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PYBEXXV DKOJIOTMTUECKOW DTUKI:
DONIIOCODPUI 1. KAHTA
B OIVAJIOT'E C TE3MICOM
O «KOHIIE YEJIOBEUECKOM
NCKITIIOYUTEJIIBHOCTM»

C.A. MapmuvinoBa®

Paspabomuuxu sxos0eudeckoll smuxu ykazvibawom
HA A0KHYI0 ycmanoBky anmponoyenmpusma. Ee cymb
cocrmoum 6 mom, 4mo npupooHsie KOMNAEKChbL U pecypcol
cywecmByrom padu moeo, umodvl 0bimMb NPUL0OHLIMU U
noAe3HbIMU 044 Ues06eKa, Komopbiil oyeHubaen ux motb-
K0 8 nepcnexmube ucnoavobanua u He yuumoibaem ux
cobcmBennyto yeHHoCmb, AHMPONoyeHMpucmekoe yue-
Hue Kanma 3as6asem o epanuyax uHcmpymenmaisHoo
omuouwienus k npupode. CA0KHOCIb NOHUMAHUS FMUX
2PaHULY, CONPSAKEHA C MeM, YUMo CIMOPOHHUKU AHIMPONO-
yenmpusma eobopam o BosbviuieHuu uesoBevecmba Hao
Heil. Boaee moeo, «me3uc o ues0Beueckoil uckAOUUTNEN b
nocmu» (K. -M. Ileghgpep) nodpasymebaem, umo 11060
e20 CmMopoHHux Hedooyenubaem Bausamue npupoos. Ha
uen0Bexa u e20 ca3b ¢ OpyeumMu KubviMu cyujecmbamu.
Konempyupobanue ouaroea mexdy Kawmom u Illecp-
hepom nosboasiem pewums 06e npobaemvi. Bo-nepBuix,
onpedeAunts, ecns AU Y IMUUECKOU U 1e1e0402Ueckoil
konyenyutl Kanma ummynumem om xpumuxu Ilegpcpe-
pa. Bo-6mopuix, nposcnums Gxaao Hemeyxoeo gpuiocogpa
6 axos0euteckyio amuxy. 5 npuxoxy k 6ui6o0y o mom,
umo noka npexoebpemernno ymbepxoams cyujecmboba-
Hue co3Hanus u c60600bt Boau moavko 6 pamkax npupoo-
Hotl 00yca0Baennocmu. Taxoke A nokasvibato, umo 8 cBoem
meseosoeudeckom yuenuu Kanwm npusnaem mexanusm
npupodst kax 3abucumocms Beex xubBvix cyujecmb om
Henpeonamepento oeilcmbyrouux cur. Ilpusnanue maxux
CUA 3a0aem epanuybl UHCHPYMEHMAAbHO20 OMHOUeHUA
ues0bexa k npupode u omxpwlBaem 045 He20 20pU3OHMI
cmanobaenus 6 kauecmbe mopasvHoeo cybsexma. Taxum
obpazom, 8 yuenuu Kamma npoucxooum o0seouHeHue
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THE BOUNDARIES
OF ECOLOGICAL ETHICS:
KANT’S PHILOSOPHY IN DIALOGUE
WITH THE “END OF HUMAN
EXCLUSIVENESS” THESIS

S. A. Martynova'

The developers of ecological ethics claim that the ra-
tionale of anthropocentrism is false. Its main message is
that natural complexes and resources exist to be useful
to the human being who sees them only from the per-
spective of using them and does not take into account
their intrinsic value. Kant’s anthropocentric teaching
argues that the instrumental attitude to nature has
its limits. These limits are hard to determine because
the anthropocentrists claim that the human being is
above nature. Indeed, the “human exclusiveness thesis”
(J.-M. Schaeffer) assumes that its advocates underesti-
mate nature’s impact on humans and their connection
to other living beings. Constructing a dialogue between
Kant and Schaeffer helps to solve two problems. First, to
determine whether Kant’s ethical and teleological con-
cept is immune to Schaeffer’s critique. Second, to clarify
the German philosopher’s contribution to environmen-
tal ethics. I come to the conclusion that it is premature
to claim that consciousness and free will exist only in
the framework of their being conditioned by nature. I
also demonstrate that in his teleological teaching Kant
sees the mechanism of nature as the dependence of liv-
ing things on forces that act in an unpremeditated man-
ner. Recognition of these forces sets limits to humans’
instrumental attitude to nature and paves the way for
them to become moral subjects. Thus, Kant’s teaching
combines “the human exclusiveness thesis” and the in-
tuitions of the representatives of deep ecology and the
opponents of anthropocentrism as such.
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«me3uca o Hea0Beueckoil UCKAIOUUMEeAbHOCHIU» C UHINYU-
yuamu npedcmaBumeneil eAYOUHHOU k040Ul U 6 1jes0M
CIMOPOHHUKOB AHMUAHMPONOYeHMPUIMA KAK MaKoB0oeo.

KatoueBoie caoBa: enybunnas sxonoeus, nobepx-
Hocmuas akosoeus, Kanm, skosoeuneckas smuxa, mee-
04102U, BHeuiHss 1eAecoo00pasHOCIb, <MeXAHUIM NPUpo-
0vt», 2K.-M. Illechcpep, kaysarvrocns

BBenenmne

DKoJlormueckast 3TMKa — HayKa O IpaBUJIb-
HOM B3aVIMOEVICTBMV YeJIOBeKa C IIPVIPOIHBIMIU
KOMIUIEKCaMM U pecypcamit. it mposicHeHwMs
OCHOBaHWVI 3TOVI HayKM ITpeICTaBUTeIIV TTyOmH-
HOVI 3KOJIOIMV HACTOVMYMBO KPWUTUKYIOT aHTPO-
HOLEHTPU3M — IOAXOH, KOTOPOro Hpuaep KuBa-
FOTCST ITPEACTaBUTEIIN TIOBEPXHOCTHOV SKOJIOT VL.
ITpencraBuTesnvi ITyOMHHOV SKOJIOTUVI 3asIBJISIOT
0 HeOOXOAVMOCTY IIPU3HaHMS COOCTBEHHOV, HU K
vyeMy He CBOOVMOVI HEHHOCTU ¥ IpaB XMBBIX CY-
1ecTs. AHTPONOLEHTPUCTCKUI B3IJIAM, Ha HPU-
pomy HOMJIEXXUT KPUTVIKE, IIOCKOJIBKY €ro CTOPOH-
HUKM He IPU3HAIOT COOCTBEHHYIO 1IeHHOCTh Op-
raHM3MOB M HacTauBalOT Ha TOM, YTO HeoOXomu-
MO MBICJIUTD IIPVIPOAY TOJIBKO C TOYKMU 3pEHVIS ee
IIPUTOIHOCTY VI TIOJIE3HOCT JIJTSI TIeIeVt YesloBeKa’.
OpHako B paMKax TakOV KPUTVKM OKa3bIBaeTCs
3aKPBITHIM HEJTBIVI TUIACT OCMBICJIEHVIST IIPVIPOIBI
VI YeJjIoBeKa B aHTPOIIOEHTPVM3ME U TeM CaMbIM
OTPaHMYMBAETCSI AMAJIOr MEXTY IBYMsI IIPOTVBO-
OopcTBYIONTVIMY HaIlpaBleHUSMN. [1j1s ToHMMa-
HUsI 3HAYVIMOCTVI aHTPOIIOLIEHTPV3Ma B SKOJIOT M-
YecKOV 3TMKe 51 Obl XOTesla OO0paTuUTh BHMMAaHVe
Ha OrpaHWYeHVe MHCTPYMEHTAJIBHOIO OTHOIIIe-
HUSI K IIPUPOJIe B paMKax 3TOro IMOaXoaa, KOTopoe
YacTO OKasbIBAETCH 3a ITpefeiaMy BHVUMaHUS ero
KPUTWKOB, HO CBUIETEJILCTBYET O €ro HOTeHIIajIe
B OKOJIOTMYECKOV 3TUKe. IS IPOsSICHeHMS 3TOro
croxkeTa ooparmmcs K pvtocodpum V. KanTa.

2 Apne Hecc TIOJIoXXmiT Havasio pasyieIeHIIO IIOBEPXHOCT-
Hou 1 1youHHONI 3Kostormm (Naess, 1973). Dtoro e pas-
TIeTIeHVIsl IPVIIePXKMBAIOTCs, HatrprMep, Pobua Drrdm
(Attfield, 1983, p. 2) n Anan Mapmawt (Marshall, 1993,
p- 229). OObsACHEHMEe CTaHOBJIEHVS [Ty OVIHHOV 5KOJIOT MM
naet Operist Materos (Mathews, 2001). O6bsicHeHMEe TpN-
unH KpuTrkn KaHTa cropoHHVKaMV IIIyOMHHON 3KOJIO-
i M. y AsoteHa Y. Byma 1 Osopst O'Hiot (Wood, O'Neill,
1998, p. 190), [>xona M. I'muipos (Gillroy, 1998, p. 135).

S. A. Martynova

Keywords: deep ecology, shallow ecology, Kant,
ecological ethics, teleology, external purposiveness,
“mechanism of nature”, ].-M. Schaeffer, causality

Introduction

Ecological ethics is a science of the correct
interaction of man with the natural complex-
es and resources. To clarify the foundations
of this science representatives of deep ecolo-
gy vehemently criticise anthropocentrism, the
approach of the representatives of shallow ecol-
ogy. Representatives of deep ecology argue
that living beings have their intrinsic value and
rights. The anthropocentric view of nature is
open to criticism because its advocates do not
recognize the value of organisms in their own
right and insist that nature should be thought
only in terms of its utility for human purposes.?
However, this critique leaves out a whole layer
of the study of nature and the human being in
anthropocentrism, thereby restricting the dia-
logue between the two opposing trends. To un-
derstand the significance of anthropocentrism
in ecological ethics I would like to draw atten-
tion to the fact that this approach limits the in-
strumental approach to nature, something its
critics often ignore, and attests to the potential
of ecological critique. To clarify this issue let us
turn to Kant’s philosophy.

Today a fair number of studies give a pos-
itive assessment of the role of Kantian philos-
ophy in addressing the issues of ecological
ethics. The authors note that Kant recognizes

2 Arne Naess (1973) introduced the distinction between
shallow and deep ecology. Robin Attfield (1983, p. 2) and
Alan Marshall (1993, p. 229), among others, also make
this distinction. Freya Mathews (2001) gives an account
of the emergence of deep ecology. For an account of the
causes of the critique of Kant by the devotees of deep
ecology see Allen W. Wood and Onora O'Neill, 1998,
p- 190), John M. Gillroy (1998, p. 135).
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B Hacrosiiee BpeMs CyIIeCTByeT [1OCTaTOY-
HO MHOTO VCCJIe[IOBaHM1, B KOTOPBIX JaHa TI0JI0-
KUTeJIbHasl OlleHKa poJiv KaHTOBCKOV (pryIoco-
dun B perreHnt BOIIPOCOB 3KOJIOIMYECKOV 3TU-
Ku. VIx aBTOpBI 1M1ty T 0 ToM, 4To KanT npusHa-
eT HeoOXOIMMOCTb OTHOCUTBLCS K JXVBBIM CYyIIle-
CTBaM paJiyi HUX CaMMX, Pajy MX COOCTBEHHO-
ro Omara (Svoboda, 2015, p. 107), m o TOM, KaKuM
obpaszoMm utocod MBICIUT BHYTPEHHIOO IIeH-
HOCTB JKMBBIX CYIIIeCTB VJIV MOT Obl ee MBICIIUTD
IIpY OIpesieJieHHbIX M3MeHeHMsIX ero coOCTBeH-
HOVI KOHILeIIui®. B psme paboT momyepkuBaeT-
cs1, uto KaHT oTKasbIBaeTcs OT MHCTPYMeHTaIb-
HOTO OTHOIIIeHN K XVBBIM cyllecTBam®. B Goib-
IIMHCTBE TUX MCCIIeIoBaHWI peddpeHOM 3BYUNT
MBICJIb O HeIOITyCTMMOCTU B ydyeHun KaHTa xe-
CTOKOrO OOpallleHMs C XVMBBIMM CYIIeCTBaMM W
HeOIpaBIaHHOIO VX MCHOoIb3oBaHMs . ITpu sToM
MaJIo MccilefloBaHUM O ToM, kak KaHT mpoTtuso-
IIOCTaBJ/IsIeT MHCTPYyMEeHTaJIbHOMY OTHOIIEHUIO K
HpUpOIie OCO3HaHVIE ee BPakIeOHOCTYI UesTIoBeKY®.
DTO ycyrybsisercss pgmoM apryMeHTOB ITPOTUB
aHTPOIIOLIEHTPM3Ma. B gacTHOCTH, IpencTaBuUTe-
7V T7TyOMHHOV 3KOJIOTMM TI0JIaraloT, UYTo B Kade-
CTBe JIOTMYeCKOVI TIOCBUIKM B yTBep>XKIeHUM 00 mc-

* O mpusHanmy KaHTOM BHYTpeHHeV 1IeHHOCTM JXMUBBIX
CyITIeCTB depe3 0DOCHOBaHUE TeIeoI0rMIecKoro IOfIX0-
ma cM., Hanpumep: (Gillroy, 1998). Kpuctura Kopcruapz
BBISIBJISIET HENOCTATKV KAHTOBCKOT'O YUEHWMS U TeM He Me-
Hee VIMEHHO Ha ero OCHOBaHWVI OIIpeesIsieT, II0oUeMy MBI
JIOJDKHBI OTHOCUTBCS K KMBOTHBIM KaK K TOMY, YTO 00JIa-
IaeT BHyTpeHHel neHHOCTHIO (Korsgaard, 2018).

* OO0 yrBepxumenun KaHTOM HeMHCTPYMEHTIBHOV
LIEHHOCTV XXVBBIX CYIIECTB UL 4eJloBeKa ImIeT [KoH
O'Hunn (O’Neill, 2001, p. 164—165). B cBoro ouepens,
Xertera BaprieH nosicHsIeT, KaKyM 00pa3oM uesIoBeK MOXKeT
ZIeVICTBOBATh II0 OTHOIIEHVIO K JKMBBIM CyIIecTBaM (He
JIOMISIM) MOPAJIbHO OTBETCTBEHHBIM CIIOCOOOM M IIOYeMY
3TO OTHOIIIEHVe, Ha IIepBbIV B3IJISA/ HallpaB/IeHHOe Ha TO,
YTO XOPOIIIO IS JIFOIEV! PV VX B3aVIMOIEVICTBUW IPYT C
IpyroM, He sBjisieTcsi MHCTpyMeHTasIbHBEIM (Varden, 2020).
5 Jlapa denwnc nmomuepkusaet, 4ro, 1o KaHry, xxectokoe
oOpallleHve C >KMBOTHBIMV VI HEOIIPaBIAHHOE VX VCIIOJIb-
30BaHVe BelleT K erpaalii 4ejIoBeKa 1 HeBO3MOXKHOCTH
COBepIIaTh MOPAIBHBIV IIOCTYIIOK II0 OTHOIIEHNIO K PY-
rum JsorsM (Denis, 2000). Kaposr Xam Takke ykasblBaeT
Ha TO, YTO KOCBeHHBIe 0053aHHOCTM, KOTOPbIe MBI IMeeM
II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K JXMBOTHBIM, He OITyCKalOT OTHOCUTBCS
K HMM KaK K MHCTPYMeHTaM I IIPOM3BOJIEHOIO VICIIONb-
30BaHVS VIV JlefTaTh 13 Hux Tpoden (Hay, 2020, p. 179).

® 3HaumMbl B 9TOM Borpoce pabots! ITona I'avtepa, xo-
TOPEBIVI OOparaeTcs, HallpuMep, K Ipo0ieMe Bpaxmeo-
HOCTM IPUPOJIBI [IJIsl YejloBeKa B CBS3M C IPOsiCHEHUEeM
KaHTOBCKOV KoHIernmuy c4acTes (Guyer, 2014).
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the need to treat living beings for their own
sake, for their own good (Svoboda, 2015,
p- 107), and show how the philosopher feels
about the intrinsic value of living beings or
might have felt if he had made some chang-
es to his own conception.’> Some works stress
that Kant renounces an instrumental attitude
to living beings.* The majority of these stud-
ies point out as a refrain that Kant consid-
ers inadmissible cruel treatment or improper
use of animals.” Meanwhile few authors de-
scribe how Kant juxtaposes the instrumental
attitude to nature and awareness of its hos-
tility to human beings.® This is compounded
by arguments against anthropocentrism. For
example, the advocates of deep ecology be-
lieve that the logical premise underlying the
claim that human being can use nature as
he/she sees fit, puts human being above na-
ture (Mathews, 2001, pp. 225-226). Anti-an-
thropocentrist Jean-Marie Schaeffer (2007,
pp. 23-25) goes still further believing that

the doctrines which assert “human exclu-

3 On Kant's acceptance of the intrinsic value of
living things through a teleological approach see, for
example, Gillroy (1998). Christine M. Korsgaard (2018)
reveals the shortcomings of Kant’s teaching and yet
uses it to argue why we should treat animals as having
intrinsic value.

* On Kant’s assertion of the non-instrumental value of
animals for human beings see John O’Neill, (2001, pp.
164-165). Helga Varden (2020) explains how man can act
with regard to living beings (non-human) in a moral and
responsible way and why this attitude, seemingly aimed
at what is good for people when they interact with one
another, is not instrumental.

®> Lara Denis (2000) stresses that according to Kant cru-
elty to, and improper use of, animals leads to human
degradation, so that people cannot act morally towards
other people. Carol Hay (2020, p. 179) also argues that
indirect obligations we have toward animals preclude
treating them as instruments which can be used at will,
or turning them into trophies.

