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@. Kumuep'

Tpembva hopmyaupoba Kameaoputecko2o umnepani-
6a pedko nosyqaem cmoabko BHUMAHUS, CKOABKO Yoeasen-
cs ee npeduiecrnbernuyam. Leaw dannotl paboms. — paspa-
bomka Hamypasucmuieckozo 100xooa xk Mopaiu, 600xHob-
AeHH020 Konyenyuel Kanma o MopaivHbix azenmax Kax 3a-
KoHoOamensax 6 yapcmbe yeaeil. Boimexatousue u3 mpembveil
hopmyaupobxu kanmobBexuil koHcmpyxmubusm [Dx. Poasa
u koumpaxmyasusm T. M. Cxanaona bausku x Kanmy no
uacmu  udeaiusayuu npoyecca 3axoxooamerscméa. i
Poasa epaxoane kanmobekoeo «yapcmbBa» moeym 0Ovimob
cBedenvl K 00HOMY-e0uHcmBenHomy npedcmabumento Geex,
KOMOopowlil pasmvluiisiem 3a 3anabecom Hebedenis, npume-
HASL MuHumaxcroe Moiusenue. CKaHioH npednosaeaem u
Opyeux 3axonodameseil, HO A1000e NOMeEHYUALLHOE PASHO-
obpasue cpedu HUX OMMEHACMCS MPAHCUCIIOPUHECKUMU
KanoHamu pasyma. A, nanpomub, paccmampubaro mopars
Kkak ucmopuvecku pasbubaroujyloca nocpeocmbom  63a-
umodeicmbus mexoy A00bMU ¢ pasHuiMu 632420amMu U
KOHbAuKmyowumu. yeasimu. 3a0a4a meopuu MOpaiu co-
cmoum 6 mom, 4mobv. nocmpoums coombemcmbyousyio
Memodos02uio 045 ynpabrenus ux ouckyccuamu. Mot Ha-
mypaiusoBannviii Kanm desaem nepBuie wiaeu. Mopaas 6o3-
Huxaem 6 pesyavmanme NPUSHAHUA NPoOAEMHbIX CUMYAY U,
Komopole Buiabasiomea npexde Bceeo nymem paccmompe-
HUSA XKAA00 peasvHblx A100eil, oyeHku ux obocHoBanHocmu
U noucka nymetl ux ucnpabrenus, xo20a 000cHoBanHoCHb
nooméepsxoaemca. Obuecmba (1 omoesvtvie A100u) 000U-
Baromecs MopasbHo20 npoepecca, k020a oHu 0dcyxoatom (uau
umumupytom obcysoerue) 6 coombemcmbuu ¢ mpems Hop-
mamu. B obcyxdenue doaxHbL 0bims Bobaeuenst Bce, Ha K020
OHO NOMEHYUANLHO MOXKeN NoBAUAMY, 00AKHA UCNOAb30-
Gamvea HauAyUUAA O0CIYNHAS UHDOPMAUUA; YHACTIHUKU
00/KHbL CIPEMUMBCS. K PesyAbmanty, Komopuii 6ce mo2ym
npunamo. Hackoavko darex namyparusobannsii Kanm om
camoeo Beauxozo gpusocogpa? £ ocmabasto amom Bonpoc Ha
ycMomperue cneyuaiicnob-kanmobedos.

KatoueBuie cro8a: kameeopuueckutl umnepamub, mpe-
Mo opMyAUpoBKa, MOpatbHAS PUAOCOPUA, HAMYPAAU3M,
MOpALBHYITL NIpogpecc, MopatbHas Meno0oaoeus, Poas, Ckamaon

! dutocodpekmit dpakysbreT, Kommymouiickmin
VHVIBEPCUTET. ~
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NATURALISING KANT
Ph. Kitcher!

The third formulation of the Categorical Imper-
ative rarely receives the attention devoted to its pre-
decessors. This paper aims to develop a naturalistic
approach to morality inspired by Kant’s conception of
moral agents as legislating in a Kingdom of Ends. Posi-
tions derived from the third formulation, John Rawls’s
Kantian Constructivism and T. M. Scanlon’s Contrac-
tualism, cleave closely to Kant in idealising the process
of legislation. For Rawls, the citizens of the Kantian
Reich can be reduced to one, a representative of all, who
deliberates behind the veil of ignorance using minimax
reasoning. Scanlon includes other lawmakers, but any
potential diversity among them is overridden by trans-
historical canons of reason. By contrast, I view moral-
ity as developing historically through the interactions
among people with different views and conflicting
aims. The task of moral theory is to construct an appro-
priate methodology to govern their deliberations. My
naturalised Kant takes the first steps. Morality arises
from the recognition of problematic situations, identi-
fied first by listening to the complaints of actual people,
by judging whether they are warranted, and by seeking
to amend them when the warrant is confirmed. Societ-
ies (and individuals) make moral progress when they
deliberate (or simulate deliberations) in accordance
with three norms. All those potentially affected should
be included; the best available information should be
used,; and participants should aim for an outcome all
can accept. How far is naturalised Kant from the great
philosopher? I leave the answer to the scholars.

Keywords: Categorical Imperative, third formu-
lation, moral philosophy, naturalism, moral progress,
moral methodology, Rawls, Scanlon
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Hauny c¢ npusHanus®. 51 He SBIISIOCH CIIEIV-
armmcroM no Kanty. Ho, kak m ciiemyeT oXuaaTs,
g TIOHMMAIO, UTO JeJIaioT (1 He [IeJIaloT) yueHble-
KaHTOBeIBbL B 3TOT «30510TOM Bek M3yueHms Kan-
Ta» s MOT'y TOJIBKO BOCXMIIIAThCSI TIOSIBJISIOIIVIMI-
Csl VICTOPMYeCKM OOOCHOBaHHBIMM ¥ pryiocod-
CKM CJIOKHBIMM paboTamy. CoBpeMeHHasl HayKa O
Kanrte — 310 0Ha 113 )keMuy>XIH He IIPOCTO UCTO-
pum dpvstocodrn, HO 1 Beent prstocodpmm BooO1Ie.

[IaTbaecsaT vIM OKOJIO TOTO JIeT Hasaj, duiio-
codel MHOTIA 3a0penany B TekcThl KaHTa, BBIOO-
POYHO IIPOCMATPUBAIIVI VX M IIMCAJIVI CTaThU O
KaKOM-TO KOHKPETHOM IIOHSATWM, Te3Vce VIV ap-
ryMeHTe, KOTOPBIVI IIpVBJIeK MX BHUMaHMe. [Xo-
HataH benner n ITurep ®. Crpocon cranu nuo-
HepaM1 HalIpaB/IeHVs, KOTOpOe BOCIIPVHIMAJIO
KaHTa Kak coBpeMeHHUKa 1 VCIIOJIb30BaJIO €ro B
CBOMX COOCTBEeHHBIX prtocodckmx 1essax (Ben-
nett, 1966; Strawson, 1966). MeHee 13BecTHBIE aB-
TOPBI ITOCTIEIOBAJIV VX TIpUMepY. 51 ObLT oqHIM 113
HUX — 3afHTPUTOBaHHBIV HEKOTOPBIMU MMM
Kanra o MaremaTike, ero oH4TIEM alIPUOPHOTrO
1 ero cOOOpakeHSIMI O eMHCTBe HayK. Bo3Mox-
HO, KOe-4TO M3 TOrO, UTO IIOJIy4YMJIOCh B Pe3yilb-
TaTe, OKa3aJIOCh TI0JIE3HBIM JIa’ke IS HACTOAIIIVIX
crreraycTos. Ho, kakoBbsl Obl HM OBUIN IOCTO-
VHCTBA 3TOTrO KaHpa, 3Ta CTaThs IIpefjlaraeT pas-
MBIIIUIEHNISI B TOM e JTyXe.

II

OOBEKTOM MOVIX M3bICKAHVIVI SIBJISIETCSI KaHTOB-
CKMW TelITaJIbT, KOTOPhIV, KaK MHe KaXXeTcs, He
MOJIy4YWJI JOJDKHOro BHMMaHwms. Ha mont B3rran,
TpeTbsd (POPMYJIMpPOBKa KaTeropudeckoro vmile-
patuBa (AA 04, S. 431; KanT, 1997, c. 177) — 3T0
TaKWI YTEHOK Cpeay Tpex KaHTOBCKVIX BapyaH-
TOB, OTOPOIIIEHHBIVI B IIOJIb3y CBOVIX, OUeBUIHO 00-

2B moxiIaz;, KOTOPBIN 5 9iTal, ObUIV BHECEHBI HEKOTOPbIe
V3MEHEeHVsI, HO s IOoCcTapasicsl COXPaHUTh IlepBOHaYasIb-
HBIVI TOH. 3a IOIIePXKY, IPEeJIOKEHNS M KOHCTPYK-
TMBHBIe COBETHI 5 OitaromapeH [ssuny bakxépcry, Hune
Hmvurpuesont, Maptuny Ltuxkepy n Tomacy ITypmy.

Ph. Kitcher

I begin with an admission.? I am not a Kant
scholar. As you might expect, I know what
Kant scholars do (and do not do). In this “gold-
en age of Kant studies”, I can only admire the
historically informed and philosophically so-
phisticated work that is appearing. Contempo-
rary scholarship on Kant is not only one of the
jewels of the history of philosophy, but of phi-
losophy, period.

Fifty or so years ago, philosophers some-
times wandered into Kant’s texts, scavenged
selectively and wrote articles about some par-
ticular concept or thesis or argument that
caught their fancy. Jonathan Bennett and
P.F. Strawson pioneered the genre, treating
Kant as a contemporary, and using him for
their own philosophical purposes (Bennett,
1966; Strawson, 1966). Lesser folk followed suit.
I was one of them, intrigued by some of Kant’s
ideas about mathematics, by his notion of the
a priori and by his suggestions about the unity
of the sciences. Perhaps some of what resulted
was useful, even for real scholars. But, whatev-
er the merits of this genre, in this essay you are
fated to get more of the same.

II

The target of my scavenging is a Kantian Ge-
stalt that I consider not to have received its due.
To my mind, the third formulation of the Cate-
gorical Imperative (GMS, AA 04, p. 431; Kant,
2011, p. 91) is the ugly duckling of Kant’s three
versions, slighted in favour of its apparently

2Some changes have been made to the lecture I gave,
but I have tried to retain the original tone. For encour-
agement, suggestions, and constructive advice, I am
indebted to David Bakhurst, Nina Dmitrieva, Martin
Sticker, and Thomas Sturm.
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®. Kuruep

Jlee ITpuBJIeKaTesIbHBIX, cecTep. [11s rmocseiopare-
JIeVl HaTypasiu3Ma Bpore MeHsi 9Ty Oojiee TIOITy-
JpHbBle POPMYJIVPOBKI ropas/io MeHee ITpUBIIe-
KartesibHBL. [lepBasi pesijiaraeT TecT Ajisd MakCuM,
Ipe/rosIararX HaCTOJIBKO paslyToe IIOHSTe
pasyMa, 4TO IOIBITKV OOBIYHBIX JIFOIEN ITpuMe-
HUTB €r0 Ha IIpaKTVKe KaXyTcsl 0OpedeHHbIMI Ha
nposajl. Bropasi He MOXeT He BBI3BIBATh TEILJIBIX
UyBCTB, HO, KaK 1 ee Ky3WMHa, BTOpas XpUCTHUaH-
CKas 3aIloBe/lb, OHa KpariHe TyMaHHa B OTHOIIIe-
HUM TOTO, KaK paspeliaTs OecuricjieHHbIe MOpaJlb-
HbIe IIpo0JIeMbl, B KOTOPbIX OTPeOHOCTN M VHTe-
pechl pasHBIX JIIOIeVl IIpOTHUBOpeYaT IpyT APYTY.
HebrarockyioHHOe HaTypaICTUecKoe IIpouTe-
HMe 3TUX YacTey MopayibHOV Teopun KanTa Mo-
XKeT IpeICTaBUTh ero Kak 4esloBeKa, COXpaHsIo-
IIIETO CTPYKTYPY OPTOIOKCAJIBHBIX XPUCTMAHCKIX
IIpeficTaB/IeHny O Mopan. Buerrnee GoxxecTBo
yCTyIaeT MeCTO BHYTpeHHeMy OOBeKTy IIOKJIO-
HeHVs. MBI JOJDKHBI JIIOOUTBH ¥ HOYUTaTh OOXe-
CTBeHHBIVI Pasym 11 BHYTpeHHMVI HPaBCTBEHHBIV
3aKOH. MBI JIOJDKHBI OTHOCUTBCA K APYTVIM JIFOIISIM
Kak K J1eTsiM Pasyma, Bce MBI, OpaThbsi 11 cecTphl, Ha-
JieJIeHbl 3TOV TPaHCLIeHJeHTHOV CIIOCOOHOCTEIO.

3areM, C IIOsIBJICHVEM TpeTher (popMyJIMpoB-
KM, BO3HMKaeT 3axBaThIBaromias myes. Yesiopeue-
CTBO IpeJiCTaBJIsieT COOOVI MOJIUTUYECKYIO eV HI-
11y, «IJapCTBO» VIV (BO3MOYKHO) pecIyOsnKy, B KO-
TOPOW KaXIBIVI M3 Hac SIBJISIETCS IIOTEHIIVaIbHBIM
3aKoHO#aTesieM. Mos 1eJlb ceromHss — Cepbe3HO
OTHECTVCh K 3TOVI MBICJIVI, paCCMOTPeTh pas3JInd-
Hble BO3MOXXHOCTV ee VHTepIpeTalyii ¥ IIOIbI-
TaTbCd HaWTW JIJIs Hee MecTo He B KaKOM-TO Jia-
JlekoM I1apcTBe Pasyma, a B IIOBCe[THEBHOM MUpe.
Wtak, g vy HaTypajM30BaHHYIO BepCUIO Tpe-
Thell POPMYITNPOBKIAL

W x0T4, Kak s yXe ceToBajl, 9TOT KOHKPeTHBIV
pasnen «OCHOBONOJIOXKEHWSI. ..» IIPUBJIEK MeHbIIIe
dmtocodpckoro BHMMaHMs, YeM JIpyTrvie OTPhIB-
K11, OH BCe >ke He OBbIT HOJTHOCTHIO 3a0bIT. OH BIOX-
HOBWJI OJTHOTO U3 BeIMYalIINIX MOPaIbHBIX pu-
s0copoB (1, HECOMHEHHO, BeJIMYariiiero Ioju-
THUYecKoro dwiocoda) MpoIuoro Beka. Bepcms
KaHTOBCKOI0 KOHCTpyKTuBM3Ma [I>xoHa Porisa, Ha
MOVI B3IJISi/], ABJISIeTCS He TOJIBKO Ba’KHBIM ITPOW3-
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more attractive siblings. For naturalists like me,
those more popular formulations are far less
appealing. The first offers a test for maxims, in-
voking so inflated a notion of reason that the ef-
forts of ordinary people to put it to work seem
doomed to go awry. The second can hardly fail
to generate a warm glow but, like its cousin, the
Christian second commandment, it is woeful-
ly vague about how to handle the innumerable
moral issues in which the needs and interests of
different people are in tension. An uncharitable
naturalist reading of these parts of Kant’s moral
theory might view him as retaining the struc-
ture of orthodox Christian ideas about morali-
ty. The external deity gives way to an internal
object of worship. We should love and revere
divine Reason and the Moral Law Within. We
should treat other human beings as children of
Reason, all of us siblings imbued with this tran-
scendent capacity.

Then, with the third formulation, comes
an exciting idea. Humanity comprises a polit-
ical unit, a “kingdom” or (maybe) a republic,
in which we are all potential lawmakers. My
aim today is to take that thought seriously, to
attend to various possibilities for interpreting
it, and to try to find a home for it, not in some
distant Realm of Reason, but in the everyday
world. I am looking, then, for a naturalised ver-
sion of the third formulation.

Although, as I have lamented, this particular
part of the Groundwork has excited less philo-
sophical attention than other passages, it has
not been entirely neglected. It has inspired one
of the greatest moral philosophers (and surely
the greatest political philosopher) of the past
century. John Rawls” version of Kantian Con-
structivism is in my view not only a major
work of moral theory, but also deeply attuned



BefIeHVeM B 00JIacTV TEOpPMM MOpaiv, HO U Teo-
puert, IJ1y0OKO CO3BYUHOV Pa3BUTIIO 3TOM MAEU Y
camoro Kanra (Rawls, 1980). Tomac M. CksHII0H
HeCcKOJIBKO oTxoauT oT KaHTa, HO Imponioirkaer co-
XpaHSATb €ro OT/HeJIbHble OTINYNTEIbHbIE TeMBI,
B IepPBYIO OYepelb aKIeHT Ha IOoHsATUM Pasyma
1 PasyMHOCTY, KOTOpBIE BBIXOAAT 3a PaMKM UCTO-
puM ” coumasbHOro KoHTekcTa (Scanlon, 1998;
2014). ITaysmmua KisayiHresiba, oueHb TIIaTeIbHO 1
TOHKO VICCJIe[IOBAJIA TIOJIUTIYECKVIE acIIeKThI Kap-
tnHbl KaHTa, mpenyioxms Hanboslee siCHOe M3J10-
xeHme Tpetbent popmyimmposkn (Kleingeld, 2015)
3 TeX, 0 KOTOPBIX 5 3HAIO.

Ho, Oymyum cobOuparesieM pemkocTers, s He
xouy crefioBaTh KaHTy Tak e CTpOro, Kak JIfO-
6011 13 3TMX aBTOPOB. B TOM ke 1y Xxe, KOTOPBIV IT0-
Oy>xman bennera n CTpocoHa, 51 Xo4y ITOrOBOPUTH
¢ KaanToM 0 Xxapakrepe 3TOro mpesriosaraemMoro
«IJapcTBa» M O TOM, KaK MMEHHO B HeM ITPOVICXO-
IWUT 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO. TeKCT IOCIYXWUT Tpam-
rHOM. Kakie BO3SMOXXHOCTV OTKPBIBAIOTCS [IJIs
TeX, KTO 3aX04eT IPBITHYTh?

apaviTe HauHeM He ¢ TekcTa «OCHOBOIIOIOXKe-
HVIS...», & C BUIIOB ITOJIMTUYECKMX 00pa3oBaHMIA, C
KOTOPBIMV MBI 3HAKOMBIL

I11

@DaKTHUecKy 3aKOHBI IPUHVMAIOTCI ¥ VCHOJ-
HSIOTCSL JIVIIb OYeHb HeOOJIBIION I'PYIHIION TeX,
111 KOro oHM npuMeHMMEBL HekoTopele rocyap-
CTBa B VICTOPUN JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT KpavtHWUI Bapy-
aHT o00HOV cycTeMbl. EnyHOIMIYHBIN TVIKTATOP
obJ1aztaeT abCOTIOTHOV BJIACTHIO: OH (IIOYTM BCer-
Jla 3TO «OH») pelllaeT, YTo OyZeT 3aKOHOM, a Hace-
JIeHVe NOJDKHO NOAUYMHATBCA. [leMoKpaTdecKkye
rocyfgapcTBa IIBITalOTCS OrPaHMYUTDH BJIacTh 3a-
KOHOJIaTesIe, cesiaB MX MOTOTUYETHBIMM OCTasIh-
HBIM I'pak[IaHaM. YaeTcs JIu IIpy 3TOM IIpuosIn-
3UTB peasIbHble 3aKOHBI K TeM, KOTOpble 0100pniIo
ObI OOJTBIIVIHCTBO Ipak[IaH, — CIIOKHBIV BOIIPOC.
Camble I1yOOKIe 1cciIefoBaHMs B 00JIacTi IOJIN-
TWYECKOVI TEOPWY BBISBIISIIOT IIPUYMHBI 151 CKell-
TrimsMa (em.: Dahl, 1956; 1982).

