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IOIMPPOBBIE TEXHOJIOI'MN:
PASMbBIIIITEHM O PA3JINYNN
MEXXIY MTHCTPYMEHTAJIBHOM

PALIVIOHAJIBHOCTDBIO
N ITPAKTUYECKVM PA3YMOM

JI. Hazav!

Haxodsimea au komnviomepsl Ha nymu K obpeme-
Huto «cynepurmerrexma»? CnocodHo Au mexanu4eckoe
Bvinoanenue npoepamm UCKYccmbenHo2o0 UuxmesreKma
NOAHOCIIbI0 UMUMUPOBAMb pasMblulAeHUe U NPUHAIUE
pewienuti 6 mom Bude, 8 Kkakom Mo NPOUCXOOUM Y He-
a08exa? Ipu Dauxcaiuem paccmompenuu smu 6onpocsl
KaXxymcs HeobOCHOBanHbIMU, MAK KAK ar20pummbl (UAu,
6 kanmoBckotl mepMUHOA0UU, «UMNEPaAmubbl YMeHU:»,
peasusyemvle MexXHUHecKUMU Memooamu) umeromn, no
cymu, 2emeporommbie xapakmepucmuxu. Tax nasviba-
emas aBmoHOMHOCb UCKYCCMBEHHO20 unmerlekma —
910 aBmomamusm UCNOAHEHUS HA 0CHOBe NOAYHEHHbIX
om Oamuuxo8 Oaumvix. B cpabuenuu c nomenyuaiom
uen0Beueckoe0 «NpaKmMuuecko20 pasyma» Kk muuecko-
MY CyxKOeHuo maxoi abmomamusm okasvibaemcs o2pa-
HUUEHHbIM B cyujecmbenHblx AcneKkmax, HeCMOmps Ha
cnocobHocms UuppoBuix mexHoA02Ull K BeposmHOCHOlL
adanmayuu Kk HoBviM OAHHBIM NPU NOMOUSU «<MAULUHHOZ0
00yuenus». Imo ymbepxoerue nodpodHo pasdbupaemcs
6 cBeme udeu «1yugppoBoeo yManusMa», npeoA0KeHHOU
IO0. Hudou-Promesrunom u H. Baiidengpesvd. Ianuas
KOHYenyus npusnaem 603MOXHYIO 10Ae3HOCb AA420-
pummo8 kax «uHcmpymenmob», npu 3mom noouepkubas
(u mem camvim ombepeas kpaiurue nposbienus c6a3vl-
Baembix ¢ UCKYCCMBeHHbIM UHMEAACKITIOM YIMONUYECKUX
U aHMuymonuueckux uoei «nocmeyMaHusma») cyuje-
cmbennyio pasHuyy mexoy ueroBeueckum Oeticmbuem
u e20 (dacmuuroil) umumayuen UCKYcCmBeHHbIM UH-
measexmom. C 00HOTL CTOpOHbL, «YUGhpoBOTL 2YMAHUIM»
Huovi-Promeauna u Batidengpeavd basupyemcs Ha kaw-
muanckom npedcmabaenuu 06 abmonomHocmu wesobexa
Kkak camoonpedessitoujeeocs cyuecmba. C opyeotl — 06o-
cHOBviBaeMoe uMU NOHAMUE «CHIPYKIYPHOU PAYUOHANb-
Hocmu» Becbma npobaemamuuno. Heaaemcs 661600, umo
KOHYenyus «uugpobo2o ymanusma» moxem 0vimbs yco-
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DIGITAL TECHNOLOGY:
REFLECTIONS ON THE DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN
INSTRUMENTAL RATIONALITY
AND PRACTICAL REASON

L. Nagl'

Are computers on the way to acquiring “super-
intelligence”? Can human deliberation and deci-
sion-making be fully simulated by the mechanical
execution of Al programmes? On close examination
these expectations turn out not to be well-founded,
since algorithms (or, in Kantian terms, “impera-
tives of skill” that are implemented by technological
means) do, ultimately, have “heteronomous” char-
acteristics. So-called AI-"autonomy” is a sensor-di-
rected performance automatism, which — compared
with the potential for ethical judgment in human
“practical reason” — proves to be limited in signifi-
cant ways (even if, in so-called “machine learning”,
digital technologies are able to probabilistically
adapt to new data). This is shown in some detail with
reference to the idea of a “digital humanism”, which
was introduced by Julian Nida-Riimelin and Natha-
lie Weidenfeld, who argue that algorithms (possibly)
are useful “tools”, but emphasise — thus rejecting
excessive “post-humanist” (Utopian or dystopian)
ideas about Al — that there exists a crucial differ-
ence between human action and its (partial) Al-sim-
ulation. While Nida-Riimelin/Weidenfeld's “digital
humanism” is, on the one hand, inspired by Kant’s
conception of human autonomous self-determina-
tion, the concept of “structural rationality” that
they advocate is, on the other hand, quite problemat-
ic. “Digital humanism”, however, can be improved
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BepurercmBoBana c onopoil Ha npedsoxerHbitl b. Xepman
AHAAU3 «<MOPAALHOR0 CYxOeHUs» U pechaexcuto A. Byoa o
«yes0Beqeckom 0ocmourcmbe».

KaroueBuvie croBa: uckyccmbennviii unmesrexm,
PAYUOHANLHOCTITb, NPAKINUUECKUT PA3YM, CHOCODHOCHTD
cyxoenus, yugppobon eymanusm, 0. Huoa-Promesun,
H. Banoendpeavo, b. Xepman, A. Byo

BBenenmne

Vcriop3yeMble MaIIyHAMM aJITOPUTMBI VIMEIOT
MHOJKECTBO IT0JIe3HBIX ITprMeHeH 1. OHM MexaHV-
YecKyM 00pa30M BBITIOJTHSIIOT 3aIadvl 100ce2MeH A
IIPaKCICa, @ IMEHHO «/IMITePaTVIBOB YMEHIs» («VIH-
CTPYMEHTAJIBHOV» PalVIOHAJIBHOCTV B TepPMVHaX
M. Xopxxarmvepa 1 T. AopHo). Tem He MeHee 3TOT
TIOJICETMEHT, COIVIACHO KaHTOBCKOMY MHOIOIpaH-
HOMY aHaJIM3y IIPaKTIYECKOro pasyMa, He SIBJISIeT-
cst npaxcucom 6 noarom cmoicae cao6a. CrienoBaresib-
HO, YTOOBI IIOTUEPKHYTh OIIePALVIOHHYIO IIPVIPOILY
AJITOPUTMIYECKIX IIPOLIECCOB M IIPOBECTY PasIvi-
Yyie MeX/1y HVIMU V1 YeJIOBeYeCKVIM 1020COM, VICKYC-
crBeHHBIVI MHTeUIeKT (VM) cTouT ompenensTs B
TepMIMHAX PalVIOHAJIBHOCTY, a He pasyMa. AJro-
pUTMIYecKasl PaIVIOHAJIBHOCTh HEOTHeNIIMa OT
ee VHCTPYMEHTAJIHOV IIPVPOLIBL, B TO BpeMs Kak
uestoBedeckuil pasyMm (“Vernunft im eigentlichen
Sinn”?) BeIpakaeTcsl B «4JeJIOBEUECKOM CY KIAEHWV,
paccynke u cyxmennmn» (Mersch, 2019, S. 853).

B Hacrosient cTaTbe ISATH pasiesioB. B iepsom
KPaTKO PaccMaTPMBAIOTCS  «IIOCTTYMaHVICTIIUe-
cKvie» paHTa3MM, HOsIBJIEHVIE KOTOPBIX COITYy TCTBO-
BasIo passuTuio VIV (HammprMep, FpoMKIe 3asiBJle-
HVISL O 2pAdyujeM «cynepuxmestexine» CaMoyIIpaB-
JIIeMBIX KOMITBIOTEPOB ¥ BO3HVIKIIIVIE B IIVKY UM
artoKaJIMIITIUeCKrie IIpOpodecTBa). Bropoir pas-
J1eJT TIOCBSIIIeH ITOCTAHAJINTIYECKOMY U TepMeHeB-
TUYECKOMY aHaJIV3y JOCTOVMHCTB VI OrPaHYeHUII
«IIMPPOBOVT PalIIOHAJIBHOCTI». B TpeTbeM pasme-
jle pasdupaercsa npemioxeHHas Ommanom Hu-
novt-Promermaom w1 Haraym Bavimendernsn, mpes
«ppOBOro TryMaHM3Ma», BO MHOIOM BOCXOHS-
Imasi K KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIINY ITPaKTIIeCKOrO

2 «Pa3yM B cOGCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE» (HEM.).
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as I arque — with reference to Barbara Herman’s
analysis of “moral judgment” and to Allen Wood’s
reflections on “human dignity”.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, rationality,
practical reason, power of judgment, digital humanism,
Julian Nida-Riimelin, Nathalie Weidenfeld, Barbara
Herman, Allen Wood

Introduction

Algorithms instantiated by machines prove
useful in many regards. They mechanically ex-
ecute a sub-segment of praxis: “imperatives of
skill” (or “instrumental” rationality in Hork-
heimer and Adorno’s terms). This sub-segment
is, however, — as Kant shows in his complex
analyses of practical reason — not at all prax-
is in its full sense. It is thus of the utmost im-
portance to define Al in terms of “rationality”
rather than “reason”, in order to make visi-
ble the operative character of algorithmic pro-
cesses and to distinguish them from human
logos. While algorithmic rationality is chained
to its instrumental character, human reason
(“Vernunft im eigentlichen Sinn”) is manifest in
“human judgment, understanding, and justifi-
cation” (Mersch, 2019, p. 853).

My essay has five parts: after a brief look, in
part one, at some “post-humanistic” fantasies
which accompany the rise of Al (e.g. exces-
sive claims about that the upcoming “super-in-
telligence” of self-steering computers, and their
apocalyptic inversions), part two focuses on
post-analytic and hermeneutic analyses of the
merits and the limits of “digital rationality”.
Part three presents Julian Nida-Riimelin and
Nathalie Weidenfeld’s idea of a “Digital Hu-
manism”, which is inspired (though only in
some regards) by Kant’s conception of practi-
cal reason, arguing that algorithms, as ensem-
bles of tools, are in permanent need of human,
socio-political control. Part four asserts that
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pasyma. Hupa-Promeriviz v Bannendernss noguep-
KMBaIOT, UTO aJITOPUTMBI, Oyy4n COBOKYITHOCTSI-
MV VIHCTPYMEHTOB, ITOCTOTHHO HYXXIAIOTCS B Ue-
JIOBEYECKOM, OOIIIeCTBeHHO-IIOJIMTUYECKOM KOH-
Tposle. B yeTBepTOM pasierte yTeepXXaaeTcs, 4To
OCHOBHBIE 3TUYeCKMe Wen «IudpoBoro ryma-
HM3Ma» HaXOIST MOAKpeIUIeHVe B KaHTHaHCKOM
aHayimse B «[IpakTuke MOpaJIbHOTO CYXKIIeHWs»
bapOapnr Xepman (Herman, 1993) u B pedpirexcum
Astena Byna o moBosty «YesioBeuecTBa Kak I1ejm
camorz 110 cebe» (Wood, 1998). B misiton, 3axitroun-
TeJIbHOVI YacTV J1eJIaf0TCs BEIBOMBL. YTBep K/IaeTcs,
4UTO pa3sHOOOpasHble HeBepHBIe IIPOUTEHN S «aBTO-
HOMUW» U «IIOIJIMHHOCTV» MOTYT OOCY>XIIaThCs B
Hally «IudpoByIo 3M0Xy» (KaK 3TO HeJaBHO OT-
MeTnm K. bexkep 1 C. 30110epT) B paMKax BIOX-
HOBJICHHOVI XOpKXariMepoM 1 AJIOPHO KpUTHUe-
CKOVI TeopuM, ITepeHOCsIIeN B COBpeMeHHBIV KOH-
TeKCT KJIIOYeBble 3JIeMeHThl KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIeIl-
LMY IIPaKTUUeCcKOro pasyMa.

1. 3a npenesraMy «IIOCTTYMaHUCTUYIECKMX»
daHTa3M M aNTIOKATIUIITUYIECKMX
IIPOTHO30B: TPe3BbIN P1I10codPCcKmMit
B3IJIA]I Ha MCKYCCTBEHHBIVI MHTEJIJIEKT

TmarepHBIV aHAJIM3 PeasIbHOCTY Y ICTVHHO-
TO ITOTeHIVaIa IV(POBBIX TEXHOJIOI VI HE MOXET
ONVPATHCS HU Ha YMONudeckyio xypHasucmuxy,
HU Ha ee aHmuymonuueckutl anasoe. Ilocrrymanm-
CTBI IIpeyBeJINYMBAIOT BO3MOXKHOCTH VICKYCCTBEH-
HOTO MIHTeJUIeKTa, paHTa3upys 0 epsAdyujem cyrie-
PVIHTeJUIeKTe caMOperyJIpyeMbIX MalllyiH, KOTO-
PBIVI ITpUBEJIeT K TeXHOJIOTMYeCKOV CYHIYJISIPHO-
ctu (Kurzweil, 2005). ITpuBepkeHIIbI TaKMX B3IJIS-
JIOB BOCIIPOVM3BOMST IOBOJIBHO CTapOMOIHBIN U
MEVTHCTPUMHBIV «aHaJIUTUYeCKNil» HorMaride-
CKIVI CLIVEHTU3M, [ajIeKNii OT BILyMYMBOTO puIo-
codpckoro aHaIM3a CJIOKHOIO, COIMAIBHO CTPYK-
Ty PUPOBAaHHOTO, HeJleTepMUHUCTIYECKOTO ropu-
30HTa JIEVICTBUV, B KOTOPOM CYIIECTBYIOT MHHO-
Barum B cpepe VI (cm.: Habermas, 2019, S. 593,
Anm. 2). Obpamnas cmopoxa MOCTTYMaHWUCTIIYe-
CKIX yTOIUV — Oe3yJep)KHbIe aHmuymonuyeckue
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the leading ethical ideas of a “Digital Human-
ism” can be further solidified with reference
to Barbara Herman’s Kant-based analysis of
The Practice of Moral Judgment, as well as to Al-
len Wood’s reflections on Humanity as End in
itself. Part five, the coda and conclusion of the
presentation, asserts that the manifold mis-
readings of “autonomy” and “authenticity” in
our “digital age” can be discussed (as Becker
and Seubert have recently pointed out) in a
(Horkheimer- and Adorno-inspired) Critical
Theory that re-articulates in contemporary
contexts core motifs of Kant’s concept of prac-
tical reason.

1. Beyond “Post-Humanistic”
Fantasies and Apocalyptic Prognoses:
A Sober, Philosophical Look
at Artificial Intelligence

For a careful analysis of the reality as well
as the real potentials of digital technologies,
neither today’s Utopian journalism nor its dys-
topian counterpart are of much help. Post-hu-
manists exaggerate the possibilities of Artificial
Intelligence by fantasising about the upcoming
“super-intelligence” of self-regulating comput-
ers that will lead to their “singularity” (Kurz-
weil, 2005). They thus re-enact an (actually
quite old-fashioned, mainstream “analytical”)
dogmatic scientism that avoids any careful,
philosophical analysis of the complex, social-
ly structured, non-deterministic action hori-
zons in which Al innovations are embedded
(see Habermas, 2019, p. 593n2). The negative
inversion of these post-humanistic “super-in-
telligence” Utopias are spelled out in equally
excessive dystopian tales that predict the advent
of an unavoidably apocalyptic development of
Al (Bostrom, 2014). Both fantasies have their
basis in an abstract generalisation of “instrumen-



danTasMM, NpepeKaroie HeMHyeMoe alloKa-
mvmTrdeckoe passutue VIV (Bostrom, 2014). Oba
HappaTuBa yYKOpeHeHbl B abcmpakmHom 0000uje-
HUU «VMHCTPYMEHTaJIbHOW pallVIOHaJIbHOCTI», a
VIMEHHO B MCKa’keHHOM ITpe/ICTaBJIeHUN O Hpak-
cuce, yhesIdiolieM 4Ype3MepHOe BHVMaHUe IIpU-
YVHHO-CJIEZICTBEHHOMY OTHOIIIEHWIO MEX]Ly Cpell-
CTBaMU U 1IeJIbIO, TO eCTh B IIpeJICTaBJIeHNN, IO/~
JIeXkaliieM, Kak 3To Oy/eT IoKazaHO HVKe, KpUTH-
Ke B CBeTe KaHTOBCKOVI MHOIOCOCTaBHOVI KOHIIEII-
LIV «IIpaKTUYeCKOro pasyMan.

TpesBasi olleHKa JJOCTOMHCTB M CTPYKTYPHBIX
orpanmdenuy Textosorut ViV, B omiaue ot yto-
OIMYeCKMX ¥ aHTUYTOIMYECKMX HappaTMBOB 00
VIV1, Bo-TIepBEIX, JIOJDKHA OTpakaTh HeOCIIOpMMbIe
npeuMylecTsa Hyudposmsamum (To eCcTb yBesIu-
UMBAIOIIYIOCS CKOPOCHIb, SKCIIOHEHIIVAIbHO BO3-
pacTarou ox6am vi nomeHyual Kk a0anmayuu oc-
HOBaHHBIX Ha aJIFOPUTMax IporpaMmM, BO MHOI'MIX
OTHOIIIEHMX IIPeBOCXOISAIINX ITpeIIecTBYoIIe
VIV yerntoBedeckme TexHosIoruu). Bo-BTopblx, He-
obxomyMo 3ddekTrBHOE 00uUjectBerHo-noAumu-
Heckoe pe2yaupobaniie HOBbIX IIVPPOBBIX «MHCTPY-
MeHTOB». ABcTpuelr 3ernrt Xoxpamrep, mpodec-
COp MaIlITHHOTO 00y 4eHMs, BbICKa3aJsics 3a MoI00-
HBIVI Tpe3BbIy B3I Ha VIVl B HemaBHeM MHTep-
BBIO, O3arjlaBJIeHHOM «AJITOPUTM MOXeT HayYUThb-
Cd UyeMy yTOJHO — XOpOIIeMy M IIIOXOMY»: «S]
He CTpallyCh TOTO, YTO MBI IIpUJIeM K BCeJIeHHOV
“Tepmumaaropa” v “Marpuiisl”. Mens Oosbiire
BOJIHyeT, 4To TexHosorusamu VIV OymayT 3moyto-
TpeOJIATh KpYIIHEeIIIe KOPIIopalluy, IIpaBuUTeIb-
CTBa ¥ OpraHM30BaHHas IPeCTYITHOCTh, YTOObI He-
3aMeTHO MaHWITYyJIMPOBaTh JIIOABMU, YIIPaB/ISATh
ux ngevictusmim» (Hochreiter, 2020, p. 374—375).

