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KATETOPMYECKWE
MOPAJIbHBIE TPEBOBAHWI

H. Baxxépcm®

[Ipednpunumaemcs nonsimka  npoOeMOHCHIPUPO-
Bamy, umo mopasvHvle mpeboBaHus KameeopuHHsl 10
cboeii npupode. Omnpabroi moukotl cayxum scce IDxo-
Ha Maxoayaara «6asromces au mopaivtvle mpedoBanus
eunomemuveckumu umnepamubamu» (1987), 6 xomo-
pom 6 nosemuxe c Quaunnoi @ym ymbepikoaemcs, umo
MopasvHble 006006 He3aBucuMblL 0m xeAaHut cydsekma
u, credoBamenvro, A6aawmcs 6 Hekomopom pode Henpe-
n0xHoimu. Tlocae usnroxenusn 63ea2008 Maxdaysaia,
u3yueHus eeo udeu o «3aeAyuleHun» Beex uHvLX coobpa-
JKEeHUTL MOpaAbHbIMU mpeboBanuamu u o0CyxoeHus ee
napmuKyASpucnicKoeo amoca A paccmampubaio Bospa-
JKeHue, C02AaCHO KOMOpoMYy MopaisHbie 00600bL, Kak Ux
npedcmabasem cebe Makoaysaa, yHOAMeHMANIbHO He-
NOAHbL U S0 HE0OCHANOK MOXHO UCNPABUTTY, OAbKO
npubeeHy8 k npakmuueckomy pasymy 6 UCMUHHO KaH-
muanckom oyxe. 5 noxasvibato, umo danHoe Bospaxcerue
HecoCcnosmeAbHo, mak Kak 00bl0eHHbIM MOPAAbHbIM 00-
Booam He mpebyemcs obocHoBanue Pasymom. beccmuic-
AeHHO BbiBo0ums ux us Bvicuieeo NPUHYUNA MOPALU U
UHbLX 0CcHOBONOAOXeHUT payuoHasbHocmu. OObideHHble
00600b1 docmamouHsl camu 1o cebe, a4 UX 3HAUUMOCHID
MOXKHO onpedeauns U 00sACHUMb C HOMOU IO HECKOAb-
Kux cmpameeutl (Hekomopuie U3 Hux 6 WupoKkom cmoicae
apucmomesuanckue, Opyaue ONUpamcs Ha Kanmobekyio
opmyay uesoBeurocmu), mem camuiM 000cHoBbI6a5 ma-
Kkue 00600b. u npudabas um Becomocms. Xoms paccma-
mpubaemoe Bospaxerue U 0kasblBaemcs HeCOCMoAmeNb-
HbIM, pecpaexcus Ha 0aHHYI0 memy no3Bosem coeaams
6v1600 0 mMOM, UMO KAHMUAHCKUE UOeU MORYIM Cblepants
3HAuUMmMesvHYy0 poss 6 maxdayssiobckom Bocnpusmuu
MOPANLHBIX PACCYIKOEHUTL 1 MOPAALHO20 BOCNUMAHUA.

KatoueBvie caoBa: oose, Kanm, Maxoaysaa, mo-
paas, 00a3amesscmbo, 00AKHOe, NAPMUKYAAPUIM, Pa-
3yM, 0060001, 3a2ayuieHue

!Yrausepcurer Kynrc, Kvarcron.

Kanamna, K7L 3N6, OnTapno, Kunrcron, bernep-nernis, 49,
J>xoH-YoTtcoH-X0IuT.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 28.10.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-2

CATEGORICAL
MORAL REQUIREMENTS

D. Bakhurst!

This paper defends the doctrine that moral require-
ments are categorical in nature. My point of departure
is John McDowell’s 1978 essay, “Are Moral Require-
ments Hypothetical Imperatives?”, in which McDow-
ell argues, against Philippa Foot, that moral reasons
are not conditional upon agents’ desires and are, in a
certain sense, inescapable. After expounding McDow-
ell’s view, exploring his idea that moral requirements
“silence” other considerations and discussing its par-
ticularist ethos, I address an objection that moral rea-
sons, as McDowell conceives them, are fundamentally
incomplete in ways only a full-bloodedly Kantian ap-
peal to pure practical reason can remedy. I conclude
that the objection fails: ordinary moral reasons do not
stand in need of a grounding in Reason. There is no
prospect of deriving them from a supreme principle
of morality or other canons of rationality. Ordinary
reasons are sufficient in themselves, though their sig-
nificance can be elucidated and illuminated by various
strategies — some broadly Aristotelian, some drawing
inspiration from Kant’s formula of humanity — in
ways that can strengthen and vindicate them. Not-
withstanding the failure of the objection, I conclude
by reflecting on how Kantian insights can yet play a
significant role in a McDowellian view of moral delib-
eration and moral education.
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gation, ought, particularism, Reason, reasons, silen-
cing

!Queen’s University, Kingston, Canada.

John Watson Hall, 49 Bader Lane, Kingston, Ontario,
K7L 3N6, Canada.

Received: 28.10.2021.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-1-2

KanmoBexuir cooprux. 2022. T. 41, Ne 1. C. 40 —59.

Kantian Journal, 2022, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 40-59.



1. BBemenme

Hepasymno crioputh 0 TOM, Kakasl U3 KaHTOB-
CKVIX KOHIICIIIIMYI HanbosIee M3BeCcTHa, HO eCyIv Obl
KTO-TO BBIHY>K/IeH ObIT BBICKa3aThCsl II0 3TOMY IIO-
BOIY, TO yUeHIe O MOpaJIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMSX, Ha-
KJTQIbIBAOIIMX KaTeropuyecKre o0s3aTeIbCTBa,
HEeCOMHEHHO, IIpVBIIEKII0 Obl K ceOe BHMMaHMe.
Yuenne 310 He mpocTo m3BecTHO. Kpome mpoue-
IO, OHO ellle VI BEPHO VIV, eCIIV BBIpaXkaThcsl Ooslee
OCTOPOXKHO, BepHa Mjes, jleXXalllasd B ero OCHOBe,
a MIMEeHHO IIpeJiCTaB/IeHVie O TOM, YTO MOpaJIbHbIe
TpeboBaHMs 0e3ycIOBHBI, TaK KaK IIpeIChIBa-
0T, YTO JOJDKHO (VUIM He JOJDKHO) [leJlaTh, He IIpU-
HMMas BO BHUMaHVe HUKaKvie MHbIe JOBOIBI VI
IIPOAMKTOBaHHbIe CKJIIOHHOCTBIO JIVI0O KOPBICTHBIM
VMHTepecoM IIOOYXXIeHMs, a TakXe IIpOTUBOpeYa-
IIVie TIPeAIIVICAaHVISIM MOPaJIVI COOOpakeHMs 1 pas-
MBIIIUIEHVSI O BO3MOXXHBIX ITOCJIEZICTBUSIX. Tpebo-
BaHVe MOpaJIv BCerzla CrIbHee CIyJariHbIX 1IeJIevi,
JKeJlaHUW 1 CKJIOHHOCTel. OHO mMeeT popMy «JIe-
J1avi x», a He «aeJ1avi X, eCJIVI XOUeIIb ». OHo 00Bek-
TMBHO, 00s13aTeJIBHO VI He TIOMJIEXIT OOCYXKIIeHIIO .

Koneuno, mMHorme duiocodsl cumTaroT, 4TO
3Ta vijlesl HeBepHa, a JIpyrie HaxoIsaT ee MajloBpa-
3ymutesnbHOV. [TogoOHbIe B3MIISABI MOXKHO BCTpe-
TUTB B pabOoTax HOHKOIHUTWMBICTOB, KOTOpPBIE, CITe-
nys 3a FOMom, HaxoaT 00BEKTMBHBIE MOpaJIbHbIE
JIOBObI HEJIONYCTMMO 3araJlOuYHbIMU U He BUIAT
CMBICJIa B TIOOYXX[IeHMsX, He OOyCIIOBJIEHHBIX TaK
VWM MHade XejlaHuAMN. [pyrue ke dputocodsl,
KPUTWYECKM HaCTPOeHHbIe K HOHKOTHUTVBU3MY,
TeM He MeHee BpaX/1eOHO OTHOCATCS K 1ijiee KarTe-
ropudeckmx TpeboBaHMIA, 110 KpariHell Mepe ecjIn
OHM pacCMaTPUBAIOTCA B JEOHTOJIOIMYECKMX PaM-
kax. Hampumep, Dnmzaber DHCKOM ceTyeT, Kak

2B «OcHoBorosio)XeHmn K Metadmsuke HpaBoB» Kaut
rmret: «Kareropmaecknm nMirepaTBoM ObUT ObI TAKOVL,
KOTOPBIV IIPefCTaB/IsUl Obl KaKoe-HUOyIb AeVICTBIe KaK
[HEOOXOMMMOE] camo 1o cebe, ©e3 OTHOIIEHMST K MHO
nemn». Takme TpeOoBaHMS ecTecTBeHHBIM 00pasoM 00-
YCIIOBJIEHBI CIIOCOOHOCTBIO CyOBEKTa COBEPIINTH COOT-
BETCTBYIOIIlee [IeVICTBUe: HeJlb3sg TpeboBaTh OT desioBeKa
CIleJIaTh TO, YTO B OyKBaJIBHOM CMBIC/IE HEBO3MOXKHO («TBI
JIOJDKEH, 3HAYMT, Thl MOXelb») (AA 04, S. 414; Kanr,
1997a, c. 123).

D. Bakhurst

1. Introduction

It would be foolish to debate which of
Kant’s doctrines is most famous, but if one
were forced to venture an opinion on the sub-
ject, the doctrine that moral requirements bind
us categorially would surely be a contend-
er. Moreover, the doctrine is not just famous.
It is also true or, to be more circumspect, the
idea at the heart of Kant’s doctrine is true.
This is the insight that a moral requirement
is unconditional in the sense that it identi-
fies something you should (or should not) do
notwithstanding any other reasons you may
have, reasons of inclination or self-interest, or
other-regarding reasons in tension with the
dictates of morality, or considerations about
outcomes. The requirement is prior to your
particular contingent ends, desires or inclina-
tions: Its form is not “If you want y, do x!”, but
“Do x!” It is objective, necessary and non-ne-
gotiable.?

Of course, many philosophers contend that
this idea is not true, and some find it scarce-
ly intelligible. Such a view is familiar from the
writings of non-cognitivists, who, taking their
lead from Hume, find objective moral reasons
intolerably mysterious, and make no sense of
reasons for action not somehow conditional on
desires. Other philosophers, who are critical of
non-cognitivism, are nonetheless hostile to the
idea of categorical requirements, at least if they
are understood in a deontological framework.
Elizabeth Anscombe, for instance, famous-

2 As Kant puts it in the Groundwork, “The categorical
imperative would be that which represented an action
as objectively necessary of itself, without reference
to another end”. Such requirements are of course
conditional upon one’s power to do the represented
action: you cannot be required to do what it is literally
impossible to do (“ought implies can”) (GMS, AA 04,
p. 414; Kant, 1998, p. 25).
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M3BECTHO, IO IIOBOAY «TMITHOTM3UPYIOIIEro» Xa-
paKkTepa, IPUIIMCHIBAEMOTIO MOPaJIbHOMY [IOJIKEH-
CTBOBAHWIO, VI CUNTAET, UYTO «IIOHSATWS 00sI3aHHO-
CTU U JI0JITa (TO eCTb MOpaAbHOtl OOS3aHHOCTU U
MOpaAbH020 [I0JITa), IIPaBUJIBHOTO 1 HelIpaBUJIbHO-
IO C MOPAAbHOT MOUKU 3peHUs, a TaKXKe MOPAAbHO-
20 4yBCTBa “HOJDKeHCTBOBaHMS [TOJDKHBI OBITH OT-
OpoIIIeHBl, eciIV TOIIBKO 3TO IICUXOJIOTMYeCcK BO3-
MOYXHO; TIOTOMY 4YTO OHU SIBJISIOTCS IIepeXMTKa-
MM VI JTayKe IIPOM3BOTHBIMY OT IIEPEXVTKOB Oosiee
PpaHHEN STUYeCKOV KOHIIEIII, Oes KOTOpOVI OHU
IIOIPOCTY BpeOHOCHB» (Anscombe, 1958, p. 1).
Borree paHHSIS KOHIENINS — 3TO OOXKECTBEHHBIN
3aKoH. Vmes Ge3ycJIOBHBIX MOpPaJIBHBIX TpeboBa-
HUV, oOpaMJleHHasl OJITOM ¥ 3aKOHOM, IIpeBpa-
IIaeTcs B IpedpacCyoK, Korja ee HOPMAaTUBHBIN
aBTOpPUTET OOJIbIIIe He KOPEHWUTCH B CJIOBE OOXKbEM.

Kax u cienyet oxmmars, DHCKOM He B BOCTOP-
re ot Kanrta. OHa BeIcMeMBaeT ero IpefcTaBjieHye
0 MOpaJIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMX, IIPOVCTEKAIOIINX 13
aKTOB «3aKOHOMATeIbCTBA IJIS caMoro cebdsi», m
yTBepXKIaeT, YTO KAaHTOBCKME «PUTOPUCTIYecKue
yOexmeHNs» He MO3BOIMIIN €My OCO3HATh, 4TO
dopmyria BceoOmrero 3akoHa Oecrioie3Ha, ITOKa
MBI He OITpele/INMCs ¢ HafljleXXalllyIM OIVCaHVeM
paccMarpuBaemoro fevictsus» (Ibid., p. 2). Jaee
OHa ceTyeT Ha KaHTOBCKOe ITPOTVBOIIOCTaBJIeHe
HeVICTBYSL M3 JI0JITa VI IEVICTBYISL I3 YIIOBOJIBCTBIAS,
VIV JK€ JEeVICTBUS, ITPOAVKTOBAHHOIO ITPUPOHAON
uestoBeka’. I, KpoMe Toro, DHCKoM y1ipekaet Kan-
Ta B M300pa’keHMV JOJDKEHCTBOBAHNIS B BUJIE «He-
3aKOHHOPOX/IEHHOTO OTIIPBICKA UMCTOVI IIPaKTU-
YeCKOVI BOJIVI, IIpVHAIJIeKaIen VMHTeUINT MO Ib-
HOMY MVPY, ¥ 9yBCTBEHHBIX JKeJIaHUT 1 CKJIOHHO-
crer» (Anscombe, 2005, p. 200)*.

