pamMokK, (hOpM MbILLLIEHUS
IIneitepmaxepa ...” .4

MBI paccMOTpUM JIMIIIb YeThIpe W3 TIPUBEICHHBIX banabrazapoM acriekra
IIpeeMCTBEHHOCTH MexXmy Teosorueii Llneitepmaxepa m K. bapra. Peub B cpaBHeHUHU
noiimer o Teonoruu mnosgHero K. bapra. Bo-mepBeix, m y Illneitepmaxepa,
n y K. bapra nMeeT MecTo TOYKa BBICIIE MHTEHCUBHOCTH, B KOTOPOI (hOKYCHPYETCST
BCcs OOrociioBCcKas cucteMa. Bo-BTOpBIX, 5Ta TOYKA ABONCTBEHHA W OTHOBPEMEHHO
CBUIIETEICTBYET O TIPEOIOJEHMHN IBOMCTBEHHOCTHU. B-TpeTbnx, oHa BBHIIIE pa3yMa
1 O0OOCHOBBIBa€T BCE pa3yMHOe. B-UeTBepTBIX, peallbHOCTh, K KOTOPOM CTPEMUTCS
TEOJIOTMYECKOE MBIIIEHUE CBEPXMBICIICHHA U TIOTOMY MBIIIIJICHUE ¢ HEOOXOTMMOCTBIO
craHoBuTCs nuajiektuyeckum.?’ (CoBceM He ¢ HEOOXOAMMOCThIO. MBIIIEHUE B TAKOM
cJIy9ae MOXeT OBITh M anmoaTUIeCKNM, M MCIIOJIb30BaTh, HAIIPUMEpP, METOH, “yU4eHOTO
He3HaHus1” Hukonasa KysaHckoro).

Touka BEICIIEHT WHTeHCHMBHOCTM Ti0 bambrazapy y Illneitepmaxepa — 310
YyBCTBO abcojoTHO 3aBucuMocTtu, y K. bapra — craHoBieHMe oOpalieHus
(Angesprochenwerden) uepe3 CinoBo bora. OgHako nmeiro B TOM, YTO, Ha Halll B3IJISI,
B omucaHuu TpaHcleHaeHnmun nosummu lllneitepmaxepa u K. bapra cumbpHO pac-
xoxatcs. YyBcTBo abcommoTHOM 3aBucuMocTH y Llteitepmaxepa — 3T0O MHTYUTUBHOE,
HeTIOCPeACTBEHHOE, IIeJIOCTHOE, TOMTOHATHITHOe mo3HaHue. Y K. bapTa Touka BeIcIIeit
WHTEHCUBHOCTH — 3TO KOHKPETHOE COOBITHE 0OpaliieHnsT bora, BOCTIpMHSITOE B IMaiore
sk3ucteHmit bora m denoseka. JIBONCTBEHHOCTh TOUKU BBICIIEH MHTEHCUBOHOCTU U
ee mipeonosieHue y Illneitepmaxepa mo banbrazapy cBs3aHBI ¢ TIPOTUBOITOJIOXHOCTHIO

4 Beintker M. Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen Theologie” Karl Barths, 67.

4 Pannenberg. W. Problemgeschichte der neuren evangelischen Theologie in Deutschland. Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1997. 179.

46 Balthasar Hans Urs. Karl Barth. Darstellung und Deutung seiner Theologie. 210, 211, 212.
47 Balthasar Hans Urs. Karl Barth. Darstellung und Deutung seiner Theologie. 213.