¢ Important in this case are the works of Paul Guyer
(2014), who among other things looks at the problems of
nature’s hostility towards human beings in connection
with Kant’s conception of happiness.



TIOJTIb30BAaHMUY IIPVUPOMIBI TaK, KaK YeJIOBeK CUMTaeT
HY)KHBIM, MBICJIUTCS BO3BBIIIIEHVE YejloBedecTBa
Haz Hent (Mathews, 2001, p. 225—226). A cTopos-
HUK aHTHaHTponoleHTpusma JKan-Mapu Illed-
dep 11 BOBce cUMTaeT, YTO IOKTPUHBI, YTBEpXK/a-
IOIIIVie «UeJI0OBeYeCKYIO VCKJIIOUMUTEIbHOCTh», Tpe-
OyIOT IOHMMaH YesloBeKa Kak «BHeIIPMPOIHOIO
cymectsa» (eddep, 2010, c. 41). Hledpdep yOe-
XKJIeH, 4TO JII00OV CTOPOHHMK Te3Vica O uesioBeye-
CKOVI VICKJIIOYMTEILHOCTM He IIOHMMaeT, KaKOBO
IIOJJIIHHOE MeCTO JeJIoBeKa B IIpUpozie, U HeIoo-
LIeHVBaeT ee BJIMsIHYE (B TOM 4NCIIe BpaXeOHoe)
Ha Hero B CVJIy OHT(OJIOT)MUeCKOr0  pa3phIBOB.
HexpuTiaHO NIpUHSTHIE, 3TV apryMeHTBHI CBU-
JIeTeJIbCTBYIOT B IIOJIb3y TOro, 4to KaHT He crioco-
OeH BBICTPOWUTH KPUTMKY B OTHOIIEHUM MHCTPY-
MEHTaJIBHOTO TIOfIXOMa K IIPUPOLIE, U [Ta’Ke CTaBsAT
II07], COMHeHVIe 3HauMTeJIbHYIO YacTh MHTeJUIeKTY-
aJIbHOTO HacjIeysi HeMelkoro druiocoda: ecim
OpuHATh Touky 3peHus Illeddepa, To okasbiBa-
ercsd, uto KaHT BBICTpamBaeT CBOIO 3TUKY U Te-
JIeOJIOTMIO Ha MJUIIO30PHBIX OcHOoBaHMAX. Hampo-
TUB, IIPOsICHEHVIE STVYECKOrO U TeJIe0IOrMUecKOro
yuenun KaHTa 11071 HaT¥CKOM KPUTHKM CO CTOPO-
HbI PpaHITy3cKoro dniocoda 3almiaeT vx u oT-
KpbIBaeT HOBBIV ITyTh pacCMOTpeHMs prstocopmm
KaHTa n1 ee 3HaYeHMs 1151 SKOJIOTMYECKOVT STUKAL.
VHCcTpyMeHTasIbHOe OTHOIIIeHVe K IIpUpoae Mo-
KeT OBITh M3YUeHO C TOYKM 3peHVs ero orpaHmye-
HVIS1 3a CUeT ITPU3HAHMS CTIETIOro «MeXaH3Ma IIpY-
OB, KOTOPBIVI YKa3blBaeT Ha 3aBVCHIMOCTD YeJIo-
BeKa OT «BCeX 3€MHBIX CO3IaHMUVI» 1 JIeVICTBYOIIVIX
xaoTndecku cw1 npupopsl [loctymposanme xe
KanToM 3Trdeckoro mocTyrka B IpUpoOae MOXKET
OBITH pacCMOTPEHO KaK pe3ysIbTaT IOHVMAaHVI:
IIpUpoIa CYIIeCTBYeT He [IJId TOro, 4YToOBI obectIe-
unTh OJIaXKEHCTBO (CUacThe) YejloBeKa M B IIEJIOM
rapaHTIpPOBaTh €ro CyIllecTBOBaHVe Ha 3eMle.
[TprHMMas BO BHMMaHMe 3KCIIAHCUIO BJIacTU
4esIoBeKa Hajl IIPVPOOV, COITPOTMBIIEHIE TIOCTIe -
Hell 1IeJIsIM JeJjioBeKa ¥ HeoOXOIMMOCTb yTBep-
XJaThb OCMBICJIEHHBIe CTpaTerny IOBelleHMs II0
OTHOIIIEHUIO K XMBBIM CYIIIeCTBaM, 5 IUIAaHUPYIO
IIPOACHUTD 3HaueHMe prtocopun KanTa B 3K0-
JIOTVIYEeCKOV 3TUKe IIOCPeiCTBOM KOHCTPYWpOBa-
Hu ero auasiora c [lledpdepom — cTopoHHMKOM
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siveness” consider the human being to be a
creature “outside nature”.” Schaeffer is con-
vinced that anyone who supports the human
exclusiveness thesis does not understand the
true place of the human being in nature and
underestimates its influence (including hos-
tile influence) on human beings owing to the
ont(olog)ical rupture.

To an uncritical eye, these arguments seem
to suggest that Kant is unable to make a case
against an instrumental attitude to nature and
even call in question much of Kant’s legacy: if
we accept Schaeffer’s point of view it turns out
that Kant builds his ethics and teleology on il-
lusions. In contrast, clarification of Kant’s ethi-
cal and teleological doctrines in the face of an
attack by the French philosopher protects them
and opens up a new avenue for the study of
Kant’s philosophy and its significance for eco-
logical ethics. The instrumental attitude to na-
ture can be discussed in terms of limiting it by
recognising the blind “mechanism of nature”
which points to the human being’s dependence
on “all the earth creatures” and the chaotic
forces of nature. Kant’s positing of the ethical
act in nature can be seen as the result of the
awareness that nature does not exist in order to
ensure humans’ happiness or even to guaran-
tee human existence on earth.

Considering the human’s growing power
over nature and its resistance to human goals
and the need to adopt meaningful strategies
of behaviour towards living creatures, I pro-
pose to take a closer look at Kant’s philosophy
in ecological ethics by constructing a dialogue
between him and Schaeffer who declared “the
end of human exclusiveness”. This dialogue is
aimed, on the one hand, at bolstering Kant’s

7 “L’homme comme étre non naturel.”
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Te3Vca O «KOHIIe YeJIOBEUECKOM MCKITIOUMTEIbHO-
CTM». DTOT AMAJIOL, C OTHOV CTOPOHBI, HaIlpaBJleH
Ha aTIoJIOT IO STUYECKO U TeJIeOIOrMYeCKOV KOH-
nennm KanTa B ycsioBusX Mx KpUTUKMY, a € gPy-
rovi — BayKeH [IJIsI TOrO, YTOOBI IIOKa3aTh, B KAKOM
wiaHe yueHne KaHTa npusHaeT IoguMHeHVe Je-
JI0BeKa JeVICTBYIOIIMM XaOTMUYeCcKy CrjlaM IIPUpo-
JIbI, TO €CTh MeXaHW3M IIPUPOIbl, JOITyCKaeT Kpu-
TUKY MHCTPYMEHTaJIbHOTO OTHOIIeHUs K Hewl U
JeMOHCTPUpPYeT COIIaCOBAaHHOCTH TaKOVI KPWUTU-
K1 C OOOCHOBaHVEM BBICIIIETO IIpeTHA3HAYEHIS
4esiopeKa. Mosi paboTa COCTOUT M3 Tpex JacTevl.
B mepBovi yacTu 4 1okasbiBaro, B ueM criennduka
TeJIeOJIOrMYeCcKIX M TUYecKnx Bo33peHun Kanra
VI TI0YeMy OHV HeCOBMeCTVMBI C OCTYJIMPOBaHU-
eM «KOHIIa YeJIOBeUeCKOV WICKITIOUUTEITFHOCTII».
Bo BTOpOM "yacTu s 1eMOHCTPUPYIO, KaK BO3MOX-
Ha arosIorus 3Tux BosspeHun KaHTa B ycIoBusx
VIX KPUTUKIL. B TpeTwent wacTu s posCHAIO rpa-
HUIIBI MTHCTPYMeHTaJIbHOIO OTHOIIIeH WS K ITPUpPO-
Ie B TesteosiormyeckoM yuenum Kanra. B aTovt ua-
CTU 51 paccMaTpuBaro, KakmM oOpa3om obparrieHme
Kanra K cj1eiomy MexaHU3My HPUPOALI OrpaHN-
uyBaeT MHCTPyMeHTa/IbHOe OTHOIIIeHVe K Hel, U
JieJ1aro BbIBOZ, 00 OOBeIVIHEHUN B YUeHM HeMell-
Koro ¢dumstocoda Tesrca 0 UesIoBeYeCcKON VICKITIO-
UUTEJIBHOCTY C WHTYUIIMSAMMU IIpeJicTaBuTesIel
[JIyOMHHOW 3KOJIOTMM, B 11eJIOM — CTOPOHHMKOB
aHTMAHTPOIOLIEHTPM3Ma KaK TaKOBOIO.

1. XK.-M. llledpdep contra V1. Kaut

ITpencraBuTenb coBpeMeHHOV paHITy3CKOM
Mmbiciu Illeddep yTBepkmaeT, 4TO JII000V, KTO
MBICJIVIT YeJIoBeKa KaK «HeIIPUPOIHOe» CYIIeCTBO,
MPOTUBOPEUNT 11eJIOMY CIIeKTPY 3HaHWUI B 00Jia-
CTV eCTeCTBeHHBIX I TyMaHUTapHBIX HayK, B 4acT-
HOCTY TOMY IIpOr'peccy B IIO3HaAHWM JesIoBeKa, KO-
TOPBIVI OBUI JOCTUTHYT B OVIOJIOT MV, HEVIPOJIOT WA,
stostorvm u ricuxosiornu (eddep, 2010, c. 10).

ITpexne uem mepenT K 1iedpdepoBCKOM Kpu-
THUKe Te3lca O UeJIoBeYeCKOV VICKITIOUNTeIbHOCTH,
obpaTuM BHMMaHVe Ha CHeIudUKy 3TUYecKoro
U Tejleosiormyeckoro ydeHuit Kanra, cyTp koTo-
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ethical and teleological concepts which have
come under attack and, on the other hand,
it is important in order to show in what way
Kant’s teaching recognises the human being’s
amenity to the chaotic forces of nature, i.e. the
mechanism of nature, allows critique of the in-
strumental attitude to it and demonstrates that
such critique is congruent with the concept of
the highest calling of humanity. My article con-
sists of three parts. In the first part I character-
ise Kant’s teleological and ethical views and
show why they are incompatible with the pos-
iting of “the end of human exclusiveness”. In
the second part I demonstrate possible apolo-
gias of Kant’s views in the face of criticism.
In the third part I clarify the limits of the in-
strumental attitude to nature in Kant’s teleo-
logical teaching. I argue that Kant’s turning to
the blind mechanism of nature limits the in-
strumental attitude to it and conclude that the
German philosopher’s teaching combines the
thesis on human exclusiveness with the intu-
itions of the representatives of deep ecology
and anti-anthropocentrism in general.

1. Jean-Marie Schaeffer contra
Immanuel Kant

Modern French philosopher Schaeffer (2007,
p- 15) maintains that anyone who considers the
human being to be a “non-natural” creature
challenges the whole spectrum of knowledge
in the sphere of natural and human sciences,
notably the progress in human knowledge
achieved in biology, neurology, ethology and
psychology.

Before coming to Schaeffer’s critique of the
thesis of human exclusiveness let us pay atten-
tion to one feature of Kant’s ethical and tele-
ological teachings, namely the juxtaposition



POVI COCTOUT B YTBEeP K/I€HWMV OMIIO3UILIV MeXIy
npuponon 1 pasymoM. B «Kpurtuke mpakTmyecko-
ro pasyma» KaHT IoCTylImpyeT 3TUKY, OCHOBaH-
HYIO Ha CIIOCOOHOCTM dYeJjioBeKa COBepIaTh HU-
yeM He 00ycCJIOBJIEHHOe KpOMe pa3yMHOV CII0CO0-
HOCTW JIeVICTBIE, TO €CTh COXPaHSITh aBTOHOMMIO.
KanT ropoput o 3akoHOIaTeILCTBe pasyMa, KOTo-
PBITI ABJIsieTCs ITPUUMHHOCTBIO Boiu (AA 05, S. 46;
KanT, 1997, c. 389). CoracHo dwmtocody, pasym,
rocTuras To, 4To AOJDKHO [eslaTh, OOHapyX1Ba-
€T MOpPaJIbHBIN 3aKOH Kak ocoObIvi dakT (AA 05,
S. 47, Kanr, 1997, c. 391) 11 BBICTyIIaeT «OIpefiesIsiio-
1M ocHoBaHVMeM Boim» (AA 05, S. 44—45; Kawur,
1997, c. 383). DTo, B CBOIO OUepe[ib, BefleT K yTBePXK-
IIEHUIO CBepX4dyBCTBeHHOV mpuponsl (AA 05,
S. 47, Kanr, 1997, c. 392—393), wym cBobomsl. B
3TOM MOMEHTe VI OCYIIeCTBJISIeTCs 3HauMMoe JIJIs
3TUKM IIPOTUBOIIOCTaBJIeHVIe IIPUPOIBI M pa3yMa,
1ockosIbKy 11t KaHTa Bosis, onpenerigemast pasy-
MOM M yKasblBalolllas Ha BO3HMKHOBEHIe CBepx-
YyBCTBEHHOVI IIPUPObI, IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISETCS
TaKoW BoOJle, KOTOpas oIlpefesigeMa M0 3aKOHaM
npupozsl (AA 05, S. 55; Kanr, 1997, c. 415Y’.

B tenreonorvm Kant BepakaeT HajeXxy Ha TO,
YTO MPUPOIY MOXKHO MBICIUTB KakK Ilejlecoobpas-
Hy10. Heobxommmocts Takoro MemuieHwnst Kant
dopMmypyeT Kak pellleHne IpoOieMbl, KOTO-
pyio oH ctaBuUT B «KpuTuke IIpaKTHYeCKOro pas-
yMa»: 3aKOH CBOOOJIBI «IOJDKeH OBITh IIpMIMeHeH K
IIOCTYIIKaM KaK K COOBITMSM, KOTOpBIEe IIPOVICXO-
JI4T B UyBCTBEHHO BOCITPMHVMaeMOM MUpe ¥ II0-
CTOJIBKY, CJIeIOBaTeIbHO, IIpMHajIeXaT K IIpUpo-
ne» (AA 05, S. 68; Kant, 1997, c. 455). Borrpoc myis
KaHta cocTonT B TOM, KaK MOXeT IOPsIIOK CBOOO-

7 Corarmyck ¢ riosuivert Borraexa Kosbipsl, yTBepxma-
forrero, 4To B dprstocodpum KanTa MeI meeMm [1e710 ¢ 1o-
HVIMaHVeM CBOOOJIbI, KOTOpasl He IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIETCS
HOMOJIOTTYECKOMY JIETEPMUHIM3MY (€r0 MOPaJIbHOV BEp-
cvn): «Libertas, cilocoOOHOCTB K IIPOM3BOJIIBHOMY BBIOOpY,
He eCTh KaHTOBCKas Itapazmrma ceobozbl» (Kosbrpa, 2018,
c. 55). Konuermmro Kanra MoxHO 0003HAYMTh KaK HO-
MOIIEHTPW3M, B paMKax KOTOPOro IrpobiieMaTm3upyeTcs
COIJIacOBaHMe 3aKOHOB IIPUPOJIBI I MOPAJIBHOTO 3aKOHA
7, KaK s IUIaHMPYIO TI0Ka3aTh, MMEIOT MeCTO KaK aHTpPO-
TIOLIEHTPVICTCKME CIOXKETBI, TaK ¥ IIPSIMO MM IIPOTMBOIIO-
JIOXKHBIE.
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of nature and reason. In the Critique of Practi-
cal Reason Kant postulates ethics based on the
human being’s capacity to perform acts based
on nothing but his/her reason, i.e. to remain
autonomous. Kant speaks of the legislation
of reason which is the cause of the will (KpV,
AA 05, p. 46; Kant, 2015 pp. 40-41). Accord-
ing to Kant, reason, in grasping what ought
to be done, reveals the moral law as a special
fact (KpV, AA 05, p. 47; Kant, 2015, p. 41) and
provides the “determining ground of the will”
(KpV, AA 05, pp. 44-45; Kant, 2015, p. 39). This,
in turn, leads to the assertion of supersensible
nature (KpV, AA 05, p. 47; Kant, 2015, p. 41),
or freedom. At this point the ethically import-
ant juxtaposition of nature and reason occurs,
since for Kant the will, determined by reason
and pointing to the emergence of supersensi-
ble nature, is opposed to the will determined
according to the laws of nature (KpV, AA 05,
p. 55 Kant, 2015, p. 47).8

In teleology Kant expresses the hope that na-
ture can be thought of as purposive. Kant for-
mulates this as the solution of the problem he
raises in the Critique of Practical Reason: “A law
of freedom “is to be applied to actions as events
that take place in the sensible world and so,
to this extent, belong to nature” (KpV, AA 05,
p. 68; Kant, 2015, p. 57). For Kant, the question
is, how can the law of freedom be applied to
nature?’ Judging about it from the position of

8 I would go along with the position of Wojciech
Kozyra (2018, p. 55), whereby in Kant’s philosophy
we have an interpretation of freedom which is not op-
posed to nomological determinism (its moral version):
“Libertas, the power of arbitrary choice, is not a Kantian
paradigm of freedom.” Kant’s concept can be called no-
mocentrism which problematises the congruence of the
laws of nature and the moral law and in which, as I in-
tend to show, there are anthropological elements as well
as directly opposite ones.