3V e, Kak IAIIET DHCKOM, IeVICTBIS, IIPOIMKTOBAH-
HOTO TeM, YTO «BbI SBJISIeTeCh CYIECTBOM TOTO COpPTa,
ubert popMe XVM3HM CBOVICTBEHHO IIOCTYIIaTh MMEHHO Ta-
KM obpaszom» (Anscombe, 2005, p. 196).

4 DHCKOM ObUIa OYeHb OBOJIBHA 3TOV MeTadpopoit u
BHOBb VCIIOJIb30B/Ia €e B 3aK/IIOUeHUV CBOell paboTbl,
Vs B 3aBeplamollyo ataky Ha Kanta: «Bo BceMm sToM
[zenoBegeckoM mevicTBMI] JKeJTaHMS M CKJIIOHHOCTV UT'pa-
10T 3HAYNTEJILHYIO POJIb, IIPU 9TOM MHOTHE U3 HIX IIPU-
HajyleXXaT K MUPY 9yBCTBEHHOTO, a IPYyTrie IOPOXKIEHBI
BOOOpaKeHVIEM ¥ MHTEUIEKTOM: OHM He IIafiias MaTb
“Mopasvtozo” OoaxercmBobarus, cobrIasHSIONIAS UNCTYIO
VIHTEJUIUTMOeIbHYIO BOJIIO, YTOOBI IIOPOAUTH ero» (Ans-
combe, 2005, p. 206).
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ly laments the “mesmerising” character attrib-
uted to the “moral ought” and ventures that
“the concepts of obligation, and duty — moral
obligation and moral duty, that is to say — and
of what is morally right and wrong, and of the
moral sense of ‘ought’, ought to be jettisoned if
this is psychologically possible; because they
are survivals, or derivatives of survivals, from
an earlier conception of ethics which no longer
generally survives, and are only harmful with-
out it” (Anscombe, 1958, p. 1). That earlier con-
ception is an ethics of divine law. The idea of
unconditional moral requirements, in a frame-
work of duty and law, becomes mere supersti-
tion without the thought that their normative
authority is derived from the word of God.

As one might expect, Anscombe has little
time for Kant. She mocks the notion that moral
requirements issue from acts of “legislating for
oneself” and argues that Kant’s “rigoristic con-
victions” caused him to ignore the fact that the
formula of universal law is useless unless we
decide on the proper description of the action
under consideration (ibid., p. 2). She bemoans
Kant’s opposing acting from duty to acting
from pleasure or from one’s nature.* And she
scorns Kant for portraying the moral ought as
“a bastard progeny of the pure practical will,
belonging to the intelligible world, and sensu-
ous desires and inclinations” (Anscombe, 2005,
p- 200).*

In this paper, I will defend the idea that
moral requirements are categorical. But my
defence will not be full-bloodedly Kantian. In-

*Or, as Anscombe puts it, acting “because you are the
sort of creature to whose form of life it belongs to do that
in that sort of way” (Anscombe, 2005, p. 196).

* Anscombe was proud of this metaphor and uses it again
at the conclusion of her paper where she takes a parting
swipe at Kant: “In all this [human action], desires and
inclinations play a great part, many of them belonging to
the world of sense, and others generated by imagination
and intelligence: they are not the prostitute mother of a
‘moral” ought who seduces the pure intelligible will into
begetting it” (2005, p. 206).



B 3T0M1 cTaThe g BBICTYIUIIO B 3aIlIATY WJIEW, CO-
IJIJaCHO KOTOPOVI MOpasibHBle TpeboBaHMs KaTero-
pwasbl. Ho Most aprymenTanmst He OyzneT B 1oy-
HOVI Mepe KaHTMaHCKon. Harporus, st mormpobyro
PasBUTH TIO3WIINIO, M3JIOKeHHYI0 Makmayauiom B
ero crarbe 1978 1. «fIBjsIrOTCA JIM MOpasIbHbBIE Tpe-
GoBaHMS TUIOTETUYECKVMY VIMIIEpaTBaMI» (CM.:
McDowell, 1998a). B dwiocodnm Maxpmayaria
MHOTO KaHTMaHCKMx TeM. Hampumep, odesumHO
€ro IOYTWTeIbHOe OTHOIIeHMe K pasymy. Ho me
UYXXIbl €My M apuCTOTeIMaHCKMe Wjiey, POIjHs-
ITVie ero BO33PEeHMs C Pa3sMBIIUIEHVISIMY DHCKOM.
Taxvum 0Opa3zoM, MBI BBISICHUM, JIaeT JIn (pryIoco-
g Makmayariza BOSMOXKHOCTB YBUIIETh ICTVHY B
mziee 0 KaTeropuyecKyX MOpaIbHbIX TpeOoBaHMsIX
OJTHOBpEMEeHHO ¢ Touek 3peHns KaHTa 11 DHCKOM.

2. Makjay3s171 0 MOpaJIBHBIX JOBOIAaX

Crarbg Makaya/ta — oTYacTV OTBET Ha 3cce
Ovumnrel PyT «Mopasib Kak cricTeMa TUIOTeTH-
JecKMx mmItepatsoB» 1972 roma (cm.: Foot, 1978),
He yCTyHarollee COYMHeHNsIM DHCKOM B CKeIlTH-
1m3Me 110 riosofy KanTa. B cBoeit pabore Dy 3a-
JlaeTcs 11eJIbI0 OIIPOBEPTrHYTh MIel0 O KaTeropmy-
HOCTU TpeOOBaHM, OTMeYas], YTO JOJDKeHCTBOBa-
HIe VIMeeT MHOXKeCTBO IIOJIe3HBIX IPVIMeHeHUI B
peanm3aniuy JOBOMOB, IIPVHMMAaEeMbIX HaMM He-
3aBMCMMO OT HalIMX TeKylumx kejtaHnwmi. Hop-
MBI 3TMKeTa, IIpaBwIa KiIyda vIn UTphl 1aroT He-
3aBUCAIIME OT YXeJTaHUWM OCHOBAHMA K JIEVICTBUIO:
IIpaBWJIoO, KaK IOCTaBUTH IIIaX M MaT, He SBJIsgeT-
csl 1o popMe TUIIOTeTUYeCKMM 1 He VIMeeT OTHO-
IeHns K JXeJIaHWAM WUIPOKOB. EcTecTBeHHO, 110-
BOIIBI, IIOPOXK/IEHHBIe TAKMMM IIpaByIaMy, OOs-
3BIBAlOT UT'POKOB MJIV WIEHOB KJIyOa COBEpIIaTh
onpernesteHHble fevicTBys. CrleioBaTe/IbHO, MX Ka-
Teropudeckasi popMa CKpblBaeT HeKYyI0 00yciIoB-
seHHOCTB. CorrtacHo DyT, TO XKe CIIpaBeJIVBO U B
OTHOIIIEHMV MOPAJIbHBIX IOBOMOB, KOPEHSIIIVIXCS
B OITaCeHMsX VI IIPUBSA3aHHOCTSIX.

Ho, xax ormeuaet e 3edpanms Ovvinic B
cratbe (cM.: Phillips, 1977), Ha kKoTOpyIO CChIJIaeT-
cs1 Makpayassul, OT UIphl B IIaXMaTbl MOXKHO OT-
Ka3aTbCsl, KaK M OT CBETCKVX pa3roBOPOB, a C MO-
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stead, I will develop the position presented by
John McDowell in his 1978 paper “Are Moral
Requirements Hypothetical Imperatives?” (see
McDowell, 1998a). There are strongly Kantian
themes in McDowell’s philosophy, notably his
reverence for reason, but there are Aristotelian
ideas too, which make him friendly to aspects
of Anscombe’s thinking. So we shall see wheth-
er McDowell enables us to capture the truth in
the idea of categorical moral requirements in a
way that preserves both Kantian and Anscom-
bian insights.

2. McDowell on Moral Reasons

McDowell’s paper is, among other things,
a response to Philippa Foot's 1972 essay,
“Morality as a System of Hypothetical Im-
peratives” (see Foot, 1978), which shares Ans-
combe’s scepticism about Kant. In her paper,
Foot sets out to deflate the idea of categorical
requirements, observing that there are many
uses of “should” and “ought” that express rea-
sons which speak to us independently of our
present desires. Norms of etiquette, the rules
of a club or of a game all generate reasons
for action that are desire-independent: e.g.,
the chess rule that defines “checkmate” is not
hypothetical in form; it makes no reference to
the desires of the players. Of course, the rea-
sons generated by such rules bind only play-
ers of the game, members of the club, and so
on. So their categorical form disguises a deeper
conditionality. But Foot thinks the same is true
of moral reasons, which are conditional upon
deep concerns and commitments.

However, as D. Z. Phillips (1977, an article
invoked by McDowell) observes, while you
always have the option of giving up chess or
shunning the conventions of polite society, no
such option exists for morality. If you are bur-
dened by the rules of your club, you should
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pajIblo TakK IOCTYHUTh Helb3s. Ecim Bac TATOTAT
HpaByIa KiTy0a, B KOTOPOM BbI COCTOVTE, BBIVIIINTE
U3 Hero, 1 BaM OoJibllle He IPUIeTCs YTPYyXKIaTh
ce0sI VX BBIIIOJIHEHEM. YeloBeK MOXeT cuumanb
ce0s1 BBIIIIe MOpaIM, KaK ¥ BBICOKOMEPHBIV UJleH
KJTy0a MOXXeT CUmMTaTh ceOsl BBIIIIe ero IIpaBil, HO
HUKTO He MOXET CTOSITh BbIIlle MOPaJIbHBIX Tpe-
GoBanui. Bce aT0 cooTBeTCTBYET JIOrMIKe OObBIBa-
TeJIBCKOVI MOPAJIBHOVI MBIC/IV, a TaKXe OObIIeH-
HBIX CO3epLaHUI Tex, Koro [Ispup YurrmuHc Ha-
3BaJsI OBl «B Mepy Xopormmu Jogsmi» (Wiggins,
2006, p. 6, 134). MopasnpHbIe TpeboBaHMS KaTero-
PVYHBI B TOM CMBICTIe, UTO He 00yCIIOBJIEHBI JKeJla-
HUAMM CyObeKTa 1 SBJIAI0TCS B HEKOTOPOM pojfie
HeIpeJIOKHBIMI. Boripoc B TOM, MOXHO JI1 00B-
SCHUTD TaKylO TOUKY 3peHMs TOJIBKO CpefCTBaMM
KaHTMaHCTBa. Mak/iaya/ijl JaeT Ha Hero oTpuiia-
TeJIbHBIV OTBET.

PaccMoTpuM TOuky 3peHus Makpayaula Ha
MopasibHble 110Bofbl. OH yTBepXKlaeT, 4YTo HaJlu-
uye y cyObeKkTa MOpasIbHOIO JOBOfa O3Hayaer,
4TO y Hero ecTh U IIpefiCTaBjleHVe O CJIOKMBIIIeVI-
csl WM OOIIyMBbIBaeMOVI MIM CUTYaIluy, B paMKax
KOTOpOV HeKasl yepTa WJIM YepThl MMeIOT HopMa-
TUBHYIO 3Hau4MMOCTb. CyOBpeKT yOexmeH, 4To cu-
Tyarusi TpeOyeT aevicTsus A (VIM, CTPOrO TOBO-
Psi, AevicTBust pora A) Grraromapsi o0COOEHHOCTSIM f,
g, h. Takum obpasom, ecau uesobek cmyujern MOUMU
c106amu, 3TO OCHOBaHMe Tiepell HUM M3BUHUTBCS.
Ecau sma knuea uyxas, TO 5T0 OCHOBaHVe He OT/a-
BaTh ee Ha 0JIaroTBOPUTETIEHOCTD, & BEPHYTH BJla-
Aeiblly. Makaya/11 HacTavBaeT Ha TOM, YTO TaKue
IIOBOZIBI He OOYCJIOBIJIEHBI JKeJIaHMSIMM CyObeKTa.

Beimuny T MakpaysiioM B3IJISZ, Ha MO-
pasIbHBIe JT0BOIBI IIPOTMBOPEUNII JOMUHPOBaB-
Ieyrt Ha TOT MOMEHT IOMOBCKOVI TPagnIIvIV, IIPO-
HW3BIBAIOIIEV HE TOJIPKO COUMHEHVISI HOHKOI'HM-
TUBWCTOB, HO 11 aBTOPUTETHYIO dryiocoduio fen-
creusa [doHanbra [I3BuicoHa, TpaKTYIOLIYIO II0-
BOZIBI KaK IICMXOJIOTMYecKVe COCTOSHUS CyObek-
TOB, KOTOpPbIe COCTABJISIOT AVIXOTOMUIO «yOexxjie-
HUe — XeslaHue». COIJIacHO 3TOV TOUYKe 3peHMs,
y CyObeKTa MMeeTCs IOBO, I @, eCJIV OH JKeJla-
eT X U yBepeH, 4TO, COBEpIINB @, OH Hoiay4dut X.
C Tex mop IOMOBCKOe BUIeHVIe TTPOOIeMBI IIOTEPS-
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resign and then you will no longer have to
bother with them. But no such advice can be
given in the moral case. You can think your-
self above morality, as an arrogant club mem-
ber might think himself above the rules, but
nothing you can do will put you above moral
requirements. This fits the logic of ordinary
moral thought and talk as well as the every-
day intuitions of what David Wiggins would
call “passably good people” (Wiggins, 2006,
pp- 6, 134). So moral requirements are categor-
ical in being unconditional on the agent’s de-
sires and in being, in some sense, inescapable.
The question is whether the only way to make
this intelligible is the Kantian way. McDowell
thinks not.