CoracHo Xoxparirepy, mextoio2uieckoe s0po
yIpasiisieMblx ajroputmamyu mnporpamm VI (To
eCTb MHCTPyMeHTaJIbHasl palyiOHaJIbHOCTh CPEZICTB
M Iesiell, ymnpassiiolias yHKIIMOHMPOBaHWEM
VIV n aBTOMCIIpaB/IeHMeM) CileflyeT paccMaTpy-
BaTh KaK TO, YeM OHO Ha CaMOM JieJie V1 BJISeTCs: He
Kak Bvicutyio mouky pasBUTHs pasyMa, dyepes3 KOTo-
PYIO aJIFCOPUTMBI U VIX CAMOCOBEPIIIeHCTBYIOIIAsICS
«1eTs1s1 00yUeHMs» IIPUBEAYT HacC K (IOCTTyMaHM-
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tal rationality”: in a distorted image of praxis
which over-emphasises the causal relationship
between means and end, i.e. in an image that
can be criticised, as will be shown in the fol-
lowing, with reference to Kant’s complex con-
cept of “practical reason”.

A sober assessment of the merits, as well
as the structural limits, of Al-based technol-
ogies has — unlike the Utopian and the dys-
topian Al narratives — first to reflect on the
indubitable benefits of digitalisation (i. e. on the
gains in speed, as well as on the exponentially
increasing reach and the adaptation-potentials of
algorithm-guided programmes, which in many
regards quite stunningly outperform pre-Al
human technologies). After this, however, it
has secondly to focus carefully on the need for
an efficient socio-political regulation of these new
digital “tools”. The Austrian Sepp Hochreiter,
a professor of Machine Leaning, supported this
sober view of Al recently in his interview “The
algorithm can learn anything — good things as
well as bad things” in the following words: “I
am not afraid that we’ll move in the direction
of a ‘Terminator’ or ‘Matrix’ scenario,” Hoch-
reiter (2020, pp. 374-375) said: “I am much more
worried that [AI] technologies will be abused
by major corporations, governments, or crimi-
nal organisations to manipulate the population,
steer them in a particular direction, without us
ever knowing or noticing.”

In Hochreiter’s considerations the tech-
nological core of algorithm-directed AI pro-
grammes (i.e. the instrumental means-end
rationality which organises Al-directed per-
formances and auto-corrections) is seen as
what it actually is: not as the culmination point
of reason where algorithms lead us (in a kind
of self-improving “learning loop”) towards a
(post-human) “super-intelligence”, but as a
mere sub-species of ratio, i.e. as “purposive ra-
tionality” (in Max Weber’s, and Horkheimer
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CTUYECKOMY) CYIIepUHTeIUIEKTY, HO Kak 1006uod pa-
1110, TO €CTb «IIeJIeBYIO PaliOHaIbHOCTE» (B ITOHU-
MaHUM M. BeGepa, a Taxxe Xopkxarmepa 1 Afop-
HO), VIV, VICTIOJIb3Ysl KAaHTOBCKYO TE€PMIHOJIOI IO,
(aBTOMaTIUeCKYI0, MeXaHUYeCcKyIo) peaIn3alliio
IUIIOTeTUYeCKUX MMIlepaTnBoB yMeHus (AA 04,
S. 415; Kanrt, 1997, c. 125). D111 MIepaTuBbl, Opy-
eHTVpOBaHHbBIe Ha OTHOIIEHVS CPeJICTB U 1ieJiel,
crcTeMaTYecK MUTHOPUPYIOT, corslacHo Kawnry,
(KJTIOUEBOVI 3111 ecK1il) BOIIPOC O TOM, SIBJISIFOTCS JIV
VX 11e7TM T0OpoM 1In 3710M. UTO KacaeTcsi opvieH-
TallV Ha I1eJIVi, IIPOVICTeKAlOIel U3 MMIlepaTBa
yMeHMs, MOXKHO IIPVBeCTH M3BeCcTHBIe cjioBa KaH-
Ta 13 «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKeH M K MeTadpu31Ke HPaBOB»:
«...JJoOpa JIv 11eJ1b, — 00 3TOM 37Ieck COBCEM HeT BO-
IIpoca, HO TOJIBKO O TOM, UTO HEOOXOIAVIMO JieJIaTh,
uTOOBI ee JocTUTHYTE» (AA 04, S. 415; KanT, 1997,
c. 125). Jlormka 3Tux Iporiecco POKyCHUpYeTCs ViC-
KJTFOUMTEJIbHO Ha NIPUYVHHO-CIIeICTBEHHOV CBSI3M
MeXIy CpelcTBaMM U LeJIIMU ¥, CJlefloBaTesIbHO,
m30eraeT oOpallieHss K OCHOBHOMY MOPaIbHOMY
BOITPOCY O TOM, J1I00pa MM 3j1a M30paHHasl 11ejIb.
KanT niprBoauT M3BeCTHBIN HpyMep (OrpaHyYeH-
HOTO XapaKTepa) MHCTPYMeHTaIbHOV pallyiOHa/Ib-
HocTu: «[Ipedmmcannst Bpady, 4TOObI OH MOTI' OC-
HOBaTeJIbHBIM 00pa30M BbUIEYNTD CBOETO MallyieH-
Ta, I COCTaBUTEJIIO AJI0B, UTOOBI BepHee ero yOuThb,
PaBHOLIEHHBI IIOCTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY KaXkIIoe CITy-
KUT J1J151 COBEPIIIEHHOI'O VICIIOJTHEeHVISI CBOero HaMe-
pers» (AA 04, S. 415; KanT, 1997, c. 125)°. Lleneson
PAlIMIOHAIBHBIVI  100Ce2MeHI 9eJIoBeYecKOro pa-
Yuo (HaIIVIX MexHU4eckux 3Hanutl, KOTopble MOXKHO
PacIIVpATh U COBEPIIIEHCTBOBATD, O CpefiCTBaX, He-
OOXOIVIMBIX 1151 IOCTVDKEHMSL CTapbhIX VIV HOBBIX
TIOCTaBJIEHHBIX 11eJIeV]) OCTaeTCs (He TOJIBKO B ObITO-
BOVI, HO U1 B aJIFOPUTMMYECKN 3aIlpOor paMMMpPOBaH-
HOVI MaIlITHHO-TeHepupyeMovi (popMe) ITOCTOSTHHO,
HO He Bceryla B SIBHOM BUJie, BCTPO@HHBIM B MH020-
cocmabnyio, pasHOOOPasHYIO M 3TUYeCKM Harpy-
JKeHHYIO Cpeny npakmuueckoeo pasyma. [lemno ne

* KaHTOBCKMII IIprIMep HaxOOWUT pa3BuTye y Xoxpairepa:
«XMMIYeCKMM IIperiapaToM MOXXHO OTPaBUTh, a MOXHO
v BbUIeunTh. Permnarommi (pakTop — 4JeyIoBeK, 1 YeJI0BeK
crioco0eH MCII0Ib30BaTh crvcreMbl VIV Kak BO 3710, Tak m
BO Ostaro» (Hochreiter, 2020, p. 370).
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and Adorno’s sense); or, to use Kant’s termi-
nology, as an (automated, mechanical) reali-
sation of hypothetical “imperatives of skill”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 415; Kant, 1996, p. 68). Those
imperatives, since they are exclusively fo-
cused on means-end relations, systematically
exclude, as Kant points out, the (core ethical)
question whether the ends that they imple-
ment are good or evil. In a goal-orientation
that follows the logic of an imperative of skill,
Kant famously argues in his Groundwork of the
Metaphysics of Morals, “[w]hether the end is
[...] good is not at all the question here, but
only what one must do in order to attain it”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 415; Kant, 1996, p. 68). The
logic of these processes is focused exclusive-
ly on the causal connection between means
and end, and hence avoids the core moral
question which concerns the goodness or evil-
ness of the desired end. Kant’s famous exam-
ple of this (limited character) of instrumental
rationality reads as follows: “The precepts
for a physician to make his man healthy in a
well-grounded way, and for a poisoner to be
sure of killing him, are of equal worth insofar
as each serves perfectly to bring about its pur-
pose” (GMS, AA 04, p. 415; Kant, 1996, p. 68).?
The purposive-rational sub-segment of human
ratio (our expandable and improvable techni-
cal knowledge regarding the means necessary to
reach old or new goals that we desire) remains
(not only in its everyday mode, but also in its
algorithmically programmed, machine-gen-
erated forms) at all times (albeit not explicit-
ly) embedded in a complex, richly textured and
ethically charged environment of practical rea-

2Kant’s example is taken up by Hochreiter (2020, p. 370)
who writes: “We can use chemicals to poison someone
or to cure someone’s illness. The human is the decisive
factor, the human can use an Al-system for good or
something malicious.”



TOJIBKO B TOM, YTO IMI(PPOBbIe TEXHOJIOI M, B CYIII-
HOCTVI, TIPOVICXOMST 3 IIPaKTIUUECKMX M3bICKaHWUT
4eJIoBeYeCcTBa, HO I B TOM, UTO VCIIOIb30BaHe Ta-
KVIX TEXHOJIOTMV TIOCTOSIHHO TpeOyeT MOpasIbHOV
OLIEHKVI TTOJTy YeHHBIX C VIX TIOMOIIIBIO Pe3YJIBTaTOB.
Texsonorum V1 sHe paboTatoT Oe3 desroBe4eCcKoro
KOHTpoJ1s. Ecytn Hattrev: 1iestblo SIBJIsIeTCS Hepey K-
TMBHAS OLIEHKA ITPEVIMYIIECTB ¥ HEJIOCTATKOB Te-
KyIIIero IjI00ajIbHOro Imporiecca I poBu3alnm,
abCcoITIFOTHO HeOOXOMVIMBIM CTAaHOBUTCS (pryTocod-
CKOe ViccIIefoBaHVie YeloBedecKIX BO3MOKHOCTeV! B
00J1acT «IIPaKTUYeCKOro pasyMa», TO eCTh Halllen
CITIOCOOHOCTY PasMBIIUISATh O MOPaJIbHOM U ITPaBO-
BOM 0DOCHOBaHMM IPOrpaMM, aBTOMaTU4ecKn (i,
€CTeCTBeHHO, He «aBTOHOMHO» B CTPOTrOM KaHTOB-
CKOM CMBICJIE) BBITIOJTHSIEMBIX aJITOPUTMaMIL.

2. «Cnabsim» n «cuapHBI VIU [Tk, Cépria
¥ HeKOTOpble (II0cT)aHaIuTUIecKme
M TepMeHeBTUYeCcKIe CO00pa>keHMsI
0 pasIMUMM MeXIy «IImMdpoBo
PaLMOHAIBHOCTHIO» M YeJIOBEYeCKMM
MpPaKCMCOM

B scce «CosHaHme, MO3r 1 IporpaMMbl» aMe-
pukaHckum dusocod [Ix. Cépir mpoBoauT pas-
JIAYVie MEX/TY «CVJIBHBIM» U «CJ1a0bIM» TTOHVIMA-
HueMm VIVI. Cormacto cveHomy VIV, yTBepkiaer
Cépr1, «momxofsmmM obpa3oM 3aIlporpaMMUpo-
BaHHBIVI KOMIIBIOTEp OyKBaJIbHBIM 0Opa3oM o0s1a-
JlaeT KOTHUTVBHBIMM cocTosiHMsIMI» (Céprt, 1998,
c. 376). Ilomarast, uTo mpefcTaBieHVie O CYIJTBHOM
VI ommbouno, Cépil moKas3bIBaeT, UTO KOMITBIO-
Tepbl JINIIIb «MOAEJIMPYIOT» HEKYIO CyIITHOCTb, HO
He craHoBATcs eto (Tam xe, c. 396). [TosTomy on
CKJIOHHeTCSd K «OCTOPOXXHOV» WHTepIIpeTalumn
VW, win «cnabomy W». OcHOBHas I1€HHOCTB
aJITOPUTMOB 3aKJ/IIOYaeTCs B TOM, UTO OHW SIBJIS-
IOTCSI «OUeHb MOIITHBIM MHCTpyMeHTOM» (Tam ke,
c. 376), TIO3BOJIAIOIINM CO3[IaBaTh KOIMV HEKOTO-
PBIX acnekmob yesioBeueckoro pasyMa, HO He fce2o
4eJI0BeUecKoro pasyMa, Kak yTBepXKIaeT CVIIbHAs
vHTeprperauya VL
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son. Not only do all digital technologies ulti-
mately have their origin in human practical
explorations; our use of these technologies
invites at all times a moral assessment of the
results which they produce. Al-directed tech-
nologies do not run without supervision. If
a sober and non-reductive evaluation of the
benefits, as well as the losses, that are pro-
duced by today’s globalised digitalisation pro-
cesses is seriously on the agenda, the human
capacity for “practical reason” has to be philo-
sophically explored, i.e. our ability to reflect
on the moral, as well as legal, justifiability of
the programmes that algorithms automatically
(but certainly nowhere, in Kant’s well defined
sense, “autonomously”) execute.

2. Searle’s Distinction between “Weak”
and “Strong” Al, and some (Post-)Analytic
and Hermeneutic Explorations
of the Difference between
“Digital Rationality” and Human Praxis

In his essay “Minds, Brains, and Programs”,
the American philosopher John Searle sug-
gests that we are well advised to distinguish
between “strong” and “weak” interpretations
of Artificial Intelligence. “According to strong
Al”, Searle (1987, p. 18) writes, “appropriate-
ly programmed computers literally have cog-
nitive states”. “Strong Al must be false” (ibid.),
Searle (1987, p. 37) shows: what computers pro-
duce are “simulations”, but not the entity they
simulate. He thus opts for a “cautious version”
of Artificial Intelligence, for “weak AI”. The
principal value of algorithms is that they are
“very powerful tools” (ibid., p. 18) which allow
us to duplicate aspects of human intelligence
but not, as strong Al falsely claims, human in-
telligence altogether.



JI. Harnp

B pycie mnpensoxenHon CéprioM KpUTUKM
«cytbHOro WMI» (mocT)aHasIMTIUecKme (prsioco-
w1, Takme Kak Xwiapu ITataaM, 1 nocienosaresnn
repMeHeBTIUeCKOVI TPpaJIIVY, TaKye Kak Xpro0epT
Hpendyc n Yapies Terwiop, B HociegHme 1ecsaTr-
JIeTVsl BBIIeJIVIIVE KadecTBa He106e4eck020 npakmu-
yeck020 pasyma, He MOAJAIOIIVIecs IIOJTHOMY KO-
POBaHIO KOMITBIOTEPHBIMY IIPOrPaMMaMIA.

2.1. B scce «[IpoeKT MCKycCTBEHHOrO WHTEJI-
nekTa» IlaTtHaM, jtormk w3 Tapsapma, omHUM U3
IIepBBIX PacCMOTpesI TeOpUM, CBOALIINE «II03Ha-
HVe K BBIUVCIIEHWIO VUIV HPOVICXOIAIIVM B MO3-
ry nporieccam» (Putnam, 1992, p. 18). JTro0Oble mo-
IBITKN C/ieJIaTh YHVMBEPCAIbHBIM CBOVICTBEHHBIN
Jpm3MKe TPUUMHHO-CIIEICTBEHHBIN CITOCO0 00BsIc-
HEeHVs VI TeM CaMbIM IIPeJICTaBUTh YeJIOBeYeCcKyIo
MBICJIb KaK aBTOMaTU3MPOBaHHBIV aJITOPUTMIYe-
CKMII IIpolLiecc (3TV HOIBITKY CBOVICTBEHHBI Cerofl-
HSIIHUM HefepHbiM, TO €CTh «CVJIbHBIM», MHTep-
npetaiusam VIV) cesizaHbl Ha ypoBHE [ITyOMHHBIX
CTPYKTYP C Hpe[noyokeHreM, 4TO TOYHbIe Hay-
KN JAlOT >KejlaeMoe VICUepIIbIBarolliee OIVICaHVe
VICTMHHOI'O YCTPOVICTBa BCeJIeHHOV. B ymomsHy-
ToM TekcTe 1992 r. IlaTHaM nogBepraeT KpuTHKe
ITO3UTMBVICTCKM OOOCHOBaHHOE ITOHVMAaHVe CVITh-
Horo WV (To ecTh IIpeficTaBIIeHe O CO3HAHMM KaK
0 «Hekoeyl “BprumcimTenbHOM MarmHe» (Ibid.,
p- 3). OTa nnes, nuiret ITaTHAM, BOCXOOWT KO Bpe-
MeHaM «3apOXKAEeHMsI HayYHOIO MVPOBO33PEHs,
XVII—XVIII BB.», B yacTHOCTM K [060CYy, cunTaslie-
My, UTO «MBIIIJICHVI® — 3TO MaHWITyJISAIINS 3HaKa-
MW B COOTBETCTBUM C IIpaBWIaMy, IHOXOXMMM Ha
IIpaBWIa BEIYVICIIEHVIS», VI MaTepUaIVICTCKOV KOH-
LIeTIIIVY YeJIoBeKa, IIpefiiokeHHo JlameTpu B ero
pabote «HesoBek-MmartmHa» (Ibid.). Cerogns, n o
MHeHMIO [TaTH3Ma «BecbkMa OIIPOMETYMBO», «KOH-
Leniysl MalvHbl ThIOpMHIa» BOCIIPUHMMAETCS
KaK «CIIOcO0 IIpuIaTh TOYHOCTH 3TOV MaTepua-
mmctideckon vpee» (Ibid., p. 4). Ho n camo ciio-
BOCOUYeTaHVe «MCKYCCTBeHHBIVI VMHTEJUIeKT» BBO-
ouT B 3a0ryxaeHme: «Boobiue, VIV maxke He mbiTa-
€TCsI MOZIeJIMPOBATh MHTEJUIeKT... Ha caMOM JeJie
OH 3aHAT HaIlVCaHVeM XUTPOYMHBIX ITporpaMMm
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Along this line of Searle’s critique of “strong
Al”, some of those qualities of human practi-
cal reason which cannot be sufficiently dupli-
cated by computer programmes were pointed
out during the last decades by (post-)analytic
philosophers like Hilary Putnam, and by her-
meneutics-inspired thinkers like Hubert Drey-
fus and Charles Taylor.