Ph. Kitcher

to Kant’s own development of the idea (Rawls,
1980). T. M. Scanlon moves a little further from
Kant, but continues to maintain some distinc-
tive themes, most notably in his emphasis on
a notion of Reason and of Reasonableness that
transcends history and social context (Scanlon,
1998; 2014). Pauline Kleingeld has explored
the political dimensions of Kant’s picture with
great care and subtlety and offers the most lu-
cid account of the third formulation of which I
am aware (Kleingeld, 2015).

But, scavenger that I am, I do not want to
hew as closely to Kant as any of these authors.
In the spirit that motivated Bennett and Straw-
son, I want to have a conversation with Kant
about the character of this supposed Reich and
of the way in which law-making occurs in it.
The text serves as a springboard. What are the
possibilities for those who want to leap?

Let us start, not with the text of the Ground-
work, but with the kinds of political units with
which we are familiar.

IT1

Actual laws are made and enforced by
a very small sample of those to whom they
are intended to apply. Some historical states
show the extreme version of this system. A
single dictator has absolute power: he (it al-
most always is “he”) decides what is to be
law, and the populace must conform. Democ-
racies attempt to limit the power of the law-
makers by making them answerable to the
rest of the citizens. Whether this succeeds in
bringing the actual laws closer to those a ma-
jority of citizens would endorse is a complex
issue. The deepest explorations in political
theory expose reasons for scepticism (cf. Dahl,
1956; 1982).
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®. Kuruep

B peasibHBIX TIONIMTUYECKMX TOCYdapCTBax
JIVTYHOCTD 3aKOHOJIaTeJIelt BIMSIeT Ha XapaKTep 3a-
KOHOB. [ToaTOMY Ba’kHO, KTO VIMEHHO yIIpaBJIsieT.
Ecymi MBI ipeficTaByM cebe, YTO K BIIACTVI IIPUIIIIN
pasHble JIIOOM VIV TPYIIIBL JIOEV, MBI MOXKeM
OXMIATh pa3sHOOOpasus M B IIPaBOBOM KOIEKCe.
VITaK, mepBBIvI BOITPOC, KOTOPBIVI CJIMIyeT 3amaTh O
JII000M 00111eCTBe C peasIbHOV VIV BOOOpaskaeMovl
IIPaBOBOVI CUICTEMOVI, — 3TO BOIIPOC O 3aKOHOa-
terrsix. HasoBem ero Borpocom 06 udenmuunocmu.

Broport Borrpoc kacaeTcst TOro, Kakum oopasoM
3aKOHBI OTPAaHMYMBAIOT VIIV PACIIVIPSIIOT CBOOOTY.
HamBHo moraraTh, 9TO 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO — 3TO
HeSITeJIbHOCTh, B KOTOPOVI IIPOSIBIISIFOTCSL CBOOOI-
HBle pellleHNs IIpaBuTesel], a CJIeOBaHVe 3aKO-
HaM — 3TO OrpaHMYeHVie CBOOOBI YIIPaBIIsieMBbIX.
Opnako HaM cJleflyeT 3a4aThCsl BOIIPOCOM, CYIIle-
CTBYIOT JIVI IeJIIKaTHBIE CIIOCOOBI, C TIOMOITBIO KO-
TOPBIX OIPAaHMYMBAETCS BCS UYesIoBeYecKasl CBO-
Ooma. /lake HaMMeHee OrpaHVYEHHBIVI OUKTATOP
pOXIaeTcsl B OOITIecTBe C TPagUIIVSMU U KyJIBTY-
POV, 13 KOTOPBIX OH HeM30e)XHO YepIiaeT CBOV OC-
HOBHBIE IICVIXOJIOTMYecKye KadecTBa. Ero crioco6-
HOCTB pacCy’K[IaTh, KaK M €ro XejaHus, ¢popmu-
pyeTcsi ¢ MOMEHTa ero POXIIeHVs II0f] BIIVSHEM
colVasIM3alyy, KOTOpyo oH noydvaeT. Hacryrmr
JIV KOrja-HuOy/b MOMEHT, KOTIa OH CMOXKET OCBO-
GOINTECSA OT BCErO 3TOrO W CTATh ITOJTHOCTHIO aB-
ToHOMHBIM? CoMHMTeTbHO. KoHeuHo, 3auacTyio
JIIONIV OTPEKAIOTCS OT HEKOTOPBIX TPaJWIIV, B
KOTOPBIX OHVM OBUIVM BOCIIMTAHBI, HO MX peaKIni
TIO-TIPEXXHEMY OIIPeLIeIISIOTCS JKeJIaHMSIMU M Ka-
HOHAMV IIPVHSITUS PeIIeHN I, KOTOPble BOCXOISAT
K VIX JITYHOV VICTOPU. [IVIKTaTOp BIIOJIHE MOXKET
OTJINYATBHCS OT TeX, KM OH KOMaH/YeT, B CTEIIeHN
oIpeJIesIeHHBIX CBOOOII, HO, KaK VI CaMBIVI IIPOCTOV
I'PaXIaHMH, OH OrPaHYeH CBOVIM ITPOIIIIBIM.

[lonoxxeHne yIpaBiIsieMbIX TaKXe He CTOJIb
IJTa9eBHO, KaK MOXXeT IIOKa3aTbCd Ha IIePBHIN
B3IJVISAM. YUWUTBIBaS JKeJIaHMs, BOCIIMTAHHEIE B HVIX
comyain3anyer, M OproOpeTeHHble VMU CIIO-
COOHOCTM K PpacCy KIIeHWIO, 3aKOHBI, YCTaHOBJIEH-
HBle T0OpOXKeITaTeTbPHBIM IMKTAaTOPOM, CIIOCOOHBI
YCTPaHUTD MPEIITCTBNS, KOTOpble B IIPOTVBHOM
CJlydae IOMeIayv Obl TpaXkIaHaM pean3oBaThb
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In actual political states, the identity of the
lawmakers affects the character of the laws.
It matters who governs. If we imagine differ-
ent individuals, or groups of individuals, as-
suming power, we expect variation in the legal
code. So, a first question to ask about any so-
ciety with a legal system, real or imagined, fo-
cuses on the lawgivers. Call this the identity
question.

A second question concerns the ways in
which laws constrict or enhance freedom.
Naively we might suppose law-making to be
an activity in which the free decisions of the
governors are made manifest, and law-follow-
ing to exhibit a curtailment of the freedom of
the governed. Yet we should ask whether there
are subtle ways in which all human freedom is
limited. Even the least restricted dictator is, af-
ter all, born into a society with traditions and
a culture from which he inevitably acquires
his basic psychological capacities. His pow-
ers of reasoning, as well as his desires, are
shaped from the time of his birth by the so-
cialisation he receives. Does there ever come
a point at which he can extricate himself from
this, becoming fully autonomous? That seems
dubious. To be sure, people often repudiate as-
pects of the traditions in which they have been
reared, but their reactions continue to be in-
formed by desires and canons of decision-mak-
ing that can be traced back through their
personal histories. The dictator may well differ
from those whom he commands in the extent
of particular freedoms, but, like the humblest
citizen, he is constrained by the past.

Nor is the predicament of the governed as
dire as we might initially think. Given the de-
sires their socialisation has bred in them and
the reasoning capacities they have acquired,
the laws laid down by a — benevolent — dic-
tator may remove obstacles that would other-
wise have prevented them from realising their



csou riesint. ITiaron n T'o66¢ yxxe mipemycMoTpern
TaKyI0 BO3MOXKHOCTB. B ogapoBaresibHOM MeTado-
pe TIOCJIeIHero 3aKOHBl — 3TO M3TOPOAM, TI03BO-
JISFOIIIVIE JTEOMISIM TIePeBUTaThCS IO JoporaM, He
VICTIBITBIBAS 3aTpyaHeHu (cM.: [060c¢, 1991, c. 270).
VITak, MBI MOXXEM CIIPOCUTH, HACKOJIBKO CBOOOTHBI
OTHe/IbHBbIe TPyIIIbI Jitofeit? Kakue Tuibl co0oz,
VI OTpaHMYEeHNTI CBOeVI CBOOOIBI OHM VCITBITHIBA-
101? Ha3oBeMm 3T0 Borrpocom aémonomuu.

Ectb ere ogHa oueBumiHas 0COOEHHOCTD pak-
TUYeCKOr0 3aKOHOTBOpYeCTBa. Bo Bcex monmmTu-
YeCKMX eIMHUIIAX, O KOTOPbIX MBI 3HaeM, Te, KTO
IIPVHMMAET 3aKOHBI, SIBJISIOTCS YaCThIO HeIIpepPhIB-
HO JIeVICTBYIOIero npennpvsiTis. OHM BHOCAT IIO-
IIPaBKM B yKe CYIIeCTBYIOIINT IIPaBOBOVI KOPITYC.
BeposTHO, Kora-To ObIIIV IIMOHEPBI, KOTOpPbIe Ha-
YaJIvi 3TOT IPOLIeCC C HYJIS, HO MBI MOXXEM TOJIBKO
IIpe/IosiaraTe, KaK OHV JIEVICTBOBAJIV VUIV KaKyie
yCJ10BMsL ObUIV HEOOXOIMMEBI /151 TOro, YTOOBI 3a-
JIOKVUTB OCHOBBI IS TIOCJIEYIOIIEro pasBUTMSL
[TosToMy, paccMaTpmBasi 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO, MBI
IOJDKHBI YeTKO IIOHVMATh 3ajiady, KOTOPYI HaM
IIPeCTOUT peltnTh. [IpencrasisieM v Mbl cebe
3aKOH, MOJTHOCTBIO CO3MAaHHBIN M3 HEKOero MCXO]I-
HOT'O COCTOSIHVIS, B KOTOPOM €r0 ellle He CyIIeCTBY-
eT? Vi XXe MBI ITpeAirioIaraeM, 4YTo 3aKOHOAATeI IV
OymyT 3aHMMATBCS IIPAaBOBBIMU USMEHEHUAMU, Tie-
pecMaTrpuBasl CBOJI, 3aKOHOB B TIOIIBITKE JTOOMTHCS
mporpecca? HazoeMm 310 Borpocom 00 ocHoBanux.

[TogpITOXMM: B peasIbHOM 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBE
yd4acTByeT KpollledHasl BEIOOpKa 3aKOHOIATesIeVI,
Ubl pellleHNs JajleKo He MHBapUaHTHBI IPU 3a-
MeHe; OHVI ¥ Te, KeM OHU YIIPaBJISIOT, IIPOBEPSIIOT-
Csl B PA3/IMYHBIX VI CYIIIECTBEHHBIX aclleKTaX; OHV
paboTaroT ¢ IopuANYecK M KOPITyCOM, YHacIIeIo-
BaHHBIM OT ITPOIIUIOrO, IBITASICh, ITO VX COOCTBEH-
HOMY MHEHWUIO, YJIyYIIUTb €To.

KaHT BUANT cBOE «I1apCTBO IeJiev» COBEpPITIeH-
HO MHaye.

IV

Haxe coBceM mHaue. [laBaviTe HauHeM ¢ BOIIPO-
ca 00 MIOEHTUYHOCTV ¥ CIPOCUM, SIBJISETCS JIU
KaHTOBCKOE «I[apCTBO» IeMOKpaTVen VIV JUKTa-

Ty POTL
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goals. Plato and Hobbes already envisaged the
possibility. In the latter’s charming metaphor,
the laws are the hedgerows enabling people
to travel along the highways without encum-
brance (cf. Hobbes, 1998, p. 230 [182]). So, we
might ask, how free are particular groups?
What kinds of freedoms and limitations on
their freedom do they experience? Call this the
autonomy question.

There is another obvious feature of actu-
al law-making. In all the political units about
which we know, those who make the laws are
parts of a continuing enterprise. They amend
a pre-existing legal corpus. Presumably, there
were once pioneers who started the enter-
prise from scratch, but we can only specu-
late about how they proceeded or about the
conditions that were needed for them to lay
the foundations of what later evolved. So, as
we consider law-making, we should be clear
about the task to be discharged. Are we imag-
ining the law constructed in full from an orig-
inal state in which it does not yet exist? Or are
we supposing the lawmakers to engage in le-
gal change, revising a body of statutes in an
attempt to make progress? Call this the foun-
dations question.

To summarise: actual law-making features a
tiny sample of lawmakers whose decisions are
far from invariant under substitution; they and
those they govern are checked in varying and
significant ways; they work with a legal corpus
inherited from the past, trying, by their own
lights, to improve it.

Kant’s vision of his “realm of ends” is rather
different.

v
Other-worldly, even. Let us begin with the

identity question, and ask if the Kantian Reich
is a democracy or a dictatorship.



®. Kuruep

KanT pgaer MHTpuUryommin oTBeT Ha 3TOT BO-
poc. B mevicTBUTENIBHOCTM 3TO He MMeeT 3Haue-
Hus. JI1000e pasyMHOe CyIIecTBO CIIOCOOHO B3SITh
Ha ce0st posIb AMKTATOpPa, KaK Ha JIeHb, TaK ¥ Ha
BCIO XV3Hb. KTO OBI HU MI'paJl 3Ty Poiib, HET HU-
KaKOVI pasHMUIIBL. 3aKOHOIATe IV COBEPIIIEHHO B3a-
VIMO3aMeHSIeMBL.

CorytacHO MoeMy ITpoYTeHMIO TeKcTa «OCHOBO-
TIOJIOXKEHMSL. . .», 3TOT ITPOBOKALIVIOHHBIV Te3VC CO-
HIepXUT IABYCMBICJIEHHOCTb. O4eBUIHOe IIpouTe-
HMe IIpefiosiaraeT IOJIHOe eqMHOOYIIe B OTHO-
LIeHU YHOpsiioueHHOCTH IipennodTeHunt. [pen-
TIOJIOXKIM, YTO BBl U 51 — JIBa COBEpPIIIEHHO parlyio-
HaJIBHBIX CyIIlecTBa. MBI cocTaBIsieM IOJIHbIV CIIV-
COK TIOTEHITMAJIBHBIX 3aKOHOB (7100 OT/IeTbHBIX
IIPeJIOKeHNMVI, OTHOCSIINXCS K KOHKPETHOMY BO-
IIpocy, JIMOO I1eJI0ro IOPUANYIecKoro Kojekca). 3a-
TeM MBI parXupyeM ux. ITpu nx cpaBHeHUM paH-
JKMPOBaHHBIE CIIVICKV OKaKyTCs MAEHTUYHBIMIAL.

MeHee oueBMIHas MHTEPIpeTALIV IIPeTIoa-
raeT, YTO MBI IIO-Pa3sHOMY HOIOVIIEM K CBOEV 3a-
pade. KaXapIii cocTaBUT COVICOK npuemAeMblx 3a-
KOHOB. MBI flejiaeM ero, sIBHO paccMaTpuBas ceOst
KaK corpaX[laH C APYTMMM PasyMHBIMU CyIIle-
cTBaMn. MBI IIpy3HaeM pasiinuus MeXly pasyM-
HBIMM CyIIleCTBaMM B OTHOIIEHUV CTpeMJIeHUT],
JKeJIaHWV U )KM3HEHHBIX TpoeKToB. I Ipremrtemble
3aKOHBI — 3TO Te, KOTOpbIe, I10 HallleMy MHEHMIO,
IpvieMJIeMBbl 1JIs BceX PasyMHBIX CYIIecTB, He3a-
BUCMMO OT XapakTepa MX IpennoureHwit. Eciam
BCe HaIllI MHEHVS BEPHBI, TO BCe PallVIOHAJIBHBIE
CyIlIecTBa COVIIyTCs Ha OITHOM M TOM e IIpreMJle-
MOM Habope, JaXke eIV COCTABIISAIONIVIE STOTO Ha-
Gopa nosydar pasHble perTMHIN. bostee cabbint
BIJI, KOHCEHCyca TpebyeT TOJIBKO TOro, YTOOBI cpe-
AV BCeX pallViOHaJIbHBIX CYIIECTB IIpyiemieMble
MHOXeCTBa VMeJIn HellycToe IiepecedeHue. [laxe
€CJIV BBl HaXOAMTe IIpVieMJIEMBIMI 3aKOHBI, KOTO-
phBle sl He MOI'y TepIieTh (VI HaoOOpOT), BCce XOpo-
IO IIPV YCJIOBUW, YTO €CTh XOTsi ObI OAMH Bapu-
aHT, C KOTOPBIM MBI 00a MOIJIV OBI XITb.

Ecin To, uTo nipenyiaraetr Kant, — oueBuaHas
VIHTepIIpeTallNs, OCTaeTCsl HEeSICHBIM, UTO Xe J10-
OaBiisteT TpeThs popMympoBKa. Vimes o Tom, 9To
MBI SIBJIIeMCSI COT pakKIaHaMV APYTVX JIfofeit (VI
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Kant provides an intriguing answer to that
question. It really does not matter. Each ration-
al being could assume the role of dictator, ei-
ther for a day or for a lifetime. Whoever played
the part, it would make no difference. Lawgiv-
ers are perfectly intersubstitutable.

As | read the text of the Groundwork, this
provocative thesis contains an ambiguity. The
obvious reading supposes complete unanimity
on preference orderings. Suppose that you and
I are two perfectly rational beings. We enumer-
ate a complete list of potential laws (either sin-
gle propositions pertaining to a specific issue
or an entire legal code.) We then rank them.
When they are compared, the ranked lists are
identical.

The less obvious interpretation imagines us
approaching our task differently. Each draws
up a list of the acceptable laws. We do so by ex-
plicitly considering ourselves as fellow-citizens
with other rational beings. We recognise dif-
ferences among rational beings with respect to
aspirations, desires, and life projects. The ac-
ceptable laws are those we take to be acceptable
to all rational beings, whatever the character
of their predilections. If we are all correct, all
rational beings will converge on the same ac-
ceptable set, even though the members of the
set receive different rankings. A weaker kind
of consensus would require only that, among
all rational beings, the acceptable sets have a
non-empty intersection. Even though you find
acceptable laws I could not tolerate (or vice ver-
sa), all is well provided there is at least one can-
didate we can both live with.