Let us consider McDowell’s account of moral
reasons. McDowell maintains that for an agent
to have a moral reason for action is for her to
have a conception of the situation before her (or
about which she is deliberating) within which
a feature or features has a certain kind of nor-
mative significance; that is, the agent sees the
situation as calling for, or as demanding, ac-
tion A (or, strictly speaking, an action of type
A) in virtue of feature(s) f, g, h. So his being em-
barrassed by my words is a reason to apologise to
him; that this book is not mine is a reason not to
donate it to charity but to return it to its owner,
and so on. McDowell argues that such reasons
are not conditional upon the agent’s desires.

When McDowell advanced this view of rea-
sons, it was an assault on the prevailing Hu-
mean orthodoxy, ensconced not just in the
writings of non-cognitivists, but also in the in-
fluential philosophy of action propounded by
Donald Davidson, in which reasons were con-
strued as psychological states of agents com-
prising a belief —desire pair. On this view, an
agent has a reason to o if she has a desire for
X and believes that by g-ing she can attain X.



710 ObUTyIO IOy IgpHOCTh. CeromHs MHOIrve du-
J10CO(PBI TOBOPAT O AOBOIAaX KakK 00 0COOeHHOCTSIX
MIpa, a He O IICUXOJIOrMYecKuX cocTosiHmsAx. Ho
CTOUT HOMHWUTE, 4TO A1 1970-x B3ryIa161 Makay-
3r171a OBIIV BecbMa pa/iViKasIbHBIL.

CoracHO IOMOBCKOVI TIO3UIINM, KOTHUTVBHBIE
COCTOSIHVS M1 PaKThI, KOTOPBIE Te SIKOOBI pacKpbIBa-
IOT, SIBJISIIOTCSL «MOTVMBAIIVIOHHO MHEPTHBIMI VIV,
II0 IPKOMY BbIpakeHNIO Makayaiiia, MOTUBAIV-
oHHas 3(pPeKTVBHOCTH 0OeCIIeUBaeTC S JKeJIaHIs-
M1 cyobekTa. CaM ke Makayai1, HalTpoTUB, HO-
YepKMBaeT, YTO OCMBICTIEHVIe CYObeKTOM MMpa MO-
XeT OBbITh JOCTATOYHBIM [[JI TOrO, YTOOBI MOTMBI-
POBaThb ero K HeVICTBUIO, IIPV 3TOM COOTBETCTBYIO-
IITVie JKeJIaHVIS SIBJISIIOTCS CIIIICTBYEM VI IIOHSATHBI B
CBeTe OCO3HAHVISI areHTOM TOTO, YTO OH JI0JIKeH Jie-
JIaTh B COOTBETCTBUM C HEKVM AoBorioM. ITpercras-
JIeHVIe O TOM, UTO CJIefTyeT feJlaTh, — 3TO VUCKIJIIOUN-
TeJIbHO KOTHUTMBHOE JOCTVDKeHMe, KoTopoe Mak-
IayaJUI TPAKTyeT KaK IepIeNTYBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB
yeJloBeKa «BUETb» TO, UTO HY)KHO fieJlaTh B COOT-
BETCTBUM C HEKVIM JIOBOZIOM (371€Ch ITOSBIISI€TCS CO-
071a3H 1CIIOITB30BATh IJIAr0JI «CO3EPLIATE», IIOHVIMA-
eMBIV B KAHTOBCKOM cMbIciIe). Crlef1oBaTesIbHO, MO-
PaJIbHO CJIOXKMBIIINTACS YeJI0BEeK BUAUT BO3HMKAIO-
IITVie CUTYally He TaK, KaK 4eJIoBeK MOpaJIbHO He-
KOMITETEHTHBIV: IIPeICTaBJIeHVIsI IIEPBOTO V1 BTOPO-
ro O JaHHOVI KOHKPETHOVI CUTYalui o0s13aTesIbHO
OymyT pasimdarbcs. Takom BeIBOM, IIPOTVBOPEUNT
CTaHIAPTHOMY HOHKOIHUTMBUCTCKOMY ITpeIiCTaB-
JIEHWIO, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIM B CIIOpe O MO-
paJIvi CTOPOHBI MOT'YT COITIAaCUTBCS IO TIOBOIY pak-
TOB, HO PA30MUTVICh IO ITOBOAY OTHOIIEHMS K HVIM.
g Makpayaiula OTHOCUTBCS K ¢paKTaM II0-pas-
HOMY — 3HAuYMT BCEro JIMIIb OOHapPYyXMBaTh pas-
JIVYHBIVI HOPMaTVBHBIVI IPOPUIIB (MITU «CVITYIT»)
B 3TX (PaKTax, pacxXomsch IO MOBOY TOro, KaKue
YepTHI «CyIIIeCTBeHHbI» B KOHTEKCTe TaHHOrO el
crBus. CylIllecTBeHHOCTh — 3TO 00BEKT OOHapyke-
HV, a He IIPOEKIIVs OTHOIIIEHWVI I SMOITUTAL.

Ecimt 6uympu cyObekTa CyllecTByeT MOpaib-
HBIVI KOH(JIMKT, 3TO IIOHVMMaeTcd KaK HallpsiKe-
He, BOSHMKaoIlee MeX/y pasHBIMU CIIoco0amu
TpaKToBaTh PaKThI (€CIIM CMOTPeTh makum obdpa-
30M, KOI/la CyIIleCTBeHHA uepTa f, IMeeTCs OCHO-
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Since that time, the Humean picture has waned
in prominence, and many philosophers now
speak of reasons as features of the world, rather
than psychological states. It is important, how-
ever, to note how radical McDowell’s view was
in the late 1970s.

The Humean position treats cognitive
states, and the facts they purport to disclose,
as “motivationally inert”, as McDowell col-
ourfully puts it: all motivational efficacy is
contributed by the agent’s desires. McDowell,
in contrast, holds that the agent’s apprehen-
sion of the world can be sufficient to mo-
tivate her to act, the relevant desires being
consequential upon, and intelligible in light
of, the agent’s appreciation of what she has
reason to do. Discerning what to do is thus a
genuinely cognitive achievement, and is pre-
sented by McDowell as a kind of perceptu-
al ability to “see” what one has reason to do
(here it is tempting to use the word “intuit”
in a sense akin to Kant’s). It follows that the
morally adept person does not see situations
in the same way as the morally incompetent
person does: they do not “share the same con-
ception” of the situation. This contradicts the
standard non-cognitivist view that, in a moral
dispute, the parties may agree on the facts of
the case yet disagree in their attitude to them.
For McDowell, to disagree in attitude is just
to discern a different normative profile —
or “shape” — in the facts; to disagree about
which features are “salient” in a way relevant
to action. Salience is an object of discovery,
not the projection of attitudes or emotions.

Where there is moral conflict within the
agent, this is understood as a tension between
different ways of construing the facts (seen
this way — where feature f is salient — there
is reason to g; seen that way — with feature g
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BaHMe K @; eCJI CMOTPeTh UHblM 0D0pa3oM M Cy-
II[eCTBEHHA uepTa g, TO VIMeeTCsl OCHOBaHMeE K ).
31eck vMeeTCsl TIOTEeHIVaII 11711 (PeHOMEHOJIOT MV
MOpPaJIBHOVI IVIJIEMMBI, HEOIIPeJIeJIeHHOCTI VI CO-
Or1asHa, XOTs WM3BeCTHAsl CTPOrocTh pustocodpmm
MaKnayanna He I103BOJIsAeT EMy pas3ByiBaTh 3TO Ha-
paBsieHVe (1 OOJIBIIIMHCTBO €ro IoCiIeioBaTesen
IIPOSIBIISIIOT CKOpee aHaJIMTHUUYecKue, ueM (hpeHo-
MEHOJIOTMUeCKVie VIHTYUIIVIV, TIO3TOMY OHM TaKXKe
He IIPOJIBVHYJIVICh B TOM BOIIPOCE).

3. 3arnymieHme

IIprimedaresTbHOVI YepTOM MaKJay3JIJIOBCKOVI
VIHTEepIIpeTallUM SBJISeTCS IIOHSTME <«3arilylile-
Hus». CormacHo Maknayarty, 1oOpomeTeTbHbIN
4eJIoBeK BOCIIPMHVIMAET CUTYaIMIO TaKnM o0pa-
30M, UTO, KOI'ZIa OH OCO3HAeT HeoOXOOMMOCTE Cie-
JIaTh @, BCe OCHOBAHM: MIOCTYIWUTD MHaJe «3ariy-
IIIAIOTCS», TO €CTh JINIIAIOTCS HOPMATVBHOV CVUTBL.
TaxmumM oOpasom, ero pellieHue — He pe3yJIbTaT
CpaBHEHMS JIOBOIIOB 3a M IIPOTUB W 3aKJTFOUeHWS
B II0JIB3Y MOpaJIbHBIX T0BOIOB. CyOBeKT OCO3HaerT,
YTO COIVIACHO 3[IEIIHEMY ITOJIOKEHNIO eJT TOJIBKO
MoOpaJIbHbIE JOBOIBI MIMEIOT CVUTY.

Vmes samiyieHnst ObUTa BOCHPWHSTA CKEIITH-
uvecknt. OHa 3a/jaeT CJIVIIITKOM BBICOKMVI CTaHIAPT,
KakK Oy/ITO TOJIBKO TOT CyOBEKT MCTMHHO 100porie-
TeJIeH, eCJIVI OH PYKOBOICTBYETCS VICKITIOUMTEITHHO
nobponeTerbio. boriee TOro, passe 4esoBek, KOTO-
PBIV 9yBCTBYeT BJledeHVe, CKaKeM, K ITpeITro0oriesi-
HVIIO, HO BO3/IEP’KMBAETCs OT HEro, He MeHee (a MO-
XeT, 11 Oortee) HOOpozieTerieH, YeM TOT, KTO BOOOIIIe
He CI1oco0eH BUIEeTh, UTO €CTh OCHOBaHMe IJIS CO-
OrasHa? BripoueM, 310 cr1aOble Bo3pakeHVs. Mak-
Jay>/uly §CHO, YTO HMYTO He MellaeT AoOpore-
TeJIBHOMY 4eJIOBEKY YeTKO OCO3HaBaTh ITpuBJIeKa-
TEeJIBHOCTD ITOCTYIIKA, COBEpPIIaTh KOTOPBIVI OH He
BUINUT HUKAKOIO OCHOBaHVA. MOXHO OCO3HaABAaTh
MIPVBJIEKATEeJIbHOCTh TIOCTYIIKOB, IS KOTOPBIX
VIMeJIOCh ObI OCHOBaHVE IIPVI MHBIX OOCTOSTENIb-
CTBax, He IIpefIioiaras, 4TO 3Ta IIpVBJIeKaTelIb-
HOCTH JOJDKHA IIOYEeMY-TO CITY>KIUTh OCHOBaHVIEM
1S TIOCTYIIKOB B CYIIIECTBYIOIIIEVI CUTYALIVV. DTOT
B3IVISIL, 51 TIOJIAraro, JJaeT BO3MOKHOCTD BBISIBUTE Ka-
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salient — there is reason to y). There is here
potential for a phenomenology of moral di-
lemma, uncertainty and temptation, though
the characteristic austerity of McDowell’s phi-
losophy disinclines him to develop this (and
most of his followers have analytical rather
than phenomenological instincts, so have been
similarly unforthcoming).

3. Silencing

One striking feature of McDowell’s account is
his notion of “silencing”. McDowell argues that
a virtuous person’s perception of the situation
is such that, appreciating that she is morally
required to g, anything that might appear to be
a reason to act otherwise is silenced, i. e. robbed
of normative force. Her decision is thus not the
outcome of weighing reasons pro and con and
concluding that the moral reasons prevail; she
apprehends that here things are such that the
moral reasons are the only ones that count.

This idea of silencing has been met with
scepticism. It appears to set too high a standard,
as if agents are truly virtuous only if they are
utterly unmoved by anything other than virtue.
Moreover, isn’t a person who feel the attractions
of, say, adultery, yet withstands them, no less
(or perhaps more) virtuous than someone who
can’t even see there’s a reason to indulge? But
these are poor objections. McDowell is clear
that nothing precludes the virtuous person
from vividly understanding the attractions
of the action she sees she has no reason to do.
One can understand the attractions of doing
what one would have reason to do, under
different circumstances, without supposing
that those attractions must somehow give one
a reason when things are as they are. This
view, I think, helps bring out the categorical
nature of moral requirements. It's not just that



TEropr4ecKyIo MpUpOIy MOPaIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMIL.
OHM He TOJIBKO He OOYCJIOBJIEHBI JKeJlaHVeM, HO
Y VICKJTFOYAIOT M3 PacCMOTPEHMVIS IPYyTiie IOBOIIBL.
DTVM OOBSICHSETCS VX HEIIPEIJIOYKHOCTD: OHVI BBIBO-
ISIT VI3 UTPBI BCe ApyTiie JOBOIBI [IJ1s ITOCTYIIKA.
HecmoTpst Ha oO4eBMOHBIE paszINdms MeXITy
CYIIIHOCTBIO M MIVIOMOVI, MOXKHO ITPOBECTM Iapajl-
J1eTTb MeX/Ty BO33peHsIMI Makaya/ula 1 KaHTOB-
CKOVI M/ieeV O TOM, YTO MOpaJIbHOEe COBEpPIIIEHCTBO
TpeOyeT uncToTH! MOTMBaIMM (caM KaHT mcrors-
3yeT TOXOXYyI0 MeTadopy B «KpuTuke mmpaxTide-
cKoro pasyma» m «MeTadnsuke HpaBoB»). 3mech
HaJIo ClieJIaTh OroBOPKY. Makmaya/ul CUMTaeT, YTO
OT YZIeJIBHOT'O BeCa MOPaJIbHBIX JIOBOIIOB B KOHKPET-
HBIX OOCTOSITEITHCTBAX 3aBVICUT, 3aIJTyIIIAOT JIV 3TN
ZIOBOAIBI Bee MHBIe coobpaykeHms (McDowell, 1998a,
p. 93). Tax, HEBMHOBHOCTB OOBMHSIEMOT'O 3aIJIyIIaeT

®ComracHo KaHTy, HoJIT 1aeT HaM 3aKOH, ITepes] KOTOPhIM
«3aMOJIKAIOT (verstummen) Bce CKJIOHHOCTM, XOTS Obl
oHI [eMy] BrarHe 1 mpoTnBoaevicTBoBay» (AA 05, S. 86;
Kanr, 2019, c. 509), n «11epert 5TUM BeJIeHMEM. .. JTOJDKHBI
YMOJIKHYTb BCE MOV CKJIOHHOCTH (verstummen mussen)»
(AA 06, S. 481; Kanrt, 2019, c. 241).