2.1. In his essay “The Project of Artificial
Intelligence”, the Harvard logician Putnam
(1992, p. 18) early on took issue with theories
that reduce “cognition either to computations
or to brain processes”. All attempts to univer-
salise the causal explanation mode of physics
and thus to interpret human thought as an au-
tomated algorithmic process (attempts which
are a central characteristic of today’s false, i.e.
“strong” [mis-]Jreadings of Al) are tied in a
structurally deep mode to the assumption that
the exact sciences [offer us] the long-sought de-
scription of the true and ultimate furniture of
the universe. In his 1992 text Putnam takes is-
sue with this central “positivism-informed” as-
sumption of strong Al (the assumption that the
mind is “a sort of ‘reckoning machine’” (ibid.,
p- 3). This idea, Putnam points out, goes back
to the “birth of the scientific world view in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries” —
back to Hobbes, who claimed that “thinking
is a manipulation of signs according to rules
(analogous to calculating rules)”, as well as to
La Mettrie’s materialist conception of man in
L’Homme-Machine (ibid.). Today — although as
Putnam remarks “hardly well thought out” —
“the notion of a Turing machine” is seen “as
a way of making this materialist idea precise”
(ibid., p. 4). But Artificial Intelligence is actual-
ly “a misnomer”, Putnam writes: “Al does not
“really try to simulate intelligence at all [...], its
real activity is just writing clever programmes
for a variety of tasks” (ibid., p. 13). To write



IIJTS peltieHs pasHbIx 3amaw» (Ibid., p. 13). Koneu-
HO, TIpoiospkaeT ITaTHAM, HanMcaHVe TaKMX IIPO-
rpaMM «Ba)KHOe V1 IOJIe3HOe [1eJI0, XOTs VI 3By YT
MeHee yBJIeKaTeJIbHO, YeM “MoJieIpoBaHue ue-
JIOBEYECKOro MHTeJIIeKTa” VI “co3faHue MCKYC-
cTBeHHOro MHTesuIekTa » (Ibid.).

«[Indposast peanvzaums» ratio cpeacTBamMu
nporpamMm VIV He vicuepribiBaeT (IpaKTMYECKTI)
pas’yM B IOJIHOM CMBICJIe 3TOrO TePMMHa, TaK Kak,
corytacHo KaHTy, HM 11apCTBO 4eJI0BeYeCKOV MBbIC-
JIV1, HY ITAPCTBO YeJI0BeYeCKOro IIpaKcyica (1 ero ro-
PM30HT HaJleX/I) He MOI'YT OBbITh JOCTOBEPHO BOC-
npownsseneHsl. VIV B cvJIbBHOM ero HoHVMMaHUM —
CIIVIEHTMCTCKasl (paHTa3Msl, MOJIyUMBIIAsl IIVPO-
KYIO TIO[IJIepKKY Or1aropapsi, Kak yreepxxaaeT IaT-
HOM, HaIlleyl CKJIOHHOCTM OIIMOOYHO CUMTATh, YTO
«Tyulias MeTacpmsmka — 370 pusmka» (Ibid., p. 2).
HecocTosTesTbHOCTh TAaKOTO peIyKIIVIOHM3Ma MOX-
HO TIPOJEMOHCTPVMPOBATh C IIOMOIIBIO, BO-TIEP-
BBIX, TIOHSITHS SI3bIKOBOVI MIT'PBI, BBEIEHHOTO BuT-
TeHITeMHOM B «D1IT0COPCKMX TICCIIEIOBAHISIX>
(Putnam, 1981, p. 17—20), 11, BO-BTOpBIX, ITOCTaHa-
JIATVYEeCKOTO IIPOYTeHVs (HEKOTOPBIX 3JIEMEHTOB)
KaHTOBCKOV KoHHermuu Vernunft. B ceoux mosm-
HUX paboTax BuTTreHmTeniH yOeauTesIbHO IIO-
KasaJl, uTO UCnoab306anue ues0bexom 3HaKol 3aiio-
JKeHO B pasHOOOpasuu A3bik06blx u2p, 3 KOTOPBIX
cr1araetcst Hamt Muip. TakvM o0pa3oM, aJIropuT™Mu-
yecKye TIPOIIecchl (B TOV Mepe, B KaKOVl OHM IOfI-
JIAfOTCS VIHTEpIIpeTaIL, TO eCTh SIBJISIOTCS IS
Hac 3Ha4YMMBIMM) HeV30eXXHO HaXOASTCS B HallleM
MH020co0cmaBHoM 00bL0eHHOM Mupe. DTOT MUP IIpef-
cTaBJIsteT coOO0M (JTaTeHTHBIN) (POH, KOTOPHBI fceeda
nodpasymeBaenics B HaIlleM BOCIIPUSITUM OIIOCPe-
JIOBaHHBIX AJITOPUTMaMV ITPOLIECCOB: 3TO IIPOVICXO-
IIAT JTaKe TPV MOJIeTTMPOBaHUM (M, c1ed06amebHo,
YacTMYHOM M3MeHeHWN) peasIbHOro OIblTa B up-
MYyaAbHoll peasbHoCu, HalIpyMep IIPY MMUTAIIN
T10JIeTa VIV B KOMITBIOTEPHBIX UTPaX, KOTOPBIE 3a-
ITyCKAIOTCS VI OCTAHABJIVBAIOTCS UTPOKAMU — He-
BupmyassHuIMU, peasbHslMU CYyoseKmamu-11006Mu, a
TaKXe ITposABIIAeTCs: 6 cnocobe Hauieeo Bocnpusamus
(peasvroni peasvrocmu) PUITBMOB, BOCIIEBAIOIIVIX
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such digital programmes, Putnam continues,
is certainly “an important and useful activity,
although it does not sound as exciting as ‘sim-
ulating human intelligence” or “producing arti-
ficial intelligence’” (ibid.).

The “digitally executed” ratio that Al pro-
grammes execute is not at all (practical) rea-
son in its full sense, since in it (in Kant’'s words)
neither the realm of human thought nor that
of human praxis (and its horizon of hope) can
be fully “reproduced”. Strong Al is a “scien-
tistic” fantasy, which, as Putnam writes, gets
massive support from a tendency in our culture
to assume, falsely, “that the best metaphysics
is physics” (ibid., p. 2). That such a reduction-
ism is seriously flawed can be demonstrated, as
Putnam points out, with reference, first, to the
concept of the language game in Wittgenstein’s
Philosophical Investigations (Putnam, 1981,
pp- 17-20) and, second, via a post-analytical
re-reading of (elements of) Kant’s conception
of Vernunft. Late Wittgenstein convincingly ar-
gued that human sign-use is embedded in a plu-
rality of language games that constitute a shared
world. All algorithmic processes are thus (in-
sofar as they are interpretable, i. e. meaningful,
for us) ultimately and unavoidably situated in
our complex everyday world. This shared world
is the (latent) background that is always already
presupposed in our receptions of algorithm-me-
diated processes: even in the simulation (and
partial alteration, that is) of reality-experienc-
es in Virtual Reality — in flight simulation, for
instance; or in video games which are started
and stopped by non-virtual, real human agents
who play them; or in our (real-reality) reception
mode of VR-glorifying films like The Matrix®.
For a careful exploration of these preconditions
in which all digital processes are embedded,

3See Dreyfus and Taylor (2015, p. 100), where the au-
thors convincingly argue that “we can only conceive
[of the scenario of this film] within a framework which
structurally offers the possibility of ‘waking up’ to the
real world.”



JI. Harnp

BUPTYaJIbHYIO peaIbHOCTh, TaKMX, HaIllpyMep, Kak
«Marpuma»!. BoymumBoe vicciiesioBaHve ITomo0-
HBIX 1pe0noclLi0K, B paMKax KOTOPBIX IIPOVICXOMIST
BCe 1IMpPpOBbIe IIPOoIiecchl, TpedyeT ri1yboKkoro du-
JI0COPCKOrO OCMBICIIEHVIS YeJIOBeUeCKOro IpaKcy-
ca ¥ VICHOJIB30BaHMs 3HaKOB, TO €CTh, KaK IIMIIIeT
ITatH2M, pedpriekcuy, OCHOBAHHOV Ha KJIFOUEBBIX
KaHTOBCKMX KOHIIEIIIVAX I MHOTOI'PaHHOV, OpK-
eHTVPOBAaHHOV Ha MeVICTBMe KOHLEIINM S3bIKa
nosaHero Butreninrerina. PasMbluienns o0 «yc-
JIOBUSX BO3MOXHOCTM» VIV, corracHo IlatHAMYy,
«TeCHO CBSI3aHHI ¢ TeM, 4yTo KaHT HasepBat “rpan-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIM mccrieioBadmeM » (Ibid., p. 16).
2.2. CxoxmM 00pa3oM KPUTMKOBAIIV YTPUPO-
BaHHBbIe 1 3a4acTyl0 HeBepHble VMHTepIIpeTallum
M xammudopummckmm dnocod X. Opendyc® n
ero kaHanckum Kostera Y. Tertop. Vix coBmect-
Hasi pabota «BosppallleHne peaszMa», OIyOsIV-
KoBaHHas B 2015 I, KpUTUKYeT TeKyliye IOIIbIT-
K1 0000uums VHCTPYMEeHTaJIVICTCK/e MHTepIIpe-
tanyum npakcuca. Hdpevidyc n Teriop Tem He Me-
Hee ocHoBvlBarom cbou Kpumuueckue apeymeHmvl
He Ha YacTMYHO KaHTMaHCKOM IIepeOCMbICJIeHUN
IIO3IHEVI BUTTEHIIITEIHOBCKOV KOHIIEIILIUM «WMC-
II0JIb30BaHMS s3blKa», KaK 3To fAesaeT IlaTHaM, a
Ha KJIIOUeBBIX (PEHOMEHOJIOrMYeCcKMX IIpeJiCcTaB-
JIEHWSIX O UeJIOBeUeCcKOM CYIIeCTBOBaHMUM Kak CIIO-
cobe Ovrrus-p-mupe (In-der-Welt-sein). Ipenidpyc n
Tevitop npunepXnBalTcss — BOIIPeKM yTBepKile-
HMAM, U3 KOTOPBIX CKJIaJlbIBaeTCsl «CUJIbHAs» MH-
tepripetanus VIV, — nekxosebumoeo naopasucmu-
4eck020 peau3ma®, CTaBSIErO IIOf, BOIIPOC «Ila-

¢ CMm. pabory Hpendyca u Teiwiopa, rae aBTopsl yoemy-
TEJIBHO [IEMOHCTPUPYIOT, YTO «MBI MOXXEM IIOMBICJINTD
[creHapwt sTOTO PrTEMa] TOTIBPKO B paMKax, IIOgpasyMe-
BaIOIIVIX CTPYKTYPHYIO BO3MOXHOCTD “IIpolykaeHms” B
HactosieMm mupe» (Dreyfus, Taylor, 2015, p. 100).

> Panavvi Kputndeckuyt a"aimms VIV MOXHO HauTu B
(Dreyfus, Dreyfus, 1986).

¢ «HekormeOMMBIVI TUTFOPaIVICTUYECKUT peaTi3M» n3bera-
eT «pedykmubrozo peaiusma, YTBEPKIAOIETo, UYTO HAYKA
00BsicHseT JIF00bIe CIIOCOOBI OBITHS», VI KPUTUUECKN OT-
HOCUTCS K «HAYHYHOMY peasusmyj, COrJIacHO KOTOPOMY eCThb
TOJIPKO OIVH CII0COO, KOTOPBIM BCeJIeHHas MOXeT OBITb
pasbwura Ha KJIacChl TaK, YTOOBI KaXKIIbIV MCIIOJIb3Y 0L
TTOZIOOHYIO TEPMIHOJIOTMIO Has3bIBaJl IMEHHO TO, K YeMy
OTCBUIAIOT HAC TEPMMHBI eCTeCTBEHHBIX K1accoB» (Drey-
fus, Taylor, 2015, p. 160).

an in-depth philosophical reflection on human
praxis and sign-use is needed: i.e., as Putnam
insists, a reflection that is firstly well advised
to learn from the multifaceted, action-related lan-
guage concept of late Wittgenstein, and, second-
ly, from central thoughts developed by Kant.
Reflections on the “conditions of possibility”
of Al, Putnam writes, have “a close relation to
what Kant called a ‘transcendental’ investiga-
tion” (ibid., p. 16).

2.2. In a similar vein, exaggerated (mis-)
readings of Al were criticised by the Califor-
nian philosopher Hubert Dreyfus* and his Ca-
nadian colleague Charles Taylor. In their joint
book, Retrieving Realism, published in 2015, the
two philosophers take issue with today’s at-
tempts to generalise an instrumentalist interpre-
tation of praxis. Dreyfus and Taylor, however,
do not develop their critical arguments like Put-
nam in a (partially Kantian-inspired) re-in-
terpretation of late Wittgenstein’s conception
of “language use”, but with reference to core
phenomenological thoughts that concern our
human existence as a mode of In-der-IWelt-sein
(Being-in-the-World). Dreyfus and Taylor de-
fend — against the claims that are raised by
“strong” interpretations of Al — a “pluralist
robust realism”> which questions “the vogue in
recent decades for accounts of thinking based
on the idea that the brain operates in some re-
spects like a computer” (Dreyfus and Taylor,
2015, p. 15). In such accounts, Dreyfus and Tay-
lor argue, complex “intuitions that humans have
as embodied, social, and cultural agents” are

*For an early critical analysis of Al see H. Dreyfus and
S. Dreyfus (1986).

5This “pluralist robust realism” avoids “a reductive re-
alism, which holds that science explains all modes of
being”, and it thus criticises “a scientific realism, which
holds that there is only one way the universe is carved
up into kinds so that every user of such terms must be
referring to what our natural-kind terms refer to” (Drey-
fus and Taylor, 2015, p. 160).
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PAIIyIO B HOCTIEIHYE [AeCSTIUIIeTVSI MOy OITMCHI-
BaTh MBIIIIJIeHNe, OIMpasCh Ha IIpeJicTaBJieHe O
TOM, 4TO (PYHKIIMOHMPOBaHME MO3ra B HEKOTO-
poM pore cxoxke ¢ (PYHKIIMOHMpPOBaHVEM KOM-
nstotepa» (Dreyfus, Taylor, 2015, p. 15). dpendyc
u Telyiop yTBep)XHAIOT, UTO B TaKMX ONVICAHMSIX
CAOXHble <MHTYWUITNAV, KOTOPbIMY 00JIa/1af0T JIFOIIV
KaK BOIUIOIIIEHHBIE, COITMAJIbHBIE 1 KYJIBTYpPHBIE
CyOBEKTBI», IIPMBBIYHO VCKJIIOYAIOTCA — HaIlpu-
Mep, KOrjla 4JesloBeK IIOHMMaeT (B paMKax TeKy-
IT[erO COITMAaIbHOTO B3aVMOIIEVICTBIIS), UTO €ro CO-
OeceTHUK «3JIMTCA Ha HETO» MJIM «9TO arMocde-
Pa Ha BeuepyHKe BHe3aITHO CTaJla HallpsKeHHOV»
(Ibid., p. 15—16). YesroBeueckmt paccyI0K Upe3BbI-
yarHo cjiokeH. [ToaTomy, Kak ITOKa3bIBatoOT IpyiBe-
IleHHBIe BBIIIIE IIPVIMEPbl, OH He CBOOWUTCSA K Cer-
MeHTaM, MMUTUPYeMbIM HIV(POBOV palyioHaIb-
HOCTBIO. «YejloBedyeckas 3bIKOBas CIIOCOOHOCTH
BO BCeVl ee TIOJIHOTe», K [IeTaJIbHOMY aHaJIU3y KO-
Topowt Terslop mpucTymaeT B cBoey KHUre «SI3bl-
KoBoe XXnBoTHoe» (Taylor, 2016), pacrionaraet mMHo-
skecmBom cnocoboB paccyskdenus, He TIOAIAIOITVIM-
Csl aJITOPUTMMUYECKOMY BOCITPOM3BEIeHMIO: Oy/l-
HUYHBle MOpaJIbHble pa3MBbIIIUIeHNs, TOIJIMHHOe
XyOOXXeCTBEHHOe TBOPYEeCTBO, PeJINIMO3HbIe H-
TepIIpeTallil YeJI0BeuyecKoro ObITis, a TaKxke pu-
JI0COPCKIIEe TIOMBITKM CUCTEMATUYeCKOro oObsic-
HEeHIS1 4eJI0BeYeCKOro IpaKCcyca 1 MBICIIIL.

ITpw Bcex cBOMX TOCTOMHCTBaX MpejIoKeHHbIe
ITatHaMoM, Hpenidycom n Terstopom moctaHasm-
TUYecKasi ¥ TepMeHeBTIYecKasi KpUTUKM (OCHOB-
HBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB) HBIHEIITHell PUTOPUKM «CVIIb-
Horo» VIV — auwb nepBuiii wae 6 nyxnom nanpab-
AeHuy. DTO MOATOTOBKAa IIOYBBL JJI nepe3anycka
HepedykmubHo2o 0UcKypca o CTPYKType npakmute-
CK020 pasyma, TO eCTh JIVCKypca, KOTOPBIN BBICTY-
IaeT B 3alllUTy Te3vca 00 ajiropuTMax KakK dacT-
HBIX CJIydasx 1006uda moavko payuo, Buinoamsio-
wux sanpoepammupobantvie GyHKyuu, KOTOpble B
KOHEUYHOM cueTe He SBJISIOTCS CaMOIOCTaTOYHBI-
MU, HO Bcer/ja TpeOyIoT OIIeHKM CO CTOPOHBI YeJIo-
BEYeCKOr'o IMPaKTNYeCKOro pasyMa.

7Cm. 06 stom: (Nagl, 2018).
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routinely excluded — for instance, that we are
able to know (in an ongoing social interaction)
whether my communication partner is “mad
at me”, or that we can realise “that the atmos-
phere of the party has suddenly become tense”,
etc. (ibid., pp. 15-16). Human understanding
has an extremely rich texture, and it is thus, as
these examples show, not at all limited to those
of its segments that digital rationality is able
to simulate. The “full shape of human linguis-
tic capacities”, which Taylor starts to explore
carefully in his book The Language Animal (Tay-
lor, 2016), encompasses many modes of reason-
ing that cannot be algorithmically re-enacted:
everyday moral reflections as well as genuine
artistic creativity, religious interpretations of
human existence as well as philosophical at-
tempts to systematically explicate human praxis
and thought.®

Meritorious as Putnam’s and Dreyfus and
Taylor’s post-analytic and hermeneutic cri-
tiques of (core components of) today’s “strong”
Al rhetoric are, they are just a first step in the
right direction. They prepare the ground for
a re-opening of a non-reductive discourse on the
structure of practical reason; a discourse which
defends the thesis that algorithms are examples
of a sub-species of ratio only; that they execute pro-
grammed skills which, ultimately, are not at all
self-sufficient, but always require evaluation by
human practical reason.

3. “Digital Humanism”

Al is nowhere able to fully “regulate itself”;
quite on the contrary, it is in dire need of so-
cio-political control. The increasing aware-
ness of the downside of legally uncontrolled Al
was expressed, in 2017, by Tim Berners-Lee,

6See in this context Nagl (2018).
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3. «lIndpoBoit ryMaHM3M»

Hwu B omaoM acriekte V] He criocodbeH K «caMo-
perymposaHuio». OH OTYasIHHO HYXX/IaeTcs B 00-
IIIeCTBeHHO-TIONINTIYecKkoM KoHTposte. OO ormac-
HOCTU OTCYTCTBUSL 30KOH00AMEAbHO20 pe2yaupoba-
nus VIVI rosopwit B 2017 1. cozparesnb VIHTepHeTa
Tum beprepc-/In. B wactHOCTH, OH 3adBWII, 4TO
«cucteMa maer cbon»®. Omacenmns beprepca-JIn
BBI3Ba/IV IIMPOKUY OTKJIMK — B YaCTHOCTHU, 00-
CyXXIasach uiesl «IIudpoBoro ryMaHU3Ma»’ Kak
IPOJIyKTa «IIpOCBellleHNs 1 T'yMaH3Ma», Olupa-
IOIerocst Ha KaHTOBCKOe IIOHSTIe ITPaKTUYeCKOro
pasyMa (VI Ha 3JIeMeHTBI 3TOrO IIOHATHS).