? Andrew Cooper (2016, p. 38) offers a felicitous expla-
nation of this: “a new way of thinking about nature and
freedom: a way of conceiving this world as a place hos-
pitable to humanity’s moral calling”.
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IpI ObITH IIpVIMeHeH K npupone®. CyxreHne o Heil
C TIO3VILIVM 11eJIecO00pa3HOCTY TIO3BOJIAET eMy 3a-
KJIFOUUTB, YTO YeJIOBeK MOXKeT IoJlaraTh OpraHm3-
MBI KaK I1eJI/ IIPUPOfIBI (B HUX BCe SBJISeTCs Cpell-
CTBOM U 1I€JIBIO), & MOPAJIBHOTO CyOBbeKTa — B Ka-
yecTBe KOHEUHOW 11eJI IIPUPObl, KOTOpasl Haxo-
AUTCS 3a ee npedesiaMi. B Terreonorny viMeHHO B
3TOM MOMEHTe OCYIIeCTBJISeTCSl IPOTVBOIIOCTaB-
JleHvie ITpuponpl u pasyMa. CornacHo Kanry, gesto-
BeK MOKeT Ha/IeAThbCsl, UYTO eCThb IOPSAIOK IIPUPOLIBL,
B KOTOPOM BCe, UTO SIBJISIETCSI OpraHmyecKmm, oOy-
CJIOBJIEHO 1 BHYTPEeHHe I1e1ecooOpa3sHo, a eCTh Ha-
XOAAIIINVICA 3a ero IIpefeaMy IIOPSIOK pasyMa, B
KOTOPOM BO3MOXKHO IlejlecooOpasHoe JIeviCTBIe, HO
PV 5TOM BepIINTCS HeoOyC/IOBIIeHHOe 3aKOHOIa-
TeJIbCTBO B OTHOIIeHMM 11ettent (AA 05, S. 435—436;
KanT, 2001, c. 711). ITpuMeHMMOCTh 3aKOHOB CBO-
Gompl K TIOpsANIKY Tpuponbl KaHT MbIcanT B cuity
HpezosiaraeMoVt KOrepeHTHOCTV 3TVUX ITOPSIIKOB,
COBIAJIAOIINX 10 CTPEeMJIEHUIO JOCTUTaTh eI,
HO Pas/IMYHBIX 110 OCHOBAHWSIM 3TOI'O CTpeMJIeHNSL.
Otnueckoe yuenme KaHTa, TakuMm o0OpasoMm,
HpeIVChIiBaeT 4YeJIoBeKYy IHOCTyIaTbh B COOTBET-
CTBUM C €TO pa3yMHOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO VI [I€VICTBO-
BaTb aBTOHOMHO, TO eCTh He 3aBVICeThb OT OIperle-
JISIOIIVIX BOJIIO 3aKOHOB IIPUPOLIBI (4eJIOBEK B 3TOM
CJIy4yae IPOTVMBOIIOCTABIISeT cedsi Kay3asIbHO-Tle-
TePMUHUPOBAHHOMY  MeXaHU3My  IIPUPOIBI).
ITpupony KaHT MBICIINUT KaK TO, YTO IIPOTVBOIO-
JIOKHO «IIOPSIIKY CBOOOIBI», YCTaHaBJIMBA€MOMY
pa3syMoM, 1 TOJIBKO TeJIeoJIorndeckoe Cy>XKeHue O
Hev1 (TO ecTb CyXKJeHVe O HeVl C IO3ULIUN 1ieJIeri)
BBIpa’kaeT HazleX 1y Ha TO, YTO B IPUPOJIe eCTh I10-
PSIIOK, KOTOPBIVI KOPPEIMpPYeT ¢ pasyMHOV Iesi-
TeJIbHOCTBIO. BeprnmHa 3Toro mprpoaHoro nopsji-
Ka Haxo[WTCd 3a ero IpefeslaMu 1 IpeJcTaByIgeT
cobovt MOpasIb Pa3yMHO IOCTYIIAIOIIEro CyObeKTa.
Yro Illeddpep npormsonioctasiser Kanty?
CHauasla HY>XHO cKasaTh, uTo KaHT OTKpBIT
kputuke c nosuuuu Illedpdepa, mMocKoIbKy Ké-

8 DOuppro Kynep 3ameuaTesIbHO IIOSCHSET 3TOT MOMEHT:

KaHT oTcramBaeT «HOBBIVI CIIOCOO MBIIUIEHWS O HIPUPO-
Zle M cBoboyIe: crrocod BOCIPUSATVS STOTO MMpa Kak To-
CTEIPUMMHOTO MeCTa, ITOIXOASAIIEro IId MOPaIbHOIO
pu3BaHus yestopeuectsa» (Cooper, 2016, p. 38).
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purposiveness leads to the conclusion that the
human being can see organisms as natural ends
(in them everything is a means and an end) and
the subject is the final end of nature which is
beyond its boundaries. In teleology it is at this
point that nature is juxtaposed to reason. Ac-
cording to Kant, the human being may hope
that there is order in nature whereby every-
thing that is organic is justified and internally
purposive, and there is the rational order that is
beyond it in which purposive acts are possible,
but non-conditioned laws are made with regard
to end (KU, AA 05, pp. 435-436; Kant, 2000,
p- 302). Kant thinks that the laws of freedom
are applicable to the law of nature, assuming
the coherence of these orders which coincide in
that both seek an end, though the grounds for it
are different.

In sum, then, Kant's ethical doctrine in-
structs the human being to act in accordance
with his reasonable capacity and act autono-
mously, i.e. not to depend on the laws of nature
which determine the will (the human being in
this case challenges the causally-determined
mechanism of nature). Kant thinks of nature as
something that is opposite to the “law of free-
dom” established by reason, such that only te-
leological judgment of it (i.e. judgment in terms
of ends) expresses the hope that there is or-
der in nature correlating with rational order.
The final end of this natural order is beyond
its boundaries and represents rational being as
moral being.

What is Schaeffer’s answer to Kant?

First, it has to be said that Kant is open to
criticism on the part of Schaeffer because he be-
longs to the tradition that proclaims man’s ex-
clusiveness. Schaeffer (2007, p. 25) interprets it
in the following way: “In his properly human
essence man is not part of the natural order [...]
and has a status which is radically irreducible
to the status of other beings that make up the



HUTCcOeprckmit pvyiocod OTHOCUTCS K TPauIInL,
3adBJISIONIENI O YeJIOBeUecKOW VCKIIIOUMTeIbHO-
cru. Ileddep noHmmaeT ee ciemyrommm obpa-
3oM: «[lo cBoel1 cOOCTBEHHO YesI0BeUecKOV CyIIl-
HOCTW 4eJIOBeK U3BSAT U3 IIPUPOITHOro MopsaKa. ..
1 obJlafaeT CTaTycoM, paJMKaIbHO HeCBOIVIMBIM
K CTaTyCy BCeX IPOUYMX CYIIeCTB, COCTaBJISIONIIVIX
M3BeCTHBIVI HaMm Mup...» (Ledpdep, 2010, c. 18).
CorytacHo dpanIty3ckoMy dputocody, HeoOxomm-
MO OTKa3aThCsl OT 3TOV YCTAaHOBKYM CO3HAHMSA U IO-
HSITh, UTO «HAC HeJIb3sI BBIPBIBATD M3 CJIOXKHOTO U1
HEeYCTOVYMBOro KOMIUIeKca (POpM KM3HM, COCY-
ITIeCTBYIOMTMX HbIHe Ha 3emyte» (Tam xe, c. 9).

Onmpasch Ha TPOUUTHPOBAHHOE CYXIIEHVe,
[Meddep BecTymmaeT B 60ppOy ¢ OCHOBHBIMM IIPU-
3HaKaMM Te3¥ca O UeJI0BeUeCcKOV MCKIIIOUMTe IbHO-
ctu (manee — Tesuca). OH BbICTyIIa€T IIPOTUB OH-
TOJIOTMYECKOro yasin3Ma, OHTUYECKOro pa3phbliBa,
IHOCEOIIeHTPU3Ma, TeJIe0JIOTMY, aHTVHATY pajIv3-
Ma ¥ T.JI. DTV HO3UIINI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, O3Hava-
IOT II0JIaraHye pas3pbiBa B YesloBeKe MeX/1y TeJIoM
U pasyMOM, MeX/1y JIIOABMU ¥ OCTaJIbHbIMU pop-
MaMM KM3HU, OIpefesieHVie CYITHOCTY dYeJioBe-
Ka VCKJIIOUYMTEIIHHO B €r0 Pa3yMHOV CTIOCOOHOCTY
I CaMOro yeJioBeKa Kak IIeJIM IIPUPOJIbI, a TaKxke
TpeboBaHVIe IIpY M3y YeHMM er0 TaKOro IO3HaHMS,
paaMKaIbHO OTJIMYHOIO OT CPECTB, C IIOMOIIBIO
KOTOPBIX MBI ITO3HAE€M OCTAJIBHBIX JKVBBIX CYIIIECTB
1 HeoplyIlieBsleHHY0 nipupony (Tam xe, c. 20—22).
ITockoeKy Bce 3T mpmsHaky Tesvica OTHOCATCS
K KaHTOBCKOMY YY€eHMUIO, BbISBIJIEHVIE VX O3HAYaeT,
YTO OHO HECOBMECTVIMO C OCO3HaHMeEM «KOHIIa Je-
JIOBEUeCKOV VICKITIOUTEITBHOCTI».

Kputuka dpaHIry3cKmM MbICIMTeIeM IIpU3Ha-
k0B Te3wca XOTs1 11 BayKHa, HO HeJIOCTaTOYHa 11715 IT0-
HVUMaHM IPOTUBOCTOSHI NIBYX KoHIIernm. Ha
MOV B3IJISIZL, 1L TOTO YTOOBI ITOHSTh, KaKM 00pa-
3oM Te3uc [lledpdepa o «KoHIIe UeT0BEUECKON VIC-
KJIIOUMTEJIbHOCTI» He COBIajiaeT ¢ duiocoduent
Kanta, HeoOxoayMo TakXke ydecTb cOOCTBEHHBIE
CyXIeHns (PPaHITy3CKOTO MBICIIUTEIIS O KyJIBTY-
pe 1 comyMe. [IpuHsAB B KauecTBe OCHOBaHMS Te-
3VC, UTO UeJIOBEK He MOXKeT OBbITh M3BST U3 IIPUPO-
nel, Hledpdep yTBepkaaeT, uTo KyJIbTypa — OfVH
13 TJIaBHBIX IIPV3HAKOB OMOJIOrMM YesloBeKa, CO-

93

S. A. Martynova

world we know [...].”"° According to the French
philosopher, it is necessary to give up this at-
titude of mind and understand that “we can-
not be plucked out of the complex and unstable
complex of life forms coexisting on the earth”!!
(ibid., pp. 13-14).

On the basis of the above-quoted judgment
Schaeffer challenges the main propositions of
the thesis on human exclusiveness (hereinafter,
the Thesis). He opposes ontological dualism,
the ontological rupture, gnoseo-centrism, tele-
ology, anti-naturalism etc. These propositions,
accordingly, posit a breach between body and
reason in human beings, between people and
the other forms of life, define the human’s es-
sence solely through his/her reasonable capaci-
ty and the human being him/herself as the goal
of nature. Furthermore, in the study of man
these propositions call for a kind of knowledge
radically different from the means by which we
cognise other living things and inanimate na-
ture (ibid., pp. 26-29). Inasmuch as all these fea-
tures of the Thesis also apply to Kant’s doctrine
their disclosure means that the doctrine is in-
compatible with the “end of human exclusive-
ness”.'?

Schaeffer’s critique of the features of the
Thesis is important but not sufficient for un-
derstanding the confrontation between the two
concepts. In my view, in order to understand
in what way Schaeffer’s Thesis about the “end
of human exclusiveness” diverges from Kant’s
philosophy we have to take into account
Schaeffer’s own ideas about culture and soci-
ety. Proceeding from the proposition that the

10 [...] dans son essence proprement humaine, I’homme est

exempté de I'ordre naturel — c’est-a-dire de 'ordre du monde
[...] et posséde un statut radicalement irréductible a celui des
autres entités qui composent ['univers tel que nous le connais-
sons [...].”

" “Du méme coup nous ne saurions nous extraire de l'en-
semble complexe et instable des formes de vie qui coexistent
actuellement sur terre.”

12 “Ia fin de 'exception humaine” .
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LVaJIBHOCTh — BBIpaKeHVe OMOJIOrIuecKon CIierl-
VdUKM, colViaIbHble, MEHTaIbHBIE, KYJIBTYpPHBIE
daKTBI CyTh He UTO MHOe, KaK 0coOble Ovostoriye-
cKme (peHOMEHBI, O0JTaIaroNIyie COOCTBEHHO Kay-
3astpbHOCTHRIO (Tam xe, c. 168 —177).

Vexoms m3 cobctBeHHBIX ITpesicTasrieHni Llled-
depa o0 KyJIBType 1 COLIMyMe V1 er0 KPUTVUKM IIPpU-
3HaKoB Tesvica, CTAaHOBMTCS ITOHSATHO, KaKMM 00-
pa3oM yueHIMe O KOHIIe UeJIOBeYeCKOVI VICKIIIOU-
TEJTBHOCTVI IIPOTMBOCTOUT STUUECKVIM VI TeJIe0JIO-
rudeckuM BosspeHmsiM Kanra. Bo-riepsbix, [led-
dep 3asBiIgeT 0 HEBO3MOXKHOCTV CYIIIECTBOBAHISA
aBTOHOMHO JeVICTBYIOIero cyOobekTa (OH Bceria
HAeTepMUHMPOBaH IIPUPOION) ¥ TOBOPUT O Kay-
3aJIBHOCTM, KOTOpasli He VIMeeT CBepXIIPUPOIHO-
ro ocHoBaHus. Bo-Bropeix, lleddep mperenmyer
Ha orpoBepkeHMe MbpIcii KanTa 0 HeoOxommmo-
CTV TeJIEOJIOTMYEeCKOrO PAcCMOTPEHMS IIPVPOLIbL,
TO €CTh PACCMOTPEHMS €€ C IIO3UITNM 11eJlecoo0pas-
HocTy. HeBo3MoyxHOCTB Terteortorvnu Hleddep mo-
CTYJIMpYeT Yepes3 oOpallieH1e K PsiTy BbIBOIOB 3BO-
JTIOLIVIOHVCTOB. A MIMEHHO: YM — JIOKaJIbHOE 3BO-
JIIOLIVIOHHOE ITPeVMYILIeCTBO, 11 er0 PasBUTHe Y JII0-
Jievt He JTaeT HMKAKMX OCHOBAHW BUIETh B HUX KO-
HEYHYIO TOYKY OTHOJIVIHEVIHOVI 3BOJIFOLI, Oortee
IIpOCThle BUIBI (HAIIpMMep, BUPYCHI, OaKTeprin)
IIPOIOJDKAIOT 3BOJIIOIIVIOHVPOBATH, YeJIOBEK 3aBl-
CUT OT 3KOJIOTMYECKOV HECTaOVIIBHOCTY, IIPVI 3TOM
€ro KOTHUTVBHO-COLIVaJIbHbIe CTpaTerni IIpyCIIo-
cobrierms HeHaneXXHE! (Tam xe, c. 158 —162).

MoxHo cziesiaTh CiIe[IyIOIINIL BbIBOM, O IIPOTH-
BOCTOSTHMM 1By X MbIciiTestent. Konriers led-
depa cTaBUT 107] COMHEHME 3TIYeCKOoe U TeJleo-
sormdeckoe yyeHms KanTa. CoriracHO HeMeItkomy
dmtocody, ocHOBaHMEM STUKM SIBJIS€TCS aBTOHO-
MWL BOJIV, TO €CTh 3aKOHOIIATEeILCTBO pa3yMa, KO-
TOPBIVI IEVICTByeT He OOyCJIOBJIEHHO. B Teseosto-
ruv KaHT 3asBi1geT 0 HeOOXOOMMOCTY 17181 UesIo-
BeKa MBICTIUTH IIPUPOLY € HO3NUIINM MeslecooOpas-
HOCTU I MBICJIUTH ceDs B KauecTBe ee KOHEUHO
nenn. llledpdep xe 3asgpiseT 0 HEBO3MOXKHOCTM
AaBTOHOMHO [IeVICTBYIOIIEro CyObeKTa, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky 4eJIOBeK Bcerja IeTepMUHMPOBaH IPVIPOIOW,
VI O JIOKHOCTV TeJIeOJIOrMYeCKIX BO33PeHN, I10-
CKOJIBKY YeJIOBeK — OIHA W3 BO3MOXHBIX (POpM
JKM3HM, KOTOPOVI MOIJIO OBI (MOXXET) 71 He OBbITb.
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human being cannot be taken out of nature,
Schaeffer holds that culture is one of the main
properties of human biology (ibid., p. 168), that
sociality is a manifestation of biological fea-
tures, that social, mental, and cultural factors
are but special biological phenomena which
have their own causality (ibid., pp. 209-210).

Proceeding from Schaeffer’s conception of
culture and society and his critique of the The-
sis we can see where the teaching on human
exclusiveness contradicts Kant’s ethical and
teleological views. First, Schaeffer declares that
an autonomously acting subject is impossible
(as it is always determined by nature). Second,
Schaeffer challenges Kant’s view concerning
the need to see nature teleologically, i.e. from
the position of purposiveness. Schaeffer bol-
sters his claim that teleology is impossible by
invoking several conclusions of the evolution-
ists. These are: intelligence is a local evolution-
ary advantage. That people have developed it
is no reason to see it as the end point of uni-
linear evolution; simpler species (for example,
viruses, bacteria) continue to evolve, the hu-
man being is vulnerable to ecological instability
while the cognitive-social strategies of adapta-
tion are unreliable (ibid., pp. 188-194).