B pabGore «MopasibHBIVI pallMOHIN3M 1 TpeboBaTelIb-
Hoctb y KaHTa» (cM.: Ackeren, Sticker, 2018) Mapcers Ba"
Axepen 1 Maprun tukep mnyT, uto KanTt 1 Makna-
Y3JUI PacXOSTCA BO B3IVIsAIaX Ha 3aryIyIleHie, IIOCKOIbKY
171t Makmayaria OHO ITPOVICXOINT Ha IICVIXOJIOTTYECKOM 1
HOPMAaTVBHOM ypPOBHsX. Kak MyHIMYM, B cIydae MCTUH-
HO J100poIeTeIIbHOTO UesIoBeKa 3aIilylleHHbIe coobpaxke-
HYS He ITOOYXKIAIOT HU K KAaKOMY JEVICTBUIO, VI CyOBbeKTy
He IIpUXOAUTCcst OOPOTHCS CO CKIIOHHOCTBIO IIOCTYIINUTE CO-
1acHO mMM. KaHT, HarpoTmB, BOCIIpMHVIMAS XM3Hb KaK
1oJIe OMTBBEI MEXIy PasyMOM ¥ CKJIOHHOCTSIMM, M300pa-
JKaeT HPaBCTBEHHOIO YeyIoBeKa (Hake TaKOro, KOTOPBIN
ITOJIHOCTBIO OCO3HAeT TpeOOBaHMS MOPAIBHOTO 3aKOHA)
IIOCTOSIHHO OoprormmMcs ¢ codyrasHoM. Bee ke MHe He Ka-
JKETCs, UTO pasjIdrie TaK BeJIVKO, KaK ero MPeICTaBIsaIoT
BaH AkepeH 1 llITukep. Bo-nepsrix, Maknayasu1 gevicTsu-
TEJIBHO ITPOTHMBOIIOCTABIIIET Oe3MATEeXHOCTh 100pomeTe-
1 6opbOe 3a Bo3mepykaHMe, HO, KaK g yXKe OTMedasl, OH
CUMTAET, YTO JOOPOJIETEIIbHBIN UeJIOBEK BCE YK€ BUJIUT
IIpVBJIEKaTeIbHOCTD JIEVICTBUV, OTBEPraeMbIX MOpPaJIbIO.
Bo-Bropeix, Ban Axepen u IlITukep mpusHaIOT, UTO B CIIy-
Jae COBepIIeHHBIX 00sg3aHHOCTeN «OyIeT make Heparyo-
HaJIBHBIM» [IJIS CyObeKTa «COIIOCTaBIIATh OJIaronoyIydme ¢
norrom» (Ibid., p. 418), a 3TO mpenIoONaraeT, YTo MICTUH-
HO pallIOHaJIbHBIVI CyOBeKT (TO eCTh BOCIPVHWMAIOIITII
IIOBOIIBI TAKVIMV, KaKyie OHU eCTb, IIOOOHO MaK/Iay3/UIOB-
CKOMY JTOOPOJIeTeITbHOMY UeJTOBeKY ) M30eXKIT IICVIXOJIOT -
4ecKoro KOH(IIMKTA. BBITE MOXKeT, MOpaJIb 3aKIIFOUAETCS B
TOM, YTO HaM Hy>KHa 0oJIee CJIOXKHasI IICVIXOJION VIS MOpaslb-
HBIX pacCy>KIeHVIT ¥ MOTVBALIVI, YeM II03BOJISeT pasyii-
4pe MeX[Iy 3arjlylieHeM U IIPpeoIosIeHVIeM.
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they are unconditional upon desire; they take
other reasons off the table. And this explains
their inescapability: they leave in play no other
reason on which to act.

Despite obvious differences of substance
and idiom, there are clearly some parallels
with Kant in the idea that moral excellence
requires purity of motivation (indeed, Kant
himself uses the metaphor of silencing in the
Critique of Practical Reason and the Metaphys-
ics of Morals).” There is, however, an import-
ant caveat. McDowell holds that whether
moral reasons silence others depends on their
gravity in the particular circumstances (Mc-
Dowell, 1998a, p. 93). So, the innocence of the

>Kant describes duty as giving us a law “before which
all inclinations are dumb (verstummen), even though
they secretly work against it” (KpV, 05, p. 86; Kant, 2015,
p. 71) and “in the face of [which] all my inclinations
must be silent (verstummen mussen)” (MS, 06, p. 481;
Kant, 2017, p. 243).

In their “Moral Rationalism and Demandingness in
Kant”, Marcel van Ackeren and Martin Sticker (2018)
argue that Kant and McDowell differ in their respective
conceptions of silencing because McDowell holds that
silencing occurs at the psychological as well as the nor-
mative level; that is, at least in the case of the fully vir-
tuous person, the silenced considerations exert no pull
towards action and the agent does not have to fight the
inclination to act on them. Kant, in contrast, because he
sees life as a battleground between reason and inclina-
tion, continues to represent the morally good person as
fighting off temptation even when she clearly appre-
hends the moral law. However, I don’t think the dif-
ference is as great as van Ackeren and Sticker make it
appear. First, McDowell does want to contrast the se-
renity of virtue with the struggles of continence, but, as
I have noted, he holds that a virtuous person can none-
theless appreciate the attractions of the actions that
morality forecloses. Second, van Ackeren and Sticker
(2018, p. 418) acknowledge that in the case of perfect du-
ties “it would not even be rational” for agents “to weigh
well-being against duty”, which suggests that a truly ra-
tional agent (i. e. one who sees the reasons for what she
is, as McDowell’s virtuous person does) would not be
in psychological conflict. Perhaps the moral is that we
need a more complex psychology of moral deliberation
and motivation than the silencing /overcoming distinc-
tion permits.
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JI00Ble OCHOBAHVISI OCYIUTb €r0, IIPOAVIKTOBAHHBIE
coobpaxkeHMsIMI 11eriecooOpasHocTi. Ho B Heko-
TOPBIX CJIy4asix HeMOpaJIbHble OCHOBAHWS COBPATh
TI0 MeJIouW TIePeBelINBalOT BCe MOpPaIbHBIE [JOBO-
IIbI TaK He JieJlaTh. ECim ompenersTe MopasibHbIe
JIOBOIIBI TI0 XapaKTepy VX COIepsKaHis, TO eCTh KaK
JIOBOJIbI, OCHOBaHHBIe Ha COOOPakeHMSIX CIIpaBe]-
JIMBOCTY, OJIarorosTy umsi, J0OPOTHI, )KeCTKOCTH, Oa-
30BBIX YEJIOBEUECKVX IIOTPeOHOCTEVI, COUyBCTBIS
M T.JI, TO MOPaJIbHBIE JOBOIBI OyayT 3arIyIiarh
7o0BIe IpyTrVie TOJIBKO B OTPaHMYEHHOM 4YCTIe
crydaeB. Ho tam, rie MopasibHBIE JOBOIBI OCTa-
TOYHO BaKHBI, OHVI BBIUT'PBIBAIOT C OOJIBIINIM OT-
PBEIBOM. BeposiTHO, orpeneinTh MOpOr BaXKHOCTY,
He XOZIsI [PV 9TOM I10 KPYTY, HEBO3MOXKHO, HO 5 He
YBEpeH, UTO 3TO VIMeeT 3HaYeHVe.

4. ITpyHIMIIBI M YacTHBIE CIy4Yan

CTaHOBUTCS OYEBVMIHBLIM, UTO JIEMEHT «KOH-
LIENITyasIM3Ma» VIV «IapTUKYJIIpu3Ma» B uIo-
codpr Makziaya/ta — 271eMeHT, IIpV IIOMOIIIV KO-
TOPOTO OIIperIesIseTCsl HOpMaTMBHAS 3HAYVIMOCTh
KOHKPETHOVI OCOOEHHOCTV, — OOYCJIOBJIEH HaJIVi-
qyeM WJIV OTCYTCTBUEM Y paccMaTpyBaeMOV CH-
TYyaIuy VHBIX 0COOEHHOCTETL. 37IpaBoe MOPaJIbHOe
CyX[ieHue TpedyeT, CJIe/IoBaTeIbHO, YyBCTBUTEIb-
HOCTM K XapaKTepVCTMKaM KOHKPETHOI'O CTydasi.
CoOTBETCTBEHHO, BO33PEHMSI MOPAIbHO CIIOKVB-
Ierocsi CyobekTa He MOTYT OBbITh KOOMMUIIMPO-
BaHBI B CBOJI, ITPaBIJI M IIPUHIINIIOB, COOIIO/IEHIe
KOTOPBIX TApaHTUPYET BbIHECEHVIE MOPAJIBHO BEp-
HBIX Cy>KAeHM. MaKaaya/uT IiIeT:

Het HuUKakom HeOOXOAVMOCTM B BO3MOXKHO-
CTU CBefleHMs Jo0popeTen K IIpaBWIaM IIOBe-
HeHusi. MopasbHOe BOCIMTaHMe YUIUT He IIOfI-
YMHATHCS IIPaBWIaM, a CMOTPeTh Ha CUTYallu B
ocoboM cBeTe, BUIETh B HVIX OCHOBaHMS TTOCTYTI-
koB. OmHaXXIEI 00peTeHHas], CIIOCOOHOCTh K Ta-
KOMY BOCIIPUISATUIO MOXET IPVMEHSIThCS B pas-
HBIX 00CTOSITETIECTBAX, KOTOPBIe He BCeryia MOX-
HO TIPeyCMOTPeTh ¥ K KOTOPBIM OHa He MOXeT
IIOJITOTOBUTHCS, 3aKpenms IIpaBwIa 100pore-
TEJILHOTO ITOBEeIeHNs, KaK OBl yMeH U IIpeJ1yCcMO-
TpuTesieH Hu 0bu1 nx KogndmkaTop (McDowell,
1998a, p. 85).
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accused silences any reasons to convict her
derived from the expediency of so doing. But
there are cases where, say, non-moral reasons
to tell a relatively trivial lie defeat the moral
reasons not to. If we identify moral reasons by
appeal content — as reasons bearing on mat-
ters of justice, welfare, kindness, cruelty, basic
human need, compassion, and so on — then it
will be in only a sub-set of cases where moral
reasons silence all opposition. But where moral
reasons are sufficiently important, they win
with a shut-out. I doubt that we can specify the
threshold of importance in a non-circular way,
but I am not sure that matters.

4. Principles and Particular Cases

This brings out that element of “contextual-
ism” or “particularism” in McDowell’s view,
according to which the normative significance
of any particular feature will depend on the
presence or absence of other features of the sit-
uation at hand. Sound moral judgement there-
fore requires sensitivity to the specific character
of the particular case. Accordingly, the per-
spective of a morally adept agent cannot be
codified into rules or principles, adherence to
which would yield correct moral judgements.
McDowell writes:

There need be no possibility of reducing
virtuous behaviour to rules. In moral
upbringing what one learns is not to behave
in conformity with rules of conduct, but to
see situations in a special light, as constituting
reasons for acting; this perceptual capacity,
once acquired, can be exercised in novel
circumstances, not necessarily capable of
being foreseen and legislated for by a codifier
of the conduct required by virtue, however
wise and thoughtful he might be (McDowell,
1998a, p. 85).



3pece Makpaya/ul m3jiaraeT CBOV BO33peHUs
yepes IIpU3My [100pomeTesy, ¥ MHOIVe IIpOIoJ-
aresu ero uaen (Harpumep, I>xonatan [larcmy)
ZleJIaloT TO JKe caMoe, HO Oe3 MCII0/Ib30BaHMs COOT-
BeTCTBYIOIIeV JIEKCUKN. 1)1 Halmx 1esievt OCHOB-
HyI0 naero Makaaya/uia MOXXHO cpOpMyJIMpoBaTh
TaK: «HeIIpeB3ATOMY HaOJIIoIaTesIl0 MOKaXeTcs
MaJIOBepPOSTHBIM, YTO MOpaJIbHbIe BO33peHus pa-
3yMHOTO B3pOCJIOTO MOT'YT JOIYCTUTH ITOHOOHYIO
konmdmkarmio» (McDowell, 19986, p. 58)°.