Hioxe Oymer oOocHOBaH CIIEAYIOIINII TE3MC:
dmmocopmst Karnta MOXeT OBITH Upe3BBIUANTHO
TI0JIe3Ha B IIOIBITKaX MPOIOJDKUTE U PacIViPUTh
IOCTaHAJINTUYECKYIO0 TepMeHeBTUYeCKylo Kpu-
tuky VIV, mpemioxennyio Ilaraamowm, [peridy-
com 1 Tertopom. [11s1 3TOro HEOOXOAVIMO 10.1HOe
(mo ecmv opuenmupobanroe Ha MOPANL) NOHUMAHUE
TOro, II0YeMy <«MHCTpyMeHTaJIbHasd pallyiOHa/Ib-
HOCTb» (OCHOBHOE CPEICTBO TeXHOJIOTIeCKVIX MH-
HOBaIINT) — He BBICIIIasl TOUKa pasBuTus Vernunft,
a BCero JIIIIb 100BV/, paliyo.

«ATITOPUTMBI» (JI11, B KAHTOBCKMX TePMIHAX,
«VIMITEpaTVBBI yYMeHUs», TeHeprpyeMble TeXHO-
JIOTMYeCKMMM CpeficTBaMI) He 1300peTaroT caMu
cebs, caMu ce0si He 3aITyCKalOT M He CTaB4AT Ieper]
cobor1 11esIn, ABJISIONINecs: pe3ysIbTaToM pediiek-
cun. IIporre ropops, UMUTUPyeMBINT aJITOpUTMa-
MM «MHTeJUIeKT» HallpaBJleH Ha JJpyToro, «reTepo-
HoMeH». OH He SBJISeTCs ITPOAYKTOM «s51», VIMeFO-
IIIero He3aBMCUMYIO Bojlo. Tak HasblBaeMas «aB-
ToHOMMs» VIV — He uTO MHOe, KaK aBTOMAaTW3M
BBITIOJIHEHNS 3aJlad Ha OCHOBE IOJIyYeHHBIX OT
JaTYMKOB JAHHBIX (IIPV 3TOM OH CMJIBHO OrpaHU-
4yeH, HeCMOTps Ha criocobHocTh VIV BeposiTHOCT-

8 Cm.: Tim Berners-Lee on the future of the web: “The sys-
tem is failing’. URL: https://www.theguardian.com/
technology/2017/nov/15/tim-berners-lee-world-wide-
web-net-neutrality (mata oOparenms: 29.08.2021).

* «Indposont Tymanmsm» Hwumper-Promermaa u Ban-
nendenpyn (Nida-Rumelin, Weidenfeld, 2018) — sro
B3BellleHHas MHTepIipetanyd VIV, momuepkuBaroras He-
00XOIVIMOCTB COTJIaCOBAHWMSI TEXHOJIOTHUVI C YeJI0BEYECKI-
MW I[IEHHOCTSIMA.
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the inventor of the World Wide Web, in his fa-
mous statement that “the system is failing”.”
Berners-Lee’s dismay provoked many reac-
tions: it brought, inter alia, the idea of a “Digital
Humanism” onto the scene®, for “enlighten-
ment and humanism”, based on (elements of)
Kant’s concept of practical reason.

The central thesis of the following parts of
this essay is that Kant’s philosophy can be ex-
tremely helpful in the attempt to continue and
expand Putnam’s and Dreyfus and Taylor’s
post-analytical and hermeneutical critiques of
Al by looking for a full (i.e., morality-focused) un-
derstanding of why “instrumental rationality”
(the key medium of technological innovation)
is not the culmination point of Vernunft, but a
mere sub-species of ratio.

“Algorithms”, (or, in Kantian terms:
peratives of skill” produced by technologi-
cal means) neither invent themselves nor start
themselves; nor do they set their own goals
as a result of reflection. To put it simply: al-

”im-

gorithm-simulated “intelligence” is other-di-
rected, “heteronomous”; it is not at all the
product of a “self” with an independent will.
Its so-called “autonomy” is nothing but a sen-
sor-guided performance automatism (which re-
mains severely limited, even if Al programmes
in so-called “machine-learning” can probabilis-
tically adapt to new data). As a technical sys-
tem, Al is a human product that, like all human
products, implements ideas formulated by
its author; thus it is not at all able to produce
something that fully represents its inventor’s
capacity for the development of (other, further)

7See “Tim Berners-Lee on the Future of the Web”:
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2017/
nov/15/tim-berners-lee-world-wide-web-net-neutrali-
ty (Accessed 29.08.2021).

8 Nida-Riimelin’s and Weidenfeld’s Digitaler Humanis-
mus (2018) is a sober re-reading of Al which focuses on
the need to shape technologies in accordance with hu-
man values.



HO aJJaIITUPOBATHCS K HOBBIM JaHHBIM TPV TIOMO-
M «MaIlIVHHOTO o0yueHMs»). Kak TexHmyeckas
cuctema VI — 5TO DpOAYKT PyK 4eIOBEYeCKIX,
KOTOPBIV, KaK M BCe TaKye IPOIyKTHI, BOILIOIIAeT
m1en cBovix aBTopoB. CIrejoBaTesIbHO, OH He CIIOCO-
OeH IpPOV3BECTM HEYTO, UTO OBbI ITIOJTHOCTBIO VIMVI-
TUPOBAJIO CIIOCOOHOCTV, TIO3BOJISIOIIVIE €T0 CO3/ia-
TeJISIM IIPUTY K HOBBIM M300peTermsM. (Taxmm
0o0OpasoM, KpariHe MaJIOBEpOSITHO, UTO KOMIIbIOTe-
PBI KOIT1a-I00 CMOT'YT IIOJTHOCTBIO IMUTHPOBATh
YyeJIOBeYeCcKIl MHTeIUIeKT ")

VI MOXHO ITpeACTaBUTh KaK IOCTOSHHO yBe-
JIMYMBAIOIIYIOCS COBOKYITHOCTB IIOTEHIIMAJIbHO
TI0JIe3HBIX LIMQPOBBIX «MHCTPYMEHTOB». DTU MH-
CTPYMEHTBI TeM He MeHee HeOOXOIVMO CUCTeMa-
TUYeCKV KOHTPOJIPOBaTh TaK, YTOOBI OHI He MOT-
M IPUYVHUTB BpeJl TeM, KTO IIomajaeT ITof, MX
BosuericTere. VIVl MoxeT HaHeCTH yIiepO Kak He-
BoavHo (KaK, HarIpuMep, B cirydae rporpamm UV,
VICTIOJIb3yeMbIX PeKPYTMHIOBBIMM areHTCTBaMU
Y OLIEHMBAOIINX IIPY IIOMOIIV HeIIpO3payvHbIX
KpUTepUeB TO, HAaCKOIBKO 0e3pabOTHBIN KIIVEeHT
«BIMIIETCS» B pbIHOK Tpyna, cM.: (Klingel, Kraft,
Zweig, 2020))", Tax v HaMepeHHO (CAMBIVI YKaCHBIV
IpVIMep — aBTOMAaTW3VPOBaHHBIE aTaKV BOEHHBIX
I pOHOB, yrrpasisiembIx VI).

VI3Ha4asibHO Ha IIMppOBM3ALINIO BO3JIaravich
Oorbrvie Hapmexapl. OXMpasock, YTO OHa JacT
Mupy Oosblryro cBoOomy obmieHns. Ho mo mepe
BHeJIpeHNs MHHOBAIIUI CTajIo $ICHO, YTO 3TU Ha-

10 Capa HnmkepmaH, Bosmiasrsmomas VHcTuTy T MadOpP-
MAIIVOHHBIX CMCTeM 1 oOrrecTBa BeHckoro yHMBepcureTa
SKOHOMVKM 1 OM3Heca, BbIeIseT IISTh IPUYIH, 110 KOTO-
ppM «crcTeMsl VIV HuKorma He OyAayT ITOXOXM Ha 4eJlo-
Beka: 1) y cucrem M masto HboOpMammm, cXoXeVt ¢ TOVL,
KOTOPOVI oIepupyioT ymoay; 2) y cucteM VI He OpiBaer
4eJI0BEKONIO00HBIX peakmuit; 3) cucteMbl VIV He MoryT
IyMaTh Kak 4esioBek; 4) y cucrem VI HeT mMoTmBarumy,
1107100HO0M YerioBedeckor; 5) cucremsl VM He obGrajatoT
aBTOHOMMeVI, TTOHOOHOV YerioBeuecKov». [lyHkTer 1 1 3
HaXOAAT IIVPOKYIO MOAJIEPXKKY B KPUTIYECKON pedpiiek-
cvm Ilatesma, Hpenidyca n Temtopa. To, uTo crcTeMl
VI He «IeMCTBYIOT» HU B OJTHOM W3 T€X CMBICIIOB, B KOTO-
PBIX MBI TIOHVIMaeM 4eJIoBedecKoe JeTiCTBYe (ITyHKTHI 4 115
y lnmkepmaH), JIeIJIO B OCHOBY MAeU «IMdpoBOro ry-
MaHM3Ma», KOTOpasi 000CHOBAaHHO yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, YTO
VI — 3TO0 BCero JMIIb «MHCTPYMEHT», KOTOPBII He MO-
JKeT «caM cedsl HaIlpaBJIsATh», HO CO3[IaeTcs I KOHTPOJIMPY-
eTcs yerioBedecKmM cyobpekToM (Spiekermann, 2020, p. 90).
' Cm. xpuTtmdeckoe uccirenosadve Karpun @doppect
(Forrest, 2021).
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inventions. (This fact makes it most unlikely
that computers will ever be able to simulate hu-
man intelligence fully.%)

Al is best understood as an (ever increasing)
assemblage of (possibly useful) digital “tools”.
These tools need, however, to be carefully con-
trolled in order not to harm those who are af-
fected by them. Al-caused damage can occur
either involuntarily (as the result, for instance,
of Al-guided programmes used by employ-
ment agencies that evaluate by non-transpar-
ent criteria the future “integration potential” of
their unemployed clients in the labour market
(see Klingel, Kraft and Zweig, 2020)" or volun-
tarily (as is, most abhorrently, the case with au-
tomated assaults performed by Al-guided war
drones).

Digitalisation started as a big promise — the
promise to enhance freedom of communication
on a global basis. The introduction of this inno-
vation soon made it clear, however, that these
hopes were exaggerated. In Al-driven social
media, one-sided, affectively tuned-up com-
munication bubbles that insistently re-affirm
narrow, closed world-views started to destroy
more and more the open, consensus-oriented

?Sarah Spiekermann, Head of the Institute of Informa-
tion Systems and Society at Vienna’s University of Eco-
nomics and Business, points out that there are at least
five reasons why “Al systems will never become hu-
man-like: 1. Al systems have little human-like informa-
tion; 2. Al systems cannot react in a human-like manner;
3. Al systems cannot think in a human-like manner; 4.
Al systems have no human-like motivation; 5. Al sys-
tems have no human-like autonomy.” Reasons 1 to 3
find ample support in the critical reflections on Al that
Putnam, Dreyfus and Taylor have voiced. That Al sys-
tems do not “act” in any sense that is fully identical with
human action (Spiekermann’s reasons 4 and 5) is a core
theme of the idea of a “digital humanism”, which, for
very good reasons, insists that Al is ultimately nothing
but a “tool” that does not “direct itself” but is created
and must be controlled by human agents (Spiekermann,
2020, p. 90).

9See in this context also the critical study by Katherine
B. Forrest (2021).
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AeXIpl ObUIM BO MHOTOM HaIlpacHBL B corvars-
HBIX Mefya, yrpasisiembix VIV, omHOCTOpOHHME,
apdeKTMBHO HaCTPOEHHBIe KOMMYHVIKAIVIOHHBIe
ITy3bIPY, B KOTOPBIX IOJIb30BaTesIV IIOCTOSHHO Ha-
XOIAT TIOOTBEpXKIIeHVe CBOEeMYy Y3KOMY, OrpaHMU-
UeHHOMY B3IVIAJly Ha XXWM3Hb, HauajIy pas3pyliaTh
OTKPBITBIV, OPMEHTUPOBAHHBII Ha KOHCEHCYC
ANCKYpC, Oe3 KOTOpOro HeBO3MOXKHa IUIOIOTBOP-
Hag IyOmraHag ayckycens (cM.: Marantz, 2019)2.

VimenHo 3Tu 1oOouHBIe HPOIYKTHI «1Udpo-
BOVI peBOJIIOLMI» 3acTaBviv bepHepca-JIn Bbicka-
3aThCsl TI0 TIOBOJy PVICKOB ITpoBaJia HIydpoBu3a-
™. B 2017 r. oH yOeanIics, 4To BOIIPEKM ero M3~
HavaJIbHBIM OXMIIAHVSAM U PpOoBU3alyisg He Ipu-
BeJjla K CO3[JaHMIO OTKPBITOV IJIaTPOPMBI, TI03BO-
JIroIIer oOMeHVBaThcs MHQOpMaIer 1 pa3Bu-
BaThb COTPYAHMNYECTBO, HeB3Mpasl Ha I'PaHUIIEL, a
TaKXXe VICIIOJIb30BaTh VMHbIe HOBbIe BO3MOXXHOCTW.
[lerno He TOJIBKO B TOM, IUIIET OH, uTO VIHTep-
HeT VICHOJIb3YyeTCs JJI PacIpOCTpaHeHs J1e3MH-
dopmarimy 1 mpornaraHzabl, a BHUMaHVeM JIofen
yIIpaBjIisieT TOHKO HaCTPOEHHBIVI MCKYCCTBEHHBIV
VIHTEeJUIeKT, Hay4YMBIINUVICS OTBJIEKaTh I10JIb30Ba-
TeJiell OT Yero yrogHo. Yro BaxHee, B VIHTepHe-
Te BCe 3aMeTHee CTAaHOBATCS IeVICTBIS IVIPPOBBIX
PeryisTopoB, Ybl aJITOPUTMBI CTaJI OPYXXVeM B
PYyKax MCKYCHBIX MaHUITYJIATOPOB.

3assienue bepnepca-JIn o Tom, uTO «cmcTema
maeT cOOVI», CYIIIeCTBEHHO TIOBJIVSIIO Ha TEKYITYIO
IVICKYCCUIO O 1 poBON TpaHcpopMamu 1 3TH-
ke. Huna-Promermna n Banpjendernbn KpUTHKYOT
«CWIBHYIO» MHTeprpetauyio VIV («umeornorvio
CHITMIKOHOBOVI IOJTMHBD»), TTOAYePKIBasi, YTO TOJIb-
KO I'yMaHW3M, CIIOCOOHBIV BOOpaTh B cebst MV kak
(KOHTPOJIVIPYEMBIVI) «MHCTPYMEHT», MOXeT OBITb

124, Tevwiop, I1. Harr u M. bobsen-Terrtop nmityT B He-
ZlaBHer1 pa0oTe, UTO, XOTS, C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, «IIVIPPOBU-
3anMs JaeT TpaXkgaHaM IIPOCTOVL M IIMPOKUIT JOCTYII K
MHMOpMaLMN», C PYrov CTOPOHBI, «COLMAIbHBIE CETH,
KOTOPBIE II0 OOJIBITIeN YacTV aHOHMMHBI», eIlle JIaJIbIlie
OTHAJISAIOT «I'paXkaaH oT cdepsl noymrudeckoro. ITosso-
JIsIsSl HAWTVL JTFOJIEVI C TOVI )K€ TOYKOVI 3peHus B “3x0-KaMe-
pax”, B KOTOPBIX albTepHAaTUBHOE MHEHIe OKa3bIBaeTCs
IIOJT 3aIIpPeTOM, TaKOVI BUI MeayaroTpeOIeHns Ipersr-
CTByeT KOJUIEKTVBHOMY OOYYeHMIO U BIYMUYMBOMY pa3-
MbIIUIleHVIo. bostee TOro, oH co3maeT Gy1arogaTHYIO II0UBY
U1 arleKTpoHHoro nomyiamsMa» (Taylor, Nanz, Beaubi-
en-Taylor, 2020, p. 3).

13 CM. cHOCKY 8 BbiIIII€.
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discourse which is essential for any flourishing
public debate (see Marantz, 2019)."

Undesirable (by-)products of the “digital
revolution” like these lead Berners-Lee to his
famous warning that the digitalisation process
is threatened with failure.”? In 2017 he saw his
early expectations that digitalisation would
produce an open platform that allows anyone
to share information, access opportunities and
collaborate across geographical boundaries
challenged on several fronts. It was not only,
as he writes, that the internet was being used
to spread misinformation and propaganda, and
people’s attention was being held by very fine-
ly-tuned AI that worked out how to distract
them; the net was being used more and more
by increasingly powerful digital gatekeepers
whose algorithms were weaponised by master
manipulators.

Berners-Lee’s awareness that “the system is
failing” significantly influenced the recent de-
bate on digital transformation and ethics. Ni-
da-Riimelin and Weidenfeld criticised “strong
Al” — the “Silicon Valley ideology” — pointing
out that only a humanism which is able to inte-
grate Al as a (controllable) “tool” is a plausible
retort to ideologically motivated misreadings
of Artificial Intelligence: “The only plausible
contrast programme to strong Al and its im-
plicit mechanistical thinking is a Digital Hu-
manism — a humanism which neither doubts
nor endangers human authorship, but expands

' Charles Taylor, Patrizia Nanz and Madeleine
Beaubien-Taylor pointed out recently that while, on the
one hand, “digitalization provides citizens with easy
and broad access to information”, the “largely anony-
mous social networks” distance, on the other hand, “cit-
izens from the political sphere. With its focus on finding
sympathetic others within ‘echo chambers’ that reject
dissenting opinion, this form of media consumption
acts as a barrier to collective learning and meaningful
deliberation. Instead, it provides fertile ground for elec-
tronic populism” (Taylor, Nanz and Beaubien-Taylor,
2020, p. 3).