The following conclusion concerning the
confrontation between the two thinkers sug-
gests itself. Schaeffer’s concept calls Kant’s eth-
ical and teleological teaching into question.
According to Kant, the foundation of ethics
is autonomy of the will, i.e. the law of reason
which is not conditioned by anything. In teleol-
ogy Kant declares that the human being should
regard nature from the position of purposive-
ness and him/herself as its final end. Schaef-
fer claims that an autonomously acting subject
is impossible inasmuch as the human being is
always determined by nature and teleologi-
cal views are false because the human being is
one possible form of life which may or may not
have been.



2. Ar1os10TMsI 3TMYEeCKOM
M TeJIeoJiormueckon Kounenmmi Kaura

Kax MOXHO 3aIlIMTUTh 3TUUYECKYIO U TeJIe0sIo-
I'UecKyro KoHIlernmu KaHTa ¢ ygeToM mx KpUTH-
k1? Cpasy oTMeuy, 4TO 3a7a4a COCTOUT He TOJIBKO
B TOM, YTOOBI OIPOBEprHyTh BozpaxkeHms llled-
depa, HO 11 0OHaApPYXUTH, Bceraa ju Tesuc mrHo-
pUpyeT HaxoXIeHVe JejloBeKa BO BJIaCTU IPUpPO-
1B, TIOCKOJIBKY 3TO BBISIBJIEHME II03BOJIUT IIepevi-
TV K KOPPeKTHOMY ITOHVMMAaHMIO 3KOJIOIMYeCcKMX
B3r1110B KanTa. CHavasia paccMOTpuM, BEpHO JIl,
uto nocrynupyeMas Illedpdpepom kaysaabHOCTE,
KOTOpasi Bcerda VMeeT IPUPOIHOe OCHOBaHIUE,
oIposepraet 3Tnueckoe yueHue Kanra.

Korna [ledpdep roBopuT 0 NprpogHOM OCHO-
BaHWM Kay3aJIbHOCTV, OH OTMeYaeT OOYCJIOBJIeH-
HOCTB 4eJIoBeKa IIPUPOLION, JIs Yero IIpuBiIeKaeT
JIaHHBIe 3BOJIIOIIMIOHHOV TeOPUM 1 TeOPUM ecTe-
CTBEHHOro orbopa. bostee Toro, oH ykasplBaeT Ha
CUTyallMIO caMOOOMaHa, ecyIv MBI IoJIaraeM, 4To
MOYKeM BBIVITHM 3a IIpefiestsl Iprponbl. Kakmm o0-
pa3oM uesioBeK MOXeT CO3/laBaTh KyJIbTY PHBIV KOJI
0e3 reHeTMYecKoro Koma? — crparivsaet llled-
dep. OTBeuas Ha cBOVI BOIIPOC, PpaHITy3CKUM Pu-
J10c0d TIOCTYIMPYeT Hepa3pbIBHYIO CBsI3b KYJIBTY-
PBI ¥ IPUPOLIBI Ha OCHOBE TOT'O, YTO MBICJIUT CaMy
KYJIBTYpPy KaK BO3SHMKAIOIIYIO Uepe3 B3arMOer-
CTBUE C «IPyTVIMI YPOBHSIMMU BUIOBOM OMorpam-
MBI 4JesioBeKa». COrslacHO 3TOVI JIOTVIKE, KYJIBTYp-
HBIVI Kof, OasupyeTcsi Ha TeHeTUYeCKOM Kofe U
nofpasyMeBaeT pas3BUTVIe, COXpaHeHe U V3MeHe-
Hue popM Kofa mpupogHoro. Kax Ovl uesioBek HI
mIbITasicd, OH He MoxeT, nonaraet 1lledpdep, yntn
OT IIPUPOLBI (HaIIpUMep, OT TeHeTYeCcKOro Koza),
U ero 3ajlada — OCO3HATh CBOIO HeM30eXHYIO 3a-
BUICVIMOCTD OT Hee. VI/UIIO30pHBIVI OTpPBIB YesloBe-
Ka OT IPUPOIbl JOJDKeH OBITh 3aMeHeH Ha 0CO3-
HaHVIe 4eJIOBEKOM KYJIBTYPBI U COLMyMa Kak Ovo-
JIOr4ecKyx PeHOMEeHOB, KaK CBOVICTB Omosioriye-
CKOrO BUJIa, KaK OpraHM3allMIOHHbIX 1 (PYHKIIVO-
HaJIbHBIX YPOBHel1 OrorpaMMebl Yestoseka (Tam ke,
c. 178). CoumanbHble, KyJIbTypHble, MEHTa/IbHbIE
daKThl, KOHEUHO, 00JIaJaIOT CBOMM HU K UeMy He
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2. Apologia of Kant’s Ethical
and Teleological Concepts

How can Kant's ethical and teleological con-
ceptions be protected in the face of their cri-
tique? First of all, I should note that the task
is not only to refute Schaeffer’s objections but
to find out whether the Thesis always ignores
the fact that humans are under the power of
nature; for the answer to this question will al-
low us to understand Kant’s ecological views
correctly. Let us first see if it is true that the
causality postulated by Schaeffer and which al-
ways has a natural basis, refutes Kant’s ethical
teaching.

When Scheffer speaks about the natural
foundation of causality, he notes that the hu-
man being is conditioned by nature, invoking
data of evolutionary theory and the theory of
natural selection. Moreover, he notes the situa-
tion of self-deception when we assume that we
can transcend the boundaries of nature. How
can humans create the cultural code without
the genetic code? is Schaeffer’s question. In an-
swering, the French philosopher postulates an
unbreakable link between culture and nature
because he sees culture as arising from the in-
teraction with “other levels of the human’s
biogram”. According to this logic, the cultural
code is based on the genetic code and implies
the development, preservation and change of
forms of the natural. Try as he would, Schaef-
fer argues, the human being cannot get away
from nature (e.g. from the genetic code), so
that his task is to become conscious of his in-
evitable dependence on nature. The illusion of
the human being breaking away from nature
should be replaced by his/her consciousness
of culture and society being biological phe-
nomena, properties of the biological species, as
organisational and functional levels of the hu-
man biogram (ibid., pp. 211-212). Social, cultur-
al, and mental facts do, of course, make their
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CBOIVIMBIM Kay3aJIbHBIM BO3/IEVICTBYEM, HO OcoDast
Kay3aJIbHOCTb CBOVICTBEHHA ¥ JTIOOBIM APYTVIM Op-
raHM3alVOHHBIM ¥ (PYHKIIVMOHAJIBHBIM yPOBHSIM
OuorpaMMm XVBBIX CYIIIECTB.

Kaxk ocymectsuts anosormo Kanra?

Illeddep mrITaeTcs mokasarb HEBO3MOXKHOCTH
V3BATON U3 IPUPOAEl Kay3aIbHOCTY. Bo3HMKaeT
BOIIpOC, HaxoauTcs i KaHT B IJleHy WLTIO3UN
OTHOCUTEJIBHO BO3MOKHOCTM J1JIs1 UeJIoBeKa OITpe-
HeIsATh cebdd 3a ImpereaMi IIPUPOIHON 00yCIIOB-
JIEHHOCTY, KaK 3TO YTBepXIaeT (paHITy3CKUII
MBICJIUTETIB? DTOT BOIIPOC cerrdac SIBJISIeTCs IIpefl-
MeTOM OOJIBIIVX AVMCKYCCUV 38 CUeT OTKPBITU B
o0J1acTy HeVIpOHAyKM, U o TIoJIarao, YTo pas3ind-
HBIe OTBETHI Ha Hero 3aBVCST OT BBIOPaHHOTO IIOI-
X0J1a K VICCIIeZIOBAaHMIO CBOOOIBI BOJIVA

Tak, Xenpuk Bastsrep cumraet, uTo HeoOXOIM-
MO PpacCMOTpPeTh CBOOOMY BOJIM C TOUKM 3peHMs
Hevtpodmiocodpnn. YTBepX1aeMbIil M KOHLIEIIT
€CTeCTBEHHOVI aBTOHOMMV O3Ha4aeT, YTO CUJTbHAs
BepCysi CBOOOIIBI BOJIV HEBO3MOXKHA, 11 YeJIOBEK MO-
JKeT JIeVICTBOBATh MHAaYe TOJIBKO TPV MUHVIMAJIBHO
pasmmaarornyxcst oocrositeniberBax (Walter, 2001,
p- 300—302). DTOT KOHILIENT TaKXe IOfpa3yMeBa-
€T, YTO UeJIOBeK CIIOCOOeH B HEKOTOPOV CTeleH
CBOOOJTHO JIeTICTBOBATE, OIIPeesIATh ce0sl 1 yIIpaB-
7ATh cobont B mmerortxcs yerosrsx (Ibid., p. 8). U
17151 OOBSICHEHMS TaKOrO CBOOOTHOTO, OCO3HAHHO-
T'O V1 BOJIEBOTO JIEVICTBIISL He TpelyeTcs IIOCTYIINPO-
BaTh PasyM KaK CBEPX3MIMpUYecKoe OCHOBaHVe
BOJIVI, IOCTATOYHO TOBOPUTH O JIEVICTBUM «IIO IIO-
HATHBIM IpyaviHaM» (Ibid., p. 31). VHbBIMU ci10Ba-
Mu, BasibTep moKasbIBaeT, YTO MOXKHO MBICJIUITD Ue-
JIOBeKa Kak JIeVICTBYIOIIero B HeKOTOPOVI CTelleH!
CBOOOIIHO 1 OIIpesiesIsIoIIero ceds, IIpy 3TOM HYX-
HO TIOHVMaTh, YTO OH AEVICTBYeT TeM WJIV MHBIM
00pa3oM, TIOCKOJIBKY IPMHAIJIEXUT IIPUPOTHO-
My MUPpY. SIBJIsleTcs I 3TOT MUP IIOJIHOCTBIO fie-
TePMVHVPOBAHHBIM IV HET, He MMeeT IIPUHIIN-
mvaIbHOro 3HadeHms. CIIeACTBMEM TaKOroO pac-
CMOTpPeHMs CTaHOBATCS yTBepXKaeHus Baysrepa o
TOM, YTO «MBI HeCeM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, KOI7Ia JIevi-
CTBVSI IIPOVICXOMISAT TI0 HAIIIVIM COOCTBEHHBIM IIPU-
uyHaM» (Ibid., p. 291, a moBeneHME, B XOme KOTO-
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causal impact not reducible to anything, but
then special causality is characteristic of any
other organisational and functional levels of
the biograms of living beings.

What can be the apologia of Kant?

Schaeffer claims that causality removed
from nature is impossible. The question aris-
es, is Kant labouring under an illusion that it
is possible for the human being to determine
himself outside the natural conditionality, as
Schaeffer maintains? The question is being in-
tensely debated today because of discoveries in
the field of neuroscience, and I believe that the
answers differ depending on the approach to
the study of free will.

Thus, Henrik Walter holds that freedom of
will should be studied from the viewpoint of
neuro-philosophy. His concept of natural au-
tonomy means that the strong version of free
will is impossible and the human being can act
otherwise only if the difference between cir-
cumstances is minimal (Walter, 2001, pp. 300-
302). This concept also implies that the human
being is able to some degree to act freely, deter-
mine and control him/herself under given cir-
cumstances (ibid., p. 8). To explain such a free,
conscious and volitional act there is no need
to postulate reason as a supersensible founda-
tion of will, it is enough to postulate “acting for
understandable reasons” (ibid., p. 31). In other
words, Walter argues that the human being can
be thought of as acting to some degree free-
ly and determining him/herself, provided we
understand that he/she is acting in one way
or another because he/she belongs to the nat-
ural world. Whether or not the world is total-
ly determined is not critical. As a consequence,
Walter claims that “we are responsible when
our actions ensue for reasons that are our own”
(ibid., p. 291), and the behaviour whereby we
determine ourselves is not the result of rational
thought, “instead we learn to make clever and
socially responsible decisions with the aid of



poro Mbl cebsi orperierisieM, He SBJIS€TCS pe3yilb-
TaTOM PallIOHAJIBHBIX Pa3MBIIUIEHNUV, «BMECTO
3TOTO MBI YUMMCS OPVHMMATh Pa3yMHBIe 11 COLV-
aJIbHO OTBETCTBEHHBIE PeIeHVIsI C IIOMOIIIBIO SMO-
> (Ibid., p. 290), «amormoHapHas UKCHpPO-
BAaHHOCTb VHOITIA OrpaHMYMBAeT KOTHWUTVBHYIO
rubkocTs» (Ibid., p. 291).

Muyro nosummio o3ByunsaeT Ckor Cexon. On
IIPVIMEHSIET TeJIe0IOTMYeCKII TTOIXOM, IS VICCITe-
ZIOBaHMS CBOOOJIBI BOJIV VI YTBEPXKIIAET, UTO «Te Cy-
JKJIeHs, K KOTOPBIM IIpV3bIBaeT TeJIe0JIOr MUecK
B3IVISIZL, — 3TO CY>KIEHs, KOTOPbIe MBI JIeJIaeM TI0-
CTOSTHHO, OHM He OTHOCSITCSI K BOIIPOCaM, 110 KOTO-
PBIM HaM HY>KHO JXKIaTh HEVIPOHAYYHBIX VICCIIEIO-
BaHWMV MO3Tra, He TOBOPsI yKe 00 MCCITeIOBaHSIX B
00JIacTVI KBAHTOBOVI MEXaHWIKV ¥ TEOPUM Xaoca»
(Sehon, 2016, p. 212). VI meno He B TOM, UTO y Te-
JIEOJIOTTYECKOTO ¥ HeIPOHAYYHOI'O IOIXOIO0B pas-
Has 00JIacTh HpVIMeHeHVIs, HalIpoTuB, 1o Cexony,
OHVI JAIOT Pa3Hble ITPeICTaBIeHs 00 OITHOM VI TOM
e coObITHM. Kak 3TV pa3Hble IpecTaBIeHVs BO3-
MoXHBI? CornacHo CexoHy, IIpV VCIIOJIb30BaHVV
TeJIe0JIOrYeCKOro TIOIX0a MBI He 3a7aeMcsi BO-
IIpOCaM¥ O TOM, OBIJIO JIV TIOBeIeH Ve UetoBeKa 00-
YCIJIOBJIEHO 3aKOHAMM IIPVIPOIBI VIV COOBITMSIMU
nporwioro. Mel poKycrpyeM BHMMaHVe Ha pas-
YMHOM JIeVICTBUW UeJIoBeKa B COOTBETCTBUN C €rO
1IeJIIMY, TO eCTh Ha cBobomHoM nevicteum (Ibid.,
p- 131). Teneosnormyecknit OAXOL, ITO3BOJISET IIO-
HSTh, II0YEMY UeJIOBEK HeCeT OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a
CBOVI PellleH s, VICIIBITBIBAeT CThI], OCO3HAET CBOIO
BIHY, HeCeT HaKa3aHVe VIV, HallpOTWUB, 3aciTy>KI-
BaeT II0XBaJIy I YYBCTBYeT ce0si XOPOIIIO OT COBEP-
menHoro fevictsus (Ibid., p. 7—22).

3HAYMMOCTD TeJIeOIOTMYEeCKOV YCTaHOBKM IIO
OTHOIIIEHWIO K JeTEPMUHM3MY COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
OHa OOBSCHSET, KaK BO3MOXXHA CBOOOIIa BOMV, B
TO BpeMsl KaK eCiIV IIPUIePKMBAThCS TOJIBKO Jie-
TEPMMHVCTCKOTO ITOZIXO0a, TO HUKAKOe IeVICTBIe
HeJIb3sl paccMaTpmBaTh Kak csodbomHoe (Ibid., p. 3).
JIOTIOJTHUTEIBHO 3aMedy, YTO TeJIeOJIOrMUecKIit
TIOZIXOf], TIO3BOJISIET PAcCMOTPETh CBOOOY BOJIM U
OTBETCTBEHHOCTh TaK, KaK 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO CJIe-
JaTh B paMKax KOHIIeNIINMM BasibTepa, TIOCKOJIBKY
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our emotions” (ibid., p. 290), “being emotion-
ally fixed sometimes restricts dangerous cogni-
tive flexibility” (ibid., p. 291).

Scott Sehon articulates a different position.
Using a teleological approach to study free
will he argues that “the sorts of judgments
called for by the teleological view are the sort
of judgments we make all the time — they are
not matters on which we need to wait for neu-
roscientific studies of the brain, let alone issues
of quantum mechanics and chaos theory” (Se-
hon, 2016, p. 212). It is not that the teleologi-
cal and neuroscience approaches are applied
in different areas, on the contrary, according
to Sehon, they yield different representations
of one and the same event. How are such dif-
ferent representations possible? Sehon believes
that when we use the teleological approach
we ask whether or not a person’s behaviour
was determined by the laws of nature or past
events. We focus attention on a person’s rea-
sonable behaviour in accordance with his/her
goals, i.e. on a free act (ibid., p. 131). The tele-
ological approach explains why a person is re-
sponsible for his/her decisions, feels shame or
guilt, sustains punishment or, on the contrary,
deserves praise and feels good about his/her
act (ibid., pp. 7-22).