MoxHo yTBepXgarh, 4TO TaKOe OTHOIIeHVe
K IIpaBWwIaM ¥ IIPUHIMIIAM yKasblBaeT Ha pajiu-
KajibHOe pasymune mpgenn Maknayauia n Kanra,
Be/Ib ISl TI0CJIeTHero Kareropmdeckasl IIpypoza
MOpaJIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMII 3aKpeIlyleHa B 3aKOHaXx
u npuHumax. Ho 1eso 3meck HeCKOJIBKO TOHB-
IIle, 4yeM MOXKeT W3Hada/IbHO IOKasaTbcs. Kpu-
ctuna Kopcrapn, HanpuMep, He corylacHa C TeM,
UTO OCHOBaHHas Ha IPUHIINIIAX 3TUKa, KOTOPYIO
npemyiaraer KaHt, — 3T0 Ta camast 3TuKa, K KOTO-
POV CTOJIb ITPe3PUTEILHO OTHOCATCH IApTUKYJIs-
pucTsl. ITpyHINAI, OuIeT oHa, — 3TO .1020C, VI
OcHOBaHMe JevicTBusA. Ho mpuHIMIT He 1paBmio,
U KaHTOBCKas 3TMKa He CBg3aHa HIpaBWwIaMy U
He sBJIeTCs CYCTeMOV MOpaJIbHBIX 3aKOHOB. Cy-
IIIeCTBYeT TOJIBKO OVIH MOPaJIbHBIV 3aKOH: KaTe-
TOPUYECKUV VIMIIepaTVB, CITy>KaIlnV IIPOBEPKOV
IJI MakcuM. PesysbraT Takovl ITpOBEPKM OTHO-
CUTCA K JaHHOMY KOHKPETHOMY [eVICTBUIO M He
cTaHOBUTCA ITpaBvuIoM. [Iyia Kopcrapn criop Mak-
nayasuia ¢ KaHToM — 3T0 JUCKyccmst O TOM, JI0JDK-
HBI JIM MOpPaJIbHbIe JOBOMBI IIOCTUTAaThCAd B XOIe
IIpoIiecca, CXOXKero ¢ BOCIPUSATHEM, VUIM Xe IIy-
TeM IpPVMeHeHVs TPaKTU4eCcKOro pasyMa B COOT-
BeTCTBUM C KaTeropuyeckum wmmieparisoM. Ko-
OvdurKalys MOpaIbHBIX IIPaBWI 37eCh HU IIpU
ueM (Korsgaard, 2008, p. 227—-228)".

®O npupome mapTUKyIsipusMa JaHcu 1 0 TOM, KaK ero
KOHIIETINS COOTHOCUTCS ¢ durtocodment Makmayaia,
cMm.: (Bakhurst, 2000; 2013).

7Kopcrapy, Takke IAIIET: «<HUYTO B KAHTOBCKOVI TEOPUN
He TpeOyeT» TOro, YTOOBI «BBIBOBI U3 KaTErOPUUECKOTO
VIMITepaTyBa MOTJIN OBITH 3apMKCIPOBAHEI B Brijie Habopa
o0rmyix npaswi» (Korsgaard, 2008, p. 193, fn 18). Ho Bce
JKe TIpoBepKa COCTOUT MMEHHO B TOM, IT0 POPMYIIIPOBKe
Kopcraps, nMeer s MakcvMa (IIPVHIINIL), COIIACHO KO-
TOPOV JIeVICTBYeT CyOBeKT, (PopMy YHMBEPCaTHHOTO 3aK0-
Ha (Wwm «cobcTBeHHYI0 (bopMy» pasyma) (Ibid., p. 186), a
TaKasl TpaKTOBKa pallMOHaJIBHOCTY, Ha BKyc Makmayaruia
(V1 MOVI), CTIMIIIIKOM CMITBHO CPOKYCMPOBaHa Ha IIpaBIUIaXx.
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McDowell puts his view here in terms of vir-
tue, though many who have sought to build on
his insights — such as Jonathan Dancy — have
done so without deploying the language of vir-
tue. For present purposes the main idea is that
“to the unprejudiced eye it should seem quite
implausible that any reasonably adult mor-
al outlook admits of any such codification”
(McDowell, 1998b, p. 58).°

It might be argued that this attitude to rules
and principles marks a dramatic difference be-
tween McDowell and Kant, for whom the cat-
egorical character of moral requirements is
cast in terms of law and principle. Yet this is a
more delicate issue than it might seem. Chris-
tine Korsgaard, for example, denies that Kant
offers a principled ethics of the kind disdained
by particularists. A principle, she argues, is the
logos or ground, of an action. It is not a rule
and Kant’s is not a rule-bound ethics or sys-
tem of moral laws. There is a single moral law:
the categorical imperative, which provides a
test for maxims. The outcome of the test con-
cerns a particular action, and it does not gen-
erate a rule. So, for Korsgaard, the dispute
between McDowell and Kant is about whether
moral reasons are to be apprehended in a pro-
cess akin to perception, or by the application
of pure practical reason in accord with the cat-
egorical imperative. It shouldn’t be about the
codification of moral rules (Korsgaard, 2008,
pp. 227-228).7

®On the character of Dancy’s particularism and its rela-
tion to McDowell’s thought, see Bakhurst (2000; 2013).
7Korsgaard (2008, p. 193n18) also writes that “nothing
in Kant’s theory requires” that “the categorical impera-
tive’s findings can be captured in a set of general rules.”
However, the test is whether the maxim (principle) on
which the agent acts has the form of a universal law (or
reason’s “own form”) as Korsgaard puts it (ibid., p. 186),
and this surely construes rationality in too rule-ish a
way for McDowell’s (or my) taste.
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Bepno v To, uto nestb Maknayswia u Jancu —
Prraapr, MepsuH Xap, cdopMy IiMpoBaBIINL UIIEO
«YHUBEpPCaIN3yeMOCT» MIMEeHHO /151 TOrO, YTOOBI
000CHOBaTh MOpaJIbHbIe ITPUHIINIIB, IIOHVMaeMble
KaK MpaBwia IoBefleHMs (cM., Hampumep: Hare,
1963), a Xop Bce-Taku He KanT. Ho, Boripekn «kaH-
TUAHCTBY AevicTBus» Kopcrapm, TpyaHO He yBU-
7eTh B KaHTOBCKOM dwiocodum obpas Mopasib-
HBIX 3aKOHOB, OPTaHM3YIOIINX TIOBefleHe 0 00-
pasily eCTeCTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB, YIIPaBJIAIOIIX Pu-
3MUeCKMM COOBITUAMM, KaK eciiv Obl KaTeropude-
CKMVI VIMITepaTVB YCTaHaBJIMBaJsl allpYiOpHbIe YHI-
BepcasIbHbIe 11 HeOOXOIVIMBbIe IIpaBiIa TIOBeIeH s,
olpeziesIdrOlINe IIOoBelleHVe BcellesIo pallyioHaIb-
Horo cytiecrsa®. MopasIbHBIVI 3aKOH TpeOyeT mo-
CTyIaTh B COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCVMaMM, YCIIeIITHO
MPOIIeAIIVIMY ITPOBEPKY, HO M3 3TOrO He CJleflyeT
OTCYTCTBVIE IIPVHIIVIIOB B OCIIAPVIBAEMOM CMBICITE’.

5. JIBIArOTCA IV MaKaay3J1JI0BCKIe
OCHOBAHMS HEIIOJTHBIMM?

OcTtaBuM TI0Ka 3TOT BOIIPOC B CTOPOHE 11 00pa-
TVMCH K M3BeCTHOMY KaMHIO IpeTKHOBeHMs. Oue-
BUJIHOE BO3pakeHre Makmays/uly 3aKJIFodaeTcs B
TOM, 4YTO JOBOIBI B TOM BU[E, B KAKOM OH VX IIped-
CTaBjIsgeT, PyHIaMeHTaIbHO HeIIOJIHBI, 11 HeBO3-
MOXKHO 3adpMKCMPOBaTh MX KaTeropuyecKuil CTa-
TYC, €CJIN He ITPOIeMOHCTPUPOBaTh, KaK MX MOX-
HO HaNOJIHWUTH cofepXaHueM. IIpennonoxvim,

$ CrieroBaresibHO: «Takoe 1IapCTBO I1eJIeVt OCYIECTBIIIOCH OBl
Ha CaMOM ieJIe yepes3 IIOCPECTBO MaKCM, IPaBIIIO KOTOPBIX
IIPeIMChIBAET BceM pa3yMHBIM CyIIlecTBaM KaTeropidecKiuit
VIMIIEPATUB, eciu 0bl MAKCUMAM 3mum ciedobaiu Beeobuyum
obpasom» (AA 04, S. 438; Kant, 19974, c. 199).

* TpynHO mpencTaBUTh, YTO ellle MOTYT O3Ha4aTh CJIOBa O
TOM, UTO BOJISI PAI[VIOHAJIBHOTO CYIIIECTBA IIOJDKHA «00HO-
Bpemenno paccmampubams cebs camoe xax Bceoduje-3ax0H00a-
meavHyio» (AA 04, S. 434; Karr, 19974, c. 185). Kpome Toro,
KanT mmraer citabocts k npaswiam: «Ha stronert, y xoto-
PBIX HET OIIpele/IeHHBIX IIpaBII, HEeIb3s IIOJIOXWUTHCS;
JacTo He 3Haelllb, KaK BecTy cebs ¢ HuMWM, VI HeBO3MOX-
HO TOYHO 3HAaTh, KaK OHV CaMV K YeMy-HUOYIb OTHEeCyTCSI.
ITpaBma, HepeIKo OCY>KIAIOT JIFOEV, KOTOPbIe BCerna IIevi-
CTBYIOT IIO IIpaBiUlaM, — HalIpyuMep, YeloBeKa, KOTOPBIN
IUTSL KaKIIOTO JIeJIa HasHA4WI CBOVI 9ac, HO YacTO TaKoe
HOpULIaHMe HeCIIPaBeIUINBO, U 3Ta Pa3MEPEHHOCTb, XOTS
OHa CMaxyBaeT Ha IIeJaHTWYIHOCTb, €CTb, B CYIIHOCTW,
IIpu3HaK xapakTtepa» (AA 09, S. 481; Kant, 1994, c. 442).

Now it is true that a target of McDowell’s,
and Dancy’s, is R. M. Hare, who deploys the
idea of “universalisability” precisely to vindi-
cate moral principles understood as rules of
conduct (see, e. g., Hare, 1963), and Hare is not
Kant. However, contra Korsgaard’s “act-Kant-
ianism”, it is hard not to find in Kant the image
of moral laws organising conduct on the mod-
el of natural laws governing physical events, as
if the categorical imperative establishes a priori
universal and necessary rules of conduct that
would describe the behaviour of a fully ration-
al being.® The moral law is to act according to
maxims that pass that test, but it doesn’t fol-
low that there are no principles in the contest-
ed sense.’

5. Are McDowellian Reasons
Incomplete?

Let us set this issue aside and turn to a more
pressing bone of contention. The obvious ob-
jection to McDowell is that there is something
fundamentally incomplete about reasons as
he characterises them, and there is no chance
of capturing their categorical status unless we
show how they can be fleshed out. Suppose

8 Hence: “Now, such a kingdom of ends would actual-
ly come into existence through maxims whose rule the
categorical imperative prescribes to all rational beings if
they were universally followed” (GMS, AA 04, p. 438; Kant,
1998, p. 438).

] am not sure what else could be meant by saying that
a rational being’s will “regards itself [...] as making uni-
versal law through its maxim” (GMS, AA 04, p. 434; Kant,
1998, p. 42). Moreover, Kant had a fondness for rules:
“Human beings who have not given themselves certain
rules are unreliable. One often cannot figure them out,
and one can never really know what they are up to. It
is true that people who always act according to rules
are frequently reprimanded; for example, the man who
has fixed a certain time for each action according to the
clock. But often such reprimanding is unjustified, and
this exactness, though it looks like punctiliousness, is a
disposition for [the formation of] a character” (Pid, AA
09, p. 481; Kant, 2007, p. 469).
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uto lappu coOupaeTcsi yBOJIUTH CBOErO COTPY/I-
HuKa DHToHM. CykaviHa rosoput lappu, 4ro 31O
ObUIO OBl HEIIPABWJIBHO C TOYKM 3PEHVSI MOpasIV,
U IIPOCUT €ro TIOyMaThk O TOM yiiepOe, KOTOPbIN
IIoOHeceT DHTOHM, Korfa norepsieT paboty. C Tou-
K11 3peHnss Maknayasula, 10Bof, KoTopbiit Cykari-
Ha IIpeyIaraet [appm, 3akimtogaeTcs B TOM, 4TO 10-
meps pabomolL Hanecem yuyepd Iumonu. Maknmayrt
yTBepXXJIaeT, 4TO TaKoe cooOpakeHie MOXeT ObITh
JIOCTaTOYHBIM OCHOBaHVEM, YTOObI He YBOJIBHATH
SHToHN. KoHeuHo, oTchuika CyKamHBI K 3TOMY J10-
BOZly MOXET OBbITh HEIOJIHOV B TOM CMBICJIe, UTO
s yoexxneHnus Iappu enn moHamoouTcest 1oapoo-
Hee paccKasaThb O XapaKrepe yIriepda. MoxeT ObITb,
l'appu HemoolleHMBaeT TO, KaK Ha DHTOHMU CKa-
XeTcsi yBoslbHeHMe. MoxeT ObITh, OH 3a0bU1, UTO
y TOTO eCTb VDKIVBEHIIBI, MJIV He TIOyMaJsl O TOM,
KaK TPYyZHO HaTM HOBYIO PalbOTy. A MOXeT OBbITB,
y Tappu 110X0 ¢ BOOOpakeHVEM ¥ COYYBCTBVEM
I OH mpocTo ommbes. Yrober CykavHa mpey-
criesia, lappu IojDKeH OPUHATE YIIOMAHYTYIO OCO-
OeHHOCTb KaK pelIaromInil I0BOM, B COOTBETCTBIE
C KOTOPBIM OH JI0JDKEH ITPMBECTVI CBOV JKeJIaHMSL.
31ech MOXKHO BO3pasuTh, UTO IIPOCTOE pasbsc-
HeHVIe MOPaJIFHO 3HAYMMBIX OCOOEHHOCTEV HeTlo-
CTaTOYHO ¥ HEIIOJIHOTa CKPBITa Topasfao IIyoxe.
Hy>XHO IIOHSITB, TOUYeMy 3TV OCOOEHHOCTN SABJIS-
IOTCS1 TI0BOJIaMM, KaKOBBIMV OHW SIBJISIIOTCSL € OO-
jlee o0IIeN (VUIM YHMBEpPCAIbHON) TO3ULINN, YeM
Ta, KOTOPYIO IIOFpa3yMeBaeT IIepLENTVBHOe II0-
HYMaHMe CUTyalun. Mbl MoXeM TOJIBKO Haje-
ATbCs, UTO TaKOV B3IJISAZ, Ha IPO0JIeMy HO3BOINT
copMyIMpoBaTh KpUTEPUM Il 0OOCHOBaHMS
VIV OIIPOBEP>KeHMS [TOBOZIOB, a TaKXXe pa3oOpaTh-
csi ¢ JI0ObIMU MeTadpM3MUecKIMI 3aTPyIHEeH M-
MM, KacaloIIMMMCd HOPMAaTUBHOIO cTaTyca JI0BO-
IIOB, IIPOSICHSISL TeM CaMbIM VICTOYHVIK VX Hellpe-
JIOXKHOCTY (KOTOPBIVI DHCKOM OLIMOOYHO IPUHU-
MaeT 3a Maruio). VIMeHHO 3TMM TaK IIpuBJIeKa-
TeJleH KaTeropudyecKuil MMIlepaTus B Buje ¢dop-
MYJIbI YHMBEPCAJIBHOIO 3aKOHQ, ITpeJIararorient
aIpUOPHYIO IIPOBEPKY JOITYCTUMOCTV JEVICTBIIS B
paMKax MOPaJIbHOTO MBIIIIJIEHWS [IepBOro HOPsif-
Ka. CkenTmKaM W 3aIlyTaBIIMMCS MOXXHO ITOKa-
3aTh, IIOYeMy AeVICTBYe IIPOIIUIO MJIM He IIPOIIOo
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Harry is proposing to lay off Anthony, one of
his employees. Sukaina tells Harry it would
be morally wrong to do this, imploring him to
consider the harm that will befall Anthony if he
loses his job. On McDowell’s account, the rea-
son Sukaina offers Harry is that losing his job
will cause Anthony harm. McDowell contends
that such a consideration can amount to a suf-
ficient reason not to fire him. Of course, Sukai-
na’s citing this reason may be incomplete in the
sense that, to convince Harry, she may need to
elaborate on the nature of the harm. Perhaps
Harry underestimates the effect on Anthony,
forgetting that he has dependents or failing to
appreciate the difficulties he will face in getting
another job. Or perhaps Harry is otherwise un-
imaginative, insensitive or mistaken. For Sukai-
na to move Harry he has to come to see the
cited feature as a decisive reason, into line with
which he must bring his desires.