12Gee footnote 7, above.



pPasyMHBIM OTBETOM Ha WJIEOJIOTMYecKr MOTU-
BIpOBaHHble HeBepHBbIe VMHTepIIpeTalui UCKYC-
CTBEHHOIO VHTeJUleKTa: «EMHCTBeHHast pasyM-
Hasi IIporpaMMHasi ajlbTepHaTBa CVJIBHOMY IIpO-
ureHvio VMV v ero MMIUIMIUTHOMY MeXaHUCTIYe-
CKOMY MBIIIUIEHMIO — 3TO LMQPOBOV T'yMaHU3M,
TO eCcTh I'yMaHM3M, He COMHEBAIOIINVICS B «dJe-
JIOBEUeCKOM TBOpYeCTBe VI He CTaBAIII ero IOl
yTpo3y, a JIUIIIb PaCHIVpPSIONINIL ero depe3 BHe-
npeHue 1ndposbix TexHostormin» (Nida-Riimelin,
Weidenfeld, 2018, S. 60). INociienoBarennbHO ocIia-
pVBasi HOBBIVI MEXaHVICTUYECKUI peqyKIVIOHW3M,
IO THIBAEMBIVI HEKOJIeOMMOVI BEpOVI B HeVIPOHa-
yku, Hupa-Promenva v BanineHdertsz moguepkm-
BaIOT (ITOPOVI MICTIO/IB3YS HOUTV KaHTMAHCKYIO Tep-
MWMHOJIOTMIO)* pasimare MeXy ajJrOpuTMaMu U
uesioedecknM fevictsueMm (Ibid., S. 61). Cucrembl
VI He MMeIOT HU «BOCIIPUATS», HU «3MOLVIVI».
OHM HecrIoCOOHBI «IIPMHMMATh PelleHNs», Jaxe
ecyIv ObUIV CO3/IaHBI C 11eJIBbI0 «MMUTUPOBATE» Ue-
noseueckoe 1osereHue (Ibid., S. 205). Ho, rosops
o (perrioaraeMelx) BosMoxxHocTsix VIV, npeosto-
rv CYJIMKOHOBOVI [IOJIVHBI ITPOAOIDKAIOT Oe30TBeT-
CTBEHHO VCIIOJIb30BaTh CYJIbHBIE MeTadpOphI®.

14 KoHIenmmst «IIpaKTN9IecKoTro pasyMa», IpejIokeHHas
Hwunon-PromerinHoM, yrensieT oco0oe BHMMaHMe TOMY,
YTO OH HasblBaeT «orpaHmdeHHO» (“bounded”) wm
CTPYKTYPHOVI PaIiIOHaIBHOCTBIO, VI TIPV 3TOM KPUTHUKY-
€T TO, UTO ee aBTOP OINCBIBaeT KaK KaHTOBCKMVI J€OHTO-
sormyeckuyt parmorHamsM. Cwm.: (Nida-Riimelin, 2019,
p- IX—X). C ognomit cropons!, Hua-Promerma (BmecTe ¢
KanTom) yTBepXIaeT cripaBeyTMBOCTS [I71st MHOTUX (POpM
4eJIOBeYecKOro JIeVICTBYS TOro pakTa, 4To «JIeViCTBIe He
BBIOVIpaeTcss Ha OCHOBE COOTBETCTBVISL TEKyIeMy >Kejla-
HUIO UesToBeKa. VIMEHHO 3TO ero CBOVICTBO KaykeTcsl Haul-
Oostee OJIM3KMM KaHTMAHCKOMY IIPeICTAaBJIEHMIO O TOM,
YTO pa3yMHBIN BEIOOP IEVICTBYIS aBTOHOMEH, a He TeTepo-
HOMEH, TO eCTh He 3a/laH CMIOMMHYTHBIMU CKJIOHHOCTSI-
v, [TpunanMas opmalicTckoe 1, BepOsSTHO, HeBepHOe
IIpoYTeHVe KAHTOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIMIM MOPAJTBHOTO CYK/Ie-
HVISL B ee II0JIHOTe (Y TaKOTO IIPOYTEHVS MMEIOTCS TajleKo
vmytme Tocrernctsus), Huma-Promenn, ¢ gpyrom cro-
POHBI, OTMe’KeBbIBaeT CBOIO KOHIIEIIINIO IIPaKTUYeCKOro
pasyMa OT TOTO, UTO OH CUMTaeT KaHTOBCKUM ITPOEKTOM
(cM. pasmert 4 maHHOV CTaTHM).

1o, mo muenuio Hunpl-Plomermnaa 1 Banpendernss,
rtepesonT VIV-110001 B TPOTECKHBIVI PEXMM caMooOMa-
Ha: «Hawm crremyer ocTeperaThest caMmooOMaHa, — TIVITITYT
OHI, — KOI'Jla MBI, CHadasIa pa3pabaTeiBasi 1 poBbIe Ma-
IITVHBI, UMUTUPYIOIIIVIE SMOIIMM, ITO3HAHWS U PeIeHms,
3areM C yOMBJIeHVEeM OOHapyXuBaeM, UTO 3TV MalllV-
HBI IIPOM3BOJIAT BIleYaT/IeHye, YTO Y HUX eCTh SMOLUN U
OHW CITOCOOHBI TT03HaBaTh U IPUHVIMATH perrneHvs» (Ni-
da-Ruimelin, Weidenfeld, 2018, S. 205).
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it by means of digital techniques” (Nida-Riime-
lin and Weidenfeld, 2018, p. 60; tr. L.N.). In
strict opposition to the new mechanistic reduc-
tionisms that today, in Al discourse, are further
nourished by the uncritical boom of neurosci-
ence, Nida-Rumelin and Weidenfeld insist (of-
ten in almost Kantian terms®) on the difference
between algorithms and human action (ibid.,
p. 61). Al systems do neither “perceive”, nor do
they have “emotions”, nor are they able to “de-
cide” — even if some of them are designed in
a manner which (more or less) “simulates” hu-
man behavior (ibid., p. 205). However, in con-
nection with the (purported) abilities of Al, the
Silicon Valley ideologues use metaphors in an
extremely careless manner."

In opposition to the feuilleton-related fanta-
sies of the Al-lobby, “digital humanists” want
to promote the real potentials, as well as to an-
alyse the real dangers of Al in a sober manner:
“Digital Humanism does not dream of a totally
new form of human existence like the transhu-
manists; it remains skeptical vis-a-vis Utopian

B Nida-Riimelin’s concept of “practical reason”, is — as
focused on (what he calls) “bounded” or “structural”
rationality — critical of (what he claims to be) Kant’s
deontological “rationalism”. See Nida-Rumelin (2019,
pp. IX-X). Nida-Rtimelin, on the one hand, points out
(with Kant) that in many forms of human action, “the
action is not chosen because it corresponds to a present
desire of the person. It is this feature which one might
find most closely related to the Kantian conception: the
reasonable choice of actions is autonomous and not
heteronomous, i.e., determined by momentary incli-
nations.” But in a formalistic [mis-|reading of Kant's
full conception of moral judgment which has far-reach-
ing consequences, Nida-Riumelin, on the other hand,
distances his own conception of practical reason from
(what he sees as) Kant’s project (see segment four of
this essay, below).

4 This, Nida-Riimelin and Weidenfeld argue, leads the
Al-lobby to a grotesque mode of self-deceit: “We should
avoid deceiving ourselves”, they write, “by first con-
structing digital machines which are able to simulate
emotions, knowledge and decisions, and then to note
in surprise that these machines give the impression that
they have emotions and are able to know and to decide”
(Nida-Riimelin and Weidenfeld, 2018, p. 205, tr. L. N.).
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B mpormsosec danTasmsam MI1-1060m, Haro-
MIHAIOIMIVM OyJIbBapHBIV pPOMaH, «I1IPPOBBIe I'y-
MaHVCTBI» TOBOPSIT O peasIbHOM ITOTeHIINalle Tex-
HOJIOTMI ¥ TPe3BO OLIEHMBAIOT OIIaCHOCTM, CBS-
3a"Hble ¢ VIV: «[ndpoBort ryMaHM3M He MedTaeT
0 HeKOeV HOBOW ¢>0pMe YeJI0BEYEeCKOro CYIIeCTBa,
KaK 3TO [IeJIal0T TPAaHCTYMaHUCTBI; OH CKeIITi4e-
CKV OTHOCUTCS K YTOIIMYECKM OKMIAHVSM, HO C
OITVIMM3MOM CMOTPUT Ha CIIOCOOHOCTB UesloBeKa
TBOPYECKN VICIIOJIb30BaTh IM(PPOBbIE BO3MOXKHO-
ctm» (Ibid., S. 207).

Dta mporpaMMma yOernwia MHorux. B amperte
2019 r. daxysibTeT KOMIIBIOTEpHBIX HaykK BeHcko-
r'O TeXHOJIOTMYeCKOro yHuBepcuTeTa nposet Iep-
BBIVI MeXIyHapoiHbIl cemmHap «Lydposoit ry-
MaHM3M»". B BeHckom MaHmecTe, omyOrKoBaH-
HOM IIO MITOraM MepPOIPUSTHS, ObIIV M3JIOKEHBI
crenyromme vpen: «TepmuH “mivdposoit ryma-
H13M” HaMepeHHO OTChbUIaeT K KOHIEMIVSAM Ty-
MaHM3Ma 1 [Tpocsertienms, corslacHO KOTOPBIM de-
JIOBEK, VIX IIeHTPaJIbHBIV JIEMEHT, CaM OTBeJaeT 3a
csoe MbiieHMe (cp.. Nida-Riumelin, Weidenfeld,
2018). I'log, >TMM TepMMHOM MBI IIOHVIMaeM IIOfI-
X071, OIVICBIBAIOIINV, aHAJIV3VIPYIOLINTL U IIpeXKie
BCEro IIBITAIOIIMVICS TIOBJIMSITh Ha CJIOKHOE B3au-
MOJIEVICTBME TEXHOJIOI MW ¥ YeJloBeuecTBa B MHTe-
pecax oOIecTBa, TOIHOCTBIO COOTBETCTBYIOIIIE-
ro TpeOoBaHMAM BCeOOIMX IIpaB desioBeKa. Mbl
MOXKeM, VIMeeM IIPaBO W JOJDKHBI VCIIOJIB30BaTh
MBIC/IUTEJIbHBIE CIIOCOOHOCTY, Oyyun TBOpLIAMM
CBOeVl COOCTBEHHOW XM3HVL JIMYHAsL aBTOHOMMS
¥ cBoOOfa MPWHSATUS PelIeHNI — IIPearioChUl-
KV OTKPBITOTO ¥ JAEMOKpaTH4ecKOoro oOIIecTBa»
(Werthner, 2020, p. 350). Kak rtoka3eiBaeT 3T0 Kpat-

¢ Ha 3TOM MepOonpusSTUY IIPUYMHBI CETOMHSIITHErO He-
ompenesieHHoro craryca VI Ovumn  copmymposa-
HBI B BUJIE IIIeCTV KPAaTKNX XapaKTePUCTVK HeraTUBHBIX
TeHAeHIMI Indposmsaumm: 1) «TeHOEHINS pacTyIIeit
KOHIleHTpaumn B VIHTepHere»; 2) «IT kak permarormm
pakTOp B SKOHOMMYECKMX, ITOJIUTUYECKMX I BOEHHBIX
KOHMJIIMKTax»; 3) «BIIVISHIME, OKa3blBaeMOe Ha IIOJIUTUKY
9X0-Kamepamu 1 perkamm»; 4) «cepbe3Hble IIPOOIIEMbI B
oOstacTyt 0e30IIaCHOCTM M 3allUTHL JAHHBIX»; 5) «pacTy-
I1ast aBTOMATH3arys paboTel»; 6) «BOIIPOC, CBSI3AHHBI C
paspaboTtkamu B oOszactyt VIV, OTHOCHTENIBHO TOTO, B Ka-
KOVI CTEeIIeHW JIFOIIeVI MOXKHO/CTOUT 3aMEHWUTh MalllHa-
MU B TIporieccax TpuHsATHS pernenui» (Werthner, 2020,
p- 349—350).
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expectations, but is optimistic with regard to
human ability to shape positively the potential
offered by digitalisation” (ibid., p. 207; tr. L. N.).

This programme was seen by many as quite
convincing. In April 2019 a First International
Workshop “Digital Humanism” was organized
by the Faculty of Computer Science at the Uni-
versity of Technology in Vienna."” In the Vi-
enna Manifesto, which was published on that
occasion, the following ideas were formulated:
“The term ‘Digital Humanism’ is intentionally
chosen to refer to the concepts of Humanism
and Enlightenment, according to which the hu-
man is responsible for his or her thinking and is
at the focus (cf. Nida-Riimelin and Weidenfeld,
2018). We understand this term as an approach
which describes, analyzes, and more than any-
thing tries to influence the complex interaction
of technology and humanity — in the interest
of a society which complies fully with the re-
quirements of universal human rights. We have
the freedom, the right, and the responsibili-
ty to make use of our own thought power, we
are the authors of our own lives; personal au-
tonomy and freedom to make decisions are the
prerequisites for an open, democratic society”
(Werthner, 2020, p. 350). As this short summary
of the core motifs of Digital Humanism shows,
the idea of an ethical regulation of AI which
this project advocates, is — in substantial re-
spects — based on Kantian thought. In the con-
text in which these leading ideas are expressed
in the Vienna Manifesto they are not philosoph-

3 In this workshop the reason for today’s precarious
status of Al was summarised in the following six short
characterisations of negative developments in the digi-
talisation process: 1) “Concentration tendencies in the
Web”; 2) “IT as a decisive factor in economic, political
and military conflicts”; 3) “Political influencing by echo
chambers and fake news”; 4) “Drastic problems in the
area of data protections and security”; 5) “Increasing
automation of work”; 6) “The question associated with
developments in the field of Artificial Intelligence as to
the extent to which humans can/should be replaced by
machines in decision-making processes” (Werthner,
2020, pp. 349-350).



KOe M3JI0)KeHVIe OCHOBHBIX IOJIOKeHU I POoBO-
ro ryMaHM3Ma, ujies 3TUYecKoro peryIMpoBaHs
WV, nexairiasd B OCHOBe JaHHOIO ITpOeKTa, I103a-
VMIMCTBOBaJIa MHOTVe CyIlleCTBeHHBbIe VJIeu 13 KaH-
TUAHCKOV MBICJIV, XOTs B KOHTeKCTe BeHckoro mMa-
HudecTa 3TV Uen He HomBepraroTcs dusiocod-
CKOMY aHaJIV3y, a JINIIb yIIoMyHaroTcd. KanTnan-
CKMe men IudpoBOro rymaHusMa He MOTYT IIO-
JIy4UTb CUJIy apryMeHTa Oe3 TIIIaTeIbHON MX MH-
TeprapeTtarui. Ho npexye yem nepenTti K dpuio-
codpcKOMy aHaJIM3y B UeTBEPTOM pasiesle JaHHOM
CTaThV, HEOOXOOMMO czejlaTh HeOOJIbIIIoe IIpef-
BapuTesibHOe 3aMeuaHme 00 VIV mn stmke. Kak s
y>ke oTMedasl B cBoeM BbIcTyIuieHUM B 2020 T. (cM.:
Nagl, 2022), nig perynuposanms 1 KoHTpoisa VI
HeoOXOOVIMBI JBa BUIIAa 3TUYECKOro [IMCKypca.
DTO, BO-TIEPBBIX, AVICKYPC O BHYTPEHHUX «IIpaBU-
Jlax», KOTOPBIMM PYKOBOACTBYIOTCS aJITOPUTMBI,
1, BO-BTOPBIX, pedprieKcsi O BHEIITHUX KPUTepUIX
(fopVIIMYecKX ¥ OOIIeCTBEHHO-TIOIUTIIECKIIX),
OIpeeISIoNX MyoymaHoe peryposanue VI,
TO eCThb Cepbe3Has JIMCKYCCYs 00 STMUYeCKX IpVH-
LIMITaX YeJIOBEYEeCKOro JIeVICTBIS, B KOTOPBIX KaH-
TOBCKass MHOTOCOCTaBHasl KOHLIEIIIMS STUKIM MO-
KeT ChITpaTh CYIIIeCTBeHHYIO POJIb.

Yro KacaeTcsl IepBOro JVCKypca, OYeBUIIHO,
UTO B Cepbe3HBIX IIOIBITKAX VCCIIeIoBaTh «BHY-
TpeHHe IIpaBiIa» «pOOOTOB» He MECTO aHAJIUTH-
yecknM ysioBKaM'. KoMITploTepHBIe IIpOrpaMMBI,
BBIYVCIISIONIVE  TPaHCUMHIVBUIYaJIMCTUYECKYIO
«OOIIyI0 TIOIB3y» ¥, TAKUM O0pa3oM, [IEVICTBYIO-

17 3mech MOXXHO MPVBECTU TIPUIMeEpP, B3SATHIVI M3 JIVCKYC-
cVm 0 «OeCTIVIIOTHRIX aBTOMOOWIsAX». Tak Kak Ha fJopore
GecITIIOTHBIE MAIIIMHBI MOTYT CTOJIKHYThCS C HEOXM/TaH-
HBIMV CUTYyaLVSIMI, «IIpo0JieMa BATOHETKI» («HeOOXOomy-
MBIVI IHTPeAVIeHT Kypca 3TUKM JjIst OakaraBpoB Kadep
aHayIUTUYecKo prutocodm», Kak HasbisaeT ee M. MuT-
YeJUT), CTAaHOBUTCS «OCHOBHBIM TE3MCOM B JIVICKYCCHSIX
00 stugeckmx acmekrax Vl» (Mitchell, 2019, p. 127 —
128). PeqyKTuBHBIM 3TMUECKMM AUCKypcaM HeT MecTa B
JIVICKYCCMSIX, TIOCBSIIIIeHHBIX, HallpyMep, TOMY, CTOUT JIV
GecITMIIOTHBIM aBTOMOOWIISIM laBaTh paspelieHve repe-
e3XaTbh TOXXMJIBIX, YTOOBI CITacTM MOJIOIBIX, KOT/Ia CTOJI-
KHOBeHMe Hen30exHo. (ITocTrymaHMCTBI 3a4BIISIOT faxe,
9TO «pobOTE» [= (KBa3m-)pasyMHBIe MAaIIVMHBI| TOTIX-
HBI 00J1a/TaTh TeMW ke Mpasamy, uTo v jmopu. Cp. Kpu-
THueckyio pabory Hwpel-Promenna m BanmeHdernn
«PoboTer — HoBBIe [1Mdposbie] pade» (Nida-Riimelin,
Weidenfeld, 2018, S. 23 —31.)
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ically analysed, however, but just mentioned
casually. In order to gain their full argumenta-
tive strength, the Kantian motifs of Digital Hu-
manism will have to be elucidated in a more
careful way. Before we proceed, in part four of
this presentation, to this philosophical analysis,
a short preliminary remark on Al and ethics is
necessary. As I have pointed out in a presenta-
tion in 2020 (cf. Nagl, 2022), two modes of eth-
ical discourse are required for the regulation
and control of Al. These are, first, a discourse
about the internal “rules” that guide algo-
rithm-directed operations and, second, exten-
sive reflections on the external — juridical and
socio-political — criteria governing the pub-
lic regulation of Al, i.e. an in-depth debate on
the ethical principles of human action in which
Kant’s complex conception of ethics can play a
substantial role.