If what Kant proposes is the obvious inter-
pretation, it is far from clear what the third
formulation adds. The idea of our being fel-
low-citizens with other people (or other ra-
tional beings) reduces to the thought of us as
carbon copies of one another. The kingdom of
ends becomes a monarchy or a democracy of



JIPyTVX PasyMHBIX CYIIIeCTB), CBOIUTCS K MBICIIV O
Hac Kak 00 yIyIepomHbIX KOIMSIX ApyT Apyra. Llap-
CTBO 1leJIeVl CTAaHOBUTCSI MOHApXVe VIV IeMOKpa-
THen KJIOHOB. Pori3 coxpaHseT 3Ty CTPpyKTypYy, KOr-
7la BBOAUT eIVHBIV COoBelllaTe/IbHBIVI OpraH 3a 3a-
HaBeCcoM HeBeJleHMs1. YestoBeuecKoe pasHOOOpasie
yCcTyHaeT MeCTO MaKCUMMHHOMY pPacCyXIeHUIO
B YCJIOBUSIX KpaliHe OrpaHMYeHHOV WMH{OpMa-
. beciopsiouHOCTD TeMOKpaTIYecKOV XKM3HNI
TpaHcpOpMUpPYeTCcs B COBEpIIeHHO IIpOCBellleH-
HYIO — a 3HA4YNT, OJIarofieTesIbHyI0 — AUKTATypy.

Tak uTo masaviTe mpencrasuM, uro KanT muer
Ha IIIar JlaJIbllle, JIOIyCKasl peaslbHble pas3/Inylis B
IIPaBOBOM BBIOOpE, K KOTOPOMY CKJIOHHBI pa3Hble
palVoHaIbHBIE CYIIIeCTBa, HO PUIIBTPYs 9TU pas-
JIMYMS Yepes3 pacCy>kKIeHV O IMPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIX
CKJIOHHOCTSIX [IPYyTMX palVOHaJIBHBIX CYIIIeCTB.
Kaxapmmm 3akoHomaTeslb [IOJDKeH yYWUTHIBAaTh —
VIV IPEZICTABIIATh cebe — TO, KaK corpaxaHe Oy-
IIyT OLleHVBaTh ero IoTeHIIaIbHble 3aKOHBL [ Ipu-
emIeMble HabOPBbI TTOSBIISIIOTCS B pe3yJsIbTare 0T00-
pa B COOTBETCTBUM C TEM, Yero pa3yMHO ObUIO Obl
TpeboBaThb OT 3TUX TpaxdaH. TpaHClleHIeHTHas,
ancTopryecKkas KOHIIEIIVS pasyMa M pa3yMHOCTH
HOpOXKAaeT 3aKOHBI, YUUTBIBAIOIIE «TO, UTO MBI
JIOJDKHBI IpyT Apyry». Kak g nonvvaro, CK3HIIOH
dopmMmyMpyeT 3TO HalpapjieHVe B MBIIUIeHUN
Kamnra. B urpy Bcrymaer coseraresibHast JeMOKpa-
TUSL, XOTS VI B CWJIBHO MeaJIn31pOBaHHON popMe.

Harypanmmsamms Kanra TpeOyer, uTOOBI MBI
OPOABUHYJIVCE JlajIbllle B 3TOM HallpaBJIeHUV,
yXoAs OT OAMHOKOIO KaHTMAHCKOro / pos3uaH-
CKOro / CK3HJIOHVMAHCKOTo CyOBbeKTa, HazleJleHHO-
IO aBTOPUTETOM B OTHOLIEHMI MOPaJIbHBIX IIPVH-
unnos. HaMm Hy>XHO OyzeT 3aMeHUTB abcTpaKTHOe
orpaHuueHne, oOyCsIOBJIeHHOe pa3yMHOCTBIO, Ha
TOCIOCTOPOHHIOK KOHLIEIIIIUIO PacCy KAeHMs KaK
TleTeJIbHOCTY, He OrpaHMYeHHOV Pa3yMOM IIpe]l-
I10JIaraeMoro 3aKOHoflaTesls, HO OCYIIeCTBIIsieMO
cpeaw corpakaaH, UbM B3IJISAIBL pacxogaTcs. Pac-
CyXIeHue — 3TO TO, YTO JIIOAV YMeIOT JelaTh,
XOPOIIIO VUIV IVIOXO, VI ICTOPMS JIOTMKM (a Takxke
Opyrux pasmesios gpwiocodun M IpaBoOBON TeO-
PpWM) HIOKa3bIBaeT pa3BUTYIE IIOIBITOK PacIIO3HATB,
UTO Xe JleslaeT (POPMBI pacCy KIeHWs JIydIlle VIN
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clones. Rawls preserves this structure when
he introduces a single deliberator behind the
veil of ignorance. Human diversity gives way
to maximin reasoning with highly limited in-
formation. The messiness of democratic life is
transformed to fully-enlightened — and there-
fore benevolent — dictatorship.

So let us view Kant as going one step fur-
ther, allowing real differences in the legal
choices to which different rational beings are
inclined, but filtering those differences through
reflection on the counterpart inclinations of
other rational beings. Each lawmaker must con-
sider — or envisage — the ways in which fel-
low-citizens would assess the potential laws.
The acceptable sets emerge from filtering ac-
cording to what it would be reasonable for
those citizens to demand. A transcendent, ahis-
torical, conception of reason and of reasonable-
ness generates laws that take account of “what
we owe to each other.” As I read him, Scanlon
articulates this strand in Kant’s thinking. Delib-
erative democracy enters the picture, albeit in a
highly idealised form.

Naturalising Kant will require us to go fur-
ther in this direction, moving away from the
lone Kantian/Rawlsian/Scanlonian subject
credited with authority about moral principles.
We shall need to replace an abstract constraint
imposed by reasonableness with a this-world-
ly conception of reasoning, an activity not re-
stricted to the mind of the putative lawgiver,
but carried on among fellow-citizens whose
perspectives diverge. Reasoning is what peo-
ple do, well or badly, and the history of logic
(and of other parts of philosophy and of legal
theory) shows the evolution of attempts to rec-
ognise what makes forms of reasoning bet-
ter or worse. Out of this history come canons
of reasoning, often hailed as a priori, to which
Kantians — and others — want to add further
forms worthy of a similar status.



®. Kuruep

xy>ke. VI3 aTovi MCTOpMY BO3HMKAIOT KaHOHBI pac-
CY)XEeHNsI, 4acTO HasblBaeMble allpVMOPHBIMY, K
KOTOPBIM KaHTMaHIIbl — U [Ipyrue ¢pnmiocodpl —
XOTAT 100aBUTH HOBBIE (DOPMBI, [JOCTOVIHBIE aHa-
JIOTVIYHOTI'O CTaTyca.

CrnenoBarh OmKTaTy 3TMX (POpM pasyma —
3HAYUT SIKOOBI 0OpecTn Hekyio popMy CBOOOJIBI.
ABTOHOMMS COCTOUT (ITMMOJIOrMYecKu!) B ycTa-
HOBJIEHUN 3aKOHOB ISl ce0si mocpencTBoM Pasy-
Ma. OgHaxko To, yTo KaHT v xro-ymbo npyron
oITpeziesIsieT KaK COCTaBJISIOIIVE YMCTOTO Pa3yMa,
ABJISIETCSL Pe3yJIbTaTOM IJINTEJIBHOrO VICCIIeIoBa-
HVISI, KOTOPOE ITPOBOITCS BUIOM C OCOOBIMYI CITO-
cobHOCTSIMU (V1, DOTTEe TOTO, Pa3IMIHBIMMU Npedko-
BviMu BUZIaMM, OT KOTOPBIX IIpOM3OIIest homo sa-
piens), B pa3sHOOOpa3HBIX COLIMAJIBHBIX YCIIOBUAX,
VI BCE 9TO B 3HAYMTEJIBHOV CTEIIeHM OIIpeerIseT-
Cs1 TIOIBITKaMV YIOBJIETBOPUTBH CaMble OCHOBHBIE
Ouosiornmyeckne MOTPeOHOCTY, a TaKXKe CIJIOKHBI-
MW TICHIXOJIOTTYECKVIMY VI COLIMQJIBHBIMY YCIIOBVI-
sIMU, BBI3BAHHBIMM VICTOPUYECKN 00YCIIOBIIEHHOV
3BOJTIOLIVIENT KYJIBTYPbI .

To, 9TO MBI JOIDKHBIM 00pa3oM IIpMHMMaeM B
Ka4yecTBe IIPaBVJI PacCy KIIeHMs B KaKOVI-TO KOH-
KpeTHOV 00/1acTV — CKakKeM, VCCiIeOBaHVie IIpy-
POIBI WJIV JTIOKA3aTeJIbCTBO TEOPeM B MaTeMaTw-
Ke, — 3aBMCUT OT LeJIeV VICCJIEMOBAaHMI B 3TOW
obsracTv. DTy IIpaBwIa He CITYCKAIOTCS K JIFOISM,
VICTIOJIB3YIOIIVIM MX, C HEKVMX MEeTOIOJIOTMYeCKIX
Hebec. OHUM BBIpaOATHIBAIOTCA ITyTEM OCMBICIIE-
HWS yCIIeX0oB 1 Heyaad. Heymaumble pesysbraTsl
MEIIVITMHCKVX VICCIIEIOBAaHWMII Hay4MiIM Hac He-
0OXOVIMOCTYM JBOVIHOTO CJIETIOTO TECTVPOBAHMIS;
IIpezirioyiaraeMble TeOpPeMbI ¢ KOHTPIIpYMepaMu
BIIOXHOBVUIVI Ha CO3[aHVIe JIOIMTYECKOVI CVICTEMBI,
B KOTOPOV MOXKHO pasjIfyaTh IOPSIOK KBAHTO-
pos. CrreoBaTesIbHO, IIpaBwIa IS VICCIIeIOBaHS
MOpas — 3TO Te IIpaBWIa, KOTOpPbIe CCTEMATV-
4ecKy OOBSICHSIOT 3aKOHOMEPHOCTVI MOPaIBHOTO
Hporpecca ¥ MOpPaJIbHOTO perpecca. Becbkma com-
HUTeIpHO, yTo KaHT v KTo-ymmbo apyromn crio-
coOeH IIPeJIOKUTh UTO-TIMOO0 IPUOIIVDKEHHOe K
TIOJTHOVI CVICTEME STVMX IIPaBUIL.

* [IS 3ammnTel  YTBEpXKOEHWV, CTOIb IHPSIMOJIVHEVHO
BbICKa3aHHBIX 371ech, cM.: (Kitcher, 2011; 2021a).

To follow the dictates of these forms of rea-
son is, allegedly, to attain a form of freedom.
Autonomy consists — etymologically! — in
giving laws to yourself, through the exercise of
Reason. Yet what Kant, or anyone else, iden-
tifies as the constituents of pure reason is the
outgrowth of a long enterprise of inquiry, pur-
sued by a species with particular capacities
(and, indeed, by the different ancestral spe-
cies from which Homo sapiens emerged), un-
der a variety of social conditions, all of this
profoundly shaped by attempts to satisty the
most basic biological needs, as well as by the
complex psychological and social conditions
brought about by the historically contingent
evolution of culture.?

What we properly accept as rules of reason-
ing in some particular domain — inquiry into
nature, say, or theorem-proving in mathemat-
ics — depends on the goals of investigation
in that domain. These rules do not descend to
human users from some methodological heav-
en. They are worked out by reflecting on suc-
cesses and failures. Unfortunate outcomes of
medical research teach us the importance of
double-blind testing; alleged theorems with
counter-examples inspire a logical system in
which the order of quantifiers can be distin-
guished. A corollary: the rules for moral in-
quiry are those that systematically explain the
patterns of moral advances and moral regres-
sion. It is highly doubtful that Kant, or anyone
else, can offer anything close to a complete sys-
tem of those rules.

These points have an important bearing on
the autonomy question. To declare that we are
free through our acts of self-legislation is only
plausible if those acts are governed by appro-

*For defence of the claims so bluntly asserted here, see
Kitcher (2011; 2021a).
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DTV MOMEHTBHI IMEIOT BaXKHOe OTHOITIeHe K BO-
rpocy o0 aBToHOMUM. 3asiBJIeHVIe O TOM, YTO MBI
cBOOOTHBI O71arozaps CBOVIM aKTaM CaMO3aKOHOIa-
TeJIbCTBA, IIPAaBOMEPHO TOJIBKO B TOM CJIyvae, ecyIn
3TV aKThl PEryIMpYyIOTCS COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIMIL
CTaHAapTaMy MOpaIbHOro wccreoanms. Iloka
1riepBble J1Be POPMYJIVPOBKI KaTeropruyecKoro M-
IeparuBa IpeiaraloT TaKye CTaHIapTHl, OH He
B COCTOSTHUVI IIPVHSTE U000 CTOPOHY B Haui-
Gostee OUEBMIHBIX MOPaIBHBIX JIOCTVIKEHMSIX I10-
CTIETHVIX [IBYX CTOJIeTUV. AGOIMIIVOHVICTEI U pa-
OoBJ1azIeIbIIbl, (PEMUHMUCTKN M MY>KCKMe IIOBVHM-
CTBI, OOpIIEI 3a IIpaBa reeB ¥ TOMO(OObI — Bce OHM
MOI'yT OTCTaVBaTh COBMECTVMOCTH CBOVIX B3IJIS-
IIOB, VICTIONIBb3ysl KAHTOBCKME TEKCTBL. DTO IIPOCTO
BOIIPOC BBeMIeHVs SIKOObI OOOCHOBAHHOV TaKCOHO-
MU 1715 pasfiesleHNsi COOTBeTCTBYIOIIero Hacesle-
Hus. 11 npekpartieHns medaTos TpeOyeTcss Me-
TOJI, TIO3BOJISIONINI pa3pyIINTh HEKOTOpBIE CIIO-
COOBI yCTaHOBJIEHUS PasIN4uil, — U 3TO TO, Yero
He JaI0T ITOJ0OHbIe KOHIIETIIINI «pa3yMay.

Onnako TpeThbst POPMYIIMPOBKa yKas3bIBaeT Ha
Oorlee IepCIIEKTVIBHOE HallpaBJIeHVe, II0CKOIIb-
Ky paccMaTpvBaeT desioBeKa KaK COrpakIaHVHa.
Ecrmut MBI nipericTabrisiemM ceGe TIONMTUIO KaK TOCY-
IapCTBO, B KOTOPOM HOBOE ITOKOJIeHVe T'pakKIaH
Hen30eXHO popMUpYyeTCs TIOfL, BIIMSHVIEM MHCTY-
TYTOB U KYJIBTYPHBIX TPaAWIINY, yHaceoBaH-
HBIX OT IIPOIIIIOrO, TO VIX OrpaHMYeHHas aBTOHO-
MU OylleT 3aKJIodaTbCsd B CIIOCOOHOCTM HamMTU
HalIpaBJIeHVe CBOeVI KM3HW ¥ TOJIy4NUTh HeoOXo-
OVIMYTO TIOIJIEPXKKY B JOCTVDKEHUM IIesieVi, KOTO-
PBle OHM CTaBST Ilepert, cobot. BmecTo Toro 4yToObI
paccMaTpuBaTh MX KaK IPUHYKIaeMbIX K BBITIOJI-
HeHVIO KOHKPeTHBIX 3apaHee Ha3HAYeHHBIX pPO-
J1eV1, ITPOLIECCHI, TIOCPENICTBOM KOTOPBIX OHVI COLIVa-
JIM3UPYIOTCS M BOCIIUTBIBAIOTCS, JIOJKHBI yUUTHI-
BaTh OCOOEHHOCTW, IIPOSIBIIsieMble VIMI Ha KaXKIOM
sTame pasBuTHA'. PaccMmarpwBariTe colyai3a-
VIO KaK ITPOoIlecc, B KOTOPOM OMOJIOTMUYeCcKUT Op-
raHW3M, HOBOPOXIeHHBIVI ujieH Homo sapiens, rpe-

* KoHrlenmst aBTOHOMIM, IIpelCTaBjieHHasl 371eCh, U
B3IJISAT Ha [IEMOKpPATITIeCKOoe TPaKIIaHCTBO, Pa3BUBaeMBIN
B CJIefIyIoIIeM raparpade, 0O BsACHSIOTCS M 3alUIIAfOTCS
Gosiee rtoyrpobHO B maBax 3 m 4 kuuru (Kitcher, 20216).
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priate standards for moral inquiry. Insofar as
the first two formulations of the Categorical
Imperative offer such standards they fail to
pick sides in the most obvious moral advanc-
es of the past two centuries. Abolitionists and
slaveholders, feminists and male chauvin-
ists, gay rights activists and homophobes can
all defend the compatibility of their attitudes
with the Kantian tests. It is simply a matter of
introducing a supposedly justified taxonomy
for partitioning the appropriate population.
Closing the debates requires a method for un-
dermining some ways of drawing the distinc-
tions — and that is something these accounts
of “reason” do not supply.

The third formulation, however, points in
a more promising direction when it views hu-
man beings as fellow-citizens. If we conceive
the polity as a state in which the new gener-
ation of citizens is inevitably shaped by the
institutions and cultural traditions that have
been inherited from the past, their limited
autonomy will consist in an ability to find
their own direction for their lives, and to re-
ceive the support they need in pursuing the
goals they set for themselves. Instead of see-
ing them as coerced into particular pre-as-
signed roles, the processes through which
they are socialised and educated should at-
tend to the features they exhibit at each de-
velopmental stage.* Think of socialisation as
a process in which a biological organism, a
newborn member of Homo sapiens, grows into
a person, through a dialogue in which those
who direct the growth are attentive to what-
ever inclinations they can discern. The degree
to which choices are autonomous depends on

*The conception of autonomy introduced here, and the
view of democratic citizenship developed in the follow-
ing paragraph are explained and defended in more de-
tail in Chapters 3 and 4 of Kitcher (2021b).
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BpallaeTcs B JIMYHOCTD B XOZIE /I1ajIora, B KOTOPOM
Te, KTO HaIIpaBJIseT ero pasBuUTHe, 00palliaroT BHY-
MaHVie Ha Bce ero CKJIOHHOCTV, KOTOpble OHM CIIO-
coOHBI pasmsaeTh. CTerleHb aBTOHOMHOCTYI BEIOO-
pa HaIpsIMyIO 3aBVCUT OT JIeJIMKAaTHOCTH, C KOTO-
POV BOCIIUTATe IV BCIYIIMBAIOTCS, HaIIpsras CBOM
OpraHbl YyBCTB [IJIsI TOTO, YTOOBI pacrio3HaTh MH-
IVIBUIyaIbHbIe KadeCTBa IIOIPaCcTAOIIero YeioBe-
Ka. Corpax/TaHCTBO OCHOBAHO, £ IT0JIararo, Ha vzle-
ajle paBeHCTBa: KaXXIIbIVl 13 HacC JOJDKeH PYKOBOZI-
CTBOBATHCSI CAMBIM [IeJIMKATHBIM I1aJIOrOM, Ha KO-
TOPBIVI MBI CIIOCOOHBL. B TOVT Mepe, B Kakom 3TOT
VJIeasl peajin3yeTcs, Mbl IPUOIVDKaeMcsi K KOHIIeTI-
LMY aBTOHOMMY, cPOpMYyIIMpoBaHHO MujieM, B
IOZIX07Ie, KOTOPBIVI OH TIOYEpIIHYII Y Butbresisma
don I'ymbonpaTa 11 B KOHIIE KOHII0B y KanTa: crio-
COOHOCTB BBIOVIpaTh CBOE COOCTBEHHOe 0r1aro 1 J10-
OuBaTbCS €ro CBOVIM COOCTBEHHBIM ITy TEM.