The teleological approach to determinism
is impotent because it shows how free will is
possible, whereas if one sticks only to the de-
terministic approach no act can be seen as free
(ibid., p. 3). I should add that the teleological
approach makes it possible to see free will and
responsibility in a way that is impossible with-
in the framework of Walter’s concept because it
reduces free action to brain activity. Although
the neuro-philosophical study of free action is
important, the teleological approach shows that
it is not enough to see the human being as be-
longing to nature to understand the reasons
that make him/her act as he/she does.
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OH pemyIIMpyeT CBOOOIHOe MIeVICTBIe K MO3TOBOM
aKTMBHOCTU. XOTd Hevrpodusiocodpckoe paccMo-
TpeHMe CBOOOIHOrO AEVICTBUS M SIBJISIETCS BaXk-
HBIM, TeJIe0JIOrMUecKMT ITOIX07], yKa3bIBaeT Ha He-
JIOCTaTOYHOCTh PaCCMOTPEHMs UejloBeKa Kak Ipu-
HajljleXXallero IIpupoze, YToObl TOHMMATh IIPU-
UYHBI, TI0 KOTOPBIM OH JIEVICTBYET.

Beprnemcsa x yteepxpenuto Illedpdepa o He-
BO3MOYKHOCTY JIJIsl YeJloBeKa OIlpefiesisiTh cebs 3a
npeyieslaMi IPUPOIHON o0yciioBsieHHocTH. Oue-
BuaHO, uto lleddep Bo MHOrOM O11130K Bassre-
Py, Tak Kak dpanirysckumn dpuiocod HacTarbaeT
Ha «OMOoJIOryeckoM HaTypasin3Me», B paMKax Ko-
TOPOr0 MOXKHO ITPU3HATH CIIeIUUecKyIo pealb-
HOCTBb CO3HATeJIbHBIX COCTOSIHUIL, HO HeJIb3sl CKa-
3aTh, YTO OHM HempupoaHsbl Ilomarato, uTo Te-
JIeOJIOTMYeCKUI TIOfIXOfl, IIpersioxkeHHbIT Cexo-
HOM 1J1s HOHMMaHMsI CBOOOIBI BOJIM, OrpaHUYN-
BaeT 1 nipeteHsun Illedpdepa Ha TO, YTOOHI CUM-
TaThb HEBO3MOXHBIM [IJIsI 4eJloBeKa OIIpelesIsiTh
cebs 3a mpemesiaMy IIPVIPOIHON OOYCIIOBJIEHHO-
ctu. Aneiursanus [lledpdepa k HerrpoHaykaMm Kak
eIVHCTBeHHO HaJIeXKHOMY OCHOBaHWMIO /1151 00bsC-
HeHMs CO3HaHMs He[JoCTaTOYHA: CO3HaHMe U CBO-
Oomy BOJIM MOXXHO OOBSICHUTB KaK paboToV MO3-
ra, TaK ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTBIO UeJIoBeKa JIeVICTBOBATh B
COOTBETCTBUM CO CBOMMM 1ieJIsiMu Oe3 oOpariieHms
K IPUYMHHOCTY, OOYCJIOBJIEHHOW ITPUPOIHBIMU
nporieccamm. TakmM 0Opa3om, Ge30roBOpoOUHO Co-
rnamarbest ¢ lledpdpepom 1 Bassrepom 1 roso-
PUTH O TOM, UTO CO3HaHWe U BOJI He MOT'YT OIIpe-
HeJIAThCS TeM, YTO CBepX HPUPOMIbI, IO KpartHer
Mepe IIpeXKIeBpeMeHHO’.

® Hyxso emte yunrsiBats, uro Korga llleddep rosopur
0 JeJIoBeKe KaK CYIIeCTBe, KOTOpOe He MOXeT ObITh BHe
HIPVPOMIBL, TO OH HOIIyCKaeT II0 MEeHBIIell Mepe IIBe VH-
Teprperanyi: 1) 4eJoBeK He MOKeT BBIVITH 3a HpeesIbl
MIPUPOIHOTO IeTEPMUHM3MA, U 2) CIIOCO0 [IeVICTBUS de-
JIOBEKA He [IOJDKeH OBITh IIPOTMBOIIOCTAaBJIEH TOMY, YTO
ecTb B npupope. B nepsom ciyuae c Ileddepom enpa
JIM MOYKHO COIJIACUTBC, IIPeIIiosiaras Haymdame cBOOOIbI
Boin. Bo BropoMm ciryuae Llleddep, o Beeit BUIMMOCTH,
mpas. D1o noaTrsepxaaeT 1 CexoH, Korja HacTavBaeT Ha
HEKOTOPOW rpaaiun: GaKTepui CriocOOHBI K CaMOIBY-
JKeHMIO, 4YTO He MOXeT ObITh 0D03HaueHo KaK cBOOoOa
BOJIM, YeJIOBEK CIIOCOOEH K IieJleHallpaB/IeHHOMY U OT-
BETCTBEHHOMY IIOBEIEHVIO, a MEeX/Ty STUMWU JABYyMsI CIIO-
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To go back to Schaeffer’s claim that it is im-
possible for the human being to determine
him/herself outside natural conditionality.
Clearly, Schaeffer is close to Walter on many
points inasmuch as he insists on “biological
naturalism” within which it is possible to ad-
mit the specific reality of conscious states, but
it is impossible to say that they are not natural.
In my opinion, the teleological approach pro-
posed by Sehon limits Schaeffer’s claim that
it is impossible for the human being to deter-
mine him/herself outside natural conditional-
ity. Schaeffer’s appeal to neurosciences as the
only reliable foundation for explaining con-
sciousness is not sufficient: consciousness and
free will can be attributed to the work of the
brain as well as to the human being’s capacity
to act in accordance with his/her goals with-
out looking at natural foundation of causality.
Therefore to agree with Schaeffer and Walter
that consciousness and will can be determined
by that which is supersensible would be prema-
ture to say the least.”

Let us now pass on to the question of the
truth of Schaeffer’s thesis that we cannot and
need not see nature teleologically? His critique
of teleology assumes an evolution of living or-
ganisms that makes it impossible for the human
being to claim to be the pinnacle of the “lad-

% One also has to bear in mind that when Schaeffer
speaks about the human being as a being that cannot be
outside nature, this lends itself to at least two interpre-
tations: 1) the human being cannot go beyond natural
determinism, and 2) the human being’s mode of action
cannot be opposite to what is in nature. In the former
case one can hardly agree with Schaeffer if one believes
that free will exists. In the latter case, Schaeftfer is proba-
bly right. This is confirmed by Sehon (2016, pp. 139-140),
when he insists on a certain gradation: bacteria are ca-
pable of self-movement, which cannot be designated as
free will; the human being is capable of purposive and
responsible behaviour, and in between these two capac-
ities there is a large area of what animals can do.



Terieps cTouT TIEpenTI K BOIIPOCY, HACKOJIBKO
BepeH Tesuc [lledpdpepa o ToM, UTO MBI He MOXeM 1
HaM He HY>XHO pacCMaTpyBaTh IPUPOLY TesIeosIo-
I'M9ecKn. B ocHOBe cBOeVt KpUTMKM TeJIe0JI0r ML OH
TojlaraeT TaKyIO 3BOJIIOLVIO XKVMBBIX OpPTraHM3MOB,
[PV KOTOPOVI YeJIOBEK He MOYKET IIPeTeHI0BaTh Ha
TO, YTOOBI OBITH BEPIITITHOV 3BOJIIOLIVIOHHOV «JIECT-
HuIe kuBbIX cymiects’. CormacHo Hleddepy,
yM — TOJIBKO JIOKaJIbHOE 3BOJIIOLIVIOHHOE IIpeVMYy-
IIIeCTBO, YTO He JlaeT BU/IeTh B YeJIoBeKe KOHEUHYIO
TOuKy onHoimHevHOM 3Bottorv (Iledpdep, 2010,
c. 158), HeT HUKaKMX IIOATBEP)KIEHWII 3BOJIIOLIV-
OHHOTO ycIlexa Halllero Bua (BpeMs CyIlecTBOBa-
HusA Homo sapiens coctasiisieT 2% B 0OIIIeM BpeMe-
HU McTopum poda Hominina B 11€J10M), 11 COCyIIle-
CTBYIOIIIME C YeJIOBEKOM JIIOOble Ooslee IIpOCThIe
BUZIBI IIPOIOJDKAIOT 3BOJIIOIMOHNPpoBaTh (Tam e,
c. 158—-160). bortee Toro, llledpdpep HacTamBaeT Ha
BpakIeOHOCTV IPVPOLIBI UesIoBeKY. JIFoOOITBITHE
B 3TOM IUIaHe BbICKa3blBaHMs (ppaHITy3cKoro u-
s10codpa 0 HEBO3MOKHOCTYM TOBOPUTDH 00 3BOJIIOLIV-
OHHOM YyCIIexe Halllero Brja, II0OCKOJIBKY Y Hero He
camasd yaauHas aganTaryg. OHa ocyIlecTBIIsgeT-
csi Ormaromapsi COIMaTbHO-KOTHUTVBHBIM CTpaTe-
TUSIM, VI TPV SKOJIOTMYECKMX ITOTPSICEHMSIX VIMe-
FOIIIAsICSL Cceyiyac afamnTaliisl dejioBeKa IIOCTaBUT
II07, yTpo3y cylriecTBoBaHMe Bcero Bua (Tam xe,
c. 160—161).

Kak mokaszarb, UTO TeIeoyIorvsi BO3MOXHA, U
MOXKHO JIM OOHapyXuTh B yueHun KaHTa mMHTY-
VLIV TpeacTaBuTeIIeNn FHy6VIHHOT7I SKOJIOTUN U
CTOPOHHMKOB aHTMaHTPOIOLIEHTPI3Ma KaK TaKo-
BOTo?

KanTOBCKas Tesieorormsi OCHOBaHa Ha IIpef-
CTaBJIEHWVI, YTO MBI HE MOXeM CYIAUTH O IPOIyK-
TaxX IPUPOABI TOJIBKO KaK O MexaHm3Max'. Ilo-

COOHOCTSMM CyIIIeCTByeT OOJIBIION AMalia3oH TOrO, YTO
MOTYT XMBOTHBIe (Sehon, 2016, p. 139 —140).

10y Iledpdepa 3BOTIOIMOHHAS TEOPWS U TeJIEOTOTHS
IpOoTMUBOIIOCTaB/IeHk! Apyr Apyry. Ho [Ixervc JlenHOKC
000CHOBBIBaeT HEIIPOTMBOPEUMBOCTL Teopun JapsrHa 1
testeontormm (Lennox, 1993). TIpucyTcTBue Terreonormdae-
CKOVI YCTAaHOBKM B 3BOJTIOIIMOHHOV TeOPWM Takke 0OHa-
pyxwmi1 Oteen Xwmibcon (Gilson, 1971). Ha coenvuenne
3BOJTIOITMIOHHOVI TEOPUM ¥ Tesleosiornm B yueHun Karra
ykasbiBaeT Asiekc Koan (Cohen, 2020, p. 134).

' Tlo KaHTy, 00BSCHIUTB 9TO-TO MEXaHMCTIYECKN — 3Ha-
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der” of living beings." According to Schaeffer
(2007, p. 189), the brain is only a local evolu-
tionary advantage, such that the human being
cannot be seen as the end point of unilinear
evolution; there is no proof of the evolutionary
success of our species (the time of the existence
of Homo sapiens accounts for 2% of the total his-
tory of the Hominina as a whole), while simpler
species coexisting with humans continue to
evolve (ibid., pp. 190-191). Moreover, Schaeffer
insists that nature is hostile to human beings.
Interestingly, he argues that our species can-
not claim to be an evolutionary success because
its capacity to adapt is not particularly good.
The human being adapts thanks to socio-cog-
nitive strategies, but in the event of ecological
upheavals human existence will be threatened
(ibid., pp. 193-194).

How shall we that teleology is possible and
can we find in Kant’s teaching intuitions of rep-
resentatives of deep ecology and anti-anthropo-
centrism as such?

Kant’s teleology proceeds from the prem-
ise that we cannot judge about the products of
nature as mere mechanisms."” Because we ob-

' With Schaeffer, the evolutionary theory and teleolo-
gy are opposed to each other. But James Lennox (1993)
proves that Darwin’s theory and teleology do not con-
tradict each other. Etienne Gilson (1971) also finds teleo-
logical elements in the evolutionary theory. Alex Cohen
(2020, p. 134), too, points to the link between the evolu-
tionary theory and Kant’s doctrine.

»  According to Kant, to explain something mecha-
nistically means to point out such interaction between
parts or forces as well as the result of this work when
the whole does not determine parts (McLaughlin, 1990,
p- 153; Ginsborg, 2006, p. 42). Angela Breitenbach (2014,
p. 138) clarifies the problem of the boundaries of the me-
chanical: in Kant’s teaching mechanical causality is not
capable of explaining the laws of nature, and inade-
quate for the study of the living in nature as such. Mar-
cel Quarfood (2006, pp. 743-744) explains the problem
of the boundaries of the mechanical in Kant in a similar
way: correct identification of the organic as organic is
impossible without supplementing the mechanistic ex-
planation with a teleological one.
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CKOJIBKY B IIPUpPOJIe MBI MOXXeM HaOJIIoaTh caMo-
BOCITPOV3BeIIeHIe, CAMOPETYJIAIIO I caMopere-
HepallyIO OpraHM3MOB, a PV Cy>KIIeHWUI O HUX VC-
TIOJIB3YeM pas3yM, TO MCCIIeZIoBaTh MbI VX JTOJKHBI
C TOUYKM 3peHMsI KOHeuHbIX IIpuunH. To ecTh Mbl
JOJDKHBI MBICJIUTB OPTaHM3MBI KaK IIeJIV IIpupo-
Ibl, Ipefirosiaras Mx BHyTPeHHIO liejlecooOpas-
HOcTh'?. TToMMMO paccMOTpeHMsI OpraHwm3MOB C
TOYKM 3peHMsl KOHeuHbIX ITprumH KaHT mperjia-
raeT MpeCTaBUTh CUCTEMY IieJiert. B cBsi3u ¢ aTmM
OH TOBOPWUT O BHEIIHeVl I1eJIecO00pa3sHOCT U O
IIPOVICXOXKIEHWM XVBBIX CYIIIeCTB OT OOIIIelt IIpa-
Matepn. K BHeITHer 11e51eco00pa3sHOCTVI OTHOCUT-
Csl NpU200HOCMb TIPUPOMBI IJIS KMBBIX CYIIECTB
(KpoMe uejIOBeKa) M ee 10.1e3H0Cb A1 YejloBeKa
(AA 05, S. 367, KanT, 2001, c. 547). ITpu mccrtemno-
BaHUM ITPOVICXOXKIIEHWMS JKMBBIX CYIIIECTB OT 00-
mevi Tpamarepyt KanT ocrysmpyert 1ierrecoobpas-
HYIO OpraHM3allMIO XMBBIX CyIIIeCTB, a TaKXe TO,
YUTO IPVHLINII IIeJIeVl IIposBIIsieTcss OoJIbllle BCero
B 4eJIoBeKe, TO eCTh B IIPUPOJIe eCTh JBVKeHVe OT
TBOPEHWVI MeHee 11e1ecoo0pa3Hovi POPMEL K TBO-
peHMsIM Oosiee 11e71eCOO0Pa3HbBIM, B X071 KOTOPOTrO
cdopmumpoBaBIIIVecs: BUIbI OOJIbIIIe He MEHSIOTCS
(AA 05, S. 418—420; KanrT, 2001, c. 667—671).

4YUT yKaszaTbh Ha TaKoe B3aMMOJIEVCTBYe YacTe VIu CUJl,
a TaKXKe Pe3yJIbTaT 3TOV PaboTEI, TPV KOTOPHBIX Iiejloe He
onpenerrter yactu (McLaughlin, 1990, p. 153; Ginsborg,
2006, p. 42). ITpobrremy rpaHNMIl MeXaHUYIECKOTO IIOSCHS-
et AHrena bparrenbax: B ygenum Kanra mexaHvdeckast
Kay3aJIbHOCTh HeIOCTaTOYHa He TOJIBKO I OObACHEeH S
3aKOHOB IIPUPOJIbL, HO U I pacCMOTpeHMsl B IpUpofie
JKMBOTO Kak Takosoro (Breitenbach, 2014, p. 138). Cxoxwvim
obpaszoM ITpobrieMy rpaHMIT MexaHUdIeckoro y KaHra 1mo-
scHser n Mapcens Kyapdyn: 6e3 moronHeHmMs MexaHN-
CTMYeCKOro OOBSICHEHVIS TeJIe0JIOTMYeCKM HeBO3MOXKHA
KOppeKTHas uaeHTUUKaIIMI OpraHndeckoro Kak opra-
Hyeckoro (Quarfood, 2006, p. 743 —744).

