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The Road to Humanity

Droga do czlowieczenstwa

Socrates's disciple, Plato, (427-347 B.C.) deepened the thought of his master
about the ideal political system, by comparing the human psyche with the system
of the State.

He taught that man acts under the influence of reason, feelings and emotions.
These elements are contained in the human psyche and, to a varying extent,
determine one's character. In an ideal human being these three elements (rational
cognition, feelings and emotions) are harmoniously combined and, thus, reason
enlightens one's conduct, feelings endow it with warmth, while emotions constitute
the driving power of one's actions.

In society there exist three strata equivalent to the elements in the human
psyche, namely, the labourers, whose main motivation is eaming a living, the
soldiers, who are directed by the emotion of love to their fatherland, and, finally,
the ruling guardians or sages who understand the essence of the world and know
the truth about the ideal system.

Plato ascribes a special role to reason in the life of both the individual and
society, for only rational cognition can give a complete and clear picture of the
world. Emotional response, that is, sensuous cognition, can provide only an obscure
and deformed picture of the world.

Naturally, for Plato the key problem is the formation of the ideal political
system which would function effectively while simultaneously ensuring a harmo-
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nious cooperation of the labourers, the soldiers and the guardians. Thus, it would
be a government by an intellectual elite, sanctioned by their education, wisdom,
knowledge of the ideal system and experience. The elite would exercise dictatorial
power on behalf of the other two social strata deprived of any influence on the
affairs of the state.

In this way the Platonic ideal of a political structure was to be crowned with
a small group of wise men with absolute power, defended by numerous groups
of soldiers and auxiliary forces, and it was to rest on the broad foundation of the
population of traders, craftsmen and farmers. “Until philosophers are kings” —
says Plato — “or the kings and princes of this world have the spirit and power of
philosophy, and political greatness and wisdom meet in one, and those commoner
natures who pursue either to the exclusion of the other are compelled to stand
aside, cities will never have rest from these evils — no, nor the human race, as I
believe — and then only will this our State have a possibility of life and behold
the light of day”.

One may raise a question whether Plato's vision has ever been realised.

Yes, the Platonic ideal of the elite system did find a kind of realisation in
Christian Europe which for a thousand years was ruled by an elite quite similar
to that from Plato's Utopian vision.

Throughout the Middle Ages it was customary to divide Christian humanity
into the classes of laboratores (labourers), bellatores (soldiers) and oratores
(clergy). The latter group, though numerically small, monopolised the means and
possibilities of education and it ruled with an almost unlimited power over half
of the Continent. Following the pattern of Plato's guardians, the clergy obtained
power not by means of popular elections by the people but on the basis of their
own abilities shown during theological studies and in practical management as
well as their inclination to contemplation and simplicity of life style. Celibacy
strengthened their prestige, for they were not burdened with narrow family egoism,
while simultaneously their engrossment in matters of spirit rather than the needs
of the flesh contributed to the reverence shown to the clergy by lay sinners who
abased themselves at the confessional.

The elite of the Church was an aristocracy characterised by an incredible
political insight, so they succeeded in building the most admirable and the most
powerful organisation the world had ever seen.

The Jesuits who for some time ruled in Paraguay were half Platonic guardians;
they constituted a clerical oligarchy which was powerful thanks to their cunning
and knowledge in the milieu of the native population.

What should we say, then, about Plato's political conception?
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The ahistorical vision of the utopian system which was to be realised by
Plato's guardians exerted its influence in the past and it still affects European
thought. The influence is not always advantageous. We remember how much harm
was done by various kinds of utopian visions which apparently were meant to
save the world while harbouring a tendency to make people happy by force. The
idea was to employ force to make happy those “little ones” who are not mature
enough or who cannot understand the proclaimed “truths”, known only to the
ruling guardians.

Plato's Utopia was strictly connected with the faith in the existence of eternal
and unchangeable natural laws, the faith deeply rooted in the mentality of the
world of antiquity.

The development of ancient Cities — States was accompanied by philosophical
reflections concerning the essence of the social order which maintains ties between
people.