Kak MbI yBUAMM, Takoe HallpaBjieHVie MBICIIV
IIpV3HaeT BpeMeHHBIV XapaKTep HaIlX MOpaIib-
HBIX IIOVICKOB, (PparMeHTapHOCTb ¥ HEMOJIHOTY
MOpPaJIbHOTO MeTOa ¥ VICIIONIb3YeT OCOOBIV ITOf-
XOf], TIO OTHOIIEHMIO K AeMOKpPaTIIecKOMY OOIle-
CTBY /J1s TIOCTPOEHM s KAHTOBCKOI'O «11apCcTBa». 3a-
KOHOZIaTeJIV B 3TOM TOCyapCTBe HU B KOeM CITy-
4ae He B3anMo3aMeHseMbl. OHM MHOVBUIBL, C pas-
HBIMM CKJIOHHOCTSIMU ¥ pa3HBIMW yCTpeMJIeHNsI-
M. VIX 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO He MOXKeT OBbITh [1eJI0M
omgHoro mpencrapuTeis. OHO JOIDKHO OBITH KOJI-
JIEKTVIBHBIM. Bojtee TOro, oHO IOJDKHO OCYIIIeCT-
BIISITBCSI B COOTBETCTBUM C OT/IMUMTEIBHBIM Xa-
PpaKTepoM corpa’kIaHCTBa — uepe3 IeIMKaTHBIN
AMAJIor IPYT C IPYTOM.

Taxke HeNp3sl paccMaTpyBaTh 3aKOHOTBOpUE-
CTBO KaK CO3[JaHMe IHeJIOCTHOIO KOmeKca, J0CTa-
TOYHOI'O JISL pelleHMsl BCeX BOIIPOCOB ¥ OCHO-
BaHHOTO Ha 3apaHee 3aJI0)keHHOM (pyHIaMeHTe.
MHuorme Beimatormecss dmIocodsl MoOpasy, OT
benrama 1 KanTa no Hepeka Ilapdura 1 Toma-
ca Haress, moxoxe, ripencrasiisiyii cebe abcorroT-
Hy1o cuctemy Mopanu (Parfit, 2011; Nagel, 1986) —
TaK e, KaK MeuTaTeIbHble (PU3VKY IIpeICTaBIIs-
10T cebe OKOHYATEJIBHYIO TEOPUIO, 3aBEePIIeHHYIO
«CUCTEMY MUpa», aKCHOMAaTUYeCKV OpraHM30BaH-
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the delicacy with which the educators listen,
straining their senses to detect the individu-
al qualities of the growing person. Fellow-cit-
izenship is, I suggest, grounded in an ideal
of equality: each of us is to be guided by the
most delicate dialogue we can achieve. To the
extent the ideal is realised, we approximate
a concept of autonomy formulated by Mill,
in the approach he drew from Wilhelm von
Humboldt and ultimately from Kant: the abil-
ity to choose one’s own good, and to pursue it
in one’s own way.

As we shall see, this line of thought ac-
knowledges the provisional nature of our mor-
al investigations, recognises the fragmentary
and incomplete state of moral method and uses
a particular approach to democratic citizenship
to construct the Kantian Reich. The lawgivers in
that polity are by no means intersubstitutable.
They are individuals, with different proclivi-
ties and different aspirations. Their law-mak-
ing cannot be an affair for any single member.
It must be collective. Moreover, it must be pur-
sued according to the distinctive character of
fellow-citizenship — through a delicate dia-
logue with one another.

Nor can the making of laws be viewed as the
construction of an entire code, sufficient to re-
solve every issue, based on foundations that
can be laid in advance. Many of the most em-
inent moral philosophers, from Bentham and
Kant to Derek Parfit and Thomas Nagel, seem
to have imagined a total moral system (Parfit,
2011; Nagel, 1986) — just as daydreaming
physicists envisage a final theory, a complete
“system of the world”, axiomatically organised,
in the way Newton famously hoped for. Both
ideas are fantasies. These days, the disunity of
the sciences should be a commonplace. Why
then think that, in the apparently less devel-



HOVI, KaK Ha 3To Hazlesiyict Heroron. OGe 3111 nen
ABJIAIOTCA paHTasUsIMI. B Hammm mHM pasobieH-
HOCTB HayK CTajla OOBIYHBIM SIBJIEHVEeM. 3aueM ke
TOrJla JlyMaTh, YTO B OYEBMIHO MeHee pa3BUTON
00JIacTV MOpaJIBbHBIX VCCIIeIOBAHWII CYIIIeCTByeT
aHaJIOr HecOBITOYHOV MeuThI (pn3mKoB? CroseTe
Ha3zajl [Ibion OTMeTWI 3TO:

..JKeCcTKye MOpaJIbHble KOIEKCHI, ITbITAOII-
ecs YCTaHOBUTH OIIpeie/leHHble ITPeAICaHIs
¥ 3aIlpeThl Ha BCe CIydan KM3HM, Ha Jiejle OKa-
3bIBAIOTCS PBIXJIBIMM ¥ CJ1aObiMm. Pactarmsan-
Te JecAThb 3arloBellelt VIV JIIoboe IpyToe Ymciio
CKOJIBKO YTOHO ITyTeM XUTPOYMHOW 3K3€re3bl,
BCe paBHO OyayT coBepIIaTbCd IIOCTYIIKM, He
IpeyCMOTpeHHble VMW. Hukakoe pasButie
CTaTyTHOTO IIpaBa He MOXKET IIPEIBOCXUTUTD He-
CTaHIAPTHBIE CIy4Yalr 1 HEOOXOOVMMOCTh TOJIKO-
BaHwus ad hoc (Dewey, 1988, p. 74).

ITocrreHee BBICKa3bIBaHVE CBA3bIBAeT MOpaJIb-
HBIVI KeVIC C peaJIbHOVI ITPaBOBOVI TPaKTMKOVL B pe-
aJIbHOVI JKM3HWM KaHTOBCKMe 3aKOHOMaTeIV Bcer-
7la HaxOOWIVCh M OyIyT HaXOOUTbCA B IIOJIOXKe-
HMV BHeCeHWs IOITPaBOK B YHaCIIeIOBaHHBIVI VIMU
IIPaBOBOVI KOPIYC (He TOJIBKO €ro paclIvpeHVs,
HO ¥ IIepecMOTpa) C 1eJIbIO ero yJIyYllleHs.

Ho uro mmMeHHO MOXeT o3Ha4aTh yJIydileHve?
MBI NOIDKHBI OTKa3aThCsd OT MBIC/IVE O TOM, UYTO MO-
PaJIBHBIVI VIV ITPABOBOVI ITPOTPecC TeJIe0sIorMyeH
(Kitcher, 2021a). Ho sT0 He o3HayaeT OTKasza OT
KOHIIEIIIIVTI IIpOrpecca B IIPVIMeHEeHW N K 3TUM 00-
JacTaMm. Benp cymmecTByeT MHOXKECTBO ITepejoBbIX
IIPOEKTOB, Yell IIpOorpecc He M3MepseTcs B TepMU-
Hax NpuOIvDKeHWs K 11eyin. Mosiofble My3bIKaH-
ThI fleytaroT ycrexu. VI TexHonorms cmapTdoHOB
Toxe. Hu B TOM, HU B IpyTroM ciTy4ae He CyIIecTBY-
eT HeKOVI COBepIIIeHHOV POPMBI, K KOTOPOV MOXKHO
IpUONV3UTBCA Ha IIOCTIAYIOMMX STallaX pas3Bu-
. [Iporpecc B Takmx cirydasix mparmaTmdeH. OH
JIOCTUTAeTCs ITy TeM ITPeOJI0JIeH Vs OrpaHVYeHVI V1
petreHms ripobsieM. Tak >ke 11 B MOpasIu, 1 B IIpaBe.

aBariTe 1tomBeeM UTOrM. B oTHOIIEHMM KaXk-
JIOTO M3 Tpex BOIIPOCOB BOIIpOCa WAEHTWY-
HOCTM, BOIIPOCa aBTOHOMMM ¥ BOIIpOCa OCHOBa-
HUVI — g XO4y OYUCTUTH TPeThio (pOpMyIMpOB-
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oped domain of moral inquiry, there is an ana-
logue of the physicists’ pipe dream? A century
ago, Dewey recognised the point:

rigid moral codes that attempt to lay
down definite injunctions and prohibitions for
every occasion in life turn out in fact loose and
slack. Stretch ten commandments or any other
number as far as you will by ingenious exegesis,
yet acts unprovided for by them will occur. No
elaboration of statute law can forestall variant
cases and the need for interpretation ad hoc
(Dewey, 1988, p. 74).

The last sentence connects the moral case
with the actual practices of the law. Real-life
versions of Kant’s lawgivers are, and always
will be, in the position of amending — that is,
not only extending but revising — the legal cor-
pus they inherit, in an attempt to improve it.

But what exactly can improvement mean
here? Not increasing proximity to some fixed fi-
nal goal — the complete system of the law, the
final moral theory (whether or not it is based on
a single overarching principle). We must aban-
don the thought of moral or legal progress as
teleological (Kitcher, 2021a). That doesn’t mean
jettisoning the concept of progress with refer-
ence to these domains. For there are plenty of
progressive enterprises whose advances are
not to be measured in terms of approaching a
goal. Young musicians make progress. So does
smartphone technology. In neither instance is
there some perfect form approximated more
closely at later stages. Progress in such cases
is pragmatic. It is made by overcoming limita-
tions and solving problems. So too, for morality
and for the law.

Let us take stock. With respect to each of
the three questions — the identity question,
the autonomy question and the foundations
question — I want to liberate the third version

129



®. Kuruep

Ky KaTeropm4eckoro MmIiepaTiba OT paayKaIbHO
noTycTopoHHMX Maeanm3anuy Kanrta. KaHToB-
CKO€ «IIapCTBO» — 3TO JIEMOKPATNsl, B KOTOPOVI He
MOXKeT OBITh OMKTaTopa (1 TeM Oosiee HEBO3MOX-
HO, YTOOBI KTO-TO 13 I'pak[IaH MOT B TOVI JKe Mepe
XOPOIIIO WCHOJIHATE POJIb AMKTaTopa). KaHTOB-
CKOe TIOHSITVe aBTOHOMMM YCTyIIaeT MeCTO HeKO-
eMy I'palyVpOBaHHOMY IIOHSITVIO, YeMY CIIOCO0-
CTBYIOT TIOIBITKM peain3oBaTb 0cobyio dopmy
COrpa’k[IaHCTBa, OCHOBAHHYIO Ha TOHKOM BHVIMa-
HUV K VHAVBUYaJIBHBIM CKJIOHHOCTSIM V1 Pas3Jivi-
umsM. DTa popMa B3aMMOJIEVICTBIS JIEKUT B OC-
HOBe HeopopMMBIIIEVICS VI (PparMeHTapHOV MeTO-
JIOJIOTMVI, BOSHMKAIOIIEV! B pe3yJIbTaTe IIOIBITOK
CUICTEMATV3MPOBATh VICTOPUYECKIEe TOCTVIKEHVIS
Mopasii, — 3Ta TeMa 3aliMeT Hac B OJvoKariiiiee
BpeMs. 3ajiava 3aKOHOATeIIeNl COCTOUT He B IT0-
CTPOEHMM 11eJIOCTHOVI CVICTEMBI (OKOHYATeIbHOIO
CBOJIa 3aKOHOB), @ B I3MEHEHW TOT'0, YTO ObLIIO VM
reperiaHo, IIyTeM pellleHs IIpo0sieM, BO3HIKATO-
IITMX B X KOHKPETHOV CUTYaIIVA

Porn3, Kak MHe KaXkeTcsl, OCTaeTcsl BepeH KaH-
TOBCKVIM ITPEIIIOJIOKEHVSIM — OH IIpaB, paccMa-
TPpWMBasi CBOV IIPOEKT KaK OOHOBJIEHVIe KAHTOBCKO-
ro. Ero oTBeTrI Ha Bce Tpu Borrpoca OJIv3KM K TeM,
KOTOpBIe yTBepHavuT KaHT, — 5 ocTaBiIto KaHTOBe-
JlaM IIpaBo pellaTh, MAeHTNYHBI 11 oHN. [Ipu Ta-
KoM npouTeHVY CK3HJIOH TOXe BBITTISAUT OPTO-
IOKCaJIBHBIM KaHTMaHIIEM, II0 KpaliHell Mepe B
TOM, UTO KacaeTcs BOIIPOCa MIEHTUYHOCTU U BO-
mpoca ocHoBaHMVL. JIroOovi M3 Hac MOXeT CTaThb
€IVIHOJIMYHBIM ITPaBUTeIeM B KAHTOBCKOM «Ilap-
CTBe», eCJIVI TOJIBKO OH COOTBETCTBYeT TpeOOBaHIIO
Pa3yMHOCTW; a IIOCKOJIBKY MOpaJIbHBIE MCTVIHBI —
3TO Te WICTVMHBI, KOTOPble MBI CIIOCOOHBI pasyM-
HO OTCTaMBaTh APYT Mepel IPyroM, CyIIecTByeT
KPUTEPWIT [JIsI IPOBEPKM JIFOOOTrO ITpesiaraeMo-
IO MOPaJIBHOTO ITPEIITVICAHMS ¥, CJIeZI0BaTeIBHO,
IS TIOCTPOEHVIsT MopasIv ¢ HyJs. Ecii M1 iHTep-
nperupyem CK>3HJIOHa TaKMM 00pa3oM, OH IIperl-
JlaraeT aJIbTePHATVBHYIO IIPOLIEly PY: BMECTO TOTO
4TOOBI pacCMaTpUBaTh IIPAKTUYECKII PasyM Kak
HpUIMeHeHVe IIPUHIINIIA MaKCMIHA B YCJIOBYSIX
YaCTMYHOIO He3HaHVs, OH BBIIBUTAET IIpefjIoxKe-
HMe O CyIeCTBOBaHWUM abCTPaKTHBIX CTaHIAPTOB
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of the Categorical Imperative from Kant’s rad-
ically other-worldly idealisations. The Kan-
tian Reich is a democracy in which there can
be no dictator (and a fortiori it cannot be that
any of the citizens can serve equally well in
the dictatorial role). Kant’s notion of autono-
my gives way to a degreed concept, fostered
by attempts to realise a particular form of fel-
low-citizenship, one based on delicate atten-
tion to individual propensities and individual
differences. This form of interaction lies at the
core of the inchoate and partial methodology
emerging from efforts to systematise histori-
cal moral advances — a theme that will occu-
py us shortly. The task of the lawmakers is not
to construct a complete system (the final code
of laws) but to amend what has been passed
down to them through solving the problems
arising in their situation.

Rawls, I suggest, remains faithful to the
Kantian assumptions — he is correct to view
himself as renewing Kant’s own project. His
answers to all three questions are at least close
to those Kant adopted — I will leave it to schol-
ars to determine if they are identical. On one
reading, Scanlon, too, figures as an orthodox
Kantian, at least as far as the identity ques-
tion and the foundations question are con-
cerned. Any of us qualifies to be sole ruler in
the Kantian Reich, so long as we conform to the
demands of reasonableness; since the moral
truths are those we could reasonably defend
before one another, there is a criterion for test-
ing any proposed moral prescription, and thus
for building up morality from scratch. If we in-
terpret Scanlon in this way, he offers an alter-
native procedure: instead of viewing practical
reason as applying maximin under conditions
of partial ignorance, he proposes that there are
abstract standards for reasonableness in de-



PasyMHOCTM B IIpOIlecCe 3alllThl KOHKPETHBIX
MOpaJIbHBIX YTBepXKAeHMt Tieper, Apyrumiu. Cco-
pa Mexnay CksniioHoM 1 Porsom mo-mipexxHeMy
OCTaeTCsl BHY TPV KAHTOBCKOVI CEMBIAL

Tem He MeHee, mpu3HaBas CyIIleCTBOBaHVE
OPYTMX JIOHEV, IIepell KOTOPBIMM IIPVHVIMAIO-
IIlee pellleHre pasyMHOe JIVIILIO MOXeT HeCTU OT-
BeTCTBEHHOCTH, CKOHJIOH CBS3bIBAeT CBOVI aHAaJIN3
C peaIbBHBIMM IIpoOLieccaMmy o0cykaeHms. Pasyme-
eTcsl, OH He CUMTaeT HY>KHBIM pacCMaTpWBaTh Jie-
TaJIVI VICTOPMYECKVX VIV COBPEMEHHBIX [IVICKYC-
cuii. [1o ero coGOCTBEHHBIM ITPECTaBIIEHSIM, 3TO
BIIOJIHE Pa3yMHO, ITOCKOJIBKY aOCTpaKTHOe, He3a-
BVICVIMO€ OT KOHTEeKCTa ITOHSTIE pasyMa (11 pasyM-
HOCTV) OIIPeJIesIsieT CTPYKTYPY JIFOOOro IIpaBuIb-
HOTO 00CY KIeHIs.

B sroM mpenmoroxeHWN S BVMDKY OCTaTKM
CBepXHaTypaymicTdeckort ¢aHTtasun. Harypa-
JIVICTBI BPOJIe MEHSI CTPEMSITCS VIX BBIUMCTUTD. [la-
BaviTe IIOCMOTPVIM, UYTO MOXXHO C/€JIaTh C TPeThe
dopmynmposkort Kanra, korga ounitieHve Oyer
3aBepIIIeHO.

\Y

3aueM BOOOIIe HyXXHa MopajbHas uIoco-
dws? MHorme coBpeMeHHbIe (PrI0codbl — BKITIO-
yas TaKVX BBITAIOIIVIXCS Y IIPOHMIIATeIIbHBIX, KaK
Harenps 1 Ck3HJIOH, — YacTo IUIIYT TaK, CJIOBHO
3TOT BOIIPOC BO3HUKAET VICKJIIOUUTEIEHO U3 VIH-
TeJUIeKTYaJIbHOTO VHTepeca. Mpbl cumTaeM, 4TO
MoOpaJIbHble YTBepX[IeHMs (BO BCAKOM CiIydae,
HEKOTOpBIe M3 HYX) MMEIOT VCTUHHOCTHYIO IIeH-
HocTh. Ho kak mmeHHO 310 BO3MOXHO? Cyiile-
CTBYIOT JIVI MOpaJIbHbIe PaKThI I MOpasIbHasl pe-
aJIbHOCTb, aHaJIOTMYHasl (PU3MUECKON peaslbHO-
CTV, KOTOPYIO OHVCHIBAIOT €CTeCTBOVICIIBITATeIN?
C aTOM TOUKM 3peHus cepilie MOpaIbHOM (pryio-
codpum — MeTasTHKa.