The objector will complain, however, that
merely elaborating on morally relevant fea-
tures is not enough. The incompleteness runs
deeper. We need to understand why these
features are the reasons they are from a per-
spective of greater generality — or univer-
sality — than that afforded by the perceptual
apprehension of the present situation. And
we might hope that such an account will pro-
vide criteria by appeal to which the purport-
ed reasons can be grounded or rejected, while
also addressing any metaphysical puzzle-
ment about their normative status, disclosing
why they have the distinctive compellingness
they do (which Anscombe mistakes for mag-
ic). This is exactly the attraction of the cate-
gorical imperative, in its Formula of Universal
Law variant, which provides an a priori test of
the permissibility of action to be deployed in
first-order moral thinking. The sceptical or the
confused can be shown just why a purported
action passes or fails the test on grounds that
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IIPOBEPKY I10 COOOpakeH M, IPUHSTVIE KOTOPBIX
00s13aTesILHO MO, yIPO30Vl MpparioHaIbHOCTI. VI
HMKaK/X MeTapV3M4IecKyt TyYMaHHBIX VICTOPUM O
BOCIIPUSATUYN OOBEKTVBHO CYIIECTBYIOMINX HOP-
MaTVIBHBIX CBOVICTB'.

Ho Taxme aprymenTs! He Tporaror Makpmayas-
71a. Bo-TIepBBIX, OH OTBepraeT HajI4ve MeTadnsu-
YecKo! Ipo0sIeMbl, VI «HOPMaTMBHOIO BOIIPO-
ca»: IIpefiCcTaBJIeHVe 0 MeTadu3IIecKov Ipobiie-
MaTUYHOCTYI OOBEKTUBHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIVX IIeH-
HOCTeVI M JIOBOJIOB BJJOXHOBJIEHO CIIVIEHTW3MOM, U
HaM CJIe[TyeT BO3AepPXKMBaTLCSA OT WAEW, UTO JIKO-
Goe siBjIeHMEe ecTecTBeHHOro (dpeHoMeHaIbHOIO)
MIpa OOBICHIETCS eCTeCTBeHHOHAYYHbBIM CIIOCO-
6om (McDowell, 1996, p. 76—85, 95). CrineHTN3M
He $SIBJISI€TCs 00s13aTeITbHBIM.

Bo-Bropeix, Makgayair He coriacusicst Obl ¢
TeM, YTO eCTh KaKas-TO IpelrodTuTe/IbHas I10-
3UIINSL, C KOTOPOV MOXKHO «OOOCHOBBIBATH» OOBI-
JleHHBle 10BOIBL. VI KOHeUHO ke, 3TO He PopMy-
Jla YHUBEPCaJIbHOIO 3aKOHa. PaccMoTpym mpyrova
puMep, 3HaKOMBINT 110 paboram Kanra. Ilpen-
craBuM, uro CamaHTa cobupaeTcs faTh oberra-
HVe, KoTopoe He caepxuT. OHa caMa U ee CeMbs
HYKIIQIOTCs, IIO3TOMY OHa XO4eT COJITaTh B DaHKe
VI B3STh KPeOUT, KOTOPBIV, KaK eVl IIpeKpacHo W3-
BeCTHO, OHa He CMOXeT BepHyThb. [Ipenmonoxm,
MBI MOXKeM ITOKa3aTh, YTO OHa HaXOOUTCs, KaK 3TO
dopmynupyer Kopcrapn, B cuTyaumum «IpakTu-
YecKOro IpOTUBOpeUMs»: MOCTYIUTb B COOTBET-
CTBUM C MAKCVIMOV — 3Ha4YUT OJJHOBPEMEHHO JXe-
JIaTh MVIpa, B KOTOPOM ODelllaHVs HEBO3MOXKHBI, U
MIpa, B KOTOPOM ZIaTh obelrtaHme MOXXHO. [Tode-
My JKe OHa JIOJDKHa ITpuciyIarbes K Ham? [lpen-
CTaBVIM, UTO OHa OTBeTUT Ha Hallll yBellleBaHWs:
«Hy m uTo, uto 31€eck ecTh nTpoTBOpeune. OHO He
romMerraeT MovM 1iaHaM. Kpome Toro, oHo He fe-
JIaeT MOV MBICJIV VI JIRVICTBISI HETIOHSATHBIMMU. BbI,
drtocodrl, nepeXxnBaeTe IO MOBOAY IIPOTUBOPe-
unmy, paboTa y Bac Takasi, HO XM3Hb He CeMUHap,

10 KaHTOBCKME Wmaer CJIOXKHO Ha3BaTb CBOOOOHBIMU OT
MeTapM3MKI B YacTi OOBSICHEHNSI OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIIEN
VeV aBTOHOMIM, HO B (POpMyJle YHUBEPCAIBHOTO 3a-
KOHa He 00s13aTesIbHO TOJDKHO OBITh UTO-TO CBEpXBecTe-
CTBEHHOe.
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must be accepted on pain of irrationality. And
this without metaphysically puzzling stories
about the perception of objectively existing
normative properties.’

McDowell, however, is unmoved by such
concerns. First, he thinks there is no meta-
physical case, no “normative question”, to
answer: the idea that there is something meta-
physically odd about objectively existing val-
ues or reasons is motivated by scientism and
we should resist the idea that everything that
occurs in the natural (phenomenal) world is ex-
plicable by appeal to natural-scientific modes
of explanation (McDowell, 1996, pp. 76-85, 95).
Scientism is not compulsory.

Second, McDowell would deny that there
is any privileged perspective from which we
can “ground” ordinary reasons. Certainly not
the Formula of Universal Law. Consider an-
other example, familiar from Kant. Suppose
Samantha proposes to make a false promise.
She and her family are in need. So she intends
to lie to the bank and raise funds she knows
she will be unable to repay. Suppose now that
we show her to be, in Korsgaard’s phrase, in
“practical contradiction”: To act on her maxim
would be to will both a world in which prom-
ising is impossible and a world in which she
can make a promise. Why should she heed us?
Suppose she responds: “So what, if I am in
some kind of contradiction? This is not a con-
tradiction that will make it impossible for me
to do what I propose. Nor is it one that ren-
ders my thoughts or actions unintelligible.
You philosophers care about contradiction —
it is part of your job — but life is not a sem-
inar and I'm concerned about my children’s
welfare.” So we need an account that explains
why, if Samantha is in contradiction, this mat-

"Not that Kant’s account is metaphysically innocent, of
course, when it comes to elucidating the key concept of
autonomy, but there need be nothing spooky in the For-
mula of Universal Law.



a MHe HaJI0 T03a00TUTHCS O OJIarOIOIY UMY MOVIX
neten». HaMm Hy>eH crioco® oObACHUTB, HoueMy
IIPOTUBOpEYNE, C KOTOPOM CTONIKHYJIach CamaH-
Ta, — 3T0 Ipobrema. Hemoctatouno Oymer cka-
3aTh, YTO, CMUPSISICH C IIPOTMBOPEUNEM, OHA BeTleT
cebs1t MppanmoHasbHO. HaM HyeH criocob oObsc-
HWTB, YTO He TaK C MppaloHaIbHOCTHI0. Kpome
TOrO, He MOXEeT OBITh YBEPEHHOCTN 1 B TOM, UTO
CamaHTa OeticmbumeavHo WVppalvioHaIbHa. 1o,
YTO OHA COOMpPAETCs CIeJIaTh, MOXeT OBITh JIOXKBIO,
TIOZIJIOTOM 1 BOPOBCTBOM, HO He SBJISIETCS C OUe-
BUIHOCTBIO MPPAIVIOHAIBHBIM.

DTOT IIpUIMep MOXET IOKa3aThCs HeyIaudHbIM,
IIOTOMY YTO HAIIIVl MOPaJIbHBIE VHTYWUIIVN IIO I10-
BOZY JIOKHBIX OOeITfaHWMII OT/IMYAIOTCS OT KaH-
TOBCKMX. [To3TOMY, eciivt MpaBIIPHO MHOHSTH CU-
Tyaryo, OHa MOXeT IIPOVTY IIpoBepKy, a CamaH-
Ta OKaXeTcsl CBOOOIHOV OT IIpoTmBopeunit. Pac-
CMOTPUIM Tellephb CJIydYaii, B KOTOpOM CyOBeKT 00-
HO3HA4HO HellpaB. To, YTO OH COBEpPIIL, SBJISETCS
IVICKPVIMMHAIIVIOHHBIM, KeCTOKVIM, OCKOPOWTeITb-
HBIM, HeyBaXXUTeJIbHBIM U T.7I. Ecoii ero He BOJI-
HyeT BCe 3TO, TO II0YeMY OH JO0JDKeH OeCrIoKOMThb-
Cs1 O CBOEVI MPPAIVIOHAIIBHOCTY B TOM CMBICTIE, UYTO
KaKMM-TO 00pa3oM 3aIyTasics B IIPOTUBOPEUMSIX?
KaHTnagerr uimeT MOJHOTY B OCHOBaHMSIX, KOTO-
Pble IOJDKHBI OBITH OTOOPEHHI JTFOOBIM PaIlVIOHaIb-
HBIM cy1riecTBoM. Ho make paryioHasibHOMY cyliie-
CTBY HY>KHO 3a00TMTBCS O CBOEV palliOHAIBHOCTAL.

[er10 He B TOM, UTO ameJUIALN K pa3yMy He ra-
paHTUpyeT 1oOey Haj, 3JI0M (3TO cooOpakeHue
He yckoib3aeT M or Kanrta). ITpoGema kacaet-
csi 000CHOBaHMSI MOPAJIBHBIX T0BOIIOB. CoOIIacHO
Maxknaya/1y, eciii 4To-TO MIeT He TaK, TO IIOBU-
HEH B 9TOM pPa3yM, He OTpearupoBaBIINII Ha JI0-
Bogel. Ho aTO erBa j1 MOXXHO HasBaTh cOoeM pa-
IIVIOHAJIBHOCTY (VUTVI, TOYHEee, BBIYMCIIVITEITHHON
panmoHasHOCTY). CKOpee, 3TO cOOVI YeJIOBeUHO-
CTW, KaK ee IIOHMMaeT MaKaya/ul, TO eCTh HeCIIo-
COOHOCTB ITPOYYBCTBOBATh TO, YTO MIMEET MOpaIb-
HOe V3MepeHMe (YeCTHOCTh, HOOPOTY, yBakeHVe
" T.11.). HeBO3MOXXHO TIOIMHSATHCS Ha yPOBEHb JIVIC-
Kypca, Ha KOTOPOM MBI MOIJIVI ObI 0OOCHOBATB, I10-
yeMy ST Bellly JOJDKHBI MMeTh TaKoe 3HadeHNe,
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ters. It won’t do to say that if she embraces
the contradiction she’s being irrational. We
need an account of why the irrationality mat-
ters. And anyway, it’s not clear she is being ir-
rational. What Samantha proposes to do may
be lying, cheating and thieving, but it’s not ob-
viously irrational.