In the 5™ and 4™ centuries B.C., a group of philosophers known as the
Sophists introduced a distinction between “physis”, the natural order, and “nomos”,
the established order. The former was eternal, given by God, while the latter was
restricted in time and established by human beings for practical needs. According
to some, it was to serve the powerful (and those who had power), while according
to others — it was to protect the weak.

The relativism of the established law — according to the Sophists — does not
lead to social stability, hence natural law should constitute only an indicator
determining the direction of the evolution of the society. For the human being,
thanks to his reason, can distinguish between evil and good and should therefore
direct his conduct accordingly.

Accepting the possibility of knowing the natural order, Socrates, Plato, as
well as Aristotle, wanted to evaluate the established law on the basis of this order.
However, they limited the cognition of the whole truth and full enjoyment of life
to a small group of people, distinguished by talents, birth, wealth and education.
And by education they understood the formation of character as a result of living
in a respectable family and respectable state.

The Stoics who appeared at the beginning of the 3™ century B.C. introduced
a radical change by proclaiming one equal law of nature for everybody. In their
opinion the ability of rational thinking characterizes all human beings rather than
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only a small elite of the citizens of the City —~ State. According to the Stoics, the
state of nature expresses social harmony, achieved as a result of the rational
behaviour of human beings. However, human egoism disturbs this natural harmony
and, therefore, the task of the positive law is to recover the lost natural order. In
the view of the Stoics, life in harmony with reason is a natural life as well as
moral life, since the laws of nature are identical with moral norms.

For the conception of the law of nature, of great significance was the jus
gentium, that is, the law of nations applied in ancient Rome to the Romans and
non-Romans.

Jus gentium was a system of practical rules used by Roman officials. It was
neither an established law nor a result of developing some philosophical premises;
it was a collection of practical principles applied to all peoples; with the passage
of time it was eventually identified with natural law.

On the other hand, Saint Augustine (354-430) taught that before committing
the original sin man lived under natural law and he was then free and happy.
Only the original sin made him a helpless prisoner of the deserved punishment
such as the positive law.

In medieval Europe it was the Church that was the main centre of science
and education, so it was also up to the Church to work out a theory of law which
would meet the needs of the times.

Ancient conceptions could certainly be adopted but the popularization of the
views of pagan thinkers could easily lead to an erosion of the authority of the
Church. The dilemma was solved in the 12% century by the father of the canon
law, Gratian, who reconciled the natural law of antiquity and the revealed divine
law of the Old and New Testaments. Thus, instead of accepting the “golden rule”,
which claimed “Do to others whatever you would like people to do to you”, he
proclaimed Christ's command — “Love thy neighbour as thou love thyself”.

If in antiquity the idea of harmony was predominant, in the Middle Ages
this role was played by the idea of hierarchy. Perhaps the most emphatic expression
of this idea is to be found in the system of Saint Thomas Aquinas which resembles
a hierarchically rising structure of the Gothic castle. St. Thomas taught that the
rungs of the universe are eternal and unchangeable; that every fragment of the
hierarchic construction serves its own proper function, subordinated to the higher
elements of the structure. Each component and all the rungs of the structure —
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tied by the links of mutual interdependence — had to move towards God who is
the ultimate aim.

And thus in the 13" century St. Thomas Aquinas worked out a coherent
system which also took into account the relations between the eternal divine law,
natural law and human law, thus connecting ancient concepts and the needs of
the Church. The eternal law — according to St. Thomas — is God's reason, and
although in its full perfection it is unfathomable for man, it can nevertheless be
partly comprehended by the mortals thanks to the revelation and due to the
functioning of human reason. In turn, natural law — “Which is nothing else but
only a manifestation of the participation of rational beings in eternal law” —
contains rules which man can formulate as a result of participating in the eternal
law. On the other hand, the human law is a specific application of natural law
in the life of the society.

What seems most striking in the Thomistic conception is the uncompromising
appeal to the reason and wisdom of God. Other Scholastics, such as John Duns
Scotus, William Ockham, or Francesco Suarez thought that it was God's will
rather than God's reason that constituted a source of natural law.