5l He TOJIIBKO He SBJISIOCH CIIEIVaJIICTOM IIO
Kanry. 41 BooGr1ie He crietimanmct. Ho puckHy BbI-
CKa3aThb MCTOpUYeCcKyIo oraaky. Ha mporsoxenum
GortbITiert 9acTy McTopum Prtocopryt MBICTITe-
M obpalasanch K Mopali, IIOTOMY 4YTO Hajles-
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fending particular moral claims before others.
The quarrel between Scanlon and Rawls re-
mains within the Kantian family.

Yet, in recognising the existence of others to
whom a — reasonable — decision-maker might
be responsible, Scanlon links his account to ac-
tual processes of deliberation. To be sure, he
does not think it necessary to look at the details
of historical or contemporary discussions. Rea-
sonably enough, by his own lights, since an ab-
stract, context-independent, notion of reason
(and of reasonableness) determines the struc-
ture of any proper deliberation.

In that assumption I trace the residues of
super-naturalist fantasy. Naturalists like me
want to scrub those away. Let us see what can
be made of Kant’s third formulation when the
cleansing is done.

\"

Why do we have moral philosophy at all?
Many contemporary philosophers — including
some as distinguished and insightful as Nagel
and Scanlon — often write as if the subject aris-
es as a matter of purely intellectual interest. We
think that moral claims (some of them at any
rate) have truth values. But how exactly can
that be? Are there moral facts, a moral reality,
analogous to the physical reality natural sci-
entists describe? On this account, the heart of
moral philosophy is meta-ethics.

Not only am I no Kant scholar. I am not a
scholar at all. But I will venture a historical con-
jecture. For most of the history of philosophy,
thinkers turned to morality because they hoped
to improve the societies they knew and the con-
duct of the citizens who lived in them. Plato
and Aristotle, Hume and Smith, Kant, Bentham
and Mill all wanted to show the world how hu-
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JICH YIIYUIINUTD OOITIecTBa, KOTOPbIe OHM 3HaJIN, U
IIOBeZIeH e T'PakIaH, KOTOpble B HUX XwIn. Iia-
ToH 1 ApuctoTesib, FOm 1 Cymut, Kant, bentam n
Mwuib — Bce OHM XOTeJIN ITOKa3aTh MUY, KaK de-
JIoBe4ecKasi XM3Hb U UeJjloBevuecKrie IIOCTYIIKI MO-
T'YT CTaTh JIy4llle, YeM OHU ecTh ceirdac. HazoBeM
3TO pehoOpMUCTCKUM UMY ALCOM.

B Hamre Bpemsi pedpOpMMCTCKUI MMIIYJIBC C
JIETKOCTBIO MOYKET IIOPOAUTH MeTasTI4ecKre BO-
IIPOCHL B KauecTBe IIPOM3BOLACTBEHHBIX IIPO0sIeM.
Ecim BBI He TIpeyIOKMTe abCTpaKTHOE WM3JIOXKe-
HVie MOPaJIbHOVI VICTUHBI, TO OOHApY>XITe, 9YTO BaM
He IO, CYUTY HaTH Iy Th K MOPaJIbHBIM VMCTVHaM
VIV BbI HECTIOCOOHBI 3allIUTUTh CBOIO yOeXXIeH-
HOCTBb B TOM, YTO MOpa/IbHble VICTUHBI — 3TO TO,
UTO BBl HAIUIM ¥ paspeKiIaMupoBaIn. VIHTeI-
JIeKTyaJIbHBIVI MIHTepeC IpouCcTeKaeT M3 IIpaKTu-
4ecKoVt Ipo0JIeMbl. Bbl JOJDKHBI 3HATB, UTO TaKoe
MopaJsIbHasl VCTMHA, IIPeXe YeM CMOXKeTe HalTu
ee V1 OTCTOSITh TIeper] COMHEBAOIIVIMICS.

41 momo3peBaro, YTO MMEHHO IIO3TOMY B HaIlIl
IHM TaK MHOT'O TOBOPUTCSI O MeTasTHKe ¥ I103TO-
My TaK SpPOCTHO BemdyTcs AebaTbl O MOpPaIbHOM
pearmzme. OIHAKO JIS JIIOZEV, JIBVDKVIMBIX pe-
opMUCTCKIIM MIMITYIJIBCOM, OOpallieHVe K MeTas-
THKe — 3T0 oOMaH M pa3odapoBaHMe. Berp oTBe-
TBI, IIpejlaraeMble Ha MeTasTI4ecKye BOIIPOCH,
He J1al0OT HauMHaloIeMy pedopMaTopy HUKaKMX
opveHTVIpoB. Homb. OHM He TOIBKO CIIMIIIKOM
pacIUIBIBYATBI, YTOOBI [IOMOYb B pellleH I HacyIIl-
HBIX MOPaJIBHBIX BOITPOCOB COBPEMEHHOCTV, HO U
HeCTIOCOOHBI OOBICHUTD HU yCIIeXi, HU IIpOBaJIbl
npornuioro. Kak Hu crpanHO, dmstocodsl, maro-
IIIVie TOHKIE OTBETHI Ha MeTasTIUecKyie BOIIPOCHI,
YacTo BHOCAT OOJIBIIION BKJIAZL B pellleHVie BO3HU-
KAaIOIIVX OCTPBIX MOPAJIBHBIX ITpo0sieM. Haresrs n
CKsHJIOH — SIpKMe IIpUMepBI 3Toro sBjieHns’. Ho
VIX HOPMaTVIBHBIE ITPO3PEHS ITOJTHOCTHIO OTOPBa-
HBI OT VIX METa3TUYeCKMX YOeKIeHML.

BocxoxieHne Ha MeTay poBeHb He J1aeT TOro, Ha
YTO pacCUMTHIBaJI pedOpMaTOPCKIIL MMITYIIbC. S
Ipejljlaralo CHOBa BepHYTbCS BHU3 U HaudaTh Bce
CHayaJIa.

> CM., HarpyMep, X MHOTOYVIC/IEHHbIe Ba’kKHbIe ITyOiIn-
Karym B XXy pHase «Duocodms 1 obIiecTBeHHEIE ieTTa»,
B CO3ZIaHMM KOTOPOTO OHM 00a ChIrPasIii BAYKHYIO POJIb.
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man lives and human actions could be better
than they currently were. Call this the Reformist
Impulse.

Now the Reformist Impulse might easily
generate meta-ethical questions as derivative
issues. You discover you cannot find your way
to the moral truths, or you cannot defend your
conviction that the moral truths are what you
have found and advertised, unless you offer an
abstract account of moral truth. The intellectu-
al interest stems from a practical problem. You
must know what moral correctness is before
you can locate it and defend it to doubters.

I suspect that is why there is so much meta-
ethics about these days, and why debates about
moral realism rage so fiercely. Yet for people
moved by the Reformist Impulse, the turn to
meta-ethics is a cheat and a disappointment.
For the answers offered to the meta-ethical
question seem to provide no guidance to the
aspiring reformer. Zero. Not only are they too
vague to help with urgent moral questions of
the day, but they do not seem to explain the
successes and failures of the past. Ironically,
philosophers who provide subtle answers to
the meta-ethical issues often make major contri-
butions to the burning moral issues that arise.
Nagel and Scanlon are shining instances of this
phenomenon.> But their normative insights
are completely detached from their meta-
ethical convictions.

The ascent to the meta-level does not gen-
erate what the Reformist Impulse hoped for.
I suggest that we come back down again, and
start over.

Reformers want to improve individual be-
haviour and social arrangements. Their em-
phases may fall in different places, but it is

>See, for example, their many important contributions
to “Philosophy and Public Affairs”, a journal in whose
founding they both played major roles.



PedopmaTops! XOTST y/IydIINTh KaK MHIVBY-
IlyajIbHOe IIOBefleHMe, TaK U COITMajIbHble Mexa-
HU3MBL VIX cTpemIIeHMsi MOTYT PacXOOUThCs, HO
11eJ1eco00pasHoO BBIAEIIUTD [IBa B3aMMOCBI3aHHbBIX
ypOBHs. MopasIbHBINI ITpOrpecc MOXeT OBITh [10-
CTUTHYT KaK OT/IeJIbHBIMM JIIO[IbMU, TaK U I1eJTbl-
My obmiectsaMu. VIHOrAa B MPOIIJIOM MoOpalb-
HBIVI ITIpOrpecc cIydasicsd — ¥ 10 Mepe M3ydeHwus
3TUX CJIy4yaeB CTaHOBUTCS OYEBUIHBIM, YTO OH,
KaK ITpaBuIo, ObUI HEITPOYHBIM M KpoBaBbIM. OT-
MeHa pabcTBa, paciIpeHye BO3MOXHOCTeN J1Is
JKeHIIVIH, IIPUHSATYE OHOIIOJION JII00BM — BCe
3TV JOJITVe M CJIOKHBIe ITPOLIeCChl JIEFKO MOIJIV
IOVITY CcOBceM Io-gpyromy. Korja mbuib ocesaer,
JIETKO BOCKJIMKHYTE: «KaK JIoy Mo J0 Tako-
ro gogymarbcsl» Ho, Kak IokaseiBaeT Jjirobas Xo-
polasi ICTOPWS, JIFO[M, KOTOpble KasaInch cebe 1
OKpPY>KaIOIIM VCKJIIOUNTESIBHO pa3yMHBIMU, 10-
OpomeTeTbHBIMM VI TIOPSIIOYHBIMY, JTaXKe MOpaJIb-
HO BBIJTAIOIIVIMICS, lyMaJIyi UMEHHO TaK.

PedopmaTopbl XOTAT OOpaTUTBCS K BOIIPOCY
[provt: Kak MBI MOXeM cieJlaTh HpPaBCTBEHHBIN
rporpecc 0osiee yBepeHHBIM U CUCTeMaT9eCcKM?
VicTopus 3acTaBUT MX IpOaBUTH: KaK MBI MOXXeM
BBISIBUTH HaIllVl COOCTBEHHBIE «CJlellble 30Hb»? B
TaKOM ITpMOaBJIeHNN JIeTKO OOHAPYXKUTh JIOBYIII-
Ky. MBI CKJIOHHBI CYUTATh ITPOIrpecc TeJjleosIorye-
CKVMM BO BCex CJIydasx, a 3Ha4uT, 1 B 9TOM. Y Hac
€CTb 11eJ1b: OTKPBITh MOPaJIbHYIO UCTUHY JIM0O 110
KaKOMY-TO BOITPOCY, JIM0O KaK 3aBepIlIeHHYIO CU-
cremy. ITporpecc coctont B TOM, YTOOBI COBEPIINTE
3TO OTKphITHe. Pazse HaMm He TpebyeTcs MOHSATH Xa-
paKTep MOpaJIbHOV MCTVUHBI? He TOIDKHBL JI MBI
CHOBa 3a0paThcsl Ha MeTasTUYecKyro Kapycesib?

Het. Ham crreyet BocmprHMMAaTh MOPasIbHBIN
Iporpecc Kak Iparmariudeckmy nporpecc. OH 3a-
KJIIOYaeTCsl B BbISBJIEHM MOPaJIbHBIX ITpo0sieM 1
B VIX IPeOoJIeHNN, KaK IPaBUJIO TOJILKO YacTuy-
HOM. VITaK, HaM Hy>KHa MeTOIOJIOrVs MOPaJIbHO-
ro uccneposanus. [logymarite o MeTogax B Tex 00-
JIaCTSAX, B KOTOPBIX OHM ObUIN Hambosiee IIVPOKO
pa3paboTaHBbI 1 CITeIMPUIVIPOBaHbL: B €CTECTBEH-
HbIX Haykax. OHM BO3HUKIV M3 IIpefBapuTeIIb-
HBIX IepBOHaYaIbHbBIX ITPeIIoJIOKeHN I, IpuMe-
HSUIVICh B KOHKPETHBIX VCCIIeIOBAHMSAX W TIOCTO-
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useful to recognise two connected levels. Moral
progress can be made by individual people and
by whole societies. Sometimes in the past moral
progress has occurred — and, as we investigate
the cases, it becomes evident that it is typically
hazardous and bloody. The abolition of slavery,
the expansion of opportunities for women, the
acceptance of same-sex love — all these long
and complex processes could easily have gone
very differently. After the dust has settled, it is
easy to exclaim, “How could people ever have
thought that!” But, as any good history reveals,
people who seemed to themselves, and to those
around them, eminently reasonable, virtuous
and decent, morally distinguished even, did
think like that.

Reformers want to address Dewey’s ques-
tion: How can we make moral progress more
sure-footed and systematic? History will move
them to add: How can we expose our own
blind-spots? This addition easily poses a trap.
We tend to think of progress as teleological, in
all cases and hence in this one. There is a goal:
discovery of moral truth, either about some is-
sue or as a complete system. Progress consists
in making the discovery. Is there, then, no need
to understand the character of moral truth?
Must we not climb back on the meta-ethical
carousel?

No. We should conceive moral progress
as pragmatic progress. It consists in identify-
ing moral problems and in overcoming them,
typically only partially. What we need, then,
is a methodology for moral inquiry. Think of
methods in the domains in which they have
been most widely developed and specified:
the natural sciences. These have emerged from
tentative initial suggestions, put to work in
particular investigations, and constantly re-
fined in the light of successes and failures. It



®. Kuruep

SHHO COBEpIIIeHCTBOBAJIVICh B CBeTe yCIIeXOB 11 He-
yIad. DTo Obljla Gy1aroTBopHast crimpasib. [lepsbie
VJIen ITPUBOIAT K ycIlexaM, BTOpble Mjlen — K ellle
GoJIBIIMM ycIlexaM, TpeTbU Men... 3ajada CoOCTO-
UT B TOM, YTOOBI 3aIlyCTUTh aHAJIOTMYHBIV IIPO-
11eCC B OTHOIIEHVVI MOPaJIbHOIO MCCIIeJOBaHIS.
VImeHHO 31ech «1lapcTBo» KaHTa BCTyIlaeT B

Urpy.
VI

Benb KaHTOBCKasi KOHIIEIIIVSI, COIVIACHO KOTO-
POV JIFOIIV CO34AI0T 3aKOHBI JIPYT I ApyTa — C [O-
IIPaBKOVI Ha TO, UTO OHM CO3[IAIOT 3aKOHBI coBMmeci-
HO, — 3TO OYeBMIIHBIV CIIOCOD JyMaThb O MOpayIu
KaK 00 MCTOPMYeCKOM SBJIEHWUM, B KOTOPOM IIPO-
rpecc IPOVICXOAUT BpeMsl OT BpeMeHU 1 Oecriopsi-
JIOYHO. B KOHIIe KOHIIOB, HOXOXe, IMEHHO 3TO IIPO-
VICXOOWT M B CaMOM 3aKoHe. JIOKK offHaKI1bl paccKa-
3aJ1 ITPaBIOIIO00HY O ICTOPWIO O ITPOVCXOXKIEHWU N
MIPaBOBBIX VHCTUTYTOB. [10 1300peTeHIs Cy/I0B, CY-
HeOHBIX CITyIIaHU Y MHCTUTYTa ITPUCSIKHBIX CIIO-
pBl pelanvch HaCWJIBCTBeHHBIM myTeM. JIrommy,
cumTaBIIIVe ceOsl yIleM/IeHHBIMIM, HaOpasIv COro3-
HVKOB W ITBITAJIVICh ITOJTyYUTh KOMIIEHCAIIVIO VIV
OTOMCTUTB IIpefriosiaraeMbIM OOVIUMKaM. 3aKOH
MOXeT OBITh HeCOBEepIIIeHHBIM W3-3a KOPPYIILIVW,
HeBeXXeCTBa VIV ITPOBOJIOYEK, HO pe3yJIbraThl, KO-
TOpBle OH, KaK IIpaBiJIo, obecriednBaeT, ¢ CaMOro
Hadajla ObUIM YJIydlIlleHVeM caMocCyjla, KOTOpPBIV
CylIecTBOBaJI JI0 3TOro. bosee Toro, B xofie 3BoJIO-
LIV 3aKOHa ITPOVICXOIAT JTaJIbHeVIIIe TIOIBVIKKIL.
ITerTKM GOJIBIIIE He VICTIONB3YIOTCA KaK OUITaIb-
HO OI0OpeHHBIN CIrIoco0d MoJTydyeHMsl MPU3HAHU,
KPVMMHAIMCTUIKA pa3pabaTbiBaeT Ooslee Haex-
Hble MeTOJIbI OITpeJie/IeHNsl BMHOBHOCTY, HaKasa-
HMSL CTAHOBSITCS MeHee YKeCTOKVMWM, IpeIIpyHM-
MalOTCs HeKOTOpPBIe IOIBITKY PeadviInTaIIAL.

1 TIpenIararo IIOCTPOUTD IapasuUIeJIbHYIO IIep-
CIIeKTUBY [IJIsI MOPaJIbHOVI ITpakTUKN. Ppenepnk
Jlyriac, HecoMHeHHO, ObUI IIpaB, yTBepXKiias, u4To
B MUPpe, I7le JOMUHUPYeT «[IorpaHUYHasd MOpaJIb»,

has been a virtuous spiral. First ideas lead to
successes, leading to second ideas leading to
more successes, leading to third ideas... The
task is to start an analogous process with re-
spect to moral inquiry.

This is where Kant’s Reich makes its en-
trance.

VI

For the Kantian conception of people, mak-
ing laws for one another — amended to insist
that they make laws together — is an obvious
way to think about morality as a historical
phenomenon, in which progress occasionally
and messily occurs. After all, that seems to be
what goes on in the law itself. Locke once told
a plausible story about the origins of legal in-
stitutions. Prior to the invention of courts, tri-
als, and juries, disputes were settled violently.
People who saw themselves as being harmed
recruited allies and tried to extract compensa-
tion from, or take revenge on, the perceived of-
fenders. The law may be imperfect — through
corruption, or ignorance, or delays — but the
outcomes it tended to deliver were, from the
beginning, an improvement on the “frontier
justice” that went before. Moreover, during its
evolution, there are further advances. Torture
is no longer favoured as an officially approved
way to secure confessions, forensic science is-
sues more reliable methods for judging guilt,
punishments become less savage, there are a
few attempts at rehabilitation.

I propose constructing a parallel perspec-
tive for moral practice. In a world dominat-
ed by “frontier morality”, Frederick Douglass
was undoubtedly correct to claim that, with-
out struggle, there is no progress. Societies
and individuals can try to make Douglass’ fa-
mous remark obsolete by developing methods
for collective moral inquiry, and by embed-
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6e3 OoprOBI HeT TIporpecca®. ObIIecTBa 11 OTAETB-
Hble JIIO[IVI MOT'YT IOIIBITaTbCs CAelaTh 3HaMeHU-
Toe 3aMedaHMe JlyrIiaca ycrapeBinm, paspaOoTas
MeTOIbI KOJUIEKTMBHOTO MOpPaJIBHOTO VCCIIe0Ba-
HU4 VI BHEIPUB VX B MHCTUTYTHI nopaepxkmn. [lo-
3TOMY MBI JOJDKHBI [IJIs1 Hadajla pacCMOTPeTh, KaK
IOJDKHBI IeVICTBOBATH 3aKOHOOATe I KAHTOBCKOI'O
«HapcTBa».