12 B xauecTBe OCHOBaHWV TEJIEOJIOTMTYECKOTO CY>KIEHVIS
VICCIIeZIOBaTeIV MBICJIST OIBIT WM IeSTeJIbHOCTh pasyMa.
Tax, Ixermc KperiHe nmojuepkrBaeT 3Ha4MMOCTD OITbITa
(Kreines 2005, p. 284). 51 pa3BMBaIo 3Ty MBICJIb I B CBOE
CTaThe yKasbplBalo Ha TO, YTO HECIIOCOOHOCTb B OIIBITE
CXBaTUTh CaAMOOPTaHM3aIINIO OPTaHW3MOB CTaBWUT IO
COMHeHMe TeJleolormyeckoe cyxmaenne (Martynova,
2020). Yro Kacaercss porm pasymMa B TeJIeOJIOTYeCKOM
cyxaeHum, To bpantenOax goKasblBaeT IPUHIINIIAIEHOE
3Ha4YeHWe aHaJIOTMM MeXIy IpaKTUYeCKMM pasyMoM
VI LeJISIMV IIPVIPOABL IS TEJIeOJIOITYEeCKOrO CY>KIeHVIS
(Breitenbach, 2014, p. 132). Habwis Xamwup ykasbiBaeT
TakKe Ha 3HAYMMOCTH IejleliojlaraHus TeOopeTNdecKM
pasymom (Hamid, 2018).
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serve self-reproduction, self-regulation and
self-regeneration of organisms, and in judging
them use reason we should investigate them
from the viewpoint of final causes. That is, we
should think organisms as the natural ends,
assuming their internal purposiveness.' In ad-
dition to examining organisms in terms of fi-
nal causes Kant proposes presenting a system
of ends. He speaks about external purposive-
ness and the origin of living creatures from a
common foremother. External purposiveness
includes the advantageousness of nature for
living creatures (other than human beings) and
its usefulness for human beings (KU, AA 05,
p. 367; Kant, 2000, p. 239). In investigating the
origin of living beings from a common fore-
mother Kant postulates purposive organisation
of living creatures and the fact that the princi-
ple of ends is manifested most of all in human
beings, i.e. nature’s movement from less teleo-
logical creatures to more teleological creatures
in the course of which species once formed
do not change (KU, AA 05, pp. 418-420; Kant,
2000, pp. 287-288).

Obviously, the Kantian doctrine of a sys-
tem of ends is only partly vulnerable to Schaef-
fer’s critique which is based on the recognition
of continuous evolution of species and of the
fact that the human being is not the most de-
veloped form in the biological sense. Even so,
should we agree that Schaeffer’s arguments
call the Kantian teleology into question? I do

16 Researchers see experience and the activity of reason

as grounds of a teleological judgment. James Kreines
(2005, p. 284) stresses the importance of experience. I
elaborate on this idea in my article and argue that inabil-
ity to apprehend self-organisation of organisms from
experience calls into question a teleological judgment
(Martynova, 2020). As for the role of reason in teleolog-
ical judgment, Breitenbach (2014, p. 132) demonstrates
the crucial importance of the analogy between practical
reason and the natural ends for a teleological judgment.
Hamid (2018) also points to the significance of goal-set-
ting by theoretical reason.



OueBnIHO, UTO KAHTOBCKOE yUeHVIe O CCTeMe
11eJIeVl TOJIBKO OTYaCTV IOIaj1aeT 1oy, meddepos-
CKYIO KPUTHMKY, KOTOpasi OCHOBaHa Ha IIPM3HaHUM
HellpeKpalljalomiercs 3BOIIOLNI BUAOB U TOrO,
UTO YeJIOBEK He SBJISIeTCS CaMOVI Pa3BUTOM B Ovo-
JIorvyeckoM IulaHe popmont. Tem He MeHee HeoO-
XOIAMMO JIN cortacuThbest, uTo Aosoasl Llleddepa
CTaBAT O]l COMHEHVe KaHTOBCKYIO TeJIeOJIOrIo?
Sl nonarato, uro HeT. VI ipepyiararo oOpaTuTh BHU-
MaHVe Ha Ipr3HaHye KaHToM B Tej1eosiormnm Toro,
YTO UeJIoBeK 3aBVICUT OT IIPUPOJIBI, KOTOpasi CTa-
BUT CYIIIeCTBOBaHVE dYesoBeKa IION BOIIPOC (Me-
xaHM3M I1puponbl). To ecTh s xo4uy MOKas3aTb, YTO
ykasaHusa Illedpdepa Ha KpaiiHIOIO HeyCTOMYM-
BOCTB UeJIoBeKa Kak Brifla Ha 3emiie KOppeInpyoT
¢ TeM, uTo oco3HaeT n Kaut. I, cooTBeTCTBEHHO,
yKasaHusA dpaHIly3ckoro dpwiocoda efpa jivi Mo-
TYT BBICTYIIUTH Cepbe3HBIM apryMeHTOM IIpOTVB
KaHTOBCKOVI TeJIeosIormy, Tpelyrolen IIpu3Ha-
HVIS BpaXIeOHOV HaM IIPUPOABI (MeXaHW3M IIpU-
POZIBI) 11, BMECTe C 3TVM, CYXKAEHMS O HaC caMMX C
TOYKWV 3peHVsI KOHEUHBIX IIPUYMH".

3. Kputuka KanTOM MHCTpYMEHTa/IBHOTO
OTHOILIeHMs K IIpupoae

Kakmm obpasom KaHT mpmsHaer MexaHW3M
HIPUPOIBI KaK ee BPaKIeOHOCTh YeJIOBEKY B paM-
Kax TeJIeosIorn4eckoro cyxaenms? IIpexnae scero
OTMeuy, YTO 3/IeCh He VIMeeT CMBIC/Ia paccMaTpu-
BaTh MeXaHV3M IIPUPOLIbI, KOTOPBIVI OTHOCUTCS K
IIPOVICXOXKIEHWIO IIPOAYKTOB IIPUPOIEI U Tpely-
eT Koppenﬂuvm C OJOITOJIHAIOIIIVMIM €T0 TeJIeOJIOrv-
4yecKMM OOBsICHEeHVeM, B CWJIy 4ero v yTBepXKia-
eTcd IpeJicTaBjleHie O BHyTpeHHe 11ejlecoo0pas-
HOCTM. Ba’kHO MOHATH, KakuM obpazom KaHT 110-
IIyCKaeT MeXaHV3M IIPUpPOAbl, a VMMEHHO 3aBU-
CVMIMOCTBH XWMBBIX CYH_[eCTB oT Here)IHaMepeHHO

3 CoBpeMeHHbIe MCCIIEIOBATEM TIOIIEPKMBAIOT BaK-

HOCTb TeJIeOJIOTMYeCKOrO TIO/IXOa IIPW MCCIIeIOBaHMUM
cosHanms (Nagel, 2012), obocHOBaHMIM OMOIOTITYECKON
asroHomumm (Moreno, Mossio, 2015), mpu mokasaresrb-
CTBe CBOOOIHOVI BOJIVI 11 OOOCHOBAHWMI MOPaIBHOVI OTBET-
crBerHOCTH (Sehon, 2016), ipu MccIeoBaHMM IIOBEIEHIS
areHTOB C CHICTEMOVI MCKYCCTBEHHOTI'O MHTeJUIEKTa VI OTBET-
CTBEHHOCTY 4eJIoBeKa 3a mx rosezenme (Popa, 2021) v .71,
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not think so. Witness Kant’s admission in tele-
ology that the human being depends on nature,
which calls the existence of man into question
(the mechanism of nature). My point is that
Schaeffer’s argument about the human being’s
extreme fickleness as a species on earth chimes
in with Kant’s understanding. Accordingly, the
French philosopher fails to make a convincing
case against Kant’s teleology, which calls for
the recognition of a hostile nature (the mech-
anism of nature) and for judging about our-
selves as final ends."”

3. Kant’s Critique
of the Instrumental Attitude to Nature

How does Kant recognise the mechanism of
nature as being hostile to human beings in the
framework of teleological judgment? First of
all, I should say that it makes no sense here to
examine the mechanism of nature which has to
do with the origin of the products of nature and
calls for a teleological explanation, which leads
to the establishment of internal purposiveness.
It is important to understand how Kant sees the
mechanism of nature, namely the dependence
of living creatures on forces which act in an
unpremeditated manner, in discussing exter-
nal purposiveness.”® To clarify this proposition

7" Modern researchers stress the importance of the tele-
ological approach in the study of consciousness (Nagel,
2012), the grounding of biological autonomy (Moreno,
Mossio, 2015), in the proof of free will and grounding
of moral responsibility (Sehon, 2016), in the study of the
behaviour of agents with artificial intelligence and the
human being’s responsibility for their behaviour (Popa,
2021), etc.

8 There are several important studies of external pur-
posiveness. They stress its difference from internal pur-
posiveness as well as the fact that the advantageousness
and usefulness of nature for the human being cannot be
grounds for a teleological judgment because to think of
a natural object as useful does not yet mean to think it
therefore exists as a natural end (Van Den Berg, 2014,
pp- 107-109). Philippe Huneman (2006) notes that Kant
allows external purpose within teleology only as the sec-
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HEVICTBYIOIIVIX CWJI, TIPU PacCyKIeHW O BHeIll-
Hell LiesiecoobpasHocTi™. [1j1 MmposicHeHMs 3To-
ro IIOJIOKEeHMs HeoOXOOVMO IIpeX[e BCero pac-
cMoTpeThb TO, 4YTo KaHT roBoput 0 Hevt B 0OOIImX
uepTax. BHenrHroo 11e71ec000pa3sHOCTh OH OIpefie-
JIeT KaK «MaTepuasl AJIsl MICKYCCTBa APYIVX BO3-
MOXXHBIX IIPUPOIHBIX IIperMeTos» (AA 05, S. 367;
Kanrt, 2001, c. 547). O BHelIIHeV 11€71€CO00PA3HOCT
peds MaeT Toraa, Korma MpUpOaHBI 0OBeKT ITo-
JIe3eH ISl 4ero-To APYToro, HO 3TO He SBJISeTCA
HaJlJIeXallIM OCHOBAaHVIEM I1JII TIOHVIMAHMS 3TO-
ro O0BeKTa C TOUKM 3PeHMS ero (IIpeIroyaraeMov)
nemn (Van Den Berg, 2014, p. 108). B § 63 «Kputn-
KV CIIOCOOHOCTM CyXKaeHUM» KaHT roBopuTt, UTO
IIPUTOIHOCTD SIBJISIETCSI BHEITHEeV IieyTecoo0pas-
HOCTBIO, KOT7Ia OITHV IPOIYKThI IIPUPOBI BBICTY-
[MAfOT CPENCTBOM [JIsi IieJleVl IIPUPOIBI (KMBBIX
CYILIeCTB, HO He uesioBekKa). [Toste3HOCTh sABIIseTCS
BHEIITHelT 11e71eCOO0Pa3sHOCTBIO, eCIIV ITPOAYKTHI
HPUPOIBI BBICTYIIAIOT CPEIICTBOM IS 11eJIeVt IIpY-
POIIBL, M 3Ta I1eJIb — 4eJIoBeK (IIMIMA /I POCTa).
Yrobbl MOHATH, KakmMm oOpasoMm KanT pac-
CyXXHaeT 0 BpakKAeOHOCTY IPUPOIBI B paMKax Te-
JIeOJIOTMYeCKOro Cy KJIeHMs U KaKue 13 3TOro Jie-
JIaeT BBIBOJIBI, HEOOXOIVIMO PacCMOTPETH 10 MEHB-
IIIeVt Mepe TPY JOMOJTHSIOMIVIX IPYT IpyTra IO CBO-
eMy CMBICJIOBOMY coflepkaHmio pparmeHTa «Kpu-
TUKW CIIOCOOHOCTV CY>KHAEHWs», OTHOCSIINXCS K
VICCTIETIOBAHIIO BHEIITHEV 11e71eCO00pa3HOCTL.

4 CyIecTByeT psifl BaXKHBIX VICCITETIOBAHNII BHEIITHEVI I1e-
JlecooOpasHOCTN. B HIX MTomdepKMBaeTcs ee OTIMYME OT
BHYTpeHHelI I11eJTecO00Pa3sHOCTH, a Takke TO, UTO IpU-
TOIHOCTD ¥ II0JIE3HOCTh IIPUPOLIBI I UejIoBeKa He Mo-
ryT 00OCHOBAaTh TeJIEOIOIMYeCcKoe CY KIeHe, IIOCKOJIBKY
MBICJIUTE IIPUPOIAHBINT OOBEKT IIPUTOIHBIM WIN I10JIe3-
HBIM ellle He 3HaYUT MBICJIUTH €r0 MMeHHO IT03TOMY CY-
IIeCTBYIONIMM Kak 11esib npupopsl (Van Den Berg, 2014,
p- 107—109). Owmmnn XyHMmaH 3amedaet, uro KaaT mo-
IIyCKaeT BHYTPY TeJIeoJIorMu oOpalieHne K BHEIIIHe 11e-
J1ecOO00Pa3HOCTM TOJIBKO KaK BTOPOV IIIar, TO eCTh II0CIe
NpV3HaHMS HeOOXOAVMMOCTY MBICJIUTh BHYTPEHHIOIO 1ie-
stecoobpasHocts (Huneman, 2006). bpanrenOax moka3ssl-
BaeT, 4ro B ydueHmn KaHTa IIocTyimpoBaHVE BHEIIHEV
11e71eco00pa3sHOCTM TIOMOTaeT OOHAPYXXMUTh MeXaHWde-
CKII€ CB$I3M, a TaKKe IIOMBICJIATD YacTH IIPUPOIBI KaK B3a-
VIMOCBsI3aHHBIE 1 B3a/IMO3aBIICVIMbIE, TO €CTh MHTeT PaLIIo
JKMBBIX CYIIIeCTB B 9KOJIOTMUecKutt KoHTeKcT (Breitenbach,
2009, S. 134—140). C moent TOUKM 3peHMs], HeOOXOIMO
VICCITEMIOBATh TPAHWITH BHEIITHET 11e7TecO00pasHOCTH IS
TOro, 4roObl IOHMMAaTh KpUTUKY KaHTOM wmMHCTpyMeH-
TaJIBHOT'O OTHOIIEHNS K IIPUPOJIe 1 O9epunBaTh 00JIacTh
HpVIMEHEeHM TeJIe0JIOTMYeCKOro CY KIeHs.
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it is necessary first of all to have a general idea
of what Kant says about it. He defines external
purposiveness as “material for the art of other
possible natural beings” (KU, AA 05, p. 367;
Kant, 2000, p. 239). External purposiveness is
when a natural object is useful for something
else, but this is not an adequate ground for un-
derstanding the object from the point of view
of the (supposed) end (Van Den Berg, 2014,
p- 108). In § 63 of the Critique of Judgment Kant
says that advantageousness is external pur-
posiveness when only the products of nature
are means toward nature’s ends (living crea-
tures but not human beings). Usefulness is ex-
ternal purposiveness if the products of nature
are means to the natural ends and the end is the
human being (food for growth).

To understand what Kant says about na-
ture’s hostility in the framework of teleolog-
ical judgment and what conclusions he draws
we have to examine at least three mutual-
ly complementary fragments of the Critique
of Judgment pertaining to the study of external
purposiveness.

In the first fragment (§ 63) Kant excludes na-
ture’s usefulness for human beings from the
notion of external purpose. The human being’s
use of products for his/her various ends can-
not be considered teleologically because the
“human’s reason knows how to bring things
into correspondence with his own arbitrary in-
spirations, to which he was by no means pre-
destined by nature” (KU, AA 05, p. 368; Kant,
2000, p. 240-241). Invented “purposive” rela-
tions (e.g. natural substances for cosmetics)

ond step, ie. recognition of the need to think internal
purpose. Breitenbach (2009, pp. 134-140) argues that in
Kant’s teaching postulating external purpose helps to
discover mechanical links and think of parts of nature
as interconnected and interdependent, i.e. integration of
living things in the ecological context. I think it is neces-
sary to study the boundaries of external purposiveness
in order to understand Kant’s critique of the instrumen-
tal attitude to nature and mark out the area of the use of
teleological judgment.



B mepBom dparmenTe (§ 63) KanT mckioda-
€T 13 BHEIITHeVl 11eJ1eCO00pa3sHOCTI IIPUTOIHOCTD
IIPVPOIIBL 1J1s YeJioBeKa. VIcrorib3oBaHMe uesioBe-
KOM IIPOIIYKTOB JIJI5 CBOMX Pa3HOOOPa3HBIX IeJIent
B IIPVHIINIIE HE MOXET OBITh PAaCCMOTPEHO TeJTeo-
JIOTIYeCKM, TIOCKOJIBKY «pa3yM yMeeT IIPUBOAUTD
BeII/1 B COOTBETCTBYIE C €r0 IIPOM3BOJIBHBIMU BbI-
IyMKaMV, K 4YeMy 4eJIOBeK BOBCe He OBII IIpeno-
npenesieH npupopo» (AA 05, S. 368; Kant, 2001,
c. 549—551). BeimyMaHHBIe «1lejiecooOpasHble» OT-
HOIIIeHVs (HaIlpyMep, IpUpPOIHbIe BelllecTBa 11
KOCMETVMKM) TIOBEPraloTcsl KPWUTUKE, ITOCKOIIb-
Ky B 3TOM CJIy4dae HeoOXOIVMO IIPU3HATh OTCYyT-
CTBUe IIpeHaMepPeHHO JIeVICTBYIOIEeV IIPUYMHBL.
3necy KanT dukcupyer rpaHuiipl Tejeonorye-
CKOTO yUeHMs: OHO He JJOJDKHO PacIpOCTpaHATh-
Csl Ha TaKyIo I1eJIecoo0pasHOCTh, KOTOPYIO Oe30c-
HOBAaTeJIbHO IIpejlIioJiaraeT uejIoBeK, HaXoIsiCh B
VJUTIO3WY, YTO IpUpoaa JO/DKHA OBITh IPUTOIHa
IJIS JIFOOBIX ero meJjierl. 9TO O4eHb BaKHbIN cppar-
MEHT C TOYKVI 3peHMsI TIOHMMAaHMs TOT0, YTO IIPU-
poria He JIOJDKHA COOTBETCTBOBATH JIIOOBIM I1€JISIM
yeJsIoBeKa, HO B HEM ellle He MJIeT pedb O IIOCTaHOB-
Ke T107], BOITPOC CaMOr'O CyIIleCTBOBaHMs YesIoBeKa.