The medieval vision of the world was undoubtedly simple, understandable,
appealing with its images to man's imagination. The idea of the hierarchy permeating
the social structure determined the human picture of the world which constituted
a coherent whole. It had one language — Latin, one faith — Christianity, one capital
— Rome, one superior authority — the Pope, one organisational pillar — the Church.
That world of the faithful was opposed to the world of the unfaithful. Although
the Papacy and the Empire fought fierce battles for the power over this world, it
did not change the fact that in human imagination it was a consistent conception.

However, the intellectual climate in which the Middle Ages were drawing to
their end was one of tensions and anxieties caused by various factors operating
with different force, among others, by the growth of competing Christian denomi-
nations, the birth of national states, the anthropocentrism of Italian humanists or
the advances made in natural sciences.

The breakdown of Christian unity was caused by various differences in the
uderstanding of fundamental principles, leading to the differentation of judgements.
Machiavelli even openly postulated pluralism, that is, the coexistence of absolutely
different moral systems, and advised his Prince to utilise both Christian ethics
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and pagan ethics, depending on the needs of the republic. Italian humanists —
especially their idea of the “manly man” (vir virtutis) who, thanks to his physical,
intellectual and moral power can overcome all life obstacles and even oppose the
fate — paved the way to individualism. And the appearance of national states
makes the question about whether the relations between states are to be based
only on force still topical.

Europe entered the age of deep intellectual ferment.

The development of natural sciences indicated the need to follow natural
phenomena and, analogously, to subject social phenomena to a rational and critical
scrutiny and thus provide a rational justification of natural law.

This task was accomplished in the 170 century by Hugo Grotius (1583-1645)
who, while referring to the Stoics, thought that the universe is permeated with
the rational law of nature. In his opinion, in man natural law appears as principles
resulting from the essence of human nature. They are unchangeable but compre-
hensible. They distinguish the human being from animals by the desire of peaceful
co-existence with others. The rules of the law of nature command: to keep promises,
to acknowledge the equality of men, to observe rightness and justice, to take the
parental responsibility for children, and also to remain faithful in marriage. In
this way Europe was provided with new, universal moral standards, independent
of the Church and the Holy Gospel, but not restricted to narrow national traditions,
either. It was believed that the new principles result from the nature of the human
being, and that they are binding for all, both the rulers and the subjects.

For Grotius the law of nature has a broader scope, because — in his opinion
— it also regulates relations between sovereign states treated as moral subjects.
Grotius was aware of the fact that not all the principles of natural law (e.g. the
duty of parental care or marital fidelity) can be applied to relations between states.
That is why he lay special emphasis on the duty of keeping promises both by
individuals and by the states, regarding this rule as a basic condition of state and
international order.

In the middle of the 17" century, experiencing the drama of the Civil War
in England, Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) made use of the idea of social contract
to justify the absolute power of the ruler who — in his opinion — was the only
guarantor of order. He thought that people in the state of nature are egoists, cruel
to each other. Therefore, in order, to prevent the devastating, mutual brutality,
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they decide — by way of contract — to subordinate themselves to a sovereign who
becomes a social Leviathan. The only possible protection of the individual against
the unlimited power of the sovereign is to be found in moral rules, contained in
natural law, which — depending on his will — are used by the absolute ruler,
responsible only to God.

In the next generation a milder version of social contract was proclaimed by
John Locke (1632-1704). By that time the situation had changed since the reign
of the Stuarts had revealed the pitfalls of absolutist rules, enslaving the subjects.
That is why Locke claimed that people did not transfer all their rights to the
sovereign but only entrusted him with the duty of protecting the legal order and
care for the safety of the citizens. On the other hand, different natural laws,
inseparably connected with the personality of the individual and constituting his
property, are retained by the individual because they constitute — according to
Locke — the essence of humanity. In this way Locke attempted to protect the
individual from arbitrary decisions of the sovereign.