Theological Reflections #19, 2017 / Special issue 125



Makcum MNbIAnaeB

cosepianusg 1 9yBcTBa. ¥ K. bapra — mmcraHmmio mo oTHoImIeHWI0 K bory demoBek
MpeomosieBacT B akTe Bepbl. OMHAKO MaJlo OOIIEro B MUAJCKTHUUECKOM ITYTH IIPEOI0-
neHus aoiictBeHHocTu Mexny Illneitepmaxepom u K. baprom. Tak B “Bepoyuenun”
IIneitepmaxepa TBOMCTBEHHOCTb CO3HAHUS IIPEOMOJIEBACTCS MUATCKTUUECKU ITyTEM
Bce OOJIBIIIET0 TOMUHUPOBAHMS HETIOCPEIACTBEHHOTO CaMOCO3HAHUS Hal TTPEIMETHBIM
camoco3HaHneM. B mnamektuke bapra peds mmet 06 3CXOTOIOrMIEeCKOM TIPEOIOTCHUN
IBOMCTBEHHOTO, KOTOpOE IO CUIy TonbKo bory. Teomormdeckass mmanektuka bapra
CYIIIECTBEHHO OTJIMYAETCS OT AMaJeKTHKa IBYX BUIOB CO3HAaHM (Co3HaHMS bora xak
HETIOCPEACTBEHHOTO CAaMOCO3HAHMSI) M CO3HAHUS MUpa (KaK OTIOCpeIOBaHHOTO, TIPeI-
METHOTO CAaMOCO3HaHUS).

Hawm xaxetcs, uro KoHcTuUTyupytoimee BiusiHue lllnmeitepmaxepa Ha bapta cie-
IyeT UCKaTh He B TOM, 4TO HaxomauT banbrazap. OHO B eI TEOJOTMYECKUX TIPOTPaMM
IIneitepmaxepa u bapra. DTy 3amauy oTKphiBaeT caMm bapt B cyxknenum o Illneiiepma-
xepe. “OH pelncs Kak COBpeMEeHHBIH YeJI0BEK, CIeA0BATeIbHO KaK MBICTTUTEIb, CTaJIO
OBITHh KaK 3THMK, CTaj0 OBITh KaK (pujiocod peauruu, cTaao ObITh KaK (PpuiiocopCcTBy-
IOIMI TEOJIOT, CTaJ0 OBITh KaK arojioreT, HaKOHEIl, KaK JTOTMaTHK HU B KOEM CciTyJae
HEe MHTePIPETUPOBATh XPUCTUAHCTBO TAKUM OOpa3oM, UYTOOBI €T0 TTOJIOKEHMS MOTJIN
Obl BOMTH B MPOTUBOpEYME C MPUHUIMIAMU U MeTogaMu (huiocoduu, NCTOPUIECKOTO
HCCIeI0BAHUS U €CTECTBO3HAHMS ero BpeMeHn”.* bapT peaiusyeT 3Ty TeOJIOrMYECKYIO
3amavyy Ha MaTepuraje WHol ¢hriocodr M MHON HayKH.

BaxxHO OTMETHTH, YTO TPYIHOCTH B peajn3alliyd JIOO0O0TO IpOoeKTa MOCTPOCHUS
cBOOOMHOM OT MeTapu3nKu (pritocodrn Kak TAKOBOM ) TSOIOTMH UMEIOT O00bEKTUBHYIO
mpupony. Ham Kaxercs, 9To HecMOTps Ha 3Tu TpynHocTr K. Bapty wacto, HO manmeko
He BCeraa yaaBajioch MOTIMHUTE QMIOCOMCKYIO JOTUKY JIOTUKE TEOJOTMUECKOM, eClin
Mogo00HO0e BOOOIIIE BO3MOXHO.

Cnucox aurepaTypbl laspers K. Filosofiia. M.: Kanon + ROOI
Bart K. Tserkovnaia dogmatika. M: BBI, Reabilitatsiia, 2012. T.2.
2011. T. I, II. Adriaanse H.J. Zu den Sachen selbst.

Bollnov O. Filosofiia ekzistentsializma. Mouton. Gravenhage. 1974.

SPb.: Lan,, 1999. Barth K. Die protestantische Theologie im
Rezvykh T.N., “Rabota F.Ebnera “Slovo 19. Jahrhundert. Zurich: Theologischer

i dukhovnye real’nosti” v kontekste Verlag, 1994.
filosofii dialoga XX veka”, Vestnik Barth K. Fides quaerens intellectum. Ziirich:

PSTGU  Seriia: bogoslovie, filosofiia, Theologischer Verlag, 1931.
religiovedenie. 2016 Ne 6: 62-77. Barth K. Die kirchlische Dogmatik.

Frank S.L. Nepostizhimoe. Sochineniia. Miinchen: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1932.
M.: Pravda, 1990. Bd. I.

4 Barth K. Die protestantische Theologie im 19. Jahrhundert. Zirich: Theologischer Verlag, 1994. 397.
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