With regard to the first discourse it is obvi-
ous that, in serious attempts to examine close-
ly the “inbuilt rules” that direct “bots”, analytic
shortcuts will be totally inadequate.’* Comput-
er programmes that merely calculate a trans-in-
dividualistic “general use” and thus operate
along the lines of a utilitarian “consequential-
ism”, are quite obviously incompatible with
the basic right of every human individual to life, a
right which is encoded in the constitution of
all modern states. Nida-Riimelin and Weiden-

16 The following example taken from the debate about
“self-driving cars” will illustrate this. In view of the
unexpected traffic situations that automatic cars could
face, the so called “trolley problem” (a “staple of un-
dergraduate ethics courses in Analytic Philosophy De-
partments”, as Melanie Mitchell writes) has become “a
central talking point in discussing Al ethics” (Mitchell,
2019, pp. 127-128). Reductionist ethical discourses tend
to terminate in debates that centre, for instance, on the
question whether automatic cars are to be allowed, in
the situation of an unavoidable collision, to run over se-
nior citizens in order to protect young lives. (Post-hu-
manists even suggest that “bots” [= (quasi-)“intelligent”
machines] are entitled to “human rights”. Cf. in this con-
text Nida-Riimelin’s and Weidenfeld’s (2018, pp. 23-31)
critique “Robots as new [digital] slaves”.
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Iyie 10 HPUHIINIY YTWINTAPHOIO «KOHCEKBeH-
LaIM3Ma», COBEPIIIEHHO OYeBMIHBIM O0pasoM
HECOBMECTVMBI C (PyHOAMeHmMasbHbiM npabom e-
A06exa HA KU3HDL, 3aJJOKeHHBIM B KOHCTUTYLIVISIX
BCeX COBpeMeHHBIX rocymapcTs. Huma-Promernva
u BarinmeHndersiba cdopmyspoBaan 3Ty BOCXOLS-
myto k Kanty makcumy B «Ludposom rymanms-
Me» cCileyromyM obpasom: «Hapyrenne dyHia-
MEHTAJIBHBIX IIpaB He MOXeT ObITh KOMIIEHCHPO-
BaHO BBITOZJaMU, 10Ty YeHHBIMY TPeThUMM JINIIa-
MM, KaK/MM Obl 3HAUYMUTEJIbHBIMI 3TV BBITOMBI HYA
6bumn. K gesioBeKy Heslb3sl OTHOCUTBCS TOJIBKO KaK
K cpezicTBy. JTtogu He “onrtuMumsupytoTcs”. B upes-
BBIYAVTHBIX CUTYaIIVISIX MBI IEVICTBYEM B COOTBET-
CTBMM C MOPaJIbHOVI MHTYWIIVIEVI, a He OIITUMMU-
supyromymn - BerancieHusMn»  (Nida-Riumelin,
Weidenfeld, 2018, S. 96—97).

Heol6xomym SCHBIT AUCKYPC O BHEITHUX (FOpU-
OVYecKX ¥ OOIIeCTBeHHO-TIOJIMTIUYECKIX) KpU-
TepVIsiX, PeryIMpPYIOINX ITyOIMdHOe M YacTHOe
vcnonb3oBanye VIV, To ecTh cepbesHast dpmioco-
dust gycKyccmst 00 3TMUECKMX OCHOBAHMSIX UesIo-
BEYeCKOro JIeVICTBUs (IIPUHIIMIIaX, KOTOpble, CO-
riacHo KaHTy, He MOTyT OBITH ITOJIHOCTBIO CMO-
JeJIPpOBaHbl IIyTeM «IeTepOHOMHOI0» MexaHM-
YeCKOIo BBIIIOJIHEHM  3allporpaMMMPOBaHHBIX
«HOPM», JTaXKe ecJIV 3TV HOPMBI, KaK B cjTydae IIpo-
asunayTOoro ViV, criocobHBI BEpOSTHOCTHO «Ilepea-
HAITUPOBATHCS»).

4. HexoTopble cooOpa>keHMsI 0 TOM,
KaK KJII0YeBble 3TUUecKue maen
«mdppoBoro ryMmaHM3Ma» MOTYT OBITh
MOJKpeIsIeHbl NPsIMBIM OOpalieHeM
K ngesMm Kanra

KaHTOBCKast MHOrococtaBHasi TeOpUsL «MO-
PaJIbHBIX CYXXJIEHWUI» MOXeT OKa3aTbCs II0JIe3-
HOVI B TIOVICKe OOIIeITpreMIeMbIX KpUTepueB Je-
JIOBeUecKom oneHku nporpamm VIV m KoHTposa
Hag Humn. «ndposort rymanmsm» onvpaeTcs
BO MHOTMX CYIIIeCTBEHHBIX acIleKTax Ha ITperiMy-
IeCTBEHHO IIOITYJISIPHBIE M3JIOKEHMS KaHTOBCKO-
IO 3TUYECKOro IVCKypca. DTUUeCKyie KOHLIeIIIN,
K KOTOPBIM oOpalialoTcst aBTopbl BeHckoro MaHm-
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feld (2018, pp. 96-97; tr. L.N.) expressed this
Kant-inspired maxim in Digitaler Humanis-
mus correctly as follows: “The violation of ba-
sic rights cannot be offset by the advantages
gained by third parties, however great they
may be. No human being ought to be treated
merely as a means. Humans do not ‘optimise’.
In emergency situations we act in accordance
with moral intuition and not an optimising cal-
culation.”

What is called for, is an explicit discourse
about the external — juridical and socio-politi-
cal — criteria governing the public and private
use of Al: a philosophical, in-depth debate, that
is, on the ethical principles of human action (on
principles that, in Kant’s words, cannot be fully
simulated by “heteronomous” mechanical exe-
cutions of programmed “norms”, even if these
norms, as in advanced Al, are able probabilisti-
cally to “re-adapt”).

4. Some Suggestions how the Leading
Ethical Ideas of “Digital Humanism”
can be Further Solidified with Explicit
References to Kant

Kant’s complex theory of “moral judg-
ment” can be of great help in the search for
generally acceptable criteria for the hu-
man control and evaluation of Al-guid-
ed programmes. “Digital Humanism” is
influenced — in substantial respects — by
popularised versions of Kant’s discourse on
ethics. The ethical concepts used by the au-
thors of the Vienna Manifesto remain, how-
ever, rather vague. Part of the reason for this
may be that Nida-Riimelin — who coined the
term “digital humanism” — advocates a con-
cept of ethics which is based on Kant in some
respects, but which is ultimately non-Kantian.



decra, TeM He MeHee He coBCceM O4eBNIHEBL Bepo-
SITHO, 3TO MOXXHO OOBsICHUTH TeM, yrto Huma-Pro-
MeJIVH, aBTOp TepMMHA «IIMQPOBOV I'yMaHWU3M»,
IIPOBUraeT TaKyl0 KOHIIEIIIVIO 3TUKM, KOTopas
XOTs1 I BOCXOOUT K KaHTy B HEKOTOPBIX acrieKTax,
SABJISIETCSI 6 KOHeUuHOM cuene HeKAHMUAHCKOIL.

4.1. Kpumuueckue pasmoluiieHus
o kpumuxe Kanma Hudou-Promeaurom

AHayn3 «IpaKTUUecKoro pasyMa», IIpoBefieH-
et Hupon-PromereoM, yroersier ocoboe BHM-
MaHVe TOMY, YTO TOT Ha3bIBaeT «CTPYKTYPHOV pa-
MOHAJIBHOCTBIO». B 5TOM aHasm3e Harbostee oue-
BuHO BimsHre Kanra, Ho ipu aTom Huma-Prome-
JIVH, 6 cywHocmu, kpumuxyem (no e2o cobcmbero-
MYy onpedeseHur) KaumoBckuil 0eoHmMoA02UtecKuil
«payuonaiusm». B rmase «CTPyKTypbI CyOBEKTHO-
cTr» KHUMM «CTPyKTypHasl pallMOHaJIbHOCTb U
ZIpyrue 3cce O IIpaKTU4YeckoM pasyme» Huma-Pro-
MeJIVH yKasbIBaeT (Bciies] 3a KanTom), uTo my1s ve-
JIOBEYECKOTO JIEVICTBMS XapaKTepHa CIIOCOOHOCTH
areHTa K aBTOHOMHOMY CaMOOIIpeJle/IeHNIO, CIIO-
co0 mevicTBYS, TPV KOTOPOM «BBIOOP NIEVICTBIS He
OCHOBBIBaeTCs Ha TeKyIIeM >KeJlaHWUM YeJIoBeKa»
(Nida-Rtimelin, 2019, p. 18). VimeHHO 3Ty 0cobeH-
HOCTb 4€JI0OBEUECKOIr'0 HEeVICTBS, IINIIET OH, «MOX-
HO cumMTaTb Hambojiee OJIM3KOM K KaHTOBCKOW
KOHLIEIIU: pa3yMHBIN BbI60p IEeVICTBU SBJIIeT-
Csl aBTOHOMHBIM, a He TeTepPOHOMHBIM, TO €CTh He
oIperiessieTcsl CUIOMMHYTHBIMM CKJIOHHOCTSIMIA»
(Ibid.). OgHaxo 1 mocse 3TOro KaHTMaHCKOTO 3a-
asiieHVst Huma-ProMena npugepXmuBaeTcs Ipe-
VIMYIIIeCTBEHHO (pOpMaIICTUYeCKOl MHTepIIpe-
tauyy 3Tk KaHTa, KoTopasi MCK/IIO4aeT KaH-
TOBCKYIO MHOTOCOCTaBHYIO KOHIIEIIIMIO MOpalb-
HOTO CyXAeHMs. TakuM o0pa3oM OH IIPOBOAVT
pasiyrie MexXIy CBOevt COOCTBEHHOVI KOHILIeIIIIV-
el «CTPYKTYPHOV pariiOoHaJIbHOCTV» U Te€M, UTO
OH BUIWUT KakK HeOe3yIIpedHOe OCHOBaHMe 3TVKM
KanTa: «/larHoe cxorctso [c KanToM| He T0ImKHO
OPUBOAUTh K HOPMAaTVMBHOMY amlpyOpU3My», —
nuiieT oH. Kant B mpoutennn Hunb-Promerniaa
OMIMOOYHO MpVBEp)KeH IOMEIIeHHOMY B hopma-

L. Nagl

4.1. Critical Reflections
on Nida-Riimelin’s Critique of Kant

Nida-Riimelin’s analyses of “practical rea-
son” are focused on (what he calls) “structural
rationality”. They are most obviously influ-
enced by Kant, but they ultimately terminate in a
critique of (what he claims to be) Kant’s deontolog-
ical “rationalism”. In his analysis of the “Struc-
tures of Agency” in Structural Rationality and
Other Essays on Practical Reason Nida-Riime-
lin points out (along the lines of Kant) that hu-
man action is characterised by the ability of the
agent to exercise autonomous self-determina-
tion; by a mode of action, where “the action
is not chosen because it corresponds to a pre-
sent desire of the person” (Nida-Riimelin, 2019,
p. 18). It is this feature of human action, he
writes, “which one might find most closely re-
lated to the Kantian conception: the reasonable
choice of actions is autonomous and not heter-
onomous, i.e. determined by momentary incli-
nations” (ibid.). However, after this pro-Kantian
statement, Nida-Riimelin uses a predominantly
formalistic interpretation of Kant’s ethics that
excludes Kant’s complex conception of moral
judgment in order to distinguish his own con-
ception of “structural rationality” from (what
he sees as) Kant’s flawed foundation of ethics:
“This similarity [with Kant] should not lead to
normative apriorism,” he writes. Kant, in Ni-
da-Riimelin’s reading, falsely advocates, via
his formalistically-dimensioned “categorical im-
perative”, a situation-insensitive apriorism, in
which the actual concreteness of moral deliber-
ation and of moral judgment is nowhere validly
reconstructed. Thus Nida-Rtimelin concludes:
“[T]he practical philosophy of Kant and of
many of his successors is connected to an un-
tenable form of rationalism” (ibid.).
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AUCmuYeckoe usMeperue «KaTeropuueckoMy Mmiie-
paTuBY», He3aBUCUMOMY OT CUTYaLIVIV allpropm3-
My, B KOTOPOM peasibHasi KOHKPETHOCTb MOpaJIb-
HOTO pasMBIIUIEHNMS Y MOPaJIBHOTO CYXKIEHMs
He MOXeT OBITh JIOCTOBEPHO PEKOHCTPYyMpOBaHa.
Hwuna-PromerntvH IpyXoauT K CJIeAyOIIeMy BbIBO-
ny: [ IpaxkTuueckas dpusocodms Kanra 11 MHOI X
€ro IIpeeMHVKOB Hepa3pbIBHO CBsI3aHA C HECOCTO-
aTesibHON popMont pariyoHamsMa» (Ibid.).
Opnako, Kak Oy/eT IOKa3aHO HVDKe, JTaHHAas
KPWUTVKa OIVIPaeTCs Ha HeEBEPHOe IIPOYTEHVIE ITPO-
I1ecca MOPAJIBHOIO PasMBIIUIEHVS I IIPUHSATHS
peleHmi, KOTOpOoe, corylacHO Teopum camoro Kas-
Ta, HUKOITIA He cjleflyeT abCcTpakTHOM vifee «pop-
MaJTBHOT'0» TIOfIBEIEHNISI «CITydasi» TIOf], «IIPaBVIIO.
Huna-Promernrne, cuMnaTmsupyss HEKOTOPBIM
arleMeHTaM 3TMKM KaHTa, He yunThIBaeT, UTO KaH-
TOBCKWMI aHa/IM3 aBTOHOMHOIO IEVICTBUS VIMe-
€T JIBe COCTaBJISIONIVe. Bo-TlepBbIX, KaHTOBCKMII
aHayM3 (B cBoeM (POpPMaJIbBHOM OITVICAHWIV) OIV-
paeTcst Ha MJIeo O TOM, UTO JesloBedecKasl Criocoo-
HOCTb JIeVICTBOBAaTh KaK CaMOOIIpeiesIsiolieecs Cy-
IIIECTBO [IeJIaeT KakIIOrO Ye0BEeYeCKOro CyObhek-
Ta «IIeJIBI0 caMoVI TI0 ceDe». B aToM hopmarvHom
MIPUHITNIIE 3aJI0KEHO pas/inyrie MeXIy «desioBe-
YeCKVIMY JIMYHOCTSIMI» V1 APYTUMU CYIITHOCTSIMY,
He CTIOCOOHBIMM JIeVICTBOBATh, OIMPasiCh Ha ITpak-
TUYECKUT pa3yM (B KOHTEKCTe HaIIIVIX Pa3MBbIIIljle-
HUV 3[1eCh MOXXHO IIPUBECTU IIpUIMep yIIpaBiise-
MBIX aJITOPUTMaMM «poOOTOB»). Bo-BTOPEIX, 3TOT
dopmMasnbHBII IpyHLINIL, corlacHo KaHty, mos-
JKeH OBITh CUTYaTMBHO KOHKpPeTWU3MPOBaH B JIIO-
OoM 113 CBOMX BOIUIOIIEHMTL. B Harlem «rpakTirde-
CKOM To3HaHUM», TviIteT KauT B «OCHOBOIIOIOXe-
HUM K MeTapm3MKe HPAaBOB», «UVCTasl YaCTh» ITU-
KW, TO €CThb «3aKOHBI 4 priori», TpedyeT, KpoMe IIpo-
Yero, «/30IIPEeHHOVI OIIBITOM CIIOCOOHOCTYI CyXK/Ie-
HVIS JIJTS1 TOTO, YTOOBI OTYACTY pas3IMINTh, B KaKMX
CIIydasiXx OHM Haxo[ ST CBOe IIpVIMeHeHVIe, OTYacTI
OTKpPBITH MM JOCTYII K BOJIe YeJloBeKa ¥ yOemmu-
TeJIbHOCTD JIJ1s vicniontHeHms» (A A 04, S. 389; Kanr,
1997, c. 47—49). DT gBa mpoliecca (KOTOpble He
ObUTM ITpOoaHaIM3MpOBaHbl Humon-PromeiHoM
B ero Kpurtuke KaHTa) TIIaTeslbHO MCCIIeIOBaIN
aMepuKaHCKMe KaHTosennl b. Xepman nr A. By,
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However, as I will try to show in the fol-
lowing, this critique rests on a (mis-)reading
of the process of moral deliberation and deci-
sion-making which, according to Kant’s own
theory, never merely follows the abstract idea
of a “formal” subsumption of a “case” under a
“rule”.

Nida-Riimelin, while sympathising with el-
ements of Kant’s ethics, does not bear in mind
that Kant’s analysis of autonomous action has
two constitutive elements: it firstly (and for-
mally described) rests on the idea that, since
every human being has the ability to act in a
self-determined manner, every human subject
is an “end in itself”. This formal principle marks
the essential difference between “human per-
sons” and other entities that are not able to act
from practical reason (such as, for instance, in
the context of our reflections, algorithm-direct-
ed “bots”). This formal principle must, howev-
er, secondly — as Kant is well aware — in any
of its concrete implementations be situational-
ly specified. Among our “practical cognitions”,
Kant writes in Groundwork of the Metaphysics of
Morals, the “pure part” of ethics — “the laws
a priori” — requires in addition “a judgment
sharpened by experience, partly to distinguish
in what cases they are applicable and partly
to provide them with access to the will of the
human being and efficacy for his fulfilment of
them” (GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996, p. 45).
These two processes (which are left unana-
lysed in Nida-Riimelin’s reading and critique
of Kant) were carefully analysed, however, by
the American Kant scholars Barbara Herman
and Allen Wood.