In 18th-century France the defence of the individual against absolutist mon-
archy was undertaken by Montesquieu (1689-1755) and Rousseau (1712-1778).
The former maintained that natural laws precede all social bonds and are therefore
superior in relation to both religious and state commands. On the other hand,
Rousseau claimed that man, untainted by civilisation, “the innocent savage”,
although he does not yet determine his conduct on the basis of reason, nevertheless
possesses an instinct of self-defence and instinctive sympathy for the wronged.
Rousseau believed that by social contract individuals do not transfer their rights
to the sovereign but to the society as a whole, and therefore its general will is
the only guarantor of freedom and equality. “Therefore 1 claim” — says Rousseau
— “that sovereignty, being nothing but the exercise of the general will, can never
be alienated, and that the sovereign power, which is only a collective being, can
be represented by itself alone; power indeed can be transmitted, but not will”.

It is not surprising, therefore, that Rousseau's doctrine became the philosophy
of the French Revolution.

The European Enlightenment differs radically from the American Enlighten-
ment; the former replaces faith in God with faith in Reason, while the latter turns
Reason into a eulogist of God.
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The European Enlightenment removes God from the universe or restricts His
role to that of the Great Clock Maker who had created the world only to stop
dealing with it altogether. On the other hand, the American Enlightenment is
convinced of the perfection of God's order, about the priority of laws given to
man by God, about the limitation of all human authorities and about the unceasing
battle against the forces of evil, threatening the world and man.

When Jefferson was drafting the Declaration of Independence, the population
of the thirteen colonies fighting for independence reached about 2.5 million, of
which about half represented various denominations of Puritanism and related
sects. It was just Puritanism that shaped the mentality of American colonists,
inculcating in them — along with deep faith — the command: rationality, practicality
and modesty in both private and public life. Puritan piety demanded from the
faithful the reverence of God through honesty, severe life, and hard work, but
also knowledge of the world.

On the other hand, the philosophers of the French Enlightenment and their
revolutionary successors treated reason as an objective historical force which —
when liberated from the chains of despotism —~ would make the world a realm of
progress and happiness. In their opinion, all that exists demands a legitimisation
by reason, which is nothing else but a totality of the possibilities of nature and
man.

In this respect quite illustrative is Rousseau when in his famous Discours sur
les sciences et les arts (1750) he says: “It is a great and fine thing to see with
one's own eyes how man, by his own efforts, somehow soars out of nothingness;
when with the light of his reason he dispels darkness”. And Hegel says: “Reason
is the autonomous lawgiver and cannot adopt norms from any other agency in
earth or in heaven”.

While rejecting religious dogmas, the European Enlightenment brought people
a new promise. A rationally operating authority was to make man happy here,
on earth, that is, something that religion had never succeeded in doing. The point
was to make life concur with nature, to allow reason to unveil the authentic world,
the natural world, the world of order and harmony, and distinguish it from the
world of appearances, injustice and exploitation.

The inhabitants of the New World, although their roots were deeply fixed in
European tradition, could not accept that philosophy. The new situation gave birth
to a new way of thinking; even though the colonists tried to imitate Europe, they
first had to adapt themselves to the living conditions in the new continent. First
of all, they were bound by the ties of religion, the person of the pastor, austerity
of life, unshakeable belief in the divine order of the universe which is constantly
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threatened by the satanic forces of evil both in the universe and in the human
soul. The Bible was for them a foundation which enabled an understanding of all
events they encountered in their hard life. They thought that reason enables the
cognition of the world, revealing the divine wisdom and that a deeper knowledge
of this world brings man closer to God. Their religious faith was intertwined with
an apotheosis of reason and knowledge.

The colonists desired clear and obvious truths, which would concur with
reason and experience. Thus, they accepted Locke's doctrine which, in their eyes,
was a formulation of obvious truths, for it spoke, among others, about inalienable,
natural rights of man. Locke did not have to convince the colonists; he merely
reinforced their convictions.

The colonists rejected all ideas about the authoritative rules of sages or
guardians. Jefferson simply called Platonic ideas of political system sheer “non-
sense”. In the New World people unshakeably believed in the republican system,
because they thought that the authorities cease to threaten the freedom of the
citizens only when nobody can rise above the others.