Bo BTropoM dparmente (§ 67) Kant mpusbisa-
eT K TOMY, 4TOObI, OTTaJIKMBAsICh OT IIPU3HAHM
1eJjievi OPUpoOabl, OOIYCTUTDH «UOEI0 BCEVT HPU-
POZIBI KaK CHCTEMBI IO IIpaBuily Iiestein» (AA 05,
S. 378 —=379; Kanr, 2001, c. 575). Besikmit mexaHM3M
HIPVPOIBEI HEOOXOAMMO pacCMaTPUBATh B COOTBET-
CTBUM C MaKCVIMOL: «BC€ B MVpe IIJISI UeTO-TO XO-
POIII0, HUUTO B HeM He HarrpacHo» (AA 05, S. 379;
Kanr, 2001, c. 575). KanT ropopurt, uTo nprHaJe-
JKaIIyIM K CHCTeMe 11ejIeVl MBI IOJKHBI paccMaTpi-
BaTh TO, YTO He CO3/IaeT «HeOOXOIMMOCTU MCKATh
3a IIpefeslaMy MexaHW3Ma CJIero JIeVICTBYIOMINX
IPVYVH APYTOVI IIPVHIINII IS IX BO3MOXKHOCTV»
(AA 05, S. 380; Kanr, 2001, c. 579). CornacHO aTOm
JIOTVIKe, CTAaHOBUTCS, HaITpyIMep, BO3MOXKHBIM CUM-
TaTh BHEIITHE 11eJIeCO00pa3sHbIMIM HaCeKOMBIX, Oec-
IIOKOSIIIVX YesIOBeKa 7 IeJIafoIX HeBO3MOXXHOM
XM3HB Ha OortotvicTont MecTHOCTH. Ha aToT dpar-
MEHT HeOOXOIIMO 00paTnTh BHMMaHME, TIOCKOJIb-
Ky OH BbIpaXkaeT Hagexay Kanra Ha To, 4TO JIIO-
0011 MexaHM3M IPUPOIEI MOXET OBITh ITOTYMHEH
MBICJIVIMOVI CVICTEME 11EJIEV.
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are criticised because in this case the absence
of a premeditated cause has to be recognised.
Here Kant fixes the boundaries of the teleologi-
cal approach: it should not include the purpose
groundlessly assumed by the human being un-
der the illusion that nature should be useful for
any of his/her purposes. This is a very import-
ant fragment because it shows that nature is not
under an obligation to useful any human ends,
but it does not yet call into question the very
existence of man.

In the second fragment (§ 67) Kant argues,
proceeding from the admission of natural ends,
for accepting “the idea of the whole of na-
ture as a system in accordance with the rule
of ends” (KU, AA 05, pp. 378-379; Kant, 2000,
p. 250). Every mechanism of nature should be
seen in accordance with the maxim: “every-
thing in the world is good for something, noth-
ing is in vain” (KU, AA 05, pp. 379; Kant, 2000,
p. 250). Kant says that a system of ends must
be seen to include that which does not make
it necessary “to seek another principle of their
possibility beyond the mechanism of blindly
acting causes” (KU, AA 05, p. 380; Kant, 2000,
p- 252). In accordance with this logic it is pos-
sible, for example, to consider as externally
purposive the insects that bother human be-
ings and make life in a marshy terrain unliv-
able. This fragment merits attention because it
expresses Kant’s hope that any mechanism of
nature can be subordinate to a conceivable sys-
tem of ends.

The idea that the mechanism of nature can
be subordinate to a teleological judgment ex-
pressed in § 67 is adjusted in § 82 which rec-
ognises that nature may call into question the
very existence of the human being. Kant points
to the experientially given dependence of hu-
man beings and the other living creatures on
the omnipotent forces of nature which act cha-
otically. He concludes that this approach can
prove that as a natural being “the human be-
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Brickasarnas B § 67 MBIC/Ib O IOTUMHEHMUV Me-
XaHM3Ma IPUPOOBl TeJIeoJIOrMUecKoMy CyxKie-
HUIO KOppeKTupyeTcs B § 82 ¢ yueToM TOro, 4To
IpUpoa MOXeT IIOCTaBUTh IOl BOIIPOC TaKXke
caMo CylllecTBoBaHMe dYesloBeka. KaHT ykasbiBa-
eT Ha JIaHHYIO B OIIbITe 3aBUCHMOCTb 4eJloBeKa U
APYTVIX XMBBIX CYIIIECTB OT BCeMOTyIITVIX CVJI ITPU-
PpOIbI, KOTOpBle NeVICTBYIOT xaoTmdeckn. OH 3a-
KJTIOYaeT, YTO TaKOe PacCMOTpPeHMe CIIOCOOHO JI0-
Kas3aTh, UTO KaK IPUPOIHOe CYIIEeCTBO «4esIoBeK
He eCTb IIOCTIe[THS 11eJIb IIPUPOLIbL», «arperar op-
TaHYeCKMX Beller Ha 3eMjle He MOXeT OBbITh CU-
CTEMOW LieJIer», «IIPOMYKTBI IIPUPOIBL... HE MMe-
IOT APYTOro IIPOMCXOXKIEHMs, KpoMe MexaHM3Ma
npupone» (AA 05, S. 428; KanT, 2001, c. 693). s
TOTO YTOOBI IIOKa3aTh, UTO § 82 He MPOTMBOPEUNUT
paspeleHnio aHTVMHOMMY IIPVHIIUIIOB MeXaHW-
YeCKOTO ¥ TeJIeOJIOrMYEeCKOro CII0CO00B BO3HVIK-
HOBEHVS OPraHM3MOB, B 3aKJIIOUMTEIIBHOM ad3arie
sTOro naparpada KauT ykassiBaeT, 4To 00a IIpmH-
LIVIIa OTHOCSTCA K pedrieKTUPYIOIIert CIIOCOOHO-
CTVL Cy>XIIeHMsl, I He HY>KHO OIlacaTbCsl OObACHSTh
IIPOVICXOXKeHVe OpraHM3MOB MeXaHUCTUYeCK.
3ameuy, Takoe IpUMIpPeHVe IIOHSATHO, eCc/In pedb
VIeT O IIPOVICXOXKIEHUM IIPOAYKTOB IPUPOIBI 1
CHCTeMe 1ieJleVl, OTHOCSIIEVICS K VX ITPOVCXOXK]Ie-
HUIO OT obment mpamarepn”. Ho 310 mpummpe-
HVe OCTaB/IseT OTKPBITBIMM CJIeYIOIINe BOIIPO-
cel. OxBaTbIBaeTCs JIM TeJIeOJIOrMYecKM CyXKie-
HIEeM MexaHW3M IIPVPOAbl KaK 3aBUCHMOCTD Ue-
JIOBeKa OT HellpeJTHaMepPeHHO JIeVICTBYIOIIX CUJT?
Ecm na, To xakmM obpasom? IlpuBogmt v 310 K
YTBEPXKIAEHUIO TOTaJIBHOCTV BHEIIIHeV 11eJIecoo-
OpasHocTI'?

15 KaHT BBICKa3bIBaeT IIPELIIOJIOKEHNEe O IIPOVCXOXKIIe-

HUM >KUBBIX CYILECTB OT OOILeVi IIpaMaTepy Ha OCHOBa-
HUM TeJIe0JIOTMYECKOr0 OOBACHEHVSI ITPOVCXOXKIEHVIS
[IPOMIyKTOB IIPUPOIBL, TO €CTh Ha OCHOBAHWI IIPEJIIIOIIO-
JKeHVS X BHyTpeHHe1 1lestecoobpasHoct (AA 05, S. 418;
Kanr, 2001, c. 667).

1 B cjryuae ¢ 00BSICHEHMEM ITPOVICXOXKIIEHNSI OPTaHM3MOB
peub MIeT IMEHHO O TOM, YTO TeJIe0JIOIMYeCcKoe CyJK/Ie-
HIUe OXBaTbIBaeT (IIOJUMHSET) MeXaHU4decKoe OObsCHe-
Hute. Toit ykasbiBaet, uro KaHT omiiceiBaeT oObennHeHne
IBYX BUJIOB TEOPETUYECKIIX 3aKOHOB IIPUPOLIbI, MEXAHM3-
Ma ¥ TeJIeoJIOrVV, KaK OTHOIIEHWS MeXy CPeJICTBOM W
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ing is not an ultimate end of nature”, “the ag-
gregate of organized natural things on earth
cannot be a system of ends”, “the products of
nature [...] can have no other origin than that in
the mechanism of nature” (KU, AA 05, p. 428;
Kant, 2000, p. 296). To show that § 82 does not
contradict the resolution of the antinomy of
the principles of mechanical and teleological
modes of the emergence of organisms, in the
final paragraph Kant says that both principles
belong to the reflective capacity of judgment
and one need not be afraid to explain the ori-
gin of organisms mechanistically. I submit that
such reconciliation makes sense if we speak
about the origin of the products of nature and
a system of ends that implies their origin from
a common birth-mother.” But such reconcili-
ation leaves several questions open. Does the
teleological judgment cover the mechanism of
nature as the human being’s dependence on
unpremeditatedly acting forces? If it does, then
how? Does it approve the totality of external
purposiveness??

If we postulate that the mechanism of na-
ture is in opposition to external purpose, I be-
lieve we have to deal with the following logic
of teleology unfolding. When Kant declares
that the human being is not the ultimate end
of nature, he does not mean that teleology re-
treats under the onslaught of nature’s blind
mechanism. To him it is obvious that external
purposiveness is challenged by the mechanism

¥ Kant suggests that the living creatures originate from
a common birth-mother proceeding from a teleological
explanation of the origin of nature’s products, i.e.
assuming their inner purposiveness (KU, AA 05, p. 418;
Kant, 2000, p. 287).

? In the case of explanation of the origin of organisms
the point is that teleological judgment subsumes the
mechanical explanation. Goy (2015, p. 85) notes that
Kant describes the merger of two types of theoretical
laws of nature, mechanism and teleology, as the relation
between the means and the end whereby mechanical
laws are “subordinate” means for teleological laws as
their ends (see also Ginsborg, 2006; Breitenbach, 2009;
Quarfood, 2014).



[Tpu mocTynMpoBaHMM MeXaHW3Ma IIPUPOIBI
B OIIIO3MITMVI K BHEIITHEV 11eJIeCO00pa3HOCT, T10-
JIararo, MbI CTaJIKMBaeMCs CO CIIeTYFOIIEeN JIOT KO
pasBepTeiBaH Testeostorut. Korpa KaHT 3assis-
€T, YTO YeJIOBEK He eCTb ITOCIIeIHSIS 11eJIb IIPUpPO-
IIbl, TO OH He VIMeeT B By OTCTYIUIEHVE TeJleo-
JIOTVIVI TIOJ], HATVICKOM CJIETIOr0 MexaHv3Ma IIprpo-
OBl J7I Hero OueBMIHO, YTO BHEIIIHSIS I1eJIeCO0-
Opa3HOCTH OCITapVBAETCS MEXaHM3MOM ITPUPOIBL,
1 mosToMy KaHT mpefyiaraeT MbICIMTE TIOTYVIHE-
HJe 3TOrO0 MexaHM3Ma BBICIIIEMYy IIpeHa3Haue-
HUIO YeJloBeKa KaK IIpeIMeTy TeJIeoJIOrMuecKo-
ro cyxneHus (§ 83). B aTom miaHe oH M3SIITHO CO-
r71acyeT Bpak[IeOHOCTh IIPUPOABI C BBICIINM Ha-
3HAYeHVEeM uYeJioBeKa: «...HeCcyacThbsl, KOTOPBIMU
Hac KapaeT OT4YacTy IIPUPOa, OTUACTY HEYKVB-
UMBBIVI 3TOM3M JIIOLEV], B TO JKe BpeMs Hallpsra-
0T, yBEJIMYMBAIOT U 3aKAJISIOT [HaIN] TyIIIeBHbIE
CWIBL... ¥l TAKMM OOpa3oM [Iaf0T HaM II0YyBCTBO-
BaTh CKPBITO 3aJIOKEHHYIO B HAC IIPUTOTHOCTD K
BeICIIVIM 11eT1siM» (A A 05, S. 433—434; KanT, 2001,
c. 705—707)". HdevictBuTensHo, ecin 061 KaHT He
OITperieVyT TPaHMIIbl BHEITHeV I1ejIecoo0pasHo-
CTVI, MBI JJOJDKHBI OBUIV OBI IIPU3HATH B MITOTE, YTO
YeJI0BeK eCTh ITOCJIeTHSS M Jake KOHeUHas 11eJ1b
IIPVIPOABI TOJIIBKO B TOM CMBICTIE, UTO IIPUPOTHBIE
KOMIIJIEKCHI V1 PeCyPChlI CIIOCOOHBI YIOBJIETBOPUTE
ero XestaHus O1akeHCTBa (cuacThbs). KaHT 310 pe-
IIITEJIFHO OTPUIIAeT B paMKaX BCEro CBOETO yue-
Hus'®. bosiee TOro, OH He TOJIBKO IIPOTWB TOT'O, YTO-

L1eJIbI0, B COOTBETCTBIIN C KOTOPBIMIM MeXaHIYeCcKre 3aK0-
HBI CJIyXKaT «IIOAYMHEHHBIMV» CPeACTBaMIL IS TeJIe0sIo-
I'MYeCcKIX 3aKOHOB B KadecTse mx 1eiu (Goy, 2015, p. 85).
Cwm. Taxke: (Ginsborg, 2006; Breitenbach, 2009; Quarfood,
2014).

17 Crout 06paTnTh BHUMAHIE, YTO TaKOEe COTJIACOBAHIIEe
IIPOTVMBOIIOCTABIISIETCS  11€JIeCO00PasHBIM  OTHOIIEHSIM
0e3 KOHeUYHO 11eJIV, OCHOBaHMe KOTOpbIx KaHT Ha3bIBaeT
MeXaHM3MOM. YeJloBeK B 3TOM CJIy4ae BCerza BBICTyIIaeT
Kak cperictBo (AA 05, S. 434; Kanr, 2001, c. 707).

8 Jlna Tavtepa odeBmaHO, UTO B TpeThewt «Kpurmke»
KaHnT orpuriaeT cuacTbe uesioBeka B KadeCTBe KOHEYHOV
LIV IIPUPOMBL, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO He oOJiamaer Oe3yciios-
HOVI IEHHOCTBIO U ITPUPO/Ia, II0 BCEV BUAMMOCTH, He CII0-
coberByer emy (Guyer, 2014, p. 221). Ho Tesuc Kanra o
TOM, YTO IIPUPOIA He CIOCOOCTBYeT CYaCThIO, IT0 MBICIIN
l'aviepa, mpobemaTiraeH. Bosamkaer mmpobiiema, Kak co-
I7IacoBaTh MeXIIy cOOOVI [iBe KAaHTOBCKIE MBIC/IV: C OTHO

S. A. Martynova

of nature, so Kant suggests that this mecha-
nism is subordinate to the supreme mission
of the human being as the object of teleologi-
cal judgment. (§ 83). He elegantly reconciles
the hostility of nature with the highest calling
of human beings: “[...] the evil that is visited
upon us partly by nature, partly by the intol-
erant selfishness of human beings, at the same
time calls forth, strengthens, and steels the
powers of the soul not to be subjected to those,
and thus allows us to feel an aptitude for high-
er ends, which lies hidden in us” (KU, AA 05,
pp- 433-434; Kant, 2000, p. 301). Indeed, if Kant
had not defined the limits of external purpose
we would have to concede that the human be-
ing is the ultimate and even the final end of na-
ture only in the sense that natural complexes
and resources can meet his/her desire for hap-
piness. Kant resolutely denies this in his teach-
ing.” Moreover, he is not only against stopping

2t For Guyer (2014, p. 221) it is obvious that in the third
Critiqgue Kant denies human happiness as the final end of
nature because it does not have unconditional value and
nature apparently is not conducive to happiness. But
Guyer considers Kant's thesis to the effect that nature
is not conducive to happiness to be problematical.
The problem arises, how does one reconcile the two
Kantian ideas: on the one hand, happiness should
be part of humanity’s moral goal; on the other hand,
happiness exists within nature even though it shows
no more clemency to human beings than to its other
creatures (ibid., p. 233). Guyer resolves the issue in the
following way: the human being cannot think nature as
a guarantor of his/her happiness, but there is nothing to
prevent human beings from seeking it, even by project
activity and technical reason (ibid., p. 235). As a result,
according to Guyer, nature’s indifference or hostility
to human happiness turns out to be only apparent and
initial. I would refrain for the time being from passing
judgment on the extent to which, in Kant's view,
human beings can overcome nature’s hostility by their
projective activity. But I would like to stress that in
Kant’s view human beings” awareness of the fact that
their happiness, as well as their biological existence, is
important for the movement of human beings toward
their higher mission. The human being’s consciousness
of the fact that nature does not guarantee his/her happy
existence paves the way beyond nature into the space
of freedom where he/she asserts him/herself. I think
Kant clearly expresses this thought when he juxtaposes
external purposiveness (as part of a system of ends) to
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OBl OCTAHOBUTBLCS Ha KOHCTATAITUI CYACThs, HO U
IIPOTUB TOTO, YTOOBI IIPM3HATH OMOJIOrVIYeCcKOoe
CYIIIECTBOBAHME YeJloBeKa B KadyecTBe KOHEYHOV
ey mpvposl. KaHT mimireT, uTo oHa IainT de-
JIOBEKa «TaK ke MaJjlo, KaK BCSIKOe JIPYToe KMBOT-
HOE€, B CBOVIX Pa3pyIINTEeIbHBIX IeVICTBISIX, TAKMX,
KaK 4YyMa, TOJIof], HaBOIHEHVs, XOJIOI, Harlajle-
HWSL CO CTOPOHBI APYTMX OOJIBIINX I MaJIbIX 3Be-
pevt m T.o» (AA 05, S. 430; KanT, 2001, c. 697). Me-
XaHU4YecKoe OOBSICHEeHVe, COITIacysCh C BBICIIVIM
Ha3Ha4YeHVeM YesloBeKa, TaKMM 0oOpa3oM, HOIdmu-
HSIeTCS TeJIe0IOITYeCKOMY CY KIIEHWIO, VI BMeCTe C
3TVM HeOOXOIVMMBIM OKasbIBaeTCs OrpaHVYeHVe
BHeIITHeV1 11ejiecoobpasHocTi'®. OHa AormycKaeTcst