Now one might suspect the case is mislead-
ing, simply because our moral intuitions about
false promising are different from Kant’s and
so, properly understood, this isn’t a case that
fails the test and she’s not in contradiction after
all. So let’s take a case where the agent is clear-
ly wrong. What she has done is discriminatory,
cruel, offensive, disrespectful, and so on. If she
doesn’t care about being discriminatory, cruel,
offensive, disrespectful etc., why should she
mind about being irrational in the sense of be-
ing somehow ensnared in contradiction? The
Kantian seeks completeness in grounds that
must be endorsed by any rational being. But
even a rational being has to care about being
rational.

The point is not that appealing to reason is
not guaranteed to triumph over wickedness (a
point hardly lost on Kant). The issue concerns
the grounding of moral reasons. McDowell’s
view is that where things go wrong, what is
at issue is a failure of reason in the sense of
a failure in responsiveness to reasons, but
this is not best seen as a failure of rationality
(or of calculative rationality, one might say).
It is rather a failure of humanity, as he puts
it, meaning a failure to be sensitive to things
that matter morally (such as fairness, kind-
ness, respect etc.). There is no ascent to a level
of discourse in which we can justify why these
things have to matter as they do in a par-
ticular case; there is no perspective outside
the moral point of view from which we can
ground morality.
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KaKoe OHM IMEIOT B KOHKPeTHOM CJIyuae; He Cyllle-
CTBYeT IIePCIIeKTVBbI BHE MOPAJIbHOV TOUKWU 3pe-
H5L, C KOTOPOVI MBI MOTLJIV ObI 000CHOBATH MOpaJIb.

6. O0BsIcHeHMe TOBO/IOB:
yriay0sieHue, a He 000CHOBaHMe

Taxmm oOpasom, HaM cilefiyeT yI0BJIeTBOPUTh-
sl OOBIZIEHHBIMY JIOBOJIaMM, K KOTOPBIM MBI aIlel-
nupyeM, 0OOCHOBBIBast Hamy noctynku. VI atm
JOBOIIBI TIOZ/TAFOTCS OOBSICHEHWMIO, eciI IIoMe-
CTUTD X B O0JIee MMPOKMIT KOHTEKCT. 3/1eCh MOX-
HO IOVITU II0 OHOMY M3 ABYX IyTen. [lepsbiit m3
HUX — HeoapuCTOTeIMaHCKMiL. YToObl oco3HaTh,
royeMy cam ¢paxm obeuyanis CTAaHOBUTCS 37eCh J10-
BOZIOM, II0JIe3HO MOHSTH POJIb OOelaHmil B XKu3-
HV JIFOZIeV], a IMEeHHO IToYeMy CyIllecTBa Bpojie Hac
He MOr'yT 00oMTHCh 6e3 TaKoro MHCTUTyTa. Mb1 —
CyIIeCTBa, KOTOPBIe JIOJDKHBI COTPYAHUYATD PYT
C IPyTOM, VI MTHCTUTYT OOeIaHusl — 3TO IIPeJITio-
ChUIKa Halllero mnpoupeTaHus. Takue paccyxe-
HUS JTAlOT KOHMeKcni, HO He obocHosanm. [Tpu-
BOZIVIMbIE, YTOOBI OOBSICHUTD, ITIOYeMY HellpaBUIIb-
HO Oy/leT HapymmWTh OanHoe oObelljaHVe, TaKwe
KOHTeKCTyaJsIbHble CooOpaskeHMs Bcerfa OyayT 3a-
JIOKHMKaMM IIPOCTOrO BO3pakeHsl, UTO 110 yIIy-
ITleHVe BPsiJl JIV TIOCTaBUT II0]T, yTPO3Y CaM MHCTH-
TyT. Ho cMBIC/T Takyx KOHTEKCTyaIbHBIX cOO0pa-
JKeHUVI He B paspelleHuy CIIOPOB B KOHKPETHBIX
cjlydasx, a B PasBUTUM TaKOro IMOHMMAaHMUs MO-
PaJIbHBIX MPAKTUK, KOTOpOe BCeJIUT yBakeH!e K
HVM U IIOKaXkeT, IloyeMy oleltaHms, pyxk0a, Bep-
HOCTB, ITPaBAMBOCTE U T. /1. UTPAIOT BaXKHYIO pOJib
B KVM3HU TIOJTIOOHBIX HaM cy1riecTs. Llesib He B TOM,
YTOOBI TIOKa3aTh VHCTPYMEHTaJIbHYIO II€HHOCTD
moOpozereriert, a B TOM, UTOOBI ITPOIEMOHCTPUPO-
BaTh, KaKylo 3Ha4MTeIbHYIO POJIb OHU UIPAIOT B
IpolBeTaHuy JejloBedecTBa. KoHTekcTyaIbHbIe
coobpakeHMsl BaXKHBI U JIJIsi MOPaJIbHOIO BOCIIV-
TaHMs. Mopajii HeBO3MOXXHO Hay4UThb, OT/IeJIbHO
00BACHMB, YTO TaKoe IpoliBeTaHNe, a II0TOM 3asd-
BVIB, YTO OHO JIOCTUTAETCsI BEPHOCTHIO MOPaJTbHBIM
nobponererisam. Ckopee, HY)KHO ITPeIJIOKUTD yde-
HVIKY TaKyO TOUKY 3peHMs, C KOTOPOVI CTAHOBUT-
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6. Elucidating Reasons: Deepening,
not Grounding

We must therefore rest content with the or-
dinary reasons to which we appeal to justify
our acting as we do. We can, however, eluci-
date those reasons by placing them in a wider
setting. There are two avenues of elucidation.
The first is neo-Aristotelian. To understand
why the fact that you promised is a reason here,
it helps to understand the role of promising in
human life — why beings like us could not get
on without such an institution. We are beings
who must collaborate with one another and so
the institution of promising is a precondition
of our flourishing. Such considerations provide
context, not foundation. Invoked to show why
it would be wrong to break this promise, such
contextual considerations will always be hos-
tage to the response that this lapse will hard-
ly jeopardise the institution. But the role of
such contextual considerations is not to clinch
arguments in particular cases, but to culti-
vate an understanding of moral practices that
might inspire reverence, to show why promis-
ing, friendship, fidelity to the truth, and so on,
matter in the lives of being like us. The point
is not to represent these goods as of merely in-
strumental value, but to show that they contrib-
ute constitutively to human flourishing. Such
contextual considerations have a role in moral
education. We cannot teach morality by inde-
pendently characterising what it is to flourish
and then casting adherence to moral goods as
a means to that end. Rather we have to invite
the learner into a point of view from which the
best kind of life is revealed to be one lived in
accord with these values and in recognition
of the claims — the categorical claims — they
make on us.



Csl OUeBVJTHBIM, UTO caMasi JIydlllasi XMU3Hb — 3TO
JKM3HB B COOTBETCTBUM C IIEHHOCTSIMM JOOporieTe-
M U (KaTeropudecKrMu) TpeOoBaHMAMY, KOTO-
pble OHM HaM IIPeIbSIBIISIOT.

Bropasi crparervisi, B HEKOTOPOM pofie COBMECT-
Masi C IIlepBoVi, — HeoKaHTMaHcKasd. CoryacHo e,
KM3HB, B KOTOPOV HaXOOWUTCS MeCTO MOPaJIbHBIM
MpaKTUKaM, payuoHaAbHA. DTO XU3Hb caMOOIIpe-
TIeJISIOLIVIXCSL CYIeCTB, PYKOBOOCTBYIOIIVIXCS 10-
BofaMM. MOXXHO TIOIIBITaTbCS OOBSICHUTD MOpaIb-
Hble 00S3aHHOCTY, OOpaTVB BHMMAaHME Ha Te W3
HVIX, YTO IIPOVICTEKAIOT M3 CIIOCOOHOCTVI K aBTOHO-
MWW, CUUTAIOIIEVICS OCHOBOIIOJIAraOIIeN 1 Ha-
1revt Tprpozbl. To, 9To MBI aBTOHOMHBI, HaM 00s13a-
TeJIbHO M3BecTHO. KaHT 1 DHCKOM CXOISTCS B TOM,
YTO IIpaKTMUecKoe 3HaHVe — 3TO CIIOCOOHOCTH Ca-
Moco3HaHVA. Ecint g gericTBy 1o MHTeHIIMIOHAIBHO,
TO CYILIECTBYeT HeKoe OIVICaHVie MOero IeVICTBIS, B
KOTOPOM 3aJI0KeHO MOe 3HaHVie TOrO, YTo £ JieJIalo.
V1 3Haro s 3TO He IIyTeM HAOJIIOEHMIL: 3TO 3HaHMe
HesMIIVprdeckoe. MbI IprioOpeTaeM ero IeViCTBYsI.
Cosepiras caMOOCO3HaHHBIVI IIOCTYTIOK, 5 OCO3HAI0
cebs TakmMM, Kakoil s ecThb Ha camoM nese'’. B To
JKe BpeMsl S 3HAIO, YTO MOSI CITOCOOHOCTH K aBTOHO-
MWW — He TOJIBKO M0s CTIOCOOHOCTB, PaBHO KakK U
JIOBOZIBI, B CBeTe KOTOPBIX 5 JIeVICTBYIO, — JIOBOZIBI
He T MeHs, HO JIIs JII000ro uesioBeka B II0I00-
Hom cuTyauuu. CrleioBaTesIbHO, YTOOBI B3aMIMO-
ZIeVICTBOBAaTh C APYTMMM KakK C JIFO[bMVI, HeOOXOIM-
MO TIpM3HAaBaTh 38 HUMM 3Ty CTIOCOOHOCTE.

Bce 5T0 npuBOAMT HaC K TeMaM, XOPOLIIO M3BeCT-
HBIM 10 IVICKYCCVV BOKPYT KAHTOBCKOV (DOPMYJIBI
4eJIOBEUHOCTN. YBUIIETh B KOM-TO CaMOOIIpesies-
IoITeecs] CYIeCTBO — 3HA4YUT yBUAETh B HEM CIIO-

" CornacHo Cebactpany Pémmo, «KaHT yTBepKmaeT, uTo
B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVI Mbl HAXOAVMCS I1OJT BIIVITHVEM IIpU-
YMHHOCTY CBOOOMIBI, MBI OCO3HAeM cels He KaK SIBJICHUSI,
HO Kak B Belu B cebe. OH moppasymMesaer, uTo, Oymyun
cyObeKTaMI MHTEHIIMOHAIBHBIX IEVICTBIUV, MBI He 0CO3-
HaeM ce0s penenTvsHO. Hamre 3HaHMe B 3TOM cily4ae He
3aBUCUT OT CIIOCOOHOCTYM UYBCTBOBAHWSI, BBICTYIIAIOIIEN
IIOCPEIHVKOM MEXy HaMI V1 [I03HaBaeMbIMI HaMV 00b-
exrtamit. Tak Kak “sBjieHne” OTHOCUTCS K OOBEKTy, IO-
3HaBaeMOMYy IIPV IIOMOIINM PeIeNTUBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTH,
Hallle 3HaHMe caMyx ce0s B KauecTBe CyOBeKTOB He sIBJIS-
eTcs 3HaHVeM sBJIeHmui. Vl cvta 3Tov vmen Heloo1leHBa-
ercs» (Rodl, 2007, p. 122, fn 20).
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The second strategy, not incompatible with
the first, is neo-Kantian. Here we stress that
the life in which the practices of morality have
a place is rational life, the life of self-determin-
ing beings who act in the light of reasons. We
can therefore hope to elucidate moral obliga-
tion by illuminating the responsibilities that
flow from the power of autonomy, seen as de-
finitive of our nature. That we are autonomous
beings cannot but be known to us. It is com-
mon ground between Kant and Anscombe that
practical knowledge is a self-conscious cap-
acity. When I act intentionally, there is some
description of my action under which I know
what I am doing. I do not know this by obser-
vation: this is non-observational knowledge of
knowing-in-doing. In such self-conscious acts,
I am conscious of myself as I truly am.!"" At the
same time, I know that the power of autonomy
is not just my power, just as the reasons in the
light of which I act are not reasons for me but
for any human being so situated. So to relate to
another as a human being is to recognise this
power in them.

This brings us to themes familiar from
Kant’s discussion of the Formula of Human-
ity. To see you as a self-determining being is
to see in you a power that I cannot but respect,
and this brings in its wake recognition that you
are a being that must not be treated merely as
a means. The power of self-determination ac-
cords those who possess it a dignity beyond all
price, as Kant famously puts it, and if I am not

T As Sebastian Rodl (2007, p. 122n20) argues, “Kant
states that, insofar as we are under the causality of free-
dom, we know ourselves not as appearances, but as
things in themselves. He means that, as subjects of in-
tentional action, we do not know ourselves receptively;
our knowledge in this case does not depend on a faculty
of sensibility that mediates between ourselves and the
objects we know. Since “appearance’ refers to an object
known by means of a receptive faculty, our knowledge
of ourselves as agents is not knowledge of appearanc-
es. The power of this insight has been underestimated.”
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COOHOCTB, K KOTOPOVI MBI MOXX€M OTHOCUTBCS TOJTb-
KO C YBaXEHVEeM, M TeM CaMbIM IIpM3HaBaTbh, UTO
K TaKOMY CYIIEeCTBY HeJIb3S OTHOCUTBCS TOJIBKO
Kak K cpercTBy. CrIocOGHOCTE caMooITperiesieHvst
Hazle/IsieT TeX, KTO el o0Jla/iaeT, IOCTOVHCTBOM,
He VIMEIOIIVM IIeHBI, KaK IIPeKpacHO BBIPasuIl-
cs KanT. U ecrin 1 He HaMepeH MOAYVHSTH BaIlI
LIeJIVI CBOVIM LIeJISIM, 51 JOJDKEH IIPU3HATB, YTO OCHO-
BaHIs, KOTOpbIe yCTaHaBJ/IVBAIOT, KaK CaMOOIIpe-
HeTISIOIIeCs CyIIecTBa B3aMOMEVICTBYIOT APYT C
JIPYTOM, TO €CTh MOpaJIbHBbIe OCHOBAHS, JIOJKHBI
YUYUTBIBAThCS HaMV BHE 3aBVCVIMOCTM OT HAIIIMX
CITydJarHBIX 11eJiert. V13 3Toro ciiefyer KaTeropmde-
CKWVI CTaTyC MOpaJIbHBIX TpeOOoBaHMIT?.