Both republicanism and rationalism of the Americans were deeply rooted in
religion which accompanied them in their daily life. Colonial America was the
country of believers. From the very beginning it was religion that constituted one
of the most significant aspects of the American experiment. Alter all, it was
initiated by the Puritan Pilgrims travelling to the Promised Land. But even later
on, in spite of the secularisation that was spreading in subsequent periods, the
inhabitants of the New World did not surrender the support provided by the Bible.
Also in the 187 century, the preacher was one of the most important figures to
reckon with in the American scene.

Since the 19" century there has been taking place an advancing process of
industrialisation in Western Europe, and then in the United States. The process
of industrialisation brought with it some radical changes in the mentality of
societies. Among others, there occurred a considerable rise in the population of
cities, known as urbanisation. There followed an increased mobility of population
which was moving mainly from the countryside to the cities. There appeared
advanced division of labour and unprecedented development of communication.
Education became more widespread as a result of compulsory school training.
Driven by the idea of constant progress and the accumulation of wealth, the
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economy caused an intensification of modernisation and innovation. Industrialism
demanded rational and effective operation, that is, a selection of proper means
and methods to achieve a desired end. Life styles were becoming similar to each
other, resulting in an apparent cultural unification, in spite of the fact that differ-
entiation, assuming a variety of forms, is and will still be a feature of genuine
humanity.

Today cultural variety has become an acknowledged feature of modern society,
It seems that we have gone a long way away from any apotheosis of any uniformity.
Modern society is characterised by various visions of a good system and of worthy
life. People tied with common language, religion or tradition form more or less
compact groups which often look with mistrust or even hostility at their neighbours
when they speak a different language, observe different traditions, profess different
views, or attend churches of other denominations. To describe these differences
we usually use the term “pluralism” which is meant to denote the differentiation
of modern society. Such differentiation has always existed but today it has become
part of our awareness; it is a natural consequence of the development of human
qualities, especially in the climate of freedom, which has led man to self-awareness
of his identity and sense of dignity.

The multiplicity and dissimilarity of people whose features cannot be compared
or evaluated because we have no valid and legitimate criteria for such comparison
or evaluation, has become and unquestionable truth. We can merely ascertain their
dissimilarity. People cannot be seen or painted with one colour only. The beauty
of our world consists in its variety. It should be accepted that humanity does not
develop according to one pattern but through various cultures, each of which has
its own laws.

If pluralism is a reality of our modernity, if it speaks about the development
of the society and constitutes an expression of its greater maturity, then in such
a situation we need a new conception of the state which would enable the
co-existence of people who think and feel differently. The new state which should
correspond to the new pluralistic society should provide for it an organisational
framework. It should establish procedures necessary for an unbiased confrontation
of various views. Under no circumstances should it express any ideology. Its main
feature must therefore be an absolute ideological neutrality and absolute tolerance
in respect to the professed views. At the same time the new state should embrace
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an absolute rule which would enable the recalling of the government which
exercised its powers in an unsatisfactory way. The ruled should have a right to
decide about the ruling.

The conception of a system which would look for a modus vivendi for the
pluralistic society is unquestionably difficult to achieve, for it is based only on
mutual toleration and good will of those participating in the negotiation process.
But it is perhaps the only road leading to a peaceful and voluntary co-existence
of the pluralistic society, if we treat it as the highest form of the existence of
open society.

And speaking about open society Karl Popper says: “...if we want to remain
human beings ~ we must have the courage to aspire to open society”; he then
adds: “We must dive deep into the unknown, the uncertain and the dangerous,
taking advantage of all our reason to create security and freedom”.

Our subjectiveness and our dignity spring from our humanity, that is, from
our rational self-determination, not from our life style or our tradition, and even
less from this or that ideology.

Obviously, in practice we are bound to maintain a balance between all the
elements which shape our lives, yet constantly bearing in mind our humanity.