CTOPOHBI, CYaCThe IOJDKHO OBITh YacThIO MOPaJIbHOV 11eJIN
UeJIOBeUeCTBa; C IPYTOl — CYacThe IMeeT MeCTO B TIpefie-
JIaX IIPVIPOABL, HECMOTPS Ha TO YTO OHA IIaJVT dejIoBeKa
TaK >ke MaJlo, KaK 1 gpyrue ceou cosganms (Ibid., p. 233).
I'aviep perrtaeT 3TOT BOITPOC CIIEYIOMMIM 0OpasoM: desio-
BEK He MOXKET MBICTINTB IIPUPOLY B KauecTBe rapaHTa CBO-
€r'0 CYaCThs, HO HIYTO He MelllaeT UeJIOBeKY CTPeMUTHCS K
HeMY, B TOM 4VIC/Ie 3a CYET IIPOEKTVBHOVI HeSTeIbHOCTI U
TexHmdeckoro pasyma (Ibid., p. 235). B urore 6e3pasmrane
VI BpakeOHOCTh IIPUPOLIBI K YeJIOBeYeCKOMY CYaCThIO
OKasbIBaroTcs, 1o MbIcyii l'ariepa, B koHuemnmm Kaxra
TOJIBKO KaKYIIVIMICS WIM IlepBOHaYaIbHbIMU. [lo3Bo-
o cebe MOKa BO3[IepyKaThCs OT CY’KIIeHMs, HACKOJIbKO B
KoHItenmy KanTa yesioBeK MOXeT ITpeoosieTh Bpaxaed-
HOCTb IIPUPOZIEI 3a CYeT IIPOEeKTUBHOM AesrerbHocTi. O
HaKOo 4 XoTeJIa ObI HOIUepPKHYTh, UTO B KOHIIemImn KanTa
OCO3HaHVe YeJIoBeKOM (haKTa, UTO CYacThe, a Takxke Omo-
JIOTVIYecKoe CYIIleCTBOBaHVe KaK TaKOBOe He TapaHTHPY-
IOTCS IIPUPOLIOVL, BaXKHO J1JIs1 IBVDKEHVIS UeJIoBeKa K CBOeMY
BBICIIIEMY ITpeTHasHaYeHMo. Oco3HaHVe UeJIOBEKOM CBO-
€ro He rapaHTMPOBAHHOI'O IPUPOIOV OJIaroIoIydHOro
CyIIIeCTBOBaHVSI OTKPBhIBAaeT eMy IIyTh 3a ee IIpefeiIbl — B
IIPOCTPAHCTBO CBOOOMIBI, Ille OH ceOs 1 yrBepkaaert. ITo-
jarato, 4to KaHT "4eTKo BbIpa’kaeT 3Ty MBICIIb, KOITIa IIPO-
TMBOIIOCTABJII€T BHEIIIHE 11e71ecO00pa3sHOCTI (KaK YacTu
CVICTEMBI 11eJTeVl) MeXaHW3M Ipupoms! (§ 82) 1 cormacyer
€ro C BBICIIIeN [1eJ1bI0 vestoBeka (§ 83).

19 Cormacmumcs ¢ Manxiiom BapkepoM B TOM, uTo pac-
CMOTpeHVIe BHEIITHEV! 11e71eCO00PasHOCTY JOIDKHO BBIXO-
IOUTB 3a Ipefesibl ee MPOTMBOIIOCTABIICHNS BHY TPEeHHE
nesnecoobpasHoctn. CortacHo bapkepy, obcyxneHue
KaHTOM OTHOCHTETTEHOVI T1e71ecO00PasHOCTI CO3/IaeT OC-
HOBY ISl IIeTIOYKV apTyMeHTOB B § 63, 64 1 65, pe3yib-
TaTOM KOTOPBIX SIBJIIETCS YTBEPXKIEeHMe O TOM, UTO MBI
JIOJDKHBI CUMTATh OpPTaHM3MBI 1iesisiMu pupopbl (Barker,
2018). C moert TOUKM 3peHvsl, 00CYKIeHe BHEIIHeN Lie-
J1eCOOOPA3HOCTY BaXKHO VIS IIOHMMAaHMs TOro, Kak Kaat
IBIVDKETCS OT ee OIpaHMYEHMS K PacCILIMpPeHMIO TPaHMI]
HIpVIMEHEHVS TeJIeOJIOTMYeCKOr0o CYXKIEeHVS U TOKa3blBa-
eT BBICIIIee IIpeJHa3HaueHVIe YeJIoBeKa.

at stating that happiness has been achieved but
against recognszing the biological existence
of humans as the final end of nature. Kant
writes that “it has rather spared him just as lit-
tle as any other animal from its destructive ef-
fects, whether of pestilence, hunger, danger of
flood, cold, attacks by other animals great and
small” (KU, AA 05, p. 430; Kant, 2000, p. 298).
The mechanistic explanation, agreeing with the
higher calling of human beings, is thus subor-
dinated to the teleological judgment and at the
same time necessitates a limiting of external
purposiveness.? It is allowed in the framework
of teleology only on condition that the human
being, while he/she may assume the useful-
ness of nature to him/herself (e.g. in dividing
genders into male and female), cannot assume
it as a guarantor of his happiness and biologi-
cal existence.”

Comparison of three fragments shows that
Kant moves from excluding the usefulness of
nature for the human being derived from the
judgment of external purpose to subordinat-

the mechanism of nature (§ 82) and correlates it with the
human being’s highest calling (§ 83).

2 Let us agree with Michael Barker that the study
of external purposiveness should include more than
juxtaposing it to internal purposiveness. Barker noted
(2018) that Kant's discussion of relative purposiveness
leads to a chain of arguments in § 63, 64 and 65, leading
to the claim that we should consider organisms to be
natural end. I believe that the discussion of external
purposiveness is important for understanding how Kant
moves from limiting it to extending the application area
of teleological judgment and argues the highest purpose
of human beings.

% The question may arise, why do we speak about the
limits of external purposiveness and not about refuting
it by recognising the mechanism of nature? The thing
is that Kant turns to the mechanism of nature precisely
in order to show that the human being embedded
in nature is not its ultimate and final end, owing to
nature’s benevolence. At the same time it means that
nature provides for human beings and for other living
things. The notion of mechanism of nature implies that
living creatures are exposed both to the destructive and
constructive forces of nature (AA 05, pp. 426-427; Kant,
2000, p. 295).
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B paMKaX TeJIeoJIOT MY TOJIBKO C YCJIOBVIEM, UTO Ue-
JIOBEK, XOTS VI MOXET ITpeIiojiaraTe I0JIe3HOCTb
HIpVPOMBL 11711 ce0si (HaripuMep, paszesieHve IIo-
JIOB Ha MY>KCKOVI U >I<eHCKVH71), He MOXeT II0jIaraTb
ee B KaueCTBe rapaHTa CBOErO CUACTBS M CBOETrO
OVIOJIOrIYeCKOro CyIIeCTBOBaHMS Y.

V3 cooTHeceHMs Tpex PparMeHTOB BUIHO, KaK
KaHT nBmxercs OT WMCKIIIOYEHWMS ITPUTOTHOCTU
MIPVIPOMIBI 1151 YesloBeKa M3 CYKIEeHVs O BHEITHeN
11€JIeCO00PasHOCTM K TOMY, YTOOBI IIOAYMHUTH
JII000VT MeXaHWM3M IIPUPOMIBI TeJIe0I0rMYeCKOMY
OOBSICHEHMIO, VI B KOHEYHOM CYeTe IIPUXOOUT K
YTBeP)KAEHUIO, UTO OIyllleHVe BHeITHel Iiesle-
COOOPa3HOCTM JOJDKHO OBITH OrpaHMYEHO IIpU-
3HaHMEM MexaHWM3Ma IIPVPOJIbI, COITIaCOBAHHOTO C
BBICIIIIM Ha3HAUeHVEeM YeJI0BEKa, YTO, B CBOIO OUYe-
penp, U ompeneseT cdepy NpVIMEHEHMs Teleo-
JIOTIYeCKOro CykeHms. Ecii yanTsiBaTh Te Iipe-
TeH31!, KOTOopble IIpeabsiisaiorcsa KanTy, To BbI-
CKasaHHOe MM B § 63, 67 1 82 1103BOJIsIeT OTBETUTDH
Ha kpuTuky llleddepa 11 BMecTe ¢ 3T1M ITOKa3aThk,
YTO OCTaeTcs 3a ITpefiesiaMy BHUMAHMS VICCIIeI0-
BaTeJIeVl B SKOJIOIMYECKOV 3THKe. [les1o B ToM, uTo,
IIpV3HaBasi MeXaH3M IIPUPOLIBL B CVICTEME I1eJIer,
KanT rosoput, uTo oHa MOXeT OBITh IIPVHIIVIIN-
aJIbHO BPaXk[1eOHOVI CYIIeCTBOBAaHMIO YesloBeKa. B
3TOM CMBICJIe UeJIOBeK B IIPMpOfe He eCTb HU ee
HOCJIeIHsIsl, HY KOHEeUYHas ee 1IejIb. JTO SIBHO He
yuutbiBaeT Illeddep B cBoelt KpuTHKe TesieosIo-
run. Ilo KanTy, yesioBek MOXeT 1 JI0JDKeH CyJIUTh
O IIpUpOZe C TOUKM 3peHVsI KOHeUHBIX IIPUYIH U
IIpeJITioaraTh ee IMOCJIeAHION, a TaKKe KOHEUHYIO
nesib. Ho fy1st Hero Tak>ke BaKHO OCO3HABATh, UTO
(1) mpupona He HO/DKHA OBITH IIPUTONHA [1JIS JIIO-

% MoxeT BO3HMKHYTB BOIIPOC, TIOYEMY Pedb MJIET O Ipa-
HWITaX BHETITHE 11e71eco00pa3HOCTH, a He O ee OIpoBep-
JKEHUY 3a cYeT IIPU3HaHMs MeXaHn3Ma Ipupopbl? Herto
B ToM, uro KaHT oOparraercs K MeXaHW3MY IIPVUPOIIBI
VIMEHHO /I TOTO, YTOOBI TIOKa3aTh, UYTO YKOPEHEeHHBIN B
HeVl YeJIoBeK He eCTb I10 IIprYvHe 0/1arocKJIOHHOCTY ITPY-
POIBI ee TIOCTIETHSIS Y KOHewHasI 11e71k. Ho 3To Taxke 3Ha-
YUT, UTO BCe-TaKM Ipuposia obecriednBaeT U UeloBeKa,
U Apyrye XvBble cyiiectsa. IToHsgTIE Mexanusm npupodsl
IIoZIpa3yMeBaeT, UTO KMBBIE CYIIIECTBA VICITBITHIBAIOT Ha
cebe Kak ee pa3pyIIMTeITbHBIE CVITBI, TaK W CO3VIATEIThb-
Hble (AA 05, S. 426 —427; Kanrt, 2001, c. 689).

S. A. Martynova

ing any mechanism of nature to a teleological
explanation and eventually comes to the con-
clusion that external purposiveness should be
limited by the recognition of the mechanism
of nature correlating with the higher purpose
of the human being, which in turn determines
the sphere of the application of teleological
judgment. Bearing in mind the charges pre-
sented to Kant, what he says in § 63, 67 and 82
answers Schaeffer’s criticism and at the same
time shows what in ecological ethics remains
outside the sphere of attention of researchers.
The thing is that in recognising the mechanism
of nature in a system of ends, Kant says that
it can be fundamentally hostile to human be-
ings” existence. In that sense the human being
is not the ultimate or the final end of nature.
This is something Schaeffer clearly does not
take into account in his critique of teleology.
Kant maintains that human beings can and
must judge nature from the viewpoint of the
final causes and suppose its ultimate and also
final end. But it is also important for him/her
to be aware that (1) nature is not obliged to be
useful for any human designs, (2) it is not a
guarantor either of humans’ happiness or their
biological existence. The fact that in Kant’s
teleology the human being cannot expect
nature to meet all his/her strivings towards
well-being, comfort and even guaranteed bi-
ological existence eludes anthropocentrists in
ecological ethics.

The above-said clarifies the significance of
Kant’s doctrine and his contribution to eco-
logical ethics. I believe that in a way Kant
understood the problems to which repre-
sentatives of deep ecology today point; it is
impossible to think natural complexes and re-
sources as being intended only for human be-
ings and having value only inasmuch as they
are useful and good for them. Kant manages
not only to explain the human being’s depen-
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ObIX 3aMBICTIOB YeJIoBeKa, (2) OHa He eCTh rapaHT
HM €ro CYacThsl, HY OMOJIOrMUecKoro CyIiecTBoBa-
HysA. DaKT, UTO B KAHTOBCKOVI TEJIEOJIOT ML YeJIo-
BeK He MOXeT OTHOCUTBCS K IIPUpojie TaKUM 00-
pa3zoM, 4TOOBI ObUIM 00s3aTesIbHO YHAOBJIETBOpPe-
HBI €T0 CTpeMJIeHN K 0J1arornoiymio, KoMpopTy
U JlaXke rapaHTUPOBAaHHOMY OMOJIOTMUYECKOMY CY-
IIeCTBOBAHWIO, YCKOJIb3aeT OT BHUMaHMs aHTaH-
TPOIOLIEHTPUCTOB B 9KOJIOIMYECKOVI STUKE.

C ydeToM BBIIIECKA3aHHOIO CTAHOBATCS IIO-
HsITHee 3Ha4MMOCTb yueHMs: KaHTa 1 ero BKiIaz
B 9KOJIOTMYECKYIO 3TUKY. S Jgymaro, 4TO MOX-
HO TOBOPUTH 00 OIlpesieJieHHOM ITOHMMaHUM Ké-
HurcoeprckuMm dwiocodom 1podireM, Ha KOTO-
pBle cerdac yKasbIBaIOT IIPeCTaBUTEIIV IIIyOVH-
HOVI 5KOJIOTMVI, — HEBO3MOXKHOCTVI MBICIIVTD IIPU-
PpOHbIe KOMIUIEKCHI M pecypchl KakK ITpe/iHa3Ha-
UeHHbIe VIMEHHO /151 YeJloBeKa ¥ MMerollye 11eH-
HOCTBb TOJIBKO KaK IIPUTOIHBIE U IIOJIe3Hble I
Hero. ITpu strom KanTy ymaercsi He ToibKo 000-
CHOBATh 3aBUCMMOCTH YeJIOBeKa OT IIPUPOIHOIO
MUpa ¥ TPpaHUIIbl MHCTPYMEHTaIbHOIO OTHOIIIe-
HMS K HeMY, HO M BKJIIOUMTD 3TO I0JIOXKeHe B Te-
JleoJIOTMYecKoe ydeHMe, JIOIycKalollee MbIIIIe-
HMe OpraHu3Ma C TOYKM 3peHNsl BHyTpeHHe 1ie-
71ecOOOPa3sHOCTY, CUCTEMY IieJIell I MOPaIbHOTO
yesloBeKa KaK KOHEeUHYIO IejIb Ipupoabl. Takmm
00pa3oM, BOIpPeKM CJIOKMBIIMMCH B paMKax aH-
TUAHTPOIOLIEeHTPU3Ma MpeCTaBJIeHNsIM O B3au-
MOOOYCJIOBJIEHHOCTY IIOBEPXHOCTHOV 3KOJIOIMN
M Te3uca O YeI0BEeYeCKOV VICKITFOUMTEeIIbHOCTH,
KanT passuBaeT 3TOT Tesuc Hapsiy ¢ KpUTUKOM
VIHCTPYMEeHTaJIbHOTO OTHOIIeHMs K mpupope (1
Haxke oTyacTy Oyiarofapst 3Tovt KpUTHKe), 9TO TI0-
3BOJISIET TOBOPUTB O €ro BKJIajie B 5KOJIOTMUYeCKYIo
3TUKY ¥ O ee HOBBIX pyDexkax.

baazodapnocmos. Cmambps nodeomobrena npu
noddepxxe Poccutickoeo eocyoapcmbernoeo nedazo-
euveckoeo yHubepcumema um. AWM. Tepyena, ocy-
wecmbasaue2o punancupobanie HAy4HO-1CCA00-
Bameavckoil pabomol no peasudayuu npoexma «lIpo-
01ema noHUMAanus opearuyeckoeo 6 HayuHo-gpuo0-
cogpckom u xyooxecmBeHHOM OUCKYPCax».
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dence on the natural world and the limits of
the instrumental attitude to it, but also to in-
clude this provision in his teleological teach-
ing which permits thinking of an organism in
terms of internal purposiveness, and a system
of ends and the moral human being as the fi-
nal end of nature. Thus, contrary to the claims
of anti-anthropocentrists that shallow ecolo-
gy and the thesis about human exclusiveness
mutually condition each other, Kant elabo-
rates this thesis along with critique of the in-
strumental attitude to nature (and even partly
thanks to this critique) which warrants dis-
cussing his contribution to ecological ethics
and its new boundaries.
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