4.2. The Practice of Moral Judgment

In her book, The Practice of Moral Judgment,
Barbara Herman (1993) shows that many of the



4.2. [Ilpaxmuka MopassHo20 CYx0eHus

B xHure «[IpakTrka MOpaJIbHOTO CYy>XKIEeHWs»
bapbapa XepmaH mokasbIBaeT, YTO MHOIVE CTaH-
JapTHBIe IIPOYTeHMs KaHTOBCKOW <« IIPOIIeyPhI
KI» (kakx ee Ha3bIBalOT aHaJIMTIYeCKe UIIOCO-
¢dBl) He IO3BOJIAIOT ITPOBECTM BCEOOBEMITIOIINT
aHaJIN3 ee CJIOKHOCTY, OMIMOOUHO cOMvpKasi ee ¢
npoyedypoil nodbedenus, B KOTOPOW «oOIIlee IIpa-
BIJIO» IIPVIMEHSeTCs K «KOHKPeTHOMY CiIydaro». B
ceapMOV IJIaBe, O3arJIaBJIEHHO <<Mopaanoe pas-
MBIIIJIEHVIE VI BBIBOJ, OOsI3aHHOCTEN», XepMaH IIV-
meT: «VIHTepIpeTaTopel 1 KPUTMKM KaHTOBCKOV
STUKM YHAEISIOT 3HauuMTeIbHOe BHMMaHUe Kare-
roprYeckoMy MMITepaTuBy... VlgeT HeckoHuYaeMasi
nauckycens o ToM, pabotaet s KVI... Topasmo pexe
3a7jaeTcsl BOIpocC, Kakyro posib KU urpaer B Mo-
pasibHOM cyxaeHmn? IIpenronaraeTcs, 4To OTBeT
Ha Hero odeBuien» (Herman, 1993, p. 132). Ogxaxo
30ech XepMaH BBICKA3bIBaeT Cepbe3Hble COMHEHVIS:
«51 Bce Gorplrte yOexmarock, 4To 3TO He Tak». OHa
CTaBUT TIOJ] BOIIPOC «OOIIENPUHSATOe YOeXXIeHe»,
KOTOpO€e MOKHO HaWTV B CTaHIAPTHBIX aHaJIUTH-
YeCKIX TeOpUsIX M TeOPUSIX PalIOHaJIBHOTO BbIOO-
Pa, 0 TOM, UTO KaHTOBCKag «1porenypa KI» — sto
CBOETO pojia «aJITOPUTM J1J1 MOPaILHOTI'O Pa3MBIIII-
JieHs». KpuTHKys 3TO «palloHa/IMCTIYecKoe» 3a-
OmyxaeHne, XepMaH «odepuBaeT aIbTepHaTWB-
HyIo portb KV B pamkax Oosiee CJIOXKHOV KaHTOB-
CKOVI TeOpVV MOPaJIbHOrO cy>kaeHms» (Ibid.).

XepMaH yTBepXK/IaeT, YTO B KaHTOBCKOV KOH-
LeMIMY MPaKTUYeCcKoro pasyMa Kaxkioe KOH-
KpeTHOe MopaJIbHOe pasMBbIIIIeHVe 3aTparvBaeT
eepmeneBmuueckyto uybecmbumenssHocms cydvexma
K KOHMmeKcmy npednoiaeaemozo nocmynka (To ecTb
yeJIoBeuecKny IOTeHIIMasl, KOTOPBIN, KaK OblIo
II0OKa3aHO BO BTOPOM pasfesie B KOHTeKCTe Mien
Hpenidyca 1 Teriopa, HY OAVH KOMIIBIOTEP He B
COCTOSTHMV ITOJTHOCTBIO IMUTUPOBATB). TakmM 00-
pa3oM, MopaJIbHOe JIeVICTBYE 3aBVICUT OT CIIOCO0-
HOCTM CyOBeKTa OlleHMBaTh CUTYalNIo, B KOTOPOT
coBepIttaeTcs Jievictue. Ecii yrycTuTh U3 By
3TOT eepMeHeBmuneckull 3jIeMeHT KaHTOBCKOTO
aHasIM3a IIpakcuca, 3TuKy KaHTa jlerko mpuHsTh
3a a0CTPaKTHYIO «(pOpMaTIBHYIO» IIPOLIETyPY.

8 Cum. 00 srom: (Nagl, 1983, S. 41—42 (pasmen 1.3.2)), a
taxke (Nagl, 2022).
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standard readings of (what analytic philoso-
phers call) Kant’s “Cl-procedure” evade a full
analysis of its complexity by wrongly approx-
imating it to a subsumption procedure in which
a “general rule” is applied to a “particular
case”. In chapter 7 of her book, headed “Mor-
al Deliberation and the Derivation of Duties”,
she writes: “Interpreters and critics of Kant’s
ethics are heavily invested in the Categorical
Imperative [...]. There is an endless discus-
sion about how or whether the CI works [...].
A question that is much less frequently asked
is: what role does the CI have in moral judg-
ment? That is supposed to be obvious” (Her-
man, 1993, p. 132). Herman doubts this very
much, however, and thus concludes: “I am in-
creasingly sure it is not.” She calls into question
the “received view”, expressed in standard an-
alytic and rational choice theories, that Kant’s
“Cl-procedure” provides a kind of “algorithm
for moral deliberation”. Criticising this as a “ra-
tionalistic” misunderstanding, Barbara Herman
“sketch[es] an alternative role for the CI within
a more complex Kantian theory of moral judg-
ment” (ibid.).

Herman points out in her analyses that in
Kant’s concept of practical reason every con-
crete moral deliberation includes the agent’s
hermeneutical sensitivity for the context in which
her or his intended action is embedded (a human
potential, i. e. one which — as was argued with
reference to Dreyfus and Taylor in part two of
this paper — no computer is able to simulate
fully). Moral action thus depends on the agent’s
capacity to assess the situation in which his ac-
tion is performed. If this hermeneutical element
of Kant’s analysis of praxis is overlooked, his
ethics is easily misunderstood as nothing but an
abstract “formal” procedure."”

7See in this context Ludwig Nagl (1983, pp. 41-42 (sec.
1.3.2)) as well as Nagl (2022).
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XepMman momuepkmBaeT (Bosten 3a KanTom) cy-
IIeCTBOBaHVe «(POHOBBIX YCJIOBMVI MOPAJILHOIO CY-
KIeHMs, HaJldrie KOTOPbIX U JlejlaeT pa3MbIIIlIe-
Hvie BO3MOXHBIM» (Ibid., p. 157). OHa cnpaBeniso
oTMedaeT, uTo 3TrKa KaHTa Kak Teopyis He IIpu3bl-
BaeT K MexXaHNYeCKOMY IIpVMeHeHUIO «BCeOOIIX
MOpaJIbHBIX ITpaBII». Takye IpaBiIIa, muIteT Xep-
MaH, «abCTpaKTHBI, OecrpuCTpacTHBI M Oe3yInd-
HBI». OHU «HE 3a1a0T €IVHBIV CTaHIapT JAeVICTBUI
Y pasMBIIUIEHUII B KaHTOBcKom 3Tuke» (Ibid.,
p- 43). Ona nponorpkaeTt: «KaTeropmaeckmit MMire-
paTuIB — 3TO IIOfJIeXKAIVI PACCMOTPEHWIO ITPVIH-
1uIl Oosiee BBICOKOTO MOPsiiKa, a He abCTpaKTHOe
1 BceoOItiee mTpasuio. OH He orepupyeT OOIIIMI
OIVICAaHVISIMU JIEVICTBUVI, IIOf, KOTOpbIe 100600:m-
s KOHKpeTHBbIe cjlydal, a JaeT IpoLeaypy, ¢ Io-
MOIIIBIO0 KOTOPOVI KOHKPeTHOe CTPYKTYpupyeTcs B
MopasibHOM cMbIcite» (Ibid., p. 44; Kypcus Mot —
JI. H.). IloHOCTBIO ITpOaHaIM3MpOBaHHAsA CTPYK-
Typa KV BKiTtodaeT B ce0si CyITiecTBEHHBIE 37IeMeH-
Thl TepMeHeBTIYecKon oueHKM curyaunm: «llo-
ckonpKy KW vicriornib3yeTcst 1l OLleHKM MaKCUM,
a MaKCMMBbI — 3TO CyOBeKTMBHBIe ITPMHIINIIEL, Ha
OCHOBaHMM KOTOPBIX JIEVICTBYIOT CYObeKThbI, — IN-
et XepMaH, — BBICTPaMBaOLINI MaKCUMY CyOb-
eKT JJOJDKeH BKJIIoYaTh B Hee TOJIBKO Te XapaKTe-
PVICTUKI JITYHOCTY 11 OOCTOSTEIILCTB, KOTOPhIe He-
OOXOIVIMBI J1JIsI OITMCaHMs e20 COOCTBEHHOIO Jievi-
crBus» (Ibid., p. 44). MopasipHOe fevicTBIIe, TaKVIM
00pa3oM, He SIBJISIeTCSI MeXaHWYeCKV OCYITeCTBIIs-
eMBIM «II0[IBefIeHeM». Kak ObUI0 ITOKa3aHo BHIIIIE,
cam KanT B npenmciosnn K «OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWIO
K MeTadm3rKe HpaBOB» OOpalllaeTcsl MMEHHO K
3TOVI CJIOKHOV CTPYKType. OTMeTUB, UTO «OCHOBY
00s13aTesTbHOCTY JOJDKHO MCKaTh He B IIPUpOIe ue-
JIOBeKa VIV B 0OCTOSTeIbCTBaX B MUPE, B KaKiie OH
TIOCTaBJIeH, HO 4 priori ICKJTFOUNTeSIbHO B IIOHSATH-
SIX YMCTOro pasyMa», KaHT MosicHseT, 4To MopaJlb-
HBIe 3aKOHBI «TPeOYIOT M30IIPEHHOV OIIBITOM C110-
cobHocmu cyxkOeHUs I TOro, YTOOBI OTUACTH Pas3-
JIMYUTB, B KaKVX CJIydasix OHM HaXOIST CBOe IIpy-
MeHeHme» (AA 04, S. 389; Kant, 1997, c. 47; kypcus
Mom. — JI. H) DToT BaxkHBIN actieKT 3Tk Kanta
yIIyCcKaeT 13 BUY KaK OOJIBIIVHCTBO aHaJIUTIUe-
cKmx ImpodTeHUn «mrponenypsl KI», Tak n kputu-
Ka Kanra, mpensoxennas Hunovi-PromesHoM.

80

Herman (1993, p. 157) explicitly emphasises
(with Kant) that there are “background condi-
tions of moral judgment that must be present
for deliberation to be possible.” She right-
ly points out that Kant’s ethics is not a theo-
ry which calls for a mechanical application of
“general moral rules”. Such rules, as Herman
writes, “are abstract, impartial, and imperson-
al”: they “do not provide the normal standard
of action and deliberation in Kantian ethics”
(ibid., p. 43). And somewhat later: “The Cate-
gorical Imperative is a higher-order delibera-
tive principle, not an abstract and general rule.
Instead of including very general descriptions
of actions under which the particular is to be
subsumed, it provides a procedure for structur-
ing the particular in a moral way” (ibid., p. 44;
emphasis L. N.). If the CI procedure is fully an-
alysed, it thus includes substantial elements of
a hermeneutical assessment of the present sit-
uation: “Since the CI is used to assess maxims,
and maxims are the subjective principles on
which the agents in fact act”, Herman points
out, “when an agent constructs his maxim he
is to include in it just that detail of person and
circumstance necessary to describe his action”
(ibid.). Moral action is thus not a “subsump-
tion” that can be mechanically carried out. As
has been mentioned, Kant himself in the “Pref-
ace” to his Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Mor-
als deals with this complex structure when he
writes — after pointing out that, in an analysis
of moral action, “the ground of obligation must
not be sought in the nature of the human be-
ing or in in the circumstances of the world in
which he is placed, but a priori simply in con-
cepts of pure reason” — that these laws “no
doubt still require a judgment sharpened by ex-
perience, [...] to distinguish in what cases they
are applicable” (GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant,
1996, p. 45; emphasis L. N.) This important as-
pect of Kant’s ethics is overlooked in most ana-
lytic readings of the “CI procedure”, as well as
in Nida-Rumelin’s critique of Kant.



[Ipy mpaBWIBHOM IIPOYTEHUM KaHTOBCKVE
VI3BICKAHWS O CA0XKHOCHY YeJIOBeYeCKMX pa3MBbIIII-
JIEHUVI MOTYT OKa3aTbCsl ITOJIE3HBIMU JId «IInd-
POBOro ryMaHM3Ma», KOTOPbIVI ITIOUepPKMBaeT pas-
HUITYy MeXJy IIOJIHOLIEHHBIM YeJIoBe4eCcKVM Jevi-
CTBUEM ¥ ero (YacTM4HOWV) IMEPOBOVI CUMYJIS-
LIVieV], TIbITaeTCsl 3Ty PasHUIy OTCTOSITh U Ilepe-
OCMBIC/INTD. Asnroputmbl VIV, o Kparinen mepe
B JIBYX CYIIIeCTBEHHBIX acIleKTax, HecIIOCOOHBI
«aBTOHOMHO BBIIIOJIHSITE» Pa3yMHble MOpaJIbHbIE
ZIevicTBUs. Bo-TIepBBIX, OHM HECIIOCOOHBI 10.1HO-
CMbl0 «OLIEHUTB» CJIOKHYIO COLIMaIbBHYIO PaKTy-
Py «CUTyallum» B KOTOPOV «IIPVMEHSIIOTCS» WX
«IIpOrpaMMbl» (IIPVMEHSIIOTCS aBTOMAaTMYeCK,
HO HM B KOeM CJIydae He «aBTOHOMHO» B VICTVH-
HOM CMBICJIe 3TOTO CJIOBa). BO-BTOPBIX, aJIrOPUTMBI
V1 HecriocoOHBI CaMOCTOSITEITFHO OITPeNeSITUTD U
TeM Oojiee IOKas3aThb 003ameAbHOCHb BBIIOJIHSIE-
MBIX VMU 3aKOHOB, TaK KaK SIBJISIIOTCS TeTepPOHOM-
HBIMM TIOJTyYaTesIsIMIU «KOMaH/[I» (TO eCThb BBITIOJI-
HSIEMBIX «IIPaBWJI», KOTOPble OHW «BBIIIOJIHSIIOT»).
VHTepecHO TOJIKOBaHMeE IIOCTIEHEro (M BechMa
CYILIECTBEHHOI0) pas3In4ms MeXy aJIrOpUTMIUe-
CKOVI «VMHCTPYMEHTAJIPHOV palliOHAaJIbHOCTHIO» U
yesyIoBeYeCcKMM IIPaKTUUYeCcKM pasyMoM, JaHHOe
B IIpeanpuHATOM A. ByZloM aHam3e KaHTOBCKOTO
Te3lca O TOM, YTO MOPAJIbHBIV CYOBEKT SBJISIeTCS
Selbstzweck, TO eCTb «CaMOITEIIBIO.

4.3. Aaaen Byo o «ueaoBeuecmBe
Kak yeau camoil no cebe»

IompoOHo aHaIM3MPYs BTOPYIO (POPMYIIPOB-
Ky «MOpaJIbHOrO 3aKoHa» KawnTa 13 «OCHOBOITOIIO-
JKEHVISL. . .», KoTopasi 1acuT: «[locTymav Tak, 4ToOBI
ThI HMKOI/IAa He OTHOCWIICS K YeJIOBEYeCTBY, KaK B
TBOEM JINIIE, TaK M B JIVILIE BCSIKOTO JIPYTOro, TOJIb-
KO KaK K CpeJICTBY, HO BCEIJIa B TO JKe BpeMs 1 KaK
K nerm» (AA 04, S. 429; Kant, 1997, c. 169), amepn-
KaHCKUV KaHToBel A. Byn cripaBemymmBo mmirer,
YTO «/esl YeJIOBeYeCKOro JIOCTOMHCTBA, JIeXKa-
IIfasi B OCHOBe [3TOV pOpMYJIbl|, — 3TO.. KAHTOB-
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Read correctly, Kant’s explorations of the
complexity of human deliberation can thus in-
deed prove very helpful for a “Digital Human-
ism” which is aware of, and tries to rethink
and defend, the difference between full human
action and its (partial) digital simulations. Al
algorithms are, in at least two substantial re-
spects, unable to “autonomously perform”
intelligent moral action: they are unable, first-
ly, to “assess” fully the complex social tex-
ture of the “situation” in which they “apply”
their “programmes” (automatically, but no-
where in a genuine sense “autonomously”);
and they are, secondly, unable to find out for
themselves, let alone affirm, the binding quality
of the laws that they implement, since they are
heteronomous recipients of “orders” (i.e. of
“rules” which they “execute”). This substantial
second difference between algorithmic “instru-
mental rationality” and human practical rea-
son is explored, in interesting ways, in Allen
Wood’s analysis of Kant’s thesis that the moral
subject is Selbstzweck, an “end in itself”.

4.3. Allen Wood on “Humanity
as End in itself”

In his elaborate analysis of Kant’s second
formulation of the “moral law” in Ground-
work of the Metaphysics of Morals, “So act that
you use humanity, whether in your own per-
son or in the person of any other, always at
the same time as an end and never merely as a
means” (GMS, AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 1996, p. 80),
the American Kant scholar Allen Wood (1998,
p. 165) rightly insists that “the idea of human
dignity, which grounds [this formula] is [...]
the Kantian principle which arguably has the
greatest resonance with our culture’s moral
consciousness.” It is the obvious point of ref-
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CKMVI HIPVIHIINII, KOTOPBIVI, BO3MOXXHO, B HanboJIb-
ITIeT1 CTelleHY pe30HMpPYeT ¢ MOpasIbHbIM CO3HaH-
eM Hartei1 KysasTy peb» (Wood, 1998, p. 165). Dto co-
oOpakeHMe — OdYeBMIHASI OTIIPaBHAs TOUKa IS
TIOIBITKM TIOJTHOVI (PMJI0COPCKOVI peKOHCTPYKIIVM
CYTM aBTOHOMHOI'O 4eJIOBeYeCKOro JIeVICTBIS. By
yTBepXIaeT, u4To «dopMysla UeJIOBEYHOCTV KaK
IIeJIb cama IIo cebe» MOXKeT «MHOroe paccKasarb
[dprmocodam] 06 sTmgeckont Teopum Kaxta», mo-
CKOJIBKY OHa IIPEJICTABJISeT STUKY (BOIIPEKM pac-
MPOCTPaHEHHOMY HEBEepPHOMY TOJIKOBAaHMIO) «Kak
OCHOBaHHYIO Ha IIeJIl», «xapaKTep KOTOPOV YeT-
KO oTim4aeT Teopuio KaHrta oT Bcex popMm KOH-
cekBeHIMasm3Ma» (Ibid., p. 166) 11 Tem cambiM, MOX-
HO ObUTO OBI TOOABUTE, OT UHCHIPYMEHMAAUCTICKO-
20 payuo OTHOLIEHUN «CPeICTBO — IIeJIb», Xapak-
TepPU3YIOIIIero aJlrOPUTMIUECKyie IIPOTr paMMBL.

Yro Xe MMeHHO O3HadaeT ppasa «JIFOAU — 3TO
e camm 110 cebe»? Bynr ykasbiBaeT Ha ocoboe
CBOVICTBO 3TOW IIeJIV, paccMaTpvBasl pasjIMuHble
copmyspoBaHHble KaHTOM KOHIIEIIIINN «IIeH-
HOCTM» W KPWUTWUKYS CTaHIApTHBIE aHaINTIYe-
CKVIe XapaKTePVCTVKV KAaHTOBCKOV STUKIAL:

Tem, xTO cumTaeT, 4To sTMYecKas Teopus Kan-
Ta SBJISIETCS «0e0H0402Uteckoil», Oyay I Teopu-
eV, pacCMaTpMBaIOIIer MOpasIbHbIe ITPUHIIVIIBI
Hesabucumo om yeau, docmueaeMot nymem ciedoba-
Hus uM, OyJieT JIF0OO0IBITHO Y3HATh, uTo KaHT s1B-
HBIM 00pa3oM OTBepraeT IoH00HYIO TTO3UIINIOY,
a TakKe OCO3HaTh, UTO VIMEHHO 3TO HENpUATIe
JIEXUT B OCHOBE ITPUBEEHHOT0 B «OCHOBOIIOIIO-
JKEHUI. ..» apTyMeHTa, 9TO palliOHaIbHYIO BOJIIO
MOXXHO MOTMBUPOBaTh K IIOTYMHEHUIO KaTero-
PUYeCKOMY VIMITEpaTUBY TOJIBKO 0C00biM Budom
uernu (Ibid., p. 168).