Memodosoeuneckuil HaTypaaIu3M peKOMeHITy-
eT COCTaBJISATh [lepBOHAYa/IbHBIVL OTUET O MOpaJlb-
HOV MeTOMOJIOTMM, paccMaTpyBasi MCTOpUUYecKye
3MM300bI, B KOTOPBIX, KaK IIPeNCTaBIIsIeTCs], ObLI
JIOCTUTHYT MOPaJIBHBIVI IIPOrpecc, M MpOTUBOMO-
CTaBJIsAsl MIX CJIydasiM, B KOTOPBIX TaKOW IIporpecc
ObUT IIpHMOCTaHOBIIEH. SI HauHY ¢ KPaTKOCPOYHOV
VICTOPVUYECKOV MepCreKTUBBL, C TeX M3MeHeHW,
0 KOTOPBIX COXPaHWJIVICh 3aIllCH, ITO3BOJIAIOIIVIe
COBpeMeHHBIM JIIO[AM OIpPeNeIUTh IeVICTBUS U
YCTaHOBKV COOTBETCTBYIOIINX CYObeKTOB. Monmu
rapaaurMaMm 371ech SBJISIIOTCS OTMeHa padcTBa
B Hosom CBete, pacimpeHve BO3MOXHOCTEV A1
KeHimyH ¢ koHua XVIII B. mo HacrosIee BpemMs
U pacTylliee IIpM3HaHMe JIIOOOBHBIX OTHOLIEHWT
MeX]1y IIpeiCTaBUTeIISIM OTHOTO I10j1a — ITOCIe]I-
Hee coObITVE g HaOJIIOal B TeUeHMe CBOEe XKI3-
H1. [IpociexmBasi 1ociieoBaTesIbHOCTE HeOOIIb-
VX MI3MEeHEeHWUVI, KOTOpble CIIOCOOCTBOBAIM [10-
CTVDKEHMIO KOHEYHOIO pesyJibraTa, a TakKke 0CO3-
HaBasi CIIOCOOBI, KOTOPBIMU 3TVIM M3MEHEHVSIM CO-
IPOTUBIISIVICh, MBI BITPaBe HaJleAThCs y3HaTh, Kak
3aTSHYBIINTICS, OecriopsIOYHBIN 1 BeCbMa yCJIOB-
HBIVI IYTh K IIPOrpeccy MOXeT CTaTb Oojiee Mpsi-
MBIM, MeHee 3aTpaTHBIM 11 OoJlee HaZleXKHBIM.

OnHa 13 04eBMIHBIX XapaKTEePUCTUK BCeX TPeX
IIPVIMEPOB — 3TO HECIIOCOOHOCTH IIPUCITyIIaTh-
CsL WJIVL Cepbe3HO OTHEeCTVCh K B3IVIsilaM OIlpere-
JIEHHBIX TUIIOB JIIOHEN. YViTbaM JIKerMc omHaX-
1Bl 3a51BVJI — C HeOoIlpaBIaHHBIM OHTUMM3MOM —
4uTO (Pr110c0POB-MOPAIIVICTOB OT OIIMOOK CITacyT
«KpVIKM paHeHbIx» (James, 1979, p. 158). Vcropus
IIOKa3bIBaeT, KaK uacTo 3TV KPUKM OCTaIOTCs Heyc-
JIBIIIIAHHBIMN. A MHOITIa paHeHble MOJIJar.

¢ Openepuk Hyrmac (1818 —1895) — amepmKaHCKUIT IIV-
caresIb-aboMIMOHNCT. YKa3aHHBIe CJI0Ba IIPO3ByYaIll B
ero peun «Ocpoboxrenne Bect-VHanm», ¢ KoToport oH
BeIcTyII 3 aBrycra 1857 r. B ropone Kananmaurya okpy-
ra Onrapwo mrara Heto-VMopk. — ITpumen. peo.
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ding them in supportive institutions. So we
should begin by considering how the lawmak-
ers in the Kantian Reich should go about their
business.

Methodological
drawing an initial account of moral methodol-
ogy by considering historical episodes in which
moral progress appears to have been made and
contrasting them with instances in which such
progress has been blocked. I will start with
short-term history, with the kinds of changes
for which there are records, enabling contem-
porary people to identify the actions and atti-
tudes of the agents involved. My paradigms
here are the abolition of chattel slavery in the
New World, the expansion of opportunities for
women from the late eighteenth century to the
present and the increasing acceptance of loving
relations between members of the same sex —
the last a development I have witnessed in my
lifetime. Through tracing the sequence of small
changes that promoted the eventual outcome,
as well as recognising the ways in which those
changes were resisted, we can hope to discover
how the protracted, messy and highly contin-
gent route to progress might become more di-
rect, less costly and more reliable.

One obvious feature of all three cases is a
failure to listen to, or to take seriously, the per-
spectives of particular kinds of people. William
James once claimed — with unwarranted op-
timism — that moral philosophers will be
saved from error by “the cries of the wounded”
(James, 1979, p. 158). History reveals how often
those cries go unheard. Also how, sometimes,
the wounded do not even cry.

I see these two aspects of the three par-

naturalism recommends

adigms as providing a useful opening for
thinking about moral method. The first — the
“obvious feature” — consists in a habit of ex-
clusion. Certain kinds of complaints about the
moral status quo go unheard. The second con-
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1 camraro, 9TO BOT 3TM [IBa acIleKTa Tpex Iapa-
JVTM JIAOT TI0JIe3HOe HavaJIo IS Pa3MBIIIIEHN
0 MOopasIbHOM MeTofie. IlepBbIt — «oueBMIHAS Xa-
PaKTepuUCTMKa» — 3aKJIFOYaeTcsl B IIPVBBIYKE K
oruyxaeHmio. OmpeneleHHble BUIBI Xajlod Ha
MOPAJIbHBIV Status quo OCTAIOTCS HeyCIIBIIIaHHbI-
MM BTOpoV acrieKT COCTOUT B YCBOEHWMM UJIeHa-
MU OTUY>KIE€HHOVI IPYIIIbI IePCIEKTVBBI, ITPUHS-
TOVI TEMV, KTO VIX VICKJIFOUWIT: paObl COIIAIIAOTCS
CO CBOVIM HMB3IIVIM CTaTyCOM, >KEHIIVIHBI JOBOJIb-
CTBYIOTCSI TE€M, UTO BUIST cedsi XpaHWUTeIbHUIIA-
MU ouara v Jgoma, TeU ¥ JIeCOMSHKM COXaJIeloT O
CBOVIX «pa3BpaTHBIX HAKJIOHHOCTSIX». MOpasIbHBIN
MeTOJI MOXXeT HauyaTbCs C PasMBIIIIEHU O TOM,
KaK OCMBICJINTB IIPUBBIUKY OTUYXKIEHMS M Kak
PacKpBITh THUII JIOKHOTO CO3HAHMSI, KOTOpOe OCJle-
IIJIIeT YTHETEHHBIX B OTHOIIIEHMVI X COOCTBEHHO-
ro cocrostams (Kitcher, 2021a).

Kak kaHTOBCKMe 3aKOHOmATeIM [IOJDKHBI pe-
arupoBaThb Ha yIpo3y TOrO, YTO VX «IIapCTBO»
HO-TIpeXXHeMY OyZeT IIPOHM3aHO STVMU XapaKTe-
puctukaMu? Pa3BuBasi KOHIIEMITNIO COTrpakIaH-
CTBa, KOTOPYIO 5 IpefcTaBil paHee. OHa JOIDK-
Ha cofepXaTb WMHCTUTYTHI IJISL KYJIBTMBMPOBa-
HMsL OOMeHa MHEHVSMW MeXAy I'paXgaHaMu, B
KOTOPBIX ITOOIIPSIETCS IeTTMKATHOe OTHOIIIEHVE K
YCIIBIIIIAHHOMY, KaK uepe3 CoyuabHble CPelcTBa
co3maHmsg opyMa, Ha KOTOPOM BBICITYIIVBAIOT-
Csl KaJIoOBl, TaK ¥ 4depe3 BOCHIMTaHMe B UHOUBU-
0ax CIIocCOOHOCTM K ITTyOOKOVI BOBJIEUEHHOCTV BO
B3IVIABI Apyrux. Kpome Toro, HeoObxomymMo mecTo
171 M3y YeHMsl CyIIeCTBYIOIIIX CIIoco00B popmu-
POBaHMS OIpeieJIeHHBIX CaMOKOHIIEIIINTI, CUV-
TAIOIIVIXCS HEIIPVEMIJIEMBIMM J1JIsI OIIpelleSIeHHBIX
TVIIOB JIFOMIEVL.

B HenmaBHel1 paboTe s IOIIBITAICS OIPOOHO 13-
JIOKUTH JAHHBIV TIOAX0M. 3[1ech S MOTYy IIperIo-
KUTB JIVIIb KPAaTKui 0030p. Berpakenms crpana-
HMS 3aC/TYKMBAIOT Cepbe3HOro ortHoreHms. [lo-
CKOJIBKY 3aKOHYy HeJIOCTaeT PecypcoB ISl pac-
CMOTpeHMS Bcex [eJl, lepBOHavYaIbHbIe pelleHs

7 CorrmasibHBIE acTIeKTHI IIpefylaraeMovi MHOXO MeTOI0JIO-
v gByrsroTcs TeMont pabotst (Kitcher, 2021a). O6pasosa-
TeJIbHBIe IIpeyioxenst mpuserensl B (Kitcher, 20216).
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sists in the absorption by members of the ex-
cluded group of the perspective adopted by
those who exclude them: slaves acquiesce in
their inferior status, women are content to see
themselves as guardians of hearth and home,
gays and lesbians regret their own “depraved
tendencies”. Moral method can start by think-
ing about how to reflect on habits of exclusion
and how to uncover the type of false conscious-
ness that blinds the oppressed to their own
state (Kitcher, 2021a).

How should Kantian lawmakers respond to
the danger that their Reich continues to be per-
vaded by these features? Through developing
the concept of fellow-citizenship I introduced
earlier. It should contain institutions for culti-
vating exchanges among citizens in which del-
icate listening is promoted, both through the
social means of creating a forum in which com-
plaints are heard, and through fostering in in-
dividuals capacities for deep engagement with
the perspectives of others. Furthermore, it will
need a place for probing the existing ways in
which particular kinds of self-conceptions are
taken to be inappropriate for particular types of
people.

In recent work, I have tried to elaborate this
approach in some detail.® Here, I can only of-
fer a brief précis. Expressions of suffering de-
serve to be taken seriously. Just as the law lacks
the resources to hear all cases, initial decisions
must rank complaints in terms of their urgen-
cy. The prime candidates for investigation
are those which, if justified and if addressed,
would bring the greatest relief. The second
stage must explore whether those who feel op-
pressed by some current element of the moral

®The social aspects of my suggested methodology are
the topic of Kitcher (2021a). The educational proposals
are given in Kitcher (2021b).



IIOJDKHBL PaHXKMPOBaTh >KajloObl II0 CTEIeHM X
cpouHoCcTH. [T1aBHBIMM KaHAMIATaMM Ha pason-
paTesIbCTBO SIBJISIOTCS Te XKaJloObl, KOTOpBIe, eCiIn
OHI ODOCHOBaHHBI M OyyT pacCMOTpPEHBI, IIPU-
HecyT Hamborblllee obrierdeHve. Ha BTropom 3Ta-
I1e HeOOXOIVIMO BBISICHUTE, IMEIOT JIVI Te, KTO UyB-
CTByeT celbs yrHeTeHHBIM KaKMM-TO TeKYIIVM
3J7IEMEHTOM MOPAJIbHOIO KOIeKca, OCHOBaHVS IJIs
aroro. Eciim 310 mccnenosanme 3aBeplITCd B VX
II0/Ib3y, TO Ha TPeTbeM, 3aK/IIOUMTE/IbHOM 3Talle
CJIeyeT MCKaTh CpefiCTBa IIPaBOBOVI 3AITHIL.

Bce Tpu cermenTa ucciiemoBaHMS OHMPAIOT-
Csl Ha HPeIJIOKEHHYIO KOHLIEMHIMIO COrpakIaH-
cTBa. B yacTHOCTY, B MIea/IbHOM CiTy4dae pelleHs
IIPVHMMAIOTCS B pe3yJIbTaTe OOCYXKIEHWUI, yIO0B-
JIETBOPSIOIIVIX TPpeM YCJIOBUAM. Bo-TiepBbIx, B HUX
OOJDKHBI y4aCcTBOBATh IIPEACTaBUTEIIN BCEX B3IJIs-
OB, CYIIECTBYIOIIVIX Cpedu JIOeV, KOTOPhIX 3a-
TparmBaeT OCHOBHOVI IIpeaMeT O6Cy>K)IeHVI$L
Bo-BTOpPBIX, OHV HOJKHBI MCIIONIB30BATh MHMOP-
MAaIIVI0, XOPOIIO HOOKPEIIEHHYO MMEIOIIVMMVICS
JI0OKas3aTeJIbCTBaM¥, VM HVMKOITIA JOrMaTUYecKu He
areyIMpoBaTh K HPEeIIIOChlIKaM, JOCTOBEPHOCTH
KOTOPBIX SIBJIAeTCs CIIOPHOVL. B-TpeThunx, yuacTHI-
K11 00sI3aHBI CTPEMUTHCS K B3aIMOZEVICTBIIO APYT
¢ gpyroM. OHM HO/DKHBI CJIyIIaTh WM IIBITaThCS
IIPOHVIKHYThCSI TOYKOVI 3peHVsI APYT ApyTra, BCer-
A CTPeMSICh K pe3yJIbTaTy, KOTOPBIVI YCTPOWUT BCeX.
(BcrmoMHMTE MO€E «MeHee OUeBVIHOe» IIpOUTeHVIe
KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIITMVI COIJIAIlIeHNs O 3aKOHaXx.)

TOJIBKO YTO OHVCAHHBIN KOMMYHVKaTVIBHBIV
vjeasl JIydille BCero paccMaTpviBaTh — Kak, Ha
MOVI B3IVISI, VI TTofoDaeT vjeajiaM — B KauecTBe
OVAarHOCTVIYECKOIO MHCTPYMEHTA [IJI51 BbISIBIIEH VIS
HEIOCTATKOB CYIIECTBYIOIIErO IIOJIOKEH VS BeIen
V1 OITpefesieHNs HallpaBJIeHVs, B KOTOPOM CJIeIy-
eT MCKaTh yJIydlleHus. BcriomHuTe MO [IbrOV-
aHCKYIO 1IeJIb: cllejlaTh MOpasIbHBIV IIporpecc 0o-
Jlee CYICTeMaTUeCcKIM 1 YBepeHHBIM, YeM OH ObLT
victoprdecki. Eciim conoctaBuTh IIpejIoKeHHbI
naeaq ¢ MOMMM TpeMs IapagurMaMu, TO KOH-
TpacT oueByaeH. DakTrueckass MCTOPUS IIPOHU-
3aHa HEeCIIOCOOHOCTBIO OXBATUTH BCE 3aTPOHYThIE
CTOPOHBI HEIOATBEPXXIEHHBIM IIPEIIIOIOKEeHV-

137

Ph. Kitcher

code are warranted in doing so. If that inquiry
concludes in their favour, the third and final
phase must seek a remedy.

All three segments of the inquiry are guided
by the suggested concept of fellow-citizenship.
Specifically, decisions ideally result from delib-
erations meeting three conditions. First, they
should include representatives of all the per-
spectives found among those people who are
affected by the focal issue. Second, they should
make use of information well-supported by the
available evidence, and never dogmatically ap-
peal to premises whose credentials are matters
of debate. Third, the participants are committed
to mutual engagement with one another. They
listen and attempt to enter into one another’s
perspectives, always searching for an outcome
that all can tolerate. (Recall my “less obvious”
reading of the Kantian concept of agreement on
laws.)

The conversational ideal just outlined is
best seen — as, in my view, ideals always
are — as a diagnostic tool for exposing flaws
in the existing state of affairs, and marking
out a direction in which improvements could
be sought. Recall my Deweyan aim: to make
moral progress more systematic and sure-foot-
ed than it has historically been. When the pro-
posed ideal is set against my three paradigms,
the contrast is plain. The actual history is per-
meated by failures to include all the affected
parties, by unsupported assumptions accept-
ed without question and, above all, by an al-
most complete lack of efforts to engage with
rival perspectives. Major agents of progressive
change are the few heroic figures who are rel-
atively free from these defects. Hence, I view
the ideal as grounding an appropriate first step
in moral methodology.



®. Kuruep

MV, TPUHMMaeMBbIMI Ha Bepy, U IIpeXie BCero
IIOYTY TIOJTHBIM OTCYTCTBYMEM YCVJIN IO ITpUBJIe-
UYeHMIO KOHKYPUPYIOMNX Todek 3peHus. OcHOB-
HBIMI VMHUIIYATOpaMM IPOTrPeCCUBHBIX V3MeHe-
HUVI SIBJISIOTCS Te HeMHOI'Me Teponyeckue pury-
PBl, KOTOpBIE OTHOCUTEIBHO CBOOOHIHBI OT 3TMX
HerjocTaTKoB. CJlefioBaTesIbHO, $I paccMaTpyBaio
ueayl KaK OCHOBaHMe [IJI COOTBETCTBYIOIIEro
IIepBOTO IIIara B METOHOJIOT VI MOPAJINL.