In these remarks a special place is reserved for Immanuel Kant (1724-1804)
who achieved a Copernican breakthrough in approaching human dignity, by claim-
ing that the human being can never be treated instrumentally. His views also close
our considerations.

It is Kant's great merit to show that we cognize the external world only as
our impression and the consciousness is by no means a passive “tabula rasa” but
an active force by means of which our impressions — once they have entered our
consciousness — are selected and constructively worked out.

But Kant also taught that the foundation of human ethics has an absolute
value, that is, it does not result either from the doubtful sensuous experience or
from uncertain inductions of experimental knowledge; nor is it justified by fallible
reason.

According to Kant, the foundation of ethics has an a priori character and it
has a universal and necessary significance, similarly to the absolute principles of
mathematics.
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This a priori, universal and unconditional ethical principle constitutes the
categorical imperative of our conscience which commands; “act as if the principle
of your action was to become a universal law of nature through the power of
your will”.

The ethical imperative is also manifested as a live and direct intuition which
says that we should avoid acts which — if all people committed them -~ would
make social life impossible. For instance, a lie may temporarily help me out of
an inconvenient situation, yet “I shall be immediately aware of the fact that
although I want the lie, nevertheless, 1 certainly do not wish the lie to become a
universal law; in such a situation no promise would have any value”. Hence, there
is awakened in me a sense that I should not lie even for the sake of my own
advantage.

The philosophy of the 20" century assumed a very harsh attitude towards
Kant's ethics, with its teaching about the inborn ethical sense, a priori and absolute.
The science of evolution has shown unequivocally that the awareness of duty is
a superimposition of the social character on individual psyche, that conscience
comes into being by way of gradual development, although the social disposition,
in an unclear form, should be regarded as an inborn feature.

Nevertheless, it should be remarked, that after over a century of objections
against Kant's ethics, we find ourselves again in the chaos of metropolitan sensuality,
of disregard of morality and ruthless individualism which has not been harnessed
either by democratic conscience or by the aristocratic sense of honour. Hence,
we may soon see the day when our culture, threatened by decline, again pays
homage to Kant's ethical imperative.
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ponoszenie odpowiedzialnosci rodzicielskiej za dzieci, a takze dochowywanie wierno$ci malzenskiej.
W ten spos6b Europa otrzymata nowe, powszechne standardy moralne, niezaleznie od Kosciota i
Pisma Swigtego. W potowie XVII wieku Thomas Hobbes, przezywajacy dramat angielskiej wojny
domowej, postuzyl si¢ ideq umowy spolecznej dla uzasadnicnia absolutnej wladzy panujacego,
jedynego — jego zdaniem - gwaranta tadu i porzadku. Uwazal, ze ludzie w stanie natury sg
egoistyczni i okrutni wobec siebie. Dlatego decydujg si¢ na drodze umowy podda¢ si¢ absolutnemu
suwerenowi, ktory staje si¢ spolecznym Lewiatanem. Lagodniejsza wersj¢ umowy spolecznej glosi
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jedno pokolenie pézniej J. Locke, twierdzac, ze ludzie nie przekazali suwerenowi wszystkich swych
praw, ale jedynie powierzyli mu obowiazek zapewnienia porzadku prawnego i troskg o bezpieczen-
stwo obywateli. Inne natomiast prawa naturalne, wiazace si¢ nierozerwalnie z osobowoscia czto-
wieka i jego wlasnoscia, zachowuje jednostka, gdyz stanowia one — zdaniem Locke'a — istote
cztowieczenstwa. W XVIII-wiecznej Francji obrong jednostki przed absolutng monarchia gloszq
Montesquieu i Rousseau. Pierwszy utrzymywal, ze naturalne prawa poprzedzajg wszelkie zwiazki
spoleczne i wobec tego sa nadrzgdne tak wobec nakazéw religijnych, jak i panstwowych. Drugi,
Rousseau, uwazal, ze ludzie nie moga przekazywaé swych praw naturalnych jednostkowemu
suwerenowi, ale tylko calemu spoleczefistwu. Wowczas wola generalna calego spoleczenstwa jest
gwarancja wolnosci i rownoéci. ,,Twierdz¢ — méwi Rousseau — ze suwerenno$¢ polegajaca jedynie
na sprawowaniu woli powszechnej, nie moze nigdy podlegaé odstapieniu i ze zwierzchnik, bedacy
istota zbiorowa, moze by¢ reprezentowany tylko przez samego siebie [..]”. Nic dziwnego, ze
doktryna Rousseau staje si¢ filozofia Rewolucji Francuskie;j.