CornacHo Byny, KanT mposomut pasiavune
MeX/ly 4YeJIOBeUeCTBOM KaK «IIeJIbI0 CcaMoVl IIO

19 Cp. «OcHoBOIIONIOKeHMEe K MeTadu3VKe HpaBOB», Ie
Kanrt mmmer: «Ho, 010X1M, 9TO CYIIeCTBYeT HEUTO, tbe
bvimue camo no cebe vimMeeT abOCOIIIOTHYIO IIEHHOCTB, UTO,
Kax yeav cama no cebe, MOIJIO ObI OBITH OCHOBAaHMEM OIIpe-
IIeJIeHHBIX 3aKOHOB; TOIZla B 3TOVI LI U TOJILKO B Hell
OIHOVI MOIVIO OBl 3aK/IIOYATHCS OCHOBAHME BO3MOXKHOI'O
KaTeropu4yecKoro MMIlepaTuBsa, T.e. IIPaKTIIecKoro 3a-
koHa» (AA 04, S. 428; Kanr, 1997, c. 165).
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erence for the attempt to reconstruct fully, in
philosophical terms, the core of autonomous
human action. Wood (1998, p. 166) points out
that the “formula of humanity as an end in it-
self” has “much to teach [philosophers] about
Kantian ethical theory itself”, since it presents
ethics (in contrast to common misunderstand-
ings of that theory) “as based on an end” — an
end, however, “whose character clearly distin-
guishes Kant’s theory from all forms of conse-
quentialism” — and thereby, we might add,
also from the instrumentalist ratio of purposive
“means-end” relations that characterises algo-
rithmic programmes.

What exactly does it mean, then, that “hu-
man beings are ends-in-themselves”? Wood
elucidates the special quality of this “end” by
discussing various conceptions of “value” that
Kant introduces, and in doing so he criticises
the standard analytic characterisation of Kant’s
ethics:

To those who think of Kant’s ethical
theory as “deontological’ in the sense that it
is a theory which regards moral principles
independent[ly] of any end served in following
them it should be enlightening to find Kant
explicitly rejecting any such position,” and
to realize that it is this rejection which lies
behind the Groundwork’s argument that a
rational will can be motivated to obey the
categorical imperative only by a distinctive
kind of end (Wood, 1998, p. 168).

Wood points out that Kant distinguish-
es humanity as an “end in itself” from three

8See Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, where
Kant writes: “But suppose there were something the
existence of which in itself has an absolute worth, some-
thing which as an end in itself could be a ground of
determinate laws; then in it, and in it alone, would
lie the ground of a possible categorical imperative,
that is, of a practical law” (GMS, AA 04, p. 428; Kant,
1996, p. 78).



cebe» ¥ TpeMms OPYTMMU TIOHATUSMU «IIeJIV».
Bo-T1epBBIX, OH IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIET €€ «OTHOCH-
TEJIPHBIM IeJISIM», KOTOpPBIe «SBJISIIOTCSI OCHOBa-
HVEM TOJIBKO TMIIOTETVYECKUX VMIIEPaTVIBOB»
(AA 04, S. 428; Kanr, 1997, c. 165). Bo-BTOpBIX, OH
IIPOTMBOIIOJIaraeT ee KaK «CaMOCYIIYIO IIejIb»
«IoJIeXalrer ocyllecTBiieHnio Ienn» (AA 04,
S. 437, Kant, 1997, c. 196). MoxHO nipuBecTu cJle-
OYIOMINVI IIPVUMEP 1IeJIVI, He SBJISIOMIEVICS CaMOCy-
IIEVL: «KOTia MBI CTPOVMM [IOM, Hallle [IeVICTBIe Ha-
IIpaBJIEHO Ha TO, YTOOBI 3TOT [IOM BO3HUIK, a 1IeH-
HOCTbB JIOMa JIJIsl HaC — 3TO IIPUYVHA, 10 KOTOPOV
MBI ero crponM» (Wood, 1998, p. 169). B-Tpetsix,
KanT oTinuaer «11er1b caMmy 1o cebe» OT «Iiefiu,
VIMEIOIe! JIVIIb 0MHOCUMEAbHYI0 UeHHOCTb, VIV
ey, IIeHHOCTh KOTOPOV MOXeT OBITh COOTHece-
Ha C IIeHHOCTBIO Yero-TO JAPYroro M MOXeT OBITh
PalMIOHAJIBHO IIPVIHECEeHa B XKePTBY Paziy IOy de-
HWSL 9eTO-TO JIPYTOro 3KBUBAJIEHTHOV VIJIU OOJIb-
mient eHHocTw» (Ibid., p. 170—171).

B omimume or 3TMX mpex oepaHuueHHblX TIO-
HATU «11JI1», «4eJIOBeYecTBO Kak I1eJIb cama I10
cebe» — 3TO «1leJIb, MMeolIasi abCOIIOTHYIO I1eH-
HOCTb» MM (B TepmuHoiornu Kanra) «gocTons-
CTBO», TO €CTh ee I[IeHHOCTb HeJIb3sl CPaBHUTH, 00-
MeHSITh, KOMIIEHCUPOBaTh WIN 3aMEeHWUTb [py-
rovt eHHOCThIO (AA 04, S. 434; Kanr, 1997, c. 187).
«['oBOpSI, 4TO [UesIOBEUeCTBO| SIBIISIETCS IIEJIBIO Ca-
MoVt 110 cebe», KaHT mMeeT B BUIY «CIIOCOOHOCTB
[gesToBeuecKyIX CyIIeCTB] CTaBUTh LI U BBIOU-
paTh cpencTBa 11 nx goctvokeHvs» (Wood, 1998,
p- 197). DTa criocoOHOCTD, OYEBMITHO, BKIIIOUAET B
cebd (Kak IOJICTPYKTYPY) «“TeXHUYecKyto CKJIOH-
HOCTB’, KOTOPYIO CJIaraloT BCe HaIlli IIproOpeTeH-
Hble HaBBIKM ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTV K Pa3MBIIIUIEHMIO,
VICTIOJTb3yeMble HaM JIJIsI IIPOV3BOJIBHBIX 1IesIein»
(Ibid., p. 172). OgHaKo 3Ta HOACTPYKTypa HU HIPU
KaKMX yCJIOBUSIX He SIBJISeTCSI CaMOIOCTaTOYHOVL;
OHa 3VDKJIETCS Ha «CIOCOOHOCTM [UesioBeYeCcKOovt
JIMYHOCTM]| OBITh CaMO3aKOHOIIATEJIbCTBYIOIIEN»
(Ibid.). CiienoBarenpHO, HU ofHa cTpyKTypa V],
HV OIVH VMUTUPYIOIINI YejloBeKa «0oT» He 00-
JIaflaeT TaKOVI CIIOCOOHOCTBIO B IIPSIMOM CMBICIIE.
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other notions of “end”: He firstly contrasts
it with a “relative end”, which “could only
ground hypothetical imperatives” (GMS, AA
04, p. 428; Kant, 1996, p. 78). He secondly op-
poses it — as a “self-sufficient end” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 437; Kant, 1996, p. 86) — to an “end
to be effected” (ibid.). An example of such a
non-self-sufficient end would be: “when we
build a house, our action is for the sake of
bringing the house into being, and the house’s
value to us is the reason why we build it”
(Wood, 1998, p. 169). And Kant thirdly distin-
guishes the “end in itself” from an “end with
only relative worth, or price, whose value can
be measured against the value of something
else and can be rationally sacrificed to obtain
something else of equivalent or greater worth”
(ibid., pp. 170-171).

In contrast to these three limited notions of
an “end”, “humanity as end in itself” is an “end
with absolute worth” or (as Kant also says) “dig-
nity”, something whose value cannot be com-
pared to, traded off against, compensated for,
or replaced by any other value (GMS, AA 04,
p- 434; Kant, 1996, p. 84). What Kant refers to
“when he says [humanity] is an end in itself”,
Wood (1998, p. 197) concludes “is the capac-
ity [of human beings] to set ends and choose
means to them.” This capacity obviously in-
cludes (but as a mere sub-structure) “the ‘tech-
nical predisposition’, which includes all our
learned skills and deliberative abilities used for
arbitrary ends” (ibid., p. 172). This sub-structure
is nowhere self-sufficient, however; it is based
on the “capacity [of any human person] to be
self-legislative” (ibid.). No Al structure, no per-
son-simulating “bot” has in any real sense this
ability, we might conclude.
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5. 3aks1roueHue M BbIBOJBI:
He00X0aMMOCTh KPUTUUIECKON TeopUN
VICKYCCTBEHHOT'O MHTeJIJIeKTa:
Bbexkep u 30110epT 0 (HeBepHOI)
MHTEepIpeTaru «aBTOHOMM»

B «IIM(POBYIO 3IIOXY»

Camo3aKOHOIIATeIIbCTBO, VIV aBTOHOMWS, —
KJIIoueBast mjes KaHTOBCKOIO MOPaJIbHOIO MOTWH-
Ba, BOCIIPUIMMUMBOIO K repMeHeBTUKe. IIpaBnib-
HO MOHsATas (M M3JIOKEeHHasl B IIOJIHOM oObeMe)
KaHTOBCKasl KOHIEMIV MPaKTUYeCcKOro pasyMa
MOXeT CTaTh PWIIOCOPCKMM OCHOBaHMEM «IIMd-
POBOrO ryMaHW3Ma», OTBEpraromero IOCTIyMa-
HUCTUYECKYI0 paHTa3MIo O JKeJIaTeIbHOCT «Tex-
HOJIOTTYeCKOVI CUHTYJISSPHOCTI», B HallpaBJIeHWN
KOTOPOVI U JIOJKEH pasBMBaThCs IIpoliecc 1ndpo-
BU3ALIVN.

Tem He MeHee cuMTaeTCs, YTO MJiee OCHOBAaHHO-
rO Ha 3TMKe OOIIeCTBEHHO-IIOJIUTINYECKOro KOH-
Tpornst Hax VIV (KpuTudecKum MpoeKT «mdpo-
BOIO I'yMaHM3Ma») YIPOXalOT CUMYJIAKPBI aBTO-
HOMUY, ITPOJIBUTaeMble ¥ HaBg3bIBaeMble C IIOMO-
IIBI0 IMPOBBIX TexHOIOrMiL. B HemaBHeM 3cce
«CamoyHmaTOXeHMe aBToHoMum» Kaprioc bexkep
u Canppa 3ovbepT OTMeUarOT, YTO COBpeMeHHasl
OOIIIeCTBEHHO-TIONUTIYeCKast CUTYalIMsl OCIIOXK-
HsIeTCs 110 BCeMy MMpPY TeM, UTO B Hally nudpo-
BYIO 3II0XY Jake BO3MOXKHBIE /10K}/Cbl OTBETCTBEH-
HOM pedrleKcun («aBTOHOMMS», «MHIVBUIyalb-
HOCTb», «IIO[JIMHHOCTB») CTaHOBATCS MMUIIIEHBIO
¥ IIOOPBIBAIOTCS KYJIBTYPHOW WHIYCTPVEN, Ye-
pe3 1 poBbIX «MH@ITIOEHCepoB» 1 MOJIIepPXKIBa-
eMbIx VIVl monmTudecknx aKTOpOB MaccoBO pac-
IIPOCTPAHSIOMIEN CUMYAAKPbL «TIO[JIVIHHOV, VIH-
AVIBUJyaJIM3MPOBAHHOV CBOOOMB» U ITPOBUIa-
IOIIeN yCyJIMBalollyie HapIVCCU3M 3aMeHUTe I
aBTOHOMMWM, KOTOpbIe paspyllaloT TO, YTO OHM
SIKOOBI HAIOT: KPUTUIECKYIO pedpIIeKCuIo 1 caMoo-
npeneeHue. [losromy, Kak iyt bexkep 1 3om-
Oept, mosry3abbITasi paHHsAS KJlacCUKa KpUTHUe-
cKom Teopwy, HanpumMep «/Inarrektmka ITpocse-
nieHns» Xopkxarmepa M AOpHO, IIpuoOpeTaeT
CeroffH« HeoXXMUJaHHYI0 aKTyaIbHOCTh. [Iponuia-

5. Coda and Conclusion:
The Need for a Critical Theory
of Artificial Intelligence:
Becker and Seubert
on the (Mis-)Reading of “Autonomy”
in a “Digital Age”

Self-legislation, “autonomy”, is thus the core
idea of Kant’s hermeneutics-sensitive moral
reason. Rightly understood (and fully spelled
out), Kant’s concept of practical reason is able
to provide the philosophical basis for a “digi-
tal humanism” which rejects the post-humanis-
tic fantasy that Al “singularity” is the desirable
direction in which the process of digitalisation
should develop.

However, the idea of an ethics-based, so-
cio-political control of Al — the critical pro-
ject of a “digital humanism” — is today, as
many claim, endangered, by digitally promot-
ed and enforced simulacra of autonomy. In a
recent essay headed “The Self-Endangerment
of Autonomy” Carlos Becker and Sandra Seu-
bert point out that contemporary socio-politi-
cal situations are complicated, worldwide, by
the fact that in our digital age even the possi-
ble loci of responsible reflection — “autono-
my”, “individuality” and “authenticity” — are
targeted and subverted by a cultural industry
that, via digital “influencers” and Al-support-
ed political acteurs, mass-distributes simulacra
of “authentic, individualised freedom”, and
promotes narcissism-enhancing substitutes for
autonomy which destroy what they claim to
offer: critical reflection and self-determination.
Hence, Becker and Seubert write, a much ne-
glected early classic of Critical Theory, Hork-
heimer and Adorno’s Dialectic of Enlightenment,
has today gained unexpected relevance. The
sharp-sighted reflections on the economy-driv-
en production of “(quasi)-subjective needs” in
the chapter “The Culture Industry: Enlighten-
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TespHas pedrieKCrs O CO3MaHMM SKOHOMIYECK-
MW CpelCcTBaMM «(KBa3u)CyOBEKTMBHBIX HOTpPeO-
HOCTeV», M3JI0)KeHHasl XOpKXxariMepoM 1 AIOpPHO
B m1aBe «Kynsrypunpycrpus. [IpocserieHne kak
o0MaH Macc» YIIOMSHYTOV KHUTM (XOpKXavMep,
Anopso, 1997, c. 149—209), criocobHa BHeCTM Cy-
IIIECTBEHHBIV BKJIAJI, B aHAJIN3 COLMAJILHBIX I1aTO-
JIOTTIVI, COIIPOBOXIAIOIINX Bce Ooslee aKTMBHYIO
«KOMMOAMMWKAIIAIO VI OBeIeCTBIIeHe YacTHOM
XumsHm» (Becker, Seubert, 2020, S. 230—231).

BaxHOCTH 1TOITOOHOTrO aHaIM3a COBpEeMEHHBIX
1P POBEIX (POPM (KBa3W)« IO IMHHOCTV» IO Uep-
KVBaeT VI CIIeLVaIVCT 110 Menyia AHpeac 3yaMaH,
OIVH 3 PeIaKTOPOB HOBOVI CEPUV BBIXOAMAIINX B
nsparesibeTBe transcript xuur no VIV, B wacTtHO-
CTV, OT OTMeYaeT, YTO KpUTHKa «co BpemeH KanTa
O3HauaJsla IIOCTAaHOBKY IIOf, COMHEHe SIBJIEHUI B
vacTu nx PyHKIMoHMpoBaHMs» (Sudmann, 2019,
p. 16—17). CeronHs mpeTeHOyOMNII Ha ITTyOUHY
aHaIM3 OOIIeCTBEHHO-IOIIUTNYECKOrO BIIVSIHIS
M morpkeH He TOJIBKO OLIEHVMBATh JOCTOMHCTBA
VICKyCCTBEHHOIO MHTeJJIeKTa, HO W JIeTaJIbHO VIC-
CJIeZIOBaTh «CO3IaHVe VLT3 U JIOKHOIO CO3Ha-
HUs» oludpoBaHHON KOMMYHUKalyen. Taxon
aHaJM3, TUIeT 3yaMaH, «[B goumdpoBble BpeMe-
Ha| ObUI 11eJTbI0 AZIOPHO ¥ XOpKXaviMepa, Hallpy-
Mep B MX KPUTWUYECKOM aHasIN3e, IIpefcTaBIeH-
HoM B “masnextuke ITpocsemmennsa”™ (Ibid., p. 17).
CrreoBaTesIbHO, «11MPPOBOVI T'YMaHW3M», C PUIIO-
Coq)CKoﬂ HO3ULIVIV VICCIIEYIOIINIL TOCTOMHCTBA
u orpanuuenus VIV, nojokeH, HacTaMBasd Ha 3Ha-
YUTEJIBHOCTI POJIN, KOTOPYIO npakmuueckuil pa-
3ym (8 kanmoBckom cmbicae) TIPOHOIKAeT UTpaTh B
1IPOBYIO 3TI0XY, BOOPATh B Ce0s CTUMYJI, 3aKJTIO-
UYeHHBIVI B KPUTWYECKON Teopuy XopKxariMepa m
AniopHoO.
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ment as Mass Deception” in Horkheimer and
Adorno’s book (2016, pp. 120-167) are able to
provide a significant contribution to an anal-
ysis of the social pathologies that accompany
today’s ever-increasing “commodification and
reification of privacy” (Becker and Seubert,
2020, pp. 230-231).

The importance of these analyses of today’s
digitally produced modes of (quasi-)“authen-
ticity” has recently also been emphasised by
the media specialist Andreas Sudmann (2019,
pp- 16-17), one of the editors of the new tran-
script book series on Al, who points out that
critique “since Kant has meant questioning
phenomena with regard to their functioning”.
Today, any in-depth analysis of the socio-polit-
ical influence of Al has not only to assess the
merits of Artificial Intelligence, but also to in-
clude a careful analysis of the “production of
illusion and false consciousness” by digitised
communication — an analysis to which, as
Sudmann points out, “Adorno and Horkheim-
er [in pre-digital times] felt deeply committed
[to] in their critical analysis of the Dialectic of
Enlightenment” (ibid., p. 17) A “Digital Human-
ism” that philosophically explores the merits
and limits of Al has thus to integrate the stim-
ulus provided by Horkheimer and Adorno’s
Critical Theory into its philosophical defence of
the core role that practical reason (in Kant’s sense)
continues to play in our digital age.
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