Onnako TOJIBKO 3TOro HefoCTaToO4HO. Benpb B
KasK/IOM 13 9TUX CJIydaeB HeKOTOpbIe UIeHbl IPyIl-
IIbI, PerMcTpUpYIOlIVe TlepBOHavYasIbHYO JKajlo0y,
He BBIPa)karoT ITpoTecTa. B pesysbraTe mobopHmKm
status quo TOJITy4YalOT BO3MOXKHOCTbH ITPEIICTaBUTh
GOVKMX VCTIIOB KaK HelpaBMJIbHBIX. Takas peax-
1Mt 0coOeHHO 3aMeTHa B flebaTax O pacIIpeHuN
BO3MOXKHOCTEV! JIJIs JKEHIIIVH, T7le HEMHOI'e, KTO
paryer 3a IlepeMeHbl, MOT'y T OBITh OTBEPTHY THI KaK
UyJIOBMIIA, KaK HEIIOJTHOIIEHHBIE TIOJTy KeHIIVHBI,
CKJIOHHBIe K ITpeJlaTeJIbCTBy COOCTBEHHOIO IToJIa.
CiiefoBaTtesIbHO, cepbe3Hoe 00CykIleH!e, BbI3BaH-
HOe TeM, YTO KaKas-TO TPyIIIa OpocaeT BBI30B Cy-
IIeCTBYIOIIell YacTy MOPaIbHOIO KOJleKca, Beer-
ia TIpefirosiaraeT BO3MOKHOCTh TOTO, UTO BHEIITHe
JIOBOJIbHBIE UJIeHBI TPYIIIBI CTPAJAIOT OT JIOXKHO-
ro camocosHaHMs. OUeBUTHBIM CIIOCOOOM pellle-
HUsI 3TOV IpobsieMbl Oy/ieT co3laHye IIOCTOSTHHO-
ro ITporiecca, B Xozie KOTOPOTo uoeasl «5I» — BUIBI
KOHIIEMITNI, C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPBIX JIIOOV OpU-
eHTUPYIOTCS ¥ BbIPaOaThIBAIOT TO, YTO SIBJISETCS
Hanboslee BaKHBIM B VX XXWU3HU, — IIOfIBepraoT-
cs THIATeJIbHOMY aHasm3y. B uwactHocTH, Heobxo-
AVIMO KOJUIEKTVIBHO VICCIIENOBATD ITPEIIIOIOKEeH IS
O pacIipefieJIeHUI TaKVUX VeasioB M XUTEVICKYIO
MYJIPOCTB O TOM, UTO OIIpesieJIeHHbIe VjIeaIbl O-
XO[IST OTHMM, HO He monxonaT ApyruMm. Kak u B
cJlydae C OTUyXKJIeHUeM, MCCiiejoBaHue JI0JKHO
3alIMINATh OT IIPOBaJIOB MHKIIFO3MBHOCTY, HE00O-
CHOBAHHBIX (PaKTMIECKVIX ITPEITIONIOKEHNI 11 He-
JKeJIaHVSl YUUTBIBaTh TOUKY 3peHMs TeX, KTO Iy-
MaeT MHade. Bosiee Toro, Kak s yxke yTBepXXzail B
npyrom pabore (Kitcher, 2021a), perieHne Heko-
TOPBIX BO3HMKAIOIIVIX BOIIPOCOB MOXeT IT0Tpedo-
BaTh COLIVIAJIBHBIX KCIIEPVIMEHTOB, ITPOBOIVIMBIX
I0OPOBOJIBHBIMY yYacTHMKaMV. CaMbIVT IIPSMOV
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By itself, however, it is insufficient. For
in each of the instances some members of
the class registering the initial complaint do
not raise their voices in protest. In conse-
quence, the champions of the status quo are
able to portray the vocal plaintiffs as per-
verse. That reaction is especially evident in
the debate over expanded opportunities for
women, where the few who campaign for
change can be dismissed as monstrous, as in-
complete half-women, bent on betraying their
sex. Hence, a serious deliberation, sparked
by some group’s challenge to an existing part
of the moral code, should always consider
the possibility that the apparently content-
ed members of the group suffer from false
consciousness. The obvious way of pursuing
this issue is to create a permanent process in
which ideals of the self — the kinds of concep-
tion through which people orient themselves
and work out what is most central to their
lives — are scrutinised. In particular, assump-
tions about the distribution of such ideals, and
the everyday lore about how particular ide-
als are suited to some but not to others, must
be collectively investigated. As in the case
of exclusion, the investigation should guard
against failures of inclusiveness, unwarrant-
ed factual assumptions, and against unwill-
ingness to enter into the perspectives of those
who think differently. Moreover, as I have ar-
gued elsewhere (Kitcher, 2021a), settling some
questions that arise may require social exper-
iments, undertaken by willing participants.
The most direct way of addressing fears that
if current restrictions are relaxed the heavens
will fall is to allow those who want to abolish
the barrier to go ahead.

Articulating the concept of fellow-citizen-
ship in this way represents an enrichment of



criocob OOpwOBI ¢ OmaceHMsMM, YTO B CJIydae OC-
71abrIeHnsI CyIIeCTBYIOMIVIX OrpaHMYeHN1 HeOeca
PYXHYT, — IIO3BOJIUTB TE€M, KTO XOUeT JIMKBUIVIPO-
BaThb Oapbep, VAT BIIeper.

Takast dpopMmysmpoBKa IHOHSTUS COrpaKIaH-
CTBa sBJIsieTcsl oDoralieHyveM geMoKpaTuu. [ler-
CTBUTEJIBHO, 51 CKJIOHEH JIyMaTb, YTO 3TO HEOOXO-
IOVIMBIVI KOMITIOHEHT B YCTpaHEeHMUV M3BECTHBIX He-
JIOCTaTKOB, OYEBVTHBIX JIJISI MHOTVIX COBPEMEHHBIX
JIeMOKpaTUIecKmx pexmmoB. OcosHaHME STMX
HEeJIOCTAaTKOB, ¥ B OCOOEHHOCTM (paKTa IIOJISIPU-
3auy 7IeKTopara, MOXKeT BIIOJIHE OOOCHOBAaHHO
BBI3BATh CKEIITWIIV3M B OTHOIIEHWM IUIOHOTBOP-
HOCTY JTIOOBIX TIOIIBITOK KYJIBTVBUPOBAHS MYJTh-
TUIIEPCIIEKTUBHBIX PasroBopoB. CKymHBIE 3MIIN-
pUUecKye ITaHHBIE JTAf0T HEKOTOpble OCHOBAHIS
IJIS1 OIITVMM3MA: B HECKOJIBKIX MeCTaX B OTHOIIIe-
HWV HeOOJIBIIIOrO YNCiIa BOIIPOCOB OOCYKIEeHVIS B
IIpeayCMOTPeHHOM (pOpMe OKa3aIVICh YCIIeITHBI-
M. MOXHO OXMUIATh, YTO SIBHBIE OOIIeCTBEHHBIE
HOPMBI, BBIpaykaloIlyie SJIeMeHTHI COrPakIaHCTBa,
MOT'YT M3MEeHUTH IToBefieHme. [laske camble OyTiHbIe
U IITyMHBIe JIIO[IV CIIOCOOHBI OTKa3aThCsl OT CBOE
OOBIYHOVT MaHepPHI MOBeeHs Ha CBaJpdax M IIo-
xopoHax. OgHako g xody nonTtu gasblie. Obpaso-
BaTeJIbHAs IIPOrpaMMa, CBsi3aHHAs C IIPUBUTIIEM
HOPM COBMECTHOTO OOCY>KIAEHMsI, MOXXeT IO TOTO-
BUTb B3POCIIBIX, KOTOpBlEe OyAyT JIydllle BOCIIPW-
HyMaTh nosuymy apyrux (Kitcher, 20216). ITocte-
[IeHHO YCJIOKHSIOIINecs ITpo0sIeMBbl, co3/laBaeMble
Bce Oosiee pasHOOOpasHBIMM TPyIIlIaMi, CTaHyT
YaCcTBIO Pa3sBUTHS, BO3HMKAS B JIETCTBE, ITOIPOCT-
KOBOM BO3pacTe VI IIOBTOPSSICh Ha IIPOTSDKEHWV
BCeVl MOCTIeTyIoIIert XU3HM. DTa IporpaMma Mo-
JKE€T He TOJIBKO IIOMOYb B HAaMEUEeHHOV MHOW KOJI-
JIEKTVIBHOV paboTe, HO TaKyKe BOCIIUTATh 1 yCOBEP-
IIIEHCTBOBATh UYBCTBUTEIBHOCTH, HEOOXOIVMYIO
IS TeX, KTO, He IIpuOerast K ITOMOIIV IIpeCcTa-
BUTEJIBHOTO COBeTa YYaCTHMKOB OOCYKIeHMsI, TT0-
IIBITAeTCSI CMOJIETIVPOBATh IIPOIIEyPY, B KOTOPO
y4acTBOBaJjI ObI 3TOT COBET.

51 yTBepXK/aro, UTO M3JI0KEHHBIVI MHOFO B3IJISA]
Ha MOPaJIbHBIVI METOJI, — 3TO IIPSIMOVI CIIOCO0 II0-
HSTB ¥ YIOPSIOYNTD 3aIly TAaHHYIO ICTOPUIO Tpex
3HAYMUTEIBHBIX MOpPAJIBHBIX IOCTVDKEHMI. MHO-
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democracy. Indeed, I am inclined to think of
it as a necessary ingredient in addressing the
familiar ills evident in many contemporary
democratic regimes. Consciousness of those
defects, and specifically of the polarisation of
electorates, may, quite reasonably, induce scep-
ticism about the fruitfulness of any attempts to
cultivate multi-perspectival conversations. The
scant empirical evidence offers some reasons
for optimism: in a few places, with respect to
a small number of issues, deliberations of the
envisaged form have proven successful. Ex-
plicit public norms, expressing the elements
of fellow-citizenship, can be expected to mod-
ify behavior. Even the most exuberant and the
rowdiest folk can amend their normal ways at
weddings and funerals. I want to go further,
however. An educational programme, tied to
inculcating norms for joint deliberation, can
prepare adults who are better able to engage
with the viewpoints of others (Kitcher, 2021b).
Progressively harder challenges, posed by ever
more diverse groups, can be a part of develop-
ment, through childhood and adolescence —
and recurrently through later life. Not only
would this programme help in the collective
work I have envisaged, but it would also instil
and refine the sensitivities required as individ-
uals who, without having recourse to a repre-
sentative council of deliberators, would try to
simulate the proceedings in which that council
would engage.

The view of moral method I have sketched
is, I claim, a straightforward way of under-
standing and tidying up the messy histo-
ry of three significant moral advances. Many
philosophers do not turn to history at all —
and thereby deprive themselves of important
resources for understanding, and sometimes
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rve drtocodsl BooOIIe He oOparrarTcs K MCTO-
PV — ¥ TeM CaMBbIM JIMIIAIOT ceOs BaXKHBIX pe-
CYpcOB [1jIg TIOHVMaHVs, a MHOITIA 1 IIepeoCMBbIC-
JIEHVSI BOIIPOCOB, KOTOPBIMM OHM 3aHVMMAIOTCS.
OpHako faxke Te, KTO CYMUTAET ceOsl MICTOPVKAM,
OOBIYHO MPUIEPXKMBAIOTCS CJIVIIIKOM YCeYeHHOTrO
B3IVIsI/Ia Ha MCTOpUYecKoe pasBuTHe. MBI CKIIOH-
HBI JIyMaTh, YTO MOpasIbHbIe ITPaKTVUKM HavaInCh
C TPEKOB WJIV, MOXeET OBITh, C €BpeeB, eTMIITSH, Ba-
BIWIOHSH... OITHAKO BCe 3TV JIIOAM — ITO3[IHVIE TO-
CTVL B JIOJITOVI 3BOJTIOLIVIV UeJIOBEUECKOVI MOPaJINL.
[laxe Tiput caMoM OerJioM B3ITIsi[Ie Ha Hanbosiee
paHHMe 13 JOMIeANX 10 Hac MVCbMeHHBIX JOKY-
MEHTOB MOXKHO YBU/IeTh, UTO OHU COIIePXKaT CIIOXK-
HBle IIpaBiJIa, OCHOBAaHHBIE Ha ITPeITOJIOKEHISIX
O IMIPABWIBHOCTY VI HEIIPaBVIJIBHOCTY Pa3JIMUHBIX
nevictBum. 1o m300peTeHMs MMCBMEHHOCTY, Be-
POSITHO, yKe CYIIeCTBOBaIM IIpeIeCTBeHHVIKN
3TUX IIpaBuJl, OoJlee IIPOCTBIE BEPCUN, B KOTOPBIE
IyTeM [100aBJieHVsI OFOBOPOK ¥ pa3Ivumil BHO-
CWIVICH VI3MEHeHMs], TIO3BOJISIOIINEe CIIPAaBUThCS C
OecriperieneHTHBIMM cuTyaumsMu. Kak manexo B
HpoIuIoe yXoauT uctopus? Hebosbior, Ho roka-
3aTeJIbHBIN PaKT. TOprossis MeXxy MajieouTye-
CKVMMU IpyIIIIaMy OXOTHVMKOB-cOOVpaTesier Havda-
J1ack 110 KpariHert Mepe 20 TBICSY JIeT Ha3a/l, a BIIOJI-
He BO3MOXXHO, uTo 1 30 ThIcad j1eT. Bpaxxma Mexty
rpyHIlaMy IIPOCIIeXBaeTCd He TOJIBKO Y HalIlyX
OJIVDKAVIIIIVIX 3BOJTIOLIVIOHHBIX POICTBEHHUKOB —
mMIaHse n 0oHo0o. OHa TakXxe oOdeBUIHA B
mcTopuy TOMMHHOB. CTIIOCOOHOCTH OOMEHVBATh-
csi ¢ cocerisiMm TpeboBasia Habopa IIpaBiJI VIV MO-
fiesIeV IToBefieH s, JAIOIIX B3aMHYIO TapaHTUIO
3amuThl. Takke HepaBHaOIoOmoOHO AyMarh, UTO
3Ta 4YeJloBedecKasl ITpaKTMKa BO3HMKIIA ab initio.
Benp, Kak maBHO IIpM3HaAIM IIPUMATOJIOTY, apXe-
OJIOTY VI aHTPOIOJIOr'Y, BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBbIe KOH-
IIMKTBI OBLIIV XapaKTepHBI 1151 MaJIbIX OOILIeCTB,
B KOTOPBIX XXWMJIV 4YeJloBeKooOpasHble 00e3bsiHBI,
TOMMHMHBI 1 BUAbl Homo. BHyTpeHHSST MOpaib-
Has IpaKTVMKa BO3HMKJIA ¥ pas3BMBaJIach 3a70JIr0
710 TOro, KaK y HalllMX IIpellecTBeHHUKOB I0s-
BUJIACh VMziesl TOProBaTh C JIIOIBMY, KVBYIIVIMI Ha
MIPOTVBOIIOIIOKHOM Oepery peKm.
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re-conceptualising, the issues with which they
are concerned. Even those who think of them-
selves as historicists, however, typically take
too truncated a view of historical development.
Moral practice, we tend to think, began with
the Greeks, or maybe with the Hebrews, or the
Egyptians, or the Babylonians or... Yet all these
people are latecomers in the long evolution of
human morality.

For the briefest glance at the earliest written
documents to have survived reveals how these
codicils to extant legal codes contain complex
rules based upon assumptions about the right-
ness and wrongness of various types of ac-
tion. Before the invention of writing there must
have been precursors to these rules, simpler
versions, amended by adding clauses and dis-
tinctions to cope with hitherto unprecedented
situations. How far back does the story go? A
small, but telling fact. Trade among paleolith-
ic hunter-gatherer bands began at least twen-
ty thousand years ago, and may well go back
thirty thousand years. Hostility among bands
is not only apparent in our closest evolution-
ary relatives, the chimps and bonobos. It is also
clear in the hominin record. The ability to ex-
change with neighbours required a set of rules
or patterns of behaviour, giving mutual assur-
ance of protection. Nor is it plausible to think
of that human practice as arising ab initio. For,
as primatologists, archeologists, and anthropol-
ogists have long recognised, intra-band con-
flict pervades the small societies in which great
apes, hominins and the species of Homo have
all lived. An internal moral practice originated
and evolved long before our predecessors had
the idea of trading with the people who dwelt
on the opposite bank of the river.

I claim, then, that human morality is be-
tween fifty thousand and one hundred thou-



VITak, s yTBep)Kaalo, UTO 4eJloBeuecKoy Mopa-
v ot 50 TeIicsay 1o 100 TeIcsu jteT. OHa TI0gBVIIaCh
B KauecTBe pellleHVs Ipo0JieM CIUIOUeHUs BHY-
Tpu YestoBeueckyx oOrrecTs. HampsokeHHOCTD U
KOH(PJIVIKTBI — 3TO CIMIITOMBI CKPBITOVI OIPaHM-
yeHHOCTW. JI0av1, TOMVHIHBI, IIIMMIIaH3€e 1 O0HO-
00 obsragaroT OOIIeN IICXOJIOIMYeCKOM CIIOCO0-
HOCTBIO IIPeICTaB/IATh HaMepeHs, CTpeMJIeHs
VI JKeJIaHMS CBOVIX COOpaTheB M KOPPEKTUpPOBATH
IOBEIEHVIE B COOTBETCTBUM C HUMI. DTa CIIOCO0-
HOCTb, & MIMEHHO OT3bIBUMBOCTD, IIO3BOJISIET UJjIe-
HaM 3TVX TPYIII XUTb B OTHOCUTEIBHO OOJIBIIIVIX
obmectBax (30—70 4sIeHOB), CMeITaHHBIX II0 BO3-
pacty n nosty. Ho aTu1 criocoGHOCTY HetocTaTOuHO
CUJIBHBI, YTOOBI CIeJIaTh 3TOT CIIOCO0 COBMECTHOW
KVISHU IVIAJKUM U JIeTKUM. JJaBHBIM-TABHO HAalll
BUJI HaIllesI BBIXOJ], M3 3TOVI JIOBYIIKU. Bblia 130-
OpeTeHa MoOpasIb, M3HAYAJIBHO I'py0dasi 1 IpocTasd,
HO IIOf, BO3IEVICTBMEM KYJIBTYPHOro oTOOpa 3BO-
JIIOITMIOHVIPOBABIIIAsl B CJIOXKHBIE (DOPMBI, Y3HaBae-
Mbl€ B BaBUJIOHCKVIX U €T MIIETCKIMX KOIEeKCax.

VIsHauasibHas IIpo0sieMa 3aKJII04aeTcsi B orpa-
HIUYEeHHOM XapaKTepe YesI0BeUeCKOV OT3bIBUVIBO-
cti. TlosTomy paccmarpuBariTe MOpaIbHBIVI Me-
TOJI KaK ITPUCIIOCOOIeHMe K 3TOM IIpo0dsieMe, 1o-
IOOHO TOMY KaK KJTFOU IOAXOOMT K 3aMKy. Kak
ZIOTDKHO ITPOVICXOIMTE MOPaJIBHOE VICCIIeOBaHVIe?
Ortset: myTem 00CyXeHMsI B FOMOBCKUW «IOJITVVL
IIpOXJIaJHBIV Yac», B KOTOPOM y4acTBYIOT BCe CTO-
POHBL, B X0fle KOTOPOrO yYacTHVIKV VCIIOJIB3YIOT
JIYYIIyI0 MH(POPMaIINIO U3 MMEIOIIeVICs B X pac-
HOPsKEHUN I B KOTOPOM OHV YUMUTBIBAIOT W IIbI-
TalOTCSL YIOBJIETBOPUTD JKeJlaHMs BceX. VIMeHHO
TaK IIOCTYTIAIOT COBpEMeHHbIe TPYIIIbl OXOTHMU-
KOB-coOViparesIert. S mymaro, 9TO TIOYTV HaBepHs-
Ka TaK ke IIOCTyTlaIM M Haim npenku. /1o Kako-
ro-TO MOMEHTa II03JHEr0 I1aJIe0JINTa.

Yro msmenmiocy? Ceemiast mpes, poXaeHHas
BEpOll B CyIIleCTBOBaHMe HEBUIVMBIX CYIIeCTB
VJIVL OKKYJIBTHBIX IIPVPOIHBIX CVJI, CAMTABIIIVIXCS
OTBETCTBEHHBIMV 32 HEOOBSICHMMBIE V3MEHEHS
B pupome. MopasibHasi IpaKTuKa HYyXIaeTcs B
criocobe, KOTOPBIM OOecIIeunBaeTCsi coOIoeH e
KOZIeKca, Jlake KOIZla WiIeHbI I'PYIIIbl HaxOHAATCs
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sand years old. It was introduced as the
solution to the problems of cohesion within hu-
man societies. Tensions and conflicts are the
symptoms of an underlying limitation. Human
beings, hominins, chimpanzees and bonobos
share a psychological capacity for representing
the intentions, aspirations and desires of their
fellows, and for adjusting behaviour to accom-
modate them. That capacity, responsiveness,
enables members of these groups to live in rel-
atively large societies (30-70 members) mixed
by age and sex. But the capacities are not suffi-
ciently strong to make this mode of joint living
smooth and easy. Long ago, our species found
a way out of the trap. Morality was invented,
initially crude and simple, but evolving under
cultural selection into the complex forms recog-
nisable in the Babylonian and Egyptian codes.