Lerb M3/I0XKeHMS TaKMX MBICTIEVI — CTUMYJIV-
PpOBaTh pasyM B peXuMe CKOopee IIOHMMaH, YeM
BBIYVICIIEHVISI, [OBOASA 10 PedrIeKCMBHOIO 0CO3-
HaHVS VIMIUIVLIUTHBIE U pasyMa 3HaHUS. DT
coobpakeHMsI BpsZl M TlepeyOesiT TeX, KTO He
KeJlaeT caMomo3HaHMs. Ho MBI MoxeM HamesiThb-
s, 9TO JIOOpaBIIVecs 110 3TUX CTPOK YBUIIST, UYTO
CHOCOOHOCTh K aBTOHOMMUW MOYKET HaWTV IOJDK-
HOe BhIpakeHVe TOJIIBKO B COIO3e C ApyTruMmu. Bo-
IIPOC He B TOM, KaK MHe CJIe[IyeT XWUTh, VI JTake He
B TOM, KaK MHe CJIe[lyeT XUTb Cpefy APyTuX, a B
TOM, KaK CJIeflyeT XUTb Ham. VI 3To mpenrosara-
eT CyIIleCcTBOBaHUe Wjleasla TapMOHVYHOV peay-
3alMM CIIOCOOHOCTY K aBTOHOMWM BCeMU, Vipearl
«IjapcTBa Iester». Mpl MOXXeM CIIPOCUTB y CKell-
TMKa, KaKasl XXV3Hb JIydllle — Ta, B KOTOPOV MBI
IIpecsieiyeM cOOCTBeHHBIe 11eJI1, He obpaltiasi Hi-
KaKOro BHMMAaHM Ha I1eJI APYIUX, WU Ta, ITe,
JeVICTBYs, MBI CTPEMVMCS K MVPY paBHOTO O1aro-
JEHCTBUS JIIOLEV, IIPeciIeyIOIINX OOIIyIO IIesIb

12 KaHTHaHeI1, BepOsSTHO, ITOIpo0yeT ImpuIicaTs popmy-
JIe 9eJIOBEYHOCTV OCHOBOIIOJIAraloIlyI0 poJIb, B KOTOPOVL
et oTKasbiBaeT Makaya/ul, HO MHe TPYAHO IpeICTaBUTh
IOMCKyccmio ¢ oTmx no3unuit. B «Co3maHnm napcersa Lie-
stet» Kopcrapz 3agsiisieT o BBICIIEN IIEHHOCTV YeJIOBedY-
HOCTM B CMBICJIe criocobHocTu K aBroHomun (Korsgaard,
1997, p. 106—132 (1. 4)). C 5TMIM MOXHO COITIACUTBCS,
XOTsl ee MHTepIIpeTalysl aBTOHOMMH 1 KasKeTcsl MHe dge-
pecuyp nHTeIUIeKTyasmcTckort. Ho 3aTeM oHa pgorornHser
CBOV pa3MBbIIIUIEHNS (TOUYHee, [IOPTUT MX) TeJIeoJIorde-
CKUM PacCyXXIeHMEM O UeJIOBEYHOCTW, TO eCTh CII0CO0-
HOCTM K aBTOHOMWI, pealn3yeMOVl B COOTBETCTBUIL C
MOPaJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM, KaK BBICIIIEVI I1eJIbI0 MUPO3IaHsL.
DTUM OHa JIMIIIb J00aBIIgeT K MHTeIUIEKTYaIN3My Heo-
IIyCTMMBIVI aHTPOIIOIIEHTPW3M.
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to subordinate your ends to mine, I must accept
that the reasons that decide how self-determin-
ing beings interact with one another — i.e.
moral reasons — must weigh with us in ways
that are not conditional upon our contingent
ends. Hence the categorical status of moral re-
quirements."

The point of articulating such thoughts is
to stimulate reason in an apprehending, rather
than calculative mode, to bring knowledge im-
plicit to reason to reflective awareness. The exer-
cise is thus not likely to move those who do not
want this self-knowledge. But we can hope that
someone who has followed us so far will see
that the power of autonomy can find proper ex-
pression only in consort with others. The ques-
tion is not “How should I live?”, or even “How
should I live among others?”, but “How should
we live?”, and this suggests an ideal of the har-
monious exercise of the power of autonomy by
all, the ideal of a “kingdom of ends”. So we can
at least ask the sceptic: What is the better life?
One in which you pursue your ends in ways
indifferent to the ends of others, or one where,
by your actions, you aspire to a world where
people flourish equally in pursuit of the com-
mon end of properly expressing their powers
of self-determination? As Wiggins (2006, p. 129)
puts it, “For a reasonable being, how could it be
reasonable not to aspire to live with other rea-
sonable beings in the accord that is worthy of
reasonable beings? For reasonable beings, sure-
ly solidarity in reason is mandatory.” Of course,

12The Kantian might seek to give the Formula of Hu-
manity the foundational role McDowell refuses to cast,
but I cannot see how the argument can go. In Creat-
ing the Kingdom of Ends, Korsgaard (1997, pp. 106-132
(ch. 4)) begins by casting the supreme value of human-
ity in terms the power of autonomy. This I can accept,
though I find her construal of autonomy too intellectual-
istic. But then this is complemented, or rather spoiled,
by a teleological story that portrays humanity — that is,
the power of autonomy exercised in adherence to the
moral law — as the ultimate purpose of creation. But
this only adds to the intellectualism an intolerable an-
thropocentrism.



IOJDKHOVI peaiv3alliyl VX CIIOCOOHOCTM K CaMo-
onpenertennto. ITo cioBam Yurrusca, «passe pa-
3yMHO, UTO pa3yMHOe CYIIIeCTBO He CTPEeMUTCS K
XKV3HY C IPYTYMW Pa3yMHBIMM CyIIIeCTBaMU B CO-
IJIaCM, JOCTOVIHOM pasyMHBIX cyIrecTs? Koneu-
HO JKe, IJIS pa3syMHBIX CYIIeCTB COJIMIAPHOCTH B
pasyme obsizatennbHa» (Wiggins, 2006, p. 129). Ko-
HEYHO, VI 3TOT apryMeHT MOXeT He cpaboTaTk, HO
OIPOBEPrHYTH €r0 IOy YMTCS TOIIBKO YHU3MB de-
JIOBeUeCcKOe JOCTOMHCTBO, «IIOCSIT[HYB| Ha ero cBs-
TocTh» (AA 04, S. 435; KanT, 19973, c. 189).

7. 3aKJIIoueHme

Onmpasice Ha pabotel [I>xoHa Maknayauia, s
riokasasi, YTo KaHT ObUT IIpaB B OTHOIIIEHNN KaTe-
TOPMYECKOVI IIPVIPOIBI MOPaIbHBIX TpeOOBaHMI U
OIIMOAJICS. B TOM, YTO OHV MOTYT OBITH yCTaHOBJIE-
HBI alIpyopy, a TakXXe B TOM, YTO UMCTBIVI IIPaKTV-
YeCKMT pa3yM MOXeT JaTh OCHOBaHMe J1JI MOPaJIl.
Tem He MeHee BOITPOCHI, BBITEKATOIIIVE 113 KaHTOB-
CKMX WeVi, JOJDKHBI 3aHMMaTh Beylllee MecToO B
MOpaJIbHOV pedpyieKcuM 11 BOCOUTaHU, 8 IMeHHO:

1. SIBgercs jv 3TOT MOCTYIIOK TaKMM, KaKovi,
10 MOeMY MHEeHWIO, CTOUT copepmnTh? To ecTb
Xouy JIM & XXWUTh B MVpe, B KOTOPOM JIIOON AeV-
CTBYIOT IOIOOHBIM 00pa3oM, COBepIIaioT I0I00-
Hble IIOCTYIIKM, PYKOBOACTBYSCH HOIOOHBIMM J10-
BOIaAMM?

2. [levicTBysl TakuM 0Opa3zoM, HOCTyIIalo JIn
g KaK CyIIecTBO, KOTOpoe caMO OIpefiesiseT, YTo
eMy IyMarb U genarb? Vi g octarock ity x K Be-
CKMM OCHOBaHMSAM HOCTYHUTL WHaude? Moxer
OBbITB, MOV ITOCTYIIKM IIPOAVKTOBAHBI HEOOTyMaH-
HBIMU IOBOIAMIN?

3. IlocTynas momobHEIM 00pa3oM, oOpaliiaochk
JI 4 C APYTMMM KaK C JIIO[bMY, CAMOOITpe/IesIso-
IIVIMUCS CYIIleCTBaMV, VMEIOIIVIMI TO ke IIpaBo,
YTO U 51, CTPEMUTBLCS K CBOMM 1IeJIsIM, ITpoIiBeTaTh
U YIPaBJIATh COOCTBEHHBIMM XM3HAMM? VI ke
s VICTIOJIB3Y' 10 JIPYT VX KaK TOJIBKO Belry?

4. TToctynast TakuM oOpa3oM, y4acTBYIO JIN 5 B
o0r111eM Jiesie, B KOTOPOM MOXKeT OBITh peasIn3oBaHa
CIIOCOOHOCTH KaXK/J0ro K aBTOHOMMU V1 TeéM CaMbIM
CO3[IAIOTCS YCJIOBUS [IJIs paBHOTO OJIarofieHCTBs
CaMOOITpeIeJISIONIVIXCS CYIIeCTB?
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this appeal is not guaranteed to work, but the
sceptic can reject it only by slighting human
dignity in a way that “assaults its holiness”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 435; Kant, 1998, p. 42).

7. Conclusion

Drawing on the work of John McDowell, I
have maintained that Kant is right that moral
requirements are categorical in nature, though
wrong to think they can be established a priori
or that a foundation for morality can be provid-
ed by pure practical reason. For all that, the fol-
lowing Kant-inspired questions should figure
centrally in moral reflection and education:

1) Is this the kind of act that I think should
be done? That is, do I want to live in a world in
which people do acts of this kind, acts of this
kind for this kind of reason?

2) Am I, in acting in this way, acting as a be-
ing should act that can determine for itself what
to think and do? Or am I failing to respond to
good reasons to act otherwise, or allowing my
actions to be dictated by motives that I have not
subjected to appropriate scrutiny?

3) Am |, in acting in this way, treating others
as persons, self-determining beings who are as
entitled as I am to pursue their ends, flourish,
be in command of their lives etc., or am I using
others as if they are mere things?

4) Am I, in acting in this way, participat-
ing in a common project in which every-
one’s power of autonomy is given appropriate
opportunity to create conditions that enable the
equal flourishing of all as self-determining be-
ings?

Posing these questions helps us discover re-
quirements that should influence us regard-
less of our contingent inclinations and ends.
These requirements are not unconditional in
the purest Kantian sense. They are contingent
on human beings caring about reason. They are
contingent on our better nature, we might say.
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ITocTaHOBKa 3TMX BOIIPOCOB IIOMOraeT HaM 00-
HapyXXUTb TpeOoBaHIs, KOTOPBIE TOJDKHBI BIIVSTh
Ha Hac BHE 3aBUCHMOCTV OT HaIIVX CKJIOHHOCTE
U Lesiert. DT TpeboBaHMs He Oe3yCJIOBHBI B UM-
CTO KaHTMAaHCKOM cMbIcle. OHM HaXOOATCd B 3a-
BUICVIMOCTY OT JIFOEVI, [IJIst KOTOPBIX BaXKeH pasyM.
MoXHO cKa3aTbh, OHV 3aBUCAT OT JIy4llero B Ha-
LIV ITPUPOJIE.

51 He OXMJ1a10, UTO TaKOVI IIOJIXOTL, HarieT 00JIb-
IIyIO MOOJIEePXKY Cpedy KaHTMaHIIeB, KOTOpEIE,
BO3MOXHO, OyIyT coXajleTb O TOM, UYTO KaHTOB-
CKMe VJIey JIUIIIeHbI MeTadpM319ecKov [Ty OVHBI 1
TIOMellleHbl B paMKV MeHee aMOUITO3HO 11 OoJlee
HaTypaIVICTUYeCKON KOHILIEMIINY, OTPUHYBIIeN
UMCTOTY pasyMa U, ¢ Touku 3peHus Kanra, Tem
caMbIM oDOpeKaroIrer 4ejloBeKa Ha «IIpe3peHme 1
BHyTpeHHee OTBpallleHne K camMoMy cebe» (AA 04,
S. 426; Kanr, 1997a, c. 159). Ho ecyiit MbI yJ10B71€TBO-
PVIMCS yBaXKeHVeM K pa3syMy — TaKOMY, KaKVM OH
cdopMmpoBasIcs M HallleJI CBOe BbIpakeHVe B Ta-
KMX CyIIeCTBaX, KaK Mbl, — MBI MOXKeM HaIesAThCs
PasBUTh €ro CIIOCOOHOCTH PacIio3HaBaTh ¥ ITOHU-
MaTb, IJle HaXO[IUTcs 100po.
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I do not expect this approach to find much
favour among Kantians, who may deplore see-
ing Kant’s insights denuded of metaphysical in-
tensity and incorporated into a less ambitious
and more naturalistic conception, which for-
sakes the purity of reason and, by Kant's lights,
thereby condemns the human being “to con-
tempt for himself and inner abhorrence” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 426; Kant, 1998, p. 35). But if we are
content to revere reason as it is formed and
finds expression in beings like us, then there is
still hope we can cultivate its power to discern
and apprehend where the good lies.
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