LI

Na krgtych drogach wiodacych do pelnego uznania czlowieczenstwa nalezy zatrzymaé si¢
przy nowym punkcie, nazwanym ,relacje”. Chodzi po prostu o stosunek rozumu do wiary, ktory
to stosunek zdecydowanie roznie uksztaltowal si¢ w starej Europie w poréwnaniu z Nowym
Swiatem. Innymi slowy — oswiecenie europejskie w tej materii rézni si¢ zasadniczo od o§wiecenia
amerykanskiego. Pierwsze zamienia wiar¢ w Boga w wiar¢ w Rozum, drugie czyni z Rozumu
chwalcg Boga. Oswiecenie europejskie usuwa Boga z Wszech§wiata, albo Go ogranicza do roli
Wielkiego Zegarmistrza, ktory stworzyl wszechswiat, aby potem wigcej si¢ nim nie zajmowac.
Oswiecenie amerykanskie natomiast jest przekonane o doskonatosci porzadku boskiego, o prymacie
praw nadanych czlowiekowi przez Boga, o ograniczono$ci wszelkich ludzkich autorytetow oraz o
nieustajacej walce z sitami zla, grozacymi $wiatu i czlowiekowi. Odrzucajac religijne dogmaty,
oswiecenie europejskie nioslo ludziom nowa obietnicg. Racjonalnie dzialajaca wladza miala
uszczedliwi¢ cztowieka tu na ziemi, czego nigdy wczeéniej nie udato si¢ uczynié religii. ,,Rozum
jest autonomicznym prawodawca — mowi Hegel — i nie moze przejmowaé norm od jakiejkolwiek
innej instancji na ziemi lub w niebie”.

Mieszkancy Nowego Swiata, mimo ze swymi korzeniami glgboko tkwili w tradycji europe-
jskiej, nie mogli akceptowaé takiej filozofii. Nowa sytuacja rodzila nowy sposob myslenia. Nawet
jesli kolonisci starali si¢ nasladowaé Europg, musieli dostosowa¢ si¢ do warunkéw zycia na nowym
kontynencie. Przede wszystkim taczyta ich wigz religijna, osoba pastora, surowos$¢ zycia, niezach-
wiana wiara w boski porzadek wszech$wiata, ktéremu stale groza szatanskie sily zla zaréwno we
wszech$§wiecie, jak i w duszy czlowieka. Biblia byla dla nich podstawa rozumienia wszystkich
wydarzefi, z ktorymi stykali si¢ w swym nietatwym zyciu. Uwazali, ze rozum umozliwia poznanie
$wiata, przejawiajacego madro$é boska i ze glgbsza wiedza o nim zbliza czlowieka do Boga. Ich
wiara religijna splatala si¢ z apoteoza rozumu i wiedzy. W obu $wiatach calkowicie réznie
ksztaltowala si¢ relacja rozumu do wiary, stad nasz punkt odniesienia, okre§lony jako ,relacje”.