The ur-problem is the limited character of
human responsiveness. So think of moral meth-
od as attuned to that ur-problem, as a key fits a
lock. How should moral inquiry proceed? An-
swer: through deliberations in Hume’s “long
cool hour”, in which all parties are included,
in which participants use the best information
they have and in which they attend to, and try
to satisfy, the wishes of all. That is what con-
temporary hunter-gatherer bands do. I think it
is almost surely what our ancestors did. Up un-
til some point in the Later Paleolithic.

What changed? A bright idea, born of be-
liefs in the existence of unseen beings or occult
natural forces, held responsible for the inexpli-
cable changes in nature. Moral practice needs
a way of enforcing the code, even when band
members are out of sight of their fellows. The
initial solution, apparently adopted by all the
societies we know that most resemble our pale-
olithic ancestors, is to claim that the unseen
beings or occult forces respond to breaches of
the moral code, bringing severe repercussions
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BHe IOJId 3peHus CBOMX ToBapwmileil. Ilepsona-
4JaJIbHOe pellleHle, IPUHATOe, O4eBUIHO, BCeMU
M3BEeCTHBIMYM HaM OOIllecTBaMy, Hambosiee II10XO-
JKMMM Ha HalllVIX I1aJIeOJIUTUYeCKMX ITPeIKOB, 3a-
KJIIOYaeTcd B YTBEPXKAEHVM, YTO HeBUIVMBIE CY-
I1IeCTBa VJIV OKKYJIBTHBIE CUJIBI PearnpyioT Ha Ha-
pyllleHre MOpaJIbHOIO KOZIeKca, BbI3bIBas Cy POBbIe
MOCJIeAICTBMS [JIs1 HapyIIuTelell 1 TeX, KTO Hau-
Gosiee TecHO ¢ HMMM cBs3aH (BeTxum 3aBet nipen-
JlaraeT, MOXKa/Iy¥l, caMoe OOIIVPHOe M CJIOXKHOe
pasBuUTIE 3TOM VIEN).

Kak TojIpKO 3TO IPpOM3O0ILII0, Hepel] KOHKpeT-
HBIMU YJIeHaMV TPYyIIIBI OTKPbLUIACh BO3MOXKHOCTD
VICKpeHHe 1JIV HeT IIpeTeH I0BaTh Ha JOCTYI K 0o-
JKecTBeHHOMY. Eciint mx BBICTYIUIeHMS JOCTaTOYHO
SAPKW, OHM MOI'YT JIOMMHWpPOBaTh B paHee JeMO-
KpaTU4ecKom AVCKyccuu. Y IaMaHa ¥ IIPOpoKa
pOXaeTcs maesd VHAVBUYaJIbHOIO MOPaJIbHOIO
aBTOpUTeTa.

Ona, KOHEYHO, MyTHpyeT, HpPOXOIsd CTaguu
CBAIIleHHMKa, IMaMa, paBBMHa, MyJpela, dpuio-
codpa m (HeMHOro cOmBasich) MpodeccroHaIBHOIO
sTuKa. Panee g yTBepxmas, orpyosss, uro KanT
ObUI HaCTIETHVMKOM TPaINIINI O0KeCTBEHHOTO MO-
paJIbHOrO aBTOpUTETa. B TO Mepe, B KaKovt OH I10-
MelllaeT MOpaJIbHBIVI aBTOPUTET B MHAMBIULIA, 3TO
yTBepXeHue, a1 cunraio, BepHo. Vl Bce xxe Kant
OT/INYaeTcs OT IPYTVMX VHAVBULYaJIVICTOB CBOEV
JeMOKpaTM4YeCKOV YCTaHOBKOV Ha TO, YTO JIIO0O0M
VI3 HaC MOXeT UIr'paTh pPOJIb aBTOPUTETA.

Mmue HpaButca pemokparus. Ilostomy wmom
TIOZIXOJ, 3aKJTI0YaeTCsl B TOM, UTOOBI pa3BUBaTh 3Ty
TeMy, BEpHYTb 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBO K €ro IlepBOHa-
YaJIbHOV HACBIIIIEHHO JeMOKpaTUIecKor dopMme.
AJIbTepHaTVBHBIVI Ty Th COYeTaHV ITpUBJIeKaTe Ib-
Horo sraymTapusMa KaHra ¢ ycraHOBKOVI Ha MHIV-
BIIyaJIbHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB pas3/InyaTbh MOpaIbHbIe
IPUHLIVIIBI 3aKJII0YaeTCs B PacIIVIPeHMV IIOHSATVS
pasyma. PesynbsratoM, Kak s Iojararo, SBJISeTCS
dopMa cBepxHaTypasn3Ma, He3aBUCHMO OT TOrO,
pobmBasmck ym atoro VimManywin Kant, [IxoH
Poms vt Tum CksrutoH. HarypanmcTsl TOJDKHBI
COIPOTUBIIATHCA. B movickax HpaBCTBEHHOV MeTO-
JIOJIOr MV, KOTOpasi IIOMOXeT HallleMy MOPaJIbHOMY
Iporpeccy, OHM JOJDKHBI IIPU3HATh, YTO KOJUIeK-
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for offenders and those most closely associated
with them. (The Old Testament offers perhaps
the most extensive and sophisticated develop-
ment of the idea.)

Once that is in place, the way is open for
particular band members to claim, sincerely or
not, access to the divine. If their performanc-
es are sufficiently striking, they may domi-
nate a previously democratic discussion. In the
shaman and the prophet, the idea of individual
moral authority is born.

It mutates, of course, passing by stages to
the priest, the imam, the rabbi, the sage, the
philosopher, and (a bit of a come-down) to
the professional ethicist. Earlier, I claimed —
rudely — that Kant was heir to the tradition
of divine moral authority. Insofar as he locates
moral authority in the individual, that claim is,
I maintain, correct. Yet Kant is distinguished
from other individualists by his democratic in-
sistence that any of us can fill the authoritative
role.

I like the democracy. Hence, my approach
has been to develop that theme, to return
law-making to its original richly democrat-
ic form. The alternative way of combining
Kant’s attractive egalitarianism with insist-
ence on individual capacity for discerning
moral principles is to inflate the notion of
reason. The result, I suggest, is a form of su-
per-naturalism, whether pursued by Imma-
nuel Kant, or John Rawls, or Tim Scanlon.
Naturalists should resist. Seeking a moral
methodology that will help our moral pro-
gress, they should recognise how the collec-
tive deliberations I envisage are an apt way
to straighten out the kinks of human histo-
ry, short or long. Once we’ve appreciated the
ur-problem, this approach takes the obvious
first steps towards addressing it.



TVIBHBIE 06cy>1<;1eHV[ﬂ, KOTOpBIE s IIpe/Jiarar, siB-
JISIFOTCSI TIOJTXOJISIIIVIM CTIOCOOOM BBITIPABUTH IIepe-
KOCBI KOPOTKOW VIJTV JTJIMHHOV YeJIOBEYEeCKOV VICTO-
pvn. Kak TOJIBKO MBI OLIEHUM IlepBOHaYaJIbHYIO
Hp06neMy, STOT IIOIXOJI, IIO3BOJINT CHeJIaTh IIepBble
KOHKPEeTHBIE IIarii K €€ PeIleHVIIO.

VII

51 mpenBVIKy O4eBITHOE BO3pakeHMe. Tak MHO-
IO OTIMYNUTEIBHBIX MEeXaHV3MOB KaHTOBCKOV MO-
pasieHOM (prytocodpmm OpUTO pa3obpaHO B MOMIX
HaTypaIn3aTOPCKVX HauMHAHMAX, YTO TOBOPUTH
0 Kakom-mbo cepbe3Hom cBs3u ¢ KantoMm Oyner
JIOKHOVI pexyiaMon. Sl mpusHaro IIpaBOMepHOCTH
sToro obsrHeHMs. Ho 5 ;rymaro, 94To Te, KTO ero Bbl-
IIBUTaET, BBIHY KIEHBI CTOJIKHYTBCS C IVJIEMMOVAL

Tperbst popMyIMpOBKa KaTeropy4ecKoro M-
riepaTyiBa IOpbIBaeT ¢ Oe3ymep>KHBIM MHIVIBUIY-
aJIM3MOM COBpeMeHHOM dviocodnms, ¢ PoKycoM
Ha 000COOJIEHHOM WHAVBUIYaJIbHOM CyObeKTe,
KOTOpPBIVI [leKapT 3aBelljayl CBOMM IIpeeMHMKaM,
BIUI0TH 110 KanTa. Boamoxro, KauTt momectit Mo-
pajIbHOrO cyOBeKTa B coOOIIecTBO, HaXOIsICh IIOf,
BiugHueM Pycco (1 Amama Cvmra?). Kak Tomeko
abcTpakTHOe TIoHATVe Pasyma mosiBiisieTcst Ha clie-
He, eMy TpeOyeTcsi TOJIBKO OVMH CyOBeKT, 4TOOBI
CITY>KUTB €T0 IPpOBOIHVKOM. CollyiaIbHble VIV IT0-
JIUTVYECKVe OTHOIIEHNS C APYIVIMU CTaHOBSITCS
HeBaXHBIMI. Mopastb IIponcTeKaeT 13 TOro, Yero
TpeOyIOT MCTOPWYeCKN M COIMaIbHO 000co0IeH-
HbIe TIPVHIINIIBI [TPaKTUYeCKOV PaIlVIOHAJIBHOCTAL.
MpbI ocTaeMcsi ¢ MIeaJIbHO aBTOHOMHBIM pariuio-
HaJIbHBIM CyllecTBoM KaHTa, ¢ jmiioM, mpmHMIMa-
IOITMM pPellleHs 3a 3aHaBeCOM HeBeleHIs, CorIac-
Ho Poi3y, ¢ obpastiom pasymHocTr CKaHIIOHA.

Kak cirericTBue, TpeThs popMyIIMpOBKa Hitde-
ro He 00aBsIseT K IByM HpenirecTsyronmmM. Co-
IVJIBHO-TIOJINTMYECKVVI 3JIEMEHT, KOTOPbIVI OHa,
Kas3aJloch Obl, BBOIMT, He JIaeT HMKAKOro BKJIaJia.
Ecrmi mponmorpKaTe MBICIMTB B TEPMMHAX Tpex
dOopMYIIMPOBOK, TO TIOCIIEAHSIA 13 HUX — 3TO IIOo-
crtecsioue, mopop i Kanta cdopmyrmposars
TeMBl, IIPO3By4YaBle paHee B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKe-
HUW...». HeyauBUTeIPHO MO3TOMY, UTO Yy4YeHBIe
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VII

I anticipate an obvious objection. So much
of the distinctive machinery of Kantian moral
philosophy has been dismantled in my natu-
ralising endeavours that it is entirely false ad-
vertising to suggest any serious connection
with Kant. I acknowledge the plausibility of the
charge. But I think those who level it must face
a dilemma.

The third formulation of the Categorical
Imperative breaks with the rampant individ-
ualism of modern philosophy, the focus on
the detached individual subject bequeathed
by Descartes to his successors, up to and in-
cluding Kant. Perhaps influenced by Rous-
seau (and Adam Smith?), Kant locates the
moral agent in a community. Once the ab-
stract notion of Reason appears on the scene,
it requires only a single subject to serve as its
vehicle. Social or political relations to others
become otiose. Morality flows from what his-
torically and socially detached principles of
practical rationality demand. We are left with
Kant’s ideally autonomous rational being,
with Rawls” decision-maker behind the veil of
ignorance, with Scanlon’s paragon of reason-
ableness.

In consequence, the third formulation adds
nothing to the two that precede it. The so-
cio-political element it appeared to introduce
makes no contribution. If we continue to think
in terms of three formulations, the last one is
an afterthought, an occasion for Kant to articu-
late themes sounded earlier in the Groundwork.
No wonder, then, that scholars concentrate on
interpreting the formula of universal law and
the principle of humanity. The ugly duckling
turns out to grow into an entirely unprepos-
sessing duck.

If, on the other hand, you take the intro-
duction of a socio-political entity seriously,



®. Kuruep

COCPeIOTOUVIIVICh Ha MHTepIpeTanuu opMyIisl
BCeoOIIero 3akoHa ¥ IIPVMHIIMIIA YeJIOBEeYHOCTM.
Tagxuit yTeHOK BbIpacTaeT B COBEPIIIEHHO HeIIpu-
BJIeKaTeJIbHYIO YTKY.

Ecsii, ¢ mpyrom cTOpoHBI, BBl Cepbe3HO OTHO-
CUTeCh K BBEIEHWUIO COLVaJIBHO-TIOIINTIYECKOrO
YCTPOVICTBA, TO 3TO OOBACHSIETCI TeM, UTO MeXITy
uJleHaMV 3TOrO YCTPOVICTBA CYIIeCTBYIOT MOpaJlb-
HO 3HauMMBble pasiaus. Hu oguH djleH KaHTOB-
CKOTO «I]apCTBa» He MOXKeT BBICTYIIaTh 3a Bcex. VIx
CHOCOOHOCTM pasyMa M pacCyaKa He MOTYT IIpeo-
J0JIeTh pasyIvMams MeXIy HUMM IS TOrO, YTOOBI
3TO MOIJIO TPOV30MTH. MBI BEIHYKIeHbI JIeMOHTH-
poBaTh 3HAUMTEIbHYIO YacTh TpaHCIIeHIeHTalb-
HOT'O MeXaHW3Ma, COCPeIOTOYMTLCS Ha JesloBede-
CKOM pa3sHO0Opasny, Ha MPaKTUYeCKMX IOIbITKaX
paspemiaTh KOHMIIVKTEI 1 IOTOBAPVBAThCS’.

51 He yTBepXXI1aro, YTO eCJIV IPeAIIPUHSTh 3TU
IIarv M cepbe3HO OTHEeCTWUCh K TpeTbelt hopMy-
JINPOBKE, TO 3TO Hem30eXHO IpuBeAeT K II03U-
IuM, KOTOpyIo o 31eck m3ioxmwi. Ho g He Biky,
KaK JBUTaTbCsS B 3TOM HaIIpaBJIEHWI, COXPaHSIs
LIeHTpaJIbHble KaHTOBCKMe IIOHSATUS TpaHCc-
LIeHJIeHTHBIN PasyM, coBepIlieHHYIO aBTOHOMMIO
U T. [, — OT KOTOPBIX MHe IIPUIIIIOCh OTKa3aThCSL.

BosmoxHO, s AomycTmii ocoOeHHO TpyOyio
dopmy Toro xaHpa, KOTOpPBIV OIVCal B CaMOM Ha-
yajie, OecllepeMOHHO TIOXXePTBOBAB 11€HTPaJIbHbBI-
MU 37leMeHTaMy MbIcii KaHTa, 9TOObI TOCTpOUTh
HEIIOHSATHBIV PasroBOp C BeJIMKUM (PrsIocodom.
KoneuHo, B 3TOM KpoeTcsl OIIaCHOCTb. B KoHIIe
cBoero Tpyza «OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHWS apydMeTVK»
@dpere 3aMeuaeT, UTO OH ObI He XOTeJI, UTOOBI ero
«YIpPeKHY/IM B MeJIOYHBIX HpUAMPKaX K TeHUIO,
KOTOPOMY HaM cJIeflyeT JIMIIb BHUMAaTh C Or1aro-
mapubiM BocxuiieHvieM» (Ppere, 2008, c. 222). s
TOoXe He xouy. KaHT, BO3MOXHO, sABJIsieTcs BeJlu-
yariier puUrypov B MICTOpUM 3aragHov (prsioco-

8 Bo3MOXXHO, MOVI M3BMHSIIOIINVICS TOH B 3TUX 3aMeYaHU-
SIX 3aXOJNUT CIMIIKOM Jrasieko. Maprtus tnkep n Tomac
HItypm yGemmm MeHs B ToM, uro KaHT nHorma meiaer
IIary B HarpaBJIeHNM COIMaIbHOTO BCTpavBaHWs, Ipe]l-
YCMOTPEHHOI0 MOEeVI HaTypaIM30BaHHOV BEPCUEV, CM.:
(Sticker, 2021; Sturm, 2017) u ccpuIKM B 9TMX paborax. 5
OCTaBJIAIO 33 KaHTOBeJAMU IIPaBO ONpeNeInTh, B KaKO
CTelleHM MOV HaTypann3oBaHHbIT KaHT aBisgercs rpo-
TeCKHOVI KapuKaTy POVA.
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that must be because there are morally signif-
icant differences among its members. No sin-
gle member of the Kantian Reich can stand for
all. In that case, his or her powers of reason and
reasoning cannot override the variation among
them. We are forced to dismantle large parts of
the transcendental machinery, to concentrate
on human diversity, on practical attempts to re-
solve conflicts and to negotiate.”

I do not claim that taking these steps, tak-
ing the third formulation seriously, will inevi-
tably lead to the position I have outlined here.
But I do not see how to move in that direction
while retaining the central Kantian notions —
transcendent Reason, perfect autonomy, and so
forth — that I have had to jettison.

Perhaps I have committed an especial-
ly brutish form of the genre I described at the
outset, cavalierly sacrificing central elements
in Kant’s thought to construct an uncompre-
hending conversation with a great philoso-
pher. Surely, there is a danger of that. Towards
the end of his Grundlagen der Arithmetik, Frege
remarks that he has “no wish to incur the re-
proach of picking petty quarrels with a geni-
us to whom we must all look up with grateful
awe” (Frege, 1968, p. 101°¢). Neither do I. Kant
is arguably the greatest figure in the history
of western philosophy, in part because less-
er thinkers, people who diverge from him in
many crucial points, are still able to find so

much inspiration in his ideas.

"Perhaps my apologetic tone in these remarks goes too
far. Martin Sticker and Thomas Sturm have convinced
me that Kant sometimes takes steps in the direction of
the social embedding envisaged by my naturalised ver-
sion. See Sticker (2021), Sturm (2017) and the referenc-
es in these papers. I leave it to the genuine scholars to
determine the extent to which my naturalised Kant is a
grotesque caricature.



(1)T/H/I, OTHacCTV II0OTOMY, YTO Me€Hee 3Ha4YMTeJIbHbIE
MBICJIVTEJIV, JIYOI VI, PACXOIAIIINECH C HVIM IT0 MHO-
I'VIM Ba>KHEVIIVM BOITpOCaM, BCe Xe CII0OCOOHBI Ha-
XOOUTD B €ro mnaesdax CTOJIBKO BIOXHOBEHMA.
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