Je$li pluralizm jest rzeczywistodcia naszej wspoiczesnosci, jesli méwi o rozwoju spo-
feczenstwa i jest wyrazem jego wigkszej dojrzalosci — to w takim wypadku musimy mieé
nowa koncepcjg¢ panstwa, ktére by umozliwitlo koegzystencj¢ réznie myslacych i réznie od-
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czuwajacychludzi. Nowe pafistwo, odpowiadajace pluralistycznemuspoteczenstwu, winno byé dla
niego rama organizacyjng. Winno stworzy¢ proceduralne warunki, aby bezstronnie umozliwié
konfrontacje réznych stanowisk. Nie moze tez pod zadnym pozorem wyrazaé jakiejkolwiek
ideologii. Jego gtowna cecha zatem musi by¢ absolutna neutralno$¢ ideologiczna i absolutna
tolerancja wobec gloszonych pogladow. Jednoczesnie w nowym panstwie musi bezwzglednie
obowiazywaé zasada pozwalajaca na odwolanie rzadu, jesli sprawuje on wiadz¢ w sposéb
niezadowalajacy obywateli. Koncepcja ustrojowa poszukujaca modus vivendi dla spoteczenstwa
pluralistycznego jest bezsprzecznie trudna do realizacji, opiera si¢ bowiem jedynie na wza-
jemnej tolerancji i dobrej woli uczestniczacych w procesie negocjacyjnym. Ale jest to chyba
jedyna droga wiodaca do pokojowej i dobrowolnej koegzystencji pluralistycznego spoleczen-
stwa, jesli je traktujemy jako najwyzsza forme¢ egzystencji ludzkiej. Nasza podmiotowosé
i nasza godno$¢ wyplywaja z naszego cztowieczenstwa, w zadnym wypadku nie wynikaja z
naszego stylu zycia, ani z naszej tradycji, a tym bardziej z takiej lub innej ideologii.

W niniejszych uwagach szczegolne miejsce nalezy sig I. Kantowi, ktéry dokonat kopernikanskiego
zwrotu w pojmowaniu godnosci czlowieka poprzez twierdzenie, ze czlowiek nigdy nie moze byé
traktowany instrumentalnie. Jego tez poglad zamyka te rozwazania. Kant uczyl, ze podstawa etyki
ludzkiej ma walor absolutny, to znaczy nie wynika ona ani z watpliwego zmystowego doswiadczenia,
ani z niepewnych wnioskowan wiedzy doswiadczalnej, ani tez nie jest uzasadniona omylnym rozumem.
Podstawa etyki — zdaniem Kanta — jest aprioryczna oraz ma powszechng i konieczna waznos¢,
podobnie jak absolutne sa zasady matematyki. Owa aprioryczna, powszechna i bezwarunkowa zasada
etyczna jest kategorycznym imperatywem naszego sumienia, nakazujacym: ,Postgpuj tak, jak gdyby
zasada twego postepowania przez potgge twojej woli stac si¢ miata powszechnym prawem natury”.
Dobrze wiemy, ze filozofia XIX wieku surowo obeszla si¢ z etyka Kanta, z jego nauka o przyrodzo-
nym zmy$le moralnym, apriorycznym i absolutnym. Wszakze nauka ewolucji wykazala niedwuznacz-
nie, ze swiadomo$¢ obowiazku jest nawarstwieniem o charakterze spolecznym w psychice jednostki
i ze sumienie powstaje droga stopniowego rozwoju. Wszelako godzi si¢ zauwazy¢, ze po uplywie
ponad stulecia sprzeciwu wzglgdem etyki Kantowskiej, znalezliSmy si¢ znowu w chaosie wielko-
miejskiej zmystowosci, lekcewazenia moralnosci i bezwglednego indywidualizmu, ktéry nie dat sig
ujarzmié¢ ani sumieniu demokratycznemu, ani arystokratycznemu poczuciu honoru. Moze wigc wkrét-
ce nastapi¢ dzien, kiedy nasza kultura, zagrozona rozktadem, ponownie odda hotd Kantowskiemu
imperatywowi etycznemu.

L

Sens niniejszego szkicu poswigconego drodze do czlowieczenstwa najlepiej oddaja pigkne i
glebokie slowa B. Pascala: ,,Czlowiek jest tylko trzcing najwatlejsza w przyrodzie, ale trzcing mys$laca.
Gdyby nawet wszech$wiat go zmiazdzyl, czlowiek bylby i tak czym$ szlachetniejszym niz to, co go
zabija, poniewaz wie, ze umiera i zna przewagg, ktora wszech§wiat ma nad nim, wszech$wiat zas
nie wie nic o